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1. Introduction

To be good translators, having a good knowledge of the target language
vocabulary in terms of quantity and quality is very important because the
misuse of words causes readers to misunderstand a source text as well as to
feel awkward. That is, misusing words in translation may cause global errors
(Burt, 1975: 56), which hinder communication. Therefore, translators should be
careful about selecting correct words. However, using correct English words is
difficult for Korean students because English and Korean belong to different
language groups and they are very different in terms of word forms and usage.
Given that these differences between them exist, it is not surprising for Korean

students to make word choice errors when translating Korean source texts into
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EnglishD. In addition, they learn English in an EFL situation where there is
very little authentic language input. It means that they have very little
appropriate English usage input, which is necessary to choose correct words.
Therefore, to help students to select correct words, it is important to analyze
what factors cause word choice errors and in which situations word choice
errors happen. For this purpose, Section 2 deals with previous research related
to lexical search strategies, Section 3 introduces methodology, Section 4 shows
the findings of lexical error analysis on the basis of nine categories, Section 5
is a discussion dealing with the reasons for lexical errors and Section 1 and 6

are introduction and conclusion, respectively.

2. Literature Review

There has been very little research into word use and knowledge of words
by translators compared to the importance of word choice when translating.
The reason may be that word use and knowledge of words involve various
factors including translators’ cognitive, psycholinguistic and mental aspects.
Accordingly, some previous research, which deals with why second language
learners or novice translators make word choice errors, will be introduced.

Jiang (2000) reveals several factors which cause second language learners
to make lexical errors such as lack of appropriate language usage input and

existing first language conceptual or semantic systems. The author emphasizes

1) The Korean students in this paper mean male and female students in their twenties
who were majoring in translating and interpreting in the Master's Degree Course at
M University, Australia. Their writing skills are thought to be at an advanced level
because their enrollment in the Master's Degree Course for Translating and
Interpreting at M University requires an IELTS score of 7.0 overall with 7.0 in both
reading and writing or an Internet-based TOEFL test score of 100 with 26 in
writing.
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the influence of first language transfer in lexical errors and divides the
language transfer factors into three categories in accordance with the extent of
semantic overlap between first language and second language words. The first
one is Strangers, which means that there is no semantic overlap between first
language and second language words. The second one is Real Friends, which
means that there is a higher degree of semantic overlap between them. The
third one is False Friends, which means that there is little semantic overlap
between them. According to the author, words which belong to Real Friends
are likely to lead to lexical errors.

Jiang (2002) shows that second language learners use first language transfer
through the semantic judgement task, which judges the extent of semantic
relatedness between word pairs, because second language learners respond
faster to same translation pairs than different translation pairs. In contrast,
native speakers do not show a response difference between the pairs. Same
translation pairs mean that the single first language word has two different
second language translations whereas different translation pairs mean that two
first language words have two second language translations even though their
meanings are similar. The research result is consistent with Lado (1958), who
claims that cognates such as words sharing similar word forms and meanings
are ecasy to learn. Jiang (2002) also stresses the importance of formal
instruction in the first language to improve lexical usage knowledge of the
target language in terms of time-efficency.

Jiang (2004) suggests three stage models of adult vocabulary acquisition.
The first stage is the lexical association stage, which indicates that second
language learners associate second language words with first language
translation. The second stage is the first language lemma mediation stage,
which indicates that second language learners transfer the lemma structure of
first language translation such as semantic and syntactic information into the
second language word. The third stage is the full integration stage, which

indicates that second language leamners use lexical knowledge of second
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language words but do not use first language information any more. The author
also shows through the research with Korean ESL learners that “first language
transfer errors are common when two second language words have the same
first language translation” (e.g., 712] (chance, opportunity)), compared to when
two different second language words have two different first language
translations (e.g., =°]T} (decrease), Z4:3}THreduce)) even though the two
words share semantic relatedness (419).

Mondahl and Jensen (1996) divide translation search strategies into
achievement strategies and reduction strategies. Achievement strategy means
“the translators’ attempt to remain as close to the source text as possible”
(104). Achievement strategy is divided in more detail into four strategies. The
first strategy is spontaneous association, which indicates that translators are
aware of problem areas and find a solution quickly on the basis of association.
The second is situational search strategy, which means that translators try to
solve problems on the basis of previous translation experience or background
knowledge. However, translators do not evaluate the solution but accept it
without further consideration. The third is reformulation strategy, which means
that translators change the source text a little in order to deliver its meaning in
more detail. The fourth is problem analysis strategy, which means that
translators try to analyse the sentence and apply linguistic knowledge in order
to solve problems. On the other hand, reduction strategy means translators use
neutral styles when they cannot find satisfactory equivalents, which results in
linguistically correct but less accurate translation. According to them, the most
common strategies translators use are spontaneous association and reformulation
strategy.

Zareva et al (2005) discusses the differences in vocabulary knowledge
among advanced second language learners, intermediate learners and native
speakers. Based on quantity and quality of vocabulary and metacognitive
awareness, they point out that second language advanced learners, intermediate

learners and native speakers show similar metacognitive awareness. However,
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there are big gaps in quantity and quality of vocabularies between advanced
and intermediate learners. In the case of advanced learners and native speakers,
vocabulary quantity is similar but quality is different. Particularly in terms of
association of words, they show a big difference. For example, as three
common associations of ‘ruler’, advanced learners respond with ‘authority’,
‘monarch’ and ‘king’ whereas native speakers respond with ‘school’, ‘inches’
and ‘math’. This means that native speakers have much richer associations of
words even though both native speakers and advanced learners have similar
vocabulary quantity. They conclude that second language learners have
difficulty in matching the vocabulary quality of native speakers.

Laufer (1997) claims that about 5,000 lexical items are needed in order to
guess unknown words correctly from the context and to understand texts. The
author suggests five categories which lead to misunderstanding texts. The first
is words with a deceptive morphological structure, where “the meaning of a
word equals the sum of meanings of its components” (25). For example,
learners mistranslate ‘outline’ as ‘out of the line’. Second is idioms, where “the
whole meaning of idioms such as ‘hit and miss’ and ‘sit on the fence’ is the
sum of the meanings of its parts” (25). The third is False Friends, which is
where if the forms of first language and second language words are similar,
their meanings are believed to be the same. The fourth is words with multiple
meanings, where the familiar meaning among multiple meanings is chosen
regardless of context. For example, learners adhere to the meaning of ‘since’
as ‘from the time’ even though its meaning is ‘because’ in the context (25).
The fifth is synforms, which is where learners think that words sharing similar
sound, such as ‘cute/acute’ and ‘price/prize’, and similar morphology such as
‘economic/economical’ and ‘industrious/industrial’, have the same meanings
(25).

Ronowicz (2007) stresses that translators must have sufficient vocabulary
knowledge to deliver the source text message accurately. He suggests that

insufficient vocabulary knowledge causes translators to rely on bilingual
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dictionaries instead of monolingual dictionaries such as English-English
dictionaries.

Ronowicz and Imanishi (2003) suggest six types of lexical search
mechanisms. The first is automatic processing, which means that “if a lexical
item and its target language equivalents are available in the frequent lexis store
(FLS) and do not pose a problem, that item will be processed automatically”
(5). The second is acceptability judgement, which means that “if the FLS
contains more than one equivalent, or the equivalent raises doubts, translators
make an intuitive conscious decision as to whether any of the available target
language equivalents fit the situation” (5). The third is dictionary consultation,
which means that “translators refer to dictionaries whenever they try to solve
problems with source language comprehension or a correct equivalent in the
target language” (5). The fourth is spontaneous association, which means that
“translators use associations which come to their mind when they have
problems” (5). The fifth is linguistic or cultural adaptation, which means that
“translators solve problems with linguistic and cultural differences between two
languages on the basis of personal experience or results of a search” (7). The
sixth is parallel attendance to more than one problem using different strategies
simultaneously, which means that “translators wuse different strategies

simultaneously to solve problems” (7).

3. Methodology

For this study, 19 Korean-English translation assignments on two Korean
source texts were collected.2) The 19 Korean-English translation assignments

were analysed focusing on lexical errors such as wrong words including too

2) This paper is based on an error analysis of translation assignments submitted by 10
Korean students in the first semester of the master's degree course of translation
and interpreting
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general, too specific, terminology, register, addition, omission, part of speech,
spelling and collocation. The two Korean texts have different genres. One text
entitled “Kihyun Sees the Light” (henceforth, Kihyun) consists of about 400
words extracted from a Korean TV drama and belongs to recount genre
because its content is about Kihyun’s personal life. 9 assignments were
analysed. The other is “Australian Government Sorry to Aborigines”
(henceforth, Australian Government), which consists of about 650 words
extracted from a newspaper article and belongs to reporting genre because its
content is about the Australian prime minister’s sorry speech to aborigines. 10
translation assignments of the text were analysed. I found the lexical errors,
suggested the correct version and judged which category the errors belong to
on the basis of a professor’s correction comments on the assignments. In the
process of analysing lexical errors in accordance with nine categories, which
were ultimately decided after trial and error, some errors belong to two error
categories such as too general and addition because unlike grammatical errors,
lexical errors cannot be classified clearly like mathematical rules. In some
cases it was difficult to judge which category the errors belonged to because
of a student translator’s carelessness. A few errors proved not to be real errors
on the basis of consultation with dictionaries and some Australian English
teachers. As a result, about eight errors were excluded and 138 errors were
analysed. This research focuses only on word-level lexical errors, and

grammatical and sentence-level errors were excluded.

4. Findings

First of all, let us see examples of nine lexical error categories and their

definition.
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® Examples of nine lexical error categories

1) Too General Error: “clothing (clothes and appearance)

2) Too Specific Error: “declaim (read aloud)

3) Addition Error: ‘blind cane (cane)

4) Omission Error: “infant mortality rate (the mortality rate for children
under five)

5) Part of Speech Error: ‘one of the three to ten children of Aborigines
(one out of every three to ten Aboriginal children)

6) Terminology Error: “Australia’s National Parliament(Australia’s
Parliament House)

7) Spelling Error: “formal prime ministers ( former prime ministers)

8) Collocation Error: “sweet twenty (at the all too young age of twenty)

9) Register Error: ‘national mistreatment ( mistreatment due to state

policies)

4.1 Too General

Too General is an error category where Korean students make the most
errors, and its feature is that translators do not deliver an accurate meaning in
the target text without affecting the overall message. For example, Korean
students do not know ‘% UlFAl’ in English. Accordingly, they translated it as

‘clothing’ instead of ‘clothes and appearance’.

4.2 Too Specific

Too Specific is the second most frequent error category, and its feature is
that Korean students try to deliver the words of the source text more explicitly.
For example, in the case of ‘AJHES 3 E&<H R 3TP, Korean students

translated ‘¥ IUC} as ‘declaim’ instead of ‘read aloud’.
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4.3 Addition

Addition is the third most frequent error type, and its feature is that
Korean translators add unnecessary words to deliver the meaning in the source
text more accurately. For example, in the case of ‘A& Z3°, Korean

students translated ‘721> as ‘a blind cane’ instead of ‘cane’.

4.4 Omission

Omission is the fourth most frequent error category, and its feature is that
translators do not translate some words in the source text with the result that
the translated sentence has lower clarity. For example, in the case of ‘5'd ©]3}
frol A&, Korean students translated it as ‘infant mortality rate’ without
translating ‘53 ©]3} (children under five) instead of ‘the mortality rate for

children under five’.

4.5 Parts of Speech

Part of Speech Error is the fifth most frequent error category, and its
feature is that translators use wrong parts of speech such as nouns or adverbs
instead of adjectives. For example, in the case of ‘Y57 2R 3~109 F 17
< Korean students translated it as ‘one of the three to ten children of
Aborigines’ instead of ‘one out of every three to ten Aboriginal children.’

They used the noun ‘Aborigines’ instead of the adjective ‘Aboriginal’.

4.6 Terminology

Terminology Error category is where translators do not translate technical
terms of certain areas accurately. For example, Korean students did not
accurately translate ‘=3] A}, which is a political term. They translated it

as ‘Australia’s National Parliament’ instead of ‘Australia’s Parliament House’.
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4.7 Spelling

Spelling Error category is where translators make spelling errors because
words in the target language have similar pronunciation or spelling, or
translators cannot differentiate between specific pronunciations because of first
language interference. For example, Korean people have difficulty recognizing
the phonetic difference between [l] and [r] because the Korean language has
the same pronunciation of [I] and[r]. As a result, Korean students made
spelling errors when they translated ‘%] 2|5, They translated it as ‘formal

Prime Ministers’ instead of ‘former Prime Ministers’.

4.8 Collocation

Collocation Error category is when specific expressions should be used side
by side. For example, in the case of ‘ZETh o] 2% AP Korean students
translated it as ‘sweet twenty’. They do not seem to know that ‘sweet’ is used

with ‘sixteen’ only because ‘sweet sixteen’ is a collocation.

4.9 Register

Register Error category is where translators do not translate expressions in
the source text correctly in accordance with text types or readers. For example,
in the case of ‘T7}& EQl’ Korean students translated it as ‘national
mistreatment’ instead of ‘mistreatment due to state policies’ without considering
the text type and audience, that it was a speech by an Australian Prime
Minister and that the audience was Australian.

In accordance with the nine categories, the number of errors and the error

distribution are shown in the following chart:
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Table 1. The Number of Errors in 9 Categories

MNumber of errorsin 2 categories

As can be seen in the chart, the number of errors which are related to Too
General is by far the greatest, which means that Korean students tend to
translate words without interrupting the overall meaning of the message in the
source text.

To investigate the difference caused by different genres, let us compare the

number of errors and the error distribution in accordance with text types.

Table 2. The Number of 9 Category Errors in Two Texts

Number of 9 category errorsin two texts

B Eihyun

B Australian Sovemment
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As can be seen in the chart, the error distribution is similar even though
the two texts have different genres. In both texts, the number of errors which
are related to Too General is by far the greatest. In the case of “Kihyun”, the
second most frequent error is Addition whereas in the case of “Australian
Government”, it is Too Specific. However, the difference in the error
frequency is not significant. Therefore, it can be said that a difference in error
distribution depending on text types does not exist.

As a result of analyzing lexical errors, the noticeable thing is that Korean
students make more errors in certain expressions and their translated
expressions are similar. For example, four out of nine Korean students
translated ‘T< 1]t as ‘draw’ instead of ‘pencil’. This phenomenon
implies that first language transfer affects the translation of Korean students. In
Korean, ‘L2]t} can be translated as ‘draw’. However, Korean students did
not seem to realize that ‘draw’ cannot be used with ‘eyebrows’. On the other
hand, in the case of ‘°he] & WFAE FE3] A7V|= @A, four out of
nine Korean students did not seem to know ‘% W|EA] in English.
Accordingly, Korean students translated it as ‘clothing’ instead of ‘clothes and
appearance’. This error phenomenon implies that Korean students have
difficulty translating Korean expressions into English. In other words, they have
difficulty with the target language. The translation of “Australian Government”
also shows a similar phenomenon. That is, the common features of the Korean
students’ translation errors are classified into two categories, first language
transfer and difficulty in the target language. The five most frequent
expressions in the two texts where Korean students make errors are shown in
appendix 1. As mentioned before, nine students’ assignments in the case of
“Kihyun” and ten students’ assignments in the case of “Australian
Government” were analysed respectively. Given this situation, Korean students
have difficulty translating certain expressions, and the main reasons for this
seems to be first language transfer and difficulty in the target language.

Overall, as a result of analysing lexical errors, three interesting things are
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found. First, Korean students make more lexical errors in certain categories
such as Too General and Too Specific. Second, text genre does not influence
error distribution. Third, Korean students make lexical errors in translating
certain expressions in the source text, and the errors are similar, being related
to language transfer and difficulty in target language as the main reasons

Korean students make lexical errors.

5. Discussion

In order to find why Korean students make lexical errors and to suggest
effective teaching methods, errors are analysed into two types, Interlingual
Errors and Intralingual Errors in nine error categories, based on the main
reasons found in the process of analysing error types. Interlingual Errors are
similar to language transfer errors mentioned in the Finding Sectiont-.
Interlingual Errors are based on contrastive analysis hypothesis (Fries, 1945;
Lado, 1957), which explains errors occur due to the difference between the
first language and second language, and first language interference plays an
important role in errors. In terms of Interlingual Errors, errors are analysed in
more detail into Stranger, Real Friend and False Friend based on the research
of Jiang (2004). The reason why errors are subclassified into Stranger, Real
Friend and False Friend is to find to what extent semantic relatedness between
source language and target language influences translation. Intralingual Errors
are similar to difficulty in target language mentioned in the Finding Section.
Intralingual Errors are based on error analysis hypothesis (Corder, 1967), which
explains errors happen due to difficult properties inherent in the target
language. In terms of Intralingual Errors, errors are analysed in more detail
into reformulation strategy and reduction strategy based on the research of
Mondahl and Jensen (1996). The reason why the errors are subclassified into

reformulation strategy and reduction strategy is to find whether translators use
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circumlocuted and paraphrased expressions or simplified expressions when they
face ftranslation problems. Then, let us look at examples of interlingual
Stranger, Real Friend, False Friend and intralingual reformulation and reduction

strategy error types.

e Examples of three Interlingual Errors and two Intralingual Errors

1) Interlingual Stranger: ‘Ki-hyun is busy getting ready for going out
(The household of Ki-hyun is up and running)[7] @AY F-&
]

2) Interlingual Real Friend: "Ki-hyun is carefully preparing by herself
to go out(Ki-hyun is carefully getting herself ready to go out)
[EAF FAds] vd FHE ok 718

3) Interlingual False Friend: ‘It’s time to draw her eyebrows (It’s time
to pencil in her eyebrows) [cFle] =8-S 28 A}]

4) Intralingual Reformulation Strategy: ‘lasted his long presidential tenure
for eleven and a half years (was in power for eleven and a half
years) [111d ¥F Bt A71AH]

5) Intralingual Reduction Strategy: “clothing (clothes and appearance) [$-

olAH]

5.1 Interlingual Stranger

Interlingual Stranger error type occurs when first language transfer
influences translation, and there is no semantic relatedness between words in
the source text and translated words in the target language. In the case of ‘7|
AN 72 EF3ICh, Korean students translated ‘23}CF as ‘busy’ instead
of ‘up and running’ because Korean students generally know the English
expression of ‘F3}T} as ‘busy’ and the Korean-English dictionary shows

A=

‘busy’ in the English equivalent of ‘¥--3}t}. This error belongs to

Interlingual ~ error and Stranger because first language transfer influences
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translation error and there is no meaning relatedness between ‘busy’ and ‘up

and running’.

5.2 Interlingual Real Friend

Interlingual Real Friend error type occurs when first language transfer
influences translation, and this type of error can be found in one Korean word
(z=H]), which has two different English translations (prepare, get ready). In the
case of ‘&x} ¥A|H3s] Yz FH)E dl= 7|8K, Korean students translated
the Korean word ‘S=H]’ as the English word ‘prepare’ instead of ‘get ready’
because Korean students generally know the English expression ‘prepare’ is
equivalent to the Korean word ‘=H]’, and Korean-English dictionaries show
both ‘prepare’ and ‘get ready’ as the English equivalents of ‘Z=H]’. In other
words, one Korean word (=H]) has two different English expressions (prepare,
get ready) and semantic relatedness between them is very close. Therefore, this

error belongs to Interlingual Error and Real Friend.

5.3 Interlingual False Friend

Interlingual False Friend error type occurs when first language transfer
influences translation and two different first language words have two different
second language translations even though their semantic relatedness is close. In
the case of ‘TH2 2 ohlo] +S 1™ AH]’, Korean students translated the
Korean word ‘Z1%¥’ as ‘draw’ because they already knew the English
expression of ‘718’ as ‘draw’. However, they did not consider the meaning
difference between ‘draw’ (draw pictures: 18- 2|t} and ‘pencil’ (pencil
eyebrows: 4= 12]t}). Both ‘draw’ and ‘pencil’ have a common meaning
of ‘I2]t} but they have a different detailed meaning. In other words, two
different Korean words (18-S 12|t} ‘draw pictures’, &3S 12T} “pencil
eyebrows’) have two different English translations respectively (draw, pencil)

even though their meaning relatedness is close. Therefore, this error belongs to
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Interlingual Error and False Friend.

5.4 Intralingual Reformulation

Intralingual Reformulation error type occurs when difficulty in the target
language influences translation and so translators try to deliver the overall
message of the source text by means of circumlocution or paraphrasing. In the
case of ‘11d ¥ Fot A7) H A, Korean students do not know ‘37]34A
A in English. Therefore, they circumlocuted and translated it as ‘lasted his
long presidential tenure’ instead of ‘was in power’. This error belongs to

Intralingual and Reformulation Strategy.

5.5 Intralingual Reduction

Intralingual Reduction error type occurs when difficulty in the target
language influences translation and translators use a simplified expression
because they do not know the English equivalent. Korean students do not
know ‘- Ul¥-Al in English. Accordingly, they translated it as ‘clothing’
instead of ‘clothes and appearance’. It belongs to Intralingual Errors and
Reduction Strategy because they do not know it in English and they used a
simplified expression.

Then, let us compare the number of Interlingual and Intralingual Errors in

the nine lexical error categories:
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Table 3. The Number of Interlingual and Intralingual Errors

Number of interlingual and intralingual errors

Hinterlingual

Hintralingual

As can be seen in the chart, the number of Interlingual Errors is much
more than that of Intralingual Errors. This phenomenon is consistent with Ellis
(1994), who claims that beginners and adult learners make more Interlingual
Errors because the Korean students who offered their assignments are novice
translators and adults. In the case of the nine lexical error categories, omission
and part of speech error types show that the number of Intralingual Errors is
large. This implies that Korean students tend to omit when they face
difficulties in the target language and the reason for part of speech errors is
due to the difficulty of the target language.

Then, let us compare the number of Stranger, Real Friend and False Friend

errors within the Interlingual Error type:
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Table 4. The Number of Using Stranger, Real Friend and False Friend

Number of Using Strager, Real Friend and False Friend

60 El

50
40

0 20 -

20 L7

i 0

0

False friend Real friend Stranger

As can be seen in the chart, the number of False Friend errors is by far
the greatest. This result seems to imply that Korean students make more
Interlingual Errors when the meaning between Korean and English is related
because the number of Stranger errors is only 17. For this reason, Korean
students should learn English vocabulary usage, which is supported by Stahl
and Fairbanks (1986), who suggest that learners should have contextual
knowledge (knowledge about words in different contexts) as well as
definitional knowledge (knowledge about words). In addition, this research is
consistent with Cha (2005), who emphasizes the importance of English usage
and Yoon (2003), who suggests vocabulary learning in various corpora. These
findings imply that students should know the detailed meaning of words
depending on context and their usage. For example, in the case of ‘&A} §-A|
H3] Yz FH|E sl 7|, the single Korean word ‘SFH] has two
different English translations, ‘prepare’ and ‘get ready’. However, their usage is
different. The English word ‘prepare’ is wusually used for mental and
psychological states whereas the expression ‘get ready’ is used in getting
dressed. Accordingly, in the context, ‘get ready’ is more appropriate even

though ‘get ready’ and ‘prepare’ have a single Korean translation. What is
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more, in the case of ‘Ho|A| &&= 7 HL 7[5 oy, the single Korean

word ‘715 ©}ZTF has two English translations, ‘grieving’ and ‘heartbreaking’.

Accordingly, Korean students translated it as ‘it is grieving that she can’t see.’

This means that Korean students know only the definitional knowledge of the

vocabulary in a decontextualised state. For this reason, students should learn

vocabulary in context through examples that ‘grieving’ can be used only with
animate subjects like ‘she is still grieving for her bad result’.

Then, let us compare the number of Reformulation and Reduction strategies

within Intralingual Errors

Table 5. The Number of Using Reduction and Reformulation Strategies

Number of Using Reduction and Reformulation
Strategies
1z 40
] 20
30
0B
G 2
0.6 I 20
04
. 10
02
0 o]
Reduction Strategy Reformulation strategy

As can be seen in the chart, the number using the Reduction strategy is
twice that of using the Reformulation strategy. This implies that Korean
students tend to use simplified expressions without changing the whole message
when they do not know the English equivalents. These two strategies have a
peculiar aspect in terms of lexical error categories. In the case of addition
error category, there are no errors related to Reduction Strategy whereas in the
case of omission error category, there are no errors related to Reformulation

Strategy (see appendix 2).
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6. Conclusion

As a result of analysing the lexical errors from 19 assignments in two
different genres translated by Korean students in the first semester of the
interpreting and translation program, it was found that many errors belong to
the Interlingual False Friend category. This implies that Korean students make
lexical errors because of first language transfer and insufficient vocabulary
usage knowledge in the target language. To solve these problems, they should
focus on studying vocabulary quality such as usage and the different semantic
features between the two languages, not only vocabulary quantity. In order to
do this, education which focuses on instruction in vocabulary usage in different
contexts, which offers opportunities to practice the usage, and which provides
sufficient authentic input should be given in order to translate source texts into
target texts with native-like expression. In addition, instruction should focus on
more effective use of translation aids such as different dictionaries and
websites.

It is necessary to improve both receptive knowledge, which means
understanding of the source texts, and productive knowledge, which means
production of the source text in the target language (Mondahl and Jensen,
1996). In addition, for correct word choice, they should use various lexical
strategies and recheck selected words because a single Korean word has several
English synonyms and their usage in certain contexts is different. Translation
errors caused by carelessness or negligence such as synforms, spontaneous
association, and word-for word translation are all unacceptable.

Finally, it should be mentioned that this research has limited subjects and
data. Furthermore, in the situation of having neither interview nor questionnaire
survey with the subjects, the viewpoints given in the process of error analysis
may be subjective. Accordingly, further research is needed with more data and
error analysis of paragraph or sentence levels, not only at word-level.

Moreover, it would be interesting to analyse lexical errors in a case where the
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first and second languages belong to the same group rather than the different

groups as in this case.
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Appendix 1
5 most frequent error expressions in two texts
Kihun Australian ~ Government
Number of | Expression  (error Number

Expression (error example
P ( ple) errors example) of errors
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Appendix 2

The number of errors using reformulation and reduction strategies in 9

error categories

Lexical error category Reformulation strategy Reduction strategy
Too  General 4 10
Too  Specific 3

addition 3 0
omission 0 11
Part  of speech 4 3
terminology 0 1
spelling 0 1
collocation 0 2
register 0 0
total 14 30
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[Abstract]

An Error Analysis in Word Choices in Korean-English Translation

Byun, Gil-ja

(Macquarie University)

It is worthless to mention that selecting correct words in translation is very
important because misusing words gives readers wrong information. However,
using correct English words is difficult for Korean students because English
and Korean belong to different language groups and they are very different in
terms of word forms and usage. What is more, they learn English in EFL
situation where there is very little authentic language input. Given such facts, it
is not surprising for Korean students to make word choice errors when
translating Korean source text into English. Accordingly, to reduce word choice
errors, it is meaningful to analyse what factors cause word choice errors and in
which situations word choice errors happen. For this purpose, this paper
analyses lexical errors on the basis of 9 categories (too general, too specific,
terminology, register, addition, omission, part of speech, spelling and
collocation) from 19 assignments in two different genres translated by Korean
students in the first semester of the master degree course of interpreting and
translation. As a result of that, it is found that Korean students make lexical
errors because of first language transfer and insufficient vocabulary usage
knowledge in the target language. To solve the problems, Korean students
should focus on studying vocabulary quality such as usage and the different
semantic features between the two languages as well as vocabulary quantity.
This paper concludes that education which focuses on instruction in vocabulary
usage in different contexts, which offers opportunities to practice the usage,
and which provides sufficient authentic input should be given in order to

translate source texts into target texts with native-like expression.
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