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‘ ’ ‘ ’ ‘ ’ (

1 ) . ‘ ’ ‘

,’ ‘ ,’ ‘ ’ ‘ ’ . He went home.

, He stayed home while I went to the movies.

She bought a car that cost a fortune.

, He went home, and I stayed at school

to play with my friends. 2 ,

I was happy because I got there on time, but she was late due

to heavy traffic. , ,

.

, ,

, ,

.
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2.

‘ ,’ ‘ ’ .

(1981) 2 (social language)

(academic language) 2 .

2 ,

5~7

(Collier, 1987). 2

2

. , 1 4

( 5.8 ), 1

1 ( 0.8 )

5 .

(2006: 278) (accuracy

of meaning), (appropriate expressions)

(presentation) . Ng(1992)

( , , ), ,

(speech levels) . ,

,

.

, 90%

.

(Gabrineson, et al., 2008: 238)

( , 2011 : 300).
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(1) Pronunciation, Articulation and Fluency (10pts: · , ,

)

(2) Grammar and Naturalness of Expressions (10pts: , )

(3) Vocabulary: Medical and Ordinary (10pts: ( , ))

(4) Accuracy of Interpretation (50pts: )

(5) Professionalism (20pts: , , )

(2008: 96)

, .

,

. ‘TT

’ , , , ,

, , , ,

.

ST

.

,

.

2.2.1.

. (1999)

, Fillmore(1979) 4

.
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. (Negishi, 2005: 191)

.

,

. (McIntyre, 1995: 223)

. ,

.

2.2.2.

(readability)

- (Flesch Kincaid Grade Level) -

(Gunning Fog Index) . -

‘0.39( / )+11.8( / )-15.59’ -

0.4(( / )+100( / )) . ,

- - ‘6’

6 . -

(complex words) 3 (-es,

-ed -ing ) ,

/ . ,

,

.

. -

(Dale-Chall formula) .

3,000

3,000

(Dale & Chall, 1995). , /
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.

, ,

(Mclaughlin, 1974). , ( , ,

)

, ,

.

3.

2 . 1(

) 2( )

4~5

. 8 ,

16 2 32

. 1 2 ,

(2012: 146) ‘ ’ .

< 2>

.

= (D )/( ,

, )

( )
= ( )/(

)

D (A,
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B, C ) , .

. 2

(M=13.85, SD=6.40) 1 (M=10.47, SD=4.97)

.

(t(50)=2.134, p=0.038, d=0.61). C++

1 2 A, B, C

.

1 0.47, 2 0.66

. 2 ( )

1 .

8 ( 4
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) 2 8

( 4 ) 1( ) 2( )

( 32 ),

, , . < 4>

4 .

(S=Subject) ,

(O=Overseas Experience) ,

(L=Level of Text) ,

(T=Type of Sentence) , , ,

.

L

T T

S

O
52 29 9 8 68 37 9 4

37 49 9 14 43 47 13 10

O
43 44 10 12 58 51 10 6

42 59 3 7 61 53 6 7
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4.

. 2

4 . 3

. ,

(Poisson) 1)

(regression equation) .

(saturated model)

.

.

4 (saturated model) {SOLT}

, (main effects) S, O, L, T

(association effects) SO, SL, ST, OL, OT, LT, SOL, SOT, SLT, OLT,

SOLT . (restricted model) {SOLT}

.

‘ ’ (

p 0.05 ) (parsimonious)

.

.

1) (poisson)

.

(random events) .

, x ( ,λ

, 2011: 110).

  


 
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< 6> < 5>

.

G2( ) df( ) p ( )

1 {SOLT} 0.000 0 n/a

2 {SOL} {SOT} {SLT} {OLT} 0.149 3 0.985

3 {SOL} {SOT} {SLT} 3.778 6 0.707

4 {SOT} {SLT} 4.040 8 0.853

5 {SOT} 16.021 16 0.451

6 {SO} {SL} {ST} {OL} {OT} {LT} 17.347 13 0.184

7 {SO} {SL} {ST} {OL} {OT} 25.239 16 0.066

8 {SO} {SL} {ST} {OL} {LT} 28.331 16 0.029

9 {SO} {SL} {ST} {OT} 36.736 20 0.013

10 {ST} {OT} {LT} 17.567 16 0.350

11 {ST} {OT} 29.102 20 0.086

12 {ST} {LT} 28.804 20 0.092

13 {ST} 40.339 24 0.020

14 {OT} 36.639 24 0.048

15 {S} {O} {L} {T} 43.048 25 0.014

‘ ’

(p>0.05) 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12 .

GIC (Goodman’s Information Criterion)2) 5

10 .

. 10

‘{ST} {OT} {LT}’

2) Goodman’s Information Criterion G2 df , 1

(Jong Sup Jun, 2011: 1068).
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5 ‘{SOT}’

. GIC p 5

10 ‘{ST} {OT} {LT}’

, (S) (T),

(O) (T), (L) (T)

, /

.

( / ) ( / ) ( / ) ( / )

Flesch-Kincaid
7.99

(7.53/8.45)

8.93

(8.38/9.48)

8.65

(9.05/9.25)

8.66

(8.05/9.28)

Gunning Fog
11.7

(10.885/12.53)

12.66

(11.75/13.58)

12.14

(10.83/13.45)

12.11

(11.18/13.05)

Dale-Chall

Readability

7.35

(7.08/7.63)

7.19

(7.05/7.33)

7.24

(7.03/7.45)

7.29

(7.00/7.58)

14.71

(14.09/15.33)

18.05

(17.77/18.33)

17.58

(16.34/18.82)

18.26

(17.41/19.11)

< 7> , , ,

.
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5.

5 ‘{SOT}’

(Reference Category)

(Parameter Estimates) .

Parameter Estimate Std. Error Z p

* * -1.725 .256 -6.741 .000

* * -1.619 .245 -6.617 .000

* * 1

* * -1.664 .257 -6.471 .000

* * -1.558 .246 -6.333 .000

* * -.364 .160 -2.273 .023

* * 2

* * .799 .401 1.989 .047

* * .894 .396 2.259 .024

* * 3

* * -2.079 .283 -7.336 .000

* * -2.521 .346 -7.283 .000

* * 4

* * -1.996 .285 -7.006 .000

* * -2.438 .347 -7.018 .000

* * 5
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((S )x(O

)x(T )=2x2x4=16)

, < 8>

.

, 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10

/

. ,

* * -2.303 .303 -7.606 .000

* * -1.897 .253 -7.506 .000

* * -.598 .153 -3.901 .000

* * -.405 .144 -2.809 .005

* * 6

* * -1.705 .314 -5.433 .000

* * -1.299 .266 -4.886 .000

* * .375 .160 2.343 .019

* * .364 .160 2.273 .023

* * .529 .155 3.408 .001

* * 7

* * .693 .354 1.961 .050

* * 8

* * -1.386 .228 -6.074 .000

* * -1.473 .236 -6.233 .000

* * 9

* * -1.204 .233 -5.173 .000

* * -1.291 .241 -5.363 .000

* * 10
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, 7 ,

. , ,

. ,

,

2

. ,

.

, 6

.

,

,

.

,

.

, 8

(

p 0.05‘ ’ ). ,

.

, 3

.

,

. < 7>

.
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, ‘

’ . ,

,

.

, < 7> -

8-9 .

, < 7> - , -

- .

‘{SOT}’

.

,

.

, , - ,

, 5.1.

,

.

(I) condition (J) condition
Mean

Difference (I-J)
Std. Error Sig.

Tukey HSD _

_ -3.33875 1.03274 .016

_ -2.86875 1.03274 .045

_ -3.55000 1.03274 .009
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< 9> ANOVA

.

(F(3, 28)=5.11, p=0.006, η2=0.354).

, ,

.

6.

,

.

.

,

. ,

.

_

_ 3.33875 1.03274 .016

_ .47000 1.03274 .968

_ -.21125 1.03274 .997

_

_ 2.86875 1.03274 .045

_ -.47000 1.03274 .968

_ -.68125 1.03274 .911

_

_ 3.55000 1.03274 .009

_ .21125 1.03274 .997

_ .68125 1.03274 .911
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,

,

. ,

.

‘delivery’ .

,

.

(p=0.047)

.

,

, ,

.

.

.

.

(1999) : (Korean Proficiency Test)

, .  

, (2007) ,   

34: 25-44.

(2012) ,  

13(2): 139-164. 

(2010) ,  
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[Abstract]

Log-linear Regression Analysis of Interpreted Sentences:

With focus on Korean-to-English consecutive interpretation

Park, Hunil

(Hankuk University of Foreign Studies)

This paper uses log-linear regression analysis to investigate whether there

are any statistically significant interaction effects among the four selected

categorical variables in Korean-to-English consecutive interpretation: S=Subject

(student or interpreter); O=Overseas experience (less than two years or more

than two years in majority English-speaking countries); L=Level of original text

(easy or difficult); and T=Type of sentences (simple, complex, compound, or

compound-complex). The present study also examines the uttered sentences by

applying various readability indexes, such as the Flesch-Kincaid grade level,

Gunning Fog, and Dale-Chall formula, to explore the complexity of the

produced speeches. Our log-linear analysis demonstrates with statistical

significance that the observed ratio of simple to complex sentences differs

between students who have lived more than two years in majority

English-speaking countries and those who have not. Furthermore, it is shown

that such difference based on overseas experience does not exist among

professional interpreters.
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