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R IR ) Z 54T AP R AT & AR
INTEHE A & B K AR R

dtsshEiE R BB HFRAE

R OE: TEAARARELROEAARALEZ — AREHSB T T EAAGNPNELET SR, B, BiE
RSB E—— 2B IRHB XA RO EHERETEAENZAR, AREBETREERGHIFTIR
WA MR T EAAGH T AR T 2T, AL ZRBHEEZ TS ARETREHRETER
AR P ERRE B AT EAARINES LEAWRAE S, A, KETHEAERAFTZ R A KK
ER R FAS R —,

KGR TETABRX— B E B A MEE I/ IEEFT  RIETRA

L 5|F

SIEAT N g NZEAZ PRI LA BN 2 — (Searle, 1969 16) . B T HiBfT AR H ¥iE S
Rtk , B2 T B AR B Y S 1B T NI IR A 2 B, T4k, BEE B BEHOR M i & e
BT TS I O SRS B O R ), DR TR B R Ak oI AL SR )
DRIE 20 T 1 e R JE R 2 PR B 1 KT F A BB S T 5¢

TEMH 5T RV TR 55 5 AR S LB 5 MGE 5 22 ST A Btk 1Sl &
BT BRI R . 38 BRIREARACTE 5 80  (HF R R AP e B3 25 v B TR AR S %
SRR, AR R TR TR J5 2 O A R, 7 TR S O R RS LR R
TEARTEZ M, A SR8 5 A PG 5 X478 (dialog act) f8UHETEIT N . REFRIEA
) (0 B AR B TR IR 0 B4 3 55 52 PR D RE ) E 5507 T g BE — 250, % L Awstin (1962 ) #l Searle
(1969) g Akfilt . Bunt 7EH FRFUFRI A 510 AT A b5 0 E BRbs e vp oA I T 308, F 1817 ik
FEE R T CATE S 2E 07 MO TR AT A 3e & — P 2 7 S5 0E 3 A 5E PRt T
SRR (180 24617 —2,2020. 12)

SN BB TERLETR 5 HARTE & A TARRE SR T 0 A s Ui oy B,
PR 5 B A Bl DM ERITE T oSBT AR 5 S RE T BN, AE TR X 5 T RE A AN XK Pk
(Levinson, 2017 203), X f7E =X—2h B 4% B 16 3F B 29 4k [8] 422 = 15 17 4 ( unconventionalized
indirect speech acts) H1 I 2 H (McAllister, 2015 29) o [F I, Afaf 76 RO TE Bl o A SR B
HER S IEAT NI A T4 . 4Rk, B RIS & AL BRAUS AR 3517 2 B sh U 7 T & B
BERRE, MLZT,RE ARE TR AR T BEL T AEREE S 5 HEEE S
11 R0 A BRI BOE A R BEAARHOR Ty EE A IS, P () A DM T ) 1 o
RN IR o BEEBFTEE AL F R AR BB B, AHOCEORTEIE B 2R | e 5 i
PUN LA K 5 2 v TS A 4 55 07 T 4 288, 58 4 Al FETE RHEME S b R B 2R M. By A

5 AXARTHAIRAALEEMEARERAD T 5 BHEHEG B ERTHL
(B 5. 22]JJD740012) M-Br i, R
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SR H AL BREATEHAT B T U RH A Gy adiaod 8 MUAG R T BOli e 9 & 1517 52, OF 8 s
SR A 5 1 e A ) 38

A BTEMIE R TR 5 5 5 B ARE S A A 5 18T N ARG b i B 4R T i R S
RIERRAE . BAD , A SCRE LIRS 2K H 1R 704 (directive speech acts) ], LA A SE R R KL R
a3 ORI S RO (fine-tuning ) AR 755 LU ) AR ARAT 5 1] SE I 508 Be i) Jr
[] & JE
2. ETEREESFNSIBITATR

BT GE b A B R SN A A AR (23 1n) W] A, 20200 140) iERHAETE
LR TR R S A o Ak 51 A Ghm B 327 (vertical reading) (Riihlemann &
Aijmer, 2015: 3) , BIF5E 4 Fl 58 19 503125 4 HAE AN [A) 05 52 b i 2L BB, O AR5 B 8 s 1
[ 5] 152 1 ) 45 22068 ) e 0T 5 24 5 MY FH DD BE o A il 5 700 30 IR TR B R e 5 10
AT BEA TR SRS BEOR F 2 Tk B AR Se ], F BT AR A 6
DIR 22 B D REFI S PR & o A TR 1 e R HIE T I B 0 J 18 T A EFE T A%
U, AR T G2 258 # W AR R 5 1 SR BR o

1) K FiEH R Z BT AT A SR

WA B TIERHER S 61T AT EZEIZE = RUGEETT : MY 515 5 T Z i mk
SIOCR B A A BN FIEAT SRR, LA R S TEAT A P N A

R, BT HRER & HAT MR — R E AR R ST AR S IE AN KR, E 2R
FEREE S IRAT AR B IS RE . BN, J5hT . TLT52% (2022) 4 i 4 Jm #1120 T
X H AT RSB A, B RS G G TR Zh AR S A BY R FFE AR, LA SRR SE i F
FEAE F AT PR S BB A S Jr AL o Su(2017) LhSERICAE T RERKE) 617 A iH kL,
Bl R0 T 4 SR A Oy 1) ML L i A A AR S 521, i Al el Jmy AR i s A = 2Rk A
T ) — iR R BIE AT (Su & Wei, 2018) (3¢ [ P s i 15 kL% (COHA) v Y 18 ik
720 F S (Su, 2020) , DA K3 [ [ 580 R (BNC) 8 G724 (Su, 2018) o SR, 2R
W 2 DI F1BA T AR X 4 (RIS ARG 2R 1 AR HCHRRE S 481), 7 7 WILJ2 T RE 6 48 s i DL
S B 2, (B (] R R S R R R W A AN i A — e 5 ) SR AR SE O R i LA
i N ARG 7R BAATE A A [R5 B8 v 19 43 S T aE 3 A, A48 i i 37 oK vh 45 o 1 1)
ikke f13 # 734 (Urbannik & Svennevig, 2019) | I P4 4 % 2 15 Hh 27 1 7 8 [ B A B Xk 4%
(Rosemeyer & Schwenter, 2019)

TEAS Sk oo B B4R R F 90 5 8 B R 1) Se Bl #8708 35 1A T R AE AN IR 28 bR g s Hh i)
A5 b O (2019) He T MR AS 75 R, IR SE T DUE 2 T H IS0R i 1Y) 12 5 ) 4%
PR GO R AR AT 55 MERE Z 18] (1) 0 3 OCHK . AT L1 TITE L, Garcia (2004,
2007) %£7F TOEFL 2000 155 i@ AR THAEE (T2K-SWAL) |, 73 381 BHE & A [F 2 AR
S EEIT MBI R IHIE X, BT 55 1 1ETE R, Bilbow (2002) 4878 1 KK F 81T N
SEAE SIS BRI 29545 155 Koester (2002) 5 Gagne (2018 ) W 7353 ic 4 1 HR Y 5 35 32
HRL, B HARE T8 22 S TET N 48R TR A M 6 AU KR S8k H A pk 2278 5
AT RIVERTS , SiEAT 0 BT B R A i IeAh, BS TR S HE R R — & TR AT e AN A
T BB A n] B AR AE R 25 S, WS b Y3 SR (Flock, 2016) K H: (AT 22 57 ( Flock &
Geluykens, 2018) , 3% =i 5 0 g i A 3 5K 22 53 (Urbanik, 2017) , LA K B 2 521 v A %A
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(Funke, 2022) FIIE ik 278 5 ( Degenhardt & Bernaisch, 2022)

T SRR 1 ST R S AT Dy i I BIE S SR A T A R S il 40 Kohinen
(2008 ) >R JH“ 5 E ARER M B F M SO 3 TR, 76 H A T8 SC S FA N A3 15 4 B i R 1R
IBEEFR AT A ITE A s Jucker (2018 ) i Jy I 38 [ S5 T BHE % 48 1 1810 4 2 2009 4 (1] jH
AT R 224 ; Ghezzi & Molinelli (2019 ) it 18 2 21 {20 (1) = R IAATE L, B 98 B R A b
TEHRIA T scus AL T TE B WK S a1 AT A2 .

2) TEATANTE R R EAL AR

FIBTT AR TERER AR T S HUE 0 B SLER E S A R R, e
TEAT AR S 5 5 T RS R AT RO SR, 2R A5 Tl ) — PR TR
PERRSR VARG Z A AL o5, AT A B O R 0 5 % 52 i D R P SR B 42— KO8, A iF5E
FER R R HAE . WIEAF I BE (form-to-function) 5 NI FEFIE K ( function-to-form) .

ZHGETERNER S 81T PR B BN D RE 1Y B8 A2, WF 78 4 i 3 TS iR R
T, R TG T R AR ¢ R R IR & I RE I 5 1B AT M iE 0], 2RI Fhw W J7 2 (Jucker,
2018) . fi— , MR E B FTEIE S1hr 8 F B (TIFID, illocutionary force indicating devices ) TE 15
BHEPR R T IHAT G, 40 sorry” Fl K R I H#KAT Hy (Aijmer, 1996; Deutschmann, 2003,
2006; Jucker & Taavitsainen, 2008 ) ; “thank ” i T ¥ & W 1T & (Aijmer, 1996; Schauer &
Adolphs, 2006; Su, 2018) ; “please” i TA R 1K 17 M ( Aijmer, 1996) ; 5 “hello” F1“bye” i T
)i 545 547 4 (Jucker, 2017) o 27—, il i3 e ik 1) 2 B X (syntactic patterns ) FEA7 4%, 41
Jucker et al. (2008 ) B¢tk B X AL Ry FAF R G R R IR H IR EAT R S5 =, W] LAl 2o
FTF B BT NOCIEIEN R ST/, U Jucker & Taavitsainen (2014) i 15 “ compliment” #6;
BRI 56 E R R R S AR [ SR T R T B BT o R R, BRI —
FEHMELLR 5 N BORZ B SRR S TR AT s aiie e et —Tm T o

N RE B 2R 2 B AR AR 1] ) 152, W 58 #3847 B e et L N LU b /Y 5 1 AT
S FERT (B RE VIR X R 5 TR T N B i AN L BB . Mila-Garcia (2018 ) 3 i 3% — J7
T T NZR R SR B R b Y [R) SR TR R A oA SRR — A L (H ] IR SR
RV IR . 7B T Garcia(2004) (4 ¢ T2K-SWAL #EHIBF5E  McAllister (2015)
XPEEARTE PR AT AR, LA Seto (2014 ) X vp [E #0 is 1 55- 25 0l & 18 A T WIS T 5 2047 o
Kohnen (2008 ) JU3d i Py ISR B B 46 AT 72 BniE 13X — BRSO A Rk

WE Z R S e S AT RSO B TR B, — i, WEXZIZhRERY A
Bk R 2 AF AR 2T AT IC , A B 1] ) R0 0] g fA7 BRATL 2 2 S B () 249, B a6 A
PR XE S AEZ518 s 5 — 5 T, NI RE R 2 N T %A% B R 45 /5 ot s 508, 2R A /&
Bttt/ MERR A MELIZ AL o U5 210 SR R A il 29 56 TR A Y 5 15 A T M BIE TR R AL 1Y)
R SRR S E AT S B A O Pk R
3. ETNSRFEIMREFEINZTIBITAMR

SIEREE S BB AR, B IRE S AU AN T S n], BO ) TR IS bRt iE & 5t v
BT NRRBIRE S, S BE R 3e 1 TR R G A R . FEIX — 9, R S A Y 1k
FORIFFA B A% OV . A B R EETE 5 7 U 28 5 18T 0 M 2 R s sdt, A 2815
AE PR b T B AL AR S, BB B 5 i ORI e E 5 7647 A s sl i s 2 5 m] 4™
JEE . PRI AT SR AR IE RO L ETT, 2 i U 5 T84T A E e i 2 e
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TEB IO b BF9E e 2R R Ge L 7 > OB R RIS 1 AT o X 2RI AK
FARKAREE I TRAE £ S H RO AR B a5 D8 B P SUE B4, RS s Dl
Hr 2% 5 DAMSL ARTE T R4 A (Keizer,2001 ) , DL G 3] 8 HEAINTE BEARAE AY B2 5 7k ]
RAZHY(Stolcke et al., 2000) , TEHFE TERL FIUAG T 8500 THRLMSCR . S, M CHTR
Sl A N JCH SAMNE DI H 75 (Grau et al., 2004; Louwerse & Crossley, 2006) , 3454 A 5
FFRHIEARSR T 73 2V BE (Surendran & Levow,2006) o SCAF ) ML BT B AORZ 0 T3 12, 1%
LT AN R TR FE 268, InTE 21802 (Qadir & Riloff, 2011) AEAZHEAR (Zhang, Gao & Li,
2011) XJiFEiEEH(Ribeiro et al., 2015) %, FRIFHFFE 210K S HF 1 WL 5 SR AL R 5
DL ¥R AR AR B A3 ( Amanova et al., 2016)

Bl TR 27 T 1 K e , W9 38 1 e 1) B Sl AR RS BB AR AL, AN [ 2R AE ) 2 W T
AT AT . BEPHZ ML (CNN) SRR 5 AR E , TR R #2245 (RNN) B AR R
SR B IR FPIIME . HeT 8 AR SRR C TE 2 MhiE Rl tp 52 B 70% DL E R U3 HER
# (Kalchbrenner & Blunsom, 2013; Lee & Dernoncourt, 2016) , #t—Hek i AFET| AT E 4%
() 2 IR FNRL A AR TCAL M 2% | 33k A RYT A A0 B 22 58 X0 15 v 1 & 1 AT e 4 0
2R I HERR R 8 1T 80% , A3 S H 243 90% ( Khanpour et al., 2016; Kumar et al. ,
2018) o JERESIHLHI A I A i 25 1 5 7RISR BN SCRCATRE ), Bl 1 Raheja & Tetreault
(2019) (/2% Bi-GRU [ 17 J1 1B Colombo et al.(2020) (1) HGRU+5 | G35 3 HL A7 ,
KIS T 85% LA ERHERGAR . A X I R TE F 16T NIRRT 55 B T Gl g I B
B ABATIAROE T O B bR RS , TEAR TR A BRI D0, BUNRCRAT HAT PR PE

ARk, W ZRiE S5 BRSNS S5 18T A R S iy SC B o Sl A 7R R MR AR T 7 R
WG T S AR, AT SRR BT R0, X SRR RS AE D AR T A T e 1
fiE. Durran, Battle & Smith (2021) [%5 T ZRp B 22 )8R 374 T 4245 BERT . RoBERTa .
GPT-2 DialoGPT 7EN 19 10 DM IYIZRTE S HAL 25 R R, Je T 445405 ( Transformer ) B4 (1) 151
YIRS (4 BERT 1 RoBERTa) 75 5 1617 A3 Kb R 57, BE I THE G m B 7~ U5
25, BN M RTFAKR TSR T2 07 18]

4. ETFRESEENTETAAR

IR & BRI Q05 1A T R R S 55 OB AL GepLas 2 I R IR B 2 > 5
25, TR F R (LAR AR AT ) (8 26k S o A= IR 4R A8, TR i 320, R B 22 11 ik
HED K 5 7B T A R A KA A (118 HTRE ) , A DGO 738 ok Z2 W0k % s 2 m) 2 L 3 AR TE
B AT 55 PRI 115 FHRE ), AR S5 3EK A S R G BRSBTS T
WP A S IEAT N BRE T, W 207 7RIS 22 5 B ARG 5 A0 PR A ST i) 2
fi.(Ma et al., 2025) . FEIZERBALTF A 5 AT AWEIE T2 K )y T, — 2 WAl Ho 51847
PR A SRE S, AR HAE S IE T AR TP R . A GRS R E R B ]
B 2E RS HIE 5 22 5 B ARE 5 A 8] M IME i

FARTE & A B 9513, Ostyakova et al. (2023 ) il i A% K R FRTE S ChatGPT 7
DailyDialog 18 ERFRIN, KIMAERCIR D4R T TG, KEBTE S8 REbREA T 45 BHGE %
FOKN I BT AL, Zhang & Wang (2025) @ i3 SEUEATFE 38 Y, RAALK 2 515170 A
RSB ZmE T, B AR E BB I 45 B4R TR, o] DL SE IRAG 58 7 A AR B iRt SR
1M, Qamar et al.(2025) [A] it f i 1 RBAITE F 84T PO P RS 2 o 78 B IR 10 1Y 52 A% i
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B AR AR FE U B PRI RE N A ZE R AL A B AT v e TN, TR AR R
ARG BRI 50T 0 I P I R BT 5 T RO ) /MR

TETE 5 20U, R F T84T AR T 1 R AR 2178042000 Yu et al. (2024) K¢
RBERI N T IEWAT A S RebR 1, WFFE K BB ZE R & ROR 500 T, GPT-3.5 5 GPT-4 )
RO A NZEAREH HIKF-. Su & Ye(2025) MAESE GPT-4o I DeepSeek £ AT AR {E
FOREAERMBE S o SR, L3RBT T F R KL A £ ) sorry | apologize K638 FIr 45 i 18 KA T g 1]
) o HEH AR ORI R T I L) ) r ) SRR TE OO R 7 A A, AR LSS R
B A SR ETEAT MRS Zhou (2025 ) 4 KA R 1 R I HOAR N T8 4 2 F AT 8 A
PUINESS o R F AT N ST AN oA M E I 250 2 — , RN SO S hhE
FEMCBL R B o o RYIE AR . PS8 DL ELSEeis LB N 3L, Xf b TS R ik
SRR R R F RIS SR H TR T U R

® 1 ERERERRSAEERBARRRA

HER RO FEAGIEE)) eS8 F2 3@
R R 89.33% 53.74% 16.13% 0.366 5
KAGRI G 96.11% 85.51% 45.07% 0.725 0

TE T PR [ [ 5K TR A 2014 J 13512 (The Spoken BNC2014) Hfv #5438 H1E1T MY
17 3.24% , P A S A AR . DRI, R AR RO BT A ) s O AR AT R
PRAERA AT AT SA 5] 96.76% , BRI TTAL F A5 N HCAE B I SR MRS B 23 . 453 s, (R G ik B R A
R BIRUR 53.74% , R 50 B AR A AR g5 OB R BAIG, O 16.13% , Ui BH 24 )Y
Gy Z =R AR R AR B S o R AR R A AT S R AL RE B B AN R
A Z T, BT RGO B AR R REAR KRR 288 T 51811 8 B s R i, A
JE i GPT-4o f5RY MR ik 85% , TE48 4 K 5 1B AT I B 5 BE 1B B AR -5 = 00 ) W7 B 43 1)
RN, BRI Hm 09I B RE 11 s HORS B8 45% , B B B0e iR ) o 45 4 i ) 7 9 B8 IF
i, B TN TASKT A4 SOk G 1207 A A U AR 5 e 1 2 (R RS R AP,
SEBRERL AT A T AR R BRI T IS AT AT B R B AR
5. iRRE

FE 2SR AR 52 R A0 IR S (0 5 1B AT ST IR KB LB . R R A S
FEF AT 7843 FI FH B AR A | S0 850 B RIS 1) SEUE 4387 , 7 e A PR W IR AL B
2P . A SON AR R 8l 1) AT G W R

5, FEJTIRE T, ARBIE ST 1 B AT 55 S 8 WA T IR B S, RS & Y

@  BEAfE A SRR A TR B A 6 oA

Q@ BEAHA| A E RS AR, & HTA R P A E LA RG], ZIEARR R T E R AR A
A,

@ BERRI A EEGEER T, B A E LGS, ZIGARRBALA E K TR 69 T S,

@ FL,0BRABEELT S ESFNIAR, ZI5FE LT R Fe B w &6y AR Fo T 3 3R A
M EREHGEEZRS,
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A TIREM AR 2E S A A T R R T SRR R (2 T LB R SR SEiE sk,
HAAPTEBE S Az AU RE I IR 2 2 BRI o B ORTE = A BRI 6 Ji DX — R REAR AL 13 1 e o
R LR ) R S ORGSR B A 5 14T O TR IR B R AL BB B IRAS T
PR (LA AT B = 75 AR R, 3E LU S RS AL 55 o B DFFE e A LR AR
RGBT B B, AHSCBORAE T BT | B T IR B SR 3y PRS2 CAk BT TG A /s
(P 1, RS AT R R 2 (. —J7 I, IR LEROR AT AGARAL G070 A
TE ALK BN 5 — T, 9 N TR ST A R w020 DI RE s 28 . fEBLIEA 1, KRR
HATFT PR BE S AR AR LU BB N T aBr, A i AHL [l 5 7647 A e
CAT 55 R ) R B 52 S 2R3, 7 el T 3 2 T T 22 BB HE 2R E A7 N DA 5 T e A
E , NITAEBRIE AT rTEEAE R AT B T, SEBL S TRA T A RS e MU S TR B B O XU 4 i

U A G IR BET5 1T, AR B SN AL B AR R AR R 30 DR i R 2
AR 5 AL BSOS PR RE Y SC B DR, X — i R B AN T8 5 A AR TE R R R
EEFIEFRIRES S REIDOK, BT IERVEE S 005 5T MO R R8s AR 2
FCH TERRIRTE W PR 5 Al B AL 2B al 3], 5 e i e A R A T EE AL . R
1M, X BRI R TS B B AT B AR A S 07 e SR RER 25 Bk .
ARRIEBHAEE 7 5 IR 5 A AT A Al TR BT I B IR UM . — RARSETE R 1R
P AR 2, 4 3 5 TR AT 9 AR TE AR HEAL 5 Lk (interoperability ) 5 — 2 i i B i
Jem i B A T [ A 58 b 2 BB R B TR R A AR 55 TR SR S5 PG , T PR gl
ERERRTSE T, et F IR AT A S E MU nT R T W R

Jm  AEBIE SHOR IR G b ARRBTTE RN FE I KA A R 5 A SRR S AL B 5
B RS PR TER R B 5 A R R P R S G A D AR e HE il & BOR S
BS IS TRACRY S T o RARBIEIEN T/ KA P E L AE SR T S T8 AT 0 UK L A [R] I
PR AL (A1 510 AT 0 (BSTEAAL S AN S ASTE S R B R RE o JE AR R Y fk 1] e
(4, T 5 A FTE o DR AR D R HF A o AL B I WFE T
6. 45iE

ASOR AR WS ) FTEAT ST, Rl B B E e 5 A BARTE S A AR S TEAT
ISR AN R o RS P AEETE B AR B AR B AP AE 22 57, (HAE IR 2 B BE AN
B RIS ERATRE RS IS AR — R AN TR BERORF AT 5T, XM RS AL
AIRE, M H H #2i8Y]. —J5i, B AR S R BHOR  JEHUE R R RO 53k , CAE 2R i
ARSI B AR RE , WA T T AR Ak A T SRR SRR B SF 2 AT . AETE AR
FEAESF b, B GPT AR AT — OB R B e #L =B A 2E . w] DLTU, £ B AN TR a2 25 f
FARTEF AL BEEOA , (18]3%) SR AT R B B ShiR BB B DI . ORF D 2 T R
TR IR ARTE I, OB A AR BE BT, 3R A U 7 ki8530
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Recent trends in speech act studies driven by digital intelligence :
from corpus retrieval to large language model fine-tuning

by ZHOU Guying & XU Jiajin

Abstract: Speech acts constitute one of the fundamental units of human communication, and investigations
based on authentic language data are indispensable for uncovering their underlying mechanisms. However, canonical
corpus-based approaches based on formal search suffer from notable limitations due to the non-correspondence between
pragmatic functions and linguistic forms. With the advancement of natural language processing, digital intelligence
techniques have opened up new avenues for addressing the long-standing problem of the form-function mismatch in
speech acts. This paper reviews the major developments in speech act research within both corpus linguistics and
natural language processing, and highlights the synergetic potential between the two. Moreover, large language model
technologies are expected to serve as one of the mainstream empirical methodologies in future pragmatics research.

Key words: speech acts; form-function mismatch; corpus; machine learning/deep learning; large language

models
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Translation Pedagogy in the Postproduction Era

by YUAN Xiaoyi & XIE Fei

Abstract: With the widespread application of Artificial Intelligence, text generation is no longer the central
difficulty of translation practice. Drawing on Nicolas Bourriaud’s theory of “postproduction,” this paper argues that
translation is shifting from a production-oriented structure to a curatorial one centered on selection, adjustment, and
recomposition. The translator’s role thus evolves from producer to evaluator and organizer, while translational
competence moves from the ability to generate equivalent texts to the capacity to analyze linguistic resources and make
informed decisions. Based on this structural transformation, the paper further explores the reconstruction of translation
pedagogy, including a shift in objectives, methods, and assessment from output-centered training to operational
competence. In the era of postproduction, translation education must cultivate learners’ understanding of translational
possibilities and their capacity for responsible choice.

Key words: artificial intelligence; postproduction; translation pedagogy; translation competence



