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development and two possible routes for further technical advances. The paper then focuses on the relationship between
recent developments in artificial intelligence and machine translation starting with rule-based machine translation then
statistics-based translation and eventually to neural-system-ike machine translation—that is neural translation based on
Deep Learning. Current research features the “attention mechanism” an algorithm capable of a holistic treatment of
words sentences as well as the entire passage based on a multidayered neural connection system. Through comparing
results between manually translated and machine-translated samples we summarize features of machine translation and
improvements to be made thereby suggesting possible paths based on human-computer collaboration for the translation
and interpreting industries.
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Translation Technology Teaching in MTI Programs in China: Problems and Suggestions

WANG Hua-shu ( Collaborative Innovation Center for Language Research and Service Guangdong University of Foreign Studies
Guangzhou Guangdong 510420 China)

LI Defeng & Victoria LC Let ( Centre for Studies of Translation Interpreting and Cognition University of Macau Macau 999078
China)

Abstract: In a big-data era the rapid development in translation technology has exerted significant impact on
translation industry and education. As an important part of the professional translation education system translation
technology teaching has experienced problems during the 10-year fast growth of MTI training in China. To identify such
problems we conducted a questionnaire survey of translation technology teachers at 224 of the 249 Chinese MTI
institutions which was then triangulated with semi-structured interviews with 10 of the teachers. A number of problems
were identified in current translation technology teaching such as lack of awareness of the importance and necessity of
translation technology teaching incomplete curriculum system insufficient teaching resources and translation technology
teachers. To combat the above problems we also made some suggestions with the aim to further strengthen the training
and development of the MTI programs.
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