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Abstract
In  this  paper,  we  explore  the  concept  of  a  wiki  translation  

resource, that is, a free, open, massively collaborative wiki based 

resource  that  translators  could  use  to  find  translations  of 

problematic  words,  terms  or  expressions.  Using  field  data 

collected  through  contextual  observation  and  interviews  of 

translators  in  their  workplace,  we specifically  investigate  three 

research questions. First, what might be the advantages of a wiki 

resource,  compared  to  more  conventional  closed  resources 

currently used by translators? Second, to what extent do existing 

wiki  resources  like  Wikipedia,  Wiktionary  and  OmegaWiki 

already  constitute  a  satisfactory  translation  resource?  Third,  if 

existing wiki resources are not useful to translators in their current 

state,  how  might  they  be  improved  and  transformed  into  a 

satisfactory translation resource? Regarding the first question, we 

show how a wiki resource might improve on the myriad of online 

resources  currently  used  by  translators  (bilingual  dictionaries, 

generic or domain specific terminology databases) by providing a 

single free tool with a wider coverage of all types of translation 

problems and topic domains. Also, it could achieve economies of 

scale for freelance translators, by allowing them to share expertise 

and data within a worldwide community of practice.  Regarding 

the second question, we show that in their current state, existing 

wiki resources are not very useful to translators because they lack 

sufficient  coverage of  typical  translation  problems.  Also,  their 

user interfaces do not  make it  easy to carry out  key translation 

related  tasks  such  as:  finding  an  appropriate  translation  for  a 

problem, adding a new translation for a problem, and assessing 

the  trustworthiness  of  a  particular  translation  for  a  problem. 

Regarding  the  third  question,  we  describe  what  research  and 

development would have to be done to turn each of those existing 

wiki resources into a satisfactory translation resource. Based on 

this, we conclude that OmegaWiki is the most promising platform, 

and that it can indeed be evolved into a resource that translators 

could use in their daily work.

1. Introduction 
Professional  translators  are  among  the  heaviest  users  of 

dictionaries,  terminological  resources,  encyclopedias  and  other 

reference material (De Saint-Robert, 1991; Bowker and Pearson, 

2002). The resources they use (e.g. Termium1, Grand Dictionnaire 

Terminologique2, IATE 3, the Robert-Collins bilingual dictionary) 

tend  to  be proprietary and  have very tightly  controlled  editing 

1 TERMIUM: http://www.termium.gc.ca/

policies.  Typically, their  content  can  only  be  edited  by highly 

qualified  terminologists  working  for  the  organization  that 

produced them. 

The advent of collaborative wiki resources like Wikipedia4 and 

Wiktionary5,  challenge  this  assumption  of  tight  edit  control. 

Indeed,  using  an  open  editing  policy,  Wikipedia  was  able  to 

achieve, in the short span of three years, a level of coverage and 

accuracy comparable  to  that  of  Encyclopedia  Brittanica  (Giles, 

2005). Given that,  it  is natural  to ask whether translators could 

benefit  from  a  more  open  and  non  proprietary  resource.  One 

whose  content  would  be  created  collaboratively  by  a  wider 

community which might include translators or even the public at 

large. 

Our work looks at  this  very possibility,  that  is,  creating a free, 

open,  Wikipedia like resource that  anybody can edit  (even non 

translators),  with  the  purpose  of  helping  translators  –  and 

eventually  the  general  public  -  deal  with  the  translation  of 

problematic  words,  terms  and  expressions.  In  the  rest  of  this 

paper, we will refer to this type of resource as a wiki translation  

resource (or simply wiki resource when the context makes it clear 

that we are talking about a resource for translators). 

In this paper, we specifically investigate three specific questions.

● Question  1: What  might  be  the  advantages of a  wiki 

resource  compared  to  more  conventional  closed 

resources currently used by translators?

● Question 2: To what extent do existing wiki resources 

like  Wikipedia,  Wiktionary  and  OmegaWiki  already 

constitute a satisfactory translation resource? 

● Question 3: If existing wiki resources are not useful to 

translators  in  their  current  state,  how  might  they  be 

improved and transformed into a satisfactory translation 

resource?

We investigate these questions using field data collected through 

contextual  observation  and  interviews  of  translators  at  their 

workplace.

2 Grand  Dictonnaire  Terminologique  (GDT): 

http://www.granddictionnaire.com/

3 Inter-Active  Terminology  for  Europe  (IATE): 

https://iate.cdt.eu.int/iatenew/login.jsp

4 Wikipedia: http://www.wikipedia.org/

5 Wiktionary: http://www.wiktionary.org/



To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  this  paper  constitutes  the  first 

investigation of the usefulness of wiki resources for translators. 

While there have been studies and books written on the use by 

translators  of  more  conventional  resources  such  as  online 

dictionaries  and  terminological  databases  (L'Homme,  2000; 

Bowker 2002; Bowker and Pearson, 2002; Varantola, 2006), none 

of them looked specifically at the use of wiki resources.

The remainder  of the  paper  is  organized as  follows.  Section 2 

describes the methodology followed to collect the field data used 

in  our  investigation  of  the  three  research  questions.  In  turn, 

Section 3, 4 and 5 then analyze that data to shed light on the three 

research questions.  Finally, Section 6  provides  conclusions  and 

directions for future research.

2. Research Methodology
Having introduced the concept of a wiki translation resource, we 

now describe the methodology used to gather field data for our 

investigation.

Our research is based on user field data collected in the context of 

a wider on-going project called OPLT (Observation des Pratiques  

Languagières  Technologisées which  might  translate  to 

“Observing Uses of Language Technology”).  This joint  project 

by the National Research Council of Canada and the Université 

du  Québec  en  Outaouais  aims  at  better  understanding  the 

technological practices and needs of professional translators,  by 

observing and interviewing them in their normal workplace. 

For this study, we used a specific interviewing technique called 

Contextual  Inquiry (Beyer  and  Hotzblatt,  1998).  Contrarily  to 

other  techniques,  Contextual  Inquiry  calls  for  interviewing  the 

user in his normal work environment, and to focus the interview 

on  an  actual  task.  The  user  is  simply  asked  to  carry  out  a 

particular  task in  the way she usually does,  and to  think aloud 

through the process, that is, explain what she is doing every step 

of  the  way. The  interviewer does  not  remain  passive  and  will 

frequently  interrupt  with  probing  questions  to  clarify what  the 

subject  said,  or  ask  her  to  explain  behavior  that  she  has  not 

verbalized explicitly.

So far in our OPLT work, we have interviewed five professional 

translators recruited from three types of work environments: home 

based freelance, medium size translation company and academia. 

Subjects, all female, were translating from French to English and 

were based in Canada. 

Each subject was interviewed in the context of carrying out two 

translation  tasks:  a  natural and  a  controlled task  (50  minutes 

each).  In  the  natural task,  we  asked  the  subject  to  work  on 

whatever document was in her in-tray at the time. The purpose of 

this task was to maximize the ecological validity of the data by 

making sure that we observed the subject working on a document 

which  is  representative  of  what  she  usually  translates.  In  the 

controlled task, we asked all  subjects  to  translate a same short 

document (a nontechnical newspaper article). The purpose of this 

task  was  to  provide  a  common  point  of  reference  across  all 

subjects.

During the interviews, the translator and interviewer's voices were 

recorded and the translator's  screen was captured as video. The 

audio  was  later  transcribed  to  text.  Copies  of  the  source 

documents being translated as well as the translations produced by 

the subjects were also collected. 

The  audio,  video  and  text  documents  collected  during  our 

contextual inquiries provide us with a detailed account of what the 

subjects  did  and  why.  This  constitutes  valuable  qualitative 

information  about  how  translators  use  dictionaries  and 

terminology databases, and what they need from such resources. 

The data also provides information that we can use in quantitative 

analysis.

For  example,  we  compiled  a  list  of  59  cases  of  translation  

problems encountered by our subjects. By translation problem, we 

mean  a  word  or  expression  which  a  subject  had  difficulty 

translating, and for which she had to consult various resources. In 

the remainder of this paper, we will also refer to a an appropriate 

translation  of  this  problematic  word,  term or  expression,  as  a 

solution to the translation problem.

For each problem, we collected:

● The English  word,  term or  expression which posed  a 

difficulty.

● The  various  resources  that  the  subject  consulted  in 

trying to resolve that problem.

● The French word, term or expression that the translator 

eventually used to translate the problematic expression.

Note that  our analysis focuses mainly on a subset of 42 out of 

these original 59 cases. More specifically, we put aside problems 

that  pertained  to  English  expressions  which  one  could  not 

reasonably  expect  to  find  in  a  dictionary  or  terminological 

resource. Such expressions are therefore not useful in evaluating 

the adequacy of a particular dictionary or terminological resource. 

For  example,  one  subject  had  difficulty  finding  a  French 

equivalent for the expression  “Go Huskies!”, which refers to the 

rally cry of a college's football team. Obviously, no dictionary or 

terminology database should be expected to help with that sort of 

problem.

The 42  relevant  cases  were identified  by keeping any case for 

which either:

 One  of  our  subjects  consulted  a  dictionary  or 

terminological  database  when  trying  to  resolve  that 

problem.

 After the fact, researchers on our team were themselves 

able to resolve the problem using one of the following 

resources:  the  bilingual  Robert-Collins  dictionary,  the 

TERMIUM database or the GDT database. These were 

the three resources consulted most often by our subjects 

overall.

 In  two cases  (“head salesman”  and  “education  gap”), 

the terminology expert on our research team (Quirion) 

deemed that the problem should be covered by a wiki 

translation  resource,  even  though  no  subject  had 

searched in a dictionary or terminological resource, and 

the term could not be found in the three resources listed 

above.

It should be noted that our data may not be representative of the 

translator population at large since our sample so far only includes 

professional  Canadian  translators  working  from  English  to 

French. Nevertheless, the transcripts of our interviews show much 

commonality in  the  practices  and  tools  used by these  subjects. 

Therefore,  we  are  reasonably  confident  that  our  data  is 

representative of how this particular sub population translates. But 



the  picture  might  be  different  for  translators  who  are  from a 

different population.  For example, translators  working in a non 

Canadian  context,  or  who  are  translating  between  different 

language pairs (or for that matter, are translating between English 

and French, but in the opposite direction). Also, our data may not 

be representative of the work practices of “hobbyist” translators 

who translate  content  on  open  sites like Wikipedia  and Global 

Voices6. 

3. What might be the advantages of a wiki 

translation resource?
Having described our research methodology and the field data we 

collected, we now analyze that data to validate the need for a wiki 

translation resource and identify the advantages it might have over 

existing resources currently used by translators.

3.1 What kinds of problems do translators 

encounter and what resources do they consult 

to resolve them?
If  we  are  to  understand  the  advantages  of  a  wiki  translation 

resource, we must first understand the needs of translators when 

they consult  a resource to  resolve a translation  problem. Table 

3.1 gives a list of the different types of translation problems that 

our subjects encountered. 

Terminology problems are terms (either a single word or a multi 

word  expression)  that  map  to  a  well  defined  concept  in  a 

particular field. For example, in the context of the oil industry, the 

term “fuel oil” refers to a very specific kind of oil derivative used 

for the production of power or heat. For this type of problem, our 

subjects  typically  consulted  terminology  databases  like 

TERMIUM  and  the  GDT,  as  well  as  corporate  or  personal 

homegrown lexicons and databases. However, for terms that have 

become part of common day vocabulary (e.g. “email”), they also 

sometimes consulted general dictionaries like Robert-Collins. 

Phraseology problems  are  commonly  used  general  language 

expressions which have a specific meaning and connotation, and 

are often difficult to render in a different language (e.g. “on short 

notice”). In general, phraseology problems are not well covered 

6 Global Voices: http://www.globalvoicesonline.org/. 

by  dictionaries  and  terminological  resources.  Therefore,  our 

subjects usually ended up finding a solution by relying on their 

own memory and  experience,  or  searching in  parallel  bilingual 

texts from their  translation archives (bitexts).  It  is worth noting 

that  even  though  terminological  database  lookup  was  rarely 

successful  for  phraseology  problem,  our  subjects  often  first 

looked there in the odd chance that there might be an entry for the 

problem (and occasionally there would be). Our subjects seemed 

to view database lookup as a quick low cost strategy that could 

save them a more involved search in bitexts, or consultation with 

colleagues. This tells us that if a wiki resource was able to cover 

phraseology  problems,  it  would  be  an  attractive  and  unique 

feature  of  that  resource,  compared  to  more  conventional 

terminology databases. 

General  language problems  are  words  which,  while  not 

specialized,  are  nevertheless  difficult  to  translate  exactly  in  a 

particular context. For example, the word “fiery” used in the sense 

of “hot tempered”, could translate to many French words, some of 

them stronger and more negatively connotated than others.  In a 

situation like that,  our  subjects  usually turned to a bilingual or 

unilingual dictionary, or a thesaurus, to find a French equivalent 

that has the same intensity and connotation as “fiery” does in the 

original English text. 

Cultural or Country Specific Realities are expressions that refer to 

a particular concept in a particular culture,  which is difficult to 

translate or has no equivalent in another culture. For example, the 

colloquial expression “Go Huskies!” which refers to the rally cry 

one might use for a football team, does not have a straightforward 

equivalent in French. In a situation like this,  our subjects never 

turned  to  dictionaries  and  terminology databases.  Instead,  they 

would consult colleagues or search through corpuses. This tells us 

that  expressions  like  this  clearly  do  not  belong  in  a  wiki 

translation resource, and we did not consider them in our list of 

42 relevant cases. Another example of culture or country specific 

problem is the term “Liberal Indian affairs critic” which refers to a 

political position that only exists in Canada. Some of our subjects 

looked in terminology databases for this sort of thing. Therefore, 

it is reasonable and realistic to expect a wiki translation resource 

to help with cases like this one (and therefore we considered that 

particular example, and others like it,  in our list  of 42 relevant 

cases). 

Finally,  World  Knowledge problems  are  expressions  or  words 

which the translator does not understand because he lacks specific 

world knowledge An example is the word “Sun” used to refer to 

the computer company of the same name. A translator who does 

not know that such a company exists might experience problem 

understanding  what  it  refers  to,  and  how to  translate  it.  Such 

problems  are  typically  not  covered  by  dictionaries  and 

terminological databases, and our subjects usually tried to resolve 

them by  doing  Internet  searches  with  Google.  However,  such 

world knowledge is often covered by resources like Wikipedia, 

and therefore it is not unreasonable to think that a wiki translation 

resource could cover this kind of problems.

3.2 How often might translators consult a wiki 

translation resource?
Using our user field data, we can get an idea of how useful a wiki 

translation resource could be to translators. In other words, how 

often do translators encounter a problem which one might expect 

to resolve using such a wiki resource?

Type of problem Examples

Terminology subsidiary, fuel-oil

Phraseology on  short  notice,  for  more  than  a 

decade 

General language grave, fiery, step

Cultural or Country-

Specific Realities

Go Huskies!, liberal Indian Affairs 

critic

World Knowlege Sun  (name  of  a  computer 

company),  former  Rep.  Joseph 

Kennedy

Table 3.1: Types of translation problems

http://www.globalvoicesonline.org/
http://www.globalvoicesonline.org/
http://www.globalvoicesonline.org/


The answer is that our subjects could have used a wiki translation 

resource  for  2%  of  the  words  they  translated.  Assuming  a 

conservatively small ten words per sentence, we found that this 

was equivalent to one word in every five sentences.

Also,  we  observed  that  in  all  but  one  case,  all  the  resources 

consulted by our subjects were online as opposed to paper based. 

Therefore, we can say that a specialized wiki resource, if it was 

properly designed for the needs of translators, might be consulted 

very frequently.

3.3 Why might a translator use a wiki 

translation resource instead of a  conventional 

one?
It should be clear by now that translators currently need to use a 

wide  range  of  resources  when  trying  to  resolve  translation 

problems.  There  are  two  reasons  for  this.  Firstly,  different 

resources specialize in different types of translation problems (see 

section   3.1).  Secondly,  many  of  them  (even  multi  domain 

terminology databases  like GDT and TERMIUM) tend to  have 

better  coverage of  certain  domains  than  others  (e.g.  education, 

administration,  science),  due  to  the  particular  focus  of  the 

organization that produces them. 

Our interview transcripts  indicate that  for translators,  having to 

look in so many resources is a real inconvenience. For example, 

they constantly needed  to  resort  to  fairly complex (but  largely 

tacit)  heuristics  to  decide  which  resource  to  consult  in  what 

circumstances. We observed that these heuristics were not fail safe 

and that often, the first resource consulted by the subject turned 

out to be a bad choice. By that, we mean that it did not have an 

entry for the particular translation problem while their second or 

third choice did. Some translators also commented on the fact that 

they  did  not  like  having  so  many  resources  opened  at  once, 

because they needed to constantly navigate between them. Some 

of  them  went  through  great  length  to  arrange  those  various 

resources  in  their  task  bar  and  their  web  browser,  so  as  to 

facilitate  navigation  between  them.  Finally,  there  were  always 

cases where the translator  did not find any relevant solution,  in 

spite of having consulted several resources.

Therefore,  one  possible  advantage of  a wiki resource  is  that  it 

might grow into a single resource with a broader coverage of all 

problem  types  and  all  content  domains.  This  might  allow 

translators  to  resolve  most  problems  by  consulting  a  single 

resource, thus avoiding inconvenient navigation between multiple 

resources. While building such a large unified resource is clearly 

outside  of  the  means  and  expertise  of  any  one  publisher  or 

organization,  it  may very well  be  that  a  worldwide  translation 

community  could  create  it  through  a  massively  collaborative 

process  like  wiki.  This  is  not  far  fetched,  considering  that 

Wikipedia achieved in three years, a size, coverage and quality 

comparable to that of Encyclopedia Britannica (Giles, 2005).

Illustration 3.1.: Wiki markup for a Wiktionary page



A  wiki  resource  could  also  achieve  economies  of  scale  for 

freelance translators, by allowing them to share expertise and data 

within a worldwide community of practice. Our freelance subjects 

sometimes  commented  on  the  importance  of  belonging  to  a 

network  of  translators  that  they  could  consult  and  share 

information with. The Wikipedia experience shows that wikis can 

not only lead to high quality content, but that they are also a good 

tool for fostering the emergence of active communities.

4. Do existing wiki resources already constitute 

a satisfactory translation resource?
Having established that a wiki translation resource would indeed 

be useful to translators,  we now ask ourselves whether existing 

wiki resources  already constitute  such a satisfactory translation 

resource. 

4.1 Resources evaluated
In  our  study, we look at  three existing wiki resources,  namely, 

Wikipedia,  Wiktionary  and  OmegaWiki.  As  a  point  for 

comparison, we also use TERMIUM, a conventional terminology 

database. We now describe each of those resources in turn.

Wikipedia  and  Wiktionary,  both  started  by  the  WikiMedia 

foundation,  are  respectively  a  wiki  based  encyclopedia  and 

dictionary that anyone in the world can consult and edit. In spite 

of this open editing policy, these resources have comprehensive 

content  whose  accuracy  compares  favorably  to  that  of  more 

conventional resources (Giles, 2005). Although both are available 

in multiple languages, versions in different languages are largely 

grown independently from one another and by different linguistic 

communities.  However, a  page in  one  language often (but  not 

always) has links to pages that describe the same concept in some 

(but  usually  not  all)  other  languages.  Also,  neither  of  those 

resources is, properly speaking, a terminology database. Although 

each page on  those  sites is  about  one particular  word,  term or 

concept,  information  about  them  is  captured  not  in  the  form 

database records, but in the form of markup tags that specify the 

content of the page and how it is to be displayed. For example, 

Illustration 4.1 displays the wiki markup for the Wiktionary page 

for English word  “subsidiary”. This markup is created manually 

by authors  of pages, and therefore,  it  does not  always follow a 

uniform standard (although the editing tools try to nudge authors 

towards uniformity through non compulsory templates for pages). 

For example, in  Illustration 4.1 we see that links to translations 

are encoded using different tags for different languages (e.g.  “* 

French:  [[filiale]]  (1)” for  the  French  translation  and 

“[zh:subsidiary]” for the Chinese  translation).  As we shall  see 

later, this tag based data model makes it difficult to tailor these 

resources to the needs of translators. 

OmegaWiki is a wiki resource that aims at providing information 

on  all  words and  terms of all  languages.  It was designed  as a 

generic  terminological  resource,  that  is,  it  was  not  built 

specifically for the needs of translators.  Contrarily to Wikipedia 

and Wiktionary, OmegaWiki is a proper multilingual terminology 

database.  In  other  words,  information  about  a  word,  term, 

expression and its translations in different languages is encoded 

explicitly and directly in a relational database (not as tags). This 

makes the data much easier to manipulate programmatically, and 

as we will see, this resource can therefore be more easily tailored 

to the needs of translators. As of this writing, OmegaWiki is still 

in beta stage, and editing of its content is restricted to a very small 

number of core contributors. But the development team plans to 

open it up for editing as soon as stability of underlying database is 

ensured.  Also,  the  content  of  the  database  is  still  very sparse, 

because the project is still in its infancy.

TERMIUM is the terminology database of the Translation Bureau 

of the Government of Canada. It is one of the most comprehensive 

and  most  widely  used  terminology  databases  for  the  English-

French language pair7. While editing of its content is restricted to 

Bureau  personnel,  it  can  be  consulted by  external  paying 

customers. Like OmegaWiki, it is a proper terminology database. 

Of the four resources we looked at,  it  is the only one that  was 

designed and grown specifically with the needs of translators in 

mind. 

4.2 Do translators use existing wiki resources?
When evaluating the usefulness of existing wikis as translation 

resources, a first question to ask is whether translators currently 

use them for that purpose. Somewhat surprisingly, our field data 

indicates that the answer is a clear no, at least for the translators 

we observed and interviewed.

Indeed, at no point in the course of our interviews did we observe 

translators  going  explicitly  to  a  wiki  resource  while  trying  to 

resolve a translation problem. However, in one case (and one case 

only) a subject did a Google search for the word “burough”, then 

7 TERMIUM also includes Spanish in a growing number of its 

records.

Wikipedia Wiktionary OmegaWiki

(June 07)

OmegaWiki

(Aug 2, 07)

TERMIUM

Has english entry 66.7% 50.0% 0% 28.6% 81.0%

Has  English  entry 

in right sense
54.8% 45.2% 0% 23.8% 76.2%

Has French equiv. 31.0% 33.3% 0% 14.3% 76.2%

Has  French  equiv. 

in  correct sense
31.0% 26.2% 0% 11.9% 76.2%

Table 4.1: Trying to resolve translation problems with different resources.



found the Wikipedia page for that word, and went there to consult 

it. 

The fact that our subjects almost never used a highly publicized 

wiki  resource  like  Wikipedia  is  somewhat  surprising.  One  can 

venture two possible explanations. On one hand, it could be that 

translators  do  not  know  about  those  resources,  or  have  not 

thought  of  them  as  a  possible  place  to  look  for  solutions  to 

translation problems. On the other hand, it could be that existing 

wiki resources, in their current state, do not fit their needs.

Because  our  interviews  were  not  aimed  specifically  at 

understanding translators' use of wiki resources (they were done 

as  part  of  the  wider  OPLT project  that  looks  at  their  use  of 

technology in  general),  we did  not  have an opportunity  to  ask 

them specifically why they did not use them. However as we will 

see,  further  analysis  clearly  shows  that  in  their  current  state, 

existing  wiki  resources  are  indeed  not  very well  suited  to  the 

needs of translators.  One can therefore conjecture that this may 

play a major role in their lack of use by that community.

4.3 How many of the problems could have 

been resolved using existing wiki resources?
Having established that translators do not currently use wikis as 

translation resources, we next ask ourselves what might happen if 

they did. 

We took each of the 42 relevant translation problems and tried to 

resolve  them by going  to  the  four  resources  mentioned  above 

(three  wiki  based  resources  and  TERMIUM).  In  the  case  of 

OmegaWiki, because it was going through such rapid growth at 

the time of this study we decided to perform this analysis twice: 

once at the beginning of June 2007, and once on August 2, 2007. 

Illustration 4.1: A TERMIUM entry



For the other three resources, analysis was done at the beginning 

of  June  2007  only.  Table  4.1  summarizes  the  results  of  our 

searches through these four resources. Looking at the last row, we 

can see that existing wiki resources have very little coverage of 

translation  problems,  compared  to  a  more  conventional 

terminology database like TERMIUM. Indeed, the percentage of 

problems  that  could  be  resolved  with  the  best  wiki  resource 

(Wikipedia), is only 31.0 p. cent, compared with 76.2 p. cent for 

TERMIUM. Wiktionary follows behind with 26.2 p. cent. As for 

OmegaWiki,  we could  not  solve even a  single of the  observed 

problems using that resources at the end of June 2007. However, 

as of August 2, this resource had greatly improved, and we found 

we could solve 11.9% of the observed problems. 

Table 4.1 also provides  a break down of the reasons why each 

resource fails at helping with translation problems. The first row 

displays the percentage of the cases where we could find an entry 

for the English word or expression. We can see that Wikipedia 

and Wiktionary starts reasonably high (66.7 p. cent and 50.0 p. 

cent respectively), but still short of TERMIUM (81.0 p. cent). For 

OmegaWiki, the coverage is already zero at that point for the June 

analysis,  and  is  still  very low (28.6  p.  cent)  as  of  the  August 

analysis.  

The second row shows the percentage of cases for which we not 

only found an entry for the English term, but where the entry also 

contained a definition matching the sense used in the source text 

being translated. For example, in one case Wikipedia had an entry 

for the word “fiery”, but that entry did not include a definition for 

the “hot tempered” sense used in the source text. Here, we see that 

Wikipedia coverage experience a sharp drops of 11.9 percentage 

points.  In  contrast,  the  decrease  in  coverage  is  smaller  for 

Wiktionary (4.8 points), TERMIUM (3.8 points) and OmegaWiki 

(4.8 points  for the August analysis). OmegaWiki's coverage for 

the June analysis stays of course at zero for the rest of the table.

The third row shows the percentage of cases where we not only 

found an English entry with the correct sense, but that entry also 

had a link to  a French entry. Here,  Wikipedia,  Wiktionary and 

OmegaWiki (August analysis) all incur a sharp drop in coverage 

while  TERMIUM  stays  the  same.  The  later  is  understandable 

since  in  TERMIUM  is  a  resource  designed  specifically  for 

translation purposes, where entries are always created for the sole 

purpose of providing an equivalent in another language. 

Finally, the fourth row shows the percentage of cases where at 

least one of the French entries associated with the English entry 

was for the sense used in the source text being translated. Here, 

we  see  that  Wikipedia  and  TERMIUM  stay  the  same,  while 

Wiktionary  experiences  a  significant  drop  (7.1  points)  and 

OmegaWiki (August  analysis) stays about  the  same (2.4  points 

drop).

4.4 How easy is it to consult wiki resources for 

translation purposes?
Given this  lack of coverage of the  kinds of problems typically 

encountered by translators,  it  is not  surprising that they seldom 

use those resources. However, this does not seem to be the only 

issue with wikis for translation use. Indeed, when searching in the 

various resources to produce Table  4.1, we found that  the wiki 

resources  were  much  harder  and  less  efficient  to  use  than 

TERMIUM, even for cases where relevant material was found in 

them. While we have not formally measured this usability gap, we 

can illustrate some of the issues through a Cognitive Walkthrough 

(Wharton,  C.  et  al.,1994).  This  is  a  well  known  usability 

inspection  method  whereby a  group  of  developers  or  usability 

experts go through the steps that an end user would have to follow 

to complete a specific task. Any usability issue that arises in the 

process  is  written  down  and  reported  as  areas  needing 

improvement.

In this section, we present a walkthrough for TERMIUM and the 

three wiki resources, for a simple task where the end user needs to 

find a French translation for the English word “subsidiary”. While 

Illustration 4.2: An English Wikipedia page

Illustration 4.3: Corresponding French page



this is based on a single example, it is nevertheless representative 

of  the  many issues  we encountered  when searching for the  42 

relevant translation problems.

Illustration 4.1 displays what the end user sees after searching for 

the English word “subsidiary” in TERMIUM. This single screen 

provides all the information that the user needs to quickly resolve 

the problem. A quick scan through the various translations of the 

various senses of the English word allows him to choose the most 

appropriate one. This may at worse involve scrolling up and down 

a few times. This high efficiency can be attributed to various good 

design choices in TERMIUM. The screen is compact and only 

contains information that is relevant to a translator. In particular, 

definitions of terms and their equivalents are short, but complete 

enough  to  allow  the  user  to  make  sure  that  the  sense  being 

presented is the same as the sense used in the source text being 

translated.  Also,  the  entry  only displays  information  about  the 

language pair (English-French) that the user is working in. Both 

English  and  French  are  presented  on  a  single  screen  and  in 

parallel.  All  senses  of  the  English  term  are  listed  on  a  same 

screen, along with their respective translations. Finally, although 

we cannot see this from looking at a single entry, all TERMIUM 

entries  present  the  information  in  the  exact  same  format  and 

layout,  which means the user can quickly get used to scanning 

them rapidly to find specific information. 

In  contrast,  finding  an  appropriate  French  translation  for 

“subsidiary” on Wikipedia is much more complicated and slow. 

Illustration 4.3 shows what the user sees after searching for that 

word on the English Wikipedia. We can see that the presentation 

of the information is not as well suited to the needs of translators. 

While the page contains a lot of interesting information about a 

subsidiary, most of it is irrelevant from a translation perspective. 

In fact, in order to see an actual translation for “subsidiary”, the 

user must locate the “Français” link that appears on the left, and 

click on it. In the case shown in Illustration 4.3, this is not such a 

big problem because translations for that particular term are only 

shown  for  eight  languages.  But  suppose  the  density  of  inter 

language links on Wikipedia was increased so that a page like this 

one contains links to translations in say, 50 languages or more, we 

can see that the user would incur a significant visual scanning and 

scrolling overhead when trying to locate the Français link. 

Once the user has located and clicked on the Français link, he is 

presented with the screen displayed in Illustration 4.4. While this 

page does display a French translation (“filiale”), the user has now 

lost  the definition of the English term, and may have to toggle 

between the  two pages  in  his  decision  process.  Moreover,  the 

Illustration 4.4: An English Wiktionary page

Illustration 4.5: Following the "Français" link from an 

English Wiktionary page

Illustration 4.6: An OmegaWiki English page with French 

translations



page only lists one possible translation of “subsidiary”. While it is 

possible in Wikipedia to associate an English page with more than 

one  French  page (this  would  be rendered  as multiple  Français 

links in  Illustration 4.3)  the user can never see more than one 

such  translation  at  a  time.  The  user  could  also  get  alternate 

translations by following links in the Voir aussi section (i.e. “See 

also”), but again, he can only see one translation at a time.

When  we add  these  things  together,  we get  a  user  experience 

which is far from optimal for translators.

We now turn our attention to Wiktionary. In Illustration  4.5, we 

see that  presentation of the information for the English term is 

somewhat  better  suited  to  the  needs  of  translators.  The 

information on the page is much more compact than its Wikipedia 

counterpart  and most of it  is relevant to translators.  But it  still 

falls short of TERMIUM in terms of the needs of translators. Just 

like the case for Wikipedia, the user needs to locate the Français 

link amongst a potentially very long list of languages, all but one 

of them completely irrelevant to his current task of translating to 

French. Also, presentation of the information is not consistent. In 

some  cases,  the  translation  information  is  accessed  through  a 

Français link on  the left  and sometimes through  a link in  the 

Translations section. Sometimes, these two presentation styles are 

used on a same page (as in the case of Illustration 4.5), possibly 

forcing the user to scan not one, but two lists of languages. 

In cases where translations are listed in the Translations section, 

Wiktionary  does  show  the  English  word  and  its  multiple 

translations  in  the target language on  a single page. But  again, 

imagine an entry for a word that has four different senses all of 

which must are translated in 50 different languages. With such an 

entry, it would be difficult for the user to quickly scan it to locate 

the translation in the desired language. On the other hand, in cases 

where the translation is accessed through a Français link, the user 

cannot immediately see the English and French words on a same 

page.  However,  when  the  use  clicks  on  that  Français link 

(Illustration 4.6), he is presented with a screen that is well suited 

to his needs as a translator. This screen shows English and French 

words on a same page, displays multiple choices of equivalents, 

and only shows information relevant for the English-French pair. 

The one shortfall is that it does not directly display the definitions 

of the English term and its various translations, which means the 

user may have to go back and forth between English and French 

pages in his decision making.

Turning  now to  OmegaWiki  (Illustration  4.7),  we  see  that  its 

presentation of the information is always well suited to the needs 

of translators. Like for TERMIUM, the user can quickly make a 

decision by looking at that single screen. The entry is compact and 

only  shows  information  that  is  relevant  to  translators  (in 

Illustration 4.7: Adding link to French translation on the 

English Wikipedia page.

Illustration 4.8: Adding reciprocal link to the English 

translation on the French Wikipedia page

Illustration 4.9: Adding a new French translation in an 

OmegaWiki entry



particular, it only shows information for the language pair that the 

translator  is interested in).  Moreover,  the entry is complete and 

shows most of the relevant information on a single page: English 

term,  list  of  possible  translations,  each  with  a  short  definition. 

From a presentation point  of view, the only piece missing is a 

short definition of the English term (the user has to click on it to 

see its definition).

Summarizing this section,  we have shown that  among the three 

wiki resources, OmegaWiki is the only one whose user interface 

consistently allows fast  and  easy consultation  by translators.  It 

might seem that these kinds of user interface issues are just minor 

irritants and that they do not really affect usefulness of a resource. 

But  remember  that,  according  to  our  data,  a  translator  might 

consult a wiki translation resource once every five sentence. Also, 

our interviews with translators clearly indicate that they are very 

conscious of the passing of time because they typically work to 

tight deadlines, and are paid by the word. They often spoke about 

running  out  of  time  and  needing  to  take  shortcuts  to  get  the 

translation  done  on  time.  Given  those  observations,  translators 

need  tools  that  can  help  them  make  decisions  rapidly  and 

efficiently. Each access to a wiki translation resource should thus 

provide the necessary information at a glance and not through lots 

of navigation in different pages. Failing that,  translators are not 

likely to use the resource at all.

4.5 How easy is it to edit wiki resources for 

translation purposes?
In the previous section, we looked at how easy it is for users to 

consult  the  various  resources  when  looking  for  solutions  to 

translation  problems. But what about editing their  content? The 

short  answer  as  we  shall  see,  is  that  none  of  the  three  wiki 

resource evaluated allow the user to carry out that task easily and 

efficiently.

Editing is an important issue for a wiki translation resource, since 

a  central  concept  behind  wiki  is  collaborative  editing.  A wiki 

translation  resource  can only be successful  if  it  can effectively 

support  a  community of users  who can  grow the resource  and 

keep it up to date. 

Continuing on our previous example of “subsidiary”, we present a 

walkthrough for a simple scenario where the user searches for a 

French equivalent for that term, and only finds an English entry 

with  no  French  equivalent.  The  user  then  decides  to  create  a 

French translation “filiale”, and associate it with the English word 

“subsidiary” in the wiki resource. 

To complete this simple task with Wikipedia, the user would have 

to do the following:

 Edit “subsidiary page”: Click on the  Edit link on the 

“subsidiary”  page.  This  displays  the  content  of  the 

“subsidiary” page in wiki markup (Illustration 4.8).

= 1 click

 Add link to “filiale” page: Scroll down the edit page to 

locate where the list  of alphabetically sorted language 

links is specified.  Scan that  list  of links to  locate the 

exact  place  where  the  Français link  should  go  (in 

alphabetical  order).  Click  after  the  entry  that  should 

precede  the  Français link,  and  type  the  following 

markup tag:  “[[fr:filiale]]”.  Click  Save.  This displays 

the  “subsidiary” page with the  newly added  Français 

link on the left (as per previous Illustration 4.3).

= 1 scroll, 1 alphabetical scan, 2 clicks, 1 keyboard 

operation.

 Create French “filiale” page and open it for editing: 

Select  the  title  of the  English  page,  and  do  Ctrl-c  to 

copy it to the clipboard (Note: actually this step would 

only be needed for long titles where one might make a 

mistake or misremember it when creating a back link to 

the English page in the next step). Scroll down to the 

list  of language links  on  the left,  locate the  Français 

link and click on it. 

= 1 selection, 1 keyboard operation, 1 scroll, 1 click

 Add back link to  “subsidiary”  page: You  are  now 

ready  to  enter  content  into  the  “subsidiary”  page 

(Illustration  4.9).  Create  a  back  link  to  the  English 

“subsidiary”  page,  by  typing  the  following  markup: 

“[[en:”, then do Ctrl-v to paste the title of the English 

page  copied  in  the  previous  step,  then  type  markup 

“]]” . Click on “Save”. 

= 1 keyboard operation, 1 click

 Go back to English Wikipedia: You are now seeing 

seeing a page like the on shown in previous Illustration 

4.4. Scroll down to the list of language links, click on 

the  English link that  now appears on the left.  This is 

done  to  go back to  the  English  Wikipedia  where the 

user  can  do  his  next  search  for  an  English  term  to 

translate.

= 1 scroll, 1 click

Total:  6 clicks, 3 scrolls,  3 keyboard operations,  1 selection,  1 

alphabetical scans = 14 user actions.

Of  course,  none  of  this  is  difficult  to  do,  but  it  sufficiently 

interrupts the flow of the translator that he may not bother adding 

the entry altogether.  However, as pointed  out  in  Désilets  et  al. 

2006, most of those tedious steps could be easily automated so 

that the translator can create a French equivalent with just a few 

actions.

The procedure  for adding a French equivalent  in Wiktionary is 

essentially the same as in Wikipedia, therefore we do not present 

it.

On OmegaWiki, the same scenario would play out as follows:

 Open  “subsidy”  page  for  editing: Click  on  the 

Modifier (Modify) link on the page for “subsidiary”.

= 1 click

 Specify French as the target language: You now see 

the  page  on  Illustration  4.10.  Scroll  down  to  the 

Synonymes  et  traductions (i.e.  Synonyms  and  

translations)  section  of  the  page  and  click  on  the 

languages pick list (at the right of the plus sign icon). 

A list of languages whose name start with “a” are listed. 

To see the French language, you must type “fr” in the 

text box (left of “Clear”). You now see français in the 

list of the target language and can click on it. 

= 1 scroll, 2 clicks, 1 keyboard operation



 Add “fililale”  equivalent: In  the  text  box beside  the 

languages pick list, type the French equivalent “filiale”.

= 1 click, 1 keyboard operation

 Save the page: Scroll down to the bottom of the page 

and click on the Save button.

= 1 scroll, 1 click

Total: 5 clicks, 2 scrolls, 2 keyboard = 9 user actions

OmegaWiki therefore requires significantly less user actions (5 to 

be exact) than Wikipedia or Wiktionary, but it is still much more 

than seems necessary.

Note that we have not presented walkthroughs for editing content 

in TERMIUM, because we did not have access to those features 

for our study. Therefore, we are not in position to compare the 

usability  of  editing  in  wiki  resources  to  that  of  TERMIUM. 

However we do not think a comparison is necessary to see that 

editing translation content in the wiki resources is too inefficient 

and that those features are not likely to be used by translators who 

are hard pressed for time and are not paid specifically to create 

terminology entries in a wiki resource.

4.6 How easy is it to evaluate the 

trustworthiness of a translation?
Given that anyone in the world (including people who are neither 

terminologists nor  translators)  can modify a wiki resource,  it  is 

worth asking whether translators would be inclined to trust it, and 

if not, how the resource could be modified to promote trust.

Our interviews clearly indicate that translators do not blindly trust 

any dictionary or terminological database, even high quality ones 

like TERMIUM. Our subjects often talked spontaneously about 

their reasons for trusting such and such resource only for such and 

such domain or only in such and such circumstances. Even when 

looking  at  a  trusted  resource,  they  would  not  trust  all  entries 

equally.  For  example,  if a particular  translation  was marked as 

having  been  “normalized”  (i.e.  the  organization  producing  the 

resource took an official position that  this particular  translation 

was the one to  be favored),  some translators  would  have more 

confidence  in  it.  When  consulting  an  in  house  terminology 

database, some translators would also pay attention to the name of 

the  people  who  created  or  edited  the  entry.  For  example,  a 

translation that was entered by a junior translator might be given 

less  confidence than a translation  that  was entered by a senior 

translator or vetted by a terminologist. 

While  being  able  to  assess  the  trustworthiness  of  a  particular 

translation seemed important to our subjects, it is not clear to what 

extent they needed special visual and textual cues in the resource 

to  help  them do  this.  Often,  it  seemed that  our  subjects  relied 

mostly on  their  own knowledge and  experience  to  decide  if  a 

particular translation was appropriate. For example, if they saw a 

French  term  that  was  a  word  for  word  translation  from  the 

English, or if the proposed translation was one that they had never 

seen or heard before, our subjects tended to doubt its correctness. 

In situations like these, our subjects often did a Google search to 

verify that  the  French  translation  was  actually  being  used  on 

trusted  sites  (e.g.  sites  from  the  Government  of  Canada). 

Translators  seem to  have developed  a  kind  of  6th sense  which 

allows  them  to  very  rapidly  assess  the  appropriateness  of  a 

suggested equivalent  in  a  particular  context,  and  they use  this 

extensively to perform a kind of “downstream” quality control.

Illustration 4.12: Mockup of a specialized translator view of 

Wikipedia and Wiktionary data for a term

Illustration 4.10: WeBiText user interface

Illustration 4.11: TerminoWeb user interface



As it turns out,  none of the existing wiki resources provide any 

explicit  cues  to  help  translators  evaluate  the  trustworthiness  of 

solutions  to  a  translation  problem.  While  our  user  field  data 

indicates that such cues would be useful to translators, we cannot 

conclude that they are absolutely necessary, even in the context of 

an open wiki resource. It could be that translators would be able 

to judge based on their own knowledge and experience, whether a 

particular translation taken from the wiki resource is appropriate 

or not for their particular needs. It could also be that the absence 

of this kind of cue is more of an issue for junior translators than 

for experienced ones. More focused interviewing needs to be done 

with translators in order to clarify these specific issues.

5. Towards a wiki translation resource: How to 

improve existing wiki resources?
Summarizing  our  discussion  so  far,  we have shown  that  while 

translators could benefit from a wiki translation resource, none of 

the  existing  wikis  (Wikipedia,  Wiktionary,  OmegaWiki)  fulfill 

that role well. 

While somewhat disappointing, these findings are not surprising 

given  that  none  of  those  resources  were  designed  and  grown 

specifically for  the  needs  of  translators.  Even  OmegaWiki  was 

started as a general terminological resource, and is not  targeted 

specifically at translators. In a sense, it is unfair to evaluate these 

resources  for  a  task that  they weren't  designed  for  in  the  first 

place.  But  the  fact  remains that,  unless  they can deal  with the 

issues we raise, translators are not likely to use them. We see this 

as a lost opportunity for wiki resources, one that deserves to be 

dealt with.

Fortunately, we believe that  it  is  possible  to  transform existing 

wiki resources into something that is truly suited to the needs of 

translators.  In  this  section,  we  look  at  the  research  and 

development work needed to turn each of the three wikis into a 

satisfactory  translation  resource.  Based  on  this,  we then  try to 

determine  which  of  the  three  resources  seems  like  the  best 

platform to build a wiki translation resource.

We look in turn at each of the issues uncovered in the previous 

section,  namely:  lack  of  coverage of translation  problems,  and 

lack  of  efficient  support  in  the  user  interface  for  consulting, 

editing  and  assessing  the  trustworthiness  of  solutions  to  such 

problems. 

5.1 Improving coverage of translation 

problems
As pointed out  earlier,  existing wiki resources currently do not 

have sufficient coverage of translation problems to be truly useful 

to translators. In this section, we look at how that issue could be 

resolved for three existing wiki resources.

One  way  to  improve  coverage  would  be  to  actively  involve 

translators  and  terminologists  in  the  expansion  of  translation 

related content. But for this to happen, we need to provide those 

communities  with  tools  they  can  use  to  easily  populate  the 

resource with data. 

A first step in that direction would be to provide import tools that 

translators  can  use  to  easily  pour  their  own  lexicons  and 

terminology  databases  into  a  wiki  resource.  Our  interviews 

indicate  that  many  freelance  translators  keep  a  record  of 

translation  problems  they  encounter  frequently,  as  well  as  the 

solutions  they  chose  in  different  contexts.  Such  homegrown 

resources can grow to become quite large, and could benefit other 

translators.  Larger  translation  companies  also  keep  similar 

records, but it is not clear that they would be willing to share them 

with  a  larger  community  (since  those  in  house  terminology 

database  provide  them with  a  competitive  edge).  In  any  case, 

those records of previously encountered problems are sometimes 

stored  in  terminology databases  that  can  export  their  data  into 

standard  formats  like  Term  Base  Exchange  (TBX).  If  a  wiki 

resource was able to read such a format, we would have an easy 

way to pool terminology and lexical resources from thousands of 

users. The OmegaWiki team is currently developing such tools.

Note however that our interviews also indicate some translators 

do  not  use  terminology  databases  for  their  records.  Some 

freelance translators  simply use spreadsheets  or  even free  form 

word processor documents for that purpose. Such tools obviously 

cannot export their data to a standard format like TBX. However, 

it  might  be  possible  to  implement  programs which could  read 

such documents and, with possible assistance from the user, figure 

out their structure so that information can be extracted from it.

The  simple  tools  described  above  would  be  useful  to  allow 

translators to contribute  existing records to a wiki resource. But 

what  about  translation  problems  for  which  neither  the  wiki 

resource nor  the user have a solution? Below, we describe two 

tools  under  development  at  the  National  Research  Council  of 

Canada: WeBiText and TerminoWeb. Both of those assist a user 

in  doing  a  terminological  searches  on  the  web,  and  could  be 

extended  so  that  the  results  of  those  searches  can  be  easily 

contributed to a wiki resource.

WeBiText8 is  essentially a bitext  system which uses  the  whole 

web  as  a  corpus.  Given  an  English  term like  “subsidiary”,  it 

searches  the  web  for  parallel  English-French  sentences  that 

employ that  term.  A typical  search  results  screen  is  shown in 

Illustration  5.1.  One  can  see  how  this  system  could  act 

synergistically with a wiki translation resource. For example, if a 

user  searched  the  wiki  for  “subsidiary”  and  did  not  find  an 

appropriate translation, there could be a button that allows him to 

launch a WeBiText search for that term. Conversely, if the user 

then  finds  an  appropriate  translation  for  “subsidiary”  in 

WeBiText, there could be a single button that allows him to pour 

that hit back into the wiki. 

In a way, it may seem that a wiki translation resource is redundant 

with a WeBiText. But our Contextual Inquiry study clearly shows 

that translators make heavy use of both terminological databases 

and  corpuses  (including  bitexts),  and  that  they tend  to  look  in 

terminological databases first. The reasons for this are not clear 

yet,  but  it  seems  to  be  due  to  the  fact  that  in  terminological 

databases,   the  information  is  preanalyzed  and  immediately 

accessible. Indeed, during our interviews we noticed that subjects 

tended to take much longer to evaluate and analyze search results 

from  Google  or  a  bitext  system  than  for  dictionary  or 

terminological  database  entries.  It  seemed they needed  to  read 

many of the hits before they could form a picture of the various 

translations found, as well as their respective contexts of use and 

quality.

TerminoWeb  (Barrière  and  Agbago  2006  )  is  another  system 

being developed at the NRC, which might offer a different and 

complementary approach to populating a wiki translation resource 

8 www.webitext.org



with content.  It was designed to assists terminologists in doing 

thematic  searches.  The  system allows  the  user  to  retrieve  web 

content on a particular topic domain, and to automatically extract 

important terms that relate to that topic. Illustration 5.2 shows a 

sample  screen,  where  the  system has  suggested  terms  for  the 

“paragliding” domain. The user can then select suggested terms 

for inclusion in the thematic search results. The system has many 

other useful features which are described in detail in Barrière and 

Agbago 2006.

While  TerminoWeb  was  developed  for  unilingual  thematic 

searches,  beta  users  have  requested  features  to  help  them find 

translations of the various terms. One way to provide this would 

be to combine TerminoWeb's features with those of WeBiText. In 

addition,  one can imagine features which allow users to,  at the 

push of a single button,  contribute  the results  of a multilingual 

thematic  search  to  a  wiki  resource.  Such  a  tool  might  allow 

terminologists and translators to efficiently participate in the effort 

to extend coverage of that wiki resource.

An altogether  different  approach  to  increasing  the  coverage of 

wiki resources would be to implement tools that can automatically 

extract  translation  related  content  from one  wiki resource,  and 

pour  it  into  another.  This  would  be  particularly  useful  for 

OmegaWiki,  since  its  coverage  of  translation  problems  is 

currently much lower than that of Wikipedia and Wiktionary (see 

Table  4.1). 

Such an automatic extraction could be implemented easily using 

simple heuristics. For example, given the Wikipedia entry shown 

in Illustration 4.3 for term “subsidiary”, the system could extract 

relevant French translations as follows:

● Extract a short definition of “subsidiary” by taking the 

first sentence of that page.

● Follow the Français link on the “subsidiary” page to get 

the page on Illustration 4.4. Parse the title of that page 

to get the French equivalent “filiale”, and grab the first 

sentence as its short definition. 

● Acquire  additional  French  translations  by  following 

links  in  the  Voir  aussi  (i.e.  See  also)  section  of  the 

“filiale” page on Illustration 4.4. In this case, this would 

result  in  the  addition of translation  “succursale”,  for 

which the system could again, grab the first sentence as 

short definition.

● Finally, the system would pour all of this information 

into OmegaWiki.

Similar heuristics could easily be implemented for Wiktionary as 

well.

If  implemented,  such  a  system would  achieve  a  50.0  p.  cent 

coverage of our observed translation, which is significantly better 

than the coverage of any individual wiki resources (which lie at 

31.0 p. cent, 26.2 p. cent and 11.9 p. cent respectively).

5.2 Improving the consultation user interface
As pointed out earlier,  the user interface of two of the existing 

wiki  resources  (Wikipedia  and  Wiktionary)  does  not  support 

effective  consultation  to  resolve  translation  problems.  In  this 

section, we look at what could be done to address that issue.

Unfortunately,  changing  the  user  interface  of  Wikipedia  and 

Wiktionary to support more efficient and streamlined consultation 

by  translators,  may  in  turn  make  it  harder  to  consult  for  the 

general user population. For example, “fixing” the user interface 

of Wikipedia for translators would call for the removal of most of 

the text displayed for “subsidiary” on Illustration 4.3, or at least, 

moving that  text to  another  page which the user could  not  see 

without doing an extra click on a link (e.g. a Details link). This is 

clearly suboptimal for the majority of Wikipedia users who are 

not translators.

A better approach would be to implement a specialized interface 

to Wikipedia and Wiktionary which would automatically extract 

the  information  that  is  relevant  to  the  translator  (using  the 

approach described above in Section 5.1), and then show it in a 

way that is most appropriate for them (e.g. something along the 

lines of Illustration 5.3).

While implementing these heuristics is not difficult, one possible 

problem is that extracting all this information on the fly may be 

significantly increase the load on an extremely busy server like 

Wikipedia. This in turn may make the system slow to respond to 

user actions.

5.3 Improving the editing user interface
As pointed out earlier, the user interface of all three existing wiki 

resources does not support easy and efficient editing of translation 

related content. In this section, we look at what would be needed 

to address that issue in each of those resources.

Improving the editing user interface of OmegaWiki is  a simple 

matter of streamlining the editing process in its existing interface.

In the case of Wikipedia and Wiktionary however, we are faced 

with  a  non  trivial  technical  challenge.  As  pointed  out  in  the 

previous section, we cannot change the consultation user interface 

of those resources without  negatively affecting the general user 

population,  and  we  must  therefore  superimpose  a  specialized 

interface for translators on top of the existing content.

While  superimposing  a  read-only  specialized  interface  to  the 

original  data  seems  relatively  straightforward,  we  run  into 

difficulties when we want to  allow translators to use that  same 

interface  to  edit  the  original  content.  Because  this  specialized 

interface gathers data from several pages and presents them in a 

unified single page view, it  would need to keep track of where 

each piece of data came from. The reason for this is that if the user 

changes a particular piece of data on the unified view, the system 

needs to reproduce that change in the original source of the data. 

For example, in the case of “subsidiary”, if the user changes the 

short  definition of “succursale”,  the system needs to know that 

this information actually came from the first sentence of the first 

Voir aussi (i.e. See also) link on the French page pointed to by the 

Français link  on  the  English  page for  “subsidiary”.  Only if  it 

knows that,  can  the  system then  go  to  the  “filiale”  page  and 

change its first sentence. 

This  problem  illustrates  the  advantages  of  the  OmegaWiki 

relational data model which captures relationships between words 

and translations directly in the database as opposed to indirectly 

through markup tags typed manually (and often non uniformly) in 

a collection of interrelated pages. With OmegaWiki, it is trivial to 

reliably extract translation information from the database, present 

it to the user for modification, then put the modified information 

back into the database.



While  far  from  trivial,  such  tracking  of  disparate  translation 

information  on  Wikipedia  and  Wiktionary  could  still  be 

implemented.  However,  there  is  also  a  danger  that  translators 

might make a change which, while appropriate for the needs of 

translators,  is  not  appropriate  for the needs of the  general user 

population.  For  example,  a  translator  might  change  the  short 

definition of “filiale”, not realizing that he is in fact changing the 

first sentence of the Wikipedia page for that term. And while the 

new short definition might be appropriate when displayed in the 

context  of  the  specialized  translator  interface,  it  might  not  be 

appropriate as the first  sentence for the Wikipedia page of that 

term. 

5.4 Allowing translators to assess 

trustworthiness of entries
As pointed out earlier, none of the existing wiki resources provide 

easy  ways  for  translators  to  assess  the  trustworthiness  of  a 

particular  solution to  a translation  problem. Given the fact  that 

those  resources  can  be  modified  by  anyone,  this  might  be  a 

serious limitation. In this section, we look at what would need to 

be done to introduce such features in those wiki resources.

An easy to implement approach would be to add fields to the data, 

where contributors could provide examples of use of a term and 

its  translation,  with  references  to  the  actual  source  where  the 

example  was  taken  from.  This  would  allow  contributors  to 

substantiate their entries with examples taken from well reputed 

sources  (e.g.  the  Government  of  Canada,  the  European 

Parliament).  While  adding  such  fields  in  OmegaWiki  is  trivial 

(because OmegaWiki is in fact based on a relational data model), 

in the case of Wikipedia and Wiktionary, we run again into the 

problem that this data would have to be encoded in the form of 

tags distributed across several pages. This in turn makes it harder 

for the  system to  allow the user  to  modify this  data through a 

streamlined user interface specialized for translators.

Another approach would be to, again, combine a wiki translation 

resource  with  the  WeBiText  system. For  each  pair  of  original 

term–translation pair, there would be a link  Examples of use (as 

shown in  Illustration  5.3)  which when clicked,  would  spawn a 

WeBiText  search.  This  search  could  even  be restricted  to  web 

sites  which  are  deemed  reputable  by  this  wiki  translation 

community. Examples that the user deems particularly useful and 

relevant could then be poured back into the wiki at the click of a 

single button on the WeBiText search results page.

A third approach would be to provide an automatically generated 

quality score for an entry, based on a reputation system like the 

one  described  by  (De  Alfaro  and  Adler,  2007).  This  system 

calculates  the  quality  of  a  Wikipedia  entry  by  looking  at  the 

“reputation” of the people  who have created and edited it.  The 

reputation of a contributor is in turn computed by looking at the 

history  of  his  contributions,  and  evaluating  whether  these 

contributions  tend  to  “stick”  or  on  the  contrary,  be  quickly 

overridden  by  other  contributors.  These  automatic  reputation 

scores have been shown to strongly correlate with the Wikipedia 

community's actual evaluation of quality and reputation.

Another  approach  would  be  to  allow users  to  explicitly rate  a 

particular  solution.  Similar  voting  schemes  have  been  used 

successfully on sites like E-bay, to evaluate the trustworthiness of 

buyers and sellers.

5.5 What existing wiki resource is the best 

platform for a wiki translation resource?
Looking at the previous discussion, we can see that of the three 

existing resources, OmegaWiki is the one that could most easily 

be transformed into  a satisfactory wiki translation  resource.  Its 

user interface is already well suited to consultation by translators. 

Also,  because  it  uses  a  relational  data  model  to  capture 

information about words and their relationships (as opposed to the 

wiki markup model used in Wikipedia and Wiktionary), we can 

more easily improve its user interface for editing and assessing the 

trustworthiness of translation related information. This relational 

data model also makes it easier to integrate tools for expanding its 

content (e.g. WeBiText, TerminoWeb or a Wikipedia/Wiktionary 

robot for extracting translation relevant content).

The only disadvantage of OmegaWiki compared to Wikipedia and 

Wiktionary, is that it is not as well known. But we believe that a 

properly  modified  OmegaWiki  would  catch  on  rapidly  in  this 

community.

6. Conclusions and future work
In  conclusion,  we have  introduced  the  new concept  of  a  wiki 

translation resource, which we define as an open, free wiki based 

resource  that  translators  can  use  to  find  translations  of 

problematic words, terms or expressions. Using user field data we 

have shown that,  while translators stand to benefit from such a 

wiki resource, none of the existing ones fill that need in its current 

state. Firstly, these resources do not have sufficient coverage of 

typical problems encountered by translators. Secondly, their user 

interface does not make it easy to carry out key translation related 

tasks such as:  finding an appropriate  translation  for a problem, 

adding  a  new  translation  for  a  problem,  and  assessing  the 

trustworthiness of a particular translation for a problem. 

We have outlined a research and development agenda that could 

lead  to  such  a  wiki  translation  resource  by  improving  and 

extending the existing OmegaWiki site. 

In  the  future,  we plan  to  work on  parts  of  this  R&D agenda, 

namely:

● Collaborate with the OmegaWiki team to build, test and 

evaluate  a  robot  capable  of  extracting  translation 

relevant  information  from Wikipedia  and  Wiktionary, 

and pour it into OmegaWiki.

● Collaborate with the OmegaWiki development team to 

improve  their  user  interface,  so  that  translators  and 

terminologists can more easily and efficiently contribute 

or edit its content.

● Continue  collecting  user  data  from a  wider  range  of 

translators,  in  order  to  identify  special  problems  for 

those categories of users. In particular, translators who 

work on language pairs other than English and French, 

and  non  professional  “hobbyist”  translators  who 

contribute to sites like Wikipedia and Global Voices.

● Continue development of the WeBiText bilingual web 

search  system, and  look  for  ways that  it  could  work 

synergistic ally with OmegaWiki.

● Continue development of the TerminoWeb terminology 

extraction system, and look for ways that it could work 

synergistic ally with WeBiText and OmegaWiki.



Other  interesting  issues  which  we  do  not  plan  to  investigate 

ourselves, are the development and testing of an automatic rating 

system for translations contained in a wiki translation resource, as 

per De Alfaro and L., Adler, or manual voting schemes such as 

the ones used on e-bay to rate sellers and buyers. 
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