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Abstract

Part 1: Theory. Although the economics of the bessnpreclude large-scale investment in terminology,
| believe that an iterative approach to collectargl improving terminological data can pay off. The
quality and value of terminology are discussed famLSP’s viewpoint and defined for an LSP. The
features of an optimal terminology process andptueess’ relationship to the 1SO17100 translation
process are identified. The interests of the offagties in the translation process are reviewedbssd
practices for terminology work are identified fdret different parties involved. The objectives of a
terminology process are formulated and discusshd. f€atures of two standard terminology modules
are compared and my choice of terminology serveexiglained. A standard terminological record
structure for termbases is introduced. Part 2:tRecThe second part of the workshop will presamt
implementation of termbases using this term recgrdcture. This will include the ways in which
TransForm is dealing with the strengths and weaa®sf the terminology server used and an iterative
process for improving the value of terminologicatards. Different approaches to automatic term
matching will be evaluated, with particular attentipaid to the problem of false positive resultQif
checks.

1 Theory

Terminology work is often written about and dis@gsYet the terminology work discussed
in conference papers and academic textbooks islynoshcerned with single-language
terminology and starts from a completely differpetspective to that of a language services
provider (LSP) or translation services provider P).S

1.1 Why do we do it?

I am looking at the subject of terminology from theint of view of a small LSP. My
company specializes in various forms of communicgtimostly concerned with corporate
image as presented to customers, employees or smeeific target groups. A large
proportion of our work comes from corporate puldishand is destined for publication in
print, online or on multiple channels. The rangeswbjects covered is correspondingly broad,
so we have to deal with a wide range of specialaeghs, many of which have their own
specialized terminology.

Even within specific subject areas, different disefollow different external and internal
standards, and may use different regional variahteir corporate language for different
parts of the company.

So we need to keep track of terminology—to enshe¢ we use the appropriate term for
the language variant, for the customer, for thgesttarea, and for any applicable standard.
This is a quality-based argument. There are alsonauically based arguments for
terminology work. These include lower costs thattka reduction in the amount of research
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necessary prior to or during the translation aniere phases, fewer complaints and increased
customer loyalty.

Although the economics of the business precludgetacale investment in terminology, |
believe that a well-planned iterative approachdibecting and improving terminological data
can pay off for an LSP.

In short, we do it because it saves money and malkekves easier.

1.2 What are we doing?

“Terminology is the study of terms and their userites Wikipedia® That sounds logical, but
it doesn’t go very far.

TermNet introduces its website with a quotatiomfr@onfucius.

ISO TC 37 defines a terminology as “a set of designs belonging to one language for
special purposes” and goes on to define such aidayggas “a language used in a subject field
and characterised by the use of a specific lingumseans of expression.”

Pavel, in heHandbook of Terminology?, offers two definitions: “The first meaning of the
word ‘terminology’ is ‘the set of special words beging to a science, an art, an author, or a
social entity,” for example the terminology of mede or the terminology of computer
specialists.” She then goes on to say, “The same, i@ a more restrictive sense, means ‘the
language discipline dedicated to the scientificdgtwf the concepts and terms used in
specialized languages.” General language is that us daily life, while a specialized
language is used to facilitate unambiguous comnadioic in a particular area of knowledge,
based on a vocabulary and language usage specthatarea.”

So it is clear that one term can have two differapainings, i.e. that there are two different
approaches to terminology. For the purposes of 3R, lthe first definition—a set of words
with specific meanings in a specific context—is tva need. The second is the province of
professional terminologists, and of practitionefs@mputational linguistics. As an LSP, we
may sometimes rely on the work of such people theit skills do not form part of our core
expertise. It is also important to note that thisject fields referred to in ISO TC 37 span all
areas of human activity including commercial atiéég within vertical industrial or economic
sectord, so terminology can also be taken to include tesuth as department names and job
titles, which can be very important to an LSP.

1.3 What are we not doing?

Source language terminology is the customer’s fally work we do here is a by-product
unless the customer is specifically paying us tokwan their terminology—in which case
they are probably paying the wrong people.

There appears to be a disconnect between exprbeetland real-world practice, at least
in Germany, where an online survey in 2bi&und that 2/3 of the 504 respondents believed
that consistent terminology made work substantig&sier or easier, a slightly smaller
proportion believed it saved time, and well ove#8believed it made similar improvements
in quality and customer understanding of techndmumentation. The same survey found
that over 40% of the respondents stated that tedogy was of little or very little importance
in their company.

! https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Terminology
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1.4 Is it about the money?

The financial return of source-language terminolagyk can be quantified. Approaches
usually attempt to define expenditures and regultiost savings in order to establish a ROI.
These can range from simple “back-of-an-envelopdtudations to more detailed models
such as that implemented by ZVEl—the German Elealtrand Electronic Manufacturers’
Association—in an Excel spreadsheet. The pain culygrating the costs of managed vs.
unmanaged terminology provides a conceptual bamisttis type of calculation.It is
important to note that these models are intendedide by manufacturing companies, and
that the primary focus is usually on source langudagrminology. The cost-benefit
considerations for translation are usually a comiom of subsets of those for technical
documentation and marketing communication, andual snay be substantially different to

the overall picture.
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1.5 Costs and benefits

Cost vs. benefit is different for every customend drequently for different jobs for the same
customer. The amount of effort an LSP can deditatéerminology work is extremely
limited. Most customers are not prepared to paydoninology work. They simply expect it
to be right, although they may not always notick ign’t. So we do terminology work for the
benefits it offers us as an LSP. Our investmemei®rmined by the potential returns, so we
have a much greater incentive to invest on beHad oustomer offering a relatively high
volume or one providing intermittent but well-paibrk. For us, terminology tends to be
either rushed for a new customer, or slow and gté&adan established one.

1.6 How we work

Terminology for translation must be: identifiedsearched, and recorded. It may be verified
and further documentation may be added. It may therpublished or fed back to the
originating company. These activities give risetsts. The first cost, that of the system for
storing and managing the terminology, may be calérethe purchase of a computer-aided
translation system which includes a terminology aggament application. Some such systems
provide only basic terminological functions, andnay be necessary to purchase a separate
program to provide adequate functionality.

Directly attributable costs for terminology arisdhem a customer delivers terminology
associated with a particular project, or when tleeigion is taken to invest in preparing
terminology for a job. Costs for maintaining terwliogy are also directly attributable. | do
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not see scope for a small LSP employing terminslsgon anything other than a contract
basis related to specific jobs.

The other costs associated with terminology womkdtéo be difficult to isolate from
general overhealiThis is also true in an LSP environment, wherdgaificant amount of
terminology is identified, researched and (hopgjullocumented during the translation and
revision processes.

1.7 Types of project and the importance of terminologywork

Both the costs and the savings underlying the mairve follow significantly different
patterns for the different types of project deathviby an LSP. In our case, these types can be
classified by volume, frequency, and nature of mialte

Recurring regular projects such as employee magaanith a regular publication cycle
have characteristic terminological requirementschSmagazines are usually published by
corporate communications departments, often wighhiglp of a corporate publisher. Here the
target readers are corporate employees, possilplaats spread throughout the world, and
the main purposes of the magazine are promoting\eersal corporate culture and a sense of
belonging along with conveying essential comparigrmation. Articles in such magazines
often showcase specific departments, product dpuetats, or management initiatives. Here,
vital terminology starts with names—of departmenmntgiatives or products. Getting the Vice
President’s department name or job title wrongssbad as misspelling his or her name.
Advance investment in terminology is strongly adbie for this type of project, as is a good
system of documentation for terms such as featarees. At the very least, a copy of the
previous issue in the target language will clearthg question of whether the section was
entitled “In Focus” or “In the Spotlight”. CarefdIM maintenance also helps in this area.
There is often a great deal of overlap between meating terminology and creating a
complete style guide.

In-house magazines for industrial companies alequiently require cooperation between
internal and external translation providers. Endtamers frequently require that individual
features, special sections or even whole magaezmasentrating on research or innovation be
translated in house due to the technical natutheotexts. The corporate publisher will then
require translation of headlines, captions and ggnexts such as editorials followed by at
least a copy desk process where conformity withliElmggrammar, spelling, and the house
style is checked. Here the problem of maintainiagststency is greater, as there is often no
access to a source text, and so no way of applgintgmated checks for terminological
consistency.

Company reports, e. g. quarterly or annual findneeports, or reports covering
sustainability and/or corporate social respongibilequire the use of specialist terminology
defined by specific organizations and subject tange. In particular, financial reporting in
Europe usually makes use of the International FHi@hnReporting Standards and
International Accounting Standards defined by titerhational Accounting Standards Board.
These standards are subject to change every ymaitai®/, sustainability reports are often
subject to the guidelines of the GRI Global Repgrtnitiative.

Reports generally involve a significant effort tetablish source and equivalent target
terminology before the translation of the firstuedy an LSP. This effort will usually involve
previous issues if available, plus general ternugglfrom standards such as IFRS. At this
point, problems such as mismatched regional variamhy become apparent, e.g. when a
company with US English as its corporate languad®ighes an annual report on the basis of
IFRS/IAS, which are written in British English. Teocess of terminology collection prior to
the first issue is usually similar to but more mdie than that required for magazines.
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Terminology for projects belonging to an accounthwa more or less regular flow of jobs
with common topics, e.g. press releases, techdicalmentation and websites, follows the
classic pain curve, with an initial peak subsidinga low level of effort required for the
addition of new terminology and occasional weedingof obsolete or deprecated terms.

Terminology for projects belonging to an accourthven irregular flow of jobs or covering
a wide range of (non-repeating) topics is usuabslcost-effective, as the initial peak of the
pain curve repeats with every new topic. The denisp invest in terminology is on the basis
of risks/rewards for the individual job plus a spl@ative component dependent on the
likelihood of the customer sending more regularkvor

It is seldom worth carrying out substantial terniagy work for apparently one-off jobs
with no reasonable expectation of follow-up worlg.eontracts or static websites. Here, the
time covered by the pain curve is the durationhefgingle project, so the peak of cost due to
terminology management may be greater than thes dosurred by not managing the
terminology. The decision to invest in terminoloigyon the basis of risks/rewards for the
individual job. One significant exception to theswhere the LSP has been brought in to work
on a pitch. Providing a limited amount of termirgpjowork as part of a pitch is clearly a
gamble, but does demonstrate the team’s committoegaality. This is also a good way to
increase customer loyalty.

Terminology linked to a specific account is notitalade for general use, as it will contain
company-specific material and material subjectoycight and confidentiality.

Terminology that is not linked to a specific accois available for general use but is
strongly constrained by subject area.

1.8 Risks associated with terminology

The risks associated with incorrect use of terntgplare a subset of those associated with
incorrect translation. The consequences range t@msing amusement among colleagues to
bearing responsibility for death or injury due tworrect operating instructions or service
documentation. By drawing up matrices of likelihoafdspecific consequences occurring vs.
the consequences themselves for specific typesrofitology error we can determine the
level of risk posed by incorrect translation ofnt@mology. Possible immediate consequences
can be graded in order of increasing severity, feogn Internal communication impaired, no
material consequences, to Danger to life or lintis Bpproach makes clear that while getting
the job title of an executive or the name of a depant wrong will lead to embarrassment
and may lead to a loss of trust, the overall rssless than that incurred when a product name
or description is wrong, as there is a signifiaasit of expensive corrections at a late stage in
prepress work, or worse if the presses have alrstdlied to roll.

1.9 Cooperation

The key factor in enabling effective cooperationmsking it easy by removing barriers.
Translators will not provide services free of clearfgthey do not see an immediate and direct
benefit from doing so. The same applies to conmman-house staff to willingly identify and
record terminology.

1.10 Relationship to ISO 17100

The translation workflow as specified by ISO 1718@nex A only mentions terminology
once, under Section 4, Pre-production processesetidties. It is specified as an optional
step in point 4.6.3.2, which states that “...thentliand the TSP can agree that the TSP shall
ensure that the appropriate terminology is avalabl Point 5.3.1 a) of Section 5,
Production process, specifies compliance with doamand client terminology and
maintenance of terminological consistency. A sigaifit part of the challenge for LSPs is to



obtain and validate the terminology in the firsaqd, and this is an area where the tool
vendors are a long way from supplying optimal dohg. Although the ability to capture
terminology on the fly has been around for somesyghere is no simple way of returning
such captured terminology as part of a job package.

1.11 Interested parties

The interests of the client are best served byeetig a translation which does not expressly
contradict the end client’s existing documentatioidl material, unless such contradiction has
expressly been requested, as part of a productreta for example.

Subcontractors usually want to deliver a producticivhconforms to the customer’'s
expectations at the lowest possible cost to therasel

For suppliers, the best practices in the transigtimcess can basically be summed up as
consistency, documentation and communication. Gsty, because it makes problems
easy to fix; documentation, because it makes isiptes to recognize and avoid the problem
the next time around; and communication, becausesiires that people are aware of both the
problem and its solution. The most constructivecfica from the LSP side is to facilitate and
encourage feedback of terminological problems drttleproposed solutions from suppliers.
Naturally, this requires LSPs to form close, loagat relationships with selected suppliers.

For clients, the picture is more varied. From tl&PLs viewpoint, the most important best
practice is the use of professionally prepared@olanguage terminology in source language
documents. The second most important one is to tiaeie target language terminology
reviewed by someone who is both familiar with tloenain and a native speaker of the target
language. Generally, however, the LSP’s role herémited to asking what, if anything,
exists and is available.

It is also important for LSPs to distinguish betwebfferent types of client. Agency and
publisher customers rarely have the expertise ®@nted to receive terminology in any form
other than a glossary supplied as a PDF. In-haasslation departments, on the other hand,
are more interested in receiving terminology inoanf compatible with their system. End
customers will often have their own specific infarimat specific to their implementation of a
terminology database.

1.12 Subject-specific challenges

Different customer accounts present different emgles. Linguistic problems are always
present. For example, translating German finan@pbrts into English involves problems
such as the German woRgchnungsabgrenzungsposten, which translates gsepaid expenses
when it appears on the assets side of the baldwees and adeferred income when it appears
on the liabilities side. Or the German wddinsatz, which is variously translated zales,
revenue, revenues or turnover for different German companies. If the originat@ents have
been worked out according to the German HGB stanhdaen many of the terms used will be
conceptually different from English accounting teralogy and the text will require a degree
of localization. Researching specific subject arems be problematic; for example, “older”
areas of industry such as railway technology areasowell documented online as IT and
telecommunications. Technical issues such as theenand format of available terminology
also arise and call for different approaches.

1.13 Starting points

The most common starting point for terminology wéosk a new account is probably one or
more PDF documents. These may be exports from-haouse system, or (possibly protected)
PDFs of last year's annual report. Excelespreadshere also popular among users. Possible



challenges here include problems caused by thehattExcel's default text delimiter varies
according to the regional settings of the versibhWandows under which it is running. For
example, the straight double quote used by ExcEhiglish is also the symbol for inches and
can cause problems in Excel glossaries.

End customers’ terminology is usually in a formtabie for the customer’s own use, i.e.
arranged as a dictionary or glossary. It usuallg hat been lemmatized or edited for
automatic term recognition.

1.14 What is quality?

The idea of “fit for purpose” is a fundamental teoéquality assurance. There is no point in
wasting effort on producing something that excetba@srequired specification. The primary
purpose of terminology work at an LSP is satisfyting customer. So it follows that the main
considerations on the quality side are:

» Customer acceptance

« Consistency

* Correctness

Correctness here is taken to mean that the teintaliigible to the rest of the world—the
Humpty Dumpty problem—and that it does not conttdiher established uses. Trade-offs
between customer acceptance and correctness amstaliways decided in favour of
customer acceptance—at least initially.

However, from an LSP’s point of view, we also wamtmaximize returns and minimize
costs. These objectives are achieved by optimitireg content of our termbases and the
automatic term recognition settings to maximize therate of terms recognized, while
minimizing the rate of incorrect recognitions amdsé positives generated during automatic
guality control. From the LSP’s point of view, thest-effectiveness of a termbase is its main
quality criterion.

1.15 The ideal and the real world

The ideal customer has a well-defined collectios@mirce-language terminology put together
by a professional terminologist and coupled withgé&language terms approved by in-
country reviewers with the relevant expertise. Ahi$ terminology is available in TBX or
some other form of XML.
In practice, one or all of these features will bessimg. Even where the target language
terminology exists, it may well have been prepargdnterns or students, hopefully working
under the direction of a terminologist. It may hadween obtained from the development
department, and be heavily influenced by the solarmguage, or from an overseas subsidiary,
and have little relationship with the source lamgpiaconcepts. Or it may have been
crowdsourced.

The LSP’s task here is to convert any existing teohogy into a cost-effective termbase
with the minimum of effort.

1.16 So where do we want to go?

We want to abolish duplication of effort.
We want to be able to benefit from our efforts bysing their results.
We know that the journey never ends.

1.17 And how do we intend to get there?

We have to establish a working system and enswateitthminimizes effort and maximises
returns. The situation represented by the termgylpain curve is, however, an idealized
representation of the cost of terminology for ad enstomer. It does not take into account



the effects of such events as new product launohesrsion releases, let alone corporate
reorganizations or changing documentation standardsre is also little point in an LSP
implementing monthly updates to a termbase if #renbase is only used for translating a
customer magazine twice a year. This is even moreitsen the updates need significant
effort to port them into the TLS’s system. So tlalrpicture of terminological cost is
characterized by occasional peaks either immegtigtebr to the translation of an issue or
immediately after, when feedback has been receafésl the customer’s review of the
translation.

One effective mechanism for improving existing terohogy is by iterating through
feedback loops. In addition to documenting new rneviewers can note problems with
existing terminology. The logs from any quality twhtool used provide valuable indications
of which terms are causing false recognition resaitd how the results from the termbase can
be improved.

1.18 The journey to date

TransForm’s first termbase system was MultiTermtsnfile-based incarnation as a part of
Trados Translator's Workbench for Windows. As teehnhology vendors moved from file-
based to server-based systems, software costs geratmns of our size increased
dramatically. File-based systems were effectivemaoved from the market and the
capabilities of non-server systems were restrittesingle users on networks without domain
controllers. Server-based systems for around fsersiwere relatively expensive, so we had
to find an alternative strategy. This was achiebvganaking increased use of Wordfast, which
was already in use as our backup system and wasdywided by our freelancers. We also
used an intranet-based system for collecting teslogy on a project basis.

Wordfast uses glossaries for terminology. For WastiClassic and Wordfast Server, these
are simple tag-delimited text files with the fitetee fields defined as Source Language Term,
Target Language Term, and Comment, and three furtiser-definable fields which can be
used for attributes. The glossaries for Wordfast Prand 4 can also import TBX, although
only a subset of TBX can be accommodated by a gitpsdructure. Wordfast also enables the
use of Blacklists of forbidden terms. Wordfast idigtishes between automatic fuzzy
terminology recognition, which does not requiretiadi the source terms in the glossary, and
manual fuzzy terminology recognition, which makee wf asterisks in the source terms as
wildcards! The asterisks can be placed at the beginning ertid of the term, or in the
middle of the term. The trade-off between automatid manual terminology recognition is
less accuracy vs. more initial effort required.

memoQ Translator Pro and memoQ Server use a coeodepted termbase structure.
However, the termbase definition is fixed, anduker is limited to Kilgray’s choice of fields.

It has the classic TBX-style three-level structwieh concept, language, and term levels. It
also contains Kilgray-specific fields and, as poexgly mentioned, omits some fields which
are extremely useful to LSP users. However, Kilgadso supplies a terminology server,
known as QTerm. This runs on the Web server integranto memoQ Server and supports
user-defined fields within the three-layer struetubome of the Kilgray-specific fields from

the standard terminology module are included in tdrenbases to maintain compatibility.

Forbidden terms can also be stored in memoQ. Howewike in Wordfast, they are stored

within the termbases, and are distinguished orndira level by a “Forbidden” attribute. This

apparently has certain implications for the fragtressembly and predictive typing features
of memoQ®

" https://www.wordfast.net/wiki/Fuzzy _Terminology &egnition
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After trying out memoQ as a TM system | came to ¢baclusion that it offered a high
degree of interoperability and was the best chdaceour current operation in terms of
capabilities and cost-effectiveness. However, imdtions of the built-in termbase made it
necessary to purchase the QTerm terminology sexxtansion for the standard memoQ
Server.

This history has led us to define a standard teshogical record that offers our ideal
balance between the effort put into collecting teotogical data and the scope for its current
and future utilization.

1.19 The TransForm standard terminological record

The structure of the standard terminological reamed at TransForm was originally defined
for terminology collection via a form in the traasbn management database in the company
intranet. It was derived from TBX-Basic and autoicedty associated metadata from the
translation management database with source-taeget pairs, thus building up account-
specific glossaries that could be imported intoeotbystems via TBX-Basic. Our move to
QTerm termbases required modifications to the &irecto accommodate memoQ-specific
fields necessary to maintain compatibility.

The Concept (termEntry) level contains the standi@dsactional information on creation
date and user and last modified date and uselsdta@ntains the memoQ built-in fields for
Domain, Subject, Client, and Project (metadatajl bmage and Image caption fields. The
memoQ termbase field Note and an ID field are plesent.

The Language (langSet) level contains the memo@-ibuield Definition. This is directly
equivalent to the descrip tag in TBX-Basic.

The term (tig) level contains the term itself ahe fields Term source, Usage example,
Usage example source, Note, Term type, Validatiatus and Validated by. It also contains
three built-in QTerm fields: Case Sensitivity, Matwy, and Forbidden. These are necessary
to maintain compatibility with memoQ, in particulaith the QA Check feature. The memoQ
termbase fields Part of Speech, Number (grammat)@ender (grammar) have also been
included to retain compatibility with memoQ.

The key elements of this structure are the threelleoncept-based structure itself and the
use of specific fields. In particular, the compdityp with the TM system ensured by the
memoQ built-in fields benefits term recording amgtagnition. However, one of the key
factors behind the choice of QTerm instead of symding the standard memoQ termbase
was the need to define a term source field. Thipasause the source of a term is an
extremely useful proxy for the term’s reliabilitif. a term is used by the customer in the
customer’'s documentation there is little scopedisiagreement about the use of the term.
Similarly, the documentation of both a usage examgmd the source of that example
provides a known degree of confidence in the rditglof the term in context.

The Validation and Validated by fields have beeought over from the TransForm
intranet terminology record, where they were ineghéor use as elements in an EN 15038-
compatible terminology process.

1.20 To be continued...

We are currently have 20 years’ worth of termingl@gllected and partly duplicated across
four different systems. We are in the process t#dishing which parts of this data are worth
porting to QTerm and of unifying and porting theéadselected, and of optimizing those parts
of the data that have already been ported.
The second, practical part of the workshop willkoat how some of these ideas and
approaches are being implemented at TransForm GmbH.
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