Universiteit

U Leiden
The Netherlands

Professional translators’ and project managers’ perceptions of
machine translation and post-editing: a survey study

Dorst, A.G.; Valdez, S.; Jongste, D.; Castilho, S.; Caro Quintana, R.; Stasimioti, M.; Sosoni,
V.

Citation

Dorst, A. G., Valdez, S., & Jongste, D. (2023). Professional translators’ and project
managers’ perceptions of machine translation and post-editing: a survey study.
Proceedings Of The New Trends In Translation And Technology Conference - Nettt 2022,
50-59. Retrieved from https://hdl.handle.net/1887/3590063

Version: Publisher's Version
License: Creative Commons CC BY-NC-ND 4.0 license
Downloaded from: https://hdl.handle.net/1887/3590063

Note: To cite this publication please use the final published version (if applicable).


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/3590063

| NeTTT
“ New Trends in Translation
& Technology

Proceedings of the Conference
New Trends in Translation and Technology 2022

4 - 6 July, 2022
Rhodes Island, Greece



The papers published in this proceedings are —unless indicated otherwise— covered by the Creative
Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 International (CC BY-NC-ND 4.0). You may
copy, distribute, and transmit the work, provided that you attribute it (authorship, proceedings, publisher)
in the manner specified by the author(s) or licensor(s), and that you do not use it for commercial purposes.
The full text of the licence may be found at https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/.

©The authors

Cite as: Castilho, S., Caro Quintana, R., Stasimioti, M., and Sosoni, V. 2023. Proceedings of the
New Trends in Translation and Technology Conference - NeTTT 2022. 4-6 July 2022, Rhodes

Island, Greece.

ii



Proceedings of the Conference
New Trends in Translation and Technology 2022

The New Trends in Translation and Technology conference, NeTTT 2022, took place on Rhodes Island,
Greece, 4-6 July 2022. It was organised by Dr Sheila Castilho from Dublin City University (DCU), Dr
Vilelmini Sosoni from Ionian University, Ms Maria Sgourou from Dimetra Academy and Prof Ruslan
Mitkov from University of Wolverhampton. The conference was preceded by a two-day Summer school
in Neural Machine Translation, a workshop on Translation Technology for Creative Domains, and
followed by a full day of tutorials on Teaching Subtitling on the Cloud, Keyloggin the whole Translation
Process, and Machine Translation Post-editing for Media and Subtitles.

On its first ever edition, the NeTTT conference was greatly succesful in its aim of bringing together
academics in Linguistics, Translation Studies, Machine Translation and Natural Language Processing,
as well as developers, practitioners and language service providers (LSPs). Our keynote speakers
brought the audience together with timely topics. On day one, Prof Sharon O’Brien (DCU) opened the
conference with her insightful talk "Augmented Translation: New Tren, Future Tren or Just Trendy?"
leaving the audience with much food for thought. On the same day, Mr Valter Mavri¢ (DGTRAD,
European Parliament) presented the audience with "The evolution of the role of the translator in the
European Parliament: all about becoming a versatile language professional”. The second day of the
conference saw Dr Marcello Federico (AWS Al Labs) talking about "Machine Translation using Context
Information” and the ways context might determinne desired traits of the MT output. The last day of
the conference saw two keynote speakers: in the morning, Merit-Ene [lja (DGT, European Comission)
presented "The power of people and technology in DGT’s translation ecosystem” showing the audience
how the demand for translation has been increasing and how the DGT has been open to embrace
translation technologies. To close the conference, Prof Mikel Forcada (Universitat d’ Alacant) gave an
insightful talk on "Usage rights of language data in Machine Translation".

The conference research and user tracks received a great number of submissions, covering topics
on Corpora and Terminology, Translator Training, Translation Workflows, Translation Platforms,
Translation Reception, Machine Translation, Post-editing, Ethics in Machine Translation, Machine
Translation Evaluation, Gender Bias, Inclusive Machine Translation, Speech Translation, and
Audiovisual Translation. These works were presented throughout the conference either in oral or poster
presentations.

Finally, we could not have made NeTTT as special without our sponsors, so it is also with great
pleasure that we thank them all: Co-organiser: Region of South Aegean; Supporter: European
Commission; Diamond Sponsor: Wordfast; Gold Sponsors: Mitra Translations, OOOna, Welocalize,
Pangeanic, Sketch Engine; Silver Sponsors, Slator, Keytio; Bronze Sponsors: Vistatec, TM Serve,
ORCO, Juremy; Experience Sponsor: TradDICT.

These proceedings are just a sub-product of all the work the organising committee has put into

the conference, and the work of all authors and reviewers. We are very thankful to everyone who was
part of NeTTT 2022 and we hope to see you all in the next edition.
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Abstract

Intending to explore the experiences with
and perceptions of the use of machine
translation and post-editing in professional
practice, this paper examines quantitative
and qualitative = data from two
questionnaires targeted at professional
translators and project managers with
experience in working with post-editing
assignments and based in the Netherlands.
Results suggest that trust in the technology,
in the translation company, and/or the
project manager are at the center of
translators’ decisions on whether or not to
accept a post-editing task. The current
study supports previous claims that more
attention needs to be paid to the pivotal role
project managers play in the translation

workflow, especially in creating and
maintaining  relations  of  mutual
appreciation  and  trust  between
stakeholders, and argues that future

research should focus more specifically on
determining project managers’ MT and PE
training and machine translation literacy.

1 Introduction

Post-editing can be defined as “the activity of
fixing errors in MT output so that the target
text meets an expected level of quality”
(O’Brien, 2005, p. 40) or “to review a pre-
translated text generated by an MT engine
against an original source text, correcting
possible errors to comply with specific
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quality criteria” (Guerberof-Arenas, 2020, p.
338). It has also been characterized as the
“crudest form of collaboration between
machine and human” (Koehn, 2020, p. 21).
Thanks to recent advances in the quality of
Machine  Translation (MT)  systems,
especially since the launch of neural machine
translation (NMT) in 2015 (Castilho,
Moorkens, Gaspari, et al., 2017), post-editing
(PE) has become an increasingly common
task and in certain domains has been
integrated in Computer-Assisted Translation
workflows. The efficacy of PE when
compared to translation ‘from scratch’ has
been suggested and, in some cases,
demonstrated in studies spanning various
language pairs and types of texts (e.g., Daems
et al.,, 2017; Green et al., 2013; Guerberof-
Arenas, 2009; Laubli et al., 2013; Moorkens &
O’Brien, 2015; Plitt & Masselot, 2010).
Nevertheless, post-editing poor MT output in
conditions where software integration has not
been fully thought through can be
unproductive, frustrating and lead to low job
satisfaction as well as tensions between
translators and Language Service Providers
(LSPs) (cf., for instance, Koponen, 2016;
Romero-Fresco, 2022). From the perspective
of the translator asked to post-edit MT (post-
editor), the integration of MT in the
translation workflow has not been without
(strong) resistance and concern. To put it

New Trends in Translation and Technology, pages 50-59
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succinctly, despite the reported benefits of
using MT in productivity, “translators are still
strongly resistant to adopting MT as an aid
and have a considerable number of concerns
about the impact it might have on their long-
term work practices and skills” (Cadwell et
al., 2018, p. 301).

Different studies have elicited or gauged
translators’ and  other  stakeholders’
perceptions of MT using questionnaires,
interviews, focus groups and social media
data. Focusing on experiences with and
perceptions of the use of machine translation
and post-editing in professional practice, this
paper describes the results of two online
questionnaires  aimed at  professional
translators and project managers with
experience in working with post-editing
assignments and based in the Netherlands. Our
main interest lay in determining whether the
responses provided by the professional
translators and project managers reveal
whether miscommunication and trust issues
can be related to either party’s (perceived)
Machine Translation Literacy (Bowker &
Buitrago Ciro, 2019).

Before reporting the results, the following
section will review and summarize related
work on MT and PE, focusing on the
perceptions of different stakeholders. This is
followed by the adopted methods and the
results of the survey. In the concluding
remarks we will reflect on implications,
limitations, and avenues for future research.

2 Related Work

The use of MT and PE has only been
increasing (Gaspari et al., 2015), and several
studies have reported high(er) levels of
translation quality for NMT than its
predecessors in many language combinations
and text types (Castilho et al., 2018; Castilho,
Moorkens, & Gaspari, 2017; Castilho,
Moorkens, Gaspari, et al., 2017; Klubicka et
al., 2017, 2018; Popovi¢, 2017, 2018; Toral &
Sanchez-Cartagena, 2017; Toral & Way,
2018).
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In certain domains, MT is now promoted by
LSPs as a productivity boost to translating
from scratch, even though recent studies (e.g.,
Laubli and Orrego-Carmona, 2017) have
suggested that professional translators
generally have rather negative opinions about
MT and PE.

Voicing translators’ concerns regarding the
use of MT, the International Federation of
Translators (FIT) has published two position
papers on MT (FIT, 2016, 2019) and one on
post-editing (FIT, 2021). These include lower
quality in comparison to human translation,
lack of creativity and lack of common sense.

Translators mostly express negative
opinions about MT, focusing on the important
role of professional translators even in MT-
centered workflows, on the low efficiency of
post-editing and on the poor quality of the MT
output, according to Laubli and Orrego-
Carmona’s (2017) study that analyzed posts on
social media (Facebook, LinkedIn, and
Twitter). But are these negative opinions based
on a resistance to technology? The answer is
not clear. While some studies suggest that it
might be, such as Laubli and Orrego-
Carmona’s (2017), others suggest the opposite.
In  Guerberof-Arena’s  (2013)  study
participants’ (translators and reviewers)
experiences were mixed and negative views
regarding post-editing were not necessarily
related to misinformation or reluctance but to
previous experience “with various degrees of
output quality and to the characteristics of this
type of projects” (n.p.). Besides poor quality,
trust is among the reasons not to use MT. In a
focus group study with 70 translators from
DGT and 20 in-house translators of a UK-
based LSP, Cadwell, O’Brien and Teixeira
(2018) suggest that translators trust more other
human translators (in varying degrees
depending on if they are direct colleagues,
freelancers or interns) than MT output.

Until this point, we have focused mainly on
translators and their perspectives. However,
there is also research on the perspectives of
other stakeholders. Presas, Cid-Leal and
Torres-Hostench  (2016) looked at the



implementation of MT and PE by 55 Spanish
LSPs, including their motivations for choosing
MT over human translation, and the
procedures they adopted to include MT into
their workflow. They found that almost half of
the participating businesses used MT, and
almost half of these used MT in only 10% of
their total projects. LSPs’ motivations for
adopting MT included the business’s financial
and technological capacity, but importantly the
knowledge and attitude of the human
resources also played a role.

Sakamoto’s (2019) data from focus groups
with 16 project managers (PMs) from 15 UK-
based LSPs suggested that the lack of
information about regulations and legal
requirements caused a lot of uncertainty
surrounding the use of MT for these PMs,
especially given the current “don’t ask, don’t
tell” atmosphere (p. 63). Interestingly, these
PMs expressed concerns that their translators
were using MT against company regulations
without telling the PM. Sakamoto’s study also
points to a need to reconceptualize the
concepts of translation and the translator, as
“the definitional boundaries of translators and
post-editors are becoming blurry” and “PM’s
own role as gatekeepers of translation is also
being threatened” (p. 69).

Complementarily, Nunes Vieira and Alonso
(2020) show challenges and uncertainty
surrounding the use of MT are aggravated by
the way in which LSPs “restric[t] translators’
field of influence to the text while alienating
them from wider aspects of a project’s
business strategy” (p. 178). They argue in
favour of involving translators in project
management  decisions, including cost
estimation and client communication and
addressing the many “misguided perceptions
and mismatched expectations” that currently
characterize the translation supply chain (p.
163).

As pointed out by Olohan and Davitti
(2017), PMs are pivotal in establishing and
maintaining a relationship of honest
communication and trust with both the client
on the one hand and the translator on the other.
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The client and the translator normally only
communicate indirectly via the PM, which
“seems to increase the opportunities for
misunderstanding and misconception” (p.
413) and causes a need for PMs to “‘educate’
both parties” (p. 413). One important question,
however, is whether it is not the PMs who may
also need to be educated, and who may need to
(further) develop MT literacy and a better
understanding of the effort involved in PE. A
potential mismatch between the perspectives
of professional translators and project
managers may indeed be a catalyst for
situations of miscommunication,
misunderstanding and distrust.

3 Methods

This study aimed to compare and contrast the
experiences and perceptions regarding MT and
PE of professional translators and project
managers with experience in working with
post-editing assignments and based in the
Netherlands. For this purpose, we elicited the
experiences and perceptions of freelancer
professional translators (hereinafter referred to
as PTs) working for a specific LSP based in
Rotterdam (Netherlands), the Translation
Bureau Vertalingen.nl. These data were then
compared and contrasted with the experiences
and perceptions of project managers
(hereinafter referred to as PMs) based in the
Netherlands working for the same and other
LSPs.

Having in mind the related literature (see
section 2), we aimed to address the following
two main research questions:

RQ1: Which factors influence whether or
not professional translators accept PE tasks?

RQ2: Which factors do project managers
take into consideration when assigning PE
tasks?

In our analysis, we then related these factors to
the professional translators’ and project
managers’ machine translation literacy.



Considering the aim of this study, and in line
with previous studies on stakeholders’
perceptions of MT and PE, we opted for two
online and self-administered questionnaires,
each one aimed at professional translators or
project managers, and with comparable
questions. Both questionnaires were designed
in Qualtrics, and focused on the professional
backgrounds of the participants; their
experience with PE assignments; and their
personal perspectives on the use of MT and PE
in professional practice. The best practices
associated with using online questionnaires
and data collection methods were considered
during the design and data collection phases,
and these were based mainly on Matthews and
Ross (2010), and Mellinger and Baer (2020),
including pilot testing. The questionnaire
aimed at PTs consisted of 16 questions, and the
one aimed at PMs had 13 questions. Both
questionnaires included open and closed-
ended questions (multiple choice) and were
designed in English. For the sake of
inclusivity, respondents could answer in
Dutch.

The questionnaire was opened for a period
of two months, between April and May of
2021. The call took place via e-mail by
contacting directly the pool of PTs and PMs
that, at the time, worked for the company
Translation Bureau Vertalingen.nl.
Additionally, the questionnaire aimed at PMs
was distributed on social media, specifically
on the closed Facebook group of Dutch
translators De Vertalerskoffiehoek.

3.1 Respondents and their Profile

Excluding incomplete answers, we received
23 answers from PTs and 16 answers from
PMs.

The participating PTs and PMs reported
working experience ranging from 1-5 years to
more than 15 years (see Fig. 1). Most PTs (12)
had more than 15 years of experience. In the
case of PMs, most (10) had between 1 and 5
years of experience in project management at
their current company.
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Figure 1. Work experience of PTs and PMs in years

Regarding the PTs® main working
languages for translation and post-editing,
most participants translate from Dutch into
English (13) or from English into Dutch (7).
There were also 6 participants who translated
from either Dutch or English into German, and
vice versa. Less frequent combinations
included Dutch into Polish, Chinese, Italian,
French, or Russian.

4 Results

4.1 Frequency of PE Tasks and Suitable

Texts

Table 1 provides an overview of the frequency
with which PTs receive PE requests, and the
frequency with which PMs send PE requests.
It indicates that most PTs (12 out of 23) receive
PE tasks once a month and most PMs (12 out
of 15) assign PE tasks also on a monthly basis.
A small number of participants, both PTs and
PMs, receive and send PE tasks more
frequently. This is interesting because it
suggests that the translation agencies these PTs
and PMs are working for are perhaps not

actively  incorporating MT into their
translation services yet.
PT PM
Never Never
Once a month 12 Monthly 12
Once a week Weekly
2-3 times a week 5 Daily 1

Table 1. Frequency of PE tasks for PTs and PMs.
Note that one of the PMs did not answer this question.

On the other hand, it may also be that
professional translators are in fact asked to use



MT (or they may even use it without informing
the PM) but not in the form of post-editing MT
output that was generated by the PM, LSP or
client. Our findings suggest that we need to
distinguish more systematically between
‘using MT’ and ‘doing PE’, and we may need
to define more precisely what we mean by
post-editing when asking stakeholders about
their experiences. It may turn out that the use
of MT is on the rise without an increase in PE
assignments, for instance if translators are
asked to use MT plugins in their preferred CAT
tool, or if they use MT as a stand-alone
resource during translation.

Since certain texts types are considered
more suitable for post-editing than others (see
section 2), we were interested in understanding
whether our respondents found the same and
which text types they considered more suitable
for PE.

Technical texts and manuals (mentioned 6
times) and standardized legal texts (mentioned
5 times) were the most common text types
reported by PTs when asked which types of
text they considered to be easier to post-edit
than translate from scratch. Responses of our
respondent translators are aligned with
research on the topic (e.g., Aymerich, 2005;
Bojar et al., 2016; Kirchhoff et al., 2011),
suggesting that standardized, repetitive texts
are the most suitable to post-edit. For example,
one respondent wrote “Texts of technical
nature, sometimes legal (depending on the
text: can work well with contracts, but it
doesn’t when it comes to documents from
criminal proceeding for example), general
news, general/informal texts” (PT13) and
another indicated “Articles of association.
They are very standard, even with changes
there is probably little difference in production
between post-editing and translating from
scratch” (PT21). Similarly, most PMs
indicated legal (11 mentions) and technical
texts (9 mentions) as being the most suitable
for this type of task. PMs also reported as
suitable texts from IT, finance, business, and
general.
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4.2 Reasons for Accepting or not Accepting

PE Tasks

To answer our first research question, we
analyzed the answers to the following
questions from the questionnaire aimed at PTs:
“How often do you accept post-editing
requests?”’, “How do you evaluate whether the
quality of the MT output is worth the effort
involved in post-editing?”’, “Are you more
likely to accept MTPE requests when they
come from a specific agency?”, “Please
explain why you are more likely to accept
MTPE requests from certain agencies over
others.” And “Do project managers state
explicitly whether the assignment concerns
post-editing of machine translation or regular
editing?”. From the questionnaire aimed at
PMs, we focus on the questions “What are the
main reasons translators have mentioned for
not accepting MTPE requests?”, “Have you
ever sent a translator MT output to post-edit
without making explicit that the assignment
concerned MT output rather than human
translation?” and “Please explain why.”
Regarding the “How often do you accept
post-editing requests?”, answers vary and
there isn’t a clear consensus on the main
reason to decline an assignment. For some (7)
it depends on the text type, for others (6) it
depends on the deadline, and there were also
some (4) that accept post-editing tasks
depending on the rate. The remaining PTs were
equally divided between always accepting
these assignments (3 PTs) and never again
accepting them (3 PTs), regardless of the
deadline, text type and word rate. All three that
reported that they do not accept any PE tasks
indicated that this was because the quality was
simply too low. The PMs in our study listed
several reasons why translators decline PE
tasks. The answer most often given (11 out of
16) was that the translators decline because
they generally don’t work with MT. This is
interesting because it suggests a potential
mismatch with the PTs’ responses (above) and
the literature on the topic (see section 2).
However, this is of course the perception of
only a small group of PMs. The second most-



often given reason according to the PMs was
that PTs consider the source text unsuitable (8
out of 16), followed by the word rate being too
low (6 out of 16). One PM referred to not being
able to meet the deadline as a reason why PTs
decline, and 3 PMs pointed to unspecified
“other reasons”.

We also asked our PT respondents “Are you
more likely to accept MTPE requests when
they come from a specific agency?” and
“Please explain why you are more likely to
accept MTPE requests from certain agencies
over others.” Regarding the first question, 13
answered “No” and 10 answered “Yes”.
Interestingly, the reasons listed by those PTs
that gave a positive response were directly or
indirectly associated to trust in the MT system
(mentioned 6 times) and/or in the translation
company or the PM (mentioned 4 times), as
illustrated in the following answer: “I am more
inclined to work on MTPE projects for
agencies with whom I collaborate on a regular
basis and have a good work relationship,
whose professionalism I know I can trust (this
way I can trust that, for example, they are
using a good MT and not just charging a low
rate for a PE of Google Translate).” (PT13)
This suggests that the PTs do not object in
principle against the use of M T, but they object
to it being used at the expense of quality and
fair working conditions.

The PTs were also asked, “How do you
evaluate whether the quality of the MT output
is worth the effort involved in post-editing?”’
Most translators refer to a reading strategy of
the target text that can range from a quick scan
to a careful close reading of the entire
document, as evident from these illustrative
answers:

e By reading the provided translation
carefully and making a judgement
(PT9)

Review the text before accepting
(PT20)

I read the translation (PT19)

I read some paragraphs (PT18)
Taking an example paragraph from
each page (PT2)

55

By quickly reviewing (PT10)
Quick skim read (PT4)

Some of the respondents indicate that they
focus on grammar, tone and wuse of
terminology, making thus explicit the
characteristics of the translation they check.
Commenting on this, one respondent wrote:
“by looking at the syntax, grammar and tone
of the MT output: if there’s a correct/good base
to work on, then it is worth the effort of
adjusting it stylistically/terminologically”
(PT13).

There were other translators (2), however,
that expressed the belief that it is not possible
to evaluate the effort beforehand. For example,
one translator wrote: “I do not. This is
something you find out after you have started
editing” (PT1).

One of the respondents commented that
they cannot evaluate whether PE will be worth
the effort, because “half the time you don’t get
the chance to assess it: it’s take it or leave it.
And a quick glance doesn’t help much: most
of the words are correct and it tends to look OK
until you actually get down to work” (PT22).
None of the other PTs mentions this kind of
“take it or leave it” attitude, although another
PT does mention explicitly that this kind of
effort and suitability checking is not the job of
the translator but of the agency, meaning the
project manager: “This is the translation
agency’s task, I trust their capacity in this”
(PT17). This view is aligned with the answer
of another respondent that commented that “[a
PE assignment] should involve some previous
work from the agency side and sometimes they
send MTPE work without this kind of
prework” (PT18).

Interestingly, one of the PT’s responses
suggests that project managers may not
actually tell the translator that the document is
MT output: “Before accepting the post-editing
job I read the entire text to get a feeling for the
quality of the text and then ask whether it is a
MT text if that was not stated beforehand”
(PTS5). When asked whether their project
managers explicitly tell them that the
assignment concerns post-editing, only 11 said



“Yes”; nine said “Most of the time”, and two
even said “No”. This raises serious concerns
about the trust between the PT and PM.

Regarding the PMs positioning on the same
matter, of the 16 PMs in the study, 13 stated
that they never send PE requests to translators
without making explicit that the task concerns
MT output rather than editing a human
translation. Nevertheless, three PMs indicated
that they have sent out requests without
making explicit that the text was MT output. In
response to the follow-up question whether
this was because they considered (a) the
quality to be the same, (b) the work involved
to be the same, or (¢) because they thought the
translator would be more likely to accept the
assignment if they believed it was a human
translation, two of these PMs opted for option
(c) indicating that they had done so because
they believed the translators would be more
likely to accept the assignment. The third PM
said that they had only done so “in the
beginning [because] we wanted to try it out so
the revisor would not be influenced[;]
nowadays we always tell” (PMI11). This
touches upon a crucial ethical concern in the
trust relationship between PMs and PTs. It
raises all sorts of questions, including whether
PMs understand that the work involved in PE
is fundamentally different from revising
human translations.

5 Discussion and Conclusions

Although the current study is limited in scope,
and the 23 professional translators and 16
project managers that participated have
diverging profiles in terms of years of
experience, working language combinations
and domain specializations, some interesting
trends can be observed in their answers and
these support the findings of earlier studies on
the perspectives of PTs and PMs on machine
translation and post-editing.

Similar to Nunes Vieira and Alonso (2020),
Olohan and Davitti (2017) and Sakamoto
(2019), trust and honesty are central to
translators’ decision of accepting or declining
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MTPE assignments. This trust encompasses
trusting that the PM will only use MT for
suitable projects and trusting that the PM will
tell the PT explicitly that the assignment
concerns MTPE. The results indicated that PTs
felt that PMs were not always honest about the
nature of the assignments and that they also
felt that PMs sent them fewer assignments
after having declined MTPE work. Even
though most of the PMs in our study said they
do not do this, and even if it is perception
rather than actual practice, this emphasizes
how transparent communication can affect
translators’ perceptions. Interestingly,
Sakamoto’s (2019) study showed that
sometimes it is the PMs who worry that PTs
are using MT despite a ban on its use due to
confidentiality. While our study did not ask
translators about their use of MT outside from
PE assignments, the results do support earlier
research findings that the use of machine
translation creates uncertainty and puts a strain
on the PT-PM relationship.

One additional finding that has not been
explored systematically yet is to what degree
PTs’ trust in PMs is justified when it comes to
only sending out MTPE assignments for
suitable language combinations, domains and
text types, and using a high-quality MT
engine. As pointed out before, Olohan and
Davitti (2017) note the pivotal role of PMs in
“educating” both the translator and the client,
but the truth is that we know very little about
PMs’ machine translation literacy, their
education, and whether they have received any
formal training in machine translation and/or
post-editing. We were surprised to find that
when the PMs were asked which MT engine
they use, four answered “Trados” and one
“Smartling”, both of which are CAT tools and
not MT engines. Unfortunately, based on the
current questionnaires, we could not determine
whether this was short-hand for “an MT plug-
in in Trados” or a genuine lack of knowledge
about the difference between a TM and MT.

It may well be worth exploring more in
depth what kind of MT and PE experience
PMs have and whether they have received any



training in the use of MT or doing PE. The
current results show that PTs are more likely to
accept MTPE assignments from PMs that
know what they are doing and this may well
depend on the PMs’ MT literacy. At present we
do not know what skills and knowledge are
involved in PMs” MT literacy or how they
demonstrate this literacy to the translators they
recruit or the clients who commission them. In
our study, only one PM mirrored the kind of
‘MT euphoria’ that is common in the media,
describing MT as “an amazing transformation
of the translation industry” (PM1). The other
PMs showed a clear awareness that the quality
is often barely sufficient to the clients’ needs.
Two explicitly stated that they only send out
MTPE assignments at the request of the client;
one said they only propose MTPE when they
cannot meet the client’s deadline when opting
for human translation.

A second layer to the issue of honesty and
trust is related to the PTs’ concerns about rates
and deadlines. The results show that PTs were
offered varying word rates and only a few were
offered hourly rates, which most PTs
expressed are much fairer given the effort
involved in MTPE and the complexity of
calculating this effort. This is in line with other
studies that show that there is little consensus
on suitable MTPE rates, and this is
exacerbated by a lack of transparent
communication about rates. If agreements
about MTPE rates are predominantly the result
of negotiations between individual PTs and
PMs this may inadvertently also -create
tensions amongst translators, who may feel
that some of their colleagues are ‘ruining the
industry’ by working for unacceptably low
rates. PTs do not only blame the PMs for the
current low MTPE rates but also their
colleagues, as illustrated by the following
quote from one of the translators in the study:
“It 1s staggering how people who call
themselves text professionals refuse to see
how much time, effort and money is lost when
using machine translations [...] It is no less
staggering to see co-workers accept the
ridiculous notion that a job will pay less while
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it is more time-consuming and much more of
an effort” (PT23).

The results make clear that researchers need
to be more specific when investigating
translators’ and project managers’ experiences
with and perceptions of machine translation
and post-editing. The results suggest that the
same translator may accept one MTPE
assignment but decline another based on the
rate offered, the deadline, the PM/LSP that
sends the assignment, the language
combination involved, the domain and type of
text involved, and the quality of the MT engine
that was used. MTPE is not a unified process,
and the situation is clearly far more complex
than translators simply either rejecting or
accepting MTPE as a professional practice.
Researchers also need to distinguish more
systematically between using MT and doing
PE. Translators may very well object to post-
editing MT output sent to them as a separate
document to correct, but have no objections to
using a trusted MT plugin in a preferred CAT-
tool environment. As found in previous
studies, the results suggest that it is often not
the technology of MT or the practice of PE that
translators have problems with, but the
working conditions surrounding the use of MT
and the process of PE and how these working
conditions are created by — and, ideally,
negotiated with — the project manager. Many
translators seem frustrated by the general
disregard on the side of PMs, LSPs and clients
for the effort involved in doing post-editing
and their unwillingness to offer fair rates and
reasonable deadlines. Moreover, it is at present
unclear whether professional translators
should put their trust in project managers so
easily, as it is often unclear whether PMs have
sufficient machine translation literacy to
determine whether a project is suitable for
MTPE. In the end, it boils down not to a fear
of being replaced by an all-knowing machine,
but a fear of being exploited by well-meaning
but uninformed fellow human beings.
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