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  Open Translation teaching resources


Open Translation Tool for collaborative projects
Aim: 
The aim of this activity is for students to gain an insight into some basic features of an Open Translation Tool that would support a collaborative translation project, i.e. the so-called workflow.

This activity can be done in face-to-face settings, or on the VLE, using the forum.

Activity: 

One aim of the Open Translation Tools (2009) manual (http://en.flossmanuals.net/open-translation-tools/index/) is to encourage discussion and the creation of better Open Translation Tools. The authors describe an idealized feature of a tool that supports workflow of text translation (p.20).

Link the tool features (1-14) below with an appropriate description (A-O) stated underneath:
1. Progress and state management

2. Role-based user features: The ideal tool would expose different feature sets for different types of users in the translation process

3. Status change notification

4. Accounting

5. Collaborative document mark-up

6. Review process

7. Reputation management

8. Import and export of source documents

9. Segmentation of larger texts

10. Version tracking

11. Cross-lingual change tracking 

12. License tracking

13. Offline use
14. Unified translation memory
-----------------------
A. Users could make annotations – e.g., "I had a problem with this phrase"– at any level of detail or scope, and invite others to give feedback. 

B. This tool would enable project managers and translators to be notified when a source document was changed, in order that other dependent language versions of the document could be flagged for pending updates

C. The ideal tool would expose different feature sets for different types of users in the translation process. For example, project managers, translators, editors, proof-readers, original authors, end users would be able to track the availability of translations they had requested.

D. The platform would enable all stakeholders to be notified of changes in status to any document in the system, as well as the arrival of new documents into the system. 

E. The tool would be able to track hours and completed tasks for each project member, allowing managers to both assess productivity and track compensation

F. The tool would support both editorial and proofreading reviews

G. Such a subsystem would track the quality of each user's work, in both objective terms (100% of assigned tasks completed) and subjective terms (editors, proofreaders and peers could evaluate translators on various criteria). 

H. The tool would be able to handle the broadest range of document formats and encodings, allowing easy import of source texts from Open Office and other suites, HTML, PDF, raw text and other editing tools. 

I. This feature would provide local translation memory combined with access to external translation memories. 

J. The tool would archive all versions of each document using a subsystem such as Subversion, and then provide the ability to compare any two versions to see differences and changes. 

K. An ideal tool would be able to track licensing for imported documents, and ensure that appropriate licensing was assigned to any translated works in a system that supported human overrides to reflect the broad range of intellectual property agreements under which translations can happen. 

L. The tool would need to launch and operate when no connection was available, supporting translation and editorial tasks, and storing edits and progress updates for synchronization the next time the user connected.

M. The core workflow features would enable definition of milestones, assignment of tasks, and entry of time estimates for pending work. 

N. Large documents often need to be broken down into smaller units in order to be delegated to different translators or parcelled out in manageable units. 

O. This would allow translators to review how translation was done for related languages. For example, when translating to Serbo-Croatian, a translator could be aware of other Baltic language translations, and could see the work other translators had done in those similar languages.
· In which order of priority would you list them? Provide reasons for your choice.
· Why are some tools more important than others?
Teachers’ notes: 

In a face to face setting, students can work in pairs or small groups to discuss which tool belongs to which description and agree on a hierarchy. 
On a VLE, they can be asked to post a message with a link to the tool and a brief description of it, and then ask them to reply to a message posted by another student giving their feedback on the resource they have presented. 

Examples re mentioned on page 17 of the Open Translation Tools (2009) manual: (http://en.flossmanuals.net/open-translation-tools/index/)
The numbers of the descriptions below correspond to the numbers of the tools above
1. The core workflow features would enable definition of milestones, assignment of tasks, and entry of time estimates for pending work. 

2. The ideal tool would expose different feature sets for different types of users in the translation process. For example, project managers, translators, editors, proof-readers, original authors, end users would be able to track the availability of translations they had requested.

3. The platform would enable all stakeholders to be notified of changes in status to any document in the system, as well as the arrival of new documents into the system. 

4. The tool would be able to track hours and completed tasks for each project member, allowing managers to both assess productivity and track compensation

5. Users could make annotations – e.g., "I had a problem with this phrase"– at any level of detail or scope, and invite others to give feedback. 

6. The tool would support both editorial and proofreading reviews

7. Such a subsystem would track the quality of each user's work, in both objective terms (100% of assigned tasks completed) and subjective terms (editors, proofreaders and peers could evaluate translators on various criteria). 

8. The tool would be able to handle the broadest range of document formats and encodings, allowing easy import of source texts from Open Office and other suites, HTML, PDF, raw text and other editing tools. 

9. Large documents often need to be broken down into smaller units in order to be delegated to different translators or parcelled out in manageable units. 

10. The tool would archive all versions of each document using a subsystem such as Subversion, and then provide the ability to compare any two versions to see differences and changes. 

11. This tool would enable project managers and translators to be notified when a source document was changed, in order that other dependent language versions of the document could be flagged for pending updates

12. An ideal tool would be able to track licensing for imported documents, and ensure that appropriate licensing was assigned to any translated works in a system that supported human overrides to reflect the broad range of intellectual property agreements under which translations can happen. 

13. The tool would need to launch and operate when no connection was available, supporting translation and editorial tasks, and storing edits and progress updates for synchronization the next time the user connected.

14. This feature would provide local translation memory combined with access to external translation memories. 
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