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Abstract

The exploitation of large corpora to create and
populate shared translation resources has been
hampered in two areas: first, practical problems
(“locked-in” data, ineffective exchange for-
mats, client reservations); and second, ethical
and legal problems. Recent developments, not-
ably on-line collaborative translation envi-
ronments (Desillets, 2007) and greater industry
openness, might have been expected to high-
light such issues. Yet the growing use of shared
data is being addressed only gingerly.

Good reasons lie behind the failure to
broach the ethics of shared resources. The is-
sues are challenging: confidentiality, owner-
ship, copyright, authorial rights, attribution, the
law, protectionism, costs, fairness, motivation,
trust, quality, reliability.

However, we argue that, though complex,
these issues should not be swept under the car-
pet. The huge demand for translation cannot be
met without intelligent sharing of resources
(Kelly, 2009). Relevant ethical considerations
have already been identified in translation and
related domains, in such texts as Codes of Eth-
ics, international conventions and declarations,
and Codes of Professional Conduct; these can
be useful here.

We outline two case studies from current
industry initiatives, highlighting their ethical
implications. We identify questions which
users and developers should be asking and re-
late these to existing debates and codes as a
practical framework for their consideration.

1 Introduction

Perhaps unsurprisingly, given the diversity of the
industry, use of specialist software for translation
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and localization' is decidedly varied. Only a de-
cade after the creation of the first TM tools, an
overview of the industry in 2000 listed five “most
commonly used” tools (TRADOS Translator’s
Workbench, STAR Transit, Atril Déja Vu, SDLX,
IBM Translation Manager) and five further propri-
etary tools (by Alpnet, Lionbridge, Cypresoft,
Translation Craft, and LANT) (Esselink, 2000).
There were also seven common tools for software
localization (Corel Catalyst, AppLocalize, RC-
WinTrans, Passolo, Visual Localize, Visual Trans-
late, Venona Translation Toolkit) and six propri-
etary in-house tools (by Autodesk, Intel, Lotus,
Microsoft, Oracle and Symantec) (Esselink, 2000).
These tools were all for Windows applications, so
further options were needed for Macintosh.

Since 2000, additional tools have become estab-
lished in the market, including a few Open Source
ones: the ATA currently lists 20.> This diversity
means that TM users have found it difficult to
leverage data across platforms. Organisations like
the Localization Industry Standards Association
(LISA) have developed shared exchange formats
such as TMX’ to address this, but the core design
of the tools, different segmentation rules and an-
alysis processes, and inefficient manual database

! Localization tools are based on TM technology but offer
further functionalities for the translation of software. Esse-
link (2000: 360) explains that “Translation memory and
terminology tools are generally combined in a tool set for
the translation of documentation, on-line help, or HTML
text. Software localization tools are used to translate and test
software user interfaces, i.e. dialog boxes, menus, and mes-
sages.” In this discussion, TM tools will be used to refer to
the broad category of tools used in both translation and
localization.

2 See http://www.ata-divisions.org/LTD/ ?page 1d=89
* Translation Memory eXchange.
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