
This is a contribution from 

Cultus:  

The Journal of Intercultural Mediation and Communication 

 2023: 16 

© Iconesoft Edizioni Gruppo Radivo Holding 

This electronic file may not be altered in any way. 

The author(s) of this article is /are permitted to use this PDF file 

to generate printed copies to be used by way of offprints, for their 

personal use only. 



 
__________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 

	
	

THE JOURNAL OF INTERCULTURAL 
MEDIATION AND COMMUNICATION 

 
 

Past and present  
in translation collaborative practices and 

cooperation 
 
 
 

Guest Editors 
 

Giovanni Iamartino  
(University of Milan) 

 
Mirella Agorni  

(Ca’ Foscari University, Venice) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ICONESOFT EDIZIONI - GRUPPO RADIVO HOLDING 
BOLOGNA - ITALY

Cultus 



CULTUS 
__________________________________________________ 

2 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Registrazione al Tribunale di Terni 
n. 11 del 24.09.2007 

 
Direttore Responsabile Agostino Quero 

Editore Iconesoft Edizioni – Radivo Holding 
Anno 2023 

ISSN 2035-3111 
2035-2948 

 
Policy: double-blind peer review 

 
© Iconesoft Edizioni – Radivo Holding srl 

via Ferrarese 3 – 40128 Bologna 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



          
________________________________________________________ 
 

 
3 

 
 

CULTUS 
 

the Journal of Intercultural Mediation and Communication 
 
 
 
 
 

Editors 
 

David Katan 
University of Salento 

 
 

Cinzia Spinzi 
University of Bergamo 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ICONESOFT EDIZIONI – RADIVO HOLDING 
BOLOGNA



CULTUS 
__________________________________________________ 

4 
 

 
CULTUS 
 
the Journal of Intercultural Mediation and Communication 
 
 
Scientific Committee 
 
 
Michael Agar 
Ethknoworks LLC and University of Maryland, College Park, USA 
 
Milton Bennet 
Intercultural Development Research Institute, Italy 
 
Ida Castiglioni 
University of Milan (Bicocca), Intercultural Development Research    
Institute 
 
Andrew Chesterman  
University of Helsinki, Finland 
 
Delia Chiaro  
University of Bologna (SSLMIT), Forlì, Italy 
 
Madeleine Strong Cincotta  
University of Wollongong, Australia 
 
Nigel Ewington 
WorldWork Ltd, Cambridge, England 
 
Peter Franklin 
HTWG Konstanz University of Applied Sciences, dialogin-The Delta      
Intercultural Academy 
 
Maria Grazia Guido 
University of Salento, Italy 
 



          
________________________________________________________ 
 

 
5 

Xiaoping Jiang 
University of Guangzhou, China 
 
Tony Liddicoat 
University of Warwick, England 
 
Elena Manca 
University of Salento, Italy 
 
Raffaela Merlini 
University of Macerata, Italy 
 
Robert O’Dowd 
University of León, Spain. 
 
Anthony Pym 
Intercultural Studies Group, Universidad Rovira I Virgili, Tarragona, Spain 
 
Federica Scarpa 
SSLMIT University of Trieste, Italy 
 
Christopher Taylor 
University of Trieste, Italy 
 
David Trickey 
TCO s.r.l., International Diversity Management, Bologna, Italy 
 
Margherita Ulrych 
University of Milan, Cattolica del Sacro Cuore, Italy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



CULTUS 
__________________________________________________ 

6 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
 
 
Past and present in translation collaborative practices and cooperation. 
An introduction 
Mirella Agorni and Giovanni Iamartino         8 
 
The collaborative translation of Buddhist scriptures in China: 
from the second to the fifth centuries 
Tianran Wang          18 
 
Collaborative translation of buddhist texts: ancient Chinese assemblies and 
contemporary organizations 
Lifei Pan          44 
 
Translation studies and the history of books: 
a productive collaboration? 
Mirella Agorni          66 
 
Term formation as a collaborative practice:  
between translation and cooperation among experts 
Beatrice Ragazzini         89 
 
“Of course there is something here and there I’m afraid I don’t quite 
understand”. Cesare Pavese’s correspondence with Anthony Chiuminatto:  
a collaborative translation strategy? 
Kim Grego        112 
 
Industrialisation of translation and collaborative practices 
in the Greek translations of Marxist texts 
Christina Delistathi       139 
 
Collaborative translation(s) and feminism(s):  
A diachronic perspective on the exchange of feminist theories and practices  
between North America and Italy 
Eleonora Federici        159 
 
 



          
________________________________________________________ 
 

 
7 

Theatre translation: the oldest form of translaboration? 
Massimiliano Morini        177 
 
From suspicion to trust: “the pact of translation”  
in two author-translator collaborations 
Pascale Sardin and Serenella Zanotti      192 
 
Showcasing Australian literature in China 
Leah Gerber and Lintao Qi       215 
 
Mapping collaboration and communication practices  
in the French subtitling industry 
Sevita Caseres         237 
 
Love it, hate it, tolerate it: Translators’ experiences  
with concurrent translation on collaborative platforms 
Joanna Gough and Özlem Temizöz      262 
 
Notes on contributors        292 
 
Acknowledgments        297 
 
 
 
 



CULTUS 
____________________________________________________ 

262 
 

 
 

Love it, hate it, tolerate it: Translators’ experiences  
with concurrent translation on collaborative platforms 

 
 

Joanna Gough and Özlem Temizöz 
University of Surrey 

 
 

Abstract 
 

Collaborative translation has evolved significantly over time, especially in the last 20 years, driven 
by advancements in digital communication technologies. The evolution of technology contributed to 
the changes in the collaborative processes and enabled collaboration to assume different forms in 
terms of proximity of collaborators (on-site/remote), time factors (synchronous/a-synchronous), 
and configurations of collaborators (horizontal/vertical). This article aims to contribute to the 
understanding of the nature of collaborative translation as affected by evolving technologies and 
how translators are adapting to these changes. The focus will be on Concurrent Translation (CT), 
i.e., synchronous translation production activity carried out for commercial reasons on cloud-based 
collaborative platforms by multiple, predominantly trained translation professionals and on 
translators’ experiences with this new workflow based on a qualitative analysis of a survey of 804 
translators.  

 

Keywords: Collaborative translation, concurrent translation (CT), cloud-based translation, 
translation workflows, translation platforms, collaborative technologies. 
 

1. Introduction 

 
Collaborative translation has a long history and has evolved significantly 
over time, especially in the last 20 years, driven by advancements in digital 
communication technologies (Alfer 2017; Cordingley and Frigau Manning 
2017; O’Brien 2011; O’Hagan 2011; Trzeciak-Huss 2018). 

In the past, collaborative translation involved teams of translators, 
scribes or scholars who worked manually on sections of religious, scientific, 
or philosophical texts and then combined their work into a final translation 
by collaboratively reconciling discrepancies. In order to collaborate, the 
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translators had to be physically co-located and work together more or less 
synchronously. So, the early days of collaborative translation were 
synchronous and horizontal, i.e., amongst translators. In addition, although 
the distinction between the roles (e.g., editor, reviser, project manager) was 
not very clear, it can be assumed there was an a-synchronous vertical 
collaboration between the translators and other agents in the translation 
process (i.e., editor, reviser).  

This process remained virtually unchanged until the invention of the 
computer and the Internet which allowed for horizontal and vertical 
collaboration to be carried out online. Multiple translators no longer had to 
be physically co-located, and in the early stages of Web 1.0, they could work 
with computer-aided-translation (CAT) tools and contribute to the same 
document by sending it back and forth via email or other means remotely. 
This removed the location restrictions but the limitations of desktop CAT 
tools, and file sharing and storing, made the horizontal collaboration a-
synchronous. In the early 2000s, the emergence of Web 2.0 and cloud 
computing prompted the development of web-based collaborative 
platforms which enabled simultaneous, non-linear, and fast collaboration 
(CSA 2021: 5-6). With them, new forms of collaboration in translation 
appeared, thus bringing back the element of synchronicity, this time at scale. 
The new collaborative platforms enabled online and real-time horizontal 
collaboration with potentially unlimited translators being able to contribute 
simultaneously to the same document. Furthermore, they introduced the 
possibility of synchronous and real-time vertical collaboration in which 
translators can collaborate with project managers, editors, subject matter 
experts (SMEs), and clients. Apart from the enhanced collaborative 
environment, these platforms support production through the sharing of 
translation memories (TM) and glossaries, deployment of machine 
translation (MT), and increasing workflow automation tools. Concurrent 
Translation (CT) is a workflow model that can be executed on these 
platforms and can be defined as a translation production activity carried out 
for commercial reasons, by multiple, predominantly trained translation 
professionals, using technologies that enable horizontal and vertical 
collaboration, but only in a synchronous way, i.e., working on one text 
concurrently (Gough et al. 2023: 47). 

This evolution of technology has arguably allowed translators to work 
more collaboratively as well as more efficiently and effectively (Smartcat 
2013; Smartling 2013; Motaword 2013). The selling points usually associated 
with the strengths of this new form of platform-mediated collaborative 
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translation include reduced translation cost and increased speed whilst 
maintaining quality due to the real-time TM updates from all collaborators, 
and integrated chat tools to facilitate communication and query resolution 
in real-time. Combined with other benefits such as fast and flexible 
onboarding and increased control of data and processes, the demand for 
this type of service increased, and the number of collaborative platforms 
has risen exponentially in recent years (Nimdzi Language Technology Atlas 
2022).  

Although it is clear that the technologies supporting collaborative 
translation have evolved towards supporting faster text production and 
reducing the turnaround time, we do not yet have enough evidence as to 
whether the process and the nature of collaborative translation performed 
using these technologies evolved as well toward supporting collaborative 
work. Especially, little is known about how the element of synchronicity in 
collaborative translation has affected the translation process and the 
product in terms of translation quality, and the translators themselves – 
particularly when it involves a large number of collaborators who rarely 
know or trust each other (Gough et al. 2023: 63). This article aims to 
contribute to the understanding of the nature of collaborative translation as 
affected by evolving technologies, with a focus on Concurrent Translation 
(CT), and on translators’ experiences with this new workflow based on 
qualitative analysis of a survey of 804 translators. 

 

2. Collaboration in translation and translation technologies 

 
The translation process is generally conceptualised as focusing “unduly on 
a single individual as translator regardless of the fact that there is ample 
historical evidence to show that translation is often a collaborative process” 
(James 2017: 282). For centuries, translation has been practiced as a 
collaborative activity; therefore, “the popular image of the lonely translator 
is strikingly at odds with the reality of his or her work within the profession” 
(Cordingley and Frigau-Manning 2017: 1), both in the past and now. 

Collaboration in translation can take different forms, happen at 
different stages of the translation process and at different levels of intensity, 
and include different agents in the continuum of processes in translation. 
Understood as a broader process, collaborative translation happens “not 
just between multiple translators but also between translators, authors, 
clients, project managers, editors, and myriad other (both human and 
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textual) stakeholders” (Alfer 2017: 2). A similar view by O’Brien (2011) sees 
collaboration as a broad concept going beyond cooperation among teams 
of translators and/or crowdsources and exists in all types of translation 
scenarios and across the whole process of translation between two or more 
translators or between translators and other agents such as authors, 
publishers, and translation agencies. In their seminal work on the history of 
collaboration in translation, Cordingley and Frigau Manning (2017) trace 
the evolution of collaboration, discuss the concept of collaboration between 
the translator and the author, and finally explore how current translation 
practices are influenced by the contemporary environments of 
collaboration.  

Those contemporary environments are now predominantly affected 
by the “technological turn” both in the practice of translation and the 
discipline of Translation Studies (Cronin 2003; Jiménez-Crespo 2020; 
O’Hagan 2013; Zhang and Cai 2015) and have led to a remarkable change 
in collaboration in the translation practice. O’Hagan (2013: 503) argues that 
the advancements in technology have affected both translators’ microcosm 
(the immediate local work environment being shaped by the development 
of translation tools and platforms such as CAT tools, TMs, terminology 
management, and MT systems), and their macrocosm (global operating 
contexts being affected by the creation of new content requiring translations 
and affording new ways of doing translation, e.g., crowdsourcing). The 
technology-instigated rise of new digital products such as software and 
websites as well as globalisation, and the resulting need for companies to 
sell their products to global markets in multiple languages at the same time 
on a global scale, have not only created new content and text types to be 
translated (e.g., localisation of websites, software and other technology- and 
marketing-related content) but also required new solutions to manage high 
volumes of translations within shorter turnaround. This engendered new 
translation practices such as localisation and crowdsourcing or concurrent 
translation, within which the impact of the technological turn on the 
translators’ immediate and extended work environment has clear 
repercussions for collaborative work. 

Another influence of the technological turn on the translators’ macro 
environment is the rise of bilingual, non-professional translators and their 
involvement in professional translation (O’Hagan 2009, 2013). Thus, it 
could be said that the evolving technologies have altered and redefined the 
profiles and roles of the translator and changed the way they collaborate. 
The emerging concepts of volunteer translation, social translation, 
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community translation, fan translation, fansubbing, and crowdsourcing 
(O’Brien 2011: 17) facilitated new forms of collaboration for translators 
allowing them to work with a larger number of bilingual/multilingual 
volunteers creating their own models of collaboration (Orrego-Carmona 
2019). This led to the development of new platforms and tools to support 
these particular types of collaboration (O’Hagan 2013: 506). Furthermore, 
cloud-based translation tools and platforms, unlike computer-assisted 
translation (CAT) tools that were mainly designed for professionals, became 
accessible to a broader range of bilingual/multilingual web users, thereby 
influencing the broader context in which professional translators 
collaborate with non-professionals. 

Referring to these new kinds of solicited and unsolicited collaborative 
translation efforts, Zwischenberger (2021) uses the umbrella term “online 
collaborative translation” which can be performed with personal, social, and 
commercial motivators (O’Brien 2011: 18). Jiménez-Crespo (2017: 194) 
explores a specific collaborative phenomenon, translation crowdsourcing, 
and argues that the most important feature of crowdsourcing is “its 
dependency on collaborative web-mediated environments, pointing to the 
importance of the technological environment in collaborative work.” In 
order to distinguish between various forms of collaborative translation 
activities, Gough et al. (2023) provide a categorisation of these activities 
based on key features (Table 1) such as the commissioning agent (self-
commissioned vs. externally commissioned), sector (commercial vs. non-
commercial), motivation (monetary vs. non-monetary), type of worker 
(professional vs. non-professional), process-collaboration configurations 
(horizontal vs. vertical) and process-time configurations (synchronous vs. 
asynchronous). This allowed to place concurrent translation on the map of 
collaborative translation activities and emphasise its distinctive features: 

 
 

Features 

Types of Collaborative Translation 
Online 

Collaborative
/Community

/Fan/ 
Volunteer 

Translation 

Unpaid 
Crowdsourcing 

Paid 
Crowdsourcing 

 Concurrent 
Translation 

Commissioning Agent     
Self-
commissioned 
(SC) 

Externally 
commissioned 
(EC) 

(SC)     (EC)   (EC)   (EC) 

Sector      
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Commercial (C) 
Non-

commercial 
(NC) 

  (NC)   (NC) (C)   (C)   

Motivation         

Monetary (M) 
Non-

monetary 
(NM) 

  (NM)   (NM) (M)   (M)   

Type of Worker      

Professional (P) 
Non-

professional 
(NP) 

  
 

(NP) 
 

  (NP) (P) (NP) (P) (NP)
1 

Process – Collaboration 
Configurations      

Horizontal (H) Vertical (V) (H)   (H) (V) (H) (V) (H) (V) 

Process – Time Configurations      

Synchronous (S) Asynchronous 
(AS)   (AS) (S) (AS) (S) (AS) (S)   

Table 1: Types of collaborative translation and their features 
 
 

The main distinctive feature of CT is the synchronous, i.e., concurrent, 
nature of the translation activities and the fact that potentially an unlimited 
number of collaborators could be involved at the same time in both 
horizontal and vertical configurations. It is important to note that not all 
collaborative translation platforms are used in concurrent mode. Many are 
also used in the more traditional Translate-Edit-Proofread (TEP) delivery 
(Gough and Perdikaki 2018) or by splitting texts into smaller chunks for 
non-synchronous translation and delivery by individual translators. In CT 
workflow, collaboration happens in a scenario where one text is 
simultaneously translated by a number of translators – whether by splitting 
a text and assigning segments to individual translators (split and assign) or 
by allowing translators to select segments on a first come- first served basis 
(first come-first served).  

Thus, Concurrent Translation can be seen as a form of collaborative 
translation which is a direct ‘product’ of the technological turn as it has been 
enabled by, and now solely depends on, the cloud-based infrastructure, 
super-fast telecommunication networks, and collaborative translation 
technologies. 

 

	
1  CT is performed predominantly by professional translators. However, due to the 
recruitment methods of  some platforms, non-professionals might also be involved. 
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3. Previous studies on online collaborative translation 

 
The accelerating technological developments and globalisation, challenge 
and change the conventional modes of operation in many business 
practices, including translation. In order to understand and assess the 
implications of these new approaches and workflows on the translators, 
translation process, product, and practices, and find the best way to 
implement them, research is much needed.  

In Translation Studies, research carried out on online collaborative 
translation has so far focused on the conceptual, social, and ethical 
dimensions (Morera-Mesa, Collins and Filip 2013; O’Brien and Schäler 
2010; O’Hagan 2009 and 2011; Orrego-Carmona 2019; Zwischenberger 
2021). More recently, academic research has also focussed on the working 
conditions and ethical issues of commercial online collaborative translation 
(Fırat 2021; García 2015 and 2017; Moorkens 2020), whilst the industry 
surveys (CSA 2021) examined the uptake and features of the collaborative 
translation practices. Heinisch and Iacono (2019) analysed the attitudes 
toward translation platforms among translators at different professional 
stages and with varying length of experience. They found that professional 
translators who have already gained ground in the translation sector and are 
satisfied with their order management (coordinating more than one 
translation project from ordering to invoicing) are sceptical about platforms 
providing order management features, whereas students, regardless of their 
practical translation experience, have a more positive attitude towards these 
platforms.  

The literature dealing specifically with translation in concurrent mode 
is scarce despite the fact that this commercial practice has recently gained 
more ground (Gough and Perdikaki 2018; Gough et al. 2023). The pilot 
study by Gough and Perdikaki (2018) focussing on the nature of work in 
CT found that CT had an impact on “many dimensions of the translation 
product and process” including cognitive aspects and technology-mediated 
social interaction (Gough and Perdikaki 2018: 85). Further, translators 
acknowledged the benefits of working concurrently with peers, found the 
fellowship aspect of the workflow attractive and appreciated working in an 
intuitive streamlined environment with integrated TM, glossaries and MT 
(Gough and Perdikaki 2018: 85). However, the translators also expressed 
reservations related to the many challenges presented by CT. They seem to 
have decreased autonomy and responsibility for the overall translation, and 
this has implications on the translation quality or poses challenges related 
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to the interpersonal dynamics. For example, the proximity and instantaneity 
of the editor might lead to discomfort and a feeling of relinquished 
responsibility among the translators or increase competition among the 
peers. Transparency of the environment was also reported to be an issue as 
some translators did not want others to see their work in progress, leading 
some to translating segments outside the platform environment and then 
pasting them back (Gough and Perdikaki 2018: 85-86). Further, the changed 
translation process in CT is reported to present a challenge, especially for 
those translators who prefer end revision (Carl, Dragsted and Jakobsen 
2011). 

Based on the above pilot study, Gough et al. (2023) further examined 
the perceptions of translators regarding the CT workflow and its possible 
influence on the translation process, the output and the translators 
themselves. The main findings suggest that whilst some translators 
identified positive elements of working in CT mode such as peer learning, 
positive competition, speed and flexibility of the volume of work and 
working time, as well as reduced responsibility and reduced stress, many 
mentioned the adverse effects such as excessive time pressure, negative 
competition, translation process-related issues, lack of control over the 
workflow and on the final quality, translating out of context, quality (as 
perceived by the participants) compromised for speed, trust and 
remuneration issues. Heinisch and Iacono (2019: 78-79) report on similar 
advantages and disadvantages of platform-mediated workflow. Among the 
advantages are facilitation of exchange and collaboration with colleagues, 
the possibility of discussing issues related to translation with other 
translators or forwarding inquiries to colleagues, helping translators get 
translation jobs, facilitation of project management, increasing productivity, 
and saving time and costs. As for the disadvantages, the same study reports 
on competition among translators, dependency on the platform, less control 
over decisions, e.g., on time, work and accepting or refusing a translation 
assignment. A recurrent theme was also translations offered by non-
professional translators on these platforms. However, their study focussed 
on management and coordination of translation jobs (from receiving an 
order to invoicing) as facilitated by platforms, not on the translation process 
in its narrower sense (i.e., during the act of translation), as is the case with 
the present study where the focus is on CT.  

The aim of the present article is to extend the reporting of the findings 
by Gough et al. (2023) by elaborating on the translators’ experiences of CT 
by means of a qualitative analysis of a survey of 804 translators working in 
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CT mode across 49 platforms (for the list of platforms, see Gough et al. 
2023: 70-71). The findings tell a story of collaborative translation in the age 
of globalisation and acceleration where translators mainly work together, 
but do not necessarily collaborate in pursuit of a common goal; where they 
compete rather than cooperate, and where they produce translations where 
the perceived quality is often compromised for speed. 

 

4. Methodology 

4.1. Sample 
 
An online survey designed in Qualtrics was distributed via snowball 
sampling to translators, using professional networks and social media. The 
questionnaire was piloted and reviewed by experienced researchers in 
Translation Studies. Following an approval of the project by the University 
of Surrey Ethics Committee, data from 804 participants was collected 
(March-June 2020). Participants were given identity numbers to ensure 
anonymity during data analysis.  

Due to the snowball sampling method, it was not feasible to control 
the number of participants working with a particular platform, and this has 
impacted the representativeness of the sample and limited the claims and 
generalisations that can be made. We had a high response rate (70%) from 
one platform (Motaword). However, at the same time, 46% of the 
translators working with this platform reported also working with other 
platforms. In order to consider potential bias in the sample, we conducted 
a sub-sample analysis of participants who reported using only Motaword 
(n=303) and those who reported using platforms other than Motaword 
(n=236). This analysis helped to ensure that any observed relationships 
between variables were not solely attributable to this one platform. 
Significant relationships (p<.05) between several variables and the 
platforms used by participants (Motaword vs. other platform users) were 
revealed by Chi-square tests of independence. The association/effect size 
(Cramer’s V) for the Chi-square tests was low (<.3) in most instances; 
however, some moderate to high associations (.3 to .5) were identified, and 
these are reported where relevant in the quantitative analysis presented in 
Gough et al. (2023). In the present paper, which focuses on the qualitative 
data, we took this sub-sample analysis into account as well in order to 
provide a balanced representation in terms of quotations from the 
qualitative data. 
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4.2. Data analysis 
 
Data was cleaned and analysed quantitatively using SPSS. Participants who 
indicated no prior experience with CT as well as those who answered less 
than half of the questions in the survey (n=27) were removed from the 
sample. This resulted in a total sample size of n=804. The survey data was 
analysed quantitatively and qualitatively, and the main findings were 
reported in Gough et al. (2023). These results will be referred to where 
relevant. However, the present article will focus on qualitative, in-depth 
analysis of the qualitative questions and free text responses. 

The free text responses were provided by 605 out of 804 survey 
participants, which accounts for 75% of the total sample. The qualitative 
data was analysed using MAXQDA and subjected to thematic content 
analysis. This allowed us to identify patterns as well as main and subsidiary 
themes that emerged from the participants’ responses, thereby gaining a 
deeper understanding of the participants’ experiences and perspectives 
related to the CT workflow. So, unless we specifically refer to the 
quantitative data of 804 participants, all the percentages mentioned in the 
present article comes from free text responses provided by 605 participants. 
 
4.3. Sample profile 
 
The sample deviates slightly from other surveys of translators in terms of 
age (relatively younger), gender (more balanced), professional experience 
(fewer years of experience) and formal training in translation (higher 
percentage with formal training). The sample included a total of 84 
languages, 233 language pairs, and 365 language directions. More details 
about the sample and methodology in general can be found in Gough et 
al. (2023).  
 

5. Findings 

The qualitative data was grouped under three broad themes: ‘affordances’, 
i.e., advantages of CT workflow, ‘issues’ participants encountered when 
working in CT mode, and ‘consequences’ of these issues. A total of 8% of 
the participants expressed only positive opinions (affordances), while 76% 
mentioned only negative aspects (issues and consequences) of this 
workflow. A total of 16% expressed both positive and negative thoughts. 
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Participants (referred to as ‘P’) reported working on a broad range of 
platforms (n=49), the classification of which poses challenges due to their 
diversified nature and constant evolution. We retrospectively decided to 
focus on two types of approaches to task allocation in CT on these 
platforms (Gough et al. 2023): (1) ‘split and assign’ where a project manager 
splits a text and assigns it to a limited number of translators; and (2) ‘first 
come-first served’ – a more automated approach – where a text is made 
available to an unlimited number of translators who pick segments on the 
‘first come-first served’ basis (Table 2). To the best of our knowledge about 
the platforms, 30% of our sample worked with ‘split and assign’ workflow 
only, while 38% of the sample worked only with ‘first come-first served’ 
approach. The remaining 32% of participants used both workflows (Table 
2). Although either of these workflows seem to be adopted by the relevant 
platforms as the main approach, some workflows might contain both 
configurations, which makes a categorisation challenging. In order to get a 
more balanced picture of the data, we made an analysis by taking this 
variation in the sample into account. When presenting the findings, the 
quotes by the participants working with ‘split and assign’ approach are 
indicated with (SA), i.e., P1 (SA), and those reported by the participants 
working with ‘first come-first served’ approach are indicated with (FF), i.e., 
P2 (FF). The quotes by the participants working with both workflows are 
indicated with (SA+FF), i.e., P3 (SA+FF). We acknowledge that the 99% 
of the data belonging to ‘first come-first served’ approach in the present 
sample comes from the translators who use Motaword. Therefore, 
whenever a relationship between these two approaches is mentioned, the 
relevant result related to the FF approach comes mostly from Motaword 
users. 

 

Approach 

Types of the platforms in 
the sample based on the 
approach to task 
distribution 

Examples of 
platforms 

Distribution 
of the 
participants 
across the 
platforms in 
the sample % 

‘First come-first 
served’ (Automated 
approach)  

‘First come-first served’ 
platforms for translation 

Unbabel, Motaword, 
Flitto    38% 

‘Split and assign’ 
(Managed by a 
project manager) 

Language Service Provider 
(LSP) with their own 
translation technology 
platform / TMS 

SDL Trados 
Groupshare, Gengo 30% 
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Table 2: Distribution of the participants (n=804) across the types of platforms in 
the sample 
	
	
A quantitative representation of free comments reveals that negative free 
comments regarding the CT workflow outweigh the positive ones 
regardless of the two different workflow configurations. For example, in the 
FF approach, 6% of the comments represents affordances, while 76% 
represents issues and consequences. In the SA approach, these figures are 
12% and 68%, respectively (Table 3). Overall, despite the negative 
comments and attitudes toward CT outweighing the positive ones, the 
negative attitude seems to be more prevalent for the users of platforms with 
FF approach compared to the users of SA approach.  

 
 
 

Positive and negative comments distributed across 
workflows in the sample 

 FF % SA % SA+FF% 
Positive 

only 6 12 6 
Positive 

& 
Negative 18 20 12 

Translation Management 
Systems 

CrowdIn, Memsource, 
MemoQCloud, 
Lingotek, Smartcat     

Cloud-based CAT Tools 
with collaborative 
functions 

Matecat, Wordfast, 
Dejavu 

Language/multilingual 
content-related businesses 
who own/developed 
translation technology for 
translation-related tasks 
(transcription, media 
localisation, AI data) 

Agito/Language Wire, 
Appen, Rev.com, Sfera 

Non-language related 
businesses who 
own/developed translation 
technology for their own 
needs 

SAP, Pixelogic, QT 

Both and ‘First 
come-first served’ 
and ‘Split and 
assign’ 

 All of the above 32% 

Total    100% 
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Negative 
Only 76 68 82 

Table 3: Positive and negative comments distributed across the workflows.  
Split and Assign (SA) and First-Come-First-Served (FF) 

 
 
5.1. Affordances 
 
The theme of ‘affordances’ highlights four main sub-themes: a sense of 
community, friendly competition, increased translation speed and greater 
flexibility of work. The ‘community aspect’ stands out as the main reason 
why some translators like working in CT mode. According to P20 (SA), 
concurrent workflow stimulates collaboration and teamwork, and provides 
opportunities for learning together in an encouraging environment where 
they can benefit from each others’ comments and help. P20 says they “feel 
the support and feel a little more comfortable because other experts will 
contribute” whilst P8 (SA) thinks that “collaborative online translation 
platforms are a great asset, as sharing translations has always been done.” 
In addition, according to the quantitative data, 62% of the participants think 
that, when they work in concurrent mode, translators can learn from one 
another, while 23% remained neutral and 15% disagreed with that 
statement.  

Those mentioning the community aspect as an affordance also 
emphasise that they enjoy a friendly competition, and they find CT 
workflow motivating to work faster and produce higher-quality output. 
Also, they say that it is fun working with others as a team, and more 
interesting to solve problems through communication. Although they find 
CT challenging and stressful, they also think that it helps them to work 
faster and produce higher-quality translations. P10 (FF) states that 
“sometimes I am more motivated to produce great quality because I don’t 
want other people to see my potentially embarrassing errors.” For P22 (SA), 
CT “is very stressful because someone is watching my work but also can be 
helpful to get good quality of result.”   

Speed is the third sub-theme under affordances, and it is claimed to 
be facilitated by CT mode. Some participants think they work faster in CT 
and at the same time produce higher quality translations as compared to 
translating outside the platforms. According to P40, “it’s the way forward: 
it helps with speed, quality, communication, and quality assurance.” P799 
(FF) reports that CT “enables faster translation process and quality work 
and gaining experience”, while P152 (SA) mentions that in CT mode “the 
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end-result is a translation of higher quality, completed in less cumulative 
time spent for translation and editing.”  

The flexibility of volume and timing is also a factor that creates 
positive views of concurrent translation on platforms especially in the FF 
approach. According to the responses, concurrent workflow helps 
translators manage their own workload and schedule as they are free to 
decide when and what portion of the translation assignment they will take. 
The opportunity to choose the segments they feel comfortable with seems 
to be a factor affecting their preference for this workflow. In addition, not 
having to commit to the whole translation assignment adds to this positive 
perception of CT. P723 (FF) prefers CT “because there’s no obligation to 
complete the entire assignment. I can do as much or as little I like, without 
pressure. If I am committing to completing the entire translation, I look 
through the entire document to be sure I feel comfortable with the topic, 
content, writing style, etc. as well as the deadline.” P734 (FF) says, “it’s the 
ability to work whenever and as much as I want. Less time pressure.” 
Flexibility is also extended to involve the relinquishment of responsibility 
and ownership of the translation assignment as a whole, which brings 
together the reduced level of stress. “It can be less stressful because it is 
non-binding – you can decide at any point that you don’t want to continue 
and just leave the platform”, P334 (FF) says. 

Our data reveals that the technological environment provided by the 
platforms brings together affordances for translators which have potentially 
enhanced the collaborative processes in translation by means of promoting 
community aspect, friendly competition, increased speed and flexibility of 
the volume of work and working time. The affordances provided by the SA 
paradigm focus more on the community aspect of collaboration by 
facilitating friendly competition and mutual learning, whereas the 
affordances provided by FF approach are more related to the flexibility of 
the volume of work/working time, relinquishment of responsibility, 
ownership, and the corresponding lower level of stress. Research into CT 
exploring the possibilities of how to capitalise on these affordances is 
necessary to improve CT workflows. 

 
5.2. Issues 
 
Whilst 8% of the participants mentioned only the affordances of the CT 
workflow, 16% expressed both positive and negative thoughts, and 76% of 
them mentioned only negative aspects and the resulting unfavourable 
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consequences. The main highlighted issues include time pressure, 
translation process-related changes (limited self-revision during the drafting 
phase, precluded end-revision due to confirming segments sooner, less time 
on research), ineffective use of built-in communication tools, divergent 
translation styles and competences, and insufficient remuneration. 

Time pressure is the most prominent problem, and it seems to be the 
root cause of many other issues. More than half of the participants (56%) 
state that they feel the pressure to work faster in order to get more segments 
to translate and this makes them feel as if they are in a race. This enforced 
pace is reportedly adding yet another hassle to the time pressure that might 
be otherwise part of any translation assignment outside of the CT workflow, 
leading to extra mental stress and discomfort for translators. Unlike 1.3% 
of the participants who think that concurrent workflow on platforms 
stimulates friendly competition, 36% say that working concurrently under 
time pressure engenders negative competition and makes them feel stressed. 
This is reportedly because of the need to rush to secure the next segment 
to translate, restricting translators’ freedom to work at their own pace and 
to take breaks when they need to. Referring to the time pressure, P616 (FF) 
says, “what I dislike is that sometimes it feels like a shark tank2 where you 
need to be fast in order to make a reasonable amount of profit.” P76 (SA) 
compares working in CT to a horse race where “all translators [are] typing and 
running to confirm segments, more segments more money.” According to 
P673 (FF), “the nature of the platform means that segments are only up for 
grabs until someone has done them. I think this encourages people to work 
faster, without revising the context of the segment.” Referring to the 
prevalent time pressure, P746 (FF) says that “to be able to get paid you need 
to beat the other translators to the segments, it’s a ridiculous way of 
working.” P619 (FF) mentions that in CT mode, “the more you grab of the 
cake before other translators, the more you earn, so work fast and don’t 
look back... bad quality.” Time pressure is inherent in almost any translation 
task; however, it seems to be more pertinent in CT workflow, especially in 
the FF approach, where competition seems fierce.  

In addition to time pressure, concurrent access to the source text by 
many translators is reported to have multiple implications for the translation 
process. Based on quantitative data, more than half of all the participants 
(59%) think that their translation process is different when they work in CT. 
One of the frequently mentioned changes was related to translators’ self-

	
2 Emphasis in the original quotes by the participants.  



Gough/Temizöz 
_______________________________________________________  

 
277 

revision during different phases of the translation. Carl, Dragsted and 
Jakobsen (2011) identify three types of self-revision: ‘online revision’ 
(during the translation drafting phase), ‘end-revision’ (after the drafting 
phase is completed, and ‘constant revision’ (a combination of online and 
end-revision). In CT workflow, translators’ self-revision changes in a way 
that end-revision is precluded due to having to confirm segments sooner. 
This makes translators who normally prefer end-revision focus more on 
self-revising their work during the drafting phase, changing their style to 
online revision. This confirms the findings by Gough and Perdikaki (2018: 
83). However, the present study reveals that CT not only shifts the focus 
from end-revision to online revision but also leads to a limited online 
revision or replacing it with a rather superficial drafting phase without a 
proper online revision. P815 (FF) says, “my translation cannot mature as it 
should, I cannot revise it thoroughly enough as a comprehensive text at the 
end […] I need to produce a more solid first version and not revise it, if 
possible, instead of my preferred method of producing a fast draft and 
reworking it maybe even several times.” Time pressure and superficial 
drafting make translators confirm the segments they translate sooner than 
they would have done in a non-concurrent workflow, leading to the 
perception that their “unfinished work is regarded as finished”. The CSA 
Research (2021: 18) also reports on this phenomenon by calling it a 
“premature review step”. 

The final time-pressure-related change in the translation process in 
concurrent workflow is the time and effort spent on research and revision 
while translating. The participants report spending less time on researching 
and revision, and they also admit to “cherry-picking of easy segments” to 
be able to secure a larger part of the translation assignment. P717 (FF) 
suggests that “pushing anything but the most basic translation through a 
process aimed principally on low cost and translation speed inevitably 
eliminates proper revision and […] removes contextual revision as well.” P5 
(SA) says, “I translate faster and revise less”, while P74 (SA) states that “I 
definitely revise less because I feel less responsibility/ownership for the 
quality of the finished translation.” 

Apart from working against the time, translators also reported being 
conscious that their translations can be seen, as they unfold, by other 
translators and the editor working on the platform, which also alters their 
normal translation process, especially the self-revision pattern. P40 (SA) 
says that “I spend more time the first time round in case I’m being checked 
already. When I work alone, I spend less time on the first round and more 
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time going over it all at the end because they only see the final version.” 
This also confirms findings by Gough and Perdikaki (2018). 

Participants’ responses to the question of whether they can go back 
and self-revise the segments they translated and submitted/confirmed draw 
an unclear picture as their responses are split between ‘Yes’ and ‘No’ across 
the platforms. Overall, 56% say they cannot go back and revise their own 
segments, while 44% said they can.  Some report that in cases when they 
realised they had made a mistake and would want to go back, they choose 
not to because this might be regarded as “correction of a wrong translation” 
and this would set them back in getting new translation jobs. When 
translators were asked whether and how concurrent workflow differs from 
non-concurrent workflow, a comment by P513 (SA+FF) sums it up as 
follows: “Of course, it’s completely different! We work under great pressure 
to be fast and fluent at the same time! We need to work as fast as we can as 
there are few segments available compared to the number of translators 
joined online.” Moreover, participants feel anxious about being unable to 
manage their own time, having breaks when they need them, and having to 
be on call 24/7. 

Our data reveals that instant, flexible communication required for CT 
workflow is either not fully supported or that translators are not aware of 
the existing possibilities. When asked whether the platforms they work with 
have a live-chat feature, 53% of the whole sample said that such a feature 
exists, whereas 47% said it does not. This suggests that the translators 
working on those platforms do not have a clear idea of the features offered 
by the platform they work with. Communication is an important 
component of a collaborative environment, and most of the available 
platforms promise the means for effective communication. However, our 
findings point to a lack of information/briefing regarding the 
communication features of the available technology to ensure their effective 
use. P8 (SA) says, “I’m not sure if any of the platforms I’ve used offer chat 
features, but if they do, I’ve never used them.” Another related finding of 
the study is that participants feel that the availability and development of 
effective communication among collaborators can contribute to building 
trust relationships on platforms because familiarity with collaborators, 
which is reported to be facilitated by effective communication, is found to 
be the most notable factor affecting trust among collaborators as 
represented by the qualitative data. However, the majority of the 
participants in our study do not know how or with whom they could 
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communicate on platforms, or, even if they know that, they might not prefer 
to do so due to time pressure.  

Regarding familiarity with collaborators and trust among them, the 
quantitative data suggests that a total of 52% of the sample reported they 
never know their collaborators on the platforms, while only 11% mention 
they know them (6% often, 5% always), and 23% said they sometimes know 
them (14% said it varies) (Figure 1). When we look at the sub-sample 
analysis representing SA and FF approaches, we see a noticeable difference 
between the participants working with these approaches with regard to the 
familiarity with their collaborators when they work in CT mode. A total of 
75% of the participants working with FF approach report to have never 
known their collaborators when they work in CT mode on platforms, 
whereas this figure is 31% for those working with SA approach (Figure 2). 
As for trust, 7% of the whole sample said they never trust their collaborators 
on platforms, while 32% mentioned they trust collaborators (23% often, 
9% always), and 19% said they sometimes trust them (42% said it varies) 
(Figure 3). The subsample analysis for trust does not reveal a striking 
difference between the SA and FF approaches although participants 
working with SA approach seem to trust their collaborators more than those 
working with FF approach. A total of 39% in SA approach report that they 
trust their collaborators, (27% often, 12% always), while this figure is 27% 
for FF approach (19% often, 8% always) (Figure 4).  

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Perception (by the participants) of familiarity with collaborators in CT: whole 
sample analysis 
	
	
	
 



CULTUS 
____________________________________________________ 

280 
 

	
Figure 2: Perception of familiarity with collaborators in CT: sub-sample analysis for Split 
and Assign and First Come-First Served 
	
	

 
Figure 3: Perception of trust among collaborators in CT: whole sample analysis 
	
	

	
Figure 4: Perception of trust among collaborators in CT: sub-sample analysis for Split 
and Assign and First Come-First Served. 

 
 

The interaction between effective communication and trust highlights the 
importance of briefing and training translators on the available 
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communication opportunities. Further, the lack of training and briefing 
about the basics of the concurrent workflow and the resulting lack of 
knowledge are other issues highlighted by the participants not only in terms 
of communication opportunities available but also in terms of when the 
final revision takes place or whether they can revise their own or others’ 
segments. 

The existence of many different translation styles is regarded as 
another issue related to working in CT. P351 (SA) mentions that “the style 
compatibility becomes a major issue as each translator has his (sic!) own style 
and choice of words.” Some participants think that, in CT workflow, they 
need to compromise their unique style and adopt a more standard one. P167 
(SA) says they “begin to try and match the other translators’ style”, while 
P135 (SA) mentions they “spend less time on stylistic choices and try to 
keep it as straightforward as possible, given that we all have different styles 
that have to gel in the end.” It seems that finding a balance between using 
their personal translation style and making their translations consistent with 
the translations of others is a struggle for translators. They also feel it slows 
them down and is detrimental to the feeling of ownership of their work.  

There is also a general agreement among the participants that their 
work on platforms is underpaid. P517 (SA) says, “it is impossible to make 
one’s living in such a way. The money one can get there is really chicken 
feed.” The impact of the lower rates on translators’ income is compounded 
by the smaller share of jobs per translator due to the involvement of many 
translators. P70 (SA+FF) says, “you aren’t paid enough and there are so 
many translators who work on a text that if you want to earn something you 
have to produce the translations at light speed.” The lower rates on 
platforms also have implications on the quality as translators report that 
they do not invest much time and effort in the quality of their work for such 
low per-word rates. P759 (SA) says, “concurrent jobs make you translate in 
a rush, to get more segments and be paid more. Having said that, it also 
promotes bad translations for the same reason.” 

The participants also report the disparity across the competence of 
the translators working on the platforms as an issue. They state that 
translators’ competence varies from excellent to very poor. Some suggest 
that translators working on the platforms are less qualified than their 
colleagues who do not prefer to work in this mode.  

To sum up, in addition to the affordances, CT workflows come with 
a number of problems adversely affecting collaboration. Although the 
technologies supporting collaborative translation have arguably evolved, as 
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reflected by the participants’ experiences, this evolution does not necessarily 
apply to the collaborative work processes and potentially makes it more 
complex and cognitively demanding, leading to undesirable consequences, 
as will be discussed below.  

  
5.3. Consequences 
 
The issues reported above lead to a number of negative consequences as 
identified by the participants. These include the perceived quality 
compromised for speed and lack of consistency; lack of control over the 
schedule, workflow, and assignment as a whole; low level of job satisfaction 
and ownership, and the resulting devaluation of translation as a task and 
translator as an agent.  
 

More than half of the participants (59%) think that quality is negatively 
affected. Almost half of them (41%) point out that the perceived translation 
quality is compromised for speed as they are forced to translate under extreme 
time pressure which leads to less revision, less research and less thought 
devoted to the translation. This implies that the contexts where the concepts 
‘good, fast, and cheap’ are claimed to converge are not reflected in the 
experiences of the participants of the present study.  

 
Participants (37%) think that consistency is threatened in the concurrent 
workflow, and this is another factor affecting quality. Participants report 
working out of context focussing only on the segments they deal with. Even 
if the whole text is accessible, they do not tend to consult it as they see it as 
a lost time and income. The existence of many different translators, hence 
many different styles, also impacts consistency. Although this could be 
potentially dealt with by the editor/proofreader at the end of the translation 
task, the more translators are involved, the more difficult the task for the 
editor/proofreader is.  

Further, in the first-come-first served approach (FF), the availability 
of the segments to many different translators on a non-linear, random basis 
contributes to inconsistency as one segment that is being translated by one 
translator can be surrounded by other segments that have already been 
translated by others and locked by the editor. So, translators cannot 
maintain consistency even if they become aware of a problem. P23 (FF) 
says, “translation is not a linear and segment-by-segment process, 
sometimes you need to join segments and change the word order, and you 
cannot do it if the next segment is already locked by another translator 
working on the same file”. P100 (SA) complains, “I can’t revise previously 
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translated parts of the text even if I see from the new context that I have 
translated something wrong.” Even if it is possible to contact the editor to 
propose the revision, translators refrain from it for time reasons and, as 
mentioned above, to avoid any risks of being penalised (being set back from 
getting new translation assignments). P513 (SA+FF) says, “we have to 
provide very good accuracy to avoid account removal. If we take our time, 
we will not translate more than one segment. And if we work fast, we will 
receive many edits by the reviser, and after a few overall edits, we will face 
account removal.” This implies that communication between the translators 
and the reviser and the coordination of how the translators’ edits are 
managed need to become more effective in CT workflow. P305 (SA+FF) 
explains the interplay between the issues related to the concurrent workflow 
and the quality-related consequences:  

 
Working in concurring (sic!) mode is like running a marathon. Everyone is 
working as fast as possible to ‘earn segments’, as translation is divided into 
sentences that you are paid for if you confirm the segments. The tendency is 
towards loose quality and focus. You hardly have any time to review your 
work and many times you translate texts out of context, because the segments 
around have already been confirmed by another translator. It is the worst 
method to attain quality although it is probably fast and cheap. 
 

Lack of control over the schedule, workflow, and assignment as a whole are 
also consequences of the issues raised by the participants. Some feel that 
they have very limited – if at all – control on the final quality of the work 
they are involved in. They cannot see the final version of the translation and 
feel that even if their translation is “good to go”, the impact of their 
translation quality on the overall translation quality is limited. The feeling of 
lack of control over the text as a whole is extended to the involvement of 
many translators with varying levels of expertise and experience, having to 
confirm incomplete segments due to time pressure, and limitations related 
to revision, as already mentioned. A total of 26% of the participants state 
that they do not feel ownership and pride in their work, and therefore have 
low levels of job satisfaction when they work in CT. Since they do not 
translate from the beginning to the end and contribute to the small and 
dispersed bits of the whole translation, they do not feel that they own the 
end product. As P54 (SA) explains, “I don’t have the same feeling of 
ownership of a translation or pride regarding it. A bit like a cog in a wheel. 
The motivation is not the same because the work feels more mechanical. 
The feeling of duty is there, but not the drive to creativity.” This feeling of 
“cog in a wheel” also leads to the devaluation of translation as a profession 
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and as a creative task and implies that the workflow ignores the human 
factor making them feel unimportant and devalued. 

Lack of satisfaction brought about by the consequences of working 
in CT described above is summarised by P335 (SA+FF): “There is no 
respect for your work, no communication, no care from the client’s end, 
and basically, I cannot do a job while people are changing it when I am still 
working on it, I cannot do a good job (no one can) without time and care. 
It’s just disrespectful, soul-destroying, and completely unacceptable.” 
Feeling uncomfortable due to being monitored, lack of control and 
ownership of their work, and the unfair remuneration for their work are 
expressed as the factors leading to low levels of satisfaction. The 
quantitative data suggests that 48% of the participants do not prefer to work 
in the concurrent mode as opposed to the traditional one-translator job 
(35% remain neutral, while 17% prefer to work in CT mode). Further, 15% 
of those providing free comments either do not prefer to work in CT mode 
or they do not prioritise CT, treating it as a ‘spare tyre’ to deal with when 
they have nothing else to do or “to fill the gaps between larger projects” 
(P92, SA+FF). 

Furthermore, participants report that they feel more stressed and 
judged due to being monitored by the “big brother” (P103, SA) because 
other translators and the editor can see their translation as it unfolds. “I feel 
more judged”, says P101 (SA), whilst P110 (SA) admits to feeling “more 
nervous and more watched, more likely to be judged for certain 
translations.” 

The issues identified by the participants related to the CT workflow 
seem to be detrimental for both the translation as a product and the 
translators as agents. These issues seem to create an environment which is 
not conducive to cooperation and the collaborative spirit; rather, it seems 
to promote negative competition leading to lower-quality translations (as 
perceived participants) and lower levels of job satisfaction.  

 

6. Discussion 

The findings of the present study contribute to the understanding of the 
nature of collaborative translation as affected by the evolving technologies 
and innovative workflows. Although the technologies that support 
collaboration have evolved to enable translations at scale to be produced 
almost in real time due to technology-supported, collective human effort, 
our research shows that the change, on the whole, has not had a positive 
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impact on the collaborative translation work and the agents involved in it. 
Participants’ experiences paint a picture of collaborative translation in the 
age of globalisation, technologisation and acceleration, where the traditional 
definitions of collaboration do not seem to align with those experiences.  

Beyerlein and Harris (2003:18), who work in the areas of collaborative 
work from the organisational perspective, define collaboration as the 
“collective work of two or more individuals where the work is undertaken 
with a sense of shared purpose and direction, that is attentive, responsive 
and adaptive to the environment.” A similar definition provided by 
Andriessen (2003: 7), who works in evaluation and design of groupware 
technology, defines collaborative work as “situations where two or more 
people act together to achieve a common goal, but the actual extent of 
‘togetherness’ can vary substantially.” In Beyerlein and Harris’s (2003: 18) 
definition, we see elements of collective work, shared purpose and direction 
as well as immersiveness and responsiveness, i.e., being able to act quickly 
or react appropriately within the environment, including technology 
environment. Andriessen (2003) also emphasises acting together and the 
common goal and that this togetherness can vary, depending on the 
circumstances. 

The main impression from the survey responses is that translators do 
work together in a shared technological environment but, contrary to the 
definitions of collaborative work, not necessarily in collaboration to pursue 
a common goal. The affordances of CT workflow (Section 5.1.) indicate 
that participants mentioning peer-learning as an asset appreciate the feeling 
of togetherness (8% based on the free-text responses, and 62% based on 
the quantitative responses of the whole sample, i.e., n=804). However, the 
issues raised by 76% (Section 5.2.) point towards dissatisfaction due to the 
absence of a common goal, shared purpose or direction. The right working 
environment seems to be the key to unlocking the power of collaborative 
work, and in the case of concurrent translation, it is the technological and 
organisational environment provided by digital platforms or tools. Based on 
participants’ responses, the technological environment supporting CT is 
designed to provide the capacity to be productive, responsive, and fast, as 
this is the main ‘selling point’ of the concurrent workflow. However, in 
translation practice, it looks like this very design might go against some of 
the principles of collaborative work.  

 When it comes to the design of collaborative technologies, Fuks et al. 
(2008) proposed a 3C Collaboration Model, which breaks down the 
collaborative environment into three components – Communication, 



CULTUS 
____________________________________________________ 

286 
 

Coordination and Cooperation – against which the nature of collaborative 
work can be evaluated. Communication refers to the communication 
channel enabling the exchange of messages and information amongst 
collaborators. Coordination is a mechanism enabling the management of 
people, their activities, and resources and it may be viewed as the link 
connecting the other two Cs in order to enforce the success of 
collaboration. Lastly, Cooperation is the joint operation – the production 
taking place in a shared workspace. Group members cooperate by 
producing, manipulating, and organising information and by building and 
refining cooperation objects such as translation documents.  

Based on the three elements of the 3C Collaboration Model (Fuks et 
al. 2008), CT workflow does not seem to be fully supporting an authentic 
collaborative work environment. In terms of Communication, platforms do 
not seem to be well supported regarding built-in communication tools. 
Even if such communication features are available, they are not always 
effectively used due to translators’ lack of knowledge of them, and this is 
detrimental to the productivity, quality of work and authenticity of 
collaboration in CT workflows. Our findings call for better design and 
management of communication, which would also improve the 
‘responsiveness’ of the environment as advocated by Beyerlein et al. (2003). 
As for Coordination, our data reveals inefficiencies in the management of 
people, workflows, privacy as well as resources. Also, lack of training, 
knowledge of the features available to translators or best practice guidance 
for translators, project managers and translation buyers seem to result in CT 
workflow not being used to its full potential. Cooperation seems to be partly 
enabled in CT workflow as, based on the quantitative analysis, more than 
half of the participants (62%) mentioned peer learning as a benefit of CT. 
However, the qualitative analysis reveals that only 8% consider a positive 
collaborative spirit to be part of the CT workflow. ‘First come-first served’ 
workflow seems to be less conducive to cooperation and collaborative spirit 
as it promotes negative competition leading to quality issues, stress and 
overall dislike of the workflow. Despite the emphasis on Collaboration in 
the commercial platform discourse, translators working in CT mode still 
feel isolated while they work, and overall, they do not feel that they work 
towards a common goal, mainly due to negative competition.  

As mentioned before, the biggest understudied technological change 
that has affected collaborative work in translation is the synchronous aspect 
of it. With the main aim of producing more translations faster, content is 
made available to multiple translators to be translated synchronously. This 
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synchronicity also applies to editors’ actions. As reported in our study, the 
proximity and instantaneity of the editing process lead to the submission of 
the translated segments before they become ‘mature enough’ as suggested 
by the participants. This synchronicity seems to be the root cause of the 
excessive time pressure which changes the translation process, limiting 
translators’ time on self-revision and research while translating, which 
eventually impacts the final perceived quality of the translations. 
Consideration of the context (full-text reference) and timely and effective 
communication are also the elements being affected negatively by the time 
pressure caused by the synchronous elements in the workflow. Finally, the 
fact that a number of translators take up small parts of the translation 
assignment leads to relinquished responsibility on the translation quality and 
delimits the ownership of the task as a whole.  

The second most important aspect afforded by modern technologies 
that affects collaboration in translation, is the distributed nature of the 
collaborators who, more often than not, do not know or trust each other. 
This changes the relationship between the text and the author, and the co-
creation, co-authorship and co-ownership become problematic as decision-
making becomes distributed across many agents. Such decision-making, 
which is required to happen in real-time in CT workflow, requires robust 
and sophisticated communication supported by communication tools, 
which, as we have seen in our data, is not always well-supported or 
effectively encouraged. Further, the transparency of the environment and 
data-driven approaches to monitoring and selection of collaborators bring 
their own issues that affect translators, mainly negatively. 

Given the two salient aspects of CT – synchronicity and its distributed 
nature – the translation process seen as a writing process (with orientation, 
drafting and revision phases) dramatically changes. It becomes more akin to 
producing TM-ready segments with little opportunities or options for self-
revision. As such, it is always locally oriented in its approach (focusing on 
individual segments) rather than globally oriented first, as it would be in a 
more traditional, non-concurrent workflow. As a result, translators have less 
freedom to make decisions and to change their minds as the process 
becomes non-iterative. As such, this changed translation process is an area 
that remains wholly unexplored and requires robust empirical research to 
understand better its nature and the consequences of its adoption.  

Overall, based on the experiences of translators working in 
concurrent mode, the collaborative process leaves a lot of room for 
improvement in terms of Cooperation, Coordination and Communication 
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– the main building blocks of a collaborative environment. Based on the 
principles of collaboration, it should evolve from an environment in which 
translators compete to one where they cooperate and from a place where 
the perceived translation quality is compromised for speed to one where the 
very essence of collaboration – working towards the common goal – is put 
at the heart of the design. Coordination and Communication features need 
to be designed to support all aspects of collaborative work and 
communicated to the users prior to commencing collaborative work.  

In essence, it looks like the general idea of broadly understood 
collaborative technologies was to support the human work processes, make 
them more efficient, and ultimately result in better outcomes. The main 
problem at the heart of collaborative translation on platforms in concurrent 
mode seems to be the fact that the main purpose of introducing these 
technologies has not been to enhance collaborative work, but to increase 
productivity and enable large volumes to be translated by the human 
workforce in a shorter period of time. This has caused the enforced speed 
to be the number one factor that affects collaboration and hinders many 
activities associated with collaboration such as communication, discussion 
or decision making. Rather than supporting the human translation 
processes, the main design principle of collaborative technologies seems to 
be to benefit the client so that they get translation faster and cheaper using 
methods akin to human computation at the expense of the workforce and 
their wellbeing.  

 

7. Limitations 

Methodological limitations, the multifarious nature of collaborative 
technologies and continuous evolution of the collaborative workflows made 
the analysis challenging. Therefore, caution should be exercised when 
generalising the results of the study to all translators working in CT 
workflow. Additionally, the study found that the experiences of translators 
varied depending on the specific platform or approach participants were 
using (first come-first served or split and assign), which makes it difficult to 
draw overarching conclusions. Finally, some platforms may have different 
workflow options that could impact the results, but it was not always 
possible to know which options were being referred to by the participants 
in their free text responses. These limitations should be kept in mind when 
interpreting the results of the study.  
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