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Data and report from user studies – Year 3 

1. Objectives of the Deliverable 

The objective of Deliverable D8.1.3 (Task 8.1) is to report on user studies run during the last year of 

the ACCEPT project, in particular on sentiment of participants for both bilingual and monolingual 

experiments. More precisely, the objective was to elicit general participant sentiment after 

post-editing studies conducted for the purpose of WP7 and WP8, and obtain information on 

post-editing behaviour, preferences and the motivation to post-edit after the ACCEPT project. We 

examined both monolingual and bilingual post-editing settings.  

The following sections describe: 

− The methodology used to measure sentiment and opinions of participants; 

− The material resources used for the post-editing; 

− Analysis of sentiment and comparison between monolingual and bilingual perceptions. 

2. General Methodology 

The sentiment data were collected through different questionnaires, circulated after post-editing 

experiments. One experiment was run by Symantec within their community and the other one by a 

cooperation of UEDIN and Lexcelera using the TSF content. Each organisation used its own 

questionnaire, though they were aiming to elicit similar information concerning the motivation of the 

participants while post-editing. For comparison purposes, post-edited content in the bilingual and 

monolingual versions of each study was the same. 

The post-editing experiment for Symantec was conducted with 12 volunteer participants (a mix of 

Norton Community users and Symantec employees) who each post-edited 5 tasks (= 30 segments: 

one subject line plus a post). The language pairs used were English-French (en-fr) and French-English 

(fr-en). There were four groups of post-editors, with three post-editors per setup 

(monolingual/bilingual) and language direction (en-fr, fr-en). 

The experiment for TSF was conducted with 16 volunteers from UEDIN, students in various fields 

including medicine, linguistics and psychology, and participating in the monolingual post-editing 

study using the fr-en pair. In addition, 12 volunteers from the University of Rennes (CFTTR) and 4 

volunteers from the TSF community participated using both language combinations; all are 

translators or students in translation studies. In this last group, it should be noted that half of the 

CFTTR participants were originally supposed to perform the task monolingually, while the others 

were to work in a bilingual environment. The whole group however switched quickly to a bilingual 

environment.  

3. Resources 

For the experiments of the third year, we set up the following material for the post-editing task: 

− Symantec Year 3 experiment fr-en: 459 words per post-editor (source text) - 5 tasks; 

− Symantec Year 3 experiment en-fr: 349 words per post-editor (source text) - 5 tasks; 

− TSF Year 3 experiment fr-en: 10 tasks of around 500 words each - 3 tasks per subject; 

− TSF Year 3 experiment en-fr: 10 tasks of around 500 words each - 3 tasks per subject. 
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4. Pre-task Analysis 

There was no pre-task survey, so no demographic data was collected for this last experiment, as the 

focus was on sentiment and the different post-editing setups.  

5. Sentiment Analysis 

The following subsections describe the results of the user studies after post-editing tasks, conducted 

through questionnaires sent to the participants. The questionnaires aimed at measuring acceptance 

and the participant’s satisfaction while post-editing in monolingual or bilingual mode; we compare 

the results between these two modes. The full questionnaires are detailed in Appendixes 1 and 2.  

5.1 Summary for Symantec User Study 
In order to identify the general behavioural pattern of post-editors encountering content in a 

language they do not speak, subjects in the Symantec experiment were first asked to complete the 

following question with the options presented in Figure 1. We specifically wished to establish 

whether or not the post-editor would consider using machine translation (MT) as a solution. Figure 1 

presents the results. 

 

 

Figure 1: When you come across content online that is written in a language you don’t speak, do you… 

 

Seventy-seven percent (77%) of all participants indicated that they would use MT in order to 

translate content that they cannot understand, suggesting that online use of MT has gained 

considerable prominence and popularity.  

5.1.1 Monolingual vs Bilingual Comparison 

Table 1 shows the results for Question 2: What is your general state of mind after the post-editing 

study? As can be seen, a majority of the participants (90%) across both language directions and 

setups indicated that they had a “rather positive” or ”positive” feeling. The impression is that the 

participants editing monolingually were somewhat less enthusiastic, with the only negative answer 

coming from this group. 

 

 

54% 

15% 

8% 

23% 

...go to a specific online
translation service to
translate the content?

...try to understand it
anyway?

...leave the page?

...use a machine
translation service that is
offered on the page?
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group positive % rather 
positive 

% neither 
nor 

% rather 
negative 

% negative % 

bilingual 3 50 2 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 

monolingual 2 29 3 43 0 0 1 14 0 0 

Table 1: General state of mind after post-editing experiment 

Table 2 shows the results for Question 3, which enquired whether either the participants’ limited 

knowledge of the source language (for bilingual setups, fr-en and en-fr) or the lack of access to the 

source text (monolingual setup fr-en and en-fr) hindered them from implementing more corrections. 

The answers were similar for both setups, and the participants were divided as to whether better 

source language skills/a bilingual setup would have made a difference.  

answer yes % no % 

better knowledge of source language (bilingual) 4 67 2 33 

Lack of access to source (monolingual) 4 57 3 43 

Table 2: Perceived impact of setup/source language skills on PE corrections 

Table 3 shows results for Question 4: “Now that you have completed 5 post-editing tasks, please 

indicate your agreement to the following statements”. In each case subjects expressed 

agreement/disagreement using a five-point scale, with 5 meaning “strongly agree” and 1 “strongly 

disagree”. 

bilingual 5 % 4 % 3 % 2 % 1 % 

helping others 2 33 2 33 1 17 1 17 0 0 

satisfactory MT quality 1 17 4 67 1 17 0 0 0 0 

satisfactory PE quality 1 17 4 67 1 17 0 0 0 0 

frustration 2 33 3 50 1 17 0 0 0 0 

PE = useful 3 50 2 33 1 17 0 0 0 0 

enjoyment 2 33 0 0 1 17 2 33 1 17 

threatened by MT 2 33 0 0 1 17 0 0 3 50 

I would post-edit 1 17 2 33 2 33 1 17 0 0 

monolingual 5 % 4 % 3 % 2 % 1 % 

helping others 3 43 2 29 2 29 0 0 0 0 

satisfactory MT quality 2 29 2 29 3 43 0 0 0 0 

satisfactory PE quality 4 57 3 43 0 0 0 0 0 0 

frustration 3 43 1 14 1 14 0 0 2 29 

PE = useful 4 57 2 29 1 14 0 0 0 0 

enjoyment 1 14 2 29 0 0 1 14 3 43 

threatened by MT 2 29 0 0 1 14 0 0 4 57 

I would post-edit 3 43 1 14 1 14 1 14 1 14 

Table 3: Agreement on statements
1 

  

                                                           
1
 5 = agree, 4 = rather agree, 3 = neither nor, 2 = rather don’t agree and 1 = don’t agree 
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Surprisingly, the monolingual and bilingual subjects give similar response for the opportunity to help 

others, frustration during the post-editing process and whether post-editing may be useful in the 

forum; it was also striking to see that the monolingual participants were more satisfied with the 

post-edited output they produced (17% vs 57%). At the same time, the monolingual participants 

seemed to have enjoyed the post-editing experience less (14% vs 43%). This confirms the findings 

from our previous studies (see D8.1.1: Data and report from user studies – Year 1 and D8.1.2: Data 

and report from user studies – Year 2), which indicate that post-editors are in general less frustrated 

when they have access to the source text, regardless of their source language skills. The feeling of MT 

as a threatening entity was divided. Interestingly, all participants who answered that they feel 

threatened by MT had French as a target language. The majority of monolingual post-editors 

indicated that they were likely to post-edit in a real-life scenario. This was also the case for the 

bilingual post-editors, whose answers were less spread out towards both ends of the spectrum, 

however.  

In the final question (Figure 2), the participants were asked if they had additional comments. 

Thirty-eight percent (38%) of all participants (2 bilingual, 1 monolingual post-editor) had no more 

comments, 31% (2 bilingual, 2 monolingual) found it a good experience and 7% (1 monolingual) 

found it a challenging but useful experience. Sixteen percent (16%) of the participants mentioned 

specific problems with the editor/tasks (context problem - 1 bilingual, redundant tips - 1 

monolingual).  

 

Figure 2: Additional comments by the participants on the experiment 

5.1.2 Conclusion 

The results from our post-task survey suggest that there is general acceptance of using MT to 

translate content written in a foreign language. The participants were nearly all reasonably positive, 

but were divided on whether better language skills or access to the source text would have made it 

easier for them to edit. There were no major differences regarding the participants’ opinions on MT, 

their experience and the usefulness of PE and their motivation to post-edit in the future across the 

two different setups (monolingual/bilingual). Monolingual post-editors possibly enjoyed the 

experiment less than bilingual ones, but may have been more satisfied with the PE output they 

produced. Participants with French as a target language appeared to feel more threatened by MT. 

38% 

31% 

7% 

8% 

8% 

8% 
no answer

good experience

challenging but useful

context problem

tips = redundant

looking forward to more

http://www.accept.unige.ch/Products/D8.1_Data_and_report_from_user_studies-Year_1.pdf
http://www.accept.unige.ch/Products/D_8_1_2_Data_and_report_from_user_studies_-_Year_2.pdf
http://www.accept.unige.ch/Products/D_8_1_2_Data_and_report_from_user_studies_-_Year_2.pdf
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5.2 Summary for TSF User Study 
The first question in the TSF survey (Figure 3) asked how the participants react when encountering 

online content not in their language. Although 67% of the participants do not consider that this a 

problem, since they have skills in several languages, Figure 4 also shows that 59% use online machine 

translation tools when the content is not in their language. This suggests that even users confident of 

their multilingual skills have a positive perception of MT technology and consider it useful. Despite 

this, only 19% of the participants said that they would post-edit machine-translated online content. 

 

Figure 3: When information that is important to you is not available in your language, you… 

 

  

Figure 4: When you are on a webpage that is not in your language, you… 

  

10% 

23% 

67% 

I continue looking until I find it
in my own language

I translate it online it using
any tool I can find

It’s not a problem as I am able 
to read information in other 
languages 

19% 

29% 

52% 

Use Machine Translation and 
correct the output in order to 
train the machine translation 
engine, even if you don’t 
know the source language 

Continue to search for the
information in your own
language

Use Machine Translation to
get a rough idea
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5.2.1 Monolingual vs Bilingual Comparison  

Of the 32 monolingual and bilingual participants, only one said that they had not enjoyed the task. It 

should however be noted that 8 participants who were originally assigned monolingual tasks gave up 

and finally performed bilingual tasks. 

To better understand where the satisfaction of post-editing is coming from, we enquired about the 

interface (environment) as well as the quality of the task itself.  

With regard to the environment, repeat users from previous experiments noted that the post-editing 

portal had substantially improved; this had a large impact on satisfaction and motivation. Typical 

comments were "Editing was easier this time. I really enjoyed it." or "Editing was much easier this 

time, thanks to the evolution of the user interface." Twenty percent (20%) of the first-time users still 

suggested possible improvements. This agrees with the answer to the question "How important were 

(or would be in the future) the following aspects in your decision to edit content? [The user 

interface]", where all participants in both groups answered “important” or “very important”. It 

should be noted that two participants gave up due to dissatisfaction with the interface environment. 

On the subject of quality, 80% of the participants for both groups said that machine translation is 

useful for rough understanding; despite this, the quality of the raw MT output was rated by 61% of 

the participants (10 participants in the monolingual experiment and 9 in the bilingual experiment) as 

“inconsistent” and “somewhat difficult to correct”. Although the results here are similar in the two 

groups, the behaviour in post-editing differs. Ten monolingual participants said they had used Google 

search and Wikipedia to look for more information on some technical terms, 3 said they had used 

Google translate to revert into French for more clarity, and 14 said that the proposed alternatives 

were of no use. We observed a different pattern for the bilingual subjects: fewer of them looked up 

information on the web, but more of them appreciated the usefulness of alternatives. 

answer participants % 

The raw translation quality was somewhat inconsistent 9 29% 

The raw translation quality was very inconsistent: some 
sentences were (almost) perfect, while others were difficult to 
understand or completely incomprehensible 

10 32% 

The raw translation quality was consistently acceptable, but 
errors were difficult to fix 

7 23% 

The raw translation quality was consistently acceptable, and 
errors were easy to fix 

5 16% 

Table 4: How would you qualify the quality of raw MT 

Table 5 shows the participants’ confidence in their post-editing performance. While 40% of the 

participants in the bilingual group show high confidence in their output, only 13% of the monolingual 

subjects assign the top rating; though, interestingly, Deliverable D7.1.3 & D8.2 shows that the 

objective quality of the outputs is in fact similar. The result thus seems more related to perception; 

the participants in the monolingual environment feel less comfortable performing post-editing, 

which also explains the intensive use of external references to perform the task.  
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answer monolingual % bilingual % 

Somewhat confident 4 25% 4 27% 

Pretty confident 10 63% 5 33% 

Quite certain 2 13% 6 40% 

Table 5: Do you think that the content after the post-editing is comprehensible/readable? 

In the final question on quality, which was posed differently in the two groups, the subjects were 

asked to rate the importance of post-editing. In the monolingual environment, they were asked to 

estimate how much an NGO should be prepared to pay for post-editing machine-translated content; 

in the bilingual case, they were asked to rate the importance of post-editing for medical content. Of 

the 16 monolingual participants, only one (6%) thought that the MT output was good enough to 

make post-editing superfluous. The other 15 gave estimates for the reasonable cost of post-editing 

500 words ranging from £5 to “This should be done at all costs”, further elaborating their answers to 

say that post-editing goes from “relatively useful” to “essential” if the translated content is to be 

comprehensible. Answers from the bilingual subjects were comparable, with 63% considering 

post-editing to be “relatively useful” and 25% “essential”. 

answer bilingual % 

Essential for the user to understand 4 25% 

Relatively useful as machine translation is 
not completely reliable 

10 63% 

Not necessary if only a rough 
understanding of the content is required 

2 13% 

Table 6: How important is it to post-edit medical content prior to publication? 

5.2.2 Conclusion 

In general we found that post-editing is seen as a positive task. Participants in both the monolingual 

and the bilingual groups agreed that this is a task that needs to be performed for the TSF content. 

The main difference between the monolingual and bilingual subjects in the TSF experiment is their 

perception of the results they produced. Even though they all think that they have produced 

acceptable results, the group performing monolingual post-editing is less comfortable with the 

output. They also use more external references than usual to perform the task, though possibly just 

for reassurance. Both groups considered the post-editing task easy and the tool used for the 

experiment user-friendly. In comparison with past experiments, monolingual post-editing was more 

readily accepted by the non-translator participants, probably because they were less strongly 

influenced by their normal working rules. Though it should be noted that French-speaking translators 

still switch into a bilingual environment when invited to perform monolingual tasks, none of the 

participants in the monolingual post-editing group of this third experiment asked for access to the 

source. Furthermore, there were no major differences between the two groups with regard to how 

the participants perceived MT. The feeling that it is a threat is decreasing after several iterations of 

post-editing tasks, mostly due to the fact that the subjects now see it as necessary. 
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6. General Conclusion  

The purpose of the surveys described in this work package was to gain a better understanding of 

subjects' motivation during post-editing and the difficulties they faced. The last experiments 

performed by Symantec and TSF in particular investigated the sentiment experienced by volunteers 

working on bilingual and monolingual post-editing setups, and tried to determine whether there 

were important differences between them. 

The majority of the participants are already using, or would be prepared to use, machine translation 

technology when they are unable to understand information they find on the Web. But although 

online machine translation is evidently becoming more popular, it is equally evident that the output 

is often not of sufficient quality. 

Generally speaking, all participants agreed about the necessity of using post-editing on raw 

machine-translated output, even in monolingual environments. In both monolingual and bilingual 

contexts, post-editing is experienced fairly positively, though slightly less so for participants editing 

monolingually. TSF translators invited for monolingual post-editing tasks in the en-fr pair chose 

instead to perform the experiment in the bilingual environment offered by the portal. In the 

Symantec groups, the participants in the monolingual group were divided on the question of whether 

better language skills or access to the source text would have a positive influence on their editing.  

Another difference in behaviour between the TSF and Symantec groups is also apparent. The 

monolingual TSF group had rather low confidence in the quality of their output, while the 

corresponding Symantec groups showed rather high satisfaction. The use of translation alternatives 

is also noticeably different between the two groups, and there is no clear acceptance of this process 

by the post-editors. 

There are no major differences between the groups with respect to the overall level of satisfaction 

with the post-editing experience reported by the participants. Several subjects in both groups 

spontaneously mentioned the positive usefulness of post-editing and their motivation to post-edit in 

the future.  
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Appendix 1 – Symantec Questionnaire 

After completing the post-editing tasks, the participants had to complete a post-task survey 

consisting of the following questions.  

1. When you come across content online that is written in a language you don't speak, do you... 

 ... look for your language on the page? 

 ... try to understand it anyway? 

 ... use a machine translation service that is offered on the page? 

 ... go to a specific online translation service to translate the content? 

 ... leave the page? 

 I have never been in this situation 

 Other (please specify) 

 
2. What is your general state of mind after the post-editing study? 

 positive 

 rather positive 

 neither nor 

 rather negative 

 negative 

 Other (please specify) 

3a.2 If you had had access to the source text, would you have made more corrections? 

 Yes 

 No 

 
OR: 
 
3b. If you had a better understanding of French, would you have made more corrections? 

 Yes 

 No 

 
OR: 
3c. If you had a better understanding of English, would you have made more corrections? 

 Yes 

 No 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
2 Depending on the setup and language direction, 3a (monolingual en-fr and monolingual fr-en), 3b 

(bilingual fr-en) or 3c (bilingual en-fr) were asked.  
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4. Now that you have completed 5 post-editing tasks, please indicate your agreement to the 

following statements: 

 don’t 
agree 

rather 
don’t 
agree 

neither 
nor 

rather 
agree 

agree n/a 

The opportunity of helping users who 
don't speak my language excites me 

      

I was satisfied with the output I 
produced 

      

I was satisfied with the quality of the 
machine-translated output that I was 
presented with 

      

I got frustrated at least once during the 
correcting process 

      

Correcting machine-translated content 
would be useful in the Norton 
Community 

      

I enjoyed correcting machine-translated 
content 

      

I feel threatened by machine translation 
      

I would correct machine-translated 
content if it was integrated into the 
Norton Community  

      

   

5. Please share any additional comments/feelings you may have: 
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Appendix 2 – TSF Questionnaire 

The post-editing tasks are now finished for this second phase. We need to collect your feedback in 
order to improve the process of post-editing and the portal. It will take only 10 minutes, there are 
about 10 questions. 

Thanks for your help, and again thanks for your participation to this experiment. 

A. General evaluation 

In this part of the survey, you should evaluate your editing experience and the interface. 

1. Is it your first experience with the ACCEPT project? 

 Yes 

 No 

2. If yes, do you enjoy editing? Do you enjoy participating to this experience? Please explain. 

 

3. If no, do you notice any evolution between the two sessions? Do you enjoy editing as much as the 
first time? Please comment. 

 

4. Any comments or improvements you would like to add concerning your editing experience: 

 

5. Any comments or improvements you would like to add concerning the interface: 

 

6. Any comments or improvements you would like to add concerning the rules 
(functionalities) / instructions: 

 

B. Motivation to edit 

1. Would you edit more content in the future? 

 Yes 

 No 

2. If yes, what is your strongest motivation? 
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3. If no3, how did the following factors influenced your decision to NOT edit content? 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree 

The tool is too difficult to use     

The environment is too restrictive     

I don’t feel qualified enough to edit content     

Machine translated content won’t be of benefit 
to the community 

    

Editing is too onerous     

Other (please specify)  

 

C. Work environment experience 

1. Do you think it would improve your current work (process and quality) as a TWB volunteer to 

continue editing content as with ACCEPT experience?  

2. Would you recommend such an experience to anyone –for example, to one of your friend who is 

not a translator? 

 Yes 

 No 

3. Why? 

 

 

4. Room for further comments regarding your linguistics experience: 

 

 

 

                                                           
3
 This question was not asked if the participant answered yes. 

 

 


