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Collaborative
Translation

Understanding group processes & needs around translation

Executive Summary

Event organizers and participants share a strong interest in group translation activities
that create a sense of community, fill content gaps, and allow them to contribute to an
activity with a larger impact than their individual actions. These group translation
activities are centered around expanding their language version of Wikipedia and/or
attracting new editors. In order to aid this goal and to maximize the impact of these
events, organizers provide ample support to participants, both newcomers and
experienced, in order to ensure that they remain engaged and contribute good quality
articles. Key activities for organizers are identifying content to be translated, creating an
article list and tracking/reviewing submissions. Key activities for participants are
selecting an article for translation and translation for which they use the Content
Translation (or Section Translation) Tool. Though it’s considered a useful tool,
organizers and participants face multiple challenges such as frustration with having to
modify a good translation to adhere to modification limits, newcomers being unaware
about formatting wikitext after translation, and abandonment of articles in drafts.
Lastly, while organizers and participants want to contribute to a large goal, they take
very few actions to actually understand or track the impact of their activities. This
suggests that while they are interested in understanding their impact, they lack the
resources or knowledge to do so.

Background Results Recommendations




Collaborative Translation Research Report

Table of contents

Background
Research design
Results
Key findings
Overview of study participants
Event Organization Context
Organizer and participant motivations
Event types
Support for organizers
Event Organization Activities
Identifying content to be translated
Creating a list of articles to be translated
Publicising the event
Signing up and onboarding
Selecting content for translation
Translating articles
Submitting and tracking articles
Reviewing articles
Reporting on the event
Increase impact by supporting newcomers
Increase impact by keeping participants engaged
Post event engagement
Recommendations

O © 00 OO BWwW

N o N N = = — =
B NO0®®»oe R KO



Collaborative Translation Research Report 3

Background

Context of study

There are multiple collaborative activities such as WikiProjects, campaigns, and
contests/edit-a-thons organized to increase the coverage of quality content. Translation plays
a key role in these activities. The goal of this project is to examine the motivations and needs
of group organizers and participants, which through their size and collaborative efforts can
have a big impact on closing knowledge gaps.

Research goals

The Wikimedia LLanguage and Product Localization (ILPL) Team is currently working on

expanding capabilities associated with suggestions and lists for translations. We know that
individuals often contribute to various group activities focused on reducing the knowledge
gap through translation. Unlike individual efforts, group activities are centered around a
shared goal and there is an opportunity to learn about how groups identify and track
translation activities, participant motivations and contributions with an aim to better support
these organizing activities.

Research design

Methodology

Phase I consisted of desk research and informal interviews with 5 members of the LPL and
Community Growth teams! to understand current knowledge around group translation
activities (organizer motivations, tools used, team roles) related work on list building, and
gather additional context on campaign organization for primary research.

Following, primary research entailed remote contextual inquiries, consisting of
semi-structured interviews and workflow observations with organizers and participants of
group translation activities. Selection criteria for identifying group translation activities were
as follows:

e Focus on WikiProjects, campaigns, and contests, with an event? that overlapped with
the data collection period. Edit-a-thons were a secondary possibility given their short
timespan and more limited feasibility.

"Thanks to Purity Waigi, Pau Giner, Alex Stinson, Chanelle Pickins, Praveen Das, Uzoma Ozurumba, Nahid Sultan and Bethany Gerdemann for
sharing their learning and recruitment assistance during this project.
2 Note on terminology: Event and activity have been used interchangeably to mean a planned occasion.


https://www.mediawiki.org/wiki/Wikimedia_Language_and_Product_Localization
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e Focus on activities that included some degree of translation, if not an event focussed
primarily on contribution via translation.
e Online or in-person events, or both.

Study participants

Determined by the identification and selection of certain group activities, group organizers
were recruited, who in turn assisted in the recruiting of the participants of the same group
activities. Selection criteria for organizers and participants:

e For each group (WikiProjects, campaigns, edit-a-thons), 2 -3 ‘event organizers’ as
well as ‘event participants’ each. We interviewed 10 organizers and 9 participants in
total.?

e Diversity in group participants according to both general experience editing
Wikipedia and experience translating on Wikipedia.*

Additionally, we learnt in the staff interviews about the existence of a two-tiered
organisational structure in the case of larger, global campaigns - an international team and
local language wiki organizers. Both profiles were included in the recruitment process.

Results

Key findings

e Organizer and participant motivations for group translation activities align on key
aspects of filling content gaps, an activity which is larger than individual contributions
and also bringing together the community and creating a sense of belonging.

e Goals for collaborative translation events were typically centered around increasing
article count or attracting new editors.

e Identifying content to be translated and creating a list are important activities and
organizers use multiple tools (PetScan, Page Views, Article List Generator,
List-Building Tool, Wikidata Query) and the help of other organizers to aid them in

this effort.

o For example, PetScan is a very popular tool but doesn’t assist with
prioritization for which organizers use Page Views. Additionally, if multiple

3 Note on terminology: For the purposes of this report, study participants is used for all participants of the study. Any insights specific to event
participants or organizers will be called out with ‘event participants’ or ‘organizers’ respectively.

“Segmentation rationale based partially on previous indications that general experience editing Wikipedia and experience translating on
Wikipedia are not equally indicative of the same translation outputs (and potentially the user experience as well). See slide 23:
hitps/uploadwikimediaorgAwvikipedia/commeons/e/e7/Machine translation%2C human editors Quality Trends Results pdf



https://petscan.wmcloud.org/
https://pageviews.wmcloud.org/
https://tools.wikilovesfolklore.org/fnf/
https://list-building.toolforge.org/
https://query.wikidata.org/
https://petscan.wmcloud.org/
https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/e/e7/Machine_translation%2C_human_editors_Quality_Trends_Results.pdf
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organizers are working on a list, they use some note-taking documents to
curate the list and avoid repetitions.

o PetScan is also seen as a complex tool used by experienced editors and to
provide flexibility and support to participating wikis, one organizing team
built the Article List Generator.

e Articles are generally translated from English Wikipedia mainly because they are
perceived to be well-written, well-referenced and won'’t get deleted or flagged after
translation.

o Finding good quality source articles can be a challenge, especially on more
niche topics for smaller language wikis. (for example, Latvian architects).
Since these articles don’t exist and a tool can’t help find these articles,
organizers prefer to build a list manually.

e Aslong as the translation is edited and fits the theme of the event, participants are
given a fair bit of autonomy in terms of article selection.

e All events included in this study used the Content Translation tool, but there were
concerns regarding newcomer challenges and the blocking of good quality machine
translation because it didn’t meet the translation thresholds.

e Organizers were interested in sharing their lists of articles for a broader audience, but
remained concerned about tracking participant entries in a contest.

e In order to increase the impact and engagement of their events, organizers employed
various mechanisms around event length, relaxed rules, and prizes. This also included
providing support to newcomers.

e Both participants and organizers rarely re-visited previously translated content to
update, expand, or improve the article.

Overview of study participants

Study participants demographics

All study participants were either studying or employed (doctor, scientist, communication
specialist, software developers, program officers/coordinators at the Foundation, and
professional translators). The language versions of Wikipedia they contributed to were
English, Albanian, Igbo, Latvian, Bengali, Marathi, Russian, Ukrainian, Hindi, Ghanaian


https://petscan.wmcloud.org/
https://tools.wikilovesfolklore.org/fnf/
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Pidgin, Hausa as well as other Wikimedia projects including Wikiquotes, Commons,
Wikidata, Wiki Voyage, Wiki books, Meta Wiki if they were event organizers, and the
Healthcare Translation Task Force.

Wikipedia usage

The study participants skewed towards experienced editors who started editing 3-16 years ago
(with the median being 9 years) and contributed to various wikis. They learnt about
Wikipedia during school or university when they needed to do research for an assignment.
About 807 of the study participants were users with extended rights - patrollers,
administrators, and a steward. Given the nature of the study, all users also translated articles.

Device usage

If study participants had access to one, they preferred using a laptop or desktop. Mobile
phones were used on-the-go, or to “claim” an article during the event, or for small edits but
study participants finished the article on laptop later. Those who didn’t have access to a laptop
were used to working on their mobiles. The content translation tool was mostly used in
desktop mode even on the phone, except for the Ghanaian Pidgin language participant who
used the section translation tool because it allowed them to review and edit each sentence.

Experience with organizing and participating in group translation events
The organizers in this study were from the international teams of the Feminism & Folklore,

CEE Spring, and Wikil.ovesRamadan campaigns as well as some local language organizers for
the same campaigns as well as for the Bengali Essay Writing Competition.

The scale of the activities they organized ranged from offline, single-day events of about
20-40 people to online, multi-day events with over 100 participants. In the case of the
Feminism and Folklore campaign, there were 51 participating language wikis.

Participants had mixed experience with participating in translation events, with some being
the first timers, experience with other group translation events for others, and repeat
participants.

Event Organization Context

Organizer and participant motivations

Motivations are detailed below, but in summary, there was clear alignment in the motivations
of organizers and participants.

e Fill a content gap - in number and diversity of article


https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Feminism_and_Folklore_2025
https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Wikimedia_CEE_Spring_2025
https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Wiki_Loves_Ramadan_2025
https://bn.wikipedia.org/wiki/%E0%A6%89%E0%A6%87%E0%A6%95%E0%A6%BF%E0%A6%AA%E0%A6%BF%E0%A6%A1%E0%A6%BF%E0%A6%AF%E0%A6%BC%E0%A6%BE:%E0%A6%85%E0%A6%AE%E0%A6%B0_%E0%A6%8F%E0%A6%95%E0%A7%81%E0%A6%B6%E0%A7%87_%E0%A6%A8%E0%A6%BF%E0%A6%AC%E0%A6%A8%E0%A7%8D%E0%A6%A7_%E0%A6%AA%E0%A7%8D%E0%A6%B0%E0%A6%A4%E0%A6%BF%E0%A6%AF%E0%A7%8B%E0%A6%97%E0%A6%BF%E0%A6%A4%E0%A6%BE_%E0%A7%A8%E0%A7%A6%E0%A7%A8%E0%A7%AB
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e Contribute to their language wiki
e Foster a sense of community

Participants had additional motivations in the form of:

e Prizes (monetary or Wiki swag)

e Encouragement and validation from senior editors
e Competitions as an alternative to contributions

e Mental health activity (details below)

Fill a content gap - in number and diversity of article: Organizers started or joined group
translation activities as a way to fill a content gap they observed in their wikis, both in terms
of number of articles as well as diversity of content. Similarly, these events allowed
participants to contribute to the expansion of their language wikis and their own knowledge,
and address a gap in cultural or gender representation.

“I thought, why don't we organize because there are so many articles. In Arabic Wikipedia
mostly, some are Bangla, and we have a lack of articles regarding this Ramadan Islamic
history. So I thought how we can make this gap fulfilled, then I started thinking to make a
global campaign.” - Bengali Language Event Organizer

Contribute to their language wiki: Organizers felt like they had a bigger impact than editing
as individuals. Even participants, as they grew more experienced joined campaigns as a way to
contribute to their wiki.

Foster a sense of community: Translation events were also a way to give back to their
community and by bringing people together for organizers. Participants also liked the
collective aspect of contributing to their language wiki along with other editors. It gave them a
sense of belonging.

“Although I studied English in university, I mostly identify as an indigenous language activist
and advocate. I feel I've gotten that space where I feel welcome and it aligns with what I want
to do. It resonates with my ambition.” - Igbo Language Event Organizer

“When I started off in the wiki movement, I was coming just for the vibes. But then along the
line, whether there's a prize attached or not, 1 just feel like this (contributing to Wikipedia) is
something that interests me and I want to work on it. So I just give it my time.” - Ghanaian
Pidgin Language Event Participant

Some participants liked the competitive nature of these events while a few viewed translation
as a mental health activity giving them inspiration, peace, and a boost in self-esteem. For
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those who felt like they didn’t get as much time to edit as they would have liked, participating
in competitions was a convenient way to ensure some contribution.

“Wikipedia, it helps to kind of relax. Also I get to know something more like new topics like
women traveled to expeditions like anthropologists or Egyptianists in the 19th century. So when
I know about such women who traveled all alone to foreign countries, I am like wow. It gives
me a fuel, energy to kind of think that everything is possible, basically.” - Ukrainian Language
Event Participant

Validation—such as encouragement from organizers to participate in the event or a recent
increase in user rights (e.g., being granted autopatroller status)—served as a motivating factor
for participation. Participants were also motivated by the prizes (whether monetary or Wiki
swag) and the potential of an increase in their article count. During in-person events, a day
was often too short for participants to create an original article, and translation gave them the
satisfaction of having created a full article in one day

Seeing or tracking the impact of their work wasn’t a distinct motivation for participants or
organizers. It was important for them to know that their contributions are making an impact
on the growth of a language and closing a content gap. However, this may be because the
study skewed towards more experienced editors. The newcomer was in fact motivated by the
page views for their translation. It could be that as editors gain experience, their motivation
becomes more intrinsic. A few participants irregularly checked their page views and edit
count, but most were unsure as to how to measure impact.

Event types

WikiProjects, Campaigns and Edit-a-thons/competitions/contests

Healthcare Translation Task Force started as a collaboration between WikiProjectMed and
Translators without Borders and now has their own workspace. WikiProjectMed is an
on-going translation activity that is focused on a single area (medical content) but the other
events in our study were campaigns or edit-a-thons. These collaborative translation events
had either one or both of the following goals:

e To create new articles
e To attract new editors

Depending on the goal, the organizers decided whether they wanted to organize a campaign
or a contest/edit-a-thon.

Campaigns were usually based on themes that cannot be addressed in one event; for example,
the gender gap in Wiki articles, or global themes that multiple wikis can contribute to.


https://pageviews.wmcloud.org/
https://xtools.wmcloud.org/ec
https://xtools.wmcloud.org/ec
https://mdwiki.org/wiki/WikiProjectMed:Translation_task_force
https://mdwiki.org/wiki/Wiki_Project_Med_Foundation
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Campaigns in our study were recurring annually and had language wiki edit-a-thons to keep
participants engaged.

Meanwhile, edit-a-thons were seen as a way to drive interest in campaigns because they kept
editors motivated with their short duration, funding for prizes, and community spirit. For the
same reasons, wikis also organized independent edit-a-thons. For example, Bengali
Wikipedia organized their essay writing competition because they wanted to appeal to new

editors and they’ve found edit-a-thons the best way to attract prospective editors.

Availability of funding and community support also determined the kind of activity, online
or in-person, and scale.

Online vs in-person activities

The organization of and participation in online or in-person activities depended on a few
criteria

e Experience of the participants: Online activities with beginners were considered
more difficult with low levels of article completion, difficulty in engaging and
technical problems (confusion in signing up to the correct wiki, difficulty in
understanding syntax).

e Location of participants: If the editors were more spread out/international, then the
event was online. Organizers also found it easier to attract participants if it was an
online event, making it more accessible to participants with busy schedules,or living
in rural areas. In cases such as Ukrainian wiki, online was the default option due to the
on-going war, but if needed they supplemented with an in-person edit-a-thon.

e Availability of funding: In-person activities required funding (for resources,
refreshments, etc) so if organizers decided on an in-person event, a few wikis capped
the number of participants.

¢ Community engagement goal: In-person events were considered best for engaging
with other editors and building community spirit so local chapters meetups, or events
specifically for newcomers, were often conducted in-person if possible. Participants
also appreciated the social aspect of these events and even those who attended mostly
online events expressed interest in participating in in-person events.

e Internet accessibility: In some regions, low access to the internet meant that higher
participation in offline events where internet was a guarantee.

Support for organizers

Organizing events required a lot of support and in general, roles and responsibilities were
well-defined to avoid confusion and duplication of effort and to ensure that the organizing


https://bn.wikipedia.org/wiki/%E0%A6%89%E0%A6%87%E0%A6%95%E0%A6%BF%E0%A6%AA%E0%A6%BF%E0%A6%A1%E0%A6%BF%E0%A6%AF%E0%A6%BC%E0%A6%BE:%E0%A6%85%E0%A6%AE%E0%A6%B0_%E0%A6%8F%E0%A6%95%E0%A7%81%E0%A6%B6%E0%A7%87_%E0%A6%A8%E0%A6%BF%E0%A6%AC%E0%A6%A8%E0%A7%8D%E0%A6%A7_%E0%A6%AA%E0%A7%8D%E0%A6%B0%E0%A6%A4%E0%A6%BF%E0%A6%AF%E0%A7%8B%E0%A6%97%E0%A6%BF%E0%A6%A4%E0%A6%BE_%E0%A7%A8%E0%A7%A6%E0%A7%A8%E0%A7%AB/%E0%A6%95%E0%A7%80%E0%A6%AD%E0%A6%BE%E0%A6%AC%E0%A7%87_%E0%A6%85%E0%A6%A8%E0%A7%81%E0%A6%AC%E0%A6%BE%E0%A6%A6_%E0%A6%95%E0%A6%B0%E0%A6%AC%E0%A7%87%E0%A6%A8
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committee received the support they needed. Organizers, especially from smaller wikis, were
often demotivated.

Paid staff: If a wiki had paid staff along with volunteers, the responsibilities were
automatically assigned because some staff had specific roles such as a translation coordinator
or program coordinator.

Volunteers: In other cases, volunteers signed up for tasks depending on their skills and
expertise. For example, an admin chose tasks that no one else wanted like grant writing or
writing the rules for contests. As learnt during staff interviews, smaller events had a tight-knit
team and editors often took on multiple roles. To avoid editor burnout and improve
coordination between editors, which could be a challenge for organizers from smaller-sized
wikis, editors often joined forces with other small wikis or formed a permanent

organizational committee.

Some of the roles noted were tech developers (to provide support around tools),
communication and design, partnerships and outreach, and fundraising.

International vs local language team responsibilities: In the case of global campaigns, there
was an international team that provided the framework by setting up the theme, event page,
rules for participation including defining guidelines for a completed article, guidelines for
participants and local organizers, suggestions for tools, possibly creating an article list,
submission reviews, and reporting results. The local language wiki organizers could choose to
what extent they would like to follow the processes and tools suggested by the international
team. The larger, global campaigns started as single wiki edit-a-thons that later expanded to
global events because their organizers wanted to have a bigger impact.

e Wikil.ovesRamadan - started as a Bengali wiki editathon in 2019, adopted
WikiLovesRamadan, and organized their first global campaign this year
e Feminism and Folklore - started as WikiLovesWomen in India, later expanded to

South Asia. Since there was an existing campaign in the African region, they instead
had a Wikipedia edition of Wikilovesfolklore in 2020 and added feminism in the year
2021.

e CEE Spring started as an idea at a CEE conference and now spans multiple wikis
across the CEE region

Event Organization Activities

Identifying content to be translated

The organizers that participated in this study organized annual recurring events. So while the
theme of the campaign or edit-a-thon didn’t change, the organizers considered collaboration


https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Bangla_WikiConnect
https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Wiki_Loves_Ramadan_2025
https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Feminism_and_Folklore
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Commons:Wiki_Loves_Folklore
https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Wikimedia_CEE_Spring_2025
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with other language wikis or WikiProjects like Wikidata, WikiCommons, etc. When it came to
identifying the content to be translated, there were two considerations: how much of the
source content should be translated and what the theme would be.

Tasks:

How much to translate: For the Healthcare Translation Task Force, the organizers decided to
translate only the leads of articles. This was because it was time consuming to verify the
accuracy and translate long articles, and certain participating wikis didn’t want the burden of
maintaining long articles. It also helped make translation easier for newcomers if they didn’t
have to translate the whole article. All other events in this study required translation of the
full article. Especially if it was a contest, there was a requirement of a certain number of bytes
per article.

What to translate: The content gap observed by organizers also determined the theme of the
activity. Event organizers mostly identified missing content in their language wikis as a
starting point and finding inspiration in:

e Campaign theme that they had been following for multiple years (Feminism and
Folklore).

e Partnering with organisations that had overlapping interests. For example, the
Healthcare Task Force partnered with WHO and hence had articles on essential
medicine. Or Albanian Wikipedia conducted an edit-a-thon with an organisation that
focuses on women.

e Current events, holidays or significant days such International Mother Tongue Day

e Global goals such as UN’s Sustainable Development Goals, or statistics such as the
gender gap on Wikipedias

e Existing lists such as the Good Articles list or 100 notable people from ‘X’ country on
Google

e Proposals from the community or participants. Participants could also suggest articles
or categories on the event discussion page. WikiLovesRamadan had run a community
survey where the organizer had asked about possible topics.

e For offline events at universities, the professors assisted with identifying topics or
organizers reviewed coursework for inspiration.

Tools used:

e PetScan to find articles and categories
e Article List Generator as an alternative to PetScan

e Pageviews to see page views for each article and rank them
e List-Building Tool to identify content and build lists
e  Wiki query to identify missing content in their Wikipedia


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Category:Good_articles
https://petscan.wmcloud.org/
https://tools.wikilovesfolklore.org/fnf/
https://pageviews.wmcloud.org/
https://list-building.toolforge.org/
https://uk.wikipedia.org/?curid=5402250
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e Humaniki for tracking the gender gap

PetScan was a popular tool amongst editors because they could get very specific with their
requirements. For example, they specified the size of the English wiki page (in bytes) so that
participants didn’t create a very short or an incomplete article. However, PetScan was also
perceived as a complicated tool that only more experienced editors were able to use. For
certain campaigns, the international team had to assist with finding articles on PetScan. To
ease this burden and to provide flexibility and autonomy to the local language wikis, the
international team of Feminism and Folklore built their own tool - Article List Generator.

PetScan also didn’t provide the users with a way to prioritize or rank articles, so a few
organizers also used Pageviews to rank the popularity of articles so that they can include the
most popular articles in their list.

Painpoints in identifying content to be translated:

e Using multiple tools since one tool doesn’t enable organizers to narrow down a topic,
identify missing content to be translated, and create a list.

e Editors of smaller wikis didn’t use any tools because most of the articles generated by
the tool didn’t exist. They instead checked article categories manually for articles they
believed should be added.

e Translations required source articles, preferably in English since they have
well-written and referenced articles, which sometimes didn’t exist for certain niche
topics. This was one of the reasons editors of smaller wikis stopped using tools and
built lists manually.

Creating a list of articles to be translated

All organizers created article lists for their participants, mainly to help them find articles to
translate. This worked out well, as most participants didn’t keep a list of their own—they
would’ve had to constantly update it whenever someone translated an article from it.
Newcomers struggled with choosing an article to translate or knowing what is a good article to
translate, so this was beneficial to them. Some organizers believed it was their responsibility
to create a list of articles for their participants that would help them find good quality source
articles for translation. While others wanted their participants to be more independent,
especially in the case of the international-local organizer relationship where the international
team just provided the theme. In either case, participants were free to suggest articles if they
didn’t find an article to translate or if the list was exhausted.

Tasks:

After identifying missing articles, editors had the hard task of creating and curating a list.
They had to check each source article to ensure that they were sufficiently long (since most
edit-a-thons had an article length requirement), with references and wiki links in place, no


https://humaniki.wmcloud.org/gender-by-language
https://tools.wikilovesfolklore.org/fnf/
https://pageviews.wmcloud.org/
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advertising, and neutral point of view. This was done collaboratively with other event
organizers (if any).

“So you have to prepare well in advance to come up with a decent list and have to engage with
that content quite a bit to bring it to the level where you feel good about sharing it for
translation.” - Albanian Language Event Organizer

Tools used:

e On Wikipedia:

o Tagging an article for translation so that it reflected in the content translation
tool. Except for the organizers of CEE Spring and WikiLovesRamadan,
organizers weren’t aware that they could add their list to the CX tool.

o Listing on the meta project page; the List-Building Tool and Article List
Generator made it easy to copy and paste the list.

o Re-purposing lists, either updating lists for the same event, or reusing the list
for another campaign

e Article List Generator that directly linked the list to the content translation tool
e On Etherpad, notepad, Google documents
e  On Outreach Dashboard

Painpoints with list-building:

e Manually checking each article to ensure it’s good quality, with sources, well-written,
and an encyclopaedic topic is a time-consuming task for organizers

¢ Difficulty in coordinating with multiple editors contributing to a single list led to
usage of Google docs

e International campaigns were difficult for smaller wikis because they had to not only
find but also improve articles to bring them to the level of being worthy of translation
in multiple languages. In certain instances, local language editors asked their
community to create articles that could be used in the competition.

Sharing their article list outside of events

Organizers thought making their list open to other communities was in-keeping with
Wikipedia’s value. In fact the organizers of WikiLovesRamadan and CEE Spring had shared
their list on the Content Translation tool. It would enable editors to contribute to topics that
the organizers deem significant (important topics, missing articles, articles in need of
improvement). When it came to specific campaigns, this would also make it easy for
participants to find articles to translate directly via the content translation tool.


https://list-building.toolforge.org/
https://tools.wikilovesfolklore.org/fnf/
https://tools.wikilovesfolklore.org/fnf/
https://etherpad.wikimedia.org/p/Arkitektura
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Concerns about sharing article lists outside of events:

e Concerned about how to track participant entries in a contest if they use a publicly
accessible list

e Concerned that they might be spamming non-participants because their campaign
has multiple lists (for example WikiLovesRamadan)

e Concerned that editors who see the list outside the context of the campaign or
edit-a-thon may get confused about how they can participate. For example, CEE
Spring is not the most straightforward campaign

Publicising the event

The most popular ways to publicize an event were via central notice banner, village pump,
and social media.

e Most organizers used their wikis’ social media accounts (Facebook, Instagram,
WhatsApp, Telegram), central notice banner, email, and the village pump to publicise
their event.

e Forin-person events, organizers also used press releases or partnerships with local
communities and universities who publicised the event.

e Participants also spread the word, especially for smaller, localised events.

e For online events, previous participants were familiar with recurring campaigns and
reminders via social media or talk pages were sufficient.

e Sometimes organizers also wrote blogs about these events as a way to document the
event, or share their or participant experiences and the blogs became a way to
publicise the event.

e Participants of the Healthcare Translation Task Force were invited by the organizer to
contribute, either because they were a part of a translation organization or because
they were already contributing to Wikipedia.

e Participants also learnt about the event via the watchlist where you can see all future
events.

Tools used:

e Invitation list tool to reach out to previous participants Wikipedia mailing lists
e Categories in the infobox to make a list of users

e Mailman and mass message

e User groups’ discussion page and user talk page messages
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Signing up and onboarding

With the exception of the WikiProject that required participants to log in and not sign up,
most of the organizers asked their participants to sign up on the project page or the event
registration tool.

Participants were provided with instructions and rules on the project page to ensure that they
had all the information they needed to participate. Some events had a launch call as well.
Since most participants were experienced editors and/or repeat participants, they didn't need
any support. If they or newcomers had questions, they could contact the organizers via the
discussion page or the WhatsApp or Telegram groups.

Tasks:

e Signing up on the project page

e Registering via the event registration tool

e For offline events, signing up via Google Forms, or Etherpad

e Attending a launch call to know more about the event, about the Foundation, rules,
and the points system.

Tools used:

e Project page, which enabled organizers to see the names of the participants reflected
on the project page for a cross verification.

e Event registration tool, which enabled direct linking to the outreach dashboard and
tracking of participants contributions

e Google form and Etherpad for signing up during offline events or the participating
school/university managed those logistics

e Outreach Dashboard for signing up and statistics on the participants

Painpoints in signing up and onboarding:

e Newcomers require hand holding which takes up organizer time

e No one unified way that is used across different events in a campaign; it depends on
the organizer

e [P block on English Wikipedia during events causes a lot of last-minute organizer
tasks such as manually adding participants to the outreach dashboard or creating
workaround for this challenge

Selecting content for translation

Participants simply selected an article from the list based on what piqued their interest and if
nothing interested them, most events allowed participants to source their own articles.


https://etherpad.wikimedia.org/p/Arkitektura
https://etherpad.wikimedia.org/p/Arkitektura
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Tasks:

o Select from The Healthcare Translation Task Force’s translation dashboard, where
participants could select the article of their choice from a list of missing articles in
their language wiki.

e Sign their name against the chosen article from the article list on the project page,
and there was a limit on how many articles participants could sign up to translate at a
time.

e Select an article from a list for translation, no “claiming” of article needed

e Select from a tabular list with the article availability in various languages highlighting
the missing content with a minus ‘-’ sign.

e Source an article in the scenario where there is no list, list is exhausted, or participant
wasn’t interested in any article on the list.

Additionally, organizers were aware that the Content Translation tool wouldn’t show a
selected article to another participant and weren’t worried about duplication of effort.

Selection of the article was at random unless the participant was prioritizing based on
importance of content. For example, a Taiwanese group of editors had decided to work on
translation of content on essential medicines before moving on to other topics. Or
participants who spoke multiple languages searched for the most informative source article.

Translating articles

Translation in these events always began with the source article. The languages for source
articles were popular languages such as typically English, but also French, German, Spanish,
based on what participants were likely to be familiar with and quality of source article.
Participants were also allowed to translate from other languages that they were familiar with.

Tasks:

e Check if the selected article has already been translated. Most participants checked
this via the list of languages at the top of the article. Some campaigns automatically
displayed the languages the article was translated into by linking to wikidata,
eliminating the need for this search.

e Translate from preferred language. Though participants were given the choice of
creating new articles, this could be via translation or from scratch, all preferred to
translate existing articles

e A few even chose the amount of content to translate. If they felt like the entire article
was not relevant, they translated the most important sections which were most
frequently the lead (for the Healthcare Translation Task Force) or sections such as
early life, education, career that could be referenced and improved on easily.
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o A few improved existing articles by adding missing content if they felt the article
needed it but this was done later and outside of CX.

e Participants rarely examined the references being used and/or searched for
references in the target language unless they were adding content to the translation.

Most events had the Content Translation tool linked to the event but it was left to the
individual participants if they wanted to use another tool. All participants in the study used
the Content Translation tool because it was convenient, integrated into the wiki, and took
away most of the work of formatting the article. Few organizers also gave the option to
manually translate. For example, the tool used by Feminism and Folklore gives users the
option to create an article without translation OR translate an article.

Participants in general were in favor of using Al in general, machine translation more
specifically, and appreciated that the tool saved time and used it as a starting step to creating
articles. Participants who used their mobile phone for translation preferred to use content
translation in desktop mode so that they could see the full article. Since they tend to be new
editors and unfamiliar with the tool, a few organizers were worried that they might publish
the article after translating just one section and endorsed usage of the desktop mode as well.
Participants who didn’t need to see the whole article used Section Translation. For example, a
participant preferred SX to translate English into Ghanaian Pidgin because the large amount
of edits needed were easier to do in pieces than the entire paragraph.

Tools used:

e Content Translation or Section Translation tool with the translation engine
preference left up to the participant as long as participants edited the translation to
ensure the translation is accurate, sounds natural and not mechanical.

Most used Google Translate.
MinT was believed to create poor translations with respect to the wiki text.
Yandex has Russian origins so a few users preferred to not use it
Copy and pasted translations from DeepL, which had better translations than
Google Translate and used CX for formatting and adding references
o wiki2bangla - for better translations since it copied the syntax as well. The
participant usually changed the sentence if necessary but otherwise just
copied the text into the CX tool.
ReFill to fill in references
o Participants used multiple dictionaries and ChatGPT to find more apt words
for translated content

o O O O

Participant pain points with translation tool:

e The CX tool blocked publishing despite quality translations, unless participants
modified the text which was very frustrating.


https://tools.wikilovesfolklore.org/fnf/
https://www.deepl.com/
https://app.aiprm.com/gpts/g-6751d03acde0819193f04b70e6063b13/wiki2banglagpt
https://refill.toolforge.org/ng/
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“It (CX tool) says that the text is around 99.99% unchanged machine translation. They
(participants) are forced to introduce changes in the text for the sake of it, although
everything seems well translated, to bypass this filter. ” - Albanian Language Event
Organizer

e The translation, especially the article title, had to be checked for accuracy. Translation
also sounded very mechanical, used archaic terminology, or had grammatical errors
and participants had to edit to make it more natural or ‘human’. Also languages, other
than English, didn’t translate very well which was a challenge in a campaign like CEE
Spring and the Healthcare Translation Task Force that translated from multiple
languages.

e Every wiki had its own formatting style, for example spacing between references,
stating the language of the reference, and this had to be adjusted in every translation
manually. Participants, especially newcomers, may be unaware of these rules. This
was frustrating because they assumed the tool would do all the work, leaving them to
only review the translation.

e New editors were unaware that the info box template had to be added, that it didn’t
automatically get translated. Additionally, the error displayed didn’t provide enough
context to the participants, just that the template is missing, not how to proceed.
Organizers perceived it to be demotivating for newcomers to start with a piece of
content that can’t be translated and needs additional, manual effort.

e Participants didn’t realise that there are some aspects of the translation that they don’t
need to work on. For example, references and external links don’t need to be
translated.

e A few participants feared that translation will erase earlier article, if it existed

Organizer pain points with translation tool:

e Organizers also struggled with participants who were excited to work on the tool but
abandoned articles if they turned out to be too difficult or long. Or participants forgot
that they have chosen an article or kept it in draft which resulted in no one else being
able to work on that article.

e Newcomers who used SX got confused by sentence-by-sentence translation and often
published prematurely. In order to ensure that they translate the entire article,
organizers recommended they use CX instead and in desktop mode.

Submitting and tracking articles

Tasks:

e In the case of CEE Spring, participants used a template on the talk page of the article
that was counted by a bot.
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e Once participants translated an article, the article got either automatically uploaded
or they had to upload it to a tool.
e Participants also used the tool to check the status of their articles and points received.

Tools used:

e Outreach dashboard if the organizer was using it in the event

e Template on talk page which organizers like because it was a bot so there was no
human influence.

e Fountain (but moving to checkmate)

e Campuswiz

e Bots

o [WikiProject specific] Leaderboard that gave the participants a way to see their impact
and for the organizer to track impact as well. They also used a coordinator tool that
shows a new article as soon as it goes live.

Pain point with tools used for tracking articles:

e Fountain couldn't identify whether the submission was a new or expanded article and
hence organizers didn’t have access to statistics like how many articles were expanded,
how many articles were improved or how many articles were newly created

e Fountain counted bytes on the basis of the English language which is about one byte
for one word, but this isn’t true for all languages. This was a challenge for organizing
when counting article bytes for competitions.

e A few organizers believed that Fountain crashed or ran very slowly making it
unsuitable for large campaigns.

e Organizers were unable to send feedback to participants while reviewing on Fountain.

e Outreach Dashboard tracked all contributions during a specific period which made it
difficult to find articles created for a specific campaign.

e If an event used the CX tool and the Outreach Dashboard for tracking, there was no
visibility on the status of translation until the article showed up on the dashboard. So
if a participant was struggling, the organizer didn’t know.

Reviewing articles

With WikiProjects, since it was an ongoing activity and there were no points, the organizer
relied on the peer review process of the language Wiki and intervened only if there were
concerns raised by editors of that wiki. In all events, there was a jury whose role is to review
articles translated during the course of that event. These were editors who were well-versed in
that language. They reviewed and awarded points and/or provided feedback if the article
required improvement. Also, usually community editors would also review the article, even if
it was created as a part of an edit-a-thon or campaign. No organizer reported any challenges
with reviewing articles, especially at scale but we can assume there must be a bottleneck
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which may affect the quality of review. This may also affect patroller actions after the articles
show up on the language wiki and any deletion of articles or stringent communication at this
stage demotivates newcomers.

The rules included a definition of a “completed” or “good quality” which included:

e Technically correct without errors

e Machine translation has to be edited.

e Quality over quantity

e Conforms to all Wikipedia rules

e Meet all the formatting and referencing criteria

The tool used for reviewing was the same used for tracking articles. If it was an offline event
with a university, the course professor was also involved in reviewing the articles while
Wikipedians would just check the syntax. Fountain was a popular tool for reviewing and
awarding points. However, a few organizers that struggled with Fountain were planning to
move to Checkmate. This was mainly because Fountain didn’t notify participants about
feedback whereas Checkmate sent feedback to the participants' talk page and they would
receive a notification about it.

Tools used:

e Fountain

e CampWiz
e Outreach Dashboard
e Bots

Pain point with tools used for reviewing articles:

e The international team needed to ensure that the local events were using the
suggested tools for tracking campaigns (templates on talk page, Outreach Dashboard)
otherwise the international team couldn’t review participant submissions and/or
award prizes.

Reporting on the event

All organizers had to create reports after the event as a term of the grants they had received.
The Healthcare Translation Task Force had to provide yearly report to the Foundation as well
as monthly report to translation partners. Other organizers had to report the metrics or
statistics. Statistics included the impact of the project, new users, number of participants,
number of articles, expanded vs new articles, community feedback, challenges faced, etc.
These reports were published on the meta page as well. If the event was a part of an


https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Grants:Programs/Wikimedia_Community_Fund/Rapid_Fund/Bangla_Wikibooks_and_Wiktionary_writing_contest_2024_(ID:_22472684)/Final_Report

Collaborative Translation Research Report 21

international campaign, once the event was over the organizers sent the results to the
international organizers to tabulate.

Tasks:

e Create a report with metrics to be reported typically impact of the project, new users,
number of participants, number of articles, expanded vs new articles, community
feedback, challenges faced

Tools used:

e Google Sheets for tracking results from multiple countries
e Flux for publishing the report.

Painpoints in reporting:

e The major challenge with reporting was that in longer campaigns, reporting took a
long time and so releasing funds for prizes could often get delayed.

Increase impact by supporting newcomers

Organizers believed that translation was an easier activity for newcomers as an entry point to
Wikipedia since they didn’t have to collect sources and didn’t need a high level of computer
literacy to use the content translation tool. One organizer offered the unique opinion that
making translation easier for newcomers freed up time for experienced editors to create
articles. However, while the content translation tool made it easier for newcomers to translate,
there were challenges in usage which have been highlighted here in this report.

Organizers took considerable efforts to provide support for new editors because they didn't
want newcomers to get demotivated. For example, Healthcare Translation Task Force
newcomers tended to be language experts but unfamiliar with Wikipedia and hence got
pulled up by other editors over syntax issues.

Also, organizers didn’t want abandoned articles cluttering their wikis, which other editors
didn’t appreciate either, and encouraged participants to complete what they had started
working on. Organizers ensured that the participants were logged in and on the right wiki,
and informed them that they had to edit the machine translation.

Tools used:

e Specific roles like translation coordinators, trainers and technical coordinators to
assist newcomers

e In offline events, organizers encouraged participants to get a sign off from them
before the event ended

e Emails or Google Meet/Zoom calls
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e Support via WhatsApp group and, Telegram from organizers as well as other
community members

e Screen recording, using mobile, because participants were using mobile or a video of
the rules.

e Online office hours with school/university classes because the faculty wasn’t technical
so the wiki editors only provide support

e International organizers provided participant and organizer guide on the project page
which had videos on creating accounts, editing, adding links, etc. They also had office
hours for organizers who in turn put the info on their local pages.

e WikiProject specific: Coordinator tools that enabled them to supervise the translation
and assist new editors before any editors reached out to them.

e WikiProject specific: Bots to change the formatting for references based on the

language.
Increase impact by keeping participants engaged
Organizers employed various mechanisms to engage participants in the events.

e Understanding that it’s difficult for participants to stay motivated in a lengthy event,
organizers tried to keep shorter, more frequent events. CEE Spring highlights
different countries every week since the event is so long.

e Most organizers had relaxed rules around sticking to the provided article list and
allowed participants to choose their own articles if nothing from the list appealed to
them (as long as it was on theme).

e Various tiers of awards, typically monetary, or barnstars

e Top contributors every week instead of at the end of the event to keep participants
inspired.

e Refreshments at in-person events which were very popular at the events that took
place in a university. For some language wikis, internet support was very important.

e Engagement by the communication team on various channels reminding that
participants can still sign up and participate or encouraging participants by informing
them about the number of edits completed so far.

e Even generating an article list is a way to keep participants engaged, especially
newcomers who find it difficult to decide on an article to translate.

e Special support for newcomers on various platforms as organizers were aware that
learning to edit is a challenge

e Allowing participants autonomy around usage of translation tools as long as they
made edits to the article


https://bn.wikipedia.org/wiki/%E0%A6%89%E0%A6%87%E0%A6%95%E0%A6%BF%E0%A6%AA%E0%A6%BF%E0%A6%A1%E0%A6%BF%E0%A6%AF%E0%A6%BC%E0%A6%BE:%E0%A6%85%E0%A6%AE%E0%A6%B0_%E0%A6%8F%E0%A6%95%E0%A7%81%E0%A6%B6%E0%A7%87_%E0%A6%A8%E0%A6%BF%E0%A6%AC%E0%A6%A8%E0%A7%8D%E0%A6%A7_%E0%A6%AA%E0%A7%8D%E0%A6%B0%E0%A6%A4%E0%A6%BF%E0%A6%AF%E0%A7%8B%E0%A6%97%E0%A6%BF%E0%A6%A4%E0%A6%BE_%E0%A7%A8%E0%A7%A6%E0%A7%A8%E0%A7%AB
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Post event engagement

Organizer tasks:

Organizers started reviewing articles, with international organizers conducting
random checks to ensure that the jury process was smooth or resolve any complaints
from the participants.

The organizers also started to work on the reporting of the event and disbursement of
prizes. A few organizers also worked on the articles translated during the event -
fixing the errors, or categorizing the articles as stubs so that they could work on them
in another event if they wanted.

Mostly, organizers didn’t monitor articles after the event. This was because they had
already evaluated the articles and didn’t see the need and also they wanted to move
onto creating new articles. Also, there was typically a lot of automatic editing
undertaken by different bots as a part of the regular maintenance efforts.

After the activity was over, organizers also started planning for next year's event.
Encouraged participants to stay in the WhatsApp or Telegram groups and continued
engagement. These groups provided support to new editors for their editing
challenges post event, and an avenue for discussions.

Organizers also asked for feedback or suggestions from their participants and
similarly, the international also sent a survey to local organizers and active
participants for feedback.

Organizers sent invitations to future events via WA, Telegram, or social media or talk

page.

Participant tasks:

The article list was still available after the event so the organizers left it up to the
participants. Participants rarely continued to translate articles on the list, preferring to
return to their patrolling and administrative duties, unless there was an event later to
improve previously translated articles. Smaller wikis also lacked editors to continue
this work.

Participants rarely went back to review or update previously translated articles.

Some participants instead had a watchlist to keep an eye on and ensured that the
content had not been changed or vandalised.

Tools used:

Social media, especially WhatsApp and Telegram
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Recommendations

Looking at the organizer and participant experiences, there were certain activities that show

potential for interventions, some outside the scope of the content translation tool.

Two common experiences were the lack of interaction with the article post translation and
rarely measuring or tracking impact of their activities.

Both participants and organizers rarely interacted with the article content post
translation. In a few cases, there were some article improvement campaigns or they
added articles to their watchlist if they were really interested in the topic. This lack of
interaction is an opportunity to remind them to check or update previously translated
content so that articles remain updated.

As mentioned earlier, there was an interest in understanding and tracking the impact
of their contributions but a lack of awareness as to how to go about it. Organizers
sometimes checked impact, for example by tracking the gender gap, and participants
by checking their page views and edit count. Since this study skewed towards
experienced editors, it's possible that their motivations are more intrinsic but there is
scope to explore this further.

Recommendations for organizers experience

Since curation is a challenging task for organizers, they would benefit from some
assistance, whether it’s working collaboratively on a list or helping to evaluate source
articles.

Organizers' have concerns about abandoned articles that stay in the participants’
drafts folder. Could some sort of indication be given to participants to remind them
to either complete the translation or relinquish the article.

Some offline events required sign-off from the organizer on the articles to ensure that
it was well-translated. How could this be replicated online to reduce burden on the
jury and patrollers and avoid mistaken deletion of content?

While this study didn’t find any examples of participants working collaboratively on
the translation of an article, Project Med is working on a functionality to give credit to
multiple translators. It may be worthwhile to keep on any such need arising in
language wikis.

Recommendations for participants experience

One of the concerns around making the article list publicly accessible on the CX tool
was about any editors mistakenly participating in an event, campaign/competition
lists could be segregated until the event runs its course.
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e Arequest from organizers was assistance for participants on info box templates for
the language they’re translating into. If there’s a way to automate it or possibly give
some more context to the issue raised. It was the same for any content that was not
being translated. together in an article. This didn’t arise from this research, it could be
something to watch out for.

e There are requests to integrate models such as DeepL that could potentially improve
translations.

e Organizers recommend newcomers to start editing in desktop mode when on their
mobile. This is to counteract the tendency of newcomers to publish prematurely. This
suggests that newcomers don’t pay sufficient attention to the warnings issued by the
tool on modifying the translation or even if they modify the content, they’re not
aware that they haven’t completed translating the article. Newcomers may not be
aware that their article is incomplete and has been added to the tracking category for
the community to review and may not get published. There needs to be some
reinforcement of these warnings to notify the participants of the consequences of
prematurely publishing.
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