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Abstract

This article deals with terminological variability and usage inconsistency in software localization pro-
jects. The theoretical part of the article aims to compare local and international studies discussing the
processes of globalization, internalization, localization, and translation, and it primarily discusses
theoretical knowledge about terminological variability and inconsistency connected with the new
phenomena of corporate language and corporate identity and their enforcement by software compa-
nies. The empirical part of the article presents research covering the terminology databases of three
software companies (Microsoft, Google, and Apple) and the isolation of variable terms. Based on a
survey of 376 respondents, this article tries to determine users’ preferences of variable terms when put
in context. It also tries to highlight variability in software terminology, determine its impact on local-

ization, and explain its presence in terminology databases and the glossaries of software companies.

Keywords: terminological variability, inconsistency, software terminology, terminology databases,
terminology

Introduction

The digital revolution at the turn of the 1970s and 1980s significantly changed several
aspects of human life, including the form of texts and their distribution, transmission,
and reception. It was precisely in connection with its dissemination through translation
and interpretation that pragmatism has gradually come to the fore; translation studies
naturally responded to this by moving away from the study of the primary linguistic
aspect of texts and inclining toward “the dominance of purpose, differentiation of texts,

and intercultural aspects” (Rak$dnyiovd 2014). This change and the higher demand for

28


mailto:cholevova.veronika@gmail.com

Litvikovd, Veronika. 2022. Terminological Variability in Localization Projects. In: LION Journal. 1(1):
pp. 29-64.

dissemination of text in the form and accompaniment of audio and graphic content is
linked to the processes of globalization, internationalization, localization, and transla-
tion, and, in the context of localization, specifically with multinational companies pro-
ducing digital content and software. The aim of this article is to point out the existing
variability in software terminology and the preferences of software users regarding spe-
cific terms and their application which is related to the need for localization to work in
translations with current and correct terminology, which meets not only the naming

function but also the needs of the user.

The first part of this article deals with the theoretical foundations of globalization, in-
ternationalization, localization, and translation processes in order to point out their in-
terconnection and more specifically the position of translation within localization. Sub-
sequently, it focuses on the role of terminological culture, terminological literacy, and
socioterminology in localization and their impact on the terminological side of transla-
tion, i.e., the intersection of GILT processes, terminology, and the recipients of localized
text. Using the example of Microsoft, there is a close look at the form of existing termi-
nology databases, their meaning, and the very process of terminology management;
there is a consistency of databases, an occurrence of variable terms, and a level of cus-
tomization for users (linguists). The article also analyzes the concept of translators’ ter-
minological competence, which, in the Slovak and Polish translation environment, is
not defined separately but is rather part of other translation competences (Sikora 2014;
Stefkova 2018). Finally, the article presents the theoretical aspect of the initial problem
on which it focused, namely the problem of terminological inconsistency and variabil-
ity, which in software localization is ultimately linked to the existence of corporate lan-
guage, i.e., “regulation of language in a corporate context” (Sanden 2015, 1097) and
companies’ effort to use language as a tool to differentiate themselves from the compe-
tition, which also affects the existence, quality, and the way translators use the termi-
nology databases of these companies, given that translation and interpretation are in-
fluenced by company rules. The theoretical background of the article concludes with
the issue of terminographic work and the need to create a unified terminology database
in software in order to simplify and speed up the work of linguists.

The second part of the article analyzes the variability of the terminology of software
companies. There is an occurrence of the same terms in different databases. It is worth-
while noting whether their definitions match or name other software elements. Indeed,
there are meaning nuances in variable terms and subsequently in the preference for

specific terms among ordinary users when looking at the most common and well-
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known terms used by Apple, Google, and Microsoft. The article analyzes the possible
causes of a preference or rejection of individual variants by users who participated in a
survey, taking into account the characteristics of the terms, their possible application
in the context, and the software element they name. Based on this information, the ar-
ticle evaluates which terminology database is the most natural for users, it compares
the results from the survey regarding the theoretical information on variable terms, and
it takes a specific stand on the causes of the development of variable terms, their mean-
ing, and their impact on localization and the user.

1 Globalization, internationalization, localization, and
translation

The process of globalization is linked to an introduction of products on the global mar-
ket. In the 1990s, the Localization Industry Standards Association (LISA) was estab-
lished in Switzerland, enabling expanding companies to deal with several problems as-
sociated with globalization. In 2011 it was followed up by the Globalization and
Localization Association (GALA). In marketing terms, globalization can be defined as
“the transformation of business and processes to support customers around the world,
in whatever language, country, or culture they require” (Lommel 2007, 1). GALA (ibid.)
describes globalization as a process at a global level which clearly shows the importance
of language in the introduction of products on the global market; attention is drawn to
the customer and to the need to meet their specific cultural and linguistic requirements
(Kabdt 2021a).

The process of internationalization, which is often confused with globalization, is im-
portant for localized products. Internationalization is focused on the technical side of
modifying the product so that it can be localized. This means modifying various ele-
ments “such as international character sets, keyboard layouts, date and time formats,
and currencies” (Esselink 2000). Esselink (2000) mentions the need to avoid the use of

jargon, slang, and specific references to culture in technical documentation.

Trade-oriented globalization and the internationalization of the technical side of the
productis followed by the localization process, which often automatically mentions the
fourth GILT process and thus translation. Localization as a process is closely related to
translation, but primarily it is a process of adapting the content to the needs of the re-
cipient, i.e., adapting the appearance, color spectrum, and other locality-specific ele-

ments. LISA defines localization as “the process of modifying products or services to
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account for differences in distinct markets” (Lommel 2007). This means that in the pro-
cess we face three main categories of problems (linguistic, content-cultural, and tech-
nical) (Lommel 2007).

The position of translation within localization is still not clearly defined. O’Hagan
places translation “as the core of both localization and globalization,” arguing that
“from the point of view of traditional translation, localization was initially considered
an extension of software engineering. Now it is treated as a new form of translation”
(O’Hagan 2006, 39). Drouin, on the other hand, perceives translation and localization
as “parallel domains” that complement each other; according to him, translators in the
localization process “have to pay special attention to the consistency of terminology,
phraseology, style, etc. between very different products” (Drouin 2006, 50). Based on
these statements, as well as experience, one cannot deny the importance and signifi-
cance of translation in the whole process of globalization (not just localization), be-
cause its success depends largely on successfully implementing software in the target
market, in which quality translation also plays an important role. Having said that, lo-
calization as such “has not brought conceptual changes to translation but has instead
broadened the concept whereby traditional translation skills must now be combined
with technical ability” (Mullamaa and Pifieiro 2006, 61).

2 Terminological culture, literacy, and socioterminology

The media boom that occurred in the second half of the twentieth century also had a
significant impact on the formation of terminology. Until then, terminological work —
i.e., the creation and verification of terms, the processing of terminology into graphic
form, and the care of terminological culture and terminological literacy (Masdr 1986) —
were primarily dealt with by linguists. In this period, however, many completely new
concepts began to emerge which required Slovak counterparts to meet the needs of
software and hardware users (not only experts in a particular scientific field, as used to
be customary) and form the basic prerequisites of established software terminology in

the Slovak environment.

The current situation is comparatively dynamic, so the cultivation of terminological
culture seems to be a difficult task. Stoffa defines it as “an adequate use of terms in ac-
cordance with the rules and system of grammatically correct language, scientific or
technical style, professional, national and international standards and customs of the

professional community” (2008, 170). He acknowledges that when designing and
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assessing the appropriateness of a term, we must also consider “the processes of deep-

ening international cooperation, integration and globalisation” (Stoffa 2008, 171).

In terms of terminological literacy, Stoffa says that it is “the ability of the user of the
term to use the correct terms and solve terminological problems of their field” (2008,
168), which directly applies to translators and is an essential quality. The cultivation of
terminological culture is more challenging and depends on the entire community of
professional language users, but several of its manifestations, such as the creation of
professional glossaries and the use of the same terms to name the same ideas, are also
applied at many levels of the localization process.

In the context of the relationship between language (or terminology) and users, it is
worthwhile mentioning socioterminology. Terminology is undoubtedly “the primary
means of communication and knowledge transfer between software developers and
end-users” (Schmitz 2009, 4), as evidenced by documents accompanying the arrival of
software to a new locality that are used to introduce the product to users (e.g., user
manuals and instructional videos). In the process of the localization of a given product,
the translator must take care of the appropriate use of terms and consider their choice
based on the requirements of appropriate motivation, systematicity, and novelty, espe-
cially in the context of software terminology and its rapid development (Schmitz 2009).
At the same time, the established terminology must be respected by anyone who enters
the globalization process in order to adequately implement the product, since “avoid-
ing indeterminate, incorrect and inconsistent use of terms and icons must be one of the
major goals of software development, quality assurance, and usability testing”
(Schmitz 2009, 4). When translating software, sociolinguistic factors must be taken
into account. This means that localization can be practically considered as an applica-
tion of sociolinguistic knowledge at the level of translation. The idea of the locale on
which the very concept of localization is based, is perceived as a group of certain cul-
tural preferences (Pym 2001) that enter localization as one of the primary factors. At the
same time, when translating, we must consider the differences and cultural features of
individual localities which are important from a social point of view as they influence
the choice of words and terms. As an applied science, socioterminology is directly ori-
ented towards society, and “it unites the specialized concepts with a community of
speakers. In this way, socioterminology enables terminological practices to be adapted
to the target languages and linguistic communities...” (ISO/TR 22134 2007, 12).

Based on this justification, the empirical part of the article will largely deal with how

users perceive the terms of software companies and examine their preferences for
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individual terms using a questionnaire method. According to Cibikov4, the translator
automatically includes a future user into the terminological work when considering
which term to prefer in the translation. Terminology should therefore be “developed

together with users and linked to their requirements” (Cibikov4 2008, 29).

3 Terminology management and the terminological
competence of a translator

The enormous rise of new ideas resulting from the development of the IT field and the
speed at which the development has taken place since the early 1990s have prompted
the emergence of new reflections on the need for the increasingly rapid dissemination
of products around the world. At the same time, certain consequences arose from this
need that had to be considered right from the outset. In The End of Translation as we
Know It, Esselink (1999) anticipated the possible termination of independent localiza-
tion projects and an increasing volume of texts requiring localization, and he pointed
out the need for continuous and regular terminological work and the increasing im-
portance of the use of translation tools. This section of the article elaborates on the need

for terminology management.

Atfirst, terminology was only developed at an advanced stage of localization. It initially
took the form of lists of terms conceived by the translators themselves, and later the
lists were turned into glossaries with definitions which were formed at the beginning
of the localization process. Since they were adapted for specific products and product
teams did not work with them, this often resulted in the emergence of different terms
naming the same concepts, different glossary formats, and the emergence of undesira-

ble inconsistency in terminology (Corbolante 2009).

Terminology managementis thus inevitable, with companies often reaching individual
solutions. The course of terminology management at Microsoft will serve as an exam-
ple. Corbolante (2009) describes Microsoft’s terminology management model as pro-
active. The identification of new terms takes place even before the start of the localiza-
tion process. The terms are then made available to localization teams and other users
in the form of a multilingual terminology database. This approach also reduces the oc-
currence of inconsistencies. Term mining is primarily carried out by English terminol-
ogists together with developers, copywriters, and editors. They work on identifying
new concepts and terms, verifying their possible existence in glossaries and terminol-

ogy databases. After verification, definitions are finalized and headwords are created in
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the terminology database. The databaseis prepared for other languages, while concepts
and source terms are subject to analysis by the target terminologists. Finally, they
choose the appropriate approach for the specific target language, conduct the research,
and evaluate the results. In the case of the Microsoft terminology management model,
the prerequisite for localization is to insert the term into the terminology database in

the target language.

The terminology management process described in this way is actually much more dy-
namic and depends more or less on automated tools for searching and managing ter-
minology. Tools for detecting the occurrence of inconsistent terminology and approv-
ing terms which are captured additionally during the localization itself are also of great
importance. Although we can consider this model of terminology management to be
sophisticated and of good quality, there are multiple weaknesses. A translator may en-
counter a term that has not yet been localized in the target language and may either
know or not know its definition in the source language. In order to ensure the continuity
of the entire localization process, they must propose a suitable term themselves. There
may also be cases where the translator has a choice of several terms in the target lan-
guage that have not yet been approved by the terminologist for the given concept (var-
iability), or it may happen that the localized term already names another idea in the
source language (inconsistency). All these situations require the increased attention of
the translator; their ability to search, compare, and evaluate terms from several points
of view; and the ability to create a new term that meets the requirements of a suitably

formulated term.

Corbolante states that the key factor in successful localization is quality terminology
management; she defines it as “investigation, documentation, and consistent reuse of
terms and their associated concepts” (2009, 1). Knowledge of terminology manage-
ment shows the interconnection of this process with the work of a translator in the lo-

calization process and the increased demands on several of their competences.

Translation competences differ in terms of the type of translation (e.g., artistic, tech-
nical, and audiovisual), but their differences are often based on different names of the
same competences in specialized articles. A summary of translation competences and
the information connected with them can be found in several publications, including
Translation Competences in the Context of Domestic Translation Studies (Prekladatelské
kompetencie v kontexte domdcej translatoldgie) (Kozelovd 2018) and Selected Transla-
tion Problems: Translation Competences and Audiovisual Translation (Vybrané problémy
prekladu: prekladatelské kompetencie a audiovizuédlny preklad) (Kozelovd and Kulbak
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2019). In the context of localization, translation competences have been addressed by
Kabdt (2020) and Kabét and Koscelnikovd (2021).

Terminological competence in Slovakia has so far been dealt with almost exclusively by
Stefkovd (2014) and only in connection with administrative translation. She places it on
a par with the theoretical knowledge and practical skills of the translator and speaks of
the need and importance of practical experience in “processing terminology, which is
necessary for the systematic preservation and consistent use of translation equivalents
in the same contexts” (Stefkovd 2014, 167).

Kraviarovd also talks about working with terminological resources in the context of
technical translation; according to her, “the responsibility for managing, searching and
updating terminological resources” in smaller companies lies with the translator (2014,
74). In addition, she argues that insufficient training in working with terminology
causes the tendency among “translators to leave outstanding places in translation” and
rely on terminologists, although they could find and use adequate terminological solu-
tions themselves (Kraviarovd 2014, 75). The ability to work independently with termi-
nology and search for suitable solutions is all the more urgent in the localization pro-
cess, where several translators often work on one project or when new clients have no

database or only a very limited one.

International sources are a little more specific about terminological competence and
basically agree that the quality of translation depends primarily on the adequate selec-
tion and use of terminology in the text, and so “[t]his signifies that the translator must
successfully deal with terminological problems during the analysis of the source text
and the production of the target text” (Montero and Faber 2009, 92). Sikora (2014) also
dealt with the definition of terminological competence; in her study, she chose two
models of translation competence as a starting point. This was a model that is part of
the European Master’s in Translation project (2017), and she worked with the ISO 17100
— Translation Services — Requirements for Translation Services standard. In both of
these sources, terminological competence is considered to be the accumulation of sev-
eral subcompetences of a translator. The ISO 17100 standard states that it is the inter-
section of competence in research, information acquisition and processing as well as
technical competence and domain competence. Based on this knowledge, Sikora also
defines terminological competence as a combination of the abovementioned subcom-
petences; indeed, “to obtain terminological information and manage it for translation
purposes, translators have to develop and use certain terminology (and information)
research skills and be able to use a variety of technical tools which enable efficient
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storage and management of terminology” (Sikora 2014, 504). In the context of localiza-
tion, we can highlight the technical dimension of this competence; however, a transla-
tor cannot rely solely on translation tools or on their ability to correctly recognize the
terminological unit, assign it a corresponding equivalent in the target language, and
compare its use in other discourses and localities. In the context of terminological com-
petence, the significant contribution of the translator to the management of terminol-
ogy is evident.

4 Inconsistency, the variability of terminology, and the impact
of corporate identity on terminology

The availability of a quality glossary of terms or an extensive terminology database, ide-
ally with examples of the use of terms in a real context, their regular updating, and the
presence of notes on the specifics of the term are the most ideal prerequisites for main-
taining the consistent use of terms in the context of localization, copywriting processes,
and the creation of advertising texts; however, inconsistency and variability may occur

in such texts and in the glossary or database itself.

In the process of localization, there is the need to achieve a terminological consistency
and to use a single term to refer to the same concept, especially when different devel-
opers, product teams, and software companies are working with “their own” terminol-
ogy at different times and in different places. Emphasizing the need for terminological
consistency is also important for consumers as it helps in “decreasing indeterminacy
caused when a single concept is associated with more than one term and enables asso-
ciative learning” (Schmitz 2009); it is important for software developers to strive for
this as much as possible. In the intuitive software environment, and through the use of
known and consistent terms across products, the user can navigate familiar and new
phenomena according to already adopted interaction patterns and repeatedly follow
them (Byrne 2006).

Terminological variability reflects the fact that systems of concepts and definitions are
subject to dynamic development. Using variants is associated mainly with sociolinguis-
tic factors and various social and situational aspects of communication in professional
language. Since variability arises most often from the professional sphere and from a
non-uniform approach to the formation of terms, its occurrence in the process of local-
ization is not exceptional. Itis also related to the diversity of marketed products and the

different preferences of users.
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An interesting idea in the context of localization is presented in a terminometric' survey
by Quirion from the University of Ottawa, which intended to “measure the degree of
implantation of all designations referring to a single concept or to a set of concepts”
(2003, 30). The significance of this idea lies in the possibility of quantitively measuring
the actual use of competing or consonant terms in practice (using corpora). Translators
could therefore choose a term while considering its further features, such as its level of

use.

When talking about the variability and inconsistency of terms in localization, it is im-
portant to mention the impact of a company’s corporate identity and, within it, the im-
pact of the enforcement of the use of corporate language by software companies such
as Google (Cook, Jarvis, and Lee 2015). In addition to the fact that corporate identity is
generally perceived as a company’s philosophy, ethical values, and history, it is increas-
ingly viewed in connection with multinational companies because “globalization must
be dealt with in not only domestic but also foreign culture in order to be able to com-
municate accordingly” (Vysekalovd and Mike$ 2009, 17); this inevitably also manifests

itself in the localization process.

Corporate language is the result of a language policy which is typically created for com-
panies by business managers and communication professionals within the company
(Sanden 2015). It covers all communications of the company, both internal and exter-
nal, and reflects the nature of the company using it and the type of end user of the prod-
uct. This fact requires the increased attention of translators during the localization of
the software and all other documents associated with it.

This kind of corporate policy has a definite influence on the creation of variants of terms
naming the same concept. The translator, however, often notices the existence of the
variability of a particular term only when translating for another company which uses
its own glossary, or when translating for a company that does not yet have its own glos-
sary of terms. In such a case, a “comprehensive localization terminology database,
which is currently absent [in Slovakia]” would be invaluable (Kabat 2021b, 1). In addi-
tion to the need for a comprehensive terminology database, the quality of the available
glossaries and databases is questionable. As Gromov4 (2011) points out, terminological
dictionaries are not a valuable source of information for the translator as they do not

respect their specific needs and do not contain contextual factors. Given these facts, this

! Suggested translation in Slovak — terminometria: an analysis of the use of consonant terms naming the concept (see Public
Works and Government Services Canada 2007).
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article will now deal with the creation of terminology databases and the essence of ter-

minographic work in the process of localization.

5 A terminology database and terminographic work

From practical experience, one of the essential conditions for the smooth process of
software localization is having a properly processed terminology file in a universally
usable format offering access to all members of the localization team. Compared to en-
cyclopedias and general and specialist dictionaries, a terminology database is prefera-
ble in the translation environment due to its comprehensiveness, easy accessibility, and
applicable formats in various translation tools. Levick4 lists other advantages of termi-
nology databases, including the centralization of the information of available terms, the
possibility for popularization, and the dissemination of standardized terminology
alongside flexibility and the fact that that they are a suitable space for creating a con-
sensus between an expert and a linguist or translator in the process of creating a termi-
nological record (2005).

The creation of a terminology database is a complex process and cannot arise only as a
by-product of translation. The parallel to the relationship between lexicology and lexi-
cography is formed precisely by terminology and terminography. Indeed, “[t]ermino-
graphy involves gathering, systematizing, and presenting terms from a specific branch
of knowledge or human activity” (Cabré 1999, 115); however, terms must not be artifi-
cially created or invented by terminologists, because their contextual anchoring is an
important signal that the term is actually used in practice. Additionally, the termino-
logical record in the database should be detailed and comprehensive, taking into ac-

count the needs of the translator.

Gromov4 (2011, 8-17) describes terminology databases in Terminological Research in Slo-
vakia: the Past, Present, and Future (Terminologicky vyskum na Slovensku — minulost,
pritomnost, buducnost). She speaks of initiatives that relate to the terminological per-
spective and terminographic work. The theoretical part of the creation of terminology
databases in the localization of software products in Slovakia is being actively dealt
with by Kabdt in works such as the Model of Localization Terminology Database (Model
lokaliza¢nej terminologickej databdzy) (2021b). He proposes a terminology database
that would consist of cards (the equivalent of a terminological record) and fields that
should be part of these cards: “[i]f necessary, individual cards could be interconnected,

making it easier to search” (2021, 3). The proposed terminology database should be
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based on the specifics of software terminology. Depending on the language of the data-
base, individual fields, which should be included in the cards or the terminological rec-
ord, should include information on the definition and grammatical categories and ref-
erence synonymous terms and context. Several sources describing the basic fields in the
terminology database records correspond to this (Cabré 1999; Levickd 2006; Kabdt
2021b).

Comprehensive terminology databases are the most suitable sources of information for
translators in the localization process. Online terminology databases include the Slovak
Terminology Database and Microsoft’s Language Portal. Although this portal has a re-
duced range of fields, its online form and .tbx format allow wide use of the database.
Most often, however, terminology databases are created by the companies themselves
and are made available only to translators involved in the localization of specific com-

pany products.

The importance of one comprehensive database pooling information about terms from
different areas of software and different companies would be seen in the significant
simplification of the work of translators working, for example, on the localization of a
new product. The need to create such a comprehensive terminology database oriented
to the needs of the translator and taking into account the software localization specifi-
cations is also confirmed by the fact that “the fundamental prerequisites of localization
of software products are accuracy and consistency across all parts of the software prod-
uct” (Kabdt 2021b, 5), which ultimately refers also to the need for the management of
such a database and a reassessment of traditional models of terminology databases.

B An analysis of variant terms regarding user preferences

This part of the article analyzes the terminologies of Apple, Google, and Microsoft re-
garding the variability of terms that define approximately the same software and hard-
ware concepts. Personal experience as a localizer in software translation for these (and
other) companies has made it clear that their terminology is very similar. In investigat-
ing variability and the inconsistent use of terms, Slovak terms that name the same ideas
are analyzed in all the mentioned companies; at least two out of three companies use a
different term (variant) to name the same concept. The choice of given terms, which are
intended to illustrate the variability of terminology related to corporate identity, was
preceded by extensive research, obtaining information about terminology databases
and glossaries, and the actual use of the terms in practice.
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Parallel texts on Apple websites that let the user view articles in the desired language
by simply rewriting the language code in the hypertext address of the page were ac-
cessed. In the case of Google, terms were acquired through Glossary Manager, which
the present author could access due to being a professional translator. As for Microsoft’s
terminology, the freely available Language Portal was used. In the case of any ambigu-
ities in the pragmatic use of individual terms, their currency and use was verified in the

parallel texts of the individual companies.

From these sources, fifty English terms were extracted for the purposes of research,
with at least two variant equivalents (but not more than five) in Slovak terminology
whose definition and pragmatic function coincided. The selected terms were also used
in the survey, which was employed to examine the preferences of individual variants
from the viewpoint of an ordinary user of the software and which was based, among
other things, on Cibikovd’s claim that “[t]erminology should be prepared together with
users and associated with their requirements” (Cibikova 2008, 29). The task of users
was to select an option with a sentence which, according to their linguistic feeling,
sounded the most natural; there was an attempt to prevent the user from setting their
own criteria when choosing the answer (e.g., correct grammar). The final survey had
two sections of ten questions (items) each and a choice of answers; a third section was
used to collect additional information about the respondent, including their age and
the software and hardware products that they use because these factors are important
in the subsequent evaluation of users’ preferences. After collecting responses from 376
respondents, the survey was evaluated based on the quantitative ratio of the respond-
ents’ answers. The distribution and collection of answers took place electronically be-
tween February 3 and April 3 in 2020. The overall ratio of the preferred terms of indi-
vidual companies are possible aspects that could have influenced the choice of
preferential terms; although the sample of respondents is seen to be random and not
representative, there was an attempt to generalize the results and explore different

forms of variability, which can be seen in the specific groups of terms.

B.1 The age of respondents and software usage

Information from the questionnaire regarding the age of respondents and the use of the
software served as supplementary information as it was important to obtain answers
from a diverse sample of users. Given the number of respondents, more or less every age
group of users is represented in the sample, with most being up to the age of sixty-five

years. The age representation of users is shown in Graph 1.
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Graph 1 — The age of respondents
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The group of respondents aged from nineteen to twenty-five years had the highest rep-
resentation, but this is most likely due to the electronic administration of the survey.
The age of respondents, especially with regard to respondents under the age of eight-
een, could consider even relatively recently established terms as obsolete; on the other
hand, respondents aged sixty-six years and over might tend to prefer terms that, while
they are familiar with them, are now not sufficient to name a particular denotation. As
respondents of one age category predominate, the results of the questionnaire cannot

be generalized, but they can serve as an incentive source for further investigation.

The aim of an additional question was to discover what types of software users use most
often in their private or working life. When choosing the answer in the questionnaire,
the respondent could mark the terms they encounter most often. It was necessary to
address enough respondents using different software in order to ensure the objectivity
of the research. An overview of the types of software used is presented in Graph 2.
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Graph 2 — The use of different software by respondents expressed as a percentage

m Apple
25% Google
52% .
B Microsoft
w Apple and Google
B Apple and Microsoft
m Google and Microsoft
3%

® Apple, Google, Microsoft
4%
B Additional software
3%

3% 5%

The results shown in Graph 2 show that the variability of the software used among us-
ers is sufficiently high, with many respondents using two or three types of software

from different software companies at the same time.

6.2 “Account,” “app.” and “publish”

The evaluation of the survey begins with terms which users decided the most unequiv-
ocally on. This situation occurred in the case of a pair of variant terms ucet (Apple,
Google) and konto (Microsoft), which are Slovak translations of the term “account,”
shown in Graph 3. There is no fundamental difference between these terms. Both are
grammatically correct, short, and well-motivated, so it can be assumed that Microsoft
is also trying to distinguish itself from other companies that use the same concept; how-
ever, Microsoft has some of the most original software terminology, which has been
used in the Slovak environment since the 1990s (Mikovd 2015). The term konto does not
seem to have caught on, and Apple and Google prefer to use the #cet variant alongside
the majority of respondents.
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Graph 3 — The percentage of the terms icet (Apple and Google) and konto (Microsoft) in re-

spondents’ answers
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The strategy of enforcing the company’s corporate language can also be traced on the
example of the variants apka (Apple) and aplikdcia (Google and Microsoft), which are

Slovak variants of the term “app.”

Graph 4 — The percentage of the terms apka (Apple) and aplikdcia (Microsoft and Google) in

respondents’ answers

92%
/ / m Apka
w Aplikacia
/
»

8%

Considering the data shown in Graph 4, the term aplikdcia is significantly preferred by
users compared to apka; in addition to being grammatically correct and unambiguous,
it is well established in Slovakia. The apka variant was created in order to differentiate
the company from the competition; although it is shorter, it is assumed that
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respondents perceived it to be grammatically incorrect and a slang term, and therefore

they most likely do not feel the need to use this “newer” expression.

The assumption that not every variant of the term is explicitly necessary can also be
verified in the case of the pair of terms zverejnit (Apple and Google) and publikovat (Mi-
crosoft), which are variants for the translation of “publish.”

Graph 5 — The percentage of the terms zverejnit (Apple and Google) and publikovat (Mi-

crosoft) in respondents’ answers

87% /////) , oy
// '

From Graph 5, it can be seen that preferred term zverejnit names the given concept ap-

propriately and thatitis grammatically correct and systemic. The term publikovat meets
the requirements, but users may consider it to be a literal translation of “publish.” The
term publikovat did not take the same path as konto in the example above, and again one
can see the efforts of companies to distinguish themselves from the competition.

From the above, there is a noticeable tendency among companies to use their own cor-
porate language when localizing; it is not about creating terms with the need to name a
new concept or replace an outdated expression with a newer, more suitable option. At
the same time, the emergence of terms that are solely the product of companies’ corpo-

rate strategy encourages the emergence of unwanted variability in terminology.

6.3 “Link,” “tap,” “notification,” and “feedback”

While the previous trio of terms saw efforts by companies to differentiate themselves
from the competition by using their own company language, when preferring the fol-

lowing variants of terms, the preference appears to be based on better motivation.
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Graph 6 — The percentage of the terms odkaz (Apple and Google) and prepojenie (Microsoft)

in respondents’ answers

U

Graph 6 shows the preference of the terms odkaz (Apple and Google) and prepojenie (Mi-

crosoft) as translations of “link” in the respondents’ answers. The preferred term odkaz
is shorter and, given the concept it names, also more appropriately motivated. Most of-
ten itis a hypertext address of another site or it refers to another source of information.
The prepojenie variant, on the other hand, could connote a physical connection in the
user in the creation of a link to another site. The preference of the term odkaz can be

explained by the better motivation of the term.

Graph 7 — The percentage of the terms klepnit (Apple and Google) and tuknut (Mi-

crosoft) in respondents’ answers

84%

m Klepnut

® Tuknut

There is a similar instance in the pair of terms klepniit (Apple and Google) and tukniit
(Microsoft), which are Slovak variants of “tap.” They are shown in Graph 7. Both terms
meet the condition of correct grammar and brevity, and they are synonyms of naming
the activity of touching the screen (of a mobile device or tablet) with the user’s finger;
it is the equivalent of a mouse click. The motivation of the gesture of tuknutie and the
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significantly softening attribute attached to the term (KSSJ 2003), as opposed to the

term klepniit, may have contributed to the tendency of users to prefer the term tuknuit.

Graph 8 — The percentage of the terms hldsenie (Apple), upozornenie (Google), and oz-
ndmenie (Microsoft) in respondents’ answers

54% 27%

® Hldsenie
Upozornenie

B Ozndmenie

19%

As for the variants of the term “notification” in Graph 8, hldsenie and ozndmenie did not
receive very substantial support from respondents. On the other hand, upozornenie is
considered by users as the most appropriate equivalent, which may be related to its
most adequate motivation since it directly points to the very essence and function of
the software element that aims to warn the user about the latest activity of the applica-

tion and the receiving of a new message.

Customer feedback, and their opinions and ideas, are an invaluable asset for any com-
pany expanding with its product. The Slovak equivalents of the term “feedback,”
namely spdtnd vizba (Apple and Google) and pripomienky (Microsoft), were therefore
included. Graph 9 shows an unambiguous preference for spdtnd vizba. Although both
terms are strongly motivated, their motivation varies significantly. Pripomienky has a
strong connotation and is not neutral (a condition of a well-formed terminological
unit) since it gives the user the impression that the response to the product should con-
sist only of noticing shortcomings, errors, and bottlenecks. On the other hand, spdtnd
vdzba refers to the reciprocal relationship between the user and the software developer
and to the developers’ interest in the users’ own knowledge. The potential use of pri-
pomienky could also have a negative impact on obtaining incentives from customers, or
even on successfully completing the entire globalization process, as a prerequisite of
this is the implementation of feedback.
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Graph 9 — The percentage of the terms spditnd vizba (Apple and Google) and pripomienky
(Microsoft) in respondents’ answers

88% / // W Spitnd vizba
12% ® Pripomienky
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Motivation can thus clearly be a decisive factor in choosing the proper equivalent of the
term, since, with its help, users can infer the meaning or function of the concept that
the term denotes and they need not familiarize themselves with the definition. Suitably
motivated terminology is therefore advantageous for both users and software distribu-

tors, who bring the software to the attention of a wider group of recipients.

B.4 “Plug-in,” “widget,” “chat,” “downgrade,” and “upgrade”

In terms of terminological variability, there are variants of terms that arise in Slovak by
the appropriation of the original term, thus making it a linguistic or extralinguistic bor-
rowing. Depending on their prevalence and level of adaptation (orthoepic, ortho-
graphic, and morphological), there are unadapted, partially adapted, and fully adapted
terms. Software terminology has a higher presence of such types of borrowings, as can
be seen in the Slovak terms plug-in, widget, chat, downgrade, and upgrade. Graph 10
shows respondents’ answers regarding the preferences for the terms plug-in (Apple and
Google) and dopinok (Google and Microsoft), with Google listing both variants as cor-
rect and suitable for use depending on the type of software and context. The graph
clearly shows the preference of the localized term doplnok, which is also grammatically
correct, unique, and well-motivated compared to the variant plug-in, which is a mor-
phological adaptation.
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Graph 10 — The percentage of the terms plug-in (Apple and Google) and doplnok (Google and
Microsoft) in respondents’ answers

76%
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Graph 11 — The percentage of the terms widget (Apple) and miniaplikdcia (Google and Mi-
crosoft) in respondents’ answers

m Widget

m Miniaplikdcia

45%

An interesting situation is shown in Graph 11 with the terms widget (Apple) and miniap-
likdcia (Google and Microsoft), where there is no longer such a significant difference in
users’ preferences, even though most prefer miniaplikdcia. From the available sources,
it is known that “plug-in” has been used in software since at least the 1970s (Ionos
2020), whereas “widget” is relatively new, only coming into use after 2000 alongside
the concept behind it (Lowensohn 2014). Despite the relative novelty of this idea, users

prefer the localized term miniaplikdcia despite it being a compound descriptive noun.

There is also a tendency to use linguistic borrowings in the case of Microsoft.
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Graph 12 — The percentage of the terms konverzdcia (Apple), Cet (Google), and chat (Mi-

crosoft) in respondents’ answers
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25% B Konverzdicia
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B Chat

54%

Graph 12 shows the percentage of the preferences of the variant terms konverzdcia (Ap-
ple), et (Google), and chat (Microsoft). Users perceive konverzdcia as the most appro-
priate term, which is equivalent to the term “conversation” in several terminologies.
The concept of the term chat is not identical to “conversation,” since chat is exclusively
linked to the online environment and written forms of communication. The orthoepi-
cally, orthographically, and morphologically adapted variant et has the potential to be
used precisely because of its high level of adaptation, in contrast to the term chat, which
is used in Microsoft terminology, such as in the cases of chatovat (to chat), okno chatu
(chat window), and chatovacie centrum (chat center). Despite the results of the survey,
konverzdcia is not an appropriate variant; in view of personal experience, the term cet is

preferable and is an effort by Google to meet the needs and requirements of users.

When looking at the preferences of extralinguistic borrowings by users, itis particularly
interesting to compare preferences for the terms “upgrade” and “downgrade.”
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Graph 13 — The percentage of the terms upgrade (Apple), prechod (Google), and inovdcia (Mi-
crosoft) in respondents’ answers

33%

m Upgrade

Prechod (na vys$siu verziu)
17%
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50%

Graph 14 — The percentage of the terms vrdtit sa k starsej verzii (Apple), prejst na starsiu ver-
ziu (Google), and downgradovat (Microsoft) in respondents’ answers

51%

B Vrdtit sa k starsej verzii
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® Downgradovat

1%

48%

An interesting paradox is apparent at first glance from Graphs 13 and 14. Users have not
been consistent in their choice of answers, as they have ruled out a preference for bor-
rowed terms and linguistic borrowings. They consider the term downgradovat (like
other linguistic borrowings adapted at the morphological level) as unacceptable. Para-
doxically, they consider upgrade to be preferable compared to the other two Slovak
equivalents (prechod and inovdcia). Using the example of “upgrade” and “downgrade,”
one can also observe an inconsistency and non-systemicity within the terminologies of
Apple and Microsoft. The exception is Google, which prefers localized, appropriately
motivated, systemic, and oppositional terms in the database, which are also deemed
appropriate by a reasonable number of respondents. The requirements of systemicity
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and consistency are more important than users’ preferences, and so Google’s terms are

the most appropriate.

The above shows there has been a more or less unequivocal rejection of extralinguistic
preferences by users regardless of whether they were adapted completely, partially, or
not at all. This means that many concepts cannot yet be considered to be well enough
known for their localization not to be seen as necessary; however, if there is a situation
where it is not possible to find a suitable equivalent, an interesting solution is the grad-
ual adaptation of the linguistic borrowing and finally its full acquisition into Slovak.

6.5 “User data,” “slider,” and “scroll”

The survey also focused on grammatically incorrect or meaningfully incorrect termino-
logical units and examined the preference of users based on the fact that these units are

part of some terminology databases.

Graph 15 — The percentage of the terms uZivatelské ddta (Apple), iidaje pouzZivatela (Google),
and pouZivatelské ridaje (Microsoft) in respondents’ answers

43%

m Uzivatelské data
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Graph 15 shows users’ preferences for the variants uzivatelské ddta (Google), tidaje pouzi-
vatela (Google), and pouzivatelské iidaje (Microsoft), which are translations of the term
“user data”; there was a particular interest herein in the preference of the grammati-
cally incorrect variant uzivatelské ddta. In addition to the fact that the used equivalent of
“data” in the Slovak locality is the term #daje (the Slovak term ddta is associated exclu-
sively with the data transfer of mobile operators), according to the Short Dictionary of
Slovak (KSSJ) (2003), uzivatel (user) is someone “who has something in use: a user of
the apartment”. This means the translator must follow the database and take care of

semantic correctness, especially if there is no database available. Here the users’
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preferred term pouzivatelské iidaje seems to be the most appropriate of the equivalents

given its systemicity and correctness.

Graph 16 — The percentage of the terms posuvnik (Apple), posiivaé (Google), and jazdec (Mi-

crosoft) in respondents’ answers

25%

B Posuvnik
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The data processed in Graph 16 indicate the preference of the grammatically incorrect
and slang term posuvnik (with the typically Czech suffix -ik), which is part of Apple’s
terminology. Although the equivalents of Google and Microsoft are grammatically cor-
rect and equally short, users have clearly leaned towards posuvnik. In the case of this
term, there was an attempt to exclude unfamiliarity with the concept of the term
“slider” with the inclusion of a picture in the survey. The preference of posuvnik can be
explained by the lack of motivation of the remaining two terms. The term posuvacis de-
fined in the KSSJ (2003) as a “tech. device or its component used for sliding,” and the
motivation of the term jazdec is not completely clear in meaning. The definition of this
term in Microsoft’s terminology states that a “slider” is used to refer to a bar designed
to scroll a page as well as to a control function for adjusting brightness, zooming, and
so on. That is why the need for a better motivated and grammatically correct term be-
comes apparent. The term posuvnik can therefore be considered suitable for denoting
this concept in Slovakia; this has been confirmed by the Jazykova poradiia JULS lan-
guage counseling center (2017), which stated that the term posuvnik corresponds to the

rules of Slovak grammar.

When examining the potential preference for grammatically incorrect terms, the as-
sumption that there is a certain tendency to adopt and use incorrect terms was verified.
Among the Slovak equivalents of the term “scroll,” one grammatically incorrect term
which is significantly preferred among users in both spoken and written communica-

tion was included in the survey.
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Graph 17 — The percentage of the terms rolovat (Apple), posiivat (Google and Microsoft), and
skrolovat in respondents’ answers

m Rolovat
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m Skrolovat

Graph 17 shows the percentage of user preferences in the equivalents rolovat (Apple),
postvat (Google and Microsoft), and skrolovat. Posiivat and skrolovat have almost the
same percentages of responses. Users most likely made decisions based on their own
experience and the frequency of the use of the term in their area. This would explain the
preference for the grammatically incorrect skrolovat. Maybe this term was formed from
the original expression even before the localization of this term into Slovak. This means
that users have adopted it as being appropriate due to their need to communicate.

Considering the above examples, it can be said that the terminological culture in the
localization terminology databases of software companies is diverse as they often in-
clude grammatically (or otherwise) incorrect terms. Translators in the localization pro-
cess should approach the choice of equivalent terms critically and verify the existence

of all equivalents and synonyms.

6.6 “Ribbon,” “label,” and “pop-up”

The localization of software of a particular company and its progress are often influ-
enced by the quality of that company’s terminology database. If the translator does not
have a database available, this poses a considerable problem because known equiva-
lents suitable for naming a particular concept are often very different from each other.
Information about the preferred term from the user’s point of view could help the trans-

lator.

Graph 18 shows the preference for the equivalents of the term “ribbon.” The Slovak
equivalents of the three companies are significantly heterogeneous. From the feedback
in the survey, it was found that users do not perceive these terms as variants but as
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terms naming different ideas. The terms pds s ndstrojmi and bocnd ponuka could be par-
ticularly confusing for users using multiple software programs since the terms karta

“tab”) and ponuka (“menu”) name different concepts in these terminologies. The ques-
tion was therefore supplemented with a picture. From personal experience with locali-
zation, it is known that there is an increasing tendency to use the variant pds s ndstrojmi

due to adequate motivation and user preference.

Graph 18 — The percentage of the terms pds s kartami (Apple), boénd ponuka (Google), and
pds s ndstrojmi (Microsoft) in respondents’ answers

58%

m P3s s kartami
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37%

Graph 19 shows another trio of variant terms and an unambiguous preference for the
term popis (Apple). At the same time, these terms can be seen as synonyms and as terms
naming different concepts. In Microsoft’s terminology, the term popis (description) rep-
resents the Slovak equivalent of “caption,” and stitok (label) is the Slovak equivalent of
“badge.” Such a high level of inconsistency across the terminology of companies is in-
appropriate as the translator could simply confuse the terms in the assumption that
they are synonymous. Again, the user preference factor appears to be an appropriate

guideline for the translator.
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Graph 19 — The percentage of the terms popis (Apple), stitok (Google), and oznacenie (Mi-
crosoft) in respondents’ answers
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Unlike the previous two graphs, where the preference for one of the offered equivalents
strongly dominated, Graph 20 shows a more or less equal preference for the terms
vyskakovacie okno (Apple) and kontextové okno (Google), which are both translations of
“pop-up window.” Both terms could denote distinct and separate ideas. Given the more
explicit motivation of vyskakovacie okno compared to its equivalent, and due to its ability
to capture the essence of this software element (a certain level of metaphoricity arising

from the original “pop-up”), this term seems to be more appropriate.

Graph 20 — The percentage of the terms vyskakovacie okno (Apple and Google) and kontextové
okno (Microsoft) in respondents’ answers
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m Vyskakovacie okno

Kontextové okno
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B.7 “Hover” and “preview”

The examples of the following terms illustrate another problem contributing to the var-
iability of terminology, namely the existence of relatively identical terms naming the

same concept which have no significant impact on the (mis)understanding of the idea.
Graph 21 — The percentage of the terms podrzat kurzor (Apple), umiestnit kurzor (Google),
and ukdzat (Microsoft) in respondents’ answers

48%

m Podrzat kurzor
Umiestnit kurzor

13% m Ukdzat

39%

Graph 21 shows the preference of users with respect to the equivalents of the term
“hover” which differ primarily in the verb carrying the action. Podrzat (to hold) evokes
a longer period, umiestnit (to place) carries the indication of place, referring to direction
and movement, and ukdzat could be interpreted as pointing out or referring to some-
thing. All terms are grammatically correct and suitable as terminological units. Their
distinctiveness does not affect the reader’s understanding. Given the precise nature of
the term and the preference of users, the two-word term umiestnit kurzor is suitable for
use. The existence of the remaining terms is considered redundant since they only con-

tribute to the variability of the use of terminology.

Similarly, there is a unsubstantiated variability in the trio of terms shown in Graph 22.
The Slovak equivalents of “preview,” i.e., ndhlad, ukdzkovd verzia, and ukdzka, have a
similar motivation. Ukdzkovd verzia has a more precise character but is longer, which
affects the possibilities of its declension. Ndhlad and ukdzka are synonyms, so their pref-
erence by users may be based to a degree on the type of software they use. Given that
Microsoft terminology is more common and older, ukdzka appears to be the best choice

of term.
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Graph 22 — The percentage of the terms ndhlad (Apple), ukdzkovd verzia (Google), and

ukdzka (Microsoft) in respondents’ answers
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Both of the above examples of terminological variability indicate the existence of re-
dundant terms that do not affect the understanding of the concept, nor do they serve as
a substitute for a non-functional term, so their origin and existence seems unjustified.

In addition, they adversely affect the consistency of terminologies and translations.

7 Asummary of research results

The aim of this research was to find existing variant terms in the terminology databases
of companies, identify preferential terms from the point of view of users by means of a
survey, highlight different forms of terminological variability, and identify possible
causes of occurrence of variable terms with regard to the existence of the phenomenon
of corporate language. The choice of variant terms was preceded by extensive research
across the terminologies used by Google, Apple, and Microsoft; based on this, variant
terms were determined. By searching for definitions in the company databases, and by
verifying the placement of terms in context, it was determined that they refer to ap-
proximately the same ideas. Based on this, a survey was made which aimed to track the
software elements users’ preferences of the terms. The survey sought to obtain a picture
of variability and highlight the need to unify terminology, as is the case, for example,

with medical nomenclature, where one cannot speak of variations of terms.

The limitations of the research can be seen in several aspects. First, the databases of
companies whose terms were analyzed were not freely available or appropriately pro-
cessed for this research (with the exception of Microsoft), which is an example of a lack
of terminology management by companies. This is the reason why it was time consum-

ing to process a survey based on the assumption of the existence of variant terms
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naming an identical denotate. In addition, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, it was diffi-
cult to distribute the survey by other than electronic means, which affected the result-
ing sample of respondents and thus the prevailing age category of nineteen to twenty-
five years. This ultimately made it impossible to generalize the research results as such.
Nonetheless, since the respondents are software and language users of working age,
there was a true picture of the vocabulary of the current generation of young people
who have worked with technologies since childhood or at least used them at primary
school.

Besides working with terminology databases, we also discussed the possibility that the
translator would have no source of terminology available and that their task would be
to create the terminology or choose appropriate equivalents for naming ideas in soft-
ware. The data processed in Graph 23 illustrate the overall preference for the terminol-
ogy used by each company which came from the survey and the terms that were iden-
tified by users as preferred ones. Google’s terms appeared most often among them,
which to some extent is because the first ten questions compared two terms, one of

which was always part of Google’s terminology.

Graph 23 — The preference for each terminology according to the number of user-pre-
ferred terms

11 user-preferred
terms

9 user-preferred
terms

B Apple
Google

B Microsoft

8 user-preferred
terms

8 user-preferred
terms

The terminology used by Google seems to form a bridge between Microsoft as the oldest
Slovak software terminology and Apple, whose terminology showed the highest ten-
dency to use unlocalized terms or linguistic borrowings from English. These two termi-

nologies differ considerably from each other, and there is no significant preference for
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one or another terminology from the results of the research; if anything, there is a mu-
tual variability, which is also largely based on Apple’s promotion of its corporate iden-
tity. It seeks to reach users through more informal language, using non-linguistic bor-
rowings with the potential to gain favor with users at a younger age. Microsoft’s
terminology, on the other hand, could be described as formal or descriptive. At the in-
tersection of these two distinct terminologies, we could place Google as the “golden
mean” of software terminology, which could also guide a translator when localizing
software. In its favor is also the fact that, in the case of an ambiguous preference for a
term by users, personal experience has largely leaned towards Google’s terms. Only the
Google terminology maintained the internal consistency of the terminology database
in the case of equivalents of “upgrade” and “downgrade,” which may also indicate its
proper compilation and good management.

Interesting observations on terminological variability emerged from the research car-
ried out. When observing variants of individual terms, there was a focus on whether
these terminological units met the basic requirements of a suitably formed term, such
as correct grammar, systemicity, and motivation. The research revealed also found
grammatically incorrect and non-systemic terms in the terminology databases, and
several of them were not sufficiently motivated. At the same time, even the users them-
selves were most likely subconsciously guided by these features when choosing pre-
ferred terms. The survey respondents generally preferred grammatically correct terms
and perceived motivation as a decisive factor and a prerequisite for understanding the

meaning of the terminological unit without knowing the definition of the idea.

Another aspect is the influence of corporate language on the form of companies’ soft-
ware terminology and the presence of non-linguistic borrowings or their preference by
users. As for non-linguistic borrowings, users are almost unequivocally inclined to use
localized professional units and refuse to use language lending at any level of adapta-
tion; however, adaptation is a way of naturally expanding terminology and enriching it
with new equivalents, as the development of software as such is too dynamic. This
would be one option of how to naturally cultivate terminological culture while main-
taining the systemic terms; however, terminology management is to some extent dis-
torted by the use of corporate language and terms that have been coined in order to
differentiate the company from its competitors, i.e., not because of areal need to replace
a non-functional, incorrect, or otherwise inappropriate term. This creation of terms or
use of synonyms of already existing functional terms is impractical and has a negative

impact on the emergence of terminological variability. The translator should, where
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possible, consider the superiority of the requirements of systematicity and consistency

of terminology.

Based on the obtained results, we can therefore conclude that the existence of variabil-
ity is not unique in software terminology; there is even an inconsistency of terms within
the same terminology database. This is undesirable, especially when it comes to unjus-
tifiably created variants of terms, which then affects the adequate understanding of
specific meanings. If the creation of a new variantis necessary (e.g., due to the poor mo-
tivation of other variants or the emergence of a new concept), this is most often done
through a linguistic borrowing, which can be adapted into Slovak on several levels over
time, but this process can be lengthy and result in the inconsistent use of these two
terms. In addition, there is a certain influence of users who usually do not wait for the
release of alocalized version of the software and work with its English version. This may
resultin the emergence of grammatically incorrect or slang terms, which, however, be-

come so established in the language that users use the term as if it was correct.

The aforementioned aspects affect the daily work of translators in the localization pro-
cess; they face the difficult task of using grammatically correct and appropriate terms
setin an adequate context, avoiding their inconsistent use and using only a single vari-
ant of the term. One solution is the creation of a universal localization terminology da-
tabase that would provide the translator with all the necessary information to meet the
requirements of the localization process.

Conclusion

This article dealt with theoretical aspects of the occurrence of terminological variability
in localization processes and used a selected sample of variable terms from Google, Ap-
ple, and Microsoft. Theoretical information about GILT processes were presented and
compared with respect to the theoretical work and research of Esselink (2000). In the
context of terminological culture, literacy, and knowledge (Stoffa, 2008), the article ad-
dressed the impact of socioterminological factors on terminology as such. In addition,
it analyzed the terminology management process using the example of Microsoft,
which was described by Corbolante (2009), and it looked at the existence and definition
of the terminological competence of a translator. In the theoretical part, the article de-
scribed the specifics of terminological inconsistency and variability, especially the im-
pact of corporate language on localization and on the variability of terminology,

Bl



Litvikovd, Veronika. 2022. Terminological Variability in Localization Projects. In: LION Journal. 1(1):
pp. 29-64.

alluding also to the need for a comprehensive localization terminology database, which
is highlighted by Gromov4 (2011) and Kabdt (2021b).

In the empirical part of the article, respondents’ answers were analyzed regarding var-
iable terms and their preferences. The results showed a high incidence of variable terms
across the terminologies used by Apple, Google, and Microsoft, and there are multiple
sources of terminological variability and causes of variable terms. As already men-
tioned, the inconsistent use of software terminology in localization processes is directly
connected to the existence of undesirable variable terms, inadequate management of
individual databases, the absence of a unified and comprehensive localization data-
base, and the rapid development of the IT field and the constant need for new term
equivalents.
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