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Abstract

The localisation of software applications is a common way
of avoiding ‘second-language’ difficulties but can lead to
new problems in user interaction. One determinant of this
condition is the selection of appropriate terminology for
local language use. The present paper reports on a compari-
son of terminology from three leading word processor
packages, in their English and Greek language varieties.
Diversity in terminology, the resort to transliteration, and
scope for neologism are characteristic results of localisation
that underline the risks of confusion in the target user popu-
lation. This paper discusses the possibility of preventative
measures and offers a remedial approach to this problem for
use in the considered applications.
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Introduction

Some problems in user-computer interaction arise under the
influence of language. Whenever non-native speakers of
English have to use English-based software there are inevi-
table risks that the user’s degree of English competence or
influence from cultural background will impact detrimen-
tally upon their interaction with the computer system. A
common strategy to avoid this ‘second-language problem’ is
resort to the use of fully localised software applications.
Ostensibly, this resolves the problem, but, as we have ar-
gued elsewhere [10], there is likelihood that new difficulties
are introduced by this manoeuvre. Software localisation is
principally a process of translation from an original lan-
guage version (usually, English) to another ‘local’ language
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version [5, 7, 9, 11]. Among the factors that may introduce
problems in localisation is the lack of standardised termi-
nology within a local language. In support of this thesis, our
research on the second-language problem has revealed a
range of linguistic anomalies that arise from a lack of stan-
dardised terminology. The present paper highlights some of
the obstacles to standardisation of terminology and the
effects of this phenomenon. This is illustrated by examples
taken from three Greek localised versions of well-known
word processors. Beyond discussion of these issues, we
highlight a number of strategies designed to combat or alle-
viate this problem.

Standard Terminology

The rapid evolution and near ubiquity of interactive com-
puter systems confronts users with a growing variety of
terms which describe new or unfamiliar concepts. Since this
evolution takes place mainly in the English speaking world
most new terms or new applications of existing terms
emerge in English. This has a knock-on effect for localisa-
tion with the need to translate or create ‘equivalent’ new
terms in each local language. This is not always easily
achieved and in operation the results are often far from
ideal. Standardised local terminology would seem to offer
relief for this condition.

Standardisation is the process of making regular (of one
size, shape, quality, etc.), according to fixed or agreed stan-
dards. In the case of terminology, standardisation is the
process that ensures that everyone uses the same term to
denote a specific concept or action. Although this sounds
straightforward, in practice it is difficult to achieve. Despite
the trend toward direct manipulation interfaces, standardisa-
tion of terminology is still a major issue for human-
computer interaction.
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There are many reasons why standardisation of terminology
is not easily secured. In the first place, standardisation takes
a long time. Users cannot wait while the standards process
trundles toward its conclusions. Where bodies bear respon-
sibility for the standardisation of localised terminology
there may be doubts as to their efficacy. As a result, other
groups, usually with their own agenda, generate terminol-
ogy as a matter of course.

Confusion is a predictable result when new terms are pro-
duced and disseminated by a variety of interested parties,
more or less relevant to the field. For example, one readily
finds instructional books dealing with a common topic,
which employ different terms. While pluralism in other
fields may be a healthy notion, the absence of any control or
check on the diverse application of terminology easily gen-
erates confusion for the naive user.

Clearly, producing a reference list of translated terms is not
in itself enough. Terms have to be learned and used by the
widest possible group of users or they remain simply pro-
posed terms. Software producers usually hope to impose
their own conventions. For such companies there is an ad-
vantage in having their terminology used widely in the mar-
ket. Terminological inconsistency with applications from
rival software companies discourages users from switching
to less familiar alternative products.

For applications built upon Microsoft’s Windows interface,
a set of recommended terminology has been published as a
guide for application developers working in European lan-

guages [8].

Localisation

Product localisation is not always the path chosen by inter-
national software houses. Many companies are content to
offer English-only versions, despite the difficulties facing
non-native speakers of English when confronted with such
applications. Others support ‘international’ users by means
of international settings that accommodate known differ-
ences, such as date syntax, paper size, sort order, etc [1].
While such ‘culturalisation’ may be desirable, we regard
this as an aspect of internationalisation that is secondary to
the issue of comprehension (cf. [2]).

Elsewhere [10], we have recommended a second-language
explication approach to the support of such users. This
accords with Belge on the desirability of supporting users
‘at the task level’ [1, p.24], but focuses support at the lin-
guistic level rather than considerations of cultural conven-
tion. In our view, the worst approach to localisation entails
full translation of system terminology. Our subsequent dis-
cussion addresses this native language localisation as an
approach that is problematic on a number of counts.

By its nature, localisation of existing software applications
introduces a further level of potential terminological confu-
sion. Even where common usage is established across an

existing range of English language products, there remains
scope for variation in the choice of local (translated) terms.
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Variability in language usage is not unique to English. Fer-
nandes notes that differing dialects may result in compre-
hension difficulties [3]. This will be equally true across
dialects of non-English languages.

The localisation process is also constrained in its selection
of terms by limitations introduced at the user interface.
Translated terms may strive to be accurate, but may also be
limited in length if required to fit the look and feel of an
existing user interface.' For this reason, using multiple
words to achieve accurate translation of a single non-local
term is unusual and constrained by available space. Figure 1
illustrates the ‘View’” menu from the English and Greek
versions of Wordé.

Notably, this example retains a one-to-one correspondence
for menu items and employs multiple Greek word renditions
for several commands. Obviously, this trade-off between
conciseness of expression and accuracy of translation is
problematic and a potential threat to the integrity of an
original application design, since it may impact upon the
usability of a localised version.
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Figure 1: The 'View' menu from Word 6 (English and
Greek versions)

Translation is also a costly process. A satisfactory rendering
of an application’s language from English to some native
variety may require the services of several experts. Signifi-
cantly, the required expertise must span the source and
destination languages as well as the technical know-how for
competent application use. Employing such a conjunction of
talents can be expensive.” Less expensive options risk less
adequate solutions.

While the appeal of localised software is undeniable, our
belief is that the process of localisation may damage the

! This problem is especially pronounced in translations from English to
Greek since Greek words are often lengthy.

2 Software houses occasionally employ academics from computer-related
disciplines in the country of localisation, to provide the necessary local
language expertise. This must be more economical than maintaining in-
house staff but the use of non-professionals is more likely to compro-
mise the integrity of the finished product.
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integrity of an application by introducing user difficulties
absent in the non-localised version. Translation and termi-
nology play a major part in this scenario, which may include
incompatible applications and confusion among users. In
the following, we describe our survey of three localised
software applications, with a comparison of their terminol-
ogy in Greek (the localised version) and English (the origi-
nal version).

Cross-Language Comparisons

In a comparison between three well known and widely used,
localised word processors (Greek Word 6.0 for Windows,
Greek Lotus Ami Pro 3.0 for Windows, Greek WordPerfect
for Windows, and their English counterparts’), we found
that the English versions used the same core set of termi-
nology, but this was not true for their Greek versions. As
shown in Table 1, the total number of commands that can be
found in the menus (including submenus) vary among the
three word processors. The three word processors in their
English versions share a total of 32 identical commands
(such as New, Open, etc.). When it comes to the equivalent
Greek versions the number of common commands is re-
duced to 21 (30% less than the original language set). These
figures (Table 2) indicate greater variation in terms across
the Greek language versions in contrast with their English
counterparts.

Table 1: Comparison of total menu command set

Package Total Commands
Word 110
Lotus Ami Pro 140
WordPerfect 219

Table 2: Comparison of core command set
English Greek
versions | versions

Common commands 32 21

The process of localisation begins with a set of original
English command terms and makes a series of decisions on
the appropriate conversion, translation or replacement for
these terms within the local language [6]. Every term can be
handled in one of three ways, viz., translation, neologism, or
original retention.

Translation maps the meaning of the original onto a local
expression with the same or similar connotation. This may

3 While MS-Word 95 and MS-Word 97 were localised for the Greek user
community, WordPerfect’s later version and Word Pro (the successor of
Lotus Ami Pro) were not localised. For balanced comparison we have
adhered to Greek Word 6.0 for Windows, Greek Lotus Ami Pro 3.0 for
Windows and Greek WordPerfect for Windows.
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entail selection from one of several alternative meanings for
the original expression.

Neologism is an option whenever translation is problematic
or undesirable. Here the original word is not equated to an
existing local term with similar meaning but is mapped to a
newly coined local expression with no established usage.

The only remaining means of dealing with an original appli-
cation term is to retain its original form either by translitera-
tion into the local language (keeping the original sound with
a localised written form) or by ‘borrowing’ the English
original for use within the local language. Particularly in the
latter case, this ‘original retention’ results in a mix of ‘con-
verted’ local and ‘unconverted’ English terms in the local-
ised version of the application. One reason for adopting this
strategy may be assumed existing familiarity with specific
English terms or the need to render a newly coined English
expression, such as a Trade Mark.

This range of options in the localisation process is illus-
trated graphically in Figure 2 (shaded boxes indicate a local
language construct). The possible procedures that map from
original terms (source) to localised terms (result) is given by
the intermediate tree level.

Source
Original Term

Procedure

[TRANSLATEJ [NEOLOGISMJ ﬁ{ETAIN ORIGINAIJ

[Translation(s)j (New term(s)]

[Transliteration] (Original language]

.

[Neologism] [English] [Trademarkj

Figure 2: Localisation as Term Conversion

Through analysis of command menu items we distinguished
two major sources of inconsistency between the terms used
among the Greek versions of the word processors. These
were:

e  Terms with more than one possible translation;

e  Terms with no equivalent Greek expression.
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Terms with multiple translations

This is the most common source of inconsistency between
the Greek language applications. In such cases, terms that
were shared across the English versions of the word proces-
sors differ when represented in their Greek equivalents.
Most often the diverse terms, although semantically related,
convey different and sometimes confusing meanings. Sev-
eral examples of such variation are noted in Table 3, below.

Table 3: Comparison of core command sets

English |Word 6.0 Lotus WordPerfect
Header |kepoiido VTTEPTITAOC, TITAOC 6EAMOUG
Footer |vmocéiibo VTOTITAOG VTOGEMBO
Tile (not present) |ympic emiKé- |[epneovi
cascade |(not present) |opatoi Tithol |smKoAvTTOUEVLL
ruler YOPOKOG GTNAOYVOLOVUC | YEpOKOG

bar YpoUUN (not present) |oTiAn

column |oTiAn (not present) |KoAidvo

bullet KOUKKIiOU obuforo cOuipo

break OAAOYT Slokomn OAACYN

undo avaipeon aKLPMOoT aKLPWOoN

cut QTOKOTN Komn Komn

view mpoBoin oum 0¢u

The term ‘header’ may be familiar to native speakers of
English and is used across each of the English-based word
processors, but the choice of Greek equivalent is not
straightforward.

Microsoft has replaced ‘header’ with ‘kepaiida’. Although
this is the accurate translation of the English term, it is an
uncommon expression in Greek with no familiar connota-
tion. In contrast, Lotus has replaced ‘header’ with
‘oméptithoc’. This Greek term means ‘supertitle’. Finally, in
Greek WordPerfect we find that ‘header’ has been replaced
with ‘tithog oeriduc’. This Greek phrase literally means
‘page title’. There can be little doubt that Greek speakers
face confusion over this range of terminology, particularly
since the header bears no obvious connection to the title of
a document.

The selection of a Greek term for 'footer' is also problem-
atic. Microsoft and WordPerfect use 'vrocgéibo' which is an
accurate but (for most Greek users) unfamiliar translation,
whereas Lotus uses "vndtitAoc which means 'subtitle' and
bears no clear relation to footer.

The Greek equivalent of the English term ‘bullets’ appears
in Microsoft Word as ‘kovkkidec’. The commonest interpre-
tation of this Greek term corresponds to the meaning of
‘bullets’ (as found in a document format).

WordPerfect, in contrast, uses a literal translation of ‘bul-
lets’ (‘coaipeg’), which usually refers to bullets as found in
a gun (or more generally to ‘spheres’). Finally, Lotus Ami
Pro substitutes ‘bullet” with ‘cOpforo’ which means ‘sym-
bol’. Again, the lack of standard terminology promises
scope for misunderstanding.
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Another example can be drawn from the translation of
'view'. Once more, the choice of a Greek equivalent is diffi-
cult. Microsoft Word replaced 'view' with 'mpofoin (i.e.
projection), a choice that will puzzle most users since pro-
jection is slightly related to the appearance of the document.
Lotus replaced 'view' with ‘6ym’, which means appearance
or view, while WordPerfect used ‘0¢a’ which again means
view, but rather like a room with a view.

Some of the difficulties faced during the translation process
of terms occur because the direct translation for the English
term does not convey the original meaning. One such ex-
ample is 'tile'. Although English users may be familiar with
the connotation of tile in the context of windows applica-
tions, most Greek users will be confused if the equivalent
Greek word was to be used. Instead, Ami Pro uses "ywpic
gmkdivyn' (i.e. non-overlapping) and WordPerfect uses
'eppavny' (i.e. visible).

The same range of difficulties is encountered in the transla-
tion of 'cascade'. Since, the equivalent Greek term does not
convey the original meaning, alternative terms have been
employed. Lotus Ami Pro uses 'opatoi tithot (i.e. visible
titles) and WordPerfect uses 'emikeivntopeva' (i.e. overlap-
ping). Once again, choosing a word to convey the original
meaning is not easy. In both examples, the English term is
being substituted by a phrase (i.e. 'tile' becomes "ywpig
gmkdAvyn' and 'cascade’ becomes 'opoutoi tithot') that de-
scribes the command. Aside from their adequacy in com-
municating the original meaning, a multi-word replacement
can prove problematic in user interfaces where space is
usually limited.

Terms with no equivalent Greek expression

The second major category is comprised of terms that have
no equivalent expression in Greek. This lack can be reme-
died by inventing a new Greek term (neologism), or by
retaining the original English term in some form. In the case
of the localised versions of the three word processors, both
approaches have been adopted, with English retention being
the more common.

The term 'popkapiope’ is a neologism. This term uses the
root of the original English term (i.e. mark) with a Greek
suffix. Other terms like 'Small Caps', 'textart' or 'kerning'
remain in the localised versions the same as in the English
versions. Terms like 'Coup', 'oTuA' or 'epé' (i.e. zoom, style
and effects) appear in a transliterated form. Finally, trade-
marks like Smartlcons™ and ToolBar™ appear unchanged
in the localised versions.

Although there were no examples in the considered applica-
tions, Figure 2 also indicates the possibility of retaining an
original neologism from the English versions. Presumably,
such terms would be equally new to their English as their
Greek user population.
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Tactical Response

Evidence from three localised word processors indicates
significant variations in the application of terminology. This
situation is worrying from a user perspective and should
also concern the developers of localised systems. Two types
of response to this situation are envisaged. On the one hand,
some preventative steps may be considered in order to
minimise future variability in terminology and thereby re-
duce the risk of adverse impact upon the end-user. On the
other hand, given the prevalence of such discrepancies
across software applications, a remedial response to this
situation is also appropriate.

Preventative measures

Ideally, terminological variation would be minimised
through use of established standards for command vocabu-
lary, but this is unlikely to occur, unless the role of stan-
dardisation body is improved. We have already described
the tendency for diverse groups to formulate idiosyncratic
vocabulary, with little or no control. Minimising this would
require some mechanism(s) for registration and control of
terminology which should also be able to cater for the (ter-
minology) user’s needs [4]. This could conceivably be ad-
dressed through one or more standardisation bodies but
would require the following facilities:

Fast response to the evolution of new terms

In the rapidly evolving area of informatics, new terms are
produced almost daily. This means that the standardisation
body should be able to assimilate new terms and process
them quickly enough to meet the industry's needs. Opti-
mally, institutions, companies, etc. producing or requiring
new terms would register these with the standardisation
body.

Use a board of experts

To be able to produce translated terms that are both gram-
matically and semantically correct, experts in the field of
informatics as well as the field of language are needed. This
board of experts will have the responsibility of introducing
new terms. Since the number of persons affected by the
introduction of new terms is wide, the group of experts
cannot function without the approval of people concerned.
Therefore, the standardisation body should establish tight
links with institutions and companies. To assure the suc-
cessful standardisation of terminology, new terms have to
get the broadest possible acceptance.

Disseminate new terms

The existence and timely dissemination of recommended
terminology is necessary to ensure that people concerned
are being informed. To this end electronic media of infor-
mation dissemination can be used to minimise the time
needed to notify all parties concerned. If the terms intro-
duced have the approval of the users' majority and the terms
are being timely disseminated then the tendency of indi-
viduals to produce their terms will be alleviated.
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Remedial measures

An alternative tactic for addressing the variability of termi-
nology in localised systems is to make such variety explicit
to the end-user. This type of approach can be especially
useful to experienced users who already have a good
knowledge of the terminology and are confused by the
choice of terms in new software. Of course, this is itself a
challenge, since any explicit advice to users must serve their
benefit whilst not impeding their use of the software appli-
cation.

For MS-Windows applications, like those described in our
comparison, we have considered several alternative tech-
niques as vehicles for delivery of terminology advice to
end-users. As with all user support activities, two compo-
nents are crucial. First, the content of any advice must be
selected to maximise the benefit while minimising extra
load on the user. Second, a means of delivery must be de-
vised that is both effective and unobtrusive. A further factor
is the need to address the problem in a generic fashion, i.e.,
by means that can be applied to every application.

Content

The potential content of advice for the programs considered
in our survey is readily assembled from our comparison of
these applications. Of greatest import is information on
terms that have been localised to more than one meaning,
followed by details of original English terms that strictly
have no local equivalent. Apart from the equivalent local-
ised terms that could be delivered to the user, additional
support could be given in the form of definitions, examples,
annotations, etc. Information on more subtle aspects, such
as transliterations, trademarks and neologisms, are an op-
tional extra.

Delivery

Depending on the content of information that has to be
delivered, its presentation may assume different forms. In
the case of equivalent localised terms and experienced us-
ers, the user should be able to select the terminology set that
is most familiar. For example, lets assume that a user is
familiar with MS-Word and wants to work with Lotus Ami
Pro. In that case, each time the user selects a command in
Ami Pro that has an equivalent but with different translation
in MS-Word, the familiar MS-Word command will be pre-
sented as a subtitle under the Ami Pro command. In cases
where additional support (such as definitions) has to be
delivered to the user, a separate window, in the form of a
status bar, can be employed.

Implementation

The implementation of a terminology presentation applica-
tion can be based on the client-server nature of current
window systems, in which applications communicate with
the system, and with each other, by message passing. This
facility enables us to monitor and filter these messages and
so determine the actions carried out by users. In turn, this
provides a basis for additional user support.
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Notably, this type of support is not hard coded in the appli-
cations it supports, but it is implemented as a separate ap-
plication. This affords a system wide support technique that
can be applied generally, not solely to support for variations
in the local language terminology.

For our purposes, a ‘filtering” component determines when
the user selects a particular command and sends this infor-
mation, with the name of the application, to a separate data
processing and user presentation module. Depending upon
the user's preferences, the support module checks for an
equivalent alternative term and presents it to the user. Fig-
ure 3 depicts this approach.

MESSAGE
QUEUE
Data
Message processing
Messgge extracted & ear
filtering data Usar
presentation
Terminology
Application(s) Database

Figure 3: Generic terminology support process

Using this approach, we have developed a generic applica-
tion that runs on MS-Windows to provide terminology
support to users. The application employs a terminology
database containing pairs of terms (sets of Greek alterna-
tives) from the three word processors.

Figure 4 shows the Lotus Ami Pro word processor with
support for MS-Word users. Although this type of terminol-
ogy support may benefit all users, it was envisaged that it
could be of special value to users already familiar with the
terminology used by a 'rival' software package. To this end,
an experiment was set up to explore the possible users'
gains by this type of support.

Experimental testing

For the experimental testing of the support application two
groups of ten subjects were employed. Both groups con-
sisted of experienced Greek MS-Word users that had never
worked with Lotus Ami Pro (although they were familiar
with other word processors).

Both groups were asked to complete eleven different tasks
with Lotus Ami Pro. Each task required users to select ap-
propriate menu commands. Two of the tasks were based on
commands that not only remained the same between Word
and Ami Pro, but also remained in the same menu. Two
other tasks were based on commands that remained the
same between Word and Ami Pro, but appeared in different
menus.
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The remaining seven tasks employed commands that use
different translations in the two word processors. Two of
these were found in the same menu (although the menu
titles used different translations) and the rest were found in
different menus. All tasks were presented to the subjects
without using terminology from any of the word processors.

Prior to the experiment, all subjects had a few minutes to
acquaint themselves with the application, without external
aid. Furthermore, they were advised that while interacting
with the word processor they could meet differences in
menu categorisation or command terminology.
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Figure 4: Lotus Ami Pro with support for MS-Word users

The first group of subjects had no access to terminology
support while the second did. Each subject was asked to
complete all of the tasks, while an evaluator recorded the
time required.” All subjects were advised of the nature of
the experiment. Subjects with access to the dynamic support
were advised of its presence and purpose. Both groups
consisted of graduate students. The results of this experi-
ment are summarised in Table 4.

Table 4: Experimental results

With Terminol- | Without Termi- | Significance
ogy Support nology Support | test (Z statis-
tic)
Task | Mean Std. Mean Std. 1-tailed P
1. 6.6 2.0 6.6 1.8 0.4847
2. *| 505 21.6 76.6 24.2 0.0126
3. * 19.9 6.3 20.0 5.8 0.4248
4. 10.0 4.7 13.6 4.8 0.0647
5. *| 229 12.4 36.6 8.2 0.0036
6. *| 204 11.0 25.0 9.5 0.1814
7. *| 244 12.7 24.1 11.0 0.4698
8. 11.2 52 27.8 10.7 0.0011
9. *| 19.0 5.3 20.1 6.0 0.2847
10. *| 13.9 52 204 5.7 0.0104
11. 4.4 1.3 4.5 1.2 0.4063

Tasks shown in gray employ commands with different trans-
lations between the two word processors. Tasks with an
asterisk employ commands located in different menus in
each word processor.

Our experimental results show that each group with access
to terminology support application performed significantly

* Using a chronometer, timing was performed manually on each task, from
its outset until the user selected the correct menu command.
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better in tasks using commands with different translations
between the two word processors. Notably, there was no
major variation between groups for the tasks that relied on
common commands. Mean times for task performance are
show in Table 5.

The results were further analysed using the Mann-Whitney
non-parametric significance test, estimating significance
level using the Z statistic. The first noteworthy point is that
the times measured for the tasks that relied on the same
commands come from a common distribution. Furthermore,
there is a significant difference for the times measured for
tasks 2, 5, 8, and 10 (with significance levels far less than
0.05), proving that there is an improvement in response
times when local language support is deployed.
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Figure 5: Mean time (seconds) needed to complete each task

For task number 4 the significance test is inconclusive,
while there is no apparent difference between the two sets
of measurements for task number 6. The latter may be at-
tributed to the fact that the alternative term used in Lotus
Ami Pro is similar to that used in MS Word (‘page break’ in
the first case and ‘page change’ in the second). It may also
be affected by the easy identifiability of the command in
Lotus Ami Pro (there is a menu named ‘Page’ where one
can find the command ‘Break”).

Task number 9 is a further special case. Although the Ami
Pro terminology in this task differs from MS-Word, subjects
were able to infer the meaning of the unfamiliar command
from the rest of the commands in the group. Specifically,
since the task was to create justified alignment and the rest
of the commands in the submenu were left, centre and right,
subjects could readily deduce that the last command was the
one they required.

Subjects were also asked to comment on their experience.
From their answers it is worth noting that all subjects ex-
pressed some confusion and dissatisfaction with the choice
of terms. Although in some cases they could guess what the
actual term meant, in other cases they had to think in terms
of the likely English equivalent in order to find out.

Of course the difference in the use of terms was not the only
source of confusion. Some of the subjects (eight in number)
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were also puzzled with the categorisation of commands into
menus, which was based on a different philosophy from
MS-Word. The experimental results endorse this point,
since commands that remained in the same relative position
were found in less time than other commands. This is fur-
ther supported by the evaluator's notes, which show that
subjects seeking an unfamiliar command usually started
searching from the relative position of the command in MS-
Word.

Summary And Conclusions

The experimental results show, as one would expect, that
timings are comparable where the command terms are
common across the applications. Significantly, timings for
other tasks show an enhanced performance for those users
with terminology support. Our starting point suggests bene-
fit through use of such selective language support. Our
experiments endorse this assumption.

Terminological variations are evident across a range of
localised software packages. The origins of such variety
have been discussed in this paper as a component of the
‘second language problem’. A remedial approach to user
support has been described, based on a separate dynamic
help system, which can be used across a range of such ap-
plications. The experimental results show that, especially
for experienced users who want to use a new application
with a different terminology set, this approach can help
them overcome the obstacles set by terminology inconsis-
tencies.

This experimental work has addressed instances of termino-
logical variety within localised Greek software. If command
language variability across localised software applications
cannot be avoided, users should at least be advised and
empowered in order to minimise its detrimental impact.

The work described here underpins our general view of the
need for selective language support, especially where users
are faced with a non-native language software application.
Such user support will find a place in a wide variety of user-
system interaction (not only when changing between appli-
cations in the same area but also when installing a new
application with varying terminology). Notably, termino-
logical consistency across a single software producer’s
product range offers no advantage when using a word proc-
essor from this company A and a design package from an-
other software producer.

Further evaluation is underway to illustrate the scope for
enhanced interaction through second language support in
such contexts.
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