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Creativity in Human and
Al-Enhanced Literary Translation:
A Keylogging Experiment

Katharina WALTER

Universitat Innsbruck

Abstract: Based on a recent experiment with MA students at the University
of Innsbruck, Austtia, this article analyzes the benefits and drawbacks of lit-
erary post-editing, Using the keylogging software Inputlog, six experiment
participants documented not only the product but also the step-by-step pro-
cess that led to their final German translation of a short prose poem by Vir-
ginia Woolf entitled “Green,” which was otiginally published in 1921. Some
students worked only with monolingual and bilingual online dictionaries,
while others post-edited an automated translation generated with the DeepL.
next-generation language model, which was launched in September 2024
and is based on a large language model infrastructure. Echoing previous re-
search on literary post-editing, the expetiment results show that Al-en-
hanced literaty translation may entail a loss of creativity. At the same time,
as the translation of Woolf’s prose poem with its novel images and expres-
sions requires translation strategies that move underneath the textual surface
level, the time gains that come with partial automation are negligible at best.

Keywords: Literary post-editing, Creativity, Keylogging, Translator training,
DeepL. next-generation language model.
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1 Introduction

This article compares creativity in literary post-editing and hu-
man translation based on a keylogging experiment carried out
in January 2025 with six MA students at the University of Inns-
bruck, Austria. The key aim of this experiment was to examine
whether the post-edited German versions were as creative as
the human translations of “Green,” a short literary text by Vir-
ginia Woolf originally published in 1921 as patt of a collection
of short prose texts called Monday or Tuesday. In this context,
translatorial creativity is defined as manifesting in “creative
shifts” or deliberate changes made to the structure of a source
text in translation (for further information about this term, see
Bayer Hohenwarter 2011: 669; Guetberof-Arenas/Toral 2022:
186 and 2024: 220), as opposed to “reproductive” translations
(see Bayer-Hohenwarter 2011: 674).

The use of keylogging data collected with the open-source
software Inputlog (see Leijten/Van Waes 2013) as part of this
experiment allows for an examination not only of the out-
comes but also of the respective processes undetlying each
post-edited version and human translation of Woolf’s literary
sketch. During the experiment, Inputlog recorded each single
keystroke, deletion and mouse click, together with a time
stamp for the beginning and end of each of these actions re-
spectively. Additionally, the students’ screens were recorded
with OBS to back up and complement the keylogging data.
While particularly Kolb (2021 and 2023) has recurrently used
keylogging data to examine both machine-enhanced and hu-
man translation, other potentially useful research methods to
document translation processes include think-aloud protocols,
screen recording and questionnaires (see Angelone 2025). Due
to its comprehensiveness and neutrality, keylogeing is a partic-
ulatly effective tool for analyzing creative processes, especially
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when it is combined with other documentation methods, such
as screen recording or questionnaires.

Overall, the results from this experiment echo previous
research on post-editing compared to human translation,
showing that time gains in Al-enhanced literary translation, if
they exist at all, may come at the costs of a decline in translato-
rial creativity and in the joyfulness of the activity of translation.
It will also be demonstrated that Woolf’s text manifests a high
density of “units of creative potential” (UCPs), defined by
Guerberof-Arenas/Toral (2022: 191) as “units that are expect-
ed to require translators to use problem-solving skills, as op-
posed to those that are regarded as routine units.” The key-
logging data indicate that, overall, the post-editing group spent
less time actively working on their translation and produced
less creative translations than the group that worked without
machine assistance. This suggests that for texts rich in UCPs,
such as Woolf’s prose poem, automated pre-translation may
ultimately be counterproductive.

In chapter two of this article, the technological framework
and key terminology for this project are outlined before the
machine output is compared to a recently published human
reference translation by Christel Kroning (Woolf 2021). After-
watds, this chapter zooms in on three segments from each
post-edited and human-translated version of Woolf’s prose
poem produced in class. In chapter three, the insights gained
from this keylogging experiment will be evaluated with an eye
toward potential future avenues for translator training.

2 Experiment Design

Before comparing Woolf’s 1921 prose poem to Kréning’s
2021 German version and the automated translation used in
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the 2025 classroom experiment, this article outlines some pre-
liminary technological and terminological information.

2.1 Technology:
The Deepl Next-generation Language Model

In a course on literary translation from English to German, six
MA students pursuing a degree in translation studies at the
University of Innsbruck transferred Woolf’s literary sketch
“Green” (1921) from English into German, with the overall
aim of achieving equivalent effect in translation. Three of the
experiment participants were not allowed to rely on automated
translation and had to limit themselves to using specific mono-
lingual and bilingual online dictionaries. Dzuden (n.d.) was rec-
ommended for monolingual queries regarding the German
language, while for searches on bilingual and monolingual En-
glish entries the experiment participants were allowed to alter-
nate between Cambridge (n.d.) and Collins (n.d.). The other three
MA students had to work with both the source text and a pre-
translated machine draft that was generated with the DeepL.
next-generation language model (henceforth shortened to
DeepL next-gen). In addition, the three dictionaries the human
translators were supposed to use were also recommended for
this group.

DeepLL next-gen was launched in September 2024 for
some language combinations, including English and German.
It has since been expanded to include all the languages the
DeepL classic language model (DeepL. classic) supports, 30 in
total, as well as Hebrew, Vietnamese, Latin American Spanish
and Thai. Apparently, this new language model “is powered by
alarge language model (LLM) infrastructure” (DeepL n.d.) and
achieves higher quality in translation than DeepL classic, par-
ticulatly for longer texts. Although the text analyzed in this ar-
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ticle is not representative of this tendency, when using DeepL.
next-gen for the English—German language combination, of-
ten a slightly higher error rate seems to occur in the machine
output compared to the classic language model, while at the
same time the automated translations generated with Deepl.
next-gen also seem to contain more “creative shifts” (Bayer-
Hohenwarter 2011: 669) or translation solutions that signifi-
cantly transform the source text. This has been shown by Wal-
ter (2025a) in her analysis of the Deepl. next-gen output for a
section from a contemporary Irish short story by Mike McCor-
mack entitled “Beyond.” The translation of the same section
generated with DeepL’s classic language model, by contrast,
was more “reproductive” (see Bayer-Hohenwarter 2011: 674),
meaning that structures and expressions from the source text
were transferred into the target language, sometimes at the cost
of idiomaticity. Generally speaking, the classic language model
also seems to be more reliable than Deepl. next-gen, meaning
that translation errors occur less frequently.

Given the limited information available on the precise
technology underlying the DeepL. Translator, any statements
about reasons for the next-generation language model’s less re-
liable and more frequently paraphrased translation output have
to remain speculative. What can be established, however, is
that DeepLL next-gen manifests similar tendencies in transla-
tion as general-purpose LLLMs such as ChatGPT when they are
used without task-specific prompting (see Walter 2025a). Hen-
dy etal. (2023) argue that, in order to achieve strong, in-context
multilingual capabilities, general-purpose LLMs such as Chat
GPT require multiple imes more training data than conven-
tional neural machine translation (NMT) systems such as
DeepL. One potential reason for the higher error rate in LLLM
translation output is thus a larger randomization of the results
due to much more substantial training datasets.
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To date, the term “creative shifts” (Bayer-Hohenwarter 2011:
669) as discussed in this article has usually been associated with
deliberate choices made by humans, either in translation or
post-editing. However, since machine output with new trans-
lation technology such as Deepl. next-gen manifests patterns
that sometimes /Jok /ike the choices conventionally made by
humans, a pragmatic decision has been made to also use this
term for phenomena observed in the machine output. At the
same time, this article does not seek to anthropomorphize
when discussing technologies based on artificial intelligence
(AD). Nor does the appropriation of a term conventionally used
for human language indicate that humans are now less impor-
tant as agents than before in literary translation workflows. In
fact, the comparison of the post-edited versions to the human
translations in this article shows that—particulatly for texts
that contain a higher percentage of UCPs—literary post-edit-
ing may not be a good option. This is because a translator’s
choices are constrained by the machine output, which may
negatively interfere with their creativity and the joyfulness of
the activity of translating. How these constraints occur will be
described in more detail in the next section of this article. How-
ever, before some key terms associated with literary post-edit-
ing are outlined, it should be noted that Orel Kos (2024) and
Agnetta (2025) have gained similar insights regarding counter-
productive effects of Al-enhanced workflows on translation
quality and translator motivation in the context of audiovisual
translation.

2.2 Key Terms

A selection of phenomena that frequently occur in post-edited
literary translations will be briefly outlined here, starting with
“priming” (see Hamm 2024: 16; Kolb 2022: 20 and 2023: 55).
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Literary post-editors may be limited in the variety of translation
options they can conceive due to their excessive reliance on
machine output. On the other hand, some post-editors also
find it difficult to accept any machine output, often due to neg-
ative or ambivalent attitudes towards the technologization of
translation. This phenomenon, which is diametrically opposed
to priming, has been described as “Distinktionswille” (a “desire
to be different”; Forster et al. 2023: n.p.).

In fact, the cognitive influence of machine output on
post-editors known as priming may not be the only reason for
the limited creativity and appeal of many post-edited transla-
tions. Particulatly in specialized translation, language service
providers that have been assigned post-editing tasks are often
encouraged to use as much of raw machine output as possible
due to time constraints. This is another reason why post-edited
target texts tend to retain many features of the original auto-
mated translations they are based on, especially when they are
the product of minimally invasive “light” post-editing (see
Nitzke/Hansen-Schirra 2021: 30-31). Apart from ptiming,
post-editors have also witnessed a “fatigue” effect (Hamm
2024: 106) as a result of the exhaustion that may stem from hav-
ing to base their final version on two drafts instead of just one,
a source text and an automated translation. Finally, an “obsta-
cle” effect (ibid.) has also been described. It occurs when post-
editors find detecting errors in the machine output particulatly
difficult due to the fact that the algorithmic, probabilistic lan-
guage of Al-based translation tools only resezbles human lan-
guage but operates on very different principles.

For reasons outlined above, post-edited translations are
often said to contain examples of “post-editese”” (Toral 2019).
This somewhat vague but conveniently encompassing term
refers to the understanding that post-edited translations tend
to be simpler and show more interference from the source lan-
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guage than human translations. Compared to human transla-
tions, post-edited target texts therefore tend to include fewer
creative shifts, particularly if they were produced with the help
of systems such as the DeepL classic language model or
Google Translate. The more imprecise but also more flexible
LLILM-based translation output of recent years tends to be less
reproductive of the source text structures and may thus be
more promising with regard to achieving idiomaticity in the
target language.

2.3 Source Text

The source text used for this experiment is a literary sketch or
prose poem called “Green,” which was originally published by
Virginia Woolf in 1921 as part of a collection of short prose
called Monday or Tuesday. Like the entire collection of which this
text forms part, “Green” has been associated with literary im-
pressionism. One of the author’s aims with this collection was
to reconcile writing with other art forms, in the case of
“Green” specifically painting. The text is part of a literary dip-
tych called “Blue & Green,” where “Green” represents day,
while “Blue” depicts a symbolic image of evening (see Louvel
2023). Both texts are largely descriptive, more like images than
narratives with conventional storylines.

2.4 Deepl Output

In Table 1, Woolf’s original literary sketch (1921/2021: 174) is
juxtaposed with the Deepl. output from January 10, 2025,
which the post-editing group had to base their final translations
on. There were two significant errors in the translation gener-
ated with DeepL. next-gen that are represented in bold letters,
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which made this draft particularly interesting for this classroom
experiment, and which will be analyzed in the next paragraph.

“Green” by Vitginia Woolf DeepL next-gen, January 10, 2025
(1921/2021)
GREEN GRUN

The pointed fingers of glass hang
downwards. The light slides down the
glass, and drops a pool of green. All day
long the ten fingers of the lustre drop
green upon the marble. The feathers of
parakeets—their harsh cries—sharp
blades of palm trees—green, too; green
needles glittering in the sun. But the
hard glass drips on to the marble; the
pools hover above the dessert sand; the
camels lurch through them; the pools
settle on the marble; rushes edge them;
weeds clog them; here and there a
white blossom; the frog flops over; at
night the stars are set there unbroken.
Evening comes, and the shadow
sweeps the green over the mantelpiece;
the ruffled surface of ocean. No ships
come; the aimless waves sway beneath
the empty sky. It’s night; the needles
drip blots of blue. The green’s out.

Die spitzen Finger aus Glas hingen
nach unten. Das Licht gleitet das Glas
hinunter und lisst eine griine Lache fal-
len. Den ganzen Tag lang fallen die
zehn Finger des Glanzes griin auf die
Murmel. Die Federn der Sittiche —
ihre schrillen Schreie — scharfe Klingen
von Palmen — auch griin; griine Nadeln
glitzern in der Sonne. Aber das harte
Glas tropft auf den Marmor; die Pfiit-
zen schweben tiber dem Wiistensand;
die Kamele taumeln durch sie hin-
durch; die Pfiitzen setzen sich auf dem
Marmor ab; Binsen siumen sie; Un-
kraut verstopft sie; hier und da eine
weille Blitte; der Frosch plumpst hinii-
ber; nachts sind die Sterne ungebro-
chen dort gesetzt. Der Abend kommt,
und der Schatten streift das Grin tber
den Kaminsims; die gekriuselte Ober-
flache des Ozeans. Keine Schiffe kom-
men; die ziellosen Wellen schwanken
unter dem leeren Himmel. Es ist
Nacht; die Nadeln tropfen blaue Fle-
cken. Das Grun ist aus.

Table 1: Original text versus translation with Deepl next-gen

One challenge in the source text that both the post-editors and
the human translators struggled with is the term “lustre,”
which is frequently used in the sense of “brilliance” or “Glanz”
but which in British English is also a synonym of “chandelier”
(“lustre”). Due to its inbuilt probabilistic approach to transla-
tion, DeepL. next-gen generated the most likely equivalent of
“lustre” in German, which is “Glanz,” rather than correctly
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rendering the term as “Kronleuchter” or “Luster” in the given
context. In the same sentence, “marble” is also mistranslated
as “Murmel,” one of many small colored glass balls that chil-
dren use to play Marbles, the rarely used singular form of
which is also “marble” in English (“marble”). This mistransla-
tion is somewhat surprising, as elsewhere in the text “marble”
is correctly rendered as “Marmor,” a type of limestone, but the
lack of training data for “lustre” in the British English sense of
“chandelier” probably made a correct translation of other ele-
ments in this sentence more difficult.

While Al-enhanced translation tools occasionally gener-
ate erroneous translation output, sometimes errors in a source
text are also corrected. There is a spelling error resulting in a
different word from the one intended in Woolf’s original text,
who used “dessert” (something you eat at the end of a meal
and that is often sweet) instead of “desert” (an extremely dry
area of land where it is usually hot). Based on the context,
DeepL. next-gen correctly translated “dessert” as part of the
compound “Wiistensand” (“desert sand”), rather than gener-
ating the lexical equivalent, “Nachspeise” (“dessert”). While a
potential correction of errors in a source text is certainly desir-
able in automated translation, this example highlights that hu-
man control of machine output remains key to ensuring high-
quality, correct and adequate translations.

Even though for another source text translated with
DeepLL next-gen the output tended to be less reproductive
than with DeepL classic (see Walter 2025a), the automated
translation of Woolf’s text only manifests very few creative
shifts. This is probably due to the fact that the collocations
used in the source text are mostly very unusual, so that the
training datasets did not yield any probabilistic combinations
in the target language.
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2.5 Deepl Output versus

Human Reference Translation

In Table 2, the Deepl. next-gen machine output from January
10, 2025, is juxtaposed with a recently published translation of
“Green” by Christel Kroning (see Woolf 2021: 175). Subse-
quently, the key differences between both German versions

will be briefly outlined.
DeepL next-gen, “Green” by Virginia Woolf,
January 10, 2025 translated by Christel Kroning
(2021)
GRUN GRUN

Die spitzen Finger aus Glas hingen
nach unten. Das Licht gleitet das Glas
hinunter und lisst eine griine Lache fal-
len. Den ganzen Tag lang fallen die
zehn Finger des Glanzes grin auf die
Murmel. Die Federn der Sittiche — ihre
schrillen Schreie — scharfe Klingen von
Palmen — auch grin; griine Nadeln
glitzern in der Sonne. Aber das harte
Glas tropft auf den Marmor; die Pfiit-
zen schweben tiber dem Wiistensand,
die Kamele taumeln durch sie hin-
durch; die Pfutzen setzen sich auf dem
Marmor ab; Binsen sdumen sie; Un-
kraut verstopft sie; hier und da eine
weille Blitte; der Frosch plumpst hini-
ber; nachts sind die Stetne ungebro-
chen dort gesetzt. Der Abend kommit,
und der Schatten streift das Grun tber
den Kaminsims; die gekriuselte Obet-
flache des Ozeans. Keine Schiffe kom-
men; die ziellosen Wellen schwanken
unter dem leeren Himmel. Es ist
Nacht; die Nadeln tropfen blaue Fle-
cken. Das Grun ist aus.

Die spitzen Glasfinger hingen herab.
Das Licht lauft am Glas hinunter und
bildet Tropfen um Tropfen eine Lache
Griin. Den ganzen Tag lang tropft von
den zehn Kronleuchterfingern Griin
auf den Marmor. Federn von Papagei-
en — ihre schrillen Rufe — messerschar-
fe Palmblitter — griin auch sie. Griine
Nadeln, glitzernd im  Sonnenlicht.
Doch das Kristallglas tropft weiter auf
den Marmor. Die Lachen schweben
uber dem Wustensand. Die Kamele
taumeln hindurch. Die Lachen werden
heimisch auf dem Marmor. Schilf um-
saumt sie. Algen durchdringen sie. Hier
und dort eine weil3e Blitte. Der Frosch
springt plumpsend hinein. Nachts lie-
gen ungebrochen die Sterne darin. Der
Abend naht und der Schatten wischt
das Griin tiber den Kaminsims. Aufge-
wiuhlter Ozean. Kein Schiff in Sicht.
Die ziellosen Wellen wiegen sich unter
leerem Himmel. Es ist Nacht. Von den
Nadeln tropfen Kleckse Blau. Das
Grun ist etloschen.

Table 2: Deepl next-generation language model versus human reference translation

25 207
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The most important differences between Kroning’s version
and the DeepL. output result from creative shifts that occur
due to the translator’s deliberate interventions in the source
text structure. Unlike Woolf, Kréning uses many compounds,
a frequent word formation strategy in German that normally
features much less in English, thus naturalizing the target text.
For instance, Kroning uses “Kronleuchterfinger(n),” rather
than “Finger des Glanzes,” and “messerscharfe Palmblitter”
instead of “scharfe Klingen von Palmen,” taking advantage of
the flexible word combinations the German language facili-
tates. In general terms, compared to the DeepL output, Kr6-
ning’s translation could be described as hermeneutic, as a prod-
uct of intellectually engaging with the meaning of the source
text, rather than reorganizing algorithmic patterns found at the
textual surface level. Among other things, this difference man-
ifests in the translatot’s choice of a number of target terms that
are far removed from the textual surface constructed in the
source language, whose meaning they interpret. For example,
Kroning uses “werden heimisch” or “make themselves at
home” for “settle on,” “aufgewiithlt” or “upset’” for “ruffled,”
and “erloschen” or “extinguished” for “out.” By contrast, the
DeepL output for these passages remains much closer to the
source text. For instance, target language equivalents used in
the machine output include “sich absetzen” for “settle on,”
“gekriuselt” for “ruffled” and “aus” for “out.”

In recent years, the Bilingual Evaluation Understudy
(BLEU) score and other metrics have been developed to mea-
sure the quality of automated translations compared to a hu-
man reference translation. Using the open-source online eval-
uation tool MATEO (see Vanroy et al. 2023: 499-500), the
BLEU metric is determined by rating the machine output on a
scale from 0 to 100, 0 meaning that there is no similarity, while
100 indicates that an automated translation is identical to a hu-
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man reference translation. Fach translation is divided into
n-grams, which may be words, syllables, a group of adjacent
letters or punctuation marks, and quality is measured “in terms
of surface n-gram matching” between the machine output and
the human reference translation (Saadany/Orisan 2021: 50).
Although the BLEU score is mainly used to measure the pro-
gress made in the training of automated translation tools, the
result will be provided for the machine output analyzed in this
article, which in comparison to Kroning’s translation scored a
value of 16.6. This fairly low score indicates that the differences
between the machine output and the human reference transla-
tion are more substantial than they might seem at first glance.

2.6 Post-edited Versions versus Human Translations

In this section, three segments from the source text will be
compared to the six different versions in the target language
produced by the participants in the literaty post-editing/trans-
lation experiment discussed in this article. For each segment,
in a first step an overview of the post-edited versions and hu-
man translations will be shown and analyzed in general terms.
For segments one and two, the post-edited versions and hu-
man translations respectively will then be explored in more de-
tail. To substantiate the analysis, some keylogging data will also
be presented to examine not only the final translations but also
how they were produced.

2.6.1 Segment One

The first segment analyzed in this article is the opening sen-
tence in the source text. The following overview shows the
three post-edited and human-translated versions of this seg-
ment.
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The pointed fingers of glass hang downwards.
(Woolf 1921/2021: 174)

Die spitzen Finger aus Glas hangen nach unten.
(DeepL next-gen)

Die spitzen Finger aus Glas hangen nach unten.
(DeepL. next-gen post-edited, PE-A)

Die spitzen Finger aus Glas hingen nach unten.
(DeepL next-gen post-edited, PE-B)

Die spitzen Finger aus Glas hingen herab.
(DeepL. next-gen post-edited, PE-C)

Die glidsernen Finger langen nach unten.
(Human translation, HT-D)

Die spitzen Glasfinger hingen von oben herab.
(Human translation, HT-E)

Die Fingerspitzen aus Glas zeigen nach unten.
(Human translation, HT-F)

Overall, the three human-translated target texts show more va-
riety and more creative shifts than the post-edited versions. In-
terestingly, in two out of three human translations the anthro-
pomorphism that is already present in the source segment is
enhanced, as Woolf’s “pointed fingers of glass” are given agen-
cy. In version D, the glass fingers “reach down,” while in ver-
sion I they “point downwards.” This tendency towards giving
the animated chandelier agency is not present in the post-edit-
ed versions, which are almost identical to each other and to the
DeepL output, with the exception of version C, in which the
end of the sentence was changed slightly.

Table 3 again shows the post-edited versions of the open-
ing sentence and, in the second column, gives an overview of
the keylogging data from the general analysis generated with
Inputlog, which recorded each keystroke, mouse click and
deletion made by the experiment participants. Given the
homogeneity of the results for this segment, it comes as no
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surprise that the keylogging data for this sentence also showed
little variety.

DeepL next-gen PE Keylogging

A: Die spitzen Finger aus | No words are looked up. The sentence is not edited.
Glas hingen nach unten.

B: Die spitzen Finger aus | No words are looked up. The sentence is not edited.
Glas hingen nach unten.

C: Die spitzen Finger aus | Affer 7:38 minutes, “nach unten” is replaced with “herab.”
Glas hingen herab.

Table 3: Segment 1: observations from keylogging (post-edited versions)

This overview testifies to the fact that two out of three partici-
pants in the post-editing group never questioned the machine
output for this sentence. Only in version C, the adverb at the
end of the sentence (“nach unten”) was replaced with a syn-
onymous expression (“herab”). This marks the first change
made to the machine output in version C and is the only one
recorded for this sentence.

By contrast, the keylogging data for the more varied hu-
man translations of the first sentence in Woolf’s story also
show the participants’ more diverse approaches to its transla-
tion, as Table 4 indicates.

HT Keylogging

D: Die glasernen Finger | Affer 12:12 minutes, the beginning of the sentence is written
langen nach unten. down. The final version of the sentence is produced strajght away.

E: Die spitzen Glasfinger | A/ other sentences are typed first first. After 27:24 muinutes, the
hingen von oben herab. | beginning of the sentence is written down, starting with ‘Die
langen Finger ... .” Then, the noun is replaced with the
compound “Glasfinger.” After 32:31 minutes, the adjective
“angen” is replaced with “Spitzen.”

F: Die Fingerspitzen aus | Affer 9:46 minutes, the beginning of the sentence is writfen down,
Glas zeigen nach unten. | starting with “Die Fingerspitzen . .. . Then, the Duden entry
on “Finger” is checked, After 11:03 minutes, this participant
continues “.. ans Glas Zeigen nach nnten” and also notes down

Yearbook of Translational Hermeneutics 5.1/2025 211



Katharina Walter

a second version of this sentence: “Die gestreckten Finger ans
Glas hangen nach nnten.” After 36:57 minutes, the second
version is deleted.

Table 4: Segment 1: observations from keylogging (human translations)

The keylogging data for the human translations of this segment
indicate that the underlying translation processes are as differ-
ent as their outcomes. An examination of the full keylogging
data shows that participant D in this group has a tendency to
first think through their translation and start writing later than
the other participants. At the same time, once they have written
down a target language version, they are unlikely to change it.
Participant F recurrently notes down different translations of a
segment, out of which they subsequently choose their pre-
ferred version. Participant E wrote down all other sentences in
translation before they rendered the opening sentence into
German. Perhaps they wanted to make sense of the overall
meaning of the text before providing a German version of the
alienating, anthropomorphized description of a chandelier in
this segment. The translation process undetlying version F of
this sentence is particularly multi-layered, showing several re-
placements. Such complexity frequently characterizes human
translation. Post-editing, by contrast, tends to be less analytical
and more superficial. While no one from the post-editing
group looked up any terms before translating this segment, the
keylogging files show that participant F in the human transla-
tion group checked a monolingual German dictionary entry on
“Finger,” which also points towards human translation being
more thorough than post-editing.

2.6.2 Segment Two

The second sentence in Woolf’s prose poem deserves special
attention. As before, the original English sentence is followed
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by the raw machine output, as well as the post-edited and hu-
man-translated German versions produced during the class-
room expetiment.

All day long the ten fingers of the lustre drop green upon the marble.
(Woolf 1921/2021: 174)

Den ganzen Tag lang fallen die zehn Finger des Glanzes grin auf die
Murmel. (DeepL next-gen)

Den ganzen Tag lang fallen die zehn Finger des Glanzes griin auf den
Marmor. (DeepL next-gen, PE-A)

Den ganzen Tag lang tropfen die zehn Finger des Glanzes griin auf
den Marmor. (DeepL next-gen, PE-B)

Den Tag hindurch fillt Griin von den zehn Fingern des Kronleuch-
ters auf den Marmor. (DeepL next-gen, PE-C)

Den ganzen Tag lang tropft es an den zehn Fingern des Lusters griin
auf den Marmor. (Human translation, HT-D)

Den ganzen Tag werfen die zehn glinzenden Finger ein Griin tber
den Mamor. (Human translation, HT-E)

Den ganzen Tag lang lassen die zehn Finger des Glanzes Griin auf
den Marmor tropfen. (Human translation, HT-F)

This sentence was expected to be difficult for both the post-
editors and the human translators. As has been mentioned
before, “lustre” is used in the comparatively little known sense
of “chandelier.”” Accordingly, it comes as no major surprise
that in the DeepL output the more familiar target term
“Glanz” (“brilliance”) is used. Additionally, “marble” is mis-
translated as “Murmel,” a colored type of glass ball frequently
used in Marbles, a game mainly played by children.

Before the overall tendencies in the post-edited and hu-
man-translated versions respectively are outlined, some inter-
esting observations about individual versions will be briefly
summarized. In version PE-C, the adjective “green” replaces
“fingers” as a verb complement, and both errors are corrected.
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In version HT-E, there is a typing mistake in “Marmor,” which
is wrongly spelt “Mamor,” probably due to the fact that spell-
checking does not work when the keylogging software Input-
log is used. In the same version, “lustre” is mistranslated as
“glinzend,” which is the adjective form of the noun “Glanz.”
In version HT-F, the main verb is changed to “lassen’ or “let,”
which is a subtle but significant intervention that attributes in-
tentionality to the lustre fingers.

As before, there is less variety in the post-edited target
texts compared to the human translations made without ma-
chine assistance, but the difference in variety is less pro-
nounced than for segment one. In all final versions, “marble”
was correctly rendered as “Marmor.” Thus, none of the post-
editors were misled by the inconsistency in the machine output
for this term, which features three times in total in the soutce
text. However, the mistranslation of “lustre’” as “Glanz” in the
machine output was only corrected by participant C in the
post-editing group. Furthermore, this error also features in two
out of three human translations. A look at the keylogging data
for this segment in Table 5 will shed light on the reasons for
this error.

DeepL next-gen PE Keylogging

A: Den ganzen Tag lang fal- | Affer 09:15 minutes, the term “lustre” is looked up in

len die zehn Finger des Cambridge (English), which contains no reference to the

Glanzes griin auf den Mar- | use of this term in the sense of “Chandelier.” After 10:36

mor. minutes, “Murmel” (“Glass ball”) is replaced with “Mar-
mor” (“limestone”).

B: Den ganzen Tag lang After 1006 miinutes, “lustre” is looked np in the bilingual

tropfen die zehn Finger des | Cambridge English-German dictionary. After 11:56
Glanzes grin auf den Mar- | minutes, this Participant notes down “den Marmor” along-
mor. side “die Murmel.” After 17:42 minutes, German transta-
tions of “drip” are looked np in Collins. After 30:17 min-
wutes, “die Murmel” is deleted. After 30:55 minutes, “trop-
Jen” replaces “fallen.”

214 Yearbook of Translational Hermenentics 5.1/2025



Creativity in Human and Al-Enhanced Literary Translation

C: Den Tag hindurch fillt After 09:29 minntes, this participant looks np “lustre” in
Grin von den zehn Fingern | Cambridge (English), then in Collins (English). They
des Kronleuchters auf den seroll down to the British English definitions, which inclnde
Marmor. “Chandelier.” They google images for “lustre” and “lustre fin-
ger.” After 11:00 nrinutes, they look up “Kronleuchter” in
Cambridge (English—German). After 1308 minntes,
images for ‘lustre” are googled. After 13:53 minutes, this
participant looks up “lustre” in Collins (English). Afer
16:17 miinutes, they retum to the definition of “lustre” in
Collins. Az 16:21 nrinutes. they look np “finger” in Col-
lins (English). After 19:23 minutes, this participant re-
Places the original sentence with the new version.

Table 5: Segment 2: observations from keylogging (PE versions)

As can be expected due to a number of translation challenges
that occurred in this segment, combined with the wrong
DeepL translation output, all participants in the post-editing
group looked up terms related to this sentence. Furthermore,
neither participant left the machine output unchanged. How-
ever, while participant A only corrected the obvious error relat-
ed to the mistranslation of “marble” as “Murmel,” participant
B additionally changed a verb. Participant C, whose transla-
tions can be regarded as the most successful overall for this
group, dedicated ten minutes to searching terms in bilingual
and monolingual dictionaries and looking up images related to
these terms. This shows that a thorough post-editing process
that leads to a successful translation may take neatly as long as
translating without machine assistance. This is particulatly the
case for texts such as Woolf’s prose poem, the translation of
which is challenging, partly because of the occurrence of
UCPs, exemplified by the anthropomorphized image of the
lustre.

For participants E and F, the keylogging data for the hu-
man translations manifest complex, multi-layered research and
editing processes preceding the final versions for the second
segment (see Table 6).
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HT

Keylogging

D: Den ganzen Tag lang
tropft es an den zehn Fin-
gern des Lusters griin auf
den Marmor.

As before, this participant immediately writes down the final
version of this sentence affer an extended period without any
keylogging activity, starting affer 17:49 minutes.

E: Den ganzen Tag werfen
die zehn glinzenden Finger
ein Griin Giber den Mamor.

After 7:53 minutes, this participant starfs writing down
their version of the sentence, beginning with “Den gangen
Tag....” Then they look up “lustre” in Cambridge (En-
glish), then Collins (English). While in the Collins entry
for British English “chandelier” is listed, the American En-
lish dictionary entyy does not include a reference to “chande-
lier,”” and the participant does not seroll down to check the
British English entry, as the screen recording for this segment
shows. After 9:01 minutes, this participant continues writ-
ing: “... werfen die 3ehn Finger des Scheins Griin iiber den
Marmor.” They replace “des Scheins” with “des Glanzes.”
They change the word category fo “scheinenden,” replacing the
noun with an adjective. After 43:31 minutes, they replace
“Scheinenden” with “glinzenden.”

F: Den ganzen Tag lang
lassen die zehn Finger des
Glanzes Grun auf den
Marmor tropfen.

After 14:20 nrinutes, this participant starts typing “Den
ganzen Tag lang Griin tropft von den Fingern des ... .”
They ook up “lustre” in Collins (English—German). They
write down “Schimmers” and “Glanzes” as translation p-
tions. They replace the original verb with a construction with
“assen” (“let”) and write “lassen die zebn Finger des
Schimmers| Glanzes Griin anf den Marmor.” They look
up “tropfen” and “perlen” in the assigned monolingual and
bilingual dictionaries. After 39:24 minutes, “Schimmer” is
deleted and “‘fropfen/ perlen” are added as potential replace-
ments. “Perlen” is subsequently deleted again.

Table 6: Segment 2: observations from keylogging (HT versions)

For two out of three participants in this group, the translation
of this segment involved examining dictionaty entries and sev-
eral rounds of revision. Only participant D did not revise this
sentence and followed their habit of thinking the translation
through in advance and then immediately finalizing it.
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2.6.3 Segment Three

A simple three-word sentence, “The green’s out,” ends
Woolf’s literary sketch. While the keylogging data for this seg-
ment do not yield any interesting insights, a compatison of the
final translation outputs for the two groups involved in this ex-
periment shows fundamentally different tendencies. The hu-
man translators chose three different target language equiva-
lents for the complement in the original sentence, whereas in
the post-editing group only one out of three participants
changed the complement used in the machine output, which
was based on a very literal translation of the source segment,
as the following overview shows.

The green’s out. (Woolf 1921/2021: 174)

Das Griin ist aus. (DeepL next-gen)

Grin ist aus. (DeepL next-gen post-edited, PE-A)

Das Griin ist aus. (DeepL. next-gen post-edited, PE-B)

Griin ist vorbei. (DeepL next-gen post-edited, PE-C)

Das Griin ist leer. (Human translation, HT-D)

Das Griin verblasst. (Human translation, HT-E)

Das Griin ist weg. (Human translation, HT-F)
The different target language versions chosen for this simple
three-word sentence highlight that literary post-editing, even
though it may well increase productivity, especially for simpler
source texts than Woolf’s prose poem, will inevitably curtail
linguistic diversity in translation. If post-editors find the ma-
chine output acceptable, the motivation to choose alternative
translations seems to be limited at best. The three human trans-
lations, in contrast with the almost identical post-edited ver-
sions, are not only supetficially different from each other, but

they are in fact all based on a fundamentally different under-
standing of what “out” means in the source text. In this re-
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spect, the experiment results echo Mjolsnes (2022: 41), who
has criticized automated translation for deceiving its readers, as
a painted window on the fagade of a house might do. If post-
editing becomes a standard workflow in literary translation,
there is a real risk that too little attention might be given to
understanding a source text, as too much energy might be tak-
en up by producing a synthetic draft, based on a combination
of machine output and more or less superficial human inter-
ventions.

2.7  Comparison

A comparison of the six target language versions of each seg-
ment from Woolf’s literary sketch presented in this article
shows that the human translations differ substantially from
each other. In contrast, the post-edited versions tend to strong-
ly resemble both the machine output and each other. In addi-
tion, the human translations are fundamentally hermeneutic,
more so than the post-edited automated translations, which
frequently reproduce source language structures, thus over-
emphasizing the textual surface of the original. Finally, an anal-
ysis of how target language version C of the second segment
was produced suggests that a thorough post-editing process
that leads to high-quality translation output may be as time-
consuming as a thorough human translation process. If trans-
lation quality is prioritized, the time gains that come with post-
editing are therefore insignificant or inexistent for a text like
Woolf’s “Green.”

3 Synthesis and Outlook

Consistent with previous research, this article shows that while
literary post-editing may increase productivity for some but not
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all source texts, it certainly poses several challenges. First, prim-
ing effects may limit translatorial agency and creativity when
post-editors are overly influenced by machine output and
struggle to make a translation their own (see Kolb 2022: 21).
Additionally, post-editing processes may be complicated by a
fatigue effect, which is the result of an exhaustion that may
stem from working with two drafts instead of one (see Hamm
2024: 16). Finally, post-editors’ work is sometimes also con-
strained by an obstacle effect, meaning that detecting errors in
machine output, which resembles human language but oper-
ates on fundamentally different principles, can be difficult (see
ibid.).

Although there is no explicit record in the keylogging data
testifying to a fatigue effect, the limited effort made by two out
of three participants in the post-editing group to personalize
the machine output may well be due to priming combined with
fatigue. Furthermore, two out of three post-edited versions of
segment two—"“Den ganzen Tag lang fallen die zehn Finger
des Glanzes griin auf den Marmor.” (DeepL next-gen, January
10, 2025)—retain an awkward construction from the DeepL
output, which could be a manifestation of Hamm’s obstacle
effect. Specifically, in the automated translation the verb
“drop” is mistranslated as “fallen” (“fall”’) instead of “tropfen”
(“drop”) and then wrongly associated with the noun “Finger.”
This creates an image of green fingers falling down, which is
difficult to reconcile with the image in Woolf’s original text,
where green color drips down from the anthropomorphized
chandelier. For this section, the DeepL. next-gen translation
output, which overemphasizes the textual surface in the origi-
nal literary sketch and is oblivious to the underlying meaning,
was not changed by a majority of the post-editors. A compar-
ison shows that a similarly awkward rendering does not appear
in the human translations of the same segment.
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Above all, these potential problems suggest that human lan-
guage mediators must develop new skills (see Agnetta/Walter
2025, as well as other articles in the thematic #rans-kom issue
outlined in this introductory text). For this reason, the training
of future translators must consider the cognitive effects of ma-
chine output from the beginning and determine how and
where to address them. While standardized machine output
may not be perceived as a disadvantage when translating an
instruction manual, for texts with a high level of UCPs such as
Woolf’s prose poem, this homogenization of translation is
likely to entail at least some degree of impoverishment, as the
experiment analyzed in this article indicates. In different con-
texts, a potential reduction in linguistic diversity that may result
from automated literary translation is also addressed by Kolb
(2025) and Walter (2025b) respectively.

If automation is to be used for literary translation without
harming translation quality, new workflows for post-editing
creative texts must be developed. For instance, these work-
flows may include new CAT tools with larger context windows
that provide access to both NMT and LLM output as required.
In order to maximize translatorial creativity and limit priming
(see Hamm 2024: 16; Kolb 2022: 20 and 2023: 55), it would
probably be best to make machine output available on de-
mand, rather than automatically (see Brenner/Koponen 2025:
54). If machine output offers several translation options, its po-
tentially unwanted, excessive influence on post-editors might
be reduced. However, this advantage would have to be
weighed against the likelthood of increasing the fatigue effect
that may stem from working with several translation drafts (see
Hamm 2024: 16). Ultimately, literary post-editing demands a
recalibration of both tools and training to better support cre-
ative agency. If approached proactively, as well as with critical
awareness, the evolving interplay between human creativity
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and machine assistance may facilitate flexible and empowering
new practices for translators working at the intersection of art
and automation.
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