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Abstract. The present study aims at analyzing the output of ChatGPT translation of English
literary texts into Arabic comparing it to that of other tools like Google Translate and Microsoft
Bing. The paper is designed to explore both the efficiency and the pitfalls of the Al — aided
ChatGPT when dealing with literary texts mainly poetry.The goal of this paper is to discover
whether Al- tools offer precise translation of the examined texts. The approach used is a
qualitative approach through which the results and the observations were studied and analyzed.
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1. Introduction

The rapid advancement of artificial intelligence nowadays has transformed various
fields, including translation. Among the significant developments is ChatGPT, a sophisticated
language model that offers deep learning techniques to facilitate learners’ educational tasks.
This paper tries tobreak down the efficacy of ChatGPT in translating literary texts, comparing
it to other machine translation tools like Google Translate and Microsoft Bing. This area,
literary translation, was chosen because it is a process through which unique and subtle
challenges are inevitable due to the inherent complexity of literary language, including
idiomatic expressions, cultural references, and poetic tone.

This study aims to evaluate the strength and weakness points of ChatGPT's translation
through a series of comparative analyses against other machine translation tools.

2. Literature review:

The rise of ChatGPT as a machine learning model that can translate texts encouraged
language researchers to test its efficiency and compare its translation with the translation of
humans and other language models. This section provides a review of the most up-to-date
research that evaluated the translation of ChatGPT:

Farrell, M. (2023) conducted two experiments: the first assessed the translation quality
of the free-plan version of ChatGPT in comparison with the free versions of DeepL Translator
and Google Translate through human evaluation, while the second examined the free-plan
version of ChatGPT as an automatic post-editor of raw output obtained from the pay-for version
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of DeepL Translator. The data of the study consisted of Wikipedia articles translated from
English to Italian. The results of the first experiments showed that DeepL Translator performs
better than Google Translate which in turn outperforms ChatGPT. The findings of the second
experiment, on the other hand, revealed that the ChatGPT reaches average human translation
(HT) levels of lexical variety in automatic monolingual machine translation post-editing
(MTPE), but it surpasses average HT levels in automatic bilingual MTPE.

Khoshafah (2023) compared the translation of ChatGPT and human translations of
different text types such as media, literary, scientific, religious, and legal texts. The study
mainly examined the clarity and accuracy of Arabic and English translations generated by
ChatGPt in comparison to human translations. The results showed that ChatGPT translation is
not as good as human translation. Although ChatGPT and human translation may provide the
same meaning to some extent, ChatGPT has some pitfalls regarding highly technical or
specialized content, culturally sensitive outputs, Arabic grammar, idiomatic expressions,
diacritical marks, and false cognates. The study recommended that human intervention is
needed for accurate translation.

Valdivieso and Loépez-Arroyo (2023) assessed the advancements of machine
translation models such as ChatGPT and Google Translate when translating Spanish
terminology into English. The researcher provided MQM-based, terminology-focused analysis
to examine Spanish corpora of olive oil and wine tasting notes. The findings showed that
ChatGPT outperformed Google Translate in error severity and the number of samples affected.
Although the study exhibited great potential of machine translation systems, it indicated that
people cannot rely solely on these systems especially when it comes to specialized languages.

Aghai (2024) evaluated the translation of ChatGPT and Google Translate of literary
texts from Persian to English. To conduct the study, the researcher used a functional holistic
model to analyze the translation of a Persian short story generated by the two platforms. He also
carried out a critical error analysis to detect the areas of weaknesses in the translation of these
tools. The results of the study revealed that both ChatGPT and Google Translate have some
flaws regarding accuracy, equivalence, and text function. Additionally, the study revealed that
ChatGPT frequently generates translations that are grammatically correct, and it may eliminate
cultural nuances in order to achieve fluency. Conversely, Google Translate frequently leaves
source text components as they are without change, which results in awkward translations or
transliterations. The study concluded that machine translation models cannot fully substitute
human translators who are needed to achieve high-quality translations that convey cultural
nuances and idiomatic expressions.

Problems related to the translation of idiomatic expressions in the Arabic novels using
neural machine translation are challenging to NMTs such as Google, Bing and Facebook
translators. It is worth mentioning that Google and Bing translators significantly outperformed
the Facebook translator in translating idioms. Generally, although NMTs had successfully
rendered some idioms into the TL, but they faced some problems such as: unwanted literal
translation, unjustified omission, culture bound expressions, wrong lexical prediction, Lack of
cohesion, Ambiguity resulted from homonymy and polysemy, wrong choice of words, and
colloquial idiomatic expressions (Aldelaa & Malkawi, 2024).

Alafnan (2024) examined the translation of ChatGPT and compared it with Google
Translate. The researcher analyzed the translation of Arabic and English speeches of the King
of Jordan, Abdullah II, delivered at significant international events in 2023. The study assessed
the translations of Google Translate and ChatGPT based on meaning, functional and textual
adequacy, target language mechanics, style, register, and idiomaticity. Regarding English-to-
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Arabic translation, the study indicated that although Google Translate often gives satisfactory
translations in terms of meaning, it revealed that there are some translation problems such as
misunderstandings, inaccuracies, and biases. ChatGPT, However, gives a better translation,
since its shortcomings are considered acceptable with minor adjustments. As for Arabic-to-
English translation, Google Translate has some meaning and accuracy flaws that require major
revisions, while ChatGPT provides translation errors that are acceptable with minor revisions.
The study concluded that ChatGPT is a more preferable option for machine translation, but the
human review is required to ensure an accurate and comprehensive translation of the original
text.

Alosaimi and Alawad (2024) investigated the accuracy and clarity of ChatGPT
translation of the separable phrasal verbs. The researchers carried out a qualitative analysis of
the translation of 100 English phrasal verbs into the Arabic language. The results showed that
ChatGPT can succeed in translating phrasal verbs clearly and accurately, yet it needs some
training to improvement to generate high-quality human-like outputs and get rid of the minor
translation errors that are found. The study also suggested that human editing is required to
avoid any translation problems of ChatGPT.

3. Methodology

For the sake of this study, six literary texts, mainly poems, were chosen. Those texts
represented different literary eras and thus divergent linguistic styles. The works chosen were
three Shakespearean sonnets (18, 130, 138) , Samuel Taylor Coleridge’s (The Rime of the
Ancient Mariner), Emily Dickinson’s ( Hope is the Thing with Feathers) , and Robert Frost’s
(Stopping by Woods on a Snowy Evening).

These texts were translated by, ChatGpt, Google Translate, and Microsoft Bing. Then,
the output of the three tools was compared, contrasted and evaluated. The question of the study,
whether ChatGpt is the one that gives the most accurate translations, was handled in a
qualitative approach rather than a quantitative through which the results of the observations
were analyzed and explained on the basis scrutinizing and describing them.

Moreover, this study is one way, that is the translation of the texts were from English
into Arabic. It is mentioning worthy that the black box strategy was used which means ‘only
the input and outputs of the NMT software are subject to assessment while the internal
mechanisms of NMT process are ignored’ (Aldelaa & Malkawi, 2024).

4. Results and discussion

After the translation process was performed using the three tools, and after the
assessment of their outputs for accuracy, word choice, and structure based on the grammar,
syntax, and the semantics of Arabic, the following observations were found:

4.1 .Gender distinction problems.

Translating gendered language from English to Arabic involves several challenges due
to differences in how each language handles gender. Translation challenges including gender
differentiation can be intricate and multidimensional, particularly when dealing with language
models like as ChatGPT. Below are some examples showing how the tools deal with gendered
words.

An example of this problem is the rendition of “ into that silent sea” to
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_fi tlika al bahr al samet. It is clear that there is a confusion in the translation <lli 2
<wball )l between the demonstrative pronoun “that” which refers to the masculine and the
feminine singular. The above example is not rendered correctly, it has to be rendered as:

calal) jad elly

simply because demonstrative pronouns in Arabic depend on the noun which it
modifies.

Since the word_~lis masculine , it has to be preceded by the Arabic masculine
demonstrative pronoun<l> notlliwhich is the feminine.

On the other hand both Google Translate and Microsoft Bing, opted for the accurate
rendition using the correct demonstrative pronoun <3,

It is noticed that ChatGpt does not understand clearly the correct gender of the word
breeze and its correct translation into Arabic. In this example as well, ChatGpt renders the
phrase “down dropt the breeze as : il sl Cunidil inkhafadat al- naseem al- aleel .

Also here the noun axil which is masculine was accompanied with the verbu=dail to
which the feminine marker— was added.The accurate rendition must be :

Jalal) asuadl) il

When it comes to Google Translate, it rendered it correctly into : il (=édilwhile
Microsoft Bing gave a totally wrong , unnatural , and an understandable translation : bliw) Jiul
awallwhich is merely a word-for- word translation of the original sentence which literally means
(down the falling of the breeze).

4.2. Syntactic structure shift.

Syntactic structure shift in translation refers to the changes in sentence structure that
occur when translating from one language to another. English and Arabic have significantly
different syntactic structures, which can lead to various shifts in translation. While English is
SVO language, Arabic uses either SVO or VSO, but VSO is more common in Standard Arabic
(Matthew,2013). In fact, when we want to focus on the noun (the subject) ,we should put it first
1.e before the verb. Otherwise, we should start the sentence with the verb.

To illustrate this point, “the helmsman steered us through!” is rendered by ChatGpt
into Arabic as:

DA e bassy ~3l) This translation is totally incorrect since there is a clear shift
between the subjectz > and the verbba s, The correct order of the verbal sentence in Arabic
isalSA (e #3kall L 68y since there is no reason justifying putting the subject before the verb.

On the other hand, both Google translate and Microsoft Bing did not have this shift as
they rendered it as: 482l 28 Lol gwhere the verbal is at the beginning of the sentence . However,
they did not give the complete idea of the original sentence due to leaving the word (through)
untranslated, thus creating a gap inside the whole picture presented in the two lines in the
original text.

4.3. Wrong translation of some dictions

Incorrect translations can significantly affect the meaning and tone of poetry. It’s
essential to capture not just the literal meaning but also the communicative meaning and
connotations of words. Each language has its own way of expressing these dictions, and an
effective translation should preserve the original’s poetic essence and emotional depth. In fact,
that what makes the translation of literary texts, mainly poetry, so challenging for these tools.
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For example, “The bright-eyed Mariner” is unsuccessfully rendered by
ChatGptassball (=il Jladlinstead of 42e3) O sadl 53 Jladdl, in fact,slbadl p=ddl jladll could be seen
as overly poetic or not quite capturing the literal sense of (bright —eyed ). The translation for
this expression might bed=<3l (s=ll 53 which maintains the original meaning more
accurately.Both Google translate and Microsoft Bing did not either present a precise rendition
as they translated it as: dxklull (o=l 53 il | This rendition is not acceptable in Arabic because
the word 4=hlilysually collocates with the sun not the eyes.

Some translations of the collocations in English and their renditions into English
illustrate how some combinations sound more natural and are commonly used in Arabic. For
instance, ChatGpt rendered “a good south wind sprung up behind”into Arabic as: g ol
4 sia The phrasal verb(sprung up) has a used equivalent in Arabic which is : <w and which
always collocates with the word = . Google translate and Microsoft Bing were successful in
rendering this English phrase verb to its Arabic precise equivalent.

In addition, the word wind would be better translated as zL_ because it has a positive
connotation whereas the word = has a negative one. Accordingly, “a good south wind sprung
up” should be better translated as: 4w sis 7l Cua

4.4. Polysemy and homonymy problem

According to Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English Polysemy is “ a word has
two or more different meanings”and homonymy is “ a word that is spelled the same
and sounds the same as another, but is different in meaning or origin.” .To clarify , the noun
(lead ) and the verb (lead) are homonyms whereas the word (bank) is polysemous as it has two
different meanings. This area presented a challengefor machine translation tools as they lack
the logic or the understanding of the context according to which they must choose the suitable
equivalent.

A clear example of this problem was found when translating the title of the Coleridge’s
poem. The word (rime) also (rhyme) is a polysemous word having different, though related,
senses. According to Cambridge DictionaryRHYME | translate English to Arabic - Cambridge
Dictionary “If a word rhymes with another word, the end part of the words sound the same.”

And according to Merriam Webster dictionary Rhyme Definition & Meaning -
Merriam-Webster it is when “ one of two or more words thus corresponding in sound”. In this
sense it means:

in Arabic which is one of the elements of poetry. 4.4

This word also has a different sense which is somehow related : “a composition in
verse that thymes” according to Merriam Webster. In this case it is translated as :

3ladall 3auxqdll

in Arabic according to Cambridge dictionary which is describing the poem having
rhymed lines.

ChatGpt was able to grasp this difference translating it to : 32 s&lwhich means a poem.
While Google Translate and Microsoft Bing opted for the imprecise rendition which is 4484,

Another example is when translating Shakespeare’s line in his sonnet 18:

(and every fair from sometimes declines). In this line, the word (fair) is used to convey
the same meaning i.e. beauty Jwain both times. ChaGpt was successful in its rendition of this
as:

Alaa o Ja¥) Gans B (3 Jrad s L S 5 as it conveys the intended meaning of the
original.
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On the other hand , both Google translate and ChatGpt failed to convey the precise
meaning due to their inability to choose the right meaning of the word fair . Google translate it
as:

ey aal i papal) e gl pa JS

Here , incorrectly, (fair) was translated into the Arabic word u=_=<l (exhibition) which
is another meaning for the word (fair).

More surprisingly, Microsoft Bing translated it into two different meanings of (fair)
which are

(just and objective). Thus , the rendition was a total failure ;Jsle (exhibition) and u=_=e

ey 8 Jde e g e S
Which literary means: and every exhibition from a just person declines.

4.5. Wrong comparative structure

One of the problems noticed in the resulting translation is the inability of the tools used
to form the Arabic comparative structure. In Arabic the comparative is formedaccording to the
Arabic morphological balance as (af’al)J=8for example:

»&(Kabeer)(big) S bigger (akbar)
sa(sagheer)small <l (asghar)

There are rules to from the comparative (af’al) as not all the adjective use this formula
to derive the comparative. According to (Abdul-Razzaq Hussein Ahmed:2023) :

el i ol e U5 dgadia Gda IS 4 se(sad) dise HI(Jadl) 035 e 4ie deall o5 VI
"elae zoel el e Hsel idie quall ol ol yan

That is to say , any adjective that comes as (af’al) whose feminine is (fa’la) indicating
colors or defects is irregular and as a result it should be formed by the using the word JiSiwhich
means (more) and the verbal noun(al masder) that reflects the color .

Thus, for example if we want to say that one apple is redder than another , we should
say :

Cll e Bgan 8] Aalanl) oda

Redmore

The three tools fail to formulate the accurate rendition for the comparative found inthe
Shakespearean line in sonnet 130:

“ coral is far more red than her lips’ red”

GhatGpt’s translation ignored the previously discussed rule regarding color
comparatives and translated it as:

Wil (g LIS paad Gla all,

In addition , Microsoft Bing and Google Translate also offered an inaccurate
translation which is:

leisd (e ST yaal s sall sthat form the irregular color comparative as a regular one.

However, the accurate translation should be:

FECRIE I R
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5. Conclusion

The translation of literary texts , especially poetry is not an easy task for machine
translation tools like Google Translate. For Al — aided platforms, though more developed and
more advanced, the task is not any easier. This is due to “ the complexity of human language,
which includes nuances and idiomatic expressions unique to each language. Mohsen (2024)

As can be noticed machine translation tools have their shortcomings in structure
sometimes but their problem is found mainly on the semantic level when it comes to choosing
the right equivalent or when dealing with polysemous words and homonyms. On the other hand,
the AI—aided tool , ChatGpt, was more successful in dealing with the semantics and in choosing
the accurate equivalences but it was less successful in the structural and the morphological level.
Thus, it can be concluded that Al — aided tools do not produce accurate and natural translation
that can be totally taken as is. The result appeared is that proofreading and revising the
translation of these tools by humans is indispensable if we want to come up with reliable and
perfect translation.
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