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Abstract:

Translation resources have evolved from paper dictionaries to Al-powered systems. This study
compares Google Translate (MT) and SDL Trados 2021 (CAT) in translating the Lisbon Treaty
from English to Arabic, evaluating lexical, syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic accuracy. It
examines the impact of NMT and CAT on the accuracy of legal translation. The findings
provide insights into the strengths and limitations of both tools in legal translation.
Keywords: CAT tools; Google Translate; Legal translation; Machine translation MT; SDL
Trados.
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1. Introduction:

The rapid development of neural machine translation (NMT) and computer-assisted translation
(CAT) tools has transformed the translation landscape, providing faster and more cost-effective
solutions for a wide range of texts, including legal documents. While these tools are widely
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used, their accuracy in translating complex legal language remains a significant area of research
and debate.

This study aims to assess the impact of NMT and CAT on legal translation accuracy,
specifically comparing Google Translate (NMT) and SDL Trados 2021 (CAT). The guiding
research question is: “How do NMT and CAT influence the accuracy of legal translation?” To
address this, the study examines translations of selected legal sections from the Lisbon Treaty,
chosen for its complex legal terminology and institutional significance.

Based on a descriptive linguistic case study approach, the study evaluates translations across
four levels: lexical, syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic accuracy. These analyses assess how
each tool handles legal terminology, sentence structure, and meaning in translating key legal
provisions, with attention to their impact on legal precision and institutional tone.

By examining these translations, the study highlights the strengths and limitations of both
machine translation and computer-assisted translation tools in the context of legal translation.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Machine Translation (MT)

Machine Translation (MT) refers to the automatic translation of text by a computer program
without direct human involvement. Imre (2013) defines MT as a process whereby an activated
computer program analyzes a source text to produce a target text automatically. Vasconcellos
(2001) further elaborates that:

“The technology whereby computers attempt to model the human process of translating
between natural languages. The computer, rather than a person, generates the ‘output’—though
it is only a rough draft, not yet fit for most types of consumption” (p. 697).

MT is thus useful for generating rough drafts, but the output typically requires revision and
post-editing by translators—especially for specialized domains like legal translation.

According to the online article Different Types of Machine Translation by Post (2018), the main
types of machine translation are:

o Statistical Machine Translation (SMT): Relies on statistical models derived from
large bilingual corpora to determine word correspondences.

e Rule-Based Machine Translation (RBMT): Utilizes grammatical and syntactic rules
to generate translations, often requiring extensive post-editing.

e Hybrid Machine Translation (HMT): Combines SMT and RBMT, leveraging
translation memories to improve quality while minimizing errors.

e Neural Machine Translation (NMT): Uses artificial neural networks to model
translation processes, enabling context-aware output that approximates human
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translation quality (Post, 2018; International Annual Meeting on Language
Arrangements, Documentation, and Publications, 2019).

While MT facilitates faster translation of large texts, human intervention is often necessary to
ensure semantic accuracy, cultural appropriateness, and readability (Jia, Carl, & Wang, 2019).

2.2 Computer-Assisted Translation (CAT)

CAT tools support human translators with translation memories (TM), terminology
management, and alignment tools. Unlike MT, CAT tools do not replace humans but enhance
consistency, efficiency, and quality (Esselink, 2000, as cited in Doherty, 2016). Key features
of CAT tools include:

o Translation Memory (TM): Stores previously translated segments to maintain
consistency (Hutchins, 2003b, as cited in Alotaibi, 2020).

o Terminology Management in CAT tools stores source—target term pairs for manual or
automatic retrieval, saving time and ensuring consistency in multi-translator projects
(Garcia, 2014, p. 73; Bowker, 2002, p. 77).

o Alignment Tools: Convert parallel texts into segments for future reuse in TM databases
(Garcia, 2014, p. 75).

o Concordance Search: Allows searching for terms within translation memories rather
than entire segments, enhancing flexibility (MemoQ, n.d.).

Popular CAT tools include SDL Trados, MemoQ, DéjaVu, and Wordfast, with SDL Trados
widely used in professional translation environments (Lagoudaki, 2006). CAT tools improve
translation productivity and consistency, though they also shift translators’ roles toward post-
editing MT outputs (Doherty, 2016).

2.3 Challenges in Legal Translation

Legal translation involves complex interactions between linguistic, cultural, and legal systems.
Translators must ensure precision, maintain formal register, and preserve the binding effects of
the source text.

2.3.1 Linguistic and Cultural Challenges

Legal terms often lack direct equivalents across languages. Translators must navigate
differences between English common law and Arabic civil or Islamic law systems. Terms like
plaintiff, tort, or trust may not have clear Arabic counterparts, requiring careful lexical selection
(Benaouda, 2023, p. 364). Additionally, legal language is formal and syntactically complex;
failing to preserve this can create ambiguity or misinterpretation.

2.3.2 Systemic Differences Between Legal Traditions

Differences between legal systems create further challenges. Common law relies on precedent,
whereas civil law emphasizes codified statutes. Arabic legal systems, influenced by Islamic
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jurisprudence, may conceptualize legal principles differently, necessitating comparative legal
knowledge for accurate translation (Benaouda, 2023, p. 364).

2.3.3 Arabic-Specific Translation Issues

Arabic legal texts often feature complex sentences, nominalizations, and formal expressions.
Translators must render these features accurately into English while preserving meaning and
style. The absence of standardized legal terminology in Arabic can also cause inconsistencies,
particularly across jurisdictions (Halimi & Alwazna, 2023).

2.4 Approaches and Strategies in Legal Translation
Effective legal translation relies on several strategies that bridge linguistic and legal gaps.

2.4.1 Terminology Management

Maintaining accurate and consistent terminology is central to legal translation. CAT tools with
term bases and glossaries facilitate the management of specialized vocabulary, reducing
ambiguity and ensuring uniformity across translations (Garcia, 2014; Bowker, 2002). This
strategy is particularly important in the context of legal texts, where specific terminology must
be preserved to ensure the meaning and legal force are maintained. By using terminology
management systems, translators can ensure that terms are translated consistently throughout
the text and across multiple documents.

2.4.2 Nominalization and Syntactic Adjustments

Arabic legal texts frequently employ nominalization and complex sentence structures to achieve
formality and objectivity. Translators may need to adjust syntactic structures when translating
into English to preserve legal authority and readability (El-Farahty, 2015). Nominalization in
Arabic is a common feature in legal drafting, where actions or processes are turned into nouns.
Translators often need to adjust these to maintain the formal and authoritative tone of the
original text, especially in the context of international treaties or legal agreements.

2.4.3 Post-Editing of Machine Translation

Although MT provides speed, its raw output often requires human post-editing to ensure
semantic accuracy, preserve legal register, and align with target legal systems. As Jia, Carl, and
Wang (2019) emphasize: “Raw MT output cannot always meet the end user’s expectations in
terms of translation quality, thus making MT plus post-editing a necessary and standard
practice” (p. 60). Post-editing ensures that the final translation meets the required standards of
legal accuracy and preserves the intended meaning of the original text. This is especially
important in legal translation, where even small errors can have significant consequences.

3. Methodology

This study is a descriptive linguistic case study aimed at assessing the impact of neural
machine translation (NMT) and computer-assisted translation (CAT) on the accuracy of
legal translation, specifically comparing Google Translate and SDL Trados 2021. The
primary objective is to describe how these translation tools handle legal terminology, syntax,
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semantic clarity, and pragmatic function in legal texts, and how they influence the accuracy
of the translated text.

Why These Tools?

e Google Translate was selected because it is a widely used NMT system, uses neural
network architectures to translate entire sentences, improving fluency and accuracy over
phrase-based methods (Wu et al., 2016). It provides an opportunity to analyze how
machine-generated translations handle legal language, specifically focusing on
general usability and linguistic correctness in translating legal terms.

o SDL Trados 2021, as a professional CAT tool, was chosen because of its specialized
features for legal translation. SDL Trados is widely used in the legal field and is
designed to preserve precision and contextual relevance, making it an ideal tool for
examining how a CAT system manages legal accuracy and formal tone.

Why This Text?

The Lisbon Treaty was selected as the source text for this case study because of its
complex legal terminology and binding authority in EU law. This treaty is a rich source of
legal terms and institutional language that provides a suitable case for examining the
linguistic challenges faced by NMT and CAT tools when translating legal discourse.
Measuring Accuracy: Four Levels of Descriptive Linguistic Analysis

This study measures accuracy through four key linguistic levels:

1. Lexical Accuracy: Lexical accuracy refers to the degree of precision with which
lexical items are transferred from the source text (ST) to the target text (TT).
Newmark (1988, p. 118) emphasizes that lexical choices in translation must reflect
both dictionary meaning and contextual nuances. In legal translation, Cao (2007, p.
57) highlights that terminological precision is crucial because any deviation may alter
the binding legal effect of a provision. The analysis of Google Translate and SDL
Trados at this level focused on how each tool rendered key legal terms such as
subsidiarity and inalienable rights, comparing their use of appropriate legal
terminology.

2. Syntactic Accuracy: Syntactic accuracy concerns the rendering of grammatical
structures, word order, and overall formal organization of sentences. Hatim and
Mason (1997, p. 146) argue that syntactic integrity is crucial in specialized texts,
particularly in legal ones, since formal structures often reflect hierarchical legal
reasoning and legislative authority. This analysis examined how Google Translate
and SDL Trados structured their translations, especially whether Google Translate’s
simplified syntax affected legal formality, and whether SDL Trados’s more complex
constructions maintained the formal tone necessary for legal discourse.

3. Semantic Accuracy: Semantic accuracy involves conveying the intended meaning
of the source text without distortion, omission, or unnecessary addition. (Baker,
2011, p. 12) stresses that the propositional content and interpretive value must be
preserved to avoid ambiguity, particularly in legal contexts where interpretation can
affect implementation. For instance, the semantic analysis focused on how each
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5.

system handled inviolable and inalienable rights, ensuring that Google Translate’s
tendency to merge these concepts did not distort their legal meanings, and whether
SDL Trados retained the distinctiveness of these terms.

Pragmatic Accuracy: Pragmatic accuracy evaluates how well the translation aligns
with the intended audience and the pragmatic goals of the legal text. According to
Belbia and Kellou (2023), pragmatic analysis emphasizes intentionality (purpose),
acceptability (audience reception), and situationality (context) as essential norms to
preserve meaning, ensure comprehension, and adapt texts effectively across languages
and cultures.

Data Collection and Comparison

The study compares Google Translate and SDL Trados's translations of selected sections from
the Lisbon Treaty. A descriptive comparison of these translations is made at the lexical,
syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic levels to identify how translation choices impact
accuracy and legibility.

4. Results and Analysis

Sample one

Source Text Google Translate SDL Trados 2021

AMENDMENTS TO THE | 5149 suates e <Mhuad! | Suales e alsall ol
TREATY ON EUROPEAN

UNION AND TO THE Al Baalably (1 95Y1 saalallg gV L2Vl
TREATY ESTABLISHING gl Esland ) el
THE EUROPEAN
COMMUNITY

The first sample consists of the translation of the treaty title and will be analyzed at the

following levels:

Lexical Accuracy
The two translations use different words for the English "establishing."

Google Translate uses "i:d/' (al-munshi’a). This word, which simply denotes a

"creator" or "initiator," is a broad term that lacks specialized legal nuance, reflecting a
general-purpose lexical choice.

SDL Trados uses "iw[" (al-ta sisiya). This word aligns with the legal definition of

"establish" as "to institute (as law) permanently by enactment or agreement" (Merriam-

Webster’s Dictionary of Law, 2011, p. 1815). The term "4...." also corresponds to the

definition in Almaany Dictionary (n.d) as "relating to the institution of bases and
principles, or to the enactment of laws and rules," reflecting a specialized lexical choice.
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For the word "treaty,” both translations use "scstes” (ma ‘@hada). This choice is consistent with

the definition of a treaty as "a formally concluded and ratified agreement between states"
(Oxford Dictionary of Law, 2009, p. 546). Both systems, therefore, adhere to the standard legal
term for this concept.

In legal translation, such lexical precision is crucial, as terminology carries binding legal
implications.

Syntactic Accuracy
The translations differ in their grammatical structure, specifically in how they connect the
concepts of “amendments” and “treaty.”

¢ Google Translate employs a direct noun—prepositional phrase: "susles Lo =ted” (al-

ta‘dilat ‘ald ma‘ahada). This structure is a straightforward parallel to the English
“amendments to, ” reflecting a concise syntactic approach.

e SDL Trados adds a participle: "stales e ilslll oted!” (al-ta ‘dilat al-mudkhala ‘ala
ma ‘@hada). The term i-d(“introduced”) functions as a descriptive modifier that

makes the action more explicit.

In legal translation, such variations are secondary to the requirement of accuracy. As Sardevié
(1997) emphasizes, formal accuracy is vital to ensure that legal translations preserve the binding
force and institutional authority of the original text (p. 71). From this perspective, both syntactic
choices remain acceptable as long as they maintain the clarity and precision expected in legal
discourse.

Semantic Accuracy
The translations convey the meaning of the source text using different semantic
relationships between words, which result in subtle but distinct differences in interpretation.

e Google Translate renders the phrase as "ivs,s Y/ iclaxll ieiall stalel)” (al-mu ‘Ghada al-

munshi’a lil-jamd ‘a al-iribiyya). The participle izio““creating”) semantically presents
the treaty as a general act of creation.

e SDL Trados produces "isssY iclazll it sutslell” (al-mu ‘Ghada al-ta’sisiyya lil-
Jjama ‘a al-iiriibiyya). The adjective i-...l(“foundational/constitutive”) conveys a more

institutional sense of establishing.

The semantic contrast therefore lies in scope: Google’s version describes the treaty as a general
act of creation, while SDL’s version frames it as constitutive and foundational. As Cao (2007)
notes, legal translation requires capturing both “the solemnity and precision” in meaning (P.38).
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These two renderings thus illustrate different semantic approaches: one general and accessible

(4249), the other institutionally specific (& b).

Pragmatic Accuracy
The translations exhibit different pragmatic styles, reflecting different assumptions about the
intended audience and context.

e Google Translate’s style is concise and direct. It aims for a functional translation that
is easily understood by a general audience (Acceptability). The pragmatic goal is to
inform without added legal formality.

e SDL Trados’s style is more explicit and formal. The use of terms like "4wsl” and the
participle "45-J/” demonstrates a focus on legal precision (Intentionality). This explicit
style aligns with a formal, legal register and a more specialized target audience
(Situationality).

As Belbia and Kellou (2023) observe, pragmatic analysis shows how translation choices reflect
both communicative intent and audience expectations. Here, Google prioritizes accessibility,
while SDL foregrounds institutional precision.

e Sample two

Source Text Google Translate SDL Trados 2021
The Treaty on European os Y SV asles Jua | 305V SN Busles JukS
Union shall be amended in
accordance with the
provisions of this Article.

REIIUFRTS (ﬁ&:-i}) Eﬁj cosll oda (&}:)J ;\.5.73)

The second sample consists of the translation of the treaty preamble and will be analyzed at the
following levels:

Lexical Accuracy
Both translations demonstrate complete lexical parallelism. The phrase “The Treaty on

European Union” is rendered as “s)s¥! s4Y1 susles” and “the provisions of this Article” as
“s5) odn a1, The verb root J2= is used in both cases to render “amended.” This lexical choice

is significant in legal Arabic because J: is the standardized term for “amendment” in treaties

and legislation. According to Al-Maany Dictionary (n.d.), J4¢ in the legal context specifically

denotes “to modify or alter a legal text by formal procedure,” which aligns precisely with the
sense of amendment in treaty law. This terminological consistency is a key principle in legal

translation. The fact that both MT systems adopt J+s reflects adherence to established legal

usage, which reduces the risk of misinterpretation and secures equivalence across versions.
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Syntactic Accuracy
Both translations follow the same structure: verb—subject—adverbial phrase, a standard order in
Arabic legal drafting.

e Google Translate: "J.x" is unvocalized, which leaves open the possibility of reading

it in the active voice.

e SDL Trados: "J.<" is vocalized, explicitly marking the passive form.

The English phrase "shall be amended" is a prescriptive passive construction. The modal verb
"shall" indicates a binding legal obligation, while the passive form focuses the action on the
treaty. SDL's diacritical precision ensures this accuracy, while Google relies on contextual
interpretation.

Semantic Accuracy
Both translations convey the intended meaning: the treaty is subject to amendment according
to the provisions of the article.

e Google's "Jus" semantically allows the passive reading but risks ambiguity without

diacritics.

2 . . . .
e SDL's "Jus" semantically secures the passive voice, leaving no room for

misinterpretation.

As Cao (2007) notes, modality and voice are central to legal effect, since they determine
whether authority is expressed as obligation, agency, or institutional action. The English modal

verb "shall" conveys a mandatory obligation, which SDL's rendering of "J.<" accurately and

explicitly captures, strengthening semantic clarity by explicitly fixing the passive.

Pragmatic Accuracy
The pragmatic orientation of the two translations differs in terms of audience and
communicative intent.

e Google Translate: This version is concise and functional, pragmatically reflecting
Acceptability for general comprehension but is less explicit in formal legal terms.

e SDL Trados: This version is more precise and formal, with vocalization reinforcing
Intentionality (clarity of purpose) and Situationality (institutional expectations of
precision in treaties).

As Belbia and Kellou (2023) observe, pragmatic analysis reveals how translation choices reflect
audience needs and institutional context. Google favors accessibility, while SDL ensures
institutional clarity.

e Sample three
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Source Text Google Translate SDL Trados 2021
‘DRAWING L}uﬂ‘ CJ\}“\J\ w l.. w“ sbn " C’J)}!\ u—«‘ }.d‘ w.‘ sen|
INSPIRATION from the

cultural, religious and G Y Glyly gy |« b Gl el 3

humanist inheritance of By 3l ) e oyplas W) ool AN 0 g gl
Europe, from which have

e L e Dl g Slws! Bsk
developed the universal | gt A p oLy S as

values of the inviolable and bl Aol iy (b 830 Blgludly &b Ac 1
inalienable rights of the o b oLkt 358 Y @ ¢ Op
human person, freedom, ¢ Ol Baliwy (3lglodly .
democracy, equality and ¢ " pasl] A p2g

the rule of law,’;

The third sample consists of the translation of a treaty article and will be analyzed at the
following levels:

Lexical Accuracy
The two translations show significant lexical divergence in some key terms.

e Google Translate uses </J(al-turath) for “inheritance,” a word that generally refers

to cultural heritage or traditions. According to Al-Maany Dictionary (n.d.), </

emphasizes the cultural or historical dimension of what is transmitted.
e SDL Trados opts for <, Y(al-irth), which Al-Maany Dictionary (n.d) defines as

“something passed down, often with legal or moral implications.” This choice therefore
introduces a legal and institutional nuance that </</lacks.

» For the expression “drawing inspiration from,” Google renders it as - sgle 3/(drawing

inspiration), while SDL uses .+ ne/_25cv(deriving lessons from). The former reflects

a process of inspiration or guidance, whereas the latter implies reflective lesson-
drawing, a more rhetorical register.

e Regarding the verb “developed,” Google uses < skigradually developed), aligning

with the semantic idea of natural historical evolution. SDL, however, uses ~24(to lay

down/establish), which reframes the values as deliberately instituted rather than
organically developed.

o For “inviolable and inalienable,” Google merges the two into et of JleodU ible) 1

(not subject to violation or disposal). SDL separates them: (s _-L.d/ j+= ¥inviolable =
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“secure from violation or profanation”) and <./ bl .(inalienable = “incapable of

being alienated, surrendered, or transferred”) (Merriam-Webster’s Dictionary of Law,
2011, p. 2540). This distinction reflects what Black (2004) stresses: legal texts require
precise terminology to reflect institutional or normative actions. SDL’s rendering, by
distinguishing between inviolability and inalienability, preserves the specialized dual
legal concepts, whereas Google’s fusion blurs them.

Syntactic Accuracy

The translations differ in their syntactic strategies, particularly in how they render the participial
structure of the source text (“Drawing inspiration...”).

Google Translate uses the active verb .+&-(tastalhim). While grammatically correct,

this verbal clause introduces a subjective tone that is less formal and less consistent with
Arabic legal drafting norms. Moreover, Google’s arrangement of adjectives and nouns
creates structural ambiguities: descriptors such as “inviolable” and “inalienable” are not
clearly linked to their referent, and key terms like “freedom, democracy, equality, and
the rule of law” risk being mismatched, weakening syntactic clarity.

SDL Trados maintains a formal Arabic legal construction through <Y/ o nefl o35z
gLy Uy 2L, employing a nominalized phrase that is structurally and stylistically

appropriate for legal texts. It also preserves Arabic grammar rules by placing adjectives
(e.g., L oLl jsz Y Sl aLi) ) directly after the nouns they modify, and by keeping

all elements of the source clause intact.

This difference reflects what El-Farahaty (2015) observes: Arabic legal genres favor
nominalization over verbal structures to reinforce formality, objectivity, and solemnity.
By adopting a nominal structure and maintaining accurate syntactic alignment, SDL Trados
upholds the precision and readability required in international treaty translation.

Semantic Accuracy

Both translations convey the core semantic idea that Europe’s heritage led to the development
of universal values. However, they diverge in their semantic framing and precision.

Google Translate, using «. < :L{“developed from it”), maintains the original

semantic nuance of a gradual, organic evolution. It portrays the values as a natural
outgrowth of the heritage.

SDL Trados, using «>= . ~>o“established through it”), shifts the semantic focus to
a deliberate and intentional act of creation. This phrasing is more aligned with legal and

institutional discourse, where norms are formally “laid down” or “instituted” rather than
simply “developing.”
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A further difference arises in the treatment of “inviolable” and “inalienable.

SDL’s Semantic Precision: SDL renders the two terms separately as L oLd/ jsz ¥

(inviolable) and 2.2 Ll ,4inalienable). This distinction preserves the unique legal
force of each concept, reflecting the precision required in legal drafting.
Google’s Semantic Fusion: Google merges the two into <.zt o JlesSU bl &(*“not

subject to violation or disposal”’). While semantically understandable, this fusion blurs
the distinction and risks oversimplification in legal contexts, where each term carries
specific normative weight.

The semantic contrast, therefore, lies both in the representation of Europe’s heritage—Google
presents a narrative of natural evolution, while SDL frames it as institutional enactment—and
in the treatment of human rights concepts, where SDL preserves their distinct meanings and

Google fuses them.

Pragmatic Accuracy
The pragmatic orientation of the two translations differs in terms of audience and

communicative intent.

SDL Trados: This translation prioritizes Situationality and Intentionality. The use of

rhetorical and formal terms like o nefl oY5cv(deriving lessons from) and ~24to lay

down/establish) signals that the text is a solemn, foundational document. The clear
separation of L _.L.d/ j»< Minviolable) and .=/ illd ,4(inalienable) ensures the

precision required by a legal audience, reinforcing the authoritative tone. The pragmatic
goal is to produce a translation that is not only accurate but also stylistically appropriate
for a legal treaty, which is meant to be a binding and solemn declaration.

Google Translate: This translation prioritizes Acceptability and directness. The use of

more common, less rhetorical terms like - s¢lees 3/(drawing inspiration from) and

w «sbideveloped from it) makes the text easily accessible to a broader, non-

specialized audience. The fusion of “inviolable” and “inalienable” into a single phrase
simplifies the legal concepts, which might be a pragmatic choice to avoid over-
complicating the text for a general reader. The pragmatic goal here is to convey the main
idea clearly and concisely, even if it means sacrificing some of the formal register and
terminological precision of the original.

In essence, SDL's pragmatic choices are geared toward a specialized, legal context, while
Google's are oriented toward broader public consumption.
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e Sample four

Source Text Google Translate SDL Trados 2021
Under the principle of ¥ oodadl e Corssy | OV G dad) e Corgsg
subsidiarity, in areas which o ) '
do not fall within its GV JoN Spany | Ol ¢ S Y G

exclusive competence, the |, , .5, b Y| oy Y s b goliass
Union shall act only if and i

insofar as the objectives of | J9d! 5w 130 31 (s mad! | Clial 322 o 13) Y1 52!
the proposed action cannot
be sufficiently achieved by
the Member States, either at | (2 [ zaill Joadl | sl sl Jpll ol (o
central level or at regional . :

& 9 S el e clsw és« SN el e

and local level, but can
rather, by reason of the scale | ( &1y By @gadl o | b JHy o BY ol
or effects of the proposed p i - .
action, be better achieved at il St i s Sy | o B oy s 3Y b
Union level. Blal Gt DY (Sgtn s | 3w of ‘Cf‘ﬂ" eyt 6T
TN Jonl) BT 5l | g o Jadl £ de

ALY

SBlaal 3ad e slaell | LS g Ll il Sls) Y

The fourth sample consists of the translation of the treaty conclusion and will be analyzed at
the following levels:

Lexical Accuracy
The most significant lexical issue arises with the translation of subsidiarity. Both Google

Translate and SDL Trados render it as 4=/ /s, In Arabic legal terminology, however, e/ i

is typically associated with vicarious liability—Ilegal responsibility for another’s actions (Legal
Information Institute, n.d.). This does not capture the EU principle of subsidiarity, which refers
to multi-level governance where higher authorities intervene only if lower levels cannot

effectively achieve objectives. The formal Arabic equivalent in EU and international law is /i

4ble>~ Y/ 4 YJ(United Nations Terminology Database, n.d.).

The two translations overlap in core legal terms but diverge in their handling of precision
and register.
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e Google Translate uses (sr2t/ wolast/ s &Y ) wYi2for “areas which do not fall
within its exclusive competence,” and s<£Y <.=sfor “the Union shall act.” The verb
.2:(“to act/behave”) is somewhat broad and can carry connotations of conduct or

behavior rather than institutional legal action.
e SDL Trados uses s rasl lpalais/ §lhi 4 J327 Y A &Yladfor “areas which do not

fall within its exclusive competence,” with Jl ¢ [+ Ysounding more formal and

legalistic than (w247 Y. For the verb, it uses s£Y/ (420 Yas well, but later nuances

with (34si(to be realized/achieved).

For proposed action, the systems diverge.

e Google Translate uses -/ _L</(proposed work), which is a general, everyday word.

e SDL Trados uses ~<l/ </>Y(proposed measure), a more precise legal term denoting

formal institutional acts.

This difference aligns with Black’s (2004) observation that legal texts require terminology
reflecting institutional and normative actions, making SDL’s choice legally more accurate.

Syntactic Accuracy
Both translations preserve the conditional and restrictive structure of the source text but differ
in clarity and flow.

e Google Translate follows a straightforward clause order, beginning with <=y ¥

clae¥ Jotl uiw/ 13/ Y) ...o£Y)... This mirrors the “shall act only if” condition in
English, but its chaining of clauses makes the sentence heavy.

o SDL Trados restructures slightly: ey Y guad! polast) Gloi G b Y I oY G
i e 13 Y] 51£Y).. The use of i io(“if it proves impossible to achieve”) is

syntactically tighter and reflects a legal drafting norm in Arabic that prioritizes
nominalized precision over broad verbal forms.

Additionally, SDL uses s o< Lo gime Of ..o~ S k... for “but can rather... be better
achieved.” This phrase (.~%) strengthens the adversative relation and increases rhetorical
clarity, whereas Google simply uses géis S¢ 5,... As El-Farahty (2015) notes, Arabic legal

texts favor nominalization and explicit connectors to enhance clarity, solemnity, and logical
precision—features more visible in SDL’s rendering.
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Semantic Accuracy
Both translations struggle to convey the specific legal principle of subsidiarity accurately, as

they both render it as 4=/ Li{which refers to vicarious liability, not multi-level governance)
instead of the correct 4ble~Y 4%/ Leaused in EU law. This misrendering introduces a

significant semantic distortion.

o Google Translate: Renders subsidiarity as 4./ Lis, implying vicarious liability and

making the translation semantically inaccurate in a legal context. Furthermore, the

phrase ~il/ LJ(“proposed work™) weakens the legal specificity of the original text,
which should focus on formal legal action (:/=)).

e SDL Trados: Also uses 4=/ [ifor subsidiarity, compounding the semantic error.
However, its choice of ~zdl/ ¢/> Y(“proposed measure”) is more appropriate for a legal

context, as it captures the formal sense of “action” better than Google Translate’s fae)

ol

Both translations misinterpret key legal terminology, weakening the semantic accuracy of
the text. Additionally, Google Translate’s use of the active voice (“the Union shall act”) does
not convey the legal obligation inherent in the original English, which uses “shall act.” SDL

Trados does not fully capture this legal imperative either, but its more formal phrasing <.z

s1£Yjs closer to the intended institutional tone by using "s!~|".

Pragmatic Accuracy

Both translations misinterpret the subsidiarity principle, failing to convey the intended
institutional tone of the EU legal text. Since subsidiarity is central to governance and law, this
misinterpretation could lead to confusion in legal contexts.

e Google Translate: Pragmatically, it prioritizes accessibility and general
comprehension, simplifying legal concepts for a broader audience. However, the use of

ixd [Lovicarious liability) and Al eJ(“proposed work™) undermines the legal
specificity required in a treaty. This simplification compromises the precision and

institutional authority expected in legal discourse.
o SDL Trados: While also failing to render subsidiarity correctly, SDL employs more

formal phrasing such as ~zl/ <> Y(“proposed measure™) and s~ L(“but rather”),

reflecting a more institutional tone suitable for legal texts. Despite these strengths in
legal register and rhetorical clarity, the incorrect translation of subsidiarity still
diminishes its situational appropriateness.
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As Belbia and Kellou (2023) emphasize, pragmatic analysis reveals how translation choices
reflect both audience expectations and the institutional context. In this case, both translations
fall short of capturing the institutional authority and legal precision necessary in EU governance
and law.

4. Conclusion:

This study examined the impact of neural machine translation (NMT) and computer-assisted
translation (CAT) on the accuracy of legal translation, focusing on Google Translate and SDL
Trados 2021. The purpose was to assess how these tools handle lexical, syntactic, semantic, and
pragmatic aspects of translating the Lisbon Treaty from English into Arabic.

The analysis revealed that both systems face challenges in translating complex legal
terminology. Key terms such as subsidiarity were rendered incorrectly as iwdl iuw, leading to

semantic inaccuracies and affecting the pragmatic appropriateness of the translations. Google

Translate generally chose simpler, more accessible terms (e.g., 4id), =zl o), which

facilitated comprehension but reduced legal specificity. In contrast, SDL Trados used more

formal and precise terminology (e.g., il =4l ¢/>Y), maintaining institutional tone and

semantic accuracy, though sometimes at the expense of accessibility.

Syntactic choices further influenced translation outcomes: Google Translate simplified
sentence structures, improving readability but weakening formal authority, while SDL Trados
preserved complex, nominalized constructions typical of legal Arabic, supporting legal
precision and coherence. Lexical and syntactic decisions together shaped semantic clarity,
which in turn impacted pragmatic outcomes, with Google prioritizing general
comprehensibility and SDL emphasizing legal formality and audience expectations.

Overall, the study highlights the interdependence of lexical, syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic
levels in legal translation. While Google Translate provides accessibility for a general audience,
SDL Trados ensures greater legal and institutional accuracy, making it better suited for
specialized legal contexts. These findings emphasize the importance of selecting translation
tools according to context, target audience, and required legal precision. Although this study
focused on linguistic aspects, full legal accuracy also requires professional legal expertise and
post-editing, as linguistic correctness alone doesn't guarantee legal adequacy. In legal
translation, fidelity to legal meaning must prevail over surface-level linguistic form.
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