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Abstract

This study compares the translation outputs of an English into Arabic text
using the three machine translators of Google Translate, Microsoft Bing, and
Ginger. To carry this evaluation of the machine translation (MT) outputs, an
English text and its Arabic counterpart were selected from the UN records.
The English source text was segmented into 84 semantic chunks. Depending
on the Arabic counterpart model text, each chunk was rated as “correct or
incorrect” at the two levels of the translation attributes: fidelity and intelligi-
bility. To perform the quantitative description of the evaluation process, the
numbers of fidelity and intelligibility errors and their percentages were calcu-
lated. Results of this evaluation process revealed that none of the three trans-
lated versions of the source text was perfectly translated. Although the trans-
lation of Microsoft Bing was rated the best, Google’s translation was found
the least accurate due to the high percentage of fidelity and intelligibility er-
rors detected in its translation output. However, the quality of Ginger’s
translation was found slightly less accurate than that of Microsoft Bing, but
remarkably better than Google’s translation. The findings of this study imply
that these MT applications can be implemented to perform English into
Arabic translation to get the broad gist of a source text, but a deep and tho-
rough post-editing process looks essential for a full and accurate understand-
ing of an English into Arabic MT output. The study recommends that more
studies are encouraged to continue to assess the quality of MT that will fur-
ther highlight its weaknesses and the strategies that should be adopted to
overcome them.
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1. Introduction

Machine translation (MT) which is a subgroup of computational linguistics is
defined as “the process that utilizes computer software to translate text from one
natural language to another” (Alawneh & Sembok, 2011: p. 343). The use of MT
on PCs and smartphones “has become increasingly widespread in various set-
tings because of its convenience, multilingualism, immediacy, efficiency, and
free cost” (Lee, 2019: p. 158), regardless of some of its deficiencies. In general,
the process of human translation usually starts by deciphering or decoding the
meaning of a source text (ST), then moves to re-encode this meaning in the tar-
get text (TT) of another language, post-editing or evaluation of the output comes
as a final stage to make sure that the message presented in the ST has been con-
veyed effectively (Ciedlak, 2011; Wilss, 1982). To decode the meaning of the ST,
a translator should interpret and analyze all of its components, a process that
needs in-depth knowledge of the grammar, syntax, semantics, morphology, etc.,
of the SL. The same in-depth knowledge, if not deeper knowledge of the target
language (TL) is needed for the second step of re-encoding the meaning, and the
third step of evaluating the output TT (Doherty, 2016).

In the same sequence, Zong (2018) explains that the process of machine
translation relies on the analysis of words, grammar, meaning, and style. This
MT process starts by dividing the sentence into words, followed by identifying
the meaning of each word through the online dictionary, then by analyzing the
sentence or clause according to the followed grammar rules in order to convert it
into a conceptual construct, and finally, a target language model is used to gen-
erate the sentence or text in the TL. The language model according to Zong
(2018) “is the intermediate language between the source language (SL) and the
TL, through which various languages can be translated into another desired
language. If coupled with bidirectional translation software, the automatic
translation system can translate multiple languages.” (p. 4).

Translation professionals stated that the main parameter for evaluating MT
systems is the quality of their translated outputs (Zong, 2018). Zong (2018) clari-
fies that with the feature of deep learning abilities that are developed through ar-
tificial intelligence, the current translation systems are gradually improving the
quality of MT outputs. However, no one dares to claim that MT outputs are
perfect, despite these successive improvements in MT at this artificial intelli-
gence era as reflected in the neural approach of MT. Therefore, it is argued that
there are still some translation problems that are far from being fully resolved,
such as the wrong choice of words, the spelling of words, and the translation of
words and sentences out of their contextual sequence. Consequently, human
proofreaders are always needed to revise the MT outputs to correct errors and
improve their quality (Ali, 2016, 2018). To reduce these human efforts and in-
terferences, researchers are even working on developing an automated evalua-
tion of computer translation systems. Among the efforts exerted to improve

these evaluation processes, White (2001) has attempted to formulate methods to
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automatically evaluate machine translation outputs through revising some of the
translation attributes, and then tried, explicitly or implicitly, to extrapolate the
measurement to cover a broader class of attributes. Some studies have focused
on measuring fidelity and intelligibility as main attributes of translation in gen-
eral, and of MT in particular as is the case in the present study (e.g., Taleghani,
& Pazouki, 2018; Fiederer & O’Brien, 2009). Yet, regardless of the different
evaluation factors, researchers argue that the “quality” of translation outputs has
always been treated as the critical key to indicate the effectiveness of machine
translation.

To overcome translation difficulties, White (2001) as well as other earlier re-
searchers like Hirschman, Reeder, Burger, and Miller (2000), and Lee (2019)
worked on operating some standards for carrying out “automated MT evalua-
tion”. They argue that methods of automated MT evaluation depend on two
main attributes of translation: fidelity and intelligibility. While fidelity (also
called accuracy) is meant to measure the “conveyance of the information in the
source expression into the target expression”, intelligibility (also called fluency)
measures “how understandable the target expression is to a target-native speak-
er” (White, 2001: p. 1). White (2001) also explains that these attributes are
measured by comparing MT outputs to models of co-occurrences of that TL. In
addition to these two attributes, Hutchins and Somers (1992: p. 163) tested
“style” as a third attribute to evaluate MT outputs. Style is the translation
attribute wherein the extent to which a TT uses the appropriate language to
convey the message effectively. Other researchers argue that although “style”
could be a factor in the assessment of translated materials, it does not hinder the
conveyance of the message in the TT. This has been emphasized by Bowker,
(2014), who revealed that many—though not all—of the participants of his study
were satisfied with texts that are semantically accurate, but which need not be
stylistically elegant. Additionally, other researchers like Fiederer and O’Brien
(2009), and Taleghani and Pazouki (2018) have investigated the quality of MT
outputs depending on the fidelity and intelligibility attributes without consider-
ing the style as a quality factor. To evaluate MT outputs, Doherty (2016) uses the
terms accuracy (for fidelity) and fluency (for intelligibility). To him, accuracy
“denotes the extent to which the meaning of the source text is rendered in its
translation, and fluency denotes the naturalness of the translated text in terms of
the norms of that language” (958). Yet, Doherty claims that assessing translation
quality and telling what is good or not had always been debated compared to
human translation, and MT has deepened that debate, but this debate is leading
to the progress in MT and automatic evaluation to cope with human translation
on the one hand, and the evaluation of translation outputs, on the other hand.

In this sequence of studying the effectiveness of MT depending on the fidelity
and intelligibility attributes of its outputs, the present study arose to assess the
quality of machine translation of an English text (ST) into Arabic (TL) using

three free online translation programs: Google Translate, Microsoft Bing, and
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Giger. This study also aimed to determine which MT application among the
three chosen ones produces an Arabic TT of a higher quality which would be

more appropriate for Arabic native speakers to understand straightforwardly.

2. Significance of Study

The rapid increase of globalization and the wish to penetrate new markets, the
need for Arabic native speaking people to get in touch with other scientific and
cultural matters written in English, the on-going need to reduce the cost of
translation, and the requirement to publish translated materials at the same time
as source language material, are all vital reasons for conducting this kind of
study as an effort to evaluate MT outputs regarding some chosen translation
systems. Additionally, some researchers (e.g., Ali, 2018; and Doherty, 2016) ar-
gue that there is a shortage of qualified translation professionals, and so a grow-
ing demand for effective MT to compensate for this shortage looks crucial.
Moreover, although the literature on MT is vast, there is a marked shortage of
machine translation studies in the field of MT related to translation from English
to Arabic as a TL. Native speakers of Arabic usually attend to translate English
texts into Arabic or vice versa using MT systems despite the awareness of their
deficiencies; and this could be because they may need to save time, effort, and/or
cost. Yet, some MT applications can produce more accurate translations than
others (Albat, 2012). It is also obvious that the quality MT outputs vary from one
application to another, and from one language to another (Fiederer & O’Brien,
2009), and so the present study aimed to investigate the quality of translation
from English into Arabic using three different machine translation applications.
This comparative type of study would help users be aware of the quality of the
English into Arabic translated materials that are performed by different transla-
tion applications. Hence, results of this investigation are expected developers of
MT systems become aware of the customers’ needs and the shortcomings they
should try to overcome. Inspired by these circumstances, this study deemed to
evaluate the translation of an English into Arabic text of three MT tools. There-
fore, an English text known to be written in a formal standard language by na-
tive speakers of English would be chosen for translation into the Arabic lan-
guage. created in MS Word 2007, provides authors with most of the formatting
specifications needed for preparing electronic versions of their papers. All stan-
dard paper components have been specified for three reasons: 1) ease of use
when formatting individual papers, 2) automatic compliance to electronic re-
quirements that facilitate the concurrent or later production of electronic prod-
ucts, and 3) conformity of style throughout a journal paper. Margins, column
widths, line spacing, and type styles are built-in; examples of the type styles are
provided throughout this document and are identified in italic type, within pa-
rentheses, following the example. Some components, such as multi-leveled equa-
tions, graphics, and tables are not prescribed, although the various table text

styles are provided.
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3. Literature

3.1. Machine Translation Approaches and Development

Machine translation has gone through different phases that led to the present
situation where users can deal with its translated outputs with some kind of con-
fidence for some languages. Three approaches to MT have arisen since the 1980s
due to the increasing spread of computer applications. At the early stages of MT,
the rule-based approach in which linguistic rules were written by professionals
for the source and target languages was the most dominant (Doherty, 2016).
These rules initially prescribed the morphological and syntactic rules and pro-
vided the semantic analysis of each language pair to form what is called Transla-
tion Memory (TM).

Later, and depending on the accumulative TMs, a shift from the prescriptive
(rule-based) approach to the descriptive approach (called statistical approach)
took place. To describe how the statistical MT approach works, Doherty (2016)
reports that it uses “complex statistical algorithms to analyze large amounts of
data to generate a monolingual language model for each of the two given lan-
guages, and a translation model for the translation of words and phrases from
one of these languages into the other. A decoder then uses these models to
extrapolate the probability of a given word or phrase being translated from one
language into the other, where the most probable word or phrase co-occurrences
are chosen as the best translation.” (p. 953)

Enhanced by the development of artificial intelligence, the newest approach of
the neural MT has taken place recently. To describe it, Zong (2018) states that
the neural MT achieved high quality because it is characterized by using the
neural networks, where it continuously receives, in the backstage, different
training data to perform data mining and training through deep learning capa-
bilities. Zong (2018) also adds that this approach is based on the theory and
techniques of natural language understanding, natural language processing,
machine translation, translation memory, and statistics-based machine transla-

tion as well as deep learning.

3.2. Previous Research

Closely related to the present study, Taleghani, and Pazouki (2018) conducted a
study to evaluate and compare the translation of English idioms and phrasal
verbs into Persian using the four free online translation systems: (www.bing.com,

www.translate.google.com, www.freetranslation.com, and www.targoman.com).

The focus was on the translation of idioms and phrasal verbs occurring in ten
English texts. The translations of the targeted idioms were subjectively compared
to their equivalents in a Persian dictionary. Results of the comparisons showed

that the translation of “www.targoman.com” was of better quality than the other

three systems, and so the study recommended this system for translating idioms
and phrasal verbs from English to Persian.
Similarly, in an evaluation study of MT, Al-Khresheh and Almaaytah (2018)
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used Google Translate to translate separate English proverbs into Arabic. The
study revealed that “Google translate” faced some linguistic obstacles in convey-
ing the same meanings of English proverbs into Arabic because of word ambigu-
ity (polysemy and homonym), on the one hand. On the other hand, the different
systems of syntax and sentence structures in English and Arabic made the
process of translation sometimes challenging.

In a more recent study, Daniele (2019) quantitatively assessed the perfor-
mance of a free online translator in translating medical texts from English into
Italian. Translation effectiveness was evaluated and established by analyzing the
number and percent of errors occurring in the translation of original research
abstracts in the medical field. Furthermore, this study analyzed the total number
and the percent of translation errors and their correlation with lexical density.
The mean percentage of total translation errors was 15%. A direct correlation
was also found between the total translation errors and the lexical density. The
findings indicated a fairly good performance of Google Translate in translating
words in highly academic writings such as medical abstracts. The study con-
cluded that an effective translation is not only a matter of finding a correspon-
dence between words in the source language and the target language; many oth-
er aspects are just as important.

Fiederer and O’Brien (2009) studied the quality of MT output of English into
German sentences using IBM WebSphere as the MT system. Eleven qualified
specialists rated 30 source sentences distributed into three translated versions
and three post-edited versions for the attributes of clarity, accuracy, and style.
Findings of the study revealed that the MT sentences that were post-edited were
rated to be of higher clarity and accuracy, while the human translations were
judged to be of better style. However, when the evaluators were asked to choose
the type of translated sentences they preferred, the majority chose the human
translated sentences. However, in Bowker’s study (2014), which investigated the
potential of machine translation for aiding Spanish-speaking newcomers to
Canada to make better use of the Ottawa Public Library’s (OPL) Website, re-
vealed that many of the participants were satisfied with human and the post
edited MT outputs that were semantically accurate, but which did not need be
stylistically elegant.

The belief of some researchers in MT inaccurate outputs, motivated transla-
tion instructors and researchers to make use of those outputs in classroom in-
struction to improve their foreign language learners’ translation abilities and
language skills. In this regard, literature has shown researchers’ interest to inves-
tigate the use of post-editing of MT raw materials for enhancing undergraduate
F/SL students’ language competencies and their translation capabilities. Nifio
(2009), for example, studied the effect of the “post-editing” technique within the
evaluation process of MT outputs on enhancing learners’ foreign language abili-
ties. The participants’ task in the study was to make all corrections needed to
produce readable texts out of the raw MT outputs. Findings of this study as well
as those similar (e.g., La Torre, 1999; Nifo, 2004; Belam, 2003; and Kliffer, 2005)
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showed different uses of MT outputs in foreign language contexts, and the use-
fulness of implementing such materials for evaluation and post-editing purposes
in enhancing learners’ language competencies. Not far from this type of study,
Belam (2003) implemented the MT evaluation strategy in an introductory MT
course for undergraduate students. Students were asked to design a project to
evaluate MT tools or to conduct a comparative evaluation of MT texts of differ-
ent types. Belam reported different benefits of the experiment on students’ lan-
guage and translation abilities. Similarly, Kliffer (2005) used post-editing in an
undergraduate course of French to English translation. Positive results were re-
ported, among them was that post-editing of MT texts made the translation
process less stressful for students than performing the entire translation on their

own.

4. Research Questions

This study aimed to evaluate and compare the effectiveness of three online
translators in translating an English language text taken from the UN records
into Arabic, and to find out the translator which would produce the best transla-
tion. More precisely, the study aimed to answer the following questions:

1) How effective are the online MT applications in translating English into
Arabic texts?

2) Which MT application results in a more accurate translation of English in-

to Arabic texts?

5. Methods

This comparative study aimed to evaluate the quality of MT outputs by compar-
ing the numbers and percentages of errors occurring in English into Arabic
translation outputs using three MT applications. The quantitative analysis of the
numbers of errors related to the translation attributes of fidelity and intelligibili-
ty would lead to the identification of the MT application among the three used
ones that would result in a higher quality of the translation of an English into
Arabic text. Each one of the two languages targeted belongs to different language
families that have diverse linguistic systems and cultures. While English belongs
to the Germanic family of languages, Arabic belongs to the Semitic family
(Al-Khresheh, 2016). This makes the translation process a bit complicated and
sometimes results in numerous translation errors that distort the concept to be
conveyed. To achieve the main objectives of this study and to discover the quali-
ty of MT, an English text was selected, then translated by three MT systems. A
descriptive qualitative and quantitative analysis of the three outputs was carried
out depending on the researchers’ native language intuition (Arabic) and his
linguistic background of English and Arabic.

5.1. Materials

5.1.1. Machine Translation Applications

To choose the appropriate online translators of English texts (ST) into Arabic
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(TT), it appeared reasonable to select the most commonly and frequently used
applications by Arabic native speakers. A list of packages was shown on the
Google searching engine as a result of entering the keywords (free + online +
translate + English + Arabic). The investigation of the many applications listed
included Google Translate as the first option since it is the most commonly used
system for a quick translation, and the second application appearing in the list
was Microsoft Bing. These applications were also said to be the most commonly
used applications for translation purposes (Doherty, 2016). Among the applica-
tions appearing in the list, some were excluded because their Arabic TT outputs
looked remarkably unconvincing such as “Yandex™:

https://translate.yandex.com/translator/English- Arabic. Others were excluded as

they were available for commercial purposes, such as

http://www.easyhindityping.com/english-to-arabic-translation. A third category

offered the translation of texts of no more than 200 words, such as

https://www.systransoft.com/lp/arabic-translation/, and so, they were excluded.

Going through the inspection of the list, helped the researcher to choose a third
application called “Ginger” which was also expected to be commonly used in the
Arabic context in the Middle East at least because Arab users could be encour-
aged to use it not only to translate English texts but also to paraphrase, check
their English written work and for other services. The inspection of long list
MT applications ended by choosing the following three translators because at
least their translations seemed to be more convincing than others, and they
had the feature of translating texts above 200 words. (Google Translate:

https://translate.google.com.sa/?hl=en&tab=rT)

Google supports translation for more than 50 languages. When users access
this application, they see a single page. The application offers the options to
write, paste, or upload a text or a document that does not exceed 5000 charac-
ters. This software can translate from more than 70 SLs into the same number of
TLs. The languages into which the package translates are listed clearly on the
screen. The translated output can be shared on Twitter or via email and it can be
copied. The user can even listen to that TT read by the system. The layout of this
package is clear and highly user-friendly, with no adverts for other products and
no unnecessary written texts which may confuse the screen. However, the screen
does not have an icon to help the user print the TT directly. (Microsoft Bing:
https://www.bing.com/translator)

The Microsoft Bing translator gives its users the option to key a text or web-
page URL, with no indication of ST word limit. Similar to the Google Translate
application, it is clear that Microsoft Bing can translate from 70 SLs into the
same number of TLs. It is not possible to print the TT directly from the screen
nor to speak it although a speaker icon is available on the screen, which may be
inconvenient. However, the layout of the package is clear, and it is user-friendly.

(Ginger: https://www.gingersoftware.com/translation)

Ginger is an application that requires the user to download, and it has a free

and a paid version. It provides services for managing content and language
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translation. When accessing Ginger, users are given the option to enter an ST,
but with no word limit. The screen shows that it can translate from more than 70
SLs into the same number of TLs. It is not possible to print the TT directly from
the screen nor to speak it although a speaker icon can be seen on the screen, a
case which may look inconvenient. However, the layout of the package is clear,
but less user-friendly compared to the other two packages tools. Furthermore,
this application has also several options like “speaker, paraphrase, write, and
language checker”, and these options could be some of the reasons that moti-

vated students to use.

5.1.2. Choice of Source Text

White (2003) argues that since translating a given ST can be done in different
correct ways, then different ways could be adopted to evaluate the translated
texts. This may lead to some kind of subjective evaluation. Additionally, profes-
sional translators and evaluators may have different reactions to the subject
matter of the analysis of a translated text the second time they see it than they do
the first time (White, 2003: p. 218). This fact inspired the writer of this article to
choose an English ST that has a formal TT (Arabic) counterpart to avoid any
subjectivity in the evaluation process. Another criterion to choose the English ST
to translate into Arabic was that it should be written by proficient native speak-
ers of English to have an error-free text. To have a text as such, it was decided to
choose it from the UN records as a traditional documentary written work which,
like all UN documents, has its counterparts in six standard languages including
Arabic. This way, the UN Arabic copy of the text would be treated as the model
or reference to compare the MT translation outputs with.

To investigate the effectiveness of machine translation, and to make sure that
the applications chosen were given an English text of the same language com-
plexity and subject matter (theme), a text talking about the financial, budgetary,
and administrative matters from the “Annual Session 2020” report of the “Ex-
ecutive Board of the United Nations Development Programme”, was chosen,
(Appendices 1, and 2):

- English ST:
https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/3861578/files/DP_2020_9-EN.pdf, (Appen-
dix 2).

- Arabic counterpart TT:
https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/3861578/files/DP_2020_9-AR.pdf, (Appen-
dix 3).

It is also important to highlight that a text of about 344 words long was ap-

propriate for increasing the reliability of the MT evaluation measure (Turian,
Shen, & Melamed, 2003).

5.1.3. Evaluation Method of Target Texts
There are different methods to evaluate MT systems and their outputs. The old-
est is the use of human evaluators to assess the quality of translated materials

(Anderson, 1995). Although human evaluation is time-consuming, it continues
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to be the most reliable method to compare different systems using the
rule-based, or the statistical translation approaches (Han, Wong, & Chao, 2012),
or the recently developed neural approach. To investigate the effectiveness of
MT in the English Arabic context, a comparative evaluation of the quality of the
translation output which is based on the adequacy of the translated text “or its
fidelity”, and the fluency of the translated text “or its intelligibility” (White,
1995; Doherty, 2016). The study opted to conduct the human evaluation type of
the quality of the MT outputs rather than the automated method. This process
required a descriptive analysis of the numbers and means of correct and incor-
rect ratings of the translated segments or chunks. This rating process would be
based on comparing the translated chunks to the reference (model) counterpart
text (formal Arabic UN TT), because “the closer a machine translation is to a
professional human translation, the better it is” (Papineni, Roukos, Ward, &
Zhu, 2002: p. 311). Translation quality for each of the output texts would be cal-
culated through the total numbers of fidelity and intelligibility errors and the
percentage of total translation errors related to each MT application, and this
would eventually lead to identifying the application which would perform a
higher quality of the English into Arabic translation.

The present study opted to use the “Black box” approach to analyze the MT
translated materials because it aimed to compare the ST as an input and the TT
as the output of the translation process without considering the mechanics of the
translation engine. Applying this approach, or what White (2003) called the
“declarative evaluation” requires evaluating the extent to which the TT is “faith-
ful” to the information conveyed in the ST, and the extent to which fluency is
maintained in the TT. In fact, determining the degree of fidelity and intelligibil-
ity is an essential step in the process of translation, whether carried out by ma-
chines or humans.

Quoting White’s (2001) method of MT evaluation, and to carry out the
present process of evaluation, it was deemed necessary to divide the ST into
“semantic chunks” and to judge their translations in terms of fidelity and intelli-
gibility. A semantic chunk is defined as “a sequence of words that fills a semantic
role defined in a semantic frame” (Hacioglu & Ward, 2003: p. 1). So, each chunk

who did what to whom?” (Forner &

«c

is supposed to convey some or all of
White, 2001). Furthermore, chunks may also correspond to other components
related to “where, when, how, and/or why”? In this sequence, the text was di-
vided into 84 semantic chunks (Appendix 1). Each online translation package
could therefore score a maximum of 84 points for fidelity and the same number
of points for intelligibility for each ST produced. To avoid subjective judgments,
the Arabic counterpart text of the original ST text was used as the reference in
the evaluation process which would judge whether each of these chunks was
conveyed into the TT correctly or incorrectly.

Since the present study aimed to investigate how effective the three MT trans-
lators targeted are in conveying the meaning of an English ST into Arabic TT,
the concern would be focussed more on the semantic quality rather than on the
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grammatical quality of the STs produced, unless the grammatical errors obscure
the message conveyed from ST to TT. However, it would be essential to indicate
that due to the nature of the two languages considered in this study, such errors
could lead to fidelity and/or intelligibility problems. This could be clarified in
the following two examples. 1) The seventh semantic chunk “to fully fund” in
the ST, appears in the same position of the chunk in the UN Arabic copy of the
report and in Ginger’s TT, but as the ninth chunk at the end of the sentence in
both Google and Bing TT outputs (Appendices 1, 3 & 6). This use of the chunk
in different positions in the discourse has not obscured fidelity nor intelligibly,
and so it was not considered as an error. 2) The semantic chunk (on manage-
ment activities) that appears in paragraph 2 of the ST, has been translated by the
UN concerned department as (fi alanshitah alidariyah—N + adj < VJiguiks
1Al _s3). However, the three MT packages concerned produced a TT with different
structures but all give a similar meaning and effect: (fi anshitat alidarah—N + N
s fguaks 1013 8), These two examples demonstrate that once grammatical dif-
ferences do not affect the two translation attributes of fidelity and intelligibility,
they would not be treated as real modifications, and so neglected.

On the other hand, some modifications are found to obscure the translation
attributes of fidelity as well as the intelligibility of MT. For example, the seman-
tic chunk (for the 2018, 2019) has been translated by the three MT applications
(fi assanawat alma’niyah < 1dus0sls 1dagis8) to mean the aforementioned
“years” (plural noun) instead of (fi assanatayn alma’niyah /Jo0sa \dag siso
<&s) which means the “aforementioned two years”. However, the translation
packages did not recognize the difference between the dual and plural types of
nouns in their Arabic outputs, which resulted in the semantic and grammatical
deficiencies in the message conveyed. In a different type of error, the additive ar-
ticle (and: wa- ) in chunk four, has been added to the first sentence after the title
of the report in TL outputs of the three MT applications. This addition of (and:
wa-s) would disturb the readers of the Arabic texts because they would not be
able to find any previous related idea or context to refer or add to. Therefore,
this leads to consider this error that doesn’t only affect users’ understanding of
the text, but also the fluency of their reading.

6. Analysis of Machine Translation Outputs

This study aimed to investigate the effectiveness of the three targeted online
translators: Google, Ginger, and Bing, and to identify the translator that leads to
the least translation errors in terms of the fidelity and intelligibility attributes. To
reach this aim, a comparative approach of evaluation was carried out. The ST
was divided into 84 chunks (Appendix 1), and the TT outputs of each translator
were analyzed to identify all errors related to fidelity and intelligibility of each
text.

6.1. Analysis of Google’s Translation

The TT as translated via Google Translate seemed to be the least accurate among
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the three translations. The translation output displays (Appendix 3) some se-
rious lexical, syntactical, and grammatical errors which lead to an extraordinary
loss of the message presented in the ST. As summarized in Table 1, the overall
percentage of translation errors is 42.85% (percentage of the 15 fidelity errors
out of the 84 chunks is 17.85%, and the 21 intelligibility errors out of the 84
chunks is 25.00%). This means that the overall level of accuracy for Google
translation is 57.15%. Table 1 also reveals that fidelity problems are caused by
different types of errors. Among these problems are the wrong or inaccurate
choice of lexical items (e.g., chunks 11, 14, 80, etc.), and wrong words or phrase
order (e.g., chunks 21, & 31, 32). Adding or deleting conjunctures has also led to
fidelity errors (e.g., chunks 5, 21, 80, etc.). Another remarkable source of errors
related to fidelity is the inconsistent and inaccurate use of the concept (pe-
riod/duration of time = <= ) in the TT (e.g., chunks 4, 5, 47, and 51). Intelligi-
bility errors, on the other hand, are more in numbers, but less in types. These
errors are attributed to the wrong use of singular, dual, and plural nouns (e.g.
chunk 11), misuse of feminine and masculine pronouns (e.g., chunks 75). Table
1 also displays that there are also some cases where errors occur due to the lack
of fidelity and intelligibility at the same time (e.g., chunks 4, 5, 8. 11, -31, 32—,
47, 57, 64, 74, and 75). These numerous errors resulted in an inaccurate con-
veyance of the message from the ST into the TT; nevertheless, the TT continues
to maintain a level of fluency and intelligibility, especially for sympathetic or pa-
tient readers. On the whole, the overall percentage of accuracy for Google is
57.15%, which is obviously less than those of Ginger and Bing, as will be shown
in this analysis.

6.2. Analysis of Ginger’s Translation

The output of the Ginger translator (Appendix 5) looks more accurate than that
of the Google translator. Similar to the output of Google, Table 2 shows that
there are 15 fidelity errors (17.85% of the 84 chunks) of different types. Howev-
er, eleven intelligibility errors (13.09% of the 84 chunks) in the Ginger transla-
tion are spotted, which remarkably indicates that the Ginger’s translated text
scored a higher level of fluency compared to that of Google’s translation. It is al-
so noticed that the percentage of the observed fidelity errors in the translated
texts of Ginger and Google are the same (17.85%). These fidelity errors of Gin-
ger are also of different types, such as 1) inaccurate choice of lexical items (e.g.,
chunks 11, 40, 50, etc.), 2) word or phrase order (e.g., chunks 31, 32, & 40), 3)
adding or deleting conjunctures or demonstrative pronouns (e.g., chunks 2, &
72), iv) inconsistent and inaccurate use of the concept (period/duration of time
= < %) in the TT (e.g., chunks 4, 5, & 56), and v) missing words in some
chunks (e.g., chunks 8, 49, and 70). Again, the intelligibility errors occurring in
Ginger’s translation are attributed to the wrong use of singular, dual, and plural
nouns (e.g., chunks 7, & 11), but there are no errors related to the use of femi-
nine and masculine pronouns. There are also some cases where errors are attri-

buted to the lack of fidelity and intelligibility at the same time (e.g., chunks 4, 5,
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Table 1. Error analysis for Google’s translation.

Chunk Fidelity Intelligibility Accepted Translation
4 2021 -2018 .« i i 2021-2018 3_sall
Missing the word that means period (duration of
time)
5 2019-2018 3l J3a ) U 2021-2018 358l JM&
A new independent paragraph Preceded by no any
context) starts with the additive article (and = ).
8 5 _y_Siall cail) Jy gai] i} i) 5 Siall cutaall gt Jad (e
The use of (/i instead of min ajl ) changes the
meaning to look like funding is a determiner for the
management efficiencies rather than the result of
their management efficiencies work
11 Adieal) &) &J ) U U izl Cpitid) =
It appears in plural case in TL although it means two
years in the SL
12 038 5ol 4x ff Chaan g i} 3ol aa f caalil LS
Inaccurate word: there is a difference in the
denotation between the words allowed and
permitted.
14 daxiall jpaall )8 pe i} sl paad )l 8 ey
Inaccurate word. The adjective
(deliberate) is wrongly translated
17- Bl Al 3 Lealadin gl Gulaall lgde ] b Llainly il Gulaall
18 The pronoun is repeated 8olay) A,
21 ainal) 3 ) gall 3y o2k ade bl 0 Gieadi ) aae olS,
There should be some kind of modifier to let the Lallas 138 2 ieall 3, gall
meaning go straight forward (L=lita)
28 JEETLENA P W i i) a5
For cohesion purposes, the should be an additive
conjuncture
31 Al 862 oo B 8 64 ) ] u Al 864 S Al 62 e
32 Wrong order of the two chunks
35 s 5l A jaall Ay i) o gl Al Saal) il Jal o1
Inaccurate use of the preposition that leads to a
different meaning
47 <2019-2018 .. S U [ ¢2019-2018 3l JMa
Missing of the word (period = 3_4ll)
50 Wrong word Ui 88 (ye leli i s 88— 45 las
51 2017-2014 U 2017-2014 35 &
Missing of the word (period = 3_sll)
56 .2019-2018 .. 4 i .22019-2018 358l &
Missing of the word (period = 3_sll)
57 A weak expressiong sive Jilia 5 ] S Siay 4 Jlia
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Continued

57 S Jalada Q ] Glall b4l Uadada oS
A past passive structure that requires (past — to be —
verb), and inaccurate word (=)

64  Lacks the possession pronoun,... bl (s giuall (e ] U Al labidll (o giall (1o
The expression to tell that the losses in this context il e

are due to the exchange rate is missing

72 Al ol sall (M s 3a3 . ] Qalall o) sall (M (5 323
It needs an additive conjuncture

73 ¥ Jbke 0.12 ... Aial) dladll i} Dhle 0,12 o8 g Asiall dludll
A word that describes the number is needed ¥

71 Awkwardness L Y9 05l 0.02 =5 s A i} Y50 0l 0.02 s~ AxdUll

74 oA e . 0 i} AT ) ga (s 35 s
Some missing part causes unclear meaning

75 4 COVID-19 4aila ) Q0 i} W COVID-19 4aia

The masculine pronoun is used instead of feminine
76 Inaccurate Expression sl gl (8 el Q0 Al e |
80 It needs an additive conjuncture  s3al) chlian,, ] el bl
Total 15=17.85% 21=25.00% 36 42.85%

*Fidelity errors out of the total of 84 chunks =17.85%, *Percentage of correct translation: 82.15%

*Intelligibility errors out of the total of 84 chunks =25.00% *Percentage of correct translation: 75.00%

*Percentage of total translation errors: 36 =42.85% *Percentage of total correct translation: 57.15%

8, 11, -31, 31—, 49, 56, 70, & 72). Again, these numerous errors lead to the inac-
curate conveyance of the message from the ST into the TT; yet, the TT continues
to maintain a better level of accuracy. In general, the overall percentage of Gin-
ger’s translation accuracy is 69.06%, which is apparently better than that of
Google’s.

6.3. Analysis of Microsoft Bing’'s Translation

In terms of numbers and percentages, analysis of Bing’s translation shows dif-
ferent fidelity and intelligibility total of errors when compared with Google and
Ginger translations, for the benefit of the Bing translator. Table 3 displays that
14.28% (12 out of 84 chunks) of the semantic chunks were having fidelity errors
that affected the quality of Bing’s translation. This table shows that these fidelity
and intelligibility errors are almost similar in their linguistic nature to those de-
tected in Google’s and Bin’s outputs. The fidelity errors in Bing’s translation in-
clude the inaccurate choice of lexical items (e.g., chunks 4, 40, 50, 70, etc.), ab-
sence of words in some chunks (e.g., chunks 8, & 46), incorrect word or phrase
order (e.g., chunks 8, & 31, 32), misuse of the concept (period/duration of time =

< %) in the TT (e.g., chunks 5, 40, & 56), addition or deletion of conjunctures

DOI: 10.4236/0jm|.2020.105030

537 Open Journal of Modern Linguistics


https://doi.org/10.4236/ojml.2020.105030

M. A. Ali

Table 2. Error analysis for Ginger’s translation.

Chunk Fidelity Intelligibility Accepted Translation
4 2021-2018..... Q a 2021-2018 374l
Missing of the word (period = 844J)
5 2019-2018 87l JMs-9 ] ] 2021-2018 8l JH=
A new independent paragraph (Preceded by no
context) starts with the additive article (and = ).
7 QylaYl 8elaSIl oo u ] o)laY) BelaS)l drl / ilelaS)l g0
A singular noun in TT, but it should be a plural one
to comply with the noun in the SL.
8 8,55l Caadl pgos) 0 i 8,8l olaadll (bgas Jol oy
The use of (/i instead of min aj ) changes the
meaning to look like funding is a determiner for
the management efficiencies rather than the result
of their management efficiencies work
12 &:l_)‘.)}“ 3elas R ZL:\)L)}’l olelasd) o
The word underlined appears as a singular noun
that indicates the efficiency of the administration; 0
it talks about or modifies a process. Whereas the
Original sentence talks about the efficacy (skills) of
the persons working in the administration
deaioll Hlall ees woydall Hhall ees
Inaccurate word. The adjective (deliberate) is ]
wrongly translated
8 8l ilaaid! ... Jogai) 8,5l wlaal Jof Jgan
The modifier FULLY is missing here. It is used at the a
end of the sentence, and so it is causing is a kind of
ambiguity, not to forget “economy of words”.
1 dinall Clgiad) 3 a U il (giiad] §
It appears in a plural case in TL although it means
two years in the SL
31- Bloll (§62 (y0 Blall (3 64 4] ] ] Bloll §64 4 Bl 362 1
32 Wrong order of the two chunks
Bl 364 Jland Bl G 62 e
40 Loz ool oo i} i} <b3 Lo
Inaccurate choice of words, no cohesion
49 L suseiall LY ol Y 9s e 4Y9s S Jolde i} i} ShY9s e yY9 S bolae
This sentence has something missing; there is a ©laail e Bdsiall LYol
need to tell the reader about what happens to the
US dollars.
50 Wrong word Wi 88 e 8oLy u W 88 — 0 d)lie
56 .2019-2018 .. § i} i} :2019-2018 a1 &
Missing of the word (period = 85J)
68 Inaccurate word Blodl (3 98 Al pliiu i} Blall (3 98 duud fhan
70 Inaccurate use of the preposition d,\aJUL-.wTL:; ] ] Db (o dazWl) Je A5A0
Copall
72 &l ylse ) e u i &3 ylge I 35 21
Some missing part causes unclear meaning
Total 15 =16.66% 11=13.09% 25=29.76%

*Fidelity errors out of the total of 84 chunks =17.85%
*Intelligibility errors out of the total of 84 chunks =13.09%
*Total errors and their Percentage: 26 =30.94%

81.95% of Ginger translation is correct
86.91% of Ginger translation is correct
Percentage of total Correct translation: 69.06%
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Table 3. Error analysis for Microsoft Bing’s translation.

Chunk Fidelity Intelligibility Accepted Translation
5 2019-2018 8a)l M9 i} i} 2021-2018 8a)l I
A new independent paragraph (Preceded by no
context) starts with the additive article (and = 3).
7 GoyloY! BelaSdl ey a aoyloy! elaSIl dof / il laSTl oy
A singular noun in T, but it should be a plural one
to comply with the noun in the SL.
8 8y, olaal gexd ] u 8y,Saall eolaasdl Jged Jol ope
The use of (/i instead of min aj ) changes the
meaning to look like funding is a determiner for
the management efficiencies rather than the
result of their management efficiencies work
8 8y, Skedl ©laadl ... Jogex) ] 8),Soedl ilaadl o Jigald Jof pe
The modifier FULLY is missing here. It is used at
the end of the sentence, and so it is causing is a
kind of ambiguity, not to forget “economy of
words”.
1 dpaall wlgrudl § i ] ginoll ydl 3
It appears in a plural case in TL although it means
two years in the SL
14 ool ppdall Hl,3 eeds )] RISV B IPENT
Inaccurate word. The adjective (deliberate) is p 9yl
wrongly translated
3132 Bl (§ 62 (re Bl (3 64 ] ) i Bl (364 1) B 362 (4
Wrong order of the two chunks
Sl §64 Jland Bl § 62 o0
40 Loz ool las 0 i} <3 (8 ealug
Inaccurate choice of words, no cohesion
46 ceneen Bl LY Ol Y9 (e JNV9 S olde i} i} LYl @lyY9s oo yY9s S bl
This sentence has something missing; there is a ©laadl e Baseiell
need to tell the reader about what happens to
the US dollars.
50 Inaccurate word Wi 88 (e 8oLy i} i 88 —o &,lae
56 .2019-2018 .. § [i] -2019-2018 344l §
Missing of the word (period = 84all)
70 Srall sl Q0 i) Dbl (e daxUl) Ao SR
Inaccurate use of the preposition O pall
71 Y93 O9eb 0.02 55 a5 (&) ] Y95 Ogub 0.02 920 &l
Awkwardness
74 &3 ol L. i] i 63 lge I i3 ()
Some missing part causes unclear meaning
Total 12 =14.28% 10 =11.90% 22 =26.19%

*Fidelity errors out of the total of 84 chunks =14.28%
*Intelligibility errors out of the total of 84 chunks =11.90%
*Total errors and their Percentage: 22 =26.19%

85.72% of Bing translation is correct
88.10% of Bing translation is correct
Percentage of total Correct translation: 73.81%
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(e.g., chunks 5, & 40). Concerning the fluency feature of Bing’s output, the per-
centage of errors appears less than that of Ginger’s output, and remarkably less
than that of Google’s output. These errors are attributed to incorrect use of sin-
gular, dual, and plural nouns (e.g., chunks 7, & 11), and incorrect word/phrase
order (e.g., chunks 8, & 31, 32). It is also noticed, as the case is with the other
two translators, that the translation of eight chunks distorted both fidelity and
intelligibility of the translated text. That is, eight chunks of Bing’s output
(chunks 5, 8, 11, —31, 32—, 40, 46, 70, & 74) are identified to have both accuracy
and fluency deficiencies at the same time. Despite these fidelity and intelligibility
errors, the quality of Bing’s output appears more accurate and fluent than that of
Google’s and Ginger’s outputs. This could be identified easily by comparing the
overall level of quality of Bing’s translation (73.81%) with the same percentages
of the quality related to the translations of Ginger and Google (69.06% and
57.15%), respectively, as displayed in Tables 1-3. Yet, readers’ understanding of
the translated text continues to face some hindrances due to the 26.19% percen-

tage of adequacy and fluency errors.

7. Discussion

In the attempt to evaluate the performance of the three free online MT tools
(Google Translator, Bing, and Ginger) in translating an English into Arabic text,
the present study quantitatively analyzed the total number and the percentage of
total translation errors in the target language texts (TLTs), after the qualitative
semantic and syntactic study of the source and the target texts. While the find-
ings showed that the three TLTs were having serious fidelity and intelligibility
errors that affected the adequacy and fluency of the three texts, differences in the
percentages of errors were easily identified between them, and mainly between
Google’s translation (42.85% percentage of errors) on the one hand and those of
Ginger and Bing on the other hand (30.94%, and 26.19% percentage of errors,
respectively). This surprising percentage of errors for Google’s translation which
is clearly exceeding those of Bing’s and Ginger’s translations was not expected; at
least because most of the Arab users (mainly the researcher’s students) attend to
use Google Translate perhaps because it is an application that is available by de-
fault on the Google browser. This result, therefore, proves that the translation of
the Microsoft Bing application scored a higher quality (73.81% of its translation
is correct) of translation than those of the other two applications in terms of fi-
delity and intelligibility. Although the percentage of correct translation for Gin-
ger was less than that of Bing’s, a slight difference for the benefit of Bing was re-
vealed between them, (69.06% and 73.81%, respectively).

The findings of the present study came in the same sequence with the studies
of Nifno (2009), Belam (2003), Kliffer (2005), and Bowker (2014) which investi-
gated the effectiveness of using the post-editing technique of raw MT outputs as
a classroom strategy to help foreign language students enhance their language

and translation abilities. This study clearly showed that MT raw outputs have
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different linguistic errors, and these could be used for language learning and
translation training purposes.

The importance of human intervention to improve MT outputs has also been
confirmed by Al-Khresheh and Almaaytah (2018) who investigated the linguistic
obstacles that MT might face in translating English proverbs into Arabic. Find-
ings of this study are found consistent with those findings of Al-Khresheh and
Almaaytah’s findings which revealed that the translation of English into Arabic
proverbs using Google Translate lacked accuracy and logic due to the awkward-
ness of word meanings produced.

However, different findings were reported by Taleghani, and Pazouki (2018),
who studied the effectiveness of using Google Translate and Bing in addition to
the other two applications in translating English idioms and phrasal verbs into
Persian. The study reported that the translation of the Iranian MT “Targoman
Program” scored a satisfactory quality of translation compared to the other of
the three applications. This finding could be attributed to some features of the
software that mainly serves the Persian language. However, Taleghani, and Pa-
zouki (2018) revealed that the translation quality of the other applications was
relatively of low quality and this was found consistent with what has been
achieved in the present study. In the same sequence findings of the present study
were found inconsistent with Daniele’s (2019) study which reported that the
mean percentage of errors in Google’s translation of medical texts (abstracts of
research) from English into Italian was 15%. This fairly good performance of
MT could be referred to the fact that English and Italian belong to the same fam-
ily of languages that share to some extent many cultural aspects, in addition to
some areas in their linguistic systems. However, in the case of the present study,
Arabic and English belong to different language families with different language
systems, a case that contributed to the surprising percentages of total translation
errors that reached 42.85% in Google’s translation.

It might be vital to clarify that some factors could have caused the different
findings of the present study. This study implemented some common three MT
applications in the Arab world, mainly in Saudi Arabia, but none of them is
known to be designed in a way to give any privilege to the Arabic language. The
present study also used the MT applications to translate a whole lengthy com-
mon type of English text that addressed related ideas or arguments presented in
one complete text. Choosing to translate this type of lengthy text where most of
the English language structures can be met, was expected to confuse the work of
the MT system in the attempts to coordinate individual elements of the source
language text with the TL at the different correspondence levels (Wilss, 1982).
However, this job looks totally easier for the MT tools to coordinate individual
elements in the studies that were conducted to investigate MT effectiveness at
the level of separate expressions, idioms, and phrasal verbs. These factors must
have caused the inconsistent findings of the present and the previous studies re-

viewed in the literature section.
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8. Conclusion

This study aimed to investigate the quality of free MT systems in translating
English into Arabic texts. In this sequence, it was an attempt to evaluate and
compare the English into Arabic translation outputs of Google Translate, Mi-
crosoft Bing, and Ginger. For this purpose, a lengthy text was chosen from the
UN records, and segmented into 84 semantic chunks to reduce the subjective
assessment of the quality of the outputs; and the assessment of each semantic
chunk had two levels: correct or incorrect accuracy of the translation (fidelity),
and correct or incorrect fluency of the translation (intelligibility).

The descriptive quantitative analysis of the TTs revealed that serious accuracy
and fluency errors were met in the three outputs. Those errors were of different
linguist types at the level of word choice and use, and use of prepositions, word
order in the chunk, singular, dual, and plural use of nouns/pronouns, and the
use of conjunctures. Surprisingly, the mean percentage of errors in Google’s
translation was the highest (42.85%), followed by that of Ginger’s translation
(30.94%), and the least percentage of errors detected was for Microsoft Bing
(26.19%). In other words, these results indicated that the translation of the Mi-
crosoft Bing system scored relatively a higher quality than those of the other two
systems. However, the study of these percentages of errors led to the conclusion
that the Arabic translation of the three MT applications was not of high quality.
Furthermore, the study concludes that the less the post-editing is required, the
more successful the translation is, the less the time is spent and the less the effort
is spent to produce a translation of high quality.

As a result of this description of the errors and their types, this study recom-
mends that language and translation instructors may use similar Arabic trans-
lated outputs and their English origins in classroom activities to help students
improve their language and translation skills. It is also important to keep in
mind that through the continuous development in the field of artificial intelli-
gence, MT is always witnessing improvements in its applications, so further re-
search is recommended to evaluate more MT applications as well as different
types of texts. Finally, and since the Arabic language suffers from fewer materials
being uploaded on the Internet, compared to its large number of users (Ali,
2016), machine translation applications do not have sufficient ample opportuni-
ties for adequate self-learning through TMs. This situation requires that Arabic
language users should increase their online Arabic language contributions in

terms of quantity and genre.
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Appendix 1. Semantic Chunks for the Source Text

No. Chunk No. Chunk
1 Midterm review 43  asarticulated in the integrated results
2 of the integrated resources plan 44  and resources framework
3 and integrated budget 45  for 2018 and 2019
4 2018-2021 46  For every United States dollar of expenditure
5 During the period 2018-2019 47  during 2018-2019,
6 UNDP leverzged 48 91 cents were spent
7 management efficiencies 49  on development programmes and services
8 to fully fund 50  up from 88 cents
9 the recurring institutional budget expenditures 51 in 2014-2017.
10  from the institutional budget revenue earned 52  In aggregate
11 in the respective years 53  this represents
12 These efficiencies also allowed 54  approximately $240 million
13 UNDP 55 in additional resources available for develapment
14 to support the Administrator's deliberate decision 56 in 2018-2019
15  not to spend the $49 million 57  Against an initially planned level
16  of additional regular resources 58  of $15.3 billion
17  approved by the Executive Board 59  in available resources
18  for use 60  for 2018-2019
19  on management activities 61  UNDP attained $14.9 billon
20  The non-utilization of this approved resource facility 62  in available resources
21 contrasted with past strategic pan periods 63  reaching 97.4 percent
22  when recurring institutional budget expenditures 64  of the planned level
23  were funded 65  indicating
24  from institutional budget reverue 66 the continued confidence of funding partners
25  earned in the year 67 UNDP would have reached
26  and the reserves were used 68 98 percent
27  at the discretion of the Administrator 69  of the planned level
28  The reduction in institutional budget expenditure 70  if not for the impact of exchange rate losses
29  allowed the proportion of regular resources 71  of approximately $0.02 billion
30 allocated to development programmes to Increase 72  attributed to regular resources
31  to 64 percert 73  and the remaining $0.12 billion
32  from 62 percert 74  to other resources
33  (approximately $20 million), 75  The COVID-19 pandemic
34  while the proportion of regular resources 76  is having real-time repercussions
35  used for institutional budget activties 77  for the work of UNDP
36 decreased 78  The Administrator will address
37  from 38 percent 79  the Executive Board
38  to 36 percent 80  separately
39  compared to the previous period 81 on the pandemic
40  all of which contnibuted 82  the implications
41 to the development results 83  for the institutional component of the integrated
budget
42 achieved by UNDP 84  and its impact on the Strategic Plan
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Appendix 2. English Text (ST)

Annual session 2020, 1-5 June 2020, New York, Item 6 of the provisional agenda

Midterm review of the Integrated resources plan and Integrated budget, 2018-2021

During the period 2018-2019, UNDP leveraged management efficiencies to fully fund the recurring
institutional budget expenditures from the institutional budget revenue earned in the respective
years.

These efficiencies also allowed UNDP to support the Administrator’s deliberate decision not to spend
the $49 million of additional regular resources approved by the Executive Board for use on
management activities. The non-utilization of this approved resource facility contrasted with past
strategic plan periods when recurring institutional budget expenditures were funded from
Institutional bud get revenue earned in the year and the reserves were used at the discretion of

the Administrator.

The reduction in institutional budget expenditure allowed the proportion of regular resources
allocated to development programmes to increase to 64 per cent from 62 per cent
(approximately $20 million), while the proportion of regular resources used for institutional
budget activities decreased from 38 per cent to 36 per cent compared to the previous period,
all of which contributed to the development results achieved by UNDP as articulated in the
integrated results and resources framework for 2018 and 2019.

For every United States dollar of expenditure during 2018-2019, 91 cents were spent on development
programmes and services, up from 88 cents in 2014-2017. In aggregate, this represents
approximately $240 million in additional resources available for development in 2018-2019.

Against an initially planned level of $15.3 billion in available resources for 2018-2019, UNDP attained
$14.9 billion in available resources, reaching 97.4 per cent of the planned level, indicating the
continued confidence of funding partners. UNDp would have reached 98 per cent of the planned

level if not for the impact of exchange rate losses of approximately $0.02 billion attributed to regular
resources and the remaining $0.12 billion to other resources.

The COVID-19 pandemic is having real-time repercussions for the work of UNDP, The Administrator
will address the Executive Board separately on the pandemic, the implications for the institutional
component of the integrated budget and its impact on the Strategic Plan.

Reached at:
https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/3861578/files/DP_2020_9-EN.pdf

Appendix 3. UN Arabic Text: Formal Counterpart Text (TT)

2021 -2018 574U ALetSaall dstnally Sylgall AetSiall Alasel) Baall CAalie ol yad .l

gt SaD JoBN Jigatll J2T oo ot BESH azsl o Jlaiy! gaaligh Sl ¢ 2010-2018 &N JH>
Catnad ) § dpnSal Bpamafalt At Cotol (30 8, StaN Gpamssal

Ogsls 49 Ass Bis) pany ZAGAN yako 0133 (S dantall JLAN @E3 Sl zealinl) Lasl s BESH axgl cbly
pae 083 Ayl A2 Flats Lagd daliciuy Gluiiahl pulnall 4de 39 SU1 ALY Lasolalt plgall 30 5Yes
Aagilpal 8,Saall A Jogal 05 Lais dudlall duxSiiu! dasdl CilRa) allse Nl dalnall 3)lgall 3950 plasd sl
o) &puath dalud) Caw> ALY Contidialy D) § GuanTSall drusefall dtall bl 9o dsusohall
et
&8 Blal 8 64 I Leaiah ol Lasasiall Lolalt Hlgall dpuss PliSHL Jpanssdall dlpall UL § (PRSP Zasey
& 38 50 Qunse§al) ditinalt AaAY doutsiuaal) Aotall 2gall dpus i Lagd (V93 Ogalo 20 Jlg>) Bl § 62
ol 92l e S zatinl! > a0 dgant)) 2505 (§ U5 JS @Al calliall B2 dxplio Bl (§ 36 J) Bl
.2019 5 2018 2] 3galls 3t JalSiall P 3
Exalal Jo Ul 91 35l ¢ 2019-2018 5N S5 SBAN (e Buiall SLYgH SYes e ;Y90 JSI L aillsg
Y85 Ogale 240 Jig> U3 Jias Vlaxrly . 2017-2014 BAa (3 e 88 _» Aix\ke 515 Jias Lo 985 ASLasY Slausilly
-2019-2018 37al (§ patal) d>-tall A3LEW ylgalt o
S el 32> ¢ 2018-2019 GAaN A>Laall 3)lgall 30 3985 Ogels 15,3 98 LW (8 2o OLS Sstamas Ailiag
B3 A8 Hhalud J) ado las pRall Soluall o Bl § 97,4 J) Joad @>Ual sall o Y90 sl 14,9
@Wig> 2NN Oyl sl Aalazal Ll 31 Vg) 5200 (Sgtamall 30 Blal (§ 98 fssss JLasY geolil) 08 -Jagadlt
<639 2l J) §3 S Y85 gal 0,12 3By Futall flsalty Liolall plgalt J) G305 N1 5¥95 Ogaly 0,02
Saitth pabzeall Zalill s00 pllayses JUY) Zatisd) Jas Jo Jull Il § BT 194855 L5l Jo (uisfis
Md&bﬁ’&ﬁd‘@!}yﬂwﬂlﬂw“}ﬁW)”’l&l&ld&;&h,hﬂdﬁdm‘;;i
RIS

Reached at:
https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/3861578/files/DP_2020_9-AR.pdf
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Appendix 4. Google’s Arabic Translation (TT)

2021201841550 439350y LLalSiadt a)1padt Ahaa) Saadt duclle dsplye

Mswwgycmch)dhﬂpwmmywmwﬁmeq» L1 .2019-2018 5,1 Pla,
e P L s e

AR A 3yl e Y53 ol 49 i s el ) )8 o S gelipB Lo aia 20Li) da st oy
[ISC TR E L JEV IS TOIDINPOCIOL JTOL I SURRIVERS DRVt T ¥R E L NLU i AT IO g W W PO T ST
iy cdabeloa W tianidnd y 30l (3 300€D Lraanpd) A aad ol 5 pm 300S3D Lpeampad i aad <2 3503 o3 Lasio il

A 562 e A 64 N At gt ) mamid Lplal) 3 e A 85 s ) 050l S d i ran
@ 36 (A b 38 O iyl L 50ad ADY At Dl 3 gl ddd il G g+ (VY2 e 20 H5m)
LY b gy 58 LaS, ALY Eaatad ) gt Lyt A st ) g sl 10 Al 58 a2

2019 52018 ada) JiS3a) 3y, gl

o B 88 e LBLS)) ¢ 5ol sy gad s o B 91 G o34 2019-2018 . S SV O (Seodd Y IS i
.2019-2018 5 sashadl] Aatiad sl 0ad e 5V 0 e 240 s 34 Jlas ¢ Jaa) S 2017-2014

14.9 St gelisd (33 <2019-2018 550 Lakiah 3 s e SV 3 05 15.3 sl 5 1s3e LS (6 stucas Ly
AL Sy Jusad AS,5 A0 et Y 5rlo Las i) i adSW L3 97.4 A duad Aalidl s e Y0 o
Hesm A 5V 05H0.02 (on Y Qal s Dalasd) Sl 3 Vol 22l (5 5baadd) A8 S5 98 dly S

SAY Lirad S sim s SV sy 0,12 05385 At dladly b )
23 chunks

14.9 sl saatd) wa) gl s 33m « 2019-2018 $,1A0 Lalid 3 lad ga JY 53 e 15,3033 Aateddaia 5 5a Jiiay
Sy Jugad AS,S A Hard (N jrtales s dlaliidl 5510l GedS 6 97.4 W o Aaliad s gl e S ide
e 0.02 D om G0 AN Ciped e S s Vldalidd (555 e 38D 3 98 (Y St AaiY) Barmal Y grali

(EoAW e A SV e 0,12 (Al flaady Asdalh ) ol ) (553 SV

fa o (it el o) bl S 1l oVl de o asad i) 3 kel a) COVID-19 A of
At A o o0 LSS5 e d oaiad o AN YLy ¢ L ol

Appendix 5. Ginger’s Arabic Translation Text (TT)

2021-2018 . sALdSaN L0 Jpally ALaASTal 2 0 galt AdoS aadl dudlie i) pla)

A 50ad il 4050 20192018 ol 5 a e ¥ A 3aall 58I AR Jgad 4 JYV 2SN g AP 3B PAS,
AalS gt Ltnall i) 5 A Lsuanayd

TP Al e e SV asde P ddie s pras 2anid) gralind sne S5 a3 LAY glind hliSH aa sl LS
Ul At 5D pe s pall acinal) 5550 3 Pl pao Rty S Anid S leabiaind o i adad) 33l 30
Crantuly Aid) 3 RS dpiall 328 o) 53 e sl 30,850 aanayall 335 iliai 1S Lario A Y

AL Jre S e cipliga)

AL (562 e il 5 64 N LAY gt sal Aarasid) Al )b A3 S0l 55 Aaanadad 3500 a5 Galii V) ey
@36 AU 5 385 Auanisd) L300 A b Aitsdd Lpslald 0 5ad At a6 0V e 20 H5n)
S Sl 5 o) pad o SLOYI il Lotta (2D ASLOY ST (5tad 6 Lgmsen palus Lo Al 55805 A3 e 45UD
12019 52018 doad ALISID 305y

88 oo b3 ) clasiy el s o 19291 F53 3.2019-2018 2,550 UL 22a8W LY M Y 5 e Vs S JHia
12019-2018 (b Azaril] Aalidd i sl (o Y50 (e 240 Ion alidl 134 Jla Hlaa); 2017-2014 530 bt
14.9 SSail) galisd 35a 2019-2018 5 el Aabial 3 jhpal e SY 50 s 15.3 A Astadd) (b 1 pde S (5 5uas A3 ey
i Sy Jasad) A5 AR S aid Y et Lan s pdad (55 GadSD 397.4 B e Aalidd 3 sad e SV sl
N3 (B ¥ sk 0,02 PO EbIs ) Gadds Bhesd) Sl 3 Y 5000 (g5l e A 398 i LY
SAY) sl ) s 3ms 5T Vg0 st 0.12 05085 a0 dlaaly il 3lsad

14.9 ALY galiod 3an :2019-20185 80 Lakiad 5,108 i S¥ s s 15,3 a8, T 31 e 1S (55tae Jia iy
D IS5 Jasad S50 A% ) atd (Y rdsas ¢ il Sstuadd GaAND (397.4 (B Jaad Aalidd 5l e SV s sl
53 503 sy 0.02 523 &8 AW Gl Sud i S S V) ad i) e AN 3 98 L phu M)
RUSEURT IO LTI PROPE 1T, K b PLETH BP0

Wit gy 530 el g3 )0 jrae ity (S B2a3ad o gald 2 Jao (o Ll il ) "1 9-2340" oLy
Ang ) A o 053 ALK L iyl i) o A3l SUT, el W oy

Appendix 6. Microsoft Bing’s Arabic Translation Text (TT)

2021-2018 «AldSSal) 4l Jpally ALdSiall 3l gad Adad) Baal) chaaile OB Al

A0 530 3o rm Apeanaydd A 3l 5K i g Y 3L e Sl el it <2019-2018 SN SUa,
DAl 3 s Al b5l A Al

W bl e S e PP alie LAY mias et grali ) Juna S 403222 SLaY el pall LK) ia cialif LS

G EAD a3 tpal) aateal) (55 palt 13k MRS pae GaRll,y SOUYY el b lgaliaia) Ll i Galadd (5a LA Aada))
A A A 5ad A aad i) e gt S8 00 A al A el i S Lavie Apad oY) ALaN dad

R LBT IETIONSVIC PIFISQEF IR RPN (JENRE IR

AL 5 62 e S i 64 N BV gl ol Ani I Al )5l A 3L 53 Ayl A ) hals b GRS ey
36 VD 5 380 Apaanadad el Undd 5 Aastdlosd) slad 30 Btd casieiil) g g8 < (DY Chse 20 Dsa)
sl bl b aad paddl e SLaY) palipl) Lgma AN SO a8l S b Lpasan paloLas dAad o 5 550 25 e A8
2019 52018 el ALAd 50,

OF 3305 Al Claai gl e e 91 Ui 512019-2018 55840 JAa L Saasal SN @AY s g S IS Qi
-2018 5 Apall Aatidl sz 3 bsad e 0¥ Cide 240 s alid 1ia Jia Ylaal; .2017-2014 55D 5 v 88
2019

14.9 S galind) $3a <2019-2018 5540 Aatiad 3 el e JY 53 0odi 15.3 5853 L5 1sde (AS (5 sieaas A ey
A Sy el S AR S ad (N i Lae « i) (6 ) AR 5 97.8 () Sl Al ) pa Y 53 sl
NS5 A SY 50 s 0,02 om S ) el Al S 30 V51 a5 e A8 6 98 Ay S

(AT Usad (B 5 D SV G 0.12 085 i) aldly Agdad) sl

14.9 SLa)! pali ;i 3aa .2019-2018 500 Latidl sl 5 50 cisd 15.3 soabs el 5 a4 1 e iy
AL Sy Jasadl dSHD AD et ) il Lae 3 S5iudd Ga i L5 97.4 ) daad AR hpalt Ga SY 50 ol
o 5 33 SV 03 s 0.02 s a0 AR QW et 5 Sad 3 VL) ad o) e A i 98 A (S S
soa) syl sa W Aadd 5Y e (s 0,12 D5 Azl )yl

AUiaiind ) pams (M Galdaad paligd e Cldis S aatad aa gebindae o Al cldSadad "19-25," oy o}
Al A ALl o a5, ALASED A el izl i) o At SOV, selad il
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