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Abstract

Idioms are fixed phrases whose forms are usually unchangeable and whose meanings are always the same, metaphorical, indirect and
inflexible. They are considered as cornerstone of linguistic and cultural nuance. Therefore, their translation poses formidable challenges
for Al-driven machine translation. The aim of the current study is to evaluate the performance of two leading Al tools, ChatGPT and
DeepSeek, in translating 20 English idioms into Arabic. The study employs two theoretical frameworks from translation studies—Nida’s
dynamic equivalence as well as Vinay and Darbelnet’s translation strategies—alongside principles of neural machine translation (NMT).
The analysis is based on three criteria. These are (1) accuracy, (2) cultural appropriateness, and (3) naturalness. Through this tripartite
analysis, the findings of the study reveal distinct approaches of the Al tools under scrutiny. DeepSeek frequently employs modulation as
well as culturally adapted alternatives This aligns closely with Nida’s emphasis on meaning preservation over literality. In contrast,
ChatGPT often defaults to literal translations of meaning. Thus, it risks eroding idiomatic essence. The study concludes that translators
must critically evaluate outputs to ensure cultural fidelity. For example, a translator must critically evaluate DeepSeek’s literal translation
of the idiom “signing on the dotted line” as (‘“bitdl Ll e | 523 5”) and modify it to be “Uale e 1 28 5) to suit Arabic readers. Furthermore,
the study advocates for a collaborative human-Al workflow (i.e., Al generates baseline translations and humans refine them through
cultural vetting as well as stylistic adjustments). The study recommends that future advancements in NMT systems must prioritize
idiom-specific training datasets and culturally annotated corpora, in addition to integrating dynamic equivalence principles with adaptive
strategies with the aim of enhancing cultural fluency. Thus, by bridging algorithmic precision with human intuition, Al can evolve into a
culturally intelligent partner that empowers translators.

Keywords: Al translation, idioms, ChatGPT, DeepSeek, Arabic translation, dynamic equivalence, cultural adaptation, neural machine
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1. Introduction

Idioms are phrases whose meanings cannot be deduced from the literal definitions of the words they comprise. Thus, they are deeply
embedded in cultural contexts. Furthermore, they are often non-translatable using direct linguistic equivalents (Baziotis et al., 2023). This
cultural embeddedness, as argued by Haider et al., (2025), often renders them non-translatable by using direct linguistic equivalents.
Additionally, their meaning is figurative and cannot be derived from the meaning of their constituents (Nunberg et al., 1994; Liu, 2017;
Baziotis et al., 2023). Therefore, idioms present a significant challenge for cross-linguistic communication (Baziotis et al., 2023; Haider et
al., 2025). In the current age of artificial intelligence, advanced neural machine translation (NMT) tools as well as large language models
(LLMs), such as ChatGPT and DeepSeek, have become increasingly prevalent in both professional as well as casual translation contexts
(Liu et al., 2023). Al has been applied in translating various text types (Guo & Amirdabbaghian, 2025). However, despite their remarkable
progress in handling literal texts, idiomatic expressions remain a major open problem for these systems (Baziotis et al., 2023). The core
challenge lies in the models’ tendency to default to literal (word-for-word) translations of idioms. This leads to confusing, nonsensical, or
semantically lossy outputs in the target language (Zaitova et al., 2025). The reason is that these systems often struggle to disambiguate
between the literal and figurative meanings of a phrase without sufficient contextual understanding (Liu et al., 2023). Therefore, the
translation of idioms necessitates a strategy that prioritizes dynamic equivalence, (Nida, 1964), —where the focus is on reproducing the
same effect on the target reader as the original had on the source reader—over formal equivalence, which is a more literal approach. This
often requires the substitution (or replacement) of the source-language idiom with a culturally appropriate analogue in the target language.
This is a complex task. It demands deep cultural and pragmatic knowledge (Vinay & Darbelnet, 1995).

The current study aims to systematically explore the strengths as well as the limitations of contemporary Al models. These models are
ChatGPT and DeepSeek. The two models will be examined in understanding, interpreting, and translating twenty idiomatic expressions
from English into Arabic. The rationale behind selecting Arabic is that Arabic is a language replete with its own rich as well as complex
set of idiomatic expressions. Thus, it is a potent case study for examining how Al navigates profound cultural and linguistic nuances.
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2. Objectives of the Study

The main objective of the current study is to conduct a comparative analysis of Arabic idiom translations generated by ChatGPT and
DeepSeek. The focus is on evaluating their (1) accuracy, (2) cultural appropriateness, and (3) naturalness through established translation
frameworks. Furthermore, the study applies Nida’s dynamic equivalence theory to assess how effectively each Al system preserves both
meaning and cultural context. Additionally, the study examines the use of Vinay and Darbelnet’s translation strategies in
machine-generated outputs and evaluates the performance of Neural Machine Translation (NMT) systems in handling idiomatic
expressions as well as culturally embedded phrases.

From a practical standpoint, the study aims to identify system strengths, such as ChatGPT’s consistency in literal translations and
DeepSeek’s cultural adaptation. Also, the study documents common failure points. These appear particularly when translating culturally
specific idioms without direct equivalents. Furthermore, the study proposes strategies for improving NMT systems (particularly in the
areas of metaphor detection, contextual awareness, and register matching).

In terms of educational objectives, the study seeks to create a classified dataset of 20 examples. It categorizes them into perfect
translations, culturally adapted versions, and problem cases (which require human intervention). Finally, the study aims to develop
guidelines for educators teaching Arabic-English idiom translation as well as for translators utilizing Al tools.

3. Research Questions

To achieve the goals of the study, the present study attempts to answer the following questions:
1. How accurately can Al tools translate English idioms into Arabic while preserving their intended meaning?
2. To what extent do Al translations reflect culturally appropriate and idiomatically equivalent expressions in Arabic?
3. How natural and fluent are the Arabic translations produced by Al tools from the perspective of native speakers?
4. What are the comparative strengths and limitations of ChatGPT and DeepSeek in the idiomatic translation task?

4. Statement of Research Problem

The current study seeks to systematically compare the performance of ChatGPT and DeepSeek in handling English-Arabic idiom
translation. It examines their respective strengths and weaknesses through the lenses of (1) dynamic equivalence, (2) translation strategies,
and (3) natural language fluency. The research addresses critical gaps in existing literature. These are: (1) the lack of comparative studies
on Arabic idiom translation in these platforms, (2) the need for strategy-based evaluation frameworks, and (3) the absence of clear
guidelines for post-editing machine-translated idioms. Thus, the current study aims to contribute both practical improvements for neural
machine translation (NMT) development and theoretical insights into the complexities of cross-cultural idiom translation.

5. Literature Review
5.1 ChatGPT and DeepSeck

Within the fast-paced development of artificial intelligence (Al), natural language processing (NLP) models have become instruments of
significant change for written composition, communication, and translation. ChatGPT is an advanced Al language model developed by
OpenAl and DeepSeck is a powerful Al-powered search and discovery tool by a Chinese Al innovator creating open-source, efficient
large language models. The two Al platforms, i.e., ChatGPT and DeepSeek, are among the most prominent Al platforms. They receive
considerable attention in literature for their capacity to do several tasks: producing coherent text, optimizing work processes, and
improving efficiency in several environments.

However, comparative studies have shown that both ChatGPT and DeepSeek have different yet specialized skills for specific tasks. In
coding, DeepSeek outperformed the others in the correctness and optimality of codes, with ChatGPT making notable advances in
suppressing syntax errors (Vyas & Bhardwaj, 2025). In business applications, ChatGPT effectively managed complex verbal interactions,
whereas DeepSeek excelled in structured written content and grammar (AlAfnan, 2025). In the educational aspect, the use of both
platforms was advised (Kotsis, 2025). ChatGPT was advised for energetic engagement and DeepSeek for planned studying (Kotsis, 2025).
In medical applications, ChatGPT had higher accomplishments in standardized tests like USMLE, with DeepSeek being an apt free
alternative (Zhang et al., 2025); both models are important in intricate diagnosis procedures as well (Liu et al., 2025). In learning
languages, DeepSeek is superior in pinpointing contextual mistakes, with both models providing educational cues (Mahyoob & Algaraady,
2025). Invariably, ChatGPT is friendlier and more dynamic in interactions, with DeepSeek having greater transparency and technical
superiority with special advantages in citation and data processing functions (Choi & Chang, 2025; Hajjo et al., 2025).

To the best of the researcher’s knowledge, no study has yet applied Vinay & Darbelnet’s model to analyze Arabic idiom translations
generated by ChatGPT and DeepSeek. This study therefore conducts a comparative analysis to fill that gap. Furthermore, it evaluates the
Al outputs for accuracy, cultural appropriateness, and naturalness using Vinay & Darbelnet’s framework alongside Nida’s theory of
dynamic equivalence.

5.2 Nida's Dynamic Equivalence Theory

Eugene A. Nida’s dynamic equivalence theory, later refined and renamed functional equivalence, remains one of the most influential
theoretical frameworks in translation studies (Nida & Taber, 1969). The theory was developed particularly for Bible translation contexts

Published by Sciedu Press 291 ISSN 1925-0703  E-ISSN 1925-0711



http://wjel.sciedupress.com World Journal of English Language Vol. 16, No. 5; 2026

with the aim of achieving an equivalent effect on target readers rather than maintaining formal correspondence with source texts (Nida,
1964). Therefore, dynamic equivalence prioritizes naturalness and comprehensibility in the target language. Furthermore, the aim of the
theory is to produce the same response in target readers as the original text produced in its initial audience. The theory has its supporters who
argue that dynamic equivalence facilitates better cross-cultural communication as well as reader comprehension (Venuti, 1995).
Accordingly, this is the rationale behind selecting this theory for the current study.

5.2.1 Previous Studies

Recent translation studies have applied Nida’s dynamic equivalence theory to specific texts (e.g., religious texts (See Thompson &
Williams (2018) for Protestant Bible text, Chen & Nakamura (2020) for Buddhist text and Rahman (2021) for Islamic text translation, i.e.,
Hadith translation from Arabic to English), literary texts (e.g., Jiang (2020) for poetry translation, Nemati and Afzalifard (2017) for
Children’s literature translation, Ziyi and Zheng (2023) for Novel translation), and technical and specialized texts (e.g., Huang & Wang
(2024) for legal English text translation, Martinez et al. (2022) for Spanish-English medical document translation, Sufen (2019) for Business
translation). Additionally, diverse language pairs have been examined via the application of Nida’s dynamic equivalence theory including
English-Indonesian (Sari et al. , 2019; among others ), Chinese-English (Li & Zhang, 2021), English-Urdu (Ahmad & Khan, 2020),
Arabic-English (Al-Darraji, 2015; Alshammari, 2016; Jabak, 2020; Rahman, 2021), and European language combinations (Silva, 2019;
Pietryga, 2020; among others). Furthermore, diverse methodological approaches have been employed by several recent studies for the
analysis of dynamic equivalence application. These are corpus-based approaches (e.g., Rodriguez and Schmidt (2021), Sun and Wan
(2022)), cognitive approaches (e.g., Sickinger (2017), Taylor and Johnson (2020)), and approaches using digital translation tools (e.g.,
Anderson et al. (2021), Wang and Li (2023)). Thus, this demonstrates both the theory’s continued relevance and its evolving methodological
approaches in contemporary translation practice. However, no single study to date has applied Nida’s dynamic equivalence theory via
artificial intelligence applications particularly ChatGPT and DeepSeek. Hence, the emergence of the importance of the current study which
aims to fill in this research gap.

5.3 Vinay & Darbelnet's Translation Strategies Theory

Vinay & Darbelnet’s translation strategies theory represents one of the foundational frameworks in translation studies. It was developed by
French linguists Jean-Paul Vinay (1910-1999) and Jean Darbelnet (1904-1990). The theory was originally published in 1958 as “Stylistique
comparée du francais et de I’anglais” (Comparative Stylistics of French and English). Accordingly, this systematic approach emerged from
their comparative analysis of French and English linguistic and stylistic features (Safi & Nasser, 2022). Then, it was adopted in other
languages by different researchers (Munday, 2016, p. 88)

The theory provides a comprehensive framework for understanding translation processes. This is achieved through seven distinct
procedures organized into two main strategies: direct translation and oblique translation. Direct Translation includes three procedures.
These are: (1) Borrowing, (2) Calque, and (3) Literal Translation. On the other hand, Oblique Translation includes four procedures. These
are: transposition, modulation, equivalence, and adaptation. Furthermore, these procedures operate across three analytical levels. These
levels are: “the lexicon” (i.e., examining the repertoire of signs through substitution of translation units), “syntactic structure” (i.e., focusing
on the arrangement of translation units in sequence), and the message level (i.e., addressing individual entities where speakers determine
point of view through tone, register choice, and textual organization) (El-Farhaty, 2015, p. 59; Albogdady, 2023).

The below table (Table 1) summarizes the meaning of each procedure and its aim, and it gives examples for the readers.

Table 1. Summary of Seven Procedures

Direct
Translation Meaning Aim Examples
Procedures
A translation procedure where a word (or | The aimis (1) to fill lexical gaps in the target | Arabic to English: “z=I" (al-hajj)
o0 expression) is taken directly from the source | language when no equivalent exists or (2)to | — “hajj”; “?L¥” (al-imam) —
B language without any modification (Vinay & | preserve the cultural specificity and | “imam”; “4ulsl” (al-khalifa) —
% Darbelnet, 1995). The borrowed element is | authenticity of certain concepts that are | “caliph”.
g integrated into the target language text in its | unique to the source culture (Munday, | English to Arabic: "internet” —
m original form. This is often due to the absence | 2016). This procedure maintains the original | “<ui_%)”; “computer” — ““_i eS8,
. of an equivalent term in the target language. cultural connotations and prevents loss of
meaning through inadequate translation.
It involves the literal translation of a foreign | The aim is to create new expressions in the | English ~ to  Arabic: ”United
word (or phrase) by translating each of its | target language that preserve the semantic as | Nations” ——  “baiadl a1
8 elements separately. Thus, it creates a new | well as structural relationships of the source | (al-umam al-muttahida - literally
% expression in the target language that mirrors | language while making the concept | “the nations the united”); Arabic
@] the structure of the source language (Vinay & | accessible to target language speakers | to English: “JWll cuw” (bayt al-mal)
o Darbelnet, 1995). (Baker, 2018). This allows for the | — “house of money”
introduction of foreign concepts while
maintaining linguistic naturalness.
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It is a translation procedure where the source
language text is translated word-for-word into

The aim is to preserve the exact meaning
and structure of the source text when the

English to Arabic: ”I love you” —
“claf U (ana uhibbuk)- Arabic to

= .5 the target language. This maintains the same | linguistic systems of both languages allow | English: "sSide a3l (as-salamu
8= syntactic structure and semantic relationships, | for direct correspondence (Hatim & | ‘alaykum) — “Peace be upon
:! g and is considered acceptable when the resultis | Munday, 2019). This procedure ensures | you”; “d xal” (al-hamdu lillah)
N E both grammatically correct and idiomatically | maximum fidelity to the original while | — “Praise be to God”.

appropriate in the target language (Vinay & | producing natural-sounding target language

Darbelnet, 1995). text.

Indirect Meaning Aim Examples

Translation
Procedures

It is a translation procedure that involves | The aim is to produce natural and idiomatic | English to Arabic: “No smoking”
g changing the grammatical category or word | expressions in the target language when | (noun) — “0adll & sied” (mamnu’
= class of elements in the source text while | direct structural correspondence is not | at-tadkhin -  “forbidden is
3 preserving the meaning, such as changing a | possible or would result in awkward | smoking” - verb form); Arabic to
g noun to a verb, or altering the syntactic | constructions (Newmark, 1988). This | English: "4l say =37 (ba’d
& structure of a sentence (Vinay & Darbelnet, | procedure ensures grammatical correctness | wusulihi - “after his arrival” -
< 1995). This procedure addresses structural | as well as stylistic appropriateness in the | noun) — “After he arrived” (verb)

differences between languages. target language.

A translation procedure that involves changing | The aim is to achieve naturalness and | English to Arabic:
g the point of view, perspective, or cognitive | idiomaticity in the target language. This is “Xou are wrong” — “(shie <l or
= category of the source language message; At | created by adapting the expression to the | “léss <wd” (lasta muhigan - “you
= the same time, it maintains the same meaning, | thought patterns and conventional ways of | are not right”); Arabic to
B often it involves shifts in semantic focus or | expression typical of the target culture and | English: 74l ¢L& ” (ma sha’ Allah
2 conceptual framing (Vinay & Darbelnet, | language (Shuttleworth & Cowie, 2014). | - literally “what God willed”) —
" 1995). This ensures cultural as well as linguistic | “How wonderful!” or

appropriateness. “Amazing!”.

A translation procedure used to render the | The aim is to reproduce the same | English to Arabic: ”It’s raining
g same situation using completely different | communicative effect and pragmatic | cats and dogs” — 6, ke
5 stylistic and structural means. This procedure | function in the target language. This is | (tumtir bi-ghazara - “it’s raining
T; is typically applied to idiomatic expressions, | applied when dealing with expressions that | heavily™); Arabic to English: ” e
'.\-5, proverbs, and culturally-bound phrases where | have no direct linguistic correspondence but | <lils ) 2 sl % (Jiterally “stretch
=a) word-for-word  translation is impossible | serve equivalent communicative purposes in | your legs according to your
© (Vinay & Darbelnet, 1995). their respective cultures (Pym, 2023). blanket”) — “Cut your coat

according to your cloth”.

It is a translation procedure that involves the | The aim is to (1) achieve cultural | English to Arabic:
= highest degree of departure from the source | equivalence and (2) ensure that the | “Christmas dinner” — “xall daly”
2 text. Thus, the translator replaces cultural | translated text resonates with the target | (walima al-’id “feast of
g references, situations, or concepts from the | audience by replacing culture-specific | celebration”
3 source culture with equivalent ones from the | elements that would be unfamiliar or | Arabic to English:
i target culture. The aim is to ensure | meaningless to target readers with culturally | iaesll 332" (salat al-jum’a) —

comprehensibility and relevance for the target
audience (Vinay & Darbelnet, 1995).

appropriate alternatives (Bassnett, 2013).

“Sunday service” (in Christian
context).

5.3.1 Recent Studies Employing Vinay & Darbelnet’s Theory and Significance of The Model

Vinay & Darbelnet’s model has been applied across diverse translation contexts. It has been applied to literary translation context (See, for
example, these studies: Dwipuspita and Wediyantoro, 2023; Hassan and Hussein, 2024; Tavakoli and Zare, 2024; Suprayetno et al., 2024),
religious and cultural contexts (Al-Fdhl, 2023; Hani and Zainab, 2024), dramatic and media contexts (Aziz, 2022; Al-Mizgagi and
Al-Tamemi, 2023), comparative and analytical contexts (Kocabiyik, 2022; Albogdady, 2023). Thus, one can say that Vinay & Darbelnet’s
translation strategies theory remains a cornerstone of translation studies. Furthermore, it demonstrates remarkable longevity and adaptability
since its 1958 inception. The significance of the model lies in several points: (1) its systematic approach (as it provides a systematic as well
as comprehensive framework that moves translation analysis beyond intuitive approaches toward empirical methodology (Safi & Nasser,
2022)), (2) its cross-cultural applicability (as recent studies spanning Middle Eastern, South Asian, and European contexts indicate the
framework’s cross-cultural applicability while revealing culture-specific translation patterns (Hassan & Hussein, 2024; Tavakoli & Zare,
2024; Suprayetno et al., 2024)), and its (3) pedagogical value (as the model helps students understand translation as a systematic process
requiring strategic decision-making rather than mere linguistic substitution and this is crucial for translation education). Thus, these
abovementioned points ensure the model ongoing significance in contemporary translation studies as well as practice. One can say that the
enduring importance of the theory lies not only in its comprehensive analytical framework but also in its ability to bridge theoretical
understanding with practical application. Thus, this model supports translators, educators, and researchers in the field of translation studies
as it is an indispensable tool in their hands. Despite its application in various contexts (as explained above), as well as its significance, Vinay
& Darbelnet’s model was not applied in relation to artificial intelligence (AI) context as well idioms. To the best of the researcher
knowledge, no single study to date has applied Vinay & Darbelnet’s model to the translation of idioms given by ChatGPT and DeepSeek.
Thus, the present study aims to fill in this gap by conducting a comparative analysis of Arabic idiom translations generated by ChatGPT and
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DeepSeek. The aim is to evaluate ChatGPT and DeepSeek accuracy, cultural appropriateness, and naturalness using Vinay & Darbelnet’s
model along other established translation frameworks (i.e., Nida’s theory of dynamic equivalence).

5.4 Neural Machine Translation and Al Handling of Idiomatic and Cultural Language

Machine Translation affects translation in various ways. It influences both the process and the product (Jibreel, 2023). Furthermore, Neural
machine translation (NMT) and large language models (LLMs) like ChatGPT and DeepSeek have enhanced automated translation. This was
created by leveraging advancements in machine learning techniques like encoder-decoder models and attention mechanisms. Accordingly,
they allow for contextualized language processing (Tan et al., 2020). These models were trained on large multilingual datasets and,
therefore, they produce fluent translations (Baziotis et al., 2023). However, they perform poorly two points: culturally nuanced and
idiomatic expressions, because these expressions require a deeper cultural understanding beyond statistical patterns (Haider et al., 2025;
Almahasees, 2021). The complexity emerges in the balance between formal equivalence (literal translations) and dynamic equivalence
(culturally appropriate translations). Idioms in the current study, for instance, would require dynamic equivalence and, therefore, the Al may
struggle with phrases like “kick the bucket” in translation, producing awkward translation (Vinay & Darbelnet, 1995; Aalfaqih, 2025). This
is most especially evident in languages like Arabic. The reason for that is its owing on culturally specific metaphors and proverbs (Farghal &
Haider, 2024). Studies have also reviewed effective prompt designs (e.g., Chan & Tang, 2024; Cao et al., 2025, among others). The quality
of GPT-generated translations heavily relies on effective prompt design (Chan & Tang, 2024). When specific details were provided such as
purpose, target audience, task information, pre-edit schemes, and examples, translations improved significantly (Chan & Tang, 2024). This
leads to nuance prompt engineering being a critical aspect of Al-assisted translation which aids in producing the desired quality (Cao et al.,
2025). Future advancements aim to enhance Al’s cultural understanding through techniques like retrieval augmentation and multimodal
learning, but true cultural fluency will likely require hybrid human-AlI collaboration (Liu et al., 2023).

The current study fills gaps in literature by addressing several points. These are the lack of (1) comparative studies, (2) evaluation
frameworks, and (3) post-editing guidelines for idiomatic translations. Furthermore, it aims to enhance machine translation technologies by
offering insights into handling idiomatic expressions with cultural as well as contextual understanding.

6. Method of Analysis
6.1 Theoretical Framework

The theoretical foundation for this study lies in the intersection of translation studies as well as computational linguistics. It focuses on the
theories of equivalence in translation and natural language processing. Nida’s theory of dynamic equivalence provides a guiding principle
for evaluating how well idioms are rendered in target languages—not just through literal accuracy, but through meaning as well as cultural
impact. This is supplemented by Vinay and Darbelnet’s translation strategies. It highlights the importance of specific strategies such as
transposition and modulation when dealing with idioms.

From a computational perspective, this study draws on concepts from neural machine translation (NMT). The focus is on how large
language models interpret and generate contextually appropriate language. The performance of ChatGPT and Deep Seek is analyzed in light
of these theories, particularly how machine learning models manage semantic equivalence, register, and figurative language. By integrating
insights from both theoretical and technological frameworks, this paper evaluates how closely Al-generated translations align with human
expectations of idiomatic fidelity and cultural relevance.

6.2 Data Collection and Procedures

The current study compares the Arabic translations of 20 English idioms generated by ChatGPT and Deep Seek. These (English) idioms
belong to a category which is entitled by Ghazala (2008) as “direct idioms” (p.128). The reason for considering them direct idioms is that
they are translated directly and at the same time should be understood indirectly. This is because they have metaphorical meanings. To
give an example, the intended direct meaning of the idiom ‘passing the exam is not a bed of roses’ (L da &yl Ll laia¥) & # sl
35,5 is ‘passing the exam is difficult’ (i.e., s sl Jaie¥) L& #laill ). The selected idioms were numbered from one to twenty (See
Appendix A entitled Data). Each idiom was translated by both tools without additional context (See Appendix B for figures of each tool,
i.e., figures from 1 to 4). The date of submission of idioms to both DeepSeek and ChatGPT is 24/3/2025 (as shown in Appendix B, Figure
5). Translations were then evaluated by bilingual language experts using three criteria. These are (1) accuracy (Evaluates whether the
meaning of the idiom is correctly conveyed in Arabic.), (2) cultural appropriateness (Assesses whether the translation is in line with
Arabic linguistic norms and culturally equivalent idioms), and (3) naturalness (Judges how fluent and readable the translation is for native
Arabic speakers.) (See Appendix C, Table 13). Then, two theoretical frameworks from translation studies— (1) Nida’s dynamic
equivalence and (2) Vinay and Darbelnet’s translation strategies—alongside principles of neural machine translation (NMT) were applied
(See tables from 3 to 12 in data analysis, results and discussion section, and tables from 5 to 29 in Appendix E). The evaluation process
involved qualitative analysis and scoring.

7. Data Analysis, Results and Discussion
7.1 Tripartite Analysis: Accuracy, Cultural Appropriateness, and Naturalness

The translations generated by ChatGPT and DeepSeek are given in table 13 in Appendix C. Furthermore, the table provides a quantitative
evaluation of the translations, across 20 English-Arabic idiom pairs (See Table 13: quantitative evaluation of translations generated by
ChatGPT and DeepSeek in Appendix C). Each translation is assessed against three criteria: Accuracy (i.e., correct meaning conveyance),
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Cultural Appropriateness (i.e., alignment with Arabic linguistic norms), and Naturalness (i.e., fluency for a native speaker). Points are
awarded per example: 1 point for a superior rating, 0.5 points to each system for a tie, and 0 points for an inferior rating. The points from all
20 examples were tallied for each system and criterion. The maximum possible score per system is 20 points per criterion (1 point per
example). Thus, the below table (Table 2) gives the readers the total points for both ChatGPT and DeepSeek.

Table 2. Performance of ChatGPT and DeepSeek

Criterion ChatGPT Total Points DeepSeek Total Points
Accuracy 14.5/20 15.5/20
Cultural Appropriateness 14.0/20 18.0/20
Naturalness 14.0/20 17.0/20
GRAND TOTAL 42.5/60 50.5/60

The Percentage Scores for ChatGPT is 70.8%, and for DeepSeck is 84.2%

The results clearly indicate that DeepSeek outperforms ChatGPT in the translation of English idioms into Arabic, with a significant 13.4%
overall point differential. Furthermore, the table holds a comparison between the two tools that covers key metrics such as accuracy, cultural
appropriateness, and naturalness of the translations. Obviously, DeepSeek shows a consistent advantage in all areas. In terms of accuracy,
both systems demonstrate high competency in conveying core meaning. ChatGPT achieved a score of 72.5%, while DeepSeek scored
slightly higher at 77.5%. The minor advantage for DeepSeek stems from its ability to handle metaphors more effectively. For example, in
Examples 1 and 12, DeepSeek provided additional idiomatic translations that preserved the figurative meaning, which ChatGPT either
omitted or translated too literally. (See Table 13 in Appendix C).

Cultural appropriateness is the area with the most significant difference between the two systems. ChatGPT scored 70%, while DeepSeek
excelled with a score of 90%. DeepSeek’s translation strategy consistently favors cultural adaptation, as seen in translations like —gluasll
4ol in Example 3, llSLie 145 in Example 12, and J) sy & == in Example 14. ChatGPT, although often accurate, tends to default more
frequently to literal translations (or generalizations), which, while understandable, lack the cultural resonance of a native Arabic idiom. This
is the primary driver of DeepSeek’s superior performance overall. Naturalness is another area where DeepSeek outperforms ChatGPT,
scoring 85% compared to ChatGPT’s 70%. This metric is closely tied to cultural appropriateness, as DeepSeek’s translations are often rated
as more fluent and natural. By employing common Arabic idioms, DeepSeek’s output reads less like a translation and more like original
content, i.e., Arabic. ChatGPT’s translations, while grammatically sound, tend to have a “translated” feel, being flatter and less evocative.
Examples 1, 3, and 14 illustrate how DeepSeek’s translations feel more integrated into the target language, while ChatGPT’s translations
appear more mechanical.

There are, however, notable outliers where ChatGPT outperformed DeepSeek in specific cases. For instance, in Example 10, ChatGPT
provided a more concise translation, and in Example 5, it produced a more natural word order. These examples show that while DeepSeek
excels in idiomatic translation, ChatGPT can outperform it in certain, typically non-idiomatic, syntactic choices (See examples 5 an 10 in
tables 17 and 21 respectively in appendix E). Example 9, (See tables 7 and 8), was a failure for both systems in terms of cultural
appropriateness and naturalness. This highlights a shared limitation for both tools. Thus, the role of the translator is important in critically
evaluating the generated translations and modifying them to suits Arabic readers.

In conclusion, this point-based analysis confirms that while both NMT systems are powerful tools, DeepSeek provides a superior translation
experience for idioms. Its algorithms seem more optimized for identifying and utilizing dynamic equivalence. Furthermore, it prioritizes
meaning and cultural impact over literal wording. ChatGPT remains a highly capable engine but is more likely to produce a translation that
requires post-editing to achieve a truly natural and idiomatic quality in the target language.

7.2 Nida's Dynamic Equivalence, Vinay & Darbelnet s Strategies, and NMT Performance

This section presents a comprehensive analysis of data, results, and discussions concerning idiomatic expressions that highlight the
differences between the two MNT systems, DeepSeek and ChatGPT, in their translations. The analysis is framed within the theoretical
frameworks of Nida’s Dynamic Equivalence, Vinay and Darbelnet’s Translation Strategies, and NMT performance. The specific idioms
examined are 1, 3,9, 12, and 14. The remaining idiomatic expressions are provided in tabular form, with each entry detailed in Appendix E.

Table 3. Arabic Translations of Idiom 1: “Passing the exam is not a bed of roses.”

ChatGPT Translation DeepSeek Translation

Qe e ol Jniad) Slinl (250 e S ¢ f) g (ol (niad) Slinl
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Table 4. Analysis of Example 1: “Passing the exam is not a bed of roses.”

[Framework Analysis

The expression ‘a bed of roses’ in English means a situation or activity that is comfortable or easy
(Mounassar, 2024, p. 100). ChatGPT’s Translation (Je~d! YU (ad) achieves only formal equivalence. It
renders the basic message (denotation) but completely fails to reproduce the rhetorical effect of the
idiom. Thus, the target reader receives the information but does not experience the same vivid,
Nida’s Dynamic metaphorical understanding as the source reader. DeepSeek’s Option 2 (25058 (e € Lad) achieves a
Equivalence much higher degree of dynamic equivalence. It prioritizes the effect over the form. By changing the
metaphor from a “bed” to “walking on,” it finds a natural and culturally resonant way to evoke the same
feeling—that the task is far from pleasant or simple. The reader’s response is aligned with the original
intent. Furthermore, DeepSeek’s Option 2 is close to the translation given by Ghazala (2008)¢ &k sl
35,50 W5 ie” (p. 128).

ChatGPT uses a strategy of Generalization (or Modulation). It reduces the specific, image-rich idiom to
a broader, more general concept (“not easy”). This is a safe but unambitious strategy that loses nuance.
DeepSeek demonstrates a more sophisticated approach. For Option 2, it uses Equivalence (for the

Vinay , & idiomatic meaning) combined with Adaptation/Transposition. It adapts the original metaphor (“bed”)
Darbelnet’s . C - . . . . .
Strategies to one that works better in Arab¥c ( walklr'lg ), shovymg an undersfandmg Fhat a direct literal translaqon
(25059 ) would be nonsensical. This is a creative and effective solution to a common translation
problem. One can say that DeepSeek’s Option 2 conveys the intended meaning by employing an
idiomatic expression which is familiar to Arabic speakers.
DeepSeek’s performance is notably superior in this idiom. The key differentiator is its ability to offer
multiple translation strategies: (1) Providing Option 1 (M= () serves the user who needs a quick, clear
meaning and (2) providing Option 2 (2s,5) e _wadl€ ) serves the user who needs a stylistically
INMT faithful, idiomatic translation. This multi-output approach demonstrates an advanced, context-aware
Performance NMT model that understands translation is not about finding one “correct” answer but about making

choices based on context, purpose, and desired effect. ChatGPT’s single, generalized output is
functional but less helpful for a user seeking to understand the cultural nuance of the original phrase
(which is an idiomatic expression).

In conclusion, the analysis reveals a significant distinction in the approaches taken by ChatGPT and DeepSeek in translating
the idiomatic expression “Passing the exam is not a bed of roses.” ChatGPT’s translation, while accurate in denotation, fails to
capture the vivid, metaphorical nuance of the original expression. Thus, it offers only a formal equivalence that may not
resonate with the target audience. In contrast, DeepSeek demonstrates a higher level of dynamic equivalence. This is achieved
by effectively adapting the metaphor to one that aligns with Arabic cultural understanding. This creative and context-aware
approach not only preserves the meaning but also evokes the same emotional response as the source text. Furthermore,
DeepSeek’s use of multiple translation options: one literal and one idiomatic, highlights its sophisticated, context-driven
strategy. Therefore, it better addresses the varied needs of the target audience. Ultimately, DeepSeek outperforms ChatGPT in
this instance. It showcases the importance of flexibility and cultural adaptation in achieving a faithful and effective translation.

Table 5. Arabic Translations of Idiom 3: “You scratch my back and I scratch yours.”

ChatGPT Translation DeepSeek Translation

b,y des Jad (Malie @iadl ;) daeluf 5 saelus el
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Table 6. Analysis of Example 3: “You scratch my back and I scratch yours.”

Framework

Analysis

INida’s

Equivalence

ChatGPT’s Translation (3 J »3. ) operates at the level of formal correspondence. It translates
the words and the grammatical structure but fails at reproducing the pragmatic effect. The original is a
well-known, slightly informal idiom implying a mutual understanding. DeepSeek’s Option 2 (Aalic zlladl)

Dynamic can be considered as an example of achieving dynamic equivalence. The reason is that the meaning of the

translation is “our interests are aligned for mutual benefit.” DeepSeek uses the natural Arabic expression. It
produces the same effect on an Arabic speaker. The form is different, but the response evoked is identical.
This is very close to the Arabic translation given by Ghazala (2008) (sl clialdl 5  ISual Kt s ST JS-
-l 38 I for the idiom “You scratch my back and I scratch yours.”

Strategies

ChatGPT uses a combination of Literal Translation and Generalization. It attempts to translate the words
“scratch” and “back” conceptually (4«23~ service) but remains too close to the original structure. This leads

Vinay & Darbelnet’s to calque. DeepSeek employs the Equivalence (or Adaptation) strategy in its translation. It recognizes that a

literal translation is impossible and would be nonsensical. Instead, it jettisons the original imagery entirely
and selects a pre-existing cultural equivalent in the target language that serves the same communicative
purpose. This is a high-level translation strategy that demonstrates deep cultural understanding

INMT Performance

This example clearly demonstrates DeepSeek’s superior performance. Its ability to generate “aaliie mlladll”
shows it has been trained on a robust corpus of parallel texts where this equivalence is established. It doesn’t
just translate words; it translates meaning and usage. ChatGPT’s output reveals a more simplistic model that
often defaults to literal or generalized paraphrasing. It struggles with culturally specific phrases. Obviously,
it translates the semantic meaning. However, it does not give the pragmatic function. Furthermore,
DeepSeek’s offering of two options (Option 1: a direct paraphrase; Option 2: a cultural idiom) provides the
user with choice and context, which is a hallmark of a more advanced and user-centric NMT system. This
shows the point that the best translation depends on the desired style as well as nuance.

In conclusion, the analysis of ChatGPT and DeepSeck generated translations reflects the importance of cultural as well as pragmatic
adaptation in the process of translation. ChatGPT provides a literal translation that may convey the basic meaning. But it fails to capture
the idiomatic essence as well as the natural flow of the original phrase. On the other hand, DeepSeek excels by employing a dynamic
equivalence approach. Thus, it offers a translation that resonates with Arabic speakers through the culturally appropriate expression
“Uiiia #lladl” Tt conveys not only the same meaning but the same effect as the English idiom as well. This indicates a deep
understanding of both languages’ cultural nuances. Furthermore, the use of multiple options (on the part of DeepSeek) gives users
flexibility based on their specific needs. Whether they want a direct paraphrase (by selecting option 1) or a culturally rich equivalent (by
selecting option 2). This multi-output approach and attention to context make DeepSeek a more advanced and user-centered NMT system
if compared to ChatGPT (which provides literal translation style).

Table 7. Arabic Translations of Idiom 9: “They signed on the dotted line.”

ChatGPT Translation DeepSeek Translation

2355 s dall o ) gadg asiall Jadll e | g2l g

Table 8. Analysis of Example 9: “They signed on the dotted line.”

IFramework

Analysis

INida’s
IDynamic
IEquivalence

ChatGPT’s Translation is a clear failure in dynamic equivalence. It does not produce the same effect on the target reader as
the original does on the source reader. The original evokes the final, formal act of agreement. Siefring (2004) refers to the
idiom’s meaning: “agree formally” (p. 262). The translation generated by ChatGPT evokes a sense of eagerness (or lack of
doubt). It translates a perceived implication instead of the actual message. DeepSeek’s Translation also fails to achieve full
dynamic equivalence. While it correctly identifies the words, the effect is wrong. The original idiom feels natural and
conclusive to an English speaker. The Arabic calque feels technical, awkward, and foreignizing. The reader understands the
mechanics but not the natural idiom. True dynamic equivalence would require finding an Arabic expression that conveys the
sense of finalizing a formal commitment, even if it doesn’t mention signing or lines. For example, 4iall | s »i(They closed
the deal) or e JS& )58 ((They agreed finally) or “u=ly e 15285 as given by Ghazala (2008, p. 129) would be closer in
spirit.

\Vinay &

ChatGPT employs Generalization combined with an erroneous Amplification (adding “without hesitation”). It abandons the
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IFramework

Analysis

IDarbelnet’s
Strategies

specific imagery of the idiom altogether in favor of a broader, and in this case incorrect, meaning. DeepSeek uses a
strict Literal Translation (or Calque). This strategy is ineffective here because the literal components (“dotted line”) do not
assemble into a recognized idiom in the target language. The result is a foreign-sounding phrase. The optimal strategy here
would be Modulation (change of point of view) or Adaptation. This involves moving away from the literal image to express
the same underlying reality in a natural way for the target culture. A good translation would drop the “dotted line” entirely
and focus on the concept of formal agreement.

NMT
IPerformance

This example highlights a classic challenge for NMT systems: translating idioms that are deeply cultural and non-literal.
ChatGPT’s error is a common one in machine translation: it relies on statistical patterns. It may have seen “signed on the
dotted line” correlated with contexts implying eagerness or commitment and generated a frequent, related phrase (225 059),
resulting in a critical loss of meaning. DeepSeek’s approach is the more conservative and technically “safer” NMT strategy
(i.e., it translates the words it see). Obviously, this technique avoids errors but the result is unidiomatic output. Therefore, it
requires human post-editing.

In conclusion, both systems struggle with the balance between literal translation and cultural adaptation. This underscores the difficulty of
translating idiomatic expressions without a deep contextual understanding. For true dynamic equivalence, a more adaptive approach is
needed. This is the one that focuses on conveying the underlying concept of formal agreement in a culturally resonant way. Thus, it is
recommended to select Ghazala’s translation (2008) of this idiom as “uale e 152857 (p. 128). Ultimately, the analysis of generated
translations of this idiom highlights the limitations of current NMT systems in handling idioms that require not only linguistic accuracy
but also cultural sensitivity.

Table 9. Arabic Translations of Idiom 12: “Why do you wash your dirty linen in public?”

ChatGPT Translation DeepSeek Translation

ol bl LN e Jurs 130 Saranll alaf llSlie yi 13l

Table 10. Analysis of Example 12: “Why do you wash your dirty linen in public?”

Framework

Analysis

ChatGPT’s Translation fails to achieve dynamic equivalence. It prioritizes formal correspondence (word-for-word
translation), resulting in an output that may be decoded by the target audience but will not evoke the same natural,
idiomatic response. The reader is likely to be confused by the bizarre imagery of publicly washing literal dirty
clothes. DeepSeek’s Translation is an example of successful dynamic equivalence. It asks: “What is the effect of

INida’s Dynamic this idiom on an English speaker?” The answer is: “It criticizes someone for revealing private, potentially
Equivalence

shameful, matters in public.” DeepSeek then finds the natural Arabic expression (<liSLie i) that produces
the exact same effect on an Arabic speaker. Obviously, the form is completely different, but the meaning and
impact are identical. Ghazala (2008) translates the a bove-mentioned idiom into Arabic and uses the same verb
» 85, 129) (which is given by DeepSeek’s Translation): S5l e gl ¢llue i 13, Thus, DeepSeek’s
translation is very close to the translation of Gazala (2008).

Vinay

Strategies

&
Darbelnet’s

ChatGPT uses a Literal Translation strategy. This usage of literal translation ignores the cultural embeddedness of
the expression. Thus, it is considered as the least effective strategy for idioms. On the other hand,
DeepSeek employs the Equivalence (or Adaptation) strategy. It recognizes that the source-language idiom has no
literal equivalent in the target language. Therefore, it abandons the original metaphor entirely and selects a
pre-existing cultural analogue that serves the same communicative purpose. This is a high-level, creative
translation technique that demonstrates deep cultural fluency.

INMT

Performance

This example indicates a contrast in NMT sophistication. ChatGPT’s performance is characteristic of a simpler
model that relies on direct lexical mapping. It translates the surface-level words without comprehending the
underlying idiomatic meaning. This leads to a flawed output. This supports the results given in Almahasees (2021)
and Haider et al. (2025) regarding the poor points of Al: culturally nuanced and idiomatic expressions. DeepSeek’s
performance indicates a more advanced model. Its ability to generate <lSLis )i¥isuggests it has been trained on a
vast corpus of parallel texts where this equivalence is established.

In conclusion, this analysis demonstrates a clear distinction in the translation approaches of ChatGPT and DeepSeek. ChatGPT’s literal
translation fails to capture the cultural as well as the contextual meaning behind the idiom. On the other hand, DeepSeek successfully
applies dynamic equivalence. This achieved by shifting away from the original metaphor and using a culturally relevant expression (* i
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<AISLie”), This usage evokes the same effect in the target language. Furthermore, the translation aligns with the original intent of the idiom
and is supported by the translation provided by Gazala (2008).

Tablel1. Arabic Translations of Idiom 14: “That man is rolling in money.”

ChatGPT Translation DeepSeck Translation

Ll 8 (3 Ja ) el JIsaY) (G s Ja lld

Table 12. Analysis of Example 14: “That man is rolling in money.”

Framework Analysis

While both translations convey the core meaning of extreme wealth, they do not achieve dynamic equivalence to
the same degree. The key question for Nida is: “What is the response of the target language reader?” For & s
JIse¥1 (DeepSeek), the response is more closely aligned with that of an English speaker hearing “rolling in money:
an immediate understanding that the person is extremely rich, coupled with a vivid, natural, and idiomatic
metaphorical image. The translation Jw! & (3% (generated by ChatGPT), though accurate, produces a slightly
“flatter” response, as the metaphor is less common and feels less instinctive. DeepSeek’s version better prioritizes
the natural reader experience.

INida’s Dynamic
Equivalence

Both models correctly employ the strategy of Modulation (a change of point of view). However, they differ in their
choice of metaphor-to-metaphor substitution. DeepSeek’s selection of s (to swim) demonstrates a
more culturally appropriate and idiomatic adaptation of the concept of being completely surrounded by money.
ChatGPT’s choice of &x (to drown), while conceptually similar, represents a less common and therefore less
optimal modulation within the target culture. Ghazala (2008) refers to the meaning of this idiom: (55 JaJl 3«
“laa(p. 130)

Vinay &
Darbelnet’s
Strategies

Obviously, both systems successfully moved beyond literal translation. DeepSeek managed to select the most
natural and culturally resonant equivalent. The variation in output (8% Vvs. z=2) is not just a matter of stylistic
INMT choice. It reflects a difference in the quality of cultural-linguistic understanding. Thus, DeepSeek’s translation
Performance indicates training on a corpus that more accurately reflects contemporary, idiomatic usage. Therefore, it allows it to
make a more nuanced and appropriate lexical selection.

In conclusion, the results of this analysis show that ChatGPT and DeepSeek achieved varying degrees of dynamic equivalence when
translating the idiom. Despite the fact that both translations convey the core meaning, DeepSeek’s choice of “Jl Y @ e 7 is more
idiomatic and culturally resonant. It evokes a vivid and natural metaphor that closely matches the response of an English speaker to
hearing “rolling in money.” In contrast, ChatGPT's “Jll (8 (3,&: ” is accurate but less intuitive because the metaphor of drowning is less
common and feels less immediate in this setting.

8. Conclusion

This study aimed to conduct a comparative analysis of Arabic idiom translations generated by ChatGPT and DeepSeek. It has focused on
three main evaluation criteria: accuracy, cultural appropriateness, and naturalness. Employing established translation frameworks, i.e.,
Nida’s Dynamic Equivalence Theory and Vinay & Darbelnet’s translation strategies, the study sought to evaluate how effectively these two
neural machine translation (NMT) systems handled idiomatic expressions and culturally embedded phrases. Based on the analysis of 20
idioms examples, the study provides insights into the strengths and limitations of both translation tools in the task of idiomatic translation
between English and Arabic.

In response to the first research question: ‘How accurately can Al tools translate English idioms into Arabic while preserving their intended
meaning?’, the study reached the conclusion that both ChatGPT and DeepSeek demonstrated a high level of accuracy in translating
idiomatic expressions, with slight differences in their ability to preserve meaning. For example, when translating idioms like “He killed his
neighbour in cold blood” (b s e_ls ) or “Their company is on the black list” ¢/ sl Laildll 5 da_y20 2¢38 1), both systems accurately
conveyed the literal meaning of the expressions. However, ChatGPT sometimes failed to maintain the metaphorical richness of certain
idioms, such as in the translation of “Passing the exam is not a bed of roses ”. ChatGPT’s literal translation “csl/ s ¥l sl Slaie¥/ jlsia/”
(Passing the exam is not easy) missed the figurative nature of the English expression, which DeepSeek preserved more effectively with
“2g 8l Ao S sl (Not like walking on roses). This highlights DeepSeek’s slight edge in accurately translating idioms that rely on
metaphorical language. Thus, while both systems performed well in conveying the core meaning of the idioms, DeepSeek demonstrated a
superior ability to capture the full metaphorical essence of idiomatic expressions, suggesting it may be better suited for translating idiomatic
and figurative language. ChatGPT, on the other hand, excelled at literal accuracy, though sometimes at the expense of losing idiomatic
richness.
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Regarding the second research question, to what extent do Al translations reflect culturally appropriate and idiomatically equivalent
expressions in Arabic?’ which examines the cultural appropriatence of the generated translations, the study reached the conclusion that
DeepSeek consistently outperformed ChatGPT. For example, when translating “You scratch my back and I scratch yours”, ChatGPT
offered the translation “<lf tao ¥ Leas I 2%’ (Do me a favor, and I will return it), which, while accurate, lacks the idiomatic flavor of the
original expression. DeepSeek, however, provided the translation “ (4oliis meliasl! ;) &helufy inelui il (You help me, and I help you
/ Mutual interests), which is culturally more fitting and idiomatic in Arabic. Similarly, when translating “Why do you wash your dirty linen
in public?”, DeepSeek adapted the phrase into ““ {xzest/ aLAf AlSLio i 3lal” (Why air your problems in public?), which is a more culturally
appropriate expression in Arabic, while ChatGPT provided a more literal translation, “ st/ sle/ ,idll el (uti Jilal” (Why do you wash
your dirty laundry in front of people?), which is less idiomatic in Arabic culture. Thus, these examples illustrate that DeepSeek’s translations
are more culturally sensitive, providing expressions that resonate with native Arabic speakers. ChatGPT, while often accurate, leaned more
towards literal translations, which could lead to a loss of cultural resonance in certain idiomatic contexts. The overall cultural
appropriateness of DeepSeek’s translations, as seen in its use of expressions like “40lio sliasl/” (Mutual interests) and “<lSlie _uii?” (Air
your problems), significantly contributed to its higher performance in this criterion.

As for the third question, ‘How natural and fluent are the Arabic translations produced by Al tools from the perspective of native speakers?’,
which is related to examining naturalness of the translations, the results of the study showed that DeepSeek consistently provided more
fluent and idiomatic translations compared to ChatGPT. In expressions like “You make my blood boil” or “That man is rolling in money”,
DeepSeek produced translations that read like native Arabic idioms. For example, “c// s v 9 e Ja ) 57 (That man swims in wealth)
felt natural and culturally appropriate, whereas ChatGPT’s “Jlal/ 4 (5 s4s Ja o/ I3’ (That man is drowning in money) was accurate but
felt slightly flat and less idiomatic. Similarly, when translating “You make my blood boil”, ChatGPT produced * (- Jead Liwul/ clild pa’
L& (Your bad actions make my blood boil), which was accurate but lacked the fluent feel that DeepSeek’s translation, ** 4iuws// <lild paf
= 7’ (Your bad actions make my blood boil), brought. In some cases, ChatGPT did provide more natural-sounding translations, such as
in “She cannot believe her eyes/ears” (“dzani/el )i Lo 3uai ¥”) where it was more concise and fluent than DeepSeek, whose translation
“lalilf 4eawi/lalic o/ 5 Lo (uai ¥ was slightly more formal and redundant. Nevertheless, these instances were outliers, and overall,
DeepSeek’s translations were rated as more natural and fluent due to its frequent use of common Arabic idioms.

Regarding the fourth question: What are the comparative strengths and limitations of ChatGPT and DeepSeek in the idiomatic translation
task?, the study reached the conclusion that several key differences emerge. ChatGPT’s strengths lie in its literal accuracy and conciseness.
It often provides translations that preserve the exact meaning of the original idiom. However, it struggles with idiomatic richness, and its
translations sometimes feel flat or lack cultural resonance. For example, ChatGPT was less effective in idioms like “You scratch my back
and 1 scratch yours” or “Passing the exam is not a bed of roses”’, where it provided more literal translations without adapting them to the
cultural or idiomatic context of the target language.

9. Recommendations of the Study

Based on the comparative analysis of the 20 English idioms translated by ChatGPT and DeepSeek, several key recommendations emerge for
(1) improving machine translation (MT) systems, (2) enhancing translator training, and (3) guiding future research. The analysis highlighted
both strengths and weaknesses in terms of accuracy, cultural appropriateness, and naturalness.

For AI and NMT developers, a key area for improvement is cultural and contextual adaptation. AI models should be trained on a larger
corpus of idiomatic expressions, including proverbs, metaphors, and culturally specific phrases. DeepSeek’s translation of “You scratch my
back and I scratch yours” as “dalsia xlladll” (Mutual interests) demonstrated its ability to choose culturally relevant alternatives, while
ChatGPT’s literal translation lacked idiomatic nuance. Additionally, Al systems must improve their ability to detect and preserve metaphors,
as seen in the case of “Passing the exam is not a bed of roses.” DeepSeek captured the metaphor with “25 sl (Ao uallS ul” (Not like
walking on roses), while ChatGPT’s translation was more literal and missed the figurative meaning.

Another recommendation is to optimize for natural Arabic fluency. NMT models should prioritize idiomatic and culturally resonant
phrasing, as demonstrated by DeepSeck’s “su3a 4adia 8l (Let’s turn a new page), which sounds more natural than ChatGPT’s more
formal translation. (See table 28 in appendix E).

Addressing identified weaknesses is essential as well. Many idioms lack direct equivalents in the target language, as seen in the translation
of “They signed on the dotted line.” DeepSeek’s literal “adiall Jaall e 1528 ¢ (They signed on the dotted line) was more accurate than
ChatGPT’s misrepresentation. AI models should leverage functional equivalents where direct translations do not exist, while ensuring
consistency in formality or register, as demonstrated by DeepSeek’s more formal translation of “Lend me your ears” as “(sll | sual” (Lend
me your ear), which did not match the original idiom’s tone.

For translators and educators, Al can be a powerful collaborative tool. Accordingly, translators should consider combining outputs from
both ChatGPT and DeepSeek to select the best translation for each idiom. For instance, in cases where a phrase like “They signed on the
dotted line” lacks idiomatic resonance, DeepSeek’s more literal approach might work better, while ChatGPT’s functional translation could
be enhanced with post-editing to add cultural nuance. Accordingly, post-editing should focus on idioms that lack direct equivalents or fail to
capture the cultural meaning. The aim is to ensure that the final translation is both idiomatic and accurate. Educators should incorporate
these Al-driven insights into their curriculum by teaching translation strategies, such as ‘borrowing’ for idioms with direct equivalents and
‘adaptation’ for culture-specific expressions. Using categorized examples from this study, educators can demonstrate ideal translations and
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offer students guidance on adapting idioms that lack direct cultural equivalents.

For future research, expanding the dataset to include more idiomatic expressions from various categories as well as various Arabic dialects
and specialized domains would provide valuable insights into how NMT systems handle idioms in different contexts. Additionally, testing
newer NMT models, such as Gemini or localized Arabic large language models (LLMs), could improve idiomatic translation capabilities
and cultural adaptation. Human evaluation is also crucial, as native Arabic speakers can assess the naturalness and cultural appropriateness
of machine-generated translations. This offers valuable feedback to refine these systems.

In conclusion, improving machine translation for idiomatic expressions requires attention to various points. These are: cultural and
contextual nuances, natural fluency, and precise adaptation of idioms. Furthermore, the effectiveness of machine translation can be
significantly enhanced via various processes. Thes are; (1) combining Al outputs with human expertise, (2) developing robust training
programs, and (3) expanding research into diverse dialects and domains. To sum up, the field of machine translation remains a fertile soil,
yet to be ploughed with various methods and processes for improvements.
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Appendices
Appendix A: Data

Translate from English into Arabic:

1- Passing the exam is not a bed of roses

2- A true friend does not stab in the back

3- You scratch my back and I scratch yours

4- He killed his neighbour in cold blood

5- You make my blood boil by your bad manners

6- It was the straw that broke the camel’s back

7- High prices are a daylight robbery

8- Our dear aunt is at death’s door

9- They needed the job, so they signed on the dotted line
10- She cannot believe her eyes/ears

11- Their company is on the black list

12- Why do you wash your dirty linen in public

13- Some people put the cart before the horse

14- That man is rolling in money

15- People were driven to war like lambs to the slaughter
16- They apply the law of the jungle

17- Ladies and gentlemen, lend me your ears

18- He serves two masters

19- Let us turn a new page

20- His name was on the tip of my tongue
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Appendix B: Screenshots of DeepSeek & ChatGPT
Figure 1. Screenshot of DeepSeek (1)

from English into Arabic
am is not a bed of roses

It was the straw that broke the camel's back

High prices are a daylight robbery

Our dear aunt is at death's door

They needed the job, so they signed on the dotted line
She cannot believe her eyesfears

Their company is on the bl list

Why do you wash your dirty linen in public

Some people put the cart before the horse

That man is rolling in money

People were driven to war like lambs to the slaughter
They apply the law of the jungle

Ladies and gentlemen, lend me your ears

He serves two masters

Let us turn a new page

His name was on the tip of my tongue

My rar is eacand hand

B3 peapThink (R1)

Figure 2. Screenshot of DeepSeek (2)
Here is the Arabic translation of the provided English idio
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Figure 3. Screenshot of ChatGPT (1)
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Appendix C: Quantitative Evaluation

Table 13. Quantitative Evaluation of Translations Generated by ChatGPT and DeepSeek

. ChatGPT .
No. English o ChatGI.’T DeepSeek Translation Criteria Analysis & De? pSeck Analysis &
Sentence/idiom Translation . Points
Points
. Accurate but
:;:rsrllngis nott hz o O&Y‘—jgé‘ :Ji) e ol glaie¥) jiia) Accurac loses gtfef;egls d metaa(;li)tri:z
Jend) YL (2s0s) ol Gl y metaphor. (0 L an P
bed of roses pts) option. (1 pt)
Lacks cultural “agos0 o S Gl s
Cult. . .
. equivalence. (0 culturally  suitable. (1
Appropriateness
pts) pt)
Naturalness Readable  but More natural due to
flat. (0 pts) idiomatic option. (1 pt)
A true ﬁ'leﬁd Mialey Y igall Goaal] 3 il Y igall Goaall Accurate. (0.5
does not stab in N . Accuracy Accurate. (0.5 pts)
BUANE eall pts)
the back
Cult. gul?;rilil;e 05 Culturally
Appropriateness plssp) p o appropriate. (0.5 pts)
Naturalness Natural. (0.5 Natural. (0.5 pts)
pts)
You scratch my i ey e Accurate  but Better captures idiom
- 2 5)) claclal L <l . X .
back and I Gl LY des o 4 (:;Lﬂj::d\ Accuracy lacks idiom. (0 with “Aalie =lladl (1
scratch yours ) pts) pt)
Functional but
Cult. not Culturally appropriate
Appropriateness idiomatic. (0 phrase. (1 pt)
pts)
Naturalness Readable  but Natural and
flat. (0 pts) idiomatic. (1 pt)
He killed his A te. (0.5
neighbour  in Uk edola J8 Uk ee s JB Accuracy courate. (- Accurate. (0.5 pts)
pts)
cold blood
Cult. gul?;rilil;e 05 Culturally
Appropriateness plssp) p o appropriate. (0.5 pts)
Naturalness Natural. (0.5 Natural. (0.5 pts)
pts)
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. ChatGPT .
No. English o ChatGI.’T DeepSeek Translation Criteria Analysis & De? pSeck Analysis &
Sentence/idiom Translation . Points
Points
. . Accurate  and
You make my i ) il juas - e e L .
Al Slila
5 blood boil... iy e (o St Ay el Accuracy idiomatic. (0.5 Accurate. (0.5 pts)
pts)
Cult. Cultural‘ly Acceptable but less
. appropriate. (0.5
Appropriateness pts) common. (0.5 pts)
Natural and Slightly awkward
Naturalness fluent. (1pt) phrasing. (0 pts)
6 g:)kes - t?l?; s ol A SIS | g s ) LI S S Accurac Accurate. (0.5 Accurate. (0.5 pts)
, ol el gral Y pts) ~0op
camel’s back
Cult. Culturally Culturally
. appropriate. (0.5 .
Appropriateness pts) appropriate. (0.5 pts)
Naturalness Natural. (0.5 Natural. (0.5 pts)
pts)
High prices are A8 o Faiipall Sl | B e o Reid) el Accurate. (0.5
7 a daylight Ll ey b - L«J\ , Accuracy ts) Accurate. (0.5 pts)
robbery TS JETe= p
Cult. Culturally Culturally
. appropriate. (0.5 .
Appropriateness pts) appropriate. (0.5 pts)
Naturalness Natural. (0.5 Natural. (0.5 pts)
pts)
Our dear aunt is il e 5 jall lilee . N Accurate. (0.5
G gall Qi) 3 | Litae
I3 at death’s door iyl sall Qlie e 5 3 5al Accuracy pts) Accurate. (0.5 pts)
Cult. Culturally Culturally
. appropriate. (0.5 .
Appropriateness pts) appropriate. (0.5 pts)
Naturalness Natural. (0.5 Natural. (0.5 pts)
pts)
. . . Misrepresents
59 ddall )
o They 51gne'd on 05 Qﬁ 523 5 Liiall 1l e | pad Accuracy the  idiom. (0 More accurate  but
the dotted line 2355 pts) literal. (1 pt)
Cult. I;ac?{salelf:eltlzgal Functional but not
Appropriateness qurv ' idiomatic. (0 pts)

pts)
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. ChatGPT .
No. English o ChatGI.’T DeepSeek Translation Criteria Analysis & De? pSeck Analysis &
Sentence/idiom Translation . Points
Points
Naturalness Natural but less Accurate  but lacks
precise. (0 pts) fluency. (0 pts)
She cannot Axaui/lue ol il Buai Y Accurate  and Accurate but overl
10 believe her Azaniifo) 5 le Buai ¥ e Accuracy . ¥
eyes/ears [EXEX] concise. (1 pt) formal. (0 pts)
Cult. Cultural‘ly Culturally
. appropriate. (0.5 .
Appropriateness pts) appropriate. (0.5 pts)
Naturalness More natural. (1 Slightly less natural. (0
pt) pts)
Their company il i iyt pSS Accurate. (0.5
11 is on the black s la:.dl Tl el A e e 5a Accuracy pts) o Accurate. (0.5 pts)
&
list
Cult. Culturally Culturally
. appropriate. (0.5 .
Appropriateness pts) appropriate. (0.5 pts)
Natural. (0.
Naturalness atural. (0.5 Natural. (0.5 pts)
pts)
Why do you T
) DNl el Juss B . Accurate  but Adapts
. g ) alal GllSLEL a5 13l
12 mz: iio;:b‘ljilsz Sl L gl A5 Accuracy literal. (0 pts) idiomatically. (1 pt)
Cult. Slightly off More culturally
. culturally. (0 .
Appropriateness pts) appropriate. (1 pt)
Naturalness Literal but less Natural and
fluent. (0 pts) idiomatic. (1 pt)
Some  people L 1. .
O Gl Gans | alal al) gy i) s Accurate. (0.5
13 ut the cart N \ Accurac, Accurate. (0.5 pts
sefore the horse o el o ‘ g pis) (2pe)
Cult. Culturallly Culturally
. appropriate. (0.5 .
Appropriateness pts) appropriate. (0.5 pts)
Naturalness Natural. (0.5 Natural. (0.5 pts)
pts)
That man is Accurate but
. . & G daLll b N . less More relevant
? J)sa¥) g Jal el L . Lo .
14 :I(i(l)l:;f, n Judl o0l e Accuracy idiomatic. (0 idiomatic phrase. (1 pt)

pts)
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. ChatGPT .
No. English o ChatGI.’T DeepSeek Translation Criteria Analysis & De? pSeck Analysis &
Sentence/idiom Translation . Points
Points
Cult. Acceptable but More culturally
. less common. (0 .
Appropriateness pts) appropriate. (1 pt)
Naturalness Slightly flat. (0 NellturalA and
pts) idiomatic. (1 pt)
People were M oes . A i
call ) sl Le YIS Coall ) el pda o3
15 driven to war ’ j;l L;i_:w d: £ ’ )jxif e Accuracy A:S:;urate‘ 5 Accurate. (0.5 pts)
like lambs... ST e S P
Cult. gul?;ra:’lila};e .5 Culturally
Appropriateness plssp) p o appropriate. (0.5 pts)
Naturalness Natural. (0.5 Natural. (0.5 pts)
pts)
They apply the
- L ey A te. (0.
16 law  of the Gl o5l ) sy Gl 58 G s Accuracy ceurate. (0.5 Accurate. (0.5 pts)
. pts)
jungle
Cult. Culturallly Culturally
. appropriate. (0.5 .
Appropriateness pts) appropriate. (0.5 pts)
Naturalness Natural. (0.5 Natural. (0.5 pts)
pts)
Ladies and
| gaiasl ¢33l g s ) A te. (0.5
17 gentlemen, lend *"':] e G shal ¢ Fals Sl Accuracy tz;ura e ( Accurate. (0.5 pts)
me your ears il P
Cult. gulil;rarlilayte 0.5 Culturally appropriate,
Appropriateness p]tast; P o more formal. (0.5 pts)
Naturalness Natural. (0.5 Natural. (0.5 pts)
pts)
18 He serves two sty o b e it | a0 i pi s Accuracy Accurate. (0.5 Accurate. (0.5 pts)
masters g pts)
Cult. Culturallly Culturally
. appropriate. (0.5 .
Appropriateness pts) appropriate. (0.5 pts)
Naturalness Natural. (0.5 Natural. (0.5 pts)

pts)
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. ChatGPT .
No. English o ChatGI.’T DeepSeek Translation Criteria Analysis & De? pSeck Analysis &
Sentence/idiom Translation . Points
Points
19 Let us tum a Baa dadia ik Liged Baa dadea il Accuracy Accurate. (0.5 Accurate. (0.5 pts)
new page pts)
Cult. gulil;rilize 0.5 Culturally
Appropriateness p]tasr; P o appropriate. (0.5 pts)
Naturalness Natural. (0.5 Natural. (0.5 pts)
pts)
His name was
3 Aanl O\
20 on the tip of my ok U%u © Ghd oyl e aanl gis Accuracy Accurate. (0.5 Accurate. (0.5 pts)
o« pts)
tongue
Cult. Culturalvly Culturally
. appropriate. (0.5 .
Appropriateness pts) appropriate. (0.5 pts)
Naturalness II:Jtz';ural. o5 Natural. (0.5 pts)

Table 14. Translations Generated by ChatGPT and DeepSeek

Appendix D: Qualitative Analysis Based on Three Criteria

No.

English ChatGPT Deep Seek
Sentence Translation Translation
REAV N

Passing the

iV Sl Gl £ ) Sl (o

Accuracy

Cultural Appropriateness

ChatGPT: Accurate but does

not convey the metaphorical
meaning of “bed of roses.’

ChatGPT: Lacks
, equivalence;

cultural - GPT:
literal

Seel.c More natural due to the

idiomatic addition.

are
as Both translations are fluent

Naturalness

idiomatic. ChatGPT: Readable but flat.
Culturally Deep Seek: Natural

exam 18 N0t 3 ;3 1l e sl wdl€ Deep Seek: Offers a more ‘t‘ranslatlon. Deep .
bed of roses L . , ST BY . I ST LS
(2508 idiomatic  alternative  with culturally suitable
ol o pds” Y :
A true friend Adsl Goal Both translations are accurate, DO franslations
LT Y sl Gaaall ; : > culturally — appropriate
does not stab in & <liakay ¥ K conveying the intended .\ 7 il a1 .
the back L el (8 clinlay meaning directly: Bl & il aligns with and natural.
’ Arabic idiomatic norms.
. ChatGPT: Accurate but lacks ChatGPT: Functional but
You scratch my ;. " el cal 7 . not culturally
dad J o idiomatic flavor. Deep Seek: ;
back and T .7 g Sl) aelal Adds “Uaie ad” which Deep  Seek:
scratch yours - (Aaliie mllaal) ; ’

He killed his

cold blood
You make my

Both translations are accurate Both
neighbour  in Lbeve)add bane,lad¥ and

convey
meaning.

ChatGPT:

better captures the idiom.

Accurate

translations
intended culturally as “3)b a2 is a

common Arabic idiom.

and ChatGPT:

Culturally ChatGPT:

align

appropriate phrase, “ zlbadl idiomatic.
AAaliie

Both translations are fluent
and idiomatic.

i Ll il joat A Sl eat jdiomati . Sli i :
blood boil by 2 = 2 s idiomatic. Deep Seek: Slightly appropriate. Deep Seek: fluent. Deep Seck: Slightly
your bad (e e Jaad o S less natural due to word order Acceptable but less .

« L awkward phrasing.
manners o (S5, common word order.
- Both translations are
It was the straw ) 4l < - . .
? . Al Agall ells el .

that broke the _gb sl o . . . Both translations are accurate. .Cu.lturau}.] appropriate as the B(.)th . translations are
camel’s back \ el ehs el idiom exists in Arabic in the idiomatic and natural.

same form.
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

English
* Sentence

High prices are
a daylight
robbery

Our dear aunt is
at death’s door

They signed on
the dotted line

She cannot
believe her
eyes/ears

Their company
is on the black
list

Why do
wash your dirty
linen in public

Some
put the
before the horse

people
cart

That
rolling
money

is
in

man

People were
driven to war
like lambs

the slaughter

to

They apply the

law  of the
jungle
Ladies and

gentlemen, lend
me your ears

He serves two
masters

Let us turn a
new page

His name was
on the tip of my
tongue

ChatGPT
Translation
Tad el Y
T o A
e

3 ) e
sl it e

Siall e 1 padg
R SOST

L Gaai ¥
m/o\)j

Deep Seek
Translation

Tad el )
s h A o
S

sle 350 Lae
& gall e

Lall e )i
o

o\)i L Gaai ¥
Ll anaud/lalie

Accuracy Cultural Appropriateness ~ Naturalness

Both are culturally

appropriate as “ guays 4 4 Both translations are natural
& aligns with  Arabic and fluent.

idiomatic usage.

Both translations are
culturally appropriate. « =

Both translations are accurate,
though Deep Seek’s phrasing is
slightly more formal.

Both translations ar I, .
oth translations are accurate, Both translations are natural

: : ol C— | ) e
with ) slight  variation in u sl . PN gnd [ sle and readable.
phrasing. <5al” are interchangeable
in Arabic.
ChatGPT: Misrepresents  the Cha_tGPT: Lacks cultura¥ Chat_GPT: Natural but less.
o i equivalence. Deep Seek: precise. Deep Seek:
idiom. Deep Seek: More . o .
! Functional but not Accurate but lacks idiomatic
accurate but literal. L .
idiomatic. fluency.
ChatGPT: Accurate and . ChatGPT: More natural.
Both translations are

concise. Deep Seek: Accurate
but overly formal.

Deep Seek: Slightly less

culturally appropriate. natural due to redundancy.

Both translations are accurate Both translations are
Ao e pgiSod AN e o€ i and  convev  the intended CWlturally —appropriate as Both translations are fluent
o1 puall Aailal) 3 &3 sud) . Y “sla sull 436l js widely used and natural.

meaning. in Arabic.

YOU o ok 13 GllSLie 5 13La) ChatGPT: Accurate but literal. ChatGPT:  Slightly  off ChatGPT: Literal but less
¢ Ll sl ¢ )m“ Lj Deep Seek: Adapts culturally. Deep Seek: More fluent. Deep Seek: Natural
A e idiomatically with “dliSUie ;55 culturally appropriate. and idiomatic.

ol Gamy ol y=2y Both translations are accurate Both  ~ are culturally .
B amll e Lol s jall ) sa d h . appropriate as the idiom is Both translations are natural
Lol gsmmy el 4 all gmmy and  convey  the  intended : -
i LU i | . used in Arabic in the same and fluent.
el haal meaning.
way.
. \ . ChatGPT: Accurate but less ChatGPT: Acceptable but ChatGPT: Slightly flat.
[REIR felly .
d)’:’}j A . @jd;fl . idiomatic. Deep Seek: Offers a less common. Deep Seek: Deep Seek: Natural and
@ >7¢ more relevant idiomatic phrase. More culturally appropriate. idiomatic.
Both translations are
) el 5 ) Ll a8a a3 i .
‘;‘_5‘“ Gl ot e . culturally“ . APPropriate, p 4 anslations are fluent
plScall ) ie YIS )l Both translations are accurate.  though  “<1A” is  more and idiomatic
ol ) s il common than “ae¥” in :
idiomatic use.
OB (il 08 sk Eﬁh tzzrrllilztlonsth:re ianct?rllila;g Both translations are Both translations are fluent
Gl el . y culturally appropriate. and idiomatic.
meaning.
Both translations are
it (Pl b (Sl . culturally appropriate, Both translations are fluent
) i 15 i Both translations are accurate. though “I53 P i slightly and natural.
more formal.
d g . . . Both translations are accurate, . .
O (2 (i pdiy (A (o pdiy g8 th  slicht diff .” Both translations are Both translations are fluent
2l sl ¢l wita - SUg HHETences 1 o lturally appropriate. and natural.
phrasing.
Nm”c-m 0 s %l Both translations are accurate. Both translathns are Both translations are fluent
Sy culturally appropriate. and natural.
Sleaad g8 Je 4aul S Both translations are accurate Both  translations  are Both translations are fluent
Sl cajla el ik and identical. culturally appropriate. and natural.
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Appendix E: Qualitative Analysis based on Nida’s Dynamic Equivalence, Vinay & Darbelnet’s Strategies, and NMT
Performance.
Table 15. Example 2: “A true friend does not stab in the back.”

Theory Analysis

Both translations (Ushll & <li=ky ¥) achieve perfect dynamic equivalence. The idiom is a direct
[Nida’s Dynamic Equivalence calque that exists identically in Arabic, ensuring the meaning and the negative connotation of
betrayal are perfectly preserved for the target audience.

Both models correctly apply a Calque (a literal translation of the idiom that is already

Vinay & Darbelnet’s Strategies assimilated into the target language). This is the optimal strategy here.

INMT Performance Both systems perform flawlessly, recognizing a perfect cross-linguistic equivalent.

Table 16. Example 4: “He killed his neighbour in cold blood.”

Theory Analysis

Both translations (2L s%) achieve full dynamic equivalence. The calque is completely

Nida’s Dynamic Equivalence naturalized in Arabic and carries the exact same meaning of a ruthless, premeditated act.

[Vinay & Darbelnet’s Strategies Both models use a Calque.

INMT Performance Perfect performance from both systems.

>

Table 17. Example 5: “You make my blood boil by your bad manners.’

Theory Analysis

Both translations are literally accurate and understood. The metaphor is common in Arabic as this is direct
metaphor (Gazala, 2008). It means 3 Jwasi(you make me very angry). Therefore, equivalence is
achieved.

[Nida’s Dynamic
Equivalence

Vinay & Darbelnet’s

. Both models use Literal Translation.
Strategies

Both systems default to a literal translation which here is acceptable as the same metaphor is applicable in

INMT Performance Arabic. (ol S5l B e (8 iy aall Jaaidlil ag given by Gazala (2008, p. 128).

Table 18. Example 6. “It was the straw that broke the camel’s back.”

Theory Analysis

Both translations (Ul e sl ) A58N) achieve perfect dynamic equivalence. The idiom is
[Nida’s Dynamic Equivalence identical in English and Arabic, making the translation seamless and naturally evocative for the
target audience.

Vinay & Darbelnet’s

Strategies Both models use a Calque.
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Theory

Analysis

INMT Performance

Excellent performance from both. DeepSeek’s addition of <lli(that) adds a slight emphatic nuance,
mirroring the definiteness of the English “the.”

Table 19. Example 7: “High prices are a daylight robbery.”

Theory Analysis
Nida’s Dynamic Both translations (Ul gy & 48 ) achieve dynamic equivalence. The calque is perfectly naturalized in
Equivalence Arabic and conveys the same sense of blatant exploitation.

Vinay & Darbelnet’s
Strategies

Both models use a Calque.

INMT Performance

Both systems perform correctly.

Table 20. Example 8: “Our dear aunt is at death's door.’

>

Theory

Analysis

Nida’s Dynamic
Equivalence

Both translations achieve dynamic equivalence. <sall ,8& Lle(on the brink of death) and < sl ciiel le(on
the threshold of death) are synonymous, culturally appropriate metaphors that convey the same imminent
sense of death.

Vinay & Darbelnet’s
Strategies

Both models use Modulation, substituting the original metaphor (“door”) with culturally synonymous images
(“brink,” “threshold”).

INMT Performance

Both systems perform well, demonstrating an understanding of nuanced metaphorical equivalence.

Table 21. Example 10:

“She cannot believe her eyes/ears.”

Theory

Analysis

[Nida’s Dynamic
Equivalence

ChatGPT’s translation (4xex/s) 5 Lo (3ua3 Y) achieves better dynamic equivalence as it reflects how the concept
is naturally expressed in Arabic. DeepSeek’s more literal version (Wlue ol i L 3aad Y) is accurate but slightly
redundant and formal.

[Vinay &

Darbelnet’s ChatGPT uses Modulation, simplifying the structure to its natural form. DeepSeek uses Literal Translation.
Strategies

INMT Performance ChatGPT demonstrates a better grasp of natural Arabic phrasing in this instance.

Table 22. Example 11:

“Their company is on the black list.”

Theory Analysis
Nida’s Dynamic Both translations (sl2sl 234l 3/ Je) achieve full dynamic equivalence. The term is a direct, fully assimilated
Equivalence calque in Arabic. The same translation is given by Ghazala (2008) : el gudl 4l e ag3S 13 (p. 129).

Vinay & Darbelnet’s

Both models use a Calque.
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Theory Analysis
Strategies
INMT Performance Perfect performance.

Table 23. Example 13: “Some people put the cart before the horse.’

>

Theory Analysis
[Nida’s Dynamic Both translations ((bas)) sl 4 51l ¢ s2a)) achieve perfect dynamic equivalence. The idiom is an established
Equivalence calque in Arabic. The same translation is given by Ghazala (2008): Clasll alel 43 j2ll (Ul (any s (p. 129).

Vinay & Darbelnet’s
Strategies

Both models use a Calque.

INMT Performance Perfect performance.

Table 24. Example 15: “People were driven to war like lambs to the slaughter.”

Theory Analysis
Nida’s Dynamic Both translations achieve dynamic equivalence. </ a(lambs) and #leYl(sheep) are both used in Arabic to
Equivalence convey innocence and helplessness in this context. The metaphors are equally powerful.

Vinay & Darbelnet’s
Strategies

Both models use Literal Translation of an established metaphorical comparison.

INMT Performance Both systems perform correctly.

Table 25. Example 16: “They apply the law of the jungle”

Theory

Analysis

[Nida’s Dynamic Equivalence

Both translations achieve perfect dynamic equivalence. The idiom “law of the jungle” has a
direct, culturally understood equivalent in Arabic (<! ¢5), The translations successfully
convey the concept of ruthless, survival-of-the-fittest behavior, evoking the same response in
an Arabic reader as the original does in an English reader.

Vinay & Darbelnet’s Strategies

This is a clear example of Equivalence. The translators did not translate the words “jungle”
or “law” literally (4l & sliwould be more literal but less idiomatic). Instead, they used the
standard, pre-existing Arabic idiom, which is a fixed expression. The difference in diacritics
((0stdavs. os8hY) is minor and does not change the meaning.

INMT Performance

Modern NMT systems would handle this very well. “Law of the jungle” is a common idiom
with a direct equivalent in its training data. It would almost certainly output s
<icorrectly. The fluency and accuracy of both human translations are what a good NMT
engine aims to produce.

Table 26. Example 17: “Ladies and gentlemen, lend me your ears”
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Theory

Analysis

[Nida’s Dynamic
Equivalence

Both translations are dynamically equivalent. They correctly translate the address (b laws and the
core meaning | sa<iul(listen).

Vinay &
Darbelnet’s
Strategies

The address “Ladies and gentlemen” is a candidate for a Literal Translation, but the standardized
equivalent (sals Jlawis so entrenched it acts as an Equivalence. The verb phrase “lend me your ears”
cannot be translated literally. It requires Equivalence. &) |suwlis a stronger, more established
equivalence for this Shakespearean plea, while (! s=<iulis a more general, direct modulation.

INMT
Performance

NMT would correctly handle the address. For the verb, it might have a higher probability of choosing
the more common !siu, but with sufficient context (e.g., the rest of the speech), it could also
generate the more formal |soal. The choice would depend on the formality of the source text’s
register in its training data.

Table 27. Example 18: “He serves two masters”

Theory

Analysis

INida’s
[Dynamic
[Equivalence

Both translations are fully equivalent. The idiom “serve two masters” (meaning to be loyal to two conflicting parties)
is perfectly captured by the Arabic (ry a2 The clarifying phrase 2als Ol (4(at the same time) is necessary in Arabic
to convey the inherent conflict of the idiom, making the meaning immediately clear to the target audience.

Vinay &
[Darbelnet’s
Strategies

This is primarily Equivalence for the idiom. The addition of 25 ¢l ds an example of Explicitation (making implicit
information explicit), which is one of Vinay & Darbelnet’s procedures. The inclusion of the pronoun s(he) in
Translation 2 is a stylistic choice (Amplification) common in Arabic for emphasis or flow, but it doesn’t change the
core meaning.

INMT
Performance

This is a good test for NMT. A basic word-for-word translation would fail (“Ceas 2352 52” misses the conflict).
However, a sophisticated NMT model, trained on vast datasets, would likely recognize this as a common idiom and
generate the full, correct phrase /s ¢} & (w3 2330 understanding that the explicitation is required for accurate
meaning in Arabic.

Table 28. Example 19: “Let us turn a new page”

Theory Analysis
Sy . Both achieve dynamic equivalence perfectly. They use the standard Arabic metaphor for starting anew. The choice of
Nida’s Dynamic . . - L oo
. verb (- to open vs. <li- to turn) is a minor stylistic variation within the same cultural metaphor. Both sound
Equivalence
natural and evoke the same sense of a fresh start.

. This is another clear case of Equivalence. The metaphor of a “new page” or “new leaf” is common in both cultures.
Vinay & h I lating the words “turn” or “open” literally; th lecting th I verb th
Darbelnet The translators are not translating the words “turn” or “open” literally; they are selecting the most natural verb that

collocates with 4aiain Arabic to express the same idea.
NMT NMT would excel here. The metaphor is universal and has direct equivalents. It would confidently output either i
Performance baa Asdagr 30 dadia Qlii(or a close variant), as both are highly fluent and correct. The choice might be based on

the most frequent pairing in its parallel corpora.

Table 29. Example 20: “His name was on the tip of my tongue”

Theory

Analysis

Nida’s Dynamic
[Equivalence

This is a perfect example of a successful Calque (a literal translation that becomes an accepted idiom). The English
idiom maps exactly onto the Arabic word-for-word: on the tip of my tongue = St <a sk e, The effect on the target
reader is identical: immediate recognition of the feeling of almost remembering something. Ghazala (2008) translates
the idiom as “Fd (sl e aasd G (. 129)
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Theory Analysis

Vinay & This is a Literal Translation that functions as a perfect Equivalence. It is one of the rare cases where a word-for-word
[Darbelnet’s translation does not distort meaning and is the officially recognized idiom in the target language. The strategy is
Strategies literal, but the result is equivalency.

This is the simplest case for an NMT system. Since the translation is literal and the structures align perfectly, any
competent NMT engine would produce this translation with 100% accuracy and fluency. It would be a direct,
unambiguous mapping.

INMT
Performance
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