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TOM TAT

Google Translate (GT) - mdt céng cu dich tryc tuyén mién phi - dugc st dung ngjy cjng phd bién nhung
chat lugng dich clia GT chua that si tot. Bji bdo njy trinh bjy két qum nghién ctu chét lwvgng dich clia GT khi dich
130 tiéu dé phim tiéng Anh sang tiéng Viét. Nghién ctiu njy st dung phuong phap phan tich ngi dung dé phan tich
di liéu theo huéng dinh tinh vj dinh lvong. K&t qun, nghién cibu cho thay rang méc du GT khong mxc phri bat ct
18i hinh vi njo, nhing mxc 4 loai 16i dich thuat theo cach phan loai 16i ctia Farrds vj cdng sw® voi cac mic do rét
khac nhau khi dich tiéu d& phim. Trong téng s6 130 tiéu d& phim, GT chl| dich dwoc 16 tiéu d& phim chinh xac vj
mxc 16i khi dich 114 tén phim. Trong 4 loai 16i, 16i ngit nghta chiém nhi@u nhét. Vi tri thi hai vj tht ba lgn luot
thudc vé cac 16i tir vieng vj 18i ci phap. L6i hinh thire ding & vi tri tiép theo. K&t qur njy cho biét ring GT dich
tiéu dé phim tiéng Anh sang tiéng Viét khong tot. Cudi bji béo cé cac goi y vj dé xuat djnh cho nhitng nguoi st
dung GT, nhitng ngudi phat trién GT vj nhitng ngudi nghién ctu vé chét lvgng dich GT.

Tw khoa: Tiéu déphim tiéng Anh, tiéng Viét, Google Dich, 16i dich thudt, chat lwong dich.
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ABSTRACT

Google Translate (GT), a free online translation tool, is increasingly used, but the translation quality of GT
is not really good. This article presents the results of a study on the quality of GT in translating 130 English ¢Im
titles into Vietnamese. The study used content analysis to analyze the data, both qualitatively and quantitatively.
The results show that GT did not make any morphological errors, but it committed orthographic errors, lexical
errors, semantic errors, and syntactic errors at very different rates according to Farrus et al.’s framework® of
translation errors. Out of 130 English ¢Im titles, GT transferred only 16 ¢Im titles correctly, and GT made 141
errors in the remaining 114 ¢ Im titles. Among four error types, semantic errors are the most dominant. The second
and third positions belong to lexical errors and syntactic errors, respectively. Orthographic errors take the last
place. The result of the study indicates that GT fails to translate English ¢Im titles into Vietnamese ones. In other
words, the translation quality of GT in translating ¢ Im titles from English into Vietnamese is low. Implications for
GT users, GT technicians, and other researchers are suggested.

Keywords: English film title, Vietnamese, Google Translate, translation error, translation quality.

more accurate results than other ones. However,
the translation quality of GT depends on the
source of the documents entered into the system.
Accordingly, GT only has standard translation
when it contains the data related to the requested
translation contents. Therefore, to evaluate the
translation quality of GT accurately, researchers
need to study the translation quality of GT in

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. Introduction to GT

According to Wikipedia,! in 2006, GT was
introduced as a statistical machine service.
Because GTusedthe United NationsandEuropean
Parliament’s transcripts as data, accuracy was
not appreciated. Then GT switched to a new
version of the system for machine-assisted

language translation - Google Neural Machine
Translation, which allows whole sentences to
be translated with more diverse contexts. After
that, GT arranges and adjusts the data to ¢nd
the most suitable translations. Currently, GT
uses the Neural Machine Translation system
for most language pairs, and this system gives

*Corresponding author.
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many different ¢ elds. This study investigates the
translation quality of GT in translating English
¢Im titles into Vietnamese.

1.2. Research into the translation quality of GT

Up to now, studies on the translation quality of
GT have not been carried out in various ¢ elds.
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One of the studies on the quality of GT
was conducted by Luong Kim Hoang.? The
researcher investigated the common errors
in Vietnamese - English translation of labels
and captions in tourist attractions in Ho Chi
Minh City, Vietnam. The researcher used the
translation error classi¢ cation of Dastjerdi and
Abdolmaleki® to examine GT's errors when it
randomly translated 450 selected labels and
captions. The ¢ndings show that 96.6% of the
translation versions are incorrect and that there
is no consistent pattern in the most common
translation errors.

Another study investigating the quality
of GT when translating English metaphors into
Vietnamese was conducted by Huynh Ha Mi.*
The data were collected from the novel Kafka on
the Shore by Murakami Haruki. The researcher
employed the theory of Lakoff and Johnson
to identify metaphors and the framework of
Nord® to discover the occurrences of translation
errors. It can be seen from the ¢ndings that
GT translates orientational metaphors better
than other metaphor types, including structural
metaphors and ontological metaphors.

Besides, Lu et al.® translated ten common
anesthetic pre-assessment questions in the
medical and anesthetic history, and assessment
of the airway from English into ten languages
(Arabic, Filipino, French, German, Greek, Hindi,
Italian, Polish, Spanish and Vietnamese) by
using GT. They concluded that Spanish gets the
most accurate translations of the questions with
80%, and Vietnamese gets the worst translations,
with an accuracy rate of only 10%.

In general, studies on the translation
quality of GT in different ¢elds give different
conclusions on the translation quality of GT.
Therefore, GT's translation quality research
should be done in a more diverse range of text
to get an accurate overview of GT's translation
in general. Accordingly, research on GT’s
translation quality in the entertainment industry,
namely ¢ Im titles, is needed to enrich the ¢ ndings

of GT's quality and to enable GT's developers
to have a more speci¢ c orientation in improving
the quality of GT in a variety of ¢elds.

1.3. Translation error classifications

Many researchers have been interested
in translation errors. As a result, different
translators have suggested various translation
error frameworks.

One of the most popular frameworks of
detailed error taxonomy in Machine Translation
(MT) is proposed by Stymne and Ahrenberg’
with 10 error types: (1) ER - Error rate, (2) Ling -
Linguistic categories, (3) GF - grammatical and
function words, (4) Form, (5) POS+ - part-of-
speech, (6) FA - Auency, adequacy, (7) Ser -
serious, (8) Reo - reordering, (9) Index, (10)
Other. Each error type includes sub-types with
clear descriptions. However, this framework is
not suitable for identifying ¢Im title translation
errors. Film titles contain simple words, phrases,
or sentences, so the framework with too many
error types is too complicated to apply.

Another framework thatalso works with an
inter-annotator agreement is Multidimensional
Quality Metric.® This framework concerns with
accuracy and Auency and consists of many
complex sub-types. Therefore, it is not easy
to apply this framework to identify ¢Im title
translation errors.

The linguistic-based evaluation criteria
for identifying statistical MT errors put
forward by Farrus et al.’ contain orthographic,
morphological, lexical, semantic, and syntactic
errors. Orthographic errors are the errors
of punctuation, capitalization, and spelling.
Morphological errors are related to the forms
(i.e., inAections, often suf¢ xes) of verbs, nouns,
and others (adjectives and adverbs). Lexical
errors include two sub-types: extra words and
missing words. Semantic errors occur when
the wrong meaning of a target word is chosen
to render a source word. Syntactic errors have
¢ve sub-types, namely conjunction, preposition,

https://doi.org/10.52111/gnjs.2021.15407

.Quy Nhon University Journal of Science, 2021, 15(4), 69-75 | 71



EZSE KHOA HOC

TRUONG DAl HOC QUY NHON

article, syntacticelement reordering, and category
errors. Due to the different characteristics of
languages, it is not easy to ¢nd any framework
suitable for all kinds of contexts. The framework
suggested by FarrGs et al.’ is not perfect, too.
It does not contain pragmatic errors. However,
Farrs et al.’s framework® explains translation
error types in detail and is easy to apply at the
level of simple words, phrases, or sentences.
Therefore, this study used this framework to
examine translation errors in GT’s translations
of the English ¢ Im titles into Vietnamese.

1.4. The characteristics of the film titles

According to Ailan,’® a ¢Im title exhibits
linguistic, cultural, and aesthetic properties.
The linguistic characteristics guarantee the
clarity, accuracy, and direct disclosure of the
¢Im's content without too many words. The
cultural characteristics shown in the ¢Im title
must reveal the unique culture of each ethnic
group. The aesthetic characteristics are reAected
in the harmonious beauty of image, creativity,
artistry, rhyme, and tone. Together with
accuracy, the translation versions must ensure
the characteristics of ¢ Im titles.

2. METHODOLOGY

To obtain the data for the present study, 130 ¢Im
titles in English were collected from 32 websites.
Among these websites, https://vi.wikipedia.
org/wiki/ is the website where 43.8% of the
¢Im titles were collected. Then these ¢Im titles
were translated into Vietnamese by GT, and
the Vietnamese translations were analyzed to
investigate GT’s translation quality.

To prepare the data for analysis, a
4-column table with the following contents was
drawn: column 1 for the ordinal number, column
2 for the English ¢Im titles, column 3 for GT's
Vietnamese translations of the English ¢Im
titles, and column 4 for suggested Vietnamese
translations of the English ¢Im titles. Besides,
the sources of the ¢Im titles were also included
in the table.

https://doi.org/10.52111/gnjs.2021.15407

To analyze the translation errors in the
Vietnamese translations, the linguistic-based
evaluation criteria for identifying statistical MT
errors introduced by Farrus et al. were used. The
errors were coded as follows.

In orthographic errors, OI stands for
punctuation, O2 for capitalization and O3 for
spelling.

In morphological errors, M1 is verb, M2
is noun, while M3 is other errors.

In lexical errors, an extra word is coded
as L1, and a missing word is coded as L2.

SE represents a semantic error.

In syntactic errors, SI stands for «
conjunction error, S2 for preposition error,
S3 for article error, S4 for syntactic element
reordering error, and S5 for a category error.

Some translations had no errors. As a
result, one more code, NE, was added for No
Error cases.

The error types identi¢ ed after the analysis
were recorded in the ¢ fth column. The following
is an illustration of the data storage table.

Table 1. Data preparation table

= 2
e} g4 [T =
z E <« |E3g| 3
Z = [ » = g =]
° =] g g = § 2 =
] g 1] g o oy %
= = 3 g% = &
= (3
& S
1 Blue Valentine | Lé& tinh SE
Valentine | xanh nhéan
budn

Source: https://anninhthudo.vn/chieu-phim-de-cu-
giai-oscar-le-tinh-nhan-buon-post423622.antd

2 12 Yearsa | 12 nam | 12 nam | NE
Slave no lé no 1é

Source: https://laodong.vn/giai-tri/diem-lai-
nhung-bo-phim-doat-giai-oscar-hay-nhat-trong-

lich-su-659048.1ldo
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3. RESEARCH RESULTS

The analysis of GT’s Vietnamese translations of
130 English ¢ Im titles showed that GT correctly
translated 16 English ¢Im titles, accounting for
12.3%. This means that GT committed errors in
the translations of 114 English ¢ Imtitles, making
up 87.7%.

The Vietnamese translations of 114
English ¢Im titles had 141 translation errors
because many of GT’s Vietnamese translations
had more than one translation error.

Speci¢,c numbers and frequencies of
translation errors are presented in the following
table.

Table 2. Numbers and frequencies of translation errors

Number | Percentage
No Error types
of errors (%)
Morphological
1 piolog! 0 0
errors
Orthographic
2 grep 6 43
errors
3 | Syntactic errors 11 7.8
4 | Lexical errors 20 14.2
5 | Semantic errors 104 73.7
Total 141 100

Table 2 indicates that four broad error
types exist, with a total of 141 instances. The
error types take up very different rates. Among
the errors, semantic errors are dominant, with 104
instances, accounting for 73.7%. The second and
third positions are of lexical errors and syntactic
errors with 20 (14.2%) and 11 instances (7.8%),
respectively. Accordingly, lexical errors are
more common than syntactic errors (20 versus
11 errors, respectively). Orthographic errors take
the next place, with 4.3% (6 instances). GT does
not commit any cases of morphological errors.
This can be explained by the fact that there is no
inAection in the Vietnamese language.

The results prove that GT is not
successful in translating English ¢Im titles into

accurate Vietnamese ones because four types of
translation errors, including orthographic errors,
syntactic errors, lexical errors and semantic
errors, appeared in its Viethamese translations at
high percentages. Following is a more detailed
report of the ¢ndings.

3.1. No errors

Sixteen English ¢Im titles were translated into
Vietnamese by GT with absolute acceptability,
and these translations match the Vietnamese ¢ Im
title style. With the title "12 Years a Slave", GT
delivered a perfectly accurate translation of 72
nam no l¢". Or the title "Sorry to bother you'" has
an acceptable translation of Xin I6i dd lam phién
ban". One more example for a no-error case is
the correct translation “Cudn theo chiéu gié”
from“Gone With The Wind”.

3.2. Morphological errors

Of all 141 translation errors made by GT in
114 inaccurate ¢Im title translations, there was
no case of morphological errors. This result
suggests that GT was free of morphological
errors in its Vietnamese translations.

As Nguyen Phu Hoang Nhu'' argued,
there is a big morphological difference between
English and Vietnamese as two languages. In
English, suf¢xes are used to change the form
of a word, often nouns, verbs, and adjectives.
In contrast, Vietnamese does not have suf¢ xes.
As a result, GT and human translators do not
commit morphological errors in their Vietnamese
translations.

3.3. Orthographic errors

There are six orthographic errors, accounting
for 4.3% of all the errors. All these six errors are
capital errors. GT made no errors in punctuation
and spelling. With this rate, orthographic errors
come at the fourth position among ¢,ve error types.

For example, "Jurassic Park" was
translated into “cong vién ky Jura”. In this
example, the letter ¢ in "cong™ and & in "ky" do
not follow the capitalization rule in Vietnamese.

https://doi.org/10.52111/gnjs.2021.15407
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GT’s Vietnamese translation “Nguoi phu
nit xinh dep” from “Pretty Woman™ does not
obey Vietnamese standard capitalization rule.
Only the letter N in “Nguoi” in capitalization is
enough for accuracy. “Nguoi phu nit xinh dep”
is the best translation for this title.

3.4. Syntactic errors

Syntactic errors were made at the third-highest
rate out of ¢ve error types. GT did not make
any mistakes when translating prepositions,
conjunctions, and articles. However, syntactic
element reordering errors accounted for 8 (5.7%)
out of 11 cases (7.8%). And the category errors
were present in only 3 instances (2.1%).

"When Harry Met Sally..." was rendered
into “Harry gap Sally khi nao..”. This
Vietnamese translation sounds confusing, and
it does not have a high aesthetic value. A better
translation should be “Khi Harry gap Sally...”.

Another example for syntactic element
reordering errors is with the title “People on
Sunday”. GT rendered it into “Nhitng nguoi
vao Chu nhdt”. This Vietnamese version sounds
odd to the ears of Vietnamese natives because
of an erroneously syntactic ordering. A more
appropriate translation should be “Chu nhdt cua
moi nguoi”.

When translating "10 Things | Hate About
You" into “70 diéu téi ghét vé ban”, GT made
a category error. Bgn and t6i do not sound as
appropriate as em and anh.

3.5. Lexical errors

With 20 lexical errors, making up 14.2%, this
error type ranked second among the error types
committed by GT. Speci¢gcally, the rate of
missing word errors was 4 times higher than
that of extra word errors (16 errors vs 4 errors or
11.4% and 2.8%, respectively).

The title "10 Things I Hate About You"
should be translated into “70 diéu khién em ghét
anh”, but GT translated it into “70 diéu t6i ghét
vé ban”. The extra word "vé&" is used in this
case, making the Vietnamese translation sound
unnatural.

https://doi.org/10.52111/gnjs.2021.15407

GT’s Vietnamese translation “Hoang
hon” from “Sunset Boulevard” indicates that GT
did not translate “Boulevard”. The Vietnamese
translation should be “Dai I6 Hoang hon”. In
this case, a missing word error was committed
by GT.

3.6. Semantic errors

Semantic errors were made by GT at the highest
rate of 73.7%. The percentage of semantic
errors are many times higher than those of the
other error types. The translation of a ¢Im title
requires much consideration of the content and
context of the ¢Im as a whole. However, GT —a
kind of translation machine — can not know these
elements. Understandably, GT committed many
errors of this type.

GT’s translation of the ¢Im title
“The Godfather” illustrates this error kind.
According to the Oxford Learners’ Dictionary
at https://www.oxfordlearnersdictionaries.com/,
Godfather has the meanings: a male godparent -
(cha d& dau) and a very powerful man in a
criminal organization, especially the Ma¢a -
(b6 gia). GT translated this ¢Im title into “Cha
do dau” though, in this situation, it should be
translated into “Bo gia”, considering the ¢Im
content.

Another example of semantic errors is
GT’s Vietnamese translation of “A4// the Money
in the World”. “Tat cd tién trén thé gioi” is a
literal translation of the English ¢Im title. The
Vietnamese translation sounds natural, but it
does not reAect the ¢Im’s content because GT
relies totally on the ¢Im title. Considering the
¢Im’s content, human translators have translated
the English ¢ Im title into “Vu bdt céc triéu do”.

4. CONCLUSION

The research results reveal that GT committed
fourbroaderrortypesintheframeworkintroduced
by FarrUs et al.’ The highest rate of errors that
GT made fell on the semantic errors. The second
biggest rate belonged to the lexical errors. The
syntactic errors and the orthographic errors were
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in the third and fourth positions, respectively.
However, GT did not commit morphological
errors related to inAection because inAection
does not exist in Vietnamese. The sub-types of
errors, including spelling and punctuation errors
of orthographic errors, prepositions, articles, and
conjunctions of syntactic errors, were not found
in the data of this present study.

To sum up, although GT did not produce
morphological errors and some sub-types of
orthographic errors and syntactic errors in
translating the English ¢ Im titles into Vietnamese,
the percentage of translation errors was found
in 87.7% of the Vietnamese translations. Up to
73.7% of the errors were semantic errors. This
is understandable because the understanding of
a ¢Im title depends a lot on the understanding
of the ¢Im, but GT relies solely on the words in
the title. Moreover, ¢Im titles are often phrases
rather than full sentences. As a result, the
linguistic context, which is often very important
for translators to choose appropriate meanings
for their translation, is not clear enough for GT
to choose contextually proper meanings of the
words in the English ¢Im titles for its Vietnamese
translations.

GT is an online machine translation tool
whose translation quality is subjective to the
amount of text fed into it. The larger the amount
and variety of texts are, the higher the accuracy
is. This research motivates GT developers to be
more concerned about GT's translation quality
in ¢Im title translation. Besides, this study raises
GT users’awareness in using GT to translate texts
whose understanding depends too much on what
must be known beyond the texts themselves.
Also, researchers should examine GT’s quality
of English translations of Vietnamese book titles
and article titles.
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