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ARTICLE Abstract
HISTORY  The current study aims to evaluate LLMs' effectiveness of metaphor translation from
Received: Arabic into English in the poetry of Al-Ashmawi, one of the prominent poets in the
M Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, in comparison to that of human translators. It also aims to
ﬁ/%%?ggegé identify LLMs' potential, strengths, and limitations when translating complex literary
W forms and show the significance of human expertise in refining LLMs' translation. For
data collection, a sample of 20 poetic verses was selected purposefully, after ensuring
Translation; their validity and suitability for the study objectives, from the poem of “Fortitude in the
'S;i?r';_ Time of Fracture”. The mixed methods design (quantitative and qualitative) was adopted
Metapr’mr; for data analysis with the help of the comparative analytical approach where the
LLMs; translation quality of both systems was evaluated by four Yemeni professors specialized
Human in literature and translation, using Likert five-point scale, then analyzed descriptively
I\T?Arj:rlﬁrgg\r/\s/i; through SPSS and Multidimensional Quality Metrics (MQM) model, focusing on three

parameters: linguistic accuracy, poetic fidelity, and emotional impact. The findings
showed that human translators consistently outperformed LLMs, particularly in areas
that require cultural sensitivity, cognitive and creative interpretation, stylistic
coherence, and emotional resonance. In comparison, though LLMs outperformed human
translators in preserving lexical and semantic features and produced an accurate
readable translation, they simplified and literalized metaphor translation, resulting in
stripping the poem of its aesthetic beauty and artistic weight. The study called for further
research on training LLMs in computational linguistics and highly symbolic poetic
language besides using a hybrid approach that combines LLMs' efficiency and humans'
creativity to achieve contextually relevant, linguistically accurate, and artistically
authentic literary translation.

1. Introduction

In the age of global communication and technological advancements, translation process
has undergone a major transformation through the integration and use of LLMs in translation.
Traditional manual translation has been supplemented and replaced by advanced LLMSs, such
as ChatGPT and DeepSeek which are widely used by millions of people every day (Amroosh,
2025). These models provide rapid and linguistically accurate outputs though their reliability,
efficiency, and potential to replace human translators remain debatable as their translation is
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not error-free, motivating researchers to focus on improving their translation quality, reducing
their translation errors, and enhancing their cultural and stylistic sensitivity to source texts (Al-
Khesali, 2022). This endeavor has been challenged by the Arabic poetic language translation
which is full of rhetorical images, idiomatic expressions, and contextual and cultural
references, leading to some doubts regarding LLMs' efficiency in translating poetic language
(Mohsen, 2023).

Literary translation is not a mere word for word transfer among languages; rather, it is a
complex process that works as a bridge between languages and cultures and seeks to convey
profound meaning, tone, effect, and subtleties of literature faithfully as possible (Gracia, 2022).
Poetry translation is among the most demanding forms of literary translation due to its
dependence on aesthetic and emotional qualities, layered meanings, and cultural depth
(Alotaibi, 2021; Omar, 1997). Unlike prose, poetry utilizes imagery, symbolism, metaphor,
and rhythm which often resist literal translation and require creative interpretation. Moreover,
poetry translation poses further challenges due to its rhetorical elegance, intricate syntax,
referential and aesthetic purposes, and culturally driven contexts (Farghal & Haider, 2024;
Tisgam, 2014; Van der Meer, 2019).

Regarding metaphor translation, it is not a simple substitution of words but a complex
cognitive mapping that reflects how a culture perceives reality. Its translation requires
sensitivity to layered meanings, artistic imagery, and cultural subtleties (Mahmoud, 2018; Sofi,
2018). It requires recreating the same aesthetic and emotional effect on target texts readers,
maintaining cultural specialities, classical references, and figurative expressions, and
preserving the soul of literary heritage across linguistic boundaries (Al-Hasnawi, 2007;
Harmah, 2023). These challenges demand a deep cultural, referential, contextual, and linguistic
knowledge, and artistic integrity that LLMSs lack, making their translation linguistically correct
but aesthetically impoverished (Farghal & Haider, 2024).

Many different approaches to machine translation have been used in translation, starting
with the rule-based translation in 1960s, moving to statistical machine translation in 1980s,
then to neural machine translation in 2016, and ending with generative artificial intelligence
represented by LLMs in 2022. While these approaches have made a great breakthrough in
handling complex language translation, LLMs have achieved more fluent and coherent
translation than earlier approaches though they still encounter some translation difficulties with
idioms, figurative expressions, and culturally specific references (Elmadany & Wayne, 2018;
Tawfik et al., 2022). As a result, many researchers, increasingly, advocate a hybrid approach
that combines LLMs' efficiency with human creativity, confirming that human translation
remains superior in accuracy, readability, artistic fidelity, and preservation of symbolic
meanings. Also, human translators have the ability to question LLMSs' outputs and choices and
refine the translated materials until it meets a professional standard of translation (Abdelaal &
Alazzawie, 2020; Oudah & Shaalan, 2020). This perspective is supported by broader research
on technology adoption in translation, which highlights that professional translators' decisions
to integrate Al tools are often mediated by concerns about accuracy and the need for human
oversight, especially when dealing with culturally nuanced texts (Alreface & Al-Shammari,
2026). The evolution of technology-mediated learning in pragmatics similarly underscores that
while digital tools offer new opportunities, they are most effective when combined with human
expertise and pedagogical intervention (Alreface & Al-Shammari, 2026).
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In the same context, though LLMs have improved translation accuracy through extensive
training on large data sets, they often fail to preserve poetic images, such as poetic imagery,
linguistic ambiguity, and stylistic rhythm, resulting in the loss of metaphorical essence and
artistic effect of the poem (Al-Khalafat & Haider, 2022; Ghareb & Elimam, 2018; Malmkjeer,
2020). These limitations were attributed to the huge amount of translated data by LLMs in
comparison to the human mind, which deals with small amounts of data, especially in Arabic
poetry where metaphor functions not merely as a decorative but also as a central device that
conveys emotional, cultural, and conceptual depth (Wilson, 2014). Mariam (2024) also argued
that metaphor is associated with human cognition, its translation requires cultural sensitivity
and interpretive flexibility, qualities that LLMSs struggle with, and Schaffner (2004) confirmed
that metaphors rooted in cultural or historical contexts are often stripped of their significance
by LLMs. These shortcomings are most found in Arabic poetry where metaphors often carry
multiple interpretations, cultural symbolism, and religious or historical allusions that LLMs
cannot adequately handle (Bergsma, 2021). This gap demonstrates the necessity of humans'
expertise in evaluating and refining LLMs' generated poetic translation. In the words of Luo
(2018, p. 2), "the performance of machine translator can never be primary and more creative
than that of human translators”. Therefore, human involvement in the translation process
becomes indispensable for tasks like disambiguation and interpretation of idiomatic
expressions to ensure cultural sensitivity among other complex linguistic and semantic aspects
(Mirawi, 2014). This is further corroborated by recent cross-national studies on Al translation
tool adoption among Arab translators, which revealed that concerns about accuracy,
confidentiality, and cultural misinterpretation are significant barriers to adoption, reinforcing
the need for human oversight (Alrefaece & Al-Shammari, 2026). The professional impact of Al,
particularly its perceived threat to the nuanced and culturally sensitive nature of translation
work, makes human intervention not just beneficial but essential (Alrefaee & Al-Shammari,
2026).

In summary, although LLMs have significantly advanced translation practices, they still
struggle with artistic and cultural dimensions of poetry, especially metaphor translation
(Kadaoui et al., 2023; Omar & Gomaa, 2020). The absence of cultural intuition and awareness
of referential and social contexts in LLMs intelligence makes them doubtful tools for
translating sensitive literary heritage. To date and to the best of the researcher's knowledge, no
study has specifically examined how LLMs handle the metaphor translation in the literary
works of Al-Ashmawi, a distinguished Saudi poet who left a lasting treasure of literary genre,
where his contributions reflect deep intellectual and cultural values. Therefore, this study aims
to address this gap by evaluating the metaphor translation in his poetry using LLMs and
comparing their performance with that of human translators. By doing so, it contributes to
enhancing computational linguistics and translation studies and highlights the potential and
limitations of LLMs in handling symbolic and poetic language. Furthermore, it advocates for
a collaborative approach where LLMs' generated translation should be edited by human
expertise to ensure linguistic precision and artistic integrity in target texts, where human
cultural awareness and creative sensitivity are still fundamental components even in the era of
advanced technology (Pan et al., 2024).

1.1. Study Questions
The current study attempted to answer the following questions:
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(1) How effective are LLMs in translating metaphors in Al-Ashmawi's poetry from Arabic into
English in comparison to that of human translators?

(2) What are the most common errors in LLMs' outputs in comparison to that of human
translators?

1.2. Study Objectives
The current study attempted to achieve the following objectives:

1. Evaluating the effectiveness of LLMs in translating metaphors in Al-Ashmawi's poetry from
Arabic into English in comparison to that of human translators.

2. Pointing out the most common errors in LLMS' outputs in comparison to that of human
translators when translating metaphors in Al-Ashmawi's poetry from Arabic into English.

1.3. Significance of the Study

This study is significant as it evaluates LLMs' metaphor translation in the poetry of one
of the greatest Arab poets, whose work conveys profound emotions of Arabic and Islamic
cultural and historical heritage and poses considerable translation challenges. It is also
significant as it benefits translators, scholars, LLMs developers, researchers, and educational
institutions and expand their understanding of literary translation through LLMs. This study is
also significant as it shows the extent to which LLMs could achieve an accurate poetic
translation of Arabic poetry and reveals their contributions, limitations, and implications.
Finally, it is significant as it sheds light on the effectiveness and potential of human translators'
cultural, contextual, and referential knowledge and expertise in editing translation which must
complement LLMs' pitfalls.

2. Review of Related Literature

Poetry is "an imaginative way of expressing a poet's feelings, experiences, customs,
traditions, connotations, implications, associations, thoughts, universal truths, and hidden
meanings of life in words" (Fairooz, 2024, as cited in Nair, 1991, p.93). Linguistically, it has
symbolic, allegorical, connotative, and emotive meanings which represent the intended hidden
messages to audience, forming the main concern of critics, analysts, researchers, etc.
Functionally, it involves literary devices, such as metaphors, similes, alliteration, assonance,
collocations, neologism, etc. that make it aesthetic to readers. Poetically, it shows prosodic
features, such as feet, rhyme, metre, etc. which make it musical to audience (Newmark, 1988).

Translating poetry has been recognized as a highly demanding task in which maintaining
the original meaning of the source text faithfully is particularly difficult even with the
advancements of LLMs and human expertise (Enad, 2018; Kahrizsangi & Haddadi, 2017).
Ahmed et al. (2025) highlighted the ongoing cultural and semantic translation challenges,
especially when dealing with figurative and poetic language. Omar and Gomaa (2020) and
Enad (2018) identified recurrent machine translation issues in literary texts, particularly in
pragmatic and lexical choices besides structural weaknesses and showed that statistical and
neural translation models still lack the deep cultural understanding needed to, accurately,
convey subtle meanings of the source texts without any errors in translation (Lu et al., 2024).

LLMs are designed to trigger human intelligence through algorithms and programming,
allow them to process information, translate materials, and act in ways similar to humans
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(Lehka-Paul & Jankowiak, 2022). For Zhong et al. (2023) LLMs are comparable to junior-
level human translators in the area of human quality translation. ChatGPT as an LLM was
introduced in 2022, a system built on large-scale linguistic data and patterns, commonly
referred to as an (LLM). By analyzing syntactic, morphological, logical, and algorithmic
structures, ChatGPT could produce new outputs while adapting to contextual backgrounds
when performing tasks (Cetin & Duran, 2024). Its capabilities extend to data transformation,
text translation, post-editing, translation assessment, summarization, and interactive responses
(Ibrahim, 2024). It could also generate outputs across different modes: written, visual, and
auditory, that closely resemble human production. Similarly, DeepSeek is a transformative
LLM that supports a wide range of tasks, including mathematical and structural reasoning,
language processing, problem-solving, financial analysis, and medical diagnosis. It has been
extensively a pre-trained tool on high-quality linguistic and syntactic corpora including code-
based data sets (Gao, 2024). Though DeepSeek faces certain limitations in creative practices,
it demonstrates significant advantages in grammatical precision and ability to evaluate and
translate contexts effectively (Lu et al., 2024).

Furthermore, many studies highlighted a continuing tension between the efficiency of
LLMs and professional experts' translation skills and showed a growing interest in comparing
the benefits and the drawbacks of both humans and intelligence-based translation systems.
They showed that there are some challenges LLMs face in literary genre translation, especially
with complex poetic language, connotative meaning, and cultural particularities (Bergsma,
2021; Gracia, 2021; Kahrizsangi & Haddadi, 2017; Khalifa, 2015; Malmkjer, 2020). Al
Kassab (2024) analyzed the benefits and the drawbacks of both systems and showed that there
are some strengths and weaknesses of each system in various contexts, especially the subtleties
of poetic language and emotional weight of poetry. Manetti and Rossi (2022) assessed LLMs'
literary translation and showed its dependence on limited reference corpora as a major
challenge and called for an extensive human validation and evaluation due to the ambiguity
inherent in figurative language. Jiao et al., (2023) and Kadaoui et al., (2023) also showed that
though LLMs have made strides in translating complex literary genre, they tend to focus on
statistical patterns rather than preserve stylistic nuances, confirming that literary works
translation requires creativity, interpretive ability, comprehensive understanding of multiple
meanings of texts, and understanding poets' intentions, qualities that LLMs still consider
difficult to deal with. Finally, Toral and Way (2015) argued that literary texts often require
more dynamic and communicative translation which can confuse algorithms alignment in
LLMs.

With respect to translation strategies used by both systems for metaphor translation,
human translators used the traditional methods, involving replicating the original imagery and
converting metaphors into similes or literal meanings, or using strategies such as omission,
adaptation, or compensation when necessary, whereas LLMs tend to focus on literal word
replacement and neglect cultural context and poetic imagery (Inaam, 2003; Khoshafah, 2023).
In addition, though LLMs perform well in technical translation, they often struggle to preserve
figurative, stylistic, and cultural features of Arabic poetry, especially in metaphor translation
(Alotaibi & Hussein, 2017; Omar, 1991), attributing such struggles to poetry’s heavy reliance
on figurative language, rhythm, contextual nuances, and cultural references, areas where LLMs
often fall short (Toral & Way, 2018; Venuti, 2017). Tymoczko (2007) and Al-Bugmi (2024)
argued that translating poetry is not just a linguistic act but also a cultural negotiation where
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LLMs' translation often sounds mechanical and fails to capture the emotional and artistic
essence of the original text.

Other studies (e.g., Akasheh et al., 2024; Al-Batineh & Rabadi, 2019) confirmed that
literary translation requires cognitive imagination and interpretive sensitivity that exceed
LLMs' current capacities, and (Abdelaal & Alazzawie, 2020; Khoshafah, 2023; Putri & Setiajid,
2021) demonstrated that LLMs frequently fail to maintain the figurative and stylistic
interpretation of Arabic poetry as they rely on literal word replacement, overlook imagery, and
ignore essential components for conveying poetic resonance, such as symbolism and referential
or cultural subtleties of the poem.

Moreover, Khalifa (2015) and Malika (2016) highlighted the inherent challenges of
translating Arabic poetry into English and showed that metaphors and imagery are deeply tied
to cultural interpretation, confirming that any shifts in cultural background can alter meanings
and connotations of the source text. Kadaoui et al. (2023) also showed that ChatGPT and Bard
faced significant challenges when translating dialects due to limited training data, leading to
frequent lexical and semantic errors. These challenges become more evident with cultural
diversity and metaphorical complexity. As a result, human translators remain more adept at
handling idioms, cultural allusions, and specialized terminology (Abdelaal & Alazzawie, 2020;
Putri & Setiajid, 2021).

Alowedi and Al-Ahdal (2023) argued that poetic devices and figurative language remain
particularly difficult for LLMs to capture, resulting in the loss of metaphorical imagery and
symbolism. Similarly, Genzel et al. (2010) showed that machine translation frequently fails to
reflect a poem tone and author’s stylistic intent, thus weakening its outputs. Tawfik et al. (2022)
also introduced multidimensional evaluation strategies for evaluating machine translation of
poetry, including fluency, semantic similarity, faithfulness, and artistic merits and concluded
that while these strategies improved some aspects, they still struggle with stylistic and
emotional subtleties.

To overcome LLMs' translation challenges of literary forms, some researchers tried their
best to find strategies to develop LLMs' quality translation. Al-Ghamdi et al. (2023), for
example, employed an annotated poetry to train LLMSs on translation strategies, and Oudah and
Shaalan (2020) suggested a hybrid approach that integrates rule-based and statistical models
with human editing. Similarly, Al-Zoghby and Elshamy (2021) merged automated analysis
with human review to assess the readability of machine-translated Arabic poetry. Likewise,
Elmadany and Wayne (2018) developed a specialized poetry corpus and fine-tuned translation
systems. And, Amarin and AlNajjar (2021) applied neural machine translation to monolingual
poetry collections and showed the artistic translation needs of parallel dataset. To support,
Castilho et al. (2018) emphasized the need for approaches that move beyond simply identifying
problems to proposing strategies for enhancing LLMs’ ability to translate poetry. The results
of such studies showed a better preservation of nuances than baseline models despite some
limitations in fluency and cultural references, underscoring the indispensable role of human
editing in ensuring comprehensive assessments of LLMs translation quality to achieve
linguistic accuracy, cultural sensitivity, and stylistic refinement of translation and confirming
that poetic or figurative texts quality translation is achieved by combining LLMs' translation
with human post-editing (Muftah, 2022; Wang, 2023).

International Journal of Linguistics and Translation Studies m



Volume 7, Issue 3, 2026

On the contrary, despite the limitations of LLMS' translation, especially large-scale ones,
they have significantly improved translation systems and showed strong capabilities in
generating coherent texts and promoting intercultural communication (Khoshafah, 2023).
Banat and Abu Adla (2023) and Jiao et al. (2023) revealed that LLMs achieved high accuracy
in European languages and performed well in Arabic-English translation, stressing the potential
of human translators' post-editing to account for cultural subtleties. Thabet and Qadha (2024)
evaluated LLMs' assisted translation of Al-Qusaibi’s poetry and reported that LLMs' users
achieved higher scores than non-users, ensuring the crucial benefits of LLMs as supportive
tools. Similarly, Isim and Balcioglu (2023) tested ChatGPT across multiple benchmark data
sets with 50 Turkish paragraphs and found it to be effective. Jiao et al. (2023) examined
ChatGPT’s translation performance of various prompts and showed that its output is stronger
for high-input languages and less effective for low-input ones. Wang (2024) compared
ChatGPT-40’s assessment of translation with that of humans for both literary and non-literary
texts and revealed ChatGPT-40’s strong alignment in terms of fidelity, accuracy, and fluency,
highlighting the necessity to improve its translation quality.

In conclusion, although substantial research has explored LLMs' translation of poetry
(e.g., Alowedi & Al-Ahdal, 2023; Amini et al., 2024; Lieber et al., 2024; Obeidat & Jaradat,
2024), there remains a critical gap regarding how LLMs manage poetic devices. The failure of
LLMs to process cultural subtleties, historical references, purpose of the poem, and figurative
language confirms that LLMs are not a reliable translators, and human intervention is critical
for maintaining faithfulness and elegance in literary works translation. Moreover, though some
studies have addressed translation challenges between English and other languages (Karaban
& Karaban, 2024; Obeidat & Jaradat, 2024; Thabet & Qadha, 2024), Arabic poetry translation
into foreign languages is still, to some extent, unexplored. Furthermore, though many existing
studies concentrated on LLMSs' limitations, they did not suggest any strategies for improving
their translation. Accordingly, this study seeks to fill such gaps and expand the scope by
addressing the complexities of poetic language translation through LLMs and strive to develop
translation strategies that more closely reflect the creativity and depth beyond the current
capabilities of LLMs.

3. Study Methodology

3.1. Study Design

This study adopted a mixed methods design (qualitative and quantitative) with the help
of the comparative analytical analysis to evaluate the effectiveness of LLMs in translating
metaphors in Al-Ashmawi’s poetry. Twenty verses from the poem of "Fortitude in the Time of
Fracture" by Al-Ashmawi were selected, validated, and translated by LLMs, and their
translations were compared with that of human translation. The evaluation of the translations
was carried out by four professional experts in addition to MQM model, based on three
parameters: linguistic accuracy, poetic fidelity, and emotional impact (Malmkjer, 2020). The
MQM model is a system used for measuring the effectiveness of translation on many aspects,
such as fluency, accuracy, and stylistic, facilitating a deep analysis of various translation
methods, and reflecting human evaluation of translation quality (Lommel et al., 2014).

3.2. Study Procedures
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This study took place in four stages. The first stage was the selection of the poetic verses
from the poetry of Al-Ashmawi and the validation of them for study. The second stage was the
translation of these verses where they were translated by two human translators as well as by
LLMs. The third stage was the evaluation of the translation quality by four experts specialized
in literature and translation, using Likert five-point scale where 5=Excellent (5-4.20), 4=very
good (4.19-3.40), 3=good (3.39-2.60), 2=weak (2.59-1.80), and 1=very weak (1.79-1) based
on three parameters: a) linguistic accuracy (meaning preservation), b) poetic fidelity (imagery,
rhythm, tone), and c) emotional impact (preservation of figurative meaning). In addition, MQM
was used to evaluate translation errors of both systems in terms of literalism, imagery
ignorance, simplification, and exaggeration. The fourth stage was the comparative analysis of
the translation results, where the researcher quantitatively and qualitatively compared,
analyzed, and discussed the results. The results regarding translation quality were analyzed
descriptively using SPSS, whereas the data regarding the translation errors were analyzed by
MQM. Then many samples from the translations were also provided to illustrate where each
system excelled or fell short, with a brief comment on how each system handles the translation
of metaphorical Arabic poetry.

4. Data Analysis and Results Discussion

4.1. Results Related to the First Question of the Study

The first question of this study dealt with evaluating the effectiveness of LLMS'
translation of metaphor in Alashmawi's poetry in comparison to human translation. To answer
the first question of the study, the descriptive analysis, represented by means, standard
deviations, and ranks, was employed for analyzing both systems translation quality using SPSS.
The findings were analyzed quantitatively, then discussed qualitatively, at both the overall
evaluation level and for each parameter evaluation level of both systems translation separately.

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics Evaluation of LLMs' and Human Translation

System Mean Std. Rank Overall Evaluation
Human Translator 1 4.83 0.09 1st Fidele and creative translation
Human Translator 2 4.60 0.10 2nd Balanced and vivid translation
ChatGP'_I' 430 017 3rd Accurate but mgtaphor loss
Translation translation
DeepSeek 403 0.21 Ath Expressive, with exaggerated

Translation imagery

Starting with the results analysis at the overall evaluation level of the two systems
translations, the results shown on Table 1 above demonstrated that human translators
outperformed LLMs quantitatively and qualitatively in translating metaphors with noticeable
differences between their translations. They obtained the top ranks with mean scores ranging
(4.83-4.60) and Std. (0.9-0.10), indicating their vividness, use of balanced interpretation,
excellent fidelity, and creative preservation of metaphorical layers, cultural resonance, and
poetic imagery. In comparison, though LLMs demonstrated accuracy and expressiveness, they
showed a relatively lower performance with lower ranks than human translators with mean
scores ranging (4.30-4.03) and Std. (0.17-0.21), indicating their loss of metaphor imagery,
inconsistency, and exaggeration of metaphor translation.
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics Evaluation of Each Parameter of Both Systems’

Translation
Parameters Trgnusrl];?gr 1 Tr::rlljsrlT;?gr 5 DeepSeek ChatGPT
Linguistic Accuracy 4.90 4.70 4.30 4.50
Poetic fidelity 4.70 4.50 4.00 4.30
Emotional Impact 4.90 4.60 3.80 4.10
Overall Mean 4.83 4.60 4.03 4.30
Std. (Overall) 0.09 0.10 0.21 0.17

Regarding the results analysis of both systems translation at the level of each evaluation
parameter, the results shown in Table 2 above revealed that Human Translator 1 got the top
ranks in linguistic accuracy and poetic fidelity, with mean scores of 4.90 & 4.70 respectively,
whereas DeepSeek got the last rank in the same parameters with mean scores of 4.30 & 4.00
respectively. Furthermore, with respect to emotional impact, Human Translator 1 also got the
top rank with a mean score of 4.90 whereas DeepSeek got the last rank with a mean score of
3.80. Human Translator 2 and ChatGPT came in between.

For further analysis, the findings at the level of each parameter evaluation shown in Table
2 above are discussed qualitatively as follows:

1. Linguistic Accuracy

Linguistic accuracy deals with the correct use of language in the target translated texts in
terms of appropriate selection of vocabulary, punctuations, and grammatical, lexical, and
syntactical rules of the target language. Regarding the effectiveness of both systems in handling
linguistic accuracy during translation, it has been found that both systems showed a strong and
correct use of language. There is a preservation of metaphor layers and thematic interplay
across verses and between contradictory words. Human translators reproduced linguistic
structures smoothly, cohesively and emotionally, indicating their control of stylistic elevation,
intuitive grasp of poetic language, and cultural aesthetic of the verses. As shown in Table 3
below, the choices of accurate words such as "glowed with peace; hearts entwined; cloaked in
contentment” elevated the language adequately to keep it poetic without drifting into archaic
or weird language.

LLMs, on the other hand, sometimes translated each poetic line independently and
mishandled the translation by either producing overly literal translation or using inflated
expressions that do not match the tone of the poem, such as the phrase "lived in quiet peace",
"alill Las" where the phrase "lived in peace” for example, does not mean."<Wsll Las", Though
LLMs performed well in lexical equivalence and surface fluency, they lack interpretive
intuition, especially when a metaphor is symbolic, cultural, or emotive. In addition, ChatGPT,
in particular provided fluent and clear translation with a moderate figurativeness and delivered
a readable poetic rhythm as in the words of "peace & cease”, showing an accurate translation
but more conservative, leaning toward clarity over stylistic depth, whereas DeepSeek showed
a tendency toward visually rich output, indicating its capacity to recognize metaphorical
expressions in spite of its over elaboration and loss of cohesion while translation. It often loses
metaphoric imagery as shown in phrases like "sheltered family living in sufficiency", i
"alisll Lasi s siwe™ Where it adds a verbose not found in the original tone of the poem.
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Table 3: An Example of Both Systems' Treatment of Linguistic Accuracy While
Translation

Verse 5 ;" aadi cillilly g CaliSl) Las,,.......5 ) ghose 3yl clilia cuilsr

System Translation Comment
A humble hearth once glowed with peace; hearts Rich textiled metaphor, deep
Human 1 . o . .
entwined, living in harmony’s light. cohesion
There lived a humble family, cloaked in
Human 2  contentment, weaving harmony from threads of Soft retained imagery
modest grace.

Once, there was a sheltered family, living in Accurate meaning but verbose

DeepSeek sufficiency, blessed with harmony. d'Ct.' on, loss of metaphoric
equivalents
A modest family lived in quiet peace, content with Clear and plain meaning but
ChatGPT .. - ;
little, their love would never cease. loss of mythic tone

This finding is in line with (Abdelaal & Alazzawie, 2020; Kadaoui et al., 2023; Khalifa,
2015; Khoshafah, 2023; Omar & Gomaa, 2020; Putri & Setiajid, 2021; Tisgam, 2014) which
showed that literary works translation requires artistic creativity and interpretive ability,
qualities that LLMs still consider difficult to replicate accurately in poetic translation,
confirming that LLMs tend to focus on literal word replacement and neglect cultural context
and poetic imagery.

2. Poetic Fidelity

Poetic fidelity deals with preserving the poetic qualities of the original poem while
translation, such as tone, style, imagery, rhythm, musicality, artistic effect, etc. With respect to
the effectiveness of each system in handling the poetic fidelity while translation, it has been
found that human translators demonstrated an exceptional sensitivity to poetic expressions and
rhetorical nature of the original poem and preserved personifications, symbolic imageries, and
poetic tension better than LLMs. As shown Table 4 below, a sentence like " e 55 7 55 G
A" was translated by LLMs as "Clouds loom, and thunder tongues declaring truth” or
"Clouds appear, their thunder speaks aloud" whereas human translators translated it as "Clouds
unveil their tempests, thunder tongues proclaim their might", indicating that human translators
captured both the meaning and metaphorical power which is implicit in the Arabic imagery,
reproduced figurative meaning effectively in the target texts, and maintained metaphor clusters.
They avoided flattering effects common in LLMS' translation and preserved metaphor layers
without over clarifying or allowing the English reader to experience the same contextual,
aesthetic, and cultural depth of the original text. They succeeded in combining faithfulness to
meaning and poetic creativity with consistent rhythm and tone across all verses. Both of them
captured the poem voice and the divine conversation between "earth, faith, and dawn" without
sacrificing English fluency or aesthetic grace, taking into account that poetry metaphors operate
in networks as chains of interlinked images and cultural allusions that unfold across poetic
lines.

Table 4. An Example of Both Systems’ Treatment of Poetic Fidelity While Translation

Verse 1 "agds S L gans g Y13, . A5 e g 7 15 cona™
System Translation Comment
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Use of metaphorical
expressions; personification,
vivid imagery, and extended

Clouds unveil their tempests, thunder tongues
Human 1  proclaim their might, and Earth, in solemn silence,
hears and comprehends the vow of skies.

metaphors
Clouds loom, their thunder tongues declaring truth,  Faithful and poetic emotions,
Human 2  while the earth listens, understanding the voice of emotional tone and cultural
heaven. flavor

Lexically and semantically
Clouds loom, and their thunder speaks, and the earth  good but rhythmically broken,

DeepSeek hears what is said and understands. and inflates metaphors and
loses precision
Clouds appear, their thunder speaks aloud, and Earth Smooth syntax and cohesion,
ChatGPT ’ ’ simplified metaphors, literal

listens well, grasping what is vowed. tendencies

In contrast, though LLMs, especially ChatGPT kept rhythmic parallelism and internal
rhyme found in the original poem as in words like "aloud & vowed", they make the translation
prosaic and leading to stylistic drift and occasional semantic inflation. They translated the
sentence "alSh Wie )5 ~ i S iterally as "Clouds loom/appear, and their thunder speaks
aloud". Their translation is lexically faithful and grammatically good but rhythmically broken
and semantically flattering. These results are consistent with (Alotaibi & Hussein, 2017,
Alowedi & Al-Ahdal, 2023; Ghareb & Elimam, 2018) that showed that the poetic devices and
figurative language remain particularly difficult for LLMs to capture, often resulting in the loss
of metaphorical imagery and symbolism and confirming that LLMs frequently still fail to
maintain the figurative and stylistic expressions of Arabic poetry.

3. Emotional Impact

Emotional impact deals with the ability to convey the effect and feelings of the original
poem to the target audience or readers. Without this emotional equivalents, the translation
becomes as a shadow of the source text. With regard to each system effectiveness in handling
the emotional impact while translation, it has been found that human translators demonstrated
the closest poetic effect of the original verses. As shown in Table 5 below, it has been found
that human translation was highly figurative and rhythmically faithful and sensitive to
metaphorical and stylistic layers. Human translators consistently preserved the personification
and metaphorical density of Arabic poetry. For example, the sentence " "4l & el IS was
translated by human translators as "the evening unfolded like a silken tale” and the
phrase "axil caaii " was translated as "stars bent low to listen". They preserved both semantic
accuracy and figurative power of the original source. This indicates their competency in
interpreting layered meanings and figurative resonance within metaphorical language,
maintained Arabic metaphorical associations and cohesive imagery.

Table 5: An Example of Both Systems’ Treatment of Emotional Impact While
Translation

Verse 6: "ol cualiy 18 s g3, Aabd Alsa plasal) (LS
System Translation Comment

Personification perfectly
balanced, metaphorical
images

The evening was a tale, the moon would whisper,

Human 1 and the stars, enraptured, leaned to listen.
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Evening unfolded like a silken tale; the moon Elegant simile, tactile texture

Human 2 recited, and the stars bent low to listen. silken . adds beauty to
translation
DeepSeek The evening was a nightly tale, narrated by a moon, Acceptable but stilted
with listening stars.
. . . Fluent linguistically but
ChatGPT The evening was a tale in starry light, the moon thythmically loose; loses

would tell, while stars listened at night.
elegance

On the other hand, LLMs though keeping rhythm, they weakened the poetic elegance
and vary the tone across poetic lines and often render implicit metaphors literally as shown in
the sentence "a>i Cuatiy b L (536" was translated as "The moon tells, and the stars listen”,
leading to the loss of mythic tone and artistic beauty. In other verses, they sometimes omit
rhythmic parallelism and internal rhyme found in Arabic structure, and inflated it with verbose
diction, and drifted imagery semantically. The sentence "4xad S~y slhll xu )l 28 5" was translated
as "The mouth of lush spring tells a story"”, and it was inflated with the word "lush™ which
added imagery not found in source text, making inconsistent style and lyrical, rigid translation.
In the same token, while ChatGPT frequently simplified metaphors and reduced the emotional
and symbolic depth of the original text, DeepSeek produced expressive and visually rich
language with outputs suffered from inconsistency, exaggeration, and over-embellishment,
often drifting away from the intended metaphorical meaning. These findings are consistent
with (Ahmed et al, 2025; Al-Hasnawi, 2007; Farghal & Haider, 2024; Mahmoud, 2018; Van
der Meer, 2019; Venuti, 2017) which showed that though LLMs can manage structural and
lexical aspects well and make progress in fluency and general accuracy, they still lack the
interpretive and aesthetic intuition required for literary translation and often struggle to
reproduce emotional effect, confirming that capturing poetic language accurately requires a
deep understanding of emotional subtleties, cultural nuances, historical context, and intricate
structures of poetic language.

To conclude, Arabic poetry translation is a demanding task as it carries cultural
associations, political and religious concepts and symbolic natural elements. Human translators
have the potential to preserve these subtleties and maintain the contextual and cultural
references of the metaphor whereas LLMs often neutralize or generalize such culturally loaded
images and weaken metaphor fidelity, style authenticity, and cultural specificity due to the
semantic layering of the figurative language.

4.2. Results Related to Study Question Two

The second question of this study dealt with pointing out the main common errors of
LLMs' translation in comparison to that of human translators in terms of literalism, imagery
ignorance, simplification, and exaggeration. To achieve adequate data, the findings were
evaluated quantitatively by MQM with the use of percentages then discussed qualitatively at
the level of the overall evaluation errors of translation of both systems and at the level of each
evaluation aspect of translation errors of each system, where the percentages of errors were
calculated based on the total errors observed in the translation of each system after classifying
them according to MQM model criteria mentioned above.

International Journal of Linguistics and Translation Studies m



Volume 7, Issue 3, 2026

Table 6: Descriptive Statistics of MQM Evaluation of Both Systems® Errors While

Translation
Error Aspect (%) Trla_xlr:Jsrlr;?Qr 1 Trgr:JsT;?gr 2 DeepSeek ChatGPT
Literalism 3% 5% 18% 13%
Imagery Ignorance 4% 6% 22% 15%
Simplification 4% 3% 12% 9%
Exaggeration 3% 4% 8% 6%

Starting with the total evaluation of both systems common errors and based on the results
shown in Table 6 above, it has been found that Human translator 1 made the least errors in the
four aspects, and DeepSeek made the most errors in the similar aspects. Human translator 2
and ChatGPT came in between. To make it clear, the results are clarified and discussed
qualitatively in detail at the level of each error aspect as follows:

1. Literalism Errors

Starting with the main errors in literalism, it has been found that literalism was the most
significant weakness of LLMs with a percentage of 13% by ChatGPT and 18% by DeepSeek
versus human translators' errors of literalism with a percentage of 3% by Human Translator 1
and 5% by Human Translator 2. LLMSs used to prioritize literal accuracy over the preservation
of the aesthetic and emotional resonance that defines true literature. They struggled to fully
capture metaphor layers, often opting for surface level meaning. To make it clear, the poetic
line in Table 7 below "aich <l 8L 4y | 1asl Sl sl W) L was translated by Human
translators as "Dawn came to her as a golden haired child" and "Dawn tiptoes in as a golden
child", and it was translated by LLMs as "Dawn would arrive as a fair-haired child" and "Dawn
would arrive there like a fair-haired child." Such translation indicates that LLMs tend to
translate metaphor literally, resulting in the loss of metaphorical tone, flattening of imagery,
and reduction of aesthetic quality. Human translators, in contrast, demonstrated clear
interpretative ability and preservation of metaphorical density in appropriate ways. This finding
comes in line with (Al-Batineh, & Rabadi, 2019; Kadaoui et al., 2023; Khoshafah, 2023; Putri
& Setiajid, 2021) which showed that LLMs often failed to maintain the figurative and stylistic
meaning of Arabic poetry and rely on literal word replacement, overlook imagery, ignore the
essential elements for conveying poetic language, and lack the critical evaluative skills required
to identify the covert errors that occur in poetic and cultural texts (Zhang, 2025).

Table 7: An Example of Literalism Errors by Both Systems While Translation
Verse 9: " alaly ey K3y Al g |, 841 Miba jadl) L) b

System Translation Comment

Dawn tiptoes in, a golden child, murmuring old Befautlful metaphor of dawn
Human 1 P as innocence and

memories in its tender tongue.

remembrance

Dawn came to her as a golden-haired child,
Human 2  murmuring memories in a tongue only sorrow Balanced tone and fluency

knows.

Dawn would arrive there like a fair-haired child, Its  Literal translation, simpler
DeepSeek

tongue muttering with memories.

diction, redundant phrasing
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Dawn would arrive as a fair-haired child, whispering  Poetic rhythm improved; still

ChatGPT memories soft and mild. generic

2. Imagery Ignorance Errors

With regard to imagery ignorance errors, it has been found that LLMs committed high
imagery ignorance errors with a percentage of 22% by DeepSeek and 15% by ChatGPT, versus
human translators' errors with a percentage of 4% by Human Translator 1 and 6% by Human
Translator 2. For example, as shown in Table 7 below, the poetic line " L i il g 55 cuils
Malaat g Lo Wil S e j 5 s was translated by LLMs as "Domains of Jerusalem was a free land,
nurtured our dignity and honored it", and it was translated by human translators as "The fields
of Jerusalem once breathed freedom, guarded our honor and crowned our pride." This indicates
LLMs' plain and amplified translation that overshadows poetry and semantic drift where LLMs
tend to mismanage and ignore poetic imagery, over-exaggerate it beyond the original source,
and alter the tone and symbolic intent. This could be attributed to their over-generative
tendencies and lack of contextual interpretive ability. Human translators, in contrast,
maintained closer control over imagery and preserved poetic fidelity, expressive imagery,
elevated tone, and faithful translation. This finding is congruent with (Al-Khalafat & Haider,
2022; Ghareb & Elimam, 2018; Hassan, 2020; Malmkjer, 2020) which showed that machine
systems often rely on literal word replacement and ignore imagery.

Table 8: An Example of Imagery Ignorance Errors by Both Systems While Translation

Verse 8: Yaliatg L Lika) S & 53, 5 _a L i (uadl) £ 50 ) cills?

System Translation Comment
Human 1 Jerusalem’s meadows once robed in freedom’s Powerful moral metaphor;
green, guarded our honor and crowned our pride. elevates tone.

The fields of Jerusalem once breathed freedom,

Human 2  cradling our honor, exalting our dignity like sacred Faithful, visual strong fidelity

and creativity

fire.
Plain, political overtones
DeenSeek The domains of Jerusalem were once a free land, overshadow poetry, loss of
P that nurtured our dignity and honored it. imager, amplified or
misdirected images
Jerusalem’s meadows were once land of the free, Faithful but ordinary diction
ChatGPT . iy i .
guarding our honor, magnifying dignity. and imagery

3. Simplification Errors

With respect to simplification errors, it has been found that both LLMs simplify imagery
due to their inability to sustain complex metaphor chains with a percentage of 12% by
DeepSeek and 9% by ChatGPT, versus human translators' errors with a percentage of 4% by
Human Translator 1 and 3% by Human Translator 2. For example, the poetic line " <llta culS
Maxs Callilly s LSl Lt 3 ) siuse sl Was translated by LLMs as "There was a modest family lived
in quiet peace, with little, their love would never cease and "Once, there was a sheltered family
living in sufficiency, blessed with harmony", and translated by human translators as "There
was a humble hearth once glowed with peace, entwined, living in harmony’s light." and "There
lived a humble family, cloaked in contentment”. This reflects LLMs' simplified translation and
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struggle with preserving metaphor networks which require integrating context, symbolism, and
emotional tone. These results are congruent with (Abdelaal & Alazzawie, 2020; Fakih et al.,
2024; Wang, 2024) that showed that simplification, as a lexical error, inappropriate lexical
choice, and a semantic error, is the most common error due to the ambiguity inherent in
metaphors.

4. Exaggeration Errors

With respect to exaggeration errors, it has been found that LLMs tend to expand the
metaphor beyond the original tone by adding explanatory phrases, reflecting its generative style
and addition of descriptive elements not found in the source poem with a percentage of 6% by
ChatGPT and 8% by DeepSeek versus human errors with a percentage of 3% by Human
Translator 1 and 4% by Human Translator 2. As shown in Table 9 below, the poetic line <\s

"alay Jila g coe yi B mas,, Aal s 5 a5 dlln™ was translated by LLMs as "There once was a
verdant grove in bloom, where nightingales sang beneath its gloom" and as "There was once a
garden dressed in emerald dreams, where nightingales wove songs in the shawl of shade™ by
human translators. This indicates human translators' mastery of poetic language and their
ability to recreate exaggerated images and stylistic expressions in English to ensure that the
poem still has a provocative and engaging experience, such as the use of "nightingales™ for the
"girl™ and the "child". On the contrary, LLMs struggled significantly with parallel structures
and produced prosaic translation that shows exaggeration and over-expansion. They broke the
main role of poetry which is to show rather than to tell. Such weakness negatively impacts
fluency, poetic faithfulness, and emotional resonance of metaphor translation. These findings
confirm that linguistic and cultural complexity, metaphorical ambiguity, and cultural
symbolism make Arabic poetry difficult to translate. These results are in line with (Toral &
Way, 2018; Venuti, 2017) which revealed that the core difficulty of metaphor translation lies
in its high abstractness, generality, metaphoricity, and ambiguity as well as the excessive
dependence of Arabic poetry on figurative language, rhythm, contextual nuances, and cultural
references, areas in which LLMs often fall short.

Table 9: An Example of Both Systems' Exaggeration Errors While Translation
Verse 4: "alay Jihg ¢ 0 535 piuay .. Aa)gd 5 0 ) dlllia cils”

System Translation Comment

There was once a garden dressed in emerald dreams, ~ Strong cinematic metaphor;
Human 1 where nightingales wove songs in the shawl of “tended life” symbolic of

shade. hope

Once bloomed a garden, lush with song, where Abstract beauty but omits
Human 2 Lo . - - .

nightingales wept melodies beneath its shade. girl grazing

Once, there was a verdant meadow, and nightingales

DeepSeek sang in its shade. Accurate but prosaic
There once was a verdant grove in bloom, where Syntactically smooth,

ChatGPT .-~ - . .
nightingales sang beneath its gloom. emotionally thin

5. Conclusion

This study aimed at evaluating the LLMs' translation of metaphor in Al-Ashmawi's
poetry from Arabic into English in comparison to human translation. Using MQM model
besides professional experts for evaluating the parameters of linguistic accuracy, poetic
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fidelity, and emotional impact while translation, the results showed significant differences in
both systems treatments of metaphor translation, where human translators outperformed LLMs
both quantitatively and qualitatively. Human translators recognized the places of metaphors
and knew how to replace it by a figurative equivalent in the target language. They effectively
preserved the figurative depth, emotional resonance, and cultural imagery of the Arabic poetic
texts. Their translation of metaphors preserved the symbolic value, rhythm, and cohesion across
the verses, indicating their proficiency and sensitivity. On the contrary, LLMs though provided
a fluent and linguistically accurate translation, they showed clear weaknesses in metaphor
transfer and stylistic consistency. While ChatGPT maintained acceptable rhythm, cohesion,
and readability, it often tended towards literalism and metaphor simplification, leading to the
flattening of emotional and cultural nuances, DeepSeek, on the other hand, displayed greater
imaginative freedom, over-embellished and ignored imagery, and broke metaphorical
coherence and tone. All in all, the findings confirmed that LLMs' translation can approximate
surface meaning but struggle with layered metaphorical and cultural aspects, especially those
that require interpretive creativity and contextual sensitivity.

6. Pedagogical Implications

Based on the findings, the current study carried many implications for human translators,
LLMs users and developers, and future researchers as follows:

1. Human translators should deal with literary translation as an interpretive act not as a lexical
substitution. They should select contextual, cultural, theological, emotional, and moral
equivalents that meet the source text needs. They should prioritize the development of cultural
and aesthetic intuition over technical proficiency

2. LLMs' users should post-edit translation and restore figurative and rhythmic integrity.

3. LLMs' developers should enhance literary forms recognition and generation modules by
training them on literary and poetic corpora, integrate cross-cultural and semantic mapping to
preserve figurative meaning embedded in cultural world, and combine neural translation with
computational linguistic rules to handle figurative language more accurately, integrate LLMs
with human expertise to get a hybrid approach for translation.

4. Future researchers have to conduct further studies on other genres translation (e.g., political,
legal, medical discourses) to measure LLMs' translation proficiency of such genres as these
fields are of great importance, and any mistake in LLMs' translation may lead to disastrous
consequences.

7. Study Limitations

The current study has some limitations in terms of the sample, evaluation, and
instruments as follows:

1. The sample of study was twenty verses from one poem in one divan. It would be better if
many verses were taken from many poems in many divans, thus limiting the generalizability
of the findings.

2. The study relied on four experts for comparing and evaluating the translation of both
systems. Using a larger number of experts from multiple universities with high language
proficiency could affect the results.
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3. The study used only two LLMs and only two human translators for metaphor translation
comparison. It would be better if the comparison was between many types of LLMs and many
human translators.
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