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Abstract

In today's interconnected world, the demand for accurate machine translation is growing,
especially for translating journalistic texts that reflect the political climate of different countries.
This thesis evaluates the performance of Google Translate and Yandex Translate in translating
texts from English and Russian to Croatian. Using both automatic and human evaluation

methods, the study assesses the accuracy and fluency of translations.

Automatic evaluation employs BLEU, BERTSCORE, and TER metrics, showing that Yandex
Translate slightly outperforms Google Translate in Russian to Croatian translations.
Conversely, Google Translate shows marginally better results in English to Croatian
translations. Human evaluation, conducted by six native Croatian speakers proficient in English
and Russian, corroborates these findings, with a preference for Google Translate in English to

Croatian translations, and a slight edge for Russian to Croatian translations.

An error analysis categorizes errors into orthographic, morphosyntactic, lexical, semantic, and
stylistic types, revealing orthographic errors as the most common. The study highlights the
strengths and weaknesses of each system: Google Translate excels in fluency for English to
Croatian translations, while Yandex Translate handles Russian to Croatian translations with

better accuracy.

The research offers valuable insights into the current capabilities of machine translation systems
and identifies areas for improvement. It suggests that while both systems are useful, they have
specific limitations that need to be addressed. These findings have practical implications for
selecting the most suitable machine translation system for various language pairs and text types,
particularly in translating politically nuanced content. Future work should aim to refine error
analysis methods and enhance automatic evaluation metrics to better capture translation

complexities.

SaZetak

U iznimno povezanom svijetu potraznja za to¢nim strojno prevedenim tekstovima raste,
posebno za prevodenje novinskih tekstova koji tematiziraju politiCke situacije razli¢itih
zemalja. Ovaj rad istrazuje ucinkovitost Google Translatea 1 Yandex Translatea u prevodenju

tekstova s engleskog i ruskog na hrvatski. KoriStenjem automatskih i ljudskih metoda
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evaluacije, istrazivanje procjenjuje tocnost i te¢nost prijevoda.

BLEU, BERTSCORE i TER metrike koristene su za automatsku evaluaciju, a pokazuju da je
Yandex Translate blago bolji od Google Translatea u prevodenju s ruskog na hrvatski.
Medutim, Google Translate pokazuje malo bolje rezultate u prevodenju s engleskog na hrvatski.
Ljudska evaluacija, koju je provelo Sest izvornih govornika hrvatskog jezika s visokim
razinama znanja engleskog i1 ruskog, potvrduje ove rezultate s blagom prednoS¢u Google

Translatea u prevodenju s engleskog na hrvatski i u prevodenju s ruskog na hrvatski.

Analiza pogreSaka kategorizira ih na ortografske, morfosintakticke, leksicke, semanticke 1
stilistiCke, otkrivajuci da su ortografske pogreske najcesce. Istrazivanje istiCe pozitivne strane i
slabosti svakog sustava: Google Translate istie se u teCnosti prijevoda s engleskog na hrvatski,

dok Yandex Translate tocnije prevodi s ruskog na hrvatski.

Istrazivanje nudi vrijedne uvide u trenutne mogucnosti sustava za strojno prevodenje i
prepoznaje podrucja s potencijalom za poboljSanje. Iako su oba sustava korisna, imaju
specificna ogranicenja koja treba istaknuti 1 dodatno istraziti. Ovi rezultati imaju prakti¢nu
vrijednost pri odabiru najprikladnijeg sustava strojnog prevodenja za razliCite jezi¢ne parove 1
vrste tekstova, posebno u prevodenju politicki nijansiranog sadrzaja. Buduca istrazivanja
trebala bi se usredotociti na usavrSavanje metoda analize pogreSaka i poboljSanje automatskih

evaluacijskih metrika kako bi bolje prepoznali sloZzenost prevodenja.

Te3ucel

becnnaTHble OHIANH-CHCTEMBI MAITMHHOTO MEPEBOJIa CTAHOBSTCS Bce 0oJiee JOCTYMHBIMU 110
BCEMY MHpY, YTOOBI YAOBICTBOPUTH PACTYIIMHA CIPOC U HCIOJIH30BAHHE B CETOAHSILIHEM
BBICOKO B3aMMOCBSI3aHHOM oOOIIecTBe. BakHOe NpHMEHEHHE TaKUX CHUCTEM — IIEPEBOJ
JKYPHAJIMCTCKUX TEKCTOB, COCPEJOTOUYECHHBIX HAa TEKYILIEM IIOJUTUYECKOM KIHUMaTe U
naHamadTe B Pa3UYHBIX CTpaHaX. JTO CTaBUT BOMPOC O TOM, HACKOJIBKO XOPOIIO 3THU
CUCTEMBI MOTYT COXPaHATh U MepelaBaTh MepBOHAYAFHOE 3HAUCHHE 0€3 MOTepH KaKUX-THO0
HIOAHCOB B IIpOIIECcCe MepeBoia. JTa paboTa MOCBAIICHA UCCIET0BAHUIO KaUyeCcTBa MAIIMHHBIX
MIEPEBOJIOB C AHTJIMICKOTO M PYCCKOTO SI3bIKOB HA XOPBAaTCKUM, ¢ ucmoib3oBanueM Google
Translate u fnnexkca. B paGore MpUMEHSIOTCS KaK aBTOMAaTHYECKHE, TaK U UYEIOBEUYECKUE

MCTOABI OLCHKU IJId OMPECACIICHUA TOYHOCTU U CCTCCTBCHHOCTH IICPEBOAA.



ABTOMaTHUECKas OLIEHKA ocylecTBiseTcs ¢ ucnonb3doBanuem metpuk BLEU, BERTSCORE
u TER. DTH MHCTpYMEHTHI MO3BOJIIOT CPABHMBATh MAIIMHHBIC MEPEBOJBI C STATOHHBIMU
YeJIOBEYECKHMMH TME€PEeBOIaMU M Ha3HAYaTh YHCJIOBBIE OICHKH, OTPAXKAIOIIWE TOYHOCTH
nepeBosa. PesymbraTel mokazanu, 4yro Yandex Translate memuoro mpeBocxomut Google
Translate nmpu mepeBose ¢ PyCCKOTO Ha XOpPBAaTCKUM S3BIK, YTO IOATBEpXKIaeTcss Ooiee

BbeIcOKMMHU noka3zareismu BLEU.

UYenoBeueckast OIlEHKAa TMPOBOJWIACH IIECThIO YYaCTHUKAMH, BCE€ M3 KOTOPBIX OBLIN
HOCUTCIIAIMU XOPBATCKOT'O A3BIKA W HMMCJIM BBICOKYIO CTCIICHB BJIAJCHUS AHTJIMUCKUM H
PYCCKHUM  A3BIKaAMH. YuacTHUKHT OLCHUBAJIM IICPEBOABLI IO KPUTCPHUAM TOYHOCTHU U
€CTECTBEHHOCTH, UCIIOJIb3Ys aHKeTY. B 3Tol uacTu nccienoBanus OblI0 0OHAPYKEHO, UTO IS
MEePEBOJIOB C aHTJIMICKOTO M pycckoro Ha xopBarckuii Google Translate mpeamounTaercs

Jarie, yeM SHIexc.

Anamu3 ommOOK OBIT TPOBEAEH Uil BBISBICHUS THIIOB OIMMOOK, MPUCYTCTBYIONIUX B
nepeBogax. OmuOku KIacCHPUIMPOBAIHCH Ha opdorpaduyeckne, MOPHOCHHTAKCUUECKHE,
JEKCHUYECKHE, CEMAaHTUYeCKHe W CTWIMCTHYeckwe. lccnemoBaHwe TOKas3alo, dTO

opdorpaduveckue ommuOKH ABISIOTCS HANOOJIEe YaCTHIMU JIsl 00EUX CHUCTEM IEPEBO/Ia.

Pe3y.]'II>TaTI)I HCCIICAOBAaHUA IMOAYCPKUBAIOT BAXHOCTH z[anLHeﬁmero COBCPIICHCTBOBAHUA
TEXHOJIOTHHA MAaIIMHHOTO IepeBoaa. HCCMOTpﬂ Ha TO, 4TO 00e cUCTEMBI JACMOHCTPUPYIOT
OIIPCACIICHHBIC CHUJIBHBIC CTOPOHBI, CYIICCTBYET MHOXCECTBO O6HaCTeﬁ, Tpe6YIOH_[I/IX
YIIyHlICHUA. B 4YaCTHOCTH, HCO6XO,I[I/IMO yiayuauTb  nepeaady  CEMAHTHUYCCKHUX U
CTHJIMCTUYCCKHUX HIOAHCOB, YTO 0COOEHHO Ba)KHO IIpH IICPEBOAC CIOKHBIX TCKCTOB, TAKHMX KaK

IIOJINTHYCCKHNEC HOBOCTH.

Takum o6pa30M, JaHHOC HUCCICA0OBAHUC MTPEAOCTABIISICT HECHHBIC JAHHBIC JJIS HOJ'IB30B3.T€J'I€I\/’I,
CTPEMSAIIUXCA BI>I6paTB HanboIee HAACKHYIO CUCTCMY MAlLIMHHOT'O ITEPCBOJAA IJII KOHKPETHBIX
SA3BIKOBBIX IIAp W THUIIOB TCEKCTOB. PeBy.]'ILTaTLI TAKKXC TIOAYUCPKUBAIOT HCO6XOI[I/IMOCTB
JaIbHEHIIINX UCCIEA0BAHUN 1 pa3pa60TKH YIY4YHICHHBIX aJITOPUTMOB MAIlIMHHOI'O IIEPEBO/JA,

YTOOBI cI€IaTh UxX 0oJiee TOYHBIMU U HAACKHBIMU B pA3JIMYHBIX KOHTCKCTAX.

Key words: accuracy, fluency, machine translation, automatic evaluation, BLEU,

BERTSCORE, TER



KnroueBble cioBa: TOYHOCTb, €CTECTBEHHOCTb, MAIUWHHBIA IIEPEBOJl, ABTOMATUYECKHUE

metpuku, BLEU, BERTSCORE, TER



1. Introduction

Machine translation has become a crucial part of translator education and translation processes
for its numerous positive aspects, such as its speed and convenience. It has also attracted a wide
population of end-users who find new ways to use it in many situations. However, due to the
number of studies that research machine translation, it has been developed to a great extent,
thus it can be used in a broader specter of fields, such as translation of professional texts in
various languages and spheres, depending on the machine translation system being used.
Although there has been noted a fast development of machine translation in recent years, it is
still not completely researched due to its complexity and owing to the fact that it has so many

different aspects.

Furthermore, people often use free online machine translation systems for reading news in
foreign languages to get more information on various topics. The most popular such system is
Google Translate, but it is unclear yet if that system is best of its kind. It is possible that other
systems are better at translating depending on different variables, such as the type of the text or
the language of the source text. It is important to do such studies on the examples of current
topics. So I chose the conflict between Israel and Hamas as an example of such a relevant topic,
and evaluated the two systems, Google Translate and Yandex Translate, on their translations of
such two texts. When choosing a topic, I intentionally avoided selecting topics related to the
Russian and Ukrainian conflict to secure an objective approach to translating, taking into

account that Yandex Translate is a Russian system.

The aim of this study is therefore to determine the quality of machine translations provided by
Google Translate and Yandex Translate. It will also, through direct comparison of machine
translations for two language pairs, Russian-Croatian and English-Croatian, determine whether
the similarity of language affects the quality of machine translations. This evaluation will be
conducted through three different processes: automatic evaluation using BLEU, BERTSCORE
and TER, error categorization, and evaluation on Likert’s scale done by six participants. The
study was conducted on the two texts dealing with the current topic of the conflict between
Israel and Hamas, found in highly esteemed journals, the New York Times and the Russian
version of Forbes. In recent unstable geopolitical relations, a great need for machine translation
of political texts has emerged. When it comes to such texts, it is important to convey all nuances
of the meaning from the original text. Such study will shed light on the accuracy and fluency
of the translations provided by Google Translate and Yandex Translate, and allow for an

educated choice when deciding between the two online machine systems.



2. Previous research

In recent times, there has been a growing interest in the use of online machine translation
systems in all spheres of daily life. Its convenience and simple use have garnered a wide
population of users, and has encouraged more online machine translation systems to come
about. This has motivated many researchers to conduct various evaluations with different
approaches, to determine which online machine translation system is the best. Seljan, Tucakovi¢
and Dunder (2015) conducted one such study, in which they focused on a human evaluation of
translations from English and Russian to Croatian. The basis of their study were texts from
tourist guides, which are some of the most frequently used texts for daily use of machine
translation systems. They concluded that Google Translate got better results than Yandex
Translate for the English-Croatian language pair, while the results were reversed for the
Russian-Croatian language pair. Kocetkova and Revina (2017) offered an overview of the
positive aspects of machine translation, such as the fact that it is easily accessible, as well as

fast and inexpensive.

Moreover, in their study, Nuriev and Egorova (2021) focused on the different automatic
evaluation systems, such as BLEU, METEOR, TER, and chrF, and simultaneously pointed out
the drawbacks of such evaluation. They argued that such systems do not recognize the nuances
and importance of different types of errors, and find them all equally important. They also find
the final score too generic and not informative enough, while also emphasizing the fact that n-
gram based evaluation works in favor of machine translation, which lacks quality when
translating full sentences, but manages well when translating certain collocations and parts of
the whole sentence. They also introduced several human evaluations that would overcome the
drawbacks of automatic evaluation, e. g., the evaluation of accuracy and fluency, scoring based

on the degree of post-editing that needed to be done, and the categorization of error types.

Denkowskie and Lavie (2010) aimed to bring attention to the fact that it is essential to take
human evaluation of the translation quality into account when developing online machine
translation systems. In this study, the authors focused on the analysis of correlation between
scores for adequacy and fluency, because the translation must be nearly fully fluent, so that the

annotators can give it a high score for adequacy.

A very important study for this paper is that of Chatzikoumi (2020), in which the author builds
a detailed and gradual analysis of the importance of evaluating machine translation, starting
with the definition of quality, as well as an overview of other studies made on this topic. In this
paper, Chatzikoumi brings a new perspective, which argues that automatic evaluation and
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human evaluation are not that easily distinguishable: “automated evaluation has, up to now,
used either human translations or human annotations, and what is automatically performed is a
calculation; on the other hand, human evaluation uses several computational tools and
automated processes” (Chatzikoumi 2020: 3). He argues that one of the biggest drawbacks of
automatic evaluation is that most systems require reference translations, which limits the
amount of data that can be evaluated. The study also introduces accuracy and fluency as terms

in evaluating translations, and explains various degrees of the scale.

Popovi¢ (2018) argues that error analysis is an area in translation studies that must be further
researched and developed, because it is currently extremely time consuming, and relies mainly
on the human factor. This type of analysis is essential for the improvement of machine
translation systems, because the automatic evaluation does not offer enough data to
significantly improve such systems. The author emphasizes that the downsides of error analysis
that cannot be overlooked are its price, the fact that it is exceptionally time-consuming, as well
as fairly inconsistent. However, it is still extremely useful when more detailed insight into
machine translation is needed. Mathur et al. (2020) chose to showcase the positive aspects and
argued that “[aJutomatic metrics are fundamental for the development and evaluation of
machine translation systems” (Mathur et al., 2020: 1), and, in their research, prove that there is
a high correlation between the scores obtained through automatic and human evaluations.
Researchers agree that this is a fast-developing area of translation studies that needs to be further

developed and studied.

3. Key concepts

In this study, two neural machine translation systems were used, Google Translate and Yandex
Translate, which are based on neural networks. Kohen defines neural networks as “a machine
learning technique that takes many inputs and predicts outputs. In many ways, they are not
different from other machine learning methods, but have distinct strengths” (Kohen 2017: 6).
This explains how neural machine translation works, because it takes the input data and
processes it to predict a different output. To succeed, the corpus must have at least a million
segments paired from source language to target language. Human translators provide the target
language translations. In other words, “MT aims to find for the source language sentence the
most probable target language sentence that shares the most similar meaning. Essentially, MT

is a sequence-to-sequence prediction task” (Zhang and Zong, 2015: 16).



The goal of every type of evaluation is to primarily evaluate the quality of the given translation.
To have a clear understanding of the term, the chosen definition is found in the study by Koby
et al. (2014): “A quality translation demonstrates accuracy and fluency required for the audience
and purpose, and complies with all other specifications negotiated between the requester and
provider, taking into account end-user needs” (Koby et al. 2014: 416). For the purpose of this
research, there were no predisposed specifications for the end-user needs, however, a thorough
analysis was conducted in which the users evaluated translations precisely by scoring its
accuracy and fluency on Likert’s scale. The terms were explained to the participants according
to Callison-Burch et al. (2007) with accompanying scales, with accuracy (adequacy) being
defined as the degree to which the original meaning is conveyed in the translation. The
Linguistic Data Consortium (2005) defined fluency as “the degree to which the translation is
well-formed according to the grammar of the target language” (LDC 2005: 1). This is the scale
for accuracy: “5 = All [of the meaning] 4 = Most 3 = Much 2 = Little 1 = None”, and this is the
scale for fluency: “5 = Flawless English 4 = Good English 3 = Non-native English 2 = Disfluent
English 1 = Incomprehensible” (Callison-Burch et al., 2007: 140). In this example, English was

the target language, but the scale can be applied to any language.

Three automatic evaluation tools were used in this research — BLEU, BERTSCORE and TER.
BLEU, or Bilingual Evaluation Understudy, is an automatic evaluation method often used when
there is a need for a quick and low-cost evaluation of a machine translation. It offers results by
comparing a machine translation to a reference translation, usually offered by human
translators. In other words, “the primary programming task for a BLEU implementor is to
compare n-grams of the candidate with the n-grams of the reference translation and count the
number of matches” (Papineni et al., 2002: 312). Here n-grams represent any words or string
of words found either in the reference or machine translation. The main drawback that modern
linguists recognize in BLEU is that it lacks linguistic knowledge, which would allow it to
differentiate the severity of the errors and help it understand how and to what extent it affects
the final linguistic product. For example, it is also not able to recognize that different synonyms
used in the machine and reference translations do not have to automatically be penalized and
recognized as errors. It analyses translations on a very basic level, but it is still one of the most
frequently used metrics for its convenience and speed. Additionally, BLEU does not only
require the machine translation to match the reference text in word choice, but also in the
sentence length. It must be noted that the brevity penalty does not directly consider the length

of the sentence, but rather “the range of reference translation lengths in the target language”



(Papineni et al., 2002: 315). The scores given by BLEU range from 0 to 1, with 1 being the
highest. However, it is almost impossible to obtain the highest grade, because that would mean
the translations were identical. It is also important to mention that a higher number of reference
sentences compared leads to a higher score. This study scored given sentences by using the
Interactive BLEU tool' that was developed by Tilde and widely accessible online. It is
extremely useful for in depth analysis, because it not only provides a concrete score (in this
case, it uses a range between 0 and 100, and not between 0 and 1), but also gives a visual

representation and a side-by-side comparison of the translated segment and its reference.

In addition to BLEU, these translations were also evaluated by some newer metrics for easier
comparison and a more detailed overview of the automatic evaluation. The chosen metrics were
BERTSCORE and TER?. They might be considered an updated version of BLEU, or rather the
versions in which some of BLEU’s downsides were addressed. BERTSCORE evaluates the
translations based on their similarity to the reference sentence, “[hJowever, instead of exact
matches, we compute token similarity using contextual embeddings” (Zhang et al., 2020: 1). It
has been proven that this metric correlates more with human evaluations, because they are using
the outputs of 363 systems and comparing them to the human evaluations already available. On
the other hand, Translation Edit Rate (TER) is a metric that takes a different approach to
evaluating translations. It does not count the errors and differences, but rather counts the least
number of edits needed for the translation to be the same as the reference translation. The edits
include “insertion, deletion, and substitution of single words, as well as shifts of word
sequences” (Snover et al., 2006: 3). BERTSCORE scores the translations on the scale from 1
to 100, and same as BLEU. The higher the score, the better the translation. However, TER uses

the same scale, but in this case the lower score marks the better translation.

4. Aims and hypotheses

4. 1. Aims

The aim of this research is to test the quality of machine translation from English and Russian
to Croatian conducted by two free online machine translation services, Google Translate and
Yandex Translate. For this purpose, I chose two texts published in online journals dealing with
the conflict between Israel and Hamas, as a highly relevant topic at the moment of conducting

this study. The aim is to determine which machine translation service is more reliable and less

! The tool can be accessed here: https://www.tilde.com/products-and-services/machine-
translation/features/interactive-bleu
2 Both tools can be accessed here: https://huggingface.co/spaces/BramVanroy/mateo-demo



https://www.tilde.com/products-and-services/machine-translation/features/interactive-bleu
https://www.tilde.com/products-and-services/machine-translation/features/interactive-bleu
https://huggingface.co/spaces/BramVanroy/mateo-demo

likely to produce mistranslation, which could potentially lead to the loss of some important
nuances regarding such a sensitive topic. The potential contribution of this research is to guide
users to a machine translation service that would preserve and give the more precise information
when translating political news. The study will also attempt to determine the frequency of each

type of error, which should help the user choose the service based on their preference.

4. 2. Hypotheses

Following the aims of this research, six hypotheses have been developed, which can further be
categorized into three groups. The first group includes four hypotheses that reflect two different
types of evaluation. Hl and H2 are based on methods of automatic evaluation of machine
translations, and the way its scores depend on the language pairs and the online machine

translation system that has translated the texts:

H1: Yandex Translate will receive better automatic evaluation scores for its translation

of a news article from Russian to Croatian than for English to Croatian.

H2: Google Translate will receive better automatic evaluation scores for its translation

of a news article from English to Croatian than for Russian to Croatian.

Both hypotheses are based on the fact that Yandex Translate is a Russian online translation
service, while Google Translate is generally one of the most popular machine translation tools.
Consequently, we might expect better quality when translating from Russian with Yandex

Translate, and from English to Croatian with Google Translate.

In the following two hypotheses, however, the focus is on the human evaluation of translations
for both English and Russian, depending on the online machine translation system that was

used:

H3: Human evaluators will score translations from Russian to Croatian produced by
Yandex Translate higher than translations of the same language pair produced by Google

Translate.

H4: Human evaluators will score translations from English to Croatian produced by
Google Translate higher than translations of the same language pair produce by Yandex

Translate.

These hypotheses will be tested through a survey, and the main aim is to show how users
perceive the quality of translations for both language pairs and machine translation systems. H3

and H4 are complementary, because they both argue that Google Translate is a better tool for
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translating from English, while Yandex Translate is more refined when it comes to translating

from Russian to Croatian.

The final hypotheses refer exclusively to the results collected through the process of human

evaluation:

H5: Human evaluators will find that translations produced by Yandex Translate are done

with a lower accuracy and fluency than translations produced by Google Translate.
H6: In all translations, orthography errors will make up the highest percentage.

HS is closely connected to the fact that both services are based on neural machine translation
technologies, which means that they have to be trained, or rather that the neural machine
translation system is “based on an algorithm that replicates what neurons do in a human brain:
it takes in data, codes it, puts it into some sort of context, and then re-codes it for output” (King
2019: 2). The crucial part is that the systems are trained on a certain amount and type of data
and examples, and Google even created a Google Translate Community whose volunteers give
feedback and verify other translators’ work (King 2019: 6). However, it is still unclear what the
training material consists of and how all the data is collected. The sixth hypothesis was
formulated because Russian has a different alphabet than Croatian and English, which can lead
to many wrong spellings during the process of transliteration. This includes not only misspelled
words, but also incorrect punctuation and the wrong capitalization. Cyrillic alphabet has strict
rules when transliterating into Latin alphabet. However, it is important to know that Croatian
transliteration rules are slightly different from the English ones, so that should also be

considered when classifying errors.

5. Methodology

5. 1. Materials

The materials for this research were two texts on the conflict between Israel and Hamas in 2023.
The first text is an opinion piece written by Thomas L. Friedman for the New York Times on
November 9, 2023, entitled / Have Never Been to This Israel Before®. The second text is a
column in the Russian version of Forbes called Ommenku nacunus: 6yoem au bonvwas eotina
na Bnusicnem Bocmoke ?, written by Nikolaj Surkov on November 3, 2023. Both texts are under

900 words long, and they were chosen for the similarity of the topic, as well as for the fact that

3 Full article can be accessed at: https:/www.nytimes.com/2023/11/09/opinion/israel-hamas-war.html.
4 Full article can be accessed at: https://www.forbes.ru/mneniya/499822-ottenki-nasilia-budet-li-bol-saa-vojna-
na-bliznem-vostoke.
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the syntax and vocabulary are approximately on the same level of complexity. The two chosen
newspaper columns represent the type of texts readers may choose to read in situations like this,

when countries are at war and people are eager to hear different perspectives.

5. 2. Automatic evaluation

After having chosen the two texts, they were translated by two online machine translation
systems, Google Translate and Yandex Translate. The produced four translations were further
used in three different procedures. It is essential to mention that there was no post-editing done
on the translations in either of the procedures. The first procedure involved automatic evaluation
method BLEU, the second step of the automatic evaluation process was done in BERTSCORE,
and TER gave the final automatic evaluation scores. These tools for automatic evaluation have
the same requirements: they need a reference translation provided by a human translator to
compare machine translations to it. Based on this comparison and several factors, they score
the translations with a concrete number. The positive aspects and the downsides were discussed

in detail in section 3. Key concepts.

As reference translations for the automatic evaluation, human translations of the texts were

used, produced by a graduate student majoring in translation studies in English and Russian.

The main goal of this procedure was to get a numeric score indicating which machine translation

1s closer to human translation.

5. 3. Human evaluation

The second procedure involved human evaluation of machine translation by six participants,
who were graduate students or recent graduates of English and Russian with Croatian as their
first language. The texts and their translations were given to the participants in a questionnaire.
The participants were given the task of evaluating the translations without knowing which
online machine translation system has produced the given translations. At the beginning of the
questionnaire, participants were asked about their languages to get a general overview of the
group, as well as whether they had taken any prior post-editing courses, seeing as that may
influence the way they approach the given tasks. In the second part of the questionnaire, the
participants were presented with selected sentences from each translation, with the task of
evaluating the accuracy and fluency of translations. The sentences were chosen due to the
different kinds of errors found during the error categorization in order to offer a diverse

overview to the participants. Definitions were provided for the two criteria at the beginning of
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this part. A scale of one to five was used to differentiate the nuances possibly lost during the

process of translation.

5. 4. Error analysis and categorization

The third and final procedure involved an error analysis of the translations produced by Google
Translate and Yandex Translate. I identified and categorized the errors into five groups:
orthographic, morphosyntactic, lexical, semantic, and stylistic errors. This allowed for a
detailed overview of errors from the users’ point of view, and leads to further discussion on the
effect that each type of error might have on the understanding of the texts and their meaning.
The procedure was accompanied by extensive research of Croatian orthography and
grammatical practices. This analysis is as detailed as possible, and is complemented by the third

procedure used in this research.

The next sections present the results of the described research and discuss the results to

conclude on the quality of different online machine translation services.

6. Results
6. 1. Automatic evaluation

6.1.1. BLEU

As it was mentioned above, the first evaluation process in this study involved an automatic
evaluation tool that scores translations on precision and brevity by comparing it to the reference.
The BLEU scores for translations from Russian into Croatian showed that the translation
provided by Yandex Translate was closer to human translation than the one provided by Google
Translate (Table 1). The score for the first translation was 35.06, and the second translation got
a slightly lower score, 33.56. Additionally, this tool allows to compare 1-grams, 2-grams, 3-
grams, and 4-grams, which allows for a more in-depth analysis, because the higher the 4-gram
score is, the better. The 4-gram score shows the accuracy of translation in a wider context. More

precisely, it is the number of 4-word sequences that were the same as in the reference.

1-gram 2-gram 3-gram 4-gram
Yandex

61.54 48.97 41.08 35.06
Translate
Google

60.05 47.58 39.58 33.56
Translate

Table 1 — (BLEU) Automatic scores for the RU-HR translations by Yandex and Google

Translate
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BLEU individually scores both the precision and the brevity, which, when combined, gives the
final score mentioned earlier. The precision for the translation provided by Yandex Translate
equals 36.24, and the brevity score is 96.74, while the translation produced by Google Translate

got slightly lower scores — the precision score is 35.25, and the brevity score is 95.23.

After this evaluation process, BLEU was used to obtain scores for translations of the English
source text into Croatian produced by Yandex Translate and Google Translate (Table 2). The
scores are slightly different than in the first case: the translation provided by Yandex Translate
got 28.38, and the score of the translation obtained by using Google Translate equals 31.09,
which at the first glance shows that in this instance, the Google Translate translation was closer

to the reference translation.

Seeing as the general scores were slightly lower than in the evaluation of the Russian text

translations, consequently, the n-gram scores were also slightly lower overall.

I-gram 2-gram 3-gram 4-gram
Yandex

60.52 46.34 36.14 28.38
Translate
Google

62.73 48.92 38.75 31.09
Translate

Table 2 — (BLEU) Automatic scores for the EN-HR translations by Yandex and Google

Translate

Moreover, it is crucial to highlight the scores for precision and brevity, because they are the
fundamental part that directly reflects in the general score. The brevity score penalizes too short
machine translations, and the precision score evaluates word choices and their compatibility
with the reference translation. The scores for precision and brevity of the Yandex Translate
translation are 28.69 and 98.94 respectively, while BLEU scored precision and brevity for the
Google Translate one with 31.30 and 99.33.

6. 1. 2. BERTSCORE

The second automatic evaluation was done using the BERTSCORE metric. As previously
stated, this metric scores translations on the scale from 1 to 100, and the closer the score is to a
hundred, the better the translation. The translations of the Russian source text were scored first,
and these are the results: the translation provided by Google Translate was scored 87.36, while
the translation provided by Yandex Translate was scored just slightly below that, 87.2. This tool

also allows for a detailed analysis of the sentence level, which will be introduced later in this
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study. However, it is vital to emphasize the fact that BLEU gave a higher score to the translation

provided by Yandex Translate.

In the second instance, when evaluating the translations of the English source text, the situation
was similar. The translation produced by Google Translate again got the higher score, 86.73.
The translation produced by Yandex Translate was scored with 85.86. These scores can again
be interpreted in a sense that Google Translate translated the source text closer to the human
translation, only in this case, it is true for both the translations of Russian and English texts

(Table 3).

Russian source text English source text
Yandex Translate 87.2 85.86
Google Translate 87.36 86.73

Table 3 — (BERTSCORE) Automatic scores for the translations by Google and Yandex Translate

The translations of the Russian source text got higher scores, which was also the case in the
BLEU evaluation, but the translations translated by Google Translate were superior in this

comparison and closer to the human translations.

6. 1. 3. Translation Edit Rate (TER)

The third and final automatic evaluation was done using the TER metric, which evaluates the
minimal number of edits needed for the translation to match the reference sentence. This offers
a different perspective on the automatic evaluation, and the results might differ from the already
presented automatic evaluations. The evaluation scale is also from 1 to 100, but in this case the
lower score shows better results, and TER does not yet allow for a detailed analysis on the

sentence level.

Since this evaluation does not yet offer a segmental analysis, the general results will be
presented and compared. In the case of translations from Russian to Croatian, the slightly better
score went to the translation produced by Yandex Translate, which was scored with 57.5, and
the translation provided by Google Translate was scored with 57.7. On the other hand, when
the translations of the English source text are concerned, the translation provided by Yandex
Translate was scored 63.0, while the Google Translate one was scored 60.6 (Table 4). This
means Google Translate was considered closer to the human translation than Yandex Translate,

because it recognized less edits that had to be made to match the reference translation.
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Russian source text English source text
Yandex Translate 57.5 63.0

Google Translate 57.7 60.6

Table 4 — (TER) Automatic scores for the translations by Google and Yandex Translate

6. 2. Human evaluation

Six current or former majors of both English and Russian translation studies participated in this
part of the study. The results of their responses will now be presented. The participants made
up for a highly homogeneous group, but some basic questions still had to be covered. Four
women and two men participated in this survey. Five of the participants were 24 years old, and
one 25 years old, which means none of them could have considerably more experience in
professional translation than others. When asked what languages they know at the B2 level or
higher, all participants answered English and Russian, while one participant also added Italian,

and one added the Japanese language.

The fourth question was important for this study, because the participants were asked if they
had taken post-editing classes during their time at the university, and only one participant

answered positively. The remaining four participants had not taken any post-editing classes.

For easier representation of the results, the Google Translate translation will always be the first,
and the Yandex Translate translation will be the second, but they were irregularly presented in
the survey. In Table 5, average grades for each translation are presented, for easier comparison

with the scores given in the process of automatic evaluation.

Google Translate

Yandex Translate

English ST

3.415

2.87

Russian ST

4.71

3.33

Table 5 — Human evaluation scores for both machine translation systems

It must be noted that these average scores are the results of a sample from two sentences taken
from each source text, and these are the combined average scores both for accuracy and fluency.
All source text sentences will now be numerically marked, and their average scores for accuracy

and fluency will be presented in Table 6 and Table 7.

(1) I am speaking about Iranian-backed Hamas, Hezbollah, Islamic militias in Iraq and the

Houthis in Yemen — and now even the openly Hamas-embracing Vladimir Putin.
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(2) B aTux ycnoBusix, CUMTaeT CTAPLINI HAYyYHBIH cOTpyaHUK LlenTpa OMmKHEBOCTOUHBIX
uccnenosannii UMOMO PAH Hukonait CypkoB, BEpOSTHBIM CLIEHAPUEM CTaHOBUTCS
MHOTOMEecCsiYHasi ocafa [a3bl ¢ MOCIEeMyIOIUM BMENIATEIbCTBOM IOCPEIHUKOB H
sBakyanueii GoesukoB XAMAC B Memen unn naxe Mpan B 06MeH Ha 0CBOOOXKICHHE
M3PAMIIbCKUX 3aJI0’KHUKOB.

(3) Worse, I am stunned by the degree to which that leader, Prime Minister Benjamin
Netanyahu, continues to put the interests of holding on to the support of his far-right
base — and pre-emptively blaming Israel’s security and intelligence services for the war
— ahead of maintaining national solidarity or doing some of the basic things that Biden
needs in order to get Israel the resources, allies, time and legitimacy it needs to defeat
Hamas.

(4) B o101 CBSI3HM OUEHB OIIYTUMO OTUasiHKE Jrofied B ['a3e, KOTOpbIe MOHMMAIOT, U4TO 32 HUX
HUKTO HE BCTYIIUTCS, U C HECKPBIBAEMOW TOPEUYBI0 TOBOPAT, YTO HMX OpOCHIIM Ha

MIPOU3BOJ CYIbOBI — MEXKYy MOJIOTOM M HaKOBaJIbHEH.

Google Translate Yandex Translate
1 4 2.16
2 4.66 4.66
3 3.5 4
4 5 2.66
Average accuracy score 4.29 3.37

Table 6 — Human evaluation scores for accuracy

Google Translate | Yandex Translate
1 3.66 2.16
2 4.16 4.33
3 2.5 3.16
4 5 1.66
Average fluency score 3.83 2.83

Table 7 — Human evaluation scores for fluency

Some of the participants also left additional comments on these translations that will be

mentioned and discussed in section 7. 2. Automatic and human evaluation.

17



These results will be discussed in the following section. However, at this point, it must be noted
that the limitation of this part of the survey is that the participants have different levels of

knowledge, so some results might differ from the average.

Overall, the translations of the Russian source text got slightly higher grades, one of them even
got the highest possible scores for both accuracy and fluency. There were no clear and obvious
results on whether the Google Translate translations were better or worse than the Yandex

Translate ones. To reach a finite conclusion, each set of scores will be analyzed in greater detail.

The first sentence was the sentence from the English source text, where Google Translate was
scored with superiorly higher grades, the accuracy was scored with the average grade of 4, and
the fluency was scored 3.66. The translation provided by Yandex Translate in this instance got
graded 2.16 both for its accuracy and fluency. The first translation was graded by 66.7% of the
participants with 4, which is what is reflected in the final average grade, while 83.3% evaluated
the accuracy of the second translation with 2 at the scale on 1 to 5. This shows that most
participants had the same unsatisfaction with the quality of the translation provided by Yandex
Translate. Two of the participants even went as far as to leave additional comments on these
translations. One of them simply stated the translations are clumsy, while the other argued that
in the translation translated by Yandex Translate, some information was omitted, while other
parts of the source text were incorrectly translated, e. g. that the President’s full name is Hamas
Vladimir Putin, which, alongside numerous orthographic errors, highly affects the quality of
the translations. This participant has also commented on the translation produced by Google
Translate. They noted that most of the original meaning was correctly conveyed, but that it lacks

the idiomaticity of the source text.

In the second section of the survey, the participants evaluated the accuracy and fluency of the
translations of the Russian source text. This was the sentence that got the closest scores for both
accuracy and fluency for both online machine translation systems. The translation provided by
Yandex Translate got a slightly higher score for fluency, 4.33 compared to 4.16, which was the
score of the Google Translate translation, while both texts’ accuracy was 4.66. It is interesting
to look more closely at the scores of the Google Translate translation, because four participants
evaluated it with the highest scores, while others gave it a 4, but when it comes to fluency, the
situation was reversed. 83.3% of the participants evaluated it with a 4, and only one participant
thought it deserved the highest score. This shows that even though the original meaning was
preserved, it is not enough for linguists to rate it with the highest grade if it lacks the finesse of
the target language. On the other hand, the translation produced by Yandex Translate even got
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3 from one of the participants, but three participants evaluated it with the maximum score,
which raised the average score. One of the participants noted that both translations cannot be
incorrectly interpreted. However, the parts of the sentence that are not the best quality in the
translation provided by Google Translate are better in the other translation provided by Yandex

Translate, and vice versa.

The third sentence was again taken from the English source text. In this instance, both the
accuracy and fluency of the translation offered by Yandex Translate were considered better than
the translation produced by Google Translate, with scores as follows: accuracy and fluency of
the Google Translate translation got scored 3.5 and 2.5 respectively, while the second translation
got scored 4 and 3.16 for accuracy and fluency of the translation. In the first case, all participants
chose scores between 2 and 4, which resulted in such middle-of the-scale scores. Meanwhile,
most participants opted for the higher end of the scale when evaluating the second translation.
The most important downside of Google Translate in this case was highlighted by one of the
participants, and it is that it correctly translated the source text. However, it was obvious that
an online machine translation system provided the translation. The crucial factors of this were
the copied syntax from the source text, as well as collocations that cannot be found in the target

text and are not considered established.

The final part of the survey form was the evaluation of the translation of the Russian source
text, which was also the greatest difference in the evaluation of the online machine translation
systems. The Google Translate one got the highest score by all participants for accuracy and
fluency, while the translation produced by Yandex Translate got scored 2.66 for accuracy, and
1.66 for fluency. Not only was the difference significant between the two online machine
translations, but also when evaluating the accuracy of the second translation, the scores were
chosen on both ends of the spectrum, with one participant choosing 1, and the second participant
choosing 5. It is certainly not often that one translation evokes such polar opinions, especially
when it comes to accuracy. The fluency scores were all in the lower part of the scale, with 50%
of the participants choosing to score it with the lowest score. In this instance, the participants
noted that the idiom mescdy monomom u naxosanvueri was translated too literally as izmedu
stijene i tvrdog mjesta by Yandex Translate. However, the overall impression was that the text
translated by Google Translate was more fluent and closer with its language constructions to

the target language, which is directly reflected in its perfect scores.

One participant pointed out the length of the source text sentences and concluded that that could
significantly affect the quality of the translations. The other participant indicated that the main
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information was retained in all the given examples, not taking into account smaller errors that
affect understanding to the lesser extent. What they found the most crucial part of the translation
is the fluency, which is the real differentiating factor in all these examples. However, on some

occasions, it can be equally bad.

6. 3. Error analysis and categorization

The following process was the most extensive part of the research. Once the texts were chosen
and translated by Google Translate and Yandex Translate, I conducted a detailed analysis of all
four translations. The results of this extensive analysis will be presented and compared; both
the different language pairs and the different online machine translation systems. The five
categories that encompass all different error types include: orthographic, morphosyntactic,
lexical, semantic, and stylistic errors. This general categorization allows for a systematic
overview, even though it is clear that the number of errors is not enough to determine which

machine translation system provides better translations.

Regarding the number of errors, there were 127 in the translation done by Yandex Translate,
while Google Translate had 92. This is precisely why this type of research requires a human
error-based analysis, which will give a fuller picture of how well the original meaning was

translated from English and Russian to Croatian.

6. 3. 1. Russian to Croatian translations

Firstly, a detailed analysis of machine translations of the Russian source text was conducted in
the same manner as the process explained in section 6. 3. Error analysis and categorization.
The final number of errors in the translation by Yandex Translate is 74, and in the translation
provided by Google Translate, there were 52 errors in all five categories combined. These
results will be discussed in section 7. 2. Automatic and human evaluation in greater detail when
it will be easier to compare each category for both language pairs. Moreover, the causes of such
results will be discussed based on the online machine translation system that produced each

translation.

When it comes to the translation of the Russian source text by Yandex Translate, the first
orthographic category has the most errors — 38. There have been nine morphosyntactic errors,

seven lexical errors, and 19 semantic. Only a single stylistic error has been found (Figure 1).
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Figure 1 — Categorization of errors in RU-HR translation by Yandex Translate

The results for the translation of the same source text produced by Google Translate were
considerably different. In this instance, the first group of orthographic errors had 14 errors.
There were 13 errors in the morphosyntactic group, 8 errors in the lexical category, and 17
semantic errors. However, the analysis showed that there were no stylistic errors in the

translation provided by Google Translate, as shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2 — Categorization of errors in RU-HR translation by Google Translate
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The first category, which entails orthographic errors, had the most errors, especially in the
Yandex Translate translation. This category is especially interesting for the significant
difference between the number of errors provided by Yandex Translate and Google Translate.
Google Translate made 14 orthographic errors, while Yandex Translate reached 38 orthographic
errors. The highest percentage of this number were wrongly capitalized words. For example, as
it was the case for the translation of the English source text, Gaza was translated as gaza.

However, Yandex Translate made many illogical capitalization errors, such as the following:

[1A] Ho ceityac u3pamibCkoe OOIIECTBO, a 3HAYUT, U U30MpaeMbIe UM TOJUTUKH, HE

MOIJIO HC OTPCArupoBaTh Ha ThICAYMN KCPTB CPCAN I'PaA’KJAHCKOT'O HACCIICHUA.

[1B] Ali sada izraelsko drustvo, a time 1 politicari koje bira, nisu mogli ne reagirati na

tisuce civilnih zrtava.

[1C] Ali sada izraelsko drustvo, a time 1 politicari koje je izabralo, nije moglo ne

reagirati na Tisuce civilnih Zrtava.

It must be noted that in all such examples the sentence marked with the letter A is the original
sentence, sentence B is the translation provided by Google Translate, while sentence C is the
Yandex Translate translation. Sentence 1A, which is the Russian source text, was translated
very similarly by Google Translate and Yandex Translate, however, as it can be seen in the
sentence 1C, Yandex Translate translated teicsun as Tisuce which does not directly affect the
meaning. Nevertheless, this error being continuously repeated, especially when translating
apabckuit as Arapski, has a strong impact on the readers perception of the quality of the
translation. Even though the focus is now on the orthographic errors, a significant
morphosyntactic error is present here. Google Translate made an error in concordance because
it put the main verb of the sentence in the plural, but it only refers to izraelsko drustvo.
Orthographic errors are easily noticed by every speaker because they are considered to be a
basic error. Both online machine translation systems had the same transliteration errors. The
error that was repeated many times was the transliteration of Xe360.161 which was transliterated
as Hezbollah, an English transliteration of that word. However, the Croatian version is
Hezbolah or Hizbullah. On the other hand, Google Translate proved to be better at
transliteration because it correctly transliterated buuvamuna Hemanwvsixy as Benjamina
Netanyahua, while Yandex Translate transliterated it incorrectly as Benjamina Netanjahua.

Generally, Yandex Translated failed in retaining the spaces between words, chose wrong
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quotation marks and even omitted them in few places. This made the biggest difference

orthographically in comparison to the Google Translate translation.

The next in analysis were morphosyntactic errors, and in this case the translation provided by
Google Translate had 13 errors which is overall a higher number than nine, which is the number
of errors that the translation done by Yandex Translate had. When taking into account purely
morphological errors, Google Translate made more errors in translating the grammatical

number of the sentence and the correct form of the verb as can be seen in the following example:

[2A] (...) xak u3BecTHO, mocine JluBaHckoil BoiHBI 1982 roma W3pawmnb BBIHYAWIT
6oeBukoB Opranuzauun ocBoboxaeHus [lanectunst (OOII) nokunyTs JluBaH n

nepedOparbes B TyHuc.

[2B] (...) kao Sto je poznato, Izrael je nakon libanonskog rata 1982. prisilio militante

Palestinske oslobodilacke organizacije (PLO) da napustiti Libanon 1 preseliti se u Tunis.

[2C] (...) kao §to znate, nakon libanonskog rata 1982. godine Izrael je prisilio militante

Palestinske oslobodilacke organizacije (PLO) da napuste Libanon i presele se u Tunis.

Not considering the errors that belong in other categories, sentence 2C, which was translated
by Yandex Translate, is morphologically superior to the sentence 2B translated by Google
Translate. In this example, it is clear that Google Translate completely copied the form of the
Russian source text by keeping the verbs napustiti and preseliti in their infinitive form. It failed
to recognize that ewinyoun requires a verb in the infinitive form to complement it, while the
Croatian verb prisiliti has to be followed by da + verb in the present tense, as can be seen in

sentence 2C provided by Yandex Translate.

Contrary to this, in the translation provided by Yandex Translate there were more syntactic
errors than in the translation conducted by Google Translate. Apart from the most usual
syntactic errors of putting the short version of the auxiliary verb in the wrong place, there were
several sentences in which Yandex Translate chose the wrong word order which led to a more
difficult understanding of the translated sentences, which is precisely why the following

example will be further analyzed:

[3A] TTosTomy 3amaua okazanwusl naBieHus Ha M3pauns, a 3aomHo Ha CIIIA, Oblna mo
TpaauLIKI JieJIeTHpOBaHa JIPY>KECTBEHHBIM Hcnamckoit pecnyOnuke

HErocylapcTBeHHbIM akTopaM B JIuane, Cupun, Upake u Hemene.
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[3B] Stoga je zadatak pritiska na Izrael, a ujedno i na SAD, tradicionalno delegiran
nedrzavnim akterima prijateljski raspolozenim prema Islamskoj Republici u Libanonu,

Siriji, Iraku i Jemenu.

[3C] Stoga je zadatak vrSenja pritiska na Izrael, a istovremeno i na SAD, tradicionalno
delegiran prijateljskim islamskim republikama nedrzavnim akterima u Libanonu, Siriji,

Iraku i Jemenu.

Sentence 3C is certainly a mistranslation due to the fact that put like that it can be interpreted
that Lebanon, Syria, Iraq, and Yemen are friendly Islamic republics. This is a very severe error
that can lead to the reader misunderstanding a large portion of the text, especially if the reader
does not have sufficient contextual knowledge of such a delicate and current topic. Sentence
3B provided by Google Translate offers a good solution by paraphrasing and consequently
retaining the original meaning of the Russian source text. On the other hand, sentence 3C
retained the original order of the words without adding additional meaning and by also wrongly
translating the phrase Opyocecmeennviv Hcnamckoti pecnybnuxke He2ocyOapCcmeeHHbIM
axmopam. This might have easily been avoided by putting the translation of the aforementioned
phrase at the end and turning it into an adjective clause. A better and more elegant solution for
such sentence would be: Stoga je zadatak vrsenja pritiska na Izrael, a istovremeno i na SAD,
tradicionalno delegiran nedrzavnim akterima u Libanonu, Siriji, Iraku i Jemenu koji se

smatraju prijateljskim drzavama Islamske republike.

Similarly, the following sentences example how a simple switch in the order of the words can

lead to a better translation:

[4A] IIpencTaBuTh, Kakol pa3pylIUTENbHON OHa MOXKET OKa3aThCsl, OYJET JIETKO, eCIIu

BCHOMHHUTE coObITHA 2006 roma.

[4B] Lako je zamisliti koliko bi to moglo biti razorno ako se prisjetimo dogadaja iz

2006. godine.

[4C] Zamisliti koliko bi to moglo biti destruktivno bilo bi lako kad se prisjetite dogadaja
1z 2006.godine.

The word order in sentence 4C cannot be considered as incorrect, however, a native speaker of
the Croatian language could argue that it is highly stylistically marked due to the fact that the
phrase zamisliti (...) bilo bi lako was intentionally phrased like that. Inversion is a well-known

tool used when wanting to highlight and put special emphasis on a certain part of the sentence,
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which is not fit for the style of the given source text. Thus, the inversion should be avoided in

this instance, as is the case in sentence 4B provided by Google Translate.

Lexical errors belong to the third group of errors in this analysis. This error category proved to
be the common ground of Google Translate and Yandex Translate because they had eight and
seven lexical errors respectively. These errors include mainly the words that only partially
encompass the meaning from the Russian source text as well as prepositions that do not
collocate with certain words in Croatian as they do in Russian. Both Google Translate and

Yandex Translate had difficulty translating the following sentence:
[SA] KecTkuii aHTUU3PAUIIBCKUI HAppPaTUB XyCUTOB C(HOPMUPOBAJICS TaBHO.
[5B] Tvrdi antiizraelski narativ Hutija formiran je dugo vremena.
[5C] Kruti antiizraelski narativ Hutija nastao je davno.

First and foremost, it should be noted that both online machine translation systems refer to
Houthis as Hutiji, rather than Huti, or possiblly, since in this text there was no instance of this
word being used in the nominative case, this could be an example of morphosyntactic error.
The correct form in this case would be narativ Huta. Secondly, both Google Translate and
Yandex Translate translated >xectkuit with words that reflect the physical aspect of a described
word. Yet, the word the adjectives refer to is a narrative, and the collocations tvrdi narativ and
kruti narativ do not exist in the Croatian language in this context. The original meaning of the
said collocation implies that the narrative is aggressive and cannot be changed easily which
would better be reflected if the translation was for example cvrsti antiizraelski stav. This
collocation manages to preserve the negative connotation from the original text as well as
completely relays the full meaning. Some other more notable lexical errors also include Google
Translate translating CILIA as Sjedinjene Drzave, and Yandex Translate translating noucmune
oypro Hecooosanus as uistinu oluju ogorcenja. In this translation, the meaning and the part of
the speech was retained, however I would argue that instead of an adverb, it would be better in
this instance to use an adjective to emphasize the word oluja, so a proposed solution would be

pravu oluju ogorcenja:

[6A] Tubenp MupHBIX >kuTede [a3pl BBI3BIBACT OCYKICHHE M TOUCTUHE Oypro

HCroaoBaHUs B apa6c1<0M MHPEC U B OOJIBIIMHCTBE MYCYJIbMAaHCKUX CTpPaH.

[6B] Smrt civila u Gazi izaziva osude i doista buru ogor¢enja u arapskom svijetu i veéini

muslimanskih zemalja.
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[6C] Smrt civila u Gazi izaziva osudu i uistinu oluju ogorcenja u arapskom svijetu i

vec¢ini muslimanskih zemalja.
One other notable lexical error done by Google Translate should be mentioned and discussed:

[7A] (...) a macmTaOHBIE OOEBBIC ACHCTBHS ¢ OOMOapIUpOBKaMH M OOSIMH Ha 3eMIIe

MOT'YT OY€Hb CUJILHO OOECKPOBUTDH I'PYIIIUPOBKY.

[7B] (...) a vojne operacije velikih razmjera s bombardiranjem 1 borbama na terenu

mogu uvelike raskrvariti skupinu.

[7C] (...) a velike borbene akcije s bombardiranjem i borbama na zemlji mogu jako

iscrpiti grupu.

In the original text, the word oGeckpoButb, which usually has a metaphorical and a literal
meaning, was in this instance used in its metaphorical sense to make somebody or something
weaker’. Google Translate has failed to recognize that even though the context of the text were
war and battles, it would be better to choose to preserve the meaning 'to make something weak’,
and not ‘to make someone lose blood’. Yandex Translate had no problem in translating this
sentence and has even gone a step further in choosing a verb which is more descriptive, rather

than just plainly translating it as oslabiti grupu.

The fourth category of errors is the category of semantic errors. These errors have occurred
significantly more frequently in the translation of the Russian text than in the translation of the
English text. In this category as well, there was a small difference in the number of errors,
Google Translate made 17 semantic errors, while Yandex Translate had 19 semantic errors.
Generally, this is a high number of errors because semantic errors are what determines the level
of understanding that the reader has of the translation. It is not simple to talk about semantic
errors generally, because there are many kinds of incorrect translations that these errors entail,
so it is better to discuss several examples to compare the quality of the two online machine

translation systems:

[8A] Moii 00bIYHO cliepKaHHbBIM apaOCKui Koijiera MOYTH IUIAaKal, PaccKasbIBas O
rulenu CBOEro MaJeCTUHCKOro JApyra-mpogeccopa co Bcell ceMbeil B pesynbrare

aBuayzapa.

5 According to an online dictionary accessible here: https://gramota.ru/, translated by the author of the study.
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[8B] Moj inace suzdrzani arapski kolega gotovo je zaplakao kad je govorio o pogibiji

svog prijatelja profesora Palestinca i cijele njegove obitelji u zracnom napadu.

[8C] Moj obic¢no rezervirani Arapski kolega gotovo je plakao dok je s cijelom obitelji

prepricavao smrt svog palestinskog prijatelja profesora u zra¢nom napadu.

The challenge in this instance is to determine whether the Arabian colleague was retelling the
story with the help of his family, or whether the family of his Palestinian friend has died with
the friend. Google Translate has opted for the second variant, while Yandex Translate chose the
first explanation. However, after taking into account the word order, which is very important in

the Russian language, it is more logical that the Palestinian friend and his family died together.

The following example was chosen in order to depict how literal translation can be detrimental

for the understanding and the quality of the translation:

[9A] OGcTaHOBKa B peruoHE MEHSETCS OYEHb OBICTPO — BO3MOKHBI JIHOObIE TTOBOPOTHI

(...).
[9B] Situacija u regiji se vrlo brzo mijenja — moguci su bilo kakvi obrati (...).
[9C] Situacija u regiji mijenja se vrlo brzo-moguci su Bilo kakvi zavoji (...).

These two translations side by side on many levels show the difference between translations
produced by Google Translate and Yandex Translate. If the lack of formatting is put aside at
this point and only the correct meaning is taken into account, Yandex Translate made a crucial
error of once again not recognizing the context of the sentence and choosing the incorrect
translation to Croatian for the word nosopom. The word nosopom cannot be translated as zavoj,
the accurate translation of the word is skretanje. This is one of the contextual situations when

the only correct and appropriate translation is the word obrat.

In some instances, the online machine translation systems failed to translate all the words from
the original, sometimes important words such as intensifiers that can affect the meaning of the
whole sentence, as well as incorrectly translating the official title of the war which can
consequently lead to misunderstanding and confusion if further discussion arises from such
situations. Both Google Translate and Yandex Translate incorrectly translated xax uenosex 6
cocmosHuu agpgexma as kao covjek sposoban afektirati / kao covjek u stanju afekta, which are

both the incorrect version of kao covjek obuzet emocijama i spreman za akciju:
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[10A] Uspawmsib nepexxuii caMblii CHIIbHBIN 1IOK Jaxke He ¢ 1973 roga, korga HU OJIMH
BpPa)XECKHI CONAAT TaK U HE CTYIIWJI Ha €70 TEPPUTOPHIO, @ CO BPEMEHH I10-HACTOSALIEMY
TSDKEJIOW M KpOBOIPOIUTHOM BoliHbl 3a He3aBucumoctb 1948 roma, u Ttemnepb
NpaBHUTENbCTBO buHbsiMiHa HeTaHbsXy neficTByeT, Kak 4eloBeK B COCTOSIHUM addekrTa,

0€3 OIISAKY Ha Yy’KOE MHEHHUE.

[10B] Izrael je najveéi Sok dozivio ne od 1973. godine, kada niti jedan neprijateljski
vojnik nije kro€io na njegov teritorij, ve¢ od uistinu teskog 1 krvavog rata za neovisnost
1948. godine, a sada se vlada Benjamina Netanyahua ponaSa kao ¢ovjek sposoban

afektirati, bez obzira na tuda misljenja.

[10C] Izrael je doZivio najgori Sok ¢ak ni od 1973.godine, kada nijedan neprijateljski
vojnik nije kro¢io na njegov teritorij, ve¢ od stvarno teSkog i krvavog rata za neovisnost
1948. godine, a sada Vlada Benjamina Netanjahua djeluje kao ¢ovjek u stanju afekta,

bez obzira na tude misljenje.

There was a single stylistic error found in the translation provided by Yandex Translate. The
original phrase from the source text nacunue ucnonvzyem ouenvb 003upoBAHHO U MOUEUHO Was
translated into Croatian as a nasilje koristi na vrlo odmjeren i precizan nacin. This is not a
completely incorrect translation, but it lacks stylistic refinement. A recommended solution
would be paraphrasing the original sentence and translating it as a nasilje koristi vrlo odmjereno

I precizno:

[11A] Kak MeTko BbIpa3wics OJUH OYE€Hb YBa)KAEMbIH 3KCHEpT U3 peruoHa, Mpan
MPEeNOYUTAeT He crema «Tkath Ha bimxaem BocToke cBoi mepcuackuii koBep», a

HaCWJINEC UCIIOJIB3YCT OUCHb JO3UPOBAHHO U TOYCYHO, n3oeras HpHMOﬁ KOH(prHTaI_II/II/I.

[11B] Kako je prikladno rekao jedan vrlo cijenjeni stru¢njak iz regije, Iran preferira
polako “tkati svoj perzijski tepih na Bliskom istoku”, a nasilje koristi vrlo odmjereno 1

ciljano, izbjegavajuci izravnu konfrontaciju.

[11C] Kao 8to je prikladno rekao jedan vrlo cijenjeni strucnjak iz regije, Iran radije
polako "Tka svoj perzijski tepih na Bliskom Istoku", a nasilje koristi na vrlo odmjeren

1 precizan nacin, izbjegavajuci izravno suceljavanje.
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6. 3. 2. English to Croatian translations
Secondly, both translations of the English text to Croatian were considered and their errors
categorized. For an easier visualization, the results for the translation provided by Yandex

Translate, which will later be discussed in more detail, are shown in Figure 3.

Yandex Translate

25
20
15

15

10

vl

2

M Orthographic ® Morphosyntactic Lexical Semantic M Stylistic

Figure 3 — Categorization of errors in EN-HR translation by Yandex Translate

As can be seen from the graph, there were 22 orthographic errors noted, 10 morphosyntactic, 4
lexical, 15 semantic, and only 2 stylistic errors in this 820-word-long text. This data will be
further analyzed later in this section on specific examples to depict what each error category

entitles because not every error affects the understanding of the translation to the same degree.

On the other hand, some categories showed very different results when it came to the translation
of the same text provided by Google Translate. The biggest difference can be noted in the first
category; there were only 9 orthographic errors in the translation done by Google Translate,
there were 11 morphosyntactic errors, 11 lexical, 6 semantic and 2 stylistic errors. It should be
noted that most of the categories showed similar results, and the three groups that stand out are

orthographic, lexical, and semantic categories (Figure 4).
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Figure 4 — Categorization of errors in EN-HR translation by Google Translate

The first category of orthographic errors entails punctuation errors, wrongly capitalized words,
as well as incorrect citation. There is a clear distinction between Google Translate and Yandex
Translate in this category seeing as Google Translate had only nine errors, while there were 22
orthographic errors in the Yandex Translate translation. This numeric difference stems mainly
from the fact that the translation provided by Yandex Translate was badly formatted. It
oftentimes lacked word spacing, especially in dates. For example, the original sentence (...) that
the Israel of Oct. 7 is an Israel that I've never been to before was translated as (...) da je Izrael
7.listopada Izrael u kojem nikada prije nisam bio by Yandex Translate. According to the rules
of the Croatian orthography, a space is required between a full stop and the following sentence.
Furthermore, both online machine translation systems made the same errors when it came to
adjunct at the beginning of the sentence. In English, commas are obligatory after an adjunct,
however, in Croatian if an adjunct is simply a phrase the comma is not necessary, thus, both
Google Translate and Yandex Translate made an error by translating /a/fter traveling around
Israel and the West Bank, as [n]akon putovanja po Izraelu i Zapadnoj obali, / [n]akon

putovanja Izraelom i Zapadnom obalom, because they retained the comma from the original.

The second type of orthographic errors that can universally be noted in both translations is the
wrong formatting of the quotation marks. For example, when writing quotations as “Hezbollah”
with both marks on the upper part of the word, this follows the English language orthographic
rules. The Croatian version would be written as ,,Hezbollah. The types of errors mentioned so

far do not affect the meaning to a greater deal, but the capitalization of words can significantly
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affect the meaning. The source text mentions the Houthis, participants of the Houthi movement,
but Yandex Translate fails to capitalize this word in the translation. When written in the
translation as huti, among other groups like Hezbollah and Hamas, which were both capitalized,
it loses its original and prime meaning. A slightly more significant errors is that of not
capitalizing the word gaza when referring to Gaza, the city in Palestine. This was also an error
found in the translation provided by Yandex Translation. In Croatia, the word gaza when not
capitalized has another definition, it refers to a breathable cotton cloth, oftentimes used in the

medicine when cleaning a wound.

The second group of errors was morphosyntactic errors. This group entails both morphological
and syntactic errors. Morphological errors are common because in English the different cases
are not reflected in the flection of suffixes. Additionally, English does not have visible gender
signifiers which is reflected in Croatian through suffixes. Syntactic errors entail most times a

wrong word order or incorrect conjunctions between the main clause and the sub-clauses.

In this category, the translation produced by Google Translate had eleven errors, while the
Yandex Translate one had 10 errors. Longer sentences with more clauses pose a bigger problem
for online machine translation systems, especially in the morphosyntactic sense. The following
example will compare both the translation from Google Translate and Yandex Translate in order

to see how they dealt with the problem of a complex sentence.

[12A] The second danger I see is that the only conceivable way that Israel can generate
the legitimacy, resources, time and allies to fight such a difficult war with so many

enemies is if it has unwavering partners abroad, led by the United States.

[12B] Druga opasnost koju vidim je da je jedini moguéi nacin na koji Izrael moze
stvoriti legitimitet, resurse, vrijeme i saveznike za vodenje tako teskog rata s toliko
mnogo neprijatelja ako ima nepokolebljive partnere u inozemstvu, predvodene

Sjedinjenim Drzavama.

[12C] Druga opasnost koju vidim je da je jedini zamislivi na¢in na koji Izrael moze
osigurati legitimitet, resurse, vrijeme i saveznike za vodenje tako sloZenog rata s toliko
neprijatelja imati nepokolebljive partnere u inozemstvu predvodene Sjedinjenim

Drzavama.

The possible problem with this is the object, which is rather complex, so it is harder to conclude

what refers to what. Now, in the focus will be the following part of that sentence: The second
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danger I see is that the only conceivable way that Israel can generate (...) is if it has unwavering
partners abroad, led by the United States. The middle part was omitted to make it easier to
visualize what the discussion is about. Sentence 12B, which was translated by Google Translate,
is morphosyntactically correct. However, in sentence 12C, there is an error in the following part
of the sentence: Druga opasnost koju vidim je da je jedini zamislivi nacin na koji Izrael moze
osigurati (...) imati nepokolebljive partnere u inozemstvu predvodene Sjedinjenim DrZzavama.
Here it can be noticed that the last clause was an infinitive clause which is incorrect, the better
solution would have been an if-clause as in the original and sentence 12B. The way sentence

12C is translated implies that the verb imati refers to the verb moze like the verb osigurati is.

Another example of Yandex Translate following the English syntax too closely is the following

example:

[13A] I am speaking about Iranian-backed Hamas, Hezbollah, Islamic militias in Iraq
and the Houthis in Yemen — and now even the openly Hamas-embracing Vladimir

Putin.

[13B] Govorim o Hamasu koji podrzava Iran, Hezbollahu, islamskim milicijama u Iraku

1 Hutijima u Jemenu — a sada cak i o Vladimiru Putinu koji otvoreno prihva¢a Hamas.

[13C] Govorim o Hamasu, ,,Hezbollahu®, islamskim milicijama u Iraku i1 hutijima u

Jemenu, a sada ¢ak i o otvoreno podrzavaju¢em Hamasu Vladimiru Putinu.

Disregarding the other types of errors in both sentences that will be discussed at a later point,
the biggest syntactic error is in copying the exact syntax from the source text that cannot be
used in the same way when translating into Croatian. Croatian syntax is not set up in a way that
supports many premodifiers, but rather relies mostly on postmodifying clauses as seen in
sentence 13B: o Viadimiru Putinu koji otvoreno prihva¢a Hamas. This is why the solution o
otvoreno podrzavajucem Hamasu Viadimiru Putinu does not only sound unusual but is indeed

incorrect.

A typical morphologic error is the incorrect case that does not fit the verb or the rest of the noun
phrase. It is interesting to note that online machine translation systems usually have not made
errors at the same place, but rather a morphologic error that can be found in the translation of
Yandex Translate is correct in the other translation and vice versa. The following example

highlights an error done by Google Translation:
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[14A] (...) and are no longer organized as small bands of militiamen but as modern
armies with brigades, battalions, cybercapabilities, long-range rockets, drones, and

technical support.

[14B] (...) 1 viSe nisu organizirani kao male skupine milicija ve¢ kao moderne vojske s
brigadama, bataljunima, kibernetickim sposobnostima, raketama dugog dometa,

bespilotnim letjelicama i tehni¢ka podrska.

[14C] (...) 1 viSe nisu organizirani kao male milicijske jedinice, ve¢ kao moderne vojske
s brigadama, bataljunima, kibernetickim sposobnostima, raketama dugog dometa,

bespilotnim letjelicama i tehnickom podrSkom.

This is a clear example of an incorrect concordance between two noun phrases: moderna vojska
s requires all following noun phrases to be in the same case — the instrumental case. Yandex
Translate had no problem with translating this sentence, however Google Translate translated
all noun phrases in the instrumental case except for the last one. Tehnicka podrska was left in
the nominative case and thus does not convey the right meaning of the sentence from the source
text. Another error that Yandex Translate and Google Translate made was that they left out
prepositions that are very important in Croatian. For example, when translating: The Israeli
general asked them where they were from. “Kiryat Shmona,” the father answered, in both cases
the translation was “Kirjat-Smona”, odgovorio je otac. The Croatian language needs a
preposition iz and the city in the genitive case, so the correct translation would be ,, Iz Kirjat

Smone“, odgovorio je otac.

In this morphosyntactic category, both online machine translation systems had approximately
the same number of errors which affected the understanding of the translation to a greater degree
than the orthographic errors. The shorter sentences posed less of a problem morphosyntactically

than those sentences that are more complex.

The next error category is lexical errors in which most errors are the wrong choice of words. It
is not rare that online machine translation systems such as Google Translate and Yandex
Translate choose the word with the same meaning as the word from the source text, however
the chosen translation does not fit the context. In this category of errors, also belong words that

cannot be usually found as a part of the same phrase, collocation, or idiom.

When analyzing lexical errors in the translations of the English source text, it can be noticed

that Google Translate provided a translation with more errors than the Yandex Translate one.
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The translation offered by Google Translate has eleven lexical errors, while the translation

produced by Yandex Translate had only 4 lexical errors.
There was an interesting error that both online machine translation systems made:

[15A] I am speaking about Iranian-backed Hamas, Hezbollah, Islamic militias in Iraq
and the Houthis in Yemen — and now even the openly Hamas-embracing Vladimir

Putin.

[15B] Govorim o Hamasu koji podrzava Iran, Hezbollahu, islamskim milicijama u Iraku

1 Hutijima u Jemenu — a sada ¢ak i1 o Vladimiru Putinu koji otvoreno prihva¢a Hamas.

[15C] Govorim o Hamasu, ,,Hezbollahu®, islamskim milicijama u Iraku i hutijima u

Jemenu, a sada ¢ak i1 o otvoreno podrzavaju¢em Hamasu Vladimiru Putinu.

There is a specific word in both translations that should be in the focus for the sake of analyzing
lexical errors in the translation. The word militia was translated as milicija which can mean “an
organized civilian army in countries or situations without professional army”® according to an
online dictionary of Croatian words, Hrvatski jezicni portal. However, this was recognized as
an error by a human translator that has more contextual knowledge than online machine
translation systems. Milicija was a word used to define a type of police that existed during the
second half of the 20" century in Croatia and other countries that were a part of Socialist
Federalist Republic of Yugoslavia. This can even be considered the primary meaning of the
word milicija for Croatian people, thus it can cause confusion when used as a translation for
militia even though the words even have the same root word. Paravojne postrojbe might be

considered a better translation for this context and target audience.

Both online machine translation systems translated the United States as Sjedinjene drzave which
is not an official name that can be used for the United States in Croatian. The only accepted
names are SAD and Sjedinjene Americke Drzave. Both Google Translate and Yandex Translate

translated personally as osobno in the following example:

[16A] I am stunned by how many Israelis now feel this danger personally, no matter

where they live (...).

[16B] Zaprepasten sam koliko Izraelaca sada osobno osje¢a ovu opasnost, bez obzira

gdje zive (...).

® Translated by the author of the paper.
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[16C] Sokiran sam koliko Izraelaca sada osobno osje¢a ovu opasnost, bez obzira gdje

zive (...).

This is considered to be a lexical error because personally and osobno are not absolute
synonyms but rather partial because only some of their meanings are completely the same. This
means that osobno can always be translated as personally into English, but it cannot be produced
the same when translating from English to Croatian. In this case, personally means that they
themselves feel the danger and not through others, while osobno usually implies a certain level
of intimacy with whatever is concerned in such contexts. Moreover, a proposed solution for this

translation would be (...) koliko Izraelaca sada na svojoj kozi osjeca ovu opasnost.

Google Translate had more lexical errors in its translation because it offered more incorrect
collocations than what was the case for Yandex Translate. Google Translate translated that
Israel can generate the legitimacy as Izrael moze stvoriti legitimitet which is not an often-
recurring phrase in a Croatian language. According to Sketch Engine and its corpora, stvoriti
legitimitet can only be found in 4 examples which is not enough for it to become established as
a phrase in Croatian. A better solution would be osigurati / steci as can be seen in the Yandex

Translate translation:

[17A] The second danger I see is that the only conceivable way that Israel can generate

the legitimacy, resources, time and allies (...).

[17B] Druga opasnost koju vidim je da je jedini moguéi naCin na koji Izrael moze

stvoriti legitimitet, resurse, vrijeme i saveznike (...).

[17C] Druga opasnost koju vidim je da je jedini zamislivi na¢in na koji Izrael moze

osigurati legitimitet, resurse, vrijeme i saveznike (...).

The fourth category of errors are semantic errors whose number is arguably the best sign of the
quality of translations because they directly reflect how well the original meaning from the
source text was retained in the process of translating. In contrast to the last category where
Yandex Translate made fewer errors, now, in the Google Translate translation, only six semantic
errors were found, while in the translation provided by Yandex Translate, there were 15 errors

singled out while analyzing.

Both online machine translation systems made the same error of translating a phrase literally
which does not convey the original meaning at all. This sentence was previously discussed for

its other types of errors, however now the focus should be at the end of the sentence:
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[18A] These foes have long been there, but all of them seemed to surface together like

dragons during this conflict, threatening Israel with a 360-degree war all at once.

[18B] Ti su neprijatelji ve¢ dugo tamo, ali Cinilo se da su svi zajedno izronili na povrsinu

poput zmajeva tijekom ovog sukoba, prijeteci [zraelu ratom od 360 stupnjeva odjednom.

[18C] Ti su neprijatelji ve¢ dugo tu, ali ¢inilo se da su svi zajedno isplivali na povrsinu

poput zmajeva tijekom ovog sukoba, prijeteci [zraelu ratom od 360 stupnjeva odjednom.

When closely looking at the premodifier 360-degree, it is obvious that it implies the high
intensity and the severity of the war. The war is being fought at many places at the same time,
or rather it evokes an image that one side is being attacked from all directions. However, when
discussing the Croatian translation rat od 360 stupnjeva, it must be noted that it fully lacks the
meaning of the original. This phrase was translated too literally and in doing so, online machine
translation systems failed to convey the meaning of the original. This phrase does not
successfully create the right contextual image in the person looking for a translation. Rat na

svim frontama would be considered as a correct translation of this phrase.

[19A] (...) which is as much a threat to the future of Israel as it is to Palestinians longing

for a decent state of their own in Gaza or the West Bank.

[19B] (...) koji je jednako prijetnja buduc¢nosti Izraela kao 1 Palestincima koji ¢eznu za

pristojnom vlastitom drzavom vlastite u Gazi ili na Zapadnoj obali.

[19C] (...) koji predstavlja prijetnju buducnosti Izraela kao i Palestincima koji traze

vlastitu dostojanstvenu drzavu u Gazi ili na zapadnoj obali.

This is an interesting example of a semantic error made by Yandex Translate. Here in question
is the premodifier decent which was translated better by Google Translate than by Yandex
Translate. In sentence 19B decent was translated as pristojnom which fully contains the original
meaning regarding the “good enough” meaning that is implied by the adjective decent. On the
other hand, in the translation provided by Yandex Translate which can be seen in sentence 19C,
this premodifier was translated as dostojanstvenu. While online Merriam-Webster dictionary
"defines decent as “conforming to standards of propriety, good taste, or morality”, which can
be translated as dostojanstven, in this case, decent is used in its other meaning “fairly good,

adequate, satisfactory”, which is not covered by the Croatian word dostojanstveno. There is

7 The dictionary can be accessed here: https://www.merriam-webster.com/
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only a particularly narrow contextual window in which dostojanstveno is a correct translation
for decent which does not include the aforementioned source text sentence. Apart from
pristojnom, a successful translation would be kvalitetnom, dovoljno dobrom, even postenom
which would imply some more meaning and attributes of the state, but it would still be close

enough to the original.

In the following example, Yandex Translate made quite an unexplainable semantic error
because there is no obvious connection between the original word from the source text and the

translation provided by Yandex Translate:

[20A] Biden cannot help Israel build a coalition of U.S., European and moderate Arab

partners to defeat Hamas if Netanyahu’s message to the world remains (...).

[20B] Biden ne moZe pomo¢i Izraelu da izgradi koaliciju americkih, europskih i
umjerenih arapskih partnera za poraz Hamasa ako Netanyahuova poruka svijetu ostane

na snazi (...).

[20C] Biden ne¢e moc¢i pomoci Izraelu da stvori koaliciju americkih, europskih i
umjerenih arapskih partnera kako bi porazio Hamas ako Netanjahuova poruka miru

ostane na snazi (...).

In sentence 20C there is an obvious mistranslation — in the translation provided by Yandex
Translate, the word world was translated as miru which is completely incorrect. These two
words are not even partial synonymes, so it is unclear how this error came about. One connection
that can be made here is that the word mup in Russian means the world, so it is possible that
Yandex Translate did not recognize these false friends. This highlights the difference between
Yandex Translate and Google Translate because Google Translate did not make such error of
choosing a completely wrong word as a translation. The only semantic error that Google
Translate made that Yandex Translate avoided making, which was of more significance for the
understanding of the translation, was being too vague and choosing a wrong pronoun. The
pronoun they from the source text was translated as oni by Google Translate which is not an
error by itself, however oni in the context of the translated text is not a logical continuation of
the previous sentence. They refers to the demonic forces, which are in Croatian linguistically
considered to be of feminine gender so the pronoun should also reflect this. Otherwise, it causes

confusion and is not a correct translation.
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The final group of errors are stylistic errors that make up the smallest percentage of all errors
in both translations. The translations provided by both online machine translation systems had
two stylistic errors each. One of the errors was a pleonasm in both translations, while the second
error has to be explained in further detail. Yandex Translate translated the phrase a foddler and
a baby in the stroller as malom djetetu i malom djetetu u kolicima which is not the best solution
stylistically, and the repetition of the collocation malom djetetu should be avoided. 4 baby in

the stroller translated as beba u kolicima might be the best solution in this instance.
The following sentences example the stylistic error of Google Translate:

[2TA] (...) that indicates Israel will discuss some kind of two-state solutions if

Palestinian officials can get their political house unified and in order.

[21B] (...) koja ukazuje da ¢e Izrael razgovarati o nekoj vrsti rjeSenja s dvije drzave ako

palestinski duznosnici ujedine 1 dovedu u red svoju politicku kucu.

In this instance, the meaning was retained however the metaphorical translation of get their
political house unified and in order does not exist in Croatian. It would be better to adapt the
translation to the already existing metaphors, or simply paraphrase the translation so that it
logically follows the style of the rest of the text. A better translation of this part of the sentence

would be ako se palestinski duznosnici ujedine i dovedu u red politicko stanje u drzavi.

7. Discussion

7. 1. Comparison of automatic evaluations

Based on the results presented in section 6. 1. Automatic evaluation, it is now possible to further
analyze the evaluation of machine translation of English and Russian texts done by Google
Translate and Yandex Translate. The results show that both translations of the Russian source
text got better scores in BLEU than those of the English source text. This was also the case with

the evaluation done by BERTSCORE.

Firstly, when comparing scores for translations of the Russian source text, it must be noted that
the translation provided by Yandex Translate got a higher score (35.06) than the translation done
by Google Translate (33.56) in BLEU. However, BERTSCORE scored the Yandex Translate
translation 87.2 which is slightly lower than its score for Google Translate 87.36. It is interesting
to note that both of these systems score the translations from 1 to 100, and the scores given in
BERTSCORE are considerably higher. This reflects its lenience in comparison to BLEU, which

searches for absolute matches between reference and machine translations. The third online
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automatic evaluation tool also showed preference for the Yandex Translate translation, but this
time in the form of a lower score, which signifies that fewer post-editing operations needed to
be done to match the reference translation. The difference in this case is only 0.2, with Yandex

Translate being scored 57.5, and Google Translate being scored 57.7.

On the other hand, the same evaluations were conducted for the two translations of the English
source text done by Google Translate and Yandex Translate. It must be noted that the
translations from English got lower scores in all of the cases which might be connected to the
reference translation provided by a human translator. Seeing as the translator in case has studied
Russian for five years and English for most of his life, he might have felt freer to make more
stylistic choices in the second instance. It is also important to point out that in all three automatic

evaluations of the translations of the English source text Google Translate got scored better.

To begin with, when comparing the score by BLEU of a translation offered by Google Translate,
which was awarded 31.09 points, and that of a translation provided by Yandex Translate, which
got 28.38 points, it is crucial to note that Google Translate translated the source texts closer to
a translation provided by a human translator. Although that score is indeed higher, the difference
between the scores is 2.71, which is not something that could be dismissed, however, it is clear
that both translations must have many similarities. BERTSCORE scored Google Translate with
86.73, while Yandex Translate was scored with 85.86. As it was the case with the translations
of the Russian source text, these scores are much higher than BLEU scores. The third automatic
evaluation system once again favored the Google Translate translation (60.6). On the other

hand, it scored Yandex Translate with 63.0.

The higher scores given to Google Translate by BERTSCORE are of great importance if we
take into account the basic mechanism of BERTSCORE’s evaluation. In this process of
evaluation, the focus is on the context and this system allows for more options to be considered

correct, and not only the absolute matches as BLEU.

Overall, the results show that BLEU and TER scored Yandex Translate better for its translation
of the Russian source text, while BERTSCORE favored the translation produced by Google
Translate. On the other hand, the results were homogenous for the translations of the English
source text because all of the automatic evaluations scored the translation done by Google
Translate as a better translation, or rather as the translation that is closer to the reference

produced by a human translator.
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The biggest benefit of using automatic evaluation systems is in their offering of concrete scores
that can easily be compared one to another. As per the results, in two out of three cases, Yandex
Translate translated the Russian source text better than Google Translate. However, Yandex
Translate was in all three instances scored the worst for its translation of the English source

text.

BLEU and BERTSCORE allow for a more detailed analysis of scores on a sentence level, which
is not yet available in TER. This opens an interesting area for further research of different tools
for automatic evaluation of machine translation. Even though BLEU is still one of the most
often used tools, there are increasingly more tools being developed. In order to improve such

tools, these results must be compared to the human evaluation of the same texts.

7. 2. Automatic and human evaluation

The previous section 7. 1. Comparison of automatic evaluation discussed the results of the three
different tools for automatic evaluation. However, in order to get a more in-depth analysis, these
results also have to be compared to the results of the human evaluation. The final step will be
to compare the human evaluation scores with the number of errors recognized in the detailed

analysis.

In order to determine which online machine translation system scored better, a general final
score was calculated. It is an average score that each system got for its accuracy and for its
fluency for both source texts combined. The average accuracy score for Google Translate is
4.29, and the average fluency score is 3.83. In contrast, the average accuracy score that Yandex
Translate got for its translations is 3.37, and the fluency got scored 2.83. What reflects the
quality of the translations even more are the average scores that combine both the accuracy and
fluency scores: Google Translate was scored by the participants with 4.06, while Yandex
Translate was scored 3.1. These results show that, even though in some cases Yandex Translate
scored higher than Google Translate, the translations provided by the latter were of higher
quality.

For the purposes of comparing automatic evaluation scores to human evaluations, it would be
ideal to calculate the average score for all three automatic evaluation tools, however, that is not
possible due to the fact that TER has an opposite way of evaluating the more accurate
translation, which is why each of the systems will be compared to the human evaluation scores.
First and foremost, the most prominent result that has been extracted from the questionnaire

responses is that Yandex Translate got considerably lower scores for its translations of both
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texts. Google Translate got 4.71 for its translation of the Russian source text, and 3.15 for the
translation of the English source text, while Yandex Translate got scored by the participants
with 2.66 for the Russian source text and 2.87 for the English source text. These results differ
from those that were provided by BLEU because that system recognized the translation of the
Russian text done by Yandex Translate as a better translation. The next automatic evaluation
tool, BERTSCORE, had very similar results as the results of human evaluation. In both cases,
Google Translate was considered to be closer to the reference translation in its machine
translations, however in the automatic evaluation the difference between the scores was
considerably smaller than is the case with human evaluation. Lastly, the final automatic
evaluation tool, TER, had similar results with few differences. Yandex Translate was scored
better than Google Translate for the RU-HR translation which is the opposite of the human
evaluation results. However, the translations of the English source text were scored the same in

the automatic and human evaluation.

Even though the tools for automatic evaluation did not make a major difference between the
scores given to each of the translations, the same cannot be said for the human evaluation.
However, the combination of the previously analyzed results show that Google Translate has a

slight advantage when translating the chosen texts.

Regarding the error analysis and categorization, there is no concrete numeric score on the basis
of which all of the translations can be compared, but there is sufficient data to provide a new
outlook on the research. In short, the general results showed that the translation with the least
number of errors was the translation of the English source text done by Google Translate which
had only 40 errors. On the other hand, the translation with most errors was the translation of the
Russian source text produced by Yandex Translate which had 74 errors. The remaining two
translations, the Yandex Translate translation of the English source text and the Google

Translate translation of the Russian source text, each had 53 and 52 errors respectively.

Overall, out of the five error categories Yandex Translate had more orthographic and semantic
errors, while Google Translate had more morphosyntactic and lexical errors in the translation
of the English source text. However, it is worth noting that Google Translate had only one
morphosyntactic error more than Yandex Translate, and both had only two stylistic errors.
Generally, both online machine translation systems made errors in the same parts of the text,
but Yandex Translate had more semantic errors which would be considered the basic linguistic

error, and which affects the understanding of the text drastically.
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The same analysis that has been conducted for the machine translations of the English source
text has been done in the second case for the machine translations of the Russian source text.
In this case, Yandex Translate had significantly more orthographic errors, as well as more
semantic errors. On the other hand, it was superior to Google Translate in the morphosyntactic
category, because it had four errors less than Google Translate. When it comes to the category
with lexical errors, there was one error more found in the translation provided by Google
Translate, but Yandex Translate was the only translation in which a single stylistic error was

recognized.

In order to gain a broader perspective of the translations done by Google Translate and Yandex
Translate, the number of errors done by each online machine translation system for both source
text cumulatively should be taken into account. There were 92 errors found in both translations
done by Google Translate and 127 errors in the translations provided by Yandex Translate. After
singling out semantic errors as being the most influential on the quality of the overall
translation, the numbers show that in the translations done by Yandex Translate there were 33
semantic errors. On the other hand, there were only 23 semantic errors in the translations

produced by Google Translate.

8. Conclusion

Machine translation, especially the neural type, is evolving more and more each year, however,
in order for this development to continue, experts need to evaluate and recognize both its
positive aspects as well as its drawbacks. It is imperative not only to recognize the errors
machine translation systems make, but also to find out why these errors come about and how
to eliminate that. In order for that to be possible, continuous research has to be conducted with

many different approaches to evaluating different machine translation systems.

The aim of this study was to determine which online machine translation system, Google
Translate or Yandex Translate, was better at translating politically themed texts both from
English and Russian to Croatian. This was done by three evaluation processes, automatic
evaluation, error categorization, and annotators’ evaluation. The research showed that automatic
evaluation tools generally found the translation of the Russian source text provided by Yandex
Translate to be the closest to human translation, but they also showed that the translations of
the English source text translated by the same system to be the furthest from the reference

translation.
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The results of the human evaluation were provided by six participants of the survey who,
without knowing which online machine translation system produced which translation,
evaluated their accuracy and fluency on the Likert’s scale from 1 to 5. The results for each
sentence followed no pattern because there is no one way to interpret them. The data presented
in previous sections show that the participants did not favor one of the systems over another,
but it is also important to note that the difference between accuracy and frequency were never
higher than a single point on the scale which goes to show that there is a high connection
between those two parameters. In order to attempt to translate these results in a single
comparison, the final average grades were calculated: Google Translate got 4.06, and Yandex
Translate got 3.1. These scores were enough to conclude that Google Translate produced
sentences that were more accurate from the perspective of linguists who have taken into account
all the errors and their severity and the degree to which they affect the meaning and the

understanding of the translation.

The most extensive evaluation showed that, when it comes to the translation of the English
source text, both online machine translation systems made similar errors, but Yandex Translate
had more semantic errors which are arguably the most important errors because they affect the
meaning the most. However, it should not be disregarded that Google Translate had more lexical
errors which are linguistically also important for the understanding of the translation.
Nevertheless, this part of the evaluation process showed that the translation provided by Yandex
Translate of the Russian source text also had more semantic errors, which once again highlights
the semantic accuracy of the translations produced by Google Translate. As was expected,
Yandex Translate was morphosyntactically more correct when translating the Russian source
text due to its similarity to the Croatian language. Other error categories should not be
discounted but the emphasis of this study was to evaluate how well the original meaning was
conveyed in the translation so semantic errors are naturally highlighted and put into focus. The
final count of semantic errors shows that Yandex Translate made 10 more semantic errors than
Google Translate has, so it could be concluded that precisely this online machine translation

system could be more useful for wider population of end-users.

With respect to the hypotheses, H1 and H2 were confirmed because the results of automatic
evaluation show that Google Translate got better scores for the translation from English, while
Yandex Translate got better scores for its translations of the Russian source text. Even though
H4 was confirmed because the participants scored Google Translate better than Yandex

Translate when it comes to translating from English, its complementary hypothesis was not
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proven to be correct. It was expected that Yandex Translate would get higher human evaluation
score for its translation from Russian than Google Translate, yet the results were different.
Results show that H5 was correct in expecting that Yandex Translate translated source texts
with lower levels of accuracy and fluency, however the results did not confirm the expected
sixth hypothesis. It stated that in every translation there would be the highest percentage of

orthographic errors, yet this was only accurate for both translations done by Yandex Translate.

Lastly, this study made an effort to combine both an automatic evaluation and a human
evaluation with the ultimate goal of providing a detailed analysis of machine translations for
the aforementioned two language pairs. This field of translation studies is in need of more
studies with such methodology on a bigger sample so as to see if there would be different results

and scores.
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10. Appendices
Appendix 1 — Russian ST

Otrenku Hacunus: Oyaer au Oosbiast BoiiHa Ha bamkaem Bocroke

CrpaHbl peruoHa COYyBCTBYIOT MaJleCTUHIAM B ['a3e, HO MPEAIOYUTAIOT COXPAHATh OCTATKU
CTa0MIBHOCTH. B 93THX ycClOBHSX, cuMTaeT CTapmuid HaydHbId coTpyaHHK LleHTpa
ommkHeBocToYHBIX uccnenoBannii UMOMO PAH Huxonait CypkoB, BEpOSTHBIM CIICHAPHEM
CTAaHOBUTCS MHOTOMecsYHasi ocaja ['a3bl ¢ moCIeayonMM BMEIIaTeIbCTBOM [TOCPETHUKOB U
sBakyarueli Goesnkos XAMAC B Memen mmu naxe Hpan B 0OMeH Ha OCBOGOXICHHE

H3PANJIbCKUX 3aJI0)KHUKOB

JiBuxenne XAMAC ucnosib3oBasio Kpyniyto naty — 50-j1eTre OTHOCUTENbHO YCIIEIIHON AJIst
apaboB OkTs0pbcKo# BOMHBI 1973 roga, 4ToOBI HATOMHUTE O C€0€ U TAJIECTHHCKOM mpobieme.
MOXHO TNpeArnoNoKUTh, YTO €ciu Obl arakam 7 OKTAOps IMOABEPINIMCH TOJIBKO BOEHHBIE
00BEKTHI, TO peakuus M3pauss u noaaepKUBarOIIUX €ro CTpaH MoIIa ObITh HECKOJIBKO Oolee
caep>kaHHON. B KOHIle KOHIIOB, U3PAUIIBTSIHE KaK-TO CMUPUIIMCH C MOTEPSIMHU U (HaKTUUECKUM
MPOBAJIOM CBOEH BOMCKOBOM omnepanuu B JIuBane getom 2006 roma. Ho ceituac u3pauibckoe
oO0IIeCTBO, a 3HAYUT, U U30HpaeMble UM MOJIUTUKU, HE MOIJIO HE OTpearupoBaTh Ha THICAYU
KEPTB CPEU TPAKIAAHCKOro HaceneHus. M3panib mepexust caMblid CUJIBHBINA IIOK J1a’Ke HE ¢
1973 roga, Korja HU OAMH BPaXECKHUHM COJIJAT TaK W HE CTYNHWJ Ha €ro TEPPUTOPHUIO, a CO
BPEMEHHU MO-HACTOAILIEMY TSXKEIOW U KpOBOMPOJIUTHOM BoliHbl 3a He3aBucuMocTh 1948 rona,
U Tenephb MpaBUTENbCTBO buHbsiMuHa HeTaHbsXy IeHCTBYeT, KaK 4YeJIOBEK B COCTOSHUU

addexra, 6€3 ONISAAKK HA Uy)KOE MHEHHE.

I'mGenbp MUpHBIX xuTesied ['a3bl BBI3BIBAET OCYXKJEHHE M TOUCTHHE Oypro HEroJ0oBaHUS B
apabCkoM Mupe U B OOJBIIMHCTBE MYCYJIbMAHCKUX CTpaH. Moil 0ObIUHO cAep)KaHHBIN
apabCKMii KoJjlera MOYTH IUIAaKall, paccKas3blBas O I'MOENM CBOEro MaJeCTMHCKOIO Jpyra-
npodeccopa co Bceil cembeil B pesynbTare aBuaygapa. Ha stom ¢one CMMU moctosiHHO
MYCCUPYIOT TeMy HOBOM Oonbmiol BoWHbI Ha bmwkHem Boctoke, cobupas KIMKH U
IIPOCMOTPBI, HO CITYCTS MOYTH MeCsI] MMocie Hadajga KOH(IMKTa B ['a3e HUKTO U3 CEPbe3HbIX

PETMOHAJIBHBIX UTPOKOB TaK U HE BCTYMWJI B KOHQIIUKT.
ITapan yrpos
ApaOckue cTpaHbl 3aHSUIM OTKPOBEHHO BBDKUAATENbHYIO No3unuio. CaynoBckast ApaBus, Jie-

dakTO MIEp peruoHa, OrpPaHMYMBACTCS  KPUTUYECKOW  pUTOpUKOM H  cOopom
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OIaroTBOPUTEIHHBIX MOKEPTBOBAHUH. J[a)ke B COICETSAX MOTaHHBIE KOPOJIEBCTBA BEAYT CEOs
OCTOPOJKHO, & 0 KAKUX-TO MAaCCOBBIX IMYOJIUYHBIX aKIHUSIX B OJICPKKY [lanecTiuHbl HUYero He
ciplHo. B Kaupe mombITKM yJIMYHBIX aruTaTopoB, CKOpee BCEro, M3 YHCJIa MECTHBIX
HCIIAMHUCTOB, YCTPOUThH CTUXUIHBIC IEMOHCTPAIIMH TOKE HE BBI3BIBAIOT 0COOOT0 SHTY3UA3Ma Y
HaceleHus. Erunerckue sKCrnepThl U3 TOCCTPYKTYP OCTOPOKHO PACCYKIAI0T O TOM, UTO MOXKHO
06110 OBI TOBTOPUTH 1982 o 1 BEIBe3TH O0eBHKOB X AMAC 13 ["a3sl kKyna-HUOYAb [TOAIbIINe
— Kak u3BecTHO, mnocie JluBanckod BoiHBI 1982 roga W3pamnb BbIHYAWa OOEBHKOB

Opranuzanun ocBoboxaeHus [lanectunst (OOIT) nokunyTs JIuBan u nepedparbest B TyHuc.

[Tocne nHauana xkoH(UIMKTa BCE B30pbI OBLIM ycTpemiieHbl Ha MpaH — MIaBHOTO U CaMoOro
CUJIBHOTO PETHOHANBHOrO mnpoTtuBHUKAa M3pamns. OgHako OBICTPO CTalo TMOHSTHO, YTO B
Terepane He XOTAT BOMHBL, N0 KpalHeW Mepe B HacToAmMh MoMeHT. Kak
METKO BBIPA3UJICS OJJUH OUYEHb YBaXKA€MbIN IKCTIEPT U3 peruoHa, Mpan npeanoynTaeT He crienia
«TKatb Ha bimxHem BocToke CBOW TMEpPCHUIICKUN KOBEP», a HACWIME HCIOJb3YEeT OYECHb
JO3UPOBAHHO W TOYeyHO, u30eras mnpsmon KoHPpouTamuu. [lodTomy 3amada oxazaHus
nasieHus Ha M3paunb, a 3aonH0 Ha CIIA, Oplia 1o TpaauIiuy JeIerupoBaHa IPyKECTBEHHBIM

Hcnamckoit pecyOiinke HeTocyaapcTBeHHBIM akTopam B JIuBane, Cupun, Upake u Memene.

B nocnennue nenenu okTaOps 3aMeTHO 000CTpriIach 0OCTaHOBKA Ha ceBepe M3pawmis. Apmus
oOoponbl M3pauns W JIMBaHCKOE MABIDKEHHE «Xe300iu1a» OOMEHHBAIOTCS OOJIC3HCHHBIMU
yIapamu, HECyT HOTEpH, HO BCE MPOMCXOJSINEE BIOJNb JIMHUU CONPHKOCHOBEHHS OOJIbIIE
MOXOJKE Ha JICMOHCTPAIIMIO CHIIBI ¥ TOTOBHOCTH €€ TPUMEHUTh, HEXKEJI Ha HACTOSIIYIO BOMHY.
[IpencraBuTh, Kakoi pa3pymIUTeIbHON OHA MOXET OKa3aThCs, OyIET JIETKO, €CIIM BCTIOMHHTh
coOpiTusg 2006 rona. CkiaapiBaeTcs BIIEUATIICEHHE, YTO PYKOBOACTBO «Xe€300IJIbI» MBITAETCS
YCHUJICTh Ha JIByX CTYJIbSIX — MPOJEMOHCTPUPOBATH COIHIAPHOCTD C TAJICCTHHIIAMHU M B TO XKE
BpeMsi HE OKa3aTbCs BTSHYTHIM B OOJNbIIOH KOH(GIMKT ¢ M3pamnem. BoeHHbIH moTeHIna
«Xe300JUTbl» 3HAYUTENICH, HO OH INPEJHAa3HAYCeH HE CTOJBKO JUIS HACTYIUICHUS, CKOJBKO JUIS
caepxuBanusi V3pamis B MHTepecax MOBBIIICHHUS BIUsSHUA «Xe300/bl» BHyTpu JluBaHa.
JIBuxenue ¢ 2006 rofia moab3yeTCs CTaTyCOM «3alllUTHUKA OT M3paussy, 4To rapaHTUPYET eMy
JIOJTIO BO BJIACTH M MIPECTUXK, a MacIITaOHbIe 00eBbIe IEHCTBUS ¢ OOMOapIupOBKaMH U 6OSIMU

Ha 3eMJIE MOTYT OY€Hb CUIIbHO 00€CKPOBUTH TPYIIITUPOBKY.
PaxkerTr! ¢ rora

EnuncTBeHHas CuJia, KOTOpas HY6J'II/I‘-IHO )51 O(I)I/II_II/IaJ'ILHO BCTyIIWJIa B KOH(I)J'II/II(T Ha CTOPOHC

XAMAC, — 2310 HieMeHcKoe ABIKeHuE «AHcap Aiay, WIN XyCUTbI, KOTOpbIX CaynoBckas
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ApaBus u CHIA cuumTatoT upaHCKUMU NpokcH. OJHAKO B pEajbHOCTU y XyCHUTOB HET
BO3MOKHOCTH CEPbE3HO TOBIMATH HA CHUTyallMl0 BOKpYr I'a3bl, a HX IIONBITKU
OpraHu30BaTh pakeTHbIe oOcCTpensl M3panmns Oonbine TOX0XKH Ha A(PQPEKTHbIE KECTHI,
IIpeIHa3HAYEeHHbIE /ISl MOJIHATUS OOEBOro Jyxa COOCTBEHHOI'O HACEJIEHUS W NPUBJICYCHUS
BHUMaHUsA. JKeCTKMI aHTHH3paWIbCKUN HappaTHB XyCHUTOB CHOPMHUpPOBAJICS JaBHO. Ecimu
IIOCMOTPETh UX BUJEOPOIMKH, CHATBIE €11 HECKOJIBKO JIET Ha3aJ IMOCJe pa3rpoMa caydoBCKUX
KOJIOHH, TO MOXKHO YCJIBIIIATh, KaK MPOCTbIE OOMIIBI C KapoM 3asiBJISIOT O TOM, YTO OHH BOIOIOT
He ¢ CaynmoBckoil ApaBueit, a ¢ AMepukoit u M3pannem, KOTopble SKOOBI CTOAT 3a CIUHOMN
KOpoJieBCTBa. Tak 4TO HBIHEIIHKME JEHCTBUS U 3asBICHUS PyKOBOJICTBA «AHCap AJuia» BIOJIHE
BIIMCHIBAIOTCS B HAPUCOBAHHYIO €r0 IMpolnaraHaucTaMu KapTuHy mupa. [Ipu stom oOcTpes
W3pans ¢ TeppuTopun MemeHa He HOCAT MACCHPOBAHHOTO XapakTepa M BPSL JIM JOCTUTHYT
eI C YYeTOM JIOCTaTOYHO IUIOTHOW U, CyAs IO Bcemy, paboTOCIOCOOHON CUCTEMBI

MIPOTUBOPAKETHOU 0OOPOHBI.

OO6cTaHOBKA B PETHOHE MEHSETCS] OUE€Hb OBICTPO — BO3MOKHBI JIHOObIE IIOBOPOTHI U, YTO XYXKE,
HEMIPOCUUTHIBaeMble M3 MOCKBBI HEOXHJAAaHHOCTH. OIHAKO TIOKa BCE TOTEHIIUABbHBIE
3AIUTHUKY TAJIECTHHIIEB MPEANOYNTAIOT JaBUPOBATh, YKIOHSSICH OT Y4acTHsl B HEHY)KHOM U
HEBBITOJJHOM KOH(UIMKTE, TOJIarasch Ha JACMOHCTPAIlMA CHJIBI W TINATEIBHO JO3UPYS €€
MIPUMEHEHHE — KaK CTaJI0 MOJIHO TOBOPUTD, UCIIOJIb3YIOT Pa3HbIE «OTTEHKHA HAcUIUs». B 310
CBSI3M OYCHH OIIYTHUMO OTYasHUE JItoAeH B ['a3e, KOTOphIe MOHMMAIOT, YTO 32 HMX HHUKTO HE
BCTYIUTCS, U C HECKPHIBAEMOM TOPEUbIO TOBOPAT, YTO MX OPOCHIIM Ha MPOU3BOJ CYIbOBI —
MEXy MOJIOTOM M HakoBajbHEH. M 1Moka 4TO caMbIM ONTHUMHCTHYHBIM BBHITJISLAWT CLICHAPUH,
npu KotopoM noBroputcs 1982 rog, — mHoromecsiuHasi ocazaa I'a3pl, Kak Korga-To 3amajaHoro
BeiipyTa, ¢ mocienyoomuM BMENIaTeIbCTBOM MOCPETHUKOB U dBakyalnei 6oeBukoB XAMAC

B Vemen mmm naxe MpaH B 06MeH Ha 0CBOGOYXKIEHHE H3PAMIBECKUX 3aT0KHHKOB.
Appendix 2 — Yandex Translate translation of RU ST
Nijanse nasilja: hoce li biti Velikog rata na Bliskom Istoku

Zemlje u regiji suosjecaju s Palestincima u Gazi, ali radije zadrzavaju ostatke stabilnosti. U tim
uvjetima, smatra visi znanstvenik centra za bliskoisto¢ne studije IMEMO RAS Nikolaj Surkov,
vjerojatni scenarij postaje viSemjesecna Opsada gaze, nakon cega slijedi intervencija
posrednika i evakuacija militanata Hamasa u Jemen ili ¢ak Iran u zamjenu za oslobadanje

izraelskih talaca
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Pokret Hamas iskoristio je okrugli datum — 50. obljetnicu relativno uspjeSnog arapskog rata u
listopadu 1973. - kako bi podsjetio na sebe i palestinski problem. MozZe se pretpostaviti da bi,
ako su 7.listopada napadnuti samo vojni objekti, odgovor Izraela i zemalja koje ga podrzavaju
mogao biti neSto suzdrzaniji. Na kraju su se Izraelci nekako pomirili s gubicima i stvarnim
neuspjehom svoje vojne operacije u Libanonu u ljeto 2006. Ali sada izraelsko drustvo, a time i
politicari koje je izabralo, nije moglo ne reagirati na Tisuce civilnih Zrtava. Izrael je dozivio
najgori Sok ¢ak ni od 1973.godine, kada nijedan neprijateljski vojnik nije kro¢io na njegov
teritorij, ve¢ od stvarno teSkog i krvavog rata za neovisnost 1948. godine, a sada Vlada

Benjamina Netanjahua djeluje kao ¢ovjek u stanju afekta, bez obzira na tude misljenje.

Smrt civila u Gazi izaziva osudu 1 uistinu oluju ogorCenja u arapskom svijetu i vecini
muslimanskih zemalja. Moj obi¢no rezervirani Arapski kolega gotovo je plakao dok je s cijelom
obitelji prepriCavao smrt svog palestinskog prijatelja profesora u zratnom napadu. U tom
kontekstu, mediji stalno raspravljaju o novom velikom ratu na Bliskom Istoku, prikupljajuci
klikove 1 poglede, ali gotovo mjesec dana nakon pocetka sukoba u Gazi, nitko od ozbiljnih

regionalnih igraca nije uSao u sukob.
Parada prijetnji

Arapske zemlje zauzele su otvoreno stajaliSte cekanja. Saudijska Arabija, de facto voda regije,
ograni¢ena je na kriti¢ku retoriku i prikupljanje dobrotvornih donacija. Cak se i na dru§tvenim
mrezama podanici kraljevstva ponaSaju oprezno, a o nekim masovnim javnim akcijama u
potporu Palestini nista se ne ¢uje. U Kairu pokusaji uli¢nih agitatora, najvjerojatnije medu
lokalnim islamistima, da organiziraju spontane demonstracije takoder ne izazivaju veliko
odusevljenje stanovnistva. Egipatski stru¢njaci iz vladinih agencija oprezno tvrde da bi bilo
moguce ponoviti 1982.godinu 1 izvesti borce Hamasa iz Gaze negdje daleko-kao $to znate,
nakon libanonskog rata 1982. godine Izrael je prisilio militante Palestinske oslobodilacke

organizacije (PLO) da napuste Libanon i presele se u Tunis.

Nakon pocetka sukoba, sve su o¢i bile uprte u Iran, glavnog i najjaceg regionalnog protivnika
Izraela. Medutim, brzo je postalo jasno da Teheran ne Zeli rat, barem u ovom trenutku. Kao §to
je prikladno rekao jedan vrlo cijenjeni stru¢njak iz regije, Iran radije polako "Tka svoj perzijski
tepih na Bliskom Istoku", a nasilje koristi na vrlo odmjeren i precizan nacin, izbjegavajuci
izravno suceljavanje. Stoga je zadatak vrSenja pritiska na Izrael, a istovremeno i na SAD,
tradicionalno delegiran prijateljskim islamskim republikama nedrZzavnim akterima u Libanonu,

Siriji, Iraku 1 Jemenu.
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Posljednjih tjedana listopada situacija na sjeveru lzraela znatno se pogorSala. Izraelske
obrambene snage i libanonski pokret "Hezbollah" razmjenjuju bolne udare, trpe gubitke, ali sve
Sto se dogada duz linije dodira vise li¢i na demonstraciju snage i spremnosti za njezinu primjenu
nego na stvarni rat. Zamisliti koliko bi to moglo biti destruktivno bilo bi lako kad se prisjetite
dogadaja iz 2006.godine. Stjece se dojam da vodstvo "Hezbollaha" pokusava sjediti na dvije
stolice — pokazati solidarnost s Palestincima i istodobno se ne uvuéi u veliki sukob s Izraclom.
Vojni potencijal " Hezbollaha "je znacajan, ali nije toliko namijenjen napadu, ve¢ zadrZzavanju
Izraela u interesu povecanja utjecaja" Hezbollaha " unutar Libanona. Pokret od 2006.godine
uziva status "zastitnika od Izraela", §to mu jam¢i udio u moc¢i 1 ugledu, a velike borbene akcije

s bombardiranjem 1 borbama na zemlji mogu jako iscrpiti grupu.
Rakete s juga

Jedina sila koja je javno 1 sluZzbeno usla u sukob na strani Hamasa je jemenski pokret "Ansar
alla", ili Huti, koje Saudijska Arabija 1 SAD smatraju iranskim opunomocenicima. Medutim, u
stvarnosti, Huti nemaju nac¢ina da ozbiljno utjecu na situaciju oko gaze, a njihovi pokusaji
organiziranja raketnih napada na Izrael viSe su poput spektakularnih gesta namijenjenih
podizanju borbenog duha vlastitog stanovnistva i privlacenju paznje. Kruti antiizraelski narativ
Hutija nastao je davno. Ako pogledate njihove videozapise snimljene prije nekoliko godina
nakon poraza saudijskih kolona, moZete ¢uti kako obiéni borci Zarko izjavljuju da se ne bore
sa Saudijskom Arabijom, ve¢ s Amerikom 1 Izraelom, koji navodno stoje iza leda kraljevstva.
Dakle, trenutne akcije 1 izjave vodstva "Ansar alla" sasvim se uklapaju u sliku svijeta koju su
nacrtali njegovi propagandisti. Istodobno, granatiranje Izraela s teritorija Jemena nije masivno
1 malo je vjerojatno da ¢e postiéi cilj s obzirom na prilicno gust i, ¢ini se, uc¢inkovit sustav

proturaketne obrane.

Situacija u regiji mijenja se vrlo brzo-moguc¢i su Bilo kakvi zavoji i, §to je jo§ gore, iznenadenja
koja se ne mogu racunati iz Moskve. Medutim, za sada svi potencijalni branitelji Palestinaca
radije manevriraju, izbjegavaju¢i sudjelovanje u nepotrebnom i nepovoljnom sukobu,
oslanjajuci se na demonstracije sile 1 pazljivo doziraju¢i njezinu upotrebu — kako je postalo
moderno reéi, koriste razlicite "nijanse nasilja". S tim u vezi, o€aj ljudi u Gazi vrlo je opipljiv,
koji shvacaju da se nitko nece zauzeti za njih, 1 s neskrivenom gor¢inom kazu da su prepusteni
¢e se ponoviti 1982. — viSemjesecna Opsada Gaze, kao nekada Zapadnog Bejruta, pracena
intervencijom posrednika i evakuacijom militanata Hamasa u Jemen ili ¢ak Iran u zamjenu za
oslobadanje izraelskih talaca.
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Appendix 3 — Google Translate translation of RU ST
Nijanse nasilja: hoce li biti velikog rata na Bliskom istoku

Zemlje u regiji suosjecaju s Palestincima u Gazi, ali viSe vole zadrzati neke ostatke stabilnosti.
Pod tim uvjetima, kaze Nikolaj Surkov, visi istraziva¢ u Centru za bliskoistocne studije pri
IMEMO RAS, vjerojatan scenarij je viSemjeseCna opsada Gaze pracena intervencijom
posrednika i evakuacijom Hamasovih militanata u Jemen ili ¢ak Iran u zamjenu za oslobadanje

izraelskih talaca

Pokret Hamas iskoristio je obljetnicu - 50. obljetnicu za Arape relativno uspjesnog listopadskog
rata 1973. - da podsjeti na sebe 1 na palestinski problem. MoZe se pretpostaviti da bi 7. listopada,
da su napadnuti samo vojni ciljevi, reakcija Izraela 1 zemalja koje ga podupiru mogla biti nesto
suzdrzanija. Na kraju su se Izraelci nekako pomirili s gubicima i praktickim neuspjehom svoje
vojne operacije u Libanonu u ljeto 2006. godine. Ali sada izraelsko drustvo, a time i politiCari
koje bira, nisu mogli ne reagirati na tisuce civilnih Zrtava. Izrael je najveci Sok doZivio ne od
1973. godine, kada niti jedan neprijateljski vojnik nije kro¢io na njegov teritorij, ve¢ od uistinu
tesSkog 1 krvavog rata za neovisnost 1948. godine, a sada se vlada Benjamina Netanyahua ponasa

kao ¢ovjek sposoban afektirati, bez obzira na tuda misljenja.

Smrt civila u Gazi izaziva osude i1 doista buru ogorCenja u arapskom svijetu i vecini
muslimanskih zemalja. Moj inace suzdrzani arapski kolega gotovo je zaplakao kad je govorio
o pogibiji svog prijatelja profesora Palestinca i cijele njegove obitelji u zracnom napadu. U tom
kontekstu, mediji konstantno raspravljaju o novom velikom ratu na Bliskom istoku, skupljaju
klikove 1 preglede, ali gotovo mjesec dana nakon pocetka sukoba u Gazi nitko od ozbiljnih

regionalnih igraca nije usao u sukob. .
Parada prijetn;ji

Arapske zemlje zauzele su stav otvorenog cekanja. Saudijska Arabija, de facto lider regije,
ograni¢ava se na kriti¢ku retoriku i prikupljanje dobrotvornih priloga. Cak se i na drustvenim
mrezama gradani kraljevine ponasaju oprezno i nista se nije ¢ulo o masovnim javnim akcijama
podrske Palestini. U Kairu pokuSaji uli¢nih agitatora, najvjerojatnije iz redova lokalnih
islamista, da organiziraju spontane demonstracije takoder ne izazivaju veliko oduSevljenje
stanovnistva. Egipatski stru¢njaci iz vladinih agencija oprezno nagadaju da bi bilo moguce

ponoviti 1982. 1 odvesti Hamasove militante iz Gaze negdje daleko - kao §to je poznato, Izrael
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je nakon libanonskog rata 1982. prisilio militante Palestinske oslobodilacke organizacije (PLO)

da napustiti Libanon i preseliti se u Tunis .

Nakon pocetka sukoba sve su o¢i bile uprte u Iran, glavnog i najjaceg regionalnog protivnika
Izraela. No, brzo je postalo jasno da Teheran ne zeli rat, barem u ovom trenutku. Kako je
prikladno rekao jedan vrlo cijenjeni stru¢njak iz regije, Iran preferira polako “tkati svoj perzijski
tepih na Bliskom istoku”, a nasilje koristi vrlo odmjereno i ciljano, izbjegavajuci izravnu
konfrontaciju. Stoga je zadatak pritiska na Izrael, a ujedno 1 na SAD, tradicionalno delegiran
nedrZzavnim akterima prijateljski raspoloZenim prema Islamskoj Republici u Libanonu, Siriji,

Iraku i Jemenu.

Posljednjih tjedana listopada situacija u sjevernom Izraelu se osjetno pogorsala. Izraelske
obrambene snage 1 libanonski pokret Hezbollah razmjenjuju bolne udarce i trpe gubitke, ali sve
Sto se dogada uz crtu dodira vise li¢i na demonstraciju sile 1 spremnosti da se ona upotrijebi,
nego na pravi rat. Lako je zamisliti koliko bi to moglo biti razorno ako se prisjetimo dogadaja
iz 2006. godine. Stjece se dojam da vodstvo Hezbollaha pokuSava sjediti na dvije stolice -
pokazati solidarnost s Palestincima i istovremeno ne biti uvuceno u veliki sukob s Izraclom.
Hezbollahov vojni potencijal je znacajan, ali nije toliko namijenjen ofenzivi koliko
obuzdavanju Izraela u interesu povecanja Hezbollahovog utjecaja unutar Libanona. Od 2006.

n X

pokret uziva status "branitelja protiv Izraela", §to mu jamci udio u moci i1 prestizu, a vojne
operacije velikih razmjera s bombardiranjem 1 borbama na terenu mogu uvelike raskrvariti

skupinu.
Rakete s juga

Jedina sila koja je javno i sluZzbeno usla u sukob na strani Hamasa je jemenski pokret Ansar
Allah ili Huti, koje Saudijska Arabija 1 Sjedinjene DrZave smatraju iranskim opunomocenicima.
No, u stvarnosti Huti nemaju mogucnosti ozbiljnije utjecati na situaciju oko Gaze, a njihovi
pokusaji da organiziraju raketne napade na Izrael viSe su poput spektakularnih gesta kojima se
podiZze moral vlastitog stanovniStva i privla¢i pozornost. Tvrdi antiizraelski narativ Hutija
formiran je dugo vremena. Ako pogledate njihove videe, snimljene prije nekoliko godina nakon
poraza saudijskih kolona, mozZete Cuti kako obi¢ni borci strastveno izjavljuju da se ne bore
protiv Saudijske Arabije, ve¢ protiv Amerike i Izraela, koji navodno stoje iza kraljevstva. Tako
da se trenutni postupci i izjave rukovodstva Ansar Allaha dobro uklapaju u sliku svijeta koju

crtaju njegovi propagandisti. U isto vrijeme, granatiranje Izraela iz Jemena nije masivno i malo

53



je vjerojatno da ¢e posti¢i svoj cilj, s obzirom na prilicno gust i, oCito, ucinkovit sustav

proturaketne obrane.

Situacija u regiji se vrlo brzo mijenja - moguéi su bilo kakvi obrati i, $to je jo§ gore, iznenadenja
koja Moskva nije proracunata. Medutim, do sada svi potencijalni branitelji Palestinaca vise vole
manevrirati, izbjegavajuci sudjelovanje u nepotrebnom i neprofitabilnom sukobu, oslanjajuci
se na demonstraciju sile i pazljivo mjereéi njezinu upotrebu - kako je postalo moderno reci,
koriste razli¢ite "nijanse nasilja". ” U tom pogledu itekako je opipljiv o€aj ljudi u Gazi koji
shvacaju da se nitko nece zauzeti za njih, te s neskrivenom gor¢inom govore kako su ostavljeni
scenarijem ¢ini onaj u kojem se ponavlja 1982. - viSemjesecna opsada Gaze, kao $to je nekada
bio Zapadni Bejrut, pracena intervencijom posrednika i evakuacijom Hamasovih militanata u

Jemen ili ¢ak Iran u zamjenu za oslobadanje izraelskih talaca.
Appendix 4 — English ST

People warned me before I came to Tel Aviv a few days ago that the Israel of Oct. 7 is an Israel
that I’ve never been to before. They were right. It is a place in which Israelis have never lived
before, a nation that Israeli generals have never had to protect before, an ally that America has
never had to defend before — certainly not with the urgency and resolve that would lead a U.S.

president to fly over and buck up the whole nation.

After traveling around Israel and the West Bank, I now understand why so much has changed.
It is crystal clear to me that Israel is in real danger — more danger than at any other time since

its War of Independence in 1948. And it’s for three key reasons:

First, Israel is facing threats from a set of enemies who combine medieval theocratic
worldviews with 21st-century weaponry — and are no longer organized as small bands of
militiamen but as modern armies with brigades, battalions, cybercapabilities, long-range
rockets, drones and technical support. I am speaking about Iranian-backed Hamas, Hezbollah,
Islamic militias in Iraq and the Houthis in Yemen — and now even the openly Hamas-
embracing Vladimir Putin. These foes have long been there, but all of them seemed to surface

together like dragons during this conflict, threatening Israel with a 360-degree war all at once.

How does a modern democracy live with such a threat? This is exactly the question these
demonic forces wanted to instill in the mind of every Israeli. They are not seeking a territorial

compromise with the Jewish state. Their goal is to collapse the confidence of Israelis that their
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defense and intelligence services can protect them from surprise attacks across their borders —
so Israelis will, first, move away from the border regions and then they will move out of the

country altogether.

I am stunned by how many Israelis now feel this danger personally, no matter where they live
— starting with a friend who lives in Jerusalem telling me that she and her husband just got gun
licenses to have pistols at home. No one is going to snatch their children and take them into a

tunnel. Hamas, alas, has tunneled fear into many, many Israeli heads far from the Gaza border.

The second danger I see is that the only conceivable way that Israel can generate the legitimacy,
resources, time and allies to fight such a difficult war with so many enemies is if it has
unwavering partners abroad, led by the United States. President Biden, quite heroically, has
been trying to help Israel with its immediate and legitimate goal of dismantling Hamas’s
messianic terrorist regime in Gaza — which is as much a threat to the future of Israel as it is to

Palestinians longing for a decent state of their own in Gaza or the West Bank.

But Israel’s war against Hamas in Gaza entails urban, house-to-house fighting that creates
thousands of civilian casualties — innocent men, women and children — among whom Hamas
deliberately embedded itself to force Israel to have to kill those innocents in order to kill the

Hamas leadership and uproot its miles of attack tunnels.

But Biden can sustainably generate the support Israel needs only if Israel is ready to engage in
some kind of a wartime diplomatic initiative directed at the Palestinians in the West Bank —
and hopefully in a post-Hamas Gaza — that indicates Israel will discuss some kind of two-state

solutions if Palestinian officials can get their political house unified and in order.
This leads directly to my third, deep concern.

Israel has the worst leader in its history — maybe in all of Jewish history — who has no will or

ability to produce such an initiative.

Worse, I am stunned by the degree to which that leader, Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu,
continues to put the interests of holding on to the support of his far-right base — and pre-
emptively blaming Israel’s security and intelligence services for the war — ahead of
maintaining national solidarity or doing some of the basic things that Biden needs in order to

get Israel the resources, allies, time and legitimacy it needs to defeat Hamas.

Biden cannot help Israel build a coalition of U.S., European and moderate Arab partners to

defeat Hamas if Netanyahu’s message to the world remains, in effect: “Help us defeat Hamas
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in Gaza while we work to expand settlements, annex the West Bank and build a Jewish

supremacist state there.”
Let’s drill down on these dangers.

Last Saturday night, a retired Israeli Army commander stopped by my hotel in Tel Aviv to share
his perspective on the war. I took him to the 18th-floor executive lounge for our chat, and when
we got into the elevator to go up, we joined a family of four — two parents, a toddler and a
baby in a stroller. The Israeli general asked them where they were from. “Kiryat Shmona,” the

father answered.
Appendix 5 — Yandex Translate translation of EN ST

Ljudi su me upozorili prije nego §to sam prije nekoliko dana stigao u Tel Aviv da je Izrael
7.listopada Izrael u kojem nikada prije nisam bio. Bili su u pravu. To je mjesto u kojem Izraelci
nikada prije nisu Zivjeli, nacija koju izraelski generali nikada prije nisu morali braniti, saveznik
kojeg Amerika nikada prije nije morala braniti — zasigurno ne s toliko hitnosti 1 odlu¢nosti da

bi americki predsjednik doletio i podigao cijelu naciju na noge.

Nakon putovanja Izraclom 1 Zapadnom obalom, sada razumijem zaSto se toliko toga
promijenilo. Jasno mi je da je Izrael u stvarnoj opasnosti — vecoj opasnosti nego u bilo koje

drugo vrijeme od revolucionarnog rata 1948. I to iz tri klju¢na razloga:

Prvo, Izrael se suoCava s prijetnjama mnostva neprijatelja koji kombiniraju srednjovjekovni
teokratski svjetonazor s naoruzanjem 21.stoljeCa—i vise nisu organizirani kao male milicijske
jedinice, ve¢ kao moderne vojske s brigadama, bataljunima, kibernetickim sposobnostima,
raketama dugog dometa, bespilotnim letjelicama i tehnickom podr§kom. Govorim o Hamasu,
"Hezbollahu", islamskim milicijama u Iraku i hutijima u Jemenu, a sada ¢ak i o otvoreno
podrZzavaju¢em Hamasu Vladimiru Putinu. Ti su neprijatelji ve¢ dugo tu, ali ¢inilo se da su svi
zajedno isplivali na povrS§inu poput zmajeva tijekom ovog sukoba, prijete¢i Izraelu ratom od

360 stupnjeva odjednom.

Kako moderna demokracija moZe Zivjeti s takvom prijetnjom? Upravo je to pitanje koje su ove
demonske sile htjele ubaciti u um svakog Izraelaca. Ne traze teritorijalni kompromis sa
zidovskom drzavom. Njihov je cilj potkopati povjerenje Izraelaca da ih njihove obrambene i
obavjestajne sluzbe mogu zastititi od iznenadnih napada preko njihovih granica — pa ¢e se

Izraelci prvo povuéi iz pograni¢nih podrucja, a zatim potpuno napustiti zemlju.
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Sokiran sam koliko Izraelaca sada osobno osjeéa ovu opasnost, bez obzira gdje Zive — pocevsi
od prijateljice koja zivi u Jeruzalemu koja mi je rekla da su ona i njezin suprug upravo dobili
dozvole za nosenje oruzja kako bi imali pistolje kod kuée. Nitko im nece oteti djecu i odvesti
ih u tunel. Hamas je, nazalost, usadio strah u mnoge, mnoge izraelske glave daleko od granice

s gazom.

Druga opasnost koju vidim je da je jedini zamislivi nacin na koji Izrael moze osigurati
legitimitet, resurse, vrijeme 1 saveznike za vodenje tako sloZenog rata s toliko neprijatelja imati
nepokolebljive partnere u inozemstvu predvodene Sjedinjenim Drzavama. Predsjednik Biden,
na potpuno herojski nacin, pokuSava pomoc¢i Izraelu u njegovom neposrednom 1 legitimnom
cilju — demontiranju hamasovog mesijanskog teroristickog rezima u Gazi, koji predstavlja
prijetnju buducnosti Izraela kao 1 Palestincima koji traze vlastitu dostojanstvenu drzavu u Gazi

ili na zapadnoj obali.

No, izraelski rat protiv Hamasa u Gazi podrazumijeva urbane borbe od kuc¢e do kuce koje
rezultiraju tisu¢ama civilnih zrtava - nevinih muskaraca, Zena 1 djece - medu kojima se Hamas
namjerno infiltrirao kako bi prisilio Izrael da ubije ove nevine ljude kako bi unistio vodstvo

Hamasa 1 iskorijenio kilometre njegovih tunela za napade.

No, Biden moze odrzivo dobiti potporu koja je Izraelu potrebna samo ako je Izrael spreman
sudjelovati u bilo kojoj ratnoj diplomatskoj inicijativi usmjerenoj protiv Palestinaca na
zapadnoj obali—i nadamo se u Gazi nakon povlac¢enja Hamasa - §to ukazuje da ¢e Izrael
raspravljati o nekakvim rjeSenjima dviju drzava ako Palestinski duznosnici mogu postici svoj

put. politicka kuca je ujedinjena i u redu.
To izravno dovodi do moje trece, duboke zabrinutosti.

Izrael ima najgoreg vodu u svojoj povijesti — mozda u cijeloj zidovskoj povijesti — koji nema

ni volje ni sposobnosti da pokrene takvu inicijativu.

Sto je jo§ gore, zapanjen sam u kojoj mjeri ovaj ¢elnik, Premijer Benjamin Netanjahu, nastavlja
stavljati interese odrZavanja potpore svojoj krajnje desnicarskoj bazi-i preventivno optuZivati
izraelske sigurnosne i obavjestajne sluzbe za rat — iznad odrzavanja nacionalne solidarnosti ili
obavljanja nekih od osnovne stvari koje su Bidenu potrebne kako bi Izraelu pruzio resurse,

saveznike, vrijeme 1 legitimitet koji su mu potrebni da porazi Hamas.

Biden ne¢e moc¢i pomo¢i Izraelu da stvori koaliciju ameri¢kih, europskih i umjerenih arapskih

partnera kako bi porazio Hamas ako Netanjahuova poruka miru ostane na snazi: "Pomozite nam

57



da porazimo Hamas u Gazi dok radimo na Sirenju naselja, aneksiji Zapadne obale i

uspostavljanju tamosnje drzave zidovske prevlasti."
Zaustavimo se na tim opasnostima.

Prosle subote navecer umirovljeni zapovjednik izraelske vojske svratio je u moj hotel u Tel
Avivu kako bi podijelio svoj pogled na rat. Odveo sam ga u izvr$ni salon na 18.katu radi naseg
razgovora, a kad smo usli u dizalo da se popnemo gore, pridruzili smo se ¢etveroclanoj obitelji-
dva roditelja, malom djetetu 1 malom djetetu u kolicima. Izraelski general pitao ih je odakle

dolaze. "Kirjat-Smona", odgovorio je otac.
Appendix 6 — Google Translate translation of EN ST

Ljudi su me upozorili prije nego Sto sam doSao u Tel Aviv prije nekoliko dana da je Izrael od 7.
listopada Izrael u kojem nikada prije nisam bio. Imali su pravo. To je mjesto na kojem Izraelci
kojeg Amerika nikada prije nije morala braniti - svakako ne s hitnoS¢u i1 odlué¢nosc¢u koja bi

navela ameri¢kog predsjednika da odleti viSe 1 di¢i cijelu naciju.

Nakon putovanja po Izraelu 1 Zapadnoj obali, sada razumijem zasto se toliko toga promijenilo.
Kristalno mi je jasno da je Izrael u stvarnoj opasnosti - vecoj opasnosti nego u bilo kojem

drugom trenutku od njegovog rata za neovisnost 1948. I to iz tri kljucna razloga:

Prvo, Izrael je suocen s prijetnjama od niza neprijatelja koji kombiniraju srednjovjekovne
teokratske svjetonazore s oruzjem 21. stoljeca - i viSe nisu organizirani kao male skupine
milicija ve¢ kao moderne vojske s brigadama, bataljunima, kibernetickim sposobnostima,
raketama dugog dometa, bespilotnim letjelicama i tehnicka podrska. Govorim o Hamasu koji
podrzava Iran, Hezbollahu, islamskim milicijama u Iraku i Hutijima u Jemenu — a sada cak 1
o Vladimiru Putinu koji otvoreno prihva¢a Hamas. Ti su neprijatelji ve¢ dugo tamo, ali ¢inilo
se da su svi zajedno izronili na povrsinu poput zmajeva tijekom ovog sukoba, prijete¢i Izraelu

ratom od 360 stupnjeva odjednom.

Kako moderna demokracija zivi s takvom prijetnjom? Upravo su to pitanje te demonske sile
zeljele usaditi u um svakog Izraelca. Oni ne traZe teritorijalni kompromis sa Zidovskom
drzavom. Njihov cilj je sruSiti povjerenje Izraelaca da ih njihove obrambene i obavjeStajne
sluzbe mogu zastititi od iznenadnih napada preko njihovih granica - tako da ¢e se Izraelci prvo

udaljiti od pograni¢nih podrucja, a zatim ¢e se potpuno iseliti iz zemlje.
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Zaprepasten sam koliko Izraelaca sada osobno osjeéa ovu opasnost, bez obzira gdje zive -
pocevsi od prijateljice koja zivi u Jeruzalemu koja mi je rekla da su ona i njezin suprug upravo
dobili dozvolu za oruzje kako bi imali pistolje kod kuce. Nitko im ne¢e otimati djecu i odvoditi
ih u tunel. Hamas je, nazalost, uvukao strah u mnoge, mnoge izraelske glave daleko od granice

Gaze.

Druga opasnost koju vidim je da je jedini mogu¢i nacin na koji Izrael moze stvoriti legitimitet,
resurse, vrijeme i saveznike za vodenje tako teSkog rata s toliko mnogo neprijatelja ako ima
nepokolebljive partnere u inozemstvu, predvodene Sjedinjenim Drzavama. Predsjednik Biden,
prili¢no herojski, pokusava pomoci Izraelu u njegovom neposrednom i legitimnom cilju
demontiranja Hamasovog mesijanskog teroristickog reZima u Gazi — koji je jednako prijetnja
buduénosti Izraela kao 1 Palestincima koji ¢eznu za pristojnom vlastitom drzavom vlastite u

Gazi ili na Zapadnoj obali.

Ali izraelski rat protiv Hamasa u Gazi podrazumijeva urbane borbe od kuc¢e do kuce koje
stvaraju tisu¢e civilnih Zrtava — nevinih musSkaraca, Zena 1 djece — medu koje se Hamas
namjerno ugradio kako bi prisilio Izrael da mora ubijati te neduzne kako bi ubio Vodstvo

Hamasa 1 iskorijeniti njegove milje napadackih tunela.

Ali Biden moZze odrzivo generirati potporu potrebnu Izraelu samo ako je Izrael spreman
ukljuciti se u neku vrstu ratne diplomatske inicijative usmjerene na Palestince na Zapadnoj obali
- inadamo se u Gazi nakon Hamasa - koja ukazuje da ¢e Izrael razgovarati o nekoj vrsti rjesenja

s dvije drzave ako palestinski duznosnici ujedine i dovedu u red svoju politicku kucu.
Ovo izravno vodi do moje trec¢e, duboke zabrinutosti.

Izrael ima najgoreg vodu u svojoj povijesti - mozda u cijeloj Zidovskoj povijesti - koji nema

volje ni sposobnosti pokrenuti takvu inicijativu.

Sto je jo$ gore, zapanjen sam stupnjem do kojeg taj voda, premijer Benjamin Netanyahu, i dalje
drzi interese zadrZavanja potpore svoje krajnje desnicarske baze — 1 preventivno optuzZujuci
izraelske sigurnosne i obavjesStajne sluzbe za rat — ispred odrZavanja nacionalne solidarnosti
ili obavljanja nekih od osnovnih stvari koje su Bidenu potrebne kako bi Izrael dobio resurse,

saveznike, vrijeme 1 legitimitet koji su mu potrebni da porazi Hamas.

Biden ne moZe pomo¢i Izraelu da izgradi koaliciju americkih, europskih i umjerenih arapskih

partnera za poraz Hamasa ako Netanyahuova poruka svijetu ostane na snazi: “Pomozite nam
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poraziti Hamas u Gazi dok radimo na Sirenju naselja, aneksiji Zapadne obale i izgradnji

tamosnja zidovska supremacisticka drzava.”
Razmotrimo ove opasnosti.

Prosle subote navecer, umirovljeni zapovjednik izraelske vojske svratio je u moj hotel u Tel
Avivu kako bi podijelio svoje videnje rata. Odveo sam ga u poslovni salon na 18. katu na nas
razgovor, a kad smo usli u dizalo da se popnemo, pridruzili smo se ¢etveroclanoj obitelji — dva
roditelja, malo dijete i beba u kolicima. Izraelski general ih je pitao odakle su. "Kiryat Shmona",

odgovorio je otac.
Appendix 7 — Reference translation of RU ST
Nijanse nasilja: hoce 1i na Bliskom istoku do¢i do masovnog rata

Zemlje u regiji suosjecaju s Palestincima u Gazi, no prednost daju odrZavanju ostataka
stabilnosti. U takvim uvjetima sve izglednijom postaje viSemjesecCna opsada Gaze te potom
uplitanje posrednika i evakuacija boraca Hamasa u Jemen ili ¢ak Iran u zamjenu za oslobodenje
izraelskih taoca, smatra Nikolaj Surkov, visi znanstveni suradnik Centra za bliskoisto¢ne studije

pri Institutu za svjetsko gospodarstvo i medunarodne odnose Ruske akademije znanosti.

Hamas je iskoristio znakovit datum — 50. godiSnjicu iz arapske perspektive relativno uspjesnog
Jomkipurskog rata 1973. godine — kako bi podsjetio na sebe 1 palestinski problem. Da je napad
7. listopada imao za metu samo vojne objekte, moze se pretpostaviti da bi reakcija Izraela i
drzava koje ga podrzavaju mogla biti nesto suzdrzanija. Na kraju krajeva, [zraelci su se naizgled
pomirili s gubitcima i de facto neuspjehom svoje vojne operacije u Libanonu u ljeto 2006.
godine. No sada izraelsko drustvo, a time 1 politicari koje izabiru, nije moglo ne reagirati na
tisuce civilnih zrtava. Izrael je ovime pretrpio najsnazniji Sok od ne ¢ak 1973. godine, kada niti
jedan neprijateljski vojnik nije ni stupio na njegov teritorij, ve¢ od vremena uistinu teskog 1
krvavog Izraelskog rata za neovisnost 1948. godine. Sada vlada Benjamina Netanyahua postupa

kao osoba u stanju afekta, bez osvrtanja na tude misljenje.

Umiranje civilnog stanovniStva u Gazi izaziva osudu i pravu oluju negodovanja u arapskom
svijetu 1 u ve¢ini muslimanskih zemalja. Moj inace suzdrZani arapski kolega bio je na rubu suza
dok je svojoj obitelji pri€ao o svom prijatelju Palestincu, profesoru koji je stradao uslijed
zra¢nog napada. Usred svega toga masovni mediji neprestano vrte temu novog masovnog rata
na Bliskom istoku i time skupljaju klikove i preglede, no nakon gotovo mjesec dana od pocetka

sukoba u Gazi nitko od ozbiljnih regionalnih igraca nije se pridruzio sukobu.
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Parada prijetnji

Zemlje arapskog svijeta otvoreno su zauzele poziciju pasivnog promatraca. Saudijska Arabija,
koja je de facto predvodnik regije, ograni¢ava se na kriti¢ku retoriku i prikupljanje humanitarne
pomodéi. Cak i na drustvenim mrezama drZavljani ovog kraljevstva ponasaju se oprezno te o
masovnim javnim akcijama u podrsku Palestini nema ni rije¢i. U Kairu pokusSaji uli¢nih
huskaca, najvjerojatnije pripadnika lokalnih islamisti¢kih skupina, da organiziraju burne
demonstracije takoder nisu naiSli na osobit entuzijazam domaceg stanovniStva. Egipatski
drzavni stru¢njaci s oprezom raspravljaju o moguénosti ponavljanja scenarija iz 1982. godine,
odnosno o izvlaenju boraca Hamasa iz Gaze na neku dalju lokaciju; kao $to je poznato, nakon
Libanonskog rata 1982. godine Izrael je primorao borce Palestinske oslobodilacke organizacije

(PLO) da napuste Libanon 1 prijedu u Tunis.

Nakon $to je sukob zapoceo svi su pogledi bili upereni prema Iranu, glavnom i najsnaznijem
Izraelovom protivniku u regiji. Medutim, ubrzo je postalo jasno da Teheran ne prizeljkuje rat,
u krajnju ruku ne u ovom trenutku. Kako se spretno izrazio jedan vrlo ugledni stru¢njak iz
regije, Iran preferira neuzurbano ,,tkati na Bliskom istoku svoj perzijski sag®, a nasilje koristi u
vrlo malim 1 preciznim dozama, izbjegavajuci izravne sukobe. Stoga je zadaca vrSenja pritiska
na Izrael, a istodobno i na SAD, po tradiciji pala na nevladine aktere u Libanonu, Siriji, Iraku 1

Jemenu koji su simpatizeri Islamske republike.

U posljednjim tjednima listopada stanje na sjeveru Izraela znatno se pogorSalo. Izraelske
obrambene snage i libanonski pokret Hezbolah lansiraju slabasne napade jedan na drugoga, trpe
gubitke, no sve $to se dogada uzduz bojisnice vise sli¢i na demonstraciju sile i spremnosti na
primjenu iste nego na pravi rat. Lako je zamisliti koliko razoran taj rat moze biti ako se sjetimo
Sto se dogodilo 2006. godine. Stvara se dojam da vodstvo Hezbolaha pokuSava sjediti na dvije
stolice — pokazati solidarnost s Palestincima 1 istovremeno izbje¢i ulazenje u sukob velikih
razmjera s Izraelom. Hezbolah ima znatan vojni potencijal, no on nije namijenjen za ofenzivu,
ve¢ za zaustavljanje Izraela s ciljem osnazivanja utjecaja Hezbolaha u Libanonu. Hezbolah od
2006. godine uZiva status ,,zaStitnika od Izraela®, §to mu jam¢i mjesto u vlasti 1 prestiz, a

masovne vojne operacije, bombardiranja i bitke na tlu mogli bi znatno oslabiti ovu skupinu.
Rakete s juga

Jedina sila koja je javno i sluzbeno usla u sukob na strani Hamasa jemenski je pokret Ansar
Alah, odnosno Huti, koje Saudijska Arabija i SAD smatraju iranskom posredni¢kom skupinom.

Medutim, Huti zapravo ne mogu znacajno utjecati na situaciju u Gazi, a njihovi pokusaji
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organiziranja raketnih napada na Izrael vise podsjecaju na dojmljivu gestu ¢iji je cilj pobuditi
ratni¢ki duh kod domaceg stanovnistva i privuci pozornost javnosti. Huti odavno zauzimaju
izrazeno antiizraelski stav. Ako pogledamo njihove video uratke koje su snimili nekoliko godina
ranije, nakon pobjede nad saudijskim postrojbama, mozemo cuti kako obi¢ni borci sa zarom
izjavljuju kako oni ne ratuju protiv Saudijske Arabije, nego protiv Amerike i Izraela, koji toboze
podrzavaju kraljevstvo. 1z tog se razloga trenutni postupci i izjave vodstva Ansar Alaha u
potpunosti slazu sa slikom svijeta koju promoviraju njegovi propagandisti. Medutim, pokusaji
bombardiranja Izraela iz jemenskog teritorija nisu masovnog karaktera 1 rijetko kada dostizu
svoj cilj zbog prilicno ¢vrstog 1, po svemu sudeci, funkcionalnog proturaketnog obrambenog

sustava.

Stanje u regiji mijenja se silnom brzinom — mogu¢i su svakakvi preokreti 1, Sto je jo§ gore,
situacije koje Moskva ne moze predvidjeti. Medutim, zasad su svi potencijalni zaStitnici
Palestinaca neodlu¢ni i izbjegavaju ulazak u nepotreban 1 nepovoljan sukob, oslanjajuci se
umjesto toga na demonstracije sile i minimalnu primjenu iste, odnosno na tzv. ,,nijanse nasilja®.
Pritom je sve izrazenije o¢ajanje stanovnika Gaze, koji shvacaju da se za njih nitko nece zauzeti
1 s neprikrivenom gorcinom govore da su prepusteni sudbini, ostavljeni izmedu dvije vatre.
Zasad se najoptimisticnijom varijantom ¢ini ponavljanje scenarija iz 1982. godine:
viSemjesecna opsada Gaze, kao nekad zapadnog Beiruta, potom uplitanje posrednika i

evakuacija boraca Hamasa u Jemen ili ¢ak Iran u zamjenu za oslobodenje izraelskih taoca.
Appendix 8 — Reference translation of EN ST

Prije mog dolaska u Tel Aviv od prije nekoliko dana upozorili su me da je Izrael nakon 7.
listopada postao potpuno novi Izrael u kojem nikad nisam bio. Bili su u pravu. On je sad mjesto
u kojem Izraelci nikad prije nisu Zivjeli, drzava koju izraelski generali nikad prije nisu morali
braniti, saveznik kojeg Amerika nikad prije nije trebala $tititi — barem ne toliko hitno 1 odlu¢no

da bi sam americki predsjednik odletio u Izrael i bodrio ¢itavu naciju.

Proputovavsi Izrael 1 Zapadnu obalu razumijem zasto se toliko toga promijenilo. Posve mi je
jasno da je Izrael u velikoj opasnosti, najvecoj od Izraelskog rata za neovisnost 1948. godine.

Tri su klju¢na razloga tome:

Prvo, Izrael je suocen s neprijateljima koji kombiniraju srednjovjekovni teokratski pogled na
svijetioruzje 21. stoljeca, a viSe nisu organizirani u malene militantne skupine ve¢ u suvremene
vojske s brigadama, bataljunima, kiberneti¢kim potencijalom, dalekometnim projektilima,

dronovima i tehni¢kom podrskom. Ovdje mislim na Hamas, koji ima podrsku Irana, Hezbolah,
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militantne islamiste u Iraku i hutiste u Jemenu — a sada ¢ak i Putin otvoreno podrzava Hamas.
Ovi neprijatelji postoje ve¢ dugo, ali svi su naizgled skupa izmiljeli poput zmajeva tijekom

trenutnog sukoba, zbog cega Izraelu sada istovremeno prijete ratovi sa svih strana.

Kako da jedna moderna demokracija prezivi u takvoj opasnosti? Upravo su to pitanje te
demonske sile Zeljele da se zapita svaki Izraelac. Oni ne pokuSavaju posti¢i teritorijalni
kompromis s drzavom Zidova. Njihov je cilj unistiti uvjerenost Izraclaca da ih njihove
obrambene 1 obavjeStajne sluzbe mogu zastititi od iznenadnih prekograni¢nih napada kako bi

se Izraelci iselili prvo iz pograni¢nih podrucja, a zatim iz cijele drzave.

Uzasava me koliko Izraelaca ovu opasnost osje¢a na osobnoj razini bez obzira na to gdje Zive;
za pocetak, moja prijateljica koji Zivi u Jeruzalemu rekla mi je da su ona 1 njen muz upravo
ishodili dozvole za vatreno oruzje kako bi kod ku¢e mogli imati piStolje. Njima nitko nece oteti
djecu 1 odvu¢i ih u tunel. Hamas je naZalost unio strah u Zivote mnogih, mnogih Izraelaca koji

se nalaze daleko od granice Gaze.

Druga opasnost koju primjecujem lezi u ¢injenici da je jedini zamislivi nacin na koji Izrael
moze posti¢i legitimnost, resurse, vrijeme 1 saveznike potrebne za vodenje ovako teskog rata
taj da iza njega stanu nepokolebljivi inozemni partneri, predvodeni Sjedinjenim Americkim
Drzavama. Predsjednik Biden ulaze herojske napore u pomaganje Izraclu u njegovom
neodgodivom i zakonitom cilju rusenja Hamasovog mesijanskog teroristickog rezima u Gazi,
koje je jednako velika prijetnja kako buduc¢nosti Izraela tako i Palestincima koji prizeljkuju

vlastitu urednu drzavu u Gazi ili Zapadnoj obali.

Medutim, izraelski rat protiv Hamasa u Gazi uklju¢uje sukobe u urbanim podruc¢jima i
stambenim gradevinama koji rezultiraju tisu¢ama civilnih Zrtava — nevini muskarci, Zene i
djeca, medu koje se Hamas s namjerom ugnijezdio kako bi natjerao Izrael da ubije te nevine

ljude ako Zele ubiti vodstvo Hamasa 1 iskorijeniti njihove kilometarske tunele za napad.

No Biden moZe osigurati odrzivu podrSku kakva je Izraelu potrebna jedino ako je Izrael
spreman pokrenuti ratnu diplomatsku inicijativu usmjerenu na Palestince u Zapadnoj obali — i
nadajmo se u Gazi nakon unistenja Hamasa — koja bi pokazala spremnost Izraela na raspravu o
mogucéem rjesenju s dvije drzave, ako palestinski sluzbenici uspiju ujediniti i urediti svoja

politicka stajalista.

Ovo posljednje izravno je povezano s mojim tre¢im izvorom duboke zabrinutosti.
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Izrael trenutno predvodi najgori voda u njegovoj, a mozda i zidovskoj povijesti uopce, koji

nema niti Zelje niti sposobnosti pokrenuti takvu inicijativu.

Sto je jo§ gore, uzasnut sam time koliko taj voda, premijer Benjamin Netanyahu, nastavlja
davati prednost zadrzavanju potpore svojih glasaca koji pripadaju ekstremnoj desnici — i
brzopletom krivljenju izraelskih sigurnosnih i obavjestajnih sluzbi za rat — pred odrzavanjem
nacionalne solidarnosti ili povlac¢enjem osnovnih poteza koji su Bidenu potrebni kako bi Izraelu

osigurao resurse, saveznike, vrijeme 1 legitimnost potrebne za pobjedu nad Hamasom.

Biden ne moze pomoc¢i Izraelu izgraditi koaliciju americkih, europskih 1 umjerenih arapskih
partnera u borbi protiv Hamasa ako Netanyahuova poruka svijetu nastavi biti, u suStini:
»Pomozite nam poraziti Hamas u Gazi dok mi radimo na Sirenju naseobina, aneksiji Zapadne

obale 1 izgradnji Sovinisticke drzave zidova na njenom teritoriju. ”
Razmotrimo sada te opasnosti u vise detalja.

Prosle subote uvecer jedan umirovljeni izraelski general svratio je do mog hotela u Tel Avivu
kako bi podijelio sa mnom svoju perspektivu o ovom ratu. Za nas razgovor odlu¢io sam ga
odvesti na 18. kat u salon; u liftu smo se pridruzili ¢etveroclanoj obitelji koja se sastojala od
roditelja, sasvim malog djeteta 1 bebe u kolicima. General ih je priupitao odakle su. ,Kiryat

Shmona”, odgovorio je otac.
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