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Abstract

Reference is a device of grammatical cohesion; it refers to another element with the same semantic meaning; it can be categorized into
personal reference, demonstrative reference, and comparative reference (Halliday & Hasan, 1976). This paper aims to delve into the
grammatical cohesion in legal translation, focusing particularly on the translatability of reference in English-Chinese translation through a
detailed case study. To this end, the International Code for the Protection of Tourists is chosen as the source text and is compared with two
target Chinese translations: one by human translators and the other by ChatGPT (the fourth version). The data related to differences of
reference items between English and Chinese are identified and marked. Based on Toury’s (2012) framework of descriptive translation
studies, the study is qualitative and is conducted on the English-Chinese translation of reference in the legal text, the human translation, and
the ChatGPT’s translation. The research reveals that three translation methods (literal translation, omission, and amplification) are used in
translating reference items. It indicates that there are more advantages of human translators than ChatGPT in legal translation.
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1. Introduction

Cohesion “concerns how the text is constructed as a semantic edifice” (Halliday & Hasan, 1976, p. 26). It is a crucial element of discourse
analysis and text linguistics applicable to translation (Newmark, 1987). A text that does not hang together firmly for readers or listeners, or
that fails to reproduce cohesive links in translation, may ultimately result in misinterpretation (Shlesinger, 1995). There are two types of
cohesion: grammatical cohesion and lexical cohesion; grammatical cohesion consists of reference, substitution, ellipsis, and conjunction
(Halliday & Hasan, 1976). Reference refers to “the information that is signalled for retrieval” (Halliday & Hasan, 1976, p. 31). It indicates
whether something is being reiterated from a prior point in the text or if it is a new concept not yet introduced in the text (Thompson, 2022).
Every language has certain elements with the attribute of reference (Halliday & Hasan, 1976). The use of reference relies on language
peculiarities and norms. The analysis of reference in the translation contributes considerably to the assessment of the translation quality.

In the era of globalization, the cross-border movement of people, goods, services, and capital has reshaped the legal landscape, necessitating
legal professionals to interact within diverse multilingual and multicultural environments (Saréevi¢, 2012), which increases the demands
and challenges of legal translation. Legal texts are a type of specialized communication (Stolze, 2001). Legal language has the features of
“formulaicity, standardisation, petrification, and rituals” and its uses are highly patterned (Biel & Engberg, 2013, p. 5). Translating laws can
present unforeseen complexities and challenges due to the potential differences in legal and linguistic traditions (Cao, 2010). Alcaraz and
Hughes (2014) notice the frequent use of indefinite pronouns in legislative documents and stress the importance of examining text at the
textual level. Maintaining textual cohesion is crucial in legal communication, and various techniques and reference devices are needed to
guarantee suitable cohesion (Ross & Magris, 2017).

Machine translation is increasingly participating in translation practice. Ensuring coherence and fluency is a challenge that machine
translation grapples with (Lyu et al., 2023a). Since the publication of ChatGPT by OpenAl in 2022, this cutting-edge natural language
processing model has garnered interest from all around the world with more than 100 million users (Lyu et al., 2023b). With the introduction
of the fourth-generation engine, ChatGPT’s translation performance has been greatly improved even for far-off languages (Jiao et al., 2023).
It has the potential to develop into a fresh and attractive paradigm for document-level translation (Wang et al., 2023), and demonstrates
superiority in providing feedback on reference cohesion in the Chinese-English translation (Cao & Zhong, 2023). This indicates that
ChatGPT can analyze reference during the translation process, but whether ChatGPT can be fully compared to human translators in legal
translation still needs further research.

Therefore, this study probes into the reference in English-Chinese legal translation through a case study by comparing the source text with
two target texts. The corpora include the International Code for the Protection of Tourists published by the United Nations World Tourism
Organization (UNWTO) and its human-translated Chinese version published by UNWTO alongside another Chinese version translated by
ChatGPT with the fourth-generation engine (GPT-4). Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) cohesion theory and Toury’s (2012) framework of
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descriptive translation studies (DTS) underpin the investigation. The study operates on the hypotheses that English and Chinese differ in
terms of reference and that human translators and GPT-4 exhibit distinct behaviors in English-Chinese reference translation. The study
centers on the grammatical cohesive device of reference in English and Chinese and poses the following questions:

1) How is reference in English legal texts translated into Chinese?

2) How does the translation quality of reference in legal texts between human translators and GPT-4 vary?

The research aims to accomplish the following objectives:

1) to investigate English-Chinese translation methods of reference in legal texts;

2) to contrast English-Chinese translation quality of reference in legal texts between human translators and GPT-4.
2. Literature Review

2.1 Theoretical Framework

Halliday and Hasan (1976) consider cohesion as the textual quality, which is characterized by the semantic links between lexical elements
and grammatical structures. As one of the grammatical devices, reference provides a basis for comparison and a participant or situational
component that is mentioned in the text might be used as a point of reference for subsequent events (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2021).
According to the different uses, reference items can be situational exophoric items or textual endophoric items; endophora may be anaphoric
or cataphoric; the whole relations are shown in Figure 1.

Refelrence
[situational] [textual]
exophora endophora
|
[ |
[to preceding text] [to following text]
anaphora cataphora

Figure 1. Types of cohesive reference (Halliday & Hasan, 1976, p. 33)

Exophora refers to “a thing as identified in the context of situation”, which cannot be interpreted without the context (Halliday & Hasan,
1976, p. 32). For example, given “Did Mary feed those dogs?”, it is possible that “those dogs” are present in the environment where the
dialogue is taking place. The interpretation of “those dogs” depends on the context. Endophora refers to “a thing as identified in the
surrounding text”, which relies on the surrounding text to be interpreted (Halliday & Hasan, 1976, p. 32). For example, in the text “The ring
is beautiful. That must have cost a lot of money.”, “that” refers to “the ring”, which is an endophoric item. Endophora can be further
classified into anaphora (referring to the preceding text) or cataphora (referring to the following text). Compared with exophora, endophora
plays a more significant role in the cohesion of texts. The present research deals with text analysis and thus focuses on endophora.

Halliday and Hasan (1976) point out that in English, there are three types of items for reference: personals, demonstratives, and
comparatives. Personal reference involves referring to someone or something based on their role within a speech situation, using the
category of person; personals “includes the three classes of personal pronouns, possessive determiners, and possessive pronouns” (Halliday
& Hasan, 1976, p. 43). Demonstrative reference is a way of referring to something by indicating its position on a scale of closeness or
distance; demonstratives like “this, these, that, those, and the” indicate the location of an object (Halliday & Hasan, 1976, p. 58).
Comparative reference is an indirect form of reference that relies on identity or likeness; comparative items operate within both noun and
adverbial phrases, and they enable comparisons based on general attributes like identity, similarity, and contrast, as well as specific qualities
and quantities (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2021). The examples of reference items of three types are listed in Table 1. The authors identify
referential relations and mark the reference items based on this classification of reference types.

Table 1. The principal categories of reference items in English (adapted from Halliday & Matthiessen, 2021, pp. 556, 561)

Types Reference items
Personals he, him, his, she, her, hers, it, its, they, them, their, theirs, etc.
Demonstratives  this, these, that, those, here, there, now, then, the, etc.
Comparatives  same, equal, identical, identically, just as, as, similar, additional, such, so, likewise,
similarly, other, different, otherwise, else, differently, more, fewer, less, further, bigger,
better, so/as... numeral, so/as/more/less...adj., so/as/more...adv., etc.
Gideon Toury (2012) introduces a three-phase methodology for systematic descriptive translation studies, which are: (1) situating the text
within the target culture system, (2) textual analysis of the source text and the target text, and (3) generalizations. The second phase, textual
analysis, is the approach followed in this study. It sheds light on the actual translation practices instead of dictating translation methods. The
source text and the target text are compared to identify translation phenomena and relationships between corresponding segments, coupled
pairs, which lead to the identification of translation shifts, which can be obligatory and non-obligatory (Toury, 2012).
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2.2 Related Studies

Reference has been regarded as a valuable perspective in many aspects of translation studies, such as translation quality evaluation,
comparison between human translation and machine translation, translation shifts, etc. Al-Qinai (2000) develops a model for translation
quality assessment using objective parameters of textual typology, formal correspondence, thematic coherence, reference cohesion,
pragmatic equivalence, and lexico-syntactic properties and tests it on the English-Arabic translation of advertising texts. The study
discovers that compared with the most cohesive device of anaphoric reference in the English source text, the target Arabic text employs
more pronouns affixed to verbs, adjectives, and nominals to indicate grammatical agreement. Voigt and Jurafsky (2012) explore the
reference of literary and news texts, comparing the Chinese source texts with their English translations by human translators and machine
translation. The results suggest that literary texts employ more reference chains than news texts, and Google Translate falls short in
preserving literary reference than its human counterparts. Kaoly (2014) looks into the shifts of reference in Hungarian-English news
translation using a parallel corpus. The study articulates perspectives on the behavior of referential cohesion in translation and how two
distinct language systems impact it. Moindjie (2015) investigates the behavior of reference in translating from Arabic into English and
French in literary texts. The findings indicate that reference in translation relies on language peculiarities and English is more cohesive in
translation than Arabic and French. He further conducts a case study of personal reference in translation between French and English. The
results show that the English language employs more cohesive personal reference than the French language because the English language is
more concrete and succinct while the French language is more abstract and prolix (Moindjie, 2019). He also explores the function and
manipulation of demonstrative reference in French-English translation. The study suggests that the mechanisms of certain translation shifts
and the translation methods for demonstrative reference are influenced by specific language characteristics and preferences of French and
English (Moindjie, 2023). Orang’i (2022) delves into referential cohesion in the translation of English-Swahili healthcare texts, aiming to
elucidate its application and determine potential variations in translation. The findings reveal that both the source and target texts
predominantly use personal and demonstrative references, with the Swahili translations containing a higher number of reference items
compared to the original English texts. These studies validate that reference as a cohesive device in translation can reveal various language
peculiarities and offer insights into translation methods in different text types.

The importance of cohesion in legal translation is increasingly being recognized by scholars. Drawing on the cohesion model formulated by
Halliday and Hasan, Pan (2014) explores the role of conjunctions in maintaining the logical flow of information in legal documents.
Through a corpus-based analysis, Pan contrasts the conjunctive patterns between two legal subgenres: prospectuses and legislative texts.
The results show that conjunctives frequently become implicit in prospectus translations but become explicit in legislative text translations.
Based on a functionalist framework, Ross and Magris (2017) discuss the translation quality and functionality of the European Arrest
Warrant between Belgian Dutch and Italian. They discover that Romance languages favor the use of anaphoric pronouns, whereas German
languages often prefer lexical repetitions both in standard language and legal varieties. This finding shows that the two languages differ
greatly in the use of reference. Phelan (2017) undertakes a case study to evaluate the aptness of the American Translators Association
framework for legal translation assessments. He notes that “a cohesion error occurs when a text is hard to follow because of inconsistent use
of terminology, misuse of pronouns, inappropriate conjunctions, or other structural errors” and translation assessors emphasize identifying
cohesion errors (Phelan, 2017, p. 193). Punga and Ungurean (2022) also utilize the American Translators Association’s system to evaluate
the translation quality of a criminal conclusion from Romanian into English and a cohesion error is detected in their analysis. Cohesion is a
crucial aspect in evaluating the quality of legal text translations, but investigations of English-Chinese translations of legal texts specifically
regarding reference are scant. As such, this study strives for a novel exploration to generate English-Chinese translation methods of legal
texts and assess the translation quality between human translators and GPT-4 in the aspect of reference.

3. Methods

This research is a case study on reference in English-Chinese legal translation. The reason for choosing English and Chinese languages is
that legal translations between English and Chinese are not only abundant but also complex due to their distinct linguistic, cultural, and legal
traditions. Saldanha and O’Brien (2013) point out that “one might wish to randomly select sentences from a large corpus of text, or it may be
more appropriate to select coherent passages of text, or text that demonstrates specific linguistic features” (p.105). Considering the research
value and authority of the text, the research sampling to be used is purposive in that the selected texts are texts that “can best provide
information to answer the research question” (McGregor, 2018, p. 268). Therefore, the researchers selected the International Code for the
Protection of Tourists and its two Chinese translations by human translators and GPT-4 as the corpora for this study. The abbreviations that
are used are ST, HT, and GT. ST stands for the English source text published by UNWTO (https://doi.org/10.18111/9789284423361); HT
stands for the human-translated Chinese text published by UNWTO (https://doi.org/10.18111/9789284423521); GT stands for
GPT-4-translated Chinese text produced by authors (the website: https://openai.com/research/gpt-4; the time: September 2023; the place:
Penang, Malaysia).

The investigation is based on Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) theory on cohesion and Toury’s (2012) DTS. To capture disparities in reference
across two languages, data are gathered manually through a four-step procedure (see Table 2) because “the use of semantic and discourse
tagging is also becoming more common, but it is still done mainly manually” (Saldanha & O’Brien, 2013, p. 78). Firstly, referred objects
and their corresponding reference items are identified in the ST. Secondly, different reference items between the ST and HT are identified
through a comparative approach. Thirdly, GT is produced and different reference items between the ST and GT are identified. Due to the
word limit in GPT-4’s chat interface, referred words and their referents from the ST appear on the same page; the ST is translated into
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Chinese by GPT-4 page by page. During the translation process, the researchers preface each page of the ST in the GPT-4 chat window with
the directive “Translate the legal text into Chinese:”. This serves to cue GPT-4 regarding the specialized nature of the text, ensuring that the
translation aligns with the legal context. Besides, for consistency and coherence of the ST, if the page’s final paragraph is incomplete, its
continuation from the next page is appended, creating a full paragraph for translation. Authors found that when inputting the same source
text, GPT-4 sometimes changes its translations. Therefore, GPT-4 translations are based on the first translated version. Fourthly, data from
ST, HT, and GT are classified and described, and varying translation methods are concluded. Qualitative analysis is conducted on the
semantic relations of reference, English-Chinese translation methods of reference, and translation quality of HT and GT.

Table 2. The procedure of data collection

Steps Data Data collection

Step1  all reference items in the Authors identify words of reference and their referred objects by
ST reading the entire ST.

Step 2 different reference items of  Authors mark different words of reference in the ST and the HT by
STand HT comparatively reading ST and HT.

Step 3 different reference items of  Authors translate ST into Chinese by GPT-4 to get GT. Authors mark
STand GT different words of reference in the ST and the GT by comparatively

reading ST and GT.
Step 4 classification of reference The marked words of reference in HT and GT fall into different types

items of HT and GT according to their different translation methods.

4, Results

By comparing ST with HT and GT, the authors identified three methods of translating references in legal texts from English to Chinese:
literal translation, omission, and amplification. Their uses are concluded in Table 3. Firstly, literal translation conveys the basic meaning of
reference items and is the most commonly used method for translating them. Due to the formal feature of legal language, translators should
choose vocabulary that aligns with a formal style rather than colloquial expressions. Moreover, when dealing with reference items,
translators need to opt for cohesive ties that naturally cohere with other words according to the linguistic conventions and context of the
target language. Secondly, omission means not translating the reference items. The method of omission is employed because leaving out the
reference items can make the translation concise without altering the original meaning, or because changes in sentence structure are required
to make the translation more fluent. Thirdly, amplification means rendering reference items by adding the meanings of the objects being
referred to or directly using the meanings of the referred objects. Using the amplification method can add information to the reference items
to increase the coherence of the target texts. In texts with multiple and complex referential relations, it can help readers clarify these relations
quickly, thereby reducing the difficulty of understanding the translation.

Table 3. English-Chinese translation methods of reference items in legal texts

Translation Explanations Situations of uses
methods
Literal Translate reference items with formal words, Translators adopt this method when rendering
Translation such as “H:”, “i%”, “A”, or “}t” rather than most reference items.
CEATH, SRR, XA or XK
Translate the text in a manner that conforms to
the linguistic habits and context of the target
language.

Omission Do not translate reference items. Translators adopt this method when literal
translations of reference items are redundant or
when the sentence structure of the translated
text is changed and the omission of reference
items cannot change the meaning of the ST.

Amplification ~ Translate reference items by adding the Translators adopt this method when literal

meanings of referred objects or substituting
them with the meanings of referred objects.

translations of reference items lead to difficult
understanding or misunderstanding of the ST,

whereas adding the meanings of referred

objects contributes to the understanding of the

target texts.
Both human translators and GPT-4 are capable of recognizing referential relations and employing different translation methods (see Table 4).
In total, there are 135 personals, 1131 demonstratives, and 234 comparatives in ST. The translation differences regarding the reference of
three types between HT and GT are as follows: 70 in personals, 12 in demonstratives, and 15 in comparatives. The difference rates of
reference translation between HT and GT are about 52% in personals, 1% in demonstratives, and 6% in comparatives. Overall, human
translators and GPT-4 tend to translate demonstratives and comparatives similarly but diverge largely in rendering personals. Besides, the
quality of translations produced by human translators surpasses that of GPT-4. Human translators have advantages over GPT-4 in five
aspects. Firstly, compared to human translators, GPT-4 makes translation errors in reference translation. Legal language is very precise, so
changes in sentence structure can lead to changes in liability. In translation, GPT-4 has a problem of excessive reduction of content that
makes the division of responsibility between parties unclear. Secondly, human translators are better at using formal words in the translation
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of reference items than GPT-4. The formality of legal language embodies the authority and precision of law, so translators should strive to
use formal expressions in legal translation. The result shows that GPT-4 uses common meanings of words more frequently than human
translators. Thirdly, GPT-4 is inferior to human translators in learning Chinese language norms. Language norms provide accepted standards
and guidelines for effective communication, and legal language should conform to the norms to maintain clarity, consistency, and coherence.
Human translators are more proficient than GPT-4 in learning habitual juxtaposition of words in the Chinese language. Fourthly, GPT-4 is
less intelligent than human translators in generating appropriate expressions when choosing the same translation methods. Referential
relations of translations can vary in strength and the repetition of meanings can build the strongest connection between a referent and the
object being referred to. Human translators are better in lexical choices to repeat meanings than GPT-4. Fifthly, GPT-4 is less flexible than
human translators in choosing proper translation methods. When several referential relations closely appear in the text, translators should
reduce the understanding difficulties of the target texts as much as possible. Occasionally GT is difficult to understand due to the dense
similar translations of reference items. Human translators choose translation methods more properly and flexibly than GPT-4.

Table 4. The number of translation differences regarding reference of three types between HT and GT

The frequencies of The rates of
Reference types Total numbers in ST different translations between  different translations between
HT and GT HT and GT
Personals 135 70 52%
Demonstratives 1131 12 1%
Comparatives 234 15 6%

5. Discussions
5.1 English-Chinese Legal Translation Methods of Reference

The conclusion of the translation differences between HT and GT is based on all the data related to reference and examples are parts of
the data. All the data in the examples are displayed in bold type. In terms of three legal translation methods of reference, literal translation
is explained by the first two examples, omission is demonstrated by the third example, and amplification is illustrated by the fourth
example.

ST:  Assisting the international tourist to contact the consumer agencies and authorities available in the host country and
their international networks to help clarify the legal situation and rights of the international tourist (World Tourism
Organization [UNWTQ], 20223, p. 14);

HT: OB E bR 2 0k 2R H R E T 2 BB U A 0% 2 R Je LR Bn o 45, DA B i R e 25 ROV IR B ATAL
F(World Tourism Organization [UNWTO], 2022b, p. 14).
GT: W3y Il it 2 16 2% AR B R R R o o 2% o vy Y FO IS 28 2 LR R 224 /5 5 DA BV R R U A [ it 2 PRI ASUR) o
In the ST, “their” refers to “the consumer agencies and authorities”, so it is a personal reference item. Both human translators and GPT-4
translate “their” into “}”. The meaning of “their” in the English-Chinese dictionaries is “ftfi11)”, “MAIIfHI”, or “BAIIH”. “H” is a
formal word to express the above possessive relations or to state the identification of one or more people or organizations, which is more

appropriate in the legal text type. The same translation of “}L” by human translators and GPT-4 suggests that they understand the
requirement of formal language in legal translation and adopt the literal translation method.

ST:  Final price of the services inclusive of taxes and, where applicable, all additional fees, charges and other costs or,
where those costs cannot reasonably be calculated in advance of the conclusion of the contract, an indication of the
type of additional costs which the tourist may still have to incur and, where applicable, the right to withdraw from
the contract in case those additional costs are substantial or unreasonable (UNWTO, 2022a, p. 20);

HT:  REBIRASEAMEH (W& FraEst s i etk RHARA, BUTE R 8 & R 0T ToiE & 3 v X L A
AEERT, FBHNEA TR AR AESN S R, DL (A& anaxeegish ok it 2 s &3,
WA BUE H A R (UNWTO, 2022b, p. 20);

GT: IR NMIRS K RE&MH, UK &) Ira 8ot s . W b2 A, B3, maxes st A

TIEAE G AT AT BTHE, MBS R %S AT BRil 7 A I AA 9 ISR, D (A& i) EIX LR ioh 2

P BN S B O T 3R B[R] AOROR;
In the ST, “those cost” refers to “taxes and all additional fees, charges and other costs” and “those additional cost” refers to “additional
costs which the tourist may still have to incur”, so two “those” are two demonstrative reference items. Similarly, human translators and
GPT-4 translate two “those” in the ST into two “IX%%”, This shows both of them refuse to use “FFLL”, the common translation of “those”
in dictionaries like Oxford or Collins. “#££” means people or things at a distance, whereas “IX%£” indicates nearby people or things.
Compared to “HFLL”, “iX L& emphasizes the close relation between the referred item and the referent, making the sentence more cohesive
and understandable for the target readers. It demonstrates that both human translators and GPT-4 can employ the literal translation method
according to the Chinese language norm.

ST:  “Country of origin” means the Member State of which the tourist has nationality or where at the time of the
unavoidable and extraordinary circumstance or the emergency situation the tourist has his/her principal and
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permanent residence (UNWTO, 2022a, p. 7).

HT:  “ZIFEERIT R E AR A E, SCYA B R BR A0 e 5 S UK AR R, JiF 2 1 R AR AL
FITTE Ak 7 [ (UNWTO, 2022b, p. 7).

GT:  “JEAEE e ikl & A FEAE R R, A A g S AR IR DL U DU, iR I 5 ) 2 AR A AT
Mo AE 3T .

In the ST, “his/her” refers to “the tourist” in the same clause, so “his/her” is a personal reference item. Human translators and GPT-4
translate the clause “the tourist has his/her principal and permanent residence” into the phrase “J# %5 [ 3= 7k A& HAUITLE” and “Ji7 %%
1 3 BRI 7K A JE {3 respectively. There are no translations of “his/her” in the HT and GT, so human translators and GPT-4 use the
omission translation method. This is because the clause structure in the ST is compressed into a phrase in the HT and GT to ensure
sentence fluency and the ellipsis of referential relations will not impede the delivery of key information. It is acceptable and sensible to
adopt the omission method of reference items when the human translators and GPT-4 give priority to the logic to change the structure and
omit the unimportant referential relations.

ST:  This information should be provided in the language of the contract and, as much as possible, in additional
languages, insofar as these may facilitate effective communication with the specifically targeted tourists (UNWTO,
2022a, p. 26).

HT:  BLEAS SR BAG [FTE & DAROR AT RE Al E = 52 4, N EX g 5 e dt 545 e H b il % (1 200 8
(UNWTO 2022b, p. 26)-
GT: XUe(E BRI LAE FRIE S 4L, JHRA R DU F R4, N EIXEE S et A BT 555 € B iR iR & AT
A8
In the ST, “these” refers to “additional languages”, so it is a demonstrative reference item. Both human translators and GPT-4 translate
“these” into the same expression “iXY4i% =" rather than its literal meaning “iX%£”. Compared to “IX&”, “iXUE{E =" adds “iBEF”
which means languages and is part of the meaning of the referred item “additional languages”. This is the amplification translation
method. It stresses the connection between the referent “these” and the referred item “additional languages” by giving repeated
information to enhance the cohesiveness of the sentence. It reveals both human translators and GPT-4 stand by target readers by
intentionally adding the meaning of referred objects into the translation of reference items to reduce the difficulty of translated texts.

5.2 Translation Quality Contrast Between Versions by Human and GPT-4

Regarding translation quality of reference in legal texts, the five advantages of human translators over GPT-4 are presented by the
following five examples.

ST:  “Unavoidable and extraordinary circumstances” means a situation beyond the control of the party who invokes
such a situation and the consequences of which could not have been avoided even if all reasonable measures had
been taken (UNWTO, 20223, p. 7).

HT: ]l SRR B IR T 0 e H 8 5 M B L i) — D7 Al Re 70 RIEREL T — D& B e 47} T0 i 4 3L
Ja REIEHL(UNWTO, 2022b, p. 7).

GT:  “Arl# MRS OU 16— 5 B s 00, BRI T P & B RO 1E T, thoike s R,

This example shows that GPT-4 makes a translation mistake. In the ST, “such a situation” refers to “a situation beyond the control of the
party”, so “such” is a comparative reference item. Human translators translate “such” into “IttF” rather than its meanings of “IX A,
“HEFERT, or “ZEALLT” in the dictionaries, because “ULF” that means the type already mentioned is a formal expression. The translation
“JtF” indicates human translators realize the legal text type and attempt to render the content by literal translation in a formal language.
In contrast, GPT-4 omits not only the reference item “such” but “who invokes such a situation” in the GT. It shows that for GPT-4, “a
situation beyond the control of the party who invokes such a situation” is equal to “a situation beyond the control of either of the party”,
which is false because the former implies the other party has the responsibility to control the situation while the latter means the other
party does not have this obligation. Due to weakening the liability of the other party, GPT-4’s omission of the whole attributive clause of
“party” is a translation mistake. Compared with GT, HT delivers a closer semantic meaning of ST by keeping a similar syntactical
structure of ST.

ST:  The responsibility of international tourists to either acquaint themselves or to follow the information provided by
the tourism service provider regarding the characteristics of the countries they are preparing to visit (UNWTO,

2022a, p. 11).
HT:  EPRiFEE 3T BT T RSO R Ui IR 25 12 (38 S AL 045 J2. 7 M7 e 46 i 43 [ 5K 14 AL (UNWTO, 2022,
p. 11).

GT:  [HbRIRiNF & A TUE 1 AR SCRARE Rl R 55 B 15 R O A SR AdATT v o5 U7 il B TR 5K DR AT AR R

This example describes GPT-4’s language is not formal enough. In the ST, “they” refers to “international tourists”, so “they” is a personal
reference item. “They” is translated into “}” and “f#/]” by human translators and GPT-4 respectively. Both “H:” and “f14/7” mean
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people, animals, or things that have already been mentioned, but “}.” is better than “flhf/]”, in that “JL” tends to be used in formal
discourse and conforms to the linguistic feature of legal texts. Therefore, human translators outperform GPT-4 in using formal words in
the translation of legal texts.

ST:  “Host country” means the Member State on the territory of which an unavoidable and extraordinary circumstance,
or an emergency situation has occurred or has its consequences (UNWTO, 2022a, p. 7).

HT: IR AR B bR T A AT S S R N S s 5 Bt 307 2 7 ABISEJR S5 5 16 (UNWITO,
2022b, p. 7).
GT: Rl [ 18 A A T S VR L R L AR A, o A R R

This example indicates that GPT-4 cannot fully master Chinese language norms. In the ST, “its” refers to “an unavoidable and
extraordinary circumstance or an emergency situation”, so it is a personal reference item. Human translators and GPT-4 translate “its” into
“}IR and “I” respectively. “4H %> means being corresponding and connected, whereas “J.:” means belonging to one or more things or
persons. “F” is more common than “#1” in the translation of “its”, but “#H5 J5 > is more natural than “JL /5 H” as an attributive
modifier in the Chinese language. This implies that human translators give priority to target language norms and endeavor to avoid
translationese, while GPT-4 tends to adopt the common translation of reference items and consider less in the collocation relations
between reference items and the words they modified. Though both reference translations of “its” in the HT and GT are acceptable,
human translation demonstrates a higher understanding of the Chinese language norms than translation of GPT-4.

ST:  Cancellation rights, including withdrawal conditions, penalties, if applicable, and the right to terminate the contract
without paying any termination fee in the event of unavoidable and extraordinary circumstances or an emergency
situation that renders the delivery of the services impossible or substantially different to those provided for in the
contract (UNWTO, 20223, p. 25);

HT:  HUEAL GFERHFM. E4E CEHD, PAORAEA AT G RIR PR A5 DL B s 0L S BUIRS AN RE AT
BS54 FRUE MRS A L BEA R R SOL T, ASSCHE T 281k 2% F if 25 1B 45 R BUR (UNWTO, 2022b, p.
25);
GT:  HUMBUH], GFERUE AT CA@E D TR 7R TE 108 S FVRF IR A% D0 B T 0L N 28 0E & R AS SCAHE AT
Zb B I RORCR, XA IR ST (KA A AR A3 AN T R B 45 7] Hh oML 1) IS RS AR T 5
This example demonstrates the referential effect of GPT-4’s expression is not strong enough. In the ST, “those” refers to “services”, so
“those” is a demonstrative reference item. Human translators and GPT-4 translate “those” into “/.%5” and “[N %% respectively. The literal
meaning of “those” is “HLE” in the dictionary. Both human translators and GPT-4 do not use “JB4£” for they consider “HLE” is weak in
rendering the referential relation and “f{55” or “P %> can provide more information. Therefore, human translators and GPT-4 both
employ the translation method of amplification similarly. “fl 45> in the HT means services which is the meaning of the referent “those”,
whereas “P§%%” in the GT means content that describes the feature of “those”. Even though both of them more clearly connect “those”
with “service” than “Jf£%> does, the former is better than the latter, in that the meaning of content is wider than service and the cohesive
effect of vocabulary repetition is the strongest. It can be seen despite choosing the same translation method, GPT-4’s word selection is not

as appropriate as human translators.
ST: By adhering to the Code fully or partially, States will undertake to:

ii. Make their best efforts to integrate its principles and recommendations into their relevant policies, legislation
and regulations, and use the Code as a point of reference for enhancing, improving or supplementing their national
laws and regulations, to the extent that this is considered appropriate with regard to specific tourism services
(UNWTO, 20223, p. 41);
HT: el eli sy Ay 0, 2% R & -
2. BRSBTSy K J5 M AT S N A B AR ORISR SR, R AE R s B i IR 55 171 5 3 24 P e
B, R ARSE AR R 5638 B R AR B A A I S IR (UNWTO, 2022b, p. 41);
GT:  SE4z Bl 73 Hi I8 < A% <y I A [ 50K 7K it -
i, SRS T B R AN G OB G BIHAOCBOR . VERANERIT, JRRASE AR 3G 5s  Sodksih 70 H
FALRANERM IS 1, R BB S S0 R g ikdie I 95 10 5 2 24 1
This example reveals human translators can choose a more suitable translation method regarding reference. In the ST, the word “its”
refers to “the Code”; two words “their” refer to the same word “States”; “its” and two “their” are personal reference items. “Its” is
translated into “Z~5F " and two “their” are translated into two “Z[E” by human translators, while “its” and two “their” are translated
into three “}.” by GPT-4. The literal meaning of “its” is “’& [ and the literal meaning of “their” is “ft Al 11>, “@fi11” or “BA11”. In
the GT, “H: is a formal word to clarify referential relations of possessive pronouns, so it is right to use “}:” as the translation of “its” or
“their”. This shows that GPT-4 adopts the literal translation method of reference items. In the HT, “A<5F )] means this Code and is the
meaning of the referred object of “its”; “Z<[E” means the States and is the meaning of the referred object of two “their”. This indicates
human translators utilize the translation method of amplification, which is different from GPT-4’s method. Translations of these three
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reference items by human translators and GPT-4 are both correct, but their understanding difficulty is different. For target readers,
understanding the concepts of “A5FM|” and “A[EH” is easier than distinguishing three referents “}”. It shows human translators can
choose more appropriate translation methods than GPT-4 to help target language readers reduce comprehension difficulty.

6. Conclusion

Based on Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) theory of reference and Toury’s (2012) DTS, this study investigates the English-Chinese
translation of reference in a legal document, the International Code for the Protection of Tourists, and its two versions by human
translators and GPT-4. The research has verified the hypotheses that English and Chinese differ in terms of reference, and there is a
distinction between human translation and machine translation when it comes to translating references between the two languages.
Translators’ decisions on the referential relations expressed in legal language can vary. As far as translation of reference of legal texts is
concerned, translators need to consider not only the characteristics of legal language such as formality, conciseness, and precision but also
the peculiarities of the target language and its cultural connotations. To maintain the original text’s semantic meaning as much as possible,
translators should establish strong reference ties and clarify referential relations, especially complex ones, to avoid unclear and erroneous
translations.

In terms of the research results, three English-Chinese translation methods of reference items have been identified: literal translation,
omission, and amplification. Besides, the study demonstrates that both human translators and GPT-4 can identify referential relations and
utilize various translation techniques. Demonstratives and comparatives are handled similarly, but personals are handled in a different way.
Human translators excel over GPT-4 in terms of accuracy, use of formal languages, understanding of the target language norms, selection
of appropriate expressions, and application of the right translation methods. Therefore, users of ChatGPT should refrain from solely
relying on its translation due to its limitations in maintaining cohesion and ChatGPT designers need to enhance its translation capabilities
in this regard.

For future studies in English-Chinese legal text translation, the determinants of translation shifts concerning reference can be further
explored. The factors that bring about translation shifts in different types of reference should be determined. Besides, it is essential to
encompass a broader range of textual materials and include other cohesive devices to enrich the research corpus and to get more
universally applicable findings in the cohesion of legal translation.
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