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Abstract

Machine translation is by no means a new term today. And evaluation of machine
translation, with a history of more than 50 years, has today developed into a project of
great complexity. This is partly because of the built-in complexity of machine
translation itself and partly because of the different purposes, goals and interests in
different evaluations. This research aims to carry out a critical evaluation of two current
on-line machine translation systems, Google and Systran. It is conducted in view of the
fact that Google in 2007 developed its own machine translation system (statistics-based
machine translation). Test material is used in order to make a comparison between the
raw translations produced by the two systems. The analysis focuses on overall
translation quality of each system and the type and number of errors arising in their
output. The data show that Google shows relatively better performance than Systran as
far as the tests in this research are concemed. On the other hand, the two systems’
respective performance reveals that they each have different problems with respect to
various linguistic elements.
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