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Introduction

1.1. Objectives of the paper

The study of translating legal-administrative texts is becoming more relevant as the

demand for such texts has increased, particularly in the form of contracts, legal rules and

administrative texts. The European Union, whose administrative legal texts will be analyzed

in this research, requires the drafting of documents in the 24 official languages.

In this paper, we focus on researching the peculiarities and translation difficulties of

administrative legal texts. We want to add to the existing research in the field, according to

which the administrative legal texts are characterized by long, complex phrases and the use of

specialized terms. The research questions on which the methodological design was carried out

were: "What are the particularities of the legal-administrative texts" and "What translation

difficulties arise in the case of legal-administrative texts?"

The two main objectives of the paper are:

1. To identify the particularities of legal and administrative texts

2. To identify and analyze the difficulties of translating legal and administrative texts

The secondary objectives of the paper are:

1. Establishing the particularities of legal and administrative texts in the European legislation;

2. To identify and analyze the difficulties of translating legal and administrative texts;

1.2. Stage of research

In the literature, there is consensus that legal-administrative texts are more difficult to

translate than those in everyday language. There is a small number of works on the topic of

legal language, but their number is growing. Among the authors we have consulted in the

theoretical foundations of the present paper are: Mellinkoff (1963), Zidan (2015), Sarcevic

(2000), Stoichițioiu-Ichim (2006), Tomescu (2011), Deborah (2007), Di Carlo (2015), 

Irinescu (2003), Levy (2011), Kischel (2009), Topală (2004), Dănișor (2015), Badea (2014), 

Pitiriciu (2008, 2009) etc.

The peculiarities of the legal texts are, according to the studied studies:

predictability and the presence of fixed formulas and the almost mathematical structure.

There are two types of legal translations: those of informative value and those of legal value,

and they differ in the rigor of translation, the ones with legal value being more complex. In

the literature, there is a distinction between the meanings and legal effects of translating

administrative legal acts, emphasizing the need for legal effects not to be changed by
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translation.

An important concept in this field is that of translatability. Because of the differences

between legal systems, situations where a term has no equivalent in the target language

appear. Some authors (Sarcevic, 2000) therefore, consider that the basic unit of legal

translation is not the word, but the text.

1.3. The corpus analyzed

The corpus analyzed is the Consolidated version of the Treaty on European Union

(Maastricht Treaty). It was signed in 1992 by the European Council, and it established the

European Union. The corpus chosen on the basis of the objectives of the paper was analyzed

to identify the peculiarities and difficulties of translating administrative legal texts from

English into Romanian.

1.4. The terminology of the paper

In the terminology of the paper we have defined and explained the terms: legal

language, administrative language, legal discourse, legal English, normative language,

judicial language, lexical ambiguity, structural ambiguity, false friends, fidelity of translation,

translation transparency, tokenization and stemming.

1.5. The structure and the contribution of the paper

The paper is structured in two parts, the theoretical and the research, respectively in five

chapters.

The second and third chapters, after the introduction, represent the theoretical part.

Among the subjects, there are the particularities of the Romanian and English legal and

administrative language, the translation of legal and administrative texts and the difficulties of

translation; we also discuss issues related to the competences of translators of legal-

administrative texts, highlight the particularities of the legal-administrative language in the

source language, as well as the difficulties of translating it from source language to target

language.

The fourth chapter, “Corpus of Legal-Administrative Language”, contains the corpus

presentation, the glossary of terms and expressions and their analysis. We identified a type of

translation difficulty for each term, and we made a list of the translation difficulties.

The fifth chapter, called “Statistical Analysis of the Difficulties of Translation of

Community Legal-Administrative Texts”, has three main subchapters. The first of these is the

methodology, which is followed by the particularities of legal-administrative texts from a

statistical perspective and by the difficulties in translating legal and administrative texts:
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statistical analysis. In this chapter we will investigate with quantitative tools the difficulty of

translating legal and administrative texts.

Our own contributions

Through this paper, we want to contribute to the current knowledge of the

peculiarities and difficulties of administrative legal translations. The research reveals useful

theoretical and practical information about the work and skills required for translators.

Following the analysis of the “Consolidated version of the Treaty on European Union”, we

identified translation difficulties: lexical ambiguity, structural ambiguity, false friends, lexical

mismatches, translational difficulties, pragmatic issues (lack of context), text specific

problems, balance between the fidelity of translation and its transparency. We also identified

the most common difficulties: lexical ambiguity, structural ambiguity, and the translation

difficulties of the collocations.

At the same time, we found out from the statistical analysis in Chapter V details of the

peculiarities and difficulties of translation of legal and administrative texts.

We used translation factors as the length of the sentences, the degree of polysemy and

the structural complexity, according to some studies in the field (Mishra, 2013). The length of

the sentences proved to be an important factor of complexity for the legal-administrative

texts. The degree of polysemy did not have the same level because of the precision of the

administrative legal texts, for which ambiguity is a defect. The level of structural complexity

registered is higher for legal-administrative texts.

Chapter II. Juridical and administrative language. Community

language. Theoretical premises

2.1. Legal and administrative language in all specialized languages.

The legal-administrative language is included in the extended classification (Cornu, 1990),

which includes:

• legal language: the language in which laws are formulated;

• jurisprudential legal language: the language used in the case law, in other words, the

judgments themselves, but also the totality of the solutions of the courts of law and other

authorities responsible for jurisdiction;

• scientific legal language: the language used in legal science;

• common legal language: the language used in other speeches within law, by professionals
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such as lawyers, notaries; it is also the language used in the social context to discuss aspects

of law - for example, when a journalist discusses the effects and mode of applying a law;

• legal-administrative language: the language used in writing documents or administrative

contexts.

Like other functional languages, the legal-administrative language falls within the

category of the communication function determined by the field of activity (Buşmachiu, 2012: 

127). After the communication situation, the legal-administrative language can be either

official or professional, and the channel of communication either oral or written.

2.2. Particularities of legal-administrative language

The individuality of the legal-administrative style among the other functional styles of

the language is given by a series of features, including:

- the presence of specialized terminology that includes exclusive terms;

- frequent cliching of expression through redundancy of terms;

- specific introductory and closing phrases;

- the compositional structure of the text, with a determined sequence of the parts;

- the insertion of precise instructions on the necessary or mandatory character of some

provisions;

- the neutral character of the message;

- respecting the property of the terms (Buşmachiu, 2012: 131). 

The legal-administrative language, like any specialized language, is, almost without

exception, a descriptive one. The descriptive language follows the classical rules of

discursivity (the bivalency of the relation of signification and the referentialness, the truth).

The main function of this type of language is referential, denotative or informative.

The legal-administrative texts are predominantly normative, being expressed in an

appropriate language, whose requirements are clarity, precision, concision and accessibility

(Stoichiţoiu-Ichim, 2006:44). 

The clarity of language is ensured by the ownership of the terms and their unitary use,

the unequivocal formulation of the usual statements, which contributes to a good

understanding of the text.

Precision is achieved by using a specialized lexicon that tends to monosemy and

monoreferency (Irinescu, 2003: 38), and their syntactic level through the correct use of

grammar construction rules, by observing the natural theme. (Stoichiţoiu-Ichim, 2006: 45). 

Concision is a requirement of the legal-administrative language, which consists in
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eliminating unnecessary redundancies, outdated protocols, as well as in a systematic

organization of the text.

Accessibility of the legal-administrative language requires the text to be appropriate at

the level of the recipients, by using uniform terms with the usual frequencies, avoiding

technical terms, explaining the lesser-known terms or unusual logos.

2.2.1. Terminology of legal-administrative language

The vocabulary specialization consists in creating and using a domain specific

terminology, different from the terminologies of other functional languages.

The legal-administrative terms can be classified according to their degree of specialization:

- legal-administrative terms used exclusively in this type of language, constituting the internal

terminology of the domain: notice, authorization;

- legal and administrative terms that belong simultaneously to the common language:

actuality etc ;

- legal-administrative terms that belong to other specialized languages.

2.2.2. Clarification of the legal-administrative language

One of the most prominent features of the legal-administrative discourse is cliching,

represented by the presence of formulas or template constructions. From the socio-linguistic

point of view, they ensure the social prestige of this type of language, although their presence

often makes it difficult for the non-specialists to understand the legal text.

Cliching is an important element, its use being justified, on the one hand, by the need

for concise expression, and on the other, by the need to ensure the applicability of the rule by

formulating general or abstract rules.

Thus, we observe the presence of maximum formulas (represented by the expression of

norms and legal provisions, and of minimal ones (specialized phrases).

2.3. The language of the community acquis, part of the legal-administrative language

The legal and administrative language of the European Union, also called the

language of the community acquis, reflects the complete system of European Union law,

independent and autonomous regarding the national legal rules of each Member State.

The phrase "community acquis" refers to the legal norms of the functioning of the

European institutions, the treaties issued by it, the structure and functioning of the Community

institutions, the acts adopted on the common security and politics, the cooperation in various

fields.
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The legal-administrative texts contained in the representative Community Acquis are:

the Treaties (establishing the European Communities, accession of certain states to the

European Union, etc.); directives, regulations, decisions, binding acts for the implementation

of the Treaties; international agreements concluded by the European Union and those

concluded by EU Member States; recommendations and opinions adopted by the institutions

of the European Union; declarations, resolutions, framework decisions; the signed

conventions, the resolutions, the declarations adopted on the Common Foreign and Security

Policy, Justice and Home Affairs etc.

The unitary character of the language in which they are written, the precision of the

notions are important for the transmission of documents to the citizens of all states.

All administrative legal documents are drafted in the working languages and then

translated into all the official languages of the Union countries. That is why bilingual and,

above all, multilingual translations are a very important area of community activity, very well

organized, with numerous translation offices, specialized translators, polygraphed dictionaries

(Bărbulescu, Repan 2009) or encyclopedic (Ghica 2007) translation for each language. 

III. Translation of the legal-administrative language and its difficulties

3.1. The competences of the translator

The level of linguistic competence is the volume of knowledge of a native speaker. The

skills that the translator needs are both theoretical and procedural. A translator needs to know:

the target language, the source language, the type of text, the field of the subject of the

translation (knowledge from outside linguistics) and contrastive analysis.

Translators can be classified based on the level of competence: novice translator,

intermediate translator, competent translator, experienced translator and expert translator. In

the development of its competences, the translator faces two types of problems: basic

concepts, strategies or conscious procedures, oriented towards objectives or norms or values.

The competences of the translator of the European Union are interdependent with one

another. The central competence is that of providing the translation service and includes the

interpersonal dimension (planning ability, self-evaluation, teamwork, customer

communication) and production size (making context-based translation and customer

guidance). Translators also need intercultural competences: sociolinguistic and textual
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(identifying and comparing cultural elements, solving the problems by understanding the

text).

3.2. The particularities of the legal language in the source language

Some of the features of English legal language have a historical explanation. The typical

format of legal documents was a few centuries ago a text without spaces and paragraphs

between its component parts. Currently, page layout of legal-administrative texts focuses on

the ease of identifying information. A characteristic feature of the legal English language is

monoreferency: in one context, only one meaning is allowed. One of the most common

situations of this type is that of pronouns, which are avoided in legal English for the text to be

lacking in unintended interpretations.

English law is characterized by: the use of common words with different meanings,

exclusively belonging to the legal field, Latin words and expressions, archaisms, binomials

(five types: imperfect, complementary, antonyms, subdivision and consequence synonyms)

the use of shall for expressing an obligation, the deictic elements together with the sentences,

the verbs followed by the prepositions, and the increased proportion of the suffixes. The legal

language is rich in attributes. The legal English vocabulary contains French and Latin

archaisms and a significant proportion of technical words. Not all legal texts intend to be as

clear and unequivocal as the vague nature of a term can bring benefits when used in an

informed manner.

3.3. Translation of legal-administrative language from English to Romanian

The number of theoretical studies on translations is limited, and most of the papers are

articles and monographs that are limited to empirical observations. The translation and

interpretation of legal and administrative texts encounters certain difficulties, some more in

law than linguistics. In international law, there is a need to borrow legal terminology from one

language to another. A new legal concept can be imported along with the term itself, but

imports are changing over time, and the meaning becomes another.

Because of the need for legal multilingualism, difficulties arise not only in translation

but also in the implementation of legislative acts in several languages in parallel. In this case,

the version of the document in each language is the original one, and the term "translation" is

not legally accepted. The use of the word "translation" implies the idea that one variant is the

source of the other and would undermine the idea of equality between multilingual legal texts.

Due to the principle of equal authenticity, these versions have equal authority.

Mixed drafting techniques include: co-drafting, parallel drafting, alternative drafting,

shared editing, double editing, and joint editing. Translator's work takes place in three stages:
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understanding the source text, interpreting the source, and reshaping it. The translator needs

an overview of the text to be translated so that individual phrases and replicas make a

coherent part of the whole. In the absence of an understanding of the overall picture and

context, the translator will commit translation errors.

3.4. Special issues in translating community texts

The European Union has 24 official languages: Bulgarian, Czech, Croatian, Danish,

English, Estonian, Finnish, French, German, Greek, Irish, Italian, Latvian, Lithuanian,

Slovenian, Spanish and Swedish (EU, fd). All 24 versions of the legal-administrative

documents must be precise and respect the highest rigor in the field. Personnel with dual

professional training, linguists and lawyers were recruited to ensure the quality of the

administrative legal texts.

Unlike other areas, the EU's translators benefit from databases such as EUR-Lex (2016)

that make the translation process simpler, but also from guides such as the styling by the

Publications Office. Thus, archived documents can be accessed in all the official languages of

the Union and rules on translations in a short time.(Cook et al., Wisniewski, Richard and

Schmidt), or in LSP, language for specific purposes (Hoffman et al., Swales), are not united in

the classification of European Union texts as belonging to applied linguistics.

The high degree of specialization and multilingualism of the European Union generated

the concept called "eurospeak" or "euroslang". It can be defined as a variant of the English

language that has appeared in Brussels in the Union institutions in written form.

3.5. Difficulties in translating legal and administrative texts

The importance of correctly translating legal-administrative texts should not be

underestimated: in a contract, a translation error may result in a process, and in a legislative

text, legislative ambiguities and legislative goals.

Difficulties in translating legal-administrative language can be: general (difficulties that

occur in other cases) and specific. One of the main ones is the inconsistency between the legal

systems of the source language and the target language. Another problem is linguistic

differences. The increased frequency of Latin expressions could pose problems in translation,

as it may not all be used in Latin in the target language. A further difficulty is represented by

the multitude of partial synonyms in the English legal lexicon. The translator needs to know

all the nuances of these terms, to know which one is suitable for translation (for example, jail

and prison).

Some authors classify the translation difficulties of legal-administrative texts in four:

system difficulties, terminology difficulties, syntax difficulties, and general tone difficulties.
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The translator must pay special attention to the order of words. The difficulty of translating

phrases decreases if the subject and the predicate are close to one another; many times,

however, they become complex because of the multitude of complements and attributes.

3.6. Measuring the difficulty of translating the legal text

Some authors consider that the difficulty of translating is made of two elements: text

translation problems and intellectual tasks. To measure the translation difficulty, the difficulty

of the source text is measured. This process results in an index, which is then correlated with

the difficulty of translation. Measuring the readability of a text is being researched in the

1920s.

In the literature, there are formulas that use measurable features of the text. They can

be based on the length of the sentences, the length of the words, the percentage of difficult

words (words with more than 2-3 syllables or less common words). It is estimated that only

until 1980 were published 200 formulas that calculate the difficulty of reading a text. The

most popular formulas are: Flesch Reading Ease Formula; Dale-Chall formula; Gunning Fog

Index; SMOG formula; Flesch-Kincaid Readability test; Fry Readability formula.

There are two approaches to giving a score for difficulty: the holistic and the analytical

one. The holistic score method is based on the idea that gathering all the difficulty factors of a

translation would not adequately reflect the real degree of difficulty of the translation. For

more objective assessments, criteria were proposed, one being structured on four levels of

correct translations: strength, acceptable level, deficient level and minimum level.

The analytical score method is to award a score for each translation difficulty component to

get a total score.

Analyzing verbal protocols is another way of assessing the translation difficulty,

according to which translators should analyze the translation process while doing it. Thus,

information about the translators' thinking process appears while translating.

Recording and analyzing translators' behavior is another way of measuring the difficulty of

translating. Actions such as keystrokes are measured, translators' activity on the screen, and

its eye movements, as well as the pauses, are an important clue to the identification of

difficult passages. Measurement of eye movements is assessed by: the duration of ocular

fixations, their number, when and how often the translators' attention changes, how often they

turn their eyes over a particular passage, phrase or expression.

However, the verbal and non-verbal behavior of the translator reflects in an imperfect

way his mental activities. There are tools to measure the difficulty of translating that focus on

assessing the mental burden of the translator. One of the most used instruments for subjective
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measurement is the scale questionnaire. The most commonly used NASA task load index has

6 items, structured by categories: mental effort (thinking, making decisions, memories,

searches), physical effort (pushed, raised, carried), temporal effort (the pressure to do things

with high speed), overall effort, execution and frustration.

After analyzing all these techniques and tools to measure the difficulty of a text, there

is a need for automatic measurement of the text.

Chapter IV. Corpus of legal-administrative language

4.1. Methodology of corpus analysis

The aim of the paper is to identify and analyze the translation difficulties from

English into Romanian, in the legal and administrative contexts. Within this subchapter, we

will examine each term and phrase in the glossary, explaining the difficulties encountered by

translators. In the analysis of the difficulty of the terms, we will present the term in its context

in the Consolidated Version of the Treaty on European Union, we will present alternative

meanings and variants of translation.

4.2 Glossary of legal-administrative Language

In the glossary, we have included terms and expressions in the "Consolidated version of

the Treaty on European Union". The terms include: accession, accountable, agenda, binding,

breach, chair, Charter, compliance, concert, convene, currency, determination, heritage,

mandate, national, provision, remedy, second, guideline, subsidiarity. Some of the phrases

and phrases defined and analyzed in this chapter are: blocking minority, draft legislative act,

equal rotation, extraordinary meeting, fair trade, free movement, head of state, institutional

framework, internal market, policy-making, qualified majority, rule of law, self-government,

serious misconduct, sustainable development, term of office, territorial scope, lay down and

without prejudice etc.

4.3. Corpus analysis. Semantics and difficulties

The purpose of this study is to identify the translation difficulties specific to the legal-

administrative language by analyzing the "Consolidated version of the Treaty on European

Union" (Official Journal, 2012).

We have identified eight types of difficulties encountered by translators in the case of

legal and administrative texts:

1. Lexical ambiguity
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2. Structural ambiguity

3. False Friends

4. Lexical incompatibilities

5. Difficulties in translating phrases

6. Pragmatic issues (lack of context)

7. Text specific issues

8. Balance between translation fidelity and transparency

Lexical ambiguity occurs when a word has more than one meaning. Structural

ambiguity occurs when a sentence or a sentence has more than one meaning. The difficulties

identified are not only related to the terms themselves, but also to the structure they belong to.

The frequency of the difficulties has been analyzed in order to make recommendations for

translators of administrative and legal texts. The most common translation and translation

difficulties for administrative and legal texts are: lexical ambiguity (1), the balance between

translation fidelity and transparency (2), but also the translation of collocations (3).

The results are consistent with the characteristics of the legal and administrative

language, as it appears from the literature. The terms used often have more than a meaning,

and the sentences are long and complex.

4.4. Corpus analysis results

To avoid difficulties in translating legal and administrative texts, the translator needs

a high level of expertise in legal and administrative language in source language and target

language. Failure to recognize legal terms in their legal context could lead to an erroneous

translation. Furthermore, it is necessary to pay attention to the meanings of the words,

especially in cases where the context does not clearly indicate what meaning it is. At the same

time, it is necessary to pay extra attention to "false friends", which can compromise a

seemingly easy translation. Last but not least, attention is needed to the text message, which

should not be altered with the translation. Therefore, the translator of legal and administrative

texts must ensure both translation fidelity and transparency. It needs to be vigilant about eight

difficulties: lexical ambiguity, structural ambiguity, false friends, lexical mismatches,

difficulties in translating collocations, pragmatic issues (lack of context), text-specific

problems, and the balance between translation fidelity and transparency.
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Chapter V. Statistical Analysis of the Differences of the

Translation of Community Legal and Administrative Texts

5.1. Methodology

Using a quantitative research method, we answer the following research questions:

What are the particularities of the legal-administrative texts? and What are the translation

difficulties for legal-administrative texts? We will analyze the frequency of words and

expressions in the corpus and the average length of the sentences. One of the programs used is

RapidMiner, with the word processing extension.

5.2. The peculiarities of community legal-administrative texts: statistical

perspective

The consolidated version of the Treaty on European Union has been analyzed according

to the frequency of its terms. 1885 terms repeated at least once and 1454 terms appeared at

least three times in the text. The most used word is the article (1087 repeats). Therefore, there

is a high degree of predictability of the content of the document, from a lexical point of view.

Analyzing the terms with less than 100 repetitions, one can notice that the lexicon used is a

very bureaucratic one. There are many economic terms ("capital", "budget", "labor"),

organizational and temporal terms ("March", "annual", "June", "July"), verbs from

organizational and managerial spheres : ("Order", "appoint", "prevent") and specific nouns for

the administrative lexicon ("servant", "secretaries" - secretary, secretary, "citizen" ).

The most used term is "member states" (512 uses), followed by "European Parliament"

(348 repeats). Among the most common categories of two word expressions, we have

identified the names of European institutions: "European Parliament", "Central Bank", "Court

of Justice", "Council Act", "Parliament Council", etc.

The second step was to perform a comparative analysis of the basic text of the corpus

without annexes and a generic text of similar length in British English (composed of short

stories, chosen according to the criterion of diversity). Many indices relevant to determining

the difficulty of translating a text cannot be interpreted by themselves, so this generic text is

needed.

The generic text has 3125 sentences, and the corpus has 1102 sentences, the total

number of words being very similar. The average length of the generic text sentence is 6.6

words, and the corpus of 19.2 words. The corpus is structured in 730 paragraphs, unlike in

1797, as is the generic text. The length difference between the longest sentence in the corpus
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(135 words) and the longest of the generic text (77) is quite large. The number of words with

more than seven characters is almost double in the legal-administrative text (3257 versus

6459). The frequency of difficult words was determined on the basis of a familiar word list

(3000 words). There are 7853 difficult words in the corpus and 4568 in the generic text, a

difference of 15%.

The difficulty of reading was also analyzed through instruments such as the Dale-Chall,

Coleman-Liau, Flesch and Gunning Fog indexes. Dale-Chall Readability level is based on the

proportion of difficult words and the proportion of words and sentences, and partial results

consist of numbers between 4 and over 10; the final results consist in awarding a level of

education. Through this test, we find that TUE can easily be understood by a college graduate,

while the generic text is at high school level (9th or 10th grade). The Automated Readability

Index refers to the number of characters in a word, and the interpretation of the score is done

by age. The difference between the two texts is significant, from 17.2 to 7.6. The results

indicate that the generic text can easily be understood by a child aged 12-13 years, but the

TEU overcomes 18-22 years of difficulty and is intended for college graduates and above.

Coleman-Liau Index. This index is calculated using the average of 100 words and the average

number of sentences per 100 words. Corpus had a result of 20.6, and generic text 16.3. Flesch

Reading Ease Score, one of the safest and oldest methods of learning the difficulty of a text.

The lower the score, the more difficult the text is.

The corpus is distinguished from the generic text by a high number of words with over

three syllables (5472 polysyllabic words versus 2193). The legal-administrative texts have

fewer sentences, but about three times longer than in an ordinary text (19.2 versus 6.6). These

are almost 3 times less (1102 vs. 3125). The structure of legal-administrative texts is more

compact, with a small number of paragraphs. A legal-administrative text has 2.5 times fewer

paragraphs than a regular text. It is necessary to mention that the longest sentence in the

corpus has a dimension of 135 words and 736 characters, about 8.4 times more than a regular

text. In legal-administrative texts, there is a high frequency of words of over seven characters,

which occur approximately twice as often as in a regular text. They are more complex

because they have a higher frequency of high difficulty words (37% versus 22%). The legal-

administrative texts have a double number of polysyllabic words and a higher average of

syllables per word (1.8 versus 1.5). The words are longer, with a maximum of 18 characters

(15 characters for the general text). The estimated reading time is similar for the two texts,

with an additional 2-3 minutes for the legal-administrative text.
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5.3. Difficulties in translating community legal-administrative texts: statistical

analysis

The length of the sentence is a common index for measuring the translation difficulty

(Mishra, 2013). According to this index, the legal-administrative texts are much more difficult

to translate (the sentences being almost three times longer). This index is not safe enough. In

determining the difficulty of translations, lexical and textural properties are also relevant.

Statistical methods for measuring the difficulty of translation are divided into two categories:

1. Difficulty of translation, evaluated only after translation, by: keystrokes, mouse clicks, time

of sight on various words, etc. The Translation Difficulty Index is another example; it refers

to "the time the brain processes translation activities" (Mishra, 2013, 348). The processing

time of the work we need to calculate the translation difficulty index is calculated by adding

time to understanding the source text and generating the translated text. The Transition

Difficulty Index (IDT) is the translation processing time.

2. Difficulty of translation, assessed before the translation of a text takes place; Mishra et al.

(2013) proposed a formula based on three factors: length, polysemy and structural

complexity. Thus, without the text being translated, we can estimate the difficulty of

translating.

Calculation of sentence length (L) is the number of words in a sentence. The degree of

polysemy (GP) is the sum of the meanings of words in a sentence, divided by the length of the

sentence. In this study, we used WordNet v.3.1, developed by Princeton University. Structural

complexity (CS) represents the total length of dependency linkages in the structure of a

sentence (Lin, 1996). The total length of dependency bindings is divided by the number of

sentences. Structural complexity was calculated using the Stanford Parser program (developed

by The Stanford Natural Language Processing Group) with the extension of the Typed

Dependency Viewer.

Thus we analyzed the first fifteen sentences of the corpus in length, the degree of

polysemy and the structural complexity. Some of the hypotheses of this research have been

denied, and some have been confirmed. The degree of polysemy (GP), with the average of

4.39, is below the average indicated by some researchers in the field for general or non-legal

texts. However, the structural complexity is above average, the same for the length of the

sentence. The abundance of detail required for legal and administrative language specific

precision increases the length of the sentences, complicating the translation process

accordingly. Legal-administrative texts therefore present greater translation difficulties than

texts in other areas, but the degree of polysemy is not a factor contributing to this complexity.
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Generally speaking, the more text is in many words, the more the translator is asked for. In

the legal-administrative language, long and complex words are used, and they have a lower

degree of polysemy and decrease the average of this index to just 4.36. Even if the ambiguity

of the legal-administrative texts is low, the high standards in terms of precision make the

translator's job easier.
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Conclusions

Following the research, we concluded that the translator must know the legal and

administrative language of the source language and target language. In the absence of in-

depth knowledge, it may encounter problems like translation of certain phrases. The

translation difficulties identified by qualitative research were: lexical ambiguity, structural

ambiguity, false friends, lexical mismatches, difficulties in translating collocations, pragmatic

issues (lack of context), text-specific problems, and the balance between translation fidelity

and transparency.

At the same time, we have identified a number of peculiarities of the legal-administrative

texts: they have fewer sentences, but they are longer than three times. Long and complex

words are more common. Indices to measure the difficulty of reading the text reveal that

legal-administrative texts are written for college graduate level.

In the statistical analysis, we used three factors proposed by Mishra et al.: length of

phrases, degree of polysemy and degree of structural complexity. The length of sentences is

the main index indicating a high degree of difficulty in translation. The degree of polysemy

was low, but this does not automatically indicate a reduced translation difficulty, but is due to

the need for precision. Structural complexity is an increased one, requiring a higher degree of

attention; the translator makes an increased mental effort in their translation because it has to

correctly translate the meaning of the source text, to meet all the grammatical requirements -

this is more difficult for large stretching phrases.

Given the difficulties of translating legal and administrative texts, translators have to use

the specialized resources they have at their disposal. For EU translators, they can use tools

such as EUR-Lex or InterActive Terminology for Europe to ensure the uniformity, accuracy

and high quality of the EU legal and administrative texts.
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