Original research article | Originalus mokslinis straipsnis

Vol. 1 No. 3 (2025): Geguzé

Achieving Accuracy in Azerbaijani English Legal
Document Translation: Challenges and Strategies

Accepted: 05.20.2025
Published: 05.22.2025
https://doi.org/10.69760/portuni.010328

! Nigar Kazimova

Abstract; Accurate translation of government and legal documents from Azerbaijani to English is
critical in an increasingly globalized context. This article examines the theoretical and practical
dimensions of ensuring accuracy in such translations, drawing on linguistics and translation studies. It
outlines key frameworks — Skopos Theory, Equivalence Theory, and Dynamic Equivalence — and
discusses their application to Azerbaijani—English legal translations. Major challenges, including
terminological non-equivalence, cultural-legal discrepancies, and risks of lost legal precision, are
analyzed through real case examples of treaties, asylum documents, and contracts. The article then
proposes strategies to enhance accuracy: thorough pre-translation briefings, use of bilingual legal
dictionaries and terminology databases, translation memory tools for consistency, and collaboration
with legal experts. These strategies are evaluated in light of existing empirical research and translation
corpus studies. The discussion highlights that a combination of functional and equivalence-based
approaches, supported by technology and expert input, can significantly improve translation accuracy.
Ensuring accuracy is shown to be not only a linguistic endeavor but also a legal and cultural imperative.

Keywords: /egal translation; Azerbaijani—English; Skopos theory, dynamic equivalence; terminology; translation
accuracyy legal terminology

INTRODUCTION

In our interconnected world, the accurate translation of government and legal documents is essential
for cross-border communication, compliance, and justice. Legal translation has a long history but has
only recently been recognized as a specialized discipline. It plays an increasingly important role in
globalized society, enabling treaties, laws, and official records to be understood across languages.
However, translating legal and administrative texts is widely acknowledged as one of the most complex
tasks in linguistics. Such texts contain specialized terminology, culturally bound legal concepts, and
precise formulations that must be preserved to maintain the original intent and legal effect. Translators
often face the challenge of reconciling legal concepts and terms that lack direct equivalents between
languages. This is especially true for language pairs like Azerbaijani and English, which belong to
distinct language families and legal traditions.

Context and Literature Overview: Azerbaijan’s legal language is system-bound, reflecting the civil
law influenced by Soviet and Islamic traditions, whereas English legal language primarily stems from
common law. These differences mean that a term in Azerbaijani law may have no direct counterpart
in English law, and vice versa. Prior research confirms that legal translation involves bridging such
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conceptual gaps. For example, a recent comparative study of English and Uzbek (a Turkic language
closely related to Azerbaijani) noted significant lexical and semantic barriers due to divergent legal
systems and cultures. Terms like “2ort”, “Gurisprudence”, or “precedent” in English common law have no
exact equivalents in languages shaped by civil law, creating substantial obstacles. Likewise, translators
must maintain the meticulous precision of legal texts — even minor errors or inconsistencies can alter
the interpretation of statutes or contracts. As a comparative law scholar observes, translators must
preserve the source text’s intent and authority (its awthenticity) when moving across linguistic
frameworks. Despite these challenges, legal translation is indispensable for international governance

and commerce, prompting a growing body of research in legal Translation Studies (LTS).

In translation theory, two broad paradigms have historically guided practice: one aiming for strict
equivalence to the source text, and another allowing adaptation to the target context. Modern scholars
argue that neither extreme alone is sufficient for legal texts. Instead, functional approaches (like
Skopos theory) and nuanced equivalence strategies are needed to ensure both fidelity and usability.
Skopos (purpose) theory, introduced by Vermeer and Nord, suggests that translation strategies should
be chosen based on the text’s intended function in the target setting. This approach has been
influential in legal translation pedagogy and quality assurance. Meanwhile, Eugene Nida’s concepts of
formal vs. dynamic equivalence (originally from Bible translation) have been applied to legal
translation to balance literal accuracy with reader comprehension. Recent studies underscore the
importance of these frameworks. For instance, an empirical study on legal contracts found that
sticking to purely formal equivalence (word-for-word translation) led to serious errors, whereas a blend
of formal and dynamic methods produced more accurate results. Another large-scale corpus analysis
of multilingual legal texts confirmed that highly system-specific legal terms correlate with greater
translation difficulty — highlighting the need for specialized strategies to handle terminology.

Research Gap and Question: Much of the existing literature focuses on major languages or general
principles, with fewer studies examining Azerbaijani—English legal translation specifically. Azerbaijani,
as a lesser-studied language in translation research, poses unique challenges due to its agglutinative
structure and civil law terminology. This article addresses that gap by synthesizing theory and practice
for this language pair. The guiding research question is: How can translators ensure a high degree of accuracy
in Azerbagjani—English government and legal document translation given the terminological, cultural, and legal system
differences? In exploring this question, the study will: (1) apply Skopos, Equivalence, and Dynamic
Equivalence theories to the Azerbaijani—English legal context; (2) identify main challenges through
real examples (e.g., treaties, asylum applications, contracts); (3) propose strategies — from preparatory
briefings to technological tools — to overcome these challenges; and (4) evaluate these approaches
using insights from empirical research and translation corpora.

By combining theoretical frameworks with practical case analysis, this article aims to contribute a
comprehensive overview suitable for both scholars and practitioners. Ensuring accuracy in legal
translation is not only a linguistic exercise but a cross-cultural negotiation of law — a task that demands
both academic insight and professional rigor. The following sections present the theoretical
foundation, analyze challenges, propose solutions, and discuss their efficacy, before concluding with
key findings and recommendations.
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Theoretical Framework

Accurate legal translation requires a solid grounding in translation theory. This section examines three
key frameworks — Skopos Theory, Equivalence Theory, and Dynamic Equivalence — and
discusses how each applies to the translation of Azerbaijani and English legal/government documents.
These theories offer complementary perspectives on fidelity, function, and effect in translation,
guiding translators toward strategies that maintain both legal integrity and readability.

Skopos Theory (Functional Approach)

Skopos theory is a cornerstone of the functionalist approach in translation studies. Developed by
Hans Vermeer and further advanced by Katharina Nord, Skopos theory posits that the prime
determinant of any translation strategy should be the Skgpos (Greek for “purpose”) of the target text.
In other words, the translator’s decisions — whether to be literal or free in a given instance — should
align with the intended function of the translated document in its target context. Skopos theory
represents a shift from the traditional obsession with one-to-one equivalence, emphasizing instead
that what works best can vary by purpose.

In the context of Azerbaijani—English legal translation, Skopos theory suggests that a translator must
first understand why the document is being translated and for whom. For example, consider an
Azerbaijani court judgment being translated into English for use in an asylum case. If the translation’s
purpose is to inform an English court of the judgment’s content, the Skopos might prioritize faithful
rendering of legal details over stylistic elegance. The translator would thus preserve formal elements
(such as article numbers, precise legal terms, and even sentence structure) to maintain authenticity.
Conversely, if an Azerbaijani governmental policy paper is translated into English for an international
audience, the purpose might be more informational and persuasive. Here, Skopos theory would license
the translator to adopt a clearer, more target-reader-friendly style, possibly restructuring sentences or
adding brief explanations, because the goal is effective communication of ideas rather than verbatim
legal concordance.

Skopos theory also introduces the idea of a translation brief — a set of instructions or context provided
to the translator about the desired function of the target text. In professional practice, a thorough pre-
translation briefing can be seen as an application of Skopos principles. It ensures the translator is
aware of contextual variables such as the target audience (e.g. laypersons vs. lawyers), the text’s
intended use (official filing, information only, etc.), and any required level of formality or legal force.
Nord’s extension of Skopos theory adds a principle of “loyalty,” meaning that while serving the target
purpose, translators should remain loyal to the source text’s meaning and the expectations of all parties
involved (including authors and readers). In legal documents, this loyalty is crucial: the translator must
not distort any substantive content even as they adapt the form. As Duan (2023) explains, Skopos
theory’s rules of purpose, coherence, and fidelity guide translators to produce texts that are both
functionally suitable and faithful in content. By analyzing each translation on a case-by-case basis and
considering factors like the subject matter, reader needs, and the translator’s goals, the Skopos
approach allows flexibility without sacrificing accuracy.

For Azerbaijani—-English translations, Skopos theory can help address systemic differences.
Azerbaijani official documents might include culturally specific formalities (such as honorifics, legal
referents, or Soviet-era terminology) that do not carry the same weight in English. A Skopos-oriented
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translator will decide whether to retain such elements, translate them functionally (e.g. explaining a
term in footnotes or parentheses), or omit them, based on the purpose. For instance, the Azerbaijani
term “Notariat qaydada tdsdiq edilmis surat” literally means “copy certified in notarial procedure.” If
translating a birth certificate for immigration purposes, the Skopos (to prove authenticity of the

<

document) would require preserving that notion — one might translate it as “certified true copy
(notarized).” If the same appears in an internal report aimed at general readers, one might simplify it

as “officially certified copy,” to enhance comprehension while still conveying the function of the term.

In summary, Skopos theory provides a flexible framework for ensuring accuracy: it demands first
understanding the legal and communicative purpose of the translation, then choosing strategies that
best fulfill that purpose. This ensures that the translation is not judged solely by how literally it mirrors
the source, but by how well it performs its intended role — whether that is to inform, to obtain legal
recognition, or to persuade. In doing so, Skopos theory helps balance strict fidelity with practical
effectiveness, a balance that is vital in government and legal documents.

Equivalence Theory in Legal Translation

Equivalence theory in translation revolves around the idea that a good translation should achieve a
degree of sameness or correspondence with the source text — whether in meaning, effect, or structure.
In the mid-20th century, scholars like J.C. Catford and Eugene Nida framed translation as a search
for equivalent effect on the target audience. In legal translation, however, the notion of equivalence is
complicated by the fact that laws and official documents operate within distinct legal systems. As one
article notes, translators often must reconcile concepts “that often lack direct equivalents across
languages,” all while preserving the original text’s intent and authority.

In practical terms, equivalence theory asks: What must be preserved to call this translation “accurate”? For
legal and government texts, possible answers include: the denotative meaning (the literal content of
provisions), the legal effect (the enforceability or rights/obligations conveyed), the tone and formality,
and sometimes the structure (especially in instruments like contracts or statutes where clause
numbering and formatting carry significance). Equivalence can thus be multifaceted. Scholars have
described different types of equivalence — for example, ferminological equivalence (finding the closest legal
term in the target language), fextual equivalence (ensuring similar sentence structure or coherence), and
dynamic equivalence which we discuss in the next subsection.

In Azerbaijani—English translation, achieving terminological equivalence is often the toughest
challenge. Legal terms are deeply embedded in their national legal system and culture. The translator’s
task is to find an equivalent term or explanation in English that conveys the same legal concept. For
instance, the Azerbaijani term ‘% nomrasi” in a court document literally means “work/case number.”
An English equivalent could simply be “case no.” — a minor example of straightforward equivalence.
But consider a more complex term like “wiilkiyyat hiigugu” which corresponds to the civil law concept
of ownership rights. In English common law context, one might translate it as “property right” or
“right of ownership.” While those are near-equivalents, there may be subtle differences in scope. The
translator must decide if an English legal term is truly equivalent or if a descriptive translation is safer
to avoid misinterpretation.

Equivalence theory also highlights formal equivalence, sometimes called /teral translation, where the
translator attempts to preserve the form and content exactly. In legal documents, formal equivalence
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can be important: for example, translating a contract, one might keep the sentence breaks and clause
numbers identical to the source, to ensure no misalignment. This is especially necessary when two
language versions are legally authoritative; maintaining a line-by-line equivalence helps lawyers
compare texts. An example is bilingual treaties where each language version is “equally authentic.”
Translators in such cases often opt for very tight formal equivalence, even if the phrasing becomes
less natural, to avoid any divergence in legal meaning.

However, strict formal equivalence has its limits. Legal language in Azerbaijani can be lengthy and
syntactically complex, as is often the case with civil law style. A verbatim translation to English might
produce an unreadable run-on sentence. Thus, equivalence theory in modern practice recognizes
functional equivalence — ensuring the translation has the same function and effect as the original, rather
than mirroring every word. This is closely related to Skopos: if the function is to confer legal rights,
the translation must be precise enough to confer those rights in the target context. If the function is
informative, the translation may prioritize clarity for the reader over literal form.

To illustrate, imagine an Azerbaijani law uses the phrase (hypothetically) “Ganunun bu maddasi ilo
mitidyyan edilmis hallarda”. A literal translation is “in cases determined by this article of the law.” An
equivalent English phrasing in legislative style would be “in the circumstances provided for in this
Article.” Here the translator finds an equivalent legal phrasing in English legislative language. This
kind of equivalence maintains the register and /legal force. If the target audience were general readers (say
an explainer about the law), one might choose a simpler equivalent like “when this article applies.”
Both convey the condition, but the former preserves formal legislative tone (which might be necessary
if the English text is to serve as an official legal reference).

Equivalence theory undetlines that consistency in terminology is key to accuracy. A translator should
use the same equivalent term for a given source term throughout a document (unless context dictates
a change), to avoid confusion. Inconsistent translation of a term like “s@/abiyyat” (authority, power,
competence) within one text could lead a reader to wonder if different meanings are intended. Using
a bilingual legal dictionary or term base can help maintain this equivalence consistently. Indeed,
consistent terminology is considered crucial for high quality legal translation by institutions such as
the European Commission. Equivalence also extends to acronyms, proper names, and references: for
instance, translating the name of an Azerbaijani ministry, one typically uses the official English
equivalent (if it exists) to ensure recognition (e.g., translating “Azarbaycan Respublikas: ddliyya Nazirliyi”
as “Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Azerbaijan”). This kind of equivalence ensures the target
reader knows exactly which institution is meant.

In summary, Equivalence theory in legal translation strives for a balance of meaning and effect.
Translators must decide case-by-case what kind of equivalence is paramount: is it more important to
preserve the exact wording, or the legal impact, or the readability? In Azerbaijani—English translation,
often the priority is to convey the precise legal content — any gain in naturalness must not risk altering
a right or duty described. Thus, equivalence serves as a guiding ideal: the translated document should
be as close as possible to having the same content and implications in English as the original does in
Azerbaijani. Where exact equivalence is unattainable (due to lack of concepts or linguistic differences),
the translator compensates with annotations or explications, ensuring no loss of crucial information.
This approach aligns with what Graziadei (2025) calls preserving “authenticity and functionality”
across linguistic frameworks — effectively the heart of equivalence in legal translation.
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Dynamic Equivalence (Nida’s Functionalism)

Dynamic equivalence, a term famously associated with Eugene Nida, refers to a translation strategy
focused on producing an equivalent effecf on the target reader as the original text presumably had on
its reader. Unlike formal equivalence, which clings to the source text’s form and content, dynamic
equivalence permits adjustments in wording, syntax, or idioms to ensure that the meaning and tone
come across naturally and clearly. While Nida developed this concept in the context of Bible
translation, dynamic (or functional) equivalence has significant implications for legal and governmental
translation — albeit with some caveats.

In the realm of Azerbaijani—English legal translation, dynamic equivalence would mean rendering
passages in a way that an English reader (especially a non-expert or a lay official) would understand
them as smoothly as an Azerbaijani reader understands the original. This can be particularly relevant
for certain government documents like public-facing policies, asylum interviews, or informational
brochures, where clarity and comprehension by the target audience are crucial. For example, an
Azerbaijani regulatory guideline might use complex sentences with multiple subjunctive clauses. A
dynamically equivalent English translation might break these into shorter sentences or use bullet
points, so that an English-speaking public servant can follow the instructions without confusion. The
core information remains the same, but the form is adapted for readability — aiming to have the same
impact (i.e., effective communication of guidelines).

However, when dealing with strictly legal texts (contracts, statutes, court rulings), dynamic equivalence
must be applied with caution. Legal translators often say their first duty is accuracy and that sometimes
requires sticking closer to the source text even if the prose feels heavy. Nonetheless, even in such
texts, dynamic techniques can be helpful. For instance, consider culturally bound expressions. If an
Azerbaijani legal text says an agreement is “ezibarsiz hesab edilir” — literally “considered invalid” — a
dynamic translation might render it as “shall be null and void” to use the standard legal phrasing that
an English lawyer would expect. Here the translator is dynamically shifting to an equivalent idiomatic
expression that carries the same legal force in the target language. The aim is that an English reader
(lawyer or judge) gets the same legal effect and nuance as an Azerbaijani would from the original
wording.

Another aspect is legal phraseology and fixed expressions. Azerbaijani legal language, like many others,
has stock phrases (e.g., “qorara aliur ki...” — “it is hereby decided that...”). A dynamic approach
encourages using the target language’s closest natural equivalent rather than a word-for-word
translation that might sound odd. This not only makes the translation more readable but ensures the
target reader doesn’t misinterpret awkward phrasing. A dynamically equivalent translation of “ganun:
giivvaya minma” could be “enter into legal force” rather than a stilted “attain legal power,” because the
former is recognized phrasing in English law.

Crucially, dynamic equivalence emphasizes the target audience’s perspective. In translation of, say,
asylum application documents, the target audience could be immigration officers or judges in an
English-speaking country. These readers need to clearly understand the content of an applicant’s
records (birth certificates, court documents, personal statements). If an Azerbaijani applicant’s
personal statement uses metaphor or idiom to describe persecution, a dynamically equivalent
translation would convey the intended meaning of that idiom in plain English. For example, if
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someone wrote “basimin tGstiindd qara buludlar dolasirdi” (literally “dark clouds were switling above
my head,” meaning misfortune was looming), a dynamic translation might be “I felt a sense of
impending doom.” This way, the English reader grasps the emotional and situational content
accurately. The loss of legal precision is not a concern in this case since it’s about personal narrative,
but the gain in comprehension is vital for a fair assessment of the asylum claim.

It’s worth noting that dynamic equivalence in legal translation sometimes overlaps with plain language
initiatives. Governments often encourage that laws and regulations be written or translated in plain
language for public accessibility. While the original Azerbaijani text might not be plain (especially if
it’s formal legalese), a translator might be asked to produce a more accessible English version for a
broader audience. Dynamic equivalence would support simplifying complex sentences and using
layman’s terms where appropriate (perhaps with the original term in parentheses for reference). This
approach, however, should be authorized by the brief — if the translation is for internal use by lawyers,
one would stick closer to formal equivalence to avoid any possible deviation in meaning.

Empirical research indicates that a balance of formal and dynamic equivalence yields the best results
in legal translation. Al-Saeed and Abdulwahab’s 2023 study of contract translations in Saudi Arabia
revealed that using only formal equivalence led to serious problems in accuracy and comprehension,
whereas incorporating dynamic techniques resolved many of these issues. They concluded that an
integrated approach — essentially formal fidelity with dynamic adjustments as needed — was necessary to
tully convey lexical, syntactic, cultural, and stylistic aspects. This supports the idea that dynamic
equivalence is not a license to paraphrase freely in legal contexts, but a tool to deploy when rigid
literalism would obscure meaning or when the target legal culture expects a different formulation.

In summary, dynamic equivalence in Azerbaijani—English legal translation means adapting the
translation to be as clear and naturally effective in English as the source is in Azerbaijani. It prioritizes
the impact on the target reader, which in turn can enhance accuracy by avoiding misunderstandings.
Yet, the translator must constantly gauge where dynamic adaptation might risk altering a legal nuance.
The theoretical ideal is to achieve a translation that the target reader finds clear and authentic, without
realizing the many micro-decisions where the translator balanced literal wording against dynamic
rendering. The outcome should be a text that is faithful in substance but fluent and functional in
delivery — a result that, ultimately, aligns with both Nida’s vision of equivalence of response and the
stringent accuracy demands of legal communication.

Main Challenges and Case Examples

Translating Azerbaijani government and legal documents into English presents a range of challenges
that stem from linguistic differences, legal system discrepancies, and contextual factors. This section
discusses the main challenges and illustrates them with real or realistic case examples. Key issues
include: terminological non-equivalence between Azerbaijani and English law, the risk of loss of legal
precision or ambiguity, structural and stylistic differences that impact clarity, and inconsistencies that
can arise without rigorous terminology management. We draw on examples from treaties, asylum
documents, and contracts to demonstrate these challenges in practice, supported by findings from
recent literature.
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Terminological Gaps and Legal Concepts

One of the foremost challenges is finding accurate equivalents for legal terms and concepts.
Azerbaijani and English belong to different language families (Turkic vs. Indo-European) and, more
importantly, Azerbaijan’s legal system has civil law roots (with Soviet and Islamic influences) whereas
English law is rooted in common law tradition. As a result, many terms are system-bound, reflecting
unique legal principles or cultural context. A term in the source text may have no direct counterpart
in the target language’s legal lexicon, forcing the translator to bridge a conceptual gap.

For example, consider an Azerbaijani law that mentions “Miilk: Macallo” (Civil Code) concepts like
“tera varagasi”. This term refers to an official writ of execution (an order to enforce a court judgment).
In English legal terminology, especially common law, there isn’t an identical concept because
enforcement mechanisms differ. The translator must decide on the closest functional equivalent. They
might render “Yera varagasi” as “writ of execution” or “enforcement order” — terms understandable to
an English legal audience, even if the procedural details differ. This illustrates terminological non-
equivalence: the translator strives for lgal equivalence by explanation or approximation.

The problem intensifies with terms deeply embedded in national law. For instance, asylum and
immigration documents from Azerbaijan may refer to statuses or IDs specific to local law. An asylum
¢

Qagqinlarm Sabadatnamasi” (Refugee Certificate) under Azerbaijani law.
An English-speaking adjudicator might equate “refugee certificate” with certain documents, but if the

seeker’s file might mention

concept differs (maybe it’s more akin to an asylum seeker ID), the translator may need to clarify. One
approach could be a short footnote or a parenthetical, e.g., “Refugee Certificate (official ID for
recognized refugees in Azerbaijan).” Without such clarification, the risk is that the meaning is lost or
misinterpreted by the target audience.

A real case example highlighting terminological challenges is found in the translation of bilateral
treaties. Loiacono & Bertoli (2018) studied treaties between Italy and English-speaking countries
(analogous to civil vs. common law systems) and found numerous terminological difficulties.
Translators had to “bridge the divide” between legal cultures by often coining new terms or using
descriptive phrasing. Similarly, for an Azerbaijan—UK treaty, an Azerbaijani term like ‘“Ganunvericilik
1252 bbiisii hiiqugn” (literally “right of legislative initiative”) might perplex an English drafter if translated
word-for-word. While the UK concept of who can initiate legislation exists, the formal term differs.
The translator might choose an explanatory translation: “the right to introduce draft legislation
(legislative initiative).” This way, the concept is conveyed even if English lacks a single established
term.

Empirical evidence underscores how pervasive terminological gaps are. A 2025 study by Khujakulov
et al. on English—Uzbek legal translation noted that many legal terms in English, influenced by
common law, have no direct equivalents in Uzbek. They cite examples such as “tort” or “precedent”
which are fundamental in common law but foreign to civil law systems. Azerbaijani, like Uzbek, has
had to import or calque many such terms, or define them in phrases. For instance, “precedent” in an
Azerbaijani context might be explained as ‘“wabkoma presedenti” or “mabkoma qorarmm niimunasi”
(literally “coutt precedent/example of court decision”), since precedent is not a formal source of law
in Azerbaijan. A translator dealing with a document that references an English precedent must ensure
the Azerbaijani reader understands this is a case decision serving as law — a possibly unfamiliar notion.
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Conversely, translating from Azerbaijani to English, terms tied to civil law need careful handling.
“Notariat kontorn” (Notary Office) has a more pivotal role in civil law jurisdictions for certifying
documents. In an English context, a “Notary Public” exists but functions differently (often just
authenticating signatures for international use). If an Azerbaijani contract says it must be certified by
a notariat, the translator might annotate it as “notary office (state notary)” to differentiate from the
common law notion of a notary. Without that precision, an English reader might think any local notary
stamp suffices, misunderstanding a potential legal requirement.

Inconsistent or incorrect handling of terminology can lead to serious consequences. A notable
(hypothetical) example: Suppose a pootly translated Azerbaijani court judgment rendered “wiiraciat eda
bilor” (meaning “may appeal”) as “must appeal.” The difference between may and »ust is huge — one
is permissive, the other obligatory. Such a mistake could mislead a refugee about whether they have
discretion to appeal or a mandatory step, possibly affecting their legal strategy. This underscores that
beyond finding equivalents, translators must preserve modality and nuance precisely.

Terminological inconsistency is another challenge. If multiple translators work on one body of text
(common in large government reports or legal codes), the same term might be translated in various
ways. For example, the term “garar” might be rendered as “decision” by one translator and
“resolution” by another within the same document set. This could confuse readers (is there a
difference between decision and resolution here, or are they the same “qarar’?). Ensuring consistency
typically requires using glossaries or translation memory tools, which we discuss later. Without
consistency, the translation’s accuracy is undermined because it suggests false distinctions or obscures
real ones.

In summary, terminological gaps and non-equivalence are a core challenge in Azerbaijani—English
legal translation. Case examples from treaty translations, court judgments, and asylum documents all
demonstrate the delicacy required in rendering terms. As Prieto Ramos and Cerutti (2021) found, the
more singular (system-specific) a legal term is, the higher the difficulty in translating it. Translators must
often supplement pure translation with comparative law research, creativity in phrasing, and
sometimes explanatory notes to achieve true accuracy. This challenge underscores why legal
translation is considered a highly skilled task requiring both linguistic and legal knowledge.

Loss of Legal Precision and Ambiguity

Legal documents are characterized by a high degree of precision — every word or punctuation mark
can carry significance. A major challenge in translation is ensuring that this precision is not lost,
distorted, or made ambiguous in the target language. Even small deviations can have big ramifications
in legal contexts, such as altering obligations, rights, or the conditions under which a law applies. Here
we consider some scenarios and examples where maintaining precision is difficult, especially from
Azerbaijani to English.

Syntactic Ambiguity: Azerbaijani legal texts often use long sentences with multiple clauses. In
translation, if these are not handled carefully, the structure might become confusing or alter

<

relationships between clauses. For example, if an Azerbaijani regulation states: “...vozifdli soxs
miuracioti n9zordon kecirir vo zaruri hallarda, slave sonadlar talob eda bilar,” a literal translation is:

“...the official reviews the application and, if necessary, may request additional documents.” Suppose
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a translator poorly punctuates in English: “the official reviews the application and if necessary may
request additional documents.” Without the comma, the scope of “if necessary” becomes ambiguous
— is it the official who decides necessity, or some other condition? Proper placement of commas and
clauses is vital to preserve meaning. A mistranslation here could imply a narrower or broader authority
than intended. Ensuring clarity might require splitting into two sentences in English or using explicit
markers: “The official shall review the application. If necessary, the official may also request additional
documents.” While slightly more verbose, this avoids any ambiguity over who decides the necessity
and what action follows.

)

Modal Verbs (Obligation vs. Permission): Azerbaijani often uses verbs like “olwmalidir
(must/should), “eda bilor” (may/can) to indicate obligation or permission. English has a similar modal

5 <¢

system, but the translator must be vigilant in choosing “shall,” “must,” “may,” or “‘can” appropriately.
A classic pitfall is the misuse of “shall” and “may.” In legal drafting, “shall” denotes obligation,
whereas “may” denotes discretion. If an Azerbaijani text says “Istirake: 10 giin ar3indo etirag eda bilor”,
the precise meaning is “The participant may object within 10 days” (they have a right but not a duty
to object). Translating “may” as “shall” would impose an obligation to object, which is incorrect.
Conversely, translating a requirement as a mere option can nullify a legal duty. Case example: In an
English version of an Azerbaijani contract, the translator rendered a clause equivalent to “Taraflor
miibahisoni mahkamadon konar hall etmayo calismalidirlar” as “The parties may attempt to resolve the
dispute out of court.” The source actually imposes a duty (they should attempt amicable settlement
before litigation). The mistranslation using “may”” weakened this duty to a mere possibility. This could
allow a party to skip negotiation without formally breaching the contract, which was not the intent.
Such subtle modal errors undermine accuracy and could influence outcomes in dispute resolution.

Terminology Precision: As noted, using inconsistent terms can create ambiguity. A translator must
also beware of “false friends” — terms that look similar in both languages but differ in meaning. For
example, “kontrakt”in Azerbaijani generally means a contract in everyday usage, but in certain contexts
it might refer specifically to a fixed-term employment contract (due to Russian influence where
kontrakt often implies a labor contract). If an English translation sees “kontrakt” and just writes
“contract,” there’s no issue unless the context needed it specific. But consider a scenario: an
Azerbaijani law distinguishes “wiigavilo” and “kontrakt”. The translator might be tempted to use
“contract” for both, missing a subtle legal differentiation. The solution may be to use “agreement” for
one and “employment contract” for the other, if that’s the implication. Failing to capture these

nuances results in loss of precision — two distinct legal categories collapse into one in translation.

Cultural-Legal Concepts: There are instances where a concept exists in one system but not in the
other. For example, property law in civil law countries like Azerbaijan includes the concept of “usufruct”
(a right to use and derive benefit from property that belongs to another). If an Azerbaijani text
mentioned “Ustifada hiigugn” in a property context, the translator might need to render it as “usufruct
right” or describe it as “right of use (usufruct)” because common law doesn’t have an exact equivalent
(it breaks property interests differently). Not translating it precisely or omitting the nuance could either
confuse an English lawyer or misstate the legal arrangement. This is a challenge of acuracy vs.
intelligibility: sometimes the precise term (like “usufruct”) might not be commonly understood by lay
readers, but it’s the legally accurate term. The translator must then decide based on the audience

whether to use the technical term (ensuring legal precision) or a more general explanation (ensuring
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basic understanding but possibly sacrificing technical precision). Either choice has trade-offs, and
ideally one can do both (e.g., “usufruct (right to use another’s property)”) to cover all bases.

Examples from Treaties and Official Translations: In multilingual treaties, slight differences
between language versions can lead to disputes. A known anecdote in international law is how a single
word difference in translations of a treaty can result in varying interpretations by state parties. While
not specific to Azerbaijani, it underscores the translator’s heavy responsibility. For instance, if an
Azerbaijani-English treaty translation differed on a term like “shall” vs “should” in commitments, one
country might claim a binding obligation, the other just a moral duty. Ensuring precise alignhment in
meaning is thus paramount.

A concrete example involving Azerbaijani could be translating national legislation for an English
compendium (like an investment guide). If an article says “bu Qanuna asason” and the translator omits
it or translates loosely as “by law,” it might lose the reference that it’s “according to this Law”. English
readers might think it refers to any law or law in general. These small omissions accumulate to reduce
clarity about what legal context is being referenced.

Asylum Documents Case: Consider an asylum interview transcript where the applicant says in
Azerbaijani: “Mon filankasa qgarst cinayat isi agilzb”. Literally, “a criminal case was opened against so-and-
so.” If the translator miswrites “I opened a criminal case against so-and-so,” the meaning flips — from
the person being a defendant to them being a complainant. This is a real risk when subjects/pronouns
drop as they often do in Azerbaijani. The original likely meant the state opened a case against X (i.e.,
X was charged with a crime, indicating persecution perhaps), but the mistaken translation would imply
the opposite. This example shows how syntactic features (Azerbaijani being pro-drop and often
impersonal in constructions) can lead to mistranslations if the translator is not extremely careful to
infer and clarify the subject in English.

In sum, maintaining legal precision requires attentiveness to every linguistic detail — modals,
syntax, terminology, references — and an understanding of legal intent behind them. Ambiguity that
might be tolerable in a literary translation is usually unacceptable in legal translation. The stakes are
high: mistranslations can cause misapplication of law, wrongful decisions, or contractual disputes. As
Graziadei (2025) emphasizes, the task involves solving multiple problems to preserve the source text’s
authority in the target language. Therefore, translators must write with an almost lawyerly precision,
sometimes even compensating for ambiguities in the source by clarifying them in the target if the
target culture would not understand the ambiguity the same way. This challenge is one reason why
many legal documents, once translated, undergo review by bilingual lawyers or revisers — a practice
which will be touched upon in strategies for ensuring accuracy.

Structural and Stylistic Differences

Azerbaijani official prose and English official prose have notable differences in structure and style,
which pose challenges for translators. Structurally, Azerbaijani sentences (especially in legal texts) tend
to be long, with cascading relative clauses, participles, and nominalizations. English legal writing, while
it also can be complex, often prefers a bit more compartmentalization (or at least punctuation to break
up clauses) for clarity. Moreover, the document formats can differ: the way laws or contracts are laid
out, numbering of articles, use of formal expressions, etc., might not directly map between the systems.
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Sentence Length and Punctuation: It’s common to find an entire article of law in Azerbaijani that
is one sentence spanning several lines with multiple commas and semicolons. When translating, if one
mirrors this structure, the result can be a very convoluted English sentence. Yet, some translators feel
obliged to maintain a one-to-one sentence correspondence for fear of altering meaning. The challenge
is deciding when it’s safe to split a sentence or use more periods in English. Consider a contract clause:
“Ierags, Miigavilonin sartlorini pogdugn toqdirda, Sifarisci, xobardarliq etmaklp, Miigaviloni gy edo v daymis
zo1211 1212 eda bilar.” This single sentence states a condition (if the Contractor violates the terms, the
Client may terminate the contract with notice and claim damages). In English, a literal single-sentence
translation could be: “If the Contractor breaches the terms of the Agreement, the Client, by giving
notice, may terminate the Agreement and claim damages.” This is actually manageable as one sentence,
but more complex ones might be better as two. A structural challenge arises if the translator’s
sentence-splitting inadvertently suggests a slightly different relationship between clauses. For example,
if one split it into “The Client may terminate the Agreement by giving notice. The Client may also
claim damages if the Contractor has breached the terms.” There’s a subtle shift: the original implies
notice is required to terminate, and termination and damages go together. The split version might be
read as notice requirement only for termination, not necessarily linking the damages to termination.
Thus, structural adjustments must be done in a way that does not alter legal logic.

Paragraphing and Numbering: Azerbaijani laws often use a nested numbering system similar to
many civil law codes (e.g., Article 1, sections 1.1, 1.2, etc.). When translating into English, one typically
retains the numbering for reference integrity. But stylistically, English common law documents might
use different referencing (like subsections (a), (b), etc.). The translator’s job isn’t to re-design the
system, but they must ensure references are accurate. A challenge occurs when the source text has
cross-references: e.g., “as stated in paragraph 5 of this Decision”. If numbering shifts or if the
translation is part of a larger code, the translator needs to carefully verify those references, sometimes
updating “paragraph” vs “article” terminology. Mis-numbering a reference or using inconsistent labels
(e.g., calling something “clause” in one part and “section” in another) could confuse users trying to
find the linked text. In treaties and bilingual documents, even a misalignment by one number can
cause legal confusion (like referring to the wrong clause entirely).

Formal vs. Plain Style: Government documents in Azerbaijani may include very formal openings or
boilerplate. For instance, decrees start with language like “Bununla belo, qorara aliram:” (“Thus, 1
decree/decide:”). English might not use “thus” in a dectee; a translator might choose “Now, therefore,
I decree that:”. The challenge is to keep the official tone without sounding archaic or inadvertently
humorous in English. Similarly, addressing conventions differ. Azerbaijani official letters might say
“Hormatli conab Nazir,” (“Dear Mr. Minister,”) which is fine to render as “Dear Minister,” but if it
included all titles it might be very long, whereas English would simplify (“Your Excellency” or just
“Minister”). The translator must judge how to convey respect and formality appropriately in English

style.

Case Example — Asylum Testimony: Stylistic differences also show in personal testimonies or
affidavits. Azerbaijani narrations might be very chronological and include elaborate polite forms (like
“xahis edirom ndzord alasiniz ki...” — “I ask that you take into consideration that...”). In English
affidavits or statements, a direct style is often preferred: “I respectfully ask the court to consider
that...”. If translated too literally, the statement might sound oddly flowery or evasive in English; if
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over-edited, it might lose the voice of the speaker. Striking a balance in style — preserving the essential
elements of formality or emotion but packaging them in a tone that English legal readers expect — is
a subtle art.

2

Cultural References and Legal Idioms: Azerbaijani law may reference concepts like “&o/xog’
(collective farm) or older Soviet-era terms if the document is dated or historical. An English translator
faces both structural and stylistic challenges: should one use the Russian term “kolkhoz” (known in
English texts about USSR)? Or explain it as “collective farm”? The decision affects style — using the
original term might preserve a cultural-historical flavor but could alienate or confuse a reader
unfamiliar with it; explaining might break the flow. Often, translators opt to put the foreign term in
italics and a brief explanation in parentheses. This is a structural insertion not present in the source,
but it enhances accuracy by ensuring comprehension.

Ambiguity Tolerance: Another structural difference is that Azerbaijani (and many civil law
languages) sometimes tolerate a bit of ambiguity or generality, expecting that implementing regulations
or established interpretations will clarify specifics. Common law English documents might be more
explicit within the text. A translator might feel the source is “vague” and be tempted to clarify, but
doing so could overstep the translator’s role and inadvertently narrow a meaning. For example, an
Azerbaijani text might say “appropriate measures” (miivafiq tadbirlor) where an English law might list
what those measures could include. The translator should resist inventing specifics and stick to the
general term, perhaps noting if needed that it’s intentionally broad. It’s a challenge to be comfortable
leaving things as broad or ambiguous as the original when one is aware the target readers might prefer
more detail.

Multiple Meanings and Word Order: Azerbaijani word order (Subject-Object-Verb) is different
from English (Subject-Verb-Object). Usually, translators have no issue reordering to SVO. But legal
texts often have parallel constructions or strings of nouns (e.g., “idara, miassisa va ta5kilatlar” — literally
“offices, enterprises, and organizations”). English can take that as is (“agencies, enterprises, and
organizations”). However, if word order carries emphasis or binding nature (like in some languages
the last item might be a catch-all), the translator should ensure no meaning is lost by a simple list.
Also, adjectives in Azerbaijani come before nouns, but complex noun phrases can invert roles. For
instance, “divlat geydiyyats hagqinda sohadatnama” — literally “certificate about state registration” which
really means “Certificate of State Registration.” The structure is straightforward there, but some
phrases can tangle. A less straightforward example: “Gtirak etma hiigugn” — could be “right to
participate” (if translated directly). But in a context it might mean “participation right” as a noun
phrase. English can usually handle either, but consistency in style matters (choose one form and use
similar pattern throughout).

To illustrate how structure can affect interpretation: consider a clause, “bar bir tachizatsr miivafiq
Standartlara wygun olmalidir va biitiin lazumi lisenziyalar: almalidir”. This means “each supplier must comply
with the relevant standards and obtain all necessary licenses.” If a translator misplaces a modifier, one
could accidentally change meaning — e.g., “each relevant supplier must comply with the standards and
obtain all necessary licenses” (implying only relevant suppliers, not each supplier). This error can creep
in if word order is handled poorly when multiple clauses are present. Thus, maintaining the logical
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structure — ensuring that qualifiers and obligations attach to the correct parts of the sentence — is a
constant challenge.

Summary of Structural/Stylistic Challenges: Translators must navigate differences in sentence
structure, document formatting, formality, and expression between Azerbaijani and English. The case
examples show that what might be a single complex sentence in Azerbaijani could require re-
punctuating or even re-sentencing in English to avoid misinterpretation. They also highlight that
cultural/legal style differences (like how directly things are stated, or the level of detail) can tempt
translators to change content. The guiding principle is that accuracy trumps stylistic elegance, but
at the same time, a translation that is unreadable fails the purpose. Therefore, translators often find a
middle ground: mirroring structure when needed for accuracy, but adjusting when needed for clarity, all the while
double-checking that any structural change does not introduce or hide any legal nuance.

In challenging scenarios, it is common to see footnotes or translator’s notes addressing structural
issues (e.g., “The original text contains a single sentence covering these points; it has been broken into
sub-points for clarity in English.”). This kind of meta-comment, while not always desirable, sometimes
is used in scholarly translations of legal codes or when publishing translations where fidelity and
understandability must both be demonstrated. It’s part of the transparency to ensure the target reader
trusts that nothing was omitted or skewed.

Having examined these challenges — terminological gaps, maintaining precision, and structural
differences — we can appreciate that an accurate translation is not produced by literal conversion alone.
It requires problem-solving at every level. Next, we turn to strategies and solutions that translators
can employ to surmount these challenges and ensure a high level of accuracy.

Strategies for Accuracy

Ensuring accuracy in the translation of Azerbaijani—English government and legal documents
demands a multifaceted approach. No single tool or method can address all the challenges outlined.
Instead, effective practice combines linguistic skill, subject-matter knowledge, and technology. In this
section, we present key strategies and best practices that translators and organizations can use to
achieve accurate and consistent translations:

1. Pre-Translation Briefing and Contextualization

2. Use of Bilingual Legal Dictionaries and Terminology Resources
3. Translation Memory (TM) Tools and Glossaries for Consistency
4. Collaboration with Legal Experts and Bilingual Review

Each of these strategies addresses different aspects of the translation process, from preparation to
execution to quality control. We will discuss how they contribute to accuracy and cite relevant sources
or studies that demonstrate their effectiveness.

Pre-Translation Briefing and Contextual Understanding

One of the foundational steps for an accurate translation is understanding the full context and purpose
of both the source text and its translation. A pre-translation briefing involves gathering all relevant
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information before starting the translation. This may include: details about the document’s intended
use, the target audience, any applicable legal jurisdiction for the target text, and specific client

» <<

instructions (e.g., “translate stamps and seals,” “omit extraneous remarks,” or “keep formatting
identical for parallel reading”). As Skopos theory advocates, having a clear translation brief aligns the

translator’s choices with the desired function.

For example, if an Azerbaijani government report is to be submitted to an international body, the
translator should be briefed on whether the translation will serve as an official record or just for
information. If official, accuracy in content and maintaining formal tone will be paramount; if
informational, perhaps some explanatory footnotes could be allowed for clarity. Knowing this upfront
prevents guesswork and ensures the translation is fit for purpose.

Research underscores the importance of context. Prieto Ramos (2015) emphasizes connecting legal,
contextual, macrotextual, and microtextual variables as part of a quality-oriented strategy, where the
translation brief guides problem-solving. In practice, this means the translator benefits from any
background: previous related cases, parallel texts (eatlier translations of similar Azerbaijani laws), or
reference materials provided by the client (such as a template or a bilingual term list from a ministry).
Briefings might also cover legal context — for instance, explaining that an Azerbaijani law is based on
a particular international convention. With that knowledge, the translator can consult the official
English version of that convention for consistent terminology.

Another element is clarifying ambiguous points in the source text with the client or author. If a
sentence in the Azerbaijani original is unclear or potentially a typo (e.g., a date or article number seems
wrong), a conscientious translator will seek clarification before translating. Not doing so can propagate
an error or force the translator to guess, risking accuracy. Engaging in a Q&A with the document
issuer (when feasible) is part of the briefing stage.

Pre-translation briefing also covers logistics like deadline and revision process (knowing if there will
be time for a review or queries). When translators are rushed without proper briefing, errors multiply.
Thus, a best practice for government agencies is to include a briefing sheet with each document to be
translated, highlighting key details (like “this contract is governed by English law, use UK
terminology” or “this is a birth certificate for immigration — ensure all stamps are translated in
brackets”).

To contextualize, imagine translating an Azerbaijani court judgment for use in an English court
proceeding (e.g., an asylum case referencing a conviction back home). A briefing item would be:
explain the stage and outcome of the case in the source (conviction, acquittal, etc.), because legal
systems differ. Azerbaijani verdicts might not cleatly say “Guilty” or “Not Guilty” as a separate phrase
— it might be embedded in a longer narrative. If the translator knows the English court just needs to
know if the person was convicted of an offense and what the sentence was, the translator can ensure
these elements are clearly delineated (perhaps adding a translator note if needed like “[Verdict: Guilty]”
if the original buries that in text). Without a briefing, the translator might render it literally and an
English judge might miss the crucial part.

In summary, pre-translation briefing is a strategy that sets the stage for accuracy by ensuring the
translator fully understands the context, purpose, and constraints of the task. It operationalizes the
adage “begin with the end in mind.” As a result, the translator can make informed decisions
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throughout, whether it’s choosing a more formal equivalent or deciding to transliterate a name in a
particular way (for instance, knowing whether to use the Library of Congress system for Azerbaijani
names might be part of instructions if consistency with other documents is needed). This strategy is
supported by functionalist approaches to quality, which keep the translator and client aligned on what
constitutes an accurate and appropriate translation.

Bilingual Legal Dictionaries and Terminology Databases

Given the terminological challenges outlined, having access to reliable bilingual legal dictionaries and
terminology databases is indispensable. These resources are tailored to provide translations (and often
definitions) of legal terms, which aids the translator in finding standardized or previously used
equivalents. Their use contributes to accuracy by ensuring that the translator is not snventing legal terms
on the fly and by maintaining consistency with established usage.

For Azerbaijani—English, specialized dictionaries might include ones covering civil law terminology,
dictionaries from Russian (since Azerbaijani legal vocabulary has borrowings from Russian law), or
glossaries published by international organizations. Additionally, online terminology databases like
IATE (Interactive Terminology for Europe), although focused on EU languages, can sometimes have
entries for terms in EU legal texts that have Azerbaijani translations through EU-Azerbaijan
partnership documents. Also, databases such as UNTERM (United Nations Terminology Database)
might have Azerbaijani terms if they appear in UN documents.

The benefit of dictionaries is illustrated by the scenario where one encounters a term like “Zddia arizasi”.
A general dictionary might call it “claim petition,” but a legal dictionary clarifies it’s essentially a
“statement of claim” (the formal document to initiate a lawsuit). Using the precise term ensures an
English lawyer reading the translation immediately recognizes it. Gerard-René de Groot (2000)
famously critiqued the quality of many legal dictionaries, yet also noted that bilingual legal dictionaries
play an important role by providing translation suggestions and context for usage of terms. In other
words, while one must use them critically, they are a starting point that often gives the term plus
example collocations. For example, a dictionary might not only tell you “wilkiyyat hiigugn” is
“ownership right,” but also show it used in a sentence or how it pairs with verbs (like “gain ownership
right”).

In Azerbaijan’s case, the government or certain organizations have produced bilingual legal lexicons.
If available, those are gold mines for translators. The existence of a standard translation for terms (for
instance, the State Migration Service might have an official English rendering for statuses like “Macburi
kigkiin” which is “Internally Displaced Person (IDP)”) helps ensure uniform usage. When every
translator uses the same established term, accuracy and consistency across documents improve.

Terminology quality assurance is crucial. In the European Commission’s translation service, for
instance, they employ terminology management systems to enforce correct and consistent terms
because they know it’s “crucial for high quality legal translation”. Translators working with CAT
(Computer-Assisted Translation) tools can import dictionary data or create termbases where certain
source words automatically suggest an approved translation. If “qanun’ should always be “Law” (with

b

capital L. when referencing a specific law, perhaps) and “macalld” always “Code,” a termbase will
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remind or auto-fill that. This reduces human error like translating “Cinayat Mocollosi” as “Criminal
Code” one time and “Criminal .4¢/” another time in the same text.

However, caution: dictionaries can be outdated or not entirely accurate. For instance, a Soviet-era
dictionary might give a term that is no longer in use. Therefore, translators treat dictionaries as guides,
not gospel. They often cross-verify with actual usage in statutes or case law if possible. A savvy
translator might use a dictionary to get an initial idea, then search a legal database or corpus to see if
that term appears in parallel contexts. If a dictionary says “gatnama”is “sentence” and “decision”, one
will need to figure out if it’s specifically a _judgment in a civil case or a sentence in a criminal case. The
context (criminal vs civil) changes the correct equivalent in English. So the translator’s understanding
plus dictionary help yields the accurate choice.

For rare or new terms, terminology forums (like KudoZ on ProZ.com where translators ask each
other) or academic papers can supplement dictionaries. For example, if a new Azerbaijani law
introduces a concept with no established English, a translator might find an article or a press release
in English describing it to glean the translation. Or, absent that, rely on how similar concepts in other
civil law countries are translated.

In sum, bilingual legal dictionaries and term databases act as a safety net. They reduce guesswork,
provide consistency, and often contain subtle info like usage notes (e.g., that a certain word is archaic
or informal). They support the translator’s accuracy mission by anchoring their choices in recognized
translations. As one study humorously implied, the quality of legal dictionaries might be “dubious” in
parts, so translators must use quality ones and double-check. But given the complexity of legal
terminology, having a vetted term from a dictionary is far better than a literal translation that might
misfire. This strategy, combined with subject knowledge, leads to translations that ring true to legal
professionals and align with DOI-cited standards and references from comparative law.

Translation Memory Tools and Consistency Technology

Translation Memory (TM) tools are a key technological strategy used in modern translation
workflows, especially for large or repetitive texts like legal codes, regulations, or standard forms. A
translation memory is essentially a database that stores source and target sentence pairs (translation
units) as one works, and suggests them or auto-fills when the same or similar source segment appears
again. For legal translation, where consistency is paramount and many documents contain boilerplate
language (e.g., contract clauses, legal disclaimers, repetitive procedural text), TMs can significantly
enhance accuracy and efficiency.

Using a TM helps ensure that if the phrase “Bu Qanun 2025-ci il yanvarm 1-don giivvaya minir.” is
translated as “This Law shall enter into force on January 1, 2025.”” in one part, the exact or similar
phrase elsewhere will be translated identically (save updates like dates). This consistency avoids
discrepancies that could confuse, such as one section saying “will take effect” and another “shall come
into force” for the same concept, which could be seen as stylistic inconsistency at best or a difference
in meaning at worst by a picky reader.

CAT tools with TM also often include terminology management and quality checks. For example,
they can flag if a term that’s in your glossary (like “milkiyyot” -> “ownership”) was not used or was
translated differently. They can also do checks like number consistency (important in legal texts: if an
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article number or amount is changed inadvertently, that’s a serious error). The tool might alert if the
source says “Article 15” but the translation says “Article 16” — a possible typo to fix.

Studies on translator behavior indicate that TMs also allow the human translator to focus more on
tricky new content while the tool handles exact matches. However, there is a caution: translators might
over-rely on TMs and carry over previous mistakes or awkward phrasings. An experimental study by
Trifonova et al. (2022) tested novice translators using a TM with a termbase that had some erroneous
entries. The results confirmed that when novices relied on a terminological base containing errors, the
quality of their translations decreased, whereas translating without using those incorrect suggestions
led to better quality. This implies that TM and termbases must be well-maintained and reviewed — a
garbage-in-garbage-out situation. For professional legal translation, this means if an agency builds a
TM over years, they need an editor or senior translator to occasionally clean it up, removing any legacy
errors or non-standard translations.

In collaborative environments (like EU institutions or big translation firms), TMs are often shared.
This is crucial so that, for instance, two translators working on different chapters of the Azerbaijani
Tax Code will use the same translation for recurring terms and clauses. Shared TMs and centralized
glossaries ensure uniformity across the whole document and even across documents over time. Think
of an asylum case where multiple documents (birth certificate, court record, police clearance) are
translated potentially by different people — a shared TM can ensure the person’s name, key terms like
“Republic of Azerbaijan” translation, etc., are identical in all, avoiding any doubt about references.

Another advanced tool aspect is MT + TM integration (machine translation plus translation memory),
but in legal translation pure machine translation must be used cautiously due to potential errors. More
commonly, translation memory is complemented by alighment of previous translations: e.g., if a law
was translated before, even without a TM, one can align the old text to create a TM for the new update
of the law so that unchanged articles are already translated. This saves time and keeps the existing
official wording consistent.

Consistency also extends to formatting and punctuation — areas where CAT tools help by replicating
the structure. For example, if a list is formatted a certain way, the tool can ensure the target follows
same list structure. It might automatically copy numbers, dates, references so that they aren’t mistyped
(the translator just needs to verify them).

The discussion of technology wouldn’t be complete without noting potential pitfalls: if a translator
blindly accepts TM suggestions or uses outdated TMs, errors propagate. A noteworthy scenatio is
when a law is amended — what was accurate last year might not be now if terminology changed.
Overreliance without critical review can result in faux amis or outdated terms lingering. Therefore, best
practice is to use TMs interactively — accept what is clearly correct, but always read in context and
adapt if the previous translation doesn’t fit the new sentence perfectly.

Despite these caveats, the net effect of TM tools in legal translation has been largely positive. They
enhance uniformity, which directly correlates with accuracy in legal texts. They also speed up dealing
with rote sections, freeing translator time to focus on nuanced segments. The European Commission’s
DGT (Directorate-General for Translation) has one of the largest TMs in the world (the DGT-TM),
and it’s specifically cited as a means to ensure consistency across multilingual legislation. The presence
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of such a resource means an English term for an EU concept is likely translated the same in all language
versions, which is crucial when those documents are interpreted by courts.

In our Azerbaijani—English focus, while not as institutionalized as EU translation, the concept applies
equally. A translator maintaining their own TM for, say, “common phrases in Azerbaijani laws,” over
time builds up a reliable reservoir. This helps handle documents like birth certificates (they often
contain the same set phrases: “Registration No., Date of registration, Name of father/mother, issued
by...”) or court verdicts (with repetitive structure: “Having examined the materials of the case No. X,
the court finds...”). Consistent translation of these across different instances builds trust with the
receiving institutions that the translation is accurate and professionally done.

Lastly, beyond TM, modern tools also include QA checks that catch inconsistencies the translator
might miss manually. For instance, the tool might generate a report: “Term X was translated in two
ways.” or “In segment 10, the number 5 differs from source number 6.” These automated flags act as
an objective second pair of eyes to enforce consistency, complementing human diligence.

Opverall, translation memory and associated technologies are powerful aids in achieving the high level
of consistency and accuracy expected in legal document translation. When used propetly (and
combined with human legal understanding), they significantly reduce errors such as omissions,
mistranslated repeated terms, or internal inconsistencies that could otherwise slip through.

Collaboration with Legal Experts and Review Processes

The final strategy addresses the human element: collaboration and review. Legal translation sits at the
intersection of language and law. A translator may not always have deep expertise in the particular
area of law for every document (be it tax, medical law, asylum law, etc.), so consulting a legal expert
can greatly enhance accuracy. Likewise, implementing a robust review or revision process — ideally
involving a second pair of eyes, such as a lawyer-linguist or a colleague — is crucial for quality control.

Consultation with Legal Experts: This can happen either before/during translation (for clarifying
meaning) or after a draft is prepared (for checking correctness of legal nuances). For instance, if an
Azerbaijani contract references a concept from local property law that the translator is unsure how to
phrase in English, a quick consult with an Azerbaijani lawyer or a bilingual legal scholar can confirm
the interpretation. They might explain, “Oh, that clause means the property is held in shared
ownership under Article XYZ of the Civil Code.” With that input, the translator can accurately render
it maybe as “joint ownership” in English, and perhaps cite the equivalent concept if needed.

However, as Prieto Ramos (2015) notes, subject-matter specialists (like lawyers who are not
translators) can provide invaluable thematic insight but usually lack translation skills to craft the target
text. Thus, the translator shouldn’t hand over the job to a lawyer, but rather collaborate: use their
advice on legal content while the translator retains control over linguistic decisions. For example, a
lawyer might supply a rough translation of a tricky sentence with correct legal meaning, and the
translator then polishes it into proper target language syntax. Graziadei (2025), writing as a
comparative lawyer, highlights several challenges that legal translators face — this demonstrates that
legal professionals are aware of the translation issues; a collaborative dialogue can bridge knowledge
gaps on both sides.
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Review and Revision: After the initial translation, a thorough review process can catch mistakes and
improve accuracy. The ideal is a bilingual review by a second translator or editor. This person can
compare source and target to ensure nothing was omitted or mistranslated and that all terminology is
consistent. In professional settings, this is often called the 4-eye principle (translator + reviser). As
Prieto Ramos points out, “four eyes are normally more effective than two” 7f both are qualified. A
reviewer might notice, for example, that the translator translated “wadda” as “Article” in most places
but once as “Clause” — and fix it. Or they may spot a misreading: say the translator interpreted an
Azerbaijani double negative incorrectly — a reviewer could catch that before it becomes a problem.

Additionally, monolingual review by a lawyer or subject expert on the target text can be useful to
ensure the translation reads authentically in the target legal language. For instance, an English lawyer
reviewing the translated Azerbaijani contract might say, “This clause’s wording is unclear” or
“Typically we’d phrase this obligation differently.” They won’t know what the original said, but they
can flag unnatural phrasing or ask for clarification, prompting the translator to double-check the
source. However, Prieto Ramos also warns that client or subject-matter feedback can sometimes lead
translators astray if the client isn’t translation-savvy. For example, a business client might say “change
shall to will, it sounds friendlier,” not realizing that in legal English “shall” was intentionally used for
obligation. The translator must educate or stand firm in such cases to uphold accuracy (“shall” is
maintained because it’s a legal requirement indicator).

Legal Expert Collaboration in Practice: A scenario: Translating an Azerbaijani court judgment
about a criminal case to use in a UK asylum tribunal. The translator might work with a legal expert to
understand the procedural posture — was this an appeal, was it final, what exactly was the conviction?
They translate, then have perhaps an English barrister glance over the result. The barrister might check
it the translation conveys all crucial info (date of conviction, law violated, sentence). Perhaps the
translator missed that a certain term implies the conviction is not final (pending appeal). If that was
lost in translation, the expert can point it out, and the translator can incorporate a phrase like
“(conviction not yet final)” to mirror the source’s meaning. This collaborative catch could be case-
determinative for an asylum seeker arguing they haven’t exhausted appeals.

Another example: A treaty translation could be reviewed by a diplomat or international law expert to
ensure diplomatic language is correctly handled (like nuance of “shall endeavor to” vs “shall”). The
expert might recall that a similar treaty used a specific phrase consistently, guiding the translator to
harmonize the text with known standards.

Parallel Text Reference: While not a person, using parallel texts (similar documents already
translated) is a kind of collaboration with the past translators. It's like consulting a silent expert. For
example, looking at how an EU-Azerbaijan agreement’s official English version phrases legal terms
can guide the translator of a domestic law on the same subject. This ensures consistency with wider
usage and could be considered part of an effective strategy.

Finally, we mention certified translations: Government/legal translations often need certification by
the translator, attesting accuracy. Knowing one’s work will be scrutinized in court or by officials is
motivation to apply all these strategies. Many jurisdictions also allow or require that a sworn translator
performs the work, sometimes these translators have legal training themselves or are vetted for
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knowledge. Utilizing such professionals or having an additional certification step (like notarization or
peer affidavit of accuracy) can be part of the quality strategy.

In conclusion, collaboration and review add layers of assurance to the translation process. Translators
do well to not work in isolation on high-stakes documents. Engaging with legal experts for clarity,
using a second translator for review, and heeding (but also guiding) client feedback create a system of
checks that significantly enhances accuracy. This mirrors standard practice in many high-end
translation scenarios (e.g., EU laws are translated and then revised by others, and often lawyer-linguists
check them). By adopting these approaches, errors or ambiguities that a single person might overlook
are caught, and the final translation is both linguistically and legally sound.

DISCUSSION

Having outlined the main strategies, it is important to evaluate their effectiveness and consider how
they complement each other. In this section, we discuss how these approaches — informed by theory
and implemented in practice — address the challenges identified, and we compare their relative
strengths. We also incorporate findings from empirical research and translation corpus studies to
ground the evaluation in evidence.

Effectiveness of Theoretical Frameworks in Practice

The use of Skopos, equivalence, and dynamic equivalence theories provides a strong conceptual
backbone for translators. But how effective are they in real-life Azerbaijani—English legal translation
scenarios? The consensus in translation studies is that a hybrid approach often yields the best results for
legal texts. AlSaeced & Abdulwahab’s (2023) study serves as a concrete validation: by examining actual
contract translations and translator interviews, they found that sticking rigidly to formal equivalence
(literal translation) caused “‘serious problems,” whereas combining formal and dynamic (functional)
approaches resolved many issues. This suggests that theory translates to practice when used judiciously
— translators who are aware of these frameworks can consciously shift strategy when a literal
translation would obscure meaning (invoking dynamic equivalence) or when a free translation might
risk legal precision (reverting to formal equivalence, guided by equivalence theory).

For example, recall the issue of modal verbs (“shall” vs “may”). A translator guided by equivalence
theory knows the difference is critical for obligation vs permission. If a client or style guide mistakenly
encourages using “may” to avoid the archaic-sounding “shall,” the translator can point to the
equivalence principle: changing it alters legal force, thus unacceptable. This theory-informed stance
leads to effective decision-making that upholds accuracy, and numerous corpora of legal translations
would show consistent use of “shall” for obligations due to precisely that reasoning.

Skopos theory’s impact is a bit harder to quantify, but one could evaluate it via client satisfaction and
functional suitability. If a translation meets its intended purpose — e.g., an English translation of an
Azerbaijani law is accepted by a foreign court because it clearly conveys the content — that’s a success
attributable to a Skopos-driven approach. Conversely, a translation that is technically accurate but fails
to be understood by its audience (like an overly literal translation that confuses an English reader) may
be seen as a functional failure. Anecdotally, translators often share that applying Skopos (like adapting
the style for lay readers when needed) results in translations that clients find more useful and “uset-
friendly.” This in turn reduces follow-up queries or misinterpretation. From a quality assessment
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standpoint, Prieto Ramos (2015) model connecting brief-to-product traceability suggests that
translations evaluated as high quality often show evidence of having followed a clear brief (Skopos
alignment). Empirical support comes in the form of QA frameworks where translations that fail
typically are those where the translator did not adjust to the proper register or purpose (a sign of
ignoring Skopos).

Addressing Terminology Challenges through Tools and Collaboration

Terminological consistency and correctness were identified as major challenges. The strategies of using
dictionaries, terminology databases, and translation memories directly target these issues. We can
evaluate their success by considering outcomes like term accuracy rate and consistency metrics.

A translator using a well-curated termbase is likely to have near 100% consistency on key terms. For
instance, if “Ali Mohkoma” is always rendered as “Supreme Court” in the termbase, the translator will
not accidentally write “High Court” elsewhere. Without these tools, human memory might slip in a
large document, causing inconsistency. Thus, the presence of term management tools correlates with
higher consistency scores during QA checks (many CAT tools can produce a report on term
adherence).

However, as the Trifonova et al. (2022) experiment highlighted, accuracy of terms depends on
accuracy of the resource. When a termbase is flawed, it can mislead translators into repeating errors.
In that study, novice translators trusting erroneous term suggestions actually did worse than those
who translated unaided. Therefore, the strategy’s success hinges on the quality control of the termbase
itself. This is why a collaborative strategy is important — for example, involving a legal expert to verify
a bilingual glossary before heavy use. If that is done, then combining human expertise with CAT tool
consistency yields the best outcome. In a hypothetical evaluation, one could compare two sets of
translated contracts: one set by translators using no CAT, and another by translators using CAT with
a vetted legal glossary. One would likely find the latter set has far fewer term discrepancies and errors.

Corpus studies also show improvements in consistency over time when institutional memory is used.
For example, a corpus of UN human rights reports translated over years might show early variability
in some terms until a standardized glossary was adopted, after which the variability drops. This
demonstrates how implementing terminology tools leads to a measurable improvement in translation
consistency and thus accuracy across documents.

Accuracy vs. Readability: A Balanced Outcome

One could question: do strategies like dynamic equivalence or heavy editing for clarity ever conflict
with accuracy? The discussion yields that in lega/ translation, accuracy is the paramount goal, but strategies
ensure that accuracy does not come at the expense of comprehensibility. Deborah Cao (2023) argues
that modern legal translators must be familiar with tools (like MT/CAT) but also implies they must
maintain a grasp of how those tools function in context. Her commentary points out a need for digital
literacy to avoid blindly trusting outputs, which we have echoed in cautionary notes about MT/TM.

Accuracy can actually be enhanced by clarity. If a judge can easily read a translated document, they are
less likely to misinterpret it. Dynamic equivalence, when propetly applied, should preserve accuracy while
improving readability. To evaluate this, one might look at back-translation tests: take a dynamically
equivalent translation and back-translate it to Azerbaijani (by a separate translator or even an MT

Porta Universorum (ISSN 3030-2234)



engine) to see if the key points remain. If the back-translation still conveys the original content, the
dynamic choices did not harm accuracy. Studies in other language pairs have used such tests to gauge
if more free translations still carry original information fully. Often, if done by a skilled translator, they
do; issues arise only with over-interpretation or omission.

Furthermore, consider end-user evaluation: If the target audience (e.g., lawyers, officials) find the
translation both clear and faithful, then the strategies have succeeded. Empirical data can be gathered
via surveys: ask lawyers who read translated Azerbaijani laws how they rate the clarity and fidelity. If
strategies like briefing (so the translator knew to produce a reader-friendly text) were used, likely the
ratings are higher than for a control group of translations done word-for-word. While this specific
study might not exist for Azerbaijani—English, similar ones in other languages (e.g., comparing legal
translations by professionals vs by novices or MT) show professionals produce texts that stakeholders
rate as more usable and accurate (for example, professionals avoid the insane mistakes reported when
Al translation was used in asylum cases, such as pronouns or dates misrendered).

The Role of Collaboration and Quality Assurance

The strategy of legal expert collaboration and multi-stage review can be weighed through error rate
reduction. In many translation service providers, it’s well documented that having a translation revised
by a second person reduces errors significantly. An internal report might note that unrevised
translations had X errors per 1000 words on average, whereas revised ones had much fewer, and those
that also went through legal review had virtually none critical errors. This aligns with Prieto Ramos’s
note that four eyes (two qualified professionals) are more effective.

There is also the factor of translator training: collaborative practices (like a law student working with
a translation student on a project) have been tried pedagogically. Catherine Way (2016) described an
educational project mixing law and translation students to improve mutual understanding. The results
were promising in breaking misconceptions and raising quality. Extrapolating that to professional life,
translators who regularly consult experts likely build a deeper knowledge base, leading to fewer
mistakes over time.

One can evaluate collaboration success anecdotally: For example, if an asylum case’s outcome hinged
on a detail in translation and because the translator consulted the asylum law expert, they included
that detail correctly, then collaboration had a concrete positive impact (the applicant was understood
correctly). Conversely, reported cases where translations fail — e.g., an asylum application was rejected
due to a machine mistranslation of “I” as “we” leading to credibility issues — showcase what happens
when no expert or reviewer was in the loop to catch such issues. Those real-world stories are stark
evaluations: human collaboration and oversight can prevent miscommunications that might literally
be life-and-death in legal contexts.

Empirical Evidence from Corpora and Case Studies

Finally, let’s touch on some empirical evidence from the broader literature that underscores the
necessity of these strategies:

e Corpus-based difficulty measurement: Prieto Ramos & Cerutti (2021) empirically
measured translation difficulty across legal genres. They found that terms tied to one legal
system are hardest. This justifies the heavy use of specialized resources and possibly expert
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input for those items. Our strategies address this by recommending dictionaries and expert
checks for such thorny terms.

¢ Functional Equivalence in Legal Translation study: The 2023 Saudi study we cited
effectively shows that bridging formal and dynamic (functional) equivalence leads to better
outcomes. The study had translators do tasks and interviews, revealing that a flexible strategy
improved the translation of contracts. This validates the approach we propose: being neither
slavishly literal nor overly free, but situationally appropriate.

e Machine vs Human translation in legal domain: Recent comparisons (e.g., Guzman &
Prieto Ramos 2024, referenced in JLL) indicate that while Al translation is improving, human
translators with proper methodologies still outperform machines in capturing legal nuance.
Tools are helpful (e.g., MT for draft), but the final accuracy is highest when human expertise
(linguistic and legal) shapes the output. This underscores that strategies like consultation and
careful revision (which an Al cannot do on its own) remain crucial.

e Error analysis case study: If we hypothetically analyze errors in a set of Azerbaijani—English
legal translations, we might categorize them: terminology errors, omission, mistranslation of
nuance, formatting errors. Each strategy we outlined tackles one or more categories
(terminology tools for term errors, TM for omissions/consistency, collaboration for nuance,
etc.). One could measure before-and-after error rates upon implementing a strategy. For
example, after introducing a mandatory revision step at a translation office, critical errors in
final outputs dropped by, say, 70%. Many translation departments have such internal data even
if not published widely.

In evaluating the combined approach, it appears that no single strategy suffices alone, but together
they create a robust process. For instance, even with CAT tools (TM, glossary), without a human
expert’s check, a subtle conceptual error could slip by because the tool can’t know context. Conversely,
a brilliant bilingual lawyer might suggest correct terms, but if the translator doesn’t use a TM, they
might use the term inconsistently in a 100-page document. So synergy is key: human expertise + technology
+ theory-informed choices + quality assurance yields the highest accuracy.

The evidence from both studies and practice strongly supports that translations produced under these
combined strategies are markedly more accurate. They fulfill the “quest for authenticity” in legal
translation that Graziadei (2025) refers to, by ensuring the translated text genuinely represents the
source text’s meaning and authority in the target language.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the accurate translation of Azerbaijani—English government and legal documents is a
demanding yet essential task that directly influences legal outcomes, international relations, and the
protection of individual rights. This article has shown that accuracy is not achieved through literal
translation alone but through the careful integration of translation theories—particularly Skopos,
Equivalence, and Dynamic Equivalence—and practical strategies. Terminological inconsistencies,
legal system disparities, and structural differences remain the most pressing challenges in this language
pair, often requiring creative yet precise solutions. Strategies such as pre-translation briefing, the use
of bilingual legal dictionaries, translation memory tools, and collaboration with legal experts provide

Porta Universorum (ISSN 3030-2234)



a structured and reliable approach to overcoming these issues. Empirical studies and real-world
translation practice suggest that no single strategy suffices; instead, a combined method, where human
expertise is enhanced by digital tools and theoretical awareness, leads to the most accurate and legally
faithful results. Moreover, implementing review processes and maintaining consistency through
glossaries and parallel texts ensures that even nuanced legal meanings are preserved across contexts.
As Azerbaijan continues its engagement with English-speaking institutions and legal systems, the
demand for accurate, culturally and legally competent translation will only increase. For translators,
this demands not only linguistic skill but also a profound understanding of both legal traditions and
communication goals. By aligning theory, technology, and human collaboration, translators can ensure
that legal texts fulfill their intended function in the target culture without distortion—achieving both
clarity and credibility in cross-linguistic legal discourse.
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