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Abstract

Drawing on the Many-Facet Rasch Model (MFRM), this study investigates how genre and translation
direction shape the rating behavior of human raters and large language models (LLMs) in transla-
tion assessment. The dataset comprises eight parallel translation tasks completed by 30 Business
English undergraduates at a 211 university in Beijing, covering scientific, business, news, and argu-
mentative texts in both Chinese-English and English-Chinese directions. Four mainstream LLMs
(ChatGPT-40, DeepSeek, Tongyi Qwen-2.5, and Tencent Yuanbao) were selected based on authori-
tative evaluation reports and, together with two expert human raters, evaluated the translations
using a unified scoring rubric. The findings show that human raters were generally more lenient,
whereas all LLMs exhibited a consistent tendency toward stricter scoring. Genre exerted a signifi-
cant influence on rating severity, indicating raters’ sensitivity to textual function and information
density. With respect to translation direction, human raters were stricter in the English-Chinese
tasks, while Tencent Yuanbao demonstrated higher severity in the Chinese-English direction. In
contrast, ChatGPT-40 and Tongyi Qwen-2.5 maintained relatively high consistency across both di-
rections. Overall, the results suggest that LLMs have begun to develop initial capacities for genre
recognition and direction adaptation, although noticeable severity biases remain. These findings
offer empirical support for the calibration of intelligent translation assessment systems and pro-
vide pedagogical implications for genre-based instructional feedback and the enhancement of
cross-directional fairness in translation evaluation.
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AR, LA ChatGPT AR IR RS 5 A AR FLAE1E SCERAR . R 2B S R SCHEEE AR D7 T e
%, BTG NE T B SNTESEER 1] 1S EL DR AN T E SRR R AR [2]. EEFHE
B, HEN I TR RN AN B TR EOR 8 . $RTHRBRCR 5 R3], RPN DOE
K FHE BRI TB, R R ERR B 515 B E L. CARRY, KBS
PR S A 5 DB P P BB B B ToP 0, BT B0 (K — Bk S5 L [4] (5] 2RI, FEE PR
BIFAOUE, AP dEm e RE MR AT S EUBME Sk Z RGIRAIE[6]. NI, ABTFLERTHIE AT
At b, MESS RS BT PR LR N TR BRI 2 57, B AR s KR 5 BT 47
e R 2B B P R R PP 0 A T S A5 SR TH SR A SRR A

2. MHEREGRIAR
2.1. REESEREESINEPHNA

B A BN TR RER DA e, KRR SRR 5 BE 5 308 PN S R 32 202 RVE( 7]
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WHTE B BTl 5 8 B S o b B B i (9] AW R, GPT RAIBIAILE JE1E 56 A L5 P4
e S N TVF RO BRI — B (4] [5]. ART, RV RIS 5 BRI 5 PP b i B BCR B i £
T 7C AR R A 2 B P AR AR it A R B A L S T SRR 101, XA AT 0 P SR R AR A AL
P8 3 BIE T AR RE A 55 (WA SCER I T8 PR S IE 1 KA 5 AT PR AT AT P 4] [5], EEHN 22 30 3 BT 3L
BYEED BT ED, CHAEZALS . ZIOARRBFMT, BERPP AR E M 5 2 Pk B (e At —
oM. ERT AT FURIEAS b, AHE OO KRR SRR B R A SR ORI, B AR A
BEEFAFME TR ZER, SN TSR, WIS 5E 5, Va5t Al B ERE
MR N 2255

2.2. BIEMTES TS ™ FEMR

BRI VTR R 2 A S AL B 23 [ 117 [12], 10 T CR B R 2% ) 3 R TR A B 1 FUUI 27 21 H A
PR IR S0 KR RO B R [ 13], KIILOR, NI e IR th A A AR, (HEE
WA 2 B AR P v 45 8, — LR ) L R P DV 2 WAL 555 FE SR T i [14] 0 NG MERE, 165
IPFAULGI N Z 10 Rasch B8, T [FINAG THF0 63 7™ 7 BE L A 55 L S 0TS Be 46 2 4E4FAE[15]
[16]o ZBAESR IR PRI 2253 . BCHEVE 70 b A 73 AT A 35 XEFEJ7 T R A B 0 (171 EARTFLR I,
PP B D R B R AR AR E AR AN AR BT, TR BE BRIV 55 KO At (R RFALE T A5 i 22 572 18] AN
RACALEE FHE . ZHANSIREH K LR ZESR, AEE S50 A RHEN ] LR R R, RIS
“ORBAUENE” [19] [20]0 HAT, SSFEIEEIE A AR 5 VE 0™ I EEOR R I E BT LB IR 2T,
AICH VP SIS CSORRER” 45575 %, M2 Rasch B M N TPP 03 5 KR S AR
RIEATFARE T IVE I RHIE, N BT AR AL I PR SE S %

23, ERERSHEERENR

BT R R R B SR E B AR S, ZOSEM CR, BT 2 KRG A
AU A S P R R, R PEAS SR TEREE 7 1A(L2— L1 )38 % R B H B A 0 f g 5 8 e 1)
PR, MAEAME 7 R(L1—L2) WA [21] [22]. BIFFEIRRIL, ANZEVF4) 037 [HA AN [F]38 A 3 SO 42
E B PEARE A B AR 23], AU R FEFEAEE T RIBE SRR 2 F, BT ERRE S I ZRiF Rk L g
AT, BRATED I S Je B T4 R I B AR FRRRAE[24] BB 70 32 22 AR B2 T 1815 17 2
S, RUALBYLE AR TE AT 55 o 0% T B 22 e (25], BN ARV B BERT B = AR 1 RGP e 22 0 b«
BT AN ERE S 77 1R K8 A5 SUHAE B 08 & AR B 22 K, BUBLE VP43 I8 2 15 2 Hh B ) 14
P, ATSTE LG R I LA b . AR LAE S T YIS, FIH 210 Rasch B Hr ARKIE 5
BT R 5 AT 5 R IAVE o 22 5, D HAB M BUBPERRE . 85 N TP # 1t teoadr, &
FEBE—0 [ RIS ALPP A0 R 22 IR AT RERIE, UM SN AL R i) AL ZE 3N RIS % .

3. MiR7%
3.1. ffRIE)

AW LA L5 1 5 R AE 5 BB EPP o h R BB AU R, B8R 5 BT 1m0 o4y
P I FE AU 22 (R R . BF TR A 22 11 Rasch RS0 AFrAE LR, R AHLVE 3 1) — B S O07 el Uk . FLAk
BFEBA T (1) AESCARRBEHE 5 FE. B0, AL 5 KIES BB PE ™ 5
EREAEREZER: (2) ANFAEA(ChatGPT-40. DeepSeek. il . Qwen-2.5. &G F)ITED> 25 2 15
SRS 1) (DU 5 SRR DO S o GEIE R EVT o3 R - AR5 - iR E 4RI EAELE, BEAL B AR s AHLUE
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SRS, R REVEINE B R o AL 5 B SR O SR S
3.2. ARIR

AL T 211 SRR 45 EE Lk 30 AR E, B CGERIER) WE. ra gl
B8 WPATRIIRAESS, JL 240 B30, ARSI R RIS BEABGE SOV S, MR d ik
H5RERHA T BFFESCARE R CATTI =205, TEM-4 H i & #hf (A Practical Course in Business
English Translation) , & RTIMIFERIE MR R b T4am], CUORRR AP AT 5 AT 55 M — 20 3
DGR AR BTV 5 R

33. fiRI A

AHEFTH L ROFEMEES . WP ER AT S5 miBBR IUE 7 . R 2 0 BBl R
B €2025 KRR SRR EOPAL RS ) (2024 fEEERBEAR G PRI & ) A (b SRR e e )RR
WPEHR S D), fELE A PERE 518 5 78 25 J5 2 at I, % B ChatGPT-40 (OpenAl). i 7 JC = (Tencent Yuanbao).
1B X Qwen-2.5 (B B )5 DeepSeek (¥R R 7T ) /MR EL NI 78060 %o BHIFEAT 55 K 4 B ik
i, MR EEES, BRE—RIEET (L 150 17)5 —iF R IREIE(L) 120 10) A, SR B
W B E RIS UK SCASRIET CATTI =271 2024 4F TEM-4 H# K ##f (A Practical Course
in Business English Translation) , % Hemingway Editor Il ¥ 7] 5214 5 DeepL RI MK, ik iE 5 %
JE 5 5 2% B & i oA R DUCRIEAR BT o V70 B 3R AKYE TEM-8 55 CATTI-2 ArdEAZ T, R 6 5 1R 12
PEOC SRR IEROE TV SRR AR 4E, SRR El(1~4 7). BERE LT FHE S LR R
iF, PUZAAEL Cronbach’s o 544 0.850. 0.877. 0.793 15 0.708, LT3 KF . Hdfs i f
F FACETS 4.3.2 B #4172 [l Rasch EAE, FERW0 . E5 52 RE =LA, BEMKT
WIENp<0.05.

34. AREE

WL RE 7 AR 55 560t 1P R E SRR AL B = AP Beo EARST SR BL, W FE 3 IKE CSE HEZLAN
WRRER, PO U IR SO S HAR S P beit,  # (R ILBEARAE 55 ZOR 5 HEACH 0. T RS AL L
BEAT, BRRBRIS 30 7080, $RAC)E BB G 5 H. PR B BB N TR SRR . A4 AT
VP> UMRAE VP BRI AT 7, BOPIME AR SRSy s R, B0 A R SCR N DU AN KA 5 A,
HAERA G —IRiBA RIS gy S5 T CSE ReJ4ERE T, MERil S EmbE . e, 15
T BVE S AR SARRAE DU AN T, BRI S5 AR N ORIERT LU, B ARPR ST AT, S
BCE DRRF— 2 Bl AL B Bk I A PR 4 R 56 5 3 O CSV 3CfF, JF 3N FACETS B 1F 4T 2 1
Rasch 70 . W 7C45 & Infit MnSq FEARXT ABLIEI 25 R BEATAE IS AL, Bt D Ia 380 1 5 AR 2 0
ML Fr A M E R 26 A T e i, AR OREE R 2 WL E 5 ol R

4. ARGER
4.1. FRIXARBTANFES=FEER

NELIEAN FSCAR B (RHE IS B 4525 B 2R 5008 3038 BN TP 01 5 K BE 5 AR PE 4 7™ 5 72
FERIZE 57, AR SCHT 21 Rasch BRSNS PE4- 45 Rk AT T A TH 58 B AT . A irss Ransk 1~4 KX E 1R,
ORI T VRO BT B . ARSSCUASRADMERE . 10> SR BN LB AS FE GE it H b

B 1AL, TP ORI ™ I BEAFAE 0 2 (% (4) = 70.8, p < 0.001), 7 E5JE R 3.59, fEHEN
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0.93, UL R REA R X 73 VF 7 3 B0 7 /K o N VP40 3™ 7 FE B fiK(—0.71 logit), RILEL FEMA ; ChatGPT-
40 (0.26 logit)5 DeepSeek (0.40 logit)fki/™, MG & ™(0.47 logit), i# X Qwen-2.5 # %5 (—0.42 logit).
SERERH, N5 KANE S BRAEN 4w i A ERG M ER, MEHEas !, EEEAR
b Ta <k

Table 1. Rater measurement report

#1. TR ENELERRE

W & brifEiR 2 NINE )T SME T il e
LK -0.71 0.05 1.01 0.97 IR
ChatGPT-4o 0.26 0.04 1.03 1.05 Mg =
DeepSeek 0.40 0.04 0.98 1.00 P ™
PRI E 0.47 0.04 1.02 1.00 ™
il 3 Qwen-2.5 —0.42 0.04 1.04 1.01 e

H: IF logit [HRARVFAHET™, £ logit (HRRFHET. WAHNZREER (4)=70.8,p<0.001). VFHH > EIRE
(Separation)’H 3.59, {5 & (Reliability) 0.93.

FESYEFE i 4 (R 2)idE— 2P R, AFRISCARSR BT S5 MEFEAAE 23 2 7 (2 (7) = 51.6,p < 0.001),
IYESIEN 2,19, (SN 0.84. B4 ERHE PR HEAT %5 M E 5 51(0.69 55 0.60 logit), 1 #7 M55 R 2%
JEREDUAT S5 AN 25 55 (—0.55 5—0.35 logit) . iX—ZE 5 ] G M AR AE VB &5 % B . WAL 55 B Ry
TIPS TRV EE SR, T S D 40 & AR VPRI AR TR R BN, RIS 1 “ AR

Table 2. Text type measurement report

2. XARBNERS

SR =) PR 2 SEPEES S iRk
Wi PO —0.45 0.05 1.03 B
Wi BN -0.55 0.05 1.02 w5
BHEE P 0.60 0.06 0.98 B
B BRI -0.35 0.05 1.00 L)
P DR 0.69 0.06 1.00 B
i TR -0.28 0.05 0.99 L)

BORSC PR 0.22 0.06 1.00 &
WARSC FEREIL 0.12 0.05 1.01 g

M IE logit Ron B M. FUTAIREE BN 92 (7)=51.6,p<0.001; 73 B5%(Separation) =2.19; 15 ¥ (Reliability) =0.84.,

PRI x WL HANER 3 5E DER, ANERVES AR YE R _F AR 52 VP
%o NTAES SUFE TR 55 IR TEAT 55 /O™ I B B 1 (+0.41 logit, t=3.69), Tt B H X E b ARIE 518 48E T
PERIESREGH ;. ChatGPT-do 7ERHY 15 15 45 285 B IUE 55 Fh R BUA T 25 (—0.34 5-0.45 logit), 1E¥iIAl
K5 U SR U FE(+0.42 5+0.37 logit), 3 BIHARARIL IR 518 F 20 W77 A7 72 RS % 3 X
Qwen-2.5 7ERHY 58 R AR E T 2377 A s B 22 (t > 3.0), 1 DeepSeek 1E& AR AI LW % 27, &
BB S PP A . BRGNS [ AR TR AS [R)E R 2R B A 2 B 22 S b i AR 5K, B0 K
TUVE S BT (40 ChatGPT-40 51 X Qwen-2.5)7E/R# AT A ™ 5 2 2 NI .
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Table 3. Rater x genre interaction table

F 3. WFE < FRXER

Vo AR 1 Z (logit) t BEM

X P45 DU 0.41 3.69 2%
ChatGPT-40 WARSC P 0.37 3.40 e
ChatGPT-40 45 DU -0.34 -3.14 BE
ChatGPT-40 i SN 0.42 3.91 w3
ChatGPT-40 FHE BEERNL —0.45 -4.16 vE
DeepSeck AR NTES
HERICE B DS -0.23 -2.12 vE
18 3 Qwen-2.5 % Wk -0.32 -3.04 e
i X Qwen-2.5 I DR -0.29 -2.74 3
i . Qwen-2.5 FHE BEERNL 0.68 6.24 vE

e RZIEEFRE ™, PERRES 22 %,
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LW BN SCARIEAY, U™ I A 22 (logit) . HT 2R SNV o & IR U 3 o

Figure 1. Severity bias across text types

B 1. S EER R T PR E i

B BEEGCE HER, FE SRS ARG G093 5 0.84), Ut HIBRY fh 145
REGEW 5. BAKM S, NP0 5 KRIE S HAEPE ™ St AR B 225, ARARIMES
FHEXT 0 RILEAT RGEER N . REBURESE — R BT T ANLVEY 257, S PP AT N 5218
i TR 54 55 W P B XL AR FH S

Table 4. Reliability and significance summary

T4 FESEEMLE

FSEN oY BSTREL (=i RIE 2 (dD) BEMp
PRI 3.59 0.93 70.8(4) <0.001
f£% 2.19 0.84 51.6(7) <0.001

EREWIIL, AN TP 53 5 KRE 5 RS ROCA R T P M R A R E R, PR

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2025.13121253 200 IARIE = 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2025.13121253

L2 TE RS R S AR ST R AR RO IE R RS20 o 3870 1720 EAA(U ChatGPT-40 51 X Qwen-2. 5)fE/REAZ L T
I E W VR IR LR, TN TV AR B T 55 P R B B i AR X 0 . BRI R
RIRAE— B2 BRI PP HE IR LIS R, TR T ANFIPE 7 B ARAE R R 4R L B A AR 5

4.2. BFFENKESEE TS RESTR

SRR B AN ) R 28 1 5 L 1R D0 22 42 75 52 210 1 77 17 (Direction) FI S A, A SCHET- 2 [ Rasch #54Y
XFVESr 51 W) 2 B A EARS AT T Geit bt . AT AR 5~8 B, il 20T PEAr ELE B ANE
]IS ™ 7 U B AR T R 2 R MR 6 4 R DL T i L

M S ATRAE Y, AN V53 8 7R DU 08 5 SRR D0 AT 25 Hh 16 7 7 JE AR AE— € Z 5« ChatGPT-4o I
R T R A DUF AT 55 P R I H e v I P40 7™ 17 (033 5 0.76), 1M1 DeepSeek 5 A T4 T AE B0
IFa) 477 73 FEE AR AE X B 710,64 5-0.35), 023 P40 2 78 TRDW AN [RIE 1) i3 SO, VR bR EA7AE J7 1)
w18 L Qwen-2.5 TEH 77 [l A1 {1 7™ 15 i 22 55 e /N (—0.27 5-0.62), REAHAEFEE A VF o P ORFE T ¢
T Fase o

Table 5. Absolute severity of rater x language direction (AM-3-4)
#=5. TFHE < BEENEIRE(AM-3-4)

PRorE DU TE [T ¥ (logit) FERE ™ 77 (logit)
ChatGPT-40 0.33 0.14
DeepSeek 0.13 0.64
TR -1.09 —0.35
[ IRTTE 0.76 0.08
B X Qwen-2.5 -0.27 —0.62

e IE logit [HERPEI ™, SUERR PP .

X 77 BEFRAR(H2 6)iE— 2B IR T iX— #4134 . ChatGPT-4o (+0.07 vs. —0.11). 50 % (+0.30 vs. —0.38)
J38 X Qwen-2.5 (+0.14 vs. —0.21)FEIFETETT 7] F 5 9™ 4%, 1f] DeepSeek (—0.26 vs. +0.26)5 N T.iF4) 5t
(—0.40 vs. +0.34) W LESREN Ty 1) BRI H S (B . S5 RR W], ANEZRBVE Iy T ARAE P Fh S AR 5%
VRS B AR 22 e, RBRHE — B FEFE R “IB I o

Table 6. Absolute severity of rater x language direction (RM-3-4)
6. TEoE x EEBVHEI R ERM-3-4)

Wor PR FEARNS T B A FEFEDUREN G FE A
ChatGPT-40 +0.07 -0.11
DeepSeck —-0.26 +0.26
LK —0.40 +0.34
i W +0.30 -0.38
8 3 Qwen-2.5 +0.14 —-0.21

T AL OE BRI 2, IR IZIE A ™.

R THEE TS E G EERR AR R . N TS Rt =2.18) G It E(t=2.11) G [ £ 57
PR B2 K> 2), UEBHHEAEAFRE P R PR G B AR B A Gt & L 1T ChatGPT-4o (t=-0.42).
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DeepSeek (t = 1.53) 518 X Qwen-2.5 (t = —0.80)] t {H I AL B B35 R, K BHIX LA AAE P FPE )41 2%
VR BONFRE . AT , KI5 & B I8 M U MR T N T4 51, REUR B 4 — 20k .

Table 7. Absolute severity of rater X language direction (TV-3-4)
®7.WNE < BREFHNEEMHRE(TV-3-4)

WorE DL t{H PR ¢ fH LESHERIE)
ChatGPT-40 -0.42 0.63
DeepSeck 1.53 —1.48
Lx 2.18 -1.84 =Rt >2)
TG E -1.86 2.11 =RE()>2)
I8 3L Qwen-2.5 -0.80 1.14

TE: =2 MARFEESR.

MR EBLCE 8)F, ZHOT FHAEREDTT M4 7 8008 5, 41 ChatGPT-40 (2.96 > 2.76) 5
FEITE(2.97 > 2.63), PEBHILAEVPAL LU b SO H ARG 10 3SR T8 SE AR VR o0 At 24485 15 M
P BERRARAR W, iE— B BIE T BB AE 15 1) A4 T IR B ™ R 22

Table 8. Absolute severity of rater x language direction (AO-3-4)
%= 8. 1 FoE x IBEIVNTFEESF(AO0-3-4)

Wor DI T35y YD R 5
ChatGPT-40 2.76 2.96
DeepSeek 2.82 2.83
X 3.13 3.08
i W 2.63 2.97
8 X Qwen-2.5 2.92 3.15
e ZEOFEAELEEDTT RS0 W S (R R FEAR), SRR P 5 BE R 45 R — B,

LREPTE, BRI aE KRR, SRR E 5 AR V20 o A% o i S 52 U T [ 2, (5
AR PR Ferb, NTPPo3 ORI TR TC AL AN R [ R I 5 R 25 9™ )7 L 22 5%, Tl ChatGPT-
40 Hill X Qwen-2.5 P RIMXNAEE . & RWH], KR FHERSTE M B R4
B — B S H 0, HA B — BT AR 22 .

5. Vit
5.1. FRFHES T EY EFEENERVGISEEEM

A FERI, ANF AR N TIP3 A5 RRE SRV G AR R E 2. N TP %
Afw5E, 1 ChatGPT-40. DeepSeek 55 HunF /™, 18 X Qwen-2.5 FHXT T4 . %45 REKH, HATVES
FEEE St B B e, TN LVE S T 5 2B e s S5 RORE S RS g, BBt VT 43 R AR AE DAl
TN EMRGZE SR BV AT N BA BE W, RS5OSR 55 I vr o M 3 v T
BE S VO EE . N VP MAER 5 R 5 R fem ™ B, s HOW ARAERa M 5 18 5 — 2tk
e BEUR . EEEE S B R REORIMES 575 K A% IR RIbRUE, RI T A B USRI 7E 155
AR HER, 5 Wiseman (2012)5¢ 115 5 4155 5. 2% B RE M P43 7 7 FE A 5800 A — 326 -
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TR M2, ChatGPT-40 il X Qwen-2.5 fEARIRYERE E 2IIF L 8hE%, WS KAUE S
B O B AR N S VR T8 0, AR TR EE R A REVE 0 KRG . ML Z R, DeepSeek
TEANRMESS (R VP o0 A PR, e e B9 ol ) b v A0 B AR T IR IE ST AL . R &, R
BT NEA B E RN, AOUEPE o REEtE, b @ A 2T 5 I8 T S RCIE /). ARkt
IR AR B S AT 45 AT Heng, BRI R R I seh @ N 515 . #UT IR TR A
CNMUIFAr Z Rt ” 5] S AR ERIE, (R R JE B S5 58 /1Tt

5.2. BIFA AT REN—BMNRIAS AN

W R Eos, AFEBIET R NN A58 KEES BRI EEREER. N LIFaR
FEEREDAT S ™, 111 1 RTS8 E DR AT 45 R R I T A, S Bt — 5 PO T v« i85 SRR 1,
PO AR AL B BT Y 5 AR BRE P B, XHE S BB MR IA VSR TUGEE T e ZE R . X—41s
McNamara (1996)% T “ i MR F LM VPRI (W s AH— L[ 15], TRAELE T Ja i AR TP it s
5515 0] 2R 2 2 i M g FE 515 F B AR FEHIWT ) SR 22(27]-[29]. S LRI, ChatGPT-40
5538 3 Qwen-2.5 TEIR F4EfE FARRFB R — Bk, VP ™ I B2 R Rk K, P AR, RH
TEAE VB N R &R RIEB RS %4 RN A O B & SRR S5 PPy — 8k, i
B ESIVE S RS R PR T ST KR .

RBARSRE, ARV EREIEMES P ERRGEER, AR et EEREIER M)
AR R 2E o B SC R N 5 A AR VR 00 (7 [ PERSAE, 51 SRR R B S M E R, R-THL
WL HARBERIEEE T . WNREMAA R, AR R LRAIE— S R 58 8 D& L], @
I AR E AT ThAEE, IR 218 M A P R s S e .
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