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Abstract: Machine translation task focuses on converting one natural language into another. In recent years, neural machine translation
models based on sequence-to-sequence models have achieved better performance than traditional statistical machine translation models on
multiple language pairs, and have been used by many translation service providers. Although the practical application of commercial

translation system shows that the neural machine translation model has great improvement, how to systematically evaluate its translation
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quality is still a challenging task. On the one hand, if the translation effect is evaluated based on the reference text, the acquisition cost of
high-quality reference text is very high. On the other hand, compared with the statistical machine translation model, the neural machine
translation model has more significant robustness problems. However, there are no relevant studies on the robustness of the neural
machine translation model. This study proposes a multi-granularity test framework MGMT based on metamorphic testing, which can
evaluate the robustness of neural machine translation systems without reference translations. The testing framework first replaces the
source sentence on sentence-granularity, phrase-granularity, and word-granularity respectively, then compares the translation results of the
source sentence and the replaced sentences based on the constituency parse tree, and finally judges whether the result satisfies the
metamorphic relationship. The experiments are conducted on multi-field Chinese-English translation datasets and six industrial neural
machine translation systems are evaluated, and compared with same type of metamorphic testing and methods based on reference
translations. The experimental results show that the proposed method MGMT is 80% and 20% higher than similar methods in terms of
Pearson’s correlation coefficient and Spearman’s correlation coefficient respectively. This indicates that the non-reference translation
evaluation method proposed in this study has a higher positive correlation with the reference translation based evaluation method, which
verifies that MGMT’s evaluation accuracy is significantly better than other methods of the same type.

Key words: neural network; machine translation; quality estimation; metamorphic test; multi-granularity
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P8 I 286 455 0 25 K R SRR 1) 22 S, B A A ML AR B I R AR e M HA—FE B 1 FIE 2 5l B T4 Rl
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A R & XA E R EMNEE RN E E R AN SR FEERNEES R TR AW E
SRR 2 AR 3 AN LRI TR R T B RIS 1 D) LRI T R R R,

How do you think of your proficiency in written and spoken English? B AR E MRS REN?
How do you think of your proficiency in written and spoken Chinese? BIE B BEFIOERFE?
How do you think of your proficiency in written and spoken Japanese? BMEEHBIERBEINOEaEN?

Fig.1 Translation errors of Google’s neural machine translation system

BT 3 AR 22 BL &% B0 3 2R 00 1) 3 3R s 191

SMEE - = P - ATRE

How do you think of your proficiency in written and spoken English? RABRABEFNOIERE DN E?
How do you think of your proficiency in written and spoken Chinese? ARAIARESGE R ISR N a]?
How do you think of your proficiency in written and spoken Japanese? {RAJHT BiE BEiNCEK MR ?

Fig.2 Translation errors of Baidu’s neural machine translation system

K2 F ML NLEREE R SRR R
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LRI AL B B R R AT BV B A VT A AT 0 3 S R SORIAIE A 3 S H AT R 2 UEGE B 2 A
SRHIETE A G2 WL &% 019 0T 58 PP AL 38 5 R T 35 T 2 25 1 SO0 7 vk, 0 26 880 8 10 IR A P T AP DL 7 R R
A 8 [P0 0% AR Y 3 IO 54 0 1) G0 T AL 2 T AR HR AR LG A 78 BE O S22 255 (10 TR 3 e M ) A, ik R 5 A K T
BRAOPRAl R AR G Xof 4 22 L 4 8 3 2R G dE AT 00 0 o B PPl R A — 5 ROBIE FE Pk Al k. B0, 1 i Bk o 1 2 A
BUAE PS5 T

0 220 0 4% R Y A ST S D o 20 L 4% OB 3 R 0 R P A 4 I 4 A A e 2 T AR A R T AR OV A R AT
28 L 45 R I, A5 AR 0 ) 1 A 22 O 5% 2 ) v S Bl O 2 A 1) B X M R e B D IR EOR S HARE
TR B — S D BR A S PR B 355 — T T e 22 19X 4 R o ) 0 A B A AR S P A [ £ 19X 46 45 g AN
(5 B I R Bt 4 N VI 50 ) 2 BUBUE 2 A7 AR BOR 22 373 1 L A RS E TR LK.

HLSRERIE(E S5 RO VRAE [ M 1% B0 e P B W R T 2 5 P AT PR RN 45 8 N LRSS R, S apL s i i
R GE B R AT LU, 8 i R AL 8 b AT A AR 7 72 52 A MK T 27 R SR J5 L T v R R 2
2 SO IR A PR R AR

o 22 19X A 2R 10 0 VR o A A3 SR D 1 R 0 T v R AT PR AT, T L 45 30 398 A5 28 1) S8 4 I 1 7 vl
BT NAR G AT B LR R R, S IAE B A 22 BB T X A S L3 B R ST A 20
B3 S M A, A S T AR R AR R T — A 2 R B AR K HE 22 MGMT (multi-granularity
metamorphic test). MGMT & XK F 22 b B 1) 8 A48 W8 7 vk BE AT o0 B AL, 20 I AE ) o 95 R B3Rk B2 B 5 S
WA G AR LA SR BE T ST R R R T AR R R A — AN ) TR AT 3 ANKLEE B RSN, B S AR R R
iR RN E NGB RS ISR B AGIEFR. R FRA1E T MGMT HEZEHF & T SSiEm 70, R A — DM A JF
(¥ op B PR O SR UM-CorpustJEIUIE s S MIUSICGELE - W Bl S 52385 [0 95 S0 h) TR TR
A MGMT WBAHELE T3 BUA K. AF T Z KB A L2 8 R G (RIS am ™, BME ., o
FERELO B ELE PR L W R R SRR PR AT BT A SRS K R B R SR AR A B
PESC UL T 2 2 8 0 IN J5 ik o R HE, 5 R R B 1) g A8 A U7 v a3k 47 BB DAUE B MGMT AH LG TR 28R vk 48
PP AR B B AR

ARSCE 2 TR O O T 1 A 22 L 2 P R 8 O SR VR A A K AR AT 8555 3 W A SR R 2 HL
JE 58 A I AHE 28, F R T AR . AR Ok R VA BRI TH SR T7 9. 55 4 9 EEXS 6 A TR FI AR L #
RGAE—> 2 U A B B B ys 4 _E kAT 5258, JF F [R] 8 2 b AR I 18 A 15 6 T 225 B SO 7 i EAT ST |
PAE AR SOV B 20k 58 5 19 0EAT B 45 5 8 B8 06 A ST AR BEAT 5 45 3 1) B R SR T RE 1 A 7 17,

2 tExIfE

PG5 (R HL 25 B0 28 22 G0 I B VP A5 RS X 4 T Wtk R 45 v S8 P 80 8 R R M B &R 40 5 i Eirinil ' 45 7
PR ST B o VAL 7 v — 2 N TP A, BT El b 3 35 ok ) I R 3 o R B R N AT Al R A R VT A 4 R
FEE SR A0 R I [8) A RO J) AR R 3R v 3 — R iR B T 5 58 B AT VR R @ R P N S 8 30,
Y HL2% B B 10 4 Hh 45 R 5 556 B SO AT AR UL BE SR bR 5, 05 8 A I #4047 BLEUM). METEOR!), WER!'1%.
FET S H VLI ERN T N L7 ¥ AR A B B AR (52 15 T B 5 2 35 S PR R B B 25 R AR T AR R v

WHATFE VA 25V SCIIE 0 X 4 0138 B0 3 R AT T B VP4 2 — DU (AT 25 s &N AR B iR R 4
SR FE B0 2 X 4 A58 0 LA 2 A O o T AR 355 1 R, L 3 A7 E WA 790 5 I R A ) R R AR
IR bt T AN 75 LA R THU B0 A Hh SR T 22 G S Bt A IE R . Wang: 28 UL 28 1 H RiE O g
TR P 0 2% 22 SRR 0 55 00 75 0, 6 e 00 W26 55 1 283 T 2 S 20, B0 3 3o 4G 00 7] — i N\ A 22 1 A0 R 40
LR SELT O HH R 75 R 17D SR S W 2 7 . 5 — 2R3 T g AR R P B o SO AR O ROk IR RGN
AR A RN H A b 2 B Y 6 R AE DA B AR L8R B 3 R G0 T R VP AR AP35 T AR 4 R T R B L, X
JiVE I R BETE T AR SC R 58 X

Milam 4 NP2 H AL R B 3% RTT(round-trip translation)fE G /5 2 2% % SC IS 00 T AT LA HLAS B0 3% £ 4t
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HEAT I 05 2501k 4 T RTT #9361 8 A8 56 R &2 RIE A I A HLES B0 1 R RE 20 B FRiE 5, T8 3R ER S
F AR R B R % S UR R A A ).

Daniel % NP H T —Fh 45 & 52 4% 1% B HL S8 b 22 003 ) 77 35 MCMT(Monte Carlo combined
metamorphic  test), AR HT B AP LML BB I R SR BT E LT ARl RTTEA 5 48 56 22518 5 Lt
ZHLEEB T RS EEM R HARE S, 5 IEE S o8 A SR RIS BOE BB IR B — F b A5 S R3S H AR
5519 B 0PI B0 45 R R A0 [

Zhou %5 NPAYE Daniel 2 NPT 45 366 EHE I T 3 (i S ML 2% 81 0k R 400 BVRAS 7 1% MTAMT.i% 7 ik
A8 5 T 1) R e 1 0 A O R - B 4 YRR ) v ) — A B AR, AN 2 5 T R R ) ) S5 4 R B MTAMT A X 1t b 1%
TH T — S fT BRI A ).

WA AT 3B 43 T AR 78 W] 76 08 75 255 88 SIS 00 B BEAT HL2S 80 3 R 8 M BB 48 4% 1 1 He 25 APHEH T
ZERIANAE PE DR (structure-invariant test, fij F% SIT) LR B R G OB 1R 45 1R S5 AN I & SO 48, B R 08 A
T B R T S B IZ R R LA R KR ) R B AN B i BERT JEficIE = R PO AT B e B R B R
SR T R T BB AN ) T G5 MR LS Zheng 28 NPT AR T — B SR M AN B B R 4
B 3%, 38 O O U R B R A2 ST R DL B Bl ok IR 4 ML A8 B B R Gt 1 i B (over-translation) F1 I 1 (under-
translation) 5 i%.Shashij 25 APSHRH 7 — FBH PEAL R 9 1 SR I 7 25 45 B ) 1 B 1o A0 i 0 B s 0 1 v )
VB BTt ok 38 o B A 1 A ) PRI B R 1 4 ROR B Bl R B R G B R A R Sun S NP T — A
g A 512 5 MHESE TransRepair, 75 HT Bt R FH 17 56 T4 & 4 00 7 R A i B SCARLA) 7

B2, 3 3R A8 3K ) T AR AT ARAEAE AR L 2 A MCMT P35 FH B WL vk Sl ik 3 b B8 & BN ENE &
R 25 R AT e K 2 5, 2 6 S B0 7 A T MTAMITI 5 16 5 45 B0 03t T 3 00, e o 5 8 110 340 10 318 L e /N
Ab T W AR 1) 8 TAEHR R R T —F A8 56 R SRR AT W AR 3, 52 56 25 s = H AR 7.

B3 A TAREAER AL, A SRR T — A 2 0 B A U HE A4S MGMT, AT LAFE TG 75 575 12 30 11
DL AN 2B R R AT R MEVRA . MGMT 5O 73 ARCKX . & %6, MGMT 524 TEM H A
. CL A T AE B 72 FH g 20 00 S AR X o 22 WL 2 B0 % 2 40 OB 6 1 R B AT VRl (9] RTTP, MCMT! sl 5 £i7
FHE A R R AR () I SITR), TransRepair®™), 32 B 5% 81 A9 IEAA M T MGMT Y 322 B 02 45 Bl it A2 900 3%
Xt 2 ML 2 B PR 2R G0 I B R R M AT A, 3 ST B R O AR M AR U, MGMT 45 RTTR, MCMTR,
MTAMT 4 35 - 05 25 0 358 0 e 28 HL 2% B 2% 2R G A7 B AR M V0 LR 75 5 % % S0 RTT, MCMT)
MTAMTPUIEF o — il A8 5¢ 2 PEAS B 2,12 MGMT S &SR ISR RS S K EH 7
3 FIF ARG E WA O R (AR AT S5 58 3.2 T AR O R E ). MGMT H 45 38 FH 5 1] Rz BE 1 4
FEAA: BB %2 SITPVRI TransRepair® 18 &, B 4 it 77 242 OB A B SITNK B 2 R AT g ik 3R
T2 BB RS R, R oR F TR AT R 2 BLBR ST T 85 4 U5 vk O RRVABLBE T 5 U7 325, T MGMIT Dy fff 0% 6 o 1 D1 A1 (1) &
B SR T — X L B 4y VA R AR AR, B T T
3 ZRE R AE SR

FEARTT B 56 A G HE S 0 A B R A RE (L EE 3.1 740). H IR A R HE B vp iy = B o B 46 ) kL
BE L FEAERLEE . BRI AR O R B LA 3.2 7). 2 JE A MGMT AE 242 o 4 35 4% 15 45 6 o 3 IR 1047
53 8 e (WL B 3.3 719) AR el AT R FE b (R ARBLE T B (L3 3.4 719).

3.1 ERZEH

A SCAR P T 1) 450 2 AL 4 TR 3 R 4 ) 22 0 B I AR I AE 48 MGMIT RERT 7328 3 N8R4 8 3 @R 1 AR
B RN IR O F1 A0 T 2 AL ) 3R B AR

(1) EFEIEE A AR & 3R o AR AR MGMT A 0@ SCRIRAR O R OLEE 3.2 799) 0V G A AT A F . G
B FE I B e Rk, SR AR 3 AR R RIR A TR R E B s E MGMT R ik IR ) TR A) T
WLE A 5 4 i 43 B R BEAN ) - e 3 AT R B e S 1] R AR 25 4500 1 I B RN T VR T R EAT A )V )
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M1 43 B A)F 19 553 015 4 BT %, 45 ) DeepSelect B (ILER 3.1.1 ) TE R AV 40 A i kA7 i B AR 3 B
7~ B AR I 20 B A % 38 7 — A~ NNP(proper noun,singular)ia 4 537 1F A 17 % #e B 47 fil— 4~ ADJP
(adjective phrase) 1] P 40 5 AE 9 15 & 40 5005

(2) FHYEIE AT R B e A TR B Bt T RTTPHEAR RTT A4 IE ¥ (forward translation, fi #K
FT)H 5] B (backward translation, & #% BT), IE 3 & $8°K SCA MR TE 5 B2 H A5 15 5, B2 185 1E 515 201 #
PSR ENRIE 5 AR IR A) IR 1R 2 B ARG 5, B BNEIE 5 DA B0 6] 7R R 18 e b SR R
FBA R OB 3 T BERT IS = 02 20N A SOk b (1) b ade v R0 5 80 B 3 R AL 3 S 7 1) 5 1, 1
fi N\ BERT MGG 5 BEAY b i B W] DURE 45 A1) 00 15 558 TR0 A0k 08 i 57 2 %) 3] A S FH F000 4 1 485 SR % e U )
- rPORE [ A7 5L B ) R R 1 DAAR 30 6 R R R B R R R ) 2 AL

(3) BHVEI X B SS T AT FEACUE v K RS ) 2 [F)_RT(2)H 3 AR5 1) 5 A ) A N Bk 2 L 35 R
REHRE] 4 DNBEFRE SRR RIS A0 3 ANRLEE T 8 4 1F )RR 15 ) (R R 4 SR AT AR LB T LA
A TR b MR g B B U240 BT SR E S A) TR AN H FRE S A) 0 SR Bl R AR A A A B R R 2 R R
TG FEA B 4 100 A BT o3 5 R 3 AT R R DR AE T B B AR TR B ) R AR AL ISt T ) R R O S A AT
W55 i AR ARALRE TH B 45 BRI BT 2 750 2 MGMT 8 S AR 5¢ R (LA 3.2 1Y),

What do you think of your English listening. [
How do you think of your speaking, reading and writing skills?
roficiency in written and wT i i B ; HE g1 :
: . e i ' = I_i"..r'ﬁg“jl.am_ . . _ MEEHLEE RS
spoken English? How do you think of vour proficiency in
A EA : ST
iGE) written and spoken Chinese?

How do you think of vour proficiency in l
writing & speaking English? s .
L ] e e R : '

SBRAQ I I

HiEfigEEh?

I A

AN
WRB Wi BiREs R
How / \ ) ‘ . .,;‘ P
NP BERTE #7352 1 7 DR B R l_
ADIP NNP AL

/| O\ English ‘l‘ l‘

writtenands poken . . iy .
p How do vou think of your proficiency in

il ) o 5w 4 B Rt written and spoken [MASK]?

How do vou think of your proficiency in
[MASK] [MASK] [MASK] English?
I g R

Fig.3 Process of multi-granularity metamorphic testing framework

3 R0 AR TN 2R AR

32 MEXREN

T P 582 00 0o 28 L R 2 R R AT S B DR RS R VA FE AR T R B AT LT A R
T 3 ANRLRE I AR 56 2R OX 3 NI AR 56 FR K A SUIE T SHE AT 4% 00 M T ) R R I I A O R BT EAE
A BB SE FS R A 40 22 R0 TR 1 B R £ SR S B R R TR B ) AR O R B T U IR E )
HRR — /N8 T8 YR ) AR A BRI B A R BRSO 3.2.1 . B 3.2.2 TANEE 3.2.3 WA TEAE A
AT . BLRDRLRE R AR e R i SR T v
3.2.1 AJFRIEBAR KGR

RTTZURAE B 22 1% SO B0 R 19— Rl P L A% B0 2 2 40 I3k T B L 004k 30 A 2 o 20 K U508 35 1 16 K
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HARTE S, M6 B ARG S fes R B BERRE S, mm il LB NRIE S A 7R SN B R AR A
SCAE RTTIE 3- [0l VR i AR O BE Al R 1 9k 59, B e S0 T A) F 0L FE (R A8 5 & MR,

EX LAFREREXFEMR,). WIFIES AT HNSKSEL AN SRR ERGE H ARG S RS
RS, T ST MAN R RAFFRHEIESHAAMMELER S, &5 S AN BMIERAHE —IRIE
FHEREFHEE Sy, M4 Sy Siv Siv Sy ML AL

Similarity(S,,S,,) / Similarity(S,S,) =1 1)

AR O)BIE S HFRE S AT X 585 5 A 7% AR I b AB SR VP Ak 25 T ) 7R R B B S 1, H
R IR Bk IR 50 S5 (R R . MGMT A 28 52 bR o ik (1 2 4 B 28 B B R AR VRIE 5 B B ARE S B (BB £
V10 T 20 e 1 SR T ) T L 1 5 5 AR (U 1] 3 P ) I R B IR R TR R F I LSS B PR T 2 5 TR R
SR FH ) A 22 A1 2t TR 3 A R A B ST ), DR 7 [ 38 B B A R R R B R 2 S T 28 2 ORI 13490 £ 5 0t it
T o, T 1) 39 3 o AT v T ] 3 1 38 98 5 B AR, B2 BA Similarity(S,S1)EK Similarity(S,, Sy ) vFAili B B i #R =
T BB I v T SR R R ATIAE A R (D) H A Similarity(S,,Sy)/Similarity(S,S, )1 A 1% 5 & 1 VA,
FE A5 5 11 B0 35 2 184 — > 32 R < SR 2 R [ 3k i 5 9 98 ot % 22 (Simiilarity (S, S ) B0 /M), B 4 IR 1
P A2 KN 15 B HE 2 42 (BD Similarity(S,Sy)/Similarity(S,S,) IR 23 485 k), %5 (] 1 5ok 7 &0 13 Jo 8 A 4 (D
Similarity(S,S) T 1), 75 2 B Pk £ 4 1 1) B0 STt S 4000 AR TR = 60 75 M ARALLEE. Similarity(Sy,Sy), I BL RS 24
(DT HIEEAE(E Similarity(S,, Sy )/Similarity(S,S,)tH 5 8232 Similarity(S,Suy).

3.2.2  FLUERLFEEBIAR L R

— N0 B R A RS, AS (R (1) 5 1] 8 0% 2L A [R] 0 6 1 465 4 LA S S R) - ) 0 TR 5 R RT3 DR A 1 A
(noun phrase, & X NP). )i P18 (verb phrase, & #K VP). /i 1% 15 (prepositional phrase, ff K PP). &l 14
J 15 (adverb phrase)&& I 7] 7 HH FEANHG IS 4544 & Hh ) — ANIEAL N AEE 451 2 5 IR A) T R s A T2
P25 B0 P 2R G 1R A3 30 10 B PR 5 SR I 45 4 S [R]L AR ST R U ST R R R B R O R MR

EX 2 FIBNEM TR R MRy). WIRIEFAN S8 S i B FEA G =& S5 M AL B 405 /) S, . T4 S
S, BT AN IIFERABIEE HARE S S 2045 R S M Sp IBA,S F1 Sy B 2 :

StructureSimilarity(S,,S ) =1 2)

ARQ)WE XRIRIER) S FIHRIE B HIEA) S, Bt E LA BE R A FH L R S M Sy R4 1 L RLIZAH
[ A ST T B a3 B3 A WA AR ARLRE TH BT VE (L EE 3.3.3 )R TH B S Spy 1D 485 14 AE 8L 5 485 4 A BB (1 B
EYE FEITE 0~1 Z [6), BBy 0 I8, 38 BT PIAN ) 7 (10 A0 23 A i 45 44 58 A | BV O LI, 3 AN ) T IR B35 4
T 45 4 58 4 A .

3.2.3  BATADRL EE AR O AR

— AN TR R R, AN (7] B B A AN [ (6 ] e AR T S TR B ) - 85 ) B R R ) R R R A SRR O e
JRARR] b SR A AR B ] S R ) R 46 S ) ) B R A S AE S A B RO (R A S s ST AR
JE B AZ K & MRy,

EMX I(BIRREIR TR R MRy). WIFIEAN S, & #e S o FEA B3] 7 A 25 W AH L) B 4645 A1) S,,, T34 S
Sy B AL AT E R AT ED BARTE S HBNGE R SO Sy I A, S, FI Sy 0T AL :

StructureSimilarity(S,,S,,) =1 3)

ARG E SGRIRIER) S AR B il ) S, S SN2 BT RS BN FH 345 B S, M Sy TES5 1 1 B
TZAR AL R, FRATTHE T B a3 B3 23 A R ABL B TE B DT VE (SR 3.3.3 1) RT3 ST S (R E5 M AHALLIE . 251
AEABLRE B BB YE T Dy O~ 1, HUE 2y O I, 3 B 99 A 40 77 [0 0925 20 A R0 45 4 58 4 R [R)L UL A 1 I, e B A6 7 19
VLS T AR G5 K 58 4 AH ).

33 B #%

3.3.1 EFEFFE R
R4 MGMT 5 X HIBEAE 5 ROLER 3.2 )5 F—ANINREEARTEAE 3 N B 1R A7 2 18 e 1 it 28 004,
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PRI S B AR A) Ty RETE . PR 3 MRLRE b e SEIRIE A A e )
) TR FEE AR e B 2 RIS R T A R R

P B ARE 3 e i 43 72 ) H B AN BT AT ELIR] E MGMT 1, | People still [hmi their rubbish |
ST T R A3 0 43 W A0 SR 96 8 0 55 B4 3 B 1 75 _ NP _ADVP VP
BHRy B 4 BR T — I E) 74T BerkeleyParser™™”) people | still_| throw their rubbish |
15 ) 0 1 430 4 TR T DA 1, ) - BRI 3] 3 e o NNS_ KRB VBP NP
R SRR R e T 0 [ Lt
) o R B A — BT LA B 4L [iheir | [rubbish |

TR AL T gk B — AN 1) B — AN R S A T A AR

AR F o 338 F 08 B AR A 1 B A T DA R R AR SR Fig.4  Example of constituency parse tree
T T LT R B 7 T 36 5535 DeepSelect SKAEJH B4 i G057 M i o 1

VB L FEE R LR R i R B R 1) A

&% 1. DeepSelect.

i NI 1B T) Sentence, i 1% 58 K/ Candidatenum, %5 15 i7] ¥4 ££ & PhrasePOS;

it e B 42 finalpath,

1. ELAF B ISR 1 kIS Candidates, Hl4AMk o &

2. Tree=BerkeleyParser(Sentence)

3. ) Tree, 4% Tree G — & B2 (B & T 2) I N B8 4242 & PathSet 3% PathSet F1 ¥ 70 = % B2 K

R Fr RS

4. if HHTR N HIA KL then

5 for each path in PathSet do

6. if length(Candidates)<Candidatenum then

7 Candidates.append(path)

8. elif ATk AFITERLE then

9 for each path in PathSet dopath in PathSet

10. if length(Candidates)>Candidatenum and Tree[path] in phrasePOS then

11. Candidates.append(path)

12. Finalpath=random.choose(Candidates)

13. return Finalpath

DeepSelect H% |5 7E %k % f1) 775 55 15 A1 830 R0 BE T 10 A5 & 4 2. 2 %6, R Fl BerkeleyParser V)i 43 47 3%
oAz B TR B A3 30 53 BT RS L T A A 1 g ) 95 0 AT R AR B A T A AR EE — AR N 1 R X YT R A
& MGMT HIMAR 5% Z 8 L EE 3.2 79), BRI FRAT TR 030 70 B i o 1) B A% 22 A B R HE i i SR B i AR BE
PathSet .45 , 76 SRR B T F0ATT B A I 1 B2 vh A N Candidatanum & B8 4% 76 40 35 6 B T 38 75 34T — /M40
A1 S W, B SR AR Y 1 ) o 2R LT A A B R RO T ORI B AR I 2 P, SRV LM B i %
— AR AR IR A B B LR AR
332 BT E#H

B F 0L BE IR o3 B 4 SR T R B T AR B R TV S IR A TR A AN SR R AR R BRES
BRSO B R A\ B R R RRE S XA B T AN TORLEE K B B 4.

R VL PR R AL L FBE () 3 5 49 R FH B 2 BERTP OIS 5 B2 8L BERT AL & — AN AR H I @R IE 5
PR IR 2 BRTE S B S sl TR #R AE X B SOTA(state of the art)ZUR.#£ BERT H 45> il (1 17 7]
TN ME— [, T A2 5 3R 1 BT SO 9%, R 3@ i BERT R SRAS A5G ) 35 S 30] [] d A2 3 2368 5 20 i 177) o
PUANR — 4] TR 3K PR AT 55 R0 AT VI G, A J0E i 1) TR 2 K — A0 15% %0 9 208 g, 412 T 00 3¢ 16 gl 30
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o7 B ] 240 B ARME 5 R EAT BRI R S 500010 BERT il 15 = BLAL & BERT W0 — 382, F I i 17T 45
TEATYIZR, R LATR H ) - o B 308 i 57 25 1) 3.

N SC N T AR R B L B )RR A3 B R A — AN T 4R 47 (1) BERT JEE i = A8 RS2, B 5 R 7 15
JHE V] (1) )R S R

(1) B ) F o 45 B e (1358 43 B 4 i 1A [MA SK ).

(2) KIS AT 51\ BERT MEWE 584 A 72318 BERT ] Transformer 4 il &5 4% 4 Bl ) &, 7
G AL B T 1A i e RS R T 43 2

(3) AW ALE (TN 4 B AT argmax, 15 B e K RN (75 -5 R4 F R R B 1A A ).

(4) Fa A5 301 B e R A B S, 15 B B 4 5 R ).

{ focabalary size \]
00 B

Linear multi-class classifier //'

Co) (@) () (o) ()

"

L] L] L LI L

T 1 1 T T

People sl [MASK] their rubbish

Fig.5 Process of predicting mased word by BERT maked language model
K5 BERT i 5 A5 7 Tl 3 i i) ) i 7
3.3.3 AR AR BLEE T 5

)R B IR W AR IR B 3 BT 4 AR 7 0 T SLIRTE S AN E RS TE SRR T AR BLE.

FE AR SC AR R FH 1) 2 S 5 9 ) 0025, G 2 R SR M A PR A DAL ) — o 4 s B T B A
A FWON TR B /b T B AR M R EOR M B AR B AR DURE B G 4 B BN A R B UK AL TR
FARLEE THE A 0N
2 x EditDistance(S,, S, ) @)
length(S, ) + length(S,)

FEAR@)H,S, S, A& T T H AR I 4> A) 7. EditDistance T 511 /2 P9 AN 1) 1 18] 1) 4 45 BE 29, 52 56 o
K FH ) & NLTK (http://www.nltk.org/)SZ B 535 length 28 850 55 2 A1) 7K B AU BUELAE 0~1 22 [A].

3.3.4 R URRL PR R B T KL PR A ALLBE v B

X 6L VL FEE R BT L FEE ) i A i 4R R T U R 0 R 23 09 T AT R AT B ) IR L, AR EE R
FEACLEE T S50t 5 3 3 4 SR B 09k 20 i LA e SR
LostRate(S,,S,) + AddRate(S,,S,)

2

Similarity(S,,S,)=1-

StructureSimilarity(S,,S,)=1-

(&)
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PathSet(Tree,) — PathSet(Tree, )

LostRate(S,,S,) = ;

55 PathSet(Tree,) (6)

AddRate(S,,S,) = PathSet(Tree,) — PathSet(Treg, ) o
PathSet(Tree, )

HEARG)~AR(T)H,S S, B H A AL PN 7] 7. Tree, A1 Tree, 4372 Si Al S, I B4 A3 53
Hr i .PathSet /& F)2: 43 BT A K T A B A2 (L& T B8 AR MAEA.S, A S, TIANA) T IR 45 M FE LS StructureSimilarity
TEHUE b SN E K Z LostRate FHTIE % AddRate [1-F 318 114 4. LostRate +1 5 1] /& Tree, #XT T Tree, H1 11
1% K % AddRate 5K & Tree, HIXTT Tree, BB A28 1 28 45 My A DURE RO BUELYE 0~1 2 [A].

4 £ W

N T BRAIE AN SR ) 22 b P g AR IR AHE 48 MGMIT 1A R, A 132 B & A 3 A1 A

8 1:MGMT e 5 1E L T S5 B SCI G O T 5 ph 2 M3 801 R Gk A7 R B VT A2

i B 2:MGMT RE TG4 R BA GBI MUR 712

) 0 3:MGMT 5 3 Al 5] 24 B fry e A 48 7 v A b 15 BUA k2

S A 1R H AR AR I MGMT RO AT, 75 B2 T MGMT HEZRAE IE 2 2% 3 SO RIS I T 0 #h 2 (LA B0 i
ARG MATREWA, AL BTG E R LB E 2 WHKLAKE MGMT 24645 B4 B, 2%
MGMT 5256 45 B 5 5T 22 P 30RO IR B304 45 SR AT LR Sz 56 10 758 3 /0 H B2 LR MGMIT 5 [R) 28 84 7 v
VEAG AL, 75 2K MGMT SEAS 45 515 [R] 28 284 fey ot A% X S e &5 ST B,

4.1 EIEI

AT R IR 3 AN SEEE ) AR SCHAT T R s i

B 5 B A AN S50 R B BRI B — A A TF R P I IR A 4 UM-Corpus! M Ay %48 Sk U5, 5 B 7
o s AMUREE . UL BE. DB, T, A SUBEE S RUET 1 000 AN EEA) T, E 3R 5 000 M)
TSI SR 45 ARG A SCERBE T 6 MEMTZ . ZAEME SR A AN S R GET R, [
FERIVE. DREIEE. S AEIRE. BBIEIRE. RN ME R B  R.

EEXF I 1 AR SCAG SRS BB SR IR 5 000 AN 38 SO TR YRS ), (8 P AR SCHR H I 22 60 P58 gt A 0 A B
MGMT X} 6 MHAENLEF B RS 5 AT PSR AT 7 IR, 103 T B EHL 8 iiE R 5 e 1
OB R VER PR R R B 1 AR SC R IR K T VA 0 ) PR AE 3 AV bW AR 50 R R R EAE
ARG ML 2% 12 R G 10 S 2 B B b M 20 . ob T RVt 190 P 6 R R B AR R B 5 AR 3 92 11 DeepSelect
BUEOLEE 3.3.1 )R BENLIE, ST T 3 DB RS M o B i S 06 SR 3 IR S IR O 1~ SAELAE R
ZL S S 5L DU R S 56 25 L I T S

Gl b v A 2, 75 EAG B MGMT IR 45 52 575 & SE bR ML A B 3 R GBI S A e B0 & I RR S $8 45,
TE b AR AR SR 3@ R R MR 8 0 3 0 RN DA B B T 5 3 SO B ST AR A B R B R T VA 0 B LT
K 43 0 PR B VT A AT 55 SR FH 810 3 P O i i T 2 2 VR I O VR LR B 1 B R 5 IR 7, TR b EEIE B
MGMT 1630, R T H L0 45 |5 3T 525 3 S SCAAH LB T S48 AT L3 bt AR SO 88 T 3 /M
FIT 32 BB AR A SCA MU 46 b 25 T 4 8 BE 2 i) WERNTL, 3T W 1) BLEUMILL S 31 4 [81 % 1
METEOR! A SCR I IX 3 MU R BB T — AN T 255 B 30 S IR 9250, % 3 50 0 2008 42 (115 000 /4
XA TFAEASHE TS 5 000 ANIESCEA) M T LA E 2 RG0S B0 B RS R B, T A AL A
FHEAE & AT Ko 2 1 #9345 L0 BLEU. METEOR. WER #{#i, 5 MGMT HSZE& 45 B 34T i

Gl b i 3,75 E MGMT (S 56 45 5 15 (R 28 280 05 VR A L. i 0t A8 WA o e ML o 28 2R 08047 R T
i 592 E 24 RTTPH, MCMTRH . MTAMTEUX 3 Fh T MTAMT #5256 7 925 W38 FH 145 e 2820 i $ 8,
Rl A SCESE T RTT F1 MCMT 1R 5% b7 vE3EAT 5256 RTT. MCMT. MGMT X 2 #1 & HLER 81 % RS
PEAl 45 B 55086 ) i 2 TS %1% ) BLEU. METEOR. WER $U{H 4T L. 53 T 55 1% K PFAG 45
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TR I, T UH VR O E A T R (R 25 2 S G 5 R B AN R X S0 4 R AT e v Bl BRI R B4
—E WIS X, I, AR S0 $ i AR b 5% 2 B (Pearson correlation coefficient, B HR PC)PHAN T j7 /K 2 45 20 M
5% Z 3 (Spearman rank correlation, & #} SRC)P*ME Jy Sz a6 48 B AR ALLEE 1 3F I HE AR

42 LWEHERSSH

4.2.1 X n) A R A A

BN AR 1,4 3CHF MGMT JF & T R U 1) SEUEAIF 520,78 5 AU 3R 46 BT 6 ML fliER R
HEAT 7 B0 S R A S T AN Y 1 000 AN BESCH T MGMT £ % T AT 518 HiE 3 ANk
FE B 3L 3000 AN BB )L S N2 S0 RS E] 4 000 A H FRiE S 8RS B, TR I VR E AR B 1 A SR gk
AT ARAGLEE T S5 R AR O R ) BRATT T R O R R AR N R G R S M I B AR BR 6 T AR R AR,
MGMT 23T 55 3.2 FiHe U 3 ANBEARSC RIAT AT KEIE . Faalhor B 0 f g 2 03k 2 A A i 2 A
o1 B (A AR 56 ZR I 1Z0R0BE TR I AR 96 R R 20N 1L NLIE A 0. A3 T B A BE 1 AR 56 2R, T B A
ZHLARIIE RGN TN AT ZRE R SRR E RINTA S AN SEMERSE 3 MRE L1F
ISR O ZR 9 2 BRAE N B 2 I R G0 VT AN 23 B, 20 B0BR v, U B 12 R G R AR R VR A TR

1R T ET MGMT HEZEXT 6 MM AR RG0S . HREEMIRE. LRI, SEEE. B
EIE . WMBIPOE 5 MBREE . M. W, O, PR K P IR g LA R S e
H 2 P O HoE AR 3R TR — ST A [R] #2128 0 128 R 40 1) o v O R 00 BB ) — R S WL 3R B3 R G0 AE A [R] Ak
P R R BUARYE R 1] DL TS B DL R 4518

(1) FAhZ PSR RAAFAE G 2 5 B R B R G AL . B A 235 3 MU £ 10 R & 5
BB 26 IR TG A ZUE SUHE 2 26 2, B e 1 d 00 R R 3R AN 25 OB R TE 5 AN U OHE 4 B HE & #10
TEEE S ALFIEE 6 A, S HADMAN B MIERAER & LA EEER SRS HEERE AEME. B, #
M0 B AE & AU B R I ZE RN

(2) ARIGUEHAR - R 58 M7 1E 7 57 TE U AT, & 20 ML 23 60 P 3R G0 3R I 1 4 Mk o e, P 3
AL 5 AN AT AR v T R BT [ AU T A BB, T A B B R BT 40, U AN S AL AR B R
ST BT [ A ) e

LG BB BUE 4 ERIRAS S5 5L T DU HUAE MGMT 77 T &S MAH S RS Mix sS4 T

1By BB F 2. B B0 3R R 4 BN 5.0 LR R 6.4 B

P b f S8 25 TR E5 90 AT DL R 25 el B 1, 08 A S AR PP AR HEZE MGMT B 7% 255 BRI AT 6 # &ML 2%
BIVE R GUEAT BB TEVEAS.
4.2.2 XA B2 25 R4 A

bt i 2, 4% SO SRS BR SR R 5 000 AR CH] AR A S % 3 3L, Bl BLEUM, METEOR!®),
WERME Ay HAULRE BE B 64, 1 55 4% 1 0 L 2% 0 2 R 45 10 3 & 20 2. 53 4, BLEU. METEOR {8 5 4] F (I # %
Ji R IE B, T WER B 5 8028 R 5 X BL, TR BE, o 7 B0 b e Sz 6 s, se 36 b A T ER R WER $04E R 92 b
WER #U{E 1IN

T BUE B MGMT VEAl 45 00 A B0 A SO0 B8 AN U5 58 ) IR VR4l 45 R EEAT T S5 Bk 9 g1t 1
MGMT SE4 o ARG 5 6) F AT A F AR SR 3 AN RE b i i A8 0 ik, AR A A UL R TH B 25 SR e
MR 3 ANRLERMBAE R R NT A6 F RIS R ARG FRIBERRHEESN 4 M5F
7.0 ARFRAZA) T I B0 4G SR T0 0 R AT R B AR 56 2R, 1/3 ARV L 1 AR AR 5 R ,2/3 AR 2 2
ANRLEE R AR 56 2,1 AR FR 36 2 BT RLEE (W45 ¢ 2R 8 B BTl A) TPl 45 SR AR SC R R REH N 4
W, A A A T3 T 5% 3% 0 BLEU. METEOR. WER $U{#, 51178 3¢ R B 2 9 AT LL i LA 45 SR 0
F2.0E 2 FiaRBER A AT . . BE. DB, FEX 5 MU EUE % L P IS a) TR
BLEU. METEOR. WER #{f /2 B & 1) B A% 9¢ 22 2 28 56 A 42 T T 8 4 £ v 1) AR gk 2 1 06 T — A
JRAE A E MGMT T 43 B AR 5% 3R 2 2B T /) 7 2% B0 B >k i BLEU. WER. METEOR #({H
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SEAEA SR 9 PR A BOBR (¥ 60 7 %5, 76 MGMT T W 75 10 05 2% 56 2 796 A2 26 A 3 AR AR 06 LA ——SITP)
A TransRepairt R 5 245 W0 42 ok 2 B0 BH 145 2,110 MGMT B 1 47 84 22 L35 B0 P8 & G010 B4R ik 1 22 41,
T R B PR R AR A AE S P R AR v RT DUARAE AR A (1 050 22 5C AR 35 A R RN DU W, — AN B AR 16 5 AR
TR B AL A AR, I B A A R R I TR AR (i T S e A K BT AE R — 2 AR R A

N T AE 77 2O 3R A 10 w] 47 P BEAT B8 00E).

Table 1 Quality evaluation results of multi-granularity metamorphic testing framework

L ORI BUHE S 5T B PRAL 25 R

[ i e 22 e eI
AP RS W58 A5 5% FR R E T P T R
B F R 46.5 48.6 39.8 41.8 47.6
. FLTERLRE 26.0 358 24.6 34.0 34.0
MR8 L b - 38.4 44.0 41.2 46.0 43.8
T H{E 36.9 42.8 35.2 40.6 41.8
B F R 51.0 52.0 45.0 49.4 48.0
SR RLE 25.6 31.6 232 30.0 28.8
LAl FAA R FE 35.4 412 36.0 442 38.6
FIME 37.3 41.6 34.7 412 38.5
) FRLEE 38.6 40.2 33.0 36.0 39.4
N ) ESAT AL 17.8 22.4 15.8 22.8 18.6
TR FA R RE 32.0 31.2 36.6 422 35.8
FHME 29.5 31.2 28.4 33.6 31.2
) TR 43.2 37.8 39.4 412 432
R %fuﬁ*%fﬁ 9.0 18.2 10.4 14.6 19.0
FAA] RLFE 22.0 30.4 242 30.0 30.0
“FHME 24.7 28.8 24.7 28.6 30.7
) FRLE 46.2 48.8 34.0 42.4 44.8
s L TR AL 27.1 35.0 24.0 30.0 252
B LA L 38.8 38.6 44.0 46.6 40.8
FHE 37.4 40.8 34 39.7 36.9
B TR 49.0 48.0 41.4 48.4 53.0
' JL TR AL 242 30.0 17.0 29.8 23.0
L L b 40.6 412 38.8 49.6 38.8
B2l 37.9 39.7 32.4 42.6 38.2

Table 2 Comparison of evaluation results base on reference translations and evaluation results

based on MGMT (group by satisfaction rate of metamorphic relationships)
"2 MGMT PPl 45 R AR K R0 2 R 0 4) 5 3T 25 B SC AL 4 R FLR

R ot 5 3 22 i LA Hh B SCHR AR UK
MU $6 b5 U8 R AR AL S P T e N =% T
0 18.4 20.3 18.9 23.2 17.1 20.0
1/3 25.3 26.2 23.3 26.0 22.1 24.9
BLEU 2/3 29.5 28.5 28.5 26.7 23.7 272
1 38.2 33.6 33.6 30.1 29.5 31.8
0 40.1 41.2 41.6 46.1 33.2 41.7
1/3 49.2 49.0 47.1 49.4 42.0 48.1
METEOR 2/3 53.9 52.0 49.8 50.4 43.6 50.9
1 61.4 56.8 50.3 53.5 52.2 55.3
0 25.8 30.3 24.9 34.7 19.4 28.1
WER 1/3 37.8 40.4 32.6 38.6 29.9 36.7
2/3 432 43.9 35.6 40.2 317 40.0
1 54.1 50.0 35.3 45.5 42.1 46.1

25 b TR MGMT - 45 5 55 T 2% 630 BLEU. METEOR. WER [ WA 45 5 A AL R %5 v, 7T AR

B MGMT X % 1 28 L 25 8 7 2 S PPAL 285 R B A & BRI ).

423 PN A3 g R

Bt il JE 3, SC R AT IIAE AR PC AT SRC, 4 3L T i AR Mk 1 75 % RTTPH. MCMT), MGMT 53#F &%
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PR HEMERR A BLEUYS, METEOR!®, WER!HEAT LL 4. PC Rl SRC 7t 1 /& 19 28 B0 76748 1 J i 0 i
4 BRSO BE E I AE-1 B 1 Z08),-1 AR SR FUH K, 1 AUR S84 IEAH K S28e T i) PC fH A SRC H @i
Python & & [ Scipy**Mu #4715

FEHEAT RTT 92560, A S0 58 4 2 18 Milam 25 NP2 0735, 45 2058 FT(forward translation)f5 2 H AR i 5 #11%
g5 1 FK H PR E S RS B8 T BT(backward translation) 75 21 JH 15 = B3 45 1, &% 5 H BLEU fefr it HIRIE S
B2 4 R 5 RAE A I A UL B JF DA A S A 2 P12 B R G0 B & 20 B AE 3R AT MCMT sEie i, AT £
Daniel ™25 A J5 i ()Rl 34T 7 UNE S F T iR MCMT £8 7 Fhil s (58, HIE. #iE. BT iE. #R
. W& TE BHAE) P REYLE — AMEN R ENE T EA TSI T IR A BT S LA B 1 R G0 SRR
BB VE, BT DVE AR SCE B MCMT S5, i B)4E 5 ik SR VE B2y 6 FiiE 5 (G515 NG, #E . IR E.
WiE . HE ).

FATHe I T AR WK RTT. MCMT. MGMT 3X 3 POy vE AR (1 57 & 20 2 5 56 4.2.2 15 TP s B 49 3 (1 4k
TZ% %K BLEU., METEOR. WER {f 4% #h 2 Bl 45 81 R Gedb A7 20 21, A L0 B & i A 2 L8R
RGHE 5 AU MR M E S 2 JE AT B T BN E S — HBIE S B TS R E S
#H PC {HA SRC {.PC i+ SRC {H S AR p L (p-value) B TH 545 R M3 3 A3 4.

Table 3  Similarity comparision of evaluation results based on

metamorphic testing and reference translations (PC)

R3O ET BRI T 250 SR 4 R AL LEAL(PC)

P e HE (s B HiE T REs)
e . KRS p i | AHKRM p i | SR p i | HICHM p i [HICAM pfi | MXAM pfi
RTT 0.66 0.16] 053 028] 027 060 056 025 027 0.60]| 046 0.38

BLEU MCMT 0.61 0.20 -0.02  0.96 0.20 0.70 0.52 0.29 0.29 0.58 0.32 0.55
MGMT 0.94 0.01 0.91 0.01 0.78 0.06 0.90 0.01 0.67 0.14 0.84 0.05

RTT 0.67 0.14 0.48 0.34 0.31 0.27 0.54 0.27 0.20 0.70 0.44 0.40

METEOR  MCMT 0758 0.28 0.01 0.98 0.20 0.71 0.55 0.26 0.10 0.84 0.28 0.61
MGMT 0.92 0.01 0.93 0.01 0.83 0.04 0.91 0.01 0.65 0.16 0.85 0.05

RTT 0.65 0.17 0.57 0.24 0.29 0.58 0.58 0.23 0.21 0.68 0.46 0.38

WER MCMT 0.60 0.20 0.05 0.91 0.26 0.62 0.56 0.24 0.20 0.70 0.34 0.54
MGMT 0.94 0.01 0.91 0.01 0.81 0.05 0.92 0.01 0.65 0.16 0.85 0.05

Table 4 Similarity comparision of evaluation results based on metamorphic testing and

reference translations (SRC)

T4 T ARG T 5% % S0 S0 58 45 R AH U ELE(SRC)

— i e W R 3 53z
Bl SRR e oW R EN p i XA N p X% pl [MXAE pli [WXak pl
RTT 0.66 0.16 0.66 0.16 0.26 0.62 0.71 0.11 0.38 0.46 0.53 0.30

BLEU MCMT 0.26 0.62 0.14 0.79 0.09 0.87 0.49 0.33 0.6 0.20 0.31 0.56
MGMT 0.94 0.01 0.49 0.33 0.43 0.40 0.83 0.04 0.49 0.33 0.63 0.22

RTT 0.66 0.16 0.43 0.40 0.43 0.40 0.71 0.11 0.20 0.70 0.49 0.35 |
METEOR  MCMT 0.26 0.62 0.09 0.87 0.2 0.70 0.49 0.33 0.31 0.54 0.27 0.61
MGMT 0.94 0.01 0.6 0.21 0.49 0.33 0.83 0.04 0.43 0.40 0.65 0.20
RTT 0.66 0.16 0.66 0.16 0.26 0.62 0.71 0.11 0.38 0.46 0.53 0.30
WER MCMT 0.26 0.62 0.14 0.79 0.09 0.87 0.49 0.33 0.60 0.21 0.31 0.56
MGMT 0.94 0.01 0.49 0.33 0.43 0.40 0.83 0.04 0.49 0.33 0.63 0.22

PC F8 b S B 1 42 199 20 S 06 45 SR 7R S AR 40 77 1) R AH SR FE RS N 3 AT LUE H,7E BLEU. METEOR Al
WER 1% 3 AN FEAEFE bR B, MGMT [¥) PC B 75 % Sk 4R 5. 3% 75 T RTT A1 MCMT.MGMT 5 BLEU #& b5 F 40 ¢
ZH( 0.85,p {4 0.05,5 METEOR Fl WER 845 (I AH X RECFIIME A 0.85,p {H9 0.05. &4k 35 5 K
HMGMT 5 3 MEHEIRFRN PC E#EZE & T RTIT A MCMT(EL RTT &40 83%,E MCMT &%) 130%), H. p
EIAR, B8 PC ERCA TG, LA 2048 Ui B, MGMT [ Sz 50 45 RAE SRR 7 B 5 3 AN AR AR AR G TR
i, BRI T 55 BT
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SRC Fi s 52 e (47 52 79 26 552 560 445 TR AU 70 B4 45 R HE 44 B AH SRR FE AR 4 W DU, 7E B HEFe 4% BLEU A0
WER -,MGMT (¥ SRC HAEHE B, MiE 3 ANMUH L E S AR AR LT RTT & 75408 L& T
MCMT.7E 48 F% METEOR |, MGMT () SRC {HTE 5 ANk AR ) 5 iy S5 AT T 34 (kR B MGMT 5 3
ANHEAEFR BRI SRC {E#E 5 T RTT(H4 20%), %% 5 T MCMT(=4) 100%), 368 MGMT ) 5246 45 S 7E 404l
Hea et F RIS H % ik

25 EATiR MGMT & RTT. MCMT #HE #E BN HHOC &R %0 PC A SRC _E#BTE &M PC KRB ,MGMT £ 5
AR 1 PC E AR 3 & T RTT Al MCMT, M SRC {ERE ,MGMT TEMUE AL T RTT,7E 5 43
T MCMT,{H 5 /M4 1 (¥°F- 35 SRC {8 4y 5t . 356 B I 1 A BSARL A 32 2 4 BB 5 Ak R 44 05 LS s 2 0L
2 R AP, MGMT WVEAl 45 S8 TE 200 3 T 228 3 S 1 5 6, PR HE R FE B RTT A MCMT B 5.

43 ¥ RITE
431 WEARRLEE Z (] 9% &

SR IRATX W AR T 2 ()R AR AR A S M BT HE R AFR S AT LA W, TR B S AR R RN R A R 1
SRC {H#BARAE, 43 514 0.027 F1 0.041, Ut W) 40 BE 1) ) o 45 -5 0008 BATA] R B 30 AN LA AR G T 6 18 T
HEARRLBE ) SRC H2A 0.274, 15 B P AN WL FE (1) 5 25 SR B AT — 7 (0RO Mkt 15 P85 71 R 9] LA AR O
P AT ER T R AN B TR B A 3 TR AF AR S T A BERT A5 28 33k 47 g8 A8 9 8. 11 ) 7740 B 6t 2 0 R v A
AR A ST

TEZ 4.2 9 RATIEB T MGMT J7 VL RERE1E I A 225 V- SCIE I T 0w 2 ML 3880 2 &R e AT i = V1A,
BART FZEAH) RTT A MCMT 7575 MGMT J7 36 B SR8 AE T 500d) . BIERMA) 7 3 MR IBAE S RN TR
FEIRAN L BE 147 40 5 45 S O HL EE M B AT AT T Y A s  E S A) FAR B AR AR Ok R AT 4 T B A
—2HA)F ¥ IL5 BLEU. METEOR. WER {8, % H #6748 & 1) 5 SNk AT L a3 6 B s, AN R AT ] — Ak
R R AT ISP BLEU (B9 0.178 9,171 R i /2 B A A B W AR 56 R (1 A) T [1°F 45 BLEU 1H°4 0.190 7,45 X it
BOHARI T 0.011 8,75 1 B RL X B S & 4 1 1) STHR (A . 7E BLEU.METEOR 1 WER iX 3 AL TR A7
b A TR EE A R A BB A 2 N 0.118 3. 0.150 4. 0.196 7,#B3E K T iR R EE(0.014 8. 0.017 8.
0.020 2) 4G 35 47 FE(0.023 6 0.026 2. 0.033), Ut BF 5 B ) A J8 R0 A 15 7 5 %) 3% 5 B, ) 74 gt A ) 3
of ) - L SR R O R 1) ) B K AT UG A HE 0 T SR L ST 3 I S e AR ) R R Y AR A A
1o, L R HE B B B A AR
4.3.2 MGMTHEH M R I 547

&S 4.2.2 FI5E 4.2.3 WRITEH LB H MGMT M B LN IE ARG S BT RE — e &HE MR
BB 71 MGMT 52+ 2235 3 S 7 vk IE A S M m, H R B AR T R 2R 8 1) RTT A MCMT 773 A 2R 4 A 3
R IEL T 56, RTT s K 77— VR IE B A0 — Y (813, 15 8RN [8] 136 2 b 37 1 75 AN B0 1l R (AT A 1R P AN BT 1Y
PPN B R GE). [E1 8 2 1T A8 52 e B 28 60 2 R G0 B (52, 7E MGMT 1 A) WL BT A8 26 R R 3 J% [l
BN T B AR [ 1380 2 b ) 30 38 8 A5 R 8 A 5 A P ) 2 SR P s e, FRAT D U v T 2 T R G AR AR AR S R Y
[ 26 JoR e Ao UG I, 1 B 1 3R 0 B0 1% A5 B — 58 U AME. T MCMT 3@ 3 (838 S ok G i X R BN FIES
T¥1) ) B 3 22 B 0 2 S MR ML 28 B % R 8 3 B R0 S8 MIGMIT 7 V2578 ) 00 JBE 50 56 2R 88 1 i 1 o o o IE 3 A
IR BEAT T M A B I 45 & B DR B AN B b BE it — D4R T VA v A 1, IR B AR F RTT A1 MCMT.

Table 5 Comparison of the results of different metamorphic relationships

RS AW R E 45 R A LA

SRC { p i
) FRLE - 7 L 0.027 0.000 8
) R FE - AT L R 0.041 6.8138e-07
JEAERLE - 7 L 0.274 3.5209¢-256
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Table 6 The contribution of different transformation relations to the quality of authentic translation

6 A [EIBUAR R F N E SRR A STk

W58 A 5% 3 L 1 L 15 J i Bl
LA TR H)F ii=wig4 LA 15 )T

0.178 9 Z _ _
v 0.190 7 0.0118 - -
v 0.200 4 - 0.021 5 \

BLEU v 0.285 8 - - 0.106 9
v v 0.202 8 0.002 4 0.012 1 _

v v 0.323 1 - 0.037 3 0.1227

v v 0.3159 0.030 1 _ 0.1252

S {E 0.014 8 0.023 6 0.118 3
0.388 1 _ X _
v 0.401 7 0.013 6 ” -
v 0.4117 4 0.023 6 \

METEOR v 0.527 1 L - 0.139
v v 0.418 3 0.006 6 0.016 6 -

v v 0.565 6 8 0.038 5 0.1539

v v 0.560 2 0.033 1 _ 0.158 5

S 0.017 8 0.026 2 0.150 4
0.245 2 - _ _
v 0.267 4 0.022 2 - -
v 0.278 2 - 0.033 -

WER v 0.428 4 - - 0.183 2
v v 0.2772 -0.001 0.009 8 -

v v 0.484 6 - 0.056 2 0.206 4

4 v 0.467 8 0.039 4 _ 0.200 4

S 4 0.020 2 0.033 0.196 7

4.4 BHMERWERSH

AFTIRATR A W] BERA A S 00 A R (1 52 R 2K

(1) PR R 3 B R Wi I 96 45 SR T8 P ) P 08 DR 3R AR S e 8 P A 3P B i R 3R 2 09 20 M 8
P RE. AT ) 5 SCRIrp SR 3 1T 25 2 BerkeleyParser, i% A)VE 7 AT 25 76 WST MHA4E B F1 B AT 95.17,
£ CTBS.1 ik 4E L[ F1ERTIE 91.69. 7] LUK PR A9 70 B i R S50 A S 560 52 1 o ) dj /.

(2) AMEAE R T W i g RS BA — Ve A SCIE R 1 LA 8 K — A A JF I8 S Kl 48
UM-corpus, 28 13 5 DMYUR(EIEEE . Wl BT HE A 7350 O 3 2o, T e ol 7 i 1) s B A
G, B AT AR TR Ik, 56 1 12 800 £ 10 S50 45 Rt B AT T SR ME R QAR A

(3) SEWATRNE B B KPP TR AR (L $ 2 15 & B AT 7P Al 2 T 50 AR I R 6 3 2225 B8 S0 I S 45
SRR B T N AE O R AR FR——PC A1 SRC.PC TH5L I 2 1 41 92 56 &5 L ZE B0 A8 Ak 77 1) b (AR AL,
SRC 15 & Hdls HF 44 BOAHALRE . by T3 T i AR M A0 T 2 28 9 SO i B 2 B 7 i A AN R R T 4
X HUE A ELBOAS B2 3 S IR A PC AT SRC AR Pl i b mT LLERIIE PPAG 0 5 B 55 — AN i R 3R 2 SOA
FEALLRE B A A (e 13 75 5 B AE S 30 T AT £2 7 BLEU. METEOR. WER 1 Ay SCAHHAULBE P B 4R A 3X
3 ANFER AR bR iz A A H AP AL BB A [F (BLEU M #0KS % ,METEOR {lll 5 #4 [7 % WER 3 T4 4 #1 19), [A]
LT DL PR AIE SC AR B B B 5 B R R ) TR AR DG R (U 3.2.1 )58 U I B T ANEIE F KA AL
JEZ BB ARBLBE 73 A7 AT BE D AN [R] 38 5 Rk 7 28 22 5, X P 22 St I K e IR W, AT [ — 38 5 s AR R )
) TR P 2] S B0 0] 2 T 4 B T AR ADUE, AN T 0 A7 208 A ALRE 2 A 22 55 08 Sz 560 ke SR (14 52

5 RESRE

BT 0 I 2% 5 R ) A 22 LS RH R R G T, VE 2 R 55 4 00 A R R R 55 R T A e LA
A G0, 0T H B2 AT (090 R A R A R R I RIS R SO AR SR T A 2 R (1 A ) A 2
MGMT.iZ MR HESE G 08 75 A 225 B SCRIIE B0 B XS e 2 L A8 B3 R Gk A7 0L & PR MGMT 1| IREH] T 2k
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£ I8 AR G F 4R 22 AL 2 3 R AT AR VR R PR VR AL N SR IS 55 kB MGMT 5 A AR A 7
ML, 53 T2 %301 BLEU. METEOR. WER $¥A% 45 540 58 5230, P4k vhE i 1 o8 1.

KR TAERT LA TR 3 ANJ5 TR FF. 1 20, B 78N 52 0T DLk 8 et R0 A1 A4 A 0 S A 2w 1) AN A BLIK
FI) 5 A 2R 5 VT AN RECR, B a0 7E B 4 [ BEAT DR X A B (R S5 B 1A T R P 4 2 BRI LN IR
AIDAE 2t MGMT [0 73 150 4 3 5 4R T8 14T 55 45 4 7 R, B T B 3 A 8 2 A3 B0 3 R 40 I B R4 R
J& FRATTHE S A% 32 HR (10 S 50 B0 0 4 R AT I B L =, DU (B AN G4 0 B0 R G B R R SR T S S AL
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