





F-statistic B( p)

Sys1 Sys2 Adequacy | Fluency _
En-De’23 289 84| 007
Adequacy MQM | 80 | 60 | +2:0  « 5 7 pro3 841 | 119| 004
Fluency MQM | €0 | €5 | 0552 )5 gy pens 130 90 | 004
Metric 63 | 60 |*03"V5  Enpys 265| 42| 014
Table 11: A toy example illustrating potential disagree- Ja—zh24 2858 659 0:08"
ment between PA and SPA: PA prefers keeping the Macro-Avg 36:3 81

same sign, whereas SPA prefers the closer one. Here,

all numbers are hypothetical for illustration purposes. Table 12: Welch (1951)’s F-statistics for Ade-

quacy MQM and Fluency MQM, and the respective
B -values, in the original meta-evaluation setup.

Evaluation Set | Concordance , Discordance

En-De’23 356 (57%) 274 (43%)
Zh-En’23 370 (37%) 620 (63%)
En-De’24 692 (54%) 583 (46%)
En-Es’24 375 (51%) 366 (49%)
Ja-Zh’24 399 (54%) 342 (46%)

Table 13: Concordance and discor-
dance between Adequacy MQM and Flu-
ency MQM in Setup 7, reported as system
pair counts and percentages.

Table 14: PA breakdown, macro-averaged across five evaluation sets,
for Setup 7.

Figure 2: SPA plane using Setup 7, macro-averaged across five evaluation sets. Each shadow line represents the
combination of Adequacy MQM or Fluency MQM with a specific random noise instance. The solid red and blue
lines are the average of the shadow lines.
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En-De 2023 Zh-En 2023
Metric Agreement in discordant cases PA in Agreement in discordant cases PA in
concordant concordant
with Adequacy MQM with Fluency MQM cases with Adequacy MQM with Fluency MQM cases
ALLMQM 100% 100%
Adequacy MQM 100% 100%
Fluency MQM 100% 100%
AdequacyX 100% 94%
AdequacyX QE 100% 96%
FluencyX 35% 65% 92% 89%
MetricX (ours) 100% 87%
MetricX QE (ours) 100% 96%
MetricX-24 98% 74% 26% 96%
MetricX-24 QE 98% 96%
Comet 22 98% 86%
CometKiwi 22 96% 71% 29% 93%
CometKiwi 22 XXL 98% 94%
Gemma 3 (4B) 90% 73%
BLEU (sentence level) 88% 80% 20% %
ChrF (sentence level) 82% 80%
En-De 2024 En-Es 2024
Metric Agreement in discordant cases PA in Agreement in discordant cases PA in
concordant concordant
with Adequacy MQM with Fluency MQM cases with Adequacy MQM with Fluency MQM cases
AllMQM 55% 45% 100% 87% 13% 100%
Adequacy MQM 100% 100%
Fluency MQM 100% 100%
AdequacyX 42% 58% 92% 57% 43% 87%
AdequacyX QE 90% 87%
FluencyX 94% 71%
MetricX (ours) 45% 55% 94% 89%
MetricX QE (ours) 95% 89%
MetricX-24 92% 85%
MetricX-24 QE 97% 85%
Comet 22 95% 84%
CometKiwi 22 78% 69%
CometKiwi 22 XXL 89% 87%
Gemma 3 (4B) 82% 73%
BLEU (sentence level) 80% 53%
ChrF (sentence level) 80% 64%
Ja-Zh 2024
Metric Agreement in discordant cases PAin
concordant
with Adequacy MQM with Fluency MQM cases
ALMQM 100%
Adequacy MQM 100%
Fluency MQM 100%
AdequacyX 93%
AdequacyX QE 91%
FluencyX 25% 75% 2%
MetricX (ours) 97%
MetricX QE (ours) 95%
MetricX-24 97%
MetricX-24 QE 95%
Comet 22 88%
CometKiwi 22 86%
CometKiwi 22 XXL 90%
Gemma 3 (4B) 86%
BLEU (sentence level) 72%
ChrF (sentence level) 6%
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Table 15: PA breakdown, per evaluation set, based on the original WMT setup.



Figure 3: SPA plane based on the original WMT setup for (a) En—De 2023, (b) Zh—En 2023, (c) En—De 2024, (d)
En-Es 2024, and (e) Ja—Zh 2024. The legend is shared for all the figures.
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