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This study focuses on the translation and writing output of the ChatGPT
(version 3.5) artificial intelligence language model in several languages.
According to some research results, ChatGPT performs competitively
with translation products (e.g. Google Translate) for high-resource Euro-
pean languages, but lags significantly for low-resource languages such as
Hungarian. In the present study, the language products of the two Al tools
(ChatGPT, Google Translate) were analysed by translating different types
of texts. Both tools turned out to have advantages and disadvantages, with
the quality of the translation depending on the text to be translated (e.g.
type of text, style, topic), the languages to be translated, and the purpose
of the translation.

The study analyses the translation and writing performance of ChatGPT
(version 3.5) through different text types, compared with the language
products of Google Translate, taking into account the linguistic and sty-
listic characteristics of each text type: short introduction, cover letter,
academic/technical text and literary text (poem). Different aspects of the
linguistic data are analysed based on three languages (Hungarian, Italian,
and English), with Hungarian as the reference language. The research aims
to determine: (1) differences and similarities in the translation and writing
of each type of text produced by the two Al tools; and (2) the characteris-
tics that can be detected based on the analysis criteria, including spelling,
lexical, grammatical, and pragmatic (language use) levels. The results of
the analysis show that each type of text is produced in different linguistic
qualities by the two Al tools (ChatGPT and Google Translate) created for
different purposes.

Keywords: ChatGPT, Google Translate, translation, writing, text types,
Hungarian, Italian, English

' This paper is based on a presentation delivered at a Translation Seminar (Seminario di tradu-
zione ungherese) at the University of Padua in the spring of 2024 (within the framework of the
Erasmus Teaching Mobility programme).
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1. Introduction

This study aims to analyse the translation and writing outputs of the ChatGPT
(version 3.5) artificial intelligence language model across several languages, with
a particular focus on Hungarian. Some research suggests that while ChatGPT per-
forms competitively with dedicated translation products such as Google Translate
for high-resource European languages, it lags significantly behind for low-re-
source languages such as Hungarian (Jiao, Wang, Huang, Wang, Shi, Tu 2023;
cf. Zijian, Varadi 2023). For this study, the translation capabilities, the language
products of two Al tools, ChatGPT and Google Translate, were compared using
various types of texts. Both tools exhibit strengths and weaknesses, with trans-
lation quality influenced by factors such as text type, style, subject matter, the
languages involved, and the specific purpose of the translation.

2. ChatGPT and Google Translate

Large Language Models (LLMs) are trained with a large amount of linguis-
tic data. They are able to generate meaningful sentences from specified words,
even in different text types (e.g., poetry, emails, scientific/academic papers), and
can also produce more sophisticated text. They use highly sophisticated artificial
intelligence technology to analyse and reproduce natural language. By learning
from language data available on the internet, they can create something similar
to it. They can imitate human communication, answer complicated questions and
perform complex linguistics tasks. The more databases they have at their dis-
posal, the more accurate the text they can create. Language models can create
convincing and sophisticated texts, but they cannot think for us. Therefore, the
requests (prompts) must be given in the right way. To obtain valid and appropriate
answers, the prompts must be as precise as possible. ChatGPT (Chat Generative
Pre-Trained Transformer) is a LLM developed by OpenAl that needs prompts to
guide it in the translation process. The style of the prompt affects the quality of
the translation (Johnson et al. 2017; Fan et al., 2021, cited by Jiao, Wang, Huang,
Wang, Shi, Tu 2023).

ChatGPT (Photo 1) and Google Translate are two different tools and can be
used for different purposes. ChatGPT is a LLM trained to generate and interpret
text, and to follow a prompt and give a detailed response (Jiao, Wang, Huang,
Wang, Shi, Tu 2023, 1). Translation is just one of its many applications (Qiu,
Duan, Cai 2023; Horine, Pozek, Butka 2023; Jiao, Wang, Huang, Wang, Shi, Tu
2023). Google Translate, unlike ChatGPT, is specifically designed for translation
and usually produces good results.

As already mentioned, ChatGPT performs competitively with dedicated
translation products, such as Google Translate, on high-resource European
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languages, i.e. languages for which many resources are available for training, but
in the case of low-resource or distant languages, it lags significantly behind (Jiao,
Wang, Huang, Wang, Shi, Tu 2023). «With ChatGPT, you can customize transla-
tions to suit your specific needs and provide feedback on adjustments you’d love
to see.» You can personalize ChatGPT’s translations, creating unique translation
contexts, and adjusting numerous other parameters (W1).> A study of several lan-
guages (but not English) compared the translation skills of the two Al tools and
found that ChatGPT expertly converted colloquialisms, while Google Translate
tended to provide more literal translations (which also potentially prevents cul-
tural information from getting through). However, the free version of ChatGPT
performed less impressively in many cases. For lesser-known languages and in
other translation contexts, Google seemed to be the better translator (W3).?

@ ChatGPT is a con
by OpenAl. It

S} Ope

Photo 1* (W8)

2.1. Chat GPT and ‘hallucination’

The analysis reported in the present study was performed on ChatGPT
version 3.5. «Human analysis on Google Translate and ChatGPT suggests that
ChatGPT with GPT-3.5 tends to generate more hallucinations and mis-translation
errors while that with GPT-4 makes the least errors.» (Jiao, Wang, Huang, Wang,
Shi, Tu 2023, 1). A query to a large language model such as ChatGPT will often
be met with a response that is confident and coherent, but factually incorrect. This
phenomenon, commonly referred to in the Al context as ‘hallucination,” occurs
when the model generates plausible but incorrect information. Gemini, another

2 https://www.makeuseof.com/how-to-translate-with-chatgpt/

3 https:/www.pcmag.com/articles/google-translate-vs-chatgpt-which-is-the-best-language-
translator

4 https://e3.365dm.com/23/06/1600x900/skynews-chatgpt-openai-chatbot 6196963.
jpg?20230623140443

67



RSU XIX - Lingua e letteratura ungherese e dell’Europa centro-orientale

Al system, explicitly warns users to check the accuracy of their responses, high-
lighting the importance of critically evaluating the information provided (W2).
Hallucinations are widely recognized as a significant limitation of current LLMs,
and substantial efforts are underway within the research community to address
this issue (Lin, Guan, Zhang et al. 2024).

2.2. ChatGPT: its functionality and limitations

Al-based text generation tools offer several advantages, particularly in terms
of speed and creativity. While these tools are not capable of replacing complex
human cognitive processes, they can be valuable for specific tasks. Their utility
includes generating text across different styles and registers, such as formal lan-
guage, summarizing key points, or highlighting the essence of a text. Further-
more, they can assist with writing abstracts, titles, and notes, as well as suggesting
questions for interviews and questionnaires. These tools also provide a useful
resource for certain tasks, such as proofreading from a reader’s perspective.

However, it is essential to recognise the limitations of such tools. Al-based
text generation lacks a comprehensive understanding of the world, and its knowl-
edge of factual information is often limited or outdated. As a result, it may pro-
vide contradictory or incorrect answers. Unlike search engines, Al tools are not
designed to retrieve factual data and can make errors when used to generate com-
plete texts. These errors may include monotony, repetition, grammatical errors,
inappropriate word choice, and inappropriate language use. In addition, as noted
above, Al models are prone to ‘hallucination,” producing content that appears
plausible but is factually incorrect. It is important to remember that the production
of a well-structured text does not guarantee its accuracy, authenticity, or profes-
sional validity.

3. Methodology and data

This study examines the translation and writing capabilities of ChatGPT
(version 3.5) by comparing its output across various text types with the language
products of Google Translate. The analysis takes into account the linguistic and
stylistic features unique to each text type. The texts examined include:

1. A cover letter, sourced from a Hungarian job portal.

2. An academic/technical text: an abstract from an academic paper.

3. A literary text (poem): a poem by the Hungarian poet Janos Pilinszky, trans-
lated into Italian.

> https://www.economist.com/science-and-technology/2024/02/28/

ai-models-make-stuff-up-how-can-hallucinations-be-controlled
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The linguistic data for this study was drawn from authentic material, con-
sisting of original texts available online. The analysis of different aspects of the
linguistic data focuses on three languages: Hungarian, Italian, and English, with
Hungarian treated as the reference language. The research aims to explore the
following questions:

1. What are the differences and similarities in the translation and writing of
each text type, produced by the two Al tools?

2. What specific linguistic features, such as spelling, lexical choice, gram-
matical structures, and pragmatic (language use) aspects, emerge from the
analysis based on the analytic criteria?

Thus, the analysis focuses on examining Hungarian translations across var-
ious linguistic levels. The findings indicate that different text types are generated
with varying degrees of linguistic quality by the two Al tools (ChatGPT and Goo-
gle Translate), which have been designed for distinct purposes.

Before examining the translations produced by the two Al tools, I assessed
the Hungarian language skills of ChatGPT (Figures 1, 2), along with other lan-
guage models (Bard, Bing; Figure 2), through a brief task with specific instruc-
tions/prompts. The task involved a short introduction, using the same prompt (in
Hungarian: “Bemutatkoznal, 1égy szives?” and in Italian: “Potresti presentarti, per
favore?”” — ‘Could you please introduce yourself?’). The prompt was posed using
the informal “you”, which ChatGPT reciprocated in its response. ChatGPT pro-
vided a longer introduction in Hungarian than in Italian, as seen in the responses
from both languages (Figure 1).

ChatGPT 35 ~

© You
Bemutatkozndl, légy szives?

ChatGPT 13:44 Z¢ Bl @ Ll @

é srémmel
Udvézéllek! En vagyok a ChatGPT, egy mesterséges intelligencia-alapu nyelvi = ChatGPT 3.5 Z
modell, amelyet az OpenAl fejl ki. Af6 az valé
ikacié és azi ici6 megértése és kbzvetitése a széveges formé O vou
Képes vagyok segiteni killénféle témakban, legyen az tanicsadds, kérdések Potresti presentarti, per favore?
megvélaszolasa, kreativ iras vagy akdr nyelvtanulds timogatasa. !
@ crateer
Az én funkcidim és tudasom az altalam tanult mintak és informéacidk alapjan \ h dello di
miikadik, és mindig igyekszem a legjobb tuddsom szerint segiteni. Barmilyen Certamente! Sono ChatGPT, un modello di
Kérdésed vagy kéréseid vannak, ne habozz feltenni Sket! linguaggio creato da OpenAl. Sono qui per
aiutarti con qualsiasi domanda o argomento

Orlék, hogy veled lehetek, és varom, hogy segithessek neked! di cui hai bisogno. Come posso assisterti

e ———————— 0ggi?

Figure 1
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In testing ChatGPT’s Hungarian language skills, I also aimed to evaluate
how it handles ‘small talk’-style conversations. When prompted with an every-
day informal greeting, ChatGPT responded with a linguistic error, saying “Hog-
yan segithetek?” (‘How can I help you?’) when the correct phrase in this context
would be “Miben segithetek?” (lit. ‘In what can I help you?”). The likely cause of
this mistake is that ChatGPT’s English language proficiency is more advanced,
which may influence how it generates responses in Hungarian.

- Szia!
hello
"Hello!”
- Szia! Hogyan segithetek ma?
hello how  help.por.1sG today
"Hello! How can I help [you] today?’

The next short conversation began with the question “How are you?”. In
Hungarian, this phrase is not just a greeting but also a question that conveys
the expectation of an answer. While ChatGPT responded appropriately, a few
interesting aspects can be noted. Firstly, it chose a verb form (“K6széném, hogy
érdeklddsz”, lit. “Thank you that you are interested’) instead of the correspond-
ing nominal construal (“Koszoném az érdeklédést” ‘Thank you for the inter-
est”). Secondly, it used the “hogyan” ‘how’ interrogative pronoun instead of its
shortened version “hogy” ‘how’, even though only the latter is appropriate in the
context at hand.

- Hogy vagy?

how be.2sG

"How are you?’
- Készonom, hogy érdeklidsz! Jol vagyok, készonom. Es te?
Hogyan vagy ma?

thank.1sG  that be.interested.2sG well be.1sG thank.1sG and you
how  be.2sG today

‘Thank you that you are interested. I am well, thank you. And you?
How are you today?”’

To evaluate ChatGPT’s Hungarian language skills, I also requested brief
introductions from two other language models, Bard and Bing (Figure 2). For
this task, I provided a more specific prompt, limiting the introduction to five sen-
tences. The results were as follows.
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rjon 5 mondatban egy bemutatkozast!

Természetesen! Ime egy révid bemutatkozds: ° irjon 5 mondatban egy bemutatkozast!

UdvzIom! En vagyok a ChatGPT, egy éges intelligencia alapd
Segithetek kérdé informéciéval vagy akir parbeszéddel is. Kérem, batran tegyen fel
barmilyen kérdést vagy kérést! 4, sziasztokt

Visualizza altre bozze

A nevem Bard, egy nagy nyelvi modell, amelyet a Google Al hozott létre.

Még fejlesztés alatt aliok, de mér megtanultam sokféle feladatot elvégezni,
koztik:
- Osszefoglalékat késziteni tényszerd témakrol.

« Szévegeket forditani egyik nyelvrél a masikra.

g Kkédot, ko , zenei
leveleket stb. irni.

@ Your personal and company data are protected in this chat

Egy bemutatkozésnak réviden és érdekesen kell bemutatnia a neved, a foglalkozasod, a Mindig tanulok és fejl&ddk, és izgatottan varom, hogy mit tartogat a jové.

él é a hobbiid és az & odesi teriileteid. Példaul:

Szia, a nevem Anna, és egy k6zépiskolai tanar vagyok. Szeretek olvasni, utazni és Gj nyelveket tanulni.

Kedves, nyitott és kreativ vagyok. A munkam soran szeretek segiteni a diakoknak a tanulésban és a

fejlodésben. Az érdekiGdési teriileteim a térténelem, a kultdra és a mavészet. Orilok, hogy megismerlek! i -
® |

20f 30 responses ®

Figure 2

1. Hungarian introduction by ChatGPT (Figure 2): ChatGPT opted for a
formal greeting, using “idvozlom” (‘welcome’). However, it included
the phrase “kérem, batran” (‘please feel free”), which is incorrect from a
socio-pragmatic perspective, as it is neither typical nor polite in Hungarian.
Additionally, there was a vocabulary error in the sentence “Segithetek
parbeszéddel” (‘I can help with dialogue”).

2. Hungarian introduction by Bard (Figure 2): Bard used an informal greeting
in the plural, “sziasztok” (‘Hi/Hello [folks]’), despite the request having
been phrased in formal language (formal “you”). Moreover, by adopting
the verb form “fejlédok™ ‘I improve’, Bard employed a non-standard form,
failing to use the more prestigious traditional first-person singular form
“fejlédom” ‘I improve’ that comes with the conjugation of so-called -ik
verbs (including “fejlédik™ ‘improve’).

3. Hungarian introduction by Bing (Figure 2): Similarly to Bard, Bing also
used the informal greeting “szia” (‘hi’). Instead of introducing itself, Bing
explained how to introduce oneself and provided an example: “Anna
vagyok” (‘I am Anna’). This suggests that Bing did not fully grasp the
prompt, as it only presented an example of an introduction rather than intro-
ducing itself.

4. Translation analysis: a linguistic approach
The analysis explores the translation outputs, highlighting differences and
similarities observed at different linguistic levels in different text types. The
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evaluation of these characteristics is based on specific criteria, including spelling,
lexical choice, grammar, and pragmatic (language use) aspects. The text types
analysed were: 1) a cover letter, 2) an academic/technical text, and 3) a literary
text (poem).

4.1. First text type: cover letter

The first text analysed was a cover letter, a specific and practical type of
document applicable in any language. I selected the text from a well-known Hun-
garian job portal® for translation (W4). When [ initially (in 2023) asked ChatGPT
to write a cover letter, the Hungarian version did not fully grasp the task. I pro-
vided the same prompt in three languages (Hungarian, English, and Italian), and
while it perfectly understood the request in English (“cover letter”) and Italian
(“lettera di presentazione”), writing appropriate cover letters in both, it struggled
with the Hungarian term (“motivacios levél”). Instead of producing a cover letter,
it generated an inspirational, motivational message (‘I would like to share some
encouraging thoughts with you today.”). However, ChatGPT’s current Hungar-
ian language capabilities have since improved and it now recognizes the correct
meaning of this term.

The task involved translating a Hungarian cover letter into Italian. The dis-
tinct features of this type of text include specific vocabulary, contextual meaning,
grammatical structures, formal/official style, and the typical format of a cover let-
ter (the presence of such functional units as the greeting, introduction, and body;
adherence to social norms). The translation was performed with two tools: 1)
Google Translate and 2) ChatGPT (with the following prompt in Italian: “Potresti
tradurre in italiano questo testo, per favore?” — ‘Could you translate this text into
Italian, please?’). The original Hungarian text was the following cover letter, with
analysed sections highlighted for analysis in the translations.

«Tisztelt Holgyem / Uram!

A Profession.hu oldalon taldlkoztam a kereskedelmi asszisztens
poziciora meghirdetett allashirdetésiikkel, amelyre ezuton szeret-
nék jelentkezni.

Jo iizleti érzékkel rendelkezem, gyorsan megértem az iigyfelek
keéréseit, és mindent megteszek, hogy a legjobb mindségii szolgal-
tatast biztositsam szamukra. Személykozi kapcsolatok épitesében
és apolasaban is eros vagyok, szeretek csapatban dolgozni. Korab-
ban kereskedelmi képviseleten és az iparkamaranal is szereztem

¢ https://www.profession.hu/motivacioslevel/gyakorlattal-szakasszisztens-kiserolevel
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értékelhet6é tapasztalatot és szakmai kapcsolatokat is, amelyek
segithetik az Onok cégének regiondlis terjeszkedését.
Koézgazdaszkent végeztem, fels6fokon beszélek angolul és oroszul,
valamint szlovakul is folyékonyan kommunikalok, napi szinten
haszndlom ezeket a nyelveket, szoban és irasban egyarant.

Bizom benne, hogy lehetdség nyilik egy szakmai beszélgetésre,
és személyesen is meggyézhetem Onéket, hogy képzettségem-
mel, nyelvtudasommal, kapcsolatrendszeremmel és agilitasommal
hogyan jarulhatok hozza cégiik sikeresebbé valasahoz!

Tisztelettel:
Hajmasi Linda»

Figure 3

Figure 3 presents the two translation outputs, with the analysed terms high-
lighted in bold, just as in the original text. In what follows, the comparison of the
two translations is conducted across various linguistic levels.

In punctuation, Google Translate makes an error at the end of the letter by
following the Hungarian convention of using a colon after the final greeting in an
official letter, rather than the international standard of using a comma. In terms
of word usage and appropriate vocabulary choice, Google made more mistakes
than ChatGPT. Let us examine a few examples of this type of error in the text: Su
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Profession.hu (omission of a word, namely the definite article); in this context,
ChatGPT uses the term sul sito ‘on the website’; mi sono imbattuto ‘I came across’,
while ChatGPT adopts a more sophisticated expression (sono venuto a conoscenza
‘it came to my awareness’). In a text written in formal style, it is more appropriate
to use the words desidero ‘1 wish’ and possiedo ‘1 possess’ as ChatGPT did (Goo-
gle: vorrei ‘1 would like’, ho ‘I have’). ChatGPT used the term per garantire ‘to
guarantee’ instead of per fornire ‘to supply’ (by Google). Google used some terms
in literal translation, whereas ChatGPT found expressions which were more appro-
priate to the style of this text type: sono inoltre forte ‘1 am also strong’ (ChatGPT:
abile ‘able’); una camera dell’industria ‘an industry chamber’ (ChatGPT: la Cam-
era di Commercio ‘the chamber of commerce’); possono aiutare ‘they can help’
(ChatGPT: potrebbero facilitare ‘they could facilitate’); una discussione profes-
sionale ‘a professional discussion’ (ChatGPT chose the official term: un colloguio
‘an interview’); sistema di contatto ‘contact system’ (ChatGPT: rete di contatti
‘network of contacts’). In one case, ChatGPT considered the English term to be
more appropriate (in team; Google: in squadra ‘in team”’).

In terms of grammar, ChatGPT’s choices seem to be more creative and
appropriate to the context. By contrast, Google often follows the literal transla-
tion to create a sentence structure which corresponds to the original text, thus the
translation is grammatically correct. Google translated the phrase preziose espe-
rienze e contatti professionali ‘precious experiences and professional contacts’ by
following the Hungarian version, while ChatGPT simplified the whole structure
(esperienza e contatti professionali significativi ‘significant experience and pro-
fessional contacts’). In one case, ChatGPT simplified the structure of a complex
sentence, avoiding possible repetitions (parlo fluentemente l’inglese, il russo e lo
slovacco ‘1 speak English, Russian and Slovak fluently’), while Google translated
it in the original version (parlo correntemente inglese e russo, e comunico cor-
rentemente anche in slovacco ‘1 speak fluently in English and Russian, and also
communicate correctly in Slovak’).

From a pragmatic point of view, it can be observed that the language prod-
ucts created by ChatGPT are more appropriate in terms of language use in the
translations of the type of text analysed. By contrast, in the texts produced by
Google, a literal translation is often used. Google translated the address form lit-
erally from the original Hungarian text (caro ‘dear’), while ChatGPT chose the
appropriate term for the given style (gentile, lit. ‘gentle’). In the last paragraph
of the cover letter, the phrase translated by ChatGPT fits the context better (poter
dimostrare personalmente ‘to be able to demonstrate in person’), whereas Goo-
gle again used the literal translation of the original phrase with the inappropriate
informal term (posso convincerti personalmente ‘1 can convince you in person’),
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even though the original text used the formal style of the Hungarian language. In
the pronominal form referring to the company, Google incorrectly translated the
pronoun into the informal second person singular (fua azienda ‘your.INFORMAL
firm’); ChatGPT, on the other hand, correctly selected the appropriate Italian term
(vostra azienda “your.FORMAL firm”).

4.2. Second text type: academic/technical text

The second text type analysed was an academic abstract (W5),” which con-
tains specialized technical terms. The translation task involved translating the
abstract from English to Hungarian. The original English version of the abstract is
shown in Figure 4. Key characteristics of this type of text include its vocabulary,
technical terminology, contextual meaning, and grammatical structure. The two
tools used for the translation were 1) Google Translate and 2) ChatGPT (prompt
in English: “Could you translate this text into Hungarian, please?”’). The original
text is provided in Figure 4, with the sections to be analysed highlighted in bold.

Figure 4

Presented below are the translations of the academic text generated by the
two Al tools (ChatGPT and Google Translate), with the analysed parts highlighted
in bold.

7 https:/papers.iafor.org/submission69667/
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1. Google Translate:

«Hasznalhato-e a mesterséges intelligencia oktatoként a tanuloi teljesit-
mény bizonyitasara egy miiszaki iraséran?

A mesterséges intelligencia nyelvi modellezésben valé felhasznaldsa az
elmult években jelentésen megnétt, kiillonosen a szoveggeneralas teriile-
tén. Ezen a teriileten az egyik legjelentdsebb modell a ChatGPT3. Ennek a
tanulmanynak az a célja, hogy felmérje a ChatGPT azon képességét, hogy
visszajelzést adjon a fOiskolai szintli technikai jelentésekrdl. A kutatas
harom kiilonb6z6 kontrollcsoportot tesztelt, az egyik a ChatGPT, a masik
egy diak volt, aki alig dolgozott a ChatGPT-vel, és az egyik, aki 1épésrol
1épésre vette at a ChatGPT-vel. Szamos kiilonbdz6 technikai jelentésirasi
feladatot és projektet rendeltek a ChatGPT-hez, hogy felmérjék, mennyire
képes végigvezetni a hallgatot a befejezésiikon, és segiti 6ket irasaik
mindségének javitasaban. Az egyes komponensek és végtermékek érde-
meit az oktatdi osztalyozasi rubrikak segitségével értékelték. Szamos
jelentéstipust teszteltek, példaul onéletrajzokat és kiséroleveleket, érvelo
esszéket, allasfoglalasokat, kritikai megkdzelitési elemzéseket és magas
szintli miiszaki laboratoriumi jelentéseket. Ez a tanulmany bemutatja a
lehetdségeket a ChatGPT Al oktatojaként technikai irasi feladatokhoz.
A tanulmany eredményei azt mutatjak, hogy a ChatGPT képes attekintd
visszajelzést adni a foiskolai szintii technikai jelentésekrol. A kutatas ered-
ményei értékes betekintést nyujtanak a mesterséges intelligencia nyelvi
modellezésben valé alkalmaziasanak hatékonysagaba, amellyel gya-
korlatias és hatékony modon tdmogatjak a tanulok tanulasat. A tanulmany
kovetkezményei jelentds hatassal lehetnek az oktatasi teriiletre €s a mester-
séges intelligencia jovobeni felhasznalasa nyelvi modellezési és tanitasi
eszkozként.»

. ChatGPT:

«Lehet-e az Mesterséges Intelligenciat hasznalni tanitoként a hallgatok
teljesitményének javitasara a technikai iras é6ran?”

Az mesterséges intelligencia alkalmazéasa a nyelvi modellezés teriiletén
jelentds emelkedést mutatott az elmult években, kiilondsen a szoveg
generalas terén. Ebben a mezében az egyik legkiemelkedébb modell a
ChatGPT3. Ez a tanulmany azt célozza, hogy értékelje a ChatGPT képes-
ségét visszajelzés nyujtasara egyetemi szintii technikai jelentésekhez. A
kutatas harom kiilonb6zo vezérlocsoportot tesztelt, az egyik ChatGPT
volt, a masik egy diak, aki alig dolgozott a ChatGPT-vel, és egy olyan diak,
aki [épésrdl 1épésre tanult a ChatGPT-vel. Tobbféle technikai jelentésirasi



Andrea Pap

feladatot ¢és projektet adtak a ChatGPT-nek annak értékelésére, hogy
képes-e iranyitani egy didkot a teljesitésiik soran, ¢és segiteni nekik
javitani irdsuk mindségén. Minden komponens és végsd termék értékelése
az oktaté értékelési rubrikai alapjan tortént. Tobbféle jelentéstipus lett
tesztelve, mint példaul onéletrajzok és motivacios levelek, érveld esszék,
allaspont-papirok, kritikai megkdzelitésti elemzések és magas szintii tech-
nikai laborjelentések. Ez a tanulmany bemutatja a ChatGPT potenci-
aljat egy Al segitoként a technikai irasfeladatokhoz. A kutatas eredmé-
nyei azt mutatjak, hogy a ChatGPT képes mélyrehatd visszajelzést nyuj-
tani egyetemi szintil technikai jelentésekhez. A kutatas eredményei értékes
betekintést nyljtanak az Al hasznalatanak hatékonysagaba a nyelvi
modellezés terén a hallgatok tanulasanak gyakorlati és hatékony tdmo-
gatasaban. A tanulmany kovetkezményei jelentds hatast gyakorolhatnak az
oktatasi teriiletre és az Al jovébeni felhasznalasara nyelvi modellezés és
oktatas eszkozeként.»

Table 1 provides a comparison of specific sections from the two Hungarian

translations under analysis, with the translations displayed side by side in two
columns: one by Google Translate and the other by ChatGPT.

Academic/ technical text

Google

ChatGPT

a mesterséges intelligencia

az Mesterséges Intelligenciat

oktatd

Tanito

a tanuloi teljesitmény bizonyitasara

a hallgatok teljesitményének javitasara

irasora

iras ora

jelentdsen megnott

jelentés emelkedést mutatott

szOoveggeneralas szoveg generalas

teriileten mez&ben

hogy visszajelzést adjon visszajelzés nyuljtasara

kontrollcsoport vezérlécsoport

egyik...masik...egyik didk egyik...masik...egy olyan didk

vette at tanult

mennyire képes végigvezetni a hallgatot a | képes-e iranyitani egy didkot a teljesitésiik
befejezésiikon soran

segiti 6ket frasaik mindségének segiteni nekik javitani irdsuk minéségén
javitasaban

az oktatoi osztalyozasi rubrikak
segitségével értékelték

az oktato értékelési rubrikai alapjan
tortént
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Academic/ technical text
Google ChatGPT
teszteltek lett tesztelve
onéletrajzokat és kiséréleveleket onéletrajzok és motivacios levelek
Ez a tanulmany bemutatja a lehetdségeket | Ez a tanulmany bemutatja a ChatGPT
a ChatGPT AI oktatojaként technikai potencialjat egy Al segitdként a technikai

irasi feladatokhoz. irasfeladatokhoz.

a mesterséges intelligencia az Al

nyelvi modellezésben valé alkal- hasznalatanak haté¢konysagaba a nyelvi
mazasanak hatékonysagéaba, amellyel... modellezés terén a hallgatok tanuldsanak...
jovobeni felhasznalasa nyelvi modellezési | jovobeni felhasznalasara nyelvi mod-

¢és tanitasi eszkozként ellezés ¢s oktatas eszkozeként
Table 1

In the analysis that follows, the two translations are compared at different lin-
guistic levels. Regarding orthography, there were a few errors in ChatGPT’s trans-
lation of the original text. Even in the title of the text, there is an error in pronoun
use, and first letters are capitalized as dictated by English (but not Hungarian) con-
ventions (Mesterséges Intelligenciat — ‘Artificial Intelligence.acc’). In Google’s
translation, the term appears in the correct form (a mesterséges intelligencia ‘ Arti-
ficial Intelligence’). Compound words were also used correctly by Google (irdsora
‘writing class’, szoveggenerdlas ‘text generation’) but not by ChatGPT, which
wrote the words separately (errors: irds ora, szoveg generdlas). The term technical
writing tasks emerges differently in the two versions, with the literal translation
provided by Google failing to interpret its meaning accurately in the given context
(Google: technikai irasi feladatokhoz; ChatGPT: technikai irasfeladatokhoz).

Regarding the vocabulary of the text to be translated, there were errors in
both language products. In the case of Google Translate, the following terms were
incorrectly selected: a tanuloi teljesitmény bizonyitasara ‘for proving student per-
formance’ (ChatGPT’s correct version: a hallgatok teljesitményének javitasara
“for improving the performance of university students’); egyik... masik... egyik diak
‘one of the students... another student... one of the students’ (ChatGPT: egyik...
masik... egy olyan didk, aki ‘one of the students... another student... a student
who’); végigvezetni a hallgatot a befejezésiikon, lit. ‘guide the student on their com-
pletion’ (in Hungarian, this passage is unclear and difficult to interpret; ChatGPT:
iranyitani egy didkot a teljesitésiik soran ‘instruct a student in the course of their
completion’); kiserdleveleket (incorrect translation of ‘cover letter’; ChatGPT:
motivdcios levelek ‘cover letters’). Vocabulary errors have also been found in the
text generated by ChatGPT: tanito (‘Tutor’); Google: oktato “university lecturer’);
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ebben a mezoben (‘in this field’; the noun mezé is inappropriate in this context);
Google: teriileten); vezérlocsoport (Google: kontrollesoport ‘control group’);
potencial ‘potential’ (literal translation; Google: lehetdségek ‘opportunities’); Al
(the correct Hungarian abbreviation: MI; Google’s correct version: mesterséges
intelligencia). In the following expression, both texts used the literal translation
instead of the corresponding Hungarian expression (ChatGPT: értékelési rubrikai
‘evaluation rubrics’, Google: osztdlyozdasi rubrikadk ‘ grading rubrics’).

In terms of the grammatical structure of the given text, in many cases the trans-
lation generated by Google Translate was more appropriate, while ChatGPT trans-
lated complex structures less smoothly. Here are a few examples of this: visszajelzés
nyujtasara ‘for the provision of feedback’ (overly dense structure; Google: hogy
visszajelzést adjon ‘to give feedback’); segiteni nekik javitani irasuk mindségén
‘to help them improve the quality of their writing’ (one of the verbs must be con-
jugated instead of using two infinitives; Google: segiti ket irdsaik mindségének
Javitasaban ‘it helps them improve the quality of their writing”); lett tesztelve ‘was
tested’ (passive form; Google: teszteltek ‘they tested’); a hallgatok tanulasanak...
tamogatdasaban ‘in providing support for students’ learning’ (Google with a subor-
dinate clause: hatékonysagaba, amellyel..tamogatjak a tanulok tanuldsat ‘into the
efficiency [of...], with which they support students’ learning). However, in some
cases ChatGPT chose the more appropriate grammatical form or sentence structure:
az oktato értékelési rubrikdi alapjan tortént ‘was performed on the basis of the
lecturer’s evaluation rubrics’ (Google: az oktatoi osztalyozasi rubrikdk segitségével
‘with the help of the grading rubrics of the lecturer’); bemutatia a ChatGPT
potencialjat egy Al segitoként ‘presents ChatGPT’s potential as an Al assistant’
(correct word order and sentence structure; Google: bemutatja a lehetdségeket a
ChatGPT Al oktatojaként ‘presents opportunities as an instructor of ChatGPT AI’);
tanult a ChatGPT-vel ‘studied with ChatGPT’ (in Google’s translation, the direct
object of the sentence is missing: vetfe dt... ‘adopted’); jovébeni felhaszndlasara
“for its future use’ (in Google’s translation, the case suffix is missing: jovébeni
felhasznalasa ‘its future use’); (a) nyelvi modellezés és oktatas eszkozeként ‘as a
tool of language modelling and teaching’ (Google: nyelvi modellezési és tanitdsi
eszkozkent); az Al hasznalatanak hatékonysdagaba a nyelvi modellezés terén ‘into
the efficienty of Al use in the area of language modelling’ (Google: a mesterséges
intelligencia nyelvi modellezésben valo alkalmazasanak hatékonysdagaba ‘into the
efficiency of applying Arficial Intelligence in language modelling’).

Regarding the use of language and style, an example can be mentioned where
ChatGPT opted for an extended expression instead of a simple structure: jelentds
emelkedést mutatott ‘showed a significant increase’ (Google: jelentdsen megnott
‘increased significantly’).
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4.3. Third text type: literary text (poem)

The third type of text analysed was a literary work, specifically a Hungarian
poem entitled Halak a hdaloban® ‘Fish in the Net’ by the 20th century Hungarian
poet Janos Pilinszky (W7). The original version of the poem is presented in Figure
5 (the first text). The defining features of this type of text include poetic free-
dom, the poet’s unique style, non-literal translation, complex rhetorical devices,
expressive language, rthythm, mood, atmosphere, vocabulary, and grammatical
structure. The translation task involved translating the poem from Hungarian
into Italian. The two tools used for the translation were 1) Google Translate and
2) ChatGPT (prompt in Italian: “Potresti tradurre in italiano questo testo, per
favore?” — ‘Could you translate this text into Italian, please?’). For comparative
purposes, a professional literary translation’ by Richard Janczer was also included
(W6). The original Hungarian poem and its literary translation are shown in Fig-
ure 5, with the analysed sections highlighted in bold.

Figure 5

8 https://konyvtar.dia.hu/html/muvek/PILINSZKY/pilinszky00001/pilinszky00007/pi-
linszky00007.html
https://www.andergraundrivista.com/2021/03/09/pilinszky-janos-luomo-sospeso-nellassenza-
di-dio/
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The results of the translation produced by the two Al tools are shown in
the following figure (Figure 6; with analysed parts highlighted in bold in the
translations).

Figure 6

As mentioned above, literary texts represent a special category of writing,
making it worthwhile to compare the translations of the poem, those generated by
Google Translate and ChatGPT, with a professional literary translation. It is import-
ant to note that each translation maintains the form and rhythm of the original poem.
The observations in the following section are numbered according to their order in
the text, with analysed parts highlighted in bold in the translations (Figures 5, 6).

(1) In the title, the professional literary translation and ChatGPT used the
original plural form: pesci “fish.pL’ (in contrast with Google: pesce ‘fish.sG”).

(2) There is an interpretation error right at the beginning of the text: Goo-
gle Translate chose the wrong meaning for hdnyodunk: vomitiamo (‘we vomit’).
ChatGPT, on the other hand, interpreted the expression correctly (ci dibattiamo).

(3) In the first expression, the professional literary translation uses a different
structure (adjective: stellare ‘stellar’) compared to the versions of the two Al tools
(di stelle).
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(4) The literary translation and Google Translate applied the same term (spiag-
giati ‘taken to the shore’), while ChatGPT instead of using one word, described
the whole situation expressed in the original Hungarian word (partravont).

(5) The meaning of the original expression (a szdnk ... tatog ‘our mouths are
gaping’) is condensed into a single expressive word (boccheggiamo) in the liter-
ary translation, which makes for a more sophisticated choice. By contrast, the two
Al tools translated the phrase literally (Google: /e nostre bocche sono spalancate,
ChatGPT: le nostre bocche si spalancano).

(6) Google’s choice (in un sussurro ‘in a whisper’) of the onomatopoeia
‘suttogon ‘whisperingly’ corresponds to the literary translation (con un sussurro
‘with a whisper’). By contrast, ChatGPT’s translation uses the gerund form
(sussurando).

(7) The Hungarian word elem has been interpreted in two ways in the trans-
lated text: as element ‘element’ (in the literary translation and by ChatGPT) and
as oggetto ‘object’ (by Google Translate).

(8) To translate the words kdvek ‘stones’, kavicsok ‘pebbles’ that appear in
the original poem, the three translations alternated with three words: pietre, sassi,
ciottoli (‘stones, rocks, pebbles’).

(9) The original first-person plural (kell...élniink-halnunk ‘we must... live
and die”) is used in the translation produced by ChatGPT (dobbiamo...vivendo e
morendo) and the two verbs are put into the gerund form. The literary translation
and Google Translate render the meaning with an impersonal expression: the first
one uses poetic freedom to write the infinitives in one word, thus conveying the
connected version of the original expression (¢ necessario...viveremorire); while
Google places the two infinitives in a coordinate phrase (deve essere...vivere e
morire).

(10) In the case of the verb megremeg ‘tremble’, it can also be observed
that the literary translation chose a more effective verb (rabbrividisce ‘shivers’),
expressing the atmosphere of the poem in the given context, while the other two
texts applied the literal translation of the verb (trema).

(11) The literary translation (i/ nostro dibatterci ‘our struggle’) and ChatGPT
(il nostro dimenarci ‘our struggle’) translated the given phrase in a similar way,
correctly interpreting the original text. Google Translate, on the other hand, takes
a different interpretation (ci prendiamo cura ‘we take care’).

(12) In the case of the expression tulkialto szonkra ‘to our out-shouting
word’, Google’s version (al nostro urlarci ‘to our screaming/shouting’) is much
closer to the literary translation (alla parola urlata ‘to the shouted word’).

(13) The choice made in the literary translation is much stronger, more
expressive (ammazzarci e lottare ‘kill and fight”) for the original expression
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oldokolniink és csataznunk “for us to kill and fight’ (Google is using infinitives:
uccidere e combattere ‘to kill and to fight’; ChatGPT is using conjugated verb
forms: combattiamo e guerreggiamo ‘we fight and wage ware”’).

(14) The most effective version is the literary translation (Ci castighiamo,
ma il nostro castigarci/ non é castigo ‘we are punished (lit. we punish ourselves)
but this punishing of ourselves is not a punishment”), which reproduces the poetic
device used in the original text, the repetition of words, the literary figure of stack-
ing (Biinhddiink, de biinhédésiink/mégse biintetés). In this case, Google Translate
(siamo colpevoli ‘we are culpable’) and ChatGPT (siamo puniti ‘we are pun-
ished”) chose less powerful expressions.

(15) Similarly to the literary translation (non puo redimerci ‘can’t redeem
us’), ChatGPT used a more poetic translation (nulla puo redimerci ‘nothing can
redeem us’) for the phrase: nem valthat ki ‘can’t redeem us’ than Google’s version
(non possiamo scappare ‘we can’t escape’), which is a more general, common
word.

(16) Similarly to the error mentioned in (2) above, Google Translate again
incorrectly translated (as stiamo vomitando ‘we are vomiting’) the same Hungar-
ian expression (hanyodunk ‘we are thrown to and fro’). The literary translation
used the same expression as in the first occurrence (ci dibattiamo ‘we are strug-
gling’), but ChatGPT chose another word here (affondiamo ‘we are sinking’),
which also reflects the meaning of the original text.

(17) In the final scene of the poem, the literary translation (sull'enorme tav-
ola imbandita di un pescatore ‘on the huge table set by a fisherman”) applied a
different structure compared to the original text (egy hatalmas haldsz asztalan
‘on the table of a powerful fisherman’), exchanging the adjectives, the attributes.
ChatGPT’s translation (grande pescatore ‘great fisherman’) comes closest to the
literal meaning of the original text (followed by Google’s version: di un pescatore
‘of a fisherman”).

5. Conclusions

The aim of the study was to analyse the translation and writing outputs of
ChatGPT (version 3.5) in a linguistic approach, by comparing them with the lan-
guage products of Google Translate. Determining which tool is better for translat-
ing depends on many factors. Each serves a distinct purpose. Google Translate is
ideal for straightforward text translations, relying on a large database of linguistic
data. ChatGPT is a versatile language model with broader capabilities, not only
translating but also creating, interpreting meaning, and rephrasing text. It benefits
from guided prompts to optimize its translation abilities, and the style of these
instructions can influence the quality of its translations.
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The analyses were carried out in three languages (Hungarian, Italian and
English), with particular emphasis on Hungarian. Each translation was evaluated
to identify characteristics of three different text types: a cover letter, an academic/
technical text and a literary text (a poem). The assessments focused on specific
criteria, including orthography, lexical choice, grammar and pragmatic aspects of
language use. In response to the research questions (Section 3), several findings
emerged. When translating (1) the cover letter from Hungarian to Italian, Google
Translate tended to produce literal translations of terms. ChatGPT’s translation,
however, was generally more appropriate in terms of lexical choice, sentence
structure, and pragmatic aspects. Stylistically, ChatGPT’s version fit the con-
text better, showing a greater degree of refinement and creativity. Some sentence
structures were simplified by ChatGPT, making the translation easier to inter-
pret. In the case of (2) the academic text, translated from English to Hungarian,
ChatGPT made a few orthographic errors. In addition, both Al tools encountered
challenges with vocabulary and grammatical structure, resulting in translations of
roughly equivalent quality. In translating (3) the poem from Hungarian to Italian,
ChatGPT often produced a more poetic text than Google Translate. Crucially,
Google Translate misinterpreted a key expression in the poem, which appeared in
both the opening and closing lines, which had a strong detrimental effect on the
accuracy of the translation.

In summary, the study has shown that the quality of translations produced by
the two Al tools varies with text types, one reason of which may be that ChatGPT
and Google Translate have been created for different purposes.
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