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Resum
La traducció automàtica (MT, de l’anglès Machine Translation) és una dels àrees més

actives dins de la intel·ligència artificial, particularment en el camp de l’aprenentatge
automàtic. Recentment, aquesta àrea ha sigut el focus d’atenció per part d’importants
figures tecnològiques com Google, Facebook, Microsoft, etc. a causa de les millores de
rendiment obtingudes per aquesta tecnologia gràcies a la incorporació de xarxes neuro-
nals artificials. Un dels principals motius que explica està atenció és l’enorme creixement
de plataformes de difusió de continguts audiovisuals en streaming (per exemple YouTube
i Twitch) i vídeo-conferencia (per exemple Zoom i Webex). En aquest context, un aspecte
molt important és l’adaptació de tècniques i models convencionals per al seu ús en strea-
ming, això és, per a un flux d’entrada a traduir constant i eixida ajustada per davall d’un
temps de resposta (latència) donat. En aquest treball es proposa estudiar i implementar
models avançats de MT neuronal en streaming, de llengües europees a l’anglès. Per a
això, es farà ús de dades, tecnologia i experiència del grup MLLP del VRAIN, adquirits
en el marc de projectes d’investigació i transferència tecnològica desenvolupats en els
últims anys.

Paraules clau: Traducció automàtica; Traducció automàtica neuronal; Traducció automà-
tica en temps real

Resumen
La traducción automática (MT, del inglés Machine Translation) es una de las áreas

más activas dentro de la inteligencia artificial, particularmente en el campo del aprendi-
zaje automático. Recientemente, esta área ha sido el foco de atención por parte de impor-
tantes figuras tecnológicas como Google, Facebook, Microsoft, etc. debido a las mejoras
de rendimiento obtenidas por esta tecnología gracias a la incorporación de redes neuro-
nales artificiales. Uno de los principales motivos que explica esta atención es el enorme
crecimiento de plataformas de difusión de contenidos audiovisuales en streaming (por
ejemplo YouTube y Twitch) y video-conferencia (por ejemplo Zoom y Webex). En este
contexto, un aspecto muy importante es la adaptación de técnicas y modelos convencio-
nales para su uso en streaming, esto es, para un flujo de entrada a traducir constante y
salida ajustada por debajo de un tiempo de respuesta (latencia) dado. En este trabajo se
propone estudiar e implementar modelos avanzados de MT neuronal en streaming, de
lenguas europeas al inglés. Para ello, se hará uso de datos, tecnología y experiencia del
grupo MLLP del VRAIN, adquiridos en el marco de proyectos de investigación y trans-
ferencia tecnológica desarrollados en los últimos años.

Palabras clave: Traducción automática; Traducción automática neuronal; Traducción au-
tomática en tiempo real

Abstract
Machine translation is one of the most active areas within Artificial Intelligence, par-

ticularly in the field of Machine Learning. Recently, this area has been the focus of at-
tention by major technology figures such as Google, Facebook, Microsoft, etc. due to the
performance improvements obtained by this technology thanks to the incorporation of
artificial neural networks. One of the main reasons for this attention is the enormous
growth of streaming audiovisual content platforms (for example, YouTube and Twitch)
and video-conferencing (for example, Zoom and Webex). In this context, a very impor-
tant aspect is the adaptation of conventional techniques and models to be used in the
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streaming scenario, that is, the translation of a constant input flow under response time
(latency) constraints. In this work it is proposed to study and implement advanced mod-
els of neural MT in streaming, from European languages into English. For this, data,
technology and experience of the VRAIN MLLP group, acquired in the framework of
research and technology transfer projects developed in recent years, will be used.

Key words: Machine Translation; Neural Machine Translation; Streaming Machine Trans-
lation
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

In this introductory chapter we present the motivation, framework and goals of this
work, as well as its context within the current state-of-the-art in machine translation
(MT). We illustrate how this work studies the field of MT by developing translation sys-
tems from French to English, for use in both offline and streaming scenarios, while also
using a set of techniques to adapt MT systems to the domain of physics. Lastly, we de-
scribe how the contents of this work are organized.

1.1 Motivation

Recent advancements in computational power have made many technological dreams
a reality. From automatic object detection to speech-to-speech translation to prompt-
based image generation, the field of artificial intelligence is revolutionizing our daily
lives. More specifically to this work, there is a current necessity to develop translation
systems for offline and real-time scenarios that perform reliably in a given domain. Not
only do these systems allow for greater accessibility to non-speakers of a language, but
the application to a real-time scenario such as live-streams or virtual meetings can pro-
vide a critical role in our daily lives, and the focus towards a particular domain aids the
models to perform reliably while translating technical topics.

There are many out-of-the-box multilingual MT services currently offered to the gen-
eral public: Google Translate1, DeepL2, Microsoft Translator3, Watson Language Trans-
lator4, etc. While these services might be adequate for daily use by the general public,
there are many instances where robust translation systems for particular domains are
necessary. Additionally, current trends in streaming content generation, virtual meetings,
metaverses, and the virtualization of our world as a whole, give rise to new challenges in
effective communication between people who speak different languages. There is a de-
mand for systems that automatically and reliably translate what is spoken or written in
real-time, so that conversations can flow and listeners can understand new content that
was previously inaccessible.

In this regard, multinational organizations are making an effort to lower language
barriers so that communication across languages is a reality. Public organizations such as
the European Organization for Nuclear Research (CERN), who store thousands of hours
of recorded conferences and seminars and hold hundreds of multinational meetings ev-
ery day, are pushing to make this multimedia content more accessible to the research

1https://translate.google.com/
2https://www.deepl.com/translator
3https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/translator/business/trial/
4https://www.ibm.com/cloud/watson-language-translator
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2 Introduction

community. However, the idea of letting mainstream MT providers, such as those men-
tioned above, process internal multimedia content is inconceivable, not only regarding
its technical specificity, but also due to privacy concerns. This opens the possibility of de-
ploying domain-adapted on-premises MT technology, developed by small and medium-
sized research organizations, that perfectly fits the needs of these public organizations.

1.2 Framework

This work is part of the author’s research internship at the Valencian Research Institute
for Artificial Intelligence’s Machine Learning and Language Processing (VRAIN MLLP)
research group of the Universitat Politècnica de València (UPV). It is contextualized on
a technology-transfer contract between the MLLP and the CERN. The project consists in
the development of highly accurate automatic captioning and translation systems to be
applied on CERN’s multimedia content catalog, as well as low latency streaming speech-
to-speech translation systems to be integrated into CERN’s internal and external com-
munication systems for live captioning of webcasts and video conference meetings. This
work presents the experiments and results obtained in the development of the MT sys-
tems that will be used as part of offline and streaming speech-to-speech translation sys-
tems in the French to English language direction, adapted to the domain of high energy
physics, the main domain of interest to CERN.

1.3 Goals

The main goals of this work, built upon the motivation and framework previously de-
scribed, are the following:

• To study the current state-of-the art approaches for offline and real-time MT, in-
cluding domain adaptation techniques and automatic evaluation.

• To apply the most important tools employed in MT research for data processing,
model training, inference and evaluation.

• To explore and refine data filtering and processing techniques to improve the qual-
ity of MT systems.

• To develop general domain and in-domain MT systems that provide accurate e-
nough translations for the purposes of CERN.

• To develop simultaneous MT systems for the streaming MT scenario with low la-
tency and good enough quality.

1.4 Document Structure

In addition to this introductory chapter, the following chapters are structured as follows.
Chapter 2 introduces the preliminary concepts needed to understand this work. It for-
malizes MT as a Supervised Learning task in the context of Machine Learning, while also
introducing the historical context of the field. Here we dive deep into the state-of-the-
art neural-based architecture that powers today’s translation services by paving the road
from the first neural model, the Perceptron, to the Transformer architecture that will be
used in the work. In this chapter we also present the different evaluation metrics that
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we use throughout this work. Chapter 3 is concerned with the general domain and in-
domain corpora that will be used to develop MT systems, as well as the various data
filtering and processing techniques that can be applied to said corpora. In Chapter 4 we
describe the techniques that we use in this work for domain adaptation to the domain of
high energy physics. More specifically we illustrate how we obtain synthetic data from
a monolingual in-domain corpus, and the general fine-tuning framework with which we
adapt general domain MT systems to this domain. We conclude the theoretical aspects of
the work with Chapter 5, where we describe the problems of simultaneous and stream-
ing translation, presenting simultaneous MT models that include latency constraints, as
well as the latency-based evaluation metrics we use to evaluate simultaneous MT mod-
els. Afterwards, Chapter 6 presents the set of experiments and results of the general
domain, in-domain, offline and online MT systems that were developed during the time
this work was carried out. Finally, we summarize the contents of the work and envision
future work in Chapter 7.





CHAPTER 2

Preliminaries

MT is a task encompassed within the fields of Natural Language Processing and Compu-
tational Linguistics, which themselves are included partly in the field of Machine Learn-
ing. Before diving deep into the current approaches of the MT task, we must first in-
troduce the field of Machine Learning (ML), as well as the different approaches to MT
in history. In this chapter we will illustrate the different types of tasks that exist in ML,
defining important concepts such as Bayes’ classifier, explaining how MT is an instance
of a particular type of ML task, giving an overview of the historical advancements of MT,
and finally delving into the details of how the current state-of-the-art approach for MT
works.

2.1 Machine Learning

ML is a subfield of Artificial Intelligence that encompasses all tasks in which a program
gradually learns to perform better. More specifically, as Tom Mitchell [53] defined:

"A computer program is said to learn from experience E with respect to some class of tasks
T, and performance measure P, if its performance at tasks in T, as measured by P, improves with
experience E."

Essentially, ML is concerned with mathematical models that learn to execute tasks
without a human’s explicit instruction regarding the steps necessary to achieve them.

These tasks can be grouped into different categories: supervised learning tasks, where
the model learns a mapping between a set of observations and their corresponding labels,
unsupervised learning tasks, where the model only has access to observations and attempts
to find relationships or groups in the data, and reinforcement learning tasks, where instead
of accessing data, the model learns to perform a task by exploring its environment.

In this work we will mainly concern ourselves with supervised learning tasks. In the
following sections we will expand on how MT can be modeled as a supervised learning
task, and introduce other important concepts needed to understand this work. More
specifically, we will be working on an instance of a classification problem.

2.1.1. Supervised Learning

Supervised Learning is a learning methodology applied to types of task T where the ex-
perience E is given by the model’s ability to observe N labeled data pairs S =

{
X ×C

}
=

{(xn, cn)}, where X is the set of object representations and C is the set of class labels. In
supervised learning, the model learns a mapping function from X to C by continuously

5



6 Preliminaries

observing pairs in S through a process called training. In this case, a performance mea-
sure is needed to correct the model’s hypotheses: a loss function L that computes the
compatibility between the models output ĉ and the correct label c for a given datum x.

There are two main types of supervised learning tasks: regression, where the model
learns to predict the outcome of a set of continuous variables; and classification, where the
model predicts the probability that an observation belongs to one or many categories.

2.1.2. Bayes classifier

If the label of the task at hand is categorical, i.e. it only has a limited discrete number of
possible values, then the model must learn to classify elements in X into one or many of
these categories. We call this supervised learning task a classification task.

According to the statistical decision theory framework, we should take the decision
of classifying every x in the class ĉ that minimizes the probability of error, that is,

ĉ = argmin
c∈C

pc(error | x). (2.1)

This is achieved by classifying x into the class with maximum posterior probability

ĉ = argmin
c∈C

1− p(c | x), (2.2)

which is the well-known Bayes classifier

ĉ = argmax
c∈C

p(c | x). (2.3)

Applying Bayes’ rule, and discarding the denominator (since it is not involved in the
maximization), we rewrite Equation 2.3 as

ĉ = argmax
c∈C

p(x | c) p(c), (2.4)

where the posterior probability distribution p(c | x) is factorized into a class-conditional
probability p(x | c) and a class-prior probability p(c).

2.2 Statistical Machine Translation

MT has been a task of interest for many years. The interest rose from the dream of
automatically translating phrases from one language to another, and how this would
revolutionize communication between different cultures. Thus, a significant amount of
resources have been invested into MT research, and many important approaches and
breakthroughs have been made throughout history. The more successful approach to the
task of MT has been Statistical MT (SMT).

Historically, there was great optimism on MT in the 1950s, when translation from
Russian to English was demonstrated in the Georgetown Experiment [32]. However, the
first quality-wise usable approximations were made in the 1970s, where translation was
modeled as an decryption task from any language into English. This was a popular due to
the advancements in decryption in war times. At this point there were many commercial
systems in use: Météo, Systran, Logos, METAL, Trados. However, these systems were
used as computer-aided translation systems for human translators, as a way to ease their
burden of translating whole texts at once. In the 1980 there was a trend to use an abstract
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meaning representation approach: interlingua. The objective was to translate text from
any language into a intermediary language, such that a translation from any language to
any other would go through interlingua. Ideally we would only have one system with
interlingua as a source, and another with it as a target: the translation onto other human
languages would be carried out transitively. Sadly, even though it sounded good on
paper, it did not work quite as well: the problem of abstract meaning representation is
still one of the greatest challenges in artificial intelligence. There were also data-driven
methods that would translate by retrieving and editing similar examples from memory
systems.

Most of the successful SMT models use n-gram1 statistics to approximate probability
distributions and generate translations. Applying Equation 2.3 to the context of SMT,
given a source sentence x = x1, . . . , xj, . . . , xJ where each word xj is drawn from a source
vocabularyX , we search for the most probable translation ŷ = y1, . . . , yi, . . . , yI according
to

ŷ = argmax
y∈Y∗

p(y|x) (2.5)

with Y and Y∗ denoting the target vocabulary and translation space, respectively. Fol-
lowing the same procedure used in Section 2.1.2 to obtain Equation 2.4, we can use Bayes’
rule to decompose the posterior probability into a product of prior and conditional prob-
abilities

ŷ = argmax
y∈Y∗

p(x|y)p(y) (2.6)

where p(x|y) and p(y) are translation and language models, respectively. The language
model provides the probability distribution of a sequence of words. Similarly, the trans-
lation model approximates the probability of a sentence y being the translation of another
sentence x. The model resulting in the combination of the language and translation mod-
els is the noisy channel model. It can be loosely interpreted as the noise p(x|y) being ap-
plied to p(y), obtaining the noisy channel model p(y|x).

This statistical approach to the problem of MT was followed by IBM research [9].
They successfully proved that statistical methods could be applied to model the transla-
tion problem. A series of statistical models of increasing complexity were defined and
hereafter called IBM Models. The simplest one, the IBM Model 1, is a lexical transla-
tion model that learns to translate by learning the alignments of source words to their
respective translations in the target language. Essentially, it uses word level statistics ob-
tained from a parallel corpora (a collection of source-target sentence pairs) to find pairs
of words that co-occur, learning a correlation between them. An example of how this
process is carried out can be seen in Figure 2.1. Here, we see how the model learns the
co-occurrence between words that are closely aligned, even though it observes them in
different contexts. It is important to note that this process is carried out over millions
of sentence pairs to approximate alignment and co-occurrence probabilities precisely.
The most probable alignment between source and target words is learned through the
Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithm [16].

However, researchers found that this system was lacking the natural bias of language:
contextual information, high frequency n-grams, etc. Throughout the years, many ap-
proaches were tried. An incomplete list of them would include: syntax-enhanced sys-
tems [51], phrase-based systems [43], probabilistic smoothing techniques [55], tree-based
models [1], re-ranking of hypotheses for decoding [70], etc. As time went by and these
systems became popular, even though there were many advancements being made, there
was no significant progress in terms of translation quality.

1An n-gram is a contiguous sequence of n tokens.



8 Preliminaries

Hay un gato gris en la casa.

There is a grey cat in the house.

La pared de mi casa no es gris.

The wall of my house is not grey.

El gato está arañando las ventanas de mi
casa.

The cat is scratching the windows of my
house.

cat→ gato
house→ casa
grey→ gris

...

Learned Co-occurrences

Figure 2.1: The IBM Model 1 co-occurrence learning process.

At this point, hardware was getting cheaper and faster, and there was another method
starting to perform better than statistical methods in different ML tasks. Together with
advancements in GPU technology, as well as the development of automatic differentia-
tion techniques, neural based models were gaining popularity. They started to become
useful in the field of automatic speech recognition (ASR), with a better approach to first
modeling the acoustic signal and then the sequence of words. In the 2010s, Deep Neural
Networks were being used for MT, and as time went by, they established what would be
a new era for MT. These models were named end-to-end MT models, since they learned to
approximate the posterior probability p(y|x) directly, as shown in Equation 2.5, instead
of the popular SMT approach of decomposing it into parts as in Equation 2.6. Since these
neural methods do not rely only on n-gram statistics and can observe whole sentences
to see how important each word is when translating the phrase, they are able to learn to
translate in a more generalized manner.

Nevertheless, both SMT and NMT methods had an important problem to deal with:
decoding. Ideally, the model would always output the best possible translation for a
source sentence. However, in reality there are various different target words that can
effectively translate a given source word. Therefore, the last step of decoding is carried
out, where a subspace of the translation space is searched for the best translation that the
model can output. There are several methods for decoding, the most populars for MT be-
ing greedy decoding and beam search decoding. These decoding methods are different
ways to instantiate the argmax operation from Equation 2.5 in practice without having to
explore the full space of possible translations.

Now that we have introduced the historical background of MT, we will illustrate
the history of neural networks in order to understand the inner-workings of the current
state-of-the-art Neural MT systems that will be used throughout this work. Likewise, we
will introduce the different decoding strategies used in MT and explain how quality is
evaluated in MT.

2.3 Neural Machine Translation

As was mentioned in Section 2.2, throughout the years more computing power became
available, which made it feasible to train deep networks using automatic gradient cal-
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culations. Neural-based methods became more performant than SMT methods, revolu-
tionizing the MT landscape through Deep Learning models. In order to understand the
inner-workings of current NMT systems, we must first familiarize ourselves with the
algorithms that cemented the foundations of these models. The following sections will
introduce the main concepts surrounding neural networks, as well as explain the inner-
workings of the current state-of-the-art architecture, the Transformer [80].

The Perceptron [65] was the first approximation of current neural methods. This first
idea, together with the backpropagation algorithm [47, 66] and great advancements in
computing power, led to multi-layer networks being applied as solutions to vast amounts
of problems in the present.

One of the simplest and first multi-layer network that was tried is the Multi-Layer
Perceptron (MLP), which essentially generalized the Perceptron to many layers. As can
be seen in Figure 2.2, the MLP has an input layer, a set of hidden layers, and a final output
layer. The hidden layers are particularly important. They apply transformations to the
input projecting it into a higher dimensional manifold, and making it easier for the last
layers to find a decision boundary that linearly separates the previously non-linearly-
separable inputs. The idea was to create a universal function approximator by applying
multiple compositions of affine transformations f and nonlinear functions g to the input:

y =
(

g(L) ◦ f(L) ◦ g(L−1) ◦ f(L−1) ◦ . . . ◦ g(1) ◦ f(1)
)(

x
)

(2.7)

The MLP’s layers contain a variable number of neurons, the basic unit of neural networks,
which are fully connected to all the neurons of the next layer. The expression for the next
layer h(i+1) of an MLP is the following:

h(i) =

{
g(i)(W(i)x + b(i)) i = 0
g(i)(W(i)h(i−1) + b(i)) i > 0

(2.8)

Where g(i)(·) is any non-linearity, W(i) is the weight matrix between layers i and i+ 1, b(i)

is the bias term, and x and h(i) are the input and hidden layers respectively. Essentially,
all layers apply a non-linearity to an affine transformation of the last layer. The affine
transform maps the last layer onto a different space, and the non-linearity helps the MLP
learn non-linear models.

Since MT is a classification task, where we classify the input into one of as many
classes as words there are in the target vocabulary, we can apply the softmax activation
function

softmax(z)i =
exp zi

∑i′ exp zi′
, (2.9)

to the output layer to produce a probability distribution over all possible classes. For a
network with L layers, the probability distribution is obtained as follows:

p(yi|x) = softmax(W(L)h(L−1) + b(L)) (2.10)

where yi is the i-th word being translated. While this is not necessary, it helps to have a
probabilistic perspective when dealing with deep learning models, since we can interpret
probability distributions. To the intrigued reader we recommend [45] for a generalization
of the probabilistic perspective onto energy based models.

The main group of optimization algorithms used to train MLPs and other neural mod-
els are gradient based optimization algorithms. What gradient descent attempts to do is to
move the model’s parameters towards ones with which the model’s error is minimized.
For this, it applies a forward pass, computing the model’s hypothesis for a given in-
put. Then, a backward pass is applied, where we use a loss function L to compute the
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x h(1) h(2) ŷ

Figure 2.2: A simple multi-layer perceptron2. The edges represent weights between each layer.
The blue nodes denote any non-linearity, while the purple ones represent typical classification

activation functions such as the softmax.

error between the expected output and the model’s hypothesis, and this error is propa-
gated backwards from the output to the input layers, in order to tweak the weights of the
model. We call this process backpropagation, and it iteratively computes gradients through
the application of the chain rule, weighing the update of each parameter by how much it
has contributed to the model’s hypothesis. In Section 2.3.1 we illustrate how this is done
automatically.

We define the gradient descent update rule for a set of parameters Θ as

Θ← Θ− η∇ΘL(Θ), (2.11)

where η, the learning rate, specifies how big of a step to take in the negative gradient
direction to reach the minimum without undershooting or overshooting. In practice, η
can be specified statically or scheduled to rise and decay through time3.

The loss function L measures the divergence between the MLP’s predicted output ŷ
and the golden standard y for a particular input x. The main loss function for classifica-
tion, and the one that will be used when training models in this work, is the cross-entropy
loss:

LCE(y, ŷ) = −∑
i

yi log ŷi (2.12)

However, gradient descent is not the only optimization method for neural network
training. There are other methods such as particle swarm optimization [88], evolutionary
learning through genetic algorithms [11, 74] and simulated annealing [64].

In practice, instead of calculating gradients after processing all the training data, the
training data is divided into batches, and the gradient updates are done after processing
a batch. This is the mini-batch variation of gradient descent. If these batches are also ran-
domly subsampled from the training data, the algorithm is known as Stochastic Gradient
Descent, SGD. Intuitively, SGD adds a noise ϵ to the traditional gradient descent updates,
since it only observes a subset of the training data before updating the parameters.

Θ← Θ− η
(
∇ΘL(Θ) + ϵ

)
(2.13)

2Adapted from https://latexdraw.com/drawing-neural-networks-in-tikz-short-guide/.
3Choosing the appropriate learning rate is very important. If one were to choose too small or too large of

a learning rate, gradient optimization could take very long, or the minimum could be overshot. One could
also explore the available learning rates using hyperparameter optimization.
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The commonly used optimizers (Adagrad [19], Adadelta [84], Adam [38], and RMSProp
[78]) are all variations of Stochastic Gradient Descent. The differences lie in the introduc-
tion of different terms into the update equations for faster or more robust convergence to
the minimum.

Now that the basics of neural networks have been explained, we can move to how
they can be scaled to Deep Learning models, i.e. multiple-layered models, to progres-
sively obtain higher level representations of the input. The techniques explained in the
following sections will be used for the development of state-of-the-art NMT systems.

2.3.1. Computational graphs

A computational graph is a tool used to define mathematical expressions, defined as a
directed graph where the nodes correspond to mathematical operations, and the edges
correspond to the inputs and outputs of a given operation. Given that a neural network
is simply a set of mathematical operations applied to the input to obtain a prediction, we
can model it as a computational graph. This way, the nodes represent different submod-
ules of the network, and the edges show how the transformations made to the input are
applied to obtain a prediction. The simple example shown in Figure 2.3 illustrates a typi-
cal computational graph, together with the gradient paths to the inputs. When networks
have hundreds of modules, themselves composed of different submodules, constructing
networks as computational graphs will allow for the use of automatic differentiation, a set
of techniques used to calculate gradients automatically.

By iteratively applying the chain rule, automatic differentiation obtains derivatives
of the loss function w.r.t. any parameter of the network. This way, automatic differen-
tiation removes the worry of efficient neural network training. However, it also limits
the network architecture: all operations must be partially differentiable, and the method
for calculating the gradients must be defined. It is straightforward to see that otherwise,
automatic differentiation would not work.

Most of the current neural network libraries, such as Tensorflow or PyTorch, construct
computational graphs implicitly and use automatic differentiation to automatically cal-
culate gradients4. Using these libraries, we can define a neural network by the operations
applied to the input in order to obtain the output, delegating them with the construction
of the computational graph and calculation of gradients.

2.3.2. RNNs, The Encoder-Decoder Architecture, and Attention

MT can be modeled as a sequence to sequence (seq2seq) task, where the model’s output
is a sequence of words in the target language conditioned on the input, a sequence in the
source language. This means that we can improve upon the standard MLP, creating a
model that considers some number of previous or next words of the input as important
contextual information when predicting which word to emit.

Recurrent Neural Networks

The simplest modification to apply to MLPs is to introduce cycles, such that the neurons
have access to their previous states when emitting the next token. This modification is
the essence of Recurrent Neural Networks [66, 29], where we modify Equation 2.8 to take

4torch.autograd in PyTorch, tf.GradientTape in Tensorflow
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x y

M(x, θ)

ŷ L(ŷ, y)

(a) The computational graph.

x y

dM(x,θ)
dθ

dL
dθ

×

dL
dŷ

×

1

dL(ŷ,y)
dy

ŷ

(b) The gradient path.

Figure 2.3: Example of a computational graph and automatic differentiation5.

into account different time steps

h(i)
t = g(i)(W(i)h(i−1)

t + V(i)h(i−1)
t−1 + b(i)), (2.14)

where the hidden state ht−1 at the previous time step t − 1 conditions the value of the
current hidden state ht. The term V(i)h(i−1)

t−1 denotes the usage of the previous hidden
state6 transformed through a matrix V.

In order to train an RNN, we can use a similar gradient-based method as the one
used when training other types of models. However, since recurrent networks take into
account a time component, this must also be considered at time of gradient computation.
Thus, we use backpropagation through time [54], where we unroll the RNN through the time
component by calculating gradients up to some time-step t − h, where t is the current
time-step and h is the history, i.e. up to how far in the past to unroll the network. Note
that in current deep learning libraries, this also done automatically.

While recurrent networks have some advantages for sequence tasks, the condition-
ality introduced by the cyclic connections also comes with the gradient vanishing and
gradient explosion problems. When unrolling the network to calculate the gradient of
the loss function at time t conditioned on an input in the past, a longer path from the
input to the output can explode or vanish the gradient. The reasoning behind this is that
when a gradient is much greater than 1, applying the chain rule multiple times yields
bigger and bigger gradients for the following modules, destabilizing the training pro-
cess; and when the gradient is close to 0, it becomes smaller until it is insignificant and
no parameter updates are carried out.

Thus, there have been many variants to the traditional RNN that have been developed
which attempt to solve this problem:

• Long Short-Term Memories (LSTM), a type of RNN that contain memory and three
gates that control the flow of information [27]. The input gate stores some amount

5Adapted from https://atcold.github.io/pytorch-Deep-Learning/en/week02/02-2/.
6Time is understood as discrete: a time step t is the cardinal of the input (output) token that is being

observed (emitted).
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of the input information in the memory, the forget gate decides what information
from memory should be forgotten, and the output gate produces a new short-term
memory.

• Gated Recurrent Units (GRU), similar to LSTMs, but with two gates instead of three:
an update gate, that determines the amount of information will be needed for the
future, and the reset gate which decides how much of the hidden state to forget [14].

There are also other types of recurrent neural units, such as the Simple Recurrent Unit
[46], Hopfield networks [29], etc.

Input Vectors and Embeddings

Neural Networks only work with numeric values, and since words are not composed of
numbers, we need to figure out how to transform them such that we obtain an adequate
numerical representation of them. Herein lies the motivation for this section.

One of the simplest ways to represent words as numbers is to simply map a number
to each word in V, the vocabulary. In practice, given the vectorial nature of the network’s
layers’ equations, instead of assigning a number to each word we compose a one-hot
encoding representation of them. In one-hot encoding, we map the i-th word to a vector
xOH ∈ R|V|, where each component xj of xOH is defined as follows:

xj =

{
1 i = j
0 otherwise

(2.15)

meaning that the vector has a value of 0 everywhere but at the i-th component, the one
associated to the word’s position in |V| when parsing the training data.

However, a one-hot encoding representation leads to vectors of high dimensionality.
In order to combat this, we condense the representation by projecting the one-hot vectors
to a lower dimension using a word-embedding matrix. Ideally, this projection should map
similar words to a similar region of the embedding space. Since the model’s outputs are
also words, a similar process is applied to the output using another embedding matrix.
Typically, these input and output embedding matrices are jointly learned.

Through the years, there have been multiple attempts to pre-train word-embeddings
for ease of use in many NLP applications. These pre-trained embeddings are described
in detail in [52, 59]. However, we will not be using them: NMT models that learn their
own embedding matrices achieve better results. It is also important to note that since the
inputs are represented as one-hot vectors, and these are vectorial representations of the
cardinal of a word in the vocabulary, calculating the word-embedding in practice consists
only of indexing a particular row in the embedding matrix.

The Encoder-Decoder Architecture

The encoder-decoder architecture is a type of seq2seq model, and it is the architecture
that most current NMT systems use. As the name describes, it has an encoder component,
a network that is responsible of encoding the information in the source by learning a
representation that the second component, the decoder, will be able to decode into the
emitted translation. Typically, these components are formed by LSTM or GRU cells, or
Transformer layers, which we will describe in detail in Section 2.3.3, and are trained
jointly. What follows is a brief introduction into one of the first encoder-decoder models
used in NMT: the RNNSearch model as presented in [4].
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In the RNNSearch model, the encoder is formed by bidirectional RNNs, BiRNN [67], a
network that consists of forward and backward RNNs. The motivation behind this choice
is that for some word xi, ideally, the encoder should not only learn a representation based
on the prefix x<i, but also consider the following words x>i. This is due to the fact that
both the right and left context of xi modify its meaning in the sentence.

Thus, the forward RNN
−→
f obtains a forward hidden state

−→
hj by reading the input

sequence in the natural order
(
x1, . . . , x|x|

)
.

−→
hj =

−→
f (
−→
hj , xj) (2.16)

Conversely, the backward RNN
←−
f represents the reverse sequence

(
x|x|, . . . , x1

)
by a

backward hidden state
←−
hj . ←−

hj =
←−
f (
←−
hj , xj) (2.17)

Finally, the output of the encoder is formed by concatenating these hidden states, i.e.
hj =

[−→
hj ;
←−
hj
]
. Once hj has been obtained, the decoder forms a context vector cj by

attending to different parts of hj. The attention mechanism that allows for this to work
is introduced in the following section. This way, cj together with the previous hidden
state sj−1 and the (embedding of) the last emitted word yj−1 can be used to obtain the
decoder’s new hidden state:

sj = f (sj−1, yj−1, cj) (2.18)

This new hidden state sj is transformed by some other fully-connected layer to get the
conditional probability

p(yj|y<j, x) = g(yj−1, sj, cj), (2.19)

out of which we will emit the j-th word.

Attention

Introducing the attention mechanism into our architecture will enhance the model so it
can choose how much each hidden state hj contributes to the current translation, i.e. the
importance of each input word for the current translation.

The attention mechanism can be described as a function that obtains a compatibility
between a query vector q and a set of keys K,

αjk = softmax(Attention(q, K))j, (2.20)

such that it can be used for a weighed sum over values V

cj = ∑
k

αjkVj, (2.21)

essentially controlling the flow of information in our model.

In RNNSearch, the authors use q = sj−1, K = hj and Vj = hj to obtain the context
vector cj as the weighed sum of the hidden states. This vector is what the decoder will
use to emit the next translation.

cj = ∑
k

αjkhj (2.22)

While there are many types of attention, Bahdanau et. al. [4] propose

Attention(sj−1, hj) = va tanh(Wasj−1 + Uahj), (2.23)

where va, Wa, and Ua are trainable weights. However, in Section 2.3.3 we will see that
the Transformer architecture uses scaled dot-product attention.
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2.3.3. The Transformer

The Transformer architecture [80] was introduced in 2017, and it revolutionized the field
of MT by achieving significant improvements both in quality and speed. It is currently
the go-to model for MT and many more tasks. Presently, there are various large lan-
guage models such as GPT-3 [10], its smaller open source variant GPT-NeoX-20B [8], and
the newly released PaLM [15], Chinchilla [28] and OPT [87] models, all of which use a
variant of this architecture, making the Transformer the state-of-the-art in NLP tasks. Ad-
ditionally, Transformers are starting to dominate in fields where the tasks are modeled
with non-sequential inputs, such as the Vision Transformer [18] in computer vision tasks.

The following sections will explain the inner-workings of the Transformer architec-
ture in the way it was first introduced for NMT.

The Transformer Architecture

In a similar fashion to RNNsearch [4], the Transformer is also comprised of encoder and
decoder layers. However, neither of these contain RNN components. In fact, these blocks
are mainly formed by attention and fully connected layers. Figure 2.4 shows the full
architecture as proposed in the original paper, and Figure 2.5 details the inner-workings
of the encoder and decoder layers.

The source phrase is the input of the encoder side, as shown on the left of the fig-
ures. Here, the model represents each word with its word-embedding, and since word-
embeddings by themselves do not account for positional information, positional encod-
ings are also extracted from the phrase. Afterwards, the embedded representation of
the phrase is fed into a stack of six encoder layers, where each layer transforms it using
self-attention, residual connections and layer normalization modules, as shown in Figure
2.5. The multi-head self-attention layer learns how much of the context to take into ac-
count when learning a representation of a particular source sentence. Then, the result of
the attention layer is added with a skip connection, and the parameters are normalized
layer-wise, aiding in the training process. These submodules of the architecture are ex-
plained in the following sections. An MLP network obtains the embedded representation
of the source input and maps it to another manifold, helping the model to have greater
discriminative power. Afterwards, another process of adding and normalizing is applied.
The target, which is the input to the decoder stack shown on the right of the figure, also
goes through a similar set of transformations. However, each of the six decoder layers
also obtains information from the last encoder layer through a cross-attention mecha-
nism, as shown in Figure 2.5. This can be understood as the decoder layers obtaining
the relevant information that relates the source phrase to its target. Finally, the model
obtains its final representation of the target in the uppermost decoder layer. In training
time, a softmax is applied and the token with maximal probability is emitted. This is
in contrast to inference time where a decoding process has to be applied, and the target
phrase with maximal probability is chosen to be emitted7. The main decoding technique,
beam search, will be explained in Section 2.3.4.

There are two variants of the Transformer model. The main difference between these
is the dimensionality of all the vectors that the model outputs (and therefore, all the
matrices’ dimensions too): The BASE model employs dmodel = 512, while the BIG model

7When training in sequence tasks, instead of having the previous context of the decoder be what the
model emitted previously, we apply teacher forcing, feeding it the real target for the previous translated
words. This yields better results since the model uses the real translation as context, and allows us to omit
the costly decoding process.
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applies dmodel = 1024. Both the encoder and decoder stack contain 6 encoder or decoder
layers, respectively.

Layer Normalization

The Transformer architecture applies Layer Normalization [3] to the output of both the at-
tention and feedforward sublayers. This method directly estimates normalization statis-
tics of a layer’s parameters,

µl =
1
H

H

∑
i=1

hl
i , σl =

√√√√ 1
H

H

∑
i=1

(
hl

i − µl)2 (2.24)

and then normalizes them accordingly:

LayerNorm(hl) =
g
σl ⊙

(
hl − µl) + b (2.25)

Here H denotes the number of hidden units in a layer, hl is the output of said layer, g
and b are the learned gain and bias vectors, and ⊙ denotes the Hadamard product. In
practice, the calculated statistics µl and σl are broadcast to have the same dimensions as
hl so that vectorial operators are used and the GPU’s compute power is leveraged.

Residual Connections

Sometimes it can take a long time for model training to start, since the gradients are calcu-
lated over the random values to which the model’s parameters are initialized. Residual
Connections [26] attempt to facilitate the starting process of training, by introducing a
skip connection from the input to the output non-linearity directly

ResidualConnection(x, g) = g(x) + x, (2.26)

where g is the layer on which the skip connection is being applied. In the gradient com-
putation, and due to the fact that backpropagation is the iterative application of the chain
rule, it can be seen from Equation 2.26 that the residual connection guarantees that the
gradient of the above layer is passed to the one below through x, since it’s gradient is 1.
This way, it is easier to optimize the residual mapping than the original one.

Multi-Head Self-Attention

In order to understand the Transformer architecture that was previously explained, we
must describe how multi-head attention functions and why it is important.

As defined in Section 2.3.2, the attention mechanism needs a query q, and a set of
key-value pairs K and V. In practice, we pack the set of queries into a matrix Q.

The Transformer employs scaled dot-product attention. In this variant, the compati-
bility between Q and K is obtained by the dot-product operation:

Attention(Q, K, V) = softmax(
QTK√

dK
)V (2.27)

The scaling factor
√

dK is used so that the gradients are more stable.

The multi-head attention variant simply computes multiple attention mechanisms
over the same queries and key-value pairs. In order to do this, each attention head’s input
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is a projected version of the queries and key-value pairs, so that the model can jointly
attend to information from different representation manifolds, a property that single-
head attention does not have:

headi = Attention(QWQ
i , KWK

i , VWV
i ) (2.28)

The WQ
i , WK

i and WV
i are parameter matrices that are learned in training time. To form

the output vector of the multi-head attention sublayer, the attention heads’ outputs are
concatenated and projected back to the original subspace using WO, another learned pro-
jection matrix:

MultiHead(Q, K, V) = Concat(head1, . . . , headh)WO (2.29)

The model proposed by the authors employs h = 8 parallel attention heads, using dK =
dV = dmodel/h = 64 in both the BASE and BIG variants, so the computational cost is
similar to the single-head attention.

It is important to note that the naming distinction between an attention layer and
a self-attention layer is only regarding the inputs the layer receives. Figure 2.5 shows
that the self-attention layer in the decoder has Q = K = V, meaning that in order to
learn a representation for the input word xi, the attention layer attends both to xi and its
surrounding words. This is also the same in the encoder layer’s self-attention, where V
is also the same as Q and K, since there is no information leaking issue. However, the
cross-attention layer in the decoder receives as input a Q matrix that is not the same as
V. Thus, the name change signifies whether the information that flows to the next layer
is or is not in the query.

Embeddings

Similarly to other Deep Learning models, in the Transformer architecture the embedding
layers that are inputs to the encoder and decoder stacks are learned, and the softmax
is applied to the decoder’s output to obtain a conditional probability over the output
vocabulary. However, since self-attention layers attend to all of the words in the input,
independently of their position with respect to that of the word to be emitted, there is
no way for these layers to inherently represent positional information. Thus, the atten-
tion layers need to be aided by positional encodings in order to learn adequate represen-
tations of the inputs. An approach to this problem can be to simply map each position
to a one-hot vector, and then learn a projection matrix Ep, in the same fashion that the
word embeddings are learned using Ev, to represent positional information adequately.
In practice, the position one-hot vector pi and the vocabulary one-hot vector vi would be
concatenated such that only one embedding matrix E would have to be trained:

ei = [vi; pi]E E = [Ev; Ep] (2.30)

However, the authors that presented the Transformer architecture proposed to model the
position of the word using sinusoidal functions at different frequencies as a vector of
dmodel dimension. Essentially, these fixed encodings are modeled such that each compo-
nent of the positional encoding vector is a sinusoid at a different frequency:

PE(pos,2i) = sin

(
pos

100002i/dmodel

)
PE(pos,2i+1) = cos

(
pos

100002i/dmodel

)
(2.31)

where pos is the position and i is the dimension. An illustration with dmodel = 512 and
a sequence with 100 tokens is show in Figure 2.6. Here we observe how each row is
different from the next, but close rows are more similar than those farther apart.
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Figure 2.6: Positional Encodings. Row i is the position vector of the i-th token.

Once computed, these positional encoding vectors can be summed with the word
embedding vectors. This summation can be interpreted as the positional encoding vec-
tors "pushing" the word embedding vectors more towards some region of the subspace,
grouping words that appear in similar positions throughout the training set. Once the
input is formed this way, the self-attention layers can obtain positional information too.

Experiments in the original paper showed that using fixed positional encodings or
learned positional encodings produced very similar results. The authors claimed that
fixed positional encodings may allow the model to generalize to longer sequence lengths.

Weight Tying

Weight tying [62] is a technique that leverages the fact that both the input and output of
the model is a word-embedding to greatly reduce the total number of parameters to train.
The idea behind it is to share the embedding matrices of the source and target languages,
as well as the embedding matrix of the softmax layer that is the output of the decoder,
thereby having the model learn representations in of words in different languages in the
same space.

Label Smoothing

When training models as big as Transformers, there can be a tendency for overconfidence.
Overconfidence, the ability for the model to assign most of the probability mass to one of
the classes in the output conditional probability distribution, is an important problem to
tackle: there can be scenarios where multiple words could be translations of a given input
word, so it is in our interest to flatten the probability distribution and not overly-favor
any of these choices. Label smoothing is an attempt to redistribute the mass from high
probability regions to lower ones, preventing zero probabilities and overconfidence. The
technique consists in introducing noise to the label probabilities. Instead of using

ŷi = argmax
yi∈Y

log p(yi|y<i, x) (2.32)

we apply the label smoothing regularization technique to maximize:

ŷLS
i = argmax

yi∈Y

(
(1− ϵ) log p(yi|y<i, x) +

ϵ

|Y|

)
(2.33)

where ϵ is the noise introduced as a small constant, and Y is the target language vocabu-
lary. In fact, if one were to wish not to use the label-smoothed variant of the probability
distribution, simply setting ϵ = 0 reverts p to the overconfident distribution.
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Figure 2.7: Search graph for beam search decoding using β = 4. Purple boxes denote tokens that
are used in a hypothesis, while blank ones represent unused tokens. Thick borders and arrows

denote the best hypothesis. Adapted from [41].

2.3.4. Decoding

We previously explained how MT systems emit the words in the target language that
maximize the conditional probability distribution conditioned by the previous outputs
and the source sentence. However, in inference time (when testing the model or using it
in a production environment), issues can easily arise if this is the emission methodology
followed: the model could simply output a wrong translation for some word, and since
the next words to emit are conditioned on this one, the model could hallucinate, emitting
incorrect translations.

Therefore, we need a better way to construct the translation to guarantee it is truly
the most probable sequence. The decoding step is responsible for this.

There are many methods of decoding. The most naïve is greedy decoding, where the
model emits the candidate with the best conditional probability, as was previously ex-
plained. However, why only output one word? Should it not be a better approximation
to construct many different possible translation sentences and pick the most probable
one? This is a better approach: exhaustive search, where all the words in the vocabulary
are considered for all positions, forming a graph. In exhaustive search, the decoding step
consists of searching over all possible translations to find the most probable one. How-
ever, it is clearly not a viable solution given its exponential complexity. We can modify
exhaustive search by limiting the number of candidates for each position in the output.
This is essentially what beam search does.

The beam search algorithm can be understood as a breadth-first search over a limited
subset of possible words to emit. For each position where a word is to be emitted, the
algorithm sorts and considers only the top β candidates, constructing a beam. The β
parameter is known as the beam width. As shown in Figure 2.7, it uses the candidates in
the beam as the previous context for the decoder model. When a beam is formed, beam
search expands these states by continually using the members of the new beam to obtain
the β best candidates to emit next, while also keeping track of which words were used as
a previous context to obtain this new beam. In the end, the model’s emitted translation
is the one with the best joint probability.
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2.3.5. Evaluation

The methods to evaluate the quality of MT systems has been a topic of debate among
researchers, and it is still an open problem. There are three main methods of evaluation:
manual evaluation, automatic evaluation using string-based metrics, and automatic eval-
uation with pre-trained models.

Manual evaluation has the advantage of being strongly reliable, since the translation
quality is judged by human translators. However, it is clear that this method does not
scale, given how unfeasible it would be to evaluate the outputs of new models every time
they are trained.

Hence, different automatic string-based metrics have been developed. Automatic
metrics compare the output of the system under evaluation with the expected output
from the development and test sets, defined as the reference translation. A naïve met-
ric can be the precision, that is, the percentage of correctly output words in the model’s
output w.r.t the reference translation. This metric does not take contextual information
into account and does not penalize for short sentences, making it a bad choice for MT
evaluation.

Thus, there are many automatic string-based metrics that also consider contextual
information. Out of the many existing metrics, the prevalent ones in current research are
BLEU, chrF, and TER. In the following sections we briefly explain how they work.

As for automatic evaluation with pre-trained models, there are many proposed met-
rics every year. We refer the inquisitive reader to [63] for the COMET metric, a pre-trained
metric that is strongly correlated with human evaluation. However, we will only be using
string-based metrics in this work.

BLEU

BLEU [58], the Bilingual Evaluation Understudy metric, measures the average precision
of different n-grams at different levels.

AveragePrecision(N) =
1
N

N

∑
n=1

logpn (2.34)

It uses a clipped precision pn that requires an n-gram to appear the same number of times
both in the reference translation and in the candidate translation.

pn =
matching n-grams

total n-grams in output
(2.35)

It also penalizes short output sentences with the following brevity penalty.

BrevityPenalty =


1 |output| > |re f erence|

exp
(

1− |output|
|re f erence|

)
|output| ≤ |re f erence| (2.36)

Traditionally, only n-grams up to 4-grams are considered. Thus, the full metric is defined
as follows:

BLEU(4) = BrevityPenalty× AveragePrecision(4) (2.37)

The metric is calculated concatenating all test sentences, and is usually multiplied by 100
for better readability (the original score being in the interval

[
0, 1
]
), where bigger is better.
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TER

Another commonly used metric is the Translation Edit Rate [72], which measures how
much of the output would have to be edited in order to obtain the reference translation.
The editing operations considered are: insertion of a word, deletion of a word, substitu-
tion of a word by another, and movement of a contiguous sequence of words to another
region of the output.

TER =
word-level edit distance

|reference| (2.38)

The reported scores are also multiplied by 100 for better readability, and lower is better.

chrF

The character F-score, chrF [60], is an automatic metric based on character n-gram preci-
sion and recall scores. It is both language and tokenization independent, and essentially
adapts the Fβ-score t a character-level scenario:

chrFβ = (1 + β)2 chrP× chrR
β2 × chrP + chrR

(2.39)

Here, chrP is the character n-gram precision, obtained as the percentage of n-grams in
the hypothesis that also appear in the reference. Similarly, chrR is the character n-gram
recall, the percentage of n-grams in the reference present in the hypothesis. As is also
true in the typical F-score, the β parameter controls how much more importance is given
to precision over recall, and if β = 1, they have the same importance. In this work, we
will be using β = 2, i.e. the chrF2 metric.



CHAPTER 3

Data Processing

In this chapter, we will introduce the corpora available for training and evaluating MT
models. We will explain the typical steps of data collection, processing and prepara-
tion that are used for current state-of-the-art models. Ideally, this data pipeline would
yield data of good quality for the model to learn representations that accurately charac-
terize textual information. More specifically, we will mention the general domain and
in-domain corpora we will use to train NMT systems, while also describing the compo-
nents that comprise a typical processing pipeline for text.

3.1 Corpora

In order to train NMT systems such as the Transformer architecture explained in Section
2.3.3, we need to feed it with millions of bilingual pairs (bitext), that is, source-target pairs
where the target is the translated version of the source into a different language. Histori-
cally, there have been private and public initiatives to obtain bitexts, some of which have
contributed to the release of free and open parallel corpora available on the web. These
bitexts have been generated by professional translators, experts or volunteers. Therefore,
the different data collection processes yield bitext in many language pairs, for various
domains, and in differing levels of quality. Previously, the bitext was made available
through public institutions such as the ONU, the EU Parliament, etc., but it is important
to mention the endeavor to centralize the availability of popular parallel corpora in the
OPUS [77]1 platform.

There exist two types of data: general domain and domain specific. Generally in NLP,
general domain data refers to a corpus that contains text from various domains, one of
which may be a domain of interest to us; where as the in-domain corpora are comprised
of bitexts that are more closely related to the domain of interest for the final application.
In this work, we will be using general domain corpora to obtain translation systems that
perform well on average for most content, and then carry out a process of domain adap-
tation, where the in-domain data will be leveraged such that the model performs better
when given sentences from that specific domain. This is in contrast to general domain
translation systems such as Google Translate, DeepL, etc., where the main focus is to cater
translations to the general public, thereby training models to perform well in general do-
main text. We will go on to briefly mention the general domain and in-domain corpora
that will be used in this work.

1https://opus.nlpl.eu/
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Corpus Bilingual pairs Words
English French

WikiMatrix [68] 2.7 M 57.8 M 63.1 M
WikiMedia [76] 1.0 M 24.1 M 25.8 M
UNPC [89] 30.3 M 658.4 M 816.4 M
Giga Fr-En [76] 22.5 M 575.8 M 672.2 M
ParaCrawl [6] 216.6 M 3.7 G 4.1 G
EUBookshop [71] 10.8 M 224.6 M 244.5 M
CCAligned [21] 15.6 M 156.7 M 171.1 M
DGT-TM [75] 4.9 M 86.3 M 95.4 M
Europarl [40] 1.2 M 28.6 M 29.9 M
Europarl-ST [37] 96.5 K 2.3 M 2.6 M
News Commentary [76] 3.2 M 70.7 M 76.6 M
CommonCrawl2 0.1 M 4.1 M 4.7 M
Total 309.0 M 5.6 G 6.3 G

Table 3.1: Contents of the general domain corpora for the language pair Fr-En, where K=103,
M=106 and G=109.

3.1.1. General Domain Corpora

General domain corpora refer to parallel text sourced from any topic and in any tone and
style of the source and target languages. These texts tend to be used as training data
for any NMT system used for any purpose. However, there are many types of general
domain parallel texts, and in order to obtain an NMT system of high quality we must con-
sider their differences. Many corpora from various sources have been compiled over the
years. Not only does this mean that the general content of the texts could be outdated for
certain applications, but it also implies that we must take into account tonal differences;
source domain, which can range from a variety of topics; formality, given that there are
differing tone formality levels between parliamentary speech transcriptions, movie sub-
titles, internet blogs, etc.; and other properties of the corpora.

After thorough consideration, the corpora that will be used throughout this work
can be seen in Table 3.1, where we include datasets that contain millions of bilingual
pairs. Most importantly, ParaCrawl contains one order of magnitude more sentences
than others, meaning that the biases within its text will bias our model the most. It is
also important to note how French sentences consistently contain more words than their
English counterparts, as can be seen by the higher values in the French words column.
This information will be of use to us in the streaming scenario. In the following sections
we will briefly describe the contents of these corpora.

Sourced from the web

Many of the corpora that will be used in this work have been obtained from web-based
sources, and the translation of the text was readily available paired with its counterpart
in the original language. The corpora of this fashion that we will use in this work are:

• WikiMatrix and WikiMedia, corpora that contain parallel data extracted from Wi-
kipedia articles and their respective translations,

• Common Crawl and CCAligned, bitext obtained by crawling the web and checking
for languages and translations via the URLs,

2https://commoncrawl.org
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• Paracrawl, one of the largest parallel text collection projects, which continually
crawls the web, aligning and processing bitext,

• Giga Fr-En, a parallel corpus containing 109 words from phrases crawled from
Canadian and European Union sources.

Since these corpora were obtained as a result of applying massive data collection schemes,
this also involves the automation of the cleaning, filtering and processing steps needed to
obtain parallel data of high quality. This process is thoroughly explained in Section 3.2.

From non-web sources

In contrast to previously mentioned corpora, these bitexts are not crawled from the in-
ternet. Rather, they are obtained via transcriptions of parliamentary meetings, books,
news, etc. Thus, significant effort was made to translate these texts and obtain high qual-
ity translations, either by professional translators, or volunteers who showed fluency in
both languages. These include:

• UNPC, the United Nations Parallel Corpus, is the first parallel corpus composed
from United Nations documents. It consists of manually translated UN documents
from the year range 1990 to 2014 for many languages.

• EUBookshop contains parallel data from the EU Bookshop, an online archive of
publications from European institutions.

• Europarl and Europarl-ST include bitext extracted from the proceedings of the Eu-
ropean Parliament.

• DGT-TM is a parallel corpus published by the European Comission’s Directorate-
General for Translation.

• News Commentary compiles translated news obtained by the CASMACAT3 project.

WMT

The WMT (Conference in Machine Translation) holds annual MT conferences and fea-
tures shared MT tasks to incite the advancement of the field. In order for the WMT to
correctly evaluate the entries to the shared tasks, they must offer test corpora of high
quality. It is standard practice in the field of MT to evaluate systems on the WMT trans-
lation task’s test sets, since they are regarded of better quality than most other corpora.
In this work we will be using the test sets of the translation tasks of the WMT134 and
WMT145, which were extracted from the News Commentary corpora, as general domain
development and testing sets when evaluating system performance.

3.1.2. In-Domain Corpora

If we wish for the NMT systems to perform well for a particular domain, we also need in-
domain data to carry out a process of domain adaptation as will be described in Chapter
4. In our case, the NMT systems must be adapted to the domain of high energy physics
from CERN. The following sections detail two datasets of different nature from the CERN
domains.

3https://www.casmacat.eu/
4https://www.statmt.org/wmt13/translation-task.html
5https://www.statmt.org/wmt14/translation-task.html
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Objects Sentences Tokens Vocab
Titles 519 K 519 K 4.6 M 228 K
Abstracts 130 K 652 K 15.6 M 393 K
Documents 296 K 48.9 M 1.1 G 10.9 M
Overall 945 K 50.0 M 1.1 G 11.0 M

Table 3.2: Contents of the CDS monolingual English corpus, where K=103, M=106, G=109.

CERN Document Server Monolingual Data

One corpora that will be used throughout this work for domain adaptation into the do-
main of physics is the CERN Document Server (CDS) monolingual corpus. Since the
NMT system that we are developing is in the direction Fr→En, we can use the English
monolingual CDS corpus for domain adaptation.

The CERN Document Server6 contains published articles, preprints, scientific papers,
reports, PhD theses, books and proceedings, etc. Out of these, the articles, preprints,
books and proceedings were collected in the form of PDF files containing monolingual
text in English to compile the CDS monolingual corpus.

Apache Tika7 was used to extract plain text from source PDF files. Afterwards, a set
of filtering techniques were applied to the text to obtain a higher quality version of the
corpus. Table 3.2 shows a summary of the text that can be found in the CDS corpus. From
here we observe that the corpus contains 50 million sentences in English, which our MT
systems will leverage to learn better representations of our target language.

CERN News

The CERN News parallel corpus is another in-domain corpus that we will be using
throughout this work. This corpus compiles news entries in the CERN news website8,
containing news in topics classified as Accelerators, At CERN, Computing, Engineering,
Experiments, Knowledge sharing, and Physics. The bitext was crawled and aligned with
the hunalign9 sentence aligner [79], and split into training, validation and testing sets.
The latter two were manually edited to obtain an evaluation set of higher quality. Re-
garding the splitting of the corpus, the training set is composed of news articles from
1970 to September 2021, the validation set contains documents from September to De-
cember 2021, and the remaining documents until May 2022 are compiled into the test
set. Table 3.3 shows a set of summary statistics of the CERN News corpus. Interestingly,
the observation that sentences in French tend to contain a higher quantity of words also
holds in this case. Additionally, we note that we have 56 thousand in-domain source-
target pairs with which we can use for the domain adaptation of general domain MT
models to the domain of high energy physics.

3.2 Processing Steps

In order to feed the source and target sentences to the model so it can generalize better,
we would like for the vocabularies of both languages to be small, so that there is less
computing power needed to process them. Thus, we first need to filter the text, and then

6http://cdsweb.cern.ch/
7https://tika.apache.org/
8https://home.cern/news
9https://github.com/danielvarga/hunalign
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Dataset Bilingual pairs Words Documents
English French

Training 51.9 K 841.9 K 909.4 K 3409
Validation 2.2 K 331.7 K 405.3 K 144
Testing 1.8 K 274.0 K 333.3 K 128
Total 55.9 K 1.5 M 1.7 M 3681

Table 3.3: Statistics of the CERN News parallel corpus, where K=103, M=106.

apply a set of transformations that will prepare the input: tokenization, truecasing, and
subword segmentation. In this section we will describe the specifics of the aforementioned
transformations.

3.2.1. Filtering

Data filtering is one of the most important cleaning steps for any NLP task. It denoises the
data, removing text of lower quality, so that the model can learn the language in a more
effective manner. This is especially interesting to us. Since most of the training corpora
has been obtained by crawling the web, there is bound to be noise within it. Noise in text
data for the translation task is manifested in multiple ways: text in a different language
than the pair of interest to us, spelling and grammatical errors, shortened translations
that might not correctly convey meaning, colloquialisms, abbreviations, phonetic substi-
tutions, translterations, etc. Given that human language can be inherently noisy in our
attempt to convey meaning using words, this is already enough of a challenge for our
NMT systems. Additionally, we want the training data to be of high quality, not contain-
ing phrases that might veer the system’s training towards an undesirable representation
of the language pairs. Usually, filtering noisy data helps the model learn better represen-
tations, and thus perform better in inference time.

Filtering is defined as the process of going through the corpora and selecting which
set of sentences is of good enough quality to be kept as part of the training corpus. There
are many text filtering techniques that are applicable to both monolingual and bilingual
corpora. These can include language identification, filtering by sequence lengths, de-
escaping unicode characters, cleaning the HTML/XML/etc. tags from documents, etc. In
this work, we will be using the monolingual filtering techniques of language identification,
filtering by sequence length, and one of the most used parallel data filtering techniques,
discarding by a source-to-target ratio threshold:

• Language Identification is the process of identifying whether the parallel data con-
tains text in a language other than the source or target, in their respective sides. This
can usually be done either with ad-hoc methods of language identification, where
a set of programmed rules are checked; or with the usage of language identifica-
tion models. These models can be statistical models based on n-grams, or neural
models.

• Sequence Lengths can be used to filter parallel data where either the source or
target side sentence is very long. Very long sentences (say, 150+ words) can be a
product of incorrect grammar, the author of the text being very verbose and redun-
dant, or other causes. This means that we can filter the text by simply defining a
threshold of sequence length to a particular value.

• Source-to-target ratio is the ratio of source words to target words. If this ratio
is very small or very large, it usually implies that the translation either did not
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convey as much meaning as the source, or that it was unnecessarily extensive and
redundant. Thus, we filter source-target pairs where their ratio is above a threshold.

More precisely, the ParaCrawl corpus mentioned in Section 3.1.1 was filtered us-
ing the bitextor-bicleaner10 and bitextor-bifixer11 tools to be considered of good
enough quality for translation tasks. Additionally, the CDS monolingual corpus was
cleaned and filtered using NLTK12, langdetect13, and other software, in order to eliminate
unnaturally short and long phrases, remove non-English text and unnecessary unicode-
style encoded characters. Finally, there was a cleaning and filtering process applied to
the CERN News corpus, where the validation and testing sets were manually reviewed
so that the parallel text was correctly aligned, and a set of defined undesirable patterns
that were observed in many news articles were removed.

3.2.2. Tokenization

The first and arguably most important step in the processing of any text is tokenization.
Tokenization consists of identifying the different tokens that form a particular sentence,
in such a way that said tokens are always the same. This process will allow for certain
constructs such as hello, hello., hello?, and other variants to all map to the same token
hello. Clearly all of these constructs contain the word hello, so we would be wast-
ing valuable space if we included them as different entries in the vocabulary. Instead,
considering the word and the punctuation marks as separate tokens will accumulate in-
formation that can appear in slightly different forms into one token, thereby also making
the vocabulary smaller and easier for the model to digest. In this work, the Moses [42]
tokenizer will be used. An example of tokenization is shown in Figure 3.1, in which
punctuation marks are separated from words.

3.2.3. Lowercasing and Truecasing

Once tokenization has been applied, lowercase and uppercase variants of the same word
still exist in the corpus. Should hello, Hello and HELLO be considered as different words?
Clearly not. To solve this problem, we could apply lowercasing, where the text is normal-
ized into its lowercase version, or truecasing, where each token is replaced by its cased
variant with highest frequency in the corpora. Lowercasing can be a very fast process,
but it yields the disadvantage of the model disregarding capitalizations that might pro-
vide contextual information (e.g. formal pronouns in Spanish, Italian, and other Latin-
descendant languages; nouns in the German language; or any named entity more gen-
erally). In order to keep said contextual information, we will be using truecasing in this
work by training a truecase model, where the cased variants of highest frequency of all
tokens are found, and the model replaces all occurrences of the tokens into their variants
with maximal frequency of appearance in the corpus. More specifically, the Moses [42]
truecaser will be used on all corpora. Figure 3.1 illustrates an example of truecasing.

3.2.4. Subword Segmentation

Once tokenization and truecasing has been applied, we could already feed the data to our
MT model and start training. However, some issues might arise in inference time: what

10https://github.com/bitextor/bicleaner
11https://github.com/bitextor/bifixer
12https://www.nltk.org/
13https://github.com/Mimino666/langdetect
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happens when the model is met with an input token it has not seen before, and therefore
does not know how to translate? The naïve approach is to output a special <UNK> token
denoting that said token is unknown to the MT system. Another, to simply back-off
into a dictionary, is also an option that can be easy to implement. However, it would be
more convenient if the model could attempt to approximate a translation of a rare token,
using its learned knowledge about the source-to-target mappings. Here is where subword
segmentation comes in. The usage of subword segmentation algorithms has proven to be
crucial for elevating NMT systems’ performance, becoming a necessary step in the data
processing pipeline. In this section, we will describe two popular variants for subword
segmentation in MT and NLP in general: Byte-Pair Encoding (BPE) and SentencePiece.

Byte-Pair Encoding

BPE, Byte-Pair Encoding [23, 69], is an algorithm that attempts to split words into sub-
words, by transforming rare words into frequent subwords, following our intuition that
unknown words could be translated by translating the subwords they are made up of.
BPE works by first splitting all the text into a sequence of the smallest tokens possible:
characters. In this step, a special character is added to denote the end of a word. Then, a
number of merge operations are iteratively applied, where the most frequent consecutive
token pairs are replaced by their concatenation in all the corpora. This special character
enforces that no merge operation is applied by concatenating the suffix of a word with its
consecutive word’s prefix.

In practice, the merge operations are learned as a table, and once learned, they are ap-
plied throughout the full corpora. As shown in Figure 3.1, segmented words will appear
with the @@ suffix so the original text is easily recoverable. This way, if the model is en-
countered with a rare word for which it has not learned a translation, it can split the word
into subwords and concatenate their translations to form its hypothesis. subword-nmt14

is an open source implementation of the BPE subword segmentation algorithm.

SentencePiece

SentencePiece15 [44] is another subword segmentation algorithm that attempts to cap-
ture the most frequent subwords that appear in text, while also taking into account the
diversity of subwords to maximize the number of words that can be generated, and min-
imize the number of redundant subwords. It is an unsupervised text tokenizer (and
detokenizer) that implements subword segmentation algorithms such as BPE or unigram
language models. Currently, it is considered as the alternative to the Byte-Pair Encoding
implementation offered by subword-nmt, and tends to be the preferred option in the field.

As opposed to subword-nmt, its number of tokens is predetermined, and more impor-
tantly, it does not require tokenized data. Instead, it treats whitespace as another symbol,
which allows it to segment raw text. In order to do this, it uses the unicode character
U+2581 (denoted as _ in Figure 3.1), which it adds as a prefix to all words before seg-
menting them. SentencePiece also trains its own (de)tokenization models from the raw
data, and since it treats sentences as sequences of characters (as opposed to sequences of
words in subword-nmt), it can be used in a language agnostic manner.

As far as its implementation details are concerned, SentencePiece is comprised of
four main components: the normalizer, which standardizes the raw text into their Unicode
codes (i.e., sequences of type U+ABCD); the trainer, in charge of training the segmenta-

14https://github.com/rsennrich/subword-nmt
15https://github.com/google/sentencepiece
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Raw text Thank you, Mr Segni, I shall do so gladly.
Tokenization Thank you , Mr Segni , I shall do so gladly .
Truecasing thank you , Mr Segni , I shall do so gladly .
Byte-Pair Encoding thank you , Mr Se@@ gn@@ i , I shall do so gl@@ ad@@ ly .
Raw text Thank you, Mr Segni, I shall do so gladly.
Truecasing thank you, Mr Segni, I shall do so gladly.
SentencePiece thank_ you ,_ Mr_ Seg ni ,_ I_ shall_ do_ so_ glad ly ._

Figure 3.1: Text processing pipelines applied to a phrase. Underlined sections show the changes
made at each processing step. For SentencePiece, only non-end-of-word added characters are

underlined.

tion model by building a vocabulary based on the raw text; and the encoder and decoder
components, which are responsible for applying the learned vocabulary of subwords to
the raw text, to either obtain a segmented representation of the phrases or to return to the
raw text from its segmented version, respectively.

In our case, we will be applying truecasing before SentencePiece, since it is undesir-
able if the same subword with different casing appears in the learned vocabulary. This
difference between the processing pipeline and the one we will use with subword-nmt
can be seen in Figure 3.1.



CHAPTER 4

Domain Adaptation

Since we are developing an MT system that we know will be used in a particular domain,
it would be ideal for the probability distribution that the model learns to be slightly bi-
ased towards terms in this domain. The process by which the model learns this bias is
domain adaptation.

There are many applications of translation systems that require models to have a bet-
ter understanding of a particular domain, to incorporate terms belonging to said domain
into the vocabulary, and to therefore have a domain bias towards said terms. There are
domains for which significant effort has been made to obtain in-domain parallel data for
the particular language pair (and domain) of the NMT system we are training. How-
ever, most of the time, in-domain data is not available. In these scenarios, we have two
alternatives: invest a considerable amount of time and resources in the elaboration of a
high quality in-domain parallel corpora for the language pairs we are interested in, or
generate synthetic parallel data by backtranslating large amounts of monolingual text in
the target language.

Given that we have both monolingual and bilingual in-domain text available, we will
opt for fine-tuning by leveraging parallel corpora obtained through backtranslation, as
well as fine-tuning on existing in-domain bitext. In this chapter we will explore the main
techniques that we will use to adapt a pre-trained MT system into a particular domain.
More specifically, we will describe the process of backtranslating monolingual text, a
current state the state-of-the-art technique, as well as explain the process of fine-tuning a
pre-trained MT model.

4.1 Backtranslations

Throughout history many state-of-the-art MT systems were only trained on parallel text,
without a way to leverage monolingual data, of which there is a much higher availability.
However, currently many state-of-the-art MT systems use backtranslations, i.e. synthetic
parallel data where the target text is the original monolingual corpus and the source is the
translation obtained by a reverse model. The idea is to translate in the opposite direction
in order to maintain the quality of the target text for future training. Using backtransla-
tions can be interpreted as enhancing the model’s internal and implicit language model of
the target, since it can observe more high quality data of the target language. This is what
makes backtranslations the current state-of-the-art [48, 20]. Note that the application of
backtranslations to be used as a domain adaptation technique was not of main concern
to the field, whereas its application to obtain in-domain parallel text is very prevalent
nowadays.

31
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Monolingual
data

Filter, preprocess,
split into subwords

Infer with
reverse model

Merge subwords,
post-processConstruct bitext

Backtranslated
parallel corpus

Figure 4.1: The process of obtaining a backtranslated corpus from monolingual data.

Clearly, training systems on general domain bitext would yield general domain sys-
tems. In order to obtain an MT system with high-quality performance on an in-domain
test set we can backtranslate the in-domain monolingual text that we have available, and
then use the synthetic bitext to adapt a model to this domain.

Figure 4.1 illustrates the steps to take in order to obtain synthetic parallel data in the
form of backtranslations. Firstly, we must obtain the monolingual data and the trans-
lation model in the reverse direction. In our case, since we have monolingual data in
English and the system that will make use of the backtranslated data translates in the di-
rection Fr→En, the model to be used for backtranslating must be in the direction En→Fr.
Next, we apply the same processing transformations to the monolingual data as the ones
that were applied to the training data of the reverse model. This must be done so the
reverse model can correctly understand and translate the monolingual data it is given in
inference time. In this step we can also apply some filtering techniques. Afterwards, we
feed the monolingual data to the reverse model, obtaining the hypotheses in the source
language of our model. Finally, we post-process the model’s output such that the trans-
lated text is in a user-presentable format, and construct the synthetic parallel corpus.

Now that we have a corpus of backtranslated data, we can opt to fine-tune an existing
general domain NMT model using a subsampled version of the backtranslated corpus, or
train from scratch by mixing the backtranslations together with general domain corpora.

4.2 Fine-tuning

Fine-tuning is a popular technique, typically used to adapt a general model to a particular
task. In the context of MT, this technique is applicable when we have access to bitext in
the particular domain and language pair that we are interested in, as well as to a general
domain translation model for said language pair. We can fine-tune the model to improve
its performance on in-domain test sets.

Fine-tuning can be framed as a transfer learning1 technique, where we tune the pa-
rameters of an existing model using training data that defines a particular task. It is
one of the most popular transfer learning approaches, since there are currently many
well-performing general models, and an enormous amount of small datasets defining
fine-grained tasks. A popular example of transfer learning includes the fine-tuning of a
language model such as BERT [17] to a particular task such as question answering, text
summarization, or story generation.

1Transfer learning refers to a set of techniques that attempt to transfer the knowledge of a model trained
for some task A onto a different, possibly similar, task B, such that the model can use its learned knowledge
to generalize on B with minimal training.
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There are many approaches to fine-tune a pre-trained model: freezing all the layers
except for the topmost classifier; freezing the top K layers of the model; training on all
of the model’s parameters, but using different learning rates on different layers (bigger
ones on layers closer to the output); modifying the architecture by adding and training
additional layers; or continually training the model without freezing any layer. Examples
of these techniques can be found in [31, 30, 83, 56, 39]. These fine-tuning techniques
attempt to tackle the problem of catastrophic forgetting, a phenomenon where a neural
model quickly forgets what it previously had learned when it observes new information.

In this work, we will be using the fine-tuning approach of training on all of the
model’s parameters with the last learning rate of the scheduling procedure at training
time, in order to adapt the network’s learned information to the domain of physics. In
Section 6.3 we describe how the fine-tuning process was carried out practically, as well
as the results of evaluating on in-domain datasets.





CHAPTER 5

Streaming Machine Translation

Translating phrases that the model has full access to is not the only scenario where trans-
lation is applied. What about environments where a stream of text output by an ASR
system must be translated? Or live chat environments where the system should translate
text typed by the user in real-time with low latency? This is the more complex problem of
simultaneous translation, where an MT system generates translations before having read
the full source sentence. Simultaneous MT introduces the challenge of translating in real-
time. It has many applications, and is especially difficult due to the latency constraint.
While offline MT is concerned with translating text and maintaining as much of the mean-
ing as possible, it does not have any latency requirements, we are only interested in the
quality aspects of the translation. However, simultaneous MT, as it is currently under-
stood and carried out, is done on a sentence-level. We can define streaming translation as
a similar problem to that of simultaneous translation, but where we observe a stream of
source tex, of potentially infinite length, and emit its translation in the target language in
another potentially infinitely-long stream. In this scenario, we have the option to leverage
previously observed and translated phrases as historical contextual information, thereby
potentially improving the translation quality of following input sequences [34].

There are many differences in inference time between an offline setting and in a simul-
taneous or streaming scenario. In the latter two, in addition to emitting highly accurate
translations, we are also interested in minimizing the latency of the process. Moreover,
the model does not have access to the whole phrase that will be translated, so it may
need to predict what the main verb of the phrase is, the object it might be referring to, etc.
due to differences in the syntactic typology of the source and target languages1. Thus,
we must optimize the set of parameters in the space of all possible MT systems, finding
systems that exhibit a good trade-off between translation quality and translation time.

Furthermore, it is important to note that the systems we are developing will be in-
tegrated into a cascading speech-to-speech translation pipeline, where an ASR system
converts an audio signal into text, then an MT system translates this text into a different
language so that a speech-to-text system can generate a spoken audio of the translated
text. This introduces another complexity to the streaming scenario: the output of the ASR
system is not segmented into phrases. That is, the model is unaware of where a certain
phrase ends and the next one begins. There are two main approaches to solving this prob-
lem, by either introducing a segmentation model, i.e. a model that is trained to recognize
if a particular token denotes the end of a phrase [35, 36], or training end-to-end speech-
to-speech systems and segmenting the incoming audio stream instead. Due to time and
computing concerns, in this work we will not concern ourselves with the segmentation

1It is clear that when translating in real-time from a subject-object-verb language to a subject-verb-object
language, there will be phrases for which the model will emit the translation of the main verb before reading
it in the source.

35
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model, instead assuming such a model already exists. In the following sections we will
formalize the problem of MT in a streaming scenario, describe the different evaluation
metrics, and explain how the state-of-the-art simultaneous MT systems function.

5.1 Formal Definition

As opposed to the formalization of offline MT explained in Section 2.2, in a streaming sce-
nario the model does not have access to the whole phrase it is translating. Instead, it can
only access the previous context and (potentially) a small window of the future words,
since otherwise the latency will be too high. Thus, the formalization of the approach we
will use is as follows: for source and target sequences x and y, we must predict the best
translation yi, only having access to previously translated words y<i and source stream
x≤g(i) where g(i) is the number of source tokens that are read when the system preforms
a writing operation at a position i. This way, the best translation y for a source stream x
with a function g optimized by maximum likelihood estimation is given by

ŷ = argmax
y∈Y∗

pg(y | x) (5.1)

where Y∗ denotes the space of all possible translations. We can apply the product rule
of probability to obtain Equation 5.1 as a product of the conditional probabilities of each
token that is emitted

ŷ = argmax
y∈Y∗

∏
i

p(yi | x≤g(i), y<i) (5.2)

where p(yi | x≤g(i), y<i) is the probability of yi being the best translation to emit at step i
having read g(i) source tokens x≤g(i) and written y<i in the output stream.

At a position i, our streaming MT model will use a policy to decide whether to do a
reading operation, where it observes the next source token, or a writing operation, where
it emits the next token in the translated output stream. This policy maps the current state
of the streaming system’s environment (i.e. current position, number of tokens read and
written, etc.) to reading and writing action space. It can be learned through adaptive
methods, usually using reinforcement learning techniques, or set to a static policy. In our
work, we will be using the latter approach, as it is computationally less expensive and
performs on par with current adaptive methods. For adaptive policies, we recommend
the reader consult [85, 82].

5.2 Models

In order to achieve good performance in streaming MT, we must adapt the existing Trans-
former architecture into a model that takes latency requirements into account, while also
generating accurate translations by only having access to a prefix of the full phrase. This
implies that our model should use a reliable policy of reading and writing operations. In
the following sections, we will define the non-adaptive wait-k policy that we use in this
work, illustrate how a model that was not trained for a streaming scenario can still be
leveraged by constraining it with a defined latency, and describe the fully streaming MT
model that we will be using.

5.2.1. Wait-k

A wait-k policy is one of the simplest policies for streaming translation. It is inspired
by observing how human simultaneous interpreters need to wait until they have enough



5.2 Models 37

context to begin translating, always lagging behind the original speaker. This way, a wait-
k policy consists of first reading k tokens from the input stream, then alternating between
a reading and writing operation. If the model reads a token at position i, its translation
will be emitted at position i + k.

We define the wait-k policy’s g function as

gwait−k(i) =
⌊

k +
i− 1

γ

⌋
, (5.3)

where we simply add k to the i − 1 term that represents a wait-0 oracle. The flooring
operation is added to follow the definition of g as a count of the number of reading
operations. Importantly, a wait-0 oracle will always write the translation of the next token
before performing the reading operation to observe what token it is. We also include γ as
a catch-up term, obtained as the source-to-target ratio. For a source-target pair, we define

γn =
|yn|
|xn|

. (5.4)

However, in a streaming scenario we must take into account the global catch-up γ, which
can be estimated as the averages over all γn of the source-target pairs in the corpus. The
catch-up γ conditions the model to take into account the fact that two languages differ in
the number of tokens necessary to semantically describe the same idea, and therefore the
source and target lengths will differ most of the time.

5.2.2. Test-Time Wait-k

If we do not have the resources to train our own streaming MT model, but we can access
a trained offline MT model, we can use it in a streaming scenario. The idea is to leverage
the offline MT model by introducing the k parameter as a latency constraint, modifying
the decoding step to follow a wait-k policy. The model will not be able to anticipate
the incoming source nor predict what the next translations would be in a precise manner.
Nevertheless, for bigger k values, it has been observed [49] that test-time wait-k decoding
performs on par with models trained using wait-k decoding as a policy and a modeling
of the streaming translation task as a prefix-to-prefix task, as we defined in Section 5.1.
This is the expected behavior, since as we pick higher values for k, the model’s decoding
phase approaches the offline decoding process, where the model has read the full source
phrase.

5.2.3. Multi-Path Wait-k

While training a streaming MT model on a single wait-k decoding policy is a good first
step towards achieving good performance, it introduces the restriction of having to choose
a particular value for k in training time. What happens if this value is not appropriate
for some streaming scenarios? Instead of having to train many models with different k
values, the authors of [22] propose to train a single model with multiple decoding paths.

If we also consider the wait-k path as a latent variable zk, we can modify the product
of conditional probabilities in Equation 5.2 to also condition on the latent.

p(y | x, zk) = ∏
i

p(yi | x≤zk
i
, y<i, zk

<i). (5.5)

However, we can jointly optimize over many different wait-k paths,

EK[p(y | x, zk)] ≈ ∏
k∼U (K)

p(y | x, zk). (5.6)
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where we uniformly sample from a set K of values for k. By leveraging multi-path train-
ing, we obtain a more generalizable model that can also be used more reliably with any
wait-k policy that it was trained with. In practice, we apply logarithms to both sides and
obtain a sum over k, granting more numerical stability.

This multi-path wait-k model will be the one that we will be training as a streaming
MT model. However, it is important to note that there are many other approaches to
training simultaneous and streaming MT systems. For these, we recommend the reader
consult [2, 50, 86].

5.3 Evaluation

There have been many proposals for evaluation metrics in the field of simultaneous and
streaming MT. Using a good metric to evaluate systems is especially important, since
they provide proof that a system is performing better than another. Additionally, since
we are not only evaluating translation quality but also latency times, we cannot rely
only on traditional MT metrics such as BLEU, TER, etc. Instead, we must also take into
latency-based evaluation metrics.

At the dawn of simultaneous MT research, latency was reported in milliseconds [5,
81]. Since simultaneous MT was being used in streaming cascading speech-to-speech sys-
tems or real-time speech-to-text, the calculated latencies were obtained as the difference
in milliseconds of the input and output streams.

Some time later, the traditional MT metrics were adapted to take latency into account.
This is the example of LatencyBLEU [24], which obtains the average BLEU score of the
partial translations recorded at different positions. However, this was not a good enough
metric for latency evaluation, since it attempted to implicitly evaluate latencies while
evaluating translation quality.

Instead, researchers realized that developing metrics that only evaluated latency was
a necessity. The idea behind these metrics is to obtain precise and interpretable abstract
measurements of the latency that an MT model is characterized by. while also guarantee-
ing the expected latency measurements to not depend on the environment and hardware
with which the system was evaluated.

A popular metric that was proposed was Consecutive Wait (CW) [25], which obtained
the latency between the observation of a token and its translation, measured in terms of
number of words. It measured local latencies, thereby not taking into account the lagging
terms. This feature of CW made it too naïve to be seriously considered as a good latency-
based metric. Thus, new metrics were proposed, solving some of CW’s issues and iter-
atively converging towards well-defined metrics for latency-based evaluation. The fol-
lowing sections will describe the AP, AL and DAL metrics that we will use throughout
this work to evaluate the latency of streaming MT systems.

5.3.1. Average Proportion

Average Proportion (AP) [13] is one of the first metrics used to measure latencies. This
metric averages the absolute delay to write each token for each phrase

AP =
1
|x||y|

y

∑
i=1

g(i) (5.7)

The averaging is done to keep the co-domain of the metric in the [0, 1] interval, which
allows for some interpretability. However, it denotes a percentage, which does not help



5.3 Evaluation 39

us understand what the actual delay of the system was in global terms. Another issue
of AP that needed to be addressed was its sensitivity to the lengths of the inputs. From
Equation 5.7 we can clearly see that if we use wait-1 system, i.e. a simultaneous MT
system that always alternates between one reading and one writing operation, as we
increase the lengths of the inputs, the sum grows linearly, while the |x||y| term does not.

As described in [49], for a wait-k system with k = 1, its g(i) = 1. This means that if
|x| = |y| = 1, we obtain ∑

y
i=1 g(i) = 1 since we are reading the only token in x before

writing the translation of length 1. If we increase the lengths, |x| = |y| = 2, the first writ-
ing operation happens after one reading operation, but the second writing will happen
after a cumulative 2 reading operations. ∑

y
i=1 g(i) = g(1)+ g(2) = 1+ 2 = 3, but the nor-

malization term 1
|x||y| =

1
4 , so we get AP = 0.75. At the limit, |x| = |y| → ∞, AP → 0.5.

This is undesirable, since we are theoretically only using half of the co-domain [0, 1] of
the function. Thus, other metrics such as Average Lagging and Differentiable Average
Lagging were proposed.

5.3.2. Average Lagging

Average Lagging (AL) [49] is a latency metric that attempts to solve the issues that AP
has. It is designed to measure the latency between reading and writing operations, taking
into account the lag behind a wait-0 oracle policy.

ALg =
1
τ

τ

∑
i=1

(
g(i)− i− 1

γ

)
(5.8)

It measures the distance between a policy g(i) and the wait-0 oracle i−1
γ at every step i. A

wait-0 oracle’s AL is defined to be 0, since the emission of a translation is done before its
respective source token is read, therefore having no lag.

If we replace g(i) in Equation 5.8 by its definition in Equation 5.3 for a wait-k policy,
we obtain

ALwait−k =
1
τ

τ

∑
i=1

(⌊
k +

i− 1
γ

⌋
− i− 1

γ

)
(5.9)

≈ 1
τ

τ

∑
i=1

(
k +

i− 1
γ
− i− 1

γ

)
(5.10)

=
1
τ

τ

∑
i=1

k = k (5.11)

By dropping the flooring operation and simplifying, we see that AL is designed such
that its value is k for a wait-k system2. The idea behind this is to make the metric more
interpretable, since any wait-k system is k tokens behind the wait-0 oracle by definition.

AL also needs to take into account the differences between source and target lengths,
which is why the authors introduce the γ catch-up term in Equation 5.8. Lastly, the
summation is done up to τ, which denotes the position after which there are no more
reading operations to be done, i.e. the source phrase x has been completely observed.

τ = τg(|x|) = min
i:g(i)=|x|

i (5.12)

However, as we will see in the next section, while the main ideas of AL are well devel-
oped, introducing the minimization term to find the τ term makes in a non-differentiable
function. This is what the Differentiable Average Lagging metric attempts to solve.

2In practice, it most likely will not be k exactly, since the source and target ratios may be different.
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5.3.3. Differentiable Average Lagging

The main development introduced by the authors of the Differentiable Average Lagging
(DAL) [12] metric is modification of the AL metric by removing the argmin operation,
thus making the metric differentiable.

The authors of the DAL metric highlight that the usage of τ as the upper bound of the
summation is a way for the AL metric to solve a much more important problem: the writ-
ing operations done after reading the whole source phrase x are done with cost 0. That is,
AL maintains the incorrect assumption that writing after step τ is done instantaneously,
where in reality if the system is lagging behind the source stream by some factor, it will
continue lagging by that factor when the source phrase ends.

Therefore, the authors define the DAL metric by first introducing a function gd′

gd′(i) =


g(i) i = 1

max
(

g(i), gd′(i− 1) + d
)

i > 1
(5.13)

that wraps g by also defining a minimal cost for writing operations d. The second term
of the maximization guarantees a non-zero writing cost. We can see that gd′ computes
the latency before writing token i, accounting for writing costs. For some writing cost d,
DAL is defined as follows:

DALd =
1
|y|

|y|

∑
i=1

(
gd′(i)− (i− 1)d

)
(5.14)

If we define

d =
1
γ
=
|x|
|y| (5.15)

as our writing cost, we can use gd′ = g 1
γ
′ to define the DAL metric similarly to AL

DAL 1
γ
=

1
|y|

|y|

∑
i=1

(
gd′(i)d−

(i− 1)
γ

)
, (5.16)

maintaining its idea of lagging behind the wait-0 oracle.

It is important to note that these transformations of the original AL metric remove any
non-differentiable operations such as the argmin. To the interested reader we recommend
[33, 34] for new developments in streaming MT metric research. In this work, we will
report AP, AL and DAL metric scores in the development of streaming MT systems.



CHAPTER 6

Experiments

This chapter will introduce the experimental setup used for the development of the NMT
systems. More precisely, we describe the toolkit used and the decisions taken for training
and adaptation of different offline and simultaneous MT systems, as well as the results
obtained on our validation and test corpora.

6.1 Experimental Setup

Figure 6.1 shows the pipeline which will be used for the development of NMT systems.
As explained in Chapter 3, the first step consist in compiling the data and defining the
training, validation and test sets. Here, a set of the processing steps are applied, where
we use many of the scripts offered by Moses, subword-nmt and SentencePiece.

Afterwards, we develop our MT models using fairseq [57]. We binarize the data
with fairseq-preprocess and train the NMT model using fairseq-train. The resulting
model is used in inference mode with the fairseq-interactive tool in order to obtain
the hypotheses for the validation and test sets. A detailed description of the functionali-
ties of fairseq is provided in the next section.

Subsequently, the hypotheses are post-processed by reconstructing subwords into
words, detruecasing, detokenizing, etc. so that the output of the model is comparable
to the target of reference. Finally, the hypotheses and references are fed into sacreBLEU
[61], a free software implementation of popular translation quality metrics, as well as
Javier Iranzo-Sanchez’s implementation of the latency metrics presented in Section 5.3.
This way we evaluate our model and continually iterate, either changing model hyper-
parameters or refining the data cleaning and processing steps.

Having shown the experimental setup used in this work, we will describe the func-
tionalities offered by fairseq, the deep learning toolkit that we will be using to develop
NMT systems. Afterwards, we will present the baseline system that is in a production
environment at the beginning of this work, and enumerate the different improvements
that were assessed for subsequent iterations of the NMT system.

6.1.1. Fairseq

The main toolkit that was used to develop NMT systems is fairseq, a tool developed
by Facebook AI Research for sequence modeling tasks such as text summarization, lan-
guage modeling, and more specifically, translation. Fairseq is built on PyTorch, a tool also
developed by the Facebook AI Research team as a python interface to the torch library
originally developed in Lua. Together with TensorFlow and JAX/Flax, it is currently one
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Figure 6.1: The general experimentation pipeline. Dashed rectangles denote processes, whereas
plain bordered ones are objects obtained from said processes.

of the most popular open source ML frameworks. Similarly to its alternatives, it provides
GPU accelerated tensor computing operations, as well as a set of implemented modules
and an interface for easy definition of deep learning models through the usage of com-
putational graphs for automatic differentiation.

Additionally, it incorporates its own training loops, predefined model architectures,
functionalities for easy processing of sequence data for the training of big models in many
GPUs, automatic saving of models at different checkpoints when training a model, as
well as a robust logging system that enables researchers to quickly learn about potential
problems in the training process.

Apart from the python API, fairseq offers command line tools that facilitate the de-
velopment of large models, as well as the possibility to extend the toolkit by defining
new models, metrics, etc. The main command line tools that will be used throughout this
work are:

• fairseq-preprocess. It takes (preprocessed) parallel text as input and builds the
vocabularies in a format that the model can parse, binarizing the training data for
ease of use by the model. It takes into consideration a set of command line argu-
ments and supports parallel computing for large datasets.

• fairseq-train. It trains the model on one or many GPUs. providing a way to
configure the model and set the hyperparameters to use for training, as well as the
binarized data path from fairseq-preprocess. It offers an implementation of the
Transformer model as described in Section 2.3.3

• fairseq-interactive. It implements the beam search algorithm presented in Sec-
tion 2.3.4, translating data with a trained model in inference mode. Within its pa-
rameters, we can specify the number of beams, inference batch size, the model to
use, etc.
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For training and inference of simultaneous MT systems we will use a fork of fairseq
maintained by Javier Iranzo-Sanchez, which implements the simultaneous and streaming
MT models, training schemes and decoding policies explained in Chapter 5.

These tools are executed via a job scheduler on a cluster with 10s+ GPUs. As is con-
ventionally performed, we averaged the last 8 checkpoints of the models obtained in
training time, recorded within 10000 gradient updates. The idea behind this technique
is to ensemble the models, due to the propensity of big models to overfit after observing
large amounts of data. In practice, it leads to better performance.

Finally, it is important to note that all our models have been trained with mixed-
precision. Ideally, we would all our model’s parameters to be 16-bit floating point num-
bers, in order to decrease our memory usage by a big margin. However, in practice
this tends to lower the performance to a degree where it is undesirable. Thus, we use
mixed-precision training, where the model’s parameters are stored in 16-bit precision,
but the computation of the loss, gradient, the backpropagation is done with 32-bit preci-
sion. Once the updated parameters are computed in 32-bit precision, they are converted
to 16 bits to reduce memory.

6.2 General Domain Systems

In this section, we will describe the general domain systems that were trained for the
language direction Fr→En. We will always be using the BIG variant of the Transformer
model, the Adam optimizer with momentum betas β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.98, a starting learn-
ing rate of η = 1e− 07 with 16000 warm-up steps to an inverse square root learning rate
scheduler and minimum ηmin = 1e− 09. We apply a drop-out with 0.1 probability, and
the label-smoothing noise is set to 0.1. Additionally, for all systems, the inference process
was carried out using a beam size of 6.

Our baseline MT system was trained in 2019, in the framework of the X5Gon1 project,
a European Union (EU) initiative to help students access cross-modal, cross-lingual, cross-
domain, cross-cultural and cross-site educational resources. The system was trained on
the Europarl-ST corpus, as well as the WMT10, WMT13 and WMT14 training sets for
the translation tasks. The training data was cleaned using langid2, an open-source lan-
guage identification tool, and filtered with a source-target length ratio of 1.5. Afterwards,
the corpus’ punctuations were normalized, the text was tokenized and truecased using
a set of scripts from Moses, and the BPE subword segmentation algorithm was applied
with 40000 merge operations. For this baseline system and the subsequent systems we
develop in this work, we present the general-domain evaluation results in Table 6.1, and
the in-domain evaluation results in Table 6.2, where we evaluate system performance
on general domain data with WMT13 as the validation set and WMT14 as the test set,
whereas for in-domain evaluation we use CN21 and CN22 as validation and test sets,
respectively. As shown in these tables, our baseline obtains BLEU scores of 34.7 and 39.4
on WMT13 and WMT14, and 35.3 and 36.8 on CN21 and CN22 respectively.

In order to understand what these scores entail, we provide context regarding the
meaning of these scores based on metric interpretability research conducted on [73].
From this work, we know that a BLEU score of approximately 40 or better signifies that
little post-editing is needed, that is, the translations are regarded of good quality. Ad-
ditionally, scores nearing 30 BLEU correlate with translations where post-editing is still
considered quicker than retranslating manually, but the translation quality is not very ad-

1https://www.x5gon.org/
2https://github.com/saffsd/langid.py
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equate. The authors show similar correlations with TER scores around 45 for the former,
and 50 for the latter.

System WMT13 WMT14
BLEU chrF2 TER BLEU chrF2 TER

X5Gon 34.7 59.8 54.1 39.4 64.5 47.0
V1 35.1 59.8 53.6 39.2 64.0 47.3
V2 35.1 59.8 53.9 39.5 64.3 47.2
V3 34.8 59.7 54.2 39.3 64.2 46.9
V4 34.6 59.6 54.5 39.1 64.0 47.2

Table 6.1: BLEU, chrF2, and TER scores on WMT13 Fr→En, and WMT14 Fr→En.

The first system that we trained used a naïve approach of simply increasing the train-
ing data size, without applying any data filtering techniques. We refer to this system
as V1. Here, will be using the corpora mentioned in Section 3.1.1 as training data. We
only apply basic data processing techniques such as tokenization, truecasing, and BPE of
40000 merge operations, but we do not filter the data in any way. Taking into account the
much bigger size of the corpus with respect to the one used for our baseline, we train the
V1 system for 1.5M parameter updates. This amounted to 2 epochs3 of training. We note
that the full process of developing this system by processing the data and training the
model took close to three weeks. Having done this, we found an overall improvement
in its evaluation. As shown in Table 6.1, V1 obtains a BLEU of 35.1 and 39.2 on WMT13
and WMT14, respectively. These scores are already on par with the baseline. Thus, the
next general domain models will be trained after refining the data processing pipeline, in
order to obtain a more robust and reliable MT system.

Now that we have obtained a first MT system that is comparable in quality with
X5Gon, we will apply some of the data filtering techniques described in Section 3.2. We
trained a V2 system on the same corpus as V1, filtering the training bitext with langid,
which we use to identify and remove phrases in languages other than French and English,
for their respective texts. In a similar fashion to our baseline, we filter out source-target
pairs with a length ratio greater than 1.5 and define an upper bound the model’s input
sequence lengths of 150 tokens. The data processing pipeline was not modified from V1:
we tokenize, truecase, and segment using BPE with 40000 merge operations. Having
observed the extensive training time necessary for the model to complete 1.5M updates,
we opted to train up to 1M updates for V2 and the following models. From Table 6.1 we
see that V2 maintains the evaluation scores of V1 in the WMT13 test set, while improving
on WMT14. Importantly, we note that V2 reaches the best quality scores on WMT14 of
39.5 BLEU and 64.3 chrF2, while not deviating from V1’s scores on other metrics and
corpora.

After having trained V1 and V2, we found some aspects of the training data we hy-
pothesized were affecting the model’s learning capability. Thus, we refined the prepro-
cessing of apostrophes and HTML-escaped characters to improve the performance of our
model. For this we used a set of scripts offered by Moses, and introduced SentencePiece
as the subword segmentation algorithm. We trained a third system, V3, on the same
training data as V2. Following V2, we also limited the sequence length of the inputs to
the model to 150 tokens. We found that the translation quality scores of V3 slightly de-
creased, still being on par with the baseline X5Gon model as is shown in Table 6.1. At
this point in time we also evaluated on the CERN News development and testing cor-
pora, finding big improvements w.r.t. the baseline. From Table 6.2 we observe that V3
obtained BLEU scores of 36.9 and 38.6 on CN21 and CN22 respectively, amounting to an

3An epoch is completed when the model has observed the full training dataset once
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increase of almost two points in the in-domain evaluation sets. Additionally, it’s chrF2
score is increased by a big margin, and TER improved too. This shows the power of a
robust data processing pipeline, where denoising, filtering, as well as correctly preparing
the text for the model improves its performance, without the need to modify the model
itself. Finally, we computed the 95% confidence intervals for V3’s results, finding that the
mean for bootstrapped resampling with 1000 samples is within the ranges of 34.8± 0.8,
39.2± 0.7 for general domain validation and test sets, and 36.9± 0.8, 38.6± 1.0 for in-
domain validation and test sets, respectively. Thus, we find that while there are no sta-
tistically significant differences between these systems, our systems perform consistently
better than the baseline on all metrics and test datasets.

6.3 In-Domain Systems

Having trained well-performing general domain MT systems, we developed in-domain
systems by either fine-tuning previously trained general domain systems, or training
new systems from scratch by leveraging both monolingual backtranslated and bilingual
in-domain text. We will maintain the same training hyperparameters used during gen-
eral domain MT model training. For fine-tuned systems, we will define a fixed learning
rate scheduler to a constant value, keeping the learning rate that was last used by the
scheduler in general domain training.

To obtain the backtranslated synthetic parallel text, the monolingual CDS corpus de-
scribed in Section 3.1.2 was used. The text was tokenized and truecased using a trained
truecaser from Moses. Similarly, we applied SentencePiece’s BPE subword segmentation
using trained subword segmentation models. Afterwards, we filtered the segmented text
using a length threshold of 150 and backtranslated the processed monolingual data using
a trained En→Fr MT system. The processing steps used this system’s truecasing and sub-
word segmentation models, so the model’s inputs in inference time are processed in the
same manner as in training-time. Lastly, we removed SentencePiece’s unknown tokens
and built the synthetic backtranslated in-domain corpus. This process took over 10 days
of compute time, yielding approximately 50 million new source-target pairs.

Having addressed the data-related issues in the development of our V3 system, and
observing the performance increase of close to 2 BLEU on the in-domain evaluation sets,
we opted to fine-tune this model. We assessed two approaches: using the backtranslated
monolingual in-domain text, and fine-tuning on the bilingual in-domain corpus. Thus
we fine-tuned V3 using the CERN News training data, referring to this as the V3-FT-CN
system. Since the CERN News training data was comprised of approximately 50K ex-
amples, we obtained the V3-FT-BT system by fine-tuning V3 using 50K synthetic parallel
pairs subsampled from the backtranslations mentioned previously. Figure 6.2 shows the
progression of BLEU scores on the general domain and in-domain validation sets in the
fine-tuning process. First, we see that V3-FT-BT’s performance rapidly decreases. We
hypothesize the decrease in performance may be due to how when fine-tuning on back-
translations we are essentially fine-tuning on in-domain monolingual data with source
that potentially contains translationese4, whereas using in-domain (non-synthetic) par-
allel data introduces bitext of high quality to the fine-tuning scheme; in addition to the
domain mismatch between the CDS corpus, which contains highly technical scientific ar-
ticles w.r.t. the in-domain evaluation sets, comprised mainly of STEM-related news. Ad-
ditionally, we observe how V3-FT-CN quickly adapts to the in-domain evaluation sets, as
the BLEU scores on CN21 and CN22 increase after the first 500 updates, dropping after

4In translated text, tanslationese is manifested as awkward, unidiomatic or unnatural aspects in transla-
tions, which are artifacts of the translator attempting to preserve the meaning of the source.
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Figure 6.2: Change in BLEU w.r.t the number of updates in fine-tuning time.

System CN21 CN22
BLEU chrF2 TER BLEU chrF2 TER

X5Gon 35.3 63.6 54.5 36.8 64.0 53.1
V3 36.9 63.9 52.6 38.6 64.5 51.6
V4 36.6 64.6 53.5 38.2 65.0 52.4

Table 6.2: BLEU, chrF2, and TER scores on CN21 Fr→En, and CN22 Fr→En.

another 2000 updates are carried out, and the general domain evaluation BLEU scores
drop by approximately 5 points. Most importantly, we find that V3-FT-CN reaches an
in-domain BLEU of 41.6 on CN21, improving V3’s scores by over 10% relative, which is
a statistically significant difference w.r.t. our general domain V3 system.

In addition fine-tuning an existing general domain MT system, we opted to train a
V4 system from scratch by including backtranslated monolingual in-domain data as part
of the training data. We followed the same data processing pipeline as the one described
for the V3 model, only increasing the maximum sequence length threshold from 150 to
250, having seen that there were many longer phrases in the CERN News test sets. As
reported in Tables 6.1 and 6.2 we observe that V4 also improves upon X5Gon’s scores on
the both WMT and CN. It obtains BLEU and TER scores on par with V3, while performing
better in all evaluation corpora when measured with chrF2. Thus, we find that the set of
50 million backtranslations do not seem to significantly improve the results w.r.t. the V3
system. In a similar fashion to the fine-tuning using backtranslated text, our hypothesis
is that the lack of improvements are due domain mismatch between the backtranslated
bitext and the in-domain sets, and translationese.

Finally, having observed the behavior of V3-FT-CN as more updates are performed,
we use the checkpoint at 1000 updates as our final in-domain system since this is the
system that performs the best on our in-domain validation set. The results of evaluating
this system on the general domain and in-domain test sets are presented in Table 6.3. We
note that CERN’s requirements for high-accuracy MT systems is of 40 BLEU or higher,
and that our best in-domain system exceeds this value by 3 BLEU. Additionally, we find
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over 11% relative increase in in-domain BLEU w.r.t. out best general-domain system in a
similar fashion to the evaluation on the validation in-domain sets.

Corpus BLEU chrF2 TER
WMT14 31.7 57.8 54.7
CN22 42.9 66.4 47.9

Table 6.3: Results of V3-FT-CN with 1000 fine-tuning updates evaluated on WMT14 and CN22.
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Figure 6.3: Latencies and BLEU scores of wait-k MT systems on WMT13.

6.4 Streaming MT Systems

Our first step of developing streaming MT systems was to introduce a wait-k decoding
policy to our existing best performing system, V3, to consider the scenario where we
do not have enough resources to train simultaneous MT systems from scratch. We did
not expect this system to perform as well, given that it was trained by accessing the full
source. In addition to the test-time wait-k system, we trained a simultaneous MT system
with the multi-path wait-k training scheme. We used the same data processing pipeline
as V3, given its better performance over the other models, only modifying the warm-up
updates of the learning rate to 4000. For both of these systems, the inference process
was carried out using a beam size of 6 and a catch-up of γ = 1.125. We will refer to the
multi-path wait-k system as V3-MP, and the test-time wait-k system as V3-TT.

Figure 6.3 shows the BLEU and latency scores for both systems using wait-k decoding
with k ∈ {1, 3, 5, 7, 9} on WMT13, our general domain validation set. As seen in this
figure, in a general domain scenario, the quality of V3-MP is consistently better than V3-
TT, independently of the value of k that was used in decoding time. Likewise, using
any latency metric, V3-MP consistently translates faster than V3-TT. This is expected,
since V3-MP is an MT model trained for a real-time scenario, where as V3-TT is not.
We note that the AP scores are range from 0.6 to 0.8 for V3-MP, and 0.8 to 0.9 for V3-
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Figure 6.4: Latencies and BLEU scores of wait-k MT systems on CN21.

TT across k values, thereby also proving that V3-MP is better suited for streaming MT.
No result reaches the offline quality score of 34.8 BLEU. However, as latencies increase,
both systems have access to more source tokens and produce better translations, which
explains how the increase in k results in better BLEU scores.

Corpus BLEU chrF2 TER AP AL DAL
WMT14 33.8 61.8 54.7 0.7 5.9 7.1
CN22 30.9 61.1 63.3 0.7 5.5 7.1

Table 6.4: Results of V3-MP with wait-7 decoding, evaluated on WMT14 and CN22.

We see a similar behavior on Figure 6.4, which illustrates the relationship between
BLEU and latency scores using the same k values for a wait-k policy-based decoding
evaluated on CN21, the in-domain validation set. Here, V3-MP is consistently faster
and more accurate, but does not reach the offline BLEU score of 36.9. Lastly, the dotted
sections of the AL and DAL curves for the V3-MP, illustrated in both Figure 6.3 and 6.4,
show V3-MP’s convergence towards the offline BLEU score as k grows.

Having evaluated various streaming MT systems on both general and in-domain val-
idation sets, we can now choose a value for k. We note that in order to choose the best k
value, we would have to deploy various MT systems with different k values onto CERN’s
network, to then measure true response time using the execution environment, network
and hardware within which the final system will be deployed, while also taking into ac-
count the latencies of the streaming ASR, segmentation and TTS models. Given that this
complex process an take weeks or months to complete, we will present an illustrative
best system by considering previous research in [36], also making sure to emit transla-
tions with BLEU scores of around 30, where post-editing is still quicker than retranslating
[73]. Thus, we believe the V3-MP system with a k of 7 as a lower bound, is of good quality.
The results of our V3-MP wait-7 system evaluated on the test sets is shown in Table 6.4.
We observe that a V3-MP with wait-7 decoding obtains BLEU scores of 33.8 and 30.9 on
WMT14 and CN22 respectively, proving that the system generates adequate translations.



CHAPTER 7

Conclusions

In this chapter we will provide a summary of the work, describing the obstacles over-
come, lessons learned, goals met, and future work.

In Chapter 2 we briefly introduced the theory behind ML, while also providing his-
torical accounting of MT research and describing the first statistical MT models. We also
analyze how a basic artificial neural network functions and how sequence-to-sequence
tasks are modeled, briefly touching upon complex encoder-decoder recurrent models
such as RNNsearch, and most importantly, describing the inner-workings of the Trans-
former architecture.

Chapter 3 illustrated the different text corpora that are typically used in practice, as
well as various approaches towards data processing. We explained what our general
domain and in-domain training and evaluation sets are comprised of. Additionally, we
studied how based on the source of the corpus, there is often need to denoise and filter
the text, and the many filtering techniques that can be applied to text. We also described
tokenization, truecasing and subword segmentation, typical data processing techniques
in NLP.

In Chapter 4 we explained typical domain adaptation approaches, explaining how
in-domain data can be leveraged to obtain high-accuracy in-domain MT systems. We
described the steps to backtranslate monolingual text in order to obtain synthetic parallel
data, and the process of fine-tuning an existing general domain MT system to a particular
domain.

Furthermore, in Chapter 5 we defined the tasks of simultaneous and streaming trans-
lation. Here we explained how offline MT systems can be used in a streaming scenario
by using wait-k policies, and presenting an approach to train simultaneous MT systems
from scratch using the multi-path wait-k training scheme. Additionally, we provided a
brief historical account of simultaneous MT latency evaluation, together with the latency-
based metrics currently used to evaluate an MT system’s response time

Lastly, Chapter 6 explained how the general experimental environment was set-up
with the usage of fairseq, a job scheduler on a cluster of many GPUs for efficient parallel
training, together with other open-source software for the data processing and evaluation
steps. Here we described the results of a series of experiments carried out to obtain
general domain MT systems, in-domain MT systems, as well as streaming MT systems.
For general domain MT, we observed how a robust data processing pipeline considerably
improved the quality of the MT system. Afterwards, we experimented with fine-tuning
techniques to adapt a general domain MT system to the domain of interest to CERN
using backtranslated synthetic parallel data and an existing in-domain corpus. Our best
experiments resulted in an in-domain MT system that reaches BLEU scores that improve
the baseline system by a relative 11%. We also carried out experiments for streaming MT,
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where we observed that test-time wait-k systems produced low quality translations with
high response times, finding that using a multi-path training scheme greatly improved
the quality of the translation, whilst also guaranteeing lower latency times.

Regarding future work, there were many aspects that were left out due to time con-
straints and the limited availability of computing resources. Firstly, we believe that train-
ing with the exclusion of some training datasets could be beneficial. This is due to inher-
ent noise in data scraped from the web such as ParaCrawl or CommonCrawl. Secondly,
we did not have access to in-domain highly technical parallel text to evaluate in-domain
systems. We believe that additional more technical in-domain evaluation sets could aid
our decision making for future experiments in the iterative refinement process of training
and evaluating MT systems.

Thirdly, due to computing and time constraints we were unable to experiment with
other state-of-the-art domain-adaptation techniques. An example is the usage of adapter
layers [30, 7] where additional layers are introduced to the pre-trained general domain
MT model. These layers usually project the input to a lower dimension, applying a set
of non-linearities, and then projecting back to the original dimension. The idea behind
them is to provide more parameters to the network and only train on the new parameters,
freezing the rest of the model’s weights. This means that adapters can be used in a plug-
in fashion, by including them in inference time for in-domain phrases, but using the
original pre-trained model otherwise.

Lastly, since simultaneous MT is a hectic research area, there are many new promis-
ing approaches being published. More specifically, due to computing constraints we did
not have the opportunity to experiment with adaptive decoding policies, that is, policies
where the model learns when to perform reading or writing actions. We believe that
adapting these approaches to a streaming scenario could yield good results. These in-
clude models trained to identify meaningful units, chunks of text that can be translated
atomically, without the model needing to access future or previous context [85]; or aug-
menting the training corpus by including adaptive prefix-to-prefix pairs to emulate wait-
k training without having to pay its high computational cost [82].

Our next immediate steps are to deploy the offline general domain and in-domain
MT systems so they can be used translate CERN’s digital multimedia material, train a
multi-path system with general domain and backtranslated parallel data and deploy it as
a step in the cascading speech-to-speech translation pipeline being used in CERN’s real-
time communication channels. Additionally, we want to experiment with fine-tuning this
new simultaneous MT system using the CERN News corpus, with which our developed
offline MT systems achieved great results.
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Appendix

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT GOALS

Degree to which the work is related to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).

Sustainable Development Goals High Medium Low Not

applicable

SDG 1. No poverty. X

SDG 2. Zero Hunger. X

SDG 3. Good Health and Well-being. X

SDG 4. Quality Education. X

SDG 5. Gender Equality. X

SDG 6. Clean Water and Sanitation. X

SDG 7. Affordable and Clean Energy. X

SDG 8. Decent Work and Economic Growth. X

SDG 9. Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure. X

SDG 10. Reduced Inequality. X

SDG 11. Sustainable Cities and Communities. X

SDG 12. Responsible Consumption and Production. X

SDG 13. Climate Action. X

SDG 14. Life Below Water. X

SDG 15. Life On Land. X

SDG 16. Peace, Justice, and Strong Institutions. X

SDG 17. Partnerships for the Goals. X
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Thoughts on the relationship of the TFG/TFM regarding the SDGs and the more
related SDG(s).

The United Nation’s (UN) 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development presents 17 Sustainable
Development Goals seeking to balance the social, economical and environmental aspects for
sustainable development. Within this framework, we wish to distinguish the following for this
work:

• SDG 4: Quality Education. MT technology is leveraged daily to provide accessibility
to vast amounts of educative multimedia content. In addition to this, a significant number
of students across the globe use MT systems for various academic purposes, as an aid in
document writing, foreign language learning, etc. The MT systems developed in this work
will be used to translate technical material in the field of high-energy physics, providing
accessibility to this content to non-native language speakers with interest in the subject.

• SDG 8: Decent Work and Economic Growth. One of the main areas of application of
MT systems is aiding human translators. Here, MT software offers tools that suggest and
predict translations, including translation memories and terminology banks, etc. which
decrease the workload of human translators and improve their working conditions.

• SDG 9: Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure. This work is concerned with the
application of state-of-the-art ML techniques for the development of MT systems that will
be used in the CERN as a tool for more effective communication between researchers from
different cultures, lowering language barriers and encouraging collaborative work. Our
plan is to continue developing and improving upon our current MT systems by introducing
innovative ideas in cutting-edge MT research.

• SDG 10: Reduced Inequality. MT systems play a key role in our lives, bridging the
communication gap between speakers of different languages. In doing so, MT systems
lower language barriers, reducing inequality and making communication across languages
a reality.

While this work does not concern itself primarily with these, we wish to distinguish its connec-
tions with SDG 3: Good Health and Well-being, SDG 16: Peace, Justice and Strong
Institutions, and SDG 17: Partnership for the goals. Regarding SDG 3, MT systems can
be applied as tools to improve communication within the medical field, thereby motivating new
research, while also aiding in the well-being of non-native speakers by providing tools that lower
language barriers for their effective communication with medical professionals. Additionally, we
note the connection to SDG 16 and SDG 17, given that MT systems can be leveraged for
meetings between governments of different countries, providing fast and accurate translations
for exchanges between their authorities, as well as improving cross language communication as
a way to motivate partnerships between institutions from different cultures.

We believe the remaining SDGs are not connected to this work, either due to them not being
linked to MT, language technologies in general, or the research carried out in this work.
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