
cased uncased UDify lng-free random

82.42 82.09 80.03 80.59 62.14

Table 2: V-Measure for hierarchical clustering of lan-
guage centroids and grouping languages into genealog-
ical families for families with at least three languages
covered by mBERT.

mBERT UDify lng-free

[cls] .639 .462 .549
[cls], cent. .684 .660 .686
[cls], proj. .915 .933 .697

mean-pool .776 .314 .755
mean-pool, cent. .838 .564 .828
mean-pool, proj. .983 .906 .983

Table 3: Average accuracy for sentence retrieval over
all 30 language pairs.

tends to correspond to the similarity of the lan-
guages. Table 2 confirms that the hierarchical
clustering of the language centroids mostly corre-
sponds to the language families.

Parallel Sentence Retrieval. Results in Table 3
reveal that the representation centering dramat-
ically improves the retrieval accuracy, showing
that it makes the representations more language-
neutral. However, an explicitly learned projection
of the representations leads to a much greater im-
provement, reaching a close-to-perfect accuracy,
even though the projection was fitted on relatively
small parallel data. The accuracy is higher for
mean-pooled states than for the [cls] embedding
and varies according to the layer of mBERT used
(see Figure 2).

Word Alignment. Table 4 shows that word-
alignment based on mBERT representations sur-
passes the outputs of the standard FastAlign tool
even if it was provided large parallel corpus. This
suggests that word-level semantics are well cap-
tured by mBERT contextual embeddings. For this
task, learning an explicit projection had a negligi-
ble effect on the performance.2

MT Quality Estimation. Qualitative results of
MT QE are tabulated in Table 5. Unlike sentence

2We used an expectation-maximization approach that al-
ternately aligned the words and learned a linear projection
between the representations. This algorithm only brings a
negligible improvement of .005 F1 points.
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Figure 2: Accuracy of sentence retrieval for mean-
pooled contextual embeddings from BERT layers.

en- FastAlign mBERT UDify lng-free

cs .692 .738 .708 .744
sv .438 .478 .459 .468
de .471 .767 .731 .768
fr .583 .612 .581 .607
ro .690 .703 .696 .704

Table 4: Maximum F1 score for word alignment across
layers compared with FastAlign baseline.

retrieval, QE is more sensitive to subtle differences
between sentences. Measuring the distance of the
non-centered sentence vectors does not correlate
with translation quality at all. Centering or explicit
projection only leads to a mild correlation, much
lower than a supervisedly trained regression;3and
even better performance is possible (Fonseca et al.,
2019). The results show that the linear projection
between the representations only captures a rough
semantic correspondence, which does not seem to
be sufficient for QE, where the most indicative fea-
ture appears to be sentence complexity.

7 Fine-tuning mBERT

We also considered model fine-tuning towards
stronger language neutrality. We evaluate two
fine-tuned versions of mBERT: UDify, tuned for
a multi-lingual dependency parser, and lng-free,
tuned to jettison the language-specific information
from the representations.

7.1 UDify
The UDify model (Kondratyuk and Straka, 2019)
uses mBERT to train a single model for depen-

3Supervised regression using either only the source or
only MT output also shows a respectable correlation, which
implies that structural features of the sentences are more use-
ful than the comparison of the source sentence with MT out-
put.
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