
We evaluate the alignment using the F1 score
over both sure and possible alignment links in a
manually aligned gold standard.

MT Quality Estimation. MT QE assesses the
quality of an MT system output without having ac-
cess to a reference translation.

The standard evaluation metric is the correla-
tion with the Human-targeted Translation Error
Rate which is the number of edit operations a hu-
man translator would need to do to correct the sys-
tem output. This is a more challenging task than
the two previous ones because it requires captur-
ing more fine-grained differences in meaning.

We evaluate how cosine distance of the repre-
sentation of the source sentence and of the MT
output reflects the translation quality. In addition
to plain and centered representations, we also test
trained bilingual projection, and a fully supervised
regression trained on training data.

5 Experimental Setup

We use a pre-trained mBERT model that was made
public with the BERT release1. The model dimen-
sion is 768, hidden layer dimension 3072, self-
attention uses 12 heads, the model has 12 layers.
It uses a vocabulary of 120k wordpieces that is
shared for all languages.

To train the language identification classifier,
for each of the BERT languages we randomly se-
lected 110k sentences of at least 20 characters
from Wikipedia, and keep 5k for validation and 5k
for testing for each language. The training data are
also used for estimating the language centroids.

For parallel sentence retrieval, we use a multi-
parallel corpus of test data from the WMT14 eval-
uation campaign (Bojar et al., 2014) with 3,000
sentences in Czech, English, French, German,
Hindi, and Russian. The linear projection exper-
iment uses the WMT14 development data.

We use manually annotated word alignment
datasets to evaluate word alignment between En-
glish on one side and Czech (2.5k sent.; Mareček,
2016), Swedish (192 sent.; Holmqvist and Ahren-
berg, 2011), German (508 sent.), French (447
sent.; Och and Ney, 2000) and Romanian (248
sent.; Mihalcea and Pedersen, 2003) on the other
side. We compare the results with FastAlign
(Dyer et al., 2013) that was provided with 1M ad-
ditional parallel sentences from ParaCrawl (Esplà

1https://github.com/google-research/bert

mBERT UDify lng-free

[cls] .935 .938 .796
[cls], cent. .867 .851 .337

mean-pool .919 .896 .230
mean-pool, cent. .285 .243 .247

Table 1: Accuracy of language identification, values
from the best-scoring layers.
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Figure 1: Language centroids of the mean-pooled rep-
resentations from the 8th layer of cased mBERT on a
tSNE plot with highlighted language families.

et al., 2019) in addition to the test data.
For MT QE, we use English-German data pro-

vided for the WMT19 QE Shared Task (Fonseca
et al., 2019) consisting training and test data with
source senteces, their automatic translations, and
manually corrections.

6 Results

Language Identification. Table 1 shows that
centering the sentence representations consider-
ably decreases the accuracy of language identifi-
cation, especially in the case of mean-pooled em-
beddings. This indicates that the proposed center-
ing procedure does indeed remove the language-
specific information to a great extent.

Language Similarity. Figure 1 is a tSNE plot
(Maaten and Hinton, 2008) of the language cen-
troids, showing that the similarity of the centroids
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