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Abstract

We propose a new approach for learning
contextualised cross-lingual word embeddings
based only on a small parallel corpus (e.g. a
few hundred sentence pairs). Our method obtains word embeddings via an LSTM-based
encoder-decoder model that performs bidirectional translation and reconstruction of the input sentence. Through sharing model parameters among different languages, our model
jointly trains the word embeddings in a common multilingual space. We also propose
a simple method to combine word and subword embeddings to make use of orthographic
similarities across different languages. We
base our experiments on real-world data from
endangered languages, namely Yongning Na,
Shipibo-Konibo and Griko. Our experiments
on bilingual lexicon induction and word alignment tasks show that our model outperforms
existing methods by a large margin for most
language pairs. These results demonstrate
that, contrary to common belief, an encoderdecoder translation model is beneficial for
learning cross-lingual representations, even in
extremely low-resource scenarios.1
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Introduction

Cross-lingual word embedding learning has the
goal of learning representations for words of different languages in a common space (Mikolov
et al., 2013b; Conneau et al., 2018; Levy et al.,
2017). Cross-lingual representations are beneficial
for finding correspondences between languages,
and are utilised in many downstream tasks such as
machine translation (Lample et al., 2018; Artetxe
et al., 2018b) and cross-lingual named entity recognition (Xie et al., 2018).
∗
This work is partially done at Nara Institute of Science
and Technology.
1
We will made our code available at https://github.
com/twadada/multilingual-nlm

The recent trend in cross-lingual embedding
models is to leverage an enormous amount of
monolingual data for each of the target languages,
e.g. by training word embeddings monolingually
and mapping them into a common space. Another approach is to jointly train cross-lingual word
embeddings in the same space. Recently, crosslingual masked language models such as XLM
(Conneau and Lample, 2019) and mBERT (Devlin
et al., 2019) have succeeded in learning contextualised cross-lingual representations using large
monolingual data for multiple languages.
However, when dealing with endangered or spoken languages, there is generally no such largescale corpus of monolingual data, and when
trained under low-resource settings, modern pretraining methods do not perform well (Hu et al.,
2020). In this paper, we propose a joint-training
method that learns contextualised cross-lingual
word embeddings using only a small parallel corpus, of the scale and form constructed by field linguists for language documentation purposes. Compared to previous models based on parallel corpora
(Levy et al., 2017; Dufter et al., 2018a,b; Luong
et al., 2015a; Sabet et al., 2020), our model has
two strengths: (1) while most previous models are
based on bag-of-words models such as Skip Gram
and continuous bag-of-words (CBOW) (Mikolov
et al., 2013a) and capture only rudimentary word
order information, our model encodes sentences
with LSTMs (Hochreiter and Schmidhuber, 1997)
and incorporates word order information into both
static and contextualised word embeddings; and (2)
our model trains subword-aware word embeddings
and captures orthographic similarities among the
languages.
To evaluate our model, we perform experiments
in bilingual lexicon induction and word alignment,
both of which are extremely important in building
cross-lingual resources for endangered languages.
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Figure 1: Our proposed model.

We target three endangered languages, Yongning
Na, Shipibo-Konibo and Griko (see Sections 3.1.1,
3.1.2 and 3.1.3), and show that our model outperforms strong baselines by a large margin for most
language pairs.

2

Our Method

Our model learns cross-lingual word embeddings
given a parallel corpus of two or more languages.
The goal of our model is to represent words of
the different languages in a common space, so that
similar words have close representations crosslingually.
2.1

Model Architecture

Our model is based on an LSTM encoder-decoder
model with attention (Luong et al., 2015b):
• Shared Parameters:
– Bidirectional LSTMs in a shared encoder: f
– A matrix W ∈ RH×H , which is applied
to the decoder hidden states and attention context vector (Eqn. (5)).
• Parameters Specific to Language ℓ:
ℓ
– Word Embeddings:
E ℓ ∈ RD×V ,
where V ℓ denotes the vocabulary size in
language ℓ
– LSTMs in language-specific decoders
−
→
−
g ℓ, ←
g ℓ , which perform forward and
backward decoding independently.
Suppose that our model encodes a sentence
⟨xs1 ..., xsN ⟩ in the source language s and decodes
t ⟩ in the target language t. Our
a sentence ⟨y1t ..., yM
model employs bi-directional LSTMs f as an en-

ris = E s xsi ,
us1 ..., usN

=

(1)

s
)
f (r1s ..., rN

(2)

where xsi denotes a one-hot vector. Given all the
→
−
encoder states us , the decoders −
g t and ←
g t translate (when s ̸= t) or reconstruct (when s = t)
the input sentence left-to-right and right-to-left, respectively (Figure 1). We train separate decoders
for each language and direction, to allow for the
differences of word order.2 When decoding leftto-right, we set <BOS> and <EOS> as the initial input and last output tokens, and swap them in
backward decoding. Similar to bidirectional language models such as ELMo (Peters et al., 2018),
the decoding is performed independently in both
directions:
rit = E t yit ,
t
p(y1t ..., yM
+1 ) =

M
+1
∏

(3)

−
→
p(yit | h i , us ),

i=1

−
→
−
→
→
t
hi = −
g t ( h i−1 , ri−1
),
t
p(y0t , ..., yM
)=

M
∏

←
−
t
s
p(yM
−i | h M −i , u ),

i=0

←
−
←
−
−
t
hi = ←
g t ( h i+1 , ri+1
).
The output layer and attention mechanism are
shared across the two directions:
⊤

p(yit |hi , us ) = softmax(E t h′i ),
h′i
ci =

= W (ci + hi ),
N
∑

t
αi,j
(usj + rjs ),

(4)
(5)
(6)

j=1

exp(hi usj )
t
αi,j
= ∑N
,
s
k=1 exp(hi uk )
−
→ ←
−
where hi denotes either hi or hi , and N is the number of words in source sentence xs .
In Eqn. (4), we use the word embedding parameters E t for the output layer (weight tying:
Inan et al. (2017); Press and Wolf (2017)). This
technique can reduce the number of the languagespecific parameters substantially, encouraging the
model to use the same space across languages. In
2
In our preliminary experiments, we have found that learning language-specific decoders improves the model performance for distant languages that have different word order,
e.g. SOV and SVO languages.

Eqn. (6), our model attends to source word embeddings as well as the hidden states to consider more
direct relations between source and target word
emebeddings in Eqn. (4). This implementation
simplifies the lexical model proposed by Nguyen
and Chiang (2018), which improves translation
performance in low-resource settings.3 To further
encourage word embeddings to use the same space,
we also apply aggressive dropout (Srivastava et al.,
2014): we use a dropout rate of 0.5 for all the input and output word embeddings E ℓ in Eqns. (1),
(3), and (4), as well as to ci + hi in Eqn. (5) before
the linear transformation. We show that this strong
regularisation leads to better performance in lowresource conditions.
2.2

Shared Subword Embeddings

Modern cross-lingual models tend to use subword
segmentation, and train shared subword embeddings (Conneau and Lample, 2019; Johnson et al.,
2017). This approach has the advantage of capturing crosslinguistic orthographic similarities. However, it has the limitation that it cannot learn accurate embeddings for rare words, since they are
generally segmented into multiple subword units,
each of which is heavily biased by frequent words
they occur in.
To address this problem, we propose a simple but effective method to combine word and
subword embeddings, inspired by FastText (Bojanowski et al., 2017). For each word wiℓ , we calculate its subword-aware word embedding Ẽwℓ i as
follows:
Ẽwℓ i = Ewℓ i + F(Zk∈Q(wi ) ),
Z = [Z1 , . . . , ZVsw ] ∈ R

D×Vsw

(7)
,

where F(·) denotes the subword encoding function;
Zk denotes the k-th subword embedding and Q(wi )
denotes the indices of subwords included in wi ;
and Vsw is the total number of subwords across all
the languages. For the encoding function F(·), we
experiment with two methods:4 (1) average pooling (“SWave ”); and (2) applying a convolutional
neural network (CNN) function which is shared
3

Nguyen and Chiang (2018) reported that they got the best
result when they used different output layers to transform the
weighted sum of word embeddings and hidden states into the
output vocabulary size. On the other hand, we observed that
sharing the same output layer yielded the best result, suggesting that the optimal model architecture is different between
word and sentence translations.
4
Dropout is applied to subword embeddings in both methods.

among all languages, followed by average pooling
(“SWcnn ”). For instance, when we use average
pooling only, the embedding of the English word
crying is represented by the sum of its languageen
specific word embedding Ecrying
and the mean of
its subword embeddings Z@cry and Zing , where @
in @cry denotes the beginning of a word. The
subword embeddings Z are shared among all languages, capturing orthographic similarities across
languages. To segment words into subwords, we
apply SentencePiece (Kudo and Richardson, 2018)
to each monolingual corpus, with the soft limit of
the subword size set to 1,000.5
Distinct from a standard translation model, we
use the subword-aware embeddings Ẽ ℓ not only
as the input layers in Eqns. (1) and (3), but also
as the output layer in Eqn. (4). In this way, we
encourage the model to learn correspondences of
subwords between the source and target languages
through attention, i.e. Eqns. (4) and (5). In
monolingual language modelling, Assylbekov and
Takhanov (2018) investigated several ways of sharing subword-aware word embeddings between inputs and outputs. They show that, in some cases,
weight tying leads to better performance.
2.3 Contextualised Word Embeddings
Unlike most existing methods that learn crosslingual word embeddings using a parallel corpus,
our model can also produce contextualised crosslingual representations using LSTMs. Instead of
word embeddings E ℓ , we simply use the hidden
states of the shared encoder uℓ as word representations. Our experiments show that using the contextualised representations yields much better results
on word alignment tasks.
2.4 Training
Our model is trained to perform bidirectional translation and reconstruction of input sentences. Given
a parallel corpus aligned between languages s and
t, our model is trained to minimise the following
training loss J = Js,t + Jt,s :
Js,t =

Nj
Cs,t 2
∑
∑{∑
j=1 d=1

∑
Mj

+

∆(xsj,i , p(xsj,i |hdj,i , usj ))

i=1

}
t
t
∆(yj,i
, p(yj,i
|hdj,i , usj ))

i=1
5
For Chinese, we segment words into characters as there
are more than 1000 character types.

Na

raw
cln

njɤ˧ | ɑ˩ʁo˧ | ə˧si˧-ɳɯ˧ ʐwɤ˩qʰv̩˩mv̩˩-hĩ˧ lɑ˩ ɲi˩ mæ˩!
njɤ˧ ɑ˩ʁo˧ ə˧si˧-ɳɯ˧ ʐwɤ˩qʰv˩mv˩-hĩ˧ lɑ˩ ɲi˩ mæ˩

English

raw
cln

It (i.e. this story) is only what (we’ve) heard our great-grandmother tell.
it is only what heard our great grandmother tell

Table 1: An example Na–English parallel sentence before and after pre-processing (“raw” vs. “cln”)

src–tgt

#Sents

#Tokens
src

nru-en
nru-fr
nru-zh
shp-es
grk-it (s)
grk-it (l)

605
3,833
1,766
14,276
330
9,788

tgt

4,690 7,849
33,816 75,997
15,127 21,598
198,024 214,127
2,374 2,384
207,294 178,980

#Vocab
src

Adam (Kingma and Ba, 2015) as the optimiser.7

tgt

1,860 942
8,801 4,797
4,704 2,459
20,654 14,781
689
456
12,697 9,813

Table 2: The statistics of the parallel corpora of endangered languages used in this paper. grk-it (s) and (l)
denote the smaller and larger corpora, respectively.

3 Experiments
3.1 Data
In this work, we conduct experiments on real-world
data sets for three endangered languages: Yongning Na (“nru”), Shipibo-Konibo (“shp”) and Griko
(“grk”).8 Table 2 shows the statistics of the parallel
corpora we use in our experiments.
3.1.1 Yongning Na

Here, Cs,t is the number of aligned sentences between languages s and t; Nj , Mj are the numbers
of words in the sentences xsj and yjt , resp.; and d is
−
→ ←
−
the direction of decoding (h1 , h2 = h , h ). The
first and second terms represent the reconstruction
and translation loss, respectively. For the loss function ∆, we use cross entropy.
Our model can also take multiple parallel corpora as inputs and generate multilingual word embeddings. In this case, we sum the training loss
calculated on each parallel corpus. For instance,
we train our multilingual model to minimise the
loss J = Jnru,en + Jen,nru + Jnru,f r + Jf r,nru +
Jnru,zh + Jzh,nru given three parallel corpora of
nru–en, nru–fr, and nru–zh,6 where some sentences are aligned between more than two languages. To balance the corpus size, we perform
oversampling to ensure that Cs,t is the same regardless of the language pairs s and t. We set the dimension of LSTM hidden states and word and subword
embeddings to 500. For the CNN network that
encodes subwords, we set the hidden state to 500
with window size 3. We use a 1-layer bidirectional
LSTM for the encoder and a unidirectional LSTM
for the decoder in each language and direction. We
create mini-batches in each language with batch
size B of 16. Gradient clipping (Pascanu et al.,
2013) is applied with clipping value 5.0. We use
6

Where “nru” is the ISO-639-3 language code for Na.

Yongning Na is an unwritten Sino-Tibetan language with less than 50,000 speakers (Do et al.,
2014). It does not have its own writing system, imposing severe limitations on data collection, as textual data must be professionally transcribed from
speech by an expert linguist. This precludes the use
of the latest pretraining methods such as mBERT
(Devlin et al., 2019).
As a cross-lingual resource for Na, there exists a phonemically transcribed corpus that has
been translated into French, Chinese, and English,9 which is a part of the Pangloss Collection
(Michailovsky et al., 2014). The number of aligned
sentences is 3,833 for Na–French, 1,766 for NaChinese, and 605 for Na-English. Aside from
the limited data size, there are two other significant challenges in learning cross-lingual representations from this data. First, the syntax and orthography is very different among these languages:
Na is an unwritten SOV language with rich tonal
morphology (Michaud, 2017), while the others are
SVO languages written in Latin script or with Chinese characters. Second, there is a lot of noise in
the parallel corpora. For instance, some words or
phrases in the translations are written in brackets,
7
The hyper-parameters were tuned on different (small)
data sets to those used in our experiments.
8
Note that Griko is not included in ISO-639-3, and “grk”
is an arbitrary (non-assigned) designator for the purposes of
this paper.
9
Available
at
https://github.com/
alexis-michaud/na

indicating alternative translations, subsidiary information, or words that are implicit in the original Na
sentences (Table 1). To clean the data, we use the
pre-processing code used in Adams et al. (2017)
with minor modifications.10
3.1.2

Shipibo-Konibo

Shipibo-Konibo is an indigenous language spoken
by around 35,000 native speakers in the Amazon
region of Peru (Vasquez et al., 2018), and is “definitely endangered” according to the UNESCO’s
Atlas of the World’s Languages in Danger (Moseley, 2010). There is no large data available on
the web, and even though Bustamante et al. (2020)
have recently attempted to crawl its monolingual
data from PDF documents, the size of the collected
data is still too small (i.e. 22k sentences) to apply
the latest pretraining methods. As cross-lingual
resources, there are two parallel corpora aligned
with Spanish. They contain about 14k pairs of sentences in total, which are extracted from Bible and
educational books (Galarreta et al., 2017). Similar to Na, Shipibo-Konibo has a very rich morphology and its basic word order is SOV unlike Spanish (SVO) (Valenzuela, 1997; Vasquez et al., 2018),
making it very challenging to retrieve equivalent
words from parallel texts.
3.1.3

Griko

Griko is a Greek dialect spoken in southern Italy,
and is “severely endangered” according to UNESCO. As with Na, there is no large-scale monolingual data to pretrain with. As cross-lingual resources for Griko, there are two parallel corpora
that are both aligned with Italian: one contains 330
sentence pairs with gold word alignment annotations11 (Zanon Boito et al., 2018), and the second
contains about 10k sentence pairs without word
alignments12 (Anastasopoulos et al., 2018). However, since Griko has never had a consistent orthography, tokenisation and word segmentation differ
across these corpora (Anastasopoulos et al., 2018):
the smaller data set is based on orthographic con10
We simply use white space as the word delimiter, while
Adams et al. (2017) segmented words into morphemes if they
are not present in a dictionary. We also keep all tones in Na
sentences, as removing tones increases polysemy in the bilingual dictionary we use for evaluation. For Chinese, we perform word segmentation using the Stanford Word Segmenter
(Chang et al., 2008) after data cleaning.
11
https://github.com/antonisa/
griko-italian-parallel-corpus
12
https://bitbucket.org/antonis/
grikoresource/src/master/

ventions from Italian, while the larger data set follows the concept of a phonological word. To investigate whether model performance improves by
augmenting data, we train models on the 330 sentences with or without the 10k sentences. Then,
we evaluate word alignment performance on the
330 sentences with the gold annotations, which
is a standard evaluation setup for unsupervised
word alignment methods such as GIZA++ and our
model.
Unlike the Na and Shipibo-Konibo data set,
Griko and Italian are very similar in many ways:
both languages use the Latin script, and their syntax is also very similar. Therefore, the main challenge comes from the limited data size and inconsistent orthography in Griko, both of which are
common problems when dealing with endangered
languages.
3.2 Baselines
We compare our model against various crosslingual models that are trained on a parallel corpus. First, we include Levy et al. (2017) and Sabet et al. (2020) as recent embedding-based baselines; we denote them as SENTID and BIS2V, respectively.13 SENTID assigns a sentence ID to
each set of parallel sentences and trains a Skip
Gram model that predicts the ID from each word
in the sentences. Recently, Marie and Fujita (2019)
have shown that this method can also be trained on
noisy data such as pseudo-parallel sentences generated by unsupervised machine translation models, and it outperforms VecMap (Artetxe et al.,
2018a), one of the best unsupervised mapping
methods in word translation tasks. As such, we expect it to be a strong baseline when dealing with
noisy data for endangered languages. BIS2V trains
a CBOW model named Bi-Sent2Vec, which predicts a masked word from the rest of the sentence
and its translation, and it significantly outperforms
other cross-lingual word embedding methods that
make use of a parallel corpus (e.g. BIVEC (Luong
et al., 2015a)) or bilingual dictionary (e.g. RCSLS
(Joulin et al., 2018)). Since BIS2V has a few relevant hyper-parameters, we tune them based on the
Na-English BLI performance of the model trained
13
We used the authors’ implementation:
https:
//bitbucket.org/omerlevy/xling_embeddings/
src/default
and
https://github.com/epfml/
Bi-Sent2Vec

for 1000 epochs.14 Regarding the vocabulary size
and word embedding dimension, we always use
the same values for the embedding-based baselines
and our model to ensure fairness.15
We also compare our model against statistical
word alignment methods, namely GIZA++16 (Och
and Ney, 2003) and Fast Align17 (Dyer et al., 2013).
These are pre-neural methods based on the IBM
models (Brown et al., 1993), and still serve as de
facto standard models to generate word alignments
(Cao et al., 2020; Aldarmaki and Diab, 2019).

the grow-diag-final-and heuristic to produce the final result. To calculate word similarity, we use
cross-domain similarity local scaling (CSLS Conneau et al. (2018)):

3.3

where cos(x, y) denotes cosine similarity between
x and y, and NT (x) and NS (y) denote the K nearest words to x or y in a target or source sentence;
we set K to 3 in the word alignment task.
For the Shipibo-Konibo–Spanish and Na–
{French, Chinese, English} pairs, we perform
bilingual lexicon induction (BLI). That is, for
each source word in a bilingual dictionary, we
extract the k nearest words from the whole target
vocabulary and see whether they are listed as
translations in the dictionary. We set k to 1 or 5,
and report precision-at-one and -five (“P@1” and
“P@5”, resp.). For evaluation, we use a ShipiboKonibo–Spanish dictionary (Maguiño-Valencia
et al., 2018) and Na–French–Chinese–English
dictionaries20 (Michaud, 2018). Based on extracting words that are present in the training
data, we identified 79, 262, 215 and 87 word
pairs for Shipibo-Konibo–Spanish, Na–French,
Na–Chinese, and Na–English.21
To perform
BLI with GIZA++ and Fast Align, we use their
probability tables in source-to-target alignments
to extract the top-k similar words.22 We also try
using the result of bidirectional word alignments:
we align each word to the most frequently aligned
words to it.23 For the word embedding methods,
we use CSLS again to measure word embedding
similarities. In BLI, NT (x) and NS (y) denote
the K closest words extracted from the whole
vocabulary, with K set to 10, following Conneau
et al. (2018).

Experimental Settings and Evaluation

In our experiments, we train cross-lingual embeddings for five language pairs: Griko–Italian,
Shipibo-Konibo–Spanish and Na–{French, Chinese, English}. In the Na data set, we also train
our model to generate multilingual word embeddings, where the four languages are embedded into
the same space. Since neural models can be unstable under extremely low-resource conditions, we
run the embedding-based baselines and our model
three times with different seeds, and report the average score.
For the Griko–Italian pair, we evaluate models on a cross-lingual word alignment task and report alignment accuracy (1 − AER). We evaluate
models using the gold alignments manually annotated on the 330 Griko–Italian sentences. To produce alignments using the statistical word alignment models (Giza++ and Fast Align), we train
them on the 330 sentences with or without additional 10k sentences from another corpus18 , and
combine forward and backward alignments using
the grow-diag-final-and heuristic.19 For the word
embedding-based methods, we train them on the
same data and align each word in a sentence to
the closest word in its translation using word embeddings. As with the statistical word alignment
baselines, we align words bidirectionally and use
14
The number of negatives sampling is set to 5, max length
of word n-gram to 2, and number of n-gram dropout to 1.
15
We always include all the words in the vocabulary and do
not use the <unk> token.
16
https://github.com/moses-smt/giza-pp
17
https://github.com/clab/fast_align
18
Note that word alignment is generally performed on seen
data, not on held-out data; the main objective of word alignment is to extract equivalent words from a parallel corpus, for
the purpose of building bilingual dictionaries (BLI), projecting annotation, e.g. POS tags between a parallel corpus, or
training SMT models.
19
Using the implementation at https://github.com/
clab/fast_align

CSLS(x, y) = 2 cos(x, y) −

1
K

1
−
K

20

∑

cos(x, yt )

yt ∈NT (x)

∑

cos(xt , y),

xt ∈NS (y)

https://github.com/alexis-michaud/na/tree/
master/DICTIONARY
21
Since the Shipibo-Konibo–Spanish parallel corpora contain pairs of words as well as sentences, we include them in
the evaluation data and remove them from training data
22
To avoid pruning low-probability words, in BLI we set the
counts increment cutoff and probability cutoff thresholds to 0
in GIZA++, and remove the probability cutoff in Fast Align.
23
We use the probability tables as a backup when there are
less than k aligned words

src–tgt

P@k

SENTID

BIS2V

Fast Align

GIZA++

Our Model

SG

CBOW

Ptable

+Align

Ptable

+Align

Word

+SWave

+SWcnn

nru–en

1
5

29.7
50.9

26.6
44.6

23.0
48.6

21.6
50.0

25.7
43.2

21.6
47.3

30.2
50.9

32.0
56.3

35.6
51.8

nru–fr

1
5

22.7
37.7

19.6
30.2

23.6
35.2

20.8
36.1

22.2
32.9

15.7
37.5

27.3
43.7

29.9
47.8

32.1
46.0

nru–zh

1
5

28.7
44.8

25.1
46.0

31.6
46.0

29.9
44.4

29.4
44.4

25.7
46.5

31.6
49.6

36.7
56.1

38.5
55.4

shp–es

1
5

25.1
45.9

26.2
38.8

31.1
47.5

32.8
47.5

34.4
42.6

26.2
45.9

35.0
54.6

35.0
57.9

35.5
59.0

Table 3: The performance (P@1 and P@5) of the baselines and our model on bilingual lexicon induction (BLI).
“Ptable” indicates the probability tables are used to retrieve words, and “+Align” indicates bidirectional alignments
are used with probability tables as backup. The scores for Our Model, SENTID and BIS2V are averaged over three
runs.

Word

+SWave

+SWcnn

src–tgt

P@k

bi

multi

bi

mult

bi

multi

nru–en

1
5

30.2
50.9

34.2
54.1

32.0
56.3

37.8
61.7

35.6
51.8

40.5
59.0

nru–fr

1
5

27.3
43.7

28.7
44.0

29.9
47.8

29.8
46.9

32.1
46.0

30.7
46.8

nru–zh

1
5

31.6
49.6

36.9
56.5

36.7
56.1

40.1
61.0

38.5
55.4

40.8
61.0

Table 4: Our model performance (P@1 and P@5)
on bilingual lexicon induction (BLI) when the model
is trained on two languages (“bi”) vs. four languages
(“multi”). All scores are averaged over three runs.

3.4

Model Selection

In machine learning, model selection plays an important role in attaining good performance. However, since our evaluation data (i.e. bilingual dictionaries and word alignment annotations) are extremely limited, we cannot build a validation set
for selecting the best model.24 Therefore, in all
the methods except for ours, we run the models
with different configurations and report the best
performance on the test data to show the upper
bound of the baseline methods, which clearly gives
a significant advantage to the baselines. For the
embedding-based baselines, we train the model for
1,000 epochs and check the performance on the test
data every 10 epochs, and report the best score. For
Fast Align and GIZA++, we train the model for 5
(default), 10, 15 or 20 iterations independently and
24

Besides, all the baseline methods do not use any validation data in practice because they are “unsupervised” in a way
they do not use any annotated data on a word-by-word basis.

report the best score.25
For our model, on the other hand, we use a
simple early-stopping criterion that does not rely
on any external data. First, we build a pseudo
bilingual dictionary from the training data, i.e.
a parallel corpus. To retrieve pseudo bilingual
word pairs, we compute the Dice Coefficient (Dice,
1945; Smadja et al., 1996) and extract the pairs of
words that are used at least 3 times in each language and whose Dice Coefficient is greater than
or equal to 0.8 across two languages. Using the
pseudo dictionary, we have our model perform the
BLI task every 10 epochs and choose the model
that achieves the best performance. We train our
model for 200 epochs in the Na and Griko bilingual experiments, and for 100 epochs otherwise.
3.5 Results
Table 3 shows the results for bilingual lexicon induction (BLI) for Na–{French, Chinese, English}
and Shipibo-Konibo–Spanish. It clearly shows
that our model outperforms all baseline models
by a large margin for every language pair. It
also shows that utilising shared subword embeddings (+SWave and +SWcnn ) further improves our
model. Compared to SENTID and BIS2V, our
model achieves better results even without subword information, demonstrating the efficiency of
utilising the encoder-decoder model. SENTID
mostly outperforms BIS2V, and this is probably
due to the fact that Skip Gram generally produces
25
For GIZA++, we use the same number of iterations for
HMM and IBM models 1, 3, and 4, following the default settings. We also train GIZA++ with the number of word classes
chosen among {10, 20, 30, 40, 50}

src–tgt

grk–it

#Sents
330
+10k

SENTID

BIS2V

Fast Align

GIZA++

Our Model

SG

CBOW

Align

Align

Word (static)

Word

+SWave

+SWcnn

66.7
61.8

65.3
58.1

90.2
87.1

93.3
81.0

88.0
86.6

93.1
92.6

93.4
93.0

93.5
93.0

Table 5: The performance (1 − AER) of baselines and Our Model on word alignment tasks. The second row
(+10k) is the result when the models utilise the additional 10k parallel sentences (with slightly different spelling
and tokenisation norms to the 330 parallel sentences). To align words, Our Model employs the encoder hidden
states u except for “Word (static)”, which uses static word embeddings E as in SENTID and BIS2V. Results for
Our Model, SENTID and BIS2V are averaged over three runs.

better word representations than CBOW when
trained on small data (Mikolov et al., 2013b), especially of magnitude smaller than 10k sentences
(Adams et al., 2017). Table 4 compares our bilingual and multilingual models. The multilingual
model is trained jointly on the three parallel corpora, sharing parameters among the four languages.
The table shows that our model achieves better performance overall when it is trained in a multilingual way. The large improvement is observed especially for Na–English and Na–Chinese language
pairs, where the number of the aligned sentences
is much smaller than that of the Na–French corpus.
This result demonstrates that our model is not only
able to embed multiple languages into the same
space, but also benefits from extra aligned sentences in additional languages. An obvious question to ask here is whether the generally higher results for multilingual training are due to the higher
volume of training data or multilinguality of the
data, a question which is surprisingly hard to answer definitively, because of the interaction between training data volume and vocabulary size
(impacting in turn on the evaluation).
Table 5 shows the results for the Griko–Italian
word alignment task. It clearly shows that our
model achieves the best results of all models.
This is particularly surprising given that encoderdecoder models are usually not effective when
trained on small-scale data of magnitude 100s of
sentence pairs. The result also shows that our
model produces much better static word embeddings than SENTID and BIS2V (88.0 vs. 66.7 and
65.3), which demonstrates the importance of taking word order information into account. When we
use the additional 10k sentences, the performance
of the baseline methods drops substantially, likely
because the two data sets have different punctuation, spelling and tokenisation, with the smaller
Griko corpus closely following Italian spelling

Model
Our Model (+SWave )
−subword
−Ewℓ i in Eqn. (7)
−
−Bkw (←
g)
−dropout
−weight tying
−reconstuction

nru–en

nru–fr

nru–zh

multi

32.0
30.2
27.5
30.2
27.9
24.3
0.9

29.9
27.3
21.4
28.6
25.1
23.4
1.2

36.7
31.6
40.8
34.9
29.6
29.0
0.4

35.9
33.3
28.2
33.1
27.0
32.5
34.8

Table 6: Ablation results for Our Model, based on P@1
for bilingual lexicon induction. “multi” indicates the
average P@1 of our multilingual model over the three
language pairs. All scores are averaged over three runs.

norms. On the other hand, our model achieves
good results under both conditions. This result
indicates that our model is robust to noisy data,
which is beneficial when dealing with real-world
data for endangered languages.

3.6 Ablation Studies
To investigate the effectiveness of our model, we
perform ablation studies, targeting: shared subword embeddings, word-specific embeddings Ewℓ i
in Eqn. (7), backward decoding, dropout, weight
tying, and the reconstruction objective. Table 6
shows the results. It indicates that the reconstruction objective plays a crucial role in the bilingual
setting: as our model uses different decoders for
each language, word embeddings are in completely
different spaces without the constraint of the reconstruction loss. In the multilingual setting, however, the reconstruction is not essential because
the model is trained to translate multiple languages
into the Na language using a single decoder, which
enforces the source languages to be encoded in
the same space. The table also shows that without word-specific embeddings, the model performance drops sharply for nru–en, nru–fr and multi,

but improves for nru–zh.26 This is presumably
because the number of Chinese character types
is very large, and words can be represented well
by their component characters only. Similarly, Li
et al. (2019) show that character-based models in
Chinese consistently outperform word-based models. The table also shows that weight tying is very
effective.27 We find this result intriguing: although
this technique is known to be effective in parameter reduction, it usually does not affect translation quality very much (Press and Wolf, 2017). In
our model, however, the parameter reduction of
language-specific embeddings is crucial, as it can
mitigate the risk of the model learning word embeddings in different spaces. It also introduces
more direct connections between source and target
word embeddings through attention. Dropout is
also very effective in all conditions, especially the
multilingual setting. Lastly, backward decoding
also improves performance, incorporating right-toleft contexts into the word embeddings.

4

Related Work

There are two main approaches to learn crosslingual word embeddings. This first is to learn a
matrix that maps pretrained monolingual embeddings into a common space. Most such methods
exploit bilingual dictionaries to learn the mapping
matrix (Mikolov et al., 2013b; Xing et al., 2015),
but recently a number of methods have succeeded
in aligning monolingual word embeddings without
supervision (Zhang et al., 2017; Conneau et al.,
2018; Artetxe et al., 2018a). However, Wada et al.
(2019) show that this approach does not work well
when there is insufficient monolingual data to pretrain fine-grained word embeddings. The second
approach is to jointly train cross-lingual embeddings in a common space. Most existing methods
extend the Skip Gram or CBOW models to incorporate cross-lingual information provided by parallel or comparable corpora (Vulic and Moens, 2016;
Levy et al., 2017; Dufter et al., 2018a,b; Luong
et al., 2015a; Sabet et al., 2020), or bilingual dictionaries (Gouws and Søgaard, 2015; Duong et al.,
2016). Recently, masked language models such as
XLM (Conneau and Lample, 2019) and mBERT
(Devlin et al., 2019) have been shown to gener26

In the multilingual model, the word-specific embeddings
enhance the performance among all the language pairs, including nru–zh.
27
Ablation of weight tying means that we train additional
parameters for the output layer

ate cross-lingual representations without parallel
data, but require an enormous amount of monolingual data, which is not readily available for endangered languages. Wada et al. (2019) show for languages that have a common word order, it is feasible to learn cross-lingual word embeddings with
limited monolingual data via LSTM-based multilingual language models.
Similar to our work, some papers use multilingual neural machine translation models to obtain cross-lingual representations. For instance,
Schwenk and Douze (2017) show that the encoder of a multilingual NMT model can generate cross-lingual sentence representations. Contrary to our work, however, previous work has
employed extremely large and/or multilingual data
aligned among more than two languages, such
as Europarl, United Nations and the TED corpus
(Eriguchi et al., 2018; Schwenk and Douze, 2017;
Artetxe and Schwenk, 2019; Hermann and Blunsom, 2014). Another difference is that their methods focus on learning cross-lingual sentence representations only (, not at a word level), as to measure
sentence similarities crosslingually or to solve sentence classification tasks.

5 Conclusion
In this work, we propose a new approach for learning contextualised cross-lingual word embeddings
using a very small parallel corpus. Our model obtains cross-lingual representations via an encoderdecoder model that performs bidirectional translation and reconstruction of an input sentence. We
also propose a simple method that combines word
and subword embeddings to make use of orthographic similarities across languages. We evaluate
our model on real-world data for the three endangered languages: Yongning Na, Shipibo-Konibo
and Griko. Experiments on bilingual lexicon induction and word alignment tasks show that our
model outperforms existing methods by a large
margin for most language pairs. This result demonstrates that, contrary to common belief, an encoderdecoder model can be trained well with as few as
330 parallel sentences to perform word translation.

Acknowledgement
We are grateful to Oliver Adams and Alexis
Michaud for providing us their pre-processing
code and detailed instructions for Na data.

References
Oliver Adams, Adam Makarucha, Graham Neubig,
Steven Bird, and Trevor Cohn. 2017. Cross-lingual
word embeddings for low-resource language modeling. In Proceedings of the 15th Conference of the
European Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Volume 1, Long Papers, pages
937–947, Valencia, Spain. Association for Computational Linguistics.
Hanan Aldarmaki and Mona Diab. 2019. Contextaware cross-lingual mapping. In Proceedings of the
2019 Conference of the North American Chapter of
the Association for Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, Volume 1 (Long and
Short Papers), pages 3906–3911, Minneapolis, Minnesota. Association for Computational Linguistics.
Antonios Anastasopoulos, Marika Lekakou, Josep
Quer, Eleni Zimianiti, Justin DeBenedetto, and
David Chiang. 2018. Part-of-speech tagging on an
endangered language: a parallel Griko-Italian resource. In Proceedings of the 27th International
Conference on Computational Linguistics, pages
2529–2539, Santa Fe, New Mexico, USA. Association for Computational Linguistics.
Mikel Artetxe, Gorka Labaka, and Eneko Agirre. 2018a.
A robust self-learning method for fully unsupervised
cross-lingual mappings of word embeddings. In Proceedings of the 56th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long
Papers), pages 789–798, Melbourne, Australia. Association for Computational Linguistics.
Mikel Artetxe, Gorka Labaka, Eneko Agirre, and
Kyunghyun Cho. 2018b. Unsupervised neural machine translation. In Proceedings of the 6th International Conference on Learning Representations,
Vancouver, BC, Canada.
Mikel Artetxe and Holger Schwenk. 2019.
Massively multilingual sentence embeddings for zeroshot cross-lingual transfer and beyond. Transactions of the Association for Computational Linguistics, 7:597–610.
Zhenisbek Assylbekov and Rustem Takhanov. 2018.
Reusing weights in subword-aware neural language
models. In Proceedings of the 2018 Conference of
the North American Chapter of the Association for
Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, Volume 1 (Long Papers), pages 1413–1423,
New Orleans, Louisiana. Association for Computational Linguistics.
Piotr Bojanowski, Edouard Grave, Armand Joulin, and
Tomas Mikolov. 2017. Enriching word vectors with
subword information. Transactions of the Association for Computational Linguistics, 5:135–146.
Peter F. Brown, Stephen A. Della Pietra, Vincent J.
Della Pietra, and Robert L. Mercer. 1993. The mathematics of statistical machine translation: Parameter

estimation. Computational Linguistics, 19(2):263–
311.
Gina Bustamante, Arturo Oncevay, and Roberto
Zariquiey. 2020. No data to crawl? monolingual
corpus creation from PDF files of truly low-resource
languages in Peru. In Proceedings of the 12th Language Resources and Evaluation Conference, pages
2914–2923, Marseille, France. European Language
Resources Association.
Steven Cao, Nikita Kitaev, and Dan Klein. 2020. Multilingual alignment of contextual word representations. In Proceedings of the 8th International Conference on Learning Representations, Virtual Conference, Formerly Addis Ababa, Ethiopia.
Pi-Chuan Chang, Michel Galley, and Christopher D.
Manning. 2008. Optimizing Chinese word segmentation for machine translation performance. In Proceedings of the Third Workshop on Statistical Machine Translation, pages 224–232, Columbus, Ohio.
Association for Computational Linguistics.
Alexis Conneau and Guillaume Lample. 2019. Crosslingual language model pretraining. In H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, A. Beygelzimer, F. d'Alché-Buc,
E. Fox, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 32, pages 7059–
7069. Curran Associates, Inc.
Alexis Conneau, Guillaume Lample, Marc’Aurelio Ranzato, Ludovic Denoyer, and Hervé Jégou. 2018.
Word translation without parallel data. In Proceedings of the 6th International Conference on Learning
Representations, Vancouver, BC, Canada.
Jacob Devlin, Ming-Wei Chang, Kenton Lee, and
Kristina Toutanova. 2019. BERT: Pre-training of
deep bidirectional transformers for language understanding. In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference
of the North American Chapter of the Association
for Computational Linguistics: Human Language
Technologies, Volume 1 (Long and Short Papers),
pages 4171–4186, Minneapolis, Minnesota. Association for Computational Linguistics.
Lee R. Dice. 1945. Measures of the amount of ecologic
association between species. Ecology, 26(3):297–
302.
Thi-Ngoc-Diep Do, Alexis Michaud, and Eric Castelli.
2014. Towards the automatic processing of Yongning Na (Sino-Tibetan): developing a ’light’ acoustic model of the target language and testing ’heavyweight’ models from five national languages. In
4th International Workshop on Spoken Language
Technologies for Under-resourced Languages (SLTU
2014), pages 153–160, St Petersburg, Russia.
Philipp Dufter, Mengjie Zhao, Martin Schmitt, Alexander Fraser, and Hinrich Schütze. 2018a. Embedding
learning through multilingual concept induction. In
Proceedings of the 56th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1:

Long Papers), pages 1520–1530, Melbourne, Australia. Association for Computational Linguistics.
Philipp Dufter, Mengjie Zhao, and Hinrich Schütze.
2018b. Multilingual embeddings jointly induced
from contexts and concepts: Simple, strong and scalable. CoRR, abs/1811.00586.
Long Duong, Hiroshi Kanayama, Tengfei Ma, Steven
Bird, and Trevor Cohn. 2016. Learning crosslingual
word embeddings without bilingual corpora. In Proceedings of the 2016 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing, pages 1285–
1295, Austin, Texas. Association for Computational
Linguistics.
Chris Dyer, Victor Chahuneau, and Noah A. Smith.
2013. A simple, fast, and effective reparameterization of IBM model 2. In Proceedings of the
2013 Conference of the North American Chapter of
the Association for Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, pages 644–648, Atlanta, Georgia. Association for Computational Linguistics.
Akiko Eriguchi, Melvin Johnson, Orhan Firat, Hideto
Kazawa, and Wolfgang Macherey. 2018. Zero-shot
cross-lingual classification using multilingual neural
machine translation. CoRR, abs/1809.04686.
Ana-Paula Galarreta, Andrés Melgar, and Arturo Oncevay. 2017. Corpus creation and initial SMT experiments between Spanish and Shipibo-konibo. In
Proceedings of the International Conference Recent
Advances in Natural Language Processing, RANLP
2017, pages 238–244, Varna, Bulgaria. INCOMA
Ltd.
Stephan Gouws and Anders Søgaard. 2015. Simple
task-specific bilingual word embeddings. In Proceedings of the 2015 Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational
Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, pages
1386–1390, Denver, Colorado. Association for Computational Linguistics.
Karl Moritz Hermann and Phil Blunsom. 2014. Multilingual models for compositional distributed semantics. In Proceedings of the 52nd Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics
(Volume 1: Long Papers), pages 58–68, Baltimore,
Maryland. Association for Computational Linguistics.
Sepp Hochreiter and Jürgen Schmidhuber. 1997.
Long short-term memory. Neural computation,
9(8):1735–1780.
Junjie Hu, Sebastian Ruder, Aditya Siddhant, Graham Neubig, Orhan Firat, and Melvin Johnson.
2020. Xtreme: A massively multilingual multi-task
benchmark for evaluating cross-lingual generalization. CoRR, abs/2003.11080.

Hakan Inan, Khashayar Khosravi, and Richard Socher.
2017. Tying word vectors and word classifiers: A
loss framework for language modeling. In Proceedings of the 5th International Conference on Learning
Representations, Toulon, France.
Melvin Johnson, Mike Schuster, Quoc V. Le, Maxim
Krikun, Yonghui Wu, Zhifeng Chen, Nikhil Thorat,
Fernanda Viégas, Martin Wattenberg, Greg Corrado,
Macduff Hughes, and Jeffrey Dean. 2017. Google’s
multilingual neural machine translation system: Enabling zero-shot translation. Transactions of the Association for Computational Linguistics, 5:339–351.
Armand Joulin, Piotr Bojanowski, Tomas Mikolov,
Hervé Jégou, and Edouard Grave. 2018. Loss in
translation: Learning bilingual word mapping with
a retrieval criterion. In Proceedings of the 2018
Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing, pages 2979–2984, Brussels, Belgium. Association for Computational Linguistics.
Diederik P. Kingma and Jimmy Ba. 2015. Adam: A
method for stochastic optimization. In Proceedings
of the 3rd International Conference on Learning Representations.
Taku Kudo and John Richardson. 2018. SentencePiece:
A simple and language independent subword tokenizer and detokenizer for neural text processing. In
Proceedings of the 2018 Conference on Empirical
Methods in Natural Language Processing: System
Demonstrations, pages 66–71, Brussels, Belgium.
Association for Computational Linguistics.
Guillaume Lample, Alexis Conneau, Ludovic Denoyer,
and Marc’Aurelio Ranzato. 2018. Unsupervised machine translation using monolingual corpora only. In
Proceedings of the 6th International Conference on
Learning Representations, Vancouver, BC, Canada.
Omer Levy, Anders Søgaard, and Yoav Goldberg. 2017.
A strong baseline for learning cross-lingual word embeddings from sentence alignments. In Proceedings
of the 15th Conference of the European Chapter of
the Association for Computational Linguistics: Volume 1, Long Papers, pages 765–774, Valencia, Spain.
Association for Computational Linguistics.
Xiaoya Li, Yuxian Meng, Xiaofei Sun, Qinghong Han,
Arianna Yuan, and Jiwei Li. 2019. Is word segmentation necessary for deep learning of Chinese representations? In Proceedings of the 57th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics,
pages 3242–3252, Florence, Italy. Association for
Computational Linguistics.
Thang Luong, Hieu Pham, and Christopher D. Manning. 2015a. Bilingual word representations with
monolingual quality in mind. In Proceedings of the
1st Workshop on Vector Space Modeling for Natural
Language Processing, pages 151–159, Denver, Colorado. Association for Computational Linguistics.

Thang Luong, Hieu Pham, and Christopher D. Manning. 2015b. Effective approaches to attention-based
neural machine translation. In Proceedings of the
2015 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing, pages 1412–1421, Lisbon,
Portugal. Association for Computational Linguistics.
Diego Maguiño-Valencia, Arturo Oncevay-Marcos,
and Marco A. Sobrevilla Cabezudo. 2018. WordNetshp: Towards the building of a lexical database for
a Peruvian minority language. In Proceedings of
the Eleventh International Conference on Language
Resources and Evaluation (LREC-2018), Miyazaki,
Japan. European Languages Resources Association
(ELRA).
Benjamin Marie and Atsushi Fujita. 2019. Unsupervised joint training of bilingual word embeddings. In
Proceedings of the 57th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics, pages 3224–
3230, Florence, Italy. Association for Computational
Linguistics.
Boyd Michailovsky, Martine Mazaudon, Alexis
Michaud, Séverine Guillaume, Alexandre François,
and Evangelia Adamou. 2014. Documenting and
researching endangered languages: the Pangloss
Collection. In Language Documentation & Conservation, volume 8, pages 119–135. ”University of
Hawaii Press”.
Alexis Michaud. 2017. Tone in Yongning Na: lexical
tones and morphotonology, volume 13 of Studies in
Diversity Linguistics. Language Science Press.
Alexis Michaud. 2018. Na (Mosuo)-English-Chinese
dictionary. https://halshs.archives-ouvertes.
fr/halshs-01204638, Version 1.2.
Tomas Mikolov, Kai Chen, Greg Corrado, and Jeffrey
Dean. 2013a. Efficient estimation of word representations in vector space. In Proceedings of the 1st International Conference on Learning Representations
(Workshop), Scottsdale, Arizona, USA.
Tomas Mikolov, Quoc V. Le, and Ilya Sutskever. 2013b.
Exploiting similarities among languages for machine
translation. CoRR, abs/1309.4168.
Christopher Moseley, editor. 2010. Atlas of the World’s
Languages in Danger, 3rd edn. UNESCO Publishing, Paris. Online version: http://www.unesco.
org/culture/en/endangeredlanguages/atlas.
Toan Nguyen and David Chiang. 2018. Improving lexical choice in neural machine translation. In Proceedings of the 2018 Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational
Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, Volume 1 (Long Papers), pages 334–343, New Orleans,
Louisiana. Association for Computational Linguistics.
Franz Josef Och and Hermann Ney. 2003. A systematic
comparison of various statistical alignment models.
Computational Linguistics, 29(1):19–51.

Razvan Pascanu, Tomas Mikolov, and Yoshua Bengio.
2013. On the difficulty of training recurrent neural
networks. In Proceedings of the 30th International
Conference on Machine Learning, ICML 2013, Atlanta, GA, USA, 16-21 June 2013, pages 1310–1318.
Matthew Peters, Mark Neumann, Mohit Iyyer, Matt
Gardner, Christopher Clark, Kenton Lee, and Luke
Zettlemoyer. 2018. Deep contextualized word representations. In Proceedings of the 2018 Conference
of the North American Chapter of the Association for
Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, Volume 1 (Long Papers), pages 2227–2237,
New Orleans, Louisiana. Association for Computational Linguistics.
Ofir Press and Lior Wolf. 2017. Using the output embedding to improve language models. In Proceedings of the 15th Conference of the European Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics:
Volume 2, Short Papers, pages 157–163, Valencia,
Spain. Association for Computational Linguistics.
Ali Sabet, Prakhar Gupta, Jean-Baptiste Cordonnier,
Robert West, and Martin Jaggi. 2020. Robust crosslingual embeddings from parallel sentences. ArXiv
1912.12481.
Holger Schwenk and Matthijs Douze. 2017. Learning joint multilingual sentence representations with
neural machine translation. In Proceedings of the
2nd Workshop on Representation Learning for NLP,
pages 157–167, Vancouver, Canada. Association for
Computational Linguistics.
Frank Smadja, Kathleen R. McKeown, and Vasileios
Hatzivassiloglou. 1996. Translating collocations for
bilingual lexicons: A statistical approach. Computational Linguistics, 22(1):1–38.
Nitish Srivastava, Geoffrey Hinton, Alex Krizhevsky,
Ilya Sutskever, and Ruslan Salakhutdinov. 2014.
Dropout: A simple way to prevent neural networks
from overfitting. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 15:1929–1958.
Pilar M. Valenzuela. 1997. Basic verb types and argument structures in shipibo-conibo. Master’s thesis,
University of Oregon.
Alonso Vasquez, Renzo Ego Aguirre, Candy Angulo, John Miller, Claudia Villanueva, Željko Agić,
Roberto Zariquiey, and Arturo Oncevay. 2018. Toward Universal Dependencies for Shipibo-konibo. In
Proceedings of the Second Workshop on Universal
Dependencies (UDW 2018), pages 151–161, Brussels, Belgium. Association for Computational Linguistics.
Ivan Vulic and Marie-Francine Moens. 2016. Bilingual
distributed word representations from documentaligned comparable data. Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research, 55(1):953–994.

Takashi Wada, Tomoharu Iwata, and Yuji Matsumoto.
2019. Unsupervised multilingual word embedding
with limited resources using neural language models. In Proceedings of the 57th Annual Meeting of
the Association for Computational Linguistics, pages
3113–3124, Florence, Italy. Association for Computational Linguistics.
Jiateng Xie, Zhilin Yang, Graham Neubig, Noah A.
Smith, and Jaime Carbonell. 2018. Neural crosslingual named entity recognition with minimal resources. In Proceedings of the 2018 Conference on
Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing,
pages 369–379, Brussels, Belgium. Association for
Computational Linguistics.
Chao Xing, Dong Wang, Chao Liu, and Yiye Lin. 2015.
Normalized word embedding and orthogonal transform for bilingual word translation. In Proceedings
of the 2015 Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics:
Human Language Technologies, pages 1006–1011.
Association for Computational Linguistics.
Marcely Zanon Boito, Antonios Anastasopoulos,
Aline Villavicencio, Laurent Besacier, and Marika
Lekakou. 2018. A Small Griko-Italian Speech
Translation Corpus. In Proceedings of the 6th
International Workshop on Spoken Language Technologies for Under-Resourced Languages, pages
29–31, Gurugram, India. International Speech
Communication Association.
Meng Zhang, Yang Liu, Huanbo Luan, and Maosong
Sun. 2017. Adversarial training for unsupervised
bilingual lexicon induction. In Proceedings of the
55th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers),
pages 1959–1970, Vancouver, Canada. Association
for Computational Linguistics.

