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Abstract
Simultaneous interpretation (Sl), the translation of one language to another in real time, starts translation before the
original speech has finished. Its evaluation needs to consider both latency and quality. This trade-off is challenging
especially for distant word order language pairs such as English and Japanese. To handle this word order gap,
interpreters maintain the word order of the source language as much as possible to keep up with original language to
minimize its latency while maintaining its quality, whereas in translation reordering happens to keep fluency in the
target language. This means outputs synchronized with the source language are desirable based on the real SI
situation, and it's a key for further progress in computational S| and simultaneous machine translation (SiMT). In this
work, we propose an automatic evaluation metric for Sl and SiMT focusing on word order synchronization. Our
evaluation metric is based on rank correlation coefficients, leveraging cross-lingual pre-trained language models. Our
experimental results on NAIST-SIC-Aligned and JNPC showed our metrics’ effectiveness to measure word order

synchronization between source and target language.
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1. Introduction

Simultaneous Interpretation (Sl) is the task of deliv-
ering translation in real-time, allowing the audience
to understand the contents without significant de-
lays. One challenge is to balance the trade-off
between latency and quality, which is particularly
difficult with different word-order language pairs
such as English and Japanese. Interpreters avoid
word reordering and keep source language word
order as much as possible to achieve good qual-
ity and minimal delay with limited working memory.
This is called the first-in-first-out (FIFO) strategy.

While there have been growing research inter-
ests in computational approaches to Sl, called Si-
multaneous Machine Translation (SiMT), most pre-
vious studies (Gu et al., 2017; Ma et al., 2019) still
rely largely on offline translation data due to the
size limitation of Sl corpora. Such offline transla-
tion data are not sufficient to learn the FIFO strategy,
so the SiMT still suffers from difficulty in translating
in the FIFO manner. Table 1 shows an example of
English-Japanese word order differences between
offline translation and Sl. Consider the Sl: in En-
glish, the words “every year” come at the end of
the sentence, whereas in Japanese the translation
of “every year” comes at the middle. This indicates
the interpretation has already started in the middle
of the source speech to reduce the latency. On the
other hand, “every year” is translated at the begin-
ning of the offline translation. This indicates the
translation needs to wait until the end of this source
speech segment, which increases the latency.

In this work, we aim to evaluate this word order
difference in Sl and SiMT to estimate their possi-
ble latency increase. Word reordering negatively
affects the performances for both human Sl and
computational SiMT. For this reason, word order
synchronization is essential to reduce latency and
needs to be addressed as one of the aspects for
its evaluation. We propose an evaluation metric
to measure word order synchronization between
source language inputs and target language out-
puts for S| and SiMT, inspired by previous work on
automatic machine translation evaluation. We ap-
proach to this problem leveraging the methodology
of BERTScore (Zhang et al., 2020) to find source-
target word alignment for calculating word order
synchronization as a rank correlation coefficient as
Isozaki et al. (2010). The vector similarity-based
alignment in BERTScore can be easily extended to
our cross-lingual problem using multilingual BERT
(Devlin et al., 2019). We investigate the useful-
ness of the proposed metric using an English-to-
Japanese Sl corpus (Zhao et al., 2023; Matsushita
et al., 2020a). The results indicate that S| shows
better word order synchronization with source lan-
guage inputs than offline translation in translating
relatively long sentences.

2. Related Work
2.1. Word Order Synchronization for
Delay Reduction

Sl and SiMT should be evaluated considering both
delay and accuracy. Mieno et al. (2015) reported



Source

(1) Out of seven / (2) large public corporations / (3) commit / (4) frauds / (5) every year.

Simultaneous

BTV D | THICTHIL / E ) RIEFF A%/ LTOET.

Interpretation [ (2) large public corporation / (1) out of seven / (5) every year / (4) frauds / (3) commit ]
Offline AR I RAOZED [T /b RIEAT R % /v Tn E .
Translation [ (5) every year / (2) large public corporation / (1) out of seven / (4) frauds / (3) commit ]

Table 1: Example of word order differences

translation delay affected human evaluation results
for SIMT. One effective approach to delay reduc-
tion is synchronizing translation outputs with in-
puts, thereby reducing word order discrepancies
between the source and target languages, as pro-
fessional interpreters do (He et al., 2016; Cai et al.,
2020; Doi et al., 2021). Our work measures the
word order difference to evaluate its delay.

2.2. Evaluation of Simultaneous
Interpretation

There are two famous human evaluation metrics
for SI: NAATI (National Accreditation Authority For
Translators and Interpreters) Metrics (NAATI, 2023)
and EU Metrics (Union, 2023), which primarily as-
sess the overall interpreter’s performance rather
than the quality of a certain interpretation result. In
contrast, this work investigates the S| word order
synchronization on a sentence-by-sentence basis.

2.3. Automatic MT Evaluation

BLEU (Papineni et al., 2002) has been used in
almost all previous studies in SIMT (Ma et al.,
2019). RIBES (Isozaki et al., 2010) considers the
word order difference using rank correlation coeffi-
cients. Recent embedding-based metrics aim for
semantics-oriented evaluation free from surface-
level matching. BERTscore (Zhang et al., 2020)
uses token similarity considering explicit token
alignment between the hypothesis and reference.
COMET (Rei et al., 2020) uses sentence-level
embeddings leveraging a multilingual pre-trained
model, and it has been extended to reference-free
COMET-QE (Rei et al., 2021). Our method is moti-
vated by RIBES, BERTScore, and COMET-QE for
measuring word order synchronization.

2.4. Latency Evaluation

Previous SiMT studies measure the latency using
Average Lagging (Ma et al., 2019) and its variants
(Arivazhagan et al., 2019; Papi et al., 2022). These
metrics measure the SiMT delay without consider-
ing the input and output semantic correspondence.
Sl studies use Ear Voice Span (EVS; Robbe, 2019)
as an intuitive latency measure based on the time

lag between the original utterances and the corre-
sponding Sls. This work quantifies the word order
synchronization that should affect the latency in SI
and SiMT for investigating the techniques to reduce
the latency, instead of using timestamps.

3. Prerequisites

As mentioned earlier, we measure the word order
synchronization between the input and output. We
use the following techniques used in previous au-
tomatic MT evaluation metrics.

3.1.

BERTScore uses greedy token alignment for
hypothesis tokens h; against reference tokens
Ty, Tn @S @; = argmax; cos(h;,r;),where a;
stands for the index of the reference token aligned
to h;, h; and r; are the embedding vectors. We can
easily apply the original monolingual BERTScore to
the cross-lingual situation using multilingual BERT.

Although bilingual word alignment (Brown et al.,
1993; Jalili Sabet et al., 2020; Dou and Neubig,
2021) is popular for this problem, we did not obtain
satisfactory results in our preliminary experiments
probably due to surface-level non-parallelism in S,
including summarizations, omissions, etc (He et al.,
2016).

Token Alignment in BERTScore

3.2. Word Order synchronization as Rank
Correlation

Isozaki et al. (2010) measures the word order syn-
chronization using Kendall’s 7 rank correlation co-
efficients between hypothesis and reference. Once
we have explicit word alignment between hypothe-
sis and reference, we can calculate rank correlation
coefficients using the indices of aligned words.

4. Proposed Method

We propose a word order synchronization metric
for Sl and SiMT based on cross-lingual token align-
ment.

Suppose we have an English input “I ate apples
yesterday.” and the corresponding Japanese trans-
lation “F.1X (/) / WEH (yesterday) / W A % (ap-
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Figure 1: Proposed metrics scores with varying the
alignment threshold.

ple)/ fAXF L 7=. (ate),” where slashes represent
boundaries of English words and Japanese chunks
(in bunsetsu). Note that this is a simplified example
and the actual tokenization is in subwords. If we
have the correct alignment, we obtain the integer
list [1, 4, 3, 2] to represent the word reordering
happened in the translation. In this work, we use
Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient p instead
of Kendall’s T to take the reordering distance into
account. In the example above, p is equal to 0.2,
which indicates little rank correlation.

Here, we suffer from many noisy alignments due
to the non-parallelism mentioned above. To ad-
dress this, we apply two heuristics to identify re-
liable bilingual alignment. First, we discard align-
ments with English function words because they do
not always have clear word-level correspondence
between different languages. We identify function
words based on their part-of-speech tags using the
function word list of SpaCy. Second, we ignore
non-reliable alignments with cosine similarity below
a certain threshold 6.

5. Experiments

We conducted the following two experiments to
investigate the effectiveness of the proposed metric
on actual Sl and offline translation.

5.1.

In the first experiment, we compared offline trans-
lation with Sl using the proposed metric. We used
NAIST-SIC-Aligned (Zhao et al., 2023), a collection
of English-to-Japanese Sl for TED Talks with auto-
matic segment-level alignment. It consists of triples
of English talk transcripts, Japanese offline trans-
lation subtitles, and transcripts of Japanese Sl by
professional interpreters. We extracted 212 talks
interpreted by interpreters with more than 15 years
experience to focus on high-quality interpretations.

Setup

N Offline Simultaneous
align translation interpretation
2 0.7087 (4614) 0.7297 (2269)
3 0.6933 (2823) 0.7242 (1014)
4 0.7188 (1598)  0.7772 (428)
5 0.7293 (945)  0.7941 (175)
6 0.7233 (510) 0.8054 (86)

Table 2: Proposed metric scores for Sl and of-

fline translation with 6=0.71, varying Ng;g. (the
minimum number of aligned English words). The
numbers in parentheses indicate the number of
segments evaluated.

Sl by less experienced interpreters made it difficult
to find semantic correspondence robustly due to
interpretation errors. We reserve analyses of the
less experienced interpretations as future work.

In the second experiment, we investigated the
correlation of the proposed metric to human judg-
ment. We used one talk session from Japan Na-
tional Press Club (JNPC) Interpreting Corpus (Mat-
sushita et al., 2020b), a collection of English-to-
Japanese Sl for press conferences. The Sl tran-
scripts were evaluated by a Japanese-native pro-
fessional interpreter using Multidimensional Quality
Metrics (MQM) (Lommel et al., 2014; Agarwal et al.,
2023) from the viewpoint of her S| expertise. We
chose 25 segments out of 172, which are longer
than 30 words and have more than three aligned
words, according to our findings in the first experi-
ment.

5.2. Comparison between offline
translation and simultaneous
interpretation

For the first experiment, Figure 1 shows the re-
sults with different alignment thresholds 6, and
Table 2 shows the details with §=0.71. We com-
pared the scores for different subsets in the whole
dataset varying the number of aligned English
words (Ngign) for two reasons. One is that the
number of elements affects the stability of the cor-
relation coefficients. The other is that a long sen-
tence with large N, is affected by the reordering
more than a short one. Here, note that the scores
with the same N4, cannot be compared directly
because of the difference in the evaluated subsets.

The results show larger 6 and N4, resulted
in larger metric scores and stronger word order
synchronization in Sl. These findings suggest that
Sl outputs synchronize the input word order more
than offline translation for long sentences in which
we can identify many reliable word alignments. On
the contrary, the difference between offline and S



Source

1) I learned / (2) new characters / (3) every day / (4) during the course of the next 15 years.

Simultaneous

4) Z N h 5154 (during the course of the next 15 years) / (3) T4 - & (every day) /

(1)

4) (

(2) #T L\ UF % (new characters) | (1) 22A T& £ L 7=, (I learned)
(4)

)

Interpretation
Offline 4) Z D155 (during the course of the next 15 years) / (3) & H (every day) /
Translation 2) #r L WS % (new characters) / (1) X L /=. (I learned)
Table 3: Example for a short segment
Source (1) Now mathematicians / (2) have been hiding and writing / (3) messages in / (4) the genetic

code / (5) for a long time / (6) but/ (7) it's clear / (8) they were mathematicians and not biologists
/ (9) because if you write long messages with / (10) the code / (11) that the mathematicians
developed / (12) it would more than likely lead to / (13) new proteins being synthesized / (14)
with unknown functions.

Simultaneous

(1) #2813 ( Now mathematicians) / (3) CPH7% 4 vt — % (messages in) / (4) i {x

Interpretation 2 — K T ( the genetic code) / (2) {F > TKi=A T3 . ( have been hiding and writing) /
B) IFeH Lnl (but)/ (1) BEHIIENZETIIH Y £+ A. (Mathematicians are not
biologists.) % L THi#E > TaMLFHBRTT /(A HL WY 7 HEERLTL EFHERT
9. (It means synthesizing a new protein.)

Offline (5) £\ [ (for a long time) / (4) i {2 — RIC (the genetic code) / (3) * v &— =& Z AL
Translation 12813 (messages in) / (1) ##4 h* (Now mathematicians) / (2) 7T-> C& £ L /=. (have been

writing) / (8) B 13 W% Tlddh Y £ ¥ A (Mathematicians are not biologists) / (11) i
FHh3(ERk L 7= (the mathematicians developed) / (10)a — R % {ii 5 T (the code) / (9) F\» A v
=% E =L 3 5 & (if you write long messages with) / (14) KHIDOEEBEZ IF - 7= (with
unknown functions) / (13) Tt L\x ¥ > »x 7 H D GHXIC (new proteins being synthesized) / (12)
25 ZETL & 9. (It would more than likely lead to)

Table 4: Example for a long segment

was not so large with small Noig,. Metric Score
We discuss the findings above using examples. COMET-QE 0161
Table 3 shows an example for a short segment.
. ; BERTScore(F1) 0.1111
We can see the interpretation reversed the word
Proposed -0.497

order same as the offline translation. This suggests
the interpreter can choose natural Japanese word
order for this short input, which results in a small
metric score discrepancy between Sl and offline
translation. In contrast, as shown in the long seg-
ment example in Table 4, the S| was kept aligned
with the original content order in English more than
the offline translation. This is due to the difficulty
in long distance reordering in Sl due to the time
constraints and the limitation of the interpreter’s
working memory, which is also suggested by some
omissions. The offline translation includes more
reordering for maintaining fluency, even though this
translation seems to be synchronized with the in-
put without reordering the latter part of the segment
starting with “because” to the beginning, probably
came from the translation style in TED Talks em-
ploying subtitles, which differs slightly from offline
translation. This kind of difference should result in
the metric score discrepancy observed in Table 2.

Finally, we investigated the relationship between
word order synchronization and human judgment of
the interpretation quality. Table 5 shows the Pear-

Table 5: Pearson correlation to MQM-based hu-
man judgement with a focus on long segments

son correlation coefficients between the metrics
scores (COMET-QE, BERTScore (F1), and the pro-
posed metric) and the MQM error score. The pro-
posed metric demonstrated a negative correlation
to human judgment, while the others showed little
correlation probably due to the difficulty of quality
measurement of Sl using the current automatic MT
evaluation metrics. This result supports the useful-
ness of the measurement of word order synchro-
nization for Sl evaluation. The findings highlight the
need for a specialized approach to the evaluation
of Sl and SiMT not in the word-by-word semantic
equivalence but in the appropriate content delivery
under real-time constraints.



6. Conclusion

In this work, we propose a word order synchroniza-
tion metric based on rank correlation coefficients
leveraging a simple word alignment motivated by
BERTScore. Our metric revealed stronger word
order synchronization of Sl for long input segments
than that of offline translation through the exper-
iments using an English-to-Japanese Sl corpus.
Future work includes more robust synchronization
evaluation for Sl and SiMT with summarizations,
paraphrasing, omissions, etc., and quality evalua-
tion specialized in Sl and SiMT.
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