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Bilingual lexicons play a crucial role in various Natural Language Processing tasks. However, many low-
resource languages (LRLs) do not have such lexicons, and due to the same reason, cannot benefit from the
supervised Bilingual Lexicon Induction (BLI) techniques. To address this, unsupervised BLI (UBLI) techniques
were introduced. A prominent technique in this line is structure-based UBLI. It is an iterative method, where a
seed lexicon, which is initially learned from monolingual embeddings is iteratively improved. There have
been numerous improvements to this core idea, however they have been experimented with independently
of each other. In this paper, we investigate whether using these techniques simultaneously would lead to
equal gains. We use the unsupervised version of VecMap, a commonly used structure-based UBLI framework,
and carry out a comprehensive set of experiments using the LRL pairs, English-Sinhala, English-Tamil, and
English-Punjabi. These experiments helped us to identify the best combination of the extensions. We also
release bilingual dictionaries for English-Sinhala and English-Punjabi.
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1 Introduction
A bilingual lexicon (aka bilingual dictionary) consists of a list of words in one language, along
with the corresponding translations in another language. Bilingual lexicons have long been used
to improve the performance of other Natural Language Processing (NLP) tasks such as Machine
Translation [4], Information Retrieval [46], and cross-lingual Named Entity Recognition [31]. They
are specifically useful in the context of Low-Resource Languages (LRLs) [13, 15, 18, 25, 32, 35, 49].
However, due to the data scarcity of LRLs, many of them may not have manually developed

bilingual lexicons. As a solution, researchers have proposed ways to automatically induce bilingual
lexicons, which is known as Bilingual Lexicon Induction (BLI) [43]. Early research used techniques
such as those that exploit the similarity of word co-occurrences and the similarity of morphological
structures of words [21]. However, starting from the pioneering work of Mikolov et al. [34],
techniques that make use of word embeddings have been at the forefront of BLI.
Techniques such as the one presented by Mikolov et al. [34] are supervised, meaning that they

require a bilingual lexicon (seed lexicon) to train the BLI model. However, many LRLs may not
have such initial bilingual lexicons. As a solution, unsupervised BLI (UBLI) techniques have been
introduced. These techniques rely solely on monolingual data. UBLI techniques can be broadly
categorized into two: joint learning techniques and post-alignment techniques. In joint learning
techniques, a neural network model is trained using monolingual data belonging to the two
languages such that the resulting model captures the cross-lingual representations [12].
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2 Rathnayake et al.

Post-alignment techniques, which have been more commonly used, start from the monolingual
embeddings of the two languages and learn a mapping across their distributions. Post-alignment
techniques can be further categorized as adversarial techniques and structure-based methods [42].
Adversarial methods suffer from the limitations of the underlying adversarial models they use. In
contrast, structure-based methods have shown to be more flexible and robust, and have been the
state-of-the-art for UBLI [42]. Most structure-based methods are iterative [1, 22] - meaning that a
seed lexicon is initially created, which is used to learn an optimal mapping between the embedding
spaces of the two languages. A new lexicon is induced using the aligned embeddings, which is
again used to further improve the alignment. This process is iteratively done until convergence.

It is possible to improve structure-based UBLI by improved embedding generation techniques [9,
36, 37, 50], embedding pre-processing techniques [5, 11, 45] and embedding initialization tech-
niques [3, 10, 16, 28, 42]. However, these techniques have been experimented independently of
each other, and it is not clear whether they would be still effective if simultaneously used.

In order to answer this question, we select the commonly used structure-based UBLI framework
introduced byArtetxe et al. [3] and extended it with a combination of the aforementioned techniques.
This unsupervised framework was designed by extending their supervised self-learning framework
VecMap [2]. We carry out an extensive set of experiments for three LRL pairs, English-Sinhala
(EnSi), English-Tamil (EnTa) and English-Punjabi (EnPa).

The contributions of this paper are as follows:
• We carry out an extensive set of experiments on the combinations of different extensions to
the structure-based UBLI systems using the unsupervised VecMap framework (UVecMap)
and identify the most effective combination.

• We release new human-curated bilingual lexicons for English-Sinhala and English-Punjabi.
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses the UVecMap Framework, and

its subsequent extensions, as well as BLI for LRLs. Section 3 discusses how the various extensions
on UVecMap were implemented. Section 4 discusses the experiment setup and Section 5 discusses
the results. Finally, Section 6 concludes the paper with a look into the future.

2 Related Work
2.1 Structure-based UBLI with VecMap
The UVecMap framework is shown in Figure 1. Note that UVecMap assumes that pre-trained word
embeddings are already available for the considered languages. During the normalization step,
the embeddings are length normalized, mean centered across each dimension, and again length
normalized.

In the second step, embeddings are initialized in an unsupervised manner. To do this, an alterna-
tive representation of the normalized source and target embeddings is derived as follows: given
that the normalized embeddings for the source and target are 𝑋 and 𝑍 respectively, similarity
matrix𝑀𝑋 corresponding to the source and the similarity matrix𝑀𝑍 corresponding to the target
are first derived. Ideally, if the two embedding spaces were perfectly isometric1,𝑀𝑋 and𝑀𝑍 would
be equivalent, apart from a permutation of their rows and columns. However, this is rarely the case
in practice. To approximate alignment, each row in𝑀𝑋 and𝑀𝑍 are independently sorted and their
square root is calculated. This provides the initial dictionary.

During the self-learning step, the algorithm iteratively refines the cross-lingual embeddings until
convergence by performing a sequence of optimization tasks. First, an optimal orthogonal mapping
that maximizes the similarities for the current dictionary (D) is derived. For the 𝑖𝑡ℎ vocabulary item
1Two graphs that contain the same number of graph vertices connected in the same way are said to be isomorphic [44].
Isometry is isomorphism over matrix spaces.
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𝑋 ∗
𝑖 in the source language and the 𝑗

𝑡ℎ vocabulary item𝑍 ∗
𝑗 in the target language, the optimal solution

is determined using the singular value decomposition (SVD) of 𝑋𝑇DZ, where 𝑈𝑆𝑉𝑇 = 𝑋𝑇DZ. The
resulting mappings are given by𝑊𝑋 = 𝑈 and𝑊𝑍 = 𝑉 . Then, a new optimal dictionary is computed
over the similarity matrix of the mapped embeddings, defined as 𝑋𝑊𝑋𝑊

𝑇
𝑍
𝑍𝑇 . This dictionary

is typically generated through nearest-neighbor retrieval from source to target embeddings [3].
Finally, both source and target embeddings are re-weighted.

Artetxe et al. [2] also introduced some additional improvements to this framework. First,
dictionary induction was treated as a stochastic process, meaning that only a subset of the elements
with probability 𝑝 are kept in the similarity matrices. Secondly, the dictionary size is limited to
the top 𝑘 frequent words2. Thirdly, to derive the dictionary from the aligned spaces, Cross-domain
Similarity Local Scaling (CSLS) [27] is used, instead of the typically used nearest-neighbor retrieval.
Finally, the dictionary is induced in both ways - from source to target and target to source.

Fig. 1. Schematic diagram of the UVecMap framework

2.2 Improvements to Structure-based BLI
These improvements have been applied to one of the following components: word embedding
creation, embedding pre-processing, and dictionary initialization.

2 Artetxe et al. [3] used k = 20,000.
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4 Rathnayake et al.

Word Embedding Creation. : Ormazabal et al. [37] relaxed the assumption that pre-trained word
embeddings are available for both source and target languages. They fixed the target embeddings
and learned the aligned embeddings of the source from scratch. They used UVecMap to build
the initial dictionary, which is used to constrain the source language embeddings to be aligned
with the target language embeddings. Nishikawa et al. [36] showed that rather than deriving
word embeddings from monolingual corpora, using a synthetic parallel corpus generated from
unsupervised Machine Translation improves the performance of UVecMap. During the creation of
word embeddings such as Word2Vec [33], two types of embeddings are created- word embeddings
and context embeddings. All the techniques discussed above used the word embedding part only. In
contrast, Cao et al. [9] used both word and context embeddings. The UVecMap model was originally
designed to generate mappings using static word embedding models and does not inherently
support embeddings with contextual representations. To address this limitation, Zhang et al. [50]
proposed a method that combines static word embeddings with contextual representations to
improve alignments and enhance Bilingual Lexicon Induction (BLI) results. Their approach employs
FastText [24] embeddings for static representations and incorporates XLM [26] and mBART [29]
for contextual embeddings.

Embedding Pre-processing. : Vulić et al. [45] improved the quality of input monolingual spaces
before using them in cross-lingual alignment. Their method incorporates a linear transformation
approach proposed by Artetxe et al. [5], which is controlled by a single parameter that adjusts
the similarity order of the input embedding spaces. This linear transformation is applied to both
monolingual spaces, enhancing the model’s ability to capture different aspects of language. Cao
et al. [11] integrated the structural features from the source language embeddings into their
corresponding features in the target language embeddings and vice versa. In other words, the value
of a source side feature gets modified based on the corresponding one from the target side, and vice
versa. They term this process ‘embedding fusion’. The objective of embedding fusion is to increase
the isomorphism of the source and target spaces. Cao and Zhao [10] introduced a transformation-
based approach that applies rotation and scaling operations to monolingual embeddings, aiming to
improve isomorphism between embedding spaces of different languages.

Initialization. : While it is always possible to use the generated word embeddings as they are, these
embeddings often contain noise, which can negatively affect accuracy. To address this issue, Li et al.
[28] performed dimensionality reduction of the original word embeddings in the initialization step.
This method iteratively reduces the dimensionality of the embeddings using Principal Component
Analysis (PCA), starting from the original dimension to the required target dimension. During each
iteration, the algorithm generates a dictionary by computing the nearest neighbors of the k most
frequently occurring words. The generated dictionaries are then compared to ensure that the final
dictionary is the most accurate across all evaluated dimensionalities. Ren et al. [42] introduced a
graph-based solution for the initialization step. They constructed a graph using the monolingual
embeddings of each language, where vertices represent words. Next, a subset of these vertices
(called cliques) are extracted in such a manner that every two distinct vertices are adjacent. Then,
embeddings of these cliques are calculated and the clique embeddings are mapped across the source
and target graphs. Central words of the aligned cliques are considered for the seed dictionary. Feng
et al. [16] proposed a novel cross-lingual feature extraction (CFE) approach. They defined semantic
features of words based on their relevance to contextual words, and quantified using character-level
distances within monolingual corpora. Semantic vectors were constructed by selecting the most
relevant contextual words, capturing language-independent textual features. The cross-lingual
features were then combined with pre-trained embeddings.
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Unsupervised Bilingual Lexicon Induction for Low Resource Languages 5

2.3 UBLI for Low-resource Languages
Besacier et al. [8] defined an LRL as a “language that lacks a unique writing system, lacks (or has)
a limited presence on the World Wide Web, lacks linguistic expertise specific to that language,
and/or lacks electronic resources such as corpora (monolingual and parallel), vocabulary lists”,
and so on. Given that the success of NLP tools for a language depends on the language resource
(raw, as well as annotated text data) availability, NLP researchers identify LRLs considering the
availability of text data and NLP tools as the criteria [23, 39]. Accordingly, languages in the world
have been categorized into 6 classes, with Class 0 being the least resourced3. In this work, we
consider languages belonging to classes 0-3 as LRLs.

While BLI techniques can be applied to any language pair, not many have been tested on LRLs.
We believe this is due to the lack of evaluation datasets. The most commonly used dataset is the
MUSE dataset [27], which has lexicons for over hundreds of languages, including some LRLs.
However, this dataset has been created automatically without human validation and have been
reported to be of poor quality [48]. PanLex [7] is another dataset that covers a large number of
languages, however, this has also been automatically created. Some other datasets created for
LRLs have also been automatically created [6, 20, 47]. For Indic languages, the IndoWordNet4 has
been a good source to extract the evaluation dictionary. Pavlick et al. [38] present human created
bilingual dictionaries for 100 languages, however, each language pair has only 10 entries. Some
other research that created evaluation lexicons for LRLs have not publicly released them [30], thus
impeding the progression in the field [40].

3 Methodology
As discussed in Section 2.2, there have been many improvements to the core idea of structure-
based UBLI. However, all those techniques have been individually experimented with. In order
to verify their effectiveness when simultaneously used, we carried out a series of experiments.
We use the UVecMap framework as the baseline structure-based UBLI system. Figure 2 shows the
UVecMap framework extended with some of the techniques discussed in Section 2.2. Note that we
considered only techniques for which the source code has been released. Components related to
these improvements are shown in red color. Note that the step corresponding to dimensionality
reduction during the pre-processing step is newly introduced by us. Below we discuss the technical
details of these newly added components.

3.1 Dimensionality Reduction
Li et al. [28]’s technique discussed above integrates dimensionality reduction into the self-
initialization step of the UVecMap framework. It is also possible to carry out this dimensionality
reduction at the embedding pre-processing step. In our implementation, we experimented with
both approaches independently of each other. We utilized Principal Component Analysis (PCA) to
reduce the dimensionality of the embeddings.

3.2 Embedding pre-processing
As discussed in Section 2.2, related work has discussed several ways of pre-processing word
embeddings. Out of those, we experimented with linear transformation and embedding fusion
techniques, on top of the pre-processing techniques already used in UVecMap. In addition to these,
dimensionality reduction was also carried out as discussed earlier.
3We use Ranathunga and De Silva [39]’s language categorization. Language list can be found at https:
//github.com/NisansaDdS/Some-Languages-are-More-Equal-than-Others/tree/main/Language_List/Language_Classes_
According_To/DataSet_Availability
4https://www.cfilt.iitb.ac.in/indowordnet/

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: December 2024.

https://github.com/NisansaDdS/Some-Languages-are-More-Equal-than-Others/tree/main/Language_List/Language_Classes_According_To/DataSet_Availability
https://github.com/NisansaDdS/Some-Languages-are-More-Equal-than-Others/tree/main/Language_List/Language_Classes_According_To/DataSet_Availability
https://github.com/NisansaDdS/Some-Languages-are-More-Equal-than-Others/tree/main/Language_List/Language_Classes_According_To/DataSet_Availability
https://www.cfilt.iitb.ac.in/indowordnet/


6 Rathnayake et al.

Fig. 2. Improved UVecMap Framework. LN-Length Normalization, MC-Mean Center

Linear Transformation [45]: Projection-based cross-lingual word embedding (CLWE) models
typically learn a linear projection between two independently trained monolingual embedding
spaces𝑋 and𝑍 for source language 𝐿𝑠 and target language 𝐿𝑡 , respectively. This alignment is guided
by a word translation dictionary 𝐷 . This approach extends the traditional notion of similarity from
first and second-order measures to higher 𝑛-th order similarities, enabling more robust alignment
between the embedding spaces.
The first-order similarity matrix of the source language space 𝑋 is calculated as𝑀1 (𝑋 ) = 𝑋𝑋𝑇 .

Similarly, the first-order similarity matrix for the target language space 𝑍 is determined. The
second-order similarity can be expressed as𝑀2 (𝑋 ) = 𝑋𝑋𝑇𝑋𝑋𝑇 = 𝑀1 (𝑀1 (𝑋 )). Extending this, the
𝑛-th order similarity is defined as𝑀𝑛 (𝑋 ) = (𝑋𝑋𝑇 )𝑛 .

Artetxe et al. [5] proved that the 𝑛-th similarity transformation can be obtained using𝑀𝑛 (𝑋 ) =
𝑀1 (𝑋𝑅 𝑛−1

2
), where 𝑅𝛼 = 𝑄Δ𝛼 , and 𝛼 is a hyperparameter. Here, 𝑄 and Δ are obtained by the eigen-

decomposition of 𝑋𝑇𝑋 = 𝑄Δ𝑄𝑇 , where 𝑄 is the orthogonal matrix with eigenvectors and Δ is the
diagonal matrix containing the eigenvalues. Separate hyperparameter values, 𝛼𝑠 and 𝛼𝑡 , are defined
for the source and target languages, respectively, to optimize the transformation for each language.
The source embedding space is linearly transformed to 𝑋 𝑙

𝛼𝑠
= 𝑋𝑅𝛼𝑠 , where 𝛼𝑠 is the selected

hyperparameter for the source language, and the target embedding space is similarly transformed
as 𝑍 𝑙

𝛼𝑡
= 𝑍𝑅𝛼𝑡 , using 𝛼𝑡 for the target language. These transformations refine the original source

embeddings, 𝑋 , and target embeddings, 𝑍 , by incorporating the modified embeddings 𝑋 𝑙
𝛼𝑠

and 𝑍 𝑙
𝛼𝑡
,

respectively.

Embedding Fusion [11]: The fusion method proposed by Cao et al. [11] addresses the challenge
of misaligned embedding spaces by improving the isomorphism between source embeddings (X)
and target embeddings (Z) through rotation and joint scaling. It begins with the assumption of
perfect isometry, where X and Z are related through a row permutation and an orthogonal rotation.
Mathematically, this relationship is defined as𝑋 = 𝑃𝑍𝑂 , where P is a permutation matrix containing
1s and 0s, and O is an orthogonal matrix. Using this assumption, the Singular Value Decomposition
(SVD) of X and Z reveals the following relations:

𝑈𝑋 = 𝑃𝑈𝑍 , 𝑆𝑋 = 𝑆𝑍 , 𝑉𝑇
𝑋 = 𝑉𝑇

𝑍 𝑂,
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where𝑈𝑋𝑆𝑋𝑉
𝑇
𝑋

= 𝑋 and𝑈𝑍𝑆𝑍𝑉
𝑇
𝑍

= 𝑍 . This implies:

𝑈𝑋𝑆𝑋 = 𝑃𝑈𝑍𝑆𝑍 ,

and consequently:
𝑋𝑉𝑋 = 𝑃𝑍𝑉𝑍

Here, 𝑋𝑉𝑋 and 𝑍𝑉𝑍 are the rotated embeddings, which are aligned across their dimensions up to a
row permutation. Although the matrices P and O are unknown, this transformation places the row
vectors of 𝑋𝑉𝑋 and 𝑍𝑉𝑍 in the same d-dimensional cross-lingual space.

Usually, embedding spaces are not perfectly isometric but are assumed to be approximately so.
Although 𝑋𝑉𝑋 and 𝑍𝑉𝑍 may be roughly aligned, their singular values (𝑆𝑋 and 𝑆𝑍 ) often differ,
especially for distant language pairs. Since 𝑋𝑉𝑋 = 𝑈𝑋𝑆𝑋 and 𝑍𝑉𝑍 = 𝑈𝑍𝑆𝑍 , the embeddings are
jointly scaled to align their singular value distributions and enhance their isomorphism. The scaling
process is defined as𝑋 ′ = 𝑋𝑉𝑋 ·

√
𝑆𝑍√
𝑆𝑋

, 𝑍 ′ = 𝑍𝑉𝑍 ·
√
𝑆𝑋√
𝑆𝑍

, where the operations are applied element-wise
to the diagonal elements of 𝑆𝑋 and 𝑆𝑍 . The alignment ensures that 𝑋 ′ and 𝑍 ′ are better suited for
cross-lingual tasks, as their singular values are equalized and their geometric structures are aligned.

3.3 Combining Static and Contextual Embeddings for Bilingual Lexicon Induction
(CSCBLI)

Zhang et al. [50] considered only FastText alongside XLM and mBART embeddings in their method-
ology. In our work, we extended their approach by incorporating both Word2Vec and FastText
as static embeddings, alongside XLM-R [14] as the contextual embeddings. The proposed model
consists of two primary steps: Unified Word Representation Space and Similarity Interpolation.
In the first step, the model constructs a unified word representation space that combines static

word embeddings and contextual representations. Since the embedding spaces of the two languages
are not perfectly isometric, some translation pairs remain distant even after mapping. To address
this, a spring network adjusts the mapped embeddings, pulling translation pairs closer together to
ensure that they become nearest neighbors.

The unified word representations,𝑈𝑥 and𝑈𝑦 , are mathematically defined as:

𝑈𝑥 = 𝐸′
𝑥 + 𝛾1 ⊙ 𝐹𝑥 (𝐴𝑥 ), 𝑈𝑦 = 𝐸′

𝑦 + 𝛾2 ⊙ 𝐹𝑦 (𝐴𝑦),
where 𝐸′

𝑥 and 𝐸′
𝑦 are the mapped word embeddings, 𝐹𝑥 (𝐴𝑥 ) and 𝐹𝑦 (𝐴𝑦) are the weighted offsets

produced by the spring networks 𝐹𝑥 and 𝐹𝑦 based on the contextual representation matrices 𝐴𝑥

and 𝐴𝑦 , and 𝛾1 and 𝛾2 are weight vectors scaling the offsets. These weights are initialized as zero
vectors, and during the training process, these parameters are updated by backpropagation to
optimize the performance of the model.
The spring network comprises two layers. The first layer transforms the dimensionality of the

contextual representation (𝑑0) to match that of the static word embedding (𝑑), as shown in the
following equation:

𝐴1
𝑥 = 𝜑 (𝜃 0𝑥 (𝐴𝑥 )), 𝐴1

𝑦 = 𝜑 (𝜃 0𝑦 (𝐴𝑦)),
where 𝜑 denotes the Tanh activation, and 𝜃 represents the feedforward layers. The second layer
refines the representation by mapping the output of the first layer into the final offset values.

𝐴2
𝑥 = 𝜑 (𝜃 1𝑥 (𝐴1

𝑥 )), 𝐴2
𝑦 = 𝜑 (𝜃 1𝑦 (𝐴1

𝑦)),
The outputs 𝐴2

𝑥 and 𝐴2
𝑦 serve as offsets to correct deviations in the mapped word embedding

space.
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8 Rathnayake et al.

To optimize the spring network, contrastive training is used. Initially, the bilingual dictionary
is generated using the bilingual word mappings based on static word embeddings. The model
iteratively refines this dictionary by finding new translations for source words and updating the
dictionary after each iteration. This process continues until the dictionary stabilizes, ensuring
improved alignment between the source and target embeddings.

During inference, the model performs similarity interpolation between the unified representation
space and the contextual space to compute final translation similarities. Both the unified word
representation space and the mapped contextual representation space, as well as the lambda value
are given as the inputs for the inference. Given a source word 𝑥 , the similarities are interpolated as
follows:

𝑆 = cos(𝑈𝑥 ,𝑈𝑦) + 𝜆 cos(𝐴0
𝑥 , 𝐴

0
𝑦)

where 𝜆 is the weight, and 𝐴0
𝑥 and 𝐴0

𝑦 are the mapped contextual representations.

4 Experiment Setup
4.1 Monolingual Data
Unsupervised BLI techniques require monolingual corpora to generate initial language-specific
embeddings. While there are web-crawled corpora, those corresponding to low-resource languages
are noisy [41]. Therefore, for Sinhala-English and Tamil-English pairs, we used the monolingual
versions of the SiTa parallel corpus [17]. This corpus has been meticulously cleaned by humans.
Similarly, the Bharath Parallel Corpus Collection (BPCC) [19] was utilized for English-Punjabi.
These corpora were tokenized to derive word lists.

Previous research suggested that keeping the full word list is not effective, due to the existence of
rare words [3, 16]. Therefore, the resulting word lists were filtered based on predefined minimum
frequency𝑀𝑖𝑛_𝐹𝑟𝑒𝑞 threshold values. The thresholds were carefully selected via an ablation study
(see Section 4.4) to balance coverage (the range of vocabulary captured) and accuracy (the quality
of the embeddings). Increasing the frequency threshold typically reduces the number of words
(lower coverage) but improves the quality of embeddings by focusing on more representative terms
(higher accuracy). Conversely, lowering the threshold increases coverage by including more words,
but it may dilute the quality of embeddings due to the inclusion of infrequent and less meaningful
terms.

4.2 Evaluation Dictionary
Even though the BLI technique is unsupervised, a human-curated dataset is needed to evaluate
the performance of the models. Depending on resource availability, we prepared the evaluation
dictionaries as follows.

4.2.1 Sinhala-English. Using a Machine Translation Tool: We followed the method outlined
by Zhang et al. [51] to create the evaluation dictionary. Initially, word sets for English and Sinhala
were extracted from the SiTa corpus as described in section 4.1. The English word list was then
sorted by frequency, starting from the most frequent word and proceeding to the least frequent.
Each selected English word was translated to Sinhala using a Machine Translation tool (we used
Google Translate5). The resulting Sinhala word was again back-translated to English using the
same tool. From this output, the following word pairs were discarded:

• Discrepancies: Words with any inconsistencies between the original English word and its
back-translated counterpart.

5https://translate.google.com/m
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Unsupervised Bilingual Lexicon Induction for Low Resource Languages 9

• Out-of-Vocabulary: Words with translations that did not match the target language vocab-
ulary derived from the target language corpus.

• Multi-Word Translations: Words whose translations resulted in multi-word phrases.
• Proper Nouns

All the challenges we encountered in creating this dictionary and the corresponding steps taken
to address them are detailed in Table 1. This process continued until we were able to compile a
minimum of 1,500 word pairs for the evaluation set, aligning with the typical size of evaluation
sets used in most previous research [16, 50]. The final dictionary consists of 1,562 word pairs.

Table 1. Issue in creating the bilingual lexicon using the translation tool & Solutions

4.2.2 Tamil-English. Using an existing Lexicon: As described in the section 4.1, we constructed
separate monolingual word sets for English and Tamil. Using an existing English-Tamil dictionary6,
we checked each word pair to verify whether both the English word and the corresponding Tamil
word were present in our respective word lists. If both words were found in the lists, the pair was
included in our evaluation dictionary. The final evaluation dataset comprises 1,155 word pairs
extracted from the complete dictionary.

4.2.3 Punjabi-English. Using IndoWordNet:We used the existing English-Punjabi word pair lists
available from IndoWordNet7. Initially, we removed multi-phrase Punjabi words from the lists. We
further removed the English-Punjabi word pairs where either English or Punjabi word was absent
from BPCC Samanantar parallel corpora [19]. Next, we calculated the frequency of occurrence
for each word in both English and Punjabi lists in the BPCC dataset. Words with a frequency of
occurrence less than nine were excluded. Additionally, we removed words with multiple Punjabi
6https://education.nsw.gov.au/content/dam/main-education/teaching-and-learning/curriculum/multicultural-
education/eald/eald-bilingual-dictionary-tamil.pdf
7https://github.com/cfiltnlp/IWN-WordLists/tree/main/bilingual/English-Punjabi
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translations to ensure a one-to-one correspondence between English and Punjabi words. During
manual review, we identified certain translations that were not the most commonly used terms.
These translations were also removed, along with the proper nouns. Following these pre-processing
steps, the final dataset consisted of 1,391 English-Punjabi word pairs.

4.3 Computing Environment
Initial experiments using Word2Vec and FastText embeddings, each with 300 dimensions, were
conducted on Google Colab. Subsequently, experiments with XLM-R embeddings, which have 1024
dimensions, were conducted in a GPU (Single NVIDIA Quadro M6000).

4.4 Experiment Setup
Embedding Creation:We carried out an ablation study to select threshold values for minimum
frequencies, which resulted in the minimum frequencies being 8 for EnSi, and 6 for both EnTa
and EnPa. The detailed results of the ablation study can be found in Tables 12-14 of Appendix B.
Based on these thresholds, Word2Vec and FastText static word embeddings, along with XLM-R
contextualized embeddings, were generated for the selected words. Counts8 are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Embedding Sizes for Language Pairs. SRC-Source Language, TRG-Target Language

language pair W2V FASTTEXT XLMR
SRC TRG SRC TRG SRC TRG

EnSi 5101 6303 5101 6303 4845 6117
EnTa 6034 10587 6034 10587 5758 10413
EnPa 47783 68300 47783 68300 44296 65702

In addition, we needed to determine some parameters specific to the individual techniques we
used. We integrated these techniques one at a time with UVecMap and then combined them in an
iterative manner to determine the relevant hyper-parameters.

4.4.1 Linear Transformation Method: As discussed in Section 3.2, tuning the hyperparameters
𝛼𝑠 and 𝛼𝑡 for the source and target languages, respectively, is crucial. However, due to resource
constraints, rather than exploring the full parameter space, we manually defined a subset of the
hyperparameter space based on the experiments conducted by Vulić et al. [45]. Specifically, we ap-
plied post-processing to the corpora for both the source and target languages using hyperparameter
values [−0.5,−0.25,−0.15, 0, 0.15, 0.25, 0.5]. Subsequently, we ran the UVecMap model for each pair
of 𝛼𝑠 and 𝛼𝑡 values to generate cross-lingual word embeddings. These embeddings were evaluated
against the evaluation dictionaries we created. This experiment was performed using both FastText
and Word2Vec embeddings. For the XLM-R embeddings, separate 𝛼 values were required when
combined with Word2Vec and FastText. To generate the cross-lingual word embeddings for XLM-R,
we used the CSCBLI model and evaluated these embeddings against the evaluation sets we devel-
oped. The selected 𝛼-values for the source and target embeddings, identified after hyperparameter
training, are summarized in Table 3. Tables 6 - 11, which present the hyperparameter training
values for alpha selection for FastText and Word2Vec, are included in Appendix A.

8Although the same word sets were provided, Word2Vec, FastText, and XLM-R generated embeddings only for words
present in their respective vocabularies. Since Word2Vec and FastText were trained on the same corpus with different
pre-processing steps, their SRC embedding counts are similar, while XLM-R differs due to its unique tokenization and
coverage.
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Table 3. Alpha Parameter Values for EnSi, EnPa, and EnTa Embeddings. SRC- source language, TRG - target
language.

W2V FASTTEXT XLMR+W2V XLMR+FASTTEXT
SRC TRG SRC TRG SRC TRG SRC TRG

EnSi 0.15 0.25 0 0.25 0 -0.5 -0.15 0.25
EnTa 0.15 0 0.15 0.15 0.15 0 0.15 0.15
EnPa -0.25 0 -0.15 0.25 0.25 0 0.25 0

4.4.2 Dimension Reduction: As outlined in Section 3.1, dimensionality reduction was applied
in both the preprocessing and self-initialization stages of our implementation. Here, we specifi-
cally discuss its application during the preprocessing phase. The original dimensionalities of the
embeddings are 300 for Word2Vec and FastText, and 1024 for XLM-R. To enhance computational
efficiency and minimize redundancy, we applied dimensionality reduction using PCA, halving the
original dimensions. This resulted in embeddings with 150 dimensions for Word2Vec and FastText,
and 512 dimensions for XLM-R. These reduced embeddings formed a more compact and efficient
representation while retaining key semantic features for subsequent tasks.

5 Results and Discussion
The reported results for the conducted experiments followed the standard practice of using pre-
cision@k (Pr@k), with k = 1, as the evaluation metric. Pr@k represents the number of accurate
translations found in the top k retrieved result set. All the experimented method combinations are
listed in Table 4, along with a code for easy reference thereafter. Experiment results are in Table 5.

Table 4. Overview of Experiment Combinations and Codes

Experiment Code
UVecMap (baseline) M1
Effective Dim. Reduction + UVecMap M2
Linear Transformation + UVecMap M3
Linear Transformation + Effective Dim. Reduction + UVecMap M4
Effective Dim. Reduction + Linear Transformation + UVecMap M5
Iterative Dim. reduction + UVecMap M6
Linear Transformation + Iterative Dim. Reduction + UVecMap M7
UVecMap + Fusion M8
Effective Dim. Reduction + UVecMap + Fusion M9
Linear Transformation + UVecMap + Fusion M10
Linear Transformation + Effective Dim. Reduction + UVecMap + Fusion M11
Effective Dim. Reduction + Linear Transformation + UVecMap + Fusion M12
Iterative Dim. reduction + UVecMap + Fusion M13
Linear Transformation + Iterative Dim. Reduction + UVecMap + Fusion M14
CSCBLI + UVecMap M15
CSCBLI + Effective Dim.Reduction + UVecMap M16
CSCBLI + Linear Transformation + UVecMap M17
CSCBLI + Linear Transformation + Effective Dim. Reduction +UVecMap M18
CSCBLI + Iterative Dim. reduction + UVecMap M19
CSCBLI + Linear Transformation + Iterative Dim. Reduction + UVecMap M20
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Table 5. pr@1 Results of Experiment Combinations. For each column, the best result is in boldface, second
best is in italics. Gain over the baseline (M1) is given within brackets.

Experiment EnSi EnTa EnPa
W2V FASTTEXT W2V FASTTEXT W2V FASTTEXT

M1 31.49 27.48 16.74 11.69 15.13 15.05
M2 31.22(−0.27) 27.74(+0.26) 16.07(−0.67) 0.11(−11.58) 13.48(−1.65) 14.81(−0.24)
M3 33.18(+1.69) 28.81(+1.33) 16.4(−0.34) 14.04(+2.35) 15.36(+0.23) 16.22 (+1.17)
M4 32.11(+0.62) 27.74(+0.26) 14.49(−2.25) 0(−11.69) 14.03(−1.1) 13.87(−1.18)
M5 31.58(+0.09) 27.21(−0.27) 15.84(−0.9) 13.48(+1.79) 14.26(−0.87) 14.5(−0.55)
M6 32.83(+1.34) 26.67(−0.81) 16.52(−0.22) 12.58(+0.89) 15.13(0) 15.91(+0.86)
M7 32.11(+0.62) 27.3(−0.18) 8.99(−7.75) 14.16 (+2.47) 15.20(+0.07) 15.36(+0.31)
M8 11.24(−20.25) 23.19(−4.29) 2.81(−13.93) 0.11(−11.58) 14.97(−0.16) 15.28(+0.23)
M9 20.25(−11.24) 26.32(−1.16) 14.72(−2.02) 13.37(+1.68) 12.77(−2.36) 13.71(−1.34)
M10 31.31(−0.18) 27.03(−0.45) 4.49(−12.25) 0(−11.69) 14.81(−0.32) 15.36(+0.31)
M11 30.6(−0.89) 19.27(−8.21) 1.46(−15.28) 0(−11.69) 14.18(−0.95) 14.26(−0.79)
M12 31.85(+0.36) 26.58(−0.9) 12.47(−4.27) 0.11(−11.58) 14.26(−0.87) 13.32(−1.73)
M13 12.67(−18.82) 23.28(−4.2) 2.92(−13.82) 0.67(−11.02) 15.13(0) 15.2(+0.15)
M14 32.29(+0.8) 27.83(+0.35) 5.17(−11.57) 0(−11.69) 14.97(−0.16) 15.67(+0.62)
M15 31.07(−0.42) 28.37(+0.89) 16.13(−0.61) 13.36(+1.67) 15.50 (+0.37) 15.24(+0.19)
M16 30.42(−1.07) 28.47(+0.99) 16.73(−0.01) 0.12(−11.57) 14.29(−0.84) 15.15(+0.1)
M17 32.84 (+1.35) 29.49(+2.01) 16.85(+0.11) 15.28(+3.59) 15.58(+0.45) 16.36(+1.31)
M18 32.09(+0.6) 28.93 (+1.45) 15.64(−1.1) 0(−11.69) 14.55(−0.58) 14.98(−0.07)
M19 31.91(+0.42) 28.37(+0.89) 16.25(−0.49) 12.76(+1.07) 15.58(+0.45) 15.76(+0.71)
M20 32.19(+0.7) 28.65(+1.17) 9.38(−7.36) 15.28(+3.59) 15.41(+0.28) 15.67(+0.62)

As for the baseline, performance of the two types of embeddings is not consistent: For EnSi,
Word2Vec dominates over FastText across all the experiments. The same holds for Tamil. However,
Word2Vec and FastText results remain on par for EnPa.

It appears that CSCBLI with Linear Transformation and UVecMap (M17) yielded the best results
for both Word2Vec and Fasttext. The combinations of CSCBLI with Iterative Dimension Reduction
and UVecMap (M19), as well as CSCBLI with Linear Transformation, Iterative Dimension Reduction
and UVecMap (M20), also produced similar results to that of M17 for certain language embeddings.
These combinations demonstrate the effectiveness of integrating multiple techniques to improve
the quality of embeddings and alignment. The only exception is the result for EnSi with Word2Vec
embeddings, where the best result was achieved by combining linear transformation with UVecMap
(M3).

Note that in the EnTa FastText embeddings, some combinations result in the performance
dropping to zero. This variation occurs because the mapping relies heavily on a few key embeddings.
When these get modified by different techniques, the mapping can fail, leading to poor results.

Although we experimented with the fusion technique, the obtained accuracies, as detailed in
Table 5 (M8-M14), were not satisfactory and fell short of the desired performance metrics.
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6 Conclusion
The majority of research on BLI has predominantly focused on high-resource languages, leaving
low-resource languages under-explored. Challenges such as the scarcity of parallel data, the nature
of available datasets, and limitations in BLI and embedding techniques have resulted in suboptimal
accuracy in previous studies. To address these issues, our research focused on enhancing the
UVecMap model, a prominent unsupervised BLI framework. To achieve this, we employed a
combination of techniques proposed by past research, in order to improve embedding creation,
embedding pre-processing, and dictionary initialization. Our results show that combining multiple
techniques over UVecMap provides the optimal BLI performance across three low-resource language
pairs. The new bilingual lexicons we created for EnSi and EnPa can be found at our Github
Repository.

However, despite these improvements, our research has several limitations. One such limitation
is the constraint of GPU memory when running the CSCBLI method. This limitation restricted the
maximum count of embeddings that could be processed, which in turn affected the scope of the
language pairs and the volume of data used. The approach we used also requires manually setting
hyper-parameters, which can limit its scalability and applicability to other language pairs with
different linguistic characteristics. Future work will focus on optimizing memory usage, automating
the hyper-parameter tuning process, and applying our approach to a broader range of LRLs.
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A Linear Transformation Method
Tables 6 - 11 present the results obtained during the hyperparameter tuning process, as described
in Section 4.4.1 .

B Frequency Thresholds
Tables 12 to 14 illustrate the impact of minimum frequency thresholds on accuracy for the EnTa,
EnPa, and EnSi datasets.
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Table 6. Alpha Hyperparameter Training: EnSi FastText

SRC -0.5 -0.25 -0.15 0 0.15 0.25 0.5
TRG
-0.5 0.09 0 0 0.09 0 0.18 0.09
-0.25 0 0.45 0 0.27 20.07 20.79 0.27
-0.15 0 0.36 22.39 23.82 24.8 22.84 0.09
0 0 4.46 23.64 25.69 27.48 26.05 6.07

0.15 0.09 0.62 25.87 27.74 28.37 27.48 9.81
0.25 0 23.91 25.16 28.81 27.48 27.65 22.75
0.5 0.18 20.79 22.66 24.62 25.51 25.78 22.48

Table 7. Alpha Hyperparameter Training: EnSi Word2Vec

SRC -0.5 -0.25 -0.15 0 0.15 0.25 0.5
TRG
-0.5 0.18 0.09 0 0 0.09 0 0
-0.25 0 1.52 26.67 28.55 12.58 0.18 16.77
-0.15 0.09 0.54 28.72 30.15 4.82 0.18 19.18
0 0.45 29.44 32.11 32.56 31.67 30.51 0.54

0.15 0.27 30.78 21.14 33.1 32.92 21.5 0.09
0.25 0.09 29.62 32.02 32.83 33.18 31.58 26.76
0.5 0 24 27.3 29.08 29.62 29.53 27.12

Table 8. Alpha Hyperparameter Training: EnTa FastText

SRC -0.5 -0.25 -0.15 0 0.15 0.25 0.5
TRG
-0.5 0 0.22 0 0 0 0.11 0
-0.25 0 0.11 0 0 0 0 0.11
-0.15 0.11 0.11 0 0 0.11 0.34 0.11
0 0 0 0 13.15 0.34 0.11 0.11

0.15 0 0.11 0.11 0.12 14.04 0.11 0.11
0.25 0.11 0.11 0.9 0.56 13.03 0 0.11
0.5 0 0 4.16 0.9 8.09 0 0

Received 20 February 2007; revised 12 March 2009; accepted 5 June 2009

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: December 2024.



Unsupervised Bilingual Lexicon Induction for Low Resource Languages 17

Table 9. Alpha Hyperparameter Training: EnTa Word2Vec

SRC -0.5 -0.25 -0.15 0 0.15 0.25 0.5
TRG
-0.5 0.11 0.11 0 0 0 0 0
-0.25 0 0.22 12.92 13.71 0 0 6.85
-0.15 0 11.8 2.36 15.17 15.39 12.81 9.21
0 0.22 13.6 0.67 16.18 16.4 1.91 5.39

0.15 0.11 0.11 0 15.39 2.92 14.27 11.24
0.25 0 0.9 12.7 0.22 15.17 14.72 11.35
0.5 0 5.62 7.87 9.44 3.6 10.67 9.78

Table 10. Alpha Hyperparameter Training: EnPa FastText

SRC -0.5 -0.25 -0.15 0 0.15 0.25 0.5
TRG
-0.5 0 0.08 0 0 0 0 0
-0.25 0 14.66 15.05 15.44 15.52 14.58 0
-0.15 0.16 14.81 15.36 15.75 15.44 14.73 0.16
0 0 15.13 15.28 15.6 15.67 15.05 12.23

0.15 0 15.05 15.99 15.67 15.44 15.44 12.38
0.25 0 15.75 16.22 15.83 14.81 14.26 12.46
0.5 0 0.08 0.24 14.34 14.03 13.64 11.44

Table 11. Alpha Hyperparameter Training: EnPa Word2Vec

SRC -0.5 -0.25 -0.15 0 0.15 0.25 0.5
TRG
-0.5 0 0 0.16 0.08 0 0 0
-0.25 0 14.42 14.34 14.34 14.18 13.95 0
-0.15 0 14.97 14.97 15.2 14.58 14.34 0
0 0 15.36 14.97 14.81 14.81 14.81 12.54

0.15 0 14.97 15.28 15.2 14.66 14.5 12.54
0.25 0 0.08 0.31 15.2 14.26 14.18 12.46
0.5 0 0 0 0 13.48 13.01 11.36

Table 12. UVecMap Results for Different Frequency Thresholds and their Impact on Accuracy(pr@1) and
Coverage (EnTa Dataset)

Min_Freq Accuracy Coverage
W2V FASTTEXT

2 1.14 1.23 98.87%
4 12.78 0.1 86.14%
6 15.39 12.81 77.12%
8 16.54 15.2 70.71%
10 20.16 17.28 66.2%
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Table 13. UVecMap Results for Different Frequency Thresholds and their Impact on Accuracy(pr@1) and
Coverage (EnPa Dataset)

Min_Freq Accuracy Coverage
W2V FASTTEXT

2 12.53 15.22 98.78%
4 13.94 14.62 95.47%
6 15.13 15.05 91.8%
8 15.87 15.13 88.42%
10 16.46 16.37 85.25%

Table 14. UVecMap Results for Different Frequency Thresholds and their Impact on Accuracy(pr@1) and
Coverage (EnSi Dataset)

Min_Freq Accuracy Coverage
W2V FASTTEXT

2 19.42 8.82 93.02%
4 20.03 20.63 85.07%
6 24.25 25 77.39%
8 27.48 31.49 71.81%
10 30.91 32.53 63.42%
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