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Abstract do have a translation in the target texts and (ii) when

there is a translation, it may not be present in its
canonical form, precisely because the target texts
The method is based on compositional transla- are not franslations. As observed by nger (1996)'
tion and exploits morpheme-level translation translated texts tend to bear features like explica-
equivalences. It can generate translations for  tion, simplification, normalization and leveling out.
a large variety of morphologically constructed For instance, an English-French comparable cor-
words and can also generate ‘fertile’ transla- pus may contain the English terpost-menopausal
tions. We show that fertile translations in- but not its “normalized” or “canonical” transla-
crease the oyerall quality of the e>_<tracted lex- tion in French post-nénopausique However,
icon for English to French translation. there might be some morphological or paraphras-
tic variants in the French texts likgost-nénopause
1 Introduction 'post-menopause’or aprés la nénopause ’after
f_he menopause’ The solution that consists in
creasing the size of the corpus in order to
ﬁg‘fd more translation pairs or to extract par-

This paper defines a method for lexicon in the
biomedical domain from comparable corpora.

Comparable corpora are composed of texts in di
ferent languages which are not translations but de

with the same subject matter and were produced

similar situations of communication so that there is‘?‘Rlelf segrgegts OI: ;%)';[9 (Eung almd Che.L:)Tg’ 2?]04;
a possibility to find translation pairs in the texts: autand SChwenk, ) is only possible when

Comparable corpora have been used mainly in ﬂ@rge amounts of texts are available. In the case

field of Cross-Language Information Retrieval anoOf .the extraction ofdoma|n-speC|f|de>.<|c.o.ns, we
Computer-Aided Translation (CAT). In CAT, which quickly face the problem of data scarcity: in order to

is our field of application, comparable corpora havgx_tract h'gh"ﬂ“a"tY lexicons, the_ corpus must con-
fain text dealing with very specific subject domains

been used to extract domain-specific bilingual lexi- dthe t t and toxt t be highl
cons for language pairs or subject domains for whic nd the target and source fexts must be highly com-
arable. If one tries to increase the size of the cor-

no parallel corpora is available. Another advantagB takes the risk of d g it litv b
of comparable corpora is that they contain more i DU, Qne_ta es the nlj'l'to ec(;gf"‘s'”g ![qugal y by
iomatic expressions than parallel corpora do. In>Wering 1ts comparabiity or adding out-of-comain

deed, the target texts of parallel corpora are tran%e—}th' Studies support the idea that the quality of the

lations and bear the influence of the source larSOTPOra is more important than its size. Morin et al.

guage whereas the target texts of comparable cc‘ 2007) ShtOV\_I that the dtﬁ course F:ateg:ct?[ﬂza}tlop of t:;e
pora are original, spontaneous productions. Th ocuments increases the precision of the 1exicon de-

main drawback of comparable corpora is that muc?_f’ite the Qata sparsity. Bo.and Gaus.sier <2010) _ShOW
fewer translation pairs can be extracted than in para hat the?]/ 'mprove tht()a_lguah]:(yhof a Iexmor;)lf thely M-
lel corpora because (i) not all source language ternPOVe the comparability of the corpus by selecting
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a smaller - but more comparable - corpus from apounds to MUN NOUN and NoUN PREP NOUN
initial set of documents. Consequently, one solustructures in French and English.

tion for increasing the number or translation pairs We chose to work in the framework of
is to focus on identifying translation variants. Thiscompositionality-based translation because: (i)
paper explores the feasibility of identifyindettile”  compositional terms form more than 60% of
translations in comparable corpora. In parallel texthe new terms found in techno-scientific do-
processing, the notion of fertility has been defineghains, and especially in the field of biomedecine
by Brown et al. (1993). They defined the fertility (Namer and Baud, 2007) (i) compositionality-
of a source worce as the number of target wordsbased methods have been shown to clearly
to which e is connected in a randomly selectedoutperform context-based ones for the trans-
alignment. Similarly, we call a fertile translation alation of terms with compositional meaning
translation pair in which the target term has morg¢Morin and Daille, 201D) (iii) we believe that
words than the source term. We propose to identifgompositionality-based methods offer the opportu-
such translations with a method mixing morpholognity to generate fertile translations if combined with
ical analysis and compositional translation : (i) thea morphology-based approach.

source term is decomposed into morphemasst-

menopausals split into post- + menopaufle; (i) 2.1 Principle of compositional translation

thef rnorphemes are tranjlated is bound morphem@émpositional translation relies on the principle of
or fully autonomous Wordspost-becomeost-or .,y sitionality which states that “the meaning of
apresandmenopaus@ecomesmenopausand (iii) the whole is a function of the meaning of the parts”

the translate,d elements a}re rec9mposed into a tarq%—:‘enan and Faltz, 1985, 24-25). Applied to bilin-
term: post-nenopausgapres la nenopause gual lexicon extraction, compositional translation
_ This paper falls into 4 sections. Sectibh 2 outyo1 consists in decomposing the source term into
!lnes recent_research in composm_onallty—basec_l l©X5tomic componentsTy), translating these compo-
icon extraction. S_e_ctloE]3 expla_uns the algorlthr’rhems into the target languag&) recomposing the
of morpho-compositional tr_anslqnon. Experimenta},gnsiated components into target ter @nd fi-
data and results and described in sectidns 4and 5,4y filtering the generated translations with a se-

lection function §):
2 Related work 6)

CT(“ab”)
Most of the research work in lexicon extraction = S(R(T (D(*ab"))))
from comparable corpora concentrates on same- = S(R(T({a b})))
length term alignment. To our knowledge, only = S(R({T(@)x T(b)}))
Daille and Morin (2005) and Weller et al. (2011) igg?{i({gi B{}EE)A})
tried to align terms of different lengths. Daille and _egar

Morin (2005) focus on the specific case of multi-

word terms whose meanings are non-compositional where “ab” is a source term composedaaindb,
and tried to align these multi-word terms with ei-“BA” is a target term composed sfandA and there
ther single-word terms or multi-word terms using axists a bilingual resource linkingto A andb to B.
context-based appro&ldveller et al. (2011) con-

centrate on aligning GermandWN-Noun com- 2.2 Implementations of compositional

translation
1We use the following notations for morphemes: trailing hy- _ . . . . . .
phen for prefixesd), leading hyphen for suffixesd), both for ~ EXisting implementations differ on the kind of
confixes {a-) and no hyphen for autonomous morphemas ( atomic components they use for translation.

Morpheme boundaries are represented by a plus sign ( Lexical compositional translation

2 _ i \ .
Context-based methods were introduced by Rapp (199.?_Grefenstette, 1999; [ Baldwin and Tanaka, 2004;
and Fung (1997). They consist in comparing the contexts il

which the source and target terms occur. Their drawbaclats thRoDbitallle et al., 2006; Morin and Daille, 2010)
they need the source and target terms to be very frequent. deals with multi-word term to multi-word term



alignment and uses lexical woltlsas atomic tomy— ovariectomie 'oophorectomy’, ablation des

components : rate of evaporationis translated ovaires 'removal of the ovaries’

into French taux deévaporation by translating  Soelutions to morphosyntactic, lexical and

rate as taux and evaporation as évaporation to some extent terminological variation have

using dictionary lookup.  Recomposition maypeen proposed in the form of thesaurus lookup

be done by permutating the translated compqRobitaille etal., 2006), morphological derivation

nents [(Morin and Daille, 2010) or with translationrules (Morin and Daille, 2010), morphological vari-

patterns|(Baldwin and Tanaka, 2004). ant dictionaries| (Cartoni, 2009) or morphosyntactic
Sublexical compositional translationdeals with translation patterns | (Baldwin and Tanaka, 2004;

single-word term translation. The atomic compo\Weller et al., 20111). Fertility has been addressed by

nents are subparts of the source single-word terrveller et al. (2011) for the specific case of German

Cartoni (2009) translates neologisms created byouN-NOuUN compounds.

prefixation with a special formalism called Bilin-

gual Lexeme Formation Rules. Atomic compo-3 Morpho-compositional translation

nents are the prefix and the lexical base: Italian

neologismanticonstituzionale ’anticonstitutionis 3.1 Underlying assumptions

translated into Frencanticonstitutionby translating Morpho-compositional translation (morpho-

the prefixanti- asanti- and the lexical baseon- . oo ciona) translation) relies on the followin
stituzionaleas constitution Weller et al. (2011) postt _ g
assumptions:

translate two types of single-word term. German Lexical sub tionality. The lexical
single-word term formed by the concatenation of exical subcompositionality. The lexical items

two neoclassical roots are decomposed into theg\éhmh COMPOse a multl—word tgrm or asmgle—word
two roots, then the roots are translated into tafS'm may be split into semantically-atomic compo-

get language roots and recomposed into an Engli&‘?ms' These C_Ompone”ts may be elthleg (|.e_.
or French single-word term, e.gKalori;metrie, they can occur in texts as autonomous lexical items

is translated aalori;metry;. German NOUN, - like toxicity in cardiotoxicity) or bound (i.e. they

NOUNs compounds are translated into French an&annothoccur as aut%nom(t))us ngmal |t§ms, m{Lhat
English NoUN;NOUN; or NOUN; PREP NOUN; case they correspond to bound morphemes like

multi-word term, e.gElektroneny;-mikroskopy is cardio-in cardiotoxicity.

translated aslectrony; Microscopers. Irrelevance of the bound/free feature in trans-
lation. Translation occurs regardless of the compo-
2.3 Challenges of compositional translation nents’ degree of freedomcardio- may be translated

- ) ) ascoeur 'heart’as incardiotoxicity — toxicité pour
Compositional translation faces four main chalig cour ‘toxicity to the heart

lenges which ardi) morphosyntactic variation:

Irrelevance of the bound/free feature in allo-

are different:anti-cancegouy — anti-can@reuxap;
‘anti-cancerous’; (ii) lexical variation: source and
target terms contain semantically related - but n
equivalent - words: machine translation — tra-
duction automatiquéautomatic translation’; (iii)
fertility: the target term has more content word
than the source term:isothermal snowpack—
manteauneigeuxisotherme ’isothermal snow man-
tel’ ; (iv) terminological variation: a source term
can be translated as different target teromphorec-

components’ degree of freedom:cardio-, cceur
‘heart’, cardiaque ’'cardiac’ are possible instantia-
cHons of the same abstract component and may lead
to terminological variation as ilcardiotoxicity —
cardiotoxici€ 'cardiotoxicity’, toxicié pour le coeur
S[oxicity to the heart’, toxicié cardiaque ’'cardiac
toxicity’.

Like other sublexical approaches, the main idea
behind morpho-compositional translation is to go
beyond the word level and work with subword

3as opposed to grammatical words: preposition, determin@omponents_- |r‘ our case, th_ese cpmponents are
ers, etc. morpheme-like items which either (i) bear refer-



ential lexical meaning like confix@s(—cyto—, -bio- or several target language single-word terms or
, -ectomy} and autonomous lexical itemsan- multi-word terms. It is the result of the sequen-
cer, toxicity or (ii) can substantially change thetial application of four functions to the input single-
meaning of a word, especially prefixean(i-, post- word term: decompositionZ¥), translation 7), re-

, Co-..) and some suffixes-less, -like.). Un- composition R) and selectiong).

like other approaches, morpho-compositional trans- . .
lation is not limited to small set of source—to—target%'z'1 Decomposition function

structure equivalences. It takes as input a single The decomposition functio works in two steps
morphologically constructed word unit which canP1 andD;.

be the result of prefixationpretreatmerit confix- Step 1 of decomposition P;) splits the in-
ation 'densitometry suffixation 'childless, com- Put single-word term into minimal components by

pounding anastrozole-associatedor any combi- matching substrings of the single-word term with
nations of the four. It outputs a list of words the resourcesComp®™c, Compgir ., Compg
who may or may not be morphologically con-Compic. and respecting some length constraints
structed. For instanceyostoophorectomynay be On the substrings. For example, one may split a
translated apostovariectomie 'postoophorectomy’,Single-word termSWT; ,, of n characters into pre-
apres I'ovariectomie 'after the oophorectomgr fix Prefi; and lexical baselLexzBaseii pro-
apres l'ablation des ovaires "after the removal of thevided thatSWT ; € Comppc, andSWTii 1, €

ovaries’. Comp7e, andn — ¢ > L0 ; £0 being empirically
set to 5. A single-word term is first split into an op-
3.2 Algorithm tional prefixe + basg then basgis split into base +

. tional suffix, then basas split into one or several
As an example, we show the translation of the adgp 3 P

. L . confixes or lexical items. When several splittings
jective cytotoxic into French using a toy dataset. . . )

. i . are possible, only the ones with the highest number
Let Compy,,. be a list of components in language - )

ype . of minimal components are retained.
I where type equalspref for prefixes, conf for
confixes,suf f for suffixes andfree for free lex- S(R(T (D,(D, (“cytotoxic™)))))
ical units ; Trans be the translation table which = S(R(T(D,({cyto, toxic}))))
maps source and target component¥ ¢r! be a
table mapping related lexical units in langualge
Stop! a list of stopwords in language; Corpus'

a lemmatized, pos-tagged corpus in langudge
Compgy, r = {-cyto-};

Step 2 of decomposition Dy) gives out all
possible decompositions of the single-word term
by enumerating the different concatenations of its
minimal components. For example, if single-word

Compr,. = {cytotoxic, cytotoxicity, toxig ; term “abc” has been split into minimal compo-

Comp!” , = {-cyto]} nents{a,b,g, then it has 4 possible decompositions:

Comp'?., = {cellule, toxiqug ; {abd, {a,bg, {ab,g¢, {a,b,¢. For a single-word

Trans = {{-cyto-— -cyto- cellule}, term havingn minimal components, there exists
{toxic — toxique} } ; 2"~1 possible decompositions.

Vare™ = {cytoxic — cytoxicity} ; )

Stopr = {pour, le} ; S(R(T(DQ({CytO* toxic}))))

Corpus!™ = “le/DET cytotoxiciteN &treAux le/DET = S(R(T ({cyto, toxic}, {cytotoxic})))

propriétéh defPREPCEDET qui/PRO&treAUX . -
toxiquel pourPREPIE/DET celluleN /PUN’ ; The concatenation of the minimal components

'The cytotoxicity is the property of what is toxic to iT‘to. bigger components increases the Ch.anCGS of
the cells. finding translations. For example, consider the

. . . single-word termnon-cytotoxicand a dictionary
Morpho-compositional translation takes as input ' . .
aving translations fonon cyto and cytotoxic but

source Ianguage smgle-word term and outputs Zelh% translation fotoxic. If we stick to the sole out-

“we use the terngonfixas a synonym of neoclassical roots PUt 0fD_1 {pon-.,—cyto-,tOXIgl:, the _tran3|at'0n O'ﬁon'
(Latin or Ancient Greek root words). cytotoxicwill fail because there is no translation for



toxic. Whereas if we also consider the output’®f a sequence of lexical itemé = {ly,...,,} would
which contains the decompositignon-,cytotoxi¢, be filtered out provided thaB | ¢ L | [ €
we will be able to translat@on-cytotoxichecause Comp¥, , U Comp?, . U Comp,;, i.e. recom-
the dictionary has an entry faytotoxic position {cytotoxique: would be accepted but not
{-cyto-, toxique} becausecyto-is a bound compo-

3.2.2 Translation function . :
_ _ _ _ nent (it should not appear as an autonomous lexical
The translation functiory” provides translations item).

for each decomposition output Y. Applying the

compositionality principle to translation, we con- S(R_Q({cyto,toxiqu@_,{cytotoxiqu@, _
sider that the translation of the whole is a function of ~ {toxique,cytg, {toxiquecytd, {cellule, toxiqug,
the translation of the part§:(a,b) = T (a) x T (b). {celluletoxiqug, {toxique, cellulg,

: L : {toxiquecellulg, {cytotoxicité}))
For a given decompositio{c,...c,} having n _ S({cytotoxiqué, {toxiquecytd,

components, - there existf[" ; \T(cz-)]_ possible {cellule, toxiqua, {celluletoxiqud,

translations. ~ Components’ translations are ob-  rioxique, cellulé, {toxiquecelluld, {cytotoxicité})

tained using th& rans andV ar resourcesy (c) =

Trans(c)UTrans(Vars¢(c)) U Vart9(Trans(c)). These concatenations correspond to the final lex-

If one of the component cannot be translated, thieal units which will be matched against the tar-

translation of the whole decomposition fails. get corpus with the selection function. For exam-

ple, the concatenatioftoxique,,cellule;} corre-

— S(R(T(cyto) x T (toxic), T (cytotoxia))) _sponds tq a translation made of two distinct lexical

— S(R({cyto, toxique, {cellule, toxiqud, |Fems: tomqu_efollowed by cellule The concatena_—

{cytotoxicité})) tion {cytotoxique } corresponds to only one lexi-
cal item: cytotoxique

S(R(T ({cyto, toxic}, {cytotoxic})))

3.2.3 Recomposition function 3.2.4 Selection function

The recomposition functiof® takes as input the ~ The selection functiors tries to match the se-
translations outputted by and recomposes themduences of lexical items outputted By with the
into sequences of one or several lexical items. lemmas of the tokens of the target corpus. We call
takes place in two steps. T = {t1,...t;, } a sequence of tokens from the target

Step 1 of recomposition ®1) generates, for a Corpus,i(t;) the lemma of tokert;, andp(ty) the
given translation ofn items, all of then! possi- Ppart-of-speech of toket),. We callL = {l,...I,} a
ble permutations of these items. As a general rulgeduence of lexical items outputtedBy L matches
O(n!) procedures should be avoided but we are pef- if there exists a strictly increasing sequence of
muting small sets (up to 4 items). This captures th@dices I = {iy,...i,} such asi(t;;) = [; and
fact that components’ order may be different in the/s, 1 < j < nandVvi,1 < |i;_1 — ;| < L1 and
source and target language (distortion). Once th&x| k ¢ I, l(tx) € Stop'" ; L1 being empirically
components have been permutated, we generate, £t t0 3.
each permutation, all the different concatenations of ~ _ S({cytotoxique, {toxiquecytd,
its components into lexical items (like it is done in {cellule, toxique, {celluletoxiqug,

step 2 of decomposition). {toxique, cellulg, {toxiquecellulg, {cytotoxicité&})
S(R, (R, ({cyto,toxique {cellule,toxique, CzlIl(J:Iyetﬁc;E()x|C|te/N , “toxique/A pourPREPIe/DET

{cytotoxicité&})))

= S(R,({cyto,toxiqug, {cytotoxique,
{toxique,cytd, {toxiquecytd, {cellule, toxique,
{celluletoxiqug, {toxique, cellul@,
{toxiquecellulg, {cytotoxicité&}))

'cytotoxicity, ' toxic to the cells

In other words /L is a subsequence of the lemmas of
T and we allow at maximunf1 closed-class words
between two tokens which match the lemmad.of
Step 2 of recomposition R,) filters out the For a given sequence of lexical itemis we col-
ouput of R; using heuristic rules. For example,lect from the target corpus all sequences of tokens



Ty,T», ... T, which matchL according to our above- 4.2 Source terms

mentioned definition. We consider two SeqUencefye tested our algorithm on a set of source terms
T'1 andT'2 to be equivalent candidate translations 'fextracted from the English texts. The extraction
71| = [T2] andV(t1;,12;) such thatl € T1,#2 € a5 gone in a semi-supervised mannestep 1:

_T2’i_: j thenl(t1;) = 1(t2;) andp(t1;) = p(t2),  \we wrote a short seed list of English bound mor-
.e. if two sequences of tokens correspond 10 themes. We automatically extracted from the En-
same sequence of (lemma, pos) pairs, these two %ﬁl'sh texts all the words that contained these mor-

quences are considered as the same candidate traﬁﬁémes. For example, we extracted the words
lation. postchemotherapyand poster because they con-

tained the stringpost-which corresponds to a bound
morpheme of EnglishStep 2: The extracted words
We worked with three languages: English as sourogere sorted : those which were not morphologically
language and French and German as target lagenstructed were eliminated (lilgoste)), and those

4 Experimental data

guages. which were morphologically constructed were kept
(like postchemotherapy The morphologically con-
4.1 Corpora structed words were manually splitinto morphemes.

Our corpus is composed of specialized texts frorfror examplepostchemotherapwyas split intopost-

the medical domain dealing with breast can-. -chemo-and therapy Step 3: If some bound
cer.  We define specialized texts as texts bdnorphemes which were not in the initial seed list
ing produced by domain experts and directed tovere found when we split the words during step 2,
wards either an expert or a non-expert readershifge started the whole process again, using the new
(Bowker and Pearson, 2002). The texts were mangound morphemes to extract new morphologically
ally collected from scientific papers portals and frongonstructed words. We also added hyphenated terms
information websites targeted to breast cancer péke ER-positiveto our list of source terms.

tients and their relatives. Each corpus has approxi- We obtained a set 2025 English terms with this
mately 400k words (cf. tablg 1). All the texts wereprocedure. For our experiments, we excluded from
pos-tagged and lemmatized using the linguistic analbis set the source terms which had a translation in
ysis suite seLpal. We also computed the compa-the general language dictionary and whose transla-
rability of the corpora. We used the comparabilitytion was present in the target texts. The final test
measure defined by (Bo and Gaussier, 2010) whictet for English-to-French experiments contains 1839
indicates, given a bilingual dictionary, the expectamorphologically constructed source terms. The
tion of finding for each source word of the sourcdest set for English-to-German contains 1824 source
corpus its translation in the target corpus amce- terms.

versa The English-French corpus’ comparability is ) )

0.71 and the English-German corpus’ comparabilitf-3 Resources used in the translation step

is 0.45. The difference in comparability can be exTables[2 and]3 show the size of the resources we
plained by the fact that German texts on breast cansed for translation.

cer were hard to find (especially scientific papers): General language dictionaryWe used the gen-
we had to collect texts in which breast cancer wasgral language dictionary which is part of the linguis-
not the main topic. tic analysis suite XLDA.

Domain-specific dictionary We built this re-
source automatically by extracting pairs of cognates
from the comparable corpora. We used the same

non-experts| 198.2k | 184.5k | 201.7k technique as| (Hauer and Kondrak, 2011): a SVM
TOTAL | 416.5k| 451.75k| 398.9k classifier trained on examples taken from online dic-
Table 1: Composition and size of corpora in wordstionarie.

Readership]| EN | FR | DE
experts 218.3k | 267.2k | 197.2k

Ehttp: //www.temis.com ehttp: //www.dicts.info/uddl.php
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Morpheme translation table To our knowledge, 5 Evaluation
thgre EXISt$ no publicly available morphology-base%_1 Evaluation metrics
bilingual dictionary. Consequently, we asked trans-
lators to create aad hocmorpheme translation table As explained in sectiof 2.2, compositional trans-
for our experiment. This morpheme translation tabl¢ation consists ingenerating candidate transla-
links the English bound morphemes contained in thdons. These candidate translations can be filtered
source terms to their French or German equivalent@ut with a classifier[(Baldwin and Tanaka, 2004),

The equivalents can be bound morphemes or lexichY keeping only the translations which occur in
items. the target texts of the corpus (Weller et al., 2011,

Morin and Daille, 201D) or by using a search engine
In order to handle the variation phenomena des ) y g g

. . . L Robitaille et al., 2006). Unlike alignment evalua-
scribed in sectioh 213, we usedl&tionary of syn- ( ) g

4 lists ofnorehologically related q tion in parallel texts, there is no reference align-
onymsand ists oimorphologically retated woras. — ,qq¢ 16 which the selected translations can be com-
The dictionary of synonyms is the one part of th

N ; e[oared and we cannot use standard evaluation met-
XELDA linguistic analyzer. The lists of morpho-

. . _ rics like AER (Och and Ney, 2000). It is also diffi-
logically related words were built by stemming the It to find reference lexicons in specific domains

. C
words of the comparable corpora and the entries %‘u

the bili | dicti ith a simole st \ | nce the goal of the extraction process is to cre-
e_ fingual dictionary with a Simpie stemming al-,; g,ch lexicons. Furthermore, we also wish to
gorithm (Porter, 1980).

evaluate if the algorithm can identify non-canonical
translations which, by definition, can not be found

| ENFR | EN—DE in a reference lexicon. Usually, the candidate trans-
General language [ 38k—60k | 38k—70k lations are annotated manually @srrect or incor-
Domain-specific | 6.7k—6.7K | 6.4k—6.4K rect by native speakers. Baldwin and Takana (2004)
Morphemes{OTAL) | 242729 | 242761 use two standards for evaluatiorgold-standard
prefixes 505134 505166 silver-standard Gold-standard is the set of candi-
confixes 185574 | 185563 date translations which correspond to canonical, ref-
suffixes 721 7—32 erence translations. Silver-standard corresponds to

Table 2: Nb. of entries in the multilingual resourcedh® gold-standard translations plus the translations
which “capture the basic semantics of the source

language expression and allow the source language
expression to be recovered with reasonable confi-
| EN—EN | FR—FR ‘ DE—DE dence” (op. cit.).
Synonyms| 5.1k—7.6k | 2.4k—3.2k | 4.2k—4.9k The first evaluation metric is therecision P
Morphol. | 5.9k—15k | 7.1k—18k | 7.4k—16k  which is the number of correct candidate transla-

Table 3: Nb. of entries in the monolingual resource§ons|Corr| over the total number of generated can-
didate translation$A|: P = ‘ﬁiﬁ’"'. In addition to
precision, we propose to indicate tbeverageC of
the lexicon, i.e. the proportion of source ternss)(

4.4 Resources used in the decomposition step which obtained at least one candidate translation re-

(D) gardless of its accuracy:

|sT]

O = > i1 a(sT)

The decomposition function uses the entries of ST

the bound morphemes translation table (242 en-
tries) and a list of 85k lexical items composedwere a(sT;) returnsl if |A(ST;)| > 1 else0. As

of the entries of the general language dictionargugmenting coverage tends to lower precision, we
and English words extracted from the Leipzig Coralso computeD(@), the overall quality of the lexi-
pus (Quasthoff et al., 2006) which is a general laneon, to get an idea of the coverage/precision trade-
guage corpus. off: OQ =P x C.



5.2 Results translation would have been more awkward. For
example, the canonical translation foestrogen-
Compositional-translation methods give better resensitives sensible aux cestréges 'sensitive to oe-
sults when they are applied to general language teX{§ogens’ A non-fertile translation would sound
rather than domain-specific texts. This is due to th@ery unnatural. We computed inter-annotator agree-
fact that the translations of the components can B@ent on a set of 100 randomly selected candi-
easily found in dictionaries since they belong to thiate translations. We used the Kappa statistics
general language and it is also easier to collect larq&arfetta, 1996) and obtained a high agreement

corpora. Working with general language texts (0.77 for English to German translations and 0.71
Baldwin and Takana (2004) were able to generaigy English to French).

candidate translations for 92% of their source terms First, we tested the impact of the linguistic re-

and they report 43% (gold-standard) to 84% (silsoyrces described in sectionl4.3 (B faad@line dic-
ver standard) of correct translations. The size Gfpnaries, D for main-specific dictionary, S for
their corpus exceeds 80M words for each |angua9§ynonyms, M for Morphologically related words).
Cartoni (2009) works on the translation of prefixedye a1so tested a simple_Ferlemma translation
Italian neologisms into French. He considers tha(q:ref) in similar vein to the work of Cartoni (2009)
the generated neologisms have a “confirmed exigy serve as a line of comparison with our method.
tence” if they occur more than five times on Inter-the results are given in tablgs 4 dnd 5. The best
net. He finds that between 42% and 94% of theagyits in terms of overall quality are obtained with
generated neologisms fall into that categome-  {he combination of the baseline and domain-specific
garding domain-specific translation Robitaille et gictionaries (BD). Morphologically related words
al. (2006) use a search engine to build corpus frongng synonyms increase coverage to the cost of preci-
the web and incrementally collect translation pairssjon. Regarding English-to-French translations, we
They start with a list of 9.6 pairs (on average) withyere able the generate translations for 26% of the
a precision of 92% and end up with a final outpukgyrce terms. The gold-standard precision is 60%
of 19.6 pairs on average with a precision of 81%gn( the silver standard precision is 67%. Regarding
Morin and Daille (2009) could generate candidatgpgjish-to-German translations, we were able the
translations for 15% of their source terms and theﬁenerate translations for 26% of the source terms.
report 88% of correct alignments. The size of theifrpe gold-standard precision is 39% and the silver-
corpus is 700k words per language. Weller et aktandard precision is 43%. The prefix+lemma trans-
(2011) were able to generate 8% of correct Frengltion method has a very high precision (between
translations and 18% of correct English translationg4os and 76%) but produces very few translations
for their 2000 German compounds. Their Corpugpetween 1% and 2%). Coverage and precision
contains approximately 1.5M words per language. scores compare well with other approaches know-
We ran the morpho-compositional translation proing that we have very small domain-specific corpora
totype on the set of source terms described i(@00k words per language) and that our approach
section[4.2. The output candidate translationdeals with a large number of morphological con-
were manually annotated by two translators. Likatructions. The lower quality of the German trans-
Baldwin and Takana (2004), we used three arlations can be explained by the fact that the English-
notation values: canonical translation, recoverGerman corpus is much less comparable than the
able translation and incorrect. In our case, reEnglish-French corpus (0.45 vs. 0.71).
coverable translations correspond paraphrastic andWe also tested the impact of the fertile transla-
morphological translation variants. For examdtions on the quality of the lexicon. Tablels] 6 and
ple, the canonical translation fgrost-menauposal [4 show the evaluation scores with and without fer-
is post-nénopausique Recoverable translationstile translations. As expected, fertile translations
are post-nénopause ’post-menopausidapres la enables us to increase the size of the lexicon but
ménopause 'after the menopauseFertile transla- they are less accurate than non-fertile translations.
tions can be canonical translations if a non-fertild-ertile translations increase the overall quality of



c| P 0Q | ¢ [ P | 0OQ

GOLD SILVER | GOLD SILVER | -f +f | f +f | -f +f
Pref [ .01] .84 9 [ .01 01 B 04 12] 81 57].03 .07
B 12| 57 .60 07 07 BS 05 15| .69 .50| .03 .08
BS 15| .50 53 .08 .08 BM 11 23| .20 .28| .02 .06
BM 23| .28 37 .06 .09 BD 16 26| .70 60| .11 .16
BD 26| .60 67 16 17 BSMD 24 39| .31 .33|.07 .13
Table 4: Scores for the ENFR lexicon Table 6: Scores without (-f) and with (+f) fertile
translations (EN>FR)
C P 0Q
GOLD SILVER GOLD SILVER | C | P | OQ
Pref [ .02] .76 86 | .02 02 T o | o | T+ |
B 13| .35 -39 .05 .05 B 06 .13] .80 .35] .05 .05
BS 16| .31 35 .05 .05 BS 08 .16| .69 .31| .05 .05
BM 22| .23 29 .05 .06 BM 12 22| .40 23| .05 .05
BC 26 | .39 43 .10 11 BC 17 26| .65 .39 .11 .10
BCSM | .36 | .27 34 .10 12 BCSM 24 36| .43 27| .10 .10
Table 5: Scores for the ENDE lexicon avg.gain| +9.2 | -284 | -02 |

Table 7: Scores without (-f) and with (+f) fertile

the English-French lexicon by 4% to 5%. This isiranslations (EN>DE)

not the case for English-German translations: fer-

tile translations result in a big drop in precision.g Conclusion and future work

The overall quality does not significantly change.

This might be partly due to the low comparabil-We have proposed a method based on the compo-
ity of the corpus but we think that the main reasorsitionality principle which can extract translations
lies in the morphological type of the languages inpairs from comparable corpora. Itis capable of deal-
volved in the translation. It is worth noticing that,ing with a largely variety of morphologically con-

if we consider only the non-fertile translations, thestructed terms and can generéaetile translations.
English-German lexicon has generally better scorékhe added value of the fertile translations is clear-
than the English-French one. In fact, fertile vari-cut for English to French translation but not for En-
ants are more natural and frequent in French thaglish to German translation. The English-German
in German. English and German are Germanic lafexicon is better without the fertile translations. It
guages with a tendency to build new words by aggliseems that the added-value of fertile translations de-
tinating words or morphemes into one single wordpends on the morphological type of the languages
Noun compounds such agstrogen-independent involved in translation. Future work includes the
Ostrogen-unabéingige are common in these two improvement of the identification of morphological
languages. Conversely, French is a Romance lawariants. The morphological families extracted by
guage which prefers to use phrases composed of twlee stemming algorithm are too broad for the pur-
nouns and a preposition rather than a single-noyose of translation. For example, the wortksir-
compound ¢estrogen-independertould be trans- ability anddesiringhave the same stem but they are
lated asindépendant des cestiages 'independent too distant semantically to be used to generate trans-
to oestrogeng. It is the same with the bound mor- lation variants. We need to restrict the morphologi-
pheme/single word alternance. The tecytopro- cal families to a small set of morphological relations
tectionwill be translated into German &ellschutz (e.g. noun< relational adjective links). We will
whereas in French it can be translatedcgopro- also work out a way to rank the candidate transla-
tectionor protection de la cellule 'protection of the tions. Several lines of research are possible : go be-
cell'. yond the target corpora and learn a language model
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