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Abstract

The field of neural machine translation (NMT)
has changed with the advent of large language
models (LLMs). Much of the recent emphasis
in natural language processing (NLP) has been
on modeling machine translation and many
other problems using a single pre-trained Trans-
former decoder, while encoder-decoder archi-
tectures, which were the standard in earlier
NMT models, have received relatively less at-
tention. In this paper, we explore translation
models that are universal, efficient, and easy to
optimize, by marrying the world of LLMs with
the world of NMT. We apply LLMs to NMT en-
coding and leave the NMT decoder unchanged.
We also develop methods for adapting LLMs
to work better with the NMT decoder. Further-
more, we construct a new dataset involving mul-
tiple tasks to assess how well the machine trans-
lation system generalizes across various tasks.
Evaluations on the WMT and our datasets show
that results using our method match or surpass
arange of baselines in terms of translation qual-
ity, but achieve 2.4 ~ 6.5x inference speedups
and a 75% reduction in the memory footprint
of the KV cache. It also demonstrates strong
generalization across a variety of translation-
related tasks. Our code, datasets, and models
are publicly available at:

O NiuTrans/LaMaTE

1 Introduction

The last decade has yielded remarkable break-
throughs in machine translation (MT) through the
use of deep neural networks, scaled dramatically
in both model parameters and training data. Dur-
ing this period, early methods, known as neural
machine translation (NMT), were largely based on
the encoder-decoder architecture (Sutskever et al.,
2014; Bahdanau et al., 2015). In NMT, the ma-
chine translation problem is commonly treated as
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Figure 1: Architectures of machine translation mod-
els. x = source-language token sequence, y; =
target-language token predicted as position ¢ , y«; =
target-language tokens preceding ¢, and ¢ = prompt.

a sequence-to-sequence task, where the input se-
quence is first encoded into an intermediate rep-
resentation, and the output sequence is then gen-
erated based on this representation, as illustrated
in Figure 1 (a). Models of this kind are typically
trained on bilingual text in a supervised manner,
and their inference on modern GPUs is efficient.
However, like their predecessors in past decades
(e.g., statistical machine translation models), NMT
models are generally developed for specific tasks,
such as translation in a specific genre or domain.

Everything changed in NLP, with the success of
LLMs through large-scale self-supervised learning
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(Brown et al., 2020). In the LLM paradigm, the
translation problem is framed as the token predic-
tion problem in language modeling, as illustrated
in Figure 1 (b). Such an approach greatly simplifies
the modeling. We can now pre-train the LLM on
large amounts of text via self-supervision so as to
produce a single model that can be fine-tuned and
prompted for various translation-related tasks, such
as constrained translation and post-editing. Nev-
ertheless, as a consequence of using large-scale
neural networks, LLMs are computationally expen-
sive and pose challenges for applications requiring
low latency and a small memory footprint.

The fundamental change brought by LL.Ms has
led most of the field to focus on replacing previous
NLP systems with LLMs. However, machine trans-
lation researchers might still expect that a system
could be efficient and easy to optimize, and, at the
same time, could generalize across various sorts of
tasks.

In this paper, we examine how the world of
LLMs can be married with the world of NMT,
thereby benefiting from both paradigms. One sim-
ple approach is to use an LLLM as the encoder in
NMT (call it LaMaTE — Large Language Models
as Machine Translation Encoders). As both the
encoder and decoder are essentially based on lan-
guage models, we can view the whole system as a
single language model. The decoupling of encod-
ing and decoding from language modeling confers
great modeling flexibility. A direct result of this
is that we can employ a deep, complex encoder
and a lightweight decoder, as illustrated in Figure 1
(c). This heterogeneous architecture is particularly
well-suited for machine translation, where we can
use a powerful encoder to understand the input
text, while generating high-quality translations at a
lower decoding cost.

In order to examine to what extent the model can
generalize, we develop a new benchmark, called
the Comprehensive Machine Translation bench-
mark (ComMT). It consists of several diverse
tasks that evaluate different aspects of a transla-
tion model. While there have been datasets devel-
oped for fine-tuning LLMs for multiple translation
tasks (Alves et al., 2024), our focus is on a broader
range of application scenarios. We hope that such a
benchmark can be adopted to provide a systematic
evaluation of machine translation systems, and that
this, in turn, will encourage practitioners to pay
more attention to the issue of generalization when
developing these systems.

We conduct extensive experiments and evaluate
various models including NMT, LLMs, and our
LaMaTE method. Our results show that the La-
MaTE model achieves comparable or better perfor-
mance than a range of baseline systems on several
tasks, but runs 2.4 ~ 6.5 times faster and reduces
the memory footprint of the KV cache by 75%.
Evaluations on the ComMT dataset also demon-
strate the strong generalization capabilities of the
LaMaTE model, showing significant improvements
over baseline systems. These results are not sur-
prising, but intriguing, as findings in NMT remain
applicable in the era of LLMs, for instance, scal-
ing up the encoding network is still beneficial for
machine translation tasks. This suggests an inter-
esting direction for future work, where we could
develop a powerful yet efficient system by using
a strong model for language understanding and a
lightweight model for language generation.

2 Related Work

Designing widely applicable models for MT has
been an active area of NLP research for decades.
Although MT models have evolved significantly
over time, most of them still operate on an “analyze-
then-generate” paradigm (Brown et al., 1993;
Koehn et al., 2003; Bahdanau et al., 2015). For
example, in statistical MT, the source-language sen-
tence is parsed into either syntactic or non-syntactic
forms, and the translation is generated by mapping
these parsed forms to target-language constructions
(Chiang, 2005). LLMs can broadly be categorized
as following a similar design: they first compute
the key-value cache for each input sequence, and
then produce output tokens in a left-to-right manner
based on this cache. From a modeling perspective,
therefore, decoupling the encoding and decoding
processes is a natural design choice for both tradi-
tional MT and LLMs.

In NLP, a large body of work has focused on
pre-training and applying text encoders, such as
the BERT series of models (Devlin et al., 2019),
which are primarily designed to address language
understanding problems. More recently, there have
been attempts to use LLMs as text encoders, though
these models are more commonly used for generat-
ing text. For example, BehnamGhader et al. (2024)
and Muennighoff et al. (2024) fine-tuned LLMs for
text encoding and showed that LLMs can produce
high-quality representations of text in various em-
bedding tasks. However, it is rare to see studies on
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incorporating LLMs in the encoding for NMT or
other language generation tasks.

In fact, the focus of research in MT has shifted.
Recent studies in this field are now more concerned
with the adaptation of LLMs, rather than the im-
provement of model architectures. One strand of re-
search aims to enable LLMs to translate via prompt-
ing techniques, including designing better prompts
(Zhang et al., 2023a; Zhu et al., 2024), introducing
translation demonstrations (Mu et al., 2023; Chitale
et al., 2024), and using chain-of-thought reasoning
(Lu et al., 2024). Another strand focuses on devel-
oping MT-specific LLMs via fine-tuning (Xu et al.,
2023; Yang et al., 2023b; Alves et al., 2024; Guo
et al., 2024; Zheng et al., 2025); we have followed
this approach, but with a focus on improving the
model architecture, as well as developing a new
benchmark for evaluating universal MT models.

This work is also related to efficient methods
for LLMs. For example, one can compress the
model using quantization and pruning techniques
(Xiao et al., 2023; Ma et al., 2023), and speed-up
inference using speculative decoding algorithms
(Leviathan et al., 2023; Kim et al., 2023). But
these methods and ours are in no way contradic-
tory. Since our model follows standard encoding
(or prefilling) and decoding frameworks, it can be
easily combined with various efficient methods to
further improve efficiency.

3 LaMaTE

In this section, we introduce LaMaTE and its train-
ing method.

3.1 Model Architecture

We begin by outlining the basic concepts and no-
tation needed for our description. There are three
networks that we consider here.

* NMT Encoder Enc(x). It is a standard Trans-
former encoder, consisting of an embedding
layer and a number of stacked Transformer
layers. The output of the NMT encoder is a
bidirectional representation of the input token
sequence x, denoted by H'.

* NMT Decoder Dec(H, y). It shares the same
architecture as the NMT encoder, with an ad-
ditional cross-attention sublayer added in each
Transformer layer. The NMT decoder accepts

"H is a sequence of vectors, each corresponding to the
representation at each position of x.

two inputs — one from the encoder for cross-
attention, and another as the regular sequential
input. In the self-attention mechanism, each
position can only attend to the preceding posi-
tions. So its output representation is unidirec-
tional. Typically, a Softmax layer is added on
top of the decoder to generate distributions of
tokens.

* LLM Decoder Dec(__, [c, x,y]). It operates
on token sequences only, without the need
for input from the encoder. Thus, the cross-
attention sublayers are removed, and the first
parameter of the above function is left blank.
Here [c,x,y| denotes the concatenation of
the prompt c, the input sequence x, and the
translation y.

For NMT models, we can simply connect the
NMT encoder and decoder together. The probabil-
ity of token prediction can be expressed as

Softmax(WS); (1)
DeC(Ha Y<l) (2)
Enc(x) 3)

Pr(yilx,y<i) =
S
H =

where y; denotes the target-language token at posi-
tion %, ¥ «; denotes the target-language tokens that
precede position ¢, and Softmax(WS); denotes
the Softmax function that computes the distribu-
tion of tokens at position ¢. WS maps the decoder
output S to a representation space of the vocabulary
size using the linear mapping matrix W.

The LaMaTE model follows this encode-decode
architecture, but with an LLM decoder replacing
the NMT encoder, given by

S = Decy(H',y<i) “4)
H = Decy(_,lc,x]) 5)

Here we use the subscripts ¢ and 6 to denote the
parameters for the NMT decoder and the LLM
decoder, respectively.

The function Decy(__, [c, x]) serves as a unidi-
rectional encoder. Although it is generally thought
that bidirectional encoders can make better use of
contextual information, our experiments in Sec-
tion 6.4 demonstrate that using such unidirectional
encoders based on LLMs is also very effective.
Given that both the encoder and decoder are unidi-
rectional, we can roughly think of the whole model
as a hybrid language model: a large, powerful
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Figure 2: The architecture of LaMaTE, where the Adaptor consists of three components: Fusion combines
the representations of layer groups g, MLP reduces the representations’s dimensionality, and EncStack learns
bidirectional representations. The training process consists of two stages: the first stage trains the Adaptor and
Decoder, and the second stage trains all model parameters.

model is used for prefilling, and a small, efficient
model is used for decoding.

involves three components. The complete model
architecture is illustrated in Figure 2

The use of pre-trained LLMs for encoding al-
lows the model to have a stronger understanding
of the input sequence, which has been found to be
very beneficial in NMT systems (Dou et al., 2018;
Wang et al., 2019). As another bonus, one can
easily adapt the model via fine-tuning and prompt-
ing, thereby deploying a single such system for
many different tasks. For example, by giving an
appropriate prompt ¢, we can guide the system to
produce outputs following specific needs or con-
texts. This gives LaMaTE a big advantage over
traditional NMT models.

One problem with the model described in Egs.
(4-5) is that the LLM decoder may have a larger hid-
den size than that of the NMT decoder. In this case,
we add an adaptor to the output of the LLM decoder
to reduce its dimensionality, so that it matches the
NMT decoder. We can then redefine H' as

H = F,(Decy(_,]c,x])) (6)

where F,(+) is the adaptor with the parameters w.

3.2 Adaptor

One simple form of adaptors is a linear mapping of
the output of the LLM decoder, that is, we linearly
transform representations from Decy(-) to lower-
dimensional representations required by Decg(-).
But we find that this method falls short of our ex-
pectations because LLLMs are typically too big that
simply transforming their output representations
into lower-dimensional ones makes it difficult for
untrained smaller models to use them directly.
Instead, we design an adaptor that makes better
use of the LLM outputs for the NMT decoder. It
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* Instead of considering only the output of the
final layer of the LLM, we fuse the outputs of
the intermediate layers to form a finer-grained
output of the LLLM decoder. Such methods
have been found to be very beneficial to deep-
to-shallow architectures in NMT (Wang et al.,
2019; Yang et al., 2023a). To do this, we
divide the LLM layers into K groups, and
fuse their outputs in the following form

K
1
Hfse = LayerNorm (K Zwkgk> @)
k=1

where LayerNorm(+) is the layer normaliza-
tion function, gy, is the output of the k-th layer
group, and wy, is the learnable weight for gy..
We use the last layer’s hidden states of each
group as that group’s hidden states.

We place a 2-layer MLP after layer fusion to
reduce the hidden size of Hy,,, (denoted by
dy) to the hidden size of the NMT decoder
(denoted by dy). This network is given by

Hmlp = GELU(Hfusewl)WQ (8)

where GELU(-) is the activation function, and
W, € Raxd2 gnd W, € R%2*%% are the
linear mapping matrices.

It is also possible to learn bidirectional rep-
resentations from unidirectional representa-
tions. A common method is to incorporate
some Transformer encoder layers. Thus the



self-attention models can help generate bidi-
rectional representations. The final output of
the adaptor is then given by

H' = EncStack(H,) 9)
where EncStack(-) is a stack of Transformer
encoder layers. Note that EncStack(-) con-
sists of only a few layers, and thus adds very
small computational overhead. This step of
bidirectional representation learning is op-
tional, and one can choose whether to adopt it
in practice.

3.3 Model Training

The LaMaTE model has three sets of parameters: 6
for the LLLM decoder, ¢ for the NMT decoder, and
w for the adaptor. Here, 0 is initialized with the
pre-trained parameters of the LLM, while ¢ and w
need to be trained from scratch.

Optimizing these parameters on bitext seems
straightforward, but poses practical challenges.
Since fine-tuning pre-trained LLMs is costly, using
less labeled data is generally favorable. However,
we found that this approach can lead to inadequate
learning of the new parameters ¢ and w. On the
other hand, extensive fine-tuning may cause the
LLM to forget its original knowledge encoded in 6.
Similar findings have been reported in the literature
(Xu et al., 2023).

Here, we present a two-stage training method
that performs more efficient learning for different
types of parameters. In the first stage, we freeze
f and pre-train both ¢ and w. The task of pre-
training is a standard translation task. We train the
model to translate source-language sequences to
corresponding target-language sequences. There-
fore, the adaptor and the NMT decoder can learn to
map from source-language representations to trans-
lations. Since the parameters of the LLM decoder
are frozen, this process requires only the forward
pass of this large network, without the need for the
backward pass. It is thus less computationally ex-
pensive than LLM fine-tuning, making it possible
to scale up the pre-training to large datasets.

The second stage is a fine-tuning stage, where 0,
¢, and w are fine-tuned together on various tasks.
For each task, as with instruction fine-tuning for
LLMs, we provide LaMaTE with task-specific in-
structions, inputs and outputs, and optimize all the
parameters end-to-end. In this way, the model is
adapted to follow these instructions and can be

deployed as a single, universal model to handle a
variety of translation-related problems. We use our
ComMT dataset for fine-tuning in this work.

4 ComMT

Many translation-related tasks, such as document-
level translation, rely on both understanding com-
plex inputs and generating coherent, contextually
appropriate outputs, which are not captured by com-
monly used sentence-level translation tasks. To
generalize LaMaTE to diverse tasks and evaluate
it on these tasks, we developed a new evaluation
benchmark called ComMT, constructed from ex-
isting publicly available translation datasets. It
comprises five tasks:

¢ General Translation. This is a standard sen-
tence in, sentence out task.

¢ Document-level Translation. This task
extends translation from sentence-level to
document-level.

* Domain Translation. This task focuses on
domain-specific translation.

* Terminology-constrained Translation. In this
task, the system is required to produce transla-
tions that follow the given terminology trans-
lation requirements.

* Automatic Post-editing. This task aims to au-
tomatically correct errors in translations.

We collected data mainly from public resources,
driven by two goals: (i) to find as many data sources
as possible in order to increase data diversity, and
(i1) to collect as much high-quality, manually an-
notated translation data as possible. ComMT is
multilingual and supports four languages: German,
Czech, Russian, and Chinese. The reader can refer
to Appendix Section B for more details of ComMT.

Ultimately, we created a training set of 239k sam-
ples, as shown in Figure 7, and the test set statistics
illustrated in Table 5. Overall, ComMT exhibits
significant diversity and broad applicability, pro-
viding a well-curated data resource for developing
and evaluating universal translation models.

S Experimental Setup

5.1 Data and Evaluation Metrics

We trained our model on multilingual translations
between English (En) and four languages: Ger-
man (De), Czech (Cs), Russian (Ru), and Chinese
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General Trans Domain Trans

Doc-level Trans

Terminology-con Trans Automatic Post-edition

Model

COMET BLEU COMET BLEU COMET BLEU COMET BLEU TSR1 COMET BLEU HTER |
Decoder-only Models
ALMA-TB* 83.23 31.49 8393 31.94 82.03 18.59 81.84 24.89 4320 8525 4091 5442
BigTranslate* 77.84 2204 7753 2199 7236 9.18 7729 18.56 33.10 78.84 29.82 69.04
Aya-23-8B 82.72 32.11 84.07 33.67 8498 32.19 81.47 31.14 7415 87.68 67.92 36.23
Towerlnstruct-7B  83.12 32.75 83.65 33.25 81.61 28.22 82.57 31.84 7698 8891 77.41 2349
Bayling-13B 74.81 2134 7650 24.07 74.10 1946 77.01 25.08 71.94 7390 29.67 114.80
Llama3-8B-Base 79.03 26.89 81.21 2829 8044 26.77 81.81 29.84 79.20 86.26 61.43 38.93
Llama3-8B-Inst ~ 73.56 23.20 73.04 22.69 81.79 2722 7136 2441 86.46 68.05 25.70 101.85
Llama3-8B-SFT  82.41 3242 84.60 3692 83.79 31.75 84.01 36.77 87.52 88.57 70.13 31.57
Encoder-Decoder Models

NLLB-3.3B* 81.30 31.63 81.38 32.66 73.60 11.72 80.21 2632 41.25 8497 4642 5242
NMT-8-8* 79.70 30.08 80.63 32.76 73.98 10.11 77.03 2554 40.56 84.50 47.52 50.21
NMT-40-8* 80.89 32.05 81.50 34.06 74.74 12.39 77.19 2580 41.15 85.10 47.57 50.26
mT5-Large 81.26 29.34 82.06 3026 77.69 1443 81.80 30.34 7693 85.88 62.77 45.10
‘LaMaTE (Ours) ~ 82.32 33.85 84.69 37.49 8434 31.69 8335 3476 75.64 88.60 69.10 33.42

Table 1: Performance on ComMT test set. Bold numbers represent the highest scores in each category, while
underlined numbers indicate the second highest scores. Models marked with "*" cannot handle additional inputs for
the terminology-constrained translation and automatic post-editing tasks, we only use the source sequence as input.

(Zh), resulting in a total of eight translation direc-
tions. The parallel corpus for training stage 1 was
sourced from WMT2023, as detailed in Table 6.
We sampled 10M bilingual sentence pairs for each
language, yielding a total of 40M pairs for training
stage 1. The training stage 2 utilizes data from the
ComMT training set with 239k samples.

We conducted tests on ComMT and evaluated
the model’s translation performance across all tasks
using COMET (wmt22-comet-da) (Rei et al., 2020)
and SacreBLEU (Post, 2018). Additionally, we
used Terminology Success Rate (TSR) for the
terminology-constrained translation task and Hu-
man Translation Edit Rate (HTER) for the auto-
matic post-editing task.

5.2 Training Setup

Our multilingual translation experiments necessi-
tate a language model with multilingual capabilities
for better encoding. We evaluated various popular
multilingual LLMs (see Appendix C.2 for details)
and selected Llama3-8B-base (Dubey et al., 2024)
as our encoder, which has a model dimension of
4096 and consists of 32 layers.

For the decoder, we set the dimension to 1024
with 8 layers, which also applies to the EncStack of
the adaptor, with the adaptor and decoder together
introducing fewer than 500M parameters. Hyper-
parameters for training are detailed in Table 7.

5.3 Models for Comparison

We create two categories of models for comparison:

Decoder-only Models. This includes: BigTrans-
late (Yang et al., 2023b), Bayling-13B (Zhang et al.,
2023b), Aya-23-8B (Ustiin et al., 2024), ALMA-
7B (Xu et al., 2023) and TowerInstruct-7B (Alves
et al., 2024). Also included are variants of Llama3-
8B: Llama3-8B-Base (3-shot in-context learning),
Llama3-8B-Inst (general instruction-tuned), and
Llama3-8B-SFT (fine-tuned on ComMT).

Encoder-Decoder Models. This includes: (i)
NLLB-3.3B (Costa-jussa et al., 2022): a com-
prehensive multilingual model. (ii) Traditional
encoder-decoder models: NMT-40-8 (40 encoder
layers, 8 decoder layers) and NMT-8-8 (8 encoder
layers, 8 decoder layers), both with a model dimen-
sion of 1024, trained from scratch on 161M bilin-
gual sentences from combined parallel data of four
languages. (iii) Fine-tuned encoder-decoder mod-
els: mT5-Large (1.2B) (Xue et al., 2021), aligned
with our method’s data settings.

6 Results and Analyses
6.1 Results

The averaged performance across all directions is
shown in Table 1, with more detailed results pro-
vided in Table 14.

Comparison with Encoder-Decoder Models. In
comparison to encoder-decoder models, LaMaTE
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Figure 3: Comparison of decoder-only (Llama3-8B and Towerlnstruct-7B) and encoder-decoder (mT5-large and
LaMaTE) models on off-target rate (OTR), unaligned source words (USW), and unaligned target words (UTW).

demonstrates stronger performance, surpassing
NLLB-3.3B, NMT, and mT5-Large across all eval-
uated tasks. This result hightlights the potential of
LLMs as high-capacity encoders, capable of pro-
ducing more expressive and informative represen-
tations. These enhanced representations provide
a solid foundation for the decoder, ultimately im-
proving translation quality. Moreover, LaMaTE’s
consistent performance across multiple tasks un-
derscores its strong generalization capability.

Comparison with Fine-Tuned LLMs. When
compared with fine-tuned LLMs, LaMaTE
achieves comparable overall performance to
Llama3-8B-SFT. While Llama3-8B-SFT holds a
slight advantage in the terminology-constrained
translation task with higher TSR scores, there is no
significant difference in other tasks. Additionally,
LaMaTE outperforms earlier fine-tuned LLMs like
Bayling-13B and remains competitive with more
advanced models such as TowerInstruct-7B. This
further demonstrates that LLMs can serve as effec-
tive MT encoders, offering an effective and com-
putationally efficient alternative to the approach of
fine-tuning LLMs as direct generators.

Misalignment Evaluation. To further investigate
translation quality, we analyze misalignment is-
sues commonly observed in LLM-based genera-
tion (Zhang et al., 2024; Zeng et al., 2024), where
models may generate output that diverges from
the source text. We compare decoder-only models
(Llama3-8B and TowerlInstruct-7B) and encoder-
decoder (mT5-large and LaMaTE) across three
metrics: off-target rate, unaligned source words,
and unaligned target words in En — X direction.
As shown in Figure 3, encoder-decoder models
consistently exhibit lower scores across all three
dimensions, indicating they reduce misalignment
compared to decoder-only models. LaMaTE fol-
lows the encoder-decoder paradigm, which also
helps mitigate misalignment issues as an added

Models HRL MRL LRL XRL
NMT-40-8 30.13 30.28 21.02 16.59
mTSdarge 2912 3014 2746 2464
LaMaTE (Ours) 32.11 32.13 2620 21.70

Table 2: BLEU performance evaluated on the FLORES-
200 devtest set, with models trained on OPUS-100 data.
HRL, MRL, LRL, and XRL represent high, medium,
low, and very low-resource languages, respectively.

bonus. We speculate that this improvement can
be attributed to the cross-attention mechanism in
the NMT decoder, which allows direct token-wise
interaction between the target and the source se-
quence, thereby enhancing source-target alignment.
In contrast, LLMs rely on a single attention mecha-
nism to jointly process the concatenated source and
target text, which could potentially cause a loss of
attention focus (Zhang et al., 2024).

Large-Scale Multilingual Translation. To fur-
ther validate whether our method can benefit a
broader range of languages, we conducted exten-
sive multilingual translation directions (99 lan-
guages), with the detailed description in Appendix
D.1. As shown in Table 2, LaMaTE significantly
outperforms the NMT-40-8 model across all re-
source levels and surpasses the mT5-large model
in high and medium language resources. This high-
lights the effectiveness of leveraging LLMs as en-
coders for multilingual translation, as their rich rep-
resentations can boost performance. However, our
model underperforms compared to mT5-large in
low and very low-resource languages, likely due to
limited pre-training data for these languages in the
Llama3-base model. Using a model with stronger
multilingual capabilities as the encoder could fur-
ther improve performance.
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Figure 4: Comparison of efficiency: The left chart displays the decoding speedup ratio of LaMaTE versus Llama3-
8B under varying source sequence lengths and batch sizes, and the right chart shows the theoretical KV cache size

factor for each model.

6.2 Efficiency Analysis

Figure 4 illustrates the efficiency comparisons be-
tween LaMaTE and other models, with their con-
figuration details are provided in Table 10. The
results highlight two key improvements: decoding
speedup and memory efficiency.

The left chart in Figure 4 demonstrates that as
the source sequence length and batch size increase,
LaMaTE achieves a 2.4x to 6.5x speedup over
Llama3-8B (see Table 13 for details). Furthermore,
as shown in the right chart, LaMaTE significantly
reduces KV cache memory by 75% compared
to Llama3-8B. This reduction in memory usage
enhances scalability, enabling larger batch sizes
and longer source sequences. For instance, at an
80G memory budget, Llama3-8B encounters out-
of-memory issues at a batch size of 24 for source
lengths of 300-400, whereas LaMaTE still works
normally. This improvement is particularly bene-
ficial for large-scale inference, where optimizing
throughput is crucial for real-world deployment.
Overall, LaMaTE significantly enhances computa-
tional efficiency without compromising translation
quality, demonstrating its effectiveness in balanc-
ing performance and compute resources.

6.3 Depth vs Performance

To analyze how the depth of the EncStack and de-
coder affects performance and efficiency, we first
fix the decoder depth and vary the EncStack depth,
then fix the EncStack depth and adjust the decoder
depth. We evaluate translation performance in both
En — X and X — En directions and measure de-
coding speed, as shown in Figure 5.

The left panel presents the effect of increasing
the number of EncStack layers. The results show
that adding more EncStack layers leads to modest

‘ o X—En # En—X -+ Decoding Speed
‘ {600 saf «
83
) 82t 1
1300 gy} 1300 ¢
81l /\. 1200 gt . ‘ * 120
24 8 16 24 8 16
EncStack Layers Decoder Layers
Figure 5: The impact of EncStack and decoder depth on
model performance and efficiency.
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improvements in both translation directions, but the
gains are relatively small compared to variations
in the decoder. Additionally, since the EncStack
operates only on the encoder side, its impact on
decoding efficiency is minimal.

The right panel illustrates the effect of varying
decoder depth. Unlike the encoder, increasing de-
coder layers significantly influences both transla-
tion performance and efficiency. While deeper
decoders consistently improve translation quality,
particularly in the En — X direction, they also in-
troduce a notable trade-off: decoding speed drops
sharply as depth increases, with a 39% reduction
when moving from 8 to 16 layers. This suggests
that scaling the encoder offers a more effective
trade-off between performance gains and compu-
tational efficiency. Alternatively, the decoder can
be scaled using the Mixture of Experts (MoE) tech-
nique, which enables capacity expansion without
an increase in inference cost. We leave further
exploration of these strategies for future work.

6.4 Ablation Study

We present ablation studies in Table 3. First, train-
ing the model with only stage 1 (W/o S2) results
in a substantial performance drop. Incorporating
stage 2 while freezing LLM parameters yields no-
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Models COMET BLEU
LaMaTE (Ours) 82.32 33.85

W/o S2 80.07(_2.25) 2967(—4.18)
W/ S2 & Frozen LLM 82.16(_0.16) 33.73(_0.12)
W/o Layer Fusion 82.08(_0.24) 33.14(_¢.71)
W/o EncStack 82.02(_g.30) 33.32(_0.53)
Concat Decoder 81.52(_g80) 31.51(_23y
Prefix Decoder 81.66(_0‘66) 32.38(_1.47)

Table 3: Ablation studies on training methods, adaptor
design, and decoder variants. The numbers in the bot-
tom right represent the performance gap relative to the
complete model (LaMaTE).

ticeable improvements, but still falls short of La-
MaTE’s performance. This underscores the impor-
tance of both high-quality data and LLM parameter
tuning in maximizing model performance.

For the adaptor, removing the layer fusion leads
to a performance drop, indicating that fusing inter-
mediate LLLM layers provides a more informative
representation than relying solely on the final layer.
Similarly, removing EncStack results in a slight
degradation. These findings confirm that the adap-
tor enhances the native representations of LLMs,
rendering them more suitable for the NMT decoder.

Besides, we explore two decoder variants—
Concat Decoder and Prefix Decoder—both of
which remove the cross-attention layer in the stan-
dard decoder. For a detailed description of these
variants, see Appendix D.3. As shown in the results,
the standard decoder proves superior to alternative
designs. Together with the observations from Fig-
ure 3, we argue that maintaining cross-attention in
the decoder is particularly beneficial for translation
tasks that demand strong alignment.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we explore the connection between
the two worlds of LLMs and NMT, presenting
LaMaTE—a method that leverages LLMs as MT
encoders and pairs them with lightweight decoders.
We design an adaptor better to align LLM’s repre-
sentations for the decoder and propose a two-stage
training strategy to develop a universal transla-
tion model. Additionally, we introduce ComMT, a
new dataset suite encompassing diverse translation-
related tasks, facilitating the development and eval-
uation of universal translation models. Experi-
ments on ComMT demonstrate LaMaTE’s strong
performance and generalization ability, while sig-

nificantly improving computational efficiency—
achieving 2.4 x to 6.5 faster decoding speeds and
reducing KV cache memory usage by 75%. We
hope this study will provide valuable insights and
inspire further exploration into optimizing LLMs
and expanding their role in NLP tasks.

Limitations

Our approach requires pre-training the decoder’s
parameters using large-scale bilingual data in the
first stage, as the decoder is randomly initialized.
This process may not be the most efficient. Future
work could explore initializing these parameters
from the encoder or directly leveraging a small
pre-trained language model to reduce the state gap
between the encoder and decoder. Additionally,
since our decoder is lightweight, it may become a
bottleneck when generating translations into many
target languages, so expanding its capacity is es-
sential for better performance. A more effective
strategy might involve scaling the decoder’s ca-
pacity with Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) instead of
adding more layers, thereby boosting performance
without compromising efficiency.
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A Encoder-Decoder vs Decoder-Only

Recent advancements in NLP have been profoundly
shaped by Transformer models (Vaswani et al.,
2017; Radford, 2018; Devlin et al., 2019), which
have revolutionized both model design and task
handling. The original Transformer (Vaswani et al.,
2017) was designed for sequence-to-sequence
(seq2seq) tasks, utilizing an encoder-decoder ar-
chitecture where the encoder encodes the input se-
quence and the decoder generates the output. Sub-
sequent models like GPT (Radford, 2018) leverage
only the Transformer’s decoder, omitting the cross-
attention layer, for language modeling tasks. Both
architectures are illustrated in Figure 6. Although
originally designed for different purposes, many
NLP tasks can be framed as either seq2seq or lan-
guage modeling problems (Xiao and Zhu, 2025;
Chang et al., 2024).

From a macroscopic perspective, the encoder-
decoder architecture employs an explicit encoder
module to encode the input, after which the de-
coder generates output based on both the source
representation from the encoder’s top layer and the
target representation from preceding layer. Given
the source sequence X and target sequence Y, this
process can be represented as follows 2:

X' = FFN(SAtt(X'™, My)) (10)
Y! = FEN(CAtt(SAtt (Y ™! M), X5, My))  (11)

where [ denotes the layer index, X' and Y repre-
sent the representations of the source and target at
I-th layer, respectively, with X° and Y indicating
the embeddings. Each layer of the encoder first
performs self-attention (SAtt) with a fully-visible
mask pattern M, indicating that all tokens in the
source can attend to each other, followed by a feed-
forward neural network (FFN). The encoder gener-
ates its final representation X parallelly by stack-
ing L such layers. The decoder is similar to the en-
coder but differs in that: (i) due to its autoregressive
nature, its self-attention uses a causal mask pattern
M., allowing attention only to historical tokens; (ii)
it incorporates an additional cross-attention (CAtt)
layer to integrate representations from the source,
where the mask M is a fully-visible mask pattern,
enabling the target to attend to the entire source.

Contrastingly, the decoder-only architecture pro-
cesses both the source and target sequences within
a single module:

For simplicity, we omit layer normalization and residual
connections in the following formulas and descriptions.
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Figure 6: The Encoder-Decoder and Decoder-only architecture.
Model Connection Type Fuse Type Sre Mask b Entc-DSelcl .
TopOnly Layer-Wise Cross Attention Concat Attention arameter Sharing
Encoder-Decoder v v Fully-visible X
Causal LM v v Causal v
Prefix LM v v Fully-visible v

Table 4: Comparision of different architecture by analyzing their structural elements.

(X', V! = FEN(SAtt([ X1, Y1, M) (12)

In practice, due to the nature of causal attention,
the representation of X is independent of Y. This
allows us to encode X independently to obtain
representations at each layer, as shown in Equa-
tion (10). Subsequently, the representations of X
at each layer are concatenated with the correspond-
ing target representations, enabling self-attention
computations of the target across both source and
target sequences, as shown in Figure 6(b). It is
important to note that: (i) when encoding X, we
can modify its original causal attention mask M,
to be fully-visible mask My, similar to used in
the encoder-decoder architecture, thus creating a
variant of the CausalLM model known as the pre-
fixLM model (Dong et al., 2019; Raffel et al.,
2020); (ii) the fusion of source and target informa-
tion is achieved by computing attention on concate-
nated representations of both, distinct from cross-
attention, which we refer to in this paper as concat
attention; (iii) the interaction between X and Y is
Layer-Wise, rather than using only the top-layer
representation of X as in the encoder-decoder ar-
chitecture (TopOnly).

The overall comparison of these architectures
is shown in Table 4. In practice, some modern de-
ployment frameworks of LLMs (decoder-only mod-

els) explicitly separate encoding (prefilling) and de-
coding processes across distinct computational re-
sources, making the architecture structurally resem-
ble encoder-decoder models (Patel et al., 2024). In
this light, the so-called decoder-only model can be
considered a variant of the encoder-decoder model,
wherein the encoding function is implicitly inte-
grated through shared parameters with the decoder.
Conversely, one may view the encoder-decoder
model as an extension of PrefixLM, with a more
explicit division between encoding and decoding
stages.

B ComMT

B.1 Data Collection, Categorization and
Processing

Our data collection and curation efforts are guided
by two key principles: ensuring high quality and
maintaining diversity across translation tasks. To
this end, we extensively gathered publicly available
datasets from the research community, focusing
primarily on well-established repositories such as
OPUS 3, WMT 4, and Papers with Code °. These
sources have been widely used in MT research.
To uphold data quality, we retained only those
datas that had undergone manual annotation, cul-

3https: //opus.nlpl.eu/
4ht’cps: //www2.statmt.org/wmt23/
Shttps://paperswithcode.com/datasets
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Figure 7: Our comprehensive translation dataset, ComMT, includes diverse translation-related tasks. The table

presents the training set statistics for ComMT.

minating in a collection of over 50 high-quality
datasets covering a diverse range of domains, and
translation scenarios. For specialized tasks like
document-level translation with limited annotated
data, we sampled from resources such as news-
commentary. To further refine our dataset and
remove potentially low-quality samples, we em-
ployed the COMETkiwi (Rei et al., 2020) model
for filtering. We set the filtering threshold at 0.55
for literature and doc-level translation tasks and
0.75 for all other tasks.

After filtering, we carefully organized and cate-
gorized each dataset based on its characteristics ac-
cording to our classification protocol. All collected
datasets are presented in Table 15. The principles
for processing each task are as follows:

General Translation. This essential and well-
researched task in the MT field emphasizes
sentence-level translation in general domains, serv-
ing as the foundation for more specialized tasks.
Datasets lacking distinctive features are classified
as general sentence-level tasks. We included a
small amount of domain-specific data to enhance
generalizability, making this task the largest part of
ComMT.

Document-level Translation. Document-level
translation focuses on maintaining coherence
and context in extended texts, rather than merely
achieving sentence-level accuracy. This requires
the model to consider a broader context and
capture nuances across sentences (Maruf et al.,
2022; Hu et al., 2024). Our document-level
translation tasks mainly involve general long texts,
such as news articles. Jin et al. (2023a) indicates
that 3 preceding sentences are usually sufficient to
disambiguate most discourse phenomena. Based
on this finding and practical considerations, we
restricted our document-level translation tasks
to texts under 500 words and organized the data
accordingly.

Domain Translation. Domain translation focuses
on specialized domains, ensuring the accurate use
of domain-specific terminology and expressions.
Based on real-world applications and existing re-
search, we identified five initial domains for study:
Medical, Law, Information Technology(IT), Col-
loquial, and Literature. For the colloquial domain,
we focus on informal, non-written text data, mainly
from social media platforms, dialogues, and subti-
tles. For the literature domain, considering the
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De Ru Zh Cs

Task Subtask De2En En2De Ru2En En2Ru Zh2En En2Zh Cs2En En2Cs
WMT23 549 557 1723 2074 1976 2074 - 2074
General Translation WMT22 1984 2037 2016 2037 1875 2037 1448 2037
FLORES-200 1012 - 1012 - 1012 - 1012
Doc-level translation - 500 547 - 500 415 500 500 519
Medical 748 744 513 1772 580 2094 999 -
Law 969 - - - - - 959
Domain Translation IT - - 650 - - - 519
Colloquial 517 595 564 507 520 652 - -
Literature 506 - 506 - 401 550 - -
Terminology-constrained Translation - 2948 775 - 500 1638 798 - 2898
Automatic Post-edition - 1980 1000 526 1023 - 1000 - -

Table 5: Statistics for the ComMT Test Set. We ensure that the source language of the test set is original, so not all
language directions have corresponding data for each task.

I WMT17-20 —3TowerBlock =3 ComMT
84 33.8
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84 828 34
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Figure 8: Comparison of performance across three datasets—WMT17-20, TowerBlock, and ComMT—fine-tuned

on Llama3-8B and evaluated on the WMT23 test set.

complex discourse phenomena in literary texts,
sentence-level translation is unsuitable; thus, we
construct this task as multi-sentences form. We
categorize sentences into varying lengths of [100,
200, 300, 400] words, distributed in proportions of
[0.2, 0.3, 0.3, 0.2], to enhance generalizability.

Terminology-constrained Translation. This task
requires models to adhere to predefined terminol-
ogy pairs for accurate conversion of terms, which is
crucial for professional translations. Due to the lim-
ited availability of terminology translation data, we
sampled data and used the B2NERD (Yang et al.,
2024b) model to extract term pairs. Note that each
sample may contain one or more terminology pairs
in our data.

Automatic Post-editing. APE focuses on enhanc-
ing the quality of preliminary machine translation

outputs by automatically correcting errors in gram-
mar, spelling, and style in the raw output. We
focused on collecting authentic data for this task
rather than using synthetic data due to its potential
lack of accuracy in representing real post-editing
scenarios.

In-context Learning Translation. ® We designed
this task mainly to leverage the inherent In-context
learning capabilities of LLMs, which potentially
enable models to adapt on-the-fly. We extracted
5% of the data from each task category to create
few-shot datasets. We structured these into 1-shot,
2-shot, and 3-shot data sets in proportions of [0.3,
0.3, 0.4].

®We created this few-shot training data to enhance data
diversity for the other five primary tasks. This task is used
solely for training and is not included in the evaluation.
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B.2 Construction of Training and Test Sets

For train sets, to manage the diverse data sources
and prevent excessive data accumulation, we have
set a cap of 5,000 samples per dataset. The training
set statistics are displayed in Figure 7. The sample
display of each task is shown in Table 16.

For test sets, we ensure that the source language
data is "source-original" to closely simulate real-
world scenarios and prevent "translationese" ef-
fects that could negatively impact evaluation ac-
curacy (Graham et al., 2020; L&ubli et al., 2020).
For general translation tasks, we keep data from
WMT22 (Adelani et al., 2022), WMT23 (Kocmi
et al., 2023), and Flores-200 (Costa-jussa et al.,
2022), and use wmt23 as the default test set. For
other tasks such as terminology-constrained trans-
lation and automatic post-editing, we either use
standard test sets (e.g., WMT17-WMT23) or con-
struct custom test sets by sampling from multiple
publicly available datasets. We strive to maintain a
minimum of 500 examples per test set to ensure ro-
bust evaluation. For under-resourced tasks, test sets
are currently unavailable due to data scarcity, but
we plan to continue expanding coverage in future
work.

B.3 Quality Verification

To verify the quality of our dataset, we fine-tuned
the Llama3-8B model (Dubey et al., 2024) and
compared it against two other datasets commonly
used in LLM-based MT research: (i) a merged
news test set from WMT17 to WMT20 with 61k
samples, widely adopted data setting in previous
studies (Xu et al., 2023; Jiao et al., 2023; Guo
et al., 2024); (i1) the TowerBlock dataset (Alves
et al., 2024), which comprises 638k samples across
translation tasks, named entity recognition (NER),
general dialogue, and other tasks. We evaluated the
resulting models on the WMT?23 test set, with the
results shown in Figure 8.

The results clearly demonstrate that ComMT sur-
passes WMT17-WMT?20 in both the En — X and
X — En directions. However, while it excels in the
En — X direction, it underperforms in the X —
En direction compared to TowerBlock. This dis-
crepancy may be attributed to TowerBlock’s larger
dataset size and its inclusion of additional general
task data, predominantly in English, which may
specifically enhance performance when translating
into English. We intend to investigate this further
in future research.

C Experimental Setup

C.1 Data and Hyperparameter

De-En Cs-En  Ru-En Zh-En

50.IM  563M 392M 40.8M
46.4M 504M 30.8M 33.6M

Language Pair

Before Clean
After Clean

Table 6: Statistics on the use of parallel data from
WMT2023. Note that due to the extensive bilingual
data in the En-De CommonCrawl corpus, we only sam-
pled a portion and merged it with other data to create a
dataset of S0M. For En-Cs, we excluded the CzEng 2.0
dataset due to licensing issues.

While traditional MT research predominantly
employs beam search for decoding, LLM-based
generation often utilizes sampling strategies for
faster and more diverse outputs. This raises the
question of whether LLMs, when used for transla-
tion, should follow the conventional beam search
approach or adopt sampling-based decoding. To in-
vestigate this, we conducted a comparative analysis
of beam search (beam size = 5) and sampling (tem-
perature = 0.7, top-k = 50, top-p = 0.8) in terms of
translation quality and decoding speed (batch size
=4). As shown in Table 8, while beam search is
significantly slower, it consistently yields higher
translation quality. Based on these observations,
we adopt beam search as the primary decoding
method in this paper.

C.2 Evaluating the Translation Capabilities of
Multilingual LLMs

To assess the fundamental translation capabilities
of state-of-the-art multilingual LLMs, we con-
ducted a comprehensive evaluation across several
widely used models, including XGLM-7.5B (Lin
et al., 2022), Bloom-7B (Scao et al., 2022), Falcon-
7B (Almazrouei et al., 2023), Qwen2-7B (Yang
et al., 2024a), Llama3-8B (Dubey et al., 2024).
These models were evaluated in both zero-shot and
three-shot settings across English < German,
Czech, Russian, and Chinese translation tasks.

The averaged performance in in Figure 9 show
that Llama3-8B consistently outperformed the
other models in both En — X and X — En trans-
lation directions. Its superior performance across
different language pairs suggests that it possesses
stronger multilingual capabilities. Based on these
results, we selected Llama3-8B as our backbone
model for subsequent experiments.
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Hyperparameter Stagel Stage2
Learning Rate Se-4 2e-5
Adam (0.9,0.999) (0.9, 0.999)
LR Scheduler inverse_sqrt  cosine
Number of Epochs 1 1
Global Batch Size 2,560 384
Train Steps 30,000 1,200
Warmup Ratio 0.01 0.01
Weight Decay 0.01 0.01
Decoding Method beam search
Beam Size 5

Table 7: Hyperparameter configuration during two-stage training and decoding. In the first training stage, we
use pure data parallelism because the LLM parameters are frozen. In the second stage, we employed DeepSpeed
ZeRO-2 (Rajbhandari et al., 2020) for full parameters training.

Models Decoding Method De2En Ru2En Zh2En En2De En2Cs En2Ru En2Zh Avg. Speed (tokens/s)
Beam Search 85.15 83.18 8036 83.10 7888 8539 8593 83.16 114
Towerlnstruct-7B  gampling 84.98 8249  79.79  82.03 6897 84.14 8439 8l1.15 167
Beam Search 83.76  81.66 7697 82.66 8580 8242  80.80 84.03 123
Llama3-8B-SFT  gampling 8348 8058 76.63 80.01 8174 8221  82.03 80.87 151
Beam Search 8390 8146 79.13 8073 86.81 8271 8441 8259 296
LaMaTE Sampling 82.82  80.53 7797 80.73 86.81 8271 8441 8057 379
Table 8: Comparison of the effectiveness and efficiency of beam search versus sampling.
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Figure 9: Evaluation of LLM translation capabilities in 0-shot and 3-shot settings using the WMT23 test set.

D Experiment Results

D.1 Results

We present a detailed performance of each transla-
tion task and language pair in the ComMT bench-
mark in Table 14.

Misalignment Evaluation. To assess the transla-
tion misalignment issue, we used three metrics: off-
target rate, unaligned source words, and unaligned
target words. Off-target refers to instances where
machine-generated translations contain segments
from incorrect languages or exhibit code-switching.
We utilize langdetect 7 to determine the language

"https://github.com/Mimino666/langdetect

of each translation. The off-target rate for a trans-
lation is calculated by subtracting the probability
of the predicted target language from 1. We then
average this rate across all sentences. Unaligned
source words (USW) refer to words in the source
sentence that do not have a corresponding transla-
tion in the target sentence. Conversely, unaligned
target words (UTW) capture instances where words
appear in the translation without clear support from
the source sentence, indicating potential insertions
or hallucinations. We employ awesome-align (Dou
and Neubig, 2021) to obtain word alignments. Ta-
ble 9 displays the results of these three indicators.

9418



Models Off-target Rate | USW Rate | USW Rate |

De Cs Ru Zh De Cs Ru Zh De Cs Ru Zh
Llama3-8B-SFT 5.63 945 292 3.76 1203 17.59 17.13 1936 14.16 14.80 14.10 22.59
Tower-7B 6.07 1041 349 246 1078 17.65 1579 18.72 12.39 1551 13.28 23.93
mT5-large 6.52 9.14 253 350 10.00 15.03 1531 16.88 11.60 11.45 12.51 18.27
LaMaTE 497 793 206 3.17 1074 16.11 1634 17.57 11.82 11.10 12.61 17.51

Table 9: Results of the Decoder-only and Encoder-Decoder models on three indicators of misalignment.

Decoder-only

Encoder-Decoder

Models Llama2-7B Llama3-8B Llama2-13B NMT-40-8 mT5-large NLLB-3.3B LaMaTE (Ours)
Dim 4096 4096 5120 1024 1024 2048 4096-1024
Encoder layer - - - 40 24 24 32-8
Decoder layer 32 32 40 8 24 24 8

Vocab size 32k 128k 32k 128k 256k 256k 128k
Params 6.73B 8.01B 13.01B 0.77B 1.23B 3.34B 8.5B

KV Cache (Kb) 524b(s+t)  131b(s+t)  819b(s+t)  32b(s+t)  98b(s+t)  196b(s+t) 32b(s+t)

Table 10: Details on parameter and theoretical KV cache size of the compared models in our work. In the KV
Cache, b, s, and t denote the batch size, source sequence length, and target sequence length, respectively. Note that
Llama3-8B uses GQA (Ainslie et al., 2023), resulting in smaller KV cache usage compared to Llama2-7B.

Large-Scale Multilingual Translation. To fur-
ther validate whether our method can benefit a
broader range of languages, we conducted exten-
sive multilingual translation. Specifically, we uti-
lized OPUS-100 (Zhang et al., 2020) as our training
set, which includes bilingual data for 99 languages
paired with English, totaling 55M sentences. Ta-
ble 12 shows the classification of resource levels for
these languages. We trained the models on the X
— En direction and evaluated with Flores-200 dev-
test set (Costa-jussa et al., 2022). For our method,
we froze the LLM parameters during training and
only trained the parameters of the adaptor and de-
coder. Due to the high cost of fine-tuning LLMs on
such a large-scale dataset, we did not compare the
LLM-SFT model.

D.2 Efficiency Analysis

We first summarize the key architectural details of
the evaluated models in Table 10. Next, we evaluate
the decoding efficiency of these models in Table 13
by comparing their decoding speed across different
sequence lengths and batch sizes. VLLM (Kwon
et al., 2023) accelerates LLM decoding but has lim-
ited beam search support and compatibility issues
with some models. To ensure fair and consistent
evaluation, we use the original Transformers frame-
work across all models. The results demonstrate
that LaMaTE consistently outperforms Llama3-8B
in decoding speed, particularly as batch sizes and
input lengths increase, achieving a speedup ranging

from 2.4x to 6.5X.

D.3 Decoder Variants Comparision

The decoder of the original transformer utilizes
cross attention to integrate the encoder’s represen-
tation, as shown in Equation (11). We refer to this
standard decoder Cross Decoder. We propose two
variants of the decoder that omit the cross-attention
layer.

The first variant, referred to as the Concat De-
coder, handles the encoder’s representation Hg by
incorporating it directly into the self-attention lay-
ers of the decoder. Specifically, in the self-attention
computation, the keys and values are computed
from [Hp,Y!~!], while the queries are derived
solely from Y'~1. Thus, this allows target tokens
to integrate source and target information within a
single attention computation:

Y! = FEN(SAtt([Hg, Y'7Y)  (13)

The second variant, taking inspiration from re-
cent research in multimodal language model (Liu
et al., 2023), referred to as Prefix Decoder, where
the encoder representations are concatenated di-
rectly with the decoder’s embeddings Y, before
being fed to the upper decoder layers:

Y = FEN(SAtt(Y'™)),

Y =[Hg Y] (14

We adopt a masking strategy similar to PrefixLM,
ensuring that source-side tokens retain their bidi-
rectional feature.
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X Concat Attention Prefix Attention
000 000 000

XM xM xM
Y Y X Y
Y! = FFN(CAtt(SAtt(Y' 1), X)) Y! = FFN(SAtt([XL, Y'-1])) Y! = FFN(SAtt(Y'"1)), Y = [XL,Y?]
Cross Decoder Concat Decoder Prefix Decoder

Figure 10: Three variants of decoders: Cross Decoder is the standard decoder, while Concat Decoder and Prefix
Decoder remove the cross-attention sublayer, integrating source information through self-attention and early fusion
methods, respectively.

Training De Cs Ru Zh Avg.
Stage  COMET BLEU COMET BLEU COMET BLEU COMET BLEU COMET BLEU
79.93 31.68 8531 3322 79.38 26.67 78.64 2992 80.07 29.67
8222 39.50 86.54 3534 81.71 28.61 81.46 3400 82.32 33.85
79.45 30.50 85.02 32.89 7945 2640 7899 30.15 80.01 29.33
79.89 3238 8597 34.04 81.63 2847 8l1.14 3349 81.52 31.51
79.12  30.04 8537 3273 79.71 26.73 79.24 30.21 80.11 29.25
81.17 37.56 8554 3206 81.11 27.54 81.07 33.10 81.66 32.38

Decoder

Cross Decoder

Concat Decoder

Prefix Decoder

N = (N =N =

Table 11: A comparison of decoder variants.

A comparative overview of the three variants is
presented in Figure 10. Table 11 displays their per-
formances. As shown, the Cross Decoder, i.e., the
standard decoder, achieves the best overall perfor-
mance.
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Resource Languages

Arabic (ar), German (de), English (en), Spanish (es), French (fr),
High Italian (it), Japanese (ja), Dutch (nl), Polish (pl), Portuguese (pt),
>1%) Russian (ru), Turkish (tr), Chinese (zh)

Bulgarian (bg), Bengali (bn), Catalan (ca), Czech (cs), Danish (da),
Modern Greek (el), Estonian (et), Persian (fa), Finnish (fi), Hindi (hi),
Medium Hungarian (hu), Indonesian (id), Korean (ko), Lithuanian (It), Latvian (1v),
(>0.1%) Norwegian (no), Romanian (ro), Slovak (sk), Slovene (sl), Swedish (sv),
Thai (th), Ukrainian (uk), Vietnamese (vi)

Afrikaans (af), Azerbaijani (az), Belarusian (be), Basque (eu), Galician (gl),
Gujarati (gu), Modern Hebrew (he), Armenian (hy), Icelandic (is), Georgian (ka),

Low Kazakh (kk), Kannada (kn), Macedonian (mk), Malayalam (ml), Mongolian (mn),
(>0.01%) Marathi (mr), Nepali (ne), Albanian (sq), Serbian (sr), Tamil (ta), Telugu (te),
Urdu (ur)

Ambharic (am), Aragonese (an), Assamese (as), Avaric (av), Tibetan (bo),

Breton (br), Bosnian (bs), Welsh (cy), Dzongkha (dz), Esperanto (eo),

Western Frisian (fy), Irish (ga), Gaelic (gd), Hausa (ha), Croatian (hr),

Igbo (ig), Central Khmer (km), Kurdish (ku), Kirghiz (ky), Limburgish (li),
Very-Low Malagasy (mg), Malay (ms), Maltese (mt), Burmese (my), Norwegian Bokmal (nb),
(<0.01%) Norwegian Nynorsk (nn), Occitan (oc), Oriya (or), Panjabi (pa), Pashto (ps),

Kinyarwanda (rw), Northern Sami (se), Serbo-Croatian (sh), Sinhala (si),

Tajik (tg), Turkmen (tk), Tatar (tt), Uighur (ug), Uzbek (uz), Walloon (wa),

Xhosa (xh), Yiddish (yi), Yoruba (yo), Zulu (zu)

Table 12: We categorized 99 languages in OPUS-100 (Zhang et al., 2020) into four resource levels—high, medium,
low, and very low—based on the proportion of data available on the internet.
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Decoder-only Encoder-Decoder

Batch Size Length Speedup?
Llama2-7B Llama3-8B Llama2-13B NMT-40-8 mT5-large NLLB-3.3B LaMaTE (Ours)
0-100 35 32 28 170 43 48 77 241
100-200 33 33 23 167 44 42 83 2.52
1 200-300 31 34 21 162 43 38 83 2.44
300-400 29 32 19 160 42 36 82 2.56
400-500 29 33 18 160 43 36 81 2.45
0-100 67 63 51 310 84 77 152 2.41
100-200 53 62 34 294 83 63 156 2.52
2 200-300 45 58 29 289 81 55 154 2.66
300-400 38 52 24 281 80 52 157 3.02
400-500 38 51 24 283 79 51 155 3.04
0-100 114 123 76 515 164 181 296 2.41
100-200 57 87 35 472 141 112 276 3.17
4 200-300 47 77 OOM 453 133 94 272 3.53
300-400 38 66 OOM 421 123 82 263 3.98
400-500 38 65 OOM 422 123 79 259 3.98
0-100 144 172 90 668 230 217 416 2.42
100-200 59 100 OOM 565 183 116 363 3.63
6 200-300 49 87 OOM 549 171 95 355 4.08
300-400 39 73 OOM 495 155 84 335 4.59
400-500 39 72 OOM 500 154 83 334 4.64
0-100 162 210 100 789 289 232 532 2.53
100-200 59 109 OOM 643 216 119 446 4.09
8 200-300 OOM 93 OOM 617 198 99 432 4.65
300-400 OOM 78 OOM 553 177 87 404 5.18
400-500 OOM 77 OOM 556 175 82 397 5.16
0-100 167 278 95 956 446 281 816 2.94
100-200 OOM 118 OOM 728 269 OOM 631 5.35
16 200-300 OOM 99 OOM 690 244 OOM 589 5.95
300-400 OOM 82 OOM 609 207 OOM 535 6.52
400-500 OOM 81 OOM 602 206 OOM 533 6.58
0-100 130 308 OOM 976 550 307 1050 341
100-200 OOM 121 OOM 739 263 OOM 728 6.02
24 200-300 OOM 102 OOM 708 250 OOM 667 6.54
300-400 OOM OOM OOM 624 OOM OOM 594 -
400-500 OOM OOM OOM 619 OOM OOM 593 -

Table 13: Evaluate model decoding speed (tokens/s) across various batch sizes and source sequence lengths. Speedup
indicates the decoding speedup ratio of LaMaTE versus Llama3-8B.
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General Translation

Model En2De En2Cs En2Ru En2Zh De2En

COMET BLEU COMET BLEU COMET BLEU COMET BLEU COMET BLEU
NLLB-3.3B 79.62 33.51 88.06 36.79 83.74 29.03 79.66 34.84 81.35 3542
BigTranslate 70.27 14.59 83.45 23.50 79.46 19.04 80.60 30.99 79.36 26.43
Aya-23-8B 82.27 34.13 87.25 32.02 83.92 26.41 84.03 41.39 84.29 41.24
TowerlInstruct-7B 83.10 35.00 78.88 17.41 85.39 29.81 85.93 42.66 85.15 4433
Bayling-13B 70.03 15.97 68.15 14.34 64.22 12.38 81.88 37.89 81.39 27.85
NMT-8-8 77.18 29.16 85.54 35.94 79.48 25.43 80.29 38.78 81.33 33.33
NMT-40-8 78.42 31.81 86.91 38.04 80.65 26.07 82.05 40.73 82.85 36.99
mT5-Large 78.83 30.74 84.22 30.08 81.62 24.10 83.59 36.89 82.93 37.12
Llama3-8B-Base, 3-shot 73.82 18.61 81.63 24.34 80.17 23.20 81.89 39.51 80.45 32.84
Llama3-8B-Inst, 0-shot 78.81 29.01 77.46 22.29 80.21 22.67 67.46 18.51 74.40 33.20
Llama3-8B-SFT 82.66 37.76 85.80 29.64 83.94 27.03 83.72 40.66 83.76 40.62
LaMaTE-s1 71.73 29.96 85.31 33.22 79.19 24.16 80.88 39.61 82.12 33.39
LaMaTE-s2 80.68 37.59 86.54 35.34 82.45 26.93 84.05 45.98 83.75 41.41
Model Ru2En Zh2En Avg. En — X Avg. X — En

COMET BLEU COMET BLEU COMET BLEU COMET BLEU
NLLB-3.3B 80.70 31.59 77.44 22.14 82.77 33.54 79.83 29.72
ALMA-7B 82.46 31.52 79.45 22.77 84.28 31.33 82.18 31.66
BigTranslate 76.84 23.43 75.48 16.29 78.45 22.03 77.23 22.05
Aya-23-8B 81.38 29.92 77.54 21.03 84.37 33.49 81.07 30.73
TowerlInstruct-7B 83.18 34.54 80.36 23.99 83.33 31.22 82.90 34.29
Bayling-13B 77.34 21.12 76.89 18.59 71.07 20.15 78.54 22.52
NMT-8-8 78.84 29.13 76.15 21.04 80.62 32.33 78.77 27.83
NMT-40-8 79.83 30.28 76.63 22.56 82.01 34.16 79.77 29.94
mT5-Large 80.42 27.85 77.97 19.73 82.07 30.45 80.44 28.23
Llama3-8B-Base, 3-shot 80.17 30.14 75.38 19.08 79.38 26.42 78.67 27.35
Llama3-8B-Inst, 0-shot 70.55 21.49 68.44 15.12 75.99 23.12 71.13 23.27
Llama3-8B-SFT 81.66 31.88 76.97 20.70 84.03 33.77 80.80 31.07
LaMaTE-s1 79.56 29.18 76.40 20.22 80.78 31.74 79.36 27.60
LaMaTE-s2 80.97 30.29 78.87 22.02 83.43 36.46 81.20 31.24
Domain Translation(COMET)

Model Medical Law IT

De2En  En2De Ru2En En2Ru Zh2En En2Zh Cs2En  En2De En2Cs En2Ru  En2Cs
NLLB-3.3B 87.32 86.65 84.49 88.71 84.29 85.29 88.20 86.89 89.88 86.81 92.09
ALMA-7B 87.06 86.10 84.56 88.02 84.83 85.66 87.57 85.45 88.94 86.60 92.35
BigTranslate 84.79 82.63 81.04 80.14 81.70 84.17 85.61 83.26 88.03 78.57 84.08
Aya-23-8B 87.15 85.88 84.08 88.04 84.82 86.49 87.71 86.31 89.24 87.19 92.97
TowerInstruct-7B 87.51 86.89 85.44 87.77 85.40 87.08 87.15 86.27 82.14 85.27 84.86
Bayling-13B 85.62 80.11 82.47 64.29 83.00 85.03 84.12 75.39 70.65 66.26 75.52
mT5-Large 86.37 85.01 83.24 86.63 82.90 85.86 86.56 84.16 86.85 84.93 91.49
NMT-8-8 87.12 86.69 83.85 86.93 83.61 85.46 87.76 87.98 91.14 83.17 92.73
NMT-40-8 87.50 87.03 84.74 87.79 84.42 86.09 88.21 88.28 91.78 83.03 93.25
Llama3-8B-Base, 3-shot ~ 85.14 83.32 83.11 84.61 82.46 83.96 86.57 79.46 82.13 84.43 88.48
Llama3-8B-Inst, 0-shot 73.47 84.79 74.20 85.72 74.58 75.20 66.78 83.59 81.95 84.20 86.25
Llama3-8B-SFT 86.65 85.86 83.95 88.94 84.85 87.69 88.07 85.53 88.18 88.88 92.84
LaMaTE 87.10 86.39 84.36 88.95 84.36 88.73 87.68 87.70 91.36 89.48 93.86
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Colloquial Literature

Model Avg. COMET Avg. COMET
De2En En2De Ru2En En2Ru Zh2En En2Zh De2En Ru2En Zh2En En2Zh En — X X — En
NLLB-3.3B 87.09 8132 8275 78.94 80.69 85.04 63.65 6598 5998 6594 84.32 78.44
ALMA-7B 88.65 82.55 85.86 84.26 83.13 86.86 7475 72.17 7227 76.54 85.76 82.09
BigTranslate 82.68 69.91 7472 66.70 79.57 82.05 67.78 5747 6222 7272 79.30 75.76
Aya-23-8B 89.18 83.50 86.61 84.90 83.18 87.56 7477 7245 68.68 77.01 86.28 81.86
TowerlInstruct-7B 88.48 81.73 86.66 82.12 8245 86.79 7544 7329 7538 79.37 84.57 82.72
Bayling-13B 8594 7140 8197 5995 8022 8273 7392 69.36 71.30 73.87 73.20 79.79
mT5-Large 87.08 78.05 8392 80.69 80.73 86.85 71.22 69.09 68.30 75.36 84.17 79.94
NMT-8-8 87.79 78.19 83.20 77.54 79.55 84.52 6226 6420 51.11 71.86 84.20 77.05
NMT-40-8 88.98 79.76 84.45 79.28 80.53 86.09 63.82 66.56 48.39 75.10 85.23 717.76
Llama3-8B-Base, 3-shot 86.74 75.46 85.39 80.81 7891 79.51 7556 72.82 70.58 76.32 81.68 80.73
Llama3-8B-Inst, O-shot 61.97 73.28 62.26 81.34 57.89 5892 70.70 69.35 72.04 60.14 77.76 68.32
Llama3-8B-SFT 89.20 85.02 86.75 85.46 81.00 84.73 7733 75.62 7226 79.75 86.63 82.57
LaMaTE 88.76 83.01 85.58 82.84 8275 87.53 75.17 72.15 7454 7851 87.12 82.25
Domain Translation(BLEU)
Model Medical Law 1T
De2En  En2De Ru2En En2Ru Zh2En En2Zh Cs2En  En2De En2Cs En2Ru En2Cs
NLLB-3.3B 42.09 33.26 44.36 33.54 31.29 36.81 46.54 48.74 50.43 35.83 33.94
ALMA-7B 41.25 30.20 41.06 28.97 33.32 36.75 42.46 36.61 35.95 33.21 31.69
BigTranslate 32.69 22.00 29.48 18.81 23.56 31.56 37.05 30.83 37.70 20.34 20.5
Aya-23-8B 41.82 30.05 41.01 28.83 32.63 39.09 43.92 42.46 42.64 35.59 34.20
TowerlInstruct-7B 43.83 33.71 46.31 32.37 36.13 42.04 43.18 41.83 19.25 33.04 19.03
Bayling-13B 35.04 23.28 32.82 13.71 27.43 36.40 31.26 25.50 18.74 19.31 15.14
mT5-Large 38.44 27.88 36.80 27.38 28.16 34.86 38.61 39.24 39.42 34.08 33.81
NMT-8-8 43.71 34.21 42.18 31.68 33.36 38.55 43.68 49.85 52.75 34.06 38.86
NMT-40-8 44.14 35.43 43.40 32.48 35.28 39.82 46.12 51.68 54.17 33.26 40.33

Llama3-8B-Base, 3-shot ~ 37.89 25.20 37.57 24.07 29.33 30.84 39.71 30.64 26.62 31.98 23.74
Llama3-8B-Inst, 0-shot 27.21 28.33 28.12 26.47 22.31 18.24 22.53 35.31 29.54 32.75 25.40

Llama3-8B-SFT 41.70 30.53 42.70 36.18 36.24 45.76 49.07 41.08 39.90 40.96 36.77
LaMaTE 41.98 32.74 42.04 37.64 32.76 48.97 45.16 47.96 50.83 42.23 45.64
Model Colloquial Literature Avg. BLEU Avg. BLEU
De2En En2De Ru2En En2Ru Zh2En En2Zh De2En Ru2En Zh2En En2Zh En — X X — En
NLLB-3.3B 48.09 4290 3244 20.69 2094 3372 1451 2069 524 11.76 34.69 30.62
ALMA-7B 49.19 38.16 37.63 26.41 2220 32.15 2277 24.04 12.13 13.88 31.27 32.61
BigTranslate 3292 2054 19.81 845 1515 24.08 1491 7.68 3.74  10.05 22.27 21.70
Aya-23-8B 50.86 42.54 40.04 28.84 2136 35.65 23.65 2538 10.57 16.48 34.22 33.12
TowerlInstruct-7B 53.77 42.61 39.68 2695 22.65 34.11 2435 27.79 15.06 18.49 31.22 35.28
Bayling-13B 4373 2855 2745 1225 2046 3057 2023 18.10 9.61 1341 21.53 26.61
mT5-Large 49.23 36.53 3227 24.05 2139 3140 19.02 2099 9.37 13.18 31.08 29.43
NMT-8-8 50.55 41.63 3231 2374 2132 3379 11.61 16.73 474 1134 35.50 30.02
NMT-40-8 54.16 4343 3432 2453 2183 3375 13.06 1845 4.60 13.52 36.58 31.54
Llama3-8B-Base, 3-shot 46.09 28.92 36.14 23.83 18.16 2550 2424 25.13 1130 14.75 26.01 30.56
Llama3-8B-Inst, 0-shot  22.55 32.94 16.55 25.04 9.10 11.21 21.02 2438 11.75 7.75 24.82 20.55
Llama3-8B-SFT 55.53 49.83 41.79 31.01 2228 2871 3050 36.33 1636 21.76 36.59 37.25
LaMaTE 53.41 4891 3694 29.80 2442 3841 2560 2640 1649 21.82 40.45 34.52
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Doc-level Translation

Model De2En En2De En2Ru Zh2En En2Zh
d-COMET d-BLEU d-COMET d-BLEU d-COMET d-BLEU d-COMET d-BLEU d-COMET d-BLEU

NLLB-3.3B 74.01 11.75 73.19 14.56 78.10 7.37 68.34 11.14 70.17 18.58
ALMA-7B 83.73 25.58 81.10 20.14 85.93 14.29 76.53 20.97 80.56 16.26
BigTranslate 74.77 9.04 68.47 9.80 71.34 5.61 68.01 8.48 80.24 22.46
Aya-23-8B 86.10 39.87 85.19 28.92 89.15 25.79 76.61 28.05 82.31 33.04
TowerlInstruct-7B 85.86 37.74 83.41 25.61 80.93 18.57 82.53 38.88 81.47 22.22
Bayling-13B 84.71 30.56 72.55 17.50 45.83 4.82 78.62 23.69 79.92 20.90
mT5-Large 79.29 17.04 71.22 10.69 78.99 7.28 74.71 18.11 80.97 22.73
NMT-8-8 74.80 10.94 71.76 9.78 74.49 3.58 69.76 16.00 74.33 11.18
NMT-40-8 76.69 14.04 71.40 11.78 74.33 4.72 69.89 17.26 75.75 13.37

Llama3-8B-Base, 3-shot 34.42 81.76 19.31 75.99 15.26 81.27 29.39 76.52 31.71 83.67
Llama3-8B-Inst, 0-shot 83.01 33.97 82.89 24.09 84.27 19.32 81.91 36.35 70.12 15.48

Llama3-8B-SFT 84.87 35.07 81.62 26.35 85.25 21.78 80.62 40.85 86.25 38.08
LaMaTE 83.52 32.69 82.17 27.45 87.02 22.56 82.68 39.65 83.50 37.56
Model En2Cs Cs2En Avg. En — X Avg. X — En
d-COMET  d-BLEU  d-COMET d-BLEU d-COMET d-BLEU d-COMET  d-BLEU

NLLB-3.3B 78.43 10.41 74.34 9.24 74.97 12.73 Y223 10.71
ALMA-7B 84.74 12.38 82.69 17.71 83.08 15.77 80.98 21.42
BigTranslate 68.86 3.98 74.65 6.17 72.23 10.46 72.48 7.90
Aya-23-8B 88.44 24.36 88.33 41.14 86.27 28.03 83.68 36.35
Towerlnstruct-7B 66.40 8.22 87.13 36.69 78.05 18.66 85.17 37.77
Bayling-13B 62.70 7.80 85.48 24.23 65.25 12.76 82.94 26.16
mT5-Large 77.80 7.24 80.39 15.45 77.25 11.99 78.13 16.87
NMT-8-8 77.24 7.73 75.92 9.48 74.46 8.07 73.49 12.14
NMT-40-8 78.54 10.54 76.81 12.75 75.01 10.10 74.46 14.68
Llama3-8B-Base, 3-shot 13.67 77.69 36.83 85.34 19.99 79.66 33.55 81.21
Llama3-8B-Inst, 0-shot 83.53 18.99 85.23 34.60 80.20 19.47 83.38 34.97
Llama3-8B-SFT 83.21 19.49 84.98 35.28 84.08 26.43 83.49 37.07
LaMaTE 86.57 22.92 85.36 34.95 84.82 27.62 83.85 35.76

Terminology-constrained Translation

Model De2En En2De En2Ru Zh2En

COMET BLEU TSR COMET BLEU TSR COMET BLEU TSR COMET BLEU TSR
NLLB-3.3B 79.50 21.18 36.03 89.59 4837 77.52  89.77 30.02 57.83 65.76 8.74 8.91
ALMA-7B 79.49 2141 36.38 88.49 40.64  69.95 88.98 2498 55.01 73.29 12.33  24.08
BigTranslate 77.88 18.06 32.25 83.85 29.16 5841 81.29 17.44 40.16  66.59 7.16  12.55
Aya-23-8B 80.95 3171 67.25 83.35 39.86 85.78 86.17 27.29 70.55 71.99 13.40 71.18
TowerlInstruct-7B 81.35 31.09 66.27 88.85 46.57 87.54  89.39 30.85 73.50  73.28 1543 78.84
Bayling-13B 81.33 29.76  70.28 81.58 33.65 84.10 66.44 1246 51.24  70.96 12.03  74.29
mT5-large 81.74 33,70 7634  87.50 4276 88.30  87.79 2571 66.55 71.20 12.44  76.15
NMT-8-8 78.80 21.26 35.62  89.37 4779 77.14  87.34 27.85 5524  55.58 6.16 8.53
NMT-40-8 79.35 21.75 3656  89.45 47.99 76.83 88.64 27.92 5524 5437 597 8.80

Llama3-8B-Base, 3-shot ~ 81.73 3434 77.08  85.18 38.04 8830  86.72 2260 71.85  73.40 13.87 76.49
Llama3-8B-Inst, 0-shot 64.85 20.68 84.67 8599 40.56 95.03  84.68 2476 8092  57.72 796  83.35
Llama3-8B-SFT 82.53 37.28 87.15  89.85 49.62 9427  89.84 31.70 84.69  74.56 17.06  82.18
LaMaTE 81.83 33.03 71.05 90.17 52.12 9090  89.53 3259 7279 7271 13.91 75.05
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Model En2Zh En2Cs Avg. En — X Avg. X — En
COMET BLEU TSR COMET BLEU TSR COMET BLEU TSR COMET BLEU TSR
NLLB-3.3B 85.89 40.52 64.84 85.89 31.77 39.87 87.79 37.67 60.02 72.63 1496 2247
ALMA-7B 85.95 38.38 62.56 85.77 27.63 37.15 87.30 3291 56.17 76.39 16.87 30.23
BigTranslate 83.19 32.19 50.24 80.99 19.24  26.39 82.33 24.51 43.80 72.24 12.61 22.40
Aya-23-8B 87.37 46.84 88.37 88.95 4492 71.59 86.46 39.73 79.07 76.47 2256 69.22
Towerlnstruct-7B 87.42 48.68 90.45 85.67 3556 74.10 87.83 40.42 81.40 77.32 2326 72.56
Bayling-13B 85.46 4296 92.87 77.95 2796 58.11 77.86 29.26 71.58 76.15 2090 72.29
mT5-Large 86.40 40.66 85.81 86.79 41.25 69.73 87.12 37.60 77.60 76.47 23.07 76.25
NMT-8-8 84.48 38.79 60.07 86.25 35.04 43.65 86.86 37.37 59.03 67.19 13.71  22.08
NMT-40-8 85.10 39.34  61.52 86.83 3570 44.88 87.51 3774  59.62 66.86 13.86 22.68
Llama3-8B-Base, 3-shot 85.62 40.65 90.59 86.68 40.98 75.64 86.05 35.57 81.60 77.57 24.11  76.79
Llama3-8B-Inst, 0-shot 72.46 32.78 95.36 82.60 39.90 84.29 81.43 34.50 88.90 61.29 1432 84.01
Llama3-8B-SFT 89.44 56.76  96.06 88.69 47.34 86.45 89.46 46.36  90.37 78.55 27.17 84.67
LaMaTE 89.72 58.44 87.68 88.29 41.01 61.54 89.43 46.04 78.23 77.27 2347 73.05
Automatic Post-edition
Model De2En En2De Ru2En En2Ru
COMET BLEU HTER COMET BLEU HTER COMET BLEU HTER COMET BLEU HTER
NLLB-3.3B 89.18 5290 38.94 85.99 51.55 38.70 85.53 48.71  42.47 85.92 40.49 53.89
ALMA-7B 88.12 45.56  44.08 84.24 4271 46.84 86.74 47.01 4297 85.93 35.14 5849
BigTranslate 85.70 4244  51.04 75.70 24.55 68.72 78.43 30.62 59.87 77.21 21.55 7529
Aya-23-8B 89.08 7551 22.83 84.71 63.41 29.53 90.93 7546 19.22 88.49 54.35 40.16
Towerlnstruct-7B 88.98 80.62 17.06 85.64 71.84 20.87 91.64 8149 14.41 91.13 7532  19.14
Bayling-13B 84.89 39.59 63.14 74.17 29.85 76.56 78.77 28.56  92.13 51.54 7.89 218.99
mT5-large 88.34 7397 21.57 85.15 70.13  22.17 89.25 70.37  26.23 81.60 3531 86.20
NMT-8-8 89.46 52.67 36.74 84.50 50.25 39.38 85.05 51.81 37.90 84.70 4346 49.92
NMT-40-8 89.60 53.55 3643 84.88 50.39  39.55 86.10 5323 36.46 85.12 3998 52.69
Llama3-8B-Base, 3-shot  88.15 61.72 33.26 84.06 59.78 32.26 86.97 66.00 29.09 88.84 62.54 3292
Llama3-8B-Inst, 0-shot 61.70 23.09 94.49 78.79 36.02 59.94 55.35 17.51 11249  79.42 20.86 9540
Llama3-8B-SFT 90.08 78.05 19.53 86.56 66.46  26.00 90.34 75.15  20.76 91.36 69.48 25.77
LaMaTE 90.50 76.86 21.03 86.07 64.63 25.80 91.04 75.13  19.88 90.89 68.24 26.72
Model En2Zh Avg. En — X Avg. X — En
COMET BLEU HTER COMET BLEU HTER COMET BLEU HTER
NLLB-3.3B 75.87 34.04 99.76 82.59 42.03 64.12 87.36 50.81 40.71
ALMA-7B 79.05 28.71 90.65 83.07 35.52 65.33 87.43 46.29 43.52
BigTranslate 7391 23.21 103.89 75.61 23.10 82.63 82.07 36.53 55.45
Aya-23-8B 82.84 63.29 84.56 85.35 60.35 51.42 90.01 75.49 21.03
Towerlnstruct-7B 85.73 74.12 53.72 87.50 73.76 31.24 90.31 81.06 15.74
Bayling-13B 72.20 38.00 160.32 65.97 25.25 151.96 81.83 34.08 77.64
mT5-Large 82.15 54.63 90.52 82.97 53.36 66.30 88.80 72.17 23.90
NMT-8-8 75.99 34.69 99.98 81.73 42.80 63.09 87.26 52.24 37.32
NMT-40-8 77.08 34.85 100.00 82.36 41.74 64.08 87.85 53.39 36.44
Llama3-8B-Base, 3-shot 81.94 54.66 74.88 84.95 58.99 46.68 87.56 63.86 31.17
Llama3-8B-Inst, 0-shot 74.51 36.41 145.27 77.57 31.10 100.20 58.53 20.30 103.49
Llama3-8B-SFT 82.91 55.08 77.20 86.94 63.67 42.99 90.21 76.60 20.14
LaMaTE 82.35 53.76 86.66 86.43 62.21 46.39 90.77 76.00 20.45
Table 14: Performance on ComMT benchmark.
Data Set Language Task
WMT 14-23-news® Cs, De, Ru, Zh GT
WMT 16—21—ape9 De, Ru, Zh APE
WMT 20,22-chat!? De DT(colloquial)

8https ://www.statmt.org/wmt21/translation-task.html.

9https ://www.statmt.org/wmt21/ape-task.html.

Ohttps://www. statmt.org/wmt20/chat-task.html.
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Data Set Language Task

WMT 14, 18-22-medical'! Cs, De, Ru, Zh DT(medical)
WMT 16-it'? Cs, De DT(it)

WMT 20-robustness '3 De DT(colloquial)
WMT 21, 23—termjnology14 Cs, De, Ru, Zh TCT

WMT 23-literary Zh DLT

IWSLT 14-171 Cs, De, Ru, Zh DLT

IWSLT 16'° De APE
IWSLT23_OPUS_OpenSubtitles ! De GT, DT(colloquial)
news-commentary-v18 18 Cs, De, Ru, Zh DCL

GlobalVoices !° Cs, De, Ru GT

DiscoMT? De DCL

frmt (Riley et al., 2022) Zh GT

PAWS-X (Yang et al., 2019) De, Zh GT

XNLI-15way (Conneau et al., 2018) De, Ru, Zh GT

NTREX128 (Federmann et al., 2022) Cs, De, Ru, Zh GT

CommonMT (He et al., 2020) Zh GT, APE

BMELD (Liang et al., 2021) Zh DT(colloquial)
par3 (Karpinska et al., 2022b) Cs, De, Ru, Zh DLT, DT(literature)
BWB (Jiang et al., 2023) Zh DLT, DT(literature)
UM-corpus (Tian et al., 2014) Zh GT, DT(law, literature)
mZPRT (Xu et al., 2022) Zh DLT, DT(colloquial, literature)
ticol9 (Anastasopoulos et al., 2020) Ru, Zh GT

FGraDA (Zhu et al., 2021) Zh GT

NLLB (Costa-jussa et al., 2022) Ru GT, DT(colloquial)
MULTI30k (Elliott et al., 2016) Cs, De GT

FLORES-200 (Costa-jussa et al., 2022) Cs, De, Ru, Zh GT
e bz om
DEMETR (Karpinska et al., 2022a) De, Ru, Zh APE

"https://www.statmt.org/wmt21/biomedical-translation-task.html.
12https://statmt.org/wmt16/it—translation—task.html
13https://statmt.org/wmt20/robustness.html.
14https://statmt.org/wmt21/terminology—task.html

Bhttps://wit3.fbk.eu/2014-01.
Yhttps://wit3.fbk.eu/2016-02.
17https://iwslt.org/2®24/subtitling

18https://data.statmt.org/news—commentary/v18.1/training/

19https://opus.nlpl.eu/GlobalVoices/corpus/version/GlobalVoices.
Phttps://www.idiap.ch/webarchives/sites/www.idiap.ch/workshop/DiscoMT/.
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Data Set Language Task

mlge-pe (Fomicheva et al., 2020) De, Ru, Zh APE

XQUAD (Artetxe et al., 2019) De, Ru, Zh GT

p2p-data (Jin et al., 2023b) Zh DLT, DT(literature)
NEJM (Liu and Huang, 2021) Zh DT(medical)

DGT-TM (Steinberger et al., 2013) Cs, De DT(law)

health_term (Xu and Carpuat, 2021) De TCT

XCOPA (Ponti et al., 2020) Zh GT

MINTAKA (Sen et al., 2022) De GT

MGSM (Shi et al., 2023) De, Ru, Zh GT

MSLT (Federmann and Lewis, 2017) Zh DT(colloquial)

Perseus (Zheng et al., 2023) Zh GT, DLT, DT(it, medical)
BiPaR (Jing et al., 2019) Zh DLT, DT(literature)
XStoryCloze (Lin et al., 2021) Ru, Zh GT, DT(literature)
RELX (Koksal and Ozgiir, 2020) De GT

PETCI (Tang, 2022) Zh GT, ICL

QALD-9-Plus (Perevalov et al., 2022)  De, Ru GT

SubEdits (Chollampatt et al., 2020) De APE

i e o
soodnanslaion wrong-nconext GT, ICL, DT(colloquial)
CoCoA-MT (Nadejde et al., 2022) De, Ru GT, DT(colloquial)
unfaithful(Zhang et al., 2024) De, Zh GT

ContraPro (Miiller et al., 2018) De GT, APE, DT(colloquial)
(ngaelf;rgglf:‘;ﬁtgger 2023) Cs. De, Ru, Zh DLT, DT(literature)
ctxpro (Wicks and Post, 2023) De, Ru GT, ICL, DT(colloquial)
DeCOCO (Hitschler et al., 2016) De GT

IdiomsInCtx-MT (Stap et al., 2024) De, Ru GT, ICL

Books 2! De, Ru DLT, DT(literature)
EUbookshop 2 Cs, De, Ru DLT

TED2020 (Reimers and Gurevych, Cs, De, Ru DLT

2020)

Table 15: Data composition of our ComMT. We compiled translation datasets and manually categorized them based
on predefined characteristics. Task abbreviations: GT - general translation, DLT - doc-level translation, DT - domain
translation, TCT - terminology-constrained translation, APE - automatic post-editing, ICL - in-context learning.

21https ://opus.nlpl.eu/Books/corpus/version/Books
22https ://opus.nlpl.eu/EUbookshop/corpus/version/EUbookshop
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General translation

Prompt: Translate the following text from English into Chinese.

English: T know that advertising 1s how they make their money, but all that garbage seems

counterproductive if it drives people away.

Chinese Ko@) ERABANTGIE —FF X, M RRKEQ)] FEARRER
s T2/ ELR

Doc-level translation

Prompt: Translate the following text from English into Chinese.
English: The outliers tend to be those who die young, so that typical (median) life
expectancy is higher than average life expectancy. This means that raising the average
HLE can be achieved by raising the HLE of those at the bottom of the health distribution
to that of the typical (median) person. This not only makes targeting inequality more
attractive, but does not require path-breaking medical innovations to achieve longer
lifespans — just the achievement of typical outcomes for more people. With this in mind,
it is urgent to close the sizeable rich-poor life-expectancy gap — around 15 years — in the
United States. As a metric for economic and social progress, targeting HLE implicitly
acknowledges that aging is malleable (if it wasn’t, it wouldn’t be a viable target). It
turns out that a range of behaviors and policies, as well as the environment we inhabit,
influence how we age and how long we live. It is estimated that our genetics account for
only one-quarter of the factors contributing to how we age. Given this malleability, it
is crucial that governments focus on HLE for the maximum number of people. Such a
focus would also help governments confront one of the biggest challenges of the future:
societal aging. Given that every country in the world is expected to experience societal
aging, focusing on how well we age becomes paramount. This age malleability requires
drawing a distinction between chronological and biological measures of age and focusing
on the latter.
Chinese: R % 448 ZAR L F 242 24 50 K69 A, ffliE A (F42) H4 M
KT FHAEFTI . TERARSFHREHFFRNTAB LB TRES A
&2 AR ﬁﬁﬁ(?h)%%%%ﬁ%%k%%% O NP SIS RS I N o e
PR E/REARINT, CRL— FEREMGEZQI A a6 LI Ao By
k%——ﬁnﬁ%ﬁiyk}%%i TR AT, AAMERELEREK
MREGAGTANESE — RAEISF AL - FA-NGEF b b@ Fiiaie, &
BATRIMAERARLEATEN (FFokd)id, TRFE—ANTITHA
) o —ARIUTAMBR, ARBANVF BRGNS, AR A R T L L o de
FTEREMNOFw . BET RNOBFTRASENEZOO2I—RE. 8
BTN, BRALAREZRRBXEACYGRLF|AFTHRN . XZZ— AELA B
%&ﬂ@ﬁi%%ék%ﬁ&z~;ﬁA%%% %ﬁi&*AliﬁA%%ﬁ
NN, XRERMNAS 2RFNOFTARLEEREX TR A—FHRTERTE
R o Ffe0g i B An £ M dgdzc, FETEA -
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Domain translation

: Medical
Prompt: Translate the following text from English into Chinese.
English: The median age of the 30 patients was 56.5 (28-80) years old, among them, 25
patients were primary plasma cell leukemia, and 5 patients were secondary plasma cell
leukemia.
Chinese: 30%IPCL & & 4% 5 #%56.5 (28-80) % » 2561 AR AW ¥ mie & &
CRIR AR ¥ e & ) AR

: Law
Prompt: Translate the following text from English into Chinese.
English: Article 8 Small and medium-sized enterprises shall observe the laws and reg-
ulations of the State on labor safety, occupational health, social security, protection of
resources and environment, quality, taxation and finance, etc. and shall operate and
manage according to law, and may not infringe upon the legitimate rights and interests of
the employees or damage the public interests.
Chinese: ZN\E P IALLAEFRRZHEEL . BRLTE . HoFKE . FRIF
R RE . MBI . eRFFTEGXE. FN, REZTEE, FTHARERT
SERE, TRAMELLEAEHNE

:IT
Prompt: Translate the following text from English into Chinese.
English: If you are using a Customer Portal and want to allow self-registration, follow

these steps:
Chinese: %o R 8 EAE Bl & P N0 W skt A 2 A0 B B M, 3 A T F $R R 1E:

: Colloquial
Prompt: Translate the following text from English into Chinese.

English: Believe me, I’'m gonna take care of you and he’s gonna be OK.
Chinese: 1812 &, & & B4R M &% F 4y,

: Literature
Prompt: Translate the following text from English into Chinese.
English: The President required the name of that citizen. The accused explained that the
citizen was his first witness. He also referred with confidence to the citizen’s letter, which
had been taken from him at the Barrier, but which he did not doubt would be found among
the papers then before the President.
Chinese: & & FI AR K A o K& TLAR A RAR Z A9 5% — NIEA . MR R A fe ik
WRAPAGE, BLTAERITO R G LI EW, ARETALERE LG EZE PR
3| .
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Terminology-constrained translation

Prompt: Translate the following text from English into Chinese using the provided
terminology pairs, ensuring the specified terms are accurately translated as indicated.

: "National Football League" = " B RAMML 5 I A"
English: Tim’s younger brother, Tod Leiweke, is currently the chief operating officer of
the National Football League since 2015.
Chinese: v #6) % Hicte.- KR 8 2015 FARREE XM KK AG TR EE
B

Automatic post-edition

Prompt: Improve the following machine-generated translation from English to Chinese.
Correct errors and generate a more accurate translation.
English: unfazed, Matteo hires an assassin to bomb the resort to create chaos and mayhem.
Chinese: B4R AR EIERA T — & k| &k & #3#& R RLG TR

C DR AERER T — LR B R BFEBA, Nmilt
L .

Table 16: Examples from ComMT.
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