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Abstract

The sequence-to-sequence (seq2seq) task aims at generating the target sequence based on the given input source
sequence. Traditionally, most of the seq2seq task is resolved by the Encoder-Decoder framework which requires
an encoder to encode the source sequence and a decoder to generate the target text. Recently, a bunch of new ap-
proaches has emerged that apply decoder-only language models directly to the seq2seq task. Despite the significant
advancements in applying language models to the seq2seq task, there is still a lack of thorough analysis on the ef-
fectiveness of the decoder-only language model architecture. This paper aims to address this gap by conducting
a detailed comparison between the encoder-decoder architecture and the decoder-only language model framework
through the analysis of a regularized encoder-decoder structure. This structure is designed to replicate all behaviors
in the classical decoder-only language model but has an encoder and a decoder making it easier to be compared
with the classical encoder-decoder structure. Based on the analysis, we unveil the attention degeneration problem in
the language model, namely, as the generation step number grows, less and less attention is focused on the source
sequence. To give a quantitative understanding of this problem, we conduct a theoretical sensitivity analysis of the
attention output with respect to the source input. Grounded on our analysis, we propose a novel partial attention
language model to solve the attention degeneration problem. Experimental results on machine translation, summa-
rization, and data-to-text generation tasks support our analysis and demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed
model.

1 Introduction
The sequence-to-sequence (seq2seq) task (Sutskever et al., 2011, 2014; Cho et al., 2014; Klein et al., 2017; Ott et al.,
2019) sees rapid growth during the past few years. It takes a source sequence as input and generates a corresponding
target sequence. Several natural language generation tasks, such as translation, summarization, data-to-text genera-
tion, and story generation, naturally fall under the category of seq2seq tasks. Moreover, recently, several other non-
generation tasks, including question answering, classification, and etc. (Raffel et al., 2020), have also been unified
under the seq2seq paradigm. Traditionally, most of the existing seq2seq frameworks have employed the Encoder-
Decoder (ED) architecture (Cho et al., 2014; Sutskever et al., 2014), where an encoder is responsible for encoding the
input data into a hidden space, while a decoder is used to generate the target output text.

Recently, many promising large language models (GPT (Radford et al., 2018), GPT2 (Radford et al., 2019), GPT3
(Brown et al., 2020), InstructGPT/ChatGPT (Ouyang et al., 2022), Palm (Chowdhery et al., 2022), OPT (Zhang et al.,
2022), Bloom (Scao et al., 2022), Galactica (Taylor et al., 2022), Llama (Touvron et al., 2023)) have emerged that
directly employ a decoder-only Language Model (LM) (Bengio et al., 2000; Mikolov et al., 2010, 2011; Mikolov and
Zweig, 2012; Vig and Belinkov, 2019) to solve the seq2seq tasks (Figure 1). It concatenates each source sequence
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Figure 1: Encoder-Decoder (ED) framework and decoder-only Language Model (LM).

with the corresponding target sequence as a single one and trains the LM on this new collection of sequences. The
decoder-only structure (Liu et al., 2018; Radford et al., 2019; Dong et al., 2019; Brown et al., 2020; Ghosh et al., 2017)
has many obvious advantages over the commonly used ED framework. First, it only has a decoder and thus reduces
the model size significantly. Second, LM can be pre-trained on unlabeled text data which is much easier to obtain.
Moreover, LM has many good properties including parameter sharing, layer-wise coordination, etc.

Despite the remarkable achievements of recent large language models, it is still unclear whether applying the LM in
the seq2seq task is a promising choice regarding the performance of this task. Liu et al. (2018) show that the LM gets
some gains over the ED structure in the summarization task while Radford et al. (2019); Brown et al. (2020) show that
the pre-trained LMs can be applied in the unsupervised translation task. On the other hand, Raffel et al. (2020) indicate
that the LMs, when directly applied in the machine translation tasks, perform worse than the classical ED structure.
Deng et al. (2023) show that ED structure still performs better than decoder-only LM structure. Zhu et al. (2020)
indicate that when applying the pre-trained LM to a language domain beyond the corpus for training, no significant
improvement is observed. Fu et al. (2021) show that LM suffers from the repetition generation problem. Therefore, it
motivates us to investigate the deployment and the performance of LMs in seq2seq tasks.

We propose to study the characteristics of LM when applied in the seq2seq task by conducting a detailed contrastive
study between the LM and the ED structure. Grounded with our analysis, we unveil the attention degeneration problem
and propose a novel partial attention language model to solve it. Specifically, we first propose to analyze a variant of
the traditional ED structure named as Regularized Encoder-Decoder (RED) framework. It is designed to replicate
all behaviors in classical LM while structured with an encoder and a decoder. This structure facilitates the comparison
with the ED structure. By comparing with the RED framework and the ED framework, we find that some parts of the
RED structure benefit the seq2seq task while some parts do not. Moreover, we find the defects of the LM applied in
a seq2seq task are partially caused by the Attention Degeneration Problem (ADP) in its attention component. We
conduct a theoretical analysis of this problem by deriving an upper bound of the attention sensitivity and we find that
the sensitivity decreases as the length of the generated sequence grows in the LM. Based on this analysis, we propose
a novel Partial Attention Language Model (PALM) which takes advantage of some LM components while avoiding
other unfavorable ones. Our experimental results on machine translation, summarization, and data-to-text generation
datasets support the correctness of our analysis and demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed PALM structure.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows: (1) We conduct a detailed analysis of applying the LM in the seq2seq
task. (2) We conduct a theoretical analysis of the attention degeneration problem and carry out extensive experiments
to support it. (3) Based on our analysis, we propose PALM to alleviate the weakness of LM, from which the recent
LM-based methods in seq2seq tasks can benefit.

2 Related Works
Numerous works have recently proposed using LM in the seq2seq task. Liu et al. (2018) suggest using decoder-
only LM to generate summaries of Wikipedia articles, whereas Raffel et al. (2020) demonstrate through extensive
experiments that LMs perform worse than ED frameworks in machine translation tasks. On the other hand, several
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works propose using pre-training to enhance performance. For instance, Radford et al. (2019); Brown et al. (2020)
propose pre-training the GPT LM and fine-tuning it on an unsupervised seq2seq task. UniLM (Dong et al., 2019)
adopts the prefix LM (Raffel et al., 2020), which uses a fully visible mask of the source sequence instead of the
traditional causal mask. Additionally, Conneau and Lample (2019); Conneau et al. (2020) propose the XLM model
pre-trained on a monolingual dataset. However, Zhu et al. (2020) show that when applying pre-trained LMs to a
language domain beyond the training corpus, there is no significant improvement. Nevertheless, these results heavily
rely on the pre-training process, and it remains unclear whether the LM structure itself is suitable for handling the
seq2seq task.

Compared to the ED structure, the LM has numerous advantageous features that have been proven to enhance its
performance. First, it utilizes the parameter sharing technique (Dehghani et al., 2019; Xia et al., 2019; Lan et al.,
2020; Conneau and Lample, 2019) to share parameters for networks that handle both the source and target sequences.
This reduces the model size and improves performance through parameter sharing. Additionally, the LM incorporates a
layer-wise coordination mechanism (Belinkov et al., 2017; He et al., 2018; Peters et al., 2018) that enables the decoder
to attend to each corresponding encoder layer’s output, allowing it to access various levels of source information.
Finally, Dong et al. (2021) demonstrate that the attention matrix for the decoder-only is a full rank matrix since it is a
triangular matrix. This is superior to the encoder-decoder attention matrix, which may not be full rank.

3 Contrastive Study of Language Model
In this section, we conduct a contrastive study of the Language Model (LM) and the traditional Encoder-Decoder (ED)
structure. We propose to analyze a Regularized Encoder-Decoder (RED) framework which is designed to replicate
all behaviors in the classical LM but with a structure of an encoder and a decoder. We give a detailed explanation
of how each component in the RED framework imitates the behaviors in the LM and how it is different from the ED
framework. We also illustrate how these components benefit or harm the overall performance. Afterwards, we analyze
the attention degeneration problem and propose a theoretical analysis to unveil the cause.

3.1 Preliminary
Our analysis is based on the prevalent Transformer architecture (Vaswani et al., 2017; Ott et al., 2019). As illustrated
in Figure 2, we show the main components of the models and the detailed model structure can be found in Ott et al.
(2019). In a seq2seq task, we denote the input source sequence as s = [s1, s2, · · · , s|s|] and the target sequence as
t = [t1, t2, · · · , t|t|], where | · | is the length of the sequence and si is the ith source word. The positional token for
s and t is denoted as ps = [1, 2, · · · , |s|] and pt = [1, 2, · · · , |t|]. The attention layer is denoted as ATT(Q,K, V ),
and Z = ATT(Q,K, V ) = Softmax(QWQW

>
KK

>/
√
d)VWV = Softmax(QA>K>/

√
d)VWV , in which A> =

WQW
>
K and WQ,WK ,WV ∈ Rd×d are trainable parameters that transform input matrices into another space. Q ∈

RdQ×d,K ∈ RdK×d, V ∈ RdV ×d stand for the query, key and value matrices, dQ, dK , and dV are the corresponding
dimensions of the matrices while Z ∈ RdQ×d is the output of the attention layer. Here, the Softmax operation is
applied to each row of the matrix concerned.

As shown on the left of Figure 2, ED’s encoder contains multiple Transformer encoder blocks denoted with the shaded
rectangle. GE

l ∈ R|s|×d is the input feature matrix for the self attention layer ATTEl while HE
l ∈ R|s|×d is the output

matrix of the lth encoder block. GE
l equals to the sum of the word embedding and the positional embedding for the

first block (l = 1) and GE
l equals to HE

l−1 when l > 1. In ED’s decoder, we denote GD
l ∈ R|t|×d as the output of

the self attention layer ATTDl . We feed GD
l into the encoder attention ATTJl and denote the output as QD

l ∈ R|t|×d.
HD

l ∈ R|t|×d is the output matrix of the lth decoder block. We denote LD as the negative log likelihood loss for the
target sequence. Similarly, as shown on the right of Figure 2, the RED structure has the same definition of the matrices
as that in ED. Moreover, We denote LE as the negative log likelihood loss for the source sequence and we denote
the unidirectional cross attention as ATTl. For more structural details we refer the readers to Appendix A.3 and the
original papers (Vaswani et al., 2017; Ott et al., 2019).
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Figure 2: Encoder-Decoder framework (left) and Regularized Encoder-Decoder framework (right).

3.2 Regularized Encoder-Decoder
Though the decoder-only Language Model (LM) is simply a decoder, it is still difficult to be compared with an
Encoder-Decoder (ED) structure because this decoder handles both the source sequence and the target sequence to-
gether. To facilitate the comparison between the ED and LM structure, we propose to analyze a Regularized Encoder-
Decoder (RED) framework as illustrated in Figure 2. It is a variant of the traditional ED framework while replicating
the behaviors of an LM. Compared with the traditional ED structure, the RED framework mainly has the following
different components: An unidirectional cross attention attends to both the source matrix and the target matrix si-
multaneously; a source auto-encoder recovers the input source; a parameter sharing mechanism shares the parameters
between the encoder and the decoder; a layer-wise coordination component makes each decoder layer attending to the
corresponding encoder layer output; a consecutive positional encoding utilizes a positional encoding starting from the
length of the source tokens in the decoder.

Unidirectional Cross Attention. The main difference between the ED framework and the LM is how the input
source information is merged into the decoder. As illustrated in Figure 2, the ED framework first uses multiple
Transformer blocks to extract features HE

−1 from the source sequence s. Afterwards, it utilizes a self attention ATTDl
to get the feature matrix GD

l . It then uses an encoder attention ATTJl to take GD
l as query and uses the encoder’s

final output HE
−1 as the key and value to calculate QD

l . On the other hand, an LM uses an unidirectional attention
to handle the concatenated features. To simulate this mechanism in the LM, as illustrated in Figure 2, the RED
framework uses unidirectional cross attention ATTl which attends to both the source matrix GE

l and the target matrix
GD

l simultaneously. Since it attends to all features with one attention, the output matrix QD
l of the attention layer

becomes less sensitive to the input source matrix GE
l especially when it has already generated many words and GD

l

becomes relatively long. We call this the attention degeneration problem and we will analyze it in detail in Section
3.3.

Source Auto-Encoder. The traditional ED structure only predicts the probability for the target sequence and just takes
the source sequence as features. On the contrary, an LM predicts the probability for the whole concatenated sequence
including the source sequence. Therefore, in the RED framework, we adopt a Source Auto-Encoder (SAE) component
to realize this mechanism. As shown in Figure 2, the overall loss is composed of the decoder loss LD and the SAE loss
LE . LD is the same as that in the ED framework while LE is actually a regularizer that recovers the source sequence
s to itself. Therefore, it can alleviate the overfitting problem in training and thus improve the performance.

Parameter Sharing. In the traditional ED framework, the encoder and the decoder have their own parameters. On the
contrary, in an LM, the source and target sequences are concatenated and passed through the same network with the
same parameters. To simulate this property, the RED framework shares the parameters between the encoder and the
decoder. Parameter sharing techniques (Dehghani et al., 2019; Xia et al., 2019; Lan et al., 2020; Conneau and Lample,
2019) can be recognized as another regularizer that prevents the model from having too many parameters and thus
alleviates the overfitting problem.
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Layer-Wise Coordination. The traditional ED structure feeds the source sequence into the encoder and get the final
source hidden representation matrix HE

−1. Then, each decoder layer takes HE
−1 as the input matrix for the encoder

attention layer ATTJl . On the contrary, if the source and target sequence are concatenated and feed into the LM,
the attention component in each layer will take the current layer’s hidden representation instead of using the same
representation matrix. To imitate this feature, the RED framework adapts the layer-wise coordination component
which uses attention ATTl in the decoder to attend to each corresponding encoder layer feature GE

l . This method
enables the decoder to access multiple levels of source information and thus improves the performance (Belinkov
et al., 2017; He et al., 2018; Peters et al., 2018).

Consecutive Positional Encoding. In the traditional ED structure, the source sequence s and the target sequence t
have their own positional encoding ps and pt starting both from 1 to the length of the source and target sequences.
However, if the source and target sequences are concatenated and sent into the LM, the positional encoding for the
target sequence will not start from 1. To realize this mechanism, the RED framework uses a Consecutive Positional
Encoding (CPE) which encodes the position pt for the target sequence t starting from |s|+ 1 instead of restarting from
1. It should be noted that this mechanism has been proved in many research works (He et al., 2018; Conneau and
Lample, 2019) to be less effective compared with its counterpart called Separate Positional Encoding (SPE) which
restarts the positional embedding for the target sentence. This is because restarting the positional embedding makes
the model more aware of different languages. Moreover, we observe that the LM always has strong attention on the
first element of the target sequence. This token may also be used by the model to differentiate the input source and
output target. Using a fixed starting position for the target sequence makes it easier for the model to find it.

3.3 Attention Degeneration Problem
Since the unidirectional cross attention imposes attention on both the source sequence and the target sequence simul-
taneously, less and less attention will be focused on the source sequence as the target sequence length grows. This is
the attention degeneration problem. To quantitatively understand why the ED structure does not have this problem and
how the influence of the source sequence decreases in LM, we propose a theoretical analysis on the sensitivity of ATTl
and ATTJl in the RED framework and the ED framework where the source information is merged into the decoder.
The sensitivity measures the influence of the source vectors to the attention layer’s output vectors. To simplify the
analysis, we only analyze one head of the attention. Since we focus on analyzing the effect of concatenating the target
sequence, we assume ATTl and ATTJl both use the unidirectional encoding and have the same parameters to make them
easier to be compared with each other.

We denote the input source matrix for the attention layer as X = [x1, x2, · · · , xN ]> ∈ RN×d, where xi ∈ Rd and d is
the vector dimension, N is the length of the source sequence. We denote the target matrix as Y = [y1, y2, · · · , yi]> ∈
Ri×d, where i is the current step. We denote the encoder attention as ZE = ATT(Y,X,X) where X , Y , ZE , and
ATT correspond to HE

−1, GD
l , QD

l , and ATTJl in the ED structure respectively (Figure 2). On the other hand, the
unidirectional cross attention can be denoted as ZC = ATT(Y, [X>, Y >]>, [X>, Y >]>), where X , Y , Z, and ATT

correspond to GE
l , GD

l , QD
l and ATTl in the RED structure respectively (Figure 2).

We begin our analysis by defining a notion of sensitivity. Intuitively, given a function y = f(x), the sensitivity of x
on y can be described as how the output vector y changes (∆y) when imposing a pertubation ∆x on the input vector
x. However, imposing different ∆x leads to different ∆y, we propose to study the upper bound on the ratio between
the magnitude of x and y based on the following proposition:

Proposition 3.1. Given a function y = f(x) with a Jacobian matrix Jf , if we have a pertubation vector ∆x and y + ∆y =
f(x+ ∆x), then ‖∆y‖

‖∆x‖ ≤ ‖Jf‖+ o(1). (1)

The proof is provided in Appendix A.1. We can observe that the ratio is upper bounded with the norm of the Jacobian
matrix Jf plus o(1). Then, we focus on Jf and define the sensitivity of the attention component as the norm of the
Jacobian matrix of the ith row vector zi of the attention output Z with respect to the jth row vector xj in X .

Definition 3.2 (Sensitivity). Let the vectors xj and zi be defined above. The sensitivity of zi with respect to xj is
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Figure 3: PALM framework.

defined as the norm of the Jacobian matrix:

Sij = ‖Jij‖ = ‖ ∂zi
∂xj
‖. (2)

Intuitively, if the sensitivity is high, the output vector is closely related to the input source vector. Otherwise, the output
vector may not contain enough information about the input source vector and the output is likely to be generated by
a simple LM. From the Section 3.1, Z = ATT(Y,X,X) = Softmax(Y A>X>/

√
d)XWV = PXWV , in which

P ∈ RdY ×dX and dX , dY are the first dimensions of X and Y respectively. Following Kim et al. (2020), the Softmax
matrix P is a stochastic matrix, namely, its entries are non-negative and its rows sum to 1. For each element pij in P ,
pij ∈ [0, 1] and they have an equal chance of receiving attention. Therefore, we have E(pij) = 1

dX
. To compare the

sensitivity between the two kinds of attention, with the above assumption, we have the following theorem:

Theorem 3.3. For ZE = ATT(Y,X,X), where ‖X‖, ‖Y ‖, ‖A‖, ‖WV ‖ are bounded, ∃ C3 ≥ 0, δ ∈ (0, 1), with
probability at least 1− δ2,

‖JE
ij‖ ≤ C3(

1

N
+

√
ln

1

δ
). (3)

For ZC = ATT(Y, [X>, Y >], [X>, Y >]), with probability at least 1− δ2,

‖JC
ij‖ ≤ C3(

1

N + i
+

√
ln

1

δ
). (4)

The proof is provided in Appendix A.2. It can be directly observed that the upper bound of the Jacobian matrix
norm is negatively correlated with the value sequence length. Therefore, ‖JC

ij ‖ has a smaller upper bound than ‖JE
ij ‖,

which implies that the encoder attention (ATTJl ) output is more likely to be sensitive to the input source vectors. As
a result, if the input vector changes, the output of the encoder attention changes more significantly than that of the
cross unidirectional attention. Moreover, the difference between the two upper bounds becomes even larger as the
generating step number i grows. It shows that the sensitivity to the source input decreases in the unidirectional cross
attention as the step number i grows. We will conduct extensive experiments to verify these observations.

4 Partial Attention Language Model
To overcome the defects in the LM discussed above, we propose a Partial Attention Language Model (PALM) which
is shown in Figure 3. We keep the effective components and remove the unfavorable components as analyzed in
the RED framework. First, we propose a novel partial attention component to alleviate the attention degeneration
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problem. Besides, we designate a few adjustments according to the aforementioned analysis of defects in the LM.
Specifically, we propose to use a separate positional embedding to replace the consecutive positional embedding and
use bidirectional attention for the source sequence. Moreover, we add a language encoding layer and keep other
components unchanged.

Partial Attention Component. To alleviate the attention degeneration problem, we propose the Partial Attention (PA)
component. Similar to the ED framework, it adds a new attention layer ATTPl that only focuses on the source part of
the feature matrix Ql which is denoted as Ql[1:|s|] ∈ R|s|×d and [1 : |s|] stands for taking the first to the |s|th row
vectors of Ql. Since Ql[1:|s|] is not affected as the target sequence grows, the attention degeneration problem can thus
be alleviated. As shown in Figure 3, Ql[1:|s|] is passed through a consecutive feedforward layer which is denoted as
Pl = FP,l(Ql[1:|s|]). Afterwards, we use another attention layer ATTPl to attend to each vector of Pl by each vector
in Gl as Rl = ATTPl (Ql, Pl, Pl). Then, Rl is passed through a feedforward layer to get the hidden representation
matrix Hl for the next layer. Since ATTPl takes Pl as the key and value matrix which has a fixed length and does not
contain any target part, it can be concluded from Theorem 3.3 that the sensitivity upper bound will not change as the
generation step grows. Therefore, it can alleviate the attention degeneration problem.

Bidirectional Attention. In ATTl, we propose to set a bidirectional attention mask (Dong et al., 2019; Raffel et al.,
2020) for Gl[1 : |s|] making each position in the source sequence aware of the whole source sequence.

Separate Positional Encoding. As discussed in Section 3.2, we adopt the separate positional encoding in PALM to
help the model differentiate between the source and target parts.

Language Embedding. We further adopt the language embedding (Conneau and Lample, 2019; Conneau et al., 2020)
to help the model differentiate between the source and target sequences.

5 Experiments

5.1 Experimental Settings
We conduct experiments on several tasks to show the effectiveness of our proposed method. All the experiments are
conducted with a single NVIDIA(R) TITAN RTX graphics card with Intel(R) Xeon(R) Silver 4210 CPU @ 2.20GHz
CPU. All the datasets used in this paper are very commonly used in corresponding tasks. The detailed license and
how the datasets are made can be found in the corresponding instructions. To the best of our knowledge, no personally
identifiable information or offensive content have been reported in these datasets.

Machine Translation task (Cho et al., 2014; Bahdanau et al., 2015; Luong et al., 2015; Wu et al., 2016; Gehring
et al., 2017; Johnson et al., 2017; Koehn and Knowles, 2017; Vaswani et al., 2018) is the most popular NLP task and
we adopt several language pairs in the commonly used IWSLT’14 dataset (Cettolo et al., 2014) (Creative Commons
License) including De-En, En-De, It-En, En-It, En-Fr, Es-En, En-Es, Ru-En, En-Ru, He-En, En-He, Ro-En, En-Ro.
Both the source and target sentences are encoded by the byte-pair encoding (Sennrich et al., 2016) method with 10,000
subword units in a shared dictionary. In the ED model, we adopt the traditional Transformer model (Vaswani et al.,
2017; Ott et al., 2019) and keep all hyperparameters setting the same as the “transformer iwslt de en” architecture
in fairseq (Ott et al., 2019). To make a fair comparison between the models, we also keep all the transformer layer
number to be 6 in all models. We use the BLEU score (Papineni et al., 2002) as the evaluation metric.

Data-to-Text task can also be accomplished with Transformer. We investigate the performance on three datasets,
namely the WebNLG (Perez-Beltrachini et al., 2016; Gardent et al., 2017a,b; Castro Ferreira et al., 2018; Shimorina
et al., 2019) dataset (CC BY-NC-SA 4.0 License), E2E (Novikova et al., 2017; Dušek et al., 2019) dataset, and the
WITA (Fu et al., 2020) dataset. The WebNLG is a human-annotated dataset aiming at generating text describing
given knowledge base triples. The E2E is made with the Crowd Flower platform to generate restaurant comments
based on their properties. The WITA dataset is an automatically generated dataset that generates Wikipedia article
sentences based on input knowledge triples. We use the unannotated target sentences as the reference. We keep all the
model hyperparameters the same as that in the machine translation task and evaluate the overall metrics with several
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De-En En-De It-En En-It En-Fr Es-En En-Es Ru-En En-Ru He-En En-He Ro-En En-Ro Avg. #Paras
ED 34.18 28.00 31.96 29.42 40.86 40.99 37.53 23.09 18.20 38.09 25.41 38.14 28.30 31.86 47.1M
LM 33.19 26.43 30.92 28.64 39.16 39.33 36.67 22.25 17.53 34.81 24.35 35.51 27.02 30.45 29.3M
LM-SPE 33.35 27.35 31.36 28.87 39.93 39.69 36.99 21.89 17.98 34.89 24.80 35.19 27.72 30.77 29.3M
LM-LE 33.58 27.46 31.38 29.03 40.14 39.87 37.05 22.24 18.08 34.80 24.31 35.76 27.96 30.90 29.3M
LM-PA 34.54 28.35 32.01 29.70 40.15 40.58 37.24 22.98 18.45 35.64 25.37 37.35 28.02 31.57 35.6M
PreLM 33.90 27.88 31.77 29.35 40.53 40.41 37.46 22.80 18.11 35.96 24.78 37.55 28.11 31.43 29.3M
PALM 34.73 28.59 32.22 29.83 40.31 40.91 37.61 23.27 18.74 37.00 25.29 37.59 28.75 31.91 35.6M
PALM w/o SAE 34.03 28.30 31.83 29.42 39.87 40.65 37.25 22.21 17.92 37.06 24.89 37.09 28.40 31.46 35.6M

Table 1: BLEU scores for models on IWSLT’14 dataset. Avg. is the average BLEU score for all language pairs while
#Paras is the count of model parameters.

Cs-En En-Cs Ro-En En-Ro Avg.
ED 21.9 15.7 29.3 20.4 21.8
LM 16.2 11.0 25.1 15.9 17.1
PALM 21.1 15.1 28.3 19.3 21.0
PALM w/o SAE 18.6 12.9 26.5 18.0 19.0

Table 2: BLEU score for WMT’16 dataset.

evaluation metrics including BLEU (Papineni et al., 2002), ROUGEL (Lin, 2004), METEOR (Banerjee and Lavie,
2005), NIST (Doddington, 2002), and CIDEr (Vedantam et al., 2015).

Summarization task (Rush et al., 2015; Chopra et al., 2016; Nallapati et al., 2016; Cheng and Lapata, 2016; See et al.,
2017; Paulus et al., 2018; Pilault et al., 2020) can also be implemented with a Transformer architecture. We conduct
the experiments on XSUM (Narayan et al., 2018) dataset (MIT License). We take the articles as the source sequence
while using the summarization as the target sequence. We keep all the model hyperparameters the same as that in the
machine translation task and report the ROUGE1, ROUGE2, ROUGEL metrics.

5.2 Comparison Models
We compare the PALM structure against the following models.

ED is the traditional Encoder-Decoder framework built on Transformer (Vaswani et al., 2017) implemented with
fairseq (Ott et al., 2019).

LM is the traditional Language Model built with a Transformer decoder. It concatenates the source sequence and the
target sequence to train an LM. When testing, it predicts the target sequence after inputting the source sequence into
the LM.

LM-SPE adopts the Separate Positional Encoding (Conneau and Lample, 2019; He et al., 2018) in an LM as the
positional encoding. The first position for the target sequence is always set to 1.

LM-LE uses a Language Embedding (Conneau and Lample, 2019; Conneau et al., 2020) to help LM differentiate
source and target sequence.

LM-PA adopts our proposed Partial Attention component in an LM. Different from PALM, it uses unidirectional
attention and does not use the LE and SPE components.

PreLM uses a Prefix Language Model (Liu et al., 2018; Dong et al., 2019; Raffel et al., 2020) to generate target
sequences. Different from LM, it uses a fully-visible masking of the input source instead of using a unidirectional
causal mask. The mask enables each source word depending on the whole input sequence instead of the previous one.
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LM LM-PA PALM ED Gold ∆L

De-En 21.00 21.37 21.30 21.08 22.25 0.30
En-De 22.02 22.24 22.11 22.30 22.98 0.08
It-En 22.35 22.40 22.37 22.84 23.88 0.02
En-It 22.82 22.90 22.91 22.65 23.26 0.09
En-Fr 23.70 24.29 24.23 24.00 24.01 0.53
Es-En 21.16 21.46 21.35 21.88 22.48 0.19
En-Es 21.66 21.97 21.96 22.06 22.03 0.30
Ru-En 20.69 20.99 20.88 20.88 23.17 0.19
En-Ru 22.21 22.71 22.72 22.87 22.96 0.50
He-En 19.71 20.08 20.13 20.33 21.30 0.41
En-He 19.61 20.16 20.03 20.31 20.66 0.42
Ro-En 19.54 20.13 19.88 20.01 21.34 0.33
En-Ro 22.38 22.72 22.61 22.82 23.03 0.24
Avg. 21.45 21.80 21.73 21.85 22.57 0.28

Table 3: Early stop effect. ∆L is calculated by length
of PALM minus length of LM.

5.3 Experimental Results
Main Results. The experimental results for IWSLT’14 are shown in Table 1. We can draw the following conclusions.
(1) Compared with the ED framework, the LM has worse performance due to the defects we discussed in Section
3.3. (2) Compared with the LM model, our proposed PALM structure achieved better performance which indicates
that the attention degeneration is alleviated. (3) The PreLM improves the performance since the source text hidden
representation depends on the whole source sequence instead of the previous context. (4) The LE component helps
improve the performance as it provides extra language information for the model. (5) the LM-SPE model performs
better than the traditional LM model using CPE. This observation verifies our analysis in Section 3.2. (6) From the
ablation study, the performance decreases without the SAE component. It shows that the SAE component can alleviate
the overfitting problem and thus improves the performance. (7) Compared with the ED model, LM, and our proposed
PALM reduce the parameter number significantly.

Numerical Sensitivity Analysis. In Theorem 3.3, we prove that the upper bound of the sensitivity in the unidirectional
cross attention decreases as the current step number increases. To experimentally show that the output vector becomes
less and less sensitive to the source sequence as the step number grows, we conduct a numerical analysis by directly
imposing a random small perturbation vector ∆xj on the source vector xj of the attention layer. We take the norm
of the output vector deviation ‖∆zi‖ at the ith step divided by the input vector change norm ‖∆xj‖. This quantity is
upper bounded by the sensitivity as shown in Proposition 3.1. The results are shown in Figure 4. It can be concluded
from the results that the sensitivity of the LM decreases as the step increases which leads to the model ignoring the
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METEOR ROUGEL CIDEr NIST BLEU
ED 0.441 0.725 4.08 11.0 0.616
LM 0.452 0.732 4.24 11.2 0.629
LM w/o SAE 0.438 0.716 4.10 10.9 0.607
PALM 0.457 0.736 4.27 11.3 0.632

Table 4: Results on WebNLG dataset.

METEOR ROUGEL CIDEr NIST BLEU
ED 0.396 0.630 1.62 8.07 0.597
LM 0.423 0.661 2.00 7.93 0.604
LM w/o SAE 0.405 0.646 1.92 7.93 0.602
PALM 0.449 0.688 2.25 8.46 0.657

Table 5: Results on E2E dataset.

input sequence gradually. It can also justify the conclusion drawn from Theorem 3.3 that the ED model does not have
this problem while our proposed PALM can also alleviate this problem.

Stepwise Hallucination Analysis. As implied by Theorem 3.3 and the above experiments, the sensitivity decreases
as the step number increases in LM. But how does the sensitivity affect the generating performance? We conduct the
stepwise hallucination analysis to answer this question. Generation models prone to generate unrelated content beyond
the input data and this phenomenon has been recognized as the hallucination problem (Tian et al., 2019; Nie et al.,
2019; Liu et al., 2021; Rebuffel et al., 2021) in many recent research works. Intuitively, the attention degeneration
problem is likely to exacerbate the hallucination problem when the generation step grows. This is because less and
less attention is focused on the input data and the models are more likely to generate text groundlessly. As shown
in Figure 5, we conduct an experiment to analyze the hallucination problem at different generation steps. Similar
to (Rebuffel et al., 2021), we use the Hallucination Ratio (HR) to measure the hallucination problem. HR measures
the proportion of the hallucination content. The HR for the ith position is defined as Hi = 1 −∑T

j max(1(tji ∈
rj), C[sj1, tji], · · · , C[sj|sj |, tji])/

∑T
j 1(|tj | ≥ i), where T is the target sentence count. sji and tji are the ith word

in the jth source and generated sentence respectively. |tj | is the length of the jth generated sentence. rj is the jth gold
standard sentence. C[p, q] = Sigmoid((

∑T
j 1(p ∈ sj) · 1(q ∈ tj)− α)/β) is the normalized alignment score of the

pth and qth words in the dictionary, where α and β are sigmoid shape parameters. High HR indicates the hallucination
problem is prone to occur. It can be observed that (1) HR changes moderately between 5% and 7% as i grows in all
models. (2) LM has the highest (worst) HR score especially when i grows larger. When i > 50, LM has a significant
high HR score than other models which implies that the hallucination problem gets worse. (3) Simply adding the
PA component on LM can alleviate the hallucination problem and lower the HR score. It indicates that the attention
degeneration problem exacerbates the hallucination problem and it can be alleviated with our proposed PA component.
(4) Our proposed PALM achieves a low HR score close to the ED model. It performs well even i is large.

Early Stop Effect. To further study how the attention degeneration problem affects the performance, we conduct
a statistical analysis on the output length of the generated sequence. The results are shown in Table 3. It can be
concluded from the results that (1) The LM usually generates shorter sentences compared with the ED model and
PALM structure while simply adding the PA component in LM alleviates the early stop phenomenon. It shows that
the attention degeneration problem causes the early stop phenomenon and it can be alleviated by our proposed PA
component. Due to the attention degeneration problem, the sensitivity on the input source vectors decreases as the
step number grows. The model becomes less and less sensitive to the source sequence and it tends to stop generating
because it gets less and less information about what to say. (2) On the other hand, our proposed PALM structure
alleviates this problem. The average length of the PALM structure output is longer than the LM model and close to
the ED model showing that it alleviates the attention degeneration problem and thus overcomes the early stop effect.

Data-to-Text Generation. To show that our analysis and the proposed method are also applicable in other seq2seq
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METEOR ROUGEL CIDEr NIST BLEU
ED 0.347 0.636 3.64 9.08 0.427
LM 0.352 0.648 3.77 7.83 0.382
PALM 0.364 0.662 4.03 8.9 0.437

Table 6: Results on WITA dataset.

ROUGE1 ROUGE2 ROUGEL

ED 0.284 0.0877 0.245
LM 0.279 0.0711 0.251
PALM 0.317 0.0953 0.282

Table 7: Results on XSUM dataset.

tasks, we conduct experiments on the data-to-text generation tasks. The results on WebNLG, E2E, and WITA datasets
are shown in Table 4, 5, and 6 respectively. It can be observed that (1) our proposed PALM outperforms the LM model
which shows the effectiveness of the partial attention component. (2) The LM model outperforms the ED model
with the help of SAE component. Different from the translation task, the input sequence of this task shares the same
language as the target sequence. Therefore, LM’s SAE component trains the model to recover source sequences and
can thus alleviate the overfitting problem. This can be directly verfied with the results of the LM w/o SAE model.
When the SAE component is removed, the performance is worse than the LM model in all three datasets.

WMT’16 Results. We conduct our experiments on WMT’16 (Bojar et al., 2016) dataset which is larger than
IWSLT’14. The performance is shown in Table 2. It can be concluded from the results that (1) our proposed PALM
also outperforms LM’s results and is close the ED’s performance which shows PALM’s effectiveness in alleviating the
attention degeneration problem; (2) interestingly, removing the SAE component improves the performance and closes
the gap to the performance of ED. This may be because the dataset is larger and the overfitting problem is not serious.

Summarization. We conduct experiments on the summarization dataset XSUM to further verify our analysis and the
results are shown in Table 7. It can be concluded from the results that (1) the ED model outperforms the LM model
in ROUGE1 and ROUGE2. This is because the input sequence is much longer than the target sequence, the attention
degeneration problem becomes the dominant problem. This result is consistent with the analysis we discussed in
Section 3.3; (2) our PALM structure still outperforms the LM model which is also consistent with the previous analysis;

Stepwise Precision Analysis. As implied by Theorem 3.3 and the above experiments, the sensitivity decreases as the
step number increases in LM. We further conduct the stepwise precision analysis to show that the sensitivity directly
affect the generating performance. We calculate the average word precision for the ith position as Ai =

∑S
j 1(sji ∈

rj)/
∑S

j 1(|sj | ≥ i), where sj in the jth generated sentence and sji is the ith word in sentence sj . rj is the jth
reference sentence and there are S sentences in total. The results are shown in Figure 6. We have three observations.
(1) Ai changes moderately between 0.64 and 0.67 as i grows which is determined by the word distribution. (2) Ai

for the LM model is slightly better than the ED framework when the step number is small. This is because when the
step number is small, the attention degeneration problem is not the dominant factor for the performance and the LE,
SAE, and other components play as the key role to make the performance better. (3) Contrastingly, Ai for the LM
model becomes worse as the step size gets larger when compared with the ED model. This observation shows that as
the step number increases, the sensitivity decreases, and thus the model is likely to generate wrong words. (4) Our
proposed PALM structure alleviates the attention degeneration problem and the precision distribution is similar to the
ED model.

6 Conclusions
We propose a detailed comparison between the Encoder-Decoder (ED) framework and the Language Model (LM) in
the sequence-to-sequence (seq2seq) generation task. We propose to analyze a Regularized Encoder-Decoder (RED)
framework that is equivalent to an LM but has an encoder and a decoder. We analyze the attention degeneration
problem and conduct a theoretical analysis. Based on the analysis, we propose a novel partial attention language
model. The experimental results validate our analysis and demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed model.
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Figure 6: Stepwise precision analysis. x-axis is the generation step number and y-axis is the average word precision.

7 Limitations
It should be noted that in Theorem 3.3, we utilize the PAC theory framework which holds with high probability.
Unfortunately, it cannot guarantee all the cases satisfy the bound which means in some extreme cases, the bound
will not be valid. This is a common short back for the PAC analysis and we use extensive experimental results to
empirically show the effectiveness of the analysis.

8 Broader Impact Statement
This paper focuses on comparing different architectures of the existing language model which does not explicitly
involve any enthetic concerns. We do not make any new dataset and all used datasets are properly cited. This work
does not cause any kind of safety or security concerns while it also does not raise any human rights concerns or
environmental concerns. Therefore, there will be no negative societal impact on our work.
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Appendix. Supplementary Material

A.1 Proof of Proposition 3.1

Proposition A.1.1. 3.1 Given a function y = f(x) with a Jacobian matrix Jf , if we have a pertubation vector ∆x
and y + ∆y = f(x+ ∆x), then

‖∆y‖
‖∆x‖ ≤ ‖Jf‖+ o(1). (5)

Proof. Let y = f(x) be given, in which x, y ∈ Rd. We denote the output of f when x is perturbed by a vector ∆x as
f(x+ ∆x). Since for the Jacobian matrix, we have f(x+ ∆x)− f(x) = Jf∆x+ o(‖∆x‖), it follows that:

f(x+ ∆x)− f(x) = Jf∆x+ o(‖∆x‖)
‖f(x+ ∆x)− f(x)‖ = ‖Jf∆x+ o(‖∆x‖)‖
‖f(x+ ∆x)− f(x)‖ ≤ ‖Jf∆x‖+ ‖o(‖∆x‖)‖
‖f(x+ ∆x)− f(x)‖ ≤ ‖Jf‖‖∆x‖+ ‖o(‖∆x‖)‖

‖∆y‖ ≤ ‖Jf‖‖∆x‖+ ‖o(‖∆x‖)‖
‖∆y‖
‖∆x‖ ≤ ‖Jf‖+

o(‖∆x‖)
‖∆x‖

‖∆y‖
‖∆x‖ ≤ ‖Jf‖+ o(1)

A.2 Proof of Theorem 3.3

Lemma A.2.1. Let Z = Softmax(Y A>X>)XW , z>i be the ith row of Z and x>j be the jth row of X . Then,

Jij =
∂zi
∂xj

=W>(X>(Diag(pi)− pip>i ) · (ejiY A>) + Ipij)

in which P = Softmax(Y A>X>), p>i is the ith row of P , eji is a binary matrix with zeros exerywhere except the
(i, j)th entry, N is the row number of X .

Proof.

zi = (PXW )>i =

N∑
k=1

W>xkpik

Jij =
∂
∑N

k=1W
>xkpik

∂xj

=

N∑
k=1

W>xk
∂pik
∂xj

+

N∑
k=1

∂W>xk
∂xj

pik

= W>[x1, x2, · · · , xN ]


∂pi1

∂zj
∂pi2

∂zj
...

∂piN

∂zj

+
∂W>xj
∂xj

pij
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= W>X>
∂pi
∂xj

+W>pij

= W>(X>
∂Softmax((Y A>X>)>i )

∂xj
+ Ipij)

= W>(X>Softmax′((Y A>X>)>i ))
∂(XAyi)

∂xj
+ Ipij)

= W>(X>Softmax′((Y A>X>)>i ))·
∂([x1, x2, · · · , xN ]>Ayi)

∂xj
+ Ipij)

= W>(X>(Diag(pi)− pip>i )·

([
∂x>1 Ayi
∂xj

,
∂x>2 Ayi
∂xj

, · · · , ∂x
>
NAyi
∂xj

]>) + Ipij)

= W>(X>(Diag(pi)− pip>i )·
([0, · · · , Ayi︸︷︷︸

jth col

, · · · , 0]>) + Ipij)

= W>(X>(Diag(pi)− pip>i ) · (ejiY A>) + Ipij)

Lemma A.2.2. Let Z = Softmax(QA>Q>)QW , z>i be the ith row of Z and q>j be the jth row of Q.

Jij =
∂zi
∂qj

=W>(Q>(Diag(pi)− pip>i ) · (ejiQA> +QAδij) + Ipij),

in which P = Softmax(QA>Q>), δij is a scalar equals to 1 if i = j and equals to 0 otherwise.

The detailed proof can be found in Kim et al. (2020). To prove Theorem 3.3, we follow the obsevation of Kim et al.
(2020) that the Softmax matrix P is a stochastic matrix, namely, its entries are non-negative and its rows sum to 1.
For each element pij in P , pij ∈ [0, 1] and they have an equal chance of receiving attention. Therefore, we have
E(pij) = 1

dX
.

Theorem A.2.3. 3.3 For ZE = ATT(Y,X,X), where ‖X‖, ‖Y ‖, ‖A‖, ‖WV ‖ are bounded, ∃ C3 ≥ 0, δ ∈ (0, 1),
with probability at least 1− δ2,

‖JE
ij ‖ ≤ C3(

1

N
+

√
ln

1

δ
).

For ZC = ATT(Y, [X>, Y >], [X>, Y >]), with probability at least 1− δ2,

‖JC
ij ‖ ≤ C3(

1

N + i
+

√
ln

1

δ
).

Proof. We first prove the upper bound for JE
ij . From Lemma A.2.1, we have:
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JE
ij = W>(X>(Diag(pi)− pip>i ) · (ejiY A>) + Ipij)

‖JE
ij ‖ = ‖W>(X>(Diag(pi)− pip>i )ejiY A

> + Ipij)‖
≤ ‖W>‖‖X>(Diag(pi)− pip>i )ejiY A

>‖+ ‖Ipij‖
≤ ‖W>‖(‖X>‖‖(Diag(pi)− pip>i )eji‖ · ‖Y A>‖+ ‖Ipij‖)

≤ (‖X>‖‖



0 · · · −pi1pij · · · 0
0 · · · −pi2pij · · · 0
...

...
...

...
...

0 · · · pij − pijpij · · · 0
...

...
...

...
...

0 · · · −piNpij · · · 0


‖ · ‖Y A>‖+ ‖IPij‖)‖W>‖

= (‖X>‖‖pij‖‖[pi1, pi2, · · · , 1− pij , · · · , piN ]>‖ · ‖Y A>‖+ ‖Ipij‖)‖W>‖

≤ C1pij

√
p2i1 + p2i2 + · · · 1 + p2ij − 2pij + · · · p2iN + C2pij

≤ C1pij
√

1 + ‖pi‖2 + C2pij

≤ C1pij

√
1 + ‖pi‖21 + C2pij

= C1

√
2pij + C2pij

= C3pij ,

where C1 ≥ 0, C2 ≥ 1, C3 ≥ 1. Since we assume pij ∈ [0, 1] and E(pij) = 1
N , Therefore, with Hoeffding inequality,

for pij we have:

Pr(pij ≥
1

N
+ t) ≤ e−2t2

Pr(pij ≥
1

N
+

√
ln

1

δ
) ≤ δ2

Pr(pij ≤
1

N
+

√
ln

1

δ
) ≤ 1− δ2.

Therefore, with probability at least 1− δ2

‖Jij‖ ≤ C3(
1

N
+

√
ln

1

δ
)

Next, we prove the upper bound for JC
ij . We denote Q as Q =

[
X
Y

]
. Then, JC

ij is the Jacobian matrix for ∂qN+i/∂qj .

From Lemma A.2.2, we have:

JC
ij = W>(Q>(Diag(pN+i)− pN+ip

>
N+i)·

(ej,N+iQA
> +QAδN+i,j) + IpN+i,j)

‖JC
ij ‖ = ‖W>(Q>(Diag(pN+i)− pN+ip

>
N+i)·

(ej,N+iQA
> +QAδN+i,j) + IpN+i,j)‖

= ‖W>(Q>(Diag(pN+i)− pN+ip
>
N+i)·

(ej,N+iQA
>) + IpN+i,j)‖

≤ C3pN+i,j ,
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where C1 ≥ 0, C3 ≥ 1. Since we assume pN+i,j ∈ [0, 1] and E(pN+i,j) = 1
N+i , Therefore, with Hoeffding

inequality, for pN+i,j we have:

Pr(pN+i,j ≥
1

N + i
+ t) ≤ e−2t2

Pr(pN+i,j ≥
1

N + i
+

√
ln

1

δ
) ≤ δ2

Pr(pN+i,j ≤
1

N + i
+

√
ln

1

δ
) ≤ 1− δ2.

Therefore, with probability at least 1− δ2

‖JC
ij ‖ ≤ C3(

1

N + i
+

√
ln

1

δ
)

A.3 Detailed Model Structure
In this section, we provide a more detailed description of each model including LM (Table 8), ED (Table 10), RED
(Table 9) and PALM (Table 11). We denote Fl as the feedforward layer in the lth block. The positional embedding is
denoted as Ep = Embp(ps) while the word embedding layer is denoted as Ew = Embw(s). Ew, Ep ∈ R|s|×d and d
is the dimension size.

Language Model

a = [s1, s2, · · · , s|s|,⇒, t1, t2, · · · , t|t|]
pa = [1, 2, · · · , |s|+ |t|]
Ep = Embp(pa);Ew = Embw(a)
G1 = Ep + Ew

for l in [1, · · · , 6]:
Ql = ATTl(Gl, Gl, Gl)
Gl+1 = Hl = Fl(Ql)

L = L(H−1, a)

Table 8: Language model framework.

Regularized Encoder Decoder
Encoder Decoder

ps = [1, 2, · · · , |s|] pt = [|s|+ 1, · · · , |s|+ |t|+ 1]

EE
p = Embp(ps) ED

p = Embp(pt)

EE
w = Embw(s) ED

w = Embw(‘⇒ ’ + t)

GE
1 = EE

p + EE
w GD

1 = ED
p + ED

w

for l in [1, · · · , 6]: for l in [1, · · · , 6]:

QE
l = ATTl(G

E
l , GE

l , GE
l ) QD

l = ATTi(G
D
l ,

[
GE

l

GD
l

]
,

[
GE

l

GD
l

]
)

GE
l+1 = HE

l = Fl(Q
E
l ) GD

l+1 = HD
l = Fl(G

D
l )

L = L(HE
−1, s) + L(HD

−1, t)

Table 9: Regularized encoder decoder framework.

Here, for the feedforward layer FP,l in Table 11, it can be interpreted as:

Pl1 = Dropout(tanh(Gl[1:|s|]WP,l1 + 1b>P,l1))

Pl2 = Dropout(Pl1WP,l2 + 1b>P,l2)

Pl = Pl2 + Pl1,
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Encoder-Decoder
Encoder Decoder

ps = [1, 2, · · · , |s|] pt = [1, 2, · · · , |t|]
EE

p = EmbE
p (ps) ED

p = EmbD
p (pt)

EE
w = EmbE

w(s) ED
w = EmbD

w (t)

GE
1 = EE

p + EE
w G′D1 = ED

p + ED
w

for l in [1, · · · , 6]: for l in [1, · · · , 6]:
QE

l = ATTEl (GE
l , GE

l , GE
l ) GD

l = ATTDl (G′Dl , G′Dl , G′Dl )

GE
l+1 = HE

l = FE
l (GE

l ) QD
l = ATTJi (G

D
l , GE

l , GE
l )

GD
l+1 = HD

l+1 = FD
l (QD

l )

L = L(HD
−1, t)

Table 10: Encoder-decoder framework.

Partial Attention Language Model

a = [s1, s2, · · · , s|s|,⇒, t1, t2, · · · , t|t|]
pa = [1, 2, · · · , |s|, 1, 2, · · · , |t|+ 1]
la = [0, 0, · · · , 0, 1, 1, · · · , 1]
Ep = Embp(pa);Ew = Embw(a);El = Embl(la)
G1 = Ep + Ew + El

for l in [1, · · · , 6]:
Ql = ATTl(Gl, Gl, Gl)

Pl = FP,l(Ql[1:|s|]);Rl = ATTPl (Ql, Pl, Pl)
Gl+1 = Hl = Fi(Rl)

L = L(H−1, a)

Table 11: Partial attention language model framework.

where WP,l1,WP,l2 ∈ Rd×d, bP,l1, bP,l2 ∈ Rd are trainable parameters, 1 ∈ R|s|×1 is a vector with all elements equal
to 1.
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