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Improving Non-autoregressive Translation Quality
with Pretrained Language Model, Embedding
Distillation and Upsampling Strategy for CTC

Shen-sian Syu, Juncheng Xie, Hung-yi Lee

Abstract—Non-autoregressive approaches, especially those that
generate output in a one-pass forward manner, have shown great
potential in improving the inference speed of translation models.
However, these approaches often suffer from a significant drop
in translation quality compared to autoregressive models (AT).

To tackle this challenge, this paper introduces a series of
innovative techniques to enhance the translation quality of non-
autoregressive neural machine translation (NAT) models while
still maintaining a substantial acceleration in inference speed.
Specifically, we propose a method called CTCPMLM, which
involves fine-tuning Pretrained Multilingual Language Models
(PMLMs) with the Connectionist Temporal Classification (CTC)
loss to effectively train NAT models. Additionally, we adopt
the MASK insertion scheme instead of token duplication for
up-sampling and present an embedding distillation method to
further enhance the performance of NAT models.

In our experiments, CTCPMLM surpasses the performance of
the baseline autoregressive model (Transformer base) on various
datasets, including WMT’14 DE↔EN, WMT’16 RO↔EN, and
IWSLT’14 DE↔EN. Moreover, CTCPMLM represents the current
state-of-the-art among NAT models. Notably, our model achieves
superior results compared to the baseline autoregressive model
on the IWSLT’14 En↔De and WMT’16 En↔Ro datasets, even
without using distillation data during training. Particularly, on
the IWSLT’14 DE→EN dataset, our model achieves an impressive
BLEU score of 39.93, surpassing AT models and establishing a new
state-of-the-art. Additionally, our model exhibits a remarkable
speed improvement of 16.35 times compared to the autoregressive
model.

Index Terms—Non-autoregressive, Neural Machine Translation,
Transformer, Knowledge Distillation, Natural Language Process-
ing

I. INTRODUCTION

AUTOREGRESSIVE (AT) machine translation [1]–[3]
models have long been the state-of-the-arts on various

translation tasks, but one of the major drawbacks is not
efficiently parallelizable on GPU or TPU during inference.
To solve this problem, the prior work [4] proposed the non-
autoregressive neural machine translation (NAT) models, which
can generate all target tokens in parallel. While the speedup
is significant, NAT suffers from degraded generation quality
compared to AT models.

One of the main challenges is determining the appropriate
target sequence length in advance. In the case, [4] employs
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Noisy Parallel Decoding (NPD), which generates multiple
predictions of different lengths with fertility, and then a
pretrained AT model is used to rescore them. [5], [6] applied
insertion method, which is partially autoregressive and uses
the insertion operations for more flexible and dynamic length
changes. [7] refines the latent variables instead of the tokens,
allowing for dynamically adaptive prediction length. One
popular solution is the CTC-based NAT models [8]–[14], which
introduces connectionist temporal classification (CTC) [15] to
solve the target length problem.

Another main challenge is the multi-modality problem. NAT
removes the conditional dependence between target tokens, and
predicting the independent issue leads to multi-modal outputs
and induces the repetition of tokens [4], [16]. A standard
approach to overcome the multi-modality problem is to use
sequence-level knowledge distillation [17], by replacing the
target side of the training set with the output from an AT
model. Various advanced model architectures [18]–[20] use
iteration-based methods that can see the previous or partially
predicted tokens to add dependence to solve the multi-modality
problem.

There have been some pretrained encoder-decoder-based
multilingual language models [21]–[25] that achieve supe-
rior translation performance. Most of them are dedicated
to AT, while [25] intends to pretrain models that can be
applied to both AT and NAT. Some [21], [26]–[28] otherwise
incorporate encoder-based pretrained multilingual language
models (PMLMs) into encoder-decoder-based transformer AT
models for better translation performance. [13], [14], [25], [27]–
[29] utilizes PMLMs to initialize NAT models. Among them,
[13], [14], [25], [27], [28] are iterative models with strong
performance while [29] is one-pass with weaker performance.

Based on the aforementioned findings, our goal is to integrate
these techniques and propose a novel method to enhance the
performance of NAT. In this paper, we introduce CTCPMLM, a
one-pass NAT approach that combines the utilization of encoder-
based PMLMs for model initialization and the integration of
the CTC loss with sequence-level knowledge distillation using
a strong AT teacher. Moreover, in the context of CTC, the input
length must surpass the output length, necessitating upsampling.
We propose an upsampling method involving the Fixed Ratio
(FR) and Dynamic Ratio (DR). Additionally, we introduce
an Insertion Method to handle the incorporation of additional
tokens during upsampling. Furthermore, we employ knowledge
distillation to distill embeddings from the target language layer
of the PMLM, enabling us to retain knowledge from the PMLM.
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In summary, our contributions are:
• Unlike previous works [13], [14], [26]–[29] that incor-

porates PMLMs with additional modules, we directly
finetune PMLMs with CTC without introducing additional
parameters, verifying it is an efficient and effective method
in experiments.

• We propose a new upsampling scheme of inserting
”MASK” tokens and an adaptive upsampling rate that
further increases the performance of our NAT models. We
also conduct a thorough search on different upsampling
schemes to make the model achieve better accuracy.

• We propose to distill the knowledge from a frozen PMLM
in the contextualized embedding level as a regularization
method for our NAT model to retain the target language
information learned from pretraining.

• Our model outperforms the baseline auto-regressive model
(Transformer base) on the WMT’14 DE↔EN, WMT’16
RO↔EN, and IWSLT’14 DE↔EN datasets, achieving a
speed improvement of 16.35 times compared to the auto-
regressive model. Additionally, the CTCPMLM represents
the state-of-the-art among NAT models.

• Our model achieves a BLEU score of 39.93 on IWSLT’14
DE→EN, which is a new state-of-the-art performance.
It is worth noting that our performance surpasses that
of baseline AT models even on IWSLT’14 En↔De and
WMT’16 En↔Ro datasets, even when trained on the raw
data (undistilled training set).

II. BACKGROUND

A. Autoregressive Neural Machine Translation

The current state-of-the-art Neural Machine Translation
(NMT) models are autoregressive – generating sequences based
on a left-to-right factorization. The output distributions are
conditioned on the previously generated tokens [30]. Let x
denote a source sequence and y denote a target sequence, where
yi ∈ V and V is the target vocabulary. The joint probability is
calculated as follows:

pθ(y|x) =
∏
yi∈y

p(yi|y<i, x, θ), (1)

where y<i denotes the previously generated tokens. Here,
the probability of emitting each token p(yi|y<i, x, θ) is pa-
rameterized by θ with a autoregressive model. This property
of generated sequences based on a left-to-right factorization
process is hard to be parallelized to make efficient use of
computational resources and increases translation latency.

B. Non-Autoregressive NMT

The output distribution of non-autoregressive models is used
conditionally independently among each token. The probability
of the target sequence is modeled as follows:

pθ(y|x) =
∏
yi∈y

p(yi|x, θ) (2)

In contrast to the autoregressive model, the non-
autoregressive model can emit tokens simultaneously and is

easier to parallelize and reduce translation latency. The main
challenge of non-autoregressive NMT is the independence
assumption that has a negative impact on translation quality.
The significant limitations of non-autoregressive NMT cur-
rently suffer from (1) multimodality problem [4], and (2) the
inflexibility of prefixed output length [4], [19], [31].

C. Connectionist Temporal Classification (CTC)

The vanilla non-autoregressive NMT [4] needs to predict the
target length to construct the decoder input. To get better
performance, [4] propose to generate multiple candidates
with different lengths and re-ranking them to get the final
translation that needs more computing power to produce
multiple translations. This issue can use CTC [32], [33] to
solve. CTC models generate the alignment with repeated tokens
and blank tokens. We can calculate the log-likelihood loss:

log p(y|x, θ) = − log
∑

a∈Γ(y)

p(a|x, θ), (3)

where Γ(y) returns all possible alignments for a sequence y
with repeated tokens and blank tokens, given a sequence x of
length |x| and y of length Ly , where |x| ≥ |y|. The alignment
will be post-processed by a collapsing function Γ(y)−1 to
remove all blanks and collapses consecutive repeated tokens.
CTC assumes the source sequence is at least as long as the
target sequence [8], [9]. However, this principle is not innately
implemented in the field of machine translation, which makes
the application of CTC to machine translation nontrivial.

D. Upsampling Method

To solve the length of generate sentence need to longer
the source sentence. One possible solution is to use a train-
able projection layer to upsample the hidden state h by
an upsampling rate s [8]. This involves applying a linear
projection, which divides each state into s vectors, resulting in
a sequence length change from |x| to s|x|. Another approach
is utilizing SoftCopy [10], [34], where attention weights
wij = softmax(−|j−i|/τ) depend on the distance relationship
between the source position i and the upsampled position j
to calculate the upsampling vector ĥj =

∑|x|
i=0 wijhi, with τ

being a hyperparameter to adjust the degree of focus during
copying. Figure 1 provides an illustrative diagram.

Encoder

Decoder

Fig. 1. The upsampling method solves the problem that the length of the
generated sentence needs to be longer than the source sentence. s=2
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Fig. 2. The overall framework of our CTCPMLM NAT model. The label M means MASK token.

III. APPROACH

In this section, we provide a detailed explanation of the
proposed model. First, we describe how to utilize pre-trained
language models (PMLMs) as non-autoregressive translation
(NAT) models. Second, we discuss the various CTC upsampling
methods and propose a dynamic strategy to determine the
upsampling ratio for each sentence. Next, to maintain the
knowledge embedded in the PMLM, we introduce a PMLM
teacher to guide the NAT student model in aligning the PMLM
embedding space, a process we call embedding distillation (ED).
The overall framework of training our CTCPMLM system
is presented in Figure 2, where x, x̂, y and ŷ denote the
source sentence, the source sentence after upsampling, the target
sentence and the model prediction respectively. The symbols
hnat, ĥnat, and ĥt represent the last hidden state of the NAT
model, the output obtained using the Hungarian algorithm, and
the hidden state of the frozen PMLM, respectively.

A. PMLM Initialization

Many works [13], [14], [25], [27]–[29] have successfully
used pre-trained language models (PLMs) to initialize NAT
models for machine translation tasks. Inspired by these works,
we directly fine-tuned the PLMs with CTC loss to leverage the
learned knowledge during the pre-training stage. Our model
is a transformer encoder-only PLM divided into three parts
for training: word embedding layer, self-attention layer, and
output projection layer, as shown in Figure 2.

B. Upsampling Strategy for CTC

In this study, we utilize the connectionist temporal classifica-
tion (CTC) loss [35], [36], also referred to as latent alignment,

for model training. One major benefit of the CTC loss function
is that it does not require predicting the target sequence
length. However, CTC necessitates that the input length be
greater than the output length. In translation tasks, the source
language is not always longer than the target language, making
upsampling of the input necessary. To address this, we propose
two upsampling strategies: the ratio upsampling method and
the insertion method. These strategies are incorporated into the
”Upsampling” function block in Figure 2.

a) Ratio of Upsampling: Next, we introduce two types
of upsampling ratios: Fixed Ratio (FR) and Dynamic Ratio
(DR).

• Fixed Ratio (FR): The simplest method is to use the most
likely choices for the upsampling ratio. Specifically, we
multiply the length of each source sentence |x| by a fixed
factor s to ensure that s|x| is greater than the output length
Ly . To avoid the position values exceeding the maximum
position posmax (e.g. 512 for mBERT) of the PLM after
upsampling, we clip the upsampling position values, which
is position = min(i, posmax), i = [0, s|x| − 1].

• Dynamic Ratio (DR): Although a FR can be used
for upsampling, it may lead to the loss of positional
information beyond posmax. A simple solution is to reduce
the ratio s, but this could degrade output quality. This is
because a higher upsampling ratio (e.g., s = 4) offers a
larger alignment space, resulting in improved accuracy
[10]. To prevent information loss in long sentences after
upsampling, we propose the DR approach in addition
to the FR method. With DR, we dynamically adjust
the upsampling ratio based on the length of the source
sentence posmax, ensuring that long input sentences have
lengths below lpos after upsampling. The formula for
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calculating the sDR ratio is as follows:

sDR =

{
s for s|x| ≤ posmax
posmax
|x| for s|x| > posmax

(4)

b) Insertion Method: Following the CTC setup of [8], [9],
we set upsampled source sentence x̂ to be s times the length of
the original source sentence x. To reduce the disparity between
the token embeddings of our PMLM and its pretraining, unlike
prior approaches [8], [10], [34], we do not use the projection
layer or SoftCopy method. Instead, our upsampling can be
done by duplicating source tokens (IT, ”Inserting Tokens” in
the following sections) or inserting the [MASK] tokens (IM,
”Inserting Masks” in the following sections), which is the
special “MASK” token used during BERT pretraining. For
instance, given source sequence x = [A,B,C,D] and s =
2, it will be x̂ = [A,A,B,B,C,C,D,D] by IT, and x̂ =
[A,M,B,M,C,M,D,M ] by IM.

When dealing with floating-point numbers as the upsampling
ratio s, the upsampled sequence x̂ might have a non-integer
length. To address this issue, we use the following formula:

x̂j = xi for i where argmin
i

∣∣j − (i+ 1)× s+ s
2

∣∣ (5)

This formula essentially identifies the nearest ”insertion
point” around position j, determined by the upsampling rate.
Here, i represents the position of the source token, ranging from
0 to |x|, and j represents the position of the upsampled token,
ranging from 0 to ⌊s|x|⌋. The approach for the IM Method is
similar, with the difference that originally duplicated tokens
are replaced with the [MASK] tokens.

Formally, given the upsampled source sequence x̂ and target
sequence y, the proposed NAT objective is defined as:

LCTC = − log
∑

a∈Γ(y)

p(a|x̂, θ) (6)

C. Embedding Distillation (ED)

Using PMLM for model initialization enables aligning the
target-side space by obtaining contextualized representations
from the target language. The goal is to improve the target
contextualized representations for NAT models, approximating
those of the teacher model. The teacher model, represented
as ”PMLM(Frozen)” in Figure 2, is the same PMLM as
the NAT model, with frozen parameters during training. Our
approach involves maximizing the cosine similarity between
the representations of the NAT model and the frozen PMLM.

sim(hnat, h
l
t) =

(hnath
l
t
T
)

(∥hnat∥∥hl
t∥)

(7)

where hnat is the representation from the last layer of the
NAT model with the source sequence as input, and hl

t is the
representation from the l-th layer of the teacher model with the
target sequence as input. Due to the different lengths of hnat

and hl
t, and the possibility that the predicted sequences ŷ and

target sequences y may not be monotonic, it is necessary to
determine the alignment between ŷ and y in order to compute

the similarity of representations of the NAT model and the
frozen PMLM based on this alignment. Here, we first com-
pute the probability matrix Qij = log p(yi|ĥnatj ),∀i, j, i =
0 · · · |y|, j = 0 · · · s|x|, Q ∈ R|y|×s|x|. The matrix Q represents
the probability of each target token at each position of the
predicted token. Then, we use the Hungarian algorithm [37],
[38] to calculate the alignment based on the probability matrix
Q, and find the optimal matching pairs (ĥnatj , h

l
ti) based on

the alignment between ŷ and y. Subsequently, we calculate
token distilled loss which is defined as:

LED =

∑|y|
i=0(1− sim(ĥnatj , h

l
ti))

|y|
(8)

D. Final Objective

In summary, our training objective is a combination of the
proposed objectives, and we jointly train the model with them
at each training step:

L = LCTC + λLED (9)

Here, λ is a hyperparameter, which is set to 0 or 1 in our
experiments. Further training details are described in the
Experiment section.

IV. EXPERIMENT

A. Experiment Setup

a) Datasets: We evaluate the proposed NAT on three
widely used public machine translation corpora: IWSLT’14
En↔De, WMT’16 En↔Ro, and WMT’14 En↔De. We use the
low-resourced dataset - IWSLT’14 for hyperparameter search
and ablation studies. The validation and test set for WMT’16
En↔Ro are newsdev-2016 and newstest-2016 respectively.
We follow [39] and convert WMT’14 En↔De to lowercase.

For WMT’14 En↔De, the test set is newstest2014 while
we follow [39] and combine newstest2012 and newstest2013
for validation. The statistics of all 3 corpora are summarized
in TABLE I. We adopt the same preprocessing steps as [10]
for WMT’16 En↔Ro and WMT’14 En↔De. All the data are
tokenized by the Huggingface tokenizer1 associated with the
PMLM.

TABLE I
THE STATISTICS OF ALL 3 CORPORA

Dataset Statistics Train Valid Test

IWSLT’14 [40] EN↔DE 160,239 7,283 6,750
WMT’16 [41] EN↔RO 608,319 1,999 1,999
WMT’14 [42] EN↔DE 3,961,179 6,003 3,003

b) Knowledge Distillation (KD) Teachers: From the
paper [17], sequence-level knowledge distillation can assist in
generating less complex and less noisy training data for NAT
student models. To assess the impact of different teachers on
NAT performance, we classify the distillation teachers into
two groups: the base model and the strong model. The base
model employs the standard base architectures [30], denoted

1https://huggingface.co/docs/transformers/main classes/tokenizer

https://huggingface.co/docs/transformers/main_classes/tokenizer
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as transformer base in subsequent sections. The strong model
consists of powerful AT models that achieve higher BLEU
scores on the corresponding datasets. Now, we will describe
the specific strong teachers used for different datasets:

• For IWSLT’14 En↔De and WMT’14 En↔De, we use
the state-of-the-art model proposed by [39], which is
an AT transformer with a frozen BiBERT PMLM as its
contextualized input embeddings.

• For WMT’16 En↔Ro, we utilize the strong model from
[43], both of which are trained with back-translation data2.
c) Backbone PMLMs: We utilize encoder-based PMLMs

along with their output projection layer as our NAT
models. For experiments on IWSLT’14 En↔De and
WMT’14 En↔De dataset, the NAT model is BiBERT
(jhu-clsp/bibert-ende) pretrained by [39] on monolingual
data of English and German. For WMT’16 Ro↔En, we use
mBERT (bert-base-multilingual-uncased) pretrained by
[44].

d) Training: We train IWSLT’14 En↔De baseline AT
teacher models following [45]. For baseline AT teachers on
WMT’16 Ro↔En and WMT’14 En↔De, we use the distillation
data by [10]3. We measure the validation BLEU scores for
every epoch and average the best 5 checkpoints to obtain the
final model. We implement our models based on fairseq [45]
(MIT license) and Huggingface [46]4 (Apache-2.0 license). For
our NAT models, the dropout rates are all 0.1 and learning rates
are all 10−4. For the IWSLT’14 En↔De task, the NAT models
are trained with a batch size of 12.8k tokens for 50K updates.
For the WMT’16 Ro↔En task, the NAT models are trained
with a batch size of 65K tokens for 30K updates. Finally, for
the WMT’14 En↔De task, the NAT models are trained with a
batch size of 65k tokens for 100K updates. In equation 9, the
parameter λ is initially set to 0 for the first 30k steps on the
IWSLT’14 En↔De task, and then set to 1 for the remaining
steps. Similarly, for the WMT’14 En↔De task, λ is set to 0
for the first 75k steps and then to 1 for the remaining steps.
For the WMT’16 Ro↔En task, λ is set to 0 for the first 20k
steps and then to 1 for the remaining steps. We analyze the
training cost on three datasets, and the results are presented in
TABLE II.

TABLE II
THE STATISTICS OF CTCPMLM TRAINING. ’MODEL’ MEANS THE PMLM
OF OUR NAT MODELS. ’STEP’ MEANS THE NUMBER OF TRAINING STEPS.
’BATCH’ MEANS NUMBER OF TOKENS IN A BATCH. ’TIME’ MEANS THE

TRAINING TIME MEASURED ON 4 GEFORCE RTX 3090 GPUS.

Dataset Model Step Batch Time

IWSLT’14 En↔De BiBERT 50k 12288 5.9hrs
WMT’14 En↔De BiBERT 100k 65536 43.5hrs
WMT’16 Ro↔En mBERT 30k 65536 15.40hrs

e) Evaluation: Following [47], we evaluate the perfor-
mance of our models with the tokenized BLEU score. The
translation latency measurement is done on a single Nvidia
3090 GPU with one sentence at a time.

2https://data.statmt.org/rsennrich/WMT’16 backtranslations/
3https://github.com/shawnkx/Fully-NAT
4https://github.com/huggingface/transformers

f) Decoding: Following [10], [12], CTC-based NAT
models can also be combined with 4-gram language models
[48]5 (LGPL license) in CTC beam search decoding for the
optimal translation y that maximizes:

log pθ(y|x) + α log pLM (y) + β log p(|y|) (10)

where α and β are hyperparameters for the weights of language
model score and length bonus. Since there is no neural network
computation in its algorithm, it can be efficiently implemented
in C++6 (MIT license). In the following experiment, we use
fixed (α, β) = (0.3, 0.9) and beam size 20.

B. Hyperparameter Search

We do the hyperparameter search on the validation set
of IWSLT’14 De→En for the following 5 settings: (1)
Frozen/Trainable Word Embedding layer, (2) Frozen/Trainable
output projection layer, (3) Inserting duplicated token (IT) or
inserting ”MASK” (IM) for upsampling, (4) Upsampling Ratio
s, (5) Dynamic (DR) or Fixed (FR) upsampling ratio. From
the results of the following experiments, we find the NAT with
a frozen word embedding, a trainable output projection layer,
inserting masks, and using a dynamic upsampling ratio with
s = 4 to obtain the best performance on the validation set.

a) Word embedding and output projection layers: In
[39], the encoder of an AT model takes the contextualized
embeddings from various PMLMs as input. Inspired by this
idea, we try to freeze the parameters of input word embedding
of our NAT models during training for the PMLM NAT model
to retain the information of each token in its embedding
space learned from pretraining. In addition, we also try to
freeze the output projection layer of the NAT model to keep
its representations in the target space close to the original
representations of the pretrained PMLM. We combine two
conditions of whether to freeze the input embeddings/output
projection layer with other two conditions. One is the choice
between IT and IM. Another is whether to apply ED. We
try 16 different settings with upsampling ratio s = 2 and FR.
Figure 3 shows the BLEU scores on different frozen parameters
and insertion methods (IT or IM). Based on the experimental
findings, it was observed that the utilization of a frozen word
embeddings layer and a trainable output projection layer led to
improved performance. Consequently, this configuration will
be adopted as the standard approach for both the main results
and the ablation study.

b) Upsampling Scheme and Upsampling Ratio: In our
experiment, we examine the impact of different upsampling
rates and schemes (IT or IM), both with and without ED,
using the BiBERT PLM for model initialization. The results,
as shown in Figure 4, reveal several key observations:

• Consistently, the use of the Inserting Masks (IM) method
demonstrated superior performance compared to the
Inserting Tokens (IT) method, this result is also evident
in Figure 3. Furthermore, when using IT, the BLEU
score showed more significant variation across different
upsampling ratios.

5https://github.com/kpu/kenlm
6https://github.com/parlance/ctcdecode

https://data.statmt.org/rsennrich/WMT'16_backtranslations/
https://github.com/shawnkx/Fully-NAT
https://github.com/huggingface/transformers
https://github.com/kpu/kenlm
https://github.com/parlance/ctcdecode
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• Additionally, DR is particularly beneficial at higher up-
sampling rates, improving the performance of the model.

• Importantly, we observe that extremely low or high
upsampling rates do not yield favorable results.

Considering these findings and the model parameters, we will
adopt the approach of combining DR with IM and incorporating
ED, while setting the upsampling rate to s = 4.0 in the model
initialized with BiBERT PMLM.
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of IWSLT’14 DE→EN, investigating the evaluation of different upsampling
strategies for CTC with or without ED, and utilizing BiBERT initialization.

The same hyperparameter search method is applied to
determine the optimal upsampling ratio when initializing
the model with mBERT PMLM. Figure 5 also presents
the validation set results on IWSLT’14 De→En. Within the
upsampling ratio range of 1.5 to 3.0, a gradual increase in
the BLEU score is observed, eventually reaching a plateau.
This suggests that increasing the upsampling ratio within this
range can enhance translation quality. However, surpassing this
range leads to a noticeable decrease in the BLEU score as
the upsampling ratio continues to increase. Thus, surpassing
a certain threshold does not yield improved results through

higher upsampling. For the model initialized with mBERT, an
upsampling ratio of s = 3.0 was selected.
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Fig. 5. BLEU v.s. Upsampling Ratio: Parameter search on the validation
set of IWSLT’14 DE→EN, investigating the impact of Upsampling Ratio on
BLEU scores when evaluating the combined IM, ED, and DR strategies for
mBERT initialization.

C. Main Result

Next, we will discuss each of these three datasets separately
and analyze their characteristics and performance. For TA-
BLE III and TABLE IV, we utilized the strong teacher models
for our distillation data.

a) IWSLT’14 De↔En: Following a hyperparameter
search on the validation set of IWSLT’14 De→En, we apply a
selection of the highest-performing settings to our NAT model
and evaluated their performance on the test set. These results
are presented in TABLE III.

• The results in (a) and (b) clearly demonstrate the beneficial
impact of Knowledge Distillation (KD) on enhancing
the performance of the NAT model. Additionally, the
comparison between (b) and (c) reveals a significant boost
in the BLEU score, signifying a considerable improve-
ment in the NAT model’s performance compared to the
randomly initialized model shown in row (b). Moreover, a
comparison between rows (d) and (e) underscores the
advantage of using mask tokens (IM) over duplicate
tokens (IT) for the tokens newly inserted by upsampling.
The results illustrate that using IM leads to a noticeable
improvement in performance compared to using IT. Row
(f) not only represents the optimal setting derived from
our hyperparameter search but also showcases the best
performance on the test set, thereby underlining the
effectiveness of our model under this configuration.

• The introduction of CTC beam search in row (g) does
not lead to performance improvement. In the En→De
translation direction, the BLEU score remains the same
with no significant change compared to row (f). However,
we observe a substantial performance drop in the De→En
direction.

• Our model surpasses other one-pass or iterative NAT
models in translation quality, regardless of whether a
pre-trained model is used. Furthermore, our model also



7

TABLE III
PERFORMANCE OF BLEU SCORE ON IWSLT’14 EN↔DE. ”-” DENOTES THAT THE RESULTS ARE NOT REPORTED IN THE PREVIOUS WORK. ITER. DENOTES
THE NUMBER OF ITERATIONS AT INFERENCE TIME. ♢ DENOTES RESULTS FROM OUR RUN. † DENOTES TRAINED WITHOUT SEQUENCE-LEVEL KNOWLEDGE
DISTILLATION. BASELINE NAT MODELS USE DISTILLATION DATA FROM BASE TRANSFORMER TEACHERS. ”NO-KD” MEANS WITHOUT SEQUENCE-LEVEL
KD. ”INIT” MEANS THE MODEL IS RANDOMLY INITIALIZED. THE RELATIVE SPEEDUP OF OUR MODELS IS MEASURED ON THE TEST SET OF IWSLT’14

EN→DE.

Models Iter. Speed IWSLT’14
EN-DE DE-EN

Without Pre-trained

AT Transformer base N 1.0× 28.47 34.85

Iterative NAT JM-NAT [49] 10 5.7 × - 32.59
CMLMC [50] 10 - 28.51 34.78

One-pass NAT
Glat [51] 1 15.3× - 29.61
LAVA NAT [52] 1 20.2× - 31.69
DDRS + lm&beam20 [11] 1 5× - 34.74

With Pre-trained

AT BiBERT (teacher) [39] N - 30.36♢ 38.22♢
BERT-Fuse [53] N - 30.45 36.11

Iterative NAT
CeMAT [25] 10 - 26.70† 33.70†

AB-Net [28] - 2.4× - 36.49†

DEER [14] 4 3.3× - 37.46

One-pass NAT Bert+CRF-NAT [29] 1 11.31× - 30.45
DEER [14] 1 12.0× - 34.89

CTCPMLM

(a) no-KD + init + FR(s=3) + IT 1 16.56× 20.87† 27.21†

(b) init + FR(s=3) + IT 1 16.56× 26.66 33.30
(c) PLM + FR(s=3) + IT 1 16.56× 31.60 39.52
(d) PLM + DR(s=4) + IT 1 16.35× 31.82 39.45
(e) PLM + DR(s=4) + IM 1 16.35× 31.89 39.68
(f) PLM + DR(s=4) + IM + ED 1 16.35× 31.92 39.93
(g) PLM + DR(s=4) + IM + ED + beam search 1 7.16× 31.94 36.57

outperforms AT models, including those that are pre-
trained. Notably, it even exceeds the performance of the
teacher model. CTCPMLM sets a new state-of-the-art on
this dataset, marking a significant advancement for NAT.

• In terms of speed, our model achieves a remarkable
speedup of 16.35× compared to the baseline autoregres-
sive model. Even when using beam search, our model still
demonstrates a significant speed improvement of 7.16×.
b) WMT’14 En↔De: The experimental setup for the

WMT’14 En↔De dataset is the same as that used for the
IWSLT’14 De↔En dataset. The results of the experiments are
presented in TABLE IV.

• For both translation directions: The results of the different
settings on the WMT’14 De→En dataset show a similarity
to the results observed on the IWSLT’14 De→En dataset.
Our model surpasses existing NAT models, regardless of
whether a pre-trained model is used, in both one-pass
and iterative modes. Furthermore, we also outperform
Transformer-base and Transformer-big. Our NAT model
sets the state-of-the-art on the WMT14 De↔En dataset
among NAT models.

• In terms of speed, our model achieves a remarkable
speedup of 22.7× compared to the baseline autoregressive
model. Even when using beam search, our model still
demonstrates a significant speed improvement of 9.9×.
c) WMT’16 En↔Ro: As noted during the parameter

search, the upsampling rate for models initialized with mBERT
is found to be s=3.0.

• Rows (i), (j), and (k) demonstrate similar trends observed

in our previous experiments on the IWSLT’14 De→En
and WMT14 tasks, where initialization with a PMLM
and a strong teacher model for distillation contribute to a
significant boost in performance.

• Moving on to rows (k) and (l), we observe the same effect
we have previously seen on IWSLT’14 where IM in place
of IT through upsampling improves model performance.

• As with WMT’14 En↔De, our model surpasses existing
NAT models, regardless of whether a pre-trained model is
used, in both one-pass and iterative modes. Furthermore,
we also outperform Transformer-base. Our NAT model
sets the state-of-the-art on the WMT’16 En↔Ro dataset
among NAT models.

d) Various AT Teachers: Next, let us examine the impact
of different KD teachers on CTCPMLM. We use three different
types of data: undistilled original data, distillation data from
base transformer models, and distillation data from strong
teachers. From TABLE V, we can observe several phenomena:

• Using distillation data from base or strong KD teachers
results in better performance compared to AT Transformer
base. Furthermore, even using strong KD teachers outper-
forms AT Strong Teacher on the IWSLT’14 dataset.

• Without utilizing KD, our model outperforms the AT
Transformer base on both the WMT’16 and IWSLT’14
datasets. Additionally, our model without KD surpasses
the current NAT model on the IWSLT’14 dataset, which
is a remarkable achievement.

• However, CTC beam search does not comprehensively
help improve the model’s performance. This may be due
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TABLE IV
PERFORMANCE OF BLEU SCORE ON WMT’14 EN↔DE AND WMT’16 EN↔RO. THIS NOTATION ”S=4/3” INDICATES s = 4 IN WMT’14 DATASET, AND

s = 3 IN WMT’16 DATASET RESPECTIVELY. ”-” DENOTES THAT THE RESULTS ARE NOT REPORTED. THE SPEEDUP AND RELATIVE SPEEDUP ARE
MEASURED ON WMT’14 DE-EN TEST SET. ITER. DENOTES THE NUMBER OF ITERATIONS AT INFERENCE TIME, ADV. MEANS ADAPTIVE. ♢ DENOTES
RESULTS FROM OUR RUN. ∗ DENOTES MODELS TRAINED WITH DISTILLATION FROM A transformer big (8-1024-4096) MODEL . † DENOTES TRAINED
WITHOUT SEQUENCE-LEVEL KNOWLEDGE DISTILLATION. OTHER NAT MODELS USE DISTILLATION DATA FROM BASE TRANSFORMER TEACHERS. ‡

DENOTES THE STRONG KNOWLEDGE DISTILLATION TEACHER FOR OUR MODELS ON WMT’16 EN↔RO, AND THEIR SCORES ARE TOKENIZED BLEU
CALCULATED AFTER THEIR PREDICTIONS ARE CONVERTED TO LOWERCASE.

Models Iter. Speed WMT’14 WMT’16
EN-DE DE-EN EN-RO RO-EN

Without Pre-trained

AT

Transformer base N 1.0× 27.48 31.39 34.26 33.83
Transformer big N - 28.60 - -
FNC (beam=5) [43] N - - - - 40.76‡

Transformer big + Backtranslation [43] N - - - 41.61‡ -

Iterative NAT

CeMAT [25] 10 - 27.20 29.90 33.30† 33.00†

Disco [54] Adaptive 3.5× 27.34∗ 31.31∗ 33.22 33.25
Rewrite-NAT [55] 2.3 3.9× 27.83∗ 31.52∗ 33.63 34.09
Imputer [9] 8 3.9× 28.20∗ 31.80∗ 34.40 34.10
CMLM [19] 10 1.7× 27.03∗ 30.53∗ 33.08 33.31
DA-Transformer [56] 1 7.0× 27.91∗ 31.95∗ - -

One-pass NAT

CTC [8] 1 - 16.56 18.64 19.54 24.67
Vanilla-NAT [4] 1 15.6× 17.69 21.47 27.29 29.06
NAT-REG [57] 1 27.6× 20.65 24.77 - -
Glat [51] 1 15.3× 25.21 29.84 31.19 32.04
NART-DCRF [58] 1 10.4× 23.44 27.22 - -
AligNART [59] 1 13.2× 26.40 30.40 32.50 33.10
OAXE-NAT [38] 1 15.3× 26.10∗ 30.20∗ 32.40 33.30
Imputer [9] 1 18.6× 25.80∗ 28.40∗ 32.30 31.70
Fully-NAT(VAE) [10] 1 16.8× 27.49 31.10 33.79 34.87
Fully-NAT(GLAT) [10] 1 16.8× 27.20 31.39 33.71 34.16
DDRS+lm&beam20 [11] 1 5× 28.33 32.43 35.42 35.81
NMLA+DDRS+lm&beam20 [12] 1 5× 28.63 32.65 35.51 35.85

With Pre-trained

AT BiBERT (teacher) [39] N - 30.98♢ 36.30♢ - -
BERT-Fuse [53] N - 30.75 - - -

Iterative NAT

CeMAT [25] 10 - 27.20 29.90 33.30† 33.00†

AB-Net [28] - 2.4× 28.69∗ 33.57∗ - 35.63
XLM-D(M=6) [13] 8 4.1× 29.59 33.28 35.64 35.48
DEER [14] 4 3.3× 28.56 - 35.53 -

One-pass NAT XLM-D with LT only [13] 1 19.9× 27.46 30.68 34.70 34.29
DEER [14] 1 12.0× 26.19 - 33.95 -

CTCPMLM

(h) no-KD + init + FR(s=3/3) + IT 1 22.9× 18.73† 20.22† 24.55† 28.84†

(i) init + FR(s=3/3) + IT 1 22.9× 26.22 29.68 30.38 32.67
(j) PLM + FR(s=3/3) + IT 1 22.9× 29.89 34.89 36.33 37.36
(k) PLM + DR(s=4/3) + IT 1 22.7× 29.67 34.70 36.70 37.34
(l) PLM + DR(s=4/3) + IM 1 22.7× 29.86 34.88 37.66 37.91
(m) PLM + DR(s=4/3) + IM + ED 1 22.7× 29.96 34.93 37.85 38.24
(n) PLM + DR(s=4/3) + IM + ED + beam search 1 9.9× 30.71 35.24 39.03 38.72

to the fact that the hyperparameters (α, β) = (0.3, 0.9)
are not optimal for this particular setting.

• While CTC beam search offers a potential avenue for
improvement, our experiments suggest that it may not
be universally beneficial. Tuning hyperparameters like
the (α) and (β) for specific tasks is crucial for optimal
performance. In our case, the current configuration (e.g.,
(α, β) = (0.3, 0.9) might not be ideal for this partic-
ular setting. Our investigation into teacher models for
beam search training suggests an intriguing limitation. It
appears that when the student model (beam search LM)
outperforms the teacher model in terms of performance, as
observed in the IWSLT’14 En→De dataset, the teacher’s
guidance becomes less effective. This observation raises
the possibility that the teacher model’s limitations may
hinder the student model’s further progress. While this

finding warrants further investigation, it highlights the
need for exploring alternative training strategies or teacher
selection methods for beam search LMs, particularly
when dealing with student models that exhibit exceptional
capabilities.

D. Ablation Study

In our ablation study, we will first introduce various
technological variations or improvements and apply them
individually to the model. By comparing them with the baseline
model, we can evaluate the impact of each technique on the
model’s performance. Next, we will explore the differences in
these techniques among different models and compare their
performance on those models. Finally, we will discuss the
effect of different layers in the ED on the model’s performance
to determine which layer has the greatest impact on the model.
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TABLE V
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON IN VARIOUS AT TEACHERS ON THE TEST SETS OF THREE CORPORA. THE BLEU SCORE IS SHOWN IN THE TABLE, WHERE ON

THE LEFT SIDE OF THE ”/” SYMBOL IS THE OUTPUT OF CTCPMLM, AND ON THE RIGHT SIDE IS ONE WITH THE CTC BEAM SEARCH.

Teacher Models WMT’14 WMT’16 IWSLT’14
EN-DE DE-EN EN-RO RO-EN EN-DE DE-EN

AT

Transformer base 27.48 31.39 34.26 33.87 28.47 34.85
Strong 30.98 36.30 41.61 40.76 30.36 38.22

NAT-Ours

Base 28.81/30.01 34.83/35.12 35.27/36.31 35.75/36.24 30.62/30.69 38.84/38.52
Strong 29.96/30.71 34.93/35.24 37.85/39.03 38.24/38.72 31.92/31.94 39.93/36.57
no-KD 25.99/20.97 27.53/26.20 33.45/35.55 33.99/34.83 29.62/30.55 37.85/38.57

To ensure more efficiency in our experiments, we conducted
the following experiments on the IWSLT’14 De→En dataset.

a) Impact of variant techniques: The model incorporates
four different techniques (distillation data, IT/IM, PMLM
initialization, ED) to enhance its performance. The combined
effects of these techniques are compared by examining the
BLEU scores in TABLE VI. Based on the experimental results,
we obtained the following observations:

• Importance of KD: In each block, regardless of the
employed method, KD consistently provides performance
gains.

• PMLM initialization: Similar to KD, initializing with
PMLM yields cumulative improvements in model per-
formance, surpassing even the gains obtained from KD.
Furthermore, it is noteworthy that using PMLM alone for
initialization outperforms the baseline AT teacher.

• Effect of IM: IM significantly enhances the performance
of CTCPMLM, even without PMLM initialization. This
observation presents an intriguing open problem and
potential area for future work.

• Effect of ED: When the model is initialized without
PMLM, the mismatch between the model and PMLM’s
representations causes ED to fail in learning from the
PMLM teacher, resulting in worse performance. However,
when KD and PMLM initialization are used, incorporating
ED improves the model’s performance. This consistency
is observed across the three datasets and six directions as
shown TABLE III and TABLEIV.

Overall, the model with KD, IM, ED, and PMLM initialization
achieves the best performance.

b) Different Backbone Models: In addition to
BiBERT and mBERT PMLM models discussed earlier,
we also compared other models such as DistilBERT
(distilbert-base-multilingual-cased7) and XLMR
(xlm-roberta-base8). While we determined the optimal
upsampling rates of 3 for pretrained mBERT and 4 for
pretrained BiBERT through preliminary experiments, we
did not have the opportunity to conduct similar exploratory
experiments for the remaining models. Consequently, we
decided to use a common upsampling rate of 3 for all

7https://huggingface.co/distilbert-base-multilingual-cased
8https://huggingface.co/xlm-roberta-base

TABLE VI
ABLATION ON IWSLT14 DE→EN TEST SET WITH DIFFERENT

COMBINATIONS OF TECHNIQUES. THE DEFAULT SETUP DIRECTLY USING
BIBERT PMLM TO INITIALIZE AND FINETUNE WITH CTC LOSS. (s = 4

AND FR)

KD Mask PMLM ED BLEU

26.46
✓ 27.50

✓ 32.80
✓ ✓ 33.68

✓ 37.89
✓ ✓ 37.85

✓ ✓ 39.45
✓ ✓ ✓ 39.68

✓ 22.70
✓ ✓ 21.14

✓ ✓ 32.13
✓ ✓ ✓ 33.91

✓ ✓ 36.47
✓ ✓ ✓ 37.85

✓ ✓ ✓ 39.74
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 39.93

models based on two considerations. Firstly, literature on
non-autoregressive machine translation commonly employs an
upsampling rate of 3 [10]–[12], indicating its effectiveness
as a widely accepted choice. Secondly, by using a consistent
upsampling rate, we reduced the number of variables in our
experiment, facilitating a more straightforward comparison
of model performance. Based on the experimental results
presented in TABLE VII, the following observations were
obtained:

• The BiBERT PMLM consistently achieved the highest
BLEU score, regardless of whether base or strong teacher
distillation was used. This observation can be attributed
to the fact that BiBERT was specifically pre-trained
on German and English, resulting in a more consistent
alignment between tokens in both languages.

• Furthermore, DistilBERT exhibits a speed advantage
primarily due to its fewer hidden layers, with only 6 layers.
On the other hand, XLMR has the slowest speed. Despite
having the same number of layers (12) as mBERT and
BiBERT, XLMR has a vocabulary size that is 2.4 times

https://huggingface.co/distilbert-base-multilingual-cased
https://huggingface.co/xlm-roberta-base
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larger than mBERT. As a result, it requires significant
computational resources, leading to noticeable decreases
in speed.

TABLE VII
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON BETWEEN VARIOUS MODELS ON THE TEST

SET OF IWSLT’14 DE→EN. THE LATENCY IS MEASURED ONE SENTENCE
PER BATCH AND COMPARED WITH MBERT. THE UPSAMPLING STRATEGY IS
s = 3.0 WITH DR. ’PARMS’ MEANS THE PARAMETERS OF THE MODEL.

’NUM.’ INDICATES THE NUMBER OF THE HIDDEN LAYER. ’VOC.’ MEANS
THE SIZE OF THE VOCABULARY.

Models Distillatioin Speedup Parms. Num. Voc.base strong

init(mBERT) 31.35 33.07 1.00× 167M 12 105,879
mBERT 36.87 38.56 1.00× 167M 12 105,879
BiBERT 38.74 39.99 1.04× 126M 12 52,000

DistilBERT 34.38 35.89 1.48× 135M 6 119,547
XLMR 36.78 38.20 0.85× 278M 12 250,002

c) ED with Different Distillation Layers: In our ED
technique, we primarily employ distillation using the last layer
of the teacher PMLM. Nevertheless, we conducted additional
investigations to explore the impact of distilling from other
layers, and we present the corresponding performance on the
test set of IWSLT’14 DE→EN, as shown in Figure 6. From the
experimental results, the following observations were made:

• The utilization of the ED technique consistently enhances
the BLEU score, irrespective of the layer being employed.

• The model implementing the ED technique displays a
consistent range of BLEU scores across various hidden
layers, spanning from 39.8 to 39.94.

• Among these findings, the model featuring the last 2 layers
attains the highest BLEU score, with a diminishing trend
observed as we move toward the preceding layers.

Based on the data, it can be concluded that the utilization
of ED techniques positively influences model performance,
particularly in the case of the last few hidden layers, resulting
in the highest BLEU scores.
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Fig. 6. BLEU v.s. Distillation Layer on the test set of IWSLT’14 DE→EN.
We compare different distillation layer on BiBERT. Here ”None” means not
using ED method.

V. RELATED WORK UTILIZING PLM INITIALIZATION IN
NAT

NAT approaches typically involve additional mechanisms
alongside PLMs. AB-Net [28] employs adapter layers within
each BERT layer and incorporates a special [LENGTH] token
in the encoder to predict sequence length. Bert+CRF-NAT [29]
leverages BERT with a Conditional Random Field (CRF) to
improve the modeling of output-side dependencies. It employs
padding tokens to reach a predefined maximum sequence
length and utilizes [eos] tokens for end-of-sentence predic-
tion. DEER [14] initializes with XLM-R and introduces the
Levenshtein Transformer [60] for handling insertion, deletion,
and placeholder operations. XLM-D [13], initialized with
XLM-R, incorporates a distance-based latent transformation
module and a position-wise add and scale module to ensure
consistency within the model’s intermediate representation.
Our approach deviates from these methods by directly utilizing
PLMs without integrating adapters into any layer. This approach
preserves the inherent capabilities of the PLM across all
layers and reduces the computational overhead associated with
inference and storage. Additionally, we leverage CTC, which
eliminates the need for explicit sequence length prediction,
mitigating the influence of length prediction accuracy on
overall performance [4]. Furthermore, to further preserve the
rich knowledge embedded within the PLM, we adopt the ED
technique to maintain knowledge from the original PLM.

VI. DISCUSSION

A. Does the dependency on KD become looser as the model
becomes stronger ?

In TABLE VI, our model achieves 37.85 without KD using
only PMLM initialization. Surprisingly, this outperforms NAT
models with KD listed in TABLE III. This result shows that
our model can be very effective even without KD and can
outperform some NAT models that use KD. Further, when
we use PMLM initialization with stronger KD, the BLEU
score increases from 37.85 to 39.93. Therefore, based on our
findings, we suggest that stronger knowledge distillation (KD)
can indeed lead to improved performance for a stronger model.
However, this does not imply a complete disregard for the
role of KD in the training process. Knowledge distillation still
remains an important component in enhancing the performance
of the model.

B. How about the efficiency when utilizing ED ?

a) Complexity: In CTC Loss, the training cost comes
from source length |x|, hidden dimension d and upsampling
rate s, and the complexity per layer is O(|x|2s2d) [61]. In the
ED Loss, after calculating the ED loss matrix denoted as Qij =
log p(yi|ĥnatj ), we use the Hungarian algorithm [37], [38] to
find the optimal alignment based on the probability matrix Q.
The complexity of the Hungarian algorithm is O(|x|2s2|y|) [62].
The total complexity can be approximated as O(|x|2s2d× l) +
O(|x|2s2|y|), where l is the number of layers, and |y| ≪ d× l.
Therefore, the total complexity is primarily determined by
computing the CTC loss, making the computation of the ED
loss negligible or, at least, less impactful.
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b) Actual Training Time: TABLE VIII presents a compar-
ison of training time consumption between using ED and not
using ED, indicating that utilizing ED results in a 1.72–4.69%
increase.
Finally, considering the complexity and actual training time, we
can know that using the ED method will not bring a significant
burden to the training process. Furthermore, during inference,
the model does not utilize the ED process, resulting in no
additional time cost.

TABLE VIII
A COMPARISON OF TRAINING TIME CONSUMPTION BETWEEN USING ED

AND NOT USING ED. THE UPSAMPLING RATE OF s = 4. ’STEP’ MEANS THE
NUMBER OF TRAINING STEPS. ’BATCH’ MEANS NUMBER OF TOKENS IN A
BATCH. ’TIME’ MEANS THE TRAINING TIME MEASURED ON 4 GEFORCE

RTX 3090 GPUS. THE ’%’ SYMBOL REPRESENTS THE PERCENTAGE
INCREASE RESULTING FROM UTILIZING ED

Datasets Step Batch w/ED w/o ED %

IWSLT’14 De→En 50K 12288 5.9hrs 5.8hrs 1.72%
WMT’14 De→En 100K 66536 43.5hrs 41.60hrs 4.56%
WMT’16 Ro→En 30K 65536 15.4hrs 14.71hrs 4.69%

C. Can Vocabulary Pruning be utilized to further enhance
speed while maintaining performance?

The previous studies by [63], [64] delve into vocabulary
selection for transformer-based models and showcase that
substantial reductions in vocabulary size can be accomplished
without compromising model performance. This reduction in
vocabulary size not only enhances memory efficiency but also
accelerates the model’s inference time. In our research, we
employ TextPruner [65] to prune the vocabulary. The result
is in TABLE IX. From the data, it can be observed that
using pruned-mBERT significantly reduces the vocabulary
size. This reduction is because mBERT is pretrained on
102 languages. In contrast, BiBERT does not exhibit this
phenomenon. Furthermore, using pruned-mBERT improves
performance and speeds up inference.

TABLE IX
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON OF VOCABULARY PRUNING MODELS ON THE

TEST SET OF IWSLT’14 DE→EN. LATENCY IS MEASURED WITH ONE
SENTENCE PER BATCH AND COMPARED TO USING MBERT AND BIBERT

INITIALIZATION. ”VOC. SIZE” REFERS TO THE VOCABULARY SIZE.

Model Voc. Size Parms. Speedup BLEU

mBERT 105,879 167M 1.00× 38.15
pruned-mBERT 26,458 106M 1.11× 38.54

BiBERT 52,000 126M 1.00× 39.93
pruned-BiBERT 43,093 119M 1.01× 39.51

D. Results on Low-Resource Language Pairs

In addition, we evaluate the efficacy of our framework on
three low-resource language pairs from the IWSLT’14 dataset
(English↔ Italian/Spanish/Dutch (IWSLT14 En↔ It/Es/Nl).
As shown in TABLE X, the results for both translation
directions, measured using BLEU score, indicate that the
proposed CTCPMLM consistently surpasses the performance

of the baseline models, thereby demonstrating the robustness
and generality of our approach.

TABLE X
THE PERFORMANCE ON IWSLT’14 LOW-RESOURCE LANGUAGE PAIRS.♢

DENOTES RESULTS FROM OUR RUN

Model EN-IT IT-EN EN-ES ES-EN EN-NL NL-EN

Transformer base 29.50 31.91 36.88 40.47 31.96 37.00
AB-Net 31.81 34.20 37.45 42.66 32.52 38.94
CTCPMLM 31.48 34.91 39.02 43.44 33.74 39.86

E. Is the performance of the model due to the increase in the
number of parameters?

In this section, we investigate whether the improved per-
formance is solely due to the increased number of model
parameters. An analysis of their performance on the WMT’14
En→ De as detailed in Table XI, revealed that CTCPMLM
consistently achieved the highest BLEU score across all
parameter sizes (44M, 85M, and 176M) in both NAT and
AT settings. This finding underscores that CTCPMLM success
is not solely attributable to parameter size.

TABLE XI
COMPARING MODEL PARAMETER SIZE AND PERFORMANCE ON WMT’14
EN→DE TEST SET.THE BLEU SCORE IS SHOWN IN THE TABLE.∗ DENOTES

MODELS TRAINED WITH DISTILLATION FROM A transformer big,EMB.
DENOTES EMBEDDING, WT. DENOTES WEIGHTING

Models Iter. Speed Parameters BLEUemb.+wt. wt.

Transformer-base N 1× 65M 44M 27.48
Transformer-big N - 218M 176M 28.40
XLM-D [13] 1 19.5× - 85M 26.91
DEER [14] 1 12.0× - 85M 26.19
Fully-NAT(base) [10] 1 16.5× - 44M 27.49
Fully-NAT(big) [10] 1 15.8× - 176M 27.89∗

CTCPMLM 1 22.7× 126M 85M 28.81

TABLE XII
PRUNING THE FINE-TUNED CTCPMLM ON THE IWSLT’14 EN→DE TEST

SET. THE BLEU SCORE IS SHOWN IN THE TABLE.

Percentage BLEU

100% 39.93
90% 39.91
80% 39.82
70% 39.27
60% 37.82

VII. CONCLUSION

This paper explores the potential of using PMLM with CTC
loss for NAT models on three translation datasets. To overcome
the position information loss in CTC upsampling, we propose a
dynamic CTC upsampling strategy to determine the upsampling
ratio. Additionally, we find that the ”Inserting Masks” (IM)
strategy works better for CTCPMLM than the ”Inserting
Tokens” (IT) strategy. We introduce the ED method, which
allows the NAT model to distill contextualized information from
the pre-trained PMLM in the target space. In the experiments,
we demonstrate that our methods achieve state-of-the-art results
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on the IWSLT’14 De↔En translation task. Furthermore, our
approach outperforms all existing NAT models on the WMT’14
En↔De and WMT’16 En↔Ro datasets, and even shows
competitive performance with many strong auto-regressive
models.
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