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ABSTRACT

It has become common practice now to use random initialization schemes, rather than the
pre-trained embeddings, when training transformer based models from scratch. Indeed,
we find that pre-trained word embeddings from GloVe, and some sub-word embeddings
extracted from language models such as T5 and mT5 fare much worse compared to random
initialization. This is counter-intuitive given the well-known representational and transfer-
learning advantages of pre-training. Interestingly, we also find that BERT and mBERT
embeddings fare better than random initialization, showing the advantages of pre-trained
representations. In this work, we posit two potential factors that contribute to these mixed
results: the model sensitivity to parameter distribution and the embedding interactions with
position encodings. We observe that pre-trained GloVe, T5, and mT5 embeddings have
a wider distribution of values. As argued in the initialization studies, such large value
initializations can lead to poor training because of saturated outputs. Further, the larger
embedding values can, in effect, absorb the smaller position encoding values when added
together, thus losing position information. Standardizing the pre-trained embeddings to a
narrow range (e.g. as prescribed by Xavier) leads to substantial gains for Glove, T5, and
mT5 embeddings. On the other hand, BERT pre-trained embeddings, while larger, are still
relatively closer to Xavier initialization range which may allow it to effectively transfer the
pre-trained knowledge.

1 Introduction

The transformer (Vaswani et al., 2017) remains dominant as being the underlying architecture for state-of-the-
art large language models (Zhao et al., 2023). Because of the massive amount of resources and time required
to train these models, any types of optimizations would be beneficial to save costs. Therefore, when training
future transformer-based language models, initializing the right parameter values can be one of many methods
that can help train the model more effectively. There are many good reasons for initializing the embedding
layer with pre-trained word vectors such as Glove (Pennington et al., 2014), Word2Vec (Mikolov et al.,
2013), and more recently sub-word vectors (Bojanowski et al., 2017) from language models such as BERT
(Devlin et al., 2019). For one, they have been shown to capture a range of useful knowledge including lexical,
syntactic, and even some types of factual relations (Pennington et al., 2014). Also, from a transfer learning
perspective, pre-trained parameters can help improve training effectiveness and convergence in downstream
tasks, especially when training data is limited. Indeed, pre-trained token vectors1 have been shown to be

1In this paper, we refer token embeddings to both sub-word and word embeddings
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useful for a wide-range of applications in other non-transformer based models (Kocmi and Bojar, 2017;
Kim, 2014; Collobert et al., 2011; Qi et al., 2018; Lample et al., 2016). However, when training transformer
based models from scratch, it has become standard practice to prefer randomly initialized embeddings
over pre-trained embeddings. Our experiments also indicate that random initialization performs better than
pre-trained word embeddings, while for sub-word embeddings the trends are not consistent. What makes
certain pre-trained embeddings ineffective in transformers?

To answer this question, we investigate two possible factors.

1. Model sensitivity to parameter distribution: Deep neural networks, including transformers, are sensitive
to the variance of the parameters for proper gradient flow (Glorot and Bengio, 2010). Studies from Glorot
and Bengio (2010) have shown a suitable variance range for parameter initialization to enable better
gradient flow and faster convergence during training. The random initialization scheme utilizing such
a range is known as Xavier initialization and is standard practice in training deep neural networks. In
effect, it restricts the model parameter values, including those in token embeddings, to be zero centered
and within a narrow variance range 2. Pre-trained token vectors, however, are not necessarily subject to
these distributional constraints and may perform poorly if the variance and mean does not lie within a
preferred narrow range.

2. Interactions with Position Encodings: Token embeddings in transformers are directly added to the
positional encodings in order to track position information. If the variance of the word embeddings and
positional encodings are widely different, then one type of information might dominate the other when
added together. We refer to this phenomenon in the paper as "absorption", such as when the pre-trained
embeddings with much higher variance "absorb" the positional encodings.

To test the impact of these factors, we conduct an empirical study comparing various pre-trained/random
embedding initializations on four tasks — machine translation (de-en for both Multi30k (Elliott et al., 2016)
and IWSLT2017 (Cettolo et al., 2017), sentiment analysis (SST2) (Socher et al., 2013), and natural language
inference (MNLI) (Williams et al., 2018). We tested GloVe for pre-trained word embeddings, and for
sub-word embeddings, they include those directly obtained from the embedding layers of BERT, multilingual
BERT (mBERT) (Devlin et al., 2019)), T5 (Raffel et al., 2020), and multilingual T5 (mT5) (Xue et al., 2021).
The experimental results support three key findings:

Finding 1: Pre-trained embeddings, such as GloVe, T5, and mT5, with variance many orders of magnitude
higher than the variance of Xavier initialized embeddings tend to fare worse. Meanwhile, BERT and mBERT
embeddings with a more similar range to Xavier performs on par or better than Xavier. Although the exact
range for the optimal performance is not known, the Xavier initialization range have been widely used and
tested to perform well. Therefore, pre-trained embeddings that do not fall within the Xavier specifications tend
to be less effective. We know the embedding variance is important as experiments show that standardizing
GloVe, T5, and mT5 embeddings to match the variance of the Xavier initialization scheme lead to substantial
improvements. However, standardizing BERT and mBERT embeddings usually either made a neutral or
negative effect to the performance.
Finding 2: Interactions of pre-trained embeddings with the position embedding have a two-way effect.
(a) Adding pre-trained embeddings to position embeddings can reduce the impact of position embeddings,
since the range of pre-trained embeddings is much larger. (b) Adding position embeddings greatly alters
the word-word relations encoded by the Xavier standardized pre-trained vectors. Despite this, the residual
structure returns small but consistent benefits.
Finding 3: Pre-trained embeddings do carry merit to the model performance in terms of semantic information.
This is apparent in experiments where shuffling the elements of a pre-trained embedding layer degrades the
transformer performance consistently even though the distribution remains untouched. In addition, standard-
izing certain pre-trained embeddings to match Xavier distribution sometimes yield small but consistent gains
over Xavier initialized embeddings alone.

2He et al. (2015) also introduced a similar initialization scheme, which accounts for non-linear activation in Rectified Linear
Units. In this work, we focus only on Xavier initialization for settings without ReLU activation.
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2 Related Work

While we could not find work that specifically studies the effects of inserting static pre-trained word
embeddings into transformers, there are several studies showing the benefits of transferring pre-trained sub-
word embeddings from language models with some modifications in between. A different form of embedding
initialization in transformers has been mentioned in cross-lingual knowledge transfer for efficiently training
resource-demanding language models (Minixhofer et al., 2022). Instead of inserting pre-trained word
embeddings learned from a separate algorithm like GloVe, the embeddings are transferred from another pre-
trained transformer, therefore not needing to worry about discrepancies in embedding distribution. Minixhofer
et al. (2022) devised a method to train sub-word embedding-based monolingual models more efficiently by
initializing each sub-word embedding as a combination of the k-nearest sub-word embeddings in another
pre-trained language model. Dobler and de Melo (2023) initialized the target model embeddings for tokens
not found in the source model’s vocabulary by the weighted average of the most similar overlapping tokens
embeddings, while the overlapping tokens’ embeddings are directly copied to the target model. While some
of these works may use static embeddings like Bojanowski et al. (2017) to select the embeddings from the
source language model, the static embeddings themselves are not directly inserted into the model itself.

3 Embedding Initializations

We posit that distributional differences of pre-trained embeddings can be a key factor for their poor perfor-
mance on transformers. Therefore, we will analyze the following embedding initializations in this paper.

These methods vary in how the entries of the embedding layer X = {xij} ∈ RN×D of N number of
D-dimensional vectors are initialized. We denote random initializations by Xx (for Xavier), and pre-trained
embedding initializations by Xp. In practice, N is also the vocabulary size or number of tokens the model
holds.

3.1 Random Embeddings

Xavier (Glorot and Bengio, 2010): Each xij is sampled from the uniform distribution
U(−

√
6/(N +D),

√
6/(N +D)) in an i.i.d. manner. As mentioned in (Glorot and Bengio, 2010), since

the variance depends on the forward and backward pass gradients, the restricted range keeps the variance
constant across layers to prevent exploding or vanishing gradients. The range is inversely proportional to√
N and in most cases, N > D, meaning that a larger vocabulary size equates to a smaller range. With such

a dependency on the vocabulary size, there are cases when this initialization may not be optimal especially
when only a small portion of the vocabulary is being used.

3.2 Pre-trained Word Embeddings

GloVe (Pennington et al., 2014): We use the GloVe word embedding vectors that are trained by the following
objective.

J(w,b) =
V∑

i,j=1

f(xi,j)(w
T
i w̃j + bi + b̃j − log xi,j)

2

Here, wi and w̃i are the word and context vectors, respectively, and b and b̃ are the respective bias parameters.
Note that unlike the Xavier initialization, the above objective does not constrain the range of the vectors and
thus can, in principle, be unbounded. In practice, the range of the values depend upon the initialization of
the word vectors during Glove training and the size and nature of the training data itself. For our translation
experiments, we used GloVe embeddings pre-trained on German Wikipedia from Deepset3 for the encoder,
while the decoder is loaded with GloVe embeddings pre-trained on Common Crawl containing 840 billion
tokens.4 The remaining non-translation experiments used the same 840B token pre-trained embeddings.

3German embeddings downloaded from https://www.deepset.ai/german-word-embeddings
4English embeddings downloaded from https://nlp.stanford.edu/projects/glove/
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3.3 Pre-trained Sub-word Embeddings

To form the sub-word embedding layer, we select N specific and non-overlapping vectors yi ∈ RD directly
from a pre-trained language model’s own embedding layer Yl ∈ RV×D where V > N and Xp ⊆ Yl. The
selected vectors are those mapped to sub-word tokens found in the vocabulary of the pre-trained model and
our own transformer. The multilingual variants (denoted by the ’m’ prefix) of each pre-trained language
models’ embeddings are used in translation tasks only while the original models’ embeddings are tested
in remaining classification tasks. This separation is due to the original models being trained mostly using
English corpora where semantic information in other languages are missing.
BERT (Devlin et al., 2019): BERT is an encoder-only transformers model, where inputs are processed
similarly to the original transformers. The token embeddings are added with positional and sentence
embeddings before being fed into the encoder and in order to preserve information from all three embeddings,
their variances are thus bounded by each other. We use BERT embeddings for classification tasks only.
mBERT (Devlin et al., 2019): mBERT is a BERT model pre-trained on a corpora of 104 languages, therefore
using the same architecture where the same bounding effect applies to its embeddings.
T5 (Raffel et al., 2020): The T5 model is nearly identical to the vanilla transformers, using an encoder-
decoder architecture with a notable difference being that it uses relative position embeddings (Shaw et al.,
2018). Instead of adding the position information directly to the token embeddings, they are added as scalars
inside the attention layer. The token embeddings are directly fed into the model and thus are not bounded by
position information.
mT5 (Xue et al., 2021): mT5 is a multilingual variant of T5 that is trained on an extended Common Crawl
dataset covering 101 languages. Because of its identical model architecture to T5, its distribution range is
similar to T5.

3.4 Modification of Pre-trained Embeddings from Section 3.2 and 3.3

The following initialization methods essentially standardizes (shifts the mean and standard deviation) X to
match another embedding layer’s distribution. By default, we refer "standardization" as shifting the mean and
standard deviation of pre-trained embeddings to the ones Xavier possesses.
Pre-trained_Xavier (proposed): Here, we propose to transform Xp via the following expression:

x∗i,j = (xi,j −Xp)×
σx
σp

(1)

where Xp is the mean of the values in Xp and σx and σp are the (sample) standard deviations of the Xavier-
and Pre-trained initialized vector components, respectively. We let Xpx = {x∗i,j} denote this set. The
rationale is to match the variance of the pre-trained vector distribution to that of Xavier-initialized ones while
keeping the original semantic information as much as possible. That way, we can observe the effect of the
adjusted range on the performance.
Pre-trained_Shuffled: Given any set of pre-trained token vectors Xp, the rows and columns of Xp are
randomly shuffled. This should destroy the word-to-word semantic relations while preserving its statistical
distribution to observe the level of impact semantic information has to the performance. Because there were
cases where pre-trained embeddings perform better, we wish to see whether this advantage comes from
having a more optimal mean and variance or its semantic information. If the shuffled pre-trained embeddings
perform better than Xavier embeddings, then we conclude the pre-trained distribution itself to be more
optimal than Xavier’s. Also, if both Pre-trained and Pre-trained_Shuffled show similar performance, this
indicates the pre-trained semantic information to be unhelpful.

Transformer models need position information to be modeled via position encodings. The standard solution
has been to simply add them directly to the word embedding inputs. As such, the initialized vectors are
added to the positional encodings Pij of the same size after being scaled by

√
D to be given as input to the

transformer.

In later sections, we refer to "Pre-trained" embedding types by their names to specify which pre-trained
embeddings were used and transformed (e.g. if using BERT embeddings, then the naming will be "BERT",
"BERT_Xavier", "Xavier_BERT instead of the general "Pre-trained", "Pre-trained_Xavier", "Xavier_Pre-
trained).
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4 Experimental Setup

We performed a translation task on a vanilla encoder-decoder transformer (Vaswani et al., 2017) using the
Multi30k and IWSLT2017 data sets, and also tested two classification tasks, namely MNLI and SST2, on an
encoder-only transformer.
For Multi30k and IWSLT2017, the model with the lowest validation loss and its corresponding epoch is
chosen to calculate the test data BLEU score with its standard deviation. For sub-word translation tasks, only
the multilingual variants (mBERT and mT5) are used, while the remaining sub-word tasks use BERT and T5.
For MNLI, the highest validation match and mismatch accuracy achieved during training, along with their
standard deviation (σ), are reported. For SST2, the highest validation accuracy with its standard deviation
and corresponding epoch is reported. The labels of the SST2 and MNLI test data are not publicly available
and therefore only the validation accuracy is reported.

Each of these datasets is tested with three types of pre-trained embeddings (GloVe, BERT/mBERT, and
T5/mT5). We denote a single task and its following embedding initializations tested as an experiment. For
experiments using GloVe embeddings, three different embedding initializations were tested, including Xavier
from Section 3.1, GloVe from Section 3.2, and GloVe_Xavier from Section 3.4. For the remaining sub-word
experiments, the relevant embeddings from Section 3.1, 3.3, and everything from Section 3.4 were tested.
Each embedding initialization was tested multiple times with random seeds and the results are averaged over
repeated runs. Results for all 12 experiments are shown in Table 1 and further experiment details are available
in Appendix A.2.

In addition, we repeated another Multi30k with GloVe embeddings experiment to plot the validation
BLEU (Papineni et al., 2002) curves (Figure 1 right). Five runs with random seeds were conducted for each
embedding type and the average of the BLEU scores were recorded for each epoch. For the remaining charts
in Figure 1, we also plotted the IWSLT2017 validation BLEU scores, which are based off of the mBERT and
mT5 experiments in Table 1.

All experiments had their vocabulary built from the training data. When building the vocabulary, the entire
training data is tokenized and the resulting tokens appearing more than a set minimum frequency (5 for
IWSLT2017 and 2 for everything else) are added to the vocabulary. All experiments using GloVe embeddings
had the training dataset tokenized with the English and German spaCy5 (Honnibal and Montani, 2017)
models. The remaining sub-word embedding experiments had its data tokenized with its respective language
models. Because the pre-trained tokenizer and vocabulary sizes were different for each experiment, the
Xavier initialization ranges vary and thus need to be evaluated separately for each experiment.

5 Embedding Distribution Effects

Figure 1: IWSLT2017 with mBERT (left), mT5 (center), and Multi30k GloVe (right) embeddings validation
BLEU results throughout training epochs between various embedding initializations. Notice the variance
of the pre-embeddings from Table 2 (σmT5 > σGloV e > σmBERT ) and how that affects their relative
performance gap to Xavier.

5more information available from https://spacy.io/usage/models
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SST2 MNLI Multi30k IWSLT2017
Acc (σ) Epoch Match (σ)/Mismatch (σ) Epoch BLEU (σ) Epoch BLEU (σ) Epoch

Xavier 82.7 (0.5) 1.3 60.4 (1.4)/60.2 (1.8) 3.5/3 37.3 (0.4) 11.7 31.8 (0.4) 12.8
GloVe 82.3 (0.7) 3.8 57.7 (1.5)/58.2 (1.2) 6.5/7.5 34.1 (0.7) 20.0 28.7 (0.2) 20.0
GloVe_Xavier 83.6 (0.2) 1 60.9 (0.0)/61.1 (0.1) 4/3 38.7 (0.3) 12.3 31.9 (0.5) 12.8
Xavier 81.5 (1.0) 1.4 60.9 (0.3)/60.6 (0.7) 3.7/3.7 39.9 (0.6) 7.8 31.4 (0.5) 9.3
BERT 83.3 (0.5) 1.6 66.3 (0.6)/66.8 (0.6) 4.3/5.0 39.4 (0.4) 8.3 32.7 (0.3) 9.0
BERT_Xavier 81.6 (0.7) 1.0 60.3 (3.3)/60.5 (0.6) 3.3/3.0 40.2 (0.5) 8.3 31.7 (0.3) 9.0
BERT_Shuffled 81.8 (0.6) 1.6 61.0 (1.2)/61.7 (1.2) 6.3/5.3 38.3 (0.6) 9.0 32.1 (0.2) 10.5
Xavier 81.4 (0.5) 1.4 60.7 (0.1)/61.3 (0.4) 3.7/4.7 44.0 (0.3) 8.3 32.4 (0.9) 10.0
T5 82.0 (0.6) 3.6 53.6 (1.0)/54.1 (1.0) 10.0/9.7 35.9 (0.3) 13.0 15.7 (0.2) 19.3
T5_Xavier 81.3 (0.3) 1.2 60.8 (0.5)/60.8 (0.4) 5.3/4.7 44.9 (0.6) 8.3 32.9 (0.7) 10.5
T5_Shuffled 77.6 (1.0) 4.2 50.1 (0.9)/50.1 (0.9) 9.3/9.0 33.9 (0.9) 13.3 11.5 (0.6) 18.9

Table 1: Results showing transformer performance difference across different tasks and embedding initializa-
tions, where each box represents an experiment. Values in bold indicate the best result for each experiment.
Note that for BERT and T5 translation tasks, only the multilingual variants (mBERT and mT5) are used,
although they are labelled as BERT and T5 in the table. All scores above are averaged and shown with their
standard deviation σ.

In this section, we discuss experimental results that support our three findings - namely, the embeddings’
distributional effects (Finding 1), interaction with position encoding (Finding 2), and the semantic information
of pre-trained embeddings (Finding 3).

5.1 Word Embeddings

Supporting Finding 1, we observed pre-trained GloVe embeddings to have a much higher range and standard
deviation than Xavier embeddings (Table 6), causing it to perform worse than Xavier-initialized embeddings
across all tasks (Table 1). We assume standard deviation to be the reason as standardizing it improved
its performance by a few points in all tasks. Supporting Finding 3, GloVe_Xavier embeddings had small,
but noticeable performance gains compared to Xavier embeddings across all four tasks. This may be
attributed to the residual similarity information in the GloVe_Xavier embeddings (11.1% Accuracy in Table
4). However, in an ideal scenario where position information is included while keeping similarity information,
we hypothesize that it is possible to make more significant performance gains.

Figure 1 (right) shows a slightly different result than Table 1 where Pre-trained_Xavier reached peak BLEU
score slightly faster (39.1 at epoch 13) than Xavier (38.5 at Epoch 18). GloVe_Xavier embeddings marginally
outperform Xavier embeddings for each epoch, even though both have identical mean and standard deviation.
With the same statistical parameters and their models running with the same hyperparameters, the difference
in performance may be explained by the difference in their structures.

5.2 Sub-word Embeddings

We observe a clear relationship between the variance of the sub-word embeddings (Table 2) and its perfor-
mance across all tasks, which also supports Finding 1. When standardizing T5 and mT5 embeddings to
become T5_Xavier, overall results from Table 1 indicate a significant performance increase in the MNLI,
Multi30k, and IWSLT2017 tasks. This can be assumed by the much larger variance in T5 and mT5 embed-
dings that cause it to perform poorly (11.52 < σT5 < 22.99 vs 0.01 < σXavier < 0.02 across all tasks) and
how standardizing it greatly increases its performance. However, it is not exactly clear why T5 embeddings
performed better than T5_Xavier in SST2, despite its excessively wide distribution.

On the other hand, BERT and mBERT embeddings consistently outperform the remaining embedding
initializations in all experiments except for Multi30k, with MNLI showing the largest difference. This can
be partially explained by BERT and mBERT embeddings having a similar variance to Xavier as shown in
Table 2 (0.04 < σBERT < 0.05 vs 0.01 < σXavier < 0.02 across all tasks). In addition, the increase in
performance compared to random embeddings in general can also be explained by its semantic information.
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SST2 MNLI Multi30k IWSLT2017
Range Mean (σ) Range Mean (σ) Range Mean (σ) Range Mean (σ)

Xavier -0.02,0.02 0 (0.01) -0.01,0.01 0 (0.01) -0.03,0.03 0 (0.02) -0.01,0.01 0 (0.01)
GloVe -3.9,3.9 -0.01 (0.37) -4.2,4.2 0 (0.37) -3.9,4.8 0.05 (0.37) -3.9,4.8 0 (0.33)
GloVe_Xavier -0.13,0.13 0 (0.01) -0.06,0.05 0 (0.01) -0.12,0.26 0 (0.02) -0.10,0.13 0 (0.01)
Xavier -0.02,0.02 0 (0.01) -0.02,0.02 0 (0.01) -0.03,0.03 0 (0.02) -0.02,0.02 0 (0.01)
BERT -0.95,0.73 -0.03 (0.04) -0.4,0.34 -0.03 (0.04) -0.61,0.22 -0.01 (0.05) -0.61,0.23 -0.01 (0.05)
BERT_Xavier -0.28,0.23 0 (0.01) -0.08,0.08 0 (0.01) -0.22,0.08 0 (0.02) -0.15,0.06 0 (0.01)
Xavier -0.03,0.03 0 (0.01) -0.02,0.02 0 (0.01) -0.03,0.03 0 (0.02) -0.02,0.02 0 (0.01)
T5 -792,332 0.12 (22.6) -792,332 0.12 (23.0) -113.5,94.5 0.11 (11.5) -113.5,94.5 0.12 (11.7)
T5_Xavier -0.51,0.22 0 (0.01) -0.32,0.13 0 (0.01) -0.16,0.14 0 (0.02) -0.10,0.08 0 (0.01)

Table 2: Statistics for the encoder embedding layers from Table 1. Range is the minimum and maximum
values of all elements in the embedding layer. Mean and σ are the sample mean and standard deviation of
the embedding layer, respectively. Pre-trained_Shuffled had identical distribution to Pre-trained. Note that
for BERT and T5 translation tasks, only the multilingual variants (mBERT and mT5) are used, although they
are labelled as BERT and T5 in the table.

This is apparent when results show shuffled BERT embeddings to always perform worse than its original
counterpart. The usefulness of this semantic information also varies for each task as shown by the variation
in score differences between BERT and BERT_Shuffled across tasks. Regardless, the consistent performance
decrease when shuffling any pre-trained embeddings show that the semantic information is being utilized.
The same pattern follows when shuffling T5 and mT5 embeddings, supporting Finding 3.

Comparing the validation BLEU curves between mBERT and mT5 embeddings in Figure 1 also highlights the
effect distribution has to the performance. With the much larger variance in mT5 embeddings, the validation
BLEU for mt5 and mT5_Shuffled gradually increases but overall struggles to improve as quickly as Xavier
and mT5_Xavier embeddings. Meanwhile, all embedding types for the mBERT experiment showed a similar
performance, with mBERT consistently having higher Validation BLEU than others across all epochs. Both
charts show a decrease in BLEU across all epochs when shuffling the embeddings, showing the advantage in
semantic information. Sometimes, BERT’s embedding distribution alone (without semantic information) can
also be more favorable than Xavier’s distribution. This can be seen when standardizing Xavier embeddings to
match BERT’s mean and variance marginally increased its performance in SST2 and IWSLT2017.

6 Positional Encoding Effects

This section presents the experimental results that verify Finding 2; i.e., the interaction between embeddings
and positional encoding. We discuss this effect on the translation task and the word analogy task.

Translation. To evaluate the effects of positional encoding, we repeated the GloVe Multi30k translation
experiment from Section 5.1 with the following embedding configurations: 1. whether embeddings are
trainable 2. whether to disable positional encoding (directly feed input embeddings to the attention layer),
and 3. the type of embedding initialized. All possible combinations of embedding configurations are tested
and results are shown in Table 3. The model with the lowest validation loss is then used to evaluate the BLEU
score on the first thousand samples from the Multi30k test data. More experiment details are mentioned in
Section A.2 and hyperparameter settings can be found in Table 5.

In Table 3, GloVe and GloVe_Xavier embeddings performed similarly when turning off training and positional
encoding, while Xavier embeddings didn’t perform as well, indicating the usefulness of the pre-trained
structure. For all types, only enabling position had a much higher performance gain compared to only
enabling training, showing the importance of position information. However, we surmise position encoding
isn’t being learned as well in GloVe embeddings and this is evident when enabling positional encoding doesn’t
boost performance as much as the other two types. Finally, it struggles to converge for all configurations,
showing that having a low standard deviation is important for convergence.

Word Analogy Task. The Word analogy task can be used to evaluate the number of correct word-to-word
relations in a set of embedding vectors (Mikolov et al., 2013). To verify if position information is being
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Train/Pos. Val. Loss (epoch) BLEU (σ)

Xavier

no/no 1.98 (18.67) 28.3 (0.08)
yes/no 1.93 (9.33) 29.6 (0.53)
no/yes 1.77 (20.00) 34.6 (0.5)
yes/yes 1.61 (11.67) 37.3 (0.42)

GloVe

no/no 1.73 (18.00) 31.2 (0.18)
yes/no 1.72 (19.00) 31.9 (0.34)
no/yes 1.64 (19.67) 33.9 (0.43)
yes/yes 1.62 (20.00) 34.1 (0.66)

GloVe_Xavier

no/no 1.73 (18.67) 31.2 (0.19)
yes/no 1.85 (9.00) 31.2 (0.92)
no/yes 1.53 (20.00) 36.4 (0.23)
yes/yes 1.55 (12.33) 38.7 (0.27)

Table 3: Results showing difference in translation performance when enabling or disabling training and posi-
tional encoding. Val. Loss refers to the lowest validation loss achieved during training and its corresponding
epoch. Train means whether the embedding layer can update its parameters during training and Pos. means
whether positional encoding is enabled. BLEU is the score evaluated for the test data and σ is its standard
deviation.

learned and/or semantic similarity structure is being destroyed when adding positional encodings, we ran
the word analogy task on various transformations of the GloVe embeddings. Table 4 shows how semantic
similarity information between embeddings are affected by scaling, standardization, and positional encoding
addition.

From Table 4, adding positional encoding has no effect on the GloVe Embedding accuracy, because of the
much higher standard deviation. Note that in the transformer input process, embeddings are scaled before
adding positional encodings, so that the standard deviation differences are even more exaggerated (6.39 vs.
0.67 in Table 6). However, once it’s scaled down to Xavier’s range and added with positional encodings
(GloVe & Xavier & Pos. Enc.), the accuracy drops significantly. Accuracy also drops when adding GloVe to
the scaled up position encodings (GloVe & (Pos. Enc. × σp/σx)). This means position information is being
encoded at the expense of destroying the structure.

Embedding Total acc. (%)
GloVe

1424/1631 (87.3)
GloVe & Scaled
GloVe & Pos. Enc.
GloVe & Xavier-Std.
GloVe & Xavier-Std & Scaled
GloVe & Xavier-std & Pos. Enc. 210/1631 (12.9)
GloVe & (Pos. Enc. × σp/σx) 181/1631 (11.1)

Table 4: Word-analogy task done on various types of modified target (decoder) GloVe embeddings. Total
acc. is the number correctly predicted word-analogies divided by the total applicable questions. Applicable
means that only the analogies where all words exist in the embedding vocabulary are chosen. Scaled means
the embeddings are multiplied by

√
D, Pos. Enc. means positional encoding is added to the embeddings, and

Xavier-std. means to transform the embeddings to match Xavier’s standard deviation. Modifications are done
in the order (left to right) it is labelled above. σp and σx refer to Equation 1.

Whether the worse performance in GloVe Embeddings is mainly due to higher standard deviation or position
information not being learned is not certain. However, we can be sure that both position information and
standard deviation are important to maintain performance and compromising either one hurts it.

8



7 Limitations

Our limitations include the lack of theoretical backing to explain the effects of adding positional encoding and
the experiments only being tested on vanilla transformers. In addition, while embedding initialization affects
a sizable portion of the total parameters in transformers depending on factors such as vocabulary size, there
are limits to performance gains when the remaining non-embedding parameters are not being considered.

With only a marginal performance increase using Pre-trained_Xavier embeddings compared to Xavier
initialization, its potential value needs further investigation. The storage space and computational costs
required for pre-trained word vectors with lower-than-expected returns also calls for additional development.
Meanwhile, there are other many well-researched and developed forms of knowledge transfer with more
effective training strategies. Depending on how much gains an uncompromised embedding including position
and semantic information can provide, further studies are required to come to a conclusion on the value of
initializing pre-trained embeddings.

8 Conclusion

Pre-training has been key to the success of transformer-based models. A priori, one would expect pre-trained
word vectors to perform at least as well as, if not better than randomly initialized token embeddings, but
that is not always so. This paper provides an explanation in terms of the distributional difference and the
interactions with position encodings. We find that simply standardizing some pre-trained embeddings to the
Xavier range can fix this discrepancy.

For our future works, we can include running other tasks from the GLUE benchmark (Wang et al., 2018),
conduct more studies on position encodings that do not alter the embeddings, such as relative positional
encodings (Shaw et al., 2018) found in T5, and conduct more repeated tests to obtain reliable results. In
addition, testing translation tasks on languages with flexible word-order can help us understand cases with
less dependency on positional encoding. We can also experiment on other position-independent tasks to
verify the usefulness of the pre-trained embedding structure when positional encoding is not added. The
optimal case would be to find a method to retain both position and semantic similarity information without
compromising either one.
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A Appendix

A.1 Transformer Input Process

Following the procedure for feeding inputs using the baseline transformer model from Vaswani et al. (2017),
the word embeddings are first multiplied by a scalar value and then added by the corresponding positional
encoding vector. Consider a sequence Xi = {x1, ...xn} of word vectors xi ∈ R1×D, where D is the
embedding dimension, that will be inputted into the transformer. Each vector xi is first scaled by a constant√
D, and this scaled vector will be called xi,scaled = xi ×

√
D. The positional encoding is a lookup table

P ∈ RL×D, where L is a user-defined maximum sequence length, that will be used to encode position
information to the input sequence. The positional encoding value Pij in the i-th row and j-th column of P is
defined as follows:

Pij =

sin
(

i
10000(j/D)

)
if j is even

cos
(

i
10000(j/D)

)
if j is odd

(2)

Where i is also interpreted as the position of the word in the sequence and j refers to the j-th dimension in
the word vector xi. Therefore, Pij will be added to the to the j-th element in xi, called xij,scaled to get the
final vector xij,encoded that is scaled and encoded with position information:

xij,encoded = xij,scaled + Pij (3)

This process is repeated for all elements in xi and all word vectors in Xi. After these processes, The sequence
is then ready to be fed into the transformer.

The scaling step is also included in Vaswani et al. (2017), but no details were given on the reason. However,
because the embedding layer of the transformer was only intended for the much smaller range of Xavier-
initialized embeddings, scaling the pre-trained embeddings causes its range to be substantially bigger than
the [-1,1] range in the positional encodings.

A.2 Experiment Details

Hyperparameters and overall settings. Table 5 lists the hyperparameters for all tasks. All models in this
experiment use the Adam optimizer, with β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.98, and ϵ = 10−9, a dropout rate of 0.1, 8 heads
(10 for GloVe), and 3 layers in either the encoder or decoder. The learning rates for all translation tasks are
set to 2× 10−4, and the remaining tasks are set to 1× 10−4. Implementation is done in Pytorch (Paszke et al.,
2019) and data is obtained from Hugging Face Datasets (Lhoest et al., 2021). The embedding dimension is
set to D = {300, 512, 768} for GloVe, T5, and BERT/mBERT/mT5 embeddings, respectively.

Section 5 and 6 All non-embedding parameters are initialized with Xavier. For MNLI using GloVe
embeddings, A hyperparameter grid search was performed for each embedding type, where each possible
combination of hyperparameters and embedding type in the defined search space was run two times with
random seeds. Only the best averaged results for a particular hyperparameter combination is shown in Table 1.
The number of random seed reruns for each embedding type were 3,4,5 for MNLI, Multi30k/IWSLT2017, and
SST, respectively. The remaining experiments with pre-trained language models used sub-word embeddings
copied from the model embedding layers using the process in Section 3.3

Word Analogy Task Details. For Table 4, all embeddings are based off of the pretrained embeddings
extracted from the target embedding layer. Only 1631 out of 19533 word analogy questions (8.35%) were
answered. The steps for reproducing Table 4 results are: 1. build the vocabulary from the Multi30k dataset
containing N = 5893 most frequent words and initialize a 5893 × 300 sized embedding layer. 2. Insert the
pre-trained embeddings corresponding to the 5893 words into the embedding layer 3. Perform the necessary
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Multi30k MNLI SST2 IWSLT2017
GloVe mBERT mT5 GloVe BERT T5 GloVe BERT T5 GloVe mBERT mT5

Parameters 11M 39M 39M 26M 29M 17M 6M 18M 9M 25M 62M 67M
Epochs 20 20 20 9 10 10 5 5 5 20 20 20
Batch Size 64 128 96 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 128 112
Vocab size 7.8k/5.9k 6.3k/5.5k 6.5k/5.5k 79k 26k 23k 13k 11k 8.8k 27k/20k 15k/16k 18k/18k
Train size 29k 29k 29k 393k 393k 393k 67k 67k 67k 206k 206k 206k
Min/Epoch 1 0.7 0.7 3.5 11.2 7.2 0.5 1 0.8 3.3 7.8 9.5

Table 5: Hyperparameters and training details for all of the tasks done in this experiment. Vocab size values
refer to the encoder and decoder, respectively. Min/Epoch is the average time required to train for one epoch
in minutes.

Min, Max Mean (σ)
Xavier -0.027, 0.027 ≈ 0 (0.016)
(Scaled) -0.47, 0.47 ≈ 0 (0.27)
GloVe -3.93, 4.82 0.053 (0.37)
(Scaled) -68.1, 83.4 0.91 (6.39)
Pretrained_Xavier -0.17, 0.20 ≈ 0 (0.016)
(Scaled) -2.94, 3.51 ≈ 0 (0.27)
Pos. Encoding -1, 1 0.131 (0.67)

Table 6: Statistics for the encoder embedding layer with different initializations, where the embeddings are
obtained from Section 6. Min,Max are the minimum and maximum values of all elements in the embedding
layer. (Scaled) means the embedding is scaled by

√
D, and this is shown to compare its range difference with

the positional encoding since the scaled version is the actual one being added with the positional encoding.
The range of Xavier initialization is obtained from the 5893 × 300 dimension embedding layer.

modifications to the embedding layer (e.g. scaling or adding positional encodings6 to them) and 4. Extract all
the embeddings from the embedding layer and run the word-analogy task on them.

A.3 Other Embedding Initializations Tested

Here, we show information and results for other embedding initializations tested, but not included in the main
text due to its redundancy with other initializations or lack of explanations.

Xavier_Pre-trained We transform Xx to an expression similar to Equation 1:

x∗i,j = (xi,j −Xx)×
σp
σx

+Xp (4)

Where Xx is the mean of Xx, and the remaining symbols mean the same as those from Equation 1. We let
Xxp = {x∗i,j} denote this set. This transformation allows Xx to match its mean and standard deviation to Xp.
Xavier initialization does not always have the optimal parameter distribution for larger embedding layers,
so we wanted to check if the pre-trained distribution is more optimal than Xavier distribution by matching
its mean and variance and seeing an increase in performance. Indeed, we found that standardizing Xavier
embeddings to certain pre-trained ones such as BERT improve BLEU its performance slightly as shown in
Table 7.

6When adding positional encodings, for each row in the embedding layer, a row vector from the positional encoding matrix is
randomly chosen and added to the embedding vector. The randomness is to evenly distribute the usage of all the positional encoding
vectors and simulate an example encoded input sequence to feed to the transformer.
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SST2 MNLI Multi30k IWSLT2017
Acc (σ) Epoch Match (σ)/Mismatch (σ) Epoch BLEU (σ) Epoch BLEU (σ) Epoch

Xavier_BERT 82.0 (1.0) 1.8 60.7 (0.3)/60.5 (0.2) 5.0/4.3 37.9 (0.4) 8.5 32.2 (0.5) 10.8
Xavier_T5 79.2 (0.8) 4.2 50.8 (0.1)/51.0 (0.5) 8.3/8.7 34.3 (0.8) 12.3 12.0 (0.7) 19.5

Table 7: Results showing trained transformer performances initialized with Xavier_Pre-trained embeddings.
Note that for BERT and T5 translation tasks, only the multilingual variants (mBERT and mT5) are used,
although they are labelled as BERT and T5 in the table.

SST2 MNLI Multi30k IWSLT2017
Range Mean (σ) Range Mean (σ) Range Mean (σ) Range Mean (σ)

Xavier_BERT -0.10,0.05 -0.03 (0.04) -0.10,0.05 -0.03 (0.04) -0.09,0.07 -0.01 (0.05) -0.09,0.07 -0.01 (0.05)
Xavier_T5 -38.9,39.2 0.12 (22.6) -39.7,39.9 0.12 (23.0) -19.9,20.1 0.11 (11.5) -20.1,20.3 0.12 (11.7)

Table 8: Statistics for the encoder embedding layers from Table 7. Range is the minimum and maximum
values of all elements in the embedding layer. Note that for BERT and T5 translation tasks, only the
multilingual variants (mBERT and mT5) are used, although they are labelled as BERT and T5 in the table.
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