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Abstract

Current Transformer-based natural language
understanding (NLU) models heavily rely on
dataset biases, while failing to handle real-
world out-of-distribution (OOD) instances.
Many methods have been proposed to deal
with this issue, but they ignore the fact that
the features learned in different layers of
Transformer-based NLU models are different.
In this paper, we first conduct preliminary
studies to obtain two conclusions: 1) both
low- and high-layer sentence representations
encode common biased features during train-
ing; 2) the low-layer sentence representations
encode fewer unbiased features than the high-
layer ones. Based on these conclusions, we
propose a simple yet effective self-debiasing
framework for Transformer-based NLU mod-
els. Concretely, we first stack a classifier on a
selected low layer. Then, we introduce a resid-
ual connection that feeds the low-layer sen-
tence representation to the top-layer classifier.
In this way, the top-layer sentence represen-
tation will be trained to ignore the common
biased features encoded by the low-layer sen-
tence representation and focus on task-relevant
unbiased features. During inference, we re-
move the residual connection and directly use
the top-layer sentence representation to make
predictions. Extensive experiments and in-
depth analyses on NLU tasks show that our
framework performs better than several com-
petitive baselines, achieving a new SOTA on
all OOD test sets.1

1 Introduction

Recently, Transformer-based models have
achieved competitive performance on various
NLU benchmarks (Wang et al., 2018; Devlin
et al., 2019). However, many studies show that

1We release our code at https://github.com/bigcat2333/
DeRC.

*Both authors contributed equally to this work.
†Corresponding author.

Sentence 1: “ Captain ” was broken up in 1762.
Sentence 2: “ Captain ” was rolled up in 1762.
Golden Label: non-duplicate
Predicted Label: duplicate
Sentence 1: Is there a tutorial on how to use Quora?
Sentence 2: How do I start using Quora?
Golden Label: duplicate
Predicted Label: non-duplicate

Table 1: Two instances from PAWS (Zhang et al.,
2019). Both instances contain biased features, which
make the dominant model (Devlin et al., 2019) unable
to predict the relationship between their sentences cor-
rectly. In the first instance, its two sentences contain
a high proportion of overlapping words, which con-
vey different meanings. The second instance is a para-
phrase sentence pair, while its two sentences contain a
limited number of overlapping words.

these models tend to directly exploit biased
features as shortcuts to make predictions without
understanding the semantics of input texts (Guru-
rangan et al., 2018; McCoy et al., 2019; Geirhos
et al., 2020). As a result, this behavior leads to the
low generalizability and poor robustness of these
models on OOD instances (Zellers et al., 2018).
For example, on the PAWS (Zhang et al., 2019),
which is the OOD test set for Quora Question
Pairs (QQP) dataset†. The commonly-used
BERT-based model (Devlin et al., 2019) does not
achieve the expected results, as shown in Table 1.

To deal with this issue, many model-agnostic
debiasing methods have been proposed, which
mainly involve two steps. The first step is identify-
ing biased training instances, of which predictions
are heavily influenced by biased features, via data
analysis, researchers’ task-specific insights (Guru-
rangan et al., 2018; Poliak et al., 2018; Tsuchiya,
2018; Schuster et al., 2019) or bias-only mod-
els (Utama et al., 2020a,b; Ghaddar et al., 2021).
The second step is employing various methods to
down-weight the importance of biased training in-

†https://www.kaggle.com/c/quora-question-pairs
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stances, such as example re-weighting (Schuster
et al., 2019; Karimi Mahabadi et al., 2020), con-
fidence regularization (Utama et al., 2020a) and
model ensemble (Clark et al., 2019; He et al.,
2019; Karimi Mahabadi et al., 2020).

Despite their success, most studies consider
NLU models as black-box systems, ignoring that
different layers of Transformer-based NLU model
learn different features. As analyzed in previ-
ous studies (Jawahar et al., 2019; Tenney et al.,
2019), Transformer-based pre-trained language
models are able to effectively capture rich linguis-
tic knowledge, with surface features in low layers,
syntactic features in middle layers, and semantic
features in high layers. Thus, two questions nat-
urally arise: 1) Are there differences in features
learned in terms of bias by different layers, i.e.,
biased and unbiased feature learning? 2) If so, can
we leverage these differences to alleviate biased
feature learning?

To answer the first question, we conduct pre-
liminary studies to explore feature learning in dif-
ferent layers of Transformer-based NLU models.
Specifically, following Du et al. (2021), we first
identify biased and anti-biased training instances
from the training set, and extract biased and anti-
biased validation instances from the validation set.
Then, we stack a classifier on the sentence repre-
sentation of each Transformer layer. Afterwards,
we analyze the feature learning of different lay-
ers from both model training and prediction per-
spectives. Experimental analyses show that 1) the
low- and high-layer sentence representations en-
code common biased features, and 2) the low-layer
sentence representations encode fewer unbiased
features than the high-layer ones.

Based on the above analyses, we propose a self-
debiasing framework for Transformer-based NLU
models. Concretely, we first add a classifier on a
selected low layer to encourage the low-layer sen-
tence representation to encode more common bi-
ased features during training, which are also en-
coded in the high-layer classifier. Then, we intro-
duce a residual connection (He et al., 2016) that
feeds the low-layer sentence representation to the
top-layer classifier. In this way, the top-layer sen-
tence representation is encouraged to ignore the
common biased features and pay attention to task-
relevant unbiased features. Note that we remove
the residual connection during inference and di-
rectly use the top-layer sentence representation to

make predictions.
Finally, we conduct experiments on three NLU

tasks. Experimental results show that our simple
framework not only achieves better performance
on the OOD test sets, but also maintains compara-
ble performance on the validation sets, compared
with previous methods (Utama et al., 2020a,b; Du
et al., 2021). Besides, we prove that our frame-
work indeed improves the understanding ability of
the model through in-depth analyses.

2 Related Work

Our related works mainly include the studies on
identifying biased instances and debiasing meth-
ods.
Identifying Biased Instances This task is cru-
cial to the subsequent debiasing methods. In this
respect, many researchers first manually character-
ize the specific types of dataset biases, including
word co-occurrence (Gururangan et al., 2018; Po-
liak et al., 2018; Tsuchiya, 2018; Schuster et al.,
2019) and lexico-syntactic patterns (Snow et al.,
2006; Zellers et al., 2019), and then identify biased
instances according to these bias patterns. How-
ever, these methods heavily rely on researchers’
intuition and task-specific insights, limiting their
applications to various NLU tasks and datasets. To
deal with this issue, some studies employ various
methods to create bias-only models for identifying
biased instances, such as using a tiny fraction of
training data (Utama et al., 2020b), partial inputs
(Clark et al., 2020; Sanh et al., 2020; Karimi Ma-
habadi et al., 2020), or a simplified model archi-
tecture (Ghaddar et al., 2021).
Debiasing Methods There have been many at-
tempts to reduce dataset biases through various
data construction methods, such as adversarial
filtering (Nie et al., 2020) and human-in-the-
loop (Lee et al., 2021). Despite their effective-
ness, researchers also show that newly constructed
datasets may not cover all biased patterns (Sharma
et al., 2018). Therefore, many researchers resort
to various robust algorithms based on their prior
knowledge of task-specific biases. In this respect,
some studies adopt adversarial learning to remove
the hypothesis-only bias from NLI models. For
example, Belinkov et al. (2019) and Stacey et al.
(2020) apply the gradient reverse layer (Ganin
and Lempitsky, 2015) to train an external classi-
fier that forces the hypothesis encoder to ignore
hypothesis-only biases. A complementary line



of studies focus on debiasing models by down-
weighting the importance of biased instances dur-
ing training, such as example re-weighting (Schus-
ter et al., 2019; Utama et al., 2020b), confidence
regularization (Utama et al., 2020a), upweighting
minority instances (Tu et al., 2020; Yaghoobzadeh
et al., 2021), and model ensemble (Clark et al.,
2019; Karimi Mahabadi et al., 2020). Usually,
these methods involve two models, i.e., a bias-
only model used to identify biased instances and a
robust model learning from anti-biased instances.
In addition to the above, very recently Lyu et al.
(2023) use contrastive learning to capture the dy-
namic influence of biases, then reduce biased fea-
tures.

Notably, most of previous studies consider
models as black-box systems, and use the above
two steps to debias models. By contrast, in this
work, we explore the debiasing framework based
on the internal structure of the model without man-
ual analyses, extra bias-only models or complex
hyper-parameter settings.

3 Feature Learning in Transformer
Models

In this work, we choose BERT (Devlin et al.,
2019) as our basic model, due to its competitive
performance in many NLU tasks (Wang et al.,
2018). In this section, we first briefly introduce
BERT, and then conduct preliminary studies to an-
alyze the feature learning in different layers of the
BERT-based NLU model.

3.1 Overview of BERT Architecture

BERT stacks L identical layers, each containing a
multi-head self-attention sub-layer, an MLP sub-
layer, and a residual connection around these two
sub-layers, followed by a layer normalization sub-
layer.

Note that many studies on representation learn-
ing show that BERT can effectively capture
rich linguistic knowledge, with different kinds
of knowledge in different layers (Jawahar et al.,
2019; Tenney et al., 2019; Hewitt and Manning,
2019; Jawahar et al., 2019). The following sub-
sections aim to answer the two research questions
shown in the Introduction.
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Figure 1: Training loss curves on biased and anti-
biased training instances, where f4 and fL represent
the 4th-layer and top-layer classifier, respectively.

3.2 Feature Learning in Different Layers of
BERT

To answer the above questions, we construct a
BERT-based NLU model and equip it with layer-
specific classifiers based on sentence representa-
tions. Then, we analyze the features learning of
these layers from both model training and predic-
tion perspectives.

Previous studies (Zhang et al., 2019; Geirhos
et al., 2020) observed that the lexical overlap of
two sentences is a typical biased feature in QQP,
and a high lexical overlapping ratio usually co-
occurs with some specific labels. Inspired by the
above observation, we identify biased and anti-
biased training instances from the QQP training
set, and biased and anti-biased validation instances
from the QQP validation set, respectively, based
on the lexical overlapping ratio of each instance.
Concretely, we first calculate the number of over-
lapping words and divide it by the maximum sen-
tence length. Then, we identify an instance as a bi-
ased one if it satisfies the following: 1) its lexical
overlapping ratio is greater than 70% and the la-
bel is “duplicate”; 2) it possesses a ratio less than
30% and is assigned with an “non-duplicate” la-
bel. Conversely, the instance with a ratio greater
than 70% and “non-duplicate” label, or with a ra-
tio less than 30% and “duplicate” label, is consid-
ered as an anti-biased instance.

Afterwards, we use the original QQP dataset
to train the model and inspect the training losses
of different classifiers on the biased and anti-
biased training instances, respectively. From Fig-
ure 1‡, we observe that both classifiers show simi-

‡For the sake of clarity, here we only show the curves
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Figure 2: The prediction performance of layer-specific
classifiers on the biased validation instances, the vali-
dation set, and the anti-biased validation instances. On
the biased validation instances, low-layer classifiers fl
(1≤l≤5) perform slightly worse than high-layer ones,
but much worse on anti-biased validation instances.

lar trends in biased training instances. By contrast,
the low-layer classifier possesses higher training
loss than the high-layer one on anti-biased train-
ing instances. Next, we compare the accuracies of
classifiers on different validation instances. From
Figure 2, we can find that all classifiers exhibit
similar performance on biased validation instances
and suffer from performance degradation on anti-
biased validation instances. Meanwhile, low-layer
classifiers fl (1≤l≤5) perform worse than high-
layer ones on anti-biased validation instances.

Based on the above experimental results, we can
draw the following conclusions: 1) The low- and
high-layer sentence representations encode com-
mon biased features, which explains that low- and
high-layer classifiers show similar loss trends on
biased training instances and perform almost well
on biased validation instances; 2) The low-layer
sentence representations encode less useful task-
relevant unbiased features than the high-layer ones
so that their classifiers have higher losses on anti-
biased training instances and obtain worse results
on anti-biased validation instances.

4 Self-debiasing Framework for
Transformer Models

Based on the above analyses, we propose a frame-
work for Transformer models by employing a
residual connection to exploit the low-layer sen-
tence representation to debias the top-layer sen-

of the 4th- and top-layer classifiers, and the curves of other
classifiers can be found in the Appendix A. In fact, other layer
classifiers exhibit similar trends.

tence representation. Generally, it involves the fol-
lowing two steps.

Step1: Low-layer Sentence Representation
Learning. As shown in Figure 3, given an input
sentence x, we first employ a Transformer encoder
to obtain the contextual representation for each to-
ken. Then, we select a low layer lb and stack a
classifier fb on its sentence representation hlbCLS,
which we directly use the contextual representa-
tion of [CLS]. As analyzed in Section 3.2, hlbCLS
will encode common biased features that would
also be encoded by top-layer sentence representa-
tion hLCLS as the training of fb goes on. Finally, we
obtain the probability distribution pb over labels as
follows:

pb = Softmax(Wbh
lb
CLS + bb), (1)

where Wb and bb are the learnable parame-
ters. Here, we train the classifier fb using the
commonly-used cross-entropy loss:

Lb = −
K∑
i=1

y(i) · log(p(i)b ), (2)

where K denotes the number of labels, y(i) equals
to 1 if the i-th label is the golden label, and 0 for
other labels.

Step2: Debiasing with a Residual Connection.
We introduce a residual connection (He et al.,
2016) into our framework, which allows us to ex-
ploit the low-layer sentence representation hlbCLS to
debias the top-layer one hLCLS.

Specifically, through this residual connection,
we use the sum of hlbCLS and hLCLS as the input of
the top-layer classifier fL instead of hLCLS. For-
mally, the probability distribution output by fL is
calculated as follows:

pL = Softmax(WL(h
lb
CLS + hLCLS) + bL), (3)

where WL and bL are also trainable parameters.
Note that fL has the same architecture but dif-
ferent parameters with fb, supervised by a cross-
entropy loss:

LL = −
K∑
i=1

y(i) · log(p(i)L ). (4)

The effectiveness of our design may be at-
tributed to two factors: 1) As stated in Section 3.2,
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Figure 3: Overview of our framework. In addition to the top-layer classifier fL based on the top-layer sentence
representation hL

CLS, we select a low layer lb and stack a classifier fb on its sentence representation hlb
CLS. Then, we

introduce a residual connection feeding the sum of hlb
CLS and hL

CLS to fL. Through the model training, hlb
CLS will

encode common biased features, which have also been encoded in hL
CLS, and thus hL

CLS is encouraged to focus on
unbiased features. Notably, we turn off the gradient calculation of the residual connection to avoid the influence of
the fL loss on the representation learning of hlb

CLS. The green line denotes our introduced residual connection, and
dash lines denote the backpropagation process.

the low-layer representation contains fewer unbi-
ased features than the high-layer ones. This indi-
cates that hLCLS will encode the unbiased features
that are not encoded in hlbCLS. 2) As hlbCLS already
encodes the common bias features, hLCLS is encour-
aged to ignore the common biased features which
already encoded in hlbCLS.

Finally, the whole training objective is defined
as follows:

L = Lb + LL. (5)

Please notice that during training, we turn off the
gradient calculation of the residual connection to
remove the effect of LL on the learning of hlbCLS.
During inference, we remove hlbCLS from Equation
3 and directly use hLCLS to make predictions§.

5 Experiments

5.1 Setup

Tasks and Datasets We conduct several groups
of experiments on three common NLU tasks:
natural language inference, fact verification, and
paraphrase identification. The datasets of each
task contain a training set, a validation set, and its
corresponding OOD test set.

§Further discussion on the model inference can be found
in the Appendix B.

• Natural Language Inference (NLI) is to
predict the entailment relationship between
the pair of premise and hypothesis. We use
the MNLI dataset as the ID set and train
various NLI models on it (Williams et al.,
2018), and evaluate them on the OOD test
set—HANS (McCoy et al., 2019). HANS is
designed to test whether NLI models make
predictions based on three fallible syntactic
heuristics: lexical overlap heuristic, subse-
quence heuristic, and constituent heuristic.

• Fact Verification (FactVer) aims to identify
whether a claim is supported or refuted by the
given evidence text. We adopt the FEVER
dataset (Thorne et al., 2018) as the ID set
to train models, and assess the model abil-
ities on the OOD test set—FeverSymmetric
(Symm.) (Schuster et al., 2019), which is cre-
ated to reduce claim-only biases.

• Paraphrase Identification (ParaIden) is to
predict whether the given question pair is du-
plicate or non-duplicate in semantics. We use
the QQP dataset as the ID set to train models,
and evaluate model performance on the OOD
test set—PAWS (Zhang et al., 2019), which
investigates whether the model exploits word
overlapping to make predictions. The basic
statistics of all datasets used in our experi-



Task ID Set OOD
Test SetTrain Val

NLI 392K 19K 30K
ParaIden 363K 40K 8K
FactVer 242K 16K 0.7K

Table 2: The basic statistics of datasets for three NLU
tasks, including the ID Set and the OOD Test Set,
where Val refers to the validation set.

ments are shown in Table 2.

Baselines Most previous debiasing methods in-
volve two stages: biased instance identification
and debiasing models. We select several popular
methods for each stage and compare their combi-
nations with our framework.

Here, our baseline methods for biased instance
identification include:

• Known-Bias (Gururangan et al., 2018;
Utama et al., 2020a; Du et al., 2021). These
approaches quantify the bias degree of each
training instance via data statistics or re-
searchers’ insights. Then the instances with
high bias degree are regarded as biased ones
and used to train a bias-only model.

• Self-debias (Utama et al., 2020b). These ap-
proaches train a bias-only model based on
partial training data to identify biased in-
stances automatically.

Besides, we select three widely-used debiasing
methods for comparison.

• Re-weighting (RW) (Clark et al., 2019).
This method aims to reduce the contribution
of each biased instance on the overall training
loss by assigning it with a scalar weight.

• Product-of-expert (PoE) (Clark et al.,
2019). It trains the main model in an ensem-
ble manner with the bias-only model, which
is trained in advance and uses biased features
to make predictions. By doing so, the main
model is encouraged to focus on unbiased
features and thus becomes more robust.

• Confidence Regularization (CR) (Utama
et al., 2020a). It trains a bias-only model and
a teacher model. The output probability dis-
tribution of the latter is adjusted with that of
the former. Then the re-scaled output distri-
bution is used to enhance a main model.

Finally, we also compare our framework with
an End2End framework (Ghaddar et al., 2021). In
this framework, a shallow model and a main model
are simultaneously but respectively trained based
on the low-layer and the top-layer sentence repre-
sentations, during which these two models inter-
changeably re-weight the importance of instances.

To facilitate the subsequent descriptions, we
name our framework as DeRC. Besides, we report
the performance of a variant of our framework:
DePoE. In this variant, we first identify biased
training instances according to the low-layer out-
put probabilities and then apply the PoE method
to debias the model.

Our Implementations To ensure fair compari-
son, we use BERT-base to develop DeRC¶. Dur-
ing the process of fine-tuning models on each
dataset, we follow the standard setup (Devlin et al.,
2019) to construct inputs and use the hidden state
of token [CLS] for classification. For each task,
we use a batch size of 32 and fine-tune the model
for 5 epochs with the learning rate 5e-5. Besides,
we select Adam (Kingma and Ba, 2015) as the op-
timizer to update parameters.

We evaluate the model performance on the val-
idation sets and the corresponding OOD test sets.
Following Utama et al. (2020b), we use accuracy
(Acc.) as the main metric for three tasks. In addi-
tion, we evaluate the interpretability results on the
QQP dataset using the metrics proposed by Wang
et al. (2022). Please see Section 5.4 for details.

5.2 Effect of the Chosen Low Layer lb

Under our framework, the chosen low layer lb is a
crucial hyperparameter for biased sentence repre-
sentation learning. Based on our analysis in Sec-
tion 3.2, we argue that the performance gap of the
low-layer classifier between the biased and anti-
biased instances should be as large as possible. In
this way, the classifier of low-layer lb would en-
code sufficient biased features while encoding less
task-relevant useful unbiased features. However, a
too-small value of lb is not an ideal choice, since
such a low-layer classifier will not comprehen-
sively capture biased features. As demonstrated in
(Clark et al., 2019), the lowest layers, like the 1st
and 2nd layers, would ignore syntactic features,
which may also belong to biased features. There-

¶We also use RoBERTa-base to develop DeRC, prov-
ing that DeRC is still effective on other Transformer-based
models. Details can be found in Appendix C.



Model MNLI FEVER QQP
Val HANS ∆ Val Symm. ∆ Val PAWS ∆

BERT 84.5 62.3 - 85.9 64.4 - 91.0 33.5 -
Known-Bias + RW (Clark et al. 2019) 83.5 69.2 +6.9 84.6 66.5 +2.1 - - -
Known-Bias + PoE (Clark et al. 2019) 82.9 67.9 +5.6 86.4 69.1 +4.7 - - -
Known-Bias + CR (Utama et al. 2020a) 84.5 69.1 +6.8 86.4 66.2 +1.6 89.1 40.0 +6.5
Self-debias + RW (Utama et al. 2020b) 82.3 69.7 +7.4 87.1 65.5 +1.1 85.2 57.4 +23.9
Self-debias + PoE (Utama et al. 2020b) 81.9 66.8 +4.5 85.9 65.8 +1.4 - - -
Self-debias + CR (Utama et al. 2020b) 84.3 67.1 +4.8 87.5 66.0 +1.6 89.0 43.0 +9.5
End2End (Ghaddar et al., 2021) 83.2 71.2 +8.9 86.9 - - 90.2 46.5 +13.0
DePoE 83.6 62.6 +0.3 78.0 68.0 +3.6 79.7 59.2 +25.7
DeRC 82.8 72.6 +10.3 88.1 71.9 +7.5 88.4 59.8 +26.3

Table 3: Experimental results on two sets: 1) the validation sets of MNLI, FEVER, QQP; 2) their corresponding
OOD test sets. The results for QQP are directly cited from (Ghaddar et al., 2021) and the other results are cited
from the corresponding papers. Values of ∆ denote the performance gaps between debiasing methods and BERT
on the OOD test sets.
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Figure 4: The performance of DeRC with different selected low layer lb. Green lines denote the results of the
validation sets, and orange ones denote those of the OOD test sets.

fore, we need to choose a layer whose representa-
tion may contain more potentially biased features.
Finally, taking the result of Figure 2 into account
as well, we select lb as 4.

To further examine the impact of lb, we vary its
value from 1 to 7 and evaluate the performance of
DeRC on the validation and the OOD test sets. As
shown in Figure 4, DeRC consistently performs
well on all OOD test sets for all lb , indicating that
lb is task-agnostic and generic for all datasets. Fur-
thermore, we find that the model’s performance
deteriorates slightly when lb is within the range of
1 to 2, supporting our belief that lb should not be
too small.

5.3 Main Results

Experimental results are reported in Table 3||. We
can observe that DeRC achieves the best perfor-

||Some results from previous works are missing because
they did not report. We have not reproduced these results due
to the absence of sufficient detail for reproduction in their
respective papers.

mance on all OOD test sets of three tasks, setting a
new SOTA. In particular, on the Symm. set, DeRC
improves accuracy by 7.5% than BERT, while
the previous best model (Known-Bias+PoE) only
brings a gain of 4.7%. Besides, DeRC reaches the
best performance on PAWS, surpassing the previ-
ous best work (Known-Bias+CR), while bringing
a much less performance drop on QQP (2.6% v.s.
5.8%). In addition, DeRC achieves the most sig-
nificant accuracy improvement on FEVER. Thus,
we confirm that DeRC is effective in improv-
ing the model performance on OOD test sets and
harmless on the validation sets.

Furthermore, the comparison between DeRC
and its variant DePoE also proves the effectiveness
of the residual connection. Unlike DeRC uses a
residual connection, DePoE uses the probabilities
output by the low-layer classifier to debias models.
The results show that the residual connection en-
ables DeRC to achieve a better trade-off between
the performance drop on the validation sets and



Figure 5: Performance on PAWS of the 4th-layer and
top-layer classifiers in BERT and DeRC.

the improvement on the OOD test sets.

5.4 Analysis
Moreover, we conduct more analyses to verify the
effectiveness of DeRC.

Impact of Residual Connection In this exper-
iment, we use QQP to train BERT and DeRC,
and compare their prediction accuracies on PAWS.
Similar to DeRC, we stack two classifiers on the
two layers of BERT: one is the top-layer classi-
fier, and the other is the 4th-layer classifier. As
shown in Figure 5, the accuracy gap between the
4th-layer and top-layer classifiers of DeRC is more
significant than that of BERT. Note that BERT and
DeRC are similar in architecture, and the only dif-
ference is that DeRC introduces a residual connec-
tion to debias the top-layer sentence representa-
tion. Thus, we confirm that the residual connec-
tion significantly improves the model generaliz-
ability.

Interpretability evaluation In the field of post-
hoc interpretation research, many studies intend to
interpret the model prediction by assigning each
input token with an importance score, which quan-
tifies its impact on the prediction (Simonyan et al.,
2014; Smilkov et al., 2017; Jain and Wallace,
2019). In this way, the most important tokens can
form the rationale supporting the prediction. In-
spired by these studies, we use QQP to train DeRC
and then report interpretability results on the vali-
dation set released by Wang et al. (2022), which
provides annotated rationales and corresponding
evaluation metrics for interpretability.

Concretely, we adopt the attention-based inter-
pretation method (Jain and Wallace, 2019) to as-
sign input tokens with importance scores and then
follow Wang et al. (2022) to select the top-k im-
portant tokens as the rationale. Afterwards, as im-

Models Acc.
Plausibility Faithfulness
Token F1 MAP Suff. ↓ Comp.

BERT 90.07% 58.31% 71.24% 0.1531 0.3217
DeRC 91.13% 62.25% 75.62% 0.0922 0.3843

Table 4: Evaluation results of interpretability. The met-
ric with ↓ means the lower the score is, the better the
performance achieves. For all other metrics, a high
score represents good performance.

plemented in (DeYoung et al., 2020; Wang et al.,
2022), we use four metrics to evaluate the model
interpretability from the perspective of plausibility
and faithfulness:

• Token-F1. It is used to evaluate plausibility
by measuring the token overlap between the
model-generated and human-annotated ratio-
nales. The higher the Token-F1 is, the more
plausible the rationale is.

• MAP. This metric measures the consistency
of rationales under perturbations, and is used
to evaluate faithfulness. A high MAP repre-
sents high faithfulness.

• Sufficiency (Suff.) and Comprehensiveness
(Comp.). Both two metrics are used to assess
the degree of the provided rationale reflect-
ing the prediction. A faithful rationale should
have a low sufficiency score and a high com-
prehensiveness score.

From Table 4, we can find that DeRC outper-
forms BERT on all metrics, that is, the rationales
provided by DeRC are more plausible and faith-
ful. Thus, we confirm that DeRC can improve the
model ability of understanding.

6 Conclusions

In this work, we have proposed DeRC for
Transformer-based NLU models, which utilizes
the biased sentence representation learned by the
low-layer classifier to debias the top-layer sen-
tence representation. Compared with previous
studies, DeRC is more efficient as it does not
require manual analysis or the use of an addi-
tional bias-only model. We conduct extensive
experiments on commonly-used datasets of three
NLU tasks. Experimental results show that DeRC
can achieve better performance on OOD test sets,
while maintaining comparable performance on
validation sets. In addition, DeRC can improve
the ability of understanding.



In the future, we will continue to explore the
low-layer representations for better performance
trade-off between the validation and OOD test sets
during inference. In addition, we plan to apply
DeRC to other NLU tasks, such as sentiment anal-
ysis, machine reading comprehension, and so on.
Finally, we will study whether DeRC is suitable
for natural language generation tasks.

Limitations

The limitations of this work are the following as-
pects: 1) The proposed DeRC is only applicable to
models based on the Transformer architecture; 2)
We only focus on the result of NLU tasks, ignor-
ing further discussions on its contribution to other
tasks.

Ethical Statements

This paper proposes a self-debiasing framework
for Transformer-based models. Typically, our pro-
posed framework utilizes the low-layer sentence
representation to debias the top-layer one, which
improves the model robustness to spurious corre-
lation and the ability of understanding. This study
will not pose ethical issues. All the datasets used
in this paper are publicly available and widely
adopted by researchers to test the performance of
debiasing frameworks. Besides, this paper does
not involve any data collection and release, and
thus there exist no privacy issue.
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Figure 6: Training loss curves on biased and anti-
biased training instances, where fi represents the i-th
layer classifier.

A Training Loss Curves of other
Layer-Specific Classifiers

B Further Discussion about the Model
Inference

We notice that in addition to the common bi-
ased features, the low-layer sentence representa-
tion also contains useful unbiased features. Thus,
Equation 3 not only encourages the top-layer sen-
tence representation to ignore the common biased
features but also makes it discard some useful un-
biased features, of which the amount is less than
that of biased features, as analyzed in Section 3.2.
To deal with this issue, we reincorporate the low-
layer sentence representation into the top-layer
classifier in a weighting manner:

pL = Softmax(WL(α∗hlbCLS+(1−α)∗hLCLS)+bL)
(6)

where α is used to control the effect of hlbCLS during
inference.

Then, we vary α from 0 to 1 with an interval
of 0.1, and compare the model performance on
both the validation set and anti-biased validation
instances. As shown in Figure 7, although the use
of low-layer sentence representation slightly im-
proves the model’s performance on the validation
set, it significantly degrads the performance on the
anti-biased instances as α increases. Therefore,
we directly set α to 0 in subsequent experiments.
In other words, we will use the top-layer sentence
representation for predictions during inference.
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Figure 7: Performance of models with different α on
the MNLI validation set and anti-biased validation in-
stances.
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Figure 8: Training loss curves on biased and anti-
biased training instances, where fi represents the i-th
layer classifier.

C Experiments based on RoBERT-base

As implemented in Section 3.2, we also conduct
a preliminary experiment to analyze the feature
learning of different layers of RoBERTa-base
(Liu et al., 2019) from the perspectives of model
training and prediction. From Figure 8 and Figure
9, we can find that the training losses and predic-
tion accuracies of the RoBERTa exhibit almost the
same trends as those of BERT.

Afterwards, we develop DeRC and DePoE
based on RoBERTa-base, and re-conduct experi-
ments using the same hyperparameters as BERT-
base. Experimental results are reported in Table 5.
Overall, DeRC still achieves the best performance
on all OOD test sets, which proves that DeRC is
also applicable to other Transformer-based mod-
els.



Model MNLI FEVER QQP
Val HANS ∆ Val Symm. ∆ Val PAWS ∆

RoBERTa 87.2 73.5 - 89.3 66.3 - 91.5 40.1 -
DePoE 84.9 75.2 +1.7 87.2 69.4 +3.1 82.7 58.5 +14.4
DeRC 86.4 78.1 +4.6 88.1 72.9 +6.6 89.2 60.5 +20.4

Table 5: Experimental results on two sets: 1) the validation sets of MNLI, FEVER, QQP; 2) their corresponding
OOD test sets. Values of ∆ denote the performance gaps between debiasing methods and RoBERTa-base on the
OOD test sets.
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Figure 9: The prediction performance of layer-specific
classifiers on the validation set, the biased validation
instances, and the anti-biased validation instances.


