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ABSTRACT

Transformer-based language models have shown state-of-the-art performance on a variety of natural
language understanding tasks. To achieve this performance, these models are first pre-trained on
general corpus and then fine-tuned on downstream tasks. Previous work studied the effect of pruning
the training set of the downstream tasks on the performance of the model on its evaluation set. In this
work, we propose an automatic dataset pruning method for the training set of fine-tuning tasks. Our
method is based on the model’s success rate in correctly classifying each training data point. Unlike
previous work which relies on user feedback to determine subset size, our method automatically
extracts training subsets that are adapted for each pair of model and fine-tuning task. Our method
provides multiple subsets for use in dataset pruning that navigate the trade-off between subset size
and evaluation accuracy. Our largest subset, which we also refer to as the winning ticket subset, is
on average 3× smaller than the original training set of the fine-tuning task. Our experiments on 5
downstream tasks and 2 language models show that, on average, fine-tuning on the winning ticket
subsets results in a 0.1% increase in the evaluation performance of the model.

1 INTRODUCTION

Transformer-based language models have shown state-of-the-art performance in various natural language understand-
ing tasks (Liu et al., 2019; Raffel et al., 2020). These models are commonly used in a transfer learning setup in which
they are first pre-trained on general textual data and then transferred by fine-tuning their parameters on the training
set of each downstream task. The goal of fine-tuning is to maximise the model’s performance on the evaluation set1.
It relies on the existing information in the pre-trained model in addition to the information gained during fine-tuning
(Durrani et al., 2022). However, different data points in the fine-tuning dataset have different contributions in achieving
this goal (Katharopoulos & Fleuret, 2018).

As shown in previous work, the contribution of individual fine-tuning data points on the evaluation performance of
deep neural networks is not the same (Vodrahalli et al., 2018). Based on this observation, dataset pruning methods
reduce the complexity of fine-tuning by removing data points from the training set of fine-tuning tasks (Toneva et al.,
2019; Sorscher et al., 2022; Paul et al., 2021). These methods try to minimize the size of the training set of the fine-
tuning task while maintaining the evaluation performance of the model after fine-tuning. They measure the usefulness
of each data point in maximising the evaluation performance using scoring systems as a proxy metric. The pruning is
done by removing data points with the lowest score until a certain pruning percentage is reached.

Ethayarajh et al. (2022) studied the fine-tuning datasets of transformer-based language models and reported that fine-
tuning tasks have different difficulties for different pre-trained models. This finding implies that if dataset pruning is
applied to the fine-tuning phase, the pruned subset needs to be created based on the needs of each model and fine-
tuning task. Methods of dataset pruning for the fine-tuning of transformer-based language models address this issue
by computing dataset pruning scores for each task and model pair (Swayamdipta et al., 2020; Fayyaz et al., 2022).
However, existing methods do not adapt the size of the pruned subset for different tasks and models. This results in
using an arbitrary subset size for multiple setups. The problem with this design choice is that a subset size which is
optimal for one task may be sub-optimal for another. A subset with sub-optimal size will either include too many data
points and significantly drop the evaluation performance, or too few data points and miss the opportunity to create a
smaller subset. For instance, as discussed in Section 4.2, fine-tuning a pre-trained model on a subset which is 27%

∗ Corresponding author: mohammadreza.tayaranian@mail.mcgill.ca
1In this context, the evaluation set may refer to either the validation or the test set of the fine-tuning task.
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Figure 1: Results of fine-tuning two transformer-based language models, OPT350M (Zhang et al., 2022) and
RoBERTaLARGE (Liu et al., 2019), on the winning ticket subset of various downstream tasks. For each task, the
size of the winning ticket subset as a percentage of the full dataset is shown as gray bars. ∆ Metric Performance,
shown using red dots, is the change in the evaluation performance of the model which is fine-tuned on the full dataset,
compared to the winning ticket subset. A positive ∆ indicates that the winning ticket subset improved the evaluation
performance of the model.

of the training set for the MNLI task results in almost no drop in the evaluation. However, using the same model and
subset size for the RACE task results in more than 5% drop in the evaluation accuracy.

A simple solution is using hyperparameter search to find the optimal subset size for each task and model. This results
in multiple fine-tuning runs with different sizes which is an overall costly operation considering the model size and
the variety of the tasks.

In this work, we aim at pruning the training set of fine-tuning tasks for transformer-based language models. To this
end, we propose a dataset scoring function, H-score, which is based on the output of the model during fine-tuning. The
H-score of each data point is inversely related with its classification difficulty for the model. Across multiple runs and
epochs, a data point with a score of 0 has never been correctly classified while a data point with the maximum score
has always been correctly classified. The H-score of the i-th training data point, Hi, is an integer which essentially
distributes data points into a number of buckets.

For dataset pruning, we remove all the data points with a certain H-score to create training subsets from the main
training set. We remove the most difficult data points as including them in the fine-tuning subset only confuses the
model and destabilizes the training procedure. To further reduce the size of the pruned dataset, we also remove the
least difficult data points based on the observation that their exclusion from the training set does not affect the model’s
evaluation performance. Note that the list of included data points in each subset is not indicated by the user and is
based on the H-score. Given the small size of this subset and that it helps the model achieve the same evaluation
performance as the main training set, we call it the Winning Ticket Subset. In addition to the winning ticket subset,
we create smaller subsets by removing more data point buckets with small H-scores, i.e. data points that are harder
to learn. Overall, our proposed subsets provide a diverse set of options for the trade-off between subset size and
evaluation performance where small subsets are as small as 4% of the training set of the fine-tuning task.

We conduct experiments to study the effect of fine-tuning transformer-based language models on the subsets that are
created with our method. For each pair of model and task, we first fine-tune the model on the training set with 6
different seeds and use the training outputs to compute the H-scores. We then use the H-scores to create our pruned
subsets and use these small subsets to fine-tune the pre-trained model. Figure 1 illustrates the change in the evaluation
performance of the model when fine-tuned on the winning ticket subset compared to full fine-tuning, along with the
size of this subset. On average, despite containing only 33% of the training data points, fine-tuning on these subsets
results in an overall increase of 0.1% in the evaluation performance of the models. In cases like fine-tuning OPT350M
on the SST-2 task we even observe a 1.2% increase in the evaluation accuracy with the winning ticket subset being only
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21% of the training set. As shown in Figures 4 and 5, our smaller subsets also maintain the evaluation performance.
For instance, fine-tuning RoBERTaLARGE on our smallest subset with 4% of training data points results in just 0.8%
drop in the evaluation accuracy compared to full fine-tuning. Our dataset pruning algorithm incurs a one-time cost to
achieve a significantly smaller subset. As a result, the pruned subsets can be used in future runs to reduce fine-tuning
time. A prominent use-case of this method is neural architecture search (NAS) which requires thousands of GPU
hours of fine-tuning on the same model and dataset to find a target architecture (Chen et al., 2020; Xu et al., 2021).
Substituting the full fine-tuning dataset with our subsets can significantly reduce the search time of NAS methods
while delivering a similar evaluation performance.

The contributions of this work can be summarized as:

1. We propose a dataset scoring function, H-score, which categorizes training data points based on the difficulty
of the model in classifying them during fine-tuning.

2. Using H-score, we obtain smaller subsets of the training set of fine-tuning tasks. Our subsets are automati-
cally created to minimize subset size while maximising the evaluation performance of the model fine-tuned
on them. We call the subset obtained by removing the least and the most difficult data points the Winning
Ticket Subset.

3. Our experimental results show that fine-tuning transformer-based language models on these small subsets
results in an evaluation accuracy similar to using the full training set of the fine-tuning task.

2 RELATED WORK

Previous work studied the effect of pruning the training datasets commonly used for image classification tasks. Paul
et al. (2021) proposed a gradient-based GraNd metric along with an estimated version, EL2N, which only uses the
training loss to determine the scores of data points. Using these scores to identify the easy to learn data points of the
CIFAR-10 dataset, they prune away up to 40% of the training set with minimal accuracy loss. Toneva et al. (2019)
introduces the forgetting score which measures the rate at which a model misclassifies a data point after correctly
classifying it. Unlike the forgetting score which removes data points that are least forgotten, our proposed H-score
negatively rewards misclassifications across any of the fine-tuning epochs which is different from forgetting. We
further study the effects of this design choice in Section 4.3. Baldock et al. (2021) measures the dataset difficulty
as the number of layers required to consistently classify a data point’s label correctly. They also propose another
score, iteration learned which is similar to the forgetting score and show that it is correlated with their other layer-
based score. While the original works where designed for training randomly initialized models, Sorscher et al. (2022)
prunes the training datasets for fine-tuning of pre-trained vision models. Their experiments show that, when used for
fine-tuning, up to 90% of the CIFAR-10 dataset can be removed with no loss of test accuracy.

Fayyaz et al. (2022) applies the GraNd and EL2N scores to the fine-tuning tasks of transformer-based language models.
Their experimental results show the suboptimal performance of these scores when applied to language models. More
specifically, they show that random pruning outperforms GraNd and EL2N for subsets smaller than 70% of the training
set. Moreover, pruning more than 60% of the training set using GraNd and EL2N leads to drops in the evaluation
accuracy of over 20%. Swayamdipta et al. (2020) use model’s probability of the correct output to determine a dataset
pruning score. Based on this score, they propose to remove the data points that are most ambiguous for the model.
They also show that their ambiguous setup is more effective than other dataset pruning scores, including the forgetting
score when applied to the fine-tuning of language models. While their idea of fine-tuning on ambiguous data points
is similar to our proposed H-score, these methods differ both in the approach and in the achieved results. In contrast
to Swayamdipta et al. (2020) which uses one fine-tuning run with 20 epochs, we use the outputs of 6 runs, each
running for 3 epochs. This enables H-score to take the effect of the order of data points into account. Moreover,
while Swayamdipta et al. (2020) uses the same pruning percentage for all tasks, our method adapts the subset size
for each task and model for optimal evaluation performance. In terms of experimental results, as discussed in Section
4.2, our method creates smaller fine-tuning subsets with a smaller drop in the evaluation performance compared to the
ambiguous setup of Swayamdipta et al. (2020).

3 METHODOLOGY

3.1 DATASET SCORING SYSTEM: H-SCORE

Consider the training set of a fine-tuning task, D = {(xi, yi)}Ni=1. The impact of each (xi, yi) on the evaluation
performance of the model varies based on different attributes (Vodrahalli et al., 2018; Katharopoulos & Fleuret, 2018).
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Figure 2: Distribution of the H-score for the training set of the MNLI and SQuAD v2 tasks, calculated using two
transformer-based models RoBERTaLARGE and OPT350M.

We define a dataset scoring function that quantifies this impact based on the ability of the model in predicting yi during
fine-tuning.

Given a classification problem with M classes and zi ∈ RM as the model’s logits for xi, the model’s prediction of
the true label is calculated as ŷi = argmaxm(P (zim)). In this context, P (zim) is model’s predicted probability for
class m given by the softmax function. Fine-tuning the model for S runs with different initializations with each run
taking E epochs, we store all the predictions as Ŷ ∈ ZN×S×E . We define our proposed dataset scoring function as
f : Ŷ × Y → H where H ∈ ZN is the list of scores for the data points. For i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}, the H-score for data
point (xi, yi), is calculated as

Hi =

S∑
j=1

E∏
k=1

[Ŷijk = yi] (1)

where [·] is the Iverson bracket.

For each data point, Equation 1 assigns a reward of 1 for each epoch and fine-tuning run if the model has correctly
classified the true label. In the next step it multiplies this reward over all the epochs of each run to penalize data points
that are misclassified at any epoch during at least one fine-tuning run. The resulting values, that are either 0 or 1, are
summed for each run, resulting in H-scores such that Hi ∈ {0, 1, . . . , S}.

Here we discuss the properties of a given data point, (xi, yi), based on its H-score:

• Hi = 0: Having a H-score of 0 indicates that in all of the runs this data point experienced at least one epoch
where it was incorrectly classified.

• Hi = S: This data point has been correctly classified and received a reward of 1 in all the epochs of all the
fine-tuning runs which implies that correctly classifying it was relatively easier for the model.

• Hi ∈ {1, 2, . . . , S − 1}: This data point is more ambiguous for the model than previous cases as it was
correctly classified in all epochs of some, but not all of the runs. More specifically, the farther the H-score of
a data point is from 0 or S, the more ambiguous it is for the model to classify.

Figure 2 shows the distribution of the H-scores for the MNLI and SQuAD v2 fine-tuning datasets in a setup where
S = 6. For the H-score distrbution of other tasks refer to Appendix A.1.

3.2 DATASET PRUNING WITH H-SCORE

Given D = {(xi, yi)}Ni=1 the training set of a fine-tuning task, and a set of H-score values, M = {m | m ∈ Z, 0 ≤
m ≤ S}, we define a training subset DM as

DM = {(xi, yi) | Hi ∈ M, 1 ≤ i ≤ N}. (2)

For instance, D{0,2,5} is a subset of the training set which contains all the data points that have a H-score of either 0,
2, or 5.
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In order to be used for dataset pruning, a training subset needs to have a smaller size than the training set. Additionally,
the evaluation performance of the model that is fine-tuned on this subset needs to be close to the one fine-tuned on the
full dataset. Previous work fine-tuned pre-trained models on a subset that is created by removing hard-to-learn and
easy-to-learn data points from the training set (Swayamdipta et al., 2020; Ethayarajh et al., 2022). As discussed in
Section 3.1, the H-score of a data point has an inverse relationship with its diffculty for the model. Based on these
observations, we propose to use the following subsets for dataset pruning:

• D{1,2,3,4,5}: This subset, which we also refer to as the Winning Ticket Subset, is created by removing all
data points (xi, yi) where Hi = 0 and Hi = 6 which correspond to the most and least difficult training data
points, respectively. The former group is removed as their H-score of 0 means that the model is unlikely to
learn them and their presence in the training subset only confuses the model. On the other hand, data points
with Hi = 6 are too easy to learn and can be avoided without damaging the evaluation performance. As
shown in Figures 2 and 7, the majority of data points are associated with either of these H-scores.

• D{2,3,4,5}, D{3,4,5}, D{4,5}, and D{5}: These subsets enable pruning to even smaller percentages than the
winning ticket subset. To create these subsets we start from the winning ticket subset and each time remove
the data points with the smallest H-score. Although the removed data points are not as difficult as those with
Hi = 0, they are the most difficult ones in each subset.

• D{4} and D{2,3,4}: As discussed in Section 3.1, data points that have H-scores that are farthest from 0 and
6 are the most ambiguous for the model. These two subsets are also dominated by data points with middle
scores and thus represent the most ambiguous subsets.

Although the data points of each subset are determined based on the H-score, the variety of subsets helps the user
decide on the trade-off between subset size and evaluation performance. The fact that the choice of data points and the
subset size is determined by our method ensures that each subset includes the data points that maximise the evaluation
performance at each size. Our dataset pruning method has the advantage of determining the subset size along with the
scores for the data points while previous work requires more fine-tuning runs to search for the optimal subset size after
the score computation phase. We use the model’s output during the fine-tuning runs of the score computation phase to
determine pruned subsets of the dataset. After creation, the pruned subsets can be used for faster fine-tuning runs.

3.3 EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS OF FINE-TUNING ON TRAINING SUBSETS

In this section, we study the effect of fine-tuning pre-trained models on subsets created using Equation 2. We first
compute the H-scores of the training set of the fine-tuning task by fine-tuning it with 6 different seeds. We then
create all the possible subsets, DM , and study the effects of using data points with certain H-scores on the evaluation
performance of the model. Here we use the MNLI fine-tuning task with the OPT350M model. Further examples of
other models and tasks are available in Appendix A.2.

Figure 3 summarizes the results of these fine-tuning runs. It plots the accuracy of each run and the size of its training
subset shown as a percentage of the full dataset. Based on these results, we divide the subsets into four groups:

1. The first group, shown with blue dots, is the set of training subsets, DM∪{6}, for all M ⊂ {0, 1, . . . , 5}. In
addition to other data points, subsets in this group always contain all of the data points with Hi = 6. Given
the number of data points with Hi = 6 (Figure 2a), the size of these subsets is close to the full dataset. They
also show consistently small accuracy drops compared to the full fine-tuning.

2. Distinguished with red dots, this group contains the set of training subsets, DM∪{0,5}, for all M ⊆
{1, 2, . . . , 4}. Subsets in this group do not include data points with Hi = 6, but contain the ones with
Hi equal to 0 and 5. The drop in accuracy between the subsets in this group and previous group arises from
excluding easy to learn data points, e.g. Hi = 6, while keeping hard to learn ones.

3. These are the same subsets from the previous group where their data points with Hi = 5 have also been
removed. Shown with red circles, subsets in this group have a considerably lower accuracy compared to
the ones in group 2. This accuracy drop indicates that data points with Hi = 5 have an important role in
stabilizing the training and maintaining the evaluation performance.

4. Subsets in this group, shown with green dots, do not contain any data point that has a H-score of either 0
or 6. These subsets generally benefit from the high accuracy that’s observed in group 1, while also being
significantly smaller in terms of subset size. The few exceptional subsets of this group, with accuracies below
70%, are dominated by data points with a small H-score.

Throughout our experiments, subsets that included data points with larger H-scores better maintained the evaluation
accuracy while data points with smaller H-scores negatively affected the evaluation accuracy of the model. To illustrate
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Figure 3: Subset size and evaluation accuracy of different subsets of the MNLI training set based on OPT350M. Each
dot represents a subset. Subsets are created using Equation 2 with all possible values of M . Our proposed subsets are
noted with vertical dotted lines.

this point, consider the subset D{1,2,3,4}. The evaluation accuracy of the model fine-tuned on this subset is 81%. We
then create D{0,1,2,3,4} by adding all the data points with Hi = 0 to this subset. Despite having more data points than
the former, the evaluation accuracy of the latter subset drops to 43%. On the other hand, fine-tuning on D{1,2,3,4,5}
which contains data points with Hi = 5 increases the evaluation accuracy to 83%. This observation is aligned with
our decision to remove data points with smaller scores from our dataset pruning subsets.

Indicated with vertical dotted lines, our proposed dataset pruning subsets are found among the green dots of group
4. Since subsets of group 4 do not contain data points with a score of 6, our subsets tend to have a smaller size than
subsets with similar accuracies. Also, our subsets have a better accuracy compared to other subsets of similar sizes.
We observe a similar trend when plotting the evaluation performance for subsets of different fine-tuning tasks and
models (Appendix A.2).

4 DATASET PRUNING EXPERIMENTS

4.1 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

We apply our dataset pruning method on the training set of various fine-tuning tasks and use our proposed subsets to
fine-tune pre-trained transformer-based language models. We use OPT350M and RoBERTaLARGE for our experiments.
We add a task-specific head with randomly initialized parameters to the model with pre-trained parameters. In these
experiments, we first create the pruned subsets for each pair of task and model and then use them for fine-tuning. The
reported evaluation results are the average of 3 fine-tuning runs with different initialization seeds. The initialization
seed controls the order of the data points and the initial parameters of the task-specific head. More implementation
details and hyper-parameters are included in Appendix A.3.

To obtain our subsets, we fine-tune each of the models on each task using 6 different initialization seeds and use the
outputs to compute the H-scores using Equation 1. The H-scores are then used to extract the training subsets as
described in Section 3.2.

In addition to our subsets, we fine-tune the models on subsets that are obtained with a method similar to Swayamdipta
et al. (2020). We first use the outputs of the same 6 fine-tuning runs to calculate their variability metric. Following
the ambiguous setup of Swayamdipta et al. (2020) we create subsets by picking data points with the largest variability
value. We create the same number of ambiguous subsets as ours. We set the subset sizes such that for each ambiguous
subset there exists a subset of the same size created with our method. The ambiguous setup described here differs from
the original paper because we use 6 runs, instead of 1 run, to calculate the variability score. Similarly, we create the
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Figure 4: Evaluation accuracy of fine-tuning RoBERTaLARGE on different subsets of the training dataset of multiple
downstream tasks. All the plots share the same provided legend. In 4e the ambiguous setup falls outside the range of
the vertical axis. Detailed accuracies and subset sizes are provided in Appendix A.4.

same number of randomly pruned subsets with each having the same number of data points as the ambiguous ones.
To create a random subset of size x we shuffle the dataset and pick the first x data points.

We measure the evaluation metric performance of the models when fine-tuned on the pruned subsets along with the
full training set. We run our fine-tuning experiments on five downstream tasks that target different natural language
understanding abilities:

• SNLI and MNLI: The goal of these natural language inference tasks is to determine whether a given sentence
entails, contradicts, or is neutral with respect to another sentence. Compared to SNLI (Bowman et al., 2015),
MNLI is considered more challenging as it uses sentences from more diverse backgrounds (Williams et al.,
2017).

• SST-2: The goal of this task is to classify whether each sentence has a negative or a positive sentiment (Socher
et al., 2013).

• SQuAD v2 and RACE: Created for reading comprehension, the task in SQuAD v2 is to find the span of
the answer of a question in the given passage. The second version of this dataset contains unanswerable
questions which make it more challenging (Rajpurkar et al., 2018). RACE is another reading comprehension
task which is made up of articles and multiple choice questions associated with them. The goal of the task is
to find the correct answer choice for each question. The length of the articles and the fact that the questions
are from real-world exams make RACE a more challenging reading comprehension task (Lai et al., 2017).

Except for RACE, the evaluation performance is measured using the publicly available validation sets of each task.
For the RACE task, we use the publicly available test set to measure the evaluation performance.
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Figure 5: Evaluation accuracy of fine-tuning OPT350M on different subsets of the training dataset of multiple down-
stream tasks. All the plots share the same provided legend. Detailed accuracies and subset sizes are provided in
Appendix A.4.

To compute the H-score for SQuAD v2 we consider the output as a correct classification if the span of the answer in
the passage is exactly the same as the label.

4.2 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Figures 4 and 5 illustrate the results of our experiments on RoBERTaLARGE and OPT350M, respectively. The evaluation
metric performance is shown as F1 score for SQuAD v2 and as accuracy for other tasks. For each task, we plot the
evaluation performance against the size of the training subset for different dataset pruning setups. We use vertical
dashed lines to indicate each subset size and a horizontal dashed line to indicate the evaluation performance of full
fine-tuning. The range of values in the vertical axis are limited for better visibility which resulted in some points
falling outside the range, e.g. ambiguous subsets in Figure 4e. The values for accuracies and subset sizes are provided
in Appendix A.4.

Our subsets contain significantly fewer data points than the training set of each task. Despite their small size, fine-
tuning the models on these subsets results in a similar evaluation performance compared to full fine-tuning. The
evaluation performance of our subsets shows that removing the hard-to-learn data points from the training set of
the fine-tuning task does not negatively affect the model’s performance and in some cases increases the evaluation
performance.

The number of data points in each subset, specified by our method, varies across different tasks and models. Our
method tries to minimize the subset size for each case while achieving the highest evaluation performance. As different
models have different behavior on the same task, using the same subset size for different cases results in suboptimal
performance. For instance, despite having the same task, subset sizes of Figures 4e and 5e greatly vary, showing that
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Figure 6: (a) Data map for the data points of the SST-2 train set, based on OPT350M. Confidence and variability metrics
are defined in Swayamdipta et al. (2020). Red dots represent data points with Hi ≤ 1 while other H-scores are shown
as blue dots. (b) Mean H-score of training subsets along with the training set for MNLI, SST-2, and SNLI tasks, based
on OPT350M.

subset sizes from one model cannot be used for the other one. Our results also demonstrate the ability of our method
in adapting the subset size for each model based on its properties.

In most cases, our subsets result in a higher evaluation performance than the ones created using the ambiguous method.
This trend is reversed for the largest subsets in Figure 4d where our subsets have a slightly lower performance. We
attribute this to the fact that our method negatively penalizes a slightly incorrect answer span which can result to
unnecessary removal of data points. Overall, the low evaluation performance of the large ambiguous subsets in Figures
4e, 5b, and 5e along with their sudden performance drops for other tasks is indicative of the low reliability of the
ambiguous method.

Figure 6a depicts the data map for the training set of the SST-2 task where data points with Hi ≤ 1 are distinguished
with red dots. As the ambiguous subsets include data points with the largest variability value, they tend to be over-
populated with data points where Hi ≤ 1. Figure 6b depicts the mean H-score of the data points that are included
in each ambiguous subset. A small mean H-score indicates that the subset is dominated by data points with a small
H-score. Given the destabilizing effect of these points, discussed in Section 3.3, their high numbers in a subset leads to
low evaluation accuracy. As the mean H-score increases, the evaluation accuracy of the ambiguous subsets in Figure
5 increases as well. For instance, mean H-score for SST-2 is increased with a higher rate than the MNLI. This rate
difference is also reflected in their respective evaluation accuracies where the evaluation accuracy of smaller SST-2
subsets are closer to their baseline than MNLI subsets. Data maps for other tasks and models, and the mean H-score
plot based on RoBERTaLARGE are provided in Appendix A.5.

Across tasks and models, randomly created subsets closely follow our subsets in terms of evaluation performance.
Considering that we utilize a uniform random function, the data points in these subsets have the same H-score dis-
tribution, and thus the same mean H-score, as the training set which helps them avoid bad evaluation performances.
Despite this, random subsets are outperformed by our subsets in most cases which highlights the importance of ex-
cluding hard to learn data points from training. For instance, fine-tuning OPT350M on the random subsets of the SNLI
and RACE tasks results in an average drop in evaluation performance of 2% and 5%, respectively.

4.3 COMPARISON WITH FORGETTING SCORE

To compute the H-score, Equation 1 multiplies the reward of each data point across epochs and then adds the resulting
value for multiple fine-tuning runs. As a result of the multiplication, only runs in which the data point is correctly
classified in all epochs receive a reward of 1. More specifically, if a data point is learned in the middle of the run, i.e.
the second epoch, and is never forgotten, it doesn’t receive a reward of 1. This is in contrast with the forgetting score
which rewards such data points and only assigns 0 rewards to forgetting events (Toneva et al., 2019). We create F-
score to study the effect of the mentioned difference between H-score and forgetting score. F-score assigns a reward
of 1 if a data point is learned either in the beginning or in the middle of a run, and not forgotten until the end.

Following Section 3.2, we use F-score to create subsets of the fine-tuning dataset and use them to fine-tune OPT350M
and RoBERTaLARGE. Figure 17 of Appendix A.6 provides a comparison between the distribution of scores for both
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methods. It shows a distribution shift in F-score subsets which results in more data points falling in the maximum
score, leading to the pruning of more data points. As shown in Tables 6 and 7, the removed data points lead to an
overall smaller size for subsets based on the F-score. However, fine-tuning the models on these subsets leads to
significant drops in the evaluation performance compared to H-score subsets. As a result, using F-score, and thus
following Toneva et al. (2019), results in subsets with a lower evaluation performance compared to H-score.

4.4 SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS ON E AND S HYPERPARAMETERS

The number of fine-tuning runs that are used to compute the H-score is shown as S in Equation 1. We study the
sensitivity of our dataset pruning method to the value of S. We create winning ticket subsets with H-scores for all
possible values of S ∈ {2, 3, 4, 5, 6}. As shown in Table 8 of Appendix A.7, both the winning ticket subset size
and the evaluation performance of the model drops when S is decreased. Compared to subsets of similar size with
S = 6, winning ticket subsets with S < 6 sometimes have a slightly higher evaluation performance, e.g. RACE
on RoBERTaLARGE (Tables 2 to 4). However, as Hi ∈ {0, 1, . . . , S}, a larger S leads to a higher granularity of the
H-score and more options for subsets. Moreover, extreme cases like S = 2 lack sufficient information about the effect
of the initialization seed due to the limited number of outputs used for score computation. A similar trend is observed
in the case of E, i.e. the number of epochs used to compute the H-score. Tables 9 and 10 of Appendix A.7 show
that decreasing the hyperparameter E from 3 to 1 has an overall negative effect on the evaluation performance of the
model.

Our sensitivity analysis experiments provide information for the trade-off between the overhead of computing the H-
score and the evaluation performance of the created subsets. Although reducing the number of epochs and fine-tuning
runs mitigates the overhead of dataset pruning, it can also result in subsets with a worse evaluation performance.

5 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We presented a novel method to prune the training set of fine-tuning tasks of the transformer-based language models.
We propose a dataset difficulty score, H-score, which is based on the predictions of the model for each training data
point. Using the H-score, we create subsets of the training set that are used for fine-tuning the model. Unlike other
dataset pruning methods, our method creates subsets that are optimized for each model. Such design enables automatic
dataset pruning and avoids the costly hyper-parameter search. Data points in each subset are selected to minimize
subset size and maximise the evaluation performance of the model that is fine-tuned on them. Our experiments show
that our largest subset, the winning ticket subset, is on average 33% of the training set but results in a 0.1% increase
in the evaluation performance of the fine-tuned model. Given their evaluation performance, the pruned subsets can
replace the full fine-tuning dataset and save time and resources in applications where multiple fine-tuning runs are
needed, e.g. neural architecture search.

For future work, we will apply our method to a wider variety of natural language understanding tasks. Specifically, we
will focus on question answering tasks similar to SQuAD. In addition to that, the effect of fine-tuning on the pruned
subset on the evaluation performance of the model on adversarial evaluation sets is a topic of interest which is left for
future work.

6 LIMITATIONS

Through removing parts of the training set, our method essentially limits the information that is fed to a pre-trained
model during fine-tuning. Our experiments have shown that the model is able to maintain its performance on the
validation or the test set associated with each task. However, these datasets may not be capable to fully capture the
model’s ability in learning the fine-tuning task. As a result, the performance of our fine-tuned models on adversarial
tasks can be lower than full fine-tuning. This topic is left for future work.

Although our method is effective in achieving near baseline evaluation performance, the size of the winning ticket
subset varies across different models. As a result, the size of the pruned subsets, and thus the speedup associated with
it, is dependant on the model and the task. We leave the topic of studying the effectiveness of our proposed method on
more models and tasks to future work.
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A APPENDIX

A.1 H-SCORE DISTRIBUTION FOR OTHER TASKS

The H-score distributions of the SNLI, SST-2, and RACE tasks are provided in Figure 7.
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Figure 7: Distribution of the H-score for the training set of the SNLI, SST-2, and RACE tasks, based on
RoBERTaLARGE and OPT350M.

A.2 SUBSETS FOR OTHER TASKS AND MODELS

Figures 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 plot the evaluation accuracy against the subset size for all possible subsets created using
Equation 2 for various tasks and models.

12



Preprint.

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
0

20

40

60

80

Subset Size (%)

A
cc

ur
ac

y

Full dataset fine-tuning

DM∪{6} for each M ⊂ {0, 1, . . . , 5}
DM∪{0,5} for each M ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , 4}
DM∪{0} for each M ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , 4}
DM for each M ⊆ {1, . . . , 5},M ̸= ∅

Figure 8: Subset size and evaluation accuracy of different subsets of the MNLI training set based on RoBERTaLARGE.
Our proposed subsets are noted with vertical dotted lines.

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

20

40

60

80

Subset Size (%)

A
cc

ur
ac

y

Full dataset fine-tuning

DM∪{6} for each M ⊂ {0, 1, . . . , 5}
DM∪{0,5} for each M ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , 4}
DM∪{0} for each M ⊆ {1, 2, . . . , 4}
DM for each M ⊆ {1, . . . , 5},M ̸= ∅

Figure 9: Subset size and evaluation accuracy of different subsets of the MNLI training set based on RoBERTaBASE.
Our proposed subsets are noted with vertical dotted lines.
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Figure 10: Subset size and evaluation accuracy of different subsets of the SNLI training set based on RoBERTaBASE.
Our proposed subsets are noted with vertical dotted lines.
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Figure 11: Subset size and evaluation accuracy of different subsets of the SST-2 training set based on RoBERTaBASE.
Our proposed subsets are noted with vertical dotted lines.
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Figure 12: Subset size and evaluation accuracy of different subsets of the SQuAD v2 training set based on
RoBERTaLARGE. Our proposed subsets are noted with vertical dotted lines.

A.3 DETAILS OF EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Our experiments are created on top of the existing fine-tuning codes in version 4.31.0 of the transformers library2.
Specifically, for the MNLI, SNLI, and SST-2 tasks we use run glue.py, for the RACE task we use run swag.py,
and for SQuAD v2 we use run qa.py. All our experiments are done on an NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU with version
12.1 of the CUDA framework and version 2.1.0 of PyTorch.

We use the RobertaForMultipleChoice class for fine-tuning RoBERTaLARGE on RACE. For OPT350M, we use
the OPTForSequenceClassification class and treat RACE as a sequence classification task. To do this, we
concatenate each choice to its corresponding article and question with the label set to true for the correct choice.

Table 1 contains the list of hyper-parameters used in the fine-tuning experiments.

Learning Rate Batch Size Gradient
Accumulation Steps

Max Sequence
Length Fine-tuning Epochs

R
oB

E
R

Ta
L

ar
ge

MNLI 10−5 32 1 128 3

SNLI 10−5 32 1 128 3

SST-2 10−5 32 1 128 3

RACE 10−5 2 8 512 3

SQuAD v2 3× 10−5 12 1 384 2

O
PT

35
0M

MNLI 10−5 32 1 128 3

SNLI 10−5 32 1 128 3

SST-2 10−5 32 1 128 3

RACE 10−5 8 2 512 3

SQuAD v2 3× 10−5 12 1 384 2

Table 1: Values for hyper-parameters used in the fine-tuning experiments. Any hyper-parameter which is not men-
tioned is set to the default value of the framework.

2https://github.com/huggingface/transformers/
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A.4 EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

Tables 2, 3, and 4 demonstrate the evaluation performance of our fine-tuning experiments described in Section 4. The
subsets are distinguished by their size. Table 5 provides the size of each subset discussed in Section 3.2.

MNLI Matched (Accuracy)

Subset Size
5.42% 11.58% 12.27% 17.0% 20.7% 23.85% 27.06% 100%

R
oB

E
R

Ta
L

ar
ge

Ours 88.68 0.50 89.480.09 89.910.24 90.060.13 90.230.11 90.360.09 90.570.12

90.040.08ambiguous 26.036.14 31.230.85 31.591.43 37.569.94 77.301.86 87.740.39 89.550.05

Random 87.680.36 88.980.12 88.940.28 89.250.22 89.520.08 89.560.31 89.720.34

Subset Size
7.18% 13.14% 17.14% 20.32% 25.62% 30.28% 34.97% 100%

O
PT

35
0M

Ours 80.870.39 81.870.14 81.990.44 82.370.19 83.230.14 83.380.11 83.530.37

83.980.18ambiguous 19.120.56 22.170.19 23.900.38 27.740.24 36.654.28 54.180.93 55.2620.34

Random 79.060.48 80.220.37 80.680.31 81.320.36 81.570.14 81.750.19 81.740.23

MNLI Mismatched (Accuracy)

Subset Size
5.42% 11.58% 12.27% 17.0% 20.7% 23.85% 27.06% 100%

R
oB

E
R

Ta
L

ar
ge

Ours 88.790.35 89.260.25 89.610.18 89.810.14 90.050.04 90.120.31 90.220.05

89.990.06ambiguous 26.286.14 30.221.47 30.221.87 37.7610.29 76.532.12 87.740.39 89.270.17

Random 87.790.14 88.610.14 88.740.15 89.160.37 89.120.30 89.200.31 89.270.34

Subset Size
7.18% 13.14% 17.14% 20.32% 25.62% 30.28% 34.97% 100%

O
PT

35
0M

Ours 81.830.35 82.560.25 82.850.18 83.550.14 83.700.04 84.150.31 84.290.05

83.980.18ambiguous 17.681.11 20.470.34 22.280.30 25.630.74 35.663.34 52.170.82 54.3119.52

Random 79.810.10 81.110.16 81.520.15 81.680.58 82.080.36 82.370.44 82.530.13

SNLI (Accuracy)

Subset Size
4.2% 9.27% 9.52% 13.47% 16.39% 18.8% 21.26% 100%

R
oB

E
R

Ta
L

ar
ge

Ours 91.410.31 91.840.15 91.660.16 92.130.22 92.380.03 92.410.03 92.500.14

92.250.12ambiguous 30.893.57 58.454.81 61.805.09 67.1829.80 89.230.25 90.241.05 91.330.13

Random 90.210.32 90.750.28 90.740.06 91.090.35 90.252.17 91.260.22 91.550.05

Subset Size
5.34% 10.71% 12.26% 16.06% 19.79% 22.97% 26.13% 100%

O
PT

35
0M

Ours 87.340.12 88.440.03 88.210.32 89.130.13 89.580.11 89.870.14 90.070.29

89.750.21ambiguous 17.160.16 21.570.48 24.221.07 41.353.83 67.501.84 79.921.01 85.540.85

Random 85.210.29 86.520.09 86.430.06 87.340.19 87.620.10 87.760.09 87.970.21

Table 2: Evaluation accuracy of fine-tuning RoBERTaLARGE and OPT350M on various training subsets. For each subset
size, the best result is indicated with a bold font. Results that outperform the baseline are indicated with underline.
Each reported accuracy is the average of 3 runs with different intialization seeds. The standard deviation of the runs is
also reported as the subscript. Last column reports the accuracy of fine-tuning on the entire dataset (baseline).
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SST-2 (Accuracy)

Subset Size
4.6% 9.11% 13.21% 17.81% 20.41% 22.32% 23.95% 100%

R
oB

E
R

Ta
L

ar
ge

Ours 94.150.35 94.650.46 94.990.17 95.450.24 95.530.42 95.870.23 95.800.37

95.790.58ambiguous 50.690.40 50.541.48 74.6220.33 94.840.50 94.951.05 95.680.40 95.760.42

Random 93.540.52 94.270.46 94.650.76 94.690.37 94.920.58 94.950.35 95.260.63

Subset Size
4.37% 8.58% 10.71% 15.08% 17.57% 19.29% 20.82% 100%

O
PT

35
0M

Ours 91.670.33 90.980.35 93.190.18 93.810.12 93.730.07 94.190.29 94.040.12

92.850.52ambiguous 16.634.54 45.6818.05 77.453.39 90.410.37 91.441.07 92.010.35 92.240.24

Random 91.290.50 91.590.87 91.740.59 92.050.48 92.090.20 92.240.95 92.780.52

RACE (Accuracy)

Subset Size
14.97% 25.56% 30.47% 40.53% 49.39% 56.03% 62.39% 100%

R
oB

E
R

Ta
L

ar
ge

Ours 77.790.39 78.730.25 80.560.73 80.620.12 81.360.43 82.360.54 82.950.13

84.670.17ambiguous 24.021.25 23.560.95 23.681.43 43.5833.44 62.4734.48 24.360.96 43.2134.81

Random 76.330.84 78.830.44 79.520.64 80.390.44 81.470.19 82.050.44 82.440.34

Subset Size
4.06% 7.71% 10.35% 11.77% 14.98% 18.06% 21.62% 100%

O
PT

35
0M

Ours 76.640.42 77.600.25 74.590.20 78.500.10 78.850.06 79.260.25 79.680.09

79.340.20ambiguous 33.304.03 34.604.05 34.345.99 36.078.37 32.990.30 35.002.55 45.974.04

Random 72.922.54 70.141.45 71.650.86 72.562.78 73.982.01 74.230.87 76.090.46

Table 3: Evaluation accuracy of fine-tuning RoBERTaLARGE and OPT350M on various training subsets. For each subset
size, the best result is indicated with a bold font. Results that outperform the baseline are indicated with underline.
Each reported accuracy is the average of 3 runs with different initialization seeds. The standard deviation of the runs
is also reported as the subscript. Last column reports the accuracy of fine-tuning on the entire dataset (baseline).
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SQuAD v2 (Exact Match
F1 Score )

Subset Size
9.54% 16.61% 23.2% 26.15% 33.44% 39.81% 46.66% 100%

R
oB

E
R

Ta
L

ar
ge

Ours 82.130.20 81.400.20 84.030.34 82.840.41 83.800.22 84.390.25 85.090.14

83.940.62

86.920.66

84.940.07 84.060.28 86.620.26 85.420.45 86.420.30 86.910.28 87.700.17

ambiguous 60.111.30 78.870.67 82.900.40 83.570.38 84.930.07 85.190.38 85.320.15
60.511.39 80.700.65 85.250.40 85.990.37 87.510.06 87.870.36 88.090.10

Random 79.650.92 81.600.44 81.960.60 82.700.90 82.710.07 83.440.28 83.520.10

83.000.83 84.800.61 85.140.59 85.770.90 85.860.10 86.540.27 86.600.11

Subset Size
8.38% 10.99% 19.38% 24.10% 27.12% 35.09% 45.13% 100%

O
PT

35
0M

Ours 59.750.34 59.540.17 61.000.14 62.500.45 61.770.21 62.860.12 63.720.38

63.260.31

67.030.23

62.190.19 61.870.20 63.470.10 65.140.34 64.300.31 65.440.13 66.490.22

ambiguous 48.970.35 51.591.06 57.900.54 59.660.68 61.020.70 62.300.36 62.980.41

51.300.50 54.251.00 60.910.22 62.710.47 64.120.52 65.380.28 66.250.43

Random 55.190.50 56.370.74 58.870.88 59.170.38 60.050.15 60.760.08 61.660.27

59.520.28 60.720.68 62.880.73 63.150.28 64.120.18 64.780.17 65.620.13

Table 4: Evaluation accuracy of fine-tuning RoBERTaLARGE and OPT350M on training subsets of SQuAD v2 task. For
each subset size, the best result is indicated with a bold font. Results that outperform the baseline are indicated with
underline. Each reported metric is the average of 3 runs with different initialization seeds. The standard deviation
of the runs is also reported as the subscript. Last column reports the accuracy of fine-tuning on the entire dataset
(baseline).

Subset
D{2,3,4} D{4} D{5} D{4,5} D{3,4,5} D{2,3,4,5} D{1,2,3,4,5}

R
oB

E
R

Ta
L

ar
ge

MNLI 12.27% 5.42% 11.58% 17.00% 20.70% 23.85% 27.06%

SNLI 9.52% 4.2% 9.27% 13.47% 16.39% 18.8% 21.26%

SST-2 9.11% 4.6% 13.21% 17.81% 20.41% 22.32% 23.95%

RACE 30.47% 14.97% 25.26% 40.53% 49.39% 56.03% 62.39%

SQuAD v2 23.2% 9.54% 16.61% 26.15% 33.44% 39.81% 46.66%

O
PT

35
0M

MNLI 17.14% 7.18% 13.14% 20.32% 25.62% 30.28% 34.97%

SNLI 12.26% 5.34% 10.71% 16.06% 19.79% 22.97% 26.13%

SST-2 8.58% 4.37% 10.71% 15.08% 17.57% 19.29% 20.82%

RACE 10.35% 4.06% 7.71% 11.77% 14.98% 18.06% 21.62%

SQuAD v2 19.38% 8.38% 10.99% 24.1% 27.12% 35.09% 45.13%

Table 5: Relative size for each of our proposed subsets used for dataset pruning compared to the training set.
D{1,2,3,4,5} is also referred to as the winning ticket subset.

A.5 FURTHER COMPARISON WITH ambiguous SUBSETS

Similar to Figure 6b, Figure 13 depicts the mean H-score against the subset size for various tasks based on
RoBERTaLARGE. Figures 14, 15, and 16 depict the data maps for the training sets of all our tasks. We compute
the variability and confidence metric on the outputs of our fine-tuning runs, following Swayamdipta et al. (2020).
Variability is calculated as the standard deviation of the probability of the model for the golden label and confidence
is its average.
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In each plot, red dots represent data points with Hi ∈ {0, 1}, green dots represent data points with Hi ∈ {2, 3, 4},
and blue dots represent data points with Hi ∈ {5, 6}. Swayamdipta et al. (2020) considers data points with a large
variability metric as the most ambiguous. However, we believe data points with Hi ∈ {2, 3, 4} are the most ambiguous.
Figures 14, 15, and 16 clearly show the difference between our two methods.
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Figure 13: Mean H-score of training subsets along with the training set for MNLI, SST-2, and SNLI tasks, based on
RoBERTaLARGE
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Figure 14: Data map for data points of the training set of various tasks, based on OPT350M. Red dots represent data
points with Hi ∈ {0, 1}, green dots represent data points with Hi ∈ {2, 3, 4}, and blue dots represent data points with
Hi ∈ {5, 6}.
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Figure 15: Data map for data points of the training set of various tasks, based on RoBERTaLARGE. Red dots represent
data points with Hi ∈ {0, 1}, green dots represent data points with Hi ∈ {2, 3, 4}, and blue dots represent data points
with Hi ∈ {5, 6}.
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Figure 16: Data map for data points of the training set of SQuAD v2 task, based on OPT350M (left) and RoBERTaLARGE
(right). Red dots represent data points with Hi ∈ {0, 1}, green dots represent data points with Hi ∈ {2, 3, 4}, and
blue dots represent data points with Hi ∈ {5, 6}.

A.6 COMPARISON WITH FORGETTING SCORE

We introduced F-score in Section 4.3 to study the main difference between our H-score and the forgetting score
Toneva et al. (2019). Figure 17 shows the distribution of both scores side by side. Across all tasks, F-score reduces
the number of data points with the score smaller than 6. This demonstrates that many of the data points that where
learned at a later epoch in one of the runs, were correctly classified in all epochs in other runs. While under H-score
these data points receive a reward of 1 only in the latter type of runs, F-score rewards all of them and thus leads to a
score of 6.

We use F-score to create subsets similar to the experiments in Section 4.1. Tables 6 and 7 compare the evaluation
performance of RoBERTaLARGE and OPT350M on subsets made using F-score with subsets made based on H-score.
The experimental results demonstrate that using F-score results in smaller subsets and also significant drops in the
evaluation performance.
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Figure 17: Comparison between the distribution of the H-score and F-score. Scores are reported for the training set
of the MNLI, SNLI, SST-2, RACE, and SQuAD v2 tasks, based on RoBERTaLARGE and OPT350M models.
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MNLI Matched (Accuracy)

D{4} D{5} D{2,3,4} D{4,5} D{3,4,5} D{2,3,4,5} D{1,2,3,4,5}
R

oB
E

R
Ta

L
ar

ge
H-score 88.680.50 89.480.09 89.910.24 90.060.13 90.230.11 90.360.09 90.570.12

(5.42%) (11.58%) (12.27%) (17.0%) (20.7%) (23.85%) (27.06%)

F-score 79.770.47 88.340.14 43.5311.39 87.541.54 87.860.43 50.4932.31 76.4512.16

(3.92%) (8.8%) (7.14%) (12.72%) (14.77%) (15.94%) (16.73%)

O
PT

35
0M

H-score 80.870.39 81.870.14 81.990.44 82.370.19 83.230.14 83.380.11 83.530.37

(7.18%) (13.14%) (17.14%) (20.32%) (25.62%) (30.28%) (34.97%)

F-score 60.092.01 77.650.26 51.271.81 76.200.29 75.150.67 73.300.31 69.951.59

(4.38%) (11.22%) (7.43%) (15.61%) (17.59%) (18.65%) (19.34%)

MNLI Mismatched (Accuracy)

D{4} D{5} D{2,3,4} D{4,5} D{3,4,5} D{2,3,4,5} D{1,2,3,4,5}

R
oB

E
R

Ta
L

ar
ge

H-score 88.790.35 89.260.25 89.610.18 89.810.14 90.050.04 90.120.31 90.220.05

(5.42%) (11.58%) (12.27%) (17.0%) (20.7%) (23.85%) (27.06%)

F-score 80.190.47 88.190.14 43.9511.39 87.531.54 87.930.43 50.4832.31 77.5012.16

(3.92%) (8.8%) (7.14%) (12.72%) (14.77%) (15.94%) (16.73%)

O
PT

35
0M

H-score 81.830.35 82.560.25 82.850.18 83.550.14 83.700.04 84.150.31 84.290.05

(7.18%) (13.14%) (17.14%) (20.32%) (25.62%) (30.28%) (34.97%)

F-score 61.851.63 77.990.25 52.522.13 77.260.22 75.680.53 73.600.25 70.911.20

(4.38%) (11.22%) (7.43%) (15.61%) (17.59%) (18.65%) (19.34%)

SNLI (Accuracy)

D{4} D{5} D{2,3,4} D{4,5} D{3,4,5} D{2,3,4,5} D{1,2,3,4,5}

R
oB

E
R

Ta
L

ar
ge

H-score 91.410.31 91.840.15 91.660.16 92.130.22 92.380.03 92.410.03 92.500.14

(4.2%) (9.27%) (9.52%) (13.47%) (16.39%) (18.8%) (21.26%)

F-score 32.770.00 71.7033.71 46.8224.34 32.770.00 52.1433.56 42.5116.86 51.8333.02

(3.04%) (6.48%) (6.08%) (9.52%) (11.3%) (12.55%) (13.62%)

O
PT

35
0M

H-score 87.340.12 88.440.03 88.210.32 89.130.13 89.580.11 89.870.14 90.070.29

(5.34%) (10.71%) (12.26%) (16.06%) (19.79%) (22.97%) (26.13%)

F-score 70.560.71 84.320.07 53.861.32 84.070.21 82.860.44 80.860.17 77.030.33

(3.25%) (7.54%) (6.19%) (10.79%) (12.57%) (13.73%) (14.7%)

SST-2 (Accuracy)

D{4} D{2,3,4} D{5} D{4,5} D{3,4,5} D{2,3,4,5} D{1,2,3,4,5}

R
oB

E
R

Ta
L

ar
ge

H-score 94.150.35 94.650.46 94.990.17 95.450.24 95.530.42 95.870.23 95.800.37

(4.6%) (9.11%) (13.21%) (17.81%) (20.41%) (22.32%) (23.95%)

F-score 55.085.22 50.920.00 63.7222.18 93.310.82 63.5321.85 54.896.88 64.7623.97

(2.04%) (3.86%) (5.47%) (7.51%) (8.61%) (9.33%) (9.84%)

O
PT

35
0M

H-score 91.670.33 90.980.35 93.190.18 93.810.12 93.730.07 94.190.29 94.040.12

(4.37%) (8.58%) (10.71%) (15.08%) (17.57%) (19.29%) (20.82%)

F-score 68.779.20 49.1612.11 88.611.40 88.340.70 87.351.62 84.821.34 80.702.20

(1.43%) (2.64%) (4.12%) (5.55%) (6.26%) (6.76%) (7.13%)

Table 6: Evaluation accuracy of fine-tuning RoBERTaLARGE and OPT350M on subsets created with H-score and F-
score. The size of each subset is provided in parenthesis as a percentage of the original dataset size. Each reported
accuracy is the average of 3 runs with different intialization seeds. The standard deviation of the runs is also reported
as the subscript.
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RACE (Accuracy)

D{4} D{5} D{2,3,4} D{4,5} D{3,4,5} D{2,3,4,5} D{1,2,3,4,5}
R

oB
E

R
Ta

L
ar

ge
H-score 77.790.39 78.730.25 80.560.73 80.620.12 81.360.43 82.360.54 82.950.13

(14.97)% (25.56)% (30.47)% (40.53)% (49.39)% (56.03)% (62.39)%

F-score 28.542.00 23.751.22 23.640.15 40.2229.11 24.221.43 24.940.08 24.541.18

(6.15)% (11.94)% (11.73)% (18.1)% (21.47)% (23.67)% (25.18)%

O
PT

35
0M

H-score 76.640.42 77.600.25 74.590.20 78.500.10 78.850.06 79.260.25 79.680.09

(4.06)% (7.71)% (10.35)% (11.77)% (14.98)% (18.06)% (21.62)%

F-score 56.9113.41 74.071.66 32.530.74 71.392.08 62.168.99 48.2210.33 37.811.89

(3.55)% (5.95)% (9.14)% (9.5)% (12.36)% (15.09)% (18.18)%

SQuAD v2 (Exact Match)

D{4} D{5} D{2,3,4} D{4,5} D{3,4,5} D{2,3,4,5} D{1,2,3,4,5}

R
oB

E
R

Ta
L

ar
ge

H-score 82.130.20 81.400.20 84.030.34 82.840.41 83.800.22 84.390.25 85.090.14

(9.54)% (16.61)% (23.2)% (26.15)% (33.44)% (39.81)% (46.66)%

F-score 68.057.13 81.760.28 68.602.39 82.740.52 82.970.21 82.780.49 82.220.31

(6.18)% (11.2)% (14.85)% (17.38)% (22.05)% (26.05)% (30.38)%

O
PT

35
0M

H-score 59.750.34 59.540.17 61.000.14 62.500.45 61.770.21 62.860.12 63.720.38

(8.38)% (10.99)% (19.38)% (24.10)% (27.12)% (35.09)% (45.13)%

F-score 54.731.23 59.590.57 54.840.07 61.320.31 61.760.22 61.210.60 60.550.20

(8.53)% (12.42)% (22.29)% (20.95)% (28.08)% (34.71)% (42.26)%

SQuAD v2 (F1 Score)

D{4} D{5} D{2,3,4} D{4,5} D{3,4,5} D{2,3,4,5} D{1,2,3,4,5}

R
oB

E
R

Ta
L

ar
ge

H-score 84.940.07 84.060.28 86.620.26 85.420.45 86.420.30 86.910.28 87.700.17

(9.54)% (16.61)% (23.2)% (26.15)% (33.44)% (39.81)% (46.66)%

F-score 71.116.90 84.590.31 71.692.32 85.400.48 85.700.27 85.530.51 85.170.41

(6.18)% (11.2)% (14.85)% (17.38)% (22.05)% (26.05)% (30.38)%

O
PT

35
0M

H-score 62.190.19 61.870.20 63.470.10 65.140.34 64.300.31 65.440.13 66.490.22

(8.38)% (10.99)% (19.38)% (24.10)% (27.12)% (35.09)% (45.13)%

F-score 58.101.17 62.560.45 58.670.09 64.310.29 64.900.24 64.560.64 63.930.12

(8.53)% (12.42)% (22.29)% (20.95)% (28.08)% (34.71)% (42.26)%

Table 7: Evaluation accuracy of fine-tuning RoBERTaLARGE and OPT350M on subsets created with H-score and F-
score. The size of each subset is provided in parenthesis as a percentage of the original dataset size. Each reported
accuracy is the average of 3 runs with different intialization seeds. The standard deviation of the runs is also reported
as the subscript.

A.7 SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS ON S AND E HYPERPARAMETERS

We study the effect of number of runs, S, and number of epochs, E, on our pruned subsets. We run fine-tuning
experiments on subsets created with S ∈ {2, 3, 4, 5, 6} and E ∈ {1, 2, 3}. Note that our main experimental setup in
Section 4.1 is done with S = 6 and E = 33. Table 8 reports the analysis on S and Tables 9 and 10 report the analysis
on E.

3For SQuAD v2, E = 2
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Task Model S = 2 S = 3 S = 4 S = 5 S = 6

MNLI Matched
Accuracy

RoBERTaLARGE
90.040.24 89.500.96 83.5211.75 90.260.11 90.570.12

(11.61%) (17.62%) (21.56%) (24.61%) (27.06%)

OPT350M
82.060.06 82.820.17 83.460.25 83.560.32 83.530.37

(15.5%) (23.21%) (28.26%) (31.96%) (34.97%)

MNLI Mismatched
Accuracy

RoBERTaLARGE
89.480.19 89.220.96 83.8510.81 90.160.25 90.220.05

(11.61%) (17.62%) (21.56%) (24.61%) (27.06%)

OPT350M
82.900.20 83.720.14 84.140.11 84.390.30 84.290.05

(15.5%) (23.21%) (28.26%) (31.96%) (34.97%)

SNLI
Accuracy

RoBERTaLARGE
52.4034.01 92.330.03 92.330.07 92.460.06 92.500.14

(9.23%) (13.79%) (16.91%) (19.29%) (21.26%)

OPT350M
88.720.08 89.330.02 89.580.16 89.900.08 90.070.29

(11.41%) (17.14%) (20.95%) (23.83%) (26.13%)

SST-2
Accuracy

RoBERTaLARGE
95.070.12 95.220.17 95.800.18 95.910.13 95.800.37

(9.91%) (14.7%) (17.98%) (20.32%) (23.95%)

OPT350M
92.660.41 93.160.29 92.850.95 92.970.59 94.040.12

(9.02%) (13.33%) (16.43%) (18.83%) (20.82%)

RACE
Accuracy

RoBERTaLARGE
61.9131.87 81.770.23 82.290.18 82.890.40 82.950.13

(28.03%) (41.12%) (50.33%) (56.97%) (62.39%)

OPT350M
76.160.38 78.550.38 79.360.11 79.350.33 79.680.09

(9.49%) (14.05%) (17.31%) (19.68%) (21.62%)

SQuAD v2
Exact Match

RoBERTaLARGE
83.640.32 84.240.38 84.880.22 84.920.31 85.090.14

(19.44%) (29.15%) (35.67%) (43.24%) (46.66%)

OPT350M
62.150.17 62.970.15 63.230.24 63.610.18 63.720.38

(20.57%) (30.74%) (37.12%) (41.63%) (45.13%)

SQuAD v2
F1 Score

RoBERTaLARGE
86.350.34 86.980.36 87.430.20 87.530.29 87.700.14

(19.44%) (29.15%) (35.67%) (43.24%) (46.66%)

OPT350M
64.800.17 65.610.18 65.800.23 66.250.22 66.490.22

(20.57%) (30.74%) (37.12%) (41.63%) (45.13%)

Table 8: Evaluation accuracy of fine-tuning RoBERTaLARGE and OPT350M on the winning ticket subset for different
values of S. The size of each subset is provided in parenthesis as a percentage of the original dataset size. Each
reported accuracy is the average of 3 runs with different intialization seeds. The standard deviation of the runs is also
reported as the subscript.
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MNLI Matched (Accuracy)

D{4} D{5} D{2,3,4} D{4,5} D{3,4,5} D{2,3,4,5} D{1,2,3,4,5}
R

oB
E

R
Ta

L
ar

ge
E = 3

88.680.50 89.480.09 89.910.24 90.060.13 90.230.11 90.360.09 90.570.12

(5.42%) (11.58%) (12.27%) (17.0%) (20.7%) (23.85%) (27.06%)

E = 2
88.580.40 89.350.11 89.910.09 89.950.16 90.060.19 90.250.09 90.460.12

(5.41%) (11.64%) (12.18%) (17.04%) (20.7%) (23.81%) (26.88%)

E = 1
69.1132.30 69.9833.05 89.420.20 69.8232.92 90.030.22 90.410.10 83.8310.71

(5.33%) (11.8%) (11.86%) (17.18%) (20.75%) (23.66%) (26.42%)

O
PT

35
0M

E = 3
80.870.39 81.870.14 81.990.44 82.370.19 83.230.14 83.380.11 83.530.37

(7.18%) (13.14%) (17.14%) (20.32%) (25.62%) (30.28%) (34.97%)

E = 2
80.980.17 81.830.09 81.750.52 82.510.11 83.170.13 83.520.12 83.700.29

(7.14%) (13.13%) (16.98%) (20.27%) (25.54%) (30.11%) (34.7%)

E = 1
80.360.27 81.810.24 79.860.36 82.560.18 83.130.18 83.460.29 83.560.22

(7.11%) (13.28%) (16.75%) (20.39%) (25.62%) (30.03%) (34.35%)

MNLI Mismatched (Accuracy)

D{4} D{5} D{2,3,4} D{4,5} D{3,4,5} D{2,3,4,5} D{1,2,3,4,5}

R
oB

E
R

Ta
L

ar
ge

E = 3
88.790.35 89.260.25 89.610.18 89.810.14 90.050.04 90.120.31 90.220.05

(5.42%) (11.58%) (12.27%) (17.0%) (20.7%) (23.85%) (27.06%)

E = 2
88.400.43 89.200.12 89.800.13 89.570.05 89.950.05 90.150.06 90.270.03

(5.41%) (11.64%) (12.18%) (17.04%) (20.7%) (23.81%) (26.88%)

E = 1
69.1032.29 70.0433.10 89.340.12 69.7032.82 90.170.19 90.350.12 84.269.98

(5.33%) (11.8%) (11.86%) (17.18%) (20.75%) (23.66%) (26.42%)

O
PT

35
0M

E = 3
81.830.35 82.560.25 82.850.18 83.550.14 83.700.04 84.150.31 84.290.05

(7.18%) (13.14%) (17.14%) (20.32%) (25.62%) (30.28%) (34.97%)

E = 2
81.770.15 82.690.28 82.730.03 83.450.09 83.860.08 84.220.35 84.360.13

(7.14%) (13.13%) (16.98%) (20.27%) (25.54%) (30.11%) (34.7%)

E = 1
81.230.11 82.650.20 80.570.34 83.480.02 83.930.15 84.230.27 83.820.38

(7.11%) (13.28%) (16.75%) (20.39%) (25.62%) (30.03%) (34.35%)

Table 9: Evaluation accuracy of fine-tuning RoBERTaLARGE and OPT350M on subsets acquired with different values
of E. The size of each subset is provided in parenthesis as a percentage of the original dataset size. Each reported
accuracy is the average of 3 runs with different intialization seeds. The standard deviation of the runs is also reported
as the subscript.
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Preprint.

SNLI (Accuracy)

D{4} D{5} D{2,3,4} D{4,5} D{3,4,5} D{2,3,4,5} D{1,2,3,4,5}
R

oB
E

R
Ta

L
ar

ge

E = 3
91.410.31 91.840.15 91.660.16 92.130.22 92.380.03 92.410.03 92.500.14

(4.2%) (9.27%) (9.52%) (13.47%) (16.39%) (18.8%) (21.26%)

E = 2
60.0329.49 52.4234.04 32.770.00 92.080.15 52.5234.21 52.6234.38 72.5634.46

(4.19%) (9.38%) (9.48%) (13.58%) (16.48%) (18.87%) (21.27%)

E = 1
71.7733.78 32.770.00 32.770.00 52.5634.27 32.770.00 52.5534.26 52.5834.31

(4.2%) (9.29%) (9.48%) (13.68%) (16.51%) (18.76%) (20.95%)

O
PT

35
0M

E = 3
87.340.12 88.440.03 88.210.32 89.130.13 89.580.11 89.870.14 90.070.29

(5.34%) (10.71%) (12.26%) (16.06%) (19.79%) (22.97%) (26.13%)

E = 2
87.230.23 88.460.27 87.630.72 89.150.06 89.570.15 89.740.14 89.760.25

(5.31%) (10.75%) (12.13%) (16.05%) (19.76%) (22.88%) (25.97%)

E = 1
85.441.17 88.330.05 84.120.81 88.990.10 89.370.17 89.590.17 89.330.10

(5.29%) (10.88%) (11.95%) (16.17%) (19.78%) (22.83%) (25.77%)

SST-2 (Accuracy)

D{4} D{2,3,4} D{5} D{4,5} D{3,4,5} D{2,3,4,5} D{1,2,3,4,5}

R
oB

E
R

Ta
L

ar
ge

E = 3
94.150.35 94.650.46 94.990.17 95.450.24 95.530.42 95.870.23 95.800.37

(4.6%) (9.11%) (13.21%) (17.81%) (20.41%) (22.32%) (23.95%)

E = 2
63.4524.90 49.040.06 64.4526.62 95.100.27 80.2426.98 95.490.17 95.870.46

(4.65%) (9.07%) (13.3%) (17.95%) (20.53%) (22.37%) (23.91%)

E = 1
62.0822.31 49.080.00 95.260.24 80.4327.15 79.8926.68 79.1326.08 94.043.49

(4.44%) (8.48%) (13.49%) (17.93%) (20.4%) (21.96%) (23.25%)

O
PT

35
0M

E = 3
91.670.33 90.980.35 93.190.18 93.810.12 93.730.07 94.190.29 94.040.12

(4.37%) (8.58%) (10.71%) (15.08%) (17.57%) (19.29%) (20.82%)

E = 2
87.275.76 88.913.15 92.550.31 93.270.48 93.040.78 93.500.57 93.200.27

(4.4%) (8.59%) (10.75%) (15.15%) (17.62%) (19.34%) (20.85%)

E = 1
90.481.43 72.5913.93 93.080.29 93.080.35 93.850.24 93.270.24 92.850.35

(4.41%) (8.43%) (10.75%) (15.16%) (17.56%) (19.18%) (20.5%)

Table 10: Evaluation accuracy of fine-tuning RoBERTaLARGE and OPT350M on subsets acquired with different values
of E. The size of each subset is provided in parenthesis as a percentage of the original dataset size. Each reported
accuracy is the average of 3 runs with different intialization seeds. The standard deviation of the runs is also reported
as the subscript.

28


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Methodology
	Dataset Scoring System: H-score
	Dataset Pruning With H-score
	Empirical Analysis of Fine-tuning on Training Subsets

	Dataset Pruning Experiments
	Experimental Setup
	Results and Discussion
	Comparison with Forgetting Score
	Sensitivity Analysis on E and S Hyperparameters

	Conclusion and Future Work
	Limitations
	Appendix
	H-score Distribution for Other Tasks
	Subsets for other tasks and models
	Details of Experimental Setup
	Experimental Results
	Further Comparison with ambiguous Subsets
	Comparison with Forgetting Score
	Sensitivity Analysis on S and E Hyperparameters


