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Abstract

When fine-tuning BERT models for specific
tasks, it is common to select part of the final
layer’s output and input it into a newly created
fully connected layer. However, it remains un-
clear which part of the final layer should be se-
lected and what information each dimension of
the layers holds. In this study, we comprehen-
sively investigated the effectiveness and redun-
dancy of token vectors, layers, and dimensions
through BERT fine-tuning on GLUE tasks. The
results showed that outputs other than the CLS
vector in the final layer contain equivalent in-
formation, most tasks require only 2-3 dimen-
sions, and while the contribution of lower lay-
ers decreases, there is little difference among
higher layers. We also evaluated the impact
of freezing pre-trained layers and conducted
cross-fine-tuning, where fine-tuning is applied
sequentially to different tasks. The findings
suggest that hidden layers may change signifi-
cantly during fine-tuning, BERT has consider-
able redundancy, enabling it to handle multiple
tasks simultaneously, and its number of dimen-
sions may be excessive.

1 Introduction

Fine-tuning Transformer models (Vaswani et al.,
2023) for specific tasks often involves selecting
outputs from the final layer and feeding them into
a newly created fully connected layer for task-
specific learning (Devlin et al., 2019) (Rogers et al.,
2020).

By adding a special token [CLS] at the begin-
ning of the input during pre-training, the final layer
vector corresponding to this token (hereafter CLS
vector) is commonly used to represent the entire
sentence (Reimers and Gurevych, 2019) (Sun et al.,
2020) (Rogers et al., 2020). Howeyver, it is unclear
which part of the final layer is optimal for selec-
tion, or what information each dimension holds
(Clark et al., 2019). Additionally, using hidden
layer outputs instead of the final layer has been

shown to improve performance (Song et al., 2020),
but the exact information encoded in each layer and
dimension remains unknown (Tenney et al., 2019).

By pre-training, models are expected to capture
general linguistic representations (Kim et al., 2020).
Fine-tuning leverages these pre-trained represen-
tations, but it is not well understood whether the
newly added fully connected layer performs most
of the learning if the hidden layers serve as fixed
“language feature extractors,” (Howard and Ruder,
2018) (Irpan et al., 2019) or if catastrophic forget-
ting (McCloskey and Cohen, 1989) causes signifi-
cant changes in these layers (Li et al., 2024).

Several studies have reported that BERT con-
tains excessive parameters and can be pruned with-
out affecting performance (Sanh et al., 2020). The
Lottery Ticket Hypothesis (Frankle and Carbin,
2018) suggests that within a dense, randomly ini-
tialized feedforward network, there exists a “win-
ning ticket”—a sparse subnetwork that can achieve
test accuracy comparable to the original network.
This has been demonstrated in small networks like
LeNet (Lecun et al., 1998) for computer vision
and is also applicable to LSTM (Hochreiter and
Schmidhuber, 1997) and Transformers in NLP (Yu
et al., 2020) (Chen et al., 2020) (Prasanna et al.,
2020). In pre-trained BERT models, sparse sub-
networks corresponding to 40%-90% of the tasks
have been identified (Chen et al., 2020). However,
while pruning reduces model parameters, it remains
unclear which subnetworks are effective or what
information each dimension contains.

In this study, we comprehensively examine what
happens during fine-tuning of pre-trained BERT
models using the GLUE benchmark (Wang et al.,
2019), conducting dimension-wise, token-wise,
and layer-wise comparisons (Figure 1). Our contri-
butions are as follows:

* We show that final layer vectors correspond-
ing to tokens other than the CLS vector con-
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Figure 1: Overview of the proposed method. Dimension-wise: select a few dimensions, Token-wise: select a token
vector by Max-Pooling, Layer-wise: select a few dimensions from hidden layers

tain equivalent information (token-wise).

* We demonstrated that using only 2-3 dimen-
sions from hidden layers reveals redundancy
between layers and task-specific differences
(layer-wise).

* We showed that, despite significant changes
during fine-tuning, the redundancy in hidden
layers allows them to adapt to multiple tasks
simultaneously (cross-fine-tune).

2 Method

The common assumption is that fine-tuning a pre-
trained model enables it to perform various down-
stream classification tasks from the GLUE bench-
mark (Wang et al., 2019).

Token-wise Redundancy We examine the redun-
dancy of the CLS vector information by comparing
inference using the other token vectors. Specifi-
cally, inference is performed using representations
selected via MaxPooling based on norm size. If the
CLS vector contains unique information, replacing
it with MaxPooling-selected vectors should result
in a significant performance drop.

Dimension-wise Redundancy We investigate
whether the vector used for downstream task in-
ference is redundant and which dimensions are ef-
fective. Using DropConnect (Wan et al., 2013), we
nullify subnetworks corresponding to unselected di-
mensions and infer using arbitrary two-dimensional
combinations from the CLS vector.

Identifying Effective Dimensions We assess the
influence of individual dimensions on performance.
First, we perform inference using three dimensions,
then remove one at a time to observe the perfor-
mance drop. If removing a specific dimension sig-
nificantly reduces performance, it is likely impor-
tant for the task. We then combine the identified
dimensions to conduct inference with two dimen-
sions. If all combinations yield high performance,
the dimensions are considered effective for the task.

Layer-wise Redundancy Similary, we evaluate
redundancy in hidden layers. We select two dimen-
sions from the CLS vector in the N-th layer and
input only these into the final fully connected layer.
If high performance is achieved without using the
final layer, it indicates redundancy in higher layers.
A significant performance drop at a specific hidden
layer suggests that information up to that layer is
sufficient for the task.

Freezing Pretrained Layers We compare per-
formances between when the pre-trained layers are
frozen with two fully connected layers added for
fine-tuning, and when the layers are not frozen with
one fully connected layer added for fine-tuning.

Cross-Fine-Tuning If redundant, effective di-
mensions exist across tasks, a model fine-tuned
on one task can be further fine-tuned on another
without catastrophic forgetting. To test this, we
perform cross-fine-tuning, evaluating the model’s
performance after fine-tuning on one downstream



task and then further fine-tuning on another. If the
hypothesis holds, the performance will not degrade
compared to directly fine-tuning on the second task.

3 Experiment

We used bert-base-uncased (Devlin et al., 2018) !
as the standard pre-trained model. The downstream
tasks were from the GLUE benchmark: CoLA,
SST-2, MRPC, STS-B, QQP, MNLI, QNLI, and
RTE. For error analysis, only public training and
validation data were used, split into an 8:1:1 ratio
for training, validation, and testing. During train-
ing, the CLS vector (or the MaxPooling-selected
vector) of the pre-trained final layer was fed into a
newly added fully connected layer. During infer-
ence on test data, we select dimensions and layers
to fed into the fully connected layer. Detailed set-
tings described in Appendix A.1.

3.1 Token-wise: MaxPooling Output

Inference was performed using the token vector
with the largest norm, selected via MaxPooling,
compared with the CLS vector.

3.2 Dimension-wise

Inference with Few Dimensions We evaluated
whether inference using only a few dimensions
from the final layer’s CLS vector could achieve
sufficient accuracy. For each task, inference was
repeated using randomly selected 2 or 3 dimen-
sions. Multiple random sampling rates were tested
when using 3 dimensions to assess their impact on
performance, as described in A.2.

Identifying Effective Dimensions We investi-
gated which dimensions were effective for each
task. For the top 10 performing three-dimensional
sets, we evaluated the effect of removing one di-
mension at a time on performance. Dimensions
causing significant performance degradation upon
removal were deemed effective. The top 5 ef-
fective dimensions were then combined for two-
dimensional inference and evaluated.

Impact of Dropout We investigated whether ap-
plying Dropout (Srivastava et al., 2014) during
training affects the dimension-wise redundancy.

3.3 Inference using Hidden Layers

We examined whether sufficient inference could be
achieved using CLS vectors from layers other than

"https://huggingface.co/google-bert/bert-base-uncased

the final layer. Two randomly selected dimensions
from the CLS vector of each hidden layer were
used. The focus was on whether the inference ac-
curacy using lower-layer outputs was comparable
to that of the final layer. The sampled dimension
sets were consistent across all layers.

3.4 Freezing Pretrained Layers

We compared performances when freezing and not
freezing pretrained layers.

3.5 Cross-Task Fine-Tuning

We explored the impact of redundant dimensions.
First, models were fine-tuned on one downstream
task and then further fine-tuned on a different task.
Performance was compared to a baseline where
models were fine-tuned on each task individually.
After resetting the fully connected layer, the model
was fine-tuned again on each task, and performance
differences were measured.

4 Results

4.1 Token-wise: OQutput Selection by
MaxPooling

Table 4 shows a comparison of the performance
using the final layer’s CLS vector versus the
MaxPooling-selected vector. In RTE, performance
dropped when using the MaxPooling-selected vec-
tor, but no performance drop in other tasks.

4.2 Dimension-wise

Inference with Few Dimensions The perfor-
mance of the top five dimension sets, which
achieved the highest accuracy on the validation
data, is shown in Table 1, 3. For all tasks except
MNLLI, the performance on the test data using the
best-performing dimension set was nearly equiv-
alent to using all dimensions. Table 2 shows the
results of using five different seed values for infer-
ence with all dimensions, which helped estimate
the performance equivalence range.

Identifying Effective Dimensions Table A.1l
shows the performance of the top five three-
dimensional sets when one dimension was removed.
Some dimensions caused a significant performance
drop when removed. The top five dimensions with
the largest drop were selected as effective, and the
results of two-dimensional inference using these
dimensions are shown in Table A.2. For all tasks ex-
cept MNLI and CoL A, two-dimensional inference
performed comparably to using all dimensions. As



Dimension Set MNLI QQpP QNLI STS-B MRPC RTE SST-2 CoLA
Accuracy Accuracy Accuracy Pcc Accuracy Accuracy Accuracy Mce
valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test

\ All (baseline) \ N/A 83.2\ N/A  90.1 \ N/A 88.7\ N/A 88.8\ N/A 77.9\ N/A 67.5\ N/A 94.8\ N/A  53.1 \

Set 1 75.1 75.1 | 89.1 89.0 | 885 879 | 832 86.1| 784 76.5| 704 653 | 948 942 | 603 543
Set 2 734 725 | 83.6 887 | 88.1 87.7| 827 86.0| 782 772 | 668 614 | 947 944 | 58.1 54.0
Set 3 73.1 732 | 88.6 88.6| 88.1 874 | 826 858 | 77.7 789 | 664 628 | 946 948 | 57.7 553
Set 4 73.0 729 | 884 884 | 880 872 | 826 857 | 77.7 713.8| 66.1 64.6| 946 942 | 57.6 5l1.1
Set 5 728 722 | 83.1 88.0| 879 873 | 826 858 | 77.7 777 | 66.1 66.1 | 946 94.6 | 57.6 539

Table 1: Evaluation scores on validation and test sets for top 5 sets using two dimensions and All dimensions,
showing comparable results by only two dimensions. (Pcc: Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Mcc: Matthews

Correlation Coefficient)

Seed MNLI QQP QNLI STS-B MRPC RTE SST-2 CoLA
ee Acc Acc Acc Corr Acc Acc Acc Mcc
valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test
42 835 832 | 90.1 90.1 | 89.6 887 | 8.8 8.7 | 775 779 | 657 675 | 952 948 | 558 53.1
0 832 83.1 902 900 | 89.5 89.0 | 842 8.2 | 799 79.7 | 61.7 657 | 951 950 | 563 503
331 83.1 83.1 90.2 90.0 | 89.5 89.0 | 8.6 887 | 784 782 | 657 672 | 943 943 | 56.7 540
17 832 833 | 90.1 90.0 | 89.5 887 | 84.8 885 | 792 804 | 66.8 672 | 945 949 | 58.0 543
31 833 832 ] 90.0 90.0 | 89.5 88.8 | 839 883 | 789 782 | 66.8 64.6 | 950 949 | 564 545
Table 2: Inference performance on each task for different seed values.
£ 1000 source
3 B With Dropout
O 800 B Without Dropout
+
v
v 600
c
9o
n 400
c
]
£ 200
O
0
0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8
Accuracy

Figure 2: The distribution of inference performance on the MRPC dataset using two dimensions, comparing cases
with and without Dropout. The vertical axis represents the number of dimension combinations, and the horizontal

axis represents inference performance.

noted earlier, with three dimensions, performance
was equivalent for all tasks except MNLI, suggest-
ing that the number of effective dimensions for
simpler tasks is generally 2 or 3.

Impact of Dropout With Dropout, there were
more high-performing dimension combinations,
but the difference is slight (Figure 2); Without
Dropout, similar tendency of redundancy observed,
thus Dropout should not be an essential factor of
the redundancy.

4.3 Inference Using Hidden Layers

Table A.3 shows the results of inference using two-
dimension from hidden layers, the top five dimen-
sion sets for each layer on the validation data. For
QQP, MRPC, SST-2, STS-B, and CoLA, the per-
formance of the best dimension set was similar

between layers 12 and 11. However, for MNLI,
QNLI, and RTE, there was a significant perfor-
mance drop when using layer 11 instead of layer
12. Additionally, some tasks showed a sharp perfor-
mance drop beyond a specific layer. For example,
STS-B between layers 5-4, SST-2 between layers
10-9 and 9-8, and CoL A between layers 10-9.

4.4 Results of Inference Using Token Vectors
Selected by MaxPooling

Table 4 compares the performances between using
the CLS vector and the token vectors selected by
MaxPooling. In RTE, performance decreased when
using the vector selected by MaxPooling, but in
other tasks, no significant performance degradation
was observed.



STS-B MRPC RTE SST-2 CoLA
Corr Acc Acc Acc Mcc
Rank valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test
[ All (baseline) [ N/A~ 888 [ NJA 779 | NJA 675 ] N/A 948 [ N/A 531 ]
1 837 865 | 809 767 | 686 69.0 | 949 947 | 612 585
2 836 869 | 797 775 | 682 643 | 947 943 | 609 585
3 835 863 | 792 789 | 682 614 | 946 945 | 602 589
4 835 865 | 792 792 | 682 632 | 946 943 | 60.1 544
5 835 864 | 792 740 | 679 628 | 946 944 | 593 556
(a) sampling: 75,202
STS-B MRPC RTE SST-2 CoLA
Corr Acc Acc Acc Mcc
Rank valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test
[ All (baseline) | N/A' 888 [ N/A 779 [ N/A 6715 [ N/A 948 [ N/A 531 |
1 835 863 | 797 715 ] 675 621 | 949 947 | 60.1 544
2 833 863 | 789 779 | 671 657 | 947 943 | 589 56.8
3 829 855 | 782 779 | 668 61.0 | 946 945 | 587 523
4 829 863 | 777 755 | 664 639 | 946 943 | 58.1 526
5 829 855 | 777 775 | 664 588 | 946 944 | 58.1 535
(b) sampling: 7,520
MNLI QQr QNLI STS-B MRPC RTE SST-2 CoLA
Acc Acc Acc Corr Acc Acc Acc Mce
Rank valid test valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test
[ All (baseline) [ N/A 832 [ N/A 901 [ N/A 887 N/A 88 [ NA 779 NA 675 ] NJA 948 [ N/A 531 |
1 79.3 7881 | 889 88.7 | 8.9 883 | 826 859 | 767 757 | 664 639 | 944 943 | 563 50.8
2 77.6 77.0 88.6 885 | 886 878 | 825 845 ]| 765 770 | 66.1 606 | 944 942 | 562 524
3 77.1 76.8 883 879 | 8.1 877 ] 819 852 | 762 750 | 653 59.6 | 944 943 | 562 524
4 76.04 758 883 879 | 878 869 | 80.8 834 | 760 789 | 646 62.1 [ 943 942 | 559 494
5 75.5 75.3 882 884 | 876 870 | 80.1 834 | 760 750 | 646 62.1 [ 942 935 | 554 519
(c) sampling: 752
MNLI QQr QNLI STS-B MRPC RTE SST-2 CoLA
Acc Acc Acc Corr Acc Acc Acc Mcc
Rank valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test | valid test valid test | valid test | valid test
[ All (baseline) [ N/A~ 832 ] N/A  90.1 | NJ/A' 837 [ NJ/A 838 [ N/A 779 [ N/A 675 ] NJA 948 | N/A 531 |
1 717 712 | 87.8 875 | 8.1 87.7 | 797 83.6 | 7523 7723 | 646 62.1 | 944 943 | 512 495
2 703 703 | 875 873 | 8.1 86.7 | 79.6 80.8 | 75.0 76.2 61.0 603 | 943 942 | 50.2 468
3 702 700 | 874 872 | 8.7 862 | 785 81.7 | 743 73.3 60.7 56.0 | 942 93.7 | 50.0 43.7
4 69.2 689 | 873 867 | 8.6 862 | 780 80.6 | 73.8 73.0 60.7 62.1 | 93.3 932 | 457 469
5 66.8 668 | 873 87.1 | 8.6 849 | 756 79.1 | 733 75.0 60.7 581 | 93.0 929 | 456 420

(d) sampling: 75

Table 3: Top five evaluation results on the validation dataset of inference with 3 dimensions, and corresponding
evaluation scores for test dataset, for four different numbers of combination sampling.

MNLI
Acc
832
83.4

STS-B
Corr
88.8
88.1

MRPC
Acc
719
719

RTE
Acc
67.5
563

SST-2
Acc
94.8
94.8

CoLA
Mcc
53.1
582

QQr
Acc
90.1
89.8

QNLI
Acc
88.7
90.0

CLS
MaxPooling

Table 4: Performance comparison between CLS and
MaxPooling.

4.5 Freezing Pretrained Layers

Adding two fully connected layers resulted in a
greater performance drop when the layers were
frozen compared to adding one fully connected
layer without freezing (Table 5). This suggests
that the Transformer layers learn downstream tasks
more effectively than the fully connected layers.

MNLI
Acc
83.2
54.5

RTE
Acc
67.5
59.6

QQP
Acc
90.1
735

QNLI
Acc
88.7
69.1

STS-B
Corr
88.8
19.7

MRPC
Acc
77.9
69.6

SST-2
Acc
94.8
78.4

CoLA
Mcc
53.1

0.0

Not Freezing
Freezing

Table 5: Performance comparison between freezing and
not freezing pretrained layers

4.6 Cross-Task Fine-Tuning

Regardless of the task, cross-fine-tuning achieved
inference accuracy comparable to direct fine-tuning
(Table 6).

4.7 Redundancy in the Number of Dimensions

We confirmed that inference using only two di-
mensions could achieve comparable accuracy to
using all dimensions, provided a good set of dimen-
sions was selected. This was particularly evident
in simpler tasks, such as sentiment classification
in SST-2 and grammatical correctness judgment in
CoLA, where accuracy was on par with using all
dimensions. This suggests that sparse subnetworks
corresponding to good dimension sets may contain
as much information as dense networks for these
tasks. In this regard, the number of dimensions
used during model inference may be redundant,



Target

MNLI | QQP | QNLI | STS-B | MRPC | RTE | SST-2 | CoLA

Acc Acc Acc Corr Acc Acc Acc Mcc

MNLI 83.2 88.9 90.0 88.2 79.9 68.6 95.1 54.6
QQP 83.1 88.7 89.9 87.2 78.9 65.3 94.9 54.4
QNLI 82.8 87.8 90.1 88.2 81.1 67.1 94.9 50.6
Source STS-B 82.8 88.9 90.4 88.8 78.7 64.2 94.7 52.3
MRPC 82.3 88.6 89.8 88.3 77.9 65.0 95.1 534
RTE 82.3 88.8 89.9 87.9 76.7 67.5 95.0 534
SST-2 83.2 88.7 90.0 88.0 79.7 68.6 94.8 54.7
CoLA 83.1 89.0 90.0 87.8 81.6 63.2 95.1 53.1

Table 6: Cross-fine-tuning results. Each cell shows the inference evaluation score on the target task, after fine-tuning
the model on the source task followed by additional fine-tuning on the target task. The diagonal entries represent the
inference scores when directly fine-tuning on the target task.

especially for simpler tasks.

4.8 Effectiveness of Each Dimension

It was observed that certain dimensions, when re-
moved, led to significant performance degradation,
and using these dimensions resulted in high infer-
ence accuracy. This suggests that the dimensions
effective for each task may vary, and that only spe-
cific sparse subnetworks are heavily influenced by
task-specific learning.

4.9 Redundancy in the Number of
Transformer Layers

The number of Transformer layers contributed to
performance. Notably, for SST-2 and CoLA, there
was a significant drop in inference performance
beyond certain layers. This indicates that the infor-
mation up to those specific layers may be crucial
for these tasks. In general, the redundancy in the
number of Transformer layers appears to be mini-
mal, but this may not hold true for certain tasks.

4.10 Impact of Redundant Dimensions

The results of cross-finetuning revealed that the
inference performance when a model trained on
Task A was further fine-tuned on Task B showed no
difference compared to directly training on Task B.
Considering the redundancy in dimensions required
for inference, it is possible that the dimensions
learned for different tasks vary. The redundancy in
dimensions in existing models may contribute to
their adaptability to a wide range of tasks.

5 Conclusion

We showed that BERT exhibits redundancy across
token vectors, dimensions, and layers, with perfor-
mance maintained even when significantly remov-
ing the dimensions. Fine-tuning alters the Trans-
former layer weights but retains previously learned

information due to this redundancy. These results
suggest a potential for optimizing BERT models.

Limitations

Sampling In this study, inference using only two
or three dimensions was conducted with randomly
sampled combinations. While some dimension
combinations were not tested, the claim of this
study is that selecting an optimal set of dimensions
can achieve performance equivalent to using all
dimensions. Therefore, the current experimental
setup is deemed sufficient.

GPT Models This study focuses on BERT mod-
els. While similar redundancy may exist in GPT
models, investigating this is left for future work.

Other Languages This study examined the En-
glish BERT model. Similar redundancy may exist
in other languages, but verifying this is also a sub-
ject for future research.
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A Experimental Settings

A.1 Experimental Setup for Fine-Tuning

Dropout rate: 0.1

Learning rate: 5e-5

Batch size: 64

Maximum Training Epochs: 5
Random seed: 42

A.2 Sampling Rate for Inference Using Two
or Three Dimensions

Different sampling rates were used depending on
the dataset, considering execution time.

A.2.1 Using Two Dimensions

We have 743sC5 = 294,528 combinations of
dimensions in total, which correspond to 100% in
the following values. For each task, we executed
sampling rates of: MLNI, QQP, QNLI: 1% (2,945)
STS-B, MRPC, RTE, SST-2, CoLA: 5% (14,726)
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A.2.2 Using Three Dimensions

We have 7¢3C's = 75,202,816 combinations of
dimensions in total, which correspond to 100% in
the following values. For each task, we executed
sampling rates of: MLNI, QQP, QNLI:

0.001% (752) / 0.0001% (75)

STS-B, MRPC, RTE, SST-2, CoLA:

0.1% (75,202) / 0.01% (7,520) / 0.001% (752) /
0.0001% (75)

B Error Analysis

We conducted an analysis of the cases in which fails
when using two dimensions. For the CoL A task,
we investigated the data that was correctly clas-
sified when using all dimensions but was consis-
tently misclassified by the top five high-performing
dimension sets. The results showed that the mis-
classified data included sentences with reversed
word order (e.g., “this problem, the sooner you
solve the more easily you’ll satisfy the folks up at
corporate headquarters.”) and sentences where the
subject was omitted (e.g., “robin will eat cabbage
but she won’t ice cream.”). It was confirmed that
these challenging examples, which were labeled as
grammatically correct, were incorrectly inferred as
grammatically incorrect.



Original Dimension Set | Removed Dimension | Dimension St Ace Original Dimension Set | Removed Dimension | Dimension Set Acc
valid__test valid_test
Al S L
N/A N/A (Baseling | VA 832 N/A N/A (Bascling | VA 901
89, 90, 192] 89 00, 192] | 95 9.2 1302, 683, 7181 300 [683,718] | 789 787
90 [89.192] | 562 365 683 [302,718] | 565 564
192 189, 90] 625 623 718 1302, 683] 793 793
549, 621, 7631 549 [621,765] | 594 590 456, 518, 5461 56 [315,546] | 582 383
621 [549.765] | 467 467 518 [456,546] | 647 645
765 393 391 546 1456,518] | 50.1 500
0. 572, 7341 0 67 6.1 1253, 268, 6331 253 [268,633] | 435 437
572 601 598 268 [253.633] | 490 490
734 476 475 633 (253, 268] 60.6  60.5
[158, 623, 6631 158 645 642 1223, 688, 706] 223 [688, 706] 648 650
623 586 582 688 [223,706] | 66.1 665
663 628 626 706 (223, 688] 610 614
[126, 391, 580] 126 608 [71,375,473] 71 (375, 473] 812 810
391 60.2 375 [71,473] 749 750
580 61.8 473 (71,375] 855 851
[271, 445, 679] 271 592 194, 302, 536] oF 1302, 536] 7 696
445 507 302 94, 536] 626 623
679 | | 552 536 194.302] 534 530
173,554, 632] 73 558 302, 436, 592] 302 (436, 592] 845 846
554 ‘ ‘ 563 436 [302,592] | 81.6 817
632 357 592 ] | 815 818
1225, 338, 663] 225 66.7 302, 413, 451] 302 | §38 836
338 ‘ ‘ 595 413 [302,451] | 820 819
663 497 451 [302.413] | 678 679
167, 176, 580] 167 632 71,230, 327] 1 [230.327] [ 412 412
176 508 230 71,327] 778 773
580 3 704 327 71, 230] 702 697
[37.92.363] 37 [92.363] | 55.7 TIT1. 219, 533] TI1 [219.553] | 640 63.7
92 37,3631 | 589 219 [111,533] | 631 628
363 37,92 606 604 533 [111,219] | 535 534
(a) MNLI (b) QQP
Original Dimension Set | Removed Dimension | Dimension Set Ace “Original Dimension Set | Removed Dimension | Dimension Set Cort
Valid__test valid _test
All
N/A N/A (Baseline) N/A 887 N/A N/A (Baseline) N/A 88.8
313, 510, 5171 3053 BI0.57] | 775 774 1145, 223, 476] 75 023,476 | 367 335
510 880 875 23 [145.476] | 537 628
517 81.8 815 476 (145, 223) 425 456
280, 338, 424 80 800 798 476, 478. 686] 776 [478.686] | 113 105
358 814 8L 478 [476,680] | 580 630
424 [280.358] | 787 792 686 [476.478] | 246 219
294, 310, 698] 203 [310,698] | 766 767 133, 476, 6301 53 [76.630] | 630 671
310 [294.698] | 794 792 476 53, 630] 628 667
698 294, 310] 613 608 630 (53, 476] 57.1 56.4
101, 275. 7631 01 [275.765] | 848 840 53, 259, 476] 53 1259.476] | 607 636
275 [101,765] | 815 809 259 53, 476] 571 564
765 (101, 275] 616 614 476 (53, 259] 40.6 422
280, 626, 7331 780 59 737 133, 476, 7391 53 476, 739] | 652 669
626 825 825 476 53,739 675 676
733 884 87.6 739 [53.476] 57.1 56.4
139, 245, 716] 50 T 620 620 476, 666, 7191 476 [666.719] | -1L6 -179
245 [59.716] 536 530 | 666 [476.719] | 204 143
716 [59.245] 377 383 719 1476,666] | 180 160
54,216, 721] 54 ‘ 216, 721] ‘ 652 640 [136, 445, 476] 136 445, 476] 70.2 76.6
216 [54,721] 345 343 45 [136,476] | 700 747
721 [54.216] | 721 710 476 (136.445] | 710 775
429, 578, 763] 9 [578.765] | 856 849 153, 353, 4761 53 (353.476] | 02 12
578 [429,765] | 846 840 353 (53, 476] 5.1 564
765 (429, 578] 68.8 683 476 (53, 353] 2.7 -5.3
[17, 358, 641] 17 358, 641] 623 623 456, 476, 700] 456 476, 700] 570 598
358 (17,6411 | 645 643 476 [456,700] | 614  69.6
641 [17.358] | 567 564 700 [456.476] | 678 750
68, 310, 612] 8 B10.612] 377 381 94, 206, 478] 9 206,478] | 45 27
310 [68,612] 349 351 | 206 194, 478) 92 65
612 | [68.310) | 582 583 478 194, 206] 56 30
(c) QNLI (d) STS-B
Original Dimension Set | Removed Dimension | D Ace nal Dimension Set | Removed Dimension | Dimension Set Ace
Valid__test valid__test
All ATl
N/A NA (Baseline) NA 719 N/A N/A (Baseline) 675
197, 333.519] o7 033,501 | 711 750 T157. 212, 5331 157 o
333 [97.519] | 733 762 212 .53 639
519 197, 333] 726 70.1 533 [157,212] 64.3
16, 147, 3771 16 11473771 [ 715 767 TI78, 300, 6111 78 1300, 611] 6.1
147 [16.377] | 750 760 300 [178.611] 639
311 16,1471 461 43.1 611 1178.300] 422
128, 260, 4061 128 [ 1260,406] | 667 716 95, 485, 7561 95 485, 736] 519
260 [128.406] 630 654 485 95, 756] 653
406 | [128,260] | 721 716 756 195, 485] 55.6
147, 360, 3911 a7 [360.391] | 755 789 95, 148, 558 95 148, 558 66.1
360 [147.591] | 767 755 148 95, 538] 625
591 (147, 360] 596 59.6 558 195, 148] 60.7
42, 97, 699 ) [97.699] | 755 713 TI57, 180, 6281 157 780, 628] 585
97 [42,69] | 662 757 180 632
699 142,97 772 726 628 63.9
160, 90, 548] 60 190, 548] 706 718 169, 95, 5901 [ G} (]
90 [60,548] | 711 713 95 169, 5901 635
548 160, 90] 59.3 586 590 169, 95] 63.9
[213,363,754] 213 136 1] 728 789 195, 607, 720] 95 607, 720] 552
363 [213.754] | 765 789 607 95, 720] 592
754 1213, 363] 650 623 720 195. 607] 59.6
[213,495,716] 213 [495,716] 723 750 489, 610, 744] 489 (610, 744] 628
495 [213.716] | 699 745 610 1489, 744] 628
716 (213, 495] 733 76.0 744 | [489,610] 574
(40, 60, 139] 40 160, 139] 637 628 1229, 270, 336] 229 ‘ 270, 336] 625
60 [40,139] | 721 708 270 229, 336] 628
139 40, 60] T 696 336 229, 270] 516
160, 108, 548] 60 T108, 548] 686 133 131, 244, 408] 31 244, 408 516
108 [60,548] | 711 713 244 ‘ 31, 408] 62.1
548 160.108] | 60.1 625 408 31, 244 574
(e) MRPC (f) RTE
Original Dimension Set | Removed Dimension Acc Dimension Set | Removed Dimension | Dimension Set Acc
Valid__test valid__test
N/A NA N/A 948 N/A N/A A“. N/A 531
(Baseline)
157, 238, T04] 859 864 778,303 1278, 313] 57
546 541 [223,313] 588
636 629 1223, 278] 460
720, 303, 6061 471 482 107,223, 3131 [223,313] %8
| | 896 897 (107, 313] 383
$53 435 1107, 223] 438
1T, 662, 7417 818 822 1223, 313, 4461 313, 446] 74
8.1 822 223, 446] 451
81.6 820 1223, 313] 588
192, 263, 6621 825 830 76,83, 187] s 365
785 184 408
754 756 54.3
600, 635, 7041 921 919 76, 83, 500] 9
813 816 3 480
945 942 116, 83] 543
1430, 748] 90.1 90.2 121, 407, 766] (407, 766] 45.1
430, 877 879 [121, 766] 56.0
[430, 535] 747 138 [121,407] 554
1333, 466, 6351 466, 65 856 859 285,313, 5381 [313, 538] 504
33 936 932 285,538 188
(333, 466] 850 844 | 1285.313) 47.6
166, 294, 707 294, 707] 94 926 154, 211, 3617 211, 361] 319
[66,707] 870 87.1 [154,361] 508
166, 294] 94.0  94.1 [154,211] 56.9
1294, 507, 5861 1507, 586] 366 368 2,122, 172] 122, 172] 9
(294,58 | 932 935 2.172) 520
(294, 507] 908 90.9 (2, 122] 517
[61, 279, 355] 279, 353] 927 928 116, 45, 154] 145, 154] 395
[61,355] | 783 787 ‘ 116, 154] 552
355 [61,279] 912 90.9 154 (16, 45) 420

(g) SST-2 (h) CoLA

Table A.1: The evaluation scores on the validation dataset of the top 10 three-dimension set, where one dimension is
removed for each. Numbers in the columns of Original Dimension Set and Dimension Set are unique dimension
IDs. Red highlighted cells show top five sets on their performance.



Dimension Set Acc Dimension Set Acc Dimension Set Acc
valid test valid test valid test
[445, 632] 56.0 56.1 [71, 253] 729 72.6 [68, 216] 69.2 68.5
[445, 663] 60.7 60.3 [71, 268] 784 779 [68, 245] 43.1 44.0
[445, 734] 674 67.0 [71,536] 74.1 734 [68, 310] 58.2 583
[445, 765] 61.9 061.8 [71, 546] 69.1 69.1 [68, 716] 56.0 552
[632, 663] 58.1 579 [253, 268] 60.6 60.5 [216, 245] 73.8 73.2
[632, 734] 724 722 [253, 536] 63.5 632 [216, 310] 70.3  69.0
[632, 765] 56.9 57.0 [253, 546] 64.5 64.3 [216, 716] 584 57.6
[663, 734] 553 548 [268, 536] 67.8 67.6 [245, 310] 455 464
[663, 765] 67.2 66.6 [268, 546] 62.7 62.6 [245, 716] 62.0 619
[734, 765] 68.2 67.5 [536, 546] 68.9 68.5 [310, 716] 57.1 564
(a) MNLI (b) QQP (¢) QNLI
Dimension Set Corr Dimension Set Acc Dimension Set Acc
valid test valid test valid test
[53, 94] 39.6 375 [40, 260] 34.1 284 [95, 270] 56.0 60.7
[53, 476] 57.1 564 [40, 377] 58.6 53.7 [95, 336] 51.3 556
[53, 478] 21.2 184 [40, 548] 544 56.1 [95, 610] 46.6 40.1
[53,719] 22.8 148 [40, 591] 684 753 [95, 611] 61.0 62.1
[94, 476] 57.3 58.8 [260, 377] 34.6  27.7 [270, 336] 549 63.5
[94, 478] 9.2 6.5 [260, 548] 37.5 284 [270, 610] 59.6 62.5
[94, 719] 06 -64 [260, 591] 70.8 76.0 [270, 611] 574 625
[476, 478] 24.6 219 [377, 548] 534 57.6 [336, 610] 524 556
[476, 719] 204 143 [377, 591] 68.1 753 [336, 611] 57.8 63.2
[478, 719] 6.0 -0.7 [548, 591] 71.8 753 [610, 611] 63.5 61.0
(d) STS-B (e) MRPC (f) RTE
Dimension Set Acc Dimension Set Mcce
valid test valid test
[120, 238] 87.1 87.7 [223, 313] 61.1 58.8
[120, 294] 92.5 93.0 [223, 16] 40.9 45.1
[120, 606] 89.6 89.7 [223, 83] 547 53.2
[120, 704] 68.1 68.1 [223, 154] 58.7 55.1
[238, 294] 90.8 91.6 [313, 16] 557 553
[238, 606] 89.2 89.3 [313, 83] 473 399
[238, 704] 86.0 864 [313, 154] 52.6 48.0
[294, 606] 932 93.6 [16, 83] 60.3 54.3
[294, 704] 92.3 927 [16, 154] 59.9 552
[606, 704] 88.5 88.9 [83, 154] 53.1 459
(2) SST-2 (h) CoLA

Table A.2: Inference performance for combinations of effective dimensions. Numbers in the column of Dimension
Set are unique dimension IDs.



Layer | Rank Acc
valid  test
All
12 (Baseline) NA - 832
I 67.7 6715
2
11 3
4
5
1
2
10 3
4
5
1
2
9 3
4
5
1
2
8 3
4
5
1
2
7 3
4
5
1
2
6 3
4
5
1
2
5 3
4
5
1
2
4 3
4
5
I
2
3 3
4
5
1
2
2 3
4
5
1
2
1 3
4
5
(a) MNLI
Tayer | Rank Acc
valid _ test
All
12 (Baseline) A T19
1 777 719
2 772 723
11 3 772 743
4 712 765
5 770 743
1 717 712
2 765 772
10 3 757 76.5
4 757 743
5 755 719
1 757 192
2 755 76.7
9 3 74.8  75.0
4 745 743
5 743 755
1 755 762
2 738 745
8 3 73.0 765
4 73.0 750
5 73.0 71.0
1 743 765
2 740 748
7 3 738 71.0
4 735 782
5 733 753
1 706 721
2 70.1  74.0
6 3 70.1 735
4 69.8  69.4
5 69.6  69.9
1 679 726
2 677  69.4
5 3 672 69.1
4 669 69.1
5 66.9 70.6
1 669 69.6
2 66.4  68.6
4 3 66.4 657
4 66.4 674
5 662  66.2
1 66.9  69.6
2 662  69.6
3 3 662 70.3
4 662 70.3
5 662  69.4
1 669 689
2 66.4  70.6
2 3 662  68.1
4 657 713
5 654 69.9
1 640 711
2 640 711
1 3 64.0 711
4 64.0 711
5 640 71.1
(e) MRPC

Table A.3: Inference performance when using CLS tokens of 11 hidden layers

Layer | Rank Acc
valid  test

All
12 (Baseline) | NA 01
1 86.7 86.3
2 86.4 86.3
11 3 86.4 86.2
4 86.2 859
5 86.0 857
1 826 827
2 824 823
10 3 81.8 818
4 81.7 813
5 81.6 817
I 82.7 82.6
2 82.7 824
9 3 818 81.6
4 816 814
5 81.1  81.2
1 784 781
2 712 710
8 3 76.6  76.2
4 760 753
5 755 749
1 712 710
2 757 754
7 3 745 745
4 741 738
5 740 740
1 738 737
2 731 729
6 3 729 725
4 726 723
5 724 724
1 66.5 659
2 663  66.5
5 3 66.0 657
4 66.0 653
5 65.8  65.7
I 645 644
2 63.9  63.6
4 3 63.7 635
4 63.6 633
5 634 63.0
1 632 633
2 632  63.0
3 3 63.1  63.0
4 63.1  63.1
5 63.1  63.1
1 636 638
2 632 632
2 3 632  63.1
4 63.1 629
5 63.1  63.2
I 62.9  63.0
2 62.9  63.0
1 3 629  63.0
4 629  63.0
5 629  63.0

(b) QQP
Tayer | Rank Acc

valid _ test

All
12 (Baseline) N/A 675
1 67.5 588
2 668  68.6
11 3 668  62.5
4 664  65.0
5 657 59.9
1 672 625
2 668  62.1
10 3 66.4  59.9
4 66.4  59.9
5 657  66.1
1 682 66.8
2 66.8  59.9
9 3 66.4 675
4 66.4  62.1
5 66.1  67.2
1 66.4 643
2 66.1  62.8
8 3 66.1  64.3
4 66.1  64.3
5 653  62.5
1 657 66.4
2 653  64.6
7 3 64.6 650
4 639 625
5 63.5 592
I 63.9
2 61.0
6 3 61.4
4 549
5 61.4
1 61.7
2 61.7
5 3 46.9
4 524
5 59.2
1 599
2 534
4 3 54.9
4 57.0
5 53.8
I 50.5
2 49.1
3 3 556
4 473
5 538
I 509
2 48.4
2 3 44.0
4 50.2
5 50.5
1 599
2 516 599
1 3 51.6  59.9
4 51.6  59.9
5 516 599

(f) RTE

Layer | Rank Acc
valid  test
All

12 (Baseline) | VA 887
1 81. 807
2 81.0 79.9
11 3 804 79.8
4 804 793
5 803 793
1 80.5 804
2 804  79.6
10 3 79.9  79.8
4 797 79.7
5 79.5 8.8
1 80.2  80.0
2 80.2  80.0
9 3 799 796
4 795 794
5 793 786
1 797 787
2 796 79.2
8 3 79.1 787
4 785 776
5 779 774
1 785 712
2 78.3 772
7 3 78.0 775
4 777 772
5 777 8.1
1 734 2.6
2 730 718
6 3 719 710
4 716 69.9
5 712 710
1 69.7 67.5
2 66.1  66.2
5 3 657 655
4 649  66.0
5 64.8  65.1
1 56.7 55.6
2 56.5 55.6
4 3 56.0 55.6
4 559 551
5 557 543
1 543 528
2 530 527
3 3 530 527
4 527 521
5 527 519
1 547 538

2 54.6
2 3 545 534
4 544 53.1
5 542 525
1 50.7 498
2 50.7  49.8
1 3 50.7  49.8
4 507  49.8
5 50.7  49.8

(c) QNLI

Tayer | Rank Acc
valid  test
All

12 (Baseline) A~ 948
1 943  93.6
2 94.1 939
11 3 940 935
4 940 936
5 940 937
1 915 917
2 904 90.6
10 3 903 90.5
4 903 904
5 903 90.8
1 812 81.0
2 812 810
9 3 80.1  80.5
4 80.1  79.0
5 79.8  79.6
1 729 719
2 720 727
8 3 716 715
4 713 713
5 711727
1 678  68.1
2 657 64.8
7 3 656 67.1
4 649 635
5 64.4  65.1
1 65.6  65.5
2 654 64.9
6 3 64.5  65.1
4 643 650
5 639  63.2
1 657 647
2 65.6  64.1
5 3 655 640
4 652 645
5 65.1 646
1 59.6  60.7
2 594 589
4 3 590 586
4 58.7  58.6
5 58.7  59.1
1 594 60.5
2 58.8  58.1
3 3 586 584
4 583 580
5 577 585
1 580 563
2 579 567
2 3 578 564
4 578 5715
5 578 513
1 551 545
2 55.1 545
1 3 55.1 545
4 55.1 545
5 55.1 545

(g) SST-2

Tayer Rank Corr
valid  test
All
12| (Baseline) | VA 888
1 80.9 848
2 809  82.6
11 3 809 842
4 80.6 834
5 80.4 838
1 79.6 819
2 792 80.6
10 3 79.1 823
4 79.0  80.5
5 790 825
1 81.1 83.9
2 80.8 839
9 3 80.4 838
4 799 839
5 79.7 816
1 777 819
2 770 7185
8 3 76.8  81.0
4 76.8  80.5
5 76.7  19.8
1 799 832
2 795 829
7 3 788 820
4 787 820
5 78.6 819
1 712 745
2 707 73.6
6 3 70.6 741
4 700  72.0
5 69.7 744
1 647  69.0
2 60.7  70.0
5 3 602 65.1
4 599 621
5 599 650
1 288 309
2 270 285
4 3 265  32.6
4 264 337
5 262 270
1 190 222
2 189 234
3 3 188 182
4 187 215
S 187 237
1 180 254
2 18.0 18.4
2 3 17.1 17.5
4 169 228
5 167 20.1
1 NaN  NaN
2 NaN  NaN
1 3 NaN  NaN
4 NaN  NaN
5 NaN  NaN
(d) STS-B
Layer | Rank Mee
valid  test
All
12 (Baseline) VA~ 531
1 572 510
2 564 548
11 3 563 554
4 56.1 533
5 560 555
1 558 521
2 542 509
10 3 539 489
4 537 46.1
5 535 445
1 240 122
2 235 133
9 3 23.1 11.1
4 228 14.1
5 228 16.5
1 20.6 5.0
2 198 8.6
8 3 19.4 1.6
4 180 9.0
5 178 6.8
1 190 32
2 180 -48
7 3 164 11.8
4 16.0 3.6
5 15.6 24
1 14.4 1.7
2 13.7 25
6 3 136 -07
4 13.0 32
5 12.8 5.0
1 13.4 0.2
2 132 3.0
5 3 131 54
4 127 50
5 124 23
1 148 2.1
2 133 20
4 3 124 24
4 12.1 -3.8
5 12.1 2.0
1 139  -62
2 13.4 1.2
3 3 130  -34
4 128 -35
5 126 -36
1 132 23
2 132 -1.7
2 3 132 47
4 131 52
5 13.0 22
1 0.0 0.0
2 0.0 0.0
1 3 0.0 0.0
4 0.0 0.0
S 0.0 0.0
(h) CoLA
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