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Abstract

The recent trend in industry-setting Natural
Language Processing (NLP) research has been
to operate large pretrained language models
like BERT under strict computational limits.
While most model compression work has fo-
cused on “distilling" a general-purpose lan-
guage representation using expensive pretrain-
ing distillation, less attention has been paid
to creating smaller task-specific language rep-
resentations which, arguably, are more useful
in an industry setting. In this paper, we in-
vestigate compressing BERT- and RoBERTa-
based question answering systems by struc-
tured pruning of parameters from the under-
lying transformer model. We find that an in-
expensive combination of task-specific struc-
tured pruning and task-specific distillation,
without the expense of pretraining distilla-
tion, yields highly-performing models across
a range of speed/accuracy tradeoff operating
points. We start from existing full-size mod-
els trained for SQUAD 2.0 or Natural Ques-
tions and introduce gates that allow selected
parts of transformers to be individually elim-
inated. Specifically, we investigate (1) struc-
tured pruning to reduce the number of parame-
ters in each transformer layer, (2) applicability
to both BERT- and RoBERTa-based models,
(3) applicability to both SQuAD 2.0 and Nat-
ural Questions, and (4) combining structured
pruning with distillation. We achieve a near-
doubling of inference speed with less than a
0.5 Fl-point loss in short answer accuracy on
Natural Questions.

1 Introduction

While knowledge distillation from large pretrained
language models (e.g. BERT-large as a teacher)
has mitigated some of the computational burdens
of these models, computationally expensive pre-
training distillation unnecessarily limits the ability
of efficient student models to adopt the latest in-
novations in pretrained language models and trans-
former architecture. In this paper, we show that

a combination of task-specific structured prun-
ing and task-specific distillation, yields highly-
performing compressed versions of existing models
across a range of speed/accuracy tradeoff operat-
ing points, without the expense of revisiting the
pretraining data.

Among Natural Language Processing (NLP)
tasks, question answering (QA), in particular, has
immediate applications in real-time systems. A
relatively new field in the open domain question
answering (QA) community is machine reading
comprehension (MRC) which aims to read and
comprehend a given text, and then answer ques-
tions based on it. MRC is one of the key steps
for natural language understanding. MRC also has
wide applications in the domain of conversational
agents and customer service support. Transformer-
based models have led to striking gains in accu-
racy on MRC tasks recently, as measured on the
SQuAD v1.1 (Pajpurkar et al., 2016) and SQuAD
v2.0 (Rajpurkar et al., 2018) leaderboards. We
briefly mention three MRC tasks: SQuAD v1.1
consists of reference passages from Wikipedia with
answers and questions constructed by annotators
after viewing the passage. SQuAD v2.0 augmented
the SQuAD v1.1 collection with additional ques-
tions that did not have answers in the reference pas-
sage. Natural Questions (NQ) (Kwiatkowski et al.,
2019) removed the observational bias by starting
from questions submitted to Google and providing
annotated answers from appropriate passages.

MRC seems to be a particularly difficult task to
speed up. While distillation papers have advertised
impressive speedups with near-negligible loss in
accuracy on GLUE benchmarks, published appli-
cations of distillation to MRC have been less im-
pressive (often relegated to the appendix.) In Table
1, we compare the accuracies (F1 score) of Distil-
bert and TinyBert, two well-known compressions
of BERT, with baseline ("out-of-the-box" pretrain-
ing) BERT-large and BERT-base models on three



model params SQuAD 1.1 SQuAD 2.0 | NQ
BERT-large | 356M 90.9 (¢) 83.52 56.14
BERT-base 125M | 88.4 (a) 88.5 (b) 76.4 (a) 52.75
DistilBert 63M 86.2 (a) 86.9 (b) 69.5 (a) 50.46
TinyBert 63M 87.5 (a) 73.4 (a) 44.64

Table 1: Comparison of published F1 scores of well-known distillation’s of BERT on several question-answering
tasks. Though not strictly comparable, we observe that on SQuUAD 1.1 smaller models approach BERT-large in
accuracy, whereas the smaller models underperform notably on both SQuAD 2.0 and Natural Questions (NQ). We
show the short answer F1 for NQ. Sources: (a)=(Jiao et al., 2019), (b)=(Sanh et al., 2019), (c)=(Devlin et al., 2019).

MRC tasks, using the number of parameters as a
crude proxy for speed. ! Compared to BERT-large,
models with fewer parameters achieved modest
losses on SQuAD 1.1. The shortfalls on the more
challenging SQuAD 2.0 were much larger. We
also note that the shortfalls of smaller models were
large on NQ. SQuAD is also seen as a worst-case
performance loss for speed up techniques based
on quantization, (Shen et al., 2020) while the dif-
ficulty of distilling a SQuAD model (compared to
sentence-level GLUE tasks) is acknowledged in
(Jiao et al., 2019). We speculate that these diffi-
culties are because answer selection via pointer
networks requires token level predictions rather
than passage level classification, and requires long
range attention between query and passage.
The contributions of this paper are

1. Application of structured pruning techniques
to the hidden dimension of the feed-forward
layer, not just the attention heads (Michel
etal., 2019),

2. the combination of distillation and pruning,

3. thereby significantly pruning the MRC system
with minimal loss of accuracy and consider-
able speedup, all without the expense of revis-
iting pretraining (Sanh et al., 2019; Jiao et al.,
2019)

Furthermore we survey multiple pruning tech-
niques (both heuristic and trainable) and provide
recommendations specific to transformer-based
question answering models. We focus exclusively
on structured pruning (Anwar et al., 2017) to avoid
sparsity issues. During the course of the investiga-
tion, we also learn that an optimal pruning learns

"MobileBert (Sun et al., 2020) required extensive pretrain-
ing architecture search experiments in order to customize the
teacher model, and does not represent a fair comparison when
the goal is to compress existing models.

a structure consisting of non-identical transform-
ers, namely lightweight transformers near the top
and bottom while retaining more complexity in the
intermediate layers, instead of the typically 12-24
layers of identically sized transformers, common
in widely distributed pre-trained models

2 Related work

The field of neural networks compression has been
extensively reviewed in (O’Neill, 2020). Here we
focus on results relevant to MRC. While distillation
(student-teacher) of BERT has produced notably
smaller and faster models (Tang et al., 2019; Turc
etal., 2019; Tsai et al., 2019; Yang et al., 2019), the
focus has been on passage level annotation tasks
(e.g. GLUE) that do not require long-range atten-
tion links between query and passage.

Distillation of typical MRC models has been
much more limited: DistilBERT (Sanh et al.,
2019) used pretraining distillation to obtain 60%
speedups on GLUE tasks while retaining 97% of
the accuracy. However, MRC results, after addi-
tional task-specific distillation, included a modest
speedup and small performance loss on SQuAD
1.1. TinyBERT (Jiao et al., 2019) used both
pretraining and task-specific distillation to obtain
9.4x speedups on GLUE. However, they restricted
SQuAD evaluation to using BERT-base as a teacher,
and deferred deeper investigation to future work.
MobileBERT (Sun et al., 2020) obtains strong re-
sults after an extensive architecture search in order
to construct a teacher model with custom architec-
ture which is both pre-trained and used for pretrain-
ing distillation of the student model. This approach
represents a notable increase in pretraining expense,
and is further removed from this paper’s goal of
shrinking existing models. (Turc et al., 2019) in-
vestigated pretraining and distilling smaller models
from scratch, but tested only on passage-level an-
notation tasks. The authors are not aware of any



results from distilled models on NQ.

Investigations into pruning BERT have also omit-
ted MRC. Michel et al. (2019) applied simple
gating heuristics to prune BERT attention heads
and achieve speedups on MT and MNLI. Voita et
al. (2019) introduced Lg regularization to BERT
while focusing on linguistic interpretability of atten-
tion heads but did not report speedups. Lq regular-
ization was combined with matrix factorization to
prune transformers for classification in (Wang et al.,
2019). Gale et al. (2019) induced unstructured spar-
sity on a transformer-based MT model, but did not
report speedups. Kovaleva et al. (2019) also fo-
cused on interpreting attention, and achieved small
accuracy gains on GLUE tasks by disabling (but
not pruning) certain attention heads. Structured
pruning as a form of dropout is explored in (Fan
et al., 2020). They prune entire layers of BERT,
but suggest that smaller structures could also be
pruned. They evaluate on MT, language modeling,
and generation-like tasks, but not SQuAD.

Another set of approaches omit cross-attention
between documents and queries in the lower lay-
ers so that precomputed document representations
can be used at inference time. These approaches
report results only on SQuAD 1.1 (Cao et al., 2020)
and various IR tasks (Khattab and Zaharia, 2020;
MacAuvaney et al., 2020) , but not SQuAD 2.0 or

NQ.

Other approaches to speeding up transformers
include ALBERT (Lan et al., 2020), which shared
parameters across layers in order to accelerate train-
ing, but did not report timings of inference.

QBERT (Shen et al., 2020) and Q8BERT (Zafrir
et al., 2019) aggressively quantized floating point
calculations to ultra-low precision in order to com-
press BERT. They noted that SQuAD was harder
to quantize (greater performance drop) than other
tasks.

Finally, (Li et al., 2020) investigated both un-
structured pruning and quantization of RoOBERTa
as a function of model size, and found that both
pruning and quantization were complementary, an
important reminder that multiple types of com-
pression are not mutually exclusive. Very re-
cently, (Kim and Hassan, 2020) combined distil-
lation, structured pruning, and quantization and
achieved impressive speedup on both CPU and
GPU on GLUE tasks, but did not report results
on SQuUAD/NQ-style question answering.

3 Pruning transformers

3.1 Gate placement

Our approach to pruning consists of inserting ad-
ditional trainable parameters, masks, into a trans-
former. The value of each mask variable controls
whether an entire block of transformer parame-
ters (e.g. an attention head) is used by the model.
Specifically, each mask is a vector of gate vari-
ables ; € [0, 1], pointwise multiplied into a slice
of transformer parameters, where ; = 1 allows a
slice to remain active, and y; = 0 deactivates the
slice. We insert two types of masks into each trans-
former. We describe the placement of each mask
with the terminology of (Vaswani et al., 2017), in-
dicating relevant sections of that paper.

In each self-attention sublayer, we place a mask,
rattn of size n g which selects attention heads to
remain active. (section 3.2.2)

In each feed-forward sublayer, we place a mask,
Fff of size d; which selects ReLU/GeLU activa-
tions to remain active. (section 3.3)

Here n g is the number of heads per transformer
layer (12 or 16), dg is the the size of the embed-
dings (768 or 1024) as well as the inner hidden
dimension, and d; is the size of the intermediate
activations in the feed-forward part of the trans-
former (3072 or 4096.) Sizes are for (BERT-base,
BERT-large).

3.2 Determining Gate Values

We investigate four approches to determining the
gate values.

(1) Random: each ~; is sampled from a Bernoulli
distribution of parameter o, where « is manually
adjusted to control the sparsity. This method is the
naive baseline, and is expected to be worse than
other methods.

(2) Gain: We follow the method of (Michel et al.,
2019) and estimate the influence of each gate ~; on
the training set likelihood £ by treating each ; as
a continuous parameter and computing the mean

oL
i

gi = ey

vi=1
(“head importance score”) during one pass over the
training data. We threshold g; to determine which
transformer slices to retain.

(4) Lo regularization: Following the method de-
scribed in (Louizos et al., 2018), the gate variables
v, are sampled

i ~ he(ai) 2



Algorithm 1 Pruning an L regularized model: ff(Sq) + attn(Sq) + retrain(Sq)

Require: (BERTga, D, \**", A\

{ BERTg4 is an already-trained BERT question answering model that will be pruned, D is question-answering (SQuAD)
training data, A***™ and A" are penalty weights that determine how much to prune }

: Oz?ttn — <BERTQA, D>

: off « (BERTga, D)

T3 o threshold(a®t™)

it threshold(a™)

: BERTqA' + (BERToa, T2
. BERToA" + (BERTo 4", T
: BERTQAW < <BERTQA”, D>

D> train attention gate parameters by optimizing £ + attn(\**")
b train feed-forward gate parameters by optimizing £ + ff(AT)

> select final gate values for attention heads
> select final gate values for feed forward heads
> prune the attention heads

> prune the feedforward layers

> continued training of remaining BERT parameters subject to £

from a hard-concrete distribution hc(«;) (Maddi-
son et al., 2017) parameterized by a correspond-
ing variable o;; € R. The «; are trained by opti-
mizing the task-specific objective function L (typi-
cally cross-enropy) penalized in proportion to the
number of expected instances of v = 1, with pro-
portionality constants A\***" in the penalty terms
attn(A\**1), e.g.

attn
Ecross-entropy + attn()\ ) = Lcross-entropy

attn )
— MR D 6y

(and similarly for the ff(Af).) The \ are hyperpa-
rameters controlling the sparsity. The expectation
is over the same hard-concrete distribution from
which we sample. We resample the ~; with each
minibatch. This objective function is differentiable
with respect to the «; because of the reparameteri-
zation trick. (Kingma and Welling, 2014; Rezende
etal.,2014) The «; are updated by backpropagation
for up to one training epoch on the task training
data, with all other transformer parameters held
fixed. The final values for the gates ~y; are obtained
by thresholding the ;. We note that either the log-
likelihood or a distillation-based objective can be
penalized as in Eq. (3). The cost of training the
gate parameters is comparable to extending fine
tuning for an additional epoch.

3.3 Structured Pruning

After the values of the v; have been determined
by one of the above methods, we prune the model.
Attention heads corresponding to y2**™ = ( are re-
moved. Slices of both linear transformations in the
feed-forward sublayer which correspond to fyff =0
are removed. The pruned model no longer needs
masks, and now consists of smaller transformers of
varying, non-identical sizes. For experiments on
some hardware, matrices are forced to have sizes

that are round numbers rather than strictly respect-
ing the threshold.

3.4 Extended training

As noted by (Anwar et al., 2017), the task-specific
training of all parameters of a pruned model may
be continued further with the (unpenalized) task-
specific objective function £. In some experiments
we continue training by incorporating distillation:
the unpruned model is the teacher, and the pruned
model is the student.

In summary, the entire pruning procedure, start-
ing from a trained model for an MRC task, consists
of

1. inserting masks into each transformer layer

2. determining values of the masks, either heuris-
tically (methods (1)-(3)) or training them with
penalized objective functions (method (4))

3. replacing transformer parameter matrices with
smaller matrices, pruned according the masks
determined in the previous step

4. Either

* continued training of the pruned trans-
former parameters with the original ob-
jective function (retrain)

* or continued training with a distillation
objective function (distill), using the
original unpruned model as the teacher

This algorithm is presented in pseudocode in
Algorithm 1.

4 Experiments

4.1 Overall Setup and outline

We evaluate our proposed method on two bench-
mark QA datasets: SQuAD 2.0 (Rajpurkar et al.,
2018) and Natural Questions (NQ) (Kwiatkowski



et al., 2019). SQuAD 2.0 is a dataset of questions
from Wikipedia passages, proposed by human an-
notators while viewing these Wikipedia passages.
NQ is a dataset of Google search queries with an-
swers from Wikipedia pages provided by human
annotators. Of the two, NQ is more natural, as the
questions were asked by humans on Google with-
out having seen the passage. On the other hand,
SQuAD annotators read the Wikipedia passage first
and then formulated the questions.

We address several empirical questions here: 1.
Do techniques developed on BERT-base transfer
to BERT-large? 2. Do the proposed techniques
transfer across datasets? 3. Does incorporating a
distillation objective further improve our model’s
performance?

To answer these we tune our hyper-parameters
on a subset of SQUAD 2.0 using a BERT-base
model, and then test them on the full SQUAD
2.0 with a BERT-large model. Further, we show
that the same techniques are applicable on the NQ
dataset not just with BERT but also with RoBERTa.
Finally we show that incorporating distillation
achieves even stronger and more flexible results.
When practical we report numbers as an average of
5 seeds.

4.2 SQuAD2.0

4.2.1 Experimental Setup and
hyper-parameters

For selection of hyper-parameters (learning rate
and penalty weight exploration) and in order to min-
imize overuse of the official dev-set, we use 90%
of the official SQuAD 2.0 training data for train-
ing gates, and report results on the remaining 10%.
This resulting model (base-ga) is initialized from a
bert-base-uncased SQuAD 2.0 system trained on
the 90% with a baseline performance of F1 = 75.0
on the 10% dataset. Experiments described were
implemented using code from the HuggingFace
repository (Wolf et al., 2019) and incorporated ei-
ther bert-base-uncased or bert-large-uncased with
a standard task-specific head.

Our final SQuAD 2.0 model (large-ga) use the
standard train/dev split of SQUAD 2.0 and is ini-
tialized from a bert-large-uncased system trained
with the method described in (Glass et al., 2019). It
achieves an F1 = 84.6 on the official dev set, some-
what exceeding "out-of-the-box" BERT question
answering models.

The gate parameters of the Lg regularization ex-
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Figure 1: Comparison of pruning methods on SQuAD
2.0: F1 vs percentage of attention heads and feed for-
ward activations pruned from base-qa

periments are trained for one epoch starting from
the models above, with all transformer and embed-
ding parameters fixed. We investigated learning
rates of 1073, 1072, and 10~! on base-qa, and
chose 10! for presentation and results on large-
ga. This is notably larger than typical learning rates
to tune BERT parameters. We used a minibatch
size of 24 and otherwise default hyperparameters
of the BERT-Adam optimizer. We used identical
parameters for our large-qa experiments, except
with gradient accumulation of 3 steps.

4.2.2 Accuracy as function of pruning

In Figure 1 we plot the base-ga F1 as a function
of the percentage of heads removed. The perfor-
mance of ‘random‘ decays abruptly. ’Gain’ is
better. Loregularization is best, allowing 48% prun-
ing at a cost under 5 F1-points.

Also in Figure 1 we plot the (accuracy) F'1 of
removing feed-forward activations. We see broadly
similar trends as above, except that the performance
is robust to even larger pruning. As before L
regularization is best, allowing 70% pruning at cost
under 5 F1-points.

4.2.3 Validating these results

On the basis of the development experiments, we
select an operating point, namely the largest val-
ues of \*™ and A with < 5 Fl-point loss. Af-
ter rescaling to the larger model size, we denote
the weights as \** = 1.875 x 1073 and \* =
7.5 x 107, We train the feed-forward and atten-
tion gates of large-ga with these penalties, as well
as multiples 2%, 3, and 4. The decoding times,
accuracies, and model sizes are summarized in Ta-
ble 2. Accuracies are medians of 5 seeds, and
timings are medians of 5 decoding runs with the
median seed, on a single Nvidia K80 with batch
size 1. Models in which both attention and feed-



pruning of sattn  yff time F1 F1 % attn %ff size

BERT-large X XF sec.  +retrain noretrain removed removed (MiB)
a: no pruning 0 0 || 2712 84.6 0 0 1279
b : attn(Sq) 1 0 || 2288 84.2 443 0 1112
c: f£(Sq) 0 1 || 2103 83.2 0 48.1 908
d : f£(Sq) + attn(Sq) 1 1 1667 83.7 82.6 44.0 48.1 740
e : ff(Sq) + attn(Sq) 2 2 || 1391 83.2 80.9 53.1 64.9 576
f :f£(Sq) + attn(Sq) 3 3 1213 82.4 76.8 57.6 73.7 492
g : fI(Sq) + attn(Sq) 4 4 1| 1128 81.5 67.8 60.1 78.4 441

Table 2:

Decoding times, accuracies on SQuAD 2.0, and space savings achieved at sample operating points of

pruned BERT large-ga, with and without continued training.
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Figure 2: Percentage of attention heads and feed for-
ward activations remaining after pruning, by layer

forward components are pruned were built from the
independently trained gate configurations of atten-
tion and feed forward. For corresponding penalty
weights, the large-ga was pruned somewhat less
than base-qa, and the F'1 loss due to pruning was
smaller.

Much of the loss in accuracy is recovered by con-
tinuing the training for an additional epoch (column
5) after the pruning, even though the accuracy with-
out retraining (column 6) decreases substantially as
more is pruned. We highlight the operating point
of Table 2, row e , which after continued training,
loses less than 1.5 F'1 points, while nearly doubling
the decoding speed.

4.2.4 Impact of pruning each layer

In Fig. 2 we show the percentage of attention heads
and feed forward activations remaining after prun-
ing, by layer. We see that intermediate layers re-
tained more, while layers close to the embedding
and close to the answer were pruned more heavily.

4.3 Natural Questions

We address three questions in this section:
(1) Are the pruning techniques developed for the
SQuAD 2.0 task also applicable to the NQ task?

(2) Do pruning techniques developed for BERT
also apply to RoBERTa?

(3) Can we combine distillation and pruning to
achieve even smaller, faster models?

4.3.1 Transfer of gates

We take the pruned BERT-large models described
above and use the identical model parameters as
the initialization for continued training (using the
cross-entropy objective function) of an NQ model.
In other words, the gate variables are trained on
SQuAD 2.0, and the only use of the NQ training
data is in the continued training of the remaining
transformer parameters, denoted retrain(NQ).
The results shown in Table 3, while far from op-
timal, are encouraging. They suggest that the re-
dundancies in BERT that are removed by pruning
are not task-specific or domain-specific and that a
pruned model is relatively robust.

4.3.2 RoBERTa

RoBERTa-based models have achieved notably
higher accuracy than BERT-based models across a
variety of tasks (Liu et al., 2019), including MRC.
For example, on NQ short answers, our RoOBERTa-
large model achieves 58.8 - over 4 F1-points bet-
ter than the comparable BERT-large model, which
achieved 54.7. RoBERTa has the same topology
as BERT. It differs slightly in such aspects as to-
kenization, training data (during pretraining) and
training procedure. The nature of these differences
suggests that the pruning techniques developed for
BERT should continue to work largely unchanged
with RoBERTa. However, as noted by (Liu et al.,
2019), BERT is significantly undertrained, which
raises the concern that ROBERTa might achieve
its better performance by more effectively utilizing
the transformer parameters that were under-utilized
and prunable in BERT.

We pruned this RoBERTa-large NQ model, us-
ing the same techniques as described above, select-



pruning of sattn  yff % attn %ff LA | SA
BERT-large Nax AT removed | removed | (F1) | (F1)
no pruning 0 0 0 0] 66.1 | 54.7
ff(Sq) + attn(Sq) + retrain(NQ) 2 2 44 48 | 659 | 51.7
ff(Sq) + attn(Sq) + retrain(NQ) 4 4 53 65 | 64.2 | 49.6

Table 3: NQ accuracy of BERT models pruned on SQuAD, continued cross-entropy training on NQ

ing the gate values by L regularization for one
epoch on approximately 20% of the NQ training
data, and continued training for an epoch on the
full NQ training set. In Table 4 we show the ac-
curacy and the amount pruned. We found that to
have a similar percentage of parameters pruned,
we needed smaller values of A" and A when
training the pruning on NQ, compared to training
the pruning on SQuAD. The loss in accuracy for
comparable amounts of pruning is similar to that
observed in BERT/SQuAD experiments, indicating
that RoOBERTa models can be pruned successfully
with these techniques.

4.3.3 Combining distillation and pruning

The simplest way to combine distillation with prun-
ing is, after the model has been pruned, to re-
place the continued training (retrain(NQ)) by
continued training (distill(N(Q)) with a distilla-
tion objective. Here the unpruned model acts as
the teacher and the pruned model is the student. In
Table 5, we show results using distillation only in
the continued training phase. Line c is especially
notable - a 2.9 F1-point gain compared to line c in
Table 4, with less than 0.5 F1-point loss relative to
unpruned, while approaching a doubling of speed.
Timings are median of 5 decoding runs over the
entire NQ developement set on an NVidia V100
using 16-bit floating point with batch size 64. In
this experiment, matrices were forced to have sizes
that are round numbers, resulting in small changes
(< 1%) in reported pruning fractions. We also in-
clude for comparison RoOBERTa-base model (line
e) that has been similarly distilled using RoBERTa-
large as a teacher.

Alternately, the pruning phase itself may be
driven by a distillation objective. Here we replace
the cross-entropy term in Eq.(3) with a distillation
objective function, and prune the model based on
the modified objective function. We will denote
distillation-driven pruning prune(distillation),
in contrast to prune(cross-entropy). All exper-
iments with prune(distillation) involved distil-
lation continued training distill(N Q). When the

pruning phase itself is driven by the distillation ob-
jective, the results are not directly comparable be-
cause the same values of A" and AT yield signif-
icantly less pruning for prune(distillation) than
for prune(cross-entropy).

In Fig. 3 we plot the performance of var-
ious pruned models as a function of the num-
ber of remaining parameters. (We have found
that the number of parameters is well-correlated
with the decoding time for this range of param-
eters.) The points labeled prune(distillation)-
large represent various degrees of distillation prun-
ing followed by distill(NQ) continued train-
ing of a RoBERTa-large model. The points la-
beled prune(cross-entropy)-large represent vari-
ous degrees of cross-entropy pruning followed by
distill(NQ) (corresponding to Table 5, rows b-d)
of the same initial model. The unpruned RoBERTa-
large model of Table 5, row a is the point unpruned-
large at the far right of the graph. The distillation
pruning does not provide a notable improvement
over the cross-entropy driven pruning, unlike the
case of distillation-driven continued training vs
cross-entropy driven continued training.

The point labeled base in Fig.3 is the ROBERTa-
base model (line e of Table 5) trained with the
same distillation technique as our pruned mod-
els. It lies above and to the left of the envelope
of large prune(distillation) points, which suggests
that the pruning+distillation processes are not quite
achieving full potential. On the other hand, the
pruning+distillation processes offer more flexibil-
ity of operating points, without requiring expensive
masked language model pretraining at each size.

The pruning-distillation process may also be
applied to the RoBERTa-base model base+dist,
and this is illustrated by the points prune(cross-
entropy)-base in Fig 3. These points lie even fur-
ther above and to the left of the envelope of base
points, and point the way to even smaller and faster
NQ models achievable by a combination of distil-
lation and structured pruning. For comparison, the
results we have obtained for DistilBERT (50.46)
and TinyBERT (44.64) are at or below the bottom



pruning of sattn A % attn %ff LA | SA
BERT-large Axex  1sATE removed | removed | (F1) | (F1)
a : no pruning 0 0 0 0] 703 | 58.8
b: TI(NQ) + attn(NQ) + retrain(NQ) 1 2 42 40 | 68.3 | 57.7
c: fI(NQ) + attn(NQ) + retrain(NQ) 2 4 53 56 | 67.8 | 55.5
d : T(NQ) + attn(NQ) + retrain(NQ) 4 10 68 75 | 652 | 522

Table 4: NQ accuracy of ROBERTa models pruned on NQ, continued cross-entropy training on NQ

pruning of Jattn AfF % attn Yoft LA SA | time

BERT-large Axe®  1sAFr removed | removed | (F1) | (F1) | sec.
@ : no pruning 0 0 00 0| 703 | 58.8 | 2789
b : I(NQ) + attn(NQ) + distill(NQ) 1 2 42 40 | 69.8 | 58.4 | 1867
c: ff(NQ) + attn(NQ) + distill(NQ) 2 4 53 55 | 69.3 | 584 | 1523
d : f(NQ) + attn(NQ) + distill(NQ) 4 10 68 75 | 67.6 | 554 | 1135
e : RoBERTa-base NA NA NA NA | 67.3 | 559 | 1151

Table 5: RoBERTa models pruned on NQ, continued training on NQ by distillation from unpruned model

] experiment |
/ / e prune(distillation)-large
rune(cross-entropy)-large
aP Tabﬁe 5, rows Ry’ e
unpruned-large
o 5, row a
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Table 5, row e
v prune(cross-entropy)-base
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Figure 3: Short answer accuracy vs number of param-
eters (millions), contrasting distillation-driven pruning
with cross-entropy-driven pruning. (See text.)

edge of this graph.

Averaging across five different initializations
(random seeds) of gate parameters, a sample operat-
ing point for prune(distillation)-large has attention
heads pruned by 60.0 + 1.0%, feed-forward activa-
tions pruned by 71.9 4+ 0.1% yielding long-answer
(LA) F1 of 68.2 4= 0.2% and short-answer (SA) F1
of 56.2+0.2%. Similarly, a sample operating point
for prune(cross-entropy)-base has attention heads
pruned by 20.3 + 1.7%, feed-forward activations
pruned by 17.7 £ 0.4%, yielding long-answer (LA)
F1 of 68.0 £ 0.2% and short-answer (SA) F1 of
57.0 + 0.2%.

5 Conclusions

We investigate various methods to prune existing
transformer-based MRC models, and evaluate the
accuracy-speed tradeoff for these prunings. We find
that both the attention head layers and especially
the feed forward layers can be pruned considerably

with minimal lost of accuracy.

We find that L regularization pruning is partic-
ularly effective for pruning these two transformer
components, compared to the more heuristic *Gain’
method. The pruned feed-forward layer and the
pruned attention heads are easily combined. Es-
pecially after retraining, this combination yields
a considerably faster question answering model
with minimal loss in accuracy. One operating point
nearly doubles the decoding speed on SQuAD 2.0,
with a loss of less than 1.5 F1-points.

The same methods that worked with a BERT-
based SQuAD 2.0 model also yield strong results
when applied to a RoBERTa-based NQ model. The
best performance is achieved by combining distil-
lation with structured pruning. One operating point
almost doubles the inference speed of RoOBERTa-
large based model for Natural Questions, while
losing less than 0.5 F1-point on short answers,
less than 20% of the difference between baseline
RoBERTa-large and RoBERTa-base systems.

We emphasize that our method probes a wide
range of speed/accuracy operating points. It only
requires revisiting task-specific training data, an
expense comparable to fine-tuning, and does not
require revisiting transformer pretraining, a much
larger expense comparable to the original pretrain-
ing of a transformer model. Our method is robust
across both BERT- and RoBERTa-based models.
It is also robust across both SQuAD and NQ, de-
spite the different biases incorporated into the con-
struction of these datasets. Furthermore our ob-
servation that the resulting transformer layers are
non-identical may inform future efforts at pruning.



6 Ethical Consideration

The methods described in this paper are able to
reduce the energy-intensiveness of transformer lan-
guage models, both at runtime, and by reducing
the need for pretraining of such models. All ex-
periments were done with publicly available data
sets that are not known to contain personally iden-
tifiable information. Although deployed question
answering system have the potential for misuse,
this work is not likely to affect this potential.
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