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Abstract
Data selection techniques, which adaptively select datapoints inside the training loop, have demonstrated
empirical benefits in reducing the number of gradient steps to train neural models. However, these
techniques have so far largely been applied to classification. In this work, we study their applicability to
language model pretraining, a highly time-intensive task. We propose a simple modification to an existing
data selection technique (reducible hold-out loss training) in order to adapt it to the sequence losses
typical in language modeling. We experiment on both autoregressive and masked language modelling,
and show that applying data selection to pretraining offers notable benefits including a 4.3% reduction in
total number of steps, a 21.5% steps reduction in average, to an intermediate target perplexity, over the
course of pretraining an autoregressive language model. Further, data selection trained language models
demonstrate significantly better performance on out of domain datasets, including 7.9% reduction in total
number of steps and 23.2% average steps reduction to an intermediate target perplexity.

1. Introduction

Data selection methods can often reduce the
number of steps required to train neural mod-
els (Jiang et al., 2019; Kawaguchi and Lu,
2020; Mindermann et al., 2022). These meth-
ods typically evaluate the loss of a large num-
ber of examples under the model first and
then selectively perform backward passes on
the examples with either the highest loss, the
largest gradient or the maximum expected im-
provement on a held out set (Loshchilov and
Hutter, 2015; Jiang et al., 2019; Kawaguchi
and Lu, 2020). Ideally, these data selection
techniques could reduce training time for mod-
els that use a lengthy training process. Pre-
trained language models have seen tremen-
dous success in many NLP tasks (Devlin et al.,
2018; Chowdhery et al., 2022; OpenAI, 2023).
Pretraining is an expensive process (Sharir
et al., 2020) that typically happens on billions
of tokens, for months at a time (Sevilla et al.,
2022). In this paper, we explore whether data
selection techniques, that have largely been
studied in the context of classification, can also
be applied to pretraining language models.

Typical training objectives for neural lan-
guage models (LMs) include log likelihood of
the next (or masked) token (Raffel et al., 2020).
To implement these objectives efficiently, we
compute these per-token objectives for all to-

kens in a given sequence. This presents a
challenge for data selection techniques, which
are less well suited for selecting entire se-
quences of examples. In order for data selec-
tion to be more efficient, we must throw out en-
tire sequences rather than tokens. Token-level
objectives must be aggregated into sequence-
level measures of the utility of training exam-
ples when deciding which ones to throw out.

In this work, we adapt a recently proposed
technique of Reducible Hold Out Loss (RHO-
Loss) selection (Mindermann et al., 2022) to
the sequence level by averaging over token-
level losses. We show that data selection on
pretraining results in (1) Notable reduction in
number of training steps, and (2) LMs with sig-
nificant better performance on out of domain
datasets compared to standard pretraining.

2. Background
2.1. RHO-Loss

Consider training a neural model Pt

on a dataset of labeled examples
D={(x1, y1), (x2, y2), ...}. We refer to this
model of interest, Pt, as the target model.
While typical data selection methods pick the
examples with high target loss (Kawaguchi
and Lu, 2020), Mindermann et al. (2022) con-
siders an additional auxiliary loss alongside
the target loss. This auxiliary loss comes from
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a different model PIL pretrained on Dho, a
small heldout portion of D. Pt is exclusively
trained on the remaining portion of D i.e., Dt.
Intuitively, a high loss under PIL of an example
in Dt suggests it is noise because it falls out
of the distribution of Dho. Similarly, a low loss
under Pt of an example suggests that it is
redundant and not important. RHO-Loss uses
a selection criterion following these principles.

Specifically, at each step of training Pt, Min-
dermann et al. (2022) first makes a forward
pass on minibatch BB with nB number of ex-
amples i.e. nB = |BB|. Then RHO-Loss is
defined as the difference between the target
loss and IL loss as shown in Eq. 1. Nega-
tive log likelihood is used for individual model
losses. RHO-Loss is used to select the nb

(effective minibatch size) highest scoring ex-
amples among the nB (nB:nb ratio is typically
10:1). A backward pass is then performed on
the selected nb examples to train Pt. PIL is
also called the ‘Irreducible Loss’ (IL) model.

argtop-k
(x,y)∈BB ; k=nb

logPIL(y|x)− logPt(y|x) (1)

Evaluation: Mindermann et al. (2022) used
steps to target accuracy as the main evalua-
tion metric. Similarly, we use steps to target
perplexity/loss as our main metric. Note that
this metric ignores the cost of extra forward
passes to get IL loss, the IL training cost. We,
along with Mindermann et al. (2022) believe
that costs are less important and can be ef-
fectively amortized. Elaborate details in §7.

2.2. Language Modelling

Let s(j) = x
(j)
0 , x

(j)
1 , . . . , x

(j)
m be the m tokens

of j-th text sequence in dataset D. Pt is the
language model to be trained. M(j) is a set of
tokens of interest in s(j) which contribute to the
loss. s(j)i is a modified sequence that is used
to predict token x

(j)
i . Language modelling loss

for the minibatch B comprising nb examples is

L = − 1

Z

∑
j∈B

∑
x
(j)
i ∈M(j)

logPt(x
(j)
i |s(j)i ), (2)

where Z =
∑

j∈B|M(j)|.

2.2.1. Autoregressive Modelling (AM)

All tokens in each example contribute to the
loss in this setting. Hence, |M(j)| = m where

m is the sequence length. We assume all se-
quences are tightly packed (Raffel et al., 2020).
At each step, an autoregressive LM predicts
token x

(j)
i given past tokens x

(j)
0 , x

(j)
1 , .., x

(j)
i−1.

Hence, s(j)i = x
(j)
0 , x

(j)
1 , .., x

(j)
i−1 in this case.

2.2.2. Masked Language Modelling (MLM)

In MLM, multiple tokens in the input sequence
are replaced by the [MASK] token. Let s

(j)
m

be the masked sequence. An LM predicts
masked token x

(j)
i using this masked se-

quence s
(j)
m . Hence s

(j)
i = s

(j)
m in this case.

M(j) contains the mask tokens in sequence
s
(j)
m . In MLM, a random 15% tokens in every

sequence are masked, few are replaced with
original/random words (Devlin et al., 2018).

2.3. Computational Challenges of Data
Selection for Language modelling

Eq. 2 shows that LM pretraining involves back-
propagating loss from multiple tokens in a mini-
batch. A trivial way of applying data selection
techniques would be to select tokens based
on loss/RHO criterion and performing back-
ward pass on them. Unfortunately, discard-
ing individual tokens does not give any signif-
icant speed up because attention would still
require activation values of the dropped tokens.
Hence, sequences need to be dropped.

3. Methodology
In this section, we present some simple modi-
fications to RHO-Loss that enables it to work
for pretraining of language models. Following
RHO-Loss, we split dataset D into two parts
Dt and Dho. The auxiliary model PIL is pre-
trained on the smaller Dho. Irreducible loss per
token becomes − logPIL(x

(j)
i |s(j)i ). Using tar-

get model Pt, we define the reducible holdout
loss per token x

(j)
i as:

L(j)
RHO(i) = logPIL(x

(j)
i |s(j)i )− logPt(x

(j)
i |s(j)i ). (3)

Selecting high worth tokens and backprop-
agating on them is not computationally effi-
cient. We hence perform a data selection run
at the sequence level first and then apply a
token level pretraining loss over the selected
sequences. We present Sequence Reducible
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Figure 1: In domain validation ppl for AM.
S-RHOL achieves −4.3% in %∆Steps(FINAL)
and −21.5% in %∆Steps(MEAN) over baseline.

Holdout Loss (S-RHOL) for sequence s(j) as

L(j)
S-RHO = F

({
L(j)

RHO(i)|x
(j)
i ∈ M(j)

})
(4)

where M(j) is the set of tokens of interest in
sequence s

(j)
i . All the tokens in the sequence

s
(j)
i are in M(j) for autoregressive modelling.

All mask tokens in masked sequence s
(j)
m are

in M(j) for masked language modelling.
For F , we experimented with multiple

choices - mean, median, quartiles. In both
AM and MLM, we found mean performed better
than others. Thus, S-RHOL of s(j) is equal to
the average value of reducible holdout loss of
its tokens in AM, and of its masked tokens in
MLM. Given S-RHO for s(j), we can now select
non-redundant, non-noisy sequences from Dt.

For training Pt, the first forward pass is made
on a minibatch BB of nB sequences and their
S-RHO values are determined. We pick the top
nb examples by the highest value of L(j)

S-RHO:

argtop-k
s(j)∈BB ; k=nb

L(j)
S-RHO. (5)

These nb examples together form the batch
B. The second forward pass is performed on
B and is then followed by a backward run on
the same. This part uses the exact token level
language modelling loss as described in Eq. 2.
This completes one single step of pretraining.

4. Experiments

We compare the following methods. baseline
- The standard pretraining procedure from Eq.
2. S-RHOL - The method proposed in §3. LIL
- This method is similar to S-RHOL but without
the target loss component in Eq. 3. HTL - This
again is similar to S-RHOL but without the IL

loss component in Eq. 3. PHTL - This is an
softer version of HTL. This method probabilisti-
cally picks sequences by softmax of their loss
values like Jiang et al. (2019).

We use BERT-BASE(110M params) (Devlin
et al., 2018) for MLM and GPT2-SMALL (124M
params) (Radford et al., 2019) for AM. We
use the same architecture for PIL(Mindermann
et al., 2022). For AM, we follow (Gururangan
et al., 2022) to combine 1B (Chelba et al.,
2013), MED, CS (Lo et al., 2019) and RE-
ALNEWS (Zellers et al., 2019) resulting in
20.6B tokens. For MLM, we use wikipedia and
bookcorpus (Devlin et al., 2018). To make the
runs more tractable, we limit sequences to 128
length and training to 25K steps for all models
(Izsak et al., 2021). Warmup is 8% of the total
steps. Effective batch size was 4096 for both
AM and MLM. . Following Izsak et al. (2021),
we set learning rate schedule to go down to
zero at pretraining end. The IL model has been
trained for 75K steps on 30% data. While we
agree that 75K is a large number of steps, we
point out that the data used is limited. Minder-
mann et al. (2022) also showed that smaller
sized IL models work reasonably well. Some
of our later experiments also analyse the affect
of strength of IL models.

4.1. Results: Autoregressive Modelling

Fig. 1, Table 1 show perplexity values on the
validation set. Intermediate checkpoints during
pretraining are essential in many applications.
Hence, we also report MEAN intermediate num-
bers over the course of pretraining.
S-RHOL surpassed all other models. S-RHOL

requires 4.3% fewer number of steps to
achieve the final perplexity achieved by the

Models Perplexity
∆Perplexity %∆Steps

(MEAN) (FINAL) (MEAN) (FINAL)

baseline 22.7 0 0 0 0
LIL 27.3 4.9 4.6 85.9 -
HTL 24.6 1.9 1.9 33.9 -
PHTL 22.7 -0.4 0 -6.3 -0.1
S-RHOL 22.3 -1.3 -0.4 -21.5 -4.3

Table 1: In domain performance. ∆, %∆ are
improvement, % improvement, over baseline
resp. MEAN is the value averaged over
the course of pretraining(every 1K steps of
baseline), FINAL is value at end of pretraining.
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Models
∆Perplexity ∆Perplexity %∆Steps

(GPT2) (MEAN) (FINAL) (MEAN) (FINAL)

S-RHOL -12.43 -3.33 -1.44 -23.2 -7.9

Table 2: Average Out of Domain AM results.
S-RHOL improvement better than In-Domain.

baseline. The gap between S-RHOL and
baseline is much higher at an intermediate
steps(<25K). Given a target perplexity, S-RHOL
achieves it in 21.5% fewer steps on average
as compared to the baseline. (for Ex. S-RHOL
requires ∼6K steps to match the baseline ppl
at 10K steps, a 40% improvement). Notably,
LIL and HTL implementing subparts of S-RHOL
performed much worse than baseline. We
posit this is because of them not filtering out
redundant and noisy examples respectively.

To further measure models’ generalization
to challenging data distributions, we tested the
trained models on 6 out of domain datasets
from Gururangan et al. (2022). S-RHOL strongly
outperformed the baseline (Tab. 2). Pre-
trained GPT2-SMALL perplexities are shown
to justify the strength of the trained models.

4.2. Results: Masked Language
Modelling

We perform S-RHOL pretraining over MLM mod-
els in Tab. 3. Tab. 4 shows the out of do-
main validation results. S-RHOL outperforms
baseline and trends follow the AM case.
Finetuning: While S-RHOL significanty beats
baseline on perplexity metrics over multiple
in/out of domain datasets, Tab. 5 shows
that S-RHOL only does comparably well with
baseline on downstream datasets. We posit
this is because finetuning metrics do not al-
ways correlate to strength of pretraining check-
points. Research shows pretraining on just the
finetuning datasets gets very strong finetuning
numbers (Krishna et al., 2022).

Models Final Loss
∆Final Loss %∆Steps

(MEAN) (FINAL) (MEAN) (FINAL)

baseline 1.818 0 0 0 0
HTL 1.964 0.111 0.146 47.8 -
PHTL 1.832 -0.008 0.009 -2.5 -
S-RHOL 1.81 -0.043 -0.007 -15.76 -4.77

Table 3: In domain MLM performance. S-RHOL
outperforms baseline.

Models
∆Final Loss %∆Steps

(MEAN) (FINAL) (MEAN) (FINAL)

S-RHOL -0.06 -0.02 -16.46 -6.29

Table 4: Average Out of Domain MLM perfor-
mance. S-RHOL outperforms baseline.

Models mnli sst2 cola mrpc avg

baseline 82.0 91.5 56.9 88.7 79.8
S-RHOL 82.0 91.7 57.7 88.4 80.0

Table 5: Finetuning results with final MLM
checkpoints. Both models are comparable.

4.3. Ablations

4.3.1. PIL data size

Although setting aside 30% of D for Dho is
reasonable for large web scale datasets, this
is not possible on smaller domains. Hence, we
try with only 10% data for training our IL model.
S-RHOL not only outperforms the baseline but
also maintains the %∆ gains it achieved in the
30% IL split case. Table 6 shows results.

4.3.2. Hyperparameters

Peak learning rate, learning rate schedule
are two important pretraining hyperparame-
ters (Devlin et al., 2018). With multiple peak
lr (2×, 0.5×, ..), S-RHOL consistently outper-
formes baseline. We also experiment with 2×
schedule (lr goes down to zero at 50K steps,
training still for 25K steps). Final gap with the
baseline is much higher in this case suggest-
ing baseline trains much quicker in the later
stages when learning rate is closer to zero.
Table 6 shows results. Details in §A.5, A.6.

4.3.3. Switchback to baseline

S-RHOL gap with baseline decreases quickly
towards the end of pretraining in Fig. 1. To
check if baseline can replace S-RHOL later
stages in pretraining, we initialize an LM
with S-RHOL checkpoint at 5K steps and con-
tinue standard pretraining for 20K more steps.
FINAL gain vanishes (MEAN gain still high be-
cause of 5K S-RHOL steps). Hence, it is ben-
eficial to continuously train with S-RHOL to ef-
fectively remove noise, redundancy. Table 6
shows results. More details in §A.7.
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Models
%∆Steps

(MEAN) (FINAL)

S-RHOL(10% data PIL) -20.4 -4.1

S-RHOL(2x Wider LR schedule) -33.8 -35.4

S-RHOL(Avg. Multiple Learning rates) -16.7 -5.1

S-RHOL(5K) + baseline(20K) -8.9 -0.5

Table 6: Ablations S-RHOL vs baseline. S-RHOL
beats baseline in multiple settings.

Models Perplexity
∆Perplexity %∆Steps

(MEAN) (FINAL) (MEAN) (FINAL)

S-RHOL 22.3 -1.3 -0.4 -19.9 -4.7
S-RHOL+ 22.2 -1.4 -0.5 -21.7 -5.2

Table 7: S-RHOL+ uses weak IL models during
the beginning of training and moves to stronger
IL models towards the end.

4.3.4. Strength of IL model

The auxiliary IL model used in S-RHOL is
trained on the holdout dataset Dho. One can
train IL models of different strengths on this
heldout dataset. While stronger IL models
are expected to perform better, we empirically
found that weaker IL models may be better
suited in the initial steps of pretraining. Fig.
6 shows two pretraining runs of S-RHOL: one
with weak IL model and another with strong
IL model. Weaker IL models perform better
than stronger IL models in the initial phase of
training.

Factoring in this phenomenon, we try us-
ing IL models of different strength during dif-
ferent stages of training. While pretraining
the IL model on Dho, we save multiple check-
points of it throughout the training run. The
weak early IL checkpoints are used in the ini-
tial stages of the target training and stronger
checkpoints are used in the later stages. Using
three IL models of increasing strength during
the course of pretraining, we obtain improved
results as shown in Table 7. S-RHOL+ the new
method performs better than S-RHOL.

5. Related Work

Architectural changes for efficient pretrain-
ing: Multiple papers propose to reduce lan-
guage model pretraining times by changing the
model architecture. Liao et al. (2022) work on

improving MLM runtime by dropping mask to-
kens from the initial LM layers and introducing
them in the later layers. The squared depen-
dency on inputs in a transformer helps them
save pretraining runtime. Hou et al. (2022)
is another similar work which drops unimpor-
tant tokens from intermediate layers to improve
pretraining runtime. Geiping and Goldstein
(2022) proposes a range of architectural and
optimization tricks to train language models
more efficiently. In contrast to these works, the
presented S-RHOL functions at a data level to
improve pretraninig runtime.
Data changes for efficient pretraining: Lee
et al. (2021) is one such work which dedu-
plicates the pretraining data and thereby im-
proves pretraining runtime. While this could
be a good preprocessing step, there is much
scope left to explore the best strategies for
removing examples during the actual pretrain-
ing procedure. This work makes considerable
progress in this space.
Data Selection: On the other end of the spec-
trum, data selection is a widely studied class
of methods. Jiang et al. (2019) evaluates the
loss of an example over multiple epochs and
selectively backpropagates on high loss exam-
ples. Kawaguchi and Lu (2020) also uses high
loss examples while being less selective at the
beginning and very selective towards the end
of training. Loshchilov and Hutter (2015) is
another work which focuses on high loss ex-
amples to train target models. Selecting high
loss examples although filters redundant ex-
amples, is still prone to noisy examples. Some
works Pleiss et al. (2020); Chen et al. (2019)
can filter out noisy points.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce simple modifica-
tions to RHO-Loss, enabling it to work on se-
quences. S-RHOL demonstrates notable gains
over the standard pretraining baseline on both
autoregressive and masked language mod-
elling. Also, S-RHOL consistently outperforms
the baseline under multiple settings: weaker
IL models, different learning rates and learning
rate schedules. Further, S-RHOL trained LMs
demonstrate significantly better generalization
abilities compared to regular LMs.
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7. Limitations

We followed (Mindermann et al., 2022) in eval-
uating the effectiveness of our dataselection
algorithm based on the number of backward
steps(and not wallclock time). Our main goal
from this paper is to point out to the NLP com-
munity that data selection techniques are in-
fact helpful for language model pretraining. We
hope this work motivates more exploration of
this underexplored topic on datasection for pre-
training.

The main limitation of this work is the
extra clocktime required by additional forward
passes in Eq. 4. An implementation which can
leverage data selection principles to improve
pretraining clocktime is beyond the scope
of this paper and a topic for future research.
Our work was focused on the data selection
algorithm’s effectiveness rather than the wall
clock efficiency. Nevertheless, we elaborately
discuss ways to nullify this extra clocktime.

Multiple techniques can be used to reduce
this time required by the selection forward.

Parallelized selection: Forward passes
can be performed on multiple machines in par-
allel. In contrast, using multiple machines has
diminishing returns for a backward pass (Anil
et al., 2018; McCandlish et al., 2018). Further,
very high batch sizes on backward hurts gen-
eralization performance (Shoeybi et al., 2019).
Thus data selection can be thought of as one
way to make use of additional computation
(i.e., to make use of additional GPUs) without
harming generalization.
Pipelining: (Jiang et al., 2019) suggest a pos-
sible method of using stale versions of the
target model to select examples on a separate
engine and updating the stale version every
few thousand steps . Selection for batch ‘N+1’
can be done when target trains for batch ‘N’.
Thus, all delays from the extra forward step
can be made zero.
Inference Accelerators: Using low preci-
sion/quantization can speed up inference by
10x (Jouppi et al., 2017). Note that activa-
tion values are not required for the selection
forward pass as opposed to backward passes.
Parallelized selection, Pipelining and Infer-
ence acceleration can nullify the extra time for

selection forward, matching the S-RHOL cost to
that of the baseline.

Regarding IL model, we followed Minder-
mann et al. (2022) in using the same sized
IL model. While baseline and SRHOL were
trained for 25k steps, IL model was trained for
75k steps(on a much smaller dataset - 30%,
10% of the pretraining data). Mindermann et al.
(2022) also showed that smaller sized IL mod-
els work reasonably well. We can utilize this
to further lower the cost of IL models. Further,
this training can all be performed offline. In-
ference using IL can be performed offline or
‘Pipelined’ as mentioned before. IL training
can thus be considered as preprocessing of
the dataset. Further, each IL model can be
used to perform multiple trainings amortizing
it’s cost. All runs in Tab. 6 (except the 10%
data PIL) use checkpoints of the same IL pre-
training run.

Future research can consider using
existing pretrained LM checkpoints (Ex:
BERT, ROBERTA, GPT35, etc) as IL models.
Data selection can thus be thought of as a
reverse of distillation where information from
a smaller model can train a larger model.
Further, intermediate checkpoints of the same
target model can possibly be used as IL
models, to completely nullify the extra cost of
training IL models and matching the SRHOL
cost to that of the baseline.

Broader Impact and Discussion of Ethics:
While our model is not tied to any specific
applications, it could be used in sensitive
contexts such as health-care, etc. Any work
using our method is requested to undertake
extensive quality-assurance and robustness
testing before applying in their setting. To
the best of our knowledge, the datasets used
in our work do not contain any sensitive
information.

Replicability:
Sourcecode: https://github.com/raghavlite/fast-
pt

https://github.com/raghavlite/fast-pt
https://github.com/raghavlite/fast-pt
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A. Appendix

A.1. Details

Architecture
For our target model Pt, we use BERT-
BASE(110M params) architecture (Devlin
et al., 2018) for MLM and GPT2-SMALL (124M
params) (Radford et al., 2019) architecture
for autoregressive language modelling. Given
these are fairly small architectures, we use
the same architetures for auxiliary model PIL.

Data
Autoregressive Modelling: We combine data
from 4 different domains listed in Gururangan
et al. (2021). We use 1B (Chelba et al., 2013),
MED (Lo et al., 2019), CS (Lo et al., 2019)
and REALNEWS (Zellers et al., 2019) in
the proportions as listed in Gururangan et al.
(2021). The final training dataset comprises
20.6B tokens. All models are trained on this
dataset. To create a holdout set for training IL
models, 30% of this data (around 6.1B tokens)
is set aside. A small amount of the remaining
data is set aside as validation set.

Masked Language modelling: We follow
Izsak et al. (2021) and Devlin et al. (2018) in
combining Wikipedia and Bookcorpus. Similar
to the previous case, we set 30% of this data
aside as a heldout dataset.

Training
To make the pretraining more tractable for our
budget, we limit sequences to 128 length for
all the models. Izsak et al. (2021); Devlin et al.
(2018) do this for 100% and 90% of their train-
ing respectively. Further, we restrict all method
trainings to 25K steps similar to (Izsak et al.,
2021). We fix the warmup at 8% of the total
steps. Effective batch size was 4096 for both
AR and MLM. All pretraining runs were per-
formed on a node of 4 A6000 gpus. Following
Izsak et al. (2021), we set the learning rate
schedule to go down to zero at the end of
training.

A.2. Results: Autoregressive Modelling

In Domain: Discussed in Fig. 1, Table 1.

Figure 2: In domain validation loss for MLM.
S-RHOL outperforms baseline.

Out of Domain: We also test the models on
some out of domain datasets described in Gu-
rurangan et al. (2022). We further show the
perplexity of a pretrained GPT2-SMALL in the
plots for an enriched comparison. This serves
multiple purposes. Firstly, it shows how S-RHOL
and baseline generalise to out of distribution
data. It also justifies that these trained models
are enough strong (compared to GPT2).

Fig 3 shows the result. S-RHOL outperforms
baseline in all the plots. Further, S-RHOL per-
forms comparably to GPT2 justifying strength
of the pretrained models. Note that we used a
pretrained GPT2 trained on 1024 sequences
and applied it to 128 length sequences.

A.3. Results: Masked language
Modelling

In Domain: Table 3, Fig. 2 shows the
comparison of S-RHOL with the other methods.
Note that the figure depicts loss and not
perplexity like in previous cases and hence
is on a much more magnified scale. S-RHOL
outperforms baseline in all of the experiments.

Out of Domain: Fig. 4 shows the out of
domain validation losses similar to AR case.
S-RHOL does better than the baseline on all
the six datasets.

Finetuning: Discussed in Table 5.

A.4. Ablation: IL Model Strength

Fig 6 shows the pretraining process for differ-
ent strength IL models.
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Figure 3: Out of Domain Perplexity values for six out of domain datasets. S-RHOL is better than
baseline for all the six datasets. AM

Figure 4: Out of Domain validation losses for six datasets. S-RHOL is better better than baseline.

A.5. Ablation: Longer Learning rate
schedule

Language model pretraining typically happens
for a large number of steps. While we could
only train our models for 25K steps, to further
understand how S-RHOL performs on a much
large scale pretraining routine, we train mod-
els with much longer learning rate schedule
in Fig. 7. The learning rate goes down to
zero at 50K steps(instead of 25K as in Table
1) and warmup is at 8% of it. Note that the
%∆Steps(FINAL) in this case is much higher at
−38.8%. This illustrates that the learning rate
schedule contributes to the difference between

baseline and S-RHOL. Further, this shows that
one cannot directly interpolate baseline and
S-RHOL curves from Fig. 1 because training for
more steps would require a different learning
rate schedule. Also note that the final perplex-
ity of both models is much higher when com-
pared to the smaller schedule case indicating
that the training is still ongoing.

A.6. Ablation: Effect of Learning Rate

Note that S-RHOL is a strategy/methodology
and not a single model. A good training strat-
egy is expected to be robust across learning
rates. To further establish the superiority of
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Figure 5: Affects of changing peak learning rate. In all the cases, S-RHOL is better than baseline.

Figure 6: S-RHOL(Weak IL) does better in the
initial stages until 5000 steps of training and
worse in the later stages beyond 5000 steps.

Figure 7: baseline and S-RHOL on a much
wider lr schedule. %∆Steps(FINAL) here is
−38.8%

S-RHOL over the baseline, we perform rigorous
testing of our methods across different learn-
ing rates. The results in Table 1 correspond to
learning rate of 64e− 4. Fig 5 shows the com-
parison at multiple other learning rates. We
use the same IL model for all of these runs. In
all of the 4 different variants, S-RHOL performed
better than baseline. In general, we observe
that the model learns faster towards the end
of pretraining cycle when the learning rate is
going down towards zero. As seen in Fig. 1,
the difference between S-RHOL and baseline
decreases in this phase.

A.7. Ablation: Is S-RHOL only effective in
Initial Phase?

It might seem from Fig. 1 that performance
gap between S-RHOL and baseline decreases
in the later stages of pretraining. When the
learning rate gets low enough towards the end
(inside the lr schedule), the baseline starts to
train slightly better. We used a linear decay
with lr going down to zero following Izsak et al.
(2021). Note that the gap doesn’t decrease
as quickly in the case of a longer learning rate
schedule (Fig. 7 in Appendix). The gap is high
even at 25K steps. This suggests a decreas-
ing learning rate towards the end of pretraining
is working better for a baseline in removing the
effect of noisy/redundant examples. That said,
it still cannot match the case of continuously
training with SRHOL. Following experiment
justifies this.

We initialise an LM with S-RHOL checkpoint
at 5K steps and continue training for 20K
more steps using standard pretraining.

Figure 8: S-RHOL (5K) + baseline (20K) is
only able to achieve %∆Stepsof −0.51%

The perplexity of S-RHOL (5K) + baseline
(20K) suddenly increases within a few steps
to match the perplexity of the baseline. It
closely follows the validation curve of the base-
line after that until training completes. This
shows that if redundant/noisy examples are
not continuously removed, model quickly be-
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comes worse. It is beneficial to constantly
keep removing redundant/noisy examples at
every stage rather than just at first.
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