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Abstract
Pre-trained language models have been proven
to possess strong base capabilities, which not
only excel in in-distribution language model-
ing but also show powerful abilities in out-of-
distribution language modeling, transfer learn-
ing and few-shot learning. Unlike existing work
focusing on the influence of scale on base ca-
pabilities, our work examines the influence of
architecture on those. Specifically, our concern
is: How does architecture influence the base
capabilities of pre-trained language models? In
this work, we attempt to explain and reverse the
decline in base capabilities caused by the archi-
tecture of FFN-Wider Transformers, seeking to
provide some insights. Through analysis, we
found the contribution ratio of Multi-Head At-
tention (a combination function) to pre-trained
language modeling is a key factor affecting
base capabilities. FFN-Wider Transformers re-
duce the contribution ratio of this combination
function, leading to a decline in base capabili-
ties. We confirmed this by experiments and pro-
posed Combination Enhancement Architecture
(CEA) to address the decline in base capabili-
ties of such models. Significantly, we extended
our explanation and CEA to Mixture of Experts
(MoE) architecture Transformers, which also
alleviated their decline in base capabilities to
some extent, proving our work can offer useful
guidance for architecture analysis, architecture
improvement and architecture design.

1 Introduction

Recent research has discovered that pre-trained lan-
guage models possess strong base capabilities (Rad-
ford et al., 2018; Devlin et al., 2019; Brown et al.,
2020; OpenAI, 2023). They can not only address
in-distribution language modeling which is usually
their pre-training objective, but also unexpectedly
excel in out-of-distribution language modeling,
transfer learning, few-shot learning, etc. This
has attracted the attention of many researchers.
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Figure 1: The results of various architecture models
at two different scales illustrate that: 1) Under similar
pre-training performance, the FFN-Wider BERT mod-
els demonstrate a noticeable decline in base capabili-
ties (such as out-of-distribution language modeling and
transfer learning) compared to the vanilla BERT models.
2) The FFN-Wider BERT models with our Combination
Enhanced Architecture (CEA) successfully reverse the
decline in base capabilities.

However, it has also been observed that the cost
of pre-training a language model is substantial,
with the trial-and-error approach based on empiri-
cal improvements proving to be very expensive.
Consequently, there is a desire to gain insights
into the final performance by analyzing factors like
scale and architecture that directly determine the
base capabilities of models.

In this process, much attention has been focused
on analyzing scale, leading to the formulation of
compelling scaling laws (Kaplan et al., 2020; Hoff-
mann et al., 2022) that drive the trend of enhancing
base capability by increasing parameter numbers,
data volume and training tokens. In contrast, the
impact of architecture has not received sufficient
attention. According to the basic principle of induc-
tive bias in machine learning, model architecture
is also a crucial factor affecting base capabilities,
and its impact could be equally decisive.
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Figure 2: Illustration showing that the synchronous improvement in model base capability as the actual contribution
ratio of the Outer-FFN layer (a transformation function) decreases, that is, the actual contribution ratio of the MHA
layer (a combination function) increases. This reveals a key factor affecting model’s base capabilities.

Some studies have already noted the significant
influence of architecture on the base capabilities.
For instance, (Tay et al., 2023) have observed con-
siderable differences in base capabilities among
various Transformer architecture variants. Some
variants, though larger in scale and more power-
ful in pre-training performance than vanilla Trans-
formers, exhibit significantly reduced performance
in downstream tasks. This suggests different ar-
chitecture models vary greatly in converting
pre-training performance into base capabilities.
Simply increasing scale does not resolve all issues,
and exploring the impact of architecture on base
capabilities is crucial.

However, despite these studies demonstrating
the key influences of model architecture on base
capabilities, the understanding of the underlying
mechanisms of these influences remains limited.
In this work, we attempt to explain the base capabil-
ity change caused by a specific model architecture
change and identify the underlying influencing fac-
tor, then design experiments to validate our expla-
nation and influencing factor, and finally propose a
generalizable enhancement method.

Specifically, we focus on the Transformer with
wider FFN (Feed-Forward Network) layers, find-
ing that this architecture change leads to a signifi-
cant decrease in base capabilities compared to the
vanilla Transformer. As shown in Figure 1, under
similar pre-training performance, the FFN-Wider
BERT models exhibit a noticeable decline in both
out-of-distribution language modeling and down-
stream tasks fine-tuning compared to the vanilla
BERT models. We believe such a simple change,
leading to significant differences in base capabili-
ties, makes for a good object of study in exploring
how architecture impacts base capabilities.

We firstly attempted to explain this change in
base capabilities. Through analysis, we concluded
that the MHA (Multi-Head Attention) layer in the
Transformer is a combination function, and the
FFN (Feed-Forward Network) layer is a transfor-
mation function, with the former being a focused
expression of the combinability of language. Dur-
ing their contribution to pre-trained language mod-
eling, the actual contribution ratio of the MHA
layer, as a combination function, is a key fac-
tor affecting the model’s base capabilities. The
FFN-Wider Transformer models directly enhance
the FFN layer, indirectly reducing the combination
function’s actual contribution ratio to pre-trained
language modeling, thereby leading to a significant
decline in base capabilities.

To validate our explanation for it, we designed a
Combination Adjustable Architecture (CAA), as
depicted in Figure 2(a). This architecture bifurcates
a wider FFN into two parts with adjustable width
ratios: one remains in its original position as a trans-
formation function, known as the Outer-FFN, and
the other is relocated within the MHA layer, trans-
formed through a special design into an Inner-FFN
that solely enhances the combination function. We
controlled the width ratio of the Outer-FFN, reduc-
ing it gradually from 100% to 0%. In Figure 2(b),
we observed that the actual contribution ratio of the
Outer-FFN progressively decreased, indicating a
corresponding increase in the actual contribution
ratio of the MHA layer. In Figure 2(c), we observed
a gradual improvement in base capabilities. These
reveal a key phenomenon that confirms our expla-
nation: as the actual contribution ratio of the
MHA layer (a combination function) increases,
there is a general synchronous improvement in
the model’s base capabilities.



Subsequently, we identified the optimal width
ratio of two parts of FFN for the Combination Ad-
justable Architecture (CAA) and established it as
the Combination Enhanced Architecture (CEA),
and comparing this architecture with the original
FFN-Wider Transformer. As shown in Figure 1, the
new architecture BERT models exhibit a compre-
hensive enhancement in base capabilities compared
to the original FFN-Wider BERT models, nearly
reaching the vanilla BERT model level, further val-
idating our explanation. Ultimately, we conducted
extensive analysis and experiments on various
scales of BERT and GPT models, with all results
robustly supporting our explanation.

Importantly, we also noticed that existing work
has observed a similar decline in base capabilities
in the Mixture of Experts (MoE) architecture Trans-
formers. We applied our explanation and CEA
to MoE Transformer models as well, achieving
improvements in base capabilities, proving the
applicability of our work to other architectures. Fur-
thermore, this suggests that the actual contribution
ratio of the MHA layer (a combination function)
is likely a universal factor affecting model’s base
capabilities, providing valuable insights for archi-
tecture analysis, improvement and design.

2 Background

2.1 Base Capabilities

Pre-trained language models not only address in-
distribution language modeling but also unexpect-
edly show strong base capabilities. In this work,
we focus on the following base capabilities:

Out-of-Distribution Language Modeling This
reflects the out-of-distribution generalization capa-
bility of pre-trained language models. Models that
learn more essential language features often outper-
form others, which is a good measure of the base
capabilities of pre-trained language models.

Transfer Learning This is a recognized base
capability of pre-trained language models. The
works proposing GPT (Radford et al., 2018) and
BERT (Devlin et al., 2019) have established the
"pre-training and fine-tuning" transfer learning
paradigm under the Transformer architecture.

Few-shot Learning This is also a recognized
base capability. Some works (Radford et al., 2019;
Brown et al., 2020) found large-scale pre-trained
language models could complete many NLP tasks
with no or only a few demonstrations, revealing
their remarkable few-shot learning capabilities.

Additionally, recent large-scale pre-trained lan-
guage models have demonstrated astonishing capa-
bilities like following instructions (Ouyang et al.,
2022; OpenAI, 2023). However, such capabili-
ties often emerge only in super-large scale models.
Since our work requires pre-training the models
from scratch, we have not included these capabili-
ties in our current work.

2.2 Evaluation Schemes

In this work, we primarily explore how the archi-
tecture of a model influences its base capabilities
in pre-trained language models, which requires de-
signing a sound approach for quantitative analysis.

Comparing the base capabilities of one architec-
ture model against another is straightforward: we
simply compare their performance on a variety of
representative tasks. However, changes in base ca-
pabilities cannot be directly attributed to changes
in architecture alone, as model capabilities are also
influenced by factors like scale.

This leads to a question: under what conditions
can we compare the base capabilities of two differ-
ent architecture models and be more confident that
the differences are due to architecture variations?

Our scheme to this question: we compare
the models when they use the same pre-training
data and objectives, and have similar levels of pre-
training performance (i.e., language modeling per-
formance on an in-distribution development set).

The underlying rationale: two different archi-
tecture models, when trained on the same corpus
and objectives, both gain base capabilities by re-
ducing the loss in pre-trained language modeling.
If one architecture model achieves greater base
capabilities with the same reduction in language
modeling loss, it is highly likely that this addi-
tional benefit stems from the inductive bias of its
architecture. In other words, when pre-training
performance is aligned, differences in base capabil-
ities of models are likely reflecting the impact of
architecture inductive biases.

This scheme is more appropriate for cross-
architecture analysis compared to aligning pre-
training steps, parameter numbers, or computa-
tional load, and we explain it in Appendix A.

Unless specified otherwise, all comparisons of
base capabilities across architecture models in this
work are conducted under the condition of aligned
pre-training performance.



2.3 Experimental Settings

Unless specified otherwise, all experiments follow
the unified settings described in this section.

The pre-training corpus is consistent with that of
BERT (Devlin et al., 2019), namely Wikipedia and
BooksCorpus. We partition a portion of the corpus
to serve as an in-distribution development set, and
use it to align pre-training performance.

We conduct experiments on four specifications:
BERT (H=128), BERT (H=768), GPT (H=128) and
GPT (H=768). The specifications and pre-training
procedures are detailed in Appendix B.

For out-of-distribution language modeling capa-
bility, we evaluate on the development set of Pile
dataset (Gao et al., 2020).

For transfer learning capability, we only evaluate
BERT models on GLUE (Wang et al., 2018), Su-
perGLUE (Wang et al., 2019), HellaSwag (Zellers
et al., 2019), PIQA (Bisk et al., 2020), Open-
BookQA (Mihaylov et al., 2018), ARC Easy
& Challenge (Clark et al., 2018) and Wino-
Grande (Sakaguchi et al., 2021). The experimental
settings are detailed in Appendix C.

For few-shot learning capability, we only eval-
uate GPT models. Limited by the maximum se-
quence length (128) of our pre-trained models,
we conduct 0-shot and 1-shot experiments on Hel-
laSwag, PIQA, OpenBookQA, ARC Easy & Chal-
lenge, WinoGrande, Winograd (Levesque et al.,
2012), COPA (Roemmele et al., 2011) and Sto-
ryCloze (Mostafazadeh et al., 2016). The experi-
mental settings are detailed in Appendix D.

3 FFN-Wider Transformers vs. Vanilla
Transformers

This work focuses on the base capabilities of FFN-
Wider Transformers. A typical Transformer model
has Feed-Forward Network (FFN) layers. Assum-
ing the hidden dimension is d, the standard inter-
mediate dimension of an FFN layer is 4d. However,
an FFN-Wider Transformer model means the inter-
mediate dimension of its FFN layer exceeds 4d.

We conducted experiments on various models
with the intermediate dimension set to 32d, align-
ing pre-training performances with those of vanilla
models. The results are shown in Figure 3.

We found that, at the same level of pre-training
performance, the Transformer models with wider
FFN layers exhibit a noticeable decline in perfor-
mance on most downstream tasks, indicating a de-
terioration in their base capabilities.
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Figure 3: Comparison of the base capabilities between
FFN-Wider Transformers and Vanilla Transformers.

This presents us with a good research object. It
evolved simply from the vanilla Transformer archi-
tecture, demonstrating a significant shift in base
capabilities by altering a single clear variable. In
the subsequent sections, we will conduct extensive
research around the decline in the base capabilities
of this architecture model.

4 Why FFN-Wider Transformers Have
Worse Base Capabilities?

4.1 Combination and Transformation

Transformers consist of MHA and FFN layers.
Considering a certain position in a sequence, the up-
dated representation obtained after an MHA layer
is a combination of the entire sequence context;
whereas the updated representation obtained after
an FFN layer is from a transformation of that posi-
tion representation alone, context-insensitive. The
diagrams are shown in Figure 4(a) and 4(b).

When considering models composed of only one
MHA layer or one FFN layer, we find that they can
both be used for language modeling. If treated
as black boxes focusing only on input and output,
there is no difference. However, the way they ac-
complish language modeling is different, or rather,
their inductive biases differ: the FFN layer directly
maps the previous token to the target token, rep-
resenting a one-to-one transformation function;
while the MHA layer uses the entire sequence to
calculate the target token, representing a many-to-
one combination function. The latter aligns more
closely with the combinability of language.

Further considering the multi-layer stacking of
MHA and FFN layers in a Transformer model, we
easily understand that although all layers contribute



(a) Combination (b) Transformation

Figure 4: Illustrations of Combination and Transforma-
tion function in Transformer architecture models.

to the final language modeling objective, they do
so with different inductive biases. Among these,
the MHA layer might be the central embodiment
of the model architecture’s expression of the com-
binability of language.

With this understanding, when we revisit the
scenarios where the FFN layer is widened or its
capacity is increased, we have reason to suspect
this will lead to a change in the actual contribution
ratios of the transformation and combination func-
tion, thereby affecting the model’s expression of
the combinability of language, which is ultimately
reflected in changes in basic capabilities.

Our hypothesis: the actual contribution ratio of
the MHA layer (a combination function) is a key
factor affecting the model’s base capabilities. The
FFN-Wider Transformers directly enhance the FFN
layer, indirectly reducing the combination func-
tion’s actual contribution ratio to pre-trained lan-
guage modeling, thereby leading to a significant
decline in base capabilities.

4.2 Contribution Ratio Analysis

To verify our hypothesis, we first need to confirm
whether the actual contribution ratio of MHA layers
truly decreases, requiring quantitative analysis.

4.2.1 Mutual Information
The first method is Mutual Information (MI). For
positions in the sequence where a predicted token
is to be output, we can focus on the representations
of these positions after each layer and calculate the
MI between these representations and the target
tokens. Then, since we have MI before and after
passing through any layer, we can calculate the
contribution ratios of the MHA and FFN layers.

We adopted the mutual information estimate
method proposed by (Voita et al., 2019), which
mainly involves converting the representations into
discrete variables through clustering, and then cal-
culating the mutual information. For specific de-
tails, please refer to Appendix E.
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Figure 5: Contribution ratio analysis based on Mutual
Information (MI) for the vanilla and FFN-Wider models.

We analyzed four small-scale models (H=128): a
vanilla BERT, an FFN-Wider BERT, a vanilla GPT
and an FFN-Wider GPT. The pre-training perfor-
mances of the vanilla models and the FFN-Wider
models are aligned. We plotted the MI results in
Figure 5, where the blue, orange and grey lines rep-
resent the cumulative MI increment contributions
of the MHA layer, FFN layer and Block, respec-
tively. It can be seen that in the FFN-Wider models,
the MI contribution of the FFN layer is significantly
higher than that in the vanilla models, preliminarily
validating our hypothesis.

4.2.2 Token Prediction
Since the MI estimate requires clustering a large
number of representations and is costly when the
hidden dimension is high, we tried another more
direct method called Token Prediction (TP). It in-
volves predicting tokens directly from the hidden
representations. The approach is as follows:

We still obtained representations from each layer,
first dividing them into sets based on the corre-
sponding output token. Then, we normalized all
representations within a set and use their mean
as the category vector for that token. During this
process, we eliminated tokens where the set size
was smaller than 50. For the representations of
each layer, we then calculated the cosine similarity
with the category vectors of tokens in that layer,
selecting the token with the highest similarity as
the prediction result for that representation. In this
way, we could calculate a token prediction accu-
racy for each layer. The subsequent approach was
identical to that of the MI method.
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Figure 6: Contribution ratio analysis based on Token
Prediction (TP) for the vanilla and FFN-Wider models.

We analyzed four small-scale (H=128) and four
large-scale (H=768) models concurrently. We plot-
ted the accuracy increment contribution ratio of the
FFN layer for each model, as shown in Figure 6.
It can be seen that the contribution of FFN layers
in FFN-Wider models remains higher than that in
vanilla models, reaffirming our hypothesis.

5 Combination Adjustable Architecture

Although we observed the FFN layer (a transfor-
mation function) in FFN-Wider Transformers has
a higher contribution ratio, we cannot assert that
this is the reason for the degradation in the model’s
base capabilities. This may merely be a correlation
rather than a decisive factor in base capabilities.

Therefore, we designed an architecture that can
directly intervene in the contribution ratios of the
transformation and combination function, named
Combination Adjustable Architecture (CAA).

5.1 Model Architecture
The new architecture, as shown in Figure7, dif-
fers from the FFN-Wider Transformer in two as-
pects: one is partially transferring the FFN into the
MHA; the other is adding a direct pathway inside
the MHA that bypasses the Inner-FFN, which we
will introduce in detail below.

5.1.1 Inner-FFN and Outer-FFN
A wider FFN would increase the contribution ratio
of transformation function to pre-trained language
modeling. A natural idea: is it possible to devise a
variant FFN serves only combination function?

We found the primary reason that the FFN does
not serve only combination function is due to the
residual connections. The representation trans-
formed by the FFN does not necessarily have to go
through the MHA combination process; the FFN
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Figure 7: Combination Adjustable Architecture (CAA).

can bypass the MHA via residual connections and
directly transmit the information in the representa-
tion to subsequent layers.

Therefore, we divided an FFN into two parts
with adjustable width ratios: one remains in its orig-
inal position as a transformation function, known
as the Outer-FFN, and the other is relocated within
the MHA layer, transformed an Inner-FFN. This
design ensures that the representation transformed
by the Inner-FFN must undergo the MHA combina-
tion process before proceeding, initially achieving
the goal of the Inner-FFN serving only for the com-
bination function.

5.1.2 Direct Pathway in MHA

Although we considered the impact of residual con-
nections and designed an Inner-FFN, the Inner-
FFN still has a hidden pathway to bypass the com-
bination function and directly transmit uncombined
information to subsequent layers.

The attention mechanism involves weighted sum-
mation over values, and typically, the value at the
current position also participates. This provides
a possibility for the Inner-FFN to directly trans-
mit information. Therefore, we designed a direct
pathway in the MHA for current position compu-
tation to circumvent the Inner-FFN. Specifically,
during the self-attention computation at the current
position, the query, key and value from the current
position use the input representation that has not
been processed by the Inner-FFN. Only the con-
text representations from non-current positions are
transformed by the Inner-FFN. This design largely
eliminates the possibility of the Inner-FFN bypass-
ing the combination function.
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Figure 8: The trends of contribution ratio and base
capability as the width ratio of the Outer-FFN changes.

5.2 Width Adjustment Analysis

In this section, we control the width ratio of the
Outer-FFN, reducing it gradually from 100% to
0%,confirming our hypothesis by examining the
trends of contribution ratio and base capability.

5.2.1 Trend of Contribution Ratio
We conducted experiments on large-scale (H=768)
BERT and GPT models. Initially, a series of mod-
els with different width ratios were pre-trained, en-
suring their pre-training performance was aligned.
Then, we calculated the contribution ratio of Outer-
FFN using Token Prediction (TP) and plotted these
trends, as shown in Figures 8(a) and 8(c).

It can be seen that the contribution ratio of Outer-
FFN decreases as its width ratio is reduced. Con-
versely, the contribution ratio of the combination
function increases with the reduction in the width
ratio of Outer-FFN, demonstrating that controlling
the width ratio indeed directly influences the con-
tribution ratio of the combination function.

5.2.2 Trend of Base Capability
We tested the performance of each model above in
out-of-distribution (OOD) language modeling and
plotted the trend in Figures 8(b) and 8(d).

For BERT, the OOD performance improves as
the Outer-FFN width decreases. The performance
of the optimal model has already surpassed the
vanilla BERT. Most models not only outperform
the FFN-Wider BERT in terms of performance but
also require fewer pre-training steps. For GPT, only
the model without Outer-FFN showed anomalous
results, other models also follow this pattern.

Table 1: Experimental results of various BERT models.

Model
Pile GLUE SGLUE Others

(22 parts) (8 tasks) (8 tasks) (6 tasks)

(H=128, Pre-Training Performance≈ –2.61)

Vanilla BERT -3.211 78.45 – –

FFN-Wider BERT -3.256 76.66 – –

FFN-Wider BERT w/ CEA -3.202 78.20 – –

- w/o Direct Pathway in MHA -3.230 77.29 – –

(H=768, Pre-Training Performance≈ –1.53)

Vanilla BERT -2.158 83.89 64.41 52.14

FFN-Wider BERT -2.196 82.60 62.82 51.61

FFN-Wider BERT w/ CEA -2.149 83.86 64.22 53.12

Table 2: Experimental results of various GPT models.

Model
Pile 0-Shot 1-Shot

(22 parts) (9 tasks) (9 tasks)

(H=128, Pre-Training Performance≈ –4.06)

Vanilla GPT -4.706 – –

FFN-Wider GPT -4.728 – –

FFN-Wider GPT w/ CEA -4.685 – –

(H=768, Pre-Training Performance≈ –3.19)

Vanilla GPT -3.878 45.82 46.09

FFN-Wider GPT -3.911 44.60 44.84

FFN-Wider GPT w/ CEA -3.882 45.52 45.84

After the analyses, a conclusion is drawn from
the overall trend: the model’s base capabilities
generally improve as the contribution ratio of com-
bination function increases. It holds over a wide
range of width ratios and proves our hypothesis.

However, this overall trend does not mean the
contribution of transformation function should be
reduced to zero. A minor contribution from trans-
formation function might still be crucial, as indi-
cated by the sole anomalous result in GPT. BERT
was unaffected, which is related to bidirectional
attention still being able to leak few transformation
contribution. More details are in Appendix F.

6 Combination Enhanced Architecture

In this section, we determine the Combination
Enhanced Architecture (CEA) and pre-train more
steps to verify whether it can reverse the decline in
base capabilities of FFN-Wider Transformer.

6.1 Width Ratio Selection
This work is interested in how changes in archi-
tecture can maximally enhance base capabilities.
Therefore, we selected the optimal width ratio for
Combination Enhanced Architecture (CEA).

The Outer-FFN width ratio for FFN-Wider
BERT w/ CEA is set to 0%, and for FFN-Wider
GPT w/ CEA, it is set to 12.5%.



Table 3: The MoE results. AX: ArXiv, DM: DM Mathematics, GH: Github, SE: Stack Exchange, UI: Ubuntu IRC.

Model AX DM GH SE UI MRPC STS-B

(H=128, Pre-Training Performance≈ –2.64)
Vanilla BERT -3.324 -2.806 -3.343 -3.407 -4.005 83.06 88.15 83.35 83.33
MoE BERT -3.445 -2.930 -3.450 -3.473 -4.074 79.78 85.52 81.87 81.53
MoE BERT w/ CEA -3.392 -2.842 -3.337 -3.402 -4.086 79.70 85.84 83.53 83.26

(H=768, Pre-Training Performance≈ –1.51)
Vanilla BERT -2.275 -2.184 -2.351 -2.369 -3.001 87.35 90.74 88.12 87.95
MoE BERT -2.341 -2.261 -2.420 -2.410 -3.075 84.15 89.08 85.65 85.31
MoE BERT w/ CEA -2.271 -2.211 -2.399 -2.417 -3.040 85.29 89.76 85.55 85.20

6.2 Further Experiments
We conducted more pre-training steps on vanilla
models, FFN-wider models, FFN-wider models w/
CEA, and aligned the pre-training performances.

For BERT, we tested fine-tuning performance on
GLUE, SuperGLUE and other datasets. For GPT,
we tested zero-shot and one-shot performance on
multiple datasets. For both, we tested OOD lan-
guage modeling on Pile. For small-scale models,
we removed some experiments beyond their capa-
bilities. The brief results are shown in Table 1 and
2, and the detailed results are in Appendix G.

The results show the FFN-wider models w/ CEA
improve in base capabilities, not only surpassing
the FFN-wider models in most aspects but also
nearly reaching the level of vanilla models. In
addition, the new architecture models w/o the direct
pathway in MHA show a significant decline in base
capabilities. These all confirm our explanation.

Additionally, we conducted similar experiments
for other width ratios that can align pre-training
performance and steps simultaneously, which can
indisputably prove improvements come from archi-
tecture, as detailed in Appendix H.

7 From FFN-Wider Transformers to
MoE Architecture Transformers

In this section, we extend our explanation and CEA
to Mixture of Experts (MoE) architecture Trans-
formers (Lepikhin et al., 2021; Fedus et al., 2022).

The MoE Transformer is a practical architecture
that uses a mix of experts to replace the FFN layer.
It allows different representations to be processed
by different experts, which enables expanding the
capacity with lower computation expense.

However, base capability decline also be ob-
served in MoE Transformers. (Fedus et al., 2022)
found MoE models perform lower on SuperGLUE
compared to vanilla models when achieving same

pre-training level. Similar issue can also be ana-
lyzed from the results of (Artetxe et al., 2022).

We found the MoE layer can be seen as an en-
hanced version of the FFN layer, and the MoE
Transformers share similarities with the FFN-
Wider Transformers we previously studied. There-
fore, we believe the previous explanations could
also apply to MoE Transformers. Consequently, we
directly transplant our CEA to MoE Transformers,
resulting in a new MoE architecture.

We conducted experiments on BERT. The num-
ber of experts was set to 64, and each representation
is processed by one expert. We pre-trained vanilla
BERT, vanilla MoE and new architecture MoE
models, aligning their pre-training performances.
Representative results are shown in Table 3.

The results indicate the base capabilities of the
new architecture MoE have indeed improved to
some extent. However, it did not achieve compre-
hensive improvements. This suggests the reasons
for base capability decline might be multifaceted.
There may be other issues within MoE leading to
this decline and our explanation only covers one
aspect, which warrants further investigation. But
overall, this still indicates our analysis can offer
valuable guidance for architecture improvement.

8 Conclusion

This work explores how architecture affects the
base capabilities of pre-trained language models.
FFN-Wider Transformer is our research object and
we try to explain and reverse the decline in base ca-
pabilities caused by its architecture. We found the
contribution ratio of combination function is a key
factor, while FFN-Wider Transformer reduces it,
leading to a decline in base capabilities. We solved
it by proposing CEA. In addition, we extended our
conclusion to MoE Transformers, proving our work
can offer guidance for architecture improvement.



9 Limitations

Although this work provides some insights into
how architecture influences the base capabilities of
models and conducts many targeted experiments,
there are still some limitations.

1. This work mainly analyzes and experiments
with models that use language modeling as the pre-
training objective, lacking experiments on models
with other pre-training objectives. Hence, the con-
clusions are limited to pre-trained language models.
We focus mainly on the vanilla Transformer and
specific variants, without experimenting on other
complex variants, limiting the conclusions to the
models tested. Therefore, the current applicability
of our findings is relatively narrow, and we consider
conducting more experiments in the future.

2. Although this work involves experiments on
models of two different scales and conducts rigor-
ous verification, our resources limit us from pre-
training and experimenting with larger-scale mod-
els. This indirectly prevents us from conducting
complex few-shot and more crucial instruction tun-
ing experiments. We plan to improve these aspects
through collaboration in the future.

3. Although preliminary experiments are con-
ducted on the MoE Transformers, the results ob-
tained are still very limited, and we consider con-
ducting more in-depth research subsequently.
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A Other Evaluation Schemes

Aside from the pre-training performance alignment
scheme we adopted, there are three other schemes.
However, none of these are suitable for our work.

Pre-training steps alignment Differences in
model’s base capabilities might be due to differ-
ences in model capacity, not solely from architec-
ture changes. Especially in models with different
architectures and parameter scales, models with
more parameters have a capacity advantage, rapidly
reducing pre-training loss to a low level, showing
good metrics on various tasks, and appearing to
have strong base capabilities. But this is more due
to large model capacity, and not much related to
architecture inductive biases.

Parameter numbers alignment It imposes re-
strictions on the model that make it inapplicable to
any two different architecture models. More crit-
ically, this scheme has clear counterexamples, as
it is not suitable for ALBERT models (Lan et al.,
2020). Under the same parameter numbers, AL-
BERT models exhibit strong base capabilities, but
this is due to the large computational load, not
much related to architecture inductive biases.

Computational load alignment It imposes re-
strictions on the model that make it inapplicable to
any two different architecture models. More criti-
cally, this scheme also has clear counterexamples,
as it is not suitable for MoE models (Lepikhin et al.,
2021; Fedus et al., 2022). Under the same com-
putational load, MoE models demonstrate strong
base capabilities, but this is due to large parameter
numbers and model capacity, not much related to
architecture inductive biases.

Although these schemes have shortcomings, they
also have reasonable aspects. To indisputably prove
base capability improvements come from our ar-
chitecture changes, we also conducted experiments
that align pre-training performance, pre-training
steps, parameter numbers and computational load
simultaneously, as detailed in Appendix H.

B Model Specifications and Pre-training
Procedures

All experiments were conducted in English only.
We concurrently pre-trained both BERT and GPT
models, where the architecture design of the BERT
model adheres to the work of (Devlin et al., 2019),
and the GPT model structure follows that estab-
lished by (Radford et al., 2018). Both models
employ a post layer normalization scheme.

We trained small and large scales of both BERT
and GPT. The small-scale models have a hidden
dimension of 128, 12 layers, and 2 attention heads;
the large-scale models possess a hidden dimension
of 768, 12 layers, and 12 attention heads. In vanilla
BERT and GPT, the FFN intermediate dimension
is 4 times the hidden dimension, while the ratio of
FFN-Wider models is 32 times. The small-scale
vanilla models have 6.3M Parameters and the small-
scale other models have 17.3M Parameters. The
large-scale vanilla models have 110M Parameters
and the large-scale other models have 506M Param-
eters. All models have a maximum sequence length
of 128 and utilize the BERT vocabulary released
by (Devlin et al., 2019), comprising 30,522 tokens.
We used PyTorch1 and transformers2 libraries.

The BERT model employs a masked language
modeling task for pre-training, masking 15% of
tokens in the sequence—80% are replaced with
[MASK], 10% with random tokens, and 10% re-
main unchanged. Differing from (Devlin et al.,
2019), we removed the next sentence prediction
task, using long and continuous text for pre-training
inputs and applying different masking schemes to
the same input sequence in various epochs. The
GPT model is pre-trained using a language model-
ing task without additional special settings.

The maximum epoch set for all model pre-
training is 40, but in practice, it was not reached;
mid-training checkpoints were used for alignment
and experimentation. All models used the Adam
optimizer (Kingma and Ba, 2015) for pre-training,
with a learning rate of 1e-4, β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999,
L2 weight of 0.01, a warm-up over the first 10,000
steps, followed by linear decay. The small-scale
models were pre-trained with a batch size of 512 on
four Nvidia Tesla V100s, and total GPU days are
approximately 55 days; the large-scale models with
a batch size of 1024 on four Nvidia Tesla A100s,
and total GPU days are approximately 87 days.

To fairly compare the base capabilities of dif-
ferent architecture models, all models were pre-
trained from scratch. However, as mentioned ear-
lier, due to limited computational resources, our
pre-training steps generally fell short of those in
the original papers (Devlin et al., 2019; Radford
et al., 2018, 2019; Brown et al., 2020), which may
result in discrepancies in downstream task perfor-
mance compared to the original research.

1https://pytorch.org/
2https://github.com/huggingface/transformers



C Fine-tuning Settings

We conducted fine-tuning experiments on BERT
models across various datasets. For the small-scale
(H=128) models, we only conducted experiments
on GLUE, while for the large-scale (H=768) mod-
els, we experimented with all datasets.

The maximum number of training epochs during
fine-tuning was 10, with a batch size of 32. The
optimizer was Adam (Kingma and Ba, 2015), with
a warmup ratio of 0.06, a linearly decaying learning
rate, and a weight decay of 0.01. We reported the
average performance of multiple runs.

For the small-scale (H=128) models, we ob-
served models with a wider FFN might overfit
when fully fine-tuned with all parameters. Thus,
we performed both full parameter fine-tuning and
efficient fine-tuning based on adapters (Houlsby
et al., 2019) for all models, choosing the better re-
sult of the two for reporting. For full parameter
fine-tuning, the learning rates were {1e-5, 2e-5, 5e-
5}; for efficient fine-tuning, the adapter size was
128, with learning rates of {1e-4, 2e-4, 3e-4}. For
the large-scale (H=768) models, we directly con-
ducted full parameter fine-tuning for all models,
with learning rates of {1e-5, 2e-5, 5e-5}.

D Few-shot Learning Settings

In our study on GPT models, we conducted few-
shot learning experiments on multiple datasets.
Since small-scale (H=128) models have limited
capabilities and struggle with few-shot learning,
we focused our experiments only on large-scale
(H=768) models for 0-shot and 1-shot learning.

We followed the method of (Brown et al., 2020),
which involves transforming the classification into
comparisons of probability magnitudes.

Specifically, the unified format of these datasets
involves selecting one option from multiple
choices, given a context. We concatenated the
context with different options and compared their
respective generation probabilities. This compar-
ison could be based on either the probability of
the option alone or the entire sequence text, with a
choice of normalizing the probabilities by length
or not. Brown et al. (2020) mentioned a method of
normalizing the probability of each option uncondi-
tionally, which we also included in our options. We
then experimented with all possible combinations
of these choices for each dataset, determined the
best combination for each, and reported the results
of all models under these optimal conditions.

For 1-shot experiment, we randomly selected
one demonstration each time, repeated the experi-
ment 10 times, and reported the average results.

E Mutual Information Estimate

For estimating the mutual information between in-
termediate representations and target tokens, we
adopted the method proposed by (Voita et al.,
2019), which primarily involves transforming the
representations into discrete variables through clus-
tering and then calculating mutual information.

We first randomly sampled 6.94 million input
tokens and their corresponding output tokens from
a pre-trained development set and collected all in-
termediate representations of the model at these
locations. Then, for the GPT model, we performed
clustering directly at each layer and calculated mu-
tual information using the labels obtained from
clustering with the output tokens. For the BERT
model, we also conducted clustering at each layer;
however, since masked language modeling only
considers masked positions as the actual output,
mutual information was calculated solely at these
masked positions. Clustering was done using the
mini-batch k-means algorithm, initialized with the
k-means++ method, with a batch size of 1024 and
a class number set to 2000.

F Additional Transformation Function
Contribution in BERT

While it appears that BERT can reduce the ac-
tual contribution ratio of transformation function
to zero, in reality, some contributions of transfor-
mation function remain uncovered by our method.

For BERT, although we have eliminated most of
the pathways through which the Inner-FFN directly
leaks independent transformation information to
subsequent layers, there is still one way this can
happen: due to the bidirectional nature of atten-
tion, in the MHA of the current block, the entire
sequence context has already been infiltrated by in-
formation about the current position at lower levels.
Therefore, the Inner-FFN can independently en-
hance this part of the information, which can then
leak out again through the weighted summation
over values. In contrast, the GPT models employ
unidirectional attention, so the context definitely
does not contain any information about the cur-
rent position, hence there is truly no independent
transformation without the Outer-FFN.



Therefore, while we are fairly certain that reduc-
ing the contribution ratio of independent transfor-
mation function is a general trend that can enhance
base capabilities, completely eliminating the con-
tribution of it could be harmful, as indicated by
the trend in GPT; the absence of this phenomenon
in BERT’s trend is merely due to the likelihood
that BERT still retains a small part of independent
transformation in the Inner-FFN.

G Detailed Results (Main Setting:
Pre-training Performance Alignment)

In Section 6.2, we present the brief experimental
results in Table 1 and 2, and here we provide the
corresponding detailed results.

For BERT, out-of-distribution language model-
ing results on Pile are shown in Table 6, fine-tuning
results on GLUE Benchmark are shown in Table 7,
fine-tuning results on SuperGLUE Benchmark are
shown in Table 8, fine-tuning results on multiple
other tasks are shown in Table 9.

For GPT, out-of-distribution language modeling
results on Pile are shown in Table 10, zero-shot
results and one-shot results on multiple datasets are
shown in Table 11.

H Detailed Results (Extra Setting:
Pre-training Performance Alignment &
Pre-training Steps Alignment)

The main experiments in this work are based on the
pre-training performance alignment scheme. Al-
though we have introduced the rationale behind
this scheme, the difference in pre-training steps
between original FFN-Wider models and new ar-
chitecture models may still raise question: is the
base capability improvement of new architecture
models really due to architecture changes?

To answer this question, we chose the Outer-
FFN width ratios that allow CAA to align with
FFN-Wider Transformer for both pre-training per-
formance and pre-training steps, and conducted
experiments similar to those in Section 6.2. More-
over, the parameter numbers and computational
load of CAA are also aligned with the FFN-Wider
Transformer. Therefore, we achieved alignment in
four aspects, and under this setting, the improve-
ments of base capabilities can be incontrovertibly
attributed to our architectural changes.

The Outer-FFN width ratio for FFN-Wider
BERT w/ CAA is set to 12.5%, and for FFN-Wider
GPT w/ CAA, it is set to 37.5%.

Table 4: The results of BERT models (Pre-training Steps
Alignment & Pre-training Performance Alignment).

Model
Pile GLUE SGLUE Others

(22 parts) (8 tasks) (8 tasks) (6 tasks)

(H=128, Pre-Training Performance≈ –2.61, Pre-Training Steps= 155.2k)

FFN-Wider BERT -3.256 76.66 – –

FFN-Wider BERT w/ CAA (12.5%) -3.203 78.08 – –

(H=768, Pre-Training Performance≈ –1.53, Pre-Training Steps= 164.9k)

FFN-Wider BERT -2.196 82.60 62.82 51.61

FFN-Wider BERT w/ CAA (12.5%) -2.153 83.48 63.79 52.45

Table 5: The results of GPT models (Pre-training Steps
Alignment & Pre-training Performance Alignment).

Model
Pile 0-Shot 1-Shot

(22 parts) (9 tasks) (9 tasks)

(H=128, Pre-Training Performance≈ –4.06, Pre-Training Steps= 79.2k)

FFN-Wider GPT -4.728 – –

FFN-Wider GPT w/ CAA (37.5%) -4.706 – –

(H=768, Pre-Training Performance≈ –3.19, Pre-Training Steps= 50.9k)

FFN-Wider GPT -3.911 44.60 44.84

FFN-Wider GPT w/ CAA (37.5%) -3.893 45.27 45.82

The brief results are shown in Table 4 and 5, and
the corresponding detailed results are as follows:

For BERT, out-of-distribution language model-
ing results on Pile are shown in Table 12, fine-
tuning results on GLUE Benchmark are shown in
Table 13, fine-tuning results on SuperGLUE Bench-
mark are shown in Table 14, fine-tuning results on
multiple other tasks are shown in Table 15.

For GPT, out-of-distribution language modeling
results on Pile are shown in Table 16, zero-shot
results and one-shot results on multiple datasets are
shown in Table 17.

The experimental results show that the base capa-
bilities of new architecture models have still signifi-
cantly improved, confirming the positive impact of
our architecture modifications on base capabilities.



Table 6: Out-of-distribution language modeling results on the development set of Pile of various BERT models
(Pre-training Performance Alignment).

H=128 H=768

Vanilla FFN-Wider FFN-Wider - w/o Direct Vanilla FFN-Wider FFN-Wider

BERT BERT BERT w/ CEA Pathway in MHA BERT BERT BERT w/ CEA

Validation -2.617 -2.613 -2.614 -2.611 -1.532 -1.536 -1.538

ArXiv -3.288 -3.405 -3.301 -3.397 -2.315 -2.369 -2.242

BookCorpus2 -2.636 -2.623 -2.629 -2.621 -1.572 -1.583 -1.569

Books3 -3.018 -3.031 -3.014 -3.012 -1.879 -1.904 -1.886

DM Mathematics -2.780 -2.865 -2.730 -2.878 -2.149 -2.330 -2.158

Enron Emails -3.160 -3.181 -3.134 -3.152 -2.100 -2.135 -2.105

EuroParl -4.804 -4.862 -4.836 -4.851 -3.492 -3.474 -3.420

FreeLaw -3.099 -3.126 -3.087 -3.105 -1.935 -1.952 -1.941

Github -3.310 -3.391 -3.260 -3.321 -2.371 -2.446 -2.345

Gutenberg (PG-19) -3.172 -3.181 -3.179 -3.174 -2.090 -2.127 -2.117

HackerNews -3.223 -3.273 -3.203 -3.211 -2.212 -2.247 -2.219

NIH ExPorter -2.984 -3.036 -2.991 -3.004 -1.781 -1.798 -1.778

OpenSubtitles -2.080 -2.091 -2.066 -2.063 -1.391 -1.413 -1.406

OpenWebText2 -3.313 -3.336 -3.314 -3.311 -2.128 -2.149 -2.126

PhilPapers -4.171 -4.221 -4.188 -4.201 -2.872 -2.853 -2.823

Pile-CC -3.229 -3.248 -3.222 -3.219 -2.096 -2.127 -2.106

PubMed Abstracts -2.884 -2.952 -2.880 -2.911 -1.719 -1.746 -1.710

PubMed Central -2.949 -3.007 -2.941 -2.977 -1.942 -1.989 -1.933

Stack Exchange -3.379 -3.440 -3.347 -3.387 -2.389 -2.436 -2.374

Ubuntu IRC -3.982 -4.035 -3.945 -4.033 -3.008 -3.105 -3.032

USPTO Backgrounds -2.824 -2.878 -2.812 -2.833 -1.774 -1.823 -1.785

Wikipedia (en) -2.790 -2.813 -2.780 -2.791 -1.663 -1.674 -1.643

YoutubeSubtitles -3.566 -3.630 -3.583 -3.608 -2.594 -2.642 -2.563

Average -3.211 -3.256 -3.202 -3.230 -2.158 -2.196 -2.149



Table 7: Fine-tuning results on the development set of GLUE Benchmark of various BERT models (Pre-training
Performance Alignment).

Model CoLA MRPC SST-2 STS-B RTE MNLI QNLI QQP Avg.

(H=128, Pre-Training Performance≈ –2.61)

Vanilla BERT 35.46 83.01 88.18 88.30 83.89 83.57 65.59 77.13 77.59 84.43 89.09 85.15 78.45

FFN-Wider BERT 34.95 79.94 85.79 87.84 81.85 81.76 59.20 76.10 76.22 83.43 88.53 84.35 76.66

FFN-Wider BERT w/ CEA 33.70 83.17 88.22 88.19 82.96 82.78 64.26 77.72 78.07 84.65 89.15 85.50 78.20

- w/o Direct Pathway in MHA 30.14 81.82 87.15 87.73 82.89 82.61 62.76 77.36 77.65 83.27 88.99 85.12 77.29

(H=768, Pre-Training Performance≈ –1.53)

Vanilla BERT 62.10 87.33 90.70 92.43 87.97 87.74 62.04 83.43 83.78 90.06 91.08 88.02 83.89

FFN-Wider BERT 61.66 85.42 89.73 91.86 86.35 86.17 60.79 81.87 82.24 88.69 89.98 86.49 82.60

FFN-Wider BERT w/ CEA 62.58 87.99 91.45 92.32 87.30 87.13 62.69 83.01 82.81 89.86 91.10 88.08 83.86

Table 8: Fine-tuning results on the development set of SuperGLUE Benchmark of various BERT models (Pre-training
Performance Alignment).

Model BoolQ CB COPA MultiRC WiC ReCoRD WSC RTE Avg.

(H=768, Pre-Training Performance≈ –1.53)

Vanilla BERT 75.44 86.01 83.88 64.83 61.91 16.24 66.77 63.70 62.82 64.90 62.04 64.41

FFN-Wider BERT 73.70 83.04 79.68 64.71 60.90 14.57 64.62 62.54 61.73 64.78 60.79 62.82

FFN-Wider BERT w/ CEA 74.76 85.36 82.65 66.50 61.64 16.04 66.59 62.61 61.43 66.11 62.69 64.22

Table 9: Fine-tuning results on multiple other tasks of various BERT models (Pre-training Performance Alignment).

Model HellaSwag PIQA WinoGrande OpenBookQA ARC Easy ARC Chal. Avg.

(H=768, Pre-Training Performance≈ –1.53)

Vanilla BERT 40.79 67.46 58.06 56.38 53.47 36.65 52.14

FFN-Wider BERT 38.95 67.00 55.09 57.78 51.74 39.07 51.61

FFN-Wider BERT w/ CEA 40.16 68.14 58.87 58.71 52.50 40.34 53.12



Table 10: Out-of-distribution language modeling results on the development set of Pile of various GPT models
(Pre-training Performance Alignment).

H=128 H=768

Vanilla FFN-Wider FFN-Wider Vanilla FFN-Wider FFN-Wider
GPT GPT GPT w/ CEA GPT GPT GPT w/ CEA

Validation -4.061 -4.067 -4.066 -3.197 -3.191 -3.192

ArXiv -4.855 -4.927 -4.893 -3.981 -4.061 -3.980

BookCorpus2 -4.067 -4.055 -4.061 -3.309 -3.315 -3.301

Books3 -4.499 -4.495 -4.486 -3.700 -3.715 -3.697

DM Mathematics -4.110 -4.162 -3.999 -3.542 -3.597 -3.526

Enron Emails -4.619 -4.636 -4.583 -3.846 -3.877 -3.831

EuroParl -6.006 -6.026 -5.987 -4.853 -4.855 -4.888

FreeLaw -4.625 -4.625 -4.599 -3.711 -3.726 -3.703

Github -4.979 -5.030 -4.899 -4.135 -4.189 -4.130

Gutenberg (PG-19) -4.618 -4.610 -4.600 -3.909 -3.930 -3.910

HackerNews -4.743 -4.738 -4.711 -4.049 -4.061 -4.057

NIH ExPorter -4.612 -4.617 -4.610 -3.632 -3.657 -3.636

OpenSubtitles -3.338 -3.345 -3.316 -2.875 -2.886 -2.874

OpenWebText2 -4.810 -4.817 -4.804 -3.958 -3.975 -3.962

PhilPapers -5.558 -5.580 -5.547 -4.499 -4.522 -4.525

Pile-CC -4.754 -4.758 -4.747 -3.962 -3.979 -3.962

PubMed Abstracts -4.575 -4.591 -4.562 -3.569 -3.593 -3.570

PubMed Central -4.583 -4.597 -4.521 -3.760 -3.797 -3.766

Stack Exchange -4.989 -5.031 -4.964 -4.182 -4.233 -4.187

Ubuntu IRC -5.649 -5.729 -5.660 -4.857 -4.989 -4.897

USPTO Backgrounds -4.460 -4.503 -4.453 -3.636 -3.690 -3.642

Wikipedia (en) -4.302 -4.312 -4.295 -3.345 -3.359 -3.339

YoutubeSubtitles -4.782 -4.822 -4.775 -3.999 -4.036 -4.013

Average -4.706 -4.728 -4.685 -3.878 -3.911 -3.882

Table 11: Zero-shot and one-shot results on multiple datasets of various GPT models (Pre-training Performance
Alignment).

Model HellaSwag PIQA WinoGrande COPA OpenBookQA ARC Easy ARC Chal. StoryCloze Winograd Avg.

(Random Performance) 25.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 50.00 50.00 38.89

(H=768, 0-Shot, Pre-Training Performance≈ –3.19)

Vanilla GPT 26.67 57.28 52.80 61.00 30.40 44.80 25.85 55.69 57.90 45.82

FFN-Wider GPT 26.79 57.77 51.62 57.00 29.20 43.56 22.45 56.49 56.49 44.60

FFN-Wider GPT w/ CEA 27.12 57.28 52.25 60.00 28.00 45.50 24.49 57.51 57.54 45.52

(H=768, 1-Shot, Pre-Training Performance≈ –3.19)

Vanilla GPT 27.89 56.89 50.94 63.60 29.36 41.82 28.06 56.32 59.97 46.09

FFN-Wider GPT 27.54 57.18 50.33 63.10 28.36 40.72 25.20 56.24 54.88 44.84

FFN-Wider GPT w/ CEA 28.21 57.22 52.25 61.50 28.68 42.31 27.38 57.37 57.65 45.84



Table 12: Out-of-distribution language modeling results on the development set of Pile of various BERT models
(Pre-training Steps Alignment & Pre-training Performance Alignment).

H=128 H=768

FFN-Wider FFN-Wider FFN-Wider FFN-Wider

BERT BERT w/ CAA (12.5%) BERT BERT w/ CAA (12.5%)

Validation -2.613 -2.610 -1.536 -1.531

ArXiv -3.405 -3.305 -2.369 -2.220

BookCorpus2 -2.623 -2.627 -1.583 -1.578

Books3 -3.031 -3.011 -1.904 -1.887

DM Mathematics -2.865 -2.722 -2.330 -2.158

Enron Emails -3.181 -3.144 -2.135 -2.095

EuroParl -4.862 -4.853 -3.474 -3.472

FreeLaw -3.126 -3.087 -1.952 -1.938

Github -3.391 -3.295 -2.446 -2.358

Gutenberg (PG-19) -3.181 -3.165 -2.127 -2.107

HackerNews -3.273 -3.213 -2.247 -2.209

NIH ExPorter -3.036 -3.005 -1.798 -1.787

OpenSubtitles -2.091 -2.060 -1.413 -1.407

OpenWebText2 -3.336 -3.314 -2.149 -2.126

PhilPapers -4.221 -4.195 -2.853 -2.860

Pile-CC -3.248 -3.222 -2.127 -2.097

PubMed Abstracts -2.952 -2.908 -1.746 -1.727

PubMed Central -3.007 -2.939 -1.989 -1.931

Stack Exchange -3.440 -3.336 -2.436 -2.364

Ubuntu IRC -4.035 -3.882 -3.105 -3.012

USPTO Backgrounds -2.878 -2.811 -1.823 -1.783

Wikipedia (en) -2.813 -2.781 -1.674 -1.662

YoutubeSubtitles -3.630 -3.594 -2.642 -2.599

Average -3.256 -3.203 -2.196 -2.153



Table 13: Fine-tuning results on the development set of GLUE Benchmark of various BERT models (Pre-training
Steps Alignment & Pre-training Performance Alignment).

Model CoLA MRPC SST-2 STS-B RTE MNLI QNLI QQP Avg.

(H=128, Pre-Training Performance≈ –2.61, Pre-Training Steps= 155.2k)

FFN-Wider BERT 34.95 79.94 85.79 87.84 81.85 81.76 59.20 76.10 76.22 83.43 88.53 84.35 76.66

FFN-Wider BERT w/ CAA (12.5%) 35.77 83.44 88.48 87.20 84.31 84.07 59.51 77.33 78.05 84.14 89.11 85.50 78.08

(H=768, Pre-Training Performance≈ –1.53, Pre-Training Steps= 164.9k)

FFN-Wider BERT 61.66 85.42 89.73 91.86 86.35 86.17 60.79 81.87 82.24 88.69 89.98 86.49 82.60

FFN-Wider BERT w/ CAA (12.5%) 61.72 87.13 90.88 91.06 87.71 87.58 61.37 83.38 83.12 89.29 90.83 87.71 83.48

Table 14: Fine-tuning results on the development set of SuperGLUE Benchmark of various BERT models (Pre-
training Steps Alignment & Pre-training Performance Alignment).

Model BoolQ CB COPA MultiRC WiC ReCoRD WSC RTE Avg.

(H=768, Pre-Training Performance≈ –1.53, Pre-Training Steps= 164.9k)

FFN-Wider BERT 73.70 83.04 79.68 64.71 60.90 14.57 64.62 62.54 61.73 64.78 60.79 62.82

FFN-Wider BERT w/ CAA (12.5%) 75.48 83.33 81.66 65.00 62.23 16.49 66.08 62.86 62.03 65.14 61.37 63.79

Table 15: Fine-tuning results on multiple other tasks of various BERT models (Pre-training Steps Alignment &
Pre-training Performance Alignment).

Model HellaSwag PIQA WinoGrande OpenBookQA ARC Easy ARC Chal. Avg.

(H=768, Pre-Training Performance≈ –1.53, Pre-Training Steps= 164.9k)

FFN-Wider BERT 38.95 67.00 55.09 57.78 51.74 39.07 51.61

FFN-Wider BERT w/ CAA (12.5%) 40.59 67.81 57.14 57.70 51.94 39.49 52.45



Table 16: Out-of-distribution language modeling results on the development set of Pile of various GPT models
(Pre-training Steps Alignment & Pre-training Performance Alignment).

H=128 H=768

FFN-Wider FFN-Wider FFN-Wider FFN-Wider
GPT GPT w/ CAA (37.5%) GPT GPT w/ CAA (37.5%)

Validation -4.067 -4.066 -3.191 -3.192

ArXiv -4.927 -4.966 -4.061 -4.010

BookCorpus2 -4.055 -4.054 -3.315 -3.309

Books3 -4.495 -4.485 -3.715 -3.701

DM Mathematics -4.162 -4.110 -3.597 -3.540

Enron Emails -4.636 -4.598 -3.877 -3.852

EuroParl -6.026 -5.995 -4.855 -4.865

FreeLaw -4.625 -4.616 -3.726 -3.720

Github -5.030 -4.980 -4.189 -4.156

Gutenberg (PG-19) -4.610 -4.604 -3.930 -3.912

HackerNews -4.738 -4.729 -4.061 -4.053

NIH ExPorter -4.617 -4.611 -3.657 -3.642

OpenSubtitles -3.345 -3.320 -2.886 -2.887

OpenWebText2 -4.817 -4.810 -3.975 -3.964

PhilPapers -5.580 -5.557 -4.522 -4.517

Pile-CC -4.758 -4.754 -3.979 -3.968

PubMed Abstracts -4.591 -4.576 -3.593 -3.579

PubMed Central -4.597 -4.576 -3.797 -3.780

Stack Exchange -5.031 -5.013 -4.233 -4.210

Ubuntu IRC -5.729 -5.623 -4.989 -4.942

USPTO Backgrounds -4.503 -4.468 -3.690 -3.668

Wikipedia (en) -4.312 -4.295 -3.359 -3.354

YoutubeSubtitles -4.822 -4.800 -4.036 -4.017

Average -4.728 -4.706 -3.911 -3.893

Table 17: Zero-shot and one-shot results on multiple datasets of various GPT models (Pre-training Steps Alignment
& Pre-training Performance Alignment).

Model HellaSwag PIQA WinoGrande COPA OpenBookQA ARC Easy ARC Chal. StoryCloze Winograd Avg.

(Random Performance) 25.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 50.00 50.00 38.89

(H=768, 0-Shot, Pre-Training Performance≈ –3.19, Pre-Training Steps= 50.9k)

FFN-Wider GPT 26.79 57.77 51.62 57.00 29.20 43.56 22.45 56.49 56.49 44.60

FFN-Wider GPT w/ CAA (37.5%) 26.83 56.78 52.09 58.00 30.60 42.68 25.17 57.35 57.90 45.27

(H=768, 1-Shot, Pre-Training Performance≈ –3.19, Pre-Training Steps= 50.9k)

FFN-Wider GPT 27.54 57.18 50.33 63.10 28.36 40.72 25.20 56.24 54.88 44.84

FFN-Wider GPT w/ CAA (37.5%) 28.04 56.57 51.03 63.30 30.72 40.34 25.95 57.16 59.23 45.82
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