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Improving Large Models with Small models:
Lower Costs and Better Performance

Dong Chen, Shuo Zhang, Yueting Zhuang, Senior Member, IEEE , Siliang Tang, Qidong Liu, Hua Wang,
Mingliang Xu, Member, IEEE

Abstract—Pretrained large models (PLMs), such as ChatGPT, have demonstrated remarkable performance across diverse tasks.
However, the significant computational requirements of PLMs have discouraged most product teams from running or fine-tuning them.
In such cases, to harness the exceptional performance of PLMs, one must rely on expensive APIs, thereby exacerbating the economic
burden. Despite the overall inferior performance of small models, in specific distributions, they can achieve comparable or even
superior results. Consequently, some input can be processed exclusively by small models. On the other hand, certain tasks can be
broken down into multiple subtasks, some of which can be completed without powerful capabilities. Under these circumstances, small
models can handle the simple subtasks, allowing large models to focus on challenging subtasks, thus improving the performance. We
propose Data Shunt+ (DS+), a general paradigm for collaboration of small and large models. DS+ not only substantially reduces the
cost associated with querying large models but also effectively improves large models’ performance. For instance, ChatGPT achieves
an accuracy of 94.43% on Amazon Product sentiment analysis, and DS+ achieves an accuracy of 95.64%, while the cost has been
reduced to only 31.18%. Besides, experiments also prove that the proposed collaborative-based paradigm can better inject specific
task knowledge into PLMs compared to fine-tuning.

Index Terms—Large model, small model, cost, performance.

✦

1 INTRODUCTION

Recent years have seen a surge of interest in pretrained
large models (PLMs) [1], [2], which are trained on a vast
quantity of data at scale and can be adapted to a wide range
of downstream tasks [3]. Large language models (LLMs),
such as GPT [4], [5], [6] have demonstrated outstanding
performance in text-related tasks [4], [7]. Additionally, mul-
timodal large models [8] like Flamingo [9] and BLIP-2 [10]
have been developed to extend the capabilities of LLM to
encompass vision modality [11], [12], [13]. PLMs, especially
ChatGPT, have been extensively applied across diverse do-
mains such as coding [14], education [15], and health [15],
fundamentally transforming people’s lives.

Despite the impressive performance of PLMs across var-
ious applications, their computational requirements render
them impractical for deployment on numerous devices. As
a result, product teams might opt to acquire the interface of
the PLMs to access the associated services. Nonetheless, fre-
quent invocations of the interface prove to be prohibitively
costly for product teams. Although small models’ overall
performance is significantly lower than that of large models,
it can still outperform or achieve highly competitive results
across certain data distributions. Based on the above idea,
we first divide samples into easy samples and hard samples.
Easy samples represent the majority of the training data
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Fig. 1: Commercial Applications of Large Models. upper:
Product team 1 only use large models to support their appli-
cations. lower: Product team 2 reduces costs by collaborating
with both large and small models, thereby allowing them to
provide more appealing prices to users.

and are relatively easier for small models to learn and
predict accurately. In contrast, hard samples refer to data
that poses challenges for small models, including samples
that deviate from the main distributions of the training data
and samples located at the boundaries between different
categories. For example, for long-tail data with few majority
classes (head) and large amount of minority classes (tail)
[16], [17], [18], small models can perform much better on
head data, thus, head data is easy samples, while tail data
is hard samples. Moreover, small models often succumbs
to overfitting when trained on a limited dataset. During
inferencing, small models demonstrate good performance
when the inputs resemble the training data. However, small
models exhibit poor performance when the inputs signifi-
cantly deviates from the training data [19]. In such scenarios,
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data that conforms to the training distribution is considered
as easy samples, while data that deviates from the training
distribution is considered as hard samples. For PLMs, there
is no distinction between easy and hard samples since these
models have already been exposed to substantial volumes
of training data. The distribution of unknown samples is
unlikely to deviate significantly from the knowledge ac-
quired by the large models. This is also the reason why
PLMs exhibit significantly better performance in real-world
applications. For convenience, we designate powerful yet
challenging-to-deploy PLMs as large models and models
that are easy to train and deploy as small models. We
propose to improve the performance of large models by in-
tegrating specialized knowledge from specific small models,
concurrently reducing the querying costs associated with
large models.

As illustrated in Fig. 1, APP 1 and APP 2 have similar
functions, and APP 1 only uses large models, incurring ad-
ditional costs compared to APP 2 that involves collaboration
between large and small models. By reducing costs, APP 2
can offer more appealing prices, thereby enhancing market
competitiveness. In this work, we mainly focus on how to
improve the performance of large models with specific small
models, while reducing the cost of querying large models.
Specifically, we propose Data Shunt+ (DS+), which utilizes
the confidence of small models to determine the appropriate
processing direction for the input data: either through large
models or exclusively through small models. If the confi-
dence level exceeds a threshold, the input will be processed
by small models; otherwise, large models will be involved
in handling the input. DS+ is a collaborative paradigm
involving both small models assisting large models (Small
Model for Large Model, S4L) and large models assisting
small models (Large Model for Small Model, L4S). For S4L,
we propose Prompt Pruning (PP) and Prompt Transferring
(PT). PP aims to refine the prediction space of large models
with the help of small models. In a classification task, as a
sample transitions from the small model to the large model,
the probability of it belonging to distributions in which
the small model demonstrates proficiency diminishes. Thus,
this probability can be integrated into the prompt to en-
hance the large model’s discrimination against alternative
distributions. On the other hand, PT attempts to breaks
down a complex task into multiple sub-tasks, among which
are simple tasks that can be processed by small models.
By decomposing the task and allowing small models to
manage certain intermediate steps, large models can focus
on difficult sub-tasks, thereby improving the performance.
Simultaneously, processing certain sub-tasks with small
models usually leads to an effective decrease in the number
of tokens in the input for large models, thus reducing the
cost. As for L4S, large models, equipped with extensive
general knowledge, can distill less common knowledge to
improve small models and further reduce the reliance on
large models. However, the distillation process often leads
to catastrophic forgetting since small models are initially
proficient only in a limited number of distributions. To
address this issue, we introduce 2-Stage Confidence Distil-
lation (2CD), a method where small models learn iteratively
from high-confidence samples provided by large models
and their original version.

The effectiveness of the proposed method is validated
across various modalities and tasks. Specifically, in the sen-
timent analysis task, DS+ enhances the overall accuracy of
ChatGPT by 1.21%, while reducing the cost of the large
model to 31.18% of its original expense. Besides, DS+

improves the performance of ChatGPT on the dataset with
inherent ambiguities from 63.73% to 67.29%, while the cost
is reduced to 58.54% of the original. In the image classifi-
cation task, DS+ improves the overall accuracy by 5.07%,
and the number of invocations of the large model has been
reduced to 66.10% of its original frequency. Additionally,
for the image caption task, DS+ elevates the average BLEU
score by 0.42, with the number of invocations reduces to
65.36%.

The main contributions of this paper can be summarized
as follows:

• We introduce a new paradigm to improve the perfor-
mance of large models while reducing costs, which
involves the collaboration between small models
with specialized knowledge and large models with
general knowledge.

• We introduce Small Model for Large Model (S4L) and
Large Model for Small Model (L4S), which further
improve the performance while reducing costs.

• We compare the proposed method with fine-tuning,
demonstrating the effectiveness of collaborative-
based paradigm and providing a new perspective for
the injection of specific knowledge.

• We demonstrate the efficacy of the proposed method
across diverse multimodalities and tasks.

2 RELATED WORK

2.1 Large Model and Small Model
Deploying large models with remarkable few-shot capabil-
ities [20], [21], [22], [23] poses a challenge in real-world
applications primarily due to their enormous size. For ex-
ample, running a 175 billion LLM requires at least 350GB
GPU memory [24], which are far beyond affordable for
most product teams, let alone more large models over 500B
parameters [25]. Moreover, the costly interface also poses
challenges in addressing real-world issues using large mod-
els, as its expensive cost exceeding the affordability of most
product teams. Consequently, we propose to mitigate the
aforementioned issues by employing smaller, specialized
models. In addition, there are also studies focus on large
and small models.

2.2 Reducing Cost and Improving Performance
Prior works discuss three main strategies for cost reduction:
prompt adaptation, LLM approximation, and LLM cascade
[26]. The prompt adaptation try to make the prompt shorter.
LLM approximation explores how to create simpler and
cheaper LLMs on specific tasks. LLM cascade aims to adap-
tively choose different APIs for different queries. Different
from prior works that only focus on language modality,
we explores a generalized paradigm that can be applied
to various modalities and tasks. Besides, we reduce large
model cost by combining task-specific small models, which
is simple yet effective.
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Prompt Pruning

Prompt Transferring

The small and large models independently
complete each stage of the task.

The small and large models separately
complete different stages of the task.

The probability of belongs
to class 1 is very low, so you 
can just consider the other cases. 

The small model has completed
a portion of the task; you need 

to complete the remaining part.

Small
Models

Large
Models

I can perform 
better now.

Fig. 2: Small Model for Large Model (S4L). There are two
methods in S4L, including Prompt Pruning (PP) and Prompt
Transferring (PT). PP refines the prediction space of large
models, while PT refines the input space of large models.

3 METHODOLOGY

The proposed Data Shunt+ (DS+) is a collaborative
paradigm of large and small models based on Data Shunt
[27]. In the subsequent sections, we will explore how small
models contribute to the improvement of large models, how
large models benefit small models, as well as provide an
overview of the entire DS+ paradigm.

3.1 Small Models for Large Models

As shown in Fig. 2, we focus on Small Model for Large
Model (S4L) in this section.

Small models can exhibit superior performance when
dealing with specific data distributions. To improve the
performance of large models with advantages of small
models, we propose Prompt Pruning (PP) for classification
task. PP refines the prediction space of large models using
the prompts crafted with predictions of small models.

As demonstrated in Equation 1, we obtain the prediction
confidence Cs by subjecting the output of a trained small
model Fs to a softmax operation. A higher value in a specific
dimension of Cs indicates a greater level of confidence from
the small model regarding the corresponding judgment.

Cs =
ezi∑
ezd

, zi ∈ Fs(x) (1)

where x is the input data.
Intuitively, small models excel at discriminating specific

distributions. For instance, a small model may excel at
distinguishing cats from other animals. Although it cannot
recognize dogs, tigers, and other animals, it can confidently
determine that they are not cats (i.e., the corresponding con-
fidence is lower). Therefore, incorporating these predictions
into the prompts for large models can refine the prediction
space and enhance the performance of large models. For
example, a prompt of PP for image classification task:

”This is a photo of a label with probability Cs.”
Compared to traditional prompt, PP introduces the con-

fidence of small models as prior knowledge. When the
input data do not follow distributions that small models
excel at, Cs of these distributions (or called classes) will

be lower. If there are numerous candidate classes, we only
add probability to classes small models excel at. Thus, large
models can focus on other candidate classes and improve
performance. We call such prompt that with small models’
confidence as soft prompt.

On the other hand, we can directly remove classes small
models excel at. Thus, the prediction space is smaller, and
the possibility for large models to predict the correct class
will be higher. We call such prompt that directly remove the
candidates as hard prompt. We further perform theoretical
analysis from an entropy perspective to show that PP with
soft and hard prompt can effectively improve the perfor-
mance of large models.

Let X and Y be the variable of input data and small
model prediction, respectively. We use entropy to quantify
the lower bound of model capability, where higher entropy
indicates that the model struggles to produce effective re-
sults. H(X) is the entropy of the input data and H(Y ) is the
entropy of the prediction. We first show the effectiveness of
soft prompt. We use H(X | Y ) to represent the entropy of
the input data with soft prompt X̂ = X | Y . Now we show
that with Y , H(X̂) is lower than H(X):

H(X)−H(X̂) =
∑
x∈X

∑
y∈Y

p(x, y) log2
p(x, y)

p(x)p(y)

≥

∑
x∈X

∑
y∈Y

p(x, y)

 log2

∑
x∈X

∑
y∈Y p(x, y)∑

x∈X

∑
y∈Y p(x)p(y)

= 0

(2)

Note that the above inequality takes the equal sign iff X
and Y are independent, i.e., p(x, y) = p(x)p(y). However,
small models often exhibit a strong correlation between their
outputs and inputs. Thus, we get H(X) > H(X̂), which
validates that the input data with soft prompt gets lower
entropy.

As for the hard prompt, let entropy of the prediction of
large models be H(Cl) = −

∑N
i=1 ci log ci, where N is the

number of candidates,
∑N

i=1 ci − 1 = 0 and ci ∈ Cl. With
Lagrange multiplier method, we get:

G (c1, c2...cN , λ) = −
N∑
i=1

ci log ci + λ

(
N∑
i=1

ci − 1

)
(3)

then partially differentiating G in Equation 3 with respect to
ci and λ,

∂G

∂ci
= − log ci − 1 + λ,

∂G

∂λ
=

N∑
i=1

ci − 1 (4)

Let Equation 4 be 0, we can get c1 = c2 = . . . = cN = 1
N ,

H(Cl) = logN , which is the maximum value of H(Cl). If
we perform PP with hard prompt, the number of candidates
will be M , and M < N . Thus, the maximum value of H(Cl)
will be logM . As logM < logN , the maximum value of
H(Cl) will be smaller, and the lower bound of large models
will be higher. We defer the proof to the Appendix A.

As for Prompt Transferring (PT), a complex task will
be decomposed into multiple sub-tasks, with small models
responsible for the relatively simpler sub-tasks. The output
of small models will be combined with prompts and input
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Fig. 3: Large Model for Small Model (L4S). By injecting
the knowledge of large models into small models, more
samples can be transformed into easy samples, thereby
further reducing the frequency of querying large models.

into large models to complete difficult tasks. The processing
can be represented as follows:

zL = FL(zi, prompt), zi ∈ Fs(x) (5)

where FL is the function of large models, zL is the output
of large models.

3.2 Large Models for Small Models
In addition to small models assisting large models, we can
also employ large models to support small models, enabling
the distillation of knowledge that small models lack. As
the knowledge of small models expands, they can handle
a greater number of samples, thereby further reducing the
frequency to query large models. However, we observed
that small models tend to forget the original well-fitting
distributions after knowledge distillation [28], [29]. Besides,
large models may severely degrade small models if the
performance of large models is not well (i.e., distill incorrect
knowledge). In order to address this issue, we propose 2-
Stage Confidence Distillation (2CD), which performs knowl-
edge distillation based on the confidence levels of both small
and large models. As illustrated in Fig. 3, to preserve the
advantages of small models, we maintain a version of the
original small models that do not receive knowledge from
large models (referred to as specific small models). Besides,
we duplicate the specific small models to enhance knowl-
edge acquisition (referred to as learnable small models). In
order to mitigate the negative impact of incorrect knowledge
on the learnable small models, we enable them to learn from
both specific small models and large models simultaneously.
For an input sample, when the confidence of specific small
models is low and the confidence of large models is high,
learnable small models will acquire predictions from the
large models to introduce additional knowledge. Such pro-
cess enables learnable small models to handle increasingly
diverse samples. Conversely, learnable small models will
continue to learn high confidence samples from specific
small models to mitigate the impact of distorted knowledge

from large models and prevent the forgetting of knowledge
acquired during the training phase.

For an input data x, if Cs1 (computed by Equation 1) is
lower than shunt threshold, δ, we compute the prediction of
large models by

Cl =
ezi∑
ezd

, zi ∈ Fl(x) (6)

where Fl is the function of large models and Cl is the
predicted confidence.

If Cl > δ, we perform knowledge distillation with
Kullback Leibler divergence [30] by

Lls = KL(Fs2(x), Cl) (7)

To alleviate the impact of distorted knowledge from large
models, we also select samples that Cs1 > δ to perform
knowledge distillation, where

Ls1s2 = KL(Fs2(x), Cs1) (8)

During 2CD, we perform Equation 7 and 8 iteratively.

3.3 Data Shunt+

We propose a collaborative paradigm, DS+, which aims
to mitigate the substantial cost associated with large mod-
els while simultaneously improving performance. During
training, as illustrated in Fig. 4, DS+ tries to achieve a
coordinated state between small and large models. On one
hand, it performs knowledge distillation for the learnable
small models, transforming more data into easy samples
that the learnable small models can handle. On the other
hand, DS+ determines the shunt threshold δ by evaluating
the specific small models’ confidence with training set, thus
allowing more easy samples to be processed by the small
models. During inference, an input will be processed by
specific small models and learnable small models at first.
If the confidence of small models is lower than δ, this
sample and the corresponding confidence will be sent to
large models, where the prompt will be re-designed with
the confidence of small models. On the other hand, if the
confidence of the input sample is high, this sample will
only be processed by small models. The training process
and inference process is summarized in Algorithm 1 and 2.

Algorithm 1 Training of Data Shunt+

1: For an input data x; specific small models, Fs1; large
models, Fl; shunt threshold δ.

2: Copy Fs1 and get learnable small models, Fs2.
3: Compute the confidence Cs1 by Equation 1 and Fs1.
4: Select data that Cs1 > δ as x1.
5: Select data that Cs1 < δ as x2.
6: Compute the confidence Cl by Equation 6 and Fl on x2.

7: Select data that Cl > δ from x2 as x3.
8: Optimize Fs2 by KL(Fs2(x3), Cl) and

KL(Fs2(x1), Cs1), iteratively.
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Fig. 4: The training process of the proposed method. Hard samples refer to data that poses challenges for small models,
while easy samples represent data that small models can fit well.

Algorithm 2 Inference of Data Shunt+

1: For an input data x, specific small models, Fs1, large
models Fl, shunt threshold δ.

2: Compute the confidence Cs1 by Equation 1 and Fs1.
3: if Cs1 > δ then
4: The prediction is generated by specific small models.
5: else
6: if Cs2 > δ then
7: The prediction is generated by learnable small mod-

els.
8: else
9: PP: Generate prompt by PP, and the prediction is

generated by large models.
10: PT: Decompose the task, and calculate the final

result by Equation 5.
11: end if
12: end if

4 EXPERIMENTS

In our experiments, we aim to (1) validate that DS+ can
improve the performance of large models, while reducing
the cost across various modalities and tasks, (2) validate the
effectiveness of PP, PT and 2CD, respectively, (3) validate
that the collaborative-based paradigm can achieve better
results compared to fine-tuning, (4) analyze the important
hyperparameter, shunt threshold, (5) compare confidence
with other ways for data shunt. In our experiments, large
models and small models are relative. For example, model
A is small compared to model B, but large compared to
C. Moreover, the overall performance of large models is
always better than that of small models. To save on ex-
perimental costs, we utilize the paid large model, Chat-
GPT, in two experiment, while using relatively smaller free
pretrained models as substitutes in the remaining exper-
iments. Therefore, we use the query proportion of large
models as an evaluation metric instead of cost. The code for
the proposed method are provided for research purposes
https://github.com/Anfeather/Data-Shunt.

4.1 Data Shunt+ for Language Modality

ChatGPT is one of the most influential large language mod-
els today. Running ChatGPT requires at least 350GB GPU
memory with specialized infrastructure [24], which is far
beyond affordable for most product teams. Consequently,
product teams must invoke the ChatGPT interface to ac-
complish their desired functionalities. Unfortunately, the
exorbitant costs associated with the interface substantially
diminish the revenue generated by product teams.

In this section, we show that the proposed method
can significantly reduce the cost of calling large models
while achieving better overall performance. We first con-
duct sentiment analysis on Amazon Product Data [31], [32],
where there are 20 categories of product comments along
with corresponding positive or negative sentiment labels.
In addition, we maintain a balance between positive and
negative samples, and divide the dataset into training set,
validation set, and testing set, with 2,504,958, 277,508, and
309,186 samples respectively.

Related results are presented in Table 1. For DS, the right
value of “|” is the sample proportion processed by ChatGPT,
while the left value of “|” is the accuracy of DS. In this ex-
periment, we use TextCNN [33], LSTM [34] and fine-tuned
BERT [35] as the small model respectively, while ChatGPT
serves as the large model. It can be seen that the overall
accuracy of TextCNN, LSTM, fine-tuned BERT and ChatGPT
is 85.40%, 86.21%, 91.79% and 94.43%. The pretrained large
model, ChatGPT, significantly outperforms specific small
models, TextCNN, LSTM, and fine-tuned BERT. Its extensive
pretraining equips it with a wealth of knowledge, enabling
it to handle a broader range of scenarios. On the other hand,
TextCNN, LSTM and fine-tuned BERT see much data that
belongs to the 20 classes, thus, small models may fit some
data better. For instance, in the Kindle, certain e-books share
similar highlights, such as well-developed characterization
and compelling storylines. Thus, during inference, if there
is a comment that is similar to one of the training dataset,
small models will give a more accurate prediction. Based on
this idea, we have observed that the combination of small
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TABLE 1: Different small models for DS+ on sentiment analysis. Small model 1 represents TextCNN, small model 2
represents LSTM, and small model 3 represents fine-tuned BERT. The large mode is ChatGPT. For DS+ we present the
accuracy and query proportion (i.e., sample proportion processed by ChatGPT) in the same unit.

Category Small 1 Large DS+ Category Small 1 Large DS+
Games 84.34% 96.22% 96.13%|88.88% Clothing 85.34% 96.89% 94.28%|84.61%
Kindle 89.05% 95.65% 95.83%|75.88% Beauty 85.37% 97.20% 94.33%|86.99%
Baby 88.63% 96.41% 95.93%|88.99% Video 85.37% 92.54% 94.32%|87.28%

Movies 85.37% 93.42% 94.23%|87.68% Lawn 85.36% 89.36% 94.32%|94.47%
Electronics 85.24% 95.41% 94.67%|88.44% Home 85.39% 96.28% 94.39%|88.10%

Office 85.23% 95.45% 94.68%|92.12% Toys 85.41% 96.74% 94.40%|87.80%
CDs 84.68% 95.87% 94.86%|91.99% Grocery 85.43% 96.73% 94.42%|89.80%

Books 85.26% 93.66% 94.20%|81.88% Automotive 85.42% 94.69% 94.42%|90.34%
Sports 85.26% 95.06% 94.21%|89.00% Tools 85.41% 94.49% 94.43%|90.58%
Health 85.24% 95.04% 94.23%|89.49% Pet Supplies 85.40% 94.03% 94.42%|90.84%
Overall Small 1: 85.40%, Large: 94.43%, DS+: 94.42% Query Small 1: 0%, Large: 100%, DS+: 84.97%

Category Small 2 Large DS+ Category Small 2 Large DS+
Games 85.29% 96.22% 96.13%|84.01% Clothing 86.13% 96.89% 94.31%|74.78%
Kindle 89.74% 95.65% 95.85%|71.73% Beauty 86.17% 97.20% 94.36%|81.93%
Baby 89.33% 96.41% 95.95%|82.56% Video 86.18% 92.54% 94.35%|78.15%

Movies 86.27% 93.42% 94.25%|80.82% Lawn 86.17% 89.36% 94.35%|90.64%
Electronics 86.28% 95.41% 94.69%|83.57% Home 86.21% 96.28% 94.41%|81.93%

Office 86.26% 95.45% 94.69%|89.14% Toys 86.22% 96.74% 94.43%|81.05%
CDs 85.70% 95.87% 94.88%|87.78% Grocery 86.24% 96.73% 94.45%|84.16%

Books 86.05% 93.66% 94.23%|77.59% Automotive 86.24% 94.69% 94.45%|87.44%
Sports 86.05% 95.06% 94.24%|82.66% Tools 86.23% 94.49% 94.45%|86.58%
Health 86.03% 95.04% 94.26%|85.12% Pet Supplies 86.21% 94.03% 94.45%|86.26%
Overall Smal 2: 86.21%, Large: 94.43%, DS+: 94.44% Query Small 2: 0%, Large: 100%, DS+: 80.00%

Category Small 3 Large DS+ Category Small 3 Large DS+
Games 90.39% 96.22% 96.15%|36.25% Clothing 95.63% 96.89% 97.45%|31.10%
Kindle 95.89% 95.65% 97.38%|20.67% Beauty 92.90% 97.20% 97.24%|30.39%
Baby 92.81% 96.41% 96.26%|32.90% Video 92.67% 92.54% 96.27%|25.32%

Movies 90.57% 93.42% 94.86%|31.76% Lawn 84.26% 89.36% 90.63%|48.93%
Electronics 91.76% 95.41% 96.11%|39.56% Home 93.12% 96.28% 96.73%|33.89%

Office 90.72% 95.45% 95.10%|44.31% Toys 92.22% 96.74% 96.38%|31.34%
CDs 88.57% 95.87% 95.50%|36.92% Grocery 92.50% 96.73% 96.66%|32.28%

Books 91.98% 93.66% 95.37%|27.91% Automotive 91.30% 94.69% 94.69%|33.33%
Sports 93.11% 95.06% 96.02%|34.83% Tools 91.62% 94.49% 95.38%|37.87%
Health 91.73% 95.04% 95.71%|34.35% Pet Supplies 91.02% 94.03% 95.02%|38.96%
Overall Small 3: 91.79%, Large: 94.43%, DS+: 95.64% Query Small 3: 0%, Large: 100%, DS+: 31.18%

and large models can yield competitive or even superior
performance. As shown in DS+ of Table 1, we present results
of DS+ combined with three small models. To achieve com-
petitive results to ChatGPT, DS+ with TextCNN needs to
send 84.97% of the data to ChatGPT, while DS+ with LSTM
needs to send 80.00%, and DS+ with fine-tuned BERT needs
to send 31.18%. It is evident that as the performance of the
small model improves, the required query proportion to at-
tain competitive performance decreases. Furthermore, DS+

with fine-tuned BERT exhibits remarkable results, benefiting
from its exposure to lots of diverse data as well as task-
specific data. Fine-tuned BERT even slightly performs better
on two fine-grained classes, Kindle and Video, where the
query proportion of DS+ is lower than 26%. It demonstrates
that DS+ with small foundation models can achieve much
better performance. Compared to ChatGPT, DS+ displays a
1.21% increase in accuracy while only 31.18% of the data is
calculated by the large model. In terms of actual expenses,
employing the large model for computations on 309,186 test
samples resulted in a total cost of $1, 201.87. Alternatively,
using DS reduced the cost to approximately $374.74.

We further conduct experiments on the ChaosNLI [36]
dataset that with inherent ambiguities, and the results are
presented in the Table 2. The large model is ChatGPT,
the small model is BERT-base, BERT-large [35], BART [37],
XLNET-base, XLNET-large [38], ALBERT-xxlarge [39], DIS-

TABLE 2: Experiments on ChaosNLI.

Model Query Acc DS+
BERT-base 75.36% 55.91% 63.79%
BERT-large 66.98% 56.91% 63.29%

BART 59.85% 59.22% 65.48%
XLNET-base 68.48% 58.91% 64.67%
XLNET-large 58.54% 61.85% 67.29%

ALBERT-xxlarge 62.48% 58.97% 64.73%
DISTILBERT 85.99% 51.03% 64.23%

ChatGPT 63.73%

TILBERT [40], respectively. To demonstrate the powerful
adaptability of the proposed paradigm, no modifications are
made to the small model in this experiment. The related
results also validate the effectiveness of DS+ in improv-
ing the performance of large models while reducing costs.
Nevertheless, Table 2 reveals two noteworthy observations.
1. XLNET-base surpasses BERT-large and exhibit similar
performance to ALBERT-xxlarge and BART, but the query
proportion of XLNET-base is much higher. This suggests
that the performance of the small model is not solely respon-
sible for determining the proportion of data delivered to
the large model. 2. DISTILBERT exhibits significantly poorer
performance compared to other small models, yet it remains
competitive in the paradigm of DS+. This indicates that
DISTILBERT achieves higher accuracy on high-confidence
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samples, enabling DS+ to achieve good results even when
the small model’s performance is poor. This phenomenon
is likely caused by overfitting, as DISTILBERT exclusively
recognizes a specific distribution, which contributes to its
overall inferior. However, this characteristic also enables
DISTILBERT to accurately determine whether a sample
should be processed by the large model. Exploring ways to
leverage the phenomenon of overfitting could be a potential
research direction in this field. Additionally, Table 2 shows
that DS+ continues to work well even with small models
achieving an accuracy of less around 60%.

4.2 Data Shunt+ for Vision Modality

In this section, to better present the application of DS+,
we conduct experiments for long-tailed image classification.
Long-tailed image classification is a common challenge in
practical computer vision applications [41]. We follow [42]
to separate CIFAR-100 into the head, medium and tail
regions based on different numbers of samples.

TABLE 3: DS+ for image classification on CIFAR-100-LT.

Small Large DS+
Head 70.25% 60.00% 71.99%
Med 46.61% 57.28% 59.91%
Tail 29.28% 57.19% 57.61%

Overall Accuracy 48.84% 58.18% 63.25%
Query Proportion 0% 100% 66.10%

Due to budget constraints and the limited availability
of vision pretrained models, in this experiment, we re-
gard ResNet-32 [43] as the small model, CLIP as the large
model. The results on CIFAR-100-LT are show in Table 3.
Different from the experiment of language modality in the
previous section, the performance of the small model is
greatly affected by the number of training samples. The
small model achieving 70.25%, 46.61% and 29.28% accu-
racy in the head, medium, and tail regions, respectively.
The accuracy of the small model for the head data even
significantly surpasses that of the large models, 60%, which
further highlights that small models and large models can
have their respective advantages. In contrast, small models
yield similar results across most classes in the language
modality. These outcomes might stem from a higher degree
of similarity between comments, in contrast to images of
different classes. Compared to established baselines that
solely rely on either the small model or the large model, our
approach yields significant performance improvements in
all cases, especially, the overall accuracy has been improved
by 5.07% compared to the large model, while the number of
querying reduces to 66.10% of the original.

4.3 Data Shunt+ for Multimodality

In this section, we validate the effectiveness of the proposed
DS+ on the image caption task [44], which is a generative
task, different from previous experiments.

We follow [45] to design the small model, where the
encoder is a ResNet-101, and the decoder is an LSTM. To get
the confidence of the small model for the input sample, we
calculate the mean of probabilities that predict next words.

The confidence of the small model for an input image is:

it = σ (WiEyt−1 + Uiht−1 + Ziẑt + bi) ,

ft = σ (WfEyt−1 + Ufht−1 + Zf ẑt + bf ) ,

ct = ftct−1 + it tanh (WcEyt−1 + Ucht−1 + Zcẑt + bc) ,

ot = σ (WoEyt−1 + Uoht−1 + Zoẑt + bo) ,

ht = ot ⊙ tanh (ct) ,

Ct =
ezi∑
ezd

, zi ∈ FMLP (ht).

(9)
where it, ft, ct, ot, ht are the input, forget, memory, output
and hidden state of the LSTM, respectively. ẑ is the context
vector, capturing the visual information, as explained be-
low. E is an embedding matrix. FMLP is a full connected
network. σ and ⊙ is the logistic sigmoid activation and
element-wise multiplication, respectively.

TABLE 4: DS+ for image caption on Microsoft COCO.

Small Large DS+
BLEU-1 72.92 73.27 74.95
BLEU-2 55.73 60.04 60.43
BLEU-3 41.20 46.99 46.85
BLEU-4 30.28 36.11 35.82
Mean 50.03 54.10 54.52

Query Proportion 0% 100% 65.36%

The image caption experiments are conducted on Mi-
crosoft COCO [46], which comprises 82,783 images with
captions. We follow [45] to devide the training, validation,
and testing set. As for the large model, we employ BLIP-2
(1.1B) [10]. In this experiment, when the confidence com-
puted by Equation 9 is lager than 0.55, the input data will
be processed by the small model, otherwise it is processed
by the large model. Related results about BLEU [47] are
reported in Table 4. It can be observed that the small model
is inferior to the large model in terms of every metric. Addi-
tionally, the small model has much poorer ability to generate
fluent sentences compared to the large model, as the differ-
ence between the small and large models becomes more sig-
nificant with the n-gram (BLEU-n) increasing. As for DS+, it
can leverage the strengths of both the small model and the
large model, resulting in improved performance on BLEU-1
and BLEU-2. However, when it comes to BLEU-3 and BLEU-
4, which involve longer word combinations, DS+ falls short
of surpassing the performance of the large model. BLEU-1 is
closely related to the previous classification task, in which it
predicts the likelihood of specific words appearing based on
images. It can be found that the proposed DS+ yields better
performance in prediction tasks. This might be attributed
to DS+ directing data flow based on the confidence of the
predictions. Nonetheless, this experiment still validates the
effectiveness of the proposed DS+ for image caption task, as
DS+ successfully improve in the average BLEU score, while
solely 65.36% of the data is computed by the large model.

4.4 Ablation for PP and 2CD
In this section, we conduct ablation experiments to show
the effectiveness of PP and 2CD on CIFAR-100-LT. Related
resulrs are shown in Table 5.

It can be seen that both PP and 2CD have a positive
impact on the proposed method. Besides, according to the
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TABLE 5: Ablation experiments of DS+ on CIFAR-100-LT.

DS+ DS+-2CD DS+-PP-2CD
Head 71.99% 71.21% 71.54%
Med 59.91% 58.69% 59.76%
Tail 57.61% 56.17% 53.31%

Overall Accuracy 63.25% 62.11% 61.63%
Query Proportion 66.10% 67.48% 67.48%

Query Proportion of DS+, 66.10%, and DS+-2CD, 67.48%,
2CD can further reduce the number of times calling the
large model, as small models have learned more data dis-
tributions. Moreover, from the comparison between DS+-
2CD and DS+-2CD-PP, we find that PP primarily works
on the tail data, as the accuracy improved by 2.86%. It is
in line with our previous idea in section Small Models for
Large Models, Prompt Pruning, with the prior knowledge of
the small model, PP can reduce the candidate classes and
improve the accuracy of the tail data.

4.5 Improving Large Models with PT

To validate the effectiveness of PT, we chose a complex
application scenario, dispute liability determination, where
a narrator describes their dispute with another party, and a
large language model is employed to determine the greater
responsibility of each party involved. For this experiments,
the large language models are ChatGPT, GLM-3, GLM-4,
HunYuan and Gemini. We conducted a case study in which
each model performs ten analyses of the same case. The
corresponding results are reported in Fig. 5. As shown in
Fig. 5a, only GLM-4 and Gemini achieve perfect scores,
while GLM-3 was incorrect in all ten attempts. Such results
arise from the scenario of dispute liability determination,
where narrators tend to focus more on the aspects that
are favorable to themselves, leading the large model to
overlook the core elements of the event. PT divides dispute
liability determination into subtasks: redundancy removal
and dispute adjudication. The redundancy removal subtask
employs a small model (ChatGLM3-6B) to abstract the nar-
rator’s input and eliminate redundant information, while
the dispute adjudication subtask is handled by large models.
By using a small model complete simple tasks, PT allows
the large model to focus better on the key elements of the
task, thereby improving the performance. Results with PT
are illustrated in Fig. 5b, where each large model can achieve
a perfect score.

0

2

4

6

8

10
ChatGPT

GLM-3
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Fig. 5: Results of paid large models with or without PT.

We present the case study in Table 6. Related results
show that without PT, large models tend to focus on inter-
ference information introduced by the narrator, leading to
incorrect judgments. By employing small models to denoise
the narrator’s input, PT can effectively redirect the attention
of the large models to the key elements of the event.

In addition, the reduction in the number of input tokens
due to the elimination of redundant information will sig-
nificantly reduce the querying costs of large models. In this
case, the number of input tokens by the narrator is 216, and
it is reduced to 53 after being processed by the small model.

4.6 Collaboration VS Fine-tuning
In this section, we compare the proposed collaborative-
based paradigm with the most widely used fine-tuning
method, LORA [48]. The large model is LLama3-8b-instruct
[49], the small model is XLNET-large, experiments are con-
ducted on ChaosNLI.

Small Model Large Model Fine-tuning DS+
0.60

0.61

0.62

0.63

0.64

0.65

0.66

0.67

0.68

0.6185

0.6266

0.6504

0.6747

Fig. 6: Comparison between fine-tuning and collaborative-
based paradigm. The large model is LLama3-8b-instruct, the
small model is XLNET-large.

The large model is trained on 160,000 samples for fine-
tuning (we have also used other amounts of data to fine-
tune the large model, but all the results are inferior to
that reported in Fig. 6). As shown in Fig. 6, after fine-
tuning, the performance of the large model has improved by
2.38%, indicating that fine-tuning can effectively inject spe-
cific knowledge of related tasks. On the other hand, while
the accuracy of the small model is only 61.85%, and the
accuracy of the large model without fine-tuning is 62.66%,
the DS+ achieves 67.47% by leveraging the cooperation
between the small and large models to complement each
other’s deficiencies, significantly surpassing the accuracy of
the fine-tuned large model.

4.7 Hyperparameter Analysis
This section primarily focuses on the important hyperpa-
rameter, shunt threshold, δ, which governs the data flow.
Specifically, when the confidence of a sample is larger than
δ, this sample will solely be processed by small models,
otherwise, this sample will be processed by large models.
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TABLE 6: Case stuty of dispute liability determination.

Narrator:
Early that day, Xiao Ming from next door came to my house carrying his household garbage and placed the trash bag at
my doorstep. Just as I was coming out of my house, I saw the garbage bag and became very angry, questioning why he had
thrown the garbage at my doorstep. However, Xiao Ming insisted that he had placed the garbage bag in the corridor in front
of his own house, emphasizing that it was none of my business. The spot where he placed the garbage bag was less than ten
centimeters away from my doorstep, how could that be considered as being in front of his own house? Additionally, garbage
should be directly disposed of in the downstairs trash bin instead of being piled up upstairs. This not only creates a dirty and
unsightly environment but also becomes a breeding ground for insects, especially in the summer. Furthermore, by leaving the
garbage in the corridor, it poses a significant safety hazard in the event of a fire or other emergencies. I argued with him for a
while, and in the end, I couldn’t contain my anger and ended up punching him.
Summarization (by ChatGLM3-6B):
Xiao Ming, a neighbor, placed his garbage bag at the narrator’s doorstep instead of in the corridor in front of his own house.
The narrator was angry and argued with Xiao Ming, but Xiao Ming refused to take responsibility. The narrator ended up
punching him.
Prompt (for paid large models):
Based on the dispute statement below, determine which party is more at fault in the incident (you must explicitly name the
party more at fault, the narrator or the other party. Only indicate the party that made the more severe mistake, without
providing any other analysis content):
Response from GLM-3 (without PT):
In this incident, the other party (Xiao Ming) is more at fault. He incorrectly placed the garbage bag in a location that was less
than ten centimeters away from the narrator’s doorstep, which can be seen as disrespectful and inconsiderate. Additionally,
leaving garbage in the corridor can create an unsightly environment and poses safety hazards. The narrator’s response of
punching Xiao Ming is also not justified, but the initial mistake made by Xiao Ming makes him more at fault in this situation.
Response from GLM-3 (with PT):
In this scenario, the party more at fault is the narrator. The narrator’s response to the situation involving the garbage bag was
disproportionate and violent. While it is understandable that the narrator might be frustrated or angered by Xiao Ming’s actions,
resorting to physical violence is not justified and is against the principles of conflict resolution and maintaining community
harmony. The narrator’s decision to punch Xiao Ming escalated the situation severely and is the more severe mistake in this
incident.

To better present the influence of δ, we conduct related ex-
periments on sentiment analysis based on the prior section.
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Fig. 7: Hyperparameter analysis for shunt threshold on
sentiment analysis. The solid line represents the accuracy of
DS+ with different small models. The dotted line represents
the proportion of samples computed by the large model.
The bold dot represents DS+ achieves better performance
than that of the large model.

As illustrated in Fig. 7, DS+ with three different small
models all can surpass the large model. When DS+ sur-
passes the large model, the requirement for the hyper-
parameter δ becomes lower for better-performing small
models (i.e., δ can have a wider range). For example, DS+

with TextCNN or LSTM requires δ > 0.97, while DS+

with fine-tuned BERT requires δ > 0.85. Besides, when
δ > 0.97, the overall performance of DS+ shows only

a slight improvement, while the proportion of samples
processed by the large model increases significantly. For
instance, when δ = 0.97 and 0.99, the accuracy of DS+ with
LSTM is 94.20% and 94.45%, respectively. As the parameter
δ increases, the change in accuracy is minimal, while the
query proporyion has significantly increased from 54.66% to
80.00%. Although such phenomenon is not as prominent for
DS+ with TextCNN (i.e., the vertical distance between the
two points on the right side of the red dashed line) and DS+

with BERT (i.e., the vertical distance between the two points
on the right side of the green dashed line), it is important to
select a δ between [0.97, 0.99] on the validation dataset.

4.8 Why Shunting with Confidence
In addition to using confidence levels, data can be shunted
with other methods. One approach is to introduce a new
model that predicts the distribution, or alternatively, predict
the data flow based on the small model’s performance
on the training data. This section will compare different
ways of shunting in the context of image classification. For
shunting with distributions, we train a distribution model
to classify inputs into categories such as head, med, or tail,
which represents a coarser-grained classification. For direct
prediction, we train a model that predicts the accuracy of
the small model during training.

As demonstrated in Fig. 8, shunting with distributions
significantly degrades the overall performance compared to
that of the large model. Importantly, this approach shows
a particularly noticeable improvement for the head data.
This is because the distribution model assigns data that
aligns with the head distribution of the training set to the
small model, while allocating the head data that deviates
from it (or hard head samples) to the large model. As for
shunting with prediction, it only has a slight improvement
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Fig. 8: Different shunting ways of DS+.

compared to the large model, because of the inaccuracy
of the prediction model that predicts whether the small
model can give the correct answer. In contrast, shunting
with confidence does not introduce an extra model and the
performance is much more better. During inference, when
an input data is similar to the training data, the small model
will exhibit high confidence and is more likely to handle
it correctly. Conversely, if the small model encounters an
unfamiliar sample, its confidence level will be low, making
it more suitable for the large model to handle.

5 CONCLUSION

With the advancements in PLMs, an increasing number
of related applications are gradually becoming integrated
into people’s daily lives. The enormous computational re-
sources required by PLMs have deterred the majority of
product teams. Utilizing PLMs through interface will in-
cur significant costs. Therefore, we propose Data Shunt+

(DS+), a general paradigm for collaboration of small and
large models, which not only substantially reduces the cost
associated with querying large models but also effectively
improves large models’ performance. Specifically, DS+ com-
prises two primary modules: Small Model for Large Model
(S4L) and Large Model for Small Model (L4S). In S4L, we
introduce Prompt Pruning (PP) and Prompt Transferring
(PT), which refine the prediction space and the input space
of large models, respectively. Regarding L4S, we introduce
2-Stage Confidence Distillation (2CD), which integrates the
knowledge of large models into small models and prevents
the small models from forgetting the knowledge acquired
during training. The remarkable performance across diverse
modalities and tasks demonstrates the superiority of the
proposed DS+.
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