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Abstract

Fine-tuning is the de facto way to leverage
large pretrained language models to perform
downstream tasks. However, it modifies all
the language model parameters and therefore
necessitates storing a full copy for each task.
In this paper, we propose prefix-tuning, a
lightweight alternative to fine-tuning for nat-
ural language generation tasks, which keeps
language model parameters frozen, but opti-
mizes a small continuous task-specific vector
(called the prefix). Prefix-tuning draws inspira-
tion from prompting, allowing subsequent to-
kens to attend to this prefix as if it were “vir-
tual tokens”. We apply prefix-tuning to GPT-2
for table-to-text generation and to BART for
summarization. We find that by learning only
0.1% of the parameters, prefix-tuning obtains
comparable performance in the full data set-
ting, outperforms fine-tuning in low-data set-
tings, and extrapolates better to examples with
topics unseen during training.

1 Introduction

Fine-tuning is the prevalent paradigm for using
large pretrained language models (LMs) (Radford
et al., 2019; Devlin et al., 2019) to perform down-
stream tasks (e.g., summarization), but it requires
updating and storing all the parameters of the LM.
Consequently, to build and deploy NLP systems
that rely on large pretrained LMs, one currently
needs to store a modified copy of the LM parame-
ters for each task. This can be prohibitively expen-
sive, given the large size of current LMs; for exam-
ple, GPT-2 has 774M parameters (Radford et al.,
2019) and GPT-3 has 175B parameters (Brown
et al., 2020).

A natural approach to this problem is lightweight
fine-tuning, which freezes most of the pretrained
parameters and augments the model with small
trainable modules. For example, adapter-tuning
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Figure 1: Fine-tuning (top) updates all Transformer
parameters (the red Transformer box) and requires stor-
ing a full model copy for each task. We propose
prefix-tuning (bottom), which freezes the Transformer
parameters and only optimizes the prefix (the red pre-
fix blocks). Consequently, we only need to store the
prefix for each task, making prefix-tuning modular and
space-efficient. Note that each vertical block denote
transformer activations at one time step.

(Rebuffi et al., 2017; Houlsby et al., 2019) inserts
additional task-specific layers between the layers
of pretrained language models. Adapter-tuning
has promising performance on natural language
understanding and generation benchmarks, attain-
ing comparable performance with fine-tuning while
adding only around 2-4% task-specific parameters
(Houlsby et al., 2019; Lin et al., 2020).

On the extreme end, GPT-3 (Brown et al., 2020)
can be deployed without any task-specific tuning.
Instead, users prepend a natural language task in-
struction (e.g., TL;DR for summarization) and a
few examples to the task input; then generate the
output from the LM. This approach is known as
in-context learning or prompting.

In this paper, we propose prefix-tuning, a
lightweight alternative to fine-tuning for natural lan-
guage generation (NLG) tasks, inspired by prompt-
ing. Consider the task of generating a textual de-



scription of a data table, as shown in Figure 1,
where the task input is a linearized table (e.g.,
“name: Starbucks | type: coffee shop™) and the out-
put is a textual description (e.g., “Starbucks serves
coffee.”). Prefix-tuning prepends a sequence of
continuous task-specific vectors to the input, which
we call a prefix, depicted by red blocks in Figure 1
(bottom). For subsequent tokens, the Transformer
can attend to the prefix as if it were a sequence of
“virtual tokens”, but unlike prompting, the prefix
consists entirely of free parameters which do not
correspond to real tokens. In contrast to fine-tuning
in Figure 1 (top), which updates all Transformer
parameters and thus requires storing a tuned copy
of the model for each task, prefix-tuning only op-
timizes the prefix. Consequently, we only need
to store one copy of the large Transformer and a
learned task-specific prefix, yielding a very small
overhead for each additional task (e.g., 250K pa-
rameters for table-to-text).

In contrast to fine-tuning, prefix-tuning is mod-
ular: we train an upstream prefix which steers a
downstream LM, which remains unmodified. Thus,
a single LM can support many tasks at once. In
the context of personalization where the tasks cor-
respond to different users (Shokri and Shmatikov,
2015; McMabhan et al., 2016), we could have a sep-
arate prefix for each user trained only on that user’s
data, thereby avoiding data cross-contamination.
Moreover, the prefix-based architecture enables us
to even process examples from multiple users/tasks
in a single batch, something that is not possible
with other lightweight fine-tuning approaches.

We evaluate prefix-tuning on table-to-text gen-
eration using GPT-2 and abstractive summariza-
tion using BART. In terms of storage, prefix-tuning
stores 1000x fewer parameters than fine-tuning. In
terms of performance when trained on full datasets,
prefix-tuning and fine-tuning are comparable for
table-to-text (§6.1), while prefix-tuning suffers a
small degradation for summarization (§6.2). In low-
data settings, prefix-tuning on average outperforms
fine-tuning on both tasks (§6.3). Prefix-tuning also
extrapolates better to tables (for table-to-text) and
articles (for summarization) with unseen topics

(86.4).

2 Related Work

Fine-tuning for natural language generation.
Current state-of-the-art systems for natural lan-
guage generation are based on fine-tuning pre-

trained LMs. For table-to-text generation, Kale
(2020) fine-tunes a sequence-to-sequence model
(TS5; Raffel et al., 2020). For extractive and abstrac-
tive summarization, researchers fine-tune masked
language models (e.g., BERT; Devlin et al., 2019)
and encode-decoder models (e.g., BART; Lewis
et al., 2020) respectively (Zhong et al., 2020; Liu
and Lapata, 2019; Raffel et al., 2020). For other
conditional NLG tasks such as machine transla-
tion and dialogue generation, fine-tuning is also the
prevalent paradigm (Zhang et al., 2020c; Stickland
et al., 2020; Zhu et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2020). In
this paper, we focus on table-to-text using GPT-2
and summarization using BART, but prefix-tuning
can be applied to other generation tasks and pre-
trained models.

Lightweight fine-tuning. Lightweight fine-
tuning freezes most of the pretrained parameters
and modifies the pretrained model with small
trainable modules. The key challenge is to identify
high-performing architectures of the modules and
the subset of pretrained parameters to tune. One
line of research considers removing parameters:
some model weights are ablated away by training
a binary mask over model parameters (Zhao et al.,
2020; Radiya-Dixit and Wang, 2020). Another
line of research considers inserting parameters.
For example, Zhang et al. (2020a) trains a “side”
network that is fused with the pretrained model via
summation; adapter-tuning inserts task-specific lay-
ers (adapters) between each layer of the pretrained
LM (Houlsby et al., 2019; Lin et al., 2020; Rebuffi
et al., 2017; Pfeiffer et al., 2020). Compared to
this line of work, which tunes around 3.6% of the
LM parameters, our method obtains a further 30x
reduction in task-specific parameters, tuning only
0.1% while maintaining comparable performance.

Prompting. Prompting means prepending in-
structions and a few examples to the task input and
generating the output from the LM. GPT-3 (Brown
et al., 2020) uses manually designed prompts to
adapt its generation for different tasks, and this
framework is termed in-context learning. However,
since Transformers can only condition on a
bounded-length context (e.g., 2048 tokens for GPT-
3), in-context learning is unable to fully exploit
training sets longer than the context window. Sun
and Lai (2020) also prompt by keywords to control
for sentiment or topic of the generated sentence.
In natural language understanding tasks, prompt



engineering has been explored in prior works for
models like BERT and RoBERTa (Liu et al., 2019;
Jiang et al., 2020; Schick and Schiitze, 2020). For
example, AutoPrompt (Shin et al., 2020) searches
for a sequence of discrete trigger words and con-
catenates it with each input to elicit sentiment or
factual knowledge from a masked LM. In contrast
with AutoPrompt, our method optimizes contin-
uous prefixes, which are more expressive (§7.2);
moreover, we focus on language generation tasks.

Continuous vectors have been used to steer lan-
guage models; for example, Subramani et al. (2020)
showed that a pretrained LSTM language model
can reconstruct arbitrary sentences by optimizing
a continuous vector for each sentence, making the
vector input-specific. In contrast, prefix-tuning op-
timizes a task-specific prefix that applies to all in-
stances of that task. As a result, unlike the previous
work whose application is limited to sentence re-
construction, prefix-tuning can be applied to NLG
tasks.

Controllable generation. Controllable genera-
tion aims to steer a pretrained language model to
match a sentence level attribute (e.g., positive senti-
ment or topic on sports). Such control can happen
at training time: Keskar et al. (2019) pretrains the
language model (CTRL) to condition on metadata
such as keywords or URLs. Additionally, the con-
trol can happen at decoding time, by weighted de-
coding (GeDi, Krause et al., 2020) or iteratively up-
dating the past activations (PPLM, Dathathri et al.,
2020). However, there is no straightforward way
to apply these controllable generation techniques
to enforce fine-grained control over generated con-
tents, as demanded by tasks like table-to-text and
summarization.

3 Problem Statement

Consider a conditional generation task where the
input is a context = and the output y is a sequence
of tokens. We focus on two tasks, shown in Fig-
ure 2 (right): In table-to-text, x corresponds to a
linearized data table and y is a textual description;
in summarization, x is an article and y is a short
summary.

3.1 Autoregressive LM

Assume we have an autoregressive language model
P (y | x) based on the Transformer (Vaswani et al.,
2017) architecture (e.g., GPT-2; Radford et al.,

2019) and parametrized by ¢. As shown in Fig-
ure 2 (top), let z = [z; y| be the concatenation of z
and y; let Xigx denote the sequence of indices that
corresponds to x, and Yjgx denote the same for .

The activation at time step i is h; € R?, where
h; = [hgl); cee hgn)] is a concatenation of all acti-
vation layers at this time step, and hl(j ) is the acti-
vation of the j-th Transformer layer at time step .

The autoregressive Transformer model computes
h; as a function of z; and the past activations in its
left context, as follows:

hi = LMy(2i, h<), (1)

where the last layer of h; is used to compute the
distribution for the next token: pg(zit1 | h<;i) =

softmax (W, hgn)) and W), is a pretrained matrix
that map hg") to logits over the vocabulary.

3.2 Encoder-Decoder Architecture

We can also use an encoder-decoder architecture
(e.g., BART; Lewis et al., 2020) to model py(y | x),
where x is encoded by the bidirectional encoder,
and the decoder predicts y autoregressively (condi-
tioned on the encoded x and its left context). We
use the same indexing and activation notation, as
shown in Figure 2 (bottom). h; for all i € Xjg
is computed by the bidirectional Transformer en-
coder; h; for all ¢ € Yjqgy is computed by the au-
toregressive decoder using the same equation (1).

3.3 Method: Fine-tuning

In the fine-tuning framework, we initialize with the
pretrained parameters ¢. Here py, is a trainable lan-
guage model distribution and we perform gradient
updates on the following log-likelihood objective:

max logpy(y | @) = > logpy(z | hei). )
i€ Yidx

4 Prefix-Tuning

We propose prefix-tuning as an alternative to
fine-tuning for conditional generation tasks. We
first provide intuition in §4.1 before defining our
method formally in §4.2.

'hl(-") is composed of a key-value pair. In GPT-2, the
dimension of each key and value is 1024.



Autoregressive Model (e.g. GPT2)

Summarization Example
Article: Scientists at University College London discovered people

tend to think that their hands are wider and their fingers are
shorter than they truly are.They say the confusion may lie in the
way the brain receives information from different parts of the
body.Distorted perception may dominate in some people, leading to
body image problems ... [ignoring 308 words] could be very
motivating for people with eating disorders to know that there was
a biological explanation for their experiences, rather than
feeling it was their fault."

| Summary: The brain naturally distorts body image -

a finding which could explain eating disorders like |
{anorexia, say experts.

Table-to-text Example

Table: name[Clowns] customer-—

rating[1 out of 5] eatTypelcoffee
shop] food[Chinese] arealriverside]
near[Clare Hall]
{ Textual Description: Clowns is a |
| coffee shop in the riverside area |
] | near Clare Hall that has a rating |

PREFIX T (source table) Y (arget utterance)
l
e Harry Potter , Education , Hogwarts [SEP] Harry Potter is graduated from Hogwarts
Activation hi  he  hs ha hs he hy hs  he hig hi hiz bz his his
Indexing 1 L 2 1 13 4 ] 6 7 8 | lB 10 11 12 13 14 15 I
Pigx = [1,2] Xigx = [3,4,5,6,7,8] Yiax = [9,10,11,12,13, 14, 15]
Encoder-Decoder Model (e.g. BART) PREFIX
PREFIX T (source table) PREFIX Y (target utterance)
Z I Harry Potter , Education , Hogwarts ”[SF.P] Harry Potter is graduated from Hogwar!}
Activation  p. B, hy Ry hs hg hy ks hy hio  hi hia his hig  his  hig har
Indexing 4 Gaee 4 8 0 O o 9 10 1 12 13 14 15 16 17
L 1L ] L 11
Pisx = [1,2]  Xiax =[3,4,5,6,7,8] Pigx +=19,10]  Vigx = [11,12,13,14,15,16,17]

! 1 out of 5 . They serve Chinese
{_food .

Figure 2: An annotated example of prefix-tuning using an autoregressive LM (top) and an encoder-decoder model
(bottom). The prefix activations Vi € Pjg, h; are drawn from a trainable matrix Py. The remaining activations are

computed by the Transformer.

4.1 Intuition

Based on intuition from prompting, we believe that
having a proper context can steer the LM without
changing its parameters. For example, if we want
the LM to generate a word (e.g., Obama), we can
prepend its common collocations as context (e.g.,
Barack), and the LM will assign much higher prob-
ability to the desired word. Extending this intuition
beyond generating a single word or sentence, we
want to find a context that steers the LM to solve
an NLG task. Intuitively, the context can influ-
ence the encoding of = by guiding what to extract
from x; and can influence the generation of y by
steering the next token distribution. However, it’s
non-obvious whether such a context exists. Natural
language task instructions (e.g., “summarize the
following table in one sentence”) might guide an
expert annotator to solve the task, but fail for most
pretrained LMs.? Data-driven optimization over
the discrete instructions might help, but discrete
optimization is computationally challenging.

Instead of optimizing over discrete tokens, we
can optimize the instruction as continuous word em-
beddings, whose effects will be propagated upward
to all Transformer activation layers and rightward
to subsequent tokens. This is strictly more expres-
sive than a discrete prompt which requires match-
ing the embedding of a real word. Meanwhile,
this is less expressive than intervening all layers of
the activations (§7.2), which avoids long-range de-
pendencies and includes more tunable parameters.
Prefix-tuning, therefore, optimizes all layers of the
prefix.

*In our preliminary experiments, GPT-2 and BART fail in
this setting; the only exception is GPT-3.

4.2 Method

Prefix-tuning prepends a prefix for an autoregres-
sive LM to obtain z = [PREFIX; z; y|, or prepends
prefixes for both encoder and encoder to obtain
2 = [PREFIX; z; PREFIX'; y], as shown in Figure 2.
Here, P4 denotes the sequence of prefix indices,
and we use |Pjgx| to denote the length of the prefix.

We follow the recurrence relation in equa-
tion (1), except that the prefix are free parame-
ters. Prefix-tuning initializes a trainable matrix Py
(parametrized by 6) of dimension |Pjgy| x dim(h;)
to store the prefix parameters.

Poli, 1],
LM(b(Zza h<i)a

if7 € Pidx’ (3)

’ otherwise.
The training objective is the same as equation (2),
but the set of trainable parameters changes: the lan-
guage model parameters ¢ are fixed and the prefix
parameters 6 are the only trainable parameters.

Here, h; (for all ¢) is a function of the trainable
Py. When i € Pjgy, this is clear because h; copies
directly from Py. When i & Pjgy, h; still depends
on Py, because the prefix activations are always
in the left context and will therefore affect any
activations to its right.

4.3 Parametrization of P

Empirically, directly updating the Py parameters
leads to unstable optimization and a slight drop
in performance.®> So we reparametrize the matrix
Pyli,:] = MLPy(P)li,:]) by a smaller matrix (P})
composed with a large feedforward neural network
(MLPy). Note that Py and P9’ has the same rows

3We find in preliminary experiments that directly opti-
mizing the prefix is very sensitive to the learning rate and
initialization.



dimension (i.e. the prefix length), but different
columns dimension.* Once training is complete,
these reparametrization parameters can be dropped,
and only the prefix (Fy) needs to be saved.

5 Experimental Setup

5.1 Datasets and Metrics

We evaluate on three standard neural generation
datasets for the table-to-text task: E2E (Novikova
et al., 2017), WebNLG (Gardent et al., 2017), and
DART (Radev et al., 2020). The datasets are or-
dered by increasing complexity and size. E2E only
has 1 domain (i.e. restaurant reviews); WebNLG
has 14 domains, and DART is open-domain, using
open-domain tables from Wikipedia.

The E2E dataset contains approximately 50K
examples with 8 distinct fields; it contains multiple
test references for one source table, and the average
output length is 22.9. We use the official evaluation
script, which reports BLEU (Papineni et al., 2002),
NIST (Belz and Reiter, 2006), METEOR (Lavie
and Agarwal, 2007), ROUGE-L (Lin, 2004), and
CIDEr (Vedantam et al., 2015).

The WebNLG (Gardent et al., 2017) dataset con-
sists of 22K examples, and the input x is a sequence
of (subject, property, object) triples. The average
output length is 22.5. In the training and validation
splits, the input describes entities from 9 distinct
DBpedia categories (e.g., Monument). The test
split consists of two parts: the first half contains
DB categories seen in training data, and the sec-
ond half contains 5 unseen categories. These un-
seen categories are used to evaluate extrapolation.
We use the official evaluation script, which reports
BLEU, METEOR and TER (Snover et al., 2006).

DART (Radev et al., 2020) is an open domain
table-to-text dataset, with similar input format
(entity-relation-entity triples) as WebNLG. The av-
erage output length is 21.6. It consists of 82K ex-
amples from WikiSQL, WikiTableQuestions, E2E,
and WebNLG and applies some manual or auto-
mated conversion. We use the official evaluation
script and report BLEU, METEOR, TER, Mover-
Score (Zhao et al., 2019), BERTScore (Zhang et al.,
2020b) and BLEURT (Sellam et al., 2020).

For the summarization task, we use the XSUM
(Narayan et al., 2018) dataset, which is an abstrac-

* Py has a dimension of |Pigy| x dim(h;) while P has
a dimension of |Pig| X k, where we choose k = 512 for
table-to-text and 800 for summarization. MLPy maps from
dimension k to dim(h;)

tive summarization dataset on news articles. There
are 225K examples. The average length of the ar-
ticles is 431 words and the average length of the
summaries is 23.3. We report ROUGE-1, ROUGE-
2 and ROUGE-L.

5.2 Methods

For table-to-text generation, we compare prefix-
tuning with three other methods: fine-tuning (FINE-
TUNE), fine-tuning only the top 2 layers (FT-TOP2),
and adapter-tuning (ADAPTER).> We also report
the current state-of-the-art results on these datasets:
On E2E, Shen et al. (2019) uses a pragmatically
informed model without pretraining. On WebNLG,
Kale (2020) fine-tunes T5-large. On DART, no
official models trained on this dataset version are
released.® For summarization, we compare against
fine-tuning BART (Lewis et al., 2020).

5.3 Architectures and Hyperparameters

For table-to-text, we use GPT-2pgprum and GPT-
21 ARGE; the source tables are linearized.” For sum-
marization, we use BART argE,® and the source
articles are truncated to 512 BPE tokens.

Our implementation is based on the Hugging
Face Transformer models (Wolf et al., 2020).
At training time, we use the AdamW optimizer
(Loshchilov and Hutter, 2019) and a linear learn-
ing rate scheduler, as suggested by the Hugging
Face default setup. The hyperparameters we tune
include the number of epochs, batch size, learn-
ing rate, and prefix length. Hyperparameter details
are in the appendix. A default setting trains for 10
epochs, using a batch size of 5, a learning rate of
5-107° and a prefix length of 10. The table-to-text
models are trained on TITAN Xp or GeForce GTX
TITAN X machines. Prefix-tuning takes 0.2 hours
per epochs to train on 22K examples , whereas fine-
tuning takes around 0.3 hours. The summarization
models are trained on Tesla V100 machines, taking
1.25h per epoch on the XSUM dataset.

At decoding time, for the three table-to-text
datasets, we use beam search with a beam size
of 5. For summarization, we use a beam size of 6

SSame implementation as Lin et al. (2020).

SThe official benchmark model is trained on v.1.0.0 while
the release dataset is v1.1.1.

"In comparison with natural language utterances, the lin-
earized table is in an unnatural format, which might be chal-
lenging for pretrained LMs.

8We didn’t include GPT-2 results for summarization be-
cause in our preliminary experiment, fine-tuning GPT-2 sig-
nificantly underperforms fine-tuning BART on XSUM.



and length normalization of 0.8. Decoding takes
1.2 seconds per sentence (without batching) for
table-to-text, and 2.6 seconds per batch (using a
batch size of 10) for summarization.

6 Main Results

6.1 Table-to-text Generation

We find that adding only 0.1% task-specific param-
eters,” prefix-tuning is effective in table-to-text gen-
eration, outperforming other lightweight baselines
(ADAPTER and FT-TOP2) and achieving a compa-
rable performance with fine-tuning. This trend is
true across all three datasets: E2E, WebNLG,'Y and
DART.

For a fair comparison, we match the number of
parameters for prefix-tuning and adapter-tuning to
be 0.1%. Table 1 shows that prefix-tuning is sig-
nificantly better than ADAPTER (0.1%), attaining
4.1 BLEU improvement per dataset on average.
Even when we compare with fine-tuning (100%)
and adapter-tuning (3.0%), which update signifi-
cantly more parameters than prefix-tuning, prefix-
tuning still achieves results comparable or better
than those two systems. This demonstrates that
prefix-tuning is more Pareto efficient than adapter-
tuning, significantly reducing parameters while im-
proving generation quality.

Additionally, attaining good performance on
DART suggests that prefix-tuning can generalize
to tables with diverse domains and a large pool
of relations. We will delve deeper into extrapo-
lation performance (i.e. generalization to unseen
categories or topics) in §6.4.

Overall, prefix-tuning is an effective and space-
efficient method to adapt GPT-2 to table-to-text
generation. The learned prefix is expressive enough
to steer GPT-2 in order to correctly extract contents
from an unnatural format and generate a textual
description. Prefix-tuning also scales well from
GPT-2pmeprum to GPT-21 ArRGE, suggesting it has
the potential to scale to even larger models with a
similar architecture, like GPT-3.

6.2 Summarization

As shown in Table 2, with 2% parameters, prefix-
tuning obtains slightly lower performance than fine-

9250K for E2E, 250K for WebNLG, and 500K for DART
vs. 345M GPT-2 parameters.

0The S,U,A columns in WebNLG represents SEEN, UN-
SEEN, and ALL respectively; SEEN categories appear at
training time; UNSEEN categories only appears at test time;
and ALL is the combination of the two.

tuning (36.05 vs. 37.25 in ROUGE-L). With only
0.1% parameters, prefix-tuning underperforms full
fine-tuning (35.05 vs. 37.25). There are several
differences between XSUM and the three table-to-
text datasets which could account for why prefix-
tuning has comparative advantage in table-to-text:
(1) XSUM contains 4x more examples than the
three table-to-text datasets on average; (2) the in-
put articles are 17x longer than the linearized table
input of table-to-text datasets on average; (3) sum-
marization might be more complex than table-to-
text because it requires reading comprehension and
identifying key contents from an article.

6.3 Low-data Setting

Based on the results from table-to-text (§6.1)
and summarization (§6.2), we observe that prefix-
tuning has a comparative advantage when the
number of training examples is smaller. To con-
struct low-data settings, we subsample the full
dataset (E2E for table-to-text and XSUM for
summarization) to obtain small datasets of size
{50,100, 200, 500}. For each size, we sample 5
different datasets and average over 2 training ran-
dom seeds. Thus, we average over 10 models to
get an estimate for each low-data setting.!!

Figure 3 (right) shows that prefix-tuning outper-
forms fine-tuning in low-data regimes by 2.9 BLEU
on average, in addition to requiring many fewer pa-
rameters, but the gap narrows as the dataset size
increases.

Qualitatively, Figure 3 (left) shows 8 examples
generated by both prefix-tuning and fine-tuning
models trained on different data levels. While both
methods tend to undergenerate (missing table con-
tents) in low data regimes, prefix-tuning tends to be
more faithful than fine-tuning. For example, fine-
tuning (100, 200)'? falsely claims a low customer
rating while the true rating is average, whereas
prefix-tuning (100, 200) generates a description
that is faithful to the table.

6.4 Extrapolation

We now investigate extrapolation performance to
unseen topics for both table-to-text and summariza-
tion. In order to construct an extrapolation setting,
we split the existing datasets so that training and
test cover different topics. For table-to-text, the

'We also sample a dev split (with dev size = 30% x train-
ing size ) for each training set. We use the dev split to choose
hyperparameters and do early stopping.

2The number in the parenthesis refers to the training size.



E2E ‘WebNLG DART
BLEU NIST MET R-L CIDEr BLEU MET TER | BLEU MET TER| Mover BERT BLEURT
S U A S 8] A S 8] A
GPT-2mEDIUM
FINE-TUNE 68.2 8.62 462 71.0 247 |64.2 27.7 46.5 0.45 0.30 0.38 0.33 0.76 0.53| 462 0.39 0.46 0.50 094 0.39
FT-ToP2 68.1 859 460 70.8 241 |53.6 189 36.0 038 0.23 0.31 049 099 0.72| 41.0 034 056 043 093 0.21
ADAPTER(3%) 689 871 46.1 713 247 |604 483 549 043 038 0.41 035 045 039 452 038 046 050 0.94 0.39
ADAPTER(0.1%) 66.3 841 450 69.8 240 |54.5 45.1 50.2 0.39 0.36 0.38 040 0.46 043| 424 036 048 047 094 0.33
PREFIX(0.1%) 69.7 8.81 46.1 714 249 |629 456 551 0.44 038 0.41 0.35 049 041| 464 038 046 050 0.94 0.39
GPT-2 ARGE
FINE-TUNE 68.5 878 46.0 699 245 |653 43.1 555 0.46 0.38 042 0.33 053 042| 47.0 039 046 051 094 0.40
Prefix 703 8.85 46.2 71.7 247 |634 47.7 563 0.45 039 042 034 048 040 467 039 045 051 094 0.40
SOTA 68.6 870 453 708 2.37 ‘ 63.9 52.8 57.1 046 041 044 - - - ‘ - - - - - -

Table 1: Metrics (higher is better, except for TER) for table-to-text generation on E2E (left), WebNLG (middle)
and DART (right). With only 0.1% parameters, Prefix-tuning outperforms other lightweight baselines and achieves
a comparable performance with fine-tuning. The best score is boldfaced for both GPT-2ygpiym and GPT-2; arGE-

Source
rating : average | area : riverside | family friendly : no | near : Burger King

name : The Eagle | type : coffee shop | food : Chinese | price : cheap | customer

Prefix (50)
Prefix (100)

The Eagle is a cheap Chinese coffee shop located near Burger King.

has average customer ratings.
Prefix (200)
Burger King. It has average customer ratings.
Prefix (500)

The Eagle is a cheap coffee shop located in the riverside near Burger King. It
The Eagle is a cheap Chinese coffee shop located in the riverside area near

The Eagle is a coffee shop that serves Chinese food. It is located in the riverside
area near Burger King. It has an average customer rating and is not family

friendly.

FT (50) The Eagle coffee shop is located in the riverside area near Burger King.

FT (100) The Eagle is a cheap coffee shop near Burger King in the riverside area. It has
alow customer rating and is not family friendly. 2

FT (200) The Eagle is a cheap Chinese coffee shop with a low customer rating. It is
located near Burger King in the riverside area.

FT (500) The Eagle is a cheap Chinese coffee shop with average customer ratings. It is

located in the riverside area near Burger King.
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Figure 3: (Left) qualitative examples in lowdata settings. (Right) prefix-tuning (orange) outperforms fine-tuning
(blue) in low-data regimes in addition to requiring many fewer parameters. The top two plots correspond to sum-
marization, measured by ROUGE-1 and ROUGE-2. The bottom two plots correspond to table-to-text, measured
by BLEU and ROUGE-L. The x-axis is the training size and the y-axis is the evaluation metric (higher is better).

R-1T R-27 R-L?
FINE-TUNE(Lewis et al., 2020) 45.14 2227 37.25
PREFIX(2%) 43.80 20.93 36.05
PREFIX(0.1%) 42.92 20.03 35.05

Table 2: Metrics for summarization on XSUM. Prefix-
tuning slightly underperforms fine-tuning.

WebNLG dataset is labeled with table topics. There
are 9 categories that appear in training and dev, de-
noted as SEEN and 5 categories that only appear at
test time, denoted as UNSEEN. So we evaluate ex-
trapolation by training on the SEEN categories and
testing on the UNSEEN categories. For summariza-
tion, we construct two extrapolation data splits'?:
In news-to-sports, we train on news articles,

3XSUM dataset is drawn from BBC news, and we iden-
tify the topic of each article based on their URLs. Since
“news” and “sports” are the two domains with the most arti-
cles, we create our first train/test split. Additionally, “news”
has subdomains such as “UK”, “world”, and “technology”.
Consequently, we create a second data split, using the top 3
news subdomains as training data and the rest as test data.

within-news
R-17 R-21 R-L?T
39.20 16.35 31.15
39.41 16.87 31.47

R-17 R21 RL?
1551 30.26‘

news—-to—-sports ‘

FINE-TUNE 38.15

PREFIX 39.23 16.74 31.51

Table 3: Extrapolation performance on XSUM. Prefix-
tuning outperforms fine-tuning on both news-to-sports
and within-news splits.

and test on sports articles. In within-news, we
train on {world, UK, business} news, and test on
the remaining news categories (e.g., health, tech-
nology).

On both table-to-text and summarization, prefix-
tuning has better extrapolation than fine-tuning un-
der all metrics, as shown in Table 3 and the ‘U’
columns of Table 1 (middle).

We also find that adapter-tuning achieves good
extrapolation performance, comparable with prefix-
tuning, as shown in Table 1. This shared trend
suggests that preserving LM parameters indeed has
a positive impact on extrapolation. However, the
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Figure 4: Prefix length vs. performance on summer-
ization (left) and table-to-text (right). Performance in-
creases as the prefix length increases up to a threshold
(200 for summarization and 10 for table-to-text) and
then a slight performance drop occurs. Each plot re-
ports two metrics (on two vertical axes).

reason for such gains is an open question and we
will discuss further in §8.

7 Intrinsic Evaluation

We compare different variants of prefix-tuning.
§7.1 studies the impact of the prefix length. §7.2
studies tuning only the embedding layer, which is
more akin to tuning a discrete prompt. §7.3 com-
pares prefixing and infixing, which inserts trainable
activations between x and y. §7.4 studies the im-
pact of various prefix initialization strategies.

7.1 Prefix Length

A longer prefix means more trainable parameters,
and therefore more expressive power. Figure 4
shows that performance increases as the prefix
length increases up to a threshold (200 for sum-
marization, 10 for table-to-text) and then a slight
performance drop occurs.'*

Empirically, longer prefixes have a negligible
impact on inference speed, because attention com-
putation over the entire prefix is parallellized on
GPUs.

7.2 Full vs Embedding-only

Recall in §4.1, we discuss the option of optimizing
the continuous embeddings of the “virtual tokens.”
We instantiate that idea and call it embedding-only
ablation. The word embeddings are free parame-
ters, and the upper activation layers are computed
by the Transformer. Table 4 (top) shows that the
performance drops significantly, suggesting that
tuning only the embedding layer is not sufficiently
expressive.

The embedding-only ablation upper bounds the
performance of discrete prompt optimization (Shin

4Prefixes longer than the threshold lead to lower training

loss, but slightly worse test performance, suggesting that they
tend to overfit the training data.

TER

E2E
BLEU NIST MET ROUGE CIDEr

PREFIX 69.7 8.81  46.1 71.4 2.49
Embedding-only: EMB-{PrefixLength}
EMB-1 48.1 3.33 32.1 60.2 1.10
EmMB-10 62.2 6.70 38.6 66.4 1.75
EMB-20 61.9 7.11 39.3 65.6 1.85
Infix-tuning: INFIX-{PrefixLength}
INFIX-1 67.9 8.63 45.8 69.4 242
INFIX-10 67.2 8.48 45.8 69.9 2.40
INFIX-20 66.7 8.47 45.8 70.0 242

Table 4: Intrinsic evaluation of Embedding-only (§7.2)
and Infixing (§7.3). Both Embedding-only ablation and
Infix-tuning underperforms full prefix-tuning.
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Figure 5: Initializing the prefix with activations of real
words significantly outperforms random initialization,
in low-data settings.

et al., 2020), because discrete prompt restricts the
embedding layer to exactly match the embedding
of a real word. Consequently, we have this chain
of increasing expressive power: discrete prompting
< embedding-only ablation < prefix-tuning.

7.3 Prefixing vs Infixing

We also investigate how the trainable activations’
position in the sequence affects performance. In
prefix-tuning, we place them at the beginning
[PREFIX; z;y]. We can also place the trainable
activations between x and y (i.e. [z; INFIX; y|) and
call this infix-tuning. Table 4 (bottom) shows that
infix-tuning slightly underperforms prefix-tuning.
We believe this is because prefix-tuning can affect
the activations of x and y whereas infix-tuning can
only influence the activations of y.

7.4 Initialization

We find that how the prefix is initialized has a large
impact in low-data settings. Random initialization
leads to low performance with high variance.
Initializing the prefix with activations of real words



significantly improves generation, as shown in Fig-
ure 5. In particular, initializing with task relevant
words such as “summarization” and “table-to-text”
obtains slightly better performance than task
irrelevant words such as “elephant” and “divide”,
but using real words is still better than random.

Since we initialize the prefix with activations
of real words computed by the LM, this initial-
ization strategy is concordant with preserving the
pretrained LM as much as possible.

8 Discussion

In this section, we will discuss several favorable
properties of prefix-tuning and some open prob-
lems.

8.1 Personalization

As we note in §1, prefix-tuning is advantageous
when there are a large number of tasks that needs
to be trained independently. One practical setting is
user privacy (Shokri and Shmatikov, 2015; McMa-
han et al., 2016). In order to preserve user privacy,
each user’s data needs to be separated and a per-
sonalized model needs to be trained independently
for each user. Consequently, each user can be re-
garded as an independent task. If there are millions
of users, prefix-tuning can scale to this setting and
maintain modularity, enabling flexible addition or
deletion of users by adding or deleting their pre-
fixes without cross-contamination.

8.2 Batching Across Users

Under the same personalization setting, prefix-
tuning allows batching different users’ queries even
though they are backed by different prefixes. When
multiple users query a cloud GPU device with their
inputs, it is computationally efficient to put these
users in the same batch. Prefix-tuning keeps the
shared LM intact; consequently, batching requires
a simple step of prepending the personalized prefix
to user input, and all the remaining computation
is unchanged. In contrast, we can’t batch across
different users in adapter-tuning, which has person-
alized adapters between shared Transformer layers.

8.3 Inductive Bias of Prefix-tuning

Recall that fine-tuning updates all pretrained pa-
rameters, whereas prefix-tuning and adapter-tuning
preserve them. Since the language models are pre-
trained on general purpose corpus, preserving the
LM parameters might help generalization to do-
mains unseen during training. In concordance with

this intuition, we observe that both prefix-tuning
and adapter-tuning have significant performance
gain in extrapolation settings (§6.4); however, the
reason for such gain is an open question.

While prefix-tuning and adapter-tuning both
freeze the pretrained parameters, they tune different
sets of parameters to affect the activation layers of
the Transformer. Recall that prefix-tuning keeps the
LM intact and uses the prefix and the pretrained at-
tention blocks to affect the subsequent activations;
adapter-tuning inserts trainable modules between
LM layers, which directly add residual vectors to
the activations. Moreover, we observe that prefix-
tuning requires vastly fewer parameters compared
to adapter-tuning while maintaining comparable
performance. We think this gain in parameter effi-
ciency is because prefix-tuning keeps the pretrained
LM intact as much as possible, and therefore ex-
ploits the LM more than adapter-tuning.

Concurrent work by Aghajanyan et al. (2020)
uses intrinsic dimension to show that there exists
a low dimension reparameterization that is as ef-
fective for fine-tuning as the full parameter space.
This explains why good accuracy on downstream
task can be obtained by updating only a small num-
ber of parameters. Our work echoes the finding by
showing that good generation performance can be
attained by updating a very small prefix.

9 Conclusion

We have proposed prefix-tuning, a lightweight al-
ternative to fine-tuning that prepends a trainable
continuous prefix for NLG tasks. We discover that
despite learning 1000x fewer parameters than fine-
tuning, prefix-tuning can maintain a comparable
performance in a full data setting and outperforms
fine-tuning in both low-data and extrapolation set-
tings.
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learning rate  # epoch  batch size prefix length

Prefix:

E2E 8e-05 5 10 5
WebNLG Se-05 5 5 5
DART Se-05 10 5 10
XSUM Se-05 30 14 100
Adapter:

E2E (3%) Se-05 5 5 -
E2E (0.1%) 8e-05 10 5

WebNLG (3%) 5e-05 5 5 -
WebNLG (0.1%) 5e-05 10 5 -
DART (3%) 5e-05 5 5 -
DART (0.1%) 8e-05 5 5 -
Fine-tune:

E2E 5e-05 5 10 -
WebNLG 1le-05 10 6 -
DART 1le-05 10 6 -
FT-top2:

E2E 5e-05 5 10 -
WebNLG 5e-05 10 9 -
DART Se-05 5 5 -

Table 5: Hyperparameter settings for our method and
baseline methods.

A Supplementary Material

A.1 Hyperparameters

In Table 5, we report the hyperparameters used
to train the models documented in the experiment
section.

A.2 Additional Results for Low-data Settings

Figure 6 supplements the low-data performance
curves in Figure 3 by plotting the relationship be-
tween training size and generation metrics for both
prefix-tuning and fine-tuning.

A.3 Additional Results for the Initialization
Experiment

Figure 7 supplements Figure 3 by plotting addi-
tional metrics for our initialization technique §7.4.
It validates that random initialization (from a uni-
form (0,1) distirbution) significantly underperforms
initializing with real words; Additionally, initializ-
ing with task-relevant words (e.g., “summarization”
and “table-to-text”) attains slightly better gener-
ation scores than initializing with task-irrelevant
words (e.g., “elephant” and “banana”).

A.4 Qualitative Examples for Extrapolation

Table 6 contains qualitative examples from both
seen and unseen categories in WebNLG. We find
that for unseen categories, both prefix-tuning and
fine-tuning tend to undergenerate (generated out-
put do not cover full table contents) or generate
untruthfully (generated output is inconsistent with

table contents). In particular, prefix-tuning tends to
undergenerate whereas fine-tuning tends to gener-
ate untruthfully. For seen categories, both perform
fairly well in terms of coverage and truthfulness.
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Figure 6: Prefix-tuning (orange) outperforms fine-tuning (blue) in low-data regimes in addition to requiring many
fewer parameters. The top three plots correspond to summarization, measured by ROUGE-1, ROUGE-2, and
ROUGE-L. The bottom three plots correspond to table-to-text, measured by NIST, METEOR, and CIDEr. The
x-axis is the training size and the y-axis is the evaluation metric (higher is better).
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Figure 7: Initializing the prefix with activations of real words significantly outperforms random initialization, in a
low-data setting with 100 training data.



Source [Unseen, Athelete]

(Al Kharaitiyat SC, club, Alaa Abdul-Zahra), (Al Khor, ground, Al Kharaitiyat SC), (Shabab Al-Ordon Club,
club, Alaa Abdul-Zahra) (Amar Osim, manager, Al Kharaitiyat SC)

Prefix-tuning
Fine-tuning

Reference

Al Kharaitiyat SC are managed by Amar Osim and play at their ground at Al Khor. Al Kharaitiyat SC are also
the club for which Alaa Abdul-Zahra is a player.

Alaa Abdul-Zahra plays for Al-Kharaitiyat SC and Shabab Al-Ordon Club. He also plays for Al-Khor and
manages Al-Kharaitiyat SC.

Alaa Abdul Zahra plays for Al Kharaitiyat SC which is located at Al Khor and managed by Amar Osim. The
Shabab Al-Ordon club is associated with Alaa Abdul-Zahra.

Source [Unseen, Transportation]

(Genoa, location, Costa Crociere), (AIDA Cruises, operator, AIDAstella), (Costa Crociere, owner, AIDAstella)

Prefix-tuning
Fine-tuning
Reference

AID Astella is operated by Aida Cruises and is owned by the Costa Rican tourist resort of Genoa.

AID Astella, operated by AIDA-Cruises, is located in Genoa and is owned by the Costa Rican government.
Costa Crociere is the owner of the AIDAstella and are based in Genoa. The operator of AIDAstella is AIDA
Cruises.

Source [Unseen, Politician]

(Euro, currency, Netherlands), (Stellendam, birthPlace, Ab Klink ), (Netherlands, nationality, Ab Klink)

Prefix-tuning
Fine-tuning
Reference

Ab Klink was born in Stellendam and is a national of the Netherlands where the currency is the Euro.
ADb Klink is a national of the Netherlands where the currency is the Euro. He was born in Stellendam.
Ab Klink was born in Stellendam in the Netherlands, where the national currency is the euro.

Source [Unseen, Politician]

(Robert E, Lee, commander, Battle of Salem Church), (American Civil War, isPartOfMilitaryConflict, Battle of
Salem Church), (Battle of Salem Church, battles, Aaron S. Daggett)

Prefix-tuning

Fine-tuning
Reference

Robert E. Lee was the commander of the Battle of Salem Church which was part of the military conflict in the
American Civil war.

The Battle of Salem Church is part of the American Civil War and was commanded by Robert E. Lee.

Robert E Lee was a commander in the Battle of Salem Church, which was one of the military conflicts in the
American Civil War. Aaron S Daggett fought in the same battle.

Source [Unseen, Artist]

(Christian alternative rock, musicSubgenre, Alternative rock), (Alternative rock, genre, Andrew White (musi-
cian))

Prefix-tuning
Fine-tuning
Reference

Andrew White is a Christian alternative rock musician.

Andrew White, a Christian alternative rocker, performs.

The musician Andrew White’s genre is alternative rock, the genre which has the sub genre Christian alternative
rock.

Source [Unseen, Artist]

(Hip hop music, genre, Allen Forrest), (solo singer, background, Allen Forrest)

Prefix-tuning
Fine-tuning
Reference

Allen Forrest is a solo singer.
Born in
Allen Forrest is a solo singer whose genre is Hip Hop music.

Source [Seen, ComicsCharacter]

(Americans, nationality, Ducan Rouleau), (Ducan Rouleau, creator, Baymax),(Alan Tudyk, starring, Big Hero 6
(film)), (Steven T Segle, creator, Baymax), (Big Hero 6 (film), serires, Baymax)

Prefix-tuning
Fine-tuning

Reference

Baymax is a character in Big Hero 6 which stars Alan Tudyk. He was created by Steven T. Seagle and the
American, Duncan Rouleau.

Alan Tudyk stars in the film Big Hero 6 in which Baymax is a character created by Steven T. Seagle and the
American, Duncan Rouleau.

Baymax is a character who appeared in Big Hero 6 starring Alan Tudyk. It was created by Steven T Seagle and
the American, Duncan Rouleau.

Source [Seen, City]

(Washington, D.C., capital, United States), (White Americans, ethnicGroup, United States), (United States,
country, New Jersey), (New York City, largest City, United States), (New Jersy, isPartOf, Atlantic City)

Prefix-tuning
Fine-tuning

Reference

Washington D.C. is the capital of the United States where the largest city is New York City and the White
Americans are an ethnic group. Atlantic City, New Jersey is also part of the United States.

Atlantic City, New Jersey is part of New Jersey in the United States. The capital city is Washington D.C. and
one of the ethnic groups is White Americans.

New York City (NYC) is the largest U.S. city. Atlantic City, New Jersey are also part of the United States with
its capital as Washington, DC and home to White Americans.

Table 6: Qualitative examples from WebNLG. The first 6 examples are from the unseen categories, labeled next
to source; the last two examples are from the seen categories. For unseen categories, both prefix-tuning and fine-
tuning tend to undergenerate (generated output do not cover full table contents) or generate untruthfully (generated
output is inconsistent with table contents). In particular, prefix-tuning tends to undergenerate more often than
generate untruthfully whereas fine-tuning tends to generate untruthfully. For seen categories, both perform fairly
well in terms of coverage and truthfulness.



