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Abstract

We propose a multitask pretraining approach
ZeroPrompt for zero-shot generalization, fo-
cusing on task scaling and zero-shot prompt-
ing. While previous models are trained on
only a few dozen tasks, we scale to 1,000 tasks
for the first time using real-world data. This
leads to a crucial discovery that task scaling
can be an efficient alternative to model scal-
ing; i.e., the model size has little impact on
performance with an extremely large number
of tasks. Our results show that task scaling
can substantially improve training efficiency
by 30 times in FLOPs. Moreover, we present
a prompting method that incorporates a ge-
netic algorithm to automatically search for the
best prompt for unseen tasks, along with a few
other improvements. Empirically, ZeroPrompt
substantially improves both the efficiency and
the performance of zero-shot learning across a
variety of academic and production datasets.

1 Introduction

Pretrained language models, such as BERT (Devlin
etal., 2019), XLNet (Yang et al., 2019), T5 (Raffel
et al., 2020), and GPT (Radford et al., 2018), are
often finetuned for downstream natural language
processing tasks, which has been shown to improve
performance over non-pretrained models. How-
ever, this pretraining-finetuning paradigm still re-
lies on a relatively large set of labeled data for
each downstream task to obtain competetive per-
formance. Recent progress like GPT-3 (Brown
et al., 2020) demonstrates the possibility of zero-
shot and few-shot learning by using prompting on
larger-scale models. However, the performance
of zero-shot and few-shot generalization still falls
short on many tasks compared to fully-supervised
finetuning.
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Figure 1: Task scaling vs. model scaling. With
an extremely large number of training tasks, the
model size has little impact on performance. More-
over, task scaling consistently improves performance
at various model scales. For the reference baselines,
RoBERTa-Large was finetuned in a fully-supervised
manner, while Pangu Alpha and CPM-2 were zero-shot
prompted. All models were trained and evaluated in
Chinese.

To further enhance the performance of zero-
shot generalization for pretrained language models,
recent work proposed to include a set of super-
vised tasks into the pretraining procedure and mea-
sure performance on unseen tasks during test time
(Zhong et al., 2021; Wei et al., 2021; Sanh et al.,
2021). This can be viewed as a semi-supervised
learning setting where a large unlabeled corpus
and a relatively small amount of supervised data
are combined for training a better model. Prompts
are often used in the framework to unify the tasks.
Specifically, Zhong et al. (2021) converted different
datasets into a unified “yes”/*no” question answer-
ing format with annotated label descriptions. Wei
et al. (2021) further extended the scope by consider-
ing more task types and a larger model. Sanh et al.



(2021) collected a large set of diverse prompts for
each task to further enhance performance.

Despite the recent efforts, there remain a few
critical challenges for zero-shot learning. First off,
while the effects of scaling some of the dimen-
sions have been explored, such as the model size
(Wei et al., 2021) and the number of prompts (Sanh
et al., 2021), it is not clear how scaling the number
of training tasks affects the performance and the
efficiency of multi-task pretraining. We hypoth-
esize that task scaling plays an important role in
training generalizable zero-shot systems and ex-
plore the limits of task scaling using 1,000 tasks.
Interestingly, our empirical study reveals that task
scaling can be an efficient alternative to model scal-
ing, as shown in Figure 1. On the one hand, with
an extremely large number of training tasks, the
model size has little impact on performance. On
the other hand, task scaling is more efficient than
model scaling, as we show that a 0.4B model can
achieve comparable zero-shot performance to that
of a 12B model, improving training efficiency by
30 times in terms of FLOPs.

The second challenge is how to obtain high-
performing prompts for new tasks. As pointed
out by previous work (Liu et al., 2021; Gao
et al., 2021a), using different prompts often results
in large variance in performance and manually-
written prompts are often suboptimal. This chal-
lenge is even more critical in a zero-shot setting
because it is difficult to reuse training prompts or
perform validation. To address this challenge, we
propose a novel Genetic Prompt Search (GPS) al-
gorithm that gradually mutates the prompts with
a generative model and selects candidates based
on performance on a development set. This evo-
lutionary procedure relies on a tiny set of labeled
data, only used for validation but not training. We
term this setting “zero-shot adaptation with few-
shot validation”. Although this setting is different
from some of the prior works, we believe it is a
more practically reasonable setting because it will
be difficult, if not impossible, to deploy a model
in real-world applications without using at least a
few samples for validation. Our Genetic Prompt
Search algorithm enjoys the benefit of automati-
cally finding high-performing prompts with only a
few validation samples and improved performance
compared to manual prompts.

In addition to task scaling and genetic prompt
search, ZeroPrompt also explores several other

possibilities such as prompt design for multi-task
learning. Empirically, ZeroPrompt obtains substan-
tial improvement over both strong zero-shot learn-
ing and fully-supervised baselines. Importantly,
on many of the production datasets, ZeroPrompt
achieves performance better than or comparable to
fully-supervised RoOBERTa-Large models, a strong
baseline that is served in production, which demon-
strates the potential for enabling zero-shot learning
capabilities in real-world applications.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows.

* We scale the number of tasks to 1,000 in multi-
task pretraining for the first time. Our study re-
veals a new observation that with an extremely
large number of tasks, model size has little im-
pact on performance.

* We propose a multitask prompted pretraining
approach ZeroPrompt that employs an auto-
matic prompt search for new tasks.

* Our thorough experiments demonstrate that
task scaling and genetic prompt search im-
prove both the efficiency and the performance
of zero-shot learning.

2 Related Work
2.1 Prompting

Recently, prompt-based learning has been widely
explored as it can perform few-shot or even zero-
shot learning on many tasks (Schick and Schiitze,
2021; Gao et al., 2021a; Le Scao and Rush, 2021).
Prompt-based learning bridges the gap between
pretraining and finetuning objectives by stitching
the text input X with a prompt template and aug-
menting the label output y as a text string, such
that the input and the output can be constructed in a
sentence completion task form. Previous methods
can be categorized into two types, discrete prompt-
ing (Shin et al., 2020; Gao et al., 2021a) and contin-
uous prompting (Liu et al., 2021; Han et al., 2021):
The former requires users to provide handcrafted
templates (Shin et al., 2020; Le Scao and Rush,
2021), while the latter inserts learnable parameters
in the template and directly optimize them during
training (Han et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2021; Lester
etal., 2021).

In the zero-shot learning setting, discrete prompt-
ing requires human efforts to provide manual
prompts. Additionally, the settings from previous
work where no validation set is used to evaluate



task performance are not practical to production
NLP systems which require robustness. Continu-
ous prompting requires updating the learnable pa-
rameters using labeled data for the tuning phase and
thus suffers from requiring even more human ef-
forts in labeling. Instead, our prompting method tar-
gets better zero-shot generalization automatically
with a few labeled samples per task only used for
validation.

2.2 Pretraining and Zero-shot Generalization

Pretrained language models, like BERT (Devlin
etal., 2019), XLNet (Yang et al., 2019), TS (Raffel
et al., 2020) and GPT (Brown et al., 2020; Radford
et al., 2018; Zhang et al., 2021), have achieved
strong performance on various NLP tasks. In some
cases, pretrained models can perform well with
only a few training samples (Liu et al., 2021; Schick
and Schiitze, 2021), or even without any training
sample (Shen et al., 2021; Sanh et al., 2021). These
works mainly focus on unsupervised pretraining on
a large-scale corpus.

It has been shown that augmenting unsuper-
vised pretraining with supervised data can signif-
icantly improve task performance during finetun-
ing in fields like computer vision and NLP (Chen
et al., 2020; Gururangan et al., 2020). Some recent
studies followed this idea and obtained improved
few-shot or zero-shot generalization in the same
manner during pretraining. CROSSFIT (Ye et al.,
2021) introduced a repository of diverse few-shot
text-to-text tasks to study cross-task generaliza-
tion. FLAN (Wei et al., 2021) applied instruction-
tuning of many tasks to a large-scale decoder model
with 137B parameters, while TO (Sanh et al., 2021)
trained an encoder-decoder model with 11B param-
eters on a large number of professionally crowd-
sourced prompts. Our proposed ZeroPrompt also
utilizes labeled data in the pretraining phase, but
we aim at studying the task scaling law of zero-shot
generalization by adopting 1,000 real-world tasks.

2.3 Domain Generalization

Domain generalization addresses the model’s abil-
ity to generalize to unseen test domains with data
from several different but related domains (Wang
et al., 2021). Previous approaches in domain gen-
eralization are mainly based on gradient opera-
tions (Gulrajani and Lopez-Paz, 2020; Arjovsky
et al., 2019; Mansilla et al., 2021; Kim et al., 2021)
or disentanglement learning (Wang et al., 2020;
Peng et al., 2020, 2019). Different from the above

zero-shot  few-shot  our setting
training X 4 X
validation X v v
param update X v X

Table 1: Comparison of our "zero-shot adaptation
with few-shot validation" setting with previous settings.
Zero-shot learning does not rely on any labeled exam-
ples either for training or validation, and few-shot learn-
ing mostly requires labeled samples for both training
and validation, while our setting uses labeled examples
only for validation. Only few-shot learning updates the
model parameters.

problem formulation, we focus on zero-shot task
generalization to unseen tasks with the benefit of
prompting to unify different NLP tasks by having
the same data format.

3 ZeroPrompt

We follow the same framework of multi-task zero-
shot learning in (Wei et al., 2021; Sanh et al., 2021),
where models are pretrained on a variety of tasks
and then tested zero-shot performance on held-out
unseen tasks. We further formulate our problem in
the "zero-shot adaptation with few-shot validation"
setting, which uses a tiny validation set and is more
practical for real-world applications. Under this
setting, our ZeroPrompt focuses on task scaling
and automatic prompt search.

3.1 Zero-shot Adaptation with Few-shot
Validation

We highlight that our "zero-shot adaptation with
few shot validation" setting has the practical advan-
tage over others by using a few labeled examples
for validation. To disambiguate between differ-
ent settings, we formally compare our setting with
prior zero-shot and few-shot settings, summarized
in Table 1.

Many works under the zero-shot setting (Wei
et al., 2021; Sanh et al., 2021) simply report the
average or the best score of different prompts or
models without any procedure for validation, which
is not reliable for practical deployment due to skip-
ping the verification step. Another line of works
like prompt tuning (Liu et al., 2021) under the
few-shot setting rely on labeled examples for both
training and validation. Compared to our setting,
the computation and deployment costs of few-shot
learning systems could be much higher as the mod-
els require updating parameters with downstream



Task type # of Tasks
Sentiment Analysis (SENTT) 17 (4,13)
News Classification (NEWS) 9(4,5)
Intent Classification INTENT) 4(1,3)
Natural Language Inference. (NLI) 2(1,1)
Sentence Similarity. (STS) 13 (3,10)
Paraphrase (PARA) 1 (0,1)
Question Answer Matching. (QAM) 1(0,1)
Machine Reading Comprehension (MRC) 10 (5,5)
Name Entity Recognition (NER) 9(3,6)
Summarization (SUMM) 9(3,6)
Keywords (KEYS) 3(0,3)
Winograd Schema Challenge (WSC) 1(0,1)
App Classification (APP) 1(0,1)
Production tasks (Objection) 110 (85,25)
Production tasks (Profile) 345 (268,77)
Production tasks (Execution) 310 (240,70)
Production tasks (Mention) 125 (97,28)
Production tasks (Violation) 90 (70,20)
Production tasks (Acception) 50 (38,12)
In total 1110 (824,286)

Table 2: The number of tasks for each task type. Num-
bers in brackets stand for the number of tasks used for
training and testing, respectively. e.g. Sentiment Anal-
ysis has 4 tasks for training and 13 for testing.

task data.

3.2 Datasets for scaling to 1,000+ tasks

We collected 80 public Chinese NLP tasks from
the Chinese Language Understanding Evaluation
benchmark (CLUE), the Chinese Natural Language
Processing Conference Competition (NLPCC), and
many other well-known Chinese NLP competi-
tions. Considering that the number of open-source
datasets is still insufficient for studying task scaling,
we further acquired over 1,000 real-world datasets
from our production systems to investigate the scal-
ing law with the number of tasks. The number of
tasks in each task type is listed in Table 2, where
we define task types following previous work and
intuitive knowledge. The task taxonomy of the pro-
duction datasets is presented in Figure 2, consisting
of 6 task types from 10 different domains. To sim-
ulate real-world NLP production systems at scale,
where the costs for labeling every data point in a
task are expensive, we sample 128 examples per
class for each classification task and 256 examples
for each generation task>.

We split the 80 public datasets into 24 training
tasks and 56 testing tasks. For the 1,000 production
datasets, we randomly reserve 230 tasks for testing
and vary the size of the training tasks from 20 to

3Only 512 data points are sampled for the iflytek dataset
as it has over 100 classes
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Figure 2: The task taxonomy of the real-world produc-
tion datasets. The tasks are collected from commercial
sales conversations in ten domains, e.g. Auto and Insur-
ance. Task types are marked by different colors. For
example, “Profile” is a task type to predict an aspect of
customer profile from a given transcribed text, and “Ac-
ception” is a task type to judge whether a salesperson
follows a certain sales script.

800 selected in the remaining tasks. Different from
FLAN (Sanh et al., 2021) or TO (Wei et al., 2021),
our public test set contains all kinds of task clusters,
and the number of test datasets is twice that of train
sets for proper evaluation of public tasks. We argue
that this is the practical real-world setting with a
large number of different unseen tasks in the test
set. Detailed train/test split can be found in Table 8.

Algorithm 1 Genetic Prompt Search

Input: G°; Dyev; forss gaps; Ts K
Output: Final optimized prompts, G7+1
1: foreach ¢t € [0,7] do

2: calculate score for each prompt in G* using
faps,
3: from G?, select top K prompts as repro-

ductive group G%,
generate G'*! based on G using ggps,
5: end for
6: from {G°,...,GT} select top K prompts as
optimal prompts group G 1,
7: return G7H1;
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Figure 3: Different NLP paradigms. (a) Traditional pretraining-finetuning paradigm, requiring considerable la-
beled data for finetuning (b) ZeroPrompt pipeline, only need a tiny validation set for prompt search.
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Task-specific Verbalizer Task description
Sample text
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Sample text: The Canon 60D is an 18-megapixel digital SLR camera with a
30inch flip ...

Verbalizer prompt: Tech, Sport, Finance, Entertainment,...

Task description prompt: What is the topic of the following news?

Input: [Task-specific soft prompt placeholders] Tech, Sport, Finance,
Entertainment,... _. Text:The Canon
60D is an 18-megapixel digital SLR camera with a 30inch flip LCD display that
is targeted ...

Output: Tech

Figure 4: The hybrid prompt composed of task-specific soft prompt, verbalizer prompt and task description prompt.

3.3 Genetic Prompt Search

Previous works on automatic prompt generation are
well-studied in the few-shot learning settings (Shin
etal., 2020; Gao et al., 2021a), whereas in our paper
we focus on the "zero-shot adaptation with few-
shot validation" setting. For a new task, we want
to automatically obtain high-performing prompts
without updating model parameters. Inspired by
Genetic Algorithms (Mitchell, 1998), we propose
Genetic Prompt Search (GPS) to further improve
the zero-shot performance of ZeroPrompt.

Following a more realistic zero-shot learning set-
ting (Keung et al., 2020), we sample a tiny number
of data as development set D, for a downstream
task. We term this setting as "zero-shot adaptation
with few-shot validation". The process of Genetic
Prompt Search is described in Algorithm 1, where
faps is the metric function to decide which prompt
will be reserved or eliminated, and g5 pg represents
the genetic function to generate new prompts. For a
downstream task, the algorithm is firstly initialized
with a set of handcrafted prompts G°. In practice,
we can achieve good performance with 3 prompts
for initialization. For each iteration, we calculate
the scores of prompts in G* using f¢ps, and select
the top-K prompts as G%. Then we generate G*+!
using ggps based on G%. Finally, we select the

top-K prompts from the whole generated prompt
sets.

We experiment with three genetic functions
gaps: LM-BFF, according to Gao et al. (2021a),
we generate prompts using a pretrained T5;
BT, we generate prompts using back translation
from task specific prompts; PTMs, inspired by
DINO (Schick and Schiitze, 2021), we directly use
a large PTM to generate similar prompts.

Figure 3 illustrates the pipeline of ZeroPrompt.
Compared to the traditional pretraining-finetuning
paradigm, our ZeroPrompt pipeline introduces two
key differences. Firstly, a generalized model is
served for all downstream tasks, rather than mul-
tiple different finetuned models for each specific
downstream task. Secondly, we employ Genetic
Prompt Search to automatically generate high-
performing prompts in our "zero-shot adaptation
with few-shot validation" setting. Additionally, our
ZeroPrompt uses a hybrid prompt form with both
soft prompts and hard prompts.

3.4 Prompt Design

Although large-scale pretrained models with
prompting, e.g. GPT-3 (Brown et al., 2020), show
promising results on zero-shot generalization to un-
seen tasks without any labeled data, prompt design
is of vital importance to their performance. In this



subsection, we describe the prompt design of our
choice and some other tested variants.

In the simplest form of a prompt template 7, the
prompting method constructs 7' by a handcrafted
prompt P and the text input sequence X:

T = {P, X,[MASK]} (1

where [MASK] is the blank that an answer should
be filled in to complete the sentence. This is known
as sentence in-filling.

As illustrated in Figure 4, our optimized prompt
P is further decomposed into three parts, £, )V, and
D, where we have the task-specific soft prompt £,
the verbalizer prompt V and the task description
prompt D. As a result, our prompt template 1T’
could be expressed as:

T={&,V,D, X,[MASK]} 2)

It should be noted that the above prompt design
is only a choice from several prompt design vari-
ants, whose performance will be reported in 4.3.1.
Similar to PET (Schick and Schiitze, 2021), we
include prompts for generation tasks and prompt-
verbalizer pairs (PVPs) for classification tasks. Ver-
balizer selection is of less importance when the
multiple-choice form is applied (see 3.4.1), and
thus we choose the commonly-used manual ver-
balizers for convenience. For each task type, we
first design a collection of basic prompts and then
modify the basic prompts by adding task-specific
keywords or expressions to obtain the final task
description prompts. We enforce tasks within each
task type to have the same or similar verbalizers
for consistency.

3.4.1 Prompts with Verbalizer Candidates

For zero-shot learning on unseen tasks, in which
case finetuning is not an option, finding the best-
performing verbalizer v € V from a large number
of vocabulary candidates is a difficult problem. To
address this issue, we concatenate all possible ver-
balizer candidates V = {v1, v, ...} and place the
candidates ahead of the task description prompt,
as shown in Figure 4. Some prior works (Sanh
et al., 2021; Wei et al., 2021) also embraced this
multiple-choice prompt form, but no results were
reported regarding the zero-shot performance with
or without label information. In the ablation stud-
ies 4.3.1, we present detailed results and confirm
the benefits of utilizing label information in such a
prompt form.

3.4.2 Disentangled Task Representations

As mentioned above, we enforce intuitively simi-
lar tasks to have similar prompts or PVPs so that
task-agnostic knowledge is already properly mod-
eled in this manner. At the same time, task-specific
knowledge should be also helpful to zero-shot gen-
eralization. To disentangle the task-specific and
task-agnostic knowledge in multitask pretraining,
we install a continuous prompt embedding as a
prefix, which is referred as the task-specific soft
prompt shown in Figure 4. For unseen tasks, we
need to cold-start and initialize the prompt em-
beddings from scratch without labeled data. One
intuition is to directly use the soft prompts from
training tasks with similar data distribution. We
experiment with different initialization approaches
and the results can be found in Appendix A.3.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experiment Setups
4.1.1 Models

To put the performance of ZeroPrompt in con-
text, we compare our method with several state-
of-the-art large-scale Chinese pretrained models
with good zero-shot learning performance.

* Pangu-a (Zeng et al., 2021): a pretrained
decoder model with up to 200 billion parame-
ters. With limited computation resources, we
take the 13 billion version of Pangu-« as our
baseline.

* CPM-2 (Zhang et al., 2021): a pretrained
encoder-decoder model with 11 billion param-
eters. We take the Chinese version of CPM-2
as our baseline.

* RoBERTa (Liu et al., 2019): We also com-
pare our method with a strong baseline, the
fine-tuned RoBERTa-large model.

For our ZeroPrompt, we pretrain an encoder-
decoder text-to-text transformer (T5) with 1.5B
parameters as our base model. In the unsupervised
pretraining stage, the model is pretrained for 100k
steps on a 300G web-crawled Chinese corpus with
a batch size of 4096 and the sequence length of 512.
In the multitask prompted training stage, we train
the model with an Adam Optimizer for 1500 more
steps with a batch size of 64 and a learning rate of
3.5e-5. We repeat all of our experiments, including
multitask prompted pretraining and finetuning, for



task type task CPM-2 Pangu-« T5 RoBERTa ZeroPrompt T5

Zero-Shot  Zero-Shot  Zero-Shot  Finetuning Zero-Shot Finetuning
online_shopping_10cats 80.60 61.99 71.88 95.30(0_42) 95.90(0_24) 96.94(0_26)
SENTI nlp0020147task2 6853 5622 6006 7209(080) 8049(080) 8067(021)
SMP2019_ECISA 29.04 40.41 31.21 6945(165) 3846(033) 7415(030)
NEWS CCFBDCI2020 49.57 38.09 27.48 90.73(0.58) 80.50(; ¢3) 96.53(0.41)
INTENT catslu_traindev 62.63 46.65 11.27 91 09(233) 90-48(078) 9442(066)
NLI OCnli_publiC 3376 38.58 30.51 5470(053) 46.16(187) 5815(161)
STS CBLUE-CHIP-STS 44.15 56.40 44.94 8028(108> 77.90(059) 8245(207)
sohu-sts-B-ss 3350 5494 4346 8971 (0.68) 79.85(103) 8985(086)
QAM nlpcc2016-dbga 49.90 56.08 51.69 56.31(1.51) 62.61(3.64) 76.76(1.95)
PARA PAWS X 48.08 53.06 4808 535105y 549003  59.04(051)
MRC cmrc2018_public 8.51 11.61 5.94 - 35.50(9.73) 61.00(0.50)
NER msra_ner 3.11 9.81%* 21.44 - 58.17 4.40) 65.37(2.65)
CMeEE 1.18 9.44* 6.77 - 24.84(0‘94) 2934(284)
SUM EDU_SUMM 1.05 10.02 221 - 14800515  16.972.11)
KEYS COTE-MFW 1.29 491 7.05 - 50.34(9.01) 79.35(1.08)
WSC cluewsc2020_public 57.74 44.93 44.08 71.99(3'32) 47.98(4'18> 72.81(2_ 19)
APP iflytek_public 477 7.85 169  50.340.61) 26040102  53.331.05)
Return Commitment 36.28 51.83 53.28 96.16(0.21) 95.53(0.24) 96.780.62)
Heating Supply 44.89 31.61 44.57 97.48(0'30) 99.22(0_35) 98.91(0_59)
Return Amount 53.26 46.09 55.90 9071(033) 89.48(056) 9086(047)
Registration Discount 55.09 50.34 56.25 88.68(0.40) 88.48(0‘51) 89.88(0.65)
Production Ope-ralion Guidanée 57.97 47.71 54.52 90.78(035) 78.{24(1‘41) 92.80(0.84)
Promise for Refunding 46.80 49.35 48.57 93.71(0_24) 94.28(0_56) 91.40(1_13)
Households Heating Plant 63.37 69.66 48.71 96.59(0.47) 98.22(0.52) 97.39(0.59)
Refunding Amount 48.48 52.58 49.67 83.78(0_52> 88.03(0_83) 83.74(1_67)
Cost Abatement 43.18 48.13 51.51 8030(092) 8188(022) 8140(102)
‘WeChat Operation 45.45 51.37 47.79 82.28(0_59> 78.25(0‘26) 83.53(1‘59)
AVG 39.71 40.73 37.80 - 68.76(1.45)  77.55(1.14)
AVG excl. GEN 48.05 47.90 44.42 80.73(0,85) 76.04(1‘02) 83.72(0,94>

Table 3: Main results comparing ZeroPrompt and other zero-shot/finetuning baselines. -: We do not finetune

RoBERTa on tagging and generation tasks. *: Only part of the test set is sampled for evaluation due to the
computation burden. Red numbers indicate the cases where ZeroPrompt scores better than finetuned RoBERTa
and bold numbers indicate the cases where ZeroPrompt achieves the best zero-shot performance.

five times with different random seeds to reduce
variance.

4.1.2 Maetrics

To evaluate the zero-shot generalization perfor-
mance of our ZeroPrompt and baseline models, we
have reserved a diverse set of unseen downstream
tasks from both academic and real-world produc-
tion datasets for testing, including binary classifi-
cation, multi-label classification, machine reading
comprehension, keyword recognition, named en-
tity recognition, and summarization tasks. Here
we describe our choice of evaluation metrics for
these tasks respectively. Specifically, we use ROC-
AUC for binary classification tasks, Micro-F1 for
multi-label classification tasks, ROUGE score for

summarization tasks, string F1 score for machine
reading comprehension and keyword tasks. For
NER, we report the positive F1 score, which aver-
ages string F1 score between predicted entities and
the answer. Details regarding evaluation metrics
can be seen in Appendix A.2.

4.2 Main Results
4.2.1 Results of Task Scaling

We explore the limits of zero-shot performance of
multitask prompted pretraining, using over 1,000
tasks from 10 domains. Since model scaling has
been shown to have significant impact on zero-shot
performance (Brown et al., 2020), we also provide
the results of three models with 0.4B, 1.5B and
12B parameters. Experimental results with respect
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stage. The model size has marginal impact on perfor-
mance as more training tasks are added.
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Figure 6: In-domain and out-of-domain zero-shot per-
formance with different number of training tasks.

to task scaling and model scaling are presented
in Figure 5. Larger models do have better zero-
shot performance with a limited number of train-
ing tasks. However, the performance gains from
larger models decrease when more training tasks
are added. The 0.4B model achieves a score of 87
with 800 training tasks, which scores better than the
12B model with only 200 training tasks. Generally,
if we scale the number of training tasks, models
can achieve impressive zero-shot performance with
small model sizes, substantially improving training
efficiency by 30 times in FLOPs (0.4B vs. 12B).
To validate the zero-shot performance on out-of-
domain tasks, we select tasks from three domains
for testing and the rest for training. Experimental
results for the 1.5B model are presented in Fig-
ure 6. The zero-shot performance on in-domain
tasks rises from 74.7 with 20 training tasks to 88.6

All Seen Unseen
baseline  46.16(13.89) 46.82(12.83) 41.57(111.4)
-V 42.88(10.61) 43.87(0.12)  35.92(15.75)
-& 45.06(12.79) 46.40(12.41)  35.66(15.49)
&V 42.27 43.99 30.17

Table 4: Ablation results on the optimized prompt de-
sign. baseline: our prompt design with the verbalizer
prompt and the task-specific soft prompt; -V: without
the verbalizer prompt; - £: without the task-specific
soft prompt; - £, V: without the verbalizer prompt and
the task-specific soft prompt.

with 800 training tasks, and the performance on out-
of-domain tasks rises from 73.7 with 20 training
tasks to 86.1 with 600 training tasks. Empirically,
task scaling achieves considerable improvement
of zero-shot performance on both in-domain and
out-of-domain unseen tasks.

4.2.2 Results Compared with Other
Approaches

In this section, we compare ZeroPrompt with other
strong zero-shot and fully-supervised approaches
on the unseen testing datasets. Note that due to
limited space, only part of the reserved testing
tasks, specifically 17 academic and 10 production
datasets, are included in Table 3 for comparison.

As shown in Table 3, in the zero-shot setting, Ze-
roPrompt significantly improves the performance
of TS5 from 37.80 to 68.76 with a boost of 30.96
points, outperforming previous large PTMs, CPM-
2 and Pangu-a, by a large margin of 28 points.

Notably, ZeroPrompt is comparable to or even
better than a finetuned RoOBERTa-large model on
some academic and production datasets. Compared
to the overall score of the finetuned RoBERTa, Ze-
roPrompt is only 4.7 in short. This is quite ecstatic
considering that ZeroPrompt did not use any la-
beled data for tuning. The finetuned TS5 is better
than RoBERTa4, and the gap between ZeroPrompt
and the finetuned TS5 is less than 8 points.

4.3 Ablation Studies

To understand the importance of optimized prompt
design and Genetic Prompt Search in ZeroPrompt,
we have performed several ablation studies and
reported scores on both the seen task types in the
training phase and the unseen task types.

4.3.1 Effect of Prompt Design

We first validate the importance of including the
task-specific soft prompt and the verbalizer prompt



none weighted avg  weighted avg topl random init
all samples per sample per sample
All 44.83 45.76 46.01 46.06 46.16
Seen 46.67 46.70 46.77 46.79 46.82
Uneen 31.98 39.17 40.65 40.95 41.57

Table 5: Ablation results on building new task-specific soft prompt embeddings.

Methods Avg Max Min

Manual Prompt 45.06 45.68 44 .44

LM-BFF 4345 (J1.61) 44.86 (]0.82) 42.59 (J1.85)
LM-BFF! 44.45 (10.61) 46.29 (10.61) 42.75 (J1.69)
BT 45.76 (10.70)  46.57 (10.89)  45.04 (10.60)
PTMs (GPT2) 46.03 (10.97) 47.25 (11.57) 44.86 (10.42)
PTMs (CPM) 46.53 (11.47)  47.45(11.77)  45.56(11.12)
BT & GPS (ours) 4591 (10.85)  46.76 (11.08)  45.10 (10.66)
PTMs (GPT2) & GPS (ours) 46.64 (11.58) 47.89 (12.21)  45.20 (10.76)
PTMs (CPM) & GPS (ours)  47.05 (11.99) 48.06 (12.38)  45.93 (11.49)

Table 6: Ablation results on Genetic Prompt Search. }: we use T5 to generate randomly masked tokens in the

manual prompt. GPS: with the Genetic Prompt Search method.

in our choice of prompt design, and then com-
pare different methods to build new task-specific
prompt embeddings. Ablation results on the opti-
mized prompt design are shown in Table 4. We can
see that task-specific soft prompts and verbalizer
prompts are useful when applied separately, and
can obtain an even greater gain of 4 points when
applied combined by our ZeroPrompt. We also
show the ablation results on different approaches
to building new task-specific prompt embeddings
in Table 5. We can see that the winning approach is
surprisingly random init, and the direct uses of sim-
ilar task prompt embeddings seen in training in var-
ious ways are slightly worse than random init, and
the worst performing method is none as expected.
To comprehend the results on random init and top1,
we suppose that different tasks, though with similar
input data distributions, still have different map-
pings X —y. Therefore, it is often difficult to find
the most proper task-specific soft prompt seen in
the training phase for a new task in the zero-shot
learning setting.

4.3.2 Effect of Genetic Prompt Search

In this experiment, we study the effect of Genetic
Prompt Search in the “zero-shot adaptation with
few-shot validation" setting. To study this problem,
we give each task a validation set. For tasks with
less than 5 labels or generation tasks, we randomly
select 32 samples per task as the validation set; for
tasks with more than 5 labels, we randomly select
8 samples for each label.
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Figure 7: Zero-shot performance on NLI and NEWS
with different held-out task types.

In Table 6, 7, we compare three different auto-
matic prompt generation strategies, LM-BFF, BT,
PTMs, with and without the proposed Genetic
Prompt Search method. We find that the origi-
nal manual prompts are always suboptimal com-
pared with automatically generated prompts, and
the Genetic Prompt Search algorithm contributes
to a further improvement. Moreover, in our set-
ting, where only a small validation set is accessible,
prompt generation methods with external knowl-
edge, such as BT or PTMs, appear to be superior
to those without, like LM-BFF.

4.3.3 Effect of Cross Task Type Transfer

Following the previous works (Wei et al., 2021;
Sanh et al., 2021), we study whether held-out task



Methods weibo_senti_100k  sohu-sts-B-sl e2e_dials nlpcc2020-AutolE COTE-BD
Manual Prompt 84.23 68.08 82.02 33.95 20.79
LM-BFF 83.17 (}1.06) 64.75 (J3.33)  82.77 (10.75) 27.12 (16.83). 36.80 (116.01)
LM-BFF' 83.45 (10.78) 66.92 ({1.16) 83.25(11.23) 36.68 (12.72) 38.44 (117.65)
BT 84.15 (10.08) 68.01 (40.07)  82.82 (10.80) 36.45 (12.50) 38.24 (117.45)
PTMs (GPT2) 84.41 (10.18) 67.76 (10.32)  83.11 (11.09) 45.83 (111.87) 44.94 (124.15)
PTMs (CPM) 84.10 (10.13) 68.11 (10.03)  84.92 (12.91) 44.01 (110.05) 44.63 (123.83)
BT & GPS (ours) 84.19 (10.04) 68.11 (10.03)  85.88 (13.86) 35.00 (11.04) 47.76 (126.97)
PTMs (GPT2) & GPS (ours) 83.62 (]0.61) 67.50 (J0.58)  83.32 (11.30) 49.05 (115.09) 49.43 (128.64)
PTMs (CPM) & GPS (ours) 85.03 (10.80) 68.97 (10.89) 88.65 (16.63) 49.14 (115.18) 49.97 (129.18)

Table 7: Ablation results of several unseen tasks on Genetic Prompt Search. t: only part of the prompt text are
generated by TS5, the other are still hand-crafted. GPS: with the Genetic Prompt Search method.

types can benefit from multitask prompted pretrain-
ing. Specifically, we choose NLI and NEWS as
testing task types while other various datasets as
training task types. We add different training tasks
in sequence as shown in Figure 7. For NEWS, the
zero-shot performance increases from 17 to 49 by
adding INTENT, while adding sentence pair (STS,
QAM, PARA) tasks leads to a performance drop in
7 points. Other training task types such as SENTI,
SUMM, NER and MRC only have marginal im-
pacts on the performance. For sanity check, we
add NEWS in the training phase at last and the
performance increases from 50 to 81 as expected.
The zero-shot performance on NLI rises from 32
to 37 by adding more sentence pair tasks, and then
to 39 with INTENT, but other training tasks do
not further boost the performance. In conclusion,
we find that the zero-shot performance on held-out
task types can only benefit from some task types,
and more labeled data in other task clusters do not
always guarantee continuous improvement.

In comparison, our main results on task scal-
ing indicate that performance is boosted when the
number of training tasks increases according to the
fixed task distribution. Note that task distribution
is orthogonal to scaling the task number. How to
further improve zero-shot generalization by opti-
mizing task distribution is left to future work.

5 Limitations and Future Work

We show that task scaling, which could now be
seen as an alternative to model scaling, improves
both the efficiency and performance of zero-shot
learning. Our results have a few limitations, how-
ever, and it is possible that zero-shot performance
could be further improved by studying those prob-
lems in the future. Specifically, 1) We mainly focus
on in-task type transfer. As shown in ablation 4.3.3,

it is still inconclusive if cross-task type transfer can
also benefit from task scaling consistently. 2) We
control our study by only increasing the number
of tasks according to a fixed task distribution. The
problem of how to choose a better training task
distribution is left for future work, since it is not
relevant to our main focus. 3) Our tasks are not
exhaustive, because our real-world production data
might only represent a subset of all the NLP prob-
lems. However, it is challenging to collect more
diverse data for the study of task scaling, because
publicly available data is often limited in terms of
the number of tasks. Therefore, we choose to use
production data to initiate such a study. We hope
our results could encourage future work on address-
ing these limitations to further explore the potential
of zero-shot learning.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose ZeroPrompt, a multi-
task prompted pretraining method that significantly
improves the zero-shot generalization ability of lan-
guage models. In our experiments, we collect over
1,000 real-world production tasks to study the task
scaling law. We find that the zero-shot performance
gap between small and large models becomes less
significant when having more training tasks. As a
result, task scaling can substantially improve train-
ing and serving efficiency. Experiments verified
the effectiveness of the proposed Genetic Prompt
Search method, which can lead to further perfor-
mance gain in the "zero-shot adaptation with few-
shot validation" setting. We also perform ablation
studies on optimized prompt design, verifying the
benefits.
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A Appendix

A.1 Datasets

For fair evaluation of zero-shot generalization, we
investigate and collect diverse public Chinese NLP
datasets with different task types. The summary of
all datasets used in the experiments is presented in
Table 8, including train/test task split and metrics of
each task. In total, we have 13 task types of public
datasets and 6 task types of production datasets.

A.1.1 Public Datasets

* Sentiment Analysis requires the model to de-
termine whether the sentiment of a piece of
text is positive or negative.

* News Classification asks the model to predict
the topic of a news article.

* Intent Classification asks the model to pre-
dict the intent of a person given one of his/her
words.

* Machine Reading Comprehension Ques-
tion Answering requires the model to answer
a question given a document where the answer
can be derived.

» Natural Language Inference asks the model
to tell the relation of two sentences is neutral,
entailment or contradiction.

* Sentence Similarity asks the model to pre-
dict whether two sentences are similar or not.

* Paraphrase asks the model to tell whether
two sentences with much lexical overlap are
semantically equivalent.

* Question Answer Matching asks the model
to reason whether the given two sentences can
form a valid question answering pair.

* Name Entity Recognition requires the
model to find all entities in the given piece
of text.

* Summarization requires the model to give
a summary with one or two sentences of the
given long document.

* Keywords asks the model to extract keywords
from the given sentence.

* Winograd Schema Challenge, the sample of
which composes a sentence, a pronoun and an
entity in the sentence, requires the model to
tell whether the pronoun refers to the entity.

* App Classification asks the model to tell
which type of App the given introduction is
about, and there are hundreds of target App
categories.

A.1.2 Production Datasets

As illustrated in Figure 2, the task taxonomy of
our production contains six types of natural lan-
guage understanding tasks. We provide detailed
explanation here and several examples in Table 9.

* Objection are datasets that we gathered from
production scenario. Objection tasks are lan-
guage understanding tasks where model will
have to analyze whether the speaker is propos-
ing an argument in opposition of the previous
contents.

* Profile are datasets that we gathered from re-
alistic industrial scenario. Profile tasks are
language understanding tasks similar to intent
classification, where model will have to tell
whether the current sentence is describing cer-
tain intention.

* Mention are also datasets that we gathered
from realistic industrial scenario. Mention
tasks are language understanding tasks that
model have to judge whether given sentence
mentioned sales keywords.

* Violation are also datasets that we gathered
from realistic industrial scenario. Violation
tasks are language understanding tasks that
model will have to tell if speaker violates the
sales guidelines.

* Acception are also datasets that we gathered
from realistic industrial scenario. Acception
tasks are language understanding tasks that let
model tell if the speaker follows systems in-
struction and tell sales keywords to customer.

* Execution are also datasets that we gathered
from realistic industrial scenario. Execution
tasks are language understanding tasks that
model will have to find out whether a sales-
man follow the predefined sales guidance
when talking to customer.



A.1.3 Avoid Test Set Contamination

Although we split datasets into training and testing,
there is non-negligible overlap between some of the
training datasets and the test set. To avoid test set
contamination, we follow the filter method given
in (Brown et al., 2020). Specifically, we directly
remove all examples in the training phase that have
a 30-gram overlap with any example in the test
phase.

A.2 Metric

Metrics used for diverse NLP tasks in this paper
are presented in the following.

AUC is the abbreviation of Area Under ROC
Curve. Typically, the value of AUC is between 0.5
and 1.0.

ROUGE is the abbreviation of Recall-Oriented
Understudy for Gisting Evaluation, which is an
evaluation method oriented to the recall rate of n-
grams. We use ROUGE-1 in the paper.

Micro-F1 is used to evaluate multi-label clas-
sification tasks. It is the harmonic average of the
averaged precision and recall of all labels.

F1 measures the overlap between the prediction
and the ground truth, which is typically used in
span prediction tasks.

Pos-F1 is customized for NER tasks with a text-
to-text form as shown in Table 16. It is the averaged
string F1 score for positive samples, of which the
true label is not "blank".

A.3 Build Task-specific Soft Prompts for
Unseen Tasks

Firstly, we tune a classifier on the mixture of train-
ing data to tell the belongings of given texts, and
for new samples in the test task, the classifier can
predict the similarities of this sample to training
tasks. Formally, for pretrained task ¢, we regard its
task-specific prompt embedding as &;, the classifier
output of training task ¢’s probability as prob;. In
our experiments, we have tried three methods to
build the test task prompt embedding &,,¢y, they
are weighted, topl and random.

1) weighted. For the weighted, we set Ep,¢y, as a
weighted average of pretrained task prompt embed-
ding according to the probability, as

N
Enew = »_ prob x & 3)

=1

We can do the weighted average on sample level,
as well as task level.

2) topl. For the topl, we assign the most similar
task prompt embedding to the new task, as

gnew = Ek 4
where k = argmax(prob;), i € N “)
7
3) random. For the random, we initialize the
task prompt embedding &,,¢,, randomly.

A4 Auxiliary MLM loss

At the stage of unsupervised pretraining, we apply
the span corruption objective, a variant of Masked
Language Modeling (MLM), following TS (Raffel
et al., 2020). Meanwhile, we also add MLLM as an
auxiliary loss to overcome catastrophic forgetting
in the multitask pretraining phase.

L=\ Esup + EMLM (5)

The multitask pretraining loss is given in Equa-
tion 5, where L is the overall training loss, Ly, is
the multitask supervised loss, Lypm is the MLM
loss and A is the loss weight. According to Table 18,
ZeroPrompt obtains 1.3 point gains by adding the
MLM loss, proving our suppose to avoid catas-
trophic forgetting.

A.5 Data Retrieval and Self-training

To fully exploit unsupervised data, we take a self-
training framework similar to (Lee et al., 2013;
Du et al., 2021). Given a supervised training set
Dyrqin, and an unlabeled dataset D,,,, we will re-
trieve task-similar data from unsupervised corpus
according to sentence embedding similarity, and
the self-training process may repeat several times.
For sentence embedding in retrieval, a pretrained
BERT is finetuned on both unsupervised and super-
vised corpus using SimCSE (Gao et al., 2021b).
The process of self-training is presented in Algo-
rithm 2, where M is the pretrained model, 7" is the
self-training epoch. For a specific task ¢, ngm is
the training set and D?,, is the unlabeled dataset.
We note Dy;q;rn as the union of all training datasets
and D,,, as the union of all unlabeled datasets.
We select new classification and production
datasets to study the impact of data retrieval and
self-training, considering similar data available in
the unsupervised pretraining corpus. Results are
summarized in Table 21. Self-training improves
the validation set performance of 0.96 and 0.10 for
NEWS and production tasks respectively, and im-
proves the test zero-shot performance of 3.90 and



Algorithm 2 Self-training

Input: M, D, Dirain, T’
Output: M*
1: Init D} . < Dirain
2: foreach ¢t € [0,7] do
3: M* < train M on D*}_ ...
4 for each task 7 do
5: inference with M* on D¢,
6 D*!  « select samples in Di, which
are confident with M* and make pseudo label,

i
7: Dz(rain — D;fkrain U D*un >
8: end for
9: end for

10: return M*;

1.23. Self-training shows larger improvement on
unseen tasks than training tasks. We explain that
pseudo labeled data may increase the diversity of
training data, resulting better zero-shot generaliza-
tion abilities.

A.6 Hard Prompt Examples

In this section, we provide details of hard prompts
used in this paper. For tasks within each task clus-
ter, we use similar handcrafted prompts as shown
in Table 9 ~ 17 . We use both prefix prompts and
cloze prompts. For text classification clusters such
as SENTI, NEWS, [X] denotes the sample text. For
sentence pair task clusters such as NLI, STS, [X1]
denotes the first sample sentence and [X2] is the
second sample sentence. For cluster MRC, [X1]
denotes the coupus and [X2] denotes the question.
For cluster SUM, [X] denotes the coupus, and a
similar prompt form is applied for KEYS. For NER,
[X1] is the sample text and [X2] denotes the target
entity type. For WSC, [X1] is the sample text and
[X2] is the pronoun. For all prompts mentioned
above, ’_’ denotes the target position to fill in the
answer.

A.7 Detailed Experimental Results

Detailed ablation results of each testing task are
presented in Table 18~21.



Task Type Task Train Test Metric
yf_amazon v Micro-F1
ID_full v Micro-F1
JD_binary v Micro-F1
waimai_10k v Micro-F1
online_shopping_10cats ' AUC
ChnSentiCorp_htl_all ' AUC
nlpcc2014_task2 v AUC
weibo_senti_100k v AUC
Sentiment Analysis (SENTI) yf_dianping v Micro-F1
car_sentiment v Micro-F1
dmsc v Micro-F1
simplifyweibo_4 v Micro-F1
NLPCC2014_Weibo_Emotion_classification v Micro-F1
nCoV_100k v Micro-F1
Internet_News v Micro-F1
BDCI2019 v Micro-F1
SMP2019_ECISA v Micro-F1
NLPCC2014_LSHT_sample v Micro-F1
Chinanews v Micro-F1
CNSS v Micro-F1
CNSE v Micro-F1
News Classification(NEWS) THUCNews v Micro-F1
CCFBDCI2020 v Micro-F1
tnews_public v Micro-F1
Ifeng v Micro-F1
nlpcc2017_news_headline_categorization v Micro-F1
nlpcc2018_slu v Micro-F1
. . catslu_traindev v Micro-F1
Intent Classification INTENT) e2e_dials v Micro-F1
intent_classification v Micro-F1
Natural language inference (NLI) (:0[(]:1:[111111:5:!}3)11115 v v ﬁ:z;z:]];i
LCQMC v AUC
bq_corpus v AUC
sohu_sts_A_sl v AUC
afqmc_public v AUC
phoenix_pair v AUC
sohu-sts-A-11 v AUC
Sentence Similarity (STS) v AUC
' AUC
v AUC
sohu-sts-B-ss v AUC
CBLUE-CHIP-STS v AUC
CBLUE-KUAKE-QTR v Micro-F1
CBLUE-KUAKE-QQR v Micro-F1
Paraphrase (PARA) PAWS-X v AUC
Question Answer Matching (QAM) nlpcc2016-dbga v AUC
c3_public v F1
DuReader_robust v F1
DuReader_checklist v F1
DuReader_yesno v F1
Machine Reading Comprehension dureader v Fl1
Question Answering (MRC) cmrc2018_public v F1
DRCD v F1
CCF2020-BDCI-QA v F1
CAIL2019-QA v Fl1
CAIL2020-QA v F1
BosonNLP_NER_6C v Pos-F1
cluener_public v Pos-F1
RENMIN_NER v Pos-F1
msra_ner v Pos-F1
Name Entity Recognition (NER) weibo_ner v Pos-F1
nlpcc2020-AutolE v Pos-F1
CCF2020-BDCI-NER v Pos-F1
CMeEE v Pos-F1
SanWen-ner v Pos-F1
LCSTS v ROUGE
NLPCC2017 v ROUGE
SHENCE v ROUGE
NLPCC2015 v ROUGE
Summarization (SUMM) CAIL2020 v ROUGE
WANFANG v ROUGE
CSL_SUMM v ROUGE
EDU_SUMM v ROUGE
WEIBO v ROUGE
COTE-BD v Fl1
Keywords (KEYS) COTE-MFW v F1
COTE-DP v Fl1
Winograd Schema Challenge (WSC) cluewsc2020_public v AUC
App Classification (APP) iflytek_public v Micro-F1
. 800 datasets for training v AUC
Production Datasets 230 datasets for testing v AUC

Table 8: Summary of collected datasets



Task Type Prompts label
Prompt: iXAJ3: [X]. FCRBEHILT & AR ATAMEE? \E:
_— X AR A AT F MR v AR 4T - = =
Objection Prompt: This sentence: [X]. Does the customer show objection about the company? R (Yes)/ 1 7&(No)
Answer:
X: What kind of company are yours? I have never heard of it.
Prompt: JXAJ1E: [X]. & FRAERR 25 ARG [
X: 2T LR EZEERESF A - o <5
Profile Prompt: This sentence: [X]. Is the customer asking about the influences of taking R (Yes)/ 1 E(No)
the medicine? Answer:
X: What is the main effect after taking this?
Prompt: X THFHRAEE, “[X1]” LIXHERN T 5 RGHEE (X2
FR ARG [B]E
Acception  X1: WEEE— U 1L T AU SR T s B
X2: XA TR R BREYEIR? KL (Accept)/
Prompt: About electronic insurance policy, Does the salesman say "[X1]" accept the %’ (No)
system given expression "[X2]"? Answer:
X1: Let me see. Did you received our electronic version of insurance policy?
X2: Have you received this electronic policy contract?
g?mtﬁﬁﬁ:mpii%@%ﬂ?%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ%gFﬂu%Nﬁﬁ?E
Violati g i . . , 2 (Yes)/ A& (N
folation xR AP A ARSI LU AR . Az, g S RN
IR -
Prompt: This sentence: [X]. Does the customer service privately promise that the
customer can refund at any time? Answer:
X: If you feel unsatisfied, you can directly apply for a refund. Within one month,
apply for a refund.
2mm2%?%$ﬁﬁ,“mﬂ”%%%%&%W@SIK“Mﬂ”ﬁM
g [\
Mention X1: SSPUEAEDOR A RIS AR5 I F 721001 TAER , —kbEst
EXPERESEIRT -
X2: AR LA 1 S BR BE R A2 B W S R AT DURR SN o (RES AFIDRR: AR {D(similar)/
BEE-RMEEEEATI00FREEERRK T -
Prompt: About insurance claim, Does the salesman say "[X1]" mentioned a similar “NE] (different)
description as "[X2]"? Answer:
X1: For 55 mild disease, it will cost 7 to 100 working days after reaching a claim
settlement agreement with the insurance company, after that, the money will be paid
to you.
X2: You can apply for a claim with the diagnosis report of a doctor in a public
hospital of level 2 or above. The insurance company will gave you 1 million yuan
directly for the disease.
Prompt: JXAJiE: [X]- LIRS ERIZE P FAREMIE? [\
. X: TR EMEEDR), A NS LEETS R — Y g -5
Execution Prompt: This sentence: [X]. Does the salesman told customer there are discount 72 (Yes)/ 1 7E(No)
price? Answer:
X: We have a discount price right now, why not take a change with this discounts?
Table 9: Illustrations of examples in our production datasets.
Handcrafted

Prompt: “[X]” XAREIFLHISERMTL? _o

Prompt: "[X]", What is the attitude of this car review ?_

X: B0 AT DA R & Blev I AL 5 & SIS 8 LI -

X: Power can also be equipped with a CVT gearbox to start the engine speed is better.

Augmentation

Prompt: “[X]” WIFXMEIRHIVEE BZ A IR AE R MR AR A EE: 2 o
Prompt: "[X]", If the author of this comment is objective, what is the content of this comment reply: _
Verbalizer

TR (Positive)/{H } (Negative)

Target
AR (Positive)

Table 10: Illustrations of prompts in Sentiment Analysis.



Handcrafted

Prompt: L NiXGEHEE R T4 FME? _o #iE: [X]

Prompt: What is the topic of the following news?_. News text: [X]

X: 180077 B F . tEAE6ODENEZE97007T 1EE: FR [dbait7E] HERE6OD(BTR it B iBtz)2 — i
H180077 BEMBAE S, HEHBT T ATRIASLCDE /RBFE, & ALT P i 37 OB B8 S AL - .. E 9 EERERG B
HS0DRI4EAE , EREEOS 60D TARIIE — & i B S M NLHO H = TE e — N RO -

X: The Canon 60D is an 18-megapixel digital SLR camera with a 3-inch flip LCD display that is targeted at the
mid-market. ... The successor to Canon’s best-selling DSLR 50D, the Canon EOS 60D is a good choice for anyone who
wants a mid-range DSLR camera.

Augmentation
Prompt: ‘HIEICA BESHEE: . “[X]”
Prompt: Who wrote the 'news text’? Answer: _. "[X]"
Verbalizer
FH¥ (Technology)//& & (Sport)/ % (Finance)/#% 5~ (Entertainment)/..
Target
FH (Technology)
Table 11: Illustrations of prompts in News Classification.
Handcrafted

Prompt: 3CE: [X1] A& [X2] HZ: _.

Prompt: Corpus: [X1] Question: [X2] Answer:_.

X1: S — R EAER DX D BOR PRI, SRS (E K o 21 IE N E b RO B, R R R
%’% AR E Al LUWTT, FRAT RN E DURATRBUS i T, &omv] IETIRSWIT - 15K 40

X2: fF— R\ L HER DY

X1: Micro letter a day how much money can transfer: there is no limit to it, long to the account. To correct other netizens’
answers, wechat transfers are limited. The maximum amount can be 1W yuan with wechat change, and the maximum
amount can be SW yuan for bank card payment. Please adopt it.

X2: How much money can wechat transfer at most a day?

Augmentation

Prompt: {128 2 5F HRACE: [X1] [F&: [X2] F&: _.

Prompt: How did they figure that out? Corpus: [X1] Question: [X2] answer: _

Target

g%ﬁmﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ% o AE TSR AT LUWIT, FABRAT RSO LB DURAT RIS 9 T, e Al A
TKsWIT

Wechat transfers are limited. The maximum amount can be 1W yuan with wechat change, and the maximum amount can

be SW yuan for bank card payment.

Table 12: Ilustrations of prompts in Machine Reading Comprehension Question Answering.

Handcrafted

Prompt: 7EB A, F—AE: “[X1]7 F6)E: X217 FBEXRERMTA? BE: _.

Prompt: In the general context, What is the logical relationship between the first sentence "[X1]" and the second sentence
"[X2]". Answer: _.

X1: St B B A THE 1 EIZ I -

X1: When he gets back, we’ll eat out.

X2: FATTESSAD -

X2: We are waiting for him.

Augmentation

Prompt: XM AJiEE I H G E—ERIEE: _ F—01E X117, FZA1E: “X2)”

Prompt: How do these two sentences go together? Answer: _. the first sentence: "[X1]", the second sentence: "[X2]".
Verbalizer

A8 5 (contradiction)/ 4 (neutral )/ —% (entailment)

Target
—%f(entailment)

Table 13: Illustrations of prompts in Natural Language Inference.




Handcrafted 3
Prompt: fELRISUEH, F—A1E: “[X1]” B _A0E: “[X2]” XWANEE L _.

Prompt: In finance context, the first sentence: "[X1]" the second sentence: "[X2]", the meaning of these two sentences is

X1: FEMLSCHF R SR ?

X1: Does Huabei support high-speed rail ticket payment?

X2: Nt A A SFFAET 12

X2: Why not support the payment of Huabei?

Augmentation

Prompt: EAIZ BIHRREEFEREE. _. H—AE X117, B2AE X

Prompt: What is the relationship between them? Answer: _. the first sentence: "[X1]", the second sentence: "[X2]".

Verbalizer
FHLL(similar)//[F] (different)
Target
N[F(different)
Table 14: Illustrations of prompts in Sentence Similarity.
Handcrafted

Prompt: ¥ FA]F: [X1]{Ci: [X2] AR [X3] 15?7 EZ. _.

Prompt: In the sentence: [X1], does the pronoun [X2] refer to [X3]? Answer: _.

X1: WERAEE BB LT Kot o EATFEEX - HETELE . BIMEGXUIE— S RLBOET -
X2: i

X3: TR

X1: The old ancestor of Manyin used to be "baogong". There was some renown in the hands of our ancestors. By his
grandfather’s generation the family business had been wiped out.

X2: he

X3: Manyin

Augmentation

Prompt: 5 ZAEHEWA B X1 HA: [X2HERI_[X3]-

Prompt: In the second sentence, there are two "it" s: [X1] among this sentence: [X2] refer to [X3]? _

Verbalizer

JE(yes)/ /N JE(no)

Target

FE(yes)

Table 15: INlustrations of prompts in Winograd Schema Chanllenge.

Handcrafted

Prompt: FRALICA: [XITHAPRLRE T (X217 HZ

Prompt: Text from newspaper : Which words of [X1] belong to [X2]? Answer: _.

X1: fHHZ R, 5 Bl AR s H BRI R Z BB AR H20 1 0, (EZEAFR.

X2: HLH %

X1: In contrast, although the raining war between Qingdao manatee team and Guangzhou songri team is also 0:0, but it
is too lackluster.

X2: organization

Augmentation

Prompt: 1% _ o SUR[X1] RARSTAR A [X 21 51 FY) SE 442 FH WP L 90 0 1 i )2

Prompt: Answer: _. Text from newspaper: [X1]. Which parts make up the entities of the [X2] category in newspaper
text?

Target

FEIEFIN, MRS HEA

Qingdao manatee team, Guangzhou songri team

Table 16: Illustrations of prompts in Name Entity Recognition. Each example is extended to N instances, where
N is the number of possible entity type. For each entity type, we ask the model to predict corresponding entities
presented in the given text. The ground truth is "blank" if there is no entity of that type in the sentence.



Handcrafted

Prompt: [X], X TEBEHRO RO THERN: _o

Prompt: [X], A summary of this education-related text: _.

X: FETM2 A 25 H B ESMEIRGE, BAA—&/ EEREILE - EYEFE, mEEZEECHTaMx Er
R ST, FULTE| T 5B (LY - JEiE, ISR AL - R — SRR O, fh5R
R, HOARRN TRGREMMXL, MR AmER R &k, SEEHEE LR R0RLA, B
TE LA - ORI A &2 RE/NR, BILTME R BEA, S E S H i a0 H 5 K AL a5 1 T
M. BELEFXER, DHFHTHEMARZIAAGES, P SFREARE N ZAES -

X: China News on February 25: Gabi, an Italian girl who loves animals, has received a gift from a crow for feeding her
snacks and family leftovers, foreign media reported. Gaby reportedly regularly feeds the crows peanuts, dog food and
some leftovers, and she said she does not ask a reward but because she loves nature. Lately, they’ve been bringing her
shiny things, usually buttons, stationery and hardware. In a few cases, she’s received earrings. They even helped her
mother find the cover of a camera she’d lost. According to bird experts, crows do have the ability to make friends with
humans, so it’s not a little girl’s imagination for them to return the favor.

Augmentation

Prompt: [X] iX /48 A AT 7] 2 A i3 ) B3] R %2 _

Prompt: [X] The words in the domain dictionary of this field should be _.

Target
BAALEAZTERET, 5% LY A

Talian girl feeds snacks to crows who return kindness with ’gifts’

Table 17: Iustrations of prompts in Summarization.




Model -EV -V -& ZeroPrompt + MLM

Total Scores* 4227(034) 4288(055) 4506(069) 4616(054) 4743(076)
online_shopping_locats 9611(031) 9606(027) 9555(031) 9572(027) 9590(024)
ChnSentiCorp_htl_all 9380(051) 9375(057) 9344(047) 9345(038) 9398(055)
nlpc02014_task2 7905(031) 8042(049) 8028(064) 8012(024) 8049(041)
yf_dianping 3727(2.66) 37-27(3.85) 45.11(5'41) 44.87(4‘48) 43.89(2,51)
Car_sentiment 2398(057) 3049(557) 2438(164) 2580(341) 2563(170)
dmsc 3425(213) 3694(265) 3716(373) 3788(231) 3697(308)
welbo_sentl_lOOk 8648(058) 8639(199) 8423(100) 8589(122) 8648(155)
s1mp11fywe1b0_4 1870(220) 2038(223) 4458(120) 3887(206) 4266(460)
NLPCC2014_Weibo_Emotion_classification ~ 37.57(1.39y 38.90(1.20y  40.56(0.93) 41.21(1.08)  41.28(1 69
nCoV_100k 34110053 33.620150 33.202.00) 34.82(135  34.91(0.40)
Intemet_News 5361(223) 4899(195) 5242(1039) 5520(858) 5692(278)
BDCI2019 26.91(5.009) 22.53(3.45) 29.75(5.22) 36.53(5.45) 32.81(3.04)
SMP2019_ECISA 38.18(1.05) 36.440151) 35.71a7s) 3844187  38.46(0.33)
THUCNews 4743(277) 5145(398) 6606(214) 6586(293) 6866(129)
CCFBDCI2020 71.92(0.08) 69.54(355) T4.78(s00) 7593421  80.50(1.68)
tnews_public 3510(114) 3423(366) 4667(149) 4635(150) 4990(136)
Ifeng 6041(197) 5796(412) 6132(094) 6279(121) 6304(227)
nlpcc2017_news_headline_categorization 33.00(1.67) 33.52(2.52)  47.56(1.72) 47.14(1.37) 50.26(1.43)
catslu_traindev 9079(056) 9159(080) 9045(043) 9133(054) 9048(078)
eZe_dials 6920(292) 6727(414) 8202(202) 8639(550) 8844(528)
intent_classiﬁcation 2041(105) 2499(052) 2847(147) 3437(438) 3364(384)
OCI’lli_pllbliC 4560(119) 47.60(0'16) 47.70(1,20) 4716(209) 4616(187)
afqmc_pubhc 6340(079) 6437(057) 6363(091) 6352(088) 6460(049)
phoenix_pair 9890(022) 99.28(0'30) 98.77(0,44) 9899(017) 9899(024)
sohu-sts-A-11 6465(060) 6404(097) 6421(050) 6544(072) 6592(078)
sohu-sts-A-ss 70.910.37y  71.83(1.56) 69.88(1.34) 70.70(0.74) 70.80(0.46)
sohu-sts-B-11 6032(169) 60.03(1&5) 60.69(124) 6223(170) 61.47(0‘79)
sohu-sts-B-sl 6556(169) 6451(108) 6808(301) 6876(309) 7034(084)
sohu-sts-B-ss 7761(182) 80~05(0A86) 79.64(()‘80) 8003(097) 7985(103)
CBLUE-CHIP-STS 75.801.21) 76.90(0.62) 75.91(112)  75.690.38  77.90(0.50)
CBLUE-KUAKE-QTR 2675(057) 2700(056) 2597(128) 2611(077) 2535(160)
CBLUE-KUAKE-QQR 43570.03 4179305y 3847710y ALTA(z35  35.35(s.2m
PAWS-X 5352(064) 5514(071) 5419(059) 5441(099) 5490(037)
nlp002016—dbqa 6389(207) 60‘90(0'44) 64~24(2.68) 62-77(0.80) 6261(364)
Cmrc2018_pubhc 3278(201) 3324(270) 3486(232) 3207(151) 3550(073)
DRCD 4431545, 43.080260) 4481507  43.114.01)  47.89(.20)
CCF2020-BDCI-QA 1305(113) 1386(173) 1527(091) 1515(049) 1622(056)
CAIL2019-QA 2225016 2131111y  23.2006n  20.61(14s  22.84(1.61)
CAILZOZO-QA 2790(148) 2484(329) 2645(150) 2364(081) 2687(214)
msra_ner 57.18(4‘84) 55‘38(6'00) 57.88(5_04) 60.07(3.97) 58.17(4'40)
Weibo_ner 2271(195) 2324(095) 2316(142) 2328(162) 2342(052)
nlpcc2020—AutOIE 3365(685) 3082(552) 3395(515) 3717(488) 3529(625)
CCF2020-BDCI-NER 46.83(5.01) 45450376 48460237  4T.35(350)  47.34(2.0)
CMeEE 24873515 21.6020s) 25.59355 2393300  24.84(0.04)
SanWen-ner 1831(196) 1672(179) 1913(285) 1782(196) 1842(163)
NLPCC2015 2460033 247047 23702 245046  2.78(0.33)
CAIL2020 0.86(0.16) 0.60(0.16) 0.82(0.32) 0.770.41) 0.81(0.05)
WANFANG 5.25(0,24) 5'23(0.81) 5-44(0.36) 5.46(0.42) 7.00(022)
CSL_SUMM 1.48(0'22) 1~82(0.26) 1.74(0'47) 2.05(0,30) 3.35(0,55)
EDU_SUMM 15.50(452) 14.74(180) 18720005  15.040267)  14.80(315)
WEIBO 4.95(0'94) 5.41(031) 4~95(O.67) 4.66(0,65) 5.45(0,45)
COTE-BD 681(161) 2361(755) 2079(338) 4058(656) 4829(936)
COTE-MFW 1438(246) 3234(976) 2514(461) 4381(653) 5034(901)
COTE-DP 794572 1846007 21.07(450) 23.89(1020) 42.50(6.43)
cluewchOZO_pubhc 4566(239) 4276(140) 4026(197) 4206(135) 4798(418)
lﬂytek_pubhc 1899(270) 1822(251) 2395(317) 2345(349) 2614(102)

Table 18: Detailed ablation results on prompt design and MLM loss



none weighted avg  weighted avg topl random init
all samples per sample per sample

ALL 4483(055) 4576(042) 46.01(052) 4606(055) 4616(054)
Online_shopping_l()cats 9549(030) 9573(027) 9573(027) 9573(027) 9572(027)
ChnSentiCorp_htl_all 9292(051) 9351(037) 93.42(0'37) 9343(035) 93-45(0.38)
nlpcc2014_task2 7990(029) 8014(024) 8014(023) 8013(024) 8012(024)
yf_dlanplng 4480(449) 4463(468) 4466(465) 4463(466) 4487(448)
car_sentiment 2444(181) 2574(338) 2573(337) 2579(337) 2580(341)
dmsc 3821(238) 3777(248) 37.81(2'30) 37.90(2_27) 37.88(2'31)
weibo_senti_100k 8521(131) 8545(094) 85.95(122) 85.91(123) 85.89(122)
s1mp11fywe1b0_4 3954(307) 3801(178) 3867(176) 3878(179) 3887(206)
NLPCC2014_Weibo_Emotion_classification 4041(106) 4123(118) 4119(087) 4122(094) 4121(108)
nCoV_100k 3446(151) 3486(132) 3480(134) 3482(138) 3482(135)
Internet_News 5532(807) 5512(858) 55-10(8.55) 5519(858) 5520(8.58)
SMP2019_ECISA 37.63215 3849100  385lass)  3851sr  38.44(1s7)
THUCNews 6558(327) 6590(291) 65.89(2'91) 65.87(2,91) 65.86(2'93)
CCFBDCI2020 75.61(408) 75.98(3,87) 75,86(4,13) 75.83(4.20) 75.93(4.21)
tnews_public 4604(120) 4642(138) 46.36(1'42) 46.32(1‘42) 46.35(1'50)
Ifeng 6366(144) 6278(120) 6277(121) 6277(118) 6279(121)
nlpcc2017_news_headline_categorization 46.95(1.36) 47.15¢1.27) 47.16(1.31) 47.14 (1 .29) 47.14(1.37)
catslu_traindev 9055(074) 9152(039) 9157(042) 9152(039) 9133(054)
e2e_dials 8824(505) 8638(555) 8636(550) 8644(555) 8639(550)
intent_classification 32.04(3.89) 34.37(4.37 34.34(4.39) 34.37(4.37 34.37(4.38)
Ocnll_publlc 4698(196) 4734(199) 47'21(206) 4717(201) 4716(209)
afqmc_pubhc 6296(092) 6351(087) 6350(086) 6350(086) 6352(088)
phoenix_pair 9792(098) 9899(020) 9898(020) 9899(020) 9899(017)
sohu-sts-A-11 6497(057) 6547(072) 6547(073) 6546(072) 6544(072)
sohu-sts-A-ss 7019(089) 7080(067) 7073(070) 7072(074) 7070(074)
sohu-sts-B-11 6181(139) 6223(164) 6222(161) 6222(164) 6223(170)
sohu-sts-B-sl 6848(257) 6877(311) 6877(311) 6876(311) 6876(309)
sohu-sts-B-ss 7977(078) 8000(099) 7999(094) 8001(096) 8003(097)
CBLUE-CHIP-STS 74493(0‘51) 75.66(0‘36) 75.67(0'36) 75.67(0.36) 75.69(0_38)
CBLUE-KUAKE-QTR 2573085 2611085 26141086 2612081  26.114.77)
CBLUE-KUAKE-QQR 4109(606) 4162(520) 41.70(522) 4162(521) 4174(535)
PAWS-X 54.48(111)  54.39006 54400006 5439006  54.41(0.09)
nlpCCZOl6—dbqa 5945(265) 6286(087) 6281(093) 6284(087) 6277(080)
cmcmOlS_pubhc 3443(164) 3200(154) 3194(154) 3190(154) 3207(151)
DRCD 4299300y 42.48(550) 4257250 42500250  43.11(1.01)
CCF2020-BDCI-QA 16200102y  14.96(0.53 1499051 15150060  15.15(0.40)
CAIL2019-QA 20880210y  20.29132) 2052047 20580154  20.61(14s)
CAIL2020-QA 2262210 2329081 23430061  23.61(063  23.640s1)
msra_ner 6067(412) 6005(445) 6008(430) 6000(413) 6007(397)
weibo_ner 2320(160) 2336(172) 2347(180) 2348(172) 2328(162)
nlpCC2020—AUtOIE 3895(631) 3592(459) 3688(498) 3678(495) 3717(488)
CCF2020-BDCI-NER AT51(41s)  AT.28(36s) 4735340  ATAT(331)  47.35(3.30)
CMeEE 21.25(078)  24.26(307) 24180303  23.80(311)  23.93(3.00)
SanWen-ner 18.26(1.01) 17.80(2.06) 17.85(2.03) 17.90(1.93) 17.82(1.96)
NLPCC2015 2.05035  2.41(0.42) 2370.40)  255(0.41)  2:45(0.46)
CAIL2020 0.79(0.39) 0.74(0.42) 0.770.42) 0.81(0.45) 0.770.41)
WANFANG 5.64(0.52) 5.30(0.38) 5.32(0.32) 539047  5.46(0.42)
CSL_SUMM 1.69(0.37) 1.89(0.25) 1.84(0 24 1910033  2.05(0.30
EDU_SUMM 16.81(173) 1371273 1480201y 15100287  15.04(267)
WEIBO ‘5'40(0.88) 4'61(0.62) 4'63(0.62) 4.68(0'65) 4.66(0‘65)
COTE-BD 1462(481) 2680(497) 3813(650) 3909(709) 4058(656)
COTE-MFW 16.35(551) 41.65(s.03  40.64(7.40)  41.65(7.63  43.81(6.53)
COTE-DP 1221(717) 22'62(10.85) 22.69(1()‘79) 22,80(11.12) 23.89(10_29)
cluewsc2020_pubhc 4311(063) 4250(141) 4250(141) 4250(141) 4206(135)
iflytek_public 23.61(3_30) 23.39(3_50) 23.39(3'51) 23.37(3,41) 23.45(3,49)

Table 19: Detailed ablation results on building new task-specific soft prompts



. PTMs PTMs BT&GPS PTMs(GPT2) PTMs(CPM)
Methods LM-BFF  LM-BFF' BT om0 (cpM)  (ours)  &GPS (ours)  &GPS (ours)
Avg 43.45 44.45 45.76 46.03 46.53 4591 46.64 47.05
online_shopping_10cats 94.62 95.28 95.56 95.69 95.39 95.42 94.87 95.34
ChnSentiCorp_htl_all 92.66 92.98 93.57 93.32 93.33 93.67 92.62 93.53
nlpcc2014_task2 79.37 80.01 80.38 79.87 80.31 80.25 79.46 78.34
yf_dianping 44.01 46.29 45.45 42.83 45.70 46.03 45.20 45.11
car_sentiment 28.52 24.84 28.80 27.30 30.18 25.06 22.97 28.58
dmsc 36.57 36.54 37.07 36.87 37.11 36.10 35.70 36.83
weibo_senti_100k 83.17 83.45 84.15 84.41 84.10 84.19 83.62 85.03
simplifyweibo_4 43.84 44.29 41.24 38.38 44.94 39.56 37.42 42.89
NLPCC2014_Weibo_Emotion_classification 38.68 39.51 40.72 39.32 39.63 41.13 37.31 39.95
nCoV_100k 32.46 32.78 33.18 33.17 33.08 27.92 33.61 31.30
Internet_News 51.75 52.21 5291 53.28 52.82 5291 53.28 53.07
BDCI2019 27.36 29.69 29.51 32.89 30.41 30.44 32.89 31.85
SMP2019_ECISA 33.76 35.24 35.56 35.61 36.07 39.22 34.65 36.07
THUCNews 65.42 66.03 66.00 65.53 65.69 65.54 65.53 65.69
CCFBDCI2020 74.70 74.63 74.60 74.34 74.98 74.60 72.50 75.39
tnews_public 46.63 46.85 46.70 45.58 46.52 46.71 45.56 46.45
Ifeng 60.86 60.80 61.26 62.16 61.16 62.31 62.07 62.17
nlpcc2017_news_headline_categorization 46.01 47.06 47.61 47.72 47.72 47.55 47.72 47.20
catslu_traindev 88.59 89.09 90.49 90.55 90.70 89.45 89.42 89.80
e2e_dials 82.77 83.25 82.82 83.11 84.92 85.88 83.32 88.65
intent_classification 27.26 29.10 30.03 33.15 31.52 30.41 33.36 32.25
ocnli_public 45.64 45.71 47.45 47.89 47.60 4478 47.02 47.56
afgme_public 61.48 62.82 63.04 63.49 63.82 60.58 63.30 63.19
phoenix_pair 94.64 98.03 98.69 98.58 98.81 99.01 98.35 98.81
sohu-sts-A-11 63.76 64.05 63.92 63.68 63.79 63.73 63.28 63.80
sohu-sts-A-ss 69.01 69.83 70.68 66.56 70.33 67.68 69.11 69.69
sohu-sts-B-11 59.91 60.29 60.22 60.66 60.72 59.86 57.08 59.11
sohu-sts-B-sl 64.75 66.92 68.01 67.76 68.11 68.11 67.50 68.97
sohu-sts-B-ss 75.95 78.80 79.39 79.39 79.60 78.47 78.51 79.88
CBLUE-CHIP-STS 73.88 74.77 75.62 75.12 75.85 75.41 76.09 74.52
CBLUE-KUAKE-QTR 25.22 25.76 26.30 26.43 26.31 25.28 26.32 26.31
CBLUE-KUAKE-QQR 37.45 36.30 37.84 37.64 38.40 43.59 42.59 38.40
PAWS-X 53.13 54.21 54.68 53.66 54.26 55.12 53.70 54.47
nlpcc2016-dbga 61.98 62.71 63.46 65.75 65.82 63.69 63.61 65.68
cmrc2018_public 28.82 3243 35.94 35.76 35.87 35.56 35.75 35.73
DRCD 29.58 40.07 45.98 47.37 47.97 45.17 47.64 47.14
CCF2020-BDCI-QA 13.10 14.71 15.48 15.61 15.70 1543 15.18 15.55
CAIL2019-QA 11.28 20.13 23.32 23.17 23.28 23.35 22.37 23.21
CAIL2020-QA 17.54 22.73 25.38 26.35 26.06 23.67 25.99 25.31
msra_ner 48.23 27.32 59.98 59.22 59.34 59.94 59.64 58.36
weibo_ner 14.72 21.83 22.07 23.27 23.13 24.53 19.31 23.40
nlpcc2020-AutolE 27.12 36.68 36.45 45.83 44.01 35.00 49.05 49.14
CCF2020-BDCI-NER 42.26 44.26 48.14 46.80 48.45 48.29 46.80 48.45
CMeEE 16.52 21.20 25.09 21.40 2391 25.03 20.05 2391
SanWen-ner 15.93 16.46 19.22 21.49 19.06 17.73 20.92 20.58
NLPCC2015 2.25 2.30 2.37 2.34 2.34 2.23 2.33 242
CAIL2020 0.85 0.84 0.82 0.80 0.84 0.82 0.77 0.83
WANFANG 5.56 5.93 5.65 5.47 5.17 5.79 5.23 4.17
CSL_SUMM 242 1.59 1.74 1.74 1.40 0.89 1.14 1.40
EDU_SUMM 20.42 20.27 20.71 20.20 22.19 22.64 21.74 21.48
WEIBO 4.51 4.73 4.67 3.92 4.04 3.96 421 542
COTE-BD 36.80 38.44 38.24 44.94 44.63 47.76 49.43 49.97
COTE-MFW 35.86 29.15 32.75 38.17 44.98 41.94 55.19 47.24
COTE-DP 31.06 34.75 28.54 27.22 26.51 25.03 34.41 45.49
cluewsc2020_public 37.19 38.22 37.46 39.76 41.71 41.16 59.96 45.09
iflytek_public 25.25 24.82 25.35 25.07 25.55 2543 25.29 24.74

Table 20: Detailed ablation results on genetic prompt search

Train Task baseline dev  self-training dev  Test Task baseline test  self-training test
NEWS AVG(4) 86.49 87.45 (10.96) NEWS AVG(5) 55.21 59.11 (13.90)
NLPCC2014_LSHT 80.10 82.83 (12.73) CCFBDCI2020 73.97 75.48 (11.51)
CNSE 92.68 93.36 (10.68) THUCNews 61.55 68.14 (16.59)
CNSS 93.77 93.81 (10.04) Ifeng 63.43 64.18 (10.75)
Chinanews 79.42 79.79 (10.37) nlpcc2017_news 38.57 43.32 (14.75)
tnews_public 38.54 44.46 (15.92)
production AVG(122) 81.84 81.94 (10.10) production AVG(130) 78.08 79.31 (11.23)
cluster1(42) 83.50 84.18 (10.68) cluster5(14) 77.65 79.65 (12.00)
cluster2(8) 80.13 79.45 (]0.68) cluster6(68) 78.83 79.62 (10.79)
cluster3(22) 81.58 81.16 (J0.42) cluster7(26) 82.5 84.09 (11.59)
cluster4(50) 80.90 80.77 (0.13) cluster8(22) 70.81 72.46 (11.65)

Table 21: Detailed results on retrieval and self-training



