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Abstract

Diversity has been gaining interest in the NLP
community in recent years. At the same
time, state-of-the-art transformer models such
as ModernBERT use very large pre-training
datasets, which are driven by size rather than
by diversity. This summons for an investiga-
tion of the impact of diversity on the Modern-
BERT pre-training. We do so in this study,
with the express intent of reducing pre-training
dataset size, while retaining at least compara-
ble performance. We compare diversity-driven
sampling algorithms, so as to pick the best
one. We find that diversity-driven sampling
allows in some tasks to gain 10 points relative
to randomly-sampled pre-training data of com-
mensurate size. We also see that a model pre-
trained for 483h on a diversity-driven dataset
of 150M tokens can yield a commensurate per-
formance to a model pre-trained for 1,775h on
a randomly-driven dataset of 2.4B tokens.

1 Introduction

Natural Language Processing (NLP) has seen over
the years a substantial increase in dataset size.
Datasets ten years ago, e.g. Universal Dependen-
cies v1.0 (Nivre et al., 2016), had millions of to-
kens, unlike some modern datasets comprising over
ten trillion tokens, such as FineWeb (Penedo et al.,
2024) and HPLT (de Gibert et al., 2024).1 Scal-
able architectures such as transformers (Vaswani
et al., 2017) benefitted from this growth as a conse-
quence of neural scaling laws. These laws state that,
overall, more weights, training computation, and
training data improves model performance (Kaplan
et al., 2020). This however comes with an exorbi-
tant cost: managing vast datasets, and using them
to train Large Language Models (LLMs), is non-
trivial, excessively expensive, and detrimental to
the environment (Strubell et al., 2019).

1A million is 106, while a trillion is 1012.

It might be that LLMs benefit from larger
datasets due to increased vocabulary diversity.
However, naturally-occurring redundancy in data
implies that randomly appending new data brings
diminishing increases in diversity. In other words,
transformers may not be as data-hungry, if we give
them diverse pre-training data. Our research ques-
tion is then: can diversity-driven sampling prevent
the overgrowth of pre-training datasets, while pre-
serving or increasing performance? To address this
question, we set the following hypotheses:

H1 A small dataset, with lexical diversity substan-
tially higher than at random, can be sampled
efficiently from a large dataset.

H2 A model trained on a small lexically diverse
dataset can be competitive to or outperform
one trained on a very large dataset.

We test these hypotheses by (1) formalizing a sam-
pling algorithm by Scholivet et al. (2025), which
seems particularly promising but has never been
formalized before, (2) proposing a novel sampling
algorithm based on gradient descent, (3) bench-
marking these two algorithms, along with other
algorithms found in the literature, and (4) using the
best sampling to pre-train ModernBERT (Warner
et al., 2025) models, and evaluate them after fine-
tuning on a variety of tasks in French.

After presenting previous works (§2), the sam-
pling algorithms we benchmark (§3), and our pro-
tocol (§4), we show that increased lexical diver-
sity of the pre-training data substantially reduces
the pre-training dataset size while maintaining per-
formance. Moreover, for some tasks, we achieve
substantially enhanced performances (§5).

2 Previous work

2.1 Diversity
Diversity has been discussed in multiple fields
and may be defined as the study of categories in
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a population, through variety which focuses on
how many categories are present, balance which
focuses on how evenly distributed categories are,
and disparity which focuses on how fundamentally
different categories are (Stirling, 1994a,b, 2007;
Ramaciotti Morales et al., 2021). Ecology has stud-
ied biodiversity as early as the works of Darwin
(1888), borrowed from information theory (Hill,
1973; Patil and Taillie, 1982), and further gener-
alised the concept to build upon functional (Chao
et al., 2014) and phylogenetic (Chiu et al., 2014)
distances between species. It is driven by environ-
mental conversation (Sarkar, 2002), and arguably
shows maturity in understanding diversity. As a
consequence, economics has built upon the works
of ecology (Stirling, 1994b,a, 2007) and studied no-
tably the impact of inequalities (Ceriani and Verme,
2012). Linguistics has assessed the diversity of lan-
guages (Greenberg, 1956; Harmon and Loh, 2010).
NLP as well has recently studied diversity, although
with less consensus and formalisation than in ecol-
ogy, to the extent that 150 different measures for
diversity have been observed (Estève et al., 2025).
Even if focusing on the diversity of input data, there
is no consensus on the measurement of diversity,
as measures can be based on quantity (Bansal et al.,
2021; Mohamed et al., 2022; Bella et al., 2022;
Gueuwou et al., 2023; Parrish et al., 2024; Leeb and
Schölkopf, 2024; Abdelkadir et al., 2024), BLEU
(Awasthi et al., 2022; Burchell et al., 2022), dis-
tances (Stasaski et al., 2020; Shi et al., 2021), en-
tropy (Stasaski et al., 2020), human judgement (Lee
et al., 2020), overlap (Samardzic et al., 2024; Ya-
dav et al., 2024), type-token-ratio (Liu et al., 2024;
Song et al., 2024; Pouran Ben Veyseh et al., 2022),
or distances between distributions (Kumar et al.,
2022).

As a consequence of the lack of consensus and
formalisation in NLP, we choose to measure diver-
sity using entropy (Shannon and Weaver, 1949).
Our choice is driven by the fact that the properties
of entropy are well-analysed, and it is a corner-
stone for fields such as ecology where the notion
of diversity is well formalised.

2.2 Diversity-driven sampling
Looking at the broad picture of computer science,
sampling a dataset for diversity relates to the knap-
sack problem (Cacchiani et al., 2022), which con-
sists in sampling a set while maximising a met-
ric (and respecting a size budget). The standard
version of this problem requires giving a constant

value (or benefit) to each sentence, which means it
can at best be a heuristic for diversity sampling.

Closer to data found in NLP applications, the
Machine Learning literature has a survey on the
topic of data diversity and sampling (Gong et al.,
2019) in which they mend the absence of “system-
atical analysis of the diversification in the machine
learning system” (p. 64323). They present, for su-
pervised learning, Determinantal Point Processes
(DPP) for producing non-redundant batches out of
a fixed dataset, which has the variant k-DPP where
k is the requested batch size. DPP has indeed been
considered for enhancing diversity (Yang et al.,
2021; Hemmi et al., 2022), as avoiding redundancy
may foster diversity, and in turn improve the ma-
chine learning process.

We can also find references to sampling and di-
versity more specifically in NLP. Diversity quan-
tification is used e.g. for generative purposes (Hu
et al., 2019; Zhou and Lampouras, 2021; Zhang
et al., 2023; Yadav et al., 2024), with an inter-
est in the quality-diversity trade-off (Zhang et al.,
2021), for data augmentation (Song et al., 2024),
or instruction tuning (Yang et al., 2025). In active
learning, diversity is quantified when synthesizing
datasets from the ground up, rather than by sam-
pling (Shi et al., 2021; Xia et al., 2024).

Approaches based on semantic structures present
in data (Oren et al., 2021; Gupta et al., 2022) or
task-specific objects such as in sentiment analysis
where the sentiment of reviews can be required for
sampling (Jiang et al., 2023) have been studied.
These are motivated by task-specific rather than
task-agnostic diversity, which can be for example
based on lexical units.

We see mentions of distance-based sampling, as
fostering higher distances between studied cate-
gories may be a way to improve diversity. This is
the case, for instance, in the k-means++ algorithm
(Kim, 2020) or the previously mentioned k-DPP
sampling (Golobokov et al., 2022).

Chubarian et al. (2021, Algorithm 4) reference
the algorithm by Lee et al. (2009) which iterates
over a dataset, trying to increase entropy at each
data point, by selecting it, unselecting it, or having
it replace another selected point. We find another
approach using entropy, meant for large-scale di-
versity sampling (Scholivet et al., 2025), which
explores the dataset by batches of sentences im-
proving diversity, and only picks the best sentence
of each batch.

Given this rich bibliography related to diversity-



driven sampling, we proceeded to select algorithms
which might match our framework and hypothe-
ses H1-H2. The knapsack problem is NP-hard
(Martello et al., 2000) and recent findings indicate
that its lower bound is “in subexponential and su-
perpolynomial” (Zhang, 2025, p. 11934), rendering
it unfeasible for our needs. k-DPP suffers a com-
parable issue. To use k-DPP to sample a dataset,
we would need to produce a “batch” of the dataset
size we want. However, sampling takes at best
polynomial time to batch-size k (Derezinski et al.,
2019). This is prohibitive if we want a k represent-
ing dataset size instead of batch size. Approaches
based on distances such as k-means++ can be fil-
tered out, as computing the matrix of distances is
quadratic.2 Diversity-driven approaches in decod-
ing and in active learning are not appropriate either,
as we aim to algorithmically sample a dataset rather
than create one from scratch. The work of (Yang
et al., 2025) has not been tested beyond 10,000 sen-
tences, which is several orders of magnitude lower
than our needs. Finally task-specific sampling does
not fit our interest in task-agnostic methods.

The approaches used by Chubarian et al. (2021)
and Scholivet et al. (2025) are adapted to scaling
and can be used in our study. Their potential short-
coming is that they work on a local basis (i.e., ac-
tions are chosen only by looking at a very limited
subset of the dataset), which contradicts the funda-
mentally global nature of diversity. We therefore
propose a global approach based on gradient de-
scent to challenge these two approaches. All three
approaches will be compared to random sampling
(Jiang et al., 2023).

2.3 ModernBERT

Warner et al. (2025) proposed ModernBERT, which
ports modern transformer improvements from auto-
regressive models (Radford et al., 2018) to masked
architecture (Devlin et al., 2019). The main impact
lies in the context extension from 512 to 8,192 to-
kens, based on a Rotary Positional Embedding (Su
et al., 2024), also known as RoPE. The GeGLU lay-
ers (Shazeer, 2020) are preferred instead of MLP,
which removes bias terms and adds layer normaliza-
tion after embeddings. ModernBERT models pro-
vide new state-of-the-art performance on various
tasks, such as Natural Language Understanding, In-
formation Retrieval, Long-Context Text Retrieval,

2Furthermore, using distances to measure diversity (dis-
parity) has issues, notably due to the high correlation between
disparity and vocabulary size (Estève et al., 2024).

and Code Retrieval (Warner et al., 2025).
The original ModernBERT was trained on 2 tril-

lion English tokens. The original paper needed
1,879 and 4,076 hours of H100 computation re-
spectively to train BASE and LARGE models.3

We aim to reduce these particularly high train-
ing costs by using a diversity-driven data sampling
approach for the pre-training process.

3 Sampling algorithms

We hereby describe sampling algorithms which
we will run and compare. For each algorithm, we
shall test multiple parameters when possible. In
the upcoming descriptions, we use the following
notations: v is the global vocabulary size, pi is the
empirical probability of the ith vocabulary entry,
and s is a sentence. FULL denotes the input dataset,
which comprises n sentences. DIV denotes the out-
put dataset, which comprises n′ sentences. Entropy
is denoted as H . As a BASELINE, we perform ran-
dom sampling with q ∈ (0, 1] as the ratio of the
sampled set to FULL.

3.1 Patient add-only method

Scholivet et al. (2025) informally present an algo-
rithm to create a large diverse dataset by heuristi-
cally exploring an existing dataset. We formalise
their approach in Algorithm 1. It takes an initial
dataset BASE, which is data the Algorithm starts
with to have a reasonable distribution balance-wise.
It also takes a maximum output size S, which can
be disabled if S = −1. In the internal loop (lines 5-
14), we consider one candidate sentence s from
EXTENSION at once. We filter and normalise it
(line 6) to avoid artificial increase in diversity.4 We
check if, when added to DIV∗, s increases the en-
tropy H (line 7). If so, we check if this increase
in H is higher than for a previously found sen-
tence best (line 9). If so, best becomes s (line 10).
Once sentences improving the entropy H have been
found e times, the best is added to the final corpus
DIV∗ (lines 11-12) and we start looking for a new
best sentence out of e beneficial sentences (line 13).
If the size of DIV∗ is greater or equal to S, then
early stopping is triggered, and DIV∗ is returned
(line 14).

3“Training Time” in their Table 3, times GPU count.
4(Telephone) numbers, HTML/XML tags, URLs, paths,

emoticons, punctuation series, phonetic characters, series of
alphanumerical tokens, and non-French characters are repre-
sented by placeholders, e.g., [NUMBER].



Variable e, for exhaustivity of search, tells us
how many sentences increasing diversity to look at
before picking the optimal one to append to DIV∗.
The higher e, the more each best sentence may
increase diversity. We use an array E of several
exhaustivities, one per dataset traversal, sorted by
decreasing values, to have a deep search on the first
traversal as the data has never been seen before by
the algorithm, and less so at each following traver-
sal. Without early stopping, we return DIV∗ when
all exhaustivity levels have been used (line 15). The
algorithm has a O (|EXTENSION|) complexity.

Algorithm 1 Algorithm by Scholivet et al. (2025)
to sample data while maximising entropy.
Require: BASE ⊂ FULL, an initial dataset
Require: EXTENSION = FULL \ BASE, a

dataset to select from
Require: E, a decreasing array of exhaustivity

search parameters (positive integers)
Require: S, maximum size of resulting dataset

(−1 if no maximum size)
1: DIV∗← BASE, the final dataset
2: for each e ∈ E do, for each exhaustivity level
3: i← 0, counter for current exhaustivity
4: best← ∅, best sentence to append
5: for each s ∈ EXTENSION do
6: s← normalised(s)
7: if H (DIV∗ ∪ s) > H (DIV∗) then
8: i← i + 1
9: if H (DIV∗ ∪ s) > H (DIV∗ ∪ best) then

10: best← s
11: if i = e then
12: DIV∗← DIV∗ ∪ best
13: i← 0 ; best← ∅
14: if −1 < S ≤ |DIV∗| then return DIV∗

15: return DIV∗

3.2 Impatient add-remove-replace method
Lee et al. (2009) as presented by Chubarian et al.
(2021), also propose an algorithm based on iterative
dataset traversals. Unlike the algorithm of Scho-
livet et al., it has no memory of recent favourable
sentences. It starts with a BASE of just the sen-
tence with the highest entropy. It then traverses
FULL. At each sentence s, it assesses the impact
on entropy for three different actions. If s is not al-
ready selected, it tests (1) adding s, or (2) replacing
a random selected sentence with s. If s is already
selected, it tests (3) unselecting s. If the best action
improves entropy by at least a margin (dependent

on a parameter ϵ), this action is performed. If no
update was done during a traversal, the algorithm
returns its working dataset as DIV; otherwise it
starts another traversal. A pseudocode is given in
Chubarian et al. (2021, Algorithm 4).

3.3 Sampling by gradient descent
We here sample by using a macroscopic view of the
dataset. We do so with no BASE, using gradient
descent, where we learn for each sentence from
FULL whether it should belong in DIV. As a result,
each sentence is given a partial belonging r ∈ [0, 1],
which gets updated at each gradient descent step.

We want to learn a vector of sentence belonging
b ∈ [0, 1]n. However, learning directly this vector
through gradient descent could give values outside
of [0, 1]. We thus instead learn a real row vector
a ∈ Rn which we then pass through the sigmoid
function sigm (x) = (1 + e−x)

−1 to obtain the
b ∈ [0, 1]n row vector.[

a1 · · · an
] sigm−−→

[
b1 · · · bn

]
(1)

We then multiply b by m, the n × v matrix
of the vocabulary for each sentence (thus m ∈
(N ∪ {0})n×v). This yields the c = bm row vector
of word frequencies.

[
b1 · · · bn

]m1,1 · · · m1,v

· · · · · · · · ·
mn,1 · · · mn,v

→[c1 · · · cv
]

(2)
We then use c to compute vector p of vocabulary
probabilities where pi = ci(

∑v
j=1 cj)

−1

[
c1 · · · cv

]
→
[
p1 · · · pv

]
(3)

We compute entropy H over p1, · · · , pv, which is
the main element of the loss function. If we negate
it, gradient descent will try to increase entropy.
A shortcoming is that sentences may be selected
with bi far from either 0 or 1, but we want in the
end each sentence to be unambiguously close to 0
(unselected) or 1 (selected). To solve this, we add
a penalty which increases as bi gets distant from
0 or 1. This penalty is multiplied by α (default to
1000), and increases at each gradient descent step
t, against the maximum number of steps T .

L = (−H) +
t

T

(
α
1

n

n∑
i=1

bi(1− bi)

)
(4)

At the end, we select sentences with ⌈bi⌋ = 1.



We have now presented the gradient descent ap-
proach, but there remains to discuss the initialisa-
tion strategies for learned vector a. We first test
random initialisation where values of a fall within
[−1, 1]. This entails starting values in b in the ap-
proximate range [0.27, 0.73].

We also test fixed initialisation where all values
of a are initialised at tanh (w) where w ∈ R. If
w < 0, then bi < 0.5 (the start is pessimistic for
each sentence), and conversely if w > 0, then bi >
0.5 (the start is optimistic for each sentence). Based
on empirical results, Figure 1 depicts eleven values
for w, in the range [−0.25, 0.25] with a stepping
of 0.05. This entails starting values in b in the
approximate range [0.46, 0.54].

We last test a designed initialisation based on
vocabulary dissimilarity between sentences, to ben-
efit starting entropy. We first compute the n × n
matrix M = − (mm⊺) of dissimilarity between
sentences. We reduce a dimension to have a vector
d, where di = n−1

∑n
j=1Mi,j . We then apply nor-

malisation, where µ is the mean of d, and σ its stan-
dard deviation, to obtain ai = 0.1× σ−1 (di − µ).

3.4 Comparison of sampling methods

We see in Figure 1 the comparison of the algorithms
we described when sampling the union of French
treebanks of Universal Dependencies (UD) v2.16
(Nivre et al., 2020). Sampling was done at the
sentence level. It is important to account for both n′

(lower is better) and H , as comparing the diversity
of datasets of incommensurate sizes is hazardous.

We first see that non-random samplings yield en-
tropies markedly higher than random sampling of
commensurate output size n′, with the exception of
the gradient-based approach when using a fixed ini-
tialisation with a high w. Among the studied meth-
ods, three reach high entropies: our gradient-based
method (using a fixed initialisation with a low w),
Lee et al. (2009), and Scholivet et al. (2025). We
can assess which is best: gradient-based sampling
has high memory requirements (it keeps the whole
dataset in memory), and the approach by Scholivet
et al. (2025) yields much smaller datasets than that
of Lee et al. (2009). We thus select Scholivet et al.
(2025) sampling, which we denote by “DIVERSE”
for our experiments.

4 Pre-training protocol

Our protocol is as follows. We want to compare
the quality of encoders trained on RANDOM and

DIVERSE data. To do so, we use diversity-driven
sampling to create DIVERSE datasets. For each
DIVERSE dataset, we create a matching RANDOM

dataset of commensurate size. For each pair of DI-
VERSE and RANDOM datasets, we train two Mod-
ernBERT encoders, one using the former dataset,
one using the latter. We finish by performing fine-
tuning on downstream tasks to assess the quality
of the DIVERSE encoder against that of the RAN-
DOM encoder. We give details in the following
subsections.

4.1 Sampling

We use the sampling algorithm of Scholivet et al.
(2025), as explained in the previous section. We
first select a FULL dataset. We extract from it
the BASE, which will be shared by all RANDOM

and DIVERSE models, while the rest of the dataset
is the EXTENSION.5 In our case, the BASE is
randomly-selected (approximately) 5% of FULL
(and thus the EXTENSION is approximately 95%
of FULL). For each DIVERSE sampling configu-
ration, the algorithm selectively adds data from
EXTENSION to the BASE to create a DIVERSE

dataset. For each DIVERSE dataset it generates, a
RANDOM dataset of commensurate size is created
by randomly adding data from the EXTENSION to
the BASE. The pre-training data used to create the
FULL, and in turn train the model, is extracted from
the French part of Wikipedia and OPUS (Tiede-
mann, 2012) corpora, which enables us to propose
some open-source models. The FULL is shuffled.

4.2 Pre-training datasets

The resulting datasets are presented in Table 1.
BASELINE-100M is the BASE present in all
datasets, with no data from the EXTENSION. Con-
versely, TOPLINE-2400M uses the whole FULL.
We see that each DIVERSE dataset has an entropy
notably higher than its RANDOM counterpart (i.e.
with commensurate size). With an increasing |E|
(also due to higher values in E), the sampled data
from EXTENSION is more diverse, but also much
smaller, meaning that once merged with the BASE,
diversity rankings are reversed.

5The use of a BASE, i.e. forcing the algorithm to start with
already selected data, was assessed by Scholivet et al. (2025)
to improve sampling for large datasets containing noise.
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Figure 1: Comparison of sampling algorithms run on UD v2.16 (French). Lee et al. (2009) have the best entropy,
but Scholivet et al. (2025) is just below, with only a third in n′. For Scholivet et al. (2025), the last value of E is 20,
with each preceding value increasing by 10 (the only exception is at |E| = 1 where the only value is 1).

Dataset Words H’ (↑) H (↑)
TOPLINE-2400M 2 379M 7.54 7.55

RANDOM-400M 401M 7.57 7.59
DIVERSE-400M 397M 8.80 8.53

RANDOM-240M 242M 7.59 7.60
DIVERSE-230M 230M 8.99 8.45

RANDOM-150M 150M 7.61 7.61
DIVERSE-150M 147M 9.25 8.21

BASELINE-100M 105M N/A 7.61

Table 1: Sampled datasets: part of EXTENSION (with
entropy H ′) is appended to the BASE (the whole has
entropy H). DIVERSE-400M has E only at 1, DIVERSE-
230M from 50 to 20 (4 values), DIVERSE-150M from
170 to 20 (16 values).

4.3 Pre-training process

The main training process uses the toolkit6 given
by Warner et al. (2025). The models are base-
size ModernBERT, which has 22 layers for a total
parameter count of 200 million. It has a hidden
size of 768 with a GLU expansion of 2,304.7

The model has a native sequence length of 8,192
tokens and incorporates recent architecture im-
provements, such as GeGLU layers, RoPE posi-
tional embeddings, and alternating local-global at-
tention. The vocabulary of the tokenizer is set to
129K, and includes 1K unused tokens to support
downstream applications. The pre-training process
took 483 hours of H100 for each model trained
using DIVERSE or RANDOM data. As a compari-
son, the TOPLINE using FULL took 1,775 hours of
GPU time.

6https://github.com/AnswerDotAI/ModernBERT
7The data, the pre-training recipe, and the models will be

released once the paper is accepted.
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Figure 2: Pre-training process for encoders. Loss is
smoothed using a moving average (window size: 2×105,
series sizes from 1.5M to 6.3M points) applied thrice.

4.4 RANDOM and DIVERSE encoders

Pre-training on our different datasets has yielded
loss profiles which are mainly characterised by
whether the training data was RANDOM or DI-
VERSE (Figure 2).8 Looking at RANDOM encoders,
more data means a higher loss. This is also true for
DIVERSE encoders, but their loss remains notably
higher than their RANDOM counterpart. About
convergence speed, we see that RANDOM encoders
all took approximately the same amount of time.
DIVERSE encoders had notably higher losses than
their respective RANDOM counterparts. The higher
losses are likely due to the higher difficulty of train-
ing due to diversity, but conversely, it is possible
that the encoder better models language and, espe-
cially, rare phenomena. If so, we would expect DI-
VERSE encoders to perform better on downstream
tasks.

To evaluate this, and see the impact of our di-

8Henceforth, the names of the datasets also denote the
encoders trained upon.

https://github.com/AnswerDotAI/ModernBERT


Task (reference) Domain Classes Size (k)
PAWS-X (Yang et al., 2019) Paraphrase classification 2 49 / 2.0 / 2.0
XNLI (Conneau et al., 2018) NLI 3 393 / 5.4 / 5.0
MASSIVE Intent (FitzGerald et al., 2023) Intent detection 60 11.5 / 2.0 / 2.9
WikiNER (Nothman et al., 2013) NER 7 129 / 0.5 / 14.3
MultiATIS++ (Upadhyay et al., 2018) POS-tagging 131 37.0 / 0.0 / 7.8
Media (full) (Bonneau-Maynard et al., 2006) NLU 152 13.7 / 1.3 / 3.7

Table 2: Tasks used for fine-tuning. Size refers to the number of entries (by default, sentences), for TRAIN / DEV /
TEST. For NER, the number of classes is after BIO expansion.

versity sampling approach on the pre-training data,
we aim to perform several classical NLP tasks de-
scribed in Table 2: classification and sequence la-
belling tasks (respectively first and second half of
the Table). For multilingual datasets, we use the
French part. We selected tasks with an increasing
number of classes, assuming that it correlates with
difficulty. It should be noted that the MEDIA tasks
have been considered the most challenging ones by
(Béchet and Raymond, 2019).

5 Results

We used two models for the classification and se-
quence labelling tasks. Both use ModernBERT
encoders, on which a width-preserving dense layer
and a dense layer transforming to the number of
classes are added as a decoder. The first uses sim-
ply the number of classes in the task. The second
expands the list of labels to all the possible tags in
the BIO scheme.

5.1 Fine-tuning parameters

Fine-tuning is performed in two ways. The first
one fine-tunes both the encoder and the head to
see the maximum potential of the pipelines. The
second one freezes the encoder and trains the head,
to assess encoder quality. Hyperparameters are:
learning rate is 4×10−4, weight decay is 1×10−3,
max epochs is 32. The optimizer is Adam (β1 =
0.9, β2 = 0.999, ϵ = 1 × 10−8), with an inverse
square root scheduler (15% warmup). Batch size is
32, evaluating every 64 steps. We trigger an early
stopping if 64 train losses are lower than 1× 10−3,
or 32 DEV scores not improving. Computation is
FP32.

5.2 Fine-tuning results

Table 3 summarizes evaluations of models with
both encoders and heads fine-tuned, on the TEST
of each task, where rows are grouped by commen-

surate pre-training dataset sizes. Across all tasks,
we find no clear signal as to which of DIVERSE or
RANDOM data performs better. We may hypothe-
size that, for these tasks, the model makes limited
use of lexis, or the lexical knowledge gained by
DIVERSE pre-training was not impactful. We espe-
cially see that BASELINE, DIVERSE, and RANDOM

pre-trained models perform roughly as well as the
TOPLINE model, while requiring much less pre-
training time and a much smaller dataset.

To test encoder quality, independently of fine-
tuning, we performed the same evaluation, but with
frozen encoders. Only two tasks, MEDIA (full) and
MultiATIS++, displayed marked improvements for
DIVERSE pre-training datasets over their RANDOM

counterpart; we display them in Table 4. For these
tasks, relative to BASELINE, the 50M tokens from
the EXTENSION received by RANDOM-150M
and DIVERSE-150M had notably different conse-
quences on performance. RANDOM-150M saw im-
provements in average performance of respectively
1.5 and 2.4 points, while DIVERSE-150M saw im-
provements in average performance of respectively
11.1 and 6.5 points, much higher than its coun-
terpart. This advantage of DIVERSE over RAN-
DOM pre-training data reduces between DIVERSE-
230M and RANDOM-240M, and vanishes between
DIVERSE-400M and RANDOM-400M. It should
also be noted that, for these two tasks, DIVERSE

encoders outperform the TOPLINE, despite hav-
ing considerably less pre-training data and lower
number of pre-training steps (Figure 2). Looking
back at the diversity of each pre-training dataset
(Table 1), we see that this performance advan-
tage is driven more by the diversity of the data
selected from the EXTENSION than of the whole
pre-training dataset. DIVERSE pre-training datasets
with fewer data from EXTENSION have sentences
which individually contribute more to diversity, as
the sampler parameters were more selective, which



Encoder PTT
Classification Sequence labelling

PX XNLI AMI WNER MATIS MDF
TOPLINE-2400M 1775h 84.7±1.1 75.9±0.6 81.7±2.5 89.8±0.5 92.5±0.7 82.6±0.5

RANDOM-400M 483h 85.9±1.9 75.1±1.7 83.6±0.7 90.0±0.4 92.1±1.2 83.2±0.4
DIVERSE-400M 483h 85.6±1.5 74.7±0.6 82.6±1.0 90.6±0.9 91.8±1.8 82.0±1.1

RANDOM-240M 483h 82.6±5.2 76.4±1.0 82.5±0.8 90.1±0.7 92.8±0.8 82.7±0.3

DIVERSE-230M 483h 86.3±1.6 74.9±1.8 82.2±1.5 90.8±0.4 92.8±0.8 82.5±0.2

RANDOM-150M 483h 84.5±1.0 72.3±2.7 82.0±2.0 89.5±0.4 92.5±0.8 82.4±0.3

DIVERSE-150M 483h 85.5±0.7 75.0±0.9 82.2±1.9 90.5±0.8 93.3±0.3 82.4±0.4

BASELINE-100M 483h 83.2±0.6 74.7±1.4 83.0±0.9 89.5±0.7 92.5±0.3 78.0±4.7

Table 3: Encoder & head fine-tuning. Evaluation on TEST. PTT is pre-training time. PX is PAWS-X, AMI is
Amazon Massive Intent, WNER is WikiNER, MATIS is MultiATIS++, MDF is MEDIA (full). Mean ± standard
deviation, across five seeds. Bold means ∆ ≥ 1.

Encoder PTT MATIS MDF
TOPLINE-2400M 1775h 83.2±0.5 58.9±0.5

RANDOM-400M 483h 84.0±0.5 60.3±0.3
DIVERSE-400M 483h 84.5±0.3 59.1±0.8

RANDOM-240M 483h 84.4±0.5 59.7±0.6

DIVERSE-230M 483h 86.4±0.4 61.7±0.2
RANDOM-150M 483h 80.2±0.2 51.9±0.4

DIVERSE-150M 483h 84.3±0.5 61.5±0.4
BASELINE-100M 483h 77.8±0.2 50.4±0.7

Table 4: Head-only fine-tuning. Evaluation on TEST.
PTT is pre-training time. MDF is MEDIA (full), MATIS
is MultiATIS++. Mean± standard deviation, across five
seeds. Bold means ∆ ≥ 1, underline means ∆ ≥ 5.

may be what contributed to the increased perfor-
mance of these models, relative to their RANDOM

counterparts.
The fact that this performance gain exists solely

in head-only fine-tuning is indicative of a fun-
damental difference between RANDOM and DI-
VERSE encoders. Precisely, it indicates that the
DIVERSE encoder contains more task-important
lexical knowledge. As, conversely, fine-tuning both
the encoder and the head yields commensurate per-
formance for commensurately sized pre-training
datasets, we may hypothesize that fine-tuning RAN-
DOM encoders compensates their prior lack of lex-
ical knowledge. This points to the fact that DI-
VERSE encoders have better potential – at least for
these tasks – for data-constrained scenarii.

We plot one of MEDIA’s fine-tunings in Fig-
ure 3. We see that DIVERSITY provides an ap-
preciable improvement in loss and performance.
This observation on MEDIA ports to MultiATIS++
in lesser proportions, but MEDIA is further from
being solved than MultiATIS++.
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Figure 3: Fine-tuning (head only) for MEDIA (full).
Dashed thick lines delimit dataset traversals. Thick
crosses denote maximum value.

6 Discussion

We have shown that, (H1) it is possible to effi-
ciently create small but very DIVERSE pre-training
datasets out of a large dataset, and that (H2) their
use tends to have a neutral or positive effect on
encoder quality and performance, relative to RAN-
DOM pre-training datasets of commensurate sizes,
but also larger datasets. Consequently, it is possi-
ble to considerably trim pre-training datasets while
retaining performance. Precisely, on the task bene-
fitting the most from lexical diversity, for the head-
only fine-tuning scenario, diversity-driven sam-
pling has allowed to reach the performance of an
encoder pre-trained on about 400M RANDOM to-
kens, with only 150M DIVERSE tokens. Training
time was also about a fourth that of the TOPLINE.
Future work includes testing this process for auto-
regressive models, and investigating the impact of
diversities other than lexical (e.g. syntactic).



7 Limitations

This study has the limitation of the potential corre-
lation of lexical diversity to other linguistic diversi-
ties, such as morphological, syntactic, or semantic
diversity. It may be that the encoders that benefitted
from increased lexical diversity were also impacted
by changes these other linguistic diversities.

References
Nuredin Ali Abdelkadir, Charles Zhang, Ned Mayo, and

Stevie Chancellor. 2024. Diverse perspectives, diver-
gent models: Cross-cultural evaluation of depression
detection on Twitter. In Proceedings of the 2024
Conference of the North American Chapter of the
Association for Computational Linguistics: Human
Language Technologies (Volume 2: Short Papers),
pages 672–680, Mexico City, Mexico. Association
for Computational Linguistics.

Abhijeet Awasthi, Ashutosh Sathe, and Sunita Sarawagi.
2022. Diverse parallel data synthesis for cross-
database adaptation of text-to-SQL parsers. In Pro-
ceedings of the 2022 Conference on Empirical Meth-
ods in Natural Language Processing, pages 11548–
11562, Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates. Associa-
tion for Computational Linguistics.

Trapit Bansal, Karthick Prasad Gunasekaran, Tong
Wang, Tsendsuren Munkhdalai, and Andrew McCal-
lum. 2021. Diverse distributions of self-supervised
tasks for meta-learning in NLP. In Proceedings of
the 2021 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natu-
ral Language Processing, pages 5812–5824, Online
and Punta Cana, Dominican Republic. Association
for Computational Linguistics.

Frédéric Béchet and Christian Raymond. 2019. Bench-
marking benchmarks: introducing new automatic
indicators for benchmarking Spoken Language Un-
derstanding corpora. In InterSpeech, Graz, Austria.

Gábor Bella, Erdenebileg Byambadorj, Yamini Chan-
drashekar, Khuyagbaatar Batsuren, Danish Cheema,
and Fausto Giunchiglia. 2022. Language diversity:
Visible to humans, exploitable by machines. In Pro-
ceedings of the 60th Annual Meeting of the Associa-
tion for Computational Linguistics: System Demon-
strations, pages 156–165, Dublin, Ireland. Associa-
tion for Computational Linguistics.

Hélène Bonneau-Maynard, Christelle Ayache, Frédéric
Béchet, Alexandre Denis, Anne Kuhn, Fabrice
Lefevre, Djamel Mostefa, Mathieu Quignard, Sophie
Rosset, Christophe Servan, and Jeanne Villaneau.
2006. Results of the French Evalda-Media evaluation
campaign for literal understanding. In Proceedings
of the fifth international conference on Language Re-
sources and Evaluation (LREC 2006), Genes, Italy.

Laurie Burchell, Alexandra Birch, and Kenneth
Heafield. 2022. Exploring diversity in back trans-

lation for low-resource machine translation. In Pro-
ceedings of the Third Workshop on Deep Learning for
Low-Resource Natural Language Processing, pages
67–79, Hybrid. Association for Computational Lin-
guistics.

Valentina Cacchiani, Manuel Iori, Alberto Locatelli,
and Silvano Martello. 2022. Knapsack problems —
An overview of recent advances. Part I: Single knap-
sack problems. Computers & Operations Research,
143:105692.

Lidia Ceriani and Paolo Verme. 2012. The origins of
the Gini index: extracts from Variabilità e Mutabilità
(1912) by Corrado Gini. The Journal of Economic
Inequality, 10(3):421–443.

Anne Chao, Chun-Huo Chiu, and Lou Jost. 2014. Unify-
ing Species Diversity, Phylogenetic Diversity, Func-
tional Diversity, and Related Similarity and Differen-
tiation Measures Through Hill Numbers. Annual Re-
view of Ecology, Evolution, and Systematics, 45:297–
324. Publisher: Annual Reviews.

Chun-Huo Chiu, Lou Jost, and Anne Chao. 2014. Phy-
logenetic beta diversity, similarity, and differentiation
measures based on Hill numbers. Ecological Mono-
graphs, 84(1):21–44. Number: 1.

Karine Chubarian, Abdul Rafae Khan, Anastasios
Sidiropoulos, and Jia Xu. 2021. Grouping words
with semantic diversity. In Proceedings of the 2021
Conference of the North American Chapter of the
Association for Computational Linguistics: Human
Language Technologies, pages 3217–3228, Online.
Association for Computational Linguistics.

Alexis Conneau, Ruty Rinott, Guillaume Lample, Ad-
ina Williams, Samuel R. Bowman, Holger Schwenk,
and Veselin Stoyanov. 2018. Xnli: Evaluating cross-
lingual sentence representations. In Proceedings of
the 2018 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natu-
ral Language Processing. Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics.

Charles Darwin. 1888. The Descent of Man,: And Se-
lection in Relation to Sex. John Murray, Albemarle
Street. Google-Books-ID: NaPu24dY4iAC.

Ona de Gibert, Graeme Nail, Nikolay Arefyev, Marta
Bañón, Jelmer van der Linde, Shaoxiong Ji, Jaume
Zaragoza-Bernabeu, Mikko Aulamo, Gema Ramírez-
Sánchez, Andrey Kutuzov, Sampo Pyysalo, Stephan
Oepen, and Jörg Tiedemann. 2024. A new massive
multilingual dataset for high-performance language
technologies. In Proceedings of the 2024 Joint In-
ternational Conference on Computational Linguis-
tics, Language Resources and Evaluation (LREC-
COLING 2024), pages 1116–1128, Torino, Italia.
ELRA and ICCL.

Michal Derezinski, Daniele Calandriello, and Michal
Valko. 2019. Exact sampling of determinantal point
processes with sublinear time preprocessing. In Ad-
vances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
volume 32. Curran Associates, Inc.

https://aclanthology.org/2024.naacl-short.58
https://aclanthology.org/2024.naacl-short.58
https://aclanthology.org/2024.naacl-short.58
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2022.emnlp-main.794
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2022.emnlp-main.794
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.emnlp-main.469
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.emnlp-main.469
https://hal.science/hal-02270633
https://hal.science/hal-02270633
https://hal.science/hal-02270633
https://hal.science/hal-02270633
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2022.acl-demo.15
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2022.acl-demo.15
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2022.deeplo-1.8
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2022.deeplo-1.8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cor.2021.105692
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cor.2021.105692
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cor.2021.105692
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10888-011-9188-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10888-011-9188-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10888-011-9188-x
https://www.jstor.org/stable/24810182
https://www.jstor.org/stable/24810182
https://www.jstor.org/stable/24810182
https://www.jstor.org/stable/24810182
https://doi.org/10.1890/12-0960.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/12-0960.1
https://doi.org/10.1890/12-0960.1
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.naacl-main.257
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.naacl-main.257
https://aclanthology.org/2024.lrec-main.100
https://aclanthology.org/2024.lrec-main.100
https://aclanthology.org/2024.lrec-main.100
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2019/hash/fa3060edb66e6ff4507886f9912e1ab9-Abstract.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2019/hash/fa3060edb66e6ff4507886f9912e1ab9-Abstract.html


Jacob Devlin, Ming-Wei Chang, Kenton Lee, and
Kristina Toutanova. 2019. BERT: Pre-training of
deep bidirectional transformers for language under-
standing. In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference of
the North American Chapter of the Association for
Computational Linguistics: Human Language Tech-
nologies, Volume 1 (Long and Short Papers), pages
4171–4186, Minneapolis, Minnesota. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Louis Estève, Agata Savary, and Thomas Lavergne.
2024. Vector spaces for quantifying disparity of mul-
tiword expressions in annotated text. In Proceedings
of the 62nd Annual Meeting of the Association for
Computational Linguistics (Volume 4: Student Re-
search Workshop), pages 110–130, Bangkok, Thai-
land. Association for Computational Linguistics.

Louis Estève, Marie-Catherine de Marneffe, Nurit Mel-
nik, Agata Savary, and Olha Kanishcheva. 2025. A
survey of diversity quantification in natural language
processing: The why, what, where and how. Preprint,
arXiv:2507.20858.

Jack FitzGerald, Christopher Hench, Charith Peris,
Scott Mackie, Kay Rottmann, Ana Sanchez, Aaron
Nash, Liam Urbach, Vishesh Kakarala, Richa Singh,
Swetha Ranganath, Laurie Crist, Misha Britan,
Wouter Leeuwis, Gokhan Tur, and Prem Natara-
jan. 2023. MASSIVE: A 1M-example multilin-
gual natural language understanding dataset with
51 typologically-diverse languages. In Proceedings
of the 61st Annual Meeting of the Association for
Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers),
pages 4277–4302, Toronto, Canada. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Konstantin Golobokov, Junyi Chai, Victor Ye Dong,
Mandy Gu, Bingyu Chi, Jie Cao, Yulan Yan, and
Yi Liu. 2022. DeepGen: Diverse search ad genera-
tion and real-time customization. In Proceedings of
the 2022 Conference on Empirical Methods in Nat-
ural Language Processing: System Demonstrations,
pages 191–199, Abu Dhabi, UAE. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Zhiqiang Gong, Ping Zhong, and Weidong Hu. 2019.
Diversity in Machine Learning. IEEE Access,
7:64323–64350.

Joseph Harold Greenberg. 1956. The Measurement of
Linguistic Diversity. Language, 32(1):109. Number:
1.

Shester Gueuwou, Sophie Siake, Colin Leong, and
Mathias Müller. 2023. JWSign: A highly multilin-
gual corpus of Bible translations for more diversity
in sign language processing. In Findings of the As-
sociation for Computational Linguistics: EMNLP
2023, pages 9907–9927, Singapore. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Shivanshu Gupta, Sameer Singh, and Matt Gardner.
2022. Structurally diverse sampling for sample-
efficient training and comprehensive evaluation. In

Findings of the Association for Computational Lin-
guistics: EMNLP 2022, pages 4966–4979, Abu
Dhabi, United Arab Emirates. Association for Com-
putational Linguistics.

David Harmon and Jonathan Loh. 2010. The index of
linguistic diversity: A new quantitative measure of
trends in the status of the world’s languages. Lan-
guage Documentation & Conservation, 4:97–151.

Shinichi Hemmi, Taihei Oki, Shinsaku Sakaue, Kaito
Fujii, and Satoru Iwata. 2022. Lazy and Fast Greedy
MAP Inference for Determinantal Point Process. Ad-
vances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
35:2776–2789.

Mark Oliver Hill. 1973. Diversity and Evenness: A
Unifying Notation and Its Consequences. Ecology,
54(2):427–432. Number: 2 Publisher: Ecological
Society of America.

J. Edward Hu, Abhinav Singh, Nils Holzenberger, Matt
Post, and Benjamin Van Durme. 2019. Large-scale,
diverse, paraphrastic bitexts via sampling and clus-
tering. In Proceedings of the 23rd Conference on
Computational Natural Language Learning (CoNLL),
pages 44–54, Hong Kong, China. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Han Jiang, Rui Wang, Zhihua Wei, Yu Li, and Xinpeng
Wang. 2023. Large-scale and multi-perspective opin-
ion summarization with diverse review subsets. In
Findings of the Association for Computational Lin-
guistics: EMNLP 2023, pages 5641–5656, Singapore.
Association for Computational Linguistics.

Jared Kaplan, Sam McCandlish, Tom Henighan, Tom B.
Brown, Benjamin Chess, Rewon Child, Scott Gray,
Alec Radford, Jeffrey Wu, and Dario Amodei. 2020.
Scaling laws for neural language models. Preprint,
arXiv:2001.08361.

Yekyung Kim. 2020. Deep active learning for sequence
labeling based on diversity and uncertainty in gradi-
ent. In Proceedings of the 2nd Workshop on Life-long
Learning for Spoken Language Systems, pages 1–8,
Suzhou, China. Association for Computational Lin-
guistics.

Shanu Kumar, Sandipan Dandapat, and Monojit Choud-
hury. 2022. ”diversity and uncertainty in moderation”
are the key to data selection for multilingual few-shot
transfer. In Findings of the Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics: NAACL 2022, pages 1042–1055,
Seattle, United States. Association for Computational
Linguistics.

Dong Bok Lee, Seanie Lee, Woo Tae Jeong, Dongh-
wan Kim, and Sung Ju Hwang. 2020. Gener-
ating diverse and consistent QA pairs from con-
texts with information-maximizing hierarchical con-
ditional VAEs. In Proceedings of the 58th Annual
Meeting of the Association for Computational Lin-
guistics, pages 208–224, Online. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N19-1423
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N19-1423
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N19-1423
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2024.acl-srw.20
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2024.acl-srw.20
https://arxiv.org/abs/2507.20858
https://arxiv.org/abs/2507.20858
https://arxiv.org/abs/2507.20858
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.acl-long.235
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.acl-long.235
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.acl-long.235
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2022.emnlp-demos.19
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2022.emnlp-demos.19
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2019.2917620
https://doi.org/10.2307/410659
https://doi.org/10.2307/410659
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.findings-emnlp.664
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.findings-emnlp.664
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.findings-emnlp.664
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2022.findings-emnlp.365
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2022.findings-emnlp.365
http://hdl.handle.net/10125/4474
http://hdl.handle.net/10125/4474
http://hdl.handle.net/10125/4474
https://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/hash/127179162bfe4c422325ee7d05ad9cd8-Abstract-Conference.html
https://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/hash/127179162bfe4c422325ee7d05ad9cd8-Abstract-Conference.html
https://doi.org/10.2307/1934352
https://doi.org/10.2307/1934352
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/K19-1005
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/K19-1005
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/K19-1005
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.findings-emnlp.375
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.findings-emnlp.375
https://arxiv.org/abs/2001.08361
https://aclanthology.org/2020.lifelongnlp-1.1
https://aclanthology.org/2020.lifelongnlp-1.1
https://aclanthology.org/2020.lifelongnlp-1.1
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2022.findings-naacl.78
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2022.findings-naacl.78
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2022.findings-naacl.78
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.20
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.20
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.20
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.20


Jon Lee, Vahab S. Mirrokni, Viswanath Nagarajan, and
Maxim Sviridenko. 2009. Non-monotone submodu-
lar maximization under matroid and knapsack con-
straints. In Proceedings of the forty-first annual
ACM symposium on Theory of computing, STOC ’09,
pages 323–332, New York, NY, USA. Association
for Computing Machinery.

Felix Leeb and Bernhard Schölkopf. 2024. A diverse
multilingual news headlines dataset from around the
world. In Proceedings of the 2024 Conference of
the North American Chapter of the Association for
Computational Linguistics: Human Language Tech-
nologies (Volume 2: Short Papers), pages 647–652,
Mexico City, Mexico. Association for Computational
Linguistics.

Guisheng Liu, Yi Li, Zhengcong Fei, Haiyan Fu, Xi-
angyang Luo, and Yanqing Guo. 2024. Prefix-
diffusion: A lightweight diffusion model for diverse
image captioning. In Proceedings of the 2024 Joint
International Conference on Computational Linguis-
tics, Language Resources and Evaluation (LREC-
COLING 2024), pages 12954–12965, Torino, Italia.
ELRA and ICCL.

Silvano Martello, David Pisinger, and Paolo Toth. 2000.
New trends in exact algorithms for the 0–1 knapsack
problem. European Journal of Operational Research,
123(2):325–332.

Youssef Mohamed, Mohamed Abdelfattah, Shyma Al-
huwaider, Feifan Li, Xiangliang Zhang, Kenneth
Church, and Mohamed Elhoseiny. 2022. ArtELingo:
A million emotion annotations of WikiArt with em-
phasis on diversity over language and culture. In Pro-
ceedings of the 2022 Conference on Empirical Meth-
ods in Natural Language Processing, pages 8770–
8785, Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates. Association
for Computational Linguistics.

Joakim Nivre, Marie-Catherine de Marneffe, Filip Gin-
ter, Yoav Goldberg, Jan Hajič, Christopher D. Man-
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