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Abstract—Inference latency and trustworthiness of Deep Neu-
ral Networks (DNNs) are the bottlenecks in deploying them in
critical applications like sensitive tasks. Early Exit (EE) DNNs
overcome the latency issues by allowing samples to exit from
intermediary layers if they attain ‘high’ confidence scores on the
predicted class. However, the DNNs are known to exhibit overcon-
fidence, which can lead to many samples exiting early and render
EE strategies untrustworthy. We use Selective Prediction (SP) to
overcome this issue by checking the ‘hardness’ of the samples
rather than just relying on the confidence score alone. We propose
SPEED, a novel approach that uses Deferral Classifiers (DCs) at
each layer to check the hardness of samples before performing
EEs. Specifically, the DCs identify if a sample is hard to predict
at an intermediary layer, leading to hallucination, and defer it to
an expert. Early detection of hard samples for inference prevents
the wastage of computational resources and improves trust by
deferring the hard samples to the expert. We demonstrate that EE
aided with SP improves both accuracy and latency. Our method
minimizes the risk of wrong prediction by 50% with a speedup
of 2.05x as compared to the final layer. The anonymized source
code is available at https://github.com/Div290/SPEED

Index Terms—Early Exits, Selective Prediction.

I. INTRODUCTION

The demand for Artificial Intelligence (AI) systems to
automate decision-making is growing. However, they face two
major issues in deployment: 1) their computational resource
requirements and the associated inference latency. 2) In so-
cially sensitive or mission-critical machine learning applica-
tions, their trustworthiness is a concern [1]. For instance,
the ability to know what you do not know and not get
overconfident is essential. However, the DNNs are prone
to false overconfidence (fake confidence) [2], making them
vulnerable to wrong decisions and leading to a trust deficit.

To address the latency issue, various adaptive inference
methods are developed, including Early Exit DNNs (EEDNNs)
[3], [4]. EEDNNSs use exit classifiers attached to the interme-
diary layers to perform adaptive inference, allowing samples
attaining good confidence scores on the predicted class to exit
at shallow layers without requiring them to pass through all
layers, thus reducing the average inference latency. They have
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Fig. 1: The figure shows a plot of average confidence values
across the layers over the true class on the SST-2 dataset.

been widely adopted in resource-constrained scenarios because
of their significant inference acceleration with minimal loss in
accuracy [4]-[8].

However, EEDNNSs inherit certain characteristics of stan-
dard DNNs, including susceptibility to overconfidence. In fact,
they are even more prone to this issue due to the presence of
multiple intermediate classifiers that make predictions without
utilizing the full depth of the backbone network. Classifiers
operating at earlier layers are particularly vulnerable, as they
rely on less-refined feature representations, leading to over-
confident yet unreliable predictions. This trade-off between
inference speed and reliability highlights the necessity of
incorporating Selective Prediction (SP) strategies to enhance
the trustworthiness of EEDNNSs.

Selective Prediction (SP) [9] is a method used in classical
DNN to improve the trustworthiness of the model. It enables
the model to abstain from making predictions at the final
layer when it is uncertain about the true class and instead
defer the sample to an expert for further evaluation. This
improves the trust in the model. However, existing SP methods
improve trust by abstaining from the samples where the model
is underconfident but cannot solve the overconfidence issue.
Hence, they cannot be directly used in EEDNNs as they
typically fail to detect those samples when the model gains
fake confidence.

To overcome this, we propose to extend the SP to detect if
an exit layer can get overconfident and use an expert to assign
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a label. The model at every layer decides whether to defer a
sample to an external expert (a larger model or a human expert)
or send it to the exit classifier. This approach mitigates the risk
of incorrect high-confidence predictions, thereby improving
the overall trustworthiness of the model. As the EEDNNs have
classifiers attached to every layer, the main challenge is to
detect samples with fake confidence at each layer, whereas
the traditional methods focus on detecting samples with low
confidence at the final layer.

Adaptation of traditional SP methods [10] for EEDNNs is
challenging due to two major issues: 1) Existing methods use
the confidence score output by the model to decide whether to
abstain or not on each sample, which is not a reliable metric
to abstain. This is illustrated in Fig 1 (details in Sec. III-A) for
the SST-2 dataset with a task of sentiment classification with
positive and negative classes. We plot the average confidence
of the samples in the true class across the layers using the
trained EEDNN backbone. It shows that when the true class
confidence is small, the samples are ‘hallucinated’ and gain
fake confidence at the intermediary layers on the wrong class,
making the model predict those samples wrongly with high
confidence. If applied directly, SP methods can get fooled by
the model’s fake confidence in intermediary layers.

2) Existing methods determine whether to abstain only at
the last layer, i.e., after passing through all the layers, which
undermines the speed advantages of EEDNNs. Moreover, the
overconfidence issue in DNNs usually manifests in the early
layers of the network and grows in deeper layers. For instance,
the samples in the lower part of Figure 1 (labeled as fake
confidence) once attained high fake confidence at the shallow
layer, rarely revert to true confidence (see Appendix IV-E).
Early detection of such samples is useful and can help improve
efficiency by preventing unnecessary computation.

To address these issues, we propose a new framework
named Selective Prediction for Early Exit DNNs (SPEED).
This framework introduces deferral classifiers (DCs) at each
layer of an EEDNN to detect if a sample is hard and the
model can get overconfident, thus helping EEDNNs maintain
the speed advantage while avoiding making inferences on
samples that it does not understand. Our method also identifies
samples that attain low confidence at multiple layers and sends
them to the expert. Identifying the sample on which the layers
can get either overconfident or underconfident early helps in
saving computation and faster inference. To train the DCs,
we use samples that are labeled as ‘easy’ or ‘hard’ based on
the average confidence they attain across the layer of EEDNN
(detain in Subsection III-D). This makes DCs aware of whether
the confidence gained is fake or true.

During inference, at each layer, the attached DC classifier
detects if a sample is easy or hard. If it is hard, it exits the
sample from DNN and sends it to an expert. Otherwise it is
sent to the Exit Classifier (EC) attached to the same layer. If
the EC completes the inference, the sample exits with a label,
else it is sent to the next layer where the process repeats. Fig 2
shows the flowchart of SPEED.

Our method is robust to domain shifts in text and image

classification, as these shifts do not alter sentence semantics or
core image characteristics. For example, in sentiment analysis,
an IMDB review: “The movie would have been good if there
was a better climax!” (negative sentiment) may be misclas-
sified as positive due to the word “good.” Similarly, a hotel
review: “The place would have been good if the food quality
was better,” can lead to false confidence. Our framework, once
trained on a source domain, effectively mitigates such errors
in the target domain, reducing the need for retraining.

We also provide a theoretical analysis to develop a condition
on the error rate of the DCs such that the overall model
performance has a risk lower than a given value. Our findings
suggest that the better the DC will be, the lower the risk of
wrong prediction by the EEDNN, which motivates us to find
a method to train better DCs. We provide results on multiple
NLP tasks such as sentiment classification, entailment clas-
sification, natural language inference (NLI) tasks and image
classification tasks to demonstrate that our method can reduce
the risk by 50% while getting an inference speedup of 2.05x.
In summary, our main contributions are as follows:

e We introduce a new framework, SPEED, that uses De-
ferral Classifiers (DCs) to overcome the overconfidence
issue in EEDNNSs.

o We develop a new strategy to train DCs using training
samples that are labeled based on their confidence scores
across the layers of DNN.

e Our method generalizes well to various domains with
minimal loss in performance, making it robust to domain
shifts during inference.

o We perform a theoretical analysis to provide a condition
under which the model will be within a given risk limit.

II. RELATED WORKS

Early Exit (EE) techniques allow models to make early
predictions based on input complexity, have been widely
applied across various domains, including image classification
with various ways to choose a layer for exiting [3], [11]-
[14], natural language processing (NLP) [4], [8], [15]-[17],
and image captioning [18]-[21]. These methods are known
for their strong generalization capabilities, as demonstrated by
models like CeeBERT [8], [22]. A key differentiator among
existing approaches lies in the choice of confidence measures,
such as prediction consistency [4], ensemble methods [23], and
output entropy [24]. Additionally, different training strategies,
including separate training [15] and joint training [4], have
been explored to enhance the EE methods. With better infer-
ence, they also have good distributed inference applications
[25], [26]. EE techniques have also been applied in practical
settings like distributed inference [27], where models are de-
ployed across devices with varying computational capacities,
such as mobile, edge, and cloud environments. For a survey
of EE methods in NLP see [28].

Selective Prediction (SP), also referred to as selective clas-
sification, has been extensively explored across domains. [9]
introduced a cost-based rejection model, analyzing the trade-
off between errors and rejections. This concept has also been
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Fig. 2: Flowchart of SPEED: i) The EEDNN backbone is trained with attached exit classifiers. ii) Split the dataset into easy
and hard using the average confidence obtained from all the exit classifiers. iii) The splits are then used to train the DCs using

labels as easy or hard.

studied in the context of Support Vector Machines (SVMs)
[29], [30], nearest neighbors [31], and boosting [32], demon-
strating its versatility across various classification paradigms.
In the domain of NNs, [33] introduced a rejection strategy
based on output logits, comparing the highest and second-
highest activated logits to guide rejection decisions. Selec-
tiveNet [34] proposed a selective classification technique to
achieve a target risk with a specified confidence-rate function,
laying the groundwork for risk-controlled predictions.

Recent advancements in SP such as Deep Gamblers [35]
incorporate an additional class for abstention. [36] critically
examined the selection mechanisms of these models and
highlighted their limitations. Their findings suggest that the
improved performance of these models is largely due to the
optimization process leading to a more generalizable model,
which in turn enhances SP performance.

Furthermore, several works have proposed deferral-based
approaches, where the decision to predict or defer is de-
termined by a cost function. These methods either assign
prediction costs equal to the model loss or defer predictions
at a user-defined cost [37]-[39].

Our approach differs from existing methods as: (1) Use of
SP to improve the trustworthiness of EEDNNs has not been
studied before to the best of our knowledge. (2) We use DCs
to check the hardness of the samples, which aids in early
exit decisions. (3) We use separately trained DCs to preserve
backbone optimality and improve robustness to domain shifts
during inference.

III. METHODOLOGY
We first highlight the issue of overconfidence in EEDNNs

using the SST-2 dataset and discuss how Deferral Classifiers
(DCs) can improve their inference time and trustworthiness.

A. Motivation

To motivate our method, we show how the confidence values
provided by the model can be misleading and reduce the trust

in the model. In Fig 1, we show the average of confidence
score and its variance for SST-2 samples recorded across all
the exits on the true class of the trained Early Exit BERT.
The samples are classified into three categories based on their
confidence scores: 1) Confident/Easy: The model is confident
over the true class. 2) Confused: The model sees similar scores
in both classes and is unsure about the true class. 3) Fake: the
model is overconfident (fake confidence) in the false class of
these samples.

Easy samples are the ones where the model is confident
and the predictions are correct. Samples named confused are
the ones where the model has ambiguity and is not sure
about the true class, these samples can easily be detected and
deferred to the expert. The main issue is with the samples that
gain fake confidence. All the existing SP methods accept the
prediction for these samples as they are convinced based on
the confidence values and end up getting wrong predictions.

In our method, we explicitly train the DCs to catch such
samples where the model has fake confidence. A high DC
score indicates that it is a hard sample, while a high score of
the exit classifier indicates it has high confidence in a class.
Note that the samples with higher variance are the ones where
the model is highly confused and fluctuates between the true
and false classes.

In Fig 3, we contrast easy and fake samples and how the
use of DCs helps in handling overconfidence. The sample on
the left side of Fig 3 is an easy sample. This is supported
by low scores assigned by DCs and high scores by Exit
Classifes (ECs). In the right one, the sample is hard. In this,
the ECs assign high confidence (fake), but the DCs give high
scores, indicating that the confidence is fake. Thus, with the
use of DCs, the risk of accepting the fake confidence during
the selective prediction is significantly reduced. We add a
discussion for such samples in IV-E and add more of these
in Table III.

The main challenge is training the DCs to identify the fake
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sample accurately. We use the Selective Prediction framework
to build DCs.

B. Selective Prediction Setting

We begin with the general SP setting. Let X be the feature
space of the dataset D and ) be the label set. Let P(X,))
be the distribution over X x ). A model f : X — Y
is called a prediction function and its true risk w.rt. P is
R(f) == Epx,y)l(f(x),y)] where I : Y x Y — RT is
any given loss such as the 0/1 loss. Given the labeled dataset
D = {(zs i)}, C (X x V) sampled i.i.d. from P(X,Y),
the empirical risk of classifier f is 7 = = 3" 1(f (), i)

A selective model is a pair (f,d) where f is a prediction
function and d : X — {0,1} is the deferral function that
serves as the binary qualifier for f as follows:

defer if d(z)=0
This equation shows the general setting of the selective
models. The performance of a selective prediction model is
quantified using coverage and risk. Coverage is defined as
¢(g) := Ep[d(x)] and the selective risk of (f,d) is defined

)

as:
R o PP @) A)) o
¢(d)
Their empirical counterparts are given as ¢(d|D) =
Ly d(z;) and

$(d|D)
respectively. The goal is to find a pair (f,d) such that
7(f,d|D) is minimized.

We adapt this setting to our case with EEDNNs. We
attached a Deferral Classifier (DC) in addition to the Early

Exit classifier (EC) at each layer of DNN. Let d; and f;
denote the DC and EC at the ¢th layers. Their predictions
are based on the confidence scores described as follows. For
x ~ D, let P;(c) denote class probability that = belongs to
class ¢ € C by the EC at layer 7. We define confidence score,
denoted C;, as the maximum over the class probability, i.e.
C; := max.ec 751-(0). The decision to exit with a prediction at
the ith layer is made based on the value of C;. For a given
threshold, « (exit threshold), if C; > « the sample will be
assigned a label §j = argmax.cc(P;(c)) and the sample is
not further processed. @ models the accuracy-efficiency trade-
off.

For DCs, they output a score of hardness as the output
of the linear layer, which takes hidden representations of the
intermediary layer as input. Let .S; denote the hardness score
at the ¢th DC. For a given threshold S (deferral threshold),
a sample is deferred at the ith layer if S; > (. § models
the risk-coverage trade-off. A higher value of g will have a
lower risk with lower coverage and vice versa. We define the
function d;(x) as:

1 if S;<p
0 otherwise

Hence at every layer the tasks of the pair (f;, d;) can be written
as:

defer if di(x)=0,
fi(z) if di(z)=1
(firdi)(x) := and C; > a, (5)
ii+l if di(z)=1
and C; < a.

where « is the threshold that decides the early exiting of
samples and $ named as the risk threshold is the hyperparam-
eter that models the risk-coverage trade-off, the higher value
of the risk factor increases the risk as well as coverage and
vice versa.



When a sample is deferred it is exited from the DNN and
assigned to an expert for prediction. The expert is the one who
assigns the true label to the sample. The coverage for the pair
(fi,d;) could be defined as ¢(d;) := Ep[d;(z)|C; > a] and
the total coverage across all the layers could be defined as

#(G) = >, #(d;|C; > «) The selective risk of (f;,d;) and
the overall risk are defined as
Ep(l(fi(z),y)(di())|C; > o]
Ri Qs dl = . 6
(firds) ) (6)
R=>"Ri(fi,d;) (7)
i=1

Similar to 3, we can define the empirical selective risk, and our
goal is to minimize it over the possible values of («, 3). Note
that the total risks discourage sending all samples to an expert
and the pair (o, §) together decide the overall risk-accuracy
trade-off of the model.

Our framework starts with a pre-trained DNN and obtains
an EEDNN with DCs using the following three steps. 1)
Trains the ECs attached at each layer with frozen back-bone
parameters. 2) Prepare the samples with appropriate labels to
train the DCs. 3) Trains the DCs attached to each layer with
frozen backbone and EC parameters. We next discuss each of
these steps.

C. Training Exit Classifiers

Let D represent the data distribution with label space C
used for training the backbone. The layers of the DNN are
denoted as Ly, Lo, ..., L,, with EC f; attached to layer L,.
For a given layer L;, the hidden state h; is computed as
h; = L;(h;_1), where hy = embedding(x). Each EC maps the
hidden representations to class probabilities, i.e., y; = f;(h;).
The loss for the ith exit classifier could be written as:

L; = EC‘E(fi(hi)a y*) ®)

where y* is the true label and Lo denotes the cross-entropy
loss. We learn the parameters for all the ECs simultaneously
following the approach outlined by [3], with the overall loss
function defined as £ = % where n is the number of
layers in the backbone. The we1ghted average considers the
relative inference cost of each EC. Subsequently, the backbone
parameters are trained along with all the EC parameters.

D. Training data for DCs

We perform supervised training of DCs using samples that
are labeled as easy and hard. To obtain the labels, we leverage
the confidence score of ECs attached to the backbone.

For a sample = with label y*, let P;(y*|x) denote the
class probability f; assigns to = on class y*. The average
true class probability score of the sample across all the
layers is fi, = +>."  P;(y*|z), and the variability is
Op = iy (P (y o) ? . We sort the samples as per their
scores [i, and label top-K% of the sorted samples as hard and
the remaining as easy ones. We do not use the variance as a
metric since high variance is only for the samples that fluctuate

and might not include the samples where the model is highly
confident on the wrong class. However, in the split, most of the
high-variance samples are included as hard samples as samples
with high variance often exhibit low overall confidence.

The rationale behind creating these labels for DC training
is that the hard samples might share some characteristics and
patterns that can be learned and those patterns are usually
shared across domains making our method generalizable.

E. Training the DCs

We attach the DCs at every layer of EEDNN after freezing
the EEDNN parameters. The DCs are linear classifier layers
whose task is to map the hidden representations at every layer
to a score of hardness in the range of 0 and 1 where a higher
score means a harder sample. The loss for the ¢th DC is:

LPY = Lop(DCi(hy), 2:) &)

where z; is the binary label of the sample with 0 denoting
easy and 1 denoting hard sample. We learn the parameters
of all the DCs simultaneously. The overall loss function
could be written as £PC = iz L L . The higher weight
to deeper layers is based on the 1ntu1t10n that the deeper
layer’s hidden representations have high-level knowledge of
the sample providing more critical information to the DC at
that layer.

Once the DC training is complete, its parameters are frozen.
Using the validation data, the parameters (v, 3) are chosen to
minimize the overall empirical risk defined in (6). Note that
in resource constraint scenarios, DCs can share the parameters
across all the layers with a minor loss in performance (see
Appendix VI-D). However, having shared parameters only
saves the storage space and not the inference cost, hence
we use different DCs at different layers. As we use single
linear layers as DCs, the computational cost is negligible. As
compared to the full model size DC size is approximately
le-5x of the full model adding up to negligible cost during
inference. Even if we add up the parameters of all the DCs it
will be only 8e-4x of the full model (see Appendix VI-D).

F. Inference

For a test input x ~ D where D = D when the source and
target domain are the same, and for a given thresholds v and
B, let the sample is processed till the ith layer. At the ith layer,
its .S; value is calculated using DC. If S; > 3, the sample is
deferred and sent to an expert that returns the gold label. If
S; < f, then the sample is referred to EC in the same layer,
and its confidence score C; is checked. If C; > «, then the
sample exits with a label completing the inference, else the
sample is taken into the next layer, and the process continues
till the sample reaches the last layer.

If the sample reaches the final layer, then the decision to
infer or defer depends only on the confidence score of EC.
If C; > «, then the sample is assigned a label. Otherwise, it
defers the sample irrespective of the confidence of the DC.
Hence, at every layer (except the final layer) of the backbone,
every sample is either inferred, deferred, or passed on to



the next layer. The following result establishes a connection
between the error rate of DC and the risk of exit classifiers.

Lemma 3.1: Consider an EEDNN with n layers. Let ¢
denote the error rate of the tth exit classifier and ¢ be
the error rate of the ¢th DC. Then the risk of the tth exit
classifier will be less than + if the deferral classifier error rate
is 4} < T
The condition established in the above Lemma is easy to
satisfy. For instance, let us consider that ¢, = 0.2 and v = 0.1
then the discriminator error rate should be less than 0.30 i.e.,
the DC at tth layer have an accuracy of 0.70 on average in
classifying the incoming sample as easy or hard, which is
not a very hard criterion if the deferral classifier has been
trained properly with appropriate data. This further proves the
importance of training the DCs and the critical importance
of the training dataset used to train the DCs. Observe that
the bound becomes tighter with an increase in value of v as
well as when the value of ¢; increases. It shows that for a
classifier making more mistakes, the discriminator should be
better trained.

Theorem 3.2: Consider an EEDNN with n layers. Let ¢
denote the error rate of the tth exit classifier and ¢¢ be the
error rate of the tth DC. Also let g0 = max{q1,q2,-..,qn}
and ¢, = max{q{,qd,...,q?}. Then the risk of the full
EEDNN will be less than -y if the maximum deferral classifier
©ITOT rate IS g < 1+((1/v>,—,1)(qimm/u—qmw))'

This theorem gives a condition on the maximum error rate
for a DC across all the layers such that the overall error rate of
the EEDNN backbone is less than +. Note that this condition
could also be easily satisfied. For instance, consider v = 0.1,
and ¢4, = 0.3, then the bound is qﬁ,mm < 0.21, which means
that all the DCs should have an error rate less than 0.21. Again,
if the DCs are efficiently trained, this criterion is not hard to
meet. We can again make similar proportionality conditions
on v and @4, as done for Lemma 3.1.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we provide details of the experimental setup,
key findings and analysis of our work.

A. Datasets

We utilized most of the GLUE [40] and the ELUE [24]
datasets. We evaluated SPEED on different datasets covering
three types of classification tasks. The datasets used for
evaluation are: 1) Sentiment classification: IMDB is a movie
review classification dataset and Yelp consists of reviews from
various domains such as hotels, restaurants etc. iii) SST-2 is
also a similar type of dataset with the sentiment analysis task.
2) Entailment classification: We have used the SciTail dataset
created from multiple questions from science exams an web
sentences. MRPC (Microsoft Research Paraphrase Corpus)
dataset which also has a semantic equivalence classification
task of a sentence pair extracted from online news sources.
We also perform experiment on the QQP (Quora Question
Pair) dataset. 3) Natural Language Inference task: We have
used the MNLI and SNLI datasets for NLI tasks. SNLI is a

collection of human-written English sentence pairs labeled for
classification with labels entailment, contradiction and neutral.

In the Appendix VIII, we also include image datasets such
as CIFAR-10 and Caltech-256 for image classification tasks.

B. Experimental setup

i) Training the EE backbone on the source dataset:
Initially, we train the backbone on the train split of the source
dataset. We add a linear output layer after each intermediate
layer of the BERT/RoBERTa model whose task is to map the
hidden representation to class probabilities. We run the model
for 5 epochs. We perform a grid search over batch size of
{8,16,32} and learning rates of {le-5, 2e-5, 3e-5, 4e-5, Se-
5} with Adam [41] optimizer. We apply an early stopping
mechanism and select the model with the best performance
on the development set.

ii) Creating the dataset for DC training: After training
the EE backbone, we freeze the parameters of the backbone
and then calculate the average confidence and variance of
confidence across all the exit points. The dataset is then
sorted in ascending order of confidence. The top-K% samples
are provided the hard label and the remaining samples are
treated as the easy ones. We choose K= 33 for better balance
between easy and hard samples so that the DCs are not biased
towards one class, however, an ablation study has been made
with different K values in Appendix VI-E. After creating the
dataset, we attach the DCs i.e., a single linear layer mapping
the hidden representations to hardness score. A hard sample
will have a score closer to 1 and an easier sample close to 0.

The training for DCs is performed for additional 3 epochs.
After training the DCs, the model can classify or defer early
at each layer. For training the hyperparameters o we perform
a grid search over the set {0.75, 0.8, 0.85, 0.9, 0.95} and
for 3, we choose the set as {0.55, 0.6, 0.65, 0.7, 0.75}. The
thresholds could be chosen based on the user requirements of
risk and coverage. We set the thresholds as the ones that show
similar trade-offs for comparison with existing baselines. We
plot the risk-coverage trade-off and discuss in the Appendix
IV-F (see Figure 4a, 4b). We also show the behaviour of the
model over changing values of a and 3 in Table VI. The
experiments are conducted on NVIDIA RTX 2070 GPU with
an average overall runtime of ~ 3 hours and a maximum
run time of ~ 10 hours for the MNLI dataset. For more
details see Appendix VI-F where we discuss the computational
complexity and generalization of our method.

iii) Inference: We perform the inference on the test split of
the source dataset and to show the generalization capabilities
of our model, we also perform inference on a target domain
dataset. Also, to maintain consistency with previous methods,
we use the speed-up ratio as the metric to assess our model’s
improvement in speed as compared to existing methods. The

. . D )
speed-up ratio could be written as: W where z;
denotes the number of samples exiting from the sth layer and
n denotes the number of layers in the backbone. Observe that
x; consists of the samples that either get an early inference



Model BERT PBEE | BERT-SR SelNet Cal-RF  PBEE-SR | Ours
Data Risk/Coverage

SST2 06.3/100  07.9/100 | 04.7/91.8 04.1/91.5 04.6/94.5  05.0/95.6 | 03.5/95.4
IMDB 10.4/100  10.3/100 | 05.2/86.4  04.8/85.3 04.1/85.1 05.5/86.7 | 03.9/87.6
Yelp 07.2/100  06.8/100 | 02.1/80.0 01.9/79.2 01.9/78.9  02.1/81.4 | 01.7/82.3
SciTail 09.7/100  09.5/100 | 03.3/84.5  03.5/84.0 03.1/83.8 03.7/85.2 | 03.1/86.5
MRPC 14.5/100  14.0/100 | 08.6/72.7 08.2/73.2 07.2/70.8  10.7/75.3 | 06.5/74.9
QQP 10.7/100  10.4/100 | 06.4/87.4  05.8/86.8 06.1/87.9  06.6/88.5 | 05.6/89.5
MNLI 15.5/100  16.6/100 | 09.3/86.3  08.9/85.2 08.8/84.7  09.7/87.0 | 08.3/87.2
SNLI 10.7/100  11.0/100 | 07.9/82.4  07.5/81.8 07.3/80.3  08.2/83.1 | 06.5/84.3
Avg. Risk/Cov. 10.6/100 10.8/100 | 06.3/84.2  05.9/83.4 05.8/83.7 06.8/85.7 | 04.9/86.0
Avg.Speed 1.00x 1.71x 1.00x 1.00x 1.00x 1.71x 2.05x

TABLE I: In-Domain results: Results on the BERT backbone where the test and train set have the same distribution. We report
the risk, coverage, average risk (Avg. Risk), average coverage (Avg. Cov.) and average speedup.

or early deferral. Also, note that the risk can be converted to
accuracy on the covered samples and to the overall accuracy.

C. Baselines

In this section, we detail the various baselines:

1) BERT: [42] This baseline is where we perform vanilla
BERT inference, where there is no selective prediction or early
exiting. Hence the coverage in this case will always be full.

2) PBEE: [4] It is the PABEE method applied to BERT, in
this case also there is no selective prediction hence coverage
will be full.

2) BERT-SR: [43] It uses softmax-response where at the
final output of the BERT model, the softmax layer is added
after the final layer of the BERT and if the model is confident
enough on the prediction, then it infers the sample, else it
abstains.

3) SelectiveNet: [34] In this there is an additional loss
component to lower the risk of the model, however the criteria
to abstain is similar to the BERT-SR method.

4) Calibrator model: [44] This baseline considers a cal-
ibrator i.e., the output of the model is passed to a different
smaller model, in our case, we use a random forest to decide
about abstaining the sample.

5) PABEE SR: We attach the softmax-response to the
PABEE model, where the exits are attached, and there is a
softmax layer at the final layer used to decide to abstain or
perform inference.

For a fair comparison, the risk-coverage trade-off hyperpa-
rameter was chosen based on the values that lower the risk
over validation data for baselines. The impact of not using
DCs is similar to PABEE-SR baseline.

D. Experimental results

In Tables I and V (Table 4 in Appendix), we present the
average results of five runs on the test split of the training
set using BERT and RoBERTa backbones, with stability
reported in Appendix IX. Our method outperforms existing
baselines, achieving lower risk by identifying and abstaining
from samples with fake confidence early, unlike other methods
that misclassify such samples (examples in Table III, detailed
discussion in Appendix IV-E). Significant speedup is achieved
by early exiting for easy samples and early deferral of hard

samples, resulting in a 2.05x improvement over vanilla BERT,
reducing computational cost.

In Table II, we demonstrate the robustness of our method
across domains, with minimal performance drop and risk
increase when tested on OOD datasets. This is attributed to
DC:s trained to handle easy and hard samples, enabling better
generalization. The existing method has poor generalization
as they consider the confidence to decide deferring. The
confidence of the model is affected during domain change
which results in poor generalization. During domain change,
our method significantly outperforms existing baselines.

Models like BERT-SR, PABEE, PABEE-SR, and Cal-RF
rely on final-layer confidence, which can lead to higher risk
due to fake confidence. SelectiveNet’s lower performance
stems from backbone parameter optimization affecting back-
bone optimality. In contrast, our method reduces overthinking
by early inferring easy samples, improving coverage and
performance, as overthinking in existing methods often leads
to abstention on confident samples processed too deeply [4].

E. Some examples of Fake Confidence

In Table III, we highlight cases where the model is highly
confident yet incorrect. For instance, “a movie with two stars”
yields fluctuating confidences across 12 layers due to ambigu-
ity between cast and rating, often leading to misclassification.
Similarly, “Don’t judge it by bad cover picture” triggers
overconfidence in the negative class, with consistently low
true-class confidence. Our Discriminator Classifiers (DCs),
using hardness scores before confidence, effectively flag such
hard samples.

F. Risk-coverage trade-off

In Figure 4a and 4b, we show the risk-coverage trade-
off, where the values are obtained by changing the risk
hyperparameter in our case and for the existing baselines, we
use the hyperparameters used in their codebases to obtain the
results. Figure 4a shows the in-domain trade-off where the
model is trained in the SST2 dataset and tested on the test split
of the same dataset while in Figure 4b we plot the trade-off
when the model is trained on the SST2 dataset and tested on
the IMDB. We can observe that our method has a significantly
smaller drop in coverage, and the risk decreases. The drop in



Data/Model BERT PBEE | BERT-SR  SelNet Cal-RF  PBEE-SR | Ours
Sre. - Tgt. Risk/Cov.

SST-IMDB 19.8/100  20.2/100 | 14.9/86.0  14.2/85.1 14.6/87.0 14.8/86.4 | 12.8/87.2
SST-Yelp 17.9/100  18.7/100 | 11.0/78.3  11.4/79.0 11.9/80.4  13.7/81.7 | 09.0/82.0
IMDB-SST 18.1/100  18.5/100 | 15.5/852  14.8/86.0 15.1/85.5 16.2/86.2 | 13.8/85.9
IMDB-Yelp 24.3/100 25.4/100 | 15.2/81.5 15.0/79.8 14.6/80.8  15.5/80.1 | 13.5/82.1
Yelp-IMDB 22.8/100  23.2/100 | 13.2/73.4  12.6/72.7 12.9/72.77  14.8/73.9 | 09.5/74.5
Yelp-SST 25.1/100  25.8/100 | 13.8/71.5 14.0/72.1 13.6/70.6  14.2/73.8 | 12.0/75.3
SNLI-MNLI 25.1/100  26.5/100 | 14.9/80.7 14.5/79.2 13.9/78.5 15.2/81.6 | 12.3/82.8
MNLI-SNLI 19.8/100 20.6/100 | 11.4/76.8 10.8/74.8 11.3/76.2  12.6/77.9 | 09.5/77.4
MRPC-SciTail ~ 35.7/100 36.8/100 | 25.6/74.2 24.1/71.6 259/754  21.5/72.8 | 18.8/73.5
SciTail- MRPC ~ 29.9/100 30.7/100 | 23.3/69.9  22.7/67.8 23.1/69.2  24.7/70.3 | 21.4/70.9
Avg. Risk/Cov.  21.3/100 24.6/100 | 15.8/77.7 15.4/76.8 15.7/77.6  16.3/78.4 | 13.2/79.1
Avg.Speed 1.00x 1.57x 1.00x 1.00x 1.00x 1.57x 1.98x

TABLE II: Out-Of-Domain results: Results on the BERT backbone where the test set has a different distribution from the
training set (Src. (source)- Tgt. (target)). We report risk, coverage, average risk and coverage (Avg. Risk/Cov.), and average

speedup (Avg. Speed).

IMDB
Example True Ibl. Fake Avg. Conf. DC
I was really excited about this film, but I was wrong.  negative 0.96 0.87
His last film was better than this. negative 0.89 0.82
Low budget, but creepy enough to hold your interest positive 0.91 0.84
Don’t judge it by bad cover picture. positive 0.88 0.89
SST-2
mysterious and brutal nature positive 0.90 0.91
the under-7 crowd negative 0.89 0.79
seems endless negative 0.85 0.86
a movie with two stars positive 0.83 0.85

TABLE III: Examples of samples achieving fake confidence, the table shows an example, its true label (True 1bl.), the confidence
of the model on the wrong class (Fake Avg. Conf.) and the deferral classifier score that abstains the sample early.

coverage is lower when the domain of the dataset changes
for our method. Note that better performance of our method
comes as multiple DCs help to effectively catch the samples
where the model can gain fake confidence or is unable to gain
confidence. Also, mitigation of overthinking through EEs helps
improve coverage pushing multiple metrics simultaneously.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduced SPEED, a selective prediction
tailored to improve inference latency and overconfidence is-
sues in EEDNNs. We introduce new classifiers named deferral
classifiers (DCs) to identify if a sample is hard for a given
layer and if the model can get overconfident about its false
class. Thus, it helps the model to understand what it does not
know, which is crucial to prevent the model from making a
false prediction with high confidence! We develop a method to
train the DCs to effectively identify if a sample is hard or easy
to infer at a given layer. This also improves the generalization
across domains making it robust to domain changes.
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VI. APPENDIX
A. Proof for Lemma 3.1

Proof: For simplicity, we prove it for the binary case.
We denote the probability that the sample early exits with a
misclassification at ¢th classifier as p"**® and the probability
that the early exits with a classification at the tth classifier
irrespective of correct or wrong classification as p§*i. We
denote the error rate of the classifier at ¢th layer as ¢; and the
deferral classifier at tth layer as gf.

We also denote the random variable X; where X; = 1
means a sample has exited the backbone with a classification
irrespective of whether it is correct or wrong. X; = 0 if the
sample is rejected or passed to the next layer.

PX, = 1) = P51 < B,...,58 < pB).P(C1 <
[0 PR Cl > a)

To upper bound the risk we have to get a condition such
that pmisc
texit

2
By the total probability law, we know that

<7

p?xit _ P(Xt —_ 1|mC)P(mC) + P(Xt = 1|CC)P(CC)

where mc is misclassified sample and cc is the correctly
classified samples. Further, we can write

P = P(X; = 1,me) = P(X; = 1|me)P(mc)

Now we can write

pyise P(X; = 1|mc)P(mc)

~ P(X; = 1lmc)P(mc) + P(X; = 1|cc)P(cc)

exit
by

P(X; = 1lmc)P(mc)
P(X, = 1|mc)P(mc) + P(X; = 1|cc)P(cc)
P(X; = 1lcc)P(cc) - 1 1
P(X; = 1lmc)P(me) = ~

Now P(X; = 1|mc) means that the sample has fake
confidence due to which it has satisfied the condition C; > «
and the deferral classifier was not successful in catching it and
predicted it as easy, its probability is ¢f. Hence

<y

P(X;=1me) = P(S1 < B,...,5: < B)
PGy <a,...,Cr > oz).qt.qf (10)

Similarly, P(X; = 1|cc) means that the sample has true
confidence and the deferral classifier has correctly predicted
it.

P(Xt:1|mc):P(Sl<ﬂ,...,St<B)
PCr<a,....,Ci>a)(l—q)1-q¢) 1D

Now we can write that

1—q).(1—qf 1
G-w-d) 1,
di-qy v
Solving for ¢, we get that:

4 1
T ()~ e/ —a)
Hence proved.

B. Proof of Theorem 3.2

For simplicity, we prove it for the binary case. We denote the
probability that the sample early exits with a misclassification
at tth classifier as p***° and the probability that the early exits
with a classification at the tth classifier irrespective of correct
or wrong classification as pf“"“. Also, let p,,isc be the overall
misclassification rate of the model and p.;; be the probability
that the sample exits the system with a classification. We
denote the error rate of the classifier at ¢th layer as ¢; and
the deferral classifier at tth layer as ¢

We also denote the random variable X; where X; = 1
means a sample has exited the backbone with a classification
irrespective of whether it is correct or wrong. X; = 0 if the
sample is rejected or passed to the next layer.

P(Xt = 1) = P(Sl < B,...,8 < ﬁ)P(Cl <
Ay .eny Cz > Oé)

Now, the samples that have been misclassified could be
written as:

n
misc
Pmisc = § o
t=1

n

= ZP(X:& =1,mc) = ZP(Xt = 1|mc).P(mc)

t=1 t=1

=Y " P(S1 < B.....8 < B)(gf)

t=1

P(Cl <a,... ,Ct Z Oé)(qt) (12)

Now the samples that have exited the backbone with a
classification could be written as:

Pewit = D _pi*" = P(X; =1) =
t=1 t=1

ZP(Xt = 1|mc).P(mc) + P(X; = 1|ec).P(cc)

t=1



K SST-2 MNLI SciTail QQP
10%  4.3/95.77 9.1/884  3.5/86.8  6.2/90.2
33% 3.5/954 83/87.2 3.1/86.5 5.6/89.5
50% 3.2/90.2 8.0/84.8 29/853 5.1/86.9
66%  2.5/80.5 5.7/75.9 23/72.6 4.1/74.5
90% 0.7/32.4 1.6/35.8 0.4/41.7 2.2/47.3

TABLE IV: The results by choosing top-K samples as hard
based on average confidence

=> P(S1<B,....5 <B)
t=1

P(Cr<a,...,C < Oé)-(qt.qf + (1 —q).(1— qf))

We assume that P(S; < 8,...,5: < ) and P(Cy; <
a,...,Cy > «) are constants denoted as a and b respectively.
However, it might not be always true, but for simplicity, we
assume it.

Now we can write that

13)

Pmisc _ a.b. Z?:l qt~‘]td
Pewit a.b. 300 (1= qr)(1—gf)
- N-Gmaz-Qhag -
Tl(l - qm(l:v)(l - quaw)
where  Gax = max{q,...,q,} and ¢%, =
max{q{,...,q%}. Solving for ¢, and following the

steps from Lemma 3.1, we obtain the bound.
gt !
mar 1 + ((1/7) - ]-)(qma:c/(l - Qmam))
C. Results for the Image tasks

In table VIII, we show the results of our model on the
Cifar10 and Caltech-256 datasets on the MobileNet model.
We attach exit classifiers in a similar fashion. In this setup,
we first train the model with early exits and then the DCs
are trained. After this step, the clean test set images are used
for inference (shown as pristine). Then we add noise to the
images of the test split and consider that as a domain change,
where the noise added is the Gaussian blur. The level of Blur
depends on the value of o, higher the value of o, the more
blur the image is. This translates to the scenarios of domain
change in autonomous driving where the environment factor
might change the distribution of incoming samples.

The performance of our method is similar in the image
domain as well where our method outperforms all the existing
baselines with a significant margin. This further proves the
effectiveness of our method.

D. Shared Parameters of the DCs

In this section, we discuss the effect when the attached DCs
have shared parameters. In table VII, we show the results when
the parameters of DCs are shared. Note that there is a drop
in performance, but that drop is not as significant as the task
of all the DCs i.e., to provide a score to the sample based

Data/Mdl RT RT-SR PB-SR Ours
Risk/Coverage

SST2 7.8/100  6.2/92.7 6.8/93.8  4.5/94.1
Yelp 5.9/100  5.1/93.2  5.4/94.0 4.2/93.9
IMDB 10.1/100 7.5/91.5 7.1/92.1  6.8/92.6
SciTail 8.5/100  7.0/90.2  6.8/89.4  5.7/89.7
MRPC 13.3/100 9.6/87.5 10.1/88.6  9.0/88.6
QQP 9.8/100  8.4/919  8.1/93.2  7.5/93.7
Avg. 9.2/100  7.3/91.6  7.3/91.8  6.2/92.1
Avg. Spd. 1.00x 1.00x 1.73x 2.19x

TABLE V: Results over the RoBERTa backbone.

ol 0.55 0.65 0.75

0.75 | 03.7/94.0 04.1/96.5 04.7/97.4
0.85 | 03.2/93.2 03.5/95.4 04.1/96.3
0.95 | 01.5/88.6 01.9/89.9 02.1/91.6

TABLE VI: Ablation over the « and S values.

on its hardness. However, the computation complexity during
inference is the same as the case when the parameters are not
shared. The issue of storage is solved with shared parameters
as the model size is reduced.

The size of DCs with shared parameters is hidden size while
when the parameters are not shared, it is hidden size X number
of layers. For instance, for the BERT model, the number of
additional parameters with shared DCs is only 768 while when
the DCs are not shared then the number of parameters are
9216. Hence for models like BERT, the size of DCs is not that
large even with shared or unshared parameters. As compared
to the model size the size of DCs is negligibly small. It means
they add negligible computational complexity.

E. Impact of the Top-K% choice of samples

In table IV, we show the results when different values
of K are chosen i.e., the number of hard samples used to
train the DCs are varied. Note that as the percentage of hard
samples increases the DCs start predicting many samples as
hard that reduces coverage significantly. We choose K= 33%
as it correctly balances the risk-coverage trade-off and also, it
does not makes the DCs biased towards a single class.

F. Computational complexity

In this section, we discuss the computational complexity
added to the backbone due to the addition of the DCs. Note
that the size of a single DC for the BERT backbone is hidden
size times one as the output is only a score of hardness.
Hence, even if the DCs do not have shared parameters, the
size of all the DCs across all the layers will be hidden size
times the number of layers i.e., 9216 which is negligibly small
as compared to the size of the BERT model that has 110M
parameters. Also, not all the DCs are utilized for every sample,
as easy and hard samples, might exit earlier before utilizing
all the DCs. Similar is the case with the ECs where the only
change is that each EC has a hidden size times the number of
classes. This makes our method applicable to large-size LMs
as well as the DCs attached in our method will not scale up



Model BERT PBEE | BERT-SR SelNet Cal-RF  PBEE-SR | Ours (Shared DC)

Data Risk/Coverage

SST2 06.3/100  07.9/100 | 04.7/91.8 04.1/91.5 04.6/94.5 05.0/95.6 04.0/95.5
IMDB 10.4/100  10.3/100 | 05.2/86.4 04.8/85.3 04.1/85.1  05.5/86.7 04.2/87.4
Yelp 07.2/100  06.8/100 | 02.1/80.0 01.9/79.2 01.9/789 02.1/81.4 02.1/82.0
SciTail 09.7/100  09.5/100 | 03.3/84.5 03.5/84.0 03.1/83.8  03.7/85.2 03.3/86.7
MRPC 14.5/100  14.0/100 | 08.6/72.7 08.2/73.2 07.2/70.8  10.7/75.3 06.8/75.2
QQP 10.7/100  10.4/100 | 06.4/87.4  05.8/86.8 06.1/87.9  06.6/88.5 05.7/89.4
MNLI 15.5/100  16.6/100 | 09.3/86.3  08.9/85.2 08.8/84.7  09.7/87.0 08.6/87.5
SNLI 10.7/100  11.0/100 | 07.9/82.4 07.5/81.8 07.3/80.3  08.2/83.1 07.1/83.9
Avg. Risk/Cov. 10.6/100 10.8/100 | 06.3/84.2  05.9/83.4 05.8/83.7  06.8/85.7 05.2/85.9
Avg.Speed 1.00x 1.71x 1.00x 1.00x 1.00x 1.71x 1.96x

TABLE VII: In-Domain results: Results on the BERT backbone where the test and train set have the same distribution. We
report the risk, coverage, average risk (Avg. Risk), average coverage (Avg. Cov.) and average speedup. In this table, the
parameters of the DCs are shared.
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Fig. 5: Average confidence values on IMDB dataset.
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Fig. 6: Average confidence values on SciTail dataset.

the computational complexity due to the simple structure of
the DCs.



Data/Model MNet MNet-SR SelNet PABEE-SR Ours
Caltech-256 Risk/Coverage

Pristine 21.7/100  16.5/89.8  15.3/87.7 15.9/88.5 14.8/89.3
oc=0.5 24.8/100  17.2/86.0  16.8/85.4 16.3/85.1 15.9/85.9
o =0.75 26.2/100  19.8/84.6  18.5/82.6 19.0/84.9 17.1/85.1
oc=1.0 28.4/100  21.2/82.3  20.9/81.9 20.4/81.3 18.5/81.8
Cifarl0 - Risk/Coverage
Pristine 7.5/100 4.8/93.4 3.9/92.2 4.9/95.8 4.1/95.3
oc=20.5 10.1/100 8.3/91.9 6.2/89.6 7.6/92.6 5.9/93.5
o =0.75 14.9/100  10.7/89.0 9.4/88.1 9.8/88.9 8.5/89.4
oc=1.0 21.7/100  16.2/83.9  14.5/82.4 15.2/84.8 13.8/85.2

TABLE VIII: Results on CIFAR10 and Caltech-256 datasets with different levels of noise on the MobileNet backbone.

BERT-SR SelNet Cal-RF  PABEE-SR Ours
Risk/Coverage
SST2 4.740.07  4.14+0.03  4.6+0.02 5.0£0.06 3.240.04
IMDB 8.2+0.09 7.8+£0.05 8.1£0.06 9.5£0.10 6.9+0.03
Yelp 2.1£0.04  1.9£0.02 1.9£0.03 2.1£0.03 1.7£0.02
SciTail ~ 3.3£0.06  3.5+£0.03  3.1£0.05 3.740.04 3.1£0.02
MRPC  8.6£0.10 8.2+£0.05 7.240.09 10.7£0.09  6.5£0.03

TABLE IX: Stability of our method as compared to others.



