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Abstract

Fine-tuning all-bias-terms stands out among various
parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT) techniques, owing to
its out-of-the-box usability and competitive performance,
especially in low-data regimes. Bias-only fine-tuning has the
potential for unprecedented parameter efficiency. However,
the link between fine-tuning different bias terms (i.e., bias
terms in the query, key, or value projections) and downstream
performance remains unclear. The existing approaches, e.g.,
based on the magnitude of bias change or empirical Fisher
information, provide limited guidance for selecting the
particular bias term for effective fine-tuning. In this paper,
we propose an approach for selecting the bias term to be
fine-tuned, forming the foundation of our bias-efficient fine-
tuning (BEFT). We extensively evaluate our bias-efficient
approach against other bias-selection approaches, across
a wide range of large language models (LLMs) spanning
encoder-only and decoder-only architectures from 110M to
6.7B parameters. Our results demonstrate the effectiveness
and superiority of our bias-efficient approach on diverse
downstream tasks, including classification, multiple-choice,
and generation tasks.

1 Introduction
Fine-tuning pre-trained large language models (LLMs) for
various downstream tasks has gained a lot of attention over
the past few years. Parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT)
methods have been extensively and empirically investi-
gated (Ding et al. 2023; Yang et al. 2024) to reduce the
fine-tuning overheads, such as computation cost, graphics
processing unit (GPU) memory usage, and energy con-
sumption. Among these PEFT techniques, bias-only fine-
tuning—which involves updating only the bias terms of the
LLMs (Zaken, Goldberg, and Ravfogel 2022)—provides the
potential for unprecedented parameter efficiency.

Bias-only fine-tuning offers out-of-the-box usability,
without extra requirements for additional configuration and
auxiliary reparameterization. This is in contrast to the ma-
jority of the previous work in this domain, e.g., prefix tuning
(Li and Liang 2021), adapter tuning (Houlsby et al. 2019),
LoRA (Hu et al. 2022), and GaLore (Zhao et al. 2024).
Moreover, in low-data regimes, all-bias-terms fine-tuning
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Figure 1: Importance ranking and accuracy (%) of fine-
tuning different bias terms (query bq , key bk, and value bv)
using various bias-selection approaches on the SST-2 dataset
with BERTBASE (low-data: 1000 training samples). We ex-
pect higher-ranked bias terms to achieve higher accuracy.
Our approach precisely and dynamically selects the particu-
lar bias terms to be effectively fine-tuned, compared to Mag-
nitude (Zaken, Goldberg, and Ravfogel 2022) and Fisher
(Sung, Nair, and Raffel 2021; Guo et al. 2025) approaches.

has been shown to be competitive with full-parameter fine-
tuning, despite updating a significantly smaller subset of full
parameters (Zaken, Goldberg, and Ravfogel 2022; Logan IV
et al. 2022; Doering et al. 2024).

Despite the advantages of bias-only fine-tuning, arbitrar-
ily selecting different bias terms for fine-tuning does not
necessarily guarantee competitive performance. At the same
time, the link between fine-tuning different bias terms and
downstream performance remains unclear (Liu et al. 2022;
Ding et al. 2023; Weng, Kerrigan, and Yang 2024). As il-
lustrated in Fig. 1, we report the importance ranking of bias
terms in query bq , key bk, and value bv among all bias terms,
on the y-axis. We observe that the magnitude of bias change
before and after fine-tuning (Magnitude approach) (Zaken,
Goldberg, and Ravfogel 2022) is inaccurate in selecting the
particular bias term to be fine-tuned, especially in the low-
data regime. At the same time, the widely used empirical
Fisher information (Fisher approach) (Sung, Nair, and Raf-
fel 2021; Guo et al. 2025) leads to a static importance rank-
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ing, with the same importance ranking for bias terms from
the low-data regime to the all-data regime. Therefore, both
approaches have limitations for selecting the particular bias
term to be fine-tuned. These observations motivate us to in-
vestigate how to carefully select the particular bias term for
effective fine-tuning across various data regimes.

In this paper, we propose an approach to select the partic-
ular bias term to be fine-tuned for bias-efficient fine-tuning
(BEFT). Inspired by recent advances in decoupling weight
updates (Liu et al. 2024; Bini, Girrbach, and Akata 2025),
our bias-efficient approach jointly considers both the angu-
lar change and magnitude of bias change before and after
fine-tuning. Concretely, our proposed approach evaluates the
projection ratios of bias before and after fine-tuning, provid-
ing a more precise and dynamic measure of bias change,
compared to the existing Magnitude and Fisher approaches.

We extensively evaluate our bias-efficient approach
against the Magnitude and Fisher approaches on BERTBASE

using the GLUE benchmark (Wang et al. 2019b). Build-
ing on this, we extend our analysis to RoBERTaBASE and
BERTLARGE on the SuperGLUE benchmark (Wang et al.
2019a). Finally, we generalize our findings to decoder-only
(autoregressive) architectures (Vaswani et al. 2017), with
sizes up to 6.7B parameters. Our main contributions are
summarized below:

• We propose an approach to select the particular bias term
for effective fine-tuning of downstream tasks. Using pro-
jection, our approach jointly considers the angular and
magnitude changes, providing a more precise and dy-
namic measure compared to the existing Magnitude (Za-
ken, Goldberg, and Ravfogel 2022) and Fisher (Sung,
Nair, and Raffel 2021; Guo et al. 2025) approaches.

• We extensively evaluate our bias-efficient approach
across a wide range of LLMs spanning masked and au-
toregressive architectures from 110M to 6.7B parame-
ters. The results consistently demonstrate the effective-
ness of our bias-efficient approach against the Magnitude
and Fisher approaches on a diverse set of downstream
tasks, including classification, multiple-choice, and gen-
eration tasks. Moreover, our BEFT achieves competitive
performance compared to mainstream PEFT techniques.

2 Bias-Selection Approaches

For an LLM model with pre-trained parameters θ ∈ R|θ|,
the output y is inferred from the input x and the parameters
θ, i.e., y = fθ(x). The full-parameter fine-tuning is to up-
date all the parameters θ for downstream tasks, including all
weights W ∈ R|W | and all biases b ∈ R|b|, where the num-
ber of biases |b| is substantially smaller than the number of
weights |W |. In contrast, bias-only fine-tuning exclusively
updates the bias terms of the LLMs, significantly reducing
the number of trainable parameters during model adaptation.

Building upon bias-only fine-tuning, the bias-selection
approaches aim to select the particular bias term, rather than
all bias terms, for fine-tuning. To define the different types of
bias term, the collection of the single type of bias bT across

(a) Magnitude  (b) Fisher

bias before FT
bias after FT
 bias change

average grad (squre)
grad (squre) samples 

(c) Bias-Efficient Metrics

(c) Bias-Efficient Metrics(a) Magnitude Change (b) Fisher Information
(c) Ours

assumed bias after FT
projection by angle 

(b) Outside(a) Inside

(a) Magnitude  (b) Fisher

bias before FT
bias after FT
 bias change

average grad (squre)
grad (squre) samples 

(c) Ours

assumed bias after FT
projection by angle 

(b) Outside(a) Inside

(b)(a)

(b)(a)

(a) Magnitude  (b) Fisher

 bias change average grad (squre)

(c) Ours

bias after fine-tuningbias before fine-tuning

projection by angle 

Figure 2: Our bias-efficient approach jointly considers both
the angular change and magnitude change, to measure the
projection ratio of b(l)T (visualization in (u,v) ∈ R2).

Transformer layers l from 1 to L is exploited as follows:

bT =
{
b
(l)
T

}L

l=1
⊆ b,

where T ∈ S, with S denoting the set of all types of bias
terms. In this paper, we select one type of bias term among
query bq , key bk, and value bv , which we refer to as the
target bias term to be fine-tuned.

2.1 Our Bias-Efficient Approach
As previously discussed and shown in Fig. 1, the existing
bias-selection approaches remain limited in their guidance
to select the particular bias term for fine-tuning LLMs. To
investigate these limitations, we propose an approach that
jointly takes into consideration both the angular change and
magnitude change of bias before and after fine-tuning. Our
bias-efficient approach considers the projection ratio as the
importance score and selects the particular bias term with
the highest importance score.

We denote the bias term at layer l before fine-tuning as
b
(l),pre
T and after fine-tuning as b

(l),post
T . The bias-efficient

approach jointly considers both the angular change and mag-
nitude change, as shown in Fig. 2. When the magnitude of
fine-tuned bias is smaller than the magnitude of the bias be-
fore fine-tuning, as illustrated in Fig. 2 (a), the projection
ratio of fine-tuned bias onto the bias before fine-tuning is
considered to calculate the importance score:

I(b(l)T ) = 1−
∥b(l),postT ∥2 · cos(α)

∥b(l),preT ∥2
= 1−

b
(l),pre
T · b(l),postT

∥b(l),preT ∥22
,

where α is the angle between the bias before and after fine-
tuning. On the contrary, when the magnitude of fine-tuned
bias is not smaller than the magnitude of the bias before fine-
tuning, as illustrated in Fig. 2 (b), the projection ratio of the
bias before fine-tuning onto the fine-tuned bias is considered
to calculate the importance score:

I(b(l)T ) = 1−
∥b(l),preT ∥2 · cos(α)

∥b(l),postT ∥2
= 1−

b
(l),pre
T · b(l),postT

∥b(l),postT ∥22
.

Overall, the importance score I of this bias term across all
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Figure 3: Approaches to select different bias terms for fine-tuning: (a) the magnitude of bias change before and after fine-
tuning. Different fine-tuned biases situated on the green rhombus exhibit the same Magnitude value; (b) the empirical Fisher
information before fine-tuning. Different gradients situated on the yellow circle result in the same Fisher value; (c) our bias-
efficient approach, which circumvents the limitations encountered by Magnitude or Fisher approaches.

layers is defined as follows:

I(bT ) =
1

L

L∑
l=1

1−
b
(l),pre
T · b(l),postT

max
(
∥b(l),preT ∥22, ∥b

(l),post
T ∥22

)
 .

To select the target bias term, we compute importance scores
for all types of bias terms and select the target bias type T
(among query, key, and value) with the highest I(bT ):

T = argmax
T ∈{q, k, v}

{I(bT )}.

2.2 Comparison with Existing Approaches
Existing studies on bias selection have primarily relied on a
few approaches, such as the magnitude of bias change be-
fore and after fine-tuning (Magnitude) (Zaken, Goldberg,
and Ravfogel 2022), and the empirical Fisher information
(Fisher) (Sung, Nair, and Raffel 2021; Guo et al. 2025).

For the magnitude of bias change before and after fine-
tuning, the Manhattan distance, i.e., ℓ1−norm, is exploited
to quantify the change (i.e., importance score) of bias (Za-
ken, Goldberg, and Ravfogel 2022). Therefore, the impor-
tance score I of magnitude-based approaches is denoted as:

I(bT ) =
1

L

L∑
l=1

∥∥∥b(l),postT − b
(l),pre
T

∥∥∥
1
.

In this bias-selection approach (which does not consider an-
gular changes), different fine-tuned biases situated on the
rhombus exhibit the same magnitude of bias change (i.e.,
same importance score) as illustrated in Fig. 3 (a), indicat-
ing that the Magnitude approach fails to capture meaning-
ful variations. The same limitation is observed on the circle
when the Euclidean distance (ℓ2−norm) is exploited.

For the Fisher information, the effect of changes in the
bias before fine-tuning (bpreT ) on the output y is measured,
given training data x. Fisher information is typically approx-
imated using its diagonal for computational efficiency, giv-
ing rise to the empirical Fisher information applied in super-
vised learning. Therefore, the importance score of Fisher is

denoted as follows:

I(bT ) =
1

L ·N

L∑
l=1

N∑
i=1

(
∇

b
(l),pre
T

log pθ(yi|xi)
)2

,

where N is the total number of training data. pθ(yi|xi)
is the probability distribution of the output yi based
on the LLM model parameters θ and input xi.
∇

b
(l),pre
T

log pθ(yi|xi) is the gradient of the log-likelihood

with respect to the bias b(l),pre. Moreover, we observe that
the importance ranking in Fisher stays mostly static during
training. Therefore, we exploit the Fisher before actual fine-
tuning, as done in previous works (Sung, Nair, and Raffel
2021; Guo et al. 2025). In this bias-selection approach, as
shown in Fig. 3 (b), different gradients situated on the circle
result in the identical gradient square (identical importance
score). This approach struggles to effectively distinguish
significant variations in empirical Fisher information.

Overall, our bias-efficient approach provides a more pre-
cise and dynamic measure of bias change before and af-
ter fine-tuning compared to existing approaches. It not only
circumvents the limitations encountered by the magnitude-
based approaches, which assigns the same importance score
to different fine-tuned biases with the same magnitude
change as presented in Fig. 3 (a), but also avoids the draw-
backs of approaches based on Fisher information, which
yields the same importance score to different gradients as
presented in Fig. 3 (b).

3 Evaluation
3.1 Experimental Setup
To evaluate our bias-efficient approach for fine-tuning
LLMs, we primarily exploit BERTBASE (Devlin et al. 2019)
on the GLUE benchmark (Wang et al. 2019b) without the
WNLI task (Zaken, Goldberg, and Ravfogel 2022). Build-
ing on this, we extend our analysis to RoBERTaBASE (Liu
et al. 2019) and BERTLARGE (Devlin et al. 2019) on
the GLUE benchmark and SuperGLUE benchmark (Wang
et al. 2019a). Furthermore, to generalize our findings from
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Figure 4: Importance ranking and downstream performance of fine-tuning different bias terms using various bias-selection
approaches on (a) SST-2, (b) CoLA, and (c) STS-B, with BERTBASE. Overall, our bias-efficient approach demonstrates the
ability to precisely and dynamically select particular bias across diverse data regimes, outperforming Magnitude and Fisher.

masked LLMs to autoregressive LLMs, we exploit OPT-
1.3B and OPT-6.7B (Zhang et al. 2022) evaluated on
the GLUE benchmark, SuperGLUE benchmark, SQuAD
(Rajpurkar et al. 2016), and DROP datasets (Dua et al.
2019), across classification, multiple-choice, and generation
tasks. All these experiments undergo training on 1 NVIDIA
Tesla T4 GPU with 16GB random-access memory (RAM)
for BERTBASE, RoBERTaBASE, and BERTLARGE, with 1
NVIDIA Tesla A40 GPU with 48GB RAM for OPT-1.3B
and 1 NVIDIA Tesla A100 GPU with 80GB RAM for OPT-
6.7B.

3.2 Bias Selection Approaches
We report the importance ranking of different bias terms
and downstream performance for various bias-selection ap-
proaches, as shown in Fig. 4 and Table 1. The importance
ranking is derived from importance scores of all bias terms.

Interpretative findings In Fig. 4, we present results on
three representative datasets from the GLUE benchmark
with distinct evaluation indicators, and we reveal the in-
terpretative findings across different data regimes: low-,
medium-, high-, and all-data regimes.

In the SST-2 dataset, as shown in Fig. 4 (a), our bias-
efficient approach consistently selects bv as the target bias,
while the Magnitude always selects bq . Correspondingly,
the accuracy associated with fine-tuning bv surpasses that
of bq across different data regimes, showing the inaccuracy
of the Magnitude—particularly in the low-data regime. In
the case of the Fisher approach, although it also identifies
bv as the target bias, it results in a static importance rank-
ing for bias terms across different data regimes. In contrast,
our bias-efficient approach dynamically captures the nar-

rowing importance gap between bv and bq as training data
increases, aligning closely with the observed convergence in
their downstream performance. These findings demonstrate
that our bias-efficient approach not only achieves superior
identification of target bias than Magnitude, but also has the
capacity of dynamic importance ranking compared to Fisher
approach.

Similarly, for the CoLA dataset, as shown in Fig. 4 (b),
bv is consistently selected as the target bias by our bias-
efficient approach, while bq is always selected by the Mag-
nitude approach. According to the performance metric (i.e.,
the Matthews correlation coefficient), the Magnitude ap-
proach selects the incorrect target bias between bv and bq .
Moreover, the Magnitude approach exhibits a static impor-
tance ranking across different data regimes. Similarly, the
Fisher approach results in a fixed importance ranking. In
contrast, our bias-efficient approach adaptively adjusts the
performance gap between bv and bq , aligning with the ob-
served shift in their importance rankings. These consistent
patterns highlight the superiority of our approach over both
Magnitude and Fisher approaches.

Furthermore, for the STS-B dataset, as shown in Fig. 4 (c),
the Magnitude approach selects bq as the target bias from
medium- to all-data regimes. However, selecting bq has a
lower performance (i.e., lower Spearman correlation coeffi-
cient) than selecting bv . Although the Magnitude approach
selects bv in the low-data regime, the importance ranking
gap between bv and bq does not align with the observed dif-
ferences in downstream performance, indicating a lack of
adaptability. The Fisher approach, on the other hand, suffers
from the static importance ranking as before. Conversely,
our bias-efficient approach reflects the increase performance
gap between bv and bq from low- to medium-data regimes,



Traing Data bT SST-2 RTE QQP QNLI MNLIm MNLImm CoLA MRPC STS-B Avg.

Low
bv 85.8† 59.5† 68.8† 73.8† 43.8† 45.7† 43.2† 84.0† 75.6† 64.5
bq 80.0 46.9 65.1 67.7 40.1 40.5 30.8 81.1 67.8 57.8
bk 77.2 46.5 60.5 66.9 39.5 40.1 6.5 79.2 65.4 53.5

Medium
bv 87.2† 65.7† 73.5† 79.3† 58.3† 59.8† 46.3† 84.1† 83.4† 70.8
bq 85.4 58.1 69.3 72.9 45.0 46.4 36.1 83.1 73.3 63.3
bk 79.7 54.5 0.00 67.6 41.4 42.1 20.3 80.8 67.1 50.4

High
bv 88.1† 62.8† 74.4† 80.8† 62.2† 64.2† 42.1† 85.5† 85.1† 71.7
bq 85.8 58.4 71.8 76.6 47.8 48.5 32.9 84.2 76.9 64.7
bk 81.6 53.0 12.9 68.1 42.1 42.1 6.5 78.8 68.7 50.4

Table 1: Downstream performance (%) of fine-tuning different bias terms with BERTBASE on the GLUE benchmark. We
highlight the best results and annotate the target bias term selected by our bias-efficient approach with the symbol †.

Fine-Tuning Params↓ Runtime↓ Accuracy↑
Our BEFT 0.01% 132.9 58.53±1.88

Rand uniform 0.01% 659.6 50.40±2.94

All biases 0.09% 144.9 56.40±2.88

All parameters 100% 206.1 57.46±2.20

Table 2: Runtime (s) and downstream performance (%). We
also highlight the second-best results, indicating the strong
potential of fine-tuning the particular bias term in LLMs.

in line with their changing importance ranking. These find-
ings confirm the advantages of our bias-efficient approach
over the Magnitude and Fisher approaches.

Empirical evaluation In Table 1, we report the down-
stream performance for different bias terms (specifically, bq ,
bk, and bv). We annotate the target bias term selected by
our bias-efficient approach with the symbol †. As presented
in Table 1, fine-tuning bv consistently achieves higher per-
formance than fine-tuning bq across the GLUE benchmark,
from low- to high-data regimes. Conversely, fine-tuning bk
always underperforms compared to bq . According to the
importance ranking, our bias-efficient approach (†) consis-
tently succeeds across all datasets and diverse training data
regimes. Overall, these results show that our bias-efficient
approach effectively captures importance rankings and se-
lects the target bias term to be effectively fine-tuned, form-
ing the foundation of our proposed BEFT.

3.3 Efficiency and Effectiveness
Prior work has indicated that fine-tuning all-bias-terms has
competitive performance to full-parameter fine-tuning in
low-data regimes (Zaken, Goldberg, and Ravfogel 2022; Lo-
gan IV et al. 2022; Doering et al. 2024). Building on these
observations, we investigate the efficiency and effectiveness
of our proposed BEFT method in the low-data regime.

In Table 2, our BEFT achieves remarkable parameter
efficiency, with only 0.01% of the full parameters when
fine-tuning BERTBASE on the low-data regime of the RTE
dataset. Fine-tuning all biases (Zaken, Goldberg, and Rav-
fogel 2022) requires 0.09% of the full parameters, nearly

Adaptation Techniques SST-2 RTE

BERTBASE (without fine-tuning) 48.9 52.7
Only-bv-fine-tuned on RTE 48.8 59.5

Only-bv-fine-tuned on SST-2 85.8 46.2
Merge fine-tuned bv of RTE and SST-2 81.3 55.5

Table 3: Merging task-specific bv through arithmetic averag-
ing improves adaptation performance (%), showing the ef-
fective adaptation of our selected target bias term.

9× more trainable parameters. Although “rand uniform”
samples and fine-tunes the same number of bias terms as
BEFT, it yields substantially worse performance and re-
quires more time due to inefficient uniform sampling. In
terms of runtime, full-parameter fine-tuning takes 206.1 sec-
onds (s), and all-bias fine-tuning requires 144.9 s, whereas
our bias-efficient approach completes in just 132.9 s. De-
spite this significant reduction in parameter footprint and a
decrease in training time, our proposed BEFT achieves a
comparable performance with all-bias fine-tuning and all-
parameter fine-tuning in this case.

Furthermore, we observe that the fine-tuned target bv ex-
hibits task-specific characteristics for different tasks. For in-
stance, the bv in BERTBASE after fine-tuning on SST-2 and
RTE exhibit significant dissimilarity, with a cosine similar-
ity of 0.18, i.e., an angular difference of 79.5◦. As shown
in Table 3, the model with only-bv-fine-tuned on RTE ex-
hibits worse performance when evaluated on SST-2, and
vice versa. However, to investigate the adaptation effective-
ness, merging task-specific bv through arithmetic averaging
improves adaptation performance.

Overall, our proposed BEFT demonstrates a favorable
trade-off between parameter percentage, runtime, and down-
stream performance, offering strong potential while fine-
tuning only the target bias term in LLMs. These find-
ings highlight its promise as an unprecedented parameter-
efficient fine-tuning strategy, as well as the effective adapta-
tion across tasks enabled by the task-arithmetic averaging of
our selected target bias terms.



Models bT
GLUE SuperGLUE

SST-2 RTE CB WiC

BERTBASE

bv 85.8† 59.5† 59.0 69.6
bq 80.0 46.9 47.2 66.1
bk 77.2 46.5 43.3 62.8

RoBERTaBASE

bv 88.6 56.7 90.5 62.1
bq 87.0 56.3 85.0 57.8
bk 72.0 52.3 76.2 57.9

BERTLARGE

bv 89.2 60.6 58.7 66.6
bq 83.8 53.4 50.9 61.2
bk 69.3 53.4 26.6 61.2

Table 4: The downstream performance (%) of fine-tuning bv
consistently surpasses that of fine-tuning bq and fine-tuning
bk. The insights gained from the target bias can be directly
extended to different datasets and different LLMs.

3.4 Extension Analysis
Motivated by the preceding interpretative findings and em-
pirical evaluation, it is natural to ask: Can the insights gained
from the target bias term be directly extended to different
datasets and LLMs, without requiring additional measure-
ment of bias change before and after fine-tuning?

Extend to different datasets To evaluate the extension of
our findings to new datasets in the low-data regime, we ex-
ploit the CB and WiC datasets from the SuperGLUE bench-
mark (Wang et al. 2019a), where the CB dataset contains
only 250 training examples. First, we evaluate the same
model, i.e., BERTBASE, on these new datasets. As presented
in Table 4, for BERTBASE, fine-tuning bv is better than
fine-tuning bq; fine-tuning bq is better than fine-tuning bk.
These results consistently mirror our preceding findings on
the GLUE benchmark, showing that the observed patterns of
the target bias term can generalize to new datasets.

Beyond direct extension, we further investigate the in-
ternal correlation between our bias-efficient approach and
the downstream performance. Specifically, we analyze the
CB and WiC datasets under varying learning rates (e.g.,
1 × 10−3, and 1 × 10−4). We visualize the importance
scores and importance rankings. Despite bv consistently
being ranked first with different learning rates, the down-
stream performance varies significantly. For example, in CB
dataset, while the ranking order of bv and bq remains un-
changed, the performance difference between bv and bq is
substantially larger at 1×10−3 than at 1×10−4. Indeed, the
importance score gap between bv and bq is wider at 1×10−3

than at 1 × 10−4. We find that the importance score calcu-
lated by our bias-efficient approach provides a finer-grained
approach than the importance ranking alone. Moreover, fine-
tuning only bv surpasses the performance of tuning all bi-
ases ball at 1 × 10−3, but falls short at 1 × 10−4. Indeed,
the higher importance score of bv at learning rate 1 × 10−3

reflects greater change, leading to better performance when
fine-tuning only bv compared to 1 × 10−4. These results
imply that learning rate influences the divergence degree of
bias change, which in turn affects the effectiveness of BEFT;

larger divergence (higher importance scores) tends to yield
better performance. Similar trends are observed in the WiC
dataset, reinforcing the robustness of our findings. Overall,
this analysis shows that our bias-efficient offers provide fine-
grained measurement.

Extend to different LLMs To evaluate the extension of
our findings to different LLMs in the low-data regime,
we exploit the RoBERTaBASE (Liu et al. 2019) and
BERTLARGE (Devlin et al. 2019) on CB abd WiC. First,
on SST-2 and RTE, fine-tuning bv consistently outperforms
fine-tuning bq , as presented in Table 4. This trend holds
when extending RoBERTaBASE and BERTLARGE to CB
and WiC, where fine-tuning bv yields superior performance.

Beyond learning rates, we also investigate the correlation
between training epoch and downstream performance. Tak-
ing the CB dataset with only 250 training samples as an
example, we observe that for BERTBASE, RoBERTaBASE,
and BERTLARGE, the performance of fine-tuning bv con-
sistently improves as training epoch increases. In this case,
bv achieves comparable or even superior performance to
fine-tuning all biases ball, particularly for BERTBASE. This
suggests that bias-only fine-tuning in low-data regimes re-
quires more training steps. Conversely, with the inappro-
priate learning rate leading to smaller divergence of bias
change, increasing training epochs yields limited improve-
ment for fine-tuning bv .

Overall, these results demonstrate that our findings en-
able extension to different datasets and LLMs without the
extra overheads of measuring the importance ranking of
bias terms. Furthermore, these extension insights not only
show the fine-grained discriminative capability of our bias-
efficient approach but also provide valuable guidance on op-
timizing learning rates and training epochs to enhance down-
stream performance in practice.

3.5 Generalize to Autoregressive LLMs
To further validate the generality of our findings from
masked LLMs to autoregressive LLMs, we consider OPT-
1.3B and OPT-6.7B (Zhang et al. 2022) on various bench-
marks, including the GLUE benchmark (Wang et al. 2019b),
SuperGLUE benchmark (Wang et al. 2019a), SQuAD (Ra-
jpurkar et al. 2016), and DROP datasets (Dua et al.
2019) covering classification, multiple-choice, and genera-
tion tasks. We also compare our BEFT against various main-
stream PEFT methods, such as LoRA (Hu et al. 2022), pre-
fix tuning (Li and Liang 2021), in-context learning (ICL)
(Brown et al. 2020) and zero-shot techniques (Brown et al.
2020), as presented in Table 5. First, regarding bias-selection
approaches, fine-tuning bv consistently performs the best
among bv , bq , and bk, which demonstrates the effective gen-
eralization of our bias-efficient approach. Second, our BEFT
requires 30× and 10× fewer parameters than LoRA and pre-
fix tuning, respectively, while maintaining competitive or
superior performance across the majority of tasks. Finally,
while ICL and zero-shot techniques do not require fine-
tuning, they exhibit inherently inferior performance com-
pared to our BEFT. All these results demonstrate that our
proposed BEFT approach is able to compete with main-



LLMs Fine-Tuning Params SST-2 RTE CB BoolQ WSC WiC MultiRC COPA ReCoRD SQuAD DROP
Techniques ——————–classification——————– –multiple choice– —generation—

OPT-1.3B

bv 0.04‰ 93.1 71.5 80.3 65.8 63.5 61.6 69.0 77.0 71.5 79.8 28.2
bq 0.04‰ 72.7 55.6 71.4 60.4 62.5 59.2 56.3 74.0 71.2 69.3 21.4
bk 0.04‰ 53.5 53.1 37.5 45.3 44.2 57.0 45.3 75.0 70.5 24.2 10.4

LoRA 1.2‰ 92.6 50.5 41.0 63.1 63.5 50.0 55.3 76.0 71.0 79.7 27.9
Prefix 0.4‰ 91.9 63.9 80.3 64.3 61.5 57.6 60.0 69.0 70.5 78.3 25.2
ICL 0‰ 80.3 53.0 48.2 58.5 47.1 50.6 46.3 69.0 70.9 58.6 20.3

Zero-Shot 0‰ 53.5 53.0 39.3 45.5 44.2 57.3 45.3 75.0 70.5 27.2 11.1

OPT-6.7B

bv 0.02‰ 95.2 82.6 96.4 78.8 63.5 65.2 73.9 83.0 77.7 86.9 32.4
bq 0.02‰ 80.3 62.4 67.8 64.7 60.5 59.4 58.6 83.0 76.5 75.5 27.9
bk 0.02‰ 61.2 54.8 50.0 59.5 37.5 51.2 44.5 82.0 76.0 37.4 16.8

LoRA 0.6‰ 50.5 47.2 50.0 63.1 63.5 50.4 55.5 82.0 76.3 85.7 31.1
Prefix 0.2‰ 95.1 78.3 89.2 72.6 59.6 54.7 58.9 78.0 76.8 84.6 30.5
ICL 0‰ 84.6 65.7 57.1 68.9 50.9 53.6 50.4 82.0 76.8 74.2 27.5

Zero-Shot 0‰ 61.2 55.2 51.7 59.5 37.5 51.2 44.5 82.0 76.1 36.5 17.7

Table 5: Downstream performance (%) of various fine-tuning techniques in low-data regimes. Our BEFT approach demonstrates
competitive performance with mainstream PEFT techniques in terms of parameter efficiency and downstream adaptation.

stream PEFT techniques.

4 Related Work
4.1 Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning (PEFT)
PEFT techniques aim to fine-tune only a small subset of pa-
rameters in LLMs, thereby significantly reducing resource
overheads. Addition-based PEFT methods introduce new
trainable components into the model architectures. Prefix
tuning (Li and Liang 2021) adds trainable prefix tokens to
attention blocks; adapter tuning (Houlsby et al. 2019) in-
serts a trainable adapter module into Transformer layers;
and prompt-tuning (Lester, Al-Rfou, and Constant 2021) in-
troduces a sequence of trainable embeddings prepended to
the input. Reparameterization-based PEFT methods change
the representation of the parameter or its update. LoRA (Hu
et al. 2022) exploits the low-rank decomposition to approxi-
mate the original parameter change, and GaLore (Zhao et al.
2024) reparameterizes the gradient into low-rank matrices.
While effective, these PEFT techniques are limited by their
out-of-the-box usability, with extra requirements for addi-
tional configuration and auxiliary reparameterization.

4.2 Bias-Efficient Fine-Tuning
Bias-efficient fine-tuning techniques aim to fine-tune only
the bias-terms in LLMs. Fine-tuning all biases—as in BitFit
(Zaken, Goldberg, and Ravfogel 2022)—has been shown to
achieve competitive performance with full-parameter fine-
tuning, especially in low-data regimes (Zaken, Goldberg,
and Ravfogel 2022; Logan IV et al. 2022). This advantage is
attributed in part to the low intrinsic dimensionality of pre-
trained LLMs, which allows meaningful adaptation within
a restricted subspace (Aghajanyan, Gupta, and Zettlemoyer
2021; Mosbach, Andriushchenko, and Klakow 2021). Prior
papers reveal that different bias-terms contribute differently
during model adaptation (Ding et al. 2023; Weng, Kerri-
gan, and Yang 2024). However, the link between fine-tuning
different bias terms and downstream performance during
model adaptation is not clear (Liu et al. 2022; Ding et al.

2023; Weng, Kerrigan, and Yang 2024). Moreover, the selec-
tive PEFT approaches, such as the magnitude of bias change
(Ansell et al. 2022) and empirical Fisher information (Sung,
Nair, and Raffel 2021; Xue et al. 2025; Guo et al. 2025),
provide limited guidance to select the particular bias term.
Therefore, the approach for selecting the particular bias term
for effectively fine-tuning has been largely unexplored.

5 Conclusion
Bias-only fine-tuning of LLMs provides out-of-the-box us-
ability, and demonstrates competitive performance com-
pared to full-parameter fine-tuning empirically, particularly
in low-data regimes (Zaken, Goldberg, and Ravfogel 2022;
Logan IV et al. 2022; Doering et al. 2024). In this paper,
we propose an approach to select the particular bias term for
effective fine-tuning, forming the foundation of BEFT. We
extensively evaluate our bias-efficient approach and demon-
strate its effectiveness and superiority when compared to
the Magnitude and Fisher approaches. Moreover, we extend
and generalize our findings and insights to various LLMs
covering both encoder-only (masked) and decoder-only (au-
toregressive) LLMs (Vaswani et al. 2017) with sizes rang-
ing from 110M to 6.7B parameters across various down-
stream tasks, including classification, multiple-choice, and
generation tasks. Our experimental evaluation shows that the
proposed BEFT approach achieves competitive performance
compared to mainstream PEFT techniques.

Limitation In this work, we shed light on the importance
of fine-tuning bias terms in LLMs for unprecedented param-
eter efficiency. While this paper focuses on importance rank-
ing for the selection of one particular bias term, a deeper
investigation into how the importance score relates to down-
stream performance is required and left for future work.
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