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Abstract

Low-rank adaption (LoRA) is a prominent method that
adds a small number of learnable parameters to the frozen
pre-trained weights for parameter-efficient fine-tuning.
Prompted by the question, “Can we make its representa-
tion enough with LoRA weights solely at the final phase
of finetuning without the pre-trained weights?” In this
work, we introduce Progressive Compression LoRA (PC-
LoRA), which utilizes low-rank adaptation (LoRA) to si-
multaneously perform model compression and fine-tuning.
The PC-LoRA method gradually removes the pre-trained
weights during the training process, eventually leaving only
the low-rank adapters in the end. Thus, these low-rank
adapters replace the whole pre-trained weights, achiev-
ing the goals of compression and fine-tuning at the same
time. Empirical analysis across various models demon-
strates that PC-LoRA achieves parameter and FLOPs com-
pression rates of 94.36%/89.1% for vision models, e.g.,
ViT-B, and 93.42%/84.2% parameters and FLOPs compres-
sions for language models, e.g., BERT.

1. Introduction

Ever since pre-trained Transformer [27] models were intro-
duced, they have shown outstanding effectiveness in a range
of tasks within Natural Language Processing (NLP) [1, 6]
and Computer Vision (CV) [2, 7, 28] tasks. However, their
substantial size and the high computational demands pose
difficulties in both deployment and fine-tuning.

To address these challenges, several parameter-efficient
fine-tuning methods have been introduced, including Pre-
fix Tuning [16], Prompt Tuning [15], P-Tuning [17],
adapters [10], and Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) [12].
Specifically, LoRA employs trainable low-rank matrices
within transformer layers, which drastically cuts down the
number of trainable parameters for fine-tuning. However,
LoRA is only memory efficient during fine-tuning; when a
model fine-tuned with LoRA is used for inference, it offers
no advantages over the original pre-trained model.

Based upon the foundation of LoRA, we question
“Can we achieve sufficient representation using only LoRA
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Figure 1. The overall diagram of the PC-LoRA method. At each
training step, the pre-trained weights and bias gradually decay ac-
cording to a decay factor A, and eventually disappear and only the
Low-Rank Adapter corresponding weights A, B and bias C' re-
main.

weights in the final phase of fine-tuning, without relying
on pre-trained weights?” To find the answer to this ques-
tion, we propose a Progressive Compression-LoRA (PC-
LoRA) method, which gradually reduces the pre-trained
weights (i.e., the base weights) during fine-tuning until they
are completely removed as shown in Figure 1.

In order to learn the representation of the pre-trained
model within the low-rank adapter, the PC-LoRA method
progressively attenuates the output of the pre-trained
weights during the fine-tuning phase. This decay will re-
sult in the loss of information, which prompts the low-rank
adapter to increasingly attempt to compensate. Through
this process, the representations of the pre-trained model
will effectively flow into the low-rank adapter. Therefore,
by the end of the training, the LoORA weights may contain
both the representations of the original weights and the up-
dates made for fine-tuning. This capability demonstrates
how PC-LoRA methodically achieves the dual objectives of
low-rank compression and parameter-efficient fine-tuning.

Our PC-LoRA drastically reduces model parameters and
computes significantly with a slight accuracy drop, achiev-
ing up to 94.1%p parameter reduction and 89.1%p FLOPs
decrease for vision models e.g., ViT-B [7], and up to



93.5%p parameter and 84.2%p FLOPs reduction for lan-
guage models, e.g., BERT [6]. Fig. 2 shows several com-
pressed models by simply adjusting low rank (r) in the
LoRA weights, demonstrating that our PC-LoRA exhibits
flexibility and scalability. In addition to reducing the model
budget, PC-LoRA provides further advantages. Its layer-
wise approach allows the application to any model with lin-
ear layers, enhancing scalability. Moreover, PC-LoRA is
compatible with other methods like quantization [5, 13], en-
abling combined use to improve model efficiency.

2. PC-LoRA Method

Our method, termed Progressive Compression with Low-
Rank Adaptation (PC-LoRA), is designed to incrementally
compress a model by diminishing and eventually removing
the influence of pre-trained weights throughout the training
process. In this approach, both pre-trained model weights
and low-rank adapter weights are initially used for the out-
put computation. As the training progresses, the pre-trained
model weights gradually fade away according to a decay
factor and are eventually removed at the end of the training,
leaving only the low-rank adapters. The overall concept is
illustrated in Figure 1.

PC-LoRA Layer: Similar to the LoRA [12] method, our
PC-LoRA method also attaches low-rank adapters to lin-
ear layers. In PC-LoRA, the layers consist of the weight
and bias from the pre-trained model, complemented by two
low-rank adapter weights, A and B with a rank (r), which
replace the pre-trained model’s weight W. Additionally,
weight C' is used to substitute for the bias.

2.1. Training Configuration

The model’s output at each layer is calculated by adding the
decayed pre-trained model output (D;) with the low-rank
adapter output (L;), where ¢ denotes the index of the spe-
cific LoRA layer. A decay factor A is used to gradually
lessen the impact of the pre-trained model output, decreas-
ing from 1 to 0. The details of the decay factor scheduling
will be described in Sec. 2.2. While training, the final out-
put (F;) is computed as:

L; = Bi(Ai(zs)) + Ci, ()
F,=D;+ L;. 3

During training, A;, B; and C; are trainable, while
the pre-trained model weights (I¥;) and biases remain un-
changed. The bias is not included in Equation | for simplic-
ity. Initially, A; is initialized with a random Gaussian dis-
tribution, and both B; and C; start at zero, meaning B; A;
starts at zero as well.

After the completion of training, the output from the pre-
trained model is completely eliminated by the decay factor,
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Figure 2. The performance comparisons based on different com-
pression ratios of PC-LoRA using ViT-B [7] compared to the fully
finetuned ViT-B on CIFAR-10.

resulting in the forward pass being represented by the fol-
lowing equation: F; = L;, indicating that only the low-rank
adapter is used. Note that when we trained exclusively with
the low-rank adapter, we observed no improvement in the
model’s performance; specifically, it achieved only 10% ac-
curacy on CIFAR-10 and 50% accuracy on IMDb, which
demonstrates that our method is more effective than the sim-
ple layer-pruning method.

The PC-LoRA method is optimized according to the loss
term as follows:

Etotal = - Etask(yia Qi) + (1 - a) : LfeatKD(FSa FT) (4)

The total loss Ly is defined by combining the task loss,
Lisk, With the feature-based knoweldge distillation loss,
LeaxDd- Liask represents the loss for fine-tuning on a down-
stream task, such as cross-entropy loss for classification
tasks with labels. Leakp is computed as the Mean Squared
Error (MSE) between the intermediate features of the stu-
dent model Fs and those of the teacher model Fr as below:

M
1
Lo (Fs, Fr) = - > MSE(Fs,. Fr,),  (5)

m=1

where M is the number of PC-LoRA applied layers. The
student S is the model with PC-LoRA applied, which
includes the decayed pre-trained model and low-rank
adapters, while the teacher 7' is the original pre-trained
model. For the layers where PC-LoRA is applied, incorpo-
rating the difference between the intermediate feature maps
of S and T into the loss term acts as a regularization. Since
the teacher model 7" remains in its original, un-finetuned
state, adding this term helps to prevent the .S, which will
eventually retain only the low-rank adapters, from overfit-
ting to the downstream task while training. The ablation
study for the effect of Lgukp is conducted in Tab. 6. Please
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Figure 3. The three types of Decay Factor Scheduler: Sine, 1-
Cosine, and Linear. As iterations progress, the decay factor de-
creases from 1 to 0, affecting the rate at which the original weight
becomes less influential. Initially, a factor of 1 means the pre-
trained model’s weights are entirely preserved, while a factor of 0
indicates the complete transition to the new weights.

see Appendix C.1 for an ablation study of the loss scale fac-
tor, a.

2.2. Decay Factor Scheduler

This essential component of PC-LoRA manages the decay
of the original model’s weights to optimize compression
and adaptation. It uses a decay factor A\, which transitions
from 1 to O based on a selected decay function. This process
is detailed in the decay equation and graphically depicted
in Fig. 3. The equation is as follows:

1 — Selected Decay function(n,q) ifn < g,
Aln) = .
0 ifn >q.

Here, g represents the endpoint of the decay phase, set as
a proportion of the total iterations /N. The selected decay
function dictates how A(n) is reduced from 1, influencing
the rate at which the influence of the original weights di-
minishes. Initially, A(n) = 1 indicates that the pre-trained
model is fully intact, whereas A(n) = 0 signifies that the
original weights have been completely phased out. The
value q is ideally set between 40% and 80% of total iter-
ations, within which range significant performance differ-
ences have not been observed. From an ablation study of
the decay function in Tab. 7, we set sine as a default for
all experiments.

3. Experiments
3.1. Implementation Details

In this paper, we investigated model performances in two
benchmark tasks: image classification with the CIFAR-
10 [14] dataset and text classification using the IMDb [22]
dataset. Training details are provided in Appendix B and E.

We compared PC-LoRA with two other methods
for fine-tuning pre-trained models. The first method,
Full Fine-Tuning (Full-FT), updates all param-
eters of the model. The second, LoRA Fine-Tuning

(LoRA-FT), incorporates LoRA but does not alter the
embedding layers and uses a fixed rank of 32. The PC-
LoRA approach uses the same configuration as the LoRA-
FT method, focusing training only on layers modified for
low-rank adjustments.

Furthermore, we evaluated how different ranks influence
the compressed model size and performance, comparing
with various sizes of ViT models, as illustrated in Figure
2. Similarly, we extended our analysis to BERT models, as
detailed in Appendix D.

In our research, we conducted ablation studies on the
PC-LoRA method, detailed in Appendix C. These studies
included exploring different types of Decay Factor Sched-
ulers to determine their impact on performance. Addi-
tionally, we investigated the optimal ratio for feature-based
knowledge distillation loss, denoted as the « value in Equa-
tion 4, to enhance the accuracy of the compressed model.

3.2. Main Results

Tab. 1 & Tab. 2 presents a comparative analysis of the per-
formance of various vision and language models on the CI-
FARI10 and IMDb benchmarks, utilizing Full-FT, LoRA-
FT, and the proposed PC-LoRA method. The performance
of Full-FT and LoRA-FT is similar. When compared to the
LoRA-FT method, which uses the same number of param-
eters for training, the PC-LoRA method shows an average
performance degradation of about -3.56%p. Despite such
performance degradation, the final outcome of PC-LoRA is
a compressed model, resulting in a reduction of 94.36%p
excluding the embedding layers, and an average 89.1%p
decrease in total GFLOPs in vision models. For NLP mod-
els, also excluding the embedding layer, the reductions are
about 93.42%p, and 84.2%p in total GFLOPs. As the re-
sults indicate, the PC-LoRA method demonstrates a favor-
able trade-off on both CIFAR10 and IMDb benchmarks, by
significantly reducing the GFLOPs and model parameters
while only modestly compromising accuracy.

In Figure 2, the performance of various ViT models,
including compressed ViT Base models with PC-LoRA
method at different ranks, along with ViT Base, Tiny, and
Small models, is displayed. The x-axis represents the model
size, and the y-axis shows the test accuracy on CIFARI0.
The points marked with stars indicate the performance of
the PC-LoRA compressed models, which are comparable
to Vit Small and Tiny. Two key observations can be made
from the results in Figure 2. First, the models compressed
using the PC-LoRA method outperform the ViT tiny and
ViT small models despite having a similar model size. Sec-
ond, the PC-LoRA method allows for compression by ad-
justing a factor rank, enabling the preservation of the orig-
inal model structure while adjusting its size to the desired
level. Therefore our method is capable of generating mod-
els not only at the size levels of ViT Tiny, Small, and Base



Model Setting Acc(%) GFLOPs Param(M)

ViT-B [7] Full-FT 99.00 16.87 85.81
LoRA-FT 98.80 16.67 85.81
PC-LoRA 95.04 1.07  5.94 (94.36%))

ViT-B/Clip [25]  Full-FT 98.07 16.87 85.81
LoRA-FT 98.14 16.67 85.81
PC-LoRA 94.12 1.07  5.94 (94.36%)

ViT-B/DINO [3]  Full-FT 97.97 16.87 85.81
LoRA-FT 98.86 16.67 85.81
PC-LoRA 95.20 1.07  5.94 (94.36%)

Table 1. Comparison of PC-LoRA (r=32), Full-FT, and LoRA-
FT methods by different pre-trained models on CIFARI1O0,
measuring GFLOPs and parameters during inference. Paren-
theses indicate the percentage reduction in parameters with
LoRA-FT compared to PC-LoRA.

but also at any desired model size.

Similarly, Figure 5 displays the performance of vari-
ous BERT models, including compressed Bert Base models
with PC-LoRA method at different ranks, along with BERT
Base, Medium, and Small. Figure 5 shows that similar to
the results in Figure 2, PC-LoRA compressed models out-
perform similar-sized models. This consistency across dif-
ferent models demonstrates the robustness and versatility of
applying the our method for both CV and NLP tasks.
Attention Visualization. Figure 4 shows a comparison of
attention maps across different models and inputs. The left
column displays input images of a cat, a parrot, and a flower.
The middle column shows the top three attention maps from
a ViT Base model fine-tuned on CIFAR-10, highlighting ar-
eas of highest activation. The right column features similar
attention maps from the model compressed with PC-LoRA,
also fine-tuned. Both columns show that the quality of the
attention maps is similarly high, indicating that compres-
sion does not significantly degrade performance. However,
as detailed in Appendix F, it is important to note that the
number of heads that effectively contribute to these high-
quality attention maps is fewer in the PC-LoRA compressed
model. This reduction in effective heads suggests that the
compression has been successful at reducing dimensionality
without substantially affecting the model’s ability to focus
on relevant features in the input images.

4. Conclusion

In this work, we have explored the ability to combine model
compression and parameter-efficient fine-tuning through
low-rank adaptation. By progressively attenuating the out-
put of the pre-trained weights and allowing the LoRA
weights to bridge the gap of the decayed representation
of these weights, our PC-LoRA achieves significant model
compression with only a slight drop in performance.
Future work will explore the following potential ad-
vancements: We will improve the Decay Factor Sched-

Model Setting Acc(%) GFLOPs Param(M)
BERT [6] Full-FT 94.00 48.37 109.48
LoRA-FT 94.01 48.37 109.48
PC-LoRA 92.78 7.60 29.34 (93.42%)
ELECTRA [4] Full-FT 95.33 48.37 109.48
LoRA-FT 94.63 48.37 109.48
PC-LoRA 92.86 7.60 29.34 (93.42%)
RoBERTa [18]  Full-FT 94.67 48.37 124.65
LoRA-FT 94.40 48.37 124.65
PC-LoRA 92.59 7.60 44.50 (93.42%)

Table 2. Comparison of PC-LoRA (r=32), Full-FT, and LoRA-
FT methods on different pre-trained models with IMDb, mea-
suring GFLOPs and parameters during inference. Parentheses
indicate the percentage reduction in parameters with LORA-FT
compared to PC-LoRA, excluding embedding layers.

Input Fine-tuned/ Vit-Base PC-LoRA / Vit-Base
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Figure 4. Attention map visualization with [CLS] to-
ken: Full-finetuned ViT-B (85.8M) vs. PC-LoRA ViT-B w/
rank=32 (5.94M). Even with a much smaller model size, our com-
pressed ViT shows comparable attention map quality compared to
the full-finetuned ViT-B.

uler to enhance compression performance. Additionally,
we plan to refine the initialization of low-rank adapters.
Currently, it is initialized with a random Gaussian distri-
bution for A and zeros for B, essentially starting the com-
pression from a basic setup. To enhance the effectiveness
of the PC-LoRA method, we will employ a more sophisti-
cated approach by using the results of Singular Value De-
composition (SVD) of pre-trained weights. This will serve
as the initial information for A and B, facilitating a pro-
gressive compression process. Moreover, we plan to apply
PC-LoRA method to large-scale models and datasets and
evaluate our method with other compression strategies, in-
cluding pruning [19] and low-rank factorization [11].
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Appendix

A. Related Works
A.l. Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA)

LoRA fine-tuning technique involves adding a few trainable parameters
while keeping the original model parameters fixed. This is done by mod-
ifying the pre-trained weight matrix Wy with a small, low-rank update
AW = BA, where B and A are matrices of smaller dimensions. During
training, only A and B are updated, with Wy remaining unchanged. The
method calculates the new output h by adding Wz and BAx together.
Our approach also includes adding a bias term and scheduling the reduc-
tion of certain parameters to improve model efficiency and restoration.

A.2. Feature-based Knowledge Distillation

Knowledge distillation (KD) encompasses three principal methodologies:
Response-based [9], Feature-based [26], and Relation-based KD [23].
Each specializes in different aspects of knowledge transfer from a teacher
to a student model. Given that PC-LoRA method is layer-wise, we have
utilized Feature-based KD to leverage the intermediate layers’ semantic
information in the training process. Feature-based KD focuses on the use
of feature maps from both the student and teacher models, enhancing the
learning process with a strategic focus on the intermediate representations.
A distance function, such as Mean Squared Error (MSE) loss [8, 26, 29]
or Kullback-Leibler divergence loss [24] is used to quantify the similar-
ity of the matched features. Our adapter modules generate feature maps
that match the size of the original model’s, eliminating the need for alter-
ations required by other feature-based knowledge distillation methods and
thereby avoiding associated losses.

B. Training Details
B.1. Datasets

The IMDb dataset includes 50,000 movie reviews, evenly divided between
training and testing sets. The CIFAR-10 dataset contains 60,000 color im-
ages in 10 classes, split into 50,000 for training and 10,000 for testing.

B.2. Settings for Training

For the optimization of the PC-LoRA method, we used AdamW [21] op-
timizer, exploring learning rates within le-2, le-5. In terms of learning
rate scheduling, we adopted CosineAnnealinglL.R [20], which is set with a
minimum value of 0. We used the batch size to be 64 for CIFAR-10 image
classification task and 20 for IMDDb text classification task. The image clas-
sification was trained for 62,500 iterations, and the text classification task,
100,000 iterations. Additionally, all experiments were conducted on RTX
5000 GPUs using PyTorch version 2.1, Python 3.10, and CUDA 11.8.0.

C. More experimental analysis

C.1. Loss Scale factor, o

We differed Decay Factor Scheduler with sine: Tab. 3, linear: Tab. 4, and
1-cosine: Tab. 5. For each table, we conducted an ablation study for the
loss scale factor « value in Equation 4. It’s important to note that an al-
pha value of 1 implies training solely with the L, task loss and setting
the « value to O results in no fine-tuning, which explains our decision to
compare a o values ranging from 0.2 to 1.0. Our results indicate that, gen-
erally, performances are better with « values lower than 1. Specifically, in
the CIFAR-10 task, there was an average performance increase of 1.25%p,
while in the IMDb task, there was an increase of 2.64%p. This tendency
was observed regardless of the type of Decay Factor Scheduler, demon-
strating that lower o values enhance performance more effectively than an
aof 1.

a Ace(%)
Model 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
ViT-B 95.04 94.84 93.76 93.64 93.88

ViT-B/Clip 94.12 93.84 9336 93.60 93.36
ViT-B/DINO 9520 9452 93.60 93.88 93.72

BERT 92.67 9224 91.33 90.78 89.71
ELECTRA 92.86 91.82 9134 90.83 90.10
RoBERTa 92.51 92.11 91.74 90.78 90.32

Table 3. Decay Scheduler Sine

a Ace(%)
Model 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
ViT-B 95.00 9440 93.72 93.16 92.60

ViT-B/Clip 9344 9296 92.60 93.60 93.60
ViT-B/DINO 942 9396 93.64 93.80 93.00

BERT 92.78 92.08 91.41 90.61 89.92
ELECTRA 92.54 9194 91.22 90.62 90.13
RoBERTa 92.59 9230 9144 91.26 90.03

Table 4. Decay Scheduler linear

a Ace(%)
Model 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1.0
ViT-B 94.16 93.56 93.28 93.04 92.36

ViT-B/Clip 9340 93.72 9320 9292 92.44
VIT-B/DINO  94.16 93.52 93.00 93.56 92.84

BERT 92.67 9155 9098 90.24 89.58
ELECTRA 9242 92.05 91.31 9034 89.95
RoBERTa 91.84 92.00 91.17 9091 89.38

Table 5. Decay Scheduler 1-Cosine

C.2. Feature Knowledge Distillation

Acc(%)
Model W/0 Lteatkp W/ LteatkD
ViT-B 93.88 95.04
ViT-B/Clip 93.36 94.12
ViT-B/DINO 93.72 95.20
BERT 89.92 92.78
ELECTRA 90.13 92.86
RoBERTa 90.32 92.59

Table 6. The performance of various pre-trained models with and
without the feature knowledge distillation(FKD) was evaluated us-
ing the CIFAR-10 and IMDB benchmarks. w/o FKD means using
only the task loss, Lik-



C.3. Decay Scheduler Styles

with FKD Acc(%)
Model Linear 1-Cosine Sine
ViT-B 95.00 94.16 95.04

ViT-B/Clip 93.96 93.72 94.12
ViT-B/DINO  94.20 94.16 95.20

BERT 92.78 92.67 92.67
ELECTRA 92.54 9242 92.86
RoBERTa 92.59 92.00 92.51

Table 7. The performance comparison of various decay schedulers
on pre-trained models with FKD.

D. Compression comparison

We’ve conducted a comparison of model compression using PC-LoRA
on both ViT_Base and BERT _Base architectures. Compression was per-
formed across a broad spectrum of rank values, including 16, 32, 64, 128,
and 256, to achieve models of various sizes. Upon comparing the perfor-
mance of the compressed models with their corresponding baseline models
of similar size, both ViT and BERT architectures demonstrated an overall
improvement in performance.

D.1. ViT compression with PC-LoRA

Model Parameters (M)  Accuracy (%)
ViT_Tiny 5.53 94.66
ViT_Small 21.67 97.01
ViT_Base 85.81 98.80
ViT_Base r=32 5.59 95.04
ViT _Base r=64 9.87 96.44
ViT_Base r=128 19.75 97.08
ViT_Base r=256 38.62 97.56

Table 8. The performance of models based on different size of
ViT vs PC-LoRA diversly compressed ViTBase : Fine-tuned with
CIFAR-10. The table represents specific model sizes and perfor-
mance as shown in Figure 2. ViT_Tiny, Small, and Base represent
the baseline models, while ViT_Base r=32, 64, 128, 256 indicate
models that have been compressed to various sizes through PC-
LoRA, applied to the ViT_Base model.

D.2. BERT compression with PC-LoRA

Model Parameters (M)  Accuracy (%)
BERT_Small 28.77 92.27
BERT_Medium 41.37 92.38
BERT _Base 109.48 94.12
BERT_Base r=16 26.65 92.40
BERT _Base r=32 29.34 92.67
BERT _Base r=128 45.49 93.12
BERT _Base r=256 67.02 93.36

Table 9. The performance of models based on different sizes of
BERT vs PC-LoRA diversly compressed BERT _Base: Fine-tuned
with IMDb. The table represents specific model sizes and perfor-
mance as shown in Figure 5. BERT_Small, Medium, and Base
represent the baseline models, while BERT Base r=16, 32, 128,
256 indicate models that have been compressed to various sizes
through PC-LoRA, applied to the BERT _Base model.
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Figure 5. The performance comparisons based on different com-
pression ratios of PC-LoRA using BERT [6] compared to the fully
finetuned BERT-B on IMDb.

E. Models Information

We employed base versions of various pre-trained models. We used
Bert-base [6], RoBERTa-base [18], and ELECTRA-base [4] for text clas-
sification task, which were sourced from the HuggingFace Transform-
ers library. For image classification task , we used ViT-base [7], ViT-
base/DINO [3], Clip-ViT-base [25], which incorporates the ResNet-50 ar-
chitecture, sourced from the "timm’ library.

Download Links for pre-trained Models

ViT-base/DINO : timm/vit_base_patch16_224.dino

. ViT-base/Clip : timm/vit_base_patch16_clip_224.openai
Bert-base : bert-base-uncased

RoBERTa-base IMDb : FacebookAl/roberta-base
ELECTRA-base: google/electra-base-discriminator

nh LN

Download Links for Fine-tuned Models

1. Bert-base IMDb : nikitakapitan/bert-base-uncased-finetuned-imdb
2. RoBERTa-base IMDb : aychang/roberta-base-imdb
3. ELECTRA-base: pig4431/IMDb_ELECTRA_SE


https://huggingface.co/timm/vit_base_patch16_224.dino
https://huggingface.co/timm/vit_base_patch16_clip_224.openai
https://huggingface.co/bert-base-uncased
https://huggingface.co/FacebookAI/roberta-base
https://huggingface.co/google/electra-base-discriminator
https://huggingface.co/nikitakapitan/bert-base-uncased-finetuned-imdb
https://huggingface.co/aychang/roberta-base-imdb
https://huggingface.co/pig4431/IMDB_ELECTRA_5E

For these two models, ViT-base/DINO and ViT-base/CLIP, we
have conducted fine-tuning on CIFAR-10 by searching for the optimal
hyperparameters

F. Attention Maps

Figure 6. Top Left: a cat. Top Right: a white parrot. Bottom Left:
a dog. Bottom Right: a flower
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Figure 7. Left cluster of 12 images: attention maps of ViT Base
fine-tuned on CIFAR-10 for a cat. Right cluster of 12 images:
attention maps from the same model compressed with PC-LoRA
technique to Rank 32.
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Figure 8. Left cluster of 12 images: attention maps of a ViT Base
fine-tuned on CIFAR-10 for a white parrot. Right cluster of 12
images: attention maps from the same model compressed with
PC-LoRA technique to Rank 32.

Figure 9. Left cluster of 12 images: attention maps of a ViT Base
fine-tuned on CIFAR-10 for a dog. Right cluster of 12 images:
attention maps from the same model compressed with PC-LoRA
technique to Rank 32.

Figure 10. Left cluster of 12 images: attention maps of a ViT Base
fine-tuned on CIFAR-10 for a flower. Right cluster of 12 images:
attention maps from the same model compressed with PC-LoRA
technique to Rank 32.
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