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Abstract. Transformers come with a high computational cost, yet their
effectiveness in addressing problems in language and vision has sparked
extensive research aimed at enhancing their efficiency. However, diverse
experimental conditions, spanning multiple input domains, prevent a fair
comparison based solely on reported results, posing challenges for model
selection. To address this gap in comparability, we design a comprehen-
sive benchmark of more than 30 models for image classification, eval-
uating key efficiency aspects, including accuracy, speed, and memory
usage. This benchmark provides a standardized baseline across the land-
scape of efficiency-oriented transformers and our framework of analysis,
based on Pareto optimality, reveals surprising insights. Despite claims
of other models being more efficient, ViT remains Pareto optimal across
multiple metrics. We observe that hybrid attention-CNN models exhibit
remarkable inference memory- and parameter-efficiency. Moreover, our
benchmark shows that using a larger model in general is more efficient
than using higher resolution images. Thanks to our holistic evaluation,
we provide a centralized resource for practitioners and researchers, fa-
cilitating informed decisions when selecting transformers or measuring
progress of the development of efficient transformers. 3
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1 Introduction

The introduction of the Transformer [55] prompted its widespread adoption in
both language and vision communities. In particular for image classification, the
Vision Transformer (ViT) [14] has positioned itself as one of the best known
applications of the original architecture, outperforming traditional CNN archi-
tectures on benchmarks like ImageNet [67, 68]. However, a major challenge in
working with Transformer models is dealing with the computational complex-
ity of the self-attention mechanism. This mechanism enables the Transformer
3 https://github.com/tobna/WhatTransformerToFavor
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Fig. 1: Pareto front (dotted line) of throughput and accuracy. Marker shapes and
hues signify the different overarching strategies for making ViT more efficient. Pareto
optimal models have a black dot, while the others have a white dot. The size of markers
signifies if we fine-tuned using the standard 224px or the larger 384px resolution. We
mark the baselines ViT-Ti@224 (A), ViT-Ti@384 (B), and ViT-S@224 (C) in the plot.

to capture global dependencies between pairs of sequence positions, but it has a
computational complexity of O(N2) in the input length N , making it impractical
for long sequences and high-resolution images.

Efforts have been made to reduce the computational load of Transformer
models, particularly in resource-constrained settings, such as embedded sys-
tems [44, 56]. Researchers have explored numerous strategies, like implement-
ing sparse, local, or kernelized attention mechanisms, as well as token removal
criteria to decrease the sequence length. However, selecting the most efficient
model that meets certain performance standards remains a challenging task.
This task becomes particularly difficult, knowing that “efficiency” can refer to
different concepts, like training resources, inference speed, memory requirements,
or number of parameters. Moreover, difficulties identifying the most efficient, yet
highly performant vision transformers are accentuated by different training and
evaluation conditions reported in the literature. It is even more unclear how
tradeoffs in efficiency for models proposed for NLP carry over to vision tasks.

To address these problems of comparing recent advances in efficient ViTs, we
design an impartial test bed, training models from scratch on the same data,
using the same setup. This enables the measurement of multiple real-world per-
formance metrics under consistent conditions. We identify common strategies
employed to enhance model efficiency and utilize them to correlate changes in
efficiency metrics with the respective strategies. Through this test bed, we pro-
vide a centralized resource of comprehensive baselines in the domain of image
classification, conducting a thorough review of the current state of research on ef-
ficient Transformer models. While many papers at most report speed [11,32,35],
we provide empirical values across multiple dimensions of efficiency using the
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same setup. In particular, we also provide baselines for efficient Transformers,
that have been proposed for NLP, but can be trivially adapted to CV.

We analyze model speed and memory requirements both at training and
inference time, as well as parameter efficiency. This reveals that not all efficiency
claims are realized. Our analysis is based on the Pareto front, the set of models
that provide an optimal tradeoff between model performance and one aspect of
efficiency. We plot inference throughput against accuracy in Figure 1 to visualize
the Pareto front. Here, a model is Pareto optimal (black dot) if and only if there
is no model that is both more accurate and faster at the same time. Through
this analysis, we show that ViT remains Pareto optimal across three of the four
empirical metrics we track. But we also find other efficiency strategies that are
Pareto optimal for different metrics. This benchmark, based on more than 150
experiments, provides researchers and practitioners with a valuable resource,
aiding them in choosing the most efficient and effective model architecture for
their specific use case.

Main Results

– A comprehensive one-stop benchmark of transformer-based models. Experi-
ments are run under the same conditions, making the results comparable.

– We find that in most cases, scaling up the model is more efficient, being
faster and more accurate, than scaling up the image resolution.

– We find that ViT still is Pareto optimal for three out of four metrics; in par-
ticular, for training and inference speed. We provide more detailed sugges-
tions on which models to use, depending on the main constraint, in Figure 6.

2 Related Work

This section provides an overview of relevant work on transformer surveys and
approaches to measure efficiency, while Section 3.3 delves into specific efficient
transformer-like architectures.

Surveys on Efficient Transformers Efficiency has become a critical aspect
of transformers, leading to the exploration of various strategies and evaluations
across domains. Surveys on efficient transformers provide valuable taxonomies
and insights. [48] focus on efficiency gains primarily in NLP, while [17] and
[70] collect general approaches for enhancing model efficiency, including those
applicable to transformers. For ViTs, [35] presents an extensive list of efficient
versions, classified based on different aspects such as computational complexity,
robustness, and transparency. They, along with [30], compare the efficiency of
ViTs in terms of parameters, ImageNet accuracy, and other performance metrics
using data from the original papers. Surveys on ViT-like models, conducted
by [18], [64], and [22], focus on categorizing models according to different vision
tasks, while [71] specializes in dense prediction. Specialized surveys investigate
the application of transformers in specific domains, such as action recognition
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[53], image restoration [2], medical imaging [20,27,34,43], or remote sensing [1],
or using other modalities like speech recognition [25], language processing [7],
time series analysis [58], or multimodal tasks [61].

In contrast, we survey efficient Transformers as a first step to be able to
evaluate their efficiency empirically under the same conditions using more than
150 experiments.

Evaluation of Efficiency Efficiency evaluation in deep learning models is an-
other area of investigation. [4] provides a theoretical overview of efficiency aspects
and metrics, along with measurement methodologies. [12] offers a detailed dis-
cussion on efficiency metrics, highlighting the potential pitfalls of relying solely
on theoretical metrics. [6] conducts a highly regarded survey on the efficiency of
CNNs, and [29] compares the efficiency of their novel architectures with older
models using the Pareto front of throughput and accuracy. Finally, [47] con-
structs a comprehensive benchmark on synthetic data to quantify various aspects
of transformer model performance, facilitating efficiency evaluations.

We build on this work and contribute by evaluating more than 30 efficient
Transformers for CV using real data. We analyze our benchmark’s results in-
depth.

3 Efficient Transformers for Vision

First, we present our methodology for efficiency assessment, before briefly de-
scribing ViT, as well as a diverse collection of efficient transformers that have
been proposed and what these change compared to ViT. These models, from
the domains of CV and NLP, all claim to improve the efficiency of the baseline
transformer. We systematically select efficient transformers based on diversity,
popularity, and novelty of their approaches.

3.1 Quantifying Efficiency

The term efficiency can take on different meanings; it is therefore crucial to
consider multiple dimensions when evaluating a model’s efficiency. In this paper,
we analyze model throughput in images per second and memory requirements in
GB of VRAM at training and inference time and contrast them with accuracy.

Due to the complex multidimensional tradeoffs, efficiency cannot be captured
by a single number. Hence, we focus on the Pareto front to identify models that
achieve the best trade-offs between two metrics. The Pareto front represents the
set of models that take the best compromises between two metrics. A Pareto
optimal model outperforms every other model in at least one of the two metrics.
See the Pareto front in Figure 1, where for each model that is not on the Pareto
front (white dot) there is a model on the Pareto front (black dot) that is both
faster and more accurate.
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Fig. 2: List of efficient Transformers (citation key in brackets) categorized at two levels:
1. Where does the approach change ViT? 2. How does the approach change ViT?

3.2 Core Elements of ViT

We now present the key elements of ViTs, that have been studied to make it
more efficient, as well as its key bottleneck: the O(N2) computational complexity
of self-attention. By identifying these components, we can establish a taxonomy
based on the main strategies that have been proposed to enhance transformer
efficiency in the literature. ViT is an adaptation of the original transformer
model for image processing tasks. Instead of text, it takes an image as input and
converts it into a sequence of non-overlapping patches. Each patch is linearly
embedded into a token of size d, with positional encoding. A classification token
[cls] is added to the sequence, which is then fed through a transformer encoder.
There, the self-attention mechanism computes the attention weights A between
tokens, utilizing the query (Q ∈ RN×d) and key (K ∈ RN×d) matrices:

A = softmax

(
QK⊤
√
dhead

)
∈ RN×N ,

where the softmax is calculated row-wise. This matrix encodes the global in-
teractions between every possible pair of tokens. It is also the reason why the
attention mechanism has an inherent computational (space & time) complexity
of O(N2). The output sequence of the attention-mechanism is a weighted sum
of the input sequence, using the value matrix (V ):

Xout = AV = softmax

(
QK⊤
√
dhead

)
V. (1)

After self-attention, the sequence is passed through a feedforward network with
MLP layers. In the end, only the [cls] token is used for the classification decision.

3.3 Efficiency-Improving Changes

After having gone over the backbone that constitutes a ViT, we can discuss
the most important modifications, which have been proposed to make it more
efficient. In order to analyze the overarching strategies that are taken, we classify
the efficient models systematically using a two-step approach. First, we identify
the specific components – the token mixing mechanism, the token sequence, or
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the MLP block – of the baseline ViT architecture that are modified (i.e., “where”),
as visualized in Figure 2. On the second level, the taxonomy is structured based
on the strategies to enhance the efficiency (i.e., “how”). While this taxonomy is
not meant to be a comprehensive overview of ViT-like models, it is proposed as a
tool for identifying the most popular strategies to make vision transformers more
efficient. Note that our categorization scheme aligns closely with taxonomies that
have been recently proposed [17,41,48].

(i) Token Mixing
The first and most popular approach is to change the token mixing mechanism,
which directly tackles the O(N2) computational complexity of self-attention.
There are multiple strategies through which this can be accomplished: Some
methods approximate the attention mechanism with reduced computation, which
can be achieved by matrix decomposition, changing the order of operations, or
fixing attention values. Other approaches combine attention with CNNs to per-
form sub-sampling in the attention mechanism or reduce the number of uses of
the attention mechanism. Finally, some methods discard the attention mecha-
nism and instead introduce entirely new token mixing strategies.

Low-rank attention leverages the fact, that Q, and K in Equation (1)
are matrices of shape N × d, which makes QK⊤ ∈ RN×N a matrix of rank
r ≤ d ≪ N . The Linformer [57] utilizes this to project the sequence direction
of K and V down to dimension k ≪ N , without reducing the informational
content of the attention matrix too much. Similarly, the Nyströmformer [60] uses
the Nyström method of matrix decomposition to approximate the matrix QK⊤.
The approximate attention mechanism’s output is then computed with linear
complexity by applying the softmax to each part individually. The approach of
XCiT [15] utilizes a transposed attention mechanism:

Y ⊤ = softmax

(
1√
d
Q⊤K

)
V ⊤.

Here, Q⊤K ∈ Rd×d is used to replace the low-rank matrix QK⊤, to define
the globally informed filter softmax

(
1√
d
Q⊤K

)
∈ Rd×d which is applied to each

token individually. Since both Q and K are likely to be of rank d, the former
most likely has full rank, which enables more efficient information encoding.

Sparse attention is an alternative approach to these dynamic approxima-
tions of global interactions. Normal attention tends to focus on only a few input
tokens, giving low attention scores to most other tokens [23]. Sparse attention
takes advantage of this by setting most of the attention weights to zero and only
calculating the most important ones. The parts of the attention matrix, which
are determined dynamically, can be based on a fixed pattern, like in the widely
used Swin Transformer [32], and SwinV2 [31], where attention is performed
only inside local sets of image tokens, or in HaloNet [54], where each token can
only attend to its local neighborhood. Alternatively, Routing Transformer [39]
determines sets of tokens that exchange information by grouping them based on
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their content. In contrast, Sinkhorn Transformer [46] fixes local groups and lets
tokens only attend to a different group using a dynamic permutation matrix.
Another way of keeping the attention matrix sparse, is by sub-sampling the keys
and values. For example, Wave-ViT [65] uses a discrete wavelet transform for
sub-sampling.

Fixed attention is an extreme example of setting attention values before-
hand. In this case, attention values only depend on a tokens position. This is
explored in the Synthesizer [45].

Kernel attention is an approach that changes the order of computations
in Equation (1). Instead of using the softmax on the product QK⊤, a kernel
φ : Rd → Rd is applied to the queries Q and keys K individually:

Y = φ(Q)φ(K)⊤V,

which can be calculated with linear complexity O(N) in the number of tokens.
Various kernels have been proposed, including the random Gaussian kernel,
introduced with the Performer [11] and expanded on in the FourierLearner-
Transformer [10] by adding a relative positional encoding in phase space. Scat-
terbrain [9] combines the Performers’ attention mechanism with sparse attention.
Poly-SA [3] uses the identity function φ ≡ id, Linear Transformer [21] uses an
ELU, and another variant of the Performer uses a ReLU kernel.

Hybrid attention approaches combine convolutions with the attention mech-
anism. EfficientFormer(-V2) [28] uses convolutions initially to focus on local
interactions, and then employs the attention mechanism to capture global inter-
actions. Another approach is to use convolutions inside the attention mechanism
to create locally informed queries, keys, and values, as in CvT [59], where it is
used to subsample keys and values, and in CoaT [62].

Non-attention shuffling refers to a group of techniques to capture global
interactions without using an attention mechanism. MLP-Mixer [49] applies a
fully connected layer along the token sequence for global interactions, while
FocalNet [63] extracts a hierarchy of contexts using convolutions. Moreover,
FNet [26,42] directly exploits the Fast Fourier Transform (FFT) for O(N logN)
complexity token mixing, while GFNet [37] utilizes it to implement a global
convolution.

(ii) Token Sequence
The second category, token sequence, is more prevalent in efficient transformers
used in computer vision compared to natural language processing. The idea here
is to remove redundant information typically contained in images, and in doing
so, reducing computational costs without significantly affecting the model’s per-
formance. Methods aim to reduce the token sequence by removing unnecessary
image patches, such as those associated with the background, by merging similar
patches to minimize redundant information, or by summarizing the information
into a smaller number of abstract tokens to represent higher-level information.
These models leverage the O(N2) complexity of the self-attention mechanism to
attain a large reduction in computational cost, as removing 30% of the tokens
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reduces the operations needed by around 50%. While some of these methods
can directly be applied to a trained model, performance improves when utilizing
them during training [5], like we do.

Token Removal requires identifying which tokens to remove while without
losing critical information. To that end, Dynamic ViT [36] uses the Gumbel-
softmax for token retention probabilities, and A-ViT [66] learns halting proba-
bilities that weight the token outputs of different depths. In contrast, EViT [29]
avoids introducing extra parameters by utilizing the previous layer’s attention
matrix to remove tokens.

Token merging is another strategy to remove redundant information While
a version of EViT [29] merges the unimportant tokens, ToMe [5] merges tokens
based on their similarity, using a fast bipartite matching algorithm.

Summary tokens, condensing the token sequence into a few new tokens,
contrasts the approaches so far, which modify the existing tokens. CaiT [52] uses
token summary via cross-attention on a single token to gather global information
on the classification decision in the last layers. Token Learner [40] creates a set
number of summary tokens by employing dynamic sums over the image tokens,
and STViT [8] initializes summary tokens with local information by using strided
convolutions, then injecting global information into those using cross-attention.

(iii) MLP Block
The final way in which proposed methods change the architecture of transformers
is by moving compute to the MLP block, which has linear complexity with re-
spect to the sequence length. Despite room for efficiency gains, we have identified
just one method taking this approach, which we include to make this benchmark
more diverse. Switch Transformer [16] focuses on improving performance while
maintaining a similar computational cost.

Specialized parameters can be used to tackle this problem by introducing
multiple parameter sets for each MLP block and passing different tokens through
blocks with different parameters. Switch Transformer can have multiple times the
number of parameters of the ViT without introducing lots of extra computations.

To recap, the categorization we present offers a structured framework for un-
derstanding the diverse approaches to improve the efficiency of ViT-like models.
This enables us to compare broad trends across strategies.

4 Experimental Design

We conduct an extensive series of over 150 experiments on the more than 35
models described in Section 3.3 to evaluate which models are ideal under a
given set of constraints. We measure efficiency w.r.t. the full models rather than
individual attention modules, since methods that reduce the token sequence
(Section 3.3 (ii)), and others, like XCiT, require additional modifications to the
architecture, which we include. Note, however, that many models only introduce
changes in the attention mechanism, effectively turning the benchmark into a
module-level comparison for these.
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4.1 Baselines

To find the most efficient models, we need to quantify their efficiency gains by
comparing them to the original ViT [14], and to its follow-up version [50,51]. We
also include a ResNet50 [19] in our evaluation as a representative baseline for
CNN architectures, and a point of reference across papers. All evaluations are
based on the ImageNet-1k dataset for classification [13], as it is one of the most
commonly used for benchmarks in this domain. Further results for metrics that
run fine-tuning on other datasets can be found in the supplementary material.

4.2 Training Pipeline

We compare models on even grounds by training using a standardized pipeline.
To reduce bias, our pipeline is relatively simple and only consists of elements
commonly used in CV. In particular, we refrain from using knowledge distillation
to prevent introducing biases from the choice of teacher model. Any orthogonal
techniques, like quantization, sample selection, and others, are not included as
they can be applied to every model and would manifest as a systematic offset in
the results. To avoid issues stemming from limited training data, we pre-train
all models on ImageNet-21k [38].

Models are trained for a total of 140 epochs using the training pipeline in-
troduced in [51]. This is an updated version of the pipeline used by DeiT [50],
which has been adopted throughout the literature for training efficient ViTs (see
Table 1). As this pipeline only employs standard CV practices, we consider it a
fair point of comparison for evaluating all models.

Pretraining is conducted on ImageNet-21k for 90 epochs at resolutions of 224
and 192 pixels, followed by fine-tuning on ImageNet-1k at 224 and 384 pixels
for 50 epochs. In cases where model training is unstable, we default back to
the hyperparameters reported in the corresponding publications. All training is
conducted using 4 or 8 NVIDIA A100 GPUs. While most of the models work
well with our training pipeline, we could not get Performer, Linear Transformer,
or HaloNet to converge. See the supplementary material for more details.

4.3 Efficiency Metrics

As we saw, efficiency has multiple dimensions, and therefore we need to capture
a variety of metrics. For comparison with other papers and to evaluate their use
as proxy metrics for speed and memory requirements, we capture the theoretical
metrics of number of parameters and FLOPS. These are used by the community
to provide estimates of the model’s representational capacity and computational
requirements [35, 37, 48]. However, theoretical metrics do not always correlate
with real-world performance, especially when comparing different architectures
[4,12]. Instead, empirical metrics, obtained by running models on hardware, offer
more informative evaluations, which is why we track GPU time for training,
inference throughput at optimal batch sizes, and VRAM requirements. While
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Table 1: ImageNet-1k accuracy of the original papers and the new training pipeline.
✓ marks original pipelines based on DeiT [50]. Models are trained on 224px images,
unless marked with ↑ (384px) or ↓ (112px). Results with ⋆ use knowledge distillation.

Model Original Ours
DeiT Accuracy Accuracy

ViT-S (DeiT) ✓ 79.8 82.54
ViT-S (DeiT III) 82.6 82.54
XCiT-S ✓ 82.0 83.65
Swin-S ✓ 83.0 84.87
SwinV2-Ti 81.7 83.09
Wave-ViT-S 82.7 83.61
Poly-SA-ViT-S 71.48 78.34
EfficientFormer-V2-S0 75.7 ⋆ 71.53
CvT-13 83.3 ↑ 82.35
CoaT-Ti ✓ 78.37 78.42

Model Original Ours
DeiT Accuracy Accuracy

GFNet-S 80.0 81.33
FocalNet-S 83.4 84.91
DynamicViT-S 83.0 ⋆ 81.09
EViT (delete) ✓ 79.4 82.29
EViT (fuse) ✓ 79.5 81.96
ToMe-ViT-S ✓ 79.42 82.11
CaiT-S24 ✓ 82.7 84.91
TokenLearner-ViT-8 77.87↓ 80.66
STViT-Swin-Ti ✓ 80.8 82.22

these empirical metrics can be sensitive to hardware and software configurations,
we ensure consistent evaluations by employing the same setup for all models4.

5 Results

5.1 Improved Training Pipeline

To validate the fairness of our training pipeline, in Table 1 we compare ImageNet-
1k accuracy reported in the original papers (whenever reported) with the one we
obtained, to see if there are any obvious outliers. Firstly, note that a substantial
fraction (9 out of 19) of papers base their training pipelines on DeiT [50], making
them a good fit for training with the updated version from DeiT III [51].

We observe that almost all the models trained with this pipeline achieve a
higher accuracy; 1.35% on average, with the largest gap being +6.86% for Poly-
SA. Note that the only three models reporting higher performance than what
we obtain use either knowledge distillation, which we avoid to not induce bias,
or fine-tune at a higher resolution, which as we will see later is inefficient.

Most categories contain models that achieve peak accuracy of approximately
85% (see the supplementary material). However, two notable exceptions are ob-
served: the Kernel Attention class, which poses challenges in optimizing models,
and the Fixed Attention class, where the use of a constant attention matrix in-
herently results in a lower accuracy. Overall, our selection of the training pipeline
as a reference for a fair comparison is supported by the improvements in results
compared to the original papers, regardless of architectural differences.

5.2 Number of Parameters

The number of parameters is used in the literature as a proxy metric for tracking
the model complexity, and the overall computational cost of using a model. When
4 We evaluate the variance of our measurements in the supplementary material
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analyzing the parameter efficiency of different models (Figure 3), it is evident
that for most smaller models, the accuracy per parameter remains relatively
constant at a baseline level of about 4×10−8 %

param. . This value is approximately
halved for larger models, indicating diminishing returns on scaling the model
size. For ViT, there is a noticeable drop in accuracy per parameter across the
model sizes. While ViT-Ti outperforms models of comparable accuracy, and
ViT-S performs on par with similar models, ViT-B slightly underperforms when
compared to other, larger models. Significant outliers are the smaller Hybrid
Attention models EfficientFormerV2-S0 and CoaT-Ti, which exhibit the highest
accuracy per parameter, outperforming other attention-based models as well
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as ResNet50. This suggests that the combination of attention and convolutions
allows for the development of very parameter-efficient models.

Figure 4 highlights the Pareto boundary between accuracy and the num-
ber of parameters, showing models with fewer than 30 million parameters. It
is noteworthy that the majority of Pareto optimal models are fine-tuned at a
higher resolution of 384 pixels, which contributes to an increase in accuracy
without any growth in the parameter count. Here, the number of parameters
does not accurately represent the gain in computational cost. At the smallest
model sizes, we observe once again, that models relying on Hybrid Attention e.g.,
EfficientFormerV2-S0 and CoaT-Ti are Pareto optimal. The TokenLearner is a
Pareto optimal choice between ViT-Ti and the also Pareto optimal ViT-S.

5.3 Speed

Whether driven by strict requirements for real-time processing or the desire
to obtain model outputs within reasonable timeframes, inference speed directly
impacts the usability of deployed models. The models we evaluate often claim
a superior throughput vs. accuracy trade-off compared to ViT. However, our
evaluation (Figure 1) reveals that ViT remains Pareto optimal at all sizes. Only
few models, namely Synthesizer-FR and some Sequence Reduction models, show
improvements in the Pareto front when compared to a ViT of comparable size.

We also observe that most models maintain their Pareto optimality even
when fine-tuned on other datasets like Stanford Cars [24], Oxford Flowers 102
[33], and MIT Places365 [69]. Even when assessing throughput on a CPU in-
stead of a GPU, we observe only minimal fluctuations in model scaling. See
supplementary material for more information about these results.

Our observations reveal that fine-tuning at a higher resolution is inefficient.
While it may result in improved accuracy, it also entails a significant increase in
computational cost, leading to a substantial reduction in throughput. In turn,
scaling up the model ends up being more efficient. This is shown in Figure 1,
where no model fine-tuned at the higher resolution is Pareto optimal. For ex-
ample, when scaling from ViT-Ti to ViT-S (points A to C), we gain a lot more
accuracy for the lost speed than when scaling up the image size (points A to B).

In our analysis of fine-tuning time, we see many similarities to the Pareto
front of inference time. Additionally, the TokenLearner model emerges as a stand-
out performer with the fastest fine-tuning speed while achieving a competitive
accuracy of 77.35%. For more details, refer to the supplementary material.

5.4 Memory

Figure 5 (right) reveals that the tradeoffs when optimizing for VRAM usage
during inference are very different from the ones for speed or training VRAM
(left side), making it the only metric where ViT is not Pareto optimal. At infer-
ence time, the Hybrid Attention models CoaT and CvT stand out from the rest.
Additionally, CaiT, and Wave-ViT, and in contrast to the other metrics the Se-
quence Reduction models EViT and ToMe, fine-tuned at 384 px, form the Pareto
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Fig. 5: Pareto front (dotted line) of training memory at our default batch size of 2048
(left) and inference memory at the minimum batch size of 1 (right) and accuracy for
models with less than 225GB of VRAM for training and 1.25GB for inference.

Table 2: Correlation between the number of floating point operations, number of pa-
rameters (θ), fine-tuning time, training memory, inference time, and inference memory.

corr(x, y) θ
Training Inference

Time Mem Time Mem

FLOPS 0.30 0.72 0.85 0.48 0.42
θ 0.05 0.18 0.02 0.40
Training Time 0.89 0.81 0.17
Training Mem 0.71 0.48
Inference Time 0.13

front for larger sizes. This observation suggests that, similar to the number of
parameters, Hybrid Attention models excel in low memory environments.

In contrast, the aspect of training memory (Figure 5 (left)) exhibits a similar
pattern as observed in throughput. Here, CoaT and CvT need more memory
than other models of comparable accuracy, and again ViT is Pareto optimal,
along with the Sequence Reduction models EViT, ToMe, TokenLearner, and
Synthesizer-FR, and XCiT all at 224px. When training at a resolution of 384px
most models need more than 225GB of VRAM and therefore are not plotted.

5.5 Correlation of Metrics

We run a correlation analysis between the efficiency metrics in Table 2. The
highest correlation of 0.89 is between fine-tuning time and training memory.
This suggests a common underlying factor or bottleneck, possibly related to the
necessity of memory reads during training. Understanding this relationship can



14 T. Nauen et al.

Which Transformer
to Favor?

1. Main
Constraint 2. Phase 3. Transformers to Favor

Speed

Memory

Inference
Training

Inference
Training

{ViT, ToMe, TokenLearner, ...}

{ViT, EViT, TokenLearner, ...}

{ViT, CoaT, CvT, WaveViT}

{ViT, ToMe, TokenLearner, ...}

Fig. 6: Flowchart for answering the question Which Transformer to Favor? in image
classification. First, choose the main constraint (1.), speed, or memory, and the phase
you want to optimize this constraint at (2.): Inference or training. Based on that,
we provide recommendations on which transformer to favor (3.) from the taxonomy
classes of Baseline, Sequence Reduction, Hybrid Attention, and Sparse Attention. See
the supplementary material for a full list of Pareto optimal models for each metric.

provide valuable insights into the factors influencing training efficiency. Intrigu-
ingly, the highest correlation coefficient involving a theoretical metric is 0.85,
found between FLOPS and training memory, suggesting that the VRAM re-
quired for training can be roughly estimated based on the theoretical FLOPS
using the following approximation (plot in the supplementary material):

VRAM [GB] ≈ 25.43 · GFlops + 25.50.

Surprisingly, the other evaluated metrics exhibit relatively weak correlations
when considering different model architectures, highlighting the limited reliabil-
ity of estimating computational costs solely based on theoretical metrics. Con-
sequently, assessing model efficiency in practical scenarios requires the measure-
ment of throughput and memory requirements for novel architectures.

6 Discussion & Conclusion

In this paper, we provide a thorough benchmark of efficiency oriented transform-
ers for vision, facilitating a fair, competitive comparison of contributions from
NLP and vision and revealing some unexpected trends. Results show ViT’s con-
tinued Pareto optimality across multiple metrics, reaffirming its effectiveness as a
baseline. Results prove that scaling the model size is, in most cases, more efficient
than using higher resolution images. When comparing different efficiency met-
rics, we uncover the limitations of estimating computational costs solely based
on theoretical metrics, with an exception being training VRAM requirements,
which can be roughly estimated based on the theoretical FLOPS.

When addressing the question of which transformer to favor, our bench-
mark offers actionable insights in the form of models and strategies to use (see
Figure 6). ViT remains the preferred choice overall. However, token sequence
methods can become viable alternatives when speed and training efficiency are
of importance. Additionally, for scenarios with significant inference memory con-
straints, considering hybrid attention models can prove advantageous.
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Looking ahead, we posit that the establishment of such a comparable, fair
benchmark and analysis will drive substantial advancements in efficiency-oriented
transformers, benefitting both researchers and practitioners making architectural
decisions for resource-constrained environments.
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