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ABSTRACT

Low-rank adaptation (LoRA), as one of the most well-known representative method of parameter-
efficient fine-tuning, freezes the backbone model and introduce parallel adapter modules to each
layer of the model. These modules consist of two low-rank trainable matrices: a low-dimension
projector (LP) and a high-dimension projector (HP) with their product approximating the change
for updating the model weight. However, the LP and HP for each layer are paired, and the input
fed into the corresponding LP immediately goes into the paired HP for that particular layer. This
setup constrains the learned AW to the current layer and therefore a particular level of features,
as models like Transformers are composed of many stacked layers, each extracting information at
different levels. By considering the differences between layers and establishing connections across
them when learning AW, we enhance the capture of relevant information for downstream tasks using
this interconnected adaptation when fine-tuning. Meanwhile, preserving the unique characteristics of
each layer and thus selectively mix the learning traits of various layers according to a specific ratio
can also be crucial in certain tasks. In this paper, we propose Low-rank interconnected adaptation
across layers (Lily). Specifically, to liberate the projection matrices in LoRA from their layer-specific
constraints, we employ a hierarchical strategy where we retain the LPs at the layer level, tasked with
projecting distinct layer features to a low dimension, dubbed local LP. Conversely, we detach all HPs
from their respective layers, transforming them into a model-shared module named global HP. Owing
to its layer independence, the global HP accommodates any number of HP sub-modules or, drawing
inspiration from mixture of experts (MoE), multiple HP experts that transcend layer positions while
capturing learning traits across diverse layer categories from shallow to deep. For the ratio to mix all
the experts, we use a router inspired by MoE to selectively adapt the features of different layers, thus
obtaining a unique expert distribution. We evaluated Lily on a wide range of downstream tasks and
achieved state-of-the-art results, outperforming LoRA and a range of competitive methods. Code will
be available at/Github.

1 Introduction

For foundation models like the Transformer [26], fine-tuning them on downstream tasks is a typical use case. However,
direct fine-tuning (also known as full fine-tuning or FFT) comes with a host of issues, including huge computational
and storage costs when dealing with large models, as well as the risk of forgetting previously learned knowledge
[4]. While fine-tuning only the final module, such as the classification head (a technique known as linear probing),
addresses these problems, it leads to a significant degradation in performance. To tackle these challenges, the research
community has paid significant attention to Parameter-Efficient Transfer Learning (PETL). In PETL, the given model is
used as a backbone and its weights are frozen. Instead of modifying the entire model, lightweight trainable modules
called adapters are introduced to efficiently learn the changes in the backbone weights. We denote the frozen weights
in the backbone as W, and the learned task-specific incremental weight updates as AW. Among the various PETL
methods, Low-rank Adaptation (LoRA [14]) is one of the most well-known and widely applied techniques. LoRA
introduces a pair of adapter modules in each layer of the model, consisting of two projection matrices. One matrix,
the low-dimension projector (LP), projects the input x to a low-dimension form, while the other, the high-dimension
projector, restores the low-dimension representation back to its original dimension. By multiplying these two projection
matrices, we can approximate the actual AW in full fine-tuning. Additionally, since both projection matrices are
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low-rank, LoRA offers significant savings in computational and storage costs, effectively alleviating the burdens of
full fine-tuning. Moreover, by specifically learning the AW for the downstream task, LoRA could outperform linear
probing by a considerable margin.

However, LoRA and many subsequent improvements to the method [[19] [31]] [32] are limited by a specific setting
introduced by it: the LP and its corresponding HP always appear as a pair in the same layer. In other words, when
the input x is projected to a low-rank subspace by the LP, it is immediately fed into the paired HP in the same layer.
This limitation arises because models like the Transformer, which are composed of multiple stacked layers, exhibit
varying characteristics in feature learning and extraction across different layers [27]. Restricting the learning of AW
to the current layer ignores the knowledge and features learned in other layers, which could be potentially beneficial
to the adaptation. Many Prior models have already been designed with cross-layer connections to better associate
different layers. For example, the skip-connection in UNet [22]] merges the features of the lower and higher layers
for learning. Another example is UNet++ [33[], which is a typical representative of cross-layer feature fusion. The
design of these models offers an important insight: connecting the layers of a deep learning model can potentially
lead to a more comprehensive understanding of the task. Therefore, we believe that this intuition is not only useful in
model architecture design but also applicable to the adaptation process. To this end, we design a method that takes into
account information from all layers when dealing with features at different levels via a hierarchical structure, namely
interconnected adaptation, thus resulting in a more comprehensive and holistic approach to feature extraction and the
learning of AW.

However, it is not enough to simply incorporate information from all other layers. It is also important to preserve the
unique features of each layer and selectively combine information from different layers. Inspired by self-attention,
which calculates the relationship between each token and all other tokens and obtains attention scores indicating the
strength of the relationship, we also selectively incorporate the weight of different layers based on their relationship
with the current layer we focus on. Due to the widespread use of MoE [23]] techniques in various fields, we employ an
MOoE router to achieve the effect of selective combination.

In this paper, we propose Low-rank interconnected adaptation across layers (Lily), a self attention inspired low-rank
adaptation method for PETL. Specifically, we set a local LP in each layer to project the input x to a low-dimensional
space. Then, x is passed to the global HP, whose router selectively outputs an expert distribution to combine the outputs
of different HP experts, each specializing in feature learning for a specific layer. By doing so, we can take into account
information from all layers during adaptation at each level and achieve a selective property across layers, similar to
self-attention. This comprehensive perspective enhances our adaptation performance. Our contributions are as follows:

* We propose a novel generic framework for low-rank adaptation, named Low-rank interconnected adaptation
across layers (Lily). Lily goes beyond adapting to the current layer and takes into account information from
all the layers in the model, providing a more comprehensive understanding during adaptation.

* A hierarchical adaptation structure is designed: LPs at the local level, capturing layer-specific information,
and HPs at the global level, helping adaptation to take into account information from all other layers. This
hierarchy can provide a more flexible configuration and ultimately achieve better performance with fewer
parameters.

2 Related Work

2.1 Foundation Models

The Transformer architecture has emerged as the most widely adopted model structure, finding applications in various
industrial contexts. At the heart of the Transformer lies the self-attention mechanism [26]], a powerful tool for modeling
relationships and dependencies. By computing weights for the current token relative to all other tokens in the sequence
and producing a weighted sum, self-attention ensures that the processing of each token takes into account its relationship
with all other tokens.

Recently many models are proposed trying to challenge Transformer as the potential next generation foundation model
including [11] [20] [2]. Among these challengers, Mamba [|11] is a type of architecture that gains much focus, built on
structured state space models (S4). S4, related to RNNs [[12]] and CNNs [[I7]], is defined by parameters (A, A, B, C).
Through discretization, S4 derives (A, B, C') from these parameters. S4 updates hidden states and generates outputs
using these derived parameters, with the unique ability to do so via recurrence or global convolution. Mamba enhances
S4 by introducing a selective property and proposes a hardware-aware algorithm, effectively addressing parallel training
challenges.
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Both Transformers and their emerging challengers share a common trait: they are composed of multiple stacked
layers. Many models, such as UNet [22] and UNet++ [33[], have recognized that linking layers of different levels
through techniques like skip-connections can better capture features, and they have achieved excellent results and wide
applications. Therefore, it is beneficial to consider the information of all other layers together with the current layer
during both the pre-training and adaptation processes.

2.2 Parameter Efficient Transfer Learning

Typical usage of Foundation Models includes pre-training on large datasets and fine-tuning or adaptation to various
downstream tasks. However, traditional adaptation methods such as full fine-tuning and linear probing have significant
drawbacks, including high computation and storage costs or sub-optimal performance, which hinder their widespread
adoption when dealing with large models. To address these issues, Parameter-Efficient Transfer Learning (PETL)
emerges as a promising field, aiming to adapt the model backbone efficiently with as few parameters as possible while
maintaining the performance and knowledge.

Current PETL research is predominantly conducted on Transformer architecture due to its popularity and can be mainly
categorized into two types: 1) adapter-based methods [[14] [S] [21] [15] [13]] and 2) prompt-based methods [24]] [25].
Adapter-based methods introduce lightweight adapters into the Multi-Head Self-Attention (MHSA) or the Feed-Forward
Network (FFN) blocks within the Transformer architecture. On the other hand, prompt-based methods append trainable
tokens as prompts to the input tokens fed to the network.

Among the various PETL techniques, Low-rank Adaptation (LoRA) stands out as the most well-known method. LoRA
introduces a pair of adapter modules per layer, each comprising two projection matrices. The low-dimension projector
(LP) converts input = to low-dimension form, and the high-dimension projector (HP) restores it to the original dimension.
Multiplying these projections approximates the AW in full fine-tuning.

However, LoRA has limitations, one of which is that its LP and HP always appear as pairs in each layer. As a result, the
information they receive and the AW they learn are confined to the current layer. As discussed in the previous section,
incorporating information from all other layers during the adaptation can address this limitation and this is precisely
why Lily detaches the HPs from the layers.

2.3 Mixture of Experts

Mixture of Experts (MoE) is an active research area that has garnered significant attention especially in the field of
Large Language Models (LLMs). Conditional computation, where different parts of the network are activated on a
per-example basis, has been proposed to enhance model capability without increasing computation [|6] [3]] [9] [[1]].
The Sparsely-Gated Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) layer is introduced to implement this idea, consisting of numerous
sub-networks [23[]. A trainable gating network, known as a "router”, determines the combination of experts for each
example, which can be a soft routing approach using a weighted sum of all experts or discrete routing with sparse
weights [23]]. There’re already PETL methods like MoLORA [29] and MOLA [10] which apply the MoE design
concept to PETL. However, these methods simply treat the LP and HP combined in LoRA as a single expert, still
positioned at layer-specific locations. A concurrent research [28]], utilizes the LP and HP sub-spaces as experts but fails
to overcome the limitation in previous section: when LP and HP appear in pairs in the same layer, the learned AW is
limited to that layer without an understanding of information from all other layers.

3 Method

We introduce Low-rank interconnected adaptation across layers (Lily) in this section. Initially, the specific model
architecture utilized is detailed, followed by an explanation of the overall adaptation process. Subsequently, we present
Lily on two distinct models, the Transformer and Mamba, to validate its versatility.

3.1 Overview of Lily

To begin with, the computation process of Low-rank Adaptation (LoRA) can be expressed as follows when setting the
rank to d:

W'=W + PPy ey

where W € R®*? is the frozen weight in the backbone, and P;, € R**? and Py € R%*® are the low-dimension
projectors (LPs) and the high-dimension projectors (HPs). Therefore, during the training process the forward propagation
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Figure 1: Structure and adptive nature of Lily.

can be described as:

=xbPy + (low-dimension projection)

=W < (basic knowledge) )

!/
x
2 =a2'Pyg  + (extra knowledge)
x
r=x+2

where we denote the output of feeding x to W as the basic knowledge which the backbone model already have, while
the output of x transformed by being first projected to low-dimension by Py, and then restored to its original dimension
by Py as extra knowledge which belongs to the current downstream task. In this case, the product of P, and Py can
approximate AW, representing the learned task-specific incremental weight, or extra knowledge.

However, this setup has a limitation: after z is projected through Py, it is immediately fed into the corresponding
paired Py in the same layer, returning to its original dimension. In this process, the AW approximated by Py, and Py
restricts the acquisition of extra knowledge solely to the features of the current layer, limiting its scope to the fixed and
predetermined layer. Therefore, inspired by model architectures with cross-layer connections, we believe that when
learning the AW for the layer of interest, taking into account the information from all other layers is beneficial to the
task. However, the layer-specific nature of LoRA falls short in this regard. The model structure of Lily is presented in
Fig. [Ta] Specifically, to address this limitation, we first decouple the HPs from the layers, setting them free from a
fixed position. These HPs now form a group of HP experts, organized as a globally shared module across the entire
model, which could be denoted as Py, i € {1,2,..., N} where N, indicating how many HP experts are in this global
HP. These experts are expected to each specialize in learning features from a particular level of layers from shallow to
deep in the model.

At the same time, to provide layer-specific features for analysis by the global HP and to determine the weights of
different experts selectively, we still fix the LPs P¢ i € {1,2,..., N;} in each layer to continuously extract layer-specific
features where [V is the number of layers in the model. This hierarchical structure consists of local LPs at the bottom,
which are non-selective and only project the input x of a specific layer into a low-dimensional space, thus extracting
layer-specific features. In contrast, the global HP sits at the top of the hierarchy, exhibiting selectivity. It receives the
low-dimensional features projected by the local LPs and selectively assigns unique weights to different HP experts,
combining information from various layers according to specific ratios. This structure is illustrated in Fig. [Ta]
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Figure 2: An overview of the whole process of selective weights allocation by the router according to features from
layers of different levels: shallow, deep, etc. Following is a weighted combination of all the HP experts to get a final
mixed HP for adaptation. The example here we use N, = 3.

Fig. 2] provides a visual guide to the process. To selectively assign weights to different experts, we draw inspiration
from the Mixture of Experts (MoE) paradigm and employ a router, R € RN<*¢ which transforms the corresponding
input into the desired weights. This can be expressed as:

2 =xPp,
Wg = softmax(z'RT)

Once we obtain the routed weights, Wx, we can compute the weighted combination of all the HP experts, which can be
expressed as:

3

Ne
Py => Wi P} )
i=1
where W}, is the ith weight responding to ith HP expert P};. Finally we obtain the P}; as the combination of all the
experts, and the high-dimension projection is performed by using Py,

¥ =1'Py 5)
An illustration of the intuition of our approach is presented in Fig[Ib] The intuition is that each expert can learn how to
transform the input for layers of different depths. Meanwhile, the router can selectively combine all the expert outputs
based on the current input. For inputs from shallower layers, the router will increase the weights, which we refer as the

attention, for experts specializing in shallow-layer transformations, whereas, for deeper inputs, it will concentrate on
the experts learning depth-specific input projections.

3.2 Lily on Transformer

Transformer, as the most widely used foundation model in current applications, has a primary mechanism of multi-head
self attention (MHSA), which can be specifically expressed as:

qul (W( ))TXT
vy,

MHSA(X Z softmax XWQSi) (chi) )T ©)
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For each token, MHSA calculates its relationship with all tokens and obtains the corresponding weight ratio, allowing
each token to access information from the entire sequence. This is also the inspiration for Lily. In MHSA, Q, K, and V
can all be adapted, and the Feed Forward Network (FFN) can be adapted as well. Following prior work like [[14], we
take W, and W, in MHSA as an example, and Lily for adapting the query Q can be expressed as:

N,

Q=XW,+aP} Y softmaz(z’R")" - P}’ 7
1
whereas adapting the value V can be expressed as:
Ne
V=XW,+zP; Z softmazx(z'RY)" - Py’ (8)
1

where W, W, are the frozen weights from the backbone, P, Py are LPs of Q and V respectively, and PI‘{I, Py are HP
experts in the global HP of Q and V, respectively.

3.3 Lily on Mamba

Mamba and Structured State Space Models (SSMs) utilize parameters (A, A, B, C) to transform an input sequence
z(t) to an output sequence y(t) using a hidden state h(t). The discretization process converts A and B into A and B,
respectively, using the time step size parameter A. SSMs, inspired by continuous systems, can be computed similarly
to RNNs or in the form of global convolution due to their Linear Time Invariance (LTT) property. Mamba introduces
a selective property to SSMs, tying parameters to the current input x;, which breaks the LTI property and hinders
parallel training. To address this, Mamba employs a hardware-aware algorithm, enabling its SSM module to possess the
selective property and perform parallel training. To be specific, the discretization process can be expressed as:

A = exp(AA)

_ . ©)
B=(AA) " (exp(AA)—1I)-AB
After that, the calculation in Mamba can be expressed as:
hy = Ahy—1 + B
t t—1 + DTy (10)

yr = Chy
where h; is the hidden state at time ¢ and x; is the corresponding input token. Even though Mamba may seem
significantly different from Transformers, it is essentially similar to recent works like linear attention [[16], which
approximate self-attention instead of directly calculating it to reduce computational complexity. This reveals the deep
impact of the self-attention mechanism on sequence modeling.

Since models like Mamba and Transformers are composed of multiple stacked layers, applying Lily to Mamba is quite
similar to using it with Transformers. However, just like LoRA focuses on the selection of Q and V, it is important to
choose the appropriate positions for adaptation in Mamba. To begin with, A is a critical parameter in SSM and therefore
Mambea, setting the time step for discretization and indirectly determining parameters A and B. The discretization
process gives A and B similar functionalities to RNN gates like those in LSTM [12]], controlling the hidden state update
and influencing output computation. Meanwhile, the linear transformation of the input x at each layer is also crucial,
similar to the projection matrix in MHSA. Therefore, we also include these linear transformation matrices denoted as
Wi, as part of our adaptation targets. The whole adaptation process in Lily on Mamba can be expressed as:
N

X = XW;, +aPi" Z softmaz(z' RT)" - P};}”i (input adaptation)
' (11)

N. 4
A= XWa +zPp Z softmaz(z'RT) - P§" (A adaptation)
1

where the W,,,, W are the frozen weights from the backbone, P};’”, PLA are LPs for the input transformation and the A
transformation, and Py, Pﬁ are HP experts in the global HP adapting input transformation and the A transformation.

4 Experiments

4.1 Implementation details

Regarding the choice of the router R, as mentioned earlier, we are inspired by MoE to employ a router that selectively
weighs the corresponding experts based on the specific features of the input . However, unlike the MoE techniques
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Algorithm 1 Algorithm for the global HP in PyTorch like pseudo code.

1| class mop(nn.Module):

2

3

4

5 def __init__(self, in_dim, out_dim, ne):

6 super () . __init__()

7

8 self.router = nn.Linear(in_dim, ne, bias=False)

9 nn.init.normal_(self.router.weight, mean=1.0, std=0.01)

10

11 self .adapters = nn.Parameter (torch.zeros(ne, in_dim, out_dim))

12

13 def forward(self, x):

14

15

16 router_logits = self.router(x)

17 router_probability = F.softmax(router_logits, dim=-1)

18 expert_probabilities = router_probability.mean(dim=(0, 1))

19 combined_adapter = torch.einsum("e,eio->io", expert_probabilities,
self .adapters)

20 return combined_adapter

Algorithm 2 An example of Lily on Q transformation in MHSA.

1 hidden_q = self.q_lp(x)
2 combined_hp_q = self.q_hp(hidden_q)
3 delta_q = torch.einsum("bld,de->ble", hidden_q, combined_hp_q)

commonly used in LLMs, which often involve sparse structures and techniques like gating and top-k selection, we
instead use a soft routing approach, as seen in prior work [29]]. This means that each expert equally receives the
input z and produces an output, and the router determines the weights for combining these outputs. However in the
actual implementation, in order to prevent overhead caused by the serial execution of these experts, we combine the
experts into one single HP expert and use it to perform the high-dimension projection operation only once. For specific
algorithm implementations and usage, please refer to Alg. [T|and Alg. 2]

In many MOoE settings, a penalty term is often added to the loss function to prevent certain experts from having
consistently high weights while others have negligible weights, or to address situations where the input does not enter
the corresponding experts at all [32] [35]]. However, in our soft routing approach, this is not only unnecessary but also
even undesirable. Firstly, we ensure that all HP experts are considered by combining them. Secondly, the imbalanced
weight distributions among experts actually highlight the layer-specific knowledge that has been learned. Adding a
penalty term to encourage uniform weight distributions is akin to expecting the experts to aggregate directly, which
contradicts the adptive nature of Lily and negates the role of the router. Therefore, we initialize the weights of the router
to 1, ensuring that all experts have equal weights initially, which can also be observed in line 9 of Alg. [I] where in the
actual implementation we use a standard normal distribution with a mean of 1.0 to ensure the same initial weights.

4.2 Lily on Transformer
4.2.1 VTAB-1K Benchmark

We evaluate our methods on Visual Task Adaptation Benchmark (VTAB-1K [30])) , a suite of visual tasks designed
to evaluate general visual representations. The benchmark consists of 19 tasks, spanning a diverse range of domains
and semantics. To provide a consistent API for pre-trained models, all tasks are formulated as classification problems.
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Table 1: Full results of Lily on ViT-B on VTAB-1K benchmark. The average is computed based on the group-wise
averages. Green signifies the best performance on the tasks.

The VTAB-1K benchmark is divided by three categories: 1) Natural 2) Specialized 3) Structured. Natural image
tasks involve images of the natural world, which are captured by standard cameras, encompassing generic objects,
fine-grained classes, or abstract concepts. Specialized tasks, on the other hand, employ images taken with specialized
equipment, such as medical or remote sensing imagery. Structured tasks often involve synthetic environments designed
to test understanding of specific changes between images, including predicting distances to objects in 3D scenes,
counting objects, and detecting orientation.

For the comparison methods, we choose AdaptFormer [5]], LoRA [14], as well as traditional fine-tuning methods such
as full fine-tuning and linear probing. For Lily, we apply it to different components of ViT, such as W, W,,, W, and
FFN. We denote these settings as qv, qvffn, ffn, and kvffn, respectively, to indicate where Lily is deployed in the model.
To ensure a fair comparison, we adjust the rank so that each configuration has the same number of parameters. For
qv, we use d = 32; for qvftn and kvffn, we use d = 16 for the MHSA component and d = 32 for FFN. For ffn, we
use d = 64. The N, is searched from {2,4, 6,8} to best adapt to different granularities required for different tasks.
Following prior work [[15]], we use a scaling factor s searched from {0.01,0.1,1.0,10.0}. As for experimental settings,
we use AdamW as the optimizer and a cosine learning-rate scheduler. All the experiments are conducted with a batch
size of 64. For the backbone, we use ViT-B/16 [8] pretrained on supervised ImageNet-21K [/7].

As the results presented in Table |1} Lily achieves the best performance in 17 out of the 19 tasks in the VTAB-1K
benchmark. It can be observed that allocating parameters to different components can lead to significant performance
variations across different types of datasets. For instance, Lily (ffn) outperforms other configurations on specialized tasks.
On the other hand, including components from MHSA, such as Lily (gkvffn) or Lily (kvffn), improves performance
on structured datasets. This phenomenon highlights that fine-tuning should not only consider the method but also the
strategic allocation of limited parameter budgets to maximize performance.

Simultaneously, we notice that N, plays a crucial role in model performance on certain datasets. Varying N, results
in different levels of overlap among HP experts’ specialization layers, which we refer to as the attention granularity.
Higher values of IV, lead to more HP experts and, consequently, finer granularity. Conversely, smaller N, results in
coarser granularity. Interestingly, different datasets exhibit optimal N, values, indicating their preferred granularity. In
such cases, simply increasing N, to add more parameters may not always lead to better performance. We provide a
further detailed analysis of this phenomenon in the following section.

Overall, Lily surpasses LoRA and AdaptFormer by a large margin on the VTAB-1K benchmark while requiring fewer
configurations of N, than the number of layers in ViT (for ViT-B used in this experiment, it’s 12). This allows Lily to
achieve higher performance with fewer parameters compared to traditional low-rank adaptation methods like LoRA.
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Figure 3: The effect of attention granularity by N, on 4 datasets in the VTAB-1K benchmark.

4.2.2 Analysis of the attention granularity

As mentioned earlier, we refer to the varying levels of overlap among different HP experts’ ’specialization ranges’
due to changes in N, as the attention granularity of Lily. In this section, we provide concrete analysis to illustrate the
existence of an optimal granularity for different datasets under different adaptation configurations like employing Lily
on the FFN, Lily (ffn), or employing Lily on k, v and ffn, Lily(kvffn). The results are in Figs. 3]

Specifically, in some tasks such as DMLab [3c|and dSpr-Loc[3d] we can observe a clear change in attention granularity
and performance when using Lily (qv) with different values of N.. In DMLab, Lily (qv) shows an increasing trend
when N, is less than 6, and increasing N, also increases the attention granularity and improves performance with a
larger number of parameters. However, when [V, is greater than 6, increasing N, and the number of parameters leads
to worse performance. In this case, N, = 6 is the optimal attention granularity for this configuration. Similarly, in
dSpr-Loc, the best attention granularity for Lily (qv) is N, = 4 as observed in Fig. [3d|

However, not all configurations follow this trend. In dSpr-Loc, the performance of Lily (ffn) decreases as N, increases
up to 6, but then improves when N, = 8. This performance gain is due to the larger number of parameters enhancing
the learning capability, thus offsetting the negative impact of a sub-optimal attention granularity. Similar behavior can
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Natural Specialized Structured
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Traditional Fine-Tuning
Full Vim 477 894 642 89.0 877 90.6 351 845 939 810 745 | 675 529 473 789 753 539 333 294 | 701 26
Full ViT 494 893 655 91.7 89.1 914 335 859 93,6 854 743 | 547 552 487 797 682 497 315 277 | 699 86
Linear Mamba 409 833 573 663 863 384 346 | 790 876 650 73.6 | 363 351 333 648 230 216 151 21.7 | 553 0
Linear ViT 50.6 856 614 795 865 408 38.0 | 797 915 717 655 | 414 344 341 554 181 264 165 248 | 664 0
PETL methods on ViT
AdaptFormer 562 89.6 672 912 9.1 859 421 | 854 946 840 743 758 586 486 796 81.6 537 296 352 | 724 0.147
LoRA 56.4 89.0 669 912 904 869 415 |84 951 841 752 | 758 617 477 805 804 520 294 357 | 725 0.295
Minimal-Parameters Methods
DeltaFity 576 8.0 646 857 897 858 39.8 |84 929 787 728 | 774 558 432 793 731 512 274 330 | 699 0.019
DeltaFitg 581 883 646 858 898 875 394 | 830 933 787 726 | 782 577 439 786 763 519 293 336 | 70.5 0.038
DeltalnFit 573 887 668 874 905 864 404 | 824 937 808 735 | 804 559 444 797 737 531 305 317 | 709 0.057
Lilyi?j 582 885 656 87.1 907 875 404 | 833 941 797 738 | 812 573 441 809 793 541 300 337 | 714 0.074
High-Performance Methods
Lilys® 578 890 662 878 905 870 405|830 941 80.1 733 | 816 578 450 810 80.1 545 321 331 | 71.6 0.146
Lily;’i 580 89.1 663 877 909 877 403 | 832 941 808 747 | 821 584 449 803 807 539 302 346 | 71.9 0.133
Lilyg7 578 894 662 878 905 881 405 | 84.1 943 813 751 | 81.6 578 465 810 829 552 321 348 | 723 0.196

Table 2: Full results of Lily on Vim-s on the VTAB-1K benchmark. Averages are calculated based on the averages
within each group. * denotes results of linear probing on ViT is from [24]. Green signifies the best performance on the
tasks.

be observed in configurations such as Camelyon [3b| with Lily (ffn), Lily (qv), and Lily (kvffn), and dSpr-Loc [3d] with
Lily (qvffn).

In contrast, the performance curves of configurations in the SVHN [3a] are mostly monotonic. The monotonic increasing
curves of Lily (ffn) and Lily (qvffn) is due to the positive impact of additional parameters and increased attention
granularity. On the other hand, the monotonic decreasing curves illustrate the impact of attention granularity: having
more parameters does not always lead to better performance, the actual optimal attention granularity is what needed to
achieve the best performance.

In summary, by analyzing the effects of attention granularity on Lily in different configurations across various tasks
and model adaptation positions, we observed an interesting phenomenon in the trade-offs between parameters and
performance in PETL research: simply increasing /N, to achieve larger attention granularity and more parameters does
not necessarily lead to performance gains. Sometimes, a more suitable configuration with a smaller N, can ultimately
result in optimal performance.

4.3 Lily on Mamba

Regarding the Mamba architecture, we also evaluate Lily on the VTAB-1K benchmark for its credibility at assessing
the effectiveness of fine-tuning methods.

We compare Lily to traditional fine-tuning which includes full fine-tuning and linear probing on both ViT and Vision
Mamba (Vim) to investigate each model’s pros and cons. Concurrently, we also apply LoRA and AdaptFormer,
which are among the state-of-the-art methods for ViT, to provide a comparative analysis with our proposed approach.
Meanwhile, we also propose two methods to adapt Mamba with weight sharing only for a comprehensive comparison:
DeltaFit uses the hierarchical structure introduced in Lily for A, but sets N, to 1, thus eliminating the need for a router.
For the input projection, DeltaFit employs a pair of model-shared LP and HP. The other method, DeltalnFit, uses the
hierarchical structure with IV, set to 1 for both A and the input projection.

The hidden dimension d is set to both 4 and 8 for DeltaFit, and DeltaFitg respectively. For DeltalnFit, in order to
control the number of parameters as much as possible, we set the d of input projections as small as merely 1 and the d of
Ato 4. Lily”" denotes that for A, d is set to m, and for input projections, d is assigned n. The notation < 7 signifies

that the number of parameters, N, is searched within a range less than or equal to r. Conversely, Lily, indicates
that N, is precisely r. For Lilyi’g, Lilyi"i and Lilyi’%, N, is searched in {3,6}, {2,4} and {5, 6, 17} respectively.
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When considering the number of parameters, we only take into account the parameters within the backbone and
exclude the parameters in the classification head. For backbone of Vim and ViT, we use Vim-S [34] and ViT-B/16 [§]]
pretrained on supervised ImageNet-1K [7]]. For experimental settings, we use AdamW [ 18] as the optimizer and a
cosine learning-rate scheduler. In DeltaFit and DeltalnFit we utilize bias in the projector while in Lily we don’t. We use
a batchsize of 64. For results of the proposed methods, we position them within two spectrums, ranging from the most
parameter-efficient approach to the best-performing one. We categorize DeltaFit, DeltalnFit, and Lilyi’gl under the most

parameter-efficient group, as they utilize fewer than 0.1M parameters. Meanwhile, Lily8<’i, Lilyg’s, and Lilyi’?7 are
placed in the best-performing category since they surpass the ViT full-fine-tuning baseline by more than 1.5 points,
despite using slightly more parameters.

The results are shown in Table [2]and from which we can observe that our methods surpasses the full fine-tuning and
linear probing baselines in both parameter efficiency and performance. Our most parameter-efficient methods only
utilizes 0.037M, 0.058M and 0.074M parameters, achieving a remarkable 650-fold, 433-fold and 351-fold reduction
of parameters compared to full fine-tuning, which requires 26M parameters. Our best-performing methods Lilyisf7
surpass the baseline by a significant margin of 2.2 points, which is a remarkable achievement considering its small
number of parameters. Specifically, DeltaFit, can also perform quite well even when only 0.02M parameters are being
updated. DeltaFitg surpasses the baseline by 0.4 points, while DeltalnFit surpasses the baseline by 0.8 points. Among
all the methods explored, Lily strikes the best balance between parameter efficiency and performance. Lilyi’g surpass

the baseline by 1.3 points while only updating 0.074M parameters. Lily;l’8 and Lilyi?1 perform quite well, trading off

between parameters and performance. Lilyi’f7 is the best performing method which achieves 72.3 while only utilizing
0.196M parameters. a

Additionally, we compare the performance of ViT and Vim models. Overall, both models exhibit similar performance
when fully fine-tuned. ViT with LoRA and AdaptFormer achieves impressive results, outperforming DeltaFit and
DeltalnFit, which solely rely on the hierarchical structure. However, by employing Lily, we attain performance
comparable to LoRA and AdaptFormer on ViT. Upon closer inspection, Vim demonstrates significant strengths
on specific datasets like SVHN, Cifar100, and Clecr-Count, whereas ViT excels on datasets such as Resisc45 and
Flowers102. These observations highlight the unique capabilities of each model, validating the potential of a hybrid
approach that combines both models as a promising future study direction to leverage their respective advantages.

Overall, our approach achieves a good balance between the number of parameters and performance, attaining the
best results on 14 out of 19 tasks in VTAB-1K in all Mamba-based PETL methods with a extremely small number
of parameters. Our method leverages the parameters in SSM, demonstrating the usefulness of adaptation with the
selective S6 model. One current research trend focuses on reinventing recurrent networks or employing linear attention
as the next generation of foundation models. As the use of foundation models is inseparable from the need for efficient
adaptation, our method paves the way for future investigations into whether this class of models has the potential to
replace transformers.

4.4 Visualization of the adptive nature of Lily

One of the distinctive features of Lily is its ability to allocate unique set of weights of experts for different layers
depending on the characteristics of the layer where inputs are, termed as the adptive nature. This allows it to focus on
specific experts and achieve targeted adaptation of the input. Here, we visualize the cumulative sum of all the weights
allocated to each layer type: layer 2, 13, and 22, after fine-tuning for 30 epochs on nine datasets. We choose layer 2,
13, and 22 to represent shallow, middle, and deep layer types, respectively, and showcase their assigned weights from
Figures in[d]to illustrate the nature of targeted adaptation.

As observed in the figures, while not always in a one-to-one manner, many experts exhibit high weights for specific
layer types while remaining inactive in others. For instance, in Retinopathy, Cifar100, and EuroSAT, HP3, HP5, and
HPs3, respectively, show significantly higher activity for the middle layer compared to other experts. For deeper layers,
HP5 dominates in KITTI-Dist, while HP5 takes the lead in Flowers102. For shallow layers, HP; is mainly active in
Camelyon, while the activities of different experts are not significantly varied across other datasets.

Therefore, we find that the process of selective weights allocation in Lily not only targets different layers within the same
dataset but also automatically learns how to allocate weights for different datasets based on their unique characteristics.
This further highlights the advantages of our method in multi-task fine-tuning scenarios.
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Figure 4: An visualization of the process of selective weights allocation in Lily. Here we choose 8 tasks out of 19 in the
VTAB-1k benchmark to give a ccomprehensive analysis.

4.5 Ablation Study

In this section, we analyze some key mechanisms of Lily. We examine the effect of the adptive nature brought by
the router on the overall performance under the Transformer. On Mamba, we analyze the effects of the hierarchical
structure employed in Lily.

To test the validity of the routers, we still maintain the hierarchical structure but bypass the router by directly summing
the outputs of all experts to obtain the combined HP, denoted as Lily (monoscale) in Table[3] To validate the effectiveness
of the hierarchical structure, we use the basic LoRA adapter setting for both the A and input projections of Lily on
Mamba, denoted as Lily3’4.

Method Average  Natural Specialized  Structured

Lily (ffn) 76.84 821 86.3 622 Method  Average Natural Specialized Structured Params(M)
Lily (ffn monoscale) 76.58 81.8 86.0 62.0 Lily;l'4 71.05 73.9 824 56.8 0.066
Lily (kvffn) 77.28 82.2 86.2 63.4 Lilyé'4 70.06 73.0 82.0 55.2 0.053
Lily (kvffn monoscale) 77.10 82.1 86.0 63.2

Table 3: Ablation on effects of the router and the hierarchical structure proposed by Lily.

The results of the ablations are presented in[3] The experimental results demonstrate the effectiveness of Lily’s mono-
scale mode on Transformers, outperforming LoRA by a significant margin. This success is attributed to Lily’s proposed
hierarchical structure, which allows for the utilization of information from all layers, resulting in a comprehensive
adaptation. Furthermore, by incorporating a router to dynamically allocate weights to experts, we achieve notable
performance gains with extremely minimal additional parameters (d x N, where d = 16 and N, = 3 result in only 48
additional parameters). The superiority of our hierarchical structure is further validated through experiments on Mamba,
where we compare it to a vanilla adapter that does not employ the hierarchical architecture.

In summary, our experiments confirm the efficacy of Lily’s hierarchical structure, enabling the model to consider
information from multiple layers during adaptation. The addition of a router for dynamic weight allocation, coupled
with minimal parameter increases, underscores the effectiveness of Lily’s attention-like mechanism of selective weights
allocation, leading to notable performance enhancements.
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5 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce a novel low-rank adaptation framework named Low-rank interconnected adaptation across
layers (Lily). Lily operates within a hierarchical structure that we propose, where low-dimension projectors (LPs)
responsible for projecting inputs to a low-dimensional space are fixed and layer-specific, positioned at the bottom
of the hierarchy. Conversely, high-dimension projectors (HPs), tasked with restoring the dimension, are decoupled
from specific layers and form a shared global HP module at the top of the hierarchy. This hierarchical arrangement
enables comprehensive adaptation by allowing access to information from all layers when adapting each individual
layer. Treating the HPs in the global HP as experts specialized in feature learning for different layers, we employ a
router to selectively allocate weights to these experts, tailoring their contributions to the unique characteristics of each
layer. Experiments validate that Lily achieves comparable or superior performance with a reduced parameter count,
striking a good balance between parameter efficiency and performance.
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