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Abstract. With the advent of billion-parameter foundation models,
efficient fine-tuning has become increasingly important for the adaptation
of models to downstream tasks. However, especially in computer vision, it
can be hard to achieve good performance when access to quality labeled
data is lacking. In this work, we propose a method adapting pretrained
generalist models in a self-supervised manner by learning binary masks.
These self-supervised masking networks (SMNs) are up to 79x more
efficient to store and significantly improve performance on label-efficient
downstream tasks. We validate the usefulness of learning binary masks
as a fine-tuning method on 8 datasets and 3 model architectures, and we
demonstrate the effectiveness of SMNs in 3 label-efficient settings.

Keywords: Fine-Tuning · Self-Supervised Learning · Masking.

1 Introduction

Recent advancements in large-scale pretraining of visual encoders, such as
CLIP [41], DINO [9] or MAE [24], have shown remarkable and generalizable
performances across a variety of computer vision tasks. Conventionally, these
networks are fine-tuned for specific downstream tasks by adjusting their weights
through gradient descent, either by training an additional layer on top of the

Standard full-finetuning Self-supervised self-masking (Ours)

Fig. 1: Conceptual comparison between two adaptation mechanisms:
Standard full-finetuning versus self-supervised self-masking (Ours).
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pretrained network or by fine-tuning the entire network. One limitation of full-fine-
tuning is that it necessitates a copy of all the fine-tuned weights to be stored for
each downstream task. This leads to significant memory requirements, especially
as vision models are reaching parameter counts of >22 Billion [16]. In contrast,
simpler methods like linear probing are often limited in how well they can adapt
the base model, as they only have access to the frozen deep representations.

Previous attempts at solving this challenge include adding light-weight learn-
able adapters [43], prompt learning [35,2,30], where additional inputs are learned,
side-tuning [55] and model soups [52], wherein another network is trained and
then ‘fused’ with the frozen model, and head-to-toe adaptation [19], which uses
intermediate features from all layers of the pretrained network to train a classifi-
cation head. However, these attempts are usually only evaluated in a supervised
setting, while in practice the availability of labels for downstream task adaptation
can be lacking.

In this paper, we explore the potential of finding subnetworks within trained
networks in a self-supervised manner in order to both reduce the memory needs
of fine-tuned models and adapt effectively to downstream tasks in label-sparse
situations. The memory requirements compared to standard fine-tuning tech-
niques are reduced because masks, with their binary weights, are more compact
than full copies of the network weights. Hence, it is possible to adapt a model to
thousands of downstream tasks by storing thousands of cheap binary weights and
only one copy of the original model weights. To further explore the potential of
this method, we also explore the possibility of chaining multiple adapted models
together to yield ‘model cascades’: Here, we train multiple binary masks on
different, coherent subsets of the downstream dataset in a self-supervised manner
in order to increase downstream accuracy with a negligible increase in model size.
This is done in a fully self-supervised manner.

2 Related work

Frozen Network Adaptation. Recent work has shown promising results in adapting
pretrained models without modifying the core network weights, which would
in theory preserve the original models’ performance while enabling it to cater
to novel tasks. One such technique is the application of lightweight feature
adapters [22,56], which introduce trainable parts into the network while keeping
the majority of the model frozen. Other methods include fine-tuning only the
bias parameters of pretrained models [6,4], learning low-rank adaptations [29],
or learning additional inputs to one or multiple layers in a pretrained vision
transformer, such as Visual Prompting [3,17,31], which only learns additional
inputs, or [30], which also fine-tunes a linear classifier on top of the model.

Masking Neural Networks. Mallya et al. [37] were the first to use the pass-
through trick, a method that learns subnetwork masks directly through gradient
descent. They applied this method to pretrained models to achieve domain
adaptation, the new method outperformed their previous work [38] and reached



Self-Masking Networks for Unsupervised Adaptation 3

performance very close to conventional fine-tuning. Ramanujan et al. [42] found
that a similar technique is also able to find well-performing domain-specific
subnetworks on random, untrained networks, with implications regarding the
Lottery Ticket Hypothesis [21,36]. However, they found that the base network had
to be significantly wider in order to perform as well as standard, weight-modifying
gradient descent. In follow-up work, Wortsman et al. [53] expand on this approach
to teach a random, untrained network thousands of tasks. A similar technique,
in combination with training the actual neural network weights has also been
applied as a pruning technique for CNNs and vision transformers [46,33] as well
as for domain generalization [10].

Our masking method is functionally equivalent to that of [37], however, we
remove redundant hyperparameters (see section 3.2) and we simplify the scaling
necessary to keep the variance constant when neural network weights are masked.
We do this by scaling the network weights during forward propagation rather
than the gradients (see Eq. 1). This is similar to Ramanujan et al. [42]’s method,
but since they fix the percentage of weights that will be masked beforehand, they
can instead scale the weights once during initialization.

Other fields where this technique has been applied include Neural Architecture
Search [51], where the pass-through trick is used to determine where to add
or remove a connection, and the design of novel neural network architectures
such as neural networks with binary weights (-1 or 1) and ternary weights (-1,
0 or 1) [13,14,34,57]. These works have demonstrated the effectiveness of the
pass-through trick for learning certain kinds of discrete components through
gradient descent. With regard to sparsity in general, [27] have provided a good
overview of the different use-cases and methods for sparsity in neural networks.

Self-supervised Learning on Restricted Domains. Recently, self-supervised ap-
proaches have gained traction as a way to improve the performance of computer
vision models both in general and in label sparse situations [9,8,25]. These ap-
proaches enable a model backbone to be trained without the use of labels, where
the focus has mostly been on learning good foundation models. However, some
work has also shown that self-supervised learning can be used to improve perfor-
mance on downstream tasks in computer vision, either through self-supervised
knowledge distillation [20,18], or full-network adaptation [44], which has also
been done in natural language processing [23,28]. We build on the idea of self-
supervised adaptation and apply it to mask-learning with the simple yet effective
self-supervised SwAV loss [8].

3 Method

Our goal is to adapt pretrained networks in a storage-efficient manner without
labels. In a nutshell, our method learns a binary mask for a pretrained network
with a self-supervised loss. In this section, we will recall the background on learning
masks for neural networks followed by our contributions of provably removing
unnecessary hyperparameters and show how this method can be used to learn
multiple expert models for a given domain to improve adaptation performance.
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3.1 Background: Network Masking

Subnetworks are represented by a binary mask M which indicates the active
weights and the ones that are zeroed out. To learn an appropriate mask, each
weight is assigned a corresponding score s, initialized to a value higher than a
threshold µ [42]. At inference, a weight θi is then considered ‘active’ if its score
is larger than µ, otherwise, the mask is set to zero and the weight is unused:

θi =
θi
α

·Mθi (1)

,

where Mθi = I[Sθi > µ], and α =
√

1
N

∑N
i=1 I[Sθi > µ] is a scaling term to

keep the variance of a weight matrix with N parameters constant when weights
are deactivated [42].

Pass-through trick for training. Since the gradient of the score is lost when a
weight is deactivated, the score cannot be learned directly. Instead, the gradient
with respect to the mask is used to update the scores: St = St−1 − λ dLt−1

dMt−1 ,
where Lt−1 denotes the loss at time step t− 1, and λ the learning rate. The key
to implementing this in practice is to set the gradient of the score with respect
to the loss to be the gradient of the mask with respect to the loss, dLt

dSt = dLt

dMt .
Which results in

St = St−1 − λ
dLt−1

dSt−1
, (2)

which is the standard Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) update equation for
parameter S. This approach, called the pass-through trick, thus allows standard
SGD algorithms to update the score and learn a binary mask.

Intuitively, this method is able to optimize the loss as follows: The update
equation makes sure that if increasing the mask would reduce the loss, the score
is increased, and vice versa. Through multiple gradient descent iterations, the
score then decreases for weights that increase the loss, eventually reaching the
threshold and deactivating the weight. Conversely, if a deactivated weight would
now reduce the loss when active, the score will increase, and the weight will
eventually be reactivated.

3.2 Hyperparameter-free masking

The existing approach can learn a mask for a network given some loss function,
this comes however at the cost of introducing two additional hyperparameters
when compared to standard full-fine-tuning: the threshold µ and the initial score
value S0. We show that it is possible to remove both hyperparameters:

Theorem 1. Translation invariance of threshold and initialization. Shifting the
score initialisation S0 and the threshold µ by an equal amount does not affect
SGD-based training without weight-decay.
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Fig. 2: Cascade models work by complementing the root model’s features
with those of expert models which are tailored to specific parts of the training
distribution.

The proof follows from the idea that if the initial mask remains the same
after translating both parameters equally, then the gradient will also be the same
and so will the mask in the next training step.

Proof. As detailed in Section 3.1 , the mask M t
θi

for a given weight θi on the
training step t is given by

M t
θi = I[St

θi > µ]

. For ease of notation, we omit θi from this point on, i.e. M t
θi

= M t and St
θi

= St.
Now, given the update equation (Eq. 2) , St can be formulated as

St = S0 −
t−1∑
t̂=0

λt̂gi(Mt̂,Bt̂)

where gi(Mt̂,Bt̂) is the gradient of the the weight θi’s score given the mask
Mt̂ and mini-batch Bt̂. Note that the gradient can be fully determined by these
two variables (plus all constant parameter such as the model weights). Note also
that we assume the computation of the gradient to be deterministic, i.e. the same
gradient will be computed for the same input, and the input Bt̂ is only dependent
on t̂. Combining these two equations we get

M0 = [S0 > k] (3)

= [S0 + a > k + a] (4)

M t = [S0 −
t−1∑
t̂=0

λt̂gi(Mt̂,Bt̂) > k] (5)

= [S0 + a−
t−1∑
t̂=0

λt̂gi(Mt̂,Bt̂) > k + a] (6)

.
Eq. 4 indicates that replacing S0

i with S0+a and k with k+a will not change
M0, since this is true for every individual mask, the full network mask M0 is
also invariant to this change. This means that the gradient gi(M0,B0) does not
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change, and consequently, M1 is also invariant to this change, as indicated by
Eq. 6. The same reasoning can be applied recursively to M2 and so on. Thus, by
induction, translating the initial score and threshold by equal amounts will not
change any of the network masks during training with SGD w/o weight decay.

This eliminates the threshold parameter µ and leaves us with only the set of
initialization scores S0. However, even these can be subsumed into an already
existing hyperparameter for training, the learning rate:

Theorem 2. Learning rate and score initialization equivalence. Scaling the score
initialization S0 by a factor α is equivalent to scaling the learning rate λ by a
factor 1

α .

Proof. The equation for SGD with weight decay is given below:

St = St−1 − λt
(
gi(Mt−1,Bt−1) + γSt−1

)
Say we scale the learning rates and scores by α, and the weight decay by 1/α.

I.e. we replace λt with λtα, St−1 with St−1α and γ with γ
α for some α ∈ R+,

then we arrive at:

αSt−1 − αλt
(
gi(Mt−1,Bt−1) +

γ

α
αSt−1

)
(7)

= α
(
St−1 − λt

(
gi(Mt−1,Bt−1) + γSt−1

))
= αSt (8)

In other words, the update equation then provides the same updated score,
except it is also scaled by α, like the input score.

Similarly to the previous proof, the initial masks M0 = [S0 > 0] are invariant
to the scale change M0 = [αS0 > 0], so the replacement of S0 with αS0, combined
with the other replacements, does not change the gradient gi(M0,B0). Combined
with eq 8, this means that the updated parameter after the first SGD step is only
different in scale when compared to what it would have been without the scale
change (= αSt). Apply this reasoning recursively and it can be seen through
induction that the network masks will be the same during training as for the
original learning rate, score initialization and weight decay.

Practical implications Note that, in the interest of keeping the proofs simple,
momentum is omitted from the derivations. However, we ran the experiment
in Appendix A, which validates these proofs experimentally, with momentum
enabled. This indicates that this invariance also holds if momentum is included.
Also note that other SGD settings, which we left disabled in our research, may
break the proven invariances. The translation invariance for instance does not
hold if weight decay is enabled.

These two theorems indicate that, if we keep weight decay disabled, the
hyperparameter combination λ = 50, S0 = 1.0, µ = 0.0 is equivalent to the
drastically different hyperparameter combination λ = 100, S0 = 2.5, µ = 0.5
for example. In theory this means that masking the same model under exactly
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the same conditions, except choosing a different equivalent hyperparameter
combination, will result in exactly the same output masks. For this reason,
we run all our masking experiments with µ = 0 and S0 = 1 with no loss of
expressiveness, provided that weight decay is disabled (which we also disable).
We show in Appendix A that this theoretical result also applies in practice.

3.3 Label-free adaptation

Since eq. (2) can work with any loss function L. We can make this approach
work on arbitrary data without any annotations by utilizing a self-supervised
loss based on optimal-transport clustering [1,8]:

ℓ(xt, xs)) = −
∑
k

Φ(x)(k)s logp
(k)
t , with p

(k)
t =

exp
(
1
τΦ(xt)

⊤ck
)∑

k′ exp
(
1
τΦ(xt)⊤ck′

)
(9)

where xt, xs are two augmented views of an image x, ck are a set of entropy-
regularised prototypes learned with Sinkhorn-Knopp [15] and, in this case the
visual encoder Φ is parameterised with a set of frozen weights θ and the learnable
masking scores S.

3.4 Model Cascades

Besides training separate masks for adapting a single model efficiently to several
domains, we next show how this approach can be used to obtain a set of fine-
grained adapted models on a single dataset without supervision. To this end, we
first adapt a pretrained model in the manner described above on some target
dataset D to obtain the adapted network Φ0. Next, the deep embeddings of this
network are used to obtain a non-parametric routing function R via clustering
into K sets. Finally, starting from the adapted network’s initialization, each
subset Dk is used to learn an ‘expert’ network. This follows from the findings
of self-supervised models performing [18] and training [48] better in-domain. At
inference, the R (e.g. a trained k-means module) simply routes based on the
proximity to the nearest centroid to a single expert.

Combining Embeddings. Since the experts are trained independently of each
other and from the dispatcher (besides starting off with the same weight scores),
each model may produce wildly different embeddings for the same data point.
Care must thus be taken regarding how these embeddings are combined. In
addition, we require the model cascade to provide image embeddings of the same
dimensionality as the original adapted model (the dispatcher). This is necessary
in order to be able to do a fair comparison using a linear probe between the
embedding quality from just the dispatcher versus the full cascade. Namely, the
number of parameters of the supervised evaluation component, i.e. the weight
matrix of the linear probe is the same for just the dispatcher and the cascade.

We thus decide to combine the individual models’ embeddings with Principal
Component Analysis (PCA) applied to a concatenation of the embeddings,
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ensuring that the output dimensionality is the same as that of the dispatcher
alone. We evaluate two different ways to concatenate the embeddings. Which are
unconditional and conditional concatenation.

In the unconditional case, the dispatcher embedding D(x) and all expert
embeddings E1(x), . . . , EK(x) are concatenated for each datapoint. The concate-
nated embedding e is then given by

e = [D(x), E1(x), ..., EK(x)] (10)

In contrast, for the conditional case, only the dispatcher embedding D(x)
and one expert embedding En(x) are combined for each datapoint. In this case,
the expert is chosen by the router R by simply picking the cluster closest to the
datapoint. The concatenated embedding e is then given by

e = [D(x), ..., Ei(x), ...], where i = R(x) (11)

The embedding is padded to have the same length as the unconditional
concatenation, where the embeddings from each expert are placed in different
dimensions. Effectively, the concatenated embedding is the same as for the
unconditional case, except that the expert embeddings from other clusters are
zero’ed out. Consequently, only two forward passes (dispatcher and one expert)
are needed to embed a new datapoint, as opposed to K.

Dimensionality Reduction. As these two approaches increase the dimensionality
of the embeddings by a factor 6, we reduce dimensionality back to the original
size (F = 2048) for a fair comparison to the original model. To this end, we first
center the features such that e′i = ei − ci, where ci is the mean of the i’th feature
over the (concatenated) training set. The final cascade embedding is then given
by e∗ = diag(1/S)V T e, where V ∈ RK·F×F is the matrix of eigenvectors with
the F largest eigenvalues of the covariance matrix of the centered training set
embeddings and S the vector of eigenvalues. We divide by the eigenvalues to
make sure all features have approximately equal variance, which is expected by
the linear probe algorithm applied afterwards in some experiments.

4 Experiments

4.1 Datasets and implementation

We compare the performance of the found subnetworks with standard full-
fine-tuning in the supervised and self-supervised adaptation setting. In all our
experiments we use SGD with a momentum of 0.9 and a batch size of 64. For
finding the subnetworks, we set the hyperparameters µ = 0, S0 = 1 and use no
weight decay, this configuration is used for all models, in all settings. We run
experiments on the default ResNet-18 and ResNet-50 models from the TIMM
repository [50] (supervised pretraining), SwAV [8] and DINO [9] (self-supervised
pretraining), as well as Vision Transformers (ViT-B/32) from CLIP [41] (cross-
modal contrastive pretraining). We use the datasets from [35].
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Table 1: Masking is a viable strategy for downstream task adaptation.
We report top-1 accuracy for nine image classification benchmarks with four
different methods for downstream task transfer. For this experiment, we use
supervised masks. We report the memory storage (in MegaBits, uncompressed)
required to store the weights for a downstream task adaptation using the given
method in the Size column. This excludes having to store the original model
weights as these only need to be stored once.

Method Size cifar10 cifar100 dtd eurosat flowers pets sun397 ucf101

Pretrained model: ResNet-18Supervised

k-NN n/a 0.826 0.589 0.587 0.896 0.677 0.877 0.465 0.596
FFT 368 0.950 0.759 0.692 0.969 0.963 0.889 0.534 0.689
Mask 12 0.949 0.760 0.660 0.969 0.955 0.852 0.479 0.659

Pretrained model: ResNet-50SwAV

k-NN n/a 0.832 0.497 0.693 0.754 0.728 0.726 0.535 0.604
FFT 736 0.965 0.817 0.736 0.977 0.987 0.892 0.623 0.675
Mask 23 0.962 0.798 0.709 0.974 0.967 0.863 0.482 0.628

Pretrained model: ViT-B/32CLIP
k-NN n/a 0.909 0.694 0.666 0.858 0.818 0.768 0.687 0.753
FFT 2752 0.958 0.821 0.723 0.979 0.974 0.885 0.640 0.809
Mask 86 0.971 0.834 0.738 0.978 0.973 0.891 0.668 0.815

Supervised ResNets. For the supervised adaptation baseline on the ImageNet-
pretrained ResNet18 model from the TIMM repository, we use the most common
hyperparameters from [45] for every dataset on that model architecture, which is
a learning rate of 0.001 and a weight decay of 5e-4. However, we use a simple
cosine learning rate decay rather than a step decay. For the SwAV-pretrained
Resnet-50 model, we use a learning rate of 0.15 and a weight decay of 1e-6. The
learning rate was determined by taking the original learning rate the model
was trained on and scaling it by the new batch size (0.15 = 0.6 · 64/256). For
finding the subnetworks of these models, we use a learning rate of 50 and a cosine
learning rate decay with a linear warmup up to epoch 40. Both for finding the
subnetworks and for the baselines of these models, we train with a standard
cross-entropy loss and a new random linear head for 150 epochs. We only train
or mask the convolutional and downsampling layers.

Supervised Transformers. For the CLIP-pretrained vision transformer baseline
and linear probe, we use the results from [2,35], which uses the original head
from the CLIP model and a cosine similarity metric between the image and text
embeddings as the output logits, before using a cross-entropy loss. For finding the
subnetworks of this model, we use the same loss and number of epochs (32) but
stick to a simple cosine learning rate decay schedule with a learning rate of 10.
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We only mask the projections and the Multilayer Perceptrons (MLP) after each
attention block. All supervised experiments use data augmentations from [35].

Self-Supervised ResNets. The self-supervised experiments are done using the aug-
mentations and other default settings from SwAV [9], except with a learning rate
of 0.15, batch size of 64, no warm up and 500 prototypes. For finding subnetworks
with self-supervision, we keep the prototypes and linear head trainable using the
aforementioned hyperparameters (which are thrown away regardless), we only
find a mask for the backbone, using the same parameters as for the supervised
experiments. We train for 150 epochs and start the queue after 30 epochs.

Model Cascade. For the dispatcher in the Model Cascade, we train cifar100
for 150 epochs and inat500 for 54 epochs, which corresponds to approximately
the same number of steps. The experts are also trained for approximately the
same number of steps (≈ 117188), based on the formula: E = 50000/D ∗ 150,
where D is the dataset size, which varies for each cluster, and E is the number of
epochs, rounded to the nearest integer. We start the queue after the first 1/5 of
the epochs. For the router R we choose a 5-way Gaussian Mixture Model applied
on dimensionality-reduced feature vectors using the 20 largest components of a
Principal Component Analysis.

Table 2: Comparison of our masking mechanism (SMN) with Ramanu-
jan et al. [42]’s topk% method. For completeness, we run the method of
Ramanujan et al.with the sparsity-level that was found by our method. We
report top-1 accuracy on different downstream tasks using different evaluation
methods. In the last row, we report the sparsity levels found by our method on
the different datasets. All numbers are reported by masking with a self-supervised
loss, starting from a ResNet-50 pretrained with SwAV.

Method Sparsity cifar10 cifar100 dtd eurosat flowers sun397 ucf101

k-NN evaluation
topk% 50% 0.891 0.564 0.465 0.968 0.403 0.460 0.439
topk% found 0.908 0.630 0.671 0.973 0.903 0.519 0.572
SMN found 0.921 0.656 0.674 0.971 0.920 0.518 0.549

Linear probe evaluation
topk% 50% 0.913 0.678 0.536 0.980 0.800 0.565 0.548
topk% found 0.940 0.747 0.733 0.984 0.985 0.630 0.690
SMN found 0.950 0.769 0.714 0.983 0.983 0.631 0.697

Sparsity level: 91.4% 92.5% 98.8% 96.7% 98.6% 94.4% 95.7%

Evaluation. Linear probes are done with logistic regression on the unaugmented
training set embeddings, as done by [9]. k-NN evaluations are done with the
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default settings from the same paper, with 200 neighbors and a temperature of 0.1.
Source code is available at: https://github.com/alvitawa/UnsupervisedMasking.

4.2 Masking is a viable adaptation strategy

In this section, we validate that masking weights of a pretrained network is a
viable solution to adapt it to a given downstream task by comparing our masking
adaptation method to more standard transfer techniques such as nearest neighbors
classification (k-NN) and full fine-tuning of the model parameters (FFT). For this
experiment, we consider masking with a supervised loss to prevent confounding
factors compared with full fine-tuning. For each of these methods, in addition
to reporting the accuracy obtained of the downstream tasks, we also report the
memory storage required to deploy the transfer technique. For k-NN, we consider
that the memory requirement is none. However, one could argue that it is still
required to store the embeddings of the training set of the dataset, which can
quickly be at the order of magnitude of the gigabit for large datasets such as
iNaturalist and embeddings of high dimension like ViT-B/32CLIP.

Results comparing k-NN, full fine-tuning (FFT) and supervised masking
adaptation (Mask) strategies are reported in table 1. We observe that masking
produces good transfer performance on a large set of downstream tasks, and is
even competitive with full fine-tuning. We see in table 1 that this observation
is consistent both across network architectures (convolutional neural network
and vision transformers) and pretraining paradigms (supervised, self-supervised
and image-text contrastive). Overall, results in table 1 show that even though
not widely adopted by the deep learning community, masking is a viable and
storage-efficient adaptation technique. In addition, compared to full fine-tuning it
requires 32 times less memory storage to deploy when looking at the uncompressed
number of bits. However, in practice it can require 78.8 times less memory to
store the masks due to the fact that the masks are more easily compressible than
a full copy of model weights. This is shown experimentally in Appendix C.

4.3 Self-supervised adaptation with self-masking

Though efficient on the memory storage axis, masking, as well as other typical
transfer learning approaches, arguably lack efficiency in terms of label utilization.
Indeed, transferring a network to a downstream task is in many cases a process
requiring access to many labels in the downstream domain to achieve good
performance. In this section, we explore adaptation to a downstream domain in
a label-efficient manner, by learning the transfer mask without using any labels.

Comparison of different masking strategies. In table 2, we compare the perfor-
mance of our Self-Masking Network (SMN) with our masking method and that of
Ramanujan et al. [42]’s topk% method, which activates a fixed percentage of the
weights with the highest scores rather just weights with scores larger than the
threshold. We find that our masking method (threshold masking) outperforms
topk% masking when the sparsity is set to 50%, which is the sparsity level they

https://github.com/alvitawa/UnsupervisedMasking
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Fig. 3: Low-shot adaptation with self-supervised self-masking. We report
top-1 accuracy after transferring to downstream tasks in a low-shot setting (% of
labeled data used). We compare different adaptation techniques: linear probing,
full fine-tuning, self-masking with a supervised objective and self-masking in a
self-supervised manner. The pretrained network is ResNet-50SwAV.

use in their paper. We also find that if we use the sparsity which was automatically
found by our method, their method can come close to and is sometimes able to
outperform our method. However, since Ramanujan et al.’s method is not able to
find this sparsity by itself, we argue that our masking method is more practical.

Low-shot transfer. We propose to transfer to different downstream tasks by using
only a fraction of the training labels, while keeping access to all training images.
Results are presented in fig. 3. We observe that self-supervised self-masking
outperforms conventional fine-tuning methods in all three datasets tested under
low-shot conditions. We also observe in fig. 3 that the difference in performance is
maintained or even exacerbated as fewer labels are used. This is likely due to the
SMN’s ability to utilize the unlabeled data for downstream adaptation. Overall,
self-supervised masking is able to overcome the shortcomings of supervised
masking in situations where few labeled data is available, providing a solution
for both label-efficient and storage-thrifty downstream task transfer.

4.4 Model Cascade

In Table 3, we evaluate our cascade SMN’s. We observe that the cascade mecha-
nism allows for improving the performance of self-supervised masking by large
margins, i.e. +3.8 points on CIFAR-100 and +2.6 points on iNat500 in linear
probing evaluation. This comes at the cost of an increase in storage requirement
(×6). However, the storage requirement is still significantly (×5) smaller than
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Table 3: Self-masking cascade. We compare vanilla self-masking with condi-
tional and unconditional self-masking cascades. We also report the (uncompressed)
storage requirements relative to the cost of storing the original pretrained model
in 32-bit floating point, which we denote by β. We exclude the cost of storing
the original model (of size β) as well as the PCA and GMM parameters, which
are negligible. The pretrained backbone used is ResNet-50SwAV.

Method Storage CIFAR100 iNat500

k-NN evaluation
Self-masking β/32 0.656 0.263
Self-masking + cascade (conditional) 6β/32 0.752 0.395
Self-masking + cascade (unconditional) 6β/32 0.778 0.424

Linear probe evaluation
Self-masking β/32 0.769 0.524
Self-masking + cascade (conditional) 6β/32 0.793 0.521
Self-masking + cascade (unconditional) 6β/32 0.807 0.550

alternative transfer techniques like full finetuning, and does not use supervision
for domain adaptation. Finally, we also observe that the unconditional variant of
the cascade performs better than the conditional model. An explanation is that
the experts learned from neighboring domains still capture useful features that
are not completely orthogonal to each other and so benefit overall performances.
Overall, this experiment shows that masking the same model multiple times
using self-supervision through our cascade mechanism enables more information
to be extracted from the training set, resulting in better downstream accuracy.

5 Conclusion

In this work, we started with the problem of adapting a pretrained model to a
novel domain without knowledge of the final task or other manual annotations.
To this end, we proposed Self-Masking, a simple approach for learning lightweight
binary masks in an unsupervised manner. We have shown the benefits of Self-
Masking are particularly pronounced for the important semi-supervised setting,
where both large amounts of unlabeled data and small amounts of labeled data
are available. Finally, we have shown how our approach can be used to produce
high-performing model cascades, by selecting domains and training expert models
without any supervision. We believe this work will gain importance with the
increase in parameter counts of vision models.
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A Verification of Hyperparameter-free masking

In practice, it is not feasible to control the conditions perfectly, and randomness
from CUDA operations or mini-batch sampling, as well as differences in behavior
of floating point arithmetic under different scales will result in slightly different
results. We show in this section that performance of the models remain generally
unaffected, indicating that these invariances also hold in practice.

Figure 5a shows an experimental verification of the proofs in Section 3.2.
It can be seen that both experiments have a very similar loss curve, which is
an indication that the models are behaving the same. Note that we controlled
the most important random components such as the data sampling, however
some randomness from CUDA operations could still be present, in addition to
differences in behavior of floating point arithmetic under the different scales.
For this reason we cannot expect in practice that both hyperparameter settings
produce exactly the same masks.

Notice that it can be seen in Figure 5b that only doubling the learning rate
gives the same loss curve as only increasing the threshold to 0.5. This is in line
with the theorems posited in the main paper, as increasing the threshold by 0.5 is
equivalent to reducing the score initialization by 0.5, effectively halving it, which
is in turn equivalent to doubling the learning rate.

B Ablations

Table 5: Ablations. We ablate the key components of our Self-Masking Network:
the number of prototypes, network initialization, and the layers that are masked.
We evaluate via k-NN evaluation. The row marked with an asterisk (*) indicates
the configuration used in the rest of the paper.

(a) Varying prototypes

cifar10 dtd sun397

50 0.510 0.644 0.503
500* 0.921 0.674 0.518
5000 0.920 0.640 0.496

(b) Keeping layers frozen.

cifar10 dtd sun397

none 0.560 0.434 0.177
BNs* 0.921 0.674 0.518
biases 0.681 0.505 0.266

(c) Varying the initialiation

cifar10 dtd sun397

DINO 0.915 0.695 0.529
SwAV* 0.921 0.674 0.518
TIMM 0.900 0.623 0.505
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Fig. 5: Left: Comparison of the loss for standard training (λ = 50, S0 = 1.0,
µ = 0.0) with equivalent but distinct hyperparameters (λ = 100, S0 = 2.5,
µ = 0.5). Shown is the progression of the loss during training. Right: How the
curves would differ when applying standard training, except changing only one
of the hyperparameters at a time (doubling the learning rate, doubling the score
initialization or shifting the threshold with 0.5). These experiments were run on
CIFAR-10, with the supervised masking algorithm.
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In this section, we ablate several components of our model.
Number of prototypes. We find that as long as our model is provided with

enough capacity of 500 or more prototypes, the exact number does not matter
and we achieve good performances, echoing previous self-supervised clustering
findings [1,7]

Excluding weights from masking. Finally, in table 5b we evaluate what
happens when the masking strategy is applied to all weights (‘none’ are frozen),
all excluding the batch-norms (our setup) or all except the bias terms. We find
that, as in the original masking formulations [42,37], it is essential to not apply
masking to the batch-norm statistics, this could be due to the drastic effect
zeroing out the batch norm weight can have, which disables a node completely.

Pretrained weights. In table 5c, we evaluate whether our self-masking
can be run on differently pretrained backbones. Despite our loss utilising a
self-supervised clustering formulation, we find it performs just as well on a
teacher-distillation pretrained method, DINO [9] outperforming the supervisedly
pretrained TIMM weights.

C Mask compression

It turns out that simply compressing the masks with off-the-shelf approaches
can significantly reduce the storage costs. In particular, masks are more easily
compressible than neural network weights, which further reduces the storage
costs of masks when compared to a full set of fine-tuned weights. We found that,
after compressing both, the masks take up 1.305% of the storage costs when
compared to the full-fine-tuned network weights using the models trained on
cifar100 (SMN vs self-sup fine-tuning) and 1.2695% using the models trained on
SUN397. If neither are compressed at all, the masks take up 3.125% the storage
cost of the full fine-tuned weights (using f32). See the full experiment results
below in Tables 6 and 7. Overall, compressing the masks reduces their storage
cost by up to 83%.

Table 6: Compressing learned masks (using the Self-Masking method) with
different off-the-shelf compression methods vs compressing the weights after Full
Fine-Tuning (cifar100 dataset).

(a) Masked

Method Masks Reduction (%)

gzip 23462592 78.32
bz2 23462592 79.24
lzma 23462592 80.73
lz4 23462592 59.06
snappy 23462592 62.57

(b) Trained

Method f32’s Reduction (%)

gzip 23462592 6.99
bz2 23462592 4.69
lzma 23462592 7.70
lz4 23462592 -0.39
snappy 23462592 -0.0046
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Table 7: Same as table 6, but with SUN397 dataset.

(a) Masked

Method Masks Reduction (%)

gzip 23462592 81.25
bz2 23462592 82.11
lzma 23462592 83.32
lz4 23462592 62.52
snappy 23462592 66.54

(b) Trained

Method f32’s Reduction (%)

gzip 23462592 6.99
bz2 23462592 4.69
lzma 23462592 7.69
lz4 23462592 -0.39
snappy 23462592 -0.0046

D Found Sparsities

In this section we document the sparsities found by our method in detail.

D.1 Supervised sparsities

Table 8 shows the sparsities found by the supervised masking experiments shown
in Table 1 . Notably, the CLIP vision transformer deactivates very few weights,
especially for some datasets. An explanation could be the fact that this model
was trained with a pre-aligned classification head, thanks to CLIP’s textual
embeddings, thus requiring less invasive alterations. However, further analysis is
necessary to determine whether another factor is responsible, such as the different
architecture.

The vision transformer is further analyzed in Figure 6. It would appear that
the weights in the middle layers generally get masked the most. The biases
however do not show a similar pattern. Interestingly though, the biases of the
key projections (key_proj) are left completely unchanged by the algorithm. A
similar analysis for the ResNet-50 model can be seen in Figure 7.

Table 8: Percentage of weights that are active after masking different architectues
in the supervised setting.

Model cifar10 cifar100 dtd eurosat flowers inat pets sun397 ucf101

rn18-timm 84.8% 64.3% 92.6% 93.4% 93.1% 51.2% 95.6% 68.0% 89.4%
rn50-swav 89.5% 77.2% 95.1% 95.7% 94.5% 65.4% 96.2% 81.1% 91.7%
vitb32-clip 99.6% 98.7% 99.9% 99.9% 99.9% 94.8% 99.9% 99.3% 99.8%
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Fig. 6: Sparsity levels found across layers by our masking algorithm, when applied
to the ViT-B/32CLIP model. Displayed is the average across the datasets CIFAR-
10, CIFAR-100, SUN397 and DTD.

D.2 Comparison

Figure 7 shows the sparsities found at different layers of the network by our
self-supervised masking method in a comparison between self-supervised and
supervised masking. The corresponding overall sparsities can be seen in Table 2 .
Notably, earlier ResNet blocks appear to get masked more, but within a block,
the pattern reverses, with later layers seeming to get masked more. Also, the
last downsampling layer is masked heavily. This appears to be generally true
for both the supervised and self-supervised settings. In addition, these effects
seem to remain across datasets, as can be seen from the relatively small standard
deviations.

E Progressive Sparsity

Table 9 shows an additional experiment, where we progressively deactivate more
weights during training, using a fixed schedule, allowing Ramanujan et al.’s
method to start with every weight activated. Unfortunately, this only seems to
degrade its performance.
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Fig. 7: Sparsity levels found across layers by our Self-Masking Networks on a
SwAV-pretrained ResNet-50, compared to our supervised masking algorithm.
Average across the datasets CIFAR-100, CIFAR-10, SUN397, and DTD. Standard
deviations included.

Table 9: Updating Ramanujan et al. ’s method [42], such that it decreases
the number of active weights as training progresses. The progression
is a linear progression with respect to the percentage of active weights, starting
at 100% and going down to the ’found’ sparsity. All numbers are reported by
masking with a self-supervised loss, starting from a ResNet-50 pretrained with
SwAV.

Masking mechanism Sparsity dtd eurosat flowers ucf101

k-NN evaluation
Ramanujan et al. [42] progressive 0.658 0.957 0.895 0.549
Ramanujan et al. [42] found 0.671 0.973 0.903 0.572
Threshold (Ours) found 0.674 0.971 0.920 0.549

Linear probe evaluation
Ramanujan et al. [42] progressive 0.706 0.981 0.983 0.681
Ramanujan et al. [42] found 0.733 0.984 0.985 0.690
Threshold (Ours) found 0.714 0.983 0.983 0.697

Sparsity level found by our method: 98.8% 96.7% 98.6% 95.7%
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F Selective masking

This section evaluates whether the storage cost can be further reduced by selecting
a smaller subset of the weights to be masked, and leaving the others unchanged.
Following the results from Appendix D.2, where earlier layers where masked more
than subsequent layers, we see what performance we get when only masking the
first layer (L1), the first and second (L1 + L2) and the first, second and third
(L1 + L2 + L3) layers. The results are compared to the baseline of masking all
layers (L1+L2+L3+L4). In addition, we perform separate experiments where we
randomly freeze each individual mask, corresponding to a single weight, with
probability p, such that we run 9 additional experiments where 10%, 20%, ...
up to 90% of masks are trained. The results are shown in Figure 8. In addition,
two experiments are shown where only 0.9% and 6.1% of weights are masked,
corresponding to the number of parameters in only the first layer or only the
first and second layers.
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Fig. 8: Accuracy when only masking the first N ResNet-50 layers (L1, L2, L3, L4)
with corresponding experiments where random weights are masked instead, and
accuracy when training 10%, 20%, ... up to 90% of masks randomly across all
weights in each weight matrix. The resulting total number of trainable masks is
given on the x-axis. These experiments where run with a ResNet-50 from SWaV.

It can be seen that, for this dataset, the model is able to maintain its accuracy
with little loss in accuracy when training a mask on only half of the parameters.
The graph also shows that, on this experimental setting, masking the first N
layers yields higher accuracies than randomly masking the same number of
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weights across the whole network. It is thus possible to further reduce storage
costs of the masks with little loss of accuracy by at least 50% using this technique.
Corresponding to an up to 64x reduction of storage costs of the fine-tuned model
when compared to full fine-tuning.

Additionally, we run the same experiment on Cifar-100, but here we compare
the random selection of trainable masks across layers with a similar method
where we select the top-k% masks corresponding to weights with the highest
magnitude. The results are displayed in Figure 9, where it can be seen that the
maximum magnitude approach provides some benefit when only a tiny proportion
of weights are trained, however, by at this level, the accuracy is already far below
the baseline when masking all weights. Surprisingly though, a small gain in
accuracy appears to be made when only masking around half the weights as
opposed to all.
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Fig. 9: Accuracy when training 5%, 10%, 20%, ... up to 90% of masks randomly
across all weights in each weight matrix, compared to training 5%, 10%, 20%, ...
up to 90% of the masks corresponding to the weights with the highest magnitudes.

G Dispatcher Clusters

In Figure 10 we compare the final embeddings of the original pretrained model,
the domain adapted and the cascade model on a subset of CIFAR100. We find
that our self-mask adapted embeddings create a few more distinct clusters, but
a massive difference is not visible when compared to the cascade embeddings.
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(a) Original embed-
dings.

(b) Adapted embed-
dings.

(c) Cascade embed-
dings.

Fig. 10: We compare the embeddings from (a) the original pretrained model, (b)
the adapted model and (c) the cascade model on first 20 classes of CIFAR100.
Ground-truth classes coded by color.

Both however are a clear improvement over the unadapted embeddings from the
pre-trained model.

We also show in Figure 11, for each cluster of the Cascade model, the
cumulative distribution of datapoints belonging to the most common classes in
each cluster. This plot shows that the dispatcher is effective at creating dataset
splits that have more homogenous distributions. For example, it can be read from
the graph that, for each cluster, the top 20 classes represent at least 60% of the
datapoints in that cluster, and three of these clusters are even more homogenous,
with the top 20 classes representing at least 80% of the datapoints.
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Fig. 11: Proportion of datapoints made up of the top x most common classes for
each of the five cascade clusters (training set).
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H Error Bars

Due to computational and time constraints, we were only able to run every
experiment once. However, to give an idea of the level of noise in our results, we
show the variance of our thresholding method by running it 5x on two different
datasets. The results can be seen in Table 10.

Table 10: Variance in k-NN accuracies with the Threshold Masking
Mechanism. This table shows the results of five separate runs of the same
experiment on the "dtd" and "ucf101" datasets, including the mean across
experiments and the standard deviation of the results.

Dataset Run R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 Mean STD

k-NN evaluation
dtd Threshold (Ours) 0.685 0.678 0.670 0.678 0.671 0.676 0.005
ucf101 Threshold (Ours) 0.569 0.576 0.557 0.574 0.568 0.569 0.007

I Datasets

We use datasets from [35], namely CIFAR100 & CIFAR10 [32], Oxford Flow-
ers [39], Food101 [5], EuroSAT [26], SUN397 [54], UCF101 [47], Oxford-
IIIT Pets [40], DTD [11]. For the Model Cascade, we also use a fine-grained
subset of iNaturalist [49], iNatLoc500 from [12].

J Compute cost

At least 24GB of GPU memory is necessary to run the most demanding ex-
periments. On an A100 gpu, most experiments (training a single model) take
less than 24h. Self-supervised fine-tuning is usually slower than supervised fine-
tuning. Masking one of the smaller datasets with the supervised algorithm only
takes about 6 hours. Masking was not noticeably slower than full fine-tuning. So
the costs of training one model/mask will vary between $12 and $48 at $2 per
GPU-hour. This applies to the ResNet50 and ViT-B models. ResNet18 is a lot
cheaper/faster.

K Broader Impact

Our technique could help with reducing storage and network tansfer costs. How-
ever, it is not more computationally efficient and thus the (more important) energy
cost of running these masked models remains equal, or increases if running the
Cascade model. Another interesting aspect of mask-learning in general through
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the pass-through trick is that it enables the learning of discrete components like
text rather than only being able to learn images. Hence, the pass-through trick
could be used to perform text reconstruction attacks. Existing approaches to
privacy-preserving model training thus should also protect against this.

L Source Code

Source code is available at https://github.com/alvitawa/UnsupervisedMasking.

https://github.com/alvitawa/UnsupervisedMasking
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