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Abstract. Parameter-efficient transfer learning (PETL) has emerged as
a flourishing research field for adapting large pre-trained models to down-
stream tasks, greatly reducing trainable parameters while grappling with
memory challenges during fine-tuning. To address it, memory-efficient se-
ries (METL) avoid backpropagating gradients through the large backbone.
However, they compromise by exclusively relying on frozen intermedi-
ate outputs and limiting the exhaustive exploration of prior knowledge
from pre-trained models. Moreover, the dependency and redundancy be-
tween cross-layer features are frequently overlooked, thereby submerging
more discriminative representations and causing an inherent performance
gap (vs. conventional PETL methods). Hence, we propose an innova-
tive METL strategy called SHERL for resource-limited scenarios to
decouple the entire adaptation into two successive and complementary
processes. In the early route, intermediate outputs are consolidated via an
anti-redundancy operation, enhancing their compatibility for subsequent
interactions; thereby in the late route, utilizing minimal late pre-trained
layers could alleviate the peak demand on memory overhead and regulate
these fairly flexible features into more adaptive and powerful representa-
tions for new domains. Extensive ablations on vision-and-language and
language-only tasks show that SHERL combines the strengths of both
parameter and memory-efficient techniques, performing on-par or better
across diverse architectures with lower memory during fine-tuning. Our
code is publicly available at: https://github.com/Paranioar/SHERL.

Keywords: Memory-efficient Transfer Learning · Parameter-efficient
Transfer Learning · Multi-Tiered Sensing Adapter

1 Introduction

Recently, large pre-trained fundamental models have showcased impressive gen-
eralization and representation capabilities across various vision [25,29,38], lan-
guage [18, 79, 91], and multi-modal domains [1, 19, 58, 87, 96]. These models,
trained on extensive in-domain benchmarks and online web data, provide a solid
starting point for downstream tasks. Nevertheless, their growing scales make it
prohibitively expensive and nearly impossible to fully fine-tune them for specific
⋆ Correspondence: lhchuan@dlut.edu.cn. Work was done when Haiwen visited HKUST.
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Fig. 1: Overview of (a) parameter-efficient Partially Tuning , Adapter Tuning , Prompt
Tuning ; and (b) memory-efficient Side-Tuning [104], Ladder Side Tuning (LST) [88],
Univeral Parallel Tuning (UniPT) [20]. Red dotted line denotes the backward gradients.

task adaptation. Hence, parameter-efficient transfer learning (PETL) [41,43, 60]
strategies are increasingly favored for domain adaptation to effectively mitigate
extreme computational costs and storage usage of model parameters.

Existing PETL methods illustrated in Fig. 1(a) predominantly involve freezing
most model parameters and training extra lightweight modules or a few pre-
trained layers during fine-tuning. Among them, Adapter Tuning [13, 16, 41]
integrates new bottleneck-shaped blocks into the fundamental backbone, while
Prompt Tuning [48, 60, 109] concatenates a sequence of learnable vectors with
the original input, positioned at the beginning or between backbone layers.
Additionally, Partially Tuning [36, 90] attempts to update a few task-specific
network layers, such as bias items [5, 103] or layer normalization [55]. The
PETL strategies significantly decrease training costs and maintain competitive
performance as fully fine-tuning. Notably, they still incur expensive memory costs
due to gradients flowing backward through nearly the entire large backbone.

An alternative research [20, 66, 88, 104] in Fig. 1(b) emphasizes more on
memory-efficient transfer learning (METL). Typically, a parallel side network
is constructed alongside the large base network, compromised by exclusively
integrating static intermediate features from each layer into the final output.
However, they overlook two critical problems: (1) Redundancy Influence by Cross-
layer Aggregation. There are diverse dependencies and semantic associations
between cross-layer features. Implicitly, these dependencies categorize correspond-
ing features from different layers into distinct "cohorts" based on their semantic
relevance, each cohort containing an indefinite number of cross-layer intermedi-
ates. Nonetheless, whether the sequential [88] or parallel [20] streamline fails to
address feature overlap and redundancy issues during cross-layer aggregation.
Consequently, early strategies for consolidating these semantic cohorts are indeed
biased, favoring the number of layer features within each cohort over their real
significance in shaping ultimate representations. This is because the cumulative
weight of each cohort can be easily swayed by the number of features it contains,
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potentially diluting small yet meaningful cohorts and jeopardizing the emphasis
on each discriminative cohort in the final output. (2) Regulation Capability by
Pre-trained Layers. PETL track [13, 76, 108] forcibly facilitates feature regulation
and migration capability by leveraging the generalized transmission and repre-
sentation pattern learned by pre-trained parameters. Conversely, METL track
deviates from the original input-output projection of the base network layers and
reconstructs the intricate mapping relationship from scratch via lightweight side
network layers. This choice hinders effective adaptation when translating generic
characteristics into domain-specific ones, resulting in representation collapse and
suboptimal performance in various downstream applications [20,88,104].

Given the above observations, in this paper, we propose a new tuning paradigm,
dubbed SHERL, which deliberately explore a regurgitation-feeding mechanism
between early aggregation and late regulation within the pre-trained network
(Fig. 1(c)). Specifically, we detach early tuners from the backbone and commence
by quantifying the similarity ratio between cross-layer features, thereby normaliz-
ing aggregation weights against the adverse interference of cross-layer redundancy.
Meanwhile, the resulting representations showcase great compatibility with sub-
sequent bare pre-trained layers, which are then transformed into a discriminative
space via compulsive regulation. Our methodology maintains the philosophy of
backbone-agnostic unbinding tuner with the “maximalist” pre-trained knowledge
under the premise of the “minimalist” training memory overhead.

We evaluate our SHERL on five challenging vision-and-language tasks, (i.e.,
image-text retrieval [21–23], video-text retrieval [8, 100], visual question answer-
ing [12, 34], compositional question answering [46], visual grounding [11, 74, 102])
and a series of pure language-only tasks (i.e., GLUE benchmark [94]). Extensive
ablations show that our SHERL compares favorably with conventional PETL
variants with minimal training costs, and meanwhile achieves the optimal balance
over METL counterparts between accuracy and efficiency. Besides, SHERL can
also seamlessly cooperate with other PETL methods, and display good applicabil-
ity across various network backbones, encompassing CNN, single or cross-modal
Transformer, and T5 [80] or MDETR-like [53] Encoder-Decoder architectures.

2 Related Work

Parameter-Efficient Transfer Learning (PETL). Large pre-trained models
have become essential foundational tools across diverse domains, e.g . computer
vision (CV) [25, 29, 38, 39], natural language processing (NLP) [18, 65, 79, 80],
and vision-and-language (VL) applications [32, 59, 78, 106]. To adapt them for
downstream tasks, the standard strategy is to update the entire model parameters
during the training process. Nevertheless, as recent foundation models scale up,
such an operation becomes extremely expensive and sometimes suffers from
sub-optimal issues, especially with small downstream datasets. To address these
challenges, parameter-efficient transfer learning (PETL) has attracted increasing
research attention, which can be roughly categorized into three directions. (1)
Partially Tuning. For example, BitFit [5, 103] exclusively updates bias items of
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pre-trained layers, while Norm-Tuning [55] focuses solely on training the layer
normalization modules during fine-tuning. Additionally, several methods [36,90]
utilize sparse binary masks to control which components of network layers remain
static during training. However, owing to the substantial disparity between
different architectures and downstream tasks, determining the trainable parts of
the pre-trained backbones remains challenging. (2) Adapter Tuning. An alternative
technique introduces an extra lightweight and learnable module into the pre-
trained backbones, which is widely utilized in uni-modal [2, 13, 16, 31, 41, 76]
and cross-modal domains [44, 67, 77, 89]. They all keep the entire parameters
of the pre-trained network frozen during fine-tuning, and the inserted modules
can be positioned in parallel or sequentially within the pre-trained network
layers [37,50,61]. Among them, some approaches [17,43,62,64] involve scaling and
shifting factors, learnable vectors, tiny or quantized multi-layer perception (MLP)
modules to refine original feature projection, while other methods [51,70,71,105]
further reduce the number of trainable parameters by matrix decomposition
and hyper-network prediction for multi-task learning. (3) Prompt Tuning. The
concurrent strategies [35,57,60] attempt to insert some sparse manual-tuning [45,
52, 68, 92, 107] or dense randomly-initialized [9, 48, 54, 83, 108] token features into
the original input or each intermediate state of the pre-trained backbone. These
pseudo features are learnable and facilitate the adaptation process for specific
downstream tasks. Although they greatly reduce trainable parameters, their
memory requirements are still prohibitive, occasionally exceeding those of fully
fine-tuning and making them impractical for resource-constrained scenarios.

Memory-Efficient Transfer Learning (METL). Training memory is
predominantly consumed by activations rather than parameters. In contrast to
chasing minimal trainable parameters by the current PETL track, the METL
track endeavors to achieve the optimal performance-memory balance under
resource-limited scenarios. (1) General Memory Optimization. There are several
popular and general techniques [56,73] to reduce demand on training memory
footprint. For instance, mixed precision training [75] or quantization strategy [95]
introduce mix-precision or low-bit-width formats for weights, activations, and
gradients during training. Besides, zero redundancy optimizer [81] eliminates
memory redundancies in both data- and model-parallel training, enabling efficient
scaling of model size with the number of devices, while others avoid storing all
intermediate activations and reconstruct discarded ones from backward layers [33]
or by gradient checkpoint operations [14]. (2) Decouple Back-propagation from
Large Model. Orthogonally, another research direction emphasizes bypassing
gradient computation for the extensive parameters of large models. Typically,
some parallel tuners detached from the main backbone facilitate the adaptation
process of the pre-trained models with minimal memory overhead. The simplest
manner [15,42,78,80] is to update an extra projection layer (e.g . linear probe)
after the last layers of the main backbone. Besides, Side-Tuning [104] introduces
an extra lightweight CNN network to augment the static main network for new
domains, utilizing an exponential blending schedule. The output from the last
layer is not always optimal. Hence, some studies [26,27] opt to select features from
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one intermediate layer, achieving performance comparable to fine-tuning on out-
of-distribution transfer tasks. However, their minimalist forms inherently restrict
the full development of powerful pre-trained representations. To overcome this,
recent works [49,88,93] introduce query-guided, structure-dependent, or MLP-like
side branches from the main branch. They incorporate intermediate features from
each layer through lateral connections in a bottom-up sequential manner, while
UniPT [20] propose a modular side module independent from the base backbone
and integrates cross-layer hidden states in a top-down parallel fashion. Unlike
UniPT [20] emphasizing cross-layer semantic alignments guided by the ultimate
output, and LST [88] constructing input-output transmission via a scaled-down
pre-trained backbone, our SHERL takes the first step towards intrinsic redundancy
problem during cross-layer aggregation and unexplored regulation ability from
pre-trained layers ignored by previous METL works. It highlights discriminative
features across layers against redundancy interference with minimal memory
costs in the early route and meanwhile, leverages pre-trained knowledge from the
minimal main layer to maximize transfer benefits in the late route. Notably, we
undergo comprehensive validations on both NLP and VL domains, referencing
LST [88] and UniPT [20] respectively, and achieve an optimal accuracy-memory
trade-off than other counterparts on two well-established benchmarks.

3 Methodology

Commonly, METL track constructs an extra side network to avoid gradients
passing through large models, and significantly reduce training memory overhead.
In contrast, PETL track attempts to directly adjust the forward route inside the
pre-trained backbone. They could naturally yield more adaptive representations,
thereby resulting in an inherent performance gap than METL variants.

Inspired by their respective strengths, we present a new transfer learning
paradigm dubbed SHERL in Fig. 2, which strikes a sweet balance between
model capability and memory efficiency. In practice, we categorize all backbone
layers into two mutually synergistic groups: 1 → (N − 1) shallow layers for early
aggregation and N -th deep layer for late regulation. Based on them, we propose
an innovative Multi-Tiered Sensing Adapter (MTSA) module encompassing four
key components: a down-projection layer set, a non-linear activation layer, a
multi-tiered sensing aggregation layer, and a universal up-projection layer. It aims
to mitigate cross-layer disparity and redundancy during cross-layer aggregation,
and bridge compatible connections between shallow and deep backbone layers.
In Sec. 3.1 and Sec. 3.2, we elaborate on the construction and implementation
of our proposed SHERL framework. In Sec. 3.3, we showcase its versatility
and superiority by deploying SHERL across a spectrum of network backbones,
including CNNs, Transformers, and Encoder-Decoder architectures.

3.1 Consolidating Early Feature Representation

Firstly, we map K hidden states in D dimension from input embedding and
shallow layers into low-dimensional F = {F n ∈ RK×d |n ∈ {0, ..., N − 1}}



6 H. Diao et al.

…Base
Layer	1

…

Paired
Cosine

Inside	
Each	Set

ReLU	

Row	Sum

Base
Layer	2

Base
Layer	N-1

Base
Layer	N

ReLU Restore

Co
lu
m
n

L1
no
rm

𝐹!" 𝐹#" 𝐹$" 𝐹%&#"

𝐸%&#"

𝑟 𝑚𝑆𝐸

In
pu
t

O
ut
pu
t

÷

Matrix	
Multiplication

Pair-wise	
Addition

Pair-wise	
Gated	Addition

÷
Pair-wise	
Division

𝑚/𝑟

Regroup	layer-wise	into	token-wise	feature	sets

𝑒 Regroup

(𝐾×𝑑) (𝐾×𝑑) (𝐾×𝑑) (𝐾×𝑑)

(𝐾×𝑑)

(𝐾×𝐷)

𝐾×(𝑁 − 1) 𝐾×(𝑁 − 1)𝐾×(𝑁 − 1)!

Early	Route

Late	 Route

Fig. 2: Overview of the framework that mitigates the disparity and redundancy of
intermediates across shallow layers, and thereby generates adaptive and compatible
inputs for subsequent deep layer for feature regulation when transferred to new domains.

via N unshared fully-connected (FC) layers and the ReLU activation. Here,
d = D/r and r is a reduction factor. There exists extreme norm variation and
value magnitude between the intermediate outputs across layers, stemming from
feature heterogeneity between different levels of backbone layers. To alleviate
this issue, we introduce additional learnable layers W ′ for the down-projection
features F , further enhancing these features using a residual connection. After
that, channel-wise factors G are computed from F via extra FC layers W and
the Sigmoid function (σ), each value of which ranges from 0 to 1. They are
utilized to modulate the scale magnitude of each feature channel as:

Gn = σ(F nW n) , F ′
n = Gn ⊙ (F nW

′
n + F n) . (1)

Here {W ,W ′} = {W n,W
′
n ∈ Rd×d |n ∈ {0, ..., N − 1}} are different trainable

matrices for each feature set. To guarantee the ultimate output for N -th deep
layer consistent with its original input pattern, we regroup layer-wise feature sets
into token-wise ones and adopt the last shallow features as aggregation guidance.
Thereinto, the last feature F ′

N−1 ∈ RK×d is re-organized as late feature set e =
{ek ∈ R1×d | k ∈ {1, ...,K}}, while the rest sets {F ′

i ∈ RK×d | i ∈ {0, ..., N − 2}}
are reshaped as early feature sets E = {Ek ∈ R(N−1)×d | k ∈ {1, ...,K}}.

After the above permutation, we shift to quantifying the cross-layer depen-
dency inside each feature set. Concretely, we start by computing the cosine
distance within shallow feature Ek, followed by the ReLU function (δ) to elim-
inate the irrelevant semantic connections and restrict the matrix scores Sk

between 0 and 1. Note that the diagonal values of Sk indicate the cosine simi-
larities between the same hidden features inside Ek, consistently equating to 1.
By summing up the rectified values in each row, we obtain the redundancy rate
r = {rk ∈ R(N−1)×1 | k ∈ {1, ...,K}} corresponding to shallow feature sets E,
where rk indicates overall similarity scores inside k-th feature set across layers,
i.e. the redundancy value of k-th hidden state at different shallow layers:

Sk = ẼkẼ
⊤
k , rk = δ(Sk)1 . (2)
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Here Ẽk is the normalized Ek by row-wise ℓ2-norm, and 1 ∈ R(N−1)×1 is all-one
vector. Sk ∈ R(N−1)×(N−1) is cosine matrix between shallow features in Ek, and
each value of rk ∈ R(N−1)×1 is not less than 1. Notably, if the current feature
inside Ek is not related to the one from any other layer, its redundancy value is
equal to 1. The higher the correlation, the larger the redundancy value.

To satisfy the paradigm and characteristics of the last deep layer, we adopt its
original input e as query, and E as key and value. To take k-th hidden features
as an example, we calculate inner-product values rectified by ReLU activation
between ek and Ek, which are then divided by its respective redundancy rk and
normalized by ℓ1-norm. After obtaining the normalized attention weight mk, we
integrate all the shallow features E with their corresponding e into the blended
features e′ = {e′k ∈ R1×d | k ∈ {1, ...,K}} as follows:

mk = ℓ1-normEk
δ(ekE

⊤
k ) / r

⊤
k , e′k = mkEk + ek . (3)

We adopt linear attention to avoid numerical explosion and unstable gradients
of standard softmax attention [20]. The whole complexity of Eqs. (2) and (3) is
K × (N − 1)2 +K × (N − 1), that is linear with the number of input features.
Implicitly, the final aggregated weights achieve a certain equilibrium for each
semantic cohort. For instance, consider two semantic cohorts, A and A′. The
overall weight for A is calculated as (

∑
m am/rm)/(

∑
m am/rm +

∑
n a

′
n/r

′
n),

where (m, n), (am, a′n), and (rm, r′n) denote the number, attention weight, and
redundancy value of cross-layer features in (A, A′). Ideally, rm approaches the
cohort size of A, and

∑
m am/rm approximates the average weight of features

involved in A. If we disregard rm, the final weight of A becomes susceptible to
cohort size (m, n), i.e. adverse interference of feature redundancy, rather than
being predominantly dominated by the correlations with the guidance feature.

3.2 Regulating Late Feature Transmission

After obtaining the merging features e′, we restore it to the same size of the
original input, denoted as E′

N−1 ∈ RK×d that turns over onto D-dimensional
representations via a universal up-projection layer. We then import an extra
gate parameter u = tanh(αT ), parameterized with a learnable zero-initialized
scalar α and temperature T (= 0.1) following the default hyperparameters
of [88]. This gate connection is in charge of controlling the mixing ratio between
enhanced features and the original layer input. Eventually, these dynamic features
automatically adjust themselves to input-output transformation patterns learned
by pre-trained layers, as integrated into late layers of the base model.

On top of that, the unbinding property detaches the MTSA module from
the base backbone, opening up avenues for diverse architecture and deployment
possibilities. One can freely develop more complicated structures for optimal
benefits. Meanwhile, the flexible collaborations between early and late routes
can seamlessly apply to multiple deep layers tailored to the upper memory limit
of current resources. As mentioned earlier, we aim for “maximalist” pre-trained
knowledge under the premise of “minimalist” training memory. Hence, we connect
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Fig. 3: Overview of the Application over (a) single or cross-modality Transformer, (b)
CNN, and (c) T5 or MDETR-like Encoder-Decoder architectures. The pre-trained base
backbone and our proposed SHERL module are denoted as ϕ and φ, respectively.

the MTSA module to the last layer of the base backbone, forming the standard
SHERL unless specified otherwise. Extensive evidence in Sec. 4.3 shows that
such an extremely concise design goes efficiently higher than popular memory-
efficient counterparts, and could cooperate with existing PETL methods for
better compatibility with early aggregation in a reciprocal manner.

3.3 Generalized Application Scenarios

Application on Transformer. Fig. 3(a) shows the insertion into various Trans-
former networks. For single-modality Transformers (e.g . BERT [18] or ViT [25]),
we first extract the word or patch embeddings and shallow intermediate features,
which are then consolidated into the final deep layer of the base backbone via the
proposed MTSA module. For cross-modality Transformer (e.g . CLIP-ViL [84]),
image-text pairs are first mapped to the same dimensions and concatenated before
being passed to the subsequent cross-modal Transformer ϕT

1:N layers. Similarly,
input embeddings and hidden states of early base layers ϕT

1:N−1 are integrated
into the last deep backbone layer for domain adaptation.
Application on CNN. Fig. 3(b) displays the application with CNN (e.g .
ResNeXt [99]), which utilizes a 2-D convolution kernel as an operator, featuring
varied block numbers and stacked structures within each layer. Meanwhile, each
feature map from each CNN layer has different spatial and channel sizes (doubled
in value). To address this, we first reduce them to the same spatial resolution as
the last layer input via several pooling layers. With the inputs of Conv2-5 layers
ϕC
1:4, we follow the same procedure as in Transformer.

Application on Encoder-Decoder. Fig. 3(c) exhibits the cooperation with
encoder-decoder networks. They are particular architectures for detection and
auto-regressive tasks (e.g . MDETR [53] and T5-series [80]). We implement the
MTSA module in the Encoder-Decoder backbones as its usage in the Transformer.
Note that we refrain from feeding the updated features back into the deep layer
in the Encoder part to avoid forwarding these layers twice.
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4 Experiments

4.1 Setup Details

Datasets. We validate SHERL on both VL and NLP tasks. For VL tasks, we con-
duct experiments on image-text retrieval (ITR: Flickr30K [101], MSCOCO [63]),
video-text retrieval (VTR: MSVD [8], MSR-VTT [100]), visual and compositional
question answering (VQA: VQAv2 [34], GQA: GQA [46]), and visual grounding
(VG: RefCOCO, RefCOCO+ [102], RefCOCOg [74]). For NLP tasks, we adopt
GLUE benchmark [94] including linguistic acceptability (CoLA [97]), sentiment
analysis (SST2 [85]), similarity and paraphrase (MRPC [24], QQP [47], STS-B [7]),
and natural language inference (MNLI [98], QNLI [82], RTE [3]).
Counterparts. We compare SHERL against full fine-tuning (Fully-FT ) and two
groups of tuning strategies: (1) Parameter-efficient methods: Prompt Tuning
(Prompt [60]), Adapter Tuning (Adapter [41], LoRA [43]), and Partially Tuning
(BitFit [103]); (2) Memory-efficient approaches: LST [88] and UniPT [20]. Con-
sidering their distinct emphasis on parameter and memory requirements, SHERL
is primarily compared with memory-efficient LST and UniPT.
Implementation Details. We conduct experiments on four NVIDIA TESLA
V100 (32GB). To ensure a fair comparison, we adopt the same experimental
configurations as employed in LST and UniPT. For NLP tasks, each method
undergoes training with 20 epochs on small datasets (RTE, MRPC, STS-B,
CoLA) and 10 epochs for the rest large ones. Besides, we set the learning rate
and reduction factor to 3× 10−3 and 8 respectively, following LST [88]. For VL
tasks, these values are adjusted to 10× lr and 2 in line with UniPT [20], where
lr is the learning rate of fully fine-tuning. More details are in Appendix.

4.2 Main Results

Baselines. From Tables 1 to 5, we demonstrate various transfer platforms and
diverse downstream tasks for comprehensive and challenging validations:

– VSE∞ [10] on ITR task: It utilizes BERT-base [18] and ResNeXt-101(32×8d) [99]
pre-trained on Instagram (WSL) [72] as text and image backbones. They are
pre-trained independently in single-modality domains via a single Transformer
or CNN, which then undergoes adaptation for the cross-modality domain.

– CLIP4Clip [69] on VTR task: It employs pre-trained CLIP [78] using Text
Transformer [79] and ViT-B/32 [25] models, and adapts these dual Transformer-
based encoders from image-text domain to video-text domain.

– CLIP-ViL [84] on QA task: It adopts CLIP image backbone [78] and word
embedding layer to encode image and text inputs, followed by a united Trans-
former for cross-modality interaction. We freeze the pre-trained dual encoders
and validate PETL methods on the latter cross-modality Transformer.

– MDETR [53] on VG task: It involves ResNet-101 [40] and RoBERTa-base [65]
for image and text encoding respectively, followed by a query-attended
encoder-decoder Transformer. We fix the image and text encoding networks
and investigate PETL methods on the encoder-decoder structure.
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Table 1: Comparisons with PETL (top) and METL (bottom) methods on GLUE
benchmark. We utilize T5-base, T5-large, and larger T5-3B. We report accuracy (SST-2,
MNLI, QNLI and RTE), Matthew’s Correlation (CoLA), Pearson-Spearman Correlation
(STS-B), an average of F1 score and accuracy (MRPC and QQP), respectively.

Method Parameter Memory (G) CoLA SST-2 MRPC QQP MNLI QNLI RTE STS-B Avg.(%) Train Test

Fully-FT 100 17.6 0.86 62.8 93.9 91.9 89.9 86.2 92.5 74.1 90.3 85.2
Adapter [41] 1.63 13.0 0.87 64.4 94.2 88.9 88.9 86.4 93.1 75.1 91.1 85.3
LoRA [43] 1.71 12.6 0.86 63.3 94.3 90.1 89.0 86.3 93.2 75.5 90.9 85.3
BitFit [103] 0.13 10.7 0.86 61.8 94.3 91.0 88.7 85.6 93.1 67.6 90.8 84.1
Prompt [60] 0.03 22.2 0.87 0 90.3 74.6 88.5 82.5 92.5 59.5 90.1 72.2

LST [88] 1.74 5.5 0.88 58.1 94.1 90.4 88.8 85.6 93.3 71.9 90.7 84.1
SHERL 0.85 2.9 0.87 61.1 93.7 89.4 88.8 85.3 93.3 71.9 90.9 84.3
(T5-large) LST [88] 1.23 12.2 2.88 65.3 95.7 91.6 89.7 88.6 94.1 79.9 92.4 87.1
(T5-large) SHERL 0.64 7.1 2.80 65.6 95.8 92.9 89.6 88.6 94.2 80.8 92.1 87.5
(T5-3B) LST [88] 0.08 22.4 11.01 66.4 96.5 92.9 89.7 90.7 95.1 80.1 93.0 88.1
(T5-3B) SHERL 0.04 21.8 10.80 67.3 96.5 92.3 89.9 90.8 95.2 80.3 92.9 88.2

– T5-series [80] on GLUE benchmark: they import text encoder and auto-
regressive decoder. Following LST [88], we drop 6, 24, 44 layers of side
network (3, 12, 22 layers each in encoder and decoder) for T5-base, T5-large,
T5-3B to align parameter and memory usage with the baseline.

SHERL outweighs PETL methods under similar training memory.
Table 1 depicts the performance on the commonly-used GLUE benchmark. Based
on T5-base, SHERL obtains an 84% reduction in training memory compared to
Fully-FT, while Adapter and LoRA just obtain a 26% reduction, resulting in
SHERL achieving a 3.2x greater memory saving with only half of the parameter
usage. Besides, SHERL outperforms BitFit and Prompt with only 27% and 13%
of their training memory overhead. Importantly, the memory-efficient property
enables collaboration between SHERL and larger T5-large/T5-3B, outweighing
the baseline with Adapter and LoRA by a large margin under similar training
memory conditions. Notably, compared to Fully-FT, SHERL reduces training
time by about 68.8%, and incurs negligible additional costs of inference time
(9.5%) and memory consumption (0.87GB vs. 0.86GB of the baseline).

SHERL outperforms METL competitors in low-memory scenarios.
We compare SHERL with the best counterparts on NLP tasks in Table 1,
and observe that it consistently exceeds LST across diverse scales of T5-series
with only half of trainable parameter usage. More importantly, SHERL saves
more than 40% memory consumption of LST on T5-base and T5-large. On
five VL tasks, SHERL acquires the closest evaluation results as Fully-FT, and
suppresses LST/UniPT by average gains of 4.1/1.1% in R@1 and 14.1/3.0% in
Rsum on cross-modal retrieval (Tables 2 and 3), about 0.92/0.65% improvements
on question answering (Table 4), and total benefits of 20.8/3.3% on visual
grounding (Table 5). Note that SHERL exhibits better flexibility and applicability
across various challenging architectures under similar training and inference
memory consumption as the top competitor UniPT. The solid and consistent
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Table 2: Comparisons with METL methods on image-text retrieval using VSE∞ via
Recall@1 on sentence (I-T) and image (T-I) retrieval, and Rsum on two directions.

Method Parameter Memory (G) Flickr30K MSCOCO1K MSCOCO5K

(M) Train Test I-T T-I Rsum I-T T-I Rsum I-T T-I Rsum

Fully-FT 201.2 22.1 * 8 25.15 85.6 73.3 546.6 83.1 71.7 542.7 64.2 51.2 468.9
LST [88] 9.7 24.4 25.23 82.1 66.5 529.5 78.2 64.8 525.8 57.8 43.1 434.5
UniPT [20] 12.4 24.4 25.18 84.8 69.1 537.4 80.6 67.5 532.9 61.1 45.9 445.3
SHERL 11.3 24.4 25.19 86.1 71.1 542.3 81.8 69.2 537.5 62.5 47.3 450.8

Table 3: Comparisons with METL methods on video-text retrieval using CLIP4Clip
via Recall@1 on video (T-V) and text (V-T) retrieval, and Rsum on two directions.

Method Parameter Memory (G) MSR-VTT MSVD

(M) Train Test T-V V-T Rsum T-V V-T Rsum

Fully-FT 151.3 12.2 * 4 1.12 42.8 42.1 389.2 45.2 57.1 425.5
LST [88] 11.2 8.0 * 4 1.15 37.0 37.8 356.7 35.5 55.4 407.2
UniPT [20] 9.6 3.4 * 4 1.13 38.9 39.3 361.3 40.9 59.7 432.1
SHERL 9.6 3.4 * 4 1.13 39.2 40.6 363.7 40.9 60.2 429.7

Table 4: Comparisons with METL methods on question answering using CLIP-ViL.

Method Parameter Memory (G) VQAv2 GQA

(M) Train Test Test-Dev Test-Std Test-Dev Test-Std

Fully-FT 236.8 20.5 * 4 12.64 76.71 76.86 60.25 61.44
LST [88] 13.4 6.4 * 4 12.76 75.29 75.44 59.93 60.75
UniPT [20] 10.3 2.9 * 4 12.67 75.33 75.53 60.10 60.72
SHERL 13.0 3.5 * 4 12.68 75.53 75.82 60.16 60.82

Table 5: Comparisons with METL methods on visual grounding task using MDETR.

Method Parameter Memory (G) RefCOCO RefCOCO+ RefCOCOg

(M) Train Test Val TestA TestB Val TestA TestB Val Test

Fully-FT 185.2 19.8 * 2 3.36 86.51 89.13 81.22 79.54 84.54 70.63 80.92 80.95
LST [88] 0.9 6.3 * 2 3.41 81.63 85.19 76.03 71.32 78.20 62.06 72.53 73.67
UniPT [20] 0.7 3.4 * 2 3.38 82.71 86.25 78.16 72.94 79.18 64.49 77.04 77.33
SHERL 0.7 3.4 * 2 3.38 83.02 86.39 78.41 73.29 80.11 64.59 77.80 77.77

improvements across 7 representative backbones and 18 standard datasets confirm
the optimal accuracy-memory balance achieved by SHERL than other state-of-
the-art counterparts. Besides, SHERL brings an average of roughly 66.8% training
time savings and an extra 13.5% inference time cost of Fully-FT, showcasing its
efficiency and resource-friendly nature under resource-limited scenarios.

4.3 Ablation Studies

Performance gains through early anti-redundancy and late regulation.
Settings. In Fig. 4, we apply SHERL to various pre-trained backbones on

diverse VL domains. Here, we replace our early aggregation with various alterna-
tive strategies followed by late regulation. Among them, we denote max pooling,
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average pooling, and multi-head self-attention (head = 4 works best) as MaxPool,
AvePool, and MHSA. Besides, we remove the redundancy factor rk in Eq. (3)
as plain linear attention (LinearA), and replace rk with a learnable parameter
initialized by an all-one vector for each early layer as LinearA (r). In Fig. 5,
we validate different late regulation designs of SHERL using T5-base on the
GLUE benchmark. For all experiments, we keep our early consolidation and
incorporate several popular PETL methods into late feature regulation. To hold
memory-efficient property, we only insert them into late frozen layers with an
extra marginal 0.1-0.2 GB memory (vs 2.9 GB standard). We set the reduction
factor of LoRA and Adapter to 16, and the number of prompts to 30. Besides,
we treat all base model layers as shallow layers, removing the late regulation and
integrating all intermediate features as the ultimate output as (-) Regulate.

Metrics. For average accuracy (Ave.) on VL domains, we average bi-directional
Recall@1 on Flickr30K/MSR-VTT, and accuracy on VQAv2/GQA (Test-Dev)
and RefCOCO/+/g (Val) in Fig. 4. For the GLUE benchmark, we average all
the corresponding metrics on eight language-only tasks as Ave. in Fig. 5.

Results. From Fig. 4, we observe that MHSA exceeds simple pooling oper-
ations by certain enhancements, while LinearA demonstrates clear advantages.
Besides, Learn (r) can adjust the distribution of attention weights to some extent,
thereby slightly mitigating redundancy across layers and achieving additional
improvements. Compared with them, our MTSA module further obtains notable
performance gains, signifying more discriminative representations through such
a dynamic anti-redundancy strategy, thus facilitating better domain migration.
From Fig. 5, exclusively utilizing early fusion without late regulation diminishes
the adaptation capability of our SHERL. Moreover, SHERL can effectively incor-
porate popular PETL strategies and promote the transfer process to downstream
tasks, even only with the last layer of the pre-trained backbone. Notably, combin-
ing Prompt and SHERL does not yield additional benefits. This is attributed to
SHERL already offering sufficient learnable components for learning new domain
patterns, causing the network to restrain from updating these prompts with
random initialization. Meanwhile, the under-fitting prompts in turn introduce
noise interference in the optimization of the proposed MTSA module.
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Further benefits with fine-grained insertion patterns and positions.
Settings. We extend the standard setting (i.e., only the last layer) to single-

layer individual or multi-layer collaborative insertion and validate them on the
late decoder layers of T5-base on GLUE tasks. More details are in Appendix.

Results. In Fig. 6, we notice that directly inserting blended features into the
earlier decoder layer at once (i.e. Single-layer Insertion) yields sub-optimal per-
formance. This is primarily due to challenges in unstable gradient flow, making
it challenging to optimize the MTSA module. As a solution, we incorporate
cumulative feature sets into each late decoder layer (i.e. Multi-layer Insertion),
facilitating multi-level gradient back-propagation for the proposed module. Mean-
while, it flexibly controls the training memory overhead by adjusting the starting
position of the late regulation, and dynamically merging previous features to en-
hance the current input in each late layer. Interestingly, the multi-layer insertion
brings additional improvements over the standard setting, showcasing promising
potential benefits with further exploration of more complex architectures.
Optimal trade-off between accuracy and memory over counterparts.

Settings. To ensure the comparable parameters, we set the hidden size of
Adapter as {6, 12, 24, 48}, the rank of LoRA as {4, 8, 16, 32}, the reduction
factor r of LST and SHERL as {32, 16, 8, 4} and {16, 8, 4, 2}, respectively. Note
that for BitFit, the learnable parameters are fixed, and more prompts for prompt
tuning suffer from unstable optimization and out-of-memory (OOM) issues.

Results. In Fig. 7, SHERL outperforms the competitor LST, and achieves the
closest results to Adapter and LoRA, meanwhile reducing training memory by a
large margin. Besides, SHERL is quite robust across varying r, and r = 8 can
gain the best trade-off with half the parameters of LST, Adapter, and LoRA.
Qualitative analysis of regulation ability through late pre-trained route.

Settings. In Fig. 8, we randomly select 100 images and 500 related captions on
the Flickr30K test set. Based on VSE∞, we set (n_components = 2, learning_rate
= ’auto’, init = ’pca’) for t-SNE from the sklearn package to show feature
distributions by CNN and Transformer with or without late regulation.

Results. Comparing the feature distributions within areas (i) and (ii), we
discover that for both CNN and Transformer networks, late regulation could
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Fig. 8: Distributions of the ultimate features through VSE∞ on Flickr30K by t-SNE.

enhance feature separation, especially for challenging image-text pairs. Such
effectiveness stems from following the pre-trained input-output projections, and
smoothly adapting generic patterns into domain-specific characteristics through
forcible constraint and guidance. Consequently, this process generates more
discriminative and powerful representations for new domain adaptation.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a brand-new METL platform dubbed SHERL, aiming
to acquire outstanding performance and efficient memory in resource-limited
applications. Specifically, it involves an unbinding Multi-Tiered Sensing Adapter
(MTSA) from the pre-trained model, effectively consolidating early intermedi-
ate outputs across layers against redundancy problems, and displaying great
compatibility with late compulsive regulation in a reciprocal manner. With
the characteristics of METL track, SHERL does not require back-propagation
through the large backbone network, and significantly reduces training memory
overhead for accommodating much larger and stronger networks, outperforming
popular PETL strategies. Extensive experiments validate its good flexibility
and broad applicability across various network structures including CNN, Trans-
former, and Encoder-Decoder architectures. Last but not least, SHERL further
exhibits promising potential by incorporating existing PETL methods or more
complicated designs, providing a better trade-off between performance gain and
memory usage. We hope that SHERL can aid users with limited computational
resources in fine-tuning large models across diverse domains.
Discussion. We view SHERL as a starting point to bridge and combine the
strengths of parameter/memory-efficient approaches for better resource-limited
transfer learning. Besides, SHERL holds further potential by undergoing various
morphing and combining paradigms with more pre-trained backbone layers as
the parameter-efficient version. To maintain the original intention of “minimalist”
resource costs, further exploration of potential variants and collaboration with
more popular and larger foundational models (e.g ., LLMs and vision backbones
for understanding and generation) are reserved for future research.
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In the Appendix, more details and experiments are organized as follows:

– Ethics Statement;
– Datasets and Metrics;
– Implementation Details;
– Multi-layer Insertion Extension;
– Hyper-parameter Reduction Factor.

A Ethics Statement

We introduce SHERL, an initial exploration into parameter- and memory-efficient
strengths, and develop efficient fine-tuning strategies for pre-trained networks in
the VL and NLP domains. We note that ethical considerations surround large
pre-trained models, including potential bias or discrimination [6], and privacy
concerns [4] in the extensive training data. Moreover, computational cost and
environmental influence have become increasingly the topics of discussion [86].

To our knowledge, previous PETL methods have not delved into the investi-
gation of whether they exacerbate, alleviate, or negligibly affect concerns like bias
or information leakage, which needs further exploration. When compared with
fully fine-tuning, SHERL trains large pre-trained models with negligible tuning
parameters and fewer computing resource requirements during the training and
inference. This reduction in model deployment costs encompasses both memory
and server resources. Lastly, it is noteworthy that our training experiments are
conducted in a data center powered entirely by renewable energy sources.

B Datasets and Metrics

Image-Text Retrieval (ITR): We employ MSCOCO [63] and Flickr30K [101]
for image-text matching task. Note that each image in these datasets corre-
sponds to five text descriptions. There are 123,287 and 31,000 images on the
MSCOCO and Flickr30K datasets, respectively. Following the standard split [28],
we partition MSCOCO into 113,287 training images, 5000 validation images, and
5000 test images. For Flickr30K, we divide it into 29,000 training images, 1000
validation images, and 1000 test images. Besides, the evaluation results on the
MSCOCO dataset are presented for both the 5K and 1K test sets. Specifically,
for the 1K test set, the reported results are averaged across five distinct 1K folds.

Video-Text Retrieval (VTR): We import MSR-VTT [100] and MSVD [8].
MSR-VTT contains 10,000 videos, each ranging from 10 to 32 seconds. Each
video has 20 related caption annotations. Following the standard split [30], we
employ the 1k-A protocol, where 9,000 videos with all corresponding captions are
for training, and 1,000 video-text pairs are for testing. Moreover, MSVD contains
1,970 videos with approximately 80,000 captions, where 1,200, 100, and 670
videos are utilized in train, validation, and test splits, respectively. We present
test results considering multiple captions per video.
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Table 6: Hyperparameters of PETL and METL methods on the GLUE benchmark.

Method Learning rate Batch size Other hyper-parameters

Fully-FT 3e-4 100 –
Adapter 3e-4 100 hidden dimension=48
LoRA 3e-4 100 rank=32
BitFit 3e-4 100 –
Prompt 3e-1 100 prompt number=100

LST (T5) 3e-3 100 reduction factor=8
SHERL (T5) 3e-3 100 reduction factor=8

Table 7: Hyperparameters of SHERL on ITR, VTR, VQA, GQA, and VG tasks.

Settings MSCOCO Flickr30K MSR-VTT MSVD VQA GQA RefCOCO RefCOCO+ RefCOCOg

Learning rate 5e-4 5e-4 1e-4 1e-4 5e-4 1e-4 5e-4 5e-4 5e-4
Total epochs 25 25 5 5 5 5 10 10 10
Warmup linear linear cosine cosine linear linear linear linear linear
Batch size 112 112 128 128 256 256 8 8 8
AdamW β1 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
AdamW β2 0.999 0.999 0.98 0.98 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.999 0.999
Weight decay 1e-2 1e-2 1e-2 0.0 1e-2 1e-2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Vision resolution 5122 5122 12*2242 12*2242 384*640 384*640 raw size raw size raw size

Question Answering (VQA&GQA): VQAv2 [34] comprises 83k / 41k /
81k images with 443k / 214k / 453k question-image pairs for training / validation /
testing split, while GQA [46] consists of 113K images and 22M questions generated
from ground truth image scene graphs. Notably, we validate performance on both
test-dev and test-standard splits through the standard EvalAI system.

Visual Grounding (VG): we adopt RefCOCO, RefCOCO+ [102], and
RefCOCOg [74] for validation. RefCOCO has 142,210 expressions for 50,000
bounding boxes in 19,994 MSCOCO images. These are categorized into train,
validation, Test A, and Test B, with 120,624, 10,834, 5,657, and 5,095 samples,
respectively. Test A focuses on bounding boxes containing people, while Test B
involves objects. RefCOCO+ has 141,564 expressions for 49,856 boxes in 19,992
MSCOCO images, divided into train (120,191), val (10,758), Test A (5,726),
and Test B (4,889) splits. Its expressions include more attributes than absolute
locations. RefCOCOg has 104,560 expressions for 54,822 objects in 26,711 images.
The expressions are collected in a non-interactive fashion, resulting in an average
length of approximately 8.4 words, which is longer.

GLUE Benchmark [94]: We adopt eight standard NLP tasks, consisting of
linguistic acceptability (CoLA [97]), sentiment analysis (SST2 [85]), similarity and
paraphrase (STS-B [7], MRPC [24], QQP [47]), and natural language inference
(RTE [3], QNLI [82], MNLI [98]). We report the Accuracy metric for SST-2,
MNLI, QNLI, and RTE. For CoLA and STS-B, we present Matthew’s Correlation
and Pearson-Spearman Correlation as evaluation metrics, respectively. Besides,
we average the F1 score and Accuracy metrics for MRPC and QQP. Notably, we
report the maximum training and testing memory usage on the RTE dataset,
and compute the average results with three different seeds.
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C Implementation Details

In Tabs. 6 and 7, we illustrate the intricate configurations of hyper-parameters
for both the GLUE benchmark and VL tasks. It’s worth noting that on the
GLUE benchmark, we adhere to the drop layer strategy outlined in LST [88].
This entails discarding the 0th, 4th, and 8th encoder and decoder layers in the
T5-base model. When it comes to the T5-large model, it involves dropping the
even-indexed encoder and decoder layers. In terms of the T5-3B model, only the
22nd and 23rd encoder layers are retained for feature aggregation and regulation.
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Fig. 9: Illustration of feeding early-route merging features into the late-route regu-
lation via two types of insertion, including single-layer or multi-layer insertion.

D Multi-layer Insertion Extension

In Fig. 9, we extend the standard setting (i.e., only the last layer) to explore more
insertion fashions. Here, we validate them with the late decoder layer of T5-base on
the GLUE benchmark. Directly inserting blended features into the earlier decoder
layer at once (i.e. Single-layer Insertion) yields sub-optimal performance, due to
the challenges in unstable gradient flow and optimization of the MTSA module.
Hence, we incorporate cumulative feature sets into each late layer (i.e. Multi-
layer Insertion), facilitating multi-level gradient back-propagation. Meanwhile, it
flexibly controls the training memory overhead by adjusting the starting position
of the late route, dynamically leveraging all previous features to enhance late
regulation. Notably, multi-layer insertion results in further enhancements beyond
the standard setting outlined in the original main body, underscoring its promising
potential for continued exploration and development.

E Hyper-parameter Reduction Factor

Figs. 10 and 11 show the accuracy-memory trade-off via different reduction factor
r. Following LST [88], we search r ∈ {32, 16, 8, 4} on the GLUE benchmark, while
for the VTR task, we follow UniPT [20] to adjust r ∈ {8, 4, 2, 1} on MSR-VTT.
We discover that whether on uni-modal or cross-modal domains, our SHERL
exhibits strong robustness and stability across varying reduction factor r. In line
with early methods, we set r as 8 for NLP tasks and 2 for VL tasks respectively,
which strikes an optimal balance between memory usage and performance gains.
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Fig. 10: Accuracy-memory trade-off with
varying reduction factor on the VTR task.
Following UniPT on MSR-VTT, we search
r over {8, 4, 2, 1} using CLIP4Clip [69].
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Following LST on GLUE, we search r over
∈ {32, 16, 8, 4} using T5-base [80].
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