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Abstract

There has been an explosion of interest in designing
high-performance Transformers. While Transformers have
delivered significant performance improvements, training
such networks is extremely memory intensive owing to stor-
ing all intermediate activations that are needed for gra-
dient computation during backpropagation, especially for
long sequences. To this end, we present Mesa, a memory-
saving resource-efficient training framework for Transform-
ers. Specifically, Mesa uses exact activations during for-
ward pass while storing a low-precision version of activa-
tions to reduce memory consumption during training. The
low-precision activations are then dequantized during back-
propagation to compute gradients. Besides, to address
the heterogeneous activation distributions in the multi-head
self-attention layers, we propose a head-wise activation
quantization strategy, which quantizes activations based on
the statistics of each head to minimize the approximation
error. To further boost training efficiency, we learn quanti-
zation parameters by running estimates. More importantly,
by re-investing the saved memory in employing a larger
batch size or scaling up model size, we may further im-
prove the performance under constrained computational re-
sources. Extensive experiments on ImageNet, CIFAR-100
and ADE20K demonstrate that Mesa can reduce half of
the memory footprints during training while achieving com-
parable or even better performance. Code is available at
https://github.com/zhuang-group/Mesa.

1. Introduction
Transformers have demonstrated stunning success in a

wide range of natural language processing (NLP) [18, 29]
and computer vision (CV) tasks [6, 45, 50]. Inspired by
the previous works on model scaling [22, 40], the recent
researches on Transformers further push the performance
forward with an increasing model size [5,30,45]. However,
training Transformer models requires a formidable amount
of memory footprints, prohibiting common users with lim-
ited computational resources from doing related researches.
For example, training a Swin-T [30] with a batch size of 128
on 224×224 images consumes at least 12G GPU memory,
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Figure 1. Comparisons of memory footprints during train-
ing with several state-of-the-art vision Transformers on Ima-
geNet. “AMP” denotes the default automatic mixed-precision
training [32]. “Mesa + AMP” means that we train models with
Mesa along with AMP. The memory footprint is measured with a
batch size of 128 and an image resolution of 224×224 on a sin-
gle GPU. The proposed Mesa reduces around half of the memory
consumption during training while achieving similar or even better
performance compared to the default AMP training.

while Swin-B cannot fit into a 32GB V100 GPU under the
same settings. Consequently, only a few parties can afford
to train such large models. The huge memory consumption
and the increasing resource inequalities make it difficult for
the academic community to follow up on this area, based on
the fact that most of the recent advanced Transformers are
developed with industry participation.

Fortunately, great efforts have been made to train deep
neural networks with low memory. For example, exist-
ing representative techniques include sparsity [33], low-
precision training [32], micro-batching [24], checkpoint-
ing [11] and gradient quantization [1]. Among the ex-
isting memory-saving techniques, one promising direction
is the activation compressed training (ACT) [7]. Specifi-
cally, ACT stores low-precision approximate copies of ac-
tivations at each layer while computing the forward pass
exactly, which helps to reduce the overall memory con-
sumption during training. The saved activations are then
dequantized to the original precision in the backward pass
to calculate gradients. This approach has been successfully
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applied to train ResNet [22] variants. However, existing
works on ACT [7, 9, 21] either focus on dedicated archi-
tectures or specifically target on convolutional neural works
(CNNs). At present, there is no literature on compressing
the commonly used operations in Transformers (e.g., Soft-
max, GELU [23] and LayerNorm [2]). Moreover, no pre-
vious work considers the unique activation distributions in
the multi-head self-attention (MSA) layers, especially the
attentions. Therefore, none of the existing ACT frameworks
can be directly applied to Transformer-based models.

To tackle the above challenges, we present Mesa, a
Memory-saving 8-bit training framework for Transformers.
Mesa covers all memory-hungry operations in Transform-
ers, including linear projection, Softmax, LayerNorm and
GELU. Moreover, we propose a head-wise activation quan-
tization strategy, which quantizes the activations based on
each self-attention head. The motivation comes from two
aspects. First, group-wise quantization, derived from prod-
uct quantization [26], has shown to be effective in minimiz-
ing quantization error. The proposed head-wise quantiza-
tion can be seen as a special case of group-wise quantiza-
tion where the number of groups is equal to the number of
self-attention heads. Second, previous studies have revealed
that different self-attention heads in Transformers tend to
learn different attention patterns [14]. Empirically, we can
also observe a large divergence of statistics among different
heads as shown in Figure 4. Therefore, using shared quan-
tization parameters across self-attention heads may result in
highly degraded estimates of statistical quantities.

Besides, Mesa learns quantization parameters with ef-
ficient running estimates during training. Such approach
brings additional benefits compared with gradient-based ap-
proaches [4,12] or per-sample statistics [9] as it avoids extra
computational and memory cost for learning quantization
parameters. In practice, we also observe that the running
estimates performs favourably against the per-sample statis-
tics in terms of both training speed and performance.

To the best of our knowledge, Mesa is the first ACT
framework for Transformer-based models. It is also or-
thogonal to other memory saving techniques such as low-
precision training [32] and checkpointing [11]. As a bi-
product of significant memory reduction during training, we
can use a larger batch size and/or train a larger Transformer
model to enable fully-utilization of available GPU cores.
For example, by training DeiT-Ti with a batch size of 2,048
under Mesa, we obtain further 0.8% gain in the Top-1 accu-
racy on ImageNet. Furthermore, we are able to re-invest the
saved memory during training by constructing 3.3× deeper
or 2.2× wider DeiT-B, or training DeiT-B with 1.5× larger
image resolution. In a nutshell, we summarize our contri-
butions as follows:

• We propose a memory-saving 8-bit training framework
for Transformers, namely Mesa. Mesa is implemented

with a fast CUDA kernel and can be easily adapted to
any Transformer projects.

• To address the heterogeneously distributed activations
in self-attention heads, we propose a head-wise acti-
vation quantization strategy to minimize the approxi-
mation error in MSA layers. Besides, we use running
estimates to learn quantization parameters, which per-
forms well with negligible additional cost.

• Extensive experiments on ImageNet, CIFAR-100 and
ADE20K have demonstrated that Mesa can reduce
∼50% memory footprint during training with com-
parable or even better performance than the standard
mixed-precision training scheme.

2. Related Work
Transformers. Transformer is initially proposed by
Vaswani et al. [42] for machine translation. A standard
Transformer consists of an embedding layer, several Trans-
former blocks and a task-specific head, where each block
contains an MSA layer and a position-wise feed-forward
(FFN) layer. Later on, Transformer has been extended
into a wide range of tasks. In the area of computer vi-
sion, vision Transformers (ViTs) have attracted great atten-
tions recently. For example, Dosovitskiy et al. [19] pro-
posed a standard Transformer architecture for image recog-
nition, which achieved competitive results on ImageNet
compared to CNNs. Subsequent works have improved ViTs
from different aspects, such as incorporating pyramid fea-
tures [30,35,45] , adopting convolutional layers to enhance
the model locality [47], or exploring a well performed archi-
tecture with neural architecture search (NAS) [8,10]. How-
ever, to train a Transformer usually requires intensive com-
putational resources. For example, the typical setting [41] to
train a ViT on ImageNet requires a batch size of 1,024 on 8
NVIDIA V100 GPUs. As a result, only a few parties are ca-
pable of running such experiments. Besides, it also makes
it difficult for researchers to explore a larger design space
for Transformer architectures. To address this problem, we
propose to reduce the memory cost of Transformers during
training by 8-bit activation compressed training, making the
experiments affordable.

Quantized training. Quantized training aims to improve
the model efficiency at training time or inference time by
quantizing model weights, activations or gradients into low-
precision values. Existing methods can be roughly cate-
gorised into two folds: 1) quantizing a pretrained model
with or without retraining [20, 27, 34, 44], and 2) training
a quantized model from scratch [1, 15, 32, 37]. In Trans-
formers, the majority of the literature belongs to the first
category. For example, 8-bit [39, 48] or even lower-bits [3]
quantization has been proposed to speed up the inference.
In contrast, this paper focuses on training Transformers
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from scratch. Different from previous works [48, 49] that
carry out low-precision computations during either the for-
ward pass or the backward pass, we store the approximated
low-precision activations for memory saving during training
while still computing the forward pass exactly. Therefore,
we do not change the forward pass behavior of models.

Memory-efficient training. Low-memory training is ap-
pealing as it enables large-scale model training in resource-
constraint scenarios. A plethora of methods have been pro-
posed in this area. For example, Mostafa et al. [33] pro-
posed to reduce the model and optimizer memory by dy-
namic sparse reparameterization. Micikevicius et al. [32]
introduced mixed precision training, which utlizes half-
precision (16-bits) instead of full-precision (32-bits) for
training. Huang et al. [24] proposed to split the mini-batch
into smaller subsets and then accumulate the gradients until
the entire minibatch has been processed. Besides, gradient
checkpointing [11] is also a common practice to reduce the
activation memory.

Orthogonal to the above approaches, activation com-
pressed training (ACT) [7] has recently been proposed to
reduce the storage of activations that are required for gra-
dient computation. Specifically, ACT stores low-precision
activations to reduce the memory footprint at training time
and uses the exact activations during the forward pass. The
saved activations will be dequantized during backpropaga-
tion to calculate gradients. This method was first intro-
duced by Chakrabarti et al. [7] for ResNet training. Subse-
quent works such as TinyScript [21] and ActNN [9] extend
this framework by introducing non-uniform quantization
and mixed-precision quantization, respectively. However,
all these methods specifically target on CNNs and do not
consider the unique components of Transformers, such as
LayerNorm, Softmax and GELU. Moreover, the quantiza-
tion scheme for them is problematic for Transformers due to
the heterogeneous activation distributions in an MSA layer.
Consequently, none of the existing methods can be directly
applied to Transformer-based models. In this paper, we cus-
tomize the ACT framework to significantly reduce the re-
source requirement of training Transformers while keeping
their outstanding performance.

3. Method
In this section, we first describe the overall framework

of Mesa. Then we introduce our proposed head-wise ac-
tivation quantization and the strategy for learning quantiza-
tion parameters. Lastly, we provide the details of the system
implementation and discuss the overhead of Mesa.

3.1. Overview of Mesa

To reduce the memory consumption of Transformers at
training time, we introduce Mesa, a generic memory-saving
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Figure 2. The pipeline of the proposed Mesa for training Trans-
formers, where we compress the activations into low-precision val-
ues during training to achieve memory reduction while still propa-
gating the exact activations during the forward pass. The dequan-
tized activations are used to compute gradients during backprop-
agation. Blue and red lines represent the forward and backward
passes, respectively.

training framework for Transformers. The overall pipeline
of Mesa is depicted in Figure 2. In general, Mesa saves
low-precision approximated activations during training for
backpropagation while still using exact activations for the
forward pass. Specifically, denoting Xl−1 as the input to
the l-th layer in a Transformer, the output of the l-th layer
can be formulated by

Xl = Fl(Wl,Xl−1), (1)

where Fl and Wl represent the function and learnable pa-
rameters of the l-th layer, respectively.

In a standard training, the input Xl−1 is saved in the
GPU memory in order to calculate gradients during back-
propagation, where the saved activations at all layers take
up the majority of the memory consumption during train-
ing, especially when equipped with a large batch size. To
reduce the memory footprint, we propose to only save the
compressed activations X̄l−1 instead of the full-precision
counterparts Xl−1 during the forward pass. Such compres-
sion is achieved by quantization, which quantizes the exact
activations into low-precision values. During backpropaga-
tion, X̄l−1 is dequantized into the original precision values
X̂l−1 for gradient calculation. In this way, the gradients at
the l-th layer can be approximated by

∇̂Xl−1
, ∇̂Wl

= Gl(∇̂Xl
, X̂l−1,Wl), (2)

where ∇̂Xl−1
, ∇̂Wl

represent the approximated gradients
for the input Xl−1 and the learnable parameters Wl, and
Gl is the gradient function at the l-th layer.

It is worth noting that this strategy minimizes the ef-
fect on the training performance, since it only introduces
modest approximation errors to the natural gradient noise
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Figure 3. The different group-wise bucketing strategies in Mesa. For a standard input sequence, we group the activations based on a certain
number of hidden channels. For the queries, keys, values and attentions, we group the activations based on self-attention heads. Different
colors represent different groups. B, N and D represent the batch size, the sequence length and the number of hidden channel dimensions,
respectively. Nh and Dh refer to the number of self-attention heads and the head dimensions, respectively. Best viewed in color.

from distributed training and stochastic gradient descent
(SGD) [17, 46]. In the next section, we introduce a head-
wise activation quantization scheme to further improve the
fidelity of gradients during training.

3.2. Head-wise Activation Quantization

As shown in [26], a fine quantization granularity is favor-
able to minimize the approximation error. In practice, layer-
wise quantization is fast but may introduce a large quanti-
zation error, while channel-wise quantization can be more
accurate but comes with extra computational and memory
cost. In light of this, group-wise quantization balances
the two sides and has been widely adopted in the litera-
ture [39, 48].

A naive grouping strategy in the previous works [9, 21]
is to slice a tensor into fixed-size buckets regardless of the
tensor dimensions, which is however problematic for Trans-
formers as it ignores the fact that different self-attention
heads usually have quite different attention patterns [14],
i.e., the activation distributions across heads are with dis-
tinct means and variances in an MSA layer. In Figure 4,
we visualize the activations before the Softmax layer at the
11-th block of DeiT-S. Clearly, the activation at each self-
attention head should have its unique clipping range and
offset. Such phenomenon can be observed for the queries,
keys, values and attentions across all Transformer blocks.

Quantization scheme. To address the heterogeneously
distributed activations in self-attention heads, we propose
a head-wise activation quantization strategy. Specifically,
with x ∈ Xh being one element in the input activations at
the h-th head in an MSA layer, we quantize the activations
to 8-bit by

x̄ = clip(round((x− βh) · 255

αh
), 0, 255), (3)

where αh and βh are learnable parameters representing the
quantization clipping range and the offset at the h-th head,
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Figure 4. Activation distributions before the Softmax layer at the
11-th block of DeiT-S [41]. We slice the activation tensor into
different groups based on self-attention heads and visualize each
group in different colors. Best viewed in color.

respectively. clip(x, xlow, xup) clips any number x into the
range of [xlow, xup]. round(·) denotes the rounding func-
tion. Here we adopt the stochastic rounding [15] as it theo-
retically guarantees smaller probabilistic error bounds [16]
compared to the nearest rounding. Specifically, it can be
formulated as

round(x) =

{
dxe with probability p = x− bxc,
bxc otherwise.

(4)

During backpropagation, we dequantize the activations at
this layer into the original precision by

x̂ = x̄ · α
h

255
+ βh. (5)

The dequantized activations are then used to calculate gra-
dients as in Eq. (2). In Section E and Section D, we will
show the effectiveness of the proposed quantization scheme
by comparing it to other strategies, such as symmetric quan-
tization and nearest rounding.
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Learning quantization parameters with running esti-
mates. To calculate the quantization parameters α and
β at each layer, some previous works propose to use per-
sample statistics [9, 21] or gradient-based approaches [4,
12]. Specifically, the methods of per-sample statistics utilise
the current min-max values of each sample at each layer
to calculate quantization parameters, which is inefficient
and consumes additional memory for storing the quantiza-
tion parameters. For gradient-based approaches, asymmet-
ric quantization methods such as LSQ+ [4] may increase the
memory footprint as they need to save both the compressed
activations and a large amount of context (e.g., the rounding
errors for learning α) that are needed to calculate gradients
during backpropagation, contradicting our aim of memory
saving. Alternatively, symmetric quantization approaches
such as PACT [12] do not have this problem as they only
require binary values to calculate the gradients for α. How-
ever, we will show in Section E that symmetric quantiza-
tion achieves poor performance on Transformers compared
to both baselines and asymmetric quantization.

To this end, we propose to utilise running estimates [25]
to update the quantization parameters during training,
which can be expressed as

αh = λαh + (1− λ)(max(Xh)−min(Xh)), (6)

βh = λβh + (1− λ)min(Xh), (7)

where λ is a hyperparameter. As the quantization parame-
ters are shared within each head across different samples,
using running estimates can save more memory at train-
ing time. For example, letting Nh be the number of self-
attention heads in an MSA layer and B be the batch size,
with running estimates, we only need to store 2Nh addi-
tional parameters for the Softmax layer, which is negligible
compared to the overall memory footprint. In contrast, us-
ing per-sample statistics requires to save 2BNh additional
parameters for one layer. Furthermore, we will show in
Section 4.2 that using running estimates can achieve faster
throughput at training time.

Other types of activations. It is worth noting that we
adopt the head-wise bucketing strategy for queries, keys,
values and attentions in a Transformer model. For other
types of activations such as the standard input sequence in
FFN layers, we apply the channel group-wise quantization
scheme where multiple channel dimensions of activations
are grouped. Figure 3 summarizes the different bucketing
strategies of Mesa.

3.3. System Implementation

Mesa is built upon the popular PyTorch [36] framework.
It is a standalone package that can be directly adopted into

any Transformer projects. To further accelerate the quan-
tization procedure (i.e., Eq. (3) and Eq. (5)) during train-
ing, we implement a fast CUDA kernel to improve the
training efficiency. Overall, Mesa is able to compress all
memory-hungry layers in a Transformer, including the FC
layer, LayerNorm, Softmax and GELU. Moreover, to sup-
port downstream tasks such as semantic segmentation, we
also cover commonly used layers in CNNs, such as the con-
volutional layer and ReLU. For these layers, we adopt the
standard group-wise quantization strategy as mentioned in
Section 3.2 where we group the convolutional activations
based on a fixed number of channels. By default, we set the
number of quantization groups to be the number of heads at
a Transformer block.

3.4. Discussion

Note that there is a trade-off between speed and memory
consumption at training time for all ACT frameworks [9,
21], including our proposed Mesa. Concretely, Mesa in-
troduces additional computational overhead by compress-
ing activations during training. Therefore, the more lay-
ers we compress, the lower the training speed is but with
more memory reduction. In an extreme case, Mesa could
result in the throughput decrease by half on a single GPU
when compressing a whole model. On the other hand, con-
sidering that distributed training has been widely adopted
in modern deep learning [18, 19, 45], the training cost can
be dominated by data loading and communication overhead
among GPUs, especially for small models. For example,
we will show in Section 4.1 that training PVT-Ti [45] with
Mesa only requires additional 15% GPU hours. Besides, to
further mitigate the additional training overhead, we mod-
ularize Mesa such that it can flexibly target different com-
ponents in a model during training. In practice, we suggest
to compress the most memory-hungry modules (e.g., back-
bones) to achieve a good speed and memory trade-off. In
Section A and Section B, we will provide the experiments
on compressing different types of modules (e.g., MSA and
FFN) and operations (e.g., Softmax and GELU) for refer-
ence.

Moreover, apart from the 8-bit quantization used in
Mesa, mixed-precision quantization [43] could potentially
bring more benefits. However, it will also introduce extra
training overhead as it has to calculate the quantization bits
for each layer. For this reason, we choose the fixed 8-bit
quantization in Mesa for a better trade-off between training
speed and model performance.

4. Experiment
4.1. Main Results

Dataset and evaluation metrics. We conduct experi-
ments on the ImageNet (ILSVRC2012) [38] dataset, which
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Figure 5. Training curves comparison between DeiT-B and DeiT-B with Mesa on ImageNet.

Table 1. Classification results on ImageNet. “*” denotes our retrained baseline. The training time memory footprint is measured with a
batch size of 128. All models use the default mixed-precision training [32]. We measure the total training time by GPU hours w.r.t. a
single NVIDIA V100 GPU. Note that for inference, Mesa does not increase the model parameter (1st column) and does not affect the
computational cost measured in FLOPs (2nd column).

Method Param (M) FLOPs (G) Train Memory (MB) GPU Hours Top-1@Acc. (%)

DeiT-Ti* [41] 5 1.3 4,171 440 71.9
DeiT-Ti w/ Mesa 5 1.3 1,858 540 72.1
DeiT-S 22 4.6 8,459 520 79.8
DeiT-S w/ Mesa 22 4.6 3,840 620 80.0
DeiT-B 86 17.5 17,691 600 81.8
DeiT-B w/ Mesa 86 17.5 8,616 1,170 81.8
Swin-Ti [30] 29 4.5 11,812 480 81.3
Swin-Ti w/ Mesa 29 4.5 5,371 820 81.3
PVT-Ti [45] 13 1.9 7,800 520 75.1
PVT-Ti w/ Mesa 13 1.9 3,782 600 74.9

contains ∼1.2M training images from 1K categories and
50K validation images. Following the common prac-
tice [19, 41], we measure the model performance by Top-1
accuracy. In addition, we also report the memory consump-
tion at training time and the overall GPU hours for training
each model.

Compared methods. To demonstrate the effectiveness of
Mesa, we evaluate our framework on several state-of-the-art
vision Transformers, including DeiT [41], Swin [30] and
PVT [45]. DeiT is a standard vision Transformer which
inherits the similar architecture from the original Trans-
former [42]. Swin and PVT are recently proposed hierarchi-
cal vision Transformers (HVTs) which achieve promising
results on various vision tasks. Moreover, as recent models
usually have multiple variants in terms of the model depth
and width, we denote them as “Model-Ti/S/B” to represent
their tiny, small and base settings.

Implementation details. By default, all models are
trained on 8 V100 GPUs with a total batch size of 1,024
(128 per GPU) on ImageNet. We adopt AdamW [31] opti-
mizer with a cosine decay learning rate scheduler. We set
the initial learning rate and weight decay as 1 × 10−3 and

5 × 10−2, respectively. Furthermore, we adopt the same
training strategies when comparing to each baseline. All
experiments have adopted automatic mixed-precision train-
ing [32] (also called FP16 or half-precision training) as it
is widely used in recent work to accelerate the training pro-
cess. The λ in Eqs. (6) and (7) is set to 0.9, which is de-
termined by a simple grid search on CIFAR-100. α and β
are initialised by the min-max values from the activations at
the first training iteration. In Section C and Section F, we
conduct experiments of using different λ to train DeiT-Ti on
CIFAR-100 and provide visualisations for the evolution of
quantization parameters.

Results. In Table 1, we report the ImageNet classification
results of training DeiT and recent HVTs with Mesa. In
general, Mesa can reduce around half of the memory con-
sumption at training time while achieving comparable or
even better performance than the strong baselines. For ex-
ample, on DeiT-B and Swin-Ti, Mesa achieves the same
performance as the baselines while reducing the memory
footprint by 51% and 55%, respectively. Remarkably, DeiT-
Ti/S with Mesa even outperform the baselines by 0.2% in
the Top-1 accuracy. Our conjecture is that the approximated
activations help to regularize the stochastic gradients when
training Transformers, which therefore improves the model
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Table 2. Performance comparisons on DeiT-Ti with Mesa by using
per-sample statistics (PS) and running estimates (RE). We report
the Top-1 accuracy on ImageNet and CIFAR-100. “*” denotes our
retrained baseline. Both experiments adopt the PyTorch imple-
mentation of Mesa.

Method
Train Memory

(MB)
Train Throughput

(images/s)
ImageNet
Top-1(%)

CIFAR-100
Top-1(%)

DeiT-Ti* [41] 4,149 1,196 71.9 64.8
+ Mesa w/ PS 2,117 372 71.9 65.1
+ Mesa w/ RE 2,000 431 72.1 65.2

performance. Apart from this, we also visualize the train-
ing curves of DeiT-B with Mesa in Figure 5. As it shows,
all curves under Mesa are consistent with those of baseline
DeiT-B or even perform slightly better. For PVT-Ti, we ob-
serve a slight performance drop of 0.2% in the Top-1 ac-
curacy. Our speculation is that PVTs are quite sensitive to
train as the authors find that a deeper PVT even cannot con-
verge with the same settings of PVT-Ti/S 1.

Besides, we notice that Mesa slows down the training
speed. As discussed in Section 3.4, such training overhead
can be largely offset by the data loading and communication
cost in distributed training. For example, the training time
of PVT-Ti with Mesa on ImageNet is only 15% longer (520
vs. 600 GPU hours). However, we also notice that the total
GPU hours for training DeiT-B and Swin-Ti with Mesa are
almost doubled. This suggests that training speed reduction
varies among different architectures and model sizes, while
the worst case may double the training time.

4.2. Ablation Studies

In this section, we provide ablation studies of Mesa. By
default, we use a CUDA implementation of Mesa for the
following experiments. The throughput and memory con-
sumption at training time are measured with a batch size
of 128 and an image resolution of 224×224 on a single
NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU. Unless otherwise specified, we
adopt the same training strategy as in Section 4.1 for Ima-
geNet experiments. On CIFAR-100, we train models with
a total batch size of 256 on 2 GPUs and keep all other ex-
periment settings as same as in Section 4.1 except that the
initial learning rate is linearly scaled to 2.5× 10−4.

Per-sample statistics vs. running estimates for up-
dating quantization parameters. Previous ACT frame-
works such as TinyScript [21] and ActNN [9] use per-
sample statistics (PS) to calculate the quantization param-
eters. As discussed in 3.2, such approach can result in
more additional memory consumption and computational
cost during training. In Table 2, we compare the approach
of using per-sample statistics with using running estimates
(RE) on ImageNet and CIFAR-100. From the results, we

1https://github.com/whai362/PVT/issues/2

Table 3. Performance comparisons on DeiT-Ti with Mesa un-
der different quantization granularities on CIFAR-100. “Mesa w/
Layer” means we train DeiT-Ti with Mesa under the layer-wise
quantization. “Head” indicates our proposed head-wise quantiza-
tion.

Method
Train Memory

(MB)
Train Throughput

(images/s)
Top-1
(%)

DeiT-Ti [41] 4,168 1,196 64.8
+ Mesa w/ Layer 1,855 655 64.7
+ Mesa w/ Head 1,855 586 65.2

observe that while both methods perform favourably against
the baseline in terms of the Top-1 accuracy, the strategy of
using running estimates achieves better performance, less
memory consumption and faster throughput than using per-
sample statistics. Note that both of the PS/RE experiments
in Table 2 adopt a PyTorch implementation of Mesa, thus
the memory consumption and throughput at training time
are slightly different from that of CUDA implementation.
Besides, although the throughput on a single GPU is re-
duced by using Mesa, the total training time on ImageNet
is similar to that of baseline DeiT-Ti as the communication
overheads have more impact on the training speed under the
distributed training scheme.

Effect of different quantization granularities. To ex-
plore the effect of different quantization granularities in
Mesa, we train DeiT-Ti with Mesa and compare the pro-
posed strategy to layer-wise quantization on CIFAR-100.
The results are shown in Table 3. Overall, benefiting from
using running estimates in Mesa, all strategies consume a
similar amount of memory during training as each layer
only needs to save a few quantization parameters. With
the layer-wise quantization, all activations at the same layer
are quantized based on the same clipping range and offset,
but it does not outperform the baseline. On the other hand,
the proposed head-wise quantization utilizes the bucketing
strategies as in Figure 3 which distinguishes different statis-
tics over different heads and channel groups. It achieves
better performance than both the layer-wise strategy and
the baseline, while making a good trade-off to the train-
ing speed. Additionally, we notice that grouping activa-
tions (except queries, keys, values and attentions) based on
each hidden channel makes DeiT-Ti fail to converge on Im-
ageNet. This suggests an appropriate quantization granular-
ity is needed to stabilize Transformer training.

Effect of larger batch size under the same memory bud-
get. As Table 1 indicates, Mesa is able to reduce around
half of the memory consumption at training time compared
to the standard mixed-precision training. More importantly,
with Mesa, it is possible to train a Transformer with a larger
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Table 4. Performance comparisons with larger batch size based
on DeiT-Ti and Swin-S with Mesa. “Total Memory” indicates the
total memory consumption over 8 GPUs. The GPU hours are cal-
culated w.r.t. a single NVIDIA V100 GPU. We report the Top-1
accuracy on ImageNet.

Method Batch Size
Total Memory

(GB)
GPU Hours

Top-1
(%)

DeiT-Ti [41] 1,024 33.4 440 71.9
DeiT-Ti w/ Mesa 2,048 28.8 500 72.9
Swin-S [30] 1,024 150.7 968 83.0
Swin-S w/ Mesa 2,048 120.8 1,160 83.1

Table 5. Comparisons of the largest models Mesa can train before
out-of-memory with the same batch size of 128 on one NVIDIA
V100 32GB GPU. “Depth” refers to the model depth or the num-
ber of Transformer blocks. “Width” means the model width or
the number of self-attention heads at each block. “Resolution”
denotes the input image resolution during training.

Dim DeiT-B DeiT-B w/ Mesa Ratio

Depth 12 40 3.3×
Width 12 26 2.2×
Resolution 224 336 1.5×

batch size under the same memory budget. For example,
training DeiT-Ti with the default strategy requires at least
34GB GPU memory under a total batch size of 1,024. How-
ever, with the same memory budget, we can double the
batch size to better utilise available GPU cores and explore
potential benefits of using larger batch size. Specifically,
we train DeiT-Ti with Mesa using a total batch size of 2,048
on ImageNet with 8 NVIDIA V100 GPUs. As we can see
from Table 4, Mesa still consumes less memory than that of
mixed-precision training with a batch size of 1,024 (33.4GB
vs. 28.8GB). Furthermore, it achieves 0.8% gains in the
Top-1 accuracy. Moreover, while the default training for
Swin-S with a batch size of 2,048 will result in out of mem-
ory on 8 V100 GPUs, training with Mesa under the same
batch size again consumes less memory and even achieves
0.1% improvement in the Top-1 accuracy compared to the
baseline. The overall performance indicates that Mesa can
lead to better accuracy by re-investing the saved GPU mem-
ory to a larger batch size.

Largest models that Mesa can train. With the help of
Mesa, we can also re-invest the reduced memory by con-
structing a larger model or training with a larger image res-
olution. In Table 5, we report the largest models that Mesa
can train before out-of-memory based on DeiT-B. Over-
all, Mesa is able to scale up the model depth by 3.3× and
width by 2.2×. Moreover, Mesa can train DeiT-B with 1.5×
larger image resolution. In practice, one can also decrease
the expansion ratios in the FFN layers to scale up more on
the depth/width/resolution. In Table 5, we adopt the default
expansion ratio of four in DeiT-B.

Table 6. Sementic segmentation performance on ADE20K [51]
based on Semantic FPN [28]. We use Swin-Ti as backbone and
measure the performance by mIoU.

Backbone Batch Size GPUs mIoU (%)

Swin-Ti [30] 16 8 41.5
Swin-Ti w/ Mesa 16 8 42.2
Swin-Ti w/ Mesa 16 2 42.4

Semantic segmentation. To explore the performance of
Mesa on downstream tasks, we use Swin-Ti as backbone
and Semantic FPN [28] as the framework to evaluate the
performance of semantic segmentation on ADE20K [51].
Following common practice [13], we use AdamW opti-
mizer with a poly learning rate schedule and train models
with 80,000 iterations. We set the initial learning rate to
1 × 10−4. All backbones are pretrained on the ImageNet
dataset. As Table 6 shows, training with Mesa outperforms
the baseline by 0.7% in mIoU. Furthermore, with the re-
duced memory footprint, we train the model with only two
GPUs under the same setting while achieving 0.2% more
gains in mIoU, which again demonstrates the advantage of
Mesa under the finite hardware resources.

5. Conclusion

In this work, we have presented Mesa, a memory-
saving resource-efficient training framework for Transform-
ers. Specifically, we save a low-precision approximated ac-
tivations during training to achieve memory saving while
using exact activations for the forward pass. The saved ac-
tivations are used to calculated gradients during the back-
propagation. Moreover, we identify the heterogeneous ac-
tivation distributions in an MSA layer of a Transformer.
For this, we proposed a head-wise activation quantization
strategy, which groups the activations based on each self-
attention head to capture better quantization clipping ranges
and offsets. With Mesa, we can re-invest the reduced mem-
ory footprint by constructing a larger model or training with
a larger batch size to explore potential benefits. Extensive
experiments on ImageNet, CIFAR-100 and ADE20K have
shown that Mesa can reduce around half of the memory
consumption during training while achieving comparable or
even better performance than the default training strategy.

Social impact and limitations. As discussed in Sec-
tion 3.4, Mesa may slow down the training speed. In this
case, it potentially results in more carbon emission due
to more training time on GPU servers, especially when
training with larger models and datasets. Future works
may consider combining gradient quantization [1] or uti-
lize lower-bits quantization [3,49] to achieve better training
efficiency.
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Appendix

We organize our supplementary material as follows.

• In Section A, we study the effect of compressing dif-
ferent modules based on DeiT-Ti.

• In Section B, we show the effect of compressing dif-
ferent operations based on DeiT-Ti.

• In Section C, we explore the effect of different decay
rates in Mesa to learn the quantization parameters.

• In Section D, we compare the stochastic rounding used
in Mesa to the nearest rounding.

• In Section E, we compare asymmetric quantization to
symmetric quantization for compressing activations.

• In Section F, we visualize the evolution of the learned
quantization parameters during training.

By default, we use the CUDA implementation of Mesa
for the following experiments. The throughput and mem-
ory consumption at training time are measured with a batch
size of 128 and an image resolution of 224×224 on a single
NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU. For ImageNet experiments, we
train models with 8 GPUs and adopt the same training strat-
egy as in DeiT [41]. On CIFAR-100, we train models with
2 GPUs with a total batch size of 256 and an initial learning
rate of 2.5 × 10−4. Other experiment settings such as the
data augmentation strategies are the same as in ImageNet
experiments.

A. Effect of Compressing Different Modules

Table 7. Performance comparisons of compressing different mod-
ules based on DeiT-Ti with Mesa. We report the Top-1 accuracy
on CIFAR-100.

Method
Train Memory

(MB)
Train Throughput

(images/s)
Top-1
(%)

DeiT-Ti [41] 4,149 1,196 64.8
+ Mesa w/ MSA 3,037 (-26.8%) 772 65.0
+ Mesa w/ FFN 3,294 (-20.6%) 888 64.8
+ Mesa w/ MSA + FFN 1,856 (-55.3%) 597 64.9

MSA and FFN layers are the main modules of a Trans-
former model. Meanwhile, they consume most of the GPU
memory at training time. To study the effect of compressing
different modules, we train DeiT-Ti with Mesa on CIFAR-
100 and report the results in Table 7. Overall, training DeiT-
Ti with Mesa achieves on par or better performance com-
pared to the baseline. In particular, compressing the MSA
or FFN layers in DeiT-Ti can reduce 27% and 21% mem-
ory footprint at training time, respectively. However, while

compressing MSA layers can save more memory, it also re-
sults in slower throughput during training compared to com-
pressing FFN layers. Finally, compressing MSA and FFN
layers simultaneously brings the most memory savings, but
it also leads to the slowest training speed. However, this
overhead could be offset by the communication cost in dis-
tributed learning.

B. Effect of Compressing Different Operations

Table 8. Performance comparisons of compressing different oper-
ations based on DeiT-Ti with Mesa. We report the Top-1 accuracy
on CIFAR-100.

Method
Train Memory

(MB)
Train Throughput

(images/s)
Top-1
(%)

DeiT-Ti [41] 4,149 1,196 64.8
+ Mesa w/ MatMul 3,505 (-15.5%) 729 65.3
+ Mesa w/ GELU 3,540 (-14.7%) 1,031 64.9
+ Mesa w/ LayerNorm 3,844 (-7.4%) 1,059 64.4
+ Mesa w/ Softmax 3,485 (-16.0%) 998 64.8
+ Mesa w/ All 1,855 (-55.3%) 586 65.2

A standard Transformer [19,41] consists of matrix multi-
plication (MatMul), GELU, LayerNorm and Softmax. The
activations that are generated from these operations con-
sume the most of the GPU memory during training. In Ta-
ble 8, we report the results of compressing different opera-
tions in DeiT-Ti based on CIFAR-100. For all models, we
set the number of quantization groups to 3, which is equal
to the number of heads at each MSA layer in DeiT-Ti. In
general, different operations bring different memory sav-
ings while also introducing different training overheads. In
particular, compressing MatMuls brings even better perfor-
mance than the baseline while saving around 15% memory
during training. Besides, GELU also consumes substantial
memory due to the expanded hidden dimensions in FFN
layers. We also notice that compressing LayerNorm per-
forms slightly worse than the baseline. We assume the nor-
malization layers are quite sensitive to compression, such
that more quantization groups might be needed to further
minimize the approximation errors. Furthermore, Softmax
consumes most of the memory during training due to the re-
sulting global attention map at each head, but compressing
it in DeiT-Ti does not bring any performance drop. Last, we
obtain the best memory savings when compressing all op-
erations, while still achieving better performance than the
baseline DeiT-Ti.

C. Effect of Different Decay Rates to Learn
Quantization Parameters

In Mesa, we utilise running estimates to learn the quan-
tization parameters, which requires a decay rate λ to tune.
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Table 9. Performance comparisons of different λ based on DeiT-
Ti. We report the Top-1 accuracy on CIFAR-100.

Method λ Top-1 (%)
DeiT-Ti [41] - 64.8

+ Mesa

0.0 64.5
0.9 65.2

0.99 65.0
0.999 failed

To understand the effect of different λ in Mesa, we conduct
experiments with DeiT-Ti on CIFAR-100 and report the re-
sults in Table 9. Overall, we find that a suitable λ is quite
essential to help Mesa achieve good performance. Particu-
larly, when λ is 0, the quantization parameters only rely on
the current batch statistics at each training iteration. How-
ever, such an approach cannot outperform the baseline. Be-
sides, we find a large λ make DeiT-Ti fail to converge as it
cannot timely adapt to the dynamic activation distributions
during training. Overall, we find 0.9 achieves the best per-
formance in practice, in which case we set λ as 0.9 for all
experiments by default.

D. Stochastic rounding vs. Nearest Rounding

Table 10. Performance comparisons on DeiT with Mesa under
stochastic rounding (SR) and nearest rounding (NR). We report
the Top-1 accuracy on CIFAR-100 and ImageNet.

Method
Train Memory

(MB)
Train Throughput

(images/s)
ImageNet
Top-1(%)

CIFAR-100
Top-1(%)

DeiT-Ti [41] 4,149 1,196 71.9 64.8
+ Mesa w/ NR 1,855 635 failed 64.7
+ Mesa w/ SR 1,855 586 72.1 65.2

To explore the effect of stochastic rounding in Mesa, we
compare it with the commonly used nearest rounding by
training DeiT-Ti with Mesa on CIFAR-100 and ImageNet.
We report the results in Table 10. As it shows, although
training DeiT-Ti with nearest rounding can achieve com-
petitive results on CIFAR-100, it fails to converge on Im-
ageNet. Therefore, we speculate that stochastic rounding
is important to guarantee good performance in Mesa. Also
note that stochastic rounding does not increase the mem-
ory footprint during training. However, it is slightly slower
than that of using nearest rounding, which attributes to the
additional overhead from the implementation of stochastic
rounding.

E. Asymmetric quantization vs. symmetric
quantization.

Apart from the asymmetric quantization that used in
Mesa, symmetric quantization is also widely adopted in the
previous works [12, 20]. Under this scheme, the input X

Table 11. Performance comparisons between symmetric quanti-
zation and asymmetric quantization on DeiT-Ti with Mesa. Both
experiments adopt a PyTorch implementation of Mesa. We report
the Top-1 accuracy on CIFAR-100.

Method
Train Memory

(MB)
Train Throughput

(images/s)
Top-1
(%)

DeiT-Ti [41] 4,149 1,196 64.8
+ Mesa w/ symmetric 2,045 472 63.2
+ Mesa w/ asymmetric 2,000 431 65.2

is quantized by a scale factor s = (2b − 1)/max(|X|)
only, where b is the bit width. In Table 11, we compare the
two quantization schemes based on CIFAR-100. From the
results, we observe that although symmetric quantization
achieves faster throughput during training, it does not sur-
pass the baseline in terms of the Top-1 accuracy. The result
is also consistent with a previous observation [49] for quan-
tizing BERT models. In fact, the activations in Transform-
ers are skewed into negative values. We assume asymmetric
quantization can provide a more tighter clipping range such
that it helps to minimize the quantization error during train-
ing.

F. Evolution of Quantization Parameters
In this section, we visualize the evolution of α and β in

DeiT-Ti during training on CIFAR-100. We set the number
of quantization groups at each layer to 3.

Evolution of α and β in MSA layers. In Figure 6 and
Figure 7, we show the evolution of α and β in MSA layers
during training, respectively. In general, the quantization
parameters at each head evolve differently, emphasizing the
necessity of head-wise activation quantization in MSA lay-
ers. Besides, we find the quantization clipping range α in-
creases significantly at the early stages, then becomes stable
or deceases at the later stages. On the other hand, the quan-
tization offset β keeps decreasing at the beginning while
tends to be stable or increases later during training. In par-
ticular, we find the quantization offsets are skewed to nega-
tive values, which indicates that the activations in MSA lay-
ers contain more negative values, except for the attentions
after Softmax as they are non-negative values.

Evolution of α and β in FFN layers. Figure 8 and Fig-
ure 9 show the evolution of α and β in FFN layers dur-
ing training, respectively. Overall, the phenomenon is quite
similar to that of MSA layers. In particular, we find the
quantization offset at the second FC layer of FFN is always
the minimum value (-0.17) of GELU. This indicates that β
can be fixed to -0.17 at this layer during training, which may
help to reduce more training overhead. We leave the space
of further optimization for future work.
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Figure 6. Evolution of α in the MSA layers of DeiT-Ti. We visualize the results for different blocks (columns) and activations (rows).
Different colors represent different quantization groups. Best viewed in color.

13



Block-1 Block-6

Query

Key

Value

Attention
(before
softmax)

Attention

Block-12

0 100 200 300
Epoch

0.6

0.4

0.2
V
al
ue

beta-1
beta-2
beta-3

0 100 200 300
Epoch

6

4

2

V
al
ue

beta-1
beta-2
beta-3

0 100 200 300
Epoch

15

10

5

0

V
al
ue

beta-1
beta-2
beta-3

0 100 200 300
Epoch

0.000

0.001

0.002

0.003

V
al
ue

beta-1
beta-2
beta-3

0 100 200 300
Epoch

30

20

10

0

V
al
ue

beta-1
beta-2
beta-3

0 100 200 300
Epoch

6

4

2

V
al
ue

beta-1
beta-2
beta-3

0 100 200 300
Epoch

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

V
al
ue

beta-1
beta-2
beta-3

0 100 200 300
Epoch

5

4

3

2

V
al
ue

beta-1
beta-2
beta-3

0 100 200 300
Epoch

40

30

20

10

0

V
al
ue

beta-1
beta-2
beta-3

0 100 200 300
Epoch

0.000

0.001

0.002

0.003

V
al
ue

beta-1
beta-2
beta-3

0 100 200 300
Epoch

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

V
al
ue

beta-1
beta-2
beta-3

0 100 200 300
Epoch

5

4

3

2

V
al
ue

beta-1
beta-2
beta-3

0 100 200 300
Epoch

3.5

3.0

2.5

2.0

1.5

V
al
ue

beta-1
beta-2
beta-3

0 100 200 300
Epoch

20

10

0

V
al
ue

beta-1
beta-2
beta-3

0 100 200 300
Epoch

0.000

0.001

0.002

0.003

V
al
ue

beta-1
beta-2
beta-3

Figure 7. Evolution of β in the MSA layers of DeiT-Ti. We visualize the results for different blocks (columns) and activations (rows).
Different colors represent different quantization groups. Best viewed in color.
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Figure 8. Evolution of α in the FFN layers of DeiT-Ti. We visualize the results for different blocks (columns) and layers (rows). Different
colors represent different quantization groups. Best viewed in color.
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Figure 9. Evolution of β in the FFN layers of DeiT-Ti. We visualize the results for different blocks (columns) and layers (rows). Different
colors represent different quantization groups. Best viewed in color.
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