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Abstract—Vision Language Models (VLMs) have undergone
significant advancements, particularly with the emergence of
mobile-oriented VLMs, which offer a wide range of application
scenarios. However, the substantial computational requirements
for training these models present a significant obstacle to their
practical application. To address this issue, Low-Rank Adaptation
(LoRA) has been proposed. Nevertheless, the standard LoRA
with a fixed rank lacks sufficient capability for training mobile
VLMs that process both text and image modalities. In this
work, we introduce HyDRA, a parameter-efficient fine-tuning
framework designed to implement hierarchical and dynamic
rank scheduling for mobile VLMs. This framework incorporates
two essential optimization strategies: (1) hierarchical optimiza-
tion, which involves a coarse-grained approach that assigns
different ranks to various layers, as well as a fine-grained
method that adjusts ranks within individual layers, and (2)
dynamic adjustment, which employs an end-to-end automatic
optimization using a lightweight performance model to determine
and adjust ranks during the fine-tuning process. Comprehensive
experiments conducted on popular benchmarks demonstrate that
HyDRA consistently outperforms the baseline, achieving a 4.7%
improvement across various model sizes without increasing the
number of trainable parameters. In some tasks, it even surpasses
full-parameter fine-tuning.

Index Terms—Instruction Tuning, Rank Adaptation, Mobile
Vision Language Model.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, the field of multimodal large language mod-
els experiences rapid development, providing novel solutions
to address complex tasks spanning various modalities [1],
[2]. Some researchers have already applied VLMs to mobile
devices, such as MobileVLM [3]. This significantly broadens
the application scenarios of VLMs and possesses considerable
practical value. However, training VLMs requires substantial
computational resources [4], [5]. Therefore, developing an effi-
cient fine-tuning methodology specifically tailored for mobile-
oriented VLMs is of significant practical importance.

To bridge this gap, techniques such as LoRA [6] have been
developed. LoRA and its variants have demonstrated excellent
performance in the fine-tuning tasks of current large language
models (LLMs). The variants of LoRA can be divided into
three categories: the first involves dynamically adjusting the
rank values of LoRA, the second focuses on enhancements
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Fig. 1: An illustration of hierarchical and dynamic rank
adaptation. The average gradient norms serve as the basis for
assigning the rank of layers. A lightweight performance model
determines the optimal set of rank values.

to LoRA, and the third involves using multiple LoRA [7],
[8]. The DyLoRA [9] sorts the representations learned by the
adapter module at various ranks during fine-tuning, enabling
the LoRA blocks to be trained across a range of ranks rather
than a fixed rank. QLoRA [10] introduces a 4-bit NormalFloat
data type to save memory without sacrificing performance.
LoRAHub [11] gathers diverse task-specific LoRA modules
and autonomously combines suitable ones without human
input. However, these methods, which are applied to LLMs,
are not suitable for the instruction tuning phase of mobile
VLMs. Unlike LLMs, which primarily handle text, mobile
VLMs process a combination of text and image modalities.
Due to the differing sensitivities of text and image modalities
to various layers of the model during fine-tuning, the final
performance on downstream tasks is unsatisfactory.

To address these issues, we propose adopting different
rank settings for different layers to account for the varying
sensitivities of multimodal tasks. As shown in Fig. 1,we
introduce HyDRA, which incorporates two key techniques:
hierarchical optimization and dynamic adjustment for the rank.

In hierarchical optimization, we refine the rank values of
different layers based on their uneven distribution of av-
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Fig. 2: Overview of HyDRA with hierarchical rank optimization and dynamic adjustment for mobile VLMs instruction tuning.
Xt and Xv represent the text and image tokens, respectively. RUp represents the rank for the up projection of the feed- forward
neural network (FFN). RQ, RK , RGate, etc., are similarly defined.

erage gradient norms. In dynamic adjustment, we utilize a
lightweight performance model to allocate different ranks to
each layer, thereby enhancing performance on downstream
tasks. The overview of our framework can be illustrated in
Fig. 2.

We conduct comprehensive experiments, and the results
demonstrate that HyDRA performs best in most scenarios. The
contributions of this paper can be summarized as follows:

• We discover an uneven distribution of average gradient
norms across layers during LoRA fine-tuning, suggesting
that different layers hold varying levels of importance in
mobile VLMs training.

• We propose a hierarchical rank scheduling by allocating
varying ranks to different layers in the mobile VLMs
during LoRA fine-tuning. This method encompasses two
optimizations: the coarse-grained approach categorizes
layers based on average gradient norms and assigns an
identical rank to layers within each group, while the fine-
grained approach adjusts the ranks of components within
individual layers.

• We develop an end-to-end automated optimization pro-
cess using a lightweight performance model, which dy-
namically determines the optimal rank for each layer
during the instruction tuning of mobile VLMs.

• HyDRA surpasses LoRA across the board in instruction
tuning on mobile VLMs, achieving a 4.7% improvement
on MME [12] and a 4.1% improvement on MMB [13].
HyDRA even outperforms full-parameter fine-tuning un-
der certain benchmarks.

II. BACKGROUND AND MOTIVATION

A. Low-Rank Adaptation

LoRA efficiently fine-tunes large pre-trained models by up-
dating only a subset of their parameters. It introduces low-rank
matrices in each layer to capture task-specific information,
decomposed into matrices A and B, where A ∈ Rd×r and
B ∈ Rr×d. Here, r represents the rank, a hyperparameter that

remains consistent across all layers. This reduces the number
of updated parameters, lowering computational costs. LoRA
maintains the pre-trained model’s structure while integrating
new capabilities, making it ideal for fine-tuning large models
in resource-constrained situations.

B. Instruction Tuning for VLMs

The entire training process of the VLMs consists of two
stages: pre-training and instruction tuning [14]. During the
first step, the vision encoder and LLMs are typically frozen,
with the training focused solely on the efficient projector. Sub-
sequently, instruction tuning is applied to both the projector
and LLMs to enhance visual understanding and expression
capabilities by refining the model using a language modeling
loss function. During the instruction tuning phase, we can
choose either full-parameter fine-tuning or LoRA fine-tuning.
Full-parameter fine-tuning yields better performance but re-
quires substantial computational resources and is prone to
overfitting, while LoRA fine-tuning reduces graphics memory
consumption, providing an efficient method for training mobile
VLMs.

C. Motivation

To explore how LoRA can be effectively utilized to train
VLMs and enhance its performance, we conduct empirical
studies on MobileVLM, including an analysis of the average
gradient norms across different layers. In deep learning mod-
els, the average gradient norm can be mathematically defined
as the mean norm of all parameter gradients. Suppose we have
a model with a parameter set θ = {θ1, θ2, . . . , θn}, where each
parameter θi has a corresponding gradient ∇θi. The formula
for the average gradient norms of layer ℓ is as follows:

w(l) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∥∇θ
(l)
i ∥. (1)

We carefully track the average gradient norms of each layer
following updates, as shown in Fig. 3. This visualization
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Fig. 3: Average gradient norms of each layer with LoRA.

TABLE I: Average gradient norms of components with
LoRA

Components of Layers

Down Gate Up K O Q V

Value 1.49 1.47 1.67 0.64 1.43 0.63 1.42

highlights a prominent trend: in LoRA fine-tuning, as the
layers go deeper in the model, the average gradient norms
generally increase.

When we analyze the components within each layer of the
model, we focus on several key projections. These include the
query (Q), key (K), value (V ), and output (O) projections
of the attention matrix. We also examine the up (Up), down
(Down), and gate (Gate) projections of the FFN. We observe
distinct differences in their average gradient norms. Specifi-
cally, the average gradient norms for Q and K are relatively
small, whereas those for Up are relatively large, as shown in
Table I.

The fluctuations in average gradient norms indicate the
degree of variation in parameter updates during training. Thus,
we hypothesize that the rank of layers within LoRA can
dynamically adapt in response to increases in average gradient
norms during the training of mobile VLMs. Additionally, the
rank of the internal components within each layer should
also be adjusted dynamically. This approach is anticipated to
enhance the model’s performance.

D. An Example of Exploration

Based on the above hypothesis, we make corresponding ad-
justments to the rank value in LoRA fine-tuning. We find that
models trained with increasing rank values indeed outperform
those trained with fixed rank values. The specific performance
results are shown in Table II.

III. METHOD

A. Problem Definition

In this section, we introduce some important terminology
used in our method.

Computation Graph. We can define a LLM by a computa-
tion graph G. The G is a directed acyclic graph. In this paper,
we denote the first layer of the model as Layer 1, continuing

TABLE II: An example with increasing rank. The rank of
Case is structured as follows: the first 8 layers each have a
rank of 64, the middle 8 layers each have a rank of 128, and
the last 8 layers each have a rank of 256.

Rank SQAI GQA VQAT POPE MMB MME

128 51.95 55.28 40.28 83.76 46.56 1147.0
Case 52.42 55.65 40.70 83.59 47.16 1191.9
256 52.42 55.50 40.29 84.0 45.70 1130.1
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Fig. 4: Stage partitioning in the computation graph.

sequentially up to the final layer. Each layer in the G can
be divided into several components such as Q, K, V of the
attention matrix.

Stage. Based on the variation in the average gradient
norms, we partition the computation graph G into t stages:
S1, S2, . . . , St. Each stage contains a few layers, which have
similar average gradient norms, as shown in Fig. 4.

Schedule. After obtaining the aforementioned G and Stage,
the challenge is how to divide the stages to achieve better
model performance. To address this issue, We define a sched-
ule Z for the G as :

Z = {(S1, R1), (S2, R2), . . . (Si, Ri), . . . (St, Rt)}, (2)

where Si is the i-th stage which includes the set of LLM
layers, and Ri is the corresponding rank for Si stage.

Assume that in the i-th layer, the attention mechanism’s
components Q,K, V, and O each have their own ranks, and
similarly, the Up,Down and Gate projections of FFN also
have their respective ranks. We represent Ri as the rank of
i-th layer as follows:

Ri = {RQ
i , R

K
i , RV

i , R
O
i , R

Up
i , RDown

i , RGate
i }. (3)

If all rank values within Ri are identical, it is referred to
as coarse-grained rank. If the rank values within Ri are
different, such as RQ

i ̸= RV
i , it is referred to as fine-grained

rank.
Formulation. Based on the definitions of the important

terminology mentioned above, we incorporate these terms into
the LoRA fine-tuning. The function g(G;Z) is defined to
quantify the number of training parameters of G following
schedule Z. Let p(Z) be the set of performance results for
the trained model. We aim to find a schedule Z∗ to maximize
p and ensure that function g(G;Z) remains below a speci-
fied value. This can be directly formulated as a constrained
optimization problem as follows:

Z∗ = argmax
Z

p(Z) subject to g(G,Z) ≤ C. (4)
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Here, C represents a specified constant threshold, defined as
the number of parameters required for training mobile VLMs
using standard LoRA fine-tuning.

B. HyDRA Framework

We propose a learning-based framework, HyDRA, which
consists of three critical phases, as depicted in Fig. 5.

Initialization Phase. According to Fig. 3, we define the
solution space based on the trend of changes in average
gradient norms. ∆d is a positive integer variable. Ns represents
the number of stages. We define Ri as:

Ri+1 ≥ Ri +∆d, ∆d, i = 1, 2, . . . , Ns, (5)

where Ri is a positive integer, R(l)
i represents the rank value of

layer l in stage i. Let Nl denote the total number of layers in
the model. We define Ne as the number of layers in each stage.
Rstandard represents the rank value of the standard LoRA. The
total number of ranks is denoted as NR :

NR =

Ns∑
i=1

Ne∑
l=1

R
(l)
i ≤ Rstandard ×Nl, R

(l)
i ∈ Z+. (6)

Rank Assignment Phase. Within the constraints of the
solution space, we define an adjustment factor α, determined
by the number of model layers, it is calculated as α = Nl−1

2 .
Therefore, the rank value for the first stage of initialization
Rinitial

1 is denoted as:

Rinitial
1 = 2

⌊
Rstandard − 2α

2

⌋
. (7)

We can divide the stages based on the average gradient
norms. Firstly, we need to specify the number of stages Ns to
partition G, ensuring that the rank value within each stage
remains consistent. After specifying Ns, we apply the K-
means clustering algorithm [15] to group the layers based on
their average gradient norms, determining which layers belong
to which cluster that represents the stage. Subsequently, we
sort the stages based on their values.

To ensure a more uniform smoothing of ranks across each
stage, we distribute the rank values to different stages in a

linearly increasing manner, starting from Rinitial
1 . If N

(St)
e

represents the number of layers in the last stage St, then the
rank values corresponding to each stage are given by:

Ri =


⌊

NR−
∑Ns−1

j=1

∑Ne
l=1 R

(l)
j

N
(St)
e

⌋
if i = Ns

R1 + (i− 1) ·∆d otherwise
. (8)

We use i to represent the number of iterations, N
(Si)
e

represtens the number of layers in the i-th stage. We set
Nremain to represent the remaining number of ranks, where
Nremain = NR −

∑i
j=1(Rj · N (Sj)

e ). Iteratively apply the
rank allocation method described above. After each iteration,
increment R1 by 1. Continue the iterations until Nremain

becomes less than 0 or Rt ≤ Rt−1. At this point, the iteration
stops, and the allocation of ranks from the previous iteration is
retained for all layers. Thus, we obtain the coarse-grained rank
of the model. And we use |Ri| to represent the coarse-grained
rank value of the i-th stage.

According to Table I, we believe that the rank values
of RK

i and RQ
i should be reduced, while RUp

i should be
increased. Therefore, we appropriately adjust the rank values
of components within each layer. We set RK

i , RQ
i , and RUp

i

as follows:

RQ
i = RK

i = |Ri| −∆d, (9)

RUp
i = |Ri|+∆d, (10)

resulting in a set Z. Thus, the fine-grained rank of the model
is obtained.

Iterative Enhancement Phase. We construct a performance
model to estimate the effectiveness of mobile VLMs on various
downstream tasks. This model uses an iterative process to
continuously update its weights. Within a constrained solution
space, we explore various Z, train the respective mobile
VLMs, apply these models to downstream tasks, and collect
feedback. This set of Z and their respective evaluation values
serve as incremental data to refine the performance model,
which in turn predicts a more suitable Z.

When g(G;Z) ≤ C and the requirements for the maximum
number of iterations are satisfied, we iteratively utilize the



TABLE III: A comparison of various methods and their corresponding performance metrics. The Res. column represents the
image resolution of the vision model. The PT and IT columns indicate the data sizes during the pretraining stage and the
instruction tuning stage, respectively. The term w/ LoRA denotes instruction tuning using LoRA, while w/ Full signifies
instruction tuning through full-parameter fine-tuning.

Method LLM Res. PT IT MME MMB VQAT POPE GQA SQAI

BLIP-2 Vicuna-13B 224 129M - 1293.8 - 42.5 85.3 41.0 61.0
MiniGPT-4 Vicuna-7B 224 5M 5K 581.7 23.0 - - 32.2 -
InstructBLIP Vicuna-7B 224 129M 1.2M - 36.0 50.1 - 49.2 60.5
InstructBLIP Vicuna-13B 224 129M 1.2M 1212.8 - 50.7 78.9 49.5 63.1
IDEFICS-9B LLaMA-7B 224 353M 1M - 48.2 25.9 - 38.4 -
IDEFICS-80B LLaMA-65B 224 353M 1M - 54.5 30.9 - 45.2 -
Qwen-VL Qwen-7B 448 1.4B 50M 1487.6 38.2 63.8 - 59.3 67.1
LLaVA-1.5 Vicuna-7B 336 558K 665K 1510.7 64.3 58.2 85.9 62.0 66.8

MobileVLM 1.7B w/ Full MobileLLaMA 1.4B 336 558K 665K 1176.85 53.35 40.36 83.29 56.51 55.08
MobileVLM 1.7B w/ LoRA MobileLLaMA 1.4B 336 558K 665K 1147.00 46.56 40.28 83.76 55.28 51.95
HyDRA(Fine-grained) MobileLLaMA 1.4B 336 558K 665K 1200.88 48.45 40.75 83.97 55.64 51.78
HyDRA(Coarse-grained) MobileLLaMA 1.4B 336 558K 665K 1200.91 47.77 40.98 84.51 55.33 52.2

MobileVLM 3B w/ Full MobileLLaMA 2.7B 336 558K 665K 1296.54 59.71 48.58 84.51 59.03 57.93
MobileVLM 3B w/ LoRA MobileLLaMA 2.7B 336 558K 665K 1256.38 57.22 46.58 84.14 58.13 56.85
HyDRA(Fine-grained) MobileLLaMA 2.7B 336 558K 665K 1261.41 57.99 46.91 84.66 58.58 57.39
HyDRA(Coarse-grained) MobileLLaMA 2.7B 336 558K 665K 1298.83 58.93 47.14 83.77 58.37 56.94

performance model to find the optimal Z∗. We then train
the corresponding mobile VLM, which achieves the optimal
p(Z∗) on downstream tasks.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental Setup

LLMs and Benchmarks. We train VLMs using MobileL-
LaMA 1.4B and MobileLLaMA 2.7B, which are downscaled
versions of LLaMA [3]. We evaluate the performance of mo-
bile VLMs on GQA [16], SQAI [17], VQAT [18], POPE [19],
MME, and conduct comprehensive comparisons with MMB.

Implementation Details. We use the following software
and hardware configurations: PyTorch version 2.3.0; Trans-
formers library version 4.41.0; PEFT (Parameter-Efficient
Fine-Tuning) library version 0.11.1; CUDA version 12.1; and
4 NVIDIA Tesla A100 GPUs with 80 GB of memory each.
Instruction tuning is performed on the LLM and the projector
using the LLaVA-Instruct-158K dataset [20] for one epoch,
with a learning rate of 1× 10−4 for MobileLLaMA 1.4B and
2× 10−4 for MobileLLaMA 2.7B. We use a batch size of 32
per device, resulting in a global batch size of 128. We choose
the AdamW optimizer [21] with no weight decay and a cosine
learning rate schedule with a warmup ratio of 3%. The random
seed is set to 42 in experiments.

The proposed performance model employs one encoder
layer of Transformer [22] with 4 multi-head attention heads
and the model dimension is 32. The training data comprises all
information necessary to cover rank configuration. The label

data consists of six benchmark evaluation metrics correspond-
ing to the training data. We use the L2 loss function and utilize
the Adam [23] optimizer for optimization.

B. Main Results.

Baseline and Configurations. We use the MobileVLM
as the base model and employ three training methods: full-
parameter fine-tuning, LoRA, and HyDRA to train the model.
In experiments, there are two baselines: one is standard LoRA
with the rank set to 128, and the other is full-parameter fine-
tuning. To ensure a fair comparison, we establish a consistent
experimental environment.

Experimental Results. We present the performance of the
trained VLMs using full-parameter fine-tuning, LoRA, and
HyDRA, with the best results for each task presented in Table
III. The experiments are conducted on models of different
parameter sizes.

On MobileLLaMA 1.4B, we compare HyDRA with both
full-parameter fine-tuning and standard LoRA. HyDRA out-
performs the full-parameter fine-tuning on tasks such as
MME, VQAT, and POPE. For instance, HyDRA (Fine-
grained) achieves a metric of 1200.88 compared to 1176.85
on MMB. HyDRA consistently surpasses LoRA across all six
benchmarks. For example, HyDRA (Fine-grained) achieves a
metric of 1200.88 compared to 1147.00 on MME, and out-
performs LoRA by 4.1% on MMB. HyDRA (Coarse-grained)
outperforms LoRA by 4.7% on MME. Meanwhile, on Mo-
bileLLaMA 2.7B, HyDRA outperforms full-parameter fine-



TABLE IV: Results of the ablation study on coarse-grained and fine-grained ranks across six tasks.

Coarse-grained Adjustment of Rank Fine-grained Adjustment of Rank

Benchmark Config1 Config2 Config3 Config4 Setting1 Setting2 Setting3 Setting4 Setting5

MME 1162.3 1183.71 1191.91 1200.91 1200.88 1176.66 1181.88 1171.83 1155.82
GQA 55.49 55.36 55.65 55.33 55.64 55.67 55.45 55.42 55.56
VQAT 40.59 40.12 40.7 40.98 40.75 40.34 40.7 41.16 41.15
POPE 83.67 83.66 83.59 84.51 83.97 84.08 83.46 84.41 83.96
MMB 45.53 45.53 47.16 47.77 48.45 48.02 48.11 48.88 48.28
SQAI 52.7 52.44 52.42 52.2 51.78 52.2 52.75 52.65 52.68
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Fig. 6: Comparison of training and validation loss of the
performance model across epochs.

tuning on tasks such as MME and POPE. HyDRA consistently
surpasses LoRA across all six benchmarks. Notably, HyDRA
(Coarse-grained) outperforms LoRA by 3.4% on MME and
by 3% on the MMB.

All results from the main experiment are obtained using the
performance model in HyDRA. The validation results from
the trained mobile VLM are obtained and utilized to develop
an expanded dataset. The dataset is divided into training
and validation sets with a ratio of 8:2. The convergence of
the performance model is depicted in Fig. 6. The curves of
various colors represent the convergence of the model across
training and validation datasets. Overall, the experimental re-
sults demonstrate that HyDRA consistently outperforms LoRA
across all tasks, and even surpasses full-parameter fine-tuning
on MME, VQAT, and POPE.

C. Ablation Study

We utilize MobileLLaMA 1.4B, the CLIP-ViT-L/14@336px
model [24] and HyDRA in experiments.

Coarse-grained Rank. The experiments are conducted with
various rank values across different layers, the results are
shown in Table IV. We set the rank values for the ablation
experiment as shown in Table V.

For example, Config1 is divided into three stages: the first
stage comprises layers 1-4 with a rank value of 128, the second
stage comprises layers 5-20 with a rank value of 64, and the
third stage comprises layers 21-24 with a rank value of 128.

TABLE V: Configurations for coarse-grained rank
adjustment.

Rank Setup Layers Rank Value

Config1 [1–4, 5–20, 21–24] (128, 64, 128)
Config2 [1–4, 5–20, 21–24] (256, 128, 256)
Config3 [1–8, 9–16, 17–24] (64, 128, 256)
Config4 [1–8, 9–12, 13–24] (124, 126, 131)

Config4 leverages HyDRA with a stage set to 3.This setting
is designed for a fair comparison.

Config1 and Config2 share the same stage, but the rank
value of Config2 is twice that of Config1, resulting in de-
creased performance on GQA, VQAT, POPE, and SQAI.
This shows that increasing rank alone does not improve
performance. Config3, with a progressively increasing rank
distribution, outperforms Config2 on MME, GQA, VQAT, and
MMB, highlighting the benefit of a progressive rank distri-
bution. Compared to Config3, Config4 which uses HyDRA,
shows further improvements on MME, VQAT, POPE, and
MMB, indicating that HyDRA significantly enhances model
performance.

Fine-grained Rank. The experiments are conducted with
various rank values across components within the layers,
the results are shown in Table IV. According to HyDRA,
we consistently set the stage to 3, resulting in R1 = 124,
R2 = 126, and R3 = 131. Additionally, we set ∆d equals 2.
The settings of fine-grained ranks are shown as Table VI.

Comparing Setting1 with Setting5 reveals that excessively
increasing the Rup

i value degrades performance on MME,
GQA, POPE, and MMB tasks, notably reducing MME by
3.9%. In contrast, Setting3 shows that not increasing Rup

i

causes performance drops across five tasks, excluding SQAI.
Setting4 indicates performance declines in MME, GQA, and
VQAT. Lastly, Setting2 demonstrates that increasing Rdown

i

degrades performance on MME, VQAT, and MMB but im-
proves GQA, POPE, and SQAI tasks. Overall, Setting1 pro-
duces the best overall results.

Stage. We conduct ablation experiments to assess the
impact of stage sizes by comparing performance for N ∈
{7, 11, 13, 17}. The results are summarized in Table VII.



TABLE VI: Settings for fine-grained rank adjustment.

Setting Adjustment

Setting1 RQ
i , RK

i → |Ri| −∆d,

RUp
i → |Ri|+∆d

Setting2 RQ
i , RK

i → |Ri| −∆d,

RUp
i , RDown

i → |Ri|+∆d

Setting3 RQ
i , RK

i → |Ri| −∆d

Setting4 RQ
i , RK

i → |Ri| − ∆d
2
,

RUp
i → |Ri|+∆d

Setting5 RQ
i , RK

i → |Ri| −∆d,

RUp
i → |Ri|+ 2∆d

TABLE VII: Results of the ablation study on stage size.

Stage Size

Benchmark N=7 N=11 N=13 N=17 N=17
∆d = 2 ∆d = 2 ∆d = 2 ∆d = 2 ∆d = 1

MME 1176.46 1172.30 1187.20 1183.65 1164.59
GQA 55.68 55.42 55.80 55.14 55.45
VQAT 40.60 40.48 40.64 40.48 40.46
POPE 84.03 83.66 83.91 84.28 83.84
MMB 47.08 47.59 44.85 46.74 45.62
SQAI 53.15 52.61 52.91 52.82 52.68

Our findings indicate that decreasing the value of ∆d, when
N = 17, results in poorer performance on the benchmarks.
However, variations in stage sizes do not lead to a significant
pattern in model performance.

Performance Model. In experiments, we evaluate four ar-
chitecture designs for performance model: multi-layer percep-
tron (MLP), LightGBM, random forest (RF), and Transformer
encoder (Ours), using two key metrics: mean squared error
(MSE) and mean absolute error (MAE). The results, summa-
rized in Table VIII. Transformer consistently outperforms the
others with the lowest MSE of 0.1257 and the lowest MAE of
0.2531, indicating superior predictive accuracy and robustness.
In contrast, MLP and RF perform similarly, with MSE values
of 0.3813 and 0.3526, and MAE scores of 0.4617 and 0.4619.
LightGBM also performs well, with an MSE of 0.3612 and
an MAE of 0.3228. These findings suggest that our method
provides the most reliable performance in terms of both error
metrics.

V. RELATED WORK

Large Language Model. With the launch of ChatGPT,
the technology of LLMs has rapidly advanced, attracting
widespread attention and application. The popular open-source
LLMs such as GLM [25], LLaMA [26] and Mistral [27] has
greatly promoted iterative innovation in LLMs technology.
However, due to the enormous training costs of LLMs, there
is an increasingly trend towards researching small-scale alter-
native solutions. For example, models like TinyLLaMA [28],
MiniCPM [29], and Phi [30] have parameter counts of less

TABLE VIII: Results of the ablation study on performance
model.

Performance Model

Metrics MLP LightGBM RF Ours

MSE 0.3813 0.3612 0.3526 0.1257
MAE 0.4617 0.3228 0.4619 0.2531

than 3 billion. These studies indicate that high-quality train-
ing data and feasible pre-training methods can enable small
models to achieve comparable capabilities as LLMs.

Vision Language Model. In addition to text modality, the
ability to process other modalities is also crucial for the model.
VLMs enhance the capability of LLMs in processing visual
information, broadening the scope of application scenarios.
OpenAI has developed GPT-4V [31], demonstrating remark-
able capabilities. To date, the community has contributed many
exciting studies on VLMs. Flamingo [32], bridges pretrained
vision and language models, handling interleaved sequences
of text and image data. MiniGPT4 [33] aligns a frozen visual
encoder with a frozen LLM, Vicuna [34], using one projection
layer. LLaVA [20] is a large multimodal model, which connect
a vision encoder and a LLM for comprehensive visual and lan-
guage understanding. However, the enormous parameter size
of VLMs results in excessively high training costs. To address
this issue, LLaVA-Phi [35] builds a multimodal model based
on a small-scale LLM named Phi-2 [36]. TinyLLaVA [28]
introduces a training framework capable of integrating visual
information with small-scale LLM, such as TinyLLaMA.
MobileVLM introduces MobileLLaMA, reducing the size of
the LLaMA model through traditional neural compression
techniques. Additionally, MobileVLM proposes a lightweight
projector to further reduce the computational costs incurred by
the visual encoding process, providing new opportunities for
running VLMs on mobile devices.

Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning. PEFT is one of the
effective methods for addressing the enormous computational
requirements of training VLMs. Serial Adapter [37] enhances
each Transformer block by adding two adapter modules.
Adapter modules produce a compact and extensible model
by adding only a few trainable parameters per task. Prefix-
tuning [38] adds learnable vectors to Transformer keys and
values, with an MLP generating these vectors during training.
Only the prefix vectors are used at inference. AUTOPEFT [39]
defines a search space with serial adapters, parallel adapters,
and prefix tuning, and uses high-dimensional Bayesian opti-
mization for efficient neural architecture search. It enhances
PEFT configurations across various tasks. Overall, applying
PEFT to train VLMs is a highly efficient strategy, leading to
substantial gains in performance and reduced computational
costs.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduce HyDRA, a novel framework
that enables instruction tuning for mobile VLMs. HyDRA



addresses the limitations of standard LoRA by dynamically
assigning ranks and adaptively adjusting ranks for each layer
based on their average gradient norms. Additionally, HyDRA
employs an end-to-end automatic optimization process with a
lightweight performance model to determine and adjust ranks
dynamically during instruction tuning. HyDRA consistently
surpasses the baseline framework, achieving a 4.7% improve-
ment without increasing the number of training parameters.
Looking ahead, we plan to explore the generalization of our
method to other tasks, particularly within the video-language
model domain.
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