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Abstract
State-of-the-art LLMs often rely on scale with high computational costs, which has sparked a research
agenda to reduce parameter counts and costs without significantly impacting performance. Our
study focuses on Transformer-based LLMs, specifically applying low-rank parametrization to the
computationally intensive feedforward networks (FFNs), which are less studied than attention blocks.
In contrast to previous works, (i) we explore low-rank parametrization at scale, up to 1.3B parameters;
(ii) within Transformer language models rather than convolutional architectures; and (iii) starting from
training from scratch. Experiments on the large RefinedWeb dataset show that low-rank parametriza-
tion is both efficient (e.g., 2.6× FFN speed-up with 32% parameters) and effective during training.
Interestingly, these structured FFNs exhibit steeper scaling curves than the original models. Motivated
by this finding, we develop the wide and structured networks surpassing the current medium-sized
and large-sized Transformer in perplexity and throughput performance. Our code is available at
https://github.com/CLAIRE-Labo/StructuredFFN/tree/main.

1. Introduction

Transformer language models [22] have gained significant attention for their performance and scal-
ability. These models have grown from hundreds of millions of parameters [14] to hundreds of
billions [3, 17, 20], increasing the need for efficient training and inference. While much research
focuses on attention, feed forward networks (FFNs) account for over 60% of the model’s parameters
and FLOPs, significantly impacting latency. Low-rank parametrization, as one of the very popular
structured matrices, is an important technique to make linear layer efficient. However, they have not
yet been thoroughly explored at sufficient scales as a modification in modern LLM architectures.

In this work, we investigate low-rank matrices for FFN blocks from initialization on recent Trans-
former language models ranging from 110M to 1.3B parameters. Specifically, by using low-rank
parametrization with 32% of the parameters of FFN, the training speed of the 1.3B model can be
boosted by 1.35× with only a 1 PPL increase. Interestingly, the low-rank parametrization has steeper
loss scaling curves than the traditional Transformer at its optimal trade-off Fig. 1(a), suggesting
a high potential for even better performance at larger scales. Finally, combined with Ainslie et al.
[1] for attention, we design wide and structured networks with slightly better PPL and maximum
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throughput performance under the same training FLOPs (e.g., 8% and 17% throughput boost on
medium- and large-sized models). We hope our findings and results shed new light on the study of
efficient NLP architectures.

2. Related work

Low-rank matrices have been widely used to decompose pre-trained weights for downstream com-
pression [15] and to construct adapters for efficient fine-tuning [8, 9] like LoRA. LoRA uses a
low-rank approximation to reduce trainable parameters, while Sharma et al. [15] selectively applies
low-rank decomposition to well-trained weights.

Several works investigate low-rank training. Arora et al. [2] argues that dense layers naturally
converge to low-rank solutions during training, making this parametrization ideal. Early works like
Denil et al. [4], Tai et al. [19] showed high efficiency of low-rank training. Some studies Vodrahalli
et al. [23], Xu et al. [24], Yang et al. [25] adapt rank during training and suggest regularizers for
better accuracy. Khodak et al. [10] propose spectral initialization and aligned weight decay for matrix
products. Vodrahalli et al. [23] suggest learning the initialization of low-rank matrices with data.
However, these studies mainly focus on ResNets [6] rather than recent LLMs.

In this paper, we train low-rank matrices with a fixed rank as a replacement for the FFN linear
layers of recent Transformers from scratch and investigate the performance of the new architecture.
Formally, the low-rank parametrization of a linear layer can be given as Wx≈U(V x), where W
is the original weight, x is the input, U ∈RM×R, V ∈RR×N , and R<min(M,N). This reduces
parameter count and FLOPs from M ·N to (M+N)·R.

3. Experiments

3.1. Settings

Implementation We replace only the FFN modules with low-rank parametrization, as the attention
module is well-studied [1, 16]. We use ranks that are half or a quarter of the original hidden state
dimension, reducing FFN parameters to 63% or 32% of the original size. The first FFN module
remains unchanged to avoid significant performance degradation. For initialization, we follow the
spectral initialization suggested by prior works [10].

Training We use a basic Transformer architecture [14, 21] with Rotary Embedding [18] and a
basic FFN module composed of two linear layers and a GeLU activation function. Our model ranges
from 110M to 1.3B parameters and is trained on the RefinedWeb dataset [13]. We randomly select
0.5B tokens as validation set while the number of training tokens is allocated based on the scaling
law [7]. We measure training FLOPs as in Megatron [12], including all matrix multiplications. Hy-
perparameters, such as learning rates and global batch size, are set according to recent studies [5, 26].
Details are summarized in Table 1.

3.2. Efficiency and accuracy performance

We evaluate both the efficiency and accuracy performance of low-rank parametrization in FFN. First,
as shown in Fig. 1(b), with increasing FFN width, GPU resources can be utilized more thoroughly,
and this parametrization can bring a 1.4× and 2.6× speed-up with 63% and 32% of the parameters,
respectively, compared to the width of 1536.
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Table 1: Model and Training configuration. We report the number of layers (#Layer), hidden states dimen-
sion (Width), training tokens (Tokens)), global batch size in number of tokens (Batch), peaking learning
rate (LR), and total training steps (Steps).

Name Size Width Layers Tokens Batch LR Steps Training FLOPs

Transformer-s 110M 768 12 2.2B 0.5M 6.0e-4 4.2K 1.69e+18

Transformer-m 335M 1024 24 6.7B 0.5M 3.0e-4 13K 1.55e+19

Transformer-l 729M 1536 24 14.6B 0.5M 2.5e-4 28K 7.03e+19

Transformer-xl 1274M 2048 24 25.5B 0.5M 2.0e-4 49K 2.10e+20

Second, in Table 2, we observe that this parametrization results in about a 0.4 PPL increase on
Transformer-xl with a 15% reduction in training time, and about a 1.0 higher PPL with a 1.35×
speed-up for the whole model.

Table 2: Performance of low-rank parametrization with 63% and 32% of the original FFN module’s parameters,
where R indicates the rank. Note that the total structured FFN is not exactly 63% of the original because we
don’t replace the first FFN module.

Architecture Model FFN Training PPL
Size (M) Size (M) Tokens (B) FLOPs Time (h)

Transformer-s 110 57 2.2 1.69e+18 4.0 25.97

Low-Rank (R=384) 90 37 2.2 1.44e+18 3.8 27.16

Low-Rank (R=192) 74 21 2.2 1.22e+18 3.6 29.22

Transformer-m 335 201 6.7 1.55e+19 32.5 18.29

Low-Rank (R=512) 263 129 6.7 1.26e+19 29.6 19.12

Low-Rank (R=256) 202 69 6.7 1.01e+19 26.9 20.60

Transformer-l 729 453 14.6 7.03e+19 130.5 14.29

Low-Rank (R=768) 566 290 14.6 5.61e+19 113.6 14.82

Low-Rank (R=384) 431 155 14.6 4.42e+19 100.0 15.69

Transformer-xl 1274 805 25.5 2.10e+20 352.2 12.46

Low-Rank (R=1024) 985 516 25.5 1.66e+20 302.2 12.86

Low-Rank (R=512) 744 275 25.5 1.29e+20 260.2 13.55

3.3. Scaling analysis

From Fig. 1(a), it can be seen that the low-rank parametrization gets closer to the baseline when the
model size increases. Technically, we observe that: (i) The low-rank parametrization exhibits steeper
scaling curves compared to the dense networks, indicating significant potential for these efficient
designs in LLMs. (ii) The scaling curve of 32% parameters of FFN is steeper than the 63% parameters
of FFN highlights the scaling potential of highly structured large models. (iii) Given fixed training
FLOPs budget, a wider and structured network with more tokens may achieve comparable or superior
performance to dense networks at the optimal trade-off.
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Figure 1: (a): The training scaling curves between the standard Transformer and the modified version with
low-rank parametrization, which retains 63% and 32% of the original parameters, respectively. (b): FFN latency
performance across different widths, measured on 30,000 tokens.

The scaling curves can be further optimized: (1) they are not drawn at their optimal training-
compute trade-off unlike the baseline. (2) Only the FFN is made structured, while attention remains
dense, contributing more to the model’s performance. The second point also explains why the current
32% parameter curve shows a larger validation loss than the 63% parameter curve under the same
training FLOPs. This motivates us to further reduce attention using existing techniques in Sec. 3.4.

3.4. Wide and Structured network

Motivated by the scaling curves, we reduce both the attention and FFN and create a wide and
structured network, as shown in Table 3. This approach aims to enhance efficiency with a much
smaller network, achieving an 8% and 17% maximum throughput boost compared to medium- and
large-sized GQA [1] models while maintaining or slightly improving perplexity.

Table 3: We compare the performance of GQA and our wide, structured networks. Left: TP indicates the
maximum throughput measured for a generation length of 256. Right: Dimensions of various components,
including hidden states, FFN intermediate states, attention, and KVCache. GQA’s intermediate size is increased
to match parameters, as in Meta [11].

Method #Param Training FLOPs Tokens PPL TP (256) Hidden Intermediate Attention KV

Transformer-m 335M 1.55e+19 6.7B 18.29 30229 1024 4096 1024 1024
Transformer-m (GQA) 335M 1.55e+19 6.7B 18.23 84202 1024 4864 1024 256
Low-Rank (R=512) 219M 1.55e+19 10.6B 17.89 91147 1024 4864 512 256

Transformer-l 729M 7.03e+19 14.6B 14.29 23351 1536 6144 1536 1536
Transformer-l (GQA) 729M 7.03e+19 14.6B 14.40 64737 1536 7424 1536 256
Low-Rank (R=768) 464M 7.03e+19 22.3B 14.27 75930 1536 7424 768 256

4. Conclusion and Limitation

In this paper, we investigate low-rank parametrization in the FFN of Transformer language mod-
els. Training such structured models from scratch shows promising scaling curves and efficiency.
However, we have not explored its optimal scaling laws and have only limited our exploration to
the language aspect. Studying the upper limits and other applications of low-rank training would
also be very valuable.
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