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Abstract. Scaling up transformers has produced models with broad capabilities, deployed across
heterogeneous hardware and fluctuating workloads. Yet, model families offer only a few fixed sizes (e.g.,
S, B, L), forcing users to commit to a model based on hardware and latency constraints. This rigidity
is often suboptimal under varying query loads. We introduce a retraining-free method that elastifies
pre-trained transformers into a single model that adapts on-the-fly across a continuum of computational
budgets. Our key contribution is a differentiable relaxation of the functional unit-ranking problem:
unlike prior work, which optimizes a single importance weight per MLP block or attention head, we
rank every individual MLP neuron and attention head jointly, on a common scale, by minimizing the
model’s loss under soft pruning across many sparsity targets, all at once. Across 27 vision and text
transformer encoders ranging from 22M to 8B parameters, our method yields smooth degradation up to
60% sparsity and outperforms one-shot baselines under deep pruning. For example, pruning DINOv3
ViT-H+/16 to 50% sparsity removes 427M parameters while reducing ImageNet-1k linear-probing
accuracy by only 0.8%, without the need for weight correction or retraining. At 60% sparsity, a pruned
AugReg ViT-B/16 model achieves up to 1.80x higher throughput and 1.26x lower single-query latency
on an A100 GPU. Elastic models are produced in minutes, with construction time scaling sub-linearly
with parameter count.
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Figure 1 Differentiable soft pruning. Initial importance scores for MLP neurons and attention heads are transformed
into learnable log-scores and median-centered by type, aligning their reference points without changing within-type
rankings. At each optimization step, the joint ranking determines a threshold k; and soft mask M, for each sparsity
target b € B. We run the same calibration batch through the frozen model under each mask, average losses across targets,
and update only the log-scores. Mask gradients concentrate near each threshold, so multiple targets expose different
regions of the ranking to useful gradients. The optimized ranking can then be hard-pruned to any inference budget
without further optimization.
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1 Introduction

Advances in pre-training recipes have enabled scaling frontier AI models to trillions of parameters, achieving
impressive results in a variety of tasks. Their deployment spans applications with very different computational
requirements, from offline processing to individual requests with strict latency limits. However, these varied
requirements are poorly served by the few fixed model sizes typically released. Under fluctuating workloads, a
model chosen for typical demand may be too expensive during a traffic peak, while a smaller model may sacrifice
performance when more compute is available. Structured pruning (Li et al., 2017; Molchanov et al., 2019; Kwon
et al., 2022; Khaki & Plataniotis, 2024; Berisha et al., 2025) can produce intermediate model sizes, but each
pruned model is fixed to its target budget. Serving k budgets this way requires producing, storing, and switching
between k pruned models as demand changes. For retrieval, separate indices may also be needed if embeddings
from different pruned models are incompatible. Elastic inference instead lets a single model operate at different
computational budgets chosen at inference time. Many existing methods require a specific nested architecture
and training from scratch (Devvrit et al.,; 2024) or substantial fine-tuning (Valipour et al., 2023; Cai et al., 2024;
Zhu et al., 2025; Taghibakhshi et al., 2025), which is costly for billion-parameter models. Choosing suitable data
for fine-tuning can also be difficult when the model’s pre-training distribution is unknown.

Simoncini et al. (2025) make pre-trained vision transformers elastic without retraining by optimizing importance
scores across multiple computational budgets. Their evolutionary search adjusts one scaling factor per MLP block
and attention head, allowing sparsity to be redistributed across the network while keeping the search tractable.
However, this parameterization preserves the initial neuron ordering within each MLP block. Retaining an
important neuron with a low initial score therefore requires retaining every higher-ranked neuron in that block.
Building on their elastic formulation, we introduce differentiable soft pruning to recover more of this hidden
elasticity by optimizing an individual importance score for every MLP neuron and attention head.

The key step is to replace hard truncation of the ranking with continuous masks, making the model’s loss
differentiable with respect to individual importance scores. Continuous masks are well established in differentiable
pruning (Louizos et al., 2018; Xia et al., 2022, 2024), but each of these methods learns a single mask for a
fixed sparsity target, typically also updating the model weights. We instead aim to improve the ranking using
information from multiple sparsity targets while keeping the pre-trained weights frozen. Our hypothesis is
that this joint optimization will yield better masks for any sparsity target. To this end, at each optimization
step we determine a pruning cutoff in the current ranking for each selected sparsity target and soften the hard
selection with a sigmoid mask. We average the resulting losses to jointly update an individual importance score
for every MLP neuron and attention head. These updates reflect how units function together under pruning
and allow neuron orderings to change within each block. Gradient descent makes this search tractable with
any differentiable objective, including the model’s original training loss. Because mask gradients are strongest
near each cutoff, optimizing multiple budgets exposes different regions of the ranking to useful gradients. In our
experiments, the jointly optimized ranking outperforms separate rankings optimized for individual targets. The
resulting ranking also supports hard pruning at intermediate budgets without further optimization.

We evaluate 27 vision and text transformer encoders on image classification, semantic segmentation, text
embedding, and retrieval. While the evaluated pruning baselines remain competitive under shallow pruning, our
method improves the performance-compute trade-off across a range of sparsity levels, with the largest gains
under deep pruning. For example, pruning DINOv3 ViT-H+/16 to 50% sparsity removes 427M parameters with
only a 0.8% drop in ImageNet-1k linear probing accuracy, without weight correction or retraining. Furthermore,
savings translate to speedups: AugReg ViT-B/16 reaches up to 1.80x dense throughput on an A100 at 60%
sparsity.

2 Related Works

Network pruning. Network pruning (LeCun et al., 1989; Hassibi & Stork, 1992) compresses models by removing
parameters while limiting performance degradation. Unstructured pruning (Han et al., 2015; Frankle & Carbin,
2019; Lee et al., 2021) removes individual weights, semi-structured pruning (Frantar & Alistarh, 2023) enforces
regular sparsity patterns, and structured pruning (Li et al., 2017; Molchanov et al.; 2019; Kwon et al., 2022;
[Khaki & Plataniotis, 2024; Berisha et al., 2025) removes entire functional units, such as MLP neurons or attention
heads. We adopt structured pruning, which enables inference acceleration without specialized hardware. To



decide which weights or units to remove, several criteria have been developed, including weight magnitude (Han
et al., 2015), second-order saliency (LeCun et al., 1989; Hassibi & Stork, 1992), Wanda (Sun et al., 2024),
which scales weight magnitudes by input activation norms, and magnitude-augmented SNIP (IKohama et al.,
2023), which combines gradient-based loss sensitivity with a magnitude term. We initialize unit scores using a
Hessian-diagonal approximation of second-order saliency, then optimize the induced unit ranking.

Beyond parameter pruning, token prunlng (Rao et al., 2021; Tang et al., 2022; Kong et al., 2022; Bergner et al.,
2025) and merging (Bolya et al., 2023; Kim et al., 20 2 17 11(111 et al., 202 1) speed up inference by reducing the
sequence length. These methods act on a dlfferent axis than ours, since they shrink the number of tokens while
we shrink the network, and they are therefore complementary. Ours keeps all tokens, which preserves dense
patch-level features.

Differentiable pruning methods make pruning trainable by replacing the hard keep / remove decision with a
continuous mask, so the loss can be minimized by gradient descent (Louizos et al., 2018; Savarese et al.,
2020). Louizos et al. (2018) parameterize masks as hard-concrete gates, optimized Jomtly Wlth network weights
under an expected Lo penalty. This formulation extends to attention heads (Voita et al., 2019) and multiple
structural granularities (Xia et al., 2022). Sheared LLaMA (Xia et al., 2024) further constrains these masks to
produce a prescribed target architecture. Alternatives include dlfferentlable attention-head selectron (Li et al.,
2021), learning weight importance scores through a straight through estimator (Sanh et al.; 2020), and learning
layer-wise pruning thresholds (Kusupati et al., 2 Azarian et al.; 2020). We use the same 1dea a soft mask
over every neuron and head lets us optimize importance scores dlrectly against the loss. Our approach differs
in two ways. First, these methods produce one sparse network per sparsity target, whereas we learn a single
ranking of all units from which any sparsity can be obtained by removing units from the bottom. Second, they
typically train the model weights together with the masks, whereas we keep the pre-trained weights frozen for
efficiency.

Elastic inference. Elastic models adapt their computational cost at inference time to meet different compute
budgets depending on request load or resource availability. Early work explored elastic CNNs (Yu et al., 2019;
Yu & Huang, 2019; Vu et al., 2020; Grimaldi et al.; 2023). For transformers, approaches include early exit (Xin

et al., 2020; Zhou et al., 2020), variable depth (Fan et al., 2020; Zhu et al., 2025; Taghibakhshi et al., 2025), and
nested MLP widths (I)(\\\nt et al., 2024), attention heads ((,(11 et al., 2 2 ;1 a‘l)m er et al., 2024), or embedding
dimensions (Valipour et al., 20 >§ Zhang et al., 2024). At inference, subnetworks can be selected manually,
chosen automatically given a compute budget (Zhu et al., 2025; T ‘~1<rhil>(1k1mhi et al., 2025; Cai et al., 2024), o

selected adaptively based on the input (Cai et al., 2024; H()]]d et al., 2026). These approaches requlre tralmng
from scratch (e.g., Devvrit et al., 2( ‘)4) or substantial fine-tuning (e.g., (,(1‘1 et al., 2024; Valipour et al., 2023;
Zhu et al., 2025; Taghibakhshi et al.; 2025). Simoncini et al. (2025) showed that pre-trained ViTs can be made

elastic without retrammg, by searchmg for a global importance ranking with evolutionary search. To keep the
black-box search tractable, they optimize one scale per MLP block and attention head, leaving the within-block
neuron order fixed to the initial scores. We keep their retraining-free, ranking-based formulation, but replace
the search with gradient-based optimization, which makes per-neuron scores tractable to optimize and lets the
ranking be repaired within a block.

3 Method

We aim to make a pre-trained transformer elastic: a single model that can be pruned to any computational
budget at test time, without retraining. To this end, we rank a transformer’s functional units, i.e., its MLP
neurons and attention heads. Whereas standard pruning commits to a single sparsity, i.e., a fraction of FLOPs
removed, a ranking realizes any sparsity by removing units from its bottom until the target is met. We first
estimate an initial importance score for every unit (Section 3.1). These scores induce an initial ranking, but
one that may not reflect downstream performance or be directly comparable across blocks and unit types. We
therefore propose an algorithm that optimizes this ranking via differentiable soft pruning, placing all units on a
common scale and preserving performance across sparsity targets (Section 3.2). An overview of our method is
shown in Figure 1.



3.1 Preliminary: Importance Score Estimation

Ranking units requires per-unit importance scores, which we initialize following prior work. Given a transformer
with L blocks, MLP hidden dimension H and A attention heads per block, we seek MLP scores s & RL “H and
head scores s" € RLXA The importance of a parameter 6; is often defined as the increase in a loss £ caused by
its removal, which a second order Taylor expansion around the weights 6 of a converged model reduces to the
Hessian (lm(‘un et al., 1989; Hassibi & Stork, 1992). We approximate the Hessian by its diagonal and estimate
it as the empirical Flsher over N calibration samples (Kwon et al., 2022; Simoncini et al., 2025):

1 Z<8£k> | 0

k=1

The per-sample loss £y, is modality specific: for vision encoders we use the self-supervised DINO objective (Caron
et al., 2021), which yields gradients for supervised and self-supervised models alike and for text encoders the
symmetrlzed in-batch InfoNCE objective (van den Oord et al., 2018; Giinther et al., 2023). Both are detailed in
Appendix A.3.2.

In either case, scores H; are per-weight, whereas we prune whole units, so we average scores over the input-
projection column and output-projection row for an MLP neuron, and, followmg Simoncini et al. (2025), over
the value-projection slice for an attention head, yielding initial scores s™ and s". Yet, these scores are a weak
basis for pruning: (i) the diagonal approximation ignores unit interactions, (i¢) the proxy loss may not align
with downstream performance, and (iii) scores are not comparable across blocks (Molchanov et al., 2017) and
unit types.

Simoncini et al. (2025) optimize initial importance scores through black-box search over one score scaling factor
per MLP block and attention head. This enables reallocating sparsity across blocks and ranking individual
heads while keeping the search space dimensionality manageable. However, neuron rankings within each MLP
block remain fixed: keeping an important neuron with a low initial score also requires keeping all higher-ranked
neurons in that block. We mitigate these limitations by optimizing all unit scores jointly, on a common scale,
across sparsity targets via differentiable soft-pruning, which we introduce next.

3.2 Differentiable soft pruning

Starting from the initial importance scores, we reorder functional units to preserve performance at every sparsity
target, by minimizing the loss under pruning. Pruning, however, is a hard truncation of the ranking, and is
hence non-differentiable with respect to the importance scores. We therefore relax pruning into a soft mask,
so that the loss becomes differentiable with respect to scores, and optimize them directly via gradient descent
while keeping the model weights frozen. We next describe the score parametrization, the soft masking, and the
objective.

Score parametrization. We use learnable log-scores 2™ for MLP neurons and z" for attention heads, which can
vary freely while their exponentials remain positive. To establish a common reference point for the joint ranking,
we center each score type once at initialization: z™=log(s™)—median(log(s™)) and z"=log(s")—median(log(s")).
This aligns their medians at zero without changing either distribution’s spread or the ranking within each type.
We use the median as it is less sensitive to outliers than the mean. We then jointly optimize the combined
log-scores z, which induce a single ranking over all units.

Soft masking. For a sparsity target b, hard pruning walks the ranking from the top and keeps units until
their cumulative FLOP cost reaches (1—b) of the dense model. Let 3 be the score of the last unit kept, held
constant via stop-gradient. We relax the hard selection 1[z > k] to soft masks M;™ for MLP neurons and M}
for attention heads, given by a sigmoid of the signed distance from the threshold at temperature 7:

m_ h_
M" =0 (Z“”) e (0, 1), Mh=g <Z“b) € (0,1)1%4, 2)
T

T

Scores above the threshold receive mask values closer to one, while scores below it receive values closer to zero.
The temperature 7 controls the sharpness of this transition. We recompute k; at each optimization step so



that the cutoff continues to reflect its associated sparsity target as scores and the unit ranking change. During
optimization, the soft masks scale activations in the forward pass as:

MLP; = (¢p(zW1) ® M]})Ws  Attn; = (Cat (head: (z), ..., heada(z)) © M) W, (3)

where [ indexes the transformer block, and each head’s mask scales all its output channels.

Objective. As our goal is an elastic model covering a wide sparsity range, we optimize scores by minimizing
the loss of masked models over a set B of sparsity targets:

¥ = argmln B ZE (z)~D L (f (x, My(2)),9)], (4)
beB

where f(x, My(2)) is the network with the mask for sparsity target b applied, D the calibration set, and ¢ the
optimization loss. We use the model’s native loss where applicable, e.g., cross-entropy for a classifier, and
otherwise minimize the cosine distance between soft-pruned and dense embeddings, with y denoting the dense
embedding. The masked model’s loss reflects how units function together under pruning, capturing interactions
that the Hessian-diagonal initialization ignores, and optimizing a separate score for every MLP neuron and
attention head gives us full freedom to reorder units in response to these interactions.

Optimization details. At each optimization step, we average the loss over 14 sparsity targets, from 5% to
70% in 5% increments, using the same calibration batch. For a single sparsity target, units far above or below
the pruning threshold have mask values near one or zero, where the sigmoid is nearly saturated. Their scores
therefore receive little gradient through the masks, while units near the threshold are more sensitive to score
changes. Across multiple targets, a unit far from one threshold may lie close to another and receive a useful
gradient from that target. We hypothesize that this broader gradient signal, together with the freedom to reorder
individual units, helps preserve performance across sparsity targets. The final scores s* = exp(z*) define the
ranking used for pruning at inference time. Unlike methods that sparsify uniformly across blocks (Frantar &
Alistarh, 2023), search locally (IKwon et al.; 2022), or keep separate rankings per unit type (Simoncini et al.,
2025), we let the optimization decide where Spar51ty goes, across blocks and functional units.

4 Experiments

We compare against one-shot pruning baselines on vision and text tasks in Section 4.1, study the effect of
model size in Section 4.2, evaluate elastic deployment against a fixed dense index and measure speedups in
Section 4.3, and ablate our design choices in Section 4.4. Unless otherwise specified, we evaluate six sparsity
targets from 10% to 60% in 10% increments, report the computational cost in theoretical GFLOPs, and evaluate
all pruning methods without weight correction to isolate the effect of unit selection, deferring weight correction
to Appendix A.2.7.

4.1 Comparison with Pruning Methods

Setup. We evaluate pruned vision encoders through k-NN classification on ImageNet-1k (Deng et al., 2009),
in-context semantic segmentation on Pascal VOC 2012 (Everingham et al., 2010) with the Hummingbird
protocol (Balazevic et al., 2 )'7‘%) and pruned text encoders on the 41-task MTEB(eng, v2) suite (Muennighoff et al.,
2023; Em voldsen et al., 2025). For clabslﬁcatlon we consider five V1T B/16 models from the AugReg (Steiner
et al., 2022), DINOv3 (Smlmm et al., 2026), DeiT (Touvron et al., 2021), DeiT-III (Touvron et al., 2022), and
SlgLIPV2 (Tschannen et al., 2025) famlhes For segmentation, we con51der AugReg, which supports all baselines,
and DINOv3, for its strong patch-level representations. For both vision tasks, we compare our pruning method
against five one-shot correction- and retraining-free baselines: FPTP (K\mn et al., 2022), SparseGPT (Frantar &
Alistarh, 2023), OPTIN (KKhaki & Plataniotis, 2024), VBP (Berisha et al., 2025), and SnapViT (Simoncini et al.,
2025). FPTP and OPTIN require a classification head, so we evaluate them only on the superv1sed backbones.
For text, we consider the bidirectional BGE-L (Xiao et al., 2024) and E5-L (Wang et al., 2022) encoders and the
decoder- based Qwen3 0.6B (Zhang et al., 2025) and E5- Mlstral 7B (Wang et al., 2024) embedders7 and compare
against SnapViT and SlimGPT (Ling et al., 2024).

Image classification. The top row of Figure 2 shows ImageNet-1k k-NN accuracy for the five ViT-B/16
backbones. Baselines are competitive under shallow pruning, with SnapViT within 0.9% of our method on DeiT
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Figure 2 Our method yields smooth degradation curves across vision and text tasks. Performance versus
compute for our method and six baselines from dense to 60% sparsity. Curve labels indicate FLOP sparsity. Top:
ImageNet-1k top-1 k-NN accuracy. Bottom left: Pascal VOC 2012 Hummingbird mIoU. Bottom right: mean MTEB score.
Baselines remain competitive under shallow pruning, but our method retains higher performance as sparsity increases,
with the largest gains under moderate and deep pruning.

and DeiT-III at up to 30% sparsity. Past 30%, every baseline degrades sharply while our method degrades
smoothly, leading the runner-up by 9.6% on DeiT to 40.3% on DINOv3 at 50% sparsity, and by 15.3% on
DeiT-III to 28.4% on DINOv3 at 60%. The gap is largest on the self-supervised and image-text backbones: at
40% sparsity, our method retains 69.4% on DINOv3 and 61.1% on SigLIPv2, whereas every baseline falls below
30%. Our method thus widens the usable sparsity band of every backbone, matching the baselines under shallow
pruning and retaining substantially higher accuracy past 30% sparsity. Appendix A.2.2 extends the comparison
to nine transfer datasets and linear probing, where the same trends hold, except on EuroSAT (Helber et al.,
2018), where SnapViT and OPTIN retain higher accuracy.

In-context semantic segmentation. The bottom-left panels of Figure 2 report mIoU on Pascal VOC 2012 for
AugReg and DINOv3 ViT-B/16 under the retrieval-based Hummingbird protocol. On AugReg, FPTP and VBP
match our method up to 20% sparsity, but our method leads from 30% onward, by up to 25.1% over OPTIN, the
runner-up, at 50%. On DINOv3, our method leads at every sparsity: at 30%, it loses only 3.8% mloU against
22.4% for SnapViT, the runner-up. Past 40%, however, DINOv3 degrades sharply with our method as well,
losing 34.8% at 50% sparsity. Our method thus preserves patch-level representations better than the baselines
without any task-specific calibration, with the largest gains under moderate pruning.

Text embedding. The bottom-right panels of Figure 2 report the MTEB score for pruned BGE-L, E5-L, and
Qwen3 0.6B models. Our method outperforms SimGPT at every sparsity on all three encoders, by up to 38.0
points on Qwen3 0.6B at 60%. SnapViT is on par with our method under shallow pruning, exceeding it by at
most 1.0 point at up to 30% sparsity, but falls behind under deep pruning: at 60%, E5-L retains 57.3 with our
method against 30.2 for SnapViT. Bidirectional encoders are more robust. For example, our method loses only
5.1 points on E5-L at 60% sparsity, against 18.0 on Qwen3 0.6B. Our method thus preserves text embeddings
more consistently than the baselines under deep pruning, on bidirectional and decoder-based encoders alike.
Appendix A.2.5 extends the comparison to all nine text encoders, where the same trends hold: SnapViT is
competitive under shallow pruning, but our method outperforms both baselines on every model under deep
pruning. It further isolates retrieval tasks, which are more sensitive to pruning.

4.2 Effect of Model Size

Setup. We use the same protocols and baselines as in Section 4.1, but vary model size within a family. We
evaluate DeiT-III from ViT-S/16 to ViT-H/14 and DINOv3 ViT-B/16 and ViT-H+/16 via k-NN on ImageNet-1k,
and for text BGE-S, B, and L and Qwen3 0.6B, 4B, and 8B on MTEB.



DeiT-1ll / ImageNet-1k DINOv3 / ImageNet-1k

ViT-S/16 ViT-B/16 ViT-L/16 _ViT-H/14 ViT-B/16 ViT-H+/16
20% 20% 00, o .20.‘7”v 40% o .70.‘1”0 40% oo, 20% 20% 40% oo
> % ®u@x % Or@x@n 60% OrQi@x@ . 40% 0010 009, o
8 75% .'.'0..50“,;, .-o.... - .'O.. 109 _® O-.-o.. @
=1 () ~ \
S 50% o, ® “
< \ [
z _.. () 60%
Z 25% 60%
iv3
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
8 6 4 32 24 16 120 90 60 320 240 160 40 32 24 450 300 150
BGE / MTEB Qwen3 / MTEB
S B L 0.6B 4B 8B
80 20% ® 39% ® .20% 40%
20% 20% 409 20% 409, CIr "QrQ,q 40% 020" 0o
o (N 40% 60% "Qr@x@n 60% -...... 60% @y g 40% . ng.. 60% -... 60%
§ 60 0-0...._. ®0.q 0=0.g (M ..fo'@ 5 ~e
& 40
=t
=
20
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
12 9 6 40 32 24 160 120 80 240 180 120 1600 1200 800 3200 2400 1600
GFLOPs
@® Ours FPTP SparseGPT OPTIN VBP SnapViT SlimGPT

Figure 3 Larger vision models tolerate more pruning. Performance versus compute for our method and baselines
from dense to 60% sparsity. Curve labels indicate FLOP sparsity. Top: ImageNet-1k top-1 k-NN accuracy for DeiT-111
and DINOv3. Bottom: mean MTEB score for BGE and Qwen3. Size helps BGE modestly and Qwen3 inconsistently.
Our advantage grows with size except on DeiT-11I, where SnapViT remains competitive.

Image classification. The top row of Figure 3 shows that degradation flattens with scale. At 50% sparsity,
our method loses 33.2% on DeiT-III ViT-S/16 but only 5.3% on ViT-H/14, and 26.1% on DINOv3 ViT-B/16
against 1.8% on ViT-H+/16, which stays within 0.4% of its dense accuracy up to 40%. Baselines benefit from
scale on DeiT-III, where SnapViT matches our method up to 40% sparsity on ViT-L/16 and ViT-H/14 and
trails it by only 1.1% at 50% on ViT-H/14. On DINOv3, in contrast, the advantage grows with scale: at 60%
sparsity, our method retains 79.4% on ViT-H+ /16 while every baseline falls below 20%. Larger models thus
tolerate more pruning with our method, while its advantage depends on the backbone, shrinking on supervised
DeiT-III and widening on self-supervised DINOv3. Appendix A.2.2 reports the same trend for the AugReg
and SigLIPv2 families and under linear probing, where DINOv3 ViT-H+ /16 loses only 0.8% at 50% sparsity.
Within the DINO WebSSL family (Fan et al., 2025), we further find that pruning larger models can outperform
deploying smaller dense counterparts: pruned 3B and 7B models pareto-dominate the dense 2B and 5B models,

2]

respectively, as shown in Appendix Figure 13.

Text embedding. The bottom row of Figure 3 shows that, unlike in vision, size matters less than family.
At 60% sparsity, BGE losses shrink only from 10.0 MTEB points for BGE-S to 8.7 for BGE-L, while Qwen3
losses go from 18.0 points for 0.6B to 19.5 for 4B and 15.7 for 8B, without a consistent trend. The advantage
over SnapViT nonetheless grows with size within each family, from 2.5 to 13.3 points on BGE and from 8.3 to
16.4 points on Qwen3 4B and 8B at 60% sparsity. Under deep pruning, bidirectional encoders better retain
performance than decoder-based embedders regardless of size, while our advantage over the baselines grows with
size in both families. Appendix A.2.5 reports results for all nine encoders, and compares our pruned E5-Mistral
7B (Wang et al., 2024) with EffiR (Lei et al., 2026) in retrieval.

4.3 Elastic Deployment

Setup. The preceding evaluations encode index samples and queries with the same pruned model. In deployment,
however, the index can be built once offline with the dense encoder, while incoming queries are encoded elastically
depending on the current workload (Devvrit et al., 2024). We evaluate this asymmetric setting with the k-NN
protocol of Section 4.1 on ImageNet-1k for the same five ViT-B/16 backbones, and through text retrieval on
BEIR (Thakur et al., 2021), using the MTEB implementation, for BGE-L, E5-L, E5-Mistral 7B, and Qwen3 4B
and 8B.

Image classification. In the top row of Figure 4, baselines remain competitive under shallow pruning but

collapse under deep pruning: at 50% sparsity, the best baseline falls below 6% accuracy on AugReg, DINOv3,
and SigLIPv2, while VBP cannot reach high sparsity as it prunes only MLP neurons. Our method instead
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Figure 4 Our method better preserves compatibility with a fixed dense index. Performance versus compute
for our method and baselines from dense to 60% sparsity, with the index encoded once by the dense model and queries
encoded by its pruned counterparts. Curve labels indicate FLOP sparsity. Top: ImageNet-1k top-1 k-NN accuracy.
Bottom: mean BEIR nDCG@10. Baselines remain competitive under shallow pruning, but our method supports deeper
query encoder pruning without rebuilding the index.

degrades gradually, leading the runner-up by 13.8% on SigLIPv2 to 49.4% on DINOv3 at 50% sparsity, with its
largest lead of 66.2% on DINOv3 at 40%. Absolute accuracy is backbone-dependent: at 50% sparsity, DeiT
retains 66.3% versus 13.9% for SigLIPv2. Our method thus better preserves compatibility with a fixed dense
index than the baselines across pretraining regimes, although deep pruning remains costly on some backbones.

Text retrieval. The bottom row of Figure 4 shows that our method degrades smoothly, losing at most 3.0
nDCG@10 points at 20% sparsity and 10.9 at 40%. SnapViT remains competitive under shallow pruning, leading
by at most 1.8 points at up to 40% sparsity, but collapses under deep pruning, where our method outperforms
both baselines on every backbone at 50% and 60%, by up to 36.5 points on Qwen3 8B at 60%. The bidirectional
E5-L is again the most robust, losing only 1.5 points at 30% sparsity and 9.3 at 60%. Elastic queries thus
remain compatible with a fixed dense index, allowing query budgets to change without rebuilding the index, and
our method extends this compatibility to deep pruning. Appendix A.2.6 confirms these trends across all nine
encoders.

Measured speedups. While the preceding experiments report theoretical GFLOPs, practical inference gains
also depend on hardware and execution settings. We therefore measure throughput and latency for dense and
pruned models. For AugReg ViT-B/16 at 60% sparsity, we achieve up to 1.80% the dense model’s throughput
at batch size 128 and a 1.26x speedup in single-query latency on an A100 in fpl6, using compilation and
GPU-friendly pruning. Switching between budgets has a mean cost of 0.46 ms, excluding the initial compilation.
Appendix A.4 details the measurement protocol, execution settings, and the effect of pruning granularity on
speed and accuracy. These results show that elastic models support faster inference with a negligible switching
overhead.

4.4 Ablations

In this section, we investigate how score granularity helps address neglected unit interactions, whether ranking
optimization can recover from poor initial rankings, and whether optimizing jointly across sparsity targets
improves the resulting ranking. Appendix A.7 provides additional ablations on the optimization loss, calibration
data, the unified ranking, and optimization settings.

Per-unit optimization mitigates the diagonal approximation. Our method learns an individual score
for every neuron and head, allowing the ranking to adapt to cross-unit interactions ignored by the diagonal



initialization. To test how much this freedom matters, we compare progressively finer score parametrizations at
equal compute, using the same 300-step optimization protocol and fixed MLP-to-head sparsity allocations. We
consider one scaling factor per MLP or MHA sublayer, one per MLP block and attention head as in SnapViT, one
per neuron group and attention head with progressively finer groups formed according to the initial importance
ranking, and finally an independent score per neuron and head as in our standard parametrization. We implement
each scaling factor as an additive offset to the corresponding log-scores. As shown in Table 1, accuracy increases
monotonically with optimization granularity, from 29.4% with sublayer-level scaling factors to 59.7% with
per-unit scores. Applying our protocol to the SnapViT parametrization improves accuracy from 28.4% to 34.6%,
but its search space still trails per-unit optimization by 25.1%. Thus, under the same optimization protocol,
allowing finer groups of units to change their relative order improves accuracy, with independent per-unit scores
performing best.

Optimization Granularity Parameters ImageNet-1k

Table 1 Per-unit optimization

mitigates the diagonal None 0 29.4
approximation. ImageNet-1k top-1 Sublayer 24 29.4
k-NN accuracy for Al.lgReg ViT-B/16 at MLP Sublayer + Head (SnapViT)f 156 34.6
50% sparsity under different score

parametrizations. Groups are neuron 8 Groups + Head 240 36.3
groups per MLP block. All optimized 64 Groups + Head 912 43.3
variants use equal compute. Per-unit 512 Groups + Head 6,288 51.9
scores achieve the highest accuracy. Neuron + Head (Ours) 37,008 59.7

T SnapViT’s score parametrization under our optimization protocol.

Robustness to score initialization. As shown in Table 1, allowing units to change their relative order
independently improves the optimized ranking. We next test whether this flexibility allows us to recover strong
rankings from poor initial scores. In Table 2 we compare random scores, weight magnitude, Wanda (Sun et al.,
2024), our default DINO-based scores, and magnitude-augmented SNIP (Kohama et al.; 2023). At 20% sparsity,
optimization lifts Wanda from 7.2% to 77.8% accuracy and random initialization from 58.2% to 76.8%, placing
them within 2.3% and 3.3%, respectively, of DINO initialization. Initialization matters more at 60% sparsity,
where DINO leads Wanda by 12.6% and SNIP by 1.9%. At 40% sparsity, SNIP leads DINO by 0.3%, possibly
because its scores use gradients from the model’s native cross-entropy objective. Thus, our optimization can
repair poor initial rankings, although a strong initialization remains beneficial under deep pruning.

Table 2 Robustness to score Sparsity

initialization. ImageNet-1k top-1 20% / 28.2 G 40% /212 G 60% / 14.2 G

k-NN accuracy for AugReg

ViT-B/16 at 20%, 40%, and 60% Score Plain Ours Plain Ours Plain Ours

sparsity, before (Plain) and after Random 582 76.87180 147 632095 79 355270

%ﬁﬁ;ﬁ?ﬁf“ﬁgﬁﬁ;aﬁf - Magnitude 73 77.0°7T 42 637000 25 338tils

initializations, gaining up to 70.6% Wanda 72 77.87700 6.2  63.17°07 4.8  32.67°78

for Wanda at 20% sparsity. SNIP Mag. 782 79.7 ¥ 378 69.47316 124 43.3+309
DINO 78.6 80.1 "0 42,5 69.17°6° 17.0 45.272%2

Joint optimization across sparsity targets improves performance. An elastic ranking must remain
competitive at each deployment budget. We therefore test whether jointly optimizing across sparsity targets
compromises performance at individual targets. Table 3 compares joint optimization across 14 sparsity targets
from 5% to 70% with a separate ranking optimized for each reported target. Compared with single-target
optimization, joint optimization improves performance at all three evaluated sparsities, gaining from 0.4% at
20% sparsity to 3.6% at 60%. These results show that a ranking learned across budgets can outperform separate
rankings optimized for individual targets, while avoiding re-optimization when the deployment budget changes.



Table 3 Joint optimization across sparsity targets improves Sparsity Single  Elastic

pe.rform.an.ce. .ImageNet—lk top-1 k—NN. accuracy for AugReg ViT-B/16. 20% / 289 G 797 80.1+04
Joint optimization over 14 targets (Elastic) outperforms single-target 419
optimization (Single) at all three sparsities. 40% /212G 672 69.17

60% /142 G 41.6 45.2736

5 Conclusion

In this work, we make pre-trained transformer encoders elastic through differentiable soft pruning, jointly
optimizing individual neuron and head scores across sparsity targets without any weight updates. The resulting
ranking supports pruning up to the deepest optimization target without further optimization. Across 27 vision
and text encoders, our method improves the performance-compute trade-off over the evaluated baselines, with
the largest gains under deep pruning. Compatibility with a fixed dense index, measured inference speedups, and
low budget-switching overhead enable query compute to adapt to fluctuating workloads.

Limitations. While our method performs strongly on vision and bidirectional text encoders, deep pruning
remains challenging for the evaluated decoder-based text embedders. We leave investigating this sensitivity,
evaluating our method on diffusion-based image generation and autoregressive language modelling, and exploring
elastic post-training using our learned rankings to future work.
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A Appendix

A.1 Datasets

Image classification. We evaluate the quality of global representations on ImageNet-1k (Deng et al.; 2009)
and nine transfer datasets covering natural images, textures, and remote sensing. The datasets span coarse- and
fine-grained recognition. Table 4 summarizes the number of classes, training and test set sizes, and average,
minimum, and maximum native image resolutions for each dataset. We follow the standard evaluation protocols
and report top-1 accuracy on the test split, except for ImageNet-1k, for which we report validation-set accuracy.

Table 4 Image classification datasets. Summary table of the image classification datasets.

Avg. Native Min Native Max Native Training Test

Dataset Classes Resolution  Resolution  Resolution  Samples Samples
DTD Textures (Cimpoi et al., 2014) 47 500 x 453 300 x 231 800 x 701 1880 1880
FGVC Aircraft (Maji et al., 2013) 100 1104 x 751 775 x 430 1600 x 1188 3334 3333
EuroSAT (Helber et al., 2018) 10 64 x 64 64 x 64 64 x 64 21600 5400
CIFAR 10 (Krizhevsky, 2009) 10 32 x 32 32 x 32 32 x 32 50000 10000
CIFAR 100 (Krizhevsky, 2009) 100 32 x 32 32 x 32 32 x 32 50000 10000
Oxford-IIIT Pets (Parkhi et al., 2012) 37 431 x 383 114 x 108 3264 x 2606 3680 3669
RESISC 45 (Cheng et al., 2017) 45 256 x 256 256 x 256 256 x 256 18900 6300
Flowers 102 (Nilsback & Zisserman, 2008) 102 624 x 538 500 x 500 919 x 993 1020 6149
Food 101 (Bossard et al., 2014) 101 496 x 476 193 x 122 512 x 512 75750 25250
ImageNet-1k (Deng et al., 2009) 1000 473 x 406 8 x 10 9331 x 6530  1.28M 50000

Semantic segmentation. We evaluate patch-level representations on the validation split of Pascal VOC
2012 (Everingham et al.; 2010), reporting the mIoU.

Text embedding and retrieval. We evaluate text representations using the official implementation of
MTEB(eng, v2) (Muennighofl et al., 2023; Enevoldsen et al., 2025), which covers 41 English-language tasks across
classification, clustering, pair classification, retrieval, reranking, semantic textual similarity, and summarization.
We report the mean across tasks. For elastic retrieval with asymmetric document and query encoders, we report
mean nDCG@10 across the 15 BEIR datasets (Thakur et al., 2021).

A.2 Additional Experiments
A.2.1 How does ranking optimization change allocations?

In this section, we investigate whether ranking optimization only redistributes retained capacity across blocks or
also changes which units are retained within each block. Figure 5 compares plain and optimized selections for
AugReg, DINOv3, and SigLIPv2 ViT-B/16 models at 50% sparsity. The top rows show the number of retained
MLP neurons and attention heads per block. The bottom rows use the optimized per-block allocation and divide
its retained units into those also selected by the plain scores and those newly selected after ranking optimization.

The cross-block effect is backbone-specific. AugReg’s allocation changes only modestly, while DINOv3 undergoes
a larger redistribution that restores capacity to the final MLP block. For Sigl.IPv2, optimization preserves the
aggressive pruning of later MLP blocks. Across all three backbones, the optimized ranking selects a different
subset of units even in blocks where the number retained changes little. This within-block reordering is most
visible for MLP neurons. Ranking optimization therefore changes both the allocation of capacity across blocks
and the ordering of units within blocks.

A.2.2 Additional Backbones and Model Scaling

Original DeiT. We additionally evaluate DeiT-B/16 (Touvron et al., 2021) via k-NN classification and linear
probing on ImageNet-1k and the transfer datasets. As shown in Figure 6, our method degrades more smoothly
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Figure 5 Ranking optimization changes both cross-block sparsity allocation and within-block selection.
Retained MLP neurons and attention heads at 50% sparsity for AugReg, DINOv3, and SigLIPv2 ViT-B/16. The top rows
compare per-block allocations from plain and optimized scores with uniform pruning. The bottom rows use the optimized
per-block allocation and divide its retained units into those also selected by the plain scores and those newly selected after
ranking optimization. Newly retained units appear even where block-level allocations remain nearly unchanged, showing
that ranking optimization also reorders units within blocks rather than merely redistributing capacity across them.

than the baselines as sparsity increases. FPTP, OPTIN, VBP and SnapViT are competitive under shallow
pruning, but our method retains higher accuracy under deep pruning in both evaluation protocols.

Linear probing. We evaluate pruned AugReg ViT-B/16, DINOv3 ViT-H+/16, and SigLIPv2 ViT-G/16
models in linear classification on ImageNet-1k and the transfer datasets. On AugReg, linear probing shows
the same qualitative advantage over baselines as k-NN classification, while retaining more accuracy at high
sparsity, as shown in Figure 7. At 50% sparsity, DINOv3 ViT-H+/16 retains 84.4% ImageNet-1k accuracy and
85.4% on the transfer average, with losses of only 0.8% and 3.3% from the dense model while removing 427M
parameters. SigLIPv2 ViT-G/16 retains 69.4% and 73.9%, with losses of 12.3% and 17.2% while removing 573M
parameters. At 50% sparsity, our method leads SnapViT, the runner-up, by 41.2% and 49.9% on ImageNet-1k
for DINOv3 and SigLIPv2 respectively. These results show that our advantage over baselines also extends to
linear classification.

Model scaling. We provide the full performance versus compute curves discussed in Section 4.2 for AugReg
in Figure 9, DeiT-I1I in Figure 10, DINOv3 in Figure 11, and DINO WebSSL in Figure 13. We additionally
compare SigLIPv2 ViT-B/16 and ViT-G/16 in Figure 12.
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Figure 6 Our method retains higher accuracy under deep pruning on DeiT-B/16. Top-1 k-NN (top) and
linear-probing (bottom) accuracy versus GFLOPs on ImageNet-1k and the transfer average. Most baselines are competitive

under shallow pruning, but degrade more sharply than our method as sparsity increases.
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Figure 7 Our method degrades more smoothly under linear probing on AugReg ViT-B/16. Top-1 accuracy
in linear classification on ImageNet-1k and transfer datasets for AugReg ViT-B/16 models pruned with our method and
the baselines. Compared with the corresponding k-NN results in Figure 9, linear probes retain more accuracy under deep

pruning.
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Figure 8 Our method outperforms baselines in linear classification under deep pruning on large DINOv3
and SigLIPv2 models. Top-1 accuracy in linear classification on ImageNet-1k and transfer datasets for DINOv3
ViT-H+/16 (top) and SigLIPv2 ViT-G/16 (bottom), comparing our method with compatible baselines. Notably, the
linear accuracy on ImageNet-1k for DINOv3 is essentially flat at up to 50% sparsity.
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Figure 9 Larger AugReg models tolerate more pruning. Top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k and transfer
datasets for AugReg models pruned with our method and the baselines.

A.2.3 Transfer Datasets

In Figure 14, we plot the top-1 k-NN accuracy of AugReg ViT-B/16 models pruned with our method and the
baselines for ImageNet-1k and all transfer datasets. While our method consistently matches or outperforms
the baselines except on EuroSAT, the results show significantly different behavior across tasks: performance
on Pets is approximately constant, with a dip only at 60% sparsity, while fine-grained tasks such as Food 101,
CIFAR-100, and Flowers 102 degrade more sharply. Interestingly, performance on Aircraft is approximately
constant at every sparsity target, but this is most likely explained by the poor performance of the dense model.
Furthermore, the good performance on Pets might be an artifact of calibration data alignment, as a significant
number of ImageNet-1k classes concern cats and dogs. These results show that our advantage over baselines
holds on individual transfer tasks, and that the impact of pruning varies with task granularity and calibration
data alignment.

Figure 15 and Figure 16 repeat the per-task comparison for DINOv3 ViT-H+/16 and SigLIPv2 ViT-G/16.
DINOv3 is remarkably stable: at 50% sparsity, it stays within 2.0% of the dense model on ImageNet-1k,
CIFAR-10, EuroSAT, and Pets, and, surprisingly, Flowers 102 improves by 7.7%. Fine-grained tasks degrade
only at 60% sparsity, where CIFAR-100 loses 16.4% against 5.6% on ImageNet-1k. SigLIPv2 degrades more and
less evenly: at 60% sparsity, it loses 17.0% on ImageNet-1k and over 30% on Aircraft, Flowers 102, and Food
101, while EuroSAT, RESISC45, and Pets lose at most 9.1%. On both models, baselines are competitive only
under shallow pruning, leading on Flowers 102 for DINOv3 and on Aircraft for SigLIPv2, whereas from 40%
and 30% sparsity, respectively, our method matches or exceeds every baseline on every dataset. Taken together,
these results show that our advantage under moderate and deep pruning holds per task on both large models,
and that fine-grained tasks, and Sigl.LIPv2 in particular, degrade the most.
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Figure 10 Larger DeiT-IIT models tolerate more pruning. Top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k and transfer
datasets for DeiT-III models pruned with our method and the baselines. At 60% sparsity, ViT-H/14 loses 10.4% on
ImageNet-1k and 2.73% on the transfer average, while removing approximately 378M parameters.

A.2.4 In-Context Semantic Segmentation

Figure 17 and Figure 18 provide per-baseline breakdowns on Pascal VOC 2012 for AugReg and DINOv3
ViT-B/16. On AugReg, our method outperforms OPTIN, the runner-up, by 25.1% mloU at 50% sparsity. On
DINOv3, our method yields a smooth degradation curve and outperforms the baselines across the evaluated
compute range. At 40% sparsity, equivalent to 141.5 GFLOPs, it retains 70.3% mloU, outperforming VBP, the
runner-up, by 39.8% despite using 3.1 fewer GFLOPs. Across both backbones, our method preserves patch-level
representations more effectively than the evaluated baselines under deep pruning.

A.2.5 Text Representations

We provide the full MTEB comparison across all nine text encoders and pruning methods in Table 5.

Tables 8 and 9 isolate non-retrieval and retrieval performance across the evaluated models. Retrieval is more
sensitive to pruning, especially at high sparsity: at 60% sparsity, BGE-L loses 19.6 points in retrieval nDCGQ10,
compared with 5.3 points in its non-retrieval score. SnapViT remains competitive under shallow pruning, leading
our method on individual encoders by at most 2.6 points, but our method achieves the highest nDCG@10 on all
but E5-Mistral 7B at 40% sparsity and on every encoder at 50% and 60%, with margins growing under deeper
pruning. For example, at 30% sparsity, E5-L retains 47.3 nDCG@10 with our method, compared with 17.6 for
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Table 5 Elastic pruning generalizes to text. MTEB score for dense and elastically pruned models across the BGE,
E5, E5-Mistral, and Qwen3 families. Shallow pruning is nearly free: at 20% sparsity, no model loses more than 3.3 points,
and the E5 models lose under 1.0 points. Under deep pruning, bidirectional encoders degrade more gracefully than
decoders: at 60% sparsity, BGE and E5 lose between 5.1 and 10.0 points, while E5-Mistral and Qwen3 lose between 11.5
and 19.5.

Sparsity
Backbone Method Dense 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
BGE-S SnapViT  64.3 634799 62.471°% 60.53% 576767 546797 51.87125
SlimGPT 63.2- 11 61.2731 584759 547796 489154 418225
Ours 63.7706 623720 03740 584759 56.7°76 54,37100
BGE-B SnapViT 652 65.0792 64.2710 63.2720 60.17>! 556796 4997153
SlimGPT 63.8~14  61.2740 57.1-81  534-118 4099-243 406246
Ours 64.8794 64.2710 63.2720 61.8°3% 59557 56.4°%8
BGE-L SnapViT  65.8 652796  64.2716  61.17%7 5467112 4887170 438220
SlimGPT 59.1-67  51.8710 5017157 4967162 47.1-187 4007258
Ours 65.5 93 64.8719 63.6722 61.27%6 59,563 57,187
E5-B SnapViT 62,5 61.9796  60.5720  57.07°%  49.87127 4627163 4287197
SlimGPT 62.4791 599-26 541784 556769 519°106 48145
Ours 62.17 %%  62.0°95 60.8°17 59.87°27 57.77%% 55,669
E5-L SnapViT 624  61.979° 569755 4727152 398-226 375-249 30 9-322
SlimGPT 54.7-77 556768 546778 5207104  46.17163 4357189
Ours 62.4190 61,7707 ¢1.1°13 60.3721 59,133 57.3°51
E5-Mistral 7B SnapViT  68.3  67.87%%°  67.071% 66.471°9 63.97%%* 5627121 4337250
SlimGPT 67.579% 656727 621792  56.37120 489-194 357316
Ours 68.1°°2 67.37'0 65627 62750 59.47%9 56.8°!5
Qwen3 0.6B SnapViT  70.1 69.67°%  66.773* 62.9°72 5767125 4737228 397304
SlimGPT 50.97192 3747327 9210491 1837518 1417560 141-560
Ours 69.5796  66.8733  61.97%2 5827119 54.4-157 52,1180
Qwen3 4B SnapViT 741 72.67'° 715726 69.27%9 64.4797 5727169 4637278
SlimGPT 68.775% 5987143 4447297 3407401 2227519 146595
Ours 72.6°1°  70.8733  68.0°61  63.6°19° 58.6715° 54.6719°
Qwen3 8B SnapViT 746 739797 726720 70.773% 67.0°76 586160 425321
SlimGPT 71.8728 674772 6127134 50.37243 3947352 961485
Ours 74.2704 72,6729 703743 67.3773 63.87108 589157
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Figure 11 Larger DINOv3 models tolerate more pruning. Top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k and the transfer
average for DINOv3 models pruned with our method and the baselines. Our method yields smoother degradation on
both models. Pruning the ViT-H+/16 to 60% sparsity removes 512M parameters, while reducing k-NN accuracy by 5.6%
on ImageNet-1k and 6.4% on the transfer average.

SnapViT and 32.8 for SlimGPT. Unlike vision transformers, larger text encoders do not consistently retain more
of their dense performance under pruning. At 60% sparsity, Qwen3 4B loses more than 0.6B on both retrieval
and non-retrieval tasks, with drops of 26.2 versus 22.2 points and 17.3 versus 16.7 points, respectively. Scaling
benefits also depend on the task group: E5-L loses substantially less than E5-B on retrieval at the same sparsity,
with drops of 8.0 versus 15.5 points, but their non-retrieval drops are similar at 4.3 and 4.1 points. Our method
thus reduces retrieval degradation relative to the baselines, but substantial losses remain at high sparsity.

Figure 19 shows the performance-compute pareto frontier for each model family. Dense scaling brings little
improvement for BGE and E5: BGE scores increase from 64.3 for BGE-S to 65.8 for BGE-L, while E5-B and
E5-L score similarly at 62.5 and 62.4. Scale benefits Qwen3 more, with 4B scoring 74.1 versus 70.1 for 0.6B.
Yet, further scaling to 8B only yields 74.6. The performance margin available for pruning therefore varies
across model sizes and families. Nonetheless, elastic pruning extends the frontier beyond dense models: BGE-B
and BGE-L remain on the frontier up to 10% sparsity, while Qwen3 8B and 4B are on the frontier at up to
10% and 20% sparsity, respectively. Pruning the smallest model in a family extends the frontier toward lower
compute, reaching below 5 GFLOPs for BGE-S without collapse. With similar dense scores, E5-L is always
pareto-dominated by dense E5-B.

Comparison with EffiR. We compare our pruned E5-Mistral 7B models with EffiR (Lei et al., 2026) on its
reported BEIR-13 subset, using the same model to encode both documents and queries. We consider two sets of
baselines: E5-Mistral 7B models pruned by coarse layer dropping without retraining, and Mistral 7B models
pruned by layer dropping or EffiR’s coarse-to-fine strategy and then fine-tuned for retrieval. As shown in Table 6,
our method achieves higher mean nDCG@10 than the pruning-only baselines in every comparison, reaching
49.9 versus 24.7 at 4.3B parameters. Against the fine-tuned models, Table 7 shows that our method achieves
higher mean nDCG@10 down to 5.7B parameters. At 4.3B parameters, it trails by 5.4 points. Pruning a strong
pre-trained retriever thus yields competitive retrieval performance at moderate sparsity without requiring any
weight updates.
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Figure 12 Larger SigLIPv2 models tolerate more pruning. Top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k and the transfer
average for SigLIPv2 ViT-B/16 and ViT-G/16 models pruned with our method and the baselines. Our method yields
smoother degradation on both models. Pruning the ViT-G/16 to 50% sparsity removes 573M parameters, while reducing
k-NN accuracy by 10.5 percentage points on ImageNet-1k and 12.9 percentage points on the transfer average.

A.2.6 Elastic Text Retrieval

Table 10 reports mean nDCG@10 for all nine text encoders, where the document index is encoded once by
the dense model and queries by its pruned counterparts. Our method outperforms both baselines at every
evaluated sparsity on BGE-S and E5-B, and from 40% sparsity onward on every other backbone except E5-Mistral
7B, where SnapViT leads by up to 1.8 points at up to 40% sparsity. At 50% and 60% sparsity, our method
outperforms both baselines on every backbone. Our advantage in elastic retrieval therefore extends across
encoder sizes and families over a broad range of query budgets.

A.2.7 Weight Correction

In our main experiments, we evaluate our method and the baselines without retraining or weight correction to
isolate the effect of unit selection. Weight correction adjusts the remaining weights to compensate for those
removed by pruning. We test whether our method remains competitive when baselines use weight correction,
and whether applying correction to our method further improves accuracy. As correction produces a separate
set of weights for each sparsity target, applying it to our method sacrifices the ability to serve multiple sparsity
targets with a single set of weights.

Vision encoders. Table 11 compares pruning methods with and without weight correction on AugReg ViT-
B/16, evaluated via top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k. For our method, we apply SparseGPT-like weight
correction (Frantar & Alistarh, 2023). Without correction, our method outperforms all uncorrected baselines at

every sparsity target. It also outperforms corrected SparseGPT at every sparsity target and corrected FPTP
at every target except 30%, while remaining within 4.0% of corrected SnapViT across all targets. Correction
uniformly improves our method, by up to 8.8% at 60% sparsity, where it surpasses corrected SnapViT by 6.5%.
Furthermore, Table 12 shows that our uncorrected method outperforms both corrected baselines on DINOv3
ViT-H+/16 from 30% sparsity onward, leading corrected SnapViT by 18.2% at 60%. Overall, these results show
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Figure 13 Pruned larger models can outperform smaller dense models. ImageNet-1k top-1 k-NN accuracy
versus GFLOPs for the six-model DINO WebSSL family, pruned with our method from dense to 60% sparsity. Pruned
3B and 7B models pareto-dominate the dense 2B and 5B anchors.

that our method remains competitive with corrected baselines, and can benefit from weight correction.

Text encoders. Table 13 compares our uncorrected method with SimGPT with and without weight correction
on MTEB(eng, v2) across all nine text encoders. Our uncorrected method outperforms corrected SimGPT at
every evaluated sparsity target on BGE-B, BGE-L, Qwen3 0.6B, and Qwen3 8B. Between 40% and 60% sparsity,
it outperforms corrected SimGPT on seven of nine encoders. Corrected SlimGPT outperforms our method on
E5-Mistral 7B and Qwen3 4B in this range, but by 1.5 points at most. These results show that our approach is
competitive with corrected SimGPT under deep pruning, while using a single set of weights across sparsity
targets.

A.3 Experimental Details

A.3.1 Backbones

For Vision we evaluate 18 transformer encoders ranging from 22M to 7B parameters. For AugReg (Steiner
et al., 2022), we evaluate ViT-S/16, ViT-B/16, and ViT L/16 models. For DeiT (Touvron et al., 2021), we
evaluate the ViT-B/16. For DeiT-I1II (Touvron et al., 2022), we evaluate ViT-S/16, ViT-B/16, ViT-L/16,
and ViT-H/14 variants. For DINOv3 (Simcéoni et al., 2 2()), we evaluate the ViT-B/16 and ViT-H+/16. For
SigLIPv2 (Tschannen et al., 2025), we evaluate the ViT-B/16 and ViT-G/16. For DINO WebSSL (Fan et al.,
2025), we evaluate all six variants, i.e., 300M, 1B, 2B, 3B, 5B, and 7B.

For text, we evaluate nine encoders ranging from 33M to 8B parameters, including five bidirectional encoders,
i.e., BGE-S, BGE-B, and BGE-L (Xiao et al., 2024), and E5-B and E5-L (Wang et al., 2022), ranging from
33M to 334M parameters. We also include four decoder-based embedders, namely Qwen3 0.6B, Qwen3 4B, and
Qwen3 8B (Zhang et al., 2025), and E5-Mistral 7B (Wang et al., 2024).

A.3.2 Initial Importance Score Estimation

In this section, we describe the modality-specific proxy losses used to compute the initial importance scores, and
their calibration data.

Vision Encoders Following Simoncini et al. (2025), we use the self-supervised DINO (Caron et al., 2021)
objective, as it does not require labels or a specialized head. We use two global crops x¢ with scale in [0 25,1],

26



ImageNet-1k CIFAR 10 CIFAR 100 Aircraft EuroSAT

( LU
> 80% P Oxgy 100% 80% 0" 0xg 25% -l.-.' N 95%
(N ~o CIY
e o, N 0:0=0:0,
3 60% ) 80% 60% - AN 20% ® 90% (R
2 N\, Al .\
S 0% 60% 40% - ® 15% - 85% - ®
=2
T 20% 40% 20% 10% - 80% -
T T T T T T T T T
32 24 16 32 24 16 32 24 16 32 24 16 32 24 16
Flowers 102 Food 101 Pets RESISC 45 Textures
010=0ig=g (T
3 100% ‘@ 80% .'.~... 80% - ~® o 9% 60% - '.\.
I O
S 80% ~.~o~. 60% 60% - g0% | T 0i®%g.0,  50% ‘o\
v] '~ (]
< 60% Ove 20% 40% - 70% 40% - [ ]
=2
< 40% 20% 20% 60% - 30% A
T T T T T T T T T
32 24 16 32 24 16 32 24 16 32 24 16 32 24 16
GFLOPs
=@= Qurs FPTP SparseGPT OPTIN VBP SnapViT

Figure 14 AugReg ViT-B/16 degrades unevenly across tasks, with fine-grained tasks being the most
sensitive. Top-1 k-NN accuracy versus GFLOPs curves on ImageNet-1k and the nine transfer datasets for AugReg
ViT-B/16 pruned from 10% to 60% sparsity with our method and the baselines. At 50% sparsity, our method loses 24.3%
on ImageNet-1k and over 30% on CIFAR-100, Flowers 102, and Food 101, but at most 8.1% on Pets, EuroSAT, and
RESISC45. Our method leads the baselines under moderate and deep pruning, except on EuroSAT, where SnapViT and
OPTIN retain higher accuracy.

and 10 local crops !, with scale in [0.05,0.25], without any color augmentation. A teacher model encodes the
global crops, while the student encodes all crops. In our case, the teacher and student are the same model, but
no gradients are computed for the teacher. The loss is then taken as the cross-entropy between each (teacher,
student) crop pair, skipping same-view pairs:

g

Lpino = Z Zl Lok (Sg [f@9)], f (min)/) ; (5)

n=1m=1

where f(-)’ are L2-normalized features and sg[-] is the stop-gradient operator. Unlike DINO, we use no projection
head, and we apply neither centering nor sharpening. Unless specified otherwise, we use 1000 random samples
from ImageNet-1k (Deng et al., 2009) for calibration. The batch size depends on model size: 32 for ViT-S, 16
for ViT-B, 8 for ViT-L, and 1 for ViT-H and ViT-G. For DINO WebSSL models we always use a batch size of 2.

Text Encoders We use the symmetrized in-batch InfoNCE objective (van den Oord et al., 2018; Guinther et al.,
2023) formulated as:

_ Los(zy)+Len(zly)  _QPT Q= fa),
2 ’ T P=fp),

where ¢; is a query, p; a passage, f(-)’ the L2-normalized pooled embedding, using each model’s own pooling,
7 = 0.02 the temperature, y the labels, and n the batch size. As each query has a single positive passage at
the same in-batch index, the labels y are the identity mapping. The batch size depends on model size: 64 for
BGE-S, 32 for BGE-B and E5-B, 16 for BGE-L, E5-L, and Qwen3 0.6B, 4 for Qwen3 4B, 2 for Qwen3 8B, and 8
for E5-Mistral 7B. As for the calibration data, we use 1000 (query, passage) pairs from MS MARCO (Bajaj
et al., 2016) across all our experiments, with samples truncated to a maximum length of 256 tokens.

c =1[0,.yn—1], (6)

Per-unit reduction We obtain each unit’s score by averaging its associated weight scores, as described in
Section 3.1, with two architecture-specific modifications. For models using SwiGLU MLPs (Shazecer, 2020),
i.e., DINOv3 ViT-H+/16 and DINO WebSSL, we average scores only over the two input projections. For
grouped-query attention (Ainslie et al., 2023) models, i.e., Qwen3 and E5-Mistral, we prune individual query
heads and score each head using its corresponding columns in the output projection, as the key and value
projections are shared across query heads.
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Figure 15 DINOv3 ViT-H+/16 is nearly lossless at 50% sparsity, and improves on Flowers 102. Top-1 k-NN
accuracy versus GFLOPs curves on ImageNet-1k and the nine transfer datasets for DINOv3 ViT-H+/16 pruned from
10% to 60% sparsity with our method and the baselines. At 50% sparsity, our method loses 1.8% on ImageNet-1k, and
between 0.5% on Pets and 6.2% on CIFAR-100 on the transfer datasets, while Flowers 102 improves from 90.2% to 97.9%.
At the same sparsity, it leads SnapViT, the runner-up, by 42.9% on ImageNet-1k, and from 40% onward it matches or
exceeds every baseline on every dataset.

A.3.3 Differentiable Soft Pruning

In this section, we detail the hyperparameters and calibration data of the differentiable soft pruning of Section 3.2,
and how the resulting ranking is applied at test time.

Optimization. We initialize the log-scores z by clamping the importance scores to a minimum of 1072 before
taking logarithms. For vision encoders, we then optimize z using Adam (Kingma & Ba, 2015), with a learning
rate n = 0.1, parameters $; = 0.9, S2 = 0.999 and no weight decay, for 300 steps. We optimize over 14 sparsity
targets, from 5% to 70% in 5% increments. At each step and for each sparsity target b, we compute the threshold
kp from the current scores, forward the calibration batch through the soft-pruned model and compute the loss.
The per-target loss terms are then averaged. We use a sigmoid temperature 7 = 0.2. The batch size depends
on the model size. For vision we use 64 for a ViT-S, 32 for a ViT-B, 16 for a ViT-L, 8 for a ViT-H, 4 for a
ViT-G. For DINO WebSSL models, we use a batch size of 16 across all configurations. Text encoders use the
same configuration, differing only in 17 = 0.2, 7 = 0.1 and batch size: 64 for BGE-S, 32 for BGE-B and E5-B, 16
for BGE-L, E5-L, and Qwen3 0.6B, 8 for E5-Mistral 7B, 4 for Qwen3 4B, and 2 for Qwen3 8B.

Calibration data. For vision encoders, we use up to 2000 random samples from ImageNet-1k (Deng et al.,
2009). For text encoders, we instead use up to 1000 passages from MS MARCO (Bajaj et al., 2016), truncated
to a maximum length of 256 tokens. As the batch size shrinks with model size, large models do not see the
whole calibration set: the number of unique samples is min(300 X batch size, | D|), e.g., 2000 for a ViT-B, 1200
for a ViT-G, and 600 for Qwen3 8B.

Objectives. Where possible, the loss ¢ is the model’s native objective: cross-entropy for supervised models, i.e.,
AugReg, DeiT and DeiT-III, and the sigmoid image-text contrastive loss of SigLIP (Zhai et al., 2023) between the
soft-pruned image embedding and pre-computed text embeddings of all ImageNet-1k class names for SigL.IPv2.
For DINOv3, DINO WebSSL, and text encoders, we instead use the cosine distance between soft-pruned and
dense features.

Test-time pruning. To prune a model to a sparsity target b, we walk the optimized ranking from the top,
keep units until their cumulative FLOP cost reaches (1 — b) of the dense model’s, and remove the rest. As a
safeguard, every block retains at least 5% of its MLP neurons and 20% of its attention heads.
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Figure 16 SigLIPv2 ViT-G/16 degrades unevenly at 50% sparsity, with fine-grained tasks being the most
sensitive. Top-1 k-NN accuracy versus GFLOPs curves on ImageNet-1k and the nine transfer datasets for Sigl.LIPv2
ViT-G/16 pruned from 10% to 60% sparsity with our method and the baselines. At 50% sparsity, our method loses 10.5%
on ImageNet-1k, and between 0.8% on EuroSAT and 39.6% on Aircraft on the transfer datasets. Under shallow pruning,
VBP and SnapViT lead on Aircraft, by 12.9% and 5.4% at 20% sparsity, but from 30% onward our method leads every
baseline on every dataset.

A.3.4 Theoretical FLOPs of functional units

For the ranking optimization and the computation of pruning thresholds x;, we only consider FLOPs associated
with prunable functional units, i.e., the input and output projections for MLP neurons and query, key, value,
and output projections, attention matrix multiplications, and softmax operations for attention heads, counting
each multiplication and addition as one FLOP, equivalent to two FLOPs per MAC. Let F denote the embedding
dimension, Hy, the attention head dimension, and N the number of tokens, defined as N = |W/P]? + 1 for
vision, given a square image of width W and patch size P, where 1 accounts for the [CLS] token. As the length
of text sequences varies, we use N = 256 for text encoders. We omit embedding lookup and the comparatively
small costs of normalization, activation functions, residual connections, pooling, and prediction heads.

The FLOP cost of one MLP neuron is Cyp = 2JEN, where J is the number of linear projections involving
that neuron. A standard MLP has J = 2, corresponding to its input and output projections, whereas a SwiGLU
MLP (Shazeer, 2020) has J = 3, corresponding to its gate, up, and down projections. For standard multi-head
attention, the cost of one head is Cyiga = SEHgN + (4Hy + 3)N?2, where the first term accounts for the query,
key, value, and output projections, and the second term accounts for computing attention logits, applying
softmax, and reducing the values. For grouped-query attention (Ainslic et al.; 2023), multiple query heads
share each key-value head. Let A, and Ay, denote the numbers of retained query and key-value heads in a
block. Its exact attention cost is Cqqa = 4EHgN(Aq + Aky) + (4Hq + 3)AqN2. For ranking, we assign each
query head the amortized cost C; = 4EHqN(1+ 1/R) + (4Hq + 3)N?, where R is the number of query heads
sharing one key-value head. Pruning a query head removes its query projection, corresponding output-projection
columns, and attention computation, whereas the shared key and value projections are removed only when
every associated query head is pruned. We use the exact block cost when reporting model FLOPs. Under this
accounting, for both dense and pruned models, we report the total cost Ciyodel as

L
Cmodel = CYinput + Z (FKCMLP + Céf2n> ) (7)
(=1

where F} is the number of retained feed-forward neurons. For standard multi-head attention, Cégf,):n is the number

of retained heads times Cya. For grouped-query attention, it is Cgoqa evaluated using the retained query-head
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Figure 17 Our method preserves patch-level representations. In-context semantic segmentation mloU on Pascal
VOC 2012 for AugReg ViT-B/16 models pruned with our method and the baselines. Our method retains performance
under pruning, improving on the runner-up, OPTIN, by up to 25.1% at 50% sparsity.
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Figure 18 Our method preserves DINOv3’s patch-level representations under pruning. In-context semantic
segmentation mIoU on Pascal VOC 2012 for DINOv3 ViT-B/16 models pruned with our method and the baselines. Our
method degrades smoothly and consistently outperforms each baseline at comparable compute.

and key-value-head counts. For vision models, Ciyput = 6(N — 1)P?E is the patch-projection cost. For text
models, we omit embedding lookup and set Cinput = 0.

A.3.5 Evaluation

k-NN classification. For each dataset, we build an index using L2-normalized training features. We then
encode each test image, L.2-normalize its features, retrieve the top-20 nearest neighbors by cosine similarity, and
predict its label via majority voting. In the symmetric setting, the index is rebuilt for each sparsity target using
the same pruned encoder as the queries, and in the elastic setting, it is built once using dense features.

Linear probing. For each sparsity target, we train a linear head for 100 epochs on frozen, non-normalized
features, using SGD with momentum 0.9, batch size 256, learning rate 10~2 decayed to 0 with a cosine schedule,
and no weight decay. We report the last epoch performance.

In-context semantic segmentation. We probe the quality of pruned models’ dense features via in-context
semantic segmentation using the Hummingbird protocol (Balazevic et al., 2023), as implemented by Pariza
et al. (2024). We evaluate models on Pascal VOC 2012 (Everingham et al., 2010) with 512 x 512 inputs, two
augmentation epochs, a memory bank of 1024 x 10% patches, and 30 nearest neighbors, using Faiss (Douze et al.,
2024; Johnson et al., 2019) as the retrieval backend.
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A.4 Does pruning translate to speedups?

In the main text, we use theoretical GFLOPs to measure computational cost across methods. Here, we expand on
the performance results reported in Section 4.3, measuring throughput at batch size 128 across sparsity targets,
latency across batch sizes at 60% sparsity, and the cost of model switching. Furthermore, our main experiments
do not constrain pruning to produce GPU-friendly matrix shapes. While attention heads are pruned whole, so
that the remaining projections are always a multiple of the head dimension, which is generally GPU-friendly,
MLPs may end up with ragged hidden dimensions. We therefore also measure the effect of constraining pruning
to remove MLP neurons in blocks of A € {8,64}, obtained by rounding the ranking post-hoc and re-distributing
odd neurons. We denote unconstrained pruning as A = 1. All measurements use PyTorch 2.13.0+cul30 and
timm 1.0.28 in fp16, and we report performance for both eager execution and torch.compile. Jobs are run on a
shared node, and are allocated a single NVIDIA A100 with 40 GB of VRAM, 8 cores of an Intel Xeon Platinum
8360Y at 2.40 GHz and 60 GB of RAM. We measure throughput as total samples divided by the elapsed time
over 200 consecutive forward passes at batch size 128, after 10 warmup passes, synchronizing the device before
and after the timed loop. For latency, we report the median of 500 individually timed forward passes after 20
warmup passes, synchronizing the device after each pass. As for the cost of switching between budgets, we
measure it across 72 transitions by — b. For each transition, we run 50 timed swaps, and measure the median
switching cost. We report the mean of these medians.

Table 15 shows that constraining pruning to GPU-friendly blocks generally preserves accuracy at low-to-moderate
sparsity, but can have a larger effect at high sparsity. At 60% sparsity, blocks of 8 and 64 trail unconstrained
pruning by 3.4 and 3.2 points on ImageNet-1k. On the transfer average, they gain 2.9 and 2.5 points at 40%
sparsity. Tiling also matters for speed: as shown in Table 16, in eager execution unconstrained pruning at shallow
sparsity is slower than the dense model, dropping to 0.70x the dense throughput at 20% sparsity, while pruning
in blocks is consistently faster, by up to 1.63x over unconstrained pruning at the same sparsity. Compilation
largely closes this gap, as compiled models pruned to 60% sparsity reach up to 1.80x the dense throughput.
Latency follows a similar trend, as shown in Table 14. Under eager execution, latency is dominated by kernel
launch overhead up to batch size 16, where pruning yields no speedup, and at larger batches tiling significantly
improves performance, with A = 64 reaching 1.60x versus 1.26x for unconstrained pruning at batch size 128.
Compilation reduces the improvement due to tiling, and increases speedups, up to 1.79x at batch size 128, yet
at batch size 1 pruning still has no effect under default compilation. Compiling with reduce-overhead mode,
which captures CUDA graphs, removes the remaining launch overhead and yields a 1.26x speedup with A = 64
and 1.09x for unconstrained pruning.

Finally, to quantify the cost of switching between budgets, we evaluate AugReg ViT-B/16 with A = 8, switching
between the dense model and sparsity targets from 10% to 60% in both sequential and random order. The
process holds one resident set of dense weights, with pruned models represented as truncated views. Since
the fused QKV projections cannot be truncated as a contiguous slice, we gather them into a fixed buffer per
block, shared across budgets. With weights and buffers stored in fp32 and fp16 inference, these buffers require
approximately 85 MB of additional weight storage. Compiled graphs are cached per budget. The mean switching
cost is 0.46 milliseconds, less than 10% of a batch-1 forward in eager mode. Compiling a newly seen budget
takes 12 to 49 seconds, but this cost can be paid once at startup for the deployed budgets.

A.5 Runtimes

In Table 17, we compare the runtime of our approach against the baselines, measured as the total wall-clock
time to produce all six sparsity targets evaluated in this paper, on a machine with one NVIDIA RTX A6000
with 48 GB of VRAM, 16 CPU threads of an AMD EPYC 7402P and 40 GB of RAM. Our method scales
sub-linearly with parameter count, requiring 8.7 minutes for a ViT-S/16 and 40.7 minutes for ViT-H/14, a 4.7x
increase for a 29x larger model. While SparseGPT, SnapViT and FPTP are faster, all four methods, including
ours, operate in the same minutes regime. In contrast, OPTIN and VBP scale poorly, requiring 34.6 and 53.7
hours respectively for ViT-H/14, over 50x more than our approach, even under the assumption that OPTIN’s
leave-one-out search is computed once and reused across all targets.

31



A.6 Baselines

FPTP (Kwon et al., 2022). Also known as “Fast Post-Training Pruning”, FPTP is a structured pruning
framework, originally designed for encoder language models, which, similarly to our method, prunes neurons and
whole attention heads. The method derives initial importance scores via a diagonal approximation of the Fisher
Information Matrix Z, producing an initial FLOP- or latency-aware pruning mask for neurons and attention
heads. Then, on a per layer basis, they compute the block diagonal Fisher, including off-diagonal entries, and
search the initial mask with a greedy algorithm, with the goal of minimizing the expected loss increase under
pruning. Finally, the masks of surviving units are relaxed to real values and tuned via least squares to minimize
the per-layer output reconstruction error. We use the official implementation', extend it to support ViTs, and set
the number of samples used for estimating the Fisher matrix to 1000, for a fair comparison with other methods.

SparseGPT (Frantar & Alistarh, 2023). SparseGPT is a one shot pruning and weight correction algorithm
from the OBD/OBS (LeCun et al., 1989; Hassibi & Stork, 1992) lineage, originally designed to perform
unstructured and semi-structured pruning for large language models. We use the official code implementation?,
extend it to support structured pruning and ViTs, and report results with and without weight correction. We
adopt the official hyperparameter choices, except for the number of samples used to estimate the curvature, for
which we use 1000 for a fair comparison with other methods.

OPTIN (Khaki & Plataniotis, 2024). Also known as “One-shot Pruning Technique for Interchangeable
Networks”, is a retraining- and correction-free structured pruning approach for transformers and CNNs. It scores
each attention head and MLP neuron by masking it and measuring the induced discrepancy in all subsequent
blocks’ embeddings via manifold distillation and in the output logits via the KL divergence, followed by mask
search as in FPTP. The authors propose OPTINg, which prunes only weights, and OPTIN, which includes a
token-reduction schedule. We prune models with the official implementation® and the default hyperparameters
for the OPTINg configuration. The leave-one-out search uses 32 calibration samples.

VBP (Berisha et al., 2025). Variance Based Pruning is a structured pruning method for ViTs, which
prunes the MLP neurons with the lowest measured variance over a calibration set. The mean activation
of pruned neurons is then folded in the MLP output projection bias to compensate for their removal. The
authors report results for retraining-free pruning and after 10 epochs of ImageNet-1k fine-tuning. For a fair
comparison with other methods, we only report retraining-free results. The calibration set used to collect
activation means and variances is the entire 1.28M samples ImageNet-1k training set. We prune models using
the official implementation® and the default hyperparameters.

SnapViT (Simoncini et al., 2025). SnapViT is a method to elastify pre-trained ViTs. The authors first
estimate the local loss curvature as the Hessian diagonal using squared gradients obtained from a DINO loss, and
then estimate cross-structure interactions, approximating the Hessian off-diagonal components, via evolutionary
search, which minimizes the divergence in cosine similarity between the dense and pruned models. The search
then yields separate global rankings of MLP neurons and attention heads, which can be pruned in order to
realize any target sparsity. We implemented SnapViT in our framework following the official implementation”,
and use the same configuration recommended by the authors for producing elastic models.

SlimGPT (Ling et al., 2024). SImGPT is a structured pruning method for large language models from
the OBD/OBS (LeCun et al., 1989; Hassibi & Stork, 1992) lineage. It greedily removes attention heads and
MLP neurons using inverse-Hessian estimates of layerwise output reconstruction error, correcting the surviving
weights. Heads are removed one by one, while neurons are removed in progressively smaller groups, to balance
efficiency and accuracy. Furthermore, the per-block pruning ratio is progressively increased with depth on a
logarithmic ramp to limit error accumulation. We evaluate SlimGPT without fine-tuning, reporting uncorrected
results in the main text and corrected results in Appendix A.2.7. We use the official implementation with
the author-recommended defaults, except for calibration and Hessian damping. We calibrate on MS MARCO
using 256 sequences of 2048 tokens for decoder-based models and 1024 sequences of 512 tokens for bidirectional
embedders, respecting the latter’s maximum sequence length. Both configurations use the same total token
budget, approximately matching that of our method. We add 1% of the mean Hessian diagonal to each diagonal

Ihttps://github.com/WoosukKwon/retraining-free- pruning
2https://github.com/IST-DASLab/sparsegpt
3https://github.com/Skhakil8/optin-transformer-pruning
4https://github.com/boschresearch/variance- based- pruning
5https://github.corn/\/\/alterSirnoncini/snapvit
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entry for BGE-S, E5-Mistral 7B, Qwen3 4B, and Qwen3 8B, and for E5-B only when evaluating without weight
correction, to ensure the Hessian is positive definite.

EffiR (Lei et al., 2026). EffiR compresses large language models for dense retrieval by dropping MLP sublayers
and pruning neurons in those retained. Sublayers are ranked by the cosine distance between their inputs and
outputs after residual addition. After layer dropping, neuron importance scores are learned on MS MARCO
using an InfoNCE loss and a sparsity penalty. The scores are then ranked globally to determine a fixed pruning
mask, after which the model undergoes one epoch of LoRA fine-tuning on MS MARCO using an InfoNCE loss
and ranking distillation from a BGE reranker. We use the authors’ reported BEIR-13 results for two comparisons:
layer dropping without retraining on E5-Mistral 7B in Table 6, and pruning followed by retrieval fine-tuning on
Mistral 7B in Table 7. The latter includes both layer dropping and the full coarse-to-fine pipeline.

A.7 Additional Ablations
A.7.1 Task-aligned Calibration

Our default ImageNet-1k calibration data may not represent the downstream task’s data distribution. We
therefore test whether calibrating on the downstream task’s training split improves pruning performance,
optimizing rankings by minimizing the cosine distance between pruned and dense features. Table 18 shows
that task-aligned calibration improves performance in 25 of the 27 settings shown, with the largest gains at
moderate-to-high sparsity, e.g., 26.6% on Flowers 102 at 40% sparsity and 20.8% on Pets at 60%. Task-specific
calibration can therefore further improve pruning performance when downstream data is available.

A.7.2 Choice of Ranking Optimization Loss

Minimizing the cosine distance between pruned and dense embeddings is applicable to any encoder, but preserving
dense embeddings may not fully align with downstream performance. Differentiable soft pruning lets us instead
optimize unit scores using the model’s native training objective or a close surrogate. We test whether this choice
improves downstream accuracy, keeping the DINO-based initial scores fixed. For AugReg ViT-B/16, we compare
cosine-distance alignment with cross-entropy classification, and for SigLIPv2 ViT-B/16, we compare it with the
sigmoid image-text loss term. We report top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k and nine transfer datasets at
20%, 40%, and 60% sparsity in Table 19 and Table 20.

The native loss improves ImageNet-1k accuracy at every evaluated sparsity for both backbones, with gains
increasing from 0.9% to 8.9% for AugReg and from 1.4% to 10.1% for SigLIPv2 as sparsity increases from 20%
to 60%. It also generally performs better on transfer datasets, most notably on Pets at 60% sparsity, where
it gains 19.0% for SigLIPv2 and 13.5% for AugReg. The largest regressions among the reported targets occur
on EuroSAT for SigLIPv2, by 2.9% at 40% sparsity, and on CIFAR 100 for AugReg, by 6.2% at 40% sparsity.
These results support using the native loss when available, with gains extending across sparsity levels and most
transfer settings.

A.7.3 Calibration Set Size

Optimizing on a small calibration set may limit how well the ranking generalizes. We therefore vary the number
of unique calibration samples while keeping the optimization compute fixed. In Table 21, we use ImageNet-1k
samples and run 300 steps at batch size 32, corresponding to a total of 9600 observed samples. Increasing the
number of samples generally improves performance. Using 9600 unique samples improves accuracy by up to
14.3% at 50% sparsity compared to using only 64 samples. Relative to the standard recipe of 2000 samples,
using 9600 samples improves accuracy by up to 2.6% at 40% sparsity, but trails it by 2.0% at 60% sparsity.
Increasing calibration diversity improves accuracy over very small sets, but expanding beyond our default 2000
samples does not consistently improve performance.
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A.7.4 Unified importance ranking

A unified ranking lets optimization allocate sparsity across blocks and unit types without a fixed neuron-to-head
pruning schedule. We test how this flexibility affects downstream performance compared with separate rankings
and more constrained thresholding. We compare it with a fixed schedule of paired neuron and head pruning
fractions, following the approach of SnapViT (Simoncini et al., 2025). We optimize this schedule using either
cross-block thresholding, with one threshold per unit type across all blocks, or per-block thresholding, with
separate thresholds for neurons and heads within each block. At evaluation, both alternatives use separate global
rankings for MLP neurons and attention heads. All three approaches optimize over 14 settings. Our unified
approach uses sparsity targets b from 5% to 70% in 5% increments. For the alternatives, the schedule maps
each target b to neuron and head pruning fractions of b+ 0.05 and max(0,b — 0.10), respectively. We evaluate
sparsity targets from 10% to 60% in 10% increments, interpolating both neuron and head pruning fractions
between anchors where needed to match computational costs.

We report top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k and transfer datasets for AugReg ViT-B/16, DINOv3 ViT-B/16,
and SigLIPv2 ViT-B/16 in Table 22; Table 23, and Table 24, respectively. Cross-block thresholding generally
improves on per-block thresholding, with the largest ImageNet-1k gain of 34.9% for DINOv3 at 40% sparsity.
The impact of additionally unifying neurons and heads varies across backbones. Unified ranking performs
similarly to cross-block thresholding on AugReg and improves ImageNet-1k accuracy by up to 8.7% on DINOv3
at 50% sparsity. On SigLIPv2, it generally trails cross-block thresholding, by up to 2.5% on the transfer average
at 40% sparsity. Nonetheless, a unified ranking lets end users specify a single sparsity target and removes the
need for a hand-crafted allocation schedule.

A.7.5 Elastic interpolation

Our ranking optimization procedure optimizes a single ranking over a discrete set of sparsity anchors. In our
main experiments, the evaluated sparsity targets coincide with a subset of such anchors. In this section, we
instead investigate whether performance interpolates smoothly for sparsity targets off the anchor grid. To
do so, we optimize a ranking for an AugReg ViT-B/16 model over seven sparsity targets from 10% to 70%
in 10% increments, rather than the default 14, and evaluate models pruned at every 5% step between 10%
and 60%. We report the top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k and transfer datasets in Table 25. Accuracy
decreases monotonically across all 11 evaluation points, with no dip for sparsity targets off the anchor grid:
each interpolated target scores within 0.1 points of, or above, the linear interpolation between its neighboring
anchors. These results show that the learned ranking maintains smooth performance between optimization
anchors, allowing deployment at the evaluated intermediate budgets without further optimization.

A.7.6 Ranking optimization temperature

The sigmoid temperature controls how closely soft masks approximate hard pruning and how widely useful
gradients extend around each threshold. We test how this tradeoff affects the learned ranking, sweeping
7 € {0.01,0.05,0.1,0.2,0.5,1.0,2.5,5.0} and reporting top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k and transfer
datasets for pruned AugReg ViT-B/16 models in Table 26.

Low temperatures perform best, with mean accuracy peaking at 7 = 0.1. The sharper 7 = 0.01 setting yields
lower mean accuracy, while mean accuracy decreases steadily above 7 = 0.2 and approaches the baseline without
ranking optimization at 7 = 5.0. These results suggest that the sigmoid must be sharp enough to approximate
hard pruning while remaining smooth enough to propagate gradients to units near the threshold.

A.7.7 Run-to-Run Variability

Stochastic optimization may yield rankings with different downstream performance across runs. We therefore
repeat our optimization with three random seeds on AugReg ViT-B/16. We report the mean and sample
standard deviation of top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k and the transfer dataset average in Table 27. For
transfer, we first average accuracy across the nine datasets within each seed, then compute the mean and sample
standard deviation across seeds. The sample standard deviation is at most 0.65% on ImageNet-1k at 60%
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sparsity and 1.81% on the transfer average at 40%. Variability is otherwise below 0.56%. Performance varies
little across these three runs, except for greater variability in transfer accuracy at 40% sparsity.
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Table 6 Our elastic pruning preserves retrieval performance better than coarse layer dropping. nDCG@10
on 13 BEIR datasets, with queries and documents encoded by the same pruned model. We compare our elastically pruned
E5-Mistral 7B models against similarly sized layer-dropping baselines from EffiR, both without retraining. Ak, Bk, and
Mk denote dropping k attention sublayers, transformer blocks, and MLP sublayers, respectively. Our mean score is higher
in every comparison. At 4.3B parameters, our method achieves 49.9 versus 24.7 for dropping 16 MLP sublayers, a gain of
25.2 points.

Dataset |  Method | Dense | Attention Blocks MLP
EffiR Variant — AR A16 B8 B16 M8 M16
Params, EfiR/Ours (B) — 6.8/6.4 6.4/6.4 5.4/5.7 3.6/3.6 b5.7/5.7 4.3/4.3
ArguAna  EffiRf 61.6 55.3 0.1 39.0 9.3 59.0 8.4
Ours 61.7 59.9 59.9 60.1 53.0 60.1 57.1
Climate EffiRf 37.5 32.8 2.2 1.2 3.9 39.0 9.8
FEVER Ours 38.4 38.4 38.4 36.1 21.4 36.1 28.2
DBPedia  EffiRf 48.6 44.8 0.6 19.0 9.7 44.7 15.2
Ours 48.9 48.8 48.8 47.6 29.9 47.6 39.5
FEVER EfiR' 88.3 83.8 9.5 36.6 22.5 89.6 56.6
Ours 87.8 88.0 88.0 87.2 61.6 87.2 77.4
FiQA2018 EffiR' 57.2 51.8 2.4 9.1 8.1 53.5 14.0
Ours 56.5 54.6 54.6 51.0 32.4 51.0 40.9
HotpotQA EffiR' 75.6 67.5 2.8 43.0 9.6 75.5 18.0
Ours 75.7 75.5 75.5 72.5 37.2 72.5 53.0
NFCorpus EffiR' 38.7 36.1 2.6 11.4 17.5 374 18.2
Ours 38.6 38.7 38.7 38.9 29.8 38.9 33.8
NQ EffiR' 67.1 57.0 0.4 25.6 12.1 66.1 26.0
Ours 63.6 62.7 62.7 62.3 35.0 62.3 54.3
Quora EffiR' 89.3 87.1 0.6 21.5 26.8 89.1 66.0
Retrieval ~ Ours 89.6 89.6 89.6 89.6 87.9 89.6 89.1
SCIDOCS EffiRf 16.8 13.0 0.1 7.3 2.2 15.2 5.1
Ours 16.3 17.4 17.4 16.7 9.7 16.7 13.8
SciFact EffiR' 76.7 72.2 1.5 33.1 20.3 74.1 30.6
Ours 76.4 76.4 76.4 74.5 64.9 74.5 71.5
TREC EfiR' 86.6 85.2 12.6 55.3 20.0 80.8 45.7
COVID Ours 87.2 87.1 87.1 84.7 51.0 84.7 67.6
Touche EffiR' 23.6 18.8 0.0 7.2 5.6 19.1 7.6
2020 Ours 26.4 29.8 29.8 30.1 16.6 30.1 23.1
Average EffiR' 59.1 54.3 2.7 23.8 12.9 57.2 24.7
Ours 59.0 59.0 59.0 57.8 40.8 57.8 49.9

T indicates results taken from the EffiR paper (Lei et al., 2026). Both dense baselines use E5-Mistral
7B, with score differences reflecting evaluatioggprotocols.



Table 7 Retraining-free pruning is competitive with retrieval-fine-tuned models at moderate sparsity.
nDCG@10 on 13 BEIR datasets, with queries and documents encoded by the same pruned model. We compare our
retraining-free pruning of E5-Mistral 7B against similarly sized EffiR models, obtained by pruning Mistral 7B and
fine-tuning on MS MARCO. Ak and Mk denote dropping k attention and MLP sublayers, respectively, and EffiR denotes
the full coarse-to-fine method. Our mean score is higher down to 5.7B parameters. At 4.3B, our method achieves 49.9
versus 55.3 for the fine-tuned baseline, a gap of only 5.4 points without any weight updates. On ArguAna, our method
leads across all compared sizes.

Dataset | Method | Dense | Attention MLP Mixed Full
EffiR Variant — A8 Al6 M8 M16 M20 M24 MI16+A8 EffiR
Params, EffiR/Ours (B) — 6.8/6.4 6.4/6.4 5.7/5.7 4.3/4.3 3.6/3.6 2.9/3.0 4.0/4.3 3.4/3.6
ArguAna EfiRf 58.2 56.1 47.4 56.9 54.5 51.4 45.6 53.2 52.8
Ours 61.7 59.9 59.9 60.1 57.1 53.0 50.7 57.1 53.0
Climate EfiRf 30.8 29.9 29.4 304 31.6 31.9 28.9 27.9 30.4
FEVER Ours 38.4 38.4 38.4 36.1 28.2 214 21.1 28.2 21.4
DBPedia EfiRf 44.2 40.1 42.1 43.9 42.2 37.4 41.3 39.2 43.0
Ours 48.9 48.8 48.8 47.6 39.5 29.9 20.6 39.5 29.9
FEVER EfiRf 83.5 79.1 77.4 82.6 83.3 79.7 80.6 79.9 82.0
Ours 87.8 88.0 88.0 87.2 7.4 61.6 53.2 77.4 61.6
FiQA2018 EffiRf 45.9 45.5 43.5 45.8 44.9 43.1 40.3 43.7 42.8
Ours 56.5 54.6 54.6 51.0 40.9 32.4 25.6 40.9 32.4
HotpotQA EffiRf 70.5 68.1 66.2 71.0 70.1 67.9 67.5 67.9 67.6
Ours 75.7 75.5 75.5 72.5 53.0 37.2 33.7 53.0 37.2
NFCorpus EffiRf 34.7 31.6 34.2 33.3 35.4 33.1 36.3 33.9 35.9
Ours 38.6 38.7 38.7 38.9 33.8 29.8 27.8 33.8 29.8
NQ EfiRf 65.0 64.5 62.4 65.4 63.8 60.8 58.4 61.9 60.8
Ours 63.6 62.7 62.7 62.3 54.3 35.0 22.5 54.3 35.0
Quora EfiRf 83.1 83.3 87.9 85.9 83.7 86.5 87.0 84.3 83.3
Retrieval Ours 89.6 89.6 89.6 89.6 89.1 87.9 86.4 89.1 87.9
SCIDOCS EffiRf 17.2 14.3 17.2 17.3 17.1 17.0 17.4 16.5 17.4
Ours 16.3 17.4 17.4 16.7 13.8 9.7 4.1 13.8 9.7
SciFact EfiRf 75.9 73.7 76.2 76.2 76.4 75.7 74.3 75.9 75.1
Ours 76.4 76.4 76.4 74.5 71.5 64.9 63.0 71.5 64.9
TREC EfiRf 84.1 83.0 86.3 83.7 84.2 85.7 83.3 85.3 83.3
COVID Ours 87.2 87.1 87.1 84.7 67.6 51.0 41.2 67.6 51.0
Touche EfiRf 35.7 30.7 28.4 34.4 32.3 28.1 31.1 28.7 31.7
2020 Ours 26.4 29.8 29.8 30.1 23.1 16.6 14.7 23.1 16.6
Average EfiRf 56.1 53.8 53.7 55.9 55.3 53.7 53.2 53.7 54.3
Ours 59.0 59.0 59.0 57.8 49.9 40.8 35.7 49.9 40.8
t indicates results taken from the EffiR paper (Lei et al., 2026). The dense baselines differ as EffiR uses Mistral 7B

fine-tuned on MS MARCO, while we use the pre-trained E5-Mistral 7B retriever.
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Table 8 Non-retrieval tasks are robust to pruning. MTEB score excluding retrieval tasks for dense and elastically
pruned BGE, E5, E5-Mistral, and Qwen3 models. At 60% sparsity, BGE-L and E5-L lose 5.3 and 4.3 points, against 19.6
and 8.0 on retrieval tasks as shown in Table 9.

Sparsity
Backbone Method Dense 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
BGE-S SnapViT  67.6 67.27%%*  66.5-%1 65521  64.0736 625751  60.4772
SlimGPT 672794 65917 638738 61.3763 570106 5099167
Ours 67.3793  66.779% 65.620 64.573! 63.37%3 61.9°57
BGE-B SnapViT 686 68.47°2 68.0°9¢ 67.47 12 659727 63.0°°56 594792
SlimGPT 676710 658728 63690 623763 532°154 5297157
Ours 68.4792 68.0°96 67.4°12 66.422 65.0%6 63.3°53
BGE-L SnapViT  69.2 68.879% 683709 670722 63.8°%% 5897103 55297140
SlimGPT 65.17%1  60.37%9  58.0°!12 587°105 5§3-129 491-201
Ours 69.17 %1 68795 811! 66.6°2¢6 65834 63.9°°53
E5-B SnapViT  66.6 65.879% 647719 61.97*7 582784 5637103 5377129
SlimGPT 66.5 %1 650716 621745 628738 599767 574792
Ours 66.2794  65.9797 65.271% 64.52! 63.673° 62,5741
E5-L SnapViT  66.7 66.37%%  63.273% 56.8799 4977170 4677200 3857282
SlimGPT 60.975% 627740  61.7750  60.5762 556101  532-135
Ours 66.5 92 66.07%7 65512 64.672! 63.7730 624743
E5-Mistral 7B SnapViT  71.8 71.47%* 7077t 70.2716 68.1737 62479% 5137205
SlimGPT 712796 §9.3725  66.17%7  61.57103  pr4-144 45 8-26.0
Ours 71.6792  71.0798  69.3725 67.37%% 65.0768 62.593
Qwen3 0.6B SnapViT 735 73.3792 71.2723 67.97°6 6237112 5397196 4847251
SHimGPT 60.2713:3 4772568 9oy 7—458 94 1-494 186549 1877548
Ours 73.2703 708727 659776 62.8°107 588147 5E.8167
Qwen3 4B SnapViT 766 76.179° 75412 738728 70.3°63 63.2°134 549224
SlimGPT 73.3733  66.8798 5347232 418348 987479 193573
Ours 757799 744722 718748 676790 6207137 59.3°173
Qwen3 8B SnapViT  77.0 766794 7567 1% 74.172° 71.37°>7  64.37127 519251
SlimGPT 75.3"L7 723747 @7.679% 58.87182 48927288 33 g-432
Ours 76.7793 75812 740730 712758 @7.77 93 3.3°137
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Table 9 Retrieval is sensitive to deep pruning. MTEB retrieval score for dense and elastically pruned BGE, E5,
E5-Mistral, and Qwen3 models. Retrieval degrades faster than other tasks: at 60% sparsity, BGE-L loses 19.6 points and
Qwen3 8B 22.1. On the other hand, models tolerate shallow pruning, and E5-B slightly exceeds its dense score at 20%
sparsity.

Sparsity
Backbone Method  Dense 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
BGE-S SnapViT ~ 53.9 51.87%1 49.6743 452787 3777162 3037236 9253286
SimGPT 50.9730  46.7772  41.67123 3427197 2387301 1347405
Ours 52.6"13 485794  439°100 396143 36.47175 30.67233
BGE-B SnapViT  54.8 54.2796 52,3725 50,2746 4247124 3287220 905343
SimGPT 52,1727 472776 3697179 2597289 9522  29-526
Ours 53.7711 52,3725 50.2746 474774 42.37125 3527196
BGE-L SnapViT  55.5  54.07%° 515740 4287127 92617294 1757380  g7-468
SlimGPT 40.27153 2567299 92547301 2] 67339 1837372 11.97436
Ours 54.6709 52,5730 49461 4467109 40.17 !4 3597196
E5-B SnapViT  49.7 49.9702 473724 418779 2367261 1507347 887409
SlimGPT 49.9792 441756 92937204 331-166 959228 189308
Ours 49.5792  50.1104  47.3724  45.07*7 39.67101 34.27155
E5-L SnapViT  49.3  48.0°%3  37.27121 17,6737  89~404  gg-404 4 4449
SimGPT 355138 3377156 398165 958-235 1657328 133360
Ours 49.4701  48.2711 47.37%0%  47.07%% 447710 41.3780
E5-Mistral 7B SnapViT  57.6  56.87°% 554722 54,5731 50,9767 3707206 1837393
SlimGPT 56.171%  54.173% 49977 4007176 22,5731 87490
Ours 57.2704 558718 538738 483793 42,0156 3937183
Qwen3 0.6B  SnapViT  59.6 58.37 13 527769 4767120 427-169 9587328 19470
SlimGPT 2227374 547542 037593 017595 017995 0.07996
Ours 58.0°%6  54.375%  49.57101 44,0756 40.87188 37.47222
Qwen3 4B SnapViT  66.4 61.974% 59.2772 5527112 4607204 3867278 21.8 446
SimGPT 5447120 3797285 1647500 9568 9 3-64l (664
Ours 62.9735 59,5769 5617103 51,2752 4547210 40.27262
Qwen3 8B SnapViT  67.4 656~ '% 63.17%3 60.077* 53.67138 411263 1377537
SimGPT 61.0764 5237151 4157259 92407434 1227952 207654
Ours 66.47 10 628746 588786 5507124 5177157 4537221
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Figure 19 Elastic pruning extends the performance-compute frontier of dense text encoders. MTEB score
versus GFLOPs for BGE, E5, and Qwen3 encoders, from dense to 60% sparsity. Dashed lines indicate the pareto frontier.
GFLOPs are shown on a logarithmic scale.
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Table 10 Our method preserves elastic retrieval performance across all nine text encoders. Mean nDCG@10
on the 15 BEIR tasks across all nine text encoders, where documents are encoded by the dense model and queries by its
pruned counterparts. Our method outperforms both baselines on every backbone at 50% and 60% sparsity.

Sparsity
Backbone Method Dense 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
BGE-S SnapViT  51.7 50077  46.5752 4167101 266201 1427375 497468
SlimGPT 48.8729  41.6°101 92857232 9.8—419 2.4749:3 0.27515
Ours 51.4793  48.373% 44.5772 40.0"17 36.77150 32,0197
BGE-B SnapViT  53.2 52.9793 514718 496736 453779 297235 126406
SlimGPT 514718 48349 4307102 329203 9506 (=526
Ours 524708  51.0722 49.773% 46.9763 42.87104 35.3-179
BGE-L SnapViT  54.3 53271 521722 471772  30.07%43 1747369 5.5—488
SlimGPT 47568 3477196 3137230 9677276 194-349 8.1746:2
Ours 53.6707  52.0723 48.97°4 4347109 3847159 33,6207
E5-B SnapViT  50.2  49.8794 48121 440762 30.37199 1977305 477455
SlimGPT 498704 46438 3517151 413789 344158 174328
Ours 50.0792  49.9703 492710 475727 45349 41.8°84
E5-L SnapViT  50.5 50.67°1 44,1764 2377268 5.9—44.6 1.9-486 0.1-504
SlimGPT 43.6769  41.1-9% 3787127 333-172 943-262 15,0345
Ours 50.3792 49.8707 49.071% 47.530 45451 41.2793
E5-Mistral 7B SnapViT  56.9  56.67%3 55.8711 54.9720 51554 4097160 15445
SlimGPT 56.80-1 557712 526743  40.47165 292-277 139-437
Ours 56.7792 55712 537732 49772  41.7°152 33,7232
Qwen3 0.6B SnapViT  55.2 546796 527725 50.3749 4447108 95097293 9.0746:2
SlimGPT 36.0-18:3 8.2747.0 1.2754.0 0.17551 0.17551 0.17551
Ours 54.7-05 53,2720 50151 47.2°80 41.0°142 34,1211
Qwen3 4B SnapViT 614 60.47'° 59.1723 56.37>! 530784 4557159 2397375
SimGPT 585729  50.37'11 2397375 1327482 357519 (27612
Ours 59.971° 584730 56.27°2  53.37%1  47.87130 41.57199
Qwen3 SB SnapViT  62.6 620796  60.3723 588738 55670 478148 7.1755:5
SlimGPT 60.9°17 576750 4967130 210416 7.8754.8 2.57601
Ours 62.2704¢ g1.2714 59.2734¢ 56.2764 525101 43190

Table 11 Our method is competitive against corrected baselines, and is compatible with weight correction.
Top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k for pruned AugReg ViT-B/16, without (Plain) and with (Corrected) post-pruning
weight correction. Uncorrected, our method outperforms SparseGPT and FPTP, only trailing corrected SnapViT by at
most 4.0%. Corrected, it matches SnapViT at up to 40% sparsity and surpasses it beyond.

Sparsity
10% / 31.7 G 20% / 282 G 30% / 24.8 G 40% / 21.2 G 50% / 17.8 G 60% / 14.2 G
Method Plain Corrected Plain Corrected Plain Corrected Plain Corrected Plain Corrected Plain Corrected
SparseGPT 78.8 824 ™36 642 79.3%t151 365 7221357 203 599736 141 4247283 102 29.17189
FPTP 82.0 821 *%1 785 795 L0 713 762 *49 443 5707127 172 193 T21 126 13.3 07
SnapViT 82.2 82.8 06 775 81.0 3% 701 78.4 t5% 577 73.071°3 284  63.37349 177 4751298
Ours 82.6 82.8 2 80.1 81.0 1Y 757 781 2% 69.1 726 % 59.3 64.3 700 452 54.0 88
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Table 12 Our correction-free method matches or outperforms weight-correction methods on DINOv3
ViT-H+/16. Top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k for DINOv3 ViT-H+ /16 pruned with corrected SparseGPT and
SnapViT, versus our correction-free method. At 10% and 20% sparsity, our method remains within 0.1% of the best
corrected baseline. Our advantage grows with sparsity, to up to 18.2% over corrected SnapViT, the runner-up, at 60%.

Sparsity
Method Correction 10% / 398.6 G 20% / 354.4 G 30% / 310.0 G 40% / 265.8 G 50% / 221.7 G 60% / 177.5 G
SparseGPT v 85.2 85.1 80.6 69.6 55.4 38.3
SnapViT v 85.2 85.2 85.0 83.5 76.8 61.2
Ours X 85.1 85.1 85.1 84.7 83.3 79.4

Table 13 Our uncorrected text encoders are competitive with corrected SlimGPT. MTEB(eng, v2) score for
the nine text encoders, comparing our method without correction against SimGPT with and without correction. Our
method outperforms corrected SimGPT at every evaluated sparsity target on BGE-B, BGE-L, Qwen3 0.6B, and Qwen3
8B, and on seven of nine encoders between 40% and 60% sparsity.

Sparsity
Backbone Method Dense 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
BGE-S SlimGPT 64.3  63.2711  61.2731 584759 547796 489154 4] 8225
SlimGPT (Corrected) 63.67%7 62.57% 60.473° 583760 5407103 4837160
Ours 63.7706 623720 603740 584759 56.7 76 54,3100
BGE-B SlimGPT 65.2  63.871%  61.2740  57.1°8%1 534118 4097243  40.6-246
SlimGPT (Corrected) 64.1-%  63.172%  61.6736 58171 5527100 39 9-33.0
Ours 64.8794 64.2710 63.2720 61.8°3* 59.5 57 56.4°58
BGE-L SimGPT 65.8  59.1767  51.87140 50.17157 4967162 47.1-187 40.0-258
SlimGPT (Corrected) 63.6722  58.0°7%  56.1797  53.37125 5307128 4577201
Ours 65.5°93  64.8°10 63.6722 61.27%6 59.563 57,1787
E5-B SlimGPT 62.5 62.4791 599726 541784 556769 5197106 48 -145
SlimGPT (Corrected) 62.279%  61.679° 59.672° 573732 535790 4827143
Ours 62.17%%  62.0°°° 60.8°17 59827 57748 55669
E5-L SlimGPT 624 547777 556768 546778 5207104 46.17163 4357189
SlimGPT (Corrected) 63.3109 62,6102 1.3 11 592732 560764 531793
Ours 62.4100 617707  61.171% 60.3721 59.1733 57.3751
E5-Mistral 7B SlimGPT 68.3 67.579%  65.6727 621762 5637120 489-194 3477316
SimGPT (Corrected) 679794 671712 654729 63.27%! 60.7776 572711
Ours 68.1792 67.37'0 65.6727 62.77°6 594789  5gg-Il>
Qwen3 0.6B SimGPT 70.1  50.97192 3747327 9210-%91 1837518 141560 141-56.0
SlimGPT (Corrected) 69.17%0  62.0781  56.67135 53.27169 4747227 4207281
Ours 69.5796  66.8733 61.9°%2 58.27119 54,4157 52,1780
Qwen3 4B SimGPT 741  68.77%%  59.87143 4447297 3407401 9222-519 1467595
SlimGPT (Corrected) 73.0°11  71.6725 68.67%° 64.9792 59.97142 56,1780
Ours 72615 708733  68.0°61  63.67105 5867155 5467195
Qwen3 8B SimGPT 746  T1.828 674772 6127134 5037243 3947352 9617485
SlimGPT (Corrected) 73.6°10 720726 69452 657789  604-142 5677179
Ours 742704 72,6720 70.37%% 67.377% 63.8710% 58.97157
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Table 14 GPU-friendly tiling helps latency. Latency of dense and 60% pruned AugReg ViT-B/16 models across
batch sizes, under eager execution and torch.compile, for unconstrained pruning, i.e., A = 1, and pruning in blocks of 8 or
64 neurons, reported as speedup over the dense model. Under eager execution, latency is launch-bound up to batch size
16 and pruning yields no speedup, while tiling accounts for most of the gains at larger batches. Compilation lifts speedups
across the board, up to 1.79x at batch size 128, and at batch size 1 gains only materialize without launch overhead.

Eager Compiled
Batch Dense A=1 A=8 A=064 Dense A=1 A=8 A=064

1 5402 ms 1.00x 0.95x 1.00x 3.060ms 0.98x 0.97x 1.00x
1f - - - - 1.812ms 1.09x 1.25x 1.26x
4 5.666 ms 1.06x 1.02x 1.03x 3.196ms 0.99x 1.00x 1.04x
16 5.806 ms 1.01x 0.99x 0.97x 5226 ms 1.42x 1.52x 1.57x
32 10.461 ms 1.22x 1.54x 1.67x 9.214ms 1.59x 1.67x 1.72x

64 19.003 ms 1.26x 1.56x 1.58x 16.468 ms 1.68x 1.72x 1.76x
128 35.801 ms 1.26x 1.58x 1.60x 31.178 ms 1.73x 1.76x 1.79x

T indicates reduce-overhead compilation mode, which removes kernel launch overhead.

Table 15 GPU-friendly tiling can affect accuracy at high sparsity. Top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k and
transfer datasets for pruned AugReg ViT-B/16, with unconstrained pruning, i.e., A = 1, or pruning constrained to
remove MLP neurons in blocks of 8 or 64. Superscripts indicate the delta relative to A = 1. Tiling costs little at up to
moderate sparsity, but at 60% sparsity pruning in blocks of 8 and 64 trails unconstrained pruning by 3.4 and 3.2 points
on ImageNet-1k, respectively.

ImageNet-1k Transfer Average

GFLOPs A=1 A=8 A=64 A=1 A=8 A=64

31.7 82.6 82501 824702 789 789100 78801
28.2 80.1 79.67%° 795706 76.9 76792 767702
24.8 75.7 754703 754703 741 734707 733708
21.2 69.1 69.1790 69.1790 66.8 69.7729 69.3725
17.8 59.3 58.6° %7 58211 637 63.8t01 37100
14.2 45.2 41.87%*% 42,0732 55.9 55504 55504

Table 16 Pruning improves throughput. Throughput of dense and pruned AugReg ViT-B/16 models in fpl6 at
batch size 128, under eager execution and torch.compile, for unconstrained pruning, i.e., A = 1, and pruning in blocks
of 8 or 64 neurons, reported as speedup over the dense model. In eager mode, ragged widths can be slower than the
dense model, while pruning in blocks improves throughput by up to 1.63x over unconstrained pruning at 20% sparsity.
Compilation nearly eliminates this gap, and models pruned to 60% sparsity reach up to 1.80x dense throughput.

Eager Compiled

GFLOPs A=1 A=8 A=64 A=1 A=8 A=064
Dense (35.1) 3572 samples/s 4143 samples/s

31.7 0.75x 1.03x 1.06x 1.03x 1.07x 1.08x
28.2 0.70x 1.10x 1.14x 1.11x 1.16x 1.17x
24.8 0.91x 1.19x 1.23x 1.24x 1.27x 1.28%
21.2 1.03x 1.30x 1.34x 1.35x 1.39x 1.42x
17.8 1.16x 1.44x 147x 1.53x 1.56x 1.59x
14.2 1.27x  1.59x 1.61x 1.74x 1.77x 1.80x
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Table 17 Our method is competitive on runtime. Wall-clock time to prune models to all six sparsity targets
evaluated in this paper, on a single NVIDIA RTX A6000. Our method and SnapViT produce any-budget models in a
single run, OPTIN reuses its leave-one-out search across targets, and all other methods must be run end-to-end per target.

Method ViT-S/16 ViT-B/16 ViT-L/16 ViT-H/14
SparseGPT 4.5 min 5.0 min 11 min 20 min

FPTP 5.6 min 9.0 min 19 min 35.6 min
OPTIN 12.5 min 1.0h 8.0h 34.6h
VBP 2.6h 6.6h 20.6 h 53.7h
SnapViT 2.2 min 4.0 min 11.2 min 28.8 min
Ours 8.7 min 13.4 min 24.5 min 40.7 min

Table 18 Task-aligned calibration improves performance. Top-1 k-NN accuracy on transfer datasets for AugReg
ViT-B/16 pruned with our method, using rankings optimized on ImageNet-1k or the target task’s training split. Task-
aligned calibration improves 25 of 27 settings, gaining up to 26.6% on Flowers 102 at 40% sparsity and 20.8% on Pets at
60%.

Sparsity
20% / 28.2 G 40% / 21.2 G 60% / 14.2 G

Dataset Dense ImageNet Task ImageNet Task ImageNet Task

CIFAR 10 97.3 93.5 97.0 35 82.4 96.1+1%7 69.5 86.8 1173
CIFAR 100  85.0 75.5 83.8 83 58.1 78.01199 43.3 56.5713:2
Aircraft 24.6 26.7 25.0 ~ L7 21.4 23.7 23 12.5 16.7 42
EuroSAT 92.6 92.1 93.3 12 91.6 94.2 26 84.4 90.7 63
Flowers 102  97.6 80.1 97.41173 67.5 94,11266 52.8 67.5H147
Food 101 85.1 77.9 84.4 165 62.5 80.1+176 36.7 49,1124
Pets 92.3 91.2 91.7 +0-5 86.7 90.2 35 58.3 79.1720-8
RESISC 45  84.2 81.4 83.9 +25 79.0 82.7 37 69.1 68.7 04
Textures 67.5 63.5 66.3 28 55.4 60.4 20 37.3 44.5 72
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Table 19 Optimizing rankings with the backbone’s native loss improves pruning performance. Top-1 k-NN
accuracy for AugReg ViT-B/16 pruned with our method, with rankings optimized by cosine-distance alignment to dense
features (Cosine) or with the native cross-entropy loss (Native). Column groups correspond to 20%, 40%, and 60%
sparsity. The native loss gains up to 13.5% on Pets at 60% sparsity, but trails cosine by up to 6.2% on CIFAR 100 at 40%.

Sparsity
20% / 28.2 G 40% / 21.2 G 60% / 14.2 G
Dataset Cosine Native Cosine Native Cosine Native

ImageNet-1k ~ 79.2  80.1 7Y 642 69.1 ™9 363 45.2 789

CIFAR 10 929 95.1 22  81.8 76.2 °6  66.7 68.7 t2°0
CIFAR 100 741 79.6 75 59.6 534 62 413 43.0 t'7
Aircraft 249 27.3 2% 201 23.1 30 127 19.6 69
EuroSAT 92.3 916 %7 91.6 90.2 '* 833 84.7 *14
Flowers 102 80.1 82.0 'Y 697 70.4 97 529 57.7 t48
Food 101 79.5 78.7 98 614 64.8 % 378 41.8 40
Pets 91.1 91.3 92 840 89.0 t°Y 583  71.8t!35
RESISC 45 81.3 82.8 ' 80.0 781 19 678 7T4.4 166
Textures 64.4 64.1 03 53.7 55.7 720 371  40.9 ™38

Table 20 Optimizing rankings with the backbone’s native loss improves pruning performance. Top-1 k-NN
accuracy for SigLIPv2 ViT-B/16 pruned with our method, with rankings optimized by cosine-distance alignment to dense
features (Cosine) or with the native sigmoid image-text loss (Native). Column groups correspond to 20%, 40%, and 60%
sparsity. The native loss gains up to 19.0% on Pets at 60% sparsity, but trails cosine by up to 2.9% on EuroSAT at 40%.

Sparsity
20% / 28.2 G 40% / 21.2 G 60% / 14.3 G
Dataset Cosine Native Cosine Native Cosine Native

ImageNet-1k 747 76.1 *** 535 61.1 *76 20.8 30.97'0!

CIFAR 10 92.6 95.0 T2* 674 71.6 %2 523 57.1 t48
CIFAR 100 729  77.3 P44 426  46.3 37 267 31.2 t45
Aircraft 346 46.5T'19 151 23.3 +82 8.6 13.3 47
EuroSAT 90.9 91.9 'Y 89.6 86.7 %Y 81.6 80.8 08
Flowers 102 77T 749 2% 554 66.5711 396 48.9 93
Food 101 832 83.9 97T 523 59.5 t72 207 32.0t!3
Pets 87.7 89.8 21 8.1 80.87'27 254  44.41190
RESISC 45 875 88.7 12 758 80.5 t*7 613 66.0 t*7
Textures 66.0 69.1 *31 511 581 *t70 314 38.3 t69
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Table 21 More unique calibration samples generally improve ranking optimization. Top-1 k-NN accuracy
on ImageNet-1k for AugReg ViT-B/16 pruned with our method, varying the number of unique ImageNet-1k samples
available to ranking optimization under fixed compute, i.e., 300 steps, at batch size 32. Superscripts give the change
relative to 64 samples, and  marks our default. Using 9600 samples gains up to 14.3 points over 64 samples at 50%
sparsity, and up to 2.6 points over the default at 40%, but trails it by 2.0 points at 60%.

Unique Samples

GFLOPs 64 128 256 512 1000 2000 4000 8000 9600

31.7 81.8 81.8 0.0 891 +03 899 +04 Qo5 +0.7 g9 +08 o9 +1.1 gog 1.1 g3 +12
28.2 774 776 92 781 97 786 T2 791 tL7  80.1 27 80.5 t31 81.0 t36 81.1 t37
24.8 70.3 71.3 T10 714 tLL 728 25 741 3.8 g5y b4 gy 468 g7 73 gyg 4T4
21.2 59.4 62.1 T27 63.0 ¥36 652 58 676 *52 9.1 t97 7o tiL3 71 qftLT gy izl
17.8 46.6 49.2 t26 517 51 551 85 p57oft106 59 3+H127 59 gtls2  gootli6  go.9t14s
14.2 30.2 325 t23 354 t52 387 85 43 7t135 45 9+15.0 49 gtl27 43 gtl3.T 43 o+13.0

t standard recipe.

Table 22 Unified ranking matches cross-block thresholding on AugReg. Top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k
and transfer datasets for AugReg ViT-B/16 pruned with our method, with separate neuron and head rankings under
per-block or cross-block thresholding, or our default unified ranking. Superscripts indicate the delta relative to per-block.

Sparsity
Threshold  10% /31.7G 20% /282G 30% /248G 40% /212G 50% /178 G 60% /142 G
ImageNet-1k

Per-block 82.5 79.7 74.3 65.2 54.0 40.6
Cross-block 82.510.0 80.270:5 76.2719 69.6744 57.213:2 45,7151
Unified 82.670:! 80.1104 75714 69.1139 59,3153 45.2146
Transfer Average

Per-block 78.7 76.0 71.6 65.5 60.3 52.9
Cross-block 79,1104 76.810-8 73.812:2 68.7132 60.610-3 55.812:9
Unified 78.910-2 76.970-9 74,1725 66.8113 63.7134 55,9730

Table 23 Unified ranking improves DINOv3 performance at high sparsity. Top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k
and transfer datasets for DINOv3 ViT-B/16 pruned with our method, with separate neuron and head rankings under
per-block or cross-block thresholding, or our default unified ranking. Superscripts indicate the delta relative to per-block.
Cross-block thresholding gains up to 34.9% over per-block on ImageNet-1k at 40% sparsity, and unifying neurons and
heads adds up to 8.7% at 50%.

Sparsity
Threshold  10% /419G 20% /373G 30% /325G 40% /28.0G 50% /234G 60% /188 G
ImageNet-1k

Per-block 81.4 77.8 69.3 29.9 15.5 8.0
Cross-block 82.0 06 80.5 *27 72.2 129 64.817349 4771322 32.11H241
Unified 81.9 T0-5 80.2 T2 76.4 t71 69.41395 56.41109 38.91309
Transfer Average

Per-block 85.8 79.8 72.0 47.4 37.4 30.1
Cross-block 86.2 04 84.6 T48 75.1 31 68.2120.8 58.9121.5 51.6721°
Unified 86.8 *10 84.2 +44 79.8 T78 72.672°2 63.21258 52.9122:8
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Table 24 Cross-block thresholding performs best for SigLIPv2. Top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k and transfer
datasets for SigLIPv2 ViT-B/16 pruned with our method, with separate neuron and head rankings under per-block or
cross-block thresholding, or our default unified ranking. Superscripts indicate the delta relative to per-block. Unified
ranking trails cross-block thresholding by up to 2.5% on the transfer average at 40% sparsity.
Sparsity
Threshold 10% /317G 20% /282G 30% /247G 40% /212G 50% /177G 60% /143 G

ImageNet-1k

Per-block 79.0 71.2 65.6 51.4 40.6 26.8
Cross-block 79.4 T0-4 77.2 6.0 72.0 64 63.2+11.8 48.4 +78 33.8 70
Unified 79.4 04 76.1 t49 70.4 t48 61.1 97 46.2 56 30.9 t41
Transfer Average

Per-block 82.9 74.2 69.5 57.3 51.9 43.9
Cross-block 84.0 t11 80.8 66 74.3 +48 66.2 89 55.8 39 48.2 43
Unified 83.3 T04 79.7 55 73.7 T42 63.7 T6:4 55.8 39 45.8 19

Table 25 Our rankings interpolate to unseen sparsity targets. Top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k and transfer
datasets for pruned AugReg ViT-B/16 with a ranking optimized over seven sparsity anchors, from 10% to 70% in 10%
increments, and evaluated every 5%. Targets marked 1 lie between anchors. Performance degrades smoothly at the
evaluated intermediate targets.

Sparsity
10%  15%t 20% 25%1 30% 35%t 40% 45%t 50% 55%t 60%
ImageNet-1k 82.7 815 799 782 759 733 694 642 59.1 521 433

Transfer Average 789 77.8 768 756 733 71.0 68.6 66.2 63.5 59.3 55.2

T indicates interpolated sparsities.
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Table 26 Low temperatures improve ranking optimization. Top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k and transfer
datasets for AugReg ViT-B/16 pruned with our method, varying the sigmoid temperature 7 of the ranking optimization.
The first row uses plain scores, without ranking optimization. The default setting is highlighted in orange. Low
temperatures perform best, with mean accuracy peaking at 7 = 0.1. Mean accuracy decreases steadily above 0.2 and
approaches the unoptimized baseline at 7 = 5.0.

Sparsity
Temperature 20% /282G 40% /212G 60% /142 G Mean
ImageNet-1k

No optimization 78.6 42.5 17.0 46.1
7 =0.01 79.7 67.7 41.6 63.0
T =0.05 80.4 69.7 44.1 64.8
7=0.1 80.3 70.6 44.5 65.1
T=0.2 80.1 69.1 45.2 64.8
T=05 79.7 67.6 38.7 62.0
T=10 78.5 63.6 33.2 58.4
T =25 76.1 55.9 16.5 49.5
T =2>5.0 72.4 47.3 16.5 454
Transfer Average

No optimization 74.6 54.2 39.7 56.2
T =0.01 76.9 68.2 55.7 66.9
7 =0.05 77.1 69.9 56.7 67.9
T7=0.1 77.5 71.2 56.6 68.4
7 =02 76.9 66.8 55.9 66.5
T=05 76.8 68.7 52.2 65.9
T=1.0 76.1 68.4 49.1 64.5
T=2.5 73.4 63.9 38.4 58.6
T =50 70.8 59.4 40.3 56.8

Table 27 Performance is generally stable across random seeds. Top-1 k-NN accuracy on ImageNet-1k and the
transfer average for AugReg ViT-B/16 models pruned with our method, reported as mean + sample standard deviation
across three seeds. Transfer accuracy is first averaged across the nine datasets within each seed.

Sparsity
10% /317G 20% /282G 30% /248G 40% /212G 50% /178 G 60% / 14.2 G
ImageNet-1k 82.5£0.14 79.94+0.14 75.6 £0.17 69.1 £0.09 59.5 +0.54 44.5 + 0.65

Transfer Average  78.7 £0.20 76.7 +0.23 73.6 +0.44 68.7 £1.81 64.1 £0.55 55.9 £0.12
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