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Abstract

Non-overlapping patch-wise convolution is the default image tokenizer for all
state-of-the-art vision Transformer (ViT) models. Even though many ViT vari-
ants have been proposed to improve its efficiency and accuracy, little research on
improving the image tokenizer itself has been reported in the literature. In this pa-
per, we propose a new image tokenizer based on wavelet transformation. We show
that ViT models with the new tokenizer achieve both higher training throughput
and better top-1 precision for the ImageNet validation set. We present a theoretical
analysis on why the proposed tokenizer improves the training throughput without
any change to ViT model architecture. Our analysis suggests that the new tok-
enizer can effectively handle high-resolution images and is naturally resistant to
adversarial attack. Furthermore, the proposed image tokenizer offers a fresh per-
spective on important new research directions for ViT-based model design, such
as image tokens on a non-uniform grid for image understanding.

1 Introduction

Natural languages inherently use a discrete set of characters or bytes in a fixed alphabet. A sequence
of bytes can be directly treated as the input to a Transformer model [56], as done in ByT5 [59].
However, the latent representations for such byte sequences may not carry enough information, and
the sequence length could be unnecessarily long. A more common alternative is segmenting words
into subword tokens either explicitly [30, 46] or implicitly [51]. The explicit subword tokenizer has
been a default component in many state-of-the-art (SOTA) large language models such as T5 [39],
GPT3 [6], ULM [50], PaLM [10] and Chinchilla [26].

Image pixels are also discrete since the RGB channels are represented by 8-bit unsigned integers.
This means that the raw pixel vocabulary size is 224, too large to be practical. In addition, the se-
quence length for an image with even a moderate resolution of 256× 256 is too long. A commonly
used image tokenizer for the vision Transformer (ViT) [17] is the non-overlapping patch-wise con-
volution. Despite many variants of ViT [55, 53, 32, 5, 31], this patch-convolution based tokenizer is
still the default choice for SOTA ViT models [47, 65, 16]. Since ViT models are the image encoders
in the largest vision-language models such as CLIP [38], ALIGN [27], CoCa [63] and PaLI [8],
the patch-convolution based image tokenizer becomes a default component in these vision-language
models.

An image tokenizer performs two main tasks: 1) it partitions a given image into non-overlapping
patches so that the final token count is considerably smaller than the image pixel count; 2) it maps
the RGB channels for the pixels in each patch into a token embedding vector. This converts a set
of image patches to an input token sequence. The image tokenizer inevitably removes the relative
position information among the pixels associated with each image token. A good image tokenizer
must therefore strike a balance between the loss in position information and the savings in compute,
both due to token-count reduction. At the same time, different vision tasks have different require-
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ments for these two conflicting aspects. For datasets with high-resolution images [34, 31], token
count can easily become the bottleneck due to the quadratic complexity of the standard Transformer
attention [49]. For vision tasks like semantic segmentation [11, 67] and object detection [20, 21],
the relative position or spatial information in general plays a crucial role. We believe that a good
tokenizer should effectively compress the redundant information in patch pixels. This allows the
flexibility to accommodate the two conflicting requirements, and has motivated us to look into the
image compression field for inspiration.

There are many well-established and well-understood algorithms in the image compression field [23].
The central goal in image compression is to remove redundant information in pixel space such that
the reconstructed images are visually close to the original images. The prevailing algorithm used in
current industry standard JPEG2000 [1] is the wavelet transformation [15, 48].

In this paper, we draw inspiration from the crucial insight in JPEG2000: most high-frequency signals
revealed by the wavelet transformation can be safely truncated with minimal human perception
difference. This is where the bulk of the image compression occurs. In short, we propose to replace
the patch-convolution–based image tokenizer in the standard ViT architecture [17] with a wavelets-
based image tokenizer.

Our main contributions are:

1. We introduce a new concept called pixel-space token embedding and show how to use wavelet
transformation to compute it (Section 4.1). The pixel-space token embedding is naturally resistant
to adversarial attacks and its sparsity can be used to produce image tokens on a non-uniform grid.

2. We present a theoretical analysis on how to use a block sparse projection to map truncated pixel-
space token embeddings to semantic token embeddings with reduced dimensions (Section 4.2).
This is important for training ViT models on datasets with images at higher resolutions.

3. The wavelet-based tokenizer offers an elegant solution to alleviating the computational impact
of the two quadratic terms in Transformer layer op counts (Section 4.3). To the best of our
knowledge, efficient Transformer research primarily focuses on the quadratic term O(T 2), where
T is token count (sequence length). For some tasks and datasets, however, the op count is actually
dominated by the other quadratic term O(H2), where H is embedding size. Our new image
tokenizer provides an efficient handle on this.

4. We use empirical evidence to show that ViT models with the proposed wavelet-based tokenizer
achieve higher training throughput and better top-1 precision (on the ImageNet val set, see Sec-
tion 5), while reducing the overall model size.

2 Related Work

The information redundancy in images has been previously exploited in the design of ViT variants.
For instance, less informative patch-wise image tokens are omitted in later-stage of an adaptive
ViT [61] or merged into tokens with larger but lower-resolution patches [41]. These approaches
are less straightforward compared to ours, as they involve modification of ViT model, loss function
and training recipe. Our wavelets-base tokenizer offers a more principled framework to achieve the
same goal, and it comes with a drop-in replacement of only the convolution-based tokenizer and no
further changes. We will come back to this in section 4.1.

Wavelet transformation has been used as a lossless up-sampling and down-sampling technique in
ViT [60]. This approach is tangent to the image tokenizer proposed and studied in this paper.

JPEG-inspired algorithms have been proposed for image generation [36], where the discrete cosine
transformation (DCT) coefficients are directly generated by an autoregressive Transformer decoder.
The sequence length is still a severe limiting factor, to the extent to which only low-resolution
images can be generated. In our initial experiments, we used DCT as a building block for the image
tokenizer, but the results were inferior to those obtained with wavelet-based image tokenizers.

Earlier image generation work directly decodes pixel RGB channels and can only generate low-
resolution images [7, 37]. Current SOTA text-to-image autoregressive generation models such as
DALL-E [40] and others [62] all use a two-stage approach. The first stage trains an image tokenizer
and detokenizer with a codebook of discrete visual tokens. The second stage trains a Transformer
model that generates the final images from text prompts. The backbone in the tokenizers is either
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the discrete variational autoencoder (dVAE) [54] in DALL-E [40] or ViT-based VQGAN [18] (ViT-
VQGAN) in [62]. They also often involve vector quantization in order to generate discrete visual
tokens. Standard ViT models do not need a codebook with discrete tokens. Hence the tokenizers
in [40, 18, 62] are outside the scope of this paper. However, the convolutional neural network
(CNN) based image encoder used by VQGAN in [18] or dVAE in DALL-E [40] is related to our
work because it has been recognized that the lower-level convolutional kernels in CNNs are very
similar to Gabor wavelet filters [33, 57]. This area requires further investigation into connecting
these approaches.

3 A Brief Introduction to Wavelet-Based Image Compression

We first describe the discrete wavelet transformation in terms of convolution kernels. We refer the
readers to excellent books such as [15, 48] for a comprehensive review of the theory on wavelet
transformation.

A color image with resolution N × N and RGB channels can be represented by a tensor P ∈
RN×N×3. It is common practice in image compression to convert the RGB format to the luminance-
chrominance format via a fixed and invertable linear projection [23]. This is represented by another
tensor [Y,Cb, Cr] ∈ RN×N×3 where Y ∈ RN×N is the luminance matrix, and Cb, Cr ∈ RN×N

are the chrominance-blue and chrominance-red matrix, respectively. It is known that human visual
perception is more sensitive to the brightness or luminance and less sensitive to the color or chromi-
nance [23]. Hence it is common practice to reduce the original image resolution for Cb and Cr by a
factor of 2× 2 before the wavelet transformation is applied. This reduces the overall pixel count by
a factor of 2.

There are many families of wavelets. Here we focus on two families that are effective for the purpose
of image tokenizer: Daubechies (db) and Coiflets (coif). One can choose different orders within
each family. For instance, the lowest-order one-dimensional (1D) kernels in db and coif families are,
respectively, the db1 (also called Haar) kernels:

Kl =
[

1√
2

1√
2

]

, Kh =
[

1√
2

− 1√
2

]

(1)

and the coif1 kernels:
[

Kl

Kh

]

=

[

−0.016 −0.073 0.385 0.853 0.338 −0.073
0.073 0.338 −0.853 0.385 0.073 −0.016

]

. (2)

The two-dimensional (2D) kernels are derived from 1D kernels as

Kll = KT
l Kl, Klh = KT

l Kh, Khl = KT
h Kl, Khh = KT

h Kh. (3)

The convolution with these four 2D kernels is then performed on Y , Cb and Cr separately. This is
also known as the group convolution. For instance, convolution on matrix Y results in

Y (1) = conv2d(Kll)(Y
(0)), Y

(1)
h = conv2d(Klh)(Y

(0)) (4)

Y (1)
v = conv2d(Khl)(Y

(0)), Y
(1)
d = conv2d(Khh)(Y

(0)) (5)

where Y (0) = Y and conv2d(M) is the 2D convolution with kernel M and a fixed stride (2, 2). The
same convolution in equations (4)-(5) can be recursively performed on matrix Y (k) for k = 1, 2....
The stride (2, 2) dictates that each recursion step reduces the image resolution by a factor of 2 × 2.

Matrices Y (k), Y (k)
h , Y (k)

v and Y
(k)
d can be gathered into a single matrix. For instance, a simple

level-2 wavelet transformation on matrix Y results in








Y (2) Y
(2
h

Y
(2)
v Y

(2)
d

Y
(1)
h

Y
(1)
v Y

(1)
d









. (6)

The procedure in equations (4)-(6) is also applied to matrices Cb and Cr, and we obtain the same
matrix structure shown in equation (6) for Cb and Cr .
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Figure 1 shows a level-10 wavelet transformation using the db1 kernels of equation (1) on an image
with Y CbCr channels. Notice that majority of the wavelet coefficients are nearly zero. This is
particularly true for channel-Cb and channel-Cr. This distribution is typical of a natural image and
it gives us plenty of room to safely sparsify or zero out those near-to-zero wavelet coefficients with
minimal quality loss in the reconstructed image. All non-zero coefficients are quantized and then
compressed further with entropy coding algorithms. We refer interested readers to [1] for details on
this step.

We can easily reverse the steps in equations (4)-(6) and reconstruct the original image. The main
difference is that we need to use transposed convolution in equations (4)-(5).

Figure 1: Original image and its wavelet coefficients for Y CbCr channels, where black/white/grey
dots correspond to strongly positive / strongly negative / near-to-zero coefficients, respectively.

4 Image Tokenizer

In this section, we depart from the image compression concepts behind the standard JPEG2000 algo-
rithm and focus on designing an effective image tokenizer. The common goal is to remove redundant
information in an image, hence wavelet transformation is a shared component. However, the end
goals are different. In an image compression algorithm, each step must be reversible such that the
original image can be reconstructed from JPEG strings with minimal visual-perception quality loss.
On the other hand, an image tokenizer is designed to capture semantically meaningful information.
The generated token embeddings serve as the starting point for the subsequent processing performed
by ViT models, namely, the "echo chambers" effect in attention layers [25] and the key-value pair
memories in feedforward layers [22].

4.1 Pixel-Space Token Embedding

Same as in JPEG2000, we adopt the RGB-to-Y CbCr linear transformation and downsample Cb and
Cr channels by a factor 2× 2. Hence for an image with resolution N ×N , the input to the wavelet
transformation is Y CbCr channels with shape Y ∈ RN×N and Cb, Cr ∈ R

N

2
×N

2 .

Unlike Fourier or discrete cosine transformation, wavelet transformation uses localized kernels, see
equations (1) and (2). Therefore, each wavelet coefficient is related only to a local pixel region. We
can illustrate this with a concrete example. Given a color image with resolution 128 × 128, we
follow the procedure in equations (4)-(5) and perform a level-2 wavelet transformation on Y CbCr

channels. We can re-write the resulting matrix in equation (6) and its counter parts for Cb and Cr
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as:

P (2) =
[

Y (2) C
(2)
b C

(2)
r

]

(7)

D(2) =
[

Y
(2)
h Y

(2)
v Y

(2)
d C

(2)
bh C

(2)
bv C

(2)
bd C

(2)
rh C

(2)
rv C

(2)
rd

]

(8)

D(1) =
[

Y
(1)
h Y

(1)
v Y

(1)
d

]

(9)

where P (2) ∈ R32×32×3, D(2) ∈ R32×32×9 and D(1) ∈ R64×64×3. Note that we have skipped the
convolution on Cb and Cr at resolution 128× 128 since they are already downsampled to 64 × 64.
This is why there is no Cb or Cr component in equation (9). Note also that P (2) is just a coarsened
image with Y CbCr channels at resolution 32 × 32. We can reshape tensor D(1) such that D(1) ∈

R32×32×12 and concatenate P (2), D(2) and D(1) along their last dimension into one tensor as
W =

[

P (2) D(2) D(1)
]

=
[

W (2) W (1)
]

(10)

where W ∈ R32×32×24, W (2) = [P (2) D(2)] ∈ R32×32×12 and W (1) = D(1). More generally,
a level-L wavelet transformation on an image with resolution N × N results in a set of tensors
concatenated along their last dimension as

W =
[

W (L) W (L−1) . . . W (1)
]

(11)

where W (k) ∈ RÑ×Ñ×Ck , Ñ = N
2L and

Ck =







12 k = L

9× 4L−k k = 2, ...L− 1
3× 4L−1 k = 1

(12)

The number of entries in vector W (i, j, :) in equation (11) is

C =

L
∑

k=1

Ck =
3

2
4L. (13)

We treat the length-C vector W (i, j, :) as the pixel-space embedding for pixel-(i, j) in the coarse
image with resolution Ñ × Ñ . For the simple level-2 example in equation (10), we only need vector
W (i, j, :) with its 24 entries to reconstruct the 4×4 original pixel region corresponding to pixel-(i, j)
in coarse image P (2). This can be done by following steps in equations (4)-(10) in reverse order. The
same procedure also applies to the general case in equation (11). This reconstruction is exact if there
is no truncation, i.e. no small wavelet coefficients are zeroed out. As shown in Fig 1, truncation via
thresholding can be done easily. JPEG2000 has demonstrated that the reconstruction error is small
even if more than 90% of the wavelet coefficients are zeroed out. Therefore, the pixel-space token
embedding from this point on always refers to the post-truncation version of vector W (i, j, :).

A few remarks are in order:

1. Token count in pixel-space embedding tensor W is Ñ2 = N2

4L . So level-L is used as a hyper-
parameter to achieve the trade-off between token count reduction and the loss of positional infor-
mation, as discussed in Section 1.

2. Wavelet kernels are fixed, as shown in equations (1) and (2). So any gradient-based adversar-
ial examples [24] would fail since there is no gradient with respect to these kernels. In general,
any small white-noise-like perturbation to the input images becomes high-frequency wavelet co-
efficients [3, 52], which are zeroed out in the sparsification step. Therefore, a wavelet-based
tokenizer is naturally resistant to adversarial attacks on image classifiers (e.g., [44]).

3. Wavelet transformation exposes image regions with smooth RGB pixels. The sparsity in each
pixel-space embedding vector correlates strongly with the information entropy in the correspond-
ing pixel region. This can be used as a useful signal in the design and implementation of the
image tokenizer. For instance, it can be used to guide a non-uniform image partition, and pro-
duce image tokens on a non-uniform grid*. This is in spirit similar to the goal in [61, 41], but
wavelet transformation provides a more principled framework. This involves modification to the
ViT model itself and hence is outside the scope of this paper.
*The non-uniform grid or mesh is a standard technique in numerical methods for partial differential equa-

tions [45, 35]. It is an indispensable tool for handling large variance in variables such as electric potential or
airflow pressure as a function of spatial coordinates. The RGB or Y CbCr intensities in natural images also
vary considerably with pixel coordinates.
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4.2 Semantic Token Embedding

The goal of this next step is to map the pixel-space embeddings to semantically-meaningful token
embeddings. This mapping can be a simple trainable linear projection

E = WQ (14)

where E ∈ RÑ×Ñ×H is the semantic token embedding tensor, H is the target embedding size,
Q ∈ RC×H is the trainable projection matrix, and W ∈ RÑ×Ñ×C is defined in equation (11).

Equation (13) shows that pixel-space embedding size grows exponentially with the wavelet level
L. However, each vector W (i, j, :) in equation (11) is extremely sparse, with a predictable sparsity
pattern. For the level-10 wavelets shown in Figure 1, nearly all entries in W (1) are zeros, whereas
W (L) has almost no zero entries. In general, the proportion of zeros in W (k) grows rapidly, maybe
exponentially, as level index k decreases. Our experiments (Tables 1-2) show that sparsifying 80%
of the entries in W actually boosts the image classification top-1 precision. We believe the reason is
that those small wavelet coefficients contain more noise than signal, and filtering them out serves as
a form of regularization for model training.

We can use a block sparse structure in matrix Q to exploit this sparsity pattern. The new projection
is

E = WQ = W











Q(L) 0 . . . 0
0 Q(L−1) . . . 0
...

...
. . . 0

0 0 0 Q(1)











(15)

where Q(k) ∈ RCk×Hk , Ck is defined in equation (12), and Hk is the token embedding size assigned
to level-k under the constraint

∑

k

Hk = H. (16)

In view of equation (11), we have

E =
[

E(L) E(L−1) . . . E(1)
]

(17)

where
E(k) = W (k)Q(k). (18)

The key question is: what is a right value for Hk given Ck in equation (12)? This obviously depends
on the sparsity of vector W (k)(i, j, :). For higher wavelet levels like k = L or k = L − 1, tensor
W (k) is dense and hence we can simply set Hk = Ck. It is the much larger projection matrix like
Q(1) that makes a significant difference to the parameter count and runtime. Fortunately, tensor
W (1) is very sparse and this offers a good opportunity to find a Hk much smaller than Ck.

To facilitate the exposition, we focus on the calculation of vector E(k)(i, j, :)

E(k)(i, j, :) = eTij = W (k)(i, j, :)Q(k) = wT
ijQ

(k) (19)

or equivalently
eij = (Q(k))Twij (20)

where eij ∈ RHk×1, wij ∈ RCk×1, and (Q(k))T ∈ RHk×Ck . Note that the positions of nonzero
entries in vector wij are random, depending on the image being processed. We show in two steps
that we could set Hk to the expected numerical rank of matrix Q(k), which is much smaller than Ck

for small k. The first step can be formalized as the following proposition:

Proposition 1 For a linear projection
~y = A~x (21)

where A ∈ RM×N , ~x ∈ RN and only a random subset of entries in ~x are nonzero. The probability
of an entry in ~x being nonzero is p. Suppose we sample such a Bernoulli distribution to generate a
random ~x and accumulate the resulting ~y into a matrix

B = [~y1, ~y2, ...] , (22)

then the expected column rank of B is pN .
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Proof: Column rank of A is N , but only pN of them are used to compute each ~yi. So the columns
of matrix B can only span a space covered pN columns of matrix A in probability. This is the
expected column rank of matrix B. �

Suppose we collect all embedding vectors eij in equation (20) into a single matrix S. Let the total
token count be St and hence S ∈ RHk×St . Note that St could be a huge number since matrix S

includes every level-k pixel-space embedding vector in tensor W (k) extracted from all images in the
training dataset. So obviously Hk ≪ St. The second step can be stated as the next proposition.

Proposition 2 The expected numerical rank of matrix S is min(Hk, pCk).

Proof: In view of equation (20) and (21), we can see that eij corresponds to y and wij corresponds
to x. Likewise, matrix S corresponds to B in equation (22). As a direct result from Proposition-1,
the expected column rank of matrix S is pCk. Hence rank(S) = min(Hk, pCk). �

Since we have the flexibility to set Hk such that the information in wij is preserved in eij after the
projection in equation (20), we can simply set Hk = pCk. Even though Ck in equation (12) can be
large for small k such as k = 1, empirically we see that probability p is very small for small k. This
means that Hk = pCk is nearly constant for small k. For large k such as k = L, we set Hk = Ck

since the pixel-space embeddings are fully dense or equivalently p = 1. In view of equation (16), the
semantic token embedding size H is close to an affine function instead of an exponential function
in wavelet level L.

Consider an image with resolution N ×N , patch-convolution based tokenizer with patch size p× p

generates T = N2

p2 tokens. Patch convolution becomes ineffective at extracting visual information
when p is too large, which is why p = 8, 16, 32 are common choices. Hence the operation count
for the standard ViT with patch-convolution tokenizer grows as O(T 2) = O(N

4

p4 ). This becomes
prohibitively expensive when N > 2048. However, this high image resolution can be reduced to
a user-specified resolution Ñ = N

2L
with a level-L wavelet-based tokenizer, where L = log2(

N

Ñ
).

Since semantic token embedding size H in equation (16) is affine in L, as discussed above, we have
H = O(log2(

N

Ñ
)) which grows slowly with N . Therefore, wavelet-based tokenizer offers a much

more efficient way to handle high image resolution due to the block sparse projection in equation
(15).

We could add more dense layers on top of the single linear layer in equation (15) to potentially
improve the token embedding quality. The increase in parameter count and training cost due to the
added layers is O(H2). This is much smaller than O(CH) in equation (15) since the embedding
dimension has been reduced from a large C in equation (13) to a small H in equation (16).

4.3 Operation Count For Transformer Layers

A standard Transformer consists of many identical layers with the following hyper parameters: token
embedding size H , model hidden state size which is typically the same H , attention query, key and
value feature size dmodel which is typically also the same H , and feed-forward intermediate layer
activation size dff = m×H (with integer m typically in the range [2, 10]). As before, let T be the
token count. The breakdown of the operation count for each Transformer layer is

• Attention: 2T 2H + 4TH2

– Query/Key/Value multihead projections and output projection: 4TH2

– Query Key inner-product and Attention Value multiplication: 2T 2H

• Feedforward: 2mTH2

We focus our attention on the two quadratic terms: 2T 2H and (2m + 4)TH2. If we use a typical
m = 4, then the ratio between them is

r =
2T 2H

(2× 4 + 4)TH2
=

T

6H
. (23)

Much of the efficient Transformer research focuses on improving the O(T 2) quadratic complexity in
Transformer attention [49, 68, 42, 9, 58, 29, 64, 2, 4]. This is important for tasks with long-context
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such as long-document summarization and long-video understanding and generation because T ≫
H and hence r ≫ 1 in equation (23). However, the other quadratic term O(H2) dominates for many
standard language or vision models and datasets. For example, T = 512, H = 1024 are used in
a T5-large model [39], and T = 256, H = 4096 are used in ViT image encoder in SOTA vision-
language model PaLI [8]. In such cases, r ≪ 1 in equation (23) and hence it is more cost-effective to
reduce H using the wavelet-base image tokenizer with the block sparse projection from Section 4.2.
In Section 5 we confirm empirically that this is exactly what is observed for ViT models.

We should note that matrix-tiling and operation-fusion idea in the recently proposed Flash Atten-
tion [13, 14] has essentially removed the quadratic memory complexity for Transformer models. So
we do not include memory usage in our analysis. The discussion here only focus on the forward
path in model training. The analysis for the backward gradient propagation path follows the same
reasoning and the same conclusion applies.

5 Experimental Results

5.1 Setup

Dataset We use the ILSVRC-2012 ImageNet dataset with 1k classes and 1.3M images [43]. The
image resolution has two settings: 256× 256 and 512× 512.

ViT Models Our baseline model is the ViT-base model in [17] with the same model parameters:
H = dmodel = 768, dff = 3072, 12 Transformer layers, 12 attention heads. We treat dmodel

and H as two independent hyper parameters so we can check their separate effects on training
throughput and top-1 precision. All models are trained on TPUs v4 [19, 28] with the same training
hyper parameters reported in [17], such as batch size, epochs, learning rate, weight decay and etc.
We follow the data augmentation recipe in [47] which uses the combination of Mixup [66] and
RandAugment [12]. The results below clearly show that wavelet-based tokenizer does not interfere
with these data augmentation tricks. We want to emphasize that ViT model architecture and training
recipe are held unchanged as we do a drop-in replacement of patch-convolution image tokenizer with
our wavelet-based tokenizer. This way, the improvement can directly be attributed to the wavelet
tokenizer.

Patch-convolution tokenizer variants are controlled by patch size only. We use the notations
patch/8, patch/16 and patch/32 in table 1 and table 2 to denote these variants. For instance, patch/8
means that a 8× 8 pixel region corresponds to one ViT input token.

Wavelet-based tokenizer variants are controlled by two groups of parameters:

1) The wavelet transformation parameters include wavelet type and level-L, as well as the percentage
of wavelet coefficients to be zeroed out with thresholding. We use the notations db1-4 and db1-5 for
level-4 and level-5 wavelet transformations, respectively, with the db1 kernels defined in equation
(1). Similarly, coif1-3 and coif1-4 refer to level-3 and level-4 wavelet transformations, respectively,
with the coif1 kernels defined in equation (2). By default, 80% of the wavelet coefficients of W in
equation (11) are zeroed out. This percentage is appropriate for image resolutions 256 × 256 and
512× 512 (it should be higher for higher-resolution images).

2) The dense projection parameters include Hk in equation (16) and number of additional dense
layers. As discussed in section 4.2, we set Hk = Ck for k = L,L− 1. We perform hyper parameter
sweep for H1 such that the top-1 precision is optimized under the constraint that H in equation (16)
is an integer multiple of 128. Two top performing choices (H = 256, 384) and their impact are
shown in Table 3. Our experiments show that one additional dense layer does not bring any gain in
top-1 precision. This is likely due to the fact that L is only up to 5 for image resolution 512× 512.
We believe more dense layers will be needed for resolution higher than 1024× 1024.

Input sequence length It should be noted that each wavelet-based token corresponds to a pixel
region with size 2L × 2L in the original image. So the input sequence generated from an image
with resolution 256× 256 by coif1-3 and patch/8 have the same length (2568 )2 = 322 = 1024. This
sequence length is denoted as tokens in all result tables.
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5.2 Tokenizer Comparison

We run experiments comparing patch-convolution–based tokenizers (denoted as patch/N , where N
is the patch size) versus wavelet-based tokenizers (db and coif). We report results on images with
resolutions 256× 256 (Table 1) and 512× 512 (Table 2). The training is done using TPUv4 acceler-
ators, and throughput is measured in number of images per second per TPU core. The results show
that the wavelet-based tokenizers have both better top-1 precision and higher training throughput.
Remarkably, wavelet-based tokenizers also reduce model parameter count significantly because H
is reduced, due to the block sparse projection in equation (15).

Table 1: Top-1 precision and throughput (plus stats) for ImageNet-1K (val set), 256x256 image
resolution; patch/8,16 are patch-convolution tokenizers, coif1-3 and db1-4 are wavelet tokenizers.

tokenizer prec@top-1 (↑) throughput (↑) params (M) (↓) tokens H dmodel dff
patch/8 82.21 99.8 86.76 1024 768 768 3072
coif1-3 83.43 +1.22 116.5 +17% 44.05 +49% 1024 384 768 3072
patch/16 80.30 589 86.61 256 768 768 3072
db1-4 81.56 +1.26 996 +69% 43.87 +49% 256 384 768 3072

Table 2: Top-1 precision and throughput (plus stats) for ImageNet-1K (val set), 512x512 image
resolution; patch/16,32 are patch-convolution tokenizers, coif1-4 and db1-5 are wavelet tokenizers.

tokenizer prec@top-1 (↑) throughput (↑) params (M) (↓) tokens H dmodel dff
patch/16 82.86 99.8 87.2 1024 768 768 3072
coif1-4 83.14 +0.28 102.1 +2% 44.31 +49% 1024 384 768 3072
patch/32 80.89 311 88.38 256 768 768 3072
db1-5 81.63 +0.74 341 +10% 59.59 +33% 256 512 768 3072

5.3 Effect of Token Embedding Sizes

We report the results of using different H , dff and dmodel in Table 3. Smaller H allows us to make
some useful trade-off. For instance, configurationH = 384, dmodel = 768 means that the multihead
projection size is down by 1

2 and the feedforward layer size is down by a factor of 3
4 . This saving

allows us to enlarge dff from 4 ×H to up to 16×H . This flexibility allows the trade-off between
precision and training throughput, as shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Study on the effect of different H , dff and dmodel on Top-1 precision for ImageNet-1K
(val set) and training throughput, 256x256 image resolution.

tokenizer tokens prec@top-1 (↑) throughput (↑) params (M) dmodel H dff
db1-4 256 79.44 1422 14.21 256 256 3072
db1-4 256 80.44 1101 29.52 768 256 3072
db1-4 256 81.12 864 48.43 768 256 6144
db1-4 256 81.22 1052 36.77 384 384 3072
db1-4 256 81.56 996 43.87 768 384 3072
db1-4 256 81.55 769 72.21 768 384 6144

6 Conclusions And Future Work

We describe a new wavelet-based image tokenizer as a drop-in replacement for the patch-convolution
based tokenizer used in the standard ViT models. We demonstrate that ViT models equipped with
the new tokenizer achieve both higher training throughput and better top-1 precision for the Ima-
geNet validation set. We also present a theoretical analysis on why the proposed tokenizer improves
the training throughput, without any change to the ViT model architecture. Our analysis also indi-
cates that the new tokenizer can effectively handle high-resolution images and is naturally resistant
to adversarial attacks. Overall, our image tokenizer offers a fresh perspective on important new re-
search directions for ViT-based model design, such as image tokens on a non-uniform grid and a
new approach to modeling increased resolution in images.
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