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Abstract

Modern machine learning models often combine multiple
input streams of data to more accurately capture the infor-
mation that informs their decisions. In multimodal machine
learning, choosing the strategy for fusing data together re-
quires careful consideration of the application’s accuracy
and latency requirements, as fusing the data at earlier or
later stages in the model architecture can lead to perfor-
mance changes in accuracy and latency. To demonstrate
this trade-off, we investigate different fusion strategies us-
ing a hybrid BERT and vision network framework that inte-
grates image and text data. We explore two different vision
networks: MobileNetV2 and ViT. We propose three mod-
els for each vision network, which fuse data at late, inter-
mediate, and early stages in the architecture. We evaluate
the proposed models on the CMU-MOSI dataset and bench-
mark their latency on an NVIDIA Jetson Orin AGX. Our ex-
perimental results demonstrate that while late fusion yields
the highest accuracy, early fusion offers the lowest inference
latency. We describe the three proposed model architectures
and discuss the accuracy and latency trade-offs, concluding
that data fusion earlier in the model architecture results in
faster inference times at the cost of accuracy.

1. Introduction

With the recent success and wide-adoption of artificial in-
telligence, researchers, businesses, and consumers are de-
manding higher and higher levels of intelligence from their
systems. While specialized models are suitable for solv-
ing specific problems in constrained environments, there is
a growing desire for our systems to reason about problems
more intelligently. Multimodal systems can make our sys-
tems more robust to failure, more integrated with our ex-
perience, and capture valuable information that otherwise
goes unseen.

Multimodal systems can be more robust to failure, as
in autonomous driving [16]. While an autonomous driv-
ing system that uses just Electro-Optical (EO) cameras will
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Figure 1. Accuracy vs. Inference Latency trade-off space for the
proposed MobileNetV2-fused and ViT-fused models on the Jetson
Orin AGX.

struggle in low light, a system that also includes IR cameras
can continue to perform. Most autonomous driving systems
are now multimodal in some form [16]. There is also an in-
creasing consumer demand for language models to be more
easily integrated with the experience of users that has lead to
a rise in vision-language models (VLMs) like CLIP, which
allows users to leverage visual data as well as textual [14].
As we ask our models to solve more complex problems,
it becomes essential that they have the capability to accept
multiple data modalities.

Multiple independent models can be used to approach
these current problems, but fusing these models together al-
lows the multimodal model to leverage complimentary in-
formation across the different modalities [17]. Huang et
al. prove that multimodal learning is better than unimodal
based on the intuition that multimodal learning can more
accurately estimate the latent space representation [17].
Therefore, multimodal fusion plays a key role in solving
the most pressing problems of our time and will only be-
come more important as machine learning (ML) is further
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integrated into our lives.

The principle behind multimodal systems mimics the
way that humans reason about our world. When we draw
conclusions from our environment we do not consider
solely one type of data, but instead extract any interpretable
information from all the data available to us. We apply
this same concept to multimodal ML, which builds mod-
els that can learn from and inference on multiple types of
data. Though standard ML model architectures are typi-
cally structured around one type of data input, these uni-
modal architectures can be fused together in various ways
to accept multiple types of data streams concurrently. How-
ever, inference latency is often a priority with ML mod-
els, especially when deployment to edge devices is neces-
sary. Therefore, the data streams must be carefully chosen
based on how much relevant information they provide and
how their processing would impact resource consumption.
Those selected data streams must also be fused together
with consideration for the accuracy and inference latency
trade-off. As we show, fusing the data at different points
results in varying inference latencies, making some archi-
tectures more suitable for edge deployment than others.

We investigate multimodal fusion strategies through the
lens of sentiment analysis, a common multimodal fusion
problem. We present a hybrid BERT and MobileNetV2
framework that uses both image and text data for early, in-
termediate, and late fusion strategies. We analyze the trade-
off between accuracy and inference latency on these pro-
posed model architectures and show that late fusion yields
the best accuracy while early fusion yields lower latency,
demonstrating that fusing models earlier is more suitable
for edge deployment. We illustrate this trade-off space in
Figure 1. A similar trade-off space can be created for any
multimodal ML problem, and will be especially useful in
domains where inference latency is highly relevant.

2. Background and Related Works
2.1. Multimodal Machine Learning

Multimodal ML rests on the principles that modalities are
heterogeneous, connected, and interact together, providing
new insights and yielding higher accuracy when combined
[20]. As the ML systems we build are more intimately inte-
grated with people’s lives, such as with the most recent GPT
models, there is a demand to interface with models in more
intuitive ways, which includes expanding the capability of
these models to accept multiple streams of input. However,
technical challenges arise in how to best fuse modalities to
exploit the interconnectedness between modalities [20].
One such challenge is fusing ML models when the ar-
chitecture of the base models is vastly different. Tradi-
tionally, models created for visual processing use a con-
volutional neural network (CNN) as their base architecture

[4]. In contrast, transformer-based architectures extract tex-
tual features better than other model architectures, includ-
ing CNNs, as is shown by Devlin et al. [1]. CNN-based
and transformer-based architectures have entirely different
processing methods, meaning fused models may favor one
modality the other as it’s features are more accurately ex-
tracted.

Another technical challenge is the decision of where in
the ML framework the models should be fused together.
Models can be fused at different stages in their architecture,
often referred to as early, intermediate (or feature-level, or
mid-level), and late (or decision-level) fusion [7]. Late fu-
sion allows much of the models to remain the same, fus-
ing at the decision level after feature extraction is complete.
This strategy is easier to implement than early strategies, but
may fail to fully capture the interconnectedness between the
modalities, as processing of the data is almost fully com-
plete in the separate networks before the features are finally
fused together. Intermediate fusion happens earlier in the
process, within the feature extraction layers. The fused lay-
ers are often intertwined with the feature extraction layers
of each unimodal model. Finally, early fusion happens even
earlier in the architecture. The data may be fused at the data
level (before input to the model), after encoding, or after
a few layers of feature extraction. The data is fused and
the multimodal framework becomes a single fused model.
Liang et al. provide an in-depth review of the current state
of multi-modal ML in [20].

2.2. Sentiment Analysis

Sentiment analysis began as a text-based task, powered by a
large amount of publicly available opinions on the Internet
in the form of posts, tweets, and reviews. It has since be-
come a common multimodal problem [9]. Visual and audio
data, combined with textual data, can provide a more com-
prehensive picture of the sentiment of the speaker by cap-
turing the non-verbal ques that are so important to speech
between humans. The visual data is often an image of the
speaker’s face, to which facial expression recognition (FER)
can be applied.

Facial expression recognition is a classification problem
that seeks to classify a face as expressing a certain emo-
tion. The classes may be specific emotions such as happi-
ness, surprise, sadness, etc. as used in the FER+ dataset
[6]. The facial expressions can also be classified into more
coarse-grained categories of positive, negative, and neutral
[2]. Datasets with fine-grained labels such as FER+ can be
reduced to these categories. Depending on the application, a
reduced class list may provide a rigorous enough approach,
and may in fact be necessary when limited by the classifica-
tion capabilities of other data streams in the multimodal sys-
tem. Sajjad et al. provide a current survey of the challenges
and applications of FER [23]. In a classical sentiment anal-



ysis, the text input data is often written text collected from
social media sites or review forums [3]. When considering
classification labels for the sentiment of reviews and state-
ments made to social media, a detailed emotional classi-
fication such as “surprise” or “fear” would be difficult to
obtain. Many text-only sentiment analysis approaches fo-
cus on positive and negative classification. This decision is
also informed by the purpose of the development of textual
sentiment analysis methods, which are often used to obtain
consumer or political data where a general sentiment is suf-
ficient for the interested party [3].

2.2.1. Multimodal Sentiment Analysis

In multimodal sentiment analysis, the FER model and tex-
tual sentiment analysis model are combined into one uni-
form model. Considering classification labels that work for
both image and text data, classification labels of positive,
negative, and neutral to varying degrees are often favored
over the emotional labels that can be used in FER. Bashiri
and Naderi release 22 datasets with sentiments labeled as
positive or negative [3].

Multimodal sentiment analysis also frequently includes
audio recordings of the speaker. Audio data can capture
important sentiment indicators, such as tone and volume,
that are not revealed in visual or textual data [9]. In some
domains this audio data may be highly relevant, but in sen-
timent analysis it is shown by [9] to have a marginal impact
on accuracy compared to image and textual data. For this
reason, we will not consider audio data as an input stream
in this work.

2.2.2. Fusion Strategies

Much of the recent research in multimodal sentiment anal-
ysis focuses on the development of novel fusion strategies.
Majumder et al. focus on the contextual relationships be-
tween the different modalities by first fusing each modality
(textual, visual, audio) with each other modality, and then
fusing the resulting dual-modal layers with each other be-
fore predicting the final output [21]. Their accuracy on the
CMU-MOSI dataset for the combined textual and visual
modalities was 79.3% [21]. Huang et al. focus solely on
fusing textual and visual data with their Deep Multimodal
Attentive Fusion model [15]. The authors describe three
base model architectures: a visual attention model, a seman-
tic attention model, and multimodal attention model which
is structured the same as the visual and semantic models, but
fuses the networks at an intermediate stage. They provide
results for the visual and semantic models, their multimodal
attention model, and a late fusion version of all three mod-
els [15]. On the Flickr dataset, which they relabeled, they
show that the fused models reach higher accuracy than the
unimodal models [15]. Huddar et al. also focus on attention
with their multimodal contextual fusion strategy [18]. And,
like Majumder et al., focus on the fusion of two modalities

before fusing the resulting bimodal features together [18].
They use a bidirectional LSTM with an attention model to
capture contextual information and similarities between in-
formation of different modalities [18]. Their proposed mod-
els score between 78.5-79.92% accuracy for the combined
textual and visual models on the CMU-MOSI dataset [18].

3. Methodologies

We discuss in this section the methodologies used to create
the proposed model architectures, including the dataset used
for training and the architectural modifications made to the
base BERT, MobileNetV2 and ViT architectures.

3.1. Dataset

The CMU-MOSI dataset is publicly available and widely
applied to multimodal research applications [26]. It con-
tains synchronized video clips, spoken phrases, and audio
clips of movie reviews. Each of the 2199 video clips shows
a single speaker giving their opinion to the camera. The
annotations designate the speaker as feeling very negative
(-3) to feeling very positive (3) with 0 being neutral. We re-
duce the labels to negative and non-negative (positive plus
neutral) to compute binary accuracy. We also divided the
video clips into frames and used the middle frame from the
sequence instead of the full clip.

3.2. Data Streams

We fuse together the textual and visual data provided by
the CMU-MOSI dataset to build a complete picture of the
sentiment of the speaker. As previously discussed, the au-
dio data does not contribute significantly to the accuracy
of multimodal sentiment analysis systems, and is therefore
left off. We also want to note that trade-off between accu-
racy and inference latency with each added data modality.
Including auditory data as a third data stream in our multi-
modal system may marginally increase the accuracy, but it
would negatively impact the inference speed of the model,
as the architecture would need to be expanded to process
this separate data stream. The added data stream would
have a greater impact on later fusion methods than earlier,
as more processing would be devoted to auditory data alone
in later fusion methods. This impact on inference latency is
another reason that auditory data was not considered, even
if it may give marginal accuracy benefits.

3.3. Architectural Modifications

We present three model architectures at varying levels of fu-
sion, all based on a combination of BERT and MobileNetV2
[1, 24]. The model architectures are fused at three different
stages of the overall architecture (late, intermediate, early),
providing different levels of accuracy and latency. We show
that the level of fusion is important to consider when us-
ing resource-constrained devices for inference, as fusion at
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Figure 2. Architecture of BERT and MobileNetV2 fused at the late
stage. The simplified structures of BERT and MobileNetV2 are
shown. Their individual classification heads are removed and in-
stead the outputs from the pooling functions of models are passed
directly to a unified classification head.

lower levels will provide a higher accuracy while fusion
at higher levels provides lower latency. Furthermore, we
provide three additional model architectures which use the
same fusion strategies, but replace MobileNetV2 with ViT.
These models show the same accuracy-latency trade-off as
the BERT-MobileNetV2 models.

3.3.1. Late Fusion

First, we  fine-tune the  pretrained  bert-base-
uncased BERT model and MobileNetV2 (pretrained
google/mobilenet_v2_1.4_224) independently on a subset
of the CMU-MOSI dataset [11, 12]. We then use these
trained base models for our late fusion strategy.

The late fusion model fuses the fine-tuned BERT and
MobileNetV2 models together. Both image and textual data
are input to the model, which sends the textual data through
the frozen BERT model and image data through the frozen
MobileNetV2 model. Instead of their independent classifi-
cation heads, a new classification head is created that makes
a decision considering the output of both models. This
combined model is fine-tuned with another subset of the
CMU-MOSI dataset. We then show that the accuracy of the
fused model is higher than either model independently. This
shows that the combined modalities provide a more holis-
tic view of the speaker’s emotion which can be captured
through a multimodal approach. The late fusion architec-
ture is shown in Figure 2.

3.3.2. Intermediate Fusion

The intermediate fusion is done in the encoder layers of
the BERT model and the intermediate layers of the Mo-
bileNetV2 model. The original BERT encoder has 12 layers
and the MobileNetV2 model has 16 residual bottleneck lay-
ers [1, 24]. The proposed model architecture uses the first
eight encoder and intermediate layers of BERT and Mo-
bileNetV2, respectively. The rest of the original model ar-
chitectures is not used. In these eight encoder and residual
bottleneck layers, the outputs of three selected layers at the

same depth are concatenated together. These joined features
from the first two fused layers are passed through a linear
function and the joined features from from the last selected
layer are passed through an attention block before all three
of the joined features are concatenated together. This output
capturing features extracted at different depths in the mod-
els is passed through a classification head. Figure 3 shows
this proposed architecture.

Because textual features are highly relevant for our appli-
cation, the decision of which BERT layers to use for feature
extraction has significant impact on the overall accuracy of
the model. Since BERT also has a greater impact on the
inference latency, the BERT layers we use must be care-
fully chosen. It has been shown that BERT’s encoder lay-
ers process linguistic information hierarchically, with early
(1-4) and middle (5-8) layers capturing simple and com-
plex syntactic features, respectively, and late layers (9-12)
capturing semantic features and longer-range dependencies
[19]. We hypothesize that, while helpful, the sentiment of a
statement needs less detailed semantic understanding over
a long range than other language processing tasks since a
positive or negative sentiment can often be inferred by the
presence of emotionally-charged words. We therefore con-
sider only the first eight layers for our intermediate fusion
model. Since the type of processing done by BERT’s en-
coding layers is quantitatively observed to generally follow
groupings of four, layer four may represent completion of
a first stage of processing and layer eight may represent the
end of stage two [25]. The features extracted at the end of
these stages, captured by output of encoder layers four and
eight, are then forwarded to the fused layers. The output of
encoder layer seven is also used in the fused model as the
deeper layers will be the most feature-rich.

The hierarchical nature of feature extraction for Mo-
bileNetV2 has not been as rigorously examined, but it can
be inferred from the network architecture that deeper layers
extract more complex visual features [24]. Lacking this in-
terpretability, features extracted from MobileNetV2’s resid-
ual bottleneck layers at the same level of BERT’s encoder
layers were used.

3.3.3. Early Fusion

The proposed early fusion method combines the two uni-
modal models into one model early into the architecture
while preserving valuable feature extraction layers of both
base models. The data is processed separately in the two
base models up to the sixth feature extraction layer. After
this layer, the results are joined and passed through four at-
tention blocks to extract joined features. Our ablation study
below tests the accuracies of different numbers of attention
blocks. The same classification head used in late and inter-
mediate fusion is used. Figure 4 shows the proposed archi-
tecture.

When combining models of vastly different architec-
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Figure 3. Architecture diagram of BERT and MobileNetV2 fused at the intermediate level.
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Figure 4. Architecture diagram of BERT and MobileNetV2 fused at the early stage. The base models are cut off after six feature extraction
layers and their output is combined and passed to a unified model which uses attention blocks to extract more features before passing to a

classification head.

tures, like the CNN MobileNetV2 with the transformer-
based BERT, it can be difficult to choose what kind of ar-
chitecture to merge the models into. We have already seen
that the textual features are more relevant to the sentiment
classification than the image features for this dataset. We
created the early fusion model to leverage this strength by
using an attention-based architecture to extract the textual
features.

3.4. ViT Fusion

Vision transformers (ViTs) have been shown to match or
pass CNNSs in terms of accuracy for processing image data
[10]. We also fuse the BERT model with a ViT model in
the place of the MobileNetV2 model to evaluate how the

vision model affects accuracy and latency results. For late
fusion, the base ViT model is pretrained (google/vit-base-
patch16-224)[13]. ViT has the same number of encoder lay-
ers as BERT, so features were extracted at the same layers
as BERT [10].

3.5. Training

The base MobileNetV2 model was fine-tuned for 150
epochs. We used stochastic gradient descent for optimiza-
tion with a learning rate of le-4, momentum of 0.9 and
weight decay of 1e-4. The BERT base model was fine-tuned
for 12 epochs. We used the Adam optimizer with a learning
rate of le-5, beta coefficients 0.9 and 0.999 and epsilon of
le-8. For the late fusion model we trained for 100 epochs.



Table 1. Accuracy performance on the CMU-MOSI dataset for
the most recent models according to the leaderboard in the CMU-
MultimodalSDK repository [8]. BA denote binary accuracy. F1
denotes f1-score. The human performance is reported in [20].

Model BA F1
ARGF - 81.4
MulT (ACL20) - 83
TFN (B) (EMNLP17) - 80.8
LMF (B) (ACL18) - 82.5
MFM (B) (ICLR19) - 81.7
ICCN (B) - 83
FMT 81.5 835
MISA (B) 81.8 834

MAG-BERT (ACL20) 84.2 84.1
MAG-XLNet (ACL20) 85.7 85.6
Human 85.7 87.5
Late Fusion (Ours) 84.3 -

The weights of the BERT model and MobileNetV2 model
were frozen during training of the late fusion model. The
learning rate used was le-3 with a momentum of 0.9 and
a weight decay of le-4. Intermediate and early fusion do
not use fine-tuned base models due to the extensive changes
that are made within the architecture of the models. The
intermediate fusion and early fusion models use a stochas-
tic gradient descent optimizer with learning rate of le-4,
momentum of 0.9, and weight decay le-4. The multihead
attention layer in the attention block used in the intermedi-
ate fusion and early fusion model has 4 heads. A batch size
of 32 was used for all models. Training for the ViT-fused
models uses the same hyperparameters and optimizer as the
MobileNetV2-fused models.

4. Performance Trade-Offs

4.1. Accuracy

As shown in Table 1, the accuracy of our best model, the late
fusion model, is comparable to the state-of-the-arts models
on this dataset.

Table 2 shows the accuracy of each proposed model on
a subset of the CMU-MOSI dataset used for testing. It can
be seen that while the accuracy of the base MobileNetV2
model on images only is low, it can be leveraged in combi-
nation with BERT to receive a fused accuracy that surpasses
both base models. The late fusion model has the highest
accuracy of the fused models, with early fusion being the
least accurate and intermediate fusion in the middle. This
is likely due to the amount of specialized feature extraction
layers that are reduced as fusion occurs earlier in the archi-
tecture. Both the intermediate and early fusion models are
not as accurate as the BERT model is independently, but,

Table 2. Accuracy results on a CMU-MOSI test subset. The
modality column includes V for visual and T for textual. BA de-
notes binary accuracy. M denotes MobileNetV2-fused models and
V denotes ViT-fused models.

Model Modality BA (%) (M) BA (%) (V)
MobileNetV2 \" 43.22 -

ViT A" - 50.17
BERT T 80.20 -

Late Fusion T+V 84.25 83.62
Inter. Fusion T+V 72.40 69.90
Early Fusion T+V 67.89 66.59

Table 3. Ablation study on the number of attention blocks added
to the early fusion model.

# of Attn. Blocks Accuracy (%)
2 62.37
4 67.89
6 61.38
8 69.09

as we will discuss, the inference latency gives these models
some benefit in the trade-off space.

We found the accuracy of the ViT-fused model to be
comparable to the accuracy of the MobileNetV2-fused
model, with the MobileNetv2-fused model consistently per-
forming slightly better. This points to the language model
having a more significant impact on the results. Be-
cause the base ViT model performed better than the base-
MobileNetV2 model, the higher accuracy of MobileNetV2-
based models indicates that the MobileNetV2 model fuses
with the BERT model in a more meaningful way for this
task.

4.2. Ablation Study

The early fusion model includes a custom unimodal atten-
tion network with four attention blocks. The number of at-
tention blocks was chosen by training four different BERT-
MobileNetV2 early fusion models with different numbers
of attention blocks. A four-block model and eight-block
model yielded the best accuracy. Since the accuracy is com-
parable and we need to keep latency in mind, we selected
the smaller 4-block network over the 8-block network. The
BERT-ViT model follows the same structure. Table 3 shows
the accuracies of the different numbers of attention blocks.

4.2.1. Inference Latency

The proposed models were deployed to a Jetson Orin AGX.
These models were converted from PyTorch to ONNX for-
mat. We show that, while the late fusion model did pro-
vide the most accuracy, it comes at the cost of a higher in-



Table 4. Inference latency (in seconds) for the proposed mod-
els on a NVIDIA Jetson Orin AGX. ONNX models are used for
these results. We also provide accuracy results here to illustrate
the accuracy-latency trade-off.

Model Accuracy (%) Latency (ms) (M)
Late Fusion 84.25 21.6
BERT 80.20 18.6
Inter. Fusion 72.40 13.5
Early Fusion 67.89 11.4
MobileNetV2 43.22 3.0

Table 5. Inference latency (in seconds) for the ViT-fused models
on a NVIDIA Jetson Orin AGX. The models are optimized with
TensorRT. M denotes MobileNetV2-fused models and V denotes
ViT-fused models.

Model Latency (ms) (M) Latency (ms) (V)
Late Fusion 13.6909 18.7897
Inter. Fusion 9.42474 13.1855
Early Fusion 7.32538 10.951

ference latency. The intermediate and early fusion models
have lower inference latencies, with early fusion providing
the lowest. We show that while these models are less ac-
curate than the late fusion model or even then the unimodal
BERT, they come at a lower inference latency cost making
them more applicable to some resource-constrained appli-
cations.

Table 4 shows the inference latency with ONNX run-
time, excluding any optimizations added by TensorRT.
When comparing our proposed models with the base mod-
els we use ONNX runtime because we expect that TensorRT
will not apply the same level of optimizations to our custom
models as it can to more traditional models such as BERT,
MobileNetV2, and ViT.

To our knowledge this is the first reporting of inference
latency metrics for the CMU-MOSI dataset. The models
reporting leading accuracy in the CMU-MOSI score board
are MAG-XLNET and MAG-BERT as previously discussed
[22]. While their inference latency is not reported, our la-
tency is likely comparable to MAG-BERT since they also
use BERT for textual processing.

The ViT-fused latency results are shown in Table 5.
Understandably, the ViT-fused models had a slower infer-
ence time than the MobileNetV2-fused models, since Mo-
bileNetV2’s independent inference latency of 0.98 millisec-
onds (with TensorRT optimization) is less than that of ViT
at 6.23 milliseconds (with TensorRT optimization). As we
have shown, earlier fusion strategies can provide lower in-
ference latency, which is important when creating multi-
modal systems for edge deployment, where decisions must

be made with reduced resources in a timely manner.

5. Conclusion

We have shown that considering the accuracy and latency
trade-off when creating multimodal systems is critical for
systems where speed of service is important. We provide
three proposed models that show how the trade-off space is
impacted by fusion at different stages in the model architec-
ture. Figure | plots this trade-off space. We show that, for
our case, late fusion is often more accurate due to feature
extraction that is specialized for the input data. However,
we also show that earlier fusion will provide a faster infer-
ence speed. We argue that this trade-off should be consid-
ered in any multimodal machine learning strategy. As mul-
timodal systems evolve, it is critical that we keep inference
latency in mind.

5.1. Future Work

While our work provides a basis for exploring accuracy and
inference latency trade-off in multimodal systems, this work
may be expanded in many ways.

One such expansion is to fuse different model architec-
tures together. We used two different vision models, but we
may use a different language model or yet another type of
vision model. We may also explore differently-sized BERT
models to observe the difference in performance across dif-
ferent edge devices.

This work may also be expanded by including audio data
and quantifying the performance trade-off of adding this
extra modality. The impact to inference latency would de-
pend heavily on how early the auditory data stream could be
merged with another data stream. This relates to the com-
patibility of model architectures, as we discuss in the Early
Fusion subsection.

We also note that the existence of a performance trade-
off between these three proposed models implies other, dif-
ferently fused models that fill empty spaces in the accuracy-
latency trade-off space. It is possible to build these models
by hand, but it may also be useful to represent this problem
as a multi-objective optimization problem.

Software such as Optuna already allows for an auto-
mated neural architecture search that optimizes for accuracy
by tuning hyperparameters like learning rate and weight de-
cay [5]. A second optimization objective of inference la-
tency automates the population of the performance trade-
off space discussed in this work, potentially yielding fur-
ther insight into how model architecture affects accuracy
and latency, while also providing a framework for dynam-
ically generating these different multimodal architectures.
The challenge is in encoding a vector-representation of the
model architecture to enable dynamic generation of vary-
ing network connections including different concatenation
strategies and feature extraction layers.



Many multimodal works may benefit from providing
multiple models in different positions in their performance
trade-off space, especially when inference speed is an im-
portant consideration.
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