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Abstract

The goal of Bayesian deep learning is to pro-
vide uncertainty quantification via the posterior
distribution. However, exact inference over the
weight space is computationally intractable due
to the ultra-high dimensions of the neural net-
work. Variational inference (VI) is a promis-
ing approach, but naive application on weight
space does not scale well and often underper-
form on predictive accuracy. In this paper,
we propose a new adaptive variational Bayesian
algorithm to train neural networks on weight
space that achieves high predictive accuracy. By
showing that there is an equivalence to Stochas-
tic Gradient Hamiltonian Monte Carlo(SGHMC)
with preconditioning matrix, we then propose an
MCMC within EM algorithm, which incorpo-
rates the spike-and-slab prior to capture the spar-
sity of the neural network. The EM-MCMC al-
gorithm allows us to perform optimization and
model pruning within one-shot. We evaluate
our methods on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100 and Im-
ageNet datasets, and demonstrate that our dense
model can reach the state-of-the-art performance
and our sparse model perform very well com-
pared to previously proposed pruning schemes.

1 INTRODUCTION

Bayesian inference (Bishop and Nasrabadi, 2006) provide
an elegant way to capture uncertainty via the posterior dis-
tribution over model parameters. Unfortunately, posterior
inference is intractable in any reasonably sized neural net-
work models.

Works focussing on scalable inference for Bayesian deep
learning over the last decade can be separated by two
streams. One is a deterministic approximation approach
such as variational inference (Graves, 2011; Blundell et al.,
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2015), dropout (Gal and Ghahramani, 2016), Laplace ap-
proximation (Ritter et al., 2018), or expectation propa-
gation(Hernández-Lobato and Adams, 2015). The other
stream involve sampling approaches such as MCMC using
stochastic gradient Langevin dynamics (SGLM) (Welling
and Teh, 2011; Chen et al., 2014).

Prior to 2019, Bayesian neural networks (BNN) generally
struggle with predictive accuracy and computational effi-
ciency. Recently, a lot of advances have been made in both
directions of research. In deterministic approach, several
authors began to consider using dimension reduction tech-
niques such as subspace inference (Maddox et al., 2019),
rank-1 parameterization(Dusenberry et al., 2020), subnet-
work inference(Daxberger et al., 2021) and node-space in-
ference(Trinh et al., 2022). In the sampling approach,
(Zhang et al., 2019) propose to use cycles of learning rates
with a high-to-low step size schedule. A large step size in
the early stage of the cycle results in aggressive exploration
in the parameter space; as the step size decreases, the algo-
rithm begins to collect sample around the local mode.

Apart from the progress within these two streams, Wilson
and Izmailov (2020) show that deep ensembles (Lakshmi-
narayanan et al., 2017) can be interpreted as an approx-
imate approach to posterior predictive distribution. They
combine multiple independently trained SWAG (Gaus-
sian stochastic weight averaging) approximations (Maddox
et al., 2019; Izmailov et al., 2018) to create a mixture of
Gaussians approximation to the posterior. However, per-
forming variational inference directly on weight space still
produces poor predictive accuracy and struggles with com-
putational efficiency. Even a simple mean-field variational
inference will involve double the number of parameters
of the neural network (i.e., mean and variance for each
weight), which incurs a extra GPU memory requirement
and 2-5 times of the runtime of the baseline neural network
(Osawa et al., 2019).

In this paper, we develop an adaptive optimization algo-
rithm for Gaussian Mean-field variational Bayesian infer-
ence that can achieve state-of-the-art predictive accuracy.
We further show that when the learning rate is small and
the update of the posterior variance has been frozen, the
algorithm is equivalent to the SGHMC (Stochastic Gradi-
ent Hamiltonian Monte Carlo) with preconditioning ma-
trix. Therefore, if we exploit the closed form expression of
the gradient for the posterior variances and only keep track
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of the weight generated by the algorithm(no need to regis-
ter the mean and variance parameter in the code), we can
achieve big savings on GPU memory and runtime costs.

Based on the connection to SGHMC, we extend the EM
Algorithm for Bayesian variable selection (Ročková and
George, 2014; Wang et al., 2016; Ročková, 2018) for linear
models to neural networks by replacing the Gaussian prior
in BNN with the spike-and-slab group Gaussian prior(Xu
and Ghosh, 2015). Our method is an MCMC within EM
algorithm, which will switch the weight decay factor be-
tween small and large based on the magnitude of each
group during training. Since by construction, there are
no exact zeros, we further find a simple pruning crite-
rion to remove the weights permanently during training.
A sparse model will be trained in one-shot without addi-
tional retrain. Our approach is more computationally ef-
ficient than those dynamic pruning strategies that allows
regrow (Zhu and Gupta, 2017; Dettmers and Zettlemoyer,
2019; Lin et al., 2020). We will show that this aggres-
sive approach has no performance loss. Our code is avail-
able at github: https://github.com/z5041294/
optimization-and-pruning-for-BNN

2 Optimization

2.1 Preliminaries on variational Bayesian neural
network

Given a dataset D = {xi, yi}Ni=1, a Bayesian neural net-
work (BNN) is defined in terms of a prior p(w) on the p-
dimensional weights, as well as the neural network likeli-
hood p(D|w). Variational Bayesian methods approximates
the true posterior p(w|D) by minimising the KL diver-
gence between the approximate distribution, qθ(w), and
the true posterior. This is shown to be equivalent to maxi-
mizing the evidence lower bound (ELBO):

L[θ] = Eqθ [log p(D | w)]−DKL(qθ(w)‖p(w)) (1)

where we consider a Bayesian neural net with Gaussian
prior p(w) ∼ Np(0,Σ0) and a Gaussian approximate pos-
terior qθ(w) ∼ Np(µ,Σ) where θ = (µ,Σ). To make it
scale to large sized models, we assume both the approxi-
mate posterior and prior weights are independent, such that
p(wj) ∼ N(0, δ−1) and qθj (wj) ∼ N(µj , σ

2
j ). The gradi-

ent of ELBO with respect to µ and Σ is

∇µL = ENp(µ,Σ) [∇w log p(D | w)]−Σ−1
0 µ ≈ − 1

S

S∑
i=1

gi − δµ

∇ΣL =
1

2
ENp(µ,Σ)

[
∇2

w log p(D | w)
]

+
1

2
Σ−1 − 1

2
Σ−1

0

≈ − 1

2S

S∑
i=1

g2
i +

1

2
diag(σ−2

j )− 1

2
δ

(2)
where gi = −∇w log p(D | wi) and wi ∼∏p
j=1N(µj , σ

2
j ) are Monte Carlo samples. In addition, we

also have the second order derivative of µ

∇2
µL = −ENp(µ,Σ)

[
∇2

w log p(D | w)
]

+ Σ−1
0 ≈ 1

S

S∑
i=1

g2
i + δ

Using Gaussian back-propagation and reparameterization
trick, an alternative MC approximation (Khan et al., 2018)
can be used, such that −ENp(µ,Σ)

[
∇2

w log p(D | w)
]
≈

1
S

∑S
i=1 gi � εi

σ , where εi ∼ N(0,1p). In practice, to re-
duce the runtime complexity, we often use S = 1 as long
as the batch size in one iteration is not too small.

2.2 Bayesian versions of adaptive algorithm

In Gaussian mean-field variational Bayesian inference, the
natural-gradient descent(Khan et al., 2018; Zhang et al.,
2018; Osawa et al., 2019) optimizes the ELBO bound by
updating

µt+1 = argmin
µ∈Rp

{
〈∇µL,µ〉+

1

2lt
(µ− µt)

Tdiag(σ−2)α(µ− µt)
T

}
= µt − lt(σ

2
t )
α �∇µtL

where lt is a learning rate, α ∈
{

1
2 , 1
}

and 1
σ2
t

is updated

with momentum 1
σ2
t

= 1−λγ
σ2
t−1

+ γ([gt � gt] + δ
N ) (0 <

γ < 1 and λ is another learning rate). When α = 1
2 , this is

similar to the Adam (Kingma and Ba, 2014) algorithm and
when α = 1, the algorithm is very close to second-order
optimization with the Hessian matrix given by Σ−1 when
∇ΣL = 0 in equation (2).

There are two concerns for this version of Bayesian adap-
tive algorithm: First, similar to Adam, the variance of adap-
tive learning rate is problematically large in the early stages
of the optimization (Liu et al., 2019). A warm-up stage is
recommended for traditional Adam. As an example, con-
sider a ReLu neural network with a single hidden layer and
binary cross entropy loss, then if a normal initialization of
the weight with mean zero has been used, then the variance
of the adaptive learning will diverge at the beginning of the
training period (See detailed discussion in the Appendix
A). Second, when the number of Monte Carlo samples for
the gradient is S = 1 and the learning rate is small, the in-
jected Gaussian noise may dominate the gradient. We see
that

wt −wt−1 = µt − µt−1 + (σt � ε− σt−1 � ε′)

= −lt(σ2
t )
α �mt + ε�

√
σ2
t + σ2

t−1

where mt is the momentum of gradient. For α = 1
2 , when

the learning rate is small, the gradient may be erased by the
injected noise. For α = 1, this could also happen when
σ2
t � 1. Empirically, we observe that both w � 1 and
σ2 � 1 in Bayesian deep learning. So a warm up strategy
that starts with a very small learning rate may not work for
variational BNN. On the contrary, when the learning rate is
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large, the size of the injected noise will be relatively small,
the model could overfit. In summary, there is a delicate
balance between the size of the gradient and the size of
the injected noise. This argument will become more lucid
when we show the connection between our algorithm and
SGHMC.

2.3 Constrained variational Adam

To remedy the issue highlighted above, we reparameterize
σi as a product of global and local parameters such that
σi = ατ i where τ i ∈ (0, 1) and α > 0. We treat α
as a hyper-parameter, which can be used in an annealing
scheme. Now, the variance of the adaptive learning rate
is upper bounded by α2

12 . The updated posterior mean is
modified to

µt+1 = argmin
µ∈Rp

{
〈∇µL,µ〉+

1

2lt
(µ− µt)

Tdiag(τ−1)(µ− µt)
T

}
= µt − ltτ t �∇µtL

Since τ i ∈ (0, 1) are the parameters we need to learn,
the objective function for updating the posterior variance
change to:

τ t+1 = argmin
τ∈(0,1)p

{
〈∇τL, τ 〉+

1

2η
‖τ − τ t‖2

}
= argmin

τ∈(0,1)p
‖(τ t − η∇τL)− τ‖2

= π(0,1)P (τ t − η∇τL)

where η is a learning rate, π(0,1)P denotes the Eu-
clidean projection onto (0, 1)P . Now we replace the Eu-
clidean distance of 1

2‖τ t+1 − τ t‖2 to Bregman distance
DG(τ t+1, τ t), where DG(·, ·) is generated by a strictly
convex twice-differentiable function G(·)

DG(τ , τ ′) := G(τ )−G(τ ′)− 〈∇G(τ ′), τ − τ ′〉.

If G = 1
2‖ · ‖

2, we recover the squared Euclidean distance.
This modification leads to a more general version of gradi-
ent descent algorithm which is known as mirror descent.

The idea is that we want to find a distance function which
can better reflect the geometry of (0, 1)p. Now our objec-
tive function can be written as a more general form:

τ t+1 = argmin
τ∈(0,1)p

{
〈∇τL, τ 〉+

1

η
DG(τ , τ t)

}
(3)

The choice of G(·) will define the geometry and the dis-
tance metric of the primal space and dual space. Values in
(0, 1) may be interpreted as a probability. We define the
distance DG(τ , τ t) as negative binary cross entropy loss:

G(τ) = τ log τ + (1− τ) log(1− τ)

Then parameter in the dual space is defined as

ρ = ∇τG(τ) = g(τ) = log(τ)− log(1− τ) (4)

with the inverse function from dual space to the primal
space, which is the logistic sigmoid function

τ = ∇ρH(ρ) = h(ρ) = g−1(ρ) =
1

1 + exp(−ρ)
(5)

The mirror descent allows us to perform gradient descent
in the dual space, which is unconstrained in our case, as
shown in equation (4), and finally move back to the primal
space by equation (5). Algorithm 1 provides the psudo-
code for the constrained variational Adam. (Appendix B
provides a quick introduction of mirror descent and the
comparison with the reparameterization trick).

Algorithm 1 Constrained variational Adam

Input: β = (β1, β2),δ(weight decay)
N (training size), B(batch size)

Initialization: m, ρ, µ, τ
for t = 1 · · · do

l← s1(t) . learning rate schedule
η ← s2(t) . learning rate schedule
α← s3(t) . annealing schedule
Sample ε ∼ N(0,1p)
w← µ+ ατ � ε
g ← − 1

B

∑
i∈B∇w log(Di|w) + δ

Nµ
m← β1m+ β2g
ρ← ρ+

(
η
τ − ηα

2δτ
)
− ηαε� g

τ ← 1/(1 + e−ρ)
µ← µ− lτ �m

end for

2.4 Connection to SGHMC

If we set the global parameter of posterior standard devia-
tion α = kl

3/4
t for some positive k and β1 = 1− hl1/2t for

some positive h, then based on the following two assump-
tions:

• the learning rate is small and lt ≈ lt−1

• the update of τ is frozen or it has already converged

then the constrained variational Adam algorithm is equiva-
lent to SGHMC(Chen et al., 2014)

dwt = Dτrtdt

drt = −β2gtdt− hrtdt+
√

2 + 2β2
1kdBt

(6)

where Dτ = Diag(τ ) is a preconditioning matrix and
dBt is Brownian motion. In Appendix C, we show this
relationship by setting

√
lt = ∆t. The above dynamic

produces the distribution proportional to exp
(
−β2L(w)

k2

)
where L(w) = − 1

N

∑N
i=1 log p(yi|xi,w) − 1

N log p(w).
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By setting β2 = 1 and k = 1√
N

, we recover the posterior
of the weight p(w|D).

Based on this connection, it is natural to consider using the
cyclical learning rate (Zhang et al., 2019) with high-to-low
learning rate in each cycle. A high learning rate at the be-
ginning can quickly find a local mode and a small learning
rate at the end ensures an accurate simulation around the
mode.

From Gaussian variational inference perspective, α is the
annealing parameter, which controls the temperature of the
approximated posterior. Unlike the original Bayesian back-
propagation (Blundell et al., 2015), we actually introduce
an extra inductive bias into the approximate posterior by
only training the local variance parameter τ and defining
the global variance parameter α. We believe that, in high
dimension, the magnitude of posterior variance for individ-
ual weight should be very small.

When the size of the model is large, to improve the pre-
dictive performance, we use the cold posterior (Heek and
Kalchbrenner, 2019; Zhang et al., 2019; Wenzel et al.,
2020) by setting k = 1

N rather than 1√
N

. By defining
vt = rt−1∆t, (Chen et al., 2014), we derive the numer-
ical scheme shown in algorithm 2.
Remark: The implementation of constrained variational
Adam(CV-Adam) algorithm is always based on Algorithm
2. In addition, we found that it is not necessary to freeze
the update of τ as it converges well in practice.

Algorithm 2 SGHMC

Input β = (β1, β2), δ(weight decay)
N (training size), B(batch size)

Initialization ρ,w,v
for t = 1 · · · do

∆t← s1(t) . learning rate schedule
η ← s2(t) . learning rate schedule
k ← s3(t) . annealing schedule
α← k ∗∆t1.5

g ← − 1
B

∑
i∈B∇w log(Di|w) + δ

Nw

ρ← ρ+
(
η
τ − ηα

2δτ
)
− ηαε� g

ε← N(0,1p)
τ ← 1/(1 + e−ρ)
v ← β1v − β2g(∆t)2 +

√
2 + 2β2

1k(∆t)1.5ε

w← w − τ � v
end for

3 Pruning

In this section, we describe how we construct an efficient
pruning scheme to obtain a sparse network for Bayesian
deep learning.

3.1 Spike-and-Slab prior

We apply the group spike and slab prior to the weight pa-
rameters in the neural network. For simplicity, we ignore
the subscript for the layers and consider the weights be-
tween any two layers. For convolutional layer, let wij =
(wij1, ..., wijK2) denote the group of K2 parameters from
the ith input channel to jth output channel, and K ×K is
the size of the kernel. Then the prior for wijk conditioned
on a binary inclusion parameter γij for the entire group of
weights, follows an independent normal distribution such
that:

π (wijk | γij) =

{
N
(
0, δ−11

)
if γij = 1

N
(
0, δ−10

)
otherwise,

(7)

where π(γij) are i.i.d binary distribution such that

π (γij) =

{
1− pij if γij = 1

pij if γij = 0.

The basic assumption is that a priori, within the same kernel
all the weight parameters have the same distribution. For
a fully connected layer, we can also make groupings based
on whether they share the same input or output unit, for
instance, if a group is made based on the input unit, then
this is similar to variable/feature selection. Alternatively,
we can assign the spike-and-slab-Gaussian prior to all the
weights individually, this is related to unstructured pruning.

3.2 The EM algorithm

We now derive a conditional EM algorithm that returns a
MAP estimator of γij . With the likelihood from the neural
network model and prior distributions specified above, we
write the full posterior distribution as follows:

π (γ,w | y) ∝
∏
ijk

p (y | wij)π(wijk | γij)π(γij).

E-Step:The objective function Q at the tth iteration
in an EM algorithm is defined as the integrated
logarithm of the full posterior with respect to wij

Q
(
γij | γ(t−1)ij

)
= E

π(w|γ(t−1)
ij ,γ−(ij),y)

log π(γ,w | y)

= E
π(w|γ(t−1)

ij ,γ−(ij),y)
log π(y | w)

− 1

2
E
π(w|γ(t−1)

ij ,γ−(ij),y)

∑
k

[(δ1 − δ0)γij + δ0]w2
ijk

+
K2

2
log[δ0 + (δ1 − δ0)γij ] + log π(γij) + C

M-Step: Set γij = 0, if Q
(
γij = 0 | γ(t−1)ij

)
≥

Q
(
γij = 1 | γ(t−1)ij

)
,that is,

E
π(w|γ(t−1)

ij
,γ−(ij),y)

[
∑
k w

2
ijk]

K2
≤

1

δ0 − δ1

[
log

δ0

δ1
+

2

K2
log

pij

1− pij

]
= λ1



and 1 otherwise. Since the term log
(

pij
1−pij

)
∈ R and

0 < pij < 1 is the hyper-parameter,instead of turning pij ,
we can turn the threshold λ1 on the right hand side directly.

For neural networks, π(w|y,γ) ∝ π(y|w)π(w|γ) has no
closed form, an approximation can be obtained by using
the samples produced by our constrained variational Adam
algorithms: E

π(w|γ(t−1)
ij ,γ−(ij),y)

[
∑
k w

2
ijk] ≈

∑
k w

2
ijk.

Our method can be viewed as a hybird MCMC or varia-
tional with EM algorithm, which will adaptively change
the weight decay factor for each group based on the mag-
nitude. A large weight decay factor will be assigned to the
group of weights with small magnitude via δ0

N . This will
further push them toward zeros. On the contrary, the group
with strong signal will assign a small weight decay factor,
via δ1

N .

3.3 Dynamic forward pruning (DFP)

Since our EM-MCMC algorithm produces no exact zeros, a
hard threshold is required to prune the weight and maintain
sparsity. Recently there are large number of dynamic prun-
ing methods that maintain sparse weights through a prune-
regrowth cycle during training (Zhu and Gupta, 2017; Bel-
lec et al., 2017; Dettmers and Zettlemoyer, 2019; Mostafa
and Wang, 2019; Lin et al., 2020; Kusupati et al., 2020).
Some of these methods can be inserted into our framework
directly. For example, we can incorporate dynamic pruning
with feedback (DPF) (Lin et al., 2020), which evaluates a
stochastic gradient for the pruned model w̃t = mt � wt

(where mt is a mask matrix) and apply it to the (simulta-
neously maintained) dense model

wt+1 := wt − γtg (mt �wt) = wt − γtg (w̃t) (8)

and g (mt �wt) is the gradient evaluated at the sparse
model. Although these methods are one-shot, some com-
putational budget for weight regrow is still required.

For linear models, it has been argued that forward or back-
ward selection strategy may be trapped into a bad local
mode (Hastie et al., 2009), thus a variable selection algo-
rithm allowing parameter regrow is preferred.

However, Gur-Ari et al. (2018) argued that only a tiny sub-
space of the parameters have non-zero gradients. Empiri-
cally, when we run algorithm 2, we find that the gradients
will vanish everywhere except in a small number of in-
put and output channels. In addition, during optimization,
many of parameters in the input and out channels will con-
centrate to zero. These concentration is quite stable even
under the two following perturbations from the algorithm:
1. A cyclical learning rate, which can jump from small to
large. See Figure 1-(f).
2. At each iteration, adding an injected noise√

2 + 2β2
1k(∆t)1.5ε.

(a) Layer 1
Input channel 3

(b) Layer 6
Input channel

20

(c) Layer 6
Output channel

14

(d) Layer 12
Output channel

50

(e) Layer 16
Output channel

100

(f) Cyclical
learning rate

Figure 1: Sample paths of all weights from select chan-
nels of ResNet18 in CIFAR10 during training with cycli-
cal learning rate lt and k = 1

N from algorithm 2. (a)-(e)
are grouped by either input and output channels, (f) is the
cyclical learning rate used.

We observe the concentration phenomenon by visualizing
the dynamic distributions of the weights in Figure 1, which
shows the sample paths of all weights from select chan-
nels during optimization. Note that, at this stage, we just
ran our algorithm 2 with cyclical learning rate. We can see
that the contractions occur regardless of whether the group-
ing is based on input or output channels. In addition, we
rarely observe regrowth of the weight once the whole chan-
nel concentrates to zero, see Figure 2. This phenomenon
is very similar to the posterior contraction in high dimen-
sional sparse Bayesian linear regression (Castillo et al.,
2015), where only a sub-model has substantial probability
mass. Finally, Figure 1(e) shows the behavior of weights
in those channels which are not concentrated around zero.

Motivated by the above observations, we propose a struc-
tured pruning rule based on a simple concentration metric,
where, within each layer, two for loops will be used to scan
through all the input channels and output channels.

If max
j,k
|Wijk| −min

j,k
|Wijk| < λ2 set Wi = 0;

If max
i,k
|Wijk| −min

i,k
|Wijk| < λ2 set Wj = 0;

(9)

where λ2 > 0 is a hard threshold which we need to tune.
Algorithm 3 provides the pseudo code. The SoftMask re-
turned by the EM algorithm will control the shrinkage of
the weight. It is used to separate the noise and signal as in
sparse linear regression (Castillo et al., 2015). The group
of weights with very small magnitude will be identified as
noise and a strong shrinkage (a large weight decay) will be
applied to it in the next iteration and vice versa. The Hard-
Mask returned by the pruning criterion rule will remove
the weight. Although we recommend using DFP, where re-
growth is not allowed, we also provide the user with DPF
as another option in Algorithm 3. Figure 2 shows no sig-
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Figure 2: Resnet18 pruned using algorithm 3 with the
cyclical learning rate under DFP (blue) and DPF (orange),
under the same hyper-parameter setting. The left panel
shows testing accuracy. The middle panel shows the per-
centage of the weights, which use large weight decay fac-
tor as suggested by EM algorithm (soft sparsity ratio). The
right panel shows the sparsity ratio of the model during
training.

nificant differences between the DFP and DPF, when com-
paring their test accuracy and sparsity ratios.
Remark: The pruning criterion from equation (9) assumes
that if the weights within the input channels or output chan-
nels concentrate together, it will concentrate to zero. How-
ever, the strong concentration phenomenon we observed in
CNN as shown in Figure 1 are observed in feedforward
neural networks, we find that even when the problem is
known to be sparse, this criterion can lead to a lack of con-
vergence. Instead, we propose the following L2 magnitude
pruning criterion

If
ko∑
i=1

w2
ij/ko ≤ λ1, set wj = 0 (10)

where i is output units, j is input units and ko is the number
of output units.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental setup for image classfication task

In this section, we conduct experiments to show the effec-
tiveness of our proposed algorithms in terms of the test ac-
curacy and sparsity ratio by comparing against both dense
and sparse methods in the literature for image classfication.
Apart from the baseline, which is SGD with momentum,
we include two SOAT Bayesian methods: Rank-1 BNN
(Dusenberry et al., 2020), a variational inference approach
with batch ensemble (Wen et al., 2020); and an MCMC ap-
proach cSGLD (Zhang et al., 2019). We also include three
popular dynamic sparse training methods: SM (Dettmers
and Zettlemoyer, 2019); DSR(Mostafa and Wang, 2019)
and DPF (Lin et al., 2020). We repeat each experiment
three times and average them to obtain stable results.

The Rank-1 BNN has some advantage in this experimen-
tal comparison as their training approach is more compu-
tationally intensive. Since we don’t have enough TPU to
implement their method, we extracted their experimental
result from the original paper as indicated by * in the table.

Algorithm 3 EM-MCMC

Input β = (β1, β2), (δ0, δ1)(weight decay)
N (training size), B(batch size)
λ1(soft threshold), λ2(hard threshold)
pruning with feedback = False

Initialization ρ,w,v, SoftMask← 1,HardMask← 1

for t = 1 · · · do
δ ← δ1
δ[SoftMask == 0]← δ0
∆t← s1(t); η ← s2(t); k ← T (t);
α← k ∗∆t1.5

g ← − 1
B

∑
i∈B∇w log(Di|w) + δ

Nw

ρ← ρ+
(
η
τ − ηα

2δτ
)
− ηαε� g

τ ← 1/(1 + e−ρ)
ε← N(0,1p)
v ← β1v − β2g(∆t)2 +

√
2 + 2β2

1k(∆t)1.5ε

w← w − τ � v
if t > warm up then

SoftMask← EM(w, λ1)
HardMask← Pruning Criterion(w, λ2)
w[HardMask]← 0
if pruning with feedback is False then

Freeze w[HardMask]
end if

end if
end for

For the other methods, we use 200 epochs to train models
in CIFAR10 and CIFAR100 datasets with single RTX3090
node and 200 epochs to train model in ImageNet dataset
with single A100 node. The cyclical learning rate with 4
cycles as shown in Figure 1-(f) is used for cSGLD (Zhang
et al., 2019) and CV-Adam. We collect three samples at
the end of each cycle, which gives us 12 samples in total
for CIFAR10 for CIFAR100 datasets, while for ImageNet,
the first 50 epochs is used as warm up, therefore, we only
collect 9 samples. The posterior predictive distribution is
calculated by averaging all the samples as an ensemble.

Since DPF equation (8) has no official code release, but
easy to insert into Algorithm 3, we implement it by
ourselves. For the baseline model, we follow the hyper-
parameter settings from Xie et al. (2022). Their setting al-
lows us to train a strong baseline for comparison. Details
of hyper-parameter settings is provided in Appendix D.

4.2 Results for image classfication task

Performance for CIFAR10 and CIFFAR100 dataset:
We report the testing accuracy and sparsity ratio for sparse
method in Table 1 and Table 2. For the dense method, com-
paring with two SOTA Bayesian methods and baseline, the
CV-Adam of Algorithm 1 is very competitive in both CI-
FAR10 and CIFAR100 datasets.



Table 1: Comparison of test accuracy with different target sparsity ratios in CIFAR10.

Dense Method Sparse Method
Model Baseline Rank-1 BNN cSGLD CV-Adam SM DSR DFP DPF Sparsity ratio

ResNet18 95% - 95.7% 95.5% 92.8% 93.1% 94.7% 94.8% 70%
ResNet18 95% - 95.7% 95.5% 91.1% 91.2% 94.5% 94.5% 80%
ResNet18 95% - 95.7% 95.5% 89.7% 90.0% 93.9% 93.8% 90%

WRN-28-10 96.3% 96.5%* 96.2% 96.5% 95.4% 95.8% 95.5% 95.8% 90%
WRN-28-10 96.3% 96.5%* 96.2% 96.5% 95.3% 95.4% 95.3% 95.4% 95%
WRN-28-10 96.3% 96.5%* 96.2% 96.5% 94.5% 94.5% 94.7% 94.5% 99%

Table 2: Comparison of test accuracy for different target sparsity ratios for in CIFAR100

Dense method Sparse method
Model Baseline Rank-1 BNN cSGLM CV-Adam SM DSR DFP DPF Sparsity ratio

ResNet34 78.5% - 79.7% 79.4% 76.4% 76.6% 77.6% 77.4% 50%
ResNet34 78.5% - 79.7% 79.4% 73.2% 73.8% 75.4% 75.1% 70%
ResNet34 78.5% - 79.7% 79.4% 72.1% 72.3% 75.1% 75.3% 90%

WRN-28-10 81.7% 82.4%* 82.7% 83.4% 78.0% 78.1% 78.5% 78.2% 70%
WRN-28-10 81.7% 82.4%* 82.7% 83.4% 77.0% 76.5% 77.7% 77.9% 80%
WRN-28-10 81.7% 82.4%* 82.7% 83.4% 76.5% 76.4% 77.5% 77.4% 90%

Table 3: Comparison of test accuracy for different target sparsity ratios for ImageNet

Dense method Sparse method
Model Baseline Rank-1 BNN cSGLM CV-Adam SM DSR DFP DPF Sparsity ratio

ResRet50 76.5% 77.3%* 76.7% 76.8% 73.8% 73.3% 74.5% 74.6% 80%
ResNet50 76.5% 77.3%* 76.7% 76.8% 72.3% 72.0% 73.5% 73.2% 90%

When pruning is applied, there is almost no performance
loss with both DFP and DPF approaches compared with
the dense methods in ResNet18, and a much higher spar-
sity ratio can be achieved by WRN-28-10 in the CIFAR10
dataset. For CIFAR100 dataset, we found that it is harder
to target the high sparsity ratio while at the same time keep
the performance loss negligible. Overall, our pruning al-
gorithms can achieve high sparsity ratio while sacrificing a
small amount in accuracy.

Finally, there is no evidence that using a dynamic forward
pruning with (no regrowth suffers performance loss com-
pared to DPF.

Performance for ImageNet: As shown in Table 3, CV-
Adam produced a modest performance gain compared with
the baseline, but performed worse than Rank-1 BNN. For
cSGLM(Zhang et al., 2019), we failed to reproduce the
77% predictive accuracy as claim in the original paper.
We believe the performance for both our CV-Adam and
cSGLM can be further improved by tuning the hyper-
parameters carefully. For sparse method, our pruning algo-
rithms out performed the other two methods SM and DSR.
Again, there is still no evidence that using DFP will incur
performance loss.

4.3 Simulated Examples: variable selection for
nonlinear regression

Sun et al. (2021) applied the Spike-and-Slab Gaussian
prior to prune the neural network (SPLBNN). They use a
Laplace approximation-based approach to approximate the
marginal posterior inclusion probability, which requires the
user to train the dense model to find the local mode first
followed by pruning and retraining the sparse model, fi-
nally they use the Bayesian evidence to elicit sparse DNNs
in multiple runs with different initialization. Another re-
lated approach is variational BNN with Spike-and-Slab
prior (Bai et al., 2020) (SVBNN). Both approaches are not
scalable to large models, but they work well in high dimen-
sional sparse nonlinear regression, so we carry out a com-
parison with these two approaches in this setting. Here,
we follow the same data generate process and examples as
described in Sun et al. (2021):

• Simulate e, z1, ..., zp independently from the trun-
cated standard normal distribution on the interval
[−10, 10].

• Set xi = e+zi√
2

for i = 1, ..., p

Then, all the predictor xi fall into a compact set and are
mutually correlated with a correlation coefficient of about



Manuscript under review by AISTATS 2023

Table 4: Comparison of sparse methods for three simulated examples

Example 1 Example 2 Example 3
Method MSE FDR FNDR Ŝ MSE FDR FNDR Ŝ Accuracy FDR FNDR Ŝ

SPLBNN 1.4 0 0 4 2.43 0 0 5 91.2% 0 0 5
SVBNN 1.6 38.3% 0 6.3 3.12 51% 0 10.2 86% 39.9% 0 8.2

DFP 1.32 0 0 4 2.46 0 0 5 94.70% 0 0 5
DPF 1.29 0 0 4 2.49 0 0 5 94.50% 0 0 5

0.5. Based on this setting, we generate three toy exam-
ples from Sun et al. (2021) where each example consists
of 10000 training samples and 1000 testing samples. To
fit the data and make comparison, we follow the network
structure described in Sun et al. (2021).
Example 1:

y = tanh (2 tanh (2x1 − x2)) + 2 tanh (tanh (x3 − 2x4)

− tanh (2x5)) + +0x6 + · · ·+ 0x1000 + ε,

Network Structure: 1000-5-3-1 with ReLu activation

Example 2:

y =
5x2

1 + x21
+ 5 sin (x3x4) + 2x5 + 0x6 + · · ·+ 0x2000 + ε

Network Structure: 2000-6-4-3-1 with ReLu activation

Example 3:

y =

{
1 ex1 + x22 + 5 sin (x3x4) + 0x5 + · · ·+ 0x1000 > 3

0 otherwise.

Network Structure: 2000-6-4-3-1 with ReLu activation

where ε ∼ N(0, 1). We only compare our algorithm
with the method from Sun et al. (2021) and (Bai et al.,
2020). The other two sparse methods we used in the
image task didn’t work in these three examples. We use
equation (10) as the pruning criterion in Algorithm 3. The
performance of variable selection is measured by the false
discover rate (FDR) and false non-discover rate (FNDR).
The predictive mean square error is used for examples
1 and 2 and the prediction accuracy is used for example
3. Ŝ is the number of the selected variables returned by
the competing methods. We repeat the experiments 10
times and report the averaged results in Table 4. Details of
hyper-parameter setting is provided in the Appendix D.

Performance analysis: In terms of variable selection,
SPLBNN, DFP and DPF perfectly selected all the relevant
variables and removed all irrelevant variables in all three
examples. SVBNN always selected more variables but was
able to keep the FNDR at zero. The predictive performance
for examples 1 and 3 are good for SPLBNN, DFP and DPF.
But for example 2, the mean square error are high (com-
pared to the oracle value of 1), A better network structure

may improve this performance. One of the surprising re-
sults is that DFP can still identify all relevant predictors
and was never trapped in a bad local mode. Comparing
with the SPLBNN from Sun et al. (2021), which requires
the train-prune-fine tune process multiple times, our algo-
rithm is very aggressive and efficient and it outperforms the
SPLBNN in example 1 and 3.

5 Discussion of future work

In this paper, we showed the connection between our varia-
tional BNN algorithm with stochastic gradient Hamiltonian
Monte Carlo. The cyclical learning rate has been used with
the hope that we can jump to different modes by suddenly
changing the learning rate from small to large. Using the
posterior predictive distributions in an ensemble approach
can improve the predictive accuracy. One question arises
after observing the concentration phenomenon from CNN
is do we really need to train the full model after each cycle?
Our experimental findings suggest that only a small num-
ber of the subnetworks needs to be trained after one cycle.
Maybe the mode jump is due to the change of a small pro-
portion of the weights from subnetworks. If this is true, it
implies that training can be accelerated by developing the
dynamic forward freeze algorithm to gradually freeze the
parameters at the end of each cycle. In addition, we can use
the subnetwork ensemble approach where only small pro-
portion of the weights are different among different models
and majority of the weights are shared cross all the models.
This approach can save storage requirements and speed up
computation.
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