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Abstract—In this work, we focus on variational Bayesian inference on the sparse Deep Neural Network (DNN) modeled under a class of
spike-and-slab priors. Given a pre-specified sparse DNN structure, the corresponding variational posterior contraction rate is
characterized that reveals a trade-off between the variational error and the approximation error, which are both determined by the network
structural complexity (i.e., depth, width and sparsity). However, the optimal network structure, which strikes the balance of the
aforementioned trade-off and yields the best rate, is generally unknown in reality. Therefore, our work further develops an adaptive
variational inference procedure that can automatically select a reasonably good (data-dependent) network structure that achieves the
best contraction rate, without knowing the optimal network structure. In particular, when the true function is Hélder smooth, the adaptive
variational inference is capable to attain (near-)optimal rate without the knowledge of smoothness level. The above rate still suffers from
the curse of dimensionality, and thus motivates the teacher-student setup, i.e., the true function is a sparse DNN model, under which the

rate only logarithmically depends on the input dimension.

Index Terms—Auto-ML, sparse deep learning, variational inference, contraction rate.

1 INTRODUCTION

Deep Neural Networks (DNNs) have achieved tremendous
successes in Al fields such as computer vision, natural
language processing and reinforcement learning. One crucial
factor for the successes of DNN is that it possesses highly
complex and nonlinear model architecture, which allows it
to approximate almost any complicated function [1], [2], [3].

However, large and deep fully connected networks are
memory demanding [4] and also slow in inference for
some real time tasks, which sheds the light in the use of
sparse neural nets. Meanwhile, sparse neural nets have
been shown to have accurate approximation and strong
generalization power [5], [6]. For example, the popular
Dropout regularization [4] could be interpreted as averaging
over [y regularized sparse neural nets. From a nonparametric
perspective, [7] showed that sparse DNN with a ReLU
activation function could achieve nearly minimax rate in
the regression setup.

Bayesian neural nets (BNN) are perceived to perform
well against overfitting due to its regularization nature by
enforcing a prior distribution. The study of Bayesian neural
nets could date back to [8], [9]. In particular, a spike-and-slab
prior [10] would switch a certain neuron off, and thus in
nature imposes [y regularization and encourages network
sparsity. [11] introduced the Spike-and-Slab Deep Learning
as a fully Bayesian alternative to Dropout for improving the
generalizability of DNN with ReLU activation, where the
posterior distribution is proven to concentrate at a nearly
minimax rate.

However, a well-known obstacle for Bayesian infer-
ence is its high computational cost for drawing samples
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from posterior distribution via Markov chain Monte Carlo
(MCMC). A popular alternative - Variational Inference (VI) or
Variational Bayes (VB) [12] - approximates the true posterior
distribution by a simpler family of distributions through an
optimization over the Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO). As a
computationally efficient method, VI has been used widely
for neural networks [13], [14], [15], [16]. However, statistical
properties of VI have not been carefully studied only until
recently [17], [18], [19], and the convergence property for
variational BNN remains much less explored. Specifically,
it would be interesting to examine whether the variational
inference leads to the same rate of convergence compared to
the Bayesian posterior distribution and frequentist estimators.
[20] attempts to provide theoretical justifications for varia-
tional inference on BNN but only for an inflated tempered
posterior [21] rather than the true posterior.

In this paper, we directly investigate the theoretical behav-
ior of variational posterior for Bayesian DNN under spike-
and-slab modeling. Our specific goals are to understand how
fast the variational posterior converges to the truth and how
accurate the prediction carried out by variational inferences
is. It is not surprising that the choice of the network structure,
i.e., network depth, width and sparsity level, plays a crucial
role for the success of variational inference. Notably, there
exists a trade-off phenomenon for the choice of network
architecture: an overly complex structure leads to a large
variational error, while an overly simplified network may
not be able to capture the nonlinear feature of true underlying
regression function (i.e., large approximation error).

The optimal network structure, which yields the best con-
traction rate, is generally unknown in reality. This motivates
us to develop an adaptive variational inference procedure that
performs automatic variational architecture selection based
on the penalized ELBO criterion. The selection procedure
could lead to a data-dependent network structure that
achieves the same best rate as if it were derived under the



optimal structure choice.

The developed general theory is further applied to two
particular examples, where the true underlying function 1) is
Holder smooth, or 2) exactly corresponds to some unknown
sparse DNN model. For the formal case, we show that if
the smoothness level is known, the variational posterior
possesses minimax contraction rate (up to a logarithm factor)
when the network structure is carefully chosen based on the
known smoothness level. Even when the smoothness level
is unknown, the proposed adaptive variational inference
procedure still leads to the same theoretical guarantee. For
the latter case, we find that the rate of convergence doesn’t
suffer from the curse of dimensionality, in the sense that
the input dimension has at most a logarithmic effect to the
convergence rate.

It is worth noting that the focus of this paper lies on the
theory of variational inference on sparse DNN, and the prior
used for deriving the theoretical results leads to intractable
ELBO optimization. Although the variational inferences
could be implemented by utilizing certain approximation,
as illustrated in the supplementary material, computation-
friendly priors will be developed in the future work.

1.1

There exists a rich literiture of sparsifying DNN based on
“train-and-prune” strategy [16], [22], [23], [24], [25]. This class
of approaches first train a fully connected (usually over-
parameterized) DNN, and then attempt to sparsify it by prun-
ing connections with “small” weights. The pruning could
be either based on absolute magnitude of the weights, or
based on variational distribution of the weights. Comparing
to our method that directly induces sparsity, the “train-and-
prune” strategy usually requires at least an additional round
of training after pruning; and to the best of our knowledge,
there is no theoretical justification available for such “train-
and-prune” approaches yet. Moreover, we would like to
mention that there is no (theoretically guaranteed) adaptive
way to determine the optimal pruning rate along this line
of works. In contrast, our approach is one shot and can be
incorporated with adaptive priors to automatically choose
the optimal sparsity level.

Related work

1.2 Notations

Throughout this paper, the following notations are used.
Denote KL(-|-) and d(-, -) as the KL divergence and Hellinger
distance between two probability measures, respectively. For

avector z = (z1,...,7,)7, we define ||y := max, |z,

o := 252y I(wi # 0), ]y := (7L, a:|?) /P for p > 0.
For any Lebesgue integrable function f, we denote the L,
norm for f as | [, := (§ f7)"/” and | f]loo := supyey | £ ()]

2 NONPARAMETRIC REGRESSION VIA BAYESIAN
DEEP LEARNING

Consider a nonparametric regression model with random
covariates X; ~ U([—1,1]?)! and

}/;:fO(Xi)+6i7i:17"'7n 1)

1. The bounded support assumption is common in the literature ( [7],
[11]) and applies to standardized data.
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where U denotes the uniform distribution, ¢; “# N (0,02)
is the noise term, and fj : [-1,1]” — R is the underlying
true function. For simplicity of the analysis, we assume that
0. is a known constant, while in practice we could use the
empirical Bayes method or full Bayes method (by placing an
Inverse-Gamma prior on o) to estimate it.

2.1

An (L-1)-hidden-layer ReLU neural network is used to model
the data. The number of neurons in each hidden layer is
denoted by p; fori = 1,..., L—1. The weight matrix and bias
parameters in each layer are denoted by W; € RPi-1*Pi and
b € RPi fori=1,...,L. Let o(x) = max(0, ) be the ReLU
activation function, and for any r € Z* and any b € R", we
define 0, : R" — R" as 03,(y;) = o(y; — b;), fori=1,... 7.
Therefore, given parameters p = (p1,...,pr—1) and 6 =
{W1,b1,...,Wgr,br}, the output of this DNN model can be
written as

fo(X) =Wrop, Wrop, _, ...op, (W1 X)) +br.  (2)

Deep neural networks

In what follows, with slight abuse of notation, 6 is also
viewed as a vector that contains all the coefficients in W's
and b’s, and its length is denoted by H, i.e., 0 = (01,...,0u)".

2.2 Regularization via spike-and-slab prior

Instead of using a fully connected neural net, i.e., 6 is a dense
vector, we consider a sparse NN fy € (L, p, s), where

‘F(vavs) = {f9 as in (2) : HGHO < 5}7

s € N controls the sparsity level of NN connectivity. The set
of 6§ under the constraint (L, p, s) is denoted as O(L, p, s).

Given a specified sparse network configuration, we
impose a fully Bayesian modeling with a spike-and-slab prior
on . Denoting dy as the Dirac at 0 and v = (v1,...,vH) as
a binary vector indicating the inclusion of each edge in the
network. The prior distribution () thus follows:

T(0il7:) = 1iMo(0:) + (1 = 7:)8, w()oc1{) 7 = s} (3)

for 1 < ¢ < H, where we assign uniform prior over all pos-
sible s-sparse network structures, and the slab distribution
My (6;) is either a uniform distribution U ([— By, Bo]) or a
Gaussian distribution N(0, 02) with predetermined constant
By > 1 and ¢ > 0. Our developed theory holds for both
uniform slab and Gaussian slab modeling.

We denote D; = (X;,Y;) and D™ = (Dy,...,D,) as
the observations. Let P denote the underlying probability
measure of data, and py denote the corresponding density
function, i.e., po(D;) = &([Y: — fo(X:)]/oc)/oc where ¢
is the normal pdf. Similarly, let Py and py be the distri-
bution and density functions induced by the parametric
NN model (2). Thus, the gosterior distribution is written as
(61D ™) (0) - po (D).

3 VARIATIONAL INFERENCE

In the framework of variational inference, one seeks to find a
good approximation of the posterior 7(6|D™) via optimiza-
tion rather than to simulate the posterior distribution by long-
run Markov chain Monte Carlo. Given a variational family



of distributions, denoted by Q, the goal is to minimize the
KL divergence between distributions in Q and true posterior
distribution:

~, _ . (n)
q(0) = arg Jain, KL(q(0)[=(6|D*)), (4)

and the variational posterior ¢(#) is subsequently used for
approximated inference. To solve the optimization problem
(4), we note that KL(q(0)[ (0] D)) = C — Q, where C is
some constant depending on data D™ only, and

pe(D("))ﬂ(ﬁ)]
q(0)

is the so-called Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO). Then an
equivalent optimization to (4) is

Q.= Eq(g) [lOg

q(0) = arg max (,
q(0) g Inax

which is usually conducted via gradient ascent type algo-
rithms.
An inspiring representation of €2 is

0 = ~E, ) [logps(D™)] + KL(g(®)|7(6), ()

where the first term in (5) can be viewed as the reconstruction
error [14] and the second term serves as regularization. Hence
the variational inference procedure tends to be minimizing
the reconstruction error while being penalized against prior
distribution in the sense of KL divergence.

Technically, the variational family O can be chosen freely.
But for the sake of efficient implementation and optimization,
it is often selected as some simple distribution family. In
our case, Q is chosen as the spike-and-slab distribution to

resemble the prior distribution, ie., for¢=1,..., H,
q(0ilvi) = viM(0:) + (1 —7i)do, q(vi) = Bern(v;),  (6)
where M(60;) is either U(l;,u;) with =By < I; < u; < By

or N(ui,0?) depending on the slab choice My in (3), and
0 < v; < 1. Note that since the posterior can not have a larger
support than the prior distribution, the ELBO optimizer must
satisfy 7; € {0,1} and >, 7; = s.

4 VB POSTERIOR ASYMPTOTICS

In this section, we establish the distributional convergence
of the variational Bayes posterior ¢(6), towards the true
regression function fo, under the squared Hellinger distance

d(-,-), which is
_ 2
|~ exp _[fo(X) — fo(X)] .
802
Note that in section 7, the results under Ly norm will be

studied.
Denote the log-likelihood ratio between py and py as

po(D;)
po(D;)’

d*(Py, Py) =Ex

po(D™) <
(o)~ "

then the negative ELBO can be expressed as

flfh%

—log po(D™) is a constant with respect to ¢(6).

ln(P07P9) IOg

—Q = KL(q(0)|(0) 0)do + C,

where C' =

3

Our first lemma provides an upper bound for the negative
ELBO for sparse DNN model under the prior specification (3)
and variational family Q. Let Op(L,p,s) = {# € O(L,p, s) :
[0]| < B} for some constant B > 0.

Lemma 4.1. Given any network family F (L, p, s) with an equal
width p = (12pN,...,12pN), we have that, with dominating

probability for some C' > 0,
fz (Po, Po)a(6)d0}

= C/TL(Tn + gn) (7)

inf

{KL 9)|(8)
q(0)eQ

holds, where

L
P i=ra(L, N,5) =~ 1og(12BpN) + > log(nL/s),
n n

and

| fo = follZ%,

where B = By under uniform prior setting, and B >
normal prior setting.

n = Gn L7N7 = inf
13 3 ( s) GEG;I(IL,PaS)

2 under

The upper bound (7) consists of two terms: the first term
Ty, is the variational error caused by the variational Bayes
approximation; the second term &, is the approximation error
of approximating f, by sparse ReLU DNN whose weight
and bias parameters are bounded by B. Note that since B is
a pre-specific constant, its value doesn’t affect the rate of r,,

Our next lemma links the contraction rate of variational
posterior with the negative ELBO discussed in Lemma 4.1.

Lemma 4.2. Given network family F (L, p, s) with equal width

= (12pN,...,12pN), zfmax{slog(nL/s?, Lslog(pN)} =
o(n), then with probability at least (1 — e~"%x) for some C' > 0,
we have

fd?(Pe,Pm(e)

inf

nf {KL(a(6)I7(6))

+ [ atro Pao)ds},

3
Ce +—

where

1 L Lsl N
eni=¢en(L,N,s) = M\/S og(nl/s) + Lslog(pN) log’ (n)

n

for any § = 1 and some large constant M.

Note that Lemma 4.2 holds regardless of the choice of
prior specification 7(¢) and variational family Q.

The LHS of (8) is the variational Bayes posterior mean of
the squared Hellinger distance. On the RHS, the first term
en, represents the estimation error under Hellinger metric,
such that it is possible to test the true distribution P versus
all alternatives {Py : d(Py, Py) = €p,0 € O(L,p, s)} with
exponentially small error probability (refer to Lemma 1.2 in
the supplementary material); the second term, as discussed
above, is the negative ELBO (up to a constant), which has
been elaborated in Lemma 4.1.

Combining the above two lemmas together, one can easily
obtain the following theorem:

Theorem 4.1. Given any network family F (L, p, s) with equal
width p = (12pN, ..., 12pN), if the conditions of Lemmas 4.1
and 4.2 hold, then

J d*(Py, Py)q(0)dd < Ce2 +3C"r, +3C"¢,. (9)



The three terms in the RHS of (9) correspond to estimation
error, variational error and approximation error respectively.
All the three terms depend on the complexity of network
structure. Specifically,

2
En~rn~max<

slog(nL/s) Lslog(pN) )

n ’ n ’
up to only logarithmic difference. Thus both 2 and r,
are nearly linearly dependent on the sparsity and depth
of the network structure specification. On the other hand, the
approximation error &, generally decreases as one increases
the complexity of networks configuration (i.e., the values of
N, L and s). Therefore, it reveals a trade-off phenomenon
on the choice of network structure. Note that such trade-off
echoes with those observed in the literature of nonparametric
statistics: as one increases the domain of parameter space
(e.g., increases the number of basis functions in spline
regression modeling), it usually leads to smaller bias but
larger variance.

As mentioned in [20], we would like to bring out the
concept of the bias-variance trade-off in the variational
inference, where we name the third and second term in
RHS of (7) by bias and variance respectively. The variance
component is controlled by r,, with an order that is always
linearly dependent on the sparsity level of the DNN, which
is consistent with our perception. However, its linear depen-
dence on the depth L versus the logarithmic dependence on
the width IV conflicts with the result that a deeper neural net
generalizes better than a shallower one as often empirically
observed. In the meantime, a deeper neural net could yield a
smaller approximation error with fixed neurons [2], which
would then compensate for the increased variance caused by
a deeper neural net. This reveals an interesting bias-variance
trade-off phenomenon.

5 ADAPTIVE ARCHITECTURE SEARCH

In Section 4, we establish the distributional convergence of
VB posterior (9) under the Hellinger metric, with a pre-
specified DNN architecture, say depth L, width N and
sparsity s. Ideally, one would like to choose the network
structure that minimizes the RHS of (9), thus leading to a
better convergence guarantee. However, this best choice is
generally not available due to the fact that the approximation
error &, critically depends on the nature (e.g., continuity and
smoothness) of the unknown fj. Therefore, in this section,
we will develop an adaptive variational Bayes inference
procedure, under which the variational posterior contraction
achieves the same convergence rate as if the optimal choice
of network structure was given.

To simplify our analysis, we assume that the network
depth L is already well specified, and are only concerned
about the adaptivity with respect to the network width and
sparsity. Note that for a certain family of fo, e.g., fo is Holder
smooth, the optimal choice of L can indeed be specified
without additional knowledge of fj (refer to Section 6 for
detail). To be more specific, we define

(N*,s%) = argrjnvin{rn(s,L,N) +&n(s, L, N)},

and consider 12pN* and s* to be the optimal network
structure configuration for width and sparsity respectively.
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Such a choice strikes an optimal balance between variational
error and approximation error. It is worth mentioning that
the estimation error term &2 is of the same order as r,, (up to
a logarithmic term). Therefore, the optimal choice (s*, N*)
does minimize the RHS of (9) (up to a logarithmic term). We
further define

ot = M,\/Ls* log N* + s*log(Ln/s*) log? (n)
n

for some constant M’, r¥ = r,(L,N* s*) and & =
&n(L, N*, s*). They represent the estimation error, varia-
tional error and approximation error respectively, under
optimal choices N* and s*.

In addition, the following conditions are imposed on the
optimal values N* and s*:

Condition 5.1. 1 < max{Ls*log(pN*), s*log(nL/s*)} =
o(n®) for some a < 1.

Condition 5.2. r¥ = £,

Condition 5.3. s* > 12pN* + L.

Condition 5.1 assumes that the optimal network structure,
in the asymptotic sense, is a sparse one. This is reasonable as
it essentially requires that the data can be well approximated
by a sparse DNN model. If this condition fails, there will be
no basis for conducting sparse DNN modeling. Condition 5.2
implies that the choice (N*, s*), which minimizes r,, + &,,
also strikes the balance between r,, and &,. Condition 5.3
avoids the redundancy of network width. If this condition
is violated, then there must be redundant node (i.e., node
without connection) in every hidden layers. In such a
situation, all these redundant nodes shall be removed from
the network configuration, leading to a narrower network.

In the Bayesian paradigm, the adaptivity can be achieved
by impose a reasonable prior on (N, s). In other words, we
expand the prior support to

© Hy
F={ UFEpks),
N=15=0
where p% = (12pN,...,12pN) € RL and Hy is the total
possible number of edges in the (L-1)-hidden-layer network
with layer width 12pN. The prior specification on the
network structure is similar to [11], that is

)\N
Ny=—2  forN=>1,
W)= oo o (10)
m(s)oce™*  for s =0,

where ), satisfies ne*?/s* > A\, > aLlogn for some a > 0.

To implement variational inference, we consider the vari-
ational family Qy , that restricts the VB marginal posterior
of N and s to be a degenerate measure: every distribution
q(0, N, s) in Qn s follows

q(N) =05, q(s) =05, q(7|N,s) = Bern(v;),
q(0i]vi) = vM(0;) + (1 — 7i)do,
for some N € Z* and 5 € Z>°. This choice of variational

family means that the VB posterior will adaptively select one
particular network structure (IV, §) by minimizing

q(0,N,s) = argmax KL(q(6, N, s)|(0, N,s|D™)).
Q(07N)S)EQN,5

(11)



Note that KL(q(6, N, s)| (0, N, s|D™)) = —log 7(N,5) +

KL(¢(0|N,5)|p(6, D" |N,5)) + C, for some constant C. Let
a(f|N,5)

be the maximized ELBO given the network structure deter-

mined by parameters N and 5. Then

(N,3) = arg I%ag[g(ﬁ, 5) +logm(N,5)]. (12
In other words, the above VB modeling leads to a variational
network structure selection based on a penalized ELBO
criterion, where the penalty term is the logarithm of the
prior of N and s.

In Bayesian analysis, model selection relies on the (log-
Jposterior: log w(D|N, s) + log (N, ). Thus, the proposed
variational structure selection procedure is an approximation
to maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimator, by replacing the
model evidence term log 7(D|N, 5) with the ELBO Q(N, 5).

Our next theorem shows that the proposed variational
modeling attains the best rate of convergence without the
knowledge of optimal network architecture N* and s*.

Theorem 5.1. Under the adaptive variational Bayes modeling
described above, we achieve that

jd?(Pe, P)i(0)d0 < C"[e2 + 1% + €5 (13)

holds with dominating probability for some constant C" > 0.

It is worth mentioning that the above result doesn’t imply
the adaptive variational procedure exactly finds the optimal
choice such that N ~ N* and § ~ s*. The proof of Theorem
5.1 only shows that the adaptive VB procedure avoids over-
complicated network structures, such that N and 5 will not
be overwhelmingly larger than the N* and s* respectively.
Note that (N*, s*) is the universal optimal choice, in the
sense that it ensures that for any data set generated from
the underlying model (1), the corresponding variational
inference is the best. Note that (IV,5) is a data-dependent
choice, which differs from data to data and may be quite
different from (N*, s*).

6 APPLICATIONS

In this section, we will apply the general theoretical results to
two important types of ground truth: 1) fy is some unknown
Holder smooth function and 2) fy exactly corresponds to
an unknown sparse DNN model, i.e., the teacher-student
framework [26], [27].

6.1

we assume the unknown fj belongs to the class of a-Holder
smooth functions ’Hg , defined as

He ={F:1fl5= Y 10 e

Ki|k| <o
0"f (=) =" fy)l _ oo}
] < .

Hoélder smooth function

+ D s 2 — g1
Kilk|=|a Y :c;éy’ Ylo
To quantify the approximation error &, certain knowl-
edge of approximation theory is required. There is rich liter-
ature on the approximation properties of neural networks.
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For instance, [28] and [29] provided tight approximation
error bound for simple indicator functions; [30] studied
approximation efficiency of shallow neural network. Some
recent works characterize the approximation accuracy of
sparsely connected deep nets [7], [31], [32] as well.
The following lemma is due to [7, Theorem 3].
Lemma 6.1. Assume fo € H,, for some o > 0, then there exists
a neural net f € F(L,p,s) withp = (12pN, ..., 12pN) e RF
whose bias and weight parameters are bounded by 1, and
L =8+ ([logy 1] +5)(1 + [logz p),
5 < 94p? (o + 1) N(L + [log, p)),
N = Cn|n?/Ca+P) /1og(n)],

for some positive constant C'n, such that

(14)

~ N
If = folloo < @1 follg + 137 — + | fol32 (N) /2.
(15)

Lemma 6.1 summarizes the expressibility of sparse ReLU
DNN in terms of its depth, width and sparsity. It trivially
implies that if L, N,s satisfy (14) and p = O(1), then
max(&,, 7, €2) = O(n2¥/(2at2)10g° n) for some § > 1.
Therefore, Theorem 4.1 implies the following corollary.

Corollary 6.1. Assume fo € H,, for some known o > 0, where
p = O(1). Choose L, s and N as in (14). Then, our variational

modeling satisfies that
f @ (Py, P)3(0)d0 < C"[n~/22+ log® ()2, (16)

with dominating probability, for some 6 > 1 and some constant
C" > 0.

Corollary 6.1 establishes the rate minimaxity (up to a
logarithmic factor) of variational sparse DNN inference. The
established rate matches the contraction rate of the true
Bayesian posterior ( [11]) and therefore implies that there
is no sacrifice in statistical rate with variational inference.
Note that (16) also implies that the VB posterior mass
of {d(Py, Py) = C"n~*/(22%P)10g°(n)} converges to zero
in probability, hence almost all of the VB posterior mass
contracts towards a small Hellinger ball with (near-) minimax
radius centered at Fj.

The choices of N and s in (14), although lead to rate-
minimaxity, relies on the smoothness parameter o which is
usually unknown in practice. Therefore, the adaptive varia-
tional modeling discussed in Section 5 can be implemented
here to select a reasonable N and s adaptively, such that the
rate (near-)minimax convergence still holds.

Corollary 6.2. Assume fy € 'Hg‘ for some unknown o« > 0,
where p = O(1). Choose L as in (14) and let N and s follow the
prior (10). Then result (16) still holds for the adaptive variational
approach.

6.2 Teacher-student framework

Under the Holder smooth assumption, the rate of conver-
gence n~%/(2¢+P) suffers from the curse of dimensionality.
Note that this rate merely represents the worse-case analysis
among all Holder smooth functions, which may not be
suitable for real structured dataset. Hence, in this section,



we are interested in the teacher-student framework, i.e., the
underlying f is exactly an unknown fixed sparse ReLU net-
work (so-called teacher network), that is, fo € (Lo, Py, So)
for some Lo, py = (Po,1,---,Po,L,)" and sg, and its network
parameter is denoted by 0.

Our variational Bayes modeling with spike and slab prior
can be used to train the so-called student network, based on
data generated by the teacher network. Adopting this teacher-
student framework can better facilitate the understanding
of how deep neural networks work in high-dimensional
data as it provides an explicit target function with bounded
complexity.

When certain information of teacher network structure is
available, we have the following result.

Corollary 6.3. Under the teacher-student framework, if we choose
L= Lo, s = Sp and N = maxi<i<L pO,i/(12p)/ Bo = HooHoo
(under uniform prior) and max{Lslog(pN), slog(nL/s)} =
o(n) holds, then our variational Bayes approach satisfies

fdQ(Pg, Py)q(0)do < C”

<s log(nL/s) + Lslog(pN)

log%(n)) , (17)

with dominating probability, for some constant C” > 0 and any
0>1

The choice of (IV, s) means that we delibrately choose a
wider and denser network structure, which ensures that the
approximation error &, = 0.

When the information of sy and p,, is not available, by
adopting the adaptive variational modeling we also have the
following result:

Corollary 6.4. If the teacher network structure satisfies that
max{Lgso log(pmaxpo;), solog(nLo/so)} = o(n®) for some
a € (0,1), and we choose L = L, and let N and s follow the
prior (10), By = |00« (under uniform prior), then our adaptive
variational Bayes approach satisfies

JdQ(Pg, Py)q(0)do < C”

<80 log(nLo/s0) + Losolog(pmaxpo,i) | 2 (n)> . (18)
n

with dominating probability, for any § > 1 and some constant
" > 0.

The above two corollaries show that, under the teacher-
student framework, the input dimension p (i.e., input layer
width) and hidden layer width pg have at most logarithmic
effect on the VB posterior convergence rate. Therefore, it
doesn’t suffer from the curse of dimensionality.

7 CONVERGENCE UNDER L, NORM

Our main theorems 4.1 and 5.1 concern the posterior con-
vergence with respect to the Hellinger metric. Although
commonly used in the Bayesian literature ( [17], [33], [34]),
Hellinger distance is of less practical interest than L, norm,
ie, Ex|fo(X) — fo(X)|?, for regression problems. However,
a result directly addressing the L, convergence may not be
reasonable due to the extreme flexibility of DNN models. For
instance, given p = 1, two ReLU DNN networks fy(z) =0

6

and fp (x) = Mo(x — 1 + ¢) can have arbitrarily large Lo
distance when M is sufficiently huge, but are impossible to
be discriminated when ¢ is so tiny that no sampled X; visits
the interval [1 — ¢, 1].

Accordingly, our Ly convergence result will exclude the
“irregular” DNN model fy’s whose Lo distances from f; are
mostly contributed by the integral of [fy(z) — fo(z)]? over
some tiny-measure subset of [—1,1]?. To be more precise,
we define the Lo distance between fp and fj as L2(fs, fo) =
Ex|fo(X) — fo(X)|? and let G = F(L,p, s) be the subset
class of all “regular” DNNs that satisfy

Ex{|fo(X) — fo(X)|P1(X € 8)} = kL3 (fo, fo),

for some constant 0 < x < 1, where

S ={X : [fo(X) = fo(X)* < vL3(fo, fo)},

for some y,, — 0. G represents the DNNs that possesses a
large enough expected square L, distance between fg and
fo on a set S where |fo(X) — fo(X)|? is upper bounded,
and the integral of [fs(z) — fo(x)]? over S¢ doesn’t make
dominating contribution to L3( fo, f¢). Naturally, G excludes
the cases when L3( fy, fo) is mainly determined by the data
from only a small set of the support of X.

Let £2 denote the Hellinger convergence rate in Theorem
4.1 or 5.1, ie., g% is of the same order as the RHS of
equation (9) or (13). We have the following convergence
result regarding Lo metric, which states that the variational
posterior mass over the irregular DNNs, which have L, error
greater than M,,22, is negligible.

Theorem 7.1. Given any pre-specified network family as Theorem
4.1 or under the adaptive variational Bayes modeling as Theorem
5.1, if y,&2 = o(1), then we have that w.h.p.

J q(0)do = o(1),
Gn{L3(fo,fo)=Mn&2}

for any sequence M,, — 0.

Remark. In the literature, there do exist some direct results
regarding Lo convergence rate of DNN learning and these
results usually rely on some regularity condition such as the L,
boundedness of DNNs in the model space ( [7], [11]). However, in
practice, it is usually infeasible to ensure that the trained DNN
models meet the pre-specified bound, since the relationship between
the magnitude of 0 and | fp|s is rather complicated.

8 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we investigate the performance of the pro-
posed Adaptive Sparse Variational Inference (ASVI) with
Gaussian slab prior through empirical studies. To implement
ASVI, after pre-specifying the depth L, one needs to assign
prior distributions for N and s according to (10), and
assign uniform prior (3) over the network structure v given
s. However, as emphasized in the introduction, it is not
computationally feasible to solve ASVI, since the exact
minimization of negative ELBO requires exhaustively search
over all possible sparse network structures. As a consequence,
in this numerical studies section, an approximated solution
of ¢ is used instead. The details of the approximation and
implementation of ASVI are presented in Section 2 of the
supplementary document. In short words, we integrate out
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TABLE 1: Results for teacher network experiment. The average test RMSE with standard error and average posterior number

of edges with standard error are exhibited.

Test RMSE # of edges

Width ASVI SVI HS-BNN Dense-BNN ASVI SVI HS-BNN Dense-BNN
2 - 2193 +£0.195 2193 £0.163  2.131 £ 0.097 - 48.28 +£2.099 51.00 £ 0.000 51.00 £ 0.000
4 - 1.636 + 0.069 1.715 + 0.160  1.591 + 0.087 - 9443 +£4.499 109.0 + 0.000  109.0 £ 0.000
6 - 1210 £ 0.049 1.322 +£0.179 1.190 + 0.033 - 125.7 £8.805 175.0 £ 0.000 175.0 £ 0.000
8 - 1.065 + 0.038  1.108 4+ 0.048  1.046 + 0.021 - 135.5 + 10.87  249.0 £ 0.000  249.0 + 0.000
10 - 1.014 £ 0.023  1.058 £ 0.029 1.014 + 0.010 - 151.1 £13.25  331.0 £ 0.000  331.0 + 0.000
12 - 1.019 £ 0.085 1.035 4+ 0.016  1.010 + 0.007 - 166.1 + 1441  421.0 £ 0.000  421.0 + 0.000
14 - 1.018 £ 0.093  1.034 + 0.010  1.011 + 0.009 - 177.3 £15.62  519.0 £ 0.000  519.0 + 0.000
16 - 1.011 £ 0.037  1.032 £ 0.010  1.009 + 0.005 - 186.1 + 1648  625.0 £ 0.000  625.0 + 0.000
18 - 1.005 + 0.008  1.030 + 0.010  1.010 + 0.005 - 190.3 £ 15.87 739.0 £ 0.000  739.0 £ 0.000
20 - 1.003 £+ 0.006  1.029 + 0.008  1.010 + 0.007 - 192.5 +£13.78 861.0 £ 0.000  861.0 % 0.000
Adaptive  1.003 + 0.010 - - - 155.9 + 15.58 - - -

the sparsity variable s in the hierarchical prior (10), and only
consider the marginal modelling of IV and 6. Given the width
multiplier N, the maximized ELBO Q(V) is obtained by back
propagation with the help of some approximation and binary
relaxation. The optimal structure is then selected by the
penalized ELBO criterion similar to (12). In this simulation,
we typically specify 5-10 levels of width choices and compute
Q(N) for different N in parallel.

For all the numerical studies, we use the VB posterior
mean estimator f = Zfil f0,/30 to assess the prediction
accuracy, where 0,’s are randomly drawn from the VB
posterior g(f). We use 5§ = Zil v;/H to measure the
posterior network sparsity. We compare our method to
Horseshoe BNN (HS-BNN) [24] and dense BNN [16].

Output Layer 2

Frequency

Input Layer

2 3 6 & 1 12 1 16 18 20

Width

(a) Teacher network (b) Selected width

Fig. 1: (a) Teacher network with structure 20-10-10-1, where
50% of the edges are set to 0 randomly. (b) Frequency of the
selected width in 50 replications.

TABLE 2: Average test RMSE with standard error for UCI
regression datasets.

Dataset n (p) SVI HS-BNN PBP

Kin8nm 8192 (8) 0.08+£0.00  0.084+0.00  0.1040.00
Naval 11934 (16)  0.00+0.00  0.004+0.00  0.01+0.00
Power Plant 9568 (4) 4.024+0.18  4.03+0.15 4.12+0.03
Protein 45730 (9) 436+0.04 4.39+0.04 4.731+0.01
Wine 1599 (11) 0.62+£0.03  0.63+0.04 0.64%0.01
Year 515345 (90) 8.85+NA  9.26+NA  8.88+NA

8.1 Simulation study

We consider a simulated experiment under the teacher-
student framework. As shown in Fig 1 (a), we use a 2-
hidden-layer teacher network with ReLU activation, where

the specific structure is 20-10-10-1. The edges of the teacher
network are first randomly generated from ¢/(0.5,1.5) and
then randomly set to 0 by a rate of 50% to ensure a
sparse structure. We fix the depth L of student net to 2
in the experiment, and consider the width of student net
to range from 2 to 20 with a increment of 2. We randomly
generate 50 datasets of size 10000 from the teacher network
with random noise variance o, = 1 for training, and the
adaptive variational inference is performed on each of these
datasets to select the best network structure. The remaining
implementation details can be found in the supplementary
document.

Fig 1 (b) plots the frequency of the selected width among
the 50 replications. It shows that in most time the ASVI
selects width 10 or 12, which is close to the true width. We
compare the test Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE) of ASVI
against non-adaptive SVI (i.e., ASVI without width selection),
HS-BNN and Dense-BNN with all the choices of width. The
result is displayed in Table 1. It shows that ASVI achieves
best test Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE), which is quite
close to the random noise (g, = 1). In addition, the number
of edges selected by ASVI is also close to the ground truth
(around 165.5).

8.2 Real data

We compare the performance of our method to others on
UCI regression tasks and MNIST data. For UCI datasets,
following the same experimental protocol as [35], a single
layer neural network of 50 units with ReLU activation is used
for all the datasets, except for the larger ones "Protein” and
"Year", where 100 units are used. For the smaller datasets,
we randomly select 90% and 10% for training and testing
respectively, and the process is repeated for 20 times. For
"Protein”, only 5 replication is performed. For "Year", where
the training and testing datasets are predefined, the process
is only done once. We compare our method to HS-BNN
and probabilistic backpropagation (PBP) of [35]. For MNIST,
we use a two hidden layer ReLU network with width of
{400, 500, 600, 700, 800}. Other Implementation details can
be found in the supplementary document.

Table 2 shows our method (SVI) performs as well as
or better than the other methods on UCI datasets with pre-
determined architecture. Figure 2 shows our method achieves
best test accuracy for MNIST data, with a selected width of



700 and posterior sparsity of 6.01% (62855 edges) at epoch
300.

0.990

— AsVI
HS-BNN, width=400
HS-BNN, width=500
—-— HS-BNN, width=600
—-— HS-BNN, width=700
—-— HS-BNN, width=800
-=-- Dense-BNN, width=400
Dense-BNN, width=500
Dense-BNN, width=600
Dense-BNN, width=700
—-- Dense-BNN, width=800

0.985

0980 4—--

Accuracy

09754

0.970 T T T T T T T
100 125 150 175 200 225 250 275 300

Epochs

Fig. 2: Test accuracy for MNIST data

9 SUMMARY

In this work, we investigate the theoretical aspects of
variational inference for sparse DNN models. Although
theoretically sound, the spike and slab modeling with Dirac
spike is difficult to implement in practice, and some contin-
uous relaxation is required that deserves further theoretical
investigation. In addition, despite the fact that the proposed
uniform prior distribution for s guarantees good theoretical
properties, it is also not practical and some approximation is
involved in our implementation. Therefore, some alternative
choice of prior distribution could be investigated in the
future.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was completed in the fall of 2019 when Cheng
was a member of Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton.
Cheng acknowledges the hospitality of IAS and also financial
support from Adobe Data Science Grant. Dr. Song’s research
is partially supported by National Science Foundation grant
DMS-1811812.

REFERENCES

[1] G. Cybenko, “Approximation by superpositions of a sigmoidal
function,” Mathematics of Control, Signals and Systems, 1989.

[2] D. Rolnick and M. Tegmark, “The power of deeper networks for
expressing natural functions,” in International Conference on Learning
Representations (ICLR), 2018.

[3] H. Mhasker, Q. Liao, and T. Poggio, “When and why are deep
networks better than shallow ones?” in Proceedings of the Thirty-
First AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence (AAAI-17), 2017, pp.
2343-2349.

[4] N. Srivastava, G. Hinton, A. Krizhevsky, I. Sutskever, and
R. Salakhutdinov, “Dropout: a simple way to prevent neural
networks from overfitting,” Journal of Machine Learning Research,
vol. 15, pp. 1929-1958, 2014.

[5] X. Glorot, A. Bordes, and Y. Bengio, “Deep sparse rectifier neural
networks,” in Proceedings of the 14th International Conference on
Artificial Intelligence and Statistics (AISTATS) 2011, Fort Lauderdale,
FL, 2011.

[6] I Goodfellow, Y. Bengio, and A. Courville, Deep Learning. MIT
Press, 2016.

[7] J. Schmidt-Hieber, “Nonparametric regression using deep neural
networks with relu activation function,” arXiv:1708.06633, 2017.

[8] D.MacKay, “A practical bayesian framework for backpropagation
networks,” Nerual Computation, 1992.

[9] R.Neal, “Bayesian learning via stochastic dynamics,” in Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems 5 (NIPS 1992), 1992, pp.
475-482.

8

[10] E. George and R. McCulloch, “Variable selection via gibbs sam-
pling,” Journal of the American Statistical Association, vol. 88, pp.
881-889, 1993.

[11] N. Polson and V. Rockova, “Posterior concentration for sparse
deep learning,” in 32nd Conference on Neural Information Processing
Systems (NeurIPS 2018), Montréal, Canada, 2018, pp. 930-941.

[12] M. Jordan, Z. Ghahramani, T. Jaakkola et al., “ An introduction to
variational methods for graphical models,” Machine Learning, 1999.

[13] A. Graves, “Practical variational inference for neural networks,” in

Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 24 (NIPS 2011),

2011, pp. 2348-2356.

D. Kingma and M. Welling, “Auto-encoding variational bayes,”

arXiv:1312.6114, 2014.

D. Rezende, S. Mohamed, and D. Wierstra, “Stochastic backpropa-

gation and approximate inference in deep generative models,” in

Proceedings of the 31st International Conference on Machine Learning

(ICML 14), Beijing, China, 2014, pp. 1278-1286.

C. Blundell, J. Cornebise, K. Kavukcuoglu et al., “Weight uncer-

tainty in neural networks,” in Proceedings of the 32nd International

Conference on International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML 15),

Lille, France, 2015, pp. 1613-1622.

D. Pati, A. Bhattacharya, and Y. Yang, “On the statistical optimality

of variational bayes,” in Proceedings of the 21st International Confer-

ence on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics (AISTATS) 2018, Lanzarote,

Spain, 2018.

P. Alquier and J. Ridgway, “Concentration of tempered posteriors

and of their variational approximations,” arXiv:1706.09293, 2017.

Y. Wang and D. Blei, “Frequentist consistency of variational bayes,”

Journal of the American Statistical Association, vol. 114, pp. 1147-1161,

2019.

B.-E. Cherief-Abdellatif, “Convergence rates of variational inference

in sparse deep learning,” arXiv:1908.04847, 2019.

A. Bhattacharya, D. P. Pati, and Y. Yang, “Bayesian fractional

posteriors,” The Annals of Statistics, vol. 47, no. 1, pp. 39-66, 2019.

D. Molchanov, A. Ashukha, and D. Vetrov, “Variational dropout

sparsifies deep neural networks,” in Proceedings of the 34th In-

ternational Conference on Machine Learning (ICML 2017), 2017, pp.

2498-2507.

C. Louizos, K. Ullrich, and M. Welling, “Bayesian compression for

deep learning,” in 31st Conference on Neural Information Processing

Systems (NIPS 2017), Long Beach, CA, USA, 2017, p. 3290-3300.

S. Ghosh and E. Doshi-Velez, “Model selection in bayesian neural

networks via horseshoe priors,” arXiv:1705.10388, 2017.

T. Gale, E. Elsen, and S. Hooker, “The state of sparsity in deep

neural networks,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1902.09574, 2019.

Y. Tian, “A theoretical framework for deep locally connected relu

network,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1809.10829, 2018.

S. Goldt, M. S. Advani, A. M. Saxe, F. Krzakala, and L. Zdeborova,

“Dynamics of stochastic gradient descent for two-layer neural

networks in the teacher-student setup,” in 33rd Conference on Neural

Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS 2019), Vancouver, Canada,

2019.

G. H. Cheang and A. R. Barron, “A better approximation for balls,

Journal of Approximation Theory, vol. 104, no. 2, pp. 183-203, 2000.

G. H. Cheang, “Approximation with neural networks activated by

ramp sigmoids,” Journal of Approximation Theory, vol. 162, no. 8, pp.

1450-1465, 2010.

V. Ismailov, “Approximation by sums of ridge functions with fixed

directions,” St. Petersburg Mathematical Journal, vol. 28, no. 6, pp.

741-772, 2017.

H. Boleskei, P. Grohs, G. Kutyniok, and P. Petersen, “Optimal

approximation with sparsely connected deep neural networks,”

CoRR, vol. abs/1705.01714, 2019.

[32] B. Bauler and M. Kohler, “On deep learning as a remedy for the

curse of dimensionality in nonparametric regression,” The Annals

of Statistics, vol. 47, no. 4, pp. 2261-2285, 2019.

S. Ghosal, A. Van Der Vaart et al., “Convergence rates of posterior

distributions for noniid observations,” The Annals of Statistics,

vol. 35, no. 1, pp. 192-223, 2007.

F. Zhang and C. Gao, “Convergence rates of variational posterior

distributions,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1712.02519, 2019.

[35] J. Herndndez-Lobato and R. Adams, “Probabilistic backpropagation
for scalable learning of bayesian neural networks,” in Proceedings of
the 32nd International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML 2015),
Lille, France, 2015.

2

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

(18]

’

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]
[25]
[26]

[27]

”

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[33]

[34]



[36] S. Boucheron, G. Lugosi, and P. Massart, Concentration inequalities:
A nonasymptotic theory of independence. Oxford University press,
2013.

[37] L. Le Cam, Asymptotic methods in statistical decision theory. New

York: Springer Science & Business Media, 1986.

Q. Song and F. Liang, “Nearly optimal bayesian shrinkage for high

dimensional regression,” arXiv:1712.08964, 2017.

C. Maddison, A. Mnih, and Y. W. Teh, “The concrete distribution: A

continuous relaxation of discrete random variables,” in International

Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR 2017), 2017.

E. Jang, S. Gu, and B. Poole, “Categorical reparameterization

with gumbel-softmax,” in International Conference on Learning

Representations (ICLR 2017), 2017.

[38]

[39]

[40]

APPENDIX A
TECHNICAL DETAILS

The detailed proofs for our lemmas and theorems are
included in this section.

Throughout this section, make the following notations:
denote the n independent observations of Y as Y™ —

(Y1,...,Yy), denote fo(X™) = (fo(X1),..., fo(Xn)) and
Fo(X™) = (fo(X1),..., fo(Xn)).
A.1 Proof of Lemma 4.1

Lemma A.1 restates the Donsker and Varadhan's representa-
tion for the KL divergence, its proof can be found in [36].

Lemma A.1. For any probability measure A and any measurable
function h with e" € Ly(\),

log f "M \(dn) = sup U h(n)p(dn) — KL(pA)-]

The next lemma proves the existence of a testing function
which can exponentially separate Py and {Py : d(Py, Py) >
en, Pp € F(L,p, s)}. The existence of such testing function
is crucial for Lemma 4.2.

Lemma A.2. Let ¢, = M\/Slog(”L/s)ZLs loe®@N) 166% (n) for
any 6 = 1 and some large constant M. Then there exists some
testing function ¢ € [0,1] and Cy > 0, Cy > 1/3, such that

Ep, (¢) < exp{—Cine2},
sup  Ep,(1—¢) < exp{—Cynd?(Py, Py)}.
PyeF(L,p,s)
d(Pg,Py)>en

Proof. Due to the well-known result (e.g., [37], page 491 or
[33], Lemma 2), there always exists a function ¢ € [0, 1], such
that

Ep, (1) < exp{—nd*(Py,, Po)/2},
Ep, (1 =) < exp{-—nd*(Ps,, P)/2},

for all Py € F(L,p,s) satisfying that d(FPp, Pp,) <
d(Py, Py, )/18.

Let K = N(e,/19, F(L,p, s),d(-,-)) denote the covering
number of set F(L, p, s), i.e., there exists K Hellinger-balls
with radius €,,/19, that completely cover F (L, p, s). For any
0 € F(L,p,s) (W.O.L.G, we assume P belongs to the kth
Hellinger ball centered at Py, ), if d(Py, Py) > €y, then we
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must have that d(Py, Pp,) >
testing function vy, such that
Ep, (Y1) < exp{—nd*(Py,, P)/2}
exp{—(18%/192?/2)ne2},
exp{—nd*(Py,, Po)/2}
exp{—n(d(Py, Py) — €,/19)%/2}
exp{—(18%/192/2)nd*(Py, Py)}.

k Yk. Thus we must have

(18/19)e,, and there exists a

N

EPe(l - W)

NN N

Now we define ¢ = maxy—1,
Ep, (¢) < ZEPO(W)
k

< exp{—((18%/19%/2)ne

.....

< K exp{—(182/19%/2)ne2)}

2 _logK)}.
Note that
log K = log N(e,,/19, F (L, p, s),d(-,-))
< log N(V80.2,/19, F(L,p, ), | - |)
L(12pN + 1)%F)

38
<(s+1)lo
(5 Dlog(=—
1
< slog = + slog(nL/s) + sLlog(pN)
< nep /4,

for sufficiently large n, (19)

where the first inequality is due to the fact
1
slfo-

d*(Py, Py)

< 1—exp{- fol}

and e, = o(1), the second inequality is due to Lemma 10 of

[7]. Therefore,
Z Po(¢r)

for some C7 = 182/19%/2 —1/4. On the other hand, for any 6,
such that d(Py, Py) > €, say Py belongs to the kth Hellinger
ball, then we have

Ep,(1—¢) <Ep,(1 - ¢) <
where Cy = 182/19%/2. Hence we conclude the proof. [

Ep, (¢ < exp{—Cinet},

exp{— Cynd? (Po, Po)},

Proof of Lemma 4.1

Proof. 1t suffices to construct some ¢*(0) € Q, such that
w.h.p,

KL(q*(0)]7(0)) + f 1o (Po, Py)q*(0)d6
3nry,
202"

3n .
<nry, + T‘glgf I fo — foll% + (20)
Let 0* = argmingee,,(L.p,s) [fo — fo|3 and we choose the
same ¢*(0) that has been used in the proof of Theorem 2 of
[20]. Specifically, forall h = 1,..., H, v} = I(6} # 0), and
i) For uniform slab distribution,

On ~ vU0F — an,0F + an]) + (1 —75)do,  (21)
2
where a, = £ (12BpN) > {(p+ 1+ 155 ) sy +
1 2
(2BpNZ—1 + (1QBpN—1)2} !
i1) For Gaussian slab distribution,
~ ’YhN(oha ) (1 - 7:)607 (22)



where 02 = -2 log(36pN)~1(24BpN) 2L

n 161
2 _
{p+1+ 12BpN—1)2 + (24}3;5\/)2—1 + (24BpN—1)2} g
According to the proof of Theorem 2 in [20],

KL(q*(8)7(8)) < nr,
f fo — Fox 20" (0)d6 < 7o,

and the first term on L.H.S of (20) is bounded.
To upper bound the second term on L.H.S of (20), note
that

(23)
(24)

1n(Po, Pa) =55 (Y™ — fo(X )13
— 1Y)~ fy (X))
— o (I (X) 4 fy(X )
— XN~ Y — fo(X )
— 5 (170X ™) — fo(X )13
2070 (X, (X))~ fo(X)).
Denote

Ri = [[1o(X™) = 1(X)[Ba" @),

Ro = f Y (XY, (X)) — fo (X)) (6)db.
Since [ f5(X™) — fo(X™)|Z < nlfs — fol < nlfs —
Tox|% + nl fox — fol%,

Ry < nrp + 0| fox — fol%-

Noting that Y — fo(X ™) = ¢ ~ N(0,02I), then
Ra= f T(fo(XM) = f4(X™))g*(0)d0

_ T j (Fo(X ™) = f5(X™))q*(0)db
~ N(O, CfO’?)7

where ¢; = | §(fo(X™) = fo(X")))g*(0)d0]3 < R due
to Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Then by Gaussian tail bound

Ri
20 627?,1
which implies Ro < Rq w.h.p.. Therefore,

Po(R2 = R1) < exp(— ),

fln(Po,Pg)q*(Q)dG =R1/20% + Ry/o?

< 3n(rn + | fox — fol%)/202, w.h.p.,

which concludes this lemma together with (23).
O

A.2 Proof of Lemma 4.2
The proof is adapted from the proof of Theorem 3.1 in [17].

Proof. We claim that with high probability (w.h.p),

M = J (P, Po)m(0)do < eCnen (25)
o
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for some C > 0, where logn(Py, Py) = [,(Py, Po) +
%dz(Pg, Py). Thus by Lemma A.1, wh.p.,

o e g
<Cne? + KL(G(0) |7(6)) - j 1 (Py, Py)3(0)d6

<Cne2 + KL(g(0)|(6)) - f 1 (o, Py)q(8)d8

holds for any distribution gg. The last inequality holds since
that KL(¢(0)|m(0)) —§ 1,,(Ps, Po)q(6)d0 is the negative ELBO
function up to a constant, which is minimized at g(¢). This
concludes Lemma 4.3.

To prove (25), we define

My = J (P, Po)m(0)do,
d(Py,Po)<en

M, = f n(Pa, Po)m(0)do,
d(Pg,Po)>€n

and will bound both M; and Ms.
For M, by Fubini’s theorem,

D™y
Ep, M, :f Jpe( (n))€§d2(Pe,P0)
d(Py,Py)<en J Do(DY)

dPy(D™)7(0)d6

J e3P Po) 7 (9)dg
d(Pg,Po)<en
ge%‘?i .
It follows from Markov inequality that M; < eCnen w.h.p.
For My, we further decompose it as My = Moy + Moo,

MQl = J (b’l](Pg, P0)7r(9)d97
d(P97P0)>En

My = j (1= @)n( Py, Po)(6)db,
d(Py,Py)>en

where the testing function ¢ is defined in Lemma A.2.
For Moy, since Ep, [¢] < e’c”wi, o< e~Cine% for some
C{ > 0 wh.p., thus My < e—Cinen My whop.
For Msz, by Fubini’s theorem and Lemma A.2,
Ep, M2y = J Ep, (1 — b )e 39 PoPo)r(9)df
d(Pg,Po)>¢en

< e—(Cg—l/S)nsi . e—Cénst.

Thus, My < e—Cinen, My + e—Caney, w.h.p., which implies
that My < e~ C2n<n w.h.p. for some C’; > 0.

Combine the boundedness results for both M; and M,
we conclude (25).
O

A.3 Proof of Theorem 5.1

The following Lemmas A.3 and A.4 consider the situation
that the network width NV and s are not specified. These two
lemmas prepares our proof for Theorem 5.1.

Lemma A3. Let N,, = cy[Ls* log N* + s* log(Ln/s*)]
logg‘s(n) = nek? and sp\s = cs[Ls* log N* 4+ s* log(Ln/s*)]
log? (n) = ne*2 for some constant ¢y and ¢, (N*, s* and *



are defined in Section 5). If the neural network width N and
sparsity s follow some truncated priors with support {1, ..., Ny}
and {0, . . ., s, } respectively, and this prior satisfies —log m(N =
N*,s = s*) = O(ne2). Then similar results of Lemma 4.1 and
Lemma 4.2 holds, that is for some C' > 0 and C’ > 0, we have

3
242 q(ler)l(gg{KL<q<o>uw<0>>

+ fln(Po,Pg)q(H)dG}, and

{KL(a®)17(®) + [ 1.(Po. Po)a(6)as)}

< C'n(eX? +rk 4 &%)
(26)

[ @ poao0 < <

inf
q(0)eQ

hold with dominating probability.

Proof. To prove the first result of (26), similarly to the proof
of Lemma 4.2, it is essential to show that there exists some
testing function that achieves exponentially small error
probability. This further requires a bounded covering number
of N(e*/19, UN Ui F(L, pk, ), d(-,-)). Similar to (19),
we have that

n

e |J Ljf(L,pJLv,S),d(-,-))

Nyp  sp

<10gN(\/705 n/19 U U]:LpNv )7HH30)

N=1s=
<log(sy) + log(N,,)+

38
log(————
) log( N

given a large n,

(sn+1 L(12pN, +1)*F)

*2
gn‘c:n /47

where the last inequality holds due to the fact that
log(N,) = logn, s, log(1/e¥) =< s, logn and Ay = aLlogn
for some a > 0. Therefore, by the argument of Lemma
A.2, there still exists a testmg function that separate P and
{Ps : d(Po, Py) > e, Py € Uny Uity F(L*, P, 9)} with
exponentially small error probability. By the argument used
in the proof of Lemma 4.2, implies that first result of (26)
holds.

The proof of the second result of (26) follows the
same argument used in Lemma 4.1. We can choose the
q*(6,N,s) € On,s as ¢*(N) = On=, ¢*(s) = 5%, and
q*(0|N*,s*) = ¢*(0) as defined in (21). Trivially, (24) still
holds, and KL(¢*(0, N, s)|7(0, N, s)) < nr¥ —logn(N =
N*,s = s*) = O(ne¥? + nr¥). It hence concludes the
result. O

The next Lemma is an improved result of Corollary 6.1 in
[11].
Lemma A.4. Under prior specification (13),

(N = N, or s > 5,| D™) < exp{—cone*?},
where constant cy increases to infinity as c, (defined in Lemma

A.3) increases.
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Proof. Due to Lemma A .4 in [38], it suffice to show that

(N = Nn or s = s,) < exp{—cne¥?} (27)

> exp{—cone}?}, whp. (28)
where c¢; increases to 1nf1n1ty as ¢, 1ncreases cg > 0is
an absolute constant, m( = {pol ))dr(8) is the
marginal density.

Inequality (27) is true, since

—logm(N > N,,) =

—logm(s > s,) =

= N, log N,, > ne*? and

> CAysp, = ne¥?,

hold for some constant C.

To prove (28), it is suffice to find a subset F;, < F, such
that 7(F,) > exp{—csne*?} and w.h.p. pg(D™)/po(D™)
> exp{—cyne}?} for any py € Fs. Such Fy can be defined as
{;fe} € F(L,p* = (12pN*,..., 12pN*)";s*) : | fo — folo <
ert,

First, we show that py(D
for any py € F;. Note that

™) /po(D™)
- 261,2 DY = fo(X0)? = (Vi = fo(X0))]

i

") /po(D™) > exp{—canci?}

— log pe(D

- fO(X(n))v

Fo(X™)I1.

1 n
< grglnlfo — ol + 20
fe(X(n)) _

Note that Y™ — fo(X(™) is a vector of ii.d. normal
N(0,02), then by concentration mequahty, w.h.p,

— fo(X ™), fo(X ™)) — fo(X™M))| <

for some ¢ > 0, and we can conclude that w.h.p.,

|(x ™ cned

pg(D("))

Dol 5 = expl—einel?)
po(D( ))

Second, we prove that m(F,) > exp{— 03n5*2} in the

following. By condition 5.2, £ = 7% = o(c}?), hence there

must exists a NN f(9 e F(L,p*s*,7), where 4 denotes a
specific pattern of nonzero links among 6, s.t.

175 -
By triangle inequality,
{f@ € ]:(L7p*78*) : Hf9 - fOHOO < 67’1}

~ > 2
D{fg € ]:(L7p*78*77) : Hf9 - féHOO < ?}

fO”oo < 6;‘:/2-

Furthermore, from the proof of Lemma 10 of [7], we have

9): 1o - fguoo <2
S,

{fo € F(L,p*,s™,
>{fy: land |0 — 0] <

where V = L(12pN* + 1).

16l < o



Therefore,
m{fo € F(L,p*,5%) : | fo — follo < ep}
~ “~ *
_ o€ F(Lp*,5%,3) <o = File < )
(&)
s*

<o Ls* log(12pN*)7T{9 0] < 1and
%

€n
2VL”
where T' denotes the total number of edge in network
F(L,p*, s*). Note that

16— 0] <

« 5;"
™0 [0l < Tand |6 — 0] < 5777)}
2V L
~ exp{—s™log(—~)}.

n

Therefore, it is sufficient to show that

2L2(12pN* + 1))
*

n

Ls*log(12pN*) + s™ log(
<czneX?,

which hold trivially due to the definition of 7.

Proof of Theorem 5.1

Proof. Denote d5 and d3 be the degenerate VB posterior of
N and s. We claim that with dominating probability,

N < N, and 5 < s,,. (29)

Therefore, it will be equivalent to consider the truncated
prior T(N)ocm (N)1(N < N,) and 7(s)ocm(s)1(s < sp,).
Note that
—logm(N = N*) < —log®(N = N¥)
<A+ log N*l — N*log A =< N*log N*
<s*log N* = O(ne*?),
and

—log (s = s%) = O(\ss*) = O(ne?).

Therefore, the conditions of Lemma A.3 hold and we
conclude the proof.

Recall ¢*(6, N, s) € Qs which is defined in the proof of
Lemma A.3, and we prove (29) by showing that w.h.p.,

KL(q*(6, N, s)|x(6, N, s|D™))

< KL(¢q(0, N, S)HW(Q,N,S|D(TL))), (30)

for any ¢ € Qn,; whose marginal degenerate distribution of
N is large than V,, or marginal degenerate distribution of s
is greater than s,,. Note that

LKL(q* (6, N, ) |x(6, N, 5| D))
n

1 1 p®
LKL 0.V, 9)|7(0, N, 5)) + ~E o log 2P
" n pe(D'™)
(n)
L g TP
n 7 po(D™)

The sum of the first two terms in above equation, as shown
in the proof of Lemma A.3, is O(e%? + r¥) = O(e¥?2). For the

12

third term, by LLN, it converges to constant —KL(Py||m) <
0.

Due to Lemma A.4, KL(¢(0, N, s)||7 (6, N, s|D("))) >
cons;"f, and the constant ¢y increases to infinity as c,
increases. Therefore, providing a sufficiently large ¢, (30)
holds.

O

A.4 Remarks for proofs of Corollaries 6.1-6.4.
The proofs for Corollaries 6.1 and 6.3 are straightforward,
and they are directly implied by Theorem 4.1.

For the proofs of Corollaries 6.2 and 6.4, we comment that
Theorem 5.1 actually holds for any (N*, s*) which satisfies
Conditions 5.1, 5.3 and & = O(r}), but is not necessarily
the exact minimization of 7} + &. Therefore, in this case we
can still use Theorem 5.1 to prove Corollaries 6.2 and 6.4.

A.5 Proof of Theorem 7.1

Proof. For any M, o o, there always Exists some Mn
satistfying that 1 < M,, = O(M,,) and 7, M,,£2 = o(1).
Then, for any 6 € G n {0 : L3(fo, fo) = M,22},

d*(Py, Po) > Js(l —exp{—(fo(x) — fo(2))?/802})dP ()

(1 — exp{=vnL3(fo, fo)/802}) o 2dP (e
> ey | tote) = otonPara)
S = exp{—ynL3(fo, fo)/802}) _

Tn
1- exp{_'ynﬂng%/so—?})
Vn

for some constant c); > 0, where the second inequality holds
since | fo(X) — fo(X)|? is upper bounded by v, L3( fo, fo) on
S, and the last inequality is due to the fact that v, ]\7,15% =
o(1). (31) implies

2( K> cMMngfL,

€]

G {L3(fo, fo) = Mn22}  {d2(Py, Po) = car M, 22}. (32)

By Theorem 4.1, w.h.p.,

| &0 mojate) - 02,
which implies that
| _6) = O1/3T,) = o(1).
d2(Py,Po)=cp M2
Combined with (32)
| o) < | 0
G{L3(fo,fe)>Mne2} G{L2(fo,fo)>M,&2}

<| 4(6) = O(1/L,) = o(1), whp.
d2(Py,Po)>cn My 2

APPENDIX B
IMPLEMENTATION

In this section, the implementation details of ASVI are
provided.



B.1 Approximated negative ELBO
The exact AVSI algorithm requires one to figure out (N, s)

and compare (N, s) across different choices of N and s.

Our approximation integrates out the sparsity variable s in
the hierarchical modeling, i.e., we consider the prior
)\N

m(N) = (e* —1)NV

for some N € ZV,

H
Z ¥4, for ¢y > 0,

i=1

m(y|N) = cle’\sr/<?>, with ' =
7(0i]7yi) = viMo(0:) + (1 — 7i)do,
(33)

where H is the total number of possible connections given
width multiplier V. The corresponding VB family is

q(N) =6y, q(nlN)
q(0ilyi) = vM(0:) +

for some N € Z+.

Under Gaussian slab distribution, the negative ELBO (up
to a constant) corresponding to the above VB modeling is a
function of N , i, 0; and v;’s,

a-- f log p(D™[6,7)¢(6])a(1| V) dbd

H
+ Z Q('Y'L =
i=1

+ KL(g(7|N)|x(v|N))

= Bern(v;),
(1 = i)do,

N (033 i, o) [N (05 0, 07))
—log7(N).

Let

£=- j log p(D ™9, 7)(0]7)q(| N)d6d~

+ Z (617:“17 z)HN(QHO aO))

+I<L( (VN7 (vIN))
5=E1 + E2 + ‘C37

and

—Q(N) = argmin L.

{pioi,vi}

(34)

Thus the optimal IV value N maximizes the penalized ELBO:
Q,(N) = Q(N) + log w(N).

To approximate and optimize £, we study each of the
three terms:

i) £1 = —§logp(D™|6,7)q(6]7)q(v|N)dbdy requires
Monte Carlo estimation. We use reparameterization trick
[14], [15] for the normal slab distribution M(6), i.e., M(6;)

is equivalent in distribution to u; + os¢; for ¢, ~ N(0,1).

Gumbel-softmax approximation [39], [40] is employed for
the binary variable v, that is

vi = WG (vi;u3) > 0.5),
Gr(visu;) =

=)/7)

for u; ~ U(0,1), where 7 is called the temperature and
is set as 0.5 in our implementation. In back-propagation,
v is used in the forward pass and G,(v;;u;) is used
in the backward pass to compute the gradient. In other

T+ exp(—(log 12
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words, let g(u;, 04, Vi €5, u;)
and ¢'(p;, 04, vi; €, u;) =
stochastic estimator [14] for

= 1(G,(vi;u;) > 0.5)(u;+04€;)
Gr(vi;u;)(p; + o04€;), then the
Ly (used for forward pass) is

m K
n
= EE Z 2 log p(D,|6"), (35)
where (%) = (9%’0 G(k))’ Q(k) g, 04, vi; E ) Ek))
Dj;’s are randomly drawn from D, e( )’s and u, '’s are

randomly drawn from N(0,1) and U (O 1) respectively, n is
the sample size, m is the minibatch size and K is the Monte
Carlo sample size. The stochastic estimator for V£; (used
for backward pass) is

N n 1 m K ~
-t 19(k)
Vily = —— = ;];1 Vyu; log p(D;]0™),
N n 1 m K -
VorLy= =230 3 Vo, logp(Dif0™),  (6)
m i=1k=1
n 1 m K
__ni 19(k)
Vo, L1 K Z V., log p(D;[0%).

-
Il
—_
El
Il
—

where §(%) = (%k), .. .,gg))', ggk) = ¢ (i, o4, Vi 5 )7 Ek))
ii) Ly is straightforward that

H
Z q(v; = DKL

(N (03 i, 07) [N (6550, 08))

=1
H
_|_
:Zui(log@JrU ”Z—os) 37)
= i 200

iif) To compute L3, certain approximation is needed.

Denote T'H as the set of all possible v = (v1,...,vm), then
KL(q(v|N)[7(v|N))

'7 yo oy VH
Z IOg ! ))q('Yl;;’VH)
'yeFH Yis---5sVH

71)"'77H)
—Z Zlog )q('yl,...,'yH)

t=0T=t 717"'77

For the sake of fast computation, we approximate the
VB distribution ¢(v) by iid Bernoulli distribution ¢(vy) ~
[177(1 — )=, where U = 4 Zil v;. Under this approx-
imation:

q(v1,---,vH)

;tlog mq(%,..,,w)

< Sos” Ly v

_ (?);og ((17|_FU—)Ht)t ‘1)

o (E)T((l )H)f (?)”t(l — )t
—log Pr(T' = t)Pr(I' = t) + AtPr(T = t) + C,



where C; is some constant. Therefore, KL(q(y)|w(7))) is
approximated by

Z 10 71’...7’YH))q(71a"'a’yH)
'yGFH 717 -y YH
—Z ElOg 71’“.7’YH>Q(’71>---,’VH)
it )
H H
Z log Pr(I' = t)P(T' = t) + A\, >, tPr(T' = t) + Cy
t=0 t=0
=—H(T) + AE() + Cy
H
~ —O.510g2(27r621/i(H—21/i)/H) + A Z v; + Cy
i=1
=L3 (38)

where H(T") is the entropy of I' and C5 is some constant.

B.2 Algorithm

Algorithm 1 Adaptive sparse variational inference with
normal slab distribution.

1: Hyperparameters: A, A, 0

2: Parameters: p, o',/

3: Candidate set of N: N4

4: forall N € N4 do in parallel

5 repeat
6 {D;}7_, < Sample a minibatch of size m
7: {ng)}1<k<K71<i<H « iid samples from N(0,1)
8 {u k) }1<k<K 1<i<H < iid samples from 2/ (0, 1)
9: E < (35), (37) and (38)
10: w L VUZL VWC « Gradients of £ and L3
11: together with (36)
12: %agﬁ % ﬁ Vi 10
13: %l,gﬁ % LV
14: Wiy O, V) — Update with V,, L,V £,V L
15: using gradient descent algorlthms
16: (e.g. RMSprop or Adam)
17: until convergence of L
18: —Q( ) < L
19: =, (N)— —Q(N) — log w(N) with (N, \)

20: end for
21: N = arg minﬁeNA( p
22: return N and (u, o', V|

3, (V)
N)

An additional re-parametrization transformation for o
and v is used,
_—

1
— log(~—

%

);

such that ¢} and v} € R. Let Land VL denote the working
approximations of £ and VL, then L=10L1+Lo+Ls using
(35), (37) and (38). Furthermore, there exist explicit gradients
of L5 and E; with respect to v}, u; and o}, which facilitates
the calculation of the approximate gradient VL along with
(36).

The complete adaptive sparse variational inference is
described in Algorithm 1, where we use Q(N) and QP(N )

~ log(exp(o,) — 1), v
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to denote the working approximations of (V) and Q,(N)
respectively.

B.3 Remaining implementation details
B.3.1 Teacher network

The batch size is set as m = 1024, and Monte Carlo size
K =1 during training. Adam is used for optimization with
a learning rate of 5 x 1073, and the number of epochs is 7000.
As is chosen as 3 (a = 0.1) and A is chosen as 10, o is fixed
at 0.8.

B.3.2 UCI datasets

For all the datasets, the batch size is set as m = 256, Monte
Carlo size K is set as 1 during training, and Adam is used for
optimization with a learning rate of 1 x 10~3. The number of
epochs is 1000 for "Naval", "Power Plant" and "Protein", 2000
for "Kin8nm" and 100 for "Year". oy and o, are determined
by a grid search that yields the best prediction accuracy.

B.3.3 MNIST

The batch size is set as m = 512, and Monte Carlo size K = 1
during training. RMSprop is used for optimization with a
learning rate of 5 x 1072, and the number of epochs is 300.
s is chosen as 50 (¢ = 1.5) and A is chosen as 600, o is
fixed at 2. MNIST data is standardized by mean of 0.1307
and standard deviation of 0.3081.
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