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Abstract

Model compression methods can reduce model complex-
ity on the premise of maintaining acceptable performance,
and thus promote the application of deep neural networks
under resource constrained environments. Despite their
great success, the selection of suitable compression meth-
ods and design of details of the compression scheme are dif-
ficult, requiring lots of domain knowledge as support, which
is not friendly to non-expert users. To make more users eas-
ily access to the model compression scheme that best meet
their needs, in this paper, we propose AutoMC, an effective
automatic tool for model compression. AutoMC builds the
domain knowledge on model compression to deeply under-
stand the characteristics and advantages of each compres-
sion method under different settings. In addition, it presents
a progressive search strategy to efficiently explore pareto
optimal compression scheme according to the learned prior
knowledge combined with the historical evaluation infor-
mation. Extensive experimental results show that AutoMC
can provide satisfying compression schemes within short
time, demonstrating the effectiveness of AutoMC.

1. Introduction

Neural networks are very powerful and can handle many
real-world tasks, but their parameter amounts are gener-
ally very large bring expensive computation and storage
cost. In order to apply them to mobile devices build-
ing more intelligent mobile devices, many model compres-
sion methods have been proposed, including model prun-
ing [2, 5, 8, 15, 21], knowledge distillation [27], low rank
approximation [2, 14] and so on.

These compression methods can effectively reduce
model parameters while maintaining model accuracy as
much as possible, but are difficult to use. Each method has
many hyperparameters that can affect its compression ef-
fect, and different methods may suit for different compres-
sion tasks. Even the domain experts need lots of time to test

and analyze for designing a reasonable compression scheme
for a given compression task. This brings great challenges
to the practical application of compression techniques.

In order to enable ordinary users to easily and effec-
tively use the existing model compression techniques, in
this paper, we propose AutoMC, an Automatic Machine
Learning (AutoML) algorithm to help users automatically
design model compression schemes. Note that in AutoMC,
we do not limit a compression scheme to only use a com-
pression method under a specific setting. Instead, we allow
different compression methods and methods under different
hyperparameters settings to work together (execute sequen-
tially) to obtain diversified compression schemes. We try to
integrate advantages of different methods/settings through
this sequential combination so as to obtain more powerful
compression effect, and our final experimental results prove
this idea to be effective and feasible.

However, the search space of AutoMC is huge. The
number of compression strategies1 contained in the com-
pression scheme may be of any size, which brings great
challenges to the subsequent search tasks. In order to im-
prove the search efficiency, we present the following two in-
novations to improve the performance of AutoMC from the
perspectives of knowledge introduction and search space re-
duction, respectively.

Specifically, for the first innovation, we built domain
knowledge on model compression, which discloses the
technical and settings details of compression strategies, and
their performance under some common compression tasks.
This domain knowledge can assist AutoMC to deeply un-
derstand the potential characteristics and advantages of each
component in the search space. It can guide AutoMC select
more appropriate compression strategies to build effective
compression schemes, and thus reduce useless evaluation
and improve the search efficiency.

As for the second innovation, we adopted the idea of pro-
gressive search space expansion to improve the search effi-
ciency of AutoMC. Specifically, in each round of optimiza-

1In this paper, a compression strategy refers to a compression method
with a specific hyperparameter setting.
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tion, we only take the next operations, i.e., unexplored next-
step compression strategies, of the evaluated compression
scheme as the search space. Then, we select the pareto op-
timal operations for scheme evaluation, and finally take the
next operations of the new scheme as the newly expanded
search area to participate in the next round of optimization.
In this way, AutoMC can selectively and gradually explore
more valuable search space, reduce the search difficulty, and
improve the search efficiency. In addition, AutoMC can
analyze and compare the impact of subsequent operations
on the performance of each compression scheme in a fine-
grained manner, and finalize a more valuable next-step ex-
ploration route for implementation, thereby effectively re-
ducing the evaluation of useless schemes.

The final experimental results show that AutoMC can
quickly search for powerful model compression schemes.
Compared with the existing AutoML algorithms which are
non-progressive and ignore domain knowledge, AutoMC is
more suitable for dealing with the automatic model com-
pression problem where search space is huge and compo-
nents are complete and executable algorithms.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

1. Automation. AutoMC can automatically design the
effective model compression scheme according to the
user demands. As far as we know, this is the first auto-
matic model compression tool.

2. Innovation. In order to improve the search efficiency
of AutoMC algorithm, an effective analysis method
based on domain knowledge and a progressive search
strategy are designed. As far as we know, AutoMC
is the first AutoML algorithm that introduce external
knowledge.

3. Effectiveness. Extensive experimental results show
that with the help of domain knowledge and progres-
sive search strategy, AutoMC can efficiently search the
optimal model compression scheme for users, outper-
forming compression methods designed by humans.

2. Related Work

2.1. Model Compression Methods

Model compression is the key point of applying neural
networks to mobile or embedding devices, and has been
widely studied all over the world. Researchers have pro-
posed many effective compression methods, and they can
be roughly divided into the following four categories. (1)
pruning methods, which aim to remove redundant parts
e.g., filters, channels, kernels or layers, from the neural
network [7, 17, 18, 22]; (2) knowledge distillation methods
that train the compact and computationally efficient neural
model with the supervision from well-trained larger models;

(3) low-rank approximation methods that split the convolu-
tional matrices into small ones using decomposition tech-
niques [16]; (4) quantization methods that reduce the preci-
sion of parameter values of the neural network [10, 29].

These compression methods have their own advantages,
and have achieved great success in many compression tasks,
but are difficult to apply as is discussed in the introduction
part. In this paper, we aim to flexibly use the experience
provided by them to support the automatic design of model
compression schemes.

2.2. Automated Machine Learning Algorithms

The goal of Automated Machine Learning (AutoML) is
to realize the progressive automation of ML, including au-
tomatic design of neural network architecture, ML work-
flow [9,28] and automatic setting of hyperparameters of ML
model [11,23]. The idea of the existing AutoML algorithms
is to define an effective search space which contains a va-
riety of solutions, then design an efficient search strategy
to quickly find the best ML solution from the search space,
and finally take the best solution as the final output.

Search strategy has a great impact on the performance
of the AutoML algorithm. The existing AutoML search
strategies can be divided into 3 categories: Reinforcement
Learning (RL) methods [1], Evolutionary Algorithm (EA)
based methods [4, 25] and gradient-based methods [20, 24].
The RL-based methods use a recurrent network as con-
troller to determine a sequence of operators, thus construct
the ML solution sequentially. EA-based methods initialize a
population of ML solutions first and then evolve them with
their validation accuracies as fitnesses. As for the gradient-
based methods, they are designed for neural architecture
search problems. They relax the search space to be contin-
uous, so that the architecture can be optimized with respect
to its validation performance by gradient descent [3]. They
fail to deal with the search space composed of executable
compression strategies. Therefore, we only compare Au-
toMC’s search strategy with the previous two methods.

3. Our Approach
We firstly give the related concepts on model compres-

sion and problem definition of automatic model compres-
sion (Section 3.1). Then, we make full use of the exist-
ing experience to construct an efficient search space for
the compression area (Section 3.2). Finally, we designed
a search strategy, which improves the search efficiency
from the perspectives of knowledge introduction and search
space reduction, to help users quickly search for the optimal
compression scheme (Section 3.3).

3.1. Related Concepts and Problem Definition

Related Concepts. Given a neural model M , we use
P (M), F (M) and A(M) to denote its parameter amount,
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Table 1. Six open source compression methods that are used in our search space. ∗n denotes multiply n by the number of pre-training
epochs of the original model M , and HP2 = ×γ means reduce P (M)× γ parameters from M .

Label Compression
Method Techniques Hyperparameters

C1 LMA [27]
TE1: Knowledge distillation based on
LMA function

•HP1 : fine tune epochs ∈ {∗0.1, ∗0.2, ∗0.3, ∗0.4, ∗0.5}
•HP2 : decrease ratio of parameter ∈ {×0.04,×0.12,×0.2,×0.36,×0.4}
•HP3 : LMA’s segment number ∈ {6, 8, 10}
•HP4 : temperature factor ∈ {1, 3, 6, 10}
•HP5 : alpha factor ∈ {0.05, 0.3, 0.5, 0.99}

C2 LeGR [5] TE2: Filter pruning based on EA
TE3: Fine tune

•HP1, HP2 : same as that in C1
•HP6 : channel’s maximum pruning ratio ∈ {0.7, 0.9}
•HP7 : evolution epochs ∈ {∗0.4, ∗0.5, ∗0.6, ∗0.7}
•HP8 : filter’s evaluation criteria ∈ {l1 weight, l2 weight, l2 bn, l2 bn param}

C3 NS [21]
TE4: Channel pruning based on Scaling
Factors in BN Layers
TE3: Fine tune

•HP1, HP2 : same as that in C1
•HP6 : same as that in C2

C4 SFP [8]
TE5: Filter pruning based on back-
propagation

•HP2 : same as that in C1
•HP9 : back-propagation epochs ∈ {∗0.1, ∗0.2, ∗0.3, ∗0.4, ∗0.5}
•HP10 : update frequency ∈ {1, 3, 5}

C5 HOS [2]
TE6: Filter pruning based on HOS
[26]
TE7: Low-rank kernel approximation
based on HOOI [12]
TE3: Fine tune

•HP1, HP2 : same as that in C1
•HP11 : global evaluation criteria ∈ {P1, P2, P3}
•HP12 : global evaluation criteria ∈ {l1norm, k34, skew kur}
•HP13 : optimization epochs ∈ {∗0.3, ∗0.4, ∗0.5}
•HP14 : MSE loss’s factor ∈ {1, 3, 5}

C6 LFB [14]
TE9: low-rank filter approximation
based on filter basis

•HP1, HP2 : same as that in C1
•HP15 : auxiliary MSE loss’s factor ∈ {0.5, 1, 1.5, 3, 5}
•HP16 : auxiliary loss ∈ {NLL,CE,MSE}

𝑷𝒊,𝒋 : 𝒋𝒕𝒉 hyperparameter setting of 𝑪𝒊
𝑪𝒊𝑷𝒊,𝒋: A compression strategy w.r.t. 𝑪𝒊 and 𝑷𝒊,𝒋
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Figure 1. AutoMC’s search space can be described in a tree struc-
ture. Each node has 4,525 children nodes, corresponding to the
4,525 compression strategies in Table 1.

FLOPS and its accuracy score on the given dataset, respec-
tively. Given a model compression scheme S = {s1 →
s2 → . . . → sk}, where si is a compression strategy (k
compression strategies are required to be executed in se-
quence), we use S[M ] to denote the compressed model
obtained after applying S to M . In addition, we use
∗R(S,M) = ∗(M)−∗(S[M ])

∗(M) ∈ [0, 1], where ∗ can be P
or F , to represent model M ’s reduction rate on parameter
amount or FLOPS after executing S. We use AR(S,M) =
A(S[M ])−A(M)

A(M) > −1 to represent accuracy increase rate
achieved by S on M .

Definition 1 (Automatic Model Compression). Given a
neural modelM , a target reduction rate of parameters γ and
a search space S on compression schemes, the Automatic
Model Compression problem aims to quickly find S∗ ∈ S:

S∗ = argmax
S∈S,PR(S,M)geqγ

f(S,M)

f(S,M) := [AR(S,M), PR(S,M)]
(1)

A Pareto optimal compression scheme that performs well
on two optimization objectives: PR and AR, and meets the
target reduction rate of parameters.

3.2. Search Space on Compression Schemes

In AutoMC, we utilize some open source model com-
pression methods to build a search space on model com-
pression. Specifically, we collect 6 effective model com-
pression methods, allowing them to be combined flexibly to
obtain diverse model compression schemes to cope with dif-
ferent compression tasks. In addition, considering that hy-
perparameters have great impact on the performance of each
method, we regard the compression method under different
hyperparameter settings as different compression strategies,
and intend to find the best compression strategy sequence,
that is, the compression scheme, to effectively solve the ac-
tual compression problems.

Table 1 gives these compression methods. These meth-
ods and their respective hyperparameters constitute a total
of 4, 525 compression strategies. Utilizing these compres-
sion strategies to form compression strategy sequences of
different lengths (length < L), then we get a search space S
with

∑L
l=0(4525)

l different compression schemes.
Our search space S can be described as a tree structure

(as is shown in Figure 1), where each node (layer ≤ L)
has 4, 525 child nodes corresponding to 4, 525 compression
strategies and nodes at layer L + 1 are leaf nodes. In this
tree structure, each path from START node to any node
in the tree corresponds to a compression strategy sequence,
namely a compression scheme in the search space.

3.3. Search Strategy of AutoMC Algorithm

The search space S is huge. In order to improve the
search performance, we introduce domain knowledge to
help AutoMC learn characteristics of components of S (Sec-
tion 3.3.1). In addition, we design a progressive search
strategy to finely analyze the impact of subsequent opera-
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Figure 2. The structure of knowledge graph andNN exp that are used for embedding learning. Si,j is the setting of hyperparameter HPi.

tions on the compression scheme, and thus improve search
efficiency (Section 3.3.2).

3.3.1 Domain Knowledge based Embedding Learning

We build a knowledge graph on compression strategies, and
extract experimental experience from the related research
papers to learn potential advantages and effective represen-
tation of each compression strategy in the search space.
Considering that two kinds of knowledge are of different
types2 and are suitable for different analytical methods, we
design different embedding learning methods for them, and
combine two methods for better understanding of different
compression strategies.

Knowledge Graph based Embedding Learning. We
build a knowledge graph G that exposes the technical and
settings details of each compression strategy, to help Au-
toMC to learn relations and differences between differ-
ent compression strategies. G contains five types of en-
tity nodes: (E1) compression strategy, (E2) compression
method, (E3) hyperparameter, (E4) hyperparameter’s set-
ting and (E5) compression technique. Also, it includes five
types of entity relations:

R1: corresponding relation between a compression strategy and
its compression method (E1 → E2)

R2: corresponding relation between a compression strategy and
its hyperparameter setting (E1 → E4)

R3: corresponding relation between a compression method and
its hyperparameter (E2 → E3)

R4: corresponding relation between a compression method and
its compression technique (E2 → E5 )

R5: corresponding relation between a hyperparameter and its set-
ting (E3 → E4)

R1 and R2 describe the composition details of compres-
sion strategies, R3 and R4 provide a brief description of
compression methods, R5 illustrate the meaning of hyper-
parameter settings. Figure 2 (a) is an example of G.

We use TransR [19] to effectively parameterize entities
and relations in G as vector representations, while preserv-
ing the graph structure of G. Specifically, given a triplet

2knowledge graph is relational knowledge whereas experimental expe-
rience belongs to numerical knowledge

Algorithm 1 Compression Strategy Embedding Learning
1: C← Compression strategies in Table 1
2: G← Construct knowledge graph on C
3: E ← Extract experiment experience w.r.t. G from papers in-

volved in Table 1
4: while epoch < TrainEpoch do
5: Execute one epoch training of TransR using triplets in G
6: eCiPi,j ← Extract knowledge embedding of compression

strategy CiPi,j (∀CiPi,j ∈ C)
7: Optimize the obtained knowledge embedding using E ac-

cording to Equation 3
8: ẽCiPi,j ← Extract the enhanced embedding of CiPi,j

(∀CiPi,j ∈ C)
9: Replace eCiPi,j by ẽCiPi,j (∀CiPi,j ∈ C)

10: end while
11: return High-level embedding of compression strategies:

ẽCiPi,j (∀CiPi,j ∈ C)

(h, r, t) in G, we learn embedding of each entity and rela-
tion by optimizing the translation principle:

Wreh + er ≈Wret (2)

where eh, et ∈ Rd and er ∈ Rk are the embedding for h, t,
and r respectively;Wr ∈ Rk×d is the transformation matrix
of relation r.

This embedding learning method can inject the knowl-
edge in G into representations of compression strategies, so
as to learn effective representations of compression strate-
gies. In AutoMC, we denote the embedding of compression
strategy CiPi,j learned from G by eCiPi,j

.
Experimental Experience based Embedding En-

hancement. Research papers contain many valuable ex-
perimental experiences: the performance of compression
strategies under a variety of compression tasks. These ex-
periences are helpful for deeply understanding performance
characteristics of each compression strategy. If we can inte-
grate them into embeddings of compression strategies, then
AutoMC can make more accurate decisions under the guid-
ance of higher-quality embeddings.

Based on this idea, we design a neural network, which
is denoted by NN exp (as shown in Figure 2 (b)), to further
optimize the embeddings of compression strategies learned
from G. NN exp takes eCiPi,j and the feature vector of
a compression task Taskk (denoted by eTaskk

) as input,
intending to output CiPi,j’s compression performance, in-
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cluding parameter’s reduction rate PR, and accuracy’s in-
crease rate AR, on Taskk.

Here, Taskk is composed of dataset attributes and model
performance information. Taking the compression task on
image classification model as an example, the feature vec-
tor can be composed of the following 7 parts: (1) Data Fea-
tures: category number, image size, image channel number
and data amount. (2) Model Features: original model’s pa-
rameter amount, FLOPs, accuracy score on the dataset.

In AutoMC, we extract experimental experience from
relevant compression papers: (CiPi,j , Taskk, AR, PR),
then input eCiPi,j and eTaskk

to NN exp to obtain the pre-
dicted performance scores, denoted by (ÂR, P̂R). Finally,
we optimize eCiPi,j

and obtain a more effective embedding
of CiPi,j , which is denoted by ẽCiPi,j

, by minimizing the
differences between (AR,PR) and (ÂR, P̂R):

min
θ,eCiPi,j

(CiPi,j∈C)

1

|E|
∑

(CiPi,j ,Taskk,AR,PR)∈E

‖NN exp

(
eCiPi,j , Taskk; θ

)
− (AR,PR)‖

(3)

where θ indicates the parameters of NN exp, C represents
the set of compression strategies in Table 1, and E is the set
of experimental experience extracted from papers.

Pseudo code. Combining the above two learning meth-
ods, then AutoMC can comprehensively consider knowl-
edge graph and experimental experience and obtain a more
effective embeddings. Algorithm 1 gives the complete
pseudo code of the embedding learning part of AutoMC.

3.3.2 Progressive Search Strategy

Taking the compression scheme as the unit to analyze and
evaluate during the search phase can be very inefficient,
since the compression scheme evaluation can be very ex-
pensive when its sequence is long. The search strategy may
cost much time on evaluation while only obtain less perfor-
mance information for optimization, which is ineffective.

To improve search efficiency, we apply the idea of pro-
gressive search strategy instead in AutoMC. We try to grad-
ually add the valuable compression strategy to the evalu-
ated compression schemes by analyzing rich procedural in-
formation, i.e., the impact of each compression strategy on
the original compression strategy sequence, so as to quickly
find better schemes from the huge search space S.

Specifically, we propose to utilize historical procedural
information to learn a multi-objective evaluator Fmo (as
shown in Figure 3). We use Fmo to analyze the impact of
a newly added compression strategyst+1 = CiPi,j ∈ C
on the performance of compression scheme seq = (s1 →
s2 → . . . → st), including the accuracy improvement rate
ARstep and reduction rate of parameters PRstep.

For each round of optimization, we firstly sample some
Pareto-Optimal and evaluated schemes seq ∈ Hscheme,

Algorithm 2 Progressive Search Strategy

1: Hscheme ← {START}, OPTSTART ← C
2: while epoch < SearchEpoch do
3: Hsubscheme ← Sample some schemes fromHscheme
4: Sstep ← {(seq, s) | ∀seq ∈ Hsubscheme, s ∈ Nextseq}
5: ParetoO ← argmax(seq,s)∈Sstep [ACCseq,s, PARseq,s]

6: Evaluate schemes in ParetoO and get ARseq
∗,s∗

step ,
PRseq

∗,s∗

step

(
(seq∗, s∗) ∈ ParetoO

)
7: Optimize the weights ω of multi-objective evaluator Fmo

according to Equation 5
8: Hscheme ← Hscheme ∪ {seq∗, s∗ | (seq∗, s∗) ∈

ParetoO)}
9: OPTseq∗ ← OPTseq∗ − {s∗}, OPTseq∗←s∗ ← C for

each (seq∗, s∗) ∈ ParetoO
10: ParetoSchemes← Pareto optimal compression schemes

with parameter decline rate ≥ γ inHscheme
11: end while
12: return ParetoSchemes

𝒔∗: 𝑪𝒊𝑷𝒊,𝒋
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Figure 3. Structure of Fmo. The embedding of si and s∗ are
provided by Algorithm 1.

take their next-step compression strategies Nextseq ⊆ C
as the search space Sstep: Sstep = {(seq, s)|∀seq ∈
Hsub

scheme, s ∈ Nextseq}, where Hsub
scheme ⊆ Hscheme are

the sampled schemes. Secondly, use Fmo to select pareto
optimal options ParetoO from Sstep, thus obtain better
compression schemes seq∗ → s∗,∀(seq∗, s∗) ∈ ParetoO
for evaluation.

ParetoO = argmax
(seq,s)∈Sstep

[ACCseq,s, PARseq,s]

ACCseq,s = A(seq[M ])× (1 + ÂR
seq,s

step )

PARseq,s = P (seq[M ])× (1− P̂Rseq,sstep )

(4)

where ÂR
seq,s

step and P̂R
seq,s

step are performance changes that
s brings to scheme seq predicted by Fmo. ACCseq,s and
PARseq,s are accuracy and parameter amount obtained af-
ter executing scheme seq → s to the original model M .

Finally, we evaluate compression schemes in ParetoO
and get their real performance changes, which are denoted
by ARseq∗,s∗

step , PRseq∗,s∗

step , and use the following formula to
further optimize the performance of Fmo:

min
ω

1

|ParetoO|
∑

(seq∗,s∗)∈ParetoO

‖Fmo(seq∗, s∗;ω)− (ARseq
∗,s∗

step , PRseq
∗,s∗

step )‖
(5)
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We add the new scheme {seq∗ → s∗|(seq∗, s∗) ∈
ParetoO)} to Hscheme to participate in the next round of
optimization steps.

Advantages of Progressive Search and AutoMC. In
this way, AutoMC can obtain more training data for strat-
egy optimization, and can selectively explore more valuable
search space, thus improve the search efficiency.

Applying embeddings learned by Algorithm 1 to Algo-
rithm 2, i.e., using the learned high-level embeddings to
represent compression strategies and previous strategy se-
quences that need to input to Fmo, then we get AutoMC.

4. Experiments
In this part, we examine the performance of AutoMC.

We firstly compare AutoMC with human designed com-
pression methods to analyze AutoMC’s application value
and the rationality of its search space design (Section 4.2).
Secondly, we compare AutoMC with classical AutoML
algorithms to test the effectiveness of its search strategy
(Section 4.3). Then, we transfer the compression scheme
searched by AutoMC to other neural models to examine its
transferability (Section 4.4). Finally, we conduct ablation
studies to analyze the impact of embedded learning method
based on domain knowledge and progressive search strategy
on the overall performance of AutoMC (Section 4.5).

We implemented all algorithms using Pytorch and per-
formed all experiments using RTX 3090 GPUs.

4.1. Experimental Setup

Compared Algorithms. We compare AutoMC with two
popular search strategies for AutoML: a RL search strat-
egy that combines recurrent neural network controller [6]
and EA-based search strategy for multi-objective optimiza-
tion [6], and a commonly used baseline in AutoML, Ran-
dom Search. To enable these AutoML algorithms to cope
with our automatic model compression problem, we set
their search space to S (L = 5). In addition, we take
6 state-of-the-art human-invented compression methods:
LMA [27], LeGR [5], NS [21], SFP [8], HOS [2] and
LFB [14], as baselines, to show the importance of automatic
model compression.

Compression Tasks. We construct two experiments to
examine the performance of AutoML algorithms. Exp1:
D=CIAFR-10, M= ResNet-56, γ=0.3; Exp2: D= CIAFR-
100, M=VGG-16, γ=0.3, where CIAFR-10 and CIAFR-
100 [13] are two commonly used image classification
datasets, and ResNet-56 and VGG-16 are two popular CNN
network architecture.

To improve the execution speed, we sample 10% data
from D to execute AutoML algorithms in the experiments.
After executing AutoML algorithms, we select the Pareto
optimal compression scheme with PR ≥ γ for evaluation.
As for the existing compression methods, we apply grid

search to get their optimal hyperparameter settings and set
their parameter reduction rate to 0.4 and 0.7 to analyze their
compression performance.

Furthermore, to evaluate the transferability of compres-
sion schemes searched by AutoML algorithms, we design
two transfer experiments. We transfer compression schemes
searched on ResNet-56 to ResNet-20 and ResNet-164, and
transfer schemes from VGG-16 to VGG-13 and VGG-19.

Implementation Details. In AutoMC, the embedding
size is set to 32. NN exp and Fmo are trained with the
Adam with a learning rate of 0.001. After AutoMC searches
for 3 GPU days, we choose the Pareto optimal compression
schemes as the final output. As for the compared AutoML
algorithms, we follow implementation details reported in
their papers, and control the running time of each AutoML
algorithm to be the same. Figure 6 gives the best compres-
sion schemes searched by AutoMC.

4.2. Comparison with the Compression Methods

Table 2 gives the performance of AutoMC and the ex-
isting compression methods on different tasks. We can ob-
serve that compression schemes designed by AutoMC sur-
pass the manually designed schemes in all tasks. These
results prove that AutoMC has great application value. It
has the ability to help users search for better compression
schemes automatically to solve specific compression tasks.

In addition, the experimental results show us: (1) A com-
pression strategy may performs better with smaller param-
eter reduction rate (PR). Taking result of ResNet-56 on
CIFAR-10 using LeGR as an example, when the PR is 0.4,
on average, the model performance falls by 0.0088% for
every 1% fall in parameter amount; however, when PR be-
comes larger, the model performance falls by 0.0737% for
every 1% fall in parameter amount. (2) Different compres-
sion strategies may be appropriate for different compres-
sion tasks. For example, LeGR performs better than HOS
when the PR = 0.4 whereas HOS outperforms LeGR when
PR = 0.7. Based on the above two points, combination of
multiple compression strategies and fine-grained compres-
sion for a given compression task may achieve better results.
This is consistent with our idea of designing the AutoMC
search space, and it further proves the rationality of the Au-
toMC search space design.

4.3. Comparison with the NAS algorithms

Table 2 gives the performance of different AutoML algo-
rithms on different compression tasks. Figure 4 provides the
performance of the best compression scheme (Pareto opti-
mal scheme with highest accuracy score) and all Pareto op-
timal schemes searched by AutoML algorithms. We can
observe that RL algorithm performs well in the very early
stage, but its performance improvement is far behind other
AutoML algorithms in the later stage. Evolution algorithm
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Table 2. Compression results of ResNet-56 on CIFAR-10 and VGG-16 on CIFAR-100.

PR(%) Algorithm ResNet-56 on CIFAR-10 VGG-16 on CIFAR-100
Params(M) / PR(%) FLOPs(G) / FR(%) Acc. / Inc.(%) Params(M) / PR(%) FLOPs(G) / FR(%) Acc. / Inc.(%)

baseline 0.90 / 0 0.27 / 0 91.04 / 0 14.77 / 0 0.63 / 0 70.03 / 0

≈ 40

LMA 0.53 / 41.74 0.15 / 42.93 79.61 / -12.56 8.85 / 40.11 0.38 / 40.26 42.11 / -39.87
LeGR 0.54 / 40.02 0.20 / 25.76 90.69 / -0.38 8.87 / 39.99 0.56 / 11.55 69.97 / -0.08

NS 0.54 / 40.02 0.12 / 55.68 89.19 / -2.03 8.87 / 40.00 0.42 / 33.71 70.01 / -0.03
SFP 0.55 / 38.52 0.17 / 36.54 88.24 / -3.07 8.90 / 39.73 0.38 / 39.31 69.62 / -0.58
HOS 0.53 / 40.97 0.15 / 42.55 90.18 / -0.95 8.87 / 39.99 0.38 / 39.51 64.34 / -8.12
LFB 0.54 / 40.19 0.14 / 46.12 89.99 / -1.15 9.40 / 36.21 0.04 / 93.00 60.94 / -13.04

Evolution 0.45 / 49.87 0.14 / 48.83 91.77 / 0.80 8.11 / 45.11 0.36 / 42.54 69.03 / -1.43
AutoMC 0.55 / 39.17 0.18 / 31.61 92.61 / 1.73 8.18 / 44.67 0.42 / 33.23 70.73 / 0.99

RL 0.20 / 77.69 0.07 / 75.09 87.23 / -4.18 8.11 / 45.11 0.44 / 29.94 63.23 / -9.70
Random 0.22 / 75.95 0.06 / 77.18 79.50 / -12.43 8.10 / 45.15 0.33 / 47.80 68.45 / -2.25

≈ 70

LMA 0.27 / 70.40 0.08 / 72.09 75.25 / -17.35 4.44 / 69.98 0.19 / 69.90 41.51 / -40.73
LeGR 0.27 / 70.03 0.16 / 41.56 85.88 / -5.67 4.43 / 69.99 0.45 / 28.35 69.06 / -1.38

NS 0.27 / 70.05 0.06 / 78.77 85.73 / -5.83 4.43 / 70.01 0.27 / 56.77 68.98 / -1.50
SFP 0.29 / 68.07 0.09 / 67.24 86.94 / -4.51 4.47 / 69.72 0.19 / 69.22 68.15 / -2.68
HOS 0.28 / 68.88 0.10 / 63.31 89.28 / -1.93 4.43 / 70.05 0.22 / 64.29 62.66 / -10.52
LFB 0.27 / 70.03 0.08 / 71.96 90.35 / -0.76 6.27 / 57.44 0.03 / 95.2 57.88 / -17.35

Evolution 0.44 / 51.47 0.10 / 63.66 89.21 / -2.01 4.14 / 72.01 0.22 / 64.30 60.47 / -13.64
AutoMC 0.28 / 68.43 0.10 / 62.44 92.18 / 1.25 4.19 / 71.67 0.32 / 49.31 70.10 / 0.11

RL 0.44 / 51.52 0.10 / 63.15 88.30 / -3.01 4.20 / 71.60 0.19 / 69.08 51.20 / -27.13
Random 0.43 / 51.98 0.13 / 52.53 88.36 / -2.94 5.03 / 65.94 0.28 / 55.37 51.76 / -25.87

Table 3. Compression results of ResNets on CIFAR-10 and VGGs on CIFAR-100, setting target pruning rate as 40%. Note that all data is
formalized as PR(%) / FR(%) / Acc.(%).

Algorithm ResNet-20 on CIFAR-10 ResNet-56 on CIFAR-10 ResNet-164 on CIFAR-10 VGG-13 on CIFAR-100 VGG-16 on CIFAR-100 VGG-19 on CIFAR-100
LMA 41.74 / 42.84 / 77.61 41.74 / 42.93 / 79.61 41.74 / 42.96 / 58.21 40.07 / 40.29 / 47.16 40.11 / 40.26 / 42.11 40.12 / 40.25 / 40.02
LeGR 39.86 / 21.20 / 89.20 40.02 / 25.76 / 90.69 39.99 / 33.11 / 83.93 40.00 / 12.15 / 70.80 39.99 / 11.55 / 69.97 39.99 / 11.66 / 69.64
NS 40.05 / 44.12 / 88.78 40.02 / 55.68 / 89.19 39.98 / 51.13 / 83.84 40.01 / 31.19 / 70.48 40.00 / 33.71 / 70.01 40.00 / 41.34 / 69.34
SFP 38.30 / 35.49 / 87.81 38.52 / 36.54 / 88.24 38.58 / 36.88 / 82.06 39.68 / 39.16 / 70.69 39.73 / 39.31 / 69.62 39.76 / 39.40 / 69.42
HOS 40.12 / 39.66 / 88.81 40.97 / 42.55 / 90.18 41.16 / 43.50 / 84.12 40.06 / 39.36 / 64.13 39.99 / 39.51 / 64.34 40.01 / 39.13 / 63.37
LFB 40.38 / 45.80 / 91.57 40.19 / 46.12 / 89.99 40.09 / 76.76 / 24.17 37.82 / 92.92 / 63.04 36.21 / 93.00 / 60.94 35.46 / 93.05 / 56.27
Evolution 49.50 / 46.66 / 89.95 49.87 / 48.83 / 91.77 49.95 / 49.44 / 87.69 45.15 / 35.58 / 62.95 45.11 / 42.54 / 69.03 45.19 / 36.64 / 63.30
Random 75.94 / 74.44 / 78.38 75.95 / 77.18 / 79.50 75.91 / 78.08 / 59.37 45.18 / 24.04 / 62.02 45.15 / 47.80 / 68.45 45.11 / 33.06 / 68.81
RL 77.87 / 69.05 / 84.28 77.69 / 75.09 / 87.23 77.23 / 83.27 / 74.21 45.20 / 26.00 / 62.36 45.11 / 29.94 / 63.23 45.14 / 38.78 / 68.31
AutoMC 38.73 / 30.00 / 91.42 39.17 / 31.61 / 92.61 39.30 / 40.76 / 88.50 44.60 / 34.43 / 71.77 44.67 / 33.23 / 70.73 44.68 / 35.09 / 70.56

outperforms the other algorithms except AutoMC in both
experiments. As for the Random algorithm, its perfor-
mance have been rising throughout the entire process, but
still worse than most algorithms. Compared with the ex-
isting AutoML algorithms, AutoMC can search for better
model compression schemes more quickly, and is more suit-
able for the search space which contains a huge number of
candidates. These results demonstrate the effectiveness of
AutoMC and the rationality of its search strategy design.

4.4. Tansfer Study

Table 3 shows the performance of different models trans-
fered from ResNet-56 and VGG-16. We can observe that
LFB outperforms AutoMC with ResNet-20 on CIFAR-10.
We think the reason is that LFB has a talent for deal-
ing with small models. It’s obvious that the performance
of LFB gradually decreases as the scale of the model in-
creases. For example, LFB achieves an accuracy of 91.57%
with ResNet-20 on CIFAR-10, but only achieves 24.17%
with ResNet-164 on CIFAR-10. Except that, compression
schemes designed by AutoMC surpass the manually de-
signed schemes in all tasks. These results prove that Au-
toMC has great transferability. It is able to help users search

for better compression schemes automatically with models
of different scales.

Besides, the experimental results show that the same
compression strategies may achieve diferent performance
on models of different scales. In addition to the example of
LFB and AutoMC above, LeGR performs better than HOS
when using ResNet-20 whereas HOS outperforms LeGR
when using ResNet-164. Based the above, combination of
multiple compression strategies and fine-grained compres-
sion for models of different scales may achieve more stable
and competitive performance.

4.5. Ablation Study

We further investigate the effect of the knowledge based
embedding learning method, experience based embedding
learning method and the progressive search strategy, three
core components of our algorithm, on the performance of
AutoMC using the following four variants of AutoMC, thus
verify innovations presented in this paper.

1 AutoMC-KG. This version of AutoMC removes knowledge
graph embedding method.

2 AutoMC-NN exp. This version of AutoMC removes experi-
mental experience based embedding method.
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Figure 4. Pareto optimal results searched by different AutoML algorithms on Exp1 and Exp2.
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Figure 5. Pareto optimal results serach by different versions of AutoMC on Exp1 and Exp2.
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(a) Scheme on ResNet-56, PR = 40%

(b) Scheme on ResNet-56, PR = 70%

(c) Scheme on VGG-16, PR = 40%

(d) Scheme on VGG-16, PR = 70%

Figure 6. The compression schemes searched by AutoMC. Ad-
dtional fine-tuning will be added to the end of sequence to make
up fine-tuning epoch for comparison.

3 AutoMC-Multiple Source. This version of AutoMC only uses
strategies w.r.t. LeGR to construct search space.

4 AutoMC-Pregressive Search. This version of AutoMC re-
places the progressive search strategy with the RL based
search strategy that combines recurrent neural network.

Corresponding results are shown in Figure 5, we can see
that AutoMC has much better performance than AutoMC-
KG and AutoMC-NN exp, which ignore the knowledge
graph or experimental experience on compression strategies
while learning their embedding. This result shows us the
significance and necessity of fully considering two kinds
of knowledge on compression strategies in the AutoMC,
for effective embedding learning. Our proposed knowl-
edge graph embedding method can explore the differences
and linkages between compression strategies in the search
space, and the experimental experience based embedding
method can reveal the performance characteristics of com-
pression strategies. Two embedding learning methods can
complement each other and help AutoMC have a better and

more comprehensive understanding of search space compo-
nents.

Also, We notice that AutoMC-Multiple Source achieve
worse performance than AutoMC. AutoMC-Multiple use
only one compression method to complete compression
tasks. The result indicates the importance of using multi-
source compression strategies to build the search space.

Besides, we observe that AutoMC-Progressive Search
performs much worse than AutoMC. RL’s unprogressive
search process, i.e., only search for, evaluate, and analyze
complete compression schemes, performs worse in the au-
tomatic compression scheme design problem task. It fails to
effectively use historical evaluation details to improve the
search effect and thus be less effective than AutoMC.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we propose the AutoMC to automatically
design optimal compression schemes according to the re-
quirements of users. AutoMC innovatively introduces do-
main knowledge to assist search strategy to deeply under-
stand the potential characteristics and advantages of each
compression strategy, so as to design compression scheme
more reasonably and easily. In addition, AutoMC presents
the idea of progressive search space expansion, which can
selectively explore valuable search regions and gradually
improve the quality of the searched scheme through finer-
grained analysis. This strategy can reduce the useless eval-
uations and improve the search efficiency. Extensive ex-
perimental results show that the combination of existing
compression methods can create more powerful compres-
sion schemes, and the above two innovations make AutoMC

8



more efficient than existing AutoML methods. In future
works, we will try to enrich our search space, and design
a more efficient search strategy to tackle this search space
for further improving the performance of AutoMC.
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