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Abstract

Noisy neural networks (NoisyNNs) refer to the inference and training of NNs in the
presence of noise. Noise is inherent in most communication and storage systems;
hence, NoisyNNs emerge in many new applications, including federated edge
learning, where wireless devices collaboratively train a NN over a noisy wireless
channel, or when NNs are implemented/stored in an analog storage medium. This
paper studies a fundamental problem of NoisyNNs: how to estimate the uncon-
taminated NN weights from their noisy observations or manifestations. Whereas
all prior works relied on the maximum likelihood (ML) estimation to maximize
the likelihood function of the estimated NN weights, this paper demonstrates that
the ML estimator is in general suboptimal. To overcome the suboptimality of
the conventional ML estimator, we put forth an MMSEpb estimator to minimize
a compensated mean squared error (MSE) with a population compensator and
a bias compensator. Our approach works well for NoisyNNs arising in both 1)
noisy inference, where noise is introduced only in the inference phase on the
already-trained NN weights; and 2) noisy training, where noise is introduced over
the course of training. Extensive experiments on the CIFAR-10 and SST-2 datasets
with different NN architectures verify the significant performance gains of the
MMSEpb estimator over the ML estimator when used to denoise the NoisyNN. For
noisy inference, the average gains are up to 156% for a noisy ResNet34 model and
14.7% for a noisy BERT model; for noisy training, the average gains are up to 18.1
dB for a noisy ResNet18 model.

1 Introduction

Noise is inherent in all communication and storage systems. When the parameters of neural networks
are communicated over a wireless channel or stored in a non-ideal medium, the parameters will be
contaminated with noise, giving rise to noisy neural networks (NoisyNNs). For example, federated
edge learning (FEEL) with over-the-air computation (OAC) [1–3] leads to NoisyNNs. FEEL is a
distributed/federated learning algorithm, where multiple edge devices that share the same wireless
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medium collaboratively train a common model [4, 5]. Orchestrated by a base station (BS), FEEL
proceeds in an iterative manner; at each iteration, the edge devices update the NN model locally
using their private data, and transmit their local model updates (e.g., the gradients) back to the
BS for aggregation via OAC. In particular, devices transmit their local updates in an uncoded and
synchronized manner so that they coherently arrive at the BS, which receives the summation of the
transmitted updates thanks to signal superposition property of the wireless medium. In this process,
additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN) is also introduced by the wireless channel; and hence, the
aggregated NN model at the BS is a NoisyNN.

The deployment of NN on analog hardware [6–10] also produces NoisyNNs. In this application, the
computations inside a NN are executed in the analog domain with digital weights being represented
by analog quantities, e.g., conductance [6], electrical voltages [9], or photons [10]. Compared with
digital hardware, analog hardware promises at least two orders of magnitude greater gains in both
computational speed and energy efficiency [6, 8, 10]. Analog quantities, however, are subject to
thermal noise generated by their physical components – often the deployed weights are different from
the expected weights on an analog device. In other words, analog computations are inherently noisy
and the deployed neural networks are NoisyNNs. In particular, the noise in analog hardware is often
modeled as AWGN to mimic the overall effect of many concurrent random effects. The efficient
storage of NN weights in analog hardware, on the other hand, faces the same problem: the retrieved
NN from an analog device is a noisy version of the stored NN [11], due to the noisy nature of analog
hardware.

In addition to the above analog communication and storage scenarios, in conventional digital systems,
the precision loss of NN weights due to quantization [12] and truncation [13] can also be viewed as
a kind of noise. Although this kind of noise is deterministic, it is shown to behave like Gaussian
noise in the high-rate compression regime for various types of quantization and compression schemes
[14–16], implying that the average estimation error achieved when the compressed representation of
data is available is asymptotically equivalent to the one achieved from a Gaussian-noise corrupted
version.

A fundamental problem of NoisyNN is how to denoise the noisy NN weights. All previous works
[1–3, 6–11, 17–20] take the noisy observations/manifestations directly as the estimated NN weights.
In the language of statistical inference, this is essentially the maximum likelihood (ML) estimation
since the raw observations maximize the likelihood function of the true NN weights under AWGN.

This paper, however, demonstrates that the ML estimation is in general suboptimal in terms of
maximizing the inference accuracy of the estimated NN model. By exploiting the statistical char-
acteristics of the NN weights as a kind of prior information, we put forth a Bayesian compensated
minimum mean squared error (MMSE) estimator. Specifically, a “population compensator” and a
“bias compensator” are introduced in the MMSE estimation method and we refer to the resulting
estimator as the MMSEpb estimator. Two main ingredients of the MMSEpb estimator are Bayesian
estimation and compensators for Bayesian estimation:

1. Bayesian estimation. Instead of ML estimation, we assume the true NN weights are generated
from a statistical model and perform Bayesian estimation to minimize the MSE or maximize the
a posteriori probability (MAP). Given the complex architecture of today’s NNs, acquiring the
true statistical model is elusive. Thus, we approximate the statistical model by a Gaussian prior –
which is parameterized by the sample mean and sample variance of the true NN weights – and
assume that the NN weights are sampled from the approximated Gaussian in an independently
and identically distributed (i.i.d.) manner. In so doing, an MMSE estimator is devised to minimize
the MSE between the estimated weights and the true weights (note that the MMSE estimator is
also a MAP estimator since both criteria are equivalent under the assumption of a Gaussian prior).

2. Compensators for Bayesian estimation. An MMSE estimator minimizes the MSE for the
estimated NN weights but does not necessarily maximize the inference accuracy of the estimated
model. This is because the NN weight with a larger magnitude matters more than that with a
smaller magnitude as far as the inference accuracy is concerned, while the MMSE metric, on the
other hand, treats each NN weight equally. In this light, we put forth a population compensator
and a bias compensator to the MMSE metric and devise an MMSEpb estimator to denoise the
noisy NN weights.
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Extensive experimental results on the CIFAR-10 [21] and SST-2 [22] datasets with different NN
architectures verify the superior performance of the MMSEpb estimator over the ML estimator. In
particular, we consider two classes of NoisyNNs, where noise is introduced in the inference phase
and the training phase, respectively.

1. Noisy inference. We consider three well-trained NN models (ResNet34 [23], ResNet18 [23],
and ShuffleNet V2 [24]) for the CIFAR-10 task and a BERT model [25] for the SST-2 task. We
generate NoisyNNs by adding AWGN noise to the already-trained NN weights according to a
given signal-to-noise ratio (SNR). When our MMSEpb estimator is used to denoise the NNs, the
average test-accuracy gains over the ML estimator are up to 156%, 85%, 21%, and 14.7% on
the ResNet34, ResNet18, ShuffleNet V2, and BERT, respectively.

2. Noisy training. In the application of FEEL with OAC, noise is introduced in the training phase
in each FEEL iteration. When using our MMSEpb estimator at the receiver to estimate the
aggregated model, remarkable gains over the ML estimator are observed. For the ShuffleNet
V2 model, the average test-accuracy gains are up to 59.1%. For the ResNet18 model, the
test-accuracy gains boost significantly: to achieve a test accuracy of 60%, the MMSEpb estimator
is 18.1 dB better than the ML estimator in terms of SNR; to achieve a test accuracy of 80%, the
MMSEpb estimator is 11.3 dB better than the ML estimator.

Notations: Throughout the paper, we use boldface lowercase letters (e.g., x, w) to denote column
vectors; the cardinality of a vector w is denoted by |w|; Id×d is a d-dimensional identity matrix; IR
stands for the set of real numbers; N stands for the real Gaussian distribution.

2 System Model

2.1 Noisy neural networks (NoisyNN)

We consider an artificial neural network F with input vector x ∈ IRdx , output vector y ∈ IRdy ,
and parameter vector w ∈ IRd: y = F(x|w). Given a collection of N training examples
{xn,yn : n = 1, 2, 3, ..., N}, the goal is to identify the parameter vector w that minimizes a specified
loss function L ({xn,yn} ,w). The machine learning process can be broken into two phases:

1. The training phase. The training phase typically proceeds over multiple epochs. In the i-th
epoch, the parameter vector w(i) is updated via the back-propagation algorithm in the negative
gradient direction:

w(i+1) = w(i) − lr(i) ×∇w(i)L
(
{xn,yn} ,w(i)

)
, (1)

where lr(i) is the learning rate scaling the magnitude of the gradients. As the training progresses,
the updated w yields smaller and smaller training loss.

2. The inference/deployment phase. When the training phase is complete, the trained parameter
vector w∗ that minimizes the loss function over the training data set is then deployed to make
predictions on unseen data samples.

In practical systems, the parameters w can be exposed to noise in either the training phase, the
inference phase, or both. In general, the observed parameter vector r ∈ IRd is a noisy version of the
true vector:

r = w + z, (2)

where the noise term z can often be modeled as AWGN. That is, the elements of w are sampled
from a Gaussian random variable Z ∼ N (Z; 0, σ2

z) in an i.i.d. manner. With noisy weights, the NN
becomes a NoisyNN. In particular, the noise power/variance σ2

z is not controllable, and hence, such
noise is often detrimental to network training and inference.
Remark 1. Noise is not always detrimental to learning. Under proper management, noise can
also be beneficial. In deep reinforcement learning [26], for example, adding parametric noise (i.e.,
noise with learnable mean and variance) to the weights of a policy network enhances exploration.
Furthermore, deliberately added training noise has a regularization effect that prevents the NN from
overfitting [27].
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Figure 1: In FEEL with OAC, multiple edge devices collaboratively train a common model with the
help of a BS. The uplink model aggregation is realized by OAC.

2.2 Federated edge learning (FEEL)

In FEEL, a number of edge devices collaboratively train a shared model with the help of a BS, as
shown in Fig. 1. Data are distributed at the edge devices and cannot be shared among devices due to
privacy concerns. The edge devices train the NN locally using their local data and transmit the model
updates to the BS with OAC. One iteration of FEEL operates as follows:

1. Downlink broadcast. The BS maintains a global NN model w0 ∈ IRd and periodically broadcasts
the latest model to the edge devices at the beginning of an iteration.

2. Local training. Upon receiving the latest global model, a subset of devices, which are willing
to participate in the training in this iteration, train the global model locally using their private
dataset for one or more epochs. Let there be M devices participating in the training. Each of the
M devices obtains a new model wm ∈ IRd, m = 1, 2, 3, ...,M , after training.

3. OAC. The M devices transmit their model updates w̃m = wm −w0 simultaneously to the BS
in an analog fashion.2 The signals from different devices overlap at the BS and yield

r =

M∑
m=1

w̃m + z , w + z, (3)

thanks to the superposition nature of the uplink multiple-access channel (MAC). In particular, z
is AWGN with a power spectrum density σ2

z .

4. Given the received vector r, the BS estimates the arithmetic sum of the model updates w =∑M
m=1 w̃m and updates the global model by w0 = w0 +

1
Mw.

As can be seen, the edge devices and the BS have to exchange the NN weights wirelessly over a
number of training iterations. In each iteration, AWGN is introduced by the uplink wireless channel
and the updated global model w0 is a NoisyNN. When the received SNR in (3) is low, the noise can
hinder the convergence of FEEL.

3 Bayesian Estimation with Compensators

3.1 ML estimation

A fundamental problem in the NoisyNN is how to estimate the uncontaminated NN weights w
from their noisy observations/manifestations r. All previous works [1–3, 6–11, 17–20] take the raw
observation r as the estimate of w. This is essentially an ML estimator given in Definition 1.

Definition 1 (ML estimation). Given the observed NN weight vector r ∈ IRd in (2), the ML estimate
of the uncontaminated weight vector w is

ŵML = r. (4)

2In fading channels, an additional step before the analog transmission is the channel-coefficient precoding.
That is, each device precodes the model updates w̃m by the inversion of the uplink channel coefficients to
pre-compensate the channel distortion. By doing so, the fading MAC degenerates to a Gaussian MAC, as in (3).
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The reason behind (4) is as follows. In ML estimation, the real NN weight w is treated as a constant
vector. The likelihood function p(r|w) is then a d-dimensional Gaussian p(r|w) ∼ N (w; r,Σz),
where the covariance matrix Σz is a diagonal matrix since the elements of z are i.i.d. Gaussian noise.
Therefore, the ML estimate of w is the mean of p(r|w), which gives us ŵML.

In this work, we ask the following question: is it possible to do better than ML estimation? This
section answers this question affirmatively by putting forth a Bayesian estimator with a population
compensator and a bias compensator.

3.2 Bayesian estimation

To start with, let us consider the Bayesian estimation of w. ML estimation treats w as a constant
vector and aims to find the ML estimate ŵML. Bayesian estimation, on the other hand, treats w as a
random vector sampled from a statistical model p(w) and aims to find either the MMSE estimate
ŵMMSE or the maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimate ŵMAP. Specifically, the MMSE estimate
ŵMMSE minimizes the MSE:

ŵMMSE = min
ŵ

E
[
(ŵ −w)

2 |r
]
= min

ŵ

∫
(ŵ −w)

2
p(w, r)dw

∝ min
ŵ

∫
(ŵ −w)

2
p(r|w)p(w)dw, (5)

while the MAP estimate ŵMAP maximizes the posterior probability:

ŵMAP = max
w

p(w|r) ∝ p(r|w)p(w). (6)

The likelihood function p(r|w) in (5) and (6) is determined by the channel model (2). Thus, we have
p(r|w) ∼ N (w; r,Σz), as in the ML estimation. The joint distribution of the NN weights p(w), on
the other hand, describes the interrelationships among the NN weights and is unlikely to be known to
the observer/receiver. This suggests that the exact MAP and MMSE estimates are not computable by
the observer.

Nevertheless, we can approximate the prior distribution p(w) from the sample statistics of w. Notice
that, 1) the parameter vector w is a realization of the prior distribution p(w); 2) once generated (after
training), the parameter vector is determined and there is no randomness in w. In this light, we will
assume that the elements of w are sampled from a generic Gaussian random variable W in an i.i.d.
manner. In particular, the Gaussian is parameterized by the sample mean and sample variance of w.
Formally, we define a Gaussian random variable W ∼ N (W ;µw, σ

2
w), where µw and σ2

w are the
sample mean and sample variance of w = {w[i] : i = 1, 2, ..., d}. That is, µw = 1

d

∑d
i=1 w[i] and

σ2
w = 1

d

∑d
i=1(w[i]− µw)2.

Given this approximation, the elements of the observed sequence r are also i.i.d., and can be viewed
as realizations of a random variable R =W +Z, where W ∼ N (W ;µw, σ

2
w) and Z ∼ N (Z; 0, σ2

z).
Correspondingly, the MMSE and MAP estimates can be written as

ŴMMSE ∝ min
Ŵ

∫ (
Ŵ −W

)2
p(R|W )p(W )dW, ŴMAP ∝ p(R|W )p(W ). (7)

The multiplication of two Gaussians is still a Gaussian, thus, p(R,W ) ∝ p(R|W )p(W ) ∼
N (W ;µp, σ

2
p), where µp =

σ2
wR+µwσ

2
z

σ2
w+σ2

z
and σ2

p =
σ2
wσ

2
z

σ2
w+σ2

z
. As a result, the MMSE and MAP

metrics are equivalent in that maximizing the posterior probability is equivalent to minimizing the
MSE when the joint distribution p(R,W ) is Gaussian. We shall then focus on the MMSE estimate
ŴMMSE below.

Following (7), the MSE between the estimated weight Ŵ and the true weight W can be written as

MSEw = E
[(
Ŵ −W

)2
|R
]
=

∫ (
Ŵ −W

)2
p(W,R)dW. (8)

Differentiating MSEw with respect to Ŵ gives us
∂MSEw
∂Ŵ

=

∫ (
Ŵ −W

)
p(W,R)dW = 0, Ŵ =

∫
Wp(W,R)dW = µp.
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We then arrive at the following MMSE estimator.
Definition 2 (MMSE estimation). Given the observed NN weight vector r ∈ IRd in (2), an MMSE
estimator estimates the uncontaminated weight vector w by

ŵMMSE =
σ2
w

σ2
w + σ2

z

r +
µwσ

2
z

σ2
w + σ2

z

≈ σ2
w

σ2
w + σ2

z

r, (9)

where the approximation follows because the sample mean of the NN parameters is usually very
small and can be ignored. The MMSE estimate in (9) is also the MAP estimate.

The MMSE estimator in (9) minimizes the MSE between ŵ and w. However, the ultimate goal
of DL is not to minimize the MSE of the estimated weights, but to minimize the loss function
L ({xn,yn} ,w) between the NN output and the labels. Let L ({xn,yn} ,w) be the MSE loss, for
example, the ultimate goal is then to minimize the MSEF given by

MSEF =
1

N
(F(xn|ŵ)− yn)

>
(F(xn|ŵ)− yn) .

Said in another way, the MMSE estimator in (9), which minimizes MSEw, does not necessarily
minimize MSEF .

Analytically deriving the optimal estimate ŵ that minimizes MSEF is a non-trivial task in DL due
to the non-linearity of the NN F . In this context, we resort to empirical approaches in the next
subsection and exploit two heuristics to revise the MMSE criterion in (7).

3.3 Bayesian estimation with compensators

We have two empirical observations: 1) in a NN, most of the parameter values are very small
in magnitude; and 2) as far as the inference accuracy is concerned, the parameters with a larger
magnitude matter more than that those with a smaller magnitude. If we examine the MSE metric in
(8), however, each parameter contributes equally to MSEw regardless of its magnitude. This implies
that the MMSE criterion and our ultimate goal of improving the inference accuracy are mismatched.

Considering that there is a large population of parameters that are very small in magnitude, we should
add a population compensator to the MSE metric so that the estimation error of larger parameters
(larger in magnitude) weighs more than the estimation error of smaller parameters. Specifically,
instead of minimizing MSEw, we propose to minimize MSEp given by

MSEp = E
[(
Ŵ −W

)2
eλW

2

|R
]
=

∫ (
Ŵ −W

)2
eλW

2

p(W,R)dW, (10)

where λ is a temperature parameter that controls the extent to which we compensate for the smaller
populations of larger parameters.

Given the new MSEp metric, an MMSEp estimator can be derived as follows. Let qλ(W,R) =

eλW
2

p(W,R). Since p(W,R) ∼ N (W ;µp, σ
2
p), we have

qλ(W,R) ∝ eλW
2

e
− (W−µp)2

2σ2p ∝ e
− (W−µλ)2

2σ2
λ ,

where

µλ =
µp

1− 2σ2
pλ

=
σ2
wR

σ2
w + (1− 2σ2

wλ)σ
2
z

, σ2
λ =

σ2
p

1− 2σ2
pλ

=
σ2
wσ

2
z

σ2
w + (1− 2σ2

wλ)σ
2
z

.

In other words, qλ(W,R) is also Gaussian:

qλ(W,R) ∼ N (W ;µλ, σ
2
λ). (11)

In particular, to ensure that σ2
λ > 0, we impose λ < 1

2σ2
w
+ 1

2σ2
z

.

Substituting (11) into (10) suggests that minimizing MSEp is equivalent to minimizing MSEw with a
modified prior Gaussian with mean µλ and variance σ2

λ (as opposed to µp and σ2
p). Following (8),

the estimate W that minimizes MSEp is then

Ŵ =

∫
Wqλ(W,R)dW = µλ.
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Figure 2: Relations among the ML, MMSE, and MMSEp estimators.

Definition 3 (MMSEp estimation). Given the observed NN weight vector r ∈ IRd in (2), an MMSEp
estimator estimates the uncontaminated weight vector w by

ŵMMSEp =
η

η + (1− 2σ2
wλ)

r, (12)

where η = σ2
w/σ

2
z is the received SNR and the temperature parameter 0 ≤ λ < 1

2σ2
w
+ 1

2σ2
z

.

A comparison among the ML, MMSE, and MMSEp estimators is illustrated in Fig. 2. As can be
seen, for the MMSEp estimator, the extent to which the population is compensated is controlled by
the temperature parameter λ. For different values of λ, the ML and MMSE estimators can be viewed
as special cases of the MMSEp estimator. Specifically,

1. When λ = 0, we have ŵMMSEp = ŵMMSE, and the MMSEp estimator reduces to the MMSE
estimator. We call it the zero-compensation point. For this setting, the contribution to the MSE
of a parametric value w[i] is proportional to p(W ) (see (7)). Thus, the more likely w[i] is, the
more the corresponding estimation error counts toward the MSE. Given that small weights are
more likely, this setting may over-value the importance of small weights toward our learning
algorithm.

2. When λ = 1
2σ2
w

, we have ŵMMSEp = ŵML, the MMSEp estimator reduces to the ML estimator.
We call it the exact-compensation point. In this setting, p(W ) does not count. All values of w
count equally toward the MSE regardless of the relative populations of different w[i] as indicated
in p(W ). Thus, the population bias in p(W ) is compensated away exactly.

3. When 0 < λ < 1
2σ2
w

, we call it the under-compensation region.

4. When 1
2σ2
w
< λ < 1

2σ2
w
+ 1

2σ2
z

, we call it the over-compensation region.

In addition to the population compensator, we empirically find that adding an extra compensation
term, called the bias compensator, further improves the estimation performance. With the bias
compensator, our goal is to minimize

MSEpb = E
[(
Ŵ −W

)2
eλW

2+βW |R
]
=

∫ (
Ŵ −W

)2
eλW

2+βW p(W,R)dW, (13)

where β is another temperature parameter to be tuned.

We next derive the MMSEpb estimator that minimizes MSEpb. Let qλ,β(W,R) = eλW
2+βW p(W,R).

Since p(W,R) ∼ N (W ;µp, σ
2
p), we have

qλ,β(W,R) ∼ N (W ;µλ,β , σ
2
λ,β), (14)

where

µλ,β =
µp + σ2

pβ

1− 2σ2
pλ

=
σ2
wR+ σ2

wσ
2
zβ

σ2
w + (1− 2σ2

wλ)σ
2
z

, σ2
λ,β =

σ2
p

1− 2σ2
pλ

=
σ2
wσ

2
z

σ2
w + (1− 2σ2

wλ)σ
2
z

.

As can be seen, the bias compensator does not change the variance, i.e., σ2
λ,β = σ2

λ. To ensure that
σ2
λ,β > 0, the constraint is still λ < 1

2σ2
w
+ 1

2σ2
z

.
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Table 1: Test accuracies achieved by different NN models on the CIFAR-10 and SST-2 datasets.

Neural networks ResNet34
(CIFAR-10)

ResNet18
(CIFAR-10)

ShuffleNet V2
(CIFAR-10)

BERT
(SST-2)

#parameters 21.3M 11.2M 1.25M 109.5M
Test accuracy

(centralized and noiseless) 95.81% 95.35% 92.12% 92.70%

Definition 4 (MMSEpb estimation). Given the observed NN weight vector r ∈ IRd in (2), an
MMSEpb estimator estimates the uncontaminated weight vector w by

ŵMMSEpb =
η

η + (1− 2σ2
wλ)

r +
σ2
wβ

η + (1− 2σ2
wλ)

, (15)

where η = σ2
w/σ

2
z is the received SNR and 0 ≤ λ < 1

2σ2
w
+ 1

2σ2
z

.

4 Experiments

In this section, we verify the performance of the MMSEpb estimator benchmarked against the ML
estimator via extensive experimental results. We shall focus on the CIFAR-10 image classification
task and the SST-2 sentiment classification task, and implement different NN architectures to study
NoisyNN under various SNRs. Due to the page limit, we report our main results in this section. More
experimental details can be found in Appendices A and B.

Noisy inference: In the first part, we consider a class of NoisyNNs where noise is introduced only
in the inference phase – the training phase is the standard centralized and noiseless training via
backpropagation. For benchmarking purposes, we train three NN models (a ResNet34, a ResNet18,
and a ShuffleNet V2) on the CIFAR-10 dataset, and a BERT model [25] on the SST-2 dataset in a
noiseless and centralized manner. After training, the test accuracies (i.e., the prediction accuracy of
the learned model on the test set) achieved by the four NN models on their respective test datasets are
95.81%, 95.35%, 92.12%, and 92.70%, respectively, as shown in Table 1.

For each well-trained NN, we add AWGN to the NN weights according to a given SNR η (in dB),
and use the MMSEpb and ML estimators to denoise the noisy weights. The denoised models are then
evaluated on the test dataset to obtain test accuracies as the performance indicator of the estimators.

Fig. 3 presents the test accuracies achieved by different denoised models under various SNRs. In
particular, we plot the average test accuracies as the solid curves and the standard deviations of the
achieved test accuracies as shaded areas around the average test accuracies. For the experiments on
the CIFAR-10 dataset, the average gains of the MMSEpb estimator over the ML estimator are up to
156%, 85%, and 21% with the ResNet34, ResNet18, and ShuffleNet V2, respectively. In general,
the MMSEpb estimator exhibits larger gains over the ML estimator in larger networks. For the
experiments on the SST-2 dataset, the MMSEpb estimator improves the test accuracy of the denoised
BERT model by up to 14.7% compared with the ML estimator.

Noisy training: In the first part, noise is introduced only in the inference phase on the already-trained
NNs. In the second part, we investigate noisy training where noise is also introduced in the training
phase. Specifically, we consider the application of FEEL with OAC: NNs are trained from scratch in
a distributed manner over many iterations. In each iteration, AWGN is introduced in the uplink model
aggregation step and we perform MMSEpb estimation at the BS to estimate the aggregated model.

We implement a FEEL system wherein 20 edge devices collaboratively train a shared model. In
parituclar, we focus on the CIFAR-10 task and consider two lightweight NNs, i.e., the ShuffleNet V2
and ResNet18, that are more suitable for mobile deployments. The training examples are assigned to
the devices in a non-iid manner. For benchmark purposes, we train the two NN models in a FEEL and
noiseless manner (i.e., the conventional federated learning setup [4]). With the non-iid assignment
of training examples, the test accuacies of the ShuffleNet V2 and ResNet18 models are 83.01% and
89.52% when there is no AWGN noise.

Fig. 4 presents the test accuracies achieved by the learned models with the FEEL algorithm under
various SNRs. As can be seen, for the ShuffleNet V2 model, the gains of the MMSEpb estimator over
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Figure 3: The average test accuracies of the estimated models on the CIFAR-10 and SST-2 datasets
with the MMSEpb estimator: (a) RestNet34 (CIFAR-10); (b) RestNet18 (CIFAR-10); (c) ShuffleNet
V2 (CIFAR-10); (d) BERT (SST-2).

OAC

ShuffleNet

48.3%

59.1%

37.4%

19.1%

OAC

ResNet

18.1dB

11.3 dB

Figure 4: The average test accuracies of the learned NN models (ShuffleNet V2 on the LHS and
ResNet18 on the RHS) in FEEL with the MMSEpb estimator and the ML estimator.

the ML estimator are up to 59.1%. When it comes to ResNet18, the gains boost significantly. To
achieve a test accuracy of 60%, the MMSEpb estimator outperforms the ML estimator by 18.1 dB.
On the other hand, to achieve a test accuracy of 80%, the MMSEpb estimator outperforms the ML
estimator by 11.3 dB.
Remark 2 (Limitation of our approach). A main limitation of our approach is the lack of a method to
determine the optimal temperature parameters λ and β before training and testing on a dataset. For
all the experiments in this section, we identify the best temperature parameters by means of a grid
search on the test dataset (see Appendix B). In doing so, we are able to present the best performance
of the MMSEpb estimator. This approach, however, may not be viable in practice due to the absence
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of “labels” for the test data. In Appendix B, we suggest two methods use in practice to find the
temperature parameters for noisy inference and noisy training, respectively.

5 Conclusion

NoisyNN is a class of NNs whose weights are contaminated by noise. This paper puts forth an
MMSEpb estimator to estimate the uncontaminated NN weights from their noisy counterparts by
exploiting the statistical characteristics of the NN weights. Unlike the widely-used ML estimator
that maximizes the likelihood function of the estimated NN weights, our approach aims to minimize
a compensated MSE of the estimated NN weights. Specifically, the compensated MSE is an MSE
modified by a population compensator and a bias compensator. This formulation leads to a simple and
efficient MMSEpb estimator with significantly better empirical performance than the ML estimator,
especially for large NN models. Our approach works well for NoisyNNs arising from both noisy
training and noisy inference. Importantly, our work points out that focusing on minimizing the raw
errors of the NN weights may not align perfectly with superior NN functional performance. We
speculate that a fundamental reason could be that the weight errors affect the NN performance in a
nonlinear way due to the nonlinear activation functions within the NN. Capturing the exact mechanic
through which the weight errors affect the activations in NN awaits further investigation.
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A Implementation Details

A.1 Datasets and neural networks

The results in Section 4 are based on extensive experiments on two classical datasets: CIFAR-10
[21] and SST-2 [22]. The experiments were conducted on a Linux server with two CPU (Intel Xeon
E5-2643) and four GPUs (GeForce GTX 1080Ti).

The CIFAR-10 dataset (MIT license) consists of 60, 000 32× 32 colour images in 10 classes, with
6, 000 images per class. There are 50, 000 training images and 10, 000 test images. The NNs used
are ResNet34, ResNet18, and ShuffleNet V2. Their detailed architectures can be found in [23] and
[24], respectively.

The SST-2 dataset (GNU general public license) is a corpus with fully labeled parse trees that allows
for a complete analysis of the compositional effects of sentiment in language. The corpus consists of
6, 920 training examples and 1, 821 test examples, where each example is labelled as either positive
or negative. The NN used is a BERT model proposed in [25].

All our codes and data are available online at [28].

A.2 Noisy inference

In noisy inference, noise is introduced to already-trained NNs. Prior to that, the NNs were trained in
a centralized and noiseless manner.

For the CIFAR-10 dataset, the training of ResNet34, ResNet18, and ShuffleNet V2 followed [R1]
(MIT license). After training, the test accuracies achieved by the NN models were 95.81%, 95.35%,
and 92.12%, respectively. For the SST-2 dataset, we first downloaded a pretrained BERT model from
Hugging Face [R2] and then fine-tuned the pretrained model on the SST-2 dataset [R3]. The resulting
BERT model achieved an accuracy of 92.70% on the test dataset.

We then added AWGN to the well-trained NN weights under a given SNR and used different
estimators to denoise the noisy weights. A caveat here is that the parameters of the batch-normaliza-
tion and the layer-normalization layers were set to be noise-free in the experiments [6, 8], because
they behave differently than other parameters [20]. These parameters are few in number. In practice,
we can transmit/store them in a reliable manner (for example, via digital communication/storage [6]
or protect them by repetition coding [11]).

A.3 Noisy training

In noisy training, the NNs are trained from scratch with AWGN introduced in each training iterations.
In the experiments, we considered the application of FEEL with OAC, where 20 edge devices
collaboratively train a neural network to solve the CIFAR-10 task. The models we used are two
lightweight NNs: ShuffleNet V2 and ResNet18.

Recall that the CIFAR-10 dataset has a training set of 50, 000 examples and a test set of 10, 000
examples in 10 classes. We assigned non-i.i.d. training examples to the 20 devices in the following
manner: 1) first, we let each device randomly sample 2, 000 samples from the training dataset; 2) for
the remaining 10, 000 examples in the training dataset, we sorted them by their labels and grouped
them into 20 shards of size 500 [4]. Each device was then assigned one shard.

In each iteration, M = 4 devices actively participating in the training. Each device trains the global
model locally for 5 epochs and transmits the model-update to the BS in each iteration [R4]. The PS
then employs the ML and MMSEpb estimators to denoise the received NN models.

[R1] K. Liu. Train CIFAR-10 with PyTorch. Available online: https://github.com/kuangliu/
pytorch-cifar, MIT license, 2020.

[R2] Hugging Face. A pretrained BERT model with text attack. Available online: https://huggingface.co/
textattack/bert-base-uncased-SST-2, 2021.

[R3] Y. Jiang. SST-2 sentiment analysis. Available online: https://github.com/YJiangcm/
SST-2-sentiment-analysis, MIT license, 2020.
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Figure 5: Test accuracy of the estimated model from a noisy ResNet34 using the MMSEpb estimator
under various temperature parameters λ′ and β: the x-axis is λ′ = 2σ2

wλ (σ2
w = 2.6 × 10−5), the

y-axis is β, the z-axis is the test accuracy. Noise is added to the well-trained ResNet34 according to a
given SNR η (in dB). When λ′ = 1 and β = 0, the MMSEpb estimator reduces to the ML estimator.

[R4] S. Ji. A PyTorch implementation of federated learning. Available online: https://github.com/
shaoxiongji/federated-learning, MIT license, 2018.

B Temperature Parameters

There are four parameters to be determined in the MMSEpb estimator: the sample variance of NN
weights σ2

w, the noise variance σ2
z , and the temperature parameters λ and β. The first two parameters

σ2
w and σ2

z are often readily available to an observer/receiver. For example, in the application of
FEEL, the noise variance σ2

z can be estimated by the receiver when there is no signal transmission.
The sample variance of NN weights σ2

w, on the other hand, can be estimated by the receiver from the
sample variance of the observed vector, i.e., σ2

r , when there are signal transmissions. This is because

µw = µr, σ2
w = σ2

r − σ2
z ,

where µr = 1
d

∑d
i=1 r[i] and σ2

r = 1
d

∑d
i=1(r[i]− µr)2 can be obtained directly from the received

or observed vector.

In comparison, determining the optimal temperature parameters λ and β is more intricate. In the
experiments of Section 4, we identified the best temperature parameters by means of a grid search on
the test dataset. In this way, we were able to present the best performance of the MMSEpb estimator.
In the following, we elaborate on how the grid search was performed.

To start with, we define a new temperature parameter λ′ = 2σ2
wλ to replace λ. In all the experiments,

we used a fixed λ′ instead of a fixed λ. For noisy inference, σ2
w is a constant for a well-trained NN,

and hence, a fixed λ′ also means a fixed λ. For noisy training, however, σ2
w varies as training goes on

– a fixed λ′ indicates a variable λ over the course of training.
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𝜂 = −20 dB
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Figure 6: Test accuracies of the learned ShuffleNet V2 model with FEEL. The SNRs are−20 dB (left)
and −18 dB (right), respectively. We use the MMSEpb estimator at the BS with various combinations
of λ′ = 2σ2

wλ and β. Note that λ′ and β are fixed over the training iterations. When λ′ = 1 and
β = 0, the MMSEpb estimator reduces to the ML estimator.

OAC

shufflenet

OAC

shufflenet

Figure 7: The evolutions of the multiplication factor η
η+(1−λ′) and the additive bias σ2

wβ
η+(1−λ′) over

the course of FEEL. The NN model is a ShuffleNet V2 network. The temperature parameters are
fixed to λ′ = 2σ2

wλ = 0.995 and β = 0.6.

Noisy inference: We focus on the experiments of ResNet34 for the CIFAR-10 task here. Fig. 5
presents the test accuracy of the denoised ResNet34 model with the MMSEpb estimator, wherein
each subfigure corresponds to the performance of the estimated model under a given SNR η, and we
used various combinations of λ′ and β to find the maximum test accuracy. Note that when λ′ = 1
and β = 0, the MMSEpb estimator reduces to the ML estimator. Running the experiments in Fig. 5
many times gave us the average performance in Fig. 3(a).

We have three observations from Fig. 5:

1. ML estimation is in general suboptimal. With properly chosen temperature parameters, the
MMSEpb estimator outperforms the ML estimator by a large margin, especially in the low-SNR
regime.

2. The test-accuracy gains of the MMSEpb estimator over the ML estimator decrease as the SNR
increases. This is easy to understand since there is not much noise in the high SNR regime.

3. For different SNRs, the shapes of the surface plots are very similar, suggesting that we can use
the same set of temperature parameters across various SNRs.

Noisy training: We focus on the ShuffleNet V2 model for the CIFAR-10 task. Fig. 6 presents the
test accuracies achieved by the learned ShuffleNet V2 model with the FEEL algorithm. The SNRs
are −20 dB (left) and −18 dB (right), respectively. The MMSEpb estimator was used at the BS to
estimate the aggregated model at each iteration. Running the experiments in Fig. 6 many times gave
us the average performance in Fig. 4 (left).
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To find the best performance of the MMSEpb estimator, we performed a grid search by running the
FEEL algorithm with various combinations of temperature parameters λ′ and β. In particular, λ′ and
β were fixed in one run of FEEL. For example, when SNR is −20 dB, the best performance achieved
by the MMSEpb estimator is 69.72% when λ′ = 0.995 and β = 0.6 (see Fig. 6 on the LHS). To
obtain this performance, we ran the FEEL algorithm with fixed λ′ = 0.995 and β = 0.6 over the
course of training. Recall from (15) that the MMSEpb estimator consists of a multiplication factor

η
η+(1−λ′) and an additive bias term σ2

wβ
η+(1−λ′) . Fig. 7 shows how the multiplication factor and the

additive bias evolve over the course of FEEL: for fixed η, λ′, and β, the multiplication factor is a
constant while the additive bias is proportional to the signal variance σ2

w.

For all experiments in this paper, we performed a grid search for the optimal temperature parameters
on the test dataset and presented the best performance of the MMSEpb estimator. It is worth noting
that this approach is not viable in practice due to the absence of “labels” for the test data. Thus, we
suggest the following methods to determine the temperature parameters in practice: 1) For noisy
inference, the entity who trains the NNs can perform an additional grid search on the training dataset
to find the best temperature parameters, by introducing simulated noise to the NN weights. The
found temperature parameters are then transmitted/stored in a reliable way (using repetition code, for
example) so that a receiver/retriever can use them to perform the MMSEpb estimation. 2) For noisy
training such as FEEL, often a small portion of data is available at the BS. The BS can use this data
to find the best temperature parameters to denoise the NoisyNN.
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