
PRUNING FOR IMPROVED ADC EFFICIENCY IN CROSSBAR-BASED ANALOG IN-MEMORY ACCELERATORS 1

Pruning for Improved ADC Efficiency in
Crossbar-based Analog In-memory Accelerators

Timur Ibrayev, Isha Garg, Indranil Chakraborty, and Kaushik Roy
School of Electrical and Computer Engineering, Purdue University

West Lafayette, USA
Emails: (tibrayev, gargi, ichakra, kaushik)@purdue.edu

Abstract—Deep learning has proved successful in many ap-
plications but suffers from high computational demands and
requires custom accelerators for deployment. Crossbar-based
analog in-memory architectures are attractive for acceleration of
deep neural networks (DNN), due to their high data reuse and
high efficiency enabled by combining storage and computation
in memory. However, they require analog-to-digital converters
(ADCs) to communicate crossbar outputs. ADCs consume a
significant portion of energy and area of every crossbar pro-
cessing unit, thus diminishing the potential efficiency benefits.
Pruning is a well-studied technique to improve the efficiency of
DNNs but requires modifications to be effective for crossbars.
In this paper, we motivate crossbar-attuned pruning to target
ADC-specific inefficiencies. This is achieved by identifying three
key properties (dubbed D.U.B.) that induce sparsity that can
be utilized to reduce ADC energy without sacrificing accuracy.
The first property ensures that sparsity translates effectively
to hardware efficiency by restricting sparsity levels to Discrete
powers of 2. The other 2 properties encourage columns in
the same crossbar to achieve both Unstructured and Balanced
sparsity in order to amortize the accuracy drop. The desired
D.U.B. sparsity is then achieved by regularizing the variance of
L0 norms of neighboring columns within the same crossbar. Our
proposed implementation allows it to be directly used in end-to-
end gradient-based training. We apply the proposed algorithm
to convolutional layers of VGG11 and ResNet18 models, trained
on CIFAR-10 and ImageNet datasets, and achieve up to 7.13×
and 1.27× improvement, respectively, in ADC energy with less
than 1% drop in accuracy.

Index Terms—accelerators, ADC efficiency, analog in-memory,
compute-in-memory, crossbars, pruning, process-in-memory

I. INTRODUCTION

The rapid advancements in Deep Neural Networks (DNNs)
have resulted in their ubiquitous use and incredible perfor-
mance on many tasks, such as visual and natural language
processing [1]–[4]. However, the overparameterization of neu-
ral networks demands increased computational and storage
requirements [5]. To tackle these issues, different hardware
solutions have been proposed in the form of domain-specific
accelerators [6]–[17].

These works leverage the high dependence of neural net-
works on linear and convolutional operations by converting
and performing both these operations in the form of more
efficient matrix-vector multiplication (MVM).

The research was funded in part by C-BRIC, one of six centers in
JUMP, a Semiconductor Research Corporation (SRC) program sponsored by
DARPA, the National Science Foundation, Sandia National Laboratories, Intel
Corporation and Vannevar Bush Faculty Fellowship.

Resistive crossbar-based analog in-memory computing of-
fers an attractive way to improve DNN inference by imple-
menting such highly efficient MVM units, which improve
efficiency by combining storage and processing elements [18].
By storing each DNN weight as the value of a multi-state
device at each cross point of the crossbar array, the crossbar-
based mapping thus, offers high storage density and enables
high data reuse. Applying inputs as analog signals to the rows
of the crossbar performs an in-place analog dot product with
stored weights, enabling highly efficient parallel in-situ MVM
computations.

However, analog computations pose considerable chal-
lenges, such as having a high peripheral overheads stemming
from the need to use ADCs [18]–[20]. This is because, while
ADCs are essential to communicate across multiple crossbar-
based analog primitives, they can constitute up to 80% of
total energy and 70% of the processing core area [7]. This
diminishes the potential efficiency benefits offered by the
crossbars and necessitates design techniques that target ADC-
specific inefficiencies.

A well studied way of improving efficiency is pruning [21],
wherein insignificant weights are zeroed out. For traditional
hardware, such as GPUs, pruning methods were proposed to
induce unstructured sparsity (individual weights in DNNs) [5],
[22]–[24] or structured sparsity (filters, channels, layers in
DNNs) [25]–[29]. Hardware solutions for crossbar-based ar-
chitectures were proposed to make use of the resulting sparse
DNNs [13]–[17]. However, the required substantial changes
to the architecture components necessitate algorithmic ap-
proaches inducing sparsity specifically for crossbars. Conse-
quently, various structured pruning methods were proposed
for crossbar structures, such as crossbar rows [30], cross-
bar columns [30]–[32], or entire crossbars [30], [31], [33].
However, these methods mainly aim at reducing the number
of crossbars required to map trained DNNs, which does not
directly address ADC-specific inefficiencies. Moreover, such
pruning requires modifications to the underlying mapping
scheme (i.e. determining weights that are grouped together
to a crossbar) and overlooks the plausibility of utilizing
unstructured sparsity patterns.

In this work, we propose a pruning method that improves
ADC efficiency in crossbar-based accelerators while maintain-
ing accuracy. The proposed method results in sparse DNN
with three key properties that work together to improve both
accuracy and efficiency. We abbreviate these as the D, U, and
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Fig. 1. Intuition behind discretized, unstructured, and balanced (D.U.B.) properties illustrated through column-wise weight distributions and sparsity patterns
of 8× 4 crossbar by default requiring ADC with precision of N bits. Here, LSC denotes the sparsity (number of zeros) of the least sparse column.

B properties. The D property focuses on efficiency at the cost
of accuracy and the U and B properties work to amortize
the drop in accuracy without harming efficiency as shown in
Fig. 1.

The ADC energy is dictated by its bit precision. If the
same ADC is re-utilized by all the individual columns of a
crossbar for efficiency, the bit precision requirement of the
ADC depends only on the sparsity of the least sparse column in
the crossbar. To ensure that pruning-induced sparsity translates
to reduced ADC bit-precision, we restrict the allowed sparsity
levels of the least sparse column to powers of 2. We term
this the Discretization property (D) and illustrate it by weight
distributions shown in the two leftmost columns of Fig. 1.

The D property defines the base sparsity level of the crossbar
but does not enforce any constraints on the pruning patterns. If
the sparsity of the least sparse column in a crossbar achieves
any of the discretized levels, the locations of zeros in a
column are irrelevant. As a result, unstructured sparsity is
more favorable than rigidly structured sparsity, as it attains
higher compression ratios with lower accuracy drops due to
the freedom in sparsity patterns. Hence, the lack of structural
constraints on DNN weights provides a way to amortize the
drop in accuracy resulting from the aggressive removal of
weights encouraged by D property. This is termed as the
Unstructured property (U) and can be observed from two
crossbar sparsity patterns shown in Fig. 1.

After lifting the restrictions on the pruning patterns of
individual columns in the crossbars by the property U, we
target the amount of sparsity across columns. D dictates the
base sparsity of the crossbar (i.e. the sparsity of the least
sparse column), and the remaining columns will have greater
or equal sparsity. However, the lower the sparsity (the number
of zeroed-out weights) in the remaining columns, the better
the accuracy, without any need for increased ADC precision.
Hence, we demand all columns to get as close as possible

to the least sparse columns, encouraging balanced sparsity
across crossbar columns as can be seen from the two rightmost
columns in Fig. 1. We term this the Balanced property (B).

The desired DUB sparsity is achieved by our approach as
the combination of a training scheme (preparing weights) and
a post-training pruning scheme (zeroing out weights). This is
because, while sparsity with D property is enforced during
pruning, U and B properties are attained as a result of DNN
training. Our method achieves this by regularizing the variance
of L0 norms of neighboring columns within the same crossbar.
Our proposed implementation allows the regularization to
be directly used in end-to-end gradient-based training. This,
in turn, allows the optimization process to decide different
degrees of pruning tolerable by each crossbar dynamically and
eliminates the need to pre-determine them before the training.
Furthermore, the proposed approach only requires information
about crossbar sizes, allowing it to be applicable without the
need for detailed information about the underlying crossbar-
based architecture.

To summarize, this work makes the following contributions:

• We identify three key properties that enable pruning
in crossbars to reduce ADC energy without sacrificing
accuracy.

• We propose a training method that minimizes the vari-
ance of L0 norms of columns in the same crossbar to
achieve both unstructured and balanced sparsity in order
to amortize the accuracy drop.

• We prune each individual crossbar to ensure that sparsity
translates to hardware efficiency by restricting sparsity
levels to powers of 2.

• We evaluate the accuracy-energy trade-offs of the pro-
posed method on convolutional layers of VGG11 and
ResNet18 models trained on CIFAR10 and ImageNet,
respectively.
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Fig. 2. (a) Example illustrating how a convolutional layer of DNN is
implemented as crossbar-based matrix-vector multiplication. (b) The logical
crossbar (tile) structure that is usually used in machine-learning accelerators.

II. BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORKS

A. Crossbar-based analog in-memory processing

Crossbar-based analog in-memory architectures [7]–[17]
improve DNN inference by implementing fast and efficient
in-situ matrix-vector multiplication units, which can be used
for both linear and convolutional layers. Fig. 2(a) illustrates
the general procedure of how the convolution operation of a
single DNN layer is implemented as MVM using crossbar-
based mapping. First, the weight parameters of the layer are
stored (mapped) as device values at cross points of crossbars.
In the case of a convolutional layer, the weights are flattened
into a 2D matrix of width O and height (k2 × I), where
O is the number of output filters, I is the number of input
channels, and k represents both the width and height of the
convolutional kernel. Second, every (k2×I) patch of an input
map that needs to be convolved by each of the O filters is
flattened into the input vector and sequentially applied to the
rows of the 2D crossbars. As a result, the in-place matrix-
vector multiplication is performed by the application of input
vectors to the rows of the stored 2D weight matrix. Each of
the resulting O-dimensional points of the output map is then
read from crossbar columns.

Various architectures may have different weight mapping
schemes of quantized bits of each weight onto physical
crossbars. For example, while the ISAAC architecture [7]
maps all bits of the same weight next to each other onto the
same physical crossbar, the PUMA architecture [10] maps bits
of the same weight onto separate physical crossbars. Hence,
operating with physical crossbars necessitates incorporating
more details than just the crossbar size from the perspective
of an algorithmic approach.

In order to design a general pruning method applicable
to a wide range of architectures, in this work we think in
terms of a more abstract structure than physical crossbars.
Logical crossbars, also known as tiles in various accelerator
architectures, are the abstraction at which it can be assumed
that each cross point represents one weight regardless of its
required fixed precision. Fig. 2(b) shows a general structure
of a logical crossbar that can be thought to have a digital-
to-analog converter (DAC), which converts inputs to voltage

signals applied at the rows of crossbars, an analog-to-digital
converter (ADC), which converts analog dot products pro-
duced by each column into digital partial sums, and other
peripherals, such as shift-&-add registers. Based on the exact
architecture design, each logical crossbar will be realized
differently requiring a different number of physical crossbars
and associated peripheral components. In that case, the DAC
and the ADC shown in Fig. 2(b) collectively represent a set of
components rather than only a single peripheral component.
Moreover, it is justified to consider sparsity at the logical
crossbar granularity, because removing weight from a logical
crossbar will result in removing all cells (zeroing out devices)
corresponding to the bits of that weight from all physical
crossbars constituting this logical crossbar. For example, if
the tile gets at least 50% sparsity on all of its columns, all the
physical crossbars forming it will have at least 50% sparsity
on all of the columns too.

B. Pruning methods

1) Neural network sparsity: Pruning is an effective method
to compress DNNs by means of zeroing out a large portion of
network parameters (also known as inducing sparsity into the
network weights) [21]. Based on the constraints put on the
final sparsity patterns, pruning methods can be categorized
into two categories: unstructured and structured. Unstructured
pruning [5], [22]–[24] induces sparsity at the finest granularity
by pruning the individual weights in neural networks. By
imposing a little constraint on weights, it hence offers large
compression ratios at the cost of little accuracy drop. However,
unstructured methods are generally overshadowed by struc-
tured approaches due to the high irregularity of produced spar-
sity patterns and the difficulty of leveraging them. Structured
pruning [25]–[29] imposes stronger constraints demanding the
removal of entire groups of weights, such as filters, channels,
or entire layers in neural networks. Despite it incurs high
costs in the accuracy of DNNs when compared to unstructured
sparsity [34], such structured sparsity is easier to leverage in
traditional hardware, such as modern GPUs or FPGA-based
architectures.

While there are works taking advantage of such general
neural network sparsity for crossbar-based analog in-memory
architectures [13]–[17], the issue is that they require sub-
stantial changes either to the underlying architecture and/or
to the data movement of input activations and weights. For
example, the work in [16] achieves computational speed up
by enabling the rearrangement of weights according to the
sparsity by making changes at the compiler level and utilizing
extra crossbar arrays. As a result, it is favorable to adapt
algorithmic pruning approaches that demand less significant
changes to the underlying architecture by inducing sparsity
specifically for crossbar-based architectures.

2) Pruning for crossbars: When underlying architecture
utilizes crossbar-based mapping, it is possible to consider
pruning at the fine granularity of a crossbar, crossbar rows, and
crossbar columns. Authors of [31] target reducing the number
of required crossbars by either removal of entire crossbars or
removal and rearrangement of crossbar columns pruned by L0



PRUNING FOR IMPROVED ADC EFFICIENCY IN CROSSBAR-BASED ANALOG IN-MEMORY ACCELERATORS 4

norm constrained optimization. Works in [32] and [33] target
removing crossbars based on their utilization through column
clustering and crossbar clustering, respectively. Authors in
[30] target reducing the number of crossbars by simultaneous
pruning in crossbar row and crossbar column directions,
requiring a change to the data path. Authors in [35] propose
the pruning approach based on a similar type of sparsity as
targeted in our work using the ADMM optimization approach,
which, however, requires a predetermined number of non-
zero weights in each crossbar column due to the rigidness of
the optimization. Similarly, authors in [36] also use ADMM
optimization for weight pruning, but disregard balancing of the
sparsity within crossbar columns in favor of heuristic-based bit
pruning.

The advantages of our proposed method (and the result-
ing DUB sparsity) over the existing pruning techniques for
crossbar-based architectures can be summarized by the fol-
lowing points. First, our aim of reducing peripheral energy
can be considered as an orthogonal problem to the problem
of reducing the number of crossbars. While the latter focuses
on reducing the number of computations, our work focuses on
reducing the cost of each computation in terms of ADC energy
consumption, the major component of energy in crossbar-
based architectures. Second, our work leverages unstructured
sparsity that is generally overlooked in favor of structured
pruning. This significantly lowers the constraint on weights,
allowing for a much higher sparsity at a finer granularity
than the structured sparsity considered before for crossbars.
Additionally, unstructured sparsity assumes no changes to the
methodology of mapping weights to crossbars or data paths
responsible for fetching input bits. Third, the balancing of
the sparsity within crossbar columns enabled by our method
directly prepares DNN weights to gracefully amortize the
accuracy for the final discretized and unstructured sparsity
during training. This is in contrast to other methods, where,
without the balancing property, the optimization (or the fine-
tuning) has to maximize the utilization of the remaining
weights after the pruning is complete. Finally, our proposed
method is simpler in terms of implementation, such that the
desired sparsity is achieved directly through the differentiable
regularization viable in the end-to-end gradient-based training.
Consequently, it does not require to set the degree of pruning
before the training process. Instead, our approach allows each
individual crossbar to have its own degree of pruning, which
is determined by the overall importance of weights mapped
to the crossbar as well as by the sparsity of the neighboring
columns within the crossbar. As a result, a more flexible trade-
off can be achieved by preserving high ADC precision levels
on crossbars with the important weights, while aggressively
pruning the others.

III. DUB SPARSITY FOR ADC EFFICIENCY

A. Discretized (D) sparsity
This work aims to reduce ADC energy in crossbar-based

architectures while maintaining DNN accuracy by inducing
ADC-specific sparsity, i.e. sparsity that translates into a re-
duction in the required ADC precisions. An ADC with M

bits precision has a resolution of 2M , resulting in 2M discrete
levels. In order to reduce ADC precision by x bits, the
resolution has to be limited to 2M−x levels. This means that
it is necessary to achieve a target sparsity (per tile) of:

TS(x bits) =
2M − 2M−x

2M
= (1− 2−x)× 100% (1)

Since each tile has an associated (set of) ADCs, their
precisions can be reduced by pruning each individual tile
so that they reach ADC-specific discretized sparsity levels.
Moreover, within a tile, we assume that an ADC is shared
between all columns to reduce area and energy at the cost of
latency. Hence, its precision is dictated not by the overall tile
sparsity, but only by the sparsity of the least sparse column
(LSC). Therefore, all columns in the tile will have sparsity
that at least equals to a target sparsity TS. For instance, to
get a reduction of 1 bit, the LSC needs TS(1) = 50% sparsity,
and for a reduction of 2 bits, the LSC needs TS(2) = 75%
sparsity. Sparsity between such levels, e.g. below 50% and
between 51− 74%, does not impact the ADC precision. This
is shown in the two leftmost columns of Fig. 1. The LSC
had a sparsity of 37.5% which is pulled up to 50% to allow
reduction of the ADC precision by 1 bit. Since only the LSC
affects the accuracy, the remaining columns can be used to
regain accuracy according to the U and B properties.

B. Unstructured (U) sparsity

The D property does not pose any constraints on the pattern
of pruned weights. A consequence of column-wise readout in
the tile is that the locations of zeros are irrelevant, allowing
a column to accommodate unstructured sparsity patterns that
usually incur a lesser loss in accuracy than structured sparsity
patterns. Different columns can have different sparsity patterns
as long as the amount of sparsity in each column is greater
than TS of the tile. This is illustrated in the 2 crossbar sparsity
patterns shown in the middle of Fig. 1. While both crossbars
have the same TS of TS(1) = 50%, the crossbar with U
property (on the right) enables fewer constraints by allowing
free weight positioning.

C. Balanced (B) sparsity

Directly inducing tile-wise unstructured sparsity is not the
best-suited trade-off for accuracy and hardware-efficiency.
Since we do not know in advance which column will be the
LSC after training, the intuitive approach is to induce as much
sparsity in each column. However, since only the sparsity
in the LSC dictates the ADC precision, excessively pruning
the remaining columns does not result in additional hardware
savings, but is likely to result in accuracy drops by limiting the
number of useful DNN weights. Hence, in order to utilize the
hardware well, without compromising accuracy, we want all
columns to be pruned to the same degree as shown in the last
two columns of Fig. 1. We term this the balanced property
since we wish to induce a similar degree of sparsity across
intra-tile columns.
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Fig. 3. Example of training a 8× 4 tile for U and B sparsity. Note how gradients due to variance gV arc = [gc1, gc2, gc3, gc4] are zeroed out for columns
2 and 4 after passing gradient gate ∂G(·)/∂Hs leaving balance regulating force only on columns 1 and 3, which have L0 greater than µt.

IV. METHODOLOGY

A. Algorithm Overview

The sparsity with D property can be directly enforced
on the weights of a completely trained DNN purely based
on any desired reduction in ADC precision. However, the
direct approach of removing weights after training limits its
performance, because the recovery of accuracy solely depends
on the fine-tuning of the weights remaining after pruning
is complete. In other words, the training of DNN does not
account for the removal of the weights, regardless of the
desired granularity of sparsity. Moreover, such an approach
would have to either induce the same degree of sparsity in
every crossbar [35], regardless of the susceptibility of the
corresponding weights or rely on some heuristics [36] to
deduce a different degree for each crossbar.

To that effect, our proposed method augments the training
process of DNN weights, which aligns/prepares DNN weights
such that the final resulting sparsity has the desired U and B
properties along with the D property. Moreover, the augmen-
tation is implemented through the differentiable regularization
approach, which allows the optimizer to automatically con-
sider the possibility of inducing variable degrees of sparsity
into each crossbar during end-to-end gradient-based training.
As a result, DUB sparsity is achieved by implementing the
proposed approach to operate at two different phases: during
training, and then during pruning. We first train for U and
B sparsity within each tile, and in the second phase, we then
remove weights to achieve the final D, U, and B sparsity per
tile.

Section IV-B describes the training process for U and B
properties, using the newly proposed variance regularization of
L0 norms of neighboring columns and gradient gating. Then,
Section IV-C describes the proposed pruning process of a fully
trained DNN to induce D sparsity, while preserving U and

B properties, based on the susceptibility of weights within
each tile to a pruning threshold and discretized sparsity levels
attuned to the reduction of ADC precision.

B. Training for intra-tile U and B sparsity

1) Achieving U and B sparsity: Training for U and B
sparsity across the tile columns is implemented by exerting
two forces on a tile as shown in Fig. 3: First, an overall
unstructured sparsity inducing force (blue arrow in Fig. 3) and
second, a per-tile sparsity balance regulating force (red solid
arrows in Fig. 3). We explain their roles and implementation
as follows.

The overall unstructured sparsity-inducing force has the
purpose of driving the mean sparsity of a tile. It was chosen to
be the standard weight decay through L2 regularization applied
on all weights. (We chose L2 rather than L1 regularization
for this purpose as the former was shown to have a better
effect after retraining [22].) However, since this regularization
is unaware of the crossbar structure, it neither targets the LSC
of each tile nor enforces the balanced property. These require
varying levels of force to be applied to different columns based
on their current sparsity levels. Hence, the balancing force
operates on each tile individually to impose the two desired
goals. The first goal is to induce more sparsity on the columns
that are more dense in anticipation of one of them becoming
the LSC after training. The second goal is to achieve a balance
in sparsity across the columns by not inducing sparsity on less
dense columns.

In order to accommodate both these goals, we evaluate each
column individually with respect to the overall mean density
of the columns in the tile. The density is measured by the L0

norm (i.e. the number of non-zero elements), and we denote
the mean value of the L0 norms of all columns in the tile t
by µt. We then enforce more sparsity on the columns that
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have an L0 norm greater than µt. For example, in Fig. 3, L0

norms of columns 1 and 3 are higher than µt, and therefore
they receive additional regularization force over the standard
L2, in accordance to the first goal. Second, it is desirable to
attain B sparsity to avoid underutilized tiles. This is achieved
by not inducing additional sparsity on the columns that have
L0 norm lower than µt. For example, in Fig. 3, L0 norms of
columns 2 and 4 are lower than µt and therefore receive only
the standard L2 regularization, achieving the second goal. The
mean updates with each change, and eventually will settle at
a value that encourages balanced sparsity across columns.

In our algorithm, we implement the balancing force by min-
imizing the variance of the L0 norms of the columns in a tile
with the special condition, which we term “gradient gating”.
Specifically, “gradient gating” passes the gradients only to
weights of those columns that have L0 norm higher than µt,
while zeroing out gradients on the rest of the tile columns. In
the context of Fig. 3, the gradient gating mechanism zeroes
out the gradients of columns 2 and 4 (due to balancing force,
but not L2 force) during the backward pass. However, these
columns still indirectly affect the intensity of regularization
applied to the other columns (1 and 3) by virtue of effectively
driving the value of µt lower.

2) Challenge of estimating training-time sparsity: Deter-
mining the number of zero weights in each column presents
a challenge during training. We use the L0 norm, which
tells us the count of non-zero weights during the forward
pass. However, incorporating it into gradient-based learning
algorithms is a challenge since it is not differentiable. Hence,
we use the recently presented Hoyer-Square [37] metric as
the differentiable approximate measure of the L0 norm. It
is calculated as the ratio of the square of the L1 norm and
the L2 norm and approximates the L0 norm while being
differentiable. Interested readers are encouraged to refer to the
original work [37] for full details. If w represents the weight
vector of a tile column, then the Hoyer-Square applied to the
column is calculated as:

L0(w) ≈ Hs(w) =
(
∑

i |wi|)2∑
i w2

i

(2)

3) Gradient gating and loss functions: We implement “gra-
dient gating”, denoted as G(·), as a custom PyTorch function
and apply it on top of the Hoyer-Square measure before it is
used to compute the variance. This is shown in Fig. 3. We
represent weights of the column c in tile t as Wt

c. During the
forward pass, represented by green dashed arrows, G(·) just
passes through the value of Hs(Wt

c). We then compute the
variance of the gated Hs(Wt

c) values of all C columns mapped
together to tile t. During the backward pass, represented by the
red dashed arrows, G(·) conditionally zeroes out (or passes-
through) incoming gradients from the variance, gV arc, based
on whether the Hs measure of the column c was lower (or
higher) than the mean of Hs measures, denoted by µt and
depicted by the purple line. Gradient gating is formulated as:

∂G(Hs(Wt
c))

∂Hs
=

{
gV arc if Hs(Wt

c) > µt

0 otherwise (3)

where µt = 1
C (

∑C
c Hs(Wt

c)) is the mean of Hs measures of
all C columns of some tile t. These gradients are then passed
back to change the individual weights of the corresponding
columns since the Hs measure is differentiable.

The training loss function to achieve for intra-tile U and B
sparsity is formulated as shown:

loss = losscls + λmean ·
N∑
n

W2
n

+ λvar ·
T∑
t

C∑
c

(
G
[
Hs(Wt

c)
]
− µt

)2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
tile−wise variance of L0 norms

(4)

where losscls denotes a classification loss (cross-entropy in
our experiments) and W represents the network weights with
the total number of weights = N . T denotes the total
number of required tiles, each with C number of tile columns.
Hyperparameters λmean and λvar define the trade-off between
classification loss, network-wide unstructured sparsity, and the
balance of unstructured sparsity within each tile.

C. Pruning for per-tile D sparsity

In the previous subsection, we describe how we train in
order to encourage pruning attuned to the crossbar structure.
After the training is complete, we perform pruning on the per-
tile basis with considerations of both the layer-wise pruning
threshold and sparsity levels suitable to ADC precision levels.
Generally, in most pruning algorithms, we empirically find
layer-wise pruning thresholds, and weights below this thresh-
old are zeroed out. In the crossbar structure, the layer-wise
thresholds translate to certain sparsity levels per column in
each tile, but we enforce the discretized D property prior
to actually zeroing out the weights. In order to do that,
we evaluate each tile individually to identify the LSC as
per the layer-wise threshold. This may not adhere to the
ADC precision levels that dictate the acceptable discretized
sparsity. Hence, we round this value to the closest ADC-
attuned discretized level. All the columns in the tile are then
pruned to the same discretized sparsity level corresponding to
the determined precision from the rounded discretized sparsity
of LSC. Note that, because all columns would have a higher
sparsity than the LSC (by its definition) if pruned according
to a generic layer-wise threshold, pruning them instead to the
same sparsity level of the LSC preserves more number of
parameters. This allows us to regain the accuracy by preserving
property B encouraged by the proposed training.

As an example, consider a tile with dimensions 64 × 64.
Based on the threshold for the layer, certain weights are
identified per column per tile for removal. Let’s assume that
for a particular tile in the layer, the LSC is determined to
have 45/64 ≈ 70% zeroed weights. The closest ADC-attuned
discrete sparsity level is 75%, which corresponds to reducing
the ADC precision of that tile by 2 bits. All other columns will
have identified zeroed weight percentages > 70%. Let’s say
the second least sparse column was identified to have 55/64 or
(≈ 86%) weights to be pruned. This means that according to
the generic layer-wise pruning scheme, this column will retain



PRUNING FOR IMPROVED ADC EFFICIENCY IN CROSSBAR-BASED ANALOG IN-MEMORY ACCELERATORS 7

only 64 − 55 = 9 non-zero weights. However, according to
our per-tile pruning scheme, in all columns of this tile 75% or
48 of smallest magnitude weights will be pruned. As a result,
there are 25% or 16 weights in each of the 64 columns
that can be used to help recover accuracy during fine-tuning.
This includes the second least sparse column, which would
otherwise have only 9 non-zero weights if pruned according
to the generic scheme.

V. RESULTS

A. Evaluation criteria

In the previous section we described algorithmic optimiza-
tion that targets ADC energy requirements of crossbar-based
architecture. Our method achieves this by pruning weights
based only on the information about crossbar sizes. During
evaluations, we consider square tiles of shape n×n for values
of n ∈ {32, 64, 128, 256}. Because the primary focus is to
improve ADC energy, the effectiveness of our method was
evaluated by estimating the normalized ADC energy savings
instead of the absolute total energy savings. This allows more
general evaluation without the need of the knowledge about
specifics of the target crossbar architecture and the fraction of
energy ADCs consume as a part of the processing core within
that architecture. The normalized ADC energy is computed as
a linear function of precision [10], [38], and can be formulated
as:

Norm. EADC =
1

N

B∑
b=1

Nb ·
b

B
(5)

where N is the total number of tiles required by the network,
Nb is the number of tiles requiring ADC with b bit precision,
and B is the full ADC precision for the corresponding crossbar
size. Note that we consider a zero cost in ADC energy for tiles
that are entirely pruned (have all weights pruned) and tiles that
have only one non-zero weight on all of their columns.

To evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed method, we
conduct two sets of experiments both of which are applied to
convolutional layers of VGG11 [1] and ResNet18 [2] networks
trained on CIFAR10 [39] and ImageNet2012 [40] datasets,
respectively. Section V-B presents the first experiment set,
which analyzes the benefits of our method and the resulting
DUB sparsity on ADC savings. The proposed method is
compared to the pruning of individual weights and the pruning
of crossbar structures, such as tiles, tile columns, and tile
rows. Section V-C presents the second experiment set, which
explores how the benefits offered by our method can be
combined with the benefits offered by structured pruning of
entire crossbar tiles.

B. Effectiveness of DUB sparsity on ADC savings

1) Accuracy-energy trade-off: We trained networks using
various methods to induce sparsity at different scales and com-
pared them based on normalized ADC savings and accuracy.
Our proposed method was used to induce DUB sparsity that
is expected to be the most suitable for ADC energy savings.
The pruning method presented in [22] was used to induce
unstructured sparsity by removing individual weights, which

is the finest possible sparsity regardless of a target hardware
architecture. The pruning method in [25], [41] (Group Lasso)
was adapted to induce structured sparsity by removing crossbar
structures. We considered the crossbar structures which were
previously used for crossbar compression. Specifically, struc-
tured sparsity was induced by grouping and pruning crossbar
columns as in [30]–[32], crossbar rows as in [30], or crossbar
tiles as in [30], [31], [33]. To have a fair comparison, we
allowed the same number of parameters to be pruned (allowed
pruning ratio) as that achieved by the unstructured pruning
and then selected hyperparameters so that accuracies were
approximately similar with less than 1% drop with respect
to the baseline model.

Table I shows the accuracy-energy trade-off achieved by
different training and pruning methods with respect to un-
pruned baseline networks for the tile size of 64× 64 weights.
In the case of VGG11, our method achieves 4× improve-
ment in ADC energy in contrast to 2.6× achieved with the
unstructured pruning method with respect to the fully dense
baseline model. This result illustrates that directly inducing
unstructured sparsity is not enough. Instead, incorporating
the knowledge in the form of crossbar size and discretized
sparsity levels allows harnessing the unstructured sparsity with
many favorable benefits for the reduction in ADC precision.
Both crossbar row and crossbar tile pruning methods achieve
lesser improvements of 3.1× and 3.53×, respectively, in ADC
energy even under aggressive pruning ratio of 95.65% weights.
Since both methods uniformly remove the weights from all
columns in the crossbar, hence possibly achieving sparsity
aligned with discretized levels, their improvement is better
than that of the unstructured method. However, the rigid
sparsity patterns only allow this much improvement within the
budget of the allowed accuracy drop and the allowed pruning
ratio. This signifies the importance of allowing unstructured
and balanced sparsity, which enables more freedom in the
distribution of remaining non-zero weights. Finally, crossbar
column pruning achieves the lowest improvement of 2.43× in
ADC energy. This is because such pruning only creates tiles
that have some of the crossbars removed, while other columns
remain completely dense. Consequently, except for some tiles
that have all columns removed, it ensures neither discretized
nor balanced sparsity, requiring high ADC precision. Cu-
mulatively, the presented results indicate that inducing DUB
sparsity is indeed more beneficial for ADC energy savings
than other types of sparsity.

2) Effects of per-tile pruning with D and B sparsity:
Desired DUB sparsity is achieved by (1) training model
weights so that they are aligned for U and B sparsity and (2)
per-tile pruning of weights to discretized levels that enables D,
U, and B sparsity together. Hence, we additionally analyzed
the individual effect of our per-tile pruning and the resulting D
and B sparsity when combined with the training methodology
used for structured pruning methods. Specifically, instead
of standard weight magnitude-based layer-wise pruning, we
applied our per-tile pruning (section IV-C) to the networks
trained by grouping [25] together crossbar structures (i.e.
crossbar columns, rows, or tiles). The layer-wise thresholds
that identify the number of weights allowed to be pruned
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TABLE I
ACCURACY, NORMALIZED ADC ENERGY, AND PRUNING RATIO ACHIEVED BY DIFFERENT TRAINING AND PRUNING APPROACHES FOR VGG11 AND

RESNET18 TRAINED ON CIFAR10 AND IMAGENET DATASETS, RESPECTIVELY, WITH TILE SIZE OF 64× 64 WEIGHTS

Training and pruning method Accuracy Accuracy Difference
w.r.t. Baseline

Normalized ADC
Energy

ADC Energy
Savings Allowed Pruning Ratio Final Pruning Ratio

VGG11 model trained on CIFAR10 dataset
Baseline 90.87 - 1.00 - - -
Unstructured pruning [22] 90.26 -0.61 0.384 2.60x 95.65% 95.65%
Our method 90.30 -0.57 0.250 4.00x 95.65% 90.19%

St
ru

ct
ur

ed
m

et
ho

ds

Crossbar column pruning
(same sparsity structure as in [30]–[32]) 90.28 -0.59 0.412 2.43x 95.65% 95.65%

Crossbar row pruning
(same sparsity structure as in [30]) 90.71 -0.16 0.323 3.10x 95.65% 95.65%

Crossbar tile pruning
(same sparsity structure as in [30], [31], [33]) 90.63 -0.24 0.284 3.53x 95.65% 95.65%

Training for crossbar column sparsity but with
our per-tile pruning for D and B sparsity 90.79 -0.08 (B) 0.346 2.89x (D) 95.65% 86.88%

Training for crossbar row sparsity but with
our per-tile pruning for D and B sparsity 91.09 +0.22 (B) 0.282 3.55x (D) 95.65% 88.36%

Training for crossbar tile sparsity but with
our per-tile pruning for D and B sparsity 91.06 +0.19 (B) 0.254 3.94x (D) 95.65% 88.56%

ResNet18 model trained on ImageNet2012 dataset
Baseline 69.76 - 1.00 - - -
Unstructured pruning [22] 69.16 -0.60 0.910 1.10x 72.74% 72.74%
Our method 68.90 -0.86 0.787 1.27x 72.74% 56.85%
Crossbar tile pruning
(same sparsity structure as in [30], [31], [33]) 68.54 -1.22 0.930 1.07x 72.74% 72.74%

Training for crossbar tile sparsity but with
our per-tile pruning for D and B sparsity 68.92 -0.84 (B) 0.829 1.21x (D) 72.74% 50.50%

(allowed pruning ratio) during per-tile pruning were still cho-
sen to match the layer-wise compression ratios achieved by the
unstructured pruning. However, since our method additionally
enforces sparsity attuned to ADC precision, we choose the fi-
nal threshold for each individual tile accordingly. As explained
in section IV-C, this results in less aggressive pruning (final
pruning ratio) than standard weight magnitude-based layer-
wise pruning, while being more or equally hardware-efficient.
Furthermore, because our per-tile pruning removes the same
number of weights in the columns of the same crossbar, the
balanced B property still holds, allowing extra weights to be
re-utilized during the fine-tuning of the remaining weights.

Results of applying our per-tile pruning to the networks
trained for the removal of crossbar structures are shown in
bold in Table I. For example, in the case of the crossbar tile
sparsity, per-tile pruning boosted ADC energy savings from
3.53× to 3.94× while simultaneously improving accuracy
from 90.63% to 91.06% (attaining higher accuracy than the
baseline). A similar pattern is observed in all three cases
of model weights being trained to prune crossbar structures.
These results support our arguments for D and B sparsity.
By considering each individual tile and forcing them to have
discretized (D) sparsity levels attuned to ADC precisions, per-
tile pruning improves ADC energy savings. By pruning all
columns within tiles to the same balanced (B) sparsity, saved
extra weights (note lower final pruning ratios) are re-utilized to
better recover accuracy during fine-tuning. However, note that,
without the proposed training for unstructured sparsity with
balanced (U and B) property, the proposed per-tile pruning
has a limit on the amount of achievable ADC savings. This
signifies the importance of aligning DNN weights through the
training for the desired sparsity.

In the case of ResNet18, our method achieves an im-
provement in ADC energy of 1.27× compared to 1.1× of
unstructured pruning and 1.21× of the combination of training
for crossbar tile removal with our per-tile pruning. Energy

improvements are lower compared to VGG11, presumably
owing to the general difficulty of pruning ResNet models. In
the case of both network models, our training and pruning
method achieves higher ADC energy savings and similar
or lower accuracy drop than unstructured pruning unaware
of target hardware and structured methods inducing coarser
sparsity at crossbar structures.

3) Sparsity within tiles: In order to obtain more details
on how DUB sparsity results in higher ADC savings and
better accuracy, we analyzed the sparsity of tiles after training
and pruning is complete. We looked into the distribution of
tiles based on their achieved target sparsity (TS), which is
determined by the corresponding least sparse column (LSC).
Figs. 4(a)-(b) illustrate the distribution of tiles based on their
LSC for VGG11 and ResNet18, respectively. When compared
with unstructured pruning, in both cases, our method is more
effective at driving a larger fraction of tiles to have a higher
sparsity on the LSC while still allowing irregular pruning
patterns.

When compared with structured pruning, we should note
that our method does not explicitly require entire tiles to
be completely removed (i.e. 100% sparsity). Nevertheless, in
the case of VGG11, about 30% of all tiles can skip ADC
computation (≥ 98.44% sparsity) and about 40% require
only one-bit ADCs (96.88% sparsity). In contrast, structured
pruning aggressively removes more than 60% of tiles and
hence requires a larger number of highly dense tiles (< 75%
sparsity) with high ADC costs to compensate for the accuracy
drop. In the case of ResNet18, our method is able to almost
entirely remove the requirement for full precision ADCs and
to achieve 75% target sparsity on one-third of all tiles enabling
a reduction in the precision of their ADCs by 2 bits.

The reason is that our proposed regularization enables
different tiles to determine the optimal sparsity based on a
“majority” decision: if the majority of the columns in a tile
tend towards higher sparsity, the more persistent columns (the
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(a)

(b)

Fig. 4. Tile distribution based on their the least sparse columns obtained by
different pruning methods applied to (a) VGG11 network trained on CIFAR10
and (b) ResNet18 network trained on ImageNet.

candidates to become LSC) are pushed along with the majority
by the help of additional regularization from the balancing
force (Section IV-B). This is in contrast to both unstructured
pruning and structured tile pruning. Purely unstructured prun-
ing induces completely free irregular sparsity, which evenly
spreads over different sparsity levels, due to the absence of
any concern for the underlying crossbar-based segregation.
On the other hand, structured pruning induces very rigid
structured sparsity-based completely on the “all or nothing”
principle, where it attempts to remove as many tiles as it can,
but otherwise gives up on any tile with partial sparsity. As
a result, it can be deduced that our method achieves better
ADC energy savings by naturally finding the balance between
entirely pruning the tiles and sparsifying the rest of the tiles
to reduced ADC precisions.

4) Different tile sizes: We also analyzed the effectiveness
of our method on different tile sizes by training VGG11
on CIFAR10 with n × n square tiles for various values
of n. Similar to the experiments above, we restricted all
methods to have the same allowed pruning ratios and selected
hyperparameters so that the accuracy of every method is within
1% of the baseline accuracy. Fig. 5(a) shows the ADC energy
savings for different values of n = 32, 64, 128, 256. The best
improvements in ADC energy can be observed for the tile size
of 32× 32 weights, where DUB sparsity-based ADC savings
is 7.13× the baseline. This is in contrast to 6.0× savings
with tile pruning and 3.44× savings with purely unstructured
pruning. However, the effectiveness of all methods reduces
as the tile size increases. This can be explained by empirical
observations [30], [34] that the difficulty of pruning increases
with the increase in the crossbar array size since the increasing
number of weights is tied in a crossbar structure. Notably, the
savings achieved by DUB sparsity is always greater than that
of the other methods.

(a)

(b)

Fig. 5. (a) Normalized ADC savings and (b) fraction of entirely removed
tiles for different tile sizes by different pruning methods on a VGG11 network
trained on the CIFAR10 dataset.

C. Combination of our method with structured tile pruning

As pointed out earlier, DUB sparsity does not explicitly
target the removal of entire tiles (i.e. 100% sparsity), leading to
balanced sparsity and high re-utilization of weights. However,
it is important to consider scenarios where a target crossbar-
based architecture can be designed to skip computations
of entirely pruned crossbar tiles. Hence, we analyzed the
performance of our method to prune entire tiles. Fig. 5(b)
compares the percentage of tiles removed by our DUB pruning
technique, unstructured pruning, and structured tile pruning.
As expected, structured tile pruning performs better than our
method in terms of removing entire tiles, due to the difference
in their behavior explained in Section V-B3. This is especially
evident in cases of small tiles, where the structured approach
is capable of removing up to 80% of 32× 32 sized tiles and
61% of 64× 64 sized tiles.

To address the scenarios where a target architecture can
skip computations of entire crossbar tiles, we propose to apply
our method after eliminating entire tiles using structured tile
pruning. We refer to this approach as S-DUB. On one hand,
structured pruning offers the removal of a larger number of
tiles, but at the cost of leaving a large fraction of tiles requiring
high precision ADCs. On the other hand, our method is effec-
tive in reducing ADC precision by skewing tile distribution
towards higher sparsity levels as shown in Figs. 4(a)-(b).
Hence, by combining two methods it is possible to achieve
both the benefits of ADC savings and crossbar compression.

To verify the effectiveness of S-DUB, we performed struc-
tured tile pruning as in the previous experiments and then
applied our method (both training and per-tile pruning) to the
remaining tiles. Fig. 5(a) and Fig. 5(b) show ADC savings and
the percentage of tiles removed, respectively, using S-DUB in
comparison with other methods. Application of S-DUB adds
considerable benefits in terms of ADC energy savings. In the
case of 32×32 tiles, improvements in ADC were boosted from
6.0× (due to structured tile pruning) and 7.13× (due to DUB
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sparsity alone) to 8.5× using combined S-DUB approach.
Interesting to note that, despite the fraction of the entirely

removed tiles reducing significantly as the tile size increases,
the amount of ADC energy savings achieved by S-DUB
method is higher or about the same as the savings achieved
by DUB method alone. Essentially, when there are plenty
of crossbars that can be pruned (as in the case of smaller
tiles) and the effectiveness of structured pruning is anticipated
to be high, S-DUB approach improves results further to
account for ADC resolution requirements on the remaining
crossbars according to DUB properties. However, when the
effectiveness of structured tile pruning is limited (as in the
case of coarse tiles), our method achieves savings in terms of
ADC requirements alone by leveraging partially sparse tiles.

VI. CONCLUSION

While crossbar-based analog in-memory computing offers
an attractive solution for DNN acceleration, the high energy
dominance of the peripheral components diminishes its utiliza-
tion. In this work, we propose a pruning approach inducing
DUB sparsity that directly targets improving ADC-specific
inefficiencies while maintaining accuracy. The main idea is
to induce sparsity within each crossbar at discretized (D)
sparsity levels attuned to the reduction of ADC precision,
while simultaneously leveraging unstructured (U) sparsity
balanced (B) within neighboring crossbar columns for the
amortization of accuracy. It is achieved by the combination of
the training using the newly proposed variance regularization
of L0 norms of neighboring columns and the pruning of each
individual crossbar. Our experimental results indicate that the
proposed approach achieves ADC energy savings by naturally
finding the balance between entirely pruning the crossbars and
sparsifying the rest of them to reduce ADC precisions. Its
higher energy savings compared to unstructured pruning and
structured crossbar pruning methods prove its effectiveness,
both as a standalone technique and in combination with
structured crossbar compression.
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