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Abstract

We surely enjoy the larger the better models for their superior performance in the last couple of years when
both the hardware and software support the birth of such extremely huge models. The applied fields include
text mining and others. In particular, the success of LLMs on text understanding and text generation draws
attention from researchers who have worked on NLP and related areas for years or even decades. On the
side, LLMs may suffer from problems like model overfitting, hallucination, and device limitation to name
a few. In this work, we suggest a model pruning technique specifically focused on LLMs. The proposed
methodology emphasizes the explainability of deep learning models. By having the theoretical foundation,
we obtain a trustworthy deep model so that huge models with a massive number of model parameters become
not quite necessary. A mutual information-based estimation is adopted to find neurons with redundancy to
eliminate. Moreover, an estimator with well-tuned parameters helps to find precise estimation to guide the
pruning procedure. At the same time, we also explore the difference between pruning on large-scale models
vs. pruning on small-scale models. The choice of pruning criteria is sensitive in small models but not for
large-scale models. It is a novel finding through this work. Overall, we demonstrate the superiority of the
proposed model to the state-of-the-art models.

Keywords: large language models (LLMs), model pruning, mutual information, trustworthy AI.

1. Introduction

People embrace large-scale models based on large-scale data nowadays. The bigger the models, the better
performance we can expect from the models. This is because the big models can have their complexity large
enough to cover the high diversity that could be seen from the data. Given this reason, giant industries
look for Large Language Models (LLMs) starting from a few years back, and it gets heated since the
announcement of ChatGPT at the end of 2022. That shows the evidence that people generally believe the
larger the models the more problems can be solved by the models.

The progress of LLMs can be seen by various well-known models such as LLaMA2 [1], PaLM-2 [2], and
their followers for various scenarios given a diverse set of data such as LLaMA-Pro-8B [3] and Med-PaLM
2 [4]. At the same time, some others are focused on proposing relatively small models to achieve the same
model effectiveness, such as TinyLlama-1.1B [5] and ORCA-2 [6]. Other threads of development includes the
Gemini-based structures, such as Gemini 1.5 [7] and Gemma [8]; also, InternLM2 [9] from an independent
research group, not to forget the still close-to-the-top-performance one, GPT-4 [10] which top others on
various scenarios and receive quite a rich set of comments from the general public.

LLMs are welcome if we do not have storage or computation limitations. Therefore, applications like
edge computing cannot be the target when LLMs are among the essential parts of the system. But even if
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we do not have the limitations, we should keep the storage or computation constrained in as small size as
possible for the sack of green concerns. As an alternative viewpoint, we can ask for small models to avoid
the possibility of overfitting and hallucination. The smaller the models are, the less likely the models can
run into those cases.

In this work, we propose a pruning method that is designed especially for LLMs. The strategy is based
on some understanding of the models, such as exploring the direction of model explainability borrowing
the Tishby’s deep learning theory [11, 12, 13]. With the understanding of the neurons’ content from the
representation layer, we have clues to prune the model where the neurons with redundancy shall be dropped
and the neurons with essential information can be kept.

The pruning on large and small-scale models can face very different situations. In large-scale models,
neurons are considered with a few possible substitutions. That is, we usually have an over-complete repre-
sentation in a large-scale model with more than necessary neurons in the representation layer. In this case,
two or more neurons could own similar meanings or importance and the pruning on either one can produce
resulting models with similar effectiveness. On the other hand, pruning on small-scale models can be crucial
in the sense that the number of neurons is close to the minimum required number of neurons and pruning
on such models needs careful treatment with as precise computation as possible. In this work, the proposed
pruning method, with the help of Mutual Information (MI) estimation can serve the need for such precise
computation that leads to effective compressed models.

The most recent progress in LLM compression includes direct network pruning, knowledge distillation,
quantization, and low-rank factorization. The different methods enforce the compression on different network
parts. Direct network pruning [14, 15, 16, 17, 18] is aimed to remove redundant or unimportant components
(neurons or weights) to have a small network to replace a large network to fulfill the goal. The knowledge
distillation [19, 20, 21] is focused on finding a small, student model to learn what can be offered from a large,
teacher model. Mimicking the prediction ability of the large model from a small model, we achieve the goal
of model downsizing. Quantization [22, 23, 24] provides another approach which saves space by utilizing
integers or discrete numbers to substitute floating-point numbers in networks. The computation time may
also be saved by such a design. The last approach, called low-rank factorization [25, 26], emphasizes replacing
the large weight matrix with a small weight matrix to reach the goal of model compression.

To focus on the family of network pruning techniques, we consider two types of methods, the structured
and unstructured ones. The overall goal is to remove redundant components from the models. First,
the structured pruning simplifies an LLM by removing the entire structural components, such as neurons,
channels, or layers while keeping the network structures [27, 28]. On the other hand, the unstructured
pruning [18, 29] is aimed at pruning the redundant neurons or links. Given the approach of deleting
individual parameters, we may suffer from the irregular sparse structure problems. To compare between
the two, the structured pruning can be deployed to various edge devices directly, while the unstructured
pruning needs to be accompanied by the assistance of extra software or hardware treatment to complete the
task [28].

We have to keep in mind a few items when designing an appropriate compression method for LLMs.
First, quite a few LLMs were trained mainly based on unlabeled data. Some of these types of pre-trained
LLMs can be used by third-party developers for various downstream tasks. Therefore, we do not know and
we cannot assume any label or contextual information provided when building the LLMs. That is to say, we
do not know what could be the real mission when building the models or applying any compression to the
models [30]. After all, we better assume only an unsupervised type of compression applied to LLMs. Second,
most pruning methods need retraining to maintain the models’ performance. This retraining procedure
inevitably needs to consume various resources [30] and should be avoided if possible. In LLMs, the Feed-
forward Network (FFN) is the major part of the models in terms of the models’ size and it attracts the most
computation [31]. Therefore compressing this part of a network means a lot if refers to the saving of space
and time complexity. All the above points motivate us to search for an unsupervised LLM compression
method that needs no further retraining after the compression is done. Moreover, we prefer one pruning
method that can be applied to FFN in particular and that is structured typed.

We utilize an information-based estimation method to measure the information stored in network neurons
to decide how we can operate the compression procedure. An MI-based estimator helps to find the relation
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between two groups of random variables. Both the linear and nonlinear relations between random variables
can be found by such MI estimation [32]. In this work, we estimate the MI value to decide how related
between two random variables that correspond to two hidden neurons. When two neurons own a high MI
value, they share overlapped information and one of them can be pruned without too much information loss
and the overall procedure of model pruning is operated similarly to produce small-scale models in the end.

The aforementioned idea is simple to understand but not trivial to operate in reality due to the target
of this work is to focus on the pruning of LLMs. In general, dealing with the pruning of large-scale deep
networks is hard or intractable when the model size or the dimensionality in the hidden layers is beyond a
certain scale. The MI estimation cannot be scalable easily and we have to rely on an effective MI estimation
when facing high-dimensional multivariate data or hidden layers that own large-scale neurons. Given the
studies from Wickstrøm et al. [33], Giraldo et al. [34], and Yu et al. [35], researchers aware that the Rényi’s
α-order entropy estimator can help to deal with high-dimensional scenarios. Specifically, a matrix-based
Rényi’s α-order entropy estimator can be used to estimate Rényi’s entropy in FC layers while a tensor-based
Rényi’s α-order entropy estimator can be used to estimate the Rényi’s entropy in the CNN layers. In this
work, we adopt the matrix-based Rényi’s α-order entropy estimator to realize the MI computation and
proceed with the pruning algorithm to find a small but similar effectiveness model known as the model
pruning given the LLMs.

To estimate the MI between hidden neurons as precisely as possible, one can rely on the result offered
by Rényi’s α-order entropy estimator. We point out that a parameter in the estimation, the kernel width
parameter σ is a key to having precise estimation results. Moreover, in this work, we propose a novel
approach to choose an appropriate parameter σ, therefore to have a better Rényi’s entropy estimation, and
can accurately prune the redundant neurons to build a small, but effective deep model in the end.

We summarize the proposed work and its contributions as follows.

• The proposed method is considered an unsupervised approach, which needs no label information to
decide the pruning strategy. That gives us less burden when moving to large-scale models which may
suffer from the labeled data hungry problem.

• The proposed method is a structural pruning method with easy implementation network-wise.

• No need to retrain or fine-tune the compressed model from the proposed method. That implies the
pruning strategy can indeed target the neurons that are redundant. On the other hand, if there needs
heavy fine-tuning after the compression to have an effective model, the compression is considered not
able to pinpoint the redundant neurons or no clear redundant neurons can be found. Such a weak
compression only confirms the correctness of the number of neurons but not the content of the neurons
before the compression.

• The method has its superiority over other unsupervised pruning methods. The method also shows
some competitiveness even if compared to some of the supervised approaches.

• After all, a new kernel width estimation method is introduced to compute the MI between hidden
nodes.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We elaborate on the background knowledge that is related
to model pruning and LLMs in Sec. 2, which is followed by a detailed explanation of the proposed model
pruning methodology and the estimation techniques in Sec. 3. To evaluate the proposed method, we have
all the results and discussion presented in Sec. 4 and in Sec. 5 we conclude this work.

2. Past Work

Let us discuss the past work that is related to deep model pruning, especially the pruning which can
be applied to LLMs. At the same time, we should keep an eye on the most recent progress of LLMs, and
understand what pruning techniques can be used for LLM pruning, given the most recent popular model
structures to focus for the time being. To speak of the proposed pruning method, we also need to mention
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some different types of pruning methods, as well as the MI estimation which is the metric that we use to
guide the pruning procedure.

2.1. Structured Pruning for LLMs

Let us go through the past pruning methods that address large-scale models or LLMs and explain how
they can achieve the goal. If we consider the structured pruning for LLMs, we separate the methods into
the supervised and unsupervised types. In supervised methods, we focus on the relation between hidden
neurons and the label, while the mutual relation between different groups of neurons receives more attention
in the unsupervised methods. Which type of pruning should be used also depends on the applications.

First, we start with the supervised pruning methods, which are also the majority in the LLM pruning up
to now [36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41]. Among them, Voita et al. [36] proposed a pruning method based on stochastic
gates and a differentiable relaxation of L0 penalty, which can remove the vast majority of heads without
seriously affecting the model’s performance. Liu et al. [37] proposed a structured pruning method for efficient
BERT inference (EBERT), which can dynamically prune unimportant heads in Multi-Head Self-attention
(MHA) and unimportant channels in FFN with the help of the predictor branch. That means that the
labeled data are necessary for their operations. Kwon et al. [38] proposed a three-stages pruning framework,
which used a Fisher-based mask search algorithm (labeled data are needed) to decide which heads/filters to
prune, then rearranged the pruned heads/filters, and at last tuned the mask variables to recover the output
signal for each layer. Yang et al. [39] proposed a model pruning toolkit called TextPruner for pre-trained
language models. The toolkit includes two pruning methods: one is supervised method, which used the
training loss to measure the importance score of neurons; and the other is the self-supervised method, which
used the Kullback-Leibler divergence to measure the importance score of neurons. Park et al. [40] proposed
a structured pruning algorithm, named Kprune (Knowledge-preserving), which focused on preserving the
useful knowledge of the pre-trained model to minimize pruning errors through an iterative pruning process
that consisted of knowledge measurement, knowledge-preserving mask search, and knowledge-preserving
weight-tuning. Ma et al. [41] introduced an LLM pruning approach referred to as LLM-Pruner. This
method employed structural pruning, selectively eliminating non-essential coupled structures guided by
gradient information. The aim is to preserve the majority of the LLM’s functionality to the fullest extent
possible.

Some of the discussion on the structured and unstructured pruning can be found in the Sec. 1. Other than
that, we point out one of the essential procedures, performing retraining or not after pruning, and exploring
this viewpoint through various prior work. The work belonging to the retraining-based group [37, 42, 41]
has the entire dataset ready for retraining on the compressed model. On the other hand, the retraining-free
methods [38, 40, 43] can skip this procedure as the model after pruning remains to be effective. In general,
training or retraining on LLMs is known to be resource-intensive and retraining-free approaches should be
favored in this sense. An et al. [43] and Park et al. [40] saved the retraining step, but found some alternative
ways to enhance the model’s effectiveness. For instance, An et al. [43] added additional bias terms to recover
the output feature maps using the baseline values. Park et al. [40] tuned the weights on the pruned model
for model improvement. Also, Kwon et al. [38] asked for label information to help with model improvement
even if retraining after pruning is not needed.

Overall, we understand that most LLMs have the models trained without the help of label information.
The label information for most LLM tasks is indeed hard to acquire. Therefore, we rely on unsupervised
pruning more than before. Nova et al. [30] proposed a gradient-free structured pruning framework to
integrate two ranking techniques representative ranking and data-driven ranking, without the help of labeled
data

2.2. Feature Selection based on Mutual Information

In a sense, we can recognize the values of all network neurons as feature content. Pruning neurons
is equivalent to feature selection in this case. In terms of feature selection, we aim to remove irrelevant
features [44] from the set to shrink the model size. The irrelevant features imply two meanings: the ones
may own redundancy or the ones help nothing in the focused prediction task from the model. We call the
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first one the unsupervised type and the second one the supervised type and further discuss the pruning
strategies of the two types.

If through the MI [32] estimation between different neurons, we may understand the neurons’ relation
and use the clue to prune the possible non-important neurons from the network. As mentioned before, we
can utilize MI to measure the relation either between two hidden neurons or between a hidden neuron and
the target information. The first is called the measurement of redundancy and the second is called the
measurement of relevancy [44]

Lewis [45] is the first one to propose the MI-based feature selection method, estimating the MI between
a potential feature (or a neuron) and the label, we eliminate the neurons that have the MI result fall below
a pre-defined threshold. Peng et al. [46] proposed a criterion called minimal-redundancy-maximal-relevance
(mRMR) to select useful features, which checked both the MI between candidate features and the label and
the MI between different neurons to decide what could be the features to keep. Apparently, we have to
pay attention to the trade-off between redundancy and relevance at the same time to make a final decision,
which could be case by case. For instance, in a transfer learning type of scenario, we may focus more
on the relevance more because the distribution of the target task could be different from what we can
focus on the source task. Zhou et al. [44] proposed another approach called CCMI to integrate MI and
correlation coefficient to measure how different features are related. Similarly, they also considered both
the redundancy and relevance at the same time such as picking up features with high relevance to the label
and low redundancy between different features or hidden neurons. Fan et al. [47] applied the MI-based
computation to feature or neuron selection then to model pruning. The redundant neurons got eliminated
if the neuron set at layer L after the elimination owns the biggest MI value to the neuron set at layer L+1.
In the proposed method, we pay attention to redundancy more than relevance. Moreover, we care about
the different situations when a small or a large set of neurons is considered for pruning. Other than the
aforementioned issues, we utilize an alternative way to estimate the MI, which provides more precise pruning
than prior work.

2.3. Mutual Information Estimation

The MI estimation on deep learning networks is hard, if not intractable due to the large-scale of network
structures and data size. The classical binning-based estimator [13] considered quantizing neurons’ output
to estimate the corresponding probability distribution, which leads to at least three problems: (1) an
appropriate decision on the bin size to ensure the estimation precision [48, 49], (2) probability distribution
estimation needs a large amount of samples [49], (3) difficult computation for certain activation functions
such as ReLU. Some other issues include the possible systematic errors [50] happened in the computation
procedure. We may utilize some hyperbolic functions (e.g., tanh) to deal with the last issue. Kraskov et
al. [51] proposed a kNN distance-based MI estimation called KSG, to deal with a wide range of activation
functions. However, this could rely on a wise decision on the number of neighbors. To deal with other issues,
Belghazi et al. [52] proposed Mutual Information Neural Estimator (MINE), adopting a different network,
using the gradient descent to realize the MI estimation given high-dimensional random variables. Through
their framework, both the dimensionality of neurons and the number of samples can be extended linearly for
better estimation precision. However, the method is sensitive to the choice of network, and the converging
speed is slow for such a network. Wickstrøm et al. [33] improved from the result of Giraldo et al. [34] and Yu
et al. [35] and proposed a novel matrix or tensor-based estimation called Rényi α-order entropy estimator,
can estimate MI given high-dimensional multivariate data without estimating the probability of random
variables that are involved in the MI computation.

The key to the Rényi α-order entropy estimator is focusing on the estimation of the kernel width param-
eter. Based on that, we have choices between the supervised learning and unsupervised learning approaches.
In supervised learning, an optimal criterion [33] is used, while the Scott’s rule [53] is considered for the
unsupervised learning case. In a nutshell, they aligned the label kernel matrix and a kernel matrix from a
pre-specified layer to approximate the kernel width parameter. In Scott’s rule [53], one can estimate the
kernel width parameter by checking the data size and the dimensionality of the focused hidden layer. The
current approach to applying Scott’s rule is focused on the estimation of the whole hidden layer [49].
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3. Proposed Method

In this section, we introduce the proposed method in detail. The goal of this work is to have an explainable
model and prune the model based on such explainability. The key steps to achieve the goal include: finding
a way to confirm the explainability of the model, taking advantage of the model’s explainability to prune
neurons in the representation layer based on MI computation, and having an effective estimation of MI to
produce the final result. Before we go on to elaborate on the details of the proposed method, we introduce
the notations that shall be used in this work.

3.1. Notations

In the ℓ-th transformer encoder, we have Kℓ neurons in the fully-connected layer of FFN, which are
denoted by Z1,Z2, . . . ,ZKℓ

and we use the random variables Z1, Z2, . . . , ZKℓ
to describe the value of those

neurons (features) in the FC layer. That is, Z refers to a neuron and Z is the random variable to describe
the value on neuron Z.

3.2. Framework

Given a pre-trained LLM, we perform a fine-tuning procedure that is designed for a specific task, then
apply the proposed pruning to the fine-tuned model to obtain its compressed version. The compressed model
is assumed to have similar behavior to its original model. The overall proposed methodology is shown in
Fig. 1

Fine-tuned	LLM

N
ot	reach	M

A
X_ITR

Input

Output

MHA

FFN

L×

...

...

Pruned

Pruned	LLM

Input

Output

MHA

FFN
~

L×

Prune	the	redundant	neurons

Figure 1: The pruning procedure has the input LLM with L transformer blocks and produces the resulting model with the
pruned FFN FC layer. We randomly select two neurons k and ℓ and compute their MI I(Zk;Zℓ). If their MI value is smaller
than a pre-specified threshold Tr, one of the neurons is deleted. We repeat the step until a maximum number of iterations is
reached.

3.3. The Proposed Pruning Methodology

3.3.1. Working on Feed-forward Networks

In one typical design of transformers, we have Multi-Head Self-attention (MHA), followed by one Feed-
forward Network in its encoder part. Moreover, each FFN contains two linear transformation layers and a
GeLU activation in between.
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3.3.2. Redundancy as Feature Selection Criteria

We adopt mutual information to measure the relationship between features. Based on the result, we
prune features with a certain level of redundancy. In the fully connected layer of FFN, we randomly select
two features represented by their corresponding random variables Zk and Zℓ, and compute their mutual
information as I(Zk;Zℓ). If the values of I(Zk;Zℓ) is large enough to show a certain degree of information
overlap, we choose one to delete from the feature set.

The whole procedure of the pruning strategy is shown in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 The algorithm of an alternative strategy to select a subset of features that has low mutual
information between pairwise features.

Require:
Kr: The no. of remaining features after the alternative pruning strategy
Tr: Maximum allowed feature overlapping
MAX ITR: The maximum number of iterations

Ensure:
ZI\{k}: The resulting feature set after the pruning strategy

1: ZI\{k} ← Z
2: Kr = K
3: for i = 1, . . . ,MAX ITR do
4: Randomly choose two features Zk and Zℓ from ZI\{k} with their content described by Zk and Zℓ

5: Calculate the mutual information I(Zk;Zℓ)
6: if I(Zk;Zℓ) ≥ Tr then
7: ZI\{k} ← ZI\{k}\{Zℓ}

// Turn off one of the similar features
8: decrease Kr

9: end if
10: end for

3.3.3. Clustering Strategy as a Scaling up Option

The pruning algorithm, as shown in Algorithm 1 may not scale well to a large set of neurons or goes
quadratically in terms of the number of neurons in its computation. To bypass such a burden, we consider
a clustering-based procedure to perform the pruning in a group-based manner. In detail, we cluster features
based on their similarity while features with high similarity should go together. Before that, we decide
the number of clusters according to different choices of compression rates. When the clustering result is
confirmed, we choose one feature, which could be the one closest to each cluster centroid to be the one to
keep while all the other neurons of the same cluster should be eliminated after the procedure.

The mutual information is used to decide a metric for the clustering procedure. Given the pairwise
distances, we utilize the multidimensional scaling (MDS) [54] to find coordinates in a pre-specified dimen-
sionality. In detail, given two features Zk and Zℓ we compute their mutual information I(Zk;Zℓ) and a
set of pairwise mutual information is transformed into pairwise distances. Afterward, Eq. 1 helps to find
coordinates given a pre-specified space of certain dimensionality.

d(Zk,Zℓ) = A exp(−I(Zk;Zℓ)), (1)

where A is a constant in case if we prefer a distance between 0 and 1. In the formula, the larger the mutual
information between Zk and Zℓ, the smaller the value d(Zk,Zℓ) is. In the MDS-projected space, two close-
by features Zk and Zℓ implies that they share larger mutual information I(Zk;Zℓ). Moreover, two features
with their large mutual information I(Zk;Zℓ) ≥ Tr may end up in the same cluster and the pruning strategy
in Algorithm 1 could suggest the removal of one of the features in the pair. That is, we group features into
a cluster if they own large mutual information. After that, only one feature per cluster is used to be the
representative once we obtain the grouping result. In the end, we have features in different clusters if the
features have their pairwise mutual information smaller than a threshold Tr.
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3.3.4. Subsidiary Condition

The procedure may not produce a unique compression model because the solution to MDS and the
selection of representatives may not always be the same. We may suggest some side condition to encourage
a decent compression result by trying M random seeds and choosing the best one out of them by the
following criteria.

The subsidiary condition is to minimize the difference between the original and the compressed mod-
els. We use the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence to measure the difference between the original and the
compressed model by Eq. 2 if focusing on the representation of both models. Given the original model, we
aim to find a compressed modelM that is closet to the original model in its representation distribution if
measured by KL divergence.

M∗
comp = argmin

M
DKL(p(zo)||p(zM)) , (2)

where DKL(p1∥p2) measures the KL divergence between two distributions p1 and p2, zo and zM denote
the representation of the original and the compressed model M, respectively; p(zo) and p(zM) are the
distributions of zo and zM, respectively. A small DKL indicates a closer relationship between p(zM), the
representation for the compressed model and p(zo), the representation of the original model.

3.4. Estimate Method of Kernel Width Parameter of Hidden Neuron

To estimate the mutual information between Zk and Zℓ, we compute

I(Zk;Zℓ) = Sα(A) + Sα(B)− Sα(A,B), (3)

where A and B are Gram matrices of Zk and Zℓ, respectively. Sα(A) and Sα(B) denote the matrix-based
Rényi’s α-order entropy, respectively. Sα(A,B) denotes the joint entropy of Zk and Zℓ.

The estimation is analogous to the estimation of the mutual information in a reproducing kernel Hilbert
space (RKHS), that is, solving the eigenvalues of the kernel matrix to estimate the entropy, and solve the
eigenvalues of the Hadamard (entry-wise) product of two kernel matrices to estimate the joint entropy. In
this computation, one of the key steps is to choose an appropriate kernel width parameter σ to have a decent
estimation.

To have it focus on a single neuron-related calculation, we have to adjust the estimation by integrating
the optimal criterion and Scott’s rule to estimate the kernel width parameter if one hidden neuron is focused.
The process is illustrated as follows.

First, We apply Scott’s rule to estimate the kernel width parameter σℓ of the focused hidden layer, we
have

σℓ = γN
−1

(4+d) , (4)

where N denotes the number of samples, d denotes the the number of hidden neurons, and γ is an empirically
determined constant. Second, we adopt Eq. 5 to calculate the kernel matrix Kσℓ of hidden layer. The RBF
kernel is written as:

Kσ(xi,xj) = exp

(
−||xi − xj ||2F

2σ2

)
, (5)

where xi,xj denote data points, ∥·∥F denotes the Frobenius norm, σ is the kernel width parameter. Third,
we align kernel matrix Kσℓ with kernel matrix Kσn (kernel matrix of hidden layer) by maximizing the kernel
alignment loss between these two kernel matrices, the kernel alignment loss [55] is written as:

A(Kσℓ ,Kσn) =
⟨Kσℓ ,Kσn⟩F
∥Kσℓ∥F ∥Kσn∥F

, (6)

where ∥·∥F and ⟨·, ·⟩F denote the Frobenius norm and inner product, respectively.
Thus, we choose our optimal σn as Eq. 7:

σn∗ = argmax
σn

A(Kσl ,Kσn) . (7)
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Table 1: Data statistics of GLUE datasets. Among them, except for STS-B, which is a regression task, the others are
classification tasks.

Tasks Datasets Training Validation Test Metrics
Single-sentence SST-2 67350 873 1821 Accuracy
Inference QNLI 104743 5463 5461 Accuracy

Similarity and
paraphrase

STS-B 5749 1379 1377
Pearson correlation (r)

Spearmen correlation (rs)
MRPC 3668 408 1725 F1 / Accuracy
QQP 363870 40431 390965 F1 / Accuracy

The best choice of σn according to different size of mini-batches, we consider the approach from Wickstrøm
et al. [33] to compute the exponential moving average to decide the final value, such as

σn,t = βσn,t−1 + (1− β)σ∗
n,t , (8)

where β ∈ [0, 1] and σn,1 = σ∗
n,1. Finally, we obtain the kernel width parameter of every hidden neuron in

the hidden layer.

4. Experiment Result

We conduct a few series of experiments to evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed model. The first
goal is to understand how accurate the mutual information estimation on the focused hidden neurons is.
After that, we need to confirm the effectiveness of the proposed pruning method. Relative FLOPs are used
to indicate the compression level of the model, the formula is expressed as:

Relative FLOPs =
FLOPs of pruned model

FLOPs of original model
.

The smaller the value of Relative FLOPs, the higher the compression level of the model. We follow the
widely adopted definition of Relative FLOPs [56, 38].

4.1. Experimental Settings

We evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed methods using the BERT-tiny model [57] on the General
Language Understanding Evaluation (GLUE) [58] benchmark. The BERT-tiny is a (pretraining + fine-
tuning) model from [57], which consists of one Embedding layer and two transformer encoder blocks, with a
hidden size of 512 for the FC layer in FFN. The GLUE benchmark contains a collection of NLU tasks and
we fine-tuned it on five downstream tasks: Single-Sentence Task (SST-2 [59]), Similarity and Paraphrase
Tasks (STS-B [60], MRPC [61], and QQP [61]), and Inference Task (QNLI [61]). The batch size was set to
8, 8, 8, 16, and 16 for these tasks, respectively. Additionally, the learning rate was set to 5 · 10−4, 5 · 10−4,
3 · 10−4, 3 · 10−4, and 3 · 10−4 for these tasks, respectively. Throughout all experiments, we trained the
model using the AdamW optimizer [62] with β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999, ϵ = 10−8, and conducted a total of 4
fine-tuning epochs. The overall data statistics and corresponding evaluation metrics are shown in Table. 1.

In the estimation of mutual information settings, we random sample 1% of the number of samples per
task training dataset to calculate the mutual information, so we can know that the N in Eq. 4 is equal to
the random sample number. At the same time, in Eq. 3, we set α = 1.01, in Eq. 4, we set γ =1, n =512.
The batch size of the calculation process is set to 100, which is the same as [48]. Due to the randomness of
MDS, we sample 500 random seeds and choose the best one based on Eq. 2.
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Table 2: Results of different methods when the relative FLOPs equal to 40%. Abbreviations S, Self-S, and U denote the
Supervised method, the Self-supervised method, and the Unsupervised method, respectively.

Methods
S/U

/Self-S
Relative
FLOPs

SST-2
Acc

STS-B
r/rs

MRPC
Acc/F1

QQP
Acc/F1

QNLI
Acc

BERT-tiny
(Original)

100% 83.2 74.3/73.6 81.1/71.1 62.2/83.4 81.5

TextPruner [39] S 40% 80.8 72.9/70.5 81.3/70.7 62.7/85.3 78.7
Mask-tuning [38] S 40% 81.7 73.7/70.9 80.7/69.6 61.8/85.3 65.0
Kprune [40] S 40% 83.1 74.4/72.3 81.0/70.1 61.8/84.2 77.5

TextPruner [39] Self-S 40% 81.8 70.3/68.7 80.8/70.0 62.8/84.9 76.2

Random U 40% 80.7 71.0/69.4 80.8/68.7 59.1/84.4 67.2
Weight-Magnitude [16] U 40% 81.8 71.4/69.6 80.8/68.5 61.2/83.9 67.7
KCM [30] U 40% 78.8 72.6/70.3 81.1/69.8 61.9/84.0 74.5
Proposed
method

U 40% 82.6 72.1/69.2 80.9/69.4 61.2/84.3 77.2

1 TextPruner [39] includes two methods: one is self-supervised learning, and the other is supervised learning.

4.2. The Results of Model Pruning

In this part, we compare the proposed method to some supervised learning approaches [39, 38, 40],
self-supervised learning method [39], and unsupervised learning methods [16, 30], overall three types of
comparisons. The proposed method is similar to the weight-magnitude approach [16] and KCM [30], in
the sense that all need no labeled data in the pruning procedure. Moreover, the proposed method is a
retraining-free approach, which follows the convention from [38, 30, 40]. It is different from the approach
adopted on [38, 30, 40] where weight-tuning on the left-out (unpruned) neurons is necessary to confirm the
more-than-acceptable network effectiveness. Note that the random strategy has its output as an average of
ten trials to reveal the general behavior of the strategy. In all experiments, we fix the pruned percentage to
be 1%.

In Table. 2, we show that the proposed model can maintain the performance of the original model for
various tasks given the relative FLOPs are set to be 40%. Let us compare the proposed method to the
Weight-Magnitude [16] and KCM [30] approaches, both belonged to the category of unsupervised methods,
and own some similarities to the proposed method. The proposed method performs superior to the Weight-
Magnitude method on the tasks SST-2 and the QNLI while slightly worse on the other three tasks. On the
other hand, we also compare the proposed method to another self-supervised method like Yang et al. [39].
The proposed method is superior to other methods on all but the MRPC and QQP tasks. To compare to
the category of supervised method, we evaluate the superiority of the proposed method to other supervised
methods. In this category, the proposed method performs better than the other two methods on the SST-2
and QNLI tasks. For instance, the proposed method is better than Mask-tuning [38] on the SST-2 and
QNLI tasks, and better than Yang et al. [39] on the SST-2 task. For other tasks, the proposed method and
the two supervised methods perform similarly.

To clearly show the model performance under different compression rates, we consider the following set
of comparisons given five tasks. As shown in Fig. 2, we demonstrate the result for every 1% change of
the compression rate. For all the tasks other than STS-B, the proposed method performs better than the
random strategy. If compared to the unsupervised learning method proposed by Li et al. [16], the proposed
pruning method shows better performance on all except the QQP dataset, and both perform similarly on
the QQP dataset. Compared to another method from the unsupervised group, we consider KCM [30]. In
this case, both perform similarly on all four except the QQP dataset. The performance on SST-2 is slightly
better if by the proposed method.

When checking the self-supervised method such as Yang et al. [39], the proposed method shows its
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Figure 2: Performance of the proposed method against other methods on BERT-tiny. Testing was conducted using the dev set
to control relative FLOPs incrementally by percentage.

advantage on both the QNLI and STS-B datasets, but not on the SST-2 dataset. In the category of
supervised learning, the proposed method shows similar results on both the STS-B and QQP datasets given
low compression rates, while the proposed method could perform poorly given the high compression rates.
On the SST-2, QNLI, and MRPC datasets, all behave similarly.

4.3. Mutual Information between Hidden Neurons Estimation

In this part of experiment, we take a close look about the MI estimation between hidden neurons. We
compare the adopted approach and the estimation based on the kernel width parameter tuning (Scott’s
rule). Of course, no true value can be obtained to confirm how accurate the MI estimation is, we provide
the study on the model test accuracy to provide another support for the pruning effectiveness.

As shown in FIG. 3, the proposed method offers better performance in terms of prediction accuracy than
other methods in most cases. We have a clear advantage on the QQP dataset, across all compression rates.
Working on the QNLI dataset, the proposed method still keeps an advantage in most cases. On the SST-2
and MRPC datasets, both (the proposed method and Scott’s rule) show similar results. At the last, the
proposed method may perform poorly on the STS-B dataset, for at least the low compression rate cases.

4.4. Ablation Study

We take turns studying some alternative approaches to see the possibilities of further improvement from
the proposed method.

4.4.1. Mutual Information vs. Pearson Correlation Coefficient

First, we consider an alternative measure to describe how two variables are related to each other, when
we need to measure the relation between two groups of neurons. For instance, we may choose Pearson
correlation coefficient (PCC) to substitute the role of MI in Algorithm 1 to guide the pruning procedure.
The result from both, the MI-based and the PCC-based ones are shown in FIG. 4.
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Figure 3: Performance of the proposed method against other MI estimators on BERT-tiny. Testing was conducted using the
dev set to control relative FLOPs incrementally by percentage.

In FIG. 4, using MI rather than PCC to describe the relation between neurons performs the best given
the high-compression (small remaining model) situations, for all but the STS-B dataset. It implies that MI
can offer complex descriptions between different random variables, compared to the one from PCC which
covers only simple or linear relationships between random variables. That is to say, the pruning on a large
model may not need careful treatment because neurons may find their substitutes easily, while the pruning
on a small model needs precise calculations to be done, which could be offered from the MI-based approach.

4.4.2. Data Samples for Mutual Information Estimation

This series of experiments is devoted to studying how large data is enough to estimate the MI value. If
a small dataset offers a result similar to the one from a large dataset, then we prefer using a small dataset
to save the running time in model pruning.

When estimating the MI value, we rely on the values of the hidden neurons. That is, once the network
is built after a converged training, we can sample only a small portion of the input data, and use them to
activate the hidden neurons for the estimation. According to our study, the estimation needs no large-scale
data to confirm the pruning effect.

As shown in Fig. 5, we take turns to consider 1%, 10%, 50%, or 100% (all) of the complete data to see
their pruning performance. We feel lucky to see that different data portions may still provide similar model
performance from the pruned model, on all but the STS-B dataset. Note that we need a regression task on
the STS-B dataset, while classification tasks are needed on all other datasets.

4.4.3. Different α for Matrix-based Rényi’s α-order Entropy Estimation

In this series of experiments, we would like to find out what could be the best choice of α, for the
estimation of Rényi’s α-order Entropy. As shown in FIG. 6, choosing α = 1.01 gives the best result overall
for five different tasks.

4.4.4. Sample Number for MDS

The proposed procedure may not always produce the same unique compressed model because the solution
to MDS and the selection of representatives may not remain the same. To deal with that, we sample a few
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Figure 4: The result based on mutual information or Pearson correlation coefficient computation

random seeds and choose the best one based on Eq. 2. The result from comparing different numbers of
samples is shown in Fig. 7.

5. Conclusion

In this work, we proposed a novel method for large-scale language model pruning. The pruning method
is based on a precise estimation of the mutual information on the representation neurons. Moreover, a
matrix-based Rényi’s α-order entropy is adopted to realize such estimation. In the estimation, we proposed
a strategy to find out the kernel width parameter, more effective than previous approaches. Overall, the
pruning method needs no label information nor retraining to complete the task. Through a few series of
experiments, we can conclude that the proposed method indeed produced the pruned model, more effective,
but smaller than those from other state-of-the-art pruning approaches. The superiority covers almost all
unsupervised approaches and a few supervised approaches. The result is also similar to that offered by
self-supervised learning. In the future, we would like to take an even larger model than what we can process
now to confirm the scalability of the proposed method.
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