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Abstract Deep neural network models have a complex architecture and are overparameterized. The
number of parameters is more than the whole dataset, which is highly resource-consuming.
This complicates their application and limits its usage on different devices. Reduction
in the number of network parameters helps to reduce the size of the model, but at the
same time, thoughtlessly applied, can lead to a deterioration in the quality of the network.
One way to reduce the number of model parameters is matrix decomposition, where a
matrix is represented as a product of smaller matrices. In this paper, we propose a new
way of applying the matrix decomposition with respect to the weights of convolutional
layers. The essence of the method is to train not all convolutions, but only the subset of
convolutions (basis convolutions), and represent the rest as linear combinations of the basis
ones. Experiments on models from the ResNet family and the CIFAR-10 dataset demonstrate
that basis convolutions can not only reduce the size of the model but also accelerate the
forward and backward passes of the network. Another contribution of this work is that we
propose a fast method for selecting a subset of network layers in which the use of matrix
decomposition does not degrade the quality of the final model.

1 Introduction

Deep learning has gained significant attention in recent years due to the promising results in
various scientific fields. However, a real-world application of the developed models and methods
remains a complicated problem. Modern neural network architectures suffer from a problem of
parameter redundancy resulting in large memory consumption and high training and/or inference
time. The utilization of created approaches and their deployment on resource-constrained devices
is limited due to the existing difficulties. Therefore, neural network compression methods are
created for solving the problem.

A series of compression methods are focused on the decomposition of weight matrices or
tensors. The motivation behind the idea is based on the observation of a low-rank structure of
fully connected or convolutional layers (Denil et al., 2013; Jaderberg et al., 2014). To perform
matrix decomposition of weights, the tensors are generally folded into 2-dimensional ones across
the specified dimensions. Thereafter, this representation is decomposed into a set of matrices in
which the total number of parameters is significantly lower than in the original tensor. The idea of
the simultaneous low-rank structure and sparsity in weight matrices is also considered (Yu et al.,
2017). Under such assumptions, the tensor can be decomposed into the sum of the product of two
low-rank matrices and a sparse matrix. However, a sparse matrix can possibly induce additional
costs in terms of computational operations and reduce the effectiveness of the method. In order
to exploit the multidimensional structure of neural network weights, the tensor decomposition
is applied (Kim et al., 2016; Astrid and Lee, 2017). With the application of a tensor-based set of
techniques, a greater reduction in the number of network parameters can be achieved.

A significant proportion of research works is focused on decomposing the pre-trained weights
of the model with a following fine-tuning stage. The described procedure does not concentrate
on training time optimization. On the contrary, another part of the methods considers trainable
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low-rank approximations of tensors that are learned throughout training (Garipov et al., 2016). The
latter approach allows achieving higher network compression rates while potentially decreasing
both training and inference time, which is one of the goals of the present work.

To reduce the training time and the number of neural network parameters, a method for training
the basis convolutions is proposed. Different setups of the forward propagation using the basis
convolutions and composition coefficients are considered for reaching higher training acceleration.
Moreover, a search method for an optimal configuration of training with basis convolutions is
introduced. The approach is based on the sensitivity analysis of network layers to decomposition
and allows discovering settings with the least possible decrease in the final model performance in
comparison to the original model. The proposed methods were tested on ResNet architectures and
compared with other compression methods such as Tensor Train Decomposition.

2 Related Work

Neural network compression methods based on the decomposition of weights can be divided into
two major groups: matrix-based methods and tensor-based ones.

Matrix decomposition. Originally, Denil et al. (2013) exploited the low-rank property of the tensors
folded into 2-dimensional matrices for the parameter prediction task. Denton et al. (2014) combined
a singular value decomposition (SVD) with filter clustering, which resulted in 2× compression
with a 1% drop in accuracy. Tai et al. (2016) proposed a new algorithm for a low-rank tensor
decomposition based on the SVD and achieved 3 − 5× weight reduction without a significant drop
in accuracy for a set of CNN architectures. To employ the low-rank and sparsity features of neural
network weights, Yu et al. (2017) represented the weight matrix𝑊 as𝑊 ≈ 𝐿 + 𝑆 , where 𝐿 is a
low-rank component and 𝑆 is a sparse matrix. Combining the decomposition with an asymmetric
data reconstruction term resulted in 15× reduction in model size for a VGG-16 model. The sparse
patterns in the decomposed low-rank approximations of weight matrices were explored by Huang
et al. (2019) to get high compression ratios and to mitigate the performance degradation. A specific
modern feature of utilizing the common components in different layers of a neural network has
been studied. The main goal of the methods considering this characteristic is to decompose the
original tensors into smaller ones, part of which is common for all model weights and the remaining
part is specific for each particular weight. Chen et al. (2021) proposed three joint decomposition
schemes based on the SVD exploit the idea and achieved 22× reduction in model size with a lower
drop in accuracy for a ResNet34 model compared with the other methods.

Tensor decomposition. The weight tensors in neural networks are usually multidimensional. In
order to utilize the tensor-based structure, the tensor decomposition methods are developed. Kim
et al. (2016) proposed to apply a Tucker decomposition on the kernel tensors. The rank of the
decomposition is determined by the solution of variational Bayesian matrix factorization (Nakajima
et al., 2012). A low-rank CP-decomposition scheme with Tensor Power Method was implemented by
Astrid and Lee (2017) to achieve higher compression ratios and speed-ups compared to the Tucker
decomposition. Wu (2016) employed Kronecker product decomposition to compress the fully-
connected layers of networks by replacing the weight tensor with a linear combination of smaller
tensors represented by the Kronecker products. Garipov et al. (2016) proposed reshaping method
of 4-dimensional kernel of the convolution into a multidimensional tensor and applied Tensor
Train Decomposition (TTD) to it. Combining the described approach with a fully-connected layer
compressionmethod derived by Novikov et al. (2015), the maximum 82× compressionwith a 1% drop
in model performance was obtained. Taskynov et al. (2021) presented a one-shot training algorithm
based on the TTD for accelerating models which takes into account the order of decomposition. The
method is focused on reducing the latency on specific hardware devices like Ascend 310 NPU. This
technique allows speeding up the ResNet architectures by approximately 15% with a drop of 0.1%
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in final top-1 accuracy on ImageNet. Additionally, the common structure of the layers in neural
network architectures is explored via tensor decomposition methods. The fully and partly coupled
TTD were proposed by Sun et al. (2021) to identify the common and specific information in weight
tensors, which resulted in higher performance for ResNet models under the same compression
ratios compared with the SVD and usual TTD.

Optimal configuration search. In order to effectively apply compression or acceleration to the
neural networks, we need to derive an optimal configuration of layers where the methods are
applied. A naive searching approach for the best setting requires an exponential number of training
runs. To alleviate the similar problem, Cai et al. (2020) proposed a method for an automatic search
for a mixed-precision configuration of bit-widths in neural network quantization problem. The
authors introduced a Pareto frontier-based approach, which decreases the computational overhead
of the search from exponential to linear in the number of layers. The suggested method enabled
the authors to achieve 1.72% higher accuracy for a MobileNetV2 model than its counterparts in the
quantization task with lower expenses.

3 Method

3.1 Basis Convolutions

The core idea behind using decomposition is to keep just a subset of trainable model parameters.
Hypothetically, the lower the number of parameters, the faster the training. However, the resulting
quality may deteriorate. We believe that there is a possibility to reduce the number of trainable
parameters without a significant drop in quality.

There are several approaches which can be used to reduce the number of trainable parameters
in the weight matrices of 2D convolution modules (Conv2d). First, matrix decomposition. For
example, QR or SVD (see Fig. 1). This is a 2-dimensional approach, which means that the weight
matrix is supposed to be 2-dimensional.

Figure 1: Matrix decomposition.

Another way to reduce the number of parameters through decomposition is Tensor Train
Decomposition. This approach, on the other hand, is 𝑁 -dimensional, which means that it can
be used to decompose a matrix of any number of dimensions. Also, the algorithm is designed
in such a way that there is no option to assure that in all layers there is the same proportion of
trainable parameters. Tucker decomposition Tucker (1966) is also 𝑁 -dimensional. However, one of
the factors of Tucker decomposition contains the number of parameters exponential in 𝑁 .

To reduce the number of parameters in trainable weight matrices of convolutional layers, we
propose to represent each weight matrix in Conv2d as a combination of trainable basis convolutions
(basis convs) and all the other convolutions which are just linear combinations of the basis ones
(and the decomposition coefficients are trainable). This may be achieved with the help of QR or
SVD decomposition, applied to the weight matrix reshaped to 2D.

Conv2d Weight Matrix Decomposition. Let us say, that the shape of the input of the convolution
layer is 𝐵×𝐶𝑖𝑛 ×𝑊 ×𝐻 , where 𝐵 is the number of batches,𝐶𝑖𝑛 is the number of input channels, and
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𝑊 and𝐻 are the width and height respectively. The shape of the output would be 𝐵 ×𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 ×𝑊 ×𝐻 ,
where 𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 is the number of output channels. The shape of the convolution layer weight matrix
should be𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 ×𝐶𝑖𝑛 ×𝐾 ×𝐾 , where 𝐾 is the kernel size. However, if we use basis convolutions as a
decomposition method, the shape of the convolution layer’s weight is going to be𝐶′

𝑜𝑢𝑡 ×𝐶𝑖𝑛×𝐾 ×𝐾 ,
where 𝐶′

𝑜𝑢𝑡 is the number of basis convolutions and 𝐶′
𝑜𝑢𝑡 ≤ 𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 . Matrix decomposition goes at

a cost of additional linear operation: convolution of the weight matrix with a matrix of shape
𝐶′
𝑜𝑢𝑡 ×𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 to restore all the 𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 convolutions.
First, let us make sure, that matrix decomposition allows to reduce the number of trainable

parameters. Indeed, without matrix decomposition, we have 𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 ·𝐶𝑖𝑛 · 𝐾 · 𝐾 parameters in the
weight matrix. On the other hand, with matrix decomposition, we have a smaller weight matrix
and the matrix of coefficients which allows us to restore the remaining convolutions using 𝐶′

𝑜𝑢𝑡

basis convolutions. So, the number of parameters equals 𝐶′
𝑜𝑢𝑡 ·𝐶𝑖𝑛 · 𝐾 · 𝐾 +𝐶′

𝑜𝑢𝑡 ·𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 . Subtracting
the two values representing numbers of parameters, we can see that decomposition allows using
fewer parameters as long as 𝐶′

𝑜𝑢𝑡 < 𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡

[
1 − 1

𝐶𝑖𝑛/𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 ·𝐾 ·𝐾+1

]
≈ 𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 , which is always the case.

So, matrix decomposition allows to reduce the number of trainable parameters, but does it
provide an increase in training speed? Let us take some convolutional layer and denote by 𝑁 0

𝑓

the number of operations in this layer during the forward pass. We also denote by 𝑁 ′
𝑓
number of

operations in the same layer when matrix decomposition is applied. So, without basis convolutions,
we get 𝑁 0

𝑓
= 𝐾 · 𝐾 ·𝑊 · 𝐻 ·𝐶𝑖𝑛 ·𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 .

With basis convolutions, 𝑁 ′
𝑓
consists of two terms. The first one corresponds to the restoration

of the whole weight matrix with the help of the smaller weight matrix and the matrix of coefficients.
And the second one is just the same forward pass with the whole weight matrix. So 𝑁 ′

𝑓
= 𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 ·

·𝐶′
𝑜𝑢𝑡 ·𝐶𝑖𝑛 · 𝐾 · 𝐾 + 𝐾 · 𝐾 ·𝑊 · 𝐻 ·𝐶𝑖𝑛 ·𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 . Apparently, 𝑁 ′

𝑓
> 𝑁 0

𝑓
which does not faster training.

Decomposition of Weight Matrix, Composition of the Forward’s Output. As we proved that we
can use matrix decomposition to reduce the number of trainable parameters without a significant
drop in quality albeit with no reduction of training time, now we are going to concentrate on
speeding up the computations with basis convolutions.

The main idea is to try to apply basis convolutions decomposition not for the weight matrix
replacement (before forward pass though the Conv2d module), but after the actual forward pass
computed with basis convolutions. We are going to use reduced weight matrices in Conv2d modules
(consisting only of basis convolutions), compute forward, and only then apply decomposition
coefficient matrix to compute the outputs of all convolutions knowing the outputs just for the basis
ones. So, we partly delegate forward pass computation to the basis convolutions decomposition
(see Fig. 2). Hypothetically, this should allow us to get the desired acceleration in training.

Figure 2: Basis convolutions for the forward’s output modification.

Let us denote by 𝑁 ′′
𝑓
the number of operations in some convolution layer during the forward

pass in the described scenario. This may be represented as a sum of, first, the number of operations
required for the forward pass with a smaller weight matrix consisting of basis convolutions. Second,
the number of operations required for restoration of the rest of the convolutions’ output. So,
to estimate 𝑁 ′′

𝑓
we have the following: 𝑁 ′′

𝑓
= 𝐾 · 𝐾 ·𝑊 · 𝐻 · 𝐶𝑖𝑛 · 𝐶′

𝑜𝑢𝑡 + 𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 · 𝐶′
𝑜𝑢𝑡 ·𝑊 · 𝐻 .
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Calculating the difference 𝑁 ′′
𝑓
− 𝑁 0

𝑓
, we get that forward pass will require fewer operations as long

as 𝐶′
𝑜𝑢𝑡 < 𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 ·

(
1 + 𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡

𝐶𝑖𝑛 ·𝐾 ·𝐾

)−1
.

So, forward acceleration is possible just for relatively small values 𝐶′
𝑜𝑢𝑡 .

As long as we are aiming at the acceleration of the training process as a whole, let us also
estimate the difference in the number of operations required for the backward pass. Backward pass
for the given convolutional layer may be estimated as the number of scalar values in the input
which take part in generating one scalar value of the convolution layer’s output. That is if we do
not use basis convolutions, each output scalar depends on 𝐾 ·𝐾 ·𝐶𝑖𝑛 input scalars. And the number
of such dependencies in the whole output tensor is 𝑁 0

𝑏
=𝑊 · 𝐻 ·𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 · 𝐾 · 𝐾 ·𝐶𝑖𝑛 .

If we now look at the corresponding value of operations 𝑁 ′′
𝑏
in the case of basis convolutions,

we will find out that it actually increases compared to 𝑁 0
𝑏
(see Fig. 3).

Figure 3: Dependencies of one output scalar on input scalars for Conv2d layer. Forward method’s
output modification with basis convs speeds up forward pass but slows down backward pass.

Indeed, one scalar output requires 𝐶′
𝑜𝑢𝑡 · 𝐾 · 𝐾 ·𝐶𝑖𝑛 scalar inputs. And the whole output tensor

requires 𝑁 ′′
𝑏
=𝑊 · 𝐻 ·𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 ·𝐶′

𝑜𝑢𝑡 · 𝐾 · 𝐾 ·𝐶𝑖𝑛 operations, which is apparently bigger than 𝑁 0
𝑏
.

So, basis convolutions applied on the stage of the forward method’s output calculation speeds
up the forward pass but at the same time slows down the backward pass. Let us estimate the
difference Δ′′ = (𝑁 ′′

𝑓
+ 𝑁 ′′

𝑏
) − (𝑁 0

𝑓
+ 𝑁 0

𝑏
) between total numbers of operations required for both

forward and backward passes for some fixed convolution layer. We get Δ′′ = 𝐾 · 𝐾 ·𝑊 · 𝐻 ·𝐶𝑖𝑛 ·
·𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 ·

{
𝐶′
𝑜𝑢𝑡 +

𝐶′
𝑜𝑢𝑡

𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡
+ 𝐶′

𝑜𝑢𝑡

𝐾 ·𝐾 ·𝐶𝑖𝑛
− 2

}
. We achieve acceleration in training as long as Δ′′ < 0. That is,

as long as 𝐶′
𝑜𝑢𝑡 < 2 ·

(
1 + 1

𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡
+ 1
𝐾 ·𝐾 ·𝐶𝑖𝑛

)−1
≈ 2.

In other words, basis convolutions provide acceleration as long as 𝐶′
𝑜𝑢𝑡 ≤ 2. Obviously, such a

low number of basis convolutions is going to degrade the final model quality.

Reducing the Size of the Coefficient Matrix for Acceleration. To facilitate both forward and
backward passes (and finally to achieve the desired increase in training speed), it is proposed to
reduce the size of the coefficient matrix, which helped to restore all convolutions with the help of
basis ones. It can be achieved, for example, by keeping basis convolutions unchanged as the ones
of the resulting convolutions (see Fig. 4).

To get some estimation of the possibility of acceleration, let us consider the following scenario.
Basis convolutions 𝐶′

𝑜𝑢𝑡 are used for forward computation. So, we get the output of dimension
𝐵×𝐶′

𝑜𝑢𝑡 ×𝑊 ×𝐻 . Previously, to restore the outputs of the𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 convolutions we used the coefficient
matrix of shape𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 ×𝐶′

𝑜𝑢𝑡 . Now, we are going to calculate (1− 𝛽) ·𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 convolutions just as copies
from𝐶′

𝑜𝑢𝑡 , where 0 ≤ 𝛽 ≤ 1. And each of the rest 𝛽𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 convolutions we are going to calculate as a
weighted sum of just two convolutions from 𝐶′

𝑜𝑢𝑡 .
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Figure 4: Some basis convolutions’ output stays unchanged as the subset of the layer’s resulting output.

So, for the number operations 𝑁 ′′′
𝑓

required for the forward pass we get 𝑁 ′′′
𝑓

= 𝐾 · 𝐾 ·𝑊 · 𝐻 ·
·𝐶𝑖𝑛 ·𝐶′

𝑜𝑢𝑡 +
(
(1− 𝛽) ·𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡

)
· 1 ·𝑊 ·𝐻 +

(
𝛽𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡

)
· 2 ·𝑊 ·𝐻 . And the number of backward operations

𝑁 ′′′
𝑏

appears as 𝑁 ′′′
𝑏

=𝑊 · 𝐻 ·
(
(1 − 𝛽) ·𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡

)
· 1 · 𝐾 · 𝐾 ·𝐶𝑖𝑛 +𝑊 · 𝐻 ·

(
𝛽 ·𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡

)
· 2 · 𝐾 · 𝐾 ·𝐶𝑖𝑛 .

To get acceleration, we want the total difference Δ′′′ = (𝑁 ′′′
𝑓
+𝑁 ′′′

𝑏
)− (𝑁 0

𝑓
+𝑁 0

𝑏
) to be lower than

zero. If we put 𝐶′
𝑜𝑢𝑡 ≡ 𝛼𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 , where 0 < 𝛼 ≤ 1, the condition Δ′′′ < 0 results in 𝛽 ·

{
1 + 1

𝐾 ·𝐾 ·𝐶𝑖𝑛

}
+

+ 𝛼 < 1 − 1
𝐾 ·𝐾 ·𝐶𝑖𝑛

. For the estimation purposes, it can be simplified just as 𝛼 + 𝛽 < 1 which is
feasible and, hypothetically, should not lead to the significant drop in the final model quality. So,
acceleration is possible as long as sum 𝛼 and 𝛽 is lower than 1, where 𝛼 is the fraction of basis
convolutions, and 𝛽 is the fraction of those ones, whose output restoration requires two basis
convolutions, and the outputs of the rest (1 − 𝛽)𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑡 convolutions are just the outputs of some of
the 𝐶′

𝑜𝑢𝑡 basis ones.

3.2 Layer-Wise Selective Application of Basis Convolutions

Sensitivity of Layers to Basis Convolutions. So, we proved that it is possible to achieve faster
training using basis convolutions. However, the quality may appear worse than the baseline model’s.
In this section, it is proposed to apply basis convolutions selectively. That is, we are going to propose
an algorithm for finding those layers in the model, which are less sensitive to training with basis
convolutions. If we manage to identify those layers, we can train all other, more sensitive layers, as
usual. So, hypothetically, selective application of basis convolutions should allow us to train the
model faster (although not so fast as when all modules are trained with basis convolutions) and
without a drop in model quality.

Summing up, the idea of the sensitivity of modules to basis convolutions can be formulated as
follows:

• Different layers of the model have different sensitivity to training with basis convolutions.

• If we apply basis convolutions only to those layers which are not very sensitive, we may get
faster training without a drop in quality.

Next, we are going to analyze the sensitivity of the convolutional model’s layers using the
proposed hypotheses.

Dependence Between Layer Choice and the Resulting Model Quality. Here, we want to find out,
whether or not there is any difference if we apply basis convolutions to different modules. To do
this, we are going to conduct the following experiment: we are going to train two ResNet18 models.
The first one (the “light” model) is going to be trained with basis convolutions applied to only the
first modules of the model (layers number 1, 2, 3, 4, 5). The second one (the “heavy” model), on
the other hand, is going to be trained with basis convolutions applied to only the last modules of
the model (layers number 16, 17, 18, 19, 20). Hypothetically, these two groups of modules should
show the different resulting quality if there is such a notion as the sensitivity of a module to basis
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convolutions. In the Appendix B there is a numbered list of 2D convolutional layers of the ResNet18
model.

The experiment setting is the following. We train ResNet18 model on CIFAR-10 dataset with
cosine annealing scheduler with 𝑇𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 90 and starting learning rate equal to 0.1. During training,
basis convolutions are used in a group of layers: “light” or “heavy”.

The results are shown in Fig. 5. It can be seen that some layers are indeed more sensitive to
basis convolutions than the other ones. It means that we need to find those layers where we can
use basis convolutions without a drop in the final model quality.

Search for Layer Subset. If we want to find an optimal combination of layers where we can apply
basis convolutions without a drop in quality, we face the following problem: we should train an
exponential number of models. For example, if there are 𝐿 convolutional layers in the model, the
number of experiments required to find an optimal layer combination, which provides acceleration
with no or almost no drop in quality, would be 2𝐿 .

Obviously, for deep neural networks, training such a big number of models in a reasonable
time is just not feasible. We propose the following solution: to train a range of models where basis
convolutions are applied in one layer only. So, the number of trained models will be linear with
the number of layers, not exponential. This range of models provides us with the estimates of
sensitivity of each particular layer to basis convolutions. We can estimate layer sensitivity as a
drop in final model quality if we apply basis convolutions in the specified layer. Using this range of
models, we can combine obtained sensitivities to estimate the sensitivity of the whole layer groups
to basis convolutions and thus find an optimal layer subset.

The presented idea is inspired by the work Cai et al. (2020) where the authors deal with
the quantization of neural networks. This is somewhat similar to the use of basis convolutions.
In quantization, a model is trained with its parameters stored in lower bitwidths. With basis
convolutions, a model is trained with just less trainable parameters.

Sensitivity of CompoundModel to Basis Convolutions. Here we are going to combine the obtained
one-layer estimates to calculate the sensitivity of layer groups to basis convolutions. We propose
the following algorithm. For each layer, there are two possibilities: if it is trained with or without
basis convolutions. If a layer is selected as the one with basis convolutions, we take training time,
model size, and accuracy of the model trained as in the previous section, where basis convolutions
were applied in this particular layer only. We compute an “accuracy drop” corresponding to the
module which is a difference between the baseline’s accuracy and accuracy of the model which
has this layer decomposed with basis convolutions. If a layer is selected as trained without basis
convolutions, we take training time, model size, and accuracy of the baseline ResNet18 model.
For each layer combination (where some layers are selected as trained with basis convolutions
and others are not) we average training time, model size, and valid accuracy drop estimates over
the number of layers. Thus, we get a set of module combinations with estimates of the metrics
corresponding to the model as a whole.

Application of Basis Convolutions. We see two main scenarios of how basis convolutions can be
used to increase model training or inference time.

First, basis convolutions can be trained in the found least sensitive layers from start to finish.
This would allow getting a boost in training time, inference time.

Second, we can train basis convolutions just during some first epochs of training, then compose
the weight matrices of original size and proceed with the training till the end without basis
convolutions. We call such experiment setting as training with “skip”, where the skip is a start
period of time where basis convolutions are used. This approach still allows to reduce training time
(albeit the time gain is going to be lower than in the previous approach) but the final model quality
is supposed to be higher.
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In the experiments, we are going to use the second approach. The whole training will be split
into two sections. The first one is training with basis convolutions applied in the least sensitive
layers. The second one is training till the end without basis convolutions.

4 Experiments

4.1 General Experiment Setting

For the experiments, we use ResNet18 model He et al. (2016), which is a convolutional network
18 layers deep and is used for image classification tasks. For training and validation of the model,
we use CIFAR-10 dataset (Krizhevsky et al., 2009), which is a dataset consisting of 60000 colored
images of size 32 × 32 split into 10 equally sized distinct classes.

The standard training pipeline is the following. We train a model for 90 epochs with a cosine
annealing learning rate (LR) scheduler starting from LR equal to 0.1. Optimizer is SGD with
momentum (Qian, 1999) equal to 0.9 and weight decay(Loshchilov and Hutter, 2017) equal to
0.0005. During training, all images are resized to 256 and then cropped (randomly) to 224. During
validation, all images are resized to 224.

4.2 Skip Setting

As basis convolutions provide faster training but at a cost of the final model quality degradation,
we are going to use basis convolutions during only the first part of the training process. This way,
we may achieve acceleration without degrading the quality of the model.

For training with basis convolutions, we use the setting which we call training with skip. The
idea is to train the model with basis convolutions for some number of epochs, then use matrix
decomposition to restore weight matrices of original size and proceed with the training till the end.
We call the period of training with basis convolutions as skip, because this is the part of the general
training setting which is “skipped”, replaced by the modified one. So, after the skip, only model
architecture undergoes changes. Learning rate history stays untouched.

4.3 Opportunity to Achieve Faster Training with Lower Model Size

In this section, we want to find if it is at all possible to accelerate training if we apply matrix
decomposition to the weight matrices of the model’s convolutional layers.

Sanity Check. The purpose of this section is to check if a model can achieve high quality when
using basis convolutions for initialization (QR and SVD decomposition).

We train the model till the end with the standard training pipeline. After that, we extract basis
convolutions from trained weight matrices. Then we initialize a new network using the extracted
basis convolutions. And train it from 𝑠𝑘𝑖𝑝 = 0.7. That is, we just skip 70% of the training. We also
vary the number of basis convolutions used for the initialization.

The results are presented in Fig. 6. It can be seen that the model recovers. As expected, the
model size is reduced. The resulting quality, however, is comparable to one of the baseline model.
Training time remains unchanged. So we see that basis convolutions do not necessarily degrade
quality, but we also achieve no speed up, and so no positive training effect from the application of
basis convolutions.

Reducing the Size of the Coefficient Matrix for Acceleration. For comparison, we try different skip
values. Before the skip, basis convolutions are training. After the skip, we return back to ordinary
model architecture and initialize it using trained basis convolutions. We also vary the number
of basis convolutions (1 basis convolutions for all modules; and 0.1 or 0.5 fraction of module’s
convolutions).

Although there is a small increase in training speed for the first epochs, the final quality is
worse compared to the baseline’s (8).
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Conclusion. Basis convolutions make it possible to train a model faster. The model size is also
reduced. However, the quality drops significantly if we train the model with basis convolutions in
all convolutional layers.

4.4 Layer-Wise Selective Application of Basis Convolutions

In this section, we want to get acceleration, but with no or almost no drop in the final model quality.
To do this, we are going to select the subset of all convolutional layers where we will apply basis
convolutions.

Sensitivity of Layers to Basis Convolutions. Here, we apply basis convolutions in one layer of the
model only. We train a range of such models which differ in the layers where basis convolutions
are applied.

The results are presented in Fig. 9. It can be seen, that the first layer is the one which is the
most sensitive to training with basis convolutions. Green bars on the time chart correspond to
the layers where basis convolutions led to faster training (see the ordered sequence of ResNet18
convolutional layers in the appendix B).

Sensitivity of Compound Model to Basis Convolutions. We can plot the points on the graph. So,
the results are presented in Fig. 10. Each point on the plot represents a model where several layers
are trained with basis convolutions. Thus, a point is defined by a combination of layers. Each point
is associated with a valid accuracy drop (sensitivity estimate), training time estimate, and model
size estimate.

Best selected layer combinations (red points on the plot in Fig. 10) are the following:
{6, 10, 12, 14, 15, 17, 19, 20}, {4, 6, 15, 19, 20}, {12, 15, 20}, {4, 15} which correspond to training time
191.5, 192, 192.5, 193minutes respectively (ResNet18 layer sequence is presented in the Appendix B).

Application of Basis Convolutions. In this section, we describe the final experiment with basis
convolutions. We are going to apply basis convolutions in the found layer subsets. Basis convolu-
tions are trained for several first epochs (“skip”). After training of basis convolutions, the model is
reinitialized and trained till the end without basis convolutions.

Results are presented in Fig. 11. It can be seen that the proposed selective application of basis
convolutions allowed to achieve an increase in training speed (albeit small) without a drop in valid
accuracy.

5 Conclusion

Matrix decomposition is a way to reduce the number of model parameters. However, it might
not lead to the reduction of training time. In this paper, we propose a new approach of matrix
decomposition application to the weight matrices of convolutional layers. We keep a smaller number
of trainable convolutions (basis convolutions), and simulate the rest of the convolutions as linear
combinations of the basis ones. Importantly, to get acceleration in training we apply decomposition
logic after the forward method of the layer computed with the help of basis convolutions.

6 Future Work

In the future, we are aiming to reduce the time needed for the search of the optimal layer combination
which can be trained with basis convolutions. Currently, it requires training of the linear number
of models. We also find it important to propose a way to select the number of basis convolutions in
each layer so as to get a provable acceleration in the end. In this paper, we proved that acceleration
is possible, fixed the proportion of basis convolutions to be the same in all layers of the model, and
used sensitivity analysis to find a subset of layers. Basis convolutions applied in particular layers
even increased training time. So, we may get provable acceleration with the finer tuning of basis
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convolutions fraction among layers. All experiments were conducted with the ResNet18 model on
the CIFAR-10 dataset. We find it sufficient to prove the proposed ideas. However, in future work,
we are going to use a broader range of convolutional models and datasets to investigate the impact
of basis convolutions on different architectures.
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A Appendix 1: Plots

Figure 5: Validation accuracy for models where basis convolutions are applied in different layer groups
(“light” and “heavy”).

Figure 6: QR matrix decomposition sanity check experiment. Left: valid accuracy depending on train
step. “Baseline” is random initialization from start (𝑠𝑘𝑖𝑝 = 0). Only last 27 epochs showed.
“Random” is random initialization (𝑠𝑘𝑖𝑝 = 0.7). “Copy-paste” is just a copy of the pretrained
weights (𝑠𝑘𝑖𝑝 = 0.7). Right: final accuracy depending on the number of parameters extracted
from the pretrained checkpoint.
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Figure 7: Training curves for models trained with standard config but with different initialization.
“Baseline” means random initialization.

Figure 8: Valid accuracy for ResNet18 on CIFAR10. “Skip” means the number of skipped epochs. “Size”
means the number (if size is integer) or fraction (if size is float) of basis convolutions in the
module of all the convolutions in this module. “Baseline” is the standard training pipeline.
“Random” is random initialization.

Figure 9: Left: valid accuracy for models where basis convolutions are applied in one layer only.
Difference in size (upper right plot) and training time (lower right plot) comparing to baseline.
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Figure 10: Valid accuracy drop depending on training time (left) and model size (right). The green
point represents a model without basis convolutions (zero accuracy drop on both plots).
Valid accuracy drop is computed as “baseline accuracy” minus “obtained accuracy” (the
lower the better). Red points are the selected layer combinations which show training time
lower than the one corresponding to the model without basis convolutions, but whose valid
accuracy drop is as low as possible.

Figure 11: Valid accuracy for different combinations of layers where basis convolutions are applied
(upper). The purple vertical line represents the end of training basis convolutions in the
selected layers: the model is initialized, and the training process resumes from the same LR
which reached the model with basis convolutions. The difference in training time compared
to baseline (lower). Bars from left to right: corresponding to layer combination near 191.5,
192, 192.5, 193 minutes, and the “heavy” and “light” ones. Basis convolutions are trained for
8 epochs.
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B Appendix 2: ResNet18 Convolutional Layers

ResNet18 convolution layers:
1. conv1
2. layer1.0.conv1
3. layer1.0.conv2
4. layer1.1.conv1
5. layer1.1.conv2
6. layer2.0.conv1
7. layer2.0.conv2
8. layer2.0.downsample.0
9. layer2.1.conv1
10. layer2.1.conv2
11. layer3.0.conv1
12. layer3.0.conv2
13. layer3.0.downsample.0
14. layer3.1.conv1
15. layer3.1.conv2
16. layer4.0.conv1
17. layer4.0.conv2
18. layer4.0.downsample.0
19. layer4.1.conv1
20. layer4.1.conv2
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