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Abstract. Vision Transformer and its variants have been adopted in
many visual tasks due to their powerful capabilities, which also bring sig-
nificant challenges in computation and storage. Consequently, researchers
have introduced various compression methods in recent years, among
which the pruning techniques are widely used to remove a significant
fraction of the network. Therefore, these methods can reduce significant
percent of the FLOPs, but often lead to a decrease in model perfor-
mance. To investigate the underlying causes, we focus on the pruning
methods specifically belonging to the pruning-during-training category,
then drew inspiration from neuroscience and propose a new concept for
artificial neural network models named Neural Burden. We investi-
gate its impact in the model pruning process, and subsequently explore
a simple yet effective approach to mitigate the decline in model perfor-
mance, which can be applied to any pruning-during-training technique.
Extensive experiments indicate that the neural burden phenomenon in-
deed exists, and show the potential of our method. We hope that our
findings can provide valuable insights for future research. Code will be
made publicly available after this paper is published.

Keywords: Neural Network Models · Model Compression · Neuroscience-
Inspired Artificial Intelligence

1 Introduction

Recently, Vision Transformer (ViT)[14] and its variants[13,28,35,45] have shown
impressive performance in various computer vision tasks like image classification,
object detection, and image segmentation. As the field of large models continues
to evolve, ViT is becoming a popular choice as the foundational visual model
for large visual and multimodal models[2,23,18]. However, the significant com-
putational and storage requirements pose a pressing challenge[9,24] that must
be addressed for efficient training and deployment of these models.
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Tremendous advances, including pruning, parameter sharing (quantization),
and low-rank factorization, have been made recently, among which the prun-
ing techniques are widely utilized for a lightweight model. Most of the early
pruning methods for Transformer-architecture models drew on the rich expe-
rience of compressing convolutional neural networks. These methods obtained
compressed neural networks by using binary masks or direct pruning to reduce
model parameters and artificial neuron connections[48,40,46,44]. Considering the
structural characteristics of transformer models and their tokenized data, re-
cent work[33,41,27,4] has increasingly focused on data compression techniques
to achieve model acceleration and compression. For example, within ViTs, not
all tokens contribute equally to the final task, and there is often a high degree
of similarity among some tokens. Therefore, computational cost can be reduced
by deleting or merging tokens. Moreover, some researchers have attempted to
combine structural compression with token pruning, which achieve promising
results[22,40,38]. Although the aforementioned methods have shown comparable
performance in reducing computational cost and storage cost, they usually ex-
perience a decline in performance most of the time, especially in highly sparse
scenarios.

Limited research has been conducted to develop a theoretical understanding
of the impact of model compression. [17] offers an information-theoretic per-
spective on model compression through rate-distortion theory, emphasizing the
tradeoff between model compression and the empirical risk of the compressed
model. While in [15,47], a PAC-Bayesian framework is employed to derive a non-
vacuous generalization error bound for the compressed model, attributing this
to its reduced model complexity. [6] use the mutual information based gener-
alization error bound jointly with rate distortion theory to connect analyses of
generalization error and empirical risk.

On the other hand, neuroscience research aims to uncover the reasons be-
hind the remarkable power of biological neurons and nervous systems, which is
naturally valuable on providing inspiration for deep learning studies. Numerous
works have leveraged advancements in neuroscience to propose more efficient and
effective neural network models or algorithms. For example, based on the ob-
servation that the brain often solves decision-making with an evidence accumu-
lation mechanism, DDDM[10] integrates test-phase dropout with the Dynamic
Dropout Mechanism (DDM) to enhance the robustness of arbitrary neural net-
works. Therefore, we aim to delve into neuroscientific research to find possible
explanations for the weakened performance caused by model pruning. Inspired
by this motivation, we propose a new concept on neural network models named
Neural Burden, which means that during the pruning process, artificial neu-
rons in network are burdened because of the need to compensate for the lost
information and the need of adaptation to the given data, leading to a weak-
ened performance. We examine our conjecture and further design a simple yet
effective method to help mitigate the degradation. Specifically, we applied our
approach to a four-layer ViT model and test it on the CIFAR-10 dataset. The
experimental results indicate the potential of our proposed method.
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2 Related works

Vision Transformer. Before introducing Transformers[37] into the field of
computer vision (CV), various models based on the Transformer architecture had
already achieved significant success in natural language processing (NLP). By
stacking models and utilizing large amounts of corpus data for pretraining, these
models[12] with large numbers of parameters could achieve outstanding perfor-
mance after fine-tuning on relatively small-scale task-specific datasets. Adopting
a similar approach, Vision Transformers (ViTs)[14] have rapidly achieved perfor-
mance in the field of computer vision (CV) that rivals or even surpasses that of
convolutional neural networks (CNNs). ViTs have demonstrated exceptional per-
formance in tasks such as image classification[7,11], object detection[21,39], im-
age segmentation[19,43], image reconstruction[8,42], and 3D point cloud processing[39].
Subsequently, a series of variants[13,28,35,45] based on the ViT architecture
have further extended the influence of the transformer architecture. In many of
the current multimodal large models[2,23,18], ViTs often serve as the backbone
model for the visual modality, playing a crucial role. However, as the perfor-
mance of ViTs continues to improve, the dense computational cost and high
storage requirements have become challenging issues. This has driven ongoing
research into lightweight and sparse ViT models, leading to the development of
a series of effective methods[48,46,44,4].

Model Pruning. Pruning is a kind of compression methods used for almost
all models, aiming to remove redundant connections between artificial neurons
to achieve model sparsity. There are three main categories of pruning strate-
gies, namely pruning before training, pruning during training and pruning after
training. Thanks to the rich experience in compressing CNN models accumu-
lated in the computer vision field, many pruning methods have been transferred
to ViT models for compression. Existing pruning methods typically use certain
evaluation metrics to measure the importance score of each parameter, and then
decide to retain or remove the corresponding weights based on these scores, re-
sulting in a sparse network. For example, importance can be assessed by the
magnitude of the weights or gradients[26,34,29]. Similar to the establishment
and dynamic learning process of brain synapses, many algorithms attempt to
implement pruning during training (PDT). Some methods dynamically adjust
the parameter mask during the iteration, while others use learnable Gumbel
Softmax to achieve automatic mask learning.

Neuroscience The brain, as a complex network system, exhibits sparse con-
nectivity between neurons[16]. During the learning and remodeling processes of
biological neural networks, some neurons take over the functions of those that
are removed, thereby maintaining overall network stability and functionality. For
example, in the vertebrate nervous system, Mautner cells’ function can still be
preserved when these cells are partially removed[20]. This supports the notion
that the brain can self-compensate by adjusting the balance of excitation and
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inhibition within neural circuits. This compensation mechanism relies on the re-
configuration among existing neurons, and when this balance is disrupted, the
compensatory ability is limited, potentially leading to functional deficits and the
emergence of symptoms[3].

Due to the limited bandwidth of information transmission, the brain must
compress and optimize information processing[36]. The load theory of attention
suggests that as perceptual load increases, attention focuses on the most rele-
vant information, ignoring distractors. Under high perceptual load conditions,
information processing becomes more focused and efficient[25]. This theory helps
explain how the brain maintains cognitive performance by compressing informa-
tion under varying levels of perceptual load. Similarly, the load of visual work-
ing memory significantly affects the processing of other sensory information. For
instance, when the visual working memory load increases, the ability to pro-
cess auditory stimuli may decrease[5]. This indicates that during reasoning and
cognition, the brain maintains network stability by adjusting its information
processing strategies.

These findings demonstrate that during the learning and reasoning processes
of biological neural networks, the brain maintains overall network functionality
and stability by regulating the balance between neuron load and input informa-
tion. These insights can inspire research into exploring the performance degra-
dation observed in artificial neural networks during compression, and motivate
research into improving existing compression algorithms to reduce the losses
incurred during this process.

3 Methodology

We first attempt to find similar phenomena and possible explanations from neu-
roscience. Subsequently, we seek to draw on studies of neuronal characteristics in
neuroscience to propose a simple yet effective enhancement method for pruning.
Our discussion focuses on the pruning-during-training methods in this paper,
and we leave the other settings for future work.

3.1 Investigating the Neural Burden

A natural idea for the reasons of performance degradation caused by model
compression is the reduction in the number of parameters. However, compressed
networks have been observed to exhibit superior generalization compared to full
models in some cases[31]. Moreover, studies in neuroscience have shown that
brain has an impressive ability to withstand neural damage up to a certain
point [3]. These two consistent observations inspired us to seek other potential
explanations for the decline in model performance from established conclusions
in neuroscience. As described in related work, the theory of perceptual load in
neuroscience indicates that biological neurons possess a limited bandwidth and
may loss information under high-load conditions. Therefore, we argue that the
main reason for declined performance lies in the limited conductive capacity of
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artificial neurons, which means during the pruning process, neurons in artificial
network need to self-regulate to compensate for the loss of information represen-
tation while further fitting the given training data, resulting in heavy burden to
the artificial neurons.

To prove our hypothesis, we first introduce a cost-benefit trade-off of neural
system representation performance in neuroscience from [3]:

E = (s− ŝ)2 + β ∗ C(r), (1)

where s is the actual signals, ŝ for the readout, β stands for the trade-off, and
C(r) quantifies the cost of the representation with r being neurons’ instantaneous
firing rates. We believe that the deep learning methods intrinsically have a sim-
ilar dynamic. From the perspective of artificial neural network, the first term
quantifies the preserved information, and the second term quantifies sparseness
of network parameters which is beneficial since sparsity in many forms may be
helpful with robustness[1]. Thus, we borrow the idea from [32] to further evaluate
the representation performance of a neural network:

E =
1

2

∑

x

[I(x)−
∑

i

wiφi(x)]
2 + λ

∑

i

S(
wi

σ
) (2)

Here, we assume that neural networks learn to find a set of basis functions {φi}
that represents each image in terms of a linear combination, and the coefficients
{wi} together reflect the neural network structure features. The S(x) in the
second term is a nonlinear function assessing the sparseness of the network, with
a scaling constant σ.

Learning is accomplished by minimizing the total cost E utilizing ∂E
∂wi

and
∂E
∂φi

, i.e.:

∂E

∂wi

= −
∑

x

φi(I −
∑

j

wjφj) +
λ

σ
S′(

wi

σ
) (3)

∂E

∂φi

= −
∑

x

wi(I −
∑

j

wjφj) (4)

Intuitively, the algorithm is seeking a set of {wi} and {φi} to tolerate sparsifica-
tion as well as reaching minimum reconstruction error, which also reflects that a
given neural network can adapt to the changes brought by parameter pruning.

Next, let us consider the pruning-during-training process, suppose the pa-
rameters are pruned through mask, therefore they can be re-activated during
the process, see section 3.2 for details. We assume a set of {ak} as the unmasked
parameters is chosen at next pruning stage, i.e. stage t+1, and

∑
iwiφi(x) rep-

resents the neural network with unmasked parameters {wi} at current stage t,
s.t. {ak} = ({wi}\{bh})∪{cj}, where {bh} are pruned and {cj} are re-activated
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at stage t+ 1. Then we should have:

Et+1 =
1

2

∑

x

[I(x)−
∑

k

akφk(x)]
2 + λ

∑

k

S(
ak

σ
)

=
1

2

∑

x

[I(x)−
∑

i

wiφi(x) +
∑

h

bhφh(x)−
∑

j

cjφj(x)]
2 + λ

∑

k

S(
ak

σ
)

=
1

2

∑

x

(I(x)−
∑

i

wiφi(x))
2 +

1

2

∑

x

(
∑

h

bhφh(x)−
∑

j

cjφj(x))
2

+
∑

x

(I(x) −
∑

i

wiφi(x))(
∑

h

bhφh(x) −
∑

j

cjφj(x)) + λ
∑

k

S(
ak

σ
) (5)

Intuitively, the first term in equation (5) aims to keep updating the network to
fit the given input data, and the second term means that the re-activated part
should compensate for the lost information, while the third term prefers a zero
covariance between two kinds of biases. We further derive the updating rules as
below:

∂Et+1

∂wk

= −
∑

x

φk(I −
∑

i

wiφi)−
∑

x

φk(
∑

h

bhφh −
∑

j

cjφj) +
λ

σ
S′(

wk

σ
) (6)

∂Et+1

∂ck
= −

∑

x

φk(
∑

h

bhφh −
∑

j

cjφj)−
∑

x

φk(I −
∑

i

wiφi) +
λ

σ
S′(

ck

σ
) (7)

∂Et+1

∂φk

= −
∑

x

ak(I −
∑

i

wiφi)−
∑

x

ak(
∑

h

bhφh −
∑

j

cjφj) (8)

Compared to equation (3) and (4), we argue that the differences reveal the un-
derlying cause of Neural Burden phenomenon in a sense. We further examine
this phenomenon through experiment in the next section.

3.2 A Simple Enhancement Solution for Pruning

Research in neuroscience has indicated that the brain performs better under
low-load conditions compared to high-load situations[5]. Inspired by this, in or-
der to alleviate the Neural Burden and the performance degradation of pruning
methods, we propose adding a simple plug-and-play data compression module
before pruning to pre-compress information sent to neural networks, thereby
reducing the neuron load. Note that this can be used for a wide range of prun-
ing methods. The overall framework is then shown in Figure 1. We use Vision
Transformer (ViT) as the base model, where images are patchified into token
sequences. These tokens can be viewed as relatively independent information
units, and naturally, some of these tokens might be highly similar or redundant
for the final prediction. Thus, compressing the information sent into the neural
network at this level is reasonable, thereby effectively reducing the load of the
neurons. A gradual iterative pruning method is adopted here throughout the
training process to achieve the pre-setted sparsity.
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Fig. 1: Overview of our proposed joint compression framework. We use a bipar-
tite matching method to perform token merging on the data before sent to the
transformer encoder, thereby compressing the data. Simultaneously, a dynamic
pruning method is employed throughout the training process. To validate the
effectiveness of the framework, both algorithms are implemented using relatively
simple approaches commonly used in their respective fields.

Single-Pass Token Merging for Data Compression We aim to preprocess
input data through compression. Considering that compressed tokens inevitably
lose information, we opted for a token merging approach to combine similar to-
kens and preserve as much information as possible. The original token merging
algorithm performs this operation between the multi-head self-attention (MHA)
and the feed-forward neural network (FFN) in each transformer encoder, reusing
the K ∈ Rn×d matrix from the MHA calculations to measure the similarity be-
tween tokens. In our experiments, we observed that in a globally sparsified neural
network, the sparsity levels of different subnetworks are roughly the same. Thus,
as shown in Figure 1, we opted to apply the token merging operation between the
patch embedding and the transformer encoder in Vision Transformers (ViTs). To
measure token similarity, we referenced the original method of the token merg-
ing algorithm and employed the bipartite soft matching algorithm for matching,
obtaining similarity scores by directly computing the dot product matrix be-
tween token vectors. Since this operation is performed only once, the additional
computational overhead is acceptable. Our algorithm is as follows:

step1 Divide the token sequence into two equal-sized sets, A and B.
step2 Compute similarity between two sets and retain the most similar pairs.
step3 Merge the most similar tokens.
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step4 Combine the two sets into a single token sequence.

Persistent Dynamic Weight Pruning Strategy The training of neural net-
work models can be likened to the establishment of neuronal connections in the
brain. In our pruning-during-training setting, we continuously prune weights
throughout all training epochs. We adopt a relatively simple method for dy-
namic weight pruning. For a neural network to be pruned, we impose a mask on
all weights to sparsify the weight matrix.

w̃ = w ⊙m (9)

During training, to ensure the model reaches the given sparsity r, we calculate
the targeted sparsity rt after a fixed number of iterations t.

rt = r − r(1 −
t

iterationsall
)3 (10)

k̇t = len(w) ∗ (1− rt) (11)

thresholdt = k̇t-th largeset ImportanceScore(w) (12)

Then, by updating the mask with the threshold, the model reaches a new inter-
mediate sparsity,

mt = gate(ImportanceScore(w), thresholdt) (13)

where m0 is a mask with all values of 1. Note that, applying such updating strat-
egy allows to recover from “errors”, i.e. parameters during pruning can become
activated again.

4 Experiments

In this section, we conduct experiments to examine the proposed concept of
Neural Burden and the effectiveness of our enhancement method for pruning. To
more intuitively present our results, we only consider highly sparse models here to
avoid the effects of over-parameterization. All experiments were conducted using
the Python framework on a single NVIDIA 3090 GPU, with a fixed random seed
to ensure the reproducibility of the results.

4.1 Setup

Datasets We adopt MNIST and CIFAR-10 for our experiments. The MNIST
training set contains 60,000 images, while the test set contains 10,000 images,
with the size of 32x32x1 and labels divided into 10 categories. CIFAR-10 contains
60,000 images sized 32x32x3 with a training-test split ratio of 5:1, which are also
divided into 10 categories. We preprocessed the images in CIFAR-10 dataset to
a size of 224x224x3 to enlarge the number of input tokens, and set the ViT patch
size to 16.
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Architecture For the analysis experiments conducted on MNIST, we selected
an MLP for simplicity to facilitate the display of relevant neural burden indi-
cators. For the validation experiments on CIFAR-10, we used a four-layer ViT
as the base model for the compression algorithm to verify the effectiveness and
applicability of our method.

Experimental Details In the analysis experiments using MLP, we inspected
networks with the same sparsity level. The indicators included weights and gradi-
ents recorded at equal intervals (reflecting the instantaneous state and dynamic
characteristics of the model), or the cumulative mean at fixed training intervals
(reflecting the overall change trend of the model), to analyze the impact of neural
burden on sparse models. In the validation experiments using ViT, we examined
the improvement effect of data compression under different settings.

4.2 Neural burden affects the training of highly sparse neural

networks

We aim to examine whether neural networks exhibit neural burden phenomenon
similar to the brain’s information propagation mechanism. Therefore, we trained
an MLP on MNIST with network sparsity levels (i.e., the proportion of zero
values in parameters) set at 0.7, 0.8, and 0.9. We conducted three compar-
ative strategies: (i) Iterative Pruning, which dynamically prunes the network
throughout the training process, eventually achieving the given sparsity level;
(ii) Optimal Subnetwork, we use the parameter mask obtained from the itera-
tive pruning at initialization to directly obtain the subnetwork, which will not
be pruned in the subsequent training; (iii) Random Subnetwork, which trains
the network after randomly pruning an initialized dense network to the given
sparsity level.

As shown in Fig.2(a), the gradient magnitudes of the three networks follow
the same order across different sparsity levels, namely iterative pruning <opti-
mal subnetwork <random subnetwork. Notably, the gradient magnitudes of the
iterative pruning network are the lowest at most of the time. We argue that this
is because during the pruning process, the artificial network neurons need to
recover the lost information previously preserved by the pruned neurons, while
simultaneously fitting the training data, resulting in an excessive load. Thus,
following a similar manner of high-load neurons observed in neuroscience re-
search (for example, [30] reported decreased face-related N170 amplitudes under
high load), the artificial neurons decrease their attention upon some information
which may include task-relevant information, leading to a reduction in gradients.
These results indicate that the Neuron Burden phenomenon that we proposed
indeed exists.

Moreover, we inspected the norm of weights during training. In the case
of gradually reducing neurons in the network, there are more neurons carrying
information in the early stages, so the activation of a single neuron is relatively
small; in the later stages of training, the remaining neurons have to gradually
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(a) gradient

(b) weight

Fig. 2: For each subgraph, the first row shows the cumulative mean of gradi-
ents/weights for neurons recorded in each epoch, and the second row shows the
mean of gradients/weights for neurons recorded on every 100 steps. The blue
curve represents the dynamic iterative pruning experiment, the yellow curve
represents the experiment of training from scratch using the optimal subnet-
work, and the green curve represents the experiment of training from scratch
using a random subnetwork.

bear the effective activation previously handled by the pruned neurons, thus the
activation is excessive and the importance of the neurons is relatively prominent.
This also coincides with the compensation observed in [3].
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4.3 The effect of data compression on pruning

The phenomenon of neural burden suggests that highly sparse networks have
a limited capacity to handle information. Existing research on the connection
structure and information transmission mechanisms in brain neurons reveals
that information may need to be compressed when propagated through the neu-
ral network during learning. We decided to compress input data to investigate
whether this method can effectively reduce performance loss caused by neural
burden during pruning a model.

We observed the performance of iteratively pruned ViTs on CIFAR-10 with
sparsity levels of 0.75, 0.8, 0.85, 0.9, 0.95 under different data compression ratios
0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, with embedding size ranging from 384, 768. The results of the
experiments are organized in Table 1 and Table 2.

According to the results in Table 1 and Table 2, our proposed solution im-
proved the performance of highly sparse pruned networks in most experimental
configurations. This indicates that for neural networks to be highly pruned, pre-
compressing the data can effectively reduce the load during the learning process,
thereby enhancing performance.

Table 1: Test accuracy under model embedding size of 384.
Experiment Setup: Embed-Dim=384, Head-Num=3, Epoch=40

Learning Rate 1.25e-3 2.5e-3 5e-3 1e-2

Merge
Sparsity

0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95

0 75 74.33 74.46 74.03 72.82 76.93 76.26 76.09 76.04 75.26 77.41 77.27 76.83 76.84 76.44 78.02 77.75 76.76 76.76 76.6

0.2 74.59 74.4 73.96 73.43 72.4 77.09 76.59 76.06 75.75 75.41 77.72 77.59 77.16 77.12 76.63 78.35 77.93 78 77.74 77.53

0.4 74.64 74.5 74 74.04 73.27 76.29 76.34 75.49 75.55 74.64 78.19 77.32 77.44 76.99 76.48 78.23 77.57 78.28 77.65 77.13

0.6 74.55 74.06 74.61 73.18 72.88 76.28 75.69 75.98 75.6 74.92 77.79 77.35 77.55 76.87 76.5 78.2 78.28 77.98 77.59 77.01

0.8 74.7 74.69 73.96 74.08 72.95 76.15 75.55 75.21 75.68 73.98 77.56 77.26 76.92 76.81 76.77 77.37 77.01 76.93 76.46 75.9

Experiment Setup: Embed-Dim=384, Head-Num=3, Epoch=60

Learning Rate 1.25e-3 2.5e-3 5e-3 1e-2

Merge
Sparsity

0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95

0 76.19 75.94 75.8 75.15 74.36 77.16 77.46 77.27 76.87 76.9 79.26 79.36 79.02 78.87 78.37 80.87 80.21 79.87 80.26 79.48

0.2 76.1 75.74 75.8 74.94 74.62 78.32 77.74 77.54 77.38 77.41 79.11 78.82 79.34 78.65 78.28 80.39 80.69 80.29 80.53 80.03

0.4 76.39 76.05 75.35 75.37 74.57 77.74 77.87 76.92 77.27 76.48 79.46 78.83 79.02 78.58 78.51 80.75 79.6 79.82 79.87 80.01

0.6 76.16 75.96 75.02 75.29 74.08 77.78 77.28 76.64 76.68 76.26 80.02 79.32 79.17 79.47 79.14 80.16 80.03 79.9 80.3 79.65

0.8 76.52 76.1 75.33 75.18 74.77 77.87 77.81 77.22 77.17 77.25 78.94 78.44 79.23 78.4 78.67 79.66 79.5 79.81 79.04 78.85

Experiment Setup: Embed-Dim=384, Head-Num=6, Epoch=40

Learning Rate 1.25e-3 2.5e-3 5e-3 1e-2

Merge
Sparsity

0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95

0 76.48 75.9 75.63 75.47 74.25 76.98 76.69 76.42 76.44 75.51 77.52 77.34 76.64 76.88 76.33 77.74 78.26 77.47 77.48 76.94

0.2 75.79 75.7 75.69 75.52 74.41 77.01 76.3 75.87 75.92 74.9 77.31 77.1 76.83 76.78 76.08 78.33 77.71 77.88 77.13 77.47

0.4 75.72 75.29 75.75 75.22 73.73 76.9 76.69 76.43 76.29 75.89 78.08 77.68 77.2 77.33 76.52 78.62 78.19 77.94 77.57 77.08

0.6 75.86 75.66 75.44 75.35 74.48 76.82 76.48 76.52 76.27 75.84 78 78.09 77.35 77.77 77.01 78.43 77.99 77.57 77.4 76.92
0.8 75.51 75.09 75.46 75 73.45 76.95 76.29 76.14 76.12 75.38 77.75 77.25 76.87 76.2 76.7 78.07 77.88 77.88 76.93 76.7

Experiment Setup: Embed-Dim=384, Head-Num=6, Epoch=60

Learning Rate 1.25e-3 2.5e-3 5e-3 1e-2

Merge
Sparsity

0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95

0 76.59 76.19 75.83 75.31 75.53 78.02 78.56 77.59 77.11 76.41 79.29 79.21 79.59 79.24 77.83 80.27 80.57 79.25 79.82 79.69

0.2 76.39 75.53 75.68 75.3 74.26 78.42 77.48 77.43 76.99 76.7 78.38 78.33 78.36 78.82 77.81 80.11 80.4 80.43 79.73 79.36
0.4 76.55 76.2 75.56 75.18 74.75 78.1 77.67 77.55 77.43 76.66 79.29 79.05 79.09 78.85 78.09 80.52 79.67 79.92 79.74 79.67
0.6 76.58 76.16 75.98 75.75 74.7 77.92 78.08 77.93 77.07 76.65 79.69 79.81 79.61 78.8 78.27 80.03 80.43 79.64 79.77 79.47
0.8 76.29 76.36 75.49 75.21 74.78 78.37 77.97 78.15 77.3 76.98 78.79 79.11 78.8 78.72 77.71 80.48 79.9 80.41 79.74 79.18
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Table 2: Test accuracy under model embedding size of 768.
Experiment Setup: Embed-Dim=768, Head-Num=3, Epoch=40

Learning Rate 1.25e-3 2.5e-3 5e-3 1e-2

Merge
Sparsity

0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95

0 79.66 79.18 79.51 78.59 77.9 79.42 79.02 78.93 78.71 78.76 79.73 78.95 78.99 79.48 78.9 61.32 59.81 72.59 78.41 76.72

0.2 78.87 78.67 78.89 78.34 78.21 78.51 78.75 78.53 78.53 78.21 79.58 79.52 79.15 79.01 79.33 75.54 77.11 78.18 74.42 78.28

0.4 79.38 78.9 78.65 78.76 78.07 79.31 79.49 79 79.3 79.02 79.96 79.62 79.82 78.77 78.68 54.19 78.06 68.29 75.43 77.96

0.6 79 78.53 79.04 78.89 78.2 79.05 79.36 78.98 78.3 78.55 79.97 79.53 79.7 78.7 79.3 52.27 72.3 57.03 73.16 78.61

0.8 79.2 78.85 78.94 78.18 77.9 79.67 79.24 79.09 78.93 78.4 79.29 79 79.24 79.01 78.59 74.14 70.98 77.11 74.47 77.49

Experiment Setup: Embed-Dim=768, Head-Num=3, Epoch=60

Learning Rate 1.25e-3 2.5e-3 5e-3 1e-2

Merge
Sparsity

0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95

0 79.99 80.02 79.25 79.2 78.85 80.04 79.72 79.58 79.47 79.06 80.74 80.44 80.37 80.25 79.61 67.93 67.28 70.03 71.66 70.15

0.2 79.97 80.25 78.76 78.99 78.26 79.18 79.64 79.61 79.07 79.01 80.87 80.42 80.01 79.93 79.58 68.3 68.33 64.58 71.1 72.32

0.4 79.51 79.84 79.28 79.34 77.9 80.43 79.69 79.88 78.27 79.19 80.6 79.76 80.33 80.4 79.92 62.75 67.04 71.35 71.1 69.93
0.6 79.51 79.67 79.6 79.01 78.49 79.39 79.98 80.09 79.75 79.23 80.18 81.26 80.42 80.13 80.2 63.62 63.33 67.61 70.39 73

0.8 79.62 79.6 78.84 79.54 78.52 80.04 79.67 79.76 79.21 79.35 80.26 79.91 80.2 79.84 79.96 63.15 71.25 67.5 69.11 70.67

Experiment Setup: Embed-Dim=768, Head-Num=6, Epoch=40

Learning Rate 1.25e-3 2.5e-3 5e-3 1e-2

Merge
Sparsity

0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95

0 79.01 79.08 78.85 78.75 77.9 79.63 79.85 78.83 78.89 79.04 79.31 80.21 79.6 79.09 79.01 63.39 65.6 76.14 78.12 77.25

0.2 79.62 79.39 79.33 78.88 77.72 79.52 79.92 79.73 79.51 79.12 79.73 80.09 79.65 79.58 79.06 57.28 66.39 64.24 75.9 76.78
0.4 79.31 79.53 79.43 79.21 78.71 80.39 79.98 79.76 79.78 79.37 79.48 79.31 79.39 79.11 79.07 56.34 65.72 76.34 78.68 79.14

0.6 79.73 79.66 79.63 79.51 78.76 80.02 79.82 79.63 79.11 79.39 79.91 79.88 79.82 79.37 79.24 61.55 62.01 60.22 78.66 77.43

0.8 79.45 79.38 79.03 78.99 78.26 79.69 79.46 79.46 79.24 78.64 79.24 79.4 79.43 78.8 78.53 57.91 62.18 63.06 65.95 68.61

Experiment Setup: Embed-Dim=768, Head-Num=6, Epoch=60

Learning Rate 1.25e-3 2.5e-3 5e-3 1e-2

Merge
Sparsity

0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95

0 79.91 79.8 79.17 79.14 78.2 80.49 80.3 80.07 80.26 79.26 80.72 80.41 81.37 79.44 79.99 70.87 74.05 74.43 72.63 73.98

0.2 79.96 79.96 79.73 79.29 78.7 80.41 79.84 79.7 80.03 79.13 80.71 80.22 79.83 80.55 79.97 70.1 70.7 73.09 74.1 75.8

0.4 80 79.55 79.63 79.32 78.59 80.34 79.71 79.8 79.9 79.26 80.07 79.89 79.86 79.66 79.38 68.67 69.5 69.07 73.06 74.25

0.6 80.36 80.07 80.14 79.23 79.09 80.46 80.1 80.26 79.99 79.54 79.5 79.87 79.2 79.71 79.67 66.13 68.64 72.99 71.38 73.59
0.8 80.04 79.62 79.94 79.62 78.39 79.81 80.01 79.77 79.63 78.89 79.27 79.85 79.57 79.96 79.48 68.37 71.69 72.17 75.25 72.48

5 Discussion

In addition to the above content, there are several directions to explore in the
future. The data compression method used in current experiments is limited to
the token level and the similarity calculation. Although this method simplifies
input information by merging tokens, it still results in the loss of valuable infor-
mation. Future research could explore data encoding at the embedding level to
build a more effective data utilization mechanism, or could explore token merg-
ing method via mutual information, etc. Moreover, neuroscience offers many
valuable studies that can guide us in designing more efficient networks. We will
leave this part of the research for future exploration.

6 Conclusion

Our work demonstrates that neural networks in the pruning-during-training pro-
cess reflect similar manners as the brain’s information propagation mechanisms,
and validates the effectiveness of data compression for mitigating the perfor-
mance decline caused by model pruning. We hope our findings will bring in-
sights to the future compression methods and inspire more interaction between
research of neuroscience and computer science.
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