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Abstract

Neural networks have shown great predictive power when applied to unstructured
data such as images and natural languages. The Bayesian neural network captures
the uncertainty of prediction by computing the posterior distribution of the model
parameters. In this paper, we show that the Bayesian neural network with spike-
and-slab prior has posterior consistency with a near minimax optimal convergence
rate when the true regression function belongs to the Besov space. The spike-
and-slab prior is adaptive to the smoothness of the regression function and the
posterior convergence rate does not change even when the smoothness of the
regression function is unknown. We also consider the shrinkage prior, which is
computationally more feasible than the spike-and-slab prior, and show that it has
the same posterior convergence rate as the spike-and-slab prior.

1 Introduction

The neural network is a machine learning technique that can handle complex structures in data by
combining linear and non-linear transformations [Goodfellow et al., 2016]. The neural network has
shown great predictive power when applied to unstructured data ranging from image data to natural
languages. The neural network automatically grasps the inherent structure of the data and makes
end-to-end learning possible only with inputs and outputs without explicit intermediate steps, which
is the main reason for the rapid development of numerous artificial intelligence applications.

The Bayesian neural network (BNN) provides the uncertainty of the prediction from the probability
distribution of the model parameters. Before observing the data, a prior distribution that reflects prior
beliefs about the model is put over the parameter space of the neural network model. As observations
are added, a posterior distribution is computed by updating the prior distribution via Bayes’ rule.
Neal [1996], Williams [1996] showed that a shallow BNN which has only one infinite-width hidden
layer converges to a Gaussian process regression model. This means that the shallow BNN can be
regarded as a finite approximation of the nonparametric Bayesian regression model. Lee et al. [2017],
Matthews et al. [2018] extended this result to the deep BNN model.

However, it is difficult to compute the exact posterior distribution of the BNN. Various methods
have been proposed for BNN through approximate Bayesian computation algorithms. The methods
based on the Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm such as the Gibbs sampler [Geman
and Geman, 1984, Casella and George, 1992] and Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) [Neal et al.,
2011] are effective to approximate true posterior. By constructing a Markov chain that has the desired
distribution as its stationary distribution, one can obtain a sample of the desired distribution. Recently,
scalable MCMC algorithms such as stochastic gradient Langevin dynamics [Welling and Teh, 2011]
and stochastic gradient HMC (SGHMC, Chen et al. [2014]) were proposed. The variational inference
(VD) is an approximation method that finds the closest variational distribution from the posterior
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distribution. VI method changes the Bayesian inference problem to an optimization problem. Graves
[2011] proposed to use of a Gaussian distribution as variational distribution for BNN and Kingma
and Welling [2013] suggested the reparameterization trick for Gaussian variational distribution.
Practically, VI methods for BNN are faster and more stable than MCMC methods. Blundell et al.
[2015] suggested Bayes by Backprop algorithm for BNN via variational inference. There are also
studies that approximate BNN with the dropout [Gal and Ghahramani, 2016] or the Gaussian process
[Lee et al., 2017].

1.1 Related works

The performance of the neural network is justified by the universal approximation capability of the
neural network. It is known that even a shallow neural network can approximate arbitrary continuous
functions sufficiently precisely in LP-sense [Cybenko, 1989, Hornik, 1991], and as the network
deepens, the expressive power of the neural network gets stronger [Delalleau and Bengio, 2011,
Bianchini and Scarselli, 2014, Telgarsky, 2015, 2016]. Lee IIT [1999] showed that the BNN has the
universal approximation property.

As a measure of the expressive power of a model, consider the range of function spaces that a model
can express. The choice of the activation function can affect the expressive power of a model, and
in this paper, we consider the Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU) ReLU (z) = max{0,z} [Nair and
Hinton, 2010], which is the most popular activation function in practice. Yarotsky [2017] evaluated
the approximation error of the neural network using the ReLU activation function (ReL.U network)
for functions in the Holder space. Schmidt-Hieber [2020] showed that the regularized least squared
estimator performed by the ReLU network in a nonparametric regression problem converges to the
true regression function with nearly minimax rate up to logarithmic factors on the Holder space.
Suzuki [2018] extended the results in Schmidt-Hieber [2020] from the Holder space to the Besov
space which contains the Holder and Sobolev spaces. Polson and Roc¢kova [2018] proved a Bayesian
version of the results in Schmidt-Hieber [2020]. They proved the Bayesian ReLU network with
spike-and-slab prior has posterior consistency, i.e., the posterior probability is concentrated on the
true parameter value as the number of observations increases to infinity, when the priors on the
parameters of the ReLU network are spike-and-slab priors. Chérief-Abdellatif [2020] showed that the
results in Polson and Rockova [2018] are still valid when variational methods are applied.

All of the above results assume a sparse structure in the neural networks. Sparsity is often assumed in
high-dimensional models for asymptotic results. Castillo et al. [2015] showed theoretical properties
including posterior consistency and rates of consistency of the high-dimensional linear regression
model under the spike-and-slab prior. Song and Liang [2017] extended the results in Castillo et al.
[2015] to the shrinkage priors which are more feasible than the spike-and-slab prior.

1.2 Main contribution

We show that the posterior of the Bayesian ReLU network with a spike-and-slab prior with appropriate
width, depth, and sparsity level is consistent with a near minimax rate. We extend the result of Suzuki
[2018] to the Bayesian framework and the results of Polson and Rockova [2018] to the Besov space.
As in Polson and Rockova [2018], we show that the same convergence rate is achieved even when the
smoothness parameter of the true regression function is not known. That is, the ReLLU network has
rich expressive power, and this ability is not constrained even without the smoothness information of
the true function. We get a similar result for the shrinkage prior.

We try to narrow the gap between the study of the theoretical properties and the practical application
of the Bayesian ReLU networks. For instance, Gaussian distribution is frequently considered as a prior
distribution in practical Bayesian ReLU networks. In this case, the posterior distribution may not be
consistent since the posterior becomes heavy tail distribution over the parameter space [Vladimirova
et al., 2019]. Approaches to interpreting the Bayesian neural networks as Gaussian Process [Lee et al.,
2017] avoid this problem by setting the variance of the prior distribution to be proportional to the
width of the network. We suggest similar sufficient conditions for the posterior consistency of the
Bayesian ReLU networks. Compared to precedent studies, our setting is closer to practical use. The
results in Suzuki [2018] and Polson and Rockova [2018] require to solve the optimization problem
under the [y constraint or compute posterior from spike-and-slab prior respectively. We suggest a
BNN model, which is easy to infer and consistent with the (nearly) optimal convergence rate.
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The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We set up the problem and introduce the necessary
concepts in Section 2. We present the obtained theoretical results in Section 3 and numerical examples
in Section 4. A summary of the paper and a discussion are given in Section 5.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

The floor function |z denotes the largest integer less than or equal to « € R, the ceiling function [z
denotes the smallest integer greater than or equal to € R, and ||a||p is an [,-norm of a real vector

a. The u-th derivative of a d-dimensional function f is denoted by D“ f with u € {0, 1, - - ~}d. The
covering number N (e, A, d) is the minimal number of d-balls of radius e > 0 necessary to cover a set
A. We denote the dirac-delta function at @ € R by 0,. We use A < B as shorthand for the inequality
A < OB for some constant C' > 0 and A VV B as shorthand for the max{A, B}.

2.2 Model

Suppose that n input-output observations D,, = (X;,y;)"; C [0,1]¢ x R are independent random
sample from a regression model

yz:f(](Xz)Jf_fz (221727 ,’fl), (l)

where (&;)_; is an i.i.d. sequence of Gaussian noises N’ (0, 02) with known variance o2 > 0 and f
is the true regression function belonging to the space .%.

In frequentist statistics, the maximum likelihood estimation is used to estimate the function fy. From
the machine learning viewpoint, it is equivalent to finding f that minimizes the square loss. Suzuki
[2018] showed that f can be estimated with a nearly optimal rate in this setting.

In practice, a sparse regularization term r( f) such as dropout and /; -regularizer is also considered
together with a loss function. This is equivalent to estimating the MAP (maximum a posteriori) in the
Bayesian modeling. The posterior distribution gives not only predictive values but also the uncertainty
of the prediction. Thus, in the Bayesian statistics, it is important to find sufficient conditions for a
prior distribution or a regularizer which guarantees the consistency or optimal convergence rate of
the posterior.

2.3 Function spaces

In this section, we introduce function spaces that statisticians have studied for the smoothness of
functions. Let Q = [0, 1]¢ C R? be the domain of functions we consider.

The LP-norm of a function is defined as follows:
1/
£l = { Ualf@Fde) 0 <p < oo,
sup,cqlf ()| p=o00

where f is a real-valued function defined on 2. The L? space is the function space consisting of
functions with bounded LP-norm and is denoted by L”(Q) = {f : | f||;, < oo}

Let s > 0 be the smoothness parameter and m = |s]. The s-Holder norm of function f is defined by

w DY f(x) — D“f(y
g = sup D" fllpe + sup  sup [2F@ =D
l[ull, <m l[ull,=m =,y€Q |z — vy

The s-Holder space C'*(€2) is defined as a set of functions with bounded s-Holder norm. We call s
the smoothness parameter of the s-Holder space. Let £ € Nand 1 < p < oco. The Sobolev norm of a
function f is defined by

1/p
lher = 4 (Stan el DfI5) 7 15p< 00
Sup|q |, <kl D fll < p = 00.
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The Sobolev space W#(Q) is defined by the function space consisting of functions with bounded
Sobolev norm.

Note the notion of the smoothness of a function is related to the differentiability of the function. The
Besov space extends the concept of smoothness. Before defining the Besov space, define the r-th
modulus of smoothness of the function f as follows [Gine and Nickl, 2016]:

wrp(fit) = sup [[AL()], 2)
IR, <t
. T (V=) f(x+jh) ze€Qa+rhe,
A} (w) = {OZ— e gm @
O.W.
For0 < p,q <00, s >0, r = |s| + 1, define the Besov norm of a function f by
< (trw,(f,1)T )Y g < o,
19, = 151, + 4 Yo~ (€ umalF D) T a < 00 @
P supgso{t ™ “wrp(f, 1)} q = 0o0.

The Besov space B ,(€2) is defined as the set of functions with finite Besov norms [Gine and Nickl,
2016], i.e.,

By (@) = {f: Iflp,, < oo} )

Note that the Besov spaces can be defined without the differentiability and continuity of functions,
and are more general than the Holder and Sobolev spaces, which are subspaces of the Besov spaces.
The Besov space may contain complicated functions including discontinuous function if d/p > s.
For instance, the Cantor function f; does not belong to any Sobolev space since it does not have a
weak derivative but belongs to a Besov space [Sawano, 2018]. In fact, f; € C°82/ leg3([0,1])

Bls2/e3 (19 1]). Also,

falz) = {(1)/ log(/2), giﬁ <1 o

is not in any Holder space. Note when p < 2, the smoothness of the Besov space is inhomogeneous
[Suzuki, 2018]. Donoho and Johnstone [1994] suggested spatially variable functions including Blocks

fa(@) = 3 hiK (@ = @;), K@) = (1+sen(@))/2,

7
(z;) = (0.1,0.13,0.15,0.23, 0.25,0.40, 0.44, 0.65, 0.76, 0.78, 0.81), ™
(hj) = (4,-5,3,—4,5,-4.2,2.1,4.3,-3.1,2.1,-4.2),
where sgn(z) is a function that extracts the sign of a real number x, and HeaviSine
fa(x) = 4sin(4nz) — sgn(x — 0.3) — sgn(0.72 — x). (8)

Since f2, fsand fy are functions of bounded variation, in Bj ([0, 1]) [Peetre, 1976, Suzuki, 2018].
We plot the functions f1, f, f3 and f4 in Figure 1.

2.4 Sparse neural network

Define (deep) neural network space generated by a parameter space O as follows:

#(0) = { o(o) = (WEDC) 4550 0 oo Co (WD 440
9
o= (W pO_ .. ) pErDy @}_
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Figure 1: Example functions in the Besov spaces
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where ( is an activation function. In this paper, we consider {(z) = ReLU () and the following
B-bounded and S-sparse parameter space [Suzuki, 2018]

O(L,W, S, B) := {W(l) e Rr-1x7 ) ¢ RP

pl:I/V,l:172 7L7 p0:d7PL+1:1a

L+1
— l l
ot =3 (W], + o1, ) < s

o= {0 [o0] } < 5}

and denote S-sparse neural network space with B-bounded parameters ®(O(L, W, S, B)) as
O(L,W, S, B). We can define the entire neural network model space as follows

(10)

P = G G fj G &(L,W, S, B). (11)
L=1W=15=0B=0

3 Main results

Let UB(F) = {f € L>([0,1]%) : | f(z)| < F, Yz € [0,1]?} be an uniformly bounded family of
functions with bound F* > 0. Consider .# = B3 ([0, 1]%) N\UB(F). For each n € N, and f € F,
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let PJS”) be the probability measure of the data D, = (X7, ;)" with a density function p{" with
respect to the measure (™) and II be a prior distribution of f. The posterior distribution is given by

_ Jap (D))
=057 (D) dII(f)

II(A[D»,) ; (12)

for A C ©. Let

n

) 1/2
171, = (n > <f<Xi>>2>

i=1

.. X . 1 n
be the norm on empirical measure P;; = - > " | 0y, and

112y = ( / <f<X>>2dPX)1/2,

where Px is a marginal distribution of X. Suppose that Py has a bounded density function px ()
on [0, 1]¢. Without loss of generality, we assume that 0 < px (z) < R < 2.

Suppose that 0 < F' < 00, 0 < p,qg < 00, w:=d(1/p—1/2)4 <s < ooandsetv = (s—w)/(2w).
Assume that m € N satisfies 0 < s < min{m,m — 1 + 1/p}. Let N,, = [p#/@s+)] W, =
6dm(m + 2) + 2d and

L, = L(N,), W, = N,W,

2 i} (13)
S7L:(Ln_1)WONTL+N7L7 Bn:O(NrT)’

m\ —1 Vm
where cam) = (1+2de2L0) ", L(N,) = 3+ 2[log, (25 ) + 51 logy(d V m)], 7 =

N{s/d_(fl*_dil)(d/p_sh(log N,)ltandZE= (v +d Y1V (d/p—s)s).

Note the theorems in this section are similar to the results in Suzuki [2018], which studied the
asymptotic properties of the least squared estimator. They showed that for the least squared estimator

n

f= argmin > (i — @),
f:fe(b(Ln7W7uSn7Bn) =1 (14)

Ep, [Hfo - f‘

where f is the clipping of f defined by f = min{max{f, —F}, F} for fo € UB(F) and Ep, [A] is
an expectation of A with respect to the training data ID,,. Note the minimax convergence rate of a
Besov function fj in (1) has a lower bound n~ 714 [Gine and Nickl, 2016, Donoho and Johnstone,
1998]. Donoho and J (zh/nsto/n)e [1998] also showed that the minimax rate of a linear estimator has a
s—(1/p=1/2)4

lower bound, n= 2¥1=20/»=1/9+ ford = 1,s > 1/pand 1 < p,q < ccors = p = ¢ = 1. Thus,
any linear estimator cannot achieve the minimax optimal rate on the Besov space for p < 2 and is
dominated by the neural network model.

< po T (1 3
o | S 08

Spike-and-slab prior

In this subsection, we extend Theorem 6.1 in Polson and Rockova [2018]. They showed that the
Bayesian ReL.U networks are consistent with near minimax rates in the Holder space. We extend the
function space from the Holder space to the Besov space which contains both Holder and Sobolev
spaces. Assume the following spike-and-slab prior 7(6)

(0], L, W, S, B) = ~;7(0;|L, W, S, B) + (1 — 7;)d0(0;),

T4 LW, 8, B) = - (15
(s)
7(L=Ly)=m(W=W,) =n(S=5,)=n(B =B, =1, (16)

where 7(0;|L, W, S,B) =U(#;;|—B,B]) and T = |O(L, W, S, B)|.
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Theorem 1. Assume model (1) and prior distribution (15) and (16). Suppose that 0 < F' < 0o, 0 <
p,q < ocoand d(1/p —1/2)4 < s. Then the posterior distribution concentrates at the true function

with a rate €, = n~/ 2574 (logn)3/2, That is,
(fg € @NUB(F) : ||fo — foll,, > Mnen|Dy) = 0

in P}:)-probability asn — oo for any M,, — oc.
Proof. See appendix C.4. O

As mentioned in Suzuki [2018], the condition d(1/p — 1/2), < s indicates that fo € B, ,([0, 1]4)
is in ([0, 1]%) and can be discontinuous. When p = ¢ = o0, B5 ([0, 1]%) = C*([0,1]%) and the
result by Polson and Roc¢kova [2018] is a special case of Theorem 1.

Adaptive estimation

Theorem 2 below is an extension of Theorem 6.2 in Polson and Rockova [2018] to the Besov space.
They showed that the Bayesian ReLU networks adapt to smoothness on the Holder space under the
spike-and-slab prior.
Theorem 2. Assume model (1). Let
L,(H)=[H(logn)] V1, W,,(H,N) = HN, S,(H,N)=HNL,(H), B,(H,N) = N.
(17)

Consider the following prior

Néw[Z/(logn)ﬁ Tz (Z):i forZ =1,2,-- (18)

- ) Z! (e)\N _ 1) 3 ) )

and prior distribution (15) of 0 given E,L(Hn), W,L(HH,N), gn(H,L,N), BT,,(HH,N) on the
function space

o =) (J ®Ln(H,), Wo(Hp, N), Sp(Hy,,N), By(Hy, N)) (19)
n=1N=1
for any H,, — oo and Ay > 0. Suppose that 0 < F < 00, 0 < p,q < coand d(1/p —1/2); <
s < min{m, m — 1 + 1/p}. The posterior distribution concentrates at the true function with a rate
en = n~%/ 25t (logn)3/2. That is,

I(fo € ®ONUB(E) : [[fo — foll, > MuealDs) = 0

in P}:)-probability as n — oo for any M, — oc.
Proof. See appendix C.5. O

In Theorem 1, the prior distribution depends on the smoothness parameters p, ¢, and s. Theorem 2
shows that, as in Polson and Rockova [2018], even if the values of these parameters are unknown, the
same posterior convergence rates can be obtained by considering the appropriate prior distribution.

Shrinkage prior

Asymptotic properties of the spike-and-slab prior were obtained in Theorem 1, but its practical use
for large neural network models is unsuitable due to the computational cost. The following prior
distributions are computationally more feasible than the spike-and-slab prior.

The result to be introduced in this section shows that all the aforementioned results still hold even
under the shrinkage prior. Assume the following prior

T
W(0|L7VVaSaB) = 9(93|LaVV>S>B) (20)

J

=1
where T = |©(L, W, S, B)|, g(t) := g(t|L, W, S, B) is a symmetric density function and decreasing
ont > 0.
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Theorem 3. Assume model (1), prior distribution (16) and (20). Suppose that 0 < F' < oo, 0 <
p,q < ocandd(1/p—1/2)y < s < min{m,m — 1+ 1/p}. Let €, = n=5/2s+ (logn)>/? and
g(t) be a function such that

€n

<
4= 0L (Bn v )= (W, + 1)En

(21
wn= [ gt WS B
[_an7an]
satisfies
& >1—u, > — (22)
Tn n — Tn, Mn,
_IOgg(Bn|LnaansnaBn) S (10gn)2, (23)
continuous on [—B,,, By,] and
Un = / g(t|Lna Wi, Sn, Bn)dt =0 (eiKUnEi) ) (24)
[7Bn,Bn]C

where 1, = exp(—Kne2 /S,,) for some K, Ko > 4. The posterior distribution concentrates at the
true function with a rate €,,. That is,

I(fs € ®NUB(F) : |lfo = foll,, > MuealDs) = 0

in P}:)-probability as n — oo for any M, — oc.
Proof. See appendix C.6. O

Note that condition (22) is a continuous approximation for the spike part of (15). The next condition
(23) means that the prior should have enough thick tail to sample true function. The last condition
(24) restricts the thickness of the tail to prevent a function from being divergent.

Unlike the other priors, the shrinkage prior is relatively straightforward to implement. For example,
to implement the model in Theorem 1, one can consider the MCMC algorithm [Sun et al., 2022]
which combines Gibbs sampler, the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm, and the SGHMC algorithm.
The shrinkage prior avoids the posterior computation with varying dimensions, and enables feasible
computation.

Note that the conditions are sufficient conditions for the neural network model necessary to estimate
the function in the worst case. In other words, we may infer true function fy sufficiently even for a
prior distribution that satisfies only some conditions.

Example 1 (Gaussian prior). Let €, = n~5/(25td) (log n)3/2 and 1 be a density functions of the
standard Gaussian distribution N'(0, 1).

s =Lo (L), ot- g

On " 2Kone2

satisfies (24).
Example 2 (Gaussian mixture prior). Let €, = n~°/(25td) (log n)3/2, 1 and V be a density and
inverse survival functions of the standard Gaussian distribution N'(0, 1) respectively.

1 t 1 t
g(t) = 71—lniw () + Ton— ()
O1n O1ln O2n O2n

with
Ton = T7:’ Tin = 1 — oy,
- €n 2 _ B,%
Ap > y O2n
72L, (B, V 1) Lo=1 (W, + 1)L=" 72" = 2Kne?
and
Ton 1 1 [07%) Ton 1 1 (07
/U — |z, — U — <op<a,/V|—|=—VU
“ / <7Tln |:277 <027L>:|> 7 “ / (ﬂ-ln |:2 02n
satisfies (22) and (24).
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Example 3 (Relaxed spike-and-slab prior). Let ¢,, = n~5/5*4 (logn)3/2, 1) and U be a density
and inverse survival functions of the standard Gaussian distribution N'(0, 1) respectively.

g(t) = Wlniyj (t> + 71—277.U(t; *Bn» Bn)

O1ln O1n
with
S 1
Ton = = n— 1= ns
2 T, 1 2
< €7L
Ap =~ )
72L,(By vV 1)En—1(W,, + 1)Ln
and

T2n, Qp T2n On
n/ ¥ — =1 =m)| ) <0o1n < an/¥ =
ont¥ (G2 [ = @] ) <o <anpi (2032 )

satisfies (22), (23) and (24).

4 Numerical examples

As the sample size n increases, the complexity of the neural network to obtain the theoretical
optimality increases rapidly, which makes the results in the previous section limited for the practical
application with large sample size. For instance, consider the estimation problems of Besov functions
f1, f2, f3 and f4 with the Gaussian mixture prior with parameters as in Example 2:

B, = 10N™™E1 Ky =5, n, = exp(—Kone2 /S,,)
€n

T 2L (B, V ) L(W,, + 1)Ln

B? T 1 a

2 n 2n -1 n

= " n=0an/¥ —p — ¥ — .
T2n 2(Ko + 1)nez’ Tin = n/ <7r1n {277 (agn)]>

Tables 1 and 2 present the hyperparameters (model parameters) to estimate functions f;, i = 1,2, 3,4
with theoretical optimality. These values are affected by the complexity of the true regression function.

an

Table 1: Hyperparameters of BNN to estimate f; € BL%%EO/ 103"3([0, 1]).

n L w J1n O2n T1in T2n,

100 39 400 3.747 x 10717 8443 x 1071 8719 x 107! 1.280 x 107!
1,000 43 1,100 1.505 x 10723% 7597 x 10~!  9.534 x 107! 4.651 x 1072
10,000 45 2,950 1.508 x 107283  7.954 x 10~! 9.826 x 1071 1.733 x 1072

Table 2: Hyperparameters of BNN to estimate f, f3 and f4 € Bi,([0,1]).

n L W O1in Oon Tin Ton

100 41 250 8.669 x 107172 6.779 x 101  7.957 x 1071 2.042 x 107!
1,000 43 500 1.259 x 10729° 5028 x 10~! 8977 x 10~! 1.022 x 10~!
10,000 47 1,100 1.963 x 107256  4.894 x 10~! 9.535 x 101  4.642 x 10~2

In practice, models with smaller values of L and 1/ can estimate the true function with a sufficient
precision. We present the numerical experiments with the four functions in Appendix D.

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we justify the theoretical properties of neural networks that are currently widely used.
Specifically, we focused on the asymptotic properties of the Bayesian neural networks and extend the
Holder space results in Polson and Rockova [2018] to the Besov space. Theorem 1 shows that the
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Bayesian neural network with a spike-and-slab prior has consistent posterior with a near minimax
rate at the true Besov functions. Theorem 3 extends the result to the shrinkage prior. According to
these theorems, the Bayesian neural networks have posterior consistency and (nearly) optimal rates
by assuming proper prior. Theorem 2 shows that even if the smoothness of the true function is not
known, the same optimality can be obtained by considering a prior on the architecture of the neural
networks.

The results in this paper are extensions of those in Suzuki [2018] to the Bayesian neural networks. We
suggested a shrinkage prior for the Bayesian neural network as a practical prior that can achieve the
optimal rate while providing the uncertainty of the prediction. Suzuki [2018] showed the theoretical
properties of the neural networks in the Besov space via nonparametric regression based on B-spline.
We believe similar results can be obtained using the Bayesian LARK B-spline model [Park et al.,
2021].

We obtained the theoretical results under the specific setting, fully connected networks with the ReLU
activation function. As mentioned in Section 4, the conditions to obtain the theoretical optimality
is stringent for practical applications with large sample sizes. In Theorem 3, we mentioned the
conditions that the shrinkage prior must satisfy and depend on the model parameters L,,, W,,, and
B,,. For adaptive estimation like Theorem 2, it is a necessary to propose a general shrinkage prior
distribution that satisfies all conditions even when the parameters of the network are varying. The
results of this study are just beginning and more theoretical research is needed for the Bayesian neural
networks with industrial use, such as visual data analysis and natural language processing.
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