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Abstract
In this work, we propose a novel prior learning
method for advancing generalization and uncer-
tainty estimation in deep neural networks. The
key idea is to exploit scalable and structured pos-
teriors of neural networks as informative priors
with generalization guarantees. Our learned priors
provide expressive probabilistic representations
at large scale, like Bayesian counterparts of pre-
trained models on ImageNet, and further produce
non-vacuous generalization bounds. We also ex-
tend this idea to a continual learning framework,
where the favorable properties of our priors are
desirable. Major enablers are our technical contri-
butions: (1) the sums-of-Kronecker-product com-
putations, and (2) the derivations and optimiza-
tions of tractable objectives that lead to improved
generalization bounds. Empirically, we exhaus-
tively show the effectiveness of this method for
uncertainty estimation and generalization.

1. Introduction
Within the deep learning approach to real-world AI prob-
lems such as autonomous driving, generalization and uncer-
tainty estimation are one of the most important pillars. To
achieve this, Bayesian Neural Networks (BNNs) (MacKay,
1992; Hinton & van Camp, 1993; Neal, 1996) leverage the
tools of Bayesian statistics in order to improve generaliza-
tion and uncertainty estimation in deep neural networks.
Due to their potential and advancements so far, BNNs have
become increasingly popular research topics (Gawlikowski
et al., 2021). However, one of the open problems in BNNs
is the prior specifications. While it is widely known that
prior selection is a crucial step in any Bayesian model-
ing (Bayes, 1763), the choice of well-specified priors is
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generally unknown in neural networks. Consequently, many
current approaches have resorted to uninformative priors,
like isotropic Gaussian, despite reported signs of prior mis-
specifications (Wenzel et al., 2020; Fortuin, 2022).

To address the problem of prior specification, we propose a
prior learning method for BNNs. Our method is grounded
in sequential Bayesian inference (Opper, 1999), where the
posteriors from the past are used as the prior for the future.
We achieve this by relying on Laplace Approximation (LA)
(MacKay, 1992) with Kronecker-factorization of the poste-
riors (Ritter et al., 2018b; Daxberger et al., 2021). Within
this framework, we devise key technical novelties to learn
expressive BNN priors with generalization guarantees. First,
we demonstrate the sums-of-Kronecker-product computa-
tions so that the posteriors in matrix normal distributions,
i.e., Gaussian with Kronecker-factorized covariance matri-
ces (Gupta & Nagar, 2000), can be tractably used as expres-
sive BNN priors. Second, to explicitly improve generaliza-
tion, we derive and optimize over a tractable approximation
of PAC-Bayes bounds (McAllester, 1999b; Germain et al.,
2016) that lead to non-vacuous bounds, i.e., smaller than
the upper bound of the loss. Finally, as an added benefit of
our idea, a Bayesian re-interpretation to a popular continual
learning architecture, namely progressive neural networks
(Rusu et al., 2016), is provided for uncertainty-awareness,
generalization, and resiliency to catastrophic forgetting.

By design, our method has many advantages for generaliza-
tion and uncertainty estimation in neural networks. The pro-
posed method achieves non-vacuous generalization bounds
in deep learning models, while potentially avoiding prior
misspecification for uncertainty estimation using BNNs.
For these features, we provide computationally tractable
techniques in order to learn expressive priors from large
amounts of data and deep network architectures. We con-
tend that such probabilistic representation at a large scale,
e.g., pre-trained BNNs on ImageNet, can be beneficial in
downstream tasks for both transfer and continual learning
set-ups. Therefore, we further provide ablation studies and
various experiments to show the aforementioned benefits
of our method within the small and large-scale transfer
and continual learning tasks. In particular, we empirically
demonstrate that our priors mitigate cold posterior effects
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(Wenzel et al., 2020) – a potential sign of a bad prior – and
further produce generalization bounds. Moreover, within a
practical scenario of robotic continual learning (Denninger
& Triebel, 2018), and standardized benchmarks of few-shot
classification (Tran et al., 2022) for the recent uncertainty
baselines (Nado et al., 2021), considerable performance
improvements over the popular methods are reported.

Contributions To summarize, our primary contribution
is a novel method for learning scalable and structured
informative priors (Section 2), backed up by (a) the
sums-of-Kronecker-product computations for computa-
tional tractability (Section 2.2), (b) derivation and optimiza-
tions over tractable generalization bounds (Section 2.3), (c)
a Bayesian re-interpretation of progressive neural networks
for continual learning (Section 2.4), (d) exhaustive experi-
ments to show the effectiveness of our method (Section 4).

2. Learning Expressive Priors
2.1. Notation and Background

Consider a neural network fθ with layers l ∈ [L] :=
{1, . . . , L} which consists of a parameterized function
ϕl : Ωl−1 → Ωl and a non-linear activation function
σl : Ωl → Ωl. We denote an input for a network as
x ∈ Ω0 =: X and all learnable parameters as a stacked vec-
tor θ. Then the pre-activation sl and activation al are recur-
sively applied with a0 = x, sl = ϕl(al−1) and al = σl(sl).
The output of the neural network y is given by the last
activation y = aL = fθ(x). The structure of the learn-
ing process is governed by different architectural choices
such as fully connected, recurrent, and convolutional lay-
ers (Goodfellow et al., 2016). The parameters θ are typically
obtained by maximum likelihood principles, given training
data D = ((xi,yi))

N
i=1. Unfortunately, these principles

lead to the lack of generalization and calibrated uncertainty
in neural networks (Jospin et al., 2020).

To address these, BNNs provide a compelling alternative by
applying Bayesian principles to neural networks. In BNNs,
the first step is to specify a prior distribution π(θ). Then
the Bayes theorem is used to compute the posterior distribu-
tion over the parameters, given the training data: p(θ|D) ∝
π(θ)

∏N
i=1 p(yi|xi, fθ). This means that each parameter

is not a single value, but a probability distribution, repre-
senting the uncertainty of the model (Gawlikowski et al.,
2021). The posterior distribution provides a set of plausible
model parameters, which can be marginalized to compute
the predictive distributions of a new sample (x∗,y∗) /∈ D
for BNNs: p(y∗|x∗,D) =

∫
p(y∗|x∗, fθ)ρ(θ)dθ. In the

case of neural networks, the posteriors cannot be obtained
in closed form. Hence, many of the current research efforts
are on accurately approximating the posteriors of BNNs.

For this, LA (MacKay, 1992) approximates the BNN poste-

riors with a Gaussian distributions around a local mode.
Here, a prior is first specified as an isotropic Gaussian.
With this prior, the maximum-a-posteriori (MAP) estimates
of the parameters θ̂ are obtained by training the neural
networks. Then, the Hessian H = d2

dθ2 ln p(θ|D) =
Hlikelihood +Hprior is computed to obtain the BNN pos-
teriors. In practice, the covariance matrix is usually further
scaled which more generally corresponds to temperature
scaling. In summary, the priors-posteriors pairs of LA are:

Prior: π(θ) = N (0, γI), (1)

Posterior: p(θ|D) ≈ N (θ̂, (Hlikelihood +Hprior)
−1).

As the Hessian is computationally intractable for modern
architectures, the Kronecker-Factored Approximate Curva-
ture (KFAC) method is widely adopted (Martens & Grosse,
2015). KFAC approximates the true Hessian by a layer-
wise block-diagonal matrix, where each diagonal block is
the Kronecker-factored Fisher matrix Fl. Therefore, defin-
ing the layer-wise activation āl and loss gradient w.r.t pre-
activation Dsl, the inverse covariance matrix of the posteri-
ors is (Ritter et al., 2018b):

H ≈ F = diag(F1,F2, · · · ,FL) + γI, (2)

where Fl ≈ E[Dsl(Dsl)T ]⊗ E[āl(āl)T ] = Ll ⊗Rl.

In this way, using LA, BNN posteriors can be obtained by
approximating the Hessian of neural networks. We provide
more details on LA and KFAC in Appendix A.1.

We note several ramifications of this formulation for learn-
ing BNN priors from data. First, the BNN posteriors can
be obtained by approximating the Hessian, which can be
tractably computed from large amounts of data and deeper
neural network architectures (Lee et al., 2020; Ba et al.,
2017). Second, the resulting BNN posteriors can capture
the correlations between the parameters within the same
layer (Ritter et al., 2018b). Moreover, several open-source
libraries exist to ease the implementations (Daxberger et al.,
2021; Humt et al., 2020). All these points result in easily-
obtainable BNN posteriors with expressive probabilistic
representation from large amounts of data, deep architec-
tures, and parameter correlations. As opposed to isotropic
Gaussian, we next demonstrate that these BNN posteriors
can be used to learn expressive prior distributions in order
to advance generalization and uncertainty estimation within
the transfer and continual learning set-ups.

2.2. Empirical Prior Learning with
Sums-of-Kronecker-Product Computations

Intuitively, the idea is to repeat the LA with the prior cho-
sen as the posterior from Equation (1), similar to Bayesian
filtering. Since we use the LA with a Kronecker-factored
covariance matrix in both the prior and the posterior, we
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want to approximate the resulting sum of Kronecker prod-
ucts with a single Kronecker product. We denote the task to
compute the prior as source task T0 and the task to compute
the posterior as target task T1, both consisting of a data-set
Dt from a distribution Pt, t ∈ {0, 1}.

Applying LA on D0, we obtain the model parameters θ̂(0)

and the posteriors p(θ|D0) as before (equations 1 and 2).
Then, for the target task, we specify the prior using the
posteriors from D0: π(θ) = p(θ|D0). The ultimate goal
is to compute the new posteriors on D1, i.e., p(θ|D1) ∝
p(D1|fθ)π(θ). To achieve this, we train the neural networks
on D1 by optimizing:

θ̂(1) ∈ argmax
θ
{p(θ|D1)}

= argmin
θ
{− ln (p(D1|fθ)) (3)

+
1

2
(θ − θ̂(0))T (F(0) + γI)(θ − θ̂(0))},

where θ̂(1) is the MAP estimate of the model parameters for
task T1 and F(0) is the block-diagonal Kronecker-factored
Fisher matrix from task T0. The final step is to approximate
new Hessian on D1 using the KFAC method. This results in

Prior: π = N (θ̂(0), (F(0) + γI)−1) (4)

Posterior: ρ = N (θ̂(1), τ(F(1) + F(0) + γI)−1),

where τ is the temperature scaling (Wenzel et al., 2020;
Daxberger et al., 2021). Here, the precision matrix of
the new BNN posteriors is represented by the sum-of-
Kronecker-products, i.e., F̃(1) = F(1) + F(0) + γI =
L(0) ⊗R(0) + L(1) ⊗R(1) + γI⊗ I.

Algorithm 1 Power method for sums of Kronecker products

1: Input: left matrices (Lk)k∈[K], right matrices
(Rk)k∈[K], number of steps nmax = 100, and stop-
ping precision δ = 10−5.

2: Output: The solutions L̂ and R̂.
3: vec(L̄(0))← N (0, I) {initialization of L̄(0)}
4: L(0) ← L̄(0)

∥L̄(0)∥F
{normalize L̄(0)}

5: for n = 1 to nmax do
6: R̄(n) ←

∑K
k=1⟨Lk,L(n−1)⟩FRk {first power step}

7: R(n) ← R̄(n)

∥R̄(n)∥F
{normalize R̄(n)}

8: L̄(n) ←
∑K

k=1⟨Rk,R(n)⟩FLk {second power step}
9: L(n) ← L̄(n)

∥L̄(n)∥F
{normalize L̄(n)}

10: if ∥L(n) − L(n−1)∥F < δ then
11: break {stopping criterion}
12: end if
13: end for
14: L̂← L(n)

15: R̂←
∑K

k=1⟨Lk,L(n)⟩FRk {first power step}

Unfortunately, the sum-of-Kronecker-products is not a
Kronecker-factored matrix. As a result, the above formu-
lation loses all the essence of Kronecker factorization for
modeling high-dimensional probability distributions. For
example, we can no longer exploit the rule: (L⊗R)−1 =
(L−1 ⊗R−1) where L and R are smaller matrices to store
and invert when compared to (L ⊗ R). Even more, the
storage and the inverse of F̃(1) may not be computationally
tractable for modern architectures.

To this end, we devise the sum-of-Kronecker-products
computations. Concretely, we approximate the sum-of-
Kronecker-products as Kronecker-factored matrices by an
optimization formulation:12

L̂, R̂ ∈ argmin
L∈RM×M

R∈RN×N

∥
K∑

k=1

Lk ⊗Rk − L⊗R∥F . (5)

A solution to this problem is not unique, e.g., one could
scale L̂ by α ̸= 0 and R̂ by 1

α . Hence, we assume that L̂ is
normalized, ∥L̂∥F = 1 (or alternatively, we can also assume
∥R̂∥F = 1). For the solution, we show the equivalence to
the well-known best rank-one approximation problem.

Lemma 2.1. Let M,N,K ∈ N, Lk ∈ RM×M and Rk ∈
RN×N for k ∈ [K]. Then

∥
K∑

k=1

Lk ⊗Rk − L⊗R∥F (6)

= ∥
K∑

k=1

vec(Lk) vec(Rk)T − vec(L) vec(R)T ∥F .

Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix C.1.

This result indicates that the solution to equation 5 can be
obtained using the power method, which iterates:

R(n) ←
∑K

k=1⟨Lk,L(n−1)⟩FRk

∥
∑K

k=1⟨Lk,L(n−1)⟩FRk∥F
and

L(n) ←
∑K

k=1⟨Rk,R⟩FLk

∥
∑K

k=1⟨Rk,R⟩FLk∥F
.

Given randomly initialized matrices, the power method iter-
ates until the stop criterion is reached. The full procedure
is presented in Algorithm 1, whereas in Appendix B, we
discuss the computational complexity of the algorithm.

1For the similar causes to maintain the Kronecker factorization,
Ritter et al. (2018b;a) assume (L⊗R+ γI)−1 = (L+ γI)−1 ⊗
(R+ γI)−1 which does not hold in general (see Section 4.1).

2Our formulation for one single Kronecker-factored matrix is
similar to Kao et al. (2021).
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Importantly, we can now obtain a single Kronecker factoriza-
tion from the sum of Kronecker products. Such Kronecker-
factored approximations have advantages on tractable mem-
ory consumption for the storage and the inverse computa-
tions, which enables sampling from the resulting matrix
normal distributions (Martens & Grosse, 2015). Therefore,
such computations allow us to learn expressive BNN priors
from the posterior distributions of previously encountered
tasks. Finally, we can also prove the convergence of the
power method to an optimal rank-one solution.

Lemma 2.2. Let A =
∑K

k=1 vec(L
k) vec(Rk)T and

A =
∑r

i=1 σiuiv
T
i be its singular value decomposition

with σ1 ≥ σ2 ≥ · · · ≥ σr > 0 and uT
i uj = vT

i vj =
1[i = j]. Then there is a solution of Equation 5 with
vec(L̂) = u1,vec(R̂) = σ1v1. If σ1 > σ2, the solution
is unique up to changing the sign of both factors, and our
power method converges almost surely to this solution.

Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix C.2.

2.3. Derivations and Optimizations over Tractable
PAC-Bayes Bounds

So far, we have presented a method for learning a scalable
and structured prior. In this section, we show how gener-
alization bounds for the LA can be adapted to explicitly
minimize the generalization bounds with the learned prior.
In particular, the proposed approach allows tuning the hyper-
parameters of the LA on the training set without a costly grid
search. This is achieved by optimizing a differentiable cost
function that approximates generalization bounds for the
LA. We choose to optimize generalization bounds to trade
off the broadness of the distribution and the performance on
the training data to improve generalization.

A common method in BNNs, and especially in LA, is to
scale the covariance matrix by a positive scalar called the
temperature τ > 0 (Wenzel et al., 2020; Daxberger et al.,
2021). In addition, often either the Hessian (or Fisher ma-
trix) of the likelihood (Ritter et al., 2018b; Lee et al., 2020)
or the prior (Gawlikowski et al., 2021) is scaled. Including
all these terms, the posterior has the following form:

ρ = N (θ̂(1), τ(βF(1) + αF̃(0))−1), (7)

where F̃(0) = F(0) + γI is the precision matrix of the
prior. This reweighting of the three scalars allows us to
cope with misspecified priors (Wilson & Izmailov, 2020),
approximation errors in the Fisher matrices, and to improve
the broadness of the distribution. While these values are
usually hyperparameters that have to be manually scaled
by hand, we argue that these values should be application-
dependent. Therefore, we propose to find all three scales –
α, β, and τ – by minimizing generalization bounds.

In the following, we will first introduce our two approaches
and then explain how the optimization of PAC-Bayes bounds
can be made tractable for the LA.

Method 1: Curvature Scaling Previous approaches typi-
cally scale only one or two of the scales (Daxberger et al.,
2021; Ritter et al., 2018b; Lee et al., 2020). With our au-
tomatic scaling, we can optimize all three scales for each
individual layer, allowing the model to decide the weighting
in a more fine-grained way. We can use this method not only
to scale the posterior, but also to compute the prior. Thus,
the prior and posterior are defined as

π = N (θ̂(0), (F̃(0))−1), ρ = N (θ̂(1), (F̃(1))−1), (8)

where the diagonal blocks of the precision matrix
corresponding to each layer are defined as F̃

(0)
l =

1

τ
(0)
l

(β
(0)
l F

(0)
l + α

(0)
l γI) and F̃

(1)
l = 1

τ
(0)
l

(β
(1)
l F

(1)
l +

α
(1)
l F̃

(0)
l ), respectively.

Remark 2.3. Although the temperature scaling could be
captured within the other curvature scales, we find it easier
to optimize the bounds with all three parameters per layer.

Method 2: Frequentist Projection Going one step further,
we propose to scale not only the curvature but also the net-
work parameters using PAC-Bayes bounds. Since the Fisher
matrix is known only after training, we assume the same
covariance for the posterior as for the prior when optimiz-
ing the network parameters. Since this method does not
optimize for the MAP parameters, but only for minimizing
the PAC-Bayes bounds, we call it frequentist projection.

Both methods aim at improving the generalization of our
model. To do this, we use PAC-Bayes bounds (Germain
et al., 2016; Guedj, 2019) to derive a tractable objective
that can be optimized without going through the data-set.
The main idea of PAC-Bayes theory is to upper bound the
expected loss on the true data distribution PN with high
probability. The bounds typically depend on the expected
empirical loss on the training data and the KL-divergence
between a data-independent prior and the posterior distribu-
tion. For ε > 0, that is

PD∼PN (∀ρ≪ π : Eθ∼ρ[Ll
P (fθ)] (9)

≤ δ(Eθ∼ρ[L̂l
D(fθ)],KL(ρ∥π), N, ε)) ≥ 1− ε,

where the loss on the true data distribution is denoted as
Ll
P (fθ) = E(x,y)∼P [l(fθ(x),y)] and the empirical loss on

the training data is L̂l
D(fθ) =

1
N

∑N
i=1 l(fθ(x),y). In gen-

eral, the bounds balance the fit to the available data (empiri-
cal risk term) and the similarity of the posterior to the prior
(the KL-divergence term), and the bounds hold with a prob-
ability greater than 1− ε. Various forms of the δ bound can
be found in the literature, with varying degrees of tightness.
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For classification, we rely on the McAllester (McAllester,
1999b) and Catoni (Catoni, 2007) bounds. 3

Since these bounds depend on the expected empirical loss,
we have to iterate over the entire training data and sam-
ple from the posterior multiple times at each step in order
to evaluate the bound once. This makes optimization in-
tractable. Using the error function as a loss, we propose to
compute an approximate upper bound by only using quan-
tities that were already computed during the LA, i.e. the
Fisher matrix diag({Fl}l∈[L]) and the network parameters
θ̂:

Eθ∼ρ

[
1

N

N∑
i=1

1[argmax
y′

p(y′|xi, fθ) ̸= yi]

]

≤ Eθ∼ρ

[
1

N

N∑
i=1

− ln p(yi|xi, fθ)

ln 2

]
(10)

≈
− ln p(D|fθ̂) +

1
2

∑
l∈[L] τl tr

(
Fl(βlFl + αlF̃l)

−1
)

N ln 2
,

where F̃l is from the precision matrix of the prior. Here,
we first use a second-order Taylor approximation of around
θ̂. Furthermore, the expectation can be converted to a trace
by using the cyclic property of the trace together with the
fact that the posterior is a multivariate Gaussian. The neg-
ative data log-likelihood of the optimal parameters can be
computed jointly with the Fisher matrix during the LA. We
denote this approximation as aer(α, β, τ). On the other
hand, the KL-divergence can also be computed in closed
form for our prior-posterior pair, since both distributions are
multivariate Gaussians. Thus, we can plug both terms into
the McAllester bound (Guedj, 2019) to obtain the objective

ma(α, β, τ) = aer(α, β, τ) +

√
kl(α, β, τ) + ln 2

√
N

ε

2N
(11)

where we write kl(α, β, τ) = KL(ρ∥π) for the KL-
divergence to emphasize the dependence on the scales. Sim-
ilarly for the Catoni bound (Catoni, 2007), we obtain

ca(α, β, τ) = inf
c>0

1− exp(−c aer(α, β, τ)− kl(α,β,τ)−ln ε
N )

1− exp(−c)
.

(12)

Overall, these objectives can be evaluated and minimized
without using any data samples. As opposed to the cross-
validated marginal likelihood or other forms of grid search-
ing, we (a) obtain generalization bounds and analysis, (b)
do not need a separate validation set, (c) can find multiple

3This work focuses on classification tasks as PAC-Bayes frame-
work is usually for bounded losses. Yet, using recent theories of
PAC-Bayes, we also comment on regression in Appendix D.
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Figure 1. Illustration of our continual learning architecture.
BPNNs use the empirically learned prior from task T0 (blue) in all
columns. The prior for the lateral connections is the posterior from
the lateral connection (orange and green). Best viewed in color.

hyperparameters, i.e., scale better with the dimensionality
of the considered hyperparameters due to the differentiabil-
ity of the proposed objectives, and (d) the complexity of
the optimization is independent of the data set size and the
complexity of the forward pass. The last point is because
we only use the precomputed terms from the LA. A full
derivation of our objective is given in Appendix C.

2.4. Bayesian Progressive Neural Networks

Having the essentials of learning BNN priors with gen-
eralization guarantees, we now present our extension to
continual learning, which shows the versatility of our prior
learning method. Here, we use so-called Progressive Neural
Networks (PNNs) (Rusu et al., 2016), where a new neural
network (column) is added for each new incoming task, and
features from previous columns are also added for positive
transfer between each task. Thus, PNNs are immune to
catastrophic forgetting at the cost of an increase in memory,
while being also applicable in transfer learning more gen-
erally (Wang et al., 2017; Rusu et al., 2017). As such, we
extend the set-up in Section 2.2 by sequentially considering
T tasks: T1, . . . ,TT . Moreover, to keep the generality of
our method, an additional task T0 is defined for the priors.

The idea behind our Bayesian re-interpretation of PNNs,
dubbed as BPNNs for Bayesian PNNs, is as follows. First,
the BNN posteriors are learned at task T0 (depicted in Fig-
ure 1). Then, for an incoming sequence of tasks, the BNN
priors are specified from the BNN posteriors from T0. The
proposed methods of the sums-of-Kronecker-products and
PAC-Bayes bounds are used. For the lateral connections, the
BNN posterior from which the lateral connection originates
is used. This ensures that the weight distribution from the
prior already produces reasonable features given the activa-
tions from the previous column. Altogether, the resulting
architecture accounts for model uncertainty, generalization,
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(a) PAC-Bayes bounds on the NotMNIST data-set using five different seeds. The ablations, namely baseline (zero mean isotropic
Gaussian), grid search, learned prior (our method without PAC-Bayes objectives), curvature scaling, and frequentist projection, validate the
design of our approach by each step improving the PAC-Bayes bounds, leading to a non-vacuous bound when all methods are combined.

METHOD BASELINE + GRID SEARCH + LEARNED PRIOR + CURVATURE SCALING + FREQUENTIST PROJECTION

CATONI BOUND 0.999 ± 0.001 0.990 ± 0.003 0.978 ± 0.001 0.925 ± 0.010 0.885 ± 0.015
MCALLESTER BOUND 2.185 ± 0.557 1.489 ± 0.041 1.347 ± 0.004 1.098 ± 0.026 1.006 ± 0.031
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(b) The learned prior (blue, solid) needs a magnitude fewer data to
have the same accuracy as an isotropic prior around zero (green,
dashed) or around the pre-trained weights (orange, dotted). Note
that we use a log-log scale.
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(c) The cold posterior effect is more prominent for the isotropic pri-
ors (zero mean: green, dashed; pre-trained mean: orange, dashed)
than for the learned prior (blue, solid). This means that the temper-
ature scale can be larger without degrading accuracy.

Figure 2. The results of the ablation studies. The results show that the combination of our approaches can lead to non-vacuous bounds (a)
and that the learned prior is more data-efficient (b) and needs less temperature scaling (c) than isotropic priors.

and resiliency to catastrophic forgetting. All these prop-
erties are desirable to have within one unified framework.
We note that BPNN is in line with our PAC-Bayes theory,
i.e., we increase the complexity without increasing the PAC-
Bayes bounds. This is because we can reuse features from
previous columns even though they do not contribute to the
bounds due to their a-priori fixed weight distribution. In
Appendices B and C, we provide more details such as its
full derivations, and its training and testing procedures.

3. Related Work
There are different work streams related to this paper. The
primary area is on BNN priors while we also contribute to
Bayesian continual learning and PAC-Bayes theory.

Bayesian Neural Networks Priors A prior specification
is a prerequisite in Bayesian modeling. However, for neu-
ral network parameters, the choice of the prior is generally
unknown. So far, uninformative priors such as isotropic
Gaussian have been the de-facto-standard for BNNs (For-
tuin, 2022). Such uninformative priors may cause undesir-
able effects such as cold posteriors and worse predictive
performance than standard neural networks (Wenzel et al.,
2020; Fortuin et al., 2021). To this end, recent research
efforts have focused on exploiting function-space (Sun
et al., 2019), sparsity-inducing weight-space (Carvalho et al.,

2009; Ghosh et al., 2018), structured (Louizos & Welling
Max, 2016), and learning-based priors (Immer et al., 2021;
Fortuin et al., 2021; Wu et al., 2019). Amongst these, we
build upon learning-based priors. Learning-based priors
can be an alternative to uninformative prior when no useful
prior knowledge is available to encode, or when there exists
relevant data and tasks to learn from (Fortuin, 2022).

The idea of learning a prior distribution on a similar task
is certainly not new. In this domain, Bayesian meta-
learning (Thrun & Pratt, 1998) and their modern exten-
sions (Rothfuss et al., 2021a; Finn et al., 2018) can be
viewed as another form of learning the prior from data,
although their focus is typically not on advancing BNNs.
Empirical prior learning is closely related to our work (Rob-
bins, 1992). For BNNs, Fortuin et al. (2021) learns the
empirical weight distributions during stochastic gradient
descent. Wu et al. (2019) used a moment-matching ap-
proach, while Immer et al. (2021) exploited the so-called
Laplace-Generalized-Gauss-Newton method. In (Krishnan
et al., 2020), the mean of a Gaussian prior distribution is
learned from a relevant data-set. The concurrent approaches
of Shwartz-Ziv et al. (2022); Tran et al. (2022) share a
similar spirit of learning expressive priors from large-scale
data-set and architectures. The former utilizes so-called the
SWAG (Maddox et al., 2019) framework with an inspiring
idea of combining self-supervised learning, while the latter
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(a) Relative Frobenius error as a function of iteration. The convergence was reached in the second iteration.
ITERATION 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

ERROR 0.793 ± 0.010 0.049 ± 0.001 0.049 ± 0.001 0.049 ± 0.001 0.049 ± 0.001 0.049 ± 0.001 0.049 ± 0.001
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(b) Approximation quality on the sums-of-Kronecker products as two Kronecker factors, i.e., relative error to approximate
∑K

k=1 L
k ⊗

Rk − L⊗R. We vary the sizes of the matrices, the scale of the fisher matrix, weight decays within (L⊗R+ γI), and the number of
matrices for the sums-of-Kronecker products. The results show that the proposed method can be more accurate.

Figure 3. The results of the ablation studies. The results show the accuracy of the proposed sums-of-Kronecker product computations.

builds upon Frequentist batch ensembles (Wen et al., 2019).
All these works show the strong relevance of learning-based
priors for the current BNNs. Inspired by the aforementioned
works, our main idea is to learn scalable and structured
posterior as expressive informative priors, like Bayesian
foundation models from broader data and models.

Bayesian Continual Learning Continual learning (Thrun
& Mitchell, 1995) methods can be broadly divided into
replay-based, regularization-based, and parameter-isolation
methods (De Lange et al., 2022). We build on parameter-
isolation methods, e.g. Rusu et al. (2016), where different
model parameters are dedicated to new tasks. Within this
branch, Bayesian methods have been investigated (Ebrahimi
et al., 2020; Ardywibowo et al., 2022; Kumar et al., 2021),
which could benefit from our work on advancing the BNN
priors. Rudner et al. (2022) shares a similar spirit of bring-
ing the state-of-the-art BNN priors to Bayesian continual
learning by relying on the function space priors (Sun et al.,
2019). On the other hand, using learning-based expressive
priors, we design a single unified framework of continual
learning for generalization, uncertainty-awareness, and re-
siliency to catastrophic forgetting.

Generalization Theory In supervised learning, we can ob-
tain models with a bound on the true expected loss from
its true data-generating process. Typical early works in-
volved Vapnik-Chervonenkis theory and Rademacher com-
plexity (Vapnik & Chervonenkis, 1968; Shalev-Shwartz &
Ben-David, 2014). However, for high-dimensional models
like neural networks, these methods often provide vacuous
bounds. In recent years, PAC-Bayes theory (McAllester,
1999b; Germain et al., 2016) has become an alternative
method with wide applications. The seminar paper of (Ger-
main et al., 2016) showed the connection to approximate
Bayesian inference. Rothfuss et al. (2021b;a) devise com-

pelling meta-learning priors for BNNs with generalization
guarantees. These works form our inspiration to explore
PAC-Bayes theory for learning-based BNN priors. We note
that our goal is not to advance PAC-Bayes theory, but to
investigate a method for scaling the BNN priors with an
approximate differentiable objective for generalization.

4. Results
The goal of the experiments is to investigate whether our
approach provides generalization and calibrated uncertainty
estimates. To this end, in addition to ablation studies on
the presented algorithm, we show its utility for continual
learning and uncertainty estimation. Implementation de-
tails are presented in Appendix E. The code is released at
https://github.com/DLR-RM/BPNN.

4.1. Ablation Studies

Our method is to improve generalization in the LA and also
to provide an informative prior for the posterior inference.
Therefore, in the ablation studies, we want to investigate
the impact of each of our methods on the generalization
bounds. Moreover, we want to study the learned prior in the
small-data regime and see if it can mitigate the cold poste-
rior effect, i.e. phenomena in BNNs where the performance
improves by cooling the posterior with a temperature of
less than one (Wenzel et al., 2020). This effect highlights
the discrepancy of current BNNs, where no posterior tem-
pering should be theoretically needed. For this, we use a
LeNet-5 architecture (LeCun et al., 1989), learn the prior
on MNIST (LeCun et al., 1998) and compute the posterior
on NotMNIST (Bulatov, 2011). In our experiments, we
compare the performance of our learned prior against an
isotropic Gaussian prior with multiple weight decays, either
with a mean zero or using the pre-trained model as the mean.
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Table 1. Continual learning experiment. BPNN with a learned prior (our method) improves the averaged accuracy over all tasks compared
to using an isotropic prior around zero or around a learned mean. Our method also improves over PNN with and without MC Dropout.
Following Denninger & Triebel (2018), each column represents incoming continual learning tasks, where we receive new objects.

OTHER BANANA COFFEE MUG STAPLER FLASHLIGHT APPLE AVERAGE

PNN (WEIGHT DECAY 10−3) 95.7 ± 0.4 98.5 ± 2.3 100.0 ± 0.0 91.7 ± 1.0 93.8 ± 9.1 93.3 ± 4.7 95.5 ± 2.9

PNN (WEIGHT DECAY 10−5) 96.7 ± 0.3 99.0 ± 1.2 100.0 ± 0.0 90.7 ± 2.3 99.7 ± 0.4 94.1 ± 3.2 96.7 ± 1.2
MC DROPOUT 96.3 ± 0.1 99.3 ± 0.9 100.0 ± 0.0 92.7 ± 0.8 99.8 ± 0.4 90.4 ± 5.1 96.4 ± 1.2
ZERO MEAN & ISOTROPIC 96.3 ± 0.3 95.5 ± 4.2 100.0 ± 0.1 91.9 ± 1.7 100.0 ± 0.1 87.7 ± 7.8 95.2 ± 2.4
ISOTROPIC 96.1 ± 0.3 98.7 ± 1.0 100.0 ± 0.0 93.1 ± 0.6 100.0 ± 0.0 87.8 ± 6.6 96.0 ± 1.4
LEARNED 96.2 ± 0.2 98.4 ± 1.6 100.0 ± 0.0 93.9 ± 0.9 100.0 ± 0.0 95.1 ± 4.7 97.3 ± 1.2

In Table 2a, one can see the contribution of each method
to the final generalization bounds. For this, we report the
mean and standard deviation using 5 different seeds. We
observe that learning the prior improves the generalization
bounds, as the posterior can reuse some of the pre-trained
weights. The curvature further controls the flexibility of
each parameter, leading to a smaller KL-divergence while
still providing a small error rate. In addition, we show
that scaling the curvature with our approximate bounds
reduces the bounds. In particular, the generalization bounds
are also better than a thorough grid search. Frequentist
projection further leads to a non-vacuous bound of 0.885.
In the small data regime, we train our method on a random
subset of NotMNIST, i.e., we vary the number of available
samples per class. Figure 2b shows that the learned prior
requires a magnitude fewer data to achieve similar accuracy
compared to isotropic priors. In Appendix F.2, we further
evaluate the impact of using different temperature scalings
and weight decays in this experiment. We observe larger
improvements when the model is more probabilistic, i.e.
when the temperature scaling is large, and when the weight
decay is small and thus the learned prior is more dominant.
Finally, following Wenzel et al. (2020), we examine the
cold posterior effect using the learned prior in Figure 2c.
Although the optimal value for the temperature scaling is
less than one, the temperature scaling can be closer to one
compared to the isotropic priors. This suggests that the cold
posterior effect is reduced by using a learned prior.

Additionally, we further validate the proposed sums-of-
Kronecker product computations (see Figure 3). In Ap-
pendix F, further experimental results are provided, includ-
ing qualitative analysis of our tractable approximate bound
used to optimize the curvature scales (Appendix F.1). Fur-
thermore, results for a larger cold posterior experiment us-
ing ResNet-50 (He et al., 2016), ImageNet-1K (Deng et al.,
2009), and CIFAR-10 (Krizhevsky, 2009) are presented in
Appendix F.3. Here, the learned prior improves the accuracy
but does not reduce the cold posterior effect for all evaluated
weight decays. This suggests the use-case of our method.
Overall, our results demonstrate the effectiveness of our
method in improving the generalization bounds. Further-
more, we show that the learned prior is particularly useful
for BNNs when little data is available.

4.2. Generalization in Bayesian Continual Learning

Another advantage of our prior is its connection to contin-
ual learning. In the following experiments, we, therefore,
evaluate our method for continual learning tasks. To do so,
we closely follow the setup of Denninger & Triebel (2018),
who introduces a practical robotics scenario. This allows
us to also obtain meaningful results for practitioners. We
do not use the typical MNIST setup here because we also
want to test the effectiveness of the expressive prior from
ImageNet (Deng et al., 2009). Each continual learning task
consists of recognizing the specific object instances of the
Washington RGB-D data-set (WRGBD) (Lai et al., 2011),
while only a subset of all classes is available at a given time.
We neglect the depth information and split the data similar
to Denninger & Triebel (2018). The prior is learned with
the ImageNet-1K (Deng et al., 2009) and the ResNet-50 (He
et al., 2016) is used. We specify a total of four lateral con-
nections, each at the downsampling 1 × 1 convolution of
the first ”bottleneck” building block of the ResNet layers.
The baselines are PNNs with several weight decays and
using MC dropout (Gal & Ghahramani, 2016). Moreover,
we compare to both isotropic priors as in the ablations.

Table 1 shows the mean and the standard deviation of the
accuracy for each task of the continual learning experiment
for 5 different random seeds. We report the mean and the
standard deviation of two independent runs. Overall, in
our experiments, the accuracy averaged over all tasks is
improved by 0.6 percent points compared to the second best
approach PNN with weight decay 10−5. In addition, the
increase in accuracy is 1.3 percent points greater compared
to an isotropic prior, and 2.1 percent point greater when
using zero as the prior mean. Therefore, these experimental
results illustrate that with our idea of expressive posterior
as BNN prior, we can improve the generalization on the test
set for practical tasks of robotic continual learning.

4.3. Few-Shot Generalization and Uncertainty

Finally, we consider the task of few-shot learning. Our key
hypothesis is that the choice of prior matters more in the
small data regime, i.e., the prior may dominate over the like-
lihood term. To this end, closely following Tran et al. (2022),
we use a few-shot learning set-up across several data-sets,
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Figure 4. Few-shot learning experiments. Results are averaged over eight data-sets. Higher is better for accuracy and AUC measures,
while lower is better for ECE measures. The results show the benefits of our method in uncertainty calibration and generalization.

namely CIFAR-100, UC Merced, Caltech 101, Oxford-IIIT
Pets, DTD, Colorectal Histology, Caltech-UCSD Birds 200,
and Cars196. CIFAR-10 is used as an out-of-distribution
(OOD) data-set 4. Standardized metrics such as accuracy,
ECE, AUROC, and OOD AUROC are examined. The imple-
mentations are based on uncertainty baselines (Nado et al.,
2021). We use ResNet-50 for the architecture.

For the baselines, we choose MC dropout (Gal & Ghahra-
mani, 2016) (MCD) and additionally include deep ensemble
(Lakshminarayanan et al., 2017) (Ens) and a standard net-
work (NN). These uncertainty estimation techniques are
often used methods in practice (Gustafsson et al., 2020). We
do not use the plex (Tran et al., 2022) due to the lack of
industry-level resources to comparably train our Bayesian
prior. To increase their competitiveness, we uniformly
searched over ten weight decays in the range from 10−1 to
10−10. We also tried fixed representation or only last-layer
fine-tuning. Additionally, we add LA which represents the
use of isotropic prior. To facilitate the fair comparison be-
tween isotropic and learned prior, we carefully searched the
following combinations: (a) curvature scaling without PAC-
Bayes, with McAllester and Cantoni, (b) ten temperature
scaling ranging from 10−10 to 10−28, and (c) three weight
decays 10−6 to 10−8 and 10−10. For all hyperparameters,
we selected the best model using validation accuracy.

The results are reported in Figure 4, where we averaged
across eight data-sets, closely following Tran et al. (2022).
The results per data-set are in Appendix F.4 whereas in Ap-
pendix F.1, we also analyze the influence of these weight
decays and temperature scales with varying numbers of
available samples per class against accuracy. For shots up
to 25 per class, we observe that our method often outper-
forms the baselines in terms of generalization and uncer-
tainty calibration metrics. In particular, in the experiments,
our learned prior from ImageNet significantly outperforms
the isotropic prior within directly comparable set-ups. We
interpret that the prior learning method is effective in this

4Unlike Tran et al. (2022), we did not use few-shot learning on
ImageNet since we obtain our prior using the entire training set.

small data regime. This motivates the key idea of expres-
sive posteriors as informative priors for BNNs. Moreover,
for isotropic and learned prior, the McAllester bound often
resulted in the best model. This also motivates the use of
explicit curvature scaling for the generalization bounds.

5. Conclusion
This paper presents a prior learning method for BNNs. Our
prior can be learned from large-scale data-set and architec-
ture, resulting in expressive probabilistic representations
with generalization guarantees. Empirically, we demon-
strated how we mitigate cold posterior effects and further
obtain non-vacuous generalization bound as low as 0.885 in
neural networks using LA. In our benchmark experiments
within continual and few-shot learning tasks, we further
showed advancements over the prior arts.

Importantly, we find that the use-case of our prior learning
method is more within the small data regime, e.g., when
prior may dominate over the likelihood term. Finally, one of
the fundamental assumptions of prior learning methods is
on the existence of relevant data and tasks to learn the prior
from. Moreover, for a valid PAC-Bayes analysis, the data-
sets for individual tasks should not share common examples.
In the future, we would like to see follow-ups that address
this limitation, by either (a) learning prior in larger scale
data-set and architectures like foundational models, or (b)
combining self-supervised pre-training to quickly fine-tune
the prior for the domain of the relevant task (Bommasani
et al., 2021). Another direction is to obtain tighter general-
ization bounds by adapting clever tricks such as optimizing
the entire covariance instead of individual scales with our
objectives and using a subset of the training data to improve
the prior (Pérez-Ortiz et al., 2021).
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Figure 5. In the left plot one can see the log-posterior and the corresponding Taylor approximation. The middle and right plots show the
posterior and the unnormalized and normalized Laplace approximation, respectively.

A. Appendix: Preliminaries
Here, we first give an overview of the concept on Laplace approximation. Moreover, we discuss the main idea of the
PAC-Bayesian theory.

A.1. Laplace Approximation

Laplace approximation (MacKay, 1992) locally approximates the posterior around a mode θ̂, namely the MAP estimate, by
a normal distribution. For this, the second-order Taylor approximation of the log-posterior around θ̂ is considered,

ln p(θ|D) ≈ ln p(θ̂|D) + 1

2
(θ − θ̂)TH(θ − θ̂),

with the Hessian of the log-posterior at the mode

H =
d2

dθ2 ln p(θ|D)
∣∣∣
θ=θ∗

=
d2

dθ2 ln p(D|fθ)
∣∣∣
θ=θ∗

+
d2

dθ2 ln p(θ)
∣∣∣
θ=θ∗

=: Hlikelihood +Hprior.

This is shown in the left plot in Figure 5. As the Taylor approximation is around a mode, the first-order term vanishes. The
unnormalized Laplace approximation (shown in the middle of Figure 5) can then be obtained by taking the exponential,

p(θ|D) ∝∼ p(θ̂|D) exp
(
1

2
(θ − θ̂)TH(θ − θ̂)

)
. (13)

The resulting normalized Laplace approximation is then a normal distribution at the mode with the precision matrix H, i.e.

p(θ|D) ≈ N (θ̂,H−1). (14)

Fisher Information Matrix As θ̂ could be a saddle point or because of numerical instabilities, the Hessian could be
indefinite in which case the normal distribution in Equation 14 is not well defined (Martens, 2014; Botev et al., 2017).
Therefore, positive semi-definite approximations of the Hessian are used like the Fisher Information Matrix (or the Fisher
matrix) or the Gauss-Newton matrix. For a likelihood of an exponential family, e.g. categorical and normal distributions,
both approximations are the same and for piece-wise linear activation functions like ReLU (Nair & Hinton, 2010), they
moreover coincide with the Hessian (Martens & Grosse, 2015).
Definition A.1 (Fisher Information Matrix (Martens & Grosse, 2015)). Let P be a distribution over X × Y and p(·|x, fθ)
be a conditional distribution over Y dependent on the parameter vector θ. Then the Fisher matrix is defined as

F = E(x, )∼PEy∼p(·|x,fθ)

[
d ln p(y|x, fθ)

dθ

d ln p(y|x, fθ)
dθ

T
]
.

Here, the underscore denotes that the corresponding variable is not used.
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Remark A.2. Note that the targets from the training data are not used to compute the Fisher matrix. Using the ground truth
targets instead of samples from the predictive model distribution would lead to the empirical Fisher matrix.

For an easier notation, we write E instead of E(x, )∼PEy∼p(·|x,fθ) and D· = d ln p(y|x,fθ)
d· for the derivative of the log-

likelihood in the following. Moreover, we drop the layer index for the activations and pre-activations, i.e. ā = āl and
s = sl.

The Fisher Approximations The full Fisher matrix and even a block-diagonal approximation without correlations between
different layers are usually not feasible to store or compute for modern neural networks (Martens & Grosse, 2015). Common
approximations of the block-diagonal form are by a diagonal or a Kronecker-factored matrix. The Kronecker-factored
approximation comes from the fact that for a single sample, the Fisher matrix is the sum of Kronecker-factored matrices.
For fully-connected layers, the derivative after the weight matrix can be computed as DW = Ds(ā)T . With this, the block
of the Fisher matrix corresponding to layer l is given by Fl = E[Ds(Ds)T ⊗ ā(ā)T ].

As convolutional layers share the weight tensor among the spatial positions, the derivative is a sum of outer prod-
ucts: DWi,k =

∑
t∈T Dst,iāk,t. Therefore, the Fisher matrix block for layer l can be formulated as Fl =

E[
∑

t∈T
∑

t′∈T Dst(Ds)Tt′ ⊗ ā:,t(ā:,t′)
T ].

Kronecker-Factored Approximate Curvature The Kronecker-Factored Approximate Curvature (KFAC) approximates
this Fisher matrix of a fully-connected layer (Martens & Grosse, 2015) and a convolutional layer (Grosse & Martens, 2016)
by

Fl ≈ E[Ds(Ds)T ]⊗ E[ā(ā)T ] and Fl ≈ E[(Ds)TDs]⊗ 1

|T |
E[ā(ā)T ],

respectively. In particular, KFAC approximates the expected Kronecker product as a Kronecker product of expectations,
which is not true in general but leads to Kronecker-factored blocks of the Fisher matrix. The Kronecker factorization enables
the storage of two smaller matrices rather than one large matrix (Martens & Grosse, 2015). However, these factorizations
assume that the activations and the corresponding pre-activations are statistically independent, which is usually not met
in practice (Tang et al., 2021). Furthermore, additional assumptions like the independence of the first and second-order
statistics of the spatial positions are used for convolutional layers, which might impair its approximation quality.

Kronecker-Factored Optimal Curvature Another tractable approximation of the Fisher matrix is the Kronecker-factored
Optimal Curvature (KFOC) (Schnaus et al., 2021) which finds optimal Kronecker factors for each batch of data points and
approximates both, the linear and the convolutional layer, as Kronecker product with two factors,

Fl ≈ Ll ⊗Rl.

It transforms the problem of finding optimal Kronecker-factors into the best rank-1-problem and solves it with a scalable
version of the power method. The approximation is usually closer to the Fisher matrix than the approximation by KFAC in
terms of the Frobenius error.

Laplace Approximation for KFAC and KFOC Given a block-diagonal Kronecker-factored precision matrix H =
diag(L1 ⊗R1,L2 ⊗R2, · · · ,LL ⊗RL), the normal distribution of Equation 14 reduces to L independent matrix normal:

N (θ̂,F−1) =

L∏
l=1

MN (Ŵl,Ll,Rl).

In the following, we assume a block-diagonal approximation of the Fisher matrix where each block Fl ∈ Rnl×nl corresponds
to a layer l ∈ [L]. For fully-connected and convolutional layers, the dimensionality nl is the size of the vectorized weight
matrix, i.e. for fully-connected layers nl = dl(dl−1 + 1) and for convolutional layers nl = cl(cl−1|∆l|+ 1).

A.2. PAC-Bayesian Bounds

Even though Bayesian neural networks were introduced in the Bayesian framework, Probably Approximately Correct
(PAC)-Bayesian bounds introduce a frequentist method to bound the generalization of statistical functions like Bayesian
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neural networks (Germain et al., 2016). PAC bounds aim to upper bound the risk, i.e. the expected loss on the true data
distribution, with high probability using properties of the architecture and optimization of neural networks (Wolf, 2018).
PAC-Bayesian bounds obtain similar bounds for Bayesian neural networks by comparing the posterior distribution with a
data-set independent prior distribution (Guedj, 2019).

Let G = {g : X → Y | g is measurable} be the set of hypotheses and a corresponding σ-algebra G such that (G,G) is a
measurable space. Denote the set of probability distributions on this measurable space as

M = {µ : G → [0, 1] | µ is a probability distribution on (G,G)}.

Moreover, let l : G × X × Y → R be a loss function. Then define the risk for g ∈ G as

Ll
P (g) = E(x,y)∼P [l(g,x,y)]

and its empirical counterpart on the training data as

L̂l
D(g) =

1

N

N∑
i=1

l(g,xi,yi).

Note that the neural network fθ as defined above is not in G because its output does not have to be in Y . It only
specifies the parameters of a distribution p(·|x, fθ) over Y . Nonetheless, for example, the function defined by x 7→
argmaxy∈Y p(y|x, fθ) is in G.

Given a data-set independent prior distribution over the hypothesis set π ∈ M, the PAC-Bayesian theory bounds the
probability that the expected risk is large for hypotheses sampled from another probability distribution ρ ∈ M which is
absolutely continuous w.r.t. π:

PD∼PN

(
∀ρ ∈M, ρ≪ π : Eg∼ρ[Ll

P (g)] ≤ δ(ρ, π,D, ε)
)
≥ 1− ε, (15)

for ε > 0 and the PAC-Bayesian bound δ(ρ, π,D, ε) (Guedj, 2019).

The first bound was introduced by McAllester (McAllester, 1999b;a; 2003b;a) for bounded loss functions.

Definition A.3 (McAllester Bound (Guedj, 2019)). Let ε > 0, ρ, π ∈M, ρ≪ π and l : G × X × Y → [0, 1], then

δ(ρ, π,D, ε) = Eg∼ρ[L̂l
D(g)] +

√
KL(ρ∥π) + ln 2

√
N

ε

2N
(16)

is an upper bound for Equation 15.

The bound was improved for the error loss function by Catoni (2007) when KL(ρ∥π)
N is large. The error loss function, or

0-1-loss, is defined as

er : G × X × Y → {0, 1}, er(g,x,y) = 1[f(x) ̸= y], (17)

where 1[s] is one if statement s is true and else zero.

Definition A.4 (Catoni Bound (Catoni, 2007)). Let ε > 0, ρ, π ∈M and ρ≪ π, then

δ(ρ, π,D, ε) = inf
c>0

1− exp(−cEg∼ρ[L̂er
D(g)]− KL(ρ∥π)−ln ε

N )

1− exp(−c)
(18)

is an upper bound for Equation 15.

Remark A.5. Note that in the PAC-Bayesian literature, ρ is called posterior even though it is an arbitrary distribution that is
dependent on the data (Guedj, 2019). To distinguish this from the posterior computed by Bayes’ rule, we will explicitly
write PAC-Bayes posterior if we do not use Bayes’ rule.

The PAC-Bayes bounds depend mainly on two terms: the KL-divergence of the PAC-Bayes prior and posterior and the
empirical risk. Therefore, these bounds are small when the posterior is close to the prior and the loss on the training data
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Weight Lateral Column Full

Weight θ
(t′,t)
l θ(t′,t) = vec(θ

(t′,t)
l )l∈[L] θ(t) = vec(θ(t′,t))t′∈[t] θ(≤t) = vec(θ(t′))t′∈[t]

Prior π
(t′,t)
l π(t′,t) =

∏L
l=1 π

(t′,t)
l π(t) =

∏t
t′=1 π

(t′,t) π(≤t) =
∏t

t′=1 π
(t′)

Posterior ρ
(t′,t)
l ρ(t

′,t) =
∏L

l=1 ρ
(t′,t)
l ρ(t) =

∏t
t′=1 ρ

(t′,t) ρ(≤t) =
∏t

t′=1 ρ
(t′)

Fisher matrix F
(t′,t)
l F(t′,t) = diag(F

(t′,t)
l )l∈[L] F(t) = diag(F(t′,t))t′∈[t] F(≤t) = diag(F(t′))t′∈[t]

Table 2. The notation for BPNN. Here, 1 ≤ t′ ≤ t and l ∈ [L] for t = t′ and l ∈ L for t′ < t. For task 0, we write (0) instead of (0, 0)
as no inter-column weights are used.

is low. Thus, a good model should explain the training data well while depending not too much on it. In PAC-Bayesian
bounds, the prior and the posterior are both distributions over the functions and not over the weights like in Bayesian neural
networks. Hence, to apply the PAC-Bayesian bounds for Bayesian neural networks, one needs to identify each weight sample
with a sample in the function space. However, neural networks are not identifiable (Brea et al., 2019; Pourzanjani et al.,
2017). Thus, multiple different weight vectors can explain the same function given by a neural network architecture. The
KL-divergence is, therefore, smaller in function space than in weight space and one obtains an upper bound by considering
the distributions over the weights (Dziugaite & Roy, 2017).

In this work, we use the two bounds introduced above. Nonetheless, we find an approximate upper bound of the expected
empirical error for Laplace approximation and can compute the KL-divergence in closed form for our models. Hence, all
results of this work can directly be applied to other PAC-Bayesian bounds given that they depend on the expected empirical
error and the KL-divergence of the posterior and the prior.

B. Appendix: Algorithmic Overview, Complexity and Extensions
This section summarizes the training of BPNNs and their computational complexity. After that, we present the details about
the proposed sums-of-Kronecker-product computations. First, we review the basic idea of progressive neural networks
(PNNs) (Rusu et al., 2016) and their extension to arbitrary network architectures such as ResNets (Rusu et al., 2016). We
then describe the training process and present a pseudocode for it. Finally, we analyze the complexity of training BPNNs.
We use the same setup as in Section 2.4 by considering the tasks T0, . . . ,TT , where T0 is used to learn the prior. Each task

Tt contains a training data-set Dt =
(
(x

(t)
i ,y

(t)
i )
)Nt

i=1
.

Implementation of PNNs Given a network architecture, PNNs create a copy of that network, called a column, for each
new task and also add lateral connections between different columns to promote a positive transfer between tasks. Lateral
connections are parameterized functions that combine the features of previous layers with the current layer. Unlike Rusu et al.
(2016), we use the same function for the lateral connections as for the main column, instead of their adapter architecture. Let
s
(t)
l and a

(t)
l denote the activations and pre-activations at layer l from column t, then we compute the lateral connection as

s
(t)
l =

1

t

t∑
t′=1

ϕ
(t′,t)
l (a

(t′)
l−1).

Here, we use a superscript (t′, t) to denote the lateral connection from column t′ to t. We also use this notation for the main
column with t = t′, for the weights, the prior and the posterior over the weights and the Fisher matrix as summarized in
Table 2.

We implement PNNs for arbitrary network architectures by storing intermediate activations on the one hand and on the other
hand by introducing aggregation layers that combine the stored activations at the layer level. The first part is implemented
by creating forward hooks for the lateral connection layers l ∈ L that store the activations of the previous layer a(t

′)
l−1 during

the forward pass in the base network. To combine the activation, the aggregation layers apply the lateral layers to the stored
activations of the previous columns, ϕ(t

′,t)
l (a

(t′)
l−1), and compute the mean over the resulting pre-activations. The aggregation

layer is incorporated into the base network by replacing each layer l ∈ L with the composition of the layer followed by the
aggregation layer. With this architectural change, PNNs can be applied to complex network architectures.
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Training of BPNNs In Bayesian Progressive Neural Networks (BPNNs), we combine this architecture with Bayesian
neural networks and, in particular, LA with our learned prior. Therefore, we start by learning a prior on the data-set D0. This
prior is then used as the prior for the main columns excluding the lateral connections. As a prior for the lateral connections,
we use the posterior from the corresponding layer of the originating column as shown in Figure 1. Unlike the learned prior,
this layer was trained to produce reasonable features given the features from the previous layer of the same column, so
we use it here instead. After training the prior, the training for each column is similar to LA with the learned prior and
curvature scaling. That is, we first optimize the parameters of the column, including all incoming lateral connections, using
either MAP estimation or the frequentist projection. During the training, we already sample the weights from the previous
columns to make the new column robust to small changes in the activations from the lateral connections. After finding the
optimal network parameters for a column, we compute the Fisher matrix. We keep the previous weights and distributions
fixed, so the Fisher matrix is computed only for the new parameters for the current task. Finally, the curvature is scaled
using a PAC-Bayes objective as explained in Section 2.3. The complete training procedure is also shown in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Training of Bayesian Progressive Neural Networks

1: Input: network architecture f·, datasets (Dt)
T
t=0, lateral connections L, weight decay for task T0

2: Output: The posterior distribution for BPNNs ρ(≤T ) = N (θ̂(≤T ), (F̃(≤T ))−1)
3: θ̂(0) ← optimal parameters for f· by MAP estimation or a PAC-Bayes objective (Appendix C.3.1) using D0

4: F(0) ← compute the Fisher using D0 {simultaneously compute the negative data log-likelihood for fθ̂(0)}
5: α(0), β(0), τ (0) ← argminα,β,τ g(α, β, τ) {here, g is ma (Equation (11)) or ca (Equation (12))}
6: F̃

(0)
l ← 1

τ
(0)
l

(β
(0)
l F

(0)
l + α

(0)
l γI) for l ∈ [L]

7: for t = 1 to T do
8: add a new column and new lateral connections
9: θ̂(t) ← optimize the new parameters by MAP estimation or a PAC-Bayes objective using Dt

10: F(t) ← compute the Fisher using Dt

11: α(t), β(t), τ (t) ← argminα,β,τ g(α, β, τ)

12: F̃
(t,t)
l ← 1

τ
(t,t)
l

(β
(t,t)
l F

(t,t)
l + α

(t,t)
l F̃

(0)
l ) for l ∈ [L]

13: F̃
(i,t)
l ← 1

τ
(i,t)
l

(β
(i,t)
l F

(i,t)
l + α

(i,t)
l F̃

(i,i)
l ) for i ∈ [t− 1], l ∈ L

14: ρ
(i,t)
l ← N (θ̂(t), (F̃

(i,t)
l )−1) for all available i, t, l

15: end for

Computational Complexity For each task and additionally for the prior task, the computational complexity boils down to
finding the optimal parameters, computing the Fisher matrix, and scaling the curvature. Parameter optimization is equivalent
to finding the MAP estimate. This can be solved efficiently by computing the negative log-likelihood over mini-batches
using common variants of stochastic gradient descent (Kingma & Ba, 2015). In addition, the quadratic term induced by the
prior must be computed in each update step. For a diagonal F̃l, it can be computed with two element-wise multiplications of
vectors of size nl with (θ̂l − θ̃l)

T F̃l(θ̂l − θ̃l) = (θ̂l − θ̃l)⊙ diag(F̃l)⊙ (θ̂l − θ̃l), where diag(F̃l) is the vector containing
the diagonal elements of F̃l. The computations for Kronecker-factored matrices involve two matrix-matrix products with
the Kronecker-factors and one element-wise product:

(θ̂l − θ̃l)
T F̃l(θ̂l − θ̃l) = (θ̂l − θ̃l)

T (L⊗R)(Ŵl − W̃l)

= (θ̂l − θ̃l)⊙ vec(L(Ŵl − W̃l)R),

where Ŵl and W̃l are the weight matrices, which correspond to θ̂l and θ̃l respectively. Hence, this term can be computed
efficiently, so that the parameter optimization has a complexity similar to standard MAP training. For common approx-
imations of the Fisher matrix, such as the KFAC (Martens, 2014) and KFOC (Schnaus et al., 2021), the computation of
the Fisher matrix corresponds to an additional epoch over the training data (Martens & Grosse, 2015; Grosse & Martens,
2016), although an update step is usually slightly slower than updating the weights. The curvature scaling is an optimization
problem with a total of 3L parameters, where L is the number of layers in the network when all three scales are optimized.
Thus, it is usually a much lower-dimensional optimization than finding the weights. Also, the computation of the negative
log-likelihood can be incorporated into the computation of the Fisher matrix. Therefore, no additional pass through the data
is needed. Overall, BPNNs have a similar computational complexity during training as PNNs, with the main overhead being
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the training of an additional task. However, this overhead can be reduced by using a pre-trained model which then leads to
the minor overhead of about one additional epoch to compute the Fisher matrix for each task. During inference, BPNNs use
multiple network samples and thus, have a computational complexity comparable to multiple forward passes in PNN.

We further comment on the complexity of the existing baseline methods. Deep ensemble corresponds to training ensembles
of deep learning models with different initializations and is known to be more expensive than Kronecker-factored Laplace
approximation (Daxberger et al., 2021). Full LA involves the Hessian, which requires the memory complexity of storing
matrices and inverting these matrices, which is cubic in cost. Therefore, full LA is known not to scale, and previous research
introduced several approximations such as layer-wise Kronecker-factorization. Of course, learning the prior incurs more
cost than relying on an isotropic Gaussian prior.

B.1. Complexity of the Power Method for Sums of Kronecker Products

For all posteriors in BPNN, the final covariance matrix is a sum of Kronecker products. Hence, in general, we are interested
in approximating

L̂, R̂ ∈ argmin
L∈RM×M

R∈RN×N

∥
K∑

k=1

Lk ⊗Rk − L⊗R∥F , (19)

for M,N,K ∈ N, Lk ∈ RM×M and Rk ∈ RN×N for k ∈ [K]. Lemma 2.1 shows that this problem is equivalent to a
rank-one approximation. Therefore, one can use the power method to solve the problem. Nonetheless, each step of the
plain power method consists of a matrix multiplication with an M2 ×N2-sized matrix. The complexity can be reduced
by utilizing that the matrix is a sum of few rank-one matrices. This is shown in Algorithm 3. With this, the convergence
properties of the power method are achieved with a computational complexity of O

(
nmaxK(N2 +M2)

)
. Also, only

O
(
K(N2 +M2)

)
memory is needed. Here, we assume that a matrix multiplication AB for A ∈ Rm×n and B ∈ Rn×k

has the complexity O(mnk) while a Hadamard product A⊙C for C ∈ Rm×n can be computed in O(mn).

Algorithm 3 Power method for sums of Kronecker products

1: Input: left matrices (Lk)k∈[K], right matrices (Rk)k∈[K], number of steps nmax = 100, stopping precision δ = 10−5

2: Output: L̂, R̂ ∈ argminL,R ∥
∑K

k=1 L
k ⊗Rk − L⊗R∥F

3: vec(L̄(0))← N (0, I) {standard normal initialization of L̄(0)}
4: L(0) ← L̄(0)

∥L̄(0)∥F
{normalize L̄(0)}

5: for n = 1 to nmax do
6: R̄(n) ←

∑K
k=1⟨Lk,L(n−1)⟩FRk {first power iteration step}

7: R(n) ← R̄(n)

∥R̄(n)∥F
{normalize R̄(n)}

8: L̄(n) ←
∑K

k=1⟨Rk,R(n)⟩FLk {second power iteration step}
9: L(n) ← L̄(n)

∥L̄(n)∥F
{normalize L̄(n)}

10: if ∥L(n) − L(n−1)∥F < δ then
11: break {stopping criterion}
12: end if
13: end for
14: L̂← L(n)

15: R̂←
∑K

k=1⟨Lk,L(n)⟩FRk {first power iteration step}

C. Appendix: Proof and Derivations
This section contains proofs for the presented theory. Detailed remarks and follow up derivations are further provided.
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C.1. Proof of Lemma 2.1

Lemma 2.1. Let M,N,K ∈ N, Lk ∈ RM×M and Rk ∈ RN×N for k ∈ [K]. Then

∥
K∑

k=1

Lk ⊗Rk − L⊗R∥F = ∥
K∑

k=1

vec(Lk) vec(Rk)T − vec(L) vec(R)T ∥F . (6)

Proof. Let i, j ∈ [MN ]. Then the i, j-th entry of the left matrix is(
K∑

k=1

Lk ⊗Rk − L⊗R

)
i,j

=

K∑
k=1

Lk
i1,j1R

k
i2,j2 − Li1,j1Ri2,j2

=

(
K∑

k=1

vec(Lk) vec(Rk)T − vec(L) vec(R)T

)
M(i1−1)+j1,N(i2−1)+j2

, (20)

with i = N(i1 − 1) + i2, j = N(j1 − 1) + j2. Hence, both matrices have the same entries and only the order of the entries
is in general different. Therefore, the sum over the squared entries and thus the Frobenius norm is the same:

∥
K∑

k=1

Lk ⊗Rk − L⊗R∥2F =

M2∑
i=1

N2∑
j=1

(
K∑

k=1

Lk ⊗Rk − L⊗R

)2

i,j

=

N∑
i1,j1=1

M∑
i2,j2=1

(
K∑

k=1

Lk ⊗Rk − L⊗R

)2

N(i1−1)+i2,N(j1−1)+j2

=

N∑
i1,j1=1

M∑
i2,j2=1

(
K∑

k=1

Lk
i1,j1 ⊗Rk

i2,j2 − Li1,j1 ⊗Ri2,j2

)2

=

N∑
i1,j1=1

M∑
i2,j2=1

(
K∑

k=1

vec(Lk) vec(Rk)T − vec(L) vec(R)T

)2

M(i1−1)+j1,N(i2−1)+j2

= ∥
K∑

k=1

vec(Lk) vec(Rk)T − vec(L) vec(R)T ∥2F . (21)

C.2. Proof of Lemma 2.2

Lemma 2.2. Let A =
∑K

k=1 vec(L
k) vec(Rk)T and A =

∑r
i=1 σiuiv

T
i be its singular value decomposition with

σ1 ≥ σ2 ≥ · · · ≥ σr > 0 and uT
i uj = vT

i vj = 1[i = j]. Then there is a solution of equation 5 with

vec(L̂) = u1, vec(R̂) = σ1v1. (22)

If σ1 > σ2, the solution is unique up to changing the sign of both factors, and Algorithm 3 converges almost surely to this
solution.

Proof. The main idea of the proof is to use Lemma 2.1 to identify the problem with a best rank-one approximation. The
algorithm then corresponds to the power method that utilizes the Kronecker factorization for a faster and memory-efficient
computation of the matrix-vector products in the Kronecker matrix space.
By the Eckart–Young–Mirsky theorem (Eckart & Young, 1936), an optimal rank-one approximation for A in the Frobenius
norm is

σ1u1v
T
1 ∈ argmin

Â∈RM2×N2 :rank(Â)=1

∥A− Â∥F , (23)
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which is unique up to changing the sign of both factors if σ1 > σ2.
Therefore, the matrices L̂ and R̂ that satisfy equation (22) are optimal solutions of equation (5). Moreover, the left factor is
normalized, e.g. ∥L̂∥F = ∥u1∥2 = 1.
The equivalence of Algorithm 3 with the power method can be seen by multiplying AAT with vec(L(n−1)) for L(n−1) ∈
RN2

:

AT vec(L(n−1)) =

K∑
k=1

vec(Rk) vec(Lk)T vec(L(n−1)) (24)

=

K∑
k=1

⟨Lk,L(n−1)⟩F vec(Rk) (25)

= vec(R̄(n)), (26)

and

AAT vec(L(n−1)) =

K∑
k=1

vec(Lk) vec(Rk)T vec(R̄(n)) (27)

=

K∑
k=1

⟨Rk, R̄(n)⟩F vec(Lk) (28)

= ∥R̄(n)∥F
K∑

k=1

⟨Rk,R(n)⟩F vec(Lk) (29)

= ∥R̄(n)∥F vec(L̄(n)). (30)

Hence, we can compute the same iterations as the standard power method, like Algorithm 3:

AAT vec(L(n−1))

∥AAT vec(L(n−1))∥2
=
∥R̄(n)∥F vec(L̄(n))

∥R̄(n)∥F ∥L̄(n)∥F
=

vec(L̄(n))

∥L̄(n)∥F
= vec(L(n)). (31)

The final right factor then corresponds to AT vec(L(n)) ≈ σ1v1.
For σ1 > σ2, the convergence properties are inherited from the power method, e.g., see the work of Bindel (2016).

Remark C.1. Even in the case when the first singular value is not (much) larger than the other singular values and no
convergence is achieved, the resulting matrices of Algorithm 3 are with high probability in the span of the singular vectors
corresponding to the set of large singular values (Blum et al., 2020). Hence, in this case, the approximation will still
converge to good Kronecker factors with high probability.

C.3. Derivation of the PAC-Bayes Objectives

In this section, we provide further information on the PAC-Bayes objectives of Equation (11) and Equation (12). In
particular, we first derive the upper bound and its approximation that is shown in Equation (10) together with computing the
KL-divergence in dependence on the curvature scales. This is then used to derive the PAC-Bayes objectives. Next, we show,
how these objectives can be adapted for network parameter optimization in the frequentist projection. Finally, we present
the extension of the objectives to continual learning setup, in particular the proposed BPNNs.

Upper Bound of the Expected Empirical Error Here, we show the first equation of Equation (10):

Eθ∼ρ

[
1

N

N∑
i=1

1[argmax
y′

p(y′|xi, fθ) ̸= yi]

]
≤ Eθ∼ρ

[
1

N

N∑
i=1

− ln p(yi|xi, fθ)

ln 2

]
. (32)

For this, as a first step, we present Lemma C.2:
Lemma C.2. Let f : X → ΩL, (x,y) ∈ X × Y and

er(f,x,y) = 1[argmax
y′∈Y

p(y′|x, f) ̸= y],
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then

er(f,x,y) ≤ − ln p(y|x, f)
ln 2

.

Proof. The proof examines the case of a correct prediction first and of a wrong prediction second. For the correct prediction,
the error is 0 and the bound reduces to the negative log-likelihood being larger than 0. In the case of a wrong prediction, we
use that there is a class with a higher probability and that the correct and the most probable class have together a probability
that can be bounded by 1 from above.

First, consider the case of a correct classification, which means that y has the largest probability: argmaxy′∈Y p(y
′|x, f) =

y. Then, er(f,x,y) = 0. As p(y|x, f) is a discrete probability, p(y|x, f) ≤ 1 and hence, by taking the negative logarithm
on both sides, − ln p(y|x,f)

ln 2 ≥ 0 = er(f,x,y).

Now, let argmaxy′∈Y p(y
′|x, f) ̸= y. Therefore, er(f,x,y) = 1 and there exists a y′ ∈ Y such that p(y′|x, f) ≥

p(y|x, f). Additionally, we have that 1 ≥ p(y′|x, f) + p(y|x, f) ≥ 2p(y|x, f). This can be written as p(y|x, f) ≤ 1
2 .

Due to the monotony of the logarithm, we can take the natural logarithm on both sides and divide by − ln 2 to obtain that
− ln p(y|x,f)

ln 2 ≥ 1 = er(f,x,y).

Consequently, − ln p(y|x,f)
ln 2 is an upper bound of er(f,x,y).

Remark C.3. We can see from the proof that the bound is tighter when the correct class has a high likelihood. Hence, the
bound will be best for good-performing models, while it might be loose when the negative data log-likelihood is large.

We can directly apply Lemma C.2 to the empirical error of our neural network fθ to get

1[argmax
y′

p(y′|xi, fθ) ̸= yi] = er(fθ,xi,yi) ≤ −
ln p(yi|xi, fθ)

ln 2
(33)

for each element i in the data-set. Therefore, also the sum and the expectation is larger or equal leading to Equation (32).

Moreover, we can plug this upper bound into the PAC-Bayes bounds to receive new upper bounds on the expected loss on
the true data distribution:

Corollary C.4. Let ε > 0, N ∈ N, and ρ≪ π distributions over the weight space. Then

Lupper +

√
KL(ρ∥π) + ln 2

√
N

ε

2N
and inf

c>0

1− exp(−cLupper − KL(ρ∥π)−ln ε
N )

1− exp(−c)

are upper bounds of the expected error Eθ∼ρ[Ll
P (fθ)] in Equation (9) with probability larger or equal to 1− ε.

Proof. Both bounds come from using the upper bound instead of the expected empirical error in the McAllester (Guedj,
2019) and Catoni (Catoni, 2007) bounds. Since both bounds are monotone with respect to the expected empirical error, we
get a new bound for each of them.

Approximation of the Expected Empirical Error Next, we address the approximation of the upper bound from
Equation (10):

Eθ∼ρ

[
1

N

N∑
i=1

− ln p(yi|xi, fθ)

ln 2

]
≈
− ln p(D|fθ̂) +

1
2

∑
l∈[L] τl tr

(
Fl(βlFl + αlF̃l)

−1
)

N ln 2
. (34)

First, we observe that the upper bound in Equation (32) is the scaled negative data log-likelihood:

Eθ∼ρ

[
1

N

N∑
i=1

− ln p(yi|xi, fθ)

ln 2

]
=

1

N ln 2
Eθ∼ρ [− ln p(D|fθ)] .
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For the approximation, we use the idea from LA to use the second-order Taylor polynomial around the optimal parameters θ̂
and replace the Hessian by the Fisher matrix:

1

N ln 2
Eθ∼ρ [− ln p(D|fθ)]

≈ 1

N ln 2
Eθ∼ρ

[
− ln p(D|fθ̂)−Dθ

T (θ − θ̂) +
1

2
(θ − θ̂)TF(θ − θ̂)

]
.

In contrast to LA, we don’t use the Taylor approximation on the posterior but on the likelihood. Therefore, the quadratic
term only includes the Fisher matrix and not the precision of the prior. In the next step, we can move the expectation in
because ln p(D|fθ̂) is independent of θ and Eθ∼ρ

[
DθT (θ − θ̂)

]
= DθT (Eθ∼ρ [θ]− θ̂) = DθT (θ̂ − θ̂) = 0:

Eθ∼ρ

[
− ln p(D|fθ̂)−Dθ

T (θ − θ̂) + 1
2 (θ − θ̂)TF(θ − θ̂)

]
N ln 2

=
− ln p(D|fθ̂) +

1
2Eθ∼ρ

[
(θ − θ̂)TF(θ − θ̂)

]
N ln 2

Finally, we can use that the posterior is a normal distribution ρ = N (θ̂, F̂−1), where F̂ is a block-diagonal matrix, where
each block is given by F̂l =

1
τl
(βlFl +αlF̃l). Therefore, we can reformulate the expectation of the quadratic term as a trace

− ln p(D|fθ̂) +
1
2Eθ∼ρ

[
(θ − θ̂)TF(θ − θ̂)

]
N ln 2

=
− ln p(D|fθ̂) +

1
2

∑
l∈[L] τl tr

(
Fl(βlFl + αlF̃l)

−1
)

N ln 2
=: aer(α, β, τ).

This approximation is only dependent on quantities that were already computed during the LA, such as the Fisher matrix
and the optimal parameters, or that can be computed without extra effort during the computation of the LA like the negative
data log-likelihood for the optimal parameters.

KL-divergence The PAC-Bayes bounds are not only dependent on the expected empirical risk but also on the KL-
divergence between the prior and posterior. Since we use LA for both, this boils down to the KL-divergence between
two multivariate normal distributions which can be computed in closed form. For the prior ρ = N (θ̃, F̃−1) and posterior
N (θ̂, F̂−1) defined as above, the KL-divergence can be computed as

KL(ρ∥π) = KL(N (θ̂, F̂−1)∥N (θ̃, F̃−1))

=
1

2

(
tr(F̃F̂−1)− n− ln

det F̃

det F̂
+ (θ̂ − θ̃)T F̃(θ̂ − θ̃)

)

=
1

2

∑
l∈[L]

tr(F̃lτl(βlFl + αlF̃l)
−1)− nl − ln

det F̃l

det( 1
τl
(βlFl + αlF̃l))

+ (θ̂l − θ̃l)
T F̃l(θ̂l − θ̃l)


=

1

2

∑
l∈[L]

τl tr(F̃l(βlFl + αlF̃l)
−1)− nl(1 + ln τl)− ln

det F̃l

det(βlFl + αlF̃l)
+ (θ̂l − θ̃l)

T F̃l(θ̂l − θ̃l)


=: kl(α, β, τ). (35)

Similar to the approximation of the expected empirical error, all relevant quantities to compute the KL-divergence are
already given after the LA.

PAC-Bayes Objectives Combining the approximation of the expected empirical error aer(α, β, τ) and the KL-divergence
kl(α, β, τ), we get approximations of the McAllester bound (Guedj, 2019):

ma(α, β, τ) = aer(α, β, τ) +

√
kl(α, β, τ) + ln 2

√
N

ε

2N
,

and Catoni bound (Catoni, 2007):

ca(α, β, τ) = inf
c>0

1− exp(−c aer(α, β, τ)− kl(α,β,τ)−ln ε
N )

1− exp(−c)
.

These objectives can be evaluated and minimized without going through any data samples.

23



Learning Expressive Priors for Generalization and Uncertainty Estimation in Neural Networks

C.3.1. FREQUENTIST PROJECTION

In addition to the curvature scaling, we also propose frequentist projection, which also uses approximations of the bounds to
optimize the network parameters. This has the goal of further minimizing the PAC-Bayesian bounds also with the choice of
the parameters and not only with the curvature scaling. Nonetheless, as the Fisher matrix is only available after the weights
are found, we neglect the terms that depend on the curvature. For the McAllester Bound, this results in the optimization
problem

min
θ
− ln p(D|fθ)

ln(2)N
+

√
1
2τ (θ − θ̃)T F̃(θ − θ̃) + ln( 2Nε )

2N
.

The Catoni Bound is difficult to optimize with variations of stochastic gradient descent because of the exponential in the
objective function. Nonetheless, when the Catoni scale c > 0 is fixed, minimizing the upper bound of the Catoni Bound is
equivalent to calculating

min
θ
−c ln p(D|fθ)

ln(2)N
+

1
2τ (θ − θ̃)T F̃(θ − θ̃)− ln ε

N
.

Therefore, we heuristically alternate between optimizing θ and c in practice, where the optimization after the Catoni scale is
done using the objective

min
c>0

1− exp(c ln p(D|fθ)
ln(2)N −

1
2τ (θ−θ̃)T F̃(θ−θ̃)−ln ε

N )

1− exp(−c)
.

C.3.2. EXTENSION TO BPNNS

For BPNNs, we also have to consider the parameters and posteriors from previous distributions. Therefore, we present the
adaptions for BPNNs in this section. Since we still use the same approximations as in the transfer learning setup, we need
to estimate the upper bound of the expected empirical risk and the KL-divergence as a function of the curvature scales.
We reuse the notation from Appendix B. Hence, we denote the correspondence to a given column by a superscript. In
addition, we denote the precision matrix of the posterior with a tilde, i.e. F̃(i,t)

l = 1
τl
(β

(i,t)
l F

(i,t)
l + α

(i,t)
l F̃

(i,i)
l ) for a lateral

connection at layer l from column i to column j. One can see from F̃
(i,i)
l that we use the posterior from the column i as the

prior for this lateral connection.

Approximation of the Expected Empirical Error To compute the approximate upper bound of the expected empirical
error, we need to compute the expected empirical error on the training data as in Equation (34). For the proposed continual
learning architecture, we can compute the upper bound of the expected empirical error and its approximation with

Eθ(≤t)∼ρ(≤t)

[
1

Nt

Nt∑
i=1

er(fθ(≤t) ,x
(t)
i ,y

(t)
i )

]

≤ 1

Nt ln 2
Eθ(≤t)∼ρ(≤t) [− ln p(Dt|fθ(≤t))]

≈ 1

Nt ln 2

(
− ln p(Dt|fθ̂(≤t)) +

1

2
Eθ(≤t)∼ρ(≤t)

[
(θ(≤t) − θ̂(≤t))TF(≤t)(θ(≤t) − θ̂(≤t))

])
,

where F(≤t) denotes the Fisher matrix on task t for all weights up to column t. The quadratic term in the expectation can be
computed exactly, i.e., we can use ρ(≤t) as a normal distribution with mean θ̂(≤t). Moreover, we can decompose this into:

Eθ(≤t)∼ρ(≤t)

[
(θ(≤t) − θ̂(≤t))TF(≤t)(θ(≤t) − θ̂(≤t))

]
= tr(F(≤t)(F̃(≤t))−1)

=

t−1∑
j=1

j∑
i=1

tr(F(i,j)(F̃(i,j))−1) +

t∑
i=1

tr(F(i,t)(F̃(i,t))−1).

The weights from previous columns, i.e. for i ≤ j < t, are frozen and their corresponding posterior together with their
curvature scales are fixed. Therefore, the first term is constant with respect to the new curvature scales. To avoid computing
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the Fisher matrix with respect to previous network weights, we reuse the fixed Fisher matrix from the corresponding task of
the given column. This simplifies the upper bound:

t−1∑
j=1

j∑
i=1

tr(F(i,j)(F̃(i,j))−1) +

t∑
i=1

tr(F(i,t)(F̃(i,t))−1)

≈tr(≤t−1) +

t∑
i=1

tr(F(i,t)(F̃(i,t))−1),

=tr(≤t−1) +

t−1∑
i=1

∑
l∈L

tr(F
(i,t)
l τl(β

(i,t)
l F

(i,t)
l + α

(i,t)
l F̃

(i,i)
l )−1) +

L∑
l=1

tr(F
(t,t)
l τl(β

(t,t)
l F

(t,t)
l + α

(t,t)
l F̃

(0)
l )−1).

Here, we introduce the trace for all fixed previous columns and Fisher matrices as tr(≤t−1). This term is not dependent on
the curvature scales. Moreover, the set of the lateral connections is L.

KL-divergence With a block-diagonal covariance matrix, we assume that the weights of different layers are independent.
Using this, the KL-divergence between the posterior and the prior can be written as

KL
(
ρ(≤t)∥π(≤t)

)
=

t∑
j=1

j∑
i=1

KL
(
ρ(i,j)∥π(i,j)

)

=

t∑
i=1

KL
(
ρ(i,t)∥π(i,t)

)
+

t−1∑
j=1

j∑
i=1

KL
(
ρ(i,j)∥π(i,j)

)

=

t∑
i=1

KL
(
ρ(i,t)∥π(i,t)

)
(36)

=
∑
l∈[L]

KL
(
ρ
(t,t)
l ∥N (θ̂

(0)
l , (F̃

(0)
l )−1)

)
+
∑
l∈L

t−1∑
i=1

KL
(
ρ
(i,t)
l ∥ρ(i,i)l

)
,

where it was used that the prior is equal to the posterior for all fixed columns in Equation (36). We approximate the posterior
with LA and curvature scaling. Therefore, we can compute the KL-divergence again in closed form:

KL(ρ(≤t)∥π(≤t)) =
∑
l∈[L]

KL
(
N (θ̂

(t,t)
l , τl(β

(t,t)
l F

(t,t)
l + α

(t,t)
l F̃

(0)
l )−1)∥N (θ̂

(0)
l , (F̃

(0)
l )−1)

)
(37)

+
∑
l∈L

t−1∑
i=1

KL
(
N (θ̂

(i,t)
l , τl(β

(i,t)
l F

(i,t)
l + α

(i,t)
l F̃

(i,i)
l )−1)∥N (θ̂

(i,i)
l , (F̃

(i,i)
l )−1)

)
(38)

Altogether, this shows the advantage of BPNN that some related feature embeddings can increase the performance even
though only the current column contributes to the KL-divergence.

D. Some thoughts on the regression
In this section, we share potential extensions of the given PAC-Bayes framework in LA, to regression problems. PAC-Bayes
traditionally assumed bounded losses like in classification problems, while in recent years, the theory is being also extended
to unbounded loss functions, as in regression problems. While we see this extension as beyond the scope of this work, we
comment some thoughts on the regression case. For this, let us start with a general bound from Alquier et al. (2016):

Definition D.1 (Alquier et al. (2016)). Given a distribution D over X ×Y , a hypothesis set G, a loss function l : G ×X ×Y ,
a prior distribution π over G, a δ ∈ (0, 1] and a real number γ > 0, with probability at least 1 − δ over the choice of
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(X,Y ) ∼ Dn, we have

∀ρ on G : Eg∼ρLl
D(g) ≤ Eg∼ρL̂l

X,Y (g) +
1

λ

[
KL(ρ||π) + ln

1

δ
+Ψl,π,D(λ, n)

]
, (39)

where Ψl,π,D(λ, n) = ln Eg∼πEX′,Y ′∼Dn exp
[
λ
(
Ll
D(g)− L̂l

X′,Y ′(g)
)]
. (40)

A special case for the unbounded loss functions have been examined in Germain et al. (2016). The results showed that,
for regression problems, the Alquier bound holds for certain classes of loss functions. One of them is the so-called
sub-gamma losses. Sub-gamma losses, given variance factor s2 and scale parameter c, has a variable ψV (λ) := lnEeλV
with V = Ll

D(g)− l(g, x, y):

ψV (λ) ≤
s2

c2
(−ln(1− λc)) ≤ λ2s2

2(1− cλ)
, λ ∈ (0,

1

c
). (41)

For these types of losses, the PAC-Bayes bound can be obtained as shown in the theorem below.

Definition D.2 (Germain et al. (2016)). Given D,G, l, π and δ defined in the statement of the above theorem (definition D.1),
if the loss is sub-gamma with variance factor s2 and scale c < 1 we have, with probability at least 1− δ over (X,Y ) ∼ Dn,

∀ρ on G : Eg∼ρLl
D(g) ≤ Eg∼ρL̂l

X,Y (g) +
1

N

[
KL(ρ||π) + ln

1

δ

]
+

s2

2(1− c)
. (42)

One concrete example is the case for Bayesian linear regression. Here, our model is: fθ(x) = θϕ(x) with the modelling
choices of: θ ∼ N (0, σ2

πI) and ϕ(x) ∼ N (0, σ2
xI). Also, we add white noise: y = θ̂x+ ϵ where ϵ ∼ N (0, σ2

ϵ ), resulting
in p(y|x) ∼ N (Φ(x) · θ̂, σ2

ϵ ). As in Bishop (2009), p(θ|D, σ, σπ) = N (θ|θ̂,A−1) where A := 1
σ2Φ

TΦ+ 1
σ2
π
I . Under

these settings and using negative log likelihood, Germain et al. (2016) shows:

s2 ≥ 1

λσ2

[
σ2
x(σ

2
πd+

∥∥∥θ̂∥∥∥2) + σ2
ϵ (1− λc)

]
and c ≥ 1

σ2
(σ2

xσ
2
π). (43)

Moreover, under Gaussian assumptions, the Alquier bound is closed, e.g.,NEθ∼ρL̂lnll
X,Y (θ) = Eθ∼ρ

∑n
i=1−lnp(yi|xi,θ) =

N L̂lnll
X,Y (θ) +

1
2σ2 tr(ΦTΦA−1), and also the KL-divergence term between two Gaussian distributions. These results are

given generalized linear models, while our paper is about neural networks. On the other hand, if neural networks can be
approximated with linear regression in some sense, we should intuitively be able to exploit the results so far. Hence, we next
make the connections between BNNs and linear regression via LA.

To start with, let us denote p(θ|D) ≈ N (θ|θ̂,Σ) as the posterior distribution of BNNs, which is obtained using LA, i.e.,
Σ−1 =

∑N
i=1 ▽

2
θθli(θ̂) + δI with ▽2

θθl(θ) ≈ Jθ(x)
TΛθ(x,y)Jθ(x). Here, Jθ(x) is the first derivative of the output w.r.t

the weights or jacobians of neural networks and Λθ(x,y) is the output noise precision term. These quantities are defined at
θ∗, and additionally, we define the residual term r(xi,yi) similarly. We note that ▽2

θθl(θ) here represents an output space
formulation of the Hessian, while previously, we described the weight space formulation for the Hessian. These are different
ways of representing the Hessin in neural networks. Then, a transformed data-set can be defined: D̃ = {(xi, ỹi)}Ni=1 where
ỹi := J(xi)θ

∗ −Λ(xi,yi)
−1r(xi,yi). Given at the mode, assuming that the residual term is close to zero, i.e., the model

fits the data well, a linear model that fits this data-set D̃ as a subspace, can be defined:

ỹ = J(x)θ + ϵ where ϵ ∼ N
(
0,Λ−1(x,y)

)
and θ ∼ N (0, δ−1I). (44)

This alternative LA-based BNN formulation has interesting implication, as Khan et al. (2019) shows that the posterior of
this linear model is the same as that of original BNNs p(θ|D) ≈ N (θ|θ̂,Σ):

Definition D.3 (Khan et al. (2019)). The Laplace approximation of a neural network posterior p(θ|D) is equal to the
posterior distribution p(θ|D̃).

This means that we may then bring these results together in order to obtain a valid PAC-Bayes bound. Overall, there
exists a valid PAC-Bayes bound for Bayesian linear regression models which can be obtained in closed form for tractable
optimization. As with LA, a neural network has a linear subspace defined by a Bayesian linear model (equation 44), one
could also analyze LA-based BNNs like (Lee et al., 2021) using PAC-Bayes bound, and consequently the curvature scaling.
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E. Appendix: Implementation Details
Now, we present the implementation details, which have been used in our experiments. We plan to officially release the code
for the community. While implementation details are provided per different experiments, the general setting is as follows.
Our software is based on Pytorch when possible, while only in few-shot learning experiments, we also use TensorFlow and
JAX in order to utilize the ’uncertainty baselines’ repository. In all our experiments, the Fisher matrix is computed with the
K-FOC method (Schnaus et al., 2021), which is a sub-class of the KFAC method from Section 2. Our computing cluster
consists of multiple GPUs, from NVIDIA’s Pascal to Ampere architecture. No multi-GPU training was used for the results.
The largest GPU memory is 24GB, while CPU RAM of 120GB is available for these large GPUs.

E.1. Implementation Details: Section 4.1

The implementation details for section 4.1 is as follows. We use 90% of the training data for training and 10% for validation.
Furthermore, we use the Adam optimizer with a batch size of 256 and a learning rate of 5 · 10−4. The learning rate is halved
if the validation loss does not decrease for five consecutive steps and training is stopped after 100 epochs or if the loss does
not improve for ten consecutive steps. We also optimize the curvature scales using Adam with an exponential learning
rate decay with a decay factor of 0.999999 per step. In our experiments, we compare the performance of our learned prior
against an isotropic prior with weight decay 10−3, 10−5, and 10−8 either with mean zero or using the pre-trained model
as mean. We also use the same weight decay to compute the learned prior. For all Bayesian neural networks, we use 100
samples from the posterior to estimate the predictive distribution. The PAC-Bayes bounds are evaluated with ε = 0.1.
Hence, the bounds are satisfied with at least 90% probability.

We note that cross-validation would be a reasonable method to use the entire training set. However, this would mean
that with k folds, one would have to retrain the model k times with each hyperparameter configuration. Even with only
one separate validation set, grid search would quickly become infeasible when optimizing three parameters per layer,
each with multiple values. This is primarily because one would need to sample multiple weights for each validation
sample to estimate the predictive distribution, and then repeat this for the entire validation set for each hyperparameter
optimization. Meanwhile, for PAC-Bayes objectives, we reuse some of the quantities that can be estimated during the
Laplace approximation (the Fisher matrix, the optimal network parameters, and the log-likelihood of the training data using
the optimal parameters). In this way, our objectives can be evaluated without additional forward passes. Therefore, the
complexity of hyperparameter optimization is independent of the size of the data-set and the complexity of the model forward
pass, and thus in practice, its convergence can be faster than grid search. To illustrate this point, we compared to a grid search
over α ∈ {0.01, 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.8, 0.9, 0.99, 1, 2}, β ∈ {0.01, 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.8, 0.9, 0.99, 1, 2}, and τ ∈

{
10−i|i ∈ [26]

}
shared over each layer. The models maximizing the validation accuracy were chosen. Other ablations are similar to the
setting of Figure 2a and we have used five different seeds. Thus, curvature scaling and frequentist projection refer to our
PAC-Bayes-based approaches. The results are shown in the corresponding table.

We also quantitatively evaluated the quality of the approximation on the sums-of-Kronecker-products. For this, we measured
the relative error in terms of a Frobenius norm, where we compared the approximates to the true sums-of-Kronecker
product with positive definite matrices. The baseline is the approximation adapted by Ritter et al. (2018b;a), which assumes
(L⊗R+ γI)−1 ≈ (L+ γI)−1⊗ (R+ γI)−1 (denoted as ’Sum’). We note again that this rule does not hold in general, and
therefore, we proposed a power method to better approximate the sum-of-the-Kronecker products as a Kronecker product.
We denote our approach as the’ power method’ here.

First, we evaluate by generating positive definite matrices L ∈ RM×M , R ∈ RN×N with M = N . One variation can be
the size of the matrices from 2 to 20. We obtain them by sampling the elements from a standard normal distribution, then
multiplying its transposed, and finally adding 10−8 · I. We also scale the resulting matrix by a scale from 10−5to104 and
also use different weight decays 10−10 to 1 within (L⊗R+ γI). For each size, scale, and weight decay, we use further 100
different random seeds. The results are shown in Figure 3. In the plots, we show the mean and the 95% confidence interval
of the relative Frobenius error for the two different approximations. Within these settings, we find that the power method
has a relative Frobenius error of 0.01020± 0.03129. On the other hand, computing the sum of each factor as in (Ritter et al.,
2018b) by (L+

√
γI)⊗ (R+

√
γI), has a relative Frobenius error of 0.10167± 0.22935. So, our experiments show that

the power method yields at least one magnitude smaller in terms of the Frobenius error.

Furthermore, we also evaluate the sums-of-Kronecker-products for more than two matrices. Such evaluation is important for
settings such as BPNN, where such computations are needed for each task. To do so, we compute the relative Frobenius
error for

∑K
k=1 L

k ⊗Rk −L⊗R with K ranging from 2 to 9. We use M = N = 5 and sample the matrices similar to the
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aforementioned way: L and R (see Figure 3). The baseline is again the ’sum’. As in (Ritter et al., 2018a), we sum over
more than two Kronecker factored matrices, where the first matrix is an identity matrix, scaled by the weight decay γ. The
results are depicted in Figure 3. We observed that the relative error is not only low with the power iteration method but also,
the relative error of the baseline ’sum’ significantly increases. These results motivate the proposed method to compute the
sums-of-Kronecker-products as two Kronecker factors.

E.2. Implementation Details: Section 4.2

The implementation details for section 4.2 is as follows. Following Grosse & Martens (2016), we do not set a prior on
the parameters of batch normalization. All images are normalized by the mean and standard deviation from the ImageNet
data-set and resized to 224× 224. We further use the Adam optimizer with batch size 4 and learning rate 10−4. We compare
our method to PNNs with weight decays 10−1, 10−2, . . . , 10−10, PNNs using Monte Carlo dropout (Gal & Ghahramani,
2015) without weight decay with dropout probability 0.01. Moreover, the learned prior is compared to an isotropic Gaussian
prior around zero and around the pre-trained weights on the ImageNet-1K data-set with weight decay 10−8. The temperature
scaling is inferred after the training of each task with a coarse grid search.

E.3. Implementation Details: Section 4.3

The implementation details for section 4.3 is as follows. Similar to the continual learning experiments (section 4.2), we do
not set a prior for batch normalization. All images are resized to 224× 224 after normalization. For comparing isotropic
priors and learned priors, we use the Adam with a batch size of 4 and learning rate of 10−4. On the other hand, for
other baselines, we tried four learning rates more: 10−2, 10−3, 10−4 and 10−5 in order to increase the few-shot learning
performance. We did not use one-shot learning due to the validity of LA, but rather increased the number of evaluation
points. While we use the software of Tran et al. (2022) for creating the few-shot learning data-set pairs. On top of, we
created separate validation sets from the remaining pool of data with 1:1 ratio to the few-shot training set. For the baselines,
we use a deep ensemble with five members. Lakshminarayanan et al. (2017) showed that for therein presented classification
experiments, the five members were able to closely match the performance with more members. The dropout rates in Monte
Carlo dropout the same as what is available. In all the experiments, we used 100 samples from the posterior for computing
the predictive distribution.

F. Appendix: Additional Experiments and Results
F.1. Qualitative Analysis of the Approximate Upper Bound

Here, we want to qualitatively analyze the quality of the upper bound, and obtain further insights about their validity. To do
so, we used the same setting as our presented ablation studies in Section 4. One advantage is that the scale is small enough
that we can directly compare the true PAC-Bayes bound, and the proposed approximation to that bound. However, unlike
other experiments, we share α and β across the layers. This was to meaningfully see the shape of the bound in 3D plots.
The results are depicted in Figure 6. Within this experiment, we observe that the true bound (orange) is tighter, but follows
qualitatively similar behavior as the proposed approximation (blue). In particular, we find that the optima (orange cross for a
true bound, blue cross for approximation) are close to each other. Therefore, we think this data shows the quality of the
proposed approximation at a small scale.

F.2. Ablations in the Small-Data Regime

Next, we extend the ablation studies from Section 4 in order to provide the influence of hyper-parameters namely temperature
scaling and weight decays. To achieve this, we keep the same setting as the ablations again and plot for a specified range.
Similarly again, as often done in PAC-Bayes literature, we vary the availability of the data and compute the accuracy as
a metric. The results can be found in Figure 7. Importantly, this figure shows that the learned prior is in general, more
data-efficient. On the other hand, the results also show the conditions when our method is effective. To explain, we observe
that for small temperature scaling and large weight decays (top right), the performance of learned prior deteriorates. The
results are expected because in the case of large weight decay, the isotropic prior becomes a more dominant term in the
learned prior. Thus, the differences become smaller. On the other hand, for a small weight decay, BNNs become closer
to deterministic. In that case, learning the prior only helps for small weight decay. Lastly, we find that in a vast range of
hyperparameter settings, the learned prior helps to learn more data efficiently, when compared to isotropic priors.

28



Learning Expressive Priors for Generalization and Uncertainty Estimation in Neural Networks

Figure 6. True bound (orange) Versus the proposed approximation (blue). The results show that the proposed approximation exhibits a
similar shape to the true bound, providing qualitative insights about the proposed approximation. Smaller the bound, the better.

29



Learning Expressive Priors for Generalization and Uncertainty Estimation in Neural Networks

0

20

40

60

80

100

ac
cu

ra
cy

τ = 0.001 τ = 10−5 τ = 10−7 τ = 10−9

γ = 0.01

10−11

0

20

40

60

80

100

ac
cu

ra
cy

γ = 0.001

0

20

40

60

80

100

ac
cu

ra
cy

γ = 0.0001

0

20

40

60

80

100

ac
cu

ra
cy

γ = 10−5

0

20

40

60

80

100

ac
cu

ra
cy

γ = 10−6

0

20

40

60

80

100

ac
cu

ra
cy

γ = 10−7

0

20

40

60

80

100

ac
cu

ra
cy

γ = 10−8

100 101 102 103
0

20

40

60

80

100

num samples

ac
cu

ra
cy

100 101 102 103

num samples
100 101 102 103

num samples
100 101 102 103

num samples
100 101 102 103

num samples

γ = 10−9

zero mean & isotropic isotropic learned

Figure 7. Extension of ablations in the small-data regime via varying two hyperparameters, namely temperature scaling and weight decays.
The results empirically show conditions when the learned prior enables more data-efficient learning. Faster the increase in accuracy, the
better.
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Figure 8. Right: Extended cold posterior experiments across more weight decay variations. The learned prior produces more stable results
w.r.t variations in the weight decay. Left: Further validation with the prior learned from ImageNet. Learned prior from ImageNet and
tested on CIFAR-10. Maximum reachable accuracy is higher with the learned prior. Learned prior also generates more stable results w.r.t
variations in weight decays.
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Figure 9. Few-shot learning experiments. Results are presented for each data-set. Higher the better for accuracy and AUC measures,
while the lower the better for ECE measures. The results show the high performance of our method in both uncertainty calibration and
generalization.
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Figure 10. Few-shot learning experiments. Results are presented for each data-set. Higher the better for accuracy and AUC measures,
while the lower the better for ECE measures. The results show the high performance of our method in both uncertainty calibration and
generalization.
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F.3. Further Cold Posterior Experiments

F.3.1. SMALL-SCALE

In Section 4, we presented an empirical result on cold posterior effects. There, we showed that the cold posterior effect is not
completely vanished, but is largely mitigated with the proposed learned prior. In this section, we aim to examine the stability
of these results w.r.t different weight decay settings. To this end, within the setting of the ablations, we examine variations of
three weight decays. The results are shown in Figure 8. In the experiments, we observe similar qualitative behavior, i.e., our
learning-based prior largely mitigates the cold posterior effects when compared to the isotropic prior. We also ablate the
prior with learned mean, which helps over purely zero mean isotropic Gaussian. Yet, incorporating the curvature, as in our
method, improves the results further. Most importantly, our learned prior generates the least deviations due to the changes in
the weight decay. Thus, we interpret the results that the learned priors are more stable with respect to changing the weight
decay, while better mitigating the cold posterior effects.

F.3.2. LARGE-SCALE

Next, we further examine the cold posteriors within a large scale experiment. To do so, we obtain the posteriors from
ImageNet using ResNet-50 architecture and use it as a prior on CIFAR-10. Using CIFAR-10, we then obtain the posterior.
We use a learning rate of 1e-3 and a batch size of eight. All other settings are kept the same as in the ablations of Section 4.
We do not evaluate the zero mean & isotropic prior but only the isotropic prior with the learned mean. This enables direct
comparison of the methods, as we only vary the prior. The results are presented in Figure 8. We observe the followings. First,
we find that the cold poster effect is strong for the weight decay 1e-3, whereas with the weight decay 1e-5, the learned prior
helps. The weight decay of 1e-8 didn’t produce reasonable results for all evaluated temperature scales (up to 1e-15). These
results are omitted from the plot for presentation clarity. Finally, the reachable accuracy is higher for the learning-based
priors than for the isotropic priors with learned mean, while the influence of random seeds on deviations seems smaller.

F.4. Few-Shot Learning: Results per Data-set

In Section 4, we have presented few-shot learning results, which were averaged across eight data-sets. Now, we present the
results per individual data-set. Hence, the results herein is an elaboration to Section 4. Figures 9 and 10 depict the results,
four different data-sets each. We observe that in the majority of the data-sets, the learned prior outperforms the isotropic
priors as well as the presented baselines, in terms of precision and calibration measures. On the other hand, we also observe
that the learned prior cannot uniformly outperform all other baselines across different data-set and metrics. For example, the
colorectal histology data-set is one where the isotropic prior outperforms the learned prior, while in oxford pet data-set, the
standard BNNs and a deterministic neural network show stronger results in terms of precision and calibration AUC. We
think that this is expected, as the prior learning methods assume the existence of relevant data and tasks to learn the prior
from. Despite this limitation, as we find that the learned prior more often outperforms the methods based on the isotropic
priors, our work shows the relevance of the prior learning methods, i.e., when there exists relevant data and tasks to learn
from, there are potential performance advantages over relying on the isotropic priors.
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