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Abstract

In this paper, we discover a two-phase phenomenon in the learning of multi-layer
perceptrons (MLPs). I.e. in the first phase, the training loss does not decrease
significantly, but the similarity of features between different samples keeps increas-
ing, which hurts the feature diversity. We explain such a two-phase phenomenon
in terms of the learning dynamics of the MLP. Furthermore, we propose two nor-
malization operations to eliminate the two-phase phenomenon, which avoids the
decrease of the feature diversity and speeds up the training process.

1 Introduction

Deep neural networks (DNNs) have achieved significant success in various tasks. However, the
essential reason for the superior performance of DNNs is not fully investigated, and many phenomena
have not been well explained. Therefore, many methods have been proposed to explain DNNs, e.g.
investigating the phenomena of the lottery ticket hypothesis [15], explaining the phenomena of the
double descent [21, 35, 17], understanding the information bottleneck hypothesis [45, 41], exploring
the gradient noise and regularization [42, 32], and analyzing the nonlinear learning dynamics [40, 25,
37].

In this paper, we focus on the learning dynamics of the MLP. In general, the training process of the
MLP can be considered to have two phases. In the first phase, the learning process does not find a
clear optimization direction, and the training loss does not decrease. In the second phase, the training
loss suddenly begins to decrease, as shown in Figure 1. The first phase may be very short or cannot
be observed for simple tasks, but the first phase is long for complex tasks.

More specifically, this study investigates the learning dynamics of the MLP in the first phase. We find
an interesting phenomenon that features of different categories become more and more similar to
each other in the first phase, as Figure 2(a) shows. The feature diversity keeps decreasing until the
second phase. More crucially, we find that this phenomenon is widely shared by MLPs with different
depths and widths, different activation functions, different learning rates, trained on different datasets.
In fact, the investigation of feature diversity is of great value. [38, 6], and [33] have pointed that the
decrease of feature diversity may hurt the classification performance of DNNs.

In this paper, we aim to investigate why and how the feature diversity decreases during the early
training process of the MLP. To this end, we explain the dynamics of features and parameters in
intermediate layers of the MLP. We find that both the features and parameters of the MLP are
mainly optimized towards a special direction, which is called the primary direction. Furthermore, the
tendency of the optimization towards the primary direction can be boosted, just like a self-enhanced
system, which decreases the diversity of features of different categories.

∗Equal contribution
†This research is done under the supervision of Dr. Quanshi Zhang. He is with the John Hopcroft Center

and the MoE Key Lab of Artificial Intelligence, AI Institute, at the Shanghai Jiao Tong University, China.
Correspondence to: Quanshi Zhang <zqs1022@sjtu.edu.cn>.

Preprint.

ar
X

iv
:2

11
2.

00
98

0v
2 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 1

9 
Fe

b 
20

22



the first phase

the second phase

Epoch

Samples Features

MLP

MLP

Cosine Similarity

Tr
ai

ni
ng

 L
os

s

Multi-Layer PerceptronMLP

C
os

in
e 

Si
m

ila
rit

y

Epoch

Figure 1: The training process of a 9-layer MLP exhibits a two-phase phenomenon on the CIFAR-10
dataset. In the first phase, the training loss does not decrease significantly, and the average cosine
similarity between intermediate features of different categories keeps increasing. We aim to explain
the increase of feature similarity.

Besides the theoretical explanation of the decrease of feature diversity, we further propose two
normalization operations to eliminate the two-phase phenomenon, in order to avoid the decrease of
feature diversity.

Contributions of this study can be summarized as follows. (1) We discover the decrease of feature
diversity in early iterations of learning the MLP. (2) We theoretically explain this phenomenon
in terms of learning dynamics. (3) We further propose two normalization operations to avoid the
decrease of feature diversity.

2 Related work

The representation capacity of DNNs. Analyzing the representation capacity of DNNs is an
important direction to explain DNNs. The information bottleneck theory [45, 41] quantitatively
explained the information encoded by features in intermediate layers of DNNs. [46], [1], and [8] used
the information bottleneck theory to evaluate and improve the DNN’s representation capacity. [5]
analyzed the representation capacity of DNNs with real training data and noises. In addition, several
metrics were proposed to measure the generalization capacity or robustness of DNNs, including the
stiffness [14], the sensitivity metrics [36], the Fourier analysis [48], and the CLEVER score [44].
Some studies focused on proving the generalization bound of DNNs [30, 29].

In comparison, we explain the MLP from a new perspective, i.e. we explain the decrease of feature
diversity in early iterations of the MLP.

The learning dynamics of DNNs. Analyzing the learning dynamics is another perspective to
understand DNNs. Many studies analyzed the local minimal in the optimization landscape of linear
networks [7, 40, 16, 10] and nonlinear networks [9, 23, 39]. Some studies discussed the convergence
rate of gradient descent on separable data [43, 47, 34]. [18] and [22] have investigated the effects
of the batch size and the learning rate on SGD dynamics. In addition, some studies analyzed the
dynamics of gradient descent in the overparameterization regime [4, 20, 28, 13].

In comparison, we analyze the learning dynamics of features and weights of the MLP, in order to
explain the decrease of feature diversity in the first phase.

3 Algorithm

3.1 The decrease of feature diversity

In this paper, we aim to explain an interesting phenomenon when we train an MLP in early iterations.
Specifically, the training process of the MLP can usually be divided into the following two phases
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Figure 2: We trained a 9-layer MLP on the CIFAR-10 dataset for 300 epochs, where each layer of
the MLP had 512 neurons. (a) Cosine similarity of features between samples in different categories
kept increasing in the first phase. The low cosine similarity indicated the high feature diversity. (b)
Cosine similarity of gradients w.r.t. features between different samples of a category kept increasing
in the first phase. (c) Cosine similarity of weight changes between pseudo-neurons in a layer kept
increasing. We reported the value averaged over different samples of a category. (d) The curve of the
testing error and the curve of the training loss during the training process.
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Figure 3: We trained MLPs on the MNIST dataset, each MLP being designed with different depths
and widths. (left) The cosine similarity of features between different training samples. (right) The
cosine similarity of gradients w.r.t. features between samples in a category. We computed the
epoch-wise similarity curve for each MLP. Please see Appendix Section 1 for more discussion.

according to the training loss. As Figure 2(d) shows, in the first phase, the training loss does not
decrease significantly, and the training loss suddenly begins to decrease in the second phase.

We discover an interesting phenomenon in the first phase, i.e. both the diversity of features and the
diversity of gradients w.r.t. features in intermediate layers over different samples keep decreasing.

As Figure 2(a)(b) shows, before the 130-th epoch (the first phase), both the feature diversity and the
gradient diversity keep decreasing, i.e., both the cosine similarity between features over different
samples and the cosine similarity between gradients keep increasing. After the 130-th epoch (the
second phase), the feature diversity and the gradient diversity suddenly begin to increase, i.e. their
similarities begin to decrease. Therefore, the MLP has the lowest feature diversity and the lowest
gradient diversity at around the 130-th epoch.

Crucially, this phenomenon is widely shared by MLPs with different architectures for different
tasks. Specifically, we train MLPs with different activation functions (including ReLU and Leaky
ReLU [31] with the slope of 0.01, 0.1), different learning rates ( η= 0.1, 0.01), and different batch
sizes ( bs=100, 500). These MLPs are trained on the MNIST dataset [27], the CIFAR-10 dataset [24],
and the first fifty categories in the Tiny ImageNet dataset [26], respectively. Please see Appendix
Section 1 for details. Figure 3 shows that in the first phase, both the feature diversity and the gradient
diversity decrease in all MLPs.

Connection to the epoch-wise double descent. The above two-phase phenomenon is closely related
to the epoch-wise double descent behavior, which was investigated by [35] and [17]. The epoch-wise
double descent behavior has three stages during the training process of a DNN. The testing error
decreases in the first stage, then increases in the second stage, and finally continues to decrease in the
third stage. As Figure 2(d) shows, the first and the second stages in the epoch-wise double descent
behavior are temporally aligned with the first phase in the aforementioned two-phase phenomenon,
where the training loss does not change significantly. Please see Appendix Section 2 for more
discussion about the epoch-wise double descent behavior. Instead of explaining the epoch-wise
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double descent behavior, in this paper, we mainly explain the decrease of feature diversity in the first
phase.

3.2 Modeling the decrease of feature diversity

Notation. We consider an MLP f with L concatenated linear layers, each being followed by a
ReLU layer, except the last linear layer before the softmax operation. Without loss of generality,
we mainly focus on the learning dynamics of gradient descent. Let W

(l)
t ∈ Rh×d denote the

weight matrix of the l-th linear layer with h neurons (1 6 l 6 L), which is learned after the
t-th iteration. Given an input sample x, the layer-wise forward propagation of the l-th layer is
represented as F (l)

t (x) = σ(W
(l)
t F

(l−1)
t (x)) = D

(l)
t W

(l)
t F

(l−1)
t (x), where σ denotes a ReLU layer,

and F
(l)
t (x) ∈ Rh denotes the output feature of the l-th ReLU layer in the MLP after the t-th iteration.

D
(l)
t = diag[d11; d22; · · · ; dhh] denotes a diagonal matrix, where each element dii ∈ {0, 1} on the

main diagonal represents the gating state of the i-th neuron in the ReLU layer. Accordingly, gradients
of the loss w.r.t output features of the l-th ReLU layer are given as Ḟ

(l)
t (x) = ∂Loss

∂F
(l)
t (x)

.

In Section 3.1, we have demonstrated the typical phenomena in the first phase of the learning process,
i.e. both the similarity between features and the similarity between gradients w.r.t. features keep
increasing. In this section, we mainly explore the reason for the increasing similarity between
gradients w.r.t. features. Then, based on the analysis of the increasing similarity between gradients,
we can explain the increasing similarity between features.

Basic idea. The theoretical explanation of the increasing similarity of gradients w.r.t. features is
inspired by the following observation, i.e. weights of different neurons in the same layer are mainly
changed towards a common direction.

Specifically, we disentangle the component of weight changes along the common direction. We prove
that weight changes along the common direction are enhanced in the first phase. In other words,
different neurons are more and more likely to be pushed towards the same direction. The enhanced
common direction can explain both the increasing similarity between gradients w.r.t. features and the
increasing similarity between features.

3.2.1 Observations: assuming and disentangling the common direction

We find that the increasing similarity of feature gradients in the first phase can be explained as
the increasing similarity between neurons, i.e. being explained as the phenomenon that weights of
different neurons are optimized towards a common direction. Given an input sample x, we rewrite
the back propagation in the l-th linear layer as follows.

Ḟ
(l−1)
t (x) = W

(l)T

t D
(l)
t Ḟ

(l)
t (x). (1)

In this way, we can consider gradients Ḟ (l−1)
t (x) computed in the back propagation as the result of a

pseudo-forward propagation. In this pseudo-forward propagation, the input is gradients w.r.t. features
of the l-th layer Ḟ (l)

t (x), and the output is d-dimensional gradients Ḟ
(l−1)
t (x). Accordingly, the

equivalent weight matrix W
(l)T

t = [w
(l)
t,1, w

(l)
t,2, · · · , w

(l)
t,d]T ∈ Rd×h can be considered consisting of

d pseudo-neurons.

Therefore, the increasing similarity between feature gradients Ḟ (l−1)
t (x) over different samples can be

explained as the increase of the similarity between d pseudo-neurons [w
(l)
t,1, w

(l)
t,2, · · · , w

(l)
t,d]T ∈ Rd×h

in the weight matrix. The increasing similarity between weight changes of pseudo-neurons in the
pseudo-forward propagation is illustrated in Figure 2(c). Note that the initial weight of pseudo-
neurons are orthogonal to each other according to the law of large numbers. Thus, Figure 2(c) shows
that for most pseudo-neurons i and j, cos(∆w

(l)
t,1,∆w

(l)
t,2) > 0, which makes the cosine similarity

between weights of different pseudo-neurons [w
(l)
t,1, w

(l)
t,2, · · · , w

(l)
t,d]T ∈ Rd×h in the same layer keep

increasing across different iterations in the first phase.
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Disentangling the weight change along the common direction as the basis of the further proof.
Based on the above analysis, we can roughly assume that weights of different pseudo-neurons are
changed along a common direction C(l) ∈ Rh. Thus, we aim to formulate the common direction
C(l), and disentangle the component of weight changes along the common direction C(l). This can
be served as the basis of further proof of the increasing similarity between feature gradients in the
first phase.

Given a training sample x after the t-th iteration, let ∆W
(l)T

t (x) =

[∆w
(l)
t,1(x),∆w

(l)
t,2(x), · · · ,∆w(l)

t,d(x)]T denote weight changes of d pseudo-neurons in the l-

th layer. According to the above observation, we can decompose ∆W
(l)T

t (x) into the component
along the common direction ∆V

(l)
t (x)C(l)T and the component in other directions ∆ε

(l)
t (x), where

C(l) denotes the common direction of weight changes ∆W
(l)T

t (x).

∆W
(l)T

t (x) = [∆w
(l)
t,1(x),∆w

(l)
t,2(x), · · · ,∆w(l)

t,d(x)]T

= ∆V
(l)
t (x)C(l)T + ∆ε

(l)
t (x), (2)

s.t. ∆w
(l)T

t,i (x) = ∆V
(l)
t,i (x)C(l)T + ∆ε

(l)
t (x)[i]

where ∆V
(l)
t (x) = [∆V

(l)
t,1 (x),∆V

(l)
t,2 (x), · · · ,∆V (l)

t,d (x)] ∈ Rddenotes the weight changes of d

different pseudo-neurons along the common direction C(l). ∆ε
(l)
t (x) is relatively small and is called

the “noise” term. ∆ε
(l)
t (x)[i] denotes the i-th row of ∆ε

(l)
t (x). We can estimate the common

direction C(l) by minimizing the noise term over different samples through different iterations as
follows.

C(l)= arg min
C(l)

(
Et∈[Tstart,Tend]Ex∈X

∥∥∥∆ε
(l)
t (x)

∥∥∥2

F

)
(3)

Lemma 1 (Proof in Appendix Section 3) For the decomposition ∆W
(l)T

t (x) = ∆V
(l)
t (x)C(l)T +

∆ε
(l)
t (x), given ∆W

(l)T

t (x) and C(l), ‖∆ε(l)
t (x)‖F reaches its minimum if and only if

∆ε
(l)
t (x)C(l) = 0, where ∆ε

(l)
t (x)= ∆W

(l)T

t (x) − C(l)C(l)T

C(l)T C(l)
∆W

(l)T

t (x), and ∆V
(l)
t (x) =

∆W
(l)T

t (x)C(l)

C(l)T C(l)
.

Lemma 1 indicates that given the weight change ∆W
(l)T

t (x) and the common direction C(l), we
can compute ∆ε

(l)
t (x) and ∆V

(l)
t (x) explicitly, and obtain ∆ε

(l)
t (x)C(l) = 0.

Experiments to illustrate the significance of the common direction. Here, we illustrate that the
weight change along the common direction C(l) is much greater than the weight change along
other directions. Given the overall weight change ∆W

(l)
t =

∑
x∈X ∆W

(l)
t (x) made by all training

samples X after the t-th iteration, we decompose ∆W
(l)
t into components along five common

directions as ∆W
(l)
t = C

(l)
1 ∆V

(l)T

1,t + C
(l)
2 ∆V

(l)T

2,t + · · · + C
(l)
5 ∆V

(l)T

5,t + ∆ε
(l)T

5,t , where C
(l)
1 =

C(l) is termed the primary common direction. C
(l)
2 represents the secondary common direction,

which is the most common direction when we remove the component of the weight change along
the direction C(l) from the ∆W

(l)
t , i.e. ∆W

(l)
new,t = ∆W

(l)
t − C

(l)
1 ∆V

(l)T

t . Then, we compute the

C
(l)
2 by conducting Equation (3) on ∆W

(l)
new,t. Please see Appendix Section 4 for more discussion

about the procedure of the decomposition. Similarly, C(l)
3 , C

(l)
4 and C

(l)
5 represent the third, forth,

and fifth common directions, respectively. Theoretically, C
(l)
1 , C

(l)
2 , C

(l)
3 , C

(l)
4 , and C

(l)
5 are

orthogonal to each other. In this way, si = ‖C(l)
i ∆V

(l)T

i,t ‖F measures the strength of weight changes
along the i-th common direction.

Specifically, in experiments, we trained 9-layer MLPs on the MNIST dataset [27], the CIFAR-10
dataset [24], and the Tiny ImageNet dataset [26], respectively. Each layer of the MLP had 512
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Figure 4: The strength of different common directions in the (a) CIFAR-10 dataset, (b) MNIST
dataset, and (c) Tiny ImageNet dataset. We illustrated results on the two categories with the highest
training accuracies. The strength of the primary direction was much greater than the strength of other
directions.

neurons. Figure 4 shows that the strength of the component of weights changes along the primary
direction s1 was approximately ten times greater than the strength of the component along the second
direction s2.

3.2.2 Proof of the decrease of feature diversity

In the above analysis, we have illustrated, assumed, and disentangled the common direction of weight
changes. Based on this common direction, we aim to prove the decrease of feature diversity in the
first phase. The proof consists of the following three steps.
(1) We formulate common directions by investigating the learning dynamics of the weight change
made by each specific training sample.
(2) Based on the learning dynamics made by a training sample, we prove that features and weight
changes can enhance the significance of each other.
(3) Based on this, we can explain the increase of both the feature similarity and the gradient similarity.

Lemma 2 (Proof in Appendix Section 5) For the decomposition W
(l)
t = C(l)V

(l)T

t + ε
(l)T

t , given

W
(l)
t and C(l), ‖ε(l)

t ‖F reaches its minimum if and only if ε(l)
t C(l) = 0, where ε

(l)
t = W

(l)T

t −
C(l)C(l)T

C(l)T C(l)
W

(l)T

t , and V
(l)
t =

W
(l)T

t C(l)

C(l)T C(l)
.

Lemma 2 reveals that given the weight matrix W
(l)
t and the common direction C(l), we can compute

V
(l)
t and ε

(l)
t explicitly, and obtain ε

(l)
t C(l) = 0.

Theorem 1 (Proof in Appendix Section 6) The weight change made by a sample x ∈ X can be de-
composed into (h+1) terms after the t-th iteration: ∆W

(l)
t (x) = ∆W

(l)
primary,t(x)+

∑h
i=1 ∆W

(l)
i,t (x),

where ∆W
(l)
primary,t(x) = D

(l)
t V

(l+1)
t C(l+1)TC(l+1)∆V

(l+1)T

t (x)
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Table 1: Strength of components of weight changes along the common direction and other directions.
We trained 9-layer MLPs on the CIFAR-10 dataset, the MNIST dataset, and the Tiny ImageNet
dataset, respectively. Each layer of the MLP had 512 neurons. The strength of the primary common
direction was much greater than those of other directions. Appendix Section 6 discusses the reason
for the phenomenon that S(l)

1 , S(l)
2 , and S

(l)
3 does not decrease monotonically.

C
IF

A
R

-1
0

Category Cat Truck
S (×10−3) Layer 2 Layer 3 Layer 4 Layer 5 Layer 6 Layer 2 Layer 3 Layer 4 Layer 5 Layer 6
S

(l)
primary 154.0±17.1 176.5±16.8 201.6±18.7 253.6±24.6 277.4±25.6 169.9±20.8 208.1±21.5 223.6±20.1 248.4±19.2 281.5±20.4

S
(l)
1 11.5±1.5 13.0±0.9 11.6±1.7 16.1±1.8 9.0±0.8 15.6±2.1 14.0±1.8 14.3±1.1 14.3±1.7 10.0±1.1

S
(l)
2 12.7±1.7 11.9±1.3 10.9±1.3 11.9±0.8 8.8±1.1 14.4±1.4 15.1±2.0 11.3±1.4 12.3±0.9 12.9±1.2

S
(l)
3 11.0±1.1 14.4±1.7 12.5±2.2 13.9±1.7 8.6±1.1 14.3±2.2 12.4±1.9 12.8±1.6 13.1±1.2 9.7±1.0

M
N

IS
T

Category Eight Zero
S (×10−3) Layer 2 Layer 3 Layer 4 Layer 5 Layer 6 Layer 2 Layer 3 Layer 4 Layer 5 Layer 6
S

(l)
primary 367.1±56.8 364.5±52.8 381.9±56.3 444.4±68.7 504.0±81.3 441.7±86.0 448.2±83.5 429.0±78.1 493.1±87.2 504.1±89.0

S
(l)
1 14.9±0.8 15.9±1.4 15.5±1.1 15.6±1.5 13.5±2.0 24.6±3.1 30.0±4.3 18.4±2.6 17.2±2.2 15.6±1.8

S
(l)
2 16.3±1.7 13.1±0.9 16.4±0.8 18.1±3.2 11.7±1.6 16.6±1.7 23.9±4.2 17.9±2.4 14.3±1.5 12.2±1.9

S
(l)
3 15.1±1.5 16.3±1.7 13.5±0.6 15.1±1.4 15.0±1.1 29.4±5.2 21.1±4.2 15.5±1.8 21.2±3.6 14.7±1.6

Ti
ny

Im
ag

eN
et Category Flagpole Bottle

S (×10−3) Layer 2 Layer 3 Layer 4 Layer 5 Layer 6 Layer 2 Layer 3 Layer 4 Layer 5 Layer 6
S

(l)
primary 97.8±3.7 143.9±5.6 198.9±8.1 259.8±10.1 322.8±12.7 202.3±12.2 234.4±13.1 276.8±13.9 345.2±16.6 440.2±22.2

S
(l)
1 10.6±0.9 9.5±0.8 14.4±1.4 24.9±1.3 8.8±1.0 10.3±1.4 11.2±1.6 12.2±1.3 11.9±1.1 13.2±1.6

S
(l)
2 7.5±0.9 7.9±1.2 9.7±1.2 9.2±1.2 8.3±0.6 10.4±1.1 11.6±1.0 13.8±1.3 10.0±0.8 13.6±1.2

S
(l)
3 7.1±0.8 9.1±1.1 11.3±1.0 17.9±2.2 16.6±1.5 11.6±1.4 15.7±1.4 10.7±1.1 10.8±1.2 19.8±1.6

F
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2
, ∆W

(l)
i,t (x) = D

(l)
t ε

(l+1)
i,t

∆ε
(l+1)T

t (x)F
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2
. ε(l+1)

i,t =ΣiiUiVT
i , where the SVD of ε(l+1)

t ∈ Rh×h′

is given as ε
(l+1)
t = UΣVT (h ≤ h′), and Σii denotes the i-th singular value ∈ R.

Ui and Vi denote the i-th column of the matrix U and V , respectively. Besides, we have
∀i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , h},UT

i C
(l+1) = 0.

Formulating the learning dynamics made by each specific training sample. Theorem 1 enables
us to decompose common directions from the learning dynamics (weight changes) made by each
specific training sample x. The primary term ∆W

(l)
primary,t(x) represents the component of weight

changes along the common direction C(l+1). The i-th term ∆W
(l)
i,t (x) represents the component of

weight changes along the i-th direction Ui, which is orthogonal to the common direction C(l+1).

Table 1 illustrates that the strength of the component of weight changes along the primary common
direction ∆W

(l)
primary,t(x) is much more significant than strengths of components along other direc-

tions. To this end, we compute the average strength of weight changes along the common direction
over all samples X across different iterations S

(l)
primary = Et∈[Tstart,Tend]Ex∈X

[
‖∆W (l)

primary,t(x)‖F
]
.

Similarly, the strength of weight changes along the i-th direction is computed as S
(l)
i =

Et∈[Tstart,Tend]Ex∈X

[
‖∆W (l)

i,t (x)‖F
]
.

Relationship between features and weight changes. Inspired by the above learning dynamics of
weight changes made by each specific training sample, we discover a close relationship between
features and weight changes. Specifically, according to Theorem 1, the change of weights made by a
sample x ∈ X after the t-th iteration can be computed as follows.

∆W
(l)
t (x) = γ(x)F

(l−1)T

t (x) + ε(x)T (4)

where γ(x) = D
(l)
t V

(l+1)
t C(l+1)TC(l+1)∆V

(l+1)T

t (x)F
(l)
t (x)

/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2
∈ Rh×d, and ε(x)T = D

(l)
t ε

(l+1)
t ∆ε

(l+1)T

t (x)

F
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2
∈Rh×d. Please see Appendix Section 6 for the proof.

We discover that weight changes can be represented as both ∆W
(l)
t (x) = γ(x)F

(l−1)T

t (x) + ε(x)T

in Equation (17) and ∆W
(l)
t (x) = C(l)∆V

(l)T

t (x) + ∆ε
(l)T

t (x) in Equation (2). Note that γ(x) is
highly related to the primary common direction C(l+1) in the (l + 1)-th layer. Thus, both terms

7



Fl
ag

 p
ol

e
Tr

uc
k

Category

C
at

B
ot

tle

(a)

(b)

Si
m

ila
rit

y
Si

m
ila

rit
y

Layer 2 Layer 4 Layer 5 Layer 6 Layer 7Layer 3

Si
m

ila
rit

y
Si

m
ila

rit
y

epoch epoch epoch epoch epoch epoch
𝛼𝛼 = 1 𝛼𝛼 = 1 𝛼𝛼 = 1 𝛼𝛼 = 1 𝛼𝛼 = 1 𝛼𝛼 = 1

𝛼𝛼 = 1 𝛼𝛼 = 1 𝛼𝛼 = 1 𝛼𝛼 = 1 𝛼𝛼 = 1 𝛼𝛼 = 1

𝛼𝛼 = −1 𝛼𝛼 = −1 𝛼𝛼 = −1 𝛼𝛼 = −1 𝛼𝛼 = −1 𝛼𝛼 = −1

𝛼𝛼 = 1 𝛼𝛼 = −1 𝛼𝛼 = 1 𝛼𝛼 = −1 𝛼𝛼 = −1 𝛼𝛼 = 1

-
-

-
-

-
-

-

-
-

-

- -

-

-

--

-

--

-

Figure 5: Cosine similarity between the feature F
(l−1)
t (x) and the vector ∆V

(l)
t (x) in the first

phase. We conducted experiments on 9-layer MLPs trained on the (a) CIFAR-10 dataset, and (b)
Tiny ImageNet dataset. The shade in each subfigure represents the standard deviation of the cosine
similarity over different samples.

C(l)∆V
(l)T

t (x) and γ(x)F
(l−1)T

t (x) play dominant roles in ∆W
(l)
t (x). Therefore, we guess that

the common direction C(l) is similar to ±γ(x), and the feature F
(l−1)
t (x) is similar to the vector

±∆V
(l)
t (x). Figure 5 verifies the guess that the feature F

(l−1)
t (x) is in the similar direction of the

vector α∆V
(l)
t (x), where α ∈ {−1, 1}.

The proof of the self-enhanced common direction. Inspired by the above relationship between
features and weight changes, we aim to prove that features and weights become more and more
similar to each other in the first phase. Such proof can explain the self-enhancement of the common
direction in the first phase.

Theorem 2 (Proof in Appendix Section 7) Given an input sample x ∈ X and a common direction
C(l) after the t-th iteration, if the maximum singular value of ε(l)

t is small enough, we can obtain

cos(∆V
(l)
t (x), F

(l−1)
t (x)) · cos(V

(l)
t ,∆F

(l−1)
t (x)) ≥ 0, where ∆V

(l)
t (x) =

∆W
(l)T

t (x)C(l)

C(l)T C(l)
, and

V
(l)
t =

W
(l)T

t C(l)

C(l)T C(l)
.

Theorem 2 describes two typical learning dynamics in the first phase, i.e. the feature F
(l−1)
t (x)

is pushed towards either the coefficient vector V
(l)
t or the coefficient vector −V (l)

t . To this end,
∆F

(l−1)
t (x) denotes the change of features ∆F

(l−1)
t (x) = F

(l−1)
t+1 (x) − F (l−1)

t (x) after the t-th
iteration. In this paper, we roughly consider that the change of features is negatively related to the
gradient w.r.t. features, i.e. ∆F

(l−1)
t (x) ≈ −βḞ (l−1)

t (x) and β > 0, although strictly speaking, the
change of features is not exactly equal to the gradient w.r.t. features.

Theorem 2 shows the following two cases. In Case 1, if cos(∆V
(l)
t (x), F

(l−1)
t (x))≥ 0, then

cos(V
(l)
t ,∆F

(l−1)
t (x))≥0. In other words, if the coefficient vector V

(l)
t is pushed towards the

feature F
(l−1)
t (x), then the feature F

(l−1)
t (x) is pushed towards the coefficient vector V (l)

t . In this
way, we consider that the feature F

(l−1)
t (x) and the coefficient vector V (l)

t become more and more
similar to each other in the first phase. Similarly, in Case 2, given another input training sample
x′∈X , if cos (∆V

(l)
t (x′) , F

(l−1)
t (x′))≤0, then cos (V

(l)
t , ∆F

(l−1)
t (x′)) ≤ 0. In other words, if the

8
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Figure 6: The change of o(l)(x) in the first phase. We trained 9-layer MLPs on the CIFAR-10 (a),
the MNIST (b), and the Tiny ImageNet (c). Each layer of the MLP had 512 neurons.

coefficient vector V (l)
t is pushed towards the direction of the feature −F (l−1)

t (x′), then the feature
F

(l−1)
t (x′) is pushed towards the coefficient vector −V (l)

t . In this way, the feature F
(l−1)
t (x′) and

the coefficient vector V (l)
t gradually become negatively related to each other.

Verification. We conducted experiments to verify the relationship between features and weights.
To this end, we measured the change of the value o(l)(x) = cos(∆V

(l)
t (x), F

(l−1)
t (x)) ·

cos(V
(l)
t ,∆F

(l−1)
t (x)) in the first phase. Figure 6 reports the mean and the standard deviation

of o(l)(x) over different samples at each epoch. We repeatedly conducted experiments on the
CIFAR-10 dataset, the MNIST dataset, and the Tiny ImageNet dataset, respectively, to measure the
o(l)(x). For each sample x, o(l)(x) was always positive and usually increased over epochs, which
verified Theorem 2. Besides, Theorem 2 is based on the assumption that the maximum singular value
of ε

(l)
t is small enough. Experimental results in Appendix Section 7 verified that the maximum

singular value of ε(l)
t was usually small enough in the first phase.

Theorem 3 (Proof in Appendix Section 8) For each training sample x ∈ Xc belonging to the
category c, we have cos(αc∆V

(l)
t (x), F

(l−1)
t (x)) ≥ 0, and cos(αcV

(l)
t ,∆F

(l−1)
t (x)) ≥ 0, where

αc ∈ {−1, 1} is constant for each category c for the l-th layer.

Theorem 3 indicates that training samples of the same category x all push the vector αcV
(l)
t towards

the feature F
(l−1)
t (x) in the first phase, where αc is a constant shared by different samples of the

same category x. Figure 5 verifies that cos(αc∆V
(l)
t (x), F

(l−1)
t (x)) are consistently positive over

different samples of the same category.

Assumption 1. We assume that the MLP encodes features of very few (a single or two) categories in
the first phase, while other categories have not been learned in the first phase.

To verify this assumption, Figure 7 shows that only a single or two categories exhibit much higher
accuracies than the random guessing at the end of the first phase. This indicates that the learning of
the MLP is dominated by training samples of a single or two categories.
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Figure 8: The training loss with and without normalization operations of 9-layer MLPs trained on the
CIFAR-10, the MNIST, and the Tiny ImageNet dataset, respectively.

The combination of Theorem 3 and Assumption 1 clarifies the overall learning dynamics in the first
phase. In other words, the overall learning effects of all training samples can be roughly considered
as pushing the vector α̂V

(l)
t towards the feature F

(l−1)
t (x). α̂ is determined by the dominating

category/categories. In addition, cos(α̂V
(l)
t ,∆F

(l−1)
t (x)) ≥ 0, which means that the change of the

feature ∆F
(l−1)
t (x) is similar to the vector α̂V (l)

t .

Thus, we can consider that the change of the feature ∆F
(l−1)
t (x) is modified towards the feature

F
(l−1)
t (x). In this way, the learning process of the MLP works just like a self-enhanced system.

Besides, the weight coefficient vector α̂V (l)
t and the feature F

(l−1)
t (x) enhance each other.

Proof the increasing feature similarity and the increasing gradient similarity. As aforemen-
tioned, features of different samples are consistently pushed towards the same vector α̂V (l)

t . There-
fore, the similarity between features of different samples increases in the first phase, which makes
different training samples generate similar gating states D

(l)
t in each ReLU layer. The increasing

similarity between gating states of each ReLU layer over different samples leads to the increasing the
similarity between gradients w.r.t. features over different samples of the same category. Please see
Appendix Section 9 for more discussion.

How to escape from the first phase? In the first phase, the MLP only discovers a single direction
to optimize a single or two categories. However, the optimization of a single or two categories
will soon saturate, and the gradient mainly comes from training samples of other categories, which
destroys the dominating roles of a single or two categories in the learning of the MLP. Therefore, the
learning effects of training samples from different categories may conflict with each other. Thus, the
self-enhanced system is destroyed, and the learning of the MLP enters the second phase.

3.3 Eliminating the decrease of feature diversity

In this section, we aim to eliminate the decrease of feature diversity in the first phase, in order to speed
up the training process. The analysis in the above section shows that the similarity between features
of different samples increases in the first phase. To this end, we propose to use two normalization
operations to eliminate the decrease of feature diversity in the first phase.

We are given the output feature [f1, f2, . . . , fh] = W
(l)
t F

(l−1)
t (x) ∈ Rh of the l-th linear layer

w.r.t. the input sample x, where fi denotes the i-th dimension of the feature. The first normalization
operation is given as norm1(fi) = (fi − µi)/σi, where µi and σi denote the mean value and
the standard deviation of fi over different samples, respectively. This operation is similar to the
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batch normalization [19], but we do not compute the scaling and shifting parameters in the batch
normalization. The second normalization operation is the batch normalization. The above two
normalization operations can prevent features of different samples from being similar to each other,
because the mean feature is subtracted from features of all samples.

In order to verify the two normalization operations can eliminate the two-phase phenomenon during
the training process of the MLP, we trained 9-layer MLPs with and without normalization operations.
Specifically, for the normalization operation norm1, we added the normalization operation after
each linear layer, expect the last linear layer. Similarly, for the MLP with the batch normalization
operation, we added a batch normalization layer after each linear layer. Each linear layer in the MLP
had 512 neurons. Figure 8 shows that the two normalization operations successfully eliminated the
two-phase phenomenon of the learning of MLPs and sped up the training process.

Figure 9 shows that in MLPs with normalization operations, weight changes along other common
directions were strengthened than those in the MLP without normalization operations. To this end,
we used ‖C(l)

i ∆V
(l)T

i,t ‖F /‖C
(l)
1 ∆V

(l)T

1,t ‖F to measure the relative strength of weight changes along

the i-th common direction C
(l)
i w.r.t. the strength of weights changes along the primary common

direction C
(l)
1 . Furthermore, Figure 10 shows that the feature similarity in MLPs with normalization

operations kept decreasing, while the feature similarity of the MLP without normalization operations
kept increasing. This indicated that the normalization operations avoided the decreasing of feature
diversity.

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we find that in the early stage of the training process, the MLP exhibits a two-phase
phenomenon, and the feature diversity keeps decreasing in the first phase. We formulate and explain
this phenomenon by analyzing the learning dynamics of the MLP. Furthermore, we propose to use
two normalization operations to eliminate the above two-phase phenomenon and speed up the training
process.
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A Common phenomenon shared by different architectures for different
tasks.

In this section, we aim to demonstrate an interesting phenomenon when we train an MLP in early
iterations. Specifically, the training process of the MLP can usually be divided into the following
two phases according to the training loss. In the first phase, the training loss does not decrease
significantly, and the training loss suddenly begins to decrease in the second phase. More Crucially,
this phenomenon is widely shared by MLPs with different architectures for different tasks.

A.1 On the CIFAR-10 dataset

In this subsection, we demonstrate that the two-phase phenomenon is shared by different MLPs
on the CIFAR-10 dataset [24]. For different MLPs, we adapted learning rate η = 0.1, batch size
bs = 100, SGD optimizer, and ReLU activation function. Besides, we used two data augmentation
methods, including random cropping and random horizontal flipping. Results of MLPs trained on the
CIFAR-10 are shown in Figure 11.

5-layer MLP with 128 
neurons in each layer

7-layer MLP with 256 
neurons in each layer

7-layer MLP with 512 
neurons in each layer

Tr
ai

ni
ng

 A
cc

ur
ac

y

Te
st

in
g 

A
cc

ur
ac

y

C
os

in
e 

si
m

ila
rit

y 
of

 fe
at

ur
es

C
os

in
e 

si
m

ila
rit

y 
of

 g
ra

di
en

ts

Tr
ai

ni
ng

 L
os

s

Te
st

in
g 

Lo
ss

epoch epoch epoch

(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

9-layer MLP with 512 
neurons in each layer

cifar10

Figure 11: Results of different MLPs trained on the CIFAR-10 dataset. (a) The training loss of four
MLPs. (b) The testing loss of four MLPs. (c) The training accuracies of four MLPs. (d) The testing
accuracies of four MLPs. (e) Cosine similarity between features of different categories. The results
were evaluated in the third linear layer of MLPs. (f) Cosine similarity between gradients of different
samples in a category. The results were evaluated in the third linear layer of MLPs.

A.2 On the MNIST dataset

In this subsection, we demonstrate that the two-phase phenomenon is shared by different MLPs on
the MNIST dataset [27]. For different MLPs, we adapted learning rate η = 0.01, batch size bs = 100,
SGD optimizer, and ReLU activation function. Results of MLPs trained on the MNIST are shown in
Figure 12.

A.3 On the Tiny ImageNet dataset

In this subsection, we demonstrate that the two-phase phenomenon is shared by different MLPs on the
Tiny ImageNet dataset [26]. Specifically, we selected the following 50 categories, orangutan, parking
meter, snorkel, American alligator, oboe, basketball, rocking chair, hopper, neck brace, candy store,
broom, seashore, sewing machine, sunglasses, panda, pretzel, pig, volleyball, puma, alp, barbershop,
ox, flagpole, lifeboat, teapot, walking stick, brain coral, slug, abacus, comic book, CD player, school
bus, banister, bathtub, German shepherd, black stork, computer keyboard, tarantula, sock, Arabian
camel, bee, cockroach, cannon, tractor, cardigan, suspension bridge, beer bottle, viaduct, guacamole,
and iPod for training. For different MLPs, we adapted learning rate η = 0.1, batch size bs = 100,
SGD optimizer, and ReLU activation function. Besides, we used two data augmentation methods,
including random cropping and random horizontal flipping. Note that we took a random cropping
with 32×32. Results of MLPs trained on the Tiny ImageNet are shown in Figure 13.
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Figure 12: Results of different MLPs trained on the MNIST dataset. (a) The training loss of four
MLPs. (b) The testing loss of four MLPs. (c) The training accuracies of four MLPs. (d) The testing
accuracies of four MLPs. (e) Cosine similarity between features of different categories. Results
were evaluated in the third linear layer of MLPs. (f) Cosine similarity between gradients of different
samples in a category. The results were evaluated in the third linear layer of MLPs.
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Figure 13: Results of different MLPs trained on 50 categories of Tiny ImageNet dataset. (a) The
training loss of three MLPs. (b) The testing loss of three MLPs. (c) The training accuracies of three
MLPs. (d) The testing accuracies of three MLPs. (e) Cosine similarity between features of different
categories. Results were evaluated in the second linear layer of MLPs. (f) Cosine similarity between
gradients of different samples in a category. Results were evaluated in the second linear layer of
MLPs.

A.4 Different training batch sizes

In this subsection, we demonstrate that the two-phase phenomenon is shared by MLPs trained on the
CIFAR-10 dataset with different training batch sizes. For different MLPs, we adapted learning rate
η = 0.1, SGD optimizer, and ReLU activation function. Besides, we used two data augmentation
methods, including random cropping and random horizontal flipping. We trained three 7-layer MLPs
with 256 neurons in each layer, with bs = 100, 500, 1000 respectively. Results of MLPs trained with
different batch sizes are shown in Figure 14.

A.5 Different learning rates

In this subsection, we demonstrate that the two-phase phenomenon is shared by MLPs trained on the
CIFAR-10 dataset with different learning rates. For different MLPs, we adapted batch size bs = 100,
SGD optimizer, and ReLU activation function. Besides, we used two data augmentation methods,
including random cropping and random horizontal flipping. We trained three 7-layer MLPs with 256
neurons in each layer, with learning rate η = 0.1, 0.01 respectively. Results of MLPs trained with
different learning rates are shown in Figure 15.

A.6 Different activation functions

In this subsection, we demonstrate that the two-phase phenomenon is shared by MLPs trained on the
CIFAR-10 dataset with different activation functions. For different MLPs, we adapted learning rate
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Figure 14: Results of different batch sizes trained on CIFAR-10 dataset. (a) The training loss of three
MLPs. (b) The testing loss of three MLPs. (c) The training accuracies of three MLPs. (d) The testing
accuracies of three MLPs. (e) Cosine similarity between features of different categories. Results were
evaluated in the second linear layer of MLPs. (f) Cosine similarity between gradients of different
samples in a category. Results were evaluated in the second linear layer of MLPs.
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Figure 15: Results of different learning rates trained on CIFAR-10 dataset. (a) The training loss
of two MLPs. (b) The testing loss of two MLPs. (c) The training accuracies of two MLPs. (d)
The testing accuracies of two MLPs. (e) Cosine similarity between features of different categories.
Results were evaluated in the second linear layer of MLPs. (f) Cosine similarity between gradients of
different samples in a category. Results were evaluated in the second linear layer of MLPs.

η = 0.1, batch size bs = 100, SGD optimizer. Besides, we used two data augmentation methods,
including random cropping and random horizontal flipping. We trained three 9-layer MLPs with
512 neurons in each layer with ReLU, Leaky ReLU (slope=0.1), and Leaky ReLU (slope=0.01),
respectively. Results of MLPs trained with different activation functions are shown in Figure 16.

A.7 Discussion

In experiments, we notice that both the cosine similarity between features over different samples
and the cosine similarity between gradients keep increasing in the first phase. Furthermore, we find
that gradients w.r.t features of different samples first become more and more similar to each other,
then features of different samples become more and more similar to each other. We consider that this
phenomenon is reasonable. In order words, when gradients w.r.t features of different samples become
similar to each other, then the features of different samples are pushed towards a specific direction.
Therefore, features of different samples become more and more similar to each other.

B Double Descent

The model-wise double descent behavior has emerged in many deep learning tasks, which means
that as the model size increases, performance first decreases, then increases, and finally decreases
[3, 21, 49, 11]. Furthermore, some recent studies discussed the existence of the triple descent curve
[12, 2]. Meanwhile, the double descent behavior also occurs with respect to training epochs [35, 17],
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Figure 16: Results of different activation layers trained on CIFAR-10 dataset. (a) The training loss
of three MLPs. (b) The testing loss of three MLPs. (c) The training accuracies of three MLPs. (d)
The testing accuracies of three MLPs. (e) Cosine similarity between features of different categories.
Results were evaluated in the second linear layer of MLPs. (f) Cosine similarity between gradients of
different samples in a category. Results were evaluated in the second linear layer of MLPs.

called epoch-wise double descent, i.e. as the epoch increases, the testing error first decreases, then
increases, and finally decreases.

C Proof for the lemma 1

In this section, we present the detailed proof for Lemma 1.

Lemma 3 For the decomposition ∆W
(l)T

t (x) = ∆V
(l)
t (x)C(l)T + ∆ε

(l)
t (x), given ∆W

(l)T

t (x)

and C(l), ‖∆ε(l)
t (x)‖F reaches its minimum if and only if ∆ε

(l)
t (x)C(l) = 0, where ∆ε

(l)
t (x)=

∆W
(l)T

t (x)− C(l)C(l)T

C(l)T C(l)
∆W

(l)T

t (x), and ∆V
(l)
t (x) =

∆W
(l)T

t (x)C(l)

C(l)T C(l)
.

proof. Let ∆ε
(l)T

t (x)[j] denote the j-th column of the matrix ∆ε
(l)T

t (x) ∈ Rh×d. Given a sample x,

we can represent ∆ε
(l)T

t (x)[j] as follows:

∆ε
(l)T

t (x)[j] = λC(l) + ∆ε
(l)T

t (x)[j]
′
, (5)

where C(l)T ∆ε
(l)T

t (x)[j]
′

= 0.

Then, ∥∥∥∆ε
(l)T

t (x)[j]
∥∥∥2

2
=

∥∥∥∥λC(l) + ∆ε
(l)T

t (x)[j]
′
∥∥∥∥2

2

= (λC(l) + ∆ε
(l)T

t (x)[j]
′
)T (λC(l) + ∆ε

(l)T

t (x)[j]
′
)

= λ2C(l)TC(l) + (∆ε
(l)T

t (x)[j]
′
)T ∆ε

(l)T

t (x)[j]
′

= λ2C(l)TC(l) +

∥∥∥∥∆ε
(l)T

t (x)[j]
′
∥∥∥∥2

2

(6)

Obviously,
∥∥∥∆ε

(l)T

t (x)[j]
∥∥∥2

2
is the smallest when λ = 0. Therefore,

∥∥∥∆ε
(l)T

t (x)[j]
∥∥∥2

2
reaches its

minimum if and only if ∆ε
(l)
t (x)C(l) = 0.

When
∥∥∥∆ε

(l)T

t (x)[j]
∥∥∥2

2
reaches its minimum,

∥∥∥∆ε
(l)
t (x)

∥∥∥2

F
becomes the smallest. Thus, we have:

∆W
(l)
t (x) =C(l)∆V

(l)T

t (x) + ∆ε
(l)T

t (x)

C(l)T ∆W
(l)
t (x) =C(l)TC(l)∆V

(l)T

t (x) + C(l)T ∆ε
(l)T

t (x)

= C(l)TC(l)∆V
(l)T

t (x) + 0

(7)
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Then, ∆V
(l)T

t (x) can be represented as follows.

∆V
(l)T

t (x) =
C(l)T ∆W

(l)
t (x)

C(l)TC(l)
(8)

Substituting Eq. 8 into ∆W
(l)
t (x) = C(l)∆V

(l)T

t (x) + ∆ε
(l)T

t (x), we have

∆ε
(l)
t (x) = ∆W

(l)
t (x)T − C(l)C(l)T

C(l)TC(l)
∆W

(l)
t (x)T (9)

D Decomposition of common directions

Actually, the estimation of the common direction C(l) is similar to the singular value decomposition
(SVD), although it has slight differences. We first decompose the overall weight change ∆W

(l)
t

after the t-th iteration as ∆W
(l)
t = C(l)∆V

(l)T

t + ∆ε
(l)T

t . We remove all components along the

common direction C(l) from ∆W
(l)
t , and obtain ∆W

(l)
new,t = ∆W

(l)
t − C(l)∆V

(l)T

t = ∆ε
(l)T

t .

Then, we further decompose ∆W
(l)
new,t = C

(l)
2 ∆V

(l)T

2,t + ∆ε
(l)T

2,t . In this way, we can consider C(l)
2

as the secondary common direction, while C
(l)
1 = C(l) is termed as the primary common direction.

Thus, we conduct this process recursively and obtain common directions {C(l)
1 , C

(l)
2 , · · ·C(l)

5 }.
Accordingly, ∆W

(l)
t is decomposed into ∆W

(l)
t = C

(l)
1 ∆V

(l)T

1,t +C
(l)
2 ∆V

(l)T

2,t +· · ·+C(l)
5 ∆V

(l)T

5,t +

∆ε
(l)T

5,t .

E Proof for the lemma 2

In this section, we present the detailed proof for Lemma 2.

Lemma 4 For the decomposition W
(l)
t = C(l)V

(l)T

t +ε
(l)T

t , given W
(l)
t and C(l), ‖ε(l)

t ‖F reaches

its minimum if and only if ε(l)
t C(l) = 0, where ε

(l)
t =W

(l)T

t − C(l)C(l)T

C(l)T C(l)
W

(l)T

t , and V
(l)
t =

W
(l)T

t C(l)

C(l)T C(l)
.

proof. Let ε(l)T

t [j] denote the j-th column of the matrix ε(l)T

t ∈ Rh×d. We can represent ε(l)T

t [j] as
follows:

ε
(l)T

t [j] = λC(l) + ε
(l)T

t [j]
′
, (10)

where C(l)T ε
(l)T

t [j]
′

= 0.

Then, ∥∥∥ε(l)T

t [j]
∥∥∥2

2
=

∥∥∥∥λC(l) + ε
(l)T

t (x)[j]
′
∥∥∥∥2

2

= (λC(l) + ε
(l)T

t [j]
′
)T (λC(l) + ε

(l)T

t [j]
′
)

= λ2C(l)TC(l) + (ε
(l)T

t [j]
′
)T ε

(l)T

t [j]
′

= λ2C(l)TC(l) +

∥∥∥∥ε(l)T

t [j]
′
∥∥∥∥2

2

(11)

Obviously,
∥∥∥ε(l)T

t [j]
∥∥∥2

2
becomes the smallest when λ = 0. Therefore,

∥∥∥ε(l)T

t [j]
∥∥∥2

2
reaches its

minimum if and only if ε(l)
t C(l) = 0.
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When
∥∥∥ε(l)T

t [j]
∥∥∥2

2
reaches its minimum,

∥∥∥ε(l)
t

∥∥∥2

F
becomes the smallest. Thus, we have:

W
(l)
t =C(l)V

(l)T

t + ε
(l)T

t

C(l)TW
(l)
t =C(l)TC(l)V

(l)T

t + C(l)T ε
(l)T

t

=C(l)TC(l)V
(l)T

t + 0

(12)

Then, V (l)T

t can be written as follows.

V
(l)T

t =
C(l)TW

(l)
t

C(l)TC(l)
(13)

Substituting Eq. 13 into W (l)
t = C(l)V

(l)T

t + ε
(l)T

t , we have

ε
(l)
t = W

(l)T

t − C(l)C(l)T

C(l)TC(l)
W

(l)T

t (14)

F Proof for the learning dynamics made by a training sample.

F.1 Proof for Theorem 1.

In this subsection, we present the detailed proof for Theorem 1.

Theorem 4 The weight change made by a sample x ∈ X can be decomposed into (h + 1) terms
after the t-th iteration: ∆W

(l)
t (x) = ∆W

(l)
primary,t(x) +

∑h
i=1 ∆W

(l)
i,t (x), where ∆W

(l)
primary,t(x) =

D
(l)
t V

(l+1)
t C(l+1)TC(l+1)∆V

(l+1)T

t (x)F
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2
,

∆W
(l)
i,t (x) = D

(l)
t ε

(l+1)
i,t ∆ε

(l+1)T

t (x)F
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2
. ε(l+1)

i,t =ΣiiUiVT
i , where the

SVD of ε(l+1)
t ∈ Rh×h′is given as ε

(l+1)
t = UΣVT (h ≤ h′), and Σii denotes the i-th singular

value ∈ R. Ui and Vi denote the i-th column of the matrix U and V , respectively. Besides, we
have ∀i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , h},UT

i C
(l+1) = 0.

proof. We can represent weight matrix as W (l)
t = C(l)V

(l)
t

T
+ ε

(l)T

t . In addition, according

to the back propagation and chain rule, we have ∆W
(l)
t (x) = −ηD(l)

t Ḟ
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x), where
Ḟ

(l)
t (x) = ∂Loss

∂F
(l)
t (x)

, and η denotes learning rate.
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According to Lemma 1 and Lemma 2, we have ∆ε
(l+1)
t (x)C(l+1) = 0 and ε(l+1)

t C(l+1) = 0. After
the t-th iteration, the weight change made by a training sample x can be computed as follows.

∆W
(l)
t (x) = −ηD(l)

t Ḟ
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)

= −ηD(l)
t W

(l+1)T

t D
(l+1)
t Ḟ

(l+1)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)

= D
(l)
t W

(l+1)T

t ∆W
(l+1)
t (x)F

(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2

= D
(l)
t

[
V

(l+1)
t C(l+1)T + ε

(l+1)
t

] [
C(l+1)∆V

(l+1)T

t (x) + ∆ε
(l+1)T

t (x)
]
F

(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2

= D
(l)
t [V

(l+1)
t C(l+1)TC(l+1)∆V

(l+1)T

t (x) + V
(l+1)
t C(l+1)T ∆ε

(l+1)T

t (x)

+ ε
(l+1)
t C(l+1)∆V

(l+1)T

t (x) + ε
(l+1)
t ∆ε

(l+1)T

t (x)]F
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2

= D
(l)
t

[
V

(l+1)
t C(l+1)TC(l+1)∆V

(l+1)T

t (x) + ε
(l+1)
t ∆ε

(l+1)T

t (x)
]
F

(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2

= D
(l)
t V

(l+1)
t C(l+1)TC(l+1)∆V

(l+1)T

t (x)F
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2

+D
(l)
t ε

(l+1)
t ∆ε

(l+1)T

t (x)F
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2
(15)

ε
(l+1)
i,t = ΣiiUiVT

i , where the singular value decomposition of ε(l+1)
t is given as ε

(l+1)
t = UΣVT ,

and Σii denotes the i-th singular value . Ui and Vi denote the i-th column of the matrix U and V ,
respectively.

∆W
(l)
t (x) = D

(l)
t V

(l+1)
t C(l+1)TC(l+1)∆V

(l+1)T

t (x)F
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2

+D
(l)
t ε

(l+1)
t ∆ε

(l+1)T

t (x)F
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2

= D
(l)
t V

(l+1)
t C(l+1)TC(l+1)∆V

(l+1)T

t (x)F
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2

+

h∑
i=1

D
(l)
t ε

(l+1)
i,t ∆ε

(l+1)T

t (x)F
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2
.

= ∆W
(l)
primary,t(x) +

h∑
i=1

∆W
(l)
i,t (x)

(16)

F.2 Proof for the decomposition of weight changes.

In this subsection, we prove that the change of weights made by a sample x ∈ X after the t-th
iteration can be computed as follows.

∆W
(l)
t (x) = γ(x)F

(l−1)T

t (x) + ε(x)T (17)

proof. According to Theorem 1, we have

∆W
(l)
t (x) = D

(l)
t V

(l+1)
t C(l+1)TC(l+1)∆V

(l+1)T

t (x)F
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2

+D
(l)
t ε

(l+1)
t ∆ε

(l+1)T

t (x)F
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2

= γ(x)F
(l−1)T

t (x) + ε(x)T

(18)

where γ(x) = D
(l)
t V

(l+1)
t C(l+1)TC(l+1)∆V

(l+1)T

t (x)F
(l)
t (x)/

∥∥∥F (l)
t (x)

∥∥∥2

2
∈ Rh×d,

and ε(x)T = D
(l)
t ε

(l+1)
t ∆ε

(l+1)T

t (x)F
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2
∈ Rh×d.
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F.3 The explanation for the phenomenon that S(l)
1 , S(l)

2 , and S(l)
3 does not decrease

monotonically.

In this subsection, we explain the phenomenon that S(l)
1 , S(l)

2 , and S
(l)
3 does not decrease mono-

tonically in Table 1. In fact, we first decompose ε(l+1)
t =

∑h
i=1 ε

(l+1)
i,t according to the SVD. Then

∆W
(l)
i,t (x) is computed as ∆W

(l)
i,t (x) = D

(l)
t ε

(l+1)
i,t ∆ε

(l+1)T

t (x)F
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x)/
∥∥∥F (l)

t (x)
∥∥∥2

2
.

Accordingly, the strength of weight changes along the i-th direction is computed as S
(l)
i =

Et∈[Tstart,Tend]Ex∈X

[
‖∆W (l)

i,t (x)‖F
]
. In this way, S

(l)
1 , S

(l)
2 , and S

(l)
3 does not decrease mono-

tonically, although ‖ε(l+1)
1,t ‖F , ‖ε(l+1)

2,t ‖F , and ‖ε(l+1)
3,t ‖F decreases monotonically.

G Proof for Theorem 2

In this section, we present the detailed proof for Theorem 2.

Theorem 5 Given an input sample x ∈ X and a common direction C(l) after the t-th iteration,
if the maximum singular value of ε(l)

t is small enough, we can obtain cos(∆V
(l)
t (x), F

(l−1)
t (x)) ·

cos(V
(l)
t ,∆F

(l−1)
t (x)) ≥ 0, where ∆V

(l)
t (x) =

∆W
(l)T

t (x)C(l)

C(l)T C(l)
, and V

(l)
t =

W
(l)T

t C(l)

C(l)T C(l)
.

proof. Given a sample x, we can prove that cos(∆V
(l)
t (x), F

(l−1)
t (x)) · cos(V

(l)
t ,∆F

(l−1)
t (x)) ≥ 0.

According to chain rule, we have

∆W
(l)
t (x) = −ηD(l)

t Ḟ
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x) (19)

According to Lemma 1, we have C(l)T ∆ε
(l)T

t (x) = 0.

cos(∆V
(l)
t (x),F

(l−1)
t (x)) · cos(V

(l)
t , Ḟ

(l−1)
t (x))

=

[
∆V

(l)T

t (x)F
(l−1)
t (x)

‖∆V (l)T

t (x)‖ · ‖F (l−1)
t (x)‖

]
·

[
V

(l)T

t (x)Ḟ
(l−1)
t (x)

‖V (l)T

t (x)‖ · ‖Ḟ (l−1)
t (x)‖

]
(20)
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Figure 17: Visualization of the Frobenius norm of the two components V (l)T

t V
(l)
t C(l)TD

(l)
t Ḟ

(l)
t (x)

and V (l)T

t ε
(l)
t D

(l)
t Ḟ

(l)
t (x). We used a 9-layer MLP trained on MNIST dataset, where each layer had

512 neurons. Epochs were chosen at the end of the first phase.
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Thus,

sign(cos(∆V
(l)
t (x),F

(l−1)
t (x)) · cos(V

(l)
t , Ḟ

(l−1)
t (x)))

= sign([∆V
(l)T

t (x)F
(l−1)
t (x)] · [V (l)T

t Ḟ
(l−1)
t (x)])

= sign([∆V
(l)T

t (x)F
(l−1)
t (x)] · [V (l)T

t W
(l)T

t D
(l)
t Ḟ

(l)
t (x)])

= sign([∆V
(l)T

t (x)F
(l−1)
t (x)] · [V (l)T

t (V
(l)
t C(l)T + ε

(l)
t )D

(l)
t Ḟ

(l)
t (x)]) // according to Lemma 2

= sign([∆V
(l)T

t (x)F
(l−1)
t (x)] · [V (l)T

t V
(l)
t C(l)TD

(l)
t Ḟ

(l)
t (x)])) // ignore V (l)T

t ε
(l)
t D

(l)
t Ḟ

(l)
t (x)

= sign([∆V
(l)T

t (x)F
(l−1)
t (x)] · [C(l)TD

(l)
t Ḟ

(l)
t (x)])

= sign([∆V
(l)T

t (x)F
(l−1)
t (x)] · −[C(l)T ∆W

(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)
t (x)/η

∥∥∥F (l−1)
t (x)

∥∥∥2

2
]) // according to Eq.15

= sign(−[∆V
(l)T

t (x)F
(l−1)
t (x)] · [C(l)T (C(l)∆V

(l)T

t (x) + ∆ε
(l)T

t (x))F
(l−1)
t (x)])

= sign(−[∆V
(l)T

t (x)F
(l−1)
t (x)] · [(C(l)TC(l)∆V

(l)T

t (x) + C(l)T ∆ε
(l)T

t (x))F
(l−1)
t (x)])

= sign(−[∆V
(l)T

t (x)F
(l−1)
t (x)] · [C(l)TC(l)∆V

(l)T

t (x)F
(l−1)
t (x)]) // C(l)T ∆ε

(l)T

t (x) = 0

= sign(−[∆V
(l)T

t (x)F
(l−1)
t (x)] · [∆V (l)T

t (x)F
(l−1)
t (x)]) ≤ 0

(21)

In this paper, we consider ∆F
(l−1)
t (x) ≈ −βḞ (l−1)

t (x), where β is a positive scalar. Thus, we
have sign(cos(∆V

(l)
t (x), F

(l−1)
t (x)) · cos(V

(l)
t ,∆F

(l−1)
t (x))) = sign(cos(∆V

(l)
t (x), F

(l−1)
t (x)) ·

− cos(V
(l)
t , Ḟ

(l−1)
t (x)))≥ 0

During the proof, we ignore the term V
(l)T

t ε
(l)
t D

(l)
t Ḟ

(l)
t (x), because it is relatively small, and this

strength is mainly controlled by the maximum singular of matrix ε(l)
t . To this end, we compute the

‖V (l)T

t V
(l)
t C(l)TD

(l)
t Ḟ

(l)
t (x)‖F and ‖V (l)T

t ε
(l)
t D

(l)
t Ḟ

(l)
t (x)‖F to verify this point. Figure 17 shows

that the strength of the first term is almost three times greater than the second term. The relative
strength indicates that our assumption is reasonable.

H Proof for Theorem 3

In this section, we aim to prove that training samples of the same category has the same effect in the
first phase.

Theorem 6 For each training sample x ∈ Xc belonging to the category c, we have
cos(αc∆V

(l)
t (x), F

(l−1)
t (x)) ≥ 0, and cos(αcV

(l)
t ,∆F

(l−1)
t (x)) ≥ 0, where αc ∈ {−1, 1} is

constant for each category c for the l-th layer.

proof. Given a sample x and a sample x′ from the same category, we assume F (l−1)
t (x) ≈ F (l−1)

t (x′).
Then we can prove that cos(∆V

(l)
t (x), F

(l−1)
t (x)) · cos(∆V

(l)
t (x′), F

(l−1)
t (x′)) ≥ 0.

sign(cos(∆V
(l)
t (x), F

(l−1)
t (x)) · cos(∆V

(l)
t (x′), F

(l−1)
t (x′)))

= sign([∆V
(l)T

t (x)F
(l−1)
t (x)] · [∆V (l)T

t (x′)F
(l−1)
t (x′)])

= sign([
C(l)T ∆W

(l)
t (x)

C(l)TC(l)
F

(l−1)
t (x)] · [C

(l)T ∆W
(l)
t (x′)

C(l)TC(l)
F

(l−1)
t (x′)])

= sign([C(l)T ∆W
(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)
t (x)] · [C(l)T ∆W

(l)
t (x′)F

(l−1)
t (x′)])

= sign([C(l)T (−ηD(l)
t (x)Ḟ

(l)
t (x)F

(l−1)T

t (x))F
(l−1)
t (x)] · [C(l)T (−ηD(l)

t (x′)Ḟ
(l)
t (x′)F

(l−1)T

t (x′))F
(l−1)
t (x′)])

= sign([C(l)TD
(l)
t (x)Ḟ

(l)
t (x)] · [C(l)TD

(l)
t (x′)Ḟ

(l)
t (x′)])

(22)
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As the sample x and x′ belong to the same category, and F (l−1)
t (x) ≈ F

(l−1)
t (x′), we can con-

sider D(l)
t (x)Ḟ

(l)
t (x) ≈ D

(l)
t (x′)Ḟ

(l)
t (x′). Thus, we can prove sign(cos(∆V

(l)
t (x), F

(l−1)
t (x)) ·

cos(∆V
(l)
t (x′), F

(l−1)
t (x′))) ≥ 0. In this way, for the category x, there exists a constant αc, which

satisfies sign(cos(αc∆V
(l)
t (x), F

(l−1)
t (x)) ≥ 0, where αc ∈ {1, 1} and training sample x ∈ Xc

belongs to the category c.

According to Theorem 2, we have cos(∆V
(l)
t (x), F

(l−1)
t (x)) · cos(V (l)

t ,∆F
(l−1)
t (x)) ≥ 0.

Thus, we have sign(cos(αc∆V
(l)
t (x), F

(l−1)
t (x)) · cos(αcV

(l)
t ,∆F

(l−1)
t (x))) ≥ 0. In addi-

tion, the above proof indicates that sign(cos(αc∆V
(l)
t (x), F

(l−1)
t (x)) ≥ 0. Therefore, we have

sign(cos(αcV
(l)
t (x),∆F

(l−1)
t (x)) ≥ 0

I The increasing feature similarity leads to the increasing gradient similarity

In this section, we explain the reason why the increasing feature similarity leads to the increasing
gradient similarity. Given the weight matrix W (l)

t and a sample x, we can derive the gradient w.r.t.
features Ḟ (l)

t (x) and the feature F (l)
t (x) in the l-th liner layer after the t-th iteration as follows.

Ḟ
(l−1)
t (x) = W

(l)T

t D
(l)
t (x)Ḟ

(l)
t (x) (23)

F
(l)
t (x) = D

(l)
t (x)W

(l)
t F

(l−1)
t (x) (24)

The increasing similarity of features between different samples means that, given a sample x
and a sample x′, we have F

(l)
t (x) ≈ F

(l)
t (x′). According to Equation (24), we can con-

sider D(l)
t (x) ≈ D

(l)
t (x′). Substituting D(l)

t (x) ≈ D
(l)
t (x′) into Equation (23), we can obtain

Ḟ
(l−1)
t (x) ≈ Ḟ (l−1)

t (x′). Therefore, the increasing feature similarity leads to the increasing gradient
similarity.

24


	1 Introduction
	2 Related work
	3 Algorithm
	3.1 The decrease of feature diversity
	3.2 Modeling the decrease of feature diversity
	3.2.1 Observations: assuming and disentangling the common direction
	3.2.2 Proof of the decrease of feature diversity

	3.3 Eliminating the decrease of feature diversity

	4 Conclusion
	A Common phenomenon shared by different architectures for different tasks.
	A.1 On the CIFAR-10 dataset
	A.2 On the MNIST dataset
	A.3 On the Tiny ImageNet dataset
	A.4 Different training batch sizes
	A.5 Different learning rates
	A.6 Different activation functions
	A.7 Discussion

	B Double Descent
	C Proof for the lemma 1
	D Decomposition of common directions
	E Proof for the lemma 2
	F Proof for the learning dynamics made by a training sample.
	F.1 Proof for Theorem 1.
	F.2 Proof for the decomposition of weight changes.
	F.3 The explanation for the phenomenon that S1(l), S2(l), and S3(l) does not decrease monotonically.

	G Proof for Theorem 2
	H Proof for Theorem 3
	I The increasing feature similarity leads to the increasing gradient similarity

