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Per-Example Gradient Regularization Improves
Learning Signals from Noisy Data

Xuran Meng* Yuan Caof Difan Zou?

Abstract

Gradient regularization, as described in Barrett and Dherin (2021), is a highly effective
technique for promoting flat minima during gradient descent. Empirical evidence suggests that
this regularization technique can significantly enhance the robustness of deep learning models
against noisy perturbations, while also reducing test error. In this paper, we explore the per-
example gradient regularization (PEGR) and present a theoretical analysis that demonstrates its
effectiveness in improving both test error and robustness against noise perturbations. Specifically,
we adopt a signal-noise data model from Cao et al. (2022) and show that PEGR can learn
signals effectively while suppressing noise. In contrast, standard gradient descent struggles to
distinguish the signal from the noise, leading to suboptimal generalization performance. Our
analysis reveals that PEGR penalizes the variance of pattern learning, thus effectively suppressing
the memorization of noises from the training data. These findings underscore the importance of
variance control in deep learning training and offer useful insights for developing more effective
training approaches.

1 Introduction

Regularization in deep learning refers to a set of techniques aimed at improving the performance of
the model (Kukacka et al., 2017). Gradient Regularization, as a new regularization technique (Barrett
and Dherin, 2021), proposed a modified gradient flow, represented by L(W)+(A\/4)||VL(W)||?. The
equation combines the original loss function, L(W), with an implicit regularizer that penalizes the
Euclidean norm of the gradient. In a recent study, Barrett and Dherin (2021) analyzed the impact
of finite learning rates on the iterates of gradient descent and discovered that such regularization
improves testing accuracy and is tied to sharpness-aware minimization with some minor differences.

It is worth noting that the gradient norm lacks a stochastic approximation, which means that it
cannot be integrated with commonly used stochastic gradient descent (SGD) methods (Keskar et al.,
2017; Smith et al., 2020). To bridge this gap, Smith et al. (2021) proposed a per-example gradient
regularization (PEGR) that modifies the regularization term |[VL(W)||? to 1/m Y72, ||[VL:(W)]?,
where ||V L;(W)|| represents the Euclidean norm of the gradient in the minibatch of data. This kind
of gradient descent takes into account the concept of sharpness aware minimization (Foret et al.,
2021; Geiping et al., 2021). Surprisingly, it has been empirically observed that this regularization
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method achieves significantly improved generalization performance compared to full-batch gradient
regularization (Andriushchenko and Flammarion, 2022).

While PEGR has been observed to have good performance, the essential theory behind this
intuitive selection such as the stochastic selection and full gradient descent remains unclear.
Therefore, it requires to seek a more fundamental and comprehensive understanding of the behavior
of gradient dynamics under such regularization. However, understanding gradient regularization in
neural networks is challenging, primarily due to nonconvexity. The activation and loss functions
make the training dynamic analysis a highly nonconvex optimization problem (Dherin et al., 2022).
Previous work has not provided a comprehensive theoretical analysis of the improvement in testing
accuracy, and there is no theoretical explanation for the behavior of gradient regularization, especially
its role during model training.

In this work, we investigate the algorithmic behavior of PEGR. In particular, we present an
algorithmic analysis of learning two-layer convolutional neural networks (CNNs) with fixed second-
layer parameters of +1’s and —1’s and a square ReLU activation function, i.e., o(z) = max{0, z}2.
We consider a setting where the input data comprise label-dependent signals and label-independent
noises, and utilize a signal-noise decomposition of the CNN filters to precisely characterize how
PEGR affects the signal learning and noise memorization during the model training. We then prove
a separation between the generalization performances when the model training is performed with
and without PEGR. Our paper makes significant contributions in the following ways:

1. We identify that per-example gradient regularization (PEGR) can effectively suppress noise
memorization while promoting signal learning in over-parameterized neural networks. Specifi-
cally, we demonstrate that when certain conditions are met, CNN models trained using gradient
descent with PEGR prioritize learning the signal over memorizing the noise. Furthermore, by
appropriately closing the regularization at the right time, these models achieve convergence of
training gradient and exhibit lower test error.

2. Additionally, we present a negative result that demonstrates how CNN models trained using
gradient descent without PEGR. are prone to memorize noise instead of learning the signal.
Taken together with our previous finding, this result provides clear evidence of the importance
of PEGR in promoting effective learning in over-parameterized neural networks.

3. Our theoretical analysis suggests that the advantages of PEGR in promoting signal learning
are most pronounced in the early stages of training. As the network continues to learn and
the signal becomes sufficiently strong, we also provide a theoretical framework for determining
an appropriate time to close the gradient regularization, which ensures gradient convergence
while avoiding over-regularization of the signal.

To summarize, Our results demonstrate that PEGR under gradient descent can effectively learn
signals while suppressing noise and provide guidance on choosing hyperparameters. The remainder
of this paper is organized as follows. First, we provide some additional references and notations
below. In Section 2, we introduce the problem settings. Next, in Section 3, we present the theoretical
analysis of the efficacy of PEGR under gradient descent. Section 4 shows the experimental results
which support our theories. Section 5 provides a brief overview of the proof of the main theorems.
Finally, we conclude the paper in Section 6 and discuss some related questions for future investigation.



1.1 Additional related work

In this section, we will discuss in detail some of the related work briefly mentioned before.

Sharpness aware minimization. The study on the connection between sharpness and general-
ization can be traced back to Hochreiter and Schmidhuber (1997). Keskar et al. (2017) observed
a positive correlation between the batch size, the generalization error, and the sharpness of the
loss landscape when changing the batch size. Jastrzebski et al. (2017) extended this by finding a
correlation between the sharpness and the ratio between learning rate to batch size. Jiang et al.
(2020) performed a large-scale empirical study on various generalization measures and show that
sharpness-based measures have the highest correlation with generalization. Foret et al. (2021)
introduced a novel Sharpness-Aware Minimization (SAM) procedure for simultaneously minimizing
loss value and loss sharpness to improve model generalization ability, which results in state-of-the-art
performance on several benchmark datasets and models, as well as providing robustness to label
noise. Zhao et al. (2022) shows that penalizing the gradient norm of the loss function during
optimization is a method to improve the generalization performance of deep neural networks, which
leads to better flat minima, and achieves state-of-the-art results on various datasets. Wen et al.
(2023) clarifies the mechanism and rigorously defines the sharpness notion that Sharpness-Aware
Minimization (SAM) regularization technique is based on, revealing the alignment between gradient
and top eigenvector of Hessian as the key mechanism behind its effectiveness.

Neural network training techniques. Besides the gradient regularization we previously dis-
cussed, a series of recent works have also studied some other training techniques. Blanc et al. (2020)
found that networks trained with perturbed training labels exhibit an implicit regularization term
that drives them towards simpler models, regardless of their architecture or activation function.
Inspired by Martin and Mahoney (2021)’s study of weight matrix spectra in deep neural networks,
Meng and Yao (2023) introduced a spectral criterion to identify the presence of heavy tails, a sign
of regularization in DNNs, enabling early stopping of the training process without testing data to
avoid overfitting while preserving generalization ability. Zou et al. (2023a) provided a theoretical
explanation for Mixup’s efficacy in improving neural network performance by showing its ability
to learn rare features through a signal-noise data model, and suggests early stopping as a useful
technique for Mixup training. Allen-Zhu and Li (2023) described a study on how ensemble of
independently trained neural networks with the same architecture can improve test accuracy and
how this superiority can be distilled into a single model using knowledge distillation, based on a
theory that when data has a structure called “ multi-view”.

Overfitting in over-parameterized regime. We introduce several works related to the be-
nign/harmful overfitting in over-parameterized regime. Hastie et al. (2019); Wu and Xu (2020)
investigated a scenario where the dimension and sample size increase while maintaining a fixed
ratio between them, and observed a double descent risk curve in relation to this ratio. Bartlett
et al. (2020) established upper and lower risk bounds for the over-parameterized minimum norm
interpolator and demonstrated that benign overfitting can occur under certain conditions on the
data covariance spectrum. Zou et al. (2021) examined the generalization performance of constant
stepsize stochastic gradient descent with iterate averaging or tail averaging in the over-parameterized
regime. Mei and Montanari (2022); Meng et al. (2022) studied the generalization of random feature
models under the setting where the data dimension, data size, and feature dimension tend to



infinity proportionally, and observe the phenomenon of multiple descent. Cao et al. (2022) examines
benign overfitting in training two-layer CNNs and finds a sharp phase transition between benign
and harmful overfitting, determined by the signal-to-noise ratio, where a CNN trained by gradient
descent achieves small training and test loss under certain conditions and only achieves a constant
level test loss otherwise. Kou et al. (2023) investigates the phenomenon of benign overfitting in
ReLU neural networks and provides algorithm-dependent risk bounds for learning two-layer ReLLU
convolutional neural networks with label-flipping noise, demonstrating a sharp transition between
benign and harmful overfitting under different conditions on data distribution.

1.2 Notation

Given two sequences x,, and y,, we denote x,, = O(y,,) if there exist some absolute constant C; > 0
and N > 0 such that |z,| < Cilyy| for all n > N. Similarly, we denote =, = Q(y,) if there exist
Cy > 0 and N > 0 such that |z,| > Caly,| for all n > N. We say x,, = O(y,) if v, = O(yn) and
Zn, = Q(yn) both hold. We use O(+), (), and O(-) to hide logarithmic factors in these notations
respectively. Moreover, we denote x,, = poly(y,) if z,, = O(y2) for some positive constant D, and
xn, = polylog(yy) if z,, = polylog(y,). Finally, for two scalars a and b, we denote a V b = max{a, b}.

2 Problem Setting

In this section, we will discuss the data generation model and the convolutional neural network
(CNN) that we utilized in our paper. Our research focuses on binary classification. In order to
establish the context for our work, we will introduce the data distribution D that we considered in
the following definition.

Definition 2.1 (Data model) Let u € R? denote a fized vector representing the signal contained
in each data point. Each data point (x,y), where x = [xMT x@T|T € R% gnd y € +1, is generated
from the following distribution D:

1. The label y is generated as a Rademacher random variable.

2. A noise vector § is generated from the Gaussian distribution N(O,Ug (T = "/ ]?)).

3. One of xXM) or x? is given as y - p, which represents the signal, while the other is given by &,
which represents noise.

A series of similar data have been widely studied in recent works (Frei et al., 2022; Cao et al.,
2022; Shen et al., 2022; Zou et al., 2023a,b). The data generation model draws inspiration from
image data, where the input is comprised of various patches, with only a subset of these patches
related to the image’s class label. Specifically, we designate the patch y - p as the signal patch
that correlates to the data’s label, while £ represents the noise patch, which is unrelated to the
label and therefore irrelevant for prediction. In order to clearly distinguish the role of gradient
regularization in learning signals/noises, we assume that the noise patch is generated from a Gaussian
distribution N(0, 012) (I — ppe" /||p]|?)) to ensure the noise vector is orthogonal to the signal vector
p for simplicity.

Two-layer CNN We investigate a two-layer convolutional neural network that applies its filters
to the two patches, x(!) and x(?), separately. Additionally, we fix the second layer parameters of



the network as +1/m and -1/m, respectively. Then the network can be written as f(W,x) =
> jeqr1yJ - Fi(Wj,x), where

m

F(Wj%) = =37 (0w ™) + oGy, x)).

r=1

Here, o(2) = ReLU?(z) is the activation function, w,,, j € {£1} and r € [m], are first-
layer parameter vectors with positive and negative second-layer parameters respectively, and
X = [X(l)T, x(2)T]T € R?™. Note that using polynomial activation is commonly applied in studying
feature learning of deep learning models. Our analysis can also be applied to o(z) = ReLUY(z) with
q > 2 by some additional treatments. We denote by W € R?™ the collection of all wWjr, Jj € {£1}
and r € [m]. For each data point x; = [y;u,&]", p is the signal and &; is the noise.

Given n training data points (x;,¥;), @ € [n], we define the empirical cross-entropy loss as

Zf F(W,x;)],

where £(z) = log(1 4+ exp(—=z)). Then the loss function with gradient regularization is given as
L(W) = Ls(W Z IVwely: - f(W,x:)] |7

where A is the regularization parameter. It is worth noting that the gradient regularization is
calculated by averaging the gradient norms when fed into different training data points, which can
be also understood as a kind of variance control penalty over the training data.

We consider training f(W,x) by minimizing L(W) with gradient descent W(t+1) = Wj(tz —
nvw(t)L(W), and we are particularly interested in analyzing the test error dlfferences between the

g,

case with gradient regularization (A > 0) and the case without regularization (A = 0). However,
note that the direct comparison between methods with and without regularization may not be fair.

Therefore we compare the following two cases:

e Implementing gradient regularization in the first phase of training: with some appropriately
chosen 17, we use A > 0 for iterations 0 <t < 7T7, and set A = 0 for iterations t > Tj.

e Using no regularization throughout training: we use A\ = 0 for all iterations t > 0.

We aim to show that both methods above can minimize the training loss Lg(W) while achieving
different prediction accuracies on test data. Note that we consider gradient descent starting from
Gaussian initialization, where each entry of W_; and W_; is sampled from a Gaussian distribution
N(0,02) and o2 is the variance.

3 Main Results

In this section, we present main theoretical results, which rely on a signal-noise decomposition of the
filters in the CNN trained by gradient descent. Our results are based on the following conditions on
the dimension d, sample size n, neural network width m, learning rate n and initialization scale .



Condition 3.1 Define a small constant 0 < a < 0.001. Suppose that
1. Dimension d is large: d > Q(m?n(2+22)),
2. The signal and noise levels satisfy (||p|| + ||pl|*) < opVd and opv/d — +oc.
3. The standard deviation of Gaussian initialization og is sufficiently small. We assume oy <
Ozt
4. The learning rate n = 6(%)

5. Training sample size n and neural network width m satisfy m,n = Q(polylog(d, oy *)).

We set A =0, 14—1/2 Below, we provide some remarks on Condition 3.1. The condition on d ensures
that the learning takes place in a sufficiently over-parameterized setting, and similar conditions
have been imposed in (Chatterji and Long, 2021; Cao et al., 2021). Additionally, the condition of
the signal and noise levels in the data assumes that the signal level is considerably smaller than
the noise level. This is to ensure that we are focusing on a relatively difficult learning problem for
which learning methods without gradient regularization may fail. Moreover, the conditions on oy
and 7 are technical assumptions we make to ensure the convergence of gradient descent. Finally, we
only require that the sample size n and neural network width m be at least polylog(d, o 1), which
are very mild assumptions.

Theorem 3.2 Consider implementing gradient reqularization in the first phase of training. Specifi-
cally, set A = Ugld*1/2 for iterations 0 < t < Ty and A = 0 for iterations t > Ty, where T} satisfies

m 4 TS .
= -t J. >
that Ty e log (\/2 Toa@r0)o0 il 108 (n)>. Then under Condition 3.1, for any € > 0, there exists
~ 2nmo2d
T <t<T+ Q(W), such that:

1. The training loss and its gradient converge below e: Ls(W®) < ¢, || VwLs(W)|w_wo |2 <
€.

2. The test error converges to 0: For any new data (x,y), P(yf(W®, x) < 0) < m.
Theorem 3.2 characterizes the case of signal learning. It shows that if we add gradient reg-

ularization in the beginning of the training and close it at appropriate time, the neural network

can learn the signal, and then achieve small testing error and training gradient. To demonstrate

the benefits of gradient regularization, we also present the theorem under the case that there is no
gradient regularization during the whole training process.

Theorem 3.3 Consider using no regularization throughout training, i.e., A =0 for all t > 0. Then

under Condition 3.1, for any € > 0, there exists 0 <t < O(ﬁ;‘d + n_15_1m3n) such that:
p

1. The training loss and its gradient converge below £: Ls(W®) < ¢, || Vw Ls(W)|wewo % <
E.

2. The test error is large: For any new data (x,vy), P(yf(W®, x) < 0) > 757



Clearly, Theorem 3.3 is the case without gradient regularization. In this case, the CNN trained by
gradient descent mainly memorizes noises in the training data and does not learn enough signal.
This, together with Theorem 3.2, gives a clear statement:

e By modifying the learning algorithm, the per-example gradient regularization can improve
the learning of significant patterns within the data (often referred to as “signal”) while
simultaneously discouraging the memorizing of irrelevant or random variation (known as
“noise”). This approach enhances the model’s ability to extract relevant features and generalize
well to new data.

In this study, we examine the per-example gradient regularization (PEGR), which calculates the
gradient of the loss function for each training data point. The full version of gradient regularization
(FGR) considers interactions between different training data, which can make the dynamics more
complex. We show in the experiments that the full version of gradient descent is unable to improve
signal learning while preventing the memorization of noise.

Remark 3.4 Based on the analysis in Section 5.1, we see that the addition of PEGR to the loss
function gives a suppressing term for both noise memorization and signal learning. This suppression
term is particularly effective in the presence of high levels of noise, reducing the impact of noise
memorization. Conversely, the subtracted term in signal learning is relatively small, allowing for
stgnal learning to progress without significant interference.

4 Experiments

In this section, we conduct numeric experiments and real data experiments, in Subsection 4.1 and
4.2 separately. Both experiments show that PEGR will improve the test accuracy.

4.1 Numerical experiments

In this section, we perform numerical experiments on several synthetic data sets, which take different
values on the oy, to verify our theoretical results. The synthetic data is generated according to
Definition 2.1. In particular, we set ||u|?* = 1, data dimension d = 400, neural network width
m = 10 and training data size n = 20. We train all the data sets in total 1500 epochs with learning
rate 7 = 0.02. In the case of Theorem 3.2, we close the PEGR at epoch 800. The tuning parameter
A are set to be 0.01. Note that the value of oy we set is based on the value of o,. When o, = 0.5
or o, = 1, we set 09 = 0.01; when o, = 1.5, we set o9 = 0.001. We present the results of our
experiments in Figure 1-4. We compare the performance of per-example gradient regularization
(PEGR), full gradient regularization (FGR), and standard training through numerical experiments.
FGR is represented by the following formula:

-~

E(W) = Ls(W) + AH; > Vet - f(Wx1)

The standard learning is just A = 0.

Training Loss: The training loss is denoted by Lg(W®). It’s easy to observe that when training
begins, the training loss is approximately log(2) ~ 0.69. Theorems 3.2 and 3.3 provide proofs for
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Figure 1: Training loss under different algorithms. (a) gives the training loss curve under per-
example gradient regularization; (b) gives the training loss curve under full gradient regularization;
(c) gives the training loss curve under standard training.
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Figure 2: Signal learning where y-axis is max;, [(w;,, u)| under different algorithms. (a) gives the
signal learning curve under per-example gradient regularization; (b) gives the signal learning curve
under full gradient regularization; (c) gives the signal learning curve under standard training.

the convergence of the training loss. As depicted in Figure 1, when we eliminate regularization, all
training losses converge to 0.

Signal Learning: We define the signal learning by Signal = max;, [(w;,, u)|. The results shown
in Figure 2 demonstrate that PEGR effectively promotes signal learning, while FGR and standard
training fail to achieve the same results. It’s important to note that when o, = 0.1, signal learning
increases in all cases due to the lower level of noise compared to when o, = 0.5,1, 1.5. In scenarios
where the data SNR is high, standard training or FGR can effectively learn the signal. Additinally,
it’s worth noting that PEGR does not suppress the signal even when it is strong.

Noise Memorizing: We define the noise memorizing by Noise = max;,;(W;,&;). The findings
depicted in Figure 3 demonstrate that PEGR is highly effective at suppressing noise memorization,
while FGR and standard training fail to produce the same outcomes. It is noteworthy that when
op = 0.1, noise memorization increases in all cases, likely due to the low level of noise. Nevertheless,
it is important to note that noise memorization does not impede signal learning when o, = 0.1.
In situations where the data SNR is low, FGR or standard training may not be capable of ef-
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Figure 3: Noise memorizing where y-axis is max;, ;(w;,,&;) under different algorithms. (a)
gives the noise memorizing curve under per-example gradient regularization; (b) gives the noise
memorizing curve under full gradient regularization; (c) gives the noise memorizing curve under
standard training.
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Figure 4: Test accuracy under different algorithms. (a) gives the test accuracy curve under per-
example gradient regularization; (b) gives the test accuracy curve under full gradient regularization;
(c) gives the test accuracy curve under standard training.

fectively learning the signal. In such scenarios, PEGR suppresses noise and facilitates signal learning.

Test Accuracy: PEGR undoubtedly achieves the highest test accuracy by enhancing signal learning
and suppressing noise memorization. Figure 4 shows that the test accuracies in PEGR tend to 1
under different values of o, as proven in Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 3.3. It is worth noting that,
while all algorithms have a test accuracy tending to 1 when o, = 0.1 due to the high SNR, only
PEGR has all test accuracy tend to 1 when compared with FGR and standard training.

In summary, the numerical experiments show that per-example gradient regularization (PEGR)
enhances signal learning while suppressing noise memorization compared to full gradient regular-
ization (FGR) and standard learning approaches. Furthermore, the training loss of all methods
converges to zero. Importantly, the test accuracy achieved by PEGR is significantly higher than the
test accuracy obtained by the other algorithms. These findings provide strong empirical evidence
in support of our theoretical demonstration, indicating that PEGR holds promise as an effective
approach for improving learning performance in neural networks.
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the training loss curve under o, = 5; (c) gives the training loss curve under o, = 10; (d) gives the
training loss curve under o}, = 15.
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Figure 6: Test accuracy under different o,. (a) gives the test accuracy curve under o, = 0; (b)
gives the test accuracy curve under o, = 5; (c) gives the test accuracy curve under o, = 10; (d)
gives the test accuracy curve under o, = 15.

4.2 Real data experiments

In this section, we report on real data experiments conducted on the MNIST dataset using Lenetb
as the model architecture to assess the effectiveness of PEGR in suppressing noise memorization and
enhancing signal learning. To achieve this, we added standard noise with a mean of 0 and varied
the standard deviation of the noise, 0}, to 0, 5, 10, and 15, respectively. The test data was kept
free from noise to evaluate how well the signal was learned. Our experiments were conducted with
the following parameters: a learning rate n of 0.01, initialization o of 0.1, batch size of 64, PEGR
closed after 25 epochs, and a tuning parameter of A = 0.1. The training loss and test accuracy
results are presented below.

Training loss: As dipicted in Figure 5, the training loss for both PEGR and standard training
approaches show a consistent decrease with increasing iterations, implying that the training process
is stable and allowing us to evaluate the efficacy of PEGR in real data training. The observed stable
training status allows for reliable comparison of the two approaches and enables us to assess the
potential of PEGR in enhancing signal learning in real-world data sets.

Test accuracy: As shown in Figure 6, PEGR demonstrates its ability to enhance signal learning

during real data training by yielding higher test accuracy compared to standard training under
different values of o, and training algorithms. The decrease in test accuracy for both approaches
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as the value of o, increases indicates that noise obscures the signal, but PEGR is still able to
distinguish the signal from noise and gradually increase the test accuracy. Moreover, as shown in
Figure 6 (a), PEGR does not prevent signal learning when there is no noise. Hence, these results
suggest that PEGR can be effectively applied to improve the generalization of deep neural networks
in real-world settings where training data sets contain significant noise.

In conclusion, our real data experiments confirm the effectiveness of PEGR in enhancing signal
learning. As the level of noise in the training data increases, both PEGR and standard training
approaches achieve a small training loss. However, PEGR is able to separate the signal from the
noise better than standard training, resulting in higher test accuracy. These results, combined with
our theoretical guarantees in Theorems 3.2 and 3.3, suggest that the PEGR technique can be widely
applied when training data sets contain significant noise and the signal is obscured.

5 Overview of Proof Technique

In this section, we present the main technique in the study of CNN training under our setting. The
maximum admissible iterations we set in the paper is T* = n~'poly(n,m,d,e~!, 00_1, Up\/g). The
complete proofs of all the results are given in the appendix.

5.1 Why PEGR works better than standard training?

In this section, we give the equation of the gradient, and briefly discuss about why PEGR works
better than standard training We further denote by Ci(t) =i D =1 (ReLU2(<wj(-f?T,, yil)) || pl|? +
ReLUZ((w'/) &) |1&]1%), €17 = C'[yi - FOW O, x)], €/ = "[y; - F(W®, x;)], and show the update

rule in the followmg lemma

Lemma 5.1 Given L(W) above, we have

7,7

n (t)
77 4)‘Ci
Wj(f:—l) (t) o Z E;(t) <1 + - E’l(t)> Jys (ReLU((wj(fZ, Yilt))yi b + ReLU(( W r, &))SZ)
i=1

4)\
”26’2 ReLU((w'"), 1)) | 1l *yips + ReLU((w'), £))1&:]12€:).

The proof for Lemma 5.1 can be found in Appendix A.1. With the update rule established, we
can now proceed to analyze the disparity in test error between cases with and without gradient
regularization. By using Lemma 5.1, we can observe how per-example gradient regularlzatmn affects

the learning of both noise and feature. Spemﬁcally, in the early stages of training where |w | < 1,

we can ignore the high-order terms Ci , and we can approximate EZ( ) ~ —0.5 and 8 ~ 1/4.
Moreover, we assume that &; is nearly orthogonal to all other noise vectors. These 51mp11ﬁcat10ns
allow us to discuss the training with PEGR and the standard training method separately.

In standard training, we set A = 0, and the update rule becomes

1 21 . .
wi = wil) LS (ReL((wy) yige) )+ BeLU((w ). €0))uiks).

11



If the noise is significantly stronger than the signal, the signal and noise can grow at a rate of
O(n||p/|?) and O(n||&;||?/n) respectively, indicating a faster rate of noise memorization. As training
progresses, the noise memorization grows significantly faster than the signal learning, leading to a
rapid decrease in the loss function. Consequently, the signal learning will no longer improve despite
the small loss.

Similar in the PEGR training, we also ignore the higher-order terms CZ-(t), and the update rule
can be approximated by

2n - ) .
wit m wll) = 21N 0 (eru((wll) o)) i + ReLU((wl) €)) i)
=1

n
-2 > €7 (ReLU((w}'), yita)) el *yire + ReLU((w}'), €))]1€:]1%6:).
i=

The per-example gradient regularization suppresses the learning of both features and noises,
driving them back to zero at suppression speeds approximately - ©(n||u|*) and X - ©(n||&;]|*/n),
respectively. Recall the growing rate ©(n||u|/?) and ©(n||&;]|?/n), we can tune A to make the
suppression speeds ©(n||u||*/|&; ) and ©(n]|&;]|2/n), which indicates that the regularization imposes
a stronger suppression on noise memorization while still promoting signal learning. The analysis
presented above suggests that feature learning can outperform noise memorization when the signal-
to-noise ratio (SNR) is small. In contrast, standard training is likely to fail in such a low-SNR
regime. By appropriately adjusting the regularization parameter, we can enhance the suppression of
noise memorization and promote the learning of features, which can lead to improved performance
in low-SNR scenarios.

In fact, the reason behind this is that the PEGR implicitly controls the variance of the gradients
when using different training data points. As a consequence, the network is encouraged to make use
of the signal component rather than the noise component to fit the training data, since the
signal component, which is shared for all data in the same class, has a significantly smaller variance
than that of the noise components, which vary for different data.

5.2 Analysis in the maximum admissible iterations.

In this section, we give the analysis in the maximum admissible iterations T™. Since the vectors p
and &;, where i € [n], are linearly independent with probability 1, we can introduce the following
definition based on the gradient descent update rule in Lemma 5.1.

Definition 5.2 Let W](tz for j € {£1}, r € [m] be the convolution filter of the CNN at the t-th
(®)

iteration of gradient descent. Then there exists unique coefficients fyjfr and pgi),’i such that

n
¢ 0 . (1) M n &
Wil =W s D e (5.1)
Tul? 2 Pirag
Easy to see 7](2) = p@ ; = 0. We refer to (5.1) as the signal-noise decomposition of Wgtz. The
uniqueness can be found in the proof of Lemma A.2 in Appendix A. In this decomposition, ’yﬁ

characterizes the progress of learning the signal vector wp, and p(t) depicts the degree of noise

Jsmyt
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)

memorization by the filter. Based on the decomposition, if some Yj.r 18 large enough while | pgt2i| is

small, then the CNN will achieve small training gradient and test error, if some | pﬁ ;| is large enough

(®)

while all ), are small, then the CNN will achieve a small training gradient but a large test error.
Thus, Definition 5.2 provides a method for us to study the convergence of the training procedure
and the property of the test error with or without gradient regularization under SGD. Note that
the dynamic analysis is related to a non convex optimization problem, and the key technique is the
signal-noise decomposition in Definition 5.2, which is further investigated in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.3 The coefficients 'y( ) o

G P I Definition 5.2 satisfy the following equations:

ZZ (ReLU (W', yapa)) | ul|? + ReLU2((w',) . &) I€il1%),

'/

n (®)
9 4N
LD 0 20 [e"”(u e W>R LU((w yi - )|l
=1

’ m
Ao .
# 2O meru((w i )l - |

2 axc? .
A = s [0 (1 S et e

m

2\
+ 22 0pery(( Jr,s@->>|si\|4],

the initialization condition is ’yj(-or) = pg-or)i =0.

®)

Lemma 5.3 gives the update rule of the coefficients Yjr
the training process. We further define

and p(.t)

i which enables us further analyze

P =dai=u o, = o1 # i

]7"“71

Our proof then focuses on a careful assessment of Vj(tz ﬁgtz ; and p§t7), ; throughout training. To prepare

more detailed proof, we give the update rule of 7](- T) pgtz ; and pET), ; with A = 0.

1 20 <
VJ(ff):fyj(fﬁ—%Zzﬁ )ReLU<< Wi yips) + i 7”>\u\|2

_ _ 27] Eu&z Eu&z
A pgtgz_%e’(ta LU< w &) +Z o +Z A l&l®,  (5.2)

e e
(t+1) _ (¢ /(t) ) 5@751 ) quz 112
pltth = pl .+ e RLU( ©) &)+ vl + i &ll”
A =l w6+ Yal s Zﬂ e )14

i'=1

With (5.2) above, we give the following proposition which holds during in the whole training process,
no matter there exists gradient regularization or not.

13



Proposition 5.4 Under Condition 3.1, if yj(tg,ﬁg.tzi and Bgtzz satisfy the update rule (5.2), \7](% =

O(1) and |p§?r)ﬂ-| < 8+/log(8mn/d) - dgo,V/d. Then it holds that

0 <", p% < dlog(T*),

1’ ]77‘>i -
log(4n?/¢) 1

P\ = B —64n og(T*) > —4log(T™*)

—l

for any t € [T*], where § = 2max; j,{|(w"), W], | (W', &)]}.

The initialization conditions for 'yj(tg and pgtzl in the following proposition ensure that the inequalities
in the proposition will always hold, regardless of whether we are dealing with Theorem 3.2 or
Theorem 3.3. We will prove that when we close the gradient regularization in the case of Theorem 3.2,
7](? and pgtll still satisfy the initialization conditions specified in Proposition 5.4. After we prove
that Proposition 5.4 holds in both cases, we have the following lemma, which gives an upper bound

of the training gradient.

Lemma 5.5 Under Condition 3.1, for 0 <t < T* where T* = n~'poly(n,m,d,e™1, 00_1, O'p\/a) 18
the mazimum admissible iterations. the following result holds.

IVwLs(W)lyw_wo |} < 7202dLs(W®).

With this upper bound, it is clear that if we provide a sharp bound for LS(W(t)) at some iteration
t, the training gradient will be bounded.

5.3 A Two-Stage Analysis in Theorem 3.2

We utilize a two-stage analysis to decouple the complicated relation among the coefficients ’y](?,
757?«17 and Bﬁz

to be small enough such that EQ(O) ~ —1/2, and we assign Kg(t) =V (y f(W® x;)) =~ —1/2 for all
(t)

i € [n]. We then show that there exists a significant scale difference among the values of max, Vj,tr’
_(t t
maxe p i ﬁgv)w

In the first stage of the training process, we set the initial neural network weights

o and max; | | at the final iteration of the first stage. Based on these findings, we
proceed to the second stage of the training process, where the loss derivatives are modified.
d to th d stage of the training here the loss derivati dified

() ®)

Stage 1 It can be shown that when ’ijr and p; . ; reach the order of 1/polylog(n), the value of

J
Kg(t) remains around 1/2. This observation allows us to simplify the dynamics of the coefficients in
(5.2) by using upper and lower bounds in place of E;(t). Based on these findings, we can summarize

our main conclusion in the first stage of training with gradient regularization as follows:

Proposition 5.6 Under the same conditions as Theorem 3.2, define T satisfies

m 4
T = log .
ME <ao\|m| -log (n) 2log(8m/5)>

Then the following facts hold:

1. For any i € [n], |T§t)| = |g;(t) +1

= O(—t—).

log? (n)
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2. fy( <5/log(n) for all j € {£1}, r € [m] and t € [T1].

3. For each j, there exists c; > 0 such that max, fy(.j;l) > 1/(y/21og(8m/d)log(n)). Moreover,

«]7
for pjri we have
0> p(T1 > —8+/log(8mn/d) - ooo,Vd

Proposition 5.6 demonstrates that CNN can effectively capture the signal under training with gradient

®)

regularization. At the end of this stage, max, v:

j7”1
which is sufficiently larger than pgtzl In the next stage, we show that reaching this threshold for
)

max; 7,

Stage 2 In this stage, we take into full consideration the exact definition #(®), and show that
the training loss will converge to any € > 0. We give the following proposition, which directly shows
the results in Theorem 3.2.

reaches a value on the order of 1/polylog(n),

is sufficient to prove that the test error and training gradient are small.

Proposition 5.7 Under Condition 3.1, for any € > 0, defineeg =1 — e %, and

log (v/21log(8m/é) - log(n)d)

then there exists t € [Th,Th + T] such that

77€o||

Ls(W®) < ¢,

We prove Propositiuon 5.7 by contradiction. With Proposition 5.4, Proposition 5.6 and Proposi-
tion 5.7, we can prove Theorem 3.2. Details can be found in Appendix D.3.

5.4 Implications to full gradient regularization (FGR)

In this section, we provide a brief discussion on the performance of full gradient regularization
(FGR). Our goal is to train the function f(W,x) by minimizing the cross-entropy loss with gradient
regularization. Specifically, we seek to minimize the function

L(W) = Ls(W) + 5| FwLs(W)[}

using gradient descent. Although we do not present a rigorous analysis of FGR, for the sake of
clarity, we make the simplifying assumption that (u, &;) and (&;, &) are all equal to 0 for i # 7.
With this assumption, we derive the following update rule.

Lemma 5.8 Under the full gradient reqularization, suppose that (u,&;) = (&;,&) =0 for all i # 7,

15



then the update rule is

witD = wl) Ze (ReLU((W'"), yipa))jps + ReLU((w'"), jyi€:))&:)

4\ . : :
Sy (Zeﬁ”Rew«wﬁ?r,, yzm)) - (24’(” (ReLU((w), yisa)) b + ReLU((w''), &) it )
=1 Ni=1

n2m? ,
=1

R0 (i) ) i+ (Ze”ﬁew willm)) (Ze% Lt > O ) I

4\
L ZE’Q“R Lu((w''), €))11&1%¢;

C n2m?2

A Z Ze - (ReLU((wi), €))jms + ReLU((wW (), €)) ks ) - ReLUZ (WD, ) €%

n2m?2
7’ r'=11=1

The proof of Lemma 5.8 can be found in Appendix A.2. To provide a high-level discussion on the
performance of FGR, we omit all the high-order terms in Lemma 5.8 and focus on the dominant
ones. Accordingly, we simplify the update rule as follows:

2n . .
wii ~wll) - nmzf (ReLU((w''), yis))jp + ReLU((w'") jy;€:))€:)
_ A Ze O peLy( (w Ze O 1w, yips) > 0)yage )]
n2m2 ]rvyl ]7«7?/1 Yile |||

ANy &
— ST 2 Oreru((wh), &) €117

n2m?2 <
1=

As discussed in Lemma 5.1, we can approximate fl(t) ~ —0.5, ZI( ~ 1/4, and E’m ~ 1/4.
Furthermore, we assume that &; is orthogonal to all other noise vectors. Employing the previously
mentioned update rule, we note that regularization propels signal learning and noise memorization
back to zero at suppression speeds of approximately A-©(n||u||*) and X\-©(n]||&;||* /n?), respectively. In
contrast, as discussed in Section 5.1, PEGR has a stronger suppression speed for noise memorization,
ie., A-O(n]|&|*/n?). Additionally, recalling the growth rates under standard training is ©(n||s||?)
and O(n||&;]|?/n), if we adjust A\ and establish the suppression speeds as ©(n||u/|*/||&:]]) and
O(n]|&||?/n?), more stringent conditions (compared to PEGR) will be required to inhibit noise
memorization and encourage signal learning. Additionally, the intricate dynamics under FGR may
also hinder the successful learning of the signal, as demonstrated by the numerical experiments in
Section 4.1. Consequently, in practical applications, we advocate for the utilization of PEGR over
FGR to enhance signal learning.

6 Conclusion and Future Work

In this paper, we employ a signal-noise decomposition framework to investigate the impact of gradient
regularization on the training of a two-layer convolutional neural network (CNN). Specifically, we
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provide precise conditions under which the CNN will prioritize learning signals over memorizing
noises, and demonstrate the benefits of gradient regularization in inhibiting the memorizing of noises
while encouraging the learning of signals. Our results theoretically demonstrate the effectiveness of
gradient regularization in facilitating the learning of signals. As a next step, we aim to extend our
analysis to deep convolutional neural networks and investigate the signal learning dynamics when
using mini-batch stochastic gradients, which represent a critical area of ongoing research.
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A Calculation for the gradient

In this section, we give the calculation of the gradient in details.

A.1 The calculation of PEGR

We remind readers that
1
Ls(W) =3 Ly f(W,x)],

where £(z) = log(1 + exp(—z)). We consider training f(W,x) by minimizing the cross-entropy loss
with gradient regularization. Specifically, we minimize

L(W) = Z IVw Li(W)]|[%,

with gradient descent. Here, we denote by L;(W) = {(y; - f(W,x;)). With the notations above,
we first have #(2) = —1/(1 + exp (2)) and £/(z) = exp (2)/(1 + exp (2))2. Given L(W) above, we
restate Lemma 5.1 below:

Lemma A.1 (Restatement of Lemma 5.1) Given Z(W) above, we have
2 4\
with) _ ) 2 Ze ( C e;"”) s (ReLU((w ), g ips + ReLU((w') £)8:)

4 n
anZE’Q (ReLU((wS), yopa)) el *ige + ReLU((w 7, €0))116%6:).

19



Proof [Proof of Lemma A.1] For j € {+1,—1}, the gradient for Lg(W) and L;(W)is
Vw,,Ls(W) = Tllzn:vwwg[yi (W, x;)]
= —Zf’ yi - f(W,x7)] - Vi, [yi - f(W,x7)]
= %ZE’ Yi - (W, x:)] - j4iVw, [0 (W, i) + o ((Wjir, &i))]

— Zﬁ’ vi - FOW,x0)] - G (0 (8 yitt) st + 0 (w5, €))61),
ij,rLi(W) = VW]‘,TE[ Yi - f(wu XZ)]
= el[yi : f(wv XZ)] : vw]-,,,- [yz : f(W, xz)]
1 .
= Eg’[yi (WL x9)] - gy (0! (W, yime) yips + o' (W0, €)) &)
Moreover, if we further denote by ¢'[y; - f(W,x;)] = £}, ¢"[y; - f(W,x;)] = £, we can easily see that

YV, 0 =200 jy; (0! (Wir, yit))yitt + o' (W), €))&)
6/2 - / /
IVwLi(W)|% = ﬁ Z Z (2 (Wjr o, i) |1l® + 0" (W o, &)1 Ell7).-

=1

Here, we utilize the fact that (u,&;) = 0. Then by the equations above, the gradient descent of
[VwLi(W)||% can be expressed as

Vo, IVwLi (W)

1 m
=3 Z Z Vowso [6 (02 (Wi, gt |1 + 0 (wr v, €0))[1€il]7)]

S S {9 [0 ) I + () )]

il or'=1
+ Vi, L7 - [(0 (g, yit) |l + o ((wjr s €0)) 16617 }
= 2 eReLu((w it |l + €2ReL((w; -, €0) €116

[/Z// i
+ wmijycz (ReLU((W; , yift))yips + ReLU((w; ., £1))&:) }

Here, we define ¢; = ., > (ReLU*((wjr v, yips)) || pl|* + ReLU*((Wyr v, &i))[|€i]|?) in the last
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equality. Therefore the gradient flow could be written as

(L) _ 0 20 NS0 ® |
Wi, =W nm;& - jyi (ReLU((W''), yips)yips + ReLU((w'"), £:))€;)

4\n
- Zz’z “ (ReLu((w}), yire)) |l Pyise + ReLU((w})), €))1€il1°€:)

8A
- Zﬂ’“ 60y (RLU((W, ot it + RELU((w -, £3))E5)

(t)
w® _ 20 I(t) ANGT ) (1)
anfi <1+m 20y (RoL((w!, ) s+ ReLO((w'. )6,

]7"

4An 2
- Ze’ ) (ReLu((w}), yipe)) el Pyise + ReLU((w}'). €)1 €il1°€:).
which gives Lemma 5.1. [ ]

Lemma A.1 above clearly gives the update rule of W( ) According to the update rule, we can

further gives the decomposition of W]()» as shown in the next lemma.

Lemma A.2 (Restatement of Lemma 5.3) The coefficients ’y](r),,pgzz in Definition 5.2 satisfy

the following equations:
=Y (el P+ e €0 ).
3l or'=1

9 arctt
(“l)=7§fr)—£z[ﬂ(t) (1+ 26 z”U)ReLu« Wiy )

7,r % m
2\ .
# 2 Omenu( (i )l - |

p 3 .
a TZ 7575 m

(t)
ANC:
(t+1) _ (0 _277[£;(t)<1+)\gl.[;/(t)>ReLU(<WJ(-t2,€i>)H5iH2'jyl
nm 7
2N ) (t) 4
+ 6 ReLu((wi &) 1€

the initialization condition is ’yj(-g,) = 5021 =0.

Proof [Proof of Lemma A.2] From Lemma A.1, we first have the update rule:

n (t)
(t+1) _ (1) 21 /(t) NG i) () (t)
Wi = Wi E l; <1 + - L - JYi (ReLU((wj,r, Yitt))yipt + ReLU((w, &))&)

4\n 2(t
nmgze’ (ReLU((w}), yibs)) | 1e]Pysbs + ReLU((w}'), €0))11&:1°6:)
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Here, we remind readers that

ZZ (ReLUZ((w'/) ,, yapa)) | all? + ReLU2((w's) . €))1€il|) > 0

‘/

It is clear that with probability 1, the vectors p and &;, i € [n] are linearly independent. Therefore,

the decomposition (5.1) is unique. Now consider 'y]( T,), ,5§OT) ;, = 0 and

]7T ]7T nm 7

N N m 4\ ®
S0 _ 50 2 [ﬂ(t) <1+ TC;Z g”())R LU(( ](Z,yz"u>)||u||2
=1

2 .
# 2 Omenu( (i )l - |

p arct? .
ﬁ{tfl) ﬁ{t) _n; P(t)( C@ 5//()>R LU((w ]T7€i>)‘|£i”2'jyl

7,75 I, 7 m
ZA () (t) 4
+ Egi ReLU((Wj,rv£i>)HEiH )
It can be easily checked from Lemma 5.1 that

) _ O =0 B N~ &

W +77; +
2, .] r 2T 2
P 2
Hence by th i f the d iti h ®) _ 5 onq 0 ~(t) -
y the uniqueness of the decomposition we have v; | =7, and p; ;= p; . ;.

If we further plug in the signal noise decomposition (5.1) into the iterative formulas in Lemma A.2,
by the first equation in Lemma A.2 we have

C(t ZZ (ReLU2< W, 'wayz >+] Yi - WJ r/)||u||2+ReLU2( W i) +ij i ﬁgﬁr2>>||£22)

/ ,r,/ 1
(A1)
The second equation in Lemma A.2 gives us
(t)
t+1 t) 27 4/\Ci t . t
P = 40 an[ ( = /" )Re LU(< §B,yiu>+in-7§,2)HMH2 )
A2
2N\ ot
+E€§()R6LU<< WO yige) + jyi - %T)IIMII4 Jyz],
Moreover, the third equation in Lemma A.2 indicates that
(t)
) _ 0 21 | NG ) ) 0 (&&i) N2
Pini = Pimi— {ei <1+ S JRe LU( i &) +Z Pird e 2 )H&H JYi
(A.3)

2N ) (0) (t) (&, &ir) 14
+ 0o (wl), &) +Z P e &l
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A.2 The calculation of FGR discussed in Section 5.4
We have ¢/(z) = —1/(1 + exp (z)). For j € {+1, —1}, similar to the analysis above, we have

% Dt (ReLU((wir, its))jps + RELU((Wjr, €))ji€i)-

1 n
Vs, Ls(W) = = 3" Vo, Ly f(W.x)] =
=1

With expression of Vy, , L(W) above, we can first give the formula of |[VwL(W)||%:

IVw Ls(W ”F_ZZ IV, Ls(W)II3

7 r'=1

2
- LYy <Z@RGLU((W;'/,M%M>)> I+ s 375 S Rt (o )
G or'=1 Ni=1

3l r'=1li=1

Here, the second equality is by (u, &;) = (&;,&) = 0 for all ¢ # i’. Therefore we have
WNQHVWM I

—ara 22 (X ety i) ) - Vo, (2 ReL0((wy i) ) I
§ =1 N i=1

i=1

2 n
Gy D PV, ReLUZ (W, &) II€:]1° + - Z Z Z Vi, £ - ReLU? ((wjr,r, €0)) 1|,
i=1

j’ r'=11i=1

With further calculation, we have that

wwnva( I

> > (D’Rew Wyt Yibt >> ' (Zé (ReLU((W,r, i) + ROLU((wjr. €:)) it

§' =1 =1

-Rew<<wj/,w,yiu>>) lul? + (Ze;Rew«wj,r,ym») - (Zegwwj;r,yim > O)yz'u) Il
=1

=1

ZﬁﬂReLU Wj r €2>)H£l” €z

n2m2

anQ Z Z Z gleﬂ (ReLU Wir, €1>>]u + ReLU(<WJ I £l>)]yz£z> ' ReLU2(<Wj/,r’a £Z>) HSl”Q

3’ r'=1i=1

Hence, the update rule under FGR is completed under such calculation.

B Concentration inequalities

In this section, we present some trivial lemmas which give important properties of the data and the
neural networks at their random initialization.
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Lemma B.1 Suppose that § > 0 and n > 8log(4/d). Then with probability at least 1 — 9,

n/2+/log(d/8)/2-n > [{i € [n] 1y = ~1}], [{i € [n] : ys = 1} > n/2 — /Iog(4/5)/2 .

Proof [Proof of Lemma B.1] By Hoeffding’s inequality, with probability at least 1 — §/2, we have

n

';Z {yz‘zl}—;‘é M.

. 2n
=1

Therefore, as long as n > 8log(4/d), we have

n

{i € [n]:y; =1} :ZI{yi =1} Zg—n- bgéi/& =n/2—+/log(4/0)/2 - n.

i=1
Similarly we have |{i € [n] : y; = 1}| < n/2+ /log(4/0)/2 - n. The proof for |{i € [n] : y; = 1}| is

exactly the same. |

The following lemma estimates the norms of the noise vectors &;, i € [n], and gives an upper
bound of their inner products with each other.

Lemma B.2 Suppose that § > 0 and d > log(4n/d). Then with probability at least 1 — ¢,
Jf,d/2 < J}%d — O(ag\/dlog(éln/d)) < ||&|* < agd—i— O(Ug\/dlog(4n/5)) < 3J§d/2,
(&, &) < 207 - \/dlog(4n?/5)

for all i,i" € [n].

Proof [Proof of Lemma B.2] By Bernstein’s inequality, with probability at least 1 —¢/(2n) we have

g1 = o2d] = O(o2 - /dlog{an/).

Therefore, as long as d = Q(log(4n/0)), we have

02d/2 < o%d — O(o%/d1og(An/0)) < &> < o2d + O(o?/dlog(dn]5) < 307d/2,
(&, €0)| < 202 - \/dlog(4n?/5).

Moreover, clearly (&;, &) has mean zero. For any 7,7 with ¢ # ¢/ |, by Bernstein’s inequality, with
probability at least 1 — &/(2n?) we have

(&, €0)| < 202 - \/dlog(4n2 /).

The union bound completes the proof. |

The following lemma gives the bound of the inner probuct between the initialized CNN convolu-
tional filter w§02 and the signal /noise vectors in the training data.
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Lemma B.3 Suppose that 6 > 0, d > log(mn/d) and m > log(1/d). Then with probability at least
1-96,

(W, )| < v/2log(8m/d) - ool
(W% &)] < 2¢/log(8mn/d) - ogo,Vd

for allr € [m], j € {£1} and i € [n]. Moreover,

gﬁj : <Wj(-?,~)7u> > aollpmll/2,

g%j . <WJ(OT),EZ> > ogo,Vd /4.

(0)

Proof [Proof of Lemma B.3] For each r € [m], j- (w; /, p) is a Gaussian random variable with mean

zero and variance o3||p||?. Therefore by Gaussian tail bound and union bound, with probability at
least 1 — §/4,

7wy < (W% )| < /21og(8m/8) - aollwsl.

Moreover, P(ogl|p||/2 > j - (W](OT) , b)) is an absolute constant smaller than 1, and therefore by the

condition on m, we have

Ploollul/2 < s - (wii) ) = 1= Bloollll/2 > mac - (wic) )

=1 P(oollpll/2 > j - (W'D, )™ > 1 6/4.

By Lemma B.2, with probability at least 1 — §/4, ov/d/v2 < ||&|| < \/3/20+/d for all i € [n].

Therefore the results for j - <W§OT) , &) follows the same proof as j - <WJ(DT) , LY. [

C General properties for both cases

In this section, we consider the update rule with A = 0. Note that in both cases in Theorem 3.2

and Theorem 3.3, we will set A = 0 in the final stage, so it is suitable to present some universal

properties here which will help us handle both cases. When A = 0, from Lemma A.2, the coefficients
) @

Vi Pjri i1 Definition 5.2 satisfy the following equations:

2n -
o =) = =S G ReLu(wi) i - )
=1

2n :
A = o) = L Oeru(wll), €D)IIE12 - i

We define

o =0 G =y, PO, =\ 10 # ),

7‘7’7‘71
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the update rule can be further written as

1 21 0 .
YD =) - " Zfi(t)ReLU<<W§-,T), Yibt) + jyi - 75?) 1%,

S(t+1) _ (1) /(t) (t) 51751 (t) 5175% 112
pj,r,i pjrz_ nm@ Re LU( Jragz +Z ],,‘,L HE H2 Z ]7‘1 H£z H2 ”Ez” ) (Cl)

2 (&, &ir) (&, &ir)
(‘t"'"l) (t) + ig/(t Re LU< D)+ ) ’ (1) ’ f 2.
B],T,l B]T’L nm ]r’é Z _]T"L ||£ ||2 Z ]T‘l ||£ ||2 ||€ ||

The update rule clearly shows that 7](-?, ﬁgtr),z are non decreasing, pJ(tZl is non increasing with respect
to t. With this update rule, we now show that the parameter in the signal-noise decomposition will
stay in a reasonable scale during a long time training without the regularization. Let us consider
the learning period T} < t < T*, where T* = nflpoly(n,m,d,afl,Jo_l,ap\/g) is the maximum
admissible iterations. Suppose that Condition 3.1 holds, we have

Proposition C.1 (Restatement of Proposition 5. 4) Under Condition 3.1, if ’yjr,p(t) and

7,8

Bgv)«z satisfy the update rule (C.1), |fyj’r| < 0(1) and |,0J .| < 8y/log(8mn/d) - ogopVd. Then it
holds that

Yy Py < 4log(T"), (C.2)
2
Bgm > —f —64n log(4n/9) log(T*) > —4log(T™) (C.3)

for any t € [T*], where § = 2maxiyj7r{]<w](-g),u)|, ](wj(or),&ﬂ}

To prove Proposition C.1, we will employ the method of induction. This proposition demonstrates
that ’yj(tr),ﬁgtzz and Bgta)w, satisfy (C.2) and (C.3) throughout the entire training process, regardless of
whether gradient regularization is utilized or not. Prior to presenting the proof, we will introduce

several technical inequalities that will be used in support of Proposition C.1.

Lemma C.2 (Technical Inequalities) Under Condition 5.1, suppose that (C.2) and (C.3) hold
at iteration t, then the following inequalities hold:

1. For alli € [n], r € [m] and j € {£1},

log(4n2/6 " log(4n?/§ *\ -
)~ 32n g(d/)log(T )< (wlf) —w' &) < p LT 32m g(d/)log(T ):3 7 Yis
log(4n2/6 . N log(4n2/6 o
) — 32n g(d/) log(T*) < (w) —w!”), &) < Pgtf)«z +32n g(d/) log(T),j = yi-

2. For allr € [m], i € [n] and j # y;,

(Wi, yape) < (W i), F (WD, x;) < O(1),

log(4n?/§
i, &) < . &) + 32/ BT pog ).
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3. For allr € Im|, i € [n] and j = y;,

(i) yags) = (), yaps) + 4,

log(4n?/§)

(i), &) < (w),&) + 7, +32n log(T").

Moreover, if max{y; T,pgtzl} = O(1), we have Fj(Wj(t),xi) =0(1).

Proof [Proof of Lemma C.2]

1. For j # y;, we have ﬁ(.t) . =0 and

J7T7/L

() = Wit &) = ij N 72 - (&, ) +ij €72 - (6 €0)

log(4n2/4) _ log( 4n log(4n?/0)

i’?éi ’7£z

log(4n2/4)
d

+ o)

<P\ +32m log(T™),

where the first inequality is by Lemma B.2 and the last inequality is by ’ﬁgtz ol
4log(T*) in (C.2) and (C.3). Similarly, for j = y;, we have that p(-t) =0 and

7.]7',172

<w§f2—w§?2,si>=2 P2 (61 €0) +ij g™ (e &)

7(,5) [log( n2/5 log( 4n /5
]r1+4 Z‘ ]7‘1 Z‘ ]7‘2

%0 i1

log(4n? /6
< o0, + 32012802/

log(T™),

where the first inequality is by Lemma B.2 and the last inequality is by ‘ p it (t)

4log(T*) in (C.2) and (C.3). Similarly, we can show that <W(-t) ]7~7£Z> > ()

)T JT'L

32n W log(T™) and <Wj(t2 — WJ(.’OQ,&) > Bgtr),z —32n4/ W log(T™), which completes
the proof.

2. In this part of proof, y; # j. We have

(W yign) = (W i) i 5 < W g, (C.4)
where the equality is by (5.2), and the inequality is by 'yj(? >0 and y; - 7 = —1. In addition,
we have

log(4n?/6 log(4n2/6
(wil, &) < (Wi &)+ o0 + 320 Og(;‘/) log(T*) < (w'), &) + 32n °g<;;/> log(T™),
(C.5)
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where the first inequality is proved in the first part, and the second inequality is by p( 2 ; < 0.
Then we can get that

1 m
Fi (Wi, xi) = — 3 [o((wyl) —jm)) + o((w)l), &)
r=1
2 2
< 2w { w0l w2 €322 D g b < o)
.]7,,171 ’ ’

Here, the first inequality is by (C.4) and (C.5), and the second inequality is by the condition
7](3,) = O(1).
3. In this part, j = y;. Similar to (C.4), we have

(Wi yan) = (W) yips) 4y 50 = (Wi i)+ (C.6)

The second inequality in part 3 can be directly obtained from part 1. As for the last equality
F]'(Wj(t),xi) = O(1), it comes from

B0 %) = =3 lo(w, —jm) + o((w, )]

m
r=1
) _(t log 4712/(5 * 2
< 232 ma {00 e sl )32y EE D by | — o),
Hence, the proof of Lemma C.2 is completed. |

We are now well prepared for the proof of Proposition C.1.

Proof [Proof of Proposition C.1] The proof is based on mathematical induction. For ¢ = 0, the

conditions for 'yj(-,) and ,0( ) . clearly show that the results in Proposition C.1 hold. Suppose that

there exists Ty < T such that the results in Proposition C.1 hold for all time 77 <t < Ty — 1, we
aim to prove they also hold for t = Tj.
We first prove that (C.3) holds for p(t)i when t = Tp. We only need to consider j # y; due

to Bgi)’,l = 0 for Vj = y;. Recall § = 2max; j,{|(w ]T,u>| [{(w J7T,£Z)|} when (Zl < —-0.58 —

32n4/ W log(T™), from the first term in Lemma C.2, we have

log(4n2/4)

(w(,To—l),&> < pT() 1) +(w M,gl) + 32n ¥

Vs 7,r

log(T") <0,
and thus

2
pT0) = p(To=1) . T D pery((wll™™Y £;)) = plTo=D)|jg;||?

=T, =717 nm 7,7y

log(4n2/4)

—fp — 64n log(T™).
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When p; ( ) ;> —0.58 — w log(T™), we have

(1) = p(To=1) ¢ ﬁg;(t)ReLU(<w§Tr°_l), &)
nm '

=77 =77

2
> —0.56 —32n bg(‘if/‘” log(T™) — O<W> <0.55 + 32n log(4n?/9) log(T*)>

nm d
> —f —64n

Here the first inequality comes from the second term in Lemma C.2, and the last inequality utilizes
the fact that n = o(Zz5) in Condition 3.1.

Next we prove (C.2) at iteration Tp. Recall the update rule

1 277
A 0 ZWR Lu((w''), yi - ) llpell?,

_ 277
A =7l - nmm eLu((w}.) &)

and the loss function

R 1
C Tep{ulFa (W x) — Fawv Y X))
< exp{—yi[Fr (W, x;) — FLy(WY, %)} < exp{~F,, (W, x;) + O(1)}, (C.7)

where the last inequality is due to the second term in Lemma C.2. Let ¢; ;, be the last time ¢t < T
that p( ) < 2log(T), then we have

J,ri —

2
o) = gl 2t dpery((w'an? €))1&i)1714) = vi}

p]?‘l Y nm
I
2n /(t t )
—L ST ORetu(w ) I = v}
tjri<t<Tp

g

Ip)

We first bound I;. From the third term in Lemma C.2, we have

dnoyd 0 log(4n2/3) | .,
‘Il,ém< ]r7£Z>+p]rz+32 Tlog(T)

o2d
< 16log(T™) - nni; < log(T™).

The last inequality utilizes 7 = o(Zz3) in Condition 3.1. Second, we bound I5. For t;,.; <t < Tj
p

and j = y;, we can first lower bound (w](t,),, &),

]7"“7 3

(wl’), &) > p\), — 320
> 2log(T™) — 0.5log(T™) — 0.5log(T™) = log(T™),
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the first inequality comes from the first term in C.2 and the second inequality comes from COIldl—

tion 3.1 which assume d large enough. We can then similarly give the upper bound of < j - £Z>
that is

lo 4’I’L2 (5 *
(w{0,66) < 0+ 320y EEE by 4 ). )

< 4log(T*) + 0.5log(T™) + 0.5log(T™) = 5log(T™).

Plugging the upper bound and lower bound into I gives

Bl< 2L ST exp{-Rel0((wi, €)) + O()}ReLu((w!l). €)1

tjri<t<Tp

T*
< O<me -exp{—log"?(T*)} - 51082(T*)‘713d> < log(T™).

Here the first inequality is by (C.7), the second inequality is by the upper and lower bound of
< w; T, £Z> and the last inequality is by n = O(g ) in Condition 3.1. With I, I bounded by log(T™),
p

we conclude that p§ ”) < ﬁ§ ; 7 R |I1|+ 12| < 4log(T™). The proof for ﬁgtzi < 4log(T™) is completed.

Similarly, we can prove ’yj(r) < 4log(T*) with condition n = 0(%), therefore Proposition C.1 holds
at time Ty, which completes the induction. |

With Proposition C.1 above, we can also have the following lemma, which gives an upper bound of
the training gradient.

Lemma C.3 (Restatement of Lemma 5.5) Under Condition 3.1, for 0 <t < T* where T* =
n~poly(n,m, d,&tfl,ao_l,ap\/g) is the maximum admissible iterations. the following result holds.

IV Ls (W) lw—wo 7 < 7205dLs(W).
Proof [Proof of Lemma C.3] We first prove that
—0O(y f(WO)) - |V F WO, x:) [} < 7207,

From (E.1) and (E.2), Lemma C.2 still holds under this case. Therefore, for j # y;, Fj(W](-t), x;) < 1.
Without loss of generality, we suppose that y; = 1 and x; = [p, &;]. Then we have that

IVF W, )| s -

wil e+ o (Wl €))e

IN

1
EZM witlo )l + o' (w5, €)1
J,r
< 4(F (W, x)) " 150,Vd + 4(F_ (WY, %)% - 1.50,Vd
<A[(Fr (WY, x))"? +1] - 1.50,V4,

where the first and second inequality is by triangle inequality, the third inequality is by Jensen
inequality and Lemma B.2, and the last inequality is by F_l(W(_t)l,xZ-) < 1. Denote by A =
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F+1(WS:)1,Xi), and besides, F,l(W(f)l,xi) <1 from Lemma C.2, we have

— Dy (W, x:)) - |V F(WE, %) |
< —l'(A-1)-36(AY2 +1)? 02d < T202d. (C.8)

Here, the last inequality is by the fact exp(—A + 1)/(1 + exp(—A + 1)) - (VA + 1)? < 2 for any
A > 0. Now, we can upper bound the gradient norm as follows.

1 2
[VwLs(W)lw-wo i < {n ZW) (i f (W, 1)) HVf<w<t>,xi>HF]

2
2 n
S 72Upd Z El ),Xi))
7202d &
< Z%° Z ), %)) = T202dLs(W®),

where the first inequality is by triangle inequality, the second inequality is by (C.8), the third
inequality is by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and the last inequality is due to the inequality —¢' < ¢. W

D Analysis with gradient regularization

In this section, we present the results on the signal-noise decomposition. All the results are hold
with high probability. Denote by & the event that all the results in Section B hold. Then for
simplicity and clarity, all the results in this and following sections are conditional on the event &pe.

D.1 Stage 1: Signal learning and noise memorizing

We will now show that under some assumptions and conditions, the parameter of the signal-noise

decomposition will stay a reasonable scale during a long time of training. Let A = o, 14=1/2 and
note that the following conditions hold: ||/ ~*A~1/? — +o0.
Proposition D.1 Under Condition 3.1, if
0<+ <o L (D.1)
=% =\ log(m)
for all j € {£1}, r € [m] and t in the training interval [0,T], then we have
0> p\"), > ~8\/log(8mn/3) - 0o, Vd (D.2)

forallj € {£1}, r € [m] and 0 <t < T,.
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Before we present the proof, there are several lemmas listed which will be applied to the proof of
Proposition D.1.

Lemma D.2 Suppose that (D.1) and (D.2) hold, then under Condition 3.1 we have

(1) 2% Il? < (o ).

(€.&) | 2 !
]T’ﬁl +Z§£Z ]7,,2 HE H2 ]7‘1) HEZH <®<)\10g(n)>

Proof [Proof of Lemma D.2] From Condition 3.1, we see that 1 < ||| ~*A~'/2, therefore (D.1)
indicates that

t) 1
0<~’ <O .
= Tor = <1og (n) - uuuw2>

From Lemma B.3, with high probability we have
0
(Wi ) + 7D <70 + 2980 \/210g(8m/5) - oo | l| + 2log(8m /8)oF >

Note that Condition 3.1 and 'yj(r) < 1 further give

29;1) - V/210g(8m/6) - o0 ul| + 21og(8m/6) | ]

1 (=2 —% ] —4 ;-2 2
= oy O Hd l 0y )

<ol sebioa) <o)

where the first equality is by g < O(W), the first inequality utilizes the fact A = o, 1g-1/2
and 0,v/d — +oo, the last inequality holds from the fact ||u||?/(opv/d) — 0. We have

(0) (t) 2 . 2(0) 2 ; < #
(< Jr7“>+7]r) ”“H —’YJJ" HH’H +®</\10g(n)> _®<)\log(n) '

Here, the last equality follows from the fact ||p||? << A~1. Hence the proof for the first inequality
has been completed. To prove the second inequality, recall that Lemma B.2 gives us

2 2 2 2
02d/2 < |62 < 302d/2, |(&, &)| < 202 - \/dlog(an?/5),

Lemma B.3 gives us

I{ EOT),EZ | < 2+/log(8mn/d) - anp

we have
(W, &) +§7; ey ﬁg”&; o007 161
- (a(agd - { (w0, )7, [Vlog(8mn 6) - oo, V/d ). mmﬁf})
- ( 24 ’\/m aoap\f] > <@<A e )> (D.3)
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The last equality comes from the truth d > n?y/log(4n2/5) and oo < O(W) (00 sufficiently
p
small). [ ]

We further have the lemma which states that under condition (D.1) and (D.2), the gradient loss
can be considered as a constant.

Lemma D.3 Assume Eg(t) =—1+ Y®, under conditions (D.1) and (D.2), we have

7 )

1
T® :0( )
’ i | logQ(n)

Proof [Proof of Lemma D.3] Recall that

7| = |e

1' ) L= exp{y[Faa (W, xi) = P (WY, )]}
2+ 2explyi[Fa (WL, %) — Foy (WY, %))}

2

To prove | 71| = O(j52 7y ) €asy to see it is equal to prove exp{y; Fo (WY, x) — Fo (W %))} =
1+ O(log o) . We now investigate Fj(Wj(t),xi). Note that
1 m
BV, x) = — 3 a((wil yi)) + o (wl), &)
r=1

< max (|(w\, )| +)? + max ( (Wi &) +Z P!

%0
2(t) 1 1 >

< |~ + <0 ,

< bl 0(10g2<n>> : <1og2 )

where the second inequality comes from oy small enough, we have

(t) Ez’Ez ‘ ‘)2
gl T

(t) w® 1
lF W 5 g s X4 — T o, ~ |
}y [Fla( +1 X;i) — -1 ‘ (log2 (n)>

which directly shows eXp{yi[F+1(W$E,Xi) —F_ 1(W( 1,xi)]}=1+0( [ |

log® (n ))'

With these two lemmas above, we may apply mathematical induction to prove Proposition D.1.
Proof [Proof of Proposition D.1] It is easy to check that ¢ = 0, the inequalities (D.1) and (D.2)
hold, and Ty > 1 under Condition 3.1 due to the smallness of 7. Suppose that the inequalities (D.1)
and (D.2) hold for ¢ in 0 <t < Ty < T}, from Lemma D.2 we have for t € [Tp],

(®
4G i€
'4/(”=0<>\<<W§ i) + i ) HuH2+A< (Wil &)+ § pj/ L ) H&HQ)

m T lgs |2

= 0(1/1log? (n)) < 1,
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Therefore, when f/(t) (1), M|&l1?/m = ©(o,Vd/m) > 1, we have
1) O i) s OV 2 > 2220 (0) N AT
o ReLU( (W yipt) + i - 75, )l ll™ = —=67 ReLU( (w Jwyzmﬂyz-'m [l

)\ S'Lagz / 51751
mé 2R LU( wi &) +Z P T )II&'II“Z \Ei(t)|ReLU<<w§?T),£z> gtzl <||£ ||2>>||£¢||27

thus from (A.2) and (A.3) we have

fyj(fjl) > ,},( ) >0 p(t“) < p(t) <0 for ¢t € [T%].

73,ry8 7,y
This directly indicates that

,yj(,l;()+1) > ’Y( ) > 0 p§T0+1) < p( ) < 0

I ]7"1—

By Gaussian tail bounds, there exists A = 2y/log(8mn/¢) - 09o,V/d such that with high proba-
bility, |<w](0r) , &) < A. We next show that

< 44. D.4
tnggflr]ngflp 0 (D.4)

If this does not hold, then Ty + 1 is the first time such that there exists some jg, 9, 79 with

| > 4A. (D.5)

|p Josros%0
Moreover, let 7 be the first iteration such that

()

|pj077“0,i0

> 2A.

With a small enough learning rate 7, it is clear that 7 < T + 1. Rigorously, given condition (D.2),

from (D.3) we have |(w ﬂ,&> + 0P ]tr y <ﬁ£zﬁ2> + pgtzl\ = O(A), therefore if we assume that

7 ="Ty+ 1, we have

ool < 1050t

| +0O(n) - {’W} < 4A. (D.6)

This contradicts to the equation (D.5). Then we conclude that 7 < Ty 4+ 1. Now by the definition of
7, we have that

e For any t < 7, and any j,r,1, \pgtzz\ < 4A.
e For any ¢ € [1,Tp + 1], pgo)m i < —2A.

Then it is clear that for any ¢ € [, Tj + 1], we have

(&igs &)
(w JOTO,EZO +mem H§ > < A+ A-2n4/log(4n2/s) /\f+p§?roz0_0.
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(1) (1) (7+2)

Therefore this neuron is not activated for ¢ € [r, Ty + 1], and we have p; " .= p; %= p; = =
(To+1)
— Pjo,rosio:

But this contradicts with the assumption that

| > 4A.

|p.70 T0, 10

Therefore, we see that

< 4A. D.7
S i (>0

(D.7) completes the mathematical induction for (D.2). [ ]

Proposition D.4 (Restatement of Proposition 5.6) Under the same conditions as Theorem 3.2,
define T be an iteration time which satisfies

m 4
5 log< )
Nl ] ool - log (n)+/2log(8m/9)

T) =

Then the following facts hold:

1. For any i € [n], |T§t)| = If‘(t) + l| = O(logzl(n))'

2.0< 7 ) < 5/log(n) for all j € {£1}, r € [m] and t € [T}].
3. For each j, max, fyj(.?) > 1/(/21og(8m/0)log(n)). Moreover, for p;,; we have

0> p(Tl) > —84/log(8mn/d) - ooo,Vd.

3,70

Proof [proof of Proposition D.4] We use mathematical induction to prove the second conclusion

that 'yj(tz < 5/log(n). Assume that the conclusion holds for 0 <t < To — 1 < Ty, we aim to prove
the conclusion when ¢ = Ty. From Proposition D.1, we have 0> p ; > —8y/log(8mn/f) - aoap\/&
for t € [Ty — 1], therefore Lemma D.3 indicates that \Ei ] =1+ O(? for all t € [Tp — 1] and

(n))
i € [n]. For the inequality in Tp, note that for all ¢ € [Tp], we have

a2 , 2) ,
1 mert (i i) + 22l > 10g?(m) - 222 OmeL (i) + s~ il

(t)
ANCS
P 410 < Oflog 2(n).

therefore we can get that

) o 0, (1 1 20§ 0 G
’71 T - ’71,7" =+ <2 O<10g2 (n)>> nm Z ReLU<<w1,T7 IJ’> + 71,7") HI'I’H .

yi=1
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E:;ri) > vgﬁ,r > 0. Similarly we have v(ffi) > VQ,T > 0. Moreover,

define A®) = max, fy(t) + <w§?r), p) and B® = max, ’y@ + <W§?7r, ), we then get that

1,r 1,r

1 n
AWFD > A1) <1 - 0( >) N7 ReLy(A® 2
> AW 1 o)) am Z: eLu(AD) ||
1 1\ 77lleel?
> AW <1—0< >> AW for all t € [Ty,
> + o () + NG - or a [To)

where the second inequality comes from the lower bound on the number of positive data in
Lemma B.1. Similarly, we also have

AD) < A0 4 (1 +0< L 1>> ”"“HQA“) for all ¢ € [Tp).
- log?(n) vn)) m

Set t = Ty — 1 we have that ~

We conclude that for all ¢t € [Tp],

2\ (t+1) 2\ (t+1)
<1+ (1—0( 21 ))nllul! > A0) < A0+ < (1+ (1+O< 21 )>77\HH > A©)
log” (n) m log” (n) m

2\ (t+1) 2\ (t+1)
(1 (1-0( V) o e < (1 (10 L) )
log” (n) m log® (n) m

Set t =Ty — 1, we can see that
2 V21 -4
AT < exp{(l +O< 21 >) el TO}A(O) < 0g(8m/d)ool| | < 4/1og(n),
log*(n) m /2log(8m/6)ool| pf| log(n)

(To) < ox 1 el 0 —  V2log(8m/d)oo|p| - 4 oeln
510 e (140 ) ) B < R e = /1980

Here, the second inequality is from Lemma B.3. We thus conclude that 7](-7;0) < 5/log(n) for all

j € {£1} and r € [m].
For the other side, similarly we have

AT > [exp{<1 _O(log;(n)>) , nIIT;:LH?} - <(1 _O<log21(n)>> ' n||g|2>2] (TO>A<0),
R R e

Here, we utilize the fact that 1+ 2 > exp(z) — 22 for 0 < z < 0.1. Easy to see that

o {(-olin)) 22} (o) )T
el (o)) o} (- ((-o(i)) )

4
>9/3.

V/Z1og(8m/8)0 | ] log(n)’
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1/z

Here, we utilize the fact (1 — 22)Y/% — 1 when 2z — 0 in the last inequality. Therefore we have

4

/' 21og(8m/d)oo|| || log(n 3\/210g 8m/(5 log(n

where the second inequality is by Lemma B.3. Then we have max, 75310) >1/( / \/2log(8m/d) log(n

AT0) > 4©) . 9/3.

since ATo) = maXT<W52 > W) +7+1, and o is small. Similarly we have max, fy Lr o) >1/(y/2log 8m/5 log(n

The first and third conclusion is directly obtained from Proposition D.1 and Lemma D.3.

D.2 Stage 2: Convergence of training loss

We close the regularization at the beginning of stage 2. Note that when we close the regularization
at this time, Proposition C.1 holds. We remind readers the update rule

t+1 t 20 <~ e t
B = e s 2 RO i)l

]7T7Z

2n )
Pt = Phs = — -G ReLU((w) € &1 - Gy

In this section, we aim to prove that the signal learning will grow to a constant order while the
noise memorizing remains to the small scale, thus the gradient loss is getting changed, no longer
equal to —1/2 + o(1). From Proposition D.4, we first list several properties of v;, and pj,; at time
T1. We have

1.0 < 7](?) < 4/log(n) for any j € {£1} and r € [m]|. For each j = =+1, max,n'yﬁl) >
1/(\/21log(8m/d)log(n))
2. |p\") .| < 8+/log(8mn/3) - opop/d for all i € [n], j € {£1}, r € [m] and 0 < t < T3
We give the next proposition, which shows that the training loss will converge to any € > 0.

Proposition D.5 (Restatement of Proposition 5.7) Under Condition 3.1, for any ¢ > 0,
definecg =1—e"%, and

T, = log (v/21log(8m/é) - log(n)d)

77€o||u|!2

then there exists t € [Th,Th + T] such that

Ls(W®) < ¢,

Proof [Proof of Proposition D.5] It is clear that log(1 4+ e~*) > ¢ equals to 1+e = > €p.

Suppose that there does not exist t € [Th, T} + T3] such that LS(W( )) < g, then we have for
each t € [T, Ty + Ty], Lg(W®) > £, It means that for each t, there exists i = i(t) such that

EZ@ > ¢. The index i here depends on the iteration time ¢. Then there exists at least 75/2 indexes
i(t) such that i(t) = 1 (or i(t) = —1) for t € [Th,T1 + T»]. Without loss of generality, we assume
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that there exists at least 75 /2 indexes i(t) such that i(¢) = 1. Hence we have there exists at least
T, /2 iterations, such that —E;(t) > g for some y; = 1. By the update rule

2 n
A =50 2 S Ol ;- ) ]

Define A(t) = max, fyﬂ .+ <WES% > I), we have A(t) increases when ¢ increases, there exists at least

T5/2 times, such that

A1) 2 A1) + T Reru( ()] ],

thus we have

T3
2 z neoTa
AT +To) = A(Th) - (1 1 7780) XD ()
nm 2log(8mn/d)log(n
hence 752,r > d/2, which violates to vﬁf{r < 4log(T*) in the Proposition 5.4. m

D.3 Proof of Theorem 3.2

With the analysis above, we already prove the convergence of training loss in stage 2. Set § =

1/poly(n), we have with probability at least 1 — 1/poly(n), max, 'yj(r 2 > c¢1/polylog(n). Note that

®)

7, increases when ¢ increases, and [p; .|, | Bj,r,z" < 4log(T*). From Proposition D.5, there exists

nmo, 2d

T <t<T1+Q( ) such that

nollul
Ls(WW) < g/(7202d).

Lemma C.3 gives the convergence of training gradient. Under this time ¢, for any testing data
x = (yu,§), if j =y, we have

1 = ) Q1
Fj(W§t),x):mZ(ReLU2(< (2,ju>+’yj(2)+ReLU2< ) ¢ +Z Yﬂz i H2>)
r=1
c1

> mpolylog(n)’

if 5 # vy, we have

NE

Fj(W) %) =

@mwwﬁm>wﬂﬂm% w&+ZJ”MW»

<ReLU2(<W(/),,7] u>)+ReLU2( EO)T’& +Z J)” H£ ||2>>

-log?(T*)+/log(4n? - poly(n))/d> < O<1>,

1
m

Il
—

r

IA
3|~
hE

m - ne/2

A
@)
N 3
31
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where the first inequaliy is by 7](.? > 0, and the last inequality is by Condition 3.1. Therefore we

have with probability 1 — 1/poly(n),
E; (WY x) > Fy (W), x),

thus we conclude that

0 1
P(yf(W,x) <0) < boly ()"

which completes the proof.

E Analysis without regularization

In this section, we present the analysis of the dynamics without regularization, which gives the
direct comparison of the dynamics with regularization. Different from the structure in Section D,
we prove the convergence of the training loss during the whole training procedure first.

Note that we have the decomposition

n
0 _ 0, . () M 0 &
Wir = j,r+]'7j,r”“H2 +ijmi &2
i=1 v

if we let A =0, from Lemma A.2 we further have
2n i (
t+1 t (t t
A = = TS A OReLu((w v )|l
i=1

() _ )0 20 Opery((wll), €)IIE? - i

Piri~ = Piri
Here, 7](-2) = 507»)1 = 0. Proposition C.1 also ensures that under Condition 3.1,
) —(t
0< 752 p§)z < 4log(T), (E.1)

2
0> pgtgi > —f — 64n Mlog(T*) > —4log(T™) (E.2)

—Js

for 0 <t < T* during the whole training process, where g = 2maxi,j,r{|(wj(40r), w, |<w§07,), &)} We
remind the readers that we define

ol =N 16 =), P =0\ 10 # ).

=775

We briefly sketch out our proof. From equation (5.2), it is evident that fy(.t) ﬁ(.t)

Jor? gy
decreases as t increases. In this section, we adopt a three-stage analysis to disentangle the
® =@ @)

interaction between v; ., 0, . pi s
0 Fjrio Bgor,

increase, and
(t)

Bj,r,i

and E;(t) without using gradient regularization to train the CNN.

In the first stage analysis, similar to the previous analysis, we set E;(t) =0y f(W® x)) ~ —1/2

for all ¢ € [n]. We then show that ’y(.t) max, ﬁ(.t)

(t) :
e i rio and max, [p;- .| have a large scale difference.
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(®)

In the second stage, we further increase the gap between max, Piri and 'yj(-f), max; | 37 4 l| which
ensures the analysis in the third stage during the training process. Finally, in the third stage, we
prove Theorem 3.3 by leveraging the scale differences established in the previous two stages.

Stage 1 It is still true that until some ’y](tT), pgt}“i reach ©(1/polylog(n)), Kg(t) will be around
1/2. The following proposition summarizes our main conclusion in the first stage training without

gradient regularization.

log

Proposition E.1 Let T} = n’;’?d
p

0.8 . :
(2log(n)\/log(Smn/J)aoap\/:i>} for anyj € {:l:l}’ re {m}’ v e [n]

and t € [T1], we have

(1) 1 <max()<210 “(n

log(4n?
max ]p] | < 65n Mlog(T*).

J#YisT

Proposition E.1 shows that CNN will memorize noise under the training without gradient regu-

larization. At the end of this stage, max, ﬁ(-t) - reaches ©(1/polylog(n)) which is sufficiently larger

‘77T7Z
() . . .
than Yjr and | B] v Z| After this, we show that the difference becomes larger in the second stage.
Stage 2 In this stage, we show that the gap between max, P§7)~ ; and 7( 2, max; | 37 - Z\ becomes
larger. The larger gap ensures the analysis in the third stage.
.. _ Cnm 1 )
Proposition E.2 Let T, = no2d log <log( ) 1og(8mn/5)) for some sufficient large constant C' > 0,
then for any i € [n] and r € [m] it holds that
T1+T ~ Ty +T.
’7](‘7,,«1 2) = O(O'OHHH)v JIE?}E‘[);;’Z 2) > 2,
log(4n?/6
max |p T1+T2)’ < 65n og(4n?/ )l (T")
J#Yir Pii d

(®)

Proposition E.2 plays a crucial role in our analysis by significantly increasing the scale of max, p;

ot
from a small to a constant order. Despite this enlargement, the quantities 'yj(r) and 4( 2 ; still remain
at a relatively small order. Building on the analysis in stages 1 and 2, we are now able to proceed
with the third stage of our analysis, allowing us to complete the proof of Theorem 3.3.
/(t)

Stage 3 In this stage, we consider the change in /;
a convex point W*, where

. The main technique here is constructing

n

wip = wl) - amlog(a/2) - (316 =) )
=1

We introduce the following lemma, which we explain later how the following lemma helps the proof
of the convergence of training gradient.

Lemma E.3 Under the same condition as Theorem 3.3, it holds that |[W(T+T2) — W*||p <
O(m%n%agld_%).
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Lemma E.3 gives an upper bound of [[W(T1+72) — W*||z. We introduce the following lemma, which
give an upper bound of Lg(W®).

Lemma E.4 Under the same condition as Theorem 5.3, it holds that
W — W[5 — [WED — W3 > 3nLg (W) — e
forall Ty +T5 <t <T*.

Combined with Lemma E.3 and E.4, we can give a summation of the inequality in the Lemma FE.4

and then give an upper bound of Lg(W®). The bound of the training gradient is then given by

Lemma C.3. We give the following proposition, which shows that in the final stage, ,y(t) keeps small

]71.
d —=(t)
and max; g ; grows.

Proposition E.5 Under the same condition as Theorem 3.3, for any e > 0, let T =Ty + 15 +
W (T HT2) W[5, S—1.—1,3 251 : ,
L J =T+ Ty +O(n e m’no,*d™"), there exists t in T1 + Ty <t <T such that

2ne
Ls(W®) < ¢,

Meanwhile, it holds that max;,, 'y](-f) = O(ool|p]]), max; ,; |B§t7),z| = O(nd™Y2) for all T\ +To <t <T.
With Proposition C.1, Proposition E.2 and Proposition E.5, we can prove Theorem 3.3. Details can
be found in Appendix E.4.

E.1 Stage 1: Signal learning and noise memorizing

We give the analysis at stage 1. In this training period, we can find that the noise learning is much
faster than the signal learning. The next proposition indicates that the inner product of w and &;
shares similar rates when j = y;, but has great difference between j = y; and j # ;.

Proposition E.6 Define Bl-(t) = max;j—y, |<wj(t2,€,>| and C’Z-(t) = MAaX,jLy, r |<w§?,£z>\, and let

oo mm ( 08 )
! nozd 8 2log(n)/log(8mn/8)ogopVd /)’

then for any i,i1 € [n] and t € [T1], we have

max| (w}!), )] = Oloollul), (E:3)
BZ-(t)/Bi(f) < 16+/log(8mn/J), CZ(f) < BZ-(t) -17n+/log(8mn/d) - \/log(4n2/6)/d, (E.4)
BY < log™!(n). (E.5)

Before we prove Proposition E.6, we present a lemma which depicts that |€;(t)| will be around 1/2
under (E.3)-(E.5).

Lemma E.7 Under conditions (E.3),(E.4) and (E.5), for any i € [n] we have

1 1
¢® ‘ - 0<>.
P log®(n)
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Proof [Proof of Lemma E.7] Recall that

0, 1‘ _ ‘ L= exp{lFi (W x) — Fa (W x)])

‘ 2 2+ Qexp{yi[FH(WSf)l, X;) — F—l(W(f)p xi)]} '

To prove the conclusion, easy to see it is equal to prove exp{y; [F+1(W_(:1)a x;) — F_4 (WEE,XZ)]} =

1+ 0(1 o (n )) We now investigate Fj(Wj(t),xi). Note that

BV ) = 3" o(wlyim)) + o((wl &)

r—=

1
< max |<wj(t2, )|+ max{B(t)2 C'(t)2}
g ’

< O(ool|p|]) + log™2(n) = (

where the second inequality comes from og small enough, (E.4) and (

1
}%Elwﬁa»FmW%&M=0( 7 >

which directly shows exp{y; [FH(WJ(:E,Xi) - F,l(W( x)|} =1+ O [ |

We now present the proof of Proposition E.6.
Proof [Proof of Proposition E.6] Before the present of the proof, we remind the readers that the
number 0.8 set in 77 is to make the following equation hold:

oe=2(m] - 1o 0.8
P+Oﬂg()”1g<ng vﬁﬁmmﬁm%J) QMg memW5%%¢>

(E.6)
We first recall the update rule in Lemma A.1 with A = 0, then we have that
wi = wil) - 2” Zz’(” (ReLU((W'), yimt)yims + ReLU((w''), €))€:).
Note that (u,&;) = 0, we further have
D oy = (wl?, gy — 2L Ze ) jys - ReLU((W'') yep)) - [, (E.7)
(Wi g = (wil) &) — jj; Zegéﬂm ‘ReLU((w\'), €1)) - (&:, &x). (E.8)

i'=1

We first prove (E.3) holds. From (E.7), we can see that

t+1
(i i)l < (i i ‘ ZReLU srovit)) - el

2n s
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where the first inequality holds from ‘E;(t)‘ < 1, and the second inequality is by ReLU((wgfz, yip)) <
K ()

w, . Yip)|. Hence we have

t
(0 2n||p?
max | {w ]3,u>\<rnaxu 0, )l (1+.’\\>
7T g,r m

T
(0) 2n||p?
< y * 1
max |<W]7,, )| ( + m

)

0 20l
gm.ax|<w§,27u>|‘exp{ < 2max |(w}), p)| = O(ool|u])-
7T m 7,r
Here, the second inequality is by ¢ < 77, the third inequality is by 1 + z < exp(z) for z > 0 and the

last inequality is by 2’7““” -Ty = o(1).
We apply mathematlcal induction to prove (E.4) and (E.5). From Lemma B.3, we have

ooopVd/4 < maxj:yi’T|<wj(f7)q,£i>|,max#y” <Wj(tq)~7£l>‘ < 2000,V d\/log(8mn/§). Thus we can
easily verify that BZ-(O)/Bi(?) < 16\/log(8T/5), C’i(lo) < B(0 16\/W Assume that for
any i,i7 € [n) and 0 <t < Ty — 1 < T3, (E.4) and (E.5) hold, we first prove that B (To) /B (To) <
16+/log(8mn/d) holds. For t € [T — 1] we first have

}<WE??”7&>\=‘<w§f2,si> 2 Zﬁ jyir - ReLU((W") €)) - (€1, &)

=1

27 _
< J(wiil. €| + \n; > 64" jyi - ReLU((w(1), ) - (6. &),

i'=1

where the first equality comes from (E.8). If j = y;, we have

(1) ¢

MaX;=y; r ‘<WJ T >‘
man:yil ,r ‘ < (t+1)’ 521) ‘

t
MaX—y, r ‘(wgﬂ)ﬂ, &) ‘ + max;—y, r

B(t+1 /B t+1)

O —2 n n .
nUEOUOs™ () 571 | s - ReLU((W''), &) - (€1, &)
O, 27’L
(wil) &) + 1U=OLE W) 5on - ReLU((W'), €0)) - (€, Ex)

B 4 2010008~} B@+(qu39 55 C! ) @%My5'

nm
il i

MaXj—y,, ,r

, 2
max;—y, r 0pd

< BZ‘(? 1+ nggd/nm(l — O(IOg_Q(n))))
B (14732 (14 0(1og(n))))

< 2 '
B (1+ 2 - (1= Ollog ()

Here, the first equality comes from the definition of Bi(t), the first inequality is by triangle inequality
and ﬁg(t) = —0.5+ O(log™?(n)) in Lemma E.7, the second inequality is by the definition that BZ-(t)

and C’i(t) are the maximum value of max;_,, , |<W](-t7),, &)| and max;zy, » |<W§-t7)n, &), respectively. The
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last inequality is by the induction assumption and d > n(272%) in Condition 3.1. Therefore we take
t =Ty — 1 and then conclude that

B-TO) 2

( (0) 2 T
i B; nopd —2 nopd —2
B0 < W : (1 + v -O(log™=(n)) < 8+/log(8mn/é) - exp ¢ T - e O(log™*(n))

1
< 8+/log(8mn/d) - exp { log (0.8/2log(n)+/log(8mn/5) Joap\f) (log™2(n))}
= 84/log(8mn/J) ‘exp{O (log™%3(n) } < 164/log(8mn/9).

Here, the first inequality is by Ty < 77, the second inequality is by 1 + z < exp(z) for z > 0 and
(0)/31-(?) < 84/log(8mn/d), and the last inequality is by exp { — O(log_0'5(n))} < 2. We complete

the proof for Bl-(t)/Bi(lt) < 164/log(8mn/9).

For C’i(f)/ Bi(t)7 similarly we have

C(t+1)/B(t+1)
i1 7

og 2(n n .
(wil) &) + MU 5on oy ReLU((wWY), €5)) - (€3, &)

— og %(n n .
(wiih &) + M= ST Gy ReLU((WS), &) - (€30 E)
o2 og %(n
Ci(f) L pd(1+?1$711g (n))) max;_y, { _ Ci(f) + <Zy/j — >y #i C > -2 log(4n2/5)/d}‘
/75“

B - (14 no2d/nm(1 — O(log2(n))))
. (1 _ 1wt (- O(log”(n)))) N no2d(1 + log~%(n))
B (14222 (1 - Olog2(n))

MaAXjzty, r

maxXj—y, r

IN

32y/log(8mn/6) - \/log(4n?/5)/d,

where the second inequality is by the definition of Bl-(t) and Ci(t) and the third inequality is by the
mathematical induction. The equation above can be considered as

ai41 < cay + b,

where 0 < c<1,0<b<1and 0 < ag < 1. We have ar +b/(c — 1) < (ag +b/(c — 1)) - ¢''. Taking
t =Ty — 1 and we conclude that

CZ(TO) Ci(O) 2no2d noad(1+ o(1)
B(}O) < B(l()) . (1 _ mﬁ (1 -1-0(1))) + 732\/10;; 8mn/d) - \/log(4n?/d)/d

< 8y/log(8mn/d) - exp < — 207, (1+ 0(1))) + 16.51+/1og(8mn/8) - \/log(4n?/d)/d

< O(09o,Vd) + 16.5n+/log(8mn/8) - \/log(4n2/8)/d < 17n\/log(8mn/8) - /log(4n2/8)/d

Here, The first inequality is by the conclusion above, the second inequality is by 1 — z < exp{—=z}
for z > 0 and the third inequality is by the definition of 77. The proof of (E.4) is thus completed.
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We next prove that Bi(t) <log~!(n). From (E.8), we conclude that

B < g nopd(1 + 0(108;72(71)))3(75)

7 — i
nm

nm
16\/log (8mn/d)n - B(t log(4n2/8)/d
2

02d 1+ 0Of(lo
L ( (log™?
=BY. (1+ "U”da + O(log2(n))) ).
v nm

Here, the first inequality is by (E.4) which is proved above, and the second inequality is by
Condition 3.1 which gives /log(8mn/d) - n - \/log(4n2/)/d = o(1). Set t = Ty — 1, then we have

2d To
B < 50 (14714 0gog )

2
1n0,d _
<BY. P~(14 O(log~2(n))) - T
< 8- exp { (1.4 0f1og () - Ty
< 24/log(8mn/d) Joap\/g exp{—log(2log(n)+/log(8mn/d) Jogpf
=log!(n).
Here, the second inequality comes from 1 + z < exp(z) for z > 0, and the third inequality comes

from Lemma B.3, Tp < T3 and (E.6). [ ]

With the pr0p081tion above, we can prove the following proposition which gives the lower bound
of max; , \( Wi ,{ZH in the first stage.

Proposition E.8 Let Ty be defined in Proposition E.6, for all i € [n] it holds that

mas (wiTh) £) > 1
x L& :
J=yi.r ]T 201log(n)+/log(8mn/J)

Proof [Proof of Proposition E.8] Before the proof of Proposition E.8, we remind that the value 0.8
set in 77 also makes the following equation hold:

— fo) —2 n - 1o 08 ~
[1 = O(log™(n))] - log (210g \/maoapf> <2]0g Waoapf)
(E.9)

Recall (E.8) we have
(Wi gy = (wlit) &) — ”Zz Jyir - ReLU((W') €)) - (&1, &),

We first use mathematical induction to prove that max;—,, ,(w Jtr, &) > 0. It is easy to verify that

when t = 0, max;j—y, ,(W ]T,£Z> > 0. Suppose that there exists Ty such that 0 <t < Ty —1 < 17,
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maxj:yiyr(wfg,ﬁﬁ > 0, denote by (j¢,r!) which satisfies (wﬁ)’rw,&ﬁ = maxj:yim(wj(fz,&), we have

(2.6 = (w60 — 2L S e maL((, . 60) - (€16

gt gt

z’ 1
2
no:d 3
> (w1, &) + 251~ Olog () (W, . &)
) log(4n?2
— P4 4 O(log2( ) 161/log(8mn/5) - wt i) o, [108(4n%/0)
nm o P
2
no:d B
= <W§f vl <1+ mfz (1= O(log 2(n)))).

Here, the second inequality is by Proposition E.6 and Lemma B.2, and the second inequality
is by Condition 3.1 where n'*® . \/log(4n2/6)/d = o(1). Hence, set t = Ty — 1 we conclude

MaXj—y, (W JTTO), &) > 0. Moreover, from the induction inequality, we obtain that

2 Ty
mee (w), £) > max (w? &) (1+”"”d-(1o<log—2<n>>>>

J=yi,r J=yi,r nm
2 29\ 2171

no-pd _9 napd
> . (1 — _
> goopVd/4 [exp{ 2=+ (1 O(log (n)))} o< -

2 2 1\ 2\ T’

no,d _ nosd 1

= ooV “Xp{ (170108 2(”)”'T1} | (1 - O(nm> )
> anp\[/ll exp{log(0.6/2log(n)+/log(8mn/d) aoap\f} 2/3

1
201log(n)+/log(8mn/8)

Here, the second inequality is by 1 + z > exp(z) — 22 for 0 < z < 0.1, the third inequality is by
2
(E.9) and (1 — O(W”d)Q)T1 > 2/3. Hence, for all i € [n] we have

nm

T &) > -
g=yir I T 90 1og(n)/log(8mn/8)

which completes the proof. |

()

From Proposition E.6 and E.8, we return to the decomposition of W,
corollary.

and conclude the following

Corollary E.9 (Restatement of Proposition E.1) Let T} be defined in Proposition E.6, for
any j € {£1}, r € {m}, i € [n] and t € [T1], we have

(.Tl)zéo' 1 <max()<210 —1(p
’y‘jﬂﬂ ( 0||"l’||)7 2110g(n) log(Smn/d) ] i, rp]rl g ( )7
log(4n?/9)
a —= " Zog(T™").
Iax !p] )l < 7 g(T™)
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Proof [Proof of Corollary E.9] Recall that

® _ 0 . ® ) &

Wir=Wir TJ Ve

pe]?

from (E.3) we have

(Ty) (0) ) . (T1)|

max [(w; ", p)| = max |(w; 5, ) + 57, | = O(ool|p),
]7r J?r

(T1)

we can easily conclude that max;,v;,"" = O(oo||p]|). From (E.5) and Proposition E.8, we have

(T1) Ez 7£z
p]r@ jr’E’L +Z

1
< max
j’f’Z 2
AR 2]

20log(n)+/log(8mn/d) — i=vir

<log™'(n),

note that ]pgtz,z! < 4log(T™),

‘ (wi% &) +Z Pjmi ﬁgﬁz < 2\/log(8mn) /8000,V/d + 81og(T*)n+/log(4n2/5) /d

1
log(n)+/log(8mn/3)’

<

therefore we conclude that

T) 5 76
Al 8+ D e |
1 1 1

S 201og(n)+/log(8mn/d) 420 log(n)+/log(8mn/d) N 211og(n)+/log(8mn/3)

i+ 3 el

max‘(
JI=YisT T =y

j:y

Similarly, we can also conclude that

~H(n).

max‘p
J=Yir

The last inequality directly comes from (E.2), where we set oy small enough in Condition 3.1. MW

E.2 Stage 2: Continuous growth of noise memorizing

In this section, we aim to prove that the noise memorizing will grow to a constant order while the
signal learning remains to the small scale. Thus the gradient loss is getting changed, no longer equal
to —1/24 o(1). In this stage, we select a large enough constant C' > 0, and define the time interval
Ts.

Cnm < 1 >
— 57 10g .
nogd log(n)+/log(8mn/d)

We then have the following proposition, which shows the growth of noise memorizing.

T, =

(E.10)
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Proposition E.10 (Restatement of Proposition E.2) Let T5 be defined in (E.10), then for
any i € [n] and r € [m] it holds that

AT = Olollul), max T > 2

o log(4n2/3) ..
ma < 65n log (T
max [ ] y (%)

Proof [Proof of Proposition E.10] We first prove that 7(T1+T2) = O(oo||pe]])- It holds that
T4 T, 0 277||M||2
Y 4 (W )] < (v + (
32(%7« [(wit) w)]) = (O’ollﬂll)

Here, the first inequality utilizes |¢;| < 1 and the second inequality is by 277”” I® .7 5 = 0(1). Hence

we have 7(T1+T2) = O(oo||p]]). (E.2) also gives that max;,, , |pJT1+T2)‘ < 65n4/ W log(T*).

We next prove that max;—y, , pﬁ}j ) > 9. We remind the readers the update rule.

t+1) _ () 210 ) 2
pi =il nmg Re LU(< r? i l&ll” -

J1r7/l’ .]77‘?1

Note that when j = y;, pgtzl = *gtzl For each ¢, define T() the last time satisfying p§T1+t) <2

Then for 0 < ¢t < T5, we have max;;, T{p]Tﬁt),Jj;ljt)} 0(1), maxw{%T?{H} = 0(1). Therefore we

know that F;(W®, x;) = O(1) for each j. We conclude that there exists constant ¢; > 0 such that

—f;(Tlth) > ¢y forallt e [Téi)]. Now let
2
B = muax {50, + (w1 ) - o5my[EC D ogr .
J=yirr ’

from the analysis above we have

2
Cc1no, d T
Bi(t > Bi(t 1+11) , ANM% - By~

nm
cino2d\ 2 cinod
> BZ.(TI)<1 + 2% > > B ex { 119p¢ .TQ}, (E.11)
nm 2nm
where the first inequality is by the definition of Bi(t) and the update rule of pgt)nz By Corollary E.9,
we have
log(4n2/6
BZ-(TI) = max pgtzz + <W§027£i> — 65n 7og( n/9) log(T™)
J=Yi,T ’ d
1 log(4n2/6
> + max {<w(02,gi> — 65n Og(n/)log(T*)}
211log(n)+/log(8mn/d)  i=vir o d
1

> .
-~ 22log(n)/log(8mn/d)
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) o
rPjri = 211log(n \/log (8mn/8)

ond inequality is by the remaining part is far smaller than 1/{log(n)\/log(8mn/d)}. Within T5
iterations after stage 1, (E.11) indicates that BZ-(TH'TQ) > 3. By the definition of B(T1+T2), and

max; , \(wé?r),&) — 65n+/log(4n2/68)/dlog(T*)| = o(1), we conclude that maxjrpngth) > 2 for

t = T5. Hence we have that TQ(i) < T3, which indicates that max;j—,, , pﬁ}j ) 5o [ |

Here, the first inequality is by max;_,,

in Corollary E.9, and the sec-

E.3 Stage 3: The boundary of signal and noise learning in final stage

In this section, we aim to prove the boundary of signal and noise learning which helps us prove the
final result. By the signal noise decomposition, at the end of Stage 2, we have

(T+Ty) . (0) (T1+T5) T1+T2) &i T1+Ty)
Wir = Wi 0y u”z Hauﬁzfﬁz e

for j € {1} and r € [m]. By the results we get in the second stage, we know that at the beginning
of this stage, the following properties hold:

1. max;, y;, = O(oo||pl])-

2. maxjty, ri B‘EJ;IJTZ) < 65n+/log(4n?/d)/dlog(T*) for all i € [n].

3. max;—y, ri pﬁljﬂ) > 2 for all i € [n].

For any € > 0, we define

n

wh, = w\ +4mlog(4/e) - (Z 1(j = ;) ”Z >
i=1

Based on the definition of W*, we have the following lemma.

Lemma E.11 (Restatement of Lemma E.3) Under the same condition as Theorem 3.3, it
holds that |[W(T+T2) — W*||p < O(m2n20,'d ).

Proof [Proof of Lemma E.11] It is easy to see that

I” =

w§,7TT1+T2) _ = —4mlog(4/e) - <Z 1 =y H§H> N W(T1+T2) wﬁ),
=1 ?
thus we have
HW(T1+T2) W < 2m|]W(T1+T2) _ ]7‘ H + 2mH4m log(4/e) - (Z 1(j )”§'”>
i=1 ?

|7], +Z‘p]7”l +Om n2 o_pld %):5(m%n%0';ld_%)

"l 1€l
Here, the first inequality is by triangle inequality, and the second inequality comes from |(&;, &:)|/||&:
O(o, ' d=1/?) and |4], %) < 41og(T™). i
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Lemma E.12 Under the same condition as Theorem 3.3, it holds that
yi( Vo S(W,x:), W) > 2log(4/e)
forall Ty +T5 <t <T*.

Proof [Proof of Lemma E.12] Recall that f(W®),x;) = (1/m) il [U(<w§f2,yiu>) o((w ]r,&)ﬂ

so we have
»<W<W“> x;), W¥)
ok 1 s
ZU jrvyl <p’7jwj,r> + Ezg ]7~55Z>)<yi£iajwj,r>

7,r
- L 3 Z o (w601 log(4/2)1 = ) - S8
S (W ) s )+ Za w, &) (witi, w?)
> 3 () € log(4/e) —Zg il &) aog(a/e) - S-Sl
J=YiT 7,r v
=S ) Oloollal) = = 30 (w2, €) 000, V)
7T 7,7
> = 3 o enaos(a/e) — - S ol (wl, &) 41og(4/2)Olmnd 12)
JI=YiT 7,7
=3 W i) Oloolal) = 37" ((w L, €)O (000, VD),

where the first inequality is by Lemma B.3 and the last inequality is by Lemma B.2. We next give
the lower bound of y;(Vf(W®, x;), W*) from the equation above. From (E.1) and (E.2), we can
easily have that for any j € {1}, r € [m] and i € [n],

(Wi, m) = 0(1), (i), &) = O(1).

On the other hand, for j = y;, we can bound the inner product between the parameter and the
noise as follows

2
mae (w?) &) > max [(wl?), &) + 71 ] — 320280
J= ylvEl JI=Yi,r ,Ty

log(T™) > 1,

where the first inequality is by (E.1) and (E.2), the second inequality is by Corollary E.9 and p;,.;
increases when t increases. Therefore, we can conclude that

yi(VH(W, x;), W*) > 4log(4/e) — O(mnd /%) = O(oo||p])) — O(000,Vd)
> 2log(4/e),

where the last inequality is by Condition 3.1. |
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Lemma E.13 (Restatement of Lemma E.4) Under the same condition as Theorem 3.3, it
holds that

[WO W~ [WED — W[ > 39Ls(WO) — e
forall Ty +To <t <T*.
Proof [Proof of Lemma E.13] Note that from the update rule, we have
W - W = WO =W — Vw Ls(W)lw—_w,
we have the following inequalities.
WO — W7 — [WEHD — W3
= 20{Vw Ls(W)lw_w, W = W*) = 0’| Vw Ls(W) | w_wo |

21 \
= 2D A0y (WO ) = (VW) W] = 72|V Ls (W) _wo [
i=1
4 n
> N 00 f (WO, x,) = log(4/)] = 17| Vaw Ls(W)lw_wo [}
=1

4n "
> 2 W(uif (WO, x)) — /4] = 17| Vw Ls(W) w7
=1
> 3nLs(W®) — ne,

where the first inequality is by Lemma E.12, the second inequality is due to the convexity of the
cross entropy function and the last inequality is due to Lemma C.3 and n = 1/poly(n) < (opd)™".
The proof of Lemma E.13 is completed. |

From the lemmas above, we give the following lemma which gives the bound of the training loss.

” [W (T HT2) W= |3
Lemma E.14 Under the same conditions as Theorem 3.3, Let T =T1 + 1T + L TB FJ =
() | =

Bj,r,i

T+ 1o + 5(n71€*1m3nap*2d*1). Then it holds that max;, 'y](tz = O(oo||p). max;,, i
O(nd=/2) for all Ty + Ty < t < T. Besides,

t (T1+T2) _ * |2
1 S LW < W W% L £

t7T17T2+1s:T1+T2 - BT](t*Tl*TQle) 3

for all Ty + Ty <t < T, and there exists an iterate with training loss smaller than & within T
iterations.

Proof [Proof of Lemma E.14] From Lemma E.13, for any T} + 75 < t < T, we obtain that

W) — W7 — [WEHD) — W3 > 3pLs(W) — e

o1



holds for T7 + 15 < s < t. Taking a summation, we have that

! (T1+T2) _ W+||2 W (+1) (12 o
Z Lg(W®) < W W% — |[W - W% +ne(t—Th —To + 1)
3n
s=T1+T>
oW (T1+T2) _ W2 _
S H HF — O(,,7717,’13nd710,;2)7

3n

where the second inequality is by ¢ < T and the last equality is by Lemma E.11. The inequality
above also indicates that

t

1 W T1+T2) W* 2
S LW < I 2 L&
t—T1—To+1 —TITy 37](t =Ty — 15 + 1) 3

Note that from (E.2), we already have max; ,; Bﬁl = O(nd /%), we next prove that max; , VJ( T) =

O(oo||p||). From Proposition E.10, we can define 8 = O(o||p||) such that max;, Tfyj(T1+T2 <p.

We then use mathematical induction to prove that for any ¢ < T', max;, fyj( 7 < 2f’. Suppose that

there exists Ty € [T1 + 15, T] such that max;, fyj(r < 2p' for all t € [Ty 4+ T, Ty — 1]. Then by the
update rule (C.1), we have

To—1 n

T +T: . t
) <At = LN ST o (Wl i) + ) P
s=T1+T i=1
To—1 n

< 7]({1+T2) 4 A 77”“” . ‘3,@" ) Z Z w;(t)’
s=T1+T5 1=1
To—1
<B +6n|ulP8m™ > Le(WW)
s=T1+T5

< 8+ 6nllul28m " O mind~ 0y ?) < 28

for all j € {£1} and r € [m]. Here, the second inequality is by the induction hypothesis
max; , 'yj(-tr) < 20/, the third inequality is by || < ¢, and the last inequality is by Condition 3.1.
Hence we complete the induction. |

Proposition E.15 (restatement of Proposition E.5) Under the same condition as Theorem 3.3,
(T14+T) _\Ar+12 ~

foranye >0, letT =T+ T+ L”W ! 228 w HFJ =T +Tr+ O(n_ls_lm?’no—p_zd_l), there exists

tinTy +T5 <t <T such that

Ls(WW) <e,

Meanwhile, it holds that max;,, 7](:2 = O(oo||pl]), max; ;. ; |£7 ”| = O(nd='2) for all Ty + Ty <t < T.
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Proof [Proof of Proposition E.15] From Lemma E.14, it holds that maxjrfy](? = O(oo||p|]),

max i |£7”| = O(nd 1/2) for all T} + T» < t < T. Moreover, we can see that there exists a
t € [Ty + T, T1], such that

Ls(W®) < ¢,

The proof of Proposition E.15 is completed. |

E.4 Proof of Theorem 3.3

From Proposition E.15, for any € > 0, let
T=T1+1T5+ 5(77*1571771371),
there exists ¢t in T7 + 715 < t < T such that
Ls(WW) < ¢/(7202d).

Lemma C.3 completes the convergence of training gradient. For the specific time ¢, we also have
that

) q_ (0) (t) s
m3X||W+1,rH = max ’W+1r +7+1r”u|‘2 +Z +17“z||€ ||2 + Z “”Hﬁ 12

& w® t _M ‘
> max A T max | \Wiir +’Y+1,7~HMH2 T Z’OHMHg
0 1
) (€is i) |° & 1
] 3 e | — O+ oom®) - Sl
i1,i2=1 s '
. _2(t) 7(75) <£z1>€lz> 2 . 6 —14-1 \/g
e Z A e >l P, Ple,E| ~ o0 oo

" 11712
>\/4/ 02d) — 0.3/(02d) — O(no, 'd ! + ogopVd) > 1.907, 1d 12,

Here, the first 1nequahty is by triangle inequality, the second inequality is by triangle inequality

and maxﬂfyj(z = O(0og||p])) in Proposition E.14, the second equality is by (E.2) which shows

max; ,; ‘Bgm‘ = O(nd 1/2) the third inequality comes from the reason that the part iy # iy is
negligible to the main term 1/ (agd), and the last inequality is by Condition 3.1 which assumes oy

small enough. Similarly we have that max, Hw(_t)er > 1.9051d*1/2.
Given a new test data (x,y), it holds that

y- fWO, yz (Wil ) +o((wifh €)= £ 3 o((w ) +o((w . €)

— O(oo|ul| + o00,Vd) + - Z W ,,6) —a((w,,8)).
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We have

Py (- FIWW, %) <0) = 2 Py (y - (WY, x) < Oly = 1) + %P@c,y)(y fWW x) <0y = —1)
P(2 3 (o€ ~ o)) < ~Olouoy V) )

#5723 (0w, €) -~ o(w),.6) < ~Olevo, D))

1 1
=3 (1= P (|5 X (8 - o . ) | < Oleno, ) )
r=1
1 1
==-— P
2 W =501
Here, the first inequality is by P(X < 0) > P(X < —a) for any a > 0, and the o(1) is by the

1/2

normal assumption of &, max, HW(_t)1 I, max;, ngf)l I >1.90,1d"1/% and oy small enough assumed

in Condition 3.1. We thus complete the proof.
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