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Abstract

The lottery ticket hypothesis (LTH) has increased attention to pruning neural
networks at initialization. We study this problem in the linear setting. We show
that finding a sparse mask at initialization is equivalent to the sketching problem
introduced for efficient matrix multiplication. This gives us tools to analyze the
LTH problem and gain insights into it. Specifically, using the mask found at
initialization, we bound the approximation error of the pruned linear model at the
end of training. We theoretically justify previous empirical evidence that the search
for sparse networks may be data independent. By using the sketching perspective,
we suggest a generic improvement to existing algorithms for pruning at initialization,
which we show to be beneficial in the data-independent case.

1 Introduction

Pruning a neural network at initialization, where weights are removed ahead of training, with
minimal harm to network performance can be beneficial for training efficiency. It can also be
used to gain insights into neural network training and expressivity as a whole. According to
the lottery ticket hypothesis (LTH) [23], a network may contain extremely sparse subnetworks at
initialization that achieve comparable or even better performance when trained in isolation. The
original algorithm suggested for finding the winning ticket was inefficient and required multiple
trainings until convergence. Others, however, suggested pruning at initialization in a more efficient
manner [39, 61, 63, 17, 2, 38].

Most works propose scoring functions for finding a subnetwork at initialization that rely on the
specific data and task at hand [39, 63, 17, 2]. Yet, evidence suggests that the winning lottery ticket
is independent of data. Specifically, it has been shown that the winning ticket can be transferred
between datasets and tasks [19, 47, 13, 57]. Moreover, previous work has shown that pruning methods
can have good performance with corrupted training data [60]. Furthermore, the work of SynFlow
has demonstrated that a network can even be pruned at initialization without the use of data and a
task-specific loss [61].

In this work, we aim at explaining the success of LTH in the unsupervised setting without data.
Previous theoretical analysis focused on a stronger version of the LTH [56]. According to the study,
deep neural networks have a sparse subnetwork capable of good performance even without training in
a supervised setting. Specifically, they show that for a given deep neural network (DNN) architecture,
initialization and target data (with labels), there is a subnetwork that achieves high accuracy without
the need to train. The theoretical explanation for the strong LTH is developed by estimating the
function produced by the large and dense network using only the sparse subnetworks in it [43, 55].
This result was further generalized and it has been shown that the initialization can be compatible
with a set of functions over the training set [10]. While the above results provide an intriguing
explanation for the success of LTH in the supervised case, their explanation for the existence of the
mask assumes the data is available for performing the pruning and that no training is required. Our
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study, on the other hand, focuses on the unsupervised setting, where pruning is performed using
random data and applied to other parameters than the ones at initialization (possibly after training).

For our analysis, we draw a connection between pruning at initialization and a well known sketching
algorithm [18]. Originally, the algorithm was suggested for efficient matrix multiplication while
minimizing the error of the multiplication approximation. We choose to focus on the linear case and
analyse it in order to gain insights into the general case, which is a common practice when analyzing
neural networks [4, 9, 58, 5, 40, 3, 50, 68].

The key observation in our work is that in the linear case, the sketching algorithm corresponds to
the pruning at initialization problem. Based on this relationship, we extend the sketching analysis of
the approximation error at initialization for the case of an unknown vector. In our case, this vector
can be interpreted as the learned vector at the end of training. We focus on the correspondence
between sketching and pruning without data. This allows us to analyze the performance of pruning
algorithms that operates in the unsupervised regime, i.e., without labeled training data. We develop
a bound that shows that the error in pruning without data depends on the distance between the
weights of the linear network at initialization and at the end of training.

This distance is known to be small in practical NNs and especially in the Neural Tanget Kernel
(NTK) regime [37, 32, 6], where the network width grows to infinity. Under common assumptions
in NTK settings, we consider network output features as linear random features. Based on these
assumptions, we prove that the mask found by sketching also approximates the network output
features.

Equipped with the theoretical results, we turn to study practical algorithms for the problem of
pruning at initialization without data. We consider the state-of-the-art and unsupervised SynFlow
method and show that in the linear case it bears great similarity to sketching when is applied with a
random vector. This provides us with a possible explanation for SynFlow’s success. We also analyse
the connection of the supervised SNIP method to sketching and use it to suggest an unsupervised
version of SNIP.

The relations we draw also suggest that successful pruning is highly correlated with selecting weights
that have large magnitude at initialization. We empirically validate our findings for both SynFlow
and the iterative magnitude pruning (IMP) algorithm (the method suggested in the original LTH
work) showing that they both have the tendency to maintain large magnitude weights after pruning.

To further validate our analysis with random data, we show that for various known pruning algorithms
that make use of the input data [23, 63, 39] that their performance only mildly degrades when the
input is replaced with completely random input. This stands in line with previous evidence that
pruning methods do not exploit the data [60].

Based on the above results, we suggest a general improvement to existing pruning algorithms in the
unsupervised case. Instead of pruning weights by removing the lowest scores, sketching masks are
randomized based on some probability. We test the effect of replacing the strict threshold criterion of
pruning with a randomized one in which the mask is sampled based on the pruning method scoring.
This strategy shows improvement in most cases for various network architectures and datasets,
namely, CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100 [35] and Tiny-ImageNet [66].

2 Related Work

The main research approach for pruning deep neural networks follows the train→prune→fine-tune
pipeline [49, 46, 36, 29, 28, 27]. Those methods require training until convergence, then pruning and
finally fine tuning. Thus, they have the ability to save computations at inference time. Another
approach for pruning is sparsifying the model during training where training and pruning are
performed simultaneously [12, 11, 42, 8, 45, 48, and more]. In this case, the fine tuning stage is
omitted. Those methods have limited ability to improve training efficiency and the gain is mainly
for inference time. Lastly, pruning at initialization, which is our focus, aims to zero parameters at
initialization. Such methods can improve efficiency in parameters for both training and inference
[19]. Additionally, it can be used for neural architecture search [44, 64, 1] and for gaining a deeper
theoretical understanding of DNN [7].

2



In this work, we discuss pruning network by simply zeroing weights (unstructured pruning). Yet,
another approach is to remove complete neurons of the network (structured pruning) [52, 33, 15, 14]
(for a comprehensive survey see [51]). These methods generally include more parameters than
unstructured ones but are usually more beneficial for computational time on standard hardware.
However, unstructured pruned models also have this advantages as it can lead to reduced computations
for some hardware while maintaining a low number of parameters [19]. In addition, a method originally
presented for unstructured pruning that employs scoring has been extended for structured pruning
at initialization [62]. Therefore, the concepts presented in this work can potentially be extended to
structured pruning as well.

Due to the exponential search space, pruning DNNs at initialization is a challenging task. Before
LTH, it was suggested to use SNIP which prunes the NN while maintaining its connectivity according
to the magnitude of the gradient [39]. SNIP has been improved by using it iteratively [17] or by
applying it after a few training steps [2]. It was proposed to improve the signal propagation in
the DNN at initialization [38] and to find a mask while preserving gradient flow using the Hessian
matrix [63]. A sparse pruning algorithm for high-dimensional manifolds is included in [70], as well
as a theoretical validation of subnetworks’ viability. Those methods rely on the gradient of their
parameters w.r.t. the input data. Yet, a study found that some of these hardly exploit information
from the training data [60] hinting that it may not be required for finding good sparse subnetworks.
Another work, relaxed the need for supervision and employed a teacher-student model with unlabeled
data [41].

The lottery ticket hypothesis (LTH) [23] has led to an increased interest in sparse neural networks.
The original study suggested an exhaustive and supervised algorithm for finding the winning ticket.
There are works which reduce the dependency on data when searching for the winning ticket. It
was demonstrated that looking for tickets at early stages of training, prior to convergence, leads to
improved performance and saves computational overhead [67, 31, 24]. It was further shown that
training the LT with partial datasets leads to decent winning tickets [71]. Early pruning has been
theoretically proven to be beneficial [65]. Together with other pruning methods at initialization, it
was shown that the winning tickets do not rely heavily on training data [60].

Other works demonstrated the generality of the winning ticket and showed that a single pruned
network can be transferred across datasets and achieve good performance after fine-tuning [19, 47, 13]
and even that LT can be used for non-natural datasets [57]. The existence of universal winning
tickets that fit multiple functions was shown theoretically in [10]. LTH was strengthened and it
was suggested that a sparse subnetwork within the neural network initialization has high accuracy
without training [56]. The strong LTH was later theoretically studied [43, 55, 53, 20, 21]. Note that
strong LTH requires a larger network before pruning. This was relaxed by initializing the weights
iteratively [16]. These works only bound the approximation error at initialization and assume labeled
data.

SynFlow [61], a prominent method proposed for pruning at initialization, and is not data or task
dependent. We examine in our study its equivalence to a sketching method when the input data to
SynFlow is random rather than a vector of all ones. Additionally, other research on SynFlow proposed
to examine active paths in networks at initialization [54, 25] and established data independent pruning
methods. They formulate their method according to paths in the neural tangent kernel.

We establish equivalence between the sketching problem and pruning. To this end, we use a well
known Monte-Carlo technique for efficient approximation of matrix multiplication and compression
designed for handling large matrices [18]. We analyze network pruning methods through the ‘sketching
lens’, which leads to an approximation error bound of the mask at initialization. The type of result
is similar to the bounds of approximation for the strong LTH but using a different proof technique
that analyze the unsupervised and “weak” case.

3 Sketching and Pruning at Initialization

Notations. The input data we aim to model is xi ∈ Rd for i = 1, ..., n and respectively each example
has its label yi ∈ R. We relate to the input as a matrix X ∈ Rd×n where xi are its columns and
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y ∈ Rn is the vector containing the labels. The ith row in a matrix A is denoted as A(i) and the ith
column as A(i). Unless otherwise stated, ∥x∥ is the Euclidean norm of x.

Problem statement. In this work, we relate to linear features where we aim to find vector that
approximate the data, i.e. w such that XTw ≃ y. Our main interest is to sparsify w while minimizing
the mean squared error of the features. The optimization problem can be written as

min
m,s.t.∥m∥0≤s

∥XTw −XT (w ⊙m)∥, (1)

where ∥·∥0 is the number of non-zeros in m and ⊙ stands for entry-wise multiplication. Clearly, when
the mask is applied to a vector, it holds that ∥w ⊙m∥0 ≤ s.

Connection of sketching and pruning at initialization. We focus on a sketching approach
presented initially for efficient matrix multiplication [18]. The goal in it is multiplying only a small
subset of columns and rows, while harming the approximation accuracy as little as possible. The
main contribution of the approach is in the way this subset is chosen. We adapt it to match the
linear features settings, where the matrix multiplication is reduced to be a multiplication of given
input X ∈ Rd×n and a vector w ∈ Rd. This results in the linear features XTw.

Algorithm 1 Sketching for mask [18].

Input: Probability p ∈ Rd and den-
sity s ∈ Z+.
Initialization Set mask m = 0.
for t = 1, ..., s do
it ∼ p
mit = mit +

1
spit

end for
Output: The mask m.

Note that choosing rows/columns in matrix multiplication
is equivalent to choosing a mask for entries in w for matrix-
vector multiplication. Given a choice of the entries, the
entries that are compatible with the mask are non-zero while
others are zero. The zero entries in m leads to ignoring whole
columns in the matrix. For example, the approximation of
the multiplication of a matrix A with the vector b masked
with m satisfies Ab ≃ A(b ⊙ m) = A({i,mi ̸=0})b({i,mi ̸=0}).
This means that any sketching algorithm that compresses
matrix multiplication by selecting rows/columns can also be
used as a masking procedure for a vector in matrix-vector
multiplication.

In order to find a mask m for the vector w as described in the problem statement (Equation (1)), we
use the sketching algorithm presented in Algorithm 1. The algorithm samples an entry randomly
according to the distribution p and sets this entry to be non-zero until the desired density is achieved.
Note that the indices it are sampled i.i.d. with return and that the distribution of p is used both
for sampling and scaling. Due to the possibility of sampling the same entry more than once, the
resulting m has granularity of ∥m∥0 ≤ s and it is not necessarily holds that ∥m∥0 = s. Additionally,
not all non-zero entries in the mask are equal.

By [18, Lemma 4] (restated in Lemma 4.1), the optimal probability for minimizing the error is

Pr
w,X

[i] =
∥X(i)∥|wi|∑d
j=1∥X(j)∥|wj |

, i = 1, ..., d. (2)

The probability is proportional to the norms of the rows of X, and it corresponds to a specific entry
at each example xk across all inputs, k = 1, ..., n. Recall that X(i) ∈ Rn. Thus, masking an entry i
in w means ignoring all the ith entries in the data xk, k = 1, ..., n. Note that when sampling with (2)
it is more likely to choose weights with larger magnitudes given the data. Figures 1a and 2 show
empirically that DNNs’ pruning methods also tend to keep higher magnitude weights.

4 Pruning Approximation Error

Using the relationship between pruning and sketching drawn in Section 3, we can use the analysis
tools from sketching for examining the properties of pruning. All proofs are in the Appendix B.

In pruning at initialization, the initial vector w0 is used for finding the mask, and then we approximate
the features with the same mask and another unknown vector w⋆. Typically, w⋆ is the learned weights
at the end of training. The features are XTw⋆ and we aim to minimize ∥XTw⋆ −XT (w⋆ ⊙m)∥.
Note that since m is chosen randomly we bound the expected value of the approximation error.
For simplicity, we use the notation of p0i = Prw0,X [i] as detailed in Equation (2). p0 is the optimal
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(a) Weights histogram in sparse subnetworks at initialization for
VGG-19 and CIFAR-10. Note that SynFlow and IMP have bias to
large magnitude weights compared to a uniformly random mask.
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Figure 2: Winning tickets norms vs. random tickets with Fashion-MNIST and a fully connected NN.

probability to sample the mask at initialization. In our analysis, X may be given or randomly
distributed while the weighting w is assumed to be known.

First, we present a simplified version of the one found in the original sketching paper [18] assuming
the data X are given. We rephrase the lemma to match the vector-matrix multiplication case.
Lemma 4.1. [Simplified version of [18, Lemma 4]] Suppose X ∈ Rd×n, w0 ∈ Rd and s ∈ Z+ then
using Algorithm 1 with p0 for m then the error is

Em|X

[
∥XTw0 −XT (w0 ⊙m)∥2

]
=

1

s

(
d∑

k=1

∥X(k)∥|w0
k|

)2

− 1

s
∥XTw0∥

The lemma bounds the error of sparse approximation at initialization when the data is given. It
is proportional to 1

s , which means that as the density of the mask grows the error decreases, as
expected. This connection will be consistent throughout our analysis. Next, we establish a bound of
the error when X is drawn from a normal i.i.d. distribution, where we also observe this behavior.
Lemma 4.2. Suppose X ∈ Rd×n ∼ 1√

n
N (0, I), w0 ∈ Rd and s ∈ Z+ then when using Algorithm 1

with p0 for drawing m, the error can be bounded as follows

EX

[
∥XTw0 −XT (w0 ⊙m)∥2

]
≤ 1

s
∥w0∥2.

Note that the above error bounds holds at initialization. Yet, in the pruning at initialization setting,
unlike matrix multiplication, we do not aim to apply a mask on a known parameter w0 but on some
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Table 1: Accuracy results for vanilla SynFlow [61], SynFlow with χ distributed input and with mask
randomization; and accuracy results for SNIP [39] with normal random data, sparse input data and
mask randomization. Above are results with CIFAR-10 and below are results with CIFAR-100.

Model Density SynFlow SynFlow + χ
SynFlow +
rand. mask

SynFlow +
rand. mask + χ

SNIP +
normal data

SNIP +
rand. mask +
normal. data

SNIP +
sparse data

SNIP +
sparse data +
rand. mask

VGG-19
10% 93.01 ± 0.19 93.12 ± 0.12 93.06 ± 0.12 93.12 ± 0.18 92.15 ± 0.07 92.55 ± 0.57 92.85 ± 0.06 93.16 ± 0.36
5% 92.68 ± 0.11 92.52 ± 0.20 92.44 ± 0.11 92.63 ± 0.2 91.53 ± 0.04 92.18 ± 0.78 92.02 ± 0.18 92.79 ± 0.78
2% 91.68 ± 0.28 91.32 ± 0.11 91.63 ± 0.16 91.71 ± 0.28 90.35 ± 0.31 91.04 ± 0.14 90.97 ± 0.11 92.03 ± 0.91

ResNet-20
10% 86.55 ± 0.18 86.70 ± 0.32 86.74 ± 0.22 86.59 ± 0.29 85.69 ± 0.37 86.77 ± 0.41 85.85 ± 0.07 87.02 ± 0.65
5% 83.19 ± 0.36 83.28 ± 0.31 83.55 ± 0.38 83.45 ± 0.42 82.37 ± 0.69 83.59 ± 0.4 82.29 ± 0.01 83.72 ± 0.73
2% 77.06 ± 0.35 77.10 ± 0.12 77.74 ± 0.51 77.74 ± 0.43 77.2 ± 0.56 78.99 ± 0.73 76.98 ± 0.66 79.39 ± 0.49

VGG-19
10% 69.90 ±0.26 69.84 ± 0.15 69.97 ±0.43 70.24±0.29 72.75±0.22 72.67 ± 0.01 72.13 ± 0.08 72.49 ± 0.33
5% 68.25 ±0.66 68.39 ± 0.31 68.65 ±0.33 68.32±0.08 71.48±0.72 71.34 ± 0.03 71.05 ± 0.11 71.51 ± 0.45
2% 65.98 ±0.38 65.68 ± 0.23 65.87 ±0.50 66.00±0.22 1.00 1.00 48.48 ± 13.88 53.05 ±15.38

ResNet-20
10% 50.66 ±0.78 50.97 ± 0.51 52.29 ±0.64 51.80±0.60 66.90±0.33 67.11 ± 0.62 67.32±0.13 67.52 ± 0.10
5% 41.12 ±0.92 40.87 ± 0.76 42.92 ±0.53 42.44±0.48 60.97±0.45 61.03 ± 0.03 61.94±0.60 62.68 ± 0.32
2% 23.39 ±1.04 23.52 ± 0.27 24.89 ±0.75 24.35±0.72 47.61±4.15 48.86 ± 0.07 50.30±0.04 51.76 ± 0.36

unknown parameter w⋆ established after a learning procedure. Thus, we bound the approximation
error with the mask when we apply it to some unknown vector w⋆ and normally distributed data.

Before we establish our main result, we provide a lemma regarding the error, when the mask is found
with some initial vector w0 and data X̃ but applied on other input data X and weight vector w⋆.
Lemma 4.3. Suppose X, X̃ ∈ Rd×n, w0, w⋆ ∈ Rd and s ∈ Z+ then when using Algorithm 1 with p0

and X̃ for m, the error can be bounded as follows

Em

[
∥XTw⋆ −XT (w⋆ ⊙m)∥2

]
≤ 1

s

d∑
k=1

∑d
j=1∥X̃(j)∥|w0

j |
∥X̃(k)∥|w0

k|
∥X(k)∥

2
w⋆

k
2

Next, we show the main result about the error of the mask for unknown parameters and random
data.
Theorem 4.4. Suppose X ∈ Rd×n ∼ 1√

n
N (0, I), w0, w⋆ ∈ Rd and s ∈ Z+ then when using

Algorithm 1 with p0 for m the error can be bounded as follows

EX

[
∥XTw⋆ −XT (w⋆ ⊙m)∥2

]
≤ 1

s
∥w0∥1

(
∥w⋆ − w0∥2

∥w0∥∞
+ 2∥w⋆ − w0∥1 + ∥w0∥1

)
.

To ensure that the bound of Theorem 4.4 is meaningful, we compare it to a simple baseline: The
error bound when the mask is sampled uniformly at random.
Lemma 4.5. Suppose X ∈ Rd×n ∼ 1√

n
N (0, I), w0 ∈ Rd and s ∈ Z+. Then when choosing m

uniformly at random the error can be bounded as follows

EX

[
∥XTw⋆ −XT (w⋆ ⊙m)∥2

]
≤ d

s
∥w⋆∥2 =

d

s

(
∥w⋆ − w0∥2 + 2w⋆Tw0

)
− d

s
∥w0∥2.

According to Lemma 4.5, we have an additional dimension factor d that is avoided in Theorem 4.4.
Note that Theorem 4.4 bounds the expected error only as a function of the distance between the
final vector w⋆, w0 and the properties of the initialization. In Section 7, we use the claim that DNNs
under common NTK assumptions do not change much during training. Thus, the error bound is
reasonable.

5 SynFlow and Sketching

In this section we analyse theoretically the connection between SynFlow [61] and sketching in the
linear case. We calculate the scores given by SynFlow and treat them as probabilities.

SynFlow performs a forward pass on the model with a vector of ones as input and the absolute
values of the initialized parameters. The scores are then calculated after summing up all the output
features:

RSF = 1T f(1; |w|), (3)
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where 1 is an all-one vector and the multiplication with it leads to summing all outputs. In order to
establish the connection to sketching, we analyse SynFlow scores with ∥X(i)∥ as input instead of 1:

RSF = 1T f(∥X(i)∥; |w|). (4)

Note that in the linear model case, where w ∈ Rd, it holds that

RSF =
(
∥X(1)∥, ∥X(2)∥, ..., ∥X(i)∥, ..., ∥X(d)∥

)
|w|.

Hence, it turns out that the SynFlow score for each weight in w is:

∂RSF

∂|w|i
⊙ |w|i = ∥X(i)∥|w|i,

which yields that when looking at the scores as a distribution pi ∝ ∥X(i)∥|w|i. Note that in sketching,
the probability p0i , as defined in Equation (2), is proportional to the same term and yields the
lowest expected approximation error [18]. Thus, it means that in the linear features setting the
SynFlow scores and the optimal probability for sketching share the same properties. Hence, if one
uses randomization over the mask with SynFlow scores as in Algorithm 1, we get the sketching
algorithm. Since we established the equivalence between sketching and SynFlow, all the claims
in Section 4 hold for it in the linear case. Note that in Theorem 4.4, we assume random normal
data as input. According to Equation (4), SynFlow inputs are

√∑n
i=1

1
nx

2
i , where xi are random

normal, which implies a χ distribution vector for its input. To summarize, the relation to sketching
suggests that we should apply SynFlow with random sampling and χ distribution for its input. We
demonstrate the advantage of this approach in Section 8. Sample the entries based on p have the
same computation complexity as finding the weights with the largest s scores.

6 SNIP and Sketching

In this section we turn to analyze another well-known method of pruning at initialization named
SNIP [39], which aims to estimate the importance of each weight according to its magnitude and
gradient magnitude at initialization. The magnitude of the gradient is calculated with respect to
input data, D. SNIP assigns the following saliency score of mask at index j:

gj(w;D) =

∣∣∣∣∂L(m⊙ w;D)

∂mj

∣∣∣∣,
where L is the loss used for training and the value of the mask before pruning is 1 in all its entries.
We analyse the case of ℓ1 loss for inputs X. Previously, a statistical justification for using ℓ1 loss for
DNN classification was proven [34] and it was further shown that using ℓ1 loss can be beneficial for
robust classification [26]. The weights’ sailency score in the linear model is

gj(w;X, y) =
1

n

∣∣∣∣∂∑n
i=1|xT

i (w ⊙m− yi)|
∂mj

∣∣∣∣ = 1

n
|wj |

∣∣∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

sign(xT
i w − yi)xij

∣∣∣∣∣.
For data which has only one non-zero entry in each row of X, i.e. ∥X(j)∥0 = 1, it holds that the

induces probability is pj =
|wj ||xij, s.t. xij ̸=0|∑d

k=1|wk||xik, s.t. xik ̸=0|
=

|wj |∥X(j)∥∑d
k=1|wk|∥X(k)∥

. The induced probability in this
case is optimal from a sketching perspective. Thus, in the unsupervised case, we should apply SNIP
with random sparse data and random sampling of the mask. We validate this conclusion empirically
in Section 8.

7 Neural Tangent Kernel Pruning

We turn to apply our sketching results to the NTK regime [37, 32, 6], which was introduced for
examining the training dynamics of DNNs. Under infinite width assumption, the gradient descent
steps over a DNN become analytically tractable and similar to learning with a known kernel.

7



Table 2: Accuracy results with GraSP [63] and Iterative Magnitude Pruning (IMP) [23] with random
data used for pruning and mask randomization that replaces the thresholding. Reported accuracy
results with CIFAR-10 (top) and CIFAR-100 (bottom). We provide the supervised version of the
methods as reference and we boldface the best method with random data.

Model VGG-19 ResNet-20
Density 10% 5% 2% 10% 5% 2%

Random 91.14 ± 0.08 89.24 ± 0.22 86.28 ± 0.04 85.04 ± 0.12 72.08 ± 1.38 10.0
Magnitude 93.05 ± 0.22 92.23 ± 0.9 91.28 ± 0.43 84.88 ± 0.7 81.97 ± 0.52 75.15 ± 0.86

GraSP (supervised) 92.21 ± 0.69 91.68 ± 1.21 90.92 ± 1.28 87.28 ± 0.04 84.37 ± 0.21 79.53 ± 0.06
GraSP + normal data 92.23 ± 0.95 91.23 ± 0.91 90.9 ± 1.63 86.3 ± 0.46 83.61 ± 0.13 79.59 ± 0.1

GraSP + normal data + rand. mask 92.12 ± 0.88 91.57 ± 1.1 91.22 ± 1.08 86.59 ± 0.29 84.35 ± 1.34 78.36 ± 0.16

IMP (supervised) 93.56 ± 0.19 92.64 ± 0.19 89.63 ± 1.57 89.63 ± 0.24 85.99 ± 1.3 82.46 ± 0.73
IMP+rand. data 91.53 ± 0.32 91.42 ± 0.19 90.58 ± 0.69 85.46 ± 0.11 83.07 ± 0.11 77.97 ± 0.04

IMP+rand. data+rand mask 91.57 ± 0.03 91.45 ± 0.12 90.55 ± 0.7 85.5 ± 0.15 82.77 ± 0.13 77.54 ± 0.49

Random 66.02 ± 0.13 62.7 ± 0.57 58.28 ± 0.25 51.09 ± 0.43 26.61 ± 3.51 1.0 ± 0.0
Magnitude 69.43 ± 0.49 68.09 ± 0.21 65.18 ±0.47 52.03 ± 0.24 45.64 ± 0.4 32.9 ± 0.65

GraSP (supervised) 70.64 ± 0.43 70.03 ± 0.55 67.78 ± 0.42 67.24 ± 0.23 63.08 ± 0.33 53.18 ± 0.94
GraSP+normal data 70.52 ± 0.18 70.06 ± 0.29 68.07 ± 0.16 67.37 ± 0.02 63.66 ± 0.06 54.15 ± 0.63

GraSP+normal data+rand. mask 71.15 ± 0.32 70.08 ± 0.01 68.53 ± 0.18 67.39 ± 0.46 64.34 ± 0.15 53.79 ± 0.16

IMP (supervised) 70.88 ± 0.96 69.87 ± 1.28 67.9 ± 1.36 58.38 ± 2.97 50.39 ± 0.16 40.88 ± 0.22
IMP + rand. data 66.84 ± 0.16 66.23 ± 0.17 54.81 ± 6.87 51.66 ± 0.68 43.84 ± 0.17 32.92 ± 0.65

IMP + rand. data + rand. mask 67.1 ± 0.21 65.3 ± 0.23 59.05 ± 0.14 52.05 ± 0.6 44.68 ± 0.38 33.37 ± 0.74

The NTK assumptions allows representing the DNN features in a linearized manner. Hence, we can
apply our previous results with sketching. Before doing that we provide some basic NTK definitions.

NTK definitions. We use the same notations as appeared in [37]: θt ∈ Rd is the vectorization of the
parameters at time t; ft(x) ∈ Rm is the output of the model at time t; (X ,Y) are the input vectors
and labels (we assume that Yi ∈ R); ft(X ) is a concatenation of all outputs; n is the notion of width
of the model; J(θt) = ∇θft(X ) ∈ R|X |m×d is the Jacobian; Θ̂t = ∇θft(X )∇θft(X )T = 1

nJ(θt)J(θt)
T

is the empirical NTK. We refer to the analytic kernel as Θ = limn→∞ Θ̂0.

For the claims in [37] to hold we use assumptions that are based on the original paper: (i) The
empirical NTK converges in probability to the analytic NTK: Θ̂0 →n→∞ Θ; (ii) The analytic NTK
Θ is full rank. 0 < λmin ≤ λmax < ∞ and let ηcritical = 2(λmin + λmax)

−1; (iii) (X ,Y) is a compact
set and for x, x̃ ∈ X , x ̸= x̃; and (iv) The Jacobian is locally Lipschitz as defined in Definition 7.1
(originally stated in [37, Lemma 2]):
Definition 7.1 (Local Lipschitzness of the Jacobian). Denote B(θ0, C) = {θ : ∥θ − θ0∥ ≤ C}. The
Jacobian is locally Lipschitz if there exists K > 0 such that for every C > 0, with high probability
over random initialization the following holds for θ, θ̃ ∈ B(θ0, C)

∥J(θ)− J(θ̃)∥F ≤ K∥θ − θ̃∥ and ∥J(θ)∥F ≤ K.

Note that local Lipschitzness constants are usually determined by the DNN activation functions.

NTK Pruning. We focus on the linearized approximation f lin
t (x) = ∇θtft(x)θt of the model

features. We aim to find a mask to apply on θt according to the linear features of the network at
initialization, f lin

0 (X ) and θ0, using sketching as in Algorithm 1. Thus, we can use our previous
analysis to bound the error induced by the mask on the features at time t, f lin

t (x). The following
theorem relies on the NTK bounds in [37, Theorem G.4]. Our theorem proof is in Appendix B.6.

Theorem 7.2. Under assumptions [i-iv], δ0 > 0 and η0 ≤ ηcritical, let F (A) =
∑d

i=1
1

∥A(i)∥ and
m ∈ Rd be a s-dense mask found with Algorithm 1 with p according to f lin

0 (X ) and θ0 (Equation (2)).
Then there exist R0 > 0, K > 1 such that for every n ≥ N the following holds with probability
> 1− δ0 over random initialization when applying GD with learning rate of η0:

Em

[
∥f lin

t (X )−∇θtft(X )(θt ⊙m)∥2
]

≤ 1

s
K3∥θ0∥1F (J(θ0))

(
∥θ0∥1 + F (θ0)

9K4R2
0

λ2
min

+ 6
√
d
K3R0

λmin

)
.

Note that for a mask density of s = O(
√
d), the error of using the mask at time t only depends on

the initialization and constants from the NTK assumptions. Additionally, ∇θtft(X )(θt ⊙m) are the
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masked linearized outputs of the model at time t. We prove the above theorem using the bound on
the Jacobian norm and the claim that under the conditions of [37, Theorem G.4] it is guaranteed that
the distance of the parameters at time t, θt, from the parameters at initialization, θ0, is bounded.

8 Experiments

We study our theoretical insights empirically on sparse DNNs. We tested multiple pruning at
initialization methods: SynFlow [61], SNIP [39], GraSP [63] and Iterative Magnitude Purning (IMP),
the algorithm suggested for finding the winning lottery ticket [23].

Table 3: Result with SynFlow and mask
randomization for Tiny-ImageNet.

Model Density SynFlow SynFlow +
random mask

ResNet-18
10% 58.3 60.64
5% 57.63 58.57
2% 54.62 55.56

WideResNet
10% 59.25 60.22
5% 57.49 58.84
2% 54.8 55.54

We use CIFAR-10/100 [35] and Tiny-ImageNet [66] with
VGG-19 [59], ResNet-20 [30] and WideResNet-20-32 [69].
We employ SGD with momentum, batch size 128, and
learning rate 0.1 multiplied by 0.1 after epoch 80 and 120.
We train the models for 160 epochs with weight decay
10−4. For Tiny-ImageNet, we use a modified version of
ResNet-18 and WideResNet-18. Our code is based on the
repositories of [22, 61, 60]. All the experiments performed
on a single NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2080 Ti.

We found the SynFlow mask using 100 iterations. We
employ SNIP and GraSP with batch size of 256. For IMP,
we use 1000 iterations of warmup for VGG-19 and 2000
iterations for ResNet-20 with CIFAR-10 and 6000 for CIFAR-100 with ResNet20. In the unsupervised
experiments, we examples are drawn from a normal distribution with the same expectation and
standard deviation of the original dataset. All the results include the average and standard deviation
of 3 different seeds.

The mask randomization is performed in three steps. The first is to compute the threshold according
to the number of desired remaining weights. The second is to compute the number of remaining
weights within each layer with respect to hard thresholding. Finally, the third step is to randomly
select a mask for each layer according to the granularity found in the previous step and the scores of
the pruning method. We randomize the mask in this manner due to computational limitations.

Figure 1a shows that the magnitudes of the weights chosen by SynFlow and IMP are larger than
a uniform random choice of parameters. Note that SynFlow has a stronger bias towards larger
magnitudes than IMP. Figure 2 presents a case, where the IMP mask has an extremely high norms
compared to random masks and the high norm is maintained across sparsities. We test the effect of
randomizing the mask on the chosen scores. Figure 1b presents a comparison of the histogram of
scores of weights chosen with SynFlow with and without randomization compared to the distribution
of all the scores in the network. We report the scores of VGG-19 with CIFAR-10 and for simplicity
we present the results only on a subset of 1000 weights chosen uniformly at random.

To show the effect of changes used in the theoretical analysis we tested SynFlow with mask ran-
domization and replacing the all-one vector with χ distributed random data. We generate the χ
distribution according to the ℓ2 norms of a vector with normally distributed variables and dimension
n = 128. We randomize data at each pruning iteration. In order to validate empirically the conclusion
in Section 6 for the relation between SNIP and sketching, we tested SNIP with sparse random data.
We choose randomly for each input pixel location, a single image in the batch where the pixel is
non-zero. Note that the images are drawn from a normal distribution and are not natural images.
Table 1 shows that replacing the thresholding with a random mask and replacing the input with the
distribution derived from our analysis improve results in most cases when compared to the original
SynFlow and naive data-independent SNIP. For SynFlow, the use of mask randomization leads to
improved performance. The combination of sparse data and mask randomization leads to superior
accuracy for SNIP. It suggests that our sampling of mask and data can be used and improve other
pruning methods based on it, e.g. [2, 17]. Additional results with the original supervised SNIP found
in the Appendix A. Most accuracy results with random masks and sparse data outperform SNIP
even with labeled input.
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Our claim that finding a good sparse subnetwork at initialization does not necessarily depend on the
data is tested by an experiment where the masks are learned with completely random input and then
retrained with real supervised data. Table 2 reports the accuracy results with CIFAR-10/100. We
can see that randomized masks produce comparable and usually better results than pruning methods
with random data. Also, it can be seen that, indeed, the performance of data dependent pruning
methods is only partially explained by the use of supervised input data, as shown in [60]. Note that
it is expected to see some degradation in accuracy since those methods are designed to work with
labeled data.

For training with Tiny-ImageNet the improvement in performance is clear with the mask randomiza-
tion inspired by sketching, see Table 3. The improvement in accuracy is around 1% for all sparsities
and architectures tested. Overall, randomizing the masks leads to a new the state-of-the-art with
SynFlow.

9 Conclusion and Future Work

This work presents and analyzes the task of pruning at initialization from the perspective of sketching.
Based on our theoretical study, we gain a new justification for the claim that good sparse subnetworks
are data independent. Additionally, we apply ideas from sketching to DNNs. Our proposed changes
can be added to existing and future pruning methods.

While we have proposed a novel connection between pruning at initialization and sketching, our
framework has some limitations. We apply our approach, only in the setting of pruning at initialization.
One might investigate our suggested approach to other settings of pruning after or during training
and structured pruning methods. In addition, we have studied only one sketching approach. We
leave for future work exploiting more complex sketching methods, which possibly can lead to new
insights and improvements to DNN pruning. Also, future research may be conducted to generalize
the rather simple linear features framework to a deeper model where the search space for the mask is
even larger. The search space in this case might be ambiguous, i.e., two different masks can lead
to the same output [72]. We believe that the relationship we draw here can be used in many other
directions besides those indicated above and contribute to DNN understanding and pruning.
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A Results with Supervised SNIP

Table 4: Accuracy results with the original supervised SNIP and unsupervised SNIP with sparse data
and mask randomization. Above are results with CIFAR-10 and below are results with CIFAR-100.

Model VGG-19 ResNet20
Density 10% 5% 2% 10% 5% 2%

SNIP (supervised) 92.62 ± 0.09 91.66 ± 0.25 90.92 ± 0.16 86.29 ± 0.92 82.55 ± 1.02 78.16 ± 0.8
SNIP + sparse data + rand. mask 93.16 ± 0.36 92.79 ± 0.78 92.03 ± 0.91 87.02 ± 0.65 83.72 ± 0.73 79.39 ± 0.49

SNIP (supervised) 71.80 ± 0.66 71.07 ± 0.23 56.05 ± 13.97 67.03 ± 0.04 61.80 ± 0.38 49.42 ± 0.65
SNIP + sparse data + rand. mask 72.49 ± 0.33 71.51 ± 0.45 53.05 ±15.38 67.52 ± 0.10 62.68 ± 0.32 51.76 ± 0.36

B Proofs for Sketching and SynFlow

In this section we include the proofs of the claims presented in the main paper regarding the SynFlow
and sketching.

B.1 Useful Lemmas and Proofs

First we present useful lemmas and proofs that are used to prove the lemmas and theorems in the
paper.

We calculate the expectation of the mask with some unknown w⋆ vector.
Lemma B.1. For m found with Algorithm 1 and p0. Then for w⋆ ∈ Rd it holds,

E
[
(XT (w⋆ ⊙m))i

]
= (XTw⋆)i

.

Lemma B.1. Fix an index i and denote the random variable Y 0⋆
t =

Xitiw
⋆
it

sp0
it

(it is random and hence

p0it is random), it holds that
∑s

t=1 Y
0⋆
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⋆
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· 1
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Sum over s random variables we have

Eit

[
(XT (w⋆ ⊙m))i

]
=

s∑
t=1

E
[
Y 0⋆
t

]
= (XTw⋆)i.

We calculate the variance of each mask entry when the mask is applied on w⋆.
Lemma B.2. For m found with Algorithm 1 with p0. Then for w⋆ ∈ Rd it holds,
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)
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Lemma B.2. According to the variance of independent variables
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)
i

]
=

s∑
t=1
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[
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t

]
=

s∑
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t ]2.

Then we focus on E[(Y 0⋆
t )2] calculation,

E[(Y 0⋆
t )2] =

d∑
k=1

(Xki)
2(w⋆

k)
2

s2p0k
.

Then the use of Lemma B.2 concludes the proof.
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B.2 Proof of Lemma 4.3

The following lemma supports Theorem 4.4 and Theorem 7.2. This lemma establish the variance
of each masked entry when the mask is found with w0 and X̃ but applied on other input data and
weight vector.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose X, X̃ ∈ Rd×n, w0, w⋆ ∈ Rd and s ∈ Z+ then when using Algorithm 1 with p0

and X̃ for m the error can be bounded

Em

[
∥XTw⋆ −XT (w⋆ ⊙m)∥2

]
=

1

s

d∑
k=1

1

p0k
∥X(k)∥

2
w⋆

k
2 − 1

s
∥XTw⋆∥2

≤ 1

s

d∑
k=1

∑d
j=1∥X̃(j)∥|w0

j |
∥X̃(k)∥|w0

k|
∥X(k)∥

2
w⋆

k
2

Proof. m is drawn i.i.d.

Em

[
∥XTw⋆ −XT (w⋆ ⊙m)∥2

]
=

n∑
i=1

Em

[
(XTw⋆ −XT (w⋆ ⊙m))2i

]
=

n∑
i=1

(XTw⋆)2i − 2(XTw⋆)iEm

[
(XT (w⋆ ⊙m))i

]
+ Em

[
(XT (w⋆ ⊙m))2i

]
Lemma B.1

=

n∑
i=1

Varm
[
(XT (w⋆ ⊙m))i

]
Lemma B.2

=
1

s

d∑
k=1

1

p0k

(
n∑

i=1

Xki
2

)
(w⋆

k)
2 − 1

s
∥XTw⋆∥2

≤ 1

s

d∑
k=1

1

p0k

(
n∑

i=1

Xki
2

)
(w⋆

k)
2

p0 definition
=

1

s

d∑
k=1

∑d
j=1∥X̃(j)∥|w0

j |
∥X̃(k)∥|w0

k|
∥X(k)∥

2
w⋆

k
2

Now, we can repeat the lemmas and theorem from the main paper and present their proofs.

B.3 Proof of Lemma 4.2

Lemma 4.2. Suppose X ∈ Rd×n ∼ 1√
n
N (0, I), w0 ∈ Rd and s ∈ Z+ then when using Algorithm 1

with p0 for m the error can be bounded

EX

[
∥XTw0 −XT (w0 ⊙m)∥2

]
≤ 1

s
∥w0∥2

16



Proof.

EX

[
∥XTw0 −XT (w0 ⊙m)∥2

]
= EX

[
Em|X

[
∥XTw0 −XT (w0 ⊙m)∥2

]]
]

Lemma 4.1
= EX

1
s

(
d∑

k=1

∥X(k)∥|w0
k|

)2

− 1

s
∥XTw0∥


≤ EX

1
s

(
d∑

k=1

∥X(k)∥|w0
k|

)2


≤ 1

s
EX

[
d∑

k=1

∥X(k)∥
2
(w0

k)
2

]

=
1

s

d∑
k=1

EX

[
∥X(k)∥

2
]
(w0

k)
2 =

n

sn
∥w0∥2

B.4 Proof of Theorem 4.4

Theorem 4.4. Suppose X ∈ Rd×n ∼ 1√
n
N (0, I), w0, w⋆ ∈ Rd and s ∈ Z+ then when using

Algorithm 1 with p0 for m the error can be bounded

EX

[
∥XTw⋆ −XT (w⋆ ⊙m)∥2

]
≤ 1

s
∥w0∥1

(
∥w⋆ − w0∥2

∥w0∥∞
+ 2∥w⋆ − w0∥1 + ∥w0∥1

)
.

Proof. We calculate the expectation over X. Since X rows are i.i.d. we replace E∥X(k)∥ in E∥X(.)∥
since for all k the norm is the same.

EX

[
∥XTw⋆ −XT (w⋆ ⊙m)∥2

]
Lemma 4.3

= EX

[
1

s

d∑
k=1

∑d
j=1∥X(j)∥|w0

j |
|w0

k|
∥X(k)∥w⋆

k
2

]

=
1

s

d∑
k=1

w⋆
k
2

EX

[
∥X(k)∥

2
]
+

1

|w0
k|
∑
j ̸=k

|w0
j |EX

[
∥X(k)∥

]
EX

[
∥X(j)∥

]
=

1

s

d∑
k=1

EX

[
∥X(.)∥

2
]
w⋆

k
2 + EX

[
∥X(.)∥

]2 w⋆
k
2

|w0
k|
∑
j ̸=k

|w0
j |

Note that according to X distribution,

EX

[
∥X(.)∥

2
]
= E

[
n∑

i=1

1

n
x2
i

]
= 1,

EX

[
∥X(.)∥

]2
=

1

n
E

√√√√ n∑
i=1

x2
i

2

=
2

n

Γ((n+ 1)/2)2

Γ(n/2)2
≤ 1.

Where Γ(·) is the gamma function.
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Calculate the result as a function of ∥w⋆ − w0∥:

1

s

d∑
k=1

w⋆
k
2 +

w⋆
k
2

|w0
k|
∑
j ̸=k

|w0
j | =

1

s

d∑
k=1

w⋆
k
2

|w0
k|

d∑
j=1

|w0
j |

=
1

s
∥w0∥1

d∑
k=1

w⋆
k

|w0
k|

=
1

s
∥w0∥1

d∑
k=1

(w⋆
k − w0

k)
2

|w0
k|

+ 2sign(w0
k)w

⋆
k − |w0

k|

≤ 1

s
∥w0∥1

(
∥w⋆ − w0∥2

∥w0∥∞
+ 2∥w⋆∥1 − ∥w0∥1

)

≤ 1

s
∥w0∥1

(
∥w⋆ − w0∥2

∥w0∥∞
+ 2∥w⋆ − w0∥1 + ∥w0∥1

)
Where the last inequality holds from the reverse triangle inequality and addition and subtraction of
∥w0∥1.

B.5 Proof of Lemma 4.5

Lemma 4.5. Suppose X ∈ Rd×n ∼ 1√
n
N (0, I), w0 ∈ Rd and s ∈ Z+, then when choosing m

uniformly at random the error can be bounded

EX

[
∥XTw⋆ −XT (w⋆ ⊙m)∥2

]
≤ d

s
∥w⋆∥2 =

d

s

(
∥w⋆ − w0∥2 + 2w⋆Tw0

)
− d

s
∥w0∥2.

Proof. This proof is in the same form as Theorem 4.4 and we start by establishing the equivalence to
Lemmas B.1 and B.2. In order to maintain the estimation of the features, when mi ̸= 0 it holds that
mi =

d
s (as stated in Algorithm 1, mi =

1
spi

).

Em

[
(XT (w⋆ ⊙m)i

]
=

s∑
t=1

1

d
(XTw⋆)i

d

s
= (XTw⋆)i

Next we analyse the variance Varm
[
(XT (w⋆ ⊙m))i

]
. Fix an index i and let Y Uni⋆

t =
Xitiw

⋆
it

spUni
it

=

dXitiw
⋆
it

s We look at

Var
[(
XT (w⋆ ⊙m)

)
i

]
=

s∑
t=1

Var
[
Y Uni⋆
t

]
=

s∑
t=1

E[(Y Uni⋆
t )2]− E[Y Uni⋆

t ]2.

Em

[
Y Uni⋆
t

2
]
=

d∑
k=1

X2
ki(w

⋆
k)

2

s

d

s

Overall we can conclude that

Varm
[
(XT (w⋆ ⊙m))i

]
=

d

s

d∑
k=1

X2
ki(w

⋆
k)

2 − 1

s
(XTw⋆)2i .

Finally we calculate the expectation over X and we have

EX,m

[
∥XTw⋆ −XT (w⋆ ⊙m)∥

]
≤ d

s
∥w⋆∥2 =

d

s

(
∥w⋆ − w0∥2 + 2w⋆Tw0

)
− d

s
∥w0∥2
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B.6 Proof of Theorem 7.2

Theorem 7.2. Under [1-4] assumptions, δ0 > 0 and η0 ≤ ηcritical. Let m ∈ Rd be a s-dense
mask found with Algorithm 1 with p according to f lin

0 (X ) and θ0 (Equation (2)). Then there exist
R0 > 0, K > 1 such that for every n ≥ N the following holds with probability > 1− δ0 over random
initialization when applying GD with η0

Em

[
∥f lin

t (X )−∇θtft(X )(θt ⊙m)∥2
]

≤ 1

s
K3∥θ0∥1F (J(θ0))·(
∥θ0∥1 + F (θ0)

9K4R2
0

λ2
min

+ 6
√
d
K3R0

λmin

)
,

where F (A) =
∑d

i=1
1

∥A(i)∥ .

Proof. We start with computing the expected error of approximation of the features at time t using
Lemma 4.3. Note that we use the jacobian at initialization J(θ0) and the initial parameters θ0 to
find the mask m.

Em

[
∥f lin

t (X )−∇θtft(X )(θt ⊙m)∥
]
= Em

[
∥J(θt)θt − J(θt)(θt ⊙m)∥2

]
≤ 1

s

d∑
k=1

∥J(θt)(k)∥2

∥J(θ0)(k)∥
θ2tk
|θ0k|

d∑
j=1

∥J(θ0)(j)∥|θ0j |

≤ 1

s

 d∑
j=1

∥J(θ0)(j)∥|θ0j |

( d∑
k=1

∥J(θt)(k)∥2

∥J(θ0)(k)∥

)(
d∑

k=1

θ2tk
|θ0k|

)

Next we bound each term.
d∑

k=1

θ2tk
|θ0k|

=

d∑
k=1

(θtk − θ0k)
2

|θ0k|
+ 2θtksign(θ0k)− |θ0k|

≤

(
d∑

k=1

1

|θ0k|

)
∥θt − θ0∥2 + 2∥θt∥1 − ∥θ0∥1

≤

(
d∑

k=1

1

|θ0k|

)
∥θt − θ0∥2 + 2∥θt − θ0∥1 + ∥θ0∥1

Where the last transition is done we the reverse triangle inequality and subtraction and addition of
∥θ0∥1. Hence when using the bound in Theorem G.4 and ∥a∥1 ≤

√
d∥a∥2 we have,

d∑
k=1

θ2tk
|θ0k|

≤ ∥θ0∥1 +

(
d∑

k=1

1

|θ0k|

)(
3KR0

λmin

)2

+ 6
√
d
KR0

λmin

We bound the next term, d∑
j=1

∥J(θ0)(j)∥|θ0j |

( d∑
k=1

∥J(θt)(k)∥2

∥J(θ0)(k)∥

)
≤

 d∑
j=1

∥J(θ0)(j)∥|θ0j |

( d∑
k=1

1

∥J(θ0)(k)∥

)(
d∑

k=1

∥J(θt)(k)∥2
)

=

 d∑
j=1

∥J(θ0)(j)∥|θ0j |

( d∑
k=1

1

∥J(θ0)(k)∥

)
∥J(θt)∥2F

≤

 d∑
j=1

∥J(θ0)(j)∥|θ0j |

( d∑
k=1

1

∥J(θ0)(k)∥

)
K2
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We can also bound,  d∑
j=1

∥J(θ0)(j)∥|θ0j |

 ≤
d∑

j=1

∥J(θ0)∥F |θ0j | ≤ K∥θ0∥1

Overall we can bound the error with the state of the model at initialization

Em

[
∥J(θt)θt − J(θt)(θt ⊙m)∥2

]
≤

≤ 1

s
K3∥θ0∥1

(
d∑

k=1

1

∥J(θ0)(k)∥

)(
∥θ0∥1 +

(
d∑

k=1

1

|θ0k|

)(
3K2R0

λmin

)2

+ 6
√
d
K3R0

λmin

)

≤ 1

s
K3∥θ0∥1F (J(θ0))

(
∥θ0∥1 + F (θ0)

9K4R2
0

λ2
min

+ 6
√
d
K3R0

λmin

)
Where F (A) =

∑d
i=1

1
∥A(i)∥ .
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