
HRP: High-Rank Preheating for Superior LoRA Initialization

Yuzhu Chen 1 Yingjie Wang 2 Shi Fu 1 2 Li Shen 3 Yongcheng Jing 2 Xinmei Tian 1 Dacheng Tao 2

Abstract
This paper studies the crucial impact of initializa-
tion on the convergence properties of Low-Rank
Adaptation (LoRA). We theoretically demonstrate
that random initialization, a widely used schema,
will likely lead LoRA to random low-rank results,
rather than the best low-rank result. While this
issue can be mitigated by adjusting initialization
towards a well-informed direction, it relies on
prior knowledge of the target, which is typically
unknown in real-world scenarios. To approximate
this well-informed initial direction, we propose
High-Rank Preheating (HRP), which fine-tunes
high-rank LoRA for a few steps and uses the sin-
gular value decomposition of the preheated result
as a superior initialization. HRP initialization
is theory-supported to combine the convergence
strengths of high-rank LoRA and the generaliza-
tion strengths of low-rank LoRA. Extensive ex-
periments demonstrate that HRP significantly en-
hances LoRA’s effectiveness across various mod-
els and tasks, achieving performance comparable
to full-parameter fine-tuning and outperforming
other initialization strategies.

1. Introduction
Recent advances in foundational models, especially large
language models, have achieved remarkable success in a
diverse range of applications (Bommasani et al., 2021; Tou-
vron et al., 2023; Achiam et al., 2023; Fu et al., 2024a;b).
Nevertheless, owing to their substantial scale, the conven-
tional full-parameter fine-tuning (FPFT) approach, in which
all the model’s parameters are updated for specialized tasks,
has become progressively more formidable and inefficient.
Parameter-efficient fine-tuning methods concentrate on se-
lectively updating smaller parameter subsets or integrating
lightweight adapters, thus substantially diminishing com-
putational and storage demands (Hu et al., 2021; Liu et al.,
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2022; Kumar et al., 2022) . This transition not only renders
the fine-tuning process more tractable but also unlocks new
prospects for deploying these potent models in resource-
constrained settings.

A leading technique in this area is Low-Rank Adaptation
(LoRA) (Hu et al., 2021), which introduces lightweight low-
rank adapters to the pre-trained weight matrices. LoRA
has been extensively applied and has manifested substan-
tial achievements in tailoring large language models (Hu
et al., 2021; Mao et al., 2025) and image generation models
(Filatov & Kindulov, 2023; Ji et al., 2024) for a variety of
downstream applications. Although LoRA presents signif-
icant computational benefits in practical scenarios, it still
proves less effective than FPFT when efficiency is not a
primary consideration (Biderman et al., 2024).

To enhance LoRA’s effectiveness, many variants have
emerged, with initialization improvement being one line of
approach. In classic LoRA, one adapter is initialized with a
zero matrix and the other with a random matrix. This causes
the fine-tuning process to commence from the pre-trained
weights. However, due to the random-initialized adapter, the
fine-tuning process begins with a random direction. Meth-
ods like PiSSA (Meng et al., 2024) and LoRA-GA (Wang
et al., 2024) use Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) of
pre-trained weights and gradients for initialization, proving
its significance in LoRA’s performance. However, these
methods rely heavily on pre-trained models and lack theo-
retical guarantees for better performance, calling for more
research to optimize LoRA.

Delving into the optimization landscape of LoRA, this paper
theoretically demonstrates that initialization plays a crucial
role in achieving optimal performance. Nevertheless, ran-
dom initialization methods cause the adapters to be initial-
ized from a random direction, which leads to sub-optimal
fine-tuning results with high probability. To address this is-
sue, we propose High-Rank Preheating (HRP), an initializa-
tion enhancement algorithm. It uses a few steps of high-rank
LoRA as a preheating step for wise initialization before the
real low-rank LoRA optimization. HRP not only inherits the
convergence advantages related to high-rank LoRA but also
keeps good generalization properties from low-rank LoRA
by keeping the number of trainable parameters small.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:
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1. On the theory side, we demonstrate that initialization is
important for LoRA to converge to optimal results. We
analyze the gradient flow of classic LoRA and Asym-
metric LoRA, one LoRA variant that only updates
the zero-initialized matrices. We demonstrate that 1)
with random initialization, Asymmetric LoRA hardly
converges to the best low-rank approximation when ap-
proximating a matrix, 2) classic LoRA has a similar dy-
namic with Asymmetric LoRA in fine-tuning schema
and also can not converge well from some initializa-
tion, and 3) with wise initialization, both Asymmetric
LoRA and classic LoRA converges exponentially to
the best low-rank approximation.

2. On the algorithm side, we propose High-Rank Pre-
heating (HRP), a LoRA initialization algorithm to ap-
proach the wise initialization suggested in theory. In
addition to the main LoRA with low rank, HRP further
employs a few steps of Asymmetric LoRA optimiza-
tion as preheating and treats the SVD decomposition
of preheated adapters as approximations of targets’
SVD decomposition, which is guaranteed to converge
well. With only modification in initialization, HRP
is theory-guaranteed to make LoRA achieve conver-
gence power comparable to high-rank LoRA (preheat-
ing stage) while preserving generalization properties
due to maintaining the same number of trainable pa-
rameters.

3. On the experimental side, we conducted experiments
on neural language understanding (NLU) tasks and
neural language generation (NLG) tasks across vari-
ous models to evaluate the effectiveness of HRP. In
NLU tasks, classic LoRA with HRP outperforms its
other variants and achieves comparable performance
with full-parameter fine-tuning, Asymmetric LoRA
with HRP outperforms other initialization methods and
achieves comparable performance with classic LoRA
while holding about half trainable parameters in main
optimization.

2. Related Work
In this section, we provide an overview of the related work,
including works on the analysis of initialization, LoRA
variations, and theory results about matrix sensing.

2.1. Role of initialization

Parameter initialization is one of the initial elements that
largely account for the final model performance (Glorot &
Bengio, 2010; Mishkin & Matas, 2015). Existing initializa-
tion methods are designed to control the norms of network
parameters via Gaussian initialization (He et al., 2015) or
orthonormal matrix initialization (Saxe et al., 2013) with

different variance patterns. Currently, learning-based ini-
tialization methods are explored: Dauphin & Schoenholz
(2019) propose to optimize the curvature, Zhu et al. (2021)
suggest optimizing the loss reduction of the first stochastic
step, while Yang et al. (2022) optimize the cosine similarity
of sample-wise gradients.

The initialization for LoRA is also a hot topic in previous
research. Hayou et al. (2024a) study the difference be-
tween the left sketch and the right sketch from a stability
perspective. Büyükakyüz (2024) leverage orthonormal ma-
trix initialization through QR decomposition. Meng et al.
(2024); Wang et al. (2024) initialize adapters with the prin-
cipal components of the weight matrices and their gradients
in pre-trained models. Li et al. (2024) bring Nyström ini-
tialization to LoRA for better convergence. Compared to
these works, our method does not require further knowledge
about the pre-trained weights or the gradient.

2.2. LoRA variations

Since the introduction of the original LoRA technique (Hu
et al., 2021), there are various efforts to enhance LoRA fur-
ther. Zhang et al. (2023) adaptively allocate the parameter
budget among weight matrices. Zhu et al. (2024) freeze
the random-initialized matrices for better generalization.
Xia et al. (2024); Malinovsky et al. (2024) suggest using
a chain of LoRA for better expressive power. To further
decrease the number of trainable parameters, Bałazy et al.
(2024); Ponkshe et al. (2024) suggest injecting small ma-
trices between LoRA blocks and Kopiczko et al. (2023);
Renduchintala et al. (2023); Song et al. (2024) suggest shar-
ing LoRA weights across different modules. Compared to
these works, this paper focuses on enhancing LoRA from
the perspective of initialization.

2.3. Matrix sensing

We also note some works about matrix sensing here. Matrix
sensing considers approximating a low-rank matrix by two
multiplied matrices (Chi et al., 2019). Theoretical works
show that this training paradigm converges in both symmet-
ric (Tarmoun et al., 2021; Min et al., 2021) and asymmetric
(Ye & Du, 2021; Wind, 2023) settings when adapters are ini-
tialized to small random matrices. Compared to these works,
this paper focuses more on the realistic setting for LoRA,
where the target may have a high rank and initialization is
not small.

3. Theory: Why Initialization Matters
In this section, we investigate LoRA’s gradient flow, demon-
strating how its initialization influences convergence.
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3.1. Framework

LoRA (Hu et al., 2021) adapts pre-trained models by up-
dating weights through the product of two low-rank matri-
ces scaled by a multiplier. Specifically, for a sub-module
W pre ∈ Rb×a in the pre-trained model, r-rank LoRA uses
A ∈ Ra×r and B ∈ Rb×r as adapters, and the weight
adaption is given by

W pre →W pre +
α

r
BA⊤,

where α denotes the scaling factor. During the fine-tuning
process, the original weights W pre are kept frozen, while
the parameters of A and B are updated through optimization
algorithms.

In this paper, we study the gradient flow of A and B, which
approximates gradient descent. For loss function L, the
update rule of gradient descent is given by:

At+1 = At −
ηAα

r
∇WL(W +

α

r
B⊤

t At)
⊤Bt,

Bt+1 = Bt −
ηBα

r
∇WL(W +

α

r
B⊤

t At)At,

where ηA is the learning rate for optimizing A while ηB
is for B. When the learning rate is sufficiently small, the
update rule is a first-order approximation of the following
gradient flow:{

Ȧt = −ηAα
r ∇WL(W + α

rB
⊤
t At)

⊤Bt,

Ḃt = −ηBα
r ∇WL(W + α

rB
⊤
t At)At,

(1)

where the notion Ȧt denotes dAt

dt and Ḃt is defined similarly.

LoRA is widely used with a zero+random initialization
schema, where one adapter is initialized to a zero matrix
and another to a random matrix. Every element in the ran-
dom initialized matrix is independently and identically dis-
tributed from a Gaussian distribution N (0, σ2). We call
the A0 = Oa×r case left sketch initialization (LSI) and the
B0 = Ob×r case right sketch initialization (RSI). Zhu et al.
(2024) suggest orthogonal initialization, which replaces the
Gaussian matrix with its r singular vectors and demonstrates
similar performance to Gaussian initialization.

Updating A and B with different learning rates is suggested
by Hayou et al. (2024b), however, A and B are updated with
the same learning rate in classic LoRA. Another variant
is Asymmetric LoRA, as proposed by Zhu et al. (2024),
suggests freezing the random-initialized matrix while only
updating the zero-initialized matrix for better generalization.
In this paper, we consider two settings: 1) classic LoRA
where ηA = ηB = η, and 2) Asymmetric LoRA where
ηA = 0, ηB = η for RSI and ηA = η, ηB = 0 for LSI.

We note that for LoRA, what matters fine-tuning perfor-
mance is the after-multiplied adapter Xt =

α
rBtA

⊤
t , rather

than exact values of At or Bt. For analyzing the dynamic
of Xt, we further consider auxiliary matrices Yt =

α
rAtA

⊤
t ,

Zt =
α
rBtB

⊤
t , and Gt = ∇WL(W +Xt). Then, optimiz-

ing A and B via differential equations 1 is equivalent to
optimizing X,Y, Z via the following differential equations:

Ẋt = −ηAZtGt − ηBGtYt, X0 = α
rB0A

⊤
0 ,

Ẏt = −ηAX⊤
t Gt − ηAG

⊤
t Xt, Y0 = α

rA0A
⊤
0 ,

Żt = −ηBXtG
⊤
t − ηBGtX

⊤
t , Z0 = α

rB0B
⊤
0 .

(2)

3.2. Random initialization leads bad convergence

As studied in (Zeng & Lee, 2023), the expressive power of
LoRA for fully connected neural networks and the Trans-
former architecture requires the capability of achieving
the best low-rank approximation to some well-trained sub-
modules during optimization (the analysis is optimization-
free and thus also applicable for Asymmetric LoRA). For-
mally, for a target model W target, adapter Xt =

α
rBtA

⊤
t

is expected to achieve the best rank-r approximation of
W target −W pre.

Here we analyze the setting of matrix sensing, where the
loss function is the Frobenius norm toward the target. With
no loss to generality, we consider W pre = Ob×a while
treating M = W target −W pre as target for Xt. Then, the
loss function L and gradient Gt (w.r.t. Xt =

α
rBtA

⊤
t ) can

be expressed as

L =
1

2

∥∥∥α
r
BA⊤ −M

∥∥∥2
F
, and Gt = Xt −M. (3)

According to Eckart-Young Theorem (Eckart & Young,
1936), the global minima to this problem is the best rank-r
approximation of M , with minimum loss as follows:

L∗ =
1

2

min{a,b}∑
i=r+1

σi(M)2

where σi(M) is the i-th large singular value of M and we
assume non-zero singular values of M are different from
each other. For expressive power in more complex tasks,
LoRA is expected to at least converge to some points with
loss similar to L∗ in the setting of matrix sensing. Unfor-
tunately, we show that fine-tuned results of Asymmetric
LoRA and classic LoRA are likely to have a significantly
higher loss.

Asymmetric LoRA struggles to converge well. We begin
by examining the optimization landscape of Asymmetric
LoRA (Zhu et al., 2024), which distinguishes itself from
the classic LoRA by keeping the random-initialized matrix
from being updated. Compared to the classic LoRA with an
equivalent rank, Asymmetric LoRA results in a reduction
of trainable parameters, thereby enhancing generalization
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capabilities. Its success in experiments demonstrates that
the frozen parameters do not substantially compromise the
convergence of classic LoRA.

Through analysis of Asymmetric LoRA, we show that under
zero+random initialization schema, it is likely to have con-
verged results with loss much higher than L∗. Specifically,
we have the following theorems.

Theorem 3.1. Consider Asymmetric LoRA under objective
3 with Gaussian initialization and orthogonal initialization.
With LSI and RSI in zero+random schema, we have:

ELSI

[
L( lim

t→∞
Xt)
]
=

b− r

2b

min{a,b}∑
i=1

σi(M)2,

ERSI

[
L( lim

t→∞
Xt)
]
=

a− r

2a

min{a,b}∑
i=1

σi(M)2,

where E represents the expectation with respect to random-
ness in initialization.

Proof is included in Appendix A.1. Theorem 3.1 shows that
under zero+random initialization schema, the expected loss
of converged result is the loss of a random rank-r approxi-
mation to M , rather than that of best rank-r approximation.
This is severe when the target is also of low rank because
singular values diverge a lot for low-rank matrices. As ob-
served by Wang et al. (2023), the rank-dimension ratio of
well-trained neural networks is usually relatively small, indi-
cating a low-rank structure for W pre and W target, thus also
for M = W target −W pre. Therefore, under random initial-
ization schema, the loss of converged results of Asymmetric
LoRA is high in expectation.

Theorem 3.1 also demonstrates that when Asymmetric
LoRA is configured with higher ranks, the loss for con-
verged results decreases and performance is enhanced.
Specifically, when using Asymmetric LoRA with full rank
(r = min a, b), it can converge to zero-loss minima in expec-
tation. However, in practical applications, LoRA typically
uses much smaller ranks to reduce memory usage and im-
prove generalization, which results in poor convergence.

Theorem 3.2. Under the conditions of Theorem 3.1, with
the additional assumption that r < min a, b, we have:

Pr
[
L( lim

t→∞
Xt) = L∗

]
= 0,

where Pr represents the probability with respect to random-
ness in initialization.

Proof is included in Appendix A.2. Aside from the high
expected loss, Theorem 3.2 further reveals that Asymmetric
LoRA has zero probability of converging to the optimal
rank-r approximation of M in matrix sensing problems.
This indicates that the high expected loss is not merely due

to occasional poor outcomes, but rather stems from the
inherent nature of zero+random initialization Asymmetric
LoRA to converge to arbitrary low-rank solutions.

Compared with other theoretical works in matrix sensing
(Tarmoun et al., 2021; Min et al., 2021; Ye & Du, 2021;
Wind, 2023), which demonstrates that the gradient flow of
matrix sensing converges to global minima, our approach
suggests a different conclusion because of difference in the
following ways: 1) we allow the target matrix M to be of
high rank, which may not be fully approximate-able by a
low-rank matrix X; 2) we consider the case where adapter
matrices are initialized as zero and random, respectively,
whereas the aforementioned works assume both matrices are
initialized with small random values; and 3) our objective
is Asymmetric LoRA, where only one matrix is optimized,
which is different from their approaches.

Classic LoRA has similar properties. Different from
Asymmetric LoRA, classic LoRA lets the random-
initialized to be updated, thus has more trainable parameters
and is thus more expressive. Though theory papers in matrix
sensing (Tarmoun et al., 2021; Min et al., 2021; Ye & Du,
2021; Wind, 2023) suggest that optimizing both A and B
results in convergence to M with high probability under
initialization where both A and B are initialized from small
random matrices, we demonstrate that under zero+random
initialization and fine-tuning schema, classic LoRA also
struggles to converge well. First, we show that for some
special initialization, classic LoRA also fails to converge to
the best low-rank result in matrix sensing.

Theorem 3.3. For objective 3, if there exists i ≤ r making
A,B with A⊤vi = Oa, B

⊤ui = Ob. Then classic LoRA
under LSI with A0 = A,B0 = Ob×r or RSI with A0 =
Oa×r, B0 = B, we have for any t:

Xtvi = Ob, and X⊤
t ui = Oa,

resulting in

L(Xt)− L∗ ≥ 1

2
[σi(M)2 − σr+1(M)2] > 0,

where M = UMΣMV ⊤
M is the SVD decomposition of M

and ui, vi are the i-th column of U, V .

Proof is included in Appendix A.3. Theorem 3.3 shows that
when the initialization of LoRA lies on a subspace orthog-
onal to some uiv

⊤
i in the target, the orthogonal property

will always hold in Xt, leading to a failure in converging to
the best low-rank result. Target is always unknown in the
initializing stage, thus these bad directions can not be easily
avoided from random initialization.

Aside from these specific initialization directions that cause
poor convergence, we also show that in many fine-tuning
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cases, classic LoRA has a similar optimization dynamic
with Asymmetric LoRA, thus sharing similar properties
about bad convergence. This similar dynamic is empirically
supported by experiments (Zhu et al., 2024) where Asym-
metric LoRA obtains similar results with classic LoRA in
real-world scenarios.

Theorem 3.4. For the gradient flow of classic LoRA
{Xs}0≤s≤t and the gradient flow of Asymmetric LoRA X̃t,
assume {Xs}0≤s≤t is bounded by R and the computed gra-
dient Xt → Gt is Lipschitz in the Frobenius norm (same
gradient calculator for classic LoRA and Asymmetric LoRA),
then the difference between X̃t and Xt is upper bounded by

∥Xt − X̃t∥F = O(ηR3t2), (4)

when they have the same initialization in LSI or RSI.

Proof is included in Appendix A.4. In fine-tuning tasks,
pre-trained models have already acquired powerful capabil-
ities from training on other tasks, enabling their effective-
ness in real-world applications. Therefore, the fine-tuning
stage is expected to make only modest modifications to the
model parameters, making the assumption of bounded Xt

reasonable. Additionally, assuming the gradient calculator
is Lipschitz in the Frobenius norm is justified because the
backward propagation process of neural networks exhibits
this property in bounded domains. Besides, this Lipschitz
assumption is widely adopted in other theoretical works
(Patel et al., 2022).

Theorem 3.4 tells that in fine-tuning tasks, classic LoRA has
a similar dynamic of Asymmetric LoRA, especially when
training is insufficient (with small t). As addressed above,
Asymmetric LoRA is likely to get random low-rank results
rather than the best low-rank result. With a similar dynamic,
classic LoRA also suffers from it.

Theorem 3.4 tells that in fine-tuning tasks, classic LoRA
exhibits dynamics similar to those of Asymmetric LoRA,
particularly during the early stages of training (small t). As
addressed above, Asymmetric LoRA tends to converge to
arbitrary low-rank solutions rather than the optimal low-rank
approximation under zero+random initialization schema.
Given this dynamic similarity, classic LoRA inherits the
same limitation.

3.3. Wise initialization leads good convergence

Then, we illustrate that the observed limitation in conver-
gence is mainly attributed to initialization, rather than the
training methods. In fact, we show that by merely alter-
ing the random initialization to a more informed one, both
Asymmetric LoRA and classic LoRA exhibit exponential
convergence in the matrix sensing problem. Specifically, we
present the following theorems.

Theorem 3.5. For Asymmetric LoRA under objective 3 in

RSI with A0 = VM [:, : r], B0 = Ob×r or LSI with A0 =
Oa×r, B0 = UM [:, : r], we have

L(Xt)− L∗ = O(exp{−ηt}),

where M = UMΣMV ⊤
M is the SVD decomposition of M .

Proof is included in Appendix A.5. Theorem 3.5 shows
that when initialized with the principal singular vectors of
the target, optimizing with Asymmetric LoRA has exponen-
tial convergence to the best low-rank approximation of M .
This result contrasts with Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.2
solely in terms of the initialization method. Therefore, the
problem of convergence limitation of Asymmetric LoRA
is attributed to random initialization. Furthermore, when
the initialization is appropriately configured, optimizing a
single LoRA adapter while frozen another one is sufficient
to ensure convergence in matrix sensing.
Theorem 3.6. For classic LoRA under objective 3 in RSI
with A0 = VM [:, : r], B0 = Ob×r or LSI with A0 =
Oa×r, B0 = UM [:, : r], we have

L(Xt)− L∗ = O(exp{−(1 + kσr(M))ηt}),

where M = UMΣMV ⊤
M is the SVD decomposition of M

and k =

√
1+4σ1(M)−1

σ1(M) > 0.

Proof is included in Appendix A.6. Theorem 3.6 demon-
strates that with the same initialization, the classic LoRA
method is also guaranteed to converge to the best low-rank
approximation of M , thereby avoiding the unfavorable sce-
nario described in Theorem 3.3. It is also noteworthy that
in this initialization, classic LoRA has a higher convergence
rate than Asymmetric LoRA in the context of matrix sensing,
while both converging to the best low-rank result.

In practice with pre-trained model modules W pre and its
well fine-tuned version W target, LoRA is expected to make
each α

rBiA
⊤
i a best low-rank approximation of W target

i −
W pre

i . However, calculating the SVD decomposition of
W target

i −W pre
i is always impossible because (W target

i ) is
unknown.

Previous work proposes some initialization methods for
LoRA, such as PiSSA and LoRA-GA (Meng et al., 2024;
Wang et al., 2024). PiSSA (Meng et al., 2024) considers
using SVD decomposition of W pre as initialization while
LoRA-GA (Wang et al., 2024) suggests using SVD decom-
position of ∇WpreL(W pre). Their methods rely heavily on
W pre

i and is not theoretically guaranteed for better conver-
gence.

4. Method: High-Rank Preheating
In this section, we introduce High-Rank Preheating (HRP,
Algorithm 4), our proposed LoRA initialization algorithm
for addressing the weaknesses identified in Section 3.
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The target of HRP is approaching the wise initialization
suggested in Section 3.3, which makes both Asymmetric
LoRA and classic LoRA theoretically guaranteed to con-
verge better in matrix sensing. This initialization is not
directly available because W pre is unknown. However,
through HRP, it can be approximated by using a few steps
of high-rank LoRA. Specifically, HRP can be decomposed
into two stages: the preheating stage and the initializing
stage.

In the preheating stage, HRP uses high-rank LoRA to ap-
proximate the main singular vectors of W target −W pre as
preheating. Using high-rank LoRA is inspired by Theorem
3.1, which tells that LoRA with higher rank has better-
converged results in expectation. What we want from high-
rank LoRA is an approximation of the main singular vectors
of W target − W pre, which is achieved by main singular
values of B̂Â⊤. However, these singular values emerge at
the beginning stage of high-rank LoRA optimization, which
means a few steps of optimization of high-rank LoRA are
enough for preheating.

In the initializing stage, HRP calculates the SVD decom-
position of B̂Â⊤ = UΣV ⊤ and treats U [:, : r], V [:, : r] as
an approximation of left and right main singular vectors
of W target

i −W pre
i . Then, HRP injects LoRA into target

modules with initialization

LSI : A0 = Oa×r, B0 = U [:, : r],

RSI : A0 = V [:, : r], B0 = Ob×r.

If HRP approximates the main singular vectors of W target−
W pre well, HRP is expected to achieve better results in
practice. However, it is also constrained by the limitation of
high-rank LoRA. To address this problem, we re-analyze the
matrix sensing problem and find that at least, HRP makes
low-rank LoRA have comparable convergence properties
with high-rank LoRA. Specifically, we have the following
theorem.

Theorem 4.1. For HRP initialized Asymmetric LoRA with
one pre-heating step and the same updating rules (LSI pre-
heating with LSI fine-tuning or RSI preheating with RSI
fine-tuning) under problem 3, if rank(M) ≤ r we have

ELSI

[
L( lim

t→∞
Xt)
]
=

b−R

2b

r∑
i=1

σi(M)2,

ERSI

[
L( lim

t→∞
Xt)
]
=

a−R

2a

r∑
i=1

σi(M)2,

where R is the rank at the preheating stage while r is the
rank at the real optimizing stage.

Proof is included in Appendix A.7. Theorem 4.1 tells that
when target M is also of low rank, HRP makes the expected

Algorithm 1 HRP: High-Rank Preheating
input Rank R and #steps S for preheating, rank r and

#steps s for fine-tuning, pre-trained model W
1: High-rank preheating

Â, B̂ ← AsymLoRA(Â0, B̂0, S)

2: Calculate SVD decomposition UΣV ⊤ = B̂Â⊤

3: Re-initialize

RSI: A0 = V:,:r, B0 = Ob×r

or
LSI: A0 = Oa×r, B0 = U:,:r

4: Fine-tuning A,B ← LoRA(A0, B0, S)
output fine-tuned model W +BA⊤

loss of converged result decrease to the same as Asymmet-
ric LoRA with rank R, which could improve a lot from
zero+random initialization when high rank R is well-settled.
Specifically, when preheating LoRA is a full-rank adapter,
HRP achieves the wise initialization suggested in Theorem
3.5. We also note that assuming W target −W pre to have a
low rank is reasonable in practice. Wang et al. (2021; 2023)
observe a stabilizing effect in the stable ranks of neural
network layers during training, indicating both W pre and
W target having small stable rank.

Beyond its convergence advantages, HRP maintains the
same number of trainable parameters as low-rank LoRA,
thereby preserving the strong generalization properties that
mitigate the risk of overfitting. Furthermore, no more train-
able parameters also ensure that after a few steps of pre-
heating, HRP requires no additional memory during opti-
mization, retaining the computational benefits that make
low-rank LoRA particularly attractive for fine-tuning tasks.

5. Experiments
In this section, we validate the effectiveness of HRP through
experiments. We evaluate the performance of HRP and other
LoRA variants under the neural language understanding
(NLU) tasks (GLUE (Wang, 2018)) on T5-base model (Raf-
fel et al., 2020) and the neural language generation (NLG)
tasks (MetaMathQA (Yu et al., 2023), GSM8k (Cobbe et al.,
2021), and MATH (Hendrycks et al., 2021a)) on Llama2-7B
model (Touvron et al., 2023), Qwen2-7B model (Yang et al.,
2024), and Falcon3-7B model (Team, 2024).

We compare HRP with several baselines to demonstrate its
effectiveness:

1. Full-Parameter Fine-Tuning (FPFT): the straightfor-
ward fine-tuning method, which updates model param-

6
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Table 1. Results with T5-base on tasks from a subset of GLUE benchmark. We report the Matthews correlation coefficient for CoLA,
Pearson correlation coefficient for STS-B, and accuracy for the remaining tasks. Results are averaged over 3 seeds and standard deviations
are given in the subscript. Blue bold marked denotes the best result across different LoRA initialization, and red bold marked denotes the
best result overall baseline.

CoLA MRPC QNLI RTE SST-2 STS-B Avg.

AdaLoRA 22.44±17.33 68.06±0.46 88.23±0.18 51.02±2.64 91.70±0.19 25.53±7.21 57.83±2.49

rsLoRA 43.84±1.22 70.10±0.20 86.53±0.32 55.11±2.13 91.09±0.48 20.59±8.65 61.21±1.19

DoRA 38.79±3.16 69.53±0.31 87.19±0.10 55.23±2.84 91.74±0.37 13.38±3.03 59.31±0.72

FPFT 51.17±2.00 86.27±0.60 89.65±0.22 64.62±2.70 92.13±0.38 89.22±0.28 78.84±0.91

LoRA(Gauss) 54.00±0.53 73.45±3.01 90.89±0.10 57.76±0.78 92.89±0.50 85.68±0.38 75.78±0.49

LoRA(Orth) 53.39±1.10 73.77±0.53 90.83±0.21 57.64±1.12 92.89±0.16 85.87±0.48 75.73±0.47

PiSSA 53.12±0.21 76.63±5.60 91.34±0.13 56.80±0.34 93.35±0.32 86.53±0.37 76.29±0.90

LoRA-GA 52.62±1.34 78.27±0.70 89.90±0.60 58.48±1.35 93.00±0.28 86.48±0.86 76.46±0.58

HRP(ours) 55.47±0.97 86.19±0.64 91.55±0.22 59.09±3.60 93.31±0.14 87.06±0.13 78.78±0.65

AsymLoRA 28.22±0.70 68.14±0.35 85.12±0.70 51.26±2.34 91.90±0.44 8.02±1.51 55.44±0.54

PiSSA 43.19±0.52 69.53±0.42 88.33±0.23 54.63±0.85 92.58±0.05 34.74±12.65 63.83±1.89

HRP(ours) 52.07±2.27 77.86±2.58 90.05±0.14 59.81±1.36 92.93±0.24 83.37±0.33 76.01±0.15

eters from pre-trained weights.

2. Classic LoRA with different initialization methods
(zero+random initialization is settled in RSI): 1) kaim-
ing normal initialization, 2) orthogonal initialization
(Zhu et al., 2024), 3) PiSSA (Meng et al., 2024): first
r right singular vectors of W pre, 4) LoRA-GA (Wang
et al., 2024): initializing A and B with first 2r left and
right singular vectors of gradient approximation, and
5) our proposed HRP with 200 steps preheating.

3. Asymmetric LoRA (Zhu et al., 2024) with different
initialization methods (zero+random initialization is
settled in RSI): orthogonal initialization, PiSSA, and
HRP.

4. Other LoRA variants including: a) DoRA (Liu et al.,
2024): with additional learnable magnitudes, b)
rsLoRA (Kalajdzievski, 2023): with a scaling factor
for stability, and c) AdaLoRA (Zhang et al., 2023):
with dynamically adjusted rank allocation.

5.1. Experiments on NLU tasks

In NLU tasks, we fine-tune the T5-base model (Raffel et al.,
2020) by AdamW (Loshchilov & Hutter, 2019) on a sub-
set of GLUE (Wang, 2018) benchmark, including CoLA,
MRPC, QNLI, RTE, SST-2, and STS-B. Performance is
evaluated on the Matthews correlation coefficient for CoLA,
Pearson correlation coefficient for STS-B, and accuracy for
the remaining tasks.

During fine-tuning, we fixed the learning rate to 4× 10−4

for all tasks and fine-tuned 5 epochs on the CoLA task
while others for 2 epochs. Each experiment is conducted
with 3 different random seeds (fixed seeds across different

methods), and both the average and standard deviation are
reported. For all variants of LoRA, we inject LoRA blocks
for all query and value sub-modules with low rank r = 4 and
α = 2r. For HRP, we set the preheating rank R = 128 with
S = 200 steps in the same training dataset with the AdamW
optimizer under a constant learning rate. We present more
implication detail in Appendix B.1.

As demonstrated in Table 4, HRP yields remarkable im-
provements in classic LoRA’s performance, enabling it to
surpass all other initialization methods and other variants
while achieving results comparable to FPFT. When examin-
ing Asymmetric LoRA specifically, we observed that both
orthogonal and PiSSA initialization schemas initially exhib-
ited suboptimal performance under our experimental setting
of low rank r = 4. However, the introduction of just a few
steps of HRP dramatically transformed the effectiveness of
these same updating schemas, elevating their performance
to levels comparable with classic LoRA.

5.2. Experiments on NLG tasks

In NLG tasks, we fine-tune the Llama2-7B model (Touvron
et al., 2023), Qwen2-7B model (Yang et al., 2024), and
Falcon3-7B model (Team, 2024) by AdamW (Loshchilov &
Hutter, 2019) on a 50K subset of MetaMathQA dataset (Yu
et al., 2023) for 1 epoch. Then, we evaluate the fine-tuned
models on the test set of GSM8K (Cobbe et al., 2021) and
MATH (Hendrycks et al., 2021b).

During fine-tuning, we fix the learning rate to 5× 10−5 and
fix the same random seed in all baselines. For all variants
of LoRA, we inject LoRA blocks for all query, key, value,
attention output, and all fully connected weight matrices,
with rank r = 8 and α = 2r in the main fine-tuning process.
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Table 2. Results with LLMs on math reasoning tasks. Blue bold marked denotes the best result across different LoRA initialization, and
red bold marked denotes the best result overall baseline.

GSM8K MATH
Llama2 Qwen2 Falcon3 Avg. Llama2 Qwen2 Falcon3 Avg.

rsLoRA 43.75 74.07 79.08 65.63 6.76 30.28 37.88 24.97
DoRA 42.53 74.60 79.08 65.40 6.22 29.84 37.88 24.65
FPFT 43.75 71.72 79.68 65.05 6.34 31.00 38.06 25.13
LoRA(Gauss) 28.89 74.22 79.98 61.03 3.90 32.32 33.72 23.31
LoRA(Orth) 29.72 73.31 78.92 60.65 3.40 29.42 32.48 21.76
PiSSA 31.24 72.86 75.44 59.85 3.80 29.32 34.62 22.58
LoRA-GA 23.58 72.86 78.92 58.45 2.56 29.32 32.34 21.41
HRP(ours) 34.65 75.36 79.15 63.05 3.98 30.74 36.80 23.84
AsymLoRA 22.44 75.21 79.30 58.98 1.36 36.64 32.60 23.53
PiSSA 28.58 72.71 79.68 60.32 2.50 31.88 33.30 22.56
HRP(ours) 32.07 77.18 76.19 61.81 4.06 30.82 35.96 23.61
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Figure 1. Training loss trajectories for Llama2-7B fine-tuned on
MetaMathQA using different initialization strategies in classic
LoRA. The inset figure (top right) highlights the loss dynamics
during the first 500 optimization steps.

For HRP preheating stage, we set the preheating rank R =
256 with S = 50 steps in the same training dataset with
the AdamW optimizer under a constant learning rate. Our
model is fine-tuned using standard supervised learning fine-
tuning schema for language modeling where the loss for the
input prompt is set to zero. We present more implication
detail in Appendix B.2.

We report the evaluated results in Table 5.2, which demon-
strate the effectiveness of HRP across various large lan-
guage models. Similar to results in NLU tasks, HRP yields
substantial improvements for both classic LoRA and Asym-
metric LoRA. It is crucial to note that HRP demonstrates
more pronounced benefits when applied to the relatively
under-trained Llama2 model, indicating that HRP’s effec-
tiveness does not heavily depend on the performance of the
pre-trained model.

Unlike results in NLU tasks, Asymmetric LoRA demon-
strates sufficient expressiveness in these NLG tasks, despite
having about half the trainable parameters compared to clas-
sic LoRA. HRP further enhances its fine-tuning capabilities
with a few steps of fine-tuning steps, outperforming random
orthogonal initialization and PiSSA initialization.

To provide deeper insights into the training dynamics, we
present the loss curves of fine-tuning Llama2 in Figure
1. The visualization convincingly validates our theoretical
analysis, demonstrating that HRP indeed achieves superior
converged results compared with random initialization. Be-
sides, the loss curves reveal that HRP also accelerates the
convergence of classic LoRA, especially in the beginning
stage of fine-tuning. Aside from Llama2, we also present
the loss curves of fine-tuning other models in Appendix C.

6. Conclusion
In this paper, we first theoretically show the important role
of LoRA initialization for convergence, where widely-used
random initialization is likely to make Asymmetric LoRA
converge to random low-rank results, rather than the best
low-rank results and classic LoRA has similar properties.

Then, to address the problem, we propose HRP, an initializa-
tion algorithm that makes LoRA with low rank have better
convergence properties (comparable with high-rank LoRA)
while maintaining the small number of trainable parameters
(thus holds generalization). HRP utilizes a few steps of high-
rank LoRA optimization as the preheating stage and uses
main singular vectors as initialization for low-rank LoRA.

We further evaluate the effectiveness of HRP through exper-
iments on NLU and NLG tasks and various models, where
HRP makes LoRA achieve better performance compared
with other initialization strategies.
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Impact Statement
This paper presents work whose goal is to advance the initial-
ization of LoRA. A potential impact of this paper is guiding
practitioners on more effective initialization for fine-tuning
deep learning models using LoRA. After thorough consider-
ation and analysis, it can be firmly stated that this research
has no ethical aspects that could raise concerns.
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A. Proof for Theorems
In this section, we present the proof for the theorems above. We begin with some useful lemmas and their proofs.
Lemma A.1. Gradient flow 2 under problem 3 with ηA = η, ηB = 0, Xt has the following closed form:

Xt =
[
I − e−ηZ0t

]
M, (5)

with ηA = 0, ηB = η, Xt has the following closed form:

Xt = M
[
I − e−ηY0t

]
(6)

where eA denotes exponential operation on matrix.

Proof. When ηA = η, ηB = 0, the gradient flow becomes
Ẋt = −ηZtGt,

Ẏt = −ηX⊤
t Gt − ηG⊤

t Xt,

Żt = 0,

(7)

which means Zt ≡ Z0 for all t, and Ẋt = −ηZ0(Xt −M). Then Xt has analytic solution

Xt =
[
I − e−ηZ0t

]
M +X0 =

[
I − e−ηZ0t

]
M. (8)

When ηA = 0, ηB = η, the gradient flow becomes
Ẋt = −ηGtYt,

Ẏt = Oa×a

Żt = −ηXtG
⊤
t − ηGtX

⊤
t , ,

(9)

which means Yt ≡ Y0 for all t, and Ẋt = −η(Xt −M)Yt. Then Xt has analytic solution

Xt = M
[
I − e−ηY0

]
+X0 = M

[
I − e−ηY0

]
. (10)

Lemma A.2. For any matrix A ∈ Rd1×d2 and any orthogonal matrix U ∈ Rd1×d1 , and r ≤ d2, for

X = U

(
Ir

O(d1−r)×(d1−r)

)
U⊤M, (11)

we have

∥M −X∥2F = ∥M∥2F − ∥X∥2F . (12)

Proof. We have

∥M∥2F = ∥X∥2F + ∥M −X∥2F + 2Trace(X⊤(M −X)). (13)

Then it is sufficient to prove Trace(X⊤(M −X)) = 0. In fact, we have

Trace
(
X⊤(M −X)

)
= Trace

([
U

(
Ir

O(d1−r)×(d1−r)

)
U⊤M

]⊤ [
M − U

(
Ir

O(d1−r)×(d1−r)

)
U⊤M

])
(14)

= Trace

([
U

(
Ir

O(d1−r)×(d1−r)

)
U⊤M

]⊤ [
U

(
Or×r

Id1−r

)
U⊤M

])
(15)

= Trace

(
M⊤U

(
Ir

O(d1−r)×(d1−r)

)
U⊤U

(
Or×r

Id1−r

)
U⊤M

)
(16)

= Trace(Od1×d1) = 0. (17)
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Theorem A.3 (Gronwall’s Theorem). For xt ≥ 0 and inequality

dxt ≤ [axt + bt]dt, x0 = 0, (18)

we have

xt = O(bt2) (19)

Proof. Consider xte
−at ≥ 0 and

d
[
xte

−at
]
≤ e−at[axt + bt]dt− axte

−atdt = bte−atdt (20)

thus

xte
−at ≤ x0 +

∫ t

0

bse−asds =
b

a2
[−(1 + at)e−at + 1] (21)

xt ≤
b

a2
[eat − at− 1] = O(bt2) (22)

Remark A.4. Theorem A.3 presents a simplified version of the Gronwall inequality (Howard, 1998). In the original
inequality, the terms axt and bt have more complex forms, and the result is not expressed in big-O notation. We use this
simplified version to establish bounds on the difference between Asymmetric LoRA and classical LoRA in the proof that
follows.

A.1. Proof for Theorem 3.1

Theorem A.5 (Restatement of theorem 3.1). For Asymmetric LoRA under problem 3 with Gaussian initialization and
orthogonal initialization in LSI and RSI in zero+random schema, we have:

ELSI

[
L( lim

t→∞
Xt)
]
=

b− r

2b

min{a,b}∑
i=1

σi(M)2,

ERSI

[
L( lim

t→∞
Xt)
]
=

a− r

2a

min{a,b}∑
i=1

σi(M)2,

where E represents the expectation for randomness in initialization.

Proof. For LSI, ηA = η, ηB = 0, according to Lemma A.1 we have

Xt =
[
I − e−ηZ0t

]
M =

[
I − e−ηB0B

⊤
0 t
]
M. (23)

For the SVD decomposition of B0 = UBΣBV
⊤
B , we have Z0 = UB(ΣB)

2U⊤
B where ΣB is a diagonal matrix with only

first r elements non-zero. Then, consider t→∞, we have

lim
t→∞

Xt = lim
t→∞

[[
I − e−ηZ0t

]
M
]

(24)

=
[
I − lim

t→∞
e−ηZ0t

]
M (25)

= UB

[
I − lim

t→∞
e−ηΣ2

Bt
]
U⊤
BM = UB

(
Ir

Ob−r

)
U⊤
BM. (26)

13
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Gaussian initialization and orthogonal initialization share the same probability for the same UB , thus their properties at
converged results are the same. The loss of the converged result satisfies:

L( lim
t→∞

Xt) = ∥ lim
t→∞

Xt −M∥2F (27)

=
1

2

∥∥∥∥UB

(
Ir

Ob−r

)
U⊤
BM −M

∥∥∥∥2
F

(28)

=
1

2

∥∥∥∥UB

(
Or

Ib−r

)
U⊤
BM

∥∥∥∥2
F

(29)

=
1

2

∥∥∥∥(Or

Ib−r

)
U⊤
BM

∥∥∥∥2
F

(30)

=
1

2

b∑
i=r

∥∥U⊤
B,iM

∥∥2
F
, (31)

where U⊤
B,i is the i-th column of UB thus the i-th row of U⊤

B and orthogonal with each other. For any orthogonal matrix U ,
consider U (i) = [U[:,:i], U[:,i:]]. Due to Gaussian initialization of B, the p.d.f at UB = U (i) is the same as p.d.f at UB = U (j)

for all i, j. Thus, we have

EBL( lim
t→∞

Xt) = EB
1

2

b∑
i=r

∥∥U⊤
B,iM

∥∥2
F
, (32)

= EU
1

2b

b∑
j=1

b∑
i=r

∥∥U⊤
B,iM

∥∥2
F

∣∣∣∣∣∣
UB=U(j)

, (33)

=
1

2b

b∑
i=r

EU

b∑
j=1

∥∥U⊤
j M

∥∥2
F
, (34)

=
1

2b

b∑
i=r

EU

∥∥U⊤M
∥∥2
F
, (35)

=
1

2b

b∑
i=r

∥M∥2F =
b− r

2b

min{a,b}∑
i=1

σi(M)2. (36)

For RSI in matrix sensing, it is equivalent to LSI with X⊤ approximating M⊤, thus for RSI we have

ERSI

[
L( lim

t→∞
Xt)
]
=

a− r

2a

min{a,b}∑
i=1

σi(M)2 (37)

A.2. Proof for Theorem 3.2

Theorem A.6 (Restatement of theorem 3.2). For Asymmetric LoRA under problem 3 with LSI or RSI, we have

Pr
[
L( lim

t→∞
Xt) = L∗

]
= 0,

where Pr represents the probability for initialization.

14
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Proof. According to 26 and Eckart-Young Theorem (Eckart & Young, 1936), we have for LSI:

Pr
[
L( lim

t→∞
Xt) = L∗

]
= Pr

[
∀i ∈ [r] : UB

(
Ir

Ob−r

)
U⊤
BMVM,i = σi(M)UM,i

]
(38)

= Pr

[
∀i ∈ [r] : UB

(
Ir

Ob−r

)
U⊤
BUM,i = UM,i

]
(39)

= Pr
[
∀i > r, j < r : (U⊤

BUM )[i, j] = 0
]

(40)

Since UB is random and independent from UM , it is zero-probability for making left-down (b− r)× r matrix zero.

For RSI in matrix sensing, it is equivalent to LSI with X⊤ approximating M⊤, thus for both LSI and RSI, we have

Pr
[
L( lim

t→∞
Xt) = L∗

]
= 0,

A.3. Proof for Theorem 3.3

Theorem A.7 (Restatement of theorem 3.3). For problem 3, if there exists i ≤ r making A,B with A⊤vi = Oa, B
⊤ui = Ob.

Then classic LoRA under LSI with A0 = A,B0 = Ob×r or RSI with A0 = Oa×r, B0 = B, we have for any t:

Xtvi = Ob, and X⊤
t ui = Oa,

resulting in

L(Xt)− L∗ ≥ 1

2
[σi(M)2 − σr+1(M)2] > 0,

where M = UMΣMV ⊤
M is the SVD decomposition of M .

Proof. LSI with A0 = A,B0 = Ob×r means that initialization of X,Y, Z satisfies

X0 = Oa×b, Y0 = AA⊤, Z0 = Ob×b, (41)

indicating for t = 0, we have:

Xtvi = Ob, Ytvi = Oa, X⊤
t ui = Oa, Z⊤

t ui = Ob. (42)

RSI with A0 = Oa×r, B0 = B means that initialization of X,Y, Z satisfies

X0 = Ob×a, Y0 = Oa×a, Z0 = BB⊤, (43)

which also indicates 42 true for t = 0. We then prove 42 true for all t > 0 to prove Theorem 3.3. According to induction, it
is sufficient to prove each gradient to t in 42 to be zero for all t. In fact, we have

d(Xtvi)

dt
= Ẋtvi = −ηZt(Xt −M)vi − η(Xt −M)Ytvi = ηZtMvi = ησi(M)Ztui = Ob, (44)

d(Ytvi)

dt
= Ẏtvi = −ηX⊤

t (Xt −M)vi − η(Xt −M)⊤Xtvi = ηX⊤
t Mvi = ησi(M)X⊤

t ui = Oa, (45)

d(X⊤
t ui)

dt
= Ẋt

⊤
ui = −η [Zt(Xt −M)]

⊤
ui − η [(Xt −M)Yt]

⊤
ui = ηYtM

⊤ui = ησi(M)Ytvi = Oa, (46)

d(Ztui)

dt
= Żtui = −ηXt(Xt −M)⊤ui − η(Xt −M)X⊤

t ui = ηXtM
⊤ui = ησi(M)Xtvi = Ob. (47)

This means that the composition σi(M)uiv
⊤
i will not emerge from Xt as t grows up. However, the best low-rank

approximation of M requires σi(M)uiv
⊤
i to be included, which makes the optimization never converge to the best low-rank

15
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result. For loss, consider M ′ = M − σi(M)uiv
⊤
i , we have

L(Xt) =
1

2
∥X −M∥2F =

1

2
Trace((X −M ′ − σi(M)uiv

⊤
i )(X −M ′ − σi(M)uiv

⊤
i )

⊤) (48)

=
1

2
∥X −M ′∥2F +

1

2
∥σi(M)uiv

⊤
i ∥2F (49)

≥ 1

2

min{a,b}∑
j=r+2

σj(M)2 +
1

2
σi(M)2 (50)

= L∗ +
1

2

[
σi(M)2 − σr+1(M)2

]
(51)

A.4. Proof for Theorem 3.4

Theorem A.8 (Restatement of theorem 3.4). Assume {Xs}0≤s≤t is bounded by R and the computed gradient Xt → Gt is
Lipschitz in the Frobenius norm (same gradient calculator for classic LoRA and Asymmetric LoRA), then the difference
between the dynamic of Asymmetric LoRA (X̃t) and the dynamic of classic LoRA (Xt) is upper bounded by

∥Xt − X̃t∥F ≤ O(ηR3t2), (52)

when they have the same initialization in LSI or RSI.

Proof. We use Gronwall’s Theorem A.3 to bound the difference ∥Xt − X̃t∥F . Recall Xt and X̃t follows the differential
equations: 

Ẋt = −ηAZtGt − ηBGtYt,

Ẏt = −ηAX⊤
t Gt − ηAG

⊤
t Xt,

Żt = −ηBXtG
⊤
t − ηBGtX

⊤
t ,

and ˙̃Xt = −ηAZ0G̃t − ηBG̃tY0. (53)

Taking the assumption Xt → Gt to be L -Lipschitz and bounded Xt, we have

∥Gt∥F ≤ LR+ ∥G0∥F , and ∥G̃t −Gt∥F ≤ L∥Xt − X̃t∥F . (54)

Then the difference of Yt and Zt can be bounded through

∥Yt − Y0∥F ≤
∫ t

0

∥dYs∥F ≤ η

∫ t

0

2∥Xt∥F ∥Gt∥F dt ≤ 2ηR(∥G0∥F + LR)t, (55)

∥Zt − Z0∥F ≤
∫ t

0

∥dZs∥F ≤ η

∫ t

0

2∥Xt∥F ∥Gt∥F dt ≤ 2ηR(∥G0∥F + LR)t. (56)

We then calculate the difference between ˙̃Xt and Ẋt:

Ẋt − ˙̃
tX = −ηZtGt − ηGtYt − [−ηZ0G̃t − ηG̃tY0] (57)

= −η(Zt − Z0)Gt − ηZ0(Gt − G̃t)− ηGt(Yt − Y0)− η(Gt − G̃t)Y0. (58)

Taking Frobenius norm of LHS and RHS we have:

d
∥∥∥Xt − X̃t

∥∥∥
F

dt
≤

∥∥∥∥∥d[Xt − X̃t]

dt

∥∥∥∥∥
F

(59)

≤
∥∥∥−η(Zt − Z0)Gt − ηZ0(Gt − G̃t)− ηGt(Yt − Y0)− η(Gt − G̃t)Y0

∥∥∥
F

(60)

≤ η∥(Zt − Z0)Gt∥F + η∥Z0(Gt − G̃t)∥F + η∥Gt(Yt − Y0)∥F + η∥(Gt − G̃t)Y0∥F (61)

≤ η∥Zt − Z0∥F ∥Gt∥F + η∥Z0∥F ∥Gt − G̃t∥F + η∥Gt∥F ∥Yt − Y0∥F + η∥Gt − G̃t∥F ∥Y0∥F (62)

≤ η
[
∥Gt∥F (∥Yt − Y0∥F + ∥Zt − Z0∥F ) + (∥Z0∥F + ∥Y0∥F )∥Gt − G̃t∥F

]
(63)

≤ η
[
4R(∥G0∥+ LR)2t+ L(∥Z0∥F + ∥Y0∥F )

∥∥∥Xt − X̃t

∥∥∥
F

]
. (64)
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Thus according to Gronwall theorem A.3, we have∥∥∥Xt − X̃t

∥∥∥
F
≤ O(4R(∥G0∥+ LR)2t2) = O(ηR3t2). (65)

A.5. Proof for Theorem 3.5

Theorem A.9 (Restatement of theorem 3.5). For Asymmetric LoRA under problem 3 in RSI with A0 = VM [:, : r], B0 =
Ob×r or LSI with A0 = Oa×r, B0 = UM [:, : r], we have

L(Xt)− L∗ = O(exp{−ηt}),

where M = UMΣMV ⊤
M is the SVD decomposition of M .

Proof. According to Lemma A.1, with LSI and initialization A0 = VM [:, : r], B0 = Ob×r, we have

Xt = M [I − e−ηA0A
⊤
0 t] = (1− e−ηt)MVM

(
Ir

O(a−r)×(a−r)

)
V ⊤
M , (66)

which has loss

L(Xt) =
1

2
∥Xt −M∥2F (67)

=
1

2

∥∥∥∥M − (1− e−ηt)MVM

(
Ir

O(a−r)×(a−r)

)
V ⊤
M

∥∥∥∥2
F

(68)

=
1

2

∥∥∥∥UMΣMV ⊤
M − (1− e−ηt)UMΣM

(
Ir

O(a−r)×(a−r)

)
V ⊤
M

∥∥∥∥2
F

(69)

=
1

2

∥∥∥∥ΣM − (1− e−ηt)ΣM

(
Ir

O(a−r)×(a−r)

)∥∥∥∥2
F

(70)

=
1

2

∥∥∥∥ΣM

(
e−ηtIr

Ia−r

)∥∥∥∥2
F

(71)

=
1

2
e−ηt

r∑
i=1

σi(M)2 +
1

2

min{a,b}∑
i=r+1

σi(M)2 (72)

= O(exp{−ηt}) + L∗. (73)

A.6. Proof for Theorem 3.6

Theorem A.10 (Restatement of theorem 3.6). For classic LoRA under problem 3 in RSI with A0 = VM [:, : r], B0 = Ob×r

or LSI with A0 = Oa×r, B0 = UM [:, : r], we have

L(Xt)− L∗ = O(exp{−(1 + kσr(M))ηt}),

where M = UMΣMV ⊤
M is the SVD decomposition of M and k =

√
1+4σ1(M)−1

σ1(M) > 0.

Proof. We consider

X̂t := U⊤XtV, Ŷt := V ⊤YtV, Ẑt := U⊤ZtU, (74)

and first prove

∀r, X̂t, Ŷt, Ẑt are diagonal matrices with only the first r elements non-zero. (75)
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If initialized with A0 = V:,:r, B0 = Ob×r, then we have

X̂t := U⊤X0V = Ob×a, Ŷt := V ⊤Y0V =

(
Ir

Oa−r

)
, Ẑt := U⊤Z0U = Ob×b. (76)

If initialized with A0 = Oa×r, B0 = U:,:r, then we have

X̂t := U⊤X0V = Ob×a, Ŷt := V ⊤Y0V = Oa×a, Ẑt := U⊤Z0U =

(
Ir

Ob−r

)
. (77)

Thus, claim 75 is true for t = 0. If it is true for t, then their gradient satisfies

˙̂
Xt = U⊤ [−ηZt(Xt −M)− η(Xt −M)Yt]V = −ηẐt(X̂t − Σ)− η(X̂t − Σ)Ŷt, (78)
˙̂
Yt = V ⊤ [−ηX⊤

t (Xt −M)− η(Xt −M)⊤Xt

]
V = −ηX̂t

⊤
(X̂t − Σ)− η(X̂t − Σ)⊤X̂t, (79)

˙̂
Zt = U⊤ [−ηXt(Xt −M)⊤ − η(Xt −M)X⊤

t

]
U = −ηX̂t(X̂t − Σ)⊤ − η(X̂t − Σ)X̂t

⊤
, (80)

which are all diagonal matrices with only the first r elements non-zero. Thus, claim 75 is true for all t. We denote the
diagonal elements for X̂t, Ŷt, Ẑt are xt,i, yt,i, zt,i. Then for each i, we have

˙xt,i = −ηzt,i(xt,i − σi(M))− η(xt,i − σi(M))yt,i = −η(yt,i + zt,i)(xt,i − σi(M)), (81)
˙yt,i = ˙zt,i = −ηxt,i(xt,i − σi(M))− η(xt,i − σi(M))xt,i = −2ηxt,i(xt,i − σi(M)), (82)

and they are independent with other j ̸= i. Consider

d
[
(yt,i + zt,i)

2
]
= −4η(yt,i + zt,i)xt,i(xt,i − σi(M)) (83)

= −4ηxt,i(yt,i + zt,i)(xt,i − σi(M)) = 4d
[
x2
t,i

]
, (84)

resulting in

yt,i + zt,i =
√
(y0,i + z0,i)2 + 4x2

t,i − 4x2
0,i =

√
1 + 4x2

t,i. (85)

So, the dynamic of xt,i is

˙xt,i = −η(yt,i + zt,i)(xt,i − σi(M)) = −η
√

1 + 4x2
t,i(xt,i − σi(M)). (86)

This means 0 ≤ xt,i ≤ σi(M) ≤ σ1(M) and xt,i are monotonically increasing with respect to t. Due to the convex property

of
√
1 + 4x2, we have for k =

√
1+4σ1(M)2−1

σ1(M) :√
1 + 4x2

t,i ≥ 1 + kxt,i (87)

˙xt,i ≥ −η [1 + kxt,i] (xt,i − σi(M)) (88)

Consider another flow

˙̃xt,i = −η [1 + kx̃t,i] (x̃t,i − σi(M)), ˜x0,i = x0,i = 0, (89)

we have x̃t,i ≤ xt,i ≤ σi(M), and (σi(M)− x̃t,i)
2 = O(e−(1+kσi(M))ηt). So, for Xt, we have

L(Xt)− L∗ = ∥UX̂tV
⊤ −M∥2F − L∗ (90)

= ∥X̂t − Σ∥2F − L∗ (91)

=

r∑
i=1

(σi(M)− xt,i)
2 (92)

≤
r∑

i=1

(σi(M)− ˜x0,i)
2 (93)

=

r∑
i=1

O(exp{−(1 + kσi(M))ηt}) (94)

≤ O(exp{−(1 + kσr(M))ηt}) (95)
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A.7. Proof for Theorem 4.1

Theorem A.11 (Restatement of theorem 4.1). For HRP initialized Asymmetric LoRA with one preheating step and the
same updating rules (LSI preheating with LSI fine-tuning or RSI preheating with RSI fine-tuning) under problem 3, if
rank(M) ≤ r we have

ELSI

[
L( lim

t→∞
Xt)
]
=

b−R

2b

r∑
i=1

σi(M)2,

ERSI

[
L( lim

t→∞
Xt)
]
=

a−R

2a

r∑
i=1

σi(M)2,

where R is the rank at the preheating stage while r is the rank at the real optimizing stage.

Proof. According to Theorem 26, for LSI we have

X̂t =
[
I − e−ηẐ0t

]
M = (1− e−ηt)UB

(
IR

O(b−R)×(b−R)

)
U⊤
BM. (96)

This means that for all t, the SVD decomposition of Xt is the same. Then with one-step HRP, calculated Xt = UΣV ⊤ is
the SVD decomposition of

X̂∞ := lim
t→∞

X̂t = UB

(
Ir

O(b−r)×(b−r)

)
U⊤
BM. (97)

. With assuming M to be low-rank, X̂∞ has rank

rank(X̂∞) ≤ rank(M) ≤ r. (98)

which means according to Theorem 3.5 we have

X̂∞
∗
:= U

(
Ir

O(b−r)×(b−r)

)
U⊤X̂∞ = X̂∞. (99)

Then, we calculate the Frobenius norm of the converged result after HRP. In fact, we have

∥ lim
t→∞

Xt∥2F =

∥∥∥∥U (Ir O(b−r)×(b−r)

)
U⊤M

∥∥∥∥2
F

(100)

=
∥∥∥X̂∞

∗∥∥∥2
F
+

∥∥∥∥U (Ir O(b−r)×(b−r)

)
U⊤(M − X̂∞)

∥∥∥∥2
F

(101)

+ 2Trace

(
X̂∞

∗⊤
U

(
Ir

O(b−r)×(b−r)

)
U⊤(M − X̂∞)

)
(102)

=
∥∥∥X̂∞

∗∥∥∥2
F
+

∥∥∥∥U (Ir O(b−r)×(b−r)

)
U⊤(M − X̂∞)

∥∥∥∥2
F

+ 2Trace
(
X̂∞

∗⊤
(M − X̂∞)

)
(103)

≥
∥∥∥X̂∞

∥∥∥2
F
+ 2Trace

(
X̂∞

⊤
(M − X̂∞)

)
(104)

=
∥∥∥X̂∞

∥∥∥2
F
+ 2Trace

(
M⊤UB

(
Ir

O(b−r)×(b−r)

)
U⊤
B

(
M − UB

(
Ir

O(b−r)×(b−r)

)
U⊤
BM

))
(105)

=
∥∥∥X̂∞

∥∥∥2
F
+ 2Trace

(
M⊤UB

(
Ir

O(b−r)×(b−r)

)
U⊤
BUB

(
Or×r

Ib−r

)
U⊤
BM

)
(106)

=
∥∥∥X̂∞

∥∥∥2
F
. (107)
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According to Theorem A.2, we have

L( lim
t→∞

Xt) = L(X̂∞). (108)

According to Theorem 3.1, we have in expectation:

ELSIL( lim
t→∞

Xt) =
b−R

2b
∥M∥2F . (109)

For RSI in matrix sensing, it is equivalent to LSI with X⊤ approximating M⊤, thus for RSI we have

ERSIL( lim
t→∞

Xt) =
a−R

2a
∥M∥2F . (110)

B. Experiment Details
B.1. Detail for NLU tasks

For the GLUE benchmark using T5-base model, we run experiments on a single NVIDIA L40 GPU and report the detailed
hyperparameters in Table B.1.

Table 3. Hyperparameter settings for fine-tuning T5-base on GLUE.

CoLA MRPC QNLI RTE SST-2 STS-B

Optimizer AdamW
Batch size 8
Learning rate 4× 10−4

Epochs 5 2 2 2 2 2
Dropout 0.05
LR Scheduler linear

B.2. Detail for NLG tasks

For the math reasoning tasks using large language model, we run experiments on four NVIDIA H100 GPU and report the
detailed hyperparameters in Table B.2. For prompt in the fine-tuning stage and the inference stage, we use the given prompt
template provided by the model.

Table 4. Hyperparameter settings for fine-tuning math reasoning tasks.

Llama2 Qwen2 Falcon3

Optimizer AdamW
Batch size 32
Learning rate 5× 10−5

Epochs 1
Dropout 0.05
LR Scheduler cosine
Training data type float32 bfloat16 bfloat16
Inference data type bfloat16
Inference temperature 0.8
Inference top p 0.95
Inference max new tokens 512

C. More Experiment Results
For fine-tuning models on NLG tasks, we present the loss curve for Llama2 in 2, Falcon3 in 3, and Qwen2 in 4.
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HRP: High-Rank Preheating for Superior LoRA Initialization
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Figure 2. Loss curves for fine-tuning meta-llama/Llama-2-7b-chat-hf on the MetaMathQA. Left: classic LoRA in different initialization
strategies. Right: Asymmetric LoRA in different initialization strategies.
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Figure 3. Loss curves for fine-tuning tiiuae/falcon-7b-instruct on the MetaMathQA. Left: classic LoRA in different initialization strategies.
Right: Asymmetric LoRA in different initialization strategies.
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Figure 4. Loss curves for fine-tuning Qwen/Qwen2-7B-Instruct on the MetaMathQA. Left: classic LoRA in different initialization
strategies. Right: Asymmetric LoRA in different initialization strategies.
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