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Abstract

The rise of deep learning has revolutionized data processing and prediction in signal process-
ing andmachine learning, yet the substantial computational demands of training and deploying
modern large-scale deep models present significant challenges, including high computational
costs and energy consumption. Recent research has uncovered a widespread phenomenon in
deep networks: the emergence of low-rank structures in weight matrices and learned represen-
tations during training. These implicit low-dimensional patterns provide valuable insights for
improving the efficiency of training and fine-tuning large-scale models. Practical techniques
inspired by this phenomenon—such as low-rank adaptation (LoRA) and training—enable sig-
nificant reductions in computational cost while preserving model performance. In this paper,
we present a comprehensive review of recent advances in exploiting low-rank structures for
deep learning and shed light on their mathematical foundations. Mathematically, we present
two complementary perspectives on understanding the low-rankness in deep networks: (i) the
emergence of low-rank structures throughout the whole optimization dynamics of gradient and
(ii) the implicit regularization effects that induce such low-rank structures at convergence. From
a practical standpoint, studying the low-rank learning dynamics of gradient descent offers a
mathematical foundation for understanding the effectiveness of LoRA in fine-tuning large-scale
models and inspires parameter-efficient low-rank training strategies. Furthermore, the implicit
low-rank regularization effect helps explain the success of various masked training approaches
in deep neural networks, ranging from dropout to masked self-supervised learning. In sum-
mary, this tutorial provides researchers and practitioners with a deeper understanding of low-
rank structures in the training and adaptation of large-scale deep learning models, highlighting
both the theoretical foundations and practical applications of low-rank methods, and outlining
promising directions for future research.
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1 Introduction
The advent of deep learning and large-scale computing has immeasurably changed the ways we process,
interpret, and predict data in signal processing and machine learning. However, training and deploying
modern deep learning models demand substantial computational resources, raising concerns about exorbi-
tant training costs, GPU shortages, and heightened energy consumption in the coming years. Additionally,
our theoretical understanding of how deep learning works is limited compared to that of classical signal
processing methods. As a concrete example, classical wisdom in signal processing and statistical inference
suggests that the number of data samples we use for parameter estimation should be comparable or larger
than the number of parameters in amodel for the learning to be accurate and sample-efficient. Yet, this is not
the case for most state-of-the-art deep learning models, where the number of parameters often far exceeds
the available data samples.

Within the general study of the mathematics of deep learning, several lines of research over the last
decade have explored the emergence of low-dimensional structures during the training process, where ba-
sic elements such as weight matrices and representations (e.g., outputs of certain layers of a neural network)
tend to be approximately low-rank even though not explicitly trained to be. These low-dimensional struc-
tures arise in part due to implicit bias of the methods used to train deep networks, providing the potential to
partially explain why deep models need fewer samples than the number of model parameters. This implicit
low-dimensionality has inspired the exploration of low-rank structures in training and fine-tuning large-
scale deep learning models more efficiently. For example, low-rank adaptation (LoRA) [2], which adds a
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Figure 1: Prevalence of low-rank weight updates in various deep networks. Each plot visualizes the singular values of the weight
updates from initialization for the penultimate layer weight matrix for different types of network architectures: deep linear network
(DLN), multi-layer perception (MLP), VGG, and ViT-B. The linear network is trained on MNIST with mean square error loss. The
MLP is trained on MNIST with cross-entropy loss. The VGG and ViT-B networks are both trained on CIFAR-10 with cross-entropy
loss. The result shows a prevalent phenomenon across linear and nonlinear networks – gradient descent only updates a small portion
of the singular values, while the others remain small and almost unchanged. Figure courtesy of [1].

low-rank factorized update to the weight matrices for model fine-tuning using much-reduced computation
and memory. It has gained significant attention in the past few years due to its impressive performance
in fine-tuning large language models (LLMs), vision-language models, and image generation models. In-
spired by this success, deep learning practitioners further explicitly factorize weight matrices into low-rank
factors for post-training compression, as well as training low-rank models from scratch, with promising re-
sults. For instance, recent advancesmade by the DeepSeek-V3model [3] have achieved impressive language
generation results with significantly compressed model size, in part by using a low-rank factorization of the
query matrices in the multi-head attention during training and inference. In this paper, we review recent
exciting advances and aim to clarify the mathematical foundations underlying their design. Specifically, we
highlight key insights from a rich line of research focused on theoretically understanding and leveraging
low-rank structures in deep learning.
Structure in optimization dynamics vs. implicit regularization of the objective. We will examine low-
rank structures that emerge during the training of deep networks. While these structures have been explored
extensively in the literature, we adopt twodistinct perspectives. The first perspective focuses on the low-rank
structure present throughout the iteration of the learning dynamics. The second perspective investigates
how the optimization objective function itself implicitly induces such structures.

• Structure inOptimizationDynamics (Section 3): From this perspective, we aim to show that the dynamics
of some iterative optimization algorithm applied to a particular problem have a given structure at every
iteration. This structure could then be exploited throughout the entire optimization process to reduce the
computation and memory cost; see Figure 1 for an illustration.

• Structure at Convergence (Section 4): From this perspective, we aim to show that while a given objective
functionmay not have directly been designed to impose a particular structure through regularization, still
the final solution may be constrained to have low-rank structure. As illustrated in Figure 2, we are able
to show the equivalence of the given objective to another regularized objective function, and characterize
the structure of the solution at convergence of the algorithm, as opposed to at every iteration.

Paper Organization. In Section 2, we review the mathematical foundations of the low-rank learning dy-
namics in training these models under simplified models, which provide insights into low-rank adaptation
and trainingmethods. In Section 3.1, we analyze low-rank structure arising in the training dynamics of deep
linear networks. In Section 3.2, we leverage these insights for understanding the LoRAmethod and its vari-
ants. Then wewill survey recent low-rank trainingmethods in Section 3.3. In Section 4, we discuss low-rank
structure emerging at the convergence of training algorithms. Finally, we will conclude by discussing open
questions in Section 5.
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(a) DLN
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(b) MLP
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(c) ResNet
Figure 2: Singular values of activations of the last layer in deep architectures trained with dropout rate 60%, as a function
of training epoch. Deep Linear Network (DLN) and Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) are trained on synthetic data with MSE loss,
while ResNet is trained on CIFAR-10 dataset of natural images with cross-entropy loss. Notably, the activations of the layer gradually
become low-rank as masked training proceeds.

2 Background
2.1 Deep Artificial Neural Networks
In this section, we formally introduce the basic setup of deep artificial neural networks. Mathematically, an
artificial neural network can be represented as a function fΘ : Rd → Rk that maps input data to an output
space, whereΘ denotes the network or function parameters. Those parameters are set through the learning
or training process. Suppose that we have training data samples {(xi,yi)} ⊆ Rd × Rk, where xi ∈ Rd

denotes the i-th input and yi ∈ Rk is an associated label or target output prediction. To learn the network
parameters, one can minimize the empirical risk over the training samples:

min
Θ

F (Θ) :=

n∑
i=1

L(fΘ(xi),yi) + λR(Θ), (1)

where n denotes the number of training samples, L : Rk × Rk → R+ is the training loss function, and R :
Rk → R and λ ≥ 0 denote the regularization function and regularization strength, respectively. Common
loss functions for L include mean-squared error (MSE), cross-entropy (CE), and label smoothing. Much of
the deep learning literature focuses on trainingwithout explicit regularization (i.e., λ = 0). Nonetheless, the
inherent dynamics of training can still induce implicit regularization, often giving rise to low-rank structures
in network parameters, as we will discuss later.
Example 2.1 (Multilayer Perceptron.). A simple yet fundamental type of artificial neural network is the multi-
layer perceptron (MLP), which is a feedforward neural network composed of multiple layers of neurons and can be
mathematically represented as a function fΘ : Rd → Rk of the following form:

fΘ(x) = WLσ (WL−1σ (· · ·σ(W1x))) , (2)

where Wl ∈ Rdl×dl−1 denotes the weight matrix of the l-th layer for each l ∈ [L] with d0 = d and dL = k, σ(·)
is typically1 an element-wise activation function, such as ReLU, sigmoid, or tanh function [4], and Θ = {Wl}Ll=1

denotes the collection of all trainable network parameters. A deep linear network has this form with σ(·) as the identity
function, i.e.,

fΘ(x) = WLWL−1 . . .W1x. (3)
It is worth noting that fΘ(·) is an end-to-end linear mapping from x ∈ Rd to some output in Rk.

One might ask why learn a deep linear network instead of a single-layer linear mapping, given both rep-
resent linear transformations. The reason is that research shows deep, overparameterized linear networks

1Some MLP architectures have non-element-wise nonlinearities, like layer normalization and max or average pooling.
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offer two key benefits: (i) implicit low-rank bias that emerges during the training process and (ii) improved
loss landscape that allows for fast convergence. Below in Section 3.1 we will discuss the first point. More-
over, while deep linear networks are primarily of theoretical interest, they have been recognized as valuable
prototypes for investigating nonlinear networks due to their simplicity and the resemblance of certain phe-
nomena in their nonlinear counterparts. For example, [5] demonstrated that deep linear networks exhibit
a striking hierarchical progressive differentiation of structures in the internal hidden representations, re-
sembling patterns observed in their nonlinear counterparts. To shed light on how deep networks transform
inputs into outputs, [6] demonstrated that deep linear networks exhibit layerwise feature compression and
discrimination, mirroring the behavior of deep nonlinear networks. Building on these insights, recent re-
search is actively developing tools to extend theoretical findings from linear networks to nonlinear ones,
advancing our understanding of underlying principles of deep learning.

2.2 Low-Rank Structure in Data Matrices
This section provides background on low-rank structures in data matrices, a concept widely studied across
fields such as signal processing, communications, computer vision, and medical imaging, with applications
in signal approximation, direction of arrival estimation, structure-from-motion, and signal reconstruction.
Low-rank structure can takemany forms, butwe focus on themost basic: a linear low-dimensional subspace.
When matrix columns lie on (or near) such a subspace, the matrix is exactly (or approximately) low-rank.
Other low-dimensional structures, which we do not cover in this tutorial, include unions of low-rank sub-
spaces, low-dimensional manifolds, and algebraic varieties.

A key foundational theorem connecting low-rank factorizations to low-rank approximations of matrices
in unitarily invariant norms is as follows.
Theorem 1. Suppose that Φ ∈ Rk×d admits a singular value decomposition (SVD) Φ = UΣV ⊤ with Σ being a
diagonal matrix of singular values σ1 ≥ σ2 · · · ≥ σmin(k,d) > 0. Consider the following optimization problem:

min
W1∈Rr×d,W2∈Rk×r

∥W2W1 −Φ∥2F , (4)

where r ≤ min{k, d}. Any global minimizer (W1,W2) satisfiesW2W1 = UrΣrV
⊤
r , whereΣr is a diagonal matrix

holding the r largest magnitude singular values ofΦ, andUr, Vr hold the corresponding singular vectors2. Moreover,
the resulting objective value is given by ∥W2W1 −Φ∥2F =

∑min(k,d)
i=r+1 σ2

i .

This result was proved multiple times and is attributed to Schmidt (1907) or Eckart and Young (1936),
followed by Mirsky (1960) proving that this minimizer holds for any unitarily invariant norm [7]. A key
insight from decades of research is that, despite nonconvexity, many iterative optimization algorithms con-
verge to the minimizer under mild conditions. While SVD provides a solution, it is less adaptable to related
but distinct problem formulations.

To connect low-rank structures to deep networks, suppose that we stack our data {(xi,yi)}ni=1 ⊆ Rd×Rk

into matrices:
X =

[
x1 x2 · · · xn

]
∈ Rd×n, Y =

[
y1 y2 · · · yn

]
∈ Rk×n .

Using this data matrix and plugging the form of a deep linear network (3) into Problem (1), together with
the l2 norm as the loss function and no regularizer, yields

∥WL · · ·W1X − Y ∥2F . (5)

If we whiten the data by right multiplying X,Y withX⊤(XX⊤)−1, we have∥∥WL · · ·W1 − Y X⊤(XX⊤)−1
∥∥2
F

. (6)

Many papers in this area then consider Φ := Y X⊤(XX⊤)−1, giving the unconstrained version of (4) for
L = 2. This assumes that XX⊤ is invertible, which is usually true when n > d, and this is sometimes

2We note for completeness that if the r and (r + 1)-st singular values are equal, then these subspaces Ur,Vr are not unique. The
singular vectors corresponding to any repeated singular values are unique up to the subspace they span.
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described as having an identity input matrix X . Since the solution for W when minimizing ∥WX − Y ∥F
without constraints is simply W = Y X⊤(XX⊤)−1, these two problems have a close connection.

Based on the above setup, we now discuss two different approaches to inducing low-rank structures
in deep linear networks WL · · ·W1 in the context of Problem (6). The first approach explicitly enforces
a low-rank constraint on the weight matrices by restricting their rank, such as rank(Wl) ≤ r with r <
min{d0, . . . , dL} for each l ∈ [L]. Consequently, Problem (6) can be viewed as a deep low-rank matrix
factorization problem. The second approach leverages the low-rank structure of the target matrix Φ. In
this case, prior research has shown that gradient descent for training weights exhibits an implicit bias to-
ward learning low-rank solutions, even in the absence of explicit rank constraints. For example, Theorem 2
showed thatwhenΦ is low-rank, eachweightmatrix is always updatedwithin a low-rank invariant subspace
throughout training. Compared to deep linear networks, where low-rank structure is typically imposed on
the weight matrices, deep nonlinear networks offer more flexibility in defining and utilizing low-rank struc-
tures. This flexibility arises from the various components within nonlinear architectures, such as weight
matrices, intermediate output, and optimization dynamics. For example, recent work [1] studied low-rank
weight updates of deep nonlinear networks, where only a subset of the top singular values significantly
change during weight updates from the initialization of the penultimate layer matrix, i.e.,W (t)

l −W
(0)
l ; see

Figure 1.

2.3 Implicit Low-Rank Structures
Modern deep learning models are often highly underdetermined — containing far more parameters than
the number of training samples — yet they demonstrate remarkable generalization to novel data. This phe-
nomenon, known as overparameterization, raises a fundamental question: why do such models generalize
well despite their capacity to fit the training data in many different ways? One prominent explanation is
that the optimization dynamics used to train overparameterized models inherently favor parsimonious so-
lutions that not only fit the data but also generalize well. This tendency, referred to as implicit bias or implicit
regularization, suggests that common optimization algorithms, such as gradient descent, navigate toward
a subset of solutions that avoid overfitting, despite the existence of infinitely many parameter choices that
could perfectly fit the training data.

To illustrate this phenomenon, in this section we will show how the gradient dynamics of simple least-
squares linear regression constrain the solution (in fact, every iterate of the optimization variable) to lie in
a low-dimensional subspace. Suppose we want to predict n scalar outputs y = [y1, . . . , yn]

⊤ ∈ Rn×1 from
n, d-dimensional observationsX = [x1, . . . ,xn]

⊤ ∈ Rn×d by finding a coefficient vector w ∈ Rd to solve:

min
w∈Rd

L(w) =
1

2
∥y −Xw∥22 . (7)

Typically one desires n ≥ d to ensure a unique solution to this problem. If instead we have fewer measure-
ments than parameters n < d, this problem is underdetermined, and there are infinitely many solutions
for w that will result in exactly zero error in this objective function. However, if we optimize with gradient
descent, the following equation defines the dynamics of the iterative algorithm:

w(t) = w(t−1) − η∇L(w) = w(t−1) − ηX⊤(Xw(t−1) − y)

= w(t−2) − ηX⊤(Xw(t−2) − y)− ηX⊤
(
Xw(t−1) − y

)
= · · · = w(0) − ηX⊤

t−1∑
i=0

(Xw(i) − y) (8)

Defining z(t−1) = η
∑t−1

i=0(Xw(i) − y), we see thatw(t) = w(0) +X⊤z(t−1). Recall that since n < d,X⊤ is a
tall matrix;X⊤z is in the n-dimensional subspace of Rd defined by the span of the columns ofX⊤ (i.e., the
row space ofX , also the orthogonal complement of the nullspace of X).

This observation leads us to two key points:
1. Every iterate of gradient descent must have the formw(0)+X⊤z for some z ∈ Rn. If we initialize with

w(0) ∈ rowspan(X) (e.g., w(0) = 0), then every iterate is in the row span of X . This can be exploited
to significantly reduce computation if n≪ d by only optimizing in this subspace.

6



2. Gradient descent is solving an implicitly constrained problem in place of Equation (7):

min
u∈Rd

1

2
∥(y −Xw(0)) +Xu∥2F s.t. u ∈ rowspan(X) ⊂ Rd (9)

or equivalently
min
z∈Rn

1

2
∥(y −Xw(0)) +XX⊤z∥2F . (10)

This problem is no longer underdetermined, since y−Xw(0) ∈ Rn andXX⊤ is a square n×nmatrix.
Again assuming thatX has rankn, the uniqueminimizer to this convexproblem is z∗ = (XX⊤)−1(y−
Xw(0)), corresponding to w∗ = Xz∗ in the original problem, and this is the solution at convergence
for gradient descent. If we initialize with w(0) = 0, we see that the solution is w∗ = X(XX⊤)−1y,
which is theMoore-Penrose pseudoinverse solution andwell-known as theminimum l2 norm solution
to eq. (7).

Although the discussion has considered the very simple problemof linear regression, wewill see through-
out this tutorial that many of these themes have parallels when training deep neural networks. Specifically,
in Section 3.1 we detail how the dynamics of gradient descent are restricted to a low-rank subspace at every
iteration when training deep, linear neural networks; that structure is leveraged in Section section 3.2 and
Section 3.3 to reduce computational requirements for fine-tuning and training deep networks. In Section
4.2 we discuss how adding l2 regularization on the parameters of multi-layer models is often equivalent to
adding low-rank regularization on the model predictions, then we describe settings where model training
implicitly adds l2 regularization (and hence promotes low-rank structure) through either the implicit bias
of gradient descent (Section 4.3) or via heuristics used to train deep networks which stochastically mask the
data or latent representations of the data such as Masked Autoencoders or Dropout (Section 4.4).

3 Low-Rank Structure at Every Iteration of Gradient Dynamics
3.1 Analysis of Training Dynamics
In this section, we look at how low-dimensional structure emerges in the training dynamics of deep linear
networks. Many works study deep linear networks due to being much easier to analyze compared to their
nonlinear counterparts, while still maintaining a notion of intermediate feature representations. Suchworks
are able to demonstrate a particular implicit bias towards low-rank structure in the networkweights, yielding
insight into the geometry of feature representations, yet often only identify low-rank structure at the end
of optimization. Instead, the result we present here discusses low-rank structure throughout the learning
process, making it amenable to exploitation by a structure-aware optimization algorithm. To illustrate this
concept, we consider a simplified deep matrix factorization setting. Specifically, we train a fully connected
deep linear network, as formulated in eq. (3), without nonlinear activations or biases. Additionally, we
assume that the input X is either the identity matrix or whitened data, as described in eq. (6). Specifically,
we consider

min
Θ

1

2
∥WL · · ·W1 −Φ∥2F︸ ︷︷ ︸

L(Θ)

+
λ

2

L∑
l=1

∥Wl∥2F , (11)

where Φ ∈ Rd×d is the target matrix, which can be taken as Φ = Y X⊤(XX⊤)−1 as in eq. (6) with k = d,
andΘ = {Wl}Ll=1 are the network parameters withWl ∈ Rd×d for each l ∈ [L]. For each weight matrixWl,
the gradient descent updates can be written as follows:

W
(t+1)
l = (1− ηλ)W

(t)
l − η∇Wl

L(Θ(t)), ∀t = 0, 1, 2, . . . , (12)

where η > 0 is the learning rate. Whenwe have λ > 0, this is calledweight decay due to the down-weighting
of the weights from the previous iteration.
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Figure 3: Evolution of SVD of weight matrices for deep matrix factorization. We visualize the SVD dynamics of the first layer
weight matrix of an L = 3 layer deep matrix factorization for a random matrix with d = 30, r = 3, ϵl = 1 throughout GD without
weight decay (λ = 0). Left: Magnitude of the i-th singular value σi(t) at iteration t. Middle: Angle ∠(vi(t),vi(0)) between the i-th
right singular vector at iteration t and initialization. Right: Angle ∠(ui(t),ui(0)) between the i-th left singular vector at iteration t
and initialization.

We now present the main result from [8], which demonstrates that the implicit bias of gradient descent
in minimizing eq. (11) with low-rank data arises because the entire trajectory of weight updates remains
confined to a specific low-dimensional subspace. To show this, we make the following assumptions:
A1. Φ is a rank r matrix with r ≪ d (i.e., low-rank);

A2. Each initial weight matrixW
(0)
l is an ϵl-scaled orthogonal matrix for some ϵl > 0, i.e.,

W
(0)
l W

(0)⊤
l = W

(0)⊤
l W

(0)
l = ϵ2l Id.

Based on this, the following result states that the gradient updates only occur in 2r-dimensional subspaces
of the left and right singular spaces of each weight matrix Wl.
Theorem 2. Suppose we perform gradient descent on eq. (11) with the iterates given in eq. (12). Under assumptions
A1 and A2, the SVD of weight matrix W

(t)
l ∈ Rd can be decomposed as

W
(t)
l =

[
U

(t)
l,1 Ul,2

] [ Σ
(t)
l 02r×(d−2r)

0(d−2r)×2r ρ
(t)
l I(d−2r)

] [
V

(t)
l,1 Vl,2

]⊤
∀l ∈ [L], ∀t = 0, 1, 2, . . . ,

where Σ(t)
l ∈ R2r×2r is diagonal with Σ

(0)
l = ϵlI2r, d− 2r singular values are identical with

ρ
(t)
l = ρ

(t−1)
l (1− ηλ− η

∏
k ̸=l

ρ
(t−1)2
k ) ≈ ϵl(1− ηλ)t (13)

where the orthonormal matrices (Ul,2)
L
l=1, (Vl,2)

L
l=1 ⊂ Od×(d−2r) are independent of t and satisfy Vl+1,2 = Ul,2 for

all l ∈ [L− 1], and the approximation in eq. (13) uses ρ(0)l = ϵl and is more accurate as L increases.

This theorem characterizes the decomposition of weight matrices at each iteration of gradient descent.
Although it applies to a simplified setting—a deep linear network trained with l2 loss—it provides valuable
insights into the low-rank structures throughout the learning dynamics of deep networks. The decomposi-
tion in the theorem, in the absence of weight decay (λ = 0), is visualized in Figure 3, where only 2r singular
values and vectors evolve during gradient descent. This suggests that when ϵl is sufficiently small, the depth
L is large enough, and/or weight decay is applied (λ > 0), a significant portion of singular values decay to
zero as t→∞.

To understand why this structured decomposition emerges, let us build some intuition for the case of
L = 2. The key is that we identify the (d− 2r)-dimensional subspace where gradient updates do not occur.

8



Figure 4: Evolution of SVD of weight matrices for deep low-rank adaptation. We visualize the SVD dynamics of an L = 3 layer
deep matrix factorization’s end-to-end product employed for fine-tuning the 11th layer value matrix in BERT, with d = 768, ϵl = 1
throughout Adam. Left: Magnitude of the i-th singular value σi(t) at iteration t. Middle: Angle ∠(vi(t),vi(0)) between the i-th
right singular vector at iteration t and initialization. Right: Angle ∠(ui(t),ui(0)) between the i-th left singular vector at iteration t
and initialization.

Note we will now repeatedly rely on the properties of our initialization, that weight matrices are orthogonal
and scaled by ϵl. The gradient with respect to W

(0)
1 andW

(0)
2 is thus given by

∇W1
L(Θ(0)) = W

(0)⊤
2 (W

(0)
2 W

(0)
1 −Φ) = ϵ22W

(0)
1 −W

(0)⊤
2 Φ, and

∇W2
L(Θ(0)) = (W

(0)
2 W

(0)
1 −Φ)W

(0)⊤
1 = ϵ21W

(0)
2 −ΦW

(0)⊤
1 .

From here, we can construct (d − 2r)-dimensional left and right subspaces U1 and V1 of W (0)
1 that lie in

the left and right nullspaces of ∇W1
L(Θ(0)) respectively. Specifically, let V1 = N (Φ) ∩ N (Φ⊤W

(0)
2 W

(0)
1 ),

where N denotes nullspace, and let U1 = span({W (0)
1 v,∀v ∈ V1}), which we will denote with shorthand

U1 = {W (0)
1 V1}. As a result, dim(U1) = dim(V1) ≥ d− 2r.

This proper choice of subspaces directly results in the decomposition of Theorem 2. The way we defined
it, there are are at least d−2r pairs of vectors (u,v) ∈ U1×V1 withW

(0)
1 v = ϵ1u, while∇W1L(Θ(0))v = ϵ22ϵ1u

and
∇W1

L(Θ(0))⊤u = ϵ22W
(0)⊤
1 u− Φ⊤W

(0)
2 u = ϵ22ϵ1v − Φ⊤W

(0)
2 (ϵ1W

(0)
1 v) = ϵ22ϵ1v

by using the second intersected null space in the definition of V1. Therefore, eq. (12) gives us:

W
(1)
1 v =

(
(1− ηλ)W

(0)
1 − η∇W1

L(Θ(0))
)
v = ϵ1(1− ηλ− ηϵ22)u,

W
(1)⊤
1 u =

(
(1− ηλ)W

(0)⊤
1 − η∇W1

L(Θ(0))⊤
)
u = ϵ1(1− ηλ− ηϵ22)v,

meaning that (u,v) ∈ U1×V1 remain singular vectors after the gradient step, but their singular value shrinks
by a factor of 1 − ηλ − ϵ2 (independent of Φ). Similar invariant subspaces emerge in the second layer – in
fact, the invariant subspaces align across the two layers. Taking V2 = U1, so that

{W (0)⊤
1 V2} = {W (0)⊤

1 U1} = V1 ⊂ N (Φ)

by construction of V1, we have that any v ∈ V2 satisfies ∇W2
L(Θ(0))v = ϵ21W

(0)
2 v = ϵ21ϵ2u defining U2

in the analogous way to the first step. While this argument is for L = 2, the result can be generalized to
arbitrary L, as can be seen in the supplementary material of [8]. We emphasize once again that we define
the subspaces where training does not occur and subsequently determine the invariant training subspaces
as their orthogonal complements.

We highlight the key ingredients for the emergence of low-rank structure in the optimization of deep
matrix factorizations. First, we require that the target data Φ is low rank – when Φ = Y X⊤(XX⊤)−1, this
is satisfied due to the columns ofY often lying in amuch lower dimensional subspace compared to the input
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dimensionality/network width d, and one can show a similar result to Theorem 2 when Y has k ≪ d rows
– see Appendix C in the supplementary materials for more details. The second assumption we make is that
the weight matrices are initialized to be scaled orthogonal matrices – this is approximately satisfied when
(1) the entries of W (0)

l are drawn iid from a Gaussian distribution, which is utilized in practice, and (2)
d is large, corresponding to the wide and overparameterized nature of modern deep networks. To ensure
that the final weights are low-rank, we require some form of regularization, whether that be implicit via
small-scale initialization or explicit via weight-decay. Finally, we have assumed that the objective is of the
form (11), where we employ the squared error loss with respect to some target. In Section 3.2, we will see
how matrix factorizations are employed to efficiently fine-tune large language models, where the training
objective is significantlymore complicated. Yet even in this setting, similar phenomena in the SVDdynamics
of the weights emerge, as shown in Figure 4 (compare with Figure 3). Later, we will see how this can be
exploited for efficient and robust fine-tuning.

Several works laid the foundation for analyzing the dynamics of gradient descent for deep linear net-
works, along with its connection to implicit low-rank bias in gradient descent for low-rank factorization. [9]
pioneered this analysis, deriving closed-form solutions for singular values under gradient flow in a special
initialization setting where weight singular vectors remain stationary. [10] extended this to general initial-
izations, establishing a stronger link between singular vector stationarity and gradient alignment. More
recently, [8] leveraged low-rank gradients to construct orthogonal singular subspaces, distinguishing be-
tween learning-relevant and stationary components. Unlike prior work, it considers discrete-time gradient
descent, arbitrary orthogonal initialization, and the role of low-rank training in compressing overparame-
terized deep matrix factorization. In a related but distinct direction, [11] analyzed the alignment of deep
network weights in cases where they converge to a rank-one matrix. Additionally, [12] introduced a differ-
ent perspective on low-rankness in training dynamics through greedy low-rank learning, where gradient
descent incrementally fits the best rank-one approximation to the residual error. Beyond these works, a
broader literature explores the implicit low-rank bias of gradient descent, though not necessarily focusing
on the low-dimensional structure of training dynamics—this will be discussed further in Section 4.

3.2 Low-Rank Adaptation for Fine-tuning Large-Scale Models
Thus far, we have illustrated how low-rank structure emerges implicitly in the learning dynamics of the
simple deep linear model. In this section, we discuss how this insight has been explicitly leveraged for
parameter efficient fine-tuning of large-scale pre-trained models. Fine-tuning, or adaptation, is the process
of updating all or a subset of a pre-trained model’s parameters to adapt it to a downstream task. Concretely,
let W l ∈ Rd×d denote a pre-trained weight matrix for a particular layer l, and let us introduce a trainable
weight matrix ∆Wl ∈ Rd×d. During inference, we consider the effective weight Wl:

Wl = W l + ∆Wl, (14)

where ∆Wl is the trained (or adapted) weight matrix and W l remains fixed (or frozen) throughout the
entire process. However, optimizing ∆Wl for each dense layer of the pre-trained model can be as compu-
tationally expensive as training from scratch. To deal with the challenge, Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA)
[2] reduces computational burden by assuming that overparameterized models reside in low-dimensional
intrinsic subspaces. Specifically, it assumes that the change in weights∆Wl also has low intrinsic rank, and
considers the following effective weight instead:

Wl = W l + Bl Al, (15)

where Bl ∈ Rd×r and Al ∈ Rr×d with r ≪ d are the trainable weights constrained to have at most rank r.
This essentially considers a low-rank factorization of ∆Wl, such that as opposed to fine tuning all entries
of ∆Wl (which amounts to a dimension d2 search space), the parameterization (15) restricts the number
of learnable parameters to 2dr, allowing us to significantly reduce memory and computation requirements
if r ≪ d. For simplicity, we discuss based upon square weight matrices here, but in practice this can be
extended to any size weight matrix as long as each dimension is greater than r. In this section, we focus on
two key aspects of LoRA which has been heavily investigated recently: how to effectively choose two key
hyperparameters, the learning rate and the rank.
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Figure 5: Highlighting the inefficiency of LoRA that arises from using asymmetric initializations on BERT. Existing papers
explore ways to balance learning between the two LoRA factors and justify whether one initialization is preferable to another. Left:
The norm of the two factors over training iterations. Middle: The Pearson correlation over training iterations. Note that even
though the norm of A remains nearly constant throughout training, the test performance, as measured by the Pearson correlation,
still indicates good accuracy. Right: By using discrepant learning rates as in LoRA+ [13], we obtain faster convergence.

3.2.1 Choosing the Learning Rate

Generally, given some learning rate η > 0, we update the LoRA parameters using some gradient-based
method:

B
(t+1)
l = B

(t)
l − η · ∇Bl

L(Θ), A
(t+1)
l = A

(t)
l − η · ∇Al

L(Θ), (16)

where L(·) denotes the loss function and Θ represents the collection of network parameters. For initializa-
tion (at t = 0), we set one of the factors to the zero matrix so that fine-tuning begins from the pre-trained
model. Concretely, let al,i ∈ Rd denote a column of A1 and let b⊤l,i ∈ Rd denote a row of Bl. For all i ∈ [r],
the factors are typically initialized as follows [2]:

b
(0)⊤
l,i = 0d and a

(0)
l,i ∼ N (0, σ2Id), where σ2 = Θ

(
d−1

)
. (17)

While we use a Gaussian distribution for the initialization above, it is important to note that any other distri-
butionwith finite variance can be used. The variance of the factor is chosen to prevent any possible numerical
instabilities.

While this initializationwas designed to enable fine-tuning from the pre-trainedmodel, Hayou et al. [13]
found that the asymmetry in the factors leads to “inefficient feature learning”. They define efficient feature
learning as a setup inwhich the normof the change in the LoRAupdates remains constant atΘ(1). However,
the asymmetry causes the norm of one factor to change much faster than the other, leading to inefficiencies
(i.e., slower convergence). We illustrate this point on the lefthand side of Figure 5, where we fine-tune a
BERT model on the STS-B dataset using a learning rate of η = 10−4 and rank r = 8. Despite the test loss
increasing, measured in terms of the Pearson correlation, the norm of one factor hardly changes throughout
training, while the norm of the other factor changes rapidly. To account for these observations, Hayou et
al. [13] propose an algorithm called LoRA+ using discrepant learning rates. That is, rather than using the
same learning rate for both factors as in Equation (16), we use discrepant learning rates as follows:

B
(t+1)
l = B

(t)
l − γη · ∇Bl

L(Θ), A
(t+1)
l = A

(t)
l − η · ∇Al

L(Θ),

for some constant γ > 0. This is the main idea behind LoRA+, where they claim that we should use a
larger learning rate for Bl such that we can account for the differences in the norms. On the righthand
side of Figure 5, we observe that we can indeed obtain faster convergence with LoRA+ using λ = 2 in
the same BERT model setup. The work LoRA-Done-RITE [14] builds upon this observation to propose
an adaptive preconditioned learning rate that balances the factors. Both algorithms have been shown to
improve convergence speed and achieve superior performance over the vanilla LoRA method, and we can
expect future research to further address these inefficiencies and develop more efficient LoRA adapters.

11



Figure 6: Invariant low-dimensional subspaces in deep overparameterized adaptation of language models. Fine-tuning BERT
[17] with deep overparameterized adaptation on the STS-B dataset [18] Left: Singular value spectra across all adapted layers at the
end of fine-tuning. Middle: Alignment of subspaces formed by top 8 right singular vectors between current adapted weights and
final adapted weights throughout training. Right: Deep LoRA finds lower ranked adapters as opposed to LoRA, allowing it to have
better test loss in the sample-starved regime.

3.2.2 Choosing the Rank Allocation

A separate line of work focuses on efficient methods for selecting the other hyperparameter in LoRA: the
rank. The choice of rank presents a tradeoff – if the rank is too small, the number of parameters in the LoRA
adapters may be insufficient to capture all necessary information of the downstream data. Conversely, if the
rank is too large, itwill overfit and can slowdownboth training and inference. Moreover, it iswidely believed
that certain layers require less updating than others. Shallow layers near the input typically extract generic
features useful across multiple tasks, making extensive fine-tuning unnecessary. Consequently, allocating
a large rank to these layers may be inefficient. However, selecting an optimal rank for each of the L layers
via cross-validation would demand substantial computational resources, potentially negating the efficiency
gains of LoRA. To address this challenge, several methods have been proposed. We will discuss two distinct
approaches: AdaLoRA [15] and Deep LoRA [8], both of which enable flexible rank allocation for weight
updates at each layer.

The development of AdaLoRA [15] approaches this problem by allocating a rank budget to the overall
system. The goal is to then find the allocation of this budget across layers during the fine-tuning process
itself. Their approach is to start with some budget schedule, b(t), that they will enforce at training pass t.
This schedule should start with some maximum rank at each layer and end at the desired total budget. So if
we want the maximum rank to be r for Lweight matrices, then b(0) = rL, and if we can accommodate a total
budget equivalent to rank-r updates for each of L weight matrices, we have b(t) → rL. Then in each pass,
we update the LoRA adapter not in pairsBlAl, but in triplets PlΛlQl, whereΛl is a diagonal matrix whose
entries can be set to zero in order to decrease the rank budget allocated at this layer. They choose which
entries of {Λl}Ll=1 to set to zero by scoring them across all layers in each fine-tuning epoch. Several possible
scoring functions are studied in the paper. In order for the zeroing of an entry to be more meaningful in
the decomposition PlΛlQl, they also ideally would have Pl,Ql be orthogonal matrices, as in Theorem 1. To
approximate this condition, they use soft enforcement by regularization with ∥PP⊤ − I∥+ ∥QQ⊤ − I∥ in
the objective function. While these additions create some overhead, the experiments in [16] show improved
accuracy as compared to a fixed rank allocation when fine-tuning on several benchmark datasets.

Deep LoRA [8] takes the approach of using overparameterization to implicitly allocate a rank budget by
inducing a low-rank structure that can vary in rank across layers. The theory in Section 3.1 for deep matrix
factorization provides the starting point for Deep LoRA. Roughly speaking, recall that in the deep matrix
factorization setting, the residual singular values are suppressed by a factor of a power of L, where L is
the depth. In fact, recent literature on overparameterization shows that the deeper linear factorizations are
generally biased toward lower rank solutions [10]. We show evidence of the low-rank bias in Figure 6, where
a deep nonlinear network has been fine-tuned with an overparameterized version of LoRA, where we have
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three factors each of size d × d. From the figure, we can see that (i) all the converged weights {∆Wl}ml=1

are very low-rank (left panel), (ii) the learning dynamics each for each weight approximately stay within the
same invariant subspace throughout the iterations (middle panel).

Of course, it would be inefficient to adapt with full d × d factors, as that would be as computationally
burdensome as full fine-tuning. However, these empirical observations suggest that deep, overparameter-
ized factorizations for fine-tuning are highly compressible. Thus, we can apply a compression method to
(i) leverage the benefits of depth in overparameterization for LoRA and (ii) mitigate the overhead of added
depth by reducing the width of the intermediate layers. This is the idea of Deep LoRA. Each weight matrix
is updated with

Wl = W l +Cl Bl Al︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:∆Wl

,

where Al ∈ Rr×d, Bl ∈ Rr×r, and Cl ∈ Rd×r, ideally capturing the training subspace for a deep linear
network discussed in Theorem 2. However, themajor difference in Deep LoRA from thematrix factorization
setting in Section 3.1 is that the target is not exactly low-rank and so the updates are not expected to occur
within a fixed, invariant subspace across the training iterations. To this end, similar to the approach in
LoRA+, Deep LoRA employs a discrepant learning rate that allows the outer factors Cl,Al to change, but
more slowly than the inner factor Bl. For some γ > 0, we have:

C
(t+1)
l = C

(t)
l − γη · ∇Cl

L(Θ), B
(t+1)
l = B

(t)
l − η · ∇Bl

L(Θ), A
(t+1)
l = A

(t)
l − γη · ∇Al

L(Θ).

Following the setup of the previous section, we fine-tune a BERTmodel using Deep LoRAwith a rank of
r = 8 and depth L = 3. In Figure 6 (right panel), we show that Deep LoRA indeed implicitly finds adapters
with varying ranks. In particular, the solutions found have lower effective rank than those obtained using
vanilla LoRA (i.e., L = 2), which helps explain why Deep LoRA achieves better test accuracy in the regime
of limited fine-tuning samples [8].

3.3 Low-Rank Training
More recently, the implicit low-rank structures in learning dynamics [8] (Section 3.1), coupled with the
success of LoRA (Section 3.2), have inspired researchers to explicitly explore low-rank structures for training
large-scale deep networks. Instead of introducing additional low-rank adaptors and hence not altering the
training dynamics [19, 20, 21], these approaches have the potential to significantly reduce the computational
and memory requirements of training large-scale neural networks by approximating the gradient updates
of weight matrices with low-rank factorizations.

𝑾𝟎

𝑾𝟎 + ∆𝑾𝑻𝟏

𝑾𝟎 + ∆𝑾𝑻𝟏 + ∆𝑾𝑻𝟐

!𝑮𝒕𝟏 !𝑮𝒕𝟐

Figure 7: An illustration of learning through low-
rank subspaces using GaLore.

However, the optimalweights of nonlinear neural networks
are often not inherently low-rank, as evidenced by the fact
that LoRAmay not always match the performance of full-rank
fine-tuning and often benefits from an initial full-rank train-
ing phase to effectively leverage the low-rank subspace [2].
Nonetheless, several recent works [8, 20, 21, 22] showed that
gradient updates of the weights are approximately low-rank,
where the gradients approximately reside in slowly changing
low-rank subspace across the learning dynamics. For deep lin-
ear models, the low-rank structure of gradient updates follows
directly from our training dynamics analysis in Section 3.1 and
the findings in [8, 1], where the gradient captures the differ-
ence between two consecutiveweight updates within the same
low-rank subspace. More recent work [20] justifies the low-
rank gradient for reversible nonlinear networks, showing the
gradient becomes low-rank during training when it follows
certain parametric forms.

Specifically, if we consider the weight matrix of any given layer (e.g., lth layer) in a neural network, then
slow changing low-rank gradient implies that we can approximate the weight WKT at the KT -th iteration
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Figure 8: Singular values across layers of the ViT of the FC2 weight matrix. While the singular values of the shallower layers do
not clearly exhibit a low-rank structure, the deeper layers certainly do.

by

WKT = W0 +

K∑
k=1

∆WTk
, where ∆WTk

=

T∑
tk=1

Gtk , (18)

where W0 is the weight initialization, T denotes the window size of each subspace, and Gtk denotes the
t-th gradient update in the k-th subspace Uk. In other words, the accumulated gradient ∆WTk

lies within
a low-dimensional subspace Uk, where the subspace Uk dynamically changes with respect to k [19, 20],
see Figure 7 for an illustration. This phenomenon can yield significant benefits: by restricting updates to
a subspace of reduced dimension, one can potentially reduce both computational cost and memory usage,
since operations in higher-rank dimensions become negligible [19, 20].

Exploring Low-rank Gradient for Low-Rank Training In practice, many recent works leverage low-rank
structures in the gradient to reduce memory usage. Specifically, based upon (18), Gradient Low-Rank Pro-
jection (GaLore) method [20] that leverages the gradient low-rank structures in (18) through subspace
projection

G̃tk = Pkρ(PkGtkQ
⊤
k )Q

⊤
k , (19)

to better capture the information of the full-rank gradient Gtk . Here, Pk ∈ Rm×r and Qk ∈ Rn×r are the
subspace projection matrices of the original gradient Gtk ∈ Rm×n, and ρ(·) is an operator on gradient that
flexibly encompasses a variety of gradient-based methods such as momentum or Adam. To compensate for
the dynamically changing subspaces, GaLore updates Pk periodically by computing the full SVD of Gtk=1

at the beginning of every T epoch. We present the algorithm applying GaLore to Adam in Algorithm 1 in
the appendices, where ρ(·) is instantiated as the Adam update rule. As shown in [20], GaLore significantly
improved memory efficiency when training LLMs, reducing optimizer state memory usage by up to 65.5%.
Inspired by (18), there has also been another ReLoRA method [19] that uses randomly initialized LoRA
pairsBkAk to approximate∆WTk

and merge them with the full weightsW0 every T iterations. Compared
to ReLoRA, GaLore achieves better performance with similar memory cost, but at the cost of extra compu-
tation time due to extra projection operators and computing the initial full rank gradient Gtk=1 for each
k = 1, · · · ,K. Moreover, when ReLoRA uses the full-rank gradient as initializations, it can be shown that it
is equivalent to GaLore; more detailed proof is shown in Appendix D.

Improving Low-Rank Training via Adaptive Rank Allocation across Different Layers and Components
While GaLore offers remarkable improvements in memory efficiency, its uniform treatment of different lay-
ers and usage of the same training window can be suboptimal for large-scale deep learning models. This
phenomenon is illustrated in Figure 8, which shows the singular values of different MLP layers in ViT mod-
els throughout training. As observed, deeper layers tend to exhibit more pronounced low-rank structure
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compared to shallower layers. A similar trend is evident in the value weight matrices of the self-attention
components; see Appendix D for details.

Therefore, the follow-up results, such as Weight Low-Rank Projection (WeLore) [21], reveal the signifi-
cant differences in effective ranks across different layers and training epochs in LLMs. AdaRankGrad [22]
demonstrates that layer gradient ranks gradually decrease as training converges, asymptotically approach-
ing one. Leveraging this, it adaptively reduces gradient rank during Adam optimization using an efficient
online low-rank projection update. Themethoddynamically adjusts each layer’s projection dimension based
on training progress, exploiting the gradual reduction in gradient dimensionality to perform updates in a
lower-dimensional space, thereby reducingmemory usage. Projectionmatrices are updated based on a con-
vergence criterion, ensuring timely adjustments and preventing premature or delayed subspace transitions,
leading to faster convergence. Compared to GaLore, AdaRankGrad further improves memory efficiency for
pretraining of LLMs [22].

Moreover, different components of Transformer models exhibit distinct low-rank structures that can be
leveraged for compression. For instance, the recent DeepSeek V3 model [3] achieves significant memory
savings during training by only factorizing the query matrix into a low-rank form within the multi-head
attention mechanism, all while maintaining strong performance. Finally, in a broader perspective, the low-
rank structure is one example of a more general class of compressive structures that have gained recent
attention. We refer interested readers to in the appendices for a more detailed discussion.

4 Low-Rank Structure at the Convergence of Gradient Methods
4.1 Implicit Regularization
As we have seen above, low-rank structure can arise due to the dynamics of a particular optimization algo-
rithm that enforces (or exploits in the case of LoRA methods) the low-rank structure throughout the op-
timization process (i.e., at every iteration of the optimization algorithm the low-rank structure is present).
However, low-rank structure also arises through other means in a variety of deep learning settings. In par-
ticular, in this section we explore various conditions and algorithms where the final solution the algorithm
converges to has low-rank structure. If we recall the simple example of overparameterized linear regression
from 2.3, we observed that if we initialized the parameters at the origin (w(0) = 0), then of the infinitely
many possible choices of parameters that perfectly fit the data, gradient descent would implicitly find the
parameters that fit the data with the minimum l2 norm,

min
w

1

2
∥y −Xw∥2F︸ ︷︷ ︸

Original Overparameterized Problem

=⇒
Gradient Descent min

w
∥w∥2 s.t. y = Xw.︸ ︷︷ ︸

Problem Implicitly Solved by Gradient Descent

(20)

As a result, l2 regularization has been implicitly added to the problem due to the dynamics of gradient
descent, and below, we will see a variety of additional settings where l2 regularization also gets implicity
added as part of the network training process. At first, this does not present an immediate link to low-
rank structure, but as we discuss in the next section, in many models consisting of sequential application
of linear operators, applying l2 regularization to the model parameters is equivalent to adding low-rank
regularization to the overall prediction of the model.

4.2 Low-Rank from l2 Regularization
A key link that arises in the emergence of low-rank structure is the general idea that in many settings adding
l2 regularization on the weight parameters can result in adding low-rank inducing regularization on the
predictions of the model on the training set. In particular, recall the deep matrix factorization objective (11)
in Section 3.1, where we have observed that optimizing this objective with gradient descent will result in
low-rank parameter matrices when l2 regularization is used (i.e., λ > 0), commonly referred to as weight
decay in the context of deep learning, and a natural question is whether this behavior as a idiosyncratic to
the gradient descent dynamics or a more general phenomenon. As we will see below, low-rank solutions
are, in fact, promoted by the use of l2 regularization on the model weights due to variational definitions of
Schatten-p matrix norms and quasi-norms.
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Given a matrix M ∈ Rm×n and a value of p > 0 the Schatten-p matrix norm (for p ≥ 1) or quasi-norm
(for 0 < p < 1) is notated as ∥M∥p and defined:

∥M∥p =

min{m,n}∑
i=1

σi(M)p


1
p

(21)

where σi(M) denotes the ith singular of M . This includes many well-known matrix norms, such as the
Frobenius norm (p = 2), the l2 induced operator norm (the largest singular value ofM for p =∞), and the
nuclear norm (p = 1). The nuclear norm in particular has received considerable attention in the literature
on low-rank matrix recovery, as it is the tightest convex approximation of the rank of a matrix, which allows
it to be used as a convex regularizer to induce low-rank solutions. Moreover, if one considers Schatten-p
quasi-norms with 0 < p < 1 (so called because they no longer satisfy the triangle inequality) one achieves
an increasingly tighter approximation of the rank of a matrix in the limit as p→ 0, with the downside being
that the quasi-norm is no longer convex for 0 < p < 1.

To show the connection between Schatten-p (quasi)norms and the matrix factorization objective in (11)
we will rely on a variational definition of ∥M∥p. In particular, the following result can be shown:
Corollary 1. (Adapted from [23]) Given a matrix M ∈ Rm×n with rank(M) ≤ d and L ≥ 2, define matrices
WL ∈ Rm×d,W1 ∈ Rd×n, and Wl ∈ Rd×d for l = 2, . . . , L− 1. Then, we have that

2

L

(
∥M∥ 2

L

) 2
L
= min

WL,...,W1

1

2

L∑
l=1

∥Wl∥2F s.t. WLWL−1 · · ·W2W1 = M . (22)

The result in (22) implies that if we minimize any matrix factorization model with Frobenius regulariza-
tion on the matrix factors, then we are effectively minimizing a problem with Schatten- 2L regularization on
the product of the W matrices (potentially also with rank constraints on the product if d < min{m,n}). To
see this explicitly note that the following optimization problems are all equivalent by applying (22):

min
WL,...,W1

f(WLWL−1 · · ·W2W1) +
λ

2

L∑
l=1

∥Wl∥2F (23)

⇐⇒ min
WL,...,W1,M

f(M) +
λ

2

L∑
l=1

∥Wl∥2F s.t. WLWL−1 · · ·W2W1 = M (24)

⇐⇒ min
M

f(M) +
2λ

L

(
∥M∥ 2

L

) 2
L

s.t. rank(M) ≤ d. (25)

Here the equivalence is in the sense that any global minimizer for the W parameters in (23) will also be a
minimizer for (25)with the relationWLWL−1 · · ·W2W1 = M , and the rank constraints in (25) arise simply
from the fact that in the above equations the rank of M is constrained by parameterizing the W matrices
with d-dimensions (if we take d ≥ min{m,n} then the rank constraint is irrelevant).

As an example, if we return to the deep matrix factorization problem in (11) we have that the problem is
equivalent to finding an approximation of Φ by a matrix with small singular values (and hence low-rank):

(11) : min
WL,...,W1

1

2
∥WL · · ·W1 −Φ∥2F +

λ

2

L∑
l=1

∥Wl∥2F ⇐⇒ (26)

min
M : rank(M)≤d

1

2
∥M −Φ∥2F +

2λ

L

(
∥M∥ 2

L

) 2
L
= min

M : rank(M)≤d

1

2
∥M −Φ∥2F +

2λ

L

d∑
i=1

σi(M)
2
L .

If we take the simple example of L = 2 (and with d sufficiently large to ignore the rank constraint), then the
regularization on M becomes the nuclear norm, and the closed form solution for the optimal M is well-
known to be the soft thresholding of the singular values ofΦ – i.e., if we letUSV ⊤ = Φ be a singular value
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decomposition of Φ, then the optimal value is M = U(S − λI)+V
⊤. As a result, if Φ has any singular

values smaller than λ, the recovered solution will also be low rank. Likewise, for deep matrix factorizations
(L > 2) the singular values of the final recovered M matrix will also be shrunk more aggressively as the
depth of the regularization (L) increases.

4.3 Low-Rank Structure from Implicit Regularization
Building on this background we developed above, we now consider the role of the implicit regularization
of gradient descent in promoting low-rank structure. In particular, the authors of [24] analyze classification
models (i.e., wheny is discrete) trainedwith gradient descent using 1) exponential family loss functions and
2) models whose predictions are positively homogeneous with respect to the model parameters. Specifically,
if we notate the network predictions as ŷ := fΘ(x), the authors consider loss functions that take the form
eg(ŷ,y) for functions g that satisfy certain smoothness and monotonicity conditions. Common losses such as
the cross-entropy loss and the exponential loss are special cases (see [24] for details). Moreover, the authors
assume that the model is positively homogeneous in the model parameters3 – that is there exists p > 0 such
that for any model input x, choice of model parametersΘ, and α ≥ 0we have fαΘ(x) = αpfΘ(x). With the
two conditions, the authors of [24] then show that if the model perfectly classifies the training data, then
the particular solution found by gradient descent will be the maximum margin classifier (that is, gradient
descent will find a classifier which perfectly classifies the training data with minimal squared norm on the
model parameters).

To better illustrate this general statement, consider the simplified setting of binary classification (i.e.,
y ∈ {−1, 1}) with a deep linear network trained with the exponential loss,

min
Θ

F (Θ) =

N∑
i=1

exp{−(WL · · ·W1xi · yi)}. (27)

In this setting, we have that the model predictions are given by fΘ(x) = WL · · ·W1x which is clearly pos-
itively homogeneous in the model parameters Θ = {WL, . . . ,W1}. Also, note that the level-sets for the
exponential loss are unbounded, so there is no global minimizer of the loss and the magnitude of the pa-
rameterswill growunbounded during the optimization, so as a result it is necessary to consider the direction
the parameters converge to by analyzing the normalized parameters Θ̄ = Θ

∥Θ∥F
, about which the following

result can be shown.
Theorem 3. (Informal - adapted from [24]) Consider the following training problem for a deep linear model trained
with the exponential loss:

min
Θ

F (Θ) =

N∑
i=1

exp{−(WL · · ·W1xi · yi)}. (28)

If the model is trained with gradient descent with sufficiently small step-size and at any point during training the model
perfectly classifies the data (i.e.,WL · · ·W1xi ·yi > 0, ∀ i = 1, . . . , n) then in direction the parameters will converge
to a Karush–Kuhn–Tucker (KKT) point of the max-margin classification problem. Specifically, any limit point of the
parameter directionsΘ = Θ

∥Θ∥F
will be a KKT point of the problem:

min
Θ

1

2

L∑
l=1

∥Wl∥2F s.t. WL · · ·W1xi · yi ≥ 1, ∀ i = 1, . . . , n (29)

That is, the parameter directions Θ found be gradient descent on (27) will be a KKT point of (29) to within a non-
negative scaling - namely if ΘKKT is a KKT point of (29), then ∃α > 0 such that αΘ = ΘKKT .

Here again, one can note that although there is no explicit regularization on the model parameters, the
implicit regularization of the gradient descent dynamics finds a direction of the parameters which is a KKT
point the problem in (29) which seeks to find a classifier with minimal l2 norms on the model parameters

3Recall that deep linear networks are positively homogeneous along with networks that use many common non-linearities, such as
ReLU, leaky ReLU, max-pooling, etc.
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(the maximum margin classifier)4. Note that problems (27) and (29) are both non-convex so we are not
guaranteed that gradient descent will find a global minimum in general, just a KKT point.

Now from our discussion above in Section 4.2, recall that adding l2 regularization to multi-linear model
parameters results in low-rank solutions via the variational form of the Schatten-p (quasi)norms. In partic-
ular, for a depth L linear model, we can directly apply the result from (22) to the product of the first L− 1
layers to see that the problem will be regularized by the Schatten- 2

L−1 quasi-norm. Namely, if the data can
be linearly classified during training, then (in direction) the model parameters will converge to a KKT point
of the problem

min
WL,M

1

2
∥WL∥2F +

2

L− 1

(
∥M∥ 2

L−1

) 2
L−1

s.t. WLMxi · yi ≥ 1, ∀ ß = 1, . . . , N. (30)

Note that this can be interpreted as first finding a low-rank projection of the dataMx, whereM is regular-
ized to be low-rank via the Schatten- 2

L−1 quasinorm (assuming L ≥ 3) and then classifying that low-rank
projection via the linear max-margin classifier WL.

4.4 Masked Training
Another area where low-rank structure naturally arises in deep learning is when the data representation is
masked during training. More precisely, one stochastically replaces a portion of the data representation with
default values such as zeros or noise, either in the space of the raw data or a latent representation of the
data (e.g., in an intermediate layer of a deep network). This paradigm has been widely adopted in modern
machine learning, as illustrated in the two examples.
Example 4.1 (Dropout). One widespread use of masking in deep learning is the Dropout algorithm [25], where
at each iteration of training a random subset of the neuron activations is set to zero, while all neurons remain active
during inference. This is motivated by the intuition that the induced stochasticity from masking portions of the latent
representation would improve robustness and prevent overfitting. The technique has been successfully applied across
various neural architectures, including convolutional neural networks (CNNs) for computer vision, recurrent neural
networks (RNNs) for sequence modeling, and transformer models for natural language processing [26]. Dropout has
also inspired variants that apply different masking strategies, such as DropConnect, which randomly masks weights
rather than activations, and Variational Dropout, which learns per-parameter dropout rates through variational infer-
ence.

Example 4.2 (Masked self-supervised learning). Masked self-supervised training refers to the idea that one
randomly replaces a subset of the input with a default value and trains the model to reconstruct the unobserved input
from the rest. It has become a fundamental technique inmodern language and imagemodeling. Indeed, languagemodels
are trained by learning to predict unobserved text tokens using either the surrounding (BERT [27]) or previous tokens
(GPT [28]) in the sequence. The success of this paradigm motivates its extension to image modeling, where the models
are trained to reconstruct unobserved image patches from observed ones (MAE [29]). Intuitively, the masking forces
the network to learn efficient representations that allows inferring the correlation between the observed and unobserved
data.

To understand the effect of masking in training a network, initial works considered Dropout training
in the simplified case of training a matrix factorization model (or equivalently a single hidden layer linear
neural network) with the squared loss [30, 31]. In this context, the authors of [30] observe that given a set
of training data (X,Y ) then Dropout training can be viewed as minimizing the following objective:

min
W1,W2

E
z
i.i.d.∼ Ber(µ)

∥∥∥∥Y − 1

µ
W2Diag(z)W1X

∥∥∥∥2
F

. (31)

Specifically, z is a vector of i.i.d. Bernoulli randomvariables withmean µ, so Dropout training can be viewed
as performing Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) on this objective by stochastically sampling a vector of z

4The work of [24] also provides similar results for more general settings, such as alternative loss functions and multi-class classifi-
cation with general positively-homogeneous models, and we refer the reader to [24] for the full technical details.
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Figure 9: Singular values of activations of the first and last layers in deep architectures from masked training with varying
dropout rates 1− µ. Deep Linear Network (DLN) is trained on synthetic data with MSE loss, while ResNet is trained on CIFAR-10
dataset of natural images with cross-entropy loss. As seen, the activations of deep and shallow layers of the trained network exhibit
lower numerical rank when the dropout rate used in training is higher.

variables at each iteration of the optimization algorithm (i.e., randomly zeroing out the activations of the
associated hidden units). Then, simply expanding the quadratic term and evaluating this expectation leads
to an equivalent deterministic regularized problem

min
W1,W2

∥Y −W2W1X∥2F +
1− µ

µ

d∑
i=1

∥(W2):,i∥22∥X⊤(W1)i,:∥22. (32)

where one solves the original matrix factorization objective plus a regularization on the d columns of the
W2 matrix and d rows of the W1 matrix. Moreover, again connecting this with the variational form of the
nuclear norm described above, the authors of [30] and [31] establish that the above problem is equivalent
to a nuclear norm regularized problem. In particular, the following problems are equivalent provided that
d, the number of columns/rows in (W2,W1) respectively, is sufficiently large:

min
W1,W2

E
z
i.i.d.∼ Ber(µ)

∥∥∥∥Y − 1

µ
W2Diag(z)W1X

∥∥∥∥2
F

⇐⇒ min
Z
∥Y −Z∥2F +

1− µ

µ
∥Z∥2∗, (33)

where the equivalence is in the sense that optimal solutions (W ∗
1 ,W

∗
2 ) andZ∗ will satisfyZ∗ = W ∗

2 W
∗
1 X .

From this, one can observe that the use of Dropout training induces low-rank solutions due to the low-rank
promoting properties of the nuclear norm.

Moreover, this work was then later extended to provide a similar characterization for Dropout applied to
deep linear networks [32] andwith Dropout applied to a final layer of a non-linear network with potentially
different statistics (i.e., non-Bernoulli) on the Dropout variables [33]. In all cases, Dropout is shown to
induce low-rank solutions, and the authors of [34] further show that this also constrains statistical model
complexity measures of the network, such as the Rademacher complexity.

We conduct experiments to visualize the effect of dropout on the rank of the activations. We begin with
the regime covered by the theoretical results reviewed above (i.e., last layer of deep linear network trained
by MSE loss), and then explore cases not yet modeled by existing theory (i.e., shallower layers, non-linear
networks such as multi-layer perceptrons (MLP) and residual network (ResNet), and cross entropy loss).
Experiment setups are detailed in Appendix A in the supplementary materials. As seen in Figure 9, the
activations of both deep and shallow layers of the trained network exhibit lower numerical rank when the
dropout rate used in training is higher. Figure 2 further shows that the activations of the layers gradually
become low-rank as masked training proceeds.

More recently, other variants ofmasking data or latent representations of data have received considerable
attention in applications ofMaskedAutoencoders (MAEs) andMaskedLanguageModelling (MLM). In this
setting, empirical evidence has suggested that the features learned by MAEs and MLMs are approximately
low-rank, suggesting that a potential general property of masking is to induce low-rank structures, although
it remains an open direction for future work to theoretically establish this rigorously. For instance, the au-
thors of [35] observe empirically that the features of MAEs at convergence have lower effective rank than at
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random initialization. They provide a theoretical connection betweenMAEs and contrastive learning, albeit
how this relates to the low-rank features remains unclear. Interestingly, the work of [36] further provides
empirical evidence that a lower effective rank on the features learned by a variant of MAEs (achieved by
re-weighting the residual connections in the architecture) leads to higher the linear probing accuracy. On
the other hand, the work of [37] shows that on a pretrained MLM, inputs with masking empirically lead
to features of lower effective rank than the same inputs without masking at all, with the difference of ranks
being larger as the layer goes deeper. They prove that the features of the unmasked inputs must be rank-
deficient at some layer, though it remains an open question to theoretically guarantee how small the rank
can be.

5 Open Questions and Future Directions
In this paper, we explored the role of low-rank structure in the training and adaptation of deep learning
models. We reviewed recent advances in understanding low-rank dynamics during training andhighlighted
how implicit low-rank structures can reduce the number of required data samples for model learning. Ad-
ditionally, we discussed methods such as LoRA that optimize large-scale models more efficiently by using
low-rank approximations of the weight matrices. However, low-rank structures are also relevant to other
important challenges in deep learning, such as improving model generalization and interpretability. In this
section, we highlight some compelling open questions and propose promising future directions for research,
with the aim of motivating more research in these crucial areas.

One promising direction is to extend the theoretical study of low-rank structures from deep linear net-
works to deep nonlinear networks. For instance, in Section 3.1, we demonstrated that gradient updates
in deep linear networks occur within a low-rank subspace. Although the Galore work in Section 3.3 pro-
vides some insights into the emergence of low-rank gradients in deep nonlinear networks, these findings
depend on relatively restrictive assumptions, such as network reversibility, specific loss functions, and small
batch sizes. Extending the analysis to more practical settings would provide better theoretical justifica-
tion for employing low-rank training. Another promising direction lies in improving model interpretability
through low-rank structures, which could offer simpler and more human-understandable explanations of
the learned features or transformations in complex architectures, such as diffusion models and large lan-
guage models. For example, the interplay between low-rank structures and phenomena like neural collapse
[38, 39] in supervised learning offers fertile ground for advancing our understanding of these models’ un-
derlying mechanics. Additionally, leveraging low-rank approximations to improve generative AI efficiency
has gained traction, particularly in the context of LLMs, where self-attention maps often exhibit low-rank
characteristics. This observation has inspired techniques that approximate self-attention matrices to reduce
computational complexity while maintaining performance.
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A Experiment Details
Low-Rank Structure at Every Iteration of Gradient Dynamics (§3) For Figure 1, the linear network and
MLP were trained on MNIST and the VGG-16 and ViT were trained on CIFAR-10. We observe the change
in singular values of the penultimate weight matrix for DLNs, MLPs, VGG, and ViT-B. We train the DLN
starting from orthogonal initialization using SGD with learning rate 0.01 and a batch size of 128. All of the
nonlinear networks were initialized using random uniform initialization. For MLP, we train using the same
parameters as the DLN. For VGG, we use batch size 128 with learning rate 0.05, weight decay parameter
5 × 10−4, momentum 0.9, and step size scheduler with cosine annealing. Lastly, for ViT-B, we train using
ADAM with a batch size of 512 and learning rate 10−5 with cosine annealing. The ViT-B architecture is the
same as the one presented by Dosovitskiy et al. [40]. Figures 8 and 10 follow the same training procedure
for the ViT above.

Table 1: Summary of setups of experiments in §4.

Experiment Architecture Dataset Loss Function Batch Size
1 Deep Linear Network Synthetic MSE 1024
2 Multi-Layer Perceptron Synthetic MSE 1024
3 ResNet CIFAR-10 Cross-Entropy 768

Low-Rank Structure at the Global Minimum of Objective Functions (§4) We design the experiments to
investigate the impact of dropout on the singular values (or effective rank) of activations in neural networks,
where we progressively extend theoretical predictions to practical scenarios. Table 1 summarizes the archi-
tecture, dataset, and loss function of each experiment. Synthetic Data Generation: For Experiments 1 and
2, we generate synthetic datasets. Inputs x ∈ R20 are drawn from a standard Gaussian distribution. The
corresponding outputs y ∈ R20 are generated via a linear transformation with a fixed matrix of rank 15.
This design ensures outputs lie in a 15-dimensional subspace of R20. Network Architecture and Loss Function:
In Experiment 1, we utilize a deep linear network comprising three linear layers with dimensions 20-20-20,
separated by dropout layers, and optimized usingmean squared error (MSE) loss. Experiment 2 introduces
nonlinearities into the network by inserting ReLU activations after each intermediate linear layer, except for
the output layer, thus forming a multilayer perceptron (MLP). Experiment 3 adopts a practical setting using
a ResNet architecture with residual blocks arranged in a 2-2-2-2 configuration, channel dimensions start-
ing at 64 and doubling progressively (64, 128, 256, 512). This network is trained on the CIFAR-10 dataset,
employing cross-entropy loss to reflect a realistic classification scenario. In all three experiments an SGD
optimizer is used with a learning rate of 10−2 and no momentum whatsoever.

B Complexity for Forward and Backward Pass
Almost all of the computational cost (and amajority of thememory cost) in training deep networks involves
dense linear layers of the form Y = WX , where X ∈ Rd×n are the input activations (i.e., the batch of
hidden feature vectors after passing through a nonlinearity from a previous layer), Y ∈ Rd×n are output
activations, and W ∈ Rd×d is a weight matrix. During forward propagation, we receive input activations
X from the previous layer, compute Y with Θ(nd2) operations, which is passed to the subsequent layer,
and storeX for backpropagation. During backpropagation, we receive the output activation gradient∇Y L
with respect to some loss L from the subsequent layer, which we use to compute the weight matrix gradient
∇WL = ∇Y L ·X⊤ withΘ(nd2) operations, and also the input activation gradient∇XL = W⊤ ·∇Y Lwith
Θ(nd2) operations, with the latter passed to the preceding layer. Overall, for each layer we have 3×Θ(nd2)
operations. From a memory standpoint, for each layer we need to storeΘ(d2) for the weight matrix (and its
optimizer state which is 2× the size of weight matrix for Adam), as well as Θ(nd) for input activations.

There are some “tricks” that can be (and are) employed in practice to savememory, which slightly change
the above setting. One example is “gradient checkpointing”, where we only store input activations at cer-
tain layers (called checkpoints), which we can use to recompute a given layer’s input activations for back-
propagation. We are effectively trading memory for compute – if we only store every other layer’s input
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Figure 10: Singular values across layers of the ViT of the value weight matrix. Similar to the observations in Figure 8, the
value matrices corresponding to the Transformer of the shallower layers do not have a low-rank structure, and the low-rank structure
emerges in the deeper layers.

activations, we halve the memory requirements for these, while introducing another matrix multiplication
for every other layer.

C Low-Rank Gradient Dynamics with a Wide Target
In Section 3.1, we consider deep matrix factorization where the target matrix Φ has d rows. In a more
standard regression or classification setting for Φ = Y X⊤(XX⊤)−1, we really have k rows, where k is the
label dimension (e.g., corresponding to k classes). In most cases, k ≪ d, i.e., we have many fewer output
coordinates than the networkwidth or input dimensionality. To address this case, supposeΦ ∈ Rk×d, where
r = k ≪ d is the rank of Φ. We modify WL in Equation (11) to be WL ∈ Rk×d to match dimensions. Then,
a very similar result to Theorem 2 can be shown, with the only differences being that (1) the decomposition
holds for all layers l ∈ [L − 1], i.e., excluding layer L, and (2) ρ(t)l = ϵl(1 − ηλ)t exactly. This result and its
proof are found in [41].

D Low-Rank Training
This section of the appendix presents additional results that complement the low-rank training analysis in
Section 3.3. Specifically, we include the following:
• An illustration of rank differences in value matrices of ViT. The difference of low-rank structures across the

layers of value matrices in ViT models are shown in Figure 10.
• Algorithm pipeline of GaLore. Additionally, we provide more details of GaLore method based upon Adam

optimizer in Algorithm 1.
• Equivalence of GaLore and ReLoRA with full rank gradient initialization. Finally, here we include proof of the

equivalence of ReLoRA [19] and GaLore [20] detailed in the following.
Theorem 4 (GD-GaLore and GD-ReLoRA are equivalent with full rank gradient initialization). Initialize
GD-GaLore from [20] and GD-ReLoRA from [19] with the same initial point. In particular, initialize the B matrix
in ReLoRA with the SVD of full gradients (rather than random Gaussian) and fix it. Then, the weight updates for
each algorithm are identical at every iteration.

Proof. We prove this by induction. We use the notation from the GaLore algorithm and denote quantities
related to GD-ReLoRA with a prime (e.g., W (t)′).
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Induction Hypothesis

Assume that GD-GaLore and GD-ReLoRA start with the same initialization and produce the same result at
iteration t− 1: {

W (t−1) = W (t−1)′

P (t−1) = B(t−1).

where

W (k)′ := W (0) +B(0)A(0) +B(T )A(T ) + · · ·+B([(k−1)/T ]T )A([(k−1)/T ]T ) +B(k)A(k)

:= W ([(k−1))/T ]T ) +B(k)A(k)

is the k-th iterate of GD-ReLoRA.

Case 1: t mod T ̸= 0

For GD-GaLore, using the update rule:

G(t) = ∇Wϕ(W (t−1)),P (t) = P (t−1),

R(t) = P (t)⊤G(t), G̃t = P (t)G(t),

W (t) = W (t−1) − ηG̃t = W (t−1) − ηP (t)P (t)⊤∇Wϕ(W (t−1)).

For GD-ReLoRA, applying the update rule:

A(t) = A(t−1) −∇Aϕ(W ([(t−2)/T ]T ) +B(t−1)A(t−1)),B(t) = B(t−1),

W (t)′ = W (t−1)′ +B(t)A(t) −B(t−1)A(t−1),

= W (t−1)′ − ηB(t)B(t)⊤∇Wϕ(W (t−1)′).

where we leverage the chain rule∇Aϕ(W ([(t−2)/T ]T ) +B(t−1)A(t−1)) = B(t−1)⊤∇Wϕ(W (t−1)′).
By the induction hypothesis:

W (t)′ = W (t−1)′ − ηB(t)B(t)⊤∇Wϕ(W (t−1)′)

= W (t−1) − ηP (t)P (t)⊤∇Wϕ(W (t−1)) = W (t).

Thus, the claim holds for t mod T ̸= 0.

Case 2: t mod T = 0

Now we consider the case where we need to reinitialize P (t) and B(t),A(t).
For GD-GaLore, we use the SVD of the full gradient as a projection:

G(t) = ∇Wϕ(W (t−1)), [U ,Σ,V ] = SVD(G(t)),

P (t) = U [:, : r],W (t) = W (t−1) − ηP (t)P (t)⊤G(t).

For GD-ReLoRA, we reinitialize B(t) using the SVD of the gradient and set A(t) to zero:

G(t)′ = ∇Wϕ(W (t−1)′), [U ′,Σ′,V ′] = SVD(G(t)′),

B(t) = U ′[:, : r],A(t)init = 0,W (t)′init = W (t−1)′ +B(t)A(t)init,

A(t) = A(t)init − η∇Aϕ(W (t);init),

W (t)′ = W (t)′init +B(t)A(t) −B(t)A(t)init.

= W (t−1)′ − ηB(t)B(t)⊤∇Wϕ(W (t−1)′).
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Algorithm 1 Adam with GaLore (reprinted from [20])
Input: A layer weight matrix W ∈ Rm×n with m ≤ n. Step size η, scale factor α, decay rates β1, β2, rank
r, subspace change frequency T .
Initialize first-order momentM0 ∈ Rn×r ← 0
Initialize second-order moment V0 ∈ Rn×r ← 0
Initialize step t← 0
repeat
Gt ∈ Rm×n ← −∇Wϕt(Wt) {Should be∇Wϕt(Wt−1)?}
if t mod T = 0 then

U ,S,V ← SVD(Gt)
Pt ← U [:, : r] {Initialize left projector as m ≤ n}

else
Pt ← Pt−1 {Reuse the previous projector}

end if
Rt ← P⊤

t Gt {Project gradient into compact space}

update(Rt) by Adam
Mt ← β1 ·Mt−1 + (1− β1) ·Rt

Vt ← β2 · Vt−1 + (1− β2) ·R2
t

Mt ←Mt/(1− βt
1)

Vt ← Vt/(1− βt
2)

Nt ←Mt/(
√
Vt + ϵ)

G̃t ← α · PNt {Project back to original space}
Wt ←Wt−1 + η · G̃t

t← t+ 1
until convergence criteria met
return Wt

Applying the induction hypothesis:

W (t)′ = W (t−1)′ − ηB(t)B(t)⊤∇Wϕ(W (t−1)′)

= W (t−1) − ηP (t)P (t)⊤∇Wϕ(W (t−1)) = W (t).

Since Case 2 also serves as the base case, the proof is complete.

Remarks:

• This theorem shows that, due to the chain rule, we do not need to compute the full gradient first;
instead, we can update the low-rank approximation directly.

• However, we still need to modify GD-ReLoRA by reinitializing Bt with the SVD of the full gradient
every T iterations. This is significantly cheaper than computing the full gradient at every step.

• The proof extends naturally to Adam-GaLore and Adam-ReLoRA, leading to the same conclusion.
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