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Gradient Descent Robustly Learns the Intrinsic
Dimension of Data in Training Convolutional Neural
Networks
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Abstract

Modern neural networks are usually highly over-parameterized. Behind the wide usage of
over-parameterized networks is the belief that, if the data are simple, then the trained network
will be automatically equivalent to a simple predictor. Following this intuition, many existing
works have studied different notions of “ranks” of neural networks and their relation to the
rank of data. In this work, we study the rank of convolutional neural networks (CNNs) trained
by gradient descent, with a specific focus on the robustness of the rank to image background
noises. Specifically, we point out that, when adding background noises to images, the rank of the
CNN trained with gradient descent is affected far less compared with the rank of the data. We
support our claim with a theoretical case study, where we consider a particular data model to
characterize low-rank clean images with added background noises. We prove that CNNs trained
by gradient descent can learn the intrinsic dimension of clean images, despite the presence of
relatively large background noises. We also conduct experiments on synthetic and real datasets
to further validate our claim.

1 Introduction

Neural networks have become a cornerstone in modern machine learning, demonstrating remarkable
performance across various domains. A common characteristic of modern networks is their tendency
to be highly over-parameterized. Interestingly, it has been demonstrated that over-parameterized
models trained by standard optimization algorithms exhibit a preference for simplicity (Soudry
et al., 2018; Ji and Telgarsky, 2019b; Nacson et al., 2019; Gunasekar et al., 2018, 2017; Li et al.,
2018; Arora et al., 2019; Razin and Cohen, 2020; Chizat and Bach, 2020; Phuong and Lampert,
2020): if the training data can be fitted well by a simple predictor, then after training, an over-
parameterized model may effectively reduce to this simple predictor.

A notable line of recent works has considered notions of “ranks” to characterize how simple the
over-parameterized neural network after training is Gunasekar et al. (2017); Li et al. (2018); Arora
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et al. (2019); Chizat and Bach (2020); Zhou et al. (2022); Jacot (2022). Specifically, Gunasekar et al.
(2017); Li et al. (2018); Arora et al. (2019) showed that when training over-parameterized matrix
factorization models and linear neural networks, gradient descent has an implicit bias towards a
low-rank solution. Similar conclusions have also been demonstrated for more nonlinear networks.
Specifically, Chizat and Bach (2020) showed that the effective hidden layer neurons in a two-layer
neural network is sparse. Zhou et al. (2022) empirically demonstrated that the hidden neural weight
vectors condense on isolated orientations when learning easy tasks, and provided explanations of
this phenomenon with theoretical case studies. Jacot (2022) further formulated two notions of
ranks, namely the Jacobian rank and the Bottleneck rank, for vector-valued neural networks, and
demonstrated that over-parameterized networks tend to achieve small ranks.
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Figure 1: Ranks of data and filters under different noise levels. In (a), we perform a principal com-
ponent analysis (PCA) to a subset of MNIST images to reduce the number of principal components
to 20, which represents the rank of clean data. We then add background noise patches around the
obtained low-rank image, and train a two-layer CNN with fixed second layer weights until conver-
gence. We then calculate both the rank of the noisy images and the rank of the matrix consisting
of all the convolutional filters of the CNN. When calculating ranks, eigenvalues smaller than 1/100
of the largest eigenvalue are ignored. The curves of filter rank and data rank with respect to the
noise level are plotted. In (b), we conduct a similar set of experiments on the CIFAR-10 data set.

In this work, we aim to study the “ranks” of two-layer convolutional neural networks (CNN)
when learning from data sets with a clean low-rank structure from a new perspective: we examine
the robustness of the neural network rank when background noises of increasing levels are added
to the original low-rank data. Interestingly, we can draw the following conclusion:

The rank of CNN is more robust to background noises, compared with the rank of data.

An illustration of this claim is given in Figure 1. From Figure 1, it is evident that for both
MNIST and CIFAR-10 images, as the level of background noise increases, the rank of the matrix
composed of the data inputs rises sharply, eventually leading to an explosion. In comparison, the
rank of the matrix representing CNN filters consistently remains close to the PCA rank (i.e. rank
of clean data), demonstrating much less fluctuation. Therefore, these empirical observations match
the claim that the rank of the CNN filters is more robust to background noise than the rank of
data.

The major contributions of this paper are as follows:



e We reveal the “rank robustness” phenomenon in training convolutional neural networks. In
particular, we add different levels of background noises to clean low-rank data and then use
CNNs to fit these noisy data. We observe that, even if a significant amount of noise has been
added which causes the stable rank of the data to explode, the stable rank of the CNN filters
can still remain around the rank of the clean data. This suggests that the rank of CNN is more
robust to the noise compared to the rank of data.

e We theoretically prove that the observed phenomenon happens when training a two-layer CNN
on a data model with multiple patches, where some of the patches contain the object content for
classification while others are filled with background noise. More specifically, we show that under
a wide range of noise levels, the CNN model will learn the rank of the clean data. In comparison,
we also show that under the same noise levels, the data rank can provably explode.

e Our theoretical analysis is based on a careful examination of the CNN training dynamics. Specif-
ically, we develop theoretical tools to demonstrate that different convolutional filters of the CNN
are updated by gradient descent in distinct directions, with each filter’s direction determined by
its random initialization. We believe that these novel analysis tools can be applied to the study
of CNNs from other perspectives as well and are of independent interest.

Notation. Given two sequences {x, } and {y,}, we denote z,, = O(y,) if there exist some absolute
constant C7 > 0 and N > 0 such that |z, | < Cq|y,| for all n > N. Similarly, we denote z,, = Q(y,)
if there exist Co > 0 and N > 0 such that |z,| > Csly,| for all n > N. We say z, = O(y,) if
Zn = O(yn) and z,, = Q(y,) both holds. We use O(-), Q(-), and O(-) to hide logarithmic factors in
these notations respectively. Moreover, we denote x,, = poly(y,) if x, = O(y2) for some positive
constant D, and xz, = polylog(y,) if z, = poly(log(y,)). For two scalars a and b, we denote
aVb=max{a,b} and a Ab = min{a,b}. For any n € N;, we use [n] to denote the set {1,2,--- ,n}.
We denote diag(aq,ag, - - ,ay) the diagonal matrix with a;’s being its diagonal entries.

2 Problem setup

As outlined in the introduction, this paper aims to provide a theoretical explanation for an intriguing
empirical phenomenon concerning the “rank” of the filters in a convolutional neural network (CNN)
when applied to noisy data. However, the classic definition of rank is not suitable for our study, as it
is highly susceptible to minor perturbations: even the slightest noise can cause the data to achieve
full rank. While in experiments, the “approximate rank” of a matrix is usually clear by looking
at the distribution of singular values, a theoretical characterization of this phenomenon requires
a mathematically more rigorous definition. Fortunately, the definition of “stable rank” meets this
requirement, which could be regarded as a “continuous counterpart” of the classic rank (Georgiev
et al., 2021). Stable rank was first introduced in Rudelson and Vershynin (2007) for studying the
low-rank approximation of large matrices, and we provide a formal definition in the following.

Definition 2.1. For a matriz A € R"*%  the stable rank of A is defined as

A7
StableRank(A) := INE
2

Compared to the classic definition of rank, stable rank is analogous in many aspects but con-
siderably more well-behaved: it is more stable to small perturbations and it is differentiable. To



illustrate its robustness to small perturbations, consider a diagonal matrix A € R%*? with its first
diagonal with its first diagonal entry set to 1 and all other entries equal to e. As ¢ — 0, the
classic rank of A remains d until € exactly equals to 0. In contrast, the stable rank of A equals
1+ (d — 1)¢, approaching 1 smoothly as € decreases (Frei et al., 2022). Therefore, stable rank is a
suitable quantity to characterize the impact of noise at different levels.

Besides the definition of the stable rank, we also need to give a concrete mathematical de-
scription of the image data with noisy backgrounds. In order to enable the analysis of CNNs and
demonstrate out empirical observations in Figure 1, we particularly hope to mathematically capture
the following nature of the data:

(i) The data consists of multiple “patches” (blocks of “pixels” with localized features).
(ii) Some patches are “clean object patches”, the others are “noisy background patches”.
(iii) The “clean object patches” share a low-rank structure.
Motivated by this, we consider performing a case study based on a particular data model to the-
oretically demonstrate the robustness of the stable rank of the CNNs. The definition of the data
model D is given as follows:

Definition 2.2 (Low-rank clean images with noisy backgrounds). Let Uy1,U_1 C R be two dis-
joint sets of orthonormal vectors. A data pair (X,y) is generated as follows. The label y is generated
as a Rademacher random variable. The input X is of the form [><:(1),x(2)7 . ,X(P)] € R>*F with
each column denoting a patch. Given y, a non-empty inder set S g [P] is randomly generated.
Then for all p € [P], if p € S, the patch xP) is assigned as a vector uniformly chosen from Uy.

Otherwise, xP) is assigned as a noise vector generated from N(0,02... - (I— ZueuHu U, pp')).

In the data model D defined above, we consider the sets Uy; and U_; following the intuition
that they should consist of “basis vectors” that can form objects belonging to classes +1 and —1
respectively. We assume that [Uy;| = |U_1] = K for the ease of the study of “ranks”, as it is
evident that the rank of the clean data should be 2K. Importantly, the data model is flexible
regarding the distribution of the index set S, and all our results hold as long as S is nonempty
and & & [P]. This allows the model to better match the nature of image data, where patches
with particular spatial relationships can together form an object. Besides, our definition of the
2 e (X— D el U pp')) ensures that the Gaussian noises are
generated from the orthogonal complement of U441 U U_1. By separating the “object patches” with
p € § and the “background patches” with p € &¢ the data model only allows the noises to be
added to the backgrounds of the images, which aligns with our experiment setup that produces
Figure 1. Moreover, as a data model for a supervised training task, Definition 2.2 ensures that
object patches are drawn from I, and are therefore related to the label y, while background
patches are independent of y. Consequently, this data model accurately captures the nature of
image classification tasks, where only the actual object in the image is directly related to the class
of the image.

Note that similar data models have been considered for the studies of a variety of different
topics, including knowledge distillation (Allen-Zhu and Li, 2022), algorithmic biases (Zou et al.,
2023; Lu et al., 2023), and the “benign-overfitting” phenomenon (Cao et al., 2022; Kou et al., 2023).
Our data model in Definition 2.2 is more general and covers most of the models studied in these
existing works.

We consider training CNNs using a dataset {(X;,y;)}l"; for binary classification, where each
training data pair (X;, y;) is generated independently from the distribution given in Definition 2.2.

noise vector distribution N (0, o



To calculate the data rank, we consolidate all training inputs into a single matrix, as X =
[xgl), e ,xg ) (1), . ,xgp), e ,X7(11), e ,X%P)] € R¥>"P " Then the following proposition theo-
retically demonstrates that the stable rank of the data matrix X will explode at the initial stages

of noise level oypige growth.

Proposition 2.3. Suppose that d > ﬁ(n‘l), and K, P < O(1). For any positive § satisfying
log(1/0) < O(d), the following inequalities concerning the stable rank of X hold with probability at
least 1 — 6.

o If Unoise\/g < O(1), then

log(1/9)

n

2K — O( > < StableRank()A() < 2K + O(020150d).

n01se

i If Unoise\/;l > Q(l)7 then

StableRank(X) > (zK + 9 nomd)) An.

Proposition 2.3 characterizes the stable rank of the data matrix X across different noise levels
Onoise- Specifically, it identifies a boundary for the noise level anoise\/g, where the stable rank of
the data matrix exhibits significantly different patterns on either side of this boundary. Here, we
consider the value of oyoiseV/d rather than Onoise, 88 Opoise Merely represents the scale at each pixel
of background patches. By multiplying the factor v/d, it correctly reflects the overall noise level
of each background patch. When Onoise VA < O(1), the stable rank of X is close to the clean data
rank 2K, with a difference at most O(1). While once the noise level expresses the boundary such
that onoiseVd > (1), the stable rank of X will be greater than 2K, exceeding it by an amount at
least ©(1).

Two-layer CNNs. We consider a two-layer convolutional neural network whose filters are applied
to the P patches x(V), x@ ... %) and the second layer parameters of the network are fixed as
+1/m’s and —1/m’s. The network can be written as

(W, X) = Ft (W1, X) = F (W, X), (2.1)
Here, F 1 (W41, X), F_1(W_1,X) are defined as
1 m P
Fj(W;,X) = *ZZU ({wjr, X)),
mr:l p=1

where j € {+1,—1}, and m is the number of convolutional filters in F'y; and F_;. We consider
Huberized ReLU activation function o(-) defined as follows:

0, if 2 <0;
zq
O'(Z) = q/{qfl ’

1
—(1—)/4, if z > &,
q

if z € [0, k;



where k,q are both absolute constants that do not rely on the training size n, dimension d, and
the number of filters m, with ¢ > 3. We use w;, € R to denote the weight for the r-th filter (i.e.,
neuron), and W is the collection of model weights associated with F;. We also use W to denote
the collection of all model weights. We note that our CNN model can also be viewed as a CNN
with average global pooling.

Training algorithm. We train the above CNN model by minimizing the empirical loss on training
data set {(X;,y;)}"; with cross-entropy loss function. Specifically, we define the training loss
function as follows:

Ls(W) = ize[yi - f(W, X)),

where ¢(z) = log(1 4 exp(—=z)) is the cross-entropy loss function for binary classification.

We consider gradient descent starting from Gaussian initialization, where each entry of W,
and W_; is sampled from a Gaussian distribution N (0, 03), where o3 is the variance. The gradient
descent update of the filters in the CNN can be written as

t+1 t
wit) = wlh) . vy, Ls(W®) (2.3)

for j € {£1} and r € [m].

3 Stable rank of CNNs

In the previous section, we introduce some preliminaries of this paper: we define “stable rank,”
the main focus of our study, and demonstrate in Proposition 2.3 that the stable rank of the data
significantly increases during the initial stages of noise level growth. In this section, we present our
main results regarding the stable rank of the CNN filters: compared to that of the data, the stable
rank of the CNN filters is more robust to noise—it remains close to the rank of clean data, 2K, for
a wide range of varying noise level.

Before we demonstrate our results, we first present some necessary conditions regarding the
parameters of our training, including the dimension d, the training sample size n, neural network
width m (number of filters), learning rate 1, and initialization scale 0.

Condition 3.1. Suppose that

1. Dimension d is sufficiently large: d = ?2(m4 v nt)
2. Training sample size n and neural network width m satisfy n,m = Q(polylog(d)).
3. The learning rate n satisfies 1 < O(1 A o2 d7h).

4

. The standard deviation of Gaussian initialization og is small: og < 6((1*1/2 A a;olisedfl).

These assumptions are widely made in a series of recent works on the benign overfitting phe-
nomena of gradient descent in learning over-parameterized CNN models (Chatterji and Long, 2021;
Kou et al., 2023; Cao et al., 2022). In what follows, we briefly explain the reasons and intuition
behind these assumptions. Specifically, the neural network width satisfies m = Q(polylog(d)) to
ensure that, with a sufficiently high probability, the model training will neither collapse nor van-
ish along any basis vector during initialization (i.e., at least one filter is activated for each p in
Up1 U U-_1). Additionally, the learning rate n is required to be small enough to guarantee the



convergence of the gradient descent iterations of the training loss. And the condition on the ini-
tialization scaling o( ensures that gradient descent performs feature learning rather than learning
random kernels. Finally, we further assume that the number of basis vectors in both Uy and U_1,
and the number of patches in each input is at a constant order, i.e. K, P < O(1). These conditions
remain consistent with the Proposition 2.3.

Now we are ready to deliver our main theorem, which characterizes the stable rank of the CNN
filters W) after a certain number of iterations, 7. Besides, we also present convergence results
for both training loss Lg(W (™)) and test loss Lp(W (™)), where the test loss Lp(W) is defined as

LD(W) = IE(X,y)N'D [f(y ) f(wa X))]

Theorem 3.2. Suppose that Condition 3.1 holds, and further assume that Onoise VA < 5(711/‘1).
Then at any iteration T = 17_1poly(072 d_l,aal,n,m,d) > Q(WTm_Q), with probability at least
0

noise

1—O(m™1), the following conclusions hold.

1. The stable rank of CNN filters is close to the rank of clean data, 2K :

1
StableRank(W(T) — 2K‘ <0 (k)g T) . (3.1)

2. The training loss converges at a rate proportional to the reciprocal of the iterations:

Ls(W™)y < O<Zi>. (3.2)

Additionally, this convergence rate is tight: if the number of object patches of each input X;, i.e.

2

|S;|, is 1, then it holds that Lg(W(T)) = @(%)

3. The CNN trained by gradient descent achieves small test loss:

m2

Lp(WT) < O(nT> +exp (- Q(d)). (3.3)

The proof of Theorem 3.2 is given in Section 6. The first conclusion in Theorem 3.2 demonstrates
that, within a polynomial number of iterations, the CNN filters will reach a stable rank that is close
to 2K, which is the rank of the clean data. Notably, this result is established under the condition
that opeiseVd < 5(711/ 7). In comparison, by Proposition 2.3, the stable rank of the data matrix is
only close to 2K under the condition OnoiseVd < O(1). A more illustrative comparison between the
stable ranks of the CNN filters and the data matrix is given in Figure 2. These comparisons clearly
demonstrate the capability of CNNs to robustly capture the rank of clean data in the presence of
relatively large background noises.

The second and third conclusions in Theorem 3.2 show that gradient descent can successfully
train the CNN model to achieve small training and test loss. These two conclusions back up our
analysis on the stable rank by demonstrating that our analysis is built upon a proper setup where
CNN training is successful. We would like to remark that establishing these theoretical guarantees
on the training and test losses is particularly challenging. First of all, due to the complicated
nature of the CNN model, the training objective function (2.1) is highly non-convex, and therefore
it is challenging to show that gradient descent can minimize the training loss arbitrarily close to
zero, which implies the convergence to a global minimum. In addition, Theorem 3.2 is established



in a high-dimensional setting where the number of parameters (2md) is significantly larger than
the sample size n. In this context, the CNN will eventually overfit the training data (achieving a
training loss arbitrarily close to zero, as shown in the second conclusion), making it challenging to
establish strong guarantees on the test loss.

11T I
o)
6(d*)
I
0
1 sample size n

Figure 2: Illustration of the stable ranks of the data matrix and CNN filters under different noise
levels op6ise and sample sizes n. In Region I, stable ranks of both the data matrix and the CNN
filters stay close to the rank of the clean data. In Region II, the stable rank of CNN remains close
to the rank of the clean data, while the stable rank of the data matrix explodes. In Region III, the
stable ranks of both the data matrix and CNN filters explode. It is evident that the stable rank
of CNN remains close to the rank of the clean data under a much wider regime, demonstrating its
robustness to background noises.

4 CNNs learn the clean-data subspace

In the previous section, we present our main results regarding the stable rank of CNN filters: the
stable rank of CNN filters approaches the rank of the clean data. A natural conjecture to explain
this phenomenon is that the filters successfully learn the structure of the clean data, namely the
basis vectors associated with object patches. This also accounts for why two-layer CNNs can
achieve small training and test losses simultaneously. To rigorously verify this conjecture, we
carefully examine the components of each filter throughout the training process. Our findings
reveal there exist two distinct patterns among the filters: some significantly learn a particular basis
vector, while others remain close to their initial state. To better present our theoretical findings, we
denote A as the orthogonal complement to the subspace spanned by the basis vectors in U1 U U_1,
i.e. N =span(Uq U I/I_l)L. We also denote P as the projection matrix of the subspace N, i.e.
Py=1;— ZyE (41} Zszl Moy i u; - Then based on these notations, we provide a formal illustration
of our theoretical findings in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.1. Denote U1 = {p11, 12, 1k} andU—_1 = {11, 0-12,. .., 4—1,K}. Under

the same conditions as Theorem 3.2, there exist K distinct filters Wiy, Wiy i 00 W1 corre-
sponding to p11,- -+, 1k, and K distinct filters W lr yp s Welr g g in Weyg, corresponding
to p_11, -, —1,K, respectively. At any large iteration T = n_lpoly(d_la;fise,aal,n,m,d) >



ﬁ(n’?ﬁ), the following results hold for all j € {£1} and k € [K|, with probability at least
90
1—O0(m™Y:

ij(j;jk - (mIOg(T))Nj,k‘L < O(mlog(mvn™);

HWJ r HQ <O(m™) + 5(00d1/2)7 if TF Tk

Moreover, HP/\/ . (wg) - w§?r))H2 < O(oon'’?) for all j € {—1,+1} and r € [m)].

Theorem 4.1 demonstrate that for each basis vector p;j, there exists exactly one distinct
filter w;,., can significantly learn this basis vector. Specifically, Theorem 4.1 straightforwardly

implies that when T is large, the length of the projection of wi ),T onto pj, i.e., (w ﬂ k), 18
bounded from both above and below at the same order of mlog( ). This indicates tflat we can
accurately characterize the growth of Wg(‘,tzjﬂ, along the direction of p; ;. For those other filters not
corresponding to any basis vector, their norm is upper bounded by a small value, suggesting that
they remain close to their initialization throughout the training process. Additionally, for all filters,
their projection onto the subspace A remains at an exceptionally low level. This implies that all
filters, including those that can increase significantly, learn very little from the background noises.
Therefore, Theorem 4.1 elaborates on the properties of CNNs trained by gradient descent in more
details, and provides supplementary results that further explain why the stable rank results of the
CNN holds as stated in Theorem 3.2. -

According to the conclusions of Theorem 4.1, we can intuitively treat Wi R mlog(T)p; k

and w]( )~ 0ifr # rjk. One interesting finding is that the coefficient mlog(T") remains con-
sistent across different basis vectors. Based on this observation, if we rearrange the rows in
W, such that the first K rows exactly represent those K filters corresponding to different ba-
sis vectors from ; in order, the permutated filter matrix will align directionally with the matrix
Wi = i1, s M5, 0q, ,04]T. The following corollary provides a formal illustration of this
conclusion.

Corollary 4.2. Let W} = i1, My, 04, - ,04)7 € R™*4 with j € {#1}. Under the same
conditions as Theorem 3.2, there exist permutation matrices P, P_ € R™* At any large iteration
T =n 'poly(c 2 d~* .0, tn,m,d) > Q( e 2), with probability at least 1 —O(m™'), it holds that

=iy

Corollary 4.2 demonstrates that as the training proceeds, the normalized filter matrix will

* T
o, wi
W e W e

T
W<+1)

H HWHHF HW e

F F

approach the normalized clean data matrix at a rate of O(log( )) This corollary intuitively explains

why the stable rank of CNN filters W(7) approaches 2K. Based on the directional convergence

) W ”F
+1 = IIW 1lle
matrix or a constant does not affect the stable rank as the stable rank is determined by the

relative scales of different singular values. Since the stable rank of W7 is K, we can conclude the

results, we can approximately take W J_eril. Multiplication by an orthogonal

stable rank of Wfl) will approach K, at the same rate as their directional convergence. Similar

conclusion also holds for WSTB Additionally, as the components of W(ﬂ) and W(ﬂ) are nearly



(a) onoise = 0.01 (b) Onoise = 0.1 (c) Onoise = 0.2

Figure 3: Illustration of a training image from the MNIST dataset, reduced to rank 10 and padded
with a circle of noise.

orthogonal based on our assumption that span(iy;) and span(U_;) are orthogonal, it is evident
that the stable rank of W) is approximately 2K.

5 Experiments

In this section, we present our experimental results to backup our theoretical results and show a
two-layer CNN is robust to background noise in data.

We generate training data from the MNIST (Deng, 2012) and CIFARI10 (Krizhevsky et al.,
2009) datasets according to Definition 2.2. We use images from two selected classes as the source of
object patches for the y = —1 class and the y = 1 class, respectively. To convert the original image
into a data point with a low-rank structure, we reshape each image into a vector and stack all these
vectors into a matrix. Then, we use PCA to control the number of principal components in this
matrix, reflecting the rank of the clean data. After performing PCA, we reshape each column back
into an image and pad it with a circle of background patches filled with Gaussian noise. Specifically,
each pixel in the background patches is sampled from N (0, Uﬁoise), where we set opoise to different
values to verify how our model behaves under varying levels of noise. We consider a CNN model as
defined in Section 2, and the weights of this CNN model are initialized from Gaussian distribution
with a small standard deviation, consistent with our theoretical settings. For different data, we use
different setups to generate the noise data and run the full batch gradient decent to train the CNN:
MNIST. The MNIST images undergo dimensionality reduction to three levels of rank: 10, 20, and
30. Then each column of the matrix, corresponding to an image, is reshaped to its original size and
padded with a 14-pixel wide circle of noise (An example is shown in Figure 3). The padded pixels
are entry-wise Gaussian noise N(O,agoise), where opoise is set to 0, 0.01, 0.1, 0.12, 0.15, 0.18, and
0.2. Additionally, the model width m is set to 128. For each rank level, the standard deviation of
initialization distribution is set to le-3, le-3, and le-2, respectively.

CIFAR10. To reduce the complexity of the CIFAR-10 dataset and facilitate the observation of
the phenomenon, we transform the original CIFAR-10 images into embeddings using ResNet-18.
All embeddings are then stacked into a matrix, which undergoes dimensionality reduction to ranks
of 15, 20, and 25. After reducing the dimensions of the embedding matrix, we concatenate each
embedding with a noise vector. Here, the standard deviation oyeise is set to 0, 0.1, 0.5, 0.62, 0.65,
0.7 and 0.8. For the hyperparameters of the CNN model, the width m is set to 256, 512 and 128,

10



and the standard deviation of initialization distribution are set to 1le-6, 3e-7, 3e-7 for each different
rank level.

Synthetic Data. In addition to using two real-world datasets, we also conduct experiments on
synthetic data. We strictly follow Definition 2.2 to generate the synthetic data. For the object
patches, we set K = 10,20, and 30, and choose one-hot vectors as the basis vectors assigned to
object patches. Then, we set |S| = 1 and P = 3, which means each data instance contains one
object patch and two Gaussian noise patches. And opeise is set to 0, 0.001, 0.0065, 0.009, 0.01,
0.012, 0.015. For the CNN model, the standard deviation of initialization distribution is set to
1 x 1074, and the model width m is set to 128.

Result. According to Theorem 4.1, the rank of the filter is approximately equal to the number of
basis vectors. In this experiment, we report three different ranks: the dimension of PCA, i.e. the
rank of pure basis vectors without noise, the rank of model weights, and the rank of the data with
noise. Here, we verify whether the dimension of PCA is roughly equal to the rank of the filters after
training. To evaluate the rank of the model weights and the noise data, we denote the number of
their singular values larger than Apax/100 as the rank, where Apax is the maximal singular value
of the corresponding matrix. In all experiments, the rank results are presented when models have
been trained to achieve a very small training error, in the range of le-1 to le-2. As shown in Figure
4, it is evident that the rank of data will dramatically explode as the level of background noise
starts to increase. In comparison, the rank of the CNN filter remains approximately the same as the
PCA dimension for all different levels of background noise. These empirical observations support
our theoretical findings that CNNs can recover the intrinsic low-rank structure of the clean data,
even when significant noise has been added to the data, which obscures the low-rank structure in
the data matrix.

6 Overview of proof technique

In this section, we explain how we establish our main theoretical results. We begin by introducing
several key lemmas that play a crucial role in proving Theorem 4.1. We then present a proof for
Theorem 4.1 based on these lemmas. Finally, we demonstrate the proof for Theorem 3.2, which
can be easily derived from the results of Theorem 4.1.

6.1 Proof of Theorem 4.1

We first introduce some further notations regarding the data model D defined in Definition 2.2.
For each input X; with ¢ € [n], S; determines the indices of the object patches among this input,
with s; = |S;|. We denote v;1,--- v, € U, as the basis vectors in the i-th training data point.
Additionally, we denote &;1,&;2, - ,& p—s; as the Gaussian noise vectors assigned to the back-

ground patches, i.e., & i ~ N(O, 02 e (Ta — Eye{il} Zszl uyku;k)). Based on these notations,
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(a) Rank visualization of data and CNN filters on MNIST dataset.
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(b) Rank visualization of data and CNN filters on CIFAR10 dataset.

Binary Synthetic Data with 10 Signals

Binary Synthetic Data with 20 Signals Binary Synthetic Data with 30 Signals
T
—e— Filter Rank —e— Filter Rank —e— Filter Rank
2001 —e— Data Rank 2001 —e— Data Rank 2001 —e— Data Rank
===~ Signal number K === Signal number K —== Signal number K
1504 1504 1504
X X X
C c c
& & &
1004 1001 1004
504 504 504
30 -o=—
20 Fo=——e=—— b mmmmm———m—————
107 104 104
0 0.0010.00650.009 0.01 0.012 0.015 0 0.0010.00650.009 0.01 0.012 0.015 0 0.0010.00650.009 0.01 0.012 0.015
Noise Standard Deviation Oneise

Noise Standard Deviation Oneise Noise Standard Deviation Oneise

(c) Rank visualization of data and CNN filters on Synthetic Data.

Figure 4: Rank of the data and learned filters under different noise levels. Here z-axis represents
the value of the noise level oypise, and y-axis is the rank. From the figures, it can be clearly observed
that the data rank increases rapidly as the noise becomes stronger, while the rank of the CNN filters
remains robust against the noise, and keeps being the same as the rank of clean data.
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we can rewrite our gradient descent iterative formula (2.3) as

W) — ) g LW

n P

— wib n @) 10 L (P) (D)

=Yir T om ZZ@ o (W X)) - gy,
=1 p=1
n P—s;
LN Ao (W, €a)) - Gt
i=1 k'=1

- % Z ) 00 (W, ves) - G (6.1)

where E;(t) = 'ly; - f(W®,X;)]. This iterative rule reveals that the update of all filters w;,’s are
always a linear combination of the basis vectors from U1, U_1, and Gaussian noise vectors &; i/’s
generated in the subspace N, which is the complement subspace of ;1 U U_;. Based on these
observations, to characterize the content learned by each filter, it is sufficient to study the inner
products between this filter and the basis vectors and noise vectors. For each basis vector p, 1 from
Uy, we provide a careful analysis of the dynamic process of its inner product with each filter w; ..
As to demonstrate our desired conclusions regarding stable rank, we need a refined quantification
of the projection of each filter onto each basis vector. While for noise vectors, we do not consider
the inner product with each filter. Instead, we focus on the projection of each filter w;,. into the

(t)
] r*
sufficient to illustrate that the filter w;, learns little from any noise vectors.

subspace N, i.e. Py -w;.. We propose this design as a small upper-bound for HP & w

7,r HZ

When training starts, filters exhibit distinct patterns according to initialization. The
working mechanism of CNNs, in which each filter interacts with all filters, implies that these
filters exhibit symmetry and translation invariance. These properties also hold when the filters are
updated using gradient descent. Specifically, we note that the iterative rule (6.1) is nearly the same

(0) )’

for different filters, differing only in their initialization along various directions, i.e. <wj o My k)'S

and (w§02,£i’k/>’s. Based on this observation, we intuitively conjecture that the initialization of

(0)

the inner products (Wj,wﬂy,k> might play a key role in analyzing the increasing trajectory of

<W](-f,,)«,uy,k>. Therefore, we focus on the filters with the specific initialization, and successfully
demonstrate that the filters with the maximum inner product with a basis vector at initialization
will exhibit significantly distinct patterns during the early training phase. We provide a formal
illustration of this phenomenon in the following lemma.

Lemma 6.1. Under the same conditions as Theorem 5.2, for each basis vector p;jj from U;, let
W, denote the filter in W ; with largest inner product with pjk, i.e Wi, = argmaXy,  cw, <W](-?r), k)
Then with probability at least 1 — O(m™1), the filters Wi, S are distinct for different basis vector
Mk, and there exist an iteration number Th = @(mg%) such that the following results hold for all

j€{£l} and k € [K]:

(11) (Th)
< Jrljk“']wzﬁ’ and‘< rlhu’]k}—ﬁ Zf?“#?”]k

:jfng < (TngP hold for all j € {£1}, r € [m] and 0 < t < T, where Ey?, = PN'(WJ(-?,—
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W)

Theorem 3.2 asserts that for each p;; € U, there exists a specific filter in W can significantly
learn this basis vector. Lemma 6.1 identifies this specific filter as the one with the largest inner
product at initialization. Furthermore, Lemma 6.1 demonstrates there exist an iteration T} =
o(
ie. wj, s, will exhibit significantly different patterns compared to other filters: the projection of
wﬁik onto p; k. attains x, while those of other filters stay at a small value. Moreover, the projection
of all filters into the subspace N is extremely small. Since each entry of filters is initialized from

U’Z},Q ) At this iteration, those filters having the largest inner product with certain basis vectors,

standard Gaussian distribution, by the symmetry of Gaussian distribution, the same filter having
the largest inner product for multiple basis vectors simultaneously can only occur with extremely
small probability. Therefore, we can intuitively get the idea that W§-T1) already exhibits a low-rank
structure with rank K: it contains K row, each approximately aligned with a distinct basis vector
in U;, while other rows remain close to 0.

Matching lower and upper bounds for projections when loss converges. As we discussed
above, the conclusions of Lemma 6.1 can already intuitively imply that W§Tl) approximately ex-
hibits a low-rank structure with rank /K. However, to obtain an effective estimation of the stable
rank, it is essential to accurately characterize all singular values, providing both lower and upper
bounds. The conclusion of Lemma 6.1 presenting merely a lower bound & is not sufficient to de-
rive a satisfactory conclusion regarding stable rank. Additionally, it is clear that a constant-order
lower bound for the inner products <w](f7)'j,k’ Ij)’s is insufficient to guarantee the convergence of
the loss, given our two-layer CNNs model (2.1). Therefore, we consider the subsequent training
stage of two-layer CNNs, and demonstrate a matching upper and lower bound for the increase rate
of <W§'€7)~j,k7ﬂj,k>7s in the following lemma.

Lemma 6.2. Under the same conditions as Theorem 3.2, and with wj,.,,8;, defined as in
Lemma 6.1, at any large iteration T* = Ty + nflpoly(alﬁsedfl,ao_l,n, m,d), the following results

hold for all j € {+1} and k € [K], with probability at least 1 — O(m™1):

’(Wj(Tr:)kv Wiy —mlog(T* —T1) — 2mlogm + mlogd| < O(m);
1

T* .
‘(W;r )7Nj,k>| < K’ if TF Tk

EE?,HZ < 202nP for all j € {+1}, r € [m] and 0 <t < T*.

Moreover,

Lemma 6.2 illustrates that during any polynomial number of iterations exceeding T} defined
in Lemma 6.1, the increase of the inner product <Wg('?"j,k= Mj) is simultaneously bounded from
above and below. Moreover, both the upper and lower bounds have matching rates, increasing
logarithmically with respect to t. Besides, the projections of other filters onto each basis vector or
the subspace N, always remain bounded by some small value. As we have discussed previously,
the filters w; ., are distinct for different basis vectors with high probability. These observations
intuitively explain the conclusions that wj(j;:)k ~ mlog(T* — T1)p;x, and wj(.7TT*) R~ wg?r) ifr#rj
in Theorem 4.1.

The filters in W_; barely learn basis in /_; and vice versa. In Lemmas 6.1 and 6.2, we
clearly quantify the increase of <W§t37 p1) and (w(_t)lm, pt—1x) through the entire training process.
However, by the gradient descent iterative rule (6.1), we still need to calculate (w1, p_1 %) and
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(W_1,,p1%). The following lemma indicates that these terms are bounded by a small amount
throughout the training.

Lemma 6.3. Under the same conditions as Theorem 5.2, for allt > 0, r € [m], and k € [K], with
probability at least 1 — O(m™1), it holds that

' ~
(Wil 1), (WU i) < Ofoo).
Now, we are ready to prove our main Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Theorem /.1. We establish the proof for j = 1, while the proof for j = —1 is totally
identical. Let T = n~'poly(o_ 2 d~ 1,00 ,n,m,d) > Q(nTm,Q) For any pi, € Ui and its
90

n01se

corresponding filter wy ,, ,, we can calculate the norm of wy ,, , as

[wii - (mlogT “pill,

:Hw(l?r)lk + Z Z w1 le (10T)1 g Ry K >,Uy,k’ +'_'(1 T)1 (mlOgT) 'l’l’l’kH2

ye+l k=1
gOQMHQ ZZl 1k’“yk ‘+Z’ lle’Hlk/}+Z‘ 17‘1k’p’ 1k/>|
ye+1 k=1 ) k=1

+} 17’1k’p’1k> mlOgT‘+““1T1k“2
<O(00d"/?) + O(2Ka9) + O (%) + O(Kog) + O(mlog(m V) + O(oon'/?)
<O(mlog(mVvn™)).

The first inequality holds by triangle inequality. The second inequality is derived from Lemma 6.2,
Lemma 6.3, and concentration results in Appendix E.1, which guarantee that le ” H2 < O(Uodl/ 2

and | Wlﬂ),,uy’ )| < O(op) for all € [m], y € {1} and k € [K]. The last inequality follows from
the scale relationships among these parameters as assumed in Condition 3.1. For other filters wy ,
with r # 7y, for all k € [K], we have

Z Z‘ er _Wg()z’“% )|+ HEf;)HQ

il [l <llwi

ye{il}k 1
K T K T T
<|wi%ll, + > Z\ Wi, by )| zuwg,),m,k»+z\<w§,3,u_1,k>1+usg,2>|2
yE+1 k=1 =1 k=1

<O(0pd"?) + O(2K og) + O(E) + O(Kag) + O(oon*'?) < O(0pd"/?) + O(m™1).

Similarly, the first inequality is from triangle inequality. The second inequality is from Lemma 6.2,
Lemma 6.3, and concentration results in Appendix E.1. And the last inequality is by Condition 3.1.
By definition of P s, we can directly have P /- (ng;,) —wg 2) = :gtl, which proves the last conclusion

in Theorem 4.1. O
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6.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2

In this section, we provide a detailed proof of our main result, Theorem 3.2, building on the
preceding lemmas and conclusions.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. We first prove the result regarding the stable rank of W(T). By Theorem 4.1,

we have Hwﬂ kHQ = mlogT — mlog(m?n—1) + O(m), and HWJT H2 < O(m™Y) 4 O(0od*/?) when

r#rjk By definition of Frobenius norm and operator norm, we can derive that

W= | S ST S S Wil = VaRmiasT VaRmlogtna ) + O

je{£1} k=1 Je{E1} r#rj
Wy
WO, = mae T e WO, = o T ot )+ O

Then by the definition of stable rank, we have

Sty 2R -
Wi

o ity Ot ot ) o 1)
m2[log T ~log(m?y~1)]" + O(m?[log T ~ log(m?y~1)]) log T

‘ StableRank(W (™)) — 2K

This completes the proof for (3.1). Next we prove the results for the training loss and test loss.
For each input pair (X, y), let vy, -+, v, represent the basis vectors assigned to its object patches,
and &1, ,€Ep_s represent the noise vector assigned to its background patches. Then we conclude
that F_y(W(_?,X) <1if <W(_7;),T,£k/> < 1/P because

P—s

(W), x) = %ZZ W)t S S o(w g <1 (62)

r=1k'=1

g

where the last inequality holds as J((W(};}ﬂq, vi)) < 0(0(00)) < O(0p) by Lemma 6.3 and a((w(};)’r, &) <
(T)

(W2, &) < 1/P by our assumptions. On the other hand, X contains at least one basis vector
from U, and W.L.O.G we denote this basis vector in X as p, x+. Then we can derive that

yFy (WD, X) > —o (W), py i) > log T —log(m®y ') — O(1), (6.3)

1
m
where the last inequality is derived by Lemma 6.2. For each i € [n], k" € [P — s;], we have

(W ey = (w0 8D &) < (wO &) +IIED L€,

~ 1
< O(annoise\/g) + O(JOUnoise \% nd) < Fa (64)

where the equality holds by the orthogonality between the noise vectors and basis vectors. The
first inequality holds by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. The second inequality is derived by applying
the concentration results in Lemmas E.5, E.6 and HE(_?THQ < O(0gy/n) in Theorem 3.2. The last
inequality is by our Condition 3.1. Therefore, (6.2) and (6.3) hold for all i € [n], and we can obtain
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that

(i FWD X)) < exp (Fy, (W) X)) — B, (WD, X))

2
<exp (0O(1) + log(m?n~1) — logT') < O(an>,

which finishes the proof for (3.2). Additionally, if s; = 1 with p,, 1+ being the basis vector contained
in the this data point, it holds that

1 1 1 —
yiFyi(Wé?)aXi) = o((w §,T,>y oo By k) + p— Z U(<W§,ZT,2~a My, k*)) + o Z U(<W@(,iT,2~,€i,k’>)
THETy, k* r=1k'=1

<log T —log(m*;y~") + O(1),
where the last inequality holds by Lemma 6.2 and a similar calculation in (6.4). Then we can
obtain that
1

(P (WD, X0) 2 S exp (= B, (WD, X))
> 1exp (O(1) +log(m?*n~ 1) —log T) > Q m—Q
- 2 P ’,7T )

which finishes the proof that Lg(W (™)) = @(%) if s; =1 for all i € [n]. Finally, we demonstrate
the result for test loss. For a new pair (X*,y*) ~ D independent of {(X;,y;)}!"_;, we denote & the

event that (w(g) + Eg}r, &) <1/P for all r € [m] and k' € [P — s]. By the independence among

y 71.
the new pair and training set, we further have (WZ(JEZ{T + :éTT, €;;,> is a Gaussian random variable
. . =(T
with mean 0 and variance 0n01se||PN W( ),r+‘:g(/*,)r||% < ar2101se (Hwy 7‘”2\/ H"—"y rH ) < 0(000n01sed)

Therefore, by the tail bounds for Gaussmn random variables and union bound, we can obtain that,

m . 1
BER) <D Y P(l(wy, + 8,0 60)| = 5)

k
< exp (log(2mp) — Qog%02..d” 1) < exp(—Q(d)),

n01se

where the last inequality holds by our Condition 3.1. In the next, we consider separating the test
loss into two parts as

E[e(y* - fWD X)) =E[e(y* - fFWD, X)) Le, | +E[L(y" - f(WTD), X)) Lge ]

I I

For the first term I;, by the definition of &, we can derive that £(y* - f(W(T) X*)) < O(;”—;) if
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1g, = 1 by following the same procedure for training loss. Besides, it always holds that

Uy* - FWD, X)) < log (1 + exp(F_y- (WL X)) <1+ F_y* (W%, x)

m P—s*

LSS ) + L3S ()

r=1 k'=1 r=1k=1

p_
<2+ 0(0Vd) Z [1€5 12, (6.5)
k=1

where the second inequality holds by the fact log(1 + exp(x)) < 14 x,x > 0. The last inequality
holds by Lemma 6.3 and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Based on this result, we can obtain that

I < \[E[Leg /By - F(WD), X))

P—s*

P(€5),| 4P + O(G3)E| > Ell& I3ls"]

k'=1
<exp (—Q(d)) -O(1) < exp (— Q(d)).

where the first inequality is by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. The second inequality is derived by
applying (6.5). The third inequality is by the fact that E[|&x]|3] = 02,;..d, and our Condition 3.1

noise

regarding og, which also implies the last inequality. This completes the proof for (3.3). O

7 Conclusions and future work

In this paper, we study the rank of convolutional neural networks (CNNs) trained by gradient
descent. We theoretically show that the two-layer CNN will converge to a low-rank structure which
aligns with the ’clean’ complexity of the data sample which further implies that the neural network
exhibits robustness of the rank to noises in data. We make numerical experiments both on real data
sets MNIST, CIFAR10 and our synthetic data sets. The experiment results support our theoretical
findings. We predict this result can also be extended to deeper and more general neural networks,
which is a feasible future research direction.

Our paper studies the “rank robustness” phenomenon for two-layer CNN models, while it will be
more important and interesting to explore deeper models. Then, we will need to explore a preciser
definition of the rank of the model in the deeper setting as it will also be related to the intermediate
embedding. Exploring this direction will be one of our future studies. Besides, it is also interesting
to investigate whether a similar phenomenon can be also observed for other architectures, such
as vision transformer, and other tasks, such as generative model or self-supervise learning. This
can better help us understand the distinct training patterns across different tasks with different
architectures.

A Additional related works

Implicit bias. There emerges a line of works studying the concept of ’implicit bias’, the inherent
property of learning algorithms prioritizing a solution with some specific structures, especially
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some ’simple’ structures (Neyshabur et al., 2014; Soudry et al., 2018; Ji and Telgarsky, 2019b;
Wang et al., 2022; Xie and Li, 2024; Zhang et al., 2024). For the implicit bias study on neural
networks, Lyu and Li (2019); Ji and Telgarsky (2020) demonstrated that g-homogeneous neural
networks trained by gradient descent converge in direction to a KKT point of the maximum /5-
margin problem. Lyu et al. (2021) proposed a stronger result base on symmetric data assumption
and Wang et al. (2021) extend the results to adaptive methods. Ji and Telgarsky (2019a, 2020)
showed the each layer of deep linear neural networks converges to a rank 1 matrix. Li et al. (2020)
establish the equivalence between the gradient flow of depth-2 matrix factorization and a heuristic
rank minimization algorithm. Frei et al. (2022) showed that on nearly orthogonal data, gradient
flow in leaky ReLU networks will achieve a linear boundary, and the stable rank of the neural
networks is always bounded by a constant. Kou et al. (2024) extends this result to gradient descent
on similar data structures. Timor et al. (2023) study the rank minimization on non-linear networks
and provide several counter-examples. Besides, Vardi (2023) provides a literature review of the
existing works of implicit bias on deep neural networks.

Benign over-fitting. Belkin et al. (2019, 2020) demonstrated the “double descent” population risk
curve for many models, containing decision tree and Gaussian and random Fourier feature model.
Bartlett et al. (2020) showed that the benign overfitting in linear regression is correlated with
the effective rank of the data covariance, and provided a theoretical bound for over-parameterized
minimum norm interpolator. Chatterji and Long (2020) study the benign overfitting in linear
classification for a sub-Gaussian mixture model with noise flipping. Wu and Xu (2020); Hastie
et al. (2022) study the implicit bias under the regime that dimension and sample increase at a fixed
ratio. Liang et al. (2020); Adlam and Pennington (2020); Meng et al. (2024a) explored the multiple
descent under different settings. Besides, Cao et al. (2022); Frei et al. (2023); Kou et al. (2023)
study the benign overfitting on two-layer neural networks.

B Proof of Proposition 2.3

In this section, we provide a proof for the Proposition 2.3. We first introduce some notations for
further illustration. In Definition 2.2, S; & [P] determines index of the label-correlated patches in
each input X; with ¢ € [n]. We denote s; = |S;|, the number of elements in S;. With this notation,
we demonstrate our proof in the following.

Proof of Proposition 2.3. For data matrix X, the summation )" | s; represents the total number
of object patches in i, while nP — Y7 | s; indicates the total number of noise patches. By the
definition of S;, we have n < """, s; < n(P —1), and consequently n <nP — ", s; <n(P—1).
For the data matrix )A( we consider permutating its columns such that the first " | s; columns
contain all object patches while the remaining nP — Y " | s; columns consist of noise patches.
Specifically, we denote X = [Xl, Xg] € R¥>*"P the permutated data matrix, where X; € RIXXitysi
contains only object patches, and Xy € REX (P~ 2i=151) contains n01se patches. Since permutation
does not alter the singular values of a matrix, the stable rank of X is equal to that of X. (This is
because the permutation matrix is orthogonal.) Therefore, we try to derive the conclusion directly
by calculating the stable rank of X.

Additionally, among the total Y ;" ; s; object patches, denote K j the number of patches as-
signed to p1k, and K_;j the number of patches assigned to p_; for all k € [P} We further
consider permutating X, (as permutation does not alter the singular values) into X such that the
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identical object vectors are grouped together and arranged in order. Then based on the notations
regarding the number of distinct basis vectors, we can express X7 as follows:

* dx> " s
Xl_[y’l,l:"'a”’l,la"'7“‘1,1(7"'7/1’1,K7u’—1,17"'7“’—1,17"'a“—l,K>"'7“—1,K]ER i ‘.

K1 Ky K K_11 K_ 1k

Due to the orthogonality among g1 ;’s and p_; ’s, we have (}N(’{)TX’{ is a block diagonal matrix,
with each diagonal block having entries equal to 1. Specifically, we can express (XT)TXT as

_1K1,11K171

> > 1 1
(Xl) Xl 1,K 1,K

1K71,1 1K71,1

L ]‘K—l,K]‘K—l,K-

which clearly indicates the spectral decomposition of (iT)TiT Then by property of all-ones
matrix, the 2K non-zero singular values of X7 (also X;) are /K 's and /K_; s with k € [K].
Additionally by Lemma E.3, we have

Z:5‘:[(181_O< nlog(l/d)) SKl,kafl,k < 2:;‘:[(1{97‘_"0(\/@))

holds with probability at least 1 — §/ 2. These results characterize the singular values of )~(1, and
next we focus on the singular values of Xs. By directly applying Lemma E.11, with probability at
least 1 — §/2, it holds that

in(X) 2 o (Vi = VP~ O(Viog1/3) )
Amax(X2) < Cnoise <\/g+ VnP + O(\/log(1/5)>>,

where )\min(fig) indicates the smallest singular value of X5 and Amax(fQ) indicates the largest
singular value of X5. Additionally, by applying Lemma E.12, we know that the singular values of
X are union of singular values of X; and X5. Combining all these results, we can finally conclude
that

o If opoiceVd < O(1), then

PoS s oS
_ Zf:l K+ Zi{:l K 1+ ZZ/:lZZ*l " A2(X)

StableRank(X) < 2K + O(02,..d):
max;e(+1} ke[K] K5k
K K nP—3""_ 8 \9 /&
Y = K — K— ’_ i=1 )\ X 1 1
Stablefank(X) — A=t s o £ 3y T R g o ()
maxX;e (+1} ke[K] L5k n

where A;(X) denote the i-th singular value of X in descending order.
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o If Q(1) < opoiseVd < O(y/n), then

nP— S; >
S K+ e Ko+ Y Z” A2(X)
MaX;e(+1},ke[K] Ka,k

StableRank(X) = > 2K +Q(1).

o If opoisev/d > Q(y/n), then

P> s <~
S K+ e Koy + 22/212“1 " A2(X)

StableRank(X) = =
A(X)

>n.

C Proof in Section 6

In this section, we provide a detailed proof for the Lemmas in Section 6. We leave the proof for
Theorem 3.2 in the next section as it will utilize the several conclusions in this section.

C.1 Decomposition
(t)

In this subsection, we introduce the following decomposition of W, for our illustration, which

considers describing the learning of each noise &; ;- on each filter w; ..

Definition C.1. Let w for Jj € {£1}, r € [m] be the convolution filters of the CNN at the t-th

iteration of gradient descent. Then there exist unique coefficients 73(.2 , >0, Bj(t,z » <0, and pg.tzik,
such that

K n P-—s;
0 (t) —2
;r— v +Z’Y,,r‘ﬁ‘y,k+zﬂjkr K- Jk‘f'ZZPJ”k/ 1€inrll2 ™ - &inr (C.1)
k=1 i=1 k'=1
_(t t t t
We further denote pg.ﬂ)%k, = pg',z,i,k/ IL(pg 3«,1,1@’ >0), pg 7)«,1,k = pg 1)% B ]l(pg.ﬂ)nﬂ.’k/ < 0). Then we have,

t
()_WJT+Z] f)/]kr HH +Z B]kr K—jk

n P—sZ n P—s;
_ — t —
ST A €l 305 Al 5 €
=1 k'=1 =1 k'=1

(t)

Then, instead of directly analyzing = k> We prove some result for p; ;1 and extend the results

=(t)

of pj ik to B e Besides, we define two set notations: Z; j, is the set of data points containing basis
vector p i, in their object patches, i.e., 7 = {i|u1’k e{vi1,-- ,Vis}, andi € [n]}, and similarly
Z_; is the set of data points containing basis vector p_q j in their object patches. Additionally,
J1,k is the set of data points containing only one basis vector p;; in their object patches, i.e.

T = {z]sl =1, vj1=p1k and i € [n]}
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C.2 Proof of Lemma 6.3

We first provide proof for Lemma 6.3, as it will be applied in the following proof.

Proof of Lemma 6.5. We only consider the case for j = 1, and the proof for the case j = —1 is
totally identical. By multiplying p_; , on both sides of (6.1), and the orthogonality between basis
and noises, we obtain that
t+1 t n
<W§,7« ) = <w§},u_1,k> to—o ((er’ﬂ k) > o
ZGI,1 k

If <W§(’)7),,/,L_17k> < 0, then O”(<W(1 2, [T k>) = 0, which implies that (w§ l,u Lk) = <w§ T), p_1) for
all t > 0. Additionally by Lemma E.6, we have |<W() poii)| = | W1,T7H—1,k>| < O(oo||pll2). If

1,7
(wg?z, p_1k) > 0, then <w§?, M_1k) is non-increasing until it first reaches a negative value, after
which it remains unchanged. Therefore, we have

‘<W§f2~vﬂ—1,k>| < |-Lof (<W1r,u k) Y AN er),u i)
nm el 1,k
< (w0 mea) "V [ )| < Oloolule),

where the last inequality holds by Lemma E.6 and Condition 3.1. This completes the proof. O

C.3 Preliminary lemmas

Before we prove the Lemma 6.1, we first present and prove several lemmas that will be used for the
proof of Lemma 6.1. We define rj ; = argmax, ¢, <Wj(t7),, 1 k). Then we have the following lemma
demonstrating that the filter with the largest inner product with some basis vector at initialization
will always have the largest inner product with this basis vector during the whole training process.

Lemma C.2. Under Condition 5.1, we have ;. = 710 for all j € {+1,-1},k € [K]| and t > 0.
Moreover, if {j,k} # {j',k'}, then rj o # rj w0 holds with probability at least 1 — O(1/m).

Proof of Lemma C.2. We first prove that for all r,r" € [m], if <W§-?2,uj7k> > (Wﬁ.?g,,uj,k), then it
holds that (ng)n, k) > <W(-t) wj ) for all t. By multiplying p; on both sides of (6.1), and the

g’
orthogonality between basis vectors and noises, we obtain that
t+1 t t .
< ( )71‘1, )= J(v)«vlhk - Z 5/ i)]U/«W;',ZaNj,k))Jyz‘
ZEIJ k
— D n ( g C.2
- <Wj7rauj,k‘> - %0— ]7»>p“j k‘ Z ]yl ( . )
ZEZJ k

By definition of Z;y, it is clear that if i € Z;, then y; = j. Therefore (w § T), M)k is always non-

decreasing. Moreover, if ( §T), M) k) < 0, then 0’((w](.?r), tj)) = 0. This implies that <Wj(t7),, k) =
(w](-?r) , k) < 0holds for all t > 0. Therefore, for r,r’ € [m], it is straightforward that <Wj(t7),, k) >
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<Wj(.i)n,,uj7k> for all t > 0 if <W](.?T),uj7k> >0> <W§?2/,Mj,k>. In the following, we consider the case
where (Wj(~?7«);ﬂj,k> > (wﬁog,,uj7k> > 0. We first simply (C.2) as

Ui
(wie ) = (Wi i) = Lo (Wi i) Y 6. (C3)

ZEIJ k

And we could notice that the only item specific to filter r in formula (C.3) is the inner product

(w? O _ (g

W, o k). In another word, if we let zy W, . k), then the recursion (C.3) of the positive

sequences {;1:7« )}t:() could be simplified as,
2D = 2 4 Cyo’ (2)

where C} = ﬁ Ziezj . fg(t) is independent of filter index r, and ¢’(+) is a non-decreasing function.
Therefore we conclude that a filter with a larger initialization will always have a larger increment in

(0)

each iteration, which completes the proof for the case that (w ., p;x) > <W§?T)/, wjr) > 0. Combined
®)

these results, we can conclude that if 7 # r; o, then (w](tz, W) < <wj7rj7k’0, ;) for all ¢. Since

the initialization of W s i.i.d. Gaussian random vectors, we conclude that P(rjykp = rj/7k170) =

for different pair of {7, k}. O

Since the filter with the largest inner product with any specific basis vector is consistent during
the whole training process, in the following paragraphs, we can denote 7 ; by 7, for simplicity
and r;y’s are distinct for different pair of {j, k}.

Next, we introduce and prove the following Lemma C.3 and Lemma C.4 which will be helpful.
Lemma C.3 characterize the relationship between —¢, and the output of F,, when | pgtzlk/| is small.

Lemma C.4 show that when ]pj ri | 1s small H._ H2 is also small.

Lemma C.3. Suppose that Condition 3.1 holds and ]p | < O(000meiseVd) for all j € {+1},r €

7yryi,k!
[m], i € [n] and k' € [P — s;], then we have
(W) € 1) < O(000moise Vd);

60 = @ (e WilX)).

Proof of Lemma C.3. The iterative rule for (wgtz, & 1) can be derived by multiple by &; i on both
sides of (2.3), then we obtain that

) W (&, &) o (G Eixr)
(W &ikr) = <J7”£Zk/ +ﬂmk/+ZZ L A S TR vt

i k=1 ||€z’7k‘/’H2 Kk ||€Z,k”||2
< 6(000n0ise\/g)-

The last inequality holds because the first term <W(0)_ &iw) = 5(000noise\/a) by applying Lemma E.6,

—Yi,T?
the second term pg,tzi p = O(annoise\/g) by our assumption. For the third term and the forth
(1) (t) A ) : (& i€ k1) (& pr Eipr) ~
term, pi i pns P g = O(000noiseVd) by our assumption and T il " 16 o 2 < O(1/V/4d)
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by Lemma E.5. Then based on our Condition 3.1 about n and d, the last two terms are also

O(000moisevVd). Now for F_ (W(—z)/ , X;), its value is determined by <w(_t)yi7r, oy, 1) and (w (_y &)

Lemma 6.3 implies that (w(,?)ﬁ’r,uyi,k) < O(og). Combining with the previous result about

<w(-t) & k), we can present a bound of F_,, (W(f) X;) as

o Yi?
1 m K 1 m P-—s;
: t
Fo,, (WY X)) < m S oUW ) + o ST o(wl) L&)
r=1 k=1 =1 i1
2P ~ ~
- qh;q—l maX{O(UO)ﬂ O(UOUnoise\/g)}q <1.

The last inequality is from our Condition 3.1 about (. Finally by the definition of #'(-), it is clear
that,

1 1

1+ il (WX —F (WO ) Fy (W) Xo)—F oy, (W), Xo)|

100 =

l1+e
By the fact Fly1(), F_1(-) > 0, the lower bound is straightforward that

O] = 1 > 1
1 P W) X —Foy (W) X0) ™ 9 By, (W X))

-y’

On the other side, since F_,, (W(fz/z, X;) <1, we obtain that

0] ! < oo BV
' 14 P (Wi X0 =Py (W X0
(t)
The upper and lower bound of |€;(t)\ indicates that w;(t)] = @(e‘Fyi (W, ’Xi)). O

Lemma C.4. Suppose that Condition 3.1 holds. If\p il < a, then we have ||'“ H < 2nPd?c 2 d!

noise

forallje{-1,41}, r€[m],i € [n] and k' € [P — sz] Here a could be any posz’twe number.

Proof of Lemma C.4. By deposition defined in Definition C.1, we have

n
- 9 OEERO) (5 k,E'k'>
H ]7"”2_22 pjT'Zk/ ||£i7k/||2 + Z p]rzkpjrz’k’ : .

i=1 k'=1 {i,k}A{i" k'} /k/||2
< 2n(P —1)d* Iﬁsed +a ano%sed < 2nPa amised !
where the first inequality is from Lemma E.5 and our Condition 3.1. 0

C.4 Proof of Lemma 6.1

Now, we are ready to prove Lemma 6.1

Proof of Lemma 6.1. By Lemma C.4, to show HESQH% < 02nP/2, it suffices to show that max; . ; ‘Pg't}«i wl <
aoonoise\/&/ 2. We will show it by induction, and we assume it holds when we prove the first result.
For each basis vector p;; € U; with j € {—1,4+1} and k € [K], we define an idealized filter w;
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satisfying that (1 + @(%))(ﬁ/](,(]k), Hjk) = <w§02jk o+ Mik). Besides, we assume that <v71§t,)€, 1) also

follows the iterative rule in (C.3). The reason for such a definition is that if r # r;;, we have
<W](-?r),uj7k> < <V~V]('Ok),lij,k> by Lemma E.6, which further implies that (Wgz,uj,k) < <~(t,)€,uj k) by
Lemma C.2 for all £ > 0. For filters w;,.. , and the idealized filter w;; defined above, <w§ 2 ol 1Lk )

and (ﬁ/ﬂ, juk) follows the same iterative rule in (C.3). Let’s rewrite the iterative formula here for
better readability for the readers:

n
Wi ) = (Wi ga) = o (W) ) D 40

7
ZEI] k

= <w](-f2, Kik) + 770W'(<WJ('2’ Hik))s

[’ (t) <

iez,, bi Define T j 1 be the first time such that (w ) wjk) >k and T'

Wi, Tk’
wgoT)J kvlij,k>

(O mj0)
of the idealized filter w; ;. By checking the conditions in Lemma E.8, we can conclude T j; <

T’ (T”’“),u% ) < ;4. As we have demonstrated above, <W](-f2,uj’k> <

where C; = L 3 1
)

(t

be the first time such that <w o Mik) = 17t Since we have =1+ @( > ) by definition

, which implies that (w

(NJ( l)w pjk) for all t > 0 and r # r; . Therefore, we can obtain that (w,

r # rj k. On the other hand, (w §T), 1) < 0 can only occur if { ;T), I, k) < 0, which further implies

that <W§t27 k) = <WJ(OT) , ij k) for all £ > 0. Combined with the initialization concentration results

and Condition 3.1 that ( j(or),uj k) < O(00) < O(1/m), we finally obtain that }( (T”’“),;L% )’ <

( Uk),u]k) < ;7 for all

1 Km Next, we try to derive the bound for T} ;. As we assume |pj,; | < 000 moise V.d d/2, then for
all t <Ti ;) and ¢ € Jji, we apply Lemma C.3 and derive that

E(t) > ie

T 2e
1
2e

> ( ;i[ Jw:“]k»+Pz:10(<wy(‘?’£i”€'>)}>2222'

r=1 k'=1

This is because

(o (W) i) + 3 o (wi) &) | <1
'=1

g

r:l
by (w!) < U i) < f d w) < O(000moiseV/d) for all
y < jq« kau'] k> S R,y <Wj7ralfl'],k> > 4K or r 7& Tk, all < jrafz,k/> > (000n01se ) or a
r € [m] and k' € € [P — 1]. Therefore, we get a lower bound for C; as

LS 0y e T
- 26 nm'¥ % 16e2Km
’LEI]k

The last inequality is by Lemma E.2, and 7 is a positive constant solely depending on K, which
2
implies that 7 = ©(1). And it is straight forward that C; < % Then by Lemma E.9 and
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Lemma E.6, we can obtain that

32¢2K'm 2032 Km
Tk < 3 < 2
7”7(<Wj77"j,k s Hik)) oy
m m

Ty jk > — > — )
Tl plB((W s 50)) T2 T Ao log m

Since both the lower bound and upper bound of 77 ; is independent of j and k, we conclude we
can find a time 7 = @(n ") such that the preceding results hold at T} for all j € {—1,+1} and
90

k € [K]. Finally we use induction to prove that max; ,; i/ \ p | < O'OO'noise\/g/ 2. For simplicity

73,ryi,k!
we denote ¢(t) = max; , ; i/ |pj,r,i,k’|’ Obviously ¢(® = 0, and we suppose that exists 7' < T} such

that ¢(t) < UanOise\/;i/ 2 holds for all 0 < ¢t < T — 1. Then by the iterative rule for pgtzl w» We have

P—s; q—1
nll&iwll3], o ) A&iw, Eir k) (&ix, &ipr)
P < o™ + max S W Gi) + 60 (14 + ST
S | i 2 2 el T 2, el

noise

< o + [61og(m v n)]@+D/2ped = g0 glat1)/2

kI~ 1nm

[6log(mvn)](at1)/2pgd =1 59T gla+1)/2
Aqfln?n neise < UOUnoise\/>/2

By taking the telescoping sum, we have qﬁ(f) <Ti-

a+3 K 1 goiscdq/2 a1
by the formula for T7 < 27”76%32771 and the assumption that ~ - S igK [GILZ(mVn)}(q+1)/2 <
O(1). Since then, we have finished all the proof for Lemma 6.1. O

C.5 Proof of Lemma 6.2

During the phase I, we always threat —¢, = ©O(1), while in this phase, as the increasing of

< (t)

Wi Itj.k), we can not regard —¢; = ©(1) since the training loss will eventually converge.

Proof of Lemma 6.1. By Lemma C.4, to show H._. H2 < 203nP, it suffices to show that max;,.; ' |p
(t)

000 noiseVd. Similar to the proof of Phase I, we ﬁrst prove the result for <Wj i 1j ) and then

(®)

. . ¢ . .
use induction to prove the result for max; . ; p | pgglk,| and (Wm, Jpg) with r # r; . We assume

jrzk" —

irige| and <W§2, 1) with 7 2 75 hold when we prove the first result.
From Lemma C.3, we can obtain that for all 5 € Z;k and t > T, it holds

the results for max;, ; x/ |p

1
_ég(t) <e-exp(— F}-(V\/’;}f)7 X;)) <e-exp ( - E<w§?,]k, /J,j7k>>, (C4)

since the activation function o(+) is always positive. Additionally, we can also obtain that for all
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i € Jjx and t > T, it holds

—¢® > % exp ( — FJ(W](-t),XZ))
m -1
1 1
> —exp| — — Z [0(<W§',tq)~ﬂj,k>) + Z 0(<W§27€z k’>)}
2e M4 k=1
P-1
1 1 1
=2€Xp<—m< §2Jk7uj,k>—a O-(<Wj(t1)=]k7€z,k>)>
k=1
) P-1 1 1,
t t t
-exp < - ; {0(<W§72,#j,k>) + : 1U(<W§',27§i,k’>)}> 2 53 eXP ( - E<Wj77~j’k7llfj,k>)'
T T]',k =

The last inequality is because

| Pl ) e
mk/z::lU«Wg'fr)j}kagi,k’)) +E Z [a(< ]N,ng EZI wazk’ )] <1

TET K

by our assumption (W](fz,uj7k> < ﬁ and <w](-f2,§i,k/) < 6(annoise\/&). With such upper and
t)

lower bounds for E;( in hands, we can provide an upper and lower bound for the iterations of

< (t)

Wi Mj ) as

n
< (t+1)7l'l’], > < ](f7)~7/~‘l‘j,k> - —0' ;tgau‘]k Z g

% nm

ZEZJk
en 7$<wv oM k)

<(w J(Z’ujk>+7me R VAN
en —Lwll) pjk)

< (Wi k) + me T
since UI(<W§~?,H]',I<:>) =1and |Z;x| < n, and

t+1 t n
<W§,r )7 Nj,k) > <W§-77)«7Nj,k> - %OJ ]7‘7 . k Z g
1€k
@, n—Ewi ) '
= <Wj,r7ﬂj7k> + 262nm€ T4,k . ‘%,k‘
Le_%wﬁj,k#j,w‘
16e2Km

t
> (wil), ) +
since o’ (<w§t2, ,qu7;€>) =1 and ‘jjk} > g by Lemma E.2. Applying these upper and lower bound
on Lemma E.10, for all ¢ > T} we obtain that

1

m(t —-T) + e%> > mlog(t —T1) — 2mlogm + mlogn — O(m)

(C.5)

<W§~,t7)~].,k, Hj k) > mlog (
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and

€ K € K
<W]('fr)’jkv“j7k> < Ene_ﬁ + mlog (m—Z(t —-Ty)+ eﬁ) < mlog(t —T1) — 2mlogm + mlogn + O(m).

(C.6)

This finishes the proof of the conclusion for <W](7;:)k . 1jk). Now, we use induction to prove that

<w](-€*), Bik) < m when r # 7. We first derive a result that will be used for the following
induction proof. Plugging (C.5) into (C.4), for all i € Z; and t > T7, we have

() o 8e3 K'm?
L 77(t T + 1)

Taking the sum from ¢ = T} to T, we have

SK . 2
- Z /o < B m* S Nog(T* — Ty) < @(”i) (C.7)
= n n

(T1) ) < 4Km if » # r;5. Suppose that exists T1 < T < T* such that

Since at T, we have (W, b

( 3(1)~7Jll'k> < 2K holds for all Ty > ¢ < T — 1. Then by the iterative rule for <w§72,uj7k> and
applying (C.7), we have

T T—1 n 1 et H(T—1
<W§ar)7“j’k> S <W.§1T )711,‘]’k> o /4;‘1—1nm (ZKTTL> Z gl( )
€5 1
(TY) Ul 1 01— (T—1)
- <w”1 k)~ fiq_lnm<2Km> Z Z b
t=T1 iEIj’k
(T1) n 1 \a-18e3Km? .
< <W]7T1 k) — T (2Km) » log(T* — T)

1 20-9e31og(T* —T1) 1 1
< . < ,
~ 4Km kI~ Ka—3ma—3 4Km — 2Km

where the last inequality holds since m?=3 > ﬁ( 1) as ¢ > 3. This finishes the induction proof that
( J(t?wuj k) < g for all v # rj )y and t < T*. Next, we proof that maxj ik ]p] i k" < 000 noise VA
holds for all t < T*. For simplicity we denote ¢®*) = MaXjpi |Pj,r,i,k'|' Obviously we have
¢(T1 < 000 noise Vd d/2, and we suppose that exists 77 < T < T™* such that (b(t) < 000noiseVd holds
for all Ty <t < T — 1. Then by the iterative rule for p( ) ik and plugging (C.7), we have

[61og(m v n)] @)/ 2pgd™ Tpat! glat1)/2 863Km2

¢(T) < ¢(T1) 4 T O noise lOg(T* - Tl)
< o™ 4 16> K [6log(m V n)] @)/ log(T* = Th) ol ;.d?* -2 O00noiseVd
- ka1 n 70 2
< ) 4 OV

2

28



/ _
where the penultimate inequality holds by %W < O(1) and m = O(ag 7)) which is derived
from Condition 3.1. O

D Proof of Corollary 4.2

In this section, we provide a proof for the Proposition 4.2.

Proof of Corollary 4.2. In the following, we con81der the case j =1, and the situation for j = —1 is
H2 =mlogT — mlog( )+O( ), and Hwﬁ)!b <
O(m) + O(09d'/?) when r # 1 1, then by definition of Frobenius norm, we can derive that

similar. Since by Theorem 4.1, we have le L

Wl = ZlemHﬁ > [wiY

TETL &

2= (mlogT mlog( n2> +0(m)),

By the definition of W*, we have ||[W*||p = v K. By these results of Frobenius norm, we can
derive that

wlD
lrlk ul,]{?
W, Wk,
<<W§Tr)1k —W§031k,u1k> 1 >u N 503“ += “( )k
= - ” 1.k
W IW=lle W,
T 0 T 0
n Z <W§,T)1,k 521 k7p‘1k >'Ll,1k i ZK: <W( ) 1,k Wg 7‘)1 k’“ 1k,>u717k/
K2k HW HF k=1 HW+1 I 2
ngg WQMMHQ_ 1 rm@uu+wi2gu
+11llF ’ +1IlF
HW | W=l Wl
Wi, ~ Wi )| S - wi )|

_|_Z 1le 1r1kal~‘l‘1k
k'#£k HW+1 HF k'=1 HW+1 HF

1 1 1 1 1
< _ — | < . D1
_O<logT) +O<mlogT> +O<m210gT> +O<m\/(§10gT> - O<logT> (D-1)

The first inequality is from triangle inequality. The second inequality holds because le i lla <

T 0 T
O(o0d!/2) < O(1); 2 |12 < Ofognt/2) < 0(1); (Wi —wl® ) < O1/m); (wil) -
wi” p_1x) < O(0p) < O(d~Y/?); and

lvrl,k’

1
IW*[| 7

Wirie = Wi e PLE

‘ ( (T) (0) )

W

. 1 |mlogT—mlog (m—> + O(m)

7
mlogT — mlog (%) + O(m)

VK
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by Theorem 4.1, Lemma E.5 and Lemma E.6. Next we consider the filters ||wy,|| with r # ry g
and we can direct obtain

-1 q1/2 1
|| <O<Tn+00) SO( ] T)’ (D.Z)
HW+1 21l VEmlogT mlog
since wa;) H2 < O(m~' 4 0¢d"/?) in Theorem 4.1. We find a permutation matrix P, such that the
filters wq 1, - - , w1 i are arranged to the first K rows, i.e., P+-W$F1) = [WLTLI,WLTM, S Wy ey -]T,

then by triangle inequality and preceding results (D.1) and (D.2), we finally derive that

H p, W
Wle W
K (T) (T)
1,r1k M1k Wir 1
B e ] L s || ()
W&l IWlefl, 2 Wl = \es T
This completes the proof. ]

E Technical lemmas

E.1 Concentration results

Lemma E.1. Suppose that § > 0, then for any Z C [n], with probability at least 1 — 9,

fieTiy=1), [fieT u=-1)= o +0(Vloa(1/5)).

Proof of Lemma E.1. By Hoeffding’s inequality, with probability at least 1 — O(¢), we have

1 log(1/9)
|I‘%;]l{y@—l} <O< Iz )
Therefore,
el =1} =Y 1 =1} = 2 o VEoa(1/9)).
i€

This proves the result for [{i € Z : y; = 1}|. The proof for |{i € Z : y; = —1}| is exactly the same,
and we can conclude the proof by applying a union bound. O

Lemma E.2. Suppose that 6 > 0, then for J; . defined in Section C, with probability at least 1 —0,
it holds that

\Tik| = —n—i— O( nlog(l/d)),

where w is a constant solely depending on K.

Proof of Lemma E.2. Let Z11 = {i|ly; = 1,7 € [n]} and Z_1 = {ily; = —1,i € [n]}. By Lemma E.1,
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it holds that }Lrl}, I_l‘ > 4. By the definition of distribution D in Definition 2.2, there exists a
positive probability 7 = 7(K) such that P(s = 1) = 7. (We remind the reader that s is the number
of object patches in each input.) Then by Hoeffding’s inequality, with probability at least 1 — 4,

we have
1 . T log(1/0)
—31 - Tl<of /el
IIJIZ e Jint = 6| < ( n
ZEIJ'
Therefore,
: T ™
| Tik| = Zﬂ{leﬁ,k}:*\Iﬂ—FO( nlog(1/6)> >
, K SK
lGIj
where the last inequality is from Lemma E.1. This finishes the proof. 0

Lemma E.3. Suppose that § > 0, then for K and K_1 defined in Section B,

s
Ky, K1 = Z;;é + O( nlog(l/é)).
holds with probability at least 1 — § for all k € [K].

Proof of Lemma FE.3. Similar to the definition of number of total object patches, we can also denote
Zyl:l s; the number of signal patches from inputs with positive label, and Zyi:fl s; the number
of object patches from inputs with negative label. By Lemma E.1 and the fact P < O(1), with
probability at least 1 — d/2, we have

Z Si, Z s; = Z%ISZ + O(\/nlog(1/5)>.
yi=l  yi=-1

Besides, for all k& € [K], by Hoeffding’s inequality, with probability at least 1 — d/2, we have

—15i —_ 155
Ky — Z‘%K_lz K1k — z:y?(“ < O(anog(l/é)).
Applying a union bound over the results from two inequalities above completes the proof. ]

Lemma E.4. Suppose that z ~ N(0,1), then P(|z] <t) = O (¢t).

Proof of Lemma E./. We use ¢(x) to denote the density function of the standard Gaussian random
variable, and then we know that max ¢(z) = ¢(0). By this fact,

P(|z| < t) = 2/0 o(z)dz < 26(0)t = O (¢) ,

which completes the proof. ]

31



Lemma E.5. Suppose that § > 0 and d = Q(log(nm/6)). Then with probability at least 1 — O(6),
it holds that

Hsl,k % = G(Uzoised);
w13 = ©(c3d);
[(&ir &ir )| < O(0moise - V/dlog(n?/6))

forall j € {+1,—-1}, r € [m], and all i,i’ € [n], k € [P —s;], k' € [P —sy] such that {i,k} # {i, k'}.

Proof of Lemma E.5. By Bernstein’s inequality, with probability at least 1 — O(d/n) we have
‘”&k”% - Ugoised’ = O(Gﬁoise Y% dlog(n/é)).
Therefore, as long as d = Q(log(n/d)), we have
€113 = ©(0hoised)-

Similarly, by Bernstein’s inequality, with probability at least 1 — O(d/m) we have

W3 — 02d| = O(02se - V/dlog(m]5)).

Therefore, as long as d = Q(log(m/d)), we have
0
Iwiil I3 = ©(otd).

Moreover, for any 4,7, k, k" with {i,k} # {¢/,k'}, clearly (& ,& ) has mean zero and by Bern-
stein’s inequality, with probability at least 1 — O(5/n?) we have

|<£i7k7£i’,k’>| < 0(0-12101513 Y dlog(n2/5))

Applying a union bound completes the proof. O

Lemma E.6. Suppose that d > Q(log(mn/d)), m = Q(log(1/8)). Then with probability at least
1 —0(9), it holds that

(0)

w3 = O (V/1og(m/[8) - o)
‘<WJ(?7")’£ka/>| =0 ( log(mn/(s) : O—OO—noisc\/g)
for allr € [m], j € {£1}, i € [n], k € [K] and k' € [P — s;]. Besides,
g%(w](og k) = 200),

max <w](?r) ) Ei,k’> =Q (UOJnoise\/g>

re[m)]
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for all j € {£1}, i € [n], k € [K] and k' € [P — s;]. Moreover,

0
(Wi k) <1 +0 <2>> < max (w1 1)

m re[m|
for all v # argmax, <Wj(-?7,), 1), j € {£1l} and k € [K].

Proof of Lemma E.6. 1t is clear that for each r € [m], <W](OT) ,Mjk) is a Gaussian random vari-
able with mean zero and variance 0’(2). Therefore, by Gaussian tail bound and union bound, with
probability at least 1 — O(9),

(W%, ;)| < O(v/log(m[5) - o).

Moreover, P(ool|p2/2 > <wj(-?T), pjk)) is an absolute constant, and therefore by the condition on

m, we have

P(o0/2 < max(w(l), ) = 1 = Ploo/2 > max(wii), )

=1—P(o0/2 > (W'Y, pji))*"
>1-0(9).

By Lemma E.5, with probability at least 1 — O(6), [|€ x|l = O (0noiseVd) for all i € [n] and

k' € [P — s;]. Therefore, the result for (wj(or) ,&i 1) follows the same proof as (wgor) s g -

Lastly, for different 7,7’ and Vt > 0,

O v [ w© 0 .
|<W](g«)7uj,k>} ‘(W]7r7uj,k>‘ <14t|<Pl1-t< |<Wgé7;’“j,k>| <14t

WS )| A (WD )] w0

<P (|(wi )] < 2w, pin)]) = O),

(0)
P

where the last equality holds from Lemma E.4 and the fact that <WJ(-?2, tjk) and <W§~0T),, [t k) are

independent Gaussian random variables with mean 0 and same variance. By this result, let ¢t =
0(-%) and use union bound, we could deduce that with probability at least 1 — O(4),

m2

o
o) (14 (125 ) = mswl2. )

m re(m)
for all r # argmax, ¢[, <W§?2, Kjk)- -

E.2 Tensor power methods

The following lemmas are inspired by Allen-Zhu and Li (2022); Jelassi et al. (2022)

Lemma E.7. If a positive sequence {x:};2, satisfies the updating rules 441 = x¢ + 1 - Cy - :17?71,
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then Vk € N, € (0,1), we have

S S k—1
C 1 14¢)(@—2)k _
Z nCt S q72 1_( )1 +77 (1+C)q 1207;“’1_1—’_077“ 5 (El)
t>0,x: <(1+¢)*zo Lo (1+¢)(a=2) 9=0
and
¢ L~ g N
2 Oz q41——4—7_u+maz}%47 (E-2)
t>0,2¢ < (14¢) ka0 Lg ( + <) (1+¢)(a—2) g=1
where T4 be the first iteration such that x; > (1 4 ()9zg
Proof of Lemma E.7. By the definition of 7;, we have
_ -1
LTy — LTy = Z Uctw? ' > Z n-Cy- [iUO(l + C)g]q ) (E.3)

t€(Tg,Tg+1) t€(Tg,Tg+1)

and

_ q—1
TTypy =TTy = TTgpa—1 — T, + 1) C’Tg+1*1 “TT—1

<C1+ Q20 +n Crppy—1 [l‘o(lJrC)gH]q_l- (E.4)

By combining (E.3) and (E.4) in order and rearranging some items, we could deduce,

¢ -1
nCy < —— +n(1+ Q)7 Crypy-1-
[sz x§ [+ ¢)a2)e

Take a telescoping sum of this result, and then we finish the proof of (E.1). For (E.2), considering
the opposite direction of the inequalities (E.3) and (E.4), repeating the previous process will get
the result. O

Lemma E.8. Suppose there are two positive sequence {x:}7°, and {y:}52, satisfying the following
updating rules:

~1.
i1 =24 +1-Cp- a2

Y1 =y +1-Cpoyd ™t

with ¢ > 3 and % > 1+c, where c is a small positive number. For any two positive number A, and

Ay, let Ty, Ty, are the first time s.t. xr, > Ay and y1, > Ay respectively. If we have 0 < Cy < C

and n and yo are both sufficiently small such that n = 9] <quch> and %3/ < O(c), then it holds
0 Yy b

that Ty, < T,

Proof of Lemma E.S. For a positive ¢ > 0, let kq, ko be the smallest integer s.t. zo(1 4 ¢)F > A,
and yo(1 + )k > A,. From these definitions, we have

log(4=) log(4=)
log(14+¢) — 1<10g(1+§)+ ’
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and

log(£#) log(£)
= Sk < ——"F +1
log(1 +¢) log(1 +¢)
By Lemma E.7, we further derive that
L ¢ 1- (1+<)(1q72>k1 e
Z 77075 < —2 1 1 +n- (1 + C)qil Z 07;]4-171 + CTkl
t=0 Zo T+ O6ED g=0
1 - _
< ey (L O+ 1)C (E5)
Zo T A 0)@
and
Ty 1— 1 ko—1
¢ (1)@ 2F2 n
nCy > —= - - C7y—1
tz% v L+ - e (O gzjl ’
q—2
1- (3
¢ <Ay> n A
> — - — (ko — 1)C. (E.6)
vi S+ Qe = gy (L
We use (E.6) minus (E.5) and get
q—2
¢ (% 1
77015 - nct Z 1 9 - )
tZ:; tz:; L= arga | (L+Qr !t
I
~ ko —1 1
— R — 1 =k 1),
00 i+ 0+ D))
L

We consider the value of I} and I, separately and carefully choose ( such that

2
(1+¢) ! = (1—2) (147 2=14+06(c).

The last equality is from our assumption z—z = O (c¢), and we could also conclude ¢ = © (¢). Then
for 17, we have,

¢ — 4 L
Il Z —2 1 q—2 Ay 5 = 1 == Q ((]—3) . (E?)
v (= Grgws) (1 +¢) (1 . %ﬁ;) Yo Ay
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Because ——— = 0 (). For I, we have,
a+oa=2)

I < 776_'@ (kl V kg) = 77(_}'@) (i) . (ES)

Now by combining (E.7) and (E.8), we could conclude that Zﬁo nCy — ZtTio nCy > 0, which
completes the proof. ]

Lemma E.9. Suppose a positive sequence {z;}72, satisfies the following iterative rules:

-1
Typ1 > xp+n-Cr-x T

—1
Tpp1 <xp+n-Co- a7,

with Cy > Cy > 0. For any v > xq, let T, be the first time such that xy > v, then for any constant
¢ > 0, we have

1+ ()1 Cy log(&
T < 1+C2 (1+¢) 20%‘(9;0),
nCrad™ i

(E.9)

and

1 log(>)
e (1+ Q)1 nCyzd 2 (1+¢)e2 (E.10)

Proof of Lemma E.9. Similar to the definition in Lemma E.7, let 74 be the first iteration such that
xy > (1 + ¢)920. Moreover, let g* be the smallest integer such that (14 ¢)9 xg > v, resulting

log(2) _ ., log(2)

g +Q =7 S0+ "
For t = 71,
Ti—1
T > 20+ Z nCiaf ' > zo + TinCial ',
t=0
and we could obtain that
<2 (E.11)

N nClxg_l
Consider the upper-bound iteration of z7; and the fact that x7;_1 < (1 + (), we could get

v < orio +Caal !y < ao(1+¢) +nCaaf (14 (E-12)
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Combining the results from (E.11) and (E.12), we obtain that,

¢ xgricy

T <
! nClx0_2 Cq
Similarly for g > 1,
Tg—1
vy, > a7, + > Ol > wy, 4 nC(Ty = Tya)zf (14 Ve, (E.13)
t=Ty_1

and we could bound the difference x7, — z7, , by the following formula,
T, — T, S TT,-1+ 7702.%%-;1 —z7,_, <1+ )9 g + 7702$g_1(1 +¢)9ta-b), (E.14)
Combining the results from (E.13) and (E.14), we obtain that,

¢ (1+Q)7'Cy
nCral (14 ¢)ls=Da-2) ¢

Taking a telescoping sum of the results of (E.15) from g = 1 to g = ¢* and by the fact that T, < Tg«,
we finally get (E.9). Now consider another side, similarly for ¢t = 7;, we have

Ti—1
o7 <o+ Y 9O~ < g+ TinCox M (1+ ().
t=0

Substitute that x7; — x¢ > (xo, we get

¢

T > — . (E.16)
nCoxd (1 + ()11
For g > 1, similarly we could derive,
Tg—1
vy, <o+ Y nChrl S ap_, +1C(Ty — Ty—1)ad (1 + () (E.17)
t=Ty_1

and we could also lower bound the difference x7, — z7,_, by
T, X7, 2 X, — X, -1 — 770243(]7;11—1 >C(1+¢)9 ey — 77021:8_1(1 + )=l (E.18)
Combining the results from (E.17) and (E.18), we obtain that,

¢ 1
To > To1 + — . E.1
P T G (1 el (1 Q! (19

Taking a telescoping sum of the results of (E.19) from g = 1 to g = ¢* — 1 and by the fact that
Ty > Tg+—1, we finally get (E.10). O
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E.3 Sequence increase bounds

The following lemma characterizes the increase of positive sequence with exponential factor. Similar
results are also applied in Cao et al. (2023); Meng et al. (2024b).

Lemma E.10. Suppose that a positive sequence x¢, t > 0 follows the iterative formula
—C2T¢t

Tl = Tt + C1€

for some c1,co > 0. Then it holds that

1 1
— log(cicat + e*°) < zy < cre” %0 + — log(cicat 4 €°270)
C2 C2

for allt > 0.

Proof of Lemma FE.10. We first show the lower bound of x;. Consider a continuous-time sequence
z;, t > 0 defined by the integral equation with the same initialization.

t
Ty = Xy +cp- /0 6702§Td7', Ty = Zo- (EQO)

Note that z, is obviously an increasing function of ¢. Therefore we have

t+1
t
t+1
t
= z; + c1 exp(—cazy)

for all ¢ € N. Comparing the above inequality with the iterative formula of {x;}, we conclude by
the comparison theorem that x; > z, for all t € N. Note that (E.20) has an exact solution

1
z, = . log(cicat + €°2%0)

Therefore we have

1
xy > — log(cicat + €°2%0)
C2
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for all ¢t € N, which completes the first part of the proof. Now for the upper bound of z;, we have
t—1
Ty =xo+cCy- Z e 2T
7=0

t
<zo+cr- E e~ log(ercaT+e2%0)
7=0

t

1
=x9+cCre g D E—
G cicaT + ec2%o
T=

t
D !
= C1 - —_—
07 geamo ! 16T + ef2%o
T=1

t
c1 1

<xo+ +c1 - —dr

0" goamo "1 cieor + 20

where the second inequality follows by the lower bound of x; as the first part of the result of this
lemma. Therefore we have

C1
T S ZTo +

1 1
+ — log(cieat + €%2*0) — — log(e“™?)
2 2

eC270

1
= cre” 2" 4+ —log(crcat + €20)
C2
This finishes the proof. O

E.4 Singular value lemmas

Lemma E.11 (Corollary 5.35 in Vershynin (2010)). Let A be an d; x do matriz whose entries
are independent standard normal random variables. Then for every § > 0, with probability at least
1 — 2exp(—02/2), one has

Vi = /dy — 6 < Ain(A) < Amax(A) < Vdy + Vdy + 6,

where Amin (A) indicates the smallest singular value of A and Amax(A) indicates the largest singular
value of A.

Lemma E.12. Let A = [ay, -+ ,ap] € R and B = [by,--- ,bp,] € R with d > Py, Ps.
Additionally, the columns in A are perpendicular to columns in B, i.e. (ay,,b,,) =0 holds for all
p1 € [P1] and p2 € [Ps]. Consider concatenating A, B into one matriz C, i.e. C = [A,B], then it
holds that

{)‘1(0)7)‘2(0)7 T 7)‘P1+P2(C)} = {)‘I(A)a )‘Q(A)v T 7/\P1(A>} U {/\I(B)v /\Z(B)v T 7>‘P2(B)}7

where \;(+) denote the i-th singular value of a matrixz in descending order.

Proof of Lemma FE.12. By the connection between the definition of singular value and eigenvalue,
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we can make spectral decomposition for both AT A and B'B as,

P P
ATA =Y N(A)vaivi; B'B=> N(B)vgivp,,
- i=1

where v 4 ; is the i-th eigenvector corresponding A?(A), and v is the i-th eigenvector correspond-
ing A?(B). By the orthogonality between A and B, we can derive that
cTe - [A A Oplpr] '
0P2><Pl BTB

We further generate v ; € RITF2 for all i € [P)] by concatenating zero vector to the end of v4,
ile. va; = [vAl, 0}, ]T Similarly, we also generate vi; € RF1FF2 for all i € [Py] by concatenating
Bl

zero vector at the start of vp, i.e. vp; = [OPI,VB ;|- Then we can rewrite C'C as

Py
C'C=> N(A)vava; +ZA2 B)VE.VE.:
= i=1

which is the spectral decomposition of CTC by the fact that all v1;’s and vp,’s are normalized
and orthogonal to each other. Since the singular value of C is the square root of the eigenvalue of
CTC, we complete the proof. O

Lemma E.13 (Min-max principle of singular value). Let A be a matriz and \i(A) be its k-th
singular values in descending order. Then it holds that

Ae(A) =
k( ) S: dfrIrll?S}‘c) k x€S, ||x||2 1
Ae(A) = min max HAXH2.

S:dim(S)=d—k+1 x€8,||x[[2=1
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