
Gradient Descent Robustly Learns the Intrinsic

Dimension of Data in Training Convolutional Neural

Networks

Chenyang Zhang∗ Peifeng Gao† Difan Zou‡ Yuan Cao§

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.

(a) MNIST (b) CIFAR-10

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:
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• 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.

• 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.

• 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 {xn} and {yn}, we denote xn = O(yn) if there exist some absolute

constant C1 > 0 and N > 0 such that |xn| ≤ C1|yn| for all n ≥ N . Similarly, we denote xn = Ω(yn)

if there exist C2 > 0 and N > 0 such that |xn| ≥ C2|yn| for all n > N . We say xn = Θ(yn) if

xn = O(yn) and xn = Ω(yn) both holds. We use Õ(·), Ω̃(·), and Θ̃(·) to hide logarithmic factors in

these notations respectively. Moreover, we denote xn = poly(yn) if xn = O(yDn ) for some positive

constant D, and xn = polylog(yn) if xn = poly(log(yn)). For two scalars a and b, we denote

a∨ b = max{a, b} and a∧ b = min{a, b}. For any n ∈ N+, we use [n] to denote the set {1, 2, · · · , n}.
We denote diag(a1, a2, · · · , an) the diagonal matrix with ai’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 matrix A ∈ Rd1×d2, the stable rank of A is defined as

StableRank(A) :=
∥A∥2F
∥A∥22

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
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illustrate its robustness to small perturbations, consider a diagonal matrix A ∈ Rd×d with its first

diagonal with its first diagonal entry set to 1 and all other entries equal to ϵ. As ϵ → 0, the

classic rank of A remains d until ϵ exactly equals to 0. In contrast, the stable rank of A equals

1 + (d− 1)ϵ, approaching 1 smoothly as ϵ 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 U+1,U−1 ⊂ Rd 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 [x(1),x(2), . . . ,x(P )] ∈ Rd×P with

each column denoting a patch. Given y, a non-empty index set S ⫋ [P ] is randomly generated.

Then for all p ∈ [P ], if p ∈ S, the patch x(p) is assigned as a vector uniformly chosen from Uy.

Otherwise, x(p) is assigned as a noise vector generated from N(0, σ2
noise · (I−

∑
µ∈U+1∪ U−1

µµ⊤)).

In the data model D defined above, we consider the sets U+1 and U−1 following the intuition

that they should consist of “basis vectors” that can form objects belonging to classes +1 and −1

respectively. We assume that |U+1| = |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 S ⫋ [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

noise vector distribution N(0, σ2
noise · (I−

∑
µ∈U+1∪ U−1

µµ⊤)) ensures that the Gaussian noises are

generated from the orthogonal complement of U+1∪ U−1. By separating the “object patches” with

p ∈ S and the “background patches” with p ∈ Sc, 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 Uy 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 {(Xi, yi)}ni=1 for binary classification, where each

training data pair (Xi, yi) is generated independently from the distribution given in Definition 2.2.
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To calculate the data rank, we consolidate all training inputs into a single matrix, as X̂ =

[x
(1)
1 , · · · ,x(P )

1 ,x
(1)
2 , · · · ,x(P )

2 , · · · ,x(1)
n , · · · ,x(P )

n ] ∈ Rd×nP . Then the following proposition theo-

retically demonstrates that the stable rank of the data matrix X̂ will explode at the initial stages

of noise level σnoise growth.

Proposition 2.3. Suppose that d ≥ Ω̃(n4), and K,P ≤ O(1). For any positive δ satisfying

log(1/δ) ≤ O(d), the following inequalities concerning the stable rank of X̂ hold with probability at

least 1− δ.

• If σnoise
√
d ≤ O(1), then

2K −O

(√
log(1/δ)

n

)
≤ StableRank(X̂) ≤ 2K +O

(
σ2
noised

)
.

• If σnoise
√
d ≥ Ω(1), then

StableRank(X̂) ≥
(
2K +Ω

(
σ2
noised

))
∧ n.

Proposition 2.3 characterizes the stable rank of the data matrix X̂ across different noise levels

σnoise. Specifically, it identifies a boundary for the noise level σnoise
√
d, where the stable rank of

the data matrix exhibits significantly different patterns on either side of this boundary. Here, we

consider the value of σnoise
√
d rather than σnoise, as σnoise merely represents the scale at each pixel

of background patches. By multiplying the factor
√
d, it correctly reflects the overall noise level

of each background patch. When σnoise
√
d ≤ O(1), the stable rank of X̂ 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 σnoise
√
d ≥ Ω(1), the stable rank of X̂ will be greater than 2K, exceeding it by an amount at

least Ω(1).

Two-layer CNNs. We consider a two-layer convolutional neural network whose filters are applied

to the P patches x(1),x(2), . . . ,x(P ), and the second layer parameters of the network are fixed as

+1/m’s and −1/m’s. The network can be written as

f(W,X) = F+1(W+1,X)− F−1(W−1,X). (2.1)

Here, F+1(W+1,X), F−1(W−1,X) are defined as

Fj(Wj ,X) =
1

m

m∑
r=1

P∑
p=1

σ(⟨wj,r,x
(p)⟩),

where j ∈ {+1,−1}, and m is the number of convolutional filters in F+1 and F−1. We consider

Huberized ReLU activation function σ(·) defined as follows:

σ(z) =



0, if z ≤ 0;

zq

qκq−1
, if z ∈ [0, κ];

z −
(
1− 1

q

)
κ, if z ≥ κ,

(2.2)
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where κ, q are both absolute constants that do not rely on the training size n, dimension d, and

the number of filters m, with q ≥ 3. We use wj,r ∈ Rd to denote the weight for the r-th filter (i.e.,

neuron), and Wj is the collection of model weights associated with Fj . 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 {(Xi, yi)}ni=1 with cross-entropy loss function. Specifically, we define the training loss

function as follows:

LS(W) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

ℓ[yi · f(W,Xi)],

where ℓ(z) = log(1 + exp(−z)) is the cross-entropy loss function for binary classification.

We consider gradient descent starting from Gaussian initialization, where each entry of W+1

and W−1 is sampled from a Gaussian distribution N(0, σ2
0), where σ

2
0 is the variance. The gradient

descent update of the filters in the CNN can be written as

w
(t+1)
j,r = w

(t)
j,r − η · ∇wj,rLS(W

(t)) (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 η, and initialization scale σ0.

Condition 3.1. Suppose that

1. Dimension d is sufficiently large: d = Ω̃(m4 ∨ n4)

2. Training sample size n and neural network width m satisfy n,m = Ω(polylog(d)).

3. The learning rate η satisfies η ≤ Õ(1 ∧ σ−2
noised

−1).

4. The standard deviation of Gaussian initialization σ0 is small: σ0 ≤ Õ
(
d−1/2 ∧ σ−1

noised
−1
)
.

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 = Ω(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 µ in

U+1 ∪ U−1). Additionally, the learning rate η is required to be small enough to guarantee the
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convergence of the gradient descent iterations of the training loss. And the condition on the ini-

tialization scaling σ0 ensures that gradient descent performs feature learning rather than learning

random kernels. Finally, we further assume that the number of basis vectors in both U+1 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(T ) after a certain number of iterations, T . Besides, we also present convergence results

for both training loss LS(W
(T )) and test loss LD(W

(T )), where the test loss LD(W) is defined as

LD(W) = E(X,y)∼D[ℓ(y · f(W,X))].

Theorem 3.2. Suppose that Condition 3.1 holds, and further assume that σnoise
√
d ≤ Õ(n1/q).

Then at any iteration T = η−1poly(σ−2
noised

−1, σ−1
0 , n,m, d) ≥ Ω̃

(
m

ησq−2
0

)
, with probability at least

1−O(m−1), the following conclusions hold.

1. The stable rank of CNN filters is close to the rank of clean data, 2K:∣∣∣StableRank(W(T ))− 2K
∣∣∣ ≤ O

(
1

log T

)
. (3.1)

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

LS(W
(T )) ≤ O

(
m2

ηT

)
. (3.2)

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

|Si|, is 1, then it holds that LS(W
(T )) = Θ

(
m2

ηT

)
.

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

LD(W
(T )) ≤ O

(
m2

ηT

)
+ exp

(
− Ω̃(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 σnoise
√
d ≤ Õ(n1/q). In comparison, by Proposition 2.3, the stable rank of the data matrix is

only close to 2K under the condition σnoise
√
d ≤ 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
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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.

Figure 2: Illustration of the stable ranks of the data matrix and CNN filters under different noise
levels σnoise 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 N as the orthogonal complement to the subspace spanned by the basis vectors in U+1∪ U−1,

i.e. N = span(U+1 ∪ U−1)
⊥. We also denote PN as the projection matrix of the subspace N , i.e.

PN = Id−
∑

y∈{±1}
∑K

k=1µy,kµ
⊤
y,k. Then based on these notations, we provide a formal illustration

of our theoretical findings in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.1. Denote U+1 = {µ1,1,µ1,2, . . . ,µ1,K} and U−1 = {µ−1,1,µ−1,2, . . . ,µ−1,K}. Under

the same conditions as Theorem 3.2, there exist K distinct filters w1,r1,1 , · · · ,w1,r1,K in W+1 corre-

sponding to µ1,1, · · · ,µ1,K , and K distinct filters w−1,r−1,k
, · · · ,w−1,r−1,K in W−1, corresponding

to µ−1,1, · · · ,µ−1,K , respectively. At any large iteration T = η−1poly(d−1σ−2
noise, σ

−1
0 , n,m, d) ≥

8



Ω̃
(

m

ησq−2
0

)
, the following results hold for all j ∈ {±1} and k ∈ [K], with probability at least

1−O(m−1): ∥∥∥w(T )
j,rj,k

−
(
m log(T )

)
µj,k

∥∥∥
2
≤ O

(
m log(m ∨ η−1)

)
;∥∥w(T )

j,r

∥∥
2
≤ O(m−1) + Õ(σ0d

1/2), if r ̸= rj,k.

Moreover,
∥∥PN · (w(T )

j,r −w
(0)
j,r )
∥∥
2
≤ O(σ0n

1/2) for all j ∈ {−1,+1} and r ∈ [m].

Theorem 4.1 demonstrate that for each basis vector µj,k, there exists exactly one distinct

filter wj,rj,k can significantly learn this basis vector. Specifically, Theorem 4.1 straightforwardly

implies that when T is large, the length of the projection of w
(t)
j,rj,r

onto µj,k, i.e., ⟨w
(t)
j,rj,r

,µj,k⟩, is
bounded from both above and below at the same order of m log(T ). This indicates that we can

accurately characterize the growth of w
(t)
j,rj,r

along the direction of µj,k. 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 N 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 w
(T )
j,rj,k

≈ m log(T )µj,k

and w
(T )
j,r ≈ 0 if r ̸= rj,k. One interesting finding is that the coefficient m log(T ) remains con-

sistent across different basis vectors. Based on this observation, if we rearrange the rows in

Wj such that the first K rows exactly represent those K filters corresponding to different ba-

sis vectors from Uj in order, the permutated filter matrix will align directionally with the matrix

W∗
j = [µj,1, · · · ,µj,K ,0d, · · · ,0d]⊤. The following corollary provides a formal illustration of this

conclusion.

Corollary 4.2. Let W∗
j = [µj,1, · · · ,µj,K ,0d, · · · ,0d]⊤ ∈ Rm×d with j ∈ {±1}. Under the same

conditions as Theorem 3.2, there exist permutation matrices P+,P− ∈ Rm×d. At any large iteration

T = η−1poly(σ−2
noised

−1, σ−1
0 , n,m, d) ≥ Ω̃

(
m

ησq−2
0

)
, with probability at least 1−O(m−1), it holds that

∥∥∥∥∥ W∗
+1

∥W∗
+1∥F

−P+
W

(T )
+1

∥W(T )
+1 ∥F

∥∥∥∥∥
F

,

∥∥∥∥∥ W∗
−1

∥W∗
−1∥F

−P−
W

(T )
−1

∥W(T )
−1 ∥F

∥∥∥∥∥
F

≤ O

(
1

log(T )

)
.

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

approach the normalized clean data matrix at a rate of O
(

1
log(T )

)
. This corollary intuitively explains

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

results, we can approximately take W
(T )
+1 ≈ ∥W(T )

+1 ∥F
∥W∗

+1∥F
P−1

+ W∗
+1. Multiplication by an orthogonal

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 W∗
+1 is K, we can conclude the

stable rank of W
(T )
+1 will approach K, at the same rate as their directional convergence. Similar

conclusion also holds for W
(T )
−1 . Additionally, as the components of W

(T )
+1 and W

(T )
−1 are nearly

9



(a) σnoise = 0.01 (b) σnoise = 0.1 (c) σnoise = 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(U+1) and span(U−1) are orthogonal, it is evident

that the stable rank of W(T ) 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 CIFAR10 (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, σ2
noise), where we set σnoise 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(0, σ2
noise), where σnoise 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 1e-3, 1e-3, and 1e-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 σnoise 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 1e-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 σnoise 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× 10−4, 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 λmax/100 as the rank, where λmax 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 1e-1 to 1e-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 Xi with i ∈ [n], Si determines the indices of the object patches among this input,

with si = |Si|. We denote νi,1, · · · ,νi,si ∈ Uyi as the basis vectors in the i-th training data point.

Additionally, we denote ξi,1, ξi,2, · · · , ξi,P−si as the Gaussian noise vectors assigned to the back-

ground patches, i.e., ξi,k′ ∼ N
(
0, σ2

noise · (Id −
∑

y∈{±1}
∑K

k=1µy,kµ
⊤
y,k)
)
. Based on these notations,

11



(a) Rank visualization of data and CNN filters on MNIST dataset.

(b) Rank visualization of data and CNN filters on CIFAR10 dataset.

(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 x-axis represents
the value of the noise level σnoise, 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
(t+1)
j,r = w

(t)
j,r − η · ∇wj,rLS(W

(t))

= w
(t)
j,r −

η

nm

n∑
i=1

P∑
p=1

ℓ
′(t)
i · σ′(⟨w(t)

j,r,x
(p)
i ⟩) · jyix(p)

i

= w
(t)
j,r −

η

nm

n∑
i=1

P−si∑
k′=1

ℓ
′(t)
i · σ′(⟨w(t)

j,r, ξi,k′⟩) · jyiξi,k′

− η

nm

n∑
i=1

si∑
k=1

ℓ
′(t)
i · σ′(⟨w(t)

j,r,νi,k⟩) · jyiνi,k, (6.1)

where ℓ
′(t)
i = ℓ′[yi · f(W(t),Xi)]. This iterative rule reveals that the update of all filters wj,r’s are

always a linear combination of the basis vectors from U+1, U−1, and Gaussian noise vectors ξi,k′ ’s

generated in the subspace N , which is the complement subspace of U+1 ∪ U−1. 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 µy,k from

Uy, we provide a careful analysis of the dynamic process of its inner product with each filter wj,r.

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 wj,r into the

subspace N , i.e. PN · w(t)
j,r. We propose this design as a small upper-bound for

∥∥PN · w(t)
j,r

∥∥
2
is

sufficient to illustrate that the filter wj,r learns little from any noise vectors.

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

for different filters, differing only in their initialization along various directions, i.e. ⟨w(0)
j,r ,µy,k⟩’s

and ⟨w(0)
j,r , ξi,k′⟩’s. Based on this observation, we intuitively conjecture that the initialization of

the inner products ⟨w(0)
j,r ,µy,k⟩ might play a key role in analyzing the increasing trajectory of

⟨w(t)
j,r,µy,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 3.2, for each basis vector µj,k from Uj, let

wj,rj,k denote the filter in Wj with largest inner product with µj,k, i.e wj,rj,k = argmaxwj,r∈Wj
⟨w(0)

j,r ,µj,k⟩.
Then with probability at least 1−O(m−1), the filters wj,rj,k ’s are distinct for different basis vector

µj,k, and there exist an iteration number T1 = Θ̃
(

m

ησq−2
0

)
such that the following results hold for all

j ∈ {±1} and k ∈ [K]:

⟨w(T1)
j,rj,k

µj,k⟩ ≥ κ, and
∣∣⟨w(T1)

j,r ,µj,k⟩
∣∣ ≤ 1

4Km
, if r ̸= rj,k.

Moreover,
∥∥Ξ(t)

j,r

∥∥2
2
≤ σ2

0nP
2 hold for all j ∈ {±1}, r ∈ [m] and 0 ≤ t ≤ T1, where Ξ

(t)
j,r = PN · (w(t)

j,r−
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w
(0)
j,r ).

Theorem 3.2 asserts that for each µj,k ∈ Uj , there exists a specific filter in Wj 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 T1 =

Θ̃
(

m

ησq−2
0

)
. At this iteration, those filters having the largest inner product with certain basis vectors,

i.e. wj,rj,k ’s, will exhibit significantly different patterns compared to other filters: the projection of

w
(T )
j,rj,k

onto µj,k attains κ, 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

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)
j already exhibits a low-rank

structure with rank K: it contains K row, each approximately aligned with a distinct basis vector

in Uj , 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
(T1)
j 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 κ 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(t)
j,rj,k

,µj,k⟩’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(t)
j,rj,k

,µj,k⟩’s in the following lemma.

Lemma 6.2. Under the same conditions as Theorem 3.2, and with wj,rj,k ,Ξj,r defined as in

Lemma 6.1, at any large iteration T ∗ = T1 + η−1poly(σ−2
noised

−1, σ−1
0 , n,m, d), the following results

hold for all j ∈ {±1} and k ∈ [K], with probability at least 1−O(m−1):∣∣∣⟨w(T ∗)
j,rj,k

,µj,k⟩ −m log(T ∗ − T1)− 2m logm+m log δ
∣∣∣ ≤ O(m);∣∣⟨w(T ∗)

j,r ,µj,k⟩
∣∣ ≤ 1

2Km
, if r ̸= rj,k.

Moreover,
∥∥Ξ(t)

j,r

∥∥2
2
≤ 2σ2

0nP for all j ∈ {±1}, r ∈ [m] and 0 ≤ t ≤ T ∗.

Lemma 6.2 illustrates that during any polynomial number of iterations exceeding T1 defined

in Lemma 6.1, the increase of the inner product ⟨w(t)
j,rj,k

,µj,k⟩ 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 wj,rj,k are distinct for different basis vectors with high probability. These observations

intuitively explain the conclusions that w
(T ∗)
j,rj,k

≈ m log(T ∗ − T1)µj,k, and w
(T ∗)
j,r ≈ w

(0)
j,r if r ̸= rj,k

in Theorem 4.1.

The filters in W+1 barely learn basis in U−1 and vice versa. In Lemmas 6.1 and 6.2, we

clearly quantify the increase of ⟨w(t)
1,r,µ1,k⟩ and ⟨w(t)

−1,r,µ−1,k⟩ through the entire training process.

However, by the gradient descent iterative rule (6.1), we still need to calculate ⟨w1,r,µ−1,k⟩ and
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⟨w−1,r,µ1,k⟩. 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 3.2, for all t > 0, r ∈ [m], and k ∈ [K], with

probability at least 1−O(m−1), it holds that

⟨w(t)
1,r,µ−1,k⟩, ⟨w

(t)
−1,r,µ1,k⟩ ≤ Õ(σ0).

Now, we are ready to prove our main Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. We establish the proof for j = 1, while the proof for j = −1 is totally

identical. Let T = η−1poly(σ−2
noised

−1, σ−1
0 , n,m, d) ≥ Ω̃

(
m

ησq−2
0

)
. For any µ1,k ∈ U+1 and its

corresponding filter w1,r1,k , we can calculate the norm of w1,r1,k as∥∥w(T )
1,r1,k

−
(
m log T

)
· µ1,k

∥∥
2

=
∥∥w(0)

1,r1,k
+
∑
y∈±1

K∑
k′=1

⟨w(T )
1,r1,k

−w
(0)
1,r1,k

,µy,k′⟩µy,k′ +Ξ
(T )
1,r1,k

−
(
m log T

)
· µ1,k

∥∥
2

≤
∥∥w(0)

1,r1,k

∥∥
2
+
∑
y∈±1

K∑
k′=1

∣∣⟨w(0)
1,r1,k

,µy,k′⟩
∣∣+ ∑

k′ ̸=k

∣∣⟨w(T )
1,r1,k

,µ1,k′⟩
∣∣+ K∑

k′=1

∣∣⟨w(T )
1,r1,k

,µ−1,k′⟩
∣∣

+
∣∣⟨w(T )

1,r1,k
,µ1,k⟩ −m log T

∣∣+ ∥∥Ξ(T )
1,r1,k

∥∥
2

≤Õ(σ0d
1/2) + Õ(2Kσ0) +O

(K
m

)
+ Õ(Kσ0) +O

(
m log(m ∨ η−1)

)
+O(σ0n

1/2)

≤O
(
m log(m ∨ η−1)

)
.

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
∥∥w(0)

1,r

∥∥
2
≤ Õ(σ0d

1/2)

and
∣∣⟨w(0)

1,r ,µy,k⟩
∣∣ ≤ Õ(σ0) for all r ∈ [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 w1,r

with r ̸= r1,k for all k ∈ [K], we have

∥∥w(T )
1,r

∥∥
2
≤
∥∥w(0)

1,r

∥∥
2
+

∑
y∈{±1}

K∑
k=1

∣∣⟨w(T )
1,r −w

(0)
1,r ,µy,k⟩

∣∣+ ∥Ξ(T )
1,r ∥2

≤
∥∥w(0)

1,r

∥∥
2
+
∑
y∈±1

K∑
k=1

∣∣⟨w(0)
1,r ,µy,k⟩

∣∣+ K∑
k=1

∣∣⟨w(T )
1,r ,µ1,k⟩

∣∣+ K∑
k=1

∣∣⟨w(T )
1,r ,µ−1,k⟩

∣∣+ ∥∥Ξ(T )
1,r

∥∥
2

≤Õ(σ0d
1/2) + Õ(2Kσ0) +O

(K
m

)
+ Õ(Kσ0) +O(σ0n

1/2) ≤ Õ(σ0d
1/2) +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 PN , we can directly have PN ·
(
w

(T )
1,r −w

(0)
1,r

)
= Ξ

(t)
1,r, which proves the last conclusion

in Theorem 4.1.
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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 ofW(T ). By Theorem 4.1,

we have
∥∥w(T )

j,rj,k

∥∥
2
= m log T −m log(m2η−1) + O(m), and

∥∥w(T )
j,r

∥∥
2
≤ O(m−1) + Õ(σ0d

1/2) when

r ̸= rj,k. By definition of Frobenius norm and operator norm, we can derive that

∥∥W(T )
∥∥
F
=

√√√√ ∑
j∈{±1}

K∑
k=1

∥∥w(T )
j,rj,k

∥∥2
2
+

∑
j∈{±1}

∑
r ̸=rj,k

∥∥w(T )
j,r

∥∥2
2
=

√
2Km log T −

√
2Km log(m2η−1) +O(m);

∥∥W(T )
∥∥
2
= max

µ∈Rd

∥∥W(T )µ
∥∥
2

∥µ∥2
= max

µ∈U+1∪ U−1

∥∥W(T )µ
∥∥
2
= m log T −m log(m2η−1) +O(m).

Then by the definition of stable rank, we have∣∣∣∣StableRank(W(T ))− 2K

∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣
∥∥W(T )

∥∥2
F∥∥W(T )
∥∥2
2

− 2K

∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣2Km2
[
log T − log(m2η−1)

]2
+O

(
m2
[
log T − log(m2η−1)

])
m2
[
log T − log(m2η−1)

]2
+O

(
m2
[
log T − log(m2η−1)

]) − 2K

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ O

(
1

log T

)
.

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 ν1, · · · ,νs represent the basis vectors assigned to its object patches,

and ξ1, · · · , ξP−s represent the noise vector assigned to its background patches. Then we conclude

that F−y(W
(T )
−y ,X) ≤ 1 if ⟨w(T )

−y,r, ξk′⟩ ≤ 1/P because

F−y(W
(T )
−y ,X) =

1

m

m∑
r=1

s∑
k′=1

σ(⟨w(T )
−y,r,νk⟩) +

1

m

m∑
r=1

P−s∑
k′=1

σ(⟨w(T )
−y,r, ξk′⟩) ≤ 1, (6.2)

where the last inequality holds as σ(⟨w(T )
−y,r,νk⟩) ≤ σ(Õ(σ0)) ≤ O(σ0) by Lemma 6.3 and σ(⟨w(T )

−y,r, ξk′⟩) ≤
⟨w(T )

−y,r, ξk′⟩ ≤ 1/P by our assumptions. On the other hand, X contains at least one basis vector

from Uy, and W.L.O.G we denote this basis vector in X as µy,k∗ . Then we can derive that

yFy(W
(T )
y ,X) ≥ 1

m
σ(⟨w(T )

y,ry,k∗
,µy,k∗⟩) ≥ log T − log(m2η−1)−O(1), (6.3)

where the last inequality is derived by Lemma 6.2. For each i ∈ [n], k′ ∈ [P − si], we have

⟨w(T )
−y,r, ξk′⟩ = ⟨w(0)

−y,r +Ξ
(T )
−y,r, ξi,k′⟩ ≤ ⟨w(0)

−y,r, ξi,k′⟩+
∥∥Ξ(T )

−y,r

∥∥
2

∥∥ξi,k′∥∥2
≤ Õ(σ0σnoise

√
d) +O(σ0σnoise

√
nd) ≤ 1

P
, (6.4)

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 ∥Ξ(T )
−y,r∥2 ≤ O(σ0

√
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

ℓ
(
yiF (W(T ),Xi)

)
≤ exp

(
F−yi(W

(T )
−yi

,Xi)− Fyi(W
(T )
yi ,Xi)

)
≤ exp

(
O(1) + log(m2η−1)− log T

)
≤ O

(
m2

ηT

)
,

which finishes the proof for (3.2). Additionally, if si = 1 with µyi,k∗ being the basis vector contained

in the this data point, it holds that

yiFyi(W
(T )
yi ,Xi) =

1

m
σ(⟨w(T )

yi,ryi,k∗
,µyi,k∗⟩) +

1

m

∑
r ̸=ryi,k∗

σ(⟨w(T )
yi,r,µyi,k∗⟩) +

1

m

m∑
r=1

P−1∑
k′=1

σ(⟨w(T )
yi,r, ξi,k′⟩)

≤ log T − log(m2η−1) +O(1),

where the last inequality holds by Lemma 6.2 and a similar calculation in (6.4). Then we can

obtain that

ℓ
(
yiF (W(T ),Xi)

)
≥ 1

2
exp

(
− Fyi(W

(T )
yi ,Xi)

)
≥ 1

2
exp

(
O(1) + log(m2η−1)− log T

)
≥ Ω

(
m2

ηT

)
,

which finishes the proof that LS(W
(T )) = Θ

(
m2

ηT

)
if si = 1 for all i ∈ [n]. Finally, we demonstrate

the result for test loss. For a new pair (X∗, y∗) ∼ D independent of {(Xi, yi)}ni=1, we denote ET the

event that ⟨w(0)
y∗,r +Ξ

(T )
y∗,r, ξ

∗
k′⟩ ≤ 1/P for all r ∈ [m] and k′ ∈ [P − s]. By the independence among

the new pair and training set, we further have ⟨w(0)
y∗,r + Ξ

(T )
y∗,r, ξ

∗
k′⟩ is a Gaussian random variable

with mean 0 and variance σ2
noise∥PN ·w(0)

y∗,r+Ξ
(T )
y∗,r∥22 ≤ σ2

noiseO(∥w(0)
y∗,r∥22∨∥Ξ(T )

y∗,r∥22) ≤ Õ(σ2
0σ

2
noised).

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

P(Ec
T ) ≤

m∑
r=1

P−s∗∑
k′=1

P
(
|⟨w(0)

y∗,r +Ξ
(T )
y∗,r, ξ

∗
k′⟩| ≥

1

P

)
≤ exp

(
log(2mp)− Ω̃(σ−2

0 σ−2
noised

−1)
)
≤ exp(−Ω(d)),

where the last inequality holds by our Condition 3.1. In the next, we consider separating the test

loss into two parts as

E[ℓ(y∗ · f(W(T ),X∗))] = E[ℓ(y∗ · f(W(T ),X∗))1ET ]︸ ︷︷ ︸
I1

+E[ℓ(y∗ · f(W(T ),X∗))1Ec
T
]︸ ︷︷ ︸

I2

.

For the first term I1, by the definition of ET , we can derive that ℓ(y∗ · f(W(T ),X∗)) ≤ O
(
m2

ηT

)
if
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1ET = 1 by following the same procedure for training loss. Besides, it always holds that

ℓ(y∗ · f(W(T ),X∗)) ≤ log
(
1 + exp(F−y∗(W

(T )
−y∗ ,X

∗))
)
≤ 1 + F−y∗(W

(T )
−y∗ ,X

∗)

= 1 +
1

m

m∑
r=1

P−s∗∑
k′=1

σ
(
⟨w(T )

−y∗,r, ξ
∗
k′⟩
)
+

1

m

m∑
r=1

s∗∑
k=1

σ
(
⟨w(T )

−y∗,r,ν
∗
k⟩
)

≤ 2 + Õ(σ0
√
d)

P−s∗∑
k′=1

∥ξ∗k′∥2, (6.5)

where the second inequality holds by the fact log(1 + exp(x)) ≤ 1 + x, x > 0. The last inequality

holds by Lemma 6.3 and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Based on this result, we can obtain that

I2 ≤
√
E[1Ec

T
]
√
E[ℓ(y∗ · f(W(T ),X∗))2]

≤
√

P(Ec
T )

√√√√4P + Õ(σ2
0d)E

[ P−s∗∑
k′=1

E[∥ξ∗k′∥22|s∗]
]

≤ exp
(
− Ω(d)

)
· Õ(1) ≤ exp

(
− Ω(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[∥ξk′∥22] = σ2
noised, and our Condition 3.1

regarding σ0, which also implies the last inequality. This completes the proof for (3.3).

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 q-homogeneous neural

networks trained by gradient descent converge in direction to a KKT point of the maximum ℓ2-

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, Si ⫋ [P ] determines index of the label-correlated patches in

each input Xi with i ∈ [n]. We denote si = |Si|, the number of elements in Si. With this notation,

we demonstrate our proof in the following.

Proof of Proposition 2.3. For data matrix X̂, the summation
∑n

i=1 si represents the total number

of object patches in X̂, while nP −
∑n

i=1 si indicates the total number of noise patches. By the

definition of Si, we have n ≤
∑n

i=1 si ≤ n(P − 1), and consequently n ≤ nP −
∑n

i=1 si ≤ n(P − 1).

For the data matrix X̂, we consider permutating its columns such that the first
∑n

i=1 si columns

contain all object patches, while the remaining nP −
∑n

i=1 si columns consist of noise patches.

Specifically, we denote X̃ = [X̃1, X̃2] ∈ Rd×nP the permutated data matrix, where X̃1 ∈ Rd×
∑n

i=1 si

contains only object patches, and X̃2 ∈ Rd×(nP−
∑n

i=1 si) contains noise patches. Since permutation

does not alter the singular values of a matrix, the stable rank of X̂ is equal to that of X̃. (This is

because the permutation matrix is orthogonal.) Therefore, we try to derive the conclusion directly

by calculating the stable rank of X̃.

Additionally, among the total
∑n

i=1 si object patches, denote K1,k the number of patches as-

signed to µ1,k, and K−1,k the number of patches assigned to µ−1,k for all k ∈ [P ]. We further

consider permutating X̃1 (as permutation does not alter the singular values) into X̃∗
1 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 X̃∗
1 as follows:

X̃∗
1 = [µ1,1, · · · ,µ1,1︸ ︷︷ ︸

K1,1

, · · · ,µ1,K , · · · ,µ1,K︸ ︷︷ ︸
K1,K

,µ−1,1, · · · ,µ−1,1︸ ︷︷ ︸
K−1,1

, · · · ,µ−1,K , · · · ,µ−1,K︸ ︷︷ ︸
K−1,K

] ∈ Rd×
∑n

i=1 si .

Due to the orthogonality among µ1,k’s and µ−1,k’s, we have (X̃∗
1)

⊤X̃∗
1 is a block diagonal matrix,

with each diagonal block having entries equal to 1. Specifically, we can express (X̃∗
1)

⊤X̃∗
1 as

(X̃∗
1)

⊤X̃∗
1 =



1K1,11K1,1

. . .

1K1,K
1K1,K

1K−1,11K−1,1

. . .

1K−1,K
1K−1,K


,

which clearly indicates the spectral decomposition of (X̃∗
1)

⊤X̃∗
1. Then by property of all-ones

matrix, the 2K non-zero singular values of X̃∗
1 (also X̃1) are

√
K1,k’s and

√
K−1,k’s with k ∈ [K].

Additionally by Lemma E.3, we have∑n
i=1 si
2K

−O
(√

n log(1/δ)
)
≤ K1,k,K−1,k ≤

∑n
i=1 si
2K

+O
(√

n log(1/δ)
)
,

holds with probability at least 1 − δ/2. These results characterize the singular values of X̃1, and

next we focus on the singular values of X̃2. By directly applying Lemma E.11, with probability at

least 1− δ/2, it holds that

λmin(X̃2) ≥ σnoise

(√
d−

√
nP −O

(√
log(1/δ)

))
;

λmax(X̃2) ≤ σnoise

(√
d+

√
nP +O

(√
log(1/δ)

))
,

where λmin(X̃2) indicates the smallest singular value of X̃2 and λmax(X̃2) indicates the largest

singular value of X̃2. Additionally, by applying Lemma E.12, we know that the singular values of

X̃ are union of singular values of X̃1 and X̃2. Combining all these results, we can finally conclude

that

• If σnoise
√
d ≤ O(1), then

StableRank(X̃) =

∑K
k=1K1,k +

∑K
k=1K−1,k +

∑nP−
∑n

i=1 si
k′=1 λ2

i (X̃)

maxj∈{±1},k∈[K]Kj,k
≤ 2K +O(σ2

noised);

StableRank(X̃) =

∑K
k=1K1,k +

∑K
k=1K−1,k +

∑nP−
∑n

i=1 si
k′=1 λ2

i (X̃)

maxj∈{±1},k∈[K]Kj,k
≥ 2K −O

(√
log(1/δ)

n

)
,

where λi(X̃) denote the i-th singular value of X̃ in descending order.
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• If Ω(1) ≤ σnoise
√
d ≤ O(

√
n), then

StableRank(X̃) =

∑K
k=1K1,k +

∑K
k=1K−1,k +

∑nP−
∑n

i=1 si
k′=1 λ2

i (X̃)

maxj∈{±1},k∈[K]Kj,k
≥ 2K +Ω(1).

• If σnoise
√
d ≥ Ω(

√
n), then

StableRank(X̃) =

∑K
k=1K1,k +

∑K
k=1K−1,k +

∑nP−
∑n

i=1 si
k′=1 λ2

i (X̃)

λ2
1(X̃)

≥ 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

In this subsection, we introduce the following decomposition of w
(t)
j,r for our illustration, which

considers describing the learning of each noise ξi,k′ on each filter wj,r.

Definition C.1. Let w
(t)
j,r for j ∈ {±1}, r ∈ [m] be the convolution filters of the CNN at the t-th

iteration of gradient descent. Then there exist unique coefficients γ
(t)
j,k,r ≥ 0, β

(t)
j,k,r ≤ 0, and ρ

(t)
j,r,i,k′

such that

w
(t)
j,r =w

(0)
j,r +

K∑
k=1

γ
(t)
j,k,r · µj,k +

K∑
k=1

β
(t)
j,k,r · µ−j,k +

n∑
i=1

P−si∑
k′=1

ρ
(t)
j,r,i,k′ · ∥ξi,k′∥

−2
2 · ξi,k′ (C.1)

We further denote ρ̄
(t)
j,r,i,k′ := ρ

(t)
j,r,i,k′ 1(ρ

(t)
j,r,i,k′ ≥ 0), ρ

(t)
j,r,i,k′ := ρ

(t)
j,r,i,k′ 1(ρ

(t)
j,r,i,k′ ≤ 0). Then we have,

w
(t)
j,r =w

(0)
j,r +

K∑
k=1

j · γ(t)j,k,r · ∥µk +
K∑
k=1

·β(t)
j,k,r · µ−j,k

+

n∑
i=1

P−si∑
k′=1

ρ̄
(t)
j,r,i,k′ · ∥ξi,k′∥

−2
2 · ξi,k′ +

n∑
i=1

P−si∑
k′=1

ρ
(t)
j,r,i,k′ · ∥ξi,k′∥

−2
2 · ξi,k′

Then, instead of directly analyzing Ξ
(t)
j,k, we prove some result for ρj,r,i,k′ and extend the results

of ρj,r,i,k′ to Ξ
(t)
j,k. Besides, we define two set notations: I1,k is the set of data points containing basis

vector µ1,k in their object patches, i.e., I1,k =
{
i|µ1,k ∈ {νi,1, · · · , νi,si}, and i ∈ [n]

}
, and similarly

I−1,k is the set of data points containing basis vector µ−1,k in their object patches. Additionally,

J1,k is the set of data points containing only one basis vector µ1,k in their object patches, i.e.

J1,k =
{
i|si = 1, νi,1 = µ1,k, 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 6.3. We only consider the case for j = 1, and the proof for the case j = −1 is

totally identical. By multiplying µ−1,k on both sides of (6.1), and the orthogonality between basis

and noises, we obtain that

⟨w(t+1)
1,r ,µ−1,k⟩ = ⟨w(t)

1,r,µ−1,k⟩+
η

nm
σ′(⟨w(t)

1,r,µ−1,k⟩
) ∑
i∈I−1,k

ℓ
′(t)
i .

If ⟨w(0)
1,r ,µ−1,k⟩ < 0, then σ′(⟨w(t)

1,r,µ−1,k⟩
)
= 0, which implies that ⟨w(t)

1,r,µ−1,k⟩ = ⟨w(0)
1,r ,µ−1,k⟩ for

all t > 0. Additionally by Lemma E.6, we have
∣∣⟨w(t)

1,r,µ−1,k⟩
∣∣ = ∣∣⟨w(0)

1,r ,µ−1,k⟩
∣∣ ≤ Õ(σ0∥µ∥2). If

⟨w(0)
1,r ,µ−1,k⟩ ≥ 0, then ⟨w(t)

1,r,µ−1,k⟩ is non-increasing until it first reaches a negative value, after

which it remains unchanged. Therefore, we have

∣∣⟨w(t)
1,r,µ−1,k⟩

∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣∣∣ η

nm
σ′(⟨w(0)

1,r ,µ−1,k⟩
) ∑
i∈I−1,k

ℓ
′(t)
i

∣∣∣∣∣ ∨ ∣∣⟨w(0)
1,r ,µ−1,k⟩

∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣ ηm(⟨w(0)
1,r ,µ−1,k⟩

)q−1

∣∣∣∣∣ ∨ ∣∣⟨w(0)
1,r ,µ−1,k⟩

∣∣ ≤ Õ(σ0∥µ∥2),

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

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,k,t = argmaxr∈[m]⟨w
(t)
j,r,µj,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 3.1, we have rj,k,t = rj,k,0 for all j ∈ {+1,−1}, k ∈ [K] and t > 0.

Moreover, if {j, k} ≠ {j′, k′}, then rj,k,0 ̸= rj′,k′,0 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(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩ ≥ ⟨w(0)

j,r′ ,µj,k⟩, then it

holds that ⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩ ≥ ⟨w(t)

j,r′ ,µj,k⟩ for all t. By multiplying µj,k on both sides of (6.1), and the

orthogonality between basis vectors and noises, we obtain that

⟨w(t+1)
j,r ,µj,k⟩ = ⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩ −
η

nm

∑
i∈Ij,k

ℓ′[yi · f(W(t),Xi)]σ
′(⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩
)
jyi

= ⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩ −

η

nm
σ′(⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩
) ∑
i∈Ij,k

ℓ
′(t)
i jyi. (C.2)

By definition of Ij,k, it is clear that if i ∈ Ij,k, then yi = j. Therefore ⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩ is always non-

decreasing. Moreover, if ⟨w(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩ < 0, then σ′(⟨w(0)

j,r ,µj,k⟩) = 0. This implies that ⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩ =

⟨w(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩ < 0 holds for all t > 0. Therefore, for r, r′ ∈ [m], it is straightforward that ⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩ ≥
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⟨w(t)
j,r′ ,µj,k⟩ for all t > 0 if ⟨w(0)

j,r ,µj,k⟩ ≥ 0 ≥ ⟨w(0)
j,r′ ,µj,k⟩. In the following, we consider the case

where ⟨w(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩ ≥ ⟨w(0)

j,r′ ,µj,k⟩ ≥ 0. We first simply (C.2) as

⟨w(t+1)
j,r ,µj,k⟩ = ⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩ −
η

nm
σ′(⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩
) ∑
i∈Ij,k

ℓ
′(t)
i . (C.3)

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

⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩. In another word, if we let x

(t)
r = ⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩, then the recursion (C.3) of the positive

sequences {x(t)r }∞t=0 could be simplified as,

x(t+1)
r = x(t)r + ηCtσ

′(x(t)r

)
where Ct =

1
nm

∑
i∈Ij,k ℓ

′(t)
i is independent of filter index r, and σ′(·) is a non-decreasing function.

Therefore we conclude that a filter with a larger initialization will always have a larger increment in

each iteration, which completes the proof for the case that ⟨w(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩ ≥ ⟨w(0)

j,r′ ,µj,k⟩ ≥ 0. Combined

these results, we can conclude that if r ̸= rj,k,0, then ⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩ ≤ ⟨w(t)

j,rj,k,0
,µj,k⟩ for all t. Since

the initialization of w
(0)
j,r is i.i.d. Gaussian random vectors, we conclude that P (rj,k,0 = rj′,k′,0) =

1
m

for different pair of {j, k}.

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 rj,k,t by rj,k for simplicity

and rj,k’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 −ℓ′i and the output of Fyi when |ρ(t)j,r,i,k′ | is small.

Lemma C.4 show that when |ρ(t)j,r,i,k′ | is small ∥Ξ(t)
j,r∥2 is also small.

Lemma C.3. Suppose that Condition 3.1 holds and |ρ(t)j,r,i,k′ | ≤ O(σ0σnoise
√
d) for all j ∈ {±1}, r ∈

[m], i ∈ [n] and k′ ∈ [P − si], then we have

⟨w(t)
j,r, ξi,k′⟩ ≤ Õ(σ0σnoise

√
d);

F−yi(W
(t)
−yi

,Xi) ≤ 1;

|ℓ′(t)i | = Θ
(
e−Fyi (W

(t)
yi

,Xi)
)
.

Proof of Lemma C.3. The iterative rule for ⟨w(t)
j,r, ξi,k′⟩ can be derived by multiple by ξi,k′ on both

sides of (2.3), then we obtain that

⟨w(t)
j,r, ξi,k′⟩ = ⟨w(0)

j,r , ξi,k′⟩+ ρ
(t)
j,r,i,k′ +

∑
i′ ̸=i

P−si∑
k′′=1

ρ
(t)
j,r,i′,k′′

⟨ξi,k′ , ξi′,k′′⟩
∥ξi′,k′′∥22

+
∑
k′′ ̸=k′

ρ
(t)
j,r,i,k′′

⟨ξi,k′ , ξi,k′′⟩
∥ξi,k′′∥22

≤ Õ(σ0σnoise
√
d).

The last inequality holds because the first term ⟨w(0)
−yi,r

, ξi,k′⟩ = Õ(σ0σnoise
√
d) by applying Lemma E.6,

the second term ρ
(t)
j,r,i,k′ = O(σ0σnoise

√
d) by our assumption. For the third term and the forth

term, ρ
(t)
j,r,i′,k′′ , ρ

(t)
j,r,i,k′′ = Õ(σ0σnoise

√
d) by our assumption and

⟨ξi,k′ ,ξi′,k′′ ⟩
∥ξi′,k′′∥22

,
⟨ξi,k′ ,ξi,k′′ ⟩
∥ξi,k′′∥22

≤ Õ(1/
√
d)
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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

Õ(σ0σnoise
√
d). Now for F−yi(W

(t)
−yi

,Xi), its value is determined by ⟨w(t)
−yi,r

,µyi,k⟩ and ⟨w(t)
−yi,r

, ξi,k′⟩.
Lemma 6.3 implies that ⟨w(t)

−yi,r
,µyi,k⟩ ≤ Õ(σ0). Combining with the previous result about

⟨w(t)
j,r, ξi,k′⟩, we can present a bound of F−yi(W

(t)
−yi

,Xi) as

F−yi(W
(t)
−yi

,Xi) ≤
1

m

m∑
r=1

K∑
k=1

σ(⟨w(t)
−yi,r

,µyi,k⟩) +
1

m

m∑
r=1

P−si∑
k=1′

σ(⟨w(t)
−yi,r

, ξi,k′⟩)

≤ 2P

qκq−1
·max{Õ(σ0), Õ(σ0σnoise

√
d)}q ≤ 1.

The last inequality is from our Condition 3.1 about σ0. Finally by the definition of ℓ′(·), it is clear
that,

|ℓ′(t)i | = 1

1 + eyi[F+1(W
(t)
+1,Xi)−F−1(W

(t)
−1,Xi)]

=
1

1 + e
Fyi (W

(t)
yi

,Xi)−F−yi (W
(t)
−yi

,Xi)
.

By the fact F+1(·), F−1(·) ≥ 0, the lower bound is straightforward that

|ℓ′(t)i | = 1

1 + e
Fyi (W

(t)
yi

,Xi)−F−yi (W
(t)
−yi

,Xi)
≥ 1

2eFyi (W
(t)
yi

,Xi)

On the other side, since F−yi(W
(t)
−yi

,Xi) ≤ 1, we obtain that

|ℓ′(t)i | = 1

1 + e
Fyi (W

(t)
yi

,Xi)−F−yi (W
(t)
−yi

,Xi)
≤ e · e−Fyi (W

(t)
yi

,Xi)

The upper and lower bound of |ℓ′(t)i | indicates that |ℓ′(t)i | = Θ
(
e−Fyi (W

(t)
yi

,Xi)
)
.

Lemma C.4. Suppose that Condition 3.1 holds. If |ρ(t)j,r,i,k′ | ≤ a, then we have ∥Ξ(t)
j,r∥22 ≤ 2nPa2σ−2

noised
−1

for all j ∈ {−1,+1}, r ∈ [m], i ∈ [n] and k′ ∈ [P − si], . Here a could be any positive number.

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

∥Ξ(t)
j,r∥

2
2 =

n∑
i=1

P−si∑
k′=1

[ρ
(t)
j,r,i,k′ ]

2∥ξi,k′∥−2
2 +

∑
{i,k}≠{i′,k′}

ρ
(t)
j,r,i,kρ

(t)
j,r,i′,k′

⟨ξi,k, ξi′,k′⟩
∥ξi,k∥22∥ξi′,k′∥22

≤ 2n(P − 1)a2σ−2
noised

−1 + a2σ−2
noised

−1 ≤ 2nPa2σ−2
noised

−1,

where the first inequality is from Lemma E.5 and our Condition 3.1.

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 ∥Ξ(t)
j,r∥22 ≤ σ2

0nP/2, it suffices to show that maxj,r,i,k′ |ρ
(t)
j,r,i,k′ | ≤

σ0σnoise
√
d/2. We will show it by induction, and we assume it holds when we prove the first result.

For each basis vector µj,k ∈ Uj with j ∈ {−1,+1} and k ∈ [K], we define an idealized filter w̃j,k
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satisfying that
(
1 + Θ( δ

m2 )
)
⟨w̃(0)

j,k ,µj,k⟩ = ⟨w(0)
j,rj,k,0

,µj,k⟩. Besides, we assume that ⟨w̃(t)
j,k,µj,k⟩ also

follows the iterative rule in (C.3). The reason for such a definition is that if r ̸= rj,k, we have

⟨w(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩ ≤ ⟨w̃(0)

j,k ,µj,k⟩ by Lemma E.6, which further implies that ⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩ ≤ ⟨w̃(t)

j,k,µj,k⟩ by

Lemma C.2 for all t > 0. For filters wj,rj,k and the idealized filter w̃j,k defined above, ⟨w(t)
j,rj,k

, jµk⟩
and ⟨w̃(t)

j,k, jµk⟩ follows the same iterative rule in (C.3). Let’s rewrite the iterative formula here for

better readability for the readers:

⟨w(t+1)
j,r ,µj,k⟩ = ⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩ −
η

nm
σ′(⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩
) ∑
i∈Ij,k

ℓ
′(t)
i

= ⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩+ ηCtσ

′(⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩

)
,

where Ct =
1

nm

∑
i∈Ij,k ℓ

′(t)
i ≤ 1

m . Define T1,j,k be the first time such that ⟨w(t)
j,rj,k

,µj,k⟩ ≥ κ and T ′

be the first time such that ⟨w̃(t)
j,k,µj,k⟩ ≥ 1

4Km . Since we have
⟨w(0)

j,rj,k
,µj,k⟩

⟨w̃(0)
j,k ,µj,k⟩

= 1+Θ( δ
m2 ) by definition

of the idealized filter w̃j,k. By checking the conditions in Lemma E.8, we can conclude T1,j,k <

T ′, which implies that ⟨w̃(T1,j,k)
j,k ,µj,k⟩ < 1

4Km . As we have demonstrated above, ⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩ ≤

⟨w̃(t)
j,k,µj,k⟩ for all t > 0 and r ̸= rj,k. Therefore, we can obtain that ⟨w(T1,j,k)

j,r ,µj,k⟩ ≤ 1
4Km for all

r ̸= rj,k. On the other hand, ⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩ < 0 can only occur if ⟨w(0)

j,r ,µj,k⟩ < 0, which further implies

that ⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩ = ⟨w(0)

j,r ,µj,k⟩ for all t > 0. Combined with the initialization concentration results

and Condition 3.1 that ⟨w(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩ ≤ Õ(σ0) ≤ O(1/m), we finally obtain that

∣∣⟨w(T1,j,k)
j,r ,µj,k⟩

∣∣ ≤
1

4Km . Next, we try to derive the bound for T1,j,k. As we assume |ρj,r,i,k′ | ≤ σ0σnoise
√
d/2, then for

all t ≤ T1,j,k and i ∈ Jj,k, we apply Lemma C.3 and derive that

−ℓ
(t)
i ≥ 1

2e
exp

(
− Fj(W

(t)
j ,Xi)

)
≥ 1

2e
exp

(
− 1

m

m∑
r=1

[
σ
(
⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩
)
+

P−1∑
k′=1

σ
(
⟨w(t)

j,r, ξi,k′⟩
)])

≥ 1

2e2
.

This is because

1

m

m∑
r=1

[
σ
(
⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩
)
+

P−1∑
k′=1

σ
(
⟨w(t)

j,r, ξi,k′⟩
)]

≤ 1

by ⟨w(t)
j,rj,k

,µj,k⟩ ≤ κ, ⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩ ≤ 1

4Km for r ̸= rj,k, and ⟨w(t)
j,r, ξi,k′⟩ ≤ Õ(σ0σnoise

√
d) for all

r ∈ [m] and k′ ∈ [P − 1]. Therefore, we get a lower bound for Ct as

Ct =
1

nm

∑
i∈Ij,k

ℓ
′(t)
i ≥ 1

2e2nm
|Jj,k| ≥

π

16e2Km
.

The last inequality is by Lemma E.2, and π is a positive constant solely depending on K, which

implies that π = Θ(1). And it is straight forward that Ct ≤ ∥µ∥22
m . Then by Lemma E.9 and
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Lemma E.6, we can obtain that

T1,j,k ≤ 32e2Km

πη(⟨wj,rj,k ,µj,k⟩)q−2
≤ 2q+3e2Km

πησq−2
0

;

T1,j,k ≥ m

2η∥µ∥22(⟨wj,rj,k ,µj,k⟩)q−2
≥ m

4ησq−2
0 logm

.

Since both the lower bound and upper bound of T1,j,k is independent of j and k, we conclude we

can find a time T1 = Θ̃
(

m

ησq−2
0

)
such that the preceding results hold at T1 for all j ∈ {−1,+1} and

k ∈ [K]. Finally we use induction to prove that maxj,r,i,k′ |ρ
(t)
j,r,i,k′ | ≤ σ0σnoise

√
d/2. For simplicity

we denote ϕ(t) = maxj,r,i,k′ |ρ
(t)
j,r,i,k′ |. Obviously ϕ(0) = 0, and we suppose that exists T̃ ≤ T1 such

that ϕ(t) ≤ σ0σnoise
√
d/2 holds for all 0 < t < T̃ − 1. Then by the iterative rule for ρ

(t)
j,r,i,k′ , we have

ϕ(t+1) ≤ ϕ(t) + max
j,r,i,k′

η∥ξi,k′∥22
κq−1nm

∣∣∣∣∣⟨w(0)
j,r , ξi,k′⟩+ ϕ(t)

(
1 +

∑
i′ ̸=i

P−si∑
k′′=1

⟨ξi,k′ , ξi′,k′′⟩
∥ξi′,k′′∥22

+
∑
k′′ ̸=k′

⟨ξi,k′ , ξi,k′′⟩
∥ξi,k′′∥22

)∣∣∣∣∣
q−1

≤ ϕ(t) +
[6 log(m ∨ n)](q+1)/2ησq−1

0 σq+1
noised

(q+1)/2

κq−1nm
.

By taking the telescoping sum, we have ϕ(T̃ ) ≤ T1 ·
[6 log(m∨n)](q+1)/2ησq−1

0 σq+1
noised

(q+1)/2

κq−1nm
≤ σ0σnoise

√
d/2

by the formula for T1 ≤ 2q+3e2Km

πησq−2
0

and the assumption that
σq
noised

q/2

n ≤ πκq−1

2q+4e2K[6 log(m∨n)](q+1)/2 ≤

Õ(1). Since then, we have finished all the proof for Lemma 6.1.

C.5 Proof of Lemma 6.2

During the phase I, we always threat −ℓ′i = Θ(1), while in this phase, as the increasing of

⟨w(t)
j,rj,k

,µj,k⟩, we can not regard −ℓ′i = Θ(1) since the training loss will eventually converge.

Proof of Lemma 6.1. By Lemma C.4, to show ∥Ξ(t)
j,r∥22 ≤ 2σ2

0nP , it suffices to show that maxj,r,i,k′ |ρ
(t)
j,r,i,k′ | ≤

σ0σnoise
√
d. Similar to the proof of Phase I, we first prove the result for ⟨w(t)

j,rj,k
,µj,k⟩ and then

use induction to prove the result for maxj,r,i,k′ |ρ
(t)
j,r,i,k′ | and ⟨w(t)

j,r, jµk⟩ with r ̸= rj,k. We assume

the results for maxj,r,i,k′ |ρ
(t)
j,r,i,k′ | and ⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩ with r ̸= rj,k hold when we prove the first result.

From Lemma C.3, we can obtain that for all i ∈ Ij,k and t > T1, it holds

−ℓ
′(t)
i ≤ e · exp

(
− Fj(W

(t)
j ,Xi)

)
≤ e · exp

(
− 1

m

〈
w

(t)
j,rj,k

,µj,k

〉)
, (C.4)

since the activation function σ(·) is always positive. Additionally, we can also obtain that for all
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i ∈ Jj,k and t > T1, it holds

−ℓ
(t)
i ≥ 1

2e
exp

(
− Fj(W

(t)
j ,Xi)

)
≥ 1

2e
exp

(
− 1

m

m∑
r=1

[
σ
(
⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩
)
+

P−1∑
k′=1

σ
(
⟨w(t)

j,r, ξi,k′⟩
)])

=
1

2e
exp

(
− 1

m
⟨w(t)

j,rj,k
,µj,k⟩ −

1

m

P−1∑
k′=1

σ
(
⟨w(t)

j,rj,k
, ξi,k′⟩

))

· exp
(
− 1

m

∑
r ̸=rj,k

[
σ
(
⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩
)
+

P−1∑
k′=1

σ
(
⟨w(t)

j,r, ξi,k′⟩
)])

≥ 1

2e2
exp

(
− 1

m

〈
w

(t)
j,rj,k

,µj,k

〉)
.

The last inequality is because

1

m

P−1∑
k′=1

σ
(
⟨w(t)

j,rj,k
, ξi,k′⟩

)
+

1

m

∑
r ̸=rj,k

[
σ
(
⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩
)
+

P−1∑
k′=1

σ
(
⟨w(t)

j,r, ξi,k′⟩
)]

≤ 1

by our assumption ⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩ ≤ 1

2Km and ⟨w(t)
j,r, ξi,k′⟩ ≤ Õ(σ0σnoise

√
d). With such upper and

lower bounds for ℓ
′(t)
i in hands, we can provide an upper and lower bound for the iterations of

⟨w(t)
j,rj,k

,µj,k⟩ as

⟨w(t+1)
j,r ,µj,k⟩ = ⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩ −
η

nm
σ′(⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩
) ∑
i∈Ij,k

ℓ
′(t)
i

≤ ⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩+

eη

nm
e
− 1

m
⟨w(t)

j,rj,k
,µj,k⟩ ·

∣∣Ij,k∣∣
≤ ⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩+
eη

m
e
− 1

m
⟨w(t)

j,rj,k
,µj,k⟩

,

since σ′(⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩

)
= 1 and

∣∣Ij,k∣∣ ≤ n, and

⟨w(t+1)
j,r ,µj,k⟩ ≥ ⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩ −
η

nm
σ′(⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩
) ∑
i∈Jj,k

ℓ
′(t)
i

≥ ⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩+

η

2e2nm
e
− 1

m
⟨w(t)

j,rj,k
,µj,k⟩ ·

∣∣Jj,k

∣∣
≥ ⟨w(t)

j,r,µj,k⟩+
πη

16e2Km
e
− 1

m
⟨w(t)

j,rj,k
,µj,k⟩

.

since σ′(⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩

)
= 1 and

∣∣Jj,k

∣∣ ≥ π1
8K by Lemma E.2. Applying these upper and lower bound

on Lemma E.10, for all t > T1 we obtain that

⟨w(t)
j,rj,k

,µj,k⟩ ≥ m log
( η

16e2Km2
(t− T1) + e

κ
m

)
≥ m log(t− T1)− 2m logm+m log η −O(m)

(C.5)
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and

⟨w(t)
j,rj,k

,µj,k⟩ ≤
eη

m
e−

κ
m +m log

( eη

m2
(t− T1) + e

κ
m

)
≤ m log(t− T1)− 2m logm+m log η +O(m).

(C.6)

This finishes the proof of the conclusion for ⟨w(T ∗)
j,rj,k

,µj,k⟩. Now, we use induction to prove that

⟨w(T ∗)
j,r ,µj,k⟩ ≤ 1

2Km when r ̸= rj,k. We first derive a result that will be used for the following

induction proof. Plugging (C.5) into (C.4), for all i ∈ Ij,k and t > T1, we have

−ℓ
′(t)
i ≤ 8e3Km2

η(t− T1 + 1)

Taking the sum from t = T1 to T ∗, we have

−
T ∗∑

t=T1

ℓ
′(t)
i ≤ 8e3Km2

η
log(T ∗ − T1) ≤ Θ̃

(m2

η

)
(C.7)

Since at T1, we have ⟨w(T1)
j,r , jµk⟩ ≤ 1

4Km if r ̸= rj,k. Suppose that exists T1 < T̃ ≤ T ∗ such that

⟨w(t)
j,r, jµk⟩ ≤ 1

2Km holds for all T1 ≥ t ≤ T̃ − 1. Then by the iterative rule for ⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩ and

applying (C.7), we have

⟨w(T̃ )
j,r ,µj,k⟩ ≤ ⟨w(T̃−1)

j,r ,µj,k⟩ −
η

κq−1nm

( 1

2Km

)q−1 ∑
i∈Ij,k

ℓ
′(T̃−1)
i

≤ ⟨w(T1)
j,r ,µj,k⟩ −

η

κq−1nm

( 1

2Km

)q−1
T ∗∑

t=T1

∑
i∈Ij,k

ℓ
′(T̃−1)
i

≤ ⟨w(T1)
j,r ,µj,k⟩ −

η

κq−1nm

( 1

2Km

)q−1 8e3Km2

η
log(T ∗ − T1)

≤ 1

4Km
+

26−qe3 log(T ∗ − T1)

κq−1Kq−3mq−3
· 1

4Km
≤ 1

2Km
,

where the last inequality holds since mq−3 ≥ Ω̃(1) as q > 3. This finishes the induction proof that

⟨w(t)
j,r,µj,k⟩ ≤ 1

2Km for all r ̸= rj,k and t ≤ T ∗. Next, we proof that maxj,r,i,k′ |ρ
(t)
j,r,i,k′ | ≤ σ0σnoise

√
d

holds for all t < T ∗. For simplicity we denote ϕ(t) = maxj,r,i,k′ |ρ
(t)
j,r,i,k′ |. Obviously we have

ϕ(T1) ≤ σ0σnoise
√
d/2, and we suppose that exists T1 ≤ T̃ ≤ T ∗ such that ϕ(t) ≤ σ0σnoise

√
d holds

for all T1 < t < T̃ − 1. Then by the iterative rule for ρ
(t)
j,r,i,k′ and plugging (C.7), we have

ϕ(T̃ ) ≤ ϕ(T1) +
[6 log(m ∨ n)](q+1)/2ησq−1

0 σq+1
noised

(q+1)/2

κq−1nm
· 8e

3Km2

η
log(T ∗ − T1)

≤ ϕ(T1) +
16e3K[6 log(m ∨ n)](q+1)/2 log(T ∗ − T1)

κq−1
·
σq
noised

q/2

n
·mσq−2

0 · σ0σnoise
√
d

2

≤ ϕ(T1) +
σ0σnoise

√
d

2
≤ σ0σnoise

√
d
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where the penultimate inequality holds by
σq
noised

q/2

n ≤ Õ(1) and m = O(σ2−q
0 ), which is derived

from Condition 3.1.

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 consider the case j = 1, and the situation for j = −1 is

similar. Since by Theorem 4.1, we have
∥∥w(T )

1,r1,k

∥∥
2
= m log T −m log

(
m2

η

)
+O(m), and

∥∥w(T )
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∥∥
2
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O( 1
m) +O(σ0d

1/2) when r ̸= r1,k, then by definition of Frobenius norm, we can derive that
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)
,

By the definition of W∗, we have ∥W∗∥F =
√
K. By these results of Frobenius norm, we can

derive that∥∥∥∥∥ w
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1,r1,k∥∥W(T )
+1

∥∥
F

−
µ1,k

∥W∗∥F

∥∥∥∥∥
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∥∥∥∥∥
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. (D.1)

The first inequality is from triangle inequality. The second inequality holds because ∥w(0)
1,r1,k

∥2 ≤
O(σ0d

1/2) ≤ O(1); ∥Ξ(T )
1,r1,k

∥2 ≤ O(σ0n
1/2) ≤ O(1); ⟨w(T )

1,r1,k
− w

(0)
1,r1,k

,µ1,k′⟩ ≤ O(1/m); ⟨w(T )
1,r1,k

−
w

(0)
1,r1,k

,µ−1,k′⟩ ≤ O(σ0) ≤ O(d−1/2); and

∣∣∣∣∣⟨w
(T )
1,r1,k

−w
(0)
1,r1,k

,µ1,k⟩∥∥W(T )
+1

∥∥
F

− 1

∥W∗∥F

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 1√

K

∣∣∣∣∣m log T −m log
(
m2

η

)
+O(m)

m log T −m log
(
m2

η

)
+O(m)

− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ O

(
1

log T

)
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by Theorem 4.1, Lemma E.5 and Lemma E.6. Next we consider the filters ∥w1,r∥ with r ̸= r1,k
and we can direct obtain∥∥∥∥∥ w

(T )
1,r∥∥W(T )
+1

∥∥
F

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ O

(
m−1 + σ0d

1/2

√
Km log T

)
≤ O

(
1

m log T

)
, (D.2)

since
∥∥w(T )

1,r

∥∥
2
≤ O(m−1+σ0d

1/2) in Theorem 4.1. We find a permutation matrix P+ such that the

filtersw1,1, · · · ,w1,K are arranged to the firstK rows, i.e., P+·W(T )
+1 = [w1,r1,1 ,w1,r1,2 , · · · ,w1,r1,K , · · · ]⊤,

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

∥W∗∥F
−P+

W
(T )
+1∥∥W(T )
+1

∥∥
F

∥∥∥∥
F

≤
K∑
k=1

∥∥∥∥∥ w
(T )
1,r1,k∥∥W(T )
+1

∥∥
F

−
µ1,k

∥W∗∥F

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+
∑

r ̸=r1,k

∥∥∥∥ w
(T )
1,r∥∥W(T )
+1

∥∥
F

∥∥∥∥
2

≤ O

(
1

log T

)
.

This completes the proof.

E Technical lemmas

E.1 Concentration results

Lemma E.1. Suppose that δ > 0, then for any I ⊆ [n], with probability at least 1− δ,

|{i ∈ I : yi = 1}|, |{i ∈ I : yi = −1}| = |I|
2

+O
(√

|I| log(1/δ)
)
.

Proof of Lemma E.1. By Hoeffding’s inequality, with probability at least 1−O(δ), we have∣∣∣∣∣ 1|I|∑
i∈I

1{yi = 1} − 1

2

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ O

(√
log(1/δ)

|I|

)
.

Therefore,

|{i ∈ I : yi = 1}| =
∑
i∈I

1{yi = 1} =
|I|
2

+O
(√

|I| log(1/δ)
)
.

This proves the result for |{i ∈ I : yi = 1}|. The proof for |{i ∈ I : yi = −1}| is exactly the same,

and we can conclude the proof by applying a union bound.

Lemma E.2. Suppose that δ > 0, then for Jj,k defined in Section C, with probability at least 1− δ,

it holds that

|Jj,k| =
π

K
n+O

(√
n log(1/δ)

)
,

where π is a constant solely depending on K.

Proof of Lemma E.2. Let I+1 = {i|yi = 1, i ∈ [n]} and I−1 = {i|yi = −1, i ∈ [n]}. By Lemma E.1,
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it holds that
∣∣I+1

∣∣, ∣∣I−1

∣∣ ≥ n
4 . By the definition of distribution D in Definition 2.2, there exists a

positive probability π = π(K) such that P(s = 1) = π. (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 − δ,

we have ∣∣∣∣∣ 1

|Ij |
∑
i∈Ij

1{i ∈ Jj,k} −
π

K

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ O

(√
log(1/δ)

n

)
.

Therefore,

|Jj,k| =
∑
i∈Ij

1{i ∈ Jj,k} =
π

K
|Ij |+O

(√
n log(1/δ)

)
≥ πn

8K
,

where the last inequality is from Lemma E.1. This finishes the proof.

Lemma E.3. Suppose that δ > 0, then for K1,k and K−1,k defined in Section B,

K1,k,K−1,k =

∑n
i=1 si
2K

+O
(√

n log(1/δ)
)
.

holds with probability at least 1− δ for all k ∈ [K].

Proof of Lemma E.3. Similar to the definition of number of total object patches, we can also denote∑
yi=1 si the number of signal patches from inputs with positive label, and

∑
yi=−1 si 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− δ/2, we have

∑
yi=1

si,
∑

yi=−1

si =

∑n
i=1 si
2

+O
(√

n log(1/δ)
)
.

Besides, for all k ∈ [K], by Hoeffding’s inequality, with probability at least 1− δ/2, we have∣∣∣∣∣K1,k −
∑

yi=1 si

K

∣∣∣∣∣,
∣∣∣∣∣K−1,k −

∑
yi=−1 si

K

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ O
(√

n log(1/δ)
)
.

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.4. We use ϕ(x) to denote the density function of the standard Gaussian random

variable, and then we know that maxϕ(x) = ϕ(0). By this fact,

P(|z| ≤ t) = 2

∫ t

0
ϕ(x)dx ≤ 2ϕ(0)t = O (t) ,

which completes the proof.
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Lemma E.5. Suppose that δ > 0 and d = Ω
(
log(nm/δ)

)
. Then with probability at least 1−O(δ),

it holds that

∥ξi,k∥22 = Θ(σ2
noised);

∥w(0)
j,r ∥

2
2 = Θ(σ2

0d);∣∣⟨ξi,k, ξi′,k′⟩∣∣ ≤ O
(
σ2
noise ·

√
d log(n2/δ)

)
for all j ∈ {+1,−1}, r ∈ [m], and all i, i′ ∈ [n], k ∈ [P −si], k

′ ∈ [P −si′ ] such that {i, k} ≠ {i′, k′}.

Proof of Lemma E.5. By Bernstein’s inequality, with probability at least 1−O(δ/n) we have∣∣∥ξi,k∥22 − σ2
noised

∣∣ = O
(
σ2
noise ·

√
d log(n/δ)

)
.

Therefore, as long as d = Ω
(
log(n/δ)

)
, we have

∥ξi,k∥22 = Θ(σ2
noised).

Similarly, by Bernstein’s inequality, with probability at least 1−O(δ/m) we have∣∣∥w(0)
j,r ∥

2
2 − σ2

0d
∣∣ = O

(
σ2
noise ·

√
d log(m/δ)

)
.

Therefore, as long as d = Ω
(
log(m/δ)

)
, we have

∥w(0)
j,r ∥

2
2 = Θ(σ2

0d).

Moreover, for any i, i′, k, k′ with {i, k} ≠ {i′, k′}, clearly ⟨ξi,k, ξi′,k′⟩ has mean zero and by Bern-

stein’s inequality, with probability at least 1−O(δ/n2) we have

|⟨ξi,k, ξi′,k′⟩| ≤ O
(
σ2
noise ·

√
d log(n2/δ)

)
.

Applying a union bound completes the proof.

Lemma E.6. Suppose that d ≥ Ω
(
log(mn/δ)

)
, m = Ω

(
log(1/δ)

)
. Then with probability at least

1−O(δ), it holds that ∣∣⟨w(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩

∣∣ = O
(√

log(m/δ) · σ0
)
,∣∣⟨w(0)

j,r , ξi,k′⟩
∣∣ = O

(√
log(mn/δ) · σ0σnoise

√
d
)

for all r ∈ [m], j ∈ {±1}, i ∈ [n], k ∈ [K] and k′ ∈ [P − si]. Besides,

max
r∈[m]

⟨w(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩ = Ω(σ0),

max
r∈[m]

⟨w(0)
j,r , ξi,k′⟩ = Ω

(
σ0σnoise

√
d
)
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for all j ∈ {±1}, i ∈ [n], k ∈ [K] and k′ ∈ [P − si]. Moreover,

⟨w(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩

(
1 + Θ

(
δ

m2

))
≤ max

r∈[m]
⟨w(0)

j,r ,µj,k⟩

for all r ̸= argmaxr∈[m]⟨w
(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩, j ∈ {±1} and k ∈ [K].

Proof of Lemma E.6. It is clear that for each r ∈ [m], ⟨w(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩ is a Gaussian random vari-

able with mean zero and variance σ2
0. Therefore, by Gaussian tail bound and union bound, with

probability at least 1−O(δ), ∣∣⟨w(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩

∣∣ ≤ O
(√

log(m/δ) · σ0
)
.

Moreover, P
(
σ0∥µ∥2/2 > ⟨w(0)

j,r ,µj,k⟩
)
is an absolute constant, and therefore by the condition on

m, we have

P
(
σ0/2 ≤ max

r∈[m]
⟨w(0)

j,r ,µj,k⟩
)
= 1− P(σ0/2 > max

r∈[m]
⟨w(0)

j,r ,µj,k⟩
)

= 1− P
(
σ0/2 > ⟨w(0)

j,r ,µj,k⟩
)2m

≥ 1−O(δ).

By Lemma E.5, with probability at least 1 − O(δ), ∥ξi,k′∥2 = Θ
(
σnoise

√
d
)
for all i ∈ [n] and

k′ ∈ [P − si]. Therefore, the result for ⟨w(0)
j,r , ξi,k′⟩ follows the same proof as ⟨w(0)

j,r ,µj,k⟩.
Lastly, for different r, r′ and ∀t > 0,

P

∣∣⟨w(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩

∣∣ ∨ ∣∣⟨w(0)
j,r′ ,µj,k⟩

∣∣∣∣⟨w(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩

∣∣ ∧ ∣∣⟨w(0)
j,r′ ,µj,k⟩

∣∣ ≤ 1 + t

 ≤ P

1− t ≤
∣∣⟨w(0)

j,r ,µj,k⟩
∣∣∣∣⟨w(0)

j,r′ ,µj,k⟩
∣∣ ≤ 1 + t


≤ P

(∣∣⟨w(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩

∣∣ ≤ 2t
∣∣⟨w(0)

j,r′ ,µj,k⟩
∣∣) = O(t),

where the last equality holds from Lemma E.4 and the fact that ⟨w(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩ and ⟨w(0)

j,r′ ,µj,k⟩ are

independent Gaussian random variables with mean 0 and same variance. By this result, let t =

Θ( δ
m2 ) and use union bound, we could deduce that with probability at least 1−O(δ),

⟨w(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩

(
1 + Θ

(
δ

m2

))
≤ max

r∈[m]
⟨w(0)

j,r ,µj,k⟩

for all r ̸= argmaxr∈[m]⟨w
(0)
j,r ,µj,k⟩.

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 {xt}∞t=0 satisfies the updating rules xt+1 = xt + η · Ct · xq−1
t ,
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then ∀k ∈ N, ζ ∈ (0, 1), we have

∑
t>0,xt≤(1+ζ)kx0

ηCt ≤
ζ

xq−2
0

1− 1
(1+ζ)(q−2)k

1− 1
(1+ζ)(q−2)

+ η ·

(1 + ζ)q−1
k−1∑
g=0

CTg+1−1 + CTk

 , (E.1)

and

∑
t>0,xt≤(1+ζ)kx0

ηCt ≥
ζ

xq−2
0 (1 + ζ)q−1

1− 1
(1+ζ)(q−2)k

1− 1
(1+ζ)(q−2)

− η

(1 + ζ)q−1

k−1∑
g=1

CTg−1, (E.2)

where Tg be the first iteration such that xt ≥ (1 + ζ)gx0

Proof of Lemma E.7. By the definition of Tg, we have

xTg+1 − xTg =
∑

t∈[Tg ,Tg+1)

ηCtx
q−1
t ≥

∑
t∈[Tg ,Tg+1)

η · Ct ·
[
x0(1 + ζ)g

]q−1
, (E.3)

and

xTg+1 − xTg = xTg+1−1 − xTg + η · CTg+1−1 · xq−1
Tg+1−1

≤ ζ(1 + ζ)gx0 + η · CTg+1−1 ·
[
x0(1 + ζ)g+1

]q−1
. (E.4)

By combining (E.3) and (E.4) in order and rearranging some items, we could deduce,∑
t∈[Tg ,Tg+1)

ηCt ≤
ζ

xq−2
0 [(1 + ζ)q−2]g

+ η(1 + ζ)q−1CTg+1−1.

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.

Lemma E.8. Suppose there are two positive sequence {xt}∞t=0 and {yt}∞t=0 satisfying the following

updating rules:

xt+1 = xt + η · Ct · xtq−1;

yt+1 = yt + η · Ct · ytq−1,

with q ≥ 3 and x0
y0

≥ 1+ c, where c is a small positive number. For any two positive number Ax and

Ay, let Tx, Ty are the first time s.t. xTx ≥ Ax and yTy ≥ Ay respectively. If we have 0 < Ct < C̄

and η and y0 are both sufficiently small such that η = Õ

(
c

C̄yq−3
0 Ay

)
and y0

Ay
≤ O(c), then it holds

that Tx ≤ Ty.

Proof of Lemma E.8. For a positive ζ > 0, let k1, k2 be the smallest integer s.t. x0(1 + ζ)k1 ≥ Ax

and y0(1 + ζ)k2 ≥ Ay. From these definitions, we have

log(Ax
x0

)

log(1 + ζ)
≤ k1 <

log(Ax
x0

)

log(1 + ζ)
+ 1,
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and

log(
Ay

y0
)

log(1 + ζ)
≤ k2 <

log(
Ay

y0
)

log(1 + ζ)
+ 1.

By Lemma E.7, we further derive that

Tx∑
t=0

ηCt ≤
ζ

xq−2
0

1− 1
(1+ζ)(q−2)k1

1− 1
(1+ζ)(q−2)

+ η ·

(1 + ζ)q−1
k1−1∑
g=0

CTg+1−1 + CTk1


≤ ζ

xq−2
0

1

1− 1
(1+ζ)(q−2)

+ η · (1 + ζ)q−1(k1 + 1)C̄, (E.5)

and

Ty∑
t=0

ηCt ≥
ζ

yq−2
0 (1 + ζ)q−1

1− 1
(1+ζ)(q−2)k2

1− 1
(1+ζ)(q−2)

− η

(1 + ζ)q−1

k2−1∑
g=1

CTg−1

≥ ζ

yq−2
0 (1 + ζ)q−1

1−
(

y0
Ay

)q−2

1− 1
(1+ζ)(q−2)

− η

(1 + ζ)q−1
(k2 − 1)C̄. (E.6)

We use (E.6) minus (E.5) and get

Ty∑
t=0

ηCt −
Tx∑
t=0

ηCt ≥
ζ

1− 1
(1+ζ)(q−2)


1−

(
y0
Ay

)q−2

yq−2
0 (1 + ζ)q−1

− 1

xq−2
0

︸ ︷︷ ︸
I1

− ηC̄

{
k2 − 1

(1 + ζ)q−1
+ (1 + ζ)q−1(k1 + 1)

}
︸ ︷︷ ︸

I2

.

We consider the value of I1 and I2 separately and carefully choose ζ such that

(1 + ζ)q−1 =

(
1− y0

Ay

)2

(1 + c)q−2 = 1 +Θ(c) .

The last equality is from our assumption y0
Ay

= O (c), and we could also conclude ζ = Θ(c). Then

for I1, we have,

I1 ≥
ζ

yq−2
0 (1− 1

(1+ζ)(q−2) ) (1 + c)q−2


1− y0

Ay(
1− y0

Ay

)2 − 1

 = Ω

(
1

yq−3
0 Ay

)
. (E.7)
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Because 1
1− 1

(1+ζ)(q−2)

= Θ(ζ). For I2, we have,

I2 ≤ ηC̄Θ(k1 ∨ k2) = ηC̄Θ̃

(
1

c

)
. (E.8)

Now by combining (E.7) and (E.8), we could conclude that
∑Ty

t=0 ηCt −
∑Tx

t=0 ηCt ≥ 0, which

completes the proof.

Lemma E.9. Suppose a positive sequence {xt}∞t=0 satisfies the following iterative rules:

xt+1 ≥ xt + η · C1 · xtq−1;

xt+1 ≤ xt + η · C2 · xtq−1,

with C2 ≥ C1 > 0. For any v > x0, let Tv be the first time such that xt ≥ v, then for any constant

ζ > 0, we have

Tv ≤ 1 + ζ

ηC1x
q−2
0

+
(1 + ζ)q−1C2 log(

v
x0
)

C1
, (E.9)

and

Tv ≥ 1

(1 + ζ)q−1ηC2x
q−2
0

−
log( v

x0
)

(1 + ζ)q−2
. (E.10)

Proof of Lemma E.9. Similar to the definition in Lemma E.7, let Tg be the first iteration such that

xt ≥ (1 + ζ)gx0. Moreover, let g∗ be the smallest integer such that (1 + ζ)g
∗
x0 ≥ v, resulting

log( v
x0
)

log(1 + ζ)
≤ g∗ <

log( v
x0
)

log(1 + ζ)
+ 1.

For t = T1,

xT1 ≥ x0 +

T1−1∑
t=0

ηC1x
q−1
t ≥ x0 + T1ηC1x

q−1
0 ,

and we could obtain that

T1 ≤
xT1 − x0

ηC1x
q−1
0

. (E.11)

Consider the upper-bound iteration of xT1 and the fact that xT1−1 ≤ x0(1 + ζ), we could get

xT1 ≤ xT1−1 + ηC2x
q−1
T1−1 ≤ x0(1 + ζ) + ηC2x

q−1
0 (1 + ζ)q−1. (E.12)
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Combining the results from (E.11) and (E.12), we obtain that,

T1 ≤
ζ

ηC1x
q−2
0

+
(1 + ζ)q−1C2

C1
.

Similarly for g > 1,

xTg ≥ xTg−1 +

Tg−1∑
t=Tg−1

ηC1x
q−1
t ≥ xTg−1 + ηC1(Tg − Tg−1)x

q−1
0 (1 + ζ)(g−1)(q−1), (E.13)

and we could bound the difference xTg − xTg−1 by the following formula,

xTg − xTg−1 ≤ xTg−1 + ηC2x
q−1
Tg − xTg−1 ≤ ζ(1 + ζ)g−1x0 + ηC2x

q−1
0 (1 + ζ)g(q−1). (E.14)

Combining the results from (E.13) and (E.14), we obtain that,

Tg ≤ Tg−1 +
ζ

ηC1x
q−2
0 (1 + ζ)(g−1)(q−2)

+
(1 + ζ)q−1C2

C1
. (E.15)

Taking a telescoping sum of the results of (E.15) from g = 1 to g = g∗ and by the fact that Tv ≤ Tg∗ ,
we finally get (E.9). Now consider another side, similarly for t = T1, we have

xT1 ≤ x0 +

T1−1∑
t=0

ηC2x
q−1
t ≤ x0 + T1ηC2x

q−1
0 (1 + ζ)q−1.

Substitute that xT1 − x0 ≥ ζx0, we get

T1 ≥
ζ

ηC2x
q−2
0 (1 + ζ)q−1

. (E.16)

For g > 1, similarly we could derive,

xTg ≤ xTg−1 +

Tg−1∑
t=Tg−1

ηC2x
q−1
t ≤ xTg−1 + ηC2(Tg − Tg−1)x

q−1
0 (1 + ζ)g(q−1) (E.17)

and we could also lower bound the difference xTg − xTg−1 by

xTg − xTg−1 ≥ xTg − xTg−1−1 − ηC2x
q−1
Tg−1−1 ≥ ζ(1 + ζ)g−1x0 − ηC2x

q−1
0 (1 + ζ)(g−1)(q−1). (E.18)

Combining the results from (E.17) and (E.18), we obtain that,

Tg ≥ Tg−1 +
ζ

ηC2x
q−2
0 (1 + ζ)g(q−2)+1

− 1

(1 + ζ)q−1
. (E.19)

Taking a telescoping sum of the results of (E.19) from g = 1 to g = g∗ − 1 and by the fact that

Tv ≥ Tg∗−1, we finally get (E.10).
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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 xt, t ≥ 0 follows the iterative formula

xt+1 = xt + c1e
−c2xt

for some c1, c2 > 0. Then it holds that

1

c2
log(c1c2t+ ec2x0) ≤ xt ≤ c1e

−c2x0 +
1

c2
log(c1c2t+ ec2x0)

for all t ≥ 0.

Proof of Lemma E.10. We first show the lower bound of xt. Consider a continuous-time sequence

xt, t ≥ 0 defined by the integral equation with the same initialization.

xt = x0 + c1 ·
∫ t

0
e−c2xτdτ, x0 = x0. (E.20)

Note that xt is obviously an increasing function of t. Therefore we have

xt+1 = xt + c1 ·
∫ t+1

t
e−c2xτdτ

≤ xt + c1 ·
∫ t+1

t
e−c2xtdτ

= xt + c1 exp(−c2xt)

for all t ∈ N. Comparing the above inequality with the iterative formula of {xt}, we conclude by

the comparison theorem that xt ≥ xt for all t ∈ N. Note that (E.20) has an exact solution

xt =
1

c2
log(c1c2t+ ec2x0)

Therefore we have

xt ≥
1

c2
log(c1c2t+ ec2x0)
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for all t ∈ N, which completes the first part of the proof. Now for the upper bound of xt, we have

xt = x0 + c1 ·
t−1∑
τ=0

e−c2xτ

≤ x0 + c1 ·
t∑

τ=0

e− log(c1c2τ+ec2x0 )

= x0 + c1 ·
t∑

τ=0

1

c1c2τ + ec2x0

= x0 +
c1

ec2x0
+ c1 ·

t∑
τ=1

1

c1c2τ + ec2x0

≤ x0 +
c1

ec2x0
+ c1 ·

∫ t

0

1

c1c2τ + ec2x0
dτ,

where the second inequality follows by the lower bound of xt as the first part of the result of this

lemma. Therefore we have

xt ≤ x0 +
c1

ec2x0
+

1

c2
log(c1c2t+ ec2x0)− 1

c2
log(ec2x0)

= c1e
−c2x0 +

1

c2
log(c1c2t+ ec2x0)

This finishes the proof.

E.4 Singular value lemmas

Lemma E.11 (Corollary 5.35 in Vershynin (2010)). Let A be an d1 × d2 matrix whose entries

are independent standard normal random variables. Then for every δ ≥ 0, with probability at least

1− 2 exp(−δ2/2), one has√
d1 −

√
d2 − δ ≤ λmin(A) ≤ λmax(A) ≤

√
d1 +

√
d2 + δ,

where λmin(A) indicates the smallest singular value of A and λmax(A) indicates the largest singular

value of A.

Lemma E.12. Let A = [a1, · · · ,aP1 ] ∈ Rd×P1 and B = [b1, · · · , bP2 ] ∈ Rd×P2 with d ≫ P1, P2.

Additionally, the columns in A are perpendicular to columns in B, i.e. ⟨ap1 , bp2⟩ = 0 holds for all

p1 ∈ [P1] and p2 ∈ [P2]. Consider concatenating A,B into one matrix C, i.e. C = [A,B], then it

holds that

{λ1(C), λ2(C), · · · , λP1+P2(C)} = {λ1(A), λ2(A), · · · , λP1(A)} ∪ {λ1(B), λ2(B), · · · , λP2(B)},

where λi(·) denote the i-th singular value of a matrix in descending order.

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

A⊤A =

P1∑
i=1

λ2
i (A)vA,iv

⊤
A,i; B⊤B =

P2∑
i=1

λ2
i (B)vB,iv

⊤
B,i,

where vA,i is the i-th eigenvector corresponding λ2
i (A), and vB,i is the i-th eigenvector correspond-

ing λ2
i (B). By the orthogonality between A and B, we can derive that

C⊤C =

[
A⊤A 0P1×P2

0P2×P1 B⊤B

]
.

We further generate ṽA,i ∈ RP1+P2 for all i ∈ [P1] by concatenating zero vector to the end of vA,i,

i.e. ṽA,i = [v⊤
A,i,0

⊤
P2
]⊤. Similarly, we also generate ṽB,i ∈ RP1+P2 for all i ∈ [P2] by concatenating

zero vector at the start of vB,i, i.e. ṽB,i = [0⊤P1
,v⊤

B,i]
⊤. Then we can rewrite C⊤C as

C⊤C =

P1∑
i=1

λ2
i (A)ṽA,iṽA,i

⊤ +

P2∑
i=1

λ2
i (B)ṽB,iṽB,i

⊤,

which is the spectral decomposition of C⊤C by the fact that all ṽA,i’s and ṽB,i’s are normalized

and orthogonal to each other. Since the singular value of C is the square root of the eigenvalue of

C⊤C, we complete the proof.

Lemma E.13 (Min-max principle of singular value). Let A be a matrix and λk(A) be its k-th

singular values in descending order. Then it holds that

λk(A) = max
S:dim(S)=k

min
x∈S,∥x∥2=1

∥∥Ax
∥∥
2
;

λk(A) = min
S:dim(S)=d−k+1

max
x∈S,∥x∥2=1

∥∥Ax
∥∥
2
.
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