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Abstract

As Al models achieve remarkable capabilities
across diverse domains, understanding what rep-
resentations they learn and how they process in-
formation has become increasingly important for
both scientific progress and trustworthy deploy-
ment. Recent works in mechanistic interpretabil-
ity have shown that neural networks represent
meaningful concepts as directions in their rep-
resentation spaces and often encode many con-
cepts in superposition. Various sparse dictionary
learning (SDL) methods, including sparse autoen-
coders, transcoders, and crosscoders, address this
by training auxiliary models with sparsity con-
straints to disentangle these superposed concepts
into interpretable features. These methods have
demonstrated remarkable empirical success but
have limited theoretical understanding. Existing
theoretical work is limited to sparse autoencoders
with tied-weight constraints, leaving the broader
family of SDL methods without formal ground-
ing. In this work, we develop the first unified
theoretical framework considering SDL as one
unified optimization problem. We demonstrate
how diverse methods instantiate the theoretical
framwork and provide rigorous analysis on the op-
timization landscape. We provide the first theoret-
ical explanations for some empirically observed
phenomena, including feature absorption, dead
neurons, and the neuron resampling technique.
We further design controlled experiments to vali-
date our theoretical results.

1. Introduction

As artificial intelligence is increasingly deployed in high-
stakes applications, from medical diagnosis to autonomous
systems, the need for model interpretability has grown from
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an academic curiosity to a practical necessity (Lipton, 2017;
Rudin, 2019). Numerous approaches have been proposed
to peer inside the “black box,” including probing classifiers
(Belinkov, 2021), attention visualization (Vaswani et al.,
2023), concept bottleneck models (Koh et al., 2020), and fea-
ture attribution methods (Sundararajan et al., 2017). Among
the efforts to enhance model interpretability, one line of re-
search focuses on the structure of the model representations,
pointing out that AI models often encode interpretable con-
cepts as linear directions in superposition (Park et al., 2024;
Elhage et al., 2022). As a consequence, individual neurons
are typically polysemantic, responding to multiple unrelated
concepts unlike their biological counterparts (Bricken et al.,
2023; Templeton et al., 2024; Quiroga et al., 2005).

To address the polysemantic model representations, Sparse
Dictionary Learning (SDL) has emerged as a promising
paradigm (Sharkey et al., 2025). By training auxiliary mod-
els, such as sparse autoencoders (SAEs) (Cunningham et al.,
2023), transcoders (Dunefsky et al., 2024), and crosscoders
(Lindsey et al., 2024), that reconstruct neural activations
through a sparsity-constrained bottleneck, SDL methods
aim to identify the interpretable concepts underlying the
polysemantic representations. These methods have achieved
remarkable empirical success, scaling to frontier language
models (Templeton et al., 2024; Gao et al., 2024) and en-
abling applications ranging from feature steering (Wang
et al., 2025) to circuit analysis (O’Neill & Bui, 2024) and
interpretable medical diagnosis (Abdulaal et al., 2024).

Despite these empirical advances, due to a lack of unified
theoretical framework to analyze SDL methods, the field
identifies various phenomena without rigorous theoretical
explanation, including feature splitting and feature absorp-
tion (Chanin et al., 2025), the existence of dead neurons
and the effectiveness of resampling (Bricken et al., 2023).
While previous works on sparse coding and dictionary learn-
ing have established identifiability results under specific
conditions (Spielman et al., 2012; Gribonval & Schnass,
2010), these results do not directly address SDL methods
and the setting of neural network representations under su-
perposition. Recent work by Cui et al. (2025) has taken
an important step by establishing necessary and sufficient
conditions for identifiable sparse autoencoders under the
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linear representation hypothesis. However, their framework
focuses exclusively on SAEs with tied-weight constraints,
leaving other SDL methods without theoretical grounding.

In this work, we develop a unified theoretical framework
that formalizes SDL as a general optimization problem, en-
compassing sparse autoencoders, transcoders, crosscoders,
and their variants (Bussmann et al., 2024; 2025; Tang et al.,
2025b) as special cases. We demonstrate how these di-
verse methods instantiate our framework through different
choices of input-output representation pairs, activation func-
tions, and loss designs. We establish rigorous conditions
under which SDL methods provably recover ground-truth
interpretable features, characterizing the roles of feature
sparsity, latent dimensionality, and activation functions.
Through detailed analysis of the optimization landscape,
we prove that global minima correspond to correct feature
recovery while spurious local minima exhibit feature ab-
sorption—providing the first theoretical explanation for em-
pirically observed phenomena including feature absorption
(Chanin et al., 2025) and the effectiveness of neuron resam-
pling (Bricken et al., 2023). We validate our theoretical
predictions through controlled experiments on real neural
network representations. Our main contributions are as
follows:

* We build the first theoretical framework for SDL meth-
ods in mechanistic interpretability as a general opti-
mization problem.

* We establish necessary and sufficient conditions under
which SDL methods provably recover ground-truth
interpretable features.

* We identify the connection between the framework’s lo-
cal minima and various phenomena, including feature
absorption, dead neurons, and feature resampling.

* We design controlled experiments validating our theo-
retical predictions on both synthetic settings and real
neural network representations.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we establish formal definitions of the foun-
dational concepts: input spaces, model representations, the
linear representation hypothesis and superposition.

2.1. Input Space and Model Representation

Definition 2.1 (Input Space). Let S denote the space of
possible inputs to a neural network. For example, S =
{images}, or S = {text sequences}.

Definition 2.2 (Model Representation). For a given model
representation x, let n € N be its dimensionality. For each
s € S, the network produces a representation vector X(s),
which is directly observable by running the model on s.

2.2. The Linear Representation Hypothesis and The
Superposition Hypothesis

Empirical studies in mechanistic interpretability have ob-
served that neural network representations encode mean-
ingful concepts as linear directions, often in superposition
(Marks & Tegmark, 2024; Nanda et al., 2023; Jiang et al.,
2024; Park et al., 2025). Following Elhage et al. (2022) and
Park et al. (2024), we formalize the hypothesis as follows.

Assumption 2.3 (Linear Representation Hypothesis). A
model representation x,, € R"» satisfies the Linear Repre-
sentation Hypothesis (LRH) if there exists a feature function
x : § = R" and a feature matrix W, € R"»*™ such that:

1. Linear Decomposition: For all s € S,

Xp(s) = Wpx(s)

2. Non-negativity: x(s) > 0 component-wise for all
ses

3. Sparsity: There exists S € [0, 1] such that for all
i€[n,
Psos(zi(s) =0) =S

4. Interpretability: Each component z; of x corresponds
to a human-interpretable concept

We refer to x(s) as the ground-truth features, where each
x;(s) represents the activation level of interpretable concept
1 for input s. The matrix W, encodes how these features are
linearly combined to form the observed representation x,.

Assumption 2.4 (Superposition Hypothesis). A represen-
tation x,, satisfying the Linear Representation Hypothesis
is said to be in superposition if n > n,, (more features than
dimensions) and the feature matrix W, € R"»*" satisfies:

1. Bounded Interference: There exists ¢ > 0 such that
for i # j,
(Wl i, Wyl j]) < e

where W, [:, 7] denotes the i-th column of W,

2. Unit Norm: For all i € [n],

Wyl dlll2 = 1

These conditions characterize a regime where many inter-
pretable features are compressed into fewer dimensions,
with feature directions arranged to have limited mutual in-
terference. When ¢ is small, features are nearly orthogonal;
when € = 0, they are exactly orthogonal.
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3. A Unified Theoretical Framework for SDL

In this section, we present a unified theoretical framework
for Sparse Dictionary Learning (SDL). We first define the
general SDL architecture and objective, then demonstrate
how various SDL methods instantiate our framework.

3.1. General SDL Framework

We formalize SDL as an optimization problem under the
Linear Representation Hypothesis (Assumption 2.3) and the
Superposition Hypothesis (Assumption 2.4).

Definition 3.1 (Sparse Dictionary Learning). A SDL model
maps an input representation x,, € R™» to a target represen-
tation x,- € R™" through a two-layer architecture:

(i) An encoder layer that maps x,, to a latent space:

Xq = 0(Wexp) (D

(i1) A decoder layer that maps the latents to x,.:

%, = Wax, 2)

where x, € R", W, € R"*" Wy € R"*", and
o : R™ — R"™ is a sparsity-inducing activation function.

The SDL objective minimizes expected reconstruction error:

Lspr = Eens [[[xr(s) = Waoc(Wex, (s))[5] (3

Under the Linear Representation Hypothesis (Assump-
tion 2.3), both representations admit linear decompositions
x,(8) = Wpx(s) and x,-(s) = W,x(s) in terms of ground-
truth features x(s). The loss can thus be expressed as:

LspL = Egus [[[Wex(s) — Wao (W Wpx(s))]3]  (4)

3.2. Instantiations: Existing SDL Methods

We now demonstrate how existing SDL methods instanti-
ate our framework through adopting different choices of
input-target pairs (x,, x,-) and activation functions o, and
proposing variants on the loss function Lgpy .

Sparse Autoencoders (SAEs). SAEs (Cunningham et al.,
2023) decompose polysemantic activations into monose-
mantic components through sparsity constraints. In our
framework, SAEs are characterized by setting x, = x,
(self-reconstruction). The encoder projects to a higher-
dimensional sparse latent space (n, > n,), encouraging
X4(s) to capture the underlying ground-truth features x(s).

NN Xp W, Wy X

Xp=NN; Xr=Xp

Xq

Figure 1. Sparse Autoencoder: encoder W, maps x,, to sparse
latents x4, decoder W, reconstructs from x,.

Transcoders. Transcoders (Dunefsky et al., 2024; Paulo
et al., 2025) capture interpretable features in layer-to-layer
transformations. Unlike SAEs that reconstruct a single layer,
transcoders learn sparse mappings from one layer to the
next. In our proposed theoretical framework, transcoders
set x, = NNy(s) and x,, = NNy41(s), where NN, denotes
the network’s representation at layer /.

NN

xpzNNl xT:NNl+1

Figure 2. Transcoder: encoder W, maps layer ¢ to sparse latents
X4, decoder Wy predicts layer £ + 1.

Crosscoders. Crosscoders (Lindsey et al., 2024) discover
shared features across multiple representations simultane-
ously. In our framework, crosscoders concatenate repre-
sentations from different sources, such as multiple model
layers, different models, or base and fine-tuned pairs, setting
x, = x5 xU™] and x, = x5 x™)] where
each superscript denotes a different source.
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i, W,
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xr:[xr ) Xy r“-ﬂx:("m)]

Figure 3. Crosscoder: encoder W, maps concatenated multi-layer
input X, to x4, decoder W, reconstructs multi-layer output x..

Variants of SDL Methods. Various SDL methods fit
into our theoretical framework but differ in their choices
of activation functions and loss designs. Bricken et al.
(2023) and Templeton et al. (2024) use ReLU activation
oreLu(2) = max(0, z) with L; regularization on latents:

L =Eqns [|Ix:(s) = WaoreLu (Wexp(s))1I3 + Alxq(s) 1]

)
Rajamanoharan et al. (2024b) propose to utilize JumpReLU
as the activation function:

OJumpReLU(Z) =z H(Z - 9) (6)

combined with a smoothed Heaviside function to directly
penalize the Ly norm. Makhzani & Frey (2014) introduce
Top-k activation:

z; if z; is among the k largest components
OTop-k (z )z = 0
@)

Bussmann et al. (2024) extend this to Batch Top-k activa-
tion, which applies Top-£ selection across a batch to allow
different samples to have different numbers of activated fea-
tures. Rajamanoharan et al. (2024a) use ReLU activation
with an additional Heaviside gating function. Gao et al.
(2024) employ Top-k activation and introduce an auxiliary
loss using Top-k,ux dead latents:

otherwise

£ = Eors| I (s) = Waoropr(Wexp(s) |1
(®)
a5 (5) = Wi op-t (Wety () 3]

to resurrect dead neurons. Bussmann et al. (2025) and Tang
et al. (2025b) use multiple k£ values with a multi-scale loss:

L= Z AiEss [”Xr(s) - WdUTOP-ki(WeXp(S))”%] )

=1

that sums reconstruction errors of different sparsity levels.

The variants described above demonstrate that diverse SDL
methods can be unified under our general framework (Defi-
nition 3.1) through specific choices of activation functions
o and loss modifications. This motivates our theoretical
approach: rather than analyzing each variant separately, we
establish results for the general framework and focus on
representative scenarios. Specifically, our analysis primarily
considers ReLU, JumpReLU, and Top-k£ activations, which
capture the main sparsity enforcement mechanisms, and
the multi-scale loss designs of the Matryoshka SAEs and
Transcoders. These settings are both theoretically tractable
and practically prevalent, and our results provide insights
applicable to the broader family of SDL methods that in-
stantiate our framework with different design choices.

4. Theoretical Results

In this section, we provide theoretical results characterizing
the optimization landscape of our SDL framework. Sec-
tion 4.1 gives one construction of global minima achieving
perfect reconstruction. Section 4.2 derives necessary and
sufficient conditions for these minima under different ac-
tivation functions. Section 4.3 demonstrates the existence
of spurious local minima and how they can lead to feature
absorption. Section ?? further characterizes these local min-
ima by deriving the necessary and sufficient conditions.

4.1. Global Minimum

We first establish the existence of an approximate global
minimum under the Linear Representation Hypothesis and
the Superposition Hypothesis (Assumption 2.3 and 2.4).

Theorem 4.1 (Approximate Global Minimum). Consider
the SDL loss function

Lspr = Eg ||x(s) — WdU(WeXP(S))”2 (10)

where x,(s) and x,.(s) satisfy the Linear Representation
Hypothesis and the Superposition Hypothesis with interfer-
ence parameter e.

When ng > n and o = RelLU, the configuration

T
W; = [WNO]’ We* = [mgp :| (11)

achieves
Lspr (W3, W) = O(e?) (12)

The proof proceeds by direct substitution and utilizes the
non-positive interference and unit norm conditions. We
provide the full proof of Theorem 4.1 in Appendix A.

This approximate global minimum (W], W) provided in
Equation 11 justifies the effectiveness of SDL methods in
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recovering interpretable features: if this point is achieved,
the encoder W} = W;— learns to invert the projection W,
recovering the ground-truth features x(s), while the decoder
Wj = W, maps these features to the target representation.

4.2. Characterization of Global Minima

We now establish necessary and sufficient conditions for
global optimality under extreme sparsity (S — 1), which
allows us to decompose the optimization problem into in-
dependent reconstruction constraints for each feature. In
specific, we draw inspiration from a recent work on sparse
autoencoder (Cui et al., 2025) and decompose the loss in
the following way and further lead to Theorem 4.2.

LspL = Y P(|x(s)]lo = m)
m=0

Exfjo=m [[1%r(5) = Wao(Wexp(s)) %]

B} (13)
= (1= 8)+ " Ma[juf = Wao W)

d=1
+0((1-95)?)

where My = ©(1) (See Appendix B).

Theorem 4.2 (Necessary and Sufficient Conditions for
Global Optimality). Consider the SDL loss under Assump-
tion 2.3 and Assumption 2.4 with extreme sparsity (S — 1).
Then Lspr = O(1 — S) in general. A pair (Wy, W)
achieves Lspy = O((1 — S)?) if and only if

wl =Wao(Wewd) vde{1,...,n} (14)

This condition requires perfect reconstruction for each fea-
ture when active in isolation. The characterization reveals
that under extreme sparsity, the SDL optimization problem
decomposes into n independent per-feature reconstruction
constraints. Motivated by this decomposition, we define an
approximate loss function that captures the dominant term:

Definition 4.3 (Approximate SDL Loss). Under extreme
sparsity (S — 1), the approximate SDL loss is defined as:
~ n 2
ESDL(Wd, We) = ZMd ng - WdU(Wewg)H
d=1

where M, = Pr(x(s) = z4(s)eq) - E[zq(s)? | z4(s) > 0].

We have LspL = (1 — 5) - Lspr + O((1 — 9)?).

15)

In real-world neural network embeddings where S ~ 1,
Lspr. and ESDL are effectively equivalent. The approximate
loss directly quantifies how well each feature d is mapped
from its input representation wg to its target representation
wd, decomposing the SDL objective into n independent
per-feature reconstruction quality measures.

4.3. Local Minima

We now establish that SDL optimization can converge to
spurious local minima with loss strictly greater than the
global optimum. We also point out the connection between
local minima and feature absorption.

Example 4.4 (Spurious Local Minimum). Consider a sim-
ple situation where n = ny = 2, 0 = 01op.1, and extreme

sparsity (S — 1). Let W, = ()T and Wy = [w}, w?].

The approximate loss decomposes as:
‘ 2

Aés])]_(I/Vd7 We) = M1 ||’LU$ - WdJTop-l(Wewzl;) (16)
‘2

+ M || wi — Waorop1 (Wew})|

where My, My > 0 are constants.

Consider a configuration where:

(el)Twllj > (eQ)Twll,

and (el)wa, > (62)Tw12, (17)
Under this condition, neuron 1 activates for both features
while neuron 2 remains dead. The optimal decoder is:
Wl = My ((e') Twy) w}h + My ((e') Tw?2) w? (18)
¢ My (1) Twh)® + Mo (1) Tw2)?

Since w} ot w?, this is a weighted average satisfying
L. > 0. This configuration is a local minimum: the
loss is smooth within the region where (17) holds, but escap-
ing requires crossing a non-differentiable boundary, which
gradient descent cannot achieve.

The spurious local minimum in Example 4.4 corresponds
precisely to the feature absorption phenomenon observed
empirically in SAE training (Chanin et al., 2025; Bricken
et al., 2023): a single latent neuron (neuron 1) becomes
responsive to multiple distinct interpretable features, while
other neurons remain inactive as “dead neurons.” To charac-
terize this phenomenon with a rigorous mathematical foun-
dation, we provide the following definition:

Definition 4.5 (Feature Absorption). Consider an SDL con-
figuration (W, W, ) with activation function o. For each
neuron i € [n,], let F; C [n] denote the set of features that
activate neuron ¢ when active in isolation:

Fi={dem: (cWau), >0} 9

We say that neuron ¢ exhibits feature absorption if | F;| > 2.
A configuration (W, W,) exhibits feature absorption if
there exists at least one neuron ¢ € [n,] with |F;| > 2.

Definition 4.6 (Realizable Absorption Pattern). Consider
an SDL configuration with activation function ¢ and projec-
tion vectors {w}_,. An absorption pattern (F1, ..., Fy,)
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forming a partition of [n] is realizable if there exists an
encoder W, = [(e!)T,...,(e")T]T such that for all
i € [ngl:

Fi= {d € [n]: (c(Wou)), > 0} (20)

Equivalently, for each neuron i:

e Foralld € F;: (U(Wewg))i > 0 (neuron 7 activates
for features in F;)

* Foralld ¢ F;: (o(Wewf)); = 0 (neuron i does not
activate for other features)

Theorem 4.7 (Existence of Spurious Local Minima). Con-
. 5 n 2
sider Lspr(Wa, We) = Y0y Mg ||wd — Wda(Wewl‘f)H
under Assumptions 2.3 and 2.4 with n > 2 features and
ng > n latent dimensions. Suppose wt o wi for all i # j.

For any realizable absorption pattern (F1, ..., Fp,) with at
least one | F;| > 2, there exists a local minimum (W4, W)
of Lspr exhibiting this absorption pattern.

5. Related Works

5.1. Mechanistic Interpretability

Interpretability is crucial for deploying Al in high-stakes
domains such as medical diagnosis and financial model-
ing, where understanding model decisions is essential for
safety and trust (Simon & Zou, 2024; Abdulaal et al., 2024).
Traditional approaches include interpretability-by-design
methods like Concept Bottleneck Models (Koh et al., 2020)
and decision trees (Mienye & Jere, 2024), and post-hoc ex-
planation methods like GradCAM (Selvaraju et al., 2019)
and SHAP (Lundberg & Lee, 2017). Mechanistic inter-
pretability (Sharkey et al., 2025; Bereska & Gavves, 2024)
aims to reverse-engineer neural networks by understanding
their internal computational mechanisms. SAEs (Shu et al.,
2025) and related dictionary learning methods (Tang et al.,
2025a; Dunefsky et al., 2024) decompose neural activations
into sparse, interpretable features. Circuit analysis (Olah
et al., 2020; Olsson et al., 2022) investigates how these
features compose into computational algorithms.

5.2. Sparse Dictionary Learning

Sparse dictionary learning has a rich history predating its
application to mechanistic interpretability. K-SVD (Aharon
et al., 2006) established foundational methods for learning
overcomplete dictionaries, while theoretical work in com-
pressed sensing (Donoho, 2006) characterized recovery con-
ditions, with Spielman et al. (2012) providing polynomial-
time algorithms for exact reconstruction under sparsity as-
sumptions. Safran & Shamir (2018) demonstrated that spu-
rious local minima are common even in simple two-layer

ReLU networks, highlighting optimization challenges that
persist in modern applications. Recent work has adapted
these principles to mechanistic interpretability. SAEs (Cun-
ningham et al., 2023) apply dictionary learning to language
model activations. Various variants are further developed,
including transcoders (Dunefsky et al., 2024), crosscoders
(Gao et al., 2024), Matryoshka SAEs (Bussmann et al.,
2025), and hybrid approaches like Language-Grounded
Sparse Encoders (Tang et al., 2025a). These methods have
found applications beyond language models, including pro-
tein structure analysis (Simon & Zou, 2024; Gujral et al.,
2025), medical imaging (Abdulaal et al., 2024), model eval-
uation (Tang et al., 2025b), board game analysis (Karvonen
et al., 2024), and fMRI data analysis Mao et al. (2025).

6. Limitations and Future Works

While our theoretical framework provides valuable insights
into SDL methods, several limitations warrant discussion:

* Assumption Violations. Our analysis relies on the
Linear Representation Hypothesis and Superposition
Hypothesis (Assumptions 2.3 and 2.4), which may not
hold perfectly in real neural networks.

* Extreme Sparsity. Our theoretical results primarily
address the extreme sparsity regime (S — 1), and the
extent to which our conclusions generalize to moderate
sparsity levels remains an open question.

* Convergence Guarantees. Our analysis characterizes
the global and local minima of the SDL optimization
landscape but does not provide convergence guarantees
or sample complexity bounds in our theory.

Despite these limitations, we believe our framework estab-
lishes a rigorous foundation for understanding SDL methods
and opens avenues for various future works.

7. Conclusion

We propose the first unified theoretical framework for
Sparse Dictionary Learning in mechanistic interpretability,
and demonstrate how various SDL methods instantiate our
framework. Under the Linear Representation Hypothesis
and the Superposition Hypothesis, we established conditions
for provable recovery of interpretable features and character-
ized the optimization landscape, pointing out the connection
between spurious local minima and feature absorption, and
providing explanations to empirically observed phenomena
including dead neurons and feature resampling. We further
validated our theoretical results on controlled experiments.
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A. Proof of Theorem 4.1

Proof. We decompose the loss by the number of active features. Let m = ||x(s)||o denote the number of non-zero
components. Then:

Lo = Y PUIx(s)lo = m) - Ejgmm [1%r(s) = Wao (Wexy(s))]|] 1)

For m = 0 (no active features), both x,.(s) = 0 and the reconstruction is zero, contributing zero loss.

Form > 1,letZ = {i1,...,im} C [n] denote the indices of active features. Under the Linear Representation Hypothesis:
x-(s) = Wex(s) = th(s)wﬁf (22)

j=1
xp(s) = Wpx(s) = inj (s)wfj (23)

j=1

Substituting (W, W) from Equation (11):

Wix,(s) =W, lej wh = Zz} ()W, wy (24)
j=1
The k-th component is:
(Wirxp(s))k = Z zi, ( w w“> (25)
For k = iy € 7 (an active feature):
(Wexp(9))i, = i, (s) Q) + )iy (s) wyfwy?) = i, (5) + A, (26)
=1 J#t l|<e

where [A;,| < €}, @i, ()] < el[x(s)]1-
For k ¢ 7 (inactive feature):

(Wexp(8))e = D wi, (s) (wh, wiy) = Ay, 27)
=1 ———
I'I<e
where |Ag| < €||x(s)||1-
After ReLU activation o(-) = max(0, -):
o(Wexp(s))i, = max(0,zi,(s) + Ai,) = 2, (s) + O(elx(s) 1) (28)
and neurons k ¢ 7 may be weakly activated if Ay > 0.
The reconstruction is:
Wia(Wixy(s)) = Y o(Wixy(s))pwy (29)
k=1
= (@i, (s) + Olelx(s)ll))wy + > Olelx(s) ]l )wy (30)

o~
Il
—_
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The reconstruction error is:

I, (5) — Wio (W, x,(s))||” 31)
=D = (@i,(s) + O(ellx(s) = O(elx(s)[l)w (32)
=1 (=1 k¢T
O(me®||x(s)[[}) + O(ne|[x(s)|13) (33)
O(né*||x(s)|13) (34)

Taking expectation over all samples with m active features and summing:

LsoL (W, We Z P(|[x(s)llo = m) - O(nme’E[||x(s)|I3 | Ix(s)llo = m]) (35)

This simplifies to:
LspL(Wg, W7) = O(ne’E[||x(s)II3] - Ell|x(s)llo]) (36)

When features are sparse with E[||x(s)]|o] = O(1) and E[||x(s)||2] = O(1), we obtain:
LspL (Wi, W) = O(e?) (37)

B. Proof of Theorem 4.2

Proof. We prove both directions of the if-and-only-if statement.

Loss Decomposition under Extreme Sparsity. First, we establish how the loss decomposes when S — 1. Let W,. =
[wh,w?, ..., w}] and W), = [w},w?, ..., w}] denote the column representations of the reconstruction and projection
matrices.

Under extreme sparsity (S — 1), at most one component x4(s) is active for any given input. The expectation decomposes
over activation patterns:

LspL = Eq [|[W,x(s) — Wao (W.W,yx(s))|? (38)
= Z Pr([[x(s)[lo = m) - B[[[x,(s) = Wao (Wexp(s)[|* | [|%(s)[lo = m)] (39)
= Pr(IIX( Mo=10)-0 (40)
n Z Pr(x a(5)ea) - Eu() [xd(s)2 [t — Wao(Wowld)||* | 2a(s) > 0 41)
+ Z Pr([[x(s)llo = m) - E[[[x,(s) = Wao (Wexp ()| | %(s)]lo = m] (42)
= (1-8)- > My |wd — Wao(Wewd)||” +O((1 - 5)?) 43)
d=1

where M, = WE[%(S)Q | 24(s) > 0] = ©(1), and the O((1—5)?) term captures cases where [|x(s)|o > 2.

Necessity (=>). Suppose (W, W) achieves Lspr. = O((1 — S)?). From the decomposition above:

O((1 - 8)?) = 3 My|Juwf — Wao(Wewl)||” + O((1 - 5)2) (44)
d=1
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Since My = O((1 — S)), we can rewrite this as:

O((1-5)*) =0((1 -9 [wl - Wao(Wewl)||* + O((1 - 5)?) (45)
d=1

Dividing by (1 — S) and taking the limit as S — 1:

. 0(1-5)%) . ST NI
lim ——="= = lim c; |wd = Wao(Wewd)||” +O(1 — S) (46)

where C' > 0 is a constant. The left side vanishes, and the O(1 — S) term on the right also vanishes, so:

0=C ||wd — Wao(Wewt)|” 47)
d=1

Since C' > 0 and each term is non-negative, we must have:

[t — Wao(Wewh)|* =0 Vde{1,...,n} 48)
Therefore, w = Wao(Wewd) for all d.

Sufficiency (<=). Suppose (W, W.) satisfies wd = WdJ(Wewg) foralld € {1,...,n}.

For cases where ||x(s)||o = 1, there exists unique d € [n] such that x(s) = z4(s)eq. Under the Linear Representation
Hypothesis:

W,x(s) = z4(s)w? (49)
Wyx(s) = xd(s)wg (50)
The reconstruction is:

Wao (W W,px(s)) = Wao(Weza(s)wh) (51)
= de(l'd( ) ) (52)
= (s)Wda(W w ) (by positive homogeneity of ReLU) (53)
= z4(s)w?  (by assumption) (54)
= Wix(s) (35

Thus, all cases with ||x(s)|lo = 1 contribute zero loss:
3 My |wd — Wao(Wewd)||* =0 (56)

d=1

For cases where ||x(s)||o > 2, the bounded interference condition (Assumption 2.4) introduces reconstruction errors. By the
analysis in the proof of Theorem 4.1, when the per-feature constraint is satisfied, the multi-feature interference contributes:

O(E[[lx(s)]17 - Ix(s)llo | [Ix(s)llo > 2]) (57)

Under the sparsity assumption, Pr(||x(s)[lo > 2) = O((1 — S)?) and E[||x(s)||3 - [|x(s)|lo | [|x(s)]lo > 2] = O(1) for
fixed €. Therefore, the multi-feature contribution is:

O((1-9)%) (58)

Combining both terms:
LspL =0+ 0((1-5)*) =0((1 - 5)*) (59)
Therefore, the condition is sufficient for achieving Lspr. = O((1 — 5)?). O
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