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Abstract
Flat regions of the neural network loss landscape
have long been hypothesized to correlate with bet-
ter generalization properties. A closely related but
distinct problem is training models that are robust
to internal perturbations to their weights, which
may be an important need for future low-power
hardware platforms. In this paper, we explore
the usage of two methods, sharpness-aware mini-
mization (SAM) and random-weight perturbation
(RWP), to find minima robust to a variety of ran-
dom corruptions to weights. We consider the prob-
lem from two angles: generalization (how do we
reduce the noise-robust generalization gap) and
optimization (how do we maximize performance
from optimizers when subject to strong pertur-
bations). First, we establish, both theoretically
and empirically, that an over-regularized RWP
training objective is optimal for noise-robust gen-
eralization. For small-magnitude noise, we find
that SAM’s adversarial objective further improves
performance over any RWP configuration, but
performs poorly for large-magnitude noise. We
link the cause of this to a vanishing-gradient ef-
fect, caused by unevenness in the loss landscape,
affecting both SAM and RWP. Lastly, we demon-
strate that dynamically adjusting the perturbation
strength to match the evolution of the loss land-
scape improves optimizing for these perturbed
objectives.

1. Introduction
Optimizing deep neural network models in order to locate
flat minima in the loss landscape has long been a problem of
interest to researchers, driven by the theory that flat minima
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correlate with better generalization on unseen data (Nitish
Shirish Keskar & Tang, 2016; Dziugaite & Roy, 2017; Jiang
et al., 2019). From this line of thought have emerged several
modified methods for optimization that are explicitly de-
signed to locate flat minima. The most prominent of these,
sharpness-aware minimization (SAM), uses a one-step ad-
versarial (i.e. worst-case) perturbation along the direction
of the gradient to ensure low loss over a finite volume of the
loss landscape, and has been demonstrated to successfully
improve generalization in a wide array of settings (Foret
et al., 2021). A lesser-known alternative, known as random-
weight perturbation (RWP), has likewise been studied as a
potential mechanism for finding flat minima, but in contrast
to SAM, has failed to show consistent generalization benefit
(Bisla et al., 2022; Li et al., 2024a).

While flat minima are primarily studied to improve gener-
alization, they are also relevant to finding minima that are
robust to weight-space perturbations. Although high-fidelity
digital hardware has minimized this issue, the growing de-
mand for compute has driven interest in analog neural net-
work accelerators as energy-efficient alternatives to digital
processors (Sebastian et al., 2020). Of particular concern
to analog in-memory computing (AIMC) solutions are ir-
reducible analog hardware errors, which induce accuracy-
degrading effects. These errors arise from many sources,
such as circuit noise, process variations, and component
drift. This paper focuses particularly on errors that perturb
the physical conductances of memory devices, which man-
ifest numerically as random perturbations to the model’s
parameters. Previous analog computing literature has iden-
tified this problem and proposed solutions for specific hard-
ware configurations, relying on empirically-measured de-
vice error profiles to induce robustness for an exact de-
ployment scenario (Gokmen et al., 2019; Rasch et al., 2023).
However, these works all adopt the same assumption that the
optimal training objective should exactly match the intended
inference noise setting. We pose two natural questions in re-
sponse: first, will optimizing toward the expected test-time
noise distribution necessarily lead to the best-generalizing
minimum? Secondly, we question whether or not random
perturbations, in any form, are ideal for finding noise-robust
minima, or if a more deliberate perturbation (as in the case
of SAM) is in fact superior?
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We structure this paper as a study of the two key aspects un-
derlying noise robustness: generalization, which we define
as a model’s ability to perform well on unseen data when
exposed to weight noise, and optimization, specifically in
the context of SAM and RWP. To understand noise-robust
generalization, we derive a PAC-Bayes generalization bound
that predicts the existence of tighter generalization bounds
when training noise magnitude is larger than test noise
magnitude. Empirical experiments with RWP confirm that
over-regularizing the training objective consistently con-
verges to better generalizing minima, consistent with the
theoretical model. Extending our empirical studies to SAM,
we observe that for small-strength noise, SAM finds minima
with superior generalization to those of any RWP configu-
ration. However, during training, large perturbations create
a vanishing gradient effect, hindering the convergence of
SAM, and to a lesser degree, RWP. We find that this effect
can be mitigated through the use of dynamic perturbation
schedules, which allow for training perturbations to better
respect the evolving loss landscape.

In summary, our key contributions are as follows:

• We derive a novel generalization bound predicting that
over-regularized RWP converges to more noise-robust
minima, and empirically show this to be true.

• We show that SAM converges to more noise-robust
minima for small-strength noise, but suffers from a
vanishing gradient effect for larger perturbations.

• We demonstrate that gradually ramping perturbation
strength during training to match the evolution of the
training trajectory effectively mitigates the vanishing-
gradient effect, improving convergence of both meth-
ods.

• We validate our results using simulations of analog
hardware.

2. Related Work
2.1. Corruption-Robust Neural Networks

Many previous works have studied the robustness of neural
networks to input corruptions, either adversarial (Goodfel-
low et al., 2015; Mustafa et al., 2019; Yan et al., 2018) or
random (common corruptions) (Rusak et al., 2020; Fang
et al., 2023; Kar et al., 2022; Mintun et al., 2021; Guo et al.,
2023; Modas et al., 2022). However, few works have previ-
ously considered the setting of random noise corruptions to
model weights. In the realm of AIMC, several prior works
have examined the resiliency of neural network inference
accuracy to various sources of device noise (Yang et al.,
2022; Gokmen et al., 2019; Kariyappa et al., 2021; Rasch
et al., 2023; Xiao et al., 2022b). The most comprehensive of

these, Rasch et. al., applies regularization through injecting
hardware noise emulating the target deployment platform
during training. However, the methods these works pro-
pose are either application-specific or focus on hardware
mitigations, and neglect to develop a general framework for
understanding noise robustness.

2.2. Sharpness-Aware Minimization

SAM has recently emerged as a popular approach for find-
ing flat, well-generalizing minima in the training landscape
(Foret et al., 2021). In contrast to standard SGD-based op-
timization methods, SAM first perturbs the model using a
gradient ascent step, approximating a local maximization,
followed by a descent step from the perturbed point. Since
its inception, an array of modified variants aiming to im-
prove SAM’s generalization ability (Liu et al., 2022b; Li
et al., 2024b; Kwon et al., 2021; Kim et al., 2022) or train-
ing efficiency (Du et al., 2022; Jiang et al., 2023; Liu et al.,
2022a; Mi et al., 2022; Xie et al., 2024) have been proposed.

Several works have closely examined SAM’s properties to
better understand its empirically observed success. An-
driushchenko et. al. studies the convergence of SAM
through theoretically demonstrating the implicit biases of
SAM when applied to a diagonal linear network (An-
driushchenko & Flammarion, 2022). Wen et. al. more
precisely demonstrates the measure of sharpness that the
minibatch variation of SAM regularizes (Wen et al., 2023).
Khanh et. al. provide a more comprehensive analysis of the
convergence properties of SAM (Khanh et al., 2024). Baek
et. al. studies SAM’s ability to induce robustness to label
noise, demonstrating a positive effect from regularization of
the network Jacobian (Baek et al., 2024).

2.3. Random Weight Perturbation

Randomly perturbing weights during optimization has long
been known as a straightforward approach to regularizing
neural networks during training (An, 1996). Neelankantan
et. al. demonstrate that adding noise to gradients during
training improves generalization, achieving a similar effect
to residual connections in deep networks (Neelakantan et al.,
2015). Zhou et. al. empirically show that weight noise can
guide the optimization route out from spurious local minima
(Zhou et al., 2019). Bisla et. al. propose low-pass filtering
the loss function (practically implemented through sampling
weight noise from a Gaussian distribution) as a means to
smoothing the loss landscape and hence improve generaliza-
tion (Bisla et al., 2022). Li et. al. propose a modified form
of RWP which introduces filter-wise perturbations based
on the historical gradient (Li et al., 2024a). Möllenhoff et.
al. establish a theoretical connection between SAM and
RWP, in which SAM can be recovered through an optimal
relaxation of the randomly perturbed objective (Möllenhoff
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& Khan, 2023).

3. Preliminaries
Consider a training dataset S = {(xi,yi)}ni=1 drawn i.i.d
from a data distribution D. Let f(x,w) be a neural network
model with trainable parameters w ∈ Rk. Given some
loss function on individual samples l(f(xi,w),yi) ∈ R+,
we define the empirical loss on the training dataset to be
LS(w) = 1

n

∑n
i=1 l(f(xi,w),yi). Our goal is to train a

model f which minimizes the perturbed distribution loss
LD(w) = E(x,y)∼D,p∼Q[l(f(x,w + p),y)], where Q is a
known distribution of possible weight perturbations. Al-
though in principle Q can be arbitrary, for simplicity’s sake
we restrict Q to be a zero-mean isotropic Gaussian scaled
by the maximum magnitude element in a given weight filter
w, defined as N (0,maxj |wj |σ2

testI) with variance σ2
test.

We argue that the zero-mean Gaussian assumption faith-
fully captures the dynamics of analog weight errors. If the
analog error distribution has a non-zero mean, it can be
compensated for with a constant shift in the weights. Mean-
while, even if the error distribution is non-Gaussian, the
weighted sum of inputs computed in each layer is nonethe-
less Gaussian by the Central Limit Theorem. We directly
scale the noise variance by the weight magnitude to more
closely emulate inference on analog in-memory comput-
ing processors, in which digital weights are mapped to the
finite conductance range of memory devices. As a result,
the noise applied to the weights is fixed to a given fraction
of the weight magnitude, and cannot be mitigated through
simple rescaling.

SAM The modified SAM training loss can be expressed as
follows:

LSAM
S (w) = max

||ϵ||22≤ρ
LS(w + ϵ) (1)

where ρ is a scalar hyperparameter corresponding to the
radius of the l2 ball in which the maximization is performed.
In practice, the inner maximization within the SAM objec-
tive is not tractable, and instead approximated using a single
gradient ascent step of length ρ.

RWP The RWP training loss we adopt in this paper is
described by the following:

LRWP
S (w) = Eϵ∼N (0,maxj |wj |σ2

trainI)[LS(w + ϵ)] (2)

where σ2
train is the variance of the perturbation distribution,

left to our choosing. In our implementation, we sample
one ϵ per minibatch, noting that the expectation is taken
implicitly over the stochastic minibatches.

Sharpness Measures We define general sharpness as the
difference in loss value between the original point on the
optimization path and a given perturbed point. We use

two varieties of this measure: ascent-direction sharpness,
in which the perturbed point lies along the gradient, and
average-direction sharpness, in which the perturbed point
is sampled randomly. We also define gradient sharpness
to refer to the sharpness at the point of perturbation (where
the update gradient is computed) for SAM/RWP. In the
case of SAM, its gradient sharpness is equivalent to ascent-
direction sharpness, whereas for RWP it is equivalent to
average-direction sharpness. For the sake of practicality, we
use the approximate measure of m-sharpness, in which the
sharpness is calculated through averaging over minibatches
of size m.

Experimental Setting We perform our experiments using
the Cifar-100, Tiny-ImageNet and ImageNet-100 datasets
(Krizhevsky & Hinton, 2009; Deng et al., 2009; Le & Yang,
2015); Cifar-100 results are presented in the main body, with
additional results deferred to Appendix Sec. D, G, H. All
results in the main body are taken using a ResNet-18 back-
bone (He et al., 2015); additional experiments with more
backbones are included in Appendix Sec. F. For each exper-
imental result, we report two uncertainty measures: noise
uncertainty (first number in tables), the standard deviation
calculated across different samples of test-time noise, and
weight uncertainty (second number in tables), the standard
deviation calculated across different sets of model weights
trained using a varying random seed. We average our results
across 10 different weight-noise samples and 3 different
trained model weights.

4. Understanding Noise-Resilient
Generalization

In this section, we study noise robustness from the gen-
eralization perspective, aiming to understand why certain
minima generalize well to noise-robust solutions, while oth-
ers do not. We establish, both theoretically and empirically,
a set of properties to predict the generalization capabilities
of a minimum based on its training objective.

4.1. A Noisy Generalization Bound

To understand how minima generalize when subject to Gaus-
sian weight noise, we look to bound the model’s generaliza-
tion performance based on some measure of training sharp-
ness. To do so, we consider the problem from a PAC-Bayes
perspective (McAllester, 1999), and introduce the follow-
ing generalization bound leveraging the isotropic average-
direction loss:

Theorem 4.1. Assume ∆LD > 0. For any small σtrain,
σtest where σtrain > σtest, the following holds with proba-
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bility 1− δ:

Eϵ∼N (0,σ2
test)

[LD(w + ϵ)] ≤

Eϵ∼N (0,σ2
train)

[LS(w + ϵ)] + h

(
||w||2

σ2
train

)
(3)

where h : R+ → R+ is a monotonically increasing func-
tion.

For the full details of the proof, see Appendix Sec. A.
The key observation we take away from this result is that
the two terms determining the tightness of the bound are
anti-correlated with respect to σtrain: larger σtrain in-
creases the expected training loss, while decreasing the
h
(
||w||2/σ2

train

)
term. Therefore, choosing σtrain = σtest

does not guarantee the tightest bound; if

|Eϵ∼N (0,σ2
train)

[LS(w + ϵ)]− Eϵ∼N (0,σ2
test)

[LS(w + ϵ)]|

< |h
(
||w||2/σ2

train

)
− h

(
||w||2/σ2

test

)
|,

then a tighter bound is achieved with σtrain > σtest. Fur-
thermore, this directly calls into question the utility of mini-
mizing Eϵ∼N (0,σ2

test)
[LS(w + ϵ)]: if w∗ is the global mini-

mizer of Eϵ∼N (0,σ2
test)

[LS(w+ ϵ)], there can exist some w†

with tighter generalization bound on LD if w† better mini-
mizes Eϵ∼N (0,σ2

train)
[LS(w+ ϵ)]. This result carries strong

implications for designing the perturbed training objective,
which we show in the following section.

4.2. Over-regularized Noisy Training Objectives are
Optimal

We start our empirical investigation of generalization us-
ing RWP, given its training objective that naturally aligns
with the noise robustness objective. Our initial goal is to
answer the question: given the objective of minimizing
noisy test error with strength σtest, what is the ideal training
objective to minimize? Although the intuitive choice of
matching training and generalization objectives (i.e. select-
ing σtrain = σtest) has previously been accepted as ideal,
Theorem 4.1 provides evidence against this assertion. To
test this hypothesis, we evaluate models trained using dif-
fering values of σtrain on the validation dataset for selected
values of σtest, with our results shown in Tab. 1 for Cifar-
100. We remark on two key patterns in these results: first,
we see that under-regularization (i.e. σtrain < σtest) never
outperforms σtrain = σtest, consistent with our understand-
ing from Theorem 4.1 that asserts that the noisy test loss
cannot be bounded by a noisy training loss with smaller σ.
Second, we observe that for every σtest setting, the optimal
performance is achieved when training with σtrain > σtest,
with the improvement in accuracy from over-regularization
increasing as σtest increases. Again, this is consistent with
our theoretical prediction that an over-regularized training

(a)

(b)

Figure 1. Plot of noisy (a) training accuracy and (b) test accuracy
as a function of the applied σ for ResNet-18 trained on Tiny-
ImageNet with RWP of varying σtrain.

objective can converge to a better-generalizing minimum
than through simply matching noise strengths.

To isolate the effect of generalization from the effects of
different training objectives on the optimization routine, we
directly compare noisy test accuracy with noisy training
accuracy for a variety of σ values, using minima found with
differing σtrain on Tiny-ImageNet (shown in Fig. 1). First,
we observe that the minimum with lowest noisy training loss
for strength σ is generally found when the training objective
is matched to that σ; in other words, over-regularization (and
under-regularization) confer minimal benefit to optimizing
for a particular noise objective. Meanwhile, when examin-
ing the plots, we clearly see that Eϵ∼N (0,σ2)[LS(w + ϵ)] is
not a good predictor of Eϵ∼N (0,σ2)[LD(w + ϵ)]; most dra-
matically, σtrain = 0.08, while converging to the highest-
loss minima across all the σ settings, simultaneously is the
best-generalizing model for all test σ. These observations
provide clear evidence that our previous results arise specifi-
cally as a result of the generalization capabilities of different
minima, as opposed to improvements to optimization.

4.3. SAM Further Improves Small-noise Generalization

Unlike the case of RWP, producing a meaningful general-
ization bound using the ascent-direction sharpness measure
is not straightforward, and previous attempts are known to
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Table 1. Comparison of RWP-trained ResNet-18 on Cifar-100 with varying perturbation strength at both training and test time. Staircase
indicates boundary between σtrain ≤ σtest and σtrain > σtest.

σtest = 0.0 σtest = 0.02 σtest = 0.03 σtest = 0.05 σtest = 0.07
σtrain = 0.0 79.31± 0.04 77.24± 0.51± 0.23 71.95± 3.05± 1.06 56.21± 2.34± 1.38 47.09± 2.54± 3.64
σtrain = 0.02 78.86± 0.41 77.64± 0.25± 0.36 75.77± 0.43± 0.33 67.11± 1.61± 0.69 50.12± 2.59± 2.89
σtrain = 0.03 78.96± 0.28 77.57± 0.23± 0.26 75.82± 0.47± 0.30 67.97± 1.38± 0.58 52.57± 2.43± 0.99
σtrain = 0.05 78.69± 0.12 77.65± 0.26± 0.05 76.26± 0.47± 0.11 70.43± 1.26± 0.16 56.55± 3.29± 0.35
σtrain = 0.06 78.04± 0.39 77.15± 0.27± 0.26 75.97± 0.42± 0.20 71.04± 0.91± 0.15 59.27± 2.50± 0.20
σtrain = 0.07 77.17± 0.34 76.32± 0.21± 0.20 75.18± 0.37± 0.23 70.51± 1.04± 0.25 59.39± 2.64± 0.10
σtrain = 0.08 77.05± 0.32 76.24± 0.26± 0.17 75.15± 0.45± 0.18 70.96± 1.20± 0.45 61.36± 2.85± 0.90

Figure 2. Comparison between optimal RWP and SAM across a
variety of Cifar-100 noise settings.

be insufficient in explaining SAM’s generalization perfor-
mance (Andriushchenko & Flammarion, 2022). Nonethe-
less, understanding the extent to which optimizing for
SAM’s objective can find noise-robust minima is still a criti-
cal question. To explore this, we evaluate SAM training with
a variety of ρ values as shown in Tab. 2 for Cifar-100. The
first point we note is that SAM-trained models consistently
outperform those trained with SGD on the perturbed accu-
racy metric, confirming that optimizing the ascent-direction
objective does in fact confer benefits to noisy generalization.
Directly-comparing the best performing models between
SAM and RWP on Cifar-100 (see Fig. 2), we see that for
small σtest, SAM produces better-generalizing minima than
any of the corresponding RWP (or SGD) weights. As was
done for RWP, we again compare noisy training/test accu-
racy on Tiny-ImageNet to quantify the generalization gap,
shown in Tab. 10. For the case of σ = 0.02, we see that
although SAM produces the best-generalizing model, the
training minimum it converges to has a higher noisy training
loss than all but the σ = 0.08 RWP model. This demon-
strates that SAM is not better suited toward optimizing the
noisy training objective, but it in fact finds minima with
even stronger generalization than those found by RWP.

Although SAM is clearly optimal for small σtest, the gener-
alization benefit is much reduced for greater noise strength,
resulting in SAM underperforming RWP. Does this result
directly stem from inherent generalization capabilities? In
the case of RWP, we note that the best-generalizing value

of σtrain is positively correlated with σtest. Intuitively, the
same should hold true for SAM and ρ. However, a sur-
prising trend emerges when ramping test-time noise: the
optimal value of ρ is consistent across all of the test-time
noise settings. Notably, models trained on Cifar-100 with
ρ = 0.8, our most strongly perturbed SAM models, exhibit
no performance advantage over those trained with SGD
across any of the noise settings. We argue that this effect is
not intrinsically tied to the generalization capabilities of the
more-perturbed training objective, but instead the stability
of the optimization procedure itself, which we show in the
following section.

5. Optimization with Perturbed Training
In Sec. 4, we established a framework to understand the
generalization of minima found from optimizing differing
RWP/SAM training objectives. In this section, we examine
the optimization procedure itself, and empirically identify
key factors that determine its relative success.

5.1. Observing the Evolution of Noise Robustness
During Training

As we observe the training processes of the different opti-
mizers, we note that the perturbed test loss does not follow
the same trends of convergence as the unperturbed loss. To
illustrate this, we plot the test accuracy, both perturbed and
unperturbed, of a ResNet-18 trained with SGD on Cifar-100
in Fig. 3a. Whereas the noiseless test accuracy continu-
ally increases until convergence, the perturbed test accuracy
peaks at an earlier epoch, before gradually declining as the
optimization continues. Intuitively, this matches with the hy-
pothesis that in early training iterations, the loss landscape
is naturally flat, and as such the perturbed test accuracy
improves over the early epochs. However, without proper
regularization, training will naturally begin to overfit as a
sharper minimum is approached.

Next, we compare this same convergence dynamic for both
SAM and RWP, varying perturbation strengths ρ and σ,
respectively. We visualize this comparison in Fig. 3b and
Fig. 3c. In the models trained with SAM, we notice a
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Table 2. Comparison of SAM-trained ResNet-18 on Cifar-100 with varying perturbation strength at both training and test time.

σtest = 0.0 σtest = 0.02 σtest = 0.03 σtest = 0.05 σtest = 0.07
ρ = 0.0 79.31± 0.04 77.24± 0.51± 0.23 71.95± 3.05± 1.06 56.21± 2.34± 1.38 47.09± 2.54± 3.64
ρ = 0.2 81.15± 0.21 78.71± 0.33± 0.15 75.27± 1.89± 1.71 64.36± 1.94± 0.70 53.61± 2.61± 0.68
ρ = 0.3 80.27± 0.19 79.12± 0.23± 0.28 76.82± 1.13± 1.09 66.51± 2.57± 1.27 52.93± 3.51± 1.46
ρ = 0.5 78.34± 0.05 77.31± 0.25± 0.23 74.41± 2.00± 0.97 63.27± 2.57± 1.81 47.16± 4.19± 2.35
ρ = 0.8 72.34± 0.37 71.04± 0.30± 0.46 66.98± 1.67± 2.44 50.85± 3.26± 3.82 19.02± 3.39± 2.54

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 3. (a) ResNet-18 test accuracy on Cifar-100 as a function of training epoch when both perturbations (σtest = 0.05) and no
perturbations are applied. Training is conducted using SGD. (b) Comparison of perturbed test accuracy evolution for SAM with various ρ
values. (c) Comparison of perturbed test accuracy evolution for RWP with various σtrain values.

similar dynamic to those trained with SGD: when trained for
a sufficiently long schedule, the models undergo the same
phenomenon of reaching a peak perturbed test accuracy,
after which overfitting ensues. However, as ρ is increased,
two trends emerge: the epoch at which the peak perturbed
accuracy is achieved at is pushed further back (i.e. the model
can be trained closer to convergence before the peak is
reached), and the perturbed accuracy at the peak is increased
relative to that of SGD. After ρ exceeds a critical value, these
trends reverse: overfitting once again initiates at an earlier
training epoch, and the peak accuracy is now reduced.

Meanwhile, the training dynamics observed in models
trained with RWP stand in contrast to those trained with
SAM and SGD. We consider two regimes: small σtrain, and
large σtrain. In the former case, the optimization follows
the same trend as in SGD and SAM: perturbed test accuracy
peaks before convergence, after which further training leads
to a decline in noise-resilience. However, in the latter case,
the perturbed test accuracy does not peak, instead gradu-
ally increasing until the model converges. Even when the
model is trained for a greater number of iterations beyond
convergence, the perturbed test accuracy simply plateaus,
and the model never enters an overfit regime. This stands
in particular contrast to SAM, which cannot prevent the
convergence of the model to an overfit solution, regardless
of the selected perturbation radius.

5.2. Drawback of Large Perturbations:
Flatness-Induced Vanishing Gradient

From the results in Sec. 4.3, we have identified that, par-
ticularly in the case of SAM, large perturbations lead to
convergence issues. First, we quantify this effect: we plot
the l2-norm of the update gradient ||∇L||2 (i.e. the gradi-
ent at the perturbed point) as a function of training epoch
(averaged over minibatches) for both techniques, shown in
Fig. 4a for Cifar-100. For fair comparison, we select multi-
ple values for σ and ρ, capturing the range of perturbation
strengths evaluated in Tab. 1 and Tab. 2, respectively. In
early epochs, we see the norm of the gradient increase as
the training path enters into a steep valley within the loss
landscape. Later, as training begins to converge to a local
minimum, the gradient norm decreases again. Relative to
SGD, all of the perturbative training methods reduce the
gradient norm across the entire optimization path. However,
we notice a stark contrast: the SAM-trained models produce
gradient norms that are significantly smaller in magnitude
than those of the RWP training. These small gradients result
in a markedly degraded optimization, in which training fails
to progress meaningfully beyond the initialized state.

Next, we develop an understanding of why SAM gradients
experience this drastic attenuation. To do so, we visualize
the gradient sharpness during training to understand the loss
topography at the perturbed point, shown in Fig. 4b. From
this, we see that the sharpness encountered by the small
SAM perturbations is much larger in magnitude than that
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encountered by the large RWP perturbations, a trend that
holds true at every point within the loss landscape. From
this, we draw a logical conclusion: sharper perturbations
more-rapidly guide the optimization toward flatter regions
of the loss landscape, which are simultaneously regions with
smaller gradients. We visualize this comparison between
SAM and RWP landscapes directly in Fig. 4c. This estab-
lishes a trade-off between finding flat vs. deep regions of the
loss landscape; in the extreme case (e.g. SAM with large ρ),
the training trajectory quickly enters a flat, small-gradient
region of the landscape, causing training to stagnate before
finding a sufficiently low-loss minimum. We dub this effect
the flatness-induced vanishing gradient.

5.3. Adjusting Perturbations to the Evolving Loss
Landscape

Based on our results in Sec. 5.2, we posit that the vanish-
ing gradient effect is most detrimental in the early training
epochs. We base this on two justifications: first, Fig. 4a
shows that the gradient magnitude is consistently the small-
est in the early training epochs. Second, on account of the
decaying learning rate, the largest weight updates occur in
the earliest training epochs- hence, these early iterations
play a disproportionately large role in the optimization tra-
jectory, ultimately altering convergence in the later epochs.
Thus, we hypothesize that the strength of perturbation tol-
erable to optimization should increase as training proceeds,
suggesting that the optimal perturbation strength selected
at the initial stage of training should not remain constant.
Based on this insight, we explore the use of modified pertur-
bation schedules for SAM and RWP, engineered to match
the evolution of the dynamic loss landscape.

From our observations, we know that perturbation magni-
tude should continually increase throughout training, al-
though the exact manner is not clear. As such, we explore
two functional classes of perturbation schedules, linear and
quadratic, each initialized at strength 0 and increasing to
a terminal value over the course of a warm-up cycle. The
terminal perturbation strength and warm-up cycle length are
treated as hyperparameters that we optimize. We include a
detailed description of the quadratic schedule for RWP in
Algorithm 1.

We perform our initial experiments on Cifar-100 using both
schedule variations and compare across a variety of noise
settings, shown in Tab. 3. From these results, we see that
across all of the test-time noise settings, the ramped per-
turbation schedules outperform the constant-perturbations
baselines of both SAM and RWP. Between the two schedule
variations, the quadratic ramp schedule performs best across
most of the scenarios. We also observe that the accuracy
gain achieved by applying the dynamic perturbation sched-
ule increases as σtest (and hence σtrain or ρ) is increased.

Algorithm 1 RWP with Quadratic Noise Warm-up

Require: Learning rate η, max noise σ2
max, warmup itera-

tions T ∗, total iterations T
1: Initialize w1

2: for t = 1, . . . , T do
3: σ2

t ← σ2
max

(min(t,T∗)
T∗

)2
4: Sample ϵt ∼ N

(
0, maxj |wt,j |σ2

t I
)

5: wt+1 ← wt − η∇L
(
wt + ϵt

)
6: end for

This aligns with our understanding thus far: for larger σtest,
optimal generalization is achieved with even larger perturba-
tions, but is also further inhibited by the vanishing gradient
effect. With a dynamic schedule, larger perturbations are
better tolerated, producing the most benefit in the large σtest

scenario.

From our hyperparameter sweep (Tab. 11, 12), we find
that the optimal max perturbations are increased relative to
the optimal for constant perturbation experiments. Notably,
SAM’s optimal ρ increases significantly from 0.3 to 1.0,
aligning better with the dynamic loss landscape and sup-
porting our hypothesis of an increasing critical perturbation
length. This demonstrates that greater over-regularization
is achievable when introduced at the appropriate training
stage, and opens a path toward perturbative training which
is engineered around the evolution of the loss landscape.

To directly capture the effect ramping perturbation strength
has on optimization specifically, we again calculate the noisy
training accuracy at convergence for SAM-trained models
on Tiny-ImageNet, both with and without the perturbation
schedules, shown in Tab. 4. We see that across all of the
noise levels, introducing dynamic perturbations allows train-
ing to converge to minima with lower noisy training loss
than that of training with constant perturbation strength.
This confirms that dynamic perturbations directly improve
optimization, independent of any possible improvement to
the generalization capabilites of these minima.

6. Validation through Analog Hardware
Simulation

To demonstrate that our findings are relevant to our prac-
tical motivation, we perform simulations of model infer-
ence on analog hardware accelerators. To perform these
experiments, we execute neural network inference using
CrossSim (Feinberg et al.), an open-source accuracy simula-
tor for AIMC-based matrix multiplication operations. We
select two well-known memory devices for our inference
modeling: RRAM (resistive random-access memory) (Milo
et al., 2021) and SONOS flash (silicon-oxide- nitride-oxide-
silicon) (Xiao et al., 2022a). The random programming

7
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 4. (a) Plot of the update gradient norm ||∇L||2 as a function of training epoch for a ResNet-18 trained on Cifar-100 using SGD,
SAM, and RWP. (b) Plot of the gradient sharpness (corresponding to ascent-direction for SAM or average-direction for RWP) of both
SAM and RWP as a function of training loss. (c) Schematic visualization of loss surfaces for large-ρ SAM’s (top) and large-σ RWP’s
(bottom) training trajectories.

Table 3. Comparison of our three proposed perturbation schedules for SAM/RWP on ResNet-18 trained on Cifar-100. The maximum
perturbation strength/schedule length are determined through using a grid search.

σtest = 0.02 σtest = 0.03 σtest = 0.05 σtest = 0.07
Constant-σ RWP 77.65± 0.26± 0.05 76.26± 0.47± 0.11 71.04± 0.91± 0.15 61.36± 2.85± 0.90
Linear-σ RWP 77.95± 0.26± 0.17 76.61± 0.44± 0.13 71.85± 0.90± 1.23 62.24± 3.52± 1.39

Quadratic-σ RWP 78.26± 0.20± 0.13 77.00± 0.30± 0.17 72.43± 0.82± 0.21 65.27± 2.05± 0.64
Constant-ρ SAM 79.12± 0.23± 0.28 76.82± 1.13± 1.09 66.51± 2.57± 1.27 53.61± 2.61± 0.68
Linear-ρ SAM 79.40± 0.21± 0.19 77.61± 0.51± 0.42 67.27± 1.18± 1.10 58.37± 2.42± 0.75

Quadratic-ρ SAM 79.49± 0.34± 0.14 77.13± 1.52± 0.56 68.11± 1.10± 0.29 60.24± 1.98± 0.83

Table 4. Comparison of noisy training accuracies (with various
σ) on Tiny-ImagNet for SAM ρ = 0.4 with and without ramping
perturbations.

σ Constant-ρ SAM Quadratic-ρ SAM
0.02 89.96± 3.51± 4.21 93.27± 0.41± 0.88
0.03 69.41± 10.29± 18.37 82.21± 9.08± 4.67
0.04 36.21± 14.40± 20.03 60.04± 2.30± 1.83
0.05 12.82± 10.65± 8.20 51.64± 4.04± 3.26

error of these devices exhibit a more complex dependence
on weight value than the additive, state-independent errors
used in our perturbation experiments. Whereas the error of
SONOS empirically follows a small-σ distribution, RRAM
produces significantly larger magnitude errors; to quantify
this, we calculate the RMSE between the totality of the
perturbed/unperturbed model weights, which we find to be
23.936±0.004 for RRAM, and 2.371±0.0005 for SONOS.
We compare these results in Tab. 5. From the table, we see
that the general trends observed previously hold true: both
SAM and RWP improve noise robustness relative to stan-
dard SGD on the simulated hardware. On the small-noise
SONOS hardware, SAM outperforms RWP, while on the
large-noise RRAM, RWP outperforms SAM. In both cases,
a further performance improvement is achieved through the
adoption of a quadratic perturbation schedule.

Table 5. Comparison of Cifar-100 test accuracy using SGD, SAM
and RWP-trained ResNet-18 models when performing simulated
inference on analog accelerators.

RRAM SONOS
SGD 65.61± 2.68± 0.51 79.31± 0.03± 0.02

SAM ρ = 0.2 66.25± 2.18± 2.70 80.15± 0.03± 0.24
SAM ρ = 0.3 68.07± 1.39± 1.96 80.28± 0.02± 0.20
SAM ρ = 0.4 68.42± 1.25± 0.89 80.07± 0.03± 0.22

SAM + Quadratic Schedule 66.16± 1.52± 2.58 80.84± 0.03± 0.09
RWP σ = 0.03 71.52± 2.10± 3.14 78.95± 0.02± 0.28
RWP σ = 0.05 73.96± 0.90± 0.38 78.69± 0.02± 0.12
RWP σ = 0.07 72.46± 1.10± 0.84 77.19± 0.02± 0.34

RWP + Quadratic Schedule 74.33± 0.88± 0.12 78.89± 0.03± 0.17

7. Conclusion
In this paper, we conducted a comprehensive study to un-
derstand weight-noise robustness from the perspectives of
both generalization and optimization. We proposed a novel
generalization bound hypothesizing that over-regularized
RWP produces better-generalizing minima, and empirically
confirm this to be true. We found that SAM can find noise-
robust solutions, but is hampered by a vanishing gradient
effect when perturbation strength is large. We then demon-
strated that through the use of a dynamic perturbation sched-
ule, this effect can be mitigated, improving noise robustness
of both SAM and RWP. Lastly, we demonstrate these tech-
niques on simulations of analog hardware, illustrating the

8
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practical implications of our results. We hope that this ex-
tensive investigation of training neural networks robust to
weight noise spurs future research of this under-explored
problem.
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A. Proof of Theorem 4.1
First, we prove the following between relation between Eϵ∼N (0,σ2

test)
[LD(w + ϵ)] and Eϵ∼N (0,σ2

train)
[LD(w + ϵ)]:

Lemma A.1. Assume σtrain, σtest small and ∆LD > 0. Then if σtrain > σtest, we have that

Eϵ∼N (0,σ2
test)

[LD(w + ϵ)] < Eϵ∼N (0,σ2
train)

[LD(w + ϵ)]

We remark that the assumption of ∆LD > 0 is expected to hold at convergence: even if optimization converges to a saddle
point (as is the case generally), we expect a majority of Hessian eigenvalues to be positive (i.e. increasing in more directions
than decreasing).

Proof. Noting that the σ are small, we use a second-order Taylor expansion to express LD(w + ϵ):

LD(w + ϵ) ≈ LD(w) +∇L(w)ϵ+
1

2
ϵT∇2L(w)ϵ

Taking the expectation of both sides w.r.t ϵ, we have:

Eϵ∼N (0,σ2)[LD(w + ϵ)] = LD(w) +((((((((((
Eϵ∼N (0,σ2)[∇LD(w)ϵ] + Eϵ∼N (0,σ2)

[
1

2
ϵT∇2LD(w)ϵ

]
= LD(w) + Eϵ∼N (0,σ2)

[
1

2
Tr(ϵT∇2LD(w)ϵ)

]
= LD(w) + Eϵ∼N (0,σ2)

[
1

2
Tr(ϵϵT∇2LD(w))

]
= LD(w) +

1

2
σ2Tr(∇2LD(w))

= LD(w) +
1

2
σ2∆LD(w)

Because ∆LD > 0, Eϵ∼N (0,σ2)[LD(w + ϵ)] strictly increases as σ increases, hence proving the lemma.

Theorem A.2. Assume ∆LD > 0. For any small σtrain, σtest where σtrain > σtest, the following holds with probability
1− δ:

Eϵ∼N (0,σ2
test)

[LD(w + ϵ)] ≤

Eϵ∼N (0,σ2
train)

[LS(w + ϵ)] +

√√√√ 1
4k log

(
1 + ||w||2

kσ2
train

)
+ 1

4 + log n
δ + 2 log(6n+ 3k)

n− 1
(4)

where n = |S| and k is the number of model parameters.

Proof. We begin with a perturbed version of the PAC Bayes generalization bound, as derived in (Foret et al., 2021; Chatterji
et al., 2020):

Eϵ∼N (0,σ2)[LD(w + ϵ)] ≤

Eϵ∼N (0,σ2)[LS(w + ϵ)] +

√√√√ 1
4k log

(
1 + ||w||2

kσ2

)
+ 1

4 + log n
δ + 2 log(6n+ 3k)

n− 1
(5)

From Lemma A.1, we know that

Eϵ∼N (0,σ2
1)
[LD(w + ϵ)] < Eϵ∼N (0,σ2

2)
[LD(w + ϵ)]

if σ2 > σ1, meaning that any upper bound of Eϵ∼N (0,σ2
2)
[LD(w + ϵ)] must likewise upper bound Eϵ∼N (0,σ2

1)
[LD(w + ϵ)].

Thus, by replacing the bound on Eϵ∼N (0,σ2
test)

[LD(w + ϵ)] with that of σtrain, we arrive at Eq. 4.
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 5. Plot of noisy test accuracy as a function of σtest for RWP trained with (a) σtrain = 0.01, (b) σtrain = 0.02, and (c)
σtrain = 0.03.

B. Implementation Details
All Cifar-100/Tiny-ImageNet models are trained for 200 epochs using SGD as the base optimizer with batch size 128. We
use an initial learning rate of 0.05 with a cosine learning rate schedule. We use a weight decay of 5 ∗ 10−4 and momentum
of 0.9. We apply the standard data augmentations of random cropping, flipping, and normalization. In addition, we train
using label smoothing of 0.1. For the ImageNet-100 models, we train for 100 epochs using an initial learning rate of 1
and weight decay of 1 ∗ 10−4. In all experiments, early stopping is applied to select the training epoch which achieves the
highest perturbed test accuracy.

C. Visualizing Test Error vs Noise Strength
Our proof of Theorem A.2 relies on the assumption that test error strictly increases as σtest is increased. Although we expect
this to hold true in the case that σtrain, σtest are small, it is not immediately clear that our experimental settings satisfy this
condition. To empirically confirm the validity of this assumption, we plot the test error as a function of σtest for several
models trained with RWP in Fig. 5. From these results, we see that test error consistently increases over the range of σtest

values we evaluate.

D. Detailing the Dynamics of Perturbed Training
D.1. Understanding SAM’s Overfitting

To empirically investigate the evolution of SAM’s noise robustness during training, we plot the cosine similarity between
the original loss gradient ∇L(w) and the perturbed gradient ∇L(w + ϵ) for both SAM and RWP, shown in Fig. 6. From
this, we see that for RWP, the cosine similarity between the gradients gradually diverges as training progresses and the
optimization path enters a deeper loss valley with more rapidly-changing gradients. As such, the gradients are, on average,
nearly orthogonal by the end of training. On the other hand, in the SAM-trained models, the cosine similarity drops sharply
after the early training iterations, but thereafter roughly plateaus for the rest of the training schedule. As a result, even as the
training converges to a sharper minimum, the SAM gradient still contains a significant component along the direction of the
original gradient. Hence, further training will continue to push the model toward a minimum more characteristic of the one
found by SGD, although at an attenuated rate. For the strongly perturbed SAM using ρ = 1, the gradients do diverge at later
training epochs; however the strong perturbations in early iterations prevent the optimization from progressing meaningfully,
as will be shown in the following section.

D.2. Charting SAM/RWP Performance

As a corollary to our understanding of noisy generalization, we also attempt to capture the shape of the test loss minimum
through visualizing the depth (accuracy in unperturbed setting) vs. width (accuracy loss when perturbations are applied) of
the minimum. To do so, we plot σtest = 0.02 & σtest = 0.07 test accuracy vs. unperturbed test accuracy for a variety of
SGD, SAM and RWP models trained using varying σtrain & ρ in Fig. 7. For σtest = 0.02, we observe that SAM and RWP
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(a) (b)

Figure 6. Plot of cosine similarity between perturbed/unperturbed gradients for various (a) SAM and (b) RWP configurations on a
ResNet-18 as a function of training epoch.

follow a similar linear trend, but with the best SAM minima capable of achieving both lower perturbed and unperturbed
accuracy. This implies that SAM’s improvement to noisy generalization largely arises from the same mechanism that
improves SAM’s noiseless generalization, as these lower-loss minima simultaneously exhibit lower perturbed loss. In the
case of σtest = 0.07, we again observe a roughly linear trend with respect to SAM minima, with the solution exhibiting
the highest perturbed accuracy likewise achieving the highest unperturbed accuracy. This consistent trend confirms that
SAM cannot effectively increase noisy generalization at the cost of the noiseless generalization (i.e. trading a deep &
narrow minimum for a shallow & wide one). On the other hand, we see that in the case of RWP, both deep-but-sharp and
flat-but-shallow (the right and left regions respectively) perform non-ideally, with a modest region in the middle representing
the optimal trade-off.

D.3. Visualizing the Loss Landscape

To visually analyze the loss minima found through perturbative training, we produce plots visualizing the Cifar-100 loss
landscape (both training and test) of several different minima (using the method proposed in (Li et al., 2018)), shown in
Fig. 8. In the top row of the figure, (e.g. Figs. 8a, 8b, 8c), we visualize models trained with RWP with increasing σtrain.
As expected, the model trained using the larger value of σtrain produces a visually much flatter minimum, confirming the
straightforward correlation we expect. This same pattern holds true for the test landscape minima of RWP, plotted in Figs. 8g,
8h, 8i. Comparing SAM’s training minima amongst each other, we see that ρ = 0.3 appears the flattest, in agreement with
our quantitative results. However, comparing the SAM minima against RWP minima breaks the straightforward correlation
between training/test loss flatness. For example, the RWP σtrain = 0.05 training minimum (Fig. 8b) is flatter than all of the
SAM minima (Fig. 8d,8e,8f); however the test landscape minima for SAM ρ = 0.2 and ρ = 0.3 (Fig. 8j, 8k) are both flatter
than the corresponding test minimum for RWP (Fig. 8h). This agrees with our previous results which show that training loss
flatness does not correlate with strong noisy generalization, hence the existence of flat training minima which generalize
worse than correspondingly sharper training minima.

D.4. Quantifying Attenuated Training

To confirm the effect of the flatness-induced vanishing gradient during training, we plot the total distance traveled in the
parameter space as training on Cifar-100 unfolds

∑N
t=1 ||wt+1 −wt|| (where t corresponds to epoch number), shown in Fig.

9. Compared to SGD, we see that all of the perturbed training trajectories display both a smaller gradient norm and smaller
distance traveled. For the case of SAM, we see a dramatically smaller distance traveled as compared to the RWP models,
demonstrating that the diminished gradient magnitude indeed attenuates training.
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(a) (b)

Figure 7. (a) Scatter plot of unperturbed test accuracy vs (a) σtest = 0.02 and (b) σtest = 0.07 perturbed test accuracy for varying
perturbation sizes of SAM, RWP and SGD.

D.5. Comparing Training and Test Sharpness During Training

As an additional perspective from which to evaluate noisy generalization, we also directly track the evolution of sharpness
during optimization. In Fig. 10 and Fig. 11, we plot average-direction training sharpness as a function of training loss,
average direction test sharpness as a function of test loss, and test sharpness as a function of training sharpness (σ = 0.02 and
σ = 0.07, respectively) for several SAM and RWP training trajectories. From the figures, we highlight a few observations:
first, we note that a mininum’s test sharpness is almost always greater than its training sharpness, made especially clear
in Fig. 10c and Fig. 11c. Second, we observe that, particularly toward the later training epochs, the evolution of training
and test sharpness are in fact anti-correlated (i.e. test sharpness increases as training sharpness decreases). Lastly, we see
strong evidence against the direct correlation of training and test sharpness (and by extension generalization). For example,
we see in the plot of training sharpness in Fig. 11a that SAM exhibits virtually the same degree of flatness as SGD over
its entire trajectory. However, when plotting the test sharpness of the same trajectories, we see that in the earlier epochs
SAM traverses a test loss basin that is significantly less sharp than that of SGD; it is within this basin that SAM (with early
stopping) finds weights with improved noise-resilience.

E. Does Noise Distribution Matter?
In all of our previous analysis, we have made the assumption of matching RWP’s training noise distribution class with
that of our test noise distribution Q, in this case a normal distribution. This naturally raises two questions: first, does over-
regularization’s generalization benefit hold only for this specific perturbation pattern, or can is it true more generally? Second,
is RWP’s advantage over SAM partially attributed to knowledge of the shape of the test distribution, an advantage that SAM
does not benefit from? To address these questions, we perform experiments in which we define Q ∼ Laplace(0, bmaxi |wi|),
and compare the performance of SAM, RWP with a Gaussian perturbation distribution, and RWP with the same Laplace
distribution. We present these results in Tab. 6. Comparing SAM’s performance with that of Gaussian RWP, we observe that
the same general trends still hold: in the small noise regime, SAM is optimal, whereas in the large noise regime, RWP is
optimal. Directly comparing Gaussian RWP with Laplace RWP, we see that the performance of Laplace RWP is marginally
better than that of the Gaussian version, indicating that prior knowledge of the test distribution only modestly impacts
training. Lastly, we see that over-regularized RWP is in fact optimal across all the noise settings, further evidence that the
benefit of over-regularization holds more generally.
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Figure 8. 2D visualization along filter-normalized directions of the (unperturbed) Cifar-100 loss landscape of minima found using RWP
σtrain = 0.02, σtrain = 0.05, σtrain = 0.07 ((a)-(c) for training landscape visualization, (g)-(i) for test landscape visualization), and
SAM ρ = 0.2, ρ = 0.3, ρ = 0.5 ((d)-(f) for training landscape visualization, (j)-(l) for test landscape visualization).
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Figure 9. (a) Plot of the ResNet-18 update gradient norm ||∇L||2 as a function of training epoch for SGD, SAM, and RWP on Cifar-100.
(b)Plot of the total distance traversed during training,

∑N
i=1 ||wt+1 − wt||

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 10. (a) Plot of ResNet-18 Cifar-100 average-direction sharpness for σ = 0.02. as a function of training loss. (b) Plot of
average-direction sharpness as a function of test loss for σ = 0.02. (c) Plot of test sharpness as a function of training for σ = 0.02.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 11. (a) Plot of average-direction sharpness for σ = 0.07 for a ResNet-18 training on Cifar-100. (b) Plot of average-direction
sharpness as a function of test loss for σ = 0.07. (c) Plot of test sharpness as a function of training sharpness.
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Table 6. Comparison on Cifar-100 of SGD, SAM and RWP-trained ResNet-18 when test-time noise follows a Laplace distribution
Laplace(0, bmaxi |wi|).

b = 0.01 b = 0.02 b = 0.03 b = 0.04
SGD 78.49± 0.18± 0.07 73.42± 2.59± 0.39 59.66± 1.74± 1.22 54.08± 2.05± 1.54

SAM ρ = 0.2 79.52± 0.15± 0.14 77.05± 0.38± 0.16 67.85± 2.76± 0.55 61.11± 1.63± 1.40
SAM ρ = 0.3 79.75± 0.14± 0.23 77.66± 0.78± 0.59 69.47± 1.60± 0.97 62.25± 2.40± 0.82
SAM ρ = 0.5 77.95± 0.16± 0.08 75.41± 2.02± 0.78 66.72± 1.58± 0.43 58.35± 5.19± 2.01

RWP σ = 0.03 78.30± 0.15± 0.25 76.32± 0.42± 0.27 72.05± 1.07± 0.41 63.18± 2.71± 1.18
RWP σ = 0.05 78.28± 0.14± 0.08 76.66± 0.35± 0.05 73.53± 0.72± 0.14 67.40± 1.66± 0.34
RWP σ = 0.07 76.82± 0.14± 0.17 75.56± 0.34± 0.13 72.95± 0.66± 0.23 68.00± 1.53± 0.64
RWP b = 0.01 78.45± 0.21± 0.11 75.83± 0.60± 0.35 70.13± 1.44± 1.08 57.69± 3.06± 2.72
RWP b = 0.02 78.67± 0.15± 0.24 76.67± 0.40± 0.21 72.51± 0.81± 0.26 64.34± 1.81± 0.44
RWP b = 0.03 78.42± 0.15± 0.06 76.79± 0.36± 0.10 73.31± 0.88± 0.10 66.52± 2.06± 0.17
RWP b = 0.04 77.79± 0.15± 0.29 76.38± 0.30± 0.36 73.60± 0.61± 0.52 68.27± 1.34± 0.87

(a) (b)

Figure 12. Plots of (a) gradient norm and (b) gradient sharpness for ResNet-50 during Cifar-100 training.

F. Experiments on Differing Backbone Models
F.1. Evaluating Generality of SAM/RWP Performance

To confirm that our observations of SAM/RWP hold true generally, we perform similar experiments as in Sec. 4.2 on a
variety of ResNets and WRNs, shown in Tab. 7 and Tab. 8. For a fair comparison, we replace the bottleneck block in the
ResNet-50 with the same basic block architecture used in the shallower ResNets. As is the case with ResNet-18, we find that
for σtest = 0.02, SAM-trained models achieve higher accuracy, whereas for σtest = 0.07, RWP-trained models dominate.
We additionally recreate Fig. 4 for training with a ResNet-50, demonstrating the same vanishing gradient effect observed in
the ResNet-18.

F.2. Dynamic Perturbation Schedules

To verify the generality of our dynamic perturbation schedules, we also perform experiments using different backbone
models, specifically ResNet-50, WRN-16-10, and PyramidNet-50 (Han et al., 2017) shown in Tab. 9. Here, we note a
contrast between the WRN and the ResNet-50/PyramidNet-50: while the perturbation schedule enhances noise robustness
for both network architectures, the improvement is markedly larger for the latter two networks. We conclude that ResNet-50
and PyramidNet-50 naturally exhibit a sharper loss landscape that is a significant factor in the degraded performance of
SAM/RWP; as a result, the ramped perturbations improve performance by a large amount. Meanwhile, the naturally smooth
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Table 7. Comparison of RWP and SAM for ResNets of varying depths. The best-performing optimizer for a given architecture is bolded,
whereas the best-performing architecture for a given optimizer is underlined.

σtest = 0.02 σtest = 0.07
SAM RWP SAM RWP

ResNet-9 74.14± 0.94± 1.67 72.70± 0.31± 0.07 39.58± 5.03± 0.97 51.10± 3.14± 1.70
ResNet-18 79.12± 0.23± 0.28 77.65± 0.26± 0.05 53.61± 2.61± 0.68 61.36± 2.85± 0.90
ResNet-34 80.82± 0.24± 0.18 79.19± 0.21± 0.19 55.38± 3.23± 1.67 64.67± 2.54± 0.54
ResNet-50 81.29± 0.17± 0.17 79.81± 0.19± 0.17 54.22± 3.39± 2.85 64.87± 2.28± 1.23

Table 8. Comparison of RWP and SAM for ResNets of varying widths. The best-performing optimizer for a given architecture is bolded,
whereas the best-performing architecture for a given optimizer is underlined.

σtest = 0.02 σtest = 0.07
SAM RWP SAM RWP

ResNet-18 79.12± 0.23± 0.28 77.65± 0.26± 0.05 53.61± 2.61± 0.68 61.36± 2.85± 0.90
WRN-16-5 80.75± 0.31± 0.11 79.36± 0.27± 0.06 51.92± 4.79± 0.69 59.11± 3.48± 0.18

WRN-16-10 83.13± 0.23± 0.32 81.08± 0.21± 0.28 60.11± 3.04± 2.31 66.23± 2.26± 0.75
WRN-16-15 83.53± 0.18± 0.09 81.24± 0.21± 0.08 59.55± 3.78± 2.38 64.63± 3.96± 0.83

loss landscape of the WRN leads to a fairly stable training process, even without the perturbation schedules. As a result, the
improvement from applying the schedule is much more modest, in-line with performance gains in the small-noise setting
applied to the narrower networks.

G. Tiny-Imagenet and ImageNet-100 Experiments
As further evidence for the generality of our results, we perform experiments on both the intermediate-scale Tiny-ImageNet
dataset and the large-scale ImageNet-100 dataset. First, we explore optimization effects, plotting the gradient norm and
gradient sharpness evolution during training on both Tiny-ImageNet and ImageNet-100, shown in Fig. 13 and Fig. 14,
respectively. As in the case of Cifar-100, we see the same evidence for the flatness-induced vanishing gradient, which
manifests in a more pronounced way for SAM training. Next, we perform experiments to understand generalization effects,
evaluating the noisy generalization of SGD, SAM and RWP across a variety of noise settings on Tiny-ImageNet, shown in
Tab. 10. In doing so, we remark on several trends: first, we consistently see that an over-regularized RWP training objective
improves generalization, as σtrain = 0.08 is the best-performing RWP model across all the noise settings. Second, we again
see that SAM generalizes well in the low-noise case, but cannot scale to increasing perturbation strengths. Examining the
effects of applying dynamic perturbation schedules, we see that both SAM and RWP’s performance are broadly improved-
notably, we see that ramping perturbations allows both optimizers to converge to lower-loss training minima, confirming the
optimization benefit this confers.

Table 9. Comparison of perturbed test accuracy when perturbation schedules are applied during training for differing backbone
architectures.

σtest = 0.07
Schedule SAM RWP

ResNet-50 Constant 54.22± 3.39± 2.85 64.87± 2.28± 1.23
ResNet-50 Quadratic 59.18± 3.23± 2.69 69.35± 1.29± 0.35

WRN-16-10 Constant 60.11± 3.04± 2.31 66.23± 2.26± 0.75
WRN-16-10 Quadratic 61.60± 3.19± 0.49 67.19± 2.28± 0.90

PyramidNet-50 Constant 47.40± 3.49± 1.25 58.89± 3.23± 2.71
PyramidNet-50 Quadratic 52.95± 3.48± 2.69 63.88± 1.73± 1.22
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(a) (b)

Figure 13. Plots of (a) gradient norm and (b) gradient sharpness for ResNet-18 during Tiny-Imagenet training.

(a) (b)

Figure 14. Plots of (a) gradient norm and (b) gradient sharpness for ResNet-18 during ImageNet-100 training.
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Table 10. Comparison of training and test accuracies on Tiny-ImagNet for various RWP and SAM models.

Setting σ = 0.02 σ = 0.03
Train Acc. Test Acc. Train Acc. Test Acc.

σtrain = 0.02 99.85± 0.03± 0.02 63.27± 0.29± 0.15 98.72± 0.39± 0.14 59.70± 0.52± 0.19
σtrain = 0.03 99.80± 0.04± 0.01 63.52± 0.34± 0.28 98.61± 0.41± 0.30 60.14± 0.68± 0.42
σtrain = 0.04 99.71± 0.05± 0.02 63.28± 0.37± 0.22 98.78± 0.45± 0.16 60.53± 0.71± 0.18
σtrain = 0.05 99.21± 0.07± 0.09 63.46± 0.32± 0.57 97.74± 0.46± 0.30 60.54± 0.62± 0.43
σtrain = 0.06 96.56± 0.18± 0.32 64.09± 0.36± 0.13 94.23± 0.65± 0.52 61.42± 0.63± 0.16
σtrain = 0.08 82.11± 0.43± 1.76 64.17± 0.44± 0.46 79.59± 0.84± 1.96 62.19± 0.70± 0.58

σtrain = 0.08 ramp 88.88± 0.41± 0.55 65.73± 0.40± 0.18 86.72± 0.79± 0.57 63.82± 0.68± 0.13
ρ = 0.4 89.96± 3.51± 4.21 64.89± 2.55± 3.27 69.41± 10.29± 18.37 50.63± 7.31± 12.01
ρ = 0.5 81.18± 4.28± 6.01 63.38± 2.98± 4.33 56.03± 11.42± 23.02 44.95± 8.19± 16.80

ρ = 0.4 ramp 93.27± 0.40± 0.88 67.01± 1.00± 0.49 82.21± 9.08± 4.67 58.21± 5.84± 3.10
ρ = 0.5 ramp 87.94± 0.68± 0.34 67.22± 0.59± 0.39 77.40± 5.26± 5.93 58.88± 3.62± 4.39

σ = 0.04 σ = 0.05
Train Acc. Test Acc. Train Acc. Test Acc.

σtrain = 0.02 91.94± 1.90± 0.24 53.54± 1.21± 0.31 72.87± 4.70± 0.96 43.65± 2.32± 0.65
σtrain = 0.03 92.05± 1.95± 1.50 54.44± 1.24± 0.76 74.45± 4.65± 3.58 45.28± 2.31± 1.45
σtrain = 0.04 94.40± 1.85± 0.50 55.95± 1.42± 0.27 82.04± 4.37± 1.11 48.82± 2.41± 0.54
σtrain = 0.05 92.15± 1.75± 1.14 55.81± 1.23± 0.24 78.81± 4.08± 2.63 48.54± 2.18± 0.70
σtrain = 0.06 88.41± 1.92± 1.10 57.20± 1.08± 0.37 76.95± 3.77± 2.05 50.68± 1.90± 0.82
σtrain = 0.08 75.28± 1.59± 2.29 59.01± 1.16± 0.79 68.47± 2.83± 2.79 54.26± 1.95± 1.24

σtrain = 0.08 ramp 82.71± 1.46± 0.65 60.78± 1.13± 0.21 75.90± 2.60± 0.79 56.25± 1.75± 0.15
ρ = 0.4 36.21± 14.40± 20.03 28.22± 10.12± 14.47 12.82± 10.65± 8.20 11.17± 8.38± 6.89
ρ = 0.5 41.69± 4.44± 14.84 39.41± 4.17± 12.95 30.95± 2.67± 20.43 29.60± 2.47± 19.11

ρ = 0.4 ramp 60.04± 2.30± 1.83 51.70± 1.84± 1.28 51.64± 4.04± 3.26 45.48± 1.82± 0.93
ρ = 0.5 ramp 59.63± 2.07± 0.79 52.24± 1.57± 0.49 52.62± 3.20± 0.95 46.77± 2.49± 0.57
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Table 11. Comparison of ResNet-18 models on σtest = 0.07 trained using SAM on Cifar-100 for varying perturbation strength ρ when a
quadratic ramp schedule is applied.

iter = 15000 iter = 20000 iter = 25000
ρmax = 0.8 57.64± 3.01± 1.80 59.71± 1.93± 1.66 58.35± 3.81± 0.74
ρmax = 1.0 57.54± 2.34± 0.52 60.24± 1.98± 0.83 59.13± 2.40± 0.68
ρmax = 1.2 57.07± 1.92± 0.33 58.83± 1.78± 1.14 56.97± 1.92± 1.87

Table 12. Comparison of ResNet-18 models on σtest = 0.07 trained using RWP on Cifar-100 for varying perturbation strength σtrain

when a quadratic ramp schedule is applied.

iter = 35000 iter = 45000 iter = 55000
σmax = 0.08 61.74± 3.08± 0.52 63.32± 2.25± 0.74 62.55± 2.71± 1.61
σmax = 0.1 63.03± 2.41± 0.93 65.57± 2.05± 0.64 64.93± 1.96± 1.00
σmax = 0.12 59.37± 2.16± 1.89 62.50± 1.87± 0.96 63.41± 2.25± 1.78

H. Dynamic Schedule Details
H.1. Equations Describing Perturbation Schedules

The exact equations governing the evolution of the perturbation strenght for a quadratic and linear schedule, respectively, are
shown below:

σ2
t,quad = σ2

max

(min(t,T∗)
T∗

)2
(6)

σ2
t,linear = σ2

max

(min(t,T∗)
T∗

)
(7)

where T ∗ is the total iterations in the warmup period, and σmax is the maximal achieved value of the perturbation strength.

H.2. Finding the Optimal Perturbation Schedule

To determine the optimal schedule hyperparameters (namely the maximal perturbation strength and number of warm-up
iterations), we perform a grid search, shown in Tab. 12 and Tab. 11 for RWP and SAM, respectively. For both SAM and
RWP, we find that the optimal perturbation strength is increased relative to the non-perturbed optimization. Additionally, we
find that in the case of SAM, an aggressive ramping schedule is preferred, reaching terminal perturbation strength within the
first 25% of training iterations. This is consistent with the fact that SAM’s optimal noise-robustness is achieved long before
model convergence, and thereby requiring an accelerated schedule. In the case of RWP, optimal noise-robustness is always
achieved at convergence- hence, the optimal ramp length is much longer (around 55% of total training iterations).

H.3. Visualizing Ramped Perturbation Sharpness

To understand the effect perturbation schedules have on sharpness evolution during training, we plot both gradient sharpness
and average-direction sharpness of the quadratic schedule SAM and RWP, comparing against the constant-perturbation
versions (Fig. 15). Here, we observe a coherent trend: in the early stages of training, the use of the ramp schedules reduces
gradient sharpness significantly, after which the growing perturbations cause the gradient sharpness to surge. In the case
of average-direction sharpness, shown in Fig. 15b, we see that while training using the schedules increases the training
loss at convergence, sharpness is reduced compared to the constant perturbation baselines. This is especially noticeable in
the case of SAM: we recall from Fig. 11a that increasing constant-perturbation ρ from 0.2 to 0.5 has no effect on reducing
average-direction sharpness. However, when using the quadratic perturbation schedule, a drastic reduction in sharpness can
now be achieved through large perturbations.

H.4. Alternative View of Landscape Broadening

To provide another view of how the dynamic perturbation schedule affects the training dynamics, we plot the perturbed
training loss as a function of epoch comparing the quadratically-ramped/constant schedules with equivalent terminal
perturbation strengths for both RWP and SAM, shown in Fig. 16. In these plots, we observe that for the dynamic
perturbation schedules, even after the initial warm-up period (meaning the size of the perturbation has reached the terminal
value), the perturbed training loss is lower than that of the constant schedule. This difference is particularly stark for SAM:
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(a) (b)

Figure 15. Plots of (a) gradient sharpness and (b) ascent-direction sharpness as a function of Cifar-100 training loss for a ResNet-18
trained using quadratic schedule SAM and RWP.

at the final epoch of the ramp, there is 0̃.75 difference in perturbed loss between the two trajectories. This clearly illustrates
the contrast in evolution of the two trajectories, as the dynamic schedules guide the optimization towards a flatter basin than
would otherwise be encountered.
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(a) (b)

Figure 16. Comparison of the perturbed loss L(wp) for ramped/constant schedules of (a) SAM and (b) RWP on Cifar-100. The perturbed
loss is calculated at a constant perturbation distance (equal to the maximum perturbation), including for the dynamic schedules. Dotted
black line denotes epoch at which ramped perturbation strength reaches strength equal to constant perturbation.
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