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Abstract

We consider the problem of optimization of deep learning models with smooth activation
functions. While there exist influential results on the problem from the “near initialization”
perspective, we shed considerable new light on the problem. In particular, we make two key
technical contributions for such models with L layers, m width, and 02 initialization variance.
First, for suitable oZ, we establish a O(%\/%L)) upper bound on the spectral norm of the Hessian
of such models, considerably sharpening prior results. Second, we introduce a new analysis of
optimization based on Restricted Strong Convexity (RSC) which holds as long as the squared
norm of the average gradient of predictors is Q(%\/%L)) for the square loss. We also present
results for more general losses. The RSC based analysis does not need the “near initialization"
perspective and guarantees geometric convergence for gradient descent (GD). To the best of our
knowledge, ours is the first result on establishing geometric convergence of GD based on RSC
for deep learning models, thus becoming an alternative sufficient condition for convergence
that does not depend on the widely-used Neural Tangent Kernel (NTK). We share preliminary

experimental results supporting our theoretical advances.
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1 Introduction

Recent years have seen advances in understanding convergence of gradient descent (GD) and
variants for deep learning models (Du et al, 2019; Allen-Zhu et al, 2019; Zou and Gu, 2019; Zou
et al., 2020; Liu et al.,[2021; Ji and Telgarsky, 2019; Oymak and Soltanolkotabi, 2020; Nguyen, 2021).
Despite the fact that such optimization problems are non-convex, a series of recent results have
shown that GD has geometric convergence and finds near global solution “near initialization” for
wide networks. Such analysis is typically done based on the Neural Tangent Kernel (NTK) (Jacot
et al., 2018), in particular by showing that the NTK is positive definite “near initialization,” in turn



implying the optimization problem satisfies a condition closely related to the Polyak-Lojasiewicz
(PL) condition, which in turn implies geometric convergence to the global minima (Liu et al., 2021;
Nguyen, 2021). Such results have been generalized to more flexible forms of “lazy learning" where
similar guarantees hold (Chizat et al.,2019). However, there are concerns regarding whether such
“near initialization” or “lazy learning” truly explains the optimization behavior in realistic deep
learning models (Geiger et al.,|[2020; Yang and Hu, 2020; Fort et al., 2020; Chizat et al., 2019).

Our work focuses on optimization of deep models with smooth activation functions, which have
become increasingly popular in recent years (Du et al.|[2019; |Liu et al., 2021} Huang and Yau, 2020).
Much of the theoretical convergence analysis of GD has focused on ReLU networks (Allen-Zhu et al.,
2019; Nguyen, 2021). Some progress has also been made for deep models with smooth activations,
but existing results are based on a variant of the NTK analysis, and the requirements on the width
of such models are high (Du et al.,[2019; Liu et al., 2021). Based on such background and context,
the motivating question behind our work is: Are there are other (meaningful) sufficient conditions
beyond NTK which lead to (geometric) convergence of GD for deep learning optimization?

Based on such motivation, we make two technical contributions in this paper which shed light
on optimization of deep learning models with smooth activations and with L layers, m width,
poly(L)

and o initialization variance. First, for suitable o3, we establish a O(®=-=2) upper bound on the
spectral norm of the Hessian of such models (Sectiond). The bound holds over a large layerwise
spectral norm (instead of Frobenius norm) ball ByF°(6) around the random initialization 6, where
the radius p < /m, arguably much bigger than what real world deep models need. Our analysis
builds on and sharpens recent prior work on the topic (Liu et al., 2020). While our analysis holds for
Gaussian random initialization of weights with any variance o3, the poly(L) dependence happens

when o3 < 4-5-%-(1)% (we handle the % scaling explicitly).

Second, based on the our Hessian spectral norm bound, we introduce a new approach to
the analysis of optimization of deep models with smooth activations based on the concept of
Restricted Strong Convexity (RSC) (Section 5) (Wainwright, [2019; [Negahban et al., 2012} Negahban
and Wainwright, 2012; Banerjee et al., [2014; Chen and Banerjee, 2015). While RSC has been a
core theme in high-dimensional statistics especially for linear models and convex losses (Wain{
wright, 2019), to the best of our knowledge, RSC has not been considered in the context of
non-convex optimization of overparameterized deep models. For a normalized loss function
L£(0) =23 0(yi, 9i), G = f(0;2;) with data points {x;,y;}7_;, when ¢ corresponds to the square
loss we show that the total loss function satisfies RSC on a suitable restrcited set Q!, C R? at step ¢
as long as H% S Vaof(0rx;) H; = Q(ﬁ) We also present similar results for general losses for
which additional assumptions are needed. We show that the RSC property implies a Restricted
Polyak-Lojasiewicz (RPL) condition on @, in turn implying a geometric one-step decrease of
the loss towards the minimum in @, and subsequently implying geometric decrease of the loss
towards the minimum in the large (layerwise spectral norm) ball BE}Z‘?C(HO). The geometric conver-
gence due to RSC is a novel approach in the context of deep learning optimization which does not
depend on properties of the NTK. The RSC condition provides an alternative sufficient condition
for geometric convergence for deep learning optimization to the widely-used NTK condition.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We briefly present related work in Section
and discuss the problem setup in Section {3l We establish the Hessian spectral norm bound in
Section fand introduce the RSC based optimization analysis in Section[5] We experimental results
corresponding to the RSC condition in Section [fland conclude in Section[7] All technical proofs are



in the Appendix.

2 Related Work

The literature on gradient descent and variants for deep learning is increasingly large, and we refer
the readers to the following surveys for an overview of the field (Fan et al., |2021; Bartlett et al.,
2021). Among the theoretical works, we consider (Du et al, 2019; Allen-Zhu et al., 2019; Zou and
Gu, 2019; Zou et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2021) as the the closest to our work in terms of their study
of convergence on multi-layer neural networks. For a literature review on shallow and/or linear
networks, we refer to the recent survey (Fang et al., 2021). Due to the rapidly growing related work,
we only refer to the most related or recent work for most parts.

Du et al[(2019); Zou and Gu| (2019); /Allen-Zhu et al |(2019); Liu et al.| (2021) considered optimiza-
tion of square loss, which we also consider for our main results, and we also present extensions to
more general class of loss functions. Zou and Gu|(2019);/Zou et al|(2020);|Allen-Zhu et al.| (2019);
Nguyen and Mondelli (2020); Nguyen| (2021); Nguyen et al. (2021) analyzed deep ReLU networks.
Instead, we consider smooth activation functions, similar to (Du et al., 2019} Liu et al., 2021). The
convergence analysis of the gradient descent in (Du et al 2019; |Allen-Zhu et al., 2019; Zou and
Gu, 2019; Zou et al} 2020; |Liu et al., 2021) relied on the near constancy of NTK for wide neural
networks (Jacot et al., 2018; Lee et al., 2019; |Arora et al.,2019; Liu et al., 2020), which yield certain
desirable properties for their training using gradient descent based methods. One such property is
related to the PL condition (Karimi et al.,|2016; [Nguyen, 2021), formulated as PL* condition in (Liu
et al., 2021). Our work uses a different optimization analysis based on RSC (Wainwright, 2019;
Negahban et al||[2012; Negahban and Wainwright, [2012) related to a restricted version of the PL
condition. Furthermore, [Du et al.| (2019); |Allen-Zhu et al.[ (2019); [Zou and Gul (2019); |[Zou et al.
(2020) showed convergence in value to a global minimizer of the total loss, as we also do.

3 Problem Setup: Deep Learning with Smooth Activations

Consider a training set D = {x;,y;}I" 1, %x; € X C R?, y; € Y C R. We will denote by X € R™*4 the
matrix whose ith row is X;-r. For a suitable loss function ¢, the goal is to minimize the empirical
loss: £(0) = L3°0  0(y;,9:) = 2320 | U(yi, £(0;%;)), where the prediction §; := f(6;x;) is from
a deep model, and the parameter vector § € RP. In our setting f is a feed-forward multi-layer
(fully-connected) neural network with depth L and widths m;, 1 € [L] := {1,..., L} given by

a9 (x) =z,

(1)

where W) ¢ R™*™-1 | ¢ [L] are layer-wise weight matrices, v € R™ is the last layer vector, ¢(-)
is the smooth (pointwise) activation function, and the total set of parameters

0 := (vec W T, vec(WINT vT)T g REw— mami—1+mr )



with mgy = d. For simplicity, we will assume that the width of all the layers is the same, i.e., m; = m
I € [L]. For simplicity, we consider deep models with only one output, i.e., f(#;x) € R as in (Du
et al., 2019), but our results can be extended to multi-dimension outputs as in (Zou and Gu, 2019),
using V € R¥*™L for k outputs at the last layer.

Define the pointwise loss ¢; := ¢(y;,-) : R — Ry and denote its first- and second-derivative

as l, = %&;gi) and ¢/ := % The particular case of square loss is £(y;, 9;) = (y; — 9:)%. We

denote the gradient and Hessian of f(:;x;) : R» — Ras V;f := 8f(9 xi) ,and V2f = %.
The neural tangent kernel (NTK) Ky (-;0) € R™ ™ corresponding to parameter ¢ is defined as
Kok (x4,%550) = (Vi f, V;f). By chain rule, the gradient and Hessian of the empirical loss w.r.t. §
are given by 85(0) =1 =y UiV f and 8802 = %Z:‘L:I [f;-’vifvifT + £V2f]. We make the
following assumptlon regardmg the activation function ¢:

Assumption 1 (Activation function). The activation ¢ is 1-Lipschitz, i.e., |¢'| < 1, and 4-smooth, i.e.,

9] < By

Remark 3.1. Our analysis holds for any ¢y-Lipchitz smooth activations, with a dependence on ¢,
on most key results. The main (qualitative) conclusions stay true if ¢, < 1+ o(1) or ¢, = poly(L),
which is typically satisfied for commonly used smooth activations and moderate values of L. []

We define two types of balls over parameters that will be used throughout our analysis.

Definition 3.1 (Norm balls). Given 6 € R? of the form @) with parameters w1 e [L], ¥ and with
|| - |l2 denoting spectral norm for matrices and Lo-norm for vectors, we define

ec/A . ¢ _
B <9> {9 € R as m WO - <peelllv=slo<p}, @
By (6) :={0 cRPasin @) | |60 —6ll2 < p} . (4)
Spec

Remark 3.2. The layerwise spectral norm ball B,,,” plays a key role in our analysis. The last layer
radius of p; gives more flexibility, and we will usually assume p; < p; e.g., we could choose the
desirable operating regime of p < /m and p; = O(1). Our analysis in fact goes through for any
choice of p, p1 and the detailed results will indicate specific dependencies on both p and p;. O

4 Spectral Norm of the Hessian

We start with the following assumption regarding the random initialization of the weights.

Assumption 2 (Initialization weights). The initialization weights wéizj, vo; ~ N(0,03) for | € [L]

B o . ; . -
where oy = W, o1 > 0, and v is a random unit vector with ||vo||, = 1.

vm
We focus on bounding the spectral norm of the Hessian || V2 f(6; x)||2 for 6 € BSF;f;C(eo) and any

input x € R? with ||x||5 = d. The assumption ||x||3 = d is for convenient scaling, such assumptions
are common in the literature (Allen-Zhu et al.,|2019; Oymak and Soltanolkotabi, 2020; Nguyen et al.,
2021). Prior work (Liu et al., 2020) has considered a similar analysis for 6 € BE“C(HO), effectively the
layerwise Frobenius norm ball, which is much smaller than BE};?C(GO), the layerwise spectral norm
ball. We choose a unit value for the last layer’s weight norm for convenience, since our results hold

under appropriate scaling for any other constant in O(1). All missing proofs are in Appendix [A]

4



Theorem 4.1 (Hessian Spectral Norm Bound). Under Assumptions |1, and 2| for 6 € B5P(6y),

p1 = O(poly(L)), with probability at least (1 — AL+Y 1)), we have
V2 f(0;x; < . s 5

with cyy = O(poly(L)(1 + v2E)) where v := oy + ﬁ.

Remark 4.1 (Desirable operating regimes). The constant v needs careful scrutiny as ¢y depends
on v2L. For any choice of the spectral norm radius p < v/m, we can choose o1 < 1 — \/L ensuring

v < 1 and hence cy = O(poly(L)). If p = O(1), we can keep 01 = 1 so thaty = 1+ (3}1), and

cu = O(poly(L)) as long as L < y/m, which is common. Both of these give good choices for ¢; and
desirable operating regime for the result. If we choose o1 > 1, an undesirable operating regime,
then ¢y = O(c®P)), ¢ > 1, and we will need m = Q(cP1) for the result to be of interest. O

Remark 4.2 (Recent Related Work). In recent work, [Liu et al.[(2020) analyzed the Hessian spectral
norm bound and showed that ci; = O(p3") for 6 € B3"(fp). Our analysis builds on and sharpens
the result in (Liu et al., 2020) in three respects: (a) we have cy = O(poly(L)(1 + +v2F)) where we
can choose o1 to make v < 1 and thus obtain c;; = O(poly(L)), instead of the worse ¢z = O(p*F)
in|Liu et al. ZOZOﬂ (b) even for the same p, our results hold for a much larger spectral norm ball
BSI;?C(HO) compared to their Euclidean norm ball BEUC<60) in (Liu et al., 2020); and (c) to avoid an
exponential term, the bound in (Liu et al., 2020) needs p < 1 whereas our result can use radius
p < /m for all intermediate layer matrices and p; = O(1) for the last layer vector. Moreover, as
a consequence of (b) and (c), our results hold for a larger (spectral norm) ball whose radius can
increase with m, unlike the results in Liu et al.| (2020) which hold for a smaller (Euclidean) ball with
constant radius, i.e., “near initialization." O

Remark 4.3 (Exact constant cf). For completeness, we show the exact expression of the constant CH
in Theorem 4.1{so the dependencies on different factors is clear. Let h(l) := ~*~1 + |(0)| S2/21 1.
Then,

e =LA + LA+ 1) - (T4 p1) - b - m?}]ch L gn?L}](h(l) (6)
€
where
B
o = o {80 n(t) (024 h) 1) thn | @
The source of the terms will be discussed shortly. Note the dependence on p;, the radius for the last
layer in B5P2(6p), and why p; = O(poly(L)) is a desirable operating regime. O

Next, we give a high level outline of the proof of Theorem

Proof sketch. Our analysis follows the structure developed in |Liu et al|(2020), but is considerably

!See the end of Appendix@for a quick note about the network architecture in our work and the one in (Liu et al.,
2020).



sharper as discussed in Remark We start by defining the following quantities:

o of of m
Quo(f) := 11;1&}2{‘ O] Oo} » Fam ERT (8)
0 . dal) a ._ w® 9oV Rmxm? )
o(f) := lrgagXL @ 2 , w = vec( ) ow® € 5
92a1) Ha ) 2all2)
Q221(f) == 135123239 m owl) Oall2—1) Hw(l2) ’
2,2,1 2 2,2,1
(l1) (l2) 2(13)
Oa oo 0°«a (10)
ow(l1) ow(l2) Halls—1)2
9 2 2,2,1

where for an order-3 tensor 7' € R% *92%d3 we define the (2,2, 1)—norm as

ds | di d2
sup Z ZZTU’“%ZJ ,xeRU zeR% . (11)
IIXI|2 lzll2=1 327 [i=1 j=1

The following result in (Liu et al., [2020) provides an upper bound to the spectral norm of the
Hessian.

Theorem 4.2 (Liu et al| (2020), Theorem 3.1). Under Assumptions [1, assuming there is & such that

H aio‘l(l)l < 6, with Oy < L36%F + L26Y + L and Cy < L6*, we have
1
2 .
[Vaf(6;%)||, < C1Q221(f)Qoo(f) + ﬁCng(f) : (12)

In order to prove Theorem we prove that Theorem 4.2/ holds with high-probability where
d =7, Qf) = O(1), Q221 = O(1), and Qo (f) = O( , while also showing constants in

the order notation have a benign O(poly(L)(1 + v?!)) dependence on L and v, rather than an
exponential dependence on the radius p as in (Liu et al., 2020). O

The analysis for bounding the spectral norm of the Hessian can be used to established additional
bounds, which we believe are of independent interest, some of which will be used later in Section
First, we bound the norms of gradient of the predictor and the loss w.r.t. the weight vector 6 and
the input data x.

Lemma 4.1 (Predictor gradient bounds). Under Assumptions |1, and @ for 6 € Byb(6y), with proba-
bility at least (1 - %) we have

L

IVof(0;x)l2 <o and  [[Vxf(8;x)]2 < %(1 + 1), (13)

with 0* = (M(L+1)2+ 5 (14 p1)? T (h(1)2ED, 5 = o1+ 2o, A1) =71 +16(0) iz 7'

Remark 4.4. Our analysis in Lemma4.I|provides a bound on the Lipschitz constant of the predictor,
a quantity which has generated interest in recent work on robust training (Salman et al., 2019;
Cohen et al., 2020; Bubeck and Sellke, [2021).



Under the assumption of square losses, further bounds can be obtained.
Lemma 4.2 (Loss bounds). Consider the square loss. Under Assumptions and fory =01+ \/%, each
of the following inequalities hold with probability at least <1 — M): L(00) < co5y and L(8) < ¢y, -

for 0 € BpBi(0o), where cap = 2377,y + 2(1 + a)?|g(b)[? and g(a) = a® + |$(0)| S, o for any
a,belR.

Corollary 4.1 (Loss gradient bound). Consider the square loss. Under Assumptions [1, and 2} for
0 € BoPe(6y), with probability at least (1 — %) we have ||VoL(0)]]2 < 2v/L(0)0 < 2,/¢5; 50, with
o as in Lemmad.d|and c,, - as in Lemma

5 Optimization Guarantees with Restricted Strong Convexity

We focus on minimizing the empirical loss £(6) over 6 € Byb:(6y), the layerwise spectral norm ball
in (). Our analysis is based on Restricted Strong Convexity (RSC) (Negahban et al.,2012; Banerjee
et al., 2014; Chen and Banerjee, 2015; Wainwright, 2019), which relaxes the definition of strong
convexity by only needing strong convexity in certain directions or over a subset of the ambient
space. We introduce the following specific definition of RSC with respect to a tuple (.5, ).

Definition 5.1 (Restricted Strong Convexity (RSC)). A function L is said to satisfy c-restricted strong
convexity (a-RSC) with respect to the tuple (S, 0) if for any ' € S C RP and some fixed 0 € RP, we have
L(O)>LO)+ (0 —0,VeL(0)) + S0 — 0]|3, with a > 0.

Note that £ being a-RSC w.r.t. (S, ) does not need L to be convex on RP. Let us assume we
have a sequence of iterates {0; }+>0. Our RSC analysis will rely on the following Q’ -sets at step ¢,
which avoid directions almost orthogonal to the average gradient of the predictor.

Definition 5.2 (Q!. sets). For iterate 0, € RP, let g = = 37 | Vo f(6;%;). For any r € (0, 1], define
QL :={0 € R? | |cos(0 — 04,8)| > Kk}
We define the set B, := Q% N B52(65) N BE(6;). We focus on establishing RSC w.r.t. the tuple

(By,0;), where B3P (6) becomes the feasible set for the optimization and BP<(6;) is an Euclidean
ball around the current iterate. We state the RSC result for square loss; the result for other losses
and proofs of all technical results in this section are in Appendix[B|

Assumption 3 (Loss function). The loss ¢; is (i) strongly convex, i.e., £ > a > 0 and (ii) smooth, i.e.,
0 <b.

Assumption [3| is satisfied by commonly used loss functions such as square loss — where
a = b = 2 — and cross-entropy.

Theorem 5.1 (RSC for Square Loss). For square loss, under Assumptions and [3| with probability at
least (1 — 2LH) g € QN BYP(60) N BE(6,),

« . _ C2
LO') = LO) + 0 =0 VoL () + 516 = 0l3, with ar=ecillglz- 2. a9



where g; = %Z?:l Vof(0i;%;), c1 = ar? and co = 2cy(agps + | [Cp1 ), With cpr 1s as in Theorem
o as in Lemma 4.1} and c,,  as in Lemma Consequently, L satisfies RSC w.r.t. (QL. N Byb(6y) N
BE(0y), 0;) whenever oy > 0.

Remark 5.1. The RSC condition a; > 0 is satisfied at iteration ¢ as long as ||g:||3 > 01% where
c1, ¢ are exactly specified in Theorem Indeed, if v (and so o1 and p) is chosen according
to the desirable operating regimes (see Remark [£.1), p1 = O(poly(L)) and p2 = O(poly(L)),
then we can use the bounds from Lemma and obtain that the RSC condition is satisfied
when ||g3 > O(LZL(L)). The condition is arguably mild, does not need the NTK condition
Amin (Kntk(+;6¢)) > 0, and is expected to hold till convergence (see Remark . Moreover, it is
a local condition at step ¢ and has no dependence on being "near initialization" in the sense of

6, € BE™(6y), p = O(1) as in (Liu et al., 2020, 2021). 0

For the convergence analysis, we also need to establish a smoothness property of the total loss.

Theorem 5.2 (Local Smoothness for Square Loss). Under Assumptions and 3| with probability
at least (1 — 211y g ¢/ € BSPee(g,),

L) < L) + (0~ 0.V9L(0) + SN0 013, with 3= be*+ R, (15)

with cy as in Theorem o as in Lemma and c,,  as in Lemma Consequently, L is locally
B-smooth. Moreover, if v (and so o and p) is chosen according to the desirable operating regimes (see

Remark[d.1) and p; = O(poly(L)), then 3 = O(poly(L)).

Remark 5.2. Similar to the case of the standard strong convexity and smoothness, the RSC and
smoothness parameters respectively in Theorems 5.1|and |5.2|satisfy a; < /3. To see this note that
ar < ar?||ge]|3 < bo? < B, where the second inequality follows since a < b,k < 1, and ||g:]|3 < ¢?
using Lemma O

Next, we show that the RSC condition w.r.t. the tuple (B, 6;) implies a restricted Polyak-
Lojasiewicz (RPL) condition w.r.t. the tuple (B, 6;), unlike standard PL which holds without
restrictions (Karimi et al., 2016).

Lemma 5.1 (RSC = RPL). Let B, := QL. N BoX(6y) N B(0y). In the setting of Theorem if
ay > 0, then the tuple (By, 0;) satisfies the Restricted Polyak-Eojasiewicz (RPL) condition, i.e.,

. 1 )
_ <
£(0) = jnf £06) < 5= [VoL(8)]3. (16)

with probability at least (1 — M).

m

For the rest of the convergence analysis, we make the following assumption where 7" can be
viewed as the stopping time so the convergence analysis holds given the assumptions are satisfied.

Assumption 4 (Iterates’ conditions). For iterates {0;}icr): (A4.1) oy > 0; and (A4.2) 6; € B3P (6)).

Remark 5.3 (Assumption A4.1). From Remark (A4.1) is satisfied as long as ||g:[5 > CIC—QW
where ¢, ¢; are as in Theorem 5.1} which is arguably a mild condition. In Section [f| we will present
some empirical findings that show that this condition on ||g;||3 behaves well empirically. O



We now consider the particular case of gradient descent (GD) for the iterates: 6,11 = 6; —

n¢V L(0;), where 7, is chosen so that 6,1 € BE,F;)?C(GO) as well as py such that 0, € B}*(6;), which

are sufficient for the analysis of Theorem 5.1 — we specify suitable choices in the sequel (see
Remark[5.4).

Given RPL w.r.t. (B, 6;), gradient descent leads to a geometric decrease of loss in B;.

Lemma 5.2 (Local Loss Reduction in B;). Let a4, 8 be as in Theorems [5.1| and [5.2] respectively, and
B; := Q' N B5P(60) N BE(0;). Under Assumptions @ and @ for gradient descent with step size
ne =4, w € (0,2), for any 041 € arginfyep, L£(0), we have with probability at least (1 — %),

Qe

L) = £0n) < (1= 522~ w0)) (€0 - £Fir) (17)

Building on Lemma we show that GD in fact leads to a geometric decrease in the loss
relative to the minimum value of £(-) in the set B3 (6).

Theorem 5.3 (Global Loss Reduction in B522°(6))). Let o, 3 be as in Theorems and respectively,
and By := QL. N B52(60) N BE(0,). Let 6* € arginfeeBS%C(eo) L(0), 0111 € arginfycp, L(0), and
Vi = %}féf?. Under Assumptions and |4}, v, € [0,1), and for gradient descent with step size

ne = 4, wy € (0,2), we have with probability at least (1 — %)

4

Qi

L(O1) — £07) < (1 T w») (L(0) — £(0")) (1)

Based on Theorem as long as Assumption [4is satisfied, there will be geometric decrease in
loss. For Assumption we have discussed (A4.1) in Remark and we discuss (A4.2) next.

Remark 5.4 (Assumption A4.2). Given radius p < \/m, Assumption (A4.2) 6, € B5>2°(0,) can be
verified empirically. Alternatively, we can choose suitable step sizes 7, to ensure the property using
the geometric convergence from Theorem [5.3] Assume that our goal is to get £(07) — L(6*) < e.

Then, with x7 := min;¢[p O‘iﬂ“’t (1 —%)(2 — wt), Assumption (A4.1) along with Remarkensures

xr < 1. Then, it suffices to have T' = [log(w) /log ﬁ] = O(log 1). Then, to ensure

0, € BaP(0y),t € [T, in the case of the square loss, since |[VL(6;)||2 < ¢ for some constant ¢ (see

min{P7P1 }
O(log %)

10t41 — Otl|2 < p2 = 041 € BE;C(@), which in this case can be guaranteed if py >

Corollary , it suffices to have n; < . Moreover, we point out that having p» > n:c ensures

min{p,p1 }

olog 1) * The
argument above is informal, but illustrates that Assumption (A4.1) along with suitable constant
step sizes 1, would ensure (A4.2). Thus, Assumption (A4.1), which ensures the RSC condition, is

the main assumption behind the analysis. ]

The arguably mild condition in Assumption[4](see Remarks[5.1|and [5.4) along with the geometric
convergence implied by Theorems and [5.3|implies that the RSC based convergence analysis

holds for a much larger layerwise spectral radius norm ball Bgfjﬁc(%) with any radius p < /m and

p1 = O(poly(L)).

Remark 5.5 (RSC and NTK). In the context of square loss, with the NTK defined as K,k (-;6) =
(Vf(0;x;),Vf(0;x;))], the NTK condition for geometric convergence needs Amin (Kntk(;6¢)) > co >



0 for every ¢, i.e., uniformly bounded away from 0 by a constant ¢ > 0. The NTK condition can
also be written as

2
>co>0. (19)
2

Z UZVGf 9t7 Xz)

|v||2 1

In contrast, the proposed RSC condition (Theorem 5.1) needs
2 —
> (20)
2

1 n
n;vef(etaxl) \/m )

where m is the width and ¢y = 22 where ¢y, ¢; are constants defined in Theorem As a quadratic

form on the NTK, the RSC condition can be viewed as using a specific v in (19), i.e., for v; = ﬁ for

2
i € [n], since the RSC condition is HZZ 1 fV9 f(0;%i) ) > % For m = (n?), the RSC condition

is more general since NTK = RSC, but the converse is not necessarily true. O

Remark 5.6 (RSC covers different settings than NTK). The NTK condition may be violated in
certain settings, e.g., Vo f(0;%;),% = 1,...,n are linearly dependent, x; ~ x; for some i # j, layer
widths are small m; < n, etc., but the optimization may work in practice. The RSC condition
provides a way to analyze convergence in such settings. The RSC condition gets violated when
the average gradient of the predictor 1 3" | V f(6;;%x;) &~ 0, which does not seem to happen in
practice (see Section [p), and future Work will focus on understanding the phenomena. Finally,
note that it is possible to construct a set of gradient vectors which satisfy the NTK condition buut
violates the RSC condition. Our perspective is to view the NTK and the RSC as two different
sufficient conditions and geometric convergence of gradient descent (GD) is guaranteed as long as
one of them is satisfied in any step. O

6 RSC Condition: Experimental Results

In this section, we present experimental results verifying the RSC condition || 7 | V4 (6 %) H; =

Q (pO\Wﬁ( )> t =1,...,T, on standard benchmarks: CIFAR-10, MNIST, and Fashion-MNIST. For

simplicity, as before, we use g; = % Yoy Vo f(0sx:).

In Figure a), we consider CIFAR-10 and show the trajectory of |/g:||2 over iterations ¢, for
different values of the network width m. For any width, the value of ||g;||2 stabilizes to a constant
value over iterations, empirically validating the RSC condition ||g;|3 = Q(poly(L)/y/m). Interest-
ingly, the smallest value of ||g;||2 seems to increase with the width. To study the width dependence
further, in Figure b), we plot mingc7y [|8:[|2 as a function of width m for several values of the
width. The plot shows that min,ci7 [|g:[|2 increases steadily with m illustrating that the RSC
condition is empirically satisfied more comfortably for wider networks. In Figure [2 we show
similar plots for MNIST and Fashion-MNIST illustrating the same phenomena of min,¢(7 [/g:/|2
increasing with m.

For the experiments, the network architecture we used had 3-layer fully connected neural
network with tanh activation function. The training algorithm is gradient descent (GD) width
constant learning rate, chosen appropriately to keep the training in NTK regime. Since we are
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using GD, we use 512 randomly chosen training points for the experiments. The stopping criteria
is either training loss < 1073 or number of iterations larger than 3000.

0-30 width = 512
—— width = 1024
0.2 —— width = 2048
2 0.28
T
0.27
0.26
0 250 500 750 1000 1250
Iteration

(@) ||gt||2 over iterations.

o o o o o
) ) ) ) )
S N = [ o]

Minimum ||g]2 until convergence
%

500 1000 1500 2000
Network width

(b) Minimum ||g¢||2 vs. width.

Figure 1: Experiments on CIFAR-10: (a) ||g:||2 over iterations for different network widths m; (b)
minimum |[|g;[|2 over all iterations, i.e., min,c[7) [|g¢|l2, as a function of network width m. The
experiments validates the RSC condition empirically, and illustrates that the condition is more
comfortably satisfied for wider networks. Each curve is the average of 3 independent runs.

o

0.45

0.40

e o 2o 9
o obo W w
S o & &

Minimum ||g||2 until convergence
5

0 500 1000 1500 2000
Network width

(a) MNIST: Minimum ||g¢||2 vs. width.

=
>
&

0.30

o
)
S

Minimum ||g||2 until convergence
o o
& &

0

500 1000 1500 2000
Network width

(b) Fashion-MNIST: Minimum ||g||2 vs. width.

Figure 2: Experiments on (a) MNIST and (b) Fashion-MNIST. The plots show the minimum ||g;||2
over all iterations, i.e., minyc[7) [|g¢||2, as a function of network width m. The experiments validates
the RSC condition empirically, and illustrates that the condition is more comfortably satisfied for
wider networks. Each curve is the average of 3 independent runs.
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7 Conclusions

In this paper, we revisit deep learning optimization for feedforward models with smooth activations,
and make two technical contributions. First, we bound the spectral norm of the Hessian over a large
layerwise spectral norm radius ball, highlighting the role of initialization in such analysis. Second,
we introduce a new approach to showing geometric convergence in deep learning optimization
using restricted strong convexity (RSC). Our analysis sheds considerably new light on deep learning
optimization problems, underscores the importance of initialization variance, and introduces a
RSC based alternative to the prevailing NTK based analysis, which may fuel future work.
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A Spectral Norm of the Hessian

We establish the main theorem from Section E] in this Appendix.

Theorem 4.1 (Hessian Spectral Norm Bound). Under Assumptions |1, and [2} for 6 € B52(6),

p1 = O(poly(L)), with probability at least (1 — %), we have

). < S
max [|[V3/ (0%, < = 5)

with cgr = O(poly(L)(1 4 v2%)) where v := o1 + ﬁ.

A.1 Analysis Outline

Our analysis follows that of Liu et al. (2020) and sharpens the analysis to get better dependence on
the depth L of the neural network.
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We start by defining the following quantities:

o of of m
Quo(f) = 121%)2{ O] Oo} " el € R™ | (21)
dal) dab) 2
L e 0 . ) e mxm
Qa(f) = nax. {‘ o) 2} , wi=vec(WW) D € R , (22)
d%alt) dalt) d%all2)
QQ,Q,l(f) = 1§llr<r%2a§13§L { ‘ 8W(Z1)2 ’ aw(ll) aa(lg—l)aw(b) ) (23)
2,21 2 2,21
() (l2) 2, (13)
gz,(h) 33,(12) ‘ 68 (Z,l)Q (24)
2 9 || O 2.2,1

where for an order-3 tensor 7' € R41*42%d3 we define the (2,2, 1)—norm as follows,

ds di do
ITl221 = sup > D Tijpaiz| , xR ze R, (25)
Ixll2=llzll2=1 3= |5i=1 j=1

We will also use the notation W&+ .= v,

A key result established in Liu et al.| (2020) provides an upper bound to the spectral norm of the
Hessian:
Theorem 4.2 (Liu et al.| (2020), Theorem 3.1). Under Assumptions (1} assuming there is § such that

H 83%(% , < 0 with Cy < L38%L 4 L26% + L and Cy < L&, we have

[VEf(0; %), < C1Q221(f)Quo(f) + L oo, (12)
\/ﬁ

In order to prove Theorem 4.1, we prove that Theorem 4.2/ holds with high-probability where
e § =~ follows from Lemma|A.3

* Qy(f) = 0(1) follows from Lemma [A.4}

* Q51 = O(1) follows from Lemma[A.4Jand Lemma(A.5| and

* Q. (f)=0 (ﬁ) follows from Lemma|A.7,

while also establishing precise constants to get a proper form for the constant ¢y in Theorem [4.1]

A.2 Spectral norms of W and L, norms of o)

We start by bounding the spectral norm of the layer-wise matrices at initialization.

Lemma A.1. Consider any | € [L]. If the parameters are initialized as w((){zj ~ N(0,0}) where o =

ﬁ as in Assumption then with probability at least (1 — 2 ), we have
2(1+4,4/-&m

2m

IWOl2 < orv/m . (26)
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Proof. For a (m; x m;_1) random matrix Wél) with i.i.d. entries w(()l; ; € NY(O, 02), with probability at

least (1 — 2 exp(—t%/20?)), the largest singular value of W, is bounded by

Oumax (W) < oo(y/mi + /1) + 1. (27)

This concentration result can be easily derived as follows: notice that W, = O'oWéZ), where
w((@j ~ N(0,1), thus we can use the expectation E[HWOHg)] = UoE[HWOHé@] = oo(y/me + /My_1)
from Gordon’s Theorem for Gaussian matrices (Vershynin, 2012, Theorem 5.32) in the Gaussian
concentration result for Lipschitz functions (Vershynin| 2012, Proposition 3.4) considering that
B — ||ogB||, is a op-Lipschitz function when the matrix B is treated as a vector. Let us choose
t = 09v/2log m so that (27) holds with probability at least (1 — 2). Then, to obtain (26),

Case1: ! = 1. With mg = d and m; = m,
HWo(l)Hg < oo(Vd + vm 4 /2logm) < oo(2v/m + /2logm)
since we are in the over-parameterized regime m > d.

Case2: 2 <[ < L.Withm;=mj_1=m,

W2 < oo(2v/m + v/2logm) .

g1
2(1+ logm)

2m

Now, using o¢ = in both cases completes the proof. O

Next we bound the spectral norm of layerwise matrices.
Proposition A.1. Under Assumptions @ for 6 € B3P(6y), with probability at least (1-2),

WO, < (al n j%) v leln]

Proof. By triangle inequality, for [ € [L],

(a)
WO < Wl + WO = WP|l2 < orv/m +p,

where (a) follows from Lemma This completes the proof. O
Next, we show that the output ") of layer [ has an Ly norm bounded by O(y/m).

Lemma A.2. Consider any | € [L]. Under Assumptions and for 0 € BOP(6y), with probability at

least (1 — %), we have

l l 1—1 l
la®llz < vom (al ; ;%) D> <al + jm) 16(0)] = (% T 16(0)] ijy) .

Proof. Following|Allen-Zhu et al.| (2019); Liu et al.| (2020), we prove the result by recursion. First,
recall that since ||x||3 = d, we have ||a?)||y = v/d. Then, since mg = d and ¢ is 1-Lipschitz,

H¢ <\}gW(1)a(0)> 1 0,0

Vd

<

2

)

2

ool < H¢ (5w 0a®) - o(0)

I
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so that

o)

< <01+\F)\F+\¢( v

wal (W2 @]z + |6(0)[v/m

. [6(0)]l2 < —=

L
Vd

where we used Proposition in the last inequality, which holds with probability at least 1 — 2
For the inductive step, we assume that for some [ — 1, we have

Jat=D]; < yim (ol n j%)l n mlz (al n j%) 6(0)],

which holds with the probability at least 1 — ( U Since ¢ is 1-Lipschitz, for layer [, we have

H¢< W ot ) ~J16(0 H2<H¢( D g 1))_¢(0) §H1W<Z>aa—1> ,
2 m 2
so that
1 1
o1, = |l (00| < | Loy
= o (=m0t 0) | < |wat | oo,
1

STH WO [l Dlz + /m|(0)]

@

< (o1 =) Ja Dl + vimlo(o)

@m@ﬁ%)ﬂmi; (al+¢%)“|¢<0>|,

where (a) follows from Proposition and (b) from the inductive step. Since we have used
Propositionl times, after a union bound, our result would hold with probability at least 1 — 2
This completes the proof. O

O]
)ad&x

A.3 Spectral norms of 2 5e=T)

B(Z

Recall that in our setup, the layerwise outputs and pre-activations are respectively given by:

aa):(ﬁ(da))’ a0 b ey (28)

mp—1
Lemma A.3. Consideranyl € {2,...,L}. Under Assumptionsand @ for 0 € B3P(6,), with probability

at least (1 — 2),
2
dalt P ? 2
3a(1—1)2§<01+\/7n> =7". (29)
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Proof. By definition, we have

da) Ly
[W]":ﬁmai b (30)

,L’]

Since [|Afl2 = supjy,=1 | Av][2, so that | Al13 = SUP|y =1 > .(a;,v)%, we have that for2 <[ < L,

da®
dall=1)

2 m m 2
— sup ~ Y <¢’(07§l) )ZWS)%‘)
2

[vlle=1 ™ ;5

(a) 1
< sup —|[Wv|3
Iv]la=1 ™

1
— w2
— w03

b

—~
=

v,

IN

where (a) follows from ¢ being 1-Lipschitz by Assumption|ljand (b) from Proposition This
completes the proof.

O
Lemma A.4. Consider any | € [L]. Under Assumptions and for § € BSP<(6,), with probability at
least (1 — 2L),

2 2

1 b\ -1 b\ 2 -1

2 Nvmlon+ P - o s P _ [ i)
<q [f( o+ ) +\F;( v+ ) |¢<0)r] (7 + 19O )
N

da®
ow()

Proof. Note that the parameter vector w) = vec(W®) and can be indexed with j, j’ € [m]. Then,
we have

aa(n] [aa(l)] 1 Oy (1=1)

ge = | = = ¢'(a; ez L - (32)
0 w® v !

[aw i 0 iii \/m
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Forl e {2,..., L}, noting that 80‘(“ € R™*m* and |V = ||vec(V
0 ’
da L~ [ a0y N~ (-
——| = sup — ¢ (") ay L= Vg
'3“’(” ) VFN”;( g=
1
< sup —|[Va' Y3
[VI[p=1TT

1
< = v 21 ,1=1)12
< sup [[VIfalla™

IVlF=1
(@) 1
2 L0102
< o™l
® 1 P -1 -1 P i—1
< — - —
< — \/R<al+ \/ﬁ> +\/E; <01+ \/ﬁ> [9(0)]

-1 2
= <7” +16(0)] Zv”)
=1

where (a) follows from ||V\|§ < HV||2F for any matrix V, and (b) from Lemma
The [ = 1 case follows in a similar manner:

2
(1
0| = 31eOlE =

L2
WQ_ ngHz—l

which satisfies the form for [ = 1. That completes the proof.

A4 (2,2,1)-norms of order 3 tensors

)Hg for any matrix V, we have

Lemma A.5. Under Assumptionsand for 0 € BSP(6y), each of the following inequalities hold with

probability at least (1 — %),

92a®

2
@ate |, =P

22,1

L))o

- 2
sm( 1 16(0) IZW’ 1) :

92
Aa=DoWw O

8200
(oW D)2

22,1

fortl=2,... L.

Proof. For the inequality (33), note that from (30) we obtain (%) = Lo (a

2Jy
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(34)

(35)

l l l
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and so

?alh) 1 & o~ (1) I
PSRRI = sSup — ¢ (641' )(W()Vl)i(w(l)v2>i
(Oal=D)2 L, 0 Ivila=lval,=1 ™ ;
< Wvy);
i l=lvel=1 ™ Z; ‘
(a) “
< L Z + (WOvy)?
IIVle ||V2H2—1 2m’
1
<5 =Bs  sup  (IWOVE+ [WOv|3)
2 v lp=|lval,=1
1
< S Be(IW O+ WO 3)
(®)
< Bylor +p/vm)* = Byy®, (36)
where (a) follows from 2ab < a? + b? for a,b € R, and (b) from Proposition with probability at
least 1 — 2.

For the inequality (34), carefully following the chain rule in (32) we obtain
9*alV Loy 0y @ (1) 1
(aa(l—naw(z) o @ @i ag ey + e/ (@ (CHORSD ()
37
Then, we have

e e (1 ~( = 1 !
= s 3 D <m¢"(a§ WWial ™1 + =4/ 5))]1[1':1]1[1':@) vk Ve,

Ivilla=IVallp=1327 k=1 j=1 ji=1

92
dal=Dow 1)

2,2,1

(o))

m

1 & ~(Dy_(1—1 - ! 1 « -
= sup E Z qb"(af ))Oég, V2 ig! Z Wi(k)vlak + 7m Z (;5/(045 ))Vl kVQ Jik
Ivilla=1Vallp=15=1 | ™ =1 k=1 k=1
< sup 1 o) Z ‘(W(l)vl)l(VQOé(l 1))1 + 71 zm: in: |V1 ng z1€|
Ivilly=lVallp=1 T =i M =1
1 m
< sup B W(l V1 V204(l 1))2 + [v1lly ”V2
1 lamvallp=1 2 Z tovm ;
m
= sup HW V1H + HVQCYZ 1 H — Vo, .
[villy=[Vall p=1 2’” m ; Vol

2 Lo+ o+ vt

) 3, -1 2
< LA <'yl_1 +16(0)] Z’Yl_l> +1
=1
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where (a) follows from || Vo=V |, < [[Vall, [|o! 71| < [ Vallp |1, = [Ja' Y], and 327, ||V

m 2
\/ﬁ Zi:l HV271’,: 97
with probability at least 1 — 2

and (b) follows from Proposition |A.1land Lemma |A.2, with altogether holds

For the last inequality (35), carefully following the chain rule in we obtain

2a® 1 COh (1) (1)
<(8W”))2 = (@) g g Ly
1,5,k

Then, we have

92a®
)2
(oW ®) 22,1
m m m 1 ~
= swp o YOI <¢"(a§l ap Va1 z]]l[k=i]Vij’V2,kk')
IVUlp=IVall p=13=] | =1 k=1 N
m (ﬁ”(&i”) m (l D m (1-1)
= sup —t Vi Vo
||v1||F:v2||F=1z; m ]§< ]>,€Z_:1( )
< sup — ¢,Z‘ Vla(l 1)) (Va all= 1))

Vil p=IIVal p=1 "

1 m
< sup =B Y (VaalmD)2 4 (Va2
Vil p=lvall z=1 2 Z; ' '
= s ([ Vet Vel )

||v1||F IVall =1 2
=D, + a2,
- 27715(]5 H +

3 2
< By (’Yl_l +6(0)] Zv’”) ,
=1

which holds with probability at least 1 — % This completes the proof. O

of
A5 L. norm of ERO)

Let b®) := 2L ¢ R™ for any | € [L]. Let b(()l) denote b(®) at initialization. By a direct calculation,

o
vo_ 0F (15 9P\ of
 9a) H Oal=1 | 9a(l)
1

we have
V=141

L
/ ! 1
_ UNT p)
(VH m(W )'D >mv,

21

vioi 2
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where D) is a diagonal matrix of the gradient of activations, i.e., Dg/) =¢ (dgl/) ). Note that we
also have the following recursion:

b(l) - af _ 8oz(l+1) 8f
—0ad 9o gali+D)

1
_ 7(W(l+1))TD(l+l)b(H—1) )
A (m

Lemma A.6. Consider any | € [L]. Under Assumption and |2} for 6 € B32°(0y), with probability at

least 1 — M,
1 L1
B < = (o4 L) @p) @
and
L—1 L1
Oy, <% 7
HbO ||2 = \/m = \/TTL . (38)

Proof. First, note that Hb(L)H2 = ﬁ Iv]ly < %(HVOHQ + ||[v = wvolly) < ﬁ(l + p1), where the

inequality follows from from Proposition IE Now, for the inductive step, assume Hb(l) H2 <

(Ul + \/—%) \/—%(1 + p1) with probability at least 1 — % Then,

da® 9a® Ll
=Dl = || —=—p® o ) P p
Hb H2 il Gk , ||9atD QHb H2 = <"1 * m) (”1 +\/m> —(1+p1)
L—I+1
p 1
= —= — (1
<01+ /m> \/m( +p1)

where the last inequality follows from Lemma with probability at least 1 — 2 (I + 1). Since we
use Proposition [A.T once at layer L and then Lemma[A.3| (L — ) times at layer /, then we have that
everything holds altogether with probability at least 1 — 2 (L — [ + 1). We have finished the proof

by induction. O
Lemma A.7. Consider any | € [L|. Under Assumptions and for § € BSP(6y), with probability at
least 1 — @,
o <2
< .
o <20 o

Proof. For any [ € [L], by definition i-th component of b ie., b(l), takes the form

)

b0 dall) of dal) 1

L 8a(l) dalk) N 8a§l) vm

i

V.
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Then, with W(? denoting the i-th column of the matrix w®,

o 2P e 1 ) 2, 1
ool ||, v ) AL \eat = = ym e 2 flaa@ =1

© 1 O r-i-1

< — .

- mHW” 27 (40)

()

< 7/,}/Lflfl

— L

where (a) follows from 6;‘([“) = ﬁ(ﬁ’ (5%@ ) (W(? )", (b) from ¢ being 1-Lipschitz, (c) from Lemma|A.3

o)

and (d) from HW(? H2 < HW(Z) H2 and Proposition |A.1, which altogether holds with probability
1—2(L—1).

Therefore, for every i € [m],

where the last inequality follows from and [|v||y < [[volly + ||V — volly < 1+ p1. This completes
the proof. O

A.6 Useful Bounds

Lemma 4.1 (Predictor gradient bounds). Under Assumptions |1, and @ for 0 e BS};?C(OO), with proba-
bility at least (1 — %), we have

L
IVof(0:)2 <o and Hfo(G;X)HzS%
-1

with o = (H(L+1))*+ 5 (1+p1)* S ()00, v = o1+ o, h(l) =+ +16(0)| iz

(1+p1), (13)

Proof. We first prove the bound on the gradient with respect to the weights. Using the chain rule,

af 90 & aal)  af

ow®) oD Oal'=1) 9alL)
V=141
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and so

o
owW ||, ~

L

oal)  af
H 9al'=1) §a(L)
2

Ao
Ow®

a0 |I?
ow®

—_

,YZ(L—l) (14 pm)?
m

2 1'=l4+1 2

(6)

2
1
§<’1+!¢ !Z’yz 1) A — (14 p1)?

for [ € [L], where (a) follows from Lemma (b) follows from Lemma Similarly,

2 L
*H (L)H (7 +16(0) > 4" 1)
=1

where we used Lemmal A 2| for the inequality. Now,

H Hw(L+1)

L+1

IVaflls ="

=1

2

af
owd ||,

(a)

L 2 L 2
S(’Y +|¢ ‘Z,yz 1) +p1)22<l1+|¢ |sz 1) 2(Ll_Q27
=1 =1

where where (a) follows with probability 1 — % (L + 1) using a union bound from all the previously
used results.

We now prove the bound on the gradient with respect to the input data. Using the chain rule,

af  af 9o [ 9 of
ox 00— 9a) l,llaaa'n oD

and so
1) L @)
of < Ja H Oa of
ox 9 da0) Oal'=1 | oall)
2 Il \r=2 2
1) L @)
< Oa H Oa 8f
~ | 00 Aal'=1) dalLl) ||,
2 \I'=2 2
(a) 1
<~ (1
A AL
L
= L\/ﬁ (14 p1)
where (a) follows from Lemma and Lemma with probability at least 1 — 2% due to union
bound. This completes the proof. O

\ﬁ, each

of the following inequalities hold with probability at least ( %) L(0o) < co,oy and L(8) < ¢y,

for 0 € BpBi(0o), where cap = 2371,y + 2(1 + a)?|g(b) | and g(a) = a® + |$(0)| 1, o for any
a,beR

Lemma 4.2 (Loss bounds). Consider the square loss. Under Assumptzons I andl for v =01+
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Proof. We start by noticing that for 6 € B322(6y),

1 n n

LO) = i FOx0) < D20 +21f(0:x) ). @)
i=1 i=1

Now, let us consider the particular case § = 6 and a generic ||x||, = V/d. Let o’ be the layerwise

output of layer [ at initialization. Then,

(00:3)| = Z=v3 ) x)

1
< 2 Vol o 0,
(@) 1
< Jm L ‘ a(()L)(X)Hz
© 1 <JL+ |¢(O)|iai 1) Jm
= m 1 1

1=1

- (01)7

where (a) follows by assumption and (b) follows from following the same proof as in Lemma
with the difference that we consider the weights at initialization. Now, replacing this result back
in (1) we obtain L(6y) < co,,-

Now, let us consider the general case of 6 € By (),

£0:%)] = jm Vo) (x)
< s Wl [0
(%) \/1% (14 p1) Ha(L)(X)HQ
(Sb)\/lm(lﬂl (7 +¢(0 |ZVZ 1) m

= (1+p1)g(v),

where (a) follows from |[v]|, < [|voll, + ||V — voll, < 14 p1, and (b) follows from Lemma[A.2] Now,
replacing this result back in we obtain £(6y) < ¢p, -

In either case, a union bound let us obtain the probability with which the results hold. This
finishes the proof. O
Corollary 4.1 (Loss gradient bound). Consider the square loss. Under Assumptions [1, and [2} for
0 € B2 (0,), with probability at least (1 (LH)) we have ||V L(0)|l2 < 24/L(0)0 < 2,/¢p, ~0, with
o as in Lemmad.jand c,, ~ as in Lemma

1 1 n / (@) 20 n ~ ®)
Proof. We have that HV@ﬁ(@)HQ = HE i= 1 zveng > Zi:l |£1,’ ||V9f|‘2 < Wzi:1 |yz - yz| <
20+/L(0) < 2,/¢,, ~o where (a) follows from Lemma and (b) from Lemma O
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A.7 Regarding the network architectures in our work and Liu et al.| (2020)’s

A difference between the neural network used in our work and the one in (Liu et al.,|[2020) is that
we normalize the norm of the last layer’s weight at initialization, whereas (Liu et al.,|2020) does
not. However, if we did not normalize our last layer, then our result on the Hessian spectral norm
bound would still hold with O instead of O; consequently, our comparison with (Liu et al.,2020) on
the dependence on the network’s depth L (our polynomial dependence against their exponential
dependence) would still hold as stated in Remark[4.2].

B Restricted Strong Convexity

We establish the results from Section 5in this appendix.

B.1 Restricted Strong Convexity and Smoothness

Theorem 5.1 (RSC for Square Loss). For square loss, under Assumptions and [3| with probability at
least (1 — 2LH) g € QN BIP(60) N BE(6,),

2
m (14)
where gy = %Z?:l Vof(0s;%;), c1 = ar? and co = 2cp(agps + \/Cp1,7), With cy is as in Theorem
o as in Lemma 4.1} and c,,  as in Lemma Consequently, L satisfies RSC w.r.t. (QL. N ByX(6y) N
BE;C(Gt), 6;) whenever a; > 0.

o . _
L) = £(00) +(0' = 00, VoLO)) + 510" = 613, with o =1 |lgill; —

Proof. Forany ¢’ € Q. /2 M By(bo), by the second order Taylor expansion around ¢, we have

0 = 2100 + 0~ 0552000 + 30 00T

where 0, = £6' + (1 — £)8, for some £ € [0, 1]. We note that 6, € B52(6y) since,

(0/ - 615) )

! ' ! ! l / !
—wl||, = e O —ew + 1 - oW — 1 —gw?|| <e|wO -] +a
£) HWt(l) - Wél) H2 < p, for any [ € [L], where the last inequality follows from our assumption
0, € BE%?C(HO) ;and

LH WU(L+1) H2 = ||V — vo|ly < p1, by following a similar derivation as in the previous

pomt

Focusing on the quadratic form in the Taylor expansion and recalling the form of the Hessian,
we get

00> Von 00 00 oe?

0 n . . 0 . . T 0. .
(9/ _ Ht)TaQ‘C’(et) (9/ Ht) _ (9/ —0 )Tl Z [g;/8f<9taxl) 8f(0taxz) + El a2f(0taxl) (9/ _ 915)

1< 8f(9t,xZ T@ F(0r:%5)
:*E ole —g, L2 E G A Ry L
ni < o > gz 0 %)

[1 12
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020(y;,z
,and ¢! = (yy.2)

where (; = £(y;, (81, x:)), £, = 2442 =

. Now, note that

2=F(01,%;)) 2=F(01,%;))
1 of(Bix)\”
X
hznzw«y‘%eéz>
=1
2
a = 8f(0taxl) 8f(9t7xl) af(etaxl)
> = ! —
_n;<0 T +< BT, 96
~ 2
Cax~/y o, 0fOsx)\? ax~/, . Of(0ixi)  Of(6i;x:)
_n;<9 Y +n; =050 96
2a <~ / Of (0r; %) / Of Ou;xi)  Of(0y;x;)
L ;<9 b =50 b =0 =50 26
@ g & Of(0x)\° 20 <~||0f(Bs;x) || ||0f (B xi)  OF(0r; %)
> 2 /o ) 4 e ) 4 ) 47 o ) <N r 2
= nz<9 b —"58 > n 4 a0 || o0 0 197 = 6ellz
=1 =1 2
2
®) 1 < 0f (01 %) 20~ CH 2
Za<9,_9t’n;80 —n;Q\/m||9t—9t|2||9,—9t”2
2
© [a o I~ 0f(0sx)\  2a0ch ., s
a<0 et,n; T 7 16" — 613
2
@ o || 1 o 8f(9t§xi) / 9 2a0cH | 3
> ar n;ae 2||9 —0ull2 - NG 16" — 64l
n 2
2|1 Of (01;%;) 2CL(QCH||9/—9t||2 / 2
= e Y A2z 0 — 0
(QK nlz; 90 \/m || tHQ’

where (a) follows by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality; (b) follows by Jensen’s inequality (first term) and

the use of Theorem and Lemma |4.1|due to 0, € Bgf,’)ef(ﬁg) ; (c) follows by definition, (d) follows
since ¢ € Q% and from the fact that p' ¢ = cos(p, ¢) ||p|| ||¢|| for any vectors p, q.

For analyzing I, first note that for square loss, €;¢ = 2(9i+ — vi) with g;; = f(0sx), so
that for the vector [} ];, we have +||[4 il|3 = & >y (§i¢ — vi)* = 4L(6;). Further, with Q; =

(0 — 0,)T 21O (g7 g,), we have

Tazf(ét;xi)
062

aZf(ét.X.)
2 ) 4>
(0= 00| < 16/ = 013 | =50

|Quil = |(0 = 0)

‘ cullo’ 03

Jm
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Now, note that

n

I —ZétQm

) (o)

7

n 1/2
@ /1 N1 )
2 () (e
[~ 0 — ;|2
Z —2 E(Qt)CHH\/ﬁ tHQ )

where (a) follows by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality. Putting the lower bounds on I; and I, back,
withg, =1y U et’xl) , we have

o Ta2£(ét) PPN o 2_2aQCH||9/—9t||2+26H ﬁ(ét) EPNT
@ 00" T ) > [ ) e - e

Now, since 0’ € By1(6;), [|0' — 0|2 < pa, so we have

92L(6. 2apcyp2 + 2cy E(ét)
o) <”w'9»><%2&§ v 16— 6,3

902 vm
B 2ap0cHp2 + 2¢H\/Cp,.
> ar” llgell; - NN 63
vm
where the last inequality follows from Lemma That completes the proof. O

Next, we state and prove the RSC result for general losses.

Theorem B.1 (RSC of Loss). Under Assumptions and @ with probability at least (1 — %),
Vo' € QL N By (0g) N BE™(6y),

Cq + Cq ¢
Vmo

where g = 13" Vo f(01;%x:), 1 = ak?, ca = 2ap0cyps, cy is as in Theorem and cyy = cav

where Ay = 237 (4,)? with £ = Olyi.z)

0z

L(0) = L(0¢) + (0" — 01, VoL(0r)) + %H@' — 03, with oy =c1|&l5 - (42)

- andfe BSPEC being some point in the segment that
z=f(0:.%i))
joins 6 and 0,. Consequently, L satisfies RSC w.r.t. (QL. N B3P (6y) N BE(0;),0;) whenever oy > 0.

Proof. For any 0’ € Q" /20 B,(0o), by the second order Taylor expansion around 6;, we have

+02L(0;)

902 (9/ - et) )

L(O) = L(6;) + (0 — 0, VoL (8,)) + %(9/ —6,)

where 0, = €0/ + (1 — £)8, for some £ € [0, 1]. We note that 6, € B52(6y) since,
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v —wid| = [lew© — e +a—ow —a - || <¢|jwo-wd| +a
H W(l) — Wél) H < p, for any [ € [L], where the last inequality follows from our assumption

0; € Bp 01 ((90) and

‘Wt (L+1) WéLH) H2 = ||V — vo|ly < p1, by following a similar derivation as in the previous
point.

Focusing on the quadratic form in the Taylor expansion and recalling the form of the Hessian, we
get

2L (6 1 @& Of (043 %) f (B4 %; ’ %1 (6%
O 67 agzt)(e’—et)ﬂe'—etfnz[eg’ i) 070ix) -y TTOEXD | (g
i=1
. 2 ~
1 < Of (043 %; 1< 021 (6%
:EZE’/L/ <0/_0t, f(ate )> +EZ£;(0/_0)&)T féel; )(el_gt) ,
=1

=1

N~

11 12

, and ﬂ/ 9? 2(yi,2)

where (; = £(yi, f (61, %)), £ = 2442 =

. Now, note that

=) )
S )
- Zzl <9’ ~ g, 20X | (W%‘; x) _ 910 x¢)> >2
" Z (v -0 G >2 2 z; <9/ i 6’f(gg ) 010 >2

2a & 9,5 X; FOsx;)  Of(Bs; %)
“a 9 — 0 ] _9 _
+ i_1< t’ >< t’ 90 90

@ q & Af (0y; %) 2 Af (%) Of (0 %)
= ;<9/_9t’ a0 > 2 90 00

af th Xz

Sie

16" — 0,3
2 2

ga<9’—9t,;§;af(ggxz> 25;2@ m|9t Orll2)10" — 0cll3
9 a<9’—0t,igaf(gio;}(i)>2 o~ 0

2 ar? igwﬁex) :He’—etn%—2‘%{”0'—@”%

_ (CMQ leizi;af(gg)(i) E_ QQQCH%_ 9t2) 10— 0,2,
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where (a) follows by Cauchy-Schwartz mequahty, (b) follows by Jensen’s inequality (first term) and
the use of Theorem 4.1{and Lemma E due to 0, € By(6y); (c) follows by definition, (d) follows
since ¢’ € Q. and frorn the fact that p" ¢ = cos(p, q) ||p|| ||¢|| for any vectors p, q.

For analyzing I, let \; := % Z?:1(£§,t)2- As before, with Q;; = (0 — Ht)T%};’”)(@' —6;), we
have

0> f (0s; %) 0> f (0s; %) cr||0 — 0:l3
| — /o T ) o < /o 2 ) 2 2
|Qtil = [ (0" — ) 902 (0" = 0:)| < (16" — Ocl3 o || = N
Now, note that

Ze Qui

/1, 1

[ Ge) (Gre)
1/2

(a) 1 1/2 1 n
> (2 2 - § : 2
el (nHE'L,tHb) n gt Qt,z

el — 6,2
s -yt

where (a) follows by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality. Putting the lower bounds on I; and I, back,
withg, =1y % et’xl) , we have

0 —6,)

92L(0) _ 2a0c |0 — 0|2 + cav e
e e L - .

Now, since 6’ € By1¢(6;), |0 — 0|2 < pa, so we have

d*L(6 _ 2a0c +
= 00T TG0 — 0 2 (an? gl - 2EEL LI gy g

That completes the proof. O

Theorem 5.2 (Local Smoothness for Square Loss). Under Assumptions and 3| with probability
at least (1 — 250y g, ¢ € B3P (6y),
L) < L) + (0~ 0.VpL(0)) + SN0 013, with 5= be*+ R, (15)

with cy as in Theorem o as in Lemma and c,,  as in Lemma Consequently, L is locally
B-smooth. Moreover, if v (and so o and p) is chosen according to the desirable operating regimes (see
Remark[£.1) and p; = O(poly(L)), then 3 = O(poly(L)).

Proof. By the second order Taylor expansion about § € B52(6y), we have £(0') = £(0) + (¢ —
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0,VoL(0)) + 10 — 0)TEED (g

— 0), where § = ¢6/ + (1 — €)6 for some £ € [0,1]. Then,
;L@ o i [ 0r@x) 0fBix) 07 (0ix)
@ —6)" gz (0 —9):(0—9)%2[@ +£]

-
g o0 90 o |00
2 ~
df ;%) 1 ¢ -7 0% (05 x:) 5
- U / - / / T I\ I
Zf <e 9, 5 +n;@(9 0)' =g (0" =0),
I Ip)
where ¢; = ((y;, f(0,%;)), £} = % ~ ,and /) = 9 gﬁ’; 2) . Now, note that
2=[(0,x:)) 2=1(0:x:)
l - n/l g af(0;%;)
L=- 25 <9 T
@ b < af@:x) |
a - X _
< 2 ) /o 2
_n; e Wl

®) 2110/ N2
< bQ He - 0”27

where (a) follows by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and (b) from Lemma

For I, first note that for square loss, £, = 2(; — v;) with §; = f(0;x;), so that for the vector [£]];
we have 1||[£/];]13 = 2 30" | (4 — y:)? = 4£(0). Further, with Q; = (¢’ — é)T%(G’ —0), we
have

il = | — g7 2L 0x)

9gr (' —0) P10 x)

06?

<6 - a3

_ cullo’ — 813
—_— \/m .

Then, we have

82 é X; / ~

Z (J#é) (ﬁ@i)\

1/2
(a) 1 1/2 1 n
< =112 75 2
= (nsz]Z”2> n g Qz
— 91_9_ 2
< o/ cl? — Ol - 2

where (a) follows by Cauchy-Schwartz. Putting the upper bounds on I; and /> back, we have

o é)Tazaﬁe(f) @ —§) < {bﬁ + M] 16" — 8|3

<

Jm
Cc Cc _
< |pe? + V2 1o - a1,
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where the last inequality follows from Lemma This proves the first statement of the theorem.
Now, the second statement simply follows from the fact that by choosing v (and so p and o)
according to the desirable operating regimes (see Remark and by choosing p; according to
Theorem we obtain cg = O(poly(L)), p?> = O(poly(L)) and c,, = O(poly(L)). This completes
the proof. O

Next, we state and prove the smoothness result for general losses.
Theorem B.2 (Smoothness of Loss). Under Assumptions and [2| with probability at least (1 —
%), L£(0),0 BEEEC(QO), is f-smooth with = bo® + % with o as in Lemma and A =
i (6)*.
Proof. By the second order Taylor expansion about §, we have L£(0') = L£(0) + (¢/ — 0,VL(0)) +
3(0" — H)Ta 0 (0" — 0), where § = £0' + (1 — £)8 for some ¢ € [0,1]. Then,

, ar L@ o oIS [ 0fOix) 0r@ix) 0% 0x) o -
@ —0)" gz (0 —0)=(0 —e)Tn; lzi 5T, 50 Hiam] 0 —0)

00 n =

2 n G
4 ZE// <9/ ’ 8f(9 Xz)> + l 24(9/ o G)TOQfa(Z;Xl) = é) ‘

N~

11 12

. Now, note that

~ 8@ Y
where ¢; = £(y;, f(0,%;)), l, = %

2
16" — 6113

(®) ;o
where (a) follows by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and (b) from Lemma

For I, let \; = 1||[¢/];]|3. Further, with Q;; = (¢ — é)T%(ﬁ' — ), we have

02 f(01;x;)
002

_ 02 f (0 x; _ _
Quil = |0 TP gyl <y

_ cullo’ — 813
J— ‘\/m .
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Then, we have

<

Z (J#i-) @#)\

n 1/2
(@ /1 N1 )
< (aeaz) (e
0 — 0|3
< el g,

where (a) follows by Cauchy-Schwartz. Putting the upper bounds on I; and I, back, we have

cHV A
v

This completes the proof. O

Lemma 5.1 ( RSC = RPL). Let B, := Q% N B3P<(6y) N BE(0,). In the setting of Theorem if
ay > 0, then the tuple (By, 0;) satisfies the Restricted Polyak-Lojasiewicz (RPL) condition, i.e.,

+0%L(0)
D62

@ — o) <wmskﬁ+ LW a3

) 1 2
L(0:) — Qlélét L£(0) < E\Iveﬁ(ﬂt)llz ; (16)

with probability at least (1 — %)

Proof. Define
~ (87
L0,(0) = L(00) + (0 = 01, VoL (0)) + 10 — 643

By Theorem[5.1} V¢’ € By, we have
L(0") > Lo, (0) - (43)
Further, note that ﬁgt (#) is minimized at ét—i—l =0y — VoL(0:) /oy and the minimum value is:
o . 1
inf Lo, (0) = Lo, (0r+1) = L(0¢) — Ellveﬁ(é’t)llg :

Then, we have

(a) R 1 5
> > i — _
Jnf £(0) > inf Lo,(0) > inf L,(0) = L(00) = 5 - VeL O3

where (a) follows from (43). Rearranging terms completes the proof. O
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B.2 Convergence with Restricted Strong Convexity

Lemma 5.2 (Local Loss Reduction in B;). Let ay, 3 be as in Theorems 5.1 and [5.2] respectively, and
B; := Q. N B5(60) N BE(0;). Under Assumptions @ and @ for gradient descent with step size

ne =4, w € (0,2), for any 011 € arginfycp, L£(0), we have with probability at least (1 — w),
£0ri) = £0en) < (1= 522 = w0)) (€0 ~ L) (7)
Proof. Since L is $-smooth by Theorem 5.2} we have
L(Or41) < L(0r) + (01 — 01, VoL(6:)) + gHetH — 013
= 20600~ md @3 + 2190013 4

= 20— (122} wacon

Since 6,11 € arginfyep, £(6) and a; > 0 by assumption, from Lemma 5.1 we obtain
IV6L(0) 13 < ~200(L(07) — L(Brs))

Hence

L) — L) < L) — LGrsr) — (1 52) IV0£(0,)3

(%) L(0;) = L(Or11) — < - i) 204 (L(0¢) — L(Or41))

(1 — 20umy (1 - Bm)) (0:) = L(0141))

where (a) follows for any 7; < % because this implies 1 — % > 0. Choosing n; = %, we € (0,2),

QW

B
This completes the proof. O O

L) — L) < (1 oy wt>) (£(60) — LBrnn) -

Theorem 5.3 (Global Loss Reduction in By>(6)). Let o, 3 be as in Theorems|5.1|and|5.2|respectively,
and By := QL. N B52(60) N N Be(6;). Let 6 € arginf L(0), 0111 € arginfycp, L(0), and

9€BPC (60)
Vi = % Under Assumptions I ll and I v € [0, 1), and for gradient descent with step size

ne = 4wt € (0,2), we have with probability at least (1 — (Lrjl)),
£0) = £07) < (1= 2= 202 ) ) (£060) - £67)). (18)
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Proof. We start by showing v; = % satisfies 0 < ; < 1. Since #* € arginf L£(0), 0,1 €
OGB,%E;T(%)
arginf £(6), and 6,1 € Q'. N By>(6) by the definition of gradient descent and Assumptionﬂ we
0€ By
have

_ (a) 1
L(07) < L(Or41) < L(Or11) < L(0:) — %Hveﬁ(@t)ﬂg < L(0) ,
where (a) follows from {@4). Since £(0;41) > £(6*) and L(6;) > L(0*), we have v, > 0. Further,
since £(f;11) < L(0;), we have v, < 1.

Now, with w; € (0,2), we have

L(Or11) — L(07) = L(Or41) — L(Or41) + L(Or41) — L(07)

QWi

(2 ) (LlBi) - £0)
# (£ - (1- 2512 —wn)) 60 - (207 - (1- 22 - w0)) £01)

Wt

s

(2 - wt)(ﬁ(g_tﬂ) - £<9*))

- (1 - 2y m) (L0 £0)) + S22~ (£60) — £0°)
- (1 - 22 - wt>) (L(6) — £(6))
That completes the proof. ]
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