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Abstract

Despite being highly over-parametrized, and having the ability to fully interpolate the training data,
deep networks are known to generalize well to unseen data. It is now understood that part of the
reason for this is that the training algorithms used have certain implicit regularization properties that
ensure interpolating solutions with “good” properties are found. This is best understood in linear
over-parametrized models where it has been shown that the celebrated stochastic gradient descent
(SGD) algorithm finds an interpolating solution that is closest in Euclidean distance to the initial
weight vector. Different regularizers, replacing Euclidean distance with Bregman divergence, can
be obtained if we replace SGD with stochastic mirror descent (SMD). Empirical observations have
shown that in the deep network setting, SMD achieves a generalization performance that is different
from that of SGD (and which depends on the choice of SMD’s potential function. In an attempt to
begin to understand this behavior, we obtain the generalization error of SMD for over-parametrized
linear models for a binary classification problem where the two classes are drawn from a Gaussian
mixture model. We present simulation results that validate the theory and, in particular, introduce
two data models, one for which SMD with an ¢ regularizer (i.e., SGD) outperforms SMD with an
¢, regularizer, and one for which the reverse happens.

Keywords: Stochastic gradient descent, stochastic mirror descent, generalization error, binary clas-
sification, convex Gaussian min-max theorem

1. Introduction

Stochastic gradient descent (SGD), along with its variants, is the workhorse of modern machine
learning. Among these variants is stochastic mirror descent (SMD) Nemirovski and Yudin (1983),
which differs from SGD in that, instead of updating the weight vector, one updates the gradient of a
so-called “potential” function of the weight vector, along the negative direction of the instantaneous
gradient of the loss function. The potential function is what defines a particular instantiation SMD.
It is required to be differentiable and strictly convex. When the potential is the squared Euclidean
norm we get SGD.

In deep learning the models are over-parameterized, typically with a number of parameters that
is orders of magnitude larger than the size of the training set. In such a setting, there are uncount-
ably many weight vectors that perfectly interpolate the data. And so, it is not clear which will
generalize well on unseen data—some may, some may not Zhang et al. (2016). One of the open
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questions in deep learning is why SGD almost invariably finds solutions that generalize well? In
an attempt to understand this question Gunasekar et al. (2017) showed that, in over-parameterized
linear models, GD finds an interpolating weight vector that minimizes its Euclidean distance from
the initial weight vector. In particular, if we initialize with zero (or rather very close to zero in prac-
tice) , it finds an interpolating weight vector with minimum 2-norm. This is what is called “implicit
regularization” and is what makes the solution obtained by GD different from other interpolating
solutions. Gunasekar et al. (2017) further showed that mirror descent does the same, except that it
finds an interpolating solution that minimizes its Bregman divergence from the initial weight vector.
This observation allows one to impose different regularizations on the interpolating weight vector.
In Azizan and Hassibi (2019b) these results were extended to SGD and SMD, and then informally
extended to nonlinear models, such as deep networks, in Azizan et al. (2021).

In Azizan et al. (2021) it was empirically observed that the generalization error of SMD, for
deep networks initialized with the same weight vector and trained on the same training set, var-
ied with the choice of potential function. In particular, for a ResNet-18 network (with 11 million
weights) trained on the CIFAR-10 dataset for the different potentials ¢4, ¢5, 3, and £1¢-norms, the
generalization error varied quite noticeably. Surprisingly, the ¢; regularizer yielded the worst gen-
eralization performance and the ¢y regularizer the best. The ¢ (corresponding to SGD) and /3
regularizers straddled a midway generalization performance. This paper is concerned with studying
the generalization error of SMD for different potential functions. As a first step in this direction, we
will look at the problem of binary classification in over-parameterized linear models where the two
classes are drawn from a Gaussian mixture model. In this setting, we obtain the generalization error
of SMD for general potentials and study them in more detail for the /5 (i.e., SGD) and ¢; cases. We
introduce two data models, one for which SGD outperforms SMD with an ¢; regularizer, and one
for which the reverse happens. In both cases, the empirical results well match the theory.

The hope is that the results obtained here will guide us to the analysis of nonlinear over-
parameterized models and, ultimately, to understanding the generalization behavior of deep net-
works under different training algorithms.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 gives some preliminary descrip-
tions of the SMD algorithm and its implicit regularization property, introduces the binary classifi-
cation problem for Gaussian mixtures, reviews the CGMT framework (the main tool used for our
analysis), and introduces the two explicit data models that will be studied and analyzed. Section
3 gives general expressions for the generalization error for linear classification of binary Gaussian
mixture models which are the main results of the paper. Section 4 gives explicit expressions for
the specific models considered and Section 5 gives numerical results collaborating the theory and
showcasing the relative merits of SGD and ¢;-SMD. The paper concludes with Section 6.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we provide a brief overview of SMD, of the binary classification model we will be
studying, and the of Convex Gaussian Min-max Theorem (CGMT) which is fundamental to our
analysis.

2.1. Stochastic Mirror Descent

Let L(w) be a separable loss function of some unknown weight (parameter) vector w € R%, L(w) =
>y Li(w), where L;(w) is usually denoted as local loss function. To minimize L(-) over w, one
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can use classical methods such as SGD, which iteratively updates the weight vector estimate along
the negative direction of the instantaneous gradient Robbins and Monro (1951). SMD is a family of
optimization algorithms which includes SGD as a special case Nemirovski and Yudin (1983). SMD
uses a strictly convex differentiable potential function ¢(-) such that the weight vector updates are
done in the “mirrored” domain determined by V(+)

Vi(w;) = Vip(wi—1) — nV L (wi—1), > 1, (D

where 17 > 0 is the learning rate. Due to strict convexity, V(+) defines an invertible transformation.
It is designed to exploit the geometrical structure of the optimization problem with the appropriate
choice of potential function. In particular, the update rule in (1) can be equivalently written as

w; = argmin Dy, (w, wi—1) + nthVL(wi_l), 2

where Dy, (-, -) is the Bregman divergence with respect to 9)(-):
Dy (w,wi—1) = p(w) — P(wi—1) — Vip(wi1) " (w — wi_1).

Note that Dy (-, -) is non-negative, convex in its first argument and Dy, (w, w’) = 0 iff w = w’, due
to strict convexity. Due to this construction, different choices of the potential function v(-) yield
different optimization algorithms, e.g. ¢(w) = 3||w||3 gives SGD.

Recently, an array of works has documented and studied the implicit regularization induced by
the MD and SMD algorithms used for optimization Gunasekar et al. (2018b); Azizan et al. (2020);
Gunasekar et al. (2018a); Azizan and Hassibi (2019a); Azizan et al. (2021, 2022). These works
considered the setting of modern learning problems which are highly overparameterized, i.e., the
number of parameters are significantly larger than the number of training data points. In particular,
they consider a training set D = {(x;,%;) : i = 1,...,n} where 2; € R? are the inputs, and y; € R
are the outputs obtained from an underlying distribution. The learning problem is to fit a model
f(z;,w) (linear or nonlinear) that explains the data in D with some unknown weight vector w € R¢.
In the overparameterized (interpolating) regime, the problem setting often has d > n, which results
in a manifold of (uncountably infinitely many) solutions, VV that interpolate the training data, i.e.,
W = {w € R?| f(xi,w') =y, (x4, ;) € D}.

Defining a loss function on individual data points L;(w) = ¢(y; — f(z;, w)), for some differ-
entiable non-negative function ¢(-) with ¢(0) = 0, the aforementioned works showed that SMD
converges to the solution of

min Dy (w, wo)
v ‘ (3)
sty = flag,w), i=1,...,n,

for any initialization wy if f is linear, i.e., f(2z,w) = = "w, while for a nonlinear f, SMD converges

to a point on WV which is very close to the solution of (3). Further, if wy = argmin,, 1(w), SMD
solves the problem in (3) for ¢)(w) instead of Dy,(w,wp). This implicit regularization is clearly
observed in practice (see Azizan et al. (2021)) where the solutions of SMD display significantly
different generalization performance on the unseen data. The relationship between the potential
chosen for SMD and the generalization error is unclear. In this work, we take a step towards under-
standing this relationship by focusing on the simpler case of linear over-parametrized models and
considering a particular binary classification problem that we describe below.



2.2. Binary Classification for a Gaussian Mixture Model

We consider a binary classification problem with two classes, where for class 1 the feature vector
x € R4 s drawn at random from \ (p1,%1), with pg € R? the mean and ¥; € R%*? the covariance
matrix, and where the label is chosen as y = 1. Similarly, for class 2 the regressor is drawn from
N (p2, %) and has label y = —1.

We will consider a linear classifier given by a weight vector w € R¢. In other words for a given
feature vector x, we will declare that 2 belongs to class 1 if 7w > 0 and to class 2 if 27w < 0. It
is then straightforward to show the following result.

Lemma 1 Given a weight vector w, and assuming the feature vectors are equally likely to be drawn
from class 1 or class 2, the corresponding generalization error for the Gaussian mixture model with
means py and po and covariance matrices Y1, 2o is given by

1 pfw 1 pgw
E(w) =~ Lo
() = 3Q(E—) + o2

where Q)(+) is the integral of the tail of the standard normal distribution.

Proof See the Appendix. |
Now assume half the training data is drawn from class 1, i.e.,

. n
I'iw./\/'(/ﬁl,zl), yi =1, 1217._.5
and the other half from class 2:

n
ziv N2, o), gi=—1, i=5+1..n

Since we are in the over-parametrized regime, we will assume that n < d. In addition, we will
assume that both n, d — oo.
Defining the matrix of features and the vector of labels

1z
X:[xl To ... xn] , y:[_fn]
2

where 1 z is the all-one vector of length %, it is easy to see that, if initialized with wy = arg min,, ¥ (w),
SMD returns the weight vector that solves

min  (w)
v )
st. X'w=y

In other words, SMD returns a weight vector w that minimizes the potential ¢(-) among all weight
vectors that interpolate the training data.

The goal of this paper is to compute and characterize the generalization error of SMD using
different potentials for the linear binary classifier with Gaussian mixture model. As can be seen
from Lemma 1, this requires us to characterize the four quantities

T T T T
W, ppw , wXjw , w Xow
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In fact, in much of the subsequent analysis, we shall assume ¥»; = O’%I and X1 = O'%I , which
implies we need only characterize the following three quantities

plw , pjw , |w|?

Since the data model that we are considering is a Gaussian mixture, we shall make use of the Convex
Gaussian Min-Max Theorem (CGMT) Thrampoulidis et al. (2015b), which is a tight and extended
version of a classical Gaussian comparison inequality Gordon (1985).

2.3. Convex Gaussian Min-max Theorem (CGMT)

The CGMT framework has been developed to analyze the properties of the solutions to non-smooth
regularized convex optimization problems and has been successfully applied to characterize the
precise performance in numerous applications such as M -estimators, generalized lasso, massive
MIMO, phase retrieval, regularized logistic regression, adversarial training, and max-margin classi-
fiers Stojnic (2013); Thrampoulidis et al. (2018); Salehi et al. (2019); Thrampoulidis et al. (2015a);
Abbasi et al. (2019); Salehi et al. (2018); Miolane and Montanari (2021); Taheri et al. (2021); Aubin et al.
(2020); Javanmard and Soltanolkotabi (2022); Montanari et al. (2019); Salehi et al. (2020). In this
framework, a given challenging optimization problem denoted as the primary optimization (PO)
problem, is associated with a simplified auxiliary optimization (AQ) problem from which the op-
timal solution can be tightly inferred. Specifically, the (PO) and (AQO) problems are defined as
follows:

®(G) := mi el PO

(G) Jnin maxu w+ (W, u) (PO)

¢(g,h):= min max ||W||2gTu+Hu||2hTW—|—¢(W,u) (AO)
wESw UESY

where G € R™*" g € R™ h € R", Sy, C R", Sy € R™ and ¢ : R™ x R™ — R. Denoting
any optimal minimizers of (PO) and (AO) as wo := Wo(G) and w,, := wy(g, h), respectively,
CGMT result states the following.

Theorem 2 (CGMT Thrampoulidis et al. (2018)) In (PO) and (AO), let Sy, Sy be convex com-
pact sets, Y be continuous and convex-concave on Sy X Sy, and, G, g and h all have entries iid
standard normal. Let S be an arbitrary open subset of Sy, and S¢ := Sy, \ S. Denote by ®sc(G)
and ¢sc(g, h) the optimal costs of (PO) and (AO) respectively when w is minimized over S¢. If
there exist constants ¢ < ¢gse such that ¢(g, h) L5 ¢, and ¢se(g, h) L5 pse, (converge in
probability), then lim,, . P (we(G) € S) = 1.

The probabilities in Theorem 2 are with respect to the randomness of G, g, and h. Notice
that from the assumptions in the theorem statement, we know that wg(g,h) € S with probability
approaching 1 for the (AO) problem. However, Theorem 2 gives a stronger result and concludes
the same characterization for the solution of the seemingly different optimization problem (PO).
Appropriate choices of S then allow us to conclude that the desired values of ufw, pulw, ||wl|?
for (PO) concentrate in the same domain as the same values for (AO) as well as that empirical
distributions of w coincide for (PO) and (AO) provided that n is big enough (n > 100 suffices in
practice). In our analysis, we use it to characterize the empirical distributions of weights identified
by SMD algorithms and to determine the desired generalization errors.



2.4. Two Explicit Models

As we shall subsequently see, the performance of SMD for various potentials will highly depend on
the parameters (1, o, 21, 2o of the Gaussian mixture model. In what follows we shall consider
the following two explicit models.

* Model 1: In this model, we will assume that p; is an iid standard normal vector, py =
V1 — €211 + ev, where v is another independent iid standard normal vector. This implies that
both mean vectors have a length (roughly) equal to v/d and a relative angle

6 =cos (/1 —€2) =sin"(e).

For simplicity, we will further take o1 = 02 = 1 and fix € = 0.1.

The parameter ¢ will allow us to control the angle between the two mean vectors and thereby
the difficulty in separating the two classes. The difference between the two mean vectors
is spread homogeneously across the entries of the vectors. As we shall subsequently see,
through the theory and empirical results, this model gives better generalization results on
SGD than ¢1-SMD.

* Model 2: In this model, we take p1; = po; and iid standard normal for ¢ > 1, and p1; =
—u2i =t = 2,01 = o2 = 1. In other words, the mean vectors of the two classes differ
in only a single component. As expected, linear classification for this model is much more
conducive to a sparsifying regularizer and both the theory and empirical results will show
that, in terms of generalization performance, £1-SMD significantly outperforms SGD.

2.5. Some Useful Lemmas
The following lemmas will be of use for making calculations specific to models 1 and 2.

Lemma3 Let X ~N(0,0%). Then E[(|X] — 1)1 |x}s1] = 2(0% + DQ(L) — 2e 22,

Proof See Appendix. |

Lemma 4 The following equality holds for any x > 0:

Proof See Appendix. |

3. Main Results

We begin with a theorem that holds for arbitrary mirror . It will later be used and specialized to
study ¢1-SMD and SGD.



Theorem 5 The empirical distribution of the parameters identified by SMD with a mirror 1 applied
to the Gaussian mixture model with means 1, lt9 and covariance matrices O'II 05 21 matches the
empirical distribution of W obtained by solving the following optimization problem for w:

aﬁnH 2+ Lolfw =1 ylmgw+1)  af 403

max min max + « w—l———l——
a>0 w,8>0 71,72 P(w) g 26 o1 09 afbn

where g € R% is a vector of iid standard normal entries. The values of ||w|?, u¥w and pZw inferred
Jfrom this optimization problem coincide with the same values for parameters found by SMD.

Proof See Appendix. |

The point of the above theorem is that once the distribution of w is identified from the optimization,
the quantities ||w||?, uf'w, and p2 w, necessary to obtain the generalization error, can be computed
and the histogram for w will recover the weight histogram for SMD.

The next two theorems arise as applications of Theorem 5 when we specialize to ¥ (w) = ||w)||3
and ¢ (w) = |Jw||1 and study the optimization problem in more detail. These more detailed analyses
will allow us to determine the generalization errors of SGD and ¢;-SMD, respectively.

Theorem 6 The empirical distribution of the parameters identified by SGD applied to the Gaus-
sian mixture model with means ji1, s and covariance matrices 021,031 matches the empirical
distribution of w given by

N ag abn ,afn afn

N _2+aﬁn+ 4A( 4 (HMzH%Jruipuz)Jral(TJrl))
o;BAn(Oéin(|W1|!2+ulu2)+ (a2ﬂ+l))u2

where g € R® is a vector of iid standard normal entries and o and 3 are defined as solutions to the
following two-dimensional scalar optimization problem:

2 2 2 2
: oa’d (afn) 2 2 01 , 92\, T
P L 25y 164 (lpal” + 2l (U% + U%)M fi1)
(afBn)? o? o2 1 1
- (a1 + luel® = (= + S m + (5= + =) (Il lp2ll® = (43 1))
32A 05 0'1 20 o5
Here A is also a function of « and 8 and is defined as
aﬁ
A = (=) (@otod + llmlPlluel® = (43 11)* + 2(0F [ |* + 03[l p2]1))

Ozﬁ 2

——(20% + 205 + o ||* + o3| p2|?) + o703

2, ,ufw and ,ugw inferred from this optimization problem coincide with the
same values for parameters found by SGD.

Proof See Appendix. |

Note that 0 is simply a non-zero mean Gaussian vector and so |[w||?, u?w, and plw can be
readily computed, thereby allowing the evaluation of the generalization error via Lemma 1.



Theorem 7 The empirical distribution of the parameters identified by £1-SMD applied to the Gaus-
sian mixture model with means |1, 1o and covariance matrices O’%I , a%[ matches the empirical
distribution of w given by

. 1 1 2 1 2
w; = —(afn) 1329n(lﬂli 2 i+ ag;) max (0, |lu1z + Loy + agi| — 1),
o1 09 01 02

where the g; are iid standard normal and 1,2, and 3 are defined as solutions of the following

four-dimensional optimization problem:

lag; + Trpn + Bpgil — 1
2a8n

2 2
. YoM, a1+
max min max — — —-+—— —
a>0 B>0 11,72 09 01+25 afn Z

1 2
maX(O,|049i+—7 ,uu-l-l p2i]—1)
01 g9

%

The values of ||wl||?, T w and pdw inferred from this optimization problem coincide with the same
values for parameters found by £1- SMD.

Proof See Appendix. |

We should comment that in Theorem 6 the optimization for the parameters « and 3 is determin-
istic. However, in Theorem 7, the optimization for «, (3, 71, and - is stochastic. However, if we
make some statistical assumptions on the means y; and o, then by the law of large numbers the

term
Z lagi + Zopai + Zpgi| — 1

2a8n

71 Y2
max (0, |ag; + —p1s + —p2i| — 1)
- o1 o2

will concentrate. In fact, this is why we consider the explicit Models 1 and 1 described earlier.

4. Specific Results

We now specialize the previous theorems to the Models 1 and 2 described earlier. This will allow
us to get explicit expressions for the generalization error and to compare the performances of SGD
and /1-SMD.
4.1. Model 1

Recall here that pi1 is standard normal, jo = v/1 — €21 + ev, where v is an independent standard
normal vector. We further assume o1 = 09 = 1.

Lemma 8 Denote 02 = ’y% + 722 + a? 4 2y172V 1 — €2. The following equality holds:

1 200 __1_
Eyirs ong: (|71 a2 p2i+0gi | — 1) max (0, |y1 g1 +y2p2i+agi | —1)] = 2(0*+1)Q(=)— e 202
o V2T

Proof Note that
Yipni+ ez +agi = (11 + V1 — €y2)p1i + evovt+agi ~ N(0,73 + 73 +a* + 27172V 1 — €2)

Denote X = 1 p1; + Yap2i + agi ~ N(0,02).



The initial expectation can then be rewritten in the following way and found using Lemma 3:

1 20 1
E[(|X] - 1)*1 =2(c* + 1)Q(=) — e 2%
[(1IX] = 1)"1x)51] = 2( )Q(~) Wer:
|
Lemma 9
Under the terminology from Theorem 5, the following equalities hold:
afn abn
M= (ufw—1),7 = -—(ugw+1)
201 209
Proof
Follows immediately from taking derivatives by v; and ~» and equating them to 0.
|

Remark 10

Since we work in the asymptotic regime d — 00, we can replace

Z (Ivipeni + yvopi + agi| — 1)

S0 max(0, [y1 1 + Y2p2i + agi| — 1)
i
2 1
from the objective of Theorem 7 by d(zﬁzl)Q(i) — \/%7‘;5116_@. Note that this expression is

invariant to the transformation (y1,v2) — (—v2,—71) and so is the rest of the objective from
Theorem 7. Since this objective is strictly concave in vy, and 2, we conclude that the optimal
parameters must satisfy vo = —1. All this being said, we experiment with the following three-
dimensional optimization problem in the numerical part of the work related to model 1:

2 2
maxminmaxg_zi_g _MQ(l) do T

— _— 20
a>0 g>0 m 28  afin ! afn o * \/27raﬁne
where 0% = 272(1 — /1 — €2) 4+ o

The same lemma suggests us an approximation for |w||3, since

w2 (v pe1s + vapoi + ags| — 1)?

T (aﬁn)2 ]l|71u1i+’Y2M2ﬁ+Oégi|>]l

we will approximate |w||3 = >, w? as

2d(c® +1) 1. 2do .
@z ) ™ Vamtammp®

Finally, we find dot products p¥w and jlw using Lemma 9:

lwll3 ~

T 27

_ 2m
H1W =

+1,Mng—%—1

afbn



4.2. Model 2

Recall, as before that p11; = po; is iid standard normal for ¢ > 1 and that u1; = —pg; =t = 2. For
simplicity, we take 01 = 09 = 1.

Remark 11
Analogously to Remark 10, we will use Lemma 8 to approximate the objective by a simpler
expression. In this case, the first term of the sum

Z (Iv1peni + vapi + agi| — 1)

2 max (0, |y p1i + Yop2: + agi| — 1)

i
cannot be replaced by anything rather than (mt—v;;gsg -1 max (0, [y1t — 2t + agi| — 1) itself,
so we just leave it this way. Note that for i > 1 we have viu1; + Yoo + ag; = (71 + Y2) 2 +

_ 2
ag; ~ N(0, (v1 4+ 72)? + a?). Thus, we replace the sum of the other terms by w@(%) -

afn
1
\(/Z—;i);ne_ﬁ following the same reasoning as in Remark 10, where 0% = (v, + v2)% + o? this

time. Note that this again makes the entire objective invariant to the same transformation (1, v2) —
(=72, —71). We conclude that v2 = —~; and 0 = «, which leads us to:

: - 27% (271t + agi| — 1)
— 2oy - 2vit + agy| — 1)—
?3?3( an>118 Hiy?x 28 afn n 2081 max(0, [2nt + agi| )

(d—1)(a?+1) 1 (d—1) _ 1
- Q)+ =
a’ \2rpn

abn

Again analogously to Remark 10, we obtain:

s (29t + agi| - 1)? 2d-D(@+1) 1 2d-1)
~ 1 - a
[w]l2 (affn)2 |2vit+agi|>1 T (afin)? Q(a 2%&(571)26 :
2m 2m
T T
21y Ay
Hyw Ozﬂn + y Mo W aﬁn

5. Numerical simulations

This section provides a comparison between classification errors obtained by training linear mod-
els using SGD and ¢1-SMD and evaluating the corresponding performances empirically to the
classification errors predicted by CGMT. We used code from a publically available repository
https://github.com/SahinLale/StochasticMirrorDescent provided by authors
of Azizan et al. (2021) with minor changes for training. CGMT predictions were calculated numeri-
cally by solving the corresponding optimization problems via a grid search and then using Remarks
10 and 11 along with Lemma 1 to evaluate the error. In the tables presented below, CGMT ¢;-SMD
stands for the classification error predicted by CGMT for ¢; stochastic mirror descent, empirical ¢;
stands for the test error evaluated for a trained ¢1-SMD initialized near 0, CGMT SGD and empirical
SGD signify the same values, but for SGD. The prediction of ¢;-SMD and the empirical results for
£1-SMD appear to not depend too dramatically on the realizations of 11 and uo. That is, they seem
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to be well-concentrated for model 1. However, they were less so for model 2, so we averaged both
over 5 evaluations each. The prediction of CGMT SGD and the empirical performance of SGD were
observed to be well-concentrated for both models. As the reader can see, the match between the
empirical and CGMT-predicted SGD performances is better than between the same quantities for
£1-SMD. We believe that this arises because the latter is more challenging numerically, as the corre-
sponding expression for CGMT involves a 3 - dimensional optimization instead of 2 -dimensional
and is more sensitive to parameter changes. Apart from that, evaluating the performance of ¢;-SMD
empirically is also more challenging because it requires more iterations to converge. That is, there
always is a chance that the generalization errors could match more closely if the algorithm was run
for more iterations. In either event, the match between the theoretical and empirical generalization
errors is quite good in all cases.

As can be seen from the Tables, for Model 1, SGD has slightly superior performance com-
pared to £;-SMD. This is reasonable, since the difference between the two mean vectors is spread
homogeneously across the entries of the vectors.

However, for Model 2, ¢1-SMD has significantly better performance. Again, this is expected
because the mean vectors of the two classes differ in only a single component. Therefore linear
classification for this model is much more conducive to a sparsifying regularizer.

These results clearly demonstrate that the generalization performance of linear classifiers on
binary Gaussian mixture models tangibly depends on the mirror used by the training algorithm and
on the model the data obeys. We believe this general principle to hold for deep networks as well,
although it will merit a much more difficult and detailed analysis.

5.1. Model 1

H n d  CGMT/; Empirical /4, CGMT SGD Empirical SGD H
500 1000 0.242 0.275 0.202 0.191
200 1000 0.315 0.306 0.199 0.194
100 1000 0.370 0.346 0.253 0.249
1000 10000  0.023 0.012 0 0

5.2. Model 2

H n d  CGMT/; Empirical /4, CGMT SGD Empirical SGD H
100 1000 0.056 0.059 0.155 0.152
1000 10000  0.045 0.051 0.152 0.150
500 10000  0.048 0.034 0.211 0.218

6. Conclusion

In this paper we studied the problem of linear classification of binary Gaussian mixture models using
SMD training with general potentials. Using a CGMT analysis we are able to find expressions for
the generalization error. Numerical simulations show a good agreement between the theory and
empirical results. In particular, we observe that the generalization performance depends heavily on
the mirror used in SMD, as well as on the data model. We exhibited two models, one for which
SGD was superior and one for which ¢1-SMD is so. There are several directions in which these
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results can be extended. One is to find explicit expressions for the generalization performance of
other mirrors, most notably /... Another is to extend the classification problem beyond the binary
case to more complicated Gaussian mixtures. Finally, we consider the work performed here to be a
small step in the direction of understanding the generalization performance of deep networks.
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Appendix A. Technical proofs

Proof of Lemma 1 By definition,

1

1
E(w) = §PINN(M17Z1)(Q’UT:E < 0) + §PZ‘NN(;L2,22)(ZUT"E 2 0)

Rewrite * = py + 41 for z ~ N(u1,%1) and 2 = ps + yo for x ~ N(pg, X2). Note that
y1 ~ N(0,%1) and yo ~ N (0, X5). We obtain:

1 1
E(w) = §]P’y1~N(o,21)(wTy1 < —pTw) + §Py2~N(0,22)(wTy2 > — iy w)
Since z; = wly; ~ N(0,w"S1w) and 2o = w'yo ~ N(0, w’ Xow) we have:

1 1
E(w) = §P21~N(0,wT21w)(Zl < _M{w) + §]P)22~N(O,wT22w)(Z2 > _Ngw) =

1 i w 1 pgw

/ /

= — ’ e ——— — / > —_— ) =

2]P’z1~/\/(0,1)(21 < wTEﬂU) + 2]P)22~N(0,1)(Z2 > wTEzw)
1 ' ] w 1 ’ p15w
= — ! —_— — / > —_—— =
5P ~v(on) (21 > wTElw) +5Papno (22 2 wTZQw)
“lo ey Lo mw
27 JwTsw 2 VuwTEow

Proof of Lemma 3 Denote Y = £ ~ N(0,1).

E[(|X|-1)*1x|51] = E[X?1x51]—2E[| X |1 x|51]+E[L x51] = 2E[X?Lx51]—4E[X Lx51]+2E[Lx>1] =

_ 20E[Y?1, 1| A0E[Y 1y 1 [+ 2E[Ly. 1] — 22 +mt2e—fdt—4—”/+°°te—fdt+2Q(l) -
- s = Vor 1 Vor 1 o
:_2%21 ;ootde—é_% ;—we_édg—l-QQ(é):_\2/%;6_§tgoo+\2/i2iﬂ_ l+me—§dt—
_4_;/;0 e_zdz+2Q(§) = jg_ﬂe‘ziz +202Q(§) - j;—we_”iz +2Q(§) =
= 2" + QL) ~ =

Proof of Lemma 4 Differentiate the objective from the right hand side by £:

d 1 Br, 1 T
BB T T ap s
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We conclude that % + % is minimized at 5 = ﬁ The value the objective takes at this point
is
x

o

1 Bxr _ 1
ot &=+
28T 2 Z

=z u

[\

Proof of Theorem S
Using equation (4) it is straightforward to see that SMD with mirror ¢ converges to w solving
the following optimization problem for w:

min max Y(w) + X (XTw —y)

Denote by M the d x n matrix satisfying M;; = py; if i < n/2 and M;; = pa; otherwise.
In words, M is the matrix whose first n/2 columns are ;1 and whose last /2 columns are fi.
Denote the random matrix with independent standard Gaussian entries by X. Also denote the
vectors consisting of the first n/2 and last n/2 coordinates of A by A1 and A, respectively so that

A= <§1> Finally, define ):Z =o;\;,1=0,1and A= <§\\~1> We then have
2 2

o o T T
A X T 2Ty = A KTt AT M w— ATy = 3T X Tt (M) (pFwlh  plwlh) —aTy =
A9 2 2

17 17

Ry (g dear)T SR
g1 bl a2 B 0-1 ’ 0-2
Plugging it in in the optimization problem above and denoting (i; = U—Z,z =1,2,m= (i Tw—

-1 =T -1 -7 —1 ~ T —1 .
O et w—o0] L fiet w—0y ..., 2" w— 0, ), we obtain:

min max Y(w) + M (XTw — y) = minmax AT Xw + ¢(w) + X'm
w w A
Since ¢(w, 5\) = ¢Y(w) + ATm is convex in w and is concave (linear) in A and X is standard
normal, we can replace this PO problem by the corresponding AO, which is known to yield solutions

with the same empirical distribution and the same distribution of u7w, pud'w, |w||3 according to
Theorem 2:

minmax ||Al|g7w + ATh|jwl|s 4+ ¢ (w) + X'm
w A
Write A = au, where o = |A| > 0 and w is unit. We then have:
min max aglw + AT (hl|w||z +m) + ¢(w)
w a>0,u
Since this is clearly maximized when u is aligned with h||w||2 +m, we simplify the expression:
min max ag’ w + of|h||w|)2 + ml|z + ¥ (w)
w  a>0

We will simplify ||h]|w||2 + m||2 before proceeding further. Note that
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[Allwllz +mll2 = \/hThHng + 20 mlwllz +mTm

Recall that A is standard normal. Thus, AT A is almost equal to n, because we work in the
asymptotic regime. The second term 2h” m/||w||2 is negligible compared to the first for almost any
h because m is always in the span of two vectors (1,...,1,0,...,0)” and (0,...,0,1,...,1)7
and the projection of w onto this 2- dimensional span is negligible for almost any h. Finally,
mTm = T:z(ﬂ{w —1)2 + ng(ugw + 1)2. Incorporating all these observations into the objective

and switching the order of optimization using the convex-concativity of the terms we get:

2, M T 2, " T 2
= )24 1
%gé(ngnag w—l—a\/n\|w\|2+20_%(,u1w ) —1—203(;4210—1— )2 4+ Y(w)

To get rid of the square root, we use Lemma 4 and arrive to:

max min aglw + — + a_ﬁn(”w”%

L 7 2 1
a>0 w,5>0 25 2 +20%(”1w )"+ 202 (u2w+ )?) + ¥ (w)

Substituting
Y1, v2 we deduce:

1 . . .
i ui and “2;”2“ by a; and a9 respectively and adding two more scalar variables

T

1 w—1 w+1
s+ (e —a) e (B —ay)+(w)
o1 02

. aﬁn
max min max Qg w+

OO (o342 a2+
a>0 w,A3071,72,01,02 2ﬁ 2ot

Taking the derivatives by a;,¢ = 1,2 and equating them to 0 leads to a; = i o= 1,2.

afn’
Plugging these in and simplifying and regrouping the terms we obtain the desired optimization

problem:

afn Y(pTw—1) ypplw+1) 42 ++3
max min max(w) +ag’ w+25+ Juwl3 + o T o ohn

Proof of Theorem 6
Put ¢)(w) = ||w]||3 in the objective of Theorem 5:

T T 2, A2
afn w—1 w+1 +
max min max min |wl|3 + ag’ w4+ — + iH 13 + 71l ) + 72 ) ity

a>0 B>071,y2 w 2ﬁ o1 o9 afbn

Denote 4; = 2-,i = 1,2 and rewrite it in the following way:

- -2
a o+ o3 afn
mas min max min fz — 1 + 55 #Jr % 1+—)w + w; (gi + Vipai + Yort2i)
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Thus, the minimization over w reduces to minimization over w; for each w; separately. The
latter is straightforward because the objective of the minimization is just a quadratic polynomial.
Therefo.re, the optimgl w; = —%W for each ¢ and thus w = —%W. Hence,
we obtain the following optimization problem:

max min max s — ¥ + — 0%712 + 0375° B 1
a>0 B>0 1,72 2T 20 afn 4+ 2apn

Z(agi + 1 + Fapta)?
i

We will simplify the sum before proceeding further with the expression. First, note that

Z(agi + Y1 +7~2,u2)2 = Z 04292-2 +7~12,u%2- —1-722#%@- + 20 (V1 115G + V2 142i9i) + 21 Ve priphoi =
- ,
= o?||gl3 + T2l ll3 + 722 p2ll3 + 207107 g + 2072415 g + 2172141 pia

Since g is standard normal and w1, o are two fixed vectors we can ignore the 2y ung and
20214 g terms and replace ||g||% by d asymptotically. Hence, we can replace the sum with:

a?d + 70?13 + T2 23 + 2717201 1o

Plugging it back into the main objective we have:

22, 2.2
a  oim°t o577 - - -~
max min max yo—; +— — — . (& d+71 2| |15 +722 | 2|3 +271Y2m] p2)

a>0 B>0 71,72 28 afn 4+ 2aBn

Take the derivatives by 77, V2 and equate them to zero:

209 [l + p poio

—1- —0
afbn 2+ afn
L2080 lkell3de + pipe _
afbn 2+ afn
Denote
~ 4:}’ I~ ~ = apn + o a6n+1 aﬁn
%Z—Z,’YZ(’n,*yz)TandM:< 1l Hazn Tl( . Mlﬂiﬁn
afn(afn + 2) 1 M1 M2 A lp2lls + o3(%5= + 1)

The linear system of equations in 7 and 7 then translates as

= -1
wi= ()
Note that det(M) = A, where A is defined in the statement of the theorem. Hence, we deduce:

_ 1 <#Hu o3+ o(28n 4 1) —obn, T ) <—1>
A _MN{N #”Ml”z + 02(agn +1) 1

2
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Which gives us

1=~ O ol + ) + 0220 4 1))
o= O 3+ ) + 30 4 1))
Recover v1, vo:
= - PO OO 3 4 o) 4+ 0R(ED 4 1)
o = QOMOTRE2) OOt ) + 0320 1))

We can find the optimal w using 7 and 7a:

g+ Yipn e

24+ afn
e S R alB T e (S5 D)~ S O i T a3 )

Instead of directly inserting ~y; and ~» into the objective now, which appears to be a horrendous
task, we will remember what the optimal w is but will return to the initial objective and change the
order of optimization first using that the objective is convex in w and concave in 7, ya:

2,2 2,2
011" + 0372

mascmin min ma 3 +0g” w7+ OO o o w0 1) 1)~ o

az0 >0 w 71,72

Differentiating by ~y; and 2 and equating to 0 again we immediately see that y; = % ( ,u{w —
1) and 72 = O‘B 5 (,u2 w + 1). Incorporating this remark into the objective we get:
afbn

%gé(%l;nrrgnHwHQ%—ag w—l—%-l-—n wll3 + 451

afbn
(pfw—1)*+ 4—2(#510 +1)°
09

Note that this is a quadratic function in w whose linear term is equal to

Hence, the value of the objective at the optimal parameter w equals (5g + aﬁ = (8 — %))Tw.
2 1

Use the expression for the optimal w we derived earlier to evaluate it at the optlmal w. We will
deem the cross-terms negligible because for a random standard Gaussian g its dot products with piq
and 1o are negligible and will also replace g7 g by d:

(_ +a5n(&_ﬂ))ip L a?d (aﬂn)z(aﬂn Bn

2
g3
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(aBn)? afn 5 afn lp2ll3 — pipe,
~on (T Umll3 + pipa) + o3 (== + 1))( 2 o7 )"

a2d (a/@n)z 2 2 O'% 0’% T
a1+ %) 16A (P a2l = g+ 200tz )=

(afn)?® 2 > (01 03 1 1 2 T 2
o 25 sl =+ T + (o + o) (o Pl = ()
[
Proof of Theorem 7
Plug in ¢)(w) = ||w||; in the objective of Theorem 5:
T T 2 4 A2
-1 1
max min max min ||w||; + ag w+_+0z_ﬁn” 13+ nipw - 1) +72(M2w+ ) _ 1t
a>0 >0 71,72 w 26 1 09 afbn

Note that this expression can be split in i:

o, a R+ afn ~
max min max min — — — —_— —

1 Yo
E w;| + ag;w —w w Ws
a>0 B>0m2 w o9 o1 20 aBn * i |wi + agiw; + 2 + /‘11 2+ M2z i

Therefore, minimizing the entire expression in w is equivalent to minimizing the corresponding
summand for each ¢:

. afn 1 2
min |w;| + agiw; + —wiz + lﬂliwi + lﬂzz’wz’
w; 2 01 g9

Denoting u; = |w;|, €; = sign(w;) we rewrite it as:

. n 72 afin
uizg,lel?:il u; + uiei(ag; + U—l,uli + U—2,u2i) + —u;
It is clear now that this is minimized when ¢; = —sign(ag; + 2 p1; + Z_z/m) and the problem
reduces to:
min (1 — lagi + i + 2 pugil) + 202
wiz0 T T g 5 Ui

The latter is just a quadratic problem with a constraint w; > 0 and therefore the solution is
lorgi+ 2L poys+ 22 prgi|—1 . L
u; = max(0, — n 2 ). The corresponding value of the objective is:

|agz ‘|‘ ,ulz + /L2z| -1 1 2
5 max (0, |ag; + luli + l#2i| —1)
aﬂn o1 g9

Recover the corresponding w;:

’agz + le + N2z‘ -1
afbn

. 71 V2
w; = €u; = —sign(ag; + —p1; + — p2;) max (0,
o1 02

)
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Replacing each |w;| + ag;w; + #w? + Z—i 1w + ;—2 o;w; in the main objective from the

beginning of the proof with the value of the objective at the optimal w; we just found, we derive the
desired four - dimensional optimization problem:

maxminlrnaxE—l i—fyl—i_’b_z, 9i T Gy Hi 02“”

71 V2
07 P P . _1
a>0 B>0m2 09 01 28  afin 2a8n max( ’agri_al le+a2ﬂ2z‘ )

i
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