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ABSTRACT. The largest eigenvalue of the Hessian, or sharpness, of neural networks is
a key quantity to understand their optimization dynamics. In this paper, we study the
sharpness of deep linear networks for overdetermined univariate regression. Minimizers
can have arbitrarily large sharpness, but not an arbitrarily small one. Indeed, we show a
lower bound on the sharpness of minimizers, which grows linearly with depth. We then
study the properties of the minimizer found by gradient flow, which is the limit of gradient
descent with vanishing learning rate. We show an implicit reqularization towards flat
minima: the sharpness of the minimizer is no more than a constant times the lower bound.
The constant depends on the condition number of the data covariance matrix, but not on
width or depth. This result is proven both for a small-scale initialization and a residual
initialization. Results of independent interest are shown in both cases. For small-scale
initialization, we show that the learned weight matrices are approximately rank-one and
that their singular vectors align. For residual initialization, convergence of the gradient
flow for a Gaussian initialization of the residual network is proven. Numerical experiments
illustrate our results and connect them to gradient descent with non-vanishing learning
rate.

1. INTRODUCTION

Neural networks have intricate optimization dynamics due to the non-convexity of their
objective. A key quantity to understand these dynamics is the largest eigenvalue of the
Hessian or sharpness S(WV), in particular because of its connection with the choice of learning
rate n. Classical theory from convex optimization indicates that the sharpness should
remain lower than 2/n to avoid divergence (Nesterov, 2018). The relevance of this point of
view for deep learning has recently been questioned since neural networks have been shown
to often operate at the edge of stability (Cohen et al., 2021), where the sharpness oscillates
around 2/7, while the loss still steadily decreases, albeit non-monotonically. Damian et al.
(2023) explained the stability of gradient descent slightly above the 2/n threshold to be a
general phenomenon for non-quadratic objectives, where the third-order derivatives of the
loss induce a self-stabilization effect. They also show that, under appropriate assumptions,
gradient descent on a risk R” implicitly solves the constrained minimization problem

min RE(W)  such that S(W) < 727 . (1)
Trainability of neural networks initialized with a sharpness larger than 2/ is also studied by
Lewkowycz et al. (2020), which describes a transient catapult regime, which lasts until the
sharpness goes below 2/7. These results beg the question of quantifying the largest learning
rate that enables successful training of neural networks. For classification with linearly
separable data and logistic loss, Wu et al. (2024) show that gradient descent converges
for any learning rate. In this work, we address the case of deep linear networks for an

overdetermined univariate regression task, where overdetermined means that the sample
1
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size n is larger that the data dimension d and the data empirical covariance matrix is
nonsingular. As illustrated by Figure la, the picture then differs from the classification
case: when the learning rate exceeds some critical value, the network fails to
learn. We further remark that this critical value does not seem to be related to the initial
scale: when the learning rate is under the critical value, learning is successful for a wide
range of initial scales. In Figure 1b, we see that the large initialization scales correspond to
initial sharpnesses well over the 2/7n threshold, confirming that training is possible while
initializing beyond the 2/n threshold.
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(B) Sharpness at initialization and after training,

(A) Squared distance of the trained network to for various learning rates and initialization scales.

the empirical risk minimizer, for various learning
rates and initialization scales. Training succeeds
when the learning rate is lower than a critical
value independent of the initialization scale.
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(c) Evolution during training of the squared dis-
tance to the empirical risk minimizer and of sharp-
ness, for n = 0.02 and an initialization scale of
0.3. The network does not enter edge of stability.

For a given learning rate 7, the dashed lines
represent the 2/n threshold. The dotted black
lines represent the lower and upper bounds given
in Theorem 1 and Corollary 3.
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(D) Evolution during training of the squared dis-
tance to the empirical risk minimizer and of sharp-
ness, for n = 0.1 and an initialization scale of 0.3.
The network enters edge of stability.

FIGURE 1. Training a deep linear network on a univariate regression task
with quadratic loss. The weight matrices are initialized as Gaussian random
variables, whose standard deviation is the x-axis of plots 1a and 1b. Experi-
mental details are given in Appendix C.

To understand where the critical value for the learning rate comes from, we characterize
the sharpness of minimizers of the empirical risk. Since we consider an overdetermined
regression problem, all minimizers of the empirical risk implement the same optimal linear
regressor (they are equal in function space), but may have different sharpnesses since they
differ in parameter space. We show that there exist minimizers with arbitrarily large
sharpness, but not with arbitrarily small sharpness. Indeed, the sharpness of any minimizer
grows linearly with depth, as made precise next.
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Theorem 1. Let X € R™*? be a design matriz and y € R a target. Then the sharpness of
any linear network x — Wy ... Wiz of depth L that implements the optimal linear regressor
w* € R is at least

“12—7
Smin = 2LA[Jw*||5 *,
where A is the lowest eigenvalue of the empirical covariance matriz 3= %XTX.

We note that this bound is similar to a result of Mulayoff and Michaeli (2020), although
we alleviate their assumption of data whiteness (i] = I), and our proof technique differs,
since we do not require tensor algebra, and instead exhibit a direction in which the second
derivative of the loss is large.

This result shows that it is not possible to find a minimizer of the empirical risk in
regions of low sharpness. Combined with (1), this suggests an interpretation of the critical
value for the learning rate: gradient descent should not be able to converge to a global
minimizer as soon as

2
Smin > = ~ n> .

n Smin
This is coherent with the observations in Figure la: in this case, 2/Smin = 0.2, and training
fails for n = 0.2, but succeeds for n < 0.1. In summary, the sharpness of minimizers is
lower bounded, causing gradient descent with large learning rate to fail.

To deepen our understanding of the training dynamics, we quantify the sharpness of
the minimizer found by gradient descent (when it succeeds): we know that it has
to be larger than Sy, but is it close to Sy or is it much larger? Inspecting Figure 1b,
we see that the answer empirically depends on the interplay between initialization scale
and learning rate. For small initialization scale, the sharpness after training is equal to a
value relatively close to Smin and independent of the learning rate. As the initialization
scale increases, the sharpness of the trained network also increases, and plateaus at the
value 2/n. The plateauing for large initialization scales can be explained by the edge of
stability analysis (1), which upper bounds the sharpness of the minimizer by 2/n (see
Figure 1d). However, this gives no insight on the value of the sharpness when the learning
rate is sufficiently small so that the network does not enter the edge of stability regime (see
Figure 1c).

In this paper, we study the limiting case for vanishing 7, i.e., training with gradient
flow. As our main finding, we bound the sharpness of the minimizer found by
gradient flow: the ratio between the sharpness after training and Sy, is less than a
constant depending mainly on the condition number of the empirical covariance matrix
$. In particular, the ratio does not depend on the width or depth of the network. This
shows an implicit regularization towards flat minima. This is remarkable in particular
insofar as flatter minima have been found to generalize better (Hochreiter and Schmidhuber,
1997; Jastrzebski et al., 2017; Keskar et al., 2017; Jiang et al., 2020), although the picture
is subtle (Dinh et al., 2017; Neyshabur et al., 2017; Andriushchenko et al., 2023). Note
that the phenomenon we exhibit is different from the well-studied implicit regularization
towards flat minima caused by stochasticity in SGD (Keskar et al., 2017; Smith and Le,
2018; Blanc et al., 2020; Damian et al., 2021; Li et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2023). In the
present study, the dynamics are purely deterministic, and the low sharpness is due to the
fact that the weight matrices found by gradient flow have (approximately) the same norm
across layers, and that this norm is (approximately) the smallest possible one so that the
network can minimize the risk. We investigate two initialization schemes, quite different in
nature: small-scale initialization and residual initialization. Let us explain both settings,
by presenting our approach, contributions of independent interest, and related works.

Small-scale initialization. In this setting, we consider an initialization of the weight
matrices Wy, with i.i.d. Gaussian entries of small variance. We show convergence of the
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empirical risk to zero, then characterize the structure of the minimizer found by
gradient flow, a novel result of interest independently of its connection with sharpness.
At convergence, the weight matrices are close to being rank-one, in the sense that
all their singular values but the largest one are small. Furthermore, the first left singular
vector of any weight matrix aligns with the first right singular vector of the next weight
matrix. From this specific structure, we deduce our bound on the sharpness of the trained
network. The bound is illustrated on Figure 1b, where our lower and upper theoretical
bounds on the sharpness are plotted as dotted black lines. We observe that the sharpness
after training, when starting from a small-scale initialization, is indeed situated between
the black lines.

The result and proof extend the study by Ji and Telgarsky (2020) for classification,
although the parameters do not diverge to infinity contrarily to the classification case, thus
requiring a finer control of the distance to the rank-one aligned solution. In regression,
implicit regularization towards low-rank structure in parameter space was also studied by
Saxe et al. (2014); Lampinen and Ganguli (2019); Gidel et al. (2019); Saxe et al. (2019);
Varre et al. (2023) for two-layer neural networks and in Timor et al. (2023) for deep ReL.U
networks. This latter paper assumes convergence of the optimization algorithm and show
that a solution with minimal ¢5-norm has to be low-rank. In our linear setting, we instead
show convergence. As detailed below, we impose mild requirements on the structure on the
initialization beyond its scale; they are satisfied for instance by initializing one weight matrix
to zero and the others with i.i.d. Gaussian entries. In particular, we do not require the
so-called “zero-balanced initialization” as is common in the literature on deep linear networks
(see, e.g., Arora et al., 2018; Advani et al., 2020; Li et al., 2021) or a deficient-margin
initialization as in Arora et al. (2019a). Finally, the limit when initialization scale tends
to zero has been described for deep linear networks in Jacot et al. (2021) for multivariate
regression. It consists in a saddle-to-saddle dynamics, where the rank of the weight matrices
increases after each saddle. The present study considers instead a non-asymptotic setting
where the initialization scale is small but nonzero, and shows convergence to a rank-one
limit because univariate and not multivariate regression is considered.

We note that sharpness at initialization can be made arbitrarily small, since it is controlled
by the initialization scale, while sharpness after training scales as ©(L). This therefore
showcases an example of sharpening during training (although we make no statement
on monotonicity).

Residual initialization.  Architectures of deep neural networks used in practice often
present residual connections, which stabilize training (He et al., 2015). This prompts us to
consider square weight matrices W), € R%*? that are initialized as

s
Wi(0) =1+ me7 (2)
where the N € R4 are filled with i.i.d. standard Gaussian entries and s > 0 is a
hyperparameter tuning the initialization scale. The scaling of the residual branch in 1/ Vd
is common and corresponds for instance to the so-called Glorot and He initializations
respectively from Glorot and Bengio (2010) and He et al. (2015). It ensures that the
variance of the residual branch is independent of the width d. Similarly, as studied in
Arpit et al. (2019); Marion et al. (2022), the scaling in 1/+/L is the right one so that the
initialization noise neither blows up nor decays when L — co. Note that, in practice, this
scaling factor is often replaced by batch normalization (Ioffe and Szegedy, 2015), which has
been shown empirically to have a similar effect to 1/v/L scaling (De and Smith, 2020).
In this setting which we refer to as residual initialization, we show global convergence of
the empirical risk. To our knowledge, it is the first time that convergence is proven
for a standard Gaussian initialization of the residual network outside the large
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width d > n regime. Previous works considered either an identity initialization (Bartlett
et al., 2018; Arora et al., 2019a; Zou et al., 2020) or a smooth initialization such that
[Wi41(0) — Wi(0)||r = O(1/L) (Sander et al., 2022; Marion et al., 2024). The extension
to standard Gaussian initialization leverages sharp bounds for the singular values of the
product of Wi(0). Our main assumption, in alignment with the literature, is that the risk
at initialization should not be larger than a constant (depending on ¥ and s).

We then show that the weights after training can be written

S

VLd

where the Frobenius norm of the 6y is bounded by a constant (depending only on s). This
structure finally enables us to bound the sharpness of the trained network. Remark that,
to connect this analysis with our discussion of sharpness in univariate regression, we add
to the residual network a final fixed projection vector w € R%, so that our neural network
writes & — w! Wy, ... Wiz, but the proof of convergence also holds without this projection.

Experimentally, we give in Appendix C plots in the residual case that are qualitatively
similar to Figure 1. The main difference is that the initial sharpness is less sensitive to the
initialization scale s.

1
Wi(oc0) =1+ Ni+ 70k,

Organization of the paper. Section 2 details our setting and notations. Section 3
studies the sharpness of minimizers of the empirical risk and proves Theorem 1. Dynamics
of gradient flow starting from small-scale initialization and residual initialization are
respectively presented in Sections 4 and 5. The Appendix contains proofs, additional plots,
experimental details, and related works.

2. SETTING

Model. We consider linear networks of depth L from R? to R, which are linear maps
z—w Wi .. Wi (3)

parameterized by weight matrices W1, ..., W, where Wj, € R%*4%-1 dy = d and w € R%
is a fixed vector. This definition includes both fully-connected networks by setting dy, =1
and w = 1, and residual networks by setting d; = --- = d, = d, the W}, close to the identity,
and w to some fixed (potentially random) vector in R?. We let W = (Wy,...,Wr) and
Wprod = I/VlT e W; w. Given X € R™? g design matrix and y € R™ a target, we consider
the empirical risk for regression

1 1
REOW) = —ly = XW' . Wi wll3 = —[ly = Xwproall3 = R (wproa)

The notations RY(W) and R!(wprq) may seem redundant, but are actually practical to
define gradients of the risk both with respect to a single matrix W}, and to the product
Wprod- We next make the following assumption on the data.

(A1) The covariance matrix ¥ = LXTX € R s full rank. We denote respectively by

A and A its smallest and largest eigenvalue.
This assumption implies that there exists a unique minimizer w* € R? to the regression
problem min,, . cga R'(w). This minimizer satisfies the identity VR'(w*) =0 < X Ty =
X T Xw*. However, due to the overparameterization induced by the neural network, there
exists an infinity of global minimizers of the problem miny, R”(W), which correspond to

different parameterizations of the optimal mapping 2 — w*' 2. We let Ry = R'(w*) be
the minimum of R! (and RT).

Gradient flow. We consider that the neural network is trained by gradient flow on
the empirical risk R, that is, the parameters evolve according to the ordinary differential
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equation
AWy, ORF
S 2 (4)
dt oWy,
An application of the chain rule gives
OR"
ViREW) = = Wl W wV R wprod) TWL . W (5)
with 5 5
vRl(wprod) = —EXT(?J - prrod) = —gXTX(W* - wprod) ) (6)

where the second equality comes from the identity satisfied by w* given above.

Notations. For k € {1,... L}, we denote respectively by oy, ug, and vy the first singular
value (which equals the f5 operator norm), the first left singular vector and the first right
singular vector of Wy. The ¢y operator norm of a matrix M is denoted by ||M]||2 and
its Frobenius norm by ||M||r. Its smallest singular value is denoted by omin(M). For a
vector v, we let ||v]|2 its Euclidean norm. Finally, for quantities that depend on the gradient
flow time ¢, we omit for concision their explicit dependence on ¢t when it is dispensable.

3. LOWER BOUNDS ON THE SHARPNESS OF MINIMIZERS

To define the sharpness of the model, we let p = 25:1 drdr_1 and identify the space of
parameters with RP, which amounts to stacking all the entries of the weight matrices in
a large p-dimensional vector. Then the norm of the parameters seen as a p-dimensional
vector can be related to the Frobenius norm of the matrices by

L
VIE =D Wil
k=1

This allows us to define the Hessian of the risk H : RP — RP*P_and we denote by S(W) its
largest eigenvalue for some parameters YW. The following result gives two lower bounds on
the sharpness of any minimizer of the empirical risk (and is a strictly stronger statement
than Theorem 1).

Theorem 2. Under Assumption (A1), for any W that minimizes R*(W), we have

2=+ L 1
SW) z 2\ [w™l; * ; ATE
and
SOV) > Sin = 2LA|w? |2
The proof of the result relies on the following variational characterization of the sharpness
as the direction of the highest change of the gradient

L L . LN 12
S(W)2 — hm sup Zk:l HVIZR (W) v~kR2 (W)”F )
W= Wi || <€ > k=1 IWh = Will%

By considering the direction W}, = (1 + &Bx) Wy, for some well-chosen S € R, the first
lower bound can then be proven. The bound shows that the sharpness of minimizers can
be arbitrarily high if one of the matrices has a low-enough norm. More precisely, take
any minimizer W = (W71, ... W) and consider WC = (CW1, Wy /C, W3, ..., W), for some
C > 0. Then W€ is still a minimizer, and

(7)

* 2-1 * 2-1
SWC) > 2M[w*lly = 2MwHlly; FC e
[W2/Cllr [Wallp
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The fact that a reparameterization of the network can lead to arbitrarily high sharpness is
consistent with a similar result by Dinh et al. (2017) for two-layer ReLU networks.

Note that the first lower bound is arbitrarily small for minimizers such that the norms
IWk||F are large. This prompts us to prove the second part of the result, which gives a
uniform lower bound. The proof technique is similar, but requires considering a rank-one
direction of change from W, that is Wi = Wi + §,8kukv,;r for some B, € R, uy, € R%* v, €
Rk—1,

As already noted by Mulayoff and Michaeli (2020), the intuition behind the linear
scaling of the bound with depth can be seen from a one-dimensional example: take
flxy,...,z2p) = H£:1 x;. Then an easy computation shows that the sharpness of f at
(1,...,1) is equal to L — 1. This showcases a simple example where the output of f is
constant with L while its sharpness grows linearly with L.

4. ANALYSIS OF GRADIENT FLOW FROM SMALL INITIALIZATION

In this section, we characterize the structure of the minimizer found by gradient flow
starting from a small-scale initialization. The proof is inspired by the one of Ji and Telgarsky
(2020) for linearly-separable classification, with a finer analysis due to the finiteness of
minimizers in our setting.

We consider the model (3) with d;, = 1 and w = 1. Denoting by Ry the empirical risk
when the weight matrices are equal to zero, we can state our main assumption for this
section.

(As) The initialization satisfies that R*(W(0)) < Ry and VR (W(0)) # 0.
It is satisfied for instance if one of the weight matrices Wy, is equal to zero at initialization
while the others have i.i.d. Gaussian entries, so that R“(W(0)) = Ry and Vi R*(W(0)) # 0
(almost surely).

Linear networks trained by gradient flow possess the following remarkable property
(Arora et al., 2018) that shall be useful in the remainder.

Lemma 1. For any timet >0 and any k € {1,...,L — 1},
Wila (OWiia (8) = Wilya (0)Wikg1(0) = Wi()) W)/ (1) — Wi(0)Wy! (0).

Define now
L—-1
o 2 T _ T
e :=3 max [Wi(0)[F +2 ; Wi Q)W (0) = Wiy 1 (0) Wi 1 (0)]l2.

Note that € only depends on the initialization, and can be made arbitrarily small by scaling
down the initialization. The following key lemma connects throughout training three key
quantities to €.

Lemma 2. The parameters following gradient flow satisfy for any t > 0 that

e forke{l,...,L}, Wi ()17 = Wil < e,

o forjke{l,...,L},  |o}(t)—o2(t)| <e,

o forke{l,....,L—1}, (oppr(t)up(®)?>>1- ———.
i1 (t)

The first identity of the Lemma bounds the sum of the squared singular values of W(¢),
except the largest one. In other words, it quantifies how close W (t) is to the rank-one
approximation given by the first term in its singular value decomposition. The second
statement bounds the distance between the spectral norms of any two weight matrices. The
last bound quantifies the alignment between the first left singular vector of Wi (¢) and the
first right singular vector of Wy, (t). In particular, if ¢ is small and o7, (t) is of order 1,
then vg11(t) and ug(t) are nearly aligned.
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We next use this Lemma to show that the neural network satisfies a Polyak-f.ojasiewicz
(PL) condition, which is one of the main tools to study non-convex optimization dynamics
(Rebjock and Boumal, 2023). A well-known result, recalled in Appendix A for completeness,
shows that this implies exponential convergence of the gradient flow to the minimum of the
empirical risk.

Theorem 3. Under Assumptions (A1)—(As), the network satisfies the PL condition for
t > 1, in the sense that there exists some pu > 0 such that, fort > 1,

L
S IVRREWV®)|5 = WREOV(E)) — Rurin) -
k=1

The proof leverages the structure of the gradient of the risk with respect to the first
weight matrix, which relies on the linearity of the neural network and the fact that we
consider a univariate output. More precisely, recall that, by (5),

ViREW(t)) = (WL(t) ... Wa(t))T VR (wproa(t))

di x1 1xdg

Therefore the Frobenius norm of the gradient decomposes as the product of two vector
norms

IV REOV0)[3 = WL (0) .. Wat) I3V R (wproa (1)) 3
> AWL(t) ... Wa®IB(RH V(D) ~ Ruin)

where the lower bound unfolds from a straightforward computation. The delicate step is to
lower bound [|[W(t) ... Wa(t)||2, which we approach by distinguishing depending on the
magnitude of o1 (t) = ||[Wi(t)||2. If o1(t) is large, we use Lemma 2 to deduce both that all
oi(t) are large and then that the first singular vectors of successive weight matrices are
aligned. This implies that the product of weight matrices has a large norm. To analyze the
case where () is small, we use Assumption (As) to bound away R*(W(t)) from Ry for
t > 1, and therefore wproq(t) from 0. The fact that wproq(t) cannot be too close to 0 while
o1(t) is small implies that [|[WL(¢t)... Wa(t)||2 is large. All in all, this allows us to lower
bound ||Wr(t) ... Wa(t)||2, and the PL condition follows.

Theorem 3 shows convergence of the risk to its minimum, and thus that wp,,q — w*. To
characterize the weights at the end of the training, we make the next assumption on the
scale of initialization.

(A3) We have e<1, |w*|2>1, and 32L\e<1.

The key condition in Assumption (As) is the last one, which means that the initialization
has to be scaled down as the depth increases, so that ¢ = O(1/L?). Combined with the
fact that ||wprod|l2 — ||w*[]2 and with Lemma 2, this can be used to show the following
corollary.

Corollary 1. Under Assumptions (A1)—(As), there exists T > 1, such that, for allt > T
and k€ {1,...,L},

*|[5\ 1/L
(’ZUQHQ) / <ak(t) < (2Hw*”2)1/L

Together with Lemma 2, this result gives a precise description of the structure of the
weights at the end of the gradient flow trajectory. Up to the small factor €, the weights are
rank-one matrices, with equal norms and aligned singular vectors. Since the product of
weights aligns with w*, this means that the first right singular vector of Wi has to align
with w*, and then the weight matrices align with their neighbors in order to propagate the
signal in the network.
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Furthermore, this result has two main consequences. Since it shows that the weights
evolve in a ball of fixed radius, it can be combined with the PL condition of Theorem 3 to
deduce the convergence of the iterates (and not just of the risk).

Corollary 2. Under Assumptions (A1)—(As), the gradient flow dynamics (4) converge to
a global minimizer WS' of the risk.

Corollary 1 also implies that the operator norms of the weight matrices are equal up to a

constant factor, and are not much larger than ||w*||§/ L which is the smallest norm possible
to minimize the risk if all matrices have the same norm. Combining this idea with the
variational characterization (7) of the sharpness and the explicit formulas (5)—(6) for the
gradients, we derive the following upper bound on the sharpness of the found minimizer.

Corollary 3. Under Assumptions (A1)—(As), the following bounds on the sharpness of the
manimizer WS hold:

SOV A
1< ——=<4—.
= Smin = A
This result shows that the sharpness of the minimizer is close to Sy, in the sense that
their ratio is bounded by a constant times the condition number of Y. For example, in the

case of white data (3 = I), we obtain that S(WS!) < 4Si,.

5. ANALYSIS OF GRADIENT FLOW FROM RESIDUAL INITIALIZATION

We now study the case of residual initialization. We consider a linear network of the
form (3) with

S 1
me + L9k(t),
where each matrix is a d X d matrix and the N}, are filled with i.i.d. Gaussian entries (0, 1).
We refer to Section 1 for a discussion of the scaling factor in front of Ny. Following the
standard initialization of residual networks, we assume that the 6, are initialized to zero.
Note that the scaling factor 1/L in front of the 6; has no impact on the dynamics; it is
convenient for exposition and computations, since we show that, with this scaling factor,
the 0y are of order O(1) after training.

Before stating the main result of this section on the convergence of the gradient flow,
recall that w € R? is a fixed vector appended at the end of the residual network to project
its output back in R.

Wi(t) =1+

Theorem 4. Under Assumption (A1), there exist Cy,...,Cs > 0 depending only on s such
that, if
C )\2 2
L>Cr, 420, RHOW(0) ~ B < 210,
then, with probability at least
1 —16exp(—Cyd),
the gradient flow dynamics (4) converge to a global minimizer W™ of the risk. Furthermore,
the minimizer WRL satisfies

S

VLd

To our knowledge, Theorem 4 is the first result showing convergence of gradient flow for
standard Gaussian initialization of residual networks without assuming overparameterization.
The main requirement is that the loss at initialization be not too large, as is standard
in the literature analyzing gradient flow for deep linear residual networks (Bartlett et al.,
2018; Arora et al., 2019a; Zou et al., 2020; Sander et al., 2022). Note that our bound on
the loss at initialization does not depend on the width d, depth L, or sample size n. We

1
WM =1+ Nk+ze,§l with [[0R | < C5, 1<k<L. (8)
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emphasize that the same proof holds for multivariate regression, in the absence of the
projection vector w, which we employ in the current exposition to connect this result with
the analysis of sharpness for univariate regression in Section 3. Details on adaptation to
multivariate regression are given in Appendix B.8. Finally, the precise dependence of C7 to
Cy on s can be found in the proof.

The proof is a refinement of the analysis for identity initialization of residual networks
(Zou et al., 2020; Sander et al., 2022). From the expression of the gradients (5), we can
show that

Al T k1 31T 11 |3 (ROV) = Runin)
> [VeRYW)|[E = 40130 min (Db 1) 00 (Me—1:0) (ROV) = Runin) 4
with Iz, := W ... Wy and Tlg.q := Wy ... Wi, Letting
t* = inf {t eRy, Tk e{l,.... L} |10:(®)|lFr > 05} ,
the crucial step is to lower bound o2 (II1.x11) and o2 (I;_1.1) uniformly for ¢ € [0,#*],
in order to get a PL condition valid for ¢ € [0,¢*]. Then, the condition on the loss at
initialization is used to prove that t* = oo, thereby the PL condition holds for all ¢ > 0.

We deduce both convergence and the bound on the norm of HkRI. The lower bound on
o2 (Iz.441) and 02 (I1;_1.1) is straightforward in the case of an identity initialization. In

min min
the case of Gaussian initialization, the proof is more intricate, and leverages the following
high probability bounds on the singular values of residual networks.

Lemma 3. There exist Cq,...,C4 > 0 depending only on s such that, if

L>Cy, d>0y, wuc|CsC4LY1],

then, with probability at least

du®
)
SOP (5502
it holds for all 0 such that maxi<k<r, ||0k|]2 < 6%1 exp(—2s% —4u) and all k € {1,..., L} that
[(1+ =Mt 20) o (1 ==+ 200 | < exp (5 +0)
—O) ... — — <dexp(—+u),
Td k Lk Td 1 Ll ) b 9

and

2
\/SLide—kin) (I—F\/%Nl—i-;@l)) > %exp(—ﬁ—u> .

The proof of this result goes in three steps. We first study the evolution of the norm of the
activations across the layers of the residual network when ¢ = 0, and prove a high-probability
bound by leveraging concentration inequalities for Gaussian and x? distributions. Then an
e-net argument allows to bound the singular values. Finally, the extension to 6 in a ball
around 0 is done via a perturbation analysis. The proof technique is related to previous
works (Marion et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2022), but provides a crisper and sounder bound.
More precisely, Marion et al. (2022) show a bound on the norm of the activations with a
probability of failure that decays polynomially with the width d, which is not sufficient to
apply the e-net argument that requires an exponentially decreasing probability of failure.
As for Zhang et al. (2022), they provide a similar bound with the purpose of showing
convergence of wide residual networks, however with a less sharp probability of failure that
increases polynomially with depth.! Finally, as previously, the dependence of C to Cy on
s can be found in the proof.

Ommin ( (I +

IWe further note an incorrect use of concentration inequalities for x? distributions that are assumed to
be sub-Gaussian while they are in fact only sub-exponential. Details are given in Appendix B.9.
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The characterization (8) of the minimizer in Theorem 4 allows to bound its sharpness,
as made precise by the following corollary. It holds under the same assumptions and
high-probability bound as the conclusion of Theorem 4.

Corollary 4. Under the assumptions of Theorem 4, there exists C' > 0 depending only on
s such that the following bounds on the sharpness of the minimizer WR hold:
S(WRD en2/L A
1< = <ol

As for Corollary 3, the proof relies on the fact that the norms of the weight matrices
are close to each other and to the smallest possible norm to minimize the risk. This result
shows again an implicit regularization towards a low-sharpness minimizer. Experimental
illustration and connection with gradient descent with non-vanishing learning rate is
provided in Appendix C.

6. CONCLUSION

This paper studies dynamics of gradient flow for deep linear networks on a regression task.
For small-scale initialization, we prove that the learned weight matrices are approximately
rank-one and that their singular vectors align. For residual initialization, convergence of
the gradient flow for a Gaussian initialization is proven. In both cases, we obtain that the
sharpness of the solution found by gradient flow is close to the smallest sharpness among
all minimizers. Interesting next steps include studying the dynamics at any initialization
scale, as well as extension to non-linear networks.
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Appendix

Organization of the Appendix. Appendix A presents some useful preliminary lemmas.
The proofs of the results of the main paper are presented in Appendix B, while additional
plots and experimental details are given in Appendix C. Finally, Appendix D discusses
some additional related work.
APPENDIX A. TECHNICAL LEMMAS

Lemma 4. For a >0 and x € [0,1/2],

(1-2)*>1-2azx.
For aa >0 and x > 0 such that ax < 1,

(1+2)*<1+42ax.
Proof. Regarding the first inequality of the Lemma, we have

(1 —2)* =exp(alog(l —x)) > exp(a(—2z)) > 1 — 2azx,

where the first inequality holds for « € [0,1/2]. The second inequality of the Lemma is
proven by
(14 2)* =exp(alog(l+ 1)) < exp(azx) <1+ 2ax,

where the second inequality holds when az < 1. (|

Lemma 5. There exists an absolute constant C' > 0 such that, for L > C and x > 1,
Lexp(—VLz) < 4exp(—z).

Proof. For any = € R,

Lexp(—VLz) < 4exp(—z) & exp((VL — 1)z) > g :

Then, for L > 1 and z > 1, we have
1
exp((VL —1)z) > 1+ (VL —-1)z + 5(\/E —1)%2?

(L+1—2VL)a?

N =

=14+ (WVL-1z+
L 1L
2(\/2—1)364—2—5-5(54—1—2\@)372
For L large enough, % +1—2v/L > 0. Thus, since z > 1,
L

—_

L
exp(VL —1)z) > (VL — 1)z + i 5(5 +1-2VL)z
L n (L 1)
VIRV T
L
2 )
4
where the last inequality holds for L large enough. This concludes the proof. O
Lemma 6. Let h € R, N € R>? with i.i.d. standard Gaussian entries, and
| NR||3 hT"Nh
Y1 = 25 2 = 2
17]I3 [I7]]3

Then
Y1 ~x%(d) and Yy~ N(0,1).
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Proof. We have, for i € {1,...,d},
d

(Nh)i = Nijh;.

j=1
By independence of the (N;;)1<j<a, we deduce that (Nh); follows a (0, ||A[|?) distribution.
Furthermore, by independence of the rows of N, the (INh); are independent. Thus
d

1
SGZWWEJNM?
=1

follows a x?(d) distribution. Moving on to Ya, we have

d
1
Yo=Y Nyhih;.
2 ”hH2 Z’jz:1 J J

Thus Y; follows a centered Gaussian distribution, and by independence of the (Njj)1<i j<d,
its variance is equal to

1 d
2,2
HhH4 Z hihj =1,
ij=1

which concludes the proof. ([l

The next lemma shows that the PL condition implies exponential convergence of the
gradient flow. It is a well-known fact (see, e.g., Rebjock and Boumal, 2023, for an overview
of similar conditions), proved here for completeness.

Lemma 7. Let f : RP — R be a differentiable function lower bounded by fuin € R, and
consider the gradient flow dynamics

dx
= V()

).
If f satisfies the Polyak-f.ojasiewicz inequality for t > 0

IVf(@®)ll2 Z p(f(@(t)) = fuin) ,
then, fort >0,
F@()) = famin < (f(2(0)) = frnin)e ™.
Proof. By the chain rule,

1) = (V) ) = I3

Plugging in the Polyak-Y.ojasiewicz inequality,

(1) < (D) ~ Fu)-
Thus d
2 (f@(®) = fnin) < —p(f(2 (1)) = frnin) -

To solve this differential inequality, one can for instance use the comparison theorem
(Michel Petrovitch, 1901), which states that f(x(t)) — fmin is smaller that the solution g of
the initial value problem

9(0) = F(0)) ~ fuim, 0(0) = —ngl).

This gives the conclusion of the Lemma. O
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Lemma 8. With the notation introduced in Section 2, the following identities holds
1
L 2
R*(W) = Ruin + [ X (0" — wproa)l2

and
ANR" (W) = Runin) < | VR (wproa)||> < 4A(R"(W) = Runin) -

Proof. We have

1
RL(W) = EHy - prrod”%

1
= EHy - XU]* + X(U}* - wprod)”%
1 * 1 * 2 2 * *
= —ly = Xw*lla + ~ X (@ = wproa) 3 + = (y = Xw*, X (w" = wproa)

1 2
- Rmin + EHX(w* - wprod)”% + E<XT(3/ - Xw*)7w* - wpr0d> ;

where the scalar product is equal to zero by the characterization of w* given in Section 2.
This gives the first identity of the Lemma. Next,

1
RL(W) — Rpin = E(w* - wprod)TXTX(W* - wprod)

1
< EHw* - wprod”QHXTX(w* - wprod)H2 .

By the formula (6) for the gradient of R,
2
HVRl(wprod)||2 = ;HXTX(UJ* - wprod)HQ > 2)‘||w* - wprodH? :
Plugging in the formula above, we obtain that
1 1 1
R W) = Ruin < 5[ VR (Wproa) 2 - 5 IV (wproa)ll2 = 1 IVR (wproa) I3 -
Finally, to obtain the upper bound on the gradient, note that

4
IVR! (wproa) 13 = ;IIXTX(M* — Wprod )13

4

= ﬁ(w* — Wprod) ' X XX T X (w* — wprod)
4A

< ?(w* — UJprod)TXTX(W* - wprod)

= 4A(R*(W) — Ruin) -

Lemma 9. Take Wy,... W € R¥™? such that, for all k € {1,...,L},
Wi ... Willa < M,

and

Omin(Wk ... W1) =2 m,
where M > 1 and m € (0,1). Then, for all 6 such that maxi<i<r ||0k]2 < 4’]'\”‘422, letting
Wi =Wy + %’“, we have

Wi ... Will2 < 2M |

and

Umin(Wk e Wl) P %
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Proof. First note that the assumptions imply that, for any 1 < j < k <

Wi ... W, < = < —. 9
Wi el Omin(Wj ... W1) Omin(Wj ... W1) = m )

It shall come in handy to extend this formula to the case where j = k, where we define the
empty matrix product to be equal to the identity matrix, which has an operator norm of
1< M

Now, take any 6 as in the Lemma and any hg € R%. Let, for k > 0

hy = Wy ... Wihg,

and
hi = Wi ... Whhg .
Then
hy = Wihg—1
and
iLk: (Wk—i—el/)hk 1-
Thus

_ 0, - _
P =l = i+ Wi(hiy = hia) -
Since hg — hg = 0, we get by recurrence that, for k > 1

@BH : (10)

k
hk—hk:ZWk...WjHL

=1
From there, let us prove by recurrence that

172 < 2M |l oll2 (11)

This equation holds for & = 0 since M > 1. Next, assume that it holds up to a certain rank
k — 1, and let us prove it at rank k. From (10), we get that

k

. 1 -

|he — hill2 < T > Wi Wy ll210; 2l 1 ]2 (12)
j=1

Since M > 1 and m < 1, the bound on ||6;||2 from the assumptions of the Lemma implies
in particular that ||0;]|2 < 537. Utilizing this, as well as (9) and the recurrence hypothesis
(11) up to rank k — 1, we get

h\H

k
- M m
V=l < 7 35057 - 20 Wl < Mol

Then
hnll2 < Nhkllz + 1ok = hilla < W ... Will2llBoll2 + Mllholl2 < 2M |lholl2
This concludes the proof of the recurrence hypothesis at rank k. We therefore get that
Wy ... Willa < 2M
To prove the lower bound on the smallest singular value of Wy, ... W;, observe that

wll2 = hllz — 17w — hull2

K
2 Omin(Wi ... Wi)l[holl2 — ZHWk--~Wj+1||2|\9j||2\|hj71”2a
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by (12). Finally, by (9), the bound on ||#;||2 from the assumptions, and the upper bound
we just proved on ||hj_1|[2, we have

2
m
— - 2M > — .
1k ll2 = ml|holla LE e 1holl2 = = [lholl2

This concludes the proof. O

APPENDIX B. PROOFS

B.1. Proof of Theorem 2. For a twice continuously differentiable function f : RP — R,
the largest eigenvalue S of its Hessian H(f) : RP — RP*P at some z € RP admits the
variational characterization

Se) -t wp IVIE) =TI @

€20 ||z—z||<e |z — 2|2
In our case, the parameters are a set of matrices and the formula above translates into

S(W)Q — lim sup Zi:l HkaL(W) kaL( )HF ) (13)

-~ L
S0 W =Wl < > k=t Wi — Wk”%

We now take W to be an arbitrary minimizer of R*. To obtain the lower bound, consider
for £ <1

Wi (&) = Wi + €My, ,

where the Mj, € R%*%-1 are parameters that will be chosen later (depending only on the
Wi, and not on ). Then

SOV > lim ke IVEREOY) = ViREOV(©) [
e €Tk 1M %

To alleviate notations, we drop the dependence of Wy, on €. Recall that, for any parameters
wo,

) (14)

ViR OV) = W WETwV R (wpyeq) "W WL
with
wgrod = W{) . WOTw and VRI( prod) = —%XTX(U}* - wgrod).
For minimizers of the empirical risk, VR (W) = 0, so
Ay = ViEREW) = Vi REOW) = WL, .. . W] wVR (Wp0a) W ... W, (15)

Minimizers of the empirical risk also satisfy that wproq = w*. Thus, by adding and
subtracting differences,

- 2 .
VRl (wprod) = EXTX(wprod - wprod)

L
2
:EXTX<ZW1 W (W] - W,I)W,IH...WLTw)
k=1
9 L
k=1

Here, and in the remainder of this proof, the notation O is taken with respect to the limit
when & — 0, everything else being fixed. In particular, inspecting the expression above, we
see that VR(Wprod) = O(€), and therefore, going back to (15), that

Ap =W . . WIwVR (Wpoa) "W ... W, +O(€2).
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Denote Ay, the product in the last line above. By the inequality of arithmetic and geometric
means, and by subadditivity of the operator norm,

L L
S IAE = Z 1Ak]1E + O(E%)
k=1
L
> [IAk]l5 + O(E?)
k=1

L(f[ 18u2) " + o€
AL

> L(|AL-+ Adla)" + 0(€%). (17)
By definition of Ay,
AL cee A1 = _VRl (ﬂ)prod)T wprodv-R1 ('u~)prod)T te wprodv-R1 (u~)pr0d)T
L—1 times

= (VR (Wproa) "w*) IV R (proa) |

Thus
1AL+ Atz = (VR (@proa) " w*)* M|V R (Wproa) |12
VR (w rod)Tw*
> (VRl(QIJ rod)Tw*)L—l p.
P [[w*]]2
o (le(wprod)Tw*)L
[[w* |2 7
and, by (17),
L -
VR (Wproq) T w*)?
S Ay > LV Wored) W7 ey, (18)
-1 ||U) H2

Coming back to (16), we have

L
* ~ * 2
w*T VR (tproq) = €Y _w TEXTXWIT WM WL W w4+ 0(€2).
k=1

At this point, the computations diverge for the two inequalities we want to prove. For the
first inequality, we take M}y = By Wi, where the §; are free parameters to be optimized. We
have

L
* ~ * 2
w* VR (thproa) = £ Y Brw TEXTvalT LW W WL W e+ 063
k=1
L 2
=€y 5kw*T5XTprmd +O(€?)
k=1

L
> 26N[[w* (3 B+ O(€).

j=k
Therefore, by (18),

5 L
ZnAknF aLeN oty E () + o).
k=1
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Furthermore,

L L
SOIME =D BHIWell -
k=1 k=1

By (14), we get

2
L
_2 (Zk:l Bk)
S = AL |urly L
Zk:l 5k||WI<:||F
The first lower bound unfolds by taking S = 1/||Wk| F.
Moving on to the second lower-bound, we now take

ukva

[[url2l[vkll2 *
where again the S are free parameters to be optimized. We therefore have

2
My, = B up = Wi—1... Wi=X"Xw*, vp=W/,...W/w,
n

L

* ~ * 2

w* VR (thprod) = »_w TEXTXWJ...W,I_leT Wil .. . Wlw+0(&2)
k=1 ~"

—a 1
=uy

ES N

L
=&Y Bellurllzllvrll2 + O&?)

k=1

L
ST 2
=3 Bl W wlalT S XTXW W+ O(€)
k=1

L
2
=6 BlWiy Wgww*TgXTXVVlT W2 +O(€Y),
k=1

where the last line unfolds from subadditivity of the operator norm. We let Ap =
W/l ... WlwwT2XTXWT ... W, |, and choose By = || Ag|l2. Then

L
Woroa VR (Bprod) = €D [|Ak]l5 + O(€?) .

Coming back to (18), we get

2

ZH > HQ/L(ZuAkuz) +0(&%).

Furthermore,
L L
luvg |13
erwk—wkrrF 52252”%”2"7%32 e 8= A3
k=1 k=1
Therefore, we obtain, by (14),
SoW)? Hw*”m ZH A3,

We can lower bound the sum similarly to (17):

2/L
Z\\Akuz L(| AL+ Ad]l2)*",
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and
2 2 2
Ap A =w "X T X ww T 2XTX T 2XTX
n n n
L—l:imes
L—-1
= (w*TzXTXw*) w*TgXTX.
n n
Thus
2 L-1 2
||ALA1||2: (w*TEXTX’UJ*) ||w*TEXTX||2
> 2\ [|w*]|5)" 7 2M Jw* |2
[
Therefore

L

4—2
D AR = ALX|lw™ [l .
k=1

We finally obtain
4

_4
SW)? > 4L2N|lw* |, 7,
which gives the second lower bound.
B.2. Proof of Lemma 1. This identity can be shown by noting that the identity is
trivially true for ¢t = 0, then differentiating on both sides with respect to time, and using (5).
We refer, e.g., to Arora et al. (2018) for a detailed proof.

B.3. Proof of Lemma 2. Before proving the three statements of the lemma in order, we

let
L—1
&= max [Wi(0)[F + Y [Wi1 (0) Wi (0) = Wa(0)Wy (0)]]2.
Note that € < e.
First statement. The claim is true for k£ = L since Wy, is a (row) vector. For

ke {l,...,L — 1}, taking the 2-norm in Lemma 1, we have

Wi Wasallz = IWaWy[ + Wiy (0)Wig1 (0) = Wi(0) W (0)]]2

< WeWy 2 + W1 (0)Wiy1.(0) — Wi (0)W)] (0)]2 -
Thus, using ||AT A|ls = [[AAT |2 = ||A]3,
IWii1ll3 = [Wil1 (0)Wiy1.(0) = Wi (0)W (0)l2 < [[Wilf3 - (19)
We now take the trace in Lemma 1 to obtain
Wi llE = Wit (0)1F = [WillF — W5 (0)I[3 -

Combining with the inequality above, we have that

IWell7 = IWell3 < IWeiall — Wega 3 + IWr(0)1F = Wi (0) 17

+ W1 () Wir1(0) = Wi (0)W, (0)]]2

Summing from k to L — 1 and telescoping, we have

IWllB = IWall3 < [WLlE — WLl + [Wa(0)[IF — W (0)|[%

L—-1
+ ) W1 (0) Wi 41 (0) — Wi (0) W (0)]f2 -
k'=k
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The first two terms compensate since Wy, is a vector, and the remainder of the terms is less
than £ < € by definition. This gives the first statement of the Lemma.

Second statement. Assume without loss of generality that j > k. By recurrence over
(19), we obtain that

7j—1
oF < op+ > W1 (0)Wiry1(0) — Wi (0) W) (0)]|2 < o + €.
k=

The reverse inequality can be shown similarly: by considering again Lemma 1 and taking
the 2-norm, we get

IWeWi llz < W1 Wiesa ll2 + Wi 1 (0 Wi (0) = Wi ()W (0)]2
Thus
Wkl < Wit [13 + Wi 1 (0) Wit (0) = Wi (0) W (0)]]2-
As previously, we get by recurrence that

J,%SJJQ»—FE_.

Combined with the reverse bound above, this gives the second statement of the lemma.

Third statement. Let us lower and upper bound U;WJ +1Wk+1uk. We have on the one
hand, by Lemma 1,

up Wil Wiy = ul Wi Wil wg — wf Wi (0)Wy (0)ug, + ul Wiy (0) Wiy 1(0)uy
> ug WiW, wg — ug Wi (0)W, (0)uy
> o} — | Wk(0)]3-
On the other hand,

Ty T T T 2 T T 2 T
we Wiep 1 Wiee e = g, (Wikp s Wier1 — U107 41 Vg1 Wk + Ugg Uk 10741 Vg 1 Uk
T 2 T 2 2
< Wit Wit — V410741 Vg ll2 + (Ui, wk) 041
The 2-norm above is equal to the second largest eigenvalue of W;L1Wk+1, which is the square
of the second largest singular value of Wy1. In particular, it is lower than |[Wyi1||% —

|[Wis1]|3 which is the sum of the squared singular values of Wy, except the largest one.
We obtain

up Wil Wigaw, < [Wiga |7 — Wit 13 + (U1, ur) 0y < &+ (U1, ) 0y

by the first statement of the Lemma. Combining lower and upper bounds of u,l—W,;r L1 Whtaug,
we get

&+ (U1, up) oy = of — [Wi(0)]3 -

Thus
2 2 _ = 2 = 2 _ =
of — |[Wi(0)|3 —& _ ojyy —&— [Wi(0)]5 2
<Ukz+1;uk>2 > k H 2( )HQ > k+1 . 2 :
Tk+1 Tk+1
by the second statement of the Lemma. We finally obtain
2 4+ || Wi (0 2 €
(b1, up)? > 1—M >1-——,
k41 k41

by definition of ¢ and €.
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B.4. Proof of Theorem 3. We lower bound the first term in the sum of the left-hand
side. Recall that, by (5), we have
ViREW () = (Wr(t) ... Wa(t)) " VR (wproa(t)) ",

dix1 1xdg

thus

Vi REW ()| 5 = IWL(E) ... Wa(t)[13]| VR (wproa(t)) |5 - (20)

We show that ||[Wp(t)...Wa(t)||2 is large by distinguishing between two cases depending
on the magnitude of o1(t) = ||[Wy(t)||2. To this aim, let C' > v/2¢L.

Large spectral norm. We first consider the case where

o1 >C > V2eL. (21)
By Lemma 2, for k € {1,...,L — 1},

a,% = a% —eg>e,

where the second inequality unfolds from (21). Then, again by Lemma 2, for k € {1,...,L—

1},

9 e
(Vka1,up)” =1 — 57— > 0.
Tk+1

It is always possible (without loss of generality) to choose the orientation of the uy and vy
such that (vgy1,uk) > 0 for any k € {1,...L — 1}. Making this choice, the equation above
implies that

ops1 — urll® = 2 = 2(vps1, ug)

<2<1— - >
Ok+1

For z € [0,1], v/1 —2 > 1 — z, and thus

o — unl3 < = (22)
k41
Let us show that this implies a lower bound on [|[Wp, ... Wa|2. To do so, let us denote
recursively
x1 =03, Tpy1 = Wiiizp for kE{l,...,L—l}.

We then have x; = Wy, ... Waxq, thus

lzLll2
Hxl”Q - ||:UL||2 .

Our goal is thus to lower bound ||z ||2, which entails a lower bound on |W7, ... Wa||2. To
this aim, first note that, for any k € {1,...,L — 1},

WL ...Walla >

(Trt1, Uk+1) = (Wh12k, Ugt1)
= k1T, Vk41)
= Ok 1(Th, Up + Vg1 — Up)
Ot 1 (T, uk) — Okt || Thll2]|vrt1 — ukll2
k1 (T, k) — V2e||zgl2 - (23)

where the last equation stems from (22). Denote ay = <H;ﬁ’uk> Then the previous
equation shows that

Tkl|2 /oo Tk |[20k+1 V2e
(677NN} > ‘HH(Uk_Hak - 26) = H H + (O[k — ) .

|7k 112 | Zkv1ll2 Oht1

>
2




DEEP LINEAR NETWORKS ARE IMPLICITLY REGULARIZED TOWARDS FLAT MINIMA 25

Further note that ||xgi1|l2 < okr1]|zk]2, thus

V2e

Ok+1

Q1 2 Qf —
By recurrence,

QQ—WZ 7\/%(14;_2).

Voi—e

042—

?, Ok+1 Ve Z \/7—6

Coming back to (23), we have

= (9 —

lzks1lle = (Tha1, upr1) = [|zll2(opr100 — V2€),

thus by recurrence,

ol > llzzl H Ohs10n — V) > [aal H (y/o? — =0 - 2EEZ2y )

> ||lz2]|2 H ( ‘71 —cog — \/>k>

Finally, by definition, as =
as = 1, and thus

WL ... Wall2 = |lzL|l2
02H< al—a—fk:)

> \/U%—E(\/O’%—E—\/%(L—l))

> (ot~ ve—va(L 1)

> (0’1 — \/%L)L_l .

<Hfﬁ’ ug). Since x9 = Wozy = Wavy = ogug, we obtain that

L-2

We finally get
WL ... Walls > (C — v2eL)" ™, (24)
which is a positive quantity by definition of C.

Small spectral norm.  We now inspect the case where (21) is not satisfied, that is,
o1(t) < C. First note that, by the formula (6) for the gradient of R!,

IVR (wproa)ll2 < 2A[[w* — wproall2 < 2A([[w* |2 + [lwproall2)

Thus, for ||wprodllz < [[w*||l2, Wprod — R (Wprod) is 4A|jw*||o-Lipschitz. Let us use this
property to lower bound ||wprod(t)||2 by a constant independent of ¢, for ¢ > 1. Either we
have ||wprod(t)||2 = ||w*||2, or ||wprod||2 < [|w*||2, but then, by the Lipschitzness property,

| R} (wproa(t)) — Ro| < 4A[Jw*[l2]|wproa(t) — Oll2 = 4A[[w* [l2/[wproa (t)]l2 ,

where we recall that Ry is the risk associated to the null parameters. Furthermore, for
t>1,

R (wproa(t)) = R*(W(1))
< REOW(1)) (The risk is decreasing along the gradient flow)
< RE(W(0)) (VRE(W(0)) # 0 by Assumption (As))
< Rp. (by Assumption (As))
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Thus, for t > 1,
IR (wproa(t)) — Ro| > Ro — RE(W(1)) > 0.
To summarize, we proved that, for ¢ > 1,

Ro — R*(W(1))
AA[lw ]2
Note that the fact that ||w*||2 > 0 is also a consequence of Assumption (Asz). Indeed, if w*
were equal to zero, Ry would be the minimum of the risk, thus (A2) would imply both that

W(0) is a minimizer of RY and VR*(W(0)) # 0, which is contradictory.
Furthermore,
[wproa(t)ll2 < [IWL(E) ... Wa(t)[[2[Wr()ll2 = [[WL(E) ... Wa(t)[201(2) .
Then, for t > 1,

lwproa (£l > min ) > 0.

1 Ry — R"OW(Q)) |
WL () .. Wat)]|2 > mmm( 0 AV I2)
1 . RO - RL(W(l)) *
> min (0 Ao, o). (25)

Conclusion.  Combining (24) and (25), we obtain that, for ¢t > 1,

b1 1 (RBo= REOV) | VY
’Cmm< N[0 s Jw ||2> SN/

where 11 > 0 by the proof above. Then, for ¢ > 1, by (20),
2
VAR (W ()| = 11| VR (wprea ()13 -

||WL(t) e W2(t)H2 2 min ((C - \/EL)

By Lemma 8,
IV R (wproa(t))[I5 = 4MRF(W(t)) — Runin) -
Thus, taking p = 4 A > 0, for t > 1,

L
STIVEREWE) |2 = ([ViREWVW) |5 = m(REOWV(E)) — Runin) -
k=1

B.5. Proof of Corollary 1. We first show that Assumption (As3) implies a number of
estimates that are useful in the following. Since ||w*|2 = 1, we have

||w*\|2>1/L (1)1/L 1
—) =(5) =5 26
( 2 2 2 (26)
thus ,
1 *[lo\ 1/L
8Le <8LVES § < (‘“’2”2) < (2llw]2) " (27)
Moreover,

(Il 1
2 4
so we also have

[\ 2/L
8Le<(”w2”2) . (28)

Let us now prove the Corollary. We first note that Theorem 3 implies exponential conver-
gence of the empirical risk to its minimum by Lemma 7. This also implies the (exponential)
convergence of wproq to w*, since, by Lemma 8,

1
RE(W) = Ruin = —[| X (0" = wproa)[[3 = A" = wproall3 -
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Furthermore,

— W W e < Wil [Well2 < (o)
lwproall2 = Wy ... W [l2 < [[Whllz-. [WEll2 < { maxoy

Let us show that, for ¢ large enough,

L ||w* ||\ /L
axo ( ) +e
If it were not the case, then

L
Jwproalls < ( max oy

where the last inequality holds by Lemma 4 since

9 \1/L *[1o\1/L
Ls( ) <1 o Leg(”w”2) ,

[[w]l2 2

which holds by (27). Then, we obtain

3 w* 2
prrodH2 < H 4 H )
since
2 /L 3
1~|—2L5(7) <2 o 4Lle< (
(w2 2

3[lw*|l2
4

which also holds by (27). The inequality ||wprodl|2 <
converges to w*, thus proving (29). Then, we have

([, 2/L *|1oN 1/L
m[{%XO'z > (||w H2> +2€<Hw ||2) Z <|
k=1 2 2

[w*]|2

2

|w*]l2

2

)1/L

27

(29)

contradicts the fact that wproq

)2/L+E,

where the last inequality holds by (26). Furthermore, by Lemma 2, for all k € {1,...,L},

This brings the first inequality of the Corollary. We now show the second inequality of the

Corollary. First note that, by Lemma 2,

Wi, — opurvg |7 = Wiz — Wil < e,
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since both quantities are equal to the sum of the squared singular values of W}, except the
largest one. Then, adding and substracting,

HW;W; —0'1...UL’U1UI...’ULU—|L—H2

L
< Z ||W1T PN W,;rfl(W,;r — Ukuk’l);—)(fk+1 NN O_L/UkJrlu;Jrl ce ULu—lL—”Q
k=1
<

12 --- k—1]2 k — OkUERVL [[20k+1---0L
Wil . Wil W el

o1...0p_1||W) — opurvy || FoRst ... oL

L
L\/e
< .
S e VE AL
(T) 7=l

by the first inequality of the Corollary. Moreover, using again the first inequality of the
Corollary and Lemma 2, we have that

9 9

(hsn ) 21— > 1
(Ilwgllz)

2
Ok+1

Since uy, = 1, we deduce that

L L-1
oy ...opviu] ... opul||e = H orllvile H U Vg1
k=1 k=1

L . =
2 kl—[lak (1 - (w*2>2/L)
- 2
> H( e 1>;;L)
k=1 < i 2>

where in the last step we used Lemma 4 which is valid since

€

<Hw2*||2)2/L

<= &

™

< 1(”1”*”2)2/L7

1
2 2\ 2
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which holds by (2

,ﬁak<l(

8). By the triangular inequality, we now have
—De

o

/L) <oy ...opviug ... vpul e

< HWlT...W;HQ-I—HW;—...WE—01...0Lv1uI...vLu—|L—H2

T T
< W, + l/LHUk’

<||w2*|| )

L
L—1) Ly/e
H0k<1— (( e fl/L> <|w W
2

Thus

k=1

Using (27) and (28),
_(L-De Lye 11
(||w*||2)2/L (nw*uz)l/L 8 8
2 2

Moreover, the product of the singular values can be lower-bounded by the smallest one to
the power L, so

3(min oy,)*
4
Let us show that, for ¢ large enough,

<|Wy LW e

min oy, < (2]|w*||2)F —¢.
If it were not the case, we would have

3((2lw*|2) /- — )"
4

3, € L
= —||lw 1 - -
5107121~ GeaE)

3 2L¢e
S
5 lwll2 e

9
> Sl (30)

W Wl >

where the second inequality holds by Lemma 4 since

—_

€
- @@ < -
llw* ) E 2
by (27), and the third since

2Le 1 (2]|w*||2)/E
T Sy o Les——F———,
(2[|wl2) /" 4 8
also by (27). Since 9/8 > 1, the inequality (30) is a contradiction with the fact that
Wi ... W2 = | wpreall2 — ||w*]|2, showing that, for ¢ large enough,

min oy, < (2]|w*|2)F —¢.

Thus
min oy < (2[Jw*]|2)*F + &% — 2e(2jw*||2) "
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By Lemma 2, for all k € {1,..., L},

<
< 2llw*(|2)*F + &% = 22w |l2) /* + €
< (2flw*[l2)**",
since

e — 22w |2)F+e <0 & e <22|uwt)YE -1,
which holds true by Assumption (Ajs) since

e <1< 2(2fwl2)E -1

since ||w*[j2 > 1.

B.6. Proof of Corollary 2. By the PL condition of Theorem 3 and by Lemma 7, we
know that the risk converges exponentially to its minimum:

REOW(1)) = Runin < (R*(W(1)) = Rypgn)e 071

To conclude on the convergence of W(t) to a minimizer of the risk, let us show that W(t)
converges by proving that the norm of its gradient is integrable. We have, by (5),

ViREW() = WLy () ... W () VR (wproa (1)) "W (£) ... W1 (t) .
Thus, by subadditivity of the operator norm,
IVARF W) ll2 < IWisa (D)ll2 - - WL O |2 VR (wproa )2 Wi (B)ll2 - - [[Wi—1 (8)]l2-
By Corollary 1, for t > T,

L—-1

IVLRE V() ]l2 < (2[[w*]|2) T [V R (wproa (t)) 2
We now use Lemma 8 to get that, for ¢t > T,

[VKRE V@)l < 2(2]wl2) VA REOV(0) — Rui

I

< 22w l2) 7" VA REOW(1)) — Rygne 501,
This implies convergence of W(t) to a limit W', which concludes the proof.

B.7. Proof of Corollary 3. The lower bound unfolds directly from Theorem 2 since WS!
is a minimizer of the empirical risk. To obtain the upper bound, we begin similarly to the
proof of Theorem 2. For simplicity, we denote WW = WST in the remainder of the proof. We
have, as in the proof of Theorem 2,

S IVEREOW) — VR REOW) 1%

2 : .
SOV Hwkjlvfmg Yk Wi = Wil ’ oy
with
Ay := ViRE(W) — Vi RE(W)
= -Wii .. . W VR (Wpoa) WY ... W, +0(£2),
and

L
. 2 -
VR (Gprod) = EXTX(Z Wy LW W —whw WLT) +OE2).
k=1
We recall that, as in the proof of Theorem 2, the notation O is taken with respect to the
limit when £ — 0, everything else being fixed. Contrarily to the proof of Theorem 2 where
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we exhibited a specific direction W to get a lower bound, we here seek an upper bound
valid for all W. By subadditivity of the operator norm and by Corollary 1, we have

IV R (@proa) 2 < 2AZ\|W1H2 AWl Wi = Willa|[Wigallz - [Well2 + O(€?)

L
2A(2[|w* o) IE N W — Wiz + O(€2) . (32)
k=1
Moving on to bounding the Frobenius norm of Ay, we observe that the dominating term of
this matrix decomposes as a rank-one matrix. Thus, again by subadditivity of the operator
norm, equation (32) and Corollary 1,

1AkllF = W)l - W 2 VR (Wprea) " WY .. WLy |2 + O(E?)
< Wiz - - HWLHQHVRl(szmd)H2||W1H2 o Wezal + O(€2)

2A(2(|w*|2)? “LE Wi — Wiz + O(£2) .
k=1
Then

1Ak < 48%(2lfw*]lo) 4= ”/L(Zuwk—wkn) +0(6%)
k=1

< ALA®(2f|w*[|2)* " 1)/LZIIW1€*W1€H2+O(€3)
k=1

L
<ALA22||w*||2) VIS Wi — Wall3 + O(€%).
k=1
Thus, by (31),

_4
SOW)” < lim 4L A% (2] [2)* - DL 4 0(€) < 2°L2A2Jw|y T .

Therefore )
SOW) < SLAlw |5 *
which concludes the proof by definition of Spip.
B.8. Proof of Theorem 4. To alleviate notations, we omit in this proof to write the

explicit dependence of parameters on time. Starting from (5), since the gradient decomposes
as a rank-one matrix, we have

IV REOV)IE = Wiy WEwlBIIVR (wproa) "WAT ... Wil 3
> O (Witsr - W) [wl3omm(W) - Wil )|V R (wproa) 3
By Lemma 8,
IV R (wproa) 13 = 4A(R" (W) = Runin) -
Recall the notation introduced in Section 5
Hpp :=Wr... W, and Qi :=W;...W;.
Then

IVeRYOW)[F = 4M w30 min (M Lk 1) omin (e 1:1) (ROV) — Runin) - (33)
We now let v > 0 (whose value will be specified next), and

1
= inf {t ceR,Ike{1,..., L} |0kllr > — exp(—2s? — 4u)} .

64
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Let us lower bound the minimum singular values of II. and II.; uniformly for t € [0,t*] by
Lemma 3. By definition of t*, for ¢ < ¢t* and for any k € {1,..., L}, [|0|2 < g1 exp( 252 —

4u). Therefore, renaming C, to Cy the constants of Lemma 3 and taking u = Cg, we get
that, if

- /Cs .
> = >
L max <Cl,(c4) ), d/CQ, (34)
then, with probability at least
dC?
1= 8exp ( - 3232>

it holds for ¢t < ¢* and for all k € {1,..., L} that

82 ~
ez < dexp (5 +Ca). (35)
and

1 252
Omin(Ik:1) > 7 5%P ( - C3>
By symmetry, the same statement holds for 1., instead of II;.;. By the union bound, the

statement holds simultaneously for all II.; and II;.; with probability at least

1—166xp<—§20;%>.

We show next that this event implies the convergence of gradient flow towards a minimizer
satisfying the statement (8) of the theorem, which shall conclude the proof of the Theorem
with

- - 1652 -
Cl max <Cl, (q3> ) s CQ = CQ, Cg = 2736 exp ( — 482 — (.S.S — 2003) N
C—ﬁ C iex( 252 — 4C5)
4 = 3282 3 5 = 64 p 3)-
Under this event, we have
1 8s?
2
amin(HL:k+1) mln(Hk 1: 1) > 28 exp ( - 7 - 4C3> )
thus by (33)
L 2 1 8s” A 2
VROV > g exp (= 2o — 405 ) AwlBROV) — o)
Therefore we get the PL condition, for ¢ < t*,
L
S IVERE OV} > w(BE V) = Rusin)
with
1 852
= o5 exp ( - 403))\HwH L.
By Lemma 7, this implies that, for ¢ < t*
REYOW) — Ruin < (RE(W(0)) — Ruin)e . (37)

Let us now show that t* = co. We have, since #(0) = 0 and by definition of the gradient
flow,

10kl 7 = 1|0k — 0% (0)]|F < / IV REOWV(T)) || pdr . (38)
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We now upper bound the gradient as follows: starting again from (5),
IVRBR* V) lF = Wiy .- WL w2 VR (wproa) "W ... WLy [l
W e W Lalllla WY W [l R (o) 2
By Lemma 8, we get

IVRRE W) |r < 2VAIIWL o W [alfwllo W7o Wiy [lay/ REOW) = Rugin - (39)
By (35) and (37), for t < t*,

bt

IV4RE“OW) | < 16 exp(s? +2C5)VAljuwllay/ REOV(0) = Buine 5. (40)
Plugging this into (38), we get, for t < t*,

t
|64l < 16 exp(s* + 2C5) VA [wll2y/ REOV(0)) = Ruin L / e 57 dr
0

o 32 exp(s? + 2C3)VA||wlla/RE(W(0)) — RuninL
1
) .
_ 2" exp(s® + 57 + 6C3)VAY/RE(OV(0)) — Ruin
Aljwllz ’
where the last equality comes from the definition of u. By definition (36) of Cj, for t < t*,

852 - 1 -
10k F < 2™ exp(s? + % +6C5)y/C5 < o8 exp(—2s% — 4C3).

If we had t* < oo, we would have, by definition of t*, |05 (t*)||p > & exp(—2s*— 4Cs3). This
contradicts the equation above, showing that t* = co. By (37), this implies convergence of
the risk to its minimum. We also see by (40) that V;RY(W) is integrable, so W has a limit
as t goes to infinity. This limit W is a minimizer of the risk and satisfies the condition
(8) by definition of t* = oo.

Extension to multivariate regression. = We emphasize that a very similar proof holds
in the case of multivariate regression, where the neural network is defined as the linear map
from R? to R?

z— Wp... Wiz,

and we now aim at minimizing the mean squared error loss
1
REW) = ~y-wy... WXz,

where X,Y € R™*?. In this case, as shown in Zou et al. (2020); Sander et al. (2022), the
following bounds on the gradient hold under Assumption (A;):
HkaL(W)H% > 4)‘01211in(HL:k-i-l)Urgnin(Hk—l:l)(R(W) — Ruin)
and
IVKREO)IIE < AT L [3 1T -1 [5(ROV) = Bonin)
Comparing with (33) and (39), the only difference is the absence of ||w||2 here. From there,
the same computations as above hold (taking ||w||2 = 1), and give the following result.

Theorem 5. Under Assumptions (A1) and (A4), there exist C1,...,Cs > 0 depending only
on s such that, if

C3\?
A Y

L>Cy, d>Cy, REW(0)) — Ry <

then, with probability at least
1 —16exp(—Cud),
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the gradient flow dynamics (4) converge to a global minimizer WRL of the risk. Furthermore,
the minimizer WRL satisfies

S

VLd

B.9. Proof of Lemma 3. We begin by proving the result when # = 0, then explain how
to extend to any 6 in a ball around 0. Recall that II;.; denotes the product of weight
matrices up to the k-th. Let

1
Wit =1+ Nk+ze}§l with [|0}'[|r < Cs5, 1<k<L.

2

22
M57U:2exp<%+u>a mS,U:feXp<_%_U>a

1
2
and denote by A the event that for all k, ||IIx.;1|2 < Ms, and B the event that for all £,

Omin(Ig:1) = msy. We begin by bounding the probability of A, then bound the probability
of BN A.

Useful identities.  To this aim, we first introduce some notations and derive some useful
identities. We let Fy, the filtration generated by the random variables Ny, ..., Np. For some
ho € R%, we let

s s
hy, = My ho = (I + me) . (I + le)ho
In particular, hgq and hy are related through
S
h = <I+ —N )h .
k+1 JTd k+1 | Ik

Taking the squared norm, we get

2s
\/ﬁh];rNk+lhk .

2
S
1Psrall3 = [Pl + mHNthkH% +

Dividing by ||h||3 and taking the logarithm leads to

2 2 s> | Nisrhil3 | 2shf Nigihy,
) = i)+ (14 Sl B Rhente)
Let
- 8% || Ni+1h 3 = 2shy N1l
’ Ldlhell3 " 7 VId|hld
and Yy = Yy 1 + Y; 2. Then, by Lemma 6,
Yirl i~ So2(d) and YiolFi ~ ~ (o, 452) . (42)
’ Ld ’ Ld

This shows in particular that Y} ; and Y} o are independent of Ni,..., Ny, and depend only
on Ngyi. Then, letting

k—1 k—1
Sk = Z Y;1 and Sko= Z Y2,

=0 5=0

both are sums of i.i.d. random variables. In particular,
2 2
5%, 4s
~ 2 X*(Ld) and ~ N (0,2)

SL,l LdX ( ) an SL’Q N 0 d

Bound on P(A). We first bound the deviation of the norm of hy = Ilx.1ho for any fixed
ho € R4, then conclude on the operator norm of Ij.q by an e-net argument. For any (fixed)
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ho € R% and u > 0, we have

1hel3
]P’( > 2 )
2 Rz ~ <p(s” +2u)

= P max (|| [3) — In(llhol}3) > 5* + 2u)

k—1 2 2 T, .
N1 hs 2sh; Njy1h
:P< max "o (14 SNl | 2 S 282“”)
1<h<L Ld||hj][3 VLd||hj]|3
k—1 T
e S B )
ISk<l = Ld||hy]I3 VLd||hj|13

by using In(1 + «) < z. Thus

1|3 2 2
P(éli?ng; I > exp(s +2u)> <P maxLSkl—i-Skg 5% 4 2u

<k<

<]P’< max Si1 = s2+u)+P< max Sk = )
1<k<L 1<k<L

by the union bound. We now study the two deviation probabilities separately. Beginning
by the first one, recall that %S 1 follows a x%(Ld) distribution. Chi-squared random
variables are sub-exponential, and more precisely satisfy the following property (Ghosh,
2021): if X ~ x?(p) and u > 0, then

2

P(X}p-ku)gexp(—h). (43)

Since the S} 1 are increasing, we have, for u > 0,

IP( max Sy > s +u): P(Spy > s 2 4w)

1<k<L

IF’( dSL1 > Ld + L—d“)

< ( L2d?u? ) ( Ldu? )
L<exp| —-————+— ) =exp| ———7-—5 ] .

P 4s4(Ld + L4v) P 454 + us?
Moving on to S 2, we have, for u, A > 0,

P, Ska > ) = P s o0k > expw).

Furthermore, exp(ASk2) is a sub-martingale, since Sk o is a martingale and by Jensen’s
inequality:
E(exp(ASkH 2)\}"k) exp(AE(Sk+1,2|Fr)) = exp(ASk,2) -

max 2 < : eXI) L2 eXI) - .

. 2
Furthermore, since S 2 ~ N (0, 4%)7

452 \2
E(exp(ASL,2)) = exp ( Sd ) )

Therefore,

452)\2
IP’( max Skg}u)gexp(—/\u%— 5 )
1<k<L
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This quantity is minimal for A = &%. We get, for all u > 0,
du?

< ). 44

IP)(1glka<XL Sk 2 ) exp( 1652> (44)

Therefore, for any u > 0,

2 2
du Ldu ) (45)

1P| 2
P( > exp(s + 20)) < exp (= fg7) + e -
g Z P TR0 sexp (= qps ) Few (- aT s

To conclude on the operator norm of II;.;, consider ¥ a 1/2-net of the unit sphere of RY.
By Vershynin (2018, Corollary 4.2.13), it is possible to take such a net of cardinality 5%.
Let us show that, for any u € R,

§2 §2

_— < . > — .

]P’(lglkax |ITIx.1]]2 > 2exp ( 5 —i—u)) < ]P’(hL€JE llél]?é(LHHk.lho”Q > exp ( 5 —i—u)) (46)
0

Indeed, assume that there exists k such that |[TIg.q|2 > 2exp(§ + u). By definition of the
operator norm, there exists = on the unit sphere of R? such that

M| = [Tk o -
But then, by definition of X, there exists ho € ¥ such that ||x — holl2 < 1/2. Then
M1 (2 = ho)ll2 < §||Hk:1H2 :

Therefore, by the triangular inequality,

T foll2 = ka2 — | (z — ho)ll2 > —||HmHz.
Then
1 $2
[Mk:1holl2 > §||Hk:1||2 > exp (5 + u) ,
which proves (46). By the union bound, we conclude that

P(A) = IP’( max ||g.1|l2 > 2exp (822 —|—u)>

1<k<L
82
IP( g1holls > (7 ))
U 1?;?&” kahollz = exp (5 +u
hoeX

32
< |z|19>( max |[Mg1holl2 = exp (§+u)>,

<k<L

where now hg denotes any unit-norm fixed vector in R?. Thus, by (45),

P(A) < 5d]P>( max ||t hof[3 > exp(s? —|—2u))

<k<

o () o ()
< X — ).
P 1652 *P 45% 4 us?

This upper bound will be simplified in the conclusion of the proof.

Bound on P(BNA). We now move on to proving the lower-bound on oy (ITg.1). We
again use an e-net argument, as follows. Let ¥ be an e-net for € = ]"\Z " Then

N \nin, o (Hg:1) < Mg U 12};&” k1holl2 < 2mg

Indeed, assume that A holds, that is ||IIx.1]|2 < Ms,, and that there exists k such that

O'mln(Hk 1) Msy -
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By definition of the singular value, there exists  on the unit sphere of R? such that
[Tg12]l2 = omin (k1) -
But then, by definition of ¥, there exists hg € ¥ such that ||z — hgl|2 < €. Then
Mgt (2 = ho)ll2 < &[[Mgall2 -
Under A, the right-hand side is smaller than €M ,. Therefore, by the triangular inequality,
[Mg:1holl2 < [Mgazll2 + k1 (ho — ) [l2 < Mswy + My = 2mis -

By the union bound, we conclude that

P(Aﬂ{ min  opin (Mg.q) éms,u}> g]P’( { U 1<1}€1n | TLg.1 holl2 < 2’ms,u}>

1<k‘<L \ \

g[@( min_ || holls < 2msu>

1<k<L
0EX
< |E|IP’( min_ |1kl < 2ms,u)
1<k<L
oM
—( e —i—l) IP’( mln |ITLg.1 holl2 < 2msu),
M 1<k<

where the cardinality of the net is given by Vershynin (2018, Corollary 4.2.13). We now
take a fixed hg € R%, and compute

Akl o Rll3 5
]P( <9 ) . ]P’( <4 ) .
1262 ([hollp S e 1Sker |[hol2 S e

Denote by E the event

We have, by (41),

. ||thg 2 ) ( . 2 2 2 >
I min < 4dm, =P min In — In < 4
(1<k1<L ||hOH% s,u 1<k1<L1 (Hhk”Q) 1 (HhOHQ) hl( “Ls,u)

<B( min 3 In(1+¥;5) <In(4m2,))

< IP({ min 1n(1 +Y;) < ln(4m§7u)} N E) +P(E).

Using the inequality In(1 + 2) > x — 22 for z > —1/2, we obtain

hrl3 . _
(Ut} <an2.) <o({ g, S50 Y0 <m0 ) s 261
Thus, by the union bound,
]P’( win 123y ) <IP>< min H(Y-g — V%) < In(4m? )) +L_1IP><Y < —1)
1<k<L ||hol3 © %% T \i<k<L Be a2l s 2 2
=P+ P
We handle both terms separately. Beginning by the second term, we have, for k € {1,...L},
1 Ld
(o -1) <o (- )
R2S ) SEPLT 5940
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where we used (42) and the tail bound P(N > u) < e **/2 if N ~ N(0,1). Moving on to
the first term, we have

P = IP’( mmL Sk2 — Sk3 < In (4m§u)) )

\\

where we let Sy 3 = Z] ~0 3 2 By definition of my ,, we have

452
ln(4m§’u) = f% —2u.

Thus we can split the probability into two parts by the union bound:

452
o< i S0 0) 8 5> 7 40).
| 1I<1’}€1£1LS]€2 + glkax Ska = pi +u

Let us bound each probability separately. We have, for v > 0,

du?
P( min ) =B max, ~Si2 > u) =P( max Siz>u) <ep (- frg).
min Si» < —u max, =Sk 2 max Sk 2 u) < exp{ —qp

by symmetry of Sk2 and by (44). Moving on to Sj 3, we have that
48 _4s% ,

Y2 |F.: 1 2(1
thus Ld
Sk s~ x*(L).
By monotonicity of Sk, 3 and by (43),
P(&%?ELSH Kl +“) = “”(5“ > +“)
Ldu
> L
P( 2913 2 Tz )

L2d2 2 LdQ 2
< —— | = - ).
P ( 6454(L + LdU)> P ( 16(4s% + du))
Putting everything together, we proved that

P(B N A) < (2114—“ n 1)d(P1 + Py) = exp <dln (2M7“ + 1)>(P1 + P,

Mgy
with
P1<exp( du2)+ep( Ld?u? )
= 1652 16(4s2 + du)
and rd

Bounding the probability of failure. Putting together the two main bounds we
showed, we have

P(AUB) =P(A) + P(BU A)

RS X
P  16s2 AP\ T g + us?

+exp(dln(f§u +1)) (exp (- 56%;2)%;)(_%)%@(_35;)).

This expression is valid for all u,s > 0 and L,d > 1. We now simplify the expression of
our upper bound by algebraic computations using the assumptions of the Theorem. To
somewhat alleviate the technicality of the computations, we stop at this point tracking
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some of the explicit constants and let C' denote a positive absolute constant that might
vary from equality to equality. We show next that the conditions

L>C, d>C, > Cmax(s?,s72/%), uw< CLY! (47)
imply that

o du?
P(AUB) < 8exp<—@> .
This shall conclude the proof of the Lemma with
Ci=C, Cy=0C, C3=Cmax(s>s %), Cy=C.
First note that the conditions (47) imply that
u>Cs and u>=C. (48)
We study the terms of the bound on P(A U B) one by one. First, we have by (48) that

5% exp ( — fi:;) = exp (dln(5) — f?;) < exp ( — ;21;22)

Next,
Ldu? Ldu?
o ) <t ()
g exp( 454 + u52> S 5Texp Sus?
Ldu
_ rd
=5 exp ( 8s? )
Ldu
= exp (d In(5) — @)
Ldu

S P < 1652>

where the first inequality uses u > s? by (47), and the last one uses that % > C. This is
true since L > C and u > Cs? by (47). Then we can bound this term by

(- 7)
e S —
P 3252/
since © < C'L which is implied by the assumption v < CL'/* in (47). Next,
2M, 2242
ln( S’“—l—l):ln(8exp<s—+i+2u>+1>
M.y 2 d
2 2
S 2s
oo (5 + % 42,
n | 9exp 5 + d + 2u
where we used that the exponential of a positive term is greater than 1. Then

2M, 2 242
In (== 11) < 1(9)+%+%+2u 3+ 3u, (49)

mS’LL

since u > 5%, d > 4 by (47). Thus we can bound the three remaining terms appearing in
the bound of P(A U B), as follows:

exp (dln (% + 1)) exp ( — 1(161;22) < exp <3d+3du— fgi) < exp(— ;;:2) )

since

u? > Cs*(14u).
This is the case by (48), which implies that

1 1 C? C c*+C
u? = §u2 + Jub > 752 + §s2u = T—FSQ(l +u).
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Next, by (49),

exp (dln (2:14;: + 1)) exp ( - 16(5;2?—2(1@6)) < exp <3d+ 3du — wﬁ%)
< exp <3d + 3du — I;;Zf) ,

since du > u > Cs? by (47). Thus
exp (dln (% + 1)) exp ( - l(i(isffdu)) < exp (3d+ 3du — Lg—d;) < exp ( - %),

where the second inequality uses that L > C by (47), and Lu > C since L > C and u > C
by (47) and (48). We can also bound this term by

du?
°xp ( B 3232) ’

since L > Cu/s?, using first that L > Cu* then that u > Cs~%/3, by (47). Regarding the
last term of the bound of P(A U B), we have by (49) that

2Ms Ld Ld
Lexp (dln (mu + 1)) exp ( - @) < Lexp <3d + 3du — @) (50)
Let us show that this implies that
2Mj ., Ld v/ Ldu?
Lexp(dln( +1))exp(—3282) gLeXp<—W>. (51)

S,
This statement is true because the three terms appearing inside the exponential of the
right-hand side of (50) can be bounded by @. More precisely, we have

Ld _ CVLdu?
> &

3252 7 52 VLo,

which holds by (47);
Ldu?
< C\/S; NV F < VIu,

which is implied by L > C and u > Cs? by (47); and

Cv Ldu?
3d<#@032<ﬁu2,
s

which is implied by L > C and u > Cs by (47) and (48). Finally, we use Lemma 5 to
bound the right-hand side of (51) by

3du

du?
exp (- 22,
P 3252
This is possible for L > C and ?512%22 > 1, which is implied by d > C and u > C's, by (47)
and (48). Collecting everything, we bounded P(A U B) by
du?
sexp (= 355
P 3252

which concludes the proof when 6 = 0.

Summary when 6 = 0. In summary, we proved so far the following result: there exist
Cq,...,C4 > 0 depending only on s such that, if

L>C1, d>Cy, wue[CsCiLMY,
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then, with probability at least
du?
1 —8ex ( — —)
PA7 3292)0
it holds for all k € {1,..., L} that

] S
=) oo (14— < e
H( v/ Ld k ! 2 ’

omin (1 + \/%Nk) (T —2=M)) = Mo

and

Conclusion for arbitrary 6. The conclusion is a direct application of Lemma 9, with
W, =1+ FNk The size of the admissible ball for 6 is

m., _ 1 ( , 4s? )
4M2, 64

for d > 4, which concludes the proof.

1
Z 6 exp(—2s% — 4u)

Comparison with the bounds of Zhang et al. (2022). Theorem 1 of Zhang et al.
(2022) gives an upper bound on the singular values of residual networks at initialization,
and their Theorem 2 gives a lower bound on the norm of the activations. Comparing with
our results, we note two important differences. First, their probability of failure grows
quadratically with the depth, whereas ours is independent of depth. This is achieved by
a more precise martingale argument making use of Doob’s martingale inequality. Second,
their lower bound incorrectly assumes that y? random variables are sub-Gaussian (see
equation (21) of their paper), while in fact they are only sub-exponential (Ghosh, 2021).
Finally, their upper bound holds for the product
s 1 S 1
(1+ NeraL Lek) (1 it Lej)

for any 1 < j < k < L, which could seem stronger than our result stated for j = 1. In fact,
both statements are equivalent, because it is possible to deduce the statement for any j by
combining the upper bound and the lower bound for j = 1. The precise argument is given
in the beginning of the proof of our Lemma 9.

B.10. Proof of Corollary 4. The beginning of the proof is very similar to the one of
Corollary 3. Denoting W := WRL we have

S IVRREOV) = Vi REOV)|I2

2
SOV Wetallr<e Sk Wi = Wil ’ 2
with
Ay := ViRE(W) — Vi RE(OW)
=Wy .. . W wVR (Wproa) Wy ... W, +O(€7),
and

L
- 2 =
VR (Gproq) = EXTX( SW W W - WHW WLTw) +O(e?).
At this point, the proofs diverge We have here, by subadditivity of the operator norm,

IV R (proa)[l2 < QAZHWL: Lo W2 We = Willo[We - Wi [l2llwll2 + O(€3) .
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Let us briefly recall the outline of the proof of Theorem 4, which will be useful in bounding
the quantity above. The proof shows the existence of C depending only on s such that,
with high probability (which is exactly the probability in the statement of the Theorem),
we have for all t > 0 and k € {1,..., L} that

2 s .
Wi (t) ... Wi (8|2 < 4exp(?+03> and  |[WL(t)... Wit (8)]l2 < 4exp(5+03),

as well as

i (Wi (£) . Wi () > %exp (- 2i ~Gy). (53)

Under this high-probability event, the proof of Theorem 4 shows convergence of the gradient
flow to W = WHRL In particular, this means that W also verifies the bounds on the operator
norm of the matrix products. We therefore obtain

s2 ~ ~ s? ~
|V R (ip0a) 2 < 2Az4exp (5 + Co) Wi = Willotexp (5 + C) [wlls + O(&?)

L
= 32exp(s” + 2C5)Af|wlly > [|[Wi — Will2 + O(€?) .
k=1

Moving on to bounding the Frobenius norm of Ag, we have
1Akl = Wiy . WL wll2| VR (pr0a) "WH ... Wiy |2 + O(€?)

< IWL - .. Wi ll2|[w]2]|[ VR (@proa) |2 Wi—1 - - - Wall2 + O(€)
L
< 2% exp(25” + 4C3)Al|w]3 D | Wi — Will2 + O(£?),
k=1

by bounding the three norms by the expressions given above. Then

JAkIF < 2% exp(4s® +803>A2ku2(ZHWk—WkH) +0()

k=1
~ L ~
< 2% exp(4s” + 8C3) LA Jw|3 > | [[Wi — W[5 + O(&?) .
k=1
~ L ~
< 2% exp(4s” + 8C3) LA w3 > [[Wi — Wi|| % + O(£%).
k=1

Thus, by (52),
S(W)? < %n% 218 exp (452 4+ 8C3) L2A?|w|)5 + O(¢) .
_>
Therefore
SW) < 2% exp(2s® + 4C3) LA |w|)3 . (54)

To conclude, we need to upper bound ||w|2 by a constant times ||w*||2. To this aim, we
leverage the bound from the assumptions of Theorem 4 on the risk at initialization, to show
that ||w||2 cannot be too far away from ||w*||2. More precisely, by Lemma 8,

RHOV(0)) = Rt = | X (troa(0) — )]

- %(wprod(o) - w*)TXTX(wPI"Od(O) o w*)

> A[wproa(0) — w*|I3.
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Thus

VFHOV©) = i > VAtyroa(©) — 0]

Then, by the triangular inequality,

[w* |2 > [wprod (0)|l2 — [|wproa (0) — w*||2
L — .
>HWT®)~WT@MMT—¢R(WW? Runin
\/RL(W( )) — Runin

= Umin(WL( ) Wl( ))||w||2 -

1 252
>zemg<—45*—cb‘mw2—vggv [wllz,

by (53) and by the assumption of Theorem 4 on the risk at initialization. We now note
that the value of Cj3 is given by (36) as

1652

Cy =230 exp ( —45% —
Co

-206@),
where Cy < d by (34). Thus

Vi C3\/§ < /O35 =278 exp(—25?

Denoting

< doo (-2 -0)

o (22 )
C' = 1 exp ( d Cg) C3>0,
we therefore obtain that ||w*||2 = C’||wl||2. Therefore, by (54),
SW) < 2% exp(2s® + 4C3)(C") LA ||w*|)3 .
Thus, by definition of Spin,

= A
POV < 9% explas? + 4C) ()2 3"

which concludes the proof by setting C' := 29 exp(2s2 + 4C3)(C") 2

APPENDIX C. EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS AND ADDITIONAL PLOTS

Our code is available at

https://github.com/PierreMarion23/implicit-reg-sharpness.

Our framework for experiments is JAX (Bradbury et al., 2018). The experiments take
around 40 minutes to run on a laptop CPU.

Setup. We take n = 50, d = 5, L = 10. The design matrix X is sampled from an
isotropic Gaussian distribution. The target y is computed in two steps. First, we compute
Yo = X Werue + ¢, Where wirye and ¢ are standard Gaussian vectors. Then, we compute wg
as the optimal regressor of yo on X. Finally, we let y = yo/||wj|| and w* = w§/||wg]||. This
simplifies the expressions of our bounds by having w* of unit norm. All Gaussian random
variables are independent.

Details of Figure 1.  We consider a Gaussian initialization of the weight matrices,
where the scale of the initialization (x-axis of some the graphs) is the standard deviation of
the entries. All weight matrices are d x d, except the last one which is 1 x d. The square
distance to the optimal regressor corresponds to ||wproa — w*||3. The largest eigenvalue
of the Hessian is computed by a power iteration method, stopped after 20 iterations. In
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Figures 1a and 1b, the 95% confidence intervals are plotted. The number of gradient steps
and number of independent repetitions depend on the learning rate, and are given below.

Learning rate Number of steps Number of repetitions

0.005 40,000 20
0.02 10,000 20
0.07 4,000 20
0.1 4,000 20
0.2 2,000 80

For large values of the initialization scale, it may happen that the gradient descent
diverges. Figure 2 shows the probability of divergence depending on the initialization scale
and the learning rate.

10 I. rate: 0.005 7
—»— |.rate: 0.02 /
—=— | rate: 0.07

08 —+ lrate:0.1
—— I rate: 0.2

0.25 030 0.35 040 0.45 0.50 0.55 0.60
Scale of initialization

Probability of divergence
o
=

=
>

°
>

FIGURE 2. Probability of divergence of gradient descent for a Gaussian
initialization of the weight matrices, depending on the initialization scale
and the learning rate.

When the probability of divergence is equal to one, no point is reported in Figure 1. When
it is strictly between 0 and 1, the confidence intervals are computed over non-diverging
runs.

Figures 1c and 1d show one randomly-chosen run each. The plots are subsampled 5
times for readability, due to the oscillations in Figure 1d.

Residual initialization. = We now consider the case of a residual initialization as in
Section 5. Results are given in Figure 3. The scale of the initialization now corresponds to
the hyperparameter s in (2). The projection vector w € R? is a random isotropic vector of
unit norm, which does not change during training. For each learning rate, we use 4,000
steps of gradient descent, and perform 20 independent repetitions. The plots are similar to
the case of Gaussian initialization, apart from the fact that the sharpness at initialization
is better conditioned.

As previously, for large values of the initialization scale, it may happen that the gradient
descent diverges. Figure 4 shows the probability of divergence depending on the initialization
scale and the learning rate.

APPENDIX D. ADDITIONAL RELATED WORK

Progressive sharpening. Cohen et al. (2021) show that the edge of stability phase
is typically preceded by a phase of progressive sharpening, where the sharpness steadily
increases until reaching the value of 2/7. Our setting of small-scale initialization presents
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(A) Squared distance of the trained network to
the empirical risk minimizer, for various learning
rates and initialization scales. Training succeeds
when the learning rate is lower than a critical
value independent of the initialization scale.
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(¢) Evolution during training of the squared dis-
tance to the empirical risk minimizer and of sharp-
ness, for n = 0.02 and an initialization scale of
0.5. The network does not enter edge of stability.
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(B) Sharpness at initialization and after training,
for various learning rates and initialization scales.
For a given learning rate 7, the dashed lines rep-
resent the 2/n threshold. The dotted black line

represents the lower bound given in Theorem 1.
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(D) Evolution during training of the squared dis-
tance to the empirical risk minimizer and of sharp-
ness, for n = 0.1 and an initialization scale of 0.5.
The network enters edge of stability.

FIGURE 3. Training a deep linear network on a univariate regression task

with quadratic loss.
Section 5.
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FIGURE 4. Probability of divergence of gradient descent for a residual
initialization of the weight matrices, depending on the initialization scale

and the learning rate.

an example of such a progressive sharpening (although we make no statement on the mono-
tonicity of the increase in sharpness). Other works have proposed analyses of progressive
sharpening. Wang et al. (2022) suggest that progressive sharpening is driven by the increase
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in norm of the output layer. MacDonald et al. (2023) assume from empirical evidence a
link between sharpness and the magnitude of the input-output Jacobian, and show that the
latter has to be large for the loss to decrease. Finally, Agarwala et al. (2023) propose and
analyze a simplified model with quadratic dependence in its parameters, which exhibits a
progressive sharpening phenomenon.

Connection with deep matrix factorization. Regression with deep linear networks
can be seen as an instance of a matrix factorization problem. There is a well-established
literature studying the implicit regularization of gradient descent for this class of problem
(see, e.g., Gunasekar et al., 2017; Arora et al., 2019b; Li et al., 2021; Yun et al., 2021).
However, this line of work study under-determined settings where there are an infinite
number of factorizations reaching zero empirical risk, and study the implicit regularization
in function space. On the contrary, we consider an over-determined setting where there is a
single optimal regressor, and study the regularization in parameter space.
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