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Abstract

This study introduces a novel approach to ensure the existence and uniqueness

of optimal parameters in neural networks.

The paper details how a recurrent neural networks (RNN) can be transformed

into a contraction in a domain where its parameters are linear. It then demonstrates

that a prediction problem modeled through an RNN, with a specific regularization

term in the loss function, can have its first-order conditions expressed analytically.

This system of equations is reduced to two matrix equations involving Sylvester

equations, which can be partially solved.

We establish that, if certain conditions are met, optimal parameters exist, are

unique, and can be found through a straightforward algorithm to any desired pre-

cision. Also, as the number of neurons grows the conditions of convergence become

easier to fulfill.

Feedforward neural networks (FNNs) are also explored by including linear con-

straints on parameters. According to our model, incorporating loops (with fixed or

variable weights) will produce loss functions that train easier, because it assures the

existence of a region where an iterative method converges.

Keywords: Recurrent Neural Network, Feedforward Network, Calibration, Contrac-

tion.
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1. Introduction

Neural networks, inspired by the structure and function of the human brain, are versatile

computational models used in various applications. They have been applied to Image

and Speech Recognition (G. Hinton et al., 2012; Krizhevsky et al., 2012), Natural Lan-

guage Processing (NLP) (Devlin et al., 2018; Vaswani et al., 2017), Medical Diagnosis

(Ronneberger et al., 2015), Financial Forecasting (Bucci, 2020; Kaastra & Boyd, 1996),

and other tasks (Chen et al., 2018; Zou et al., 2019). Overall, neural networks excel in

handling complex, nonlinear relationships and large datasets, making them valuable tools

across numerous fields and applications.

Neural networks are typically trained through an optimization procedure that involves

finding the best possible parameters. Common techniques include error minimization,

likelihood maximization, and entropy maximization, among others (Goodfellow et al.,

2014; LeCun et al., 2015). These techniques are used to define a loss function, which

describes the trade-off between achieving better fit and managing bias.

In practice, this goal is usually achieved through Backpropagation, an efficient gradient

descent method that utilizes Leibniz’s chain rule (Rumelhart et al., 1986). Other meth-

ods have also been proposed and used to train neural networks, such as Hebbian learning

(Brunel, 1996; Hebb, 1949), Boltzmann Machines (Ackley et al., 1985; Salakhutdinov &

Hinton, 2009), Equilibrium propagation (Ernoult et al., 2020; Scellier & Bengio, 2017),

Evolutionary computation (Angeline et al., 1994), NeuroEvolution of Augmenting Topo-

logies (Stanley & Miikkulainen, 2002), and the Forward-forward algorithm (G. E. Hinton,

2022).

However, these algorithms have a significant limitation: they do not guarantee find-

ing the global minimum of the loss function (which may have multiple local minima).

Moreover, the reasons behind the multiplicity of local minima are not well understood (Li

et al., 2018).

The paper demonstrates that working in a transformed space (the activation domain)

and incorporating a novel regularization into the loss function ensures the existence and

uniqueness of optimal parameters under general conditions, guarantying that an algorithm

converges if those conditions are met.

The structure of the paper is as follows: first, we show neural networks can be trans-

formed into another domain, where a recurrent neural network can be interpreted as a

contraction with linear parameters. Next, we show that a prediction problem modeled

through a recurrent neural network, with a loss function incorporating a specific regulariz-

ation term, has first order conditions that can be written analytically. Then, we show the

previous system of equations can be reduced to only two matrix equations that involve a

particular form of Sylvester equations, and can be partially solved. Then, we show that

under certain conditions optimal parameters exist, are unique, and can be found through

a simple algorithm to any desired level of precision. Then, we extend this result to in-
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clude the case where linear constraints on the parameters are added. The model implies

feedforward networks are exceptionally difficult to train, because there is no guarantee of

a subset where parameters are easy to train. Finally, we conclude with a summary of our

findings.

2. Recurrent neural networks as contractions

This section presents the two equations governing the model. The first equation concerns

how independent variables X are transformed into another domain, and the second shows

how the transformed data U(X) explains a dependent variable Y . We borrow our notation

from classical regression analysis.

2.1 Neural Networks in a different domain

Feed-forward Neural Networks (FNN) are composed by neurons. Each neuron cn,i pro-

cesses inputs from neurons in the previous layer cn−1,j by transforming the data according

to weights wn,i,j and its non-linear activation function f(). Afterwards, the neuron sends

its output to the next layer. The first layer of neurons c1.i receive raw independent vari-

ables xj and the last layer encapsulates the prediction or classification.

Traditionally, this is modeled according to 1.

cn,i = fn,i

(

bn,i +
∑

j

wn,i,j cn−1,j

)

c1.i = f1,i

(

b1,i +
∑

j

v1,i,jxj

) (1)

In contrast, a Recurrent Neural Network (RNN) connects all neurons to each other

through its weights wi,j, and also all neurons receive raw independent variables xj that

are processed through vi,j, as is shown in 2. That is, a RNN is a generalization of a FNN

because a FNN is a RNN where some weights v’s and w’s are set to zero.

ci = fi

(

∑

j

vi,jxj + bi +
∑

j

wi,jcj

)

(2)

In turn, this can be re-written in a matrix form, as in 3. Here, V and W are the

weights in matrix form. Later, this notation will greatly simplify the analysis.

c = f (V ′x+ b+W ′c) (3)

As can be observed, this equation is not linear on weights V and W . Yet, by using

the transformation u ≡ V ′x+ b+W ′c we find 4 and are able to study RNNs in a space

where the weights are linear. 1 We interpret this change of variable as moving from the

1Take u ≡ V ′x+ b +W ′c, so that by definition u ≡ V ′x+ b +W ′f (V ′x+ b+W ′c). We notice the
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Neuron Domain to the Activation Domain.

u = V ′x+ b+W ′f (u) (4)

The above can be interpreted as the governing equation of the RNN, where the inde-

pendent variables x are transformed into u, their equivalents in the activation domain.

In other words, equation 4 is interpreted similarly to how the Fourier transform (or any

other transform) would be understood.

The equation in 4 refers to one observation, and can be used to find an output once

the weights have been calibrated. In contrast, calibration requires stacking many ob-

servations together in a single equation (where only the inputs and outputs are known,

and the weights must be calculated), and later use some algorithm for the calibration of

parameters.

By transposing equation 4 (and abusing the notation a little) we are able to stack

all observations in a single matrix equation, in 5. Later, this equation will be used to

minimize a loss function using standard matrix techniques.

U = XV + 1b′ + F (U)W (5)

To assure a continuous and differentiable behavior of U we must impose some require-

ments. In the following, we assume dfi
ui

∈ [0, 1] so that F () is Lipschitz continuous with a

Lipschitz constant of 1 or less. We notice that according to Banach’s Contraction Map-

ping Theorem, a solution to 5 always exists and is unique when the norm of W is less

than one. This fact will help us mold the Statistical Model.

2.2 Statistical Model

We must now define a loss function to calibrate the RNNs parameters. In the spirit of

borrowing from Linear Regression Analysis, we study a loss function given by half the

sum of squares of errors (1
2
ε′ε) plus two regularization functions (for V and W ). Also,

as in linear regression, the errors are the difference between a dependent variable Y and

a weighted sum of the transformed independent variables U(X). That is, ε = Y − Uβ.

In this context the β are assumed to be known; W and V will mold the transformed

variables U , and through that channel affect the regression model.

Regarding the regularization of V , we observe that equation 5 does not pose a par-

ticular requirement for it to be well behaved. As in Ridge Regression, we will define its

regularization as the L2 norm with parameter θV , a parable given by θV
2
Tr (V ′V ).

In contrast, the regularization of W must induce a well behaved equation in 5, without

actually constraining its parameters to particular values. We define W ’s regularization as

a semi-circle with radius θW , given by 1
2θW

(

1− (1− θ2WTr (W ′W ))
1

2

)

.

term inside the parenthesis is simply u, finding 4. To return, simply calculate c = f(u), again apply the

definition c = f(V ′x+ b+W ′f (u)) and notice it can be written as c = f(V ′x+ b+W ′c), 3
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With these assumptions in mind, our Statistical Model becomes:

minimize
(W,V )

1

2
ε′ε+

1

2θW

(

1−
(

1− θ2WTr (W ′W )
)

1

2

)

+
θV

2
Tr (V ′V )

subject to Y = Uβ + ε,

U = XV + 1b′ + F (U)W

(6)

Finally, remember that F (U) =









f1(u1,1) f2(u1,2) f3(u1,3) · · ·

f1(u2,1) f2(u2,2) f3(u2,3) · · ·
...

...
...

. . .









.

Therefore, in this model
∂fj(U)

i,j

∂um,n
= 0 if (i, j) 6= (m,n), which allows us to simplify nota-

tion and define the reduced matrix of derivatives as Ḟ (U) ≡









df1(u1,1)

du1,1

df2(u1,2)

du1,2

df3(u1,3)

du1,3
· · ·

df1(u2,1)

du2,1

df2(u2,2)

du2,2

df3(u2,3)

du2,3
· · ·

...
...

...
. . .









.

2.3 First order conditions

Now that our Statistical Model is clearly defined, we study its First Order Conditions and

reduce them to a small set of matrix equations.

Our problem can be written down as a Lagrangian:

L(W,V, ε, U, λ, µ) =

1

2
ε′ ε+

1

2θW
(1− (1− θ2W Tr(W ′ W ))1/2) ) +

θV

2
Tr(V ′ V )

+ Tr (λ′ (Uβ + ε− Y )) + Tr (µ′ (U −XV − 1b′ − F (U)W ))

(7)

The first order conditions of this problem are:

ε+ λ = 0

θW
(

1− θ2W tr (W ′W )
)− 1

2 W − F (U)′ µ = 0

θV V −X ′µ = 0

U −XV − 1b′ − F (U)W = 0

Uβ + ε− Y = 0

λβ ′ + µ− Ḟ (U) ◦ (µW ′) = 0

(8)

Where «◦» denotes the Hadamard product and Ḟ (U) is the already defined matrix of

derivatives. The first order conditions in 8 can be summarized in only two equations

5



U =
1

θV
XX ′µ+ 1b′ + F (U)W (U, µ)

µ = (Y − Uβ)β ′ + Ḟ (U) ◦ (µW ′(U, µ))

(9)

Where, according to Lemma 1, W (U, µ) = 1
θW

F (U)′µ
(

1+‖F (U)′µ‖
2

F

)
1

2

and ‖‖F is the Frobenius

matrix norm.

Lemma 1 can be interpreted as non-Hebbian learning. In Hebbian learning, the con-

nective strength between two neurons W (U, µ) increases when two neurons fire with high

correlation, F (U)′F (U). In contrast, Lemma 1 indicates the connective strength between

one neuron and another is proportional to the correlation between the firing rate of the

first, F (U), and how much the loss function would improve if we relaxed the firing model

of the second (it’s shadow price) µ. That is, the strength of connections W (U, µ) must be

proportional to F (U)′µ.

In turn, equation 9 indicates that (a) the firing rate U increases when the shadow price

µ is correlated with the data, and (b) the shadow price µ increases with the unexplained

prediction error Y − Uβ.

The relationship between artificial firing rate and shadow price is reminiscent of the

relationship between biological neurons and its chemical concentrations. For example, in

the Hodgkin-Huxley model of neural synaptic activity, the dynamic of action potentials

changes with calcium, sodium and potassium concentrations (Hodgkin & Huxley, 1952),

and in turn, new discoveries have shown that calcium, sodium and potassium ion channels

can be modified by repetitive synaptic stimulation (Voglis & Tavernarakis, 2006). It

remains to be seen whether the mechanism induced by maximization in our problem has

any meaningful resemblance with a biological brain.

We finish this subsection by noticing that, according to Lemma 2, the system of

equations in 9 can be solved partially:

UB1,B2 = B1 − (I + β ′βQ)
−1

QB1ββ
′ +QB2 − (I + β ′βQ)

−1
Q2B2ββ

′

µB1,B2 = B2 − (I + β ′βQ)
−1

QB2ββ
′ −B1ββ

′ + β ′β (I + β ′βQ)
−1

QB1ββ
′

(10)

with

Q =
1

θV
XX ′

B1 = 1b′ + F (U)W (U, µ)

B2 = Y β ′ + Ḟ (U) ◦ (µW ′(U, µ))

(11)

The previous equation involves an inverse whose calculation cost can be reduced by

using Woodbury’s identity: (I + 1
θV
β ′βXX ′)−1 = I − β′β

θV
X(I + β′β

θV
X ′X)−1X ′

6



2.4 Existence, Uniqueness and an Iterative Method

Now that the reduced first order conditions have been found we turn to the issue of finding

the conditions under which optimal parameters exist and are unique.

First, we notice that a solution to 9 must exist. We first turn to Lemma 3, which

shows U and µ are bounded in a closed interval. Then, to prove existence, simply refer

to Brouwer’s fixed point theorem. Alternatively, turn to Weiestrass’s Extreme Value

Theorem when observing 6.

The following two theorems are an application of Banach’s Contraction Mapping The-

orem 2. They study conditions for uniqueness, finding an iterative method that converges

to the optimal parameters under certain conditions. The first theorem is concerned with

the general conditions for uniqueness. The second focuses on a subset of possible para-

meters, finding looser conditions.

Theorem 1:

Let sup µ and supF (U) be the supremum of µ and F (U) and

GU,µ = I +

(

sup F (U)

sup µ

)(

sup F (U)

sup µ

)′

GX,β = I + ββ ′
⊗

Q

(12)

Then, when θW > κ(GX,β)
1+β′β+‖Q‖

β′β‖Q‖
‖GU,µ‖ there exists a small enough δ so that the

contraction given by 13 converges to a unique fixed point:

T

(

U

µ

)

= (1− δ)

(

U

µ

)

+ δ

(

UB1,B2
(U, µ)

µB1,B2
(U, µ)

)

(13)

Demonstration:

Let us use Banach’s Contraction Mapping Theorem:

1) As shown in Lemma 3, U and µ are bounded in a closed interval and since they are

matrices of real numbers, this is enough to show completeness. Also, from Lemma 3 we

observe T () is a weighted average between two functions that have itself as domain, and

thus it also has itself as domain.

2) The following shows that

(

UB1,B2
(U, µ)

µB1,B2
(U, µ)

)

is Lipschitz continuous. It will be used

to find the conditions under which the contraction converges.

According to Lemma 2, equation 9 can be written in terms of matrices by using the

vec operator and the Kronecker product. As a consequence, we find:

2Let (X, d) be a complete metric space and let T : X −→ X be a contraction on X such that

d(T (x1), T (x2)) ≤ qd(x1, x2) with q < 1. Then T has a unique fixed point x ∈ X such that T (x) = x.

7



∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

UB1,B2
(U1, µ1)− UB1,B2

(U2, µ2)

µB1,B2
(U1, µ1)− µB1,B2

(U2, µ2)

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ κ(GX,β)
1 + β ′β + ‖Q‖

β ′β ‖Q‖

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

B1(U1, µ1)− B1(U2, µ2)

B2(U1, µ1)− B2(U2, µ2)

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(14)

Where κ() is the condition number.

According to Lemma 4.1,

(

UB1,B2
(U, µ)

µB1,B2
(U, µ)

)

is Lipschitz continuous with:

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

B1(U1, µ1)− B1(U2, µ2)

B2(U1, µ1)− B2(U2, µ2)

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
1

θW
‖GU,µ‖

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

U1 − U2

µ1 − µ2

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(15)

Composing both inequalities we find that

(

UB1,B2
(U, µ)

µB1,B2
(U, µ)

)

is Lipschitz continuous

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

UB1,B2
(U1, µ1)− UB1,B2

(U2, µ2)

µB1,B2
(U1, µ1)− µB1,B2

(U2, µ2)

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ κ(GX,β)
1 + β ′β + ‖Q‖

β ′β ‖Q‖

‖GU,µ‖

θW

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

U1 − U2

µ1 − µ2

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(16)

3) Finally, according to Lemma 5, the previous condition means it will be possible to

find δ small enough so that the contraction in 13 converges. That is, we conclude that

when θW > κ(GX,β)
1+β′β+‖Q‖

β′β‖Q‖
‖GU,µ‖ we can find δ small enough so that the contraction

given by 13 converges.

This proves the conditions of Banach’s Contraction Mapping Theorem. When the

conditions are met the contraction in 13 will have exactly one fixed point, and it can be

found by simple iteration. That is, when the previous conditions are met the contraction

represents an iterative method that always converges to the unique first order conditions

of our statistical model. QED.

The conditions in Theorem 1 may require large regularization constants to prevent mul-

tiple minima from arising. As the proof of Theorem 1 shows, this is because the weight

matrix W (U, µ) may incorporate positive or negative numbers, so differences between

alternative (U, µ) pairs are not necessarily damped. The following theorem restricts para-

meters to a subset where differences are softened, finding looser convergence conditions.

Theorem 2:

Assume an optimal weight matrix W ∗ exists and an invertible matrix Ω exists such that

(ΩW ∗ ≥ 0 and W ∗Ω ≥ 0 (entry wise). Then, define S as the Subset of pairs (U, µ) where

all the matrices W (U, µ) are such that ΩW (U, µ) ≥ 0 and W (U, µ)Ω ≥ 0 (entry wise).

Then, when θW > κ(GX,β)κ(Ω)
1+β′β+‖Q‖

β′β‖Q‖
it is possible to find a small enough δ so that

the iterative method given by 13 will converge to a unique fixed point in S.

Demonstration:

Let us use Banach’s Contraction Mapping Theorem, again. First, we notice that S is not

void because an optimal weight matrix exists (as Brouwer’s Fixed Point Theorem shows)
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and by assumption it is part of the subset. Also, if W ∗ is invertible, we can assure a

matrix Ω that meets the conditions exist (simply choose Ω = (W ∗)−1).

Now we notice S is complete, because it is a non-void intersection between complete

and convex subsets.

According to Lemma 4.2, we find that in S:

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

B1(U1, µ1)−B1(U2, µ2)

B2(U1, µ1)−B2(U2, µ2)

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
κ(Ω)

θW

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

U1 − U2

µ1 − µ2

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(17)

Again, composing inequalities in 14 and 17, we find

(

UB1,B2
(U, µ)

µB1,B2
(U, µ)

)

is Lipschitz con-

tinuous.

Using Lemma 5 again, we conclude that when θW > κ(GX,β)κ(Ω)
1+β′β+‖Q‖

β′β‖Q‖
we can

find a δ so that the distance between different (U, µ) pairs diminishes in S.

Also, we notice that since T () is Lipschitz continuous and, since the distance between

a contraction and the fixed point always becomes smaller than the distance between the

original data and the fixed point, we can find a small enough δ that guarantees the

contraction is also part of S.

This proves Banach’s Contraction Mapping Theorem inside S, meaning there exists a

small δ where the contraction in 13 converges to a unique fixed point. QED.

That is, if W ∗ is an invertible weight matrix that represents a (possibly not unique)

fixed point (U∗, µ∗) in our problem, we find that in the subset S it is possible to find a

small δ so that the iterative method will converge to exactly one fixed point, (U∗, µ∗).

This is a looser condition than the one found in theorem 1, because convergence

requires smaller parameters. This is because we have found optimal parameters are sur-

rounded by alternatives that will iteratively converge as long as there is a matrix Ω that

is invertible.

As a closing remark of this section, we notice that as the number of observations grows

the norm of Q diverges, ‖Q‖ −→ ∞. When this happens the ratio 1+β′β+‖Q‖
β′β‖Q‖

−→ 1
β′β

, which

means the conditions for convergence become less strict. In particular, if βs are equal to

1 then β ′β equals the number of neurons and as the number of neurons grows, the looser

the conditions of convergence will become.

3. Constrained RNNs and Feedforward networks

Adding constraints allows the modeler to choose an adequate number of parameters. The

number of parameters in a complete RNN can turn the estimation problem intractable.

Imagine we wanted to train a RNN model with ten thousand neurons to process photos of

ten megapixels. Then, we would have to tune matrix V with 1011 parameters and matrix

W with 108; a large number of parameters that may not be supported by the number

of datapoints that can lead to excessive adaptation to the training data; overfitting.

9



Constraints in RNNs may help the modeler extract the underlying structure of the data

without limiting the number of neurons.

Furthermore, incorporating constraints will allows us to study feedforward neural net-

works (FNN). An FNN is characterized by the direction of the flow of information between

its layers. Its flow is uni-directional, meaning that the information in the model flows from

the input nodes, through the hidden nodes and to the output nodes. In contrast to Re-

current Neural Networks (RNN), there aren’t cycles or loops which have a bi-directional

flow.

FNNs can be interpreted as constrained RNNs, in which all the loops in hidden layers

have weights set to zero, and only input neurons receive the exterior data. Instead of

creating a specific model for FNNs, we will solve the general model of a constrained

RNN. This section will show that in FNNs it cannot be assured that a Well-Behaved

Subset exists, where simple iteration of the contraction will lead towards the optimum

parameters.

Two strategies can be used to add linear constraints: a) writing down the constrained

variable as part of a hyperplane originating from a normal vector (matrix) and a transla-

tion vector (matrix), and b) literally adding constraints to the Lagrangian problem. Both

approaches are mathematically equivalent, but one may be more practical than the other

in terms of management or complexity of matrix multiplication or matrix inversion.

In the following model we will use both approaches in parallel: matrix V will be

characterized according to strategy a) V = NVr + V0 and matrix W will be constrained

according to strategy b) R vec(W ) = r. Please notice the operator vec() is necessary in

order to be able to constrain one component of matrix W without affecting the others.

With these ideas in mind, our Statistical Problem becomes:

minimize
(W,V )

1

2
ε′ε+

1

2θW

(

1−
(

1− θ2WTr (W ′W )
)

1

2

)

+
θV

2
Tr
(

(NVr + V0)
′ (NVr + V0)

)

subject to Y = Uβ + ε,

U = XV + 1b′ + F (U)W

R vec(W ) = r

(18)

Our problem can be written down as a Lagrangian:

L(W,V, ε, U, λ, µ) =

1

2
ε′ ε+

1

2θW
(1− (1− θ2W Tr(W ′ W ))1/2) ) +

θV

2
Tr
(

(NVr + V0)
′ (NVr + V0)

)

+ Tr (λ′ (Uβ + ε− Y )) + Tr (µ′ (U −X (NVr + V0)− 1b′ − F (U)W )) + Tr (γ′(R vec(W )− r))

(19)

10



The first order conditions of this problem are:

ε+ λ = 0

θW
(

1− θ2W tr (W ′W )
)− 1

2 W − F (U)′ µ− vec−1 (R′γ) = 0

θVN
′ (NVr + V0)−N ′X ′µ = 0

U −X (NVr + V0)− 1b′ − F (U)W = 0

Uβ + ε− Y = 0

λβ ′ + µ− Ḟ (U) ◦ (µW ′) = 0

R vec(W )− r = 0

(20)

As in the previous problem, the first order conditions in 20 can be summarized in only

two equations

U =
1

θV
XN (NN ′)

−1
N ′ (X ′µ− θV V0) +XV0 + 1b′ + F (U)W (U, µ)

µ = (Y − Uβ) β ′ + Ḟ (U) ◦ (µW ′(U, µ))

(21)

Where, according to Lemma 6, W (U, µ) = 1
θW

(

1−θ2
W

‖W2‖
2

F

1+‖W1(U,µ)‖
2

F

)

W1(U, µ) +W2 with

W1(U, µ) = vec−1
([

I − R′ (RR′)
−1

R
]

vec
(

F (U)′ µ
)

)

W2 = vec−1
(

R′ (RR′)
−1

r
) (22)

It can be easily observed that if ‖W2‖F < 1
θW

then ‖W‖ < 1
θW

Again, this equation can be partially solved using Lemma 2:

UB̂1,B̂2 = B̂1 −
(

I + β ′βQ̂
)−1

Q̂B̂1ββ
′ + Q̂B̂2 −

(

I + β ′βQ̂
)−1

Q̂2B̂2ββ
′

µB̂1,B̂2 = B̂2 −
(

I + β ′βQ̂
)−1

Q̂B̂2ββ
′ − B̂1ββ

′ + β ′β
(

I + β ′βQ̂
)−1

Q̂B̂1ββ
′

(23)

with

Q̂ =
1

θV
XN (NN ′)

−1
N ′ X ′

B̂1 = X
(

I −N (NN ′)
−1

N ′
)

V0 + 1b′ + F (U)W (U, µ)

B̂2 = Y β ′ + Ḟ (U) ◦ (µW ′(U, µ))

(24)

Now, we notice theorems 1 and 2 in the previous section are still valid with small

modifications. Therefore there is a small δ such that the contraction given by 25 converges

to a unique fixed point

T

(

U

µ

)

= (1− δ)

(

U

µ

)

+ δ

(

UB̂1,B̂2
(U, µ)

µB̂1,B̂2
(U, µ)

)

(25)
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a) in the set of all possible (U, µ) pairs, when θW > κ(ĜX,β)
1+β′β+‖Q̂‖

β′β‖Q̂‖

∥

∥

∥
ĜU,µ

∥

∥

∥

b) an invertible matrix Ω exists, so that a subset S where all the matrices W (U, µ)

arising from pairs (U, µ) are such that ΩW (U, µ) ≥ 0 and W (U, µ)Ω ≥ 0. Also,

parameters θW and θV are such that θW > κ(ĜX,β)κ(Ω)
1+β′β+‖Q̂‖

β′β‖Q̂‖

with supµ and supF (U) the supremum of µ and F (U) and, according to Lemma 7,

ĜX,β =

(

I −I
⊗

Q̂

(ββ ′)
⊗

I I

)

ĜU,µ = I +
(

1− θ2W ‖W2‖
2
F

)1/2
∥

∥

∥
I − R′ (RR′)

−1
R
∥

∥

∥

(

supF (U)

sup µ

)(

supF (U)

sup µ

)′ (26)

Therefore, just as was found in RNNs, if certain conditions are met the parameters of

constrained RNNs can be found by simple iteration.

This result allows us to turn to the specific constraints imposed to FNNs: information

flows in only one direction and there are no feedback loops. Assuming each neuron is

indexed from the initial layers to the last this means the lower triangular matrix of W has

only zeros, including its diagonal. Therefore, in a FNN’s, the optimal W ∗ is not invertible

and thus it is not evident a subset S exists where convergence is assured.

The following example demonstrates that certain FNNs lack a subset for which the

iteration in 25 converges in the sense of Theorem 2. The network consists of 5 neurons

arranged in three layers: neurons 1 and 2 are in the first layer, neurons 3 and 4 are in the

second layer, and neuron 5 is in the third layer. Each layer is fully connected to the next,

as summarized in the following matrix W :

W ∗ =

















0 0 w1,3 w1,4 0

0 0 w2,3 w2,4 0

0 0 0 0 w3,5

0 0 0 0 w4,5

0 0 0 0 0

















(27)

Then, simple algebra shows that whenever w3,5 and w4,5 have opposing signs it will be

impossible to find an invertible matrix Ω where (ΩW ∗ ≥ 0 and W ∗Ω ≥ 0 (entry wise).

It is known that the structure of connections may help or hinder the estimation of para-

meters. For example, studies have found that adding «skip» or «shortcut» connections

produce loss functions that train easier (He et al., 2016; Li et al., 2018). According to our

model, incorporating feedback loops would further simplify training, even if the weights

describing these loops were fixed (conserving the number of free parameters constant).

12



4. A simple application: regressing polinomials

In this section, we describe the implementation of a toy model where we employ Re-

current Neural Networks (RNNs) to regress a polynomial function. The primary goal is

to demonstrate that Optimal Contraction can effectively capture the main features of a

polynomial. The results validate the model’s capability to approximate the polynomial’s

behavior accurately.

In particular, we regress the polinomial y = x3 + x2 − 10x in the domain [−5, 5], with

50 evenly distributed data points. The model includes only 3 neurons, in a complete

RNN, and the raw data X consists of a constant and the domain of the curve.

We choose the softplus as activation function f(c) = 1
α
ln(1 + eαc), with α = 0.05

constants θW = 1.2, θV = 0.05, β =
(

1 1 1
)′

, b =
(

0 1 2
)′

and δ = 0.001. The

method ends if 20.000 iterations are repeated or the squared sum of difference between

estimated parameters in each iteration is less than 0.001.

As a result, we are able find matrices W and V . In particular, we find:

W =







0.22232453 0.14096028 −0.10443518

−0.06913344 0.1243412 −0.35466878

0.12218206 −0.11587928 0.66321421







V =

(

−78.97621134 −105.97137723 62.51969179

80.25486682 −44.77352714 −15.69360293

)

As can be observed in the following figures, the method is able to closely approximate

the polinomial, and the algorithm rapidly converges towards the optimal solution:

Figure 1: Model vs Data Figure 2: Sum of Squared Errors

The results confirm that Optimal Contraction can effectively regress polynomial func-

tions by iteratively capturing their features. This success showcases the potential of

Optimal Contraction for function approximation tasks.
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5. Conclusions

This paper introduces an alternative approach for estimating the parameters of Recurrent

and Feedforward Neural Networks. From a theoretical standpoint, we identify conditions

under which parameter estimation by simple iteration converges.

The proposed model is deeply rooted in the principles of Classical Statistics, thereby

facilitating the application of its extensive toolkit. For instance, the computation of p-

values for parameter estimates can be accomplished using Fisher’s Information Matrix.

This integration of Classical Statistical methods with Neural Network parameter estim-

ation not only enhances the robustness of the parameters but also provides a rigorous

statistical framework for their evaluation.

The methodology described in this study is applied to a prediction task. However,

its utility may extend beyond regression. Further research could adapt it to estimate

parameters in other machine learning paradigms, such as clustering and classification,

making it a versatile approach in the field of machine learning.

Finally, Artificial Neural Networks draw inspiration from biological brains. It remains

to be answered whether the human brain re calibrates the synaptic strength between

neurons through a mechanism analogous to this paper’s proposed algorithm. Investigating

this hypothesis in future research could significantly deepen our understanding of neural

plasticity and the underlying processes of learning. Such insights would not only advance

the field of neuroscience but could also lead to the development of more sophisticated and

biologically plausible models of artificial intelligence.
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A. Lemmas

A.1 Lemma 1

The first order condition of 8 implies:

W =
1

θW

F (U)′ µ

(1 +
∥

∥F (U)′ µ
∥

∥

2

F
)
1

2

(A1)

with
∥

∥F (U)′ µ
∥

∥

2
= tr

(

µ′F (U)F (U)′ µ
)

Demonstration: The first order condition of 8 with respect to W is:

θW
(

1− θ2W tr (W ′W )
)− 1

2 W = F (U)′ µ (A2)

Therefore

θ2WTr (W ′W )

1− θ2WTr (W ′W )
= tr

(

µ′F (U)F (U)′ µ
)

(A3)

θ2WTr (W ′W ) = tr
(

µ′F (U)F (U)′ µ
) (

1− θ2WTr (W ′W )
)

(A4)

θ2W
(

1 + tr
(

µ′F (U)F (U)′ µ
))

Tr (W ′W ) = tr
(

µ′F (U)F (U)′ µ
)

(A5)

Tr (W ′W ) =
1

θ2W

tr
(

µ′F (U)F (U)′ µ
)

1 + tr
(

µ′F (U)F (U)′ µ
) (A6)

Now we return to the first order equation of 8

W =
1

θW
F (U)′ µ

(

1− θ2WTr (W ′W )
)

1

2 (A7)

W =
1

θW

F (U)′ µ
(

1 + tr
(

µ′F (U)F (U)′ µ
))

1

2

(A8)

W =
1

θW

F (U)′ µ

(1 +
∥

∥F (U)′ µ
∥

∥

2

F
)
1

2

(A9)

QED.
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A.2 Lemma 2

In this Lemma we borrow from the Linear Algebra notation, leaving aside for the moment

the Regression Analysis notation.

The solution to the following system of equations:

X1 = AX2 +B1

X2 = −X1cc
′ +B2

(A10)

is
X1 = B1 − (I + c′cA)−1AB1cc

′ + AB2 − (I + c′cA)−1A2B2cc
′

X2 = B2 − (I + c′cA)−1AB2cc
′ − B1cc

′ + c′c(I + c′cA)−1AB1cc
′

(A11)

Demonstration:

The system of equations is of the form

X1 = AX2 +B1

X2 = −X1cc
′ +B2

(A12)

The system can be re-written as

X1 + AX1cc
′ = D1 = B1 + AB2

X2 + AX2cc
′ = D2 = B2 − B1cc

′
(A13)

That is, we must solve two Sylvester equations of the type X + AXcc′ = D

Using the Kronecker product we can re-write the equation as

(I + cc′
⊗

A)vec(X) = vec(D) (A14)

So that vec(X) = (I + cc′
⊗

A)−1vec(D)

Fortunately, that particular inverse has an analytical solution

(I + cc′
⊗

A)−1 = I − cc′
⊗

(

(I + c′cA)−1A
)

(A15)

Which means

vec(X) = vec(D)− cc′
⊗

(

(I + c′cA)−1A
)

vec(D) (A16)

So that, by taking vec−1() on both sides we find

X = D − (I + c′cA)−1ADcc′ (A17)

Therefore, our system of equations can be solved and its solution is

X1 = D1 − (I + c′cA)−1AD1cc
′

X2 = D2 − (I + c′cA)−1AD2cc
′

(A18)
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Or, using the initial variables:

X1 = B1 − (I + c′cA)−1AB1cc
′ + AB2 − (I + c′cA)−1A2B2cc

′

X2 = B2 − (I + c′cA)−1AB2cc
′ − B1cc

′ + c′c(I + c′cA)−1AB1cc
′

(A19)

Now lets turn to the problem of Lipschitz continuity.

As was observed, the original system of equations can be re-written in term of the vec()

operator and Kronecker product:

(

vec(X1)

vec(X2)

)

=

(

(I + cc′
⊗

A)−1 0

0 (I + cc′
⊗

A)−1

)(

I I
⊗

A

−cc′
⊗

I I

)(

vec(B1)

vec(B2)

)

(A20)

Now, we know that

(

I I
⊗

A

−cc′
⊗

I I

)

=

(

I 0

0 I

)

+

(

0 I
⊗

A

−cc′
⊗

I 0

)

(A21)

And thus

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

I I
⊗

A

−cc′
⊗

I I

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ 1 +

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

0 I
⊗

A

−cc′
⊗

I 0

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ 1 + c′c+ ‖A‖ (A22)

Also,

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

(I + cc′
⊗

A)−1 0

0 (I + cc′
⊗

A)−1

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

=
∥

∥

∥
(I + cc′

⊗

A)−1
∥

∥

∥
=

κ(I + cc′
⊗

A)

‖I + cc′
⊗

A‖
(A23)

where κ() is the condition number. Also notice that for matrices A that are positive

semi-definite ‖I + cc′
⊗

A‖ ≤ ‖cc′
⊗

A‖ = c′c ‖A‖ .

Using the sub-multiplicative property of matrix norms we find

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

vec(X1)

vec(X2)

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ κ(I + cc′
⊗

A)
1 + c′c+ ‖A‖

c′c ‖A‖

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

vec(B1)

vec(B2)

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(A24)

which also means that:

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

X1,1 −X2,2

X2,1 −X2,2

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ κ(I + cc′
⊗

A)
1 + c′c+ ‖A‖

c′c ‖A‖

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

B1,1 −B2,2

B2,1 −B2,2

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(A25)
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A.3 Lemma 3

Variables µ, U and W are bounded according to:

‖W‖ ≤ supW

‖µ‖ ≤ supµ

‖U‖ ≤ supU

(A26)

where

supW =
1

θW

supµ =
θW

θW − 1
‖Y − (b′β)1‖ ‖β‖

supU =

(

θW

θW − 1

)2
1

θV
‖X ′X‖ ‖Y − (b′β)1‖ ‖β‖+

θW

θW − 1
‖1b′‖ +

1

θW − 1
‖F (0)‖

(A27)

Demonstration: First, we observe that errors are bounded. If V = 0 and W = 0 then

U = 1b′ . Therefore, the Lagrangian at the minimum must be less or equal the value of

the Lagrangian evaluated at that particular point in space. Moreover, the Lagrangian is

the sum of three functions that are always positive and therefore any of those functions

is smaller than that value.

In particular, we find

1

2
ε′ε ≤

1

2
ε′ε+

1

2θW

(

1−
(

1− θ2WTr (W ′W )
)

1

2

)

+
θV

2
Tr (V ′V ) ≤

1

2
‖Y − (b′β)1‖

2
(A28)

Since ε = Y − Uβ we find

‖Y − Uβ‖ ≤ ‖Y − (b′β)1‖ (A29)

Now we review bounds for each variable:

a) W

Calculating the Frobenius norm of W from 8 we find

‖W‖2F =
1

θ2W

∥

∥F (U)′ µ
∥

∥

2

F

1 +
∥

∥F (U)′ µ
∥

∥

2

F

≤
1

θ2W
(A30)

Now, since ‖W‖ ≤ ‖W‖F we find ‖W‖ ≤ 1
θW

It should be noticed that the equality condition assures the range of ‖W‖ is closed.

b) µ

Calculating the norm of µ from 8 we find
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‖µ‖ =
∥

∥

∥
(Y − Uβ) β ′ + Ḟ (U) ◦ (µW ′)

∥

∥

∥
(A31)

‖µ‖ ≤ ‖(Y − Uβ) β ′‖+
∥

∥

∥
Ḟ (U) ◦ (µW ′)

∥

∥

∥
(A32)

‖µ‖ ≤ ‖Y − Uβ‖ ‖β‖+
∥

∥

∥
Ḟ (U) ◦ (µW ′)

∥

∥

∥
(A33)

Since Ḟ (U) ∈ [0, 1] we find

‖µ‖ ≤ ‖Y − (b′β)1‖ ‖β‖+ ‖µW ′‖ (A34)

‖µ‖ ≤ ‖Y − (b′β)1‖ ‖β‖+
1

θW
‖µ‖ (A35)

And therefore

‖µ‖ ≤
θW

θW − 1
‖Y − (b′β)1‖ ‖β‖ (A36)

c) U

Calculating the norm of U from 8 we find

U =
1

θV
XX ′µ+ 1b′ + F (U)W (A37)

‖U‖ =

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

θV
XX ′µ+ 1b′ + F (U)W

∥

∥

∥

∥

(A38)

‖U‖ ≤
1

θV
‖XX ′µ‖+ ‖1b′‖+ ‖F (U)W‖ (A39)

‖U‖ ≤
1

θV
‖XX ′‖ ‖µ‖+ ‖1b′‖+

1

θW
‖F (U)− F (0) + F (0)‖ (A40)

‖U‖ ≤
1

θV
‖XX ′‖ ‖µ‖+ ‖1b′‖+

1

θW
‖F (U)− F (0)‖+

1

θW
‖F (0)‖ (A41)

And since F () is Lipschitz continuous

‖U‖ ≤
1

θV
‖XX ′‖ ‖µ‖+ ‖1b′‖+

1

θW
‖U‖+

1

θW
‖F (0)‖ (A42)

‖U‖ ≤
θW

θW − 1

1

θV
‖XX ′‖ ‖µ‖+

θW

θW − 1
‖1b′‖+

1

θW − 1
‖F (0)‖ (A43)

And substituting the result in b)
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‖U‖ ≤

(

θW

θW − 1

)2
1

θV
‖X ′X‖ ‖Y − (b′β)1‖ ‖β‖+

θW

θW − 1
‖1b′‖ +

1

θW − 1
‖F (0)‖ (A44)

QED.

Also, as a corollary we find that supF (U) ≤ supU + ‖F (0)‖

A.4 Lemma 4

Lemma 4.1

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

F (U1)W (U1, µ1)− F (U2)W (U2, µ2)

Ḟ (U1) ◦ (µ1W
′(U1, µ1))− Ḟ (U2) ◦ (µ2W

′(U2, µ2))

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
1

θW
‖GU,µ‖

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

U1 − U2

µ1 − µ2

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(A45)

with

GU,µ =

(

(supF (U))2 + 1 supF (U) supµ

supF (U) sup µ (supµ)2 + 1

)

(A46)

Demonstration:

First, let us notice that since Ḟ (U) ∈ [0, 1] the difference between expressions is only

damped and therefore:

(

‖F (U1)W (U1, µ1)− F (U2)W (U2, µ2)‖
∥

∥

∥
Ḟ (U1) ◦ (µ1W

′(U1, µ1))− Ḟ (U2) ◦ (µ2W
′(U2, µ2))

∥

∥

∥

)

≤

(

‖F (U1)W (U1, µ1)− F (U2)W (U2, µ2)‖

‖µ1W
′(U1, µ1)− µ2W

′(U2, µ2)‖

)
(A47)

Now, we use that A1B1 −A2B2 =
A1+A2

2
(B1 −B2) + (A1 −A2)

B1+B2

2
, then distribute

and use the sub-multiplicative property of norms, finding

(

‖F (U1)W (U1, µ1)− F (U2)W (U2, µ2)‖
∥

∥

∥
Ḟ (U1) ◦ (µ1W

′(U1, µ1))− Ḟ (U2) ◦ (µ2W
′(U2, µ2))

∥

∥

∥

)

≤

(

supF (U) ‖W (U1, µ1)−W (U2, µ2)‖+
1
θW

‖U1 − U2‖

sup µ ‖W (U1, µ1)−W (U2, µ2)‖+
1
θW

‖µ1 − µ2‖

)
(A48)

Now, we must find bounds for ‖W (U1, µ1)−W (U2, µ2)‖.

Let us use Lemma 1, W (U, µ) = 1
θW

F (U)′µ
(

1+‖F (U)′µ‖
2
)

1

2

Now, since
(

1 +
∥

∥F (U)′ µ
∥

∥

2
) 1

2

≥ 1 we find

‖W (U1, µ1)−W (U2, µ2)‖ ≤
1

θW

∥

∥F (U1)
′
µ1 − F (U2)

′
µ2

∥

∥ (A49)
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Again, using that A1B1 − A2B2 =
A1+A2

2
(B1 − B2) + (A1 −A2)

B1+B2

2
, we find

‖W (U1, µ1)−W (U2, µ2)‖ ≤
1

θW
(supF (U) ‖µ1 − µ2‖+ sup µ ‖U1 − U2‖) (A50)

Therefore, we find

(

‖F (U1)W (U1, µ1)− F (U2)W (U2, µ2)‖
∥

∥

∥
Ḟ (U1) ◦ (µ1W

′(U1, µ1))− Ḟ (U2) ◦ (µ2W
′(U2, µ2))

∥

∥

∥

)

≤

1

θW

(

(supF (U))2 + 1 supF (U) sup µ

supF (U) supµ (sup µ)2 + 1

)(

‖U1 − U2‖

‖µ1 − µ2‖

)
(A51)

Finally, we unite both equations, finding

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

F (U1)W (U1, µ1)− F (U2)W (U2, µ2)

Ḟ (U1) ◦ (µ1W
′(U1, µ1))− Ḟ (U2) ◦ (µ2W

′(U2, µ2))

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
1

θW
‖GU,µ‖

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

U1 − U2

µ1 − µ2

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(A52)

with

GU,µ =

(

(supF (U))2 + 1 supF (U) supµ

supF (U) sup µ (supµ)2 + 1

)

(A53)

QED.

Lemma 4.2

Assume an optimal weight matrix W ∗ exists. Also assume a matrix Ω exists, is

invertible, and ΩW ∗ ≥ 0 and W ∗Ω ≥ 0 (entry wise).

Then, define S̃ as the Subset of pairs (U, µ) where all the matrices W (U, µ) are such

that ΩW (U, µ) ≥ 0 and W (U, µ)Ω ≥ 0 (entry wise).

Then, inside S̃

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

F (U1)W (U1, µ1)− F (U2)W (U2, µ2)

Ḟ (U1) ◦ (µ1W
′(U1, µ1))− Ḟ (U2) ◦ (µ2W

′(U2, µ2))

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
κ(Ω)

θW

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

U1 − U2

µ1 − µ2

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(A54)

with κ() the condition number.

Demonstration: First, we notice W ∗ ∈ S, so S is not void. Then, let us notice that

since Ḟ (U) ∈ [0, 1] the difference between expressions is only damped. Second, we can

re-write inequalities as:

F (U1)W (U1, µ1)− F (U2)W (U2, µ2) =
(

F (U1)W (U1, µ1)Ω− F (U2)W (U2, µ2)Ω
)

(Ω)−1

µ1W (U1, µ1)
′ − µ2W (U2, µ2)

′ =
(

µ1(ΩW (U1, µ1))
′ − µ2(ΩW (U2, µ2))

′
)

(Ω)−T

(A55)
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That is, the condition implies W (U1, µ1)Ω and W (U2, µ2)Ω have the same positive

(entry wise) sign.

We also notice that ‖W (U, µ) Ω‖ ≤ 1
θW

‖Ω‖, which means that W (U,µ) Ω
1

θW
‖Ω‖

∈ [0, 1]. Therefore,

the pre and post multiplication of these matrices only dampens differences:

(

‖F (U1)W (U1, µ1)− F (U2)W (U2, µ2)‖
∥

∥

∥
Ḟ (U1) ◦ (µ1W

′(U1, µ1))− Ḟ (U2) ◦ (µ2W
′(U2, µ2))

∥

∥

∥

)

≤
‖(Ω)−1‖ ‖Ω‖

θW

(

‖U1 − U2‖

‖µ1 − µ2‖

)

(A56)

So that

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

F (U1)W (U1, µ1)− F (U2)W (U2, µ2)

Ḟ (U1) ◦ (µ1W
′(U1, µ1))− Ḟ (U2) ◦ (µ2W

′(U2, µ2))

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
κ
(

Ω
)

θW

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

U1 − U2

µ1 − µ2

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(A57)

with κ() the condition number. QED.
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A.5 Lemma 5

Let f(x) = (1 − δ)g(x) + δAh(x), where A is an NxN square matrix and f(x), g(x) and

h(x) are N dimensional functions of x, an N dimensional vector where

a) g() is Lipschitz continuous with a Lipschitz constant kg ≤ 1.

That is, ‖g(x1)− g(x2)‖ ≤ kg ‖x1 − x2‖, and

b) h() is Lipschitz continuous with any Lipschitz constant kh.

That is, ‖h(x1)− h(x2)‖ ≤ kh ‖x1 − x2‖

Then it is possible to find δ so that a kf(δ) < 1 and ‖f(x1)− f(x2)‖ ≤ kh ‖x1 − x2‖

Demonstration

‖f(x1)− f(x2)‖ = ‖(1− δ)(g(x1)− g(x2)) + δA(h(x1)− h(x2))‖ (A58)

‖f(x1)− f(x2)‖ ≤ |1− δ| ‖g(x1)− g(x2)‖+ δ ‖A‖ ‖h(x1)− h(x2)‖ (A59)

‖f(x1)− f(x2)‖ ≤
(

kg − δ (kg − ‖A‖ kh)
)

‖x1 − x2‖ (A60)

Therefore, as long as kg > kh ‖A‖ we can find δ so that

kf < 1, with kf = kg − δ (kg − kh ‖A‖)

That is, when g(x) = x a contraction can be used to solve the equation given by

x = Ah(x) for any h(x) as long as kh ‖A‖ < 1

A.6 Lemma 6

W (U, µ) =
1

θW

(

1− θ2W ‖W2‖
2
F

1 + ‖W1‖
2
F

)

W1(U, µ) +W2 (A61)

with
W1(U, µ) = vec−1

([

I − R′ (RR′)
−1

R
]

vec
(

F (U)′ µ
)

)

W2 = vec−1
(

R′ (RR′)
−1

r
) (A62)

Demonstration:

From the first order conditions we find:

θW
(

1− θ2W tr (W ′W )
)− 1

2 W − F (U)′ µ− vec−1 (R′γ) = 0

R vec(W )− r = 0
(A63)

To simplify equations let us first define k(W ) = θW (1− θ2W tr (W ′W ))
− 1

2 . Then

W =
1

k(W )

(

F (U)′ µ+ vec−1 (R′γ)
)

(A64)
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Therefore

r =
1

k(W )
R vec

(

F (U)′ µ+ vec−1 (R′γ)
)

r =
1

k(W )

(

R vec
(

F (U)′ µ
)

+RR′γ
)

(A65)

Which allows us to find γ

γ = (RR′)−1
(

k(W )r −R vec
(

F (U)′ µ
))

(A66)

Finally, we find

W =
1

k(W )
vec−1

((

I − R′(RR′)−1R
)

vec
(

F (U)′ µ
))

+ vec−1
(

R′(RR′)−1r
)

(A67)

This proves W = 1
k(W )

W1 +W2

Now,

tr(WW ′) =
1

k(W )2
tr(W1W

′
1) + tr(W2W

′
2) +

2

k(W )
tr(W2W

′
1) (A68)

But tr(W1W
′
2) = 0 because

tr(W2W
′
1) = vec(W2)

′vec(W1)

=
(

R′ (RR′)
−1

r
)′ ([

I −R′ (RR′)
−1

R
]

vec
(

F (U)′ µ
)

)

= 0
(A69)

Therefore, using the definition k(W ) = θW (1− θ2W tr (W ′W ))
− 1

2

tr(WW ′) =
1− θ2W tr (W ′W )

θ2W
tr(W1W

′
1) + tr(W2W

′
2) (A70)

Which allows us to find

tr(WW ′) =
1

θ2W

tr(W1W
′
1) + θ2W tr(W2W

′
2)

1 + tr(W1W
′
1)

tr(WW ′) =
1

θ2W

‖W1‖
2
F + θ2W ‖W2‖

2
F

1 + ‖W1‖
2
F

(A71)

Finally, we find

W =
1

θW

(

1− θ2W ‖W2‖
2
F

1 + ‖W1‖
2
F

)
1

2

W1 +W2 (A72)

It can be easily observed that if ‖W2‖F < 1
θW

then ‖W‖F < 1
θW

. And, since ‖W‖ <

‖W‖F this proves ‖W‖ < 1
θW

when ‖W2‖F < 1
θW

.
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A.7 Lemma 7
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

F (U1)W (U1, µ1)− F (U2)W (U2, µ2)

Ḟ (U1) ◦ (µ1W
′(U1, µ1))− Ḟ (U2) ◦ (µ2W

′(U2, µ2))

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
1

θW

∥

∥

∥
ĜU,µ

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

U1 − U2

µ1 − µ2

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(A73)

with

ĜU,µ = I +
(

1− θ2W ‖W2‖
2)1/2

∥

∥

∥
I − R′ (RR′)

−1
R
∥

∥

∥

(

supF (U)

supµ

)(

supF (U)

supµ

)′

(A74)

Demonstration: As in Lemma 4, let us notice that since Ḟ (U) ∈ [0, 1] the difference

between expressions is only damped and therefore:

(

‖F (U1)W (U1, µ1)− F (U2)W (U2, µ2)‖
∥

∥

∥
Ḟ (U1) ◦ (µ1W

′(U1, µ1))− Ḟ (U2) ◦ (µ2W
′(U2, µ2))

∥

∥

∥

)

≤

(

‖F (U1)W (U1, µ1)− F (U2)W (U2, µ2)‖

‖µ1W
′(U1, µ1)− µ2W

′(U2, µ2)‖

)
(A75)

Now, we use that A1B1 −A2B2 =
A1+A2

2
(B1 −B2) + (A1 −A2)

B1+B2

2
, then distribute

and use the sub-multiplicative property of norms, finding

(

‖F (U1)W (U1, µ1)− F (U2)W (U2, µ2)‖
∥

∥

∥
Ḟ (U1) ◦ (µ1W

′(U1, µ1))− Ḟ (U2) ◦ (µ2W
′(U2, µ2))

∥

∥

∥

)

≤

(

supF (U) ‖W (U1, µ1)−W (U2, µ2)‖+
1
θW

‖U1 − U2‖

sup µ ‖W (U1, µ1)−W (U2, µ2)‖+
1
θW

‖µ1 − µ2‖

)
(A76)

where we assumed ‖W2‖ < 1
θW

, so that also ‖W‖ < 1
θW

.

Now, we must find bounds for ‖W (U1, µ1)−W (U2, µ2)‖.

Now let us use Lemma 6, W (U, µ) = 1
θW

(

1−θ2
W

‖W2‖
2

F

1+‖W1‖
2

F

)

W1(U, µ) +W2

Now, since 1 + ‖W1‖
2 ≥ 1 we find

‖W (U1, µ1)−W (U2, µ2)‖ ≤
(

1− θ2W ‖W2‖
2
F

)1/2

θW

∥

∥

∥
vec−1

([

I − R′ (RR′)
−1

R
]

vec
(

F (U1)
′
µ1 − F (U2)

′
µ2

)

)∥

∥

∥

(A77)

which means

‖W (U1, µ1)−W (U2, µ2)‖ ≤
(

1− θ2W ‖W2‖
2
F

)1/2

θW

∥

∥

∥
I −R′ (RR′)

−1
R
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥F (U1)
′
µ1 − F (U2)

′
µ2

∥

∥

(A78)
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Again, using that A1B1 − A2B2 =
A1+A2

2
(B1 − B2) + (A1 −A2)

B1+B2

2
, we find

∥

∥F (U1)
′
µ1 − F (U2)

′
µ2

∥

∥ ≤ supF (U) ‖µ1 − µ2‖+ sup µ ‖U1 − U2‖ (A79)

Therefore, we find

(

‖F (U1)W (U1, µ1)− F (U2)W (U2, µ2)‖
∥

∥

∥
Ḟ (U1) ◦ (µ1W

′(U1, µ1))− Ḟ (U2) ◦ (µ2W
′(U2, µ2))

∥

∥

∥

)

≤

1

θW

(

I +
(

1− θ2W ‖W2‖
2
F

)1/2
∥

∥

∥
I − R′ (RR′)

−1
R
∥

∥

∥

(

supF (U)

sup µ

)(

supF (U)

sup µ

)′)(

‖U1 − U2‖

‖µ1 − µ2‖

)

(A80)

Finally, we find

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

F (U1)W (U1, µ1)− F (U2)W (U2, µ2)

Ḟ (U1) ◦ (µ1W
′(U1, µ1))− Ḟ (U2) ◦ (µ2W

′(U2, µ2))

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
1

θW

∥

∥

∥
ĜU,µ

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

U1 − U2

µ1 − µ2

)∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(A81)

with

ĜU,µ = I +
(

1− θ2W ‖W2‖
2
F

)1/2
∥

∥

∥
I −R′ (RR′)

−1
R
∥

∥

∥

(

supF (U)

supµ

)(

supF (U)

supµ

)′

(A82)

QED.
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