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The Gauss-Newton method is traditionally used in nonlinear least-squares problems [24, 17]. In
the context of neural network training, it has emerged as a powerful alternative to first-order
methods, such as stochastic gradient descent (SGD), particularly when high accuracy and efficient
convergence are required [8, 27, 23, 32, 26]. By leveraging the structure of the loss function, the
Gauss-Newton method approximates the Hessian matrix with a positive semi-definite variant, which
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Abstract

We analyze the convergence of Gauss-Newton dynamics for training neural networks with
smooth activation functions. In the underparameterized regime, the Gauss-Newton gradient
flow induces a Riemannian gradient flow on a low-dimensional, smooth, embedded submanifold
of the Euclidean output space. Using tools from Riemannian optimization, we prove last-
iterate convergence of the Riemannian gradient flow to the optimal in-class predictor at an
exponential rate that is independent of the conditioning of the Gram matrix, without requiring
explicit regularization. We further characterize the critical impacts of the neural network scaling
factor and the initialization on the convergence behavior. In the overparameterized regime, we
show that the Levenberg-Marquardt dynamics with an appropriately chosen damping factor
yields robustness to ill-conditioned kernels, analogous to the underparameterized regime. These
findings demonstrate the potential of Gauss-Newton methods for efficiently optimizing neural
networks, particularly in ill-conditioned problems where kernel and Gram matrices have small
singular values.

Introduction

is computationally more tractable while still capturing important curvature information.

In this work, we investigate the convergence behavior of the Gauss-Newton method in a super-
vised learning setting with neural networks with smooth nonlinear activation functions in both the

overparameterized and underparameterized regimes.

e Gauss-Newton dynamics in the underparameterized regime.
gradient flow induces a Riemannian gradient flow in the output space (Theorem 4), which is a
low-dimensional smooth embedded submanifold of a Euclidean space (Theorem 3). We incor-
porate tools from the rich theory of Riemannian optimization, and establish certain geodesic
strong convexity and Lipschitz continuity results (Lemma 7 and Corollary 1) to analyze the be-
havior of the Gauss-Newton dynamics. Ultimately, we prove that the Gauss-Newton method

The Gauss-Newton



yields convergence of the last-iterate to the optimal in-class predictor at an exponential
rate without any explicit regularization (Theorem 5) in the underparameterized regime.
This is quite striking since the first-order methods in this regime can only guarantee conver-
gence of the average-iterate at a subexponential rate under an explicit regularization scheme
(such as early stopping [20] or projection [13]) to control the movement of the neural network
parameters. The initialization and the scaling choices play a vital role in the convergence rate
and the inductive bias for the predictor in the limit (see Remarks 4, 5). Interestingly, our
analysis indicates that the convergence rate is independent of the minimum eigenvalue of the
Jacobian Gram matrix. To ensure that this is not an outcome of a time re-scaling, we extend
our analysis to discrete time in Theorem 2.

e Levenberg-Marquardt dynamics in the overparameterized regime. In the overpa-
rameterized regime, the Jacobian Gram matrix DT fD f, which is used as the Gauss-Newton
preconditioner, is rank-deficit, therefore damping (or regularization) in the preconditioner is
inevitable, which leads to the Levenberg-Marquardt dynamics. We prove the convergence of
this method in both continuous and discrete time (Theorems 1 and 2). Our analysis indicates
that the Gauss-Newton method yields a convergence result that is independent of the mini-
mum eigenvalue of the neural tangent kernel matrix, leading to a massive improvement in the
convergence rate in the case of ill-conditioned neural tangent kernels.

1.1 Related Works

Analysis of the Gauss-Newton method. The Gauss-Newton method in the overparameterized
regime was analyzed in a number of works recently [12, 32, 5, 4]. These existing works consider the
Gauss-Newton method in the overparameterized setting, while we both consider the underparam-
eterized and overparameterized regimes in this work, where we develop a Riemannian geometric
approach to investigate the former, which is fundamentally different from the existing works.

Neural networks in the kernel regime. The original works in the neural tangent kernel (NTK)
analysis consider the overparameterized regime [16, 19, 15]. Our analysis builds on the neural
network analysis proposed in [15, 16]. However, deviating significantly from this line of work on
overparameterized networks, we utilize tools from the Riemannian optimization theory to analyze
the Gauss-Newton dynamics in the underparameterized regime. Our discussion on Riemannian
optimization is mainly based on [9]. In a number of works [20, 13, 11], convergence of first-order
methods in the underparameterized regime was investigated in the near-initialization regime. These
results indicate that first-order methods in the underparameterized regime (i) require explicit reg-
ularization in the form of projection or early stopping, (ii) establish only average- (or best-)iterate
near-optimality results, and (iii) the convergence rates are subexponential. The main analysis
approach in these works mimics the projected subgradient descent analysis. We prove that Gauss-
Newton dynamics (i) does not require any explicit regularization schemes, (ii) establishes last-iterate
convergence results (both in the loss and in the function space), (iii) with exponential convergence
rates, indicating the superiority of Gauss-Newton preconditoning in the underparameterized regime.

1.2 Notation

For a differentiable curve v : I C RT — R, 44 and +/(¢) denote its derivative at time ¢. I denotes
the identity matrix. 3= is the Loewner order. For a smooth function f:R™ — R?, Lip; denotes its
modulus of Lipschitz continuity. For a symmetric positive-definite matrix A € R"*™ and v € R",



2|4 = 2T Az. We define |[v|3 := vTv for v € R", and ||Al|,, as the operator norm of A. For a
function h: R = R, [|h]|« := sup,cp |h(2)].

2 Problem Setting and the Gauss-Newton Dynamics

2.1 Supervised Learning Setting

In this work, we consider a smooth activation function o : R — R such that ||o||s < 00, ||07]|cc < 01

and ||0”||sc < 09, which is satisfied by, e.g., ¢ = tanh. At an input point 2 € R?, the output of the

neural network is
m

ch o(z"w®) for any (¢,w) € R™ x R™,

where w = [(wM)T ... (w™)7T }T. Let p := md be the number of trainable parameters. Given
a data set D = {(z;,y;) € RTx R : 1 < j < n}, define ¢p(w) := [tp(xl;w)...gp(xn;w)]-r. We
adopt the standard random initialization for ¢: for any ¢ € {1,2,...,m}, ¢; ~ Unif{—1,1} and
lmt ~ N(0, I;) independent and identically distributed. We define f ( ) := ¢(w) — ¢(winiy). Since
o is smooth, w — f(w) is a smooth function with L-Lipschitz continuous (Euclidean) gradients.
Given a smooth loss function g : R® — RT, which is smooth, v-strongly convex on R"™ and has
p-Lipschitz continuous gradients, the objective (empirical risk minimization — ERM) is

max g(af(w)),

for & > 0. Note that, for example, the regression problem with the quadratic loss g(-) = ||-||3 satisfies
these conditions. We call the neural networks underparameterized if p < n, and overparameterized
Vaplaiw)
otherwise. Let D f(w) := denote the n x p Jacobian matrix of f.
VI o(n;w)

Remark 1 (Nullifying initialization). Note that f(winis) = 0, thus it is a nullifying initialization,
and D¢(w) = D f(w) for any parameter w € RP and dataset D. The nullification at initialization is
a common practice to ensure that the impact of the initialization is eliminated effectively [6, 28].

2.2 Gauss-Newton Gradient Flow

Let (¢, winit) be a nullifying initialization. We assume that ¢ is fixed as initialized. In this work, we
consider Gauss-Newton gradient flow for training neural networks:

dwt 1 —1
{dt = —~[H,(af(w))] D" f(w)Vg(af(w)) fort>0, )
Wo = Winit,

where « > 0 is a scaling factor, and
Hp(af(w)) = (1= p)D" fw)Df(w;) + pI

is the Gauss-Newton preconditioner with the regularization (or damping) factor p € [0, 1] that is
used to ensure that H, (o f(w;)) is invertible in case D' f(w;)D f(w;) is singular. The case p > 0 is
known as Levenberg-Marquardt dynamics [24].



3 Gauss-Newton Dynamics for Overparameterized Neural
Networks

As a warm-up for the analysis in the underparameterized setting, we will start with the analysis
in the overparameterized setting p > n. Since rank(D " f(w)Df(w)) < p in this regime, we have to
consider p > 0 to ensure that (1) is well-defined, which leads to the Levenberg-Marquardt dynamics.
As the analysis will indicate, the choice of p > 0 plays a fundamental réle on the convergence of
Gauss-Newton dynamics in the overparameterized regime. The proof in the overparameterized
regime extends the kernel analysis in [6, 16] for the gradient flows to the Gauss-Newton gradient
flows, and setting p = 1 in our theoretical results will recover the existing bounds exactly.

In the overparameterized regime, the spectral properties of the so-called neural tangent kernel
(NTK) has a crucial impact on the convergence. To that end, for any 4,5 € {1,2,...,n}, let
K € R™" be defined as [K];; := x] 2;E[0’(w;];,x:)0” (w;;x;)]. Note that under the symmetric
initialization (c, winit), we have m ™ E[D f(winit)D " f(winit)] = K. We make the following standard
representational assumption on the so-called neural tangent kernel evaluated at D [15].

Assumption 1. Let Kg := Df(winit)D " f(winit). There exists Ao > 0 such that Kg = 4\31.
Under Assumption 1, if ||w — winit|l2 < ro = %, then Df(w)DT f(w) = A2I, where L is the
modulus of Lipschitz continuity for w — D f(w) [28, 15]. We also define A2 := 1| Kj||op, which will
be important in the analysis.
Under the Gauss-Newton gradient flow (1), define the exit time
T :=inf{t > 0: |Jws — woll2 > 70},
and let
Kt = Df(wt)DTf(wt), te [0, OO)
be the kernel matrix. Then, we have
Kt b A(Z)Ia
1K llop > A7,
for any ¢ < T [28].

The gradient flow in the output space and the energy dissipation inequality (EDI) in this regime
are presented in the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Under the Gauss-Newton gradient flow with damping factor p € (0,1], let pg := ﬁ,
Then, we have
daf(w 1 _ _ -
# = (K=o KT 40y K) T KL Vglaf (w0) (GF-0)
dg(of (we)) —Xj 2
< \Y EDI
T < g Vel w1 (EDI)
for any t <T. Consequently, for any t < T, we have
—2uN3t
A SAoeXp<0 ) 2
t PRy @
2A —2Ut\G
_ * (|2 < 0 0 3
Jofwn) = 13 < 20 e (22005 ), ©



where Ay := g(af(wy)) — g(f*) is the optimality gap, and f* is the unique minimizer of g in R™.
Proof. By the chain rule, we obtain

daf(w;)
T —aD f(wy)

dwt

dt
= —Df(we)[Hy(af (w))]"'DT f(we)Vg(af(wy)).

Since t < T, the empirical kernel matrix K, is non-singular. Thus, by applying the Sherman-
Morrison-Woodbury matrix identity [18] to the above, we obtain

Df (we)[Hp(ef (we))] "D f(wy)

= %Df(wt) [I — o 'Df(we)[I + palDf(wt)DTf(wt)]_1Df(wt)]DTf(wt)
(K KT+ ) )

where pg := ﬁ. This gives the gradient flow in the output space (GF-O).

For the energy dissipation inequality (EDI), first note that we have
dg(af(wy)) _ dA

dt Cdt
= VT glaf () 20
= ~ (Vg (@ f (WD f w12, (o f ()]~ 1D f o) (4)

where the last identity comes from (GF-O). As such, we need to characterize the spectrum, particu-

larly the minimum singular value of K; —p; ' K (I—|—path)71Kt. To that end, let (y,u) € RxR"
be any eigenvalue-eigenvector pair for the matrix K;. Then, it is easy to see that

2

_ _ -1 -1 Y
K, —p 'K, (I +p;'K,) Ki)u=~u—p; ' ———u
( 0 ( 0 ) ) 0 1"1‘[)01’7
_ _po
—7U7
po+

which implies that (W"fpoo,u) is an eigenpair for K; — path (I + path)_th, and therefore

Df(wy)[H,(af(w;))]'DT f(w;) has a corresponding eigenpair (m,u) Since t < T, we
have K; = A3I, which implies that

)\2
IV g f WO () (1, (0 f (we)))~1DT ) = mﬂvﬂaﬂwt))ﬂa (5)

Hence, since Since f — g(f) is v-strongly convex, by Polyak-Lojasiewicz inequality [6],
IVg(af(w))3 > 2vA,.

Substituting this outcome of the PL-inequality and (5) into (4), we obtain (EDI).



Recall that (EDI) implies 98¢ < —2p
[29], we obtain

%At for any t < T'. Thus, by Gronwall’s lemma

2UA3t
At S AO exp <_p-|—(]_—p))\(2)) . (6)
Now, note that ,

9(f") < glaf(w)) = Fllef (we) — 15,

since f* € argmin g(z) is the unique minimizer of the strongly convex g : R® — RT, which implies

zeRn
that Vg(f*) = 0 by the first-order condition for optimality [10]. Thus, from (6),
2A¢ 2UN3t
Oéf(U))—f*2§eXp(— 7
for any t < T. O

In the second part of the proof, we prove that T' = oo if the scaling factor a > 0 is sufficiently
large.

2

Lemma 2. For any p € (0, %] , if

o V280 A NG + po
w2 NN+’

then T = oo, which makes {w € RP : ||w — winitl|2 < To} a positively invariant set under the
Gauss-Newton gradient dynamics (1).

Proof. By the triangle inequality, we have

t t
= wolls = | [ dsla < [ i ads
0 0

1 t
=< [ Vst Dosm oo swods ®
Using the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury matrix identity, we obtain

(1= p)?Df(we)[Hy(af (we)]>D7 f(wy)
= Path - 2P63Kt(1 +po ' K) 'K+ P64Kt(I + Path)_th(I + Path)_lKu (9)

where pg 1= ﬁ. Then, if (y,u) € R x R™ is an eigenpair for K, then (ﬁmm) is an

eigenpair for D f(w¢)[H,(af ()] 72D 7 f(w;). Thus, we have

1 [ Kl
2 P 2
IVglef (0 Dllb sty (o207 rwn) < T2 (1K Jlop + po)? IVg(af(ws))lz o)
| It

S A= 202 0] IVg(af (ws))lI3,



since & — 577 is decreasing for z > po and | Ksllop > A2 > pg for s <t < T, which is implied

2
by p < % Since s <t < T, we have

IVg(a(f(ws))llz = [Vg(alf(ws)) = Vg(f7)l2
< pllaf(ws) = 17|

/\2
< /J,\/QA(]/VGXP ( — Vﬁs),
0

1—p

where the first line follows from the global optimality of f*, the second line is due to u-Lipschitz-
continuous gradients of g, and the last line follows from the bound on the optimality gap in (7).
Thus,

w2y X2

\Y s w af(ws)]~ w <77ne <_7)f03 <T.
|| Q(Oéf(w ))”Df( O[H, (af (ws)]~2DT f(ws) = 11—, >\721+Po XP Vp-l—(l—p))\gs T any s

Substituting the above inequality into (8), we obtain

[lwe —woll2 < —

: : pLV2ZRG  An | Mo(l—p)+p . .
with the choice of a > F=y7=0 5 /\E()L(l—p)+p' Therefore, sup, r ||w: — woll2 < 7o, where g is

independent of T'. We conclude that T = co. O

This leads us to the following convergence result for the Gauss-Newton gradient flow. Recall
that A; := g(af(w:)) — g(f*), t € R*, where f* is the unique global minimizer of g in R™.

Theorem 1 (Convergence in the overparameterized regime). Under the Gauss-Newton gradient

2
flow (1) with any damping factor p € (0, liﬁ]’ under Assumption 1, we have

2UEN3

Ay < g(0 -exp(—
¢ <90) PESTEYY

) for any t € RT, (11)

for any scaling factor
Luy/280 Ny (1= p)AG +p
V(L= A+ p

Note that setting p = A2 in Theorem 1 yields
At < g(O) eXp(—I/t), te [07 00)7

which implies a convergence rate independent of \3.



Remark 2 (On the benefits of preconditioning). The gradient flow achieves a convergence rate
exp(—2vA2t), which can be seen by setting p = 1 in Theorem 1. As such, a small \o implies
arbitrarily slow convergence for the gradient flow. On the other hand, as p | 0, the convergence
rate becomes closer to exp (—2vt), which is independent of A3. Therefore, the Gauss-Newton method
has a fast convergence rate even when the neural tangent kernel has small A\3. This indicates that
preconditioning by H,(af(w;)) in the Gauss-Newton method yields fast convergence even when the
kernel K is ill-conditioned, which is a common problem in deep learning. A similar phenomenon
was observed in [5] in the mean-field regime for infinitely-wide neural networks with a continuous
time analysis that keeps track of the spectrum of K; akin to our strategy. We proved that this
phenomenon is global in the sense that (i) it does not is not merely due to a time-rescaling as it also
occurs in discrete time dynamics, (ii) it holds in a very general setting just under the representational
assumption (Assumption 1), and (iii) it also takes place in the underparameterized setting, as we
will prove in the following section.

In continuous-time gradient flow dynamics, the convergence rate can be altered arbitrarily by
scaling the gradient flow vector field with a positive constant. This effectively rescales time, speeding
up or slowing down the dynamics without changing the trajectory itself. In order to conclude that
the insights in Remark 2 on the provable benefits of the Gauss-Newton preconditioning are not
merely due to such a time-scaling in continuous time, we extend the result to discrete time. For the
sake of simplicity, we additionally assume that [|[Vg(¢)[|2 < Lip, for any ¢ € R™ in the following
theorem.

Theorem 2 (Convergence in the overparameterized regime — discrete time). Let (¢, winit) be the
initialization scheme described in Section 2.1, and consider the following discrete-time analogue of
the Gauss-Newton method:

wie1 = w — 1 [(1 = p)DT flwi)Df(wy) + pI] ' DT f(uwr)Vglaf(wp)), (GN-CT)
Wy = Winit, (13)

for all k € {0,1,...}. Under Assumption 1, the Gauss-Newton method with the damping factor

Luv2Rq A, (1=p)A3+p o2v/nLip, )
pE (0, 1+)\2] the scaling factor a > maux{ml/%g/2 M =X 5 m LT/ and the learning rate

P AF 1 ((L=p)AL +p)?
o Lip} (1= +p

yields

4 o 2 2\
Av<ng (1Y, &2.[“ ng+q  keN, (14)
po A2Lipy [(1—=p)AG+p

where Ay, = g(af(wy)) — infyern g(¥), Lipy < o1y/m >0, ||lzjl3 is the modulus of Lipschitz
continuity for f and Lip, is the modulus of Lipschitz continuity for g.

As p — 0, the contraction modulus in Theorem 2 becomes 1 —

L o where 4)\ and Llp 7 are
Py

the maximum eigenvalue of K and its universal upper bound, and the factor v/u is the condition

number for the loss function g. As such, the convergence rate of the Gauss-Newton method in

discrete time is also independent of A3, which indicates that the benefit of preconditioning explained



in Remark 2 does not stem from time-scaling in continuous time, and it is inherent to the Gauss-
Newton method.
The proof of Theorem 2 can be found in Appendix A.

4 Gauss-Newton Dynamics for Underparameterized Neural
Networks: Riemannian Optimization

In the underparameterized regime characterized by p < n, the kernel Df(w;)DT f(w;) € R™*™ is
singular for all ¢ € [0,00) since rank(Df(w)DT f(w)) < p < n for all w € RP. Thus, the analysis
in the preceding section, which relies on the non-singularity of K;, will not extend to this setting.
This will motivate us to study the underparameterized regime by using tools from optimization on
Riemannian manifolds.

In the underparameterized regime, the Gauss-Newton preconditioner H,(af(w)) € RP*P can
be non-singular without damping (i.e., p = 0) since p < n. Thus, we consider Gauss-Newton
dynamics without damping. The non-singularity of H,(af(w;))|,=o0 will be crucial in establishing
the Riemannian optimization framework in the succeeding sections. For a detailed discussion on
optimization on embedded submanifolds, which is the main toolbox in this section, we refer to [9].

Assumption 2. Let Hy := D7 f(winit)Df(winit). There exists Ao > 0 such that Hy = 4)21.
We define

2/\0r}

B := {w ER?Y : |lw — winig||2 < T

where r € (0,1).
Lemma 3. For any w € B, we have Ho(af(w)) = (1 —r)2\31.
Under the Gauss-Newton gradient flow (1) with p =0, let
T:=inf{t >0:w; ¢ B}

be the exit time. We first characterize the gradient flow in the output space and the energy
dissipation inequality in the underparameterized regime, following Section 3 and [6].

Lemma 4. For any w € B, let

P(af(w)) :=Df(w) (Ho(af(w)))_lDTf(w). (15)

Then, for any t < T,
%(twt) = —P(af(w:))Vg(af(wt)), (GF-Ou)
W = —|IP(af(w))Vy(af(w)llz- (EDILu)

Proof. By the chain rule, we obtain (GF-Ou) from %(t““) = aDf(wi)w; by substituting the
dynamics in (1). (EDI-u) is obtained from (GF-Ou) by using the fact that P (o f(w;)) is idempotent.
O



Note that rank(P(af(w;))) = p < n, and P(af(w)) is a symmetric and idempotent ma-
trix, which implies that it is a projection matrix for any ¢ < 7. Since the minimum eigenvalue
of P?(af(w;)) = P(af(w;)) is 0, (EDI-u) only implies that ¢ — g(af(w;)) is a non-increasing
function, which does not provide useful information about the convergence of the Gauss-Newton
dynamics. This motivates us to cast the problem as an optimization problem on a Riemannian
manifold.

4.1 Gauss-Newton Dynamics as a Riemannian Gradient Flow in the Out-
put Space

An immediate question on studying (GF-Ou) is the characterization of the subspace that P(af(w;))
projects the Euclidean gradient Vg(af(w;)) onto. This motivates us to depart from the Euclidean
geometry and study the output space o f(B) as a smooth submanifold.
For any a > 0, let
M :=af(B) = {af(w):w e B}. (16)

The following result shows that the function space M is a smooth embedded submanifold of the
Euclidean space R™.

Theorem 3. M is a p-dimensional smooth embedded submanifold of R™.

Proof. Take an arbitrary parameter w € B. By the constant rank theorem (Theorem 7.4.3 in [1]
and Theorem 4.12 in [21]), there exist open Ui,Us C RP such that w € Us, Vi € af(B) and
Vo C R™ such that af(w) € V4, and smooth diffecomorphisms H : Uy — Uy and G : V; — V4 such
that G o af o H(w) = (w,0,—p) for any @w € RP. Define the projection operator 7 (w,e) := e for
wERP e e R*"P and h(y) := (7o G)(y), y € Vi.

e Take y € V4. We will show that h(y) = 0 if and only if y € M. First, y € af(Us) C af(B),
thus y = af(w’) for some w' € Uy and w' = H(w), @ € RP. By the rank theorem, we
conclude that h(y) = 0. By construction, Vi C af(B) is open?, thus h(y) = 0 if and only if
y € af(B) as the other direction is trivially satisfied.

e We will show that rank Dh(y) = n — p for all y € V4. Note that h = 7 o G, where # and G
are smooth, thus continuously differentiable. By the chain rule, we have

Dh(y) = Dr(G(y))DG(y).

Since G : Vi3 — R™ is a smooth diffeomorphism, DG(y) € R™*"™ exists and is invertible for
any y € V1. Thus, rank(DG(y)) = n, Yy € V4. Note that 7(z) = Qz, where rank(Q) = n —p.
Hence, Dh(y) has rank (n — p) for any y € V4.

As there exists a smooth h : V; — R" P satisfies the above two conditions, which implies that M
is a p-dimensional smooth embedded submanifold of R™ (Definition 3.10 in [9]). O

Note that Ho(af(w)) is full-rank if w € B, which implies that aD f(w) is also full-rank. This
has an important consequence.

Lemma 5. w+— af(w) is an immersion and a globally injective function on B.

~ IThe rank theorem implies the existence of an open set V4 C R™. Since af(B) C R™ is open, we take Vi =
Vi Naf(B), which is again open.

10



Proof. Note that Daf(w) = oD f(w) is full-rank for every w € B by the definition of B, thus a.f (w)
is automatically an immersive map. For the injectivity result, suppose to the contrary that there
exist wy, we € B such that wy # wy and f(wy) = f(ws). Let v(t) :=twy + (1 —t)we, t €[0,1] € B
as B is convex. Then,

daf(y(1))

3~ obf (v(®)Y' ()

= aDf(v(1)) (w1 — wy).

. . 7 df(v(e) _
Since t — f(~(¢t)) is smooth and f(0) = f(1), there should be ¢ € (0,1) such that w =

aD f(y(t)) (w1 —ws) = 0. This constitutes a contradiction since w; —wy # 0 and rank(D f(y())) = p,
i.e.,, Df(7(t)) is full-rank, for every t € [0,1]. Thus, f|p : B — R™ is an injective mapping.

Remark 3. The above result basically implies that the restriction of an immersive mapping to a
convez set B is injective on B.

O
Lemma 6. For any w € B, let
TafyM :={aDf(w)z: z € RP} = Im(D f(w)). (17)

Then, Tof@w)M is the tangent space of af(w) € M. Also, for any w € B and u,v € Topu)M,
(u,v)ﬁ/}(w) = (u,v) = u'v is a Riemannian metric on M. Consequently, (M, (-,-)M)
mannian submanifold of R™.

is a Rie-

Proof. Note that the tangent space for M = o f(B) is defined as
TafyM ={c'(0) : ¢ : I — M is smooth, ¢(0) = af(w)},

where I C R is any interval with 0 € I [3, 22, 9]. Let I = (—¢,¢€) for e > 0. Since f : R? — R" is
smooth due to the smooth activation functions, if ¢ : I — M is a smooth curve on M = «af(B),
then there exists a smooth curve v : I — B such that ¢(t) = f(y(t)) for ¢ € I, with v(0) = w.

Then, we have ® (4(8)
de(t)  daf(y(t)
I e A $10) et

by the chain rule. Thus, ¢/(0) = D f(w)~v'(0) € Im(Df(w)). The second part of the claim is a direct
consequence of Theorem 3, as the restriction of the Euclidean metric to an embedded submanifold
of R™ (M in our case, by Theorem 3) is a Riemannian metric [9]. O

dy(t)

The following result shows that the Gauss-Newton dynamics in the underparameterized regime
corresponds to a Riemannian gradient flow in the function space.

Theorem 4 (Gauss-Newton as a Riemannian gradient flow). For any af(w) € M, P(af(w)) is
the projection operator onto its tangent space To ()M, i.e.,

P(af(w))z = argmin ||y—zH2
y€7—o¢f(w)M

Furthermore,
grad)} (, g(af (w)) = P(af(w))Vg(af(w)) (18)
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is the Riemannian gradient of g at af (w) € M. Consequently, the Gauss-Newton dynamics in (1),

i.e.,
davf (wy)
dt

corresponds to Riemannian gradient flow on (M, (-, )

= —P(af(w))Vy(af(w)) = gradyfi,g(af (w)),

Proof. Since rank(Df(w)) = p for any w € B, P(af(w)) is well-defined on B. First, notice
that P (af(w)) = P(af(w)) and P?(af(w)) = P(af(w)) (i.e., P(af(w)) is idempotent), thus
P(af(w))is a projection matrix onto a p-dimensional subspace of R". Since 7y, ¢,y M = Im(D f(w)),
let
*pole] == argmin [u— 2[3 = argmin|z — Df (w3
UET o (w)M vERP

By using first-order condition for global optimality, we have 2D T f(w)(Df(w)v* — z) = 0, which

implies that D f(w)v* = P(af(w))z € 77, ;,,m[2] is the unique minimizer. As such,
gradyt () g(af (we)) = 77, m[Vglaf(w))],

thus it is the Riemannian gradient of g(of(w;)) by Prop. 3.61 in [9]. O

As a consequence of Theorem 4, we will utilize the tools from optimization on smooth Rie-
mannian manifolds [2, 9] to analyze the training dynamics under the Gauss-Newton dynamics in

(1).

4.2 Convergence of the Gauss-Newton Dynamics in the Underparame-
terized Regime

In this section, we will establish various geodesic convexity and Lipschitz-continuity results on M,
which will lead us to the convergence bounds for (GF-Ou). For a detailed discussion on the further
properties and implications of geodesic complexity and Lipschitz continuity on smooth manifolds,
we refer to [9, 30].

Lemma 7. g|p : M — R is a geodesically v-strongly convex function on M, i.e., for any w €

B,v e 7;/‘;‘(71)) and c(t) = Expg () (vt) fort € [0,1], we have

14
glaf(w)) + t(gradﬁ/}(w)(af(w)), U>ﬁ/}(w) < 9(Expa fu) (tv)) — t2§”vH(21f(w)’

for any t € [0,1].

Proof. Fix af(w) € M and u € Topw)M\{0}. Let ¢ : [0,1] — R be any smooth curve such

that ¢(0) = af(w) and d(cj(tt) = u. Then, by (5.19) in [9], we have the quadratic form for the

12



Riemannian Hessian as

P(af(w))|Vglaf(y(t)) — Vglaf(w))
(u, Hess g(ozf(w))[u])ﬁ/}(w) = lim [ i ! i ]

t—0 t
_ . WTP@Iw)[Ve(as b)) - Vg(as(w))]
= t
T [Vates6) - Votes @)
50 t
T iy TISOOD = IIOD _ gy, (1)

since u € Tof(uw)M, thus u' P(af(w)) = u'. Note that [|u[}},, = [lulz > 0. Also, the Euclidean
Hessian has minimum eigenvalue v > 0. Thus, we have

(u,Hess g(af(w))[ul) 5} w) 2 viul3 = viul? ),
which implies that g|aq is geodesically v-strongly convex. O
Corollary 1. g|a : M — R has geodesically p-Lipschitz continuous gradients, i.e., for any w €

B,v € Topw)M and c(t) = Expq () (vt) fort € [0,1], we have

I
glaf(w)) + t{grad)} ) (af (w)), 0N w) = 9EXD, p ) (t0)) — t2§||v|\if(w)a

for any t € [0,1].

Proof. Note that g : R® — R has p-Lipschitz Euclidean gradients, which implies ||[V2g(af (w))/lop <
. Thus, using (19), we have (u, Hess g(af(w))[u]}ﬁ’}(w) < - (u, u}&\’}(w). Thus, g|pm : M — R has
geodesically p-Lipschitz gradients. O

Let
S:={yeM:g(y) <g(0)},

which is a nonempty set since g(af(wp)) = 0, thus af(wy) € S. As a consequence of the energy
dissipation inequality (EDI-u), ¢t — g(af(w;)) is a non-increasing function on ¢ < 7', thus

{af(w):t€]0,T)} CS C M.
In the following lemma, we provide an important characterization of the level set S.

Lemma 8 (Prop. 11.8, [9]). S is a geodesically convex subset of M, i.e., for any wi,ws € B and
any arbitrary geodesic 7y : [0,1] — M connecting af(w1) and af(wsz), we have y(t) € S for any
t €[0,1]. As such, g|s : S = R is a v-strongly convez function.

Note that B is an open set, which makes M a smooth embedded Riemannian manifold with-
out boundaries. The following representational assumption ensures that there exists an optimal
parameter w* € int(B).

13



Assumption 3. There exists w* € B such that

glaf(w)) = inf{g(af(w)) : af(w) € M}.

This representational assumption ensures that there exists an optimal parameter w* and corre-
sponding predictor af(w*) in B and M, respectively, i.e., the optimal predictor in cl(M) is in
its interior M. Thus, by the first-order condition for global optimality in Riemannian manifolds
[30, 9], we have

gradﬁ/}(w*)g(af(w*)) =0.

The above existence result implies the following lemma.

Lemma 9. For everyt € [0,T), there exists a tangent vector vy € Top(wr)M such that

v 1
Zlnl3 < A < 5 llgradh e, gef (we) I3 (20)
lgrad)y,, g(af (we)ll2 < pllvell2, (21)

where
Ay = g(af(wy)) — glaf(w™)), t = 0.

Proof. Note that S is a geodesically convex set by Lemma 8, thus for any wi,ws € B, there exists
a smooth curve c: [0,1] — M and a tangent vector © € Ty f(w,)M such that

c(0) = af(w), ¢(1) = af(ws), and ¢(§) = Expaf(wl)(fﬁ) e Sfor £ €]0,1].

Using this, for any ¢ < T, there exists a smooth curve ¢ : [0,1] = M and a tangent vector
vt € Tag(w)M such that

c(0) = af(w*), c(1) = Expq () (ve) = af(wt), and ¢(§) € S for all £ € [0, 1].

For any (af(w),u) in the tangent bundle, let v(§) := Exp, () (§u) be corresponding geodesic.
Then, let P, := PTZH) be the parallel transport from af(w) to Exp, ¢(,(§u) along 7. P lisan
isometry [22]. Since g|s has geodesically p-Lipschitz continuous gradients by Corollary 1, we have

125, erad)} ) g(cuf (we)) — gradyfi,g(af (W) < pllvd|

by Prop. 10.53 in [9]. Since gradé\/}(w*)g(af(w*)) =0 and P,;! is an isometry, we have

lerady}w,yg(af (we))l| < pllve]]-

As a direct consequence of the geodesic strong convexity of g|s, the Riemannian counterpart of the
Polyak-Lojasiewicz inequality [9] implies

gllvtll2 < glaf(wi)) — glaf(w?))

1
< 5||gradaMf(wt)9(af(wt))Hif(w,,y
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Theorem 5 (Convergence in the underparameterized regime). Under Assumptions 2-3, given r €
(0,1), with the scaling factor
LM \MAO

a= ,
(1 — 1)\ 2v/213

the (undamped) Gauss-Newton dynamics with p =0 in (1) achieves

Ay < g(0) exp(—2vt) for any t € [0, 00), (22)

where Ay := g(af(wy)) —infyerm g(y) with Ag = g(0) —infy g(y) < ¢(0). Furthermore, in the same
setting,
2TAO

[lwe — woll2 < and DT f(we)Df(we) = 4(1 —r)2\21, (23)

for any t € RT.
Before we proceed to the proof of Theorem 5, we have the following remarks.

Remark 4 (Critical impact of initialization). The initialization (¢, winit) has the nullifying property
f(winit) = 0 and satisfies Assumption 2 simultaneously (see Remark 1). If f(winit) # 0, then Ag in
(23) would grow super-linearly with «, thus has the potential to completely annihilate the control
over ||w; — wo||2 by @ in the denominator, which is the case for g(z) = 22. Consequently, the upper
bound on ||w; — wyp||2 cannot be controlled by «, which is critical to ensure the positive definiteness
of DT f(w¢)Df(w;), t € [0,00) to guarantee the convergence of the Gauss-Newton gradient flow.
Luckily, the initialization scheme described in Section 2.1 avoids this, and ensures convergence.

Note that an anti-symmetric initialization ¢; = —¢;4,,/2 and wi(:lgt = i(;?:n/z) fori=1,2,....%
would also yield f(winit) = 0 [6, 14, 7], however it would definitely fail to satisfy Assumption 2 since
D f(winit) < & with probability 1.

Remark 5 (Regularization by the scaling factor «). Theorem 5 implies that the scaling factor a
controls |jw; — wpl|2. Equation (23) indicates that

e a > 0 should be large enough to ensure that DT f(w;)Df(w;), t € RT is strictly positive-
definite,

e a1 0 leads to a smaller set B, over which g o («f) is optimized, which leads to increasing
inductive bias inf,ern g(f) — infyep glaf(w)).
As such, a 2 % QAT% would yield a desirable performance. This phenomenon is unique to the
0
underparameterized setting (since the optimality gap is defined with respect to the best in-class
predictor unlike the overparameterized case), and will be illustrated in the numerical example in
Section 5. As such, « plays the role of a regularizer implicitly.

Remark 6 (Benefits of the Gauss-Newton preconditioning). We have the following observations
on the superiority of the Gauss-Newton gradient flow in the underparameterized regime compared
to the gradient flow.

e Exponential convergence rate for the last-iterate. The Gauss-Newton gradient flow
achieves exponential convergence rate exp(—{2(¢)) for the last-iterate in the underparame-
terized regime. The convergence rate for gradient descent in this regime is subexponential
[20, 13] under compatible assumptions.
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e Convergence without explicit regularization. The convergence result in Theorem 5
holds without any explicit regularization scheme, e.g., early stopping or projection. The
Gauss-Newton gradient flow converges self-regularizes in the underparameterized setting as
in (23). In the underparameterized regime, the gradient descent dynamics requires an explicit
regularization scheme to control the parameter movement |w; — wgl|, e.g., early stopping
[20, 13] or projection [11, 14, 13].

The Riemannian gradient flow interpretation of the Gauss-Newton dynamics is key in establishing
the above results. We should note that we do not follow the analysis based on projected subgradient
descent as in the analyses of gradient descent in the underparameterized regime, which leads to
these fundamental differences [20, 13].

e )\o-independent convergence rate. The convergence rate in Theorem 5 is independent of
the minimum eigenvalue )\ of the Gram matrix D' fD f, which indicates that the performance
of the Gauss-Newton dynamics is resilient against ill-conditioned Gram matrices due to the
geometry of the input data points {z;};j=1,. . » C R4,

Proof of Theorem 5. From Lemma 4, recall that we have

aa,

=t = —lerad, g(af ()3 for any ¢ € (0,7).

Based on the geodesic strong convexity of g in (20), this implies that
A, < —20A,.
Thus, Gronwall’s lemma implies
Ay < Agexp(—2vt) for any ¢t € [0,7T). (24)

To show that T' = oo, take ¢ € [0,T). Then,
¢
s = woll2 < | s
0

~ | st s@lads (25)

where
A, = Df(ws)Hy of (we)) Hy Hef (ws))D T f(ws) for s < T.

Since s < t < T, we have ws € B, thus Hy(af (w;)) = 4(1 — r)2A\21. This implies that

1
||Vg(af(ws))||?4$ < m ||V9(06f(ws))||§3(af(w3))

1

= 10 = e P ef ) V(e (ws))llz

1
= G0 =y IEredag(af (wa) 3 26)
0
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By using (20), we have

2 2

M H
lgrady} . g(f (W12 f e,y < #2lluslly < TAS'
Using the error bound (24), we obtain

V2A
ngadﬁ/}(ws)g(af(ws))||af(ws) < \/DOIJ exp(—vs) for any s < T. (27)

Substituting (26) and (27) into (25), we obtain

\/Ao,u /t M\/Ao
wy—wpl| < ——————— | exp(—vs)ds < ——————.
ot oll < a(l —r)xov2v Jo p(~vs)ds < a(l —r)Aov2u3

Hence, for a given r € (0,1), a = @Wm yields ||wy — wpl| = % and DT f(wy)Df(wy) =

4(1 — r)2X\3I. Therefore, we have T' = oo. O

5 Numerical Experiments

We investigate the dynamics of gradient flow for training a simple single-hidden-layer neural network
on a subset of the California Housing dataset [25] in the underparameterized regime.

Dataset. The California Housing dataset D := {(z;,y;) € R¢ xR : j = 1,2,...,n} is used
in the experiments, where the feature x; € R? represents normalized housing-related attributes for
d =8, and y; € R" represents median house value [25]. A subset of n = 256 samples is randomly
selected, and the features are normalized using the StandardScaler to ensure numerical stability.

Network architecture and loss function. The network is a single-hidden layer tanh neural
network with m = 18 hidden units, where (¢, winit) is the nullifying initialization in Section 2.1, and
f(w) = f(w) — f(winiy) yields the network with nullifying initialization. We use the quadratic loss
function g(v) = [l —y[3, » € R™.

Continuous-time dynamics. The gradient flow dynamics are simulated by using Euler’s
method with At = 0.01.

The simulation results are given in Figure 1 for o € {1/8,8,16,256}. In order to characterize
the nature of the limit points and the satisfiability of the assumptions, we also provide the plots
of the norm of the Riemannian gradient ngadﬁ/}(wt)g(a f(we))|l and the minimum eigenvalue of
Hy(af(w)) in Figure 2.

In this example, Assumptions 2-3 are satisfied as observed in Figures 1a and 2b. We have the
following observations:

e Asindicated in Remark 5, a large value of « implies a smaller B, thus the best in-class predic-

tor in M gets worse compared to the best predictor ¢¥* € argmin g(+). This phenomenon is
PYER™

numerically observed in Figure 1. « € {8,16,256} yield T' < co. The choice of o = 256 yields
convergence to a minimum in M since ngad;\/}(wt)g(af(wt)ﬂ 1 0 similar to « € {8,16} (see
Figure 2a), however the limit points for o € {16,256} yield worse empirical loss compared to
a = 8, since ||w; — wpl|2 is confined to a smaller set B (see Figure 1b).
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e For a = 1/8, the minimum eigenvalue of Hy(af(w;)) reduces to 0 for some ¢ > 0 (see Figure
2b), thus the convergence is not established as Assumption 2. Since T < oo in this case, the
descent of g(af(w;)) established in Lemma 4 holds only for ¢ < T < oo, and a non-monotonic
behavior is observed for ¢ > T. The erratic behavior is also observed in the behavior of
|lwy — wo|2 in Figure 1b.

In Figure 3, the performance of gradient flow (without Gauss-Newton preconditioning) is demon-
strated in the same setting with the same training data, initialization and network architecture.
We observe that the Gauss-Newton gradient flow numerically outperforms the gradient flow as it
converges to a predictor with smaller empirical risk at a significantly faster rate.

6 Conclusions

In this work, we analyzed the Gauss-Newton dynamics in the underparameterized and overpa-
rameterized regime, and demonstrated that the recent optimization tools developed for embedded
submanifolds can provide important insights into the training dynamics of neural networks. As a
follow-up to this work, the performance analysis of the Gauss-Newton method in different operating
regimes, e.g., rich regime [31], is an interesting future direction.
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Proof of Theorem 2

Proof of Theorem 2. The proof heavily relies on the continuous time analysis of Theorem 1 and the
discretization idea in [16]. Let N := inf{k € N : |wy — wp|l2 > 32} and consider k < N. Since g
has p-Lipschitz gradients, we have

2

glaf(wei)) < glaf(wy)) +aV  glaf (we))[f(werr) = fwe)] + %Hf(wkﬂ) — flw)l3. (28)

Since w +— f(w) has L-Lipschitz gradients, we have

flwigr) = f(wr) = Df (wi)(wig1 — wr) + €,

where the local linearization error is bounded as

1 n
lexlls < 502y s — wnll,
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Therefore,

VT glaf(wp))(f(wrir) = f(w))
< =V g(af (WiD)ID s () (71, (0 w107 sy + N €xlI2lIVg(af (wi))l2

O'QLip n
< =0l Vg(af (WD ID s (w0 (7, (a f (o))~ 1DT fwn) T 5 . \/ E”wkﬂ — w3 (29)

By using the Lipschitz continuity of f in (28) also, we obtain

glaf(wi1)) < glaf(wr)) —nallVglaf Wi)D ), @ f (o) -1DT f(wp)

aosLip n Lipia2p
s —wpf(FE 2+ SRR,

We choose « large enough such that

aoaLip, [ Lip?azu
2 m ~ 2

g(af(wk"rl)) < g(O[f(’UJk)) - na||v.g(af(wk))HZDf(wk)[Hp(af(wk))]*1DTf(u)k) + ||U)k+1 - wknngl’?fOZQH

Thus, we have

Using (5), we obtain
T i 2 .2 9 2
Viglaf (we)) (f (wit1) — flwg)) < —n s IVg(af (wi))llz + LipFa”pllwi1 — wi[3.
(1=p)A5+p
Note that
w1 — wi 3 = 2| [Hy(af (wi)] ' DT f(wr) Vg(af (wr))]3.
Using (10), we obtain
s — wil < P2 Vg(af )l
A (R ok v

Bringing all inequalities together, we get

)\2 )\2
Aps1 <A —na——%5— +n*a’pLip; ——— )|V 5 (30
b S At (=S Patulin [ [ Vglaf (w)E - (30)

We choose an such that

1 A

)\2
(L=p)A5+p

2 2 -2
= 8] Ll — .
2 TR A= A2 + )2

Thus,
2

1 A
Apy1 S Ap — —anp——0— 5.
1 < A = gom Voo ()
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Using the Polyak-Lojasiewicz inequality,

2

)\O
< — ——— AL =:q-
Apir < (1 0477(1 )N p) K =1q- Ay, (31)

for any k < N. Thus, A, < Ag - ¢*, and
. 2A
lacf (wy) = £*115 < Ak Voqk

Hence,

[wr, = wolla <Y [lwesr — wls
s<k

< o 2 IVslas )l

An
< e D lles(ws) = £l

s<k

NAnft /2A0 9/2
<
T p+ (1 —-p)A2 Z

77)\n/i 2AO 1 _ 2\/577)‘71# @ 1
T+ (1 -pA2 vl—\/?1_0+(1—p)A% v 1-gq

S+ =-pa2V v )\2 a

For sufficiently large o > 0 as indicated in the theorem statement, we can ensure from the above
inequality that ||wy — woll2 < ro for all k € N, therefore N = oo. Therefore,

)\2
< —on—_70
B o1 RUTEY +p)’

holds for any k£ € N. Substituting an into the above inequality concludes the proof. O
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