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Abstract

Under mild assumptions, we investigate the structure of loss landscape of two-layer neural
networks near global minima, determine the set of parameters which recovers the target func-
tion, and characterize the gradient flows around it. With novel techniques, our work uncovers
some simple aspects of the complicated loss landscape and reveals how model, target function,
samples and initialization affect the training dynamics differently. These results concludes that
two-layer neural networks can be recovered locally at overparameterization.
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1 Introduction

Over the past decade, neural networks—a distinct class of nonlinear models—have transformed
the landscape of artificial intelligence. However, the mathematical underpinnings that set them
apart from other models are not well comprehended. Deciphering these structures poses a daunting
but essential challenge for the field of mathematics. Among the various aspects of neural networks,
the loss landscape is obviously important in shaping their training dynamics and generalization
capabilities [6, 12]. Of particular interest is the geometry of the global minima, which lies at the
heart of a fundamental enigma: how neural networks are able to find well-generalizing solutions
via global training from an ostensibly infinite pool of global minima—a majority of which do not
generalize well—especially when the network is overparameterized [14, 2].

In our research, we propose and address the local recovery problem for two-layer neural net-
works. To be precise, we uncover an important geometrical structure of global minima for two-layer
neural networks that the branches of the perfect global minima, i.e., the sets that recover the
target function, can become separated from other global minima at overparameterization. This
separation geometry guarantees local recovery capability of the target function and surely reduces
the difficulty in finding well-generalizing solutions globally via gradient dynamics. In particular, we
explicitly characterize the branching geometry of perfect global minima and show that its branches
are successively separated from the imperfect global minima as the training sample size increases.
This branching structure and the successive separation are inherent to the family of neural network
models. Beyond the geometry, we further establish and quantify the convergence of the gradient
flow dynamics near the global minima, particularly in the vicinity of the perfect global minima.

Our work demonstrates the profound impact of the fine geometry of global minima to the
generalization of neural networks. In traditional machine learning problems, the global minima
usually have trivial geometry, e.g., isolated points, rendering generalization a separate issue from
loss landscape analysis [12]. However, for neural networks, in particular at overparameterization,
we showcase the importance of analyzing the geometry of the well-generalizing set, e.g., the perfect
global minima, amid the global minima of loss landscape for the understanding of generalization.
Our view of the global minima that particularly highlights the structure of the perfect global
minima as the backbone and its generalization consequence is a significant refinement over the
view suggested by Cooper [5] which focuses on the overall geometry of the global minima. We
hope our work could convince the audiences in mathematics that the global minima, or more
broadly the loss landscape, of neural networks possess rich geometric structures that are amenable
to analysis, mathematically interesting, intrinsic to the model architecture, and undoubtedly plays
a fundamental role to their exceptional training and generalization performance.

Technically speaking, the study of global minima in the loss landscape presents two fundamen-
tal issues. The first issue is the linear independence of neurons (and their derivatives). It determines
geometric structures of the loss landscape, such as dimensions of global minima. Previous works
address the linear independence of neurons for the analysis of critical points [11, 12]. In our work,
to understand when perfect global minima are separated from the imperfect ones, we establish



the linear independence of neurons and their derivatives. The second issue is that neural network
architecture yields highly degenerate Hessian of loss at a global minimum. The loss may fail to be
Morse functions, or even generalized Morse-Bott functions, thus beyond the reach of traditional
methods. We devise methods for addressing gradient flow dynamics in the vicinity of degenerate
critical points, which are indispensable to the analysis of neural networks. This outcome broadens
the scope of most existing research that primarily focuses on gradient flow dynamics near critical
points of Morse and generalized Morse—Bott functions. Furthermore, our investigations into the
dynamics around global minima have yielded unprecedented results in terms of convergence rates
and directions.

Specifically, we start by presenting the main results of this paper in an illustrative (but in-
formal) way in Section 2. In Section 3, we prove lemmas and propositions which will be used to
derive these main results. Importantly, we investigate the linear independence of neurons (and
their partial derivatives against parameters) and then define “separating inputs” (Definition 3.1).
The next section, Section 4 gives a detailed treatment of the geometry of global minima and the
functional properties of loss near the perfect global minima of it. These help us to characterize the
gradient flow near the perfect global minima in Section 5, where the convergence, convergence rate,
limiting direction and generalization stability (Definition 5.1) of such gradient flows are investigated.
Finally, we make conclusion and discussion of our work in Section 6.

The following diagram summarizes and demonstrates the interconnections of theoretical results
in the main part of our paper (Section 3, 4, 5).
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Figure 1: Overview of theoretical results and their interconnections. The main parts are in dark
pink boxes, the basic theories are in green boxes and the other results are in boxes.

2 A Glance at this Paper

2.1 Notations and Assumptions

In this section, we make clear the notations and assumptions which we shall use throughout
the paper, unless we specify it explicitly. Let N denote the set of natural numbers {1,2,3,...}. For
any two elements z,y of a Hilbert space, we use x -y and (z,y) (interchangeably) to indicate the
inner product of z and y. For any function f, Vf is the gradient of f and Hess f the Hessian of f



(given that either one exists). Given a subset E of a Hilbert space, we denote its closure (in the
Euclidean space) by E, and we say E has \j-measure zero if the k-dimension Lebesgue measure
of it is well-defined and is zero. We use B(6,r) to denote the open ball centered at 6 with ra-
dius r; when the B(6,r) is in a Euclidean space, it is the open ball with respect to the standard norm.

Then we make assumptions on the objects we study, starting from the activations. Indeed,
different kinds of activations give different loss landscape geometry. In our paper, we focus on a
generic collection of analytic activations, which turns out to give a reasonable linear independence
result: given m € N and distinct wy, ..., w,, € R%, o(w - 2), ...,0(wy, - ) are linearly independent.
This will then give the “simplest possible” structure of global minima of loss function. See Section
3.4.

Assumption 2.1 (generic (analytic) activation). We consider any analytic activation o : R — R
such that

ZC] , —R,R) C (1)

where R is the radius of convergence, cg # 0, and for any N € N there are some odd number joqd
and even number jeven both greater than N with cj ,, # 0, Cjoyen 7 0. We call any such o a generic
activation.

For example, the exponential activation exp(z) satisfies these requirements, while some other

—x

commonly-seen activation functions, including o(z) = ﬁ, o(x) = tanh(z) = 312_1 and
o(x) = log(1 4+ e ®) do not satisfy this assumption. However, almost any horizontal transla-

tion of them is a generic activation: given a non-polynomial analytic activation o, for almost all
¢ > 0 the function x — o(x + ¢) satisfies Assumption 2.1.

The motivation of defining such activations is that any set of neurons constructed from generic
activations preserves the number of first-layer features, i.e., the weights. Thus, the neurons are
“good feature-maps” as they preserve the information from the input-layer. Mathematically, we
will show that whenever wy, ..., w, € R? are distinct, o(wy - 2), ..., o(w, - ) are linearly independent,
for any r € N. This will be proved in Proposition 3.1, when o is a generic activation. We shall also
see that Assumption 2.1 (i.e., o is a generic activation) is a necessary condition for it.

Having made assumptions on our activation function, we turn to the set-up of the network
training — the model, target function, and loss. In this paper, we focus on training a two-layer
neural network

m
g: REFDm o Rd R, Z aro(wyg - x)
k=1

Here m € N is fixed, which is often called the width of ¢, z € R is the input of g, and the parameter
0 of g is in RETD™: for a parameter we have several notations

R(d+1)m 50 = (alawlv "'7am7w’m) - (akvwk =1 € H R X Rd)

k=1

0" = (ain?”'?a;knvw:l) (akﬂwk)k 15

0 = ((a1)], (1)l .oy (am)?, (win)]) = ((ar)], (wi)])iy.



Throughout this paper, ¢ and j are arbitrary indices to distinguish points in parameter space
R(d+1)m

Next, we make clear about the models and target functions we consider in the paper. Starting
from an abstract sense, we define our model as a function ¢ : X x R? — R. Here X is any topological
space which we call the parameter space of g, i.e., @ € X is called a parameter, and any = € R?
(d € N given) is an input of g. The collection of all such models is defined as G := {g : X xR? — R}.
A particularly interesting case is

o) o
X = [T RO = T {(ar, we)iy : ar € R,wy, € RYY
m=1 m=1

endowed with the Euclidean topologies from each RUFTV™ and ¢(0,x) = Y}-, aro(wy, - x) for
9 € RA+D™ 3 ¢ RY Then our G is just the collection of all two-layer NNs (of finite width) with
activation o. Notice that R4+ embeds naturally into RETD™ for m < m’. So we can further
define

Gm = {g(ﬁ,x) = Zaka(wk cx):0€ R(d+1)m} Vm €N,
k=1

and write G,,, C G,y for m < m/.

Once given G, we assume that our target function f is simply an element in it. Notice that
when X = [[ >, RED™ and g(6,z) defined as above, f is just a two-layer neural network with
width mg € N, for some mg € N. This is a natural setting, as the universal approximation theorem
holds (for many commonly seen o) on any compact subset of R? [9, 10, 11]. It is also clear that for
any m > mg we have

fregncg.
In the theory of neural network, this can be interpreted as: an NN model with no fewer features
than the target function can fit it perfectly. This is the setting we consider in this paper.

Assumption 2.2 (finite-feature setting). Given a generic activation o and m,my € N with m >
mg, we consider a target function

fr(@) =Y aro(wy - x),
k=1

where each @ € R\ {0} and wy, € R? and wy, # w; whenever k # j. The collection of two-layer NN
models we consider is G, C G.

Now we define our loss function as the usual empirical L? loss:

Rﬂwmmﬁmezéy@m—ﬁmme,

the measure p being a Borel measure on R?. Throughout the paper we are interested in Dirac
masses 1 = Y, §(- — ;) for distinct ; € R, 1 < i < n; the 2;’s and (x4, f*(z;))’s are both called
samples, we do not distinguish them. In this case we have

n

R(B) = > lg(6.21) — £ (@) =)

=1

mo

Z aka(wk . 1‘Z) — aka(ﬂ)k . l’z) . (2)
k=1 k=1
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Remark 2.1. Some remarks on the loss function R.

(a) As we mentioned above, f* € Gy,,, whence there is some § € R(4+D™ such that g(6,-) = f*.
We define the perfect global minima

Q*:={0 e R g(0,) = f}. (3)
Clearly @* C R71{0}. We may also say R~1{0} \ Q* imperfect global minima.

(b) When po =", §(- —x;) with n < (d+1)m, we say the model (or more generally, the system)
is overparametrized, otherwise it is called underparametrized. Similarly, when u = pdz for
some continuous function p : R — (0, +-00), the model is underparametrized.

Unlike traditional machine learning, in many NN trainings the models are overparametrized;
this is one difficulty in the analysis of them.

Finally, given 6y = ((ax)o, (wg)o)[; € RED™ the gradient flow v = (ag, wg)P; : [0, +00) —
READ™ with initial value 6 is defined as

V() = (ak(t), e (t))iy = =VR(Y(1),  ~(0) = bo.

In particular, when R has the form in equation (2), we have for k =1,...,m
n(t) = G ((0) =23 (930, 0) — £ @) (wn(0) - )
=1
aR - * /
wp(t) = —ka(’v(t)) = 2a() Y _(9(v(1), @) — ()0 (wi(t) - i)
=1

2.2 Local Recovery Problem

In this paper, we propose the concept of the local recovery problem in the context of neural
networks at overparametrization. This problem refers to the challenge of ensuring that a neural
network can perfectly recover the target function, i.e., with zero generalization error, in a local
region of its parameter space. The local recovery problem arises due to the complex and non-convex
nature of the loss landscape in neural networks, where infinitely many global minima exist and
form complex patterns.

The key aspects of the local recovery problem include:

(a) Geometrical structure: As we investigate the recovery of our target function, we are par-
ticularly interested in the geometry of global minima and the relation between sample size
and global minima geometry.

(b) Separation of minima: In overparameterized neural networks, the possibility that perfect
global minima, i.e., those that accurately recover the target function, can become separated
from other global minima. This ensures our model to recover target function.

(c) Convergent gradient dynamics: The limiting properties of gradient-based optimization
methods near these minima is affected by the local recovery problem. Understanding the
dynamics in the vicinity of perfect global minima is essential for efficient training.



By proposing the local recovery problem, we aim to highlight how these geometrical and dy-
namic properties impact the network’s ability to find and utilize these perfect-generalizing solutions
during training. Addressing this problem involves developing strategies to navigate the complex
loss landscape and understand why the network can recover the target function effectively in local
regions.

To illustrate the local recovery problem more concretely, we will use a specific example. Con-
sider a two-neuron model with exponential activation function and with one-dimensional input, i.e.,
g(0,2) = a1e®® + aze¥?®, where x € R? and 0 = (a1, w1, az, ws) € RS. Consider the training data
{(xi,yi)}7_, and hence the loss

R(O) =Y lg(0,x:) — il
=1

By Cooper’s results [5], up to an arbitrarily small perturbation of the y;’s, R=*{0} is a submanifold of
RS with dimension max{0,6—n}. In our paper, by considering the cases where y;’s are sampled from
a target function f* expressible by the given two-layer NN, which allows for perfect generalization,
we uncover more detailed structure of the global minima of R. For illustration, we consider a simple
example with f*(z) = ae®”? (a # 0). The loss function writes

RO) =" |g(0, ;) — ae™™ |
=1

First, note that e**'* and e"2'® are linearly independent if and only if wy # wo. Thus, based on the
number of distinct wy’s, we have a partition of the perfect global minima as Q* = Q1 U Q2 U Q3
independent of the training inputs, where

Q1 ={(a,w,a —a,w) : a € R}
Q2 = {(a,w,0,w) : w € R*\ {w}}
Q3 = {(0,w,a,w) : w € R*\ {w}}.

Geometrically, )1, Q2 and @3 look like three “branches” with different dimensions. See also the
figure below.



Q> Qs

Figure 2: Illustration of @Q*. The closure of the branches @1, 2, Q3 are all affine subspaces in the
parameter space. Moreover, @1, Q2 intersects at (a,w,0,w) and @1, Q3 intersects at (0, w, a, w).

Observe that @1, Q2, Q3 are all affine subspaces in RS with different dimensions. In general,
when sample size n > 6, we expect no imperfect global minima, thus the NN achieves perfect
generalization when it converges to zero loss. However, at overparameterization when n < 6,
imperfect global minimum generally exists, which sparkles the question of whether each branch of
perfect global minima are enclosed by the imperfect global minima. If not, the training dynamics
clearly has chance to converge to some perfect global minima, thus achieving perfect generalization.
Inspired by this example, we notice that in general, to understand the problem of achieving perfect
generalization for a two-layer neural network (m, mgy and n are arbitrary), we must investigate the
following questions:

(a) Geometrical structure: How can we describe the perfect global minima Q* geometrically?
Does it consist of branches as for the example above?

(b) Separation of minima: How is Q* related to R~1{0}, in particular to the imperfect global
minima R71{0} \ Q*? Can it be “separated” from R~!'{0} \ Q*? How does this depend on
samples?

(c) Convergent Gradient dynamics: What are the convergence, convergence rate, convergence
direction, etc., of gradient flows near R~1{0}? Moreover, what can we say about the stability
of these gradient flows?

In [11, 8], Simsek and Fukumizu already have an answer to question (a), i.e., the geometry of Q*.
In this paper it is shown that Q* is a set with lots of symmetry. Moreover, it is the union of finitely
many branches of different dimensions, the closure of each branch being an affine subspace. See
also Section 3.4. We will answer the questions (b) and (c) in this paper. In Sections 4 and 5, we
provide detailed answers to them. We also summarize the answers to them in the following Section
2.3, where the informal theorems (2.1 and 2.2) answer questions (a), (b), (¢), respectively. Then we
apply these theorems to this example.



2.3 Main Results

The main results of this paper are theorems resolving the local recovery of two-layer neural
networks. Let us summarize and discuss them informally as follows. For the separation of branches
of @* we have the following.

Theorem 2.1 (separation of branches in Q*). Let {Q;}, be the branches of Q*. Each branch Q,
corresponds to a sample size threshold Ny < m(d + 1) (and if m > mg, we have Ny < m(d + 1)),
such that when sample size n > Ny, Q¢ is “separated” from the imperfect global minima. Moreover,
by rearranging the indices of Q: if necessary, there is a partition

N N N
Q =Ji = (U@) U( U Qt>
t=1 t=1 t=N'+1
such that whenever t < N’ and n > Ny, R is not Morse—Bott anywhere at Q, while for t > N’ and
n > Ni, R is Morse-Bott a.e. at Q.

By saying that @y is separated we mean there is an open U C R@FD™ guch that UNR 0} =
U N Q. For definition of a Morse-Bott function f we mean the Hess f is non-degenerate along
the normal bundle of a manifold in (Vf)~1{0} (Definition 4.1). The details of Theorem 2.1 will
be shown in Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3 in Section 4, which relies on the theory of real analytic functions
contained in Section 3.2.

Finally, any gradient flow near R~!{0} has the following properties.

Theorem 2.2 (gradient flow near global minima). Following the hypotheses and notations in The-
orems 2.1, any gradient flow sufficiently close to R~'{0} converges. On the other hand, any point
in R=Y{0} is the limit of some gradient flow. The following results hold.

(a) Whenever t < N’ and sample size n > Ny, a generic gradient flow sufficiently close to Qq
converges to a point 0% € ;. The convergence does not have linear rate and the curve is
“biased towards” ker HessR(0*). Moreover, any small perturbation of it still converges to Q.

(b) Givent > N'. When sample size n > Ny, any gradient flow sufficiently close to Q¢ converges
to points Qq at linear rate. Similar to (a), any small perturbation of it still converges to Q.

In short, we characterize the convergence (Theorem 5.2), limiting set (Proposition 5.1), limiting
direction and convergence rate of gradient flows near global minimum, especially near @* (Theorem
5.3). Meanwhile we develop a concept called “generalization stability” which discusses how the
limiting model (under gradient flow) changes at perturbation of gradient flow (see Definition 5.1
and the remark below).

These three (informal) theorems exhibit comprehensively the structural change of geometry
and local dynamics of global minima at the overparameterized regime (i.e., when n < (d+1)m), with
the perfect gloal minima @* as its backbone. In particular, the branch separation and convergence
results guarantees the local recovery capability of two-layer neural networks, i.e., the target func-
tion will be recovered when initialized near separated branches. Furthermore, our results suggest
the following mechanism of generalization at overparameteration that deserve further study: with
proper generic initialization and hyperparameter tuning, the gradient dynamics can be globally
guided to a neighbourhood of the separated branches of Q*, thus recovering the target function at
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convergence. In the following, we illustrate above results in a simple example.

Example (Continued). Using the three theorems above together with some calculation, we
now answer the three questions in Section 2.2 for our two-neuron model example.

(a) From [11, 8], Q* is a union of several subsets of R* whose closures are affine subspaces.
Specifically, 1 is a one-dimensional affine subspace, while @2, Q3 are both two-dimensional
affine subspaces minus a point. This coincides with our observation and Figure 2 above.

(b) By Theorem 2.1, each @y, 1 <t < 3, corresponds to a sample size N; making it separated.
Specifically, by Lemma 4.2 we have Ny = 5 and Ny = N3 = 4. Moreover, when sample size
n > N, R is not Morse-Bott anywhere at @; if £ = 1, and R is Morse—Bott a.e. at Q; if
t=2,3.

(c) By Theorem 2.2, any gradient flow sufficiently near R~1{0} converges to it, and any point
in R~1{0} is the limit of some gradient flow. According to this theorem and (b), a generic
gradient flow + does not converge to a point 6* € ()1 at linear rate and is biased towards
ker HessR(6*), when sample size n > 5. However, any gradient flow v converging to a point
in @2 U Q3 has linear rate, when n > 4.

The following figure illustrates these properties of Q* and gradient flow nearby.

Q>

Q1
Y2

Figure 3: Illustration of the example for two-neuron model fitting a one-neuron network. As shown
in part (a) of example, Q* consists of three sets whose closures are one-dimensional affine subspaces.
By (b), the loss R is not Morse-Bott near any point in )1, whence by (c) a gradient flow with limit
in Q1 (07 in the figure) is in general “biased towards” ker Hess R(67). On the other hand, R is
Morse-Bott a.e. at Q2 and ()3, whence a gradient flow with limit in Q2 U Q3 (03,05 in the figure)
in general converges at linear rate. Finally, note that Q12 = (a,w,0,w) and Q13 = (0,w, a,w) are
the points of intersections @1 N Q2 and Q1 N Q3, respectively.

3 Preparing Lemmas and Propositions

To prove the main results we shall do some preparation in this section. We will first show
that, as aforementioned, the linear independence of neurons with a generic activation. Then we
introduce separating inputs (Definition 3.1) based on how the choice of samples affect the rank of

11



certain matrices. Then we present some basic results about the zero set of real analytic functions,
some of which will be used in Section 3.3.

Let’s start with a lemma about power series.

Lemma 3.1 (characterization of e-polynomial). Let Z;O 0 Cj€) be a power series of real or complex
coefficients {c]} o such that for any N € N there are some odd number joqqa > N and even number
Jeven > N with ¢, # 0, Cjoven # 0. Then for any m,l € N and any distinct p1,...,p, € R\ {0}, the
power Series in €:

T .
. J! j—l_j—1

ch Z [alk +jogg + ...+ 7O p) €

>l k=1
18 a polynomial if and only if ay, =0 for all 1 <t <l and1 <k <r.
Proof. First note that for any sufficiently small € the power series in question converges. Without
loss of generality, assume that |p1| > ... > |p,|; in particular, p; has the largest absolute value among
the |pg|’s. We consider two cases.

(a) |p1| > |p2|- Assume that ¢t; € {1,...,1} is the largest number with ay,1 # 0. Then

T t1—1

-
Z |:041k+.7042k:+ -t Z,Oéuc} o~ H j—tp

k=1 t=0

as j — +o0. By hypothesis, there is a subsequence {c;, }32; € R(C)\{0} of {¢;}32,. Therefore,

r ' t1—1
-l o=l
¢, Z [alk + jsoop + ... F Fal } ~ cj, H V]
k=1

as s — +o0o, which shows that the power series has infinitely many non-zero coefficients,
whence not a polynomial.

(b) |p1| = |p2|. Because the py’s are distinct, we must have p; + p2 = 0 and |p2| > |ps|. Assume
that ¢ € {1,...,1} is the largest number such that a1 or ay,; is non-zero. Then, similar as
(a) above, we have

r

t1—1
Z [qu +joop+ ...+ l'alk] P~ H (G = t)aws + (=1)au,2lp]

k=1 t=0

as j — +oo. Our assumption implies that there must be some 5’ € N with atll—i—(—l)j/*latzl #
0, , but then this holds for any j having the same parity as j'. By hypothesis, we can find a
subsequence {c;, }32; C R(C)\ {0} of {c;}32,, such that each j; has the same parity as j' and
cj, # 0. It follows that

T ' t1—1 )
—1 . js—1
Cjs Z [alk + Jsook + . F 1 alk] pk ~ Cjg H (Js — D
k=1 t=0
as s — +o00o, so the power series has infinitely many non-zero coeflicients, whence not a
polynomial.
In either case, we have shown that a1; = ... = ;1 = 0 must hold if & is a polynomial. By repeating

this procedure for r times we can see that ayp, =0 forall 1 <t <land 1 <k <r.
O
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3.1 Linear Independence of Neurons

Corollary 3.1 (linear independence of neurons). Let d be any positive integer. Given a real analytic
function o : R — R, the following two statements about o are equivalent.

(a) o is a generic activation, namely, it satisfies Assumption 2.1.

(b) For any r > 0 and any distinct vectors wy, ..., w, € R%, the functions o(w; - ), ..., o(w, - )
are linearly independent.

Proof. First suppose that (a) holds. Let 1 < k < j <r. The set
Ak,j = {x eR?: (x,wk - wj) = 0} (4)

is a subspace of dimension d — 1, whence |J;<;_;<, Ak, has Ag-measure zero. This, together with
linearity, implies that we can find some e € 9B(0,1) C R? with py = (wg,e) # (wj,e) =: p;
whenever k # j. For any || < (max; |p;|) 'R and any k we have

o0

o(wy, - €e) E cjo(wy, - €e) Z c]p;C

j=0

Now let ai,...,a, be constants such that = — >, _; ago(wy - =) is a zero map. It follows that for
el < (max; [p;[) 'R,

Since o is a generic activation, the sequence {cj_l}]?’;’l satisfies the hypothesis of Lemma 3.1. Since
the py’s are also distinct, by Lemma 3.1 we have a; = ... = a, = 0. Therefore, o(w; - ), ..., o0(w, - x)
are linearly independent.

Conversely, assume that (a) does not hold. First suppose there is some N € N such that for
any odd j > N we have ¢; = 0. Then o is the sum of a polynomial and an even function. Let
& : R — R be defined by &(z) = o(z) — o(—x), so ¢ is a polynomial of degree at most N. Thus,
the dimension of span{&(wy - x), ..., 5 (W, - *)} is bounded by (N + 1)¢. This implies that for any
r > 2(N + 1)¢ the functions

o(wy - z),0(—w1 - x),...,0(w, - ), 0(—w, - x)

can never be linearly independent. Similarly, if there is some N € N such that for any even j > N
we have ¢; = 0. Then o is the sum of a polynomial and an odd function. Let ¢ : R — R be defined
by 6(z) = o(z) + o(—x), so & is a polynomial. Thus, for sufficiently large r the functions

o(wy - z),0(—wy - x),....0(w, - ), 0(—w, - x)

can never be linearly independent.
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Remark 3.1. In fact, the proof of Proposition 3.1 shows that if ¢ is analytic and not a polynomial,
o(wy - x),...,0(w, - ) are linearly independent for any r € N, whenever the distinct wy, ..., w, € R?
satisfy wy, +w; # 0 forall 1 < k,j <. Similarly, Corollary 3.2 hold under this requirement. In
particular, these results hold for o(x) = 1+6 =, o(z) = tanh(z) or o(x) = log(14+e~*). Interestingly,
we also observe that current analysis of loss landscapes of neural network focus on polynomial and
non-polynomial activations separately. For example, Venturi [13] has shown that for sufficiently
wide one-hidden-layer neural network with polynomial activation, the corresponding loss landscape
has no spurious valley, while in [11] the analysis of critical points are valid only for neural networks
with certain non-polynomial activations.

Corollary 3.1 proves the (linear) neuron independence of analytic neurons, which is the main
object we concern in this paper. For completeness, we also present a version of neuron independence
result without requiring the neurons to be analytic. Instead, it considers other important properties
of an activation function, which we hope could be of its own interest. More precisely, we make the
following assumption.

Assumption 3.1. Assume that o : R — R is an s-times continuously differentiable function (s > 0)
with the following properties:

(a) (rapid decreasing) :ZE:;%" — 400 as |z|, |y] = +oo and |x| — |y| — +oo.

(b) (non-asymptotic symmetry) There is some ¢ > 1 such that either

Jim o) (@) .
oo |0 (—z)| T

or )
lim 0™ ()| > c.

700 [0 (—2)]

Remark 3.2. Notice that the rapid decreasing property of ¢(*) requires that ¢(*)(z) # 0 for |z|
sufficiently large. Moreover, this property implies that lim,_, s 0 (z) = 0. To see this, let
{zn}52; be a sequence with lim,,_, |z,| = +00. By passing to a subsequence of {z,,}7° ;, we can
assume that limy, o0 (|Tn+1| — |2n|) = +00 as well. Given A > 1, any sufficiently large N € N gives

o) (zn)] -
lo@) (zng1)] ~

Thus,
0 (2n)] = Ao (@n41)| = .. = Ao (@40

Since A > 1, lim,, o A™ = +00, which shows that lim,,_,. J(S)(l’n) = lim,,_yo %) (xN+n) = 0.
We shall give some examples to illustrate the two properties in Assumption 3.1. For the rapid

decreasing property we have the following examples, which takes the commonly-seen activations
into consideration.

(a) o(x) = exp(—2?) with s = 0. Note that for any z,y € R, o(y)/o(z) = exp(x? — y?), which
obviously tends to infinity as |z| — |y| tends to infinity.

(b) o(z) = exp(—|z|) with s = 0. For any z,y € R, o(y)/o(z) = exp(|z| — |y|), which obviously
tends to infinity as || — |y| tends to infinity.
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(¢) o(x) = = with s = 1. Recall that o’(z) = ﬁ Thus, In other words, lim; 4 o Z_(‘i)‘ =
1. Then by (b) we see that for any |z|, |y| sufficiently large, o’ (y)/o’(z) ~ exp(|x| — |y|), which

also tends to infinity as |z| — |y| tends to infinity.

(d) o(x) =log(1 + e*) with s = 2. This is because o’(x) =
decreases rapidly.

1+e—z' Similarly, o(z) = tanh(z) also

It is easy to see that in any case above, o) does not satisfy the non-asymptotic symmetry prop-
erty, because o(®) is an even function. However, in any case a horizontal shift of o(®) by b € R,
z + o) (z — b), which is just the s-th derivative of o(- — b), satisfies both the rapid decreasing
property and the non-asymptotic symmetry property.

Proposition 3.1. Let d be a positive integer. Let o satisfy Assumption 3.1. For anyr > 0 and any
distinct vectors wy, ..., w, € R\ {0}, the functions o(wy - x), ...,0(w, - ) are linearly independent.

Proof. We prove in a similar way as that of Proposition 3.1. As we have shown above, there is some
e € 0B(0,1) C R? with py, := (wy, e) # (wj,e) =: pj # 0 whenever k,j € {1,...,r} are different. By
rearranging the indices if necessary, we can assume that [p1| > |p2| > ... > |p,| > 0.

Let aq, ..., a, be constants such that x — >, ago(wy - z) is a zero map. In particular, this
means

g:R—=R g(e Zaka ((wy, - e)e )Zzaka(pkE)

is a zero map. Then the s-th derivative (When s =0, it is just g itself) of g in € is given by

= > awio® (pe) = 0.

We start by showing that oy = 0. When r» = 1 this clearly holds. When r > 2, we consider two
cases.

i) |p1| > |pk| for all 2 < k < r. Then pj # 0. For o(pie) # 0 (which holds when |¢| is sufficiently
large), we can rewrite ¢(*)(e) as

r s 5(s)

3 e\ o (pre)

a1 = — (8] — —_—Y .
1 k=2 ¢ <p1> a(®)(pie)

For any 2 < k <, |p1| > |pk|, so |pie|, |pre| and |p1e| — |pxe| all tend to infinity as e — +oc.
Therefore, using the rapid decreasing property of o) we have

o®) (pre)
e—Fo0 O'(S) (plg) ’

In particular, it follows that as ¢ — +oo,

,
. Pk
a1 = lim a3 = — g Qo
e——+oo
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ii) |p1| = |p2|- Then we must have p; = —p2 # 0 and |p1| = |p2| > |pk| for all & # 1,2. Again, for
o(p1e) # 0, we can rewrite g(*)(¢) as

s () s +(s)
(P2 o (p2e) (m) o' (pke)
2 (p1> o(®)(p1e) 2o p1) o) (pie)

o] =
k>2
) (—pie) )" o (pre)
PSS N G UL B o DV (k) k)
= o) (pie) k,zﬂ p1) o®(pe)
where we use p; = —py. Same as in i), letting ¢ — +o0, we still have
5 5(5)
lirﬂ? Qay (Pk) %pka) =0.
emtoo = \p1 ) ol(pie)

For the other term, we use the non-asymptotic symmetry property of ¢(*). Without loss of

|ot) (=p1e)| 0 (=pre)|

generality, assume that lim > ¢ for some ¢ > 1. Then lim,_,_ o

r7Ho0 ol*) (pre)] (o) (prc)|
¢~ !. These two inequalities yield lower and upper bounds for a;:
(8)(— s _(s)
|Oél| — h7m (_1)8+1a20 ( pIE) _ hirn ag <pk'> g (pkE)
=00 o (pie)  asteoty  \P1/) o) (pie)
(8)(—
= o) i PN
etoo 00 (pre))]
> c|as|
and similarly,
_ (8)(— . s +(s)
lag| = | lim (—l)sﬂagw— lim Zak <pk> 7" (pre) < ¢ Hag).
e Ope) e Ap ) 0O (e

Unless a; = ag = 0, we would get a contradiction.

In either case, we show that ay = 0. By repeating this argument (at most) r times, we can show
that ay = ... = o = 0 and thus the linear independence of o(wy - x), ..., o(w, - x) follows.

O]

Note that the non-asymptotic symmetry property of o) is only used to deal with pj = —p; for
some k,j € {1,...,7} in the proof, which is unavoidable only when wy +w; = 0 for some wy, w; # 0.
Thus, if wy,...,w, € R?\ {0} are distinct vectors satisfying wy, +w; # 0 for all 1 < k,j < r,
any o € C° which has the rapid decreasing property would give the linear independence result.
By our examples above, this holds for lots of commonly seen neurons, including o(z) = H%’
o(x) = tanh(x), o(z) = exp(—2?), o(z) = exp(—|z|) and o(z) = log(1 + €%).

Remark 3.3 (proof techniques). In both cases (analytic and non-analytic), we use two important
properties of neurons to show their linear independence. The first one is that for w € R? the
mapping R¢ 3 = — w -  reduces high-dimensional problems to 1-dimensional ones, as it induces
a mapping R € — w - (ex). Therefore, many 1-dimensional results of neurons can be applied to
higher-dimensional cases. Another technique is to use the fact that distinct weights of neurons, no
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matter how small the difference is, could distinguish them with significant different behaviors. In
Proposition 3.1, we observe this by taking higher derivative, while in Proposition 3.1, we observe
this by comparing their asymptotic behaviors at oco. The treatment of wy + w; = 0 for some £, j
is more technical, and we make different assumptions in dealing with it: indeed, the function

L2 d? 1
o) =t T e
satisfies Assumption 2.1 and is rapidly decreasing, but limy 1 o(z)/o(—2x) = —1.

We then study the rank of some special matrices related to o. Recall the loss function R(6) =
SIS ago(wy - ;) — f(x)2. For each 1 < i < n, the second-order partial derivative of
| Sorty ago(wg - ;) — f(z;)|* is given by the tensor product U »Vi,c where

Viog = (0’(’11}1 ' xi)7 ooy J(wm ' xi)? o (wl : xz)x;ra ey 0 (wm ' xz)x;r)

Since R is a sum of the | Y7"; axo(wy - x;) — f(2;)]?’s, it motivates us to study the matrices whose
rows are these vectors v; , or parts of them.

Corollary 3.2 (separating inputs). Let o be a generic activation. For any r € N and any distinct
wi, ..., wy € R, there are x1, ey T(d41)r Such that the matriz

o(wy - x1) o(wy - 1) o' (wy - x1)z] o' (wy - z1)x]
J(w1 . x(d-ﬁ-l)r) a(wr . x(d-ﬁ-l)r) U'(w1 : m(d+1)r)$r(1:i+1)r Ul(wr . l’(d_,_l)r).%‘r(I;Hl)r

has full rank.

Proof. For simplicity, denote v; , as the vector (o(wy-xy), ..., o(wy-xy), o’ (wy-z))z ]l ..., a’(wr-xl):c}),
e., it is the [-th row of the matrix in question. We shall prove the result by induction.

Since o (0) # 0, we can select a sufficiently small 21 not orthogonal to w; so that o(w; -z1) # 0.
This proves the desired result for » = 1. Suppose the result holds for some r — 1, where r > 2.
Choose e € R such that pj = <w],e> # (w4, e) =: p;, and some other requirements that we will
specify later. Let b =: (b9,...,00,b},...,bL) € R" x R"® be any non-zero element in the orthogonal
complement of span{v;, : 1 < j <r —1}. Consider the matrix

Ul,0

(6)

Ur—1,0
(o(ep1), ..., o(epr), o' (ep1)eet, ..., o' (epr)ee

We shall show that by choosing e carefully we would have e — >~ _; bYo(ep;) + Z§:1<b31'7 e)o’(epj)e
is not a zero map. It will follow that (v;,,b) # 0 for some choice of x; = e and thus the matrix
(6) has rank k. Given e € R?, suppose that this map is zero; equivalently,

Ebka EPk +Z bk; "(epr)e
—COZbk%—Zc]Zalk—i-jagkp,z gl

j>1 =

_COZbk+5 chZalk—l—jagkpk gi—1

7>1 k=1

)

=0,
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where for each 1 < k < m,

arp = bppr,  agp = (b} e€).
Similar as in the proof of Proposition 3.1, we may apply Lemma 3.1 to see that Y, _, B = 0 and
a1 = agp, = 0 for all 1 < k& < m. But this implies that bg = (b}, e) = 0 for all k, as long as

e € R? satisfies py, # pj. Unless b =bl = ... =) = b} =0, we can always perturb e a little bit to
guarantee that py # p; still holds for k # j, but there is some (b}, e) # 0. With this (perturbed) e

the analytic function
EHZbka (epk) +Z bi,€)o’ (epr)e

is not a zero map, completing the proof.
O

Inspired by the lemma above, we define separating inputs below. As we will see in Section 4,
separating inputs allows us to determine the rank of Hessian of R on R~!'{0}, and thus help us
study the geometry of R (e.g., separation of branches, see also Definition 3.3 for a description of
geometry of branches) near its perfect global minima @Q*. This in turn guarantees that locally any
gradient flow finds a solution with zero generalization error. We will prove this in Section 5.

Definition 3.1 (separating inputs). Letr € {1,...,m}. Giwvenn < (d+1)m and distinct w, ..., w, €
RY, we call {x;}, separating inputs (for wi, ..., w,) if he matriz

olwy-z1) .. o(wp-m) o(wy-m)2l ... o(w - 31)T]

(7)

olwy-zn) oo o(we-m,) o(wr-zp)zr .. (- Tn)TE

has full rank. For any 0 = (ax, wi)j", € REFD™ e say {z;}1'_, are separating inputs for 0 if they
are separating inputs for the distinct elements among {wi, ..., wpn}.

Note that Corollary 3.2 shows the existence of separating inputs for 6. Since o is analytic, this
implies that for almost every (z1,...,z,) € R, {(z;, f*(2;))}, are separating inputs for 6, see
Lemma 3.4.

3.2 Theory of Real Analytic Functions

To prove such corollaries in this subsection, we introduce some properties of real analytic
functions. such tools will also be used in the analysis of the geometry of the loss landscape of R
near its global-min R~1{0}.

Lemma 3.2 (analytic implicit function theorem). Let M; and My be smooth manifolds of dimen-
sion s1 and sa, respectively, and each one has a coordinate representation given by an analytic dif-
feomorphism. Suppose that F : My — My is a smooth map with constant rank s (rank DF(p) =
for all p). For each p € My and any coordinate ball U around p, there exist coordinate maps
©:U =R ¢: F(o(U)) = R, such that

(0 O]:O(P_l(Cb --'>C81) = (Clv "'7(8707"'70) (8)

fOT’ (Cla "'7C81) € SO(U)

Proof. By [9], the inverse of a (real) analytic diffeomorphism is analytic. Following the proof of the
Rank theorem in [10], we can see that all the functions constructed can be made analytic, whence
the desired result holds. O
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Lemma 3.3. Let Q C READ™ pe o connected open set and let f : Q — R be a (real) analytic
function. The following results hold.

(a)
(b)

(c)

Either f =0 on Q or f~1{0} has A(d+1)m-measure zero.

Suppose that f is not a zero map. For any zo € f~1{0} and any compact K C Q, KN f~1{0}
is contained in a finite union of (analytic) smooth manifolds of dimension (d+ 1)m — 1, each
one having a coordinate representation by an analytic diffeomorphism.

Let f~Y{0} be locally contained in the union of connected embedded smooth manifolds
My, ... My of the same dimension, with My C f~'{0}. Then there is an open U C
such that U N f~1{0} = U N M; # 0.

Proof. (a) We will show that given n € N and any set Q2 open in R™, the zero set of any non-

constant analytic function f : £ — R has A,-measure zero. Indeed, when n = 1 the zeros of
f are (possibly empty isolated points), which means f~1{0} has measure zero. Suppose that
the result holds for n — 1. Let E C R be the projection of 2 onto span{e;}. For any z; € F,
f(z1,-) is an analytic function in n — 1 variables, whence by our assumption its zero set has
An—1-measure zero. It follows that

Ml FHO}) = /Q Xf-iiop = /E At (F(21,) 710} dzy = 0,

where Y is the characteristic function. This completes our induction and shows that f~'{0}
has measure zero.

It suffices to show that for any y € f~'{0}, y has a bounded neighborhood U such that
U N f~1{0} is contained in a finite union of (analytic) submanifolds of codimension 1. Since
f is not a zero map on {2, there is some N € N such that D!f(y) = 0 for all multi-index
t with [t| < N and there are some j € {1,...,(d + 1)m}, multi-index a with |o| = N and
0., D% f(y) # 0. Thus,

ye{zeRIUM™ . Df(z) =0 and 0., D% f(z) # 0},

which shows that y is in a smooth manifold of dimension (d 4+ 1)m — 1, and by Lemma 3.2,
it has a coordinate representation given by an analytic diffeomorphism. Let U be a bounded
neighborhood of y on which 9,, D*f # 0. It follows that U N f ~1{0} is contained in

(d4+1)m

U U {zeR*FV™: DIf(z) =0 and 0., D' f(2) # 0}. (9)

t,0<|t|<N =1

Just note that the right side is a finite union of (possibly empty) embedded, analytic smooth
manifolds, as desired.

By shrinking the domain of f, Q if necessary, we may for simplicity assume that f~1{0} C
Uévzl M;. First suppose that N = 2. Since

M= (M \ Ma) U (M;NMy),

one of the sets on the right side of the equation must contain an open submanifold £ of
M. Consider first the case in which £ C M; \ My and =z € E. If for any § > 0 the
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(d+1)m-dimensional ball B(z, d) intersects Mo, then x is in the closure of My, which implies
that 2 € My, as My is embedded in RUETD™ 4 contradiction. Now suppose that z € E C
M1 N Ms. Since dim M7 = dim My, F is also an open submanifold of Ms; furthermore, it
is the intersection of an open subset of R+D™ with M; (My). In either case, there is some
open U C R with UN f~1{0} = UNM;. When N > 2, we argue by induction to obtain
the same desired result.

O

Corollary 3.3. Let p =Y, 6(- — x;) as in Assumption 2.2. If o is analytic, then R is analytic,
in which case all the results in Lemma 3.3 apply to R.

Proof. By our hypothesis, R(6) = S |g(0,2;) — f*(x;)|? for some z1,...,z, € RL Because the
composition of two analytic functions is again analytic, each ago(wy - x;) is analytic (in ak, wg);
because adding and/or multiplying two analytic functions produces analytic functions, R is analytic.

O

Corollary 3.4 (common zeros of parametrized analytic functions). Let f : ExR? — R be analytic,
where E C R®. Suppose that for any z € E, f(z,-) is not constant-zero. Given n > s, for any
prescribed x1, ..., x, € R and any e > 0, we can perturb each of them with no more than e-distance
to obtain i, ...,x}, so that

Ap={z€ E: f(z,2)) = ... = f(z,2]) =0}
is empty. In particular, Ag = 0 for almost all (1, ...,x) € R™,

Proof. By hypothesis, f is not constant-zero, whence there is some 2 € R? with |z — x| < e
such that f(-,#})|g is not constant-zero. By Lemma 3.3 (b), for each N € N and z € R? with
f(-,z) not constant-zero, f(-,2)~"1{0} N (B(0, N)N E) is contained in a finite union of codimension-
1 submanifolds of R®. Thus, f(-,2})~{0} is contained in a union of countably many submanifolds
of R*, which we denote by { M1, : n € N}.

For the choice of z}, we consider two cases. Suppose first that there are (possibly finite)
Minys .. Mip,, ... such that f(-,z2) restricted to each of them is a zero map. Select points {z) €
Min, : k € N}. For each k, there is an open, dense O, C R? such that A\g(R?\ O}) = 0 and
f(z,,x) # 0 for all x € O). Thus, (3~ O) is dense and have (Lebesgue measure) zero in RY.
Therefore f(z,z) # 0 for all k € N, Whenever r € ey Oy Let 25 € N2, O}, with |zh — x2] < €.
Otherwise, f(z,x}) is not constant-zero on (Ji-; Miy; in this case simply let x’Q = z9. By Lemma
3.3, the set on which f(-,2})|g = f(-,24)|g = 0 is contained in a countable union of codimension-2
(analytic) submanifolds of R®.

Repeat this procedure to perturb z1,...,z5. We see that in general, for s’ < s,

Apg ={z € E: f(z,2}]) = ... = f(z,2}) =0}

is contained in a countable (possibly finite) union of manifolds of codimension s'. In particular, Ag s
is a countable (possibly finite) set. For simplicity, denote Apg s := {2z : k € N}. For each k, there is
an open Oy, C R such that Ag(R?\ Ox) = 0 and f(zx,x) # 0 for all x € Oy. Let xsﬂ e ﬂk 1 Ok
with |2, — xs41| < €. Finally, let 2y = xs42, ..., ¥, = z,. The parameters =/, ..., 2, , ..., 2],
satisfy our requirements. O

Remark 3.4. This technique enables us to control the size of the global minimum of R. See also
Lemmas 4.2 (b) and 4.3.
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3.3 Separating Inputs are Almost Everywhere

Corollary 3.5 (separating inputs works almost everywhere). Suppose that Assumptions 2.1 and
2.2 hold. Given separating inputs {x;}? | for some fized distinct weights w3, ...,w; € R?. Given
any 1 < j <, there is an open dense subset of RI¢ such that for any (wi, ..., w;) in it, {x;}?, are

N N *
separating inputs for (wy, ey Wi, Wy g, W),

Proof. Let A = A((wg)j_y, (z5)j—,) be the matrix (7) in Definition 3.1. We may assume that
n < (d+ 1)r, because when n > (d+1)r we can always find distinct 4y, ..., i(g1), € {1, ..., (d+1)r}

such that A((wy)i_;, (i, )gi—:l)r) has full rank.

Since n < (d+ 1)r, the number of columns of A is no less than the number of rows of A, so the
fact that it is full rank means there is some n x n submatrix of it, denoted by B((w})5_1, (:)i=1)-
such that det B = B((wy)j_y, (z:)i=;) # 0. Notice that when w?, q,...,w} and z1, ...,z are fixed,
we can view det B as an analytic function in wq, ..., w;:

R4 = (wl,...,wj) — det B((wl, ...,wj,w;-‘ﬂ, ...,w:), (xz)?zl)

Therefore, our proof above implies that it is not constant zero on R/, whence by Lemma 3.3 (a),
its zero set, which is clearly closed, has Aj4-measure zero. Thus, det B # 0, and thus A has full

rank for (w1, ...,w;) an open dense subset of R4,
L]

Argue in the same way as above, we can see that separating inputs is almost everywhere:

Lemma 3.4 (separating inputs are almost everywhere). Given 6 € REFD™ - Almost all choices of
(21,0 ) € R {20 | are separating inputs for 6.

3.4 Geometry of Q*

In this part, we investigate the geometry of Q* under the assumption that o is a generic
activation (Assumption 2.1). In this case, Refs. [11, 8] have shown that the global minima of
the loss function is a union of subsets of R(4+1)™ whose closure are affine subspaces which we call
“branches”. For completeness of our study for local recovery, we present this result and prove it
with our notations (see Proposition 3.2). Based on this, Simsek shows that Q* is connected [11].
We further investigate how different branches intersect with each other. First let’s recall partition
and refinement.

Definition 3.2 (partition and refinement). A partition of {1,...,m} is denoted by P := (qo, ..., qr)
for some r € N, where 0 = qo < q1 < ... < ¢, = m. Given another partition P' = (qp,...,q..), we
say P is a refinement of P if {qo,...,qr} € {0, - q/ }-

We then partition Q* into symmetric subsets based on the number of distinct wy’s.

Definition 3.3 (fragmentation/stratification of Q*). Given my < r < m, a partition P = (qo, ..., ¢r)
and a permutation m of {1,...,m}. We define the following subsets of Q*.

(a) Q" :={0" € Q" : Card{w} : 1 < k < m} =r}, namely, it consists of points (a},w;);", € Q*
which has precisely r distinct wy,’s.

21



(b) Qp consists of 0" = (ay, wy)iL, € Q" such that wy, = wy, for all g1 <k <q and 1 <t <,
and wy, = wy for all 1 <t < mg. For example, if mo =2, r =3, m =6 and P = (0,2,4,6)
then 0* € Q% if and only if it has the form

* S * - x - * - * *
0" = (alaw17a27wlaa37w2)a4)w27a5vua CLG,U)
for some u € R%.

(c) Qp, = {(a; ))k 1 (ap, wp)it, € Qpt. We call each Qp,. a brunch of Q*.

The notations Q} and Q' make sense only when P partitions {1,...,m} into r subsets.
Thus, when we write these notations we implicitly assume that P satisfies this requirement Then,
clearly, @, and Q' are both subsets of @". Also, notice that for any (ak, wi)ie, € QF° (QF5),
wy € {w; : 1 < j < m} for each k, while for any (aj, wy)iL, € Qp (QF,), wj # w; whenever k # j.

An immediate observation is that for any permutation pr is the image of Qp un-
der a coordinate transformation, so they have the same geometric properties. To see this, let
{e; : 1 <i < (d+ 1)m} be the standard basis of R@+)™  Clearly, 7 induces a permutation 7 on
{1,...,(d+1)m} that maps i to 7(i) = (d+1)(w(i) — 1)+ kifi=kmod (d+1),1 <k <d+1. Let
p be the linear map on R(4+D™ such that p(e;) = er() forall 1 <4 < (d+1)m. Then Q% = p(Qp)-

Since Q'p . is isometric to Q'p, @ has a strong symmetry property. In particular, to study the
structure of Q. we need only study that of Q. Similarly, given r’, partition P’ and permutation

7', to investigate QP7T N QP, , it suffices to 1nvest1gate QT N QP, - where 7 = 7! o #/. More

1mportantly, to study the behavior of R near Px WE need only study its behavior near Q'p.

Proposition 3.2 (fragmentation/stratification of @Q*, Theorem 3.1 in [11]). Suppose that Assump-
tion 2.1 and Assumption 2.2 hold. Fiz mg <r <7’ < m.

(a) @ =Un_m, Q"
(b) Q" NQ" =0, and Q" = UP,7r Q. the union taken over all possible partition P’s and possible
permutation 7’s. Thus, Q* = U, Upr Q.

"=myg

(¢) For any partition P = (qo, ..., qr), Q' is an affine subspace of dimension (m —1)+ (r —my)d.
Furthermore, for any 0" € Q'p, 0* has a neighborhood U C RED™ gueh that U N Q'p equals
UNnQp.

Remark 3.5. By (b) and (c) and our remark above, the Hausdorff dimension of Q" is (m —r) +
(r —myp)d.

Proof. (a) If 8* € Q*, we have

9(0",2) = f*(x) = ) ajo(wy @) =Y _aro(@y - )
k=1 k=1

for all z € R% Suppose that Card{w?,...,w},} = r". By Proposition 3.1, {w},...,w}} 2
{w1, ..., Wy} and thus r”" > my. Furthermore, if Wy w,’; = wy, for some k € {1,..,mg},

then we must have Zt 1 @y, = a; otherwise, we must have Zt 1 ag, = 0. This shows that
0* € Q"". Since my < r” < m, it follows that Q* = U — g Q.
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(b)

By definition, Q" N Q" = 0. Fix 6* € Q". We can find distinct weights wy ..., wy, such that

{wiswg, } 2 {1, ... Wi }-
By reordering them if necessary, we may further assume that for any ¢ € {1, ..., mop}, wy, = Wy
Foreacht € {1,...,r}, let wt(l), v w:‘(ét) be all the wy’s that are equal to wj, . Set q; = 22‘:1 JF
also set ¢, = 0. Let P" = (g(, ¢}, --., ¢.) and 7’ be the permutation satisfying 7’ (g:—1+j) = t(j),
1<j<d,forallte{l,..r} Butthen §* € Q’I;,Jr,, so Q" is the union of QTP’W7S. Since r is

arbitrary, we conclude from (a) that Q* = UJl_ Upy }}ljﬂ.
Clearly, 0* € Q'p if and only if it satisfies

i) th o141 @ = @t for 1 <t < my;

ii) qu 4105 =0formg <t <m;
i) wy, |11 =... =wy = 1wy for1<t<m0;
) wy, 4= :wqt§é{wj;l,... o,y formo <t <,

from which we can see that the closure of Q> consists of §* € REFD™ with

i) Zzt:qpﬁ-l ar, = G for 1 <t < my;

.o qt * .

i) Doy, 10k =0formg <t <

i) wy, 11 =... =wy =w for 1 <t <my;
: * _ % d

vi) wy, 41 = .. =wy € R for mp <t <.

Fix * € Q%. Given t € {1,..,7}, let A; be the subspace of R%~%-1 such that for any
(21, s Zqs—qs1) € A, 21+ .. + 2g—q,., = 0, and W, be the subspace of Hqt 1R —
R(@=a:-1)4 " such that for any (zl, s Zg—qe1) E Wiy 21 =20 = ... = 2g—q, , € R By making
the identification

T qt—qt—1

R(d-‘rl NH H RXRd
t=1 k=1

~ H(R(Qtﬂh—l % R(Qt*(h_1)d)

—qt— —qi—1)d
:H{(a%fﬁ-lﬂ"'7atIt7th71+1?"'7wq1t) Gth @ XR(qt o 1) }7

we can see that
T

Qp~ 0+ JJ(Ar x {0}) x T (ArxWy).
t=1

t=mo+1

Thus, Q% is an affine subspace of dimension

Z(Qt —q—1— 1)+ Z (¢t —q—1 — 1) +d = (m—r)+ (r—mp)d.
t=1 t=mo+1

Since @ \ Q' consists of §* € Qirp such that for some t € {mg + 1,...,7} we have wy, €
{wg,, - wy, |}, it is a close szet of RUAtm  Rix g* Q'p. lhus, any neighborhood of 6*
that intersects trivially with Q7 \ Q' satisfies UNQp = U N Q.

O
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Lemma 3.5 (branch intersection). Suppose that Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold. Let my < r < m.
Suppose that P = (qo,...,qr) and P = (qp,...,q.,) are two partitions of {1,...,m}. Also let w be
a permutation of {1,....,m}. If there are indices {t1,...,tm } such that {m(k) : q;, , <k < q;.} is

not contained in (qi—1,qi] for all t, then Q' N QT/, C Ui mo Qk In particular, if 9* €EQRpN Q,
then there is a partition P = (§o, ..., qr) finer than P and a permutation % of {1,...,m} such that

0 €QpNQL .

Proof. Suppose that 6* € Q" ﬁQT /o~ Then there are sequences {0,}22, in Qp and {6;,}22 in Q’" 3
that converge to 0*, respectively. le 1 <4 < m/. By hypothesis there are distinct j1, jo € {1, .. }
and ki, ko € {qgi_l_i_l, ..., q;. } such that

-1 <7m(k) <qj; @1 < 7(k2) < qj,.

It follows that

nllnéo(qu1 )n = nli)nolo(wﬂ'(kl))n - hm ( ﬂ(kz)) - nlglgo(wqm)

because for each n we have (wr(x,))7, = (Wr(ky))y- Therefore,

Jim (o = wi = i (wo)n 1o

for all ¢;,—1 < k < g5, ¢jo—1 < s < qj, and all t € {gj,—1+1,...,q5, } U{gjo—1 +1,...,¢5,}. This
means any occurrence of such indices t; “reduces” the number of distinct w;"s of 8* by 1; since there
are m’ such occurrences, the number of distinct w;’s of #* is at most r — m It is also clear that

(the possibly empty set) Q% N ', C Q*. Therefore, Q" N P/, = C CU,_r mo @

Now assume that 0* € Qb N Q’” , so there is some partition P and permutation 7 with 0* €
Qp N Q” . Also, since 0" € Qp, 0 € Q". Then our proof above implies that for any index
Jjed{l,. r } there is some ¢t € {1, ...,7} with

{7(k) s Gj—1 <k <G} C(q-1,q
This means there is a permutation 7 on {1,...,m} with
{r7(k): Gi—1 <k <4} C (q-1, )]

and 77(¢j—1) —77(¢;) = 1 for all 1 < j <7'. Note that we always have 77(qo) = 0 and 77(g,) = m.
Replacing P with the partition (77 (), ..., 77(¢)) and replacing 7@ with 7~! concludes the proof.
O

Example. Consider a three-neuron model fitting a one-neuron target function, i.e., g(0,z) =
Zi:l aro(wiz) and f(z) = ac(wz). Up to permutations of {0, 1,2,3}, Q* consists of the following
branches:

(a) Q{o 3)° points of the form (a1,w, a9, w,a— (a1 + az),w). This set has Hausdorff dimension 2.
(b) Q%o,2,3}: points of the form (a;,w,a — a;,w,0,ws3). This set has Hausdorff dimension 1 + d.
(c) Q%O,l,?)}: points of the form (a, w, ag, we, —as, ws). This set has Hausdorff dimension 1 + d.

(d) Q{o 12,3} points of the form (a,w, 0, w2, 0,ws). This set has Hausdorff dimension 2d.
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Clearly, the closure of each such branch is an affine subspace of R3@+1) . Moreover, we have

Q%o,2,3} N Q%o,1,3} = Q%0,3 J Q%o,zs} N Q?0,1,2,3} < Q%o,z,:’,}’ and Q%O,1,3} N Q?0,1,2,3} = Q%O,l,:’)}' See
also the figures below for how different branches are related to one another.

Figure 4: Intersection of different Q%’s, view from “w-space”. The left one shows the intersection
of Q?O,1,2,3} (green surface), Q%0,1,3} (black line) and Q%o,?,} (red dot). The right one shows the
intersection of @%’s. Clearly Q? consists of three (geometrically) identical branches (green surface)
with same r but different permutation. Their intersections are blue lines and the red dot, which are
also identical up to permutation.

Figure 5: Intersection of branches Q?0,1,2,3} (green surface), Q%O’m} (tilted black line) and Q%0,3}
(red dot), view from “a-space”.

Definition 3.4 (deficient number). Let P = (qq, ..., q.) be a partition of {1,...,m}. We say that
the deficient number of P is 1 (I > 0) if there are precisely t1,...,t; € {mo + 1,...,r} such that
Qt; — qr;—1 =1 forall 1 < j <I.

Clearly, if P has deficient number I > 0 and 6* = (a},w});_; € Q'p, then there are exactly [

distinct wj’s whose corresponding aj; = 0. As we shall see in Section 3 and 4, the deficient number
together with separating inputs provides information about the rank of the Hessian of R at Q)'p.

25



Lemma 3.6. Let P = (qo, ...,qr) be a partition of {1,....m}. If r < %, the smallest possible
deficient number of P is | = 0. If r > %, the smallest possible deficient number of P is
[ =2r —m—mg.

Proof. When r < % we can set ¢ =t for all 0 <t < mg and ¢ — ¢;—1 > 2 otherwise. Then
clearly [ = 0.

When r > %, we must have [ > 1. To get the smallest possible [, we need to make ¢, as
small as possible in order to “leave room for” non-unique wj’s. Thus, still set ¢; =t for 0 <t < my.
This gives gk — gm, = m — mp. By definition of deficient number of P, there are r —mg — [ distinct
t > mg satisfying ¢ — qz—1 > 2, whence

2(k —mo—1)+1 <m—my.

Solving the inequality, we see that [ > 2k — m — mg. This completes the proof. ]

4 Loss Landscape Near Q"

Lemma 4.1 (R is analytic). Let o be an analytic activation. Then R defined as equation (2) is
analytic.

Recall the definition of Morse-Bott, which are summarized from [7] and [4]. They will be a
prototype when we study the local convergence of gradient flow near each branch of Q*.

Definition 4.1 (Morse Bott function, rephrased from [7] and [4]). Let f : R@*D™ 5 R be q
smooth function and let M C (V£)~{0} be a non-empty submanifold of RUTV™  Let NM — M
be the normal bundle of M. Given p € M, let Hessps f(p) : NuM x Ny M — R be the restriction
of Hess f(p) to NyM. M is called a non-degenerate critical manifold of f if Hessys f(p) is non-
degenerate for each p € M, and such f is called Morse—Bott (at M ) if there is a neighborhood of
M restricted to which (Vf)~1{0} = M.

For our notation, we view Hessy/f(x) as a map in Definition 4.1. Since each bilinear map
corresponds to a matrix, we may also view Hessys f(z) as a matrix, as we usually do for Hess f(z).
In this case, Hessys f(z) is simply the restriction of Hess f(z) to a subspace of R(¢+1)m,

Morse—Bott functions are not rare, the most trivial examples being f(z,y) = 2™, n = 2,3,4, ....
Another important example is analytic function whose set of critical points are submanifold(s) and
whose Hessian are non-degenerate at the normal spaces of it. Below we give more examples of them
with the focus on neural network type functions.

(a) The linear regression model with L? loss
R(0) = R(w) = Z lg(w, z;) — yi’27 g(w,z;) =w-x
i=1

is clearly a Morse-Bott function. This is because Hess R is a constant matrix-valued func-
tion, which implies that (VR)™1{0} is a union of affine spaces which are all orthogonal to
ker(Hess R).
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(b) Consider o(x) = €* and m = n = 1, namely,

R(0) = (9(0.2) —=y)*, g(0,2) = ae™?,
where x and y are chosen and fixed. Since
OR OR
" _9 wE w-w g _ o wr
5 = 2(ae”T —y) et o =2a(ae” —y)e
we can see that VR(0) = 0 if and only if § € R~*{0}, if and only if a = ye~*%. This shows
that M := (VR)™'{0} = R~'{0} and is a submanifold of codimension 1 in R, Then we

can calculate the Hessian of R on it:

62w-:1: aeQw-le aeQw-mxd
ae®V Ty a262w"rx% oAt Trixy

Hess R(0) = 2
a2€2w~xx?l

ae2w~1‘xd a2e2w~rxlwd

To simplify, if v denotes the first column of R(#), then Hess R(0) = (v, az1v, ..., axqv), whence
it has constant rank 1 on M. Since TyM C ker Hess R(0), we see that Hessys R(f) must be

non-degenerate.
(c) In fact, as we shall see in Lemma 4.2, under our finite-feature setting of 2-layer neural networks

(see Assumption 2.2), for sufficiently many samples (number depending on r € {my, ...,m}),
R is Morse-Bott on a dense, relatively open subset of Q' for r > (m + mg)/2 and many

choices of the partition P.

Figure 6: Illustration of f(z,y) = (2% — y)?. The left one shows the graph of this function as a
submanifold in R? (blue manifold) and its zero set (red curve). The right one shows f~1{0} C R?,

the blue lines are the normal bundles along it, along which Hessf is non-degenerate.
We then investigate how Hess R near Q* depends on the choice of samples and the branches Q5.

In fact, we will give sample size thresholds for branches Q?’,ﬂ at which R becomes, or never becomes
- that makes it

Morse-Bott. Meanwhile, we will give sample size thresholds for each branch Q'
“separated”, i.e., almost all points in Q)5 . has a neighborhood U C RE+D)™ guch that UNR Y0} =

UNQp,. Therefore, we obtain a hierarchical (with respect to sample size) characterization of
R0} near Q* when the system is overparametrized.
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Lemma 4.2 (separation of Q* — overparametrized case). Suppose that Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2
hold. Let n € N. Suppose that {xi}gitl)m are separating inputs for (Wi, ..., Wy,) for an arbitrary
choice of distinct Wy, ..., Wy, € R\ {wy}70,. Given mog <r <m and 1 < n < (d+ 1)m, define

R(O) =" 119(0,2;) — f*(x:)|? as before. Then the following results hold.

(a) When n < (d+ 1)mqg, any 6" € Q" has an open neighborhood U such that R is Morse—Bott
at U N R™Y0}, namely, if M := U N R~{0} then for any 0* € U N R~*{0}, Hessp R(6*) is

non-degenerate.

(b) Let P = (qo,...,qr) be a partition with deficient number l. When n <r+ (r —1)d, there is an
open U C REHD™ sych that R is Morse-Bott at U N R™'{0}, with U N Q% C U N R™{0}.
When n > r+ (m +mg — r)d, up to an arbitrarily small perturbation of samples, we have an
open U C REUFV™ sych that R with U N R0} = U N Q.

(¢) Let P be a partition with deficient number [. Suppose that n > r+ (m-+mgo—r)d, the samples
{x:},, and open U C RHD™ gre chosen so that (b) holds. When r < (m+4mg)/2, R is not
Morse-Bott at U N Q. When r > (m + myg)/2, the samples and U can be chosen so that R
becomes Morse-Bott at U N Q' if and only if | = 2r —m — my.

Proof.

(a) By Proposition 3.2, Q* = U;n:mo UP,7r Qp, so there are ki, ...,km, € {1,...,m} such that

ap, # 0 and wy = w; for all 1 <t < mg. By hypothesis, {xi}gf{l)m are separating inputs

for w1, ..., Wy,. Thus, for each n < (d + 1)m, {x;}}', are separating inputs for wy, ..., Wy;
in particular, they are separating inputs for i, ..., W, as well. This implies that for any
1<1<n,
Vo(9(0", @) — f*(2)) = hi(07) # 0
and thus
Hess (9(6%, x:) — f*(2:))* = hi(60*)ha(6")"

has rank 1, with h;(6) being an eigenvector for the only non-zero eigenvalue of this Hessian
(because 6* € R~1{0}; in fact, this holds for any §* € R71{0}). Also, it implies that

o(wg, ~@1) . o(wg @) o' (wp, - x)z] . a’(w,’;mo ~x1)x]
rank . . . .
o(wi, ~@n) o o(wp - an) o' (Wi, - n)zy U’(w;gmo C )T
oWy x1) . 0(Wmy-x1) (W1 21)2] oo 0 (Wi - T1)TT
= rank :
oW1 xn) o O(Wmy - Tn) o (W1 -7y o O (Wi - )T
=n.

Therefore, {h;(6*)}"_ is a linearly independent set. By continuity of the h;’s, there is an open
neighborhood U of §* such that {h;(#)}}, is linearly independent for any § € U. This implies
that M := U N R~'{0} is the transverse intersection of n codimension-1 submanifolds of U:

(9 m) — f* () {0}, 1<i<n.
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Therefore, M has codimension n. On the other hand, when 0* € U N R~{0}, each h;(6*) is
an eigenvector for the only non-zero eigenvalue of Hess (g(6*, x;) — f*(x;))?. Since

Hess R(6*) = ZHGSS (9(0%, @) — f*(21))?
i=1

the linear independence of h;(6*)’s yields rank (HessR(é*)) = n. Tt follows that Hessy; R(6*)
is non-degenerate for each 6* € M. Thus, R is Morse-Bott at M = U N R~{0}.

First assume that n < r + (r — 1)d. Without loss of generality, we may let ¢, = ¢ for all
m — 1| <t < m; the general case can be reduced to this one by a rearrangement of indices.

Since r < m and r — ! < m and since the {x;}]" ; are separating inputs for wy, ..., W, {xi}]-,
are both separating inputs for wy, ..., w, and wy, ..., Wy_;.

Let 0* = (a},wy);, € Qp be such that
i) wy, = w,, for all 1 <t <m.

ii) For any 1 <t < m — [, there is some k; € {¢—1 + 1, ..., q:} with azt £ 0.

For simplicity of our computation below, we may also set k; =t when m — [ <t < m. Then
ay, 7 0 if and only if ¢ < m — [. Thus, by our hypothesis on the separating inputs, we have

olwf-z1) ... owl-x) alo(wi- a2l ... a0 (wk -x1)r]
rank : : : :
o(wl -xzy) ... o(wl-xn) alo(wi-an)r) al, o' (wk, - )Tt
o(wy -x1) ... o(w,-x1) a;:,la’(ﬁ)l xp)wt GZTU/(U% mp)zt
= rank :
o(wy - wy) . o(Wp-x) ag o' (w1 Tp) )k ay, o' (w - Tp)z)
o(wr-z1) ... o(wy-z1) aj o (o1 z1)2] ay 0 (Wr— - r1)r]
= rank :
o(wy-zn) ... o(Wr-my) af o (W01 xn)T, ag, 0" (W - ),
o(wy - x1) ... o(wp-x1) o(w-x)rl ... o (W 31)]
= rank : :
oWy - xp) .. o(Wp-xp) o (01 -xp)Tr . 0 (W Ty
=n.

Argue in the same way as we do in (a), we show that rank (HessR(0*)) = n. Also, note that
this is the largest possible rank of Hess R(6*) for 6* € Q. By continuity, 8* € Q) has an
(open) neighborhood U C R(*+D™ such that rank (HessR(6)) > n for all § € U. On the other
hand, the computation above shows that M := U N R~1{0} is the transverse intersection of n
submanifolds in R(#+1)™ whence a submanifold having codimension n. By the proof in (a),
it follows that for any 0* € M, HessMR(é*) is non-degenerate, namely, R is Morse-Bott at
Un R0}

Now assume that n > r+(m-+mgy—r)d. Following the proof of Corollary 3.4 with £ = Q* and
s' =r+ (m+mo—r)d, we can perturb z1, ..., zy arbitrarily small so that A« ¢ is contained
in a countable (possibly finite) union of analytic submanifolds My, Ma, ... of RE@+D™ yith
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codimension s’ = r + (m + mg — r)d. By Proposition 3.2 (c), Q' is an affine subspace of

codimension
(d+1)m —[(m —7)+ (r—mo)d] =r+ (m+my —r)d,

and each 0* € Q> has an open neighborhood V' such that VN Q% =V N @. Thus, for any
such V, V N Q% is a submanifold of codimension r + (m + mg — r)d. In other words, the zero
set of R|y, the restriction of R to V, is contained in a countable union of submanifolds of

codimension r + (m + mo — r)d. Now by Lemma 3.3 (c), we can find an open U C V such
that UN R™1{0} = U N Q% # 0.

(c) Because R is constant zero at UNQ%, R is Morse-Bott at UNQ% if and only if rank (HessR) =
codim(UNQ% ), which is also the largest possible rank of Hess R. We know that rank (HessR(6*)) <
r+ (r —l)d. Thus, if R is Morse-Bott at U N Q'p, we must have

r+ (r—1)d > codim(UNQp) =7+ (m+ mo — r)d,

which yields I < 2r —m —my. Since | > 2r —m — mg (recall Lemma 3.6) and obviously [ > 0,
we conclude that | = 2r —m —mg and r > (m+myp)/2. In other words, when r < (m+my)/2
or I > 2r — m — mg, we can never make R to be Morse-Bott at U N 5, no matter what
samples and what U we choose.

To prove the remaining part of (c), let » > (m + mg)/2 and let | = 2r — m — mp and
n>r+(m+mo—r)d=r+(r—1)d. By (b), there is some 0* = (a},w});", € @p such that
the separating inputs {:1:1}?;1, n' =r+ (r —1)d, satisfies

o(wi -z1) .. ol -x) alo(wi-x)2i .. alo'(wh, a2l
rank : : : :
o(wi-zp) . o(wl-m) afo’(wi-zy)zk, L ako (wh - ze)xl

=r+ (m+my—r)d.

Since R~1{0} is contained in the zero set of the function 6 Z?;l lg(0, ;) — f(x;)]?, we must

have
o(wi-z1) ... ol -x) alod(wi- )i ... a0 (wk - xi)r]
rank : :
o(wl-zn) ... owl -x,) alo(wi-xy)r) at, o (w, - xp)wk

=r+4+(r—0d=r+(m+mg—r)d.

Then, as in (b), there is an open neighborhood U of 6* such that U N R71{0} = U N Q> and
R is Morse-Bott at U N R~1{0}.

O

Remark 4.1. All the three parts of lemma 4.2 can be strengthened. First, the results in (a)
can be strengthened as: R restricted to some open U C R(@D™ containing Q* is Morse-Bott at
U N R7'{0}. This can be proved by simply taking the union of the neighborhoods we construct
for points in Q*. For (b) and (c), we note that U C RE@+)™ can be chosen so that U N Q7 is
a dense subset of Q. Indeed, the set of 0* € Q} such that ay, # 0 for some g1 < k < q
whenever ¢ < mg or ¢ — ¢—1 > 1 is dense in @, and each such point has a neighborhood
on which (b) and/or (c) hold (for this we call Q' separated/Morse-Bott a.e.). Therefore, we
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can simply let U be the union of these neighborhoods. Moreover, the results in (b) and (c) also
hold on @’ ., for any permutation 7. This is because the geometry of Q% is the same as that of Q’p.

Q5

e

RT{ONQ*

R™'{0}

Figure 7: Separation of branches in overparameterized regime. In the figure, the r and r’ are given.
As illustrated above, there is some open U C RHD™ with U N RH0}=Un Q;,, while this does
not hold for @%. Also note that when n > 7" + (m + mo —r')d, Q};/, we can only guarantee that it
is separated a.e. (e.g., not at points covered by the green disk).

Lemma 4.3 (separation of Q* — underparametrized case). Suppose that Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2
hold.

(a) For any N € N and any open O 2O QF, there is a finite collection of samples such that
B(0, N)N R~Y{0} is contained in O.

(b) For any collection of inputs {x;} , with n > (d + 1)m and any € > 0, we can perturb
each x; with no more than e-distance to obtain a collection of new inputs {x}}? ,, so that
R0} = Q*. In particular, for any 0 € RUTV™ and any n > (d+1)m, almost all separating

inputs {xi}"_, for @ make R71{0} = Q*.

Remark 4.2. Obviously, (a) follows from (b), but to demonstrate different techniques we use two
ways to prove them.

Proof. (a) Fix & € B(0,N) \ O, which is a compact subset of R(**D™  Since § ¢ Q*, the set
{r € R?: g(0,2) = f(z)} has Ag-measure zero. Thus, we can find some zy such that g(6, z) #
f(zp); it follows by continuity that g(& xg) # f(xg) on an open subset By of B(0,N). By
compactness, we can find 61,...,6, € B(0,N)\ O such that B(0,N)\ O C |J>, By,. Set
R=>5"119(0,9,) — f(zp,)%, then B(0, N) N R~'{0} is contained in O.

(b) Let E := R@+D™\ Q*  The function (8,z) — g(f,z) — f(z) satisfies: for any 0 € E,
xz +— g(0,x) — f(x) is not constant-zero. By Corollary 3.4, for almost all inputs {z}!
and R(0) = > |g(0,2}) — f*(«})|?, we have E N R71{0} = 0, or R71{0} = Q*. Given
Wi, ..., W, € RE the set of separating inputs for wy, ..., w,, is an open dense full-measure
subset of R whence its intersection with the inputs making R~1{0} = Q* is also a full-
measure subset of R¥™. In particular, this means when n > (d 4+ 1)m, almost all separating
inputs {z}"; makes R71{0} = Q*.

[
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The discussion above are all based on the assumption that we know exactly what the target
function is. In general, given samples {(x;, y;) }I=,, the target functions f* with f*(z;) = >}, ao(w-
x;) = y; for all ¢ may not be unique. Luckily, the following proposition shows that for a dense set
of separating inputs, the target function f* is uniquely determined. Thus, in general we only need
to deal with one fixed target function.

Proposition 4.1 (uniqueness of representation). Suppose that Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold. Given
n > (d+1)myg, for almost all separating inputs {x;}7_| for Wy, ..., Wy, 8 = (ag, W) 12, is the unique
global minimum of

n | mo 2

R@+Dmo 5 (ar, wr) 2y Z Z“W(wk ~wi) = [ (i)
i=1 k=1

Proof. Let {x;}?" , be separating inputs for wy, ..., Wy, using Lemma 4.2. Then use Lemma 4.3
to perturb the inputs {z;} arbitrarily small to obtain {«}} ; so that 6 becomes the unique global
minimum of this function. Arguing in the same way as in Lemma 4.3, almost all separating inputs
has this property. O

5 Dynamics of Gradient Flow Near Q*

Based on the geometry of Q* and functional properties of R which we characterized above, we
are now able to give the complete characterization of gradient flows near *. In this section, we
apply Lojasiewicz type inequalities to show the convergence of gradient flow near the critical points
of a real analytic function f. Then we discuss whether each point in (Vf)~1{0} is the limit of some
gradient flow of f. By Assumption 2.2 and/or our discussion in Section 4, all of them hold for
R. Based on these results and Lemma 4.2, we further characterize the convergence rate, limiting
direction, and generalization stability (whether g(lim;, o~ Y(t),-) is stable under perturbation of
limy— 4o Y(t), see also Definition 5.1) of gradient flow near @Q*. Thus we prove Theorem 2.2, with
a detailed understanding of the behavior of training dynamics near R~{0}.

5.1 Limiting Set of Gradient Flow

The following theorems are summarized from [7] and [1], which show that for an analytic
function, any gradient flow near a local minimum converges.

Theorem 5.1 (Theorem 1 of [7]). Let f : RUTV™ R be a real analytic function. For any critical
point p of f, there is a neighborhood U of p and constants C' > 0, p € [1/2,1) such that

V(@) = Clf(q) — fp)I" (11)

forany q e U.

Theorem 5.2 (rephrased from Theorem 2.2 in [1]). Let f : REHD™ 5 R be a real analytic function.
Suppose that p is a local minimum of f. Then p has a neighborhood U such that any non-constant
gradient flow with initial value xg € U converges. Moreover, any such gradient flow converges with
some rate 0 < B < 1 depending only on p. Namely, the curve length

U(y[t, +00)) = O(If(+()) = f(0)I”) (12)

as t — +oo, where l(y[t,+00)) is the curve length of Y[t,+00).
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Proof. By Theorem 2.2 in [1], there is some open U C RE+HD™ around p such that for any gradient
flow v : [0, +00) — READ™ with any (0) = 29 € U, v converges and satisfies: there are some
¢, B > 0 such that for any 0 < t1 < t9 < 400,

/2wanﬁchwun»—ﬂmw.

t1

Taking t» — +oo, the monotonic convergence theorem gives 1(y[t, +00)) < ¢|f(v(t1) — f(p)|?, as
desired.
O

Thus, if f is non-negative and f_l{()} is non-empty, then there is some open U C R(d+1)m

such that any gradient flow with initial value xg € U converges. We then show the converse of the
previous result, i.e., if f is analytic near IV, then any point in IV is the limit of a gradient flow, i.e.,
the limiting set of gradient flow contains N.

Proposition 5.1 (converse of Theorem 5.2). Let f : REFD™ [0, +00) be continuously differen-
tiable. Suppose that each point * € f~1{0} has a neighborhood U satisfying

(a) For any p € U, the gradient flow starting at p, v, converges to a point in f~{0},

(b) There are some C,a > 0 such that for any p € U, the curve length of ~y, is bounded above by
Cdist (p, f~1{0})“.

Then for any x* € f~1{0}, there is a non-constant gradient flow converging to x* as t — +oo. In
particular, we result holds when f is analytic.

Proof. By hypothesis, there is a sequence {x}"};";l and a sequence of non-constant gradient flow
{75132, such that limy o 7;(t) = 2 € f7H{0} and lim;_o0 r;=a"€ f~1{0} (this can be proved
in the same way as we do in the remark above). Choose a compact neighborhood V' C U of z*
(so V. C U). For each j, there is a largest t; € R such that p; := v,(t;) € OV N~;. Since IV is
compact, the sequence {p;}72 has an accumulation point p in V. Moreover, hypothesis (b) implies
that p ¢ f~'{0}. Since p € U, the gradient flow ~, : [0, +00) — REFI™ converges to a point in
f~1{0} and its curve length is bounded by Cdist (p, f_l{()})a.

Let [; be the curve length of v;[t;, +00) and [ be the curve length of ~,. For each j € N, define
uj : [0, +00) — REHD™ by

u;(0) = pj;
o Vf(u(t) )
WO =Ty O
u;(t) = uj(ly), t>1;
Similarly, define u : [0, 4-00) — R(@+D™ by
u(0) = p;
oy Vi(u(®)) .
u(t)_—m, 0<t<l;
u(t) = u(l), t>1.

Note that the u;’s and u are exactly the trajectories of their corresponding gradient flows.
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Fix € > 0. Choose any k € N with |p — pg| < . There is some T > 0 such that for any ¢ > T,
we have dist (u;(t), f~1{0}) < e¥/* an dist (u(t), f71{0}) < /% Then the Grownwall’s inequality
and hypothesis (b) yield

SEIJPOO U(S) B sggpoo uk(s)

<[ Tim u(s) = u(®)] + [u(t) = ur(O)] + |ur(t) — el

s—+00

< Odist (u(t), F7H{0})” + exp(t)e + Cdist (ug(t), F71{0})"
< (2C + exp(t))e.

Since {p} U {p;}32, is a subset of the bounded 9V, it follows that sup{l,l1,l2,..} < +oo0. In
particular, there is some 7" > 0 such that the u;’s and w are all constant on 7. Thus, we actually
have

lim wu(s) — lim wug(s)| < (2C + exp(T"))e.

s——+00 s——+00

Letting e — 0, we see that lims_, o u(s) = limy_,oc #} = 2*, which means u, and thus ~,, converges
to x*. This shows the first part of the proposition.

Now suppose that f is analytic. Let 2* € f~!'{0}. By Theorem 5.2. there is a bounded
neighborhood U of z* and some 3 > 0 such that for any p € U, v, converges at rate 8. Since U is
bounded and f is smooth, f is Lipschitz on U, so there is some L > 0 with | f(z1)— f(22)| < L|z1 — 22
for any 21,29 € U. It follows that the curve length [(7,) of any such v, can be estimated by

1(v) < ClfW)I° < C|f(p) —0]° < CLP|p —q|”,

where C' > 0 is some constant, and ¢ € f~'{0} is any point satisfying |p — q| = dist (p, f_l{O})
(q exists because f~1{0} closed). This shows f satisfies the hypotheses and the desired result
follows. O

We now apply the results above to our loss function R. By Lemma 4.1, R is analytic whenever
o is a generic activation, whence Theorems 5.1, 5.2 and Proposition 5.1 hold for R.

5.2 Convergence Rate and Limiting Direction of gradient flow

In this part we investigate the convergence rate and limiting direction of a gradient flow near
any (fixed) @, for r € {mo, ..., m}, given that Q% is separated. As we shall see, the behavior of
gradient flows depends largely on r and partition P.

Let’s begin with two general lemmas. Consider a dynamical system of the form

w(t) = f(x(t),y(t), 2(t));
y(t) = H(z())y(t) + g(z(t), y(t), 2(1)); (13)
2(t) = m(x(t),y(t), 2(1)),
where (7,y,2) € R® x R®* x RP and f, g, H,m are C? functions, and there is an open U, C RP such
that for any z € U,, we have i) H(z) is negative definite, ii) f(0,0,z) = g(0,0, z) = m(0,0, z) = 0,
and iii) when z,y — 0 the maps f, g, m can be estimated as
fl@,y,2) = O(|z* + |y[*);
g(z.y,2) = O(|z* + |y *);
m(z,y,2) = O(|z[> + |y|).
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Specifically, when ¢ = 0, we identify the space R® x R® x R? with R® x R?, so that the system (13)
becomes
y(t) = H(z()y(t) + g(y(t), z(2));
Z(t) = m(y(t), 2(1)).
Moreover, for each z € U,, We also consider the following simplified system
o(t) = f(x(t),y(t), 2);
y(t) = H(2)y(t) + g(x(t),y(t), 2).

Lemma 5.1. Consider the system (13). Let v = (x,y,2) : [0, +00) — Rt be a solution curve
to (13) that converges to some (0,0,z*) € RETSH with 2* € U,,.

(a) If c = 0 then |z(t) — z*| = O(|y(t)|?) as t — +oo.

(14)

(b) If ¢ >0 and lim,_, | o ;420 % < +oo, then |y(t)| = O(|z(t)|?) as t — +o0.

Proof.  (a) Since y(t) = H(2(t))y(t) + O(ly(t)|*) when ¢ = 0, for each 1 < j < s, |y;(¢)| decreases

to 0 at exponential rate. Thus, there is some T > 0 such that for any { > ¢ > T and for any

1< j < s, we have |y;(t)] < 1, [;(8)] > % |y;(#)], and

Dily;(5)|e ™70 < Jy;(Q)] < Dafy;(t)|e#2(~"

for some D1, D2 > 0,1, u2 > 0 depending only on T'. These assumptions imply that y; is
decreasing and y; = 0 or the sign of y; does not change on (7', 400). Thus, for any ¢ > T,

o0

/tooyf(C)dC <> yik)

k=|t]

e}

> k)

k=|t)

2
< f ( /m yj<c>dc> - §y§<LtJ>,

where |t| denotes the largest integer smaller than ¢. But then
;)] = Dily;([t])|e 1D > Dy fy; (1) |e ™.

This means there is some C; > 0 with yJQ(LtJ) < ij?(t) whenever ¢t > T'. Since m(z,y,2) =
O(ly|?) for z € Uy, there is some C, > 0 with |[2(t)| < C.|y(t)|? for t > T. It follows that
when t > T,

IN

2(t) — =] < /t FOlAC< .Y /t y2(O)dC
j=1
4
<C, Z chyf(t)
j=1"1J
S 4 2
<[>0 | ok,
j=1 "

which shows that |z(t) — 2*| = O(|y(t)|? as t — +o0.
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(b) Without loss of generality, assume that H(z*) is diagonal, and its eigenvalues are Ai, ..., Ag;
denote A := & maxj<j<s \;. Let Cy > 0 be a constant such that |g(z,y, 2)| < Cy(|z[> + |y|?).
Consider the quotient

2
y(t
o 1)

BRECR
for ¢ € [0, +00) such that z(t) # 0. Suppose that (b) does not hold, then limy_, ;o 4()20 Q(t) =
+o00. By hypothesis, lim; | )20 Q(t) < 400, so by continuity of ) we can find a kg > 0

and a sequence {t,}°%, — +oo such that [\ko| > 20, and |y(t,)| = kolz(t,)%, Q(tn) > 0
for each n € N. We will show that this gives a contradiction. A straightforward computation

yields
O(f) = 235y ) AP 5 = (0)5()
|=(t)]* |z(£)[°
when z(t) # 0. As t, — +o00, both z(t,), y(tn) — 0 by hypothesis, thus for sufficiently large
tn, we have |y(t,)| < |z(tn,)| and [(H(2(t))y(t));] > %\yj(t)\ for all j € {1,...,s}. Then for
such ¢,

D yitn)gs(tn) = (y(ta), H(z(0)y(tn)) + (y(ta), 9((tn), y(tn), 2(t)))
j=1

< My(tn) P + [y(ta)|Cy (2 () P + [y (tn) %)
< Ny (tn)[? + 2Cyly(tn) ||z (tn)[?
< ko(Mko + 2C,) |z (tn)|*.

Since A < 0, by our assumption we have ko(Ako+2Cy) < 0. On the other hand, for any n € N,

ly(ta)[? iﬂﬁj(tn)ij(tn) < kgla(tn)[*a(tn)ll(t)]
j=1

< kgl (ta) Pm(@(tn), y(tn), 2(tn))
= O(Jz(ta)[").

Therefore,

Q(tn) < 2ko(Ako + 2Cy) — O(Jz(tn)])

from which we can see that if N € N is chosen so that for any n > N, O(|z(t,)]) < ko(—Mko —
2C,), we would have Q(t,) < ko(Mko+2C,) < 0, contradicting our assumption that Q(t,) > 0
for each n.

O

Remark 5.1. When ¢ > 0, we do not know much about the relationship between |z(t) — z*| and
|z(t)|. The best estimate we know is, as t — 400,

|4ﬂ—z%s[mz@wwsclmumaﬁ+wwwwm
< /too |z(s)|?ds

for some ¢ > 0 depending on m, and any C’ > C.
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Then we focus on systems with ¢ > 0. Note that when ¢ = 0, |y(t)| = O(e?*) for some 3 > 0;
this is just similar to the Morse-Bott case.

Lemma 5.2. Consider the systems (13) and (14) with ¢ > 0. Suppose that for each z € Uy, (0,0, z)
is an asymptotically stable equilibrium of (14). Let v = (x,y,2) : [0,+00) — RTSTP be a solution
curve to (13) that converges to some (0,0,2*) € RET5TP with z* € U,. Then there is some > 0
such that |y(t)| = O(Jx(t)|? + e P*) as t — +o00. Moreover, B can be made as close to the largest
negative eigenvalue of H as possible.

Proof. Given z € Uy, let h, be the center manifold of the equation (14). In this way we obtain
a family of center manifolds {h, : z € U,}. Since limy—, o y(t) = (0,0, 2*) and since z* € U,
there is some 7' > 0 such that for any ¢t > T, h,((x(t)) exists. Define a map § : [T, +o0) — R?,

5(t) = y(t) — hay(2(1)). Clearly,
5(t) = H(=()y(t) + gla(t), y(t), 2(8)) — Dhgy(@(0) f((t), y(t), 2(2).

Since h ) is a center manifold for equation (14) with z = z(t), we have

H(2(t) 1y (x(t) + g(z(t),y(t), 2(t)) = Dh,y(2(t)) f(x(t),y(t), 2()).
Since y(t), h.(z(t)) — 0 as ¢t — +oo; this, together with f(z,y,2(t)) = O(|z|? + |y|?) and
9(x,y,2(t)) = O(lz[* + [y|?), yields
9(x(t), y(1), 2(t)) — g(x(t), ho)(x(1)), 2(1))
= Dh iy (x(0)[f (@), hawy (2(2)), 2(2) — f(2(t),y(2), 2())] = o(|6()])-

Therefore,

o(t) = H(=(£)(t) + [g(x(t), y (1), 2(t)) — g(x(t), hagry (x(1)), 2(t)]
= Dhyy (x(0))f (2(2), hagey (2(2)), 2(8)) = F (), y(t), 2(1))]
= H(=(t ))5( ) +o([6(2)])-
Since each H(z(t)) is negative definite and lim;_, 1 2(t) = 2*, the continuity of H implies that 6 (¢)
decreases at exponential rate; in particular, there are C, 3 > 0 such that |§(t)| < Cre™ .

Then we show that 8 can be made as close to the largest negative eigenvalue of H as possible.
For each z € U, the curve (z(t), h.(x(t)), z) is just the solution to the system

£(t) = f(z(1),y(1), 2(1));
y(t) = H(2(1)y(t) + g(z(t), y(1), 2(1)); (15)
A(t) = 0,

with an initial value (z(0), h;(x(0)), z). Thus, by the smooth dependence of an autonomous system
on initial value, we see that h(z,z) := h,(x) is twice continuously differentiable in both x and z.
Intuitively, this family of center manifolds deform smoothly.

Since f(z,y,2) = O(|z|*> + |y|?) and g(z,y,2) = O(|z|? + |y|?) for each fixed z € U,, if ¢; =
>k QigkTizk and ¢ = (Y1, .y 05) T, we have ¥(x) = O(|z|?) and Dy (z) = O(|z|), whence

= O(|z))O(|2* + O(Jz|")) = O(|z|*) + O(jz|* + O(|z|*))
= O(|z]*).
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Thus, the approximation theory of center manifold (see e.g., Section 2.5 of [3]) implies that h,(x) =
O(]z)?). In particular, since h is smooth in both x and z, there is some Cy > 0 such that for any =
close to 0 and z close to 2%, |h,(x)| < Co|z|?. Tt follows that for ¢ large,

()] < |hagy (2(8))] + Cre " < Cala(t)|* + Cre P (16)

Let A be the largest eigenvalue of H (z*). Fix € > 0. In the proof above we have shown that
O(t) = H(2(t))d(t) + o(|o(t)]) and 6(t) — 0, 2(t) — z* as t — 4o00. Thus, there is some 7" > 0 such
that for any t > T, (H(z(t))d(t),d(t)) > (=X —¢€)|0(¢)| and the o(|6(t)]) < €]d(t)|. It follows that

[6(8)] = [[HO(t)] —elo ()] = (=X = 2¢)[8(¢)],
and thus §(t) = O(eP29)) as t — 4o0. O

Remark 5.2. Obscrve that if |z(t)] > Q(e~2%) for some p > —A, then |y(t)] = O(|z(t)]?) as
t — +o0. In general, we may not expect that the trajectory of v is “biased” towards h. () in the
sense that |y(t)| = O(|z(t)|?) as t — 400, but if the tail length

- /t°° VIEG)E + [9(s)2ds = Q(eHh)
O]
Cla

for some p < —\, we have |y(t)| =
B > u. We have |2(s)|> + [9(s)]? <

De M < 1, (7) / VClx(s)|? + VO P4ds
<\/>/ s)|ds + —— 5 —pt

for some constants C,C’,D > 0. Thus, there is a sequence {t,}>°, diverging to co and some

D" > 0 such that for any n € N, |z(¢ )] > D'e~2'. Using |y(t)] = O(|z(t)]> + e~ '), we have

lmy, o 200 % < +o00. By Lemma 5.1, this implies |y(¢)| = O(|z(t)|?), as desired.

x(t)|?). To see this, choose any 8 > 0 as in Lemma 5.2 with
(5)[* + C'e~2P% and thus

Figure 8: Limiting direction of the solution curve (blue curve) of system (13) with ¢ > 0. Viewed
from zy-plane, this curve is “biased towards” y-direction, which is non-degenerate.
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Let 6 € R@D™  consider Hess R(0). Let Vs C RE@+D™ he the largest subspace such that for
any v € Vi \ {0}, (v, Hess R(0)v) # 0. Let V,, C (Vi)* be the largest subspace such that R|g,y, is
locally constant near 6. Let V. = (V; + V,)*. Define linear operators on R(@+1m:

i) ms be the orthogonal projection onto V.
ii) 7. be the orthogonal projection onto V..

iii) m, be the orthogonal projection onto V.

d+1)m d+1)m

Finally, given the decomposition R( = V.®V;®V, as above, we write any element 0 € R(
as 0 := (z,y, 2), i.e., v = m(0),y = ms(0) and z = m,(0).
Example. Suppose that R(z,y,z) = 22 + y* + 0z. Then

2 0 0
Hess R(z,y,2) = [0 122 0
0O 0 0

Thus, for Hess R(0,0,0), Vs, Ve, V, are the x-axis, y-axis and z-axis of R.

We are now ready to apply the lemmas above to the training dynamics of R. First we investigate
the properties of the gradient flows near R~1{0}, especially when it is near Q*. Recall that Q* =
Ur,. o (U P Q}m), whence by an appropriate coordinate transformation the gradient flow near
some . becomes system (13). Since Q’];Jr has the same geometry as Q)», we will only prove the

cases for ()’p’s; the results then apply to Q’”P’7T for all permutation 7’s on {1,...,m}.

Theorem 5.3 (Local properties of gradient flow). For 0* € R=1{0}, let v denote any gradient flow
converging to 0*. Let mg, 7., m, be defined as above. Given mo < r < m and n separating inputs of
R. The following results hold.

(a) Suppose that n > m + (m + mo — r)d and 2™ < r < m. If P has deficient number
I =2r —m — myg, then for almost all 8* € Q', v converges to 6* at linear rate and satisfies
|Tp(v(t) — 0%)| = O(|ms(y(t) — 0%)|) as t — +oo. When n < (d+ 1)my, the same result holds
for any 0* € R=1{0} sufficiently close to Q*.

b) Suppose thatn > m+ (m+mg—r)d. If mg < r < mEMo o the deficient number | of P
2
satisfies I < 2r — m — mg, then for almost all 0* € Q%, if

10)(®) = [ Vim0 Q) = 0+ () — )P = e )
t
for some u greater than the largest negative eigenvalue of Hess R(6*), then |ms(v(t) — 0%)| =
O(|me(y(t) — 0%)]?) as t — +oo.
(¢) In particular, (a) holds for all 0* € QB and (b) holds for all 6* € Q'°.

Proof.  (a) First assume that n > m+ (m+mg—r)d and ™2™ < r < m. For almost all §* € Q%
we have
s = rank (Hess R(0*)) = codim Q.
Fix any such 6*. Find some U > 6* open, such that for any 6* € U N Q> we have
rank Hess R(0*) = rank (Hess R(0*)). Let 7 : U — R® x R(+T)m=s he a (smooth) coordi-
nate transformation such that 7(U N Q%) C {0} x RP, where p = (d + 1)m — s, and let
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(0,2*) := 7(0*), where 0 € R® and z* € RP. In this way we obtain the system (13) with ¢ =0
and U, = 7(U). By Remark 5.1, 7(y(t)) = (y(t), 2(t)) converges to (0, z*) at linear rate and
by Lemma 5.1 (a), |2(t) — z*| = O(|y(t)|?). By transforming back to the original coordinate
system, we see that (t) converges at linear rate and |m,(y(t) — 6*)| = O(|ms(y(t) — 0%)|).
Now assume that n < (d+1)mg. By Lemma 4.2 (a), there is some open U C R(#+1)™ such that
Q* CUN R0} and R is Morse-Bott at U N R~'{0}. In particular this means by applying
a coordinate transformation we obtain the system (13) with ¢ = 0. Arguing in the same way
as above, we can see that v(t) — 6* at linear rate and |m,(v(t) — 6*)| = O(|ms(7(t) — 6%)|), as
t — 4o00.

Let s be the maximum of rank (Hess R(0*)) for §* € Q. By Lemma 4.2, for almost all
0* € Qp we have rank (Hess R(6*)) = s. Fix any such *. Find some U > 6* open, such that

for any 0* € U N Q',, rank (Hess R(é*)) = 5. Since r < Z2E™ by Lemma 4.2 5 < codim Q'
so ¢ := codim Qb — s > 0. Also define p := dim Q.

At each §* € Q% there is a coordinate transformation 5 2 UN 0* + (Qp)') = R® x R,
parametrized smoothly by 6*, such that

i) (U N (0" +V4)) = 7(6%) + {0} x R®, where Vs C R(@1D™ s the largest subspace such
that for any v € Vi \ {0}, (v, Hess R(6*)v) # 0.

ii) 7(UN(0* + Vo)) = 7(6") + R® x R®, where V. = (V; + Q%)+
Since the eigenvectors of Hess R(#) depends smoothly on 6, these 7;.’s can be combined into
an embedding 7 : U — R¢ x R® x RP. In this way we obtain system (13) with Up = 7(U). By

Lemma 5.1 (b) and Remark 5.2, we thus have |y(t)| = O(|z(¢)|?). Now apply 7! :ranT — U
to see that |ms(y(t) — 0%)] = O(|me(y(t) — 0%)]?).

When r € {mg, m} and n > r 4+ (m + mo — r)d, the rank of Hess R is constant on Q.
O

Since R is continuous, lim; 4o R(7(t)) exists for any gradient flow ~ sufficiently close to

R1{0}. We then investigate the convergence rates of R(7y). In particular, we show that even

if ~

does not converge at linear rate, R(7y) decreases to 0 much more quickly compared to the

convergence of +.

Corollary 5.1 (local properties of loss). With the notations in Theorem 5.3, given mg < r < m
and n separating inputs of R. The following results hold.

(a) Suppose that n > m + (m + mg — r)d and 2™ < r < m and P has deficient number

l =2r —m —mg. For almost all * € Q, we have R(y(t)) — R(0*) = 0 at linear rate as
t — 4o00. When n < (d+ 1)myg, the same result holds for any 6* € R~*{0} sufficiently close

to Q*.

(b) Suppose mo < 1 < % and the deficient number | of P satisfies | < 2r — m — mg. For

almost all 0* € Q, there is some B > 0 such that R(y(t)) = O(|y(t) — 0*|* + e Pt) for all
sufficiently large t.

Proof.
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(a)

Since R is analytic, it is in particular locally Lipschitz, so for any bounded open U C R(d+1)m

containing #*, there is a constant ¢ > 0 with
R(0) = |R(0) — R(0")| < c|0 — 07|.

By Theorem 5.3, for almost all §* € Q% we have |y(t) — 6*| < e™P! for some ¢, 3 > 0.
Therefore,
R(y(t)) < ely(t) — 67| < ecle

In other words, R(y(t)) — 0 at linear rate as t — +o0.

Now assume that n < (d + 1)mg. Then there is some open U C RE@+TD™ such that Q* C
U N R0} and R is Morse-Bott at U N R~*{0}. Thus, for any 6* € U N R~1{0} we can
apply Theorem 5.3 and argue in the same way as above to deduce that R((t)) — 0 at linear
rate as t — +o00.

By Theorem 5.3 (b), we actually have for almost all 8* € Q%, |7s(y(t) — 6%)| = O(|mc(y(t) —
0*)|? + e #) as t — +oo. for some p > 0. Using the Talyor expansion of R near §*, we can
write

R(0) = R(6") + (VR(0%),0 — 0%)
%(HessR(G*)(@—@*),G—G*)+O(|0—9*|3).

Since R is analytic and R > 0, we can further write and simplify it as

=
VS
>
=

<HessR(9*)(0 —60%),0 —0") +0(16 — 6* |

(Hess R(6*)m(6 — 0%),m5(0 — 0%)) + O(|6 — %)

IN
M\H[\D\HM\

[Hess R(07)|| |s(6 — 67)]* + O(16 — 0" [*).

Since limy_, 1 o y(t) = 6%, it follows that for sufficiently large ¢ we have

R(y(t)) < % [Hess R(67) || [ms(4(t) — 07)* + Oy (t) — )
% [Hess R(07)[| O((Ime(v(t) — 07)]* + e7)?) + O(In(t) — 07[*)

= 5 [Hess R(07)[ O((Iy(t) — 0> + e™*)%) + O(Iy(t) — 0*[)
=O(h(t) —¢"|* + ),

where § > 0 is some constant depending on p. This proves the desired result.

For clarity, we summarize the results of Theorem 5.3 and Corollary 5.1 in the table below.
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Sample size '» . condition | Convergence of GF | Convergence of Loss
> (d+1)mg arbitrary Q'p . Linear rate Linear rate

r > % an7d
>r+(m+mog—r)d | l=2r—m—mg
r< MM op
l#£2r—m—myg

Linear rate Linear rate

May not be linear rate | R(y) = O(|y — 6*|* + e=5%)

Table 1: Convergence rates of gradient flows and loss near Qs ., for given mg < r < m, a partition
P with deficient number [ and a permutation m. In the tablé, “GF” refers to gradient flow. The
third column focuses on the convergence rate of gradient flow (near Q%) and the last column
indicates convergence of loss under gradient flow 7

, 1.e., convergence of R(vy(t)) for a gradient flow .

5.3 Local Recovery by Gradient Flow

We end this section with a discussion about whether the points in Q* are stable under pertur-
bation, i.e., by slightly perturbing a 8* € Q* to some 6y, do we have lim;_, 7y, (t) € Q*? To study
this problem, we first define “recovery stability” below which works for a more general case.

Definition 5.1 (recovery stability). Let 0* € READ™ - We say 6* is recovery stable if there is some
§ > 0 such that for any 6y € B(0*,0), the gradient flow g, : [0, +00) — REFTV™ with initial value
Oy converges and satisfies

o0°,5) = g im0 (0).)

“+oo

for all x € RY. If this is not true, we say 0* is recovery unstable. Given a subset E C Rld+Dm |
is called recovery stable if every 0% € E is recovery stable; otherwise, we say E is recovery unstable.

The following result is an immediate corollary of Theorem 5.3, Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.3. It
fully explains when a point in Q* is recovery (un)stable.

Theorem 5.4 (recovery stability). Given mg < r < m, partition P and permutation © and sep-
arating inputs {x;}_;. Then no point in Q. is recovery stable when n < r + (r —1)d (1 is the
deficient number of P), and almost all points in Q}m are recovery stable when n > r+(m-+mo—r)d.
Moreover, all points in Q* are recovery stable when n > (d + 1)m, i.e., Q* is recovery stable.

Proof. The desired result follows from the observation that a point 8* € QQ* is recovery stable if and
only if it has a neighborhood U C RU+1D™ with U N R-1{0} = U N Q*.

So fix any 0* € Q*. First assume that this is not true, there is a sequence {01°_; in R=1{0}\Q*
converging to 6%, whence by perturbing 6 to any 0},, the gradient flow vy« starting at 60; clearly
satisfies

: % -1 *
Jim 59, (t) = 0, € RT{0}\ Q™.

Conversely, if such a U exists, we can shrink it if necessary, so that for any 6y € U, 7, satisfies
li t *.
Jim e, (t) € @

Since any two point in Q* represent the same model f*, we clearly have

9(0",x) = f*(a) = g(im g, (t), )
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for all z € R?. Therefore, * is recovery stable.

O]

Below we use Theorem 5.4 to illustrate when the points in each branch Q" of Q* become
recovery stable as sample size increases.

Sample size/Branches | Q™ | ... | Q" | ... | Q™
< (d+ 1)myg X X X
> m + mod v
>r+4+(m+mo—r)d v | v
> mg +md v e |V e |V
> (d+1)m v

Table 2: How sample size determines the recovery stability of points in branches of Q*. The left-most
column lists the important sample size thresholds. As shown in the table, when n < (d + 1)myg, no
point in Q* is recovery stable. For any r € {my, ..., m}, when the sample size n > r+ (m+mo—r)d,
in each of the branches Q",Q"*!,...,Q™ almost all points are recovery stable. Moreover, when
n > (d+ 1)m, i.e., when we are in underparameterized regime, any point in Q* is recovery stable.

6 Conclusion and Discussion

In this paper, we propose the local recovery problem for neural networks, and solve it under
the two-layer neural network setting. Specifically, we investigate (a) the structure of loss landscape
of two-layer NNs near global minima, (b) determine the relationship between separation of perfect
global minima and sample size, and (c) characterize the gradient flows around it. Our work uncovers
some mysteries of the generalization property of two-layer neural networks at overparameterization.
Meanwhile, we introduce and develop novel tools for analyzing more general neural networks (and
other machine learning models) in the future.
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