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Abstract. Architecture plays an important role in deciding the per-
formance of deep neural networks. However, the search for the optimal
architecture is often hindered by the vast search space, making it a time-
intensive process. Recently, a novel approach known as training-free neu-
ral architecture search (NAS) has emerged, aiming to discover the ideal
architecture without necessitating extensive training. Training-free NAS
leverages various indicators for architecture selection, including metrics
such as the count of linear regions, the density of per-sample losses, and
the stability of the finite-width Neural Tangent Kernel (NTK) matrix.
Despite the competitive empirical performance of current training-free
NAS techniques, they suffer from certain limitations, including incon-
sistent performance and a lack of deep understanding. In this paper, we
introduce GradAlign, a simple yet effective method designed for inferring
model performance without the need for training. At its core, GradAlign
quantifies the extent of conflicts within per-sample gradients during ini-
tialization, as substantial conflicts hinder model convergence and ulti-
mately result in worse performance. We evaluate GradAlign against es-
tablished training-free NAS methods using standard NAS benchmarks,
showing a better overall performance. Moreover, we show that the widely
adopted metric of linear region count may not suffice as a dependable
criterion for selecting network architectures during at initialization.

Keywords: Neural Architecture Search · Deep Learning Theory, Neural
Architectures

1 Introduction
One of the crucial elements that contribute to the effectiveness of deep neural
networks (DNNs) is the careful design of their architectures. For instance, the
ResNet architecture, as proposed in [20], utilizes skip-connections to train ex-
tremely deep neural networks. On the other hand, the U-Net architecture, as
proposed in [41], features a unique design that incorporates both a contract-
ing path and a symmetrical expanding path for biomedical image segmentation.
However, the cost of designing such architectures is significant, as it typically ne-
cessitates hundreds or even thousands of GPU hours to create a high-performing
network architecture.

ar
X

iv
:2

41
1.

19
81

9v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 2

9 
N

ov
 2

02
4



2 Y. Li et al.

Recently, Neural Architecture Search (NAS) [17, 26, 30, 39, 45, 51, 52, 58] has
emerged as an effective solution for reducing human effort in the design of net-
work architectures. The primary objective of NAS is to efficiently identify opti-
mal network structures by assessing the performance of various models using a
validation set. Various NAS methods have been proposed to improve the target
architecture performance and reduce search time [17,26,51]. Yet, it is still a time-
costly process to find the best architecture given the large search space [39,58].

Rather than relying on a trial-and-error process to validate the performance
of an architecture, training-free NAS [33] has recently been proposed as an ef-
fective means of identifying the optimal architecture at the initialization stage
of the network. The key insight behind this approach is that a random network
at initialization can already provide indications of its potential performance on
the target task. There are several ways to score networks at initialization. For
instance, NASWOT [33] leverages the diversity of activation patterns to rank dif-
ferent network architectures based on their ability to produce a higher number of
linear regions, while TE-NAS [11] evaluates model performance by assessing the
network’s expressivity (based on the number of activation patterns for a given
dataset) and trainability (based on the condition number of the finite-width NTK
matrix [22]). More recently, GradSign [56] was introduced as a method to select
the optimal architecture by leveraging the density of sample-wise loss minima.
This method assumes that the denser the sample-wise loss minima, the lower
the global minimum for all samples. Despite the remarkable success of training-
free NAS and its ability to achieve comparable results with training-based NAS
methods, these approaches still encounter challenges such as inconsistent perfor-
mance improvements and a lack of deeper understanding [50].

In this paper, we propose GradAlign, a simple yet effective approach for
inferring model performance at initialization. A useful insight in existing deep
learning literature shows that it is difficult to achieve competitive performance
with a network that is harder to optimize [53]. In TE-NAS [11], the NTK ma-
trix is leveraged to quantify the optimization complexity of neural networks.
Nonetheless, it is important to note that the applicability of NTK theory is only
valid for infinitely wide neural networks, indicating that its utility in charac-
terizing the behavior of finite neural architectures may not be reliable [24, 42].
Motivated by the common practice of training neural networks through gradient-
based optimization techniques, we aim to understand conditions under which a
network becomes more amenable to optimization, thereby facilitating faster con-
vergence. In particular, we decompose the loss computed by the network into
per-example basis and evaluate the gradient for each example separately. We
theoretically show that if there is a high interference between per-sample gradi-
ents, then the network can converge slower. GradAlign employs two strategies
to quantify such interference: one involves aligning per-sample gradients with
the average gradients, while the other entails computing the determinant of the
gram matrix derived from the per-sample gradients. We conduct a compara-
tive analysis between GradAlign and established training-free NAS techniques
using widely recognized NAS benchmarks, namely NAS201 [14], NAS101 [54],
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Methodology Inputs Labels Gradients

Number of Linear Regions [11,33] ✓ ✗ ✗

Density of Sample-wise Losses [56] ✓ ✓ ✓

Stability of NTK Matrix [11] ✓ ✗ ✓

Gaussian Complexity of Linear Function [28] ✗ ✗ ✓

Saliency-based Approaches*[1] ✓ ✓ ✓

Correlation of Activations [33] ✓ ✗ ✓

Local Model Convergence (Ours) ✓ ✓ ✓

* synflow [46] needs no data to compute score.
Table 1: A summary of existing training-free NAS methods and their dependency on
the dataset.

and NDS [38]. The results show that GradAlign generally outperforms existing
training-free NAS methods.
Contributions.
– We theoretically show that conflicting per-sample gradients can be lead to

slower model convergence. Leveraging this insight, we introduce a novel ap-
proach named GradAlign for training-free model performance inference.

– GradAlign is efficient to compute and effective for training-free inference of
model performance at initialization. Through extensive experimentation on
widely recognized NAS benchmarks, our results demonstrate that GradAlign
generally surpasses the performance of existing training-free NAS methods.

– We finally investigate whether the number of linear regions [18, 34, 43, 55]
can be served as a strong indicator for model performance inference, which
is the most commonly used metric in training-free NAS [11,33]. Our findings
indicate that solely counting the number of linear regions may not be a
reliable means of evaluating the network at initialization.

2 Related Works

Neural Architecture Search. The objective of Neural Architecture Search
(NAS) is to effectively discover efficient neural network architectures [30,45,58].
However, the early NAS approaches [29, 45, 57, 58] that were based on rein-
forcement learning still require high computational costs. To reduce the compu-
tational burden, recent work has focused on accelerating the search. This has
resulted in a large number of gradient descent-based algorithms [9, 15, 30] and
one-shot-based algorithms [12,17,37,44]. Some research is also directed towards
finding NAS algorithms that do not require training to further reduce the com-
putation. NASWOT [33] is the first proposed algorithm that evaluates candidate
architectures by the number of linear regions, while TE-NAS [11] builds on this
by incorporating the number of linear regions and NTK to score the network.
GradSign [56] is another fast, no-training algorithm that only requires the gradi-
ents of a network evaluated at a random initialization state. Zen-NAS [28] is an
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advanced zero-shot approach to scoring network architectures. It is computed in
a data-agnostic way and requires only knowledge of the input shapes of the net-
work architecture for model ranking. Zero-Cost [1], on the other hand, provides a
set of zero-cost proxies, including Grad Norm, snip [25], grasp [49], synflow [46],
fisher [48] and jacob_cov [33]. These zero-cost proxies predict the accuracy of
network architectures using only a minibatch of training data.
Deep Learning Theory. There is a long history of investigating the theoretical
properties of neural networks [3, 6, 13]. Previous works on neural network have
relied on various complexity measures such as norms [35, 36], margins [3, 7, 35],
VC-dimension [3,19], and fat-shattering bounds [3] to bound the generalization
of neural networks. In recent years, a powerful tool called the “neural tangent
kernel” (NTK) [22] has been proposed to understand deep neural networks. In
the NTK regime, the network parameters stay close to the initialization, and the
neural network function evolves as a linear function of the network parameters.
Recent works [2, 4, 27, 59] has studied the learning dynamics of neural networks
beyond the NTK regime. In addition, many neural network pruning methods
[25, 46, 48, 49] leverage various saliency metrics for assessing the stability of the
network. One of the inspirations for pruning is to evaluate the importance of
parameters, which can be extended for evaluating the entire network [1, 32].

3 Preliminary
3.1 Deep Neural Networks

A feed-forward neural network f(x) : X → Y is a mapping from the input space
X to the label space Y . Typically, the network has a hierarchical structure con-
sisting of L layers. We assume that the input dimension of layer l is dl−1 and
the input to layer l is denoted as al−1. The output of layer l is computed as
al = σ(Wlal−1 + bl), where Wl is a dl−1 × dl matrix and bl is a dl-dimensional
vector. Here, σ is an activation function used to introduce nonlinearity in the
network. We consider the rectified linear unit (ReLU) activation function, de-
fined as ReLU(x) = max (x, 0). By composing all the layers together, the output
aL is computed as aL = WLσ(WL−1(· · ·σ(W1x+ b1)) + bL. The label y can be
computed as argmaxi aL,i. Modern neural networks can have a complex struc-
ture, including skip connections [20] and batch normalization [21]. As a result,
designing the optimal architecture for a given dataset is a challenging task.

3.2 Training-free NAS

We adopt the evaluation protocol outlined in [33] to score networks at initial-
ization and compare the performance of various training-free NAS methods.
Assuming a total of S network architectures and T datasets, we sample n im-
ages from each dataset Dt to form a probe set P t

n. Given a training-free NAS
method M, we can compute the preference of dataset Dt for architecture As as
follows:

rs,t = M(Ms, P
t
n) (1)

Intuitively, rs,t serves as indicator for the performance of architecture As on the
dataset Dt. Assume the ground-truth accuracy of the architecture As on the
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dataset Dt is denoted as ws,t. The performance of the training-free NAS method
M is measured via Kendall’s τ [23] between rs,t and ws,t for all the architecture,

score(M) =
1

T

T∑
t=1

τ({rs,t : s ∈ S}, {ws,t : s ∈ S}) (2)

A larger score(M) indicates that the estimation of the training-free NAS method
accurately correlates with the final accuracy. Table 1 shows a summary of existing
training-free model performance inference methods based on the methodologies.

4 Theoretical Foundations

Insights. When applying gradient descent to optimize deep neural networks, a
common approach involves minimizing the average loss computed across indi-
vidual samples. For instance, given a dataset {(xi, yi)}Ni=1 and a loss function
ℓ, the optimization goal is to minimize L = 1

N

∑N
i=1 ℓ(fθ(xi), yi). [56] observed

that this loss function can be naturally decomposed into per-sample objectives.
This insight serves as the motivation for GradSign which leverages the relative
distance among sample-wise local minima for training-free performance infer-
ence. However, since only the initial parameter θ0 is accessible at initialization,
GradSign needs to make the assumption that the per-sample local minima exist
within a proximity of the initialization parameter. Nevertheless, the validity of
this assumption has been brought into question by findings in [2], indicating that
the optimization process for deep neural networks may not converge towards so-
lutions of minimal complexity. To avoid depending on assumptions regarding
the global convergence behavior of deep neural networks, our approach shifts
away from analyzing per-sample local minima. Instead, we leverage per-sample
gradients for analyzing local convergence behavior to enable training-free model
performance inference.

Consider two neural network architectures denoted as fθ(x) and f ′
θ(x), along

with sample points x1 and x2 (Figure 1). To initiate our analysis, we evaluate
the per-sample gradients at the initialization state for the network fθ(x). Specif-
ically, let g1 = ∇θℓ(fθ(x1), y1)|θ0 and g2 = ∇θℓ(fθ(x2), y2)|θ0. Similarly, for the
network f ′

θ(x), we denote the per-sample gradients as g′1 and g′2 for samples
x1 and x2 respectively. We further introduce the angles β and β′ as follows:
β = arccos g1·g2

∥g1∥∥g2∥ and β′ = arccos
g′
1·g

′
2

∥g′
1∥∥g′

2∥
. Consider the scenario in which β

is significantly greater than β′. For β, this implies a significant misalignment or
conflict between the per-sample gradients, which can impede the convergence
speed of the model. Consequently, the network f ′

θ(x) is favored for its faster
convergence. Interestingly, similar strategies are employed in continual learning,
specifically for evaluating the interference among distinct tasks [10, 16, 31]. In
what follows, we show a theoretical analysis of the impact of conflicting sample-
wise gradients on the local model convergence.
Theoretical analysis of conflicting sample-wise gradients. We analyze the
convergence behavior of conflicting sample-wise gradients in gradient descent.
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a) b)

Fig. 1: The network on the left is preferable, as the model can achieve faster conver-
gence compared to the network on the right. The dotted lines are per-sample losses
and gradients. The red lines are average losses and gradients. θ0 and θ1 are the initial
parameters and the parameters after one-step gradient descent. For the left network,
the updated parameters θ1 are closer to the optimal parameters θ∗ in comparison to
the network on the right.

Following the above discussion, we consider two samples case L = ℓ1+ ℓ2, where
ℓ1 = ℓ(fθ(x1), y1) and ℓ2 = ℓ(fθ(x2), y2), we have the following theorem,
Theorem 1. Assuming that L is a differentiable function with a gradient that
satisfies an M -Lipschitz condition (M > 0), the learning rate λ satisfying λ ≤
1
M , and the per-sample gradient norm is bounded by

√
G. θ is the current model

parameters and the θ+ is the model parameters after one-step gradient descent.
The reduction in the loss function can be bounded as:

L(θ)− L(θ+) ≥ 1

2
λ(2G+ cosβG2) (3)

Proof. Let g = g1 + g2, cosβ = g1·g2

∥g1∥∥g2∥ , then we have

L(θ+) ≤ L(θ +∇L(θ)T (θ+ − θ) +
1

2
∇2L(θ)∥θ+ − θ∥2 (4)

≤ L(θ) +∇L(θ)T (θ+ − θ) +
1

2
M∥θ+ − θ∥2 (5)

Since θ+ = θ − λ · g, we have,

L(θ+) ≤ L(θ)− λgT · (g1 + g2) +
1

2
Mλ2∥g∥2 (6)

≤ L(θ)− λ∥g1 + g2∥2+
1

2
Mλ2∥g1 + g2∥2 (7)

= L(θ)− (λ− 1

2
Mλ2)∥g1 + g2∥2 (8)

= L(θ)− (λ− 1

2
Mλ2)(∥g1∥2+2g1 · g2+∥g2∥2) (9)

= L(θ)− (λ− 1

2
Mλ2)(∥g1∥2+cosβ∥g1∥2·∥g2∥2+∥g2∥2) (10)
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Algorithm 1 The proposed GradAlign for model performance inference at ini-
tialization.
1: Given a dataset {(xi, yi)}Ni=1 and a model fθ(x). C is the total number of classes.
2: s = 0
3: for c← 1 to C do
4: Gather all the samples with label c as {(xi, c)}Nc

i=1. Nc is the number of samples
with label c.

5: Compute the per-sample gradients of all the samples at initialization and de-
noted as {gi}Nc

i=1.
6: GradAlign-I: Compute the alignment score s′ based on Equation 11.
7: GradAlign-II: Compute the alignment score s′ based on Equation 13.
8: s = s + s′.
9: end for

10: s = s/C.
11: return s.

If λ ≤ 1
M , then −(λ − 1

2Mλ2) ≤ − 1
2λ and we have L(θ+) ≤ L(θ) − 1

2λ(2G +
cosβG2). The theorem above demonstrates that a small value of β results in
a more significant reduction of the loss, consequently implying a faster conver-
gence. Consequently, networks capable of generating low conflicting per-sample
gradients are preferred.

5 GradAlign

Based on our theoretical analysis, we introduce a straightforward yet effective
approach, called GradAlign, for inferring model performance during initializa-
tion. Specifically, given a batch of image-label pairs {(xi, yi)}Ni=1, our initial step
involves segregating the samples based on their class labels, as it is important for
ensuring minimal conflict within per-sample gradients of the same class. While it
is possible measure the distinctness of the gradients among samples from differ-
ent classes, our empirical findings indicate its comparatively limited efficacy. One
plausible explanation is that the relationship between class-wise gradient simi-
larity relies on the inherent interrelations among the classes themselves, which
is ambiguous. Without losing generality, we assume the samples are from the
same classes, and the GradAlign is determined by averaging the scores calcu-
lated across all the classes. The detailed algorithm of GradAlign is shown in
Algorithm 1.

In GradAlign, we first compute the per-sample gradients of all the samples
at initialization and denoted as {gi}Ni=1. Similar to [5] and [8], we apply the sign
function on the gradients to obtain the component-wise gradient direction as
{sign(gi)}Ni=1. We consider two strategies to capture the overall gradient align-
ments across the samples.

GradAlign-I. In this strategy, we first compute the mean gradient direction as
g̃ = sign( 1

N

∑N
i=1 gi). Then we compute the alignment of per-sample gradients
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to the average gradient as,

s =
1

N

N∑
i=1

sign(gi) · g̃ (11)

A larger s indicates that the per-sample gradients are more concentrated
which can lead to larger loss reduction. Essentially, GradAlign-I calculates the
average pairwise alignment of gradient directions across all samples.

GradAlign-II. In the second strategy, we aim to measure the diversity of the
per-sample gradients. In particular, we first compute the Gram matrix of the
per-sample gradients,

G =

sign(g1) · sign(g1) . . . sign(g1) · sign(gn)
...

. . .
...

sign(gn) · sign(g1) . . . sign(gn) · sign(gn)

 (12)

In order to capture the diversity of the per-sample gradients, we compute the
log-determinant of the gram matrix as follows,

s = log detG (13)

The determinant of the Gram matrix is related to the volume spanned by the
gradient vectors in the space. A large determinant indicates that the vectors
span a relatively large volume, which implies that they are not concentrated in a
lower-dimensional subspace. Hence, a lower value indicates that the per-sample
gradient vectors are more tightly concentrated, suggesting that the model is
likely to achieve faster convergence.

Compared with GradSign [56], GradAlign does not require strong assump-
tions on the global convergence behavior of DNNs. Instead, GradAlign only relies
on the per-sample gradients which local optimization behavior can be theoreti-
cally analyzed. Since the network can not be updated, we can only analyze the
per-sample gradient at initialization, still empirically we found that they provide
strong indication on the final performance of the model.

6 Experiments

6.1 Baselines

We compare GradAlign with several currently popular methods for network
architectures searching without training, including NASWOT [33], TE-NAS [11],
GradSign [56] and Zen-NAS [28], on different benchmarks. In addition, we also
include some Zero-Cost [1] methods, such as Grad Norm [1], snip [25], grasp [49],
synflow [46], fisher [48] and jacob_cov [33]. To ensure fairness, we used exactly
the same experimental setup for all methods.
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6.2 Setups

We follow the experimental setups as in [33] for all the experiments. We utilize
the default random initialization for every candidate architecture and subse-
quently feed a mini-batch of data into the network for testing. The batch size is
fixed at 128, and no further data augmentation is applied to the input data.

6.3 NAS Benchmarks

To evaluate different approaches, we employ three widely recognized bench-
marks: NAS201 [14], NAS101 [54], and NDS [38].
NAS-BENCH-101 is the first large-scale public network architecture search
dataset, containing 423k unique convolutional architectures in a compact search
space and their results after multiple evaluations on the CIFAR-10 dataset.
Thanks to the established benchmark, NAS algorithms can be compared quickly
and rigorously without significant computational resources.
NAS-BENCH-201 is designed as an extension of NAS-BENCH-101 to sup-
port multiple datasets and more diagnostic information. Its search space is com-
posed of 15,625 neural cell candidates consisting of 4 nodes and 5 association
operations. All candidate architectures are trained and evaluated on CIFAR-10,
CIFAR-100 and ImageNet16-120 datasets in the same setting. Accuracy is also
provided as additional diagnostic information.
NAS DESIGN SPACE (NDS) is a unique network architecture search frame-
work. NDS is designed with the idea of comparing different search spaces rather
than search algorithms. It has five different search spaces: DARTS [30], NAS-
NET [57], ENAS [37], PNAS [29], Amoeba [40]. All candidate architectures have
been fully trained on CIFAR-10 dataset.It is worth noting that the network struc-
tures contained in each of the five search spaces described above have varying
widths and depths. As a comparison, NDS additionally provides a fixed depth
DARTS search space.

6.4 Results

NAS-BENCH-101 The results in Table 3 shows that GradAlign-I and GradAlign-
II outperform all other methods except Zen-NAS. In particular, compared with
GradSign which also leverages gradients information for training-free model per-
formance inference, GradAlign-I and GradAlign-II correlate better with model
performance. In addition, while GradAlign-II does not achieve the highest Kendall’s
τ score, it picks out the relatively best performed networks (Table 3). This is
critical for real-world applications of training-free NAS as we often just select
the top-ranked architecture for model training.

NAS-BENCH-201 As shown in Table 4, GradAlign-I and GradAlign-II are
the best performing algorithms in all three NAS-BENCH-201 datasets. In partic-
ular, GradAlign-I outperforms NASWOT, the best performing algorithm among
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Table 2: Results of Kendall’s τ on NAS Bench 101. While GradAlign-I and GradAlign-
II achieve lower Kendall’s τ compared with Zen-NAS, they are better than other base-
lines.

Methods GradAlign-I GradAlign-II GradSign NASWOT TE-NAS fisher grad_norm grasp jacob_cov snip Synflow Zen-NAS

Kendall’s τ 0.287 0.284 0.278 0.244 0.271 -0.247 -0.207 0.175 -0.029 -0.186 0.254 0.395

Table 3: The accuracy of top-ranked network on NAS Bench 101.

Methods GradAlign-I GradAlign-II GradSign NASWOT TE-NAS fisher grad_norm grasp jacob_cov snip Synflow Zen-NAS

Accuracy (%) 93.199 93.630 93.609 93.098 89.873 42.347 84.104 80.639 90.584 84.104 89.052 91.957

Table 4: Results of Kendall’s τ on NAS Bench 201. GradAlign-I and GradAlign-II
achieve higher Kendall’s τ than other baselines.

Methods CIFAR10 CIFAR100 ImageNet16-120

GradAlign-I 0.617 0.633 0.623
GradAlign-II 0.599 0.622 0.607

GradSign 0.561 0.595 0.596
NASWOT 0.587 0.621 0.594
TE-NAS 0.387 0.377 0.345
fisher 0.377 0.404 0.367
grad_norm 0.437 0.464 0.427
grasp 0.319 0.379 0.411
jacob_cov 0.553 0.549 0.554
snip 0.435 0.466 0.432
Synflow 0.540 0.568 0.561
Zen-NAS 0.180 0.188 0.219

Table 5: The accuracy (%) of top-ranked network on NAS Bench 201.

Methods CIFAR10 CIFAR100 ImageNet16-120

GradAlign-I 90.223 71.106 41.444
GradAlign-II 90.223 71.106 41.444

GradSign 90.223 71.106 41.444
NASWOT 85.937 68.940 35.478
TE-NAS 10.000 1.000 0.833
fisher 85.12 62.419 29.266
grad_norm 85.120 62.420 5.456
grasp 84.890 47.620 31.333
jacob_cov 87.030 69.800 36.933
snip 85.120 62.420 5.456
Synflow 90.223 71.106 41.444
Zen-NAS 86.960 68.260 40.600
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Table 6: Results of Kendall’s τ on NDS. GradAlign-I achieves higher Kendall’s τ than
other baselines.

Methods Amoeba DARTS DARTS-fix-w-d ENAS NASNet PNAS

GradAlign-I 0.274 0.545 0.189 0.444 0.306 0.415
GradAlign-II 0.257 0.540 0.148 0.425 0.298 0.408

GradSign 0.260 0.541 0.153 0.427 0.293 0.408
NASWOT 0.187 0.462 0.102 0.370 0.278 0.360
TE-NAS 0.039 0.164 0.021 0.205 -0.533 0.151
fisher -0.122 0.197 -0.213 0.032 -0.099 0.040
grad_norm -0.113 0.228 -0.186 0.056 -0.078 0.097
grasp 0.072 -0.052 0.086 0.053 0.171 0.021
jacob_cov 0.236 0.192 0.169 0.122 0.122 0.158
snip -0.079 0.272 -0.157 0.093 -0.048 0.152
Synflow -0.053 0.299 -0.092 0.133 0.019 0.181
Zen-NAS -0.020 0.323 0.011 0.183 0.071 0.187

the other algorithms used as comparisons, by an average of 4% over the three
datasets. Meanwhile, both GradAlign-I and GradAlign-II select the relatively
best networks as shown in Table 5.

NAS DESIGN SPACE We conducted experiments in all six search spaces,
and all results are summarized in Table 6 and Table 7. Table 6 shows that
GradAlign-I achieves the highest the highest Kendall’s τ score in all the search
spaces while GradAlign-II also performs competitively across all the cases. How-
ever, as search spaces are highly diverse, there is no single method which al-
ways picks out the best performed network. Nevertheless, both GradAlign-I and
GradAlign-II identify a well-performing network that is in closer proximity to
the best-performing network.

Table 8 presents a summary of method performance across all benchmarks,
as measured by Kendall’s τ score. Overall, it is evident that GradAlign-I and
GradAlign-II secure the first and second ranks, respectively. Furthermore, de-
pending on the specific benchmark, GradAlign-II excels in identifying the best
performing network.

7 Running Time Analysis

On CIFAR10, using NAS-BENCH-201, the average search time for GradAlign-I
is 2.93s (reduced to 0.60s by leveraging functools 3 for computing per-sample
gradients in parallel). Meanwhile, NASWOT takes 0.80s, GradSign 2.35s, Syn-
flow 1.19s, and TE-NAS 1.39s. These measurements were obtained with a batch
size of 32 on an RTX 2080ti GPU. Consequently, GradAlign-I exhibits superior
computational efficiency compared to other methods.
3 https://docs.python.org/3/library/functools.html
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Table 7: The accuracy (%) of top-ranked network on NDS.

Methods Amoeba DARTS DARTS-fix-w-d ENAS NASNet PNAS

GradAlign-I 93.640 94.360 92.170 93.670 92.630 93.380
GradAlign-II 93.640 93.530 92.170 94.160 92.630 93.380

GradSign 93.640 93.530 92.170 94.160 92.630 93.380
NASWOT 93.320 93.530 92.900 94.160 94.250 94.670
TE-NAS 90.850 92.410 91.480 92.680 93.170 92.110
fisher 91.830 87.480 10.000 83.310 92.210 92.860
grad_norm 91.830 87.480 10.000 83.310 90.190 88.650
grasp 10.000 88.770 83.520 36.480 88.830 91.310
jacob_cov 93.960 93.920 87.620 93.530 94.740 94.260
snip 91.830 87.480 10.000 83.310 90.390 88.650
Synflow 90.830 93.710 10.000 93.350 92.930 91.580
Zen-NAS 91.630 92.670 92.170 93.020 78.410 93.000

Table 8: The average ranking of the methods on all the benchmarks. GradAlign-I and
GradAlign-II rank the first and the second seperately.

Methods NAS Bench 101 NAS Bench 201 NDS MEAN

GradAlign-I 2.000 1.000 1.000 1.333
GradAlign-II 3.000 2.000 2.833 2.611

GradSign 4.000 3.667 2.333 3.333
NASWOT 7.000 3.333 4.167 4.833
TE-NAS 5.000 10.333 8.333 7.889
fisher 12.000 9.667 11.000 10.889
grad_norm 11.000 7.667 9.833 9.500
grasp 8.000 10.000 8.500 8.833
jacob_cov 9.000 5.667 6.000 6.889
snip 10.000 7.333 8.667 8.667
Synflow 6.000 5.333 7.333 6.222
Zen-NAS 1.000 12.000 6.333 6.444

8 Visualization

The visualizations of model testing accuracy versus GradAlign-I metric score and
GradAlign-II metric score on CIFAR10, CIFAR100, ImageNet16-120 are shown
in Figure 2 and Figure 3, respectively. We also show the Kendall’s τ in each case.
It can be observed that the GradAlign-I metric score and the GradAlign-II metric
score have strong correlation with the model accuracy across all the datasets.
This visualization further shows that GradAlign-I metric score and GradAlign-II
can be used for indicating the model performance without training.
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a) b) c)

Fig. 2: Visualization of model testing accuracy versus GradAlign-I metric score on
CIFAR10, CIFAR100, ImageNet16-120.

a) b) c)

Fig. 3: Visualization of model testing accuracy versus GradAlign-II metric score on
CIFAR10, CIFAR100, ImageNet16-120.

9 The Number of Linear Regions is Sensitive to Network
Initialization

Finally, we present an analysis of a widely used metric for inferring training-free
model performance. Specifically, we demonstrate that relying solely on the num-
ber of linear regions, as utilized in [33] and [11], may not provide a dependable
indicator for assessing training-free model performance.

To begin with, we showcase the dependence of the number of linear regions
on the initial values of the parameters. To demonstrate this, we construct a
fully-connected neural network comprising three layers with ReLU activations
and weight matrices W1 ∈ R2×2, W2 ∈ R2×2, and W3 ∈ R2×1, in addition to
biases B1 ∈ R2×1, B2 ∈ R2×1, and B3 ∈ R. For a given input x, the output
of the first layer is computed as A1 = max(W1x + B1, 0), the output of the
second layer is computed as A2 = max(W2A1 + B2, 0), and the final output is
computed as O = max(W3A2 +B3, 0). This example serves to demonstrate that
slight perturbations in the parameter values can significantly alter the number
of linear regions in the network.
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a) b)

Fig. 4: The number of linear regions is sensitive to the parameter values. By slightly
perturbing the value of one parameter (marked in red), the number of linear regions
greatly increases.

Figure 4 (a) depicts a random initialization of the network’s parameters and
the corresponding visualization of the hyperplanes partitioning the input space
into 7 linear regions. The values adjacent to the nodes represent the initial bias
values. In Figure 4 (b), we slightly perturb one of the parameters (marked in red),
and the number of linear regions increases to 10. Through this simple example,
we highlight the sensitivity of the number of linear regions to perturbations in
network parameters. This finding suggests that relying solely on the number of
linear regions for training-free NAS may not be entirely dependable. We note
that similar findings have been reported in previous studies [18, 47] examining
sawtooth functions. Specifically, slight perturbations in the weights and biases
of a ReLU network representing a sawtooth function can significantly decrease
the number of linear regions.

In contrast, techniques that harness gradient information, such as GradSign
[56], often attain superior performance when compared with approaches reliant
on quantifying the number of linear regions. GradAlign follows a similar path
by quantifying the divergence within per-sample gradients, which proves to be
more dependable and indicative for inferring training-free model performance.

10 Conclusion
In this paper, we propose a simple yet effective method, call GradAlign, for
training-free model performance inference. The proposed method is based on
our theoretical analysis on the conflicts of per-sample gradients which indicates
that larger conflicts can lead to slower model converge. GradAlign is based on
a simple criterion that model with smaller per-sample gradients conflicts should
be preferred. Extensive experiments show that GradAlign outperforms existing
training-free NAS methods on several commonly used NAS benchmarks on av-
erage. Finally, we provide additional analysis showing that the number of linear
regions may not be a reliable criterion for training-free NAS. Still, our findings
indicate that, owing to the diversity among NAS benchmarks, no single approach
attains optimal results in both Kendall’s τ score and the accuracy of top-ranked
networks across all the cases. As an interesting and challenging future direction,
we will investigate more stable training-free model inference methods which can
consistently perform well across the cases.



GradAlign 15

References

1. Abdelfattah, M.S., Mehrotra, A., Dudziak, Ł., Lane, N.D.: Zero-cost proxies for
lightweight nas. arXiv preprint arXiv:2101.08134 (2021)

2. Allen-Zhu, Z., Li, Y.: What can resnet learn efficiently, going beyond kernels?
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 32 (2019)

3. Anthony, M., Bartlett, P.: Neural network learning: Theoretical foundations. cam-
bridge university press (1999)

4. Bai, Y., Lee, J.D.: Beyond linearization: On quadratic and higher-order approxi-
mation of wide neural networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:1910.01619 (2019)

5. Balles, L., Hennig, P.: Dissecting adam: The sign, magnitude and variance of
stochastic gradients. In: International Conference on Machine Learning. pp. 404–
413. PMLR (2018)

6. Bartlett, P.: For valid generalization the size of the weights is more important
than the size of the network. Advances in neural information processing systems 9
(1996)

7. Bartlett, P.L., Foster, D.J., Telgarsky, M.J.: Spectrally-normalized margin bounds
for neural networks. Advances in neural information processing systems 30 (2017)

8. Bernstein, J., Wang, Y.X., Azizzadenesheli, K., Anandkumar, A.: signsgd: Com-
pressed optimisation for non-convex problems. In: International Conference on Ma-
chine Learning. pp. 560–569. PMLR (2018)

9. Cai, H., Zhu, L., Han, S.: Proxylessnas: Direct neural architecture search on target
task and hardware (2018)

10. Chaudhry, A., Ranzato, M., Rohrbach, M., Elhoseiny, M.: Efficient lifelong learning
with a-gem. arXiv preprint arXiv:1812.00420 (2018)

11. Chen, W., Gong, X., Wang, Z.: Neural architecture search on imagenet in four
gpu hours: A theoretically inspired perspective. arXiv preprint arXiv:2102.11535
(2021)

12. Chu, X., Zhang, B., Xu, R., Li, J.: Fairnas: Rethinking evaluation fairness of weight
sharing neural architecture search (2019)

13. Cybenko, G.: Approximation by superpositions of a sigmoidal function. Mathe-
matics of control, signals and systems 2(4), 303–314 (1989)

14. Dong, X., Yang, Y.: Nas-bench-201: Extending the scope of reproducible neural
architecture search. arXiv preprint arXiv:2001.00326 (2020)

15. Fang, J., Sun, Y., Zhang, Q., Li, Y., Wang, X.: Densely connected search space for
more flexible neural architecture search (2019)

16. Guo, Y., Liu, M., Yang, T., Rosing, T.: Improved schemes for episodic memory-
based lifelong learning. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 33,
1023–1035 (2020)

17. Guo, Z., Zhang, X., Mu, H., Heng, W., Liu, Z., Wei, Y., Sun, J.: Single path one-
shot neural architecture search with uniform sampling. In: European conference
on computer vision. pp. 544–560. Springer (2020)

18. Hanin, B., Rolnick, D.: Complexity of linear regions in deep networks. In: Interna-
tional Conference on Machine Learning. pp. 2596–2604. PMLR (2019)

19. Harvey, N., Liaw, C., Mehrabian, A.: Nearly-tight vc-dimension bounds for piece-
wise linear neural networks. In: Conference on learning theory. pp. 1064–1068.
PMLR (2017)

20. He, K., Zhang, X., Ren, S., Sun, J.: Deep residual learning for image recognition. In:
Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition.
pp. 770–778 (2016)



16 Y. Li et al.

21. Ioffe, S., Szegedy, C.: Batch normalization: Accelerating deep network training by
reducing internal covariate shift. In: International conference on machine learning.
pp. 448–456. pmlr (2015)

22. Jacot, A., Gabriel, F., Hongler, C.: Neural tangent kernel: Convergence and gen-
eralization in neural networks. Advances in neural information processing systems
31 (2018)

23. Kendall, M.G.: A new measure of rank correlation. Biometrika 30(1/2), 81–93
(1938)

24. Lee, J., Xiao, L., Schoenholz, S., Bahri, Y., Novak, R., Sohl-Dickstein, J., Penning-
ton, J.: Wide neural networks of any depth evolve as linear models under gradient
descent. NeurIPS (2019)

25. Lee, N., Ajanthan, T., Torr, P.H.: Snip: Single-shot network pruning based on
connection sensitivity. arXiv preprint arXiv:1810.02340 (2018)

26. Li, L., Talwalkar, A.: Random search and reproducibility for neural architecture
search. In: Uncertainty in artificial intelligence. pp. 367–377. PMLR (2020)

27. Li, Y., Ma, T., Zhang, H.R.: Learning over-parametrized two-layer neural networks
beyond ntk. In: Conference on learning theory. pp. 2613–2682. PMLR (2020)

28. Lin, M., Wang, P., Sun, Z., Chen, H., Sun, X., Qian, Q., Li, H., Jin, R.: Zen-nas:
A zero-shot nas for high-performance image recognition. In: Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision. pp. 347–356 (2021)

29. Liu, C., Zoph, B., Neumann, M., Shlens, J., Hua, W., Li, L.J., Fei-Fei, L., Yuille,
A., Huang, J., Murphy, K.: Progressive neural architecture search (2017)

30. Liu, H., Simonyan, K., Yang, Y.: Darts: Differentiable architecture search. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1806.09055 (2018)

31. Lopez-Paz, D., Ranzato, M.: Gradient episodic memory for continual learning.
Advances in neural information processing systems 30 (2017)

32. Mei, J., Li, Y., Lian, X., Jin, X., Yang, L., Yuille, A., Yang, J.: Atomnas: Fine-
grained end-to-end neural architecture search. arXiv preprint arXiv:1912.09640
(2019)

33. Mellor, J., Turner, J., Storkey, A., Crowley, E.J.: Neural architecture search with-
out training. In: ICML. pp. 7588–7598. PMLR (2021)

34. Montufar, G.F., Pascanu, R., Cho, K., Bengio, Y.: On the number of linear regions
of deep neural networks. Advances in neural information processing systems 27
(2014)

35. Neyshabur, B., Bhojanapalli, S., McAllester, D., Srebro, N.: Exploring general-
ization in deep learning. Advances in neural information processing systems 30
(2017)

36. Neyshabur, B., Tomioka, R., Srebro, N.: Norm-based capacity control in neural
networks. In: Conference on learning theory. pp. 1376–1401. PMLR (2015)

37. Pham, H., Guan, M.Y., Zoph, B., Le, Q.V., Dean, J.: Efficient neural architecture
search via parameter sharing (2018)

38. Radosavovic, I., Johnson, J., Xie, S., Lo, W.Y., Dollár, P.: On network design
spaces for visual recognition (2019)

39. Radosavovic, I., Kosaraju, R.P., Girshick, R., He, K., Dollár, P.: Designing network
design spaces. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision
and pattern recognition. pp. 10428–10436 (2020)

40. Real, E., Aggarwal, A., Huang, Y., Le, Q.V.: Regularized evolution for image clas-
sifier architecture search (2018)

41. Ronneberger, O., Fischer, P., Brox, T.: U-net: Convolutional networks for biomedi-
cal image segmentation. In: International Conference on Medical image computing
and computer-assisted intervention. pp. 234–241. Springer (2015)



GradAlign 17

42. Seleznova, M., Kutyniok, G.: Analyzing finite neural networks: Can we trust neural
tangent kernel theory? In: Mathematical and Scientific Machine Learning. pp. 868–
895. PMLR (2022)

43. Serra, T., Tjandraatmadja, C., Ramalingam, S.: Bounding and counting linear
regions of deep neural networks. In: International Conference on Machine Learning.
pp. 4558–4566. PMLR (2018)

44. Stamoulis, D., Ding, R., Wang, D., Lymberopoulos, D., Marculescu, D.: Single-path
nas: Designing hardware-efficient convnets in less than 4 hours (2020)

45. Tan, M., Chen, B., Pang, R., Vasudevan, V., Sandler, M., Howard, A., Le, Q.V.:
Mnasnet: Platform-aware neural architecture search for mobile. In: Proceedings
of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition. pp.
2820–2828 (2019)

46. Tanaka, H., Kunin, D., Yamins, D.L., Ganguli, S.: Pruning neural networks without
any data by iteratively conserving synaptic flow. Advances in neural information
processing systems 33, 6377–6389 (2020)

47. Telgarsky, M.: Representation benefits of deep feedforward networks. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1509.08101 (2015)

48. Theis, L., Korshunova, I., Tejani, A., Huszár, F.: Faster gaze prediction with dense
networks and fisher pruning. arXiv preprint arXiv:1801.05787 (2018)

49. Wang, C., Zhang, G., Grosse, R.: Picking winning tickets before training by pre-
serving gradient flow. arXiv preprint arXiv:2002.07376 (2020)

50. White, C., Khodak, M., Tu, R., Shah, S., Bubeck, S., Dey, D.: A deeper look
at zero-cost proxies for lightweight nas. In: ICLR Blog Track (2022), https:
//iclr-blog-track.github.io/2022/03/25/zero-cost-proxies/, https://iclr-
blog-track.github.io/2022/03/25/zero-cost-proxies/

51. Xie, S., Kirillov, A., Girshick, R., He, K.: Exploring randomly wired neural net-
works for image recognition. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Con-
ference on Computer Vision. pp. 1284–1293 (2019)

52. Xu, Y., Xie, L., Zhang, X., Chen, X., Qi, G.J., Tian, Q., Xiong, H.: Pc-darts:
Partial channel connections for memory-efficient architecture search. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1907.05737 (2019)

53. Yang, G., Schoenholz, S.: Mean field residual networks: On the edge of chaos.
Advances in neural information processing systems 30 (2017)

54. Ying, C., Klein, A., Christiansen, E., Real, E., Murphy, K., Hutter, F.: Nas-bench-
101: Towards reproducible neural architecture search. In: International conference
on machine learning. pp. 7105–7114. PMLR (2019)

55. Zhang, X., Wu, D.: Empirical studies on the properties of linear regions in deep
neural networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:2001.01072 (2020)

56. Zhang, Z., Jia, Z.: Gradsign: Model performance inference with theoretical insights.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2110.08616 (2021)

57. Zoph, B., Vasudevan, V., Shlens, J., Le, Q.V.: Learning transferable architectures
for scalable image recognition. In: 2018 IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition (CVPR) (2018)

58. Zoph, B., Le, Q.V.: Neural architecture search with reinforcement learning. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1611.01578 (2016)

59. Zou, D., Cao, Y., Li, Y., Gu, Q.: Understanding the generalization of adam in learn-
ing neural networks with proper regularization. arXiv preprint arXiv:2108.11371
(2021)

https://iclr-blog-track.github.io/2022/03/25/zero-cost-proxies/
https://iclr-blog-track.github.io/2022/03/25/zero-cost-proxies/

	GradAlign for Training-free Model Performance Inference

