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Abstract
In this paper, we adopt a probability distribution estimation perspective to
explore the optimization mechanisms of supervised classification using deep neu-
ral networks. We demonstrate that, when employing the Fenchel-Young loss,
despite the non-convex nature of the fitting error with respect to the model’s
parameters, global optimal solutions can be approximated by simultaneously
minimizing both the gradient norm and the structural error. The former can be
controlled through gradient descent algorithms. For the latter, we prove that it
can be managed by increasing the number of parameters and ensuring param-
eter independence, thereby providing theoretical insights into mechanisms such
as over-parameterization and random initialization. Ultimately, the paper val-
idates the key conclusions of the proposed method through empirical results,
illustrating its practical effectiveness.

Keywords: Deep Learning, Optimization Mechanism, Probability Distribution
Estimation.
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1 Introduction
Alongside the remarkable practical achievements of deep learning, the optimization
mechanisms regarding deep learning remain unanswered within the classical learn-
ing theory framework. Key insights from the studies Arjevani and Field (2022);
Chizat, Oyallon, and Bach (2018); Du, Zhai, Póczos, and Singh (2018); Yun, Sra,
and Jadbabaie (2018) emphasize the pivotal role of over-parameterization in finding
the global optimum and enhancing the generalization ability of deep neural networks
(DNNs). Recent work has shown that the evolution of the trainable parameters in
continuous-width DNNs during training can be captured by the neural tangent ker-
nel (NTK) Arora, Du, Hu, Li, and Wang (2019); Du, Lee, Li, Wang, and Zhai (2018);
Jacot, Gabriel, and Hongler (2018); Mohamadi, Bae, and Sutherland (2023); Wang,
Li, and Sun (2023); Zou, Cao, Zhou, and Gu (2018). An alternative research direction
attempts to examine the infinite-width neural network from a mean-field perspec-
tive (Chizat & Bach, 2018; Mei, Montanari, & Nguyen, 2018; Nguyen & Pham, 2023;
Sirignano & Spiliopoulos, 2018). However, in practical applications, neural networks
are of finite width, and under this condition, it remains unclear whether NTK the-
ory and mean-field theory can adequately characterize the convergence properties of
neural networks Seleznova and Kutyniok (2021). Therefore, the mechanisms of non-
convex optimization in deep learning, and the impact of over-parameterization on
model training, remain incompletely resolved.

Motivation. A substantial proportion of machine learning tasks can be con-
ceptualized within the domain of probability distribution estimation. Supervised
classification and regression tasks are mathematically characterized by the process
of learning the conditional probability distribution of labels given input features.
Generative learning involves estimating the underlying joint distribution of features.
Consequently, adopting a perspective of probability distribution estimation to analyze
deep learning is a logical and coherent choice, and it is applicable to various types of
learning tasks. One challenge in analyzing the optimization mechanisms in deep learn-
ing lies in the diversity of loss functions used, which leads to different characteristics
of the optimization objectives. This makes it difficult to handle them within a unified
framework. However, Blondel, Martins, and Niculae (2019) demonstrated that most
loss functions currently used in practical applications can be expressed in the form of
Fenchel-Young loss. Therefore, using Fenchel-Young loss is a reasonable and effective
approach to reduce the complexity of analysis.

Contribution. The contributions of this paper are stated as follows.

1. This paper proves that when using the Fenchel-Young loss, classification prob-
lems in machine learning are equivalent to conditional probability distribution
estimation given the features. Additionally, this paper demonstrates that the
Fenchel-Young loss possesses implicit regularization capabilities, thereby justifying
its use as a standalone optimization objective.

2. This paper proves that although the problem of fitting and learning conditional
probability distributions constitutes a non-convex optimization problem when
using DNNs, its global optimum is equivalent to its stationary points. Specifically,
we can approximate the global optimal solution by reducing both the gradient
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norm and structural error. This conclusion elucidates the non-convex optimization
mechanism underlying model training in deep learning.

3. This paper demonstrates that under the assumption of gradient independence,
the structural error is controlled by the number of model parameters; that is,
the larger the number of parameters, the smaller the corresponding structural
error. This conclusion provides theoretical insights into techniques such as over-
parameterization, random parameter initialization, and dropout.

4. Key conclusions drawn from this framework are validated through experimental
results.

Organization. The paper is organized as follows:Section 2 reviews the research
progress and current status. Fundamental concepts are defined in Section 3. The
proposed method and conclusions are detailed in Section 4. Experimental settings and
results are presented in Section 5. The conclusions are summarized in Section 6.

2 Related Work
Despite the inherent non-convexity of the objective functions, empirical evidence indi-
cates that gradient-based methods, such as stochastic gradient descent (SGD) are
capable of converging to the global minima in these networks.

Existing studies Arjevani and Field (2022); Chizat et al. (2018); Du, Zhai, et al.
(2018) indicate that over-parameterization plays a pivotal role in finding the global
optimum and enhancing the generalization ability of DNNs. Therefore, analyzing the
optimization mechanisms of deep learning from the perspective of model parameter
scale has become an important research direction. The NTK thus has emerged as a
pivotal concept, as it captures the dynamics of over-parameterized neural network
trained by GD Jacot et al. (2018). It is already known in the literature that DNNs in
the infinite width limit are equivalent to a Gaussian process Lee et al. (2017); Neal
(2012); Neal and Neal (1996); Williams (1996); Winther (2000). The work of Jacot
et al. (2018) elucidates that the evolution of the trainable parameters in continuous-
width DNNs during training can be captured by the NTK. Some work has shown that
with a specialized scaling and random initialization, the parameters of continuous
width two-layer DNNs are restricted in an infinitesimal region around the initialization
and can be regarded as a linear model with infinite dimensional features Arora et
al. (2019); Du, Lee, et al. (2018); Du, Zhai, et al. (2018); Li and Liang (2018). Since
the system becomes linear, the dynamics of GD within this region can be tracked via
properties of the associated NTK and the convergence to the global optima with a
linear rate can be proved. Later, the NTK analysis of global convergence is extended
to multi-layer neural nets Allen-Zhu, Li, and Liang (2018); Allen-Zhu, Li, and Song
(2018); Mohamadi et al. (2023); Wang et al. (2023); Zou et al. (2018).

An alternative research direction attempts to examine the infinite-width neural
network from a mean-field perspective (Chizat & Bach, 2018; Mei et al., 2018; Nguyen
& Pham, 2023; Sirignano & Spiliopoulos, 2018). The key idea is to characterize the
learning dynamics of noisy SGD as the gradient flows over the space of probability
distributions of neural network parameters. When the time goes to infinity, the noisy
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SGD converges to the unique global optimum of the convex objective function for the
two-layer neural network with continuous width.

NTK and mean-field methods provide a fundamental understanding on training
dynamics and convergence properties of non-convex optimization in infinite-width
neural networks. However, the assumption of infinitely wide neural networks does not
hold in real-world applications, making it an open question whether NTK and mean
field theories can be applied to the analysis of practical neural networks. Some recent
research findings Seleznova and Kutyniok (2021); Vyas, Bansal, and Nakkiran (2022)
indicate that the NTK theory does not generally describe the training dynamics of
finite-width DNNs accurately and suggest that an entirely new conceptual viewpoint
is required to provide a full theoretical analysis of DNNs’ behavior under GD.

Therefore, elucidating the optimization and over-parameterization mechanisms
underlying deep learning remains an unresolved issue at present Oneto, Ridella, and
Anguita (2023).

3 Preliminaries
3.1 Notation
1. Random variables are denoted using upper case letters such as Z, X, and Y , which

take values in sets Z, X and Y, respectively. X represents the input feature space
and Y denotes a finite set of labels. The cardinality of set Z is denoted by |Z|.

2. We utilize the notation fθ (hereinafter abbreviated as f) to denote the model
characterized by the parameter vector θ. Additionally, fθ(x) (abbreviated as f(x))
represents the model with a parameter vector θ and a specific input x. The space
of models, which is a set of functions endowed with some structure, is represented
by FΘ = {fθ : θ ∈ Θ}, where Θ denotes the parameter space. Similarly, we define
the hypothesis space with feature x as FΘ(x) := {fθ(x) : θ ∈ Θ}.

3. The Legendre-Fenchel conjugate of a function Ω is denoted by Ω∗(ν) :=
supµ∈dom(Ω)⟨µ, ν⟩−Ω(µ) Todd (2003). By default, Ω is a continuous strictly convex
function, and its gradient with respect to µ is denoted by ∇µΩ(µ). For conve-
nience, we use µ∗

Ω to represent ∇µΩ(µ). When Ω(·) = 1
2 ∥ · ∥2

2, we have µ = µ∗
Ω.

The Fenchel-Young loss dΩ : dom(Ω) × dom(Ω∗) → R≥0 generated by Ω is defined
as (Blondel et al., 2019):

dΩ(µ, ν) := Ω(µ) + Ω∗(ν) − ⟨µ, ν⟩, (1)

where Ω∗ denotes the conjugate of Ω.
4. The maximum and minimum eigenvalues of matrix A are denoted by λmax(A) and

λmin(A), respectively.
5. To improve clarity and conciseness, we transform the distribution function into a

vector for processing and provide the following definitions of symbols:

qX := (qX(x1), · · · , qX(x|X |))⊤,

qY|x := (qY |X(y1|x), · · · , qY |X(y|Y||x))⊤.
(2)
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Here, qX(x) and qY |X(y|x) represent the marginal and conditional PMFs/PDFs,
respectively.

3.2 Lemmas
The theorems in this paper rely on the following lemmas.
Lemma 1 (Properties of Fenchel-Young losses). The following are the properties of
Fenchel-Young losses (Blondel et al., 2019).

1. dΩ(µ, ν) ≥ 0 for any µ ∈ dom(Ω) and ν ∈ dom(Ω∗). If Ω is a lower semi-continuous
proper convex function, then the loss is zero iff ν ∈ ∂Ω(µ). Furthermore, when Ω
is strictly convex, the loss is zero iff ν = ∇µΩ(µ).

2. If Ω is strictly convex, then dΩ(µ, ν) is differentiable and ∇νdΩ(µ, ν) = ∇νΩ∗(ν)−
µ = ν∗

Ω∗ − µ. If Ω is strongly convex, then dΩ(µ, ν) is smooth, i.e., ∇νdΩ(µ, ν) is
Lipschitz continuous.

Throughout this paper, in line with practical applications and without affecting
the conclusions, we assume that Ω is a proper, lower semi-continuous (l.s.c.), and
strictly convex function or functional. Consequently, the Fenchel-Young loss attains
zero if and only if µ = ∇νΩ∗(ν).
Lemma 2. Suppose that we sample n points x(1), . . . , x(n) uniformly from the unit ball
Bm

1 : {x ∈ Rm, ∥x∥2 ≤ 1}. Then with probability 1−O(1/n) the following holds (Blum,
Hopcroft, & Kannan, 2020, Theorem 2.8):∥∥∥x(i)

∥∥∥
2

≥ 1 − 2 log n

m
, for i = 1, . . . , n.

|⟨x(i), x(j)⟩| ≤
√

6 log n√
m − 1

for all i, j = 1, . . . , i ̸= j.

(3)

Lemma 3 (Gershgorin’s circle theorem). Let A be a real symmetric n × n matrix,
with entries aij. For i = {1, · · · , n} let Ri be the sum of the absolute value of the non-
diagonal entries in the i-th row: Ri =

∑
1≤j≤n,j ̸=i |aij |. For any eigenvalue λ of A,

there exists i ∈ {1, · · · , n} such that

|λ − aii| ≤ Ri. (4)

3.3 Setting and Basics
The random pair Z = (X, Y ) follows the distribution q and takes values in the
product space Z = X × Y. The sample or training data, denoted by an n-tuple
sn := {z(i)}n

i=1 = {(x(i), y(i))}n
i=1, is composed of i.i.d. samples drawn from the

unknown true distribution qZ (abbreviated as q). let q̃ denote an unbiased and consis-
tent estimator of q. In the absence of prior knowledge about q, the method estimates
q based on event frequencies, denoted by q̂(sn) := 1

n

∑n
i=1 1{z}(z(i)), which is a com-

monly utilized approach. In this article, we refer to q̂ as the frequency distribution
estimator to distinguish it from the general estimator q̃. Real-world distributions are
usually smooth, which inspires the common practice of smoothing q̂ to construct q̃
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to approximate the true distribution q in machine learning and parameter estima-
tion. These smoothing techniques effectively integrate prior knowledge and are often
advantageous, as exemplified by classical Laplacian smoothing. For simplicity, when
the sample dataset is given, we abbreviate the results estimated by the estimator q̃(sn)
and q̂(sn) as q̃ and q̂, respectively.

4 Main Results
This section introduces the methods and theoretical conclusions of this paper and
demonstrates their application in understanding the optimization mechanisms of deep
learning.

4.1 Problem Formulation
Almost all commonly used loss functions in statistics and machine learning, including
cross-entropy, squared loss, and the Perceptron loss, fall under the category of Fenchel-
Young losses dΩ(y, fθ(x)) by designing different Ω (Blondel et al., 2019). Therefore, to
ensure the broad applicability of the findings presented herein and their consistency
with practical applications, the Fenchel-Young loss is adopted as the default loss
function in this paper. Therefore, the expected risk R(fθ) and empirical risk Rn(fθ)
of a hypothesis fθ under a given loss function dΩ(·, ·) are expressed as follows:

R(fθ) = E(X,Y )∼q dΩ(1{y}, fθ(x))
Rn(fθ) = E(X,Y )∼q̃ dΩ(1{y}, fθ(x)).

(5)

Here, 1{y} denotes the indicator vector of y, with a dimension of |Y|. It is a one-
hot vector where the entry corresponding to y is 1, and all other entries are 0. To
briefly illustrate the generality of the aforementioned expected risk and empirical risk,
consider an example where Ω(p) =

∑|p|
i=1 pi log pi − pi. In this case, we obtain:

dΩ(1{y}, fθ(x)) = DKL(1{y}, p), (6)

where pi = e(fθ(x))i/
∑|fθ(x)|

i=1 e(fθ(x))i . Here, (fθ(x))i denotes the i-th element of
fθ(x). This formulation corresponds to the widely used softmax cross-entropy loss in
classification scenarios.

The proposition below illustrates that optimizing the expected risk and empirical
risk is equivalent to enabling the model to learn the conditional distribution of labels
given features.
Proposition 1. Let BΩ(qX Y) = EY ∼qY [Ω(1{y})] − EX∼qX [Ω(qY|x)], then we have:

R(fθ) = BΩ(qX Y) + EX∼qX dΩ(qY|x, fθ(x))
Rn(fθ) = BΩ(q̃X Y) + EX∼q̃X dΩ(q̃Y|x, fθ(x))

(7)
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Proof. Based on the definition of the Fenchel-Young loss, we have:

Rn(fθ) = EX∼q̃X EY ∼q̃Y|x

[
Ω(1{y}) + Ω∗(fθ(x)) − 1⊤

{y}fθ(x)
]

= EY ∼q̃Y Ω(1{y}) + EX∼q̃X

[
Ω∗(fθ(x)) − q̃⊤

Y|xfθ(x)
]

= EY ∼q̃Y Ω(1{y}) + EX∼q̃X

[
Ω∗(fθ(x)) + Ω(q̃Y|x) − q̃⊤

Y|xfθ(x) − Ω(q̃Y|x)
]

= EY ∼q̃Y Ω(1{y}) − EX∼q̃X

[
Ω(q̃Y|x)

]
+ EX∼q̃X

[
dΩ(q̃Y|x, fθ(x))

]
.

(8)

Similarly, we can derive:

R(fθ) = EY ∼qY Ω(1{y}) − EX∼qX

[
Ω(qY|x)

]
+ EX∼qX

[
dΩ(qY|x, fθ(x))

]
. (9)

Given that both BΩ(qX Y) and BΩ(q̃X Y) are terms independent of the model
fθ, it follows that solving a classification problem is essentially about learning the
conditional distribution of labels given the features. Therefore, a substantial propor-
tion of machine learning tasks can indeed be viewed as estimating the underlying
probability distribution. Indeed, this proposition provides the theoretical foundation
for analyzing the optimization mechanisms of deep learning from the perspective of
probability distribution estimation. To clarify, the Fenchel-Young loss measures the
discrepancy between the true conditional distribution qY|x and the transformed pre-
dictions (fθ(x))∗

Ω∗ , rather than directly comparing qY|x and fθ(x). This subtle yet
important property underpins the theoretical foundation and practical effectiveness
of the Fenchel-Young loss in various machine learning tasks.

It is important to note that while this paper adopts the Fenchel-Young loss as
the loss function, it does not explicitly consider the influence of regularization terms.
The specific reason for this omission is articulated through the following theorem,
which demonstrates that the Fenchel-Young loss inherently possesses a parameter
regularization capability.
Theorem 2. Let pY|x = (fθ(x))∗

Ω∗ . Given that when θ = 0, ∀x ∈ X , pY|x is the
uniform distribution over |Y|, it follows that: 1. There exist constants k > 0 and ϵ > 0
such that

∥pY|x∥2
2 ≤ k∥θ∥2

2 + 1/|Y|, (10)
2. The optimization problem minθ∈Θ′

ϵ
R(q, p) is equivalent to

min
θ∈Θ′

ϵ

{
EXY ∼q̃X Y ⟨1y, −(fθ(x))∗

Ω∗⟩ + k∥θ∥2
2
}

, (11)

where Θ′
ϵ = {θ | ∇2

θ∥(fθ(x))∗
Ω∗∥2

2 ⪰ 0 and ∥θ∥2
2 ≤ ϵ}.

Proof. Since θ = 0 represents the minimum point of ∥pY|x∥2
2, where pY|x = (fθ(x))∗

Ω∗ ,
it follows that ∀θ ∈ Θ′:

∇θ∥(f0(x))∗
Ω∗∥2

2 = 0,

∇2
θ∥(fθ(x))∗

Ω∗∥2
2 ⪰ 0.

(12)
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By applying the mean value theorem, there exists θ′ = α0 + (1 − α)θ, α ∈ [0, 1] such
that the following inequalities hold:

∥(fθ(x))∗
Ω∗∥2

2 = ∥(f0(x))∗
Ω∗∥2

2 + θ⊤∇2
θ∥(fθ′(x))∗

Ω∗∥2
2θ,

≤ 1/|Y| + ∥θ∥2∥∇2
θ∥(fθ′(x))∗

Ω∗∥2
2θ∥2,

≤ 1/|Y| + ∥θ∥2
2∥∇2

θ∥(fθ′(x))∗
Ω∗∥2

2∥2,

(13)

where the first inequality is based on the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the second
inequality follows from the definition of the matrix-induced 2-norm. Consequently,
within the neighborhood of θ = 0, that is Θ′, we have

1/|Y| ≤ ∥(fθ(x))∗
Ω∗∥2

2 ≤ 1/|Y| + k∥θ∥2
2, (14)

where k ≥ ∥∇2
θ∥(fθ′(x))∗

Ω∗∥2. That is, there exists k > 0 such that

∥pY|x∥2
2 ≤ k∥θ∥2

2 + 1/|Y|. (15)

It indicates that minθ ∥θ∥2
2 and minθ ∥pY|x∥2

2 are equivalent. Therefore,
minθ EX∥pY|X∥2

2 is equivalent to minimizing minθ ∥θ∥2
2. Given the equation:

EX [Ef (qY|x, pY|x) = EX [∥q̃Y|X∥2
2 + ∥pY|X∥2

2 − 2⟨qY|X , pY|X⟩]

and since EX [∥qY|X∥2
2] is model-independent, it follows that

minθ EX∼qX [Ef (qY|x, pY|x) is equivalent to

min
θ

{EXY ∼qX Y ⟨1y, −(fθ(x))∗
Ω∗⟩ + λ∥θ∥2

2},

where θ ∈ Θ′.

This theorem reveals that the Fenchel-Young loss inherently possesses an implicit
regularization capability. The condition f0(x) = 0 holds true for the vast majority of
DNNs, thereby enabling ∥θ∥2

2 to control the uniformity of the model’s output distri-
bution. This provides a novel perspective on why regularization terms can mitigate
overfitting: by constraining the norm of the parameters (∥θ∥2

2), the model is encour-
aged to produce more uniform predictions, reducing the risk of overfitting the training
data.

To articulate our approach, we list the definitions used in proposed method as
follows.
• Distribution Fitting Error. This error measures the performance of the model in

fitting the target q, denoted by Ef (q, p) = ∥p−q∥2
2, where p represents the predicted

distribution produced by the model.
• Gradient Norm. In this paper, we refer to ∥∇θdΩ(qY|x, fθ(x))∥2

2 as the gradient
norm.

• Structural Matrix. We define Ax := ∇θfθ(x)⊤∇θfθ(x) as the structural matrices
corresponding to the model with input x.
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• Structural Error. We define the structural error of fθ(x) with structural matrix
Ax as follows:

S(α, β, γ, Ax) = αG(Ax) + βU(Ax) + γL(Ax), (16)

where
U(Ax) = − log λmin(Ax),
L(Ax) = − log λmax(Ax),
G(Ax) = U(Ax) − L(Ax).

(17)

Here, α, β, and γ are positive real numbers representing the weights associated with
G(Ax), U(Ax), and L(Ax), respectively.

4.2 Non-conversion Optimization Mechanism
We provide the upper and lower bounds of the distribution fitting error under the
condition of using a Fenchel-Young loss as the loss function, as follows:
Theorem 3. If λmin(Ax) ̸= 0 for all x ∈ X , we have

L(Ax) ≤ log
Ef (q̃Y|x, pY|x)

∥∇θdΩ(q̃Y|x, fθ(x))∥2
2

≤ U(Ax), (18)

where pY|x = (fθ(x))∗
Ω∗ .

Proof. According to the given definition, we have

∥∇θdΩ(q̃Y|x, fθ(x))∥2
2 = e⊤Axe, (19)

where e = q̃Y|x − pY|x, pY|x = (fθ(x))∗
Ω∗ , Ax = g⊤

x gx is the structure matrix , gx =
∇θfθ(x). Let Ax = UDU⊤ denote the eigenvalue decomposition of Ax. Consequently,
D is a diagonal matrix whose entries are the eigenvalues of Ax. We then have

min
∥e∥2=K

e⊤Axe = min
∥e∥2

2=K
e⊤(UDU⊤)e

= min
∥e∥2

2=K
(U⊤e)⊤D(U⊤e)

= min
∥U⊤e∥2

2=K
(U⊤e)⊤D(U⊤e)

= K min
x∈S

∑
i

xiDii,

(20)

where S = {(x1, . . . , xN ) ∈ RN | xi ≥ 0,
∑

i xi = 1}. The final step is equivalent to

K min
x∈S

∑
i

xiDii = K min
i

Dii = λmin(Ax)∥e∥2
2. (21)
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Similarly, we obtain
max

∥e∥2=K
e⊤Axe = λmax(Ax)∥e∥2

2. (22)

It follows that

λmin(Ax)Ef (q̃Y|x, pY|x) ≤ ∥∇θdΩ(q̃, f)∥2
2 ≤ λmax(Ax)Ef (q̃Y|x, pY|x), (23)

where pY|x = (fθ(x))∗
Ω∗ .

Theorem 3 establishes the equivalence between the distribution fitting error
EXEf (q̃Y|x, pY|x) and the gradient norm EX∥∇θdΩ(q̃Y|x, fθ(x))∥2

2. Consequently,
this theorem indicates that the non-convex objective can be optimized by reduc-
ing the gradient norm and the structural error EXS(α, β, γ, Ax) to manage its
upper and lower bounds. Under the reasonable assumption that dΩ(qY|x, fθ(x)) is
Lipschitz smooth with respect to θ, the application of SGD guarantees the con-
vergence of ∥∇θdΩ(q̃Y|x, fθ(x))∥2

2. Therefore, SGD algorithms effectively minimize
EX∥∇θdΩ(q̃Y|x, fθ(x))∥2

2, thereby driving the optimization process toward reducing
the distribution fitting error EXEf (q̃Y|x, pY|x) when S(α, β, γ, Ax), ∀x ∈ X does not
increase.

4.3 Structural Error Optimization
SGD algorithms ensure the minimization of the gradient norm. In this subsection,
we analyze another critical factor in the non-convex optimization mechanism of deep
learning: structural error. We demonstrate that the model’s architecture, the number
of parameters, and the independence among parameter gradients can all be leveraged
to reduce structural error.

4.3.1 Skip Connection
During the training of neural networks, the magnitudes of the elements in the gradient
vector ∇θfθ(x) diminish alongside the reduction in backpropagated errors. According
to Theorem 3, under conditions where the gradient norm is held constant, the eigenval-
ues of the structural matrix—corresponding to the singular values of ∇θfθ(x)—dictate
the extent of distribution fitting error; specifically, larger eigenvalues correlate with
smaller distribution fitting errors. Consequently, one direct approach to mitigating
structural errors lies in augmenting the eigenvalues of the structural matrix through
modifications in network architecture. From this perspective, Residual blocks He,
Zhang, Ren, and Sun (2015) represent a classic and highly effective architecture. By
introducing skip connections, they are able to effectively enhance the eigenvalues of
the structural matrix.

Here, we present a concise mathematical explanation. Following the random initial-
ization of model parameters or upon reaching a stable convergence state, the gradients
of the model fθ(x) with respect to its parameters often tend toward zero. Suppose
that fθ is composed of k sequential blocks, where the output of each block is repre-
sented by a function hi, and the final output satisfies h(k) = fθ(x). For these k blocks,
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we introduce skip connections, thereby constructing a new model gθ(x). Using the
chain rule, we have:

∇θ(j)fθ(x) = ∇h(k−1)fθ(x)∇h(k−2)h(k−1) · · · ∇θ(j)h(j)

=

k−1∏
i=j

∇h(i)h(i+1)

 ∇θ(j)h(j),

∇θ(j)gθ(x) = (∇h(k−1)fθ(x) + I)
(

∇h(k−2)h(k−1) + I
)

· · · ∇θj h(j)

=

k−1∏
i=j

(
∇h(i)h(i+1) + I

) ∇θ(j)h(j),

(24)

where θ(j) represents the parameters corresponding to the j-th block, and I is the
identity matrix. It is evident that when the elements of ∇h(i)h(i+1) are close to zero,
the elements of ∇θj fθ(x) also approach zero, causing the eigenvalues of the structural
matrix to become close to zero as well. However, with the introduction of skip connec-
tions, ∇θ(j)gθ(x) ≈ ∇θ(j)h(j), which prevents the decay caused by the multiplication
of gradients in the chain rule. Therefore, skip connections prevent the eigenvalues of
the structural matrix from becoming excessively small due to gradient descent, which
would otherwise lead to significant structural errors. By maintaining larger eigenval-
ues, skip connections facilitate the optimization of the distribution fitting error by
reduction of the gradient norm.

4.3.2 Parameter Number and Independence
The number of parameters in a model, along with the independence of these parame-
ters, can also be leveraged to reduce structural error. Our analysis is grounded in the
following condition:
Definition 1 (Gradient Independence Condition). Each column of ∇θf(x) is
approximated as uniformly sampled from a ball B|θ|

ϵ : {x ∈ R|θ|, ∥x∥2 ≤ ϵ}.
This condition essentially posits that the derivatives of the model’s output with

respect to its parameters are finite and approximately independent. In practical sce-
narios, gradients computed during the training of neural networks are indeed finite
due to mechanisms such as gradient clipping and the inherent properties of activation
functions used (e.g., ReLU, sigmoid). Furthermore, under certain conditions, such as
when using techniques like dropout, it is reasonable to assume that the dependence
among parameter gradients is weakened. In the experimental section 5, we observe that
under conditions of large-scale parameter counts, the Gradient Independence Condi-
tion 1 is generally satisfied immediately after random initialization of the parameters.
However, as the training process begins, backpropagated errors are relatively large,
leading to significant changes in the parameters. During this phase, our experimen-
tal results suggest that the this condition may not hold. As training continues and
the model enters a more stable phase where the magnitude of backpropagated errors
decreases, experimental results imply that the condition becomes approximately valid
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again. Therefore, this condition serves as a simplification of the model’s characteris-
tics, which is reasonable and largely consistent with practical scenarios under certain
circumstances.

Below, we will derive a theorem based on this condition to describe how the number
of parameters and inter-parameter correlations affect the structural error.
Theorem 4. If the model satisfies the Gradient Independence Condition 1 and q̃Y|x ≤
|θ| − 1, then with probability at least 1 − O(1/|q̃Y|x|) the following holds:

L(Ax) ≤ U(Ax) ≤ − log(1 −
2 log |q̃Y|x|

|θ|
)2 − log ϵ2,

G(Ax) = U(Ax) − L(Ax) ≤ log(Z(|θ|, |q̃Y|x|) + 1),
(25)

where Z(|θ|, |q̃Y|x|) = 2|q̃Y|x|
√

6 log |q̃Y|x|√
|θ|−1

(1 − 2 log |q̃Y|x|
|θ| )2, is a decreasing function of |θ|

and an increasing function of |q̃Y|x|.

Proof. Since each column of ∇θf(x) is uniformly from the ball B|θ|
ϵ : {x ∈ R|θ|, ∥x∥2 ≤

ϵ}, according to Lemma 2, then with probability 1 − O(1/|q̃Y|x|) the following holds:

(Ax)ii = ∥(∇θf(x))i∥2
2 ≥

(
1 −

2 log |q̃Y|x|
|θ|

)2

ϵ2, for i = 1, . . . , |h|,

|(Ax)ij | = |⟨(∇θf(x))i, (∇θf(x))j⟩| ≤
√

6 log |q̃Y|x|√
|θ| − 1

ϵ2 for all i, j = 1, . . . , |h|, i ̸= j.

(26)
Because Ax = ∇θf(x)⊤∇θf(x) is a symmetric positive semidefinite matrix, then
we have λmin(Ax) ≤ (Ax)ii ≤ λmax(Ax). Then the following holds with probability
1 − O(1/|q̃Y|x|) at least

λmin(Ax) ≥ (1 −
2 log |q̃Y|x|

|θ|
)2ϵ2,

λmax(Ax) ≥ (1 −
2 log |q̃Y|x|

|θ|
)2ϵ2.

(27)

According to Lemma 3, there exist k, k′ ∈ {1, · · · , |q̃Y|x|}

λmax(Ax) − (Ax)kk ≤ Rk,

(Ax)k′k′ − λmin(Ax) ≤ Rk′ ,
(28)

where Rk =
∑

1≤j≤n,j ̸=k |(Ax)kj |, Rk′ =
∑

1≤j≤n,j ̸=k′ |(Ax)k′j |. Based on the
inequalities (26), we obtain

Rk + Rk′ ≤ 2(|q̃Y|x| − 1)
√

6 log |q̃Y|x|√
|θ| − 1

ϵ2. (29)
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Since (Ax)kk ≤ ϵ2 and |q̃Y|x| ≤ |θ| − 1, then we have

λmax(Ax) − λmin(Ax) ≤ Rk + Rk′ + (Ax)kk − (Ax)k′k′

≤ Rk + Rk′ + ϵ2 − (Ax)k′k′

≤ 2(|h| − 1)
√

6 log |q̃Y|x|√
|θ| − 1

ϵ2 + ϵ2 −
(

1 −
2 log |q̃Y|x|

|θ|

)2

ϵ2

≤ 2(|q̃Y|x| − 1)ϵ2
√

6 log |q̃Y|x|√
|θ| − 1

+
4 log |q̃Y|x|

|θ|
ϵ2

≤
2|q̃Y|x|ϵ2√

6 log |q̃Y|x|√
|θ| − 1

.

(30)

By dividing both sides of the aforementioned inequality by the corresponding sides of
inequalities (27), we obtain:

λmax(Ax)
λmin(Ax) ≤ Z(|θ|, |q̃Y|x|) + 1, (31)

where Z(|θ|, |q̃Y|x|) = 2|q̃Y|x|
√

6 log |q̃Y|x|√
|θ|−1

(1 − 2 log |q̃Y|x|
|θ| )2.

According to this theorem, the strategies to reduce structural error involve two
key aspects: enhancing gradient independence to satisfy the Gradient Independence
Condition 1 and reducing the structural error by increasing the number of parameters
|θ|.

Below, we analyze several deep learning techniques based on Theorem 4. Our exam-
ination includes insights derived from our designed experiments, which have validated
several conclusions. It is important to note, however, that some of these conclusions
are based on intuition and practical experience rather than rigorous theoretical deriva-
tion or comprehensive empirical validation. Despite this, we believe that presenting
preliminary yet plausible analyses from a novel perspective can offer valuable insights
and stimulate further discussion and research into these issues.

Enhancing Gradient Independence
To achieve the Gradient Independence Condition, techniques that weaken inter-
parameter correlations and promote independent gradient updates are essential. Some
effective implementations include:
• Dropout Krizhevsky, Sutskever, and Hinton (2012): By randomly deactivating

neurons during training, dropout reduces co-adaptation among parameters, which
in turn encourages more independent gradient updates. This process helps weaken
the dependence among the columns of ∇θfθ(x), thereby improving the rationality
and applicability of the Gradient Independence Condition.
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• Random parameter initialization. Proper weight initialization methods (e.g.,
Xavier or He initialization) ensure that gradients are well-scaled and less corre-
lated at the start of training, facilitating adherence to the Gradient Independence
Condition.

• Stochasticity in SGD. Unlike gradient descent (GD), which computes gradients
using the entire dataset and thus produces deterministic updates, SGD approxi-
mates the true gradient by computing it on a single sample or a small mini-batch
randomly selected from the dataset. This introduces variability into the parame-
ter updates at each iteration. From this perspective, SGD incorporates randomness
through sampling, which helps to validate the Gradient Independence Condition.

Increasing the Number of Parameters
The number of parameters in a model influences not only its fitting capability but
also plays a crucial role in its non-convex optimization ability. Theorem 4 indicates
that the structural error decreases as the number of parameters increases, provided
that the Gradient Independence Condition is satisfied. This conclusion aligns with the
pivotal viewpoint that over-parameterization plays a crucial role in the exceptional
non-convex optimization and generalization capabilities of DNNs Arjevani and Field
(2022); Chizat et al. (2018); Du, Zhai, et al. (2018). Going further, this theorem
provides theoretical insights into how over-parameterization influences a model’s non-
convex optimization capability. The experimental results in Figure 5 also validate this
conclusion.

5 Empirical Validations
In this section, we aim to validate the correctness of the core theoretical conclu-
sions of this paper through experiments. For the sake of convenient description,
we refer to log Ef (q̃Y|x, pY|x) as the fitting error, log ∥∇θdΩ(q̃Y|x, fx)∥2

2 + U(Ax)
and log ∥∇θdΩ(q̃Y|x, fx)∥2

2 + L(Ax) as its upper and lower bounds, respectively.
Additionally, we denote log2 ∥∇θdΩ(q̃Y|x, fx)∥2

2 simply as the gradient norm.

5.1 Experimental Design
Since the focus of this experiment is on evaluating whether models with different
architectures align with the theoretical conclusions presented in this paper during
the training process, rather than focusing on the final specific performance metrics
or comparisons with existing algorithms, we use the MNIST dataset LeCun, Bottou,
Bengio, and Haffner (1998) as a case study and design model architectures according
to the conclusions to be verified.

Model architectures and configuration parameters are illustrated in Figure 1. Mod-
els b and d extend Models a and c by incorporating skip connections, with k denoting
the number of blocks (or layers), allowing for adjustable model depth. The experi-
ments were executed using the following computing environment: Python 3.7, Pytorch
2.2.2, and a GeForceRTX2080Ti GPU. The training parameters are as follows: the
loss function is softmax cross-entropy, the number of epochs is 1, the batch size is 64,
and the models were trained using the SGD algorithm with a learning rate of 0.01 and
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Fig. 1 Model architectures and configuration parameters.

momentum of 0.9. In the experiments, we control the parameter number by adjusting
the model depth.

5.2 Experimental Result on Optimization Mechanism
We assign a value of k = 1 to the models in Figure 1 and train them. The changes
in gradient norm and structural error throughout the training process are illustrated
in Figure 4. The fitting errors of the models, along with their respective bounds, are
depicted in Figure 2. To quantify the changes in correlations among these metrics as
training progresses, we introduce the local Pearson correlation coefficient as a metric.
Specifically, we apply a sliding window approach to compute the Pearson correlation
coefficients between the given variables within each window. We use a sliding win-
dow of length 50 to compute the Pearson correlation coefficients between the fitting
error and its upper and lower bounds. During training, the local Pearson correlation
coefficients are illustrated in Figure 3. As shown in Figure 2, as training progresses,
the variation in fitting error increasingly aligns with the trends of its upper and lower
bounds. Concurrently, the gap between the bounds narrows. After the 500th epoch,
the Pearson correlation coefficients between log Ef (q̃Y|x, pY|x) and its upper and lower
bounds approach 1 across all models in Figure 3. These observations validate the
Theorem 3, demonstrating that minimizing the fitting error is effectively achieved
by controlling its upper and lower bounds in model training. We further analyze the
changes in structural error and gradient norm during the training process, as illus-
trated in Figure 4. Theorem 3 implies that during model training, the gradient norm
can control the fitting error only when the structural error remains constant. This
conclusion is fully corroborated by the experimental results illustrated in Figure 4.
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Fig. 3 Local Pearson correlation coefficient curves during the training process.

5.3 Experimental Result on the Structural Error
5.3.1 Initialization
We then examine the relationship between structural error, the number of parameters,
and model structure (specifically, the use of skip connections) during the random
initialization phase. The theoretical results in subsection 4.3 suggest two key points:

1. Introducing skip connections increases the eigenvalues of the structural matrix,
which in turn reduces the structural error.

2. During this phase, if skip connections are not used, the gradient independence
condition holds true, implying that models with more parameters will have lower
structural errors.
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Fig. 4 Changes in indicators during the training process.

We increase the depth of the models under the default initialization methods (He
initialization) and observe changes in structural error. The results of this experiment
are illustrated in Figure 5.

For Models a and c, which do not incorporate skip connections, as the number of
layers increases, U(Ax), L(Ax) and G(Ax) rapidly decrease, rapidly decrease, causing
the structural error to decline and approach zero. This experimental result is fully
consistent with the conclusions of 4. As shown in Figure 5, skip connections in Model
b and d have two key aspects: one is to amplify gradient values to prevent vanishing
gradients, and the other is that the presence of skip connections can invalidate the
Gradient Independence Condition. Therefore, both U(Ax) and L(Ax) decrease, while
G(Ax) increases. Given that U(Ax) ≫ L(Ax), the structural error is primarily deter-
mined by U(Ax), leading to a reduction in structural error. According to 3, a decrease
in U(Ax) facilitates the optimization of fitting error through the gradient norm. Con-
sequently, the conclusions of this paper provide a new insight into understanding the
role of skip connections in the optimization mechanisms of deep learning.

5.3.2 Training Dynamics
We increase the value of k from 0 to 5 in Models a and b and train these models to
investigate the impact of parameter number on training dynamics. The experimental
results are illustrated in Figure 6 and Figure 7. To examine the correlation between the
fitting error and its bounds, we also computed the local Pearson correlation coefficients
using a sliding window of length 50. The results are shown in Figure 8 and Figure 9.

Below, we present the analysis of the experimental results and the conclusions
drawn from them.

17



5

0

5

Model a

U(Ax)
L(Ax)
G(Ax)
log2|| d (qY|x, fx)||22 30

20

10

0

10

20

30
Model b

0 10 20 30 40
layer number

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2
Model c

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
layer number

6

4

2

0

2

4

Model d

Fig. 5 Changes in indicators during the increase in model depth.

• In the absence of skip connections, increasing parameter number pro-
longs the time required for structural error to converge, thereby delaying
the onset of fitting error reduction. As illustrated in Figure 6, as the number of
layers k increases, the timing at which the fitting error of Model a begins to decrease
corresponds to the point when structural error converges. Increasing parameter
number prolongs the time required for structural error to converge, thereby delay-
ing the onset of fitting error reduction. This observation aligns with Theorem 3,
which implies that the optimization of fitting error depends on controlling its upper
and lower bounds.

• In the absence of skip connections, increasing parameter number pro-
gressively fulfills the Gradient Independence Condition. As illustrated in
Figure 6, as the number of layers k increases, U(Ax), L(Ax), and G(Ax) all approach
zero, indicating that the structural error also tends toward zero. This phenomenon
corroborates Theorem 4.

• Skip connections disrupt the initial Gradient Independence Condition
but can accelerate the convergence of structural error. At the onset of
training, even with an increase in the number of layers, Model b does not exhibit a
reduction in structural error. We attribute this primarily to the fact that skip con-
nections disrupt the Gradient Independence Condition. Consequently, Theorem 4 is
no longer applicable. However, the presence of skip connections addresses the van-
ishing gradient problem and reduces the structural error, thereby accelerating the
model’s convergence as illustrated in Figure 8 and Figure 9.
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6 Conclusion

In conclusion, this study analyzes the optimization mechanisms of deep learning from
the perspective of conditional distribution estimation and fitting. To ensure the gener-
ality of the results, the Fenchel-Young loss is utilized, which encompasses virtually all
loss functions used in practical applications. This paper demonstrates that the non-
convex optimization problems associated with training deep models can be addressed
by minimizing the gradient norm and structural error. It shows that under typical
configurations in deep learning, global optima can be approximated by their sta-
tionary points. Furthermore, the paper elucidates the influence mechanism of model
parameter size on the optimization outcomes of deep learning under the assumption
of gradient independence, providing theoretical insights into techniques such as over-
parameterization and random parameter initialization. In summary, this paper offers
a novel theoretical perspective for understanding the optimization mechanisms in deep
learning and validates its effectiveness through experiments. Additionally, while ana-
lyzing the impact of model size on the non-convex optimization capabilities, this study
employs a relatively stringent assumption of gradient independence. Consequently,
although the conclusions drawn based on this assumption provide valuable theoretical
insights, their accuracy requires further examination. Exploring other more relaxed
assumptions could be one direction for future work in this area.
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