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Abstract

Deep learning models are often successfully trained using gradient descent, despite the worst
case hardness of the underlying non-convex optimization problem. The key question is then under
what conditions can one prove that optimization will succeed. Here we provide a strong result
of this kind. We consider a neural net with one hidden layer and a convolutional structure with
no overlap and a ReLU activation function. For this architecture we show that learning is NP-
complete in the general case, but that when the input distribution is Gaussian, gradient descent
converges to the global optimum in polynomial time. To the best of our knowledge, this is the
first global optimality guarantee of gradient descent on a convolutional neural network with ReLU
activations.

1 Introduction

Deep neural networks have achieved state-of-the-art performance on many machine learning tasks
in areas such as natural language processing , computer vision (Krizhevsky et al.
and speech recognition (Hinton et all [2012)). Training of such networks is often successfully
performed by minimizing a high-dimensional non-convex objective function, using simple first-order
methods such as stochastic gradient descent.

Nonetheless, the success of deep learning from an optimization perspective is poorly understood
theoretically. Current results are mostly pessimistic, suggesting that even training a 3-node neural
network is NP-hard (Blum & Rivest| [1993), and that the objective function of a single neuron can
admit exponentially many local minima (Auer et al., 1996 Safran & Shamir} [2016]). There have been
recent attempts to bridge this gap between theory and practice. Several works focus on the geometric
properties of loss functions that neural networks attempt to minimize. For some simplified architec-
tures, such as linear activations, it can be shown that there are no bad local minima
. Extension of these results to the non-linear case currently requires very strong independence
assumptions (Kawaguchil |2016).

Since gradient descent is the main “work-horse” of deep learning it is of key interest to understand
its convergence properties. However, there are no results showing that gradient descent is globally
optimal for non-linear models, except for the case of many hidden neurons (Andoni et all [2014) and
non-linear activation functions that are not widely used in practice (Zhang et al., [2017) l%l Here we
provide the first such result for a neural architecture that has two very common components: namely
a ReLU activation function and a convolution layer.

The architecture considered in the current paper is shown in Figure [} We refer to these models
as no-overlap networks. A no-overlap network can be viewed as a simple convolution layer with non
overlapping filters, followed by a ReLU activation function, and then average pooling. Formally, let
w € R™ denote the filter coefficient, and assume the input @ is in R?. Define k = m/d and assume
for simplicity that k is integral. Partition & into k non-overlapping parts and denote x[i] the it" part.

1See more related work in Section



Finally, define ¢ to be the ReLU activation function, namely o (z) = max{0, z}. Then the output of
the network in Figure [T]is given by:

flesw) = 1 3 o (w-afi) m

We note that such architectures have been used in several works (Lin et al., 2013; |[Milletari et al., 2016),
but we view them as important firstly because they capture key properties of general convolutional
networks.

We address the realizable case, where training data is generated from a function as in Eq. [I| with
weight vector w*. Training data is then generated by sampling n training points xi,...,®, from a
distribution D, and assigning them labels using y = f(a; w*). The learning problem is then to find a
w that minimizes the squared loss. In other words, solve the optimization problem:

min 37 (7l w) - )’ @

In the limit n — oo, this is equivalent to minimizing the population risk:
U(w) = Eano |(f(@;w) — f(230"))?] (3)

Like several recent works (Hardt et all 2016; [Hardt & Mal, 2016) we focus on minimizing the pop-
ulation risk, leaving the finite sample case to future work. We believe the population risk cap-
tures the key characteristics of the problem, since the large data regime is the one of interest.

Our key results are as follows: y

e Worst Case Hardness: Despite the simplicity of I
No-OQwerlap Networks, we show that learning them
is in fact hard if D is unconstrained. Specifically, in
Section [4] we show that learning No-Overlap Net-
works is NP complete via a reduction from a variant RelU
of the set splitting problem.

e Distribution Dependent Tractability: When w W w
D corresponds to independent Gaussian variables ’ IS N . | X
with 4 = 0,02 = 1, we show in Section [5| that
No-Quverlap Networks can be learned in polynomial
time using gradient descent. Figure 1: Convolutional neural network

with non-overlapping filters. In the first

layer, a filter w is applied to non-

overlapping parts of the input vector x,

and the output passes through a ReLLU ac-

tivation function. The outputs of the neu-
rons are then averaged to give the output

Y.

The above two results nicely demonstrate the gap be-
tween worst-case intractability and tractability under as-
sumptions on the data. We provide an empirical demon-
stration of this in Section [6] where gradient descent is
shown to succeed on the Gaussian case and fail for a
different distribution.

To further understand the role of overlap in the net-
work, we consider networks that do have overlap between
the filters. In Section [7.1| we show that in this case, even
under Gaussian distributed inputs, there will be non-optimal local minima. Thus, gradient descent
will no longer be optimal in the overlap case. In Section we show empirically that these local
optima may be overcome in practice by using gradient descent with multiple restarts.

Taken together, our results are the first to demonstrate distribution dependent optimality of gra-
dient descent for learning a neural architecture with a convolutional like architecture and a ReLU
activation function.



2 Related Work

Hardness of learning neural networks has been demonstrated for many different settings. For example,
(Blum & Rivest],[1993)) show that learning a neural network with one hidden layer with a sign activation
function is NP-hard in the realizable case. (Livni et al.,|2014]) extend this to other activation functions
and bounded norm optimization. Hardness can also be shown for improper learning under certain
cryptographic assumptions (e.g., see Daniely et al., [2014; Klivans| 2008; |[Livni et al.,2014). Note that
these hardness results do not hold for the regression and tied parameter setting that we consider.

Due to the above hardness results, it is clear that the success of deep-learning can only be explained
by making additional assumptions about the data generating distribution. The classic algorithm by
(Baum, [1990) shows that intersection of halfspaces (i.e., a specific instance of a one hidden layer
network) is PAC learnable under any symmetric distribution. This was later extended in (Klivans
et al., 2009) to log-concave distributions.

The above works do not consider gradient descent as the optimization method, leaving open the
question of which assumptions can lead to global optimality of gradient descent. Such results have
been hard to obtain, and we survey some recent ones below. One instance when gradient descent
can succeed is when there are enough hidden units such that random initialization of the first layer
can lead to zero error even if only the second layer is trained. Such over-specified networks have
been considered in (Andoni et al.,|2014; [Livni et al.l |2014) and it was shown that gradient descent can
globally learn them in some cases (Andoni et al.,|2014)). However, the assumption of over-specification
is very restrictive and limits generalization. In contrast, we show convergence of gradient descent
to a global optimum for any network size and consider convolutional neural networks with shared
parameters. Another interesting case is linear dynamical systems, where (Hardt et all [2016) show
that under independence assumptions maximum likelihood is quasi-concave and hence solvable with
gradient ascent.

Recent work by (Mei et al.,[2016)) shows that regression with a single neuron and certain non-linear
activation functions, can be learned with gradient descent for sub-Gaussian inputs. We note that their
architecture is significantly simpler than ours, in that it uses a single neuron. In fact, their regression
problem can also be solved via methods for generalized linear models such as (Kakade et al., 2011)).

(Shamir, 2016)) recently showed that there is a limit to what distribution dependent results can
achieve. Namely, it was shown that for large enough one-hidden layer networks, no distributional
assumptions can make gradient descent tractable. Importantly, the construction in (Shamir, 2016)
does not use parameter tying and thus is not applicable to the architecture we study here.

Several works have focused on understanding the loss surface of neural network objectives, but
without direct algorithmic implications. (Kawaguchi, [2016)) show that linear neural networks do not
suffer from bad local minima. (Hardt & Mal |2016|) consider objectives of linear residual networks and
prove that there are no critical points other than the global optimum. (Soudry & Carmon, 2016|) show
that in the objective of over-parameterized neural networks with dropout-like noise, all differentiable
local minima are global. Other works (Safran & Shamir, 2016} [Haeffele & Vidal, |2015) give similar
results for over-specified networks. All of these results are purely geometric and do not have direct
implications on convergence of optimization algorithms. In a different approach, (Janzamin et al.,
2015), suggest alternatives to gradient-based methods for learning neural networks. However, these
algorithms are not widely used in practice. Finally, (Choromanska et al. [2015) use spin glass models
to argue that, under certain generative modelling and architectural constraints, local minima are likely
to have low loss values.

The theory of non-convex optimization is closely related to the theory of neural networks. Recently,
there has been substantial progress in proving convergence guarantees of simple first-order methods
in various machine learning problems, that don’t correspond to typical neural nets. These include for
example matrix completion (Ge et al.| [2016) and tensor decompositions (Ge et al., [2015)).

Finally, recent work by (Zhang et al., 2016) shows that neural nets can perfectly fit random
labelings of the data. Understanding this from an optimization perspective is largely an open problem.



3 Preliminaries

We use bold-faced letters for vectors and capital letters for matrices. The i** row of a matrix A is

denoted by a;.

In our analysis in Section and Sectionwe assume that the input feature z € R? is a vector of
IID Gaussian random variables with zero mean and variance 0neE| Denote this distribution by G. We
consider networks with one hidden layer, and k£ hidden units. Our main focus will be on No-Owverlap
Networks, but we begin with a more general one-hidden-layer neural network with a fully-connected
layer parameterized by W € R*¥¢ followed by average pooling. The network output is then:

fasW) =13 o (wi @) (@

where o () is the pointwise ReLU function.
We consider the realizable setting where there exists a true W* using which the training data is
generated. The population risk (see Eq.|3)) is then:

(W) =Eg [(f(z: W) — flzs W))?] ()

As we show next, £(TW) can be considerably simplified. First, define:

9(u,v) =Eg [0 (u-z)o (v- )] (6)
Simple algebra then shows that:
1 * * *
(W) = @Z [9(wi, w;) — 29(wi, w]) + g(w], w])] (7)
0]

The next Lemma from (Cho & Saul, |2009)) shows that g(u,v) has a simple form.

Lemma 3.1 ((Cho & Saul, [2009), Section 2). Assume x € R? is a vector where the entries are IID
Gaussian random variables with mean 0 and variance 1. Given u,v € R? denote by 0, the angle
between w and v. Then:

1
g(u,v) = 5 || v (Sin O + (7r — 91“,) cos 9,“,)

The gradient of g with respect to u also turns out to have a simple form, as stated in the lemma
below. The proof is deferred to the Appendix [A]

Lemma 3.2. Let g be as defined in Eq.[0. Then g is differentiable at all points u # 0 and

9g(u,v) 1 u 1
Tou = e I g o (7= )

gu o 1l g s e + 5 (7 = b

We conclude by special-casing the results above to No-Overlap Networks. In this case, the entire
model is specified by a single filter vector w € R™. The rows w,; are mostly zeros, except for the
indices ((¢ — 1)m + 1,...,4m) which take the values of w. Namely, w; = (O(i_l)m, w, Od_im) where
0, € R! is a zero vector. The same holds for the vectors w} with a weight vector w*. This simplifies
the loss considerably, since for all i: g(w;, w;) = 3 |w]|?, and for all i # j: g(w;,w;) = 5= |w]||® and
g(w;, w}) = 5= [|w] [|w*||. Thus the loss £(w) for No-Overlap Networks yields (up to additive factors
in w*):
1

l(w) = 7

Awll” = 2kg(w, w’) — 28w |l | (8)

whereﬁ:%and'yzﬁ—&—%.

2The variance per variable can be arbitrary. We choose one for simplicity.



4 Learning No-QOwverlap Networks is NP-Complete

The No-Owverlap Networks architecture is a simplified convolutional layer with average pooling. How-
ever, as we show here, learning it is still a hard problem. This will motivate our exploration of
distribution dependent results in Section [f]

Recall that our focus is on minimizing the squared error in Eq. For this section, we do not
make any assumptions on D. Thus D can be a distribution with uniform mass on training points
Z1,...,&,, recovering the empirical risk in Eq. [2} We know that ¢(w) in Eq. 3| can be minimized by
setting w = w™* and the corresponding squared loss ¢(w) will be zero. However, we of course do not
know w*, and the question is how difficult is it to minimize ¢(w). In what follows we show that this
is hard. Namely, it is an NP-complete problem to find a w that comes ¢y close to the minimum of
¢(w), for some constant €.

We begin by defining the Set-Splitting-by-k-Sets problem, which is a variant of the classic Set-
Splitting problem (Garey & Johnson, 1990). After establishing the hardness of Set-Splitting-by-k-Sets,
we will provide a reduction from it to learning No-Overlap Networks.

Definition 1. The Set-Splitting-by-k-Sets decision problem is defined as follows: Given a finite set
S of d elements and a collection C of at most (k — 1)d subsets C; of S, do there exist disjoint sets
51,82, ..., 8k such that | J, S; =S and for all j and i, C; € S;?

For k = 2 and without the upper bound on |C| this is known as the Set-Splitting decision problem
which is NP-complete (Garey & Johnson, [1990)). Next, we show that Set-Splitting-by-k-Sets is NP-
complete. The proof is via a reduction from 3SAT and induction, and is provided in Appendix

Proposition 4.1. Set-Splitting-by-k-Sets is NP-complete for all k > 2.
We next formulate the No-Overlap Networks optimization problem.

Definition 2. The k-Non-Overlap-Opt problem is defined as follows. The input is a distribution Dx y
over input-output pairs x,y where x € Re. If the input is realizable by a no-overlap network with k
hidden neurons, then the output is a vector w such that:

Eowy (@)~ )] < 7o )

Otherwise an arbitrary weight vector is returned.

The above problem returns a w that minimizes the population-risk up to ﬁ accuracy. It is thus
easier than minimizing the risk to an arbitrary precision € (see Section [5, Theorem [5.2)).

We prove the following theorem, which uses some ideas from (Blum & Rivest},(1993)), but introduces
additional constructions needed for the no overlap case.

Theorem 4.2. For all the k > 2, the k-Non-Overlap-Opt problem is NP-complete.

Proof. We will show a reduction from Set-Splitting-by-k-sets to k-Non-Ouverlap-Opt. Assume a given
instance of the Set-Splitting-by-k-sets problem with a set S and collection of subsets C. Denote
S ={1,2,...,d} and |C| < (k — 1)d. Let 04 € R? be the all zeros vector. For a vector v € R?, define
the vector d;(v) € R¥ to be the concatenation of i — 1 vectors 04, followed by v and k — i vectors
04, and let d(v) = (dy(v), da(v), ..., dy(v)) € R4,

We next define a training set for k-Non-Owverlap-Opt. For each element ¢ € S define an input
vector &; = d(e;), where e; is the standard basis of R, Assign the label y; = % to this input. In
addition, for each subset C; € C define the vector xq44; = d(ZieCj e;) and label y4y; = 0. Thus we
have |S| + [C| inputs in R¥*?. Let Dx,y be a uniform distribution over the training set points (i.e.,
each point with probability at least 7 since |C| < (k — 1)d).

We will now show that the given instance of Set-Splitting-by-k-sets has a solution (i.e., there exist
splitting sets) if and only if k-Non-Overlap-Opt returns a weight vector with low risk. First, assume



there exist splitting sets S, ..., Sg. For each 1 <[ < k define the vector a® € R? such that for all
i €5, af’ =1 and afl = —d otherwise. Define a No-Overlap Network with k?d inputs and weight
vector w = (a®*, a2, ...,a°") € R*¥, Then for all 1 <1i < d we have:

ks ((aS)T e,
flziw) = iz (;a )e) % =Y (10)
and for all j: .
o((a)T . e;
f(@arj;w) = 21 (@) Griec, ©0) =0=yat; (11)

k

where the last equality follows since for all [ and j, C; € S;. Therefore there exists a w for which the
error in Eq. [J]is zero and k-Non-Overlap-Opt will return a weight vector with low risk.

Conversely, assume that k-Non-Overlap-Opt returned a w € R*? with risk less than ng,d on Dxy
above. Denote by w = (wy,ws, ..., w}), where w; € R?. We will show that this implies that there
exist k splitting sets. For all ', 7’ in the training set it holds that:EI

(f(@;w) —y) o1
< cw) —
kd > EDX,Y[(f(w7w) y) ] < 4k5d
This implies that for all ¢ and j,
|f(d(e); w) — 1| <= Fd(Y en)iw)| < = (12)
ei)iw) — 552 e;);w 572

i€Cy

Define sets S; = {i | wje; > 5} for 1 <1 < k and WLOG assume they are disjoint by arbitrarily
assigning points that belong to more than one set, to one of the sets they belong to. We will next
show that these S; are splitting. Namely, it holds that | J; S; = S and no subset C; is a subset of some
5.

Since f(d(e;);w) = M > 1 — 51z > o for all 4, it follows that for each i € S there
exists 1 <[ < k such that wlTei > le Therefore, by the definition of S; we deduce that J, S; = S.

To show the second property, assume by contradiction that for some j and m, C; € S,,. Then

C; S S o(wi (Tico, @) C.
w,Tn(ZieCj e;) > ‘2,;‘, which implies that f(d(ZieCj e);w) = == lk €Y > \2k?2| > ﬁ’ a
contradiction. This concludes our proof. O

To conclude, we have shown that No-Owverlap Networks are hard to learn if one does not make
any assumptions about the training data. In fact we have shown that finding a w with loss at most
Wlsd is hard. In the next section, we show that certain distributional assumptions make the problem
tractable.

5 No-Overlap Networks can be Learned for Gaussian Inputs

In this section we assume that the input features & are generated via a Gaussian distribution G, as in
Section [3] We will show that in this case, gradient descent will converge with high probability to the
global optimum of ¢(w) (Eq.|8)) in polynomial time.

In order to analyze convergence of gradient descent on ¢, we need a characterization of all the
critical and non-differentiable points. We show that ¢ has a non-differentiable point and a degenerate
saddle pointE| Therefore, recent methods for showing global convergence of gradient-based optimizers

3The LHS is true because for a non-negative random variable X, E[X] > p(x)x for all 2, and in our case p(x) > ﬁ
4A saddle point is degenerate if the Hessian at the point has only non-negative eigenvalues and at least one zero
eigenvalue.



on non-convex objectives (Lee et al., 2016 |Ge et al., |2015) cannot be used in our case, because they
assume all saddles are strict E| and the objective function is continuously differentiable everywhere.

The characterization is given in the following lemma. The proof relies on the fact that £(w)
depends only on ||w]|,||]w*|| and O+, and therefore w.l.o.g. it can be assumed that w™ lies on one of
the axes. Then by a symmetry argument, in order to prove properties of the gradient and the Hessian,
it suffices to calculate partial derivatives with respect to at most three variables.

Lemma 5.1. Let {(w) be defined as in Eq. @ Then the following holds:
1. f(w) is differentiable if and only if w # 0.
2. For k> 1, £(w) has three critical points:

(a) A local mazimum at w = 0.
(b) A unique global minimum at w = w*.

*

(t=k ™.

(c) A degenerate saddle point at w = — Fre=1k

For k =1, w = 0 is not a local mazimum and the unique global minimum w* is the only
differentiable critical point.

We next consider a simple gradient descent update rule for minimizing ¢(w) and analyze its
convergence. Let A > 0 denote the step size. Then the update at iteration ¢ is simply:

Wiyl = Wt — )\Vﬂ(wt) (13)

Our main result, stated formally below, is that the above update is guaranteed to converge to an e
accurate solution after O(S%) iterations. We note that the dependence of the convergence rate on € is
similar to standard results on convergence of gradient descent to stationary points (e.g., see discussion
in |Allen-Zhu & Hazan| 2016)).

Theorem 5.2. Assume |w*|| = 1 For any § > 0 and 0 < € < W, there exists 0 < A < 1
such that with probability at least 1 —0, gradient descent initialized randomly from the unit sphere with
learning rate A will get to a point w such that £(w) < O(e) ﬂ in O(Z%) iterations.

The complete proof is provided in Appendix[C}] Here we provide a high level overview. In particular,
we first explain why gradient descent will stay away from the two bad points mentioned in Lemma
591}

First we note that the gradient of ¢(w) at w; is given by:
Vi(w:) = —c1(wi, w")wy — ca(wy, w*)w™ (14)

where ¢; and co are two functions such that ¢; > —1 and ¢y > 0. Thus the gradient is a sum of a
vector in the direction of w; and a vector in the direction of w*. At iteration t + 1 we have:

w1 = (14 Aey (wy, w*))w; + Ao (wy, w*)w* (15)

It follows that for A < 1 the angle between w; and w* will decrease in each iteration. Therefore, if

wy has an angle with w* that is not 7, we will never converge to the saddle point in Lemma [5.1
Next, assuming ||wpl|| > 0 and that the angle between wy and w* is at most (1 —§)7 (which occurs

with probability 1 — 4), it can be shown that the norm of w; is always bounded away from zero by

5A saddle point is strict if the Hessian at the point has at least one negative eigenvalue.
6 Assumed for simplicity, otherwise ||w*|| is a constant factor.

7X can be found explicitly.

80(-) hides a linear factor in d.



a constant M = Q(I)E The proof is quite technical and follows from the fact that w = 0 is a local
maximum

The fact that w; stays away from the problematic points allows us to show that ¢(w) has a
Lipschitz continuous gradient on the line between w,; and w,;, with constant L = O(1)2 By stan-
dard optimization analysis (Nesterovl |2004) it follows that after T" = O(E%) iterations we will have
(IVi(w,)]| < O(e) for some 0 < ¢ < T. This in turn can be used to show that w; is O(y/€)-close to
w*. Finally, since £(w) < d|Jw — w*||?, it follows that w, approximates the global minimum to within
O(e) accuracy.

Theorem implies that gradient descent converges to a point w such that ¢(w) < d% in time
O(poly(d)) where d is the input dimensionﬂ The following corollary thus follows.

Corollary 5.3. Gradient descent solves the k-Non-Overlap-Opt problem under the Gaussian assump-
tion on D with high probability and in polynomial time.

6 Empirical Illustration of Tractability Gap

The results in the previous sections showed that No-Owverlap Networks optimization is hard in the
general case, but tractable for Gaussian inputs. Here we empirically demonstrate both the easy and
hard cases. The training data for the two cases will be generated by using the same w* but different
distributions over «.

To generate the “hard” case, we begin with a set splitting problem. In particular, we consider a
set S with 40 elements and a collection C of 760 subsets of S, each of size 20. We choose C; such that
there exists subsets 51,52 that split the subsets C;. We use the reduction in Section E| to convert this
into a No-Qwverlap Networks optimization problem. This results in a training set of size 800.

Since we know the w* that solves the set splitting prob-
lem, we can use it to label data from a different distribution.

Motivated by Section [5| we use a Gaussian distribution G as 0.1 —— Non-Gaussian
defined earlier and generate a training set of the same size — Gaussian
(namely 800) and labels given by the no-overlap network 0.08
with weight w*. 0.06 k

For these two learning problems we used AdaGrad 2 '
(Duchi et al} 2011) to optimize the empirical risk (plain = .,

gradient descent also converges, but AdaGrad requires less

tuning of step size). For both datasets we used a random 0.02
normal initializer and for each we chose the best performing
learning rate schedule. The training error for each setting 0
0 20 40 60 80

as a function of the number of epochs is shown in Figure
It is clear that in the non-Gaussian case, AdaGrad gets
trapped at a sub-optimal point, whereas the Gaussian case
is solved optimallyE In the Gaussian case AdaGrad con-
verged to w*. Therefore, given the Gaussian dataset we were
able to recover the true weight vector w*, whereas given the
data constructed via the reduction we were not, even though
both datasets were of the same size. We conclude that these empirical findings are in line with our
theoretical results.

Iteration

Figure 2: Training loss of Adagrad
on the Gaussian and Non-Gaussian
datasets. See Section [6] for details.

90 and O hide factors of ||w*]|, Oy, w*, k and 4.

10The proof holds even for k = 1 where w = 0 is not a local maximum.

' Note that the complexity of a gradient descent iteration is polynomial in d.

I2We note that the value of 0.06 attained by the non-Gaussian case is quite high, since the zero weight vector in this
case has loss of order 0.1.



7 Networks with Overlapping Filters

Thus far we showed that the non-overlapping case becomes tractable under Gaussian inputs. A
natural question is then what happens when overlaps are allowed (namely, the stride is smaller than
the filter size). Will gradient descent still find a global optimum? Here we show that this is in fact
not the case, and that with probability greater than + 7 gradient descent will get stuck in a sub-optimal
region. In Section we analyze this setting for a two dimensional example and provide bounds on
the level of suboptimality. In Section we report on an empirical study of optimization for networks
with overlapping filters. Our results suggest that by restarting gradient descent a constant number of
times, it will converge to the global minimum with high probability. Complete proofs of the results
are provided in Appendix

7.1 Suboptimality of Gradient Descent for R?

We consider an instance where there are k = d — 1 neurons and matrices W, W* € R**? correspond

to an overlapping filter of size 2 with stride 1, i.e, for all 1 < i < k w; = (0;—1,w,04_;_1), W =

(0,_1,w*,04_;_1) where 0; = (0,0,...,0) € R, w = (wy,ws) is a vector of 2 parameters and w* =
(—w* w*) € R2 w* > 0. Define the following vectors w, = (w1,ws,0), w; = (0,w,ws), wi =
(—w*,w*,0), w; = (0, —w*,w*) and denote by 6., . the angle between two vectors w and v.

One might Wonder why the analysis of the overlapping case should be any different than the non-
overlapping case. However, even for a filter of size two, as above, the loss function and consequently
the gradient, are more complex in the overlapping case. Indeed, the loss function in this case is given
by:

U(w) = a|fw]® + [w*|*) -
+ (B =2)(g(wr,wi) — g
7g(wrawl)+g(w:7

Bg(w,w")
w, w ) (16)

) =7 l[wl] [|w?]|

(
0

where o = %(g—}—%% B8 =2k and v = %

Compared to the objective in Eq. [8] which
depends only on ||w||, ||w| and Oy =, We see
that the objective in Eq. has new terms
such as g(w,,w;) which has a more compli-
cated dependence on the weight vectors w* and
w. This does not only have implications on the B
analysis, but also on the geometric properties = =
of the loss function and the dynamics of gradi-
ent descent. In particular, in Figure [3] we see
that the objective has a large sub-optimal re-
gion which is not the case when the filters are
non-overlapping.

As in the previous section we consider gra- ) ) )
dient descent updates as in BEq.[I3] The follow- Figure 3: The population risk for a network with
ing Proposition shows that if w is initialized in overlapping filters, with a two dimensional filter
the interior of the fourth quadrant of R2, then w* =[-1,1], k=4, d =5, and Gaussian inputs.
it will stay there for all remaining iterations.

The proof is a straightforward inspection of the components of the gradient, and is provided in the
supplementary.

Proposition 7.1. For any A € (0, %), if wy 15 in the interior of the fourth quadrant of R? then so is
Wiy1-



Note that in our example the global optimum w* is in the second quadrant (it’s easy to show
that it is also unique). Hence, if initialized at the fourth quadrant, gradient descent will remain in
a sub-optimal region. The sub-optimality can be clearly seen in Figure [3] In the proposition below
we formalize this observation by giving a tight lower bound on the values of ¢(w) for w in the fourth
quadrant. Specifically, we show that the sub-optimality scales with O(k%) The proof idea is to express
all angles between all the vectors that appear in Eq. [16| via a single angle parameter § between w in
the fourth quadrant and the positive z-axis. Then it is possible to prove the relatively simpler one
dimensional inequality that depends on 6.

Proposition 7.2. Let h(k) = k2_2k+2 + \/g(’;il) + 2(k?:1), then for all w in the fourth quadrant
h(k)

l(w) > %Hwﬂﬁ and this lower bound is attained by w = — 37515

w*

The above two propositions result in the following characterization of the sub-optimality of gradient
descent for w € R? and overlapping filters.

Theorem 7.3. Define h(k) as in Proposition . Then with probability > %, a randomly initialized
1

gradient descent with learning rate X € (0, 5) will get stuck in a sub-optimal region, where each point

in this region has loss at least %Hwﬂf and this bound is tight.

7.2 Empirical study of Gradient Descent for m > 2

In Section we showed that already for m = 2, networks with w € R™ and filter overlaps exhibit
more complex behavior than those without overlap. This leaves open the question of what happens
in the general case under the Gaussian assumption, for various values of d, m and overlaps. We leave
the theoretical analysis of this question to future work, but here report on empirical findings that hint
at what the solution should look like.

We experimented with a range of d,m and overlap values (see Appendix [E| for details of the
experimental setup). For each value of d, m and overlap we sampled 90 values of w* from various
uniform input distributions with different supports and several pre-defined deterministic values. This
resulted in more than 1200 different sampled w*. For each such w* we ran gradient descent multiple
times, each initialized randomly from a different wqy. Using the results from these runs, we could
estimate the probability of sampling a wq that would converge to the unique global minimum. Viewed
differently, this is the probability mass of the basin of attraction of the global optimum. We note that
the uniqueness of the global minimum follows easily from equating the population risk (Eq. [3]) to 0
and the full proof is deferred to Appendix

Our results are that across all values of d, m, overlap and w*, the probability mass of the basin
of attraction is at least % The practical implication is that multiple restarts of gradient descent (in
this case a few dozen) will find the global optimum with high probability. We leave formal analysis
of this intriguing fact for future work.

8 Discussion

The key theoretical question in deep learning is why it succeeds in finding good models despite the
non-convexity of the training loss. It is clear that an answer must characterize specific settings where
deep learning provably works. Despite considerable recent effort, such a case has not been shown. Here
we provide the first analysis of a non-linear architecture where gradient descent is globally optimal,
for a certain input distribution, namely Gaussian. Thus our specific characterization is both in terms
of architecture (no-overlap networks, single hidden layer, and average pooling) and input distribution.
We show that learning in no-overlap architectures is hard, so that some input distribution restriction
is necessary for tractability. Note however, that it is certainly possible that other, non-Gaussian,
distributions also result in tractability. Some candidates would be sub-Gaussian and log-concave
distributions.

10



Our derivation addressed the population risk, which for the Gaussian case can be calculated in
closed form. In practice, one minimizes an empirical risk. Our experiments in Section [f] suggest that
optimizing the empirical risk in the Gaussian case is tractable. It would be interesting to prove this
formally. It is likely that measure concentration results can be used to get similar results to those we
had for the population risk (e.g., see Mei et al., [2016; Xu et al., [2016, for use of such tools).

Convolution layers are among the basic building block of neural networks. Our work is among
the first to analyze optimization for these. The architecture we study is similar in structure to
convolutional networks, in the sense of using parameter tying and pooling. However, most standard
convolutional layers have overlap and use max pooling. In Section [7] we provide initial results for
the case of overlap, showing there is hope for proving optimality for gradient descent with random
restarts. Analyzing max pooling would be very interesting and is left for future work.

Finally, we note that distribution dependent tractability has been shown for intersection of half-
spaces (Klivans et al., [2009), which is a non-convolutional architecture. However, these results do
not use gradient descent. It would be very interesting to use our techniques to try and understand
gradient descent for the population risk in these settings.
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A  Proof of Lemma 3.2

First assume that 6y # 0,7 . Then by straightforward calculation we have

99 ! vl Ui 1 ( vy )2+( arccos( uv )) uv
- _ o (=Y p_—
ou; 2w [l fal vl all vl /77 lal vl
! Tallv v; w  u-v
+ o= [lul v - -
2m wv N2\l vl ) [l vl
1_
(HUHHVH)
u-v
+ ( Tafllivil < 25 U u-v
—(—uv 2\l vl jfa)? all vl
V1= (miren) ful
+ ( arccos ( wv )) Vi Ui u-v
— _
[[ul[ {[v]] lall vl () [l v (17)
! lv]] Ui 1 (711." )2-1-( arccos( uv )) uv
= — T — ™ —
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Hence,

g9 _
uv - Yu,v 1
5 = 3 IVl sintus + 5 (7= )y (18)

Now we assume that u is parallel to v. We first show that ¢ is differentiable in this case. Without
loss of generality we can assume that w and v lie on the u; axis. This follows since g is a function of
[lul|, [|[v]] and 6y, and therefore g(-,v) has a directional derivative in direction d at u if and only if
g(-, Rv) has a directional derivative in direction Rd at Ru where R is a rotation matrix. Hence g(-,v)
is differentiable at u if and only if g(-, Rv) is differentiable at Ru. Furthermore, if v and u are on the
uy axis, then by symmetry the partial derivatives with respect to other axes at u are all equal, hence
we only need to consider the partial derivative with respect to the u; and us axes.

Let v = (1,0,...,0) and v = (u,0,...,0) where u # 0. In order to show differentiability, we will
prove that g(u, v) has continuous partial derivatives at u (by equality the partial derivatives are
clearly continuous at points that are not on the u; axis. Define u. = (u,¢€,0, ...,0). Then

£l vl <sineug,v + (7~ fuc) cos 9) ~g(uv)
dg .
—(u,v) = lim

a 2 e—0 €

By L’hopital’s rule and the calculation of equality we get

99
6uz

1
(u,v) = lim — ||v]| sinf. =0
e—

€
[l
Furthermore, by equality we see that limy sy E?—ugz(u’, v) = 0 since limy/_yy Sin 6y ., = 0.

dg : dg
For a fixed 6y, equal to 0 or T, B—M(m v) is the same as W(u, v). Hence,

dg 1 . CfLifu>0
Tul(uvv) - % ”V” (Slngu,v—’_ (ﬂ-—gu,v) COS9u,v> = {O ifu<0

and the partial derivative is continuous since

71fu>0
Olfu<0

Finally, we see that for the case where u and v are parallel, the values we got for the partial
derivatives coincide with equation Eq. This concludes the proof.

B Proof of Proposition

We will prove the claim by induction on k. For the base case we will show that Set-Splitting-by-2-Sets
is NP-complete. We will prove this via a reduction from a variant of the 3-SAT problem with the
restriction of equal number of variables and clauses, which we denote Equal-8SAT. We will first prove
that Fqual-8SAT is NP-complete.

Lemma B.1. Equal-38SAT is NP-complete.

Proof. This can be shown via a reduction from 3SAT. Given a formula ¢ with n variables and m
clauses we can increase n — m by 1 by adding a new clause of the form (z V y) for new variables z
and y. Furthermore, we can decrease n —m by 1 by adding two new identical clauses of the form (z)
for a new variable z. In each case the formula with the new clause(s) is satisfiable if and only if ¢ is.
Therefore given a formula ¢ we can construct a new formula ¢ with equal number of variables and
clauses such that ¢ is satisfiable if and only if ¥ is. O
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We will now give a reduction from Equal-3SAT to Set-Splitting-by-2-Sets.
Lemma B.2. Set-Splitting-by-2-Sets is NP-complete.

Proof. The following reduction is exactly the reduction from 3SAT to Splitting-Sets and we include
it here for completeness. Let ¢ be a formula with set of variables V' and equal number of variables
and clauses. We construct the sets S and C as follows. Define

S={z|zeV}UVU{n}

where Z is the negation of variable z and n is a new variable not in V. For each clause ¢ with set
of variables or negations of variables V. that appear in the clause (for example, if ¢ = (Z V y) then
V. = {Z,y}) construct a set S. = V. U {n}. Furthermore, for each variable z € V construct a set
Sy = {x,Z}. Let C be the family of subsets S, and S, for all clauses ¢ and = € V. Note that |C|< |S|
which is required by the definition of Set-Splitting-by-2-Sets.

Assume that ¢ is satisfiable and let A be the satisfying assignment. Define S7 = {z]|A(x) =
true} U{Z|A(z) = false} and So = {z|A(x) = false} U{Z|A(x) = true}U{n}. Note that S;US; = S.
Assume by contradiction that there exists a set T € C such that T C Sy or T C Sy. If T C Sp then T
is not a set S, for some clause ¢ because n ¢ S;. However, by the construction of S; a variable and
its negation cannot be in S;. Hence T' C 57 is impossible. If 7" C S5 then as in the previous claim
T cannot be a set S, for a variable x. Hence T' = S, for some clause c¢. However, this implies that
A(c) = false, a contradiction.

Conversely, assume there exists splitting sets S7 and Sy and w.l.o.g. n € S;. We note that it
follows that no variable z and its negation Z are both contained in one of the sets S; or S3. Define
the following assignment A for ¢. For all x € V if z € Sy let A(x) = false, otherwise let A(x) = true.
Note that A is a well defined assignment. Assume by contradiction that there is a clause ¢ in ¢ which
is not satisfiable. Since Sy splits S, it follows that there exists a variable x such that it or its negation
Z are in Sy (recall that n € S7). If € S then A(x) = true and if T € Sy then A(Z) = true since
x € S1. In both cases ¢ is satisfiable, a contradiction. O

This proves the base case. We will now prove the induction step by giving a reduction from Set-
Splitting-by-k-Sets to Set-Splitting-by-(k+1)-Sets. Given S = {1,2,...,d} and C = {C;}; such that |C]
< (k—1)d, define 8" ={1,2,...,d+ 1} and C' = C U{D;}; where D; = {j,d+ 1} for all 1 < j < d.
Note that |C'| < kd < k(d + 1). Assume that there are Sy, ..., S that split the sets in C. Then if we
define Siy1 = {d + 1}, it follows that Ufill S; =8 and S, ..., Sk, Sky1 are disjoint and split the sets
inC'.

Conversely, assume that Sy, ..., Sk, Skr1 split the sets in C’. Let w.l.o.g. Sky1 be the set that
contains d + 1. Then for all 1 < j < d we have D; € Siy1. It follows that for all 1 < j <d, j & Sk,
or equivalently, Sy+1 = {d+1}. Hence, Ule S; =S and Sy, ..., S are disjoint and split the sets in C,
as desired.

C Missing Proofs for Section
C.1 Proof of Lemma [5.1]

1. For w # 0, the claim follows from Lemma [3.2] As in the proof of Lemma [3:2] we can assume
w.lo.g. that w = (0,0,..,0) and w* = (1,0,...,0). Let f(w,w*) = 2kg(w,w*) + (k? —
k)w It suffices to show that é%’;(w,w*) does not exist. Indeed, let w, = (0,¢,0,...,0)
then by L’hopital’s rule

[w*|  k K-k

) * k
lim f(WeaW ) f(W7W ) — lim —~ ||W*|| € sin@we w + (k2 _ k) =~ 4
e—0t € e—0t T le] ’ ™ ™ ™
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and

*\ * k * k k2 —k
lim f(WE,W ) f(W,W ) = lim — ||W*|| i sin@we wr — (k2 _ k) HW H — _r_
e—0- € e—0— T le] ’ ™ ™ v

Hence the left and right partial derivatives with respect to variable us are not equal, and thus

;—L(w,w*) does not exist.

. We first show that w = 0 is a local maximum if and only if £ > 1. Indeed, by considering the
loss function as a function of the variable = = ||w||, for any fized angle Oy, ,» Wwe get a quadratic
function of the form ¢(x) = az? — bx, where a > 0 and b > 0. Since f(#) = sinf + (7 — ) cos
is a non-negative function for 0 < 6 < 7 and f(0) = 0 if and only if § = =, it follows that
b=0if and only if £k = 1 and 0y - = m. Therefore if k¥ > 1, then for all fixed angles 0y -,
the minimum of ¢(x) is attained at = > 0, which implies that w = 0 is a local maximum. If
k =1 and 0y «+ = 7 the minimum of ¢(x) is attained at * = 0, and thus w = 0 is not a local
maximum in this case.

We will now find the other critical points of . By Lemma 3.2 we get

1 k* —k k w k k* —k w
Viw)=—|(k+ ——)w — — |[w*|| —— sin@ *—f( -0 ) Y — *
(W) k2 ( + )W T ||W || ||W|| SH1 w,w T ™ w,w w T ||W || ||W||]
kK —k  k|w* k* —k [|w* k
B LD L PP [[w”| W_7<7T_9ww*>W*
k2 m 7 [[wll ’ T vl @ ’
(19)
and assume it vanishes.
Denote 6 = 0w w+. If # = 0 then let w = aw™ for some a > 0. It follows that
K-k K-kl k
k+ -— = —=0
™ T o o
or equivalently o = 1, and thus w = w*.
If 0 = 7 then ||w| = &77_’“% ||lw*|| and thus w = —(,ﬁﬁrif_l“m)w*. By setting 6 = 7 in the loss
function, one can see that w = —(%)w* is a one-dimensional local minimum, whereas
by fixing ||w|| and decreasing 6, the loss function decreases. It follows that w = f(%)w*

is a saddle point. If 8 # 0,7 then w and w* are linearly independent and thus %(TF — 9) =0
which is a contradiction.
It remains to show that u = —vy(k)w* where v(k) = kz—f(:-i——kl)k is a degenerate saddle point. We

will show that the Hessian at u denoted by V2{(u), has only nonnegative eigenvalues and at least
one zero eigenvalue. Let £(w) 2 ¢(w, Rw*), where the second entry denotes the ground truth
weight vector and R is a rotation matrix. Denote by fq, a, the second directional derivative of
a function f in directions d; and ds. Similarly to the proof of Lemma since ¢ depends only
on [|[w]|, [|[w*|| and Oy w+, we notice that

€d17d2 (W) - ngdez (RW)
or equivalently

dI'v%(w)dy = (Rd,)TV2{(Rw)Rdy = df RTV*I(Rw)Rd,

16



for any w and directions d; and ds. It follows that
V2i(w) = RTV?I(Rw)R

for all w. Since R is an orthogonal matrix, we have that V2/(w) and V2/(Rw) are similar
matrices and thus have the same eigenvalues. Therefore, we can w.l.o.g. rotate w* such that it
will be on the w; axis.

By symmetry we have

S S 0 AN R
8w16‘wi a 8w13wj ’ 8w13w1 a 6wj8w1

and

ol ol ol ol
W(u) o aw? (w), Ow; 0w, (w) = Ow 0wy ()

7

for i # j,s # t such that 7,j,s,t # 1. It follows that we only need to consider second partial
derivatives with respect to 3 axes wi,wy and ws. Denote u, = (—v(k),¢,0, ,ﬁ and w* =

(1,0,...,0) and (k) = @ and note that vy(k) = ﬁ(ﬁk()kj_k Then by equation Eq. |19 we have
o 9 () = 1im Vi(u.), — VE(u)y
8102 e—0 €
% (k + Bk )) % (W™l m sin Oy, w= — B(k) [w*|| |1f5|] (20)
= lim
e—0 €
_ B(k)
k =
Furthermore,
o Vi(ue)y — VE(u),
u) =1l
Owy 0wy e—=0 €
| = (4 BON A + & w7 1) sin O e+ BOR) w7 78 — (7 — Oy )
= lim
e—0 €
(21)

—(k) )
Ver2k)

By L’Hopital’s rule we have

where 60y, w+ = arccos(

a0 00

tl4 . v(k)esinbOy, w-  V(E)cosOu, we "5 B(k)y(k)e —Ho
u) = lim — : _ ;
Ow1Ows e—0 mk|lu.|| 7k ||uc|] ue| ok (22)

1 .. 004w (7(k)cosby, we

e 71 € € 1
0 s ( ag)

Since
9u, w+ _ ! ey(k) _ ev(k)

(@+72(k)E  (E+27(R)le



it follows that

or 1 . |00u, we||v(k)cosby, w
———(u)| = — lim . <2+
Owy dws 7k e=0| Ows lael (23)
< 1 y v(k) cos Oy, w+ N 1' 0
11m =
= v(k)wk e=0 [lael

and thus 5-2£—(u) = 0.

6w16’LU2
Taking derivatives of the gradient with respect to w; is easier because the expressions in Eq.

that depend on Oy w+ and m are constant. Therefore,

15/4 _ k+ B(k)
ow? () = k2
and y
8w28w1 U) =0

Finally let . = (0, —y(k), €,0,...,0) then it is easy to see that

ot (w) = lim V() y, — Vi(u)y,

v -0
Owa0ws e—=0 €

Therefore, overall we see that V2/(u) is a diagonal matrix with zeros and %Q(k) > 0 on the
diagonal, which proves our claim.

C.2 Proof of Theorem 5.2

For the following lemmas let wyy1 = wy — AV{(wy), 6; be the angle between w; and w* (¢ > 0) and

define A = a(k)\ where a(k) = i+ k;;’“. Note that a(k) < 1 for all £k > 1 The following lemma
shows that for A < 1, the angle between w; and w* decreases in each iteration.

Lemma C.1. If0 < 0; < 7w and A < 1 then 0;41 < 0;.

Proof. This follows from the fact that adding

2 _ * 2 _ *
_A<k+k BRIl o b k||w||>wt

™ 7 {|wi T [lwel]

K2k

to w; does not change 6; for A < 1, since k+k2’f <1 for kK > 1. In addition, adding ﬁ(ﬁ — O)W*
decreases 6;. O

We will need the following two lemmas to establish a lower bound on ||w]|.

. . I sin®
Lemma C.2. If T < 6, < then ||w;11] > Sisri%fil min{||w,|, %}

Proof. Let

k? ™ 7 [|wi T [lwel]

2 * 2 _ *
ut:wt—)\<k‘+k k_k:||w HsinHt—k klw ||>wt
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Notice that if ||w|| < Hwa\lﬂ then

(k)
N Aw* AK? — k) [|w*
ol = @ = 0w+ 2 i g, ¢ A= I
S Ak |[w*||sin€;  A(k* — k) ||w*| sin 6;
>(1-=X
> (1 ) o MRS AR (21)
~ A || w*|| sin 6,
=(1-=X —_—
(1= 3) o] + 22 >
Similarly, if ||w|| > ”""{:(H%Gt then |lu]| > ”wa(”% Furthermore, by a simple geometric ob-
servation we see that ||wii1]|cos(@i41 — 5) = |lue|lcos(dy — T) if 041 > 5 and |Wig1]| cos(5 —
1) = |[ugl|cos(0y — ) if 0,41 < . This is equivalent to ||wey 1| = Siﬂ%fjﬂ |lug]]. It follows that
sin 0 . w*|| sin 0+ .
Iwegr]] > g0 min{||w |, 20522} as desired. O
Lemma C.3. If0<6; <Z and 0 < A < 3 then |[wyy1]| > min{|lw,||, H“g“}
Proof. First assume that k > 2. Let u; be as in Lemma [C.2] then
5 Ak — k) ||w||
>(1—A\ _—
el > (1= ) e+ 25
2 w* w* w* . . 2 w*
It follows that if ||w,| > (ka(lf))ﬂw I> ”27r” then |u| > szll' Otherwise if ||wy] < %

then |[ug]| > |[we|. Since wisr = u; + ?Ak(ﬂ - o)w* and 0 < 0, < I we have [wy1| > [u >
min{ B w1}

Now let k& = 1. Note that in this case A = \. First assume that 6, < 5. I [fwel| > w then,

using the same notation as in Lemma [laell > (1= N) [|we + )‘”w*l‘rsmg" > “v;t” > ”“é*“. Since

Wil =u; + %(77 - Qt)w* and 0 < 6; < T we have |[wii1]| > [lug]| > ”“é*”. If ||we < HVZJ then by

the facts 0 < 6; < 5 and cost; > % we get

A i} 2
Wi || = [l + 2 | Hw <7T - at)w

cos 8; + H:\T(w — Gt)w*

(1= M)A
2
> (1= 0 [[wil|* + 201 = A [[we* + 477 [|w |

= (143X%) [ wil|* > [[we”

)\2
2 * * (12
> (1= M) lwelI” + Iwell Il + - Tl

Finally, assume 6; > %. As in the proof of Lemma if ||we| > Iw"|lsinf; ?HW*H then

T - s
Wil > [lug| > 2L Otherwise, if w| < 0% then (lwypy|| > ]| > [wyl|. This
concludes our proof. O

We can now show that in each iteration ||w¢|| is bounded away from 0 by a constant.

Proposition C.4. Assume GD is initialized at wg such that 6y # m and runs for T iterations with
learning rate 0 < A < % Then for all0 <t < T,

[[w* | sin* 6 ||W*||}
alk)ym 7 8

[[w]| > min{||wo]|| sin g,
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Proof. Let 6y > 6, > ... > 07 (by Lemma [C.1)). Let ¢ be the last index such that 6; > % (if such 4
does not exist let ¢ = —1). Since sinf; > sinfy for all 0 < j < 4, by applying Lemma at most
7+ 1 times we have
.2

* 0
w1 2 i wol sin o, L1500
forall 0 < j <.

Finally, by Lemma [C.3| and the fact that 6; < § for all i < j < T, we get

. w*
vy = min w1

for all i +1 < j < T, from which the claim follows. O

The following lemma shows that V/ is Lipschitz continuous at points that are bounded away from
0.

Lemma C.5. Assume ||w1]|,||wz| > M, wi,wy and w* are on the same two dimensional half-plane
defined by w*, then
[VE(w1) = VE(w2)[| < L [[wy — wal

_ 3wl
for L =1+ =51,

Proof. Recall that by equality Eq.

%erﬁﬂwwwm%w+§@wwgw
Let 61 and 65 be the angles between w1, w* and ws,w*, respectively. By the inequality %1;‘;’ >z
forOnga:o<wandsince%§gwehave
|61 — 05 < 7 sin ngez\
2 - 2
Furthermore ||w; — wa|| is minimized (for fixed angles 6; and 63) when ||w1|| = ||w2|| = M and is
equal to 2M sin w. Thus, under our assumptions we have,
. 161—6
|61 — 02| _ msin 1210l < Tlwi — wafl
2 - 2 - 4M
Thus we get
1 1 *
(-0~ - =

For the first summand, we will first find the parameterization of a two dimensional vector of length
sin @ where 6 is the angle between the vector and the positive x axis. Denote this vector by (a,b),
then the following holds

a’® +b% =sin?6
and b
— =tanf
a

20



The solution to these equations is (a,b) = (222% sin*#). Hence (here we use the fact that wy,w, are

on the same half-plane)

1 Wi 1 1 \/ sin26;  sin 2605\ 2 .9 0 \2
— ||lw* 0 — * 05l = — ||w* — ) ( 01 — 0)
H27T ||W ||W1|| S Uy || || H H sin 2 o |W || D) + | sin”® 04 S~ Uo

1 *
< o Wl V(01 = 02)2 +4(61 — 0)2
< é HW*H 7T' ||W1 - W2||
- om 4M
\fllw*H _
w1 — wa|

(26)

where the first inequality follows from the fact that | sin x —sin y| < |z—y| and the second inequality
from previous results. In conclusion, we have

*69

. 54+1) |w*
128 s ) 2 | < £

- 4M |

— wa|

Similarly, in order to show that the function f(w) = is Lipschitz continuous, we parameterize

w
Tlwll
the unit vector by (cos#@,sin ) where 6 is the angle between the vector and the positive x axis. We
now obtain

H [will HW?H ‘ V/(cos By — cosf)2 + (sin 6y — sin 6,)?

< V2(0h — 62)? (27)
< Tlwi — wof
<
Now we can conclude that
1 k2—k 21l o 0
nwm>wmmqw-Wﬂm—wuﬂwawmﬁww>
(( HW*H H W ’
Iwill  fwe
1 /fz —k (K —k)w | (V541w
< (= _ 28
= (k e T V2ME2? 2Mk ) Iwy —wall - (28)
Cy Wl @B
VoM 2M
3w
<1+ ——-
<1+ Vi

O

Given that ¢ is Lipschitz continuous we can now follow standard optimization analysis ((Nesterov,
2004)) to show that lim; o ||VE(w)|| = 0.

Proposition C.6. Assume GD is initialized at wo such that 0y # 7 and runs with a constant learning
rate 0 < A < min{2, 1} where L = O(1). Then for all T

S IV € b wo)
t=0



Proof. We will need the following lemma

Lemma C.7. Let f : R™ — R be a continuously differentiable function on a set D C R™ and x,y € D
such that for all0 <7 <1, x4+7(y—2) € D and |Vf(x +7(y—x)) = Vf(x)|| < L|z—vy|. Then
we have

F) — F(@) — (Vf @)y~ 2] < 5 o — yl?

Proof. The proof exactly follows the proof of Lemma 1.2.3 in (Nesterov, |2004)) and note that the proof
only requires Lipschitz continuity of the gradient on the set S = {z 4+ 7(y — ) | 0 < 7 < 1} and that
SCD. O

By Proposition for all ¢, ||w¢|| > M’ where

[[w* || sin® 6o ||W*||}
ak)yr 7 8

M' = min{||wo|| sin o,
. Furthermore, by a simple geometric observation we have

0
min lTwi + (1 — 7)we| = M’ cos 2
W1 "W
0<7<1,[lw1|l,[[wz||>M’,arccos (m =0

It follows by Lemmathat for any t and @1, 22 € S; 2 {w; +7(Wey1 —wy) |0 < 7 < 1},
[VE(z1) — Vi(m2)|| < L ||y — 2

where L =1+ w and M = M’ cos %0 (Note that cos % > cos %0 for all ¢ by Lemma .
Hence by Lemma [C.7} for any ¢ we have

L
(Wip1) < Uwy) + (VUW), Wi — Wy) + 3 Wit —wel|®

\ 2 (29)
= ((wi) = M1 = 5L [Ve(wy)|
which implies that
T ) 1 1
D IVEwI < s (o) = tlwn)) < S—pstw)
O

We are now ready to prove the theorem.

Proof of Theorem . First, we observe that for a randomly initialized point wg, 0 < 6y < 7(1 — ¢)

with pgobability 1—4. Hence by Propositionﬂwe have for L = 1+ W where M = min{sin(m(1—
51 2
), W, i} COS(@) and a(k) = k+ 2=% and for A = 1 (we assume w.lo.g. that L > 2),
T
) 1 AL kK2 —k
< — =2L¢ < —(=+—+
DIV < o) = 200w € 33 (5 + )
Therefore,
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It follows that gradient descent reaches a point w, such that |V{(w,)|| < € after T iterations where

4L (k | k*—k 2
5+ 5)
2

r

€

We will now show that if ||V4(w;)|| < € then w; is O(y/€)-close to the global minimum w*. First
note that if 7 < 0; < 7(1—¢) then a vector of the form v = aw* 4 3w where o > 0 is of minimal norm
equal to asin(m — 6¢) ||w*| when it is perpendicular to w. Since the gradient is a vector of this form,
we have ||VO(wy)|| > Wéllw;lll:inﬂ& > 0sinmd > ¢ Hence, from now on we assume that 0 < 6; < Z.

Similarly to the previous argument, we have

[w*[| (m — 5)sin 6, S sin 60,
Tk - 2k

e> [[Vi(wy)| >

Hence, 0; < arcsin(2ke) = O(e). It follows by the triangle inequality that
K-k k[lw* K2k [lw* K(r — 0
e > 12 [Vewo)ll = || (k4 ok RV g, K ZRIWTN o RO
™ 7 || W] T [|well
2 _ 2 _ * * «
> k?—i-k B_E = k]w wy — kw’" —MSiHHt—M
™ T [lwel m P
‘- Pk w * 30
N R R T A W (30)
m T [lwell [[we |
S Y
[[we | T
> (B el = w | & o) 0, — S0 i g, B I
s = p

where the last inequality follows since the arc of a circle is larger than its corresponding segment.
Therefore we get | ||we]| — ||[w*||| < O(e). By the bounds on 6; and ||w¢| — ||[w*|| and the
inequality cosx > 1 — z for z > 0, we can give an upper bound on |w; — w*|:

lwe —wI|* = [lwe]|” =2 |we | [[w"[| cos 8 + [|w™|®
= [[will (Iwell = [[w*[l cos 6:) + [[w™ || ([|w™[| = [[w[| cos 6:) (31)

< (Iw*[| + 0()(O(e) + b W) + [w*[| (O(e®) + b: [w*[[) = O(e)

Finally, to prove the claim it suffices to show that ¢(w) < d||w — w*||°>. Denote the input vector
x = (x1,X2, ..., X)) where x; € R™ for all 1 < i < k. Then we get

l(w) = Ey [Zf—l Uk(WTXz) - S U;(CW*TXZ)F
<E, [25—1 \U(WTX;) - a(w*TXl)‘]z
k *
e (32)
E o el 12
< Ex[zzzl lw _— I IIXZH}

2 2
< [lw = w7 "Ex|[x]]

= d||w —w*||?
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where the second inequality follows from Lipschitz continuity of o, the third inequality from the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the last equality since [|x||* follows a chi-squared distribution with d

degrees of freedom.
O

D Missing Proofs for Section 7.1

D.1 Proof of Proposition (7.1
Define w), = (w2, w1), w;, = (0, —w*) and wj, = (w*,0). We first prove the following lemma.

Lemma D.1. Let [ be defined as in Eq.[16. Then

1 2 2 2(k — 1) sinbw, w
R L
4 =D 9wr,wl)wp _ (B =3k +2) [lwr|
m 7 [[wl]
K || w*|| Sin Oy w k(m — Oww) .
_ - w
7 [ wl] i

_ (k — 1) sin Gwhw:

wo (k=D — bwywy)
W — w

 [wll 4
(= 1) sinfw,wp W5 (k= 1)(7 — 9wr,w;)w*
Wl m "

Proof. The gradient does not follow immediately from Lemma [3.2] because the loss has expressions
with of the function g but with different dependencies on the parameters in w. We will only calculate
%‘:”wl), the other expressions are calculated in the same manner.

Recall that

1 .
g(wr,wi) = g\IWHZ)(Sm Ow,wi + (T = Ow, .w,) cOS O, w,)

It follows that

og(w,., w; 1 . 1 0 oS Oy,
OII W) 251y + (5~ o) €05 g I+ 5[ O ) 0 53
Let w = (w1, ws) then cos Oy, w, = % Then,
1 2
Dcosby, w,  Wo (w? + w3) — 2wiw, _wp 2w1 €08 O, w,
dw, (w} + w3)? Iw]® lw]”
and
dcoslw, w, wi(wi+ws) —2wiwy  w 2wa S Oy, w,
Owy (wf +w3)? [w® [wl|®
or equivalently 8(:05;‘;",’”"“ = HLNV’l"Q 2w Cﬁ)zve”v;“wl. It follows that
8g<WT,Wl) _ sin HWleW + (7'(' - QWL;WT')
ow T 27 P
O
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We will prove that w;11 # 0 and that it is in the interior of the fourth quadrant. Denote w = wy
and VI(w) = 75 (B1(w) + Ba2(w) + B3(w)) where

k% -3k +2 2(k —1)sin by, w k2 —3k+2 *

Bl(w):(k+ 3k + )W+ ( ) sin O, zw_( 3k +2) ||w]|
™ ™ 7 || Al|
kWt lsinfwwe (K= 1) sinfw, we W5 (k = 1) sin O, wr [[W*]| (34)
7wl 7 [[wl] 7 [ wl]
k—1)(m— 0w w
Baw) = D)
and
- k= 1)( — Oy, v k= 1)(7 — Ou, s

Bz(w) = K= : )w* ! )m = T)w;2 — ( i Rl )w;1 (35)

™ s ™

1

and cos Gwr,wf = NoTE Hence 7 < Gwl,wﬁaaw“wf < 5. Since w is in the fourth quadrant we

Let w = (w, —mw) for w,m > 0. Straightforward calculation shows that cosfw, w: =

also have 3T < 04+ < 7. Therefore, adding —ABs(w) can only increase ||w|. This follows since in

the worst case (the least possible increase of ||w||)
k k—1 k—1

—Ba(w) = Tw" + o wy, + ——wy, =

k-2 ., k-2 “
—_—w, ———w
1 YTy
which is in the fourth quadrant for £ > 2. In addition, since —wy, is in the fourth quadrant then
adding —ABa(w) increases ||w]|.
If ||w]| < ”vlv—ﬁ” then —Bj(w) points in the direction of w since in this case —Bj(w) = aw where

k? — 3k + 2 k—1 k—1 k?>—-3k+2
ozZ( 3k + +( ) 3k+2

k *
™ s 81 167 TG) lwl[ >0

for k > 2. If —Bi(w) points in the direction of —w then by the assumption that A € (0, 3) we have
[[AB1(w)|| < |[w]||. Thus we can conclude that w1 # 0.

Now, let w = (wy,ws), 6; be the angle between w = w; and the positive z axis and first assume
that wy > —ws. In this case —Bs(w) least increases (or even most decreases) 6, when

E o, 3k-1) , k-1, %—-3 ,2—k
~Bylw) = wt S g = (S S )

which is a vector in the fourth quadrant for & > 2. Otherwise, —B3(w) is a vector in the fourth
quadrant as well. Note that we used the facts 7 < Gwl,w:,ﬁwhw; < 5 and ?jf < Ow,w+ < . Since
—AB1(w) does not change 6; and —ABy(w) increases 6; but never to an angle greater than or equal
to 5, it follows that 0 < ;41 < 3.

If w; < —wsy then by defining all angles with respect to the negative y axis, we get the same
argument as before. This shows that wy;; is in the interior of the fourth quadrant, which concludes

our proof.

D.2 Proof of Proposition

We will need the following auxiliary lemmas.

Lemma D.2. Let w be in the fourth quadrant, then g(w;, wy) > 5= (%2 — %)HWH2
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Proof. First note that the function s(0) = sin@ + (7w — 6) cos @ is decreasing as a function of 6 € [0, 7].

Let w = (w, —mw) for w,m > 0. Straightforward calculation shows that cosfw, w, = —mQLH. As a
function of m € [0,00), cos O, w, is minimized for m = 1 with value —%, i.e., when 6(w;, w,) = 2%
and this is the largest angle possible. Thus g(wy, w,) > 2=s(20))[lw||® = 5= (42 — =) [|w|*. O
Lemma D.3. Let
. 3T s 3m
f(0) = 2k(sin(=— +0) + (= — 0) cos(— + 0))
4 4 4
cos 6? cos . cosf sin 62 sin 6 sin 0
+ (2k — 2 1- + (m — arccos — + (2k — 2 1-— + (m — arccos
(36)

, then in the interval 6 € [0, %], f(0) is mazimized at 0 = % for all k > 2.

Proof. We will maximize the function % = Lo F1(0) + f2(0) + f3(0) where f1(8), f2(0), f3(6)
correspond to the three summands in the expression of f(6).

Since for h(z) = V1 —12? + (7 — arccos(x))r we have h'(x) = m — arccos(z), it follows that
f4(0) = —(7 — arccos Ci’}e)bma 14(0) = (7w — arccos %)% and f{(0) = —(F — 0)sin(3F +6). It

therefore suffices to show that

sin . cos cosf, sinf ko7 3
di(0) := (m — — — (m — - — —0)sin(— +0) >
1(0) := (w — arccos \@) 7 (m — arccos \/5)\/5 k—1(4 )sm(4 +0)>0
for 6 € [0, T].
By applying the inequalities arccos(z) < § — x for x € [0,1] and arccos(z) > § — x — Tlo for
z e[l 7} we get d1(0) > da(0) where
m  sinf, cosf ™  cosf 1 ,sinf k7 3
d(0) = (5 +—F=)—F7= — (3 — — 0 —+40
2(6) (24—\/5)\@ (2+\/§+10)\/§ k—1(4 )sm(4+) o
= st (Tt s - (G - 0)sin(T 4 0)
C2V2 22 10v2 k—1'4 4

We notice that d2(0) > 0 and da(2) > 0 for all k > 2. In addition,

3T k w
I+9)_7

3m
- I(Z —0) cos(—

dé(@):—isine cos + —— i sin( 1

22 _(ﬁ 1of) k—1

and d}(0) > 0 for all k > 2. It follows that in order to show that d2(#) > 0 for 6 € [0, 2] and k > 2, it
suffices to show that dj(f) <0 for 6 € [0, 3] and k > 2. Indeed,

+0)

! ——)sinf + —— 2k cos(g—ﬂ—&—é’) K
2{ 10v/2 k—1 4

) max{sin 6, sm(gz +6)} —|—

T 3T
kil(Z—G)sm( 1

3T

COS(Z +0) <

dy(0) = 2\7;? cosf + (—= +0)
( 1 k‘
10v2

for all 6 € [0, 4] and k > 2. Note that the first mequahty follows since cos > sin # and the second
since cos(2F 46) > max{sin 6, sin(2X +6)}, both for § € [0, 3]. This shows that d;(¢) > 0 for 6 € [0, 3].

Now assume that 6 € [3, 4] Since d1(2) > 0 and dy(F ) > 0, it suffices to prove that df(8) < 0 for
0 € [2,Z]. Indeed, for all 6 € [2, 7]

(38)

-1
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1 (6) = —(r — arccos COSG)COSG (7 — arccos y)sme

V22 V2 V2
cos? 0 sin” k. 3m ko m 3r
* sin20+ 00329+k‘—181n(z+9)7]€ 1(170)CS(Z+9)
2¢/1 =552 23 /1 — <5+
< Cos(%))cos(g) ( Sin(%))sin(%) (39)
—(m — arccos — (m — arccos
- V2 V2 V2 T2
2(3 Gn2(m
b W) 3T % T o34 %) <0
\/ sin?(%) cos2(3) 4 4 4 4 4 4
2¢\/1 - —; 241 - —52%
We conclude that dy(0) > 0 for all 6 € [0, ] as desired.
O
Proof of Proposition [7.4  First assume that wy; > —ws. Let 6 be the angle between w and the
positive x axis. Then cosf = “’jv—lu and tanf = —g—f. Therefore we get
cos 0 ~wp _ cosf
T wlive V2
and
—wa cosftanf  sinf
cos 9w7,7wl* = =

wiv2 V2 2

We can rewrite ¢(w) as

1| k*—=3k+2 s ki, o
= |—>=r — ||w* Z 2(k — 1
t(w) k[ 2wl = )2 + 5w+ 20— 1g(we, wa)
[[w | [[w| .37 m (3T
- (2k(sm(4 +9)+(4—0)c05(4 +0)))
cos 62 cosf, cosd sin 62 sin @ sin 6
+ (2k -2 1- + (m —arccos —)——=) + (2k — 2 1- + (m — arccos —=
(2= 2)( ( 2000+ 2k - 2) ( n)
k * 12 * *
w200 — Dg(wi,wi)
(40)
Hence by Lemma and Lemma we can lower bound ¢(w) as follows
1 |k2—3k+2 s k. o k—1,/3 = 5
> | === — [lw* = Y
£<w>_k2[ 2wl — w12 + 2wl + = (50 = D
/3 (41)
(k= 1) [[wl [w"]] 2ry k2 E—1 V3 om0
- (V3+5) + 51w I+ —— (5 = )l
By setting ||w| = a||w*|| we get
Uw) _ 1 |k*>=3k+2 s ko k=13 m
> |——(a—1 - —_—— =
||W*||2k2[ b Ll al )
(42)

™ 2

s e e D)
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Solving for o that minimizes the latter expression we obtain

I el VLR o I 1)
o k2—3k 2(k—1) T\
k4 2=3kt2 (L) hk)+1

s

Plugging a* back to the inequality we get

> (| - — _— = —_—
and for w = —a*w* it holds that ¢(w) = kzzg}(}k)ﬂ [w*)?.

Finally, assume w; < —ws. In this case, let 0 be the angle between w and the negative y axis.
Then cosf = ﬁ and tan = — 1. Therefore

w1 cosftanf  sinf
08 Ow wr = = =
lwll v2 V2 V2
and
—Wo cosf
cos owmw;‘ = — =

Iwllvz V2

Notice that from now on we get the same analysis as in the case where w; > —ws, where we switch
between expressions with w;, w; and expressions with w,., w;. This concludes our proof. [l

E Experimental Setup for Section

In our experiments we estimated the probability of convergence to the global minimum of a randomly
initialized gradient descent for many different ground truths w* of a convolutional neural network
with overlapping filters. For each value of number of hidden neurons, filter size, stride length and
ground truth distribution we randomly selected 30 different ground truths w* with respect to the
given distribution. We tested with all combinations of values given in Table

Furthermore, for each combination of values of number of hidden neurons, filter size and stride
length we tested with deterministic ground truths: ground truth with all entries equal to 1, all entries
equal to -1 and with entries that form an increasing sequence from -1 to 1, -2 to 0 and 0 to 2 or
decreasing sequence from 1 to -1, 0 to -2 and 2 to 0.

For each ground truth, we ran gradient descent 20 times and for each run we recorded whether it
reached a point very close to the unique global minimum or it repeatedly (5000 consecutive iterations)
incurred very low gradient values and stayed away from the global minimum. We then calculated the
empirical probability p = #times reached gk’bal minimum -7, compute the one-sided confidence interval
we used the Wilson method ((Brown et al ,12001))) which gives a lower bound

3™

5 5 2
oz, Pl p)_,_i%

P ; (13)

M‘N

2
142

where z,, is the Z-score with a = 0.05 and in our experiments n = 20. Note that we initialized gradient
descent inside a large hypercube such that outside the hypercube the gradient does not vanish (this
can be easily proved after writing out the gradient for each setting).

For all ground truths we got p > 0.15, i.e., for each ground truth we reached the global minimum
at least 3 times. Hence the confidence 1nterva1 lower bound Eq. |[43|is greater than ﬁ in all settings.
This suggests that with a few dozen repeated runs of a randomly initialized gradient descent, with

high probability it will converge to the global minimum.
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Table 1: Parameters values for experiments in Section

Number of hidden neurons 50,100
Filter size 28,16
stride length 1,min{£7 1}, min{%, 1} where f is the filter size

(For instance, for f = 16 we used strides 1,4,8
and for f = 2 we used stride 1)
Ground truth distribution The entries of the ground truth are i.i.d.
uniform random variables over the interval [a, ]
where (a,b) € {(—1,1),(-2,0),(0,2)}

F Uniqueness of Global Minimum in the Population Risk

Without loss of generality we assume that the filter is of size 2 and the stride is 1. The proof of the
general case follows the same lines. Assume that £(w) = 0 and denote w = (wy, ws), w* = (w}, w}).
Recall that £(w) = Eg [(f(z; W) — f(; W*))?| where f(z; W) = 1>, 0 (w; -x) and forall 1 <i < k
w; = (0;_1,w,04_;_1). By equating £(w) to 0 we get that (f(x; W) — f(z; W*))? = 0 almost surely.
Since (f(z; W) — f(x; W*))? is a continuous function it follows that f(x; W) — f(x;W*) = 0 for all
x. In particular this is true for #; = («,0,0,...,0), z € R. Thus o (zw;) = o (zw]) for all z € R
which implies that w; = w}. The equality holds also for x5 = (0, z,0,...,0), € R which implies that
o (zwa) + o (zwy) = o (zw3) 4+ o (zw]) for all © € R. By the previous result, we get o (zws) = o (zw3)
for all x € R and thus wy = w3. We proved that w = w* and therefore w* is the unique global
minimum.
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