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Abstract

In this paper, we prove a conjecture published in 1989 arastially address
an open problem announced at the Conference on Learningy(@0OLT) 2015.
With no unrealistic assumption, we first prove the followstgtements for the
squared loss function of deep linear neural networks with depth and any
widths: 1) the function is non-convex and non-concave, 2jelocal minimum is
a global minimum, 3) every critical point that is not a globahimum is a saddle
point, and 4) there exist “bad” saddle points (where the ldadsas no negative
eigenvalue) for the deeper networks (with more than thrgert, whereas there
is no bad saddle point for the shallow networks (with thrgeta). Moreover, for
deep nonlinear neural networks, we prove the same founséaes via a reduction
to a deep linear model under the independence assumptiqrealdfsom recent
work. As a result, we present an instance, for which we cawanthe following
question: how difficult is it to directly train a deep modetireory? It is more dif-
ficult than the classical machine learning models (becatifgeaon-convexity),
but not too difficult (because of the nonexistence of pooalocinima). Further-
more, the mathematically proven existence of bad saddigpfur deeper models
would suggest a possible open problem. We note that evemglthae have ad-
vanced the theoretical foundations of deep learning andcoomex optimization,
there is still a gap between theory and practice.

1 Introduction

Deep learning has been a great practical success in marg, fiettliding the fields of computer vi-
sion, machine learning, and artificial intelligence. In iéidd to its practical success, theoretical re-
sults have shown that deep learning is attractive in ternits generalization properties (Livet all,
2014; Mhaskaet al,,[2016). That s, deep learning introduces good functiossela that may have
low capacity in the VC sense while being able to represegétdunctions of interest well. However,
deep learning requires us to deal with seemingly intraetaptimization problems. Typically, train-
ing of a deep model is conducted via non-convex optimizatiecause finding a global minimum
of a generalnon-convex function is an NP-complete probl), a hope is
that a function induced by a deep model has some structuretidees the non-convex optimization
tractable. Unfortunately, it was shown in 1992 that tragnénvery simple neural network is indeed
NP-hard|(Blum & Rivest, 1992). In the past, such theoreticalcerns in optimization played a ma-
jor role in shrinking the field of deep learning. That is, maagearchers instead favored classical
machining learning models (with or without a kernel apptgabat require only convex optimiza-
tion. While the recent great practical successes haveaeéiive field, we do not yet know what
makes optimization in deep learning tractable in theory.

In this paper, as a step toward establishing the optimiadtieory for deep learning, we prove a
conjecture noted in_(Goodfelloat all, [2016) for deepinear networks, and also address an open
problem announced in_(Choromanskall, [2015b) for deemonlinear networks. Moreover, for
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both the conjecture and the open problem, we prove more glesnad tighter statements than those
previously given (in the ways explained in each section).

2 Deep linear neural networks

Given the absence of a theoretical understanding of deepinean neural networks,
|Goodfellowet all (2016) noted that it is beneficial to theoretically analyze toss functions of
simpler models, i.e., dedmear neural networks. The function class of a linear multilayeural
network only contains functions that are linear with respedénputs. However, their loss functions
are non-convex in the weight parameters and thus nont (2014) empirically showed
that the optimization of deelinear models exhibits similar properties to those of the optirtiara
of deepnonlinearmodels. Ultimately, for theoretical development, it isurat to start with linear
models before working with nonlinear models (as noted idB&lLu, 2012), and yet even for linear
models, the understanding is scarce when the models bedeape

2.1 Model and notation

We begin by defining the notation. Léf be the number of hidden layers, and (&f, Y") be the
training data set, wit’ € R%*™ and X € R?%*™ wherem is the number of data points.
Here,d, > 1 andd, > 1 are the number of components (or dimensions) of the outpuds a
inputs, respectively. Let = YX7(XXT)~1 XY 7. We denote the model (weight) parameters by
W, which consists of the entries of the parameter matriceesponding to each layeW g, €
Rdvxdu W, € Rexde— W, € Rhxd Here,d, represents the width of theth layer,
where the0-th layer is the input layer and thgf + 1)-th layer is the output layer (i.edy = d,
anddg41 = dy). Let Iy, be thed, x dj, identity matrix. Letp = min(dg, ..., d;) be the smallest
width of a hidden layer. We denote tli¢ ¢)-th entry of a matrix)/ by M; ;. We also denote the
j-th row vector ofM by M . and thei-th column vector of\/ by M. ;.

We can then write the output of a feedforward deep linear had@y, X) € R4 >*™ as

YW, X) =Wy WyWy_q - WolW X.
We consider one of the most widely used loss functions, sguairor loss:

_ 1 1
LW) = 3 SNIYW,X).; - Y3 = §||Y(W1X) — Y%,
=1

where||-|| 7 is the Frobenius norm. Note thgL(W) is the usuameansquared error, for which

all of our results hold as well, since multiplyin®(1¥) by a constant i/’ results in an equivalent
optimization problem.

2.2 Background

Recently| Goodfellovet all (2016) remarked that whén Baldi & Horhik (1989) proved Pisifion
[2.7 for shallow linear networks, they stated ConjecfuremtBout proof for deep linear networks.

Proposition 2.1 (Baldi & HorniK, [1989: shallow linear network)Assume thatd = 1 (i.e.,

Y (W, X) = WaoW;X), assume thaty X and XY are invertible, assume that hasd, dis-
tinct eigenvalues, and assume that d,, p < d, andd, = d, (e.g., an autoencoder). Then, the
loss functionZ (W) has the following properties:

(i) Itis convex in each matri¥/; (or W5) when the otheW, (or W) is fixed.
(i) Every local minimum is a global minimum.

Conjecture2.2 (Baldi & HorniK,[1989:deeplinear network)Assume the same set of conditions as
in Propositiof 2.1 except foil = 1. Then, the loss functiofi(17) has the following properties:

() Foranyk € {1,...,H + 1}, itis convex in each matri¥/;, when for allk’ # k, Wy is
fixed.

(i) Every local minimum is a global minimum.



[Baldi & Lu (2012) recently provided a proof for Conjectlr@®i), leaving the proof of Conjecture
[2.2 (ii) for future work. They also noted that the casepcf d, = d, is of interest, but requires
further analysis, even for a shallow network with= 1. An informal discussion of Conjecture .2
can be found in (Baldli, 1989). In AppendiX D, we provide a mieailed discussion of this subject.

2.3 Resaults

We now state our main theoretical results for deep lineanowdds, which imply Conjecturie 2.@i)
as well as obtain further information regarding the critfpaints with more generality.

Theorem 2.3 (Loss surface ofleeplinear networks)Assume thak X and XY 7 are of full rank
with d, < d, andX hasd, distinct eigenvalues. Then, for any degth> 1 and for any layer
widths and any input-output dimensioig, dg, dg—1, - .., di,d, > 1 (the widths can arbitrarily
differ from each other and frond, andd,.), the loss functior (W) has the following properties:

(i) Itis non-convex and non-concave.
(i) Every local minimum is a global minimum.
(iii) Every critical point that is not a global minimum is a ddle point.

(iv) If rank(Wpg --- W) = p, then the Hessian at any saddle point has at least one (girict
negative eigenval

Corollary 2.4 (Effect of deepness on the loss surfagesume the same set of conditions as in
Theoren 213 and consider the loss functidfi’’). For three-layer networks (i.eH = 1), the
Hessian at any saddle point has at least one (strictly) negaigenvalue. In contrast, for networks
deeper than three layers (i.d > 2), there exist saddle points at which the Hessian does na hav
any negative eigenvalue.

The assumptions of having full rank and distinct eigenvaloghe trammg data matrices in Theorem
[2.3 are realistic and practically easy to satisfy, as dsedisn previous work (e.d., Baldi & Hornik,
[1989). In contrast to related previous work (Baldi & Holi@89; Baldi & Lu,[2012), we do not
assume the invertibility oK Y7, p < d,., p < d, nord, = d. In Theoreni.ZBp > d, is allowed,
as well as many other relationships among the widths of theréa Therefore, we successfully
proved Conjecturie 2l@i) and a more general statement. Moreover, Thedrehi?.and Corollary
[2.4 provide additional information regarding the impottaroperties of saddle points.

Theoreni 2B presents an instance of a deep model that wotidddbable to train with direct greedy
optimization, such as gradient-based methods. If thergpae” local minima with large loss values
everywhere, we would have to search the entire sfaue volume of which increases exponentially
with the number of variables. This is a major cause of NP+esd for non-convex optimization. In
contrast, if there are no poor local minima as Thedren{ip.3tates, then saddle points are the main
remaining concern in terms of tractabilfyBecause the Hessian 6{W) is Lipschitz continuous, if
the Hessian at a saddle point has a negative eigenvaluate appearing as we approach the saddle
point. Thus, Theore 2.3 and Corollary12.4 suggest thatfoidtlen layer networks, training can
be done in polynomial time with a second order method or eviéimavmodified stochastic gradient
decent method, as discussed|in_@@all, [2015). For deeper networks, Corolldry]2.4 states that
there exist “bad” saddle points in the sense that the Hessitiie point has no negative eigenvalue.
However, we know exactly when this can happen from Thedréh(i?). in our deep models. We
leave the development of efficient methods to deal with subladasaddle point in general deep
models as an open problem.

3 Deep nonlinear neural networks

Now that we have obtained a comprehensive understandihg tds$s surface of dedipear models,
we discuss deeponlinearmodels. For a practical deep nonlinear neural network, loeworetical
results so far for the deep linear models can be interpreseitiea following: depending on the

YIf H = 1, to be succinct, we defind’y - -- Wy = Wi --- Wy £ I,,, with a slight abuse of notation.
Typically, we do this by assuming smoothness in the valug¢sefoss function.
30ther problems such as the ill-conditioning can make itdiffito obtain a fast convergence rate.



nonlinear activation mechanism and architecture, trgimmould not be arbitrarily difficult. While
theoretical formalization of this intuition is left to futework, we address a recently proposed open
problem for deep nonlinear networks in the rest of this secti

3.1 Model

We use the same notation as for the deep linear models, ddfitieelbeginning of Sectidnd.1. The
output of deep nonlinear neural netwolk(IV, X ) € R4*™ is defined as

YW, X) = qops1(Wrs10g(Whog—1(Wi—1 - 02(Wao (W1 X)) - ),

whereq € R is simply a normalization factor, the value of which is sfiiedi later. Heregy, :
R&xm _, Rdexm jg the element-wise rectified linear function:

b1 ... b1m 5’(b11) e 6'(b1m)
8 B e A

whereg (b;;) = max(0, b;;). In practice, we usually sety 1 to be an identity map in the last layer,
in which case all our theoretical results still hold true.

3.2 Background
Following the work by Dauphiet all (2014), Choromansket all (20158) investigated the connec-

tion between the loss functions of deep nonlinear netwankiseafunction well-studied via random
matrix theory (i.e., the Hamiltonian of the spherical sglass model). They explained that their
theoretical results relied on seveualrealisticassumptions. Later, Choromanskaall (2015b) sug-
gested at the Conference on Learning Theory (COLT) 2015disaairding these assumptions is an
important open problem. The assumptions were labeled A2p, A3p, Adp, A5u, A6u, and A7p.

In this paper, we successfully discard most of these assongptin particular, we only use a weaker
version of assumptions Alp and A5u. We refer to the part ofiragsion Alp (resp. A5u) that
corresponds only to theodelassumption as Alp-m (resp. A5u-m). Note that assumptioqsl
and A5u-m are explicitly used in the previous work (Chorosiaet al, 20158) and included in
Alp and A5u (i.e., we araot making new assumptions here).

As the modelY(W, X) € R¥*™ represents a directed acyclic graph, we can express antoutpu
from one of the units in the output Iayer as
H+1

WXM_qZ l.m 12 77P)HwJP) @)

Here,V is the total number of paths from the inputs to eg«h output in the directed acyclic graph.
In addition, [X;](; ) € R represents the entry of theth sample input datum that is used in the

p-th path of thej-th output. For each layé, w (G ) € R is the entry ofi¥, that is used in the-th
path of thej-th output. Finally[Z;]; ,) € {0,1} represents whether theth path of thej-th output

is active (Z;](;,,) = 1) or not (Zi](; ) = 0) for each samplé as a result of the rectified linear
activation.

Assumption Alp-m assumes that thé are Bernoulli random variables with the same probability
of successPr([Zi]; ) = 1) = p for alli and(j,p). Assumption A5Su-m assumes that th&s are
independent from the input’s and parameters’s. With assumptions Alp-m and A5u-m, we can

. ~ " H
write Bz [V (W, X);.0] = ¢ 3y [X) a0 Ty winh,.

[Choromanskat all (2015b) noted that A6u is unrealistic because it implies the inputs are not
shared among the paths. In addition, Assumption A5u is listieabecause it implies that the
activation of any path is independent of the input data. Tadeustand all of the seven assumptions
(Alp, A2p, A3p, Adp, A5u, A6u, and A7p), we note that Chororsiaet all (2015H,5) used these
seven assumptions to reduce their loss functions of naalimeural networks t0'

A H+1
1
Lprevioud W) = SIE E D CH A H wi, subjectto E w? =1,
11,92, ,tH41=1 k=1 1=1



where) € R is a constant related to the size of the network. For our mepbe detailed definitions

of the symbols are not importank(andw are defined in the same way as in equalibn 1). Here, we
point out thatthe target functiort” has disappeared in the 1085 evioud W) (i.€., the loss value
does not depend on the target function). That is, whateeedalta points ot” are, their loss values
are the same. Moreovehe nonlinear activation function has disappeareigevioud V) (and the
nonlinearity is not taken into account ii or w). In the next section, by using only a strict subset
of the set of these seven assumptions, we reduce our lossofub@ a more realistic loss function

of an actual deep model.

Proposition 3.1 (High-level description of a main resultin Choromanskaill,[2015a)Assume Alp
iincluding Alp-m), A2p, A3p, Adp, A5u (including A5u-m)uAénd A7p [(Choromanslet al,
2015b). Furthermore, assume thdj = 1. Then, the expected loss of each sample datum,
Lorevioud W), has the following property: above a certain loss value, tlnenber of local minima
diminishes exponentially as the loss value increases.

3.3 Resaults

We now state our theoretical result, which partially addithe aforementioned open problem. We
consider loss functions for all the data points and all gesiutput dimensionalities (i.e., vectored-
valued output) More concretely, we consider the squareat éwss with expectationf(W) =

sl Ez[Y (W, X) = Y]|%.

Corollary 3.2 (Loss surface of deep nonlinear networkssume Alp-m and ASu-m. lget= p— 1.
Then, we can reduce the loss function of the deep nonlinedehd17) to that of the deep linear
modelZ(W). Therefore, with the same set of conditions as in Thebreltt®3oss function of the
deep nonlinear model has the following properties:

(i) Itis non-convex and non-concave.
(i) Every local minimum is a global minimum.
(iif) Every critical point that is not a global minimum is addle point.
(iv) The saddle points have the properties stated in Thei@ngiv) and Corollanf Z.}.

Comparing Corollary3]2 and Propositibni3.1, we can seeweasuccessfully discarded assump-
tions A2p, A3p, Adp, A6u, and A7p while obtaining a tighteatsiment in the following sense:

Corollary[3.2 states with fewer unrealistic assumptioas there is no poor local minimum, whereas
Propositio 3.1 roughly asserts with more unrealistic agxtions that the number of poor local min-
imum may be not too large. Furthermore, our moHeb strictly more general than the model an-

alyzed in (Choromansket all,[20154,b) (i.e., this paper’s model class contains theiguewvork’s
model class but not vice versa).

4 Proof Idea and Important lemmas

In this section, we provide overviews of the proofs of theotetical results. Our proof ap-
proach largely differs from those in previous wotk (Baldi &#iK, [1989;/ Baldi & Lu,[2012;
(Choromanskat all,20154.b). In contrast to (Baldi & Hornik, 19€9; Baldi &/Llu022), we need a
different approach to deal with the “bad” saddle points #tatt appearing when the model becomes
deeper (see Sectign 2.3), as well as to obtain more compsizkerroperties of the critical points
with more generality. While the previous proofs heavilyreh the first-order information, the main
parts of our proofs take advantage of the second order irgfiom In contrast, Choromanskaall
(20154.b) used the seven assumptions to relate the lossoiusmof deep models to a function pre-
viously analyzed with a tool of random matrix theory. With meshaping assumptions (A3p, A4p,
and A6u), we cannot relate our loss function to such a functioreover, with no distributional
assumptions (A2p and A6u) (except the activation), our ldess deterministic, and therefore, even
random matrix theory itself is insufficient for our purpo&erthermore, with no spherical constraint
assumption (A7p), the number of local minima in our loss fiorccan be uncountable.

One natural strategy to proceed toward Thedremn 2.3 and I@oA8L2 would be to use the first-order
and second-order necessary conditions of local minima, fbggradient is zero and the Hessian is




positive semidefinitd].However, are the first-order and second-order conditioffisint to prove
Theoreni 2B and Corollafy 3.2? Corollaries] 2.4 show thaatisver is negative fateepmodels
with H > 2, while it is affirmative for shallow models withl = 1. Thus, for deep models, a simple
use of the first-order and second-order information is fingeht to characterize the properties of
each critical point. In addition to the complexity of the e of thedeepmodels, this suggests that
we must strategically extract the second order informatidecordingly, in sectiofi 412, we obtain
an organized representation of the Hessian in Leinia 4.3teatégically extract the information
in Lemmag 44 and 4.6. With the extracted information, weuls the proofs of Theordm 2.3 and
Corollary[3.2 in sectioh 41 3.

4.1 Notations

Let M @ M’ be the Kronecker product dff andM’. LetD..qyr) f() = 5 970)_ pe the partial

vee(W;I)
derivative off with respect tovec(W,I') in the numerator layout. That s, jf : Rdi» — Rdout, we
haveDyowr) f(-) € Riew(drdi=1) | et R(M) be the range (or the column space) of a matrix
M. Let M~ be any generalized inverse df. When we write a generalized inverse in a condition
or statement, we mean it for any generalized inverse (i.e.omit the universal quantifier over
generalized inverses, as this is clear). tet (Y(W, X) — Y)T € R™*4 be an error matrix. Let
C =Wy --- Wy € R¥>4 When we writelV}, - - - Wy, we generally intend thdt > &’ and
the expression denotes a product oMérfor integerk > j > k’. For notational compactness, two
additional cases can arise: when= k', the expression denotes simphly,, and whenk < &/, it
denotesl,,. For example, in the statement of Lemmal 4.1, if welset= H + 1, we have that
Was1We - Whie 214,

In Lemmd4.6 and the proofs of Theorelmd 2.3, we use the fatigwidditional notation. We denote
an eigendecomposition & as> = UAU”, where the entries of the eigenvalues are ordered as

A1 > -+ > Ag, 4, with corresponding orthogonal eigenvector matix= [uy,...,uq,]. FOr
eachk € {1,...d,},ur € R%>!isacolumn eigenvector. Lpt= rank(C) € {1,...,min(d,,p)}.
We define a matrix containing the subset of thiargest eigenvectors @& = [ug, ..., u;]. Given
any ordered sef; = {i1,...,i5 |1 <i1 < --- < iz < min(d,, p)}, we define a matrix containing
the subset of the corresponding eigenvectolSas= [u;, , ..., u;,]. Note the difference between
Uy andUz,.

42 Lemmas

As discussed above, we extracted the first-order and semat&i-conditions of local minima as
the following lemmas. The lemmas provided here are alsmied to be our additional theoretical
results that may lead to further insights. The proofs of émerhas are in the appendix.

Lemma4.1 (Critical point necessary and sufficient conditiéi)is a critical point of £(1) if and
onlyifforall k € {1,..., H + 1},

_ T T
(DVCC(WI;T)‘C(W)) = (WaaWh -+ Wiga @ (Wi - WaW1 X)")" vee(r) = 0.
Lemma 4.2 (Representation at critical poirif)1¥ is a critical point of £(1V), then
Wy Wy - WoW, =C(CTe)y-cTy xT(xxT)~1

Lemma 4.3 (Block Hessian with Kronecker produddyrite the entries o¥2L£ (W) in a block form
as

_ T _ T
Dvec(W§+1) (Dvec(W§+1)£(W)) T Dvec(WlT) (Dvec(W§+1)£(W))
VEL(W) = : - :
_ T _ T
(,Dvec(WlT)‘C(W)) T ,Dvec(WlT) (Dvec(WlT)‘C(W))

“For a non-convex andon-differentiableéunction, we can still have a first-order and second-ordeessary

condition (e.gl_Rockafellar & Wets, 2009, theorem 13.2406).

Dvec(W§+])




Then, forany € {1,..., H + 1},

_ T
,Dvec(WkT) (Dvec(Wg)‘C(W))
= ((Was1 Wig1) " Waga -+ Wig1) @ Wiy - Wi X) Wiy - Wi X)),
and, foranyk € {2, ..., H + 1},

_ T

Dvec(Wg) (,Dvec(WlT)E(W))
= (CT"(Whi1+ Wig1) @ X (Wi—y - W X)T) +

(Wie1 -+ W) @ X]ay—, @ (Wagr - Wig1)n oo Lay, @ (b Wagr -+ W) a,] -
Lemma 4.4 (Hessian semidefinite necessary conditibrij2£ (1) is positive semidefinite or neg-
ative semidefinite at a critical point, then for ahye {2, ..., H + 1},

R(Wi_1---WsWo)T) CR(CTC) or XrWy Wy -+ Wiy1 = 0.
Corollary 4.5 If V2£(W) is positive semidefinite or negative semidefinite at a @itpoint, then
foranyk € {2,...,H + 1},
rank(WH+1 Wy - Wk) > rank(Wk_l v W3W2) or XTWH+1WH .o 'Wk+1 =0.

Lemma 4.6 (Hessian positive semidefinite necessary conditibWy £(17) is positive semidefinite

at a critical point, then
ccre)y"Cct =UU; or Xr=0.

4.3 Proof sketches of theorems

We now provide the proof sketch of Theorem]2.3 and Corolla?y 8/e complete the proofs in the
appendix.

4.3.1 Proof sketch of Theorem[Z.3(ii)

By case analysis, we show that any point that satisfies thessacy conditions and the definition of
a local minimum is a global minimum.

Casel: rank(Wy ---Ws) = p andd, < p: If d, < p, Corollary[4B withk = H + 1 implies
the necessary condition of local minima th& = 0. If d, = p, Lemmal4.b witht = H + 1
andk = 2, combined with the fact tha®(C) C R(Y X7T), implies the necessary condition that
Xr = 0. Therefore, we have the necessary condition of local minimia = 0 . Interpreting
conditionXr = 0, we conclude thaltl” achievingXr = 0 is indeed a global minimum.

Casell: rank(Wpg ---Ws) = p andd, > p: From Lemma 46, we have the necessary condi-
tion that C(CTC)~C* = UzUL or Xr = 0. If Xr = 0, using the exact same proof as in
Case |, it is a global minimum. Suppose then thgC*C)~C* = UpU}. From Lemmd 4}

with k¥ = H + 1, we conclude thap = rank(C) = p. Then, from Lemmd 42, we write
Wiy W1 = UUTYXT(XXT)~!, which is the orthogonal projection onto the subspace
spanned by the eigenvectors corresponding to thdargest eigenvalues following the ordinary
least square regression matrix. This is indeed the express$ia global minimum.

Caselll: rank(Wpg --- Ws) < p: We first show that ifrank(C') > min(p, d,), every local min-
imum is a global minimum. Thus, we consider the case wherg(Wy ---W,) < p and
rank(C') < min(p, d,). Inthis case, by inductiondn= {1, ..., H+1}, we prove that we can have
rank(Wy, --- W1) > min(p, d,,) with arbitrarily small perturbation of each entry @fy,...,W;
without changing the value af(W). Once this is proved, along with the results of Case | and Case
II, we can immediately conclude that any point satisfying tefinition of a local minimum is a
global minimum.

We first prove the statement for the base case with 1 by using an expression ¥ that is
obtained by a first-order necessary condition: for an aiyt.,,

Wy =CTe)y " cTy xT(xxT)y=' + (1 — (cTc)y~cTo) L.



By using Lemmd 416 to obtain an expression(if we deduce that we can havenk(1V;) >
min(p, d,,) with arbitrarily small perturbation of each entry@f; without changing the loss value.

For the inductive step witk € {2,..., H + 1}, from Lemmd4.}, we use the following necessary
condition for the Hessian to be (positive or negative) seifiite at a critical point: for any €
{2,...,H+1},

R(Wi_1---Wa)T) CR(CTC) or XrWyyy - Wii1 = 0.
We use the inductive hypothesis to conclude that the firstliton is false, and thus the second
condition must be satisfied at a candidate point of a localrmim. From the latter condition, with
extra steps, we can deduce that we can hau&(W; Wj,_1 --- W1) > min(p, d,) with arbitrarily
small perturbation of each entry @f;, while retaining the same loss value.

We conclude the induction, proving that we can hauek(C') > rank(Wg41 - - - W1) > min(p, d;)
with arbitrarily small perturbation of each parameter withchanging the value of (7). Upon
such a perturbation, we have the case wheré(C) > min(p,d,), for which we have already
proven that every local minimum is a global minimum. Summiag the above, any point that
satisfies the definition (and necessary conditions) of d lma@mum is indeed a global minimum.
Therefore, we conclude the proof sketch of Thedrert(i?.3

4.3.2 Proof sketch of Theorem[2.3/(i), (iii) and (iv)

We can prove the non-convexity and non-concavity of thicfiom simply from its Hessian (The-
orem[Z.B(i)). That is, we can show that in the domain of the function,ahedist points at which
the Hessian becomes indefinite. Indeed, the domain contacmuntably many points at which the
Hessian is indefinite.

We now consider Theorem 2.1 §: every critical point that is not a global minimum is a sazlpbint.
Combined with Theorem 2.@i), which is proven independently, this is equivalent to tkteshent
that there are no local maxima. We first show that/if;, ; - - - W5 # 0, the loss function always
has some strictly increasing direction with respectifp, and hence there is no local maximum.
If Wiy --- Wy = 0, we show that at a critical point, if the Hessian is negatemislefinite (i.e.,

a necessary condition of local maxima), we can h#g,; --- W2 # 0 with arbitrarily small
perturbation without changing the loss value. We can prbigelty induction ork =2, ..., H + 1,
similar to the induction in the proof of TheorémKi. This means that there is no local maximum.

TheoreniZRKiv) follows Theoreni ZRRii)-(iii) and the analyses for Case | and Case Il in the proof
of Theoren ZRii); whenrank(Wy - - - W) = p, if V2L(W) = 0 at a critical point}¥ is a global
minimum.

4.3.3 Proof sketch of Corollary[3.2

Since the activations are assumed to be random and indemgtieeffect of nonlinear activations
disappear by taking expectation. As a result, the loss fomet(1/) is reduced taC(W).

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we addressed some open problems, pushingriiive theoretical foundations of
deep learning and non-convex optimization. For diéggar neural networks, we proved the afore-
mentioned conjecture and more detailed statements witk gemerality. For deeponlinearneural
networks, when compared with the previous work, we provedladr statement (in the way ex-
plained in sectiohl3) with more generality,(can vary) and with strictly weaker model assumptions
(only two assumptions out of seven). However, our theorysdu# yet directly apply to the prac-
tical situation. To fill the gap between theory and practfoéyre work would further discard the
remaining two out of the seven assumptions made in previauk.vOur new understanding of the
deep linear models at least provides the following thecaéfact: the bad local minima would arise
in a deep nonlinear model bahly as an effect of adding nonlinear activatidnghe corresponding
deeplinear model. Thus, depending on the nonlinear activati@echmnism and architecture, we
would be able to efficiently traideepmodels.

Acknowledgments

The author would like to thank Prof. Leslie Kaelbling, Quysduyen, Li Huan and Anirbit Mukher-
jee for their thoughtful comments on the paper. We gratgfadknowledge support from NSF grant
1420927, from ONR grant NO0014-14-1-0486, and from ARO gve811NF1410433.



References

Baldi, Pierre. 1989. Linear learning: Landscapes and dlgos. InAdvances in neural information
processing systemgp. 65-72.

Baldi, Pierre, & Hornik, Kurt. 1989. Neural networks andrmmipal component analysis: Learning
from examples without local minimaeural networks2(1), 53-58.

Baldi, Pierre, & Lu, Zhigin. 2012. Complex-valued autoeders.Neural Networks33, 136—147.

Blum, Avrim L, & Rivest, Ronald L. 1992. Training a 3-node malinetwork is NP-complete.
Neural Networks5(1), 117-127.

Choromanska, Anna, Henaff, Mlkael, Mathieu, Michael, Berous, Gerard, & LeCun, Yann.
2015a. The Loss Surfaces of Multilayer Networks. Aroceedings of the Eighteenth Interna-
tional Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistipp. 192—204.

Choromanska, Anna, LeCun, Yann, & Arous, Gérard Ben. 200xten Problem: The landscape
of the loss surfaces of multilayer networks. Rroceedings of The 28th Conference on Learning
Theory pp. 1756-1760.

Dauphin, Yann N, Pascanu, Razvan, Gulcehre, Caglar, Chmdtyyun, Ganguli, Surya, & Bengio,
Yoshua. 2014. Identifying and attacking the saddle poiolbfam in high-dimensional non-convex
optimization. InAdvances in Neural Information Processing Systepps 2933-2941.

Ge, Rong, Huang, Furong, Jin, Chi, & Yuan, Yang. 2015. Esmpaprom Saddle Points—Online
Stochastic Gradient for Tensor DecompositionPmceedings of The 28th Conference on Learn-
ing Theory pp. 797-842.

Goodfellow, lan, Bengio, Yoshua, & Courville, Aaron. 201Beep Learning Book in preparation
for MIT Presshttp://www.deeplearningbook.org

Livni, Roi, Shalev-Shwartz, Shai, & Shamir, Ohad. 2014. 6&¢tomputational efficiency of train-
ing neural networks. Ildvances in Neural Information Processing Systepps 855—-863.

Mhaskar, Hrushikesh, Liao, Qianli, & Poggio, Tomaso. 2QI&arning Real and Boolean Functions:
When Is Deep Better Than ShalloMassachusetts Institute of Technology CBMM Memo No. 45

Murty, Katta G, & Kabadi, Santosh N. 1987. Some NP-completdlems in quadratic and nonlin-
ear programmingMathematical programming9(2), 117-129.

Rockafellar, R Tyrrell, & Wets, Roger J-B. 2009ariational analysis Vol. 317. Springer Science
& Business Media.

Saxe, Andrew M, McClelland, James L, & Ganguli, Surya. 20E#act solutions to the nonlinear
dynamics of learning in deep linear neural networks.International Conference on Learning
Representations

Zhang, Fuzhen. 2006The Schur complement and its application®l. 4. Springer Science &
Business Media.


http://www.deeplearningbook.org

Deep L earning without Poor Local Minima
Appendix

A Proofsof lemmasand corollary in Section 4.2

We complete the proofs of the lemmas and corollary in Se@idn

A.1 Proof of Lemmal4.1]
Proof SinceL(W) = 1|Y(W, X) — Y||%= § vec(r)T vec(r),

Dvcc(WkT)E( )= ( vec( Z( )) ( Ve WT)Vec( ))
7”) ( VeC(WT)VeC X Ia, W1 WI:gHIdy) - Dvec(Wg)VeC(YT))
ec(r)” ( vee(wTy (W1 -+ Wig1 @ (Wi—1 -+ W1X)T)vec(W,;f))
ec(r)” Wrgr - Wig1 @ Wiy - Wi X)T) .
T

By setting (Dvcc(wg)ﬁ( )) =0forall k € {1,..., H + 1}, we obtain the statement of Lemma
[47. For the boundary cases (i.é.,.= H + 1 or k = 1), it can be seen from the second to

the third lines that we obtain the desired results with théndon, W, --- Wy, = 14, (e,
Weg1 - Wegyo = Ig, andWy - - Wy £ 1,). O
A.2 Proof of Lemmal42

Proof From the critical point condition with respectt6; (Lemmd4.1),
_ T T
0= (,Dvec(WkT)E(W)) = (Whi1--- W@ X)) vec(r) = vee(XrWyy1 -+ Wa),

which is true if and only itXrWg 4 - -- Wy = 0. By expanding, 0 = X XTWlcTCc - Xy7TC.
By solving forWy,

Wy = (CTC)"CTy XT(xxT)y"' + (1 - (cTo)-CcTO)L, (2)

for an arbitrary matrix. Due to the property of any generalized invefse (Zhang,|2p061), we
have thaC(CTC)~CTC = C. Thus,

cwr =ccTo)y Ty xT(xx")y '+ (c-cctoy c"eyL=ccTe)y ety xT(xxT)!

A.3 Proof of Lemmal4.3

Proof Forthediagonalblocks: the entries of diagonal blocks are obtained simplggithe result
of Lemmd4.1l as

_ T T
Dvcc(WE) (Dvcc(WkT)E(W)) = (WH+1 oW1 ® (kal s W1X)T) Dvcc(WE) vec(r).

Using the formula ofD,(yr vec(r) computed in the proof of of Lemnia 4.1 yields the desired
result.
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Fortheoff-diagonalblockswith k = 2, ..., H:

Dvcc(Wg) [DVCC(WIT)‘C(W)]T

T T
= (Wayr--- W@ X)) Dyec(w;ry vee(r) + (Dvcc(wg)WH+1 o Whp ® XT) vec(r)

The first term above is reduced to the first term of the statémethe same way as the diagonal
blocks. For the second term,

T
(Dvec(WkT)WHJrl Wy ® XT) vec(r)
m dy

T
=22 ((Dvcc<WE>WH+17jWH o Wz) ®XiT) Tij

i=1 j=1

m d

<

((An);. ® BF @ XI) ' ry

I
™
g

i=1 j=1
m dy
=3 (A (B @ X)) - (Ak)ja, (BF @ Xi)] 1
i=1 j=1
T m dy T m dy
= [(Bk ® D ity D il1 T (Ak)j,lXi) (Bk ® D ity 2 Ti,j(Ak)j,dei)} :
where Ay, = Wpgyr---Wiy and By = Wjy_1---Wy.  The third line follows the
fact that (WHJFLJ-WH s WQ)T = VeC(WzT S W%W%H,j) = (WHJrl.,j o Whpr ®
Wl WE Yvec(WI). In the last line, we have the desired result by rewriting

S S 7 (k)X = X Wra - Wig) ..

For the off-diagonalblockswith k = H 4+ 1: The first term in the statement is obtained in the
same way as above (for the off-diagonal blocks vkith: 2, ..., H). For the second term, notice that

vee(Wh 1) = [(Way)l. .. (WH+1)§y__]T where(Wy1);.. is thej-th row vector oy 1
or the vector corresponding to thi¢h output component. Thatis, it is conveniently organiasthe
blocks, each of which corresponds to each output componerather we choseec(W,!') instead
of vec(W},) for this reason, among others). Also,

T
(DVCC(W§+1)WH+1 e W2 & XT) VeC(T) =

T T
= |:Zzzl ((D(WH+1)’£_OI=') ®X;T) Ti1 cee Zzil ((D(WH+1)§y’_Cdyv') ®X;T) Tivdy:| ’
where we also used the fact that

m d m
> Z ((Dvec«ww)g_)@,») ® Xz'T)T rig =y ((Dvec«vvmnz.)@v) ® Xz'T)T Tit-

i=1 j=1 i=1
For each block entry=1, .. ., d,, in the above, similarly to the case bi= 2, ..., H,

m T m
Z ((Dvec((w,ﬂl)g)c‘,-) ® XzT) it = <sz;+1 ® Zri,t(AHJrl)j,tXi) :
i =1

Here, we have the desired result by rewrithy" | 7 +(Ar11);,1X; = X(rla,).: = Xr. ;. O

A.4 Proof of Lemmal4.4

Proof Note that a similarity transformation preserves the eigtres of a matrix. For each €
{2,...,H + 1}, we take a similarity transform o¥2L(W) (whose entries are organized as in

Lemmd4.3B) as

_ T B T
Dyecwrr) (Dvec(WlT)E(W)) Dyecwrry (Dvec(wf)ﬁ(W))

—1g2p _ = T = T
B VEL(W) P, = Dyee(wrr) (Dvec(Wg)‘C(W)) Dyec(wr) (Dvec(wg)ﬁ(w))
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Here,P;, = [eH+1 ex Pk] is the permutation matrix wheeg is thei-th element of the standard

basis (i.e., a column vector with 1 in thieh entry and O in every other entries), afyl is any
arbitrarily matrix that make#’, to be a permutation matrix. Lét/;, be the principal submatrix of
P,;lvzﬁ(W)P;C that consists of the first four blocks appearing in the aboustgon. Then,

VZL(W) =0

=Vke{2,.... H+1},M; =0

= Vk € {27 o H A+ 1}3 R(Dvec(Wg)(DveC(WlT)E(W))T) - R(Dvec(Wf)(DveC(WlT)E(W))T)a
Here, the first implication follows the necessary conditidth any principal submatrix and the sec-

ond implication follows the necessary condition with thé@&ccomplement (Zhahg, 2006, theorem
1.20, p. 44).

Note thatR(M') € R(M) < (I — MM~ )M’ = 0 (Zhang/ 2006, p. 41). Thus, by plugging in
the formulas 0D, (w7 (Dyecqw ) £(W))" @ndDyee ) (Dyecwr) £(W))" that are derived in
LemmddBVIL(W) = 0= Vk € {2,...,H + 1},

0= (1 —(CTCe(XXTHCTC® (XXT))’) (CT Ay ® BuW:1 X)

+ (1= (CTCe (XX Co (XXT) ) BE @ X] [Tae, ® (A1 - Ly © (rAR)-a,]

whereA;, = Wiy - Wiy andBy = Wy_; - - - Wa. Here, we can replad®” C @ (X XT))~ by
(CTC)~ @ (XXT)~1) (see AppendikAl7). Thud, — (CTC @ (XXT)(CTC ® (XXT))"can
be replaced byl,, ® I,,) — (CTC(CTC)~ @ I4,) = (Ia, — CTC(CTC)™) ® I4,. Accordingly,
the first term is reduced to zero as

((Id1 —cTecTo) ) ® Idy) (CTAk ® BkW1X) = ((Is, — CTC(CTC))CT A) ® BWh X = 0,
sinceCTC(CTC)~CT = CT (Zhang, 2006, p. 41). Thus, with the second term remaines, th
condition is reduced to

Vke{2,...,H+1},Vte {1,...,d,}, (BF —cTc(CTC)"BF) @ X(rAx).+ = 0.

This implies

Vke{2,...,H+1}, (R(B[)CR(CTC) or XrA;=0),
which concludes the proof for the positive semidefinite calSer the necessary condition of the
negative semidefinite case, we obtain the same conditioe sin

VIL(W)= 0

S VEe{2,. .. H+1},M, <0

= Vk e {27 ) H+ 1}7 R(—Dvec(WE)(,Dvec(Wir)‘c_(W))T) - R(—Dvec(WlT) (Dvec(WlT)‘c_(W))T)
= Vk e {27 AR H+ 1}7 R(DVCC(W)?)(’Dvcc(WlT)‘c_(W))T) c R(Dvcc(WlT)(DVCC(W{T)E(W))T)

A.5 Proof of Corollary[45

Proof From the first condition in the statement of Lemimd 4.4,

RWL - W) CRWE - W Wiy - Wa)
= rank(W, - - WEH) > rank(Wy - - WL ) = rank(Wgo 1 --- W) > rank(Wy_1 - - Wh).

The first implication follows the fact that the rank of a pratiaf matrices is at most the minimum
of the ranks of the matrices, and the fact that the columnesp&id’y - - - W, | is subspace of the

column space ofV’y --- W/ . O
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A.6 Proof of Lemmal4.d

Proof Forthe(Xr = 0) condition: LetM g1 be the principal submatrix as defined in the proof of
LemmdZ. (the principal submatrix &f;}, V2L (W) Py 41 that consists of the first four blocks of

it). Let By, = Wy_y -+ Wa. Let F = By (1WA X XTW{' B}, |. Using Lemmd 413 for the blocks
corresponding té&V, andWyr4q,

CTC o XXT (CT @ XXT(BgW)T)+ E

M1 = [(O@BHHWlXXT)JrET Iy, ® F

whereE = [BIE-H @Xr., ... B, ®Xr. 4. Then, by the necessary condition with the
Schur comp

emenr@d& theorem 1.20, p. 244, 1 = 0implies

0= (g, ®Ia,) — (Ig, ® F)(Ig, ® F)")((C ® By W1 XX") + ET)
= 0= (g, ® gy — FF)(C® BgaW1XX") + (14, ® Lo, — FF™)E"
= (g, ® Iy, — FF)E"

Ig, —FF~®1 0 BH+1®(XT.,1)T

L 0 IdH —FF~®1 BH+1®(XT.7dy)T
I (IdH — FFi)BH_i_l X (XT.,l)T

_(IdH — FF_)BH+1 [ (X’I’.ydy)T

where the second line follows the fact thidi, © F')~ can be replaced by, ® F'~) (see Appendix
[A7). The third line follows the fact thatl — FF~)By.1W1X = 0 becauséR(By 1 W1 X) =

R(Bupa Wi XXTW{I'B];|) = R(F). In the fourth line, we expandefl and used the definition
of the Kronecker product. It implies

FF_BH+1:BH+1 or Xr=0.

Here, if Xr = 0, we have obtained the statement of the lemma. Thus, from mowefocus on the
case wherd' '~ By 11 = By andXr # 0 to obtain the other conditio;(CTC)~CT = UzUs.

Forthe(C(C*C)~CT = U,U,) condition: By using another necessary condition of a méieixg
positive semidefinite with the Schur complem@(ﬁl@eorem 1.20, p. 44\ 1 = 0
implies that

(I, ® F) — (c ® B WiXX" + ET) (CTC o xXT)" (C’T @ XXT (B Wh)" + E) =0 (3)

Since we can replad®?C ® XX1)~ by (CTC)~ ® (X XT)~! (see AppendikAl7), the second
term in the left hand side is simplified as

(c ® By Wi XXT + ET) (CTC o XXT)~ (CT © XX (ByaW)" + E)

- ((C(CTC)* ® BHHWl) + BT ((C’TC)’ ® (XXT)’l)) ((CT ® XXT(BHHWl)T) + E)
- (C’(C’TC’)’C’T ® F) +ET ((CTC)’ ® (XXT)’l) E

- (C(CTC)*CT ® F) n (TTXT(XXT)*IXT ® BHH(CTC)*B{IH) @)

In the third line, the crossed terms(Q(CTC)— ® Bri1 Wl) E and its transpose — are vanished

to 0 because of the following. From Lemrhald iy, ® (W - ~-W1X)T)Tvec(r) =0 &
Wg--- Wi Xr = Bg Wi Xr = 0 at any critical point. Thus(C(C"C)” @ Bu1Wh) E =
[C(CTC) Bl @ BupaWiXr.y ... C(CTC) Bf,, ® BuaWiXr.q,] = 0. The forth line
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follows
ET ((cTc)* ® (XXT)’I) E=

Bu(CTC) B @ (r )" XT(XXT)" ' Xr 1 -+ Buy1(CTC)" By ® (r )" XT(XXT) "' Xr_ a,

Bui1(CTC) By ® (ra,) " XT(XXT)" ' Xr. 1+ Bu1(CTC) Bl ® (r.,a,) " XT(XXT) "' Xr_ g,
=r"XT(xxT)y" ' Xre BH+1(CTC)7BIS+1’
where the last line is due to the fact that (r. ;)T X7 (X XT)~1Xr , is a scalar and the fact that
(T‘,,l)TL’I‘.J e (T‘,,l)TL’I‘.,dy
for any matrixL, r* Lr = , ,
(T.Ydy)'TL’I".J' . '(Tt,dy)TLquy

From equationsl3 aild 45+, = 0 =

((Ia, —C(CTC)y"C"y @ F) — (" XT(XXT) "' Xr @ Bps1(CTC)"Bh 1) = 0. (5)

In the following, we simplify equatioll5 by first showing tHa{C') = R(Uz,) and then simplifying
PTXT(XXT)"' Xr, F andBp 41 (CTC)~BY, .
Showing that R(C) = R(Uz,) (following the proof in[Baldi & Hornik,[1989): LetPr =
C(CTC)~CT be the projection operator dA(C). We first show thaPc X Po = X P = PoX.
PeYXPo=Wyir - WiXXTW{ - Wh,

=vx'wi.- wh,

=YXT(xXxT)"'XyT P

=YPc,
where the first line follows Lemnia4.2, the second line is duesmmd 4]l withk = H+1 (i.e.,0 =
Wy Wi Xr & Wy W XXTWE - W = YXTWE ... WE), the third line follows
LemmalZ4.®2, and the fourth line uses the definition’bf Since PoX. P is symmetric,Y Po (=
PcYPc) is also symmetric and hencePe = (SPc)T = PLYT = P, Thus,PoXPc =

YPc = PcX. Note thatPe = UPyroUT asPyre = UTC(CTUUTC)~CTU = UTPoU.
Thus,

UPyrcUTUAUT = PoY = S Po = UNUTUPyr U7,
which implies thatP;r-A = APyrc. Since the eigenvalued\( 1,..., Ay, q,) are distinct, this
implies thatPr is a diagonal matrix (otherwisé?;rcA = APyrc impliesA;; = A; ; for
i # j, resulting in contradiction). Becausgg;r - is the orthogonal projector of rank(as Pyro =
UT PcU), this implies thatP, r - is a diagonal matrix with its diagonal entries being onesres)
and zerosdy — p times). Thus,

C(CTC) C" = Po =UPyrcUT = UL, U7,
for some index sef;. This means thak(C) = R(Uz,).
Simplifying r T X7 (XX~ Xr:

T XT(XXT) 1 Xr = (O X - YV)XT(x XD ' x(xT(cw)” —vT)
=cwmxxTew)! —cwixy? —vxTicw)' +%
= PcYXPo — PcX —YPo 4+ %
=¥ - UpAg, U}

wherePc = C(CTC)~C" = Uz, U7 and the last line follows the facts:

Az, 0 ][I
PoXPo = Ur,Uf UNU" Uz, U7 = Uz, [I; 0] [ % Az} [5’} Uz, = Uz, Az, U7,

Py =Ur, UL UAUT = Uz, [I; 0] Az, 0 Uz, =UL AL U
C&= = VIV, — VI;4p 0 A'_Zﬁ Ufl'ﬁ — VI, YT
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and similarly,> P = UgﬁAIﬁUZE.

Simplifying F': In the proof of Lemm&4]2, by using Lemrhal4.1 with= 1, we obtained that
Wy = (CTO)"CTYXT(XXT)="L + (I — (CTC)~CTC)L. Also, from Lemma&Z4}, we have that
Xr = 0or By (CTC)=CTC = (CTC(CTC)"B},1)" = Bus1. If Xr = 0, we got the
statement of the lemma, and so we consider the cagg;ofi (CTC)~CTC = By, 1. Therefore,

By Wi = By (CTC)y"CcTy xT(xxT)~1.
SinceF = By Wi XX"W{' B}, 4,
F =By (CTC)~CT20(CTC)" B

From Lemmd 4} withk = H + 1, R(B},,) € R(CTC) = R(Bf Wi 1Wra1Brs1) C
R(B};,1), which implies thatR(B},,,) = R(CTC). Then, we haveR(C(CTC)~B};,,) =
R(C) = R(Uz,). Accordingly, we can write it in the forn(C* C)~ B}, | = [Uz,,0]G2, where

0 € R%*(1—P) andGy € GLg, (R) (ad; x d; invertible matrix). Thus,

T
uL

_ T

I; O I; O Az O
ooz o=t [§ G[al§ Ge.-ct['g Gfe.
Simplifying By41(CTC)~ B .: From LemmdZBCTC(CTC) Byy1 = Bpy1 (again since
we are done ifXr = 0). Thus,By1(CTC)" B, | = By (CTC)~CTC(CTC)" B, ;. As
discussed above, we wri€(C* C)~ B}, | = [Uz,,0]G>. Thus,

Uz

) I, 0
Bp1(CTC) By, =Gj { Op] Uz, 01G2 = G [60 0] e

Puttingresultstogether: We use the simplified formulas@fC” C)~C*, vy XT(XXT)"1 X7 F
andBy.1(CTC)~ B}, | in equatiorib, obtaining

(I, — Ur,UL) @ G [Agp g} ) — <(2 — UpAz,UT) ® G [{f 8] G2> - 0.

Due to Sylvester’s law of inertid (Zhang, 2006, theorem H.527), with a nonsingular matrix
U® GQ_1 (it is nonsingular because each[aﬁfandGz_1 is nonsingular), the necessary condition is

reduced to
A7 0 I;0 =
» 00} G2>> (veas?)

T
(U@G;l) (((Idy ~Ug,Uf)ecf |70 0} G2> - ((2 — UpAz,UT) @ GT

— _ Iy 0 AI;; 0 . _ Az. O Iz O
_<<Idy {0 0 >® 0 OD <<A o ol /%lo o
([0 o Az, o]\ ([o o Iy 0
_q" f<dyﬁ)}®{0 OD ([0 Az, |7 o OD
0] 0

Az, — (A-z)111p 0 <o

10 =
0 Az, = (M—2;) (4, —p),(ay—) 17

which implies that for all(i, j) € {(i,7) | ¢ € {1,...,p}, 7 € {1,...,(dy — p)}}, (Az,)ii >

(A_z,);;- Inother words, the index s&} must select the largegteigenvalues whateveris. Since
C(CTC)~CT = U, U7, (which is obtained above), we have tatC” C)~C" = U,U, in this
case.

Summarizing the above case analysisy#£(W) = 0 at a critical pointC(CTC)~CT = UyU;

orXr=0. O
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A.7 Generalized inverse of Kronecker product
(A~ ® B™) isageneralized inverse ef @ B.

Proof For a matrixM, the definition of a generalized invers&,—, is MM ~M = M. Setting
M := A ® B, we check if(A~ ® B™) satisfies the definition(A ® B)(A~ ® B~ )(A® B) =
(AA"A® BB~ B) = (A ® B) as desired. O

Here, we araot claiming that(A~ ® B™) is the unique generalized inverse4f2 B. Notice that
the necessary condition that we have in our proof (where ved agyeneralized inverse df B) is

for any generalized inverse df® B. Thus, replacing it by one of any generalized inverse sifice
obtain a necessary condition. Indeed, choosing Me&enrose pseudoinverse suffices here, with
which we know(A ® B)! = (A" @ BY). But, to give a simpler argument later, we keep more
generality by choosingA~ ® B~) as a generalized inverse 8f® B.

B Proof of Theorem2.3

We complete the proofs of Theorém]2.3. Since we heavily relthe necessary conditions of local
minima, we remind the reader of the elementary logic: for mfpo be a local minimum, it must
satisfy all thenecessargonditions of local minima, but a point satisfying thecessargonditions
can be a point that is not a local minimum (in contrast, a peatisfying thesufficientcondition of
local minimum is a local minimum).

B.1 Proof of Theorem[Z.3(ii)

Proof By case analysis, we show that any point that satisfies thessacy conditions and the defi-
nition of a local minimum is a global minimum. When we writetatement in the proof, we often

mean that a necessary condition of local minima implies thiesent as it should be clear (i.e., we
are not claiming that the statement must hold true unlesgdhn is the candidate of local minima.).

Casel: rank(Wy - - - Ws) = p andd, < p: Assume thatank(Wy ---Ws) = p. We first obtain a
necessary condition of the Hessian being positive semitiefiha critical pointXr = 0, and then
interpret the condition. &, < p, Corollary[45 witht = H + 1 implies the necessary condition
that Xr = 0. This is because the other conditipn> rank(Wy 1) > rank(Wy ---Ws) = piis
false.

If d, = p, Lemmal4.b witht = H + 1 implies the necessary condition thatr = 0 or
R(Wpy ---Wa) € R(CTC). Suppose thaR(Wy --- W) € R(CTC). Then, we have that
p = rank(Wpg - - - Wa) < rank(CTC) = rank(C). Thatis,rank(C) > p.
From CorollanfZ4.b withk = 2 implies the necessary condition that

rank(C) > rank(I4,) or XrWyyq--- W3 =0.
Suppose the latteX rWi 41 - - - W5 = 0. Sincerank(Wiyyq - - - W3) > rank(C) > panddgy; =
d, = p, the left null space oW - - - W5 contains only zero. Thus,

XTWH+1"'W3 =0=Xr=0.
Suppose the formerank(C') > rank(I,, ). Becausel, = p, rank(C) > p,andR(C) C R(Y X7T)
as shown in the proof of Lemnia#.6, we have tR4C) = R(Y XT).
rank(C) > rank(Iy,) = CTClisfullrank = Xr = XYTo(CcTo)~'c” — XyT =,

where the last equality follows the fact thaXr)? = C(CTC)"1CTYXT — Y XT = 0 since

R(C) = R(Y XT) and thereby the projection af X onto the range of is Y X . Therefore, we
have the conditionXr = 0 whend, < p.

To interpret the conditiotX» = 0, consider a loss function with a linear model without anydeid
layer, f(W') = |W'X — Y% whereW’ € R%>d_ Letr’ = (W'X — Y)T be the corresponding
error matrix. Then, any point satisfyin§r’ = 0 is known to be a global minimum of by its
convexityl For any values ofVy ., - -- Wy, there existd¥V’ such thatW’ = Wy, --- W, (the

®proof: any point satisfying{r’ = 0 is a critical point off, which directly follows the proof of Lemnia34.1.
Also, f is convex since its Hessian is positive semidefinite forradLit W1, and thus any critical point of
is a global minimum. Combining the pervious two statemeessiits in the desired claim
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opposite is also true whet), < p although we don't need it in our proof). That is, im&ge C
image f) and imagér) C imagdr’) (as functions of¥ andW’ respectively) (the equality is also
true whend, < p although we don't need it in our proof). Summarizing the aowhenever
Xr = 0, there existd?V’ = Wg1 --- Wi such thatXr = X' = 0, which achieves the global
minimum value off (f*) and f* < £~ (i.e., the global minimum value of is at most the global
minimum value of_ since imagéL) C imag€ f)). In other wordsWy 4 - - - W3 achievingXr = 0
attains a global minimum value gfthat is at most the global minimum value £f This means that
Wis1 -+ - Wq achievingXr = 0 is a global minimum.

Thus, we have proved that whemk(Wg - - - Ws) = p andd, < p, if V2L(W) = 0 at a critical
point, it is a global minimum.

Casell: rank(Wyg - -- W) = p andd, > p: We first obtain a necessary condition of the Hessian
being positive semidefinite at a critical point and thenriptet the condition. From Lemnia 4.6, we
have thalC(C"C)~C" = UpU} or Xr = 0. If Xr = 0, with the exact same proof as in the case
of d, < p, itis a global minimum. Suppose thef{(C* C)~CT = U;U;. Combined with Lemma
[4.2, we have a necessary condition:

Wi Wi =C(CTC)"CTYXT(XXT) ' =UUf Y XT(XXT) 71

From Lemmd 4} withk = H + 1, R(WS ---WE) € R(CTC) = R(CT), which implies
thatp £ rank(C) = p (sincerank(Wy ---Ws) = p). Thus, we can rewrite the above equa-
tion asWpy 1 --- Wy = U,U' Y XT(XXT)~*, which is the orthogonal projection on to subspace
spanned by thg eigenvectors corresponding to thiargest eigenvalues following the ordinary least
square regression matrix. This is indeed the expressioglotal minimum|(Baldi & Hornik| 1989;
m, 2012).

Thus, we have proved that whemnk(Wy; - -- W) = p, if V2L(W) = 0 at a critical point, it is a
global minimum.

Caselll: rank(Wy - -- Wa) < p: Suppose thatank(Wy - - - Ws) < p. Letp = min(p,d,). Then,
if rank(C) > p, every local minimum is a global minimum because of the feitm. If p < d,,
rank(Wy --- Wa) > rank(C) > p = p and thereby we have the caserafhk(Wy ---Ws) = p
(since we have that > rank(Wy - - - Ws) > p where the first inequality follows the definition pf.
For this case, we have already proven the desired statetneve.aOn the other hand,jf> d,, we

havep £ rank(C) > d,. Thus,Wg41--- Wy = UpUIYXT(XXT)"' =U0UTY XT(XXT) 1,
which is a global minimum. We can see this in various ways. é@mple, Xr = XYTUUT —
XY7T =0, which means that it is a global minimum as discussed above.

Thus, in the following, we consider the remaining case whenek(Wy ---Ws) < p and
rank(C') < p. In this case, we show that we can hawak(C') > p with arbitrarily small per-
turbations of each entry V41, ..., Wi, without changing the loss value. In order to show this,
by induction onk = {1,...,H + 1}, we prove that we can hawenk(W; ---W;) > p with
arbitrarily small perturbation of each entry @f;, . . ., W; without changing the value af(1V).

We start with the base case with= 1. For convenience, we reprint a necessary condition of local
minima that is represented by equatfidn 2 in the proof of Lesia: for an arbitrary.,

W, = (cTey ety xT(xx")y=' (1 - (cTc)y-cto)L, (6)

Suppose thatC? C) € R4 is nonsingular. Then, we have thatk(Wy - - - W) > rank(C) =
di > p, which is false in the case being analyzed (the caseidf(Wy - -- Ws) < p). Thus,CTC
is singular.

If CT'C is singular, it is inferred that we can pertui®, to haverank(WW;) > p. To see this in a
concrete algebraic way, first note that from Lenlmd R6¢C') = R(U;) or Xr = 0. If Xr = 0,
with the exact same proof as in the previous case, it is a glob@mum. So, we consider the
case ofR(C) = R(Up). Then, we can writ€Z' = [U; 0]G; for someG, € GLg, (R) where
0 € R%*(41—P) Thus,

I, 0
ctoc=aT [5) o] G.
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Again, note that the set of all generalized inverseZgf {Ié" 8} G, is as follows [(Zhard, 2006,
p. 41):
-1 Iﬁ Lll -T / / / H
Gyl | Gh | L}, Ly, L} arbitraryp .
2 3
Since equatiohl6 must necessarily holddoy generalized inversa order for a point to be a local

minimum, we choose a generalized inverse with= L, = L = 0 to have a weaker yet simpler
necessary condition. That is,

_ [ 0] -
cTe) ::Gll[g o} Gt

By plugging this into equation] 6, we obtain the following mesary condition of local minima: for
an arbitraryL,

(77T
Wy =Gt Uéﬂ] YXT(XXT)™t 4+ (I, — G {0 0} G1)Ly

L [UTY XT(xXxT) ! 4o 0
_Gl _ p 0 +G1 0 I(dlfp?) GlLl
L [Ty XT(xxT)—1
_ 1
=G I [0 Ia,—p))GiL1 |° @

Here, [0 I(4,_p))G1L1 € R@-Pxds s the last ¢ — p) rows of GiL;.  Since
rank(YXT(XXT)~1) = d, (because the multiplication with the invertible matrix geeves the
rank), the submatrix with the firgt rows in the above have rank Thus,W; has rank at least
p, and the possible rank deficiency comes from the ldst( p) rows, [0 I(4,_;]|G1L1. Since
Weg1--- Wi = CWq = [Us 0]G1Wh,

UTy XT(XXT)!

Wit Wi = [Up 0] [ [0 104, )|G1 Ly

} =UU Y XT(XXT)7.
This means that changing the values of the ldst{ p) rows of G1 L, (i.e.,[0 I(4, 5 ]G1L1) does
not change the value @(1V). Thus, we consider the perturbation of each entrijafas follows:
Vo= | 0] _ 4| UFYXT(XXT)!
Wii= Wit ety {Mptb} ! [[O Ita,—p)|G1Ly + eMpip | -
Here, with an appropriate choice 81, we can maké¥; to be full rank (see footnofd 6 for the
proof of the existence of sudwptb)ﬂ

Thus, we have shown that we can hayek (W) > min(di, d,) > min(p, d,) = p with arbitrarily
small perturbation of each entry &F; with the loss value being unchanged. This concludes the
proof for the base case of the induction with= 1.

For the inductive stébwith k € {2, ..., H + 1}, we have the inductive hypothesis that we can have
rank(Wy_1 --- Wq) > p with arbitrarily small perturbations of each entryldf, 1, ... W, without
changing the loss value. Here, we want to show thatitk(1W;_, ---W;) > p, we can have

®In this footnote, we prove the existencecdfl,, that maked¥; full rank. Although this is trivial since the
set of full rank matrices is dense, we show a proof in the Yailhg to be complete. Let’ > p be the rank of
Uy xt(xx™!

Wi. Thatis, in , there exisp’ linearly independent row vectors including the fjssbw
0 I, —p)]G1Ln

vectors, denoted by, ... by € R**d=  Then, we denote the rest of row vectorsday vo, . . V45 €

R'*% | etc = min(d; — 7, d. —p'). There exist linearly independent vectois s, . . ., . such that the set,

{b1,...,by,01,02,...,0.}, is linearly independent. Setting := v; + ev; foralli € {1,..., c} makesiW,
full rank sinceew; cannot be expressed as a linear combination of other vecltuss, a desired perturbation
matrix e Mpwn can be obtained by settird/w to consist ofvy, ez, . . . , €t row vectors for the corresponding
rows and0 row vectors for other rows.

"The boundary cases with= 2 andk = H + 1 as well pose no problem during the proof for the inductive
step: remember our notational definitidiy, - - - W, = Ig, itk < K.
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rank(W, - -- W) > p with arbitrarily small perturbation of each entry 6f,, without changing the
value of £(WW). Accordingly, suppose thaink(Wj,_; - -- ;) > p. From Lemmé&4l4, we have the
following necessary condition for the Hessian to be (pesitir negative) semidefinite at a critical
point: foranyk € {2,..., H + 1},

R(Wi_1---Wo)T) CR(CTC) or XrWiyi1-- Wiy =0,

where the first condition is shown to implynk (Wg 1 - - - Wy) > rank(Wj_1 - - - Wa) in Corollary
[43. If the former condition is trueank(C') > rank(Wy_y --- Wa) > rank(Wj_1 --- W1) > p,
which is false in the case being analyzed (i.e., the caseenhek(C) < p. If this is not the case,
we can immediately conclude the desired statement as itdesdiready proven for the case where
rank(C) > p). Thus, we suppose that the latter condition is true.Agts Wy 41 - - - Wi41. Then,
for an arbitraryLy,

0=XrWegir- Wiy
=Wy Wi = (AL Ax) ALY XT(XXT)™" 4+ (I — (AL Ak)” AL Ap) L (8)
=Wpgy1- Wi = A, (AL Ax) ALY XT(XXT)™!

=ccre)y Ty XN (XX =UUl Y XT(XXT) T

where the last two equalities follow Lemnias]4.2 4.6 esihc(r = 0, we immediately obtain
the desired result as discussed above). Taking transpose,

(XXT)YT'XYT A, (AF Ap) AL = (XXT)'XYTURUL,
which implies that
XYT A, (AL A) Ay = XYTURU,.

SinceX Y7 is full rank withd, < d, (i.e.,rank(XY7T) = d,), there exists a left inverse and the
solution of the above linear system is uniqué @Y 7)T XY 1)~ 1(XYT)TXYT = I, yielding,

A (AL AR) A =UpUL (= Up(UFUR)'UD).
In other wordsR(Ax) = R(C) = R(Up).

Suppose thatA? 4;) € Ré*dr is nonsingular. Then, sinc®(Ax) = R(C), rank(C) =
rank(A) = di > p = min(p,d,), which is false in the case being analyzed (the case of
rank(C) < p). Thus, AT A is singular. Notice that for the boundary case with= H + 1,
AT A, = I4,, which is always nonsingular and thus the proof ends hegg or the case with

k = H + 1, since the latter conditionXrWg 1 ---Wi11 = 0, implies a false statement, the
former conditionyank(C') > p, which is the desired statement, must be true).

If A{Ak is singular, it is inferred that we can pertuj, to haverank(Wy, - -- W7) > min(p, d,).
To see this in a concrete algebraic way, first note that sRicé,) = R(Up), we can writed;, =
(U5 0]Gy, for someG), € GLg, (R) where0 € R%*(4%=P)_ Then, similarly to the base case with
k = 1, we select a general inverse (we can do this because it rernualre a necessary condition as
explained above) to be

(AT A1) =G}t [%’ 8} G,

and plugging this into the condition in equat[dn 8: for anitasy L,

L [UTY XT(XXT)~!
Wi Wi =GP . 9
: Lo [ 0 I(4,—p»]GrLk ®)
Here, [0 I(g,—p)]GrLi € R@Pxd s the last § — p) rows of GyL,.  Since
rank(YXT(XXT)~1) = d,, the firstp rows in the above have rank Thus, W}, ---W; has
rank at leasp and the possible rank deficiency comes from the last(p) rows, [0 (4, —5)|GrLg.

SinceWp i1 - Wi = AWy, --- Wy = [Up 0]GLW, - W7,

T T Ty—1
UTYXT(xxT)

Wit Wi = [Up 0] [ (0 14, )]G L

} =UUly XTI (XX,
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which means that changing the values of the ldgt-{ p) rows does not change the valuef{fiv').
We consider the perturbation of each entryl@f as follows. From equatio] 9, all the possible
solutions ofi¥;, can be written as: for an arbitrafy,, andLy,

Ur'y XT(xxT)-!

Wi = Gt
S [fz”(dkp)]GkLk

} B} + L] (I - BB)).

whereBy, = Wy_1---W; andB,TC is the the Moore—Penrose pseudoinvers8pf We perturbiV,
as

Wk =W + EGlzl |:](\)4:| B;;

1| UFYXT(xXT)! e T
=G [[O Iia,—5)|GrLy + eM B + Ly, (I — Bk By).

whereM = Mpyw(BF By,)"BE By,. Then,

Wi, W1 - Wi = Wy By

[UTYXT(XXT)"1] 0] 4

I [1(7) I, —p))GrL BiBi + Gy | ear| BibBr
_ A [UFYXT(XXT) ! 1| 0 | ot

=Gy, _ [% I(dk—p)]GkLk + Gy, M B, By,

[ UryXT(xxT)=! }

0 T4, —p)|GrLi + eMpo(BE Bi)' By By]

= G,Zl

where the second line follows equatibh 9 and the third lindus to the fact thaMB,ZB,C =
Mptb(B,{Bk)TB,{(BkB,ZBk) = Mpw(BF By)'BFB,. Here, we can construct/p, such that

~ . L ~ [Ty XT(XxxT)~!
rank(W} By) > p as follows. Lety’ > p be the rank ofV;, By.. Thatiis, in| 72 ,

[O I(dk—ﬁ)]GkLk

there existp’ linearly independent row vectors including the fifstrow vectors, denoted by
bi,...,by € R4 Then, we denote the rest of row vectorsihyvs, . . ., v4, 5 € R*%. Since
rank(B] By,) > p (due to the inductive hypothesis), the dimensioR¢B; By,) is at leasp. There-
fore, there exist vectorsy, U, . . ., 15— Such that the se¢b{, ..., oL, ol , 07, ... ,17(7;575,)}, is
linearly independent andf’, o7 , . .. ,5(7;_13,) € R(BF By,). A desired perturbation matrik/p, can
be obtained by setting/,, to consist ofvy, v, . . ., ¥(3—5) row vectors for the firsgp — p) rows and
0 row vectors for the rest:

My = {@{ ol 0 0]

Then, Muw(B{ Bi)'B{ B = (B Bx(BJ Br)'Mg,)" = My (since o], o3 ,...,005 , €

R(B,”{Bk)). Thus, as a result of our perturbation, the original romee;, va, . .., v(3_5) are
perturbated as; := v; + ev; foralli € {1,...,p — p'}, which guaranteemnk(WkBk) > psince
ev; cannot be expressed as a linear combination of other rovorgeft, . .., by andVj # i,v;)
by its construction. Therefore, we have thatk (1}, - - - W7 ) > p upon such a perturbation i
without changing the loss value.

Thus, we conclude the induction, proving that we can havé (W4 - -- W1) > p with arbitrar-
ily small perturbation of each parameter without changhmgvalue of£(1V). Sincerank(C) >
rank(Wy 41 ---Wi) > p, upon such a perturbation, we have the case wheik(C) > p, for
which we have already proven that a critical point is not alaoinimum unless it is a global
minimum. This concludes the proof of the case wheuek(Wy - - - Ws) < p.

Summarizing the above, any point that satisfies the defm{@od necessary conditions) of a local
minimum is a global minimum, concluding the proofbifieorem 23 (ii). O
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B.2 Proof of Theorem[2.3 (i)

Proof We can prove the non-convexity and non-concavity from itsdten (Theorem 2@)). First,
considerZ(1W). For example, from Corollafy 4.5 with = H + 1, it is necessary for the Hessian
to be positive or negative semidefinite at a critical poirtt nk(W 1) > rank(Wy - - - W3) or

Xr = 0. The instances ofl” unsatisfying this condition at critical points form somecaontable
set. As an example, consider a uncountable set that coon$igte points withWy ., = W7 =0
and with anyWy, ..., W5. Then, every point in the set defines a critical point from beaid.1.
Also, X7 = XYT # 0 asrank(XY7T) > 1. So, it does not satisfy the first semidefinite condition.
On the other hand, with any instanceldy - - - W5 such thatank(Wy - - - W5) > 1, we have that

0 = rank(Wgy1) # rank(Wy --- Wa). So, it does not satisfy the second semidefinite condition
as well. Thus, we have proven that in the domain of the losstiom, there exist points, at which
the Hessian becomes indefiniféhis implies Theorem[2.3 (i): the functions are non-convex and
non-concave.

O

B.3 Proof of Theorem[Z3(iii)

Proof We now prove Theorefn 2(#i) : every critical point that is not a global minimum is a saddle
point. Here, we want to show that if the Hessian is negativeidefinite at a critical point, then
there is a increasing direction so that there is no local maxi. From Lemmpg413 with = 1,

_ T
Dyec(wrr) (Dvec(wf)ﬁ(W)) = ((Wayr - W) ' (Whpy - Wa) @ XXT) = 0.

The positive semidefiniteness follows the fact tidty 1 - - - Wa)? (Wgiy --- W) and X X7 are
positive semidefinite. Sinc& X7 is full rank, if (Wg 1 --- Wa)T (W1 --- Wa) has at least one
strictly positive eigenvalugWg 1 - - - Wa)T (Wgy1 --- Wa) ® X X T has at least one strictly posi-
tive eigenvalue (by the spectrum property of Kronecker podd Thus, with other variables being
fixed, if Wy1q---Wa # 0, with respect toll; at any critical point, there exists some increas-
ing direction that corresponds to the strictly positiveegigalue. This means that there is no local
maximum if Wgyq --- Wy #£ 0.

If Wry1--- Wy = 0, we claim that at a critical point, if the Hessian is negatieenidefinite (i.e.,
a necessary condition of local maxima), we can midke, ; - - - Wy # 0 with arbitrarily small per-
turbation of each parameter without changing the loss valescan prove this by using the similar
proof procedure to that used for Theoreml gigin the case ofank(Wy ---Ws) < p. Suppose
thatWiy 1 --- Wa = 0 and thusrank(Wy 4 - - - W) = 0. By induction onk = {2,..., H + 1},
we prove that we can hawd’;, --- W, # 0 with arbitrarily small perturbation of each entry of
Wk, ..., Wo without changing the loss value.

We start with the base case with= 2. From Lemma& 44, we have a following necessary condition
for the Hessian to be (positive or negative) semidefiniteatteal point: for anyk € {2,..., H +

1},
R(Wi_1---W2)T) CR(CTC) or XrWiyi1-- Wiy =0,

where the first condition is shown to implank(Wgiq---Wy) > rank(Wi_1---Wa) in
Corollary[45. LetA, = Wgi1---Wia1. From the condition witht = 2, we have that
rank(Wgyq---Wa) > dy > 1 or XrWpyyq--- W3 = 0. The former condition is false since
rank(Wy - - - W) < 1. From the latter condition, for an arbitrafy,

0= X’I’WH+1 W3
=WoWy = (AT Ay) ATYXT(XXT)™' + (I — (AT Ay)~ AT A5) L, (10)
=Whir - Wi = Ay (AT 4)) ATYXT(XXT)™!
=ccTe)y oty xT(xxT)~!
where the last follows the critical point condition (Lemm&)y Then, similarly to the proof of
Theorent 2.Rii),
Ay (AT A2) A =cC(CcTC)-C".
In other wordsR(A4z) = R(C).
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Suppose thatank(AZ A5) > 1. Then, sinceR(Ay) = R(C), we have thatank(C) > 1, which
is false (or else the desired statement). Thask(AZ A;) = 0, which implies thatd; = 0. Then,
sinceWpyq--- Wy = A WoWy with A, = 0, we can havéV, # 0 without changing the loss
value with arbitrarily small perturbation ¢¥.

For the inductive step with = {3,..., H + 1}, we have the inductive hypothesis that we can
have W, --- W5 # 0 with arbitrarily small perturbation of each parameter with changing
the loss value. Accordingly, suppose th&,_; --- W5 # 0. Again, from Lemma4l4, for any
ke{2,...,H+1},

R(Wy_1---Wo)T) CR(CTC) or XrWyiq--Wie1 =0.

If the former is truerank(C') > rank(Wj,_; - -- W2) > 1, which is false (or the desired statement).
If the latter is true, for an arbitrary,

0=XrWegi1- Wiir
=Wy Wi = (AL Ax) ALY XT(XXT)™' + (I — (AL Ak)~ AL Ap) Ly
=Whir Wi = A (AL AL) ALY XT(XXT)™!
=ccre)y 'y XN (XX =UUl Y XT (X XT) T
where the last follows the critical point condition (Lemma@y Then, similarly to the above,
Ay (AT AR) Ay=c(CcTC)-C".
In other wordsR(Ax) = R(C).

Suppose thatank(A% Ax) > 1. Then, sinceR(Ax) = R(C), we have thatank(C) =
rank(Ag) > 1, which is false (or the desired statement). Thusk(AZ A,) = 0, which implies
thatA, = 0. Then, sincéVyq--- Wy = AWy, - - - Wy with A, = 0, we can havéVy, ---W; #£0
without changing the loss value with arbitrarily small pebation of each parameter.

Thus, we conclude the induction, proving thatlity, ; - - - W = 0, with arbitrarily small perturba-
tion of each parameter without changing the valu€ "), we can havéVy 1 - -- Wa #£ 0. Thus,
at any candidate point for local maximum, the loss functias $ome strictly increasing direction in
an arbitrarily small neighborhood. This means that thermitocal maximumThus, we obtained
the statement of Theorem[2.3(iii).

O

B.4 Proof of Theorem[Z.3(iv)

Proof In the proof of Theorerh 218i), the case analysis with the casenk(Wy --- W2) = p,
revealed that whemank(Wy ---Ws) = p, if VZL(W) = 0 at a critical point, W is a global
minimum. Thus, wherank(Wy --- W) = p, if W is not a global minimum at a critical point,
its Hessian is not positive semidefinite, containing songatiee eigenvalue. From Theorém12.3
(ii), if it is not a global minimum, it is not a local minimum. Fronh&orenl 2.Kiii), it is a saddle
point. Thus, ifrank(Wy - - - W3) = p, the Hessian at any saddle point has some negative eigenvalu
which isthe statement of Theorem[2.3 (iv).

O

C Proofsof CorollariesZ4and 3.2

We complete the proofs of CorollariesR.4 3.2.

C.1 Proof of Corollary2.4

Proof If H = 1, the condition in Theorem 2 @) reads "ifrank (W - - - W) = rank(ly,) = dy =

p", which is always true. This is becauses the smallest width of hidden layers and there is only one
hidden layer, the width of which ig;. Thus, Theorer 21@v) immediately implies the statement of
Corollary[Z.4. For the statement of Corollaryl2.4 with> 2, it is suffice to show the existence of
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a simple set containing saddle points with the Hessian lgavinnegative eigenvalue. Suppose that
Wy = Wy_1 = --- = Wy = W; = 0. Then, from Lemm&4]1, it defines an uncountable set of
critical points, in whichWg . ; can vary inR%*4# Sincer = YT # 0 due torank(Y) > 1, itis

not a global minimum. To see this, we write

_ 1.— 1
LW) = S|Y(W,X) = Y|7= 5 tr(r"7)
2 2
1 1 1
= —tr(YYT) - 3 tr(Weyy - Wi XYT) — 3 tr(Wegpq --- Wh XYT)T)

1
+5 tr(Wergr - WiXXT Wiy ---W)T).

For example, witiWg 1 --- W) = £ U, U Y XT(XX) ™!

LW) =< (te(YYT) = t2(U,U]'S) — tr(SURUT) + tr(UpUL SULUT))

[\DIP—‘ t\DI}—‘

(tr(YYT) = tr(UpA1,U,) ) = ; (tr(YYT) + XP:AM> ,
k=1

where we can see that there exists a strictly lower valug(F) than the loss value with = Y7,
whichis 3 tr(Y'YT) (sinceX # 0 andrank(X) # 0).

Thus, these are not global minima, and thereby these aréesanidts by Theoref 2.@i) and(iii) .
On the other hand, from the proof of Leminal4.3, every diagandloff-diagonal element of the
Hessianis zeroiVy = Wy = --- = Wy = Wy = 0. Thus, the Hessian is simply a zero matrix,
which has no negative eigenvalue.

O

C.2 Proof of Corollary[3.2and discussion of the assumptions used in the previouswork

Proof SinceEZ[A (W, X)] = ap Xy [Xil oy [Ty Wiy = Yo L(W) = S EZ[Y (W, X) —
Yllp= $|E2[Y (W, X)] = Y|}= L(W). O

The previous work also assumes the use of “independentmnaiides functions. Consider the hinge
0SS, Lhinge(W);,; = max(0, 1 —Y;,Y (W, X);,). By modeling the max operator as a Bernoulli

random variablé€, we can then writ€€pinge(1W);; = {— qz;f 1 Y5l X (5,0 €[ Zi] ) HkHJrll wgf)p
Alp then assumes that for dland(j,p), the&[Z;]; ,) are Bernoulli random variables with equal
probabilities of success. Furthermore, ASu assumes tattiependence @fZ;]; ), Y;.:[Xi] (j.p)»

andwy; ,,). Finally, A6u assumes thatf ;[ X;] ;) for all (j, p) and: are independent. In sectibnB.2,
we discuss the effect of all of the seven previous assumptmeee why these are unrealistic.

D Discussion of the 1989 conjecture

The 1989 conjecture is based on the result for a 1-hiddem festvork withp < d, = d, (e.g.,
an autoencoder). That is, the previous work consid&red 1,1, X with the same loss function
as ours with the additional assumptipn< d, = d,. The previous work denote$ = W, and
B2 W,.

The conjecture was expressed by Baldi & Hornik (1989) as

Our results, and in particular the main features of the leaps ofF/, hold true in
the case of linear networks with several hidden layers.

Here, the “main features of the landscapdifrefers to the following features, among other minor
technical facts: 1) the function is convex in each matti¢or B) when fixing otherB (or A), and 2)
every local minimum is a global minimum. No proof was prowde this work for this conjecture.
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In 2012, the proof for the conjecture corresponding to thst feature (convexity in each matrix
A (or B) when fixing otherB (or A)) was provided in[(Baldi & Lu| 2012) for both real-valued
and complex-valued cases, while the proof for the conjector the second feature (every local
minimum being a global minimum) was left for future work.

In (Baldl,[1989), there is an informal discussion regardirgconjecture. Lete {1,---, H} be an
index of a layer with the smallest widgh That is,d; = p. We write

A=Wguir- Wip

B:=W,; - W.

Then, whatA and B can represent is the same as what the origihal= W, and B := W1,
respectively, can represent in the 1-hidden layer casarrasg thatp < d, = d, (i.e., any element
in R%>? and any element iiR?*?=). Thus, wewould conclude that all the local minima in the
deeper models always correspond to the local minima of thapsed 1-hidden layer version with
A= WH+1 v Wi+1 andB := W;---Wi.

However, the above reasoning turns out to be incompleteus g@rove the incompleteness of the
reasoning by contradiction in a way in which we can clearlywbat goes wrong. Suppose that the
reasoning is complete (i.e., the following statement ig:tiifiwe can collapse the model with the
same expressiveness with the same rank restriction, tiedndhl minima of the model correspond
to the local minima of the collapsed model). Considéw) = W3WoW; = 2w? + w?, where
Wi =[w w w], Wo = [1 1 w]T andW3 = w. Then, let us collapse the modelas= WsW,W;
andg(a) = a. As aresult, whaif (w) can represent is the same as wi@at) can represent (i.e.,
any element irR) with the same rank restriction (with a rank of at most ondjug, with the same
reasoning, we can conclude that every local minimunf(@f) corresponds to a local minimum of
g(a). However, this is clearly false, g&w) is a non-convex function with a local minimum at
w = 0 that is not a global minimum, whilg(a) is linear (convex and concave) without any local
minima. The convexity foy(a) is preserved after the composition with any norm. Thus, we faa
contradiction, proving the incompleteness of the reagpnifihat is missed in the reasoning is that
even if what a model can represent is the same, the diffeegahpeterization creates different local
structure in the loss surface, and thus different propediehe critical points (global minima, local
minima, saddle points, and local maxima).

Now that we have proved the incompleteness of this reaspmirgdiscuss where the reasoning
actually breaks down in a more concrete example. From Lerdndband 4.R, iff = 1, we have
the following representation at critical points:

AB = A(ATA) - ATy XT(xxT)~ 1,
whereA := W, andB := W;. In contrast, from Lemmds 4.1 ahd¥.2Hfis arbitrary,
AB=cCc(CTo)y-cTyxT(xxT)~1.

whereA := Wyyq1--- Wiy and B := W;---W; as discussed above, antl= Wy -+ Wha.
Note that by using other critical point conditions from Lemsi#. 1, we cannot obtain an expression
such that” = A in the above expression unless- 1. Therefore, even though whatand B can
represent is the same, the critical condition becomesrdifte(and similarly, the conditions from
the Hessian). Because the proof in the previous work With= 1 heavily relies on the fact that
AB = A(ATA)-ATY XT (X XT)~1, the same proof does not apply for deeper models (we may
continue providing more evidence as to why the same proo$ doéwork for deeper models, but
one such example suffices for the purpose here).

In this respect, we have completed the proof of the conjecnd also provided a complete analyt-
ical proof for more general and detailed statements; thatésdid not assume that< d, = d,
and we also proved saddle point properties with negativene@jue information.
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