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Abstract

Neural Architecture Search (NAS) is a popular method for automatically designing optimized archi-
tectures for high-performance deep learning. In this approach, it is common to use bilevel optimization
where one optimizes the model weights over the training data (lower-level problem) and various hyper-
parameters such as the configuration of the architecture over the validation data (upper-level problem).
This paper explores the statistical aspects of such problems with train-validation splits. In practice, the
lower-level problem is often overparameterized and can easily achieve zero loss. Thus, a-priori it seems
impossible to distinguish the right hyperparameters based on training loss alone which motivates a better
understanding of the role of train-validation split. To this aim this work establishes the following results:
e We show that refined properties of the validation loss such as risk and hyper-gradients are indicative of
those of the true test loss. This reveals that the upper-level problem helps select the most generalizable
model and prevent overfitting with a near-minimal validation sample size. Importantly, this is established
for continuous search spaces which are relevant for popular differentiable search schemes. Extensions
to transfer learning are developed in terms of the mismatch between training & validation distributions.
e We establish generalization bounds for NAS problems with an emphasis on an activation search prob-
lem. When optimized with gradient-descent, we show that the train-validation procedure returns the best
(model, architecture) pair even if all architectures can perfectly fit the training data to achieve zero error.
o Finally, we highlight rigorous connections between NAS, multiple kernel learning, and low-rank ma-
trix learning. The latter leads to novel algorithmic insights where the solution of the upper problem can
be accurately learned via efficient spectral methods to achieve near-minimal risk.

1 Introduction

Hyperparameter optimization (HPO) is a critical component of modern machine learning pipelines. It is
particularly important for deep learning applications where there are many possibilities for choosing a va-
riety of hyperparameters to achieve the best test accuracy. A crucial hyperparameter for deep learning is
the architecture of the network. The architecture encodes the flow of information from the input to output,
which is governed by the network’s graph and the set of nonlinear operations that transform hidden feature
representations. In this case HPO is often referred to as Neural Architecture Search (NAS). NAS is critical
to finding the most suitable architecture in an automated manner without extensive user trial and error.

“Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, University of California, Riverside, CA.  Email: soymak@ucr.edu

"Department of Computer Science and Engineering, University of California, Riverside, CA. Email: m1i176@ucr.edu

“Ming Hsieh Dept. of Electrical Engineering, University of Southern California, Los Angeles, CA. Email: soltanol@usc.edu
This work will appear in the International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML) 2021.


soymak@ucr.edu
mli176@ucr.edu
soltanol@usc.edu

Train-only (single-level) Train-Validation (bi-level) DARTS (search phase)
P » pOly(nT; h) p > pOIY(nT' h) & nV 2 h 2 60 —— Valsize: 20 —— Val size: 250
} e 50 —— Val size: 50 —— Val size: 500
Test . . E Val size: 100  —— Val size: 1000
Validation [ /Test £ 40 Val size: 150
Loss I
. = 30
function <
—20
S
.. ~ 10
Tralnlng s iT‘ =
; . - - o 0  Training 2 .
Archltecture-l\glwodel Pairs Archltecture-l\godel Pairs [ 5 o TR 0 5o
(. fz) (@ fa) Epoch
(a) (b) (c)

Figure 1: This figure depicts the typical scenario arising in modern hyperparameter optimization problems —such as
those arising in NAS- involving p parameters, i hyperparameters and n7 training data. In these modern settings, as
depicted in Figure (a), the network is expressive enough so that it can perfectly fit the training data for all choices
of (continuously-parameterized) architectures simultaneously. However, the network exhibits very different test per-
formance for different hyperparameter choices. Perhaps surprisingly, as depicted in Figure (b), when we solve the
problem via a train-validation split, as long as the amount of validation data ny, is comparable to the number of hyper-
parameters h (i.e. ny 2 h), the validation loss uniformly concentrates around the test loss and enables the discovery
of the optimal model even if the training loss is uniformly zero over all architectures. This paper aims to rigorously
establish this phenomena (e.g., see our Theorem 3). Figure (c) shows NAS experiments on DARTS during the search
phase. We evaluate train/test/validation losses of the continuously-parameterized supernet. These experiments are
consistent with the depictions in Figures (a) and (b) and our theory: Training error is consistently zero after 30 epochs.
Validation error is never zero even with extremely few (20 or 50) samples. Validation error almost perfectly tracks test
error as soon as validation size is mildly large (e.g. > 250) which is also comparable with the number of architectural
parameters (h = 224).

HPO/NAS problems are often formulated as bilevel optimization problems and critically rely on a train-
validation split of the data, where the parameters of the learning model (e.g. weights of the neural network)
are optimized over the training data (lower-level problem), and the hyperparameters are optimized over a
validation data (upper-level problem). With an ever growing number of configurations/architecture choices
in modern learning problems, there has been a surge of interest in differentiable HPO methods that focus on
continuous hyperparameter relaxations. For instance, differentiable architecture search schemes often learn
continuously parameterized architectures which are discretized only at the end of the training [44]. Similar
techniques have also been applied to learning data-augmentation policies [20] and meta-learning [27, 25].
These differentiable algorithms are often much faster and seamlessly scale to millions of hyperparameters
[45]. However, the generalization capability of HPO/NAS with such large search spaces and the benefits of
the train-validation split on this generalization remain largely mysterious.

Addressing the above challenge is particularly important in modern overparameterized learning regimes
where the training loss is often not indicative of the model’s performance as large networks with many
parameters can easily overfit to training data and achieve zero loss. To be concrete, let n7 and ny denote the
training and validation sample sizes and p and h the number parameters and hyperparmeters of the model.
In deep learning, NAS and HPO problems typically operate in a regime where

’p ;= # params. > ny > ny > h = # hyperparams.‘ (.1

Figure 1 depicts such a regime (e.g. when p > poly(ny))) where the neural network model is in fact
expressive enough to perfectly fit the dataset for all possible combinations of hyperparameters. Neverthe-



less, training with a train-validation split tends to select the right hyperparameters where the corresponding
network achieves stellar test accuracy. This leads us to the main challenge of this paper':

How does train-validation split for NAS/HPO over large continuous search spaces discover near-
optimal hyperparameters that generalize well despite the overparameterized nature of the problem?

To this aim, in this paper, we explore the statistical aspects of NAS with train-validation split and provide
theoretical guarantees to explain its generalization capability in the practical data/parameter regime of (1.1).
Specifically, our contributions and the basic outline of the paper are as follows:

o Generalization with Train-Validation Split (Section 3): We provide general-purpose uniform con-
vergence arguments to show that refined properties of the validation loss (such as risk and hyper-gradients)
are indicative of the test-time properties. This is shown when the lower-level of the bilevel train-validation
problem is optimized by an algorithm which is (approximately) Lipschitz with respect to the hyperparam-
eters. Our result applies as soon as the validation sample size scales proportionally with the effective di-
mension of the hyperparameter space and only logarithmically in this Lipschitz constant. We then utilize
this result to obtain an end-to-end generalization bound for bilevel optimization with train-validation split
under generic conditions. We also show that the aforementioned Lipschitzness condition holds in a variety
of settings, such as: When the lower-level problem is strongly convex (the ridge regularization strength is
allowed to be one of the hyperparameters) as well as a broad class of kernel and neural network learning
problems (not necessarily strongly-convex) discussed next.

e Generalization Guarantees for NAS (Sections 4 & 5): We also develop guarantees for NAS prob-
lems. Specifically, we first develop results for a neural activation search problem that aims to determine the
best activation function (among a continuously parameterized family) for overparameterized shallow neural
network training. We study this problem in connection to a feature-map/kernel learning problem involving
the selection of the best feature-map among a continuously parameterized family of feature-maps. Further-
more, when the lower-level problem is optimized via gradient descent, we show that the bilevel problem is
guaranteed to select the activation that has the best generalization capability. This holds despite the fact
that with any choice of the activation, the network can perfectly fit the training data. We then extend our
results to deeper networks by similarly linking the problem of finding the optimal architecture to the search
for the optimal kernel function. Using this connection, we show that train-validation split achieves the best
excess risk bound among all architectures while requiring few validation samples and provide insights on
the role of depth and width.

o Algorithmic Guarantees via Connection to Low-rank Learning (Section 6): The results stated so
far focus on generalization and are not fully algorithmic in the sense that they assume access to an approx-
imately optimal solution of the upper-level (validation) problem (see (TVO)). As mentioned earlier, this is
not the case for the lower-level problem: we specifically consider algorithms such as gradient descent. This
naturally raises the question: Can one provably find such an approximate solution with a few validation sam-
ples and a computationally tractable algorithm? Towards addressing this question, we connect the shallow
neural activation search problem to a novel low-rank matrix learning problem with an overparameterized di-
mension p. We then provide a two stage algorithm on a train-validation split of the data to find near-optimal
hyperparameters via a spectral estimator that also achieves a near-optimal generalization risk. Perhaps unex-
pectedly, this holds as long as the matrix dimensions obey h x p < (n7 +ny)? which allows for the regime
(1.1). In essence, this demonstrates that it is possible to tractably solve the upper problem in the regime of
(1.1) even when the problem can easily be overfitting for all choices of hyperparameters. This is similar in
spirit to practical NAS problems where the network can fit the data even with poor architectures.

"While we do provide guarantees for generic HPO problems (cf. Sec. 3), the emphasis of this work is NAS and the search for
the optimal architecture rather than broader class of hyperparameters.



2 Preliminaries and Problem Formulation

We begin by introducing some notation used throughout the paper. We use X ' to denote the Moore—Penrose
inverse of a matrix X. 2, < denote inequalities that hold up to an absolute constant. We define the norm
||-|| x over an input space X" as || f||x := supgcy |f(x)]. O(-) implies equality up to constant/logarithmic
factors. ¢,C' > 0 are used to denote absolute constants. Finally, we use N;:(A) to denote an e-Euclidean
ball cover of a set A.

Throughout, we use (x,y) ~ D with x € X and y € ), to denote the data distribution of the fea-
ture/label pair. We also use 7 = {(x;, ;) }.7, to denote the training dataset and V = {(&;,¥;)};Y; the
validation dataset and assume 7 and V are drawn i.i.d. from D. Given a loss function ¢ and a hypothesis
f X — ), we define the population risk and the empirical validation risk as follows

L) = Eplty (@) Evlf) = -3 UG F@). @1
=1

For binary classification with y € {—1, 1} also define the test classification error as L1 (f) = P(yf(x) <
0). We focus on a bilevel empirical risk minimization (ERM) problem over train/validation datasets involv-
ing a hyperparameter a € R” and a hypothesis f. Here, the model f (which depends on the hyperparameter
«) is typically trained over the training data 7 with the hyperparameters fixed (lower problem). Then, the
best hyperparameter is selected based on the validation data (upper-level problem).

While the training of the lower problem is typically via optimizing an (possibly regularized) empirical
risk of the form 27-( f)= % ST Ly, f(x;)), we do not explicitly require a global optima of this empir-
ical loss and assume that we have access to an algorithm A that returns a model based on the training data
T with hyperparameters fixed at o

= A, T).
We provide some example scenarios with the corresponding algorithm below.
Scenario 1: Strongly Convex Problems. The lower-level problem ERM is strongly convex with respect to
the parameters of the model and A returns its unique solution. A specific example is learning the optimal
kernel given a predefined set of kernels per §4.1.
Scenario 2: Gradient Descent & NAS. In NAS, f is typically a neural network and o encodes the network
architecture. Given this architecture, starting from randomly initialized weights, A trains the weights of f
on dataset 7 by running fixed number of gradient descent iterations. See §4.2 and §5 for more details.

As mentioned earlier, modern NAS problems typically obey (1.1) where the lower-level problem in-
volves fitting an overparameterized network with many parameters whereas the number of architectural
parameters h is typically less than 1000 and obeys h = dim(a) < my. Intuitively, this is the regime in
which all lower-level problems have solutions perfectly fitting the data. However, the under-parameterized
upper problem can potentially guide the algorithm towards the right model. Our goal is to provide theoreti-
cal insights for this regime. To select the optimal model, given hyperparameter space A and tolerance § > 0,
the following Train-Validation Optimization (TVO) returns a J-approximate solution to the validation risk

Ey (upper problem) ~ ~
&€ {oe AlLy(f) < min Ly(f]) + 6} (TVO)

3 Generalization with Train-Validation Split

In this section we state our generic generalization bounds for bilevel optimization problems with train-
validation split. Next, in Sections 4 and 5, we utilize these generic bounds to establish guarantees for
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neural architecture/activation search —which will necessitate additional technical innovations. We start by
introducing the problem setting in Section 2. We then introduce our first result in Section 3.1 which controls
the generalization gap between the test and validation risk as well as the corresponding gradients. Then, in
Section 3.2, we relate training and validation risks which, when combined with our first result, yields an
end-to-end generalization bound for the train-validation split.

3.1 Low validation risk implies good generalization

Our first result connects the test (generalization) error to that of the validation error. A key aspect of our
result is that we establish uniform convergence guarantees that hold over continuous hyperparameter spaces
which is particularly insightful for differentiable HPO/NAS algorithms such as DARTS [44]. Besides vali-
dation loss, we will also establish the uniform convergence of the hyper-gradient VQEAV( f;r ) of the upper
problem under similar assumptions. Such concentration of hyper-gradient is insightful for gradient-based
bilevel optimization algorithms to solve (TVO). Specifically, we will answer how many validation samples
are required so that upper-level problems (hyper-)gradient concentrates around its expectation. Our results
rely on the following definition and assumptions.

Definition 1 (Effective dimension) For a set A € R" of hyperparameters we define its effective dimension
hegr as the smallest value of hey > 0 such that |INz(A)| < (C/e)he for all e > 0 and a constant C > 0.

The effective dimension captures the degrees of freedom of a set A. In particular, if A € R” has Euclidean
radius R, then hegr = h with C = 3R so that it reduces to the number of hyperparameters. However,
hegr 1s more nuanced and can also help incorporate problem structure/prior knowledge (e.g. sparse neural
architectures have less degrees of freedom).”

Assumption 1 A(-) is an L-Lipschitz function of o in ||-||x norm, that is, for all pairs a1, 0 € A, we
have || f%, — f&,llx < Ll — azlle,.

Assumption 2 For all hypotheses f., the loss {(y, -) is T-Lipschitz over the feasible set { fI (x) ‘ xe X}
Additionally, ((y, fI (z)) — E[¢(y, fL (z))] has bounded subexponential (|| - ||,5,) norm with respect to the
randomness in (x,y) ~ D.

Assumption 1 (and a less stringent version stated in Assumption 6) is key to our NAS generalization analy-
sis and we show it holds in a variety of scenarios. Assumption 2 requires the loss or gradient on a sample
(z,y) to have a sub-exponential tail. While the above two assumptions allow us to show that the validation
error is indicative of the test error, the two additional assumptions (which parallel those above) allow us to
show that the hypergradient is concentrated around gradient of the true loss with respect to the hyperparam-
eters. As mentioned earlier such concentration of the hyper-gradient is insightful for gradient-based bilevel
optimization algorithms.

Assumption 1’ For some R > 1 and all oy, o5 € A and x € X, hyper-gradient obeys |V o f2, (x)|e, <
Rand |[Vafd, () = Vafd,(®)lle, < RL|a1 — aslle,.

Assumption 2’ /'(y,-) is T-Lipschitz and the hyper-gradient noise V{(y, fI (x)) — E[VL(y, fI (x))] over
the random example (x,y) ~ D has bounded subexponential norm as well.

Our first result establishes a generalization guarantee for (TVO) under these assumptions.

*In the empirical process theory literature this is sometimes also referred to as the uniform entropy number e.g. see [52, Defini-
tion 2.5]



Theorem 1 Suppose Assumptions 1&2 hold. Let a be an approximate minimizer of the empirical validation
risk per (TVO) and set hey := heglog(CLI'ny [heg). Also assume ny > heg + T for some T > 0. Then,
with probability at least 1 — 2e™ 7,

. C(h,
sup |£(7T) — By <y CPar £, G.1)
acA ny

T , T C(hey +7)
L(f§) < Inin L(fs)+2 o + 0. (3.2)

Suppose also Assumptions 1'& 2" hold and ny, > h + ﬁeﬁr + 7 for some T > 0. Then, with probability at
least 1 — 2e™7, the hyper-gradient of the validation risk converges uniformly. That is,

~ C'(h + heg
wmwawﬁ—vaﬂﬂﬁs¢(‘+ﬁ+ﬂ. (3.3)
acA ny

This result shows that as soon as the size of the validation data exceeds the effective number of hyperpa-
rameters ny 2 heg (up to log factors) then (1) as evident per (3.1) the test error is close to the validation
error (i.e. validation error is indicative of the test error) and (2) per (3.2) the optimization over validation is
guaranteed to return a hypothesis on par with the best choice of hyperparameters in A. Theorem 1 has two
key distinguishing features, over the prior art on cross-validation [37, 38], which makes it highly relevant for
modern learning problems. The first distinguishing contribution of this result is that it applies to continuous
hyperparameters and bounds the size of A via the refined notion of effective dimension, establishing a log-
arithmic dependence on problem parameters. This is particularly important for the Lipschtizness parameter
L which can be rather large in practice. The second distinguishing factor is that besides the loss function,
per (3.3) we also establish the uniform convergence of hyper-gradients. The reason the latter is useful is
that if the validation loss satisfies favorable properties (e.g. Polyak-Lojasiewicz condition), one can obtain
generalization guarantees based on the stationary points of validation risk via (3.3) (see [26, 64]). We defer
a detailed study of such gradient-based bilevel optimization guarantees to future work. Finally, we note that
(3.3) requires at least i samples - which is the ambient dimension and greater than h.g. This is unavoidable
due to the vectorial nature of the (hyper)-gradient and is consistent with related results on uniform gradient
concentration [49].

Theorem 1 is the simplest statement of our results and there are a variety of possible extensions that
are more general and/or require less restrictive assumptions (see Theorem 6 in Appendix B.1 for further
detail). First, the loss function or gradient can be viewed as special cases of functionals of the loss function
and as long as such functionals are Lipschitz with subexponential behavior, they will concentrate uniformly.
Second, while Theorem 1 aims to highlight our ability to handle continuous hyperparameters via the Lips-
chitzness of the algorithm .4, Assumption 1 can be replaced with a much weaker (see Assumption 6 in the
Appendix). In general, A can be discontinuous as long as it is approximately locally-Lipschitz over the set
A. This would allow for discrete A (requiring ny o log |A| samples). Additionally, when analyzing neural
nets, we indeed prove approximate Lipschitzness (rather than exact Lipschitzness).

Finally, we note that the results above do not directly imply good generalization as they do not guarantee
that the validation error (ming, £1,(f.)) or the generalization error (mingea £(f)) of the model trained
with the best hyperparameters is small. This is to be expected as when there are very few training data one
can not hope for the model fg: to have good generalization even with optimal hyperparameters. However,
whether the training phase is successful or not, the validation phase returns approximately the best hyperpa-
rameters even with a bad model! In the next section we do in fact show that with enough training data the



validation/generalization of the model trained with the best hyperparameter is indeed small allowing us to
establish an end-to-end generalization bound.

3.2 End-to-end generalization with Train-Validation Split

We begin by briefly discussing the role of the training data which is necessary for establishing an end-to-end
bound. To accomplish this, we need to characterize how the population loss of the algorithm A scales with
the training data ny. To this aim, let us consider the limiting case n — +oco and define the corresponding
model for a given set of hyperparameters v as
P .= A(a,D) := lim A(a, 7).
ng—00

Classical learning theory results typically bound the difference between the population loss/risk of a model
that is trained with finite training data (£(f)) and the loss achieved by the idealized infinite data model
(L(fP)) in terms of an appropriate complexity measure of the class and the size of the training data. In
particular, for a specific choice of the hyperparameter c, based on classical learning theory [13]) a typical
behavior is to have

CL+ Covt
Jynr
with probability at least 1 — e~*. Here, CZ; is a dataset-dependent complexity measure for the hypothesis

set of the lower-level problem and (Y is a positive scalar. We are now ready to state our end-to-end bound
which ensures a bound of the form (3.4) holds simultaneously for all choices of hyperparameters o € A.

L) < L) + (3.4)

Proposition 1 (Train-validation bound) Consider the setting of Theorem 1 and for any fixed a« € A as-
sume (3.4) holds. Also assume f2 (in | - || x norm) and CJ, have O(L)-bounded Lipschitz constants with
respect to a over A. Then with probability at least 1 — 3e™" over the train T and validation V datasets

CZ; ) 4 O(heﬂ+ t)

+ 9.
vnr ny

£(3) < miy (£72) +

acA
In a nutshell, the above bound shows that the generalization error of a model trained with train-validation
split is on par with the best train-only generalization achievable by picking the best hyperparameter o € A.
The only loss incurred is an extra y/her/ny term which is vanishingly small as soon as the validation data
is sufficiently larger than the effective dimension of the hyperparameters. We note that the Lipschitzness
condition on fZ and Cg can be relaxed. For instance, Proposition 2, stated in Appendix B.3, provides a
strict generalization where the Lipschitz property is only required to hold over a subset of the search space
A.

We note that classical literature on this topic [36, 38] typically use model selection to select the com-
plexity from a nested set of growing hypothesis spaces by using explicit regularizers of a form similar in
spirit to CZ . Instead, Proposition 1 aims to implicitly control the model capacity via the complexity measure
CJ of the outcome of the lower-level algorithm A. This implicit capacity control is what we will utilize in
Theorem 3 (via norm-based generalization) which is of interest in practical NAS settings®. This is because
capacity of modern deep nets are rarely controlled explicitly and in fact, larger capacity often benefits gen-
eralization ability. In the next section, we demonstrate how one can utilize this end-to-end guarantee within
specific problems.

3Indeed, to obtain meaningful bounds in the regime (1.1), C should not be dimension-dependent (as # of params p > n1).



3.3 Adapting the Generalization Bound for Transfer Learning

In this section, we consider a transfer/meta learning setting where the training and validation distribution is
allowed to differ. This has the interpretation where training data is the source task and validation data is the
target task. Assume 7 is drawn i.i.d. from D’ whereas V is drawn i.i.d. from D. On the training data, we
train a hypothesis f = [f, f] € F where f is part of the hypothesis used by the validation phase (such as
feature representation) whereas f is not necessarily used by the validation phase (e.g. header specific to the
source task). We also assume that « is allowed to parameterize f as well as the loss function (e.g. via loss
function, regularization, data augmentation). We solve the following bilevel ERM

& = arg min Ly(fa) = Zz (i, 14 () (3.5)

13 =1fL.f01 = argmin Ly(f;a): fZEyZ, f(zi); @) (3.6)
f=IffleFa

Here, to highlight that f is parameterized by «, on the right hand side, we use the F, notation to denote the
dependence of the hypothesis set on c.

Definition 2 (Source-Target Distribution Mismatch) Let D, D’ be validation/target and training/source
distributions respectively. Define (%, (D) = }n}gl E(ax,y)~Dl(Y, f(x); )] and define the suboptimality of a
ESa

model f € F as

SB(f) = E@y~pll(y, f(®); )] — £5(D).
Fix sub-optimality tolerance € > 0. The source-target mismatch is then defined as the sub-optimality of the
target/validation model induced by using distribution D' (rather than D) as follows

DMp (a,e) = sup  Sp(f) — Spi(f).
Sg/(f)gs

In words, DM%, (v, €) assesses the degradation in the validation risk due to the distributional mismatch in
the infinite sample regime. The tolerance € restricts our attention to the near-optimal models with accuracy
close to the population minima. Let us also define the global mismatch by setting ¢ = oo and declaring
DMZ, (a) := DM3B, (e, 0). Let (¢;)?7, be Rademacher random variables. Define Rademacher complexity
of a function class F as

1 i
Ry (F) = —Er,, [sup Z szf(:cl)] . (3.7)
nr feF =
Following this, we can state the following generalization bound that jointly addresses transfer learning
and hyperparameter tuning bound which is a direct corollary of Proposition 1.

Corollary 1 (Transfer+Hyperparameter Tuning) Consider the setting of Theorem 1. Also assume (%, (D),
DME, (a) and Ry, (Fa) have O(L)-bounded Lipschitz constants with respect to o over A. Then with
probability at least 1 — 3e™" over the train T and validation V datasets

O(heg+t)
ny

L(f§) < min (£(D) + DMp(a) + 4Ry (Fa)) + +4.



This corollary decomposes the excess risk into a transfer learning risk DMZ, («), minimum population
risk £, (D), and Rademacher complexity R, (F«) terms. Importantly, model selection guarantees the best
combination of these risk sources. We remark that Lipschitzness requirement can be relaxed to Lipschitzness
of an upper bound to these quantities or Lipschitzness over partitioning of A as in Assumption 6.

Proof Applying Lemma 4 for the source/training distribution, we conclude: For a fixed «, with probability

1—2¢~t, forall f € Fq, we have that | Lo/ (f; @) — L7(f; )] < 2I'R ;. (Fo) + C4 /L. Using optimality

ny’
of £, this implies S (f1) = Lp/(f]; ) —£5(D") < ATRyp (Fa) +2C/ % Thus, using the definition
of mismatch, we obtain the target/validation bound

Lo(fT) < ¢4(D) + DMB () + ATRy, (Fa) + 2C4 /n’;.

Observe that, choosing Algorithm A as the empirical risk minimization, we have £(fL) = ¢ (D). Thus,

the condition (3.4) holds with % = DMZ, (a) + 4T'R,, (Fo) concluding the proof. ]

4 Feature Maps and Shallow Networks

In this section and Section 5, we provide our main results on neural architecture/activation search which
will utilize the generalization bounds provided above. Towards understanding the NAS problem, we first
introduce the feature map selection problem [39]. This problem is similar in spirit to the multiple kernel
learning [29] problem which aims to select the best kernel for a learning task. This problem can be viewed
as a simplified linear NAS problem where the hyperparameters control a linear combination of features and
the parameters of the network are shared across all hyperparameters. Building on our findings on feature
maps/kernels, Section 4.2 will establish our main results on activation search for shallow networks.

4.1 Feature map selection for kernel learning

Below, the hyperparameter vector o € R"*! controls both the choice of the feature map and the ridge
regularization coefficient.

Definition 3 (Optimal Feature Map Regression) Suppose we are given h feature maps ¢; : X — RP.
Define the superposition ¢ () = Z?:l a;¢;i(+). Given training data T, the algorithm A solves the ridge

regression with feature matrix ®, = <I>Z; via
O = argmin ||y — @a 6|7, + cvn1 |07, “.1)
where. o = [$a(1) da(@2) ... dalzar)]". (4.2)

Here apy1 € [Amin, Amax] C RT™ U {0} controls the regularization strength. We then solve for optimal
choice @ via (TVO) with hypothesis fI (v) = v 0q.

The main motivation behind studying problems of the form (4.1), is obtaining the best linear superposition of
the feature maps minimizing the validation risk. This is in contrast to building % individual models and then
applying ensemble learning, which would correspond to a linear superposition of the h kernels induced by
these feature maps. Instead this problem formulation models weight-sharing which has been a key ingredient
of state-of-the-art NAS algorithms [63, 41] as same parameter 6 has compatible dimension with all feature



maps. In essence, for NAS, this parameter will correspond to the (super)network’s weights and the feature
maps will be induced by different architecture choices so that the formulation above can be viewed as the
simplest of NAS problems with linear networks. Nevertheless, as we will see in the forthcoming sections
this analysis serves as a stepping stone for more complex NAS problems. To apply Theorem 1 to the optimal
feature map regression problem we need to verify its assumptions/characterize hegr.

Lemma 1 Suppose the feature maps and labels are bounded i.e. supye x 1<;<p, ||9i(z)[|7, < B and |y| < 1.
Also assume the loss £ is bounded and 1-Lipschitz w.r.t. the model output. Set A\g = Apin+infaca Ufnin_ (Pn) >

0. Additionally let A be a convex set with {1 radius R > 1. Then, Theorem I holds with h.y =
(h + 1)log(20R3Bn2\,?(Bnr + 1)).

An important component of the proof of this lemma is that we show that when Ay > 0, f, is a Lipschitz
function of av and Theorem 1 applies. Thus per (TVO) in this setting one can provably and jointly find the
optimal feature map and the optimal regularization strength as soon as the size of the validation exceeds the
number of hyperparameters.

We note that there are two different mechanisms by which we establish Lipschitzness w.r.t. « in the
above theorem. When A, > 0, the lower problem is strongly-convex with respect to the model parameters.
As we show in the next lemma, this is more broadly true for any training procedure which is based on
minimizing a loss which is strongly convex with respect to the model parameters.

Lemma 2 Let A be a convex set. Suppose fq is parameterized by 6o where O, is obtained by minimizing
a loss function L1(cx,0) : A x RP — R. Suppose L1(ax, 0) is p strongly-convex in @ and L smooth in cv.
Then 0, is \/ L/ p-Lipschitz in c.

Importantly, Lemma 1 can also operate in the ridgeless regime (A, = 0) even when the training loss
is not strongly convex. This holds as long as the feature maps are not poorly-conditioned in the sense that

. . Ty _
Jnf, omin (®aPy) = Ao > 0. (4.3)

We note the exact value of )\ is not too important as the effective number of hyperparameters only depends
logarithmically on this quantity. Such a ridgeless regression setting has attracted particular interest in recent

years as deep nets can often generalize well in an overparameterized regime without any regularization
despite perfectly interpolating the training data. In the remainder of the manuscript, we focus on ridgeless
regression problems with an emphasis on neural nets (thus we drop the A 4 1’th index of a).

Our next result utilizes Proposition 1 to provide an end-to-end generalization bound for feature map
selection involving both training and validation sample sizes. Below we assume that (4.3) holds with high
probability over 7.

Theorem 2 (End-to-end generalization for feature map selection) Consider the setup in Definition 3 with
apy1 = 0. Set R = supyea ||lle, and assume supgex 1<i<p, H(j)l(:c)H%Q < Band (in (2.1) is T'-Lipschitz
and bounded by a constant. Suppose (4.3) holds with probability at least 1 — pg. Alsop > np > ny 2
hlog(M) with M = 30R4B2/\62F(n%— + n2)|\ylle,. Furthermore, lety = [y1 ya ... Yn,|. Then with
probability at least 1 — 4e™t — py, the population risk (over D) obeys

ByTK,! hlos( M
£(fs) < minory | BY Kay o [PlosM) 7 s
acA nr .
yT K,

1
In this result, the excess risk term Ty becomes smaller as the kernel induced by ¢ becomes better
aligned with the labeling function e.g. when vy lies on the principal eigenspace of K. This theorem shows
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that for the optimal feature map regression problem, bilevel optimization via a train-validation split returns
a generalization guarantee on par with that of the best feature map (minimizing the excess risk) as soon as
the size of the validation data exceeds the number of hyperparameters.

4.2 Activation search for shallow networks

In this section we focus on an activation search problem where the goal is to find the best activation among
a parameterized family of activations for training a shallow neural networks based on a train-validation
split. To this aim we consider a one-hidden layer network of the form & +— fu(x) = vTo(Wz) and
focus on a binary classification task with y € {—1,+41} labels. Here, o : R — R denotes the activation,
W € R¥*4 input-to-hidden weights, and v € R? hidden-to-output weights. We focus on the case where
the activation belongs to a family of activations of the form o, = Z?:l o,0; with o € A denoting the
hyperparameters. Here, {0}, are a list of candidate activation functions (e.g., ReLU, sigmoid, Swish).
The neural net with hyperparameter c is thus given by fun o () = v 0o (W x). For simplicity of exposition
in this section we will only use the input layer for training thus the training weights are W with dimension
p = dim(W) = k x d and fix v to have ++/c¢o/k entries (roughly half of each) with a proper choice of
co > 0. In Section 5 we further discuss how our results can be extended to NAS beyond activation search
and to deeper networks where all the layers are trained.

Bilevel optimization for shallow activation search: We now explain the specific gradient-based algo-
rithm we consider for the lower-level optimization problem. For a fixed hyperparameter c, the lower-level
optimization aims to minimize a quadratic loss over the training data of the form

nr
~ 1

LT (W) = 5 Z(yz - fnn,a(mia W))2
=1

To this aim, for a fixed hyperparameter v € A, starting from a random initialization of the form W/ Sy
N(0,1) we run gradient descent updates of the form W, = W, — nV Ly (W) for T iterations. Thus,
the lower algorithm .A returns the model

T(x) = vl oo(Wre).

We then solve for the -approximate optimal activation & via (TVO) by setting £ in (2.1) to be the hinge
loss.

To state our end-to-end generalization guarantee, we need a few definitions. First, we introduce neural
feature maps induced by the Neural Tangent Kernel (NTK) [34].

Definition 4 (Neural feature maps & NTK) Let f,, o (-, 0) be a neural net parameterized by weights 6 €

RP and architecture ov. Define ¢o () = of 500 @) 10 be the neural feature map at the random initialization
600 ~ Dinir. Define the neural feature matrix ®o = [pa(x1) ... da(Tn, )] € RVT*Pasin (4.2) ie.
afnn a(ml) 6fnn a(mn) r
P, = : . : . 4.4
“ 96, 96y “9

We define the gram matrix as Ko = D, DL € RN with (i, j)th entry equal to (¢ (x;), pa(x;)) and

o~

NTK matrix is as Ko = Eg,[Ka)-
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Neural feature maps are in general nonlinear function of a (cf. Sec. 5). However, in case of shallow
networks, it is nicely additive and obeys ¢ (x;) = E?:l ;01 (x;) regardless of random initialization 6
establishing a link to Def. 3. The next assumption ensures the expressivity of the NTK to interpolate the
data and enables us to analyze regularization-free training.

Assumption 3 (Expressive Neural Kernels) There exists A\g > 0 such that for any o € A, the NTK matrix
Ko = XTI,

This assumption is similar to (4.3) but we take expectation over random 6y. Assumptions in a similar
spirit to this are commonly used for the optimization/generalization analysis of neural nets, especially in the
interpolating regime [4, 19, 16, 50]. For fixed o, K, > 0 as long as no two training inputs are perfectly
correlated and ¢, is analytic and not a polynomial [22]. The key aspect of our assumption is that we require
the NTK matrices to be lower bounded for all cx. Later in Theorem 4 of §5 we shall show how to circumvent
this assumption with a small ridge regularization.

With these definitions in place we are now ready to state our end-to-end generalization guarantee for
Shallow activation search where the lower-level problem is optimized via gradient descent. The reader is
referred to Theorem 14 for the precise statement. Note that \g and K, scales linearly with initialization
variance cg. To state a result invariant to initialization, we will state our result in terms of the normalized
eigen lower bound Ao = Ao /co and kernel matrix K, =K, /co.

Theorem 3 (Neural activation search) Suppose input features have unit Euclidean norm i.e. ||x|s, = 1
and labels take values in {—1,1}. Pick A to be a subset of the unit {1 ball. Suppose Assumption 3 holds
for 8y <+ Wy and the candidate activations have first two derivatives (|c}|,|o" |) upper bounded by B > 0.
Furthermore, fix v with half \/co/k and half —+/co/k entries for a proper cg (see supplementary). Define
the normalized lower bound Ao = \g /co and kernel matrix K, =K, /co. Also assume the network width
obeys

k Z poly(nT, Ayt e™h).

for a tolerance level 1 > ¢ > 0 and the size of the validation data obeys ny 2 (5(h) Following the
aforementioned bilevel optimization scheme with a proper 1 > 0 choice and any choice of number of
iterations obeying T 2, (9(% log(e™1)), the classification error (0-1 loss) on the data distribution D obeys

t
+ e+,

TR O(h
£1(f1) < min2B\/y oY +C\/ (h) +
aEA nr ny
with probability at least 1 — 4(e™" + n7_-3 + e~ 10" (over the randomness in Wy, T,V). Here, y =
[Y1 Y2 ... Yny|. On the same event, for all o € A, the training classification error obeys EAgfl (f7) <e.
> —1
For a fixed o, the norm-based excess risk term nyfi;y quantifies the alignment between the kernel and
the labeling function (which is small when y lies on the principal eigenspace of K,,). This generalization
bound is akin to expressions that arise in norm-based NTK generalization arguments such as [4]. Critically,
however, going beyond a fixed c, our theorem establishes this for all activations uniformly to conclude that
the minimizer of the validation error also achieves minimal excess risk. The final statement of the theorem
shows that the training error is arbitrarily small (essentially zero as T" — oo) over all activations uniformly.
Together, these results formally establish the pictorial illustration in Figures 1(a) & (b).
The proof strategy has two novelties with respect to standard NTK arguments. First, it requires a subtle
uniform convergence argument on top of the NTK analysis to show that certain favorable properties that
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are essential to the NTK proof hold uniformly for all activations (i.e. choices of the hyperparameters) simul-
taneously with the same random initialization Wy. Second, since neural nets may not obey Assumption
1, to be able to apply our generalization bounds we need to construct a uniform Lipschitz approximation
via its corresponding linearized feature map (fiino(x) = 2 o (x)) and bound the neural net’s risk over
train-validation procedure in terms of this proxy. This uniform approximation is in contrast to pointwise
approximation results of [5]. Sec. 5 provides further insights on our strategy. Finally, we mention a few
possible extensions. One can (i) use logistic loss in the algorithm A rather than least-squares loss —which is
often more suitable for classification tasks— [81] or (ii) use regularization techniques such as early stopping
or ridge penalization [42] or (iii) refine the excess risk term using further technical arguments such as local
Rademacher complexity [10].

S Extension to NAS for Deep Architectures

In this section, we provide further discussion extending our results in Sec. 4.2 to multi-layer networks and
general NAS beyond simple activation search. Our intention is to provide the core building blocks for an
NTK-based NAS argument over a continuous architecture space A. Recall the neural feature map intro-
duced in Definition 4 where fnq o (-, @) can be any architecture induced by hyperparameters cx. For instance,
in DARTS, the architecture is a directed acyclic graph where each node x(® is a latent representation of the
raw input  and « dictates the operations o(“J) on the edges that transform ®) to obtain (/).

Recall the matrices K, K, o € R"™*"T from Definition 4 which are constructed from the neural feature
map ¢q(x) = W“g‘igo(ﬂ. For infinite-width networks (with proper initialization), NTK perfectly governs
the training and generalization dynamics and the architectural hyperparameters o controls the NTK kernel
matrix K, € R"7*"7 (associated to the training set 7). A critical challenge for the general architectures is
that the relation between the NTK kernel K, and o can be highly nonlinear. Here, we introduce a generic
result for NTK-based generalization where we assume that K, is possibly nonlinear but Lipschitz function
of a. Recall that Theorem 1 achieves logarithmic dependency on the Lipschitz constant thus unless the
Lipschitz constant is extremely large, good generalization bounds are achievable. Our arguments will utilize
this fact.

Assumption 4 (Lipschitz Kernel) K, K, o € R™™ are L-Lipschitz functions of a in spectral norm.

To be able to establish generalization bounds for learning with generic neural feature maps in connection
to NTK (Thm 4 below) we need to ensure that wide networks converge to their infinite-width counterparts
uniformly over A. Let k, be a width parameter associated with the network. For instance, for a fully-
connected network, k., can be set to the minimum number of hidden units across all layers. Similar to random
features, it is known that, the network at random initialization converges to its infinite width counterpart
exponentially fast. We now formalize this assumption.

Assumption 5 (Neural Feature Concentration) Recall Def. 4. There exists a width parameter k, > 0 and
scalar v > 0 such that, for any fixed o« € A, at initialization 8y ~ Djy;;, we have

P{||f{\a K| > \/Vt/k*} > o, 5.1)

For deep ResNets, fully-connected deep nets and DARTS architecture space (with zero, skip, conv opera-
tions), this assumption holds with proper choice of v > 0 (cf. Theorem E.1 of [22] and Lemma 22 of [78]
which sets v x n?).
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Assumptions 4 and 5, allows us to establish uniform convergence to the NTK over a continuous archi-
tecture space A. Specifically, given tolerance ¢ > 0, for ky > O(e~2vheglog(L)), with high probability

(over initialization), || Kq — f{\aH < ¢ holds for all &« € A uniformly (cf. Lemma 13).

Our generalization result for generic architectures is provided below and establishes a bound similar to
Theorem 3 by training a linearized model with neural feature maps. However, unlike Theorem 3, here we
employ a small ridge regularization to promote Lipschitzness which helps us circumvent Assumption 3.

Theorem 4 Suppose Assumptions 4 and 5 hold and for all o and some B > 0 neural feature maps obey
||af"(,’;%“,’0(m)\|%2 < B almost surely. We solve feature map regression (Def. 3) with neural feature maps and
el

fixed ridge penalty \. Fix some eigen-cutoff Ao > 0 and tolerance ¢ > 0. Set 0 < A < JBns and

Beﬁv = 6(heﬁlog()\_2Ln§-)). Finally define the \y-positive set
Aj={acA|Kqy> N}

Also assume ky 2 6(8_4)\641/2@)30 log(L)) and ny 2, Beﬁc Finally, set £ in (2.1) to be the hinge loss. Then,
with probability at least 1 — 5e™, for some constant C > 0, the binary classification error obeys

Ty —1
1T < min 2| BY B ¥ o [ha Tl 5
NG nrt ny

Here the set A is the set of architectures that are favorable in the sense that the NTK associated with their
infinite-width network can rather quickly fit the data as its kernel matrix has a large minimum eigenvalue.
This also ensures that the neural nets trained on 7 are Lipschitz with respect to « over Ag. In essence, the
result states that the bilevel procedure (TVO) is guaranteed to return a model at least as good as the best
model over Ag. Importantly, one can enlarge the set A by reducing the penalty ) at the cost of a larger hegt
term which grows logarithmically in 1/). The above theorem also relates to optimal kernel selection using
validation data which connects NAS to the multiple kernel learning (MKL) [29] problem. However in the
MKL literature, the kernel K, is typically a linear function of o whereas in NAS the dependence is more

involved and nonconvex, especially for realistic search spaces.
Deep activation search. As a concrete example, we briefly pause to demonstrate that the above assumption

holds for a deep multilayer activation search problem. In this case we will show that L is at most exponen-
tial in depth D. To be precise, following Section 4.2, fix a pre-defined set of activations {c; }?:1. For a

feedforward depth D network, set & € RP? to be the concatenation of D subvectors {9 }2 | < R". The
layer ¢ activation is then given via

h
Ta ()= aﬁ”og-(-)-
J=1

Now, given input x = x(© and weight matrices = {W(i)}i’; ng, define the corresponding feedforward
network fun o (2, 0) : RY — R = WPt (D) where the hidden features 2(¥) are defined as

2V =g (WD) for 1<i<D.
The lemma below shows that in this case the Lipschitzness L with respect to the hyperparameters is at

most exponential in D. The result is stated for a fairly flexible random Gaussian initialization. The precise
statement is deferred to Lemma 15.
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Lemma 3 Suppose for all 1 < i < h, |¢;(0)|,|¢;(z)|, |¢] (x)| are bounded. Input features are normalized

to ensure |||, < V/d. Let layer i have k; neurons and W € RFi*Fi=1 - Suppose the aspect ratios k; /k; 1

~

are bounded for layers i > 2. For the first layer, denote ko = d and k1 = k. Each layer { is initialized with
i.i.d. N (0, cy) entries satisfying

c i i—1
¢y < ¢ i for some constant ¢ > 0.
E/ki_l if £>2

Then, Assumption 4 holds (with high probability for K, o) withlog(L) < D + log(k + d + ny).

We remark that this initialization scheme corresponds to Xavier/He initializations (1/fan_in variance) as well
as our setting in Theorem 3. We suspect that the exponential dependence on D can be refined by enforcing
normalization schemes during initialization to ensure that hidden features don’t grow exponentially with
depth. Recall that sample complexity in Theorem 1 depends logarithmically on L, which grows at most
linearly in D up to log factors. Furthermore, as stated earlier Assumption 5 is known to hold in this setting
as well (cf. discussion above). Thus for a depth D network, using the above Lipschitzness bound, Theorem 4
allows for good generalization with a validation sample complexity of 7y oc O(hegrlog(L)) = O(D X hegy).
Finally, note that log(L) also exhibits a logarithmic dependence on k. Thus as long as network width is not
exponentially large (which holds for all practical networks), our excess risk bounds remain small leading
to meaningful generalization guarantees. We do remark that results can also be extended to infinite-width
networks (which are of interest due to NTK). Here, the key idea is constructing a Lipschitz approximation
to the infinite-width problem via a finite-width problem. In similar spirit to Lemma 5, such approximation
can be made arbitrarily accurate with a polynomial choice of k [78, 5]. As discussed earlier, Theorem 7 in
the appendix provides a clear path to fully formalize this and the proof of Theorem 3 already employs such
a Lipschitz approximation scheme to circumvent imperfect Lipschitzness of nonlinear neural net training.

6 Algorithmic Guarantees via Connection to Low-rank Matrix Learning

The results stated so far focus on generalization and are not fully algorithmic in nature in the sense that they
assume access to an approximately optimal hyperparameter of the upper-level problem per (TVO) based on
the validation data. In this section we wish to investigate whether it is possible to provably find such an
approximate solution with a few validation samples and a computationally tractable algorithm. To this aim,
in this section, we establish algorithmic connections between our activation/feature-map search problems of
Section 4 to a rank-1 matrix learning problem. In Def. 3 —instead of studying ®, given a— let us consider

the matrix of feature maps - N
X = [p1(x) p2(x) ... ¢p(x)] € R™*P

for a given input . Then, the population squared-loss risk of a (c, @) pair predicting 87 ¢ () is given by

Thus, the search for the optimal model pair (o, 8y) is simply a rank-1 matrix learning task with M, =
00,7, Can we learn the right matrix with a tractable algorithm in the regime (1.1)?

This is a rather subtle question as in the regime (1.1) there is not enough samples to reconstruct M, as
anything algorithm regardless of computational tractability requires n7 + ny 2 p + h! But this of course
does not rule out the possibility of finding an approximately optimal hyperparameter close to c,. To answer
this —rather tricky question— we study a discriminative data model commonly used for modeling low-rank
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learning. Consider a realizable setup y = o’ X6, where we ignore noise for ease of exposition, see
supplementary for details. We also assume that the feature matrix X has i.i.d. N'(0, 1) entries. Suppose we
have T = (i, X))/ ",V = (7, X;)Y7 " datasets with equal sample split n = n7 = ny. If we combine
these datasets into 7 and solve ERM, when 2n < p, for any choice of o, weights 8 € RP can perfectly
fit the labels. Instead, we propose the following two-stage algorithm to achieve a near-optimal learning
guarantee. Set M = S X

1. Spectral estimator on V :  Set & = top_eigen_vec(MM7T). (6.1)
n

2. Solve ERM on 7T : Saé:aQQPEX%—a?&m? (6.2)
i=1

We have the following guarantee for this procedure.

Theorem 5 (Low-rank learning with p > n) Let (X;, X;)}, be i.i.d. matrices with i.i.d. N'(0, 1) entries.
Let y; = o, T X0, for unit norm o € R" @ € RP. Consider an asymptotic setting where p,n, h grow to
infinity with fixed ratios given by p = p/n > 1, h = h/n < 1 and consider the asymptotic performance of
(a,8).
Let1 > po, & > 0 be the absolute correlation between &, o i.e. pq, & = |a’ @&|. Suppose ph < 1/6.
We have that
lim p?, 4 >1—64ph (6.3)

n—o0

Additionally, if ph < c for sufficiently small constant ¢ > 0,

~ 1 200h
li a.0)<1-= . 4
N Y (4
N—_——

risk(o)  estimating Otx

A few remarks are in order. First, the result applies in the regime p > n as long as —the rather surprising
condition— ph < n? holds (see (6.3)). Numerical experiments in Section 7 verify that (specifically Figure 5)
this condition is indeed necessary. Here, risk(a,) = 1 —n/p is the exact asymptotic risk one would achieve
by solving ERM with the knowledge of optimal .. Our result shows that one can approximately recover
this optimal cv, up to an error that scales with ph/n?. Our second result achieves a near-optimal risk via &
without knowing . Since 1 — 1/p is essentially constant, the risk due to c,-search is proportional to h =
h/n. This rate is consistent with Theorem 1 which would achieve arisk of 1 —n/p+O(y/h/n). Remarkably,
we obtain a slightly more refined rate (h/n < /h/n) using a spectral estimator with a completely different
mathematical machinery based on high-dimensional learning. To the best of our knowledge, our spectral
estimation result (6.3) in the p > n regime is first of its kind (with a surprising ph < n? condition) and
might be of independent interest. Finally, while this result already provides valuable algorithmic insights, it
would be desirable to extend this result to general feature distributions to establish algorithmic guarantees
for the original activation/feature map search problems.

7 Numerical Experiments
To verify our theory, we provide three sets of experiments. First, to test Theorem 3, we verify the (ap-

proximate) Lipschitzness of trained neural nets to perturbations in the activation function. Second, to test
Theorem 1, we will study the test-validation gap for DARTS search space. Finally, we verify our claims on
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Figure 2: We visualize the Lipschitzness of the algorithm when .A(+) is stochastic gradient descent. We train networks
with activation parameters o and o + Ac and display the normalized distances [|0, — @o+Aa ||, /Aa for different
perturbation strengths Ac.

a. Lipschitzness of Trained Networks. First, we wish to verify Assumption 1 for neural nets by demonstrat-
ing their Lipschitzness under proper conditions. In these experiments, we consider a single hyperparameter
a € R to control the activation via a combination of ReLU and Sigmoid i.e. 04 (z) = (1 — a)ReLU(z) +
a - Sigmoid(x). Training the network weights @ with this activation from the same random initialization
leads to the weights 8,. We are interested in testing the stability of these weights to slight « perturbations
by studying the normalized distance ||6, — @4+ Aale,/Ac. This in turn ensures the Lipschitzness of the
model output via a standard bound (see supp. for numerical experiments). Fig. 2 presents our results on
both shallow and deeper networks on a binary MNIST task which uses the first two classes with squared
loss. This setup is in a similar spirit to our theory. In Fig. 2(a) we train input layer of a shallow network
fa(z) = vT0,(W X) where W € RF¥784 1In Fig. 2(b), a deeper fully connected network with 4 layers
is trained. Here, the number of neurons from input to output are k, k/2, k/4 and 1 and the same activation
0q(X) is used for all layers. Finally, we initialize the network with He initialization and train the model for
60 epochs with batch size 128 with SGD optimizer and learning rate 0.003. For each curve and width level,
we average 20 experiments where we first pick 20 random « € [0, 1] and their perturbation o + Aa. We
then compute the average of normalized distances |0, — 0n4Aalle, /A
We now provide further experiments to better verify Assumption 1. Let T be the test data (of MNIST)
which provides a proxy for the input domain X *. Our goal is to assess the Lipschitzness of the network
prediction over Tes Which exactly corresponds to the setup of Assumption 1. Specifically, we will evaluate
two quantities as a function of the activation perturbation A«
Maximum output variability: max(f, A, Test) = PUPae T ‘f(emil_ fa+aa,2)| ) (7.1)
—in X (0w~ [ussa). ()

L€ Test

Average output variability: avg(f, A, Test) =

Here, the maximum output variability is the most relevant quantity as it directly corresponds to the Lipschitz-
ness of the function over the input domain. We keep the same setup in Figure 3(a) and 3(b) as Figure 2(a),

“We note that these values are calculated over the test data however we found the behavior over the training data to be similar.

17



o

Q

5 3.0 2.00 T

I 0 0 i

5 —— 2a=0.005 175 —— £a=0.005 3.0 1all 1

= 25 Aa=0.01 Aa=0.01 25 i

T 0 —— £a=0.03 150 —— 0a=0.03 : i 1.2 : F 1

3, Y —— Aa=0.05 1.25 —— Aa=0.05 2.01 % 1.0

S 15 —+— Aa=0.07 1.00 —+ Aa=0.07 15 —— A@=0.005 0.81 —— Aa=0.005

S % N 0.75 ' Aa=0.01 06 Aa=0.01

B 10 - :

gL 0.50 1.0 —— 8a=0.03 0.4] —F 2a=0.03

= 05 —— £a=0.05 1 == na=0.05

g 0.25 0.5 —— Aa=0.07 0.2 —— pa=0.07

3 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0

Z 64 128 256 512 1024 2048 4096 64 128 256 512 1024 2048 4096 64 128 256 512 1024 2048 4096 64 128 256 512 1024 2048 4096
Model width & Model width & Model width k& Model width k&

(a) Maximum output variability (b) Average output variability (c) Maximum output variability (d) Average output variability
for shallow network for shallow network for deep network for deep network

Figure 3: We visualize the Lipschitzness of the algorithm when A(-) is stochastic gradient descent. In Fig-
ure 3(a) and 3(b), we train the input layer of 2-layer shallow networks with activation parameters o and o« + A«
which have the same setup as Figure 2(a). Then we display the maximum and average output variability defined in
(7.1) and (7.2) respectively for different perturbation strengths A« and model width k. In Figure 3(c) and 3(d), we
train 4-layer deep fully connected networks with activation parameters « and o + A« and also display the maximum
and average output variability for different perturbation strengths Acv.

however, in Figure 3(a) and 3(b), instead of computing the distance between trained models, we plot maxi-
mum output variability (7.1) and average output variability (7.2) respectively for different perturbation level
A, and model width. Figure 3(c) and 3(d) demonstrate the output variability on 4-layer neural networks
which has the same setup as 2(b).

All figures support our theory and show that, the normalized distance is indeed stable to the perturbation
level A« across different widths and only mildly changes. Note that Ao € {0.01,0.005} result in a
slightly larger normalized distance compared to larger perturbations. Such behavior for small A« is not
surprising and is likely due to the imperfect Lipschitzness of the network (especially with ReLLU activation).
Fortunately, our theory allows for this as it only requires an approximate Lipschitz property (recall the

discussion below Theorem 1).
b. Test-Validation Gap for DARTS. In this experiment, we study a realistic architecture search space

via DARTS algorithm [44] over CIFAR-10 dataset using 10k training samples. We only consider the search
phase of DARTS and train for 50 epochs using SGD. This phase outputs a continuously parameterized archi-
tecture, which can be computed on DARTS’ supernet. Each operation on the edges of the final architecture
is a linear superposition of eight predefined operations (e.g. conv3x3, zero, skip). The curves are obtained
by averaging three independent runs. In Fig. 4, we assess the gap between the test and validation errors
while varying validation sizes from 20 to 1000. Our experiments reveal two key findings via Figure 4(a).
First, the train-validation gap indeed decreases rapidly as soon as the validation size is only mildly large,
e.g. around ny = 250 —much smaller than the typical validation size used in practice. This is consistent with
Theorem 1 as the architecture has 224 hyperparameters. On the other hand, there is indeed a potential of
overfitting to validation for ny, < 100. We also observe that the gap noticeably increases with more epochs.
The small gaps at initial epochs may be due to insufficient training i.e. network does not yet achieve zero
training loss. For later epochs, since early-stopping (i.e. using earlier epoch checkpoints) has a ridge regu-
larization effect, we suspect that widening gap may be due to the growing Lipschitz constant with respect
to the architecture choice. Such behavior would be consistent with Thm 4 (smaller ridge penalty leads to
more excess validation risk). Figure 4(b) displays the train/validation/test errors by epoch for different vali-
dation sample sizes. This figure is also consistent with our core setup and expectations (1.1). The training
loss/error quickly goes down to zero. Validation contains much fewer samples but it is difficult to overfit
(despite continuously parameterized architecture). However, as discussed above, below a certain threshold
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Figure 4: The test-validation gap and errors for the continuously parameterized architecture during the
search phase of DARTS. The result is average of 5 different runs. Evaluations are for different validation
sample sizes and epoch checkpoints. Figure 4(b) shows that all models overfit to training samples quickly.
The DARTS runs with less validation examples also trend to overfit the validation dataset which leads to the
increase in test error (most visibly for ny € {20, 50}).

(ny < 100), differentiable search indeed overfits to the validation leading to deteriorating test risk.
¢. Overparameterized Rank-1 Learning. We now aim to verify the theoretical claims of Sec. 6 on rank-

1 learning. Specifically, we will verify our claim (6.3) and empirically demonstrate that recovery of the
ground-truth hyperparameter o, requires hp < n? where we set n = ns = ny. This is in contrast to the
arguably more intuitive h < n requirement. Figure 5 summarizes our numerical results. Our experiment
is constructed as follows. We generate an h X p rank-1 matrix M = o0, with left and right singular
vectors o, 8, generated as i.i.d. Gaussians normalized to unit norm. We collect n noiseless labels via

yi = o, T X;0, where X Ee (0,1) as in Theorem 5 and apply the spectral estimator (6.1) to estimate the
., vector. In our experiments, we vary h between 0 to 60 and we set p = yn?2/h. « is also varied from 0.1
to 0.4. Figure 5(a) displays the (absolute value of) the correlation coefficient between c, and the estimate &
as a function of h. Each curve (with distinct color) corresponds to a fixed ph/ n? choice. Observe that these
curves remain constant even if h is varying more than a factor of 20. This indicates that correlation indeed
depends on hp rather than solely . When we increase -y, p increases and correlation noticeably decreases
as we move from a higher curve to a lower curve again indicating the dependence on p. Finally, Figure 5(b)
displays the exact same information but the x-axis is the total number of parameters normalized by the total
data (used for spectral initialization). This shows that, just as predicted by Theorem 5, hyperparameter o,
can be learned even when p is much larger than n as long as hp < n?.

8 Related Works

Our work establishes generalization guarantees for architecture search and is closely connected to the litera-
ture on deep learning theory, statistical learning, and hyperparameter optimization / NAS. These connections
are discussed below.
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Figure 5: Overparameterized rank-1 learning setup of Sec. 6. The (absolute value of) the correlation coeffi-
cient between v, and the estimate & as a function of h. Each curve (with distinct color) corresponds to a
fixed ph/n? choice. Here we kept the notation consistent with Sec. 6 and set n = ny = ny.

Statistical learning: The statistical learning theory provide rich tools for analyzing test performance of
algorithms [13, 66]. Our discussion on learning with bilevel optimization and train-validation split connects
to the model selection literature [36, 37, 69] as well as the more recent works on architecture search [40, 39].
The model selection literature is mostly concerned with controlling the model complexity (e.g. via nested
hypothesis), which is not directly applicable to high-capacity deep nets. The latter two works are closer
to us and also establish connections between feature maps and NAS. However, there are key distinctions.
First, we operate on continuous hyperparameter spaces whereas these consider discrete hyperparameters
which are easier to analyze. Second, their approaches do not directly apply to neural nets as they have to
control the space of all networks with zero training loss which can be large. In contrast, we analyze tractable
lower-level algorithms such as gradient-descent and study the properties of a single model returned by the
algorithm. [30] discuss methods for determining train-validation split ratios. Favorable learning theoretic
properties of (cross-)validation are studied by [38, 73]. These works either apply to specific scenarios such
as tuning lasso penalty or do not consider hyperparameters. We also note that algorithmic stability of [14]
utilizes stability of an algorithm to changes in the training set. In contrast, we consider the stability with
respect to hyperparamters. [7] discusses the importance of train-validation split in meta-learning problems,
which also accept a bilevel formulation. Finally, [71] explores tuning the learning rate for improved gener-
alization. They focus on a simple quadratic objective using hyper-gradient methods and characterize when
train-validation split provably helps.

Generalization in deep learning: The statistical study of neural networks can be traced back to 1990’s
[3, 12, 9]. With the success of deep learning, the generalization properties of deep networks received a
renewed interest in recent years [24, 6, 55, 28]. [11, 56] establish spectrally normalized risk bounds for
deep networks and [54] provides refined bounds by exploiting inter-layer Jacobian. [6] proposes tighter
bounds using compression techniques. These provide a solid foundation on the generalization ability of deep
nets. More recently, [34] has introduced the neural tangent kernel which enables the analysis of deep nets
trained with gradient-based algorithms: With proper initialization, wide networks behave similarly to kernel
regression. NTK has received significant attention for analyzing the optimization and learning dynamics of
wide networks [23, 2, 18, 76, 57, 80, 70, 60]. Closer to us, [16, 4, 48, 59, 1, 4] provide generalization bounds
for gradient descent training. A line of research implements neural kernels for convolutional networks and
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ResNets [75, 65, 43, 33]. Related to us [5] mention the possibility of using NTK for NAS and recent work
by [62] shows that such an approach can indeed produce good results and speed up NAS. In connection to
these, §4 and 5 establish the first provable guarantees for NAS and also provide a rigorous justification of
the NTK-based NAS by establishing data-dependent bounds under verifiable assumptions.

Neural Architecture Search and Bilevel Optimization: HPO and NAS find widespread applications
in machine learning. These are often formulated as a bilevel optimization problem, which seeks the optimal
hyperparameter at the upper-level optimization minimizing a validation loss. There are variety of NAS
approaches employing reinforcement learning, evolutionary search, and Bayesian optimization [79, 8, 77].
Recently differentiable optimization methods have emerged as a powerful tool for NAS (and HPO) problem
[44, 72, 15, 74, 41, 63, 21] which use continuous relaxations of the architecture. Specifically, DARTS
proposed by [44] uses a continuous relaxation on the upper-level optimization and weight sharing in the
lower level. The algorithm optimizes the lower and upper level simultaneously by gradient descent using
train-validation split. [72, 74, 63, 21] provide further improvements on differentiable NAS. The success of
differentiable HPO/NAS methods has further raised interest in large continuous hyperparameter spaces and
accelerating bilevel optimization [27, 41, 45]. In this paper we initiate some theoretical understanding of
this exciting and expanding empirical literature.

High-dimensional learning: In §6, we use ideas from high-dimensional learning to establish algo-
rithmic results. Closest to us are the works on spectral estimators. The recent literature utilizes spectral
methods for low-rank learning problems such as phase-retrieval and clustering [68]. Spectral algorithm is
used to initialize the algorithm within a basin of attraction for a subsequent method such as convex optimiza-
tion or gradient descent. This is in similar flavor to our Theorem 5 which employs a two-stage algorithm.
[46, 47, 53] provide asymptotic/sharp analysis for spectral methods for phase retrieval. However, unlike our
problem, these works all focus symmetric matrices and operate in the low-dimensional regime where sample
size is more than the parameter size. While not directly related, we remark that sparse phase retrieval and
sparse PCA problems [35, 82] do lead to a high-dimensional regime (sample size less than parameter size)
due to the sparsity prior on the parameter.

9 Conclusion and Future Directions

In this paper, we explored theoretical aspects of the NAS problem. We first provided statistical guarantees
when solving bilevel optimization with train-validation split. We showed that even if the lower-level problem
overfits —which is common in deep learning— the upper-level problem can guarantee generalization with
a few validation data. We applied these results to establish guarantees for the optimal activation search
problem and extended our theory to generic neural architectures. These formally established the high-level
intuition in Figure 1. We also showed interesting connections between the activation search and a novel
low-rank matrix learning problem and provided sharp algorithmic guarantees for the latter.

There are multiple exciting directions for future research. First, one can develop variants of Theorems
3 and 4 by studying other lower-level algorithms (e.g. different loss functions, incorporate regularization)
and, most importantly, developing a better understanding of the architecture search spaces and architectural
operations. Second, our results are established for the NTK (i.e. lazy training) regime and it would be
desirable to obtain similar results for other learning regimes such as the mean-field regime [51]. Finally,
it would be interesting to study both computational and statistical aspects of the gradient-based solutions
to the upper-level problem (TVO). To this aim, our Theorem 1 established that gradient of the validation
loss (i.e. hyper-gradient) uniformly converges under mild assumptions. However, besides this, we require
a deeper understanding of the population landscape (i.e. as ny — o0) of the the upper-level validation
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problem (even for the shallow NAS problem of Section 4) which might necessitate new advances in bilevel
optimization theory.
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Organization of the Appendix
1. We gather some useful statistical learning and concentration results in Section A.
2. Proofs of our generic train-validation bounds and feature maps are provided in Section B.
3. Proofs for general architectures appear in Sections D and E.

4. Proofs for algorithmic guarantees (i.e. overparameterized low-rank learning) are the subject of Section
Fand G.

5. Finally Theorem 3 (activation search for shallow networks) is proven in Sections H and J.

A Useful Statistical Learning and Concentration Results

Let (g;);7, be Rademacher random variables. Define Rademacher complexity of a function class F as

nT
i i)l- A.l
Jscg):;s f(x )] (A.1)

1
RnT (]:) = E ET,EZ'

Lemma 4 Suppose the loss function { is bounded in [0, C| and T-Lipschitz in the second argument. Also
define

f=argumin L7 (f) where 57(f)=7;z:;€(yi,f(w¢))

Then with probability at least 1 — e, for all f € F we have

Lp(f) < Lr(f) 4 2T R, (F) + C .
nr

The corollary below is a standard generalization result for linear models.

Corollary 2 (Linear models) Let Fii' = {f | f(z) = 67 ¢(x), ||0]|s, < R}. Suppose ||<;5(:1:)||§2 < B for

all x € X. Then, with probability at least 1 — e, for all f € Fi" we have

OTRVB + CVt
VT '

Define ® = [p(z1) ... d(xn,)]T. Set K = 2T Suppose n > p = dim(80) and orin(®) > 0. Consider
the min Euclidean norm estimator = ®'y and f(x) = 07 ¢(x). Noting that ||0],, = | @y, =

VyT K1y, we arrive at

Lo(f) < Lr(f) +

A o'/ ByT K—1 C
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Proof The Rademacher complexity of F g“ is bounded as

. 1 T
RnT(./Tll_lzn) = — ET@. [ sup 2819T¢(£C2)
nrt ”0”[2 <R i=1
R < RVB
= E Zsigﬁ(a:i) < —
T — . VT
To finish the proof observe that f C F I with R = /yT K~ ly. [ ]

Lemma 5 (Moment concentration with Gaussian tail) Ler X be nonnegative satisfy the tail bound P(X >
E+1t) < e_tQ/Qfor some E > 0. Then

E[|X|*] < 2" max(E, k + 2),

which implies
E[|X|*]Y/* < 2max(E, k + 2).

Proof If £ < k + 2, we will simply use the bound P(X > k+2+1¢) < ¢~t*/2. The tail condition implies

lift<1
e B2 4f £ > 1

P(X >2Ft) < { ,
which implies that

lift<1

e B2 G > 1

)

P(X* > 2ktER) < {

Let f, Q be the pdf and tail of (X/2E)¥. Then

k 0o 00 oS
S = [ o= [T a0 = —war + [ e (A3)
0 0 0
00 [o'e) [e'e) e(i+1)k/2
N / Qt)dt <1+ / e B 2gp — 1 Z/ e Er* 2y (A4)
0 1 5 et/
<1+ Ze(i+1)k/2efEei/2 (A.5)
=0
<14+ el (A.6)
=0

For the final line to hold, we simply need eBe'/2 > gitlo(i+1)k/2, Taking logs of both sides, this reduces to
Ee'/2 > (i + 1)(k + 2)/2 which is the same as

Ee' > (i+1)(k+2).

Clearly, this holds for all ¢ when £ > k + 2. [ ]
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B Generalizations and Proofs for Learning with Train-Validation Split
(Theorems 1, 2 & Proposition 1)

B.1 Uniform Convergence of Loss Functionals

We will show uniform concentration of an m-dimensional functional F of the loss function i.e. we shall first
study F{(y, f(x)) € R™. To obtain the results on loss function or its gradient, we can set F to be identity
and V operator respectively. More generally, F can also represent the Hessian or projection of the gradient
to proper subspaces of interest. Associated with the functional F we define the F distance metric to be

diste(f1, fo) = sup [[Fl(y, fi(x)) — FL(y, f2(x)) e, -
yeY,xeX

Note that, for simplicity of exposition in our notation we dropped the dependence on X', ), . This distance
will serve as a proxy for the ||-||x-norm in the generalized analysis. We also loosen Assumption 1 to
relax global Lipschitzness condition so that .4 can instead be approximately locally-Lipschitz. Thus, the
following provides a generalization of Assumption 1.

Assumption 6 Suppose there exists a partitionining P = (A;)F, of A such that log(P) < heylog(C)
and the algorithm A satisfies the following. Over each A; C P, A() is an (L, eq)-Lipschitz approximable
function of o in distg (-, -) distance. That is, there exists a function go such that, diste(f, go) < €0 over
A; and go is L-Lipschitz function of o in diste (-, -) that is diste(ga, » Jo) < Ll|lar — aal|e,-

Assumption 7 F((y, f (x)) — E[FL(y, fL (x))] has subexponential (|| - ||y, ) norm bounded by some S > 1
with respect to the randomness in (x,y) ~ D.

The following lemma is obtained as a corollary of Lemma D.7 of [58] by specializing it to the unit Euclidean
ball.

Lemma 6 Consider the empirical and population functionals FLy (f1) = ﬁ ST F(yi, £1 (1)) and
FL(fT) = E[Fl(y, fI (x))] respectively. Suppose ny > m. Then

ATy _epcinll s oYM AL o minge ey
P{HFEv(fa) FLUD|, 2 85 p =2 .

With this lemma in place we are now ready to state our uniform concentration result.

Theorem 6 (Uniform Concentration over Validation) Suppose Assumptions 6 and 7 hold. Fix T > 0 and

set
f_Leﬁ = heﬂ-log <CL Tlv) .
\ hegr

Then, as long as ny > l_zeﬁ+ m + T, with probability at least 1 — 2e™7, FZV uniformly converges as follows

< S\/C(heﬁ+m+7) + 4, (B.1)
12 ny

sup |[F2v(fT) ~ FL(D)
acA

with C > 0 a fixed numerical constant.
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Proof Let C! be an e/L-cover of A; in {5 norm and C. = Ule C:. Recall from Definition 1 that the
covering bound for A; C A obeys |Ci| < hegrlog(C'L/¢). Using the bound on P (via Assumption 6), we
arrive at

log |C:| < log(P) + hefrlog(CL/e) < 2hegrlog(CL/¢).

Let F' = {fa | a € A} Let G = {ga ‘ a € A} be the set of (locally) Lipschitz functions go within
o neighborhood of F'. Following Assumption 6, let G be the distg(-,-) e-cover of G induced by C..
Additionally, let F. C F be a set of hypothesis with same cardinality as G, that are within ¢ distance to
their counterparts in G.. For a fixed f € F;, using sub-exponentiality of the loss functional (Assumption
7) and subexponential concentration provided in Lemma 6, for a proper choice of constant C' > 0, with
probability 1 — 2e~ min(tv/n.t*) | we have that

< SVCVm + 2
b 21/7’74; .

Recall that we choose 1y > hegrlog(C'L/e)+m-+7. Also set the short-hand notation Rer = heft log(CL/¢).
Thus setting ¢t = v/ 2l~1€ff + 7 < /ny ensures

|FEv(r) = Fe(r)

min(ty/n, t?) > t* > log |C.| + .
Thus, union bounding over F;, we find that with probability 1 — 2e~7, for all f € F;

Vm+ her + T
v

Now, fix any f € F. Pick g € G and ¢’ € G such that diste(g, ¢’) < € and diste(g, f) < 9. Additionally
pick f’ € F; which is gg-neighbor of ¢’ € G.. This implies that, for all feasible (x, y)

IFL(y, f(x)) — Fl(y, f'(z))]le,
< |Fl(y, f(x)) — Fl(y, g(x))lle, + FL(y, g(z)) — FL(y, f'(x))lle, + IFE(y, g'(x)) — Flly, f'(2))]le,
< e+ 2¢,

IFLu(f) = FL()e, < SVC (B.2)

via Assumption 6. This further implies the same bound for population and empirical functionals

IFLy(f) = FLu(f)leas IFL(F) — FLO e < € + 2¢0.

Combining this with (B.2) leads to the following uniform convergence bound for all f € F'

FL(f) — FLu(f’ <S\/C(heff+m+7)
;ggH (f) =FLY (e, < N

To proceed, select € = 4/ ]:L—e\f and set her = hegr log(C L/1y /hegr). Thus,

+ 2(e + 2¢0).

~ C(hetr +m + 7
sup [£(fa) = Ly(fa)| < S\/ o ) 1 ae,, (B.3)
feF ny
concluding the proof of the bound. [ |
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B.2 Proof of Theorem 1
Let us state slight generalization of Assumptions 1 and 1’ which will be utilized in our proof.

Assumption 8 There exists a function go such that, for all pairs a1, 00 € A, ||goy, — fo7z—1 lx < eo and

901 — Gaullx < Lo — aalle,.

Assumption 8 For some R > 1 and all oy, oz € A and @ € X, hyper-gradient obeys |V [, ()¢, <
R, Vafcz;l (ZIZ) - Vocf;—g (w)HZQ < RLHal - aZHEQ and Hvagal (ZU) - Vafcz;l (x)H@Q < Rey.

The proof will be a corollary of the generalized result Theorem 6. Let us first state a lemma to show that
Assumptions 2 and 8 imply Assumptions 6 and 7.

Lemma 7 Let C' > 0 be a proper choice of constant.

* Assumptions 2 and 8 imply Assumptions 6 and 7 hold for the loss function (setting F = Identity), with
m=1L — LI, eg = I'eg, and S = C.

o Assumptions 2' and 8' imply Assumptions 6 and 7 hold for the gradient (setting F = V), with m = h,
L — 2RLT, g9 — 2Rl'eg, and S = C.

Proof For the first statement, we conclude that Assumption 6 holds with L — LI" via

sup |y, fa, (%)) = (Y, far(®))| < T sup [fa, () — fa, (@) < LT|lar — azlle,-
yeY,xeX xeX

Following the same argument, we plug in g — I'eg. To prove the result for the gradient mapping note that
if Assumptions 2’ & 8’ hold then, using the fact that Vo {(y, fo(x)) = €' (y, fa(x))V fo(x) we have

IVE(Y, fou () = VY, for (@) e < (s for () = €Y, for @DV forr @)l + TV fr, (@) = V oy (@) [
< T fon (®) = fao (@) |[R+ TRL| o — cale,
S 2I’LRHa1 — O:QHgQ.

Following the same argument, we plug in eg — 2RI'gg. Subexponentiality with S = C' follows from the
boundedness condition in Assumption 2. [ |

Theorem 1 directly follows by setting £9 = 0 and plugging in the looser bound ny [hetr > /1y / hefr in
the definition of heg term. Note that, the theorem below is a corollary of the more general result in Theorem
6.

Theorem 7 (Learning with Validation — Lipschitz Approximation) Suppose Assumptions 2 & 8 hold. Let

& be the minimizer of the empirical risk (TVO) over validation. Fix T > 0 and set heg := heglog(C LT \/ny [hep).
There exists a constant C' > 0 such that, whenever ny > ﬁeﬁf + 7, with probability at least 1 — 2e™7, fg
achieves the risk bound

~ Clheg+ T
sup 2T - By(fT)] <y St |y, (B.4)
acA ny
he
£(T) < min £y + 2, CPLETD ygreg 45 ®B5)
acA ny
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Furthermore, suppose Assumptions 2" & 8' hold as well. Set BZ{]-( := h + heglog(2CRLT\/ny [ hefr). When-
ever ny > hgj‘--i- T, with probability at least 1 — 2e™7,

~ C(hYe+ 1)
sup |[VLy(f1) = VLD ey < | —L— + 8RTs. (B.6)
acA n

Proof Applying Theorem 6 and plugging in the first statement of Lemma 7, with probability 1 — 2e™7,
we obtain the statement (B.4). Here we used the fact that hegs + 7 + m < Q(Beff + 7) and factor 2 can be
subsumed in the constant C'.

We obtain the advertised bound (B.5) via (a) observing that the bound is valid for & and the optimal
population hypothesis a* = arg mingeca £(fo) and (b) using the fact that

Ly(fz) < inf Ly(fa) +8 < Ly(far) +0.

Following (B.4), we first have £(f5z) < ming, Ey( fa)+1/ %‘fjﬁ) +4eol" + 6. Using a triangle inequality
with a*, we find

C(hets + 1)
ny

L(fa) < inf £(fa)+2 + 8 +6 (B.7)

Applying Theorem 6 and plugging in the second statement of Lemma 7, with probability 1 — 2e™7, we
obtain the statement (B.6). Here, we used the fact that m = h and hegt = hefr log(2CRLT\/ny/hegr). We
then set hgf = hefr + h to conclude. [ ]

B.3 Proof of Proposition 1

For the purpose of our neural network analysis assuming Cq, to be Lipschitz might be too restrictive. As
a result, we will state a slight generalization which allows for Lipschitzness of C,, and f£ over a smaller
domain A, which provides more flexibility.

Assumption 9 Over a domain A, C A: (1) f2 is L-Lipschitz function of o in ||-|x norm and (2) the
excess risk term Cq, is K L/n7-Lipschitz for some k > 0.

Note that, the first condition is equivalent to Assumption 1 holding over A, in population (i.e. n7 — 00).
We intentionally parameterized the Lipschitz constant by the same notation to simplify exposition. The
following result is a slight generalization of Proposition 1 where we allow for non-Lipschitzness of A by
instead assuming it holds over a smaller subset A,.

Proposition 2 (Train-Validation Bounds) Consider the setting of Theorem 1 and for any fixed a« € A

T

assume (3.4) holds. Additionally suppose Assumption 9 holds. Then with probability at least 1 — e™ 7,

, , cr herlog(2(T + k)ngrCL/he) + T
T\ < D a eff 108 T eff
min L(fs) < min (.C(fa) + TT) + 200\/ o . (B.8)
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—T

Using Theorem 1, this in turn implies that with probability at least 1 — 3e

cr helog(2(T + k)ngrCL/hey) + T Cheglog(2C LTy [ heg)
T < D a eff 108 T eff eff v/ Ref,
£(/fa) anggl* <£(fo‘) + M) * 200\/ ny * ny

(B.9)

Observe that (B.9) implies Proposition 1 as the sample size setting of the paper is nT > ny via (1.1).

Proof The proof of (B.8) uses a covering argument. Create an /L covering A. of the set A, of size
log |A| < hegrlog(CL/¢). For each av € A,, setting t = hegrlog(CL/e) + T we have that for all . €

A.., the bound (3.4) holds with probability 1 — ¢~". To conclude set ¢ = SV/MT > Cohar/ny o

Rett = hegrlog(2(T 4 k)ngCL/hegt) + 7. Also observe, via Assumption 9, that

(/D) - 2D + G - 6. —Cal vy o < 0.5C0/Ranfr.

To proceed, via Assumption 1 we also have |L(fL) — L(fE)| < Te < 0.5Co+/hest/n7. Together, using
triangle inequality, these imply for all & € A,

he cl =
L(FD) < £(1L) +05Cov he/ny + Coy| T2 < LUZ) + 2= + 200 Bt/

-
L(fI) < (D) + \Cﬁ +2C hf (B.10)

Finally to conclude with (B.8) notice the fact that mingea £(f, T) < mingea, £( fT)
To conclude with the final statement (B.9), we apply Theorem 1 which bounds LV( fA) in terms of
mingea £(f7). This results in an overall success probability of 1 — 3e™". |

B.4 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof Below C > 0 is an absolute constant. First under the provided conditions (which include (4.3) with
probability 1 — pg), applying Lemma 12, we find that Assumption 1 (A is Lipschitz) holds with Lipschitz
constant L = 6R*B?/n3-h\y ?|lylle,- Assumption 2 holds automatically and Assumption 1 holds with
heit = h and C' = 3. Thus, applying Theorem 7 (with £ = 0), with probability at least 1 — 2¢~"

\/ hlog(6RLT/my /h)
N

The remaining task is bounding the infoea £(fa) — infaea £(fP) term. We do this via Lemma 8 which
yields that with probability 1 —2e~¢, for all &« € A (B.11) holds. Together, these imply that with probability

(fA)< lnf L(fa)+ —|—(5.

34

+ 0.



1—4e™™ —pg

\/hlog(GR x 6R3B2, [n3-hAy||ylle, T /nv/h) + 7

L(fz) — 6 < minC

acA VALY
2T\/ByT Ka'y + Cy/hlog(20R* B2\ T |lyle,) + 7
+
VT

< i Cy/hlog(M) + T N 2T/ ByTKa'y + C\/hlog(M) + 7

min
T aeA A/ 1y VIT
< win o/ ByTKa'y N C+/hlog(M) + 1
T acA N min(ny, ny)

where M = 30R4BQ)\62F(TL%— + 1) |yl e, ]

B.5 Uniform Concentration of Excess Risk for Feature Maps

Lemma 8 Consider the setup of Definition 3. Let supgey 1<i<p, |¢i(®)||7, < B. Declare Ko = ®o®],.
Suppose (4.3) holds with probability 1 — pg over the training data. Assume € is a I" Lipschitz loss bounded
by C > 1. With probability at least 1 — py — e~t, we have that for all o € A

2T\/ByTKq'y + 20/ log(20R1B2A; 2T |y |e,) + 7
L(0y) <
(0a) N

Proof The proof strategy follows that of Proposition 1. Using (A.2) of Corollary 2, we know that, for any
choice of o € A with probability 1 — e~* we have that

o'/ ByTKa'ly + CVi
VT '

where Ko = ®,®7. To proceed, we will apply a covering argument to the population loss of the empirical
solutions. This will require Lipschitzness of the population loss. Observe that

VY Ka'y = [8alle = @4yl

Lemma 12 shows the Lipschitzness of 8, with L = 5R?,/B3n3-h\; 2||yl|¢, which implies that

(B.11)

Lo(f) < (B.12)

100 — Oulle, < Ll — &g,

To proceed, let C. be an e cover of A of size log |C.| < hlog(3R/e). Setting t = hlog(3R/c) + 7, with
probability 1 —e™", we find that all & € C. obeys (B.12) with this choice of ¢. Observe that, with probability
at least 1 — po, via the lower bound (4.3), we have ||0q ||z,, |0 [, < ||Ylle,/+/ Ao. To proceed, for any o
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pick @’ € C. with ||a — &/||s, < ¢ and observe that

L(fa) — L(far) = EV( ba(@)] — E[l(y, 04 do ()]
E[|9T¢a( ) = 0% b ()]
TE[(6a — )" ¢a(@)]] + E[|0% (¢a(T) — ¢ (x))]]
LE[[[0a — Ourlle, || () |les] + E[l|0a |les |6a () — dor (2)]]e,]]
< F(RL\/EHCY — |lg, + VhB|lee — & ||, |1 ylle, /v/No)
< TVBlylley (SR B2\ [ubhAg? + Aﬁ)g
0

< 6RPB’T\/n3-hAg |yllee,

where we used the fact that \g < 02, (@) < n7R?B. Thus we obtain that for all « € A

. 2TV ByTKs'y + C\/hlog(3R/e) +

Lo(f) < N L 1 6R* BT\ /030 2 lylese.
Here setting e~ 1 = 20R4BQ)\52Fn%-||yH42/3R, we obtain the desired bound (B.11). ]

C Results on Algorithmic Lipschitzness

C.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof First applying Lemma 12, we find that Assumption 1 holds with (C.8). Plugging in the boundedness
of labels (i.e. |yl|l¢, < /n7), ' =1,n7 > h, R > 1, we end up with the refined bound

L < 6R*Bn)\;2(BnrVh +1).
Finally, using the fact that v is 2 + 1 dimensional, we obtain ke = (h + 1) log(20R> BnZ-\y 2(Bnr +1)).

C.2 Proof of Lemma 2

The following lemma is a rephrasing of Lemma 2.

Lemma 9 (Lipschitz Solutions under Strong-Convexity / Smoothness) Let A be a convex set. Let F(cx, 0) :
A X RP — R be a p strongly-convex function of 0 and L-smooth function of o over the feasible domain
RP x A. Let

0, = arg mgn F(e, ).

Then, O, is \/ L/ u-Lipschitz function of c.

Proof Pick a pair o, &’ € A. From strong-convexity of 6 and optimality of 6, we have that

F(el 8a) — F(a' . 0a) > 0 — a7,
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On the other hand, smoothness of a implies
(e 0a) — Flov,0a)| < 7l — o2, @
Putting these together,
Flo6a) + Ll — o[, > F(e,00) > F(e000) + 4 6 — O},
Since the inequality is symmetric with respect to «, @', we also have
Fla! Bar) + o~ o[, > Flov,0a) + 26 — O}, 2
Summing up both sides yield the desired result

Lia - /|7, = ullfa — Oal7,-

C.3 Stability of Linear Regression
We begin by stating the following useful lemma.

Lemma 10 Let A and B be two positive semidefinite matrices with minimum eigenvalue of A bounded
below by v > 0. Set P = B — A and suppose | P|| < 0. Then

0
v(y—9)
Proof Let A and B be two positive semidefinite matrices with minimum eigenvalue of A bounded below

by v > 0. Set P = B — A and suppose ||P|| < 4. Let A have eigen decomposition UXUT. Let
P =UTPU and P = X~ /2UT PUX /2. Observe that | P|| < v~ 6. We have that

AT =B < (C.3)

A~ =B Y| == -U"B'U|
== -U"(A+P)'U|
= |z -vT(wxsuT +upPUT) U
== - (=+P)|
<=t - (=+P)7
< |ZV2I - (I 4+ = 2Ps 12" yn-172)
< O (DN — (I +P)7 Y
IR
Tyl=0yt Ay —6)
For the last statement, we observe the fact that (I+P)~! = Ziz()(_l)ipi which yields || I—(I+P)~!| <

)
1—y—15°

The lemma below shows the stability of ridge(less) regression to feature or regularizer changes.
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Lemma 11 (Feature Robustness of Linear Models) Fix X, X € R™*? with | X ||, | X || < B. Fix \,\ >
0 and assume \g = X\ + o2, (X) > 0. Suppose 2B|| X — X|| + |\ — A| < A\o/2. Consider the ridge
regression (or min Euclidean solution)

XTX + XD XTy if X>00rn>
OzAridge(y’X’A):{( ) y if >p

XT(XXT) 1y if A=0andn <p

Also define 0 = Avidge (Y, X, \) which solves the problem with features X. In either cases (whether A > 0
or not), we have that

5B%|ylle,
S

2B ylle,

10 — 0], <
2 )\(2]

X — X|| + A=A (C.4)

Proof Suppose A > 0 or n > p. Recall that X7 X + \I > Aol. Observe that XTX - XTX =
XT(X - X)+(X — X)TX which implies | X7 X + AT — X7 X + \I|| < B where B = 2eB+ |\ — )|
Recall that B < ) /2. Using this and the result (C.3) above, we can bound

T o o _ 2Be + A — |
XX + 2D "= (XTX + D)7 < _ C5
(X AN = (XA = S =B+ p— ) )
B
< .
= Mo(Xo — 2Be¢) (€6)
2B
SV (C.7)
0

We then find

16 = 0lle, < [(XTX +ADTIXT — (XTX + M) T X [lylle,
<IXTX+ADTPY + [(XTX + A0 = (XTX + 2D IX D]y lle,

. 2BB
< (edg' + T)IIyHeg
0

_ 5Byl

2B]ylle,
AS

e+ A=Al

Similarly when A = 0 and n < p, using X X© = \oI

_ _ _ _ 2B¢e
XX (XXT 1 < __
IXXD = XX o 302, (%)~ [XXT — XXT)
4Be
<2
)‘O

Thus, in an essentially identical fashion, we find
16— 0lle, < I XT(XXT)™ = XT(XXT) Y lylle,
<X =X)TXX) T+ IXTINE XD = (XX Dyl

2
_ 5Byl _
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2
This finishes the proof of %
0

Finally, let X = U AV be the singular value decomposition with ith singular value o;. Suppose A = 0,
02 > X\ and \ # 0. We consider the gap

Lipschitzness.

I(XTX + 2N XT - XT(XXT)7 = [V(AZ+ M) TAUT — VAIUT|
| Ai A

Ai
VIR EEEVIEEVE
SV RS CIESY

p
1<i<n

Thus, using this bound and the triangle inequality, for the scenario A = 0 and A # 0, we again find the
desired bound. [ |

C.4 Lipschitzness of Feature Maps

Lemma 12 (Lipschitzness of Feature Map Solutions) Let sup,cy 1<i<p Hqﬁz(m)Hi < B. Let A > 0
be the strength of regularization. Suppose n < p and X\ + infaea 02, (®o) > Ao > 0. Set R =

min
SUPnea |lelle,. Suppose A is convex and the Algorithm A solves the ridge regression given ® i.e.

ga = -Aridge (ya (I)Ou )‘)

Then, 04 is 5R?, /B3n%—h>\a %||yl|¢,-Lipschitz function of a (in €y norm) and Assumption 1 holds with

L = 6R*B%\/n3-hA\y % ||yl|e-

Additionally, consider o, = Avidge(Y, Pov, py1) Where oy i1 € [N, Amax| where A+infaca crfnin(‘I)a) >
Xo. Then Assumption 1 holds with
L =6R’B*\[n3-hAg " lylle, + 2R*By/nT A % lylles.- (C.8)

Proof Observe that ||¢q ()|, < RvVB which also implies |®|| < B = Ry/Bnr. Fix o, € A
satisfying ||a — &/'||¢, = € < 4R)\T0n7* where ¢ > 0 is to be determined. This implies that

h
I$a(@) = dar (@), = 1D (i — a})di(@) e, < |l — ||, VB (C.9)
=1
— |®a — Bo|| < Var|la— |, VB < \/nrhlla — o, VB < e\/nrhB. (C.10)

Using the fact that problem is \g-strongly convex, applying Lemma 11 with A\, and observing that the initial

choice of € implies || ®q — /|| < ev/nrThB < ﬁOBTT’ we find that

0o — O |le 5
10 = Bcvlle 5B%||ylle,/ A5 = 5R*Bn|ylle, /A5
||‘i’a — q’a’”

This also implies the Lipschitzness 18— lley < L := 5R2\/33n%-h)\0_2HyH52. Observe that this ar-

a—a’[le
gument showed the desired Lipschitzness ar02und o in a ball of radius € > 0. However, this same local
Lipschitzness holds for any choice of a € A. Since A is convex, local Lipschitzness implies global (as we
can draw a straightline between any two points and repeatedly apply local Lipschitzness).
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Let 6, be L Lipschitz function of o (which is provided above). To conclude with Assumption 1, we

need Lipschitzness over the input space. Observe that ||0q|[¢, < Ay 1/2 |lylle,. Consequently, using the fact
R?B(nt — 1) > X (which implies R? Bn > \¢), we find

fa(®) = for(@)] < 8L 0a(x) — 6L 6o (@)]
< RVBL|a — ¢, + |8allts | $a(@) — dar (@)]le,
< (RVBL + |lylle, Ay > VhB)|lo — & |,
< VB(RL + |lylle, s P Vi) |loe = o |,

< 6R3B2 n’%‘h)‘a2”yH€2Ha - a/Hsz

concluding the first result.
To show the second point, using the exact same argument and applying (C.4), we find

0o —0u || : — 0
W00 = Ourlles < 52, [53ng mx32wle, + 2R/ By 352 [l

Ha - a/||€2

Repeating the input space argument, we find the advertised bound. [ |

D Proofs for Neural Feature Maps (Theorem 4)

The following theorem is a restatement of Theorem 4. The main difference is that conditions (D.1) on
hett, ks« are more precise versions compared to Theorem 4.

Theorem 8 (Restatement of Theorem 4) Suppose Assumptions 4 and 5 hold and we solve feature map
regression (Def. 3) with neural feature maps (4.4) upper bounded by \/B in ly-norm. Define the set

AOZ{QEA}KQZ)\()}.

Let loss € be I'-Lipschitz and bounded by a constant. Suppose the following conditions on k., A hold and
define hef as

hegr = heglog(ACL(A2BT + VB)n3) (D.1)
ke 2 e NS T B2y (hoplog(2LC ks / (Vheg)) + 1)
2
Ao S
I/Bry
Then, with probability at least 1 — 5e™", for some constant C > 0
ByTK,' Reg
£(fI) < min zr\/ Y "y+0\/ Y (D.2)
acAg ny ny

Finally, this result also applies to the 0 — 1 loss L1 by setting T' = 1. To see this, choose ! to be the Hinge
loss and note that it dominates the 0 — 1 loss.
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Proof For a new input example x, define the vector ko (x) = ko (x;, ) where kq is the empirical kernel
function associated with neural feature map at initialization. By assumption k¢, is L-Lipschitz in 3 norm.
First we settle a couple of bounds.

1. Seteg < Ao/2 and note that using Assumption 5 we have
ko > deg 2 (hetr10g(2LCky / (Vhetr)) + 1). (D.3)

With probability at least 1 — e~ ¢, for all «, || Ko — f(\aH < eo.

2. Let f be the solution with ridge regularization 0 < A < \g/2 and f9 be the ridgeless solution. For
any input x € X, using Lemma 10, we have that

fa(x) — fo(@)| = [yKy ka(@) — y(Ko + M) rg ()] (D.4)
< Nylle |1 K" = (Ko + M) 7 H|||ka(@)]|e, (D.5)
<2 'E”A. (D.6)

0

3. Next, we apply Theorem 1. First note that (for sufficiently small o« — &)
73 -1 73 -1 L /
[(Ka +AL)™ = (Ko + A7 < S5lle = ae,.

The Lipschitz constant of .4 can be found via

Yy(Ka + M) hig(@) — y(Ka + M) g (@)] < [yllel|(Ka + M) ha(@) — (Ko + M) o ()]0,
< Ylle (Ko + A1) ™" = (Ko + M) 7 [6a(@) e, + 1K | 5a(®) — Ko ()12,

2L||ylle Lyl

< (TQHHa(fB)Hzg + TQ)HO‘ — |,
2LB

< HyHéz\/nTe
2LBnt

< 2 ©

Thus Theorem 1 yields with probability 1 — 2e~¢

herlog(4X\=2C LBTnyny) + 7
ny

+ 0. D.7)

L(fI) < inf L(f]) +0\/
acA

4. Finally, applying Theorem 1 on the ridgeless kernel estimators (trained with K, «) f1, over the set Ay,

we obtain that for each o € Ay
L < oT\/ByTKa'y + CVt
(fa) < - .
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Observe that for a € Ay

iy K ly —y'K_ 'yl

VT Ka'y

WK 'y — yTK_ 'yl

< v Bnt
”yHZQ

Wy Raly - VYKl < (D.8)

< VBnrlyleKa' — K (D.9)
2vBnrLl|ly|le
< % e — ||, (D.10)
A
Same argument also gives
— — 2
I\/yTKaly - \/yTKalyl < \/yT(K&1 - Ka')y < W (D.11)
0

Applying Lemma 1 with k = MB@\#‘IZ? and using (D.11), we find with probability 1 — 2e~* that
0

2"/ ByTKa'y + C\/heff 10g(2C_'\/§n?3rL) +7

) < D.12
SERCUa) = R, N R
or Bka\;ly+C\/heff10g(20\/§”3¢L)+T VB b

o . .
- anelglo VT " >\0 ( )

To stitch the results together, observe that with probability 1 — 5e¢~ all events hold. Then, using (D.6) and
right above, we obtain

2VBnrA
Orcrggﬁ(fa)<ngnﬁ(fa) T
o AVBYTKGy 4 O\halog(OVBLL) 47 /Be;  2y/Bir
< VT TN TN
(D.14)

Now fix ¢ > 0 and set A < \/7 and g = 36F2 5 The sum 31" ¥ B 0 4 2vB )\2 2 on the right hand-side of
(D.14) is upper bounded by ¢ as soon as the conditions (D.1) hold (recall D. 3) for k, bound). Under these

conditions, combining (D.14) with the validation bound (D.7), yields the following upper bound

+ 0 +e.

ny

in o/ ByTKaly + C\/heff log(QC_'\/En%-L) + 7 Lo hefr log(4N—2CLBTnyny) + 7
acAg /nT

This is equivalent to (D.2) after plugging in the definition of A and recalling ny > ny. [ |

D.1 Uniform Convergence to Population Neural Kernel

Lemma 13 (Uniform Convergence to NTK) Suppose Assumptions 4 and 5 hold. With probability at least
Vheylog(2LCk, / (Vhep))+t

Ky

1 — et over initialization, forall a,
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Proof Fix o, @’ such that ||« — @/||s, = €/2L and C. be the cover set of size log |Cc| < hegrlog(2LC /€).
We find that || Ko — K || < /2. Now, using the concentration bound (5.1) and setting 7 = hegr log(2LC /€)+

¢, we obtain that with probability 1 —et, all o € C. obeys || Ko — Kal| < \/”heff log(ifc/a)Jr"t. Fora € A,
picking a neighbor ' € C., via triangle inequality, we find

[ Ko — Kol
<Ko — Ko + [ Ko — Kol + | Ko — Ko

< \/yhefflog(ZlfC/s) + vt L

Setting € = \/vhest/ k«, we conclude with the result. [

E Proof of Lemma 3 and Structure of the Jacobian of a Deep Neural Net

E.1 Expression for Jacobian

In this section we wish to bound the Lipschitzness of the Jacobian matrix with respect to the architecture
parameters . To this aim we begin by considering the structure of the Jacobian. Specifically, assume we

have n data points x; € R¢ fori =1,2,...,n. We shall use
T
)
x = || e Rrrxd
T
wn

for the data matrix.
Set v := WP+ Assume a neural network mapping f : R¢ — R with D hidden layers of the form

Fo,wO W@,  w® z)=To_p <W<D>aa<D_1) (W<D—1> O (W(l)ac)))
with W () ¢ Rdrxdr-1 where do = d and dp = k. We also define the hidden unit vector
rY(x) = o) (W(l)w>
for the first layer and inductively for the remaining layers via
R (z) = o, 0 (Wm h(r—n(x))

forr=2,3,...,D.
The Jacobian with respect to the weights of the last layer is equal to

JIT (v) = T (D) (W(D)Ua(p_l) (W(D_l) e Og(1) (W(I)XT>)>
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which can also be rewritten as

ooy (RP) (wl))T

ooy (RP) (wz))T

0oy (D) ()"
With respect to W () the columns take the form
g7 (W) = diag (v) oo (WP X) 5B P) (XT)
To calculate the derivative with respect to W (") first note that
f (v, wO we WD) w) = vTo, ) (W(D)aa(p_l) (WUH) O (W“)h(’"*l) (sc)) )) .
Furthermore, note that
f (v, wo we WD) w) — 7o) (W<D>aa(D_1) (WUH) T (g (W““)) ) )) .
where g (W) = W p(r=1(z). Using the chain rule we have

(o7 TT e st (110)) e ) it (o (7)) 2, ()

s=r+1

D T
<’UT H diag (J/a(s) (h(s)(m)>) W(s)) diag <U,a(r) <h(7")(m)>> (Id(r) ® (h“‘”(m)) )

s=r+1

Dy (W(’")>

Therefore,

vT HsD=r+1 diag O-/a(s) (h(s) (5132)) W U;(r) (h(r)(w2)) I ® (h(ril)(xZ))T

[ EvT [12.,,, diag Ea;(s) (R (wl)); W(S)% diag EU;(T) (h<r>(m1))§ EIM ® (h(’"l)(asl))T; ]
diag

g (w) =

('vT H?:rﬂ diag (a’a(s) (h(s)(azn))> W(S)) dia;lg (U;(T) (h(r)(a:n))) (Idm ® (h(T—l)(a;n))T)

For simplicity we shall use the short-hand

j(f) =7 (W(Z)) ’

with 7(P+1) = 7(v). We shall also use ji(g) to denote the i-th row of 7). Finally, define the overall
Jacobian to be

J =® = [JP) g0 g e Rxp
Additionally, define the gram matrix as K = JJ7 = ®,®L. For the discussion below set Sy = |[W )|,
define the quantities

D+1 D+1

M=1][S. M.=][S. M =T]]S. (E.1)
/=1 /=1 =i
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Also suppose ||x||¢, < N for some N > +/d for all feasible inputs z € X. Observe that, if the activations
are zero-mean using |¢, | < B,
I, < BMLN.

Define kg = d and let k; be the width of the /th layer. Define
S’i = Si—i-max(l, kl/kl—l)

In general, since | (0)| < B, we have that

IR, < BEMEN. (E2)
where
B D+1 B ~ B B D+1 -
M=1] S, M. =][S M. =]]Ss
/=1 =1 i=L

E.2 Upper Bounding Jacobian

Before Lipschitzness, let us upper bound the Jacobian spectral norm. Clearly given two activation parame-
ters «, &, noting 7 is concatenation of [/ (Z)’s, Jacobian’s obey

D+1
I7all <\ 2 17712 < VoD max |17 (E3)
Vo = Tall < VDT max (178" ~ 75| (E4)
<V2Dn | _max 17 — T. (E.5)

Additionally denoting 7 := J, observe that
17O < VRBP=H1MA  |RED)||,, < /aBP ML B‘Z—lelN (E.6)
<+/nBPMN. (E.7)

Thus, we find that

171 < V2DnBPMN. (E.8)

E.3 Lipschitzness of the Gram Matrix

Now that we have an expression for the Jacobian matrices with respect to different weights we wish to bound
the Lipshitzness with respect to .. Let o, & be two activation choices. Observe via (E.8) that

|Tada — Jadall < 2v2DnBP MN||Ja — Js.- (E.9)

The right side will be bounded via (E.5). Thus, to proceed, we will consider the derivative of Ji(z) (fixing
). Using the chain rule we have

D

8%(5) B 8]}0 8h(s)(mi)

Oa Nt OhB)(z;)  Oa
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Thus, using the triangular inequality

070 &

oo

8h5) a:z) <D max 8h :DZ)

{—1<s<D

8h(5 8h 5) (x;)

Now note that based on the structure of the Jacobian discussed above and using the fact that the first and
second order derivatives of the activations are bounded by B> 1 we have

‘ . (E.10)
s=0—1

07 | ppen lﬁl Hw<u> < BPMIN for s=f—1 (E.11)
R () || — - ’
u=~+1
¢ D+1
07 || poen [T [w)[n“ V@, <BPaN for s>( (E12)
Rl R o o
aji(e)
m =0 for s<tl—1. (E.13)
To proceed, we need to bound the remaining term || 8h( || We can write
Oh) (x;) Oh(s
20\« 2 E.14
| < Zn zi)) (E.14)
) (@) ( i)
< .
VD o | e | (E15)
< \FBDMN\/. (E.16)

To see this, define () = WO R=D and note h\Y) = o (h¥)). Now observe that 8’;(2((;31') has the
following clean form, with columns that are bounded via (E.2)

oh) (x)
da®)
Combining (E.13) with (E.16) and plugging in (E.10), we obtain

= ¢1(E(Z)) qﬁh(ﬁw))] c Rkexh.

XA

e DBPNMN x vVDBPMNVh < D¥*(BPMIN)*Vh. (E.17)

E.4 Finalizing the Proof of Lemma 3
We now put the bounds above together. Overall, combining (E.9), (E.5), (E.17), we find that

K, - Ks _ _
HHH” < 2V2DnBP MN x v/2Dn x D¥*(BP MN)*>Vh < 4nvVh(DBPMN)3.
(87 ||y,

This is summarized in the following lemma.
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Lemma 14 (Gram matrix Lipschitzness) Suppose ith layer has k; neurons with kg = d and W ¢
RFixki-1 - Suppose ¢; obeys |¢;(0)|, |¢}(x)], |¢7(x)] < B. Suppose input features obey ||z||¢, < N for
some N > /d. Also let S; be an upper bound on |W;|| and define M = T[241(S; + max (1, v/ki/ki_1)).
Suppose o = [aV) ... aP)] where oV governs ith layer activation and ||a?||,, < 1. We have that

1Ko — Kall < 4nVh(DBPMN)?|ox — &l|,. (E.18)
The following lemma is a restatement of Lemma 3 (i.e. its more precise version) and essentially follows
from the deterministic bound of Lemma 14.

Lemma 15 Suppose ith layer has k; neurons with ko = d and W@ ¢ Rkixki-1_ Suppose ¢; obeys
|9:(0)], |} ()], | (x)| < B. Suppose input features are normalized to ensure || z||s, < V/d. Fix constants
p > 1, ¢ > 0. Suppose the aspect ratios obey k; /ki—1 + 1 < p for 2 < i < D. Suppose layer i is initialized
as N(0,¢;) for 1 <i < D + 1. Additionally suppose

cif i=1
¢ <
E/kﬁi_l if 1>2

Set kmin = minj<;<p k;. Then, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that, with probability 1 — De~10kmin,
foralla,& € A
1Ko — Kall
lae = &l
Similarly Ko = E[f{\a] is also (CB+/2p)*Pnv/hD? (k1 /d + 1)3/2d3-Lipschitz function of cv.
Proof We just need to plug in the proper quantities to Lemma 14. Let C' > 0 be an absolute constant to be

determined. Let p; be the ith layer aspect ratio k; /k;—1 + 1. Let ¢; = ¢;k;—1. Observe that, using Gaussian
tail bound and Lemma 5, forall D +1 > ¢ > 1,

ki ; _
WO > Vi Vk - 1+t) < e (E.19)
&
Vki+vVki—145
Vki-1

Define I'; = C+/C;p;. This also implies that, with probability at least 1 — (D + 1)e~!%%min (union bound
over all layers),

< (CBVEp)*PnVhD3(ky Jd + 1)3/2d5.

P(

i _3/2
E[IW @)% < 168%(

2

)3 < (C2eipi)®. (E.20)

W <ty E[W@P)P <1,
Since S; < ||[W®|| + \/p;, this also implies (after adjusting the constant C')
S’i <Ty, E[S’?]l/g <Tj.

Finally, we simply need to calculate M. Noticing &;p; < ép fori > 2 and ¢1p1 < éd(k1+d)/d = &(k1 +d),
we find

D+1 D+1

M=1]8<[[1i<@*Vep)’ Vi +d (E21)
/=1 (=1

E[M?] < (CVep)*P (k1 + d)*/2. (E.22)

We conclude with the result after multiplying the remaining terms nv/AD? B3P N3 from (E.18) with N =

Vi .
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F Properties of the Spectral Estimator

The following establishes an asymptotic guarantee for spectral estimator when learning an overparameter-
ized rank-1 matrix. Unlike Theorem 5, this result allows for label noise.

Theorem 9 (Guarantees for the spectral estimator) Let (X;)", C R"*P be i.i.d. matrices with i.i.d. N'(0, 1)
entries. Let y; = a X;0+0z; for a unit norm o € R", @ € RP and suppose the noise is (2;)™_, He N(0,1).
Form the cross-moment matrix

N
1=

Let & be the top left singular vector of M. Let p = p/nand h = h/n. Let 1 > p > 0 be the absolute
correlation between a, avi.e. p = |’ &l. In the large dimensional limit p,n,h — oo (while keeping p, h
constant in the limit), with probability 1, we have

p o (+0®) T Vh—(2yp+Vh)
-2~ 2(Vp+ 1)

Specifically, assuming (1 + 0)\/ph < 1/6, we find p> > 1 — 64(1 + 02)?ph.

. (E.D)

Proof When an inequality (e.g. <) holds in the large dimensional limit, with probability 1, we use the P-

P
overset notation (e.g. <). During the proof, vec(-) denotes the vectorization of a matrix obtained by putting
all columns on top of each other. mtx(-) denotes the inverse operation that constructs a matrix from a vector.
Let x; = vec(X;). Let g; = 0Tx; and h; ~ N(0,1) independent of others. Decompose z; =

x! + (gi — hi)0 where =, = (I — 067)x; + h;0 sy N(0,1) is independent of g;.

S 1o
vec(M) = — Z Yi; = — Z xi(xl0 +0z) (F2)
i s
1 n
= E[Z (@] 0 + 02) + 970 — gihi6 + o (g; — hi)z0) (F3)
i=1
1
=0 +rest; + T where I|Irest|ley [l S to (F4)

Vi Vi

where v ~ N(0,v) where v = 1 + o2 and rest; is allowed to have an adversarial direction. Concretely, ~
(approximately) equal to the ﬁ S xi(2l0 + 0z;) term.
Following this, we can rewrite as

1 ¢ .
vec(M) = — Z yix; = vec(M) + rest p,
n
i=1
where M, G € RW?, G '~ N(0,v) = mtx(+y) and

_ G
M =a8" + —.
« +\/ﬁ
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Letg = GO N (0, v). Consider the covariance matrix

_ 1 1
MM" = aa” + -GG" + —(ag" + ga’).
oo + +\/ﬁ(a9 +ga’)
Observe that o
G'a 2 Ta
|| . ||z2 + g

7

lo MIJ7, =1+
Set p = p/n and h = h/n. Set v = \/ph. This implies that

< VTR _YVITE
—

Thus in the high-dimensional limit (n, p sufficiently large), contributions of rest;, resty disappears and

]]aTM]\€2 —1+2 +rest2 =1+vp+resty where [resta]y, S

- P _
e M7, — 1+ vp. (E.5)

Now, let e = top_eigvec(GG") and g = g/||g||¢,. Observe that e is generated uniformly randomly over
the range space of G. Thus, the inner products g”e, g” a, e’ c all have subgaussian norm at most 1//n
and become orthogonal in the high-dimensional limit. Also note that since e is an eigenvector, GG” e is
again asymptotically orthogonal to «, g (as it is perfectly parallel to e which is orthogonal to «, g). Top
eigenvalue obeys the Bai-Yin law,

e GGle r, (‘f“ﬂ = v(vp + Vh)> (F.6)

n

Since « is fixed (and independent of G), we have that

GGT — p
ol = vpo + v/ phh +rest  where ||||rest3||g, [y, S uﬁ
n

where A term is distributed as "~ A/ N(0,1/n). Let a be the top eigenvector of M M7 and a = acx + bv
where o, v are two orthogonal unit vectors and a? 4 b? = 1. Note that h is uniformly generated in the range

space of G Thus ||Ghl|7,/n L5 U(p + R). It is also orthogonal to e, @, g in the limit. Consequently, (in
the limit) we have

T

P - —
(acx + b'v)TGG (ac + bv) < v[pa® + 2ab\/ ph|hTv| + b?(\/p + \/E)2] (E7)
n
P _
< v[p + 2|ably + 2b%y + b2 (F.8)
We additionally have the bound
2aTga’a
29X < o ylab| V.
\/7

Combining, in large dimensional limit, we find that

_ P — _
la” M |2, < a® + vp + 2v]ab|(y + V'h) + vb2(2y + D). (F9)
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Since a is the top eigenvector, using bounds (F.5) and (F.9), we obtain via ||a” M ||§2 > |la’M ||%2 that

a® + vp + 2v|ab|(y + V) + b3 (2y + h) > 1+ vp (F.10)
— vp+ 2v]ab|(y + Vh) + b3 (2y + ) > b2 (F11)
— 2wab|(y + Vh) > (1 — v(2y + )b (F12)
— 2al(y + VR) > (1 — v(2y + h)[} (E13)

la] _ 1—v(2y+h)

> F.14
o> 2 V) ("1

After simplification, the line above is identical to (F.1). To proceed, using the fact that p > v > h and
assuming vy < 1/6 we find

ol o 1
Pl =
|b] — 8vy
This also yields |a|? > 1/(1 + 64v292) > 1 — 640242, ]

G Finalizing the Proof of Theorem 5

The proof is completed in two stages. First, we prove (6.3). The statement is directly implied by Theorem
9 by setting the noise level to zero. This gives us & which is p (absolute) correlated with o, where p
obeys (6.3). For the second statement, we assume that validation training is complete, (6.3) and focus on
the empirical risk minimization over training data to bound the risk of overparameterized learning with 6,.
Below, without losing generality, we assume the correlation between & and «, are nonnegative (as the
situation is symmetric).

Observe that when & is fixed (i.e. conditioned on the outcome of the spectral estimator), we define the
feature matrix for the ERM (6.4). Specifically, define the matrix ®5 € R™*P where ith row of ®, is given
by x; = XlT . Also define the ideal feature matrix ®,, where the ith row is given by x; = XiT Q.
Observe that &; are essentially noisy features that contain a mixture of the right features (i.e. x;) as well as
the wrong features that are induced by the component of & orthogonal to a,.

Specifically, decompose & = pa, + /1 — p?a@ where @ is also unit norm. Then set z; = XiT & and
observe that

T, = px; + /1 — p*x;.

The outcome of Theorem 9 upper bounds the magnitude of these wrong features (by lower bounding
p). To proceed, we shall establish the exact asymptotic risk when fitting these noisy features. Given this
discussion, the proof of the risk bound (6.4) is essentially established via the following lemma. The first
statement applies for any value of p and the second statement chooses p induced by the spectral estimator to
conclude with the proof of (6.4).
Lemma 16 (Asymptotic risk of regression with suboptimal feature map) Fix 6, € RP and (x;, z;)]"_, s
N(0, I,,). Sety; = :1:?0* and define the noisy features &; = px; + /1 — p?z;. Solve the problem (which is
same as (6.2))

0 = arg mein L(0) where L(0)=|y— @aOH%Q.

50



Consider the double asymptotic regime with p,n — oo and p/n — p > 1. We have that

~ " 2 — 2% 20 — p2
lim £(0) = E[(y — 276)}) = E— PP 20— "

=00 p(p—1)

Specifically, assume ph < ¢ < 1/6 for sufficiently small constant ¢ > 0. Recalling p*> > 1 — 64hp as given
by Theorem 9 (where we set 0 = 0), we find

R 1 200h
li 0)<1-—-— .
N ARV

(G.1)

Proof We remark that related results/analysis exist in the literature (in the context of overparameterized
high-dimensional learning and the properties of the min-norm interpolating solutions) [31]. Our strategy
uses the results from [17].

Define the vector @ = /1 — p?x — pz and note that &, a are independent. Additionally, note that

y=a'0, = pz’o, + /1 - p2a’e,.

Set w = a’@, ~ N(0,1) which corresponds to the noise level of the problem. The original data in terms
of the noisy features can be written as follows

= pa%;fpe* + V1 = p2w;. (G.2)

Define the asymptotic risk risk(p, p) = lim, o0 E[(y — 276)?] = E[||0 — 6.]17,]. Leth ~ N'(0, I, /p). Let
us introduce the random vector

_ 1— p2 D — 1)02 52 _ 252 D202 — 2902 2 D2 — 2902 2
o~"0.4 1 p%jpigph:g&+ il e e LN Y e LY
p p-1 p p pP*(p—1) p P(p—1)

Specializing the results of [17] to identity covariance shows that, in the double asymptotic overdetermined
regime (p = p/n > 1),

=2 = 2 2

ﬁm@myzggﬁua—emyqu—gﬁ+pj%?ﬂ$p (G3)
_ P2+ P00+ 200 — 0 | PP —2pp” + p° G4)

P2(p—1) P*(p—1) '
_ PP =2p+p*—D+2p | P2 G5)

p(p—1) p(p—1) '
_P?=2pp+2p—p? G6)

p(p—1) '

This proves the first statement. Observe that in the special case of p = 1, the risk reduces to risk(a) :=
i N P2l p-l 1 15
risk(p, ) = Bty = 7 =1 1/p.
To bound the risk on &, we study the derivative at p = 1. Note that

orisk(p,p)  2—-2p—2p Orisk(p, p) . —2p 2

op  plp—1) op o=t p(p—1)  p-—1
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This implies thatif 1 — ¢ < p < 1 for sufficiently small € > 0, we have that

1 _
risk(p, p) > risk(1,p) + 3(1'0)
b

Since hp < c by choosing c sufficiently small, we can ensure p > p? > 1 — 64ph > 1 — e. Plugging in p
lower bound above yields

3(1 — 64ph 200h
risk(p, p) > risk(1,p) + (ﬁlp) <risk(1,p) + T=1/p
concluding the overall proof of (G.1) which is a restatement of (6.4). [ |

H Proofs for Shallow Neural Networks

We consider the NAS algorithm of Section 4.2 where the solution to the lower-level problem is obtained via
gradient-based. First define the Jacobian of the network and NTK kernel at the random initialization. Given
training dataset 7, define the Jacobian of the network

Ja(W) _ [fnnéo‘c)(vwl) fnnéc;/ing) o fnn,g‘(:;nT)]T c RnTXp.

The Neural Tangent Kernel with activation o4 has the following kernel matrix

Ko = EWoi‘LdN(o,l)Ua(WD)jg(WO)]

We first introduce some short-hand notation. Set 8 = vec(W — W). When « is clear from context,
given weights W define the network via f9 (x) = v 0 (W x) and linearized network as

fia(@) = 0" [0, (Woz) © (W — Wo)a] .
Based on this, introduce the initial prediction vector

P = Pa = [fnn(whWO) fnn(w27WO) ce fnn(meO)]'

We then define the linearized problem
~lin 1 2
LT (W) = §||y —p—Ja(W0)0||7,. (H.1)

For the theorem below, we denote 8; = vec(W; — W,). We also denote 0, = VCC(Wt — W) where W, is
the linearized iterations which are obtained by training on the linearized problem @}‘

Theorem 10 (Shallow NAS Master Theorem) Suppose input features and labels are normalized to ||z |y,

1,ly] < 1. Fix v with half \/co/k and half —\/cy/k entries for sufficiently small c¢o > 0. Initialize
Wy N (0,1). Let B > 0 upper bound |ol,|,|o%|. Suppose the loss { is bounded by a constant and
1-Lipschitz and NTK lower bound Assumption 3 holds and set the normalized lower bound \g = \o/cp.

Suppose the network width obeys

IA

k 2 ]{30 = ]{30(8, 5\0,’07‘)

Additionally suppose ny 2 O (h) where 0] () hides the log terms. Suppose the following holds with proba-
bility 1 — po (over the initialization Wy) uniformly over all o« € A and for all T > Ty := To(e, Ao, n7)
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1. Egop[|vToa(Woz)|l, 15 212 [0 00 (Woi)| < eo.
2. T’th iterate @1 obeys HWT — WooHF = HOT — éoo”fg <&
3. Rows are bounded via ||W1 — Wy ||2.00 < 1/Co/k.

4. At initialization, the network prediction is at most €3 i.e. ||palle, < €2.
.. . JaoJL 3
5. Initial Jacobians obey === = Ao L, /2.

6. Initial Jacobians obey |(JadZ) 1=K | < e3. (Via Lemma 10, this is implied by || Jo.JL — Kol <
cA\3es/2.)

Fix M = 120B*)\;°T'(n% + n2)||yll¢,- Then, with probability 1 — 4e~* — po, d-approximate NAS output

obeys
| TKa [n1
L(fF) < min 2B oy Kay , o, [PlosM)+t, o (H.2)

where ¢ = 3(go + \/%BCO/\/E +y/coBe1 +2Bea// o) + B./coes. Additionally, since hinge loss dom-
inates the 0-1 loss (standard classification error), the bound above also applied for the 0-1 loss L0971,

Proof For the proof, we would like to employ Theorem 2. To this aim, we introduce the so-called ideal
feature map regression problem. Unlike (H.1), ideal problem uses the exact labels y and solves

Sides 1
LFEW) = 5 lly = Ja(Wo)8|Z,. (H.3)

We define the ideal model to be the pseudo-inverse
6% = Jly. (H4)

Note that the ideal problem is equivalent to the feature map regression task described in Definition 3 where

feature maps are %Lu(/o@' Thus, we can also study the generalization risk of 819 on the new examples given

by E( eideal

o ) Where

9 fan ()
ow, )

L(f2) = Eplt(y,08" (H.5)

To proceed with the proof, set & = gy + BCoy/co/k + /coBe1 + 2,/coBea/v/Ao. Let & be a d-
approximate solution of the NAS problem. We first apply a triangle inequality on Lemmas 17, 18. Specifi-
cally, with probability 1 — po over Wy, for all « € A, Lemmas 17, 18 hold. Fix £ € {£, Ev} (i.e. either
validation or population loss). Thus recalling f,, T = fnn o, We write

X . C
E(fOr) — £(f0=)] < eg + YOPCO | g,

o
£(f0=) = £(f8™)] < 2y/@Bea/ /Do
— |L(fD) — L") < < (H.6)
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Thus any d-approximate solution & of the NAS problem ensures that

Ly(f%7) < Ly(fF) + &' < min Ly(fL) +&' +0 < inf Ly(f%") +2¢' + 6.

ideal . . . . .

Thus, f%" isa (2¢’ 4 §)-approximate solution of the linearized feature map regression. To proceed, Lemma
. . . ideal .

19 establishes the generalization guarantee for such a %" v

1a
ideal T o -1 1 M
LOO%) < min 2By | L Teda) Y o [RlosM) +7 0 s
acA ny ny

Finally, we go back to neural net’s generalization via setting £ = £ in (H.6) which gives |£( fg ) —
ideal
E(flief )| < &’ where we note that fg = fBTA. To conclude also plug in (H.7) to move to K. These as a

nn,o

whole imply Theorem 10’s statement (H.%) after (1) applying the change of variable 3¢’ + VeoB\/e3 < €
and then applying the change of variable Ay = cgXp. [ |

Lemma 17 Consider the setup of Theorem 10, specifically the itemized assumptions involving the initializa-
tion Wy which holds with probability 1 — po. Let 01,07 be the iterations induced by any fixed activation
a € A. For L € {L, Ly} (i.e. for population or validation risk), we have that

V@BCy

L) — L(f0)| < o+ T + Vo Ber,

lin

Proof Applying Lemma 20, we find that

28 - LU0 < 2o+ YU,

Next, observe that for any input with ||x||¢, < 1, the neural feature maps are bounded by

8fnn( )

| lex < v/coB.

This means that
|£( lin ) ( lin )| < \/73”0 - 0THZ2 S \/aBgl-

To conclude use a triangle inequality to combine the bounds above. [ |

Lemma 18 (Bounding the perturbation of the linearized model) Consider the setup of Theorem 10, specif-
ically the itemized assumptions involving the initialization Wy which holds with probability 1 — po. Recall
04! from (H.4) and that p is the prediction vector on T at Wy bounded as ||p||s, < 2. For L € {L, EV}
we have that

L(f0=) < L(f"™) + 2y/coBea// Do-

Additionally, the perturbation due to empirical vs population Jacobian is bounded via

yT(JIT) "y < Vesllylle, + VYT K ty. (H.7)
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Proof Recall that feature map norm is bounded by ,/coB and thus

eideal

L(fl=) < LUE™) + Vo B0 — O |,

We upper bound the right hand side via

109~ Buclle, < Ty — Ty — Pl < 2lplles/ VAo < 265/ o

For the next resultlet P = K~ — (JJT)~!. Using || P|| < &3, we have that

VT (JIT) 1y <\ [y (K1 — Py < VyTK -1y + \/yTPy < VyTK -1y + |yl /P

The next result shows a uniform upper bound on the ideal solutions 69 which solve the feature map
regression with Jacobian matrix Jy,.

Lemma 19 Fix M = 120345\621“(7% + n3)|lylle,- Let & be a §-approximate solution of (TVO) with
linearized Jacobian feature map with labels y. Set Ko = JoJL and suppose Ko = MoIy, /2 for all
a € A withsupyea ||ale, < 1. Recall the definition (H.5). With probability at least 1 — 2e™7, we have

that
. TK,! hlog(M
£ (7 < min 2By =2 Y 4 ¢y hlogM)+7 5 (H.8)
acA ny ny

where fg is the 0-approximate solution of (TVO) with the feature map regression problem (H.3).

Proof We need to plug in the right quantities into Theorem 2. First note that we assumed ||a|ls, = R = 1.
First observe that neural feature maps % are bounded by /coB in Euclidean norm thus we substitute
B < coB?. Secondly, the Jacobian feature matrix J, obeys (4.3) with g /2. Thus we also set A\g <> \o/2,
I' = 1 and R = 1. Finally, apply the change of variable to normalized Ao via A\g = A\o/co. Thus we exactly

find (H.8) for M = 120B4X; *T(nZ + n2)|[y|le,. -

Lemma 20 Let Wy € R¥*?. Suppose o is a function with second derivative bounded by B > 0 in absolute
value. Let ¢y, Cy > 0 be scalars. Suppose W € R**? is such that sup; << l|wi — woille, < \/Co/k and

|vle. < +\/co/k. Define neural net f,,(x) = v'o(Wx) and its linearization
flin(x) = ’UT(U/(W()QZ) © (W — W())w)

Suppose input space X is subset of unit Euclidean ball and E.p[|vT oo(Wox)|], % S vl oa(Woz;)| <
eo. Let ¢ be a T-Lipschitz loss. Then for L € {L, Ey}

E(fan) = £(fin)] < T(eo + @ﬁf).
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Proof Let fun(z) = fun(x) — vTo(Wyz). Via Taylor series expansion, for any ||z||g, <1
| fon(@) — fiin()| = Z [vio” woZ )(wi — wo,i)Tﬂf)2\

= Z V]l Bllw: — wo,llZ, |||,
i=1

k
Vo, [Co
< B||m|%2;ﬁ<\/2>2

_ VaColzlg,B _ @B
< 7 <

Since loss function is I' Lipschitz, we obtain

J@CoB
)

We conclude via triangle inequality after using the condition of small L prediction at Wy (which bounds

|fnn_fnn’)- |

1£(fan) — L(fiin)] < T(e0

I Gradient Descent Analysis for Shallow Networks

This section only focuses on the training dataset 7. Thus, to keep notation more concise, throughout we
suppose 7 is a dataset with n samples (i.e. we set nt < n). Following Section 4.2, starting at a random

initialization Wy "% A/ (0,1), we optimize the training loss
~ 1 2 1 2
Lr(W) =5 (i — fnalai W) = Slly — fa(W)IIZ,.

via gradient updates W, = W, — nVET(WT) for T iterations. Here y is the concatenated label vector
and fo (W) is the prediction vector with entries fu, o(x;, W). We will drop the subscript o as the a-
dependence is clear from context. Consider the mixture of activation functions given by

h
= Z a,0.(2)
r=1

Throughout this section we assume a« € A. Assume A is subset of the unit ¢; ball i.e. all @ € A obeys
|le]le, < 1. Next we define the neural tangent kernel.

Definition 5 (Neural tangent kernel and minimum eigenvalue) Ler w € R? be a random vector with a
N (0, I) distribution. Also consider a set of n input data points 1, T, . .., x, € R? aggregated into the
rows of a data matrix X € R"™*%, Associated to a network x +— v’ 0o (Wx) and the input data matrix X
we define the neural tangent kernel matrix as

K,=E [Ta(Wo) T (Wh)]

Woi"i;(/]'./\/’(o,l)
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We also define the eigenvalue Ao (X)) based on Ko (X) as
Aa(X) := Amin (Ka (X)) .
Assumption 10 We assume

in Ao (X) > M(X
gggk( ) > Ao(X)

Additionally define the invariant initialization-scale lower bound

Xo(X) = )\O(f)
[v][,

and state the bounds in terms of this quantity.

Theorem 11 Consider a data set of input/label pairs x; € R% and y; € R fori = 1,2, ...,n aggregated as
rows/entries of a data matrix X € R and a label vector y € R™. Without loss of generality we assume
the dataset is normalized so that ||x;||,, = 1. Also consider a one-hidden layer neural network with k hidden
units and one output of the form x + v’ oo (Wa) with W € R**? and v € RF the input-to-hidden and
hidden-to-output weights. We assume the activations o1,02, . ..,0n, with h < n has bounded derivatives

o}(2)| <

ie.

oj (z)‘ < B for all z. Also let \g(X) denote the minimum eigenvalue of the neural

net covariance per Assumption 10. Furthermore, we fix v by setting half of the entries of v € R¥ to veo

Vk
the other half to —‘/TCE with \/cq obeying \/cy < ﬁ and train only over W . Starting from an initial

and

weight matrix W selected at random with i.i.d. N'(0, 1) entries, we run Gradient Descent (GD) updates of

the form W1 = W, — nVL(W) with step size n < m. Then, as long as, for some v < 1 and
and C > 0 a fixed numerical constant, we have
1 Bn| X||®
k>C———(logn)BY | X||"®h+ c—1 | L1
10h

then there is an event of probability at least 1 — 7?—3 —4e”
a € A, all GD iterates obey

such that on this event, for all activation choices

coro (X7
If(W,) —y|2, <dn (1 — g/ (;; )> : (1.2)
16/n
[Wr = Wollp S—F———=,
Co)\o(X)
32B[| X ||

HWT - WOHZ,OO S \/ﬁv

\/E\/%/_\O(X)
—a eV 4 ( v

_— (I.3)
coro(X)

1 B t
W, — WOOH S ncoo(X
H F 2,ﬁB\|XH g0l )>

Furthermore, on the same event, we also have:
e (a) for any two distributions Dy and Do over the unit Euclidean ball of R?

Exnp, [V 00 (Wox)] < /o (1 + 34/log n> B and Egop,[voe (Wox)] < /o (1 + 34/log n) B
1.4
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o (b) and prediction at initialization obeys

loa (XW) v]l,, < vaov/n (1+3ylogn) B, (LS)
o (c¢) and the following bound on the Jacobian matrix

| Ta(Wo) T (Wo) — Ko(X)|| < €5 (L6)

C 32
holds for ey = %%X(HX;)

I.1 Proof of Theorem 11

In order to prove this result we first need to state some auxiliary lemmas that characterize various properties
of the Jacobian matrix. The first two concern the uniform concentration of the Jacobian matrix and uniform
bound on the minimum eigenvalue at initialization and will be proven later on in this section.

Lemma 21 (Jacobian Concentration) Consider a one-hidden layer neural network model of the form x —

v oo (Wa) where the activations o1, 09, . . ., oy have bounded second derivatives obeying ‘a;’ (z)’ < B.
Also assume we have n data points €1, s, . .., T, € R? with unit euclidean norm (|lzillo, = 1). Then, as
long as
1 C
= —g(logn)B*[| X" b,
lollz, ~ <o

the Jacobian matrix at a random point Wy € R¥*? with i.i.d. N'(0,1) entries obeys
| Ta(Wo)Ta (Wo) — Ka(X)|| < <5
holds simultaneously for all o € A with probability at least 1 — 4e= 10",

Lemma 22 (Minimum eigenvalue of the Jacobian at initialization) Consider a one-hidden layer neural
network model of the form x — vlog (W x) where the activations o1, 02, . . . , 0}, have bounded derivatives

obeying )a}(z)‘ < B. Also assume we have n data points T, o, . . ., x, € R with unit euclidean norm

(llzill,, = 1). Then, as long as

e soriogmmXL_p
lvlle,, — VAo (X)

the Jacobian matrix at a random point Wy € R¥*? with i.i.d. N'(0,1) entries obeys

\/ coro(X),

| =

mig Omin (Ja(Wo)) >

ac

with probability at least 1 — n—lg,

The next three lemmas are immediate consequences of similar results in [61] (specifically Lemmas 5.7, 5.8,
6.12 respectively) and we therefore state them without proof.
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Lemma 23 (Spectral norm of the Jacobian) Consider a one-hidden layer neural network model of the
o}(2)| <
B. Also assume we have n data points x1,x3,...,Ty, € R Then the Jacobian matrix with respect to the
input-to-hidden weights obeys

form x — v oo (Wx) where the activations 01,03, . . ., oy, have bounded derivatives obeying

max [ Ta (W) < VEBl,_ X))

Lemma 24 (Jacobian Lipschitzness) Consider a one-hidden layer neural network model of the form x —

vlog (W x) where the activations o1, 0, . . . , 0}, have bounded second order derivatives obeying U}l (2) ‘ <
M. Also assume we have n data points x1, T, . .., x, € R with unit euclidean norm (llzill,, = 1). Then

the Jacobian mapping with respect to the input-to-hidden weights obeys

max Hja(VT/) - ja(W)H < Mo, |X] HVT/ - WHF forall W, W e R,
ac &
Lemma 25 (Upper bound on initial prediction) Consider a one-hidden layer neural network model of the

U§~(z)‘ <

form x — v o (Wx) where the activations 01,03, . . ., o), have bounded derivatives obeying

B and h < n. Also assume we have n data points x1, x>, . . ., x, € R with unit euclidean norm (lzill,, =
1) aggregated as rows of a matrix X € R™? and the corresponding labels given by y € R™. Furthermore,
assume we set half of the entries of v € R¥ to % and the other half to —%. Then for W € REX4 with
ii.d. N(0,1) entries

|oa (XWT) va <Vavn (1 + 3\/logn> B,

holds with probability at least 1 — n—lg Additionally, let D be any distribution supported over the unit
Euclidean ball. With probability at least 1 — =5, we have that

n

Eenp [0 00(Wa)| < \/co <1 + 3\/logn) B.
Proof By the triangular inequality we have
loa (XWT) 0], <llexl, macx||o; (XWT) ],

= ma o (XWT) o,

The result holds by applying the union bound to Lemma 6.12 of [61] with 6 = 3+/log n.
For the second result, observe that v’ oo (W) is a \/¢oB Lipschitz function of W via

[T oj(Wa) — v aj(W'e)| < [|[vllg,|0j(Wz) — aj(W'e)||, (L7)
< VaB|(W - Wz|e, < Ve B. (I.8)

This means that the expectation function f(W) = Egp [v! 0o (W )| is /¢ B Lipschitz as well. Finally,
let us find its expectation over W N (0,1) via

E[f(W)] = E[lv" 0a(Wa)|] = S Egnon v 0j(9)l] < BEguyo.nllvgll < vVeoB. (19
>
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Here, the final line follows from Gaussian contraction inequality. Overall, the Lipschitz tail bound yields
P(f(W) > (1+3yIogn) /& B) < n~, .

With these auxiliary lemmas in place we now state a more general version of the main theorem proven later
on in this section.

Theorem 12 (Meta theorem) Consider a data set of input/label pairs x; € R? and y; € R for i =
1,2,...,n aggregated as rows/entries of a data matrix X € R™ % and a label vector y € R™. Without
loss of generality we assume the dataset is normalized so that ||x;||,, = 1. Also consider a one-hidden
layer neural network with k hidden units and one output of the form & — v oo (Wa) with W € RF*4
and v € R the input-to-hidden and hidden-to-output weights. We assume the activations , o, . . ., oy, has
O';(Z)‘ < O'}/(Z)) < M for all z. Also let \g(X) denote the normalized
minimum eigenvalue of the neural net covariance per Assumption 10. Furthermore, we fix v and train only

over W. Starting from an initial weight matrix Wy selected at random with i.i.d. N'(0,1) entries we run
Gradient Descent (GD) updates of the form W1 = W, — nV L(W..) with step size n <

Then, as long as

bounded derivatives i.e.

I S
2kB2 o[ || X|*"

lv]7, co || X||
>64M 1f(Wo) —ylle
vlle,, Ao(X) ’
v X
Foll, 300 Log(nk) 12 |_p
vl Ao(X)
lollz, 9216, 1x|I*
> MB W, .10
EETRTEE 1f(Wo) — yllzz)\ 5(X) (1.10)

and ¢ > 0 a fixed numerical constant, then with probability at least 1 — n—lg, — 4e719% for all activation
choices o € A, all GD iterates obey

[oll7, Mo(X)\"
1F W) =y, < (1 eSS ) (W) — i, L1y
8

W7 — W[ < ——||f(W0) —Ylle, 1.12)

[v]lg, vV A0(X)

16B||v X
s~ Wollaoe < DORIEIXD )y, L13)

17, Ao (X)

Furthermore, assume
max {|Ja(Wo)Ja (Wo) — Ka(X)|| < <5 (L.14)
IIvIIg2 3(X)

holds with eg < &1

512 <
513 Bl B 07 $0me 7 < 1. Then

= 5 ol 1 2 % b ol
HWt—WOOH <? Iroll, +2<1—n o2 )\O(X)> — Ve 115)
F T AVEB|v|, X ’ 4 ’ [V, vV Ao(X)

holds with probability at least 1 — % — 471 on the same event.
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Finalizing the Proof of Theorem 11

Proof We now demonstrate how Theorem 11 follows from the meta theorem above. To this aim first note
that [|v||,, = \/co and ||v[|, = = Y% We also note that the choice of (I.1) (specifically the second summand

e

involving ¢g) implies (I.10) so that the above meta theorem applies (with probability at least 1 — -5 —4e~10h),
We now proceed by proving the various identities.

Proof of (1.5):

This follows immediately from Lemma 25.

Proof of (1.6):

Note that by Lemma 21 equation (I.5) holds with g9 = =5 gll X(H Ve (X) with probability at least 1 — 4e~19% as

long as we have

1 C
i j(logn)B‘lHXH h e k>0 (logn)B4HX||4h
vllz, ~ & £
1
s k>C————(logn)BY | X% n
74A8(X)( )B7 | X||

This is true as the latter is the same as (I.1).

Proofs of (I1.2) and (1.3):

For this statement, the critical ingredient is the fact that g < 5%2% which follows from the proof
of (1.6) (right above). With this in mind, the critical condition (I.14) holds and (I.15) is applicable. Thus,
the proof of inequalities in (I.2) and (I.3) follow from their counter parts in Theorem 12 (more specifically
equations (I.11), (I.12), (I.13), and (I.15)) by substituting the choice of v and then noting that by Lemma 25
and the upper bound on /cq

1F(Wo) = ylly, = [|oa (XWT) 0 —yll,, < lyll, + veor/n (1+3/logn) B < 2v/n

holds with probability at least 1 — 5.

Proof of (1.4):

This result is also a direct application of the second statement of Lemma 25 (i.e. bounding the expected
prediction over a distribution). Since we have two distributions (Dq, D2), the probability of success is
1—2/n3.

Final step: Union bounding above results in an additional -3 probability of error in the final statement to
obtain an overall probability of success of 1 — n— — 46_10h. [ |

I.2 Proof of Meta Theorem (Theorem 12)

Proof of (I.11) and (1.12):
The proof of equations (I.11) and (I.12) follow from Corollary 6.11 [61] by replacing the following quantities
in Corollary 6.11 [61] using the auxiliary Lemmas 22, 23, and 24.

1 -
110l \/2o(X), 8= VEB ||, _IX|, L=Mlv|,_ |X]
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Proof of (1.13):
To prove this inequality note that
Imat (T2 (W)r) 2,00 = [diag(v)oly (WXT) diag(r) X |20
< [[vlle max log, (wi XT) diag(r) X [|e,
T T\ 4;
< [0l |1 X | ma [l (wf XT) diag(r)
< Bl|vlle [ X[]|7 e

Furthermore, by the triangular inequality we have

T—1
[Wr — Wol2,00 < Z W1 — Will2,00
=0
—772 Imat (T (Wi)re) 2,00

T—1
<nBllolle X1 Irele
t=0

-1 2 3
[v]l7, Ao(X) | ?
STINMETEDS (1 = N N o)

t=0
nB|lvle | X 1F(Wo) = wlle
> = 2
- \/1 INEREENES
16B||v]le.. | Xl
<S5t ow I (Wo) —ylle
2
[0z, Ao(X) :
where in the last inequality we used the fact that for 0 < z < 1 we have ﬁ < %

Proof of (I.15):

To prove this inequality we utilize Theorem 4 of [32] with o := /2av, 8 := 3, g0 := 2e¢ = yg—;‘, €:= yg—;‘.
Assumption 1 of this theorem is satisfied by the definition of v and 5. Also using (I.14) Assumption 2 of
[32] holds with 2eg < & /33 Also in this case the value of R in this theorem becomes equal to

2.5 4.5
— 1
Re=2|[Tmol| + = ol < 77 rolly

Furthermore, note that as long as

X vz,
Y\ 2.5 < 4
A (X) T kL ol

9216M B® I7olle,
v

we have

9|roll,, L <7 53 .
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which implies that

4.5 €
RL < — |[roll, L < 253 =5

so that Assumption 3 of this theorem is also satisfied. Thus, equation (37) of [32] implies
HWt WtH = ||7’0He2
which together with the triangular inequality implies

v ], = v [, < S [,
F F F F

5% |
4p
Define r, = J vect(ﬁ;}) — y. All that remains to complete the proof is to bound the last term. To this aim
consider the singular value decomposition of J = U3 5 Vf and note that

Vect(VVt) - Vect =nJT Z T,

=77JT Z FT—i-t
7=0
=nJT (I —ndJT)' S 7,
7=0

o
=nV;Xy (I - nzg)t Uy Z Tr
7=0

o0
=V (I -4%3)' 5,053 7,
=0

=nVy (I -n33)' Vivis,ul Y
=0

=0 Vs (I —n=3) ' viJgT Z 7
=V;(I- nEJ) v} (vect(Wo) - Vect(ﬁvfoo)) .
Now using the fact that vect(Wp) — vect( W) belongs to span(J7T) we conclude that
[ = W], < (1 = ama o - W

< (1 - 4770z2)t Hgoc‘lb

LN el
9 (1 S A0<X>) __Nrole,
A"l o, v/3o(X)

Plugging the latter into (I.16) completes this proof.
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I.3 Proofs for Jacobian concentration (Proof of Lemma 21)

Proof To lower bound the minimum eigenvalue of J,(W)) universally for all «, we focus on lower
bounding the minimum eigenvalue of J (W) Ja(Wp)? for a fixed . To this aim we use the identity

Ta(W)IL (W) = (o), (XWT) diag (v) diag (v) ol (WXT)) 0 (XXT)
k
= < viol, (Xwy) o), (X’LUg)T) ® (XXT) ,

(=1
mentioned earlier to conclude that

E [T (W) T (W)"] = 01, (Euroy [ (Xuw) oy (Xw)" ]} (X XT).
= Ko (X). (L17)
Now define
S(a) = [v} (a; (Xwy) ol (Xwg)T> ®(XXT) - Ka(X)]
and note that E[.Sy] = 0. Thus,

Ta(Wo)TZ (W) — Ko(X) =

M=

(w7 (o (Xwy) oy (X)) © (XXT) = Ko (X)]
)4

Il
MR

Si(a)

M-

o~
Il
—

To show that the spectral norm is small

<

e will use the matrix Hoeffding inequality. Next note that
Se(e) <v? (o (Xuwy) ol (Xw))") © (X XT)
=v;diag (o), (Xwy)) X X diag (o), (Xwy))
<viB*XxX X7
Similarly, S¢(e) = —v?B2X XT. Thus, by matrix Hoeffding inequality we have

k
P{ > Sy(a)
/=1
Thus, for a fixed o we have
k
P{ > Si(a)
=1

Next note that for fixed o and o we have

Sg(a) — Sg(at)

k
Y B xXxTxXx"
(=1

_ 2
> t} < 2ne 52 where o2 :=

+2
T BAod 1x %
ol 1IXTE

(1.18)

t2
> t} < 2ne 82 < 2ne

=} [ (7o (Xwi) o5 (Xw)T + 05 (Xwe) ok (Xwe)" + 0 (Xwe) oty _5 (Xw)") © (XXT) ]
—v2E [ (a;_& (Xwy)ol, & (Xwy)! + 0!, & (Xwy) ok (Xwy)" + ok (Xwy) 0!, 4 (Xwg)T) o (xxT) ]
< 8v; B |l — &, | X|* I
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Thus, for fixed o and & we have

g

Thus in turn implies that for fixed a and & we have
2

~ 2
<c/lognB? |o — &, 0], [ X

Thus using Talagrand’s comparison inequality (Corollary 8.6.2 of [67] and Exercise ) for a fixed ap € A
and all o € A we have

12

k _
> t} < 2ne 64B4||a—au§1Hv\|;%4uxu4'

> Si(a) - Sy(a)

(=1

k

> Si(a)

(=1

k

> Sia)

(=1

<

k
D Si(a) - Su(@)
(=1

P2

k

> Si(a)

(=1

k

Z Sz(a())

(=1

sup
acA

< e/lognB?ol?, | X|* (VA + 2u)

holds with probability at least 1 — 2e*, Plugging in v = v/10h we arrive at

k

> Si(a)

/=1

k

> Si(a)

(=1

< e/lognB?||v|7, | X|I* VR

sup
acA

holds with probability at least 1 — 219" Thus, using the triangular inequality combined with (I.18) we
have

k k
sup ||y Se(a)|| <ev/lognB?|[v|[7, [ X[* VR + > Se(exo)
acA —1 /=1
<2¢\/lognB2|oll?, | X |> VA
holds with probability at least 1 — 4e 10", [ |

1.4 Proof for minimum eigenvalue of Jacobian at initialization (Proof of Lemma 22)

To lower bound the minimum eigenvalue of 7, (Wj) universally for all c, we focus on lower bounding the
minimum eigenvalue of Jo (Wy) T (Wp)? for a fixed . To this aim we use the identity

JoaW)ILW) = (o, (XWT) diag (v) diag (v) o, (WXT)) & (X XT)

k
( viol, (Xwy) ol (Xwg)T> ®(xx1),
(=1

mentioned earlier to conclude that

E [Ja(W0) Ta(W0)] =101, (Buwrvo 1) [0 (Xw) ol (Xw)"]) © (XXT)
= Ko (X). (1.19)
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Thus

Amin (E [Ja(Wo)Ta(Wo)']) = Aa(X). (1.20)

To relate the minimum eigenvalue of the expectation to that of Jo(Wo)Ja(Wy)T we utilize the matrix
Chernoff identity stated below.

Theorem 13 (Matrix Chernoff) Consider a finite sequence Ay € R™*" of independent, random, Hermi-
tian matrices with common dimension n. Assume that 0 < Ay < RI for{ =1,2,...,k. Then

5 Yo
P )‘min A < (1 — 6))\min ( E[A ]) } <n 677
{ <; Z) 2 El: <<1 —5)0 6>>
ford €[0,1).

We shall apply this theorem with Ay := Jo(w) I (we) = vidiag(oh (X wy)) X X Tdiag(ol, (X wy)). To
this aim note that

vjdiag(og, (X we)) X X T diag(oq(Xwy)) < B |lvll;_ | X[1* 1

so that we can use Chernoff Matrix with R = B2 ||'v||§oo | X | to conclude that

P{Amm (Ta(Wo)TL (W) < (1= 0)Amin (E [Ta(Wo)ITL (Wo)]) }

Amin (& [ 70 (W01 7Z W] )

e™® BZwl7_ X2
"=

Thus using (I1.20) in the above with § = % we have

IN

1 1
P{Amin(Ja(Wo)Jf(Wo)) §Ilvllgzko( )}SP{Amm (Ta(W0)Ta (Wo)) < g\lvl\b (X)}
L lZ, e (X)
<n- e 0 BZIwIZ X7

. o ||[2XO<X>
0B <12
<n-e VBRI IX]

This proves the result for a fixed ae. Now let V. be an ¢, £1 ball cover of A with € := 2?\/_;7 IIH:IIH;Q Mo(X).
Then using the union bound we conclude that for all a € N; b

Omin (ja(WO)) > H’U\/HQKQ S‘O(X)
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holds with probability at least

LRI R000 N _ 1 _IE R0

10 B2 012 1X|2 0 52512 X2

1—|Nzn-e Iz MNXI" > () e B AES
€

6BVE|vll, L IwIE, Ro(x)
2logn-+hl E,
1 2ot °g<w§1>nv42\/Ao(X>> 10 B2[ol7__ X

=1—-—e
n
>1 =

where the last line holds as long as

Iolle, vVAo(X) )’ > (tiowr + 11 [ EBVER [l ))
< Bl ) 210Xl (41g +hlg<(\/§—1)|]v||52\/)\0(X)

which in turn holds as long as

lvllg, v/ Ao(X)

B,

> 30| X ||/l log(nk) > 30 || X|| - max (\/log(n), \/hlog(nk:)> .

Next, we focus on the deviation with respect to the o parameter
Ja (Wh) — Ja (Wh) = (diag(v) (05 (XWY') — 0 (XWy))) + X.
Now using the fact that (A * B)(A * B)T = (AA”T) © (BB") we conclude that
(Ta (Wo) — Ja (W0)) (Ta (Wo) — Ta (W)™
_ ((ggi (XWT) — ol (XWT)) diag(v)diag(v) (o (XWT) — o (XWOT))T)
®(xx7).

To continue further we use the fact that for to PSD matrices A and B we have Apax (A © B) < (max; Aj;) Amax(B)

combined with (I.21) to conclude that
|75 (Wo) — Ta (Wo)|I* <1 X |17 (m;flx |diag(v) (o (Wozi) — o (Woi)) HZ)

2 2 2
< Jol 1P (max o (Wo) - ot (Wi,
2

h
2 2 ~
=[lvllz, I X[I° { max || > (o — ) o5 (Wo:)
7
Jj=1 0

2 2 2 ~ 2

< ol 19617 (maxima o] (o), ) 1 -
2 21~ 2
<k o7 X7 &~ e,
2 2 |1~ 2
<k o7 XI5 | — e,

2 ~ 2
=knB? [[v]?_ & - al?,
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Thus,
[Ta (Wo) = Ta (Wo)|| < VEnB |[vl|,_ [lo — ef],

By the definition of the N cover for any ov € A there exists a a € N obeying ||a — |, < . Thus,
using the above deviation inequality for any o« € A we have

omin (Ja(W0)) =0min (Ta(Wo)) — VknB ||"’H£oo o — 0‘||£1

1 -
>—= ol %o(X) = VEnB o]l <

N — V3-1 [l
=75 10l Y 2olX) = VEnB ol e Ao (X)

1 —
= 0l y/%o(X)

completing the proof.

J Proof of Theorem 3

The result follows by plugging the proper quantities in Theorem 10. Due to the output-layer scaling cg, Ag
grows proportional to the initialization cg. Thus to state a bound invariant of the initialization, we define
the invariant lower bound A\g = \o/cp and state the bounds in terms of this quantity. We remark that this is
consistent with the literature on neural tangent kernel analysis. Specifically, we show that, in Theorem 10,
one can choose

Bhn8 logn
° D g 08 NT
ko o< Eye

2 B
« Ty oc T log (YAT),

o
* po = 4n}3 + 4e~10h,

£2Xo
B4nr(1+3y/logny)?

® Ccop X

to conclude with the proof of Theorem 3. The verification of this choice will be accomplished via Theo-
rem 11. The following is a restatement (more precise version) of Theorem 3.

Theorem 14 (Neural activation search) Suppose input features are normalized as ||x||¢, = 1 and labels
take values in {—1,1}. Pick A to be a subset of the unit {1 ball. Suppose Assumption 3 holds for 6y <» W
and the candidate activations have first two derivatives (|07|, |0} |) upper bounded by B > 0. Furthermore,

fix v with half \/co/k and half —\/co/k entries for ¢y x B4nT(1i3/\\%ognT)2 (see supplementary). Also
define the initialization-invariant lower bound Ay = \o/co. Finally, assume the network width obeys

k 2 e "2y ®BYhnS-log(nr),

for a tolerance level € > 0 and the size of the validation data obeys ny 2 (5(11) Following the bilevel
optimization scheme for the shallow activation search with learning rate n = W choice and number

of iterations obeying T > £ ?\"T log (BW) the misclassification bound (0-1 loss)
0 5\/%
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Lo O+t
ny ny

TKfl
WY Ra ¥ et a1

0-—1 I < . 2B
L7 (fg) < min
holds with probability at least 1 — 4(e”* + n}?’ + 6_10h) (over the randomness in Wy, T,V). Here, y =

Y1 Y2 ... Yn,|. Finally, on the same event, for all o« € A, training classification error obeys ﬁg-_l( fg; ) <
€.

J.1 Finalizing the proof by verifying the kg, 7}, co, py choices

The main strategy for the proof is combining Theorem 11 with Theorem 10. We ensure that all five sum-

mands in the error 3(g9 + \/@BC’O/\/E+ VcoBe1+2Bea/+/ Xo) + B/coe3 in Theorem 10 is less or equal
to 1/5 of the tolerance error €. To achieve this goal, we set

XL VX .
75 /nT 30B2/nr(1+3Iognr)”

in this section and prove the result (that these choices of ko, 1g, co, po are valid).
Step 0: Verifying k& > kg satisfies conditions. First, recall from Theorem 11 that we need to verify

1 B[ x| B8 X8
P 0gnT)4_8 X170 onT \2|_5 I
YEAG oAy

J.2)

Observe that the second summand is bounded as follows (plugging in our ¢y choice)

nBY|X|* nrBY| X[ Bng(l+3yIognr)?
V2N Y23 e2)g
3 B2 X P log ny
x = .
e292)8

To proceed, by plugging in the value of v (and using B?ns > )\) we find that k > ko implies (J.2) via the
following list of implications

S B'n2. | X" hlog ny N n3B2| X|log ny

F2 eild eiN§
> B16n§-h log n nQer log n
~ e4N e
i B16n§rh log n
> e4)8
0
k > k.

Step 1: Verifying the choice of py and obtaining the values of ¢y, 1, Cy, €9, €3 for the itemized list of
Theorem 10. We will substitute the bounds (1.3), (I.4), (I.5), (I.6) from Theorem 11 in the itemized assump-
tions of Theorem 10. Thus, setting py = 4n7r3 + 4e719% the following conditions hold with probability

1-— n% — 4710 (which is the success probability of Theorem 11)
T

1. Ezop[[vToa(Wox)|], % S v oa(Woz;)| < o, where g = /e B(1 + 3y/log )
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2. T’th iterate O obeys

. - 1 - N
Wi — Weollp = |07 — 0ty <61 = = ————oon/nT +4 ( nco)\o(X)> VT
’ 2 \/ B 1 X]| 4 coNo(X)

3. Rows are bounded via [|[Wy — W|2,00 < 1/Co/k and Cjy = %

4. At initialization, the network prediction is at most 3 i.e. ||pa|le, < €2 = \/co/nTB(1 4 3/log nr)

5. Initial Jacobians obey chi;]gj - j\OInT /2.

232
6. Initial Jacobians obey ||(JoJL) ™! — K| < &3 = #ﬁw.

Step 1.1: Bounding ¢; and verifying the choice of 7j. In the second itemized condition of Step 1, we
apply log on the second summand,

log (4 (1 = eodo(x )>t WTT)) ~ tlog <1 _ inCOXO(X)) Floga— YT

4 cono(X coro(X)
=tlog (1 - 31260321])(”2005\0()()) + 10%@%)
< tlog <1 832 > + log(4 \/\/c%)
<t (_SB)\?OnT) + log(4\/\/c%).

Here, we hope to ensure that e; < 5%, /n7, Thus, we can bound t as following.
o > N 5
t|— + log 4 < log
(~smr Ve (2fB v
5\0 57V A
- t <log(=
8BZnr 8 B HXH
8 B2 120B./
> 22 T g Ty,

X ev/ N

Thus, as long as’

16327171 (1203,%7) BnTI (B\ﬁ

Ao ev/ Ao Ao s\ﬁ

VT
\@B VaB|X]
Step 1.2: Applying g, 1, Cp, €2, €3 to the error in Theorem 10. Considering Theorem 10, we have the
following overall error

error = 3(g + /aoBCo/Vk + \/coBe1 + 2Bea/\/ o) + /o By/zs. (4.3)

SHere, we choose the coefficient of Tp to be 16 rather than 8 which will help in (J.5).

T>1Ty=

We have
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We will now show the values of kg, cg, T ensure that error < ¢. Specifically, plugging in the value of
€0, €1, Co, €2, €3 to (J.3), we have

error <3,/coB(1 + 34/logn )+332QB3HXH2 +15-—2 . /m
> 0 T < T
v vanve T TX]

¢V B?VnT(1+3VlognT) N V2ho
Vo 51257 | X

Step 2: Verifying ¢y and ~ satisfies conditions. First, plugging in ¢y and k > kg into the second summand
of (J.4), we find

J.4)

B |X|* _ BY|X|? B*yir(1 + 3Vlogny) 24 e A3z
VarvE TN v o B¥ni\/hlogny ~— B3 3/2\f
where ¢ > 0 can be made arbitrarily small by enlarging the constant multiplier of the kg lower bound on the
width k. _
Setting v = 755”\;(% and cg = (3552 \/nij(\l/ﬁ \/lognr))Q in (J.4) and using the ce bound above (set

c < (15-32%)71), we find that each term in (J.4) is less to or equal than £

/x _
22 \/55)\0 )
103@ #3832+ 5 g 5 T 3810082 X |7 e

error < —————
error < 55 =c.

Combine this with Theorem 10, fix M = 12OB4X62F(n%-—|—n%) llyl|¢,» with probability 1 — de~* — —7:43 — 4e~10h,
5
d-approximate NAS output obeys

[ yTKG! | hlog(M) +t
L(fL) < min 2,/cB Y=V, 0 hlog(M) +1 + error + 6,
acA nr ny

with error < e. This concludes the proof of the main claim (J.1).

Finally, to conclude with the claim on the training risk satisfying ﬁgfl (fT) < e. Here, we will employ
the first statement (1.2) of Theorem 11. For all architectures «, using the fact that the least-squares dominate
the 0-1 loss, for 7' > Tp, using BQnT > Ao, We can write

R 1 X))
ﬁo_l(fg:) < ;Hf(WT) y”éz = <1 B ncoo8()>
< 4exp(—77TOCO)\08(X))
5 2
el 1 coXo 16 B*nr (1203\/7TT)) J.5)

2¢0B%| X |2 8 Ao

eV

ny 120B./n1
< dexp(~ HX||210( ST
g
c4x VM =<«
=%"120B c

71
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