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Abstract

We consider one-hidden layer neural networks trained in the feature-learning regime using gradient
descent, and relate the output of the finite-width network fjm to its infinite-width counterpart f wr,
which evolves in the mean-field dynamics. While constant-time horizon bounds for || f,ur — f5p || may
be obtained via standard Gronwall estimates, the long-time behavior of the fluctuation is a more delicate
matter. Uniform-in-time bounds often rely on (local) strong convexity in the landscape or Logarithmic
Sobolev inequalities present in noisy gradient dynamics.

In this work, we establish non-asymptotic weak propagation-of-chaos that holds uniformly in time,
obtained by exploiting instead the convergence rate of the mean-field deterministic Wasserstein-gradient-
flow dynamics. Specifically, denoting by £, the mean-field excess MSE loss at time ¢ and m the number
of neurons, under standard regularity assumptions and the condition fooo Etl Pt = O(log d), we obtain
the uniform in time bound || f,yr — far || < poly(d)m ™ ™2(1¢/6) whenever £, < ¢~¢. Our result holds
in a noiseless setting and does not make any assumptions on the geometry of the landscape near the
optimum, and extends seamlessly to other forms of discretization, including finite number of samples
and time discretization. A key takeaway of our result is that whenever the convergence rate of the mean-
field, population-loss dynamics is faster than t~2, we can attain a loss of € with only poly(d/¢) neurons,
training samples, and GD steps.
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1 Introduction

Feature Learning in Shallow NNs: The defining characteristic of neural networks is their ability to auto-
matically learn useful representations out of high-dimensional data, which can then be transferred to down-
stream tasks. The simplest instance is given by one hidden-layer neural networks, which construct function
approximations f : R — R of the form

m
o(w, z), wi,...,wm €S, (1.1)

=1

1
fla) =
where o is a non-linear activation function, and S C R¢.

While (1.1) is an idealized model, far from the bleeding edge of modern architectures, its non-asymptotic
learning guarantees under gradient descent remain largely open. As expected, the difficulty comes from the
non-convexity of the loss in this model: L(wy,...,wn) = E;,p[(f(z) — y)?]. Thanks to the per-
mutation symmetry of neurons in (1.1), the gradient-flow training dynamics admit an Eulerian descrip-
tion in terms of the empirical measure p™ = % Yot 0w, € P(S). In [CB18, MMN18, RVE1S, SS20],
the resulting dynamics are shown to be a Wasserstein Gradient Flow (WGF) for the associated functional
L(p) = E[(fo(z) — y)?, where f,(z) := Ey-plo(w'z)]. By leveraging the convexity of this ob-
jective in p, global asymptotic convergence to minimizers was established under appropriate conditions
[CB18, PPP26] in the mean-field over-parametrized limit m — co. ! More recently, quantitative poly(1/e)
local convergence rates were attained for mean-field ReLU networks, under assumptions on the smoothness
of the measure minimizing the loss [CCCFR26].

The key question is then to understand under which conditions can one bring these mean-field con-
vergence guarantees to a finite-width network, bypassing known negative results (eg [GGJT20]). This
naturally raises the question of stability of the above WGF dynamics to particle discretization (i.e. finite
width), which is the main focus of this work.

Propagation-of-Chaos, Coupling, and Gronwall’s Inequality: Given a probability measure py € P(S)
from which the neurons are initialized, the Monte-Carlo iid discretization pj* = % ZKm 0w, » With w; ~ po,
satisfies B om I fom — fooll* S 1/m. where here || f]|* := Epp(f(2)?). A key question — known as
the Propagation-of-Chaos (PoC) [Szn91] — is to understand how the initial ‘chaos’ or particle independence
evolves under the WGF dynamics. That is, letting p;* denote the empirical distribution of the m particles at

"We remark that these results are qualitatively different from the overparameterized neural tangent kernel (NTK) limit [JGH18,
DZPS18, AZLS19, ZCZG20], where global convergence is also attained, but there is no feature learning.



training time ¢, and pMF the mean-field distribution at time ¢, we seek to understand how close the joint law

of any k-tuple of particles from p;" is to p?/“:@k. More relevant to the neural network setting is the notion of
weak PoC, which only focuses on the convergence of certain observables. In our case, we consider evolution
of the function error £(pMF, pi") = || for — f pMF ||? as a function of ¢ and m.

A standard approach to establishing PoC is to consider an appropriate coupling between the mean-field
and the empirical evolution [MMN18, MMM19, DBDFS20]. Specifically, we can decompose the error
E(PME, pm) < 2E(pME, pim) + 2E (P, p7) in terms of an auxiliary model p” which first evolves along the
mean-field dynamics (starting from pg) and then discretizes using an m-particle iid empirical measure. As
a result, the first term is at the Monte-Carlo scale O(1/m), while the second term captures the commutation
error between sampling a measure and evolving it along the WGF dynamics. This commutation error can
then be controlled by coupling the dynamics of py* and pi*, which we describe in detail in Section 2.2.
Gronwall’s inequality is then used to establish a bound of the form &£(p}", pi*) < exp(Lt)O(poly(d)/m),
where L is a uniform Lipschitz bound of the gradient.

Towards uniform-in-time estimates Because of the exponential dependence on ¢, the direct Gronwall
estimate is inherently limited to short time-horizons, and leaves open the question of obtaining PoC guar-
antees for longer timescales. Longer timescales are important for several reasons. First, high dimensional
problems often exhibit long “burn-in” times to escape saddles [BAGJ21, DNGL23, AAM23, BBPV23].
Second, convergence to small thresholds e may require time polynomial in 1/e, e.g. in problems with
flat landscapes near the optimum [ABS13] or when the minimizing measure lies on a continuous mani-
fold [AKSG19, CCCFR26]. The latter question of small-e convergence is the main motivation of this work.

A common strategy to attain PoC at longer timescales is to add noise in the dynamics, leading to the so-
called Mean-Field Langevin dynamics [HRSS19, NWS22, Chi22a]. The diffusion term creates a contraction
in the Wasserstein metric, quantified via a uniform logarithmic Sobolev inequality (LSI), leading to uniform-
in-time propagation of chaos [CLRW24, SWN23, KZC*24, Nit24]. However, the LSI assumption often
transfers the exponential dependency to the runtime [SWON23, WMHC24, MHWE24, TS24].

In this work, we take an alternative route towards obtaining uniform weak PoC guarantees. Our approach
builds from [GWB25], which developed a dedicated PoC analysis beginning with an ODE describing the
evolution of the fluctuation A; € R™*? (see (2.3)) which tracks the differences between the m coupled
neurons in p;* and py*:

d

%At:DtQAt_HtAt‘i‘gt“‘O(HAt”Q)? (*)

Here D;(-) is a non-interacting diagonal term that amplifies fluctuations whenever a neuron is visiting non-
convex regions of the landscape, and H; is a PSD interaction kernel that dissipates fluctuations across the
neurons (see Defn. 1). Finally, the source term &; ‘pumps’ error at the Monte-Carlo scale O(1/+/m). The
focus of [GWB25] was on obtaining non-asymptotic bounds on ||A;|| for problems with long burn-in times
that improved upon the Gronwall estimate, specifically targeting systems where the required timescale to
achieve small error is O(poly(d)), e.g. single-index models (SIMs) with large information exponent.

Our Contributions: In this work, under a suitable decay of the loss in the mean field system, we attain
PoC guarantees that hold uniformly in time. This allows us to transfer mean-field convergence guarantees
at arbitrary convergence thresholds e to the finite-width setting. In Lemma 2, we establish a key refinement
of the linearization (x) that further decomposes the source term ¢, into a term that becomes constant near
convergence, and a higher-order term. We then show that under standard regularity assumptions, if S =
Jo~ V/Lydt < oo, the short-time Gronwall bound exp(Lt)O(poly(d)/m) can be extended to a uniform-in-t
bound. We state an informal version of this main result below.



Theorem 1 (Informal version of Theorem. 2). Suppose S := ftozoo VLdt < oo, m > d, and Assump-

—6(1)

tion. Regularity holds for the regularity constant C.,. Then with probability 1 — m over the initial

sample of neurons,

I 12 < exp(4CeS) POLy (SCies lo/g(dm))dl/g always ,
— F
Pt exp(lOCregS) pOIY(Creg(S j—nS) log(dm))d S/ .= ftO:OO 2 /,Ctdt < 0o

A key implication of this theorem is that whenever the mean-field dynamics has a convergence rate faster
than 1/t? (possibly after a burn-in time of order O(log(d))), we can attain a loss of ¢ in a network with only
poly(d/e) neurons.

Our proof of PoC can be viewed as a stability analysis of the mean-field dynamics, and thus our uniform-
in-time result can also be extended to other sources of discretization error, beyond just finite neurons. Under
the same assumptions, the formal version of this theorem gives a uniform-in-time bound that decays polyno-
mially in the smallest of the width m, the number of training samples n, and in !, the learning rate. Thus
whenever the mean-field convergence rate of gradient flow on the population loss is faster than 1/¢2, we can
attain € loss with poly(d)/e neurons, training samples, and gradient descent steps. Finally, we empirically
verify our convergence rate assumption on several synthetic examples in Section 5. We observe that in many
settings, if the target measure is smooth enough, the convergence is fast enough to meet our assumption.

Remark 1. In the case that the ground truth f*(x) = E, ,.ply|x] is realizable by some distribution
p*, ie. f* = Eypro({w,-)), our setting is an instance of particle gradient descent on the kernel mean
discrepancy (KMD) between p and p* (also called maximum mean discrepancy) [AKSG19, CCCFR26],
with the kernel K(w,w') := Eypo(w'z)o(w' z). Indeed, the KMD loss is L(p) := ||Eym, K (w,-) —
Euwnpr K (w, -)||3, where H is the RKHS associated to the kernel K. All of our results hold for the particle
and time discretization of Wasserstein gradient flow for KMD, under appropriate assumptions on the kernel

K (see Assumption. 1).

Related Work General Uniform-in-Time Propagation-of-Chaos: There is a rich and developing literature
on uniform-in-time propagation of chaos in general interacting particle systems. [DT25] establish O(1/m)
weak PoC uniformly in time for weakly interacting diffusions under regularity assumptions. [LLF23] obtain
sharp uniform-in-time PoC rates for interacting diffusions with convex potentials and small torus interac-
tions, while [Mon25] derive time-uniform log-Sobolev inequalities as a tool for uniform propagation of
chaos, including sharp marginal estimates in smooth cases; see also [DGPS23, GLWZ22]. These results all
rely on contraction mechanisms, where the noise in the dynamics plays an instrumental role. In contrast, our
results exploit a different structural property (the decay of the energy functional), enabling uniform-in-time
guarantees in the determinisitc setting.

Mean-Field Langevin dynamics: [Chi22a, HRSS19, NWS22] studied the effect of adding a diffusive term
in the Wasserstein Gradient Flow dynamics arising from Shallow NNs; in particular, by leveraging the
aforementioned log-sobolev contraction tools, [CLRW24] prove uniform-in-time propagation of chaos for
mean-field Langevin dynamics under functional convexity, with bounds in Wasserstein and relative entropy.
[SNW22] prove a quantitative weak propagation-of-chaos result for mean-field gradient Langevin dynamics,
with O(1/m) finite-particle discretization error uniformly over time, explicitly motivated by infinite-width
two-layer neural networks; see also [WMHC24, MHWE24, TS24, Nit24].

Most of this work on uniform-in-time PoC exists in settings where there is a unique and stable invariant
measure, and the local convergence to this measure is exponentially fast. However, there are several rotatable
exceptions: in [DT25], weak PoC is shown for the super-critical Kumamoto model which has continuum
of invariant measures, and [RS23] attain a uniform-in-time PoC guarantee in a singular-interaction setting
where the mean-field object converges at an inversely polynomial rate. We emphasize that in the context of



shallow NN feature learning, one typically needs to anneal the diffusive dynamics, leading to exponential
runtime [TS24, WMHC24].
PoC under deterministic WGF': Besides the aforementioned [GWB25], closest to our results is [CRBVE20],
which focuses on deterministic WGF in the asymptotic regime lim;_, oo lim,, oo mE (p}fvlF, py), establish-
ing uniform-in-time PoC under a similar assumption on loss decay as ours. We instead look at the more
natural reverse order of the limits, which requires handling the high-order error terms in (x); see Re-
mark 4. Finally, [Chi22b] studied weak uniform-in-time PoC under (deterministic) Wasserstein-Fisher-Rao
dynamics for atomic targets, although with exponential dependencies in d. For finite times, several works
[MMN18, MMM19, AAM22, MZD"23] have used a Gronwall-based approach to attain non-asymptotic
PoC guarantees with tight dependencies on the dimension, and have applied these to show feature learning
in neural networks.

Finally, propagation of chaos has been studied in several other neural network settings, for example
ResNets [Chi25] and deep transformers [GLPR25, CLLR26], where in the latter the relevant particle system
is the embeddings of the m tokens in the context.

Notation. 7P () denotes the space of probability distributions over €. For a vector w € R, we let ||w||
denote its 2-norm, and for a matrix M € R? x R%, we let || M|| denote its operator norm.

We will use lower-case letters (f, g, k) to denote functions in L?(R?, D). We use Greek letters (A, &,
etc) to denote vector-valued functions S — R?, and upper-case letters to denote matrix-valued functions
S = R™or S x S — R¥? When /i is an empirical measure of the form [i = % > 6w, we will use the
shorthand A (i) = A(w;), and denote E;A (i) := L 3. A(w;).

In general, we will denote dot products and norms without explicitly specifying inner product we are
using, since throughout, the Hilbert space in which objects lie should be clear. Eg. For H € L%*(S x
S, p2, R4 D e L2(S, p, R>) and A € L*(S, 1, R?), we use HA(w) := Eyyo, H (w, w')A(w'), and
(DA)(w) := DOA(w) = D(w)A(w). Similarly, we let ||A||, := (Ew,\,MHA(w)Hp)Up, with the default that
p = 2if pis omitted. Further, we let | D|| and || H || denote the operator norms || D|| := sup,,cs || D(w)], and
| H|| := supjjaj<1 [|HA|. Occasionally, we will write |[V[|,—q to denote sup x|, <1 [[V X ||¢- Typically the
relevant measure will be the measure from which the network is initialized, pg. When one or more objects in
the inner product is defined only on {w; } ;¢ (or equivalently on [m]), then the relevant measure will be pj*
(or equivalently unif([m])). We use f < g or f = O(g) to denote asymptotic dominance up to a constant
factor. We use O notation to omit logarithmic factors, and use O¢ () to denote arbitrary dependence on C.

2 Setting and Preliminaries

2.1 Projected Gradient Dynamics on Neural Networks

Consider a neural network to be parameterized by some distribution p € P(S), such that
folz) == EwNpJ(me),

for some activation function o. We will be primarily interested in the case where S = R? or S~ 1.

A supervised regression problem is parameterized by an initial distribution for the network weights, pg,
and a distribution D over datapoints (x,y) € R? x R. Given (pg, D), we define f*(z) = Ep[y|z]. We will
train the neural network to minimize the excess squared loss

ED(p) = E(J},y)wD(fp(x) - y)2 - E(m,y)wD(f*(x) - y)2 :

We study the (projected) gradient flow dynamics of p induced by moving each particle w ~ p in the
(negative) direction of the gradient of the loss £p(p), and then optionally projecting the particle back to S.



Let P,, denote the orthogonal projection on the tangent space 7},S. Thus when S = S 1, P, = I —ww;
when S = R%, we have P, = I.

To simplify the constant, we study the gradient flow slowed by a factor of two. Thus in our two settings
of interest, we have the dynamics %w = vp(w, p), where:

vp(w, p) := PyVuFp(w) — Py VyEy,Kp(w,w'),

and

Fp(w) := E(I,y)wpya(wTa:) and Kp(w,w') := E(x,y)NDU(wa)a(w’Ta:).
When the data distribution D is clear from context, we will often abbreviate and drop the D subscript
on vp(w, p), Kp, Fp. Further, whenever an expectation over x appears in this paper without explicit
distribution, it should be interpreted being drawn from the x-marginal of D.

2.2 Coupling between Mean Field and Finite-Neuron Dynamics

We will study the evolution of two different learning dynamics in this paper.

Infinite-width, infinite-data mean-field gradient flow dynamics. We denote the mean-field distribution
at time t by pMF € P(S), where we initialize p)'F = pg. Each particle w € S in the mean-field dynamics
evolves according to the infinite-data velocity v(w, pMF) € T,,S. & (w) € S denotes the characteristic of a
particle initialized at w and evolved under the mean-field dynamics, equivalently expressed in Eulerian form
as a continuity equation:

%gt(w) = V(Et(w)apivﬂj) ) fo(ZU) =w, (21)

Finite-width, finite-data GD dynamics. Let p;" denote the empirical measure defined by m neurons
under the (projected) gradient descent induced by the empirical loss from n training samples. Let D denote
the empirical distribution of the n training samples. We initialize pj' = % >t Ow,» Where w; ~ po
i.i.d. for each i € [m]. Each particle in the finite dynamics evolves according to the empirical velocity
vp evaluated at discrete time steps which are multiples of the step size, 7. This defines a delay differential

equation in S®™, whose characteristics are now denoted by ét(wi), and solve

~

£&(wi) = Pevp (&, (wi), p)  Lo(wi) =wi, i€ m],  ty:=nlt/n]. (2.2)

We will study the setting where the training data are drawn i.i.d. from a sub-Gaussian distribution with
sub-Gaussian label noise (See Assumption Regularity, R2).

Coupling the dynamics. Let pj" be the distribution initialized at p{j*, but that evolves according to the
dynamics v (-, pMF). Thatis, pj* = L 3" 5, (w;)- Note that pj" is equivalent in distribution to a random
sample of m particles drawn iid from pMF.

Now let the coupling error at neuron w; be
As(i) == & (w;) — Ex(wi) € RY, i € [m], (2.3)

such that Ag(z) = 0 for all 4.



2.3 Description of the Dynamics of A,

As described in (x), [GWB25, Lemma 5] gave a first-order approximation to the ODE describing the dynam-
ics of Ay, with a source term on the scale 1/1/m. In Lemma 2 below, we obtain a refinement of this result,
which improves over [GWB25, Lemma 5] in two ways. First, under appropriate regularity assumptions, we
extend beyond the spherical setting they studied and to the case where S = R¢. Second, we refine the source
term by separating it into two terms: (1) a term on the scale 1/1/m that becomes constant at convergence,
and (2) a smaller source term on the scale 1/m. This refinement of the source term is key to attaining the
1/m rate in our uniform-in-time guarantee.

Before stating Lemma 2, we review from [GWB25] the two key quantities governing the dynamics of
A¢: a self-interaction term, and an interaction term. The self-interaction term is described by what we call
the local Hessian, the derivative of a particle’s velocity with respect to that particle’s position. The part of
the dynamics driven by the other A;(j) is described by what we term the interaction Hessian, the (rescaled)
derivative of a particle’s velocity with respect to the other particles’ position.

Definition 1 (Local and Interaction Hessians; cf. [GWB25]). We define the local Hessian D; : S — {Rd —
R%} and the interaction Hessian H; : S x S — {R? — R?} by

Dyi(w) := Ve, (v (& (w), P}t\/IF)P&(w)
Hy(w,w') == P&t(w)v&t(w/)vét(w)K(&(w)? §t<wl))P€t(w')

We will also use the abbreviated notation Dy (i) := Di(w;), and H(i,j) = H¢(w;, w;). Note that by
construction we have that Hy is a PSD operator.

We make the following basic regularity assumptions on the activation function and the data. Let o@)
denote the jth derivative of .

Assumption Regularity (Regularity Assumptions).
R1 For a constant Cg, the activation o satisfies:

* IfS = R% 0,0’ and " have total variation at most Cyeq. Also, |a(0)|, |0 (0)], |a”(0)], |0”" oo <
Clreg.?

o If S = S*: for any subgaussian variable X, for j = 0,1,2, 3, (EX|a(j)(X)\4)i < Chreg.
R2 The distribution D on the data (x,y) € R% X R is Cyeq-subgaussian, Ep||z||? = d, and Epy? < Che,.
R3 The initialization pg is supported on the bounded set S N {w : ||w]| < Cyeq}-

Note that in the case where neurons are constrained to the sphere, R1 is quite tame: it suffices to have
sufficiently fast decay in the coefficients in the polynomial expansion of o. In the case where neurons can
grow arbitrarily, R1 implies that ¢ is smooth and grows no faster than linearly. This includes for example a
smoothed ReLLU function in the population-data setting.

Remark 2. For user-friendliness, we have stated our assumptions as above. We remark however that in all
our results, R1 and R2 can be replaced by the more general Assumptions I, 2, 3 in Appendix A, which are
implied by RI and R2 (up to polynomial factors in Cy.g). We believe with some modifications, our proof
could be adapted to ReLU activations when S = S%~1; however when the neurons can get arbitrarily close
to 0, even for Gaussian data, the gradients become too unstable for our techniques to work.

?In the case population-data training, where D = D, we can remove the assumption that o has bounded variation; see Remark 3
and Lemma 19.



We introduce the control parameters

e reg f log(dm) e reg \/> log(dn)

m = \/m 9 n -

We will show in Lemma 20 that with high probability, the error ||v/(&;(w;), pMF) — v(&(w;), pi)|| due to
sampling only m neurons is uniformly (over 7 and ¢) bounded (roughly) by €p,. Similarly, we will show in
Lemma 21 that the error ||v (& (ws), i) — v(§(wi), p7")|| due to using the empirical data distribution D

is uniformly bounded by ¢,.
Recall that we have defined K (w, w’) := Eyo(z w)o(z Tw'), and now define

Ki(wi, wj) = Ki(i, j) := K (&(wi), & (wy))-

Let VK (w,w') := P, (u) Ve, () K (&(w), & (w')) and let £, be the subgaussian norm of [|w|| for w ~ pM*

VR = 2C%,(n +n?).

Lemma 2 (Parameter-Space Error Dynamics). Suppose Assumption Regularity holds. With probability
1 — min(m,n)~®W, forall t < 0o and i € [m],

d

%At( i) = Di(i) At (1) — Ejm He (7, 7) At (5) — Be (i) + €(i),

where

,Bt(’t) = Pft(wi) (EjN[m]VKt(i,j) — EwNpOVKt(wh w)),
and || (i) || < en+r7en+2h log(t+1)[|A(i)llem+2Creg (| A1) +Ej[1A;]1%), 1Be()]] < em log(t+1).

Note that on constant timescales and with €, = €, = 0, the €;() term is on the scale €,,[|A¢ ()| = €2,.
We will show in Lemma 9 that the 3;(7) term converges to a constant term B (4), with a difference on the
scale €, [|& (w;) — € (w;)|| which dissipates as the network converges. Because this constant term B (%)
is easier to handle, this improves over the naive bound ||3;(7) + et( )H S €m-

We prove Lemma 2 by decomposing tht( i) = —v(&(w;), pM )—I—u(&t(wi), py") into five differences
(see Figure 5), and separating the first order terms (in A;) from higher order terms in these differences. We
defer the proof of Lemma 2 to Appendix A.

3 Technical Approach

The first key idea in our proof of Theorem 1 — which has been previously used in [CRBVE20] — is the
observation that as the loss decreases, D; becomes small, and thus the dynamics of A; in Lemma 2 become
nearly dissipative. Precisely, we have the following lemma, which is proved via a simple application of
Cauchy-Schwarz in Appendix 4.2.

Lemma 3 (See Lemma 8 for full statement). For all w € S, we have || D(w)|| < Cpeq (E(p{v[F))l/Z.

Recall from Lemma 2 that — omitting higher order terms and any error form ¢, and €;,— we have

d
%At Dy © Ay — HiA + ey,
where |le;|| = |l€: + Bi]| £ €m. Since Hy is PSD, we have Apax(Dy — Hy) < Creg/ L(pMF). Thus if

S = f VL(pMF) < oo, by Gronwall s inequality, we attain that for all ¢,

t

t
A¢l] <exp(C S/ esl|ds < exp(CregS)tem =~ —.
1A (CreeS) s:oH | (CreeS) NG



Unfortunately, because of the linear dependence on ¢, this approach does not suffice to give a uniform bound

on ||A¢||. However, our refined dynamics in Lemma 2 give more control over the error term e;. Up to

higher order terms, we have that e; = 3, P Boos and B, H;r B: < €2,. To see this, observe that with
—00

Vi(z,w) := o' (&(w) "x)x, we have that H; = V," V;, and B; = V," g;, where matrix/vector multiplications
are over Ly(D), and gy = [z — fowr. Since pi" is an i.i.d. sample from pME we have that ||g:|| < 1//m,
and thus B H] B = g, Vi(V; Vi) Vi g < llge|[* < 1/m.

Nevertheless, one can see from the following example that even if D; = 0, and e; = e and H; = H are
constant (which is the case at convergence), and e HTe < € it is still possible that || As|| — oo.

Example 1 (Intuition for || A¢|| diverging.). Consider the system % X, = —H X, + e with Xo = 0. Then for
any M, there exists a PSD H with ||H|| < 1 and an e with e | > M.

Proof. Let H = Zf; L Awiv] with [|v;]| = 1 and e := Y, v;e;, such that we have the closed form

t
X = / exp(—(t —s)H)e = Z/ exp(—Ai(t — s))vie; (3.1)

Choosing A\; > 0, e; = v/A1¢, and the rest of the e; = 0, we have e H'e = €2 and

t
1
X, = / exp(—(t — s)A\1)vier = )\—1(1 — exp(—tA1))viV/ Are
s=0

Choosing A} = t= 4M

4M2’ [ Xell = 2M (1 — exp(—1)) > M. O

This obstacle suggests that a strong form of propagation of chaos — in which the Wasserstein distance
between pMF and 7 is bounded uniformly in time, may not be attainable when the spectrum of H,, decays
to 0. In settings where p* is non-atomic and thus the landscape is not locally strongly convex, we in fact
expect that H,, will have an infinite spectrum with a positive sequence converging to 0.3

Fortunately, this behavior does not present an obstacle when we consider the weak propagation of chaos,
namely || f oME — fpm [|2. We will need the following lemma.

Lemma 4 (cf. Lemma 14 in [GWB25]). With probability 1 — m~%") over p, for any t € [0, 00) we have
2 T Kt log(m)
Eo(fopr(2) = fop (2))” < 280 Hiy + ===+ O( Cregll Adll1),

where Ky is the subguassian norm of ||w|| for w ~ pME.

Using this lemma — up to higher order terms — it suffices to bound A;" H; A, uniformly in ¢. We return
to the example above to give intuition for why this is possible when e; is constant.

Example 2 (Intuition for why || A, H;A;|| can be bounded.). In any system %Xt = —HX;+ewith Xy =0,
where ||e" H'e|| < €2 and H is PSD, for any t < oo, we have X,' HX; < €.

Proof. Plugging in (3.1), we have

B t
1
XtTHXt:E )\ie?</ exp(—A;(t — s)) > E )\e < 1—exp( t)\i)2)> < E yefge?
i=1 s=0 p i

3 H, necessarily has an infinite spectrum whenever o is analytic and non-polynomial, and the support of pXF and D contain a
non-empty open set. Further, it is a standard fact that compact PSD operators can only have accumulation points in the spectrum at
0. Even in the ERM setting, where the data distribution is atomic, the lowest non-zero eigenvalue of H, will typically decay in n.




O
While the idea above is promising, bounding A, H;A; uniformly in time is still challenging due to the
higher order terms that appear in Lemma 4, which we expect will be unbounded as ¢ — co. Fortunately,
if the loss decays fast enough (faster than t_6) we can show these terms are small enough up to some
t* ~ m!/, when the loss £(pMF) is on order -L. If we can show that the error prm - MF |? ~ L at that

time, then using the fact that that the loss £( 5} ) is non-increasing, we have that for any ¢ > tr,

Wgp = Fell < W = £+ 15 = Spell < /LR ) + /2 (o)

< = Fpell + 2y L) = 1/v/m.

If the loss decays faster than ¢~2 but slower than ¢, we can perform a similar argument, but the final
uniform bound on || fzm — f,wr||* will be on the order of L(p}i"), for t;;, ~ m!/.

We now have all the ideas in place for proving Theorem 1. It remains to handle the higher order terms,
and the fact that H; and e, are not actually constant. Our key idea here is to bound the objects ||A]|,
[Atl[o, and || fzm — fure| through a careful inductive argument. In the following section, we state the
formal version of our main theorem and its proof.

4 Formal Statement and Proof of Main Result on Uniform in Time PoC

4.1 Formal Theorem Statement

Before stating the formal version of our main theorem, we remark that whenever f* is realizable by a dis-
tribution p* € P(8S), i.e., f*(x) = Ey~pro(w' x), our neural network loss is equivalent to that of a Kernel
Mean Discrepancy problem [CCCFR26, AKSG19] with the kernel K (w,w') = Epopo(wz)o(w'' z).
Let us first verify that under our loss decay assumptions, we are indeed in this realizable setting. Let
myp = By, K (-, w'), and let 7 be the RKHS generated by the kernel &, with inner product (,)%

Lemma 5 (Reduction to Kernel Mean Discrepancy). Suppose that fooo VLidt < oo and Assm. Regularity
or Assm. 1 hold so that the characteristics in (2.1) are well-posed. Then the characteristics admit a limit
&(w) = Eac(w) po-a.e ast — oo. As a result, defining p* = (£xc)ppo, we have p; — p* in Wa, and
[* = fpr in L*(D). Finally, we have || f,— f||* = ||mp—my |3, and in particular, L(p) = ||m,—m~||3,.

Proof. Recall the continuity equation from (2.1). Define B(t) := [[v(-, p'")|| 2wy Since v(w, pp'F) is
the gradient of the first-variation of £, we have the energy dissipation

d
L= —2B(t)?,

and thus

b 1
/ B(t)2dt = §(£a — L)

/OOO B(t)dt < oo .

for any a < b. We now claim that

10



Indeed, observe that

o

00 k+1
/0 B(t)dt:Z/k B(t)dt

k=0

([ sera) -y v
K Uk k
< \/Zo+/\/ﬁ>tdt<oo.

Now, from the characteristic flow representation p; = (&) p0, where & solves & (w) = v(w, pMF), we
have, for any s < t,

() — &4(w)| < / (& (w): pMF)

Taking expectations w.r.t. pg then yields

¢
1€ — &ellL2(p0) < / B,.dr .

From the previous argument, we have that (£;) is a Cauchy sequence in L?(pg), and therefore there exists
€50 € L%(po) such that & — &... Moreover, by Fubini, we have

/</ ‘ft ‘dt>p0 (dw) / /”/ &(w), o) po(dw)dt
= [7 [ wtw sl aw
< /0 Bt

which shows that the characteristics have finite excursion pg-a.e., and thus & (w) — &oo(w) po-a.e.
Then, defining p* := ({50 )4p0, using the coupling (& (w), {oo(w)) we have

) < [ B0

as t — 0o, showing that pMF — p* in W5. Since £; — 0 by assumption, we also have f* = fp+in L?(D).
Finally, we have

I fo — fp/||2 =FE,.p [(EwNpo(wT:U) — EwNp/o(wT:E))2]

= By uimpK (w,w') — 2 w@p K(w,w") + Ey o K (w0, 0").
w’ ~p’

On the other hand, since m, = E,~,K (w, -), the reproducing property gives

lm,y — mp/||3_[ =Eypuw~pK(w,w =2 wIEp K(w,w') + E, '~ K (W, w n.
w'~p’

The two expressions are identical, and therefore we have the desired result || f, — f, |2 = |m, —my H%
The final line follows because £(p) = E(, )p(y — fo(2))? = Ezyyp(y — [*(2))? = Exup(fo(z) —

11
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We note that the integrability condition [ /L;dt < oo can be relaxed to a tail decay assumption £; =
O(t°), ¢ > 1 *, which is weaker than what we require in Theorem 2.

We now state the full version of Theorem 1. Instead of assuming Assumption Regularity, we assume
Assumptions 1, 2, and 3. In Appendix A, we show that up to a polynomial factor in Cyeg, Assumption Reg-
ularity implies these three assumptions, and that Lemma 2 holds with high probability under these three
assumptions (See Lemmas 19 and 22). Let S denote the convex hull of the space S. Thus, in the case where
S =S%"1 wehave S = {w € R?: ||w|| < 1}, and when S = R?, then S = R%.

Assumption 1 (Kernel Smoothness). For some C.e > 1, the kernel K satisfies for all w, w € S:
K (w,1) < Creg(1+ ],
VK (w,w")||, || VLK (w,w')||, [[ Ve K (w, w')|| € Creg/11(1 + [[0']])
|V Ve K (w,w') ] HV?UVw/K(w, w')||, HV?UV%U,K(w,w’)H < Creg/11.

)

Further,
IVwE(w)|, || VaF W), | VeF(w)|| < Creg/11,

or alternatively, for the case of kernel mean discrepancy, ||w|| for w ~ p* is subgaussian. Assume also that
the initialization py is supported on the bounded set S N {w : ||w|| < Cheg}.

It is straightforward to show using Holder’s inequality that Assumption 1 holds under Assumption Reg-
ularity, up to a polynomial factor in Cieg. As an example, for V3 K (w,w'), we have

1

m”ViK,(’w, w')H

sup  Epo”(w'z)o(w' z)(v] z)(vg x)(vq x)

ST
op 1 + ||w || 1)1,1)2,1)3€Sd71

1/4 (Eg|o(2'Ta) |9 1/2
< sup_(EI‘o'///(le‘)‘4) ( 1+ 2] ) sup (Ex\(vTx)IG)
2,2/ €S veSd—1
< O(Crey)-

The final line follows directly from R3.

Assumption 2 (Uniform Convergence over empirical data sample). Let

F = {fw,w/w((m,y)) = M(y —o(w' " z))o' (wz)(z ) w,w' € S,v e Sd_l} ,

F o= {foar(@y) = = o a))(y = 0w T2) s w,w’ € S} .

We have the following uniform convergence bounds with probability 1 — n= W over x;, y; ~ Diid,

1 n
sup Ex ~ f x,Yy)) — — f Ti, Yi Sen,
s [Fewrof (@) n; ((x1,9:))
1 n
sup  |Eqyonf(7,9) — = D f(@i9:)| < €n s
s Bp (@) = 1 3 (i)
* 1 - *
E(zy)~p(f (m)—y)Q—;Z(f (zi) —v:i)*| < en -
=1

. 1/2
“using a dyadic argument to control [>° B(t)dt from Y, T"/?2%/? (f;,:;lT B(t)zdt) =0(T1=9/?)

12



Also with probability 1 — n=®1),
Creg/11, and I\ViF@(w,w’)ll < Creg/ll

Kp(w, )| < Creg/11,

w Kp(w, W] <

Assumption 3 (Uniform Convergence over sample of neurons). Let
F = {fuu(2) =0 VuK(w,2) :w e S,ve ST},
F' = {fwa(2) i= (0, Vi Py VK (w,2)) - w € S0 € (S1)¥2}

For any distribution p € 73(8) with z ~ p is k, subgaussian, we have the following uniform convergence
bound with probability 1 — e2,;m~9W /(1 + t)? over z; ~ p:

Beepf ()~ 3 (2

=1

sup
fEFUF

< emk, log(e +t).

Theorem 2 (Uniform PoC for Polynomial Convergence Rates). Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 hold, n <
0.1/Cre, and write Ly := L(pMF). Define S := 14 [, v/Ldt, and S(t) == 1+min(¢, [, min(t, s)v/L,ds),
and assume that S < oco. Let pyp be given by (2.1), and pi* by (2.2). Then with probability at least

1 — min(m, n)*e)(l) over py' and the data sample, for any t < oo,

[y — myel|3, < ALR(m,n,n)

. (—1/3 _
where t*(m,n,n) := SicE, 54/3 5CegST mln(em/ , (en +€p) 1/4> <m, and

Lp(m,n,g) = inf 2£t+0(06 S2 exp(2C,6S) (€2,5(4)2 + (en+e,7)1/2)),

t<t* (m,n,m) s
with €p, := 2Ce(1 4 5) log(m)ep,

Corollary 6. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 3 hold, n = 0, and D = D such that € =0 = 0. If L; <
max(1,t+ 1 — B)~¢ for some burn-in time 1 < B < d, ¢ > 2 and m > Qc,, B,c(d) then with probability
1 —m=e0),

9 ~ exp(20C;ee (B + 2%5)) d min(c,6)/6
sup ”mﬁ;” — M MF 2, < Oc,, ’
0<t<o0o m

where the O(-) hides logarithmic factors in d and m.

Remark 3. For the Wasserstein gradient flow on the kernel mean discrepancy problem, we do not need to
assume Assumption 2 since we have no data, and can treat n as co. (In general, this assumption can also
be omitted if we define p; MF 10 be the trajectory on the empirical loss, ie. setting D = D ).

Remark 4 (Comparison to [CRBVE20]). The closest existing result to this is Theorem 3.5 in [CRBVE20],
which yields uniform-in-time asymptotic PoC under the assumption L; = O(t~*) and in the ERM setting.
An important difference is that in their setting, the order of the limits in t and m is exchanged: the au-
thors establish that lim;_, o limy,, oo m&(p MF, p7t) < Cp 3. Taking the m-limit first eliminates the need
to handle high-order terms in the coupling expansion (%), precluding a non-asymptotic (in m) control. Ad-
ditionally, the asymptotic-in-t result hides dependence on the smallest non-zero eigenvalue of lim;_, o Hy,
which may depend on the dimension d, or, in an ERM setting, the number of data points n. Our O(1/m)
result gives explicit dependence on d and makes no assumption on lim;_.. Hy, but requires L; = O(t~9),
due to accounting for higher order terms that appear in the non-asymptotic analysis. Our result also goes
beyond [CRBVE20] in that it holds for slower rates L; = o(t=2), though in this case we attain a slower
than 1/m PoC guarantee.

>More precisely, they show that time-averages of the renormalized errors converge.
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Remark 5 (Second Layer Weights). While training both second and first layer weights can obstruct propa-
gation of chaos in settings where the weights grow exponentially large (see Section 5.3 in [GWB25]), under
our convergence rate assumption ftozoo VLdt < oo and standard regularity assumptions, we can show that
the weights stay bounded. Thus we believe that Theorem 2 should hold in this case too but have not verified
all the details; see Appendix C for more discussion.

Remark 6 (The critical decay rate ¢ = 2). We can prove an analog of Corollary 6 in the case that ¢ = 2,
and thus we have the decay rate L, < (t+1— B)~2 Here, form > Qc,, (€98 (1 4+ B)18+10C q) with
probability 1 — m=°W, we can show that

1
2 " 10C,e B 12 3F5Cre
< CC}‘eg<|:6 - (1 B) d:| g>.

supHmﬁ;n —-m

MF
t>0 ¢

Pe iy m

To prove this, we need to modify the proof of Theorem 2 to accommodate the fact that [ \/L;dt does not
converge. We run the first part of the proof on a deterministic interval [0, T], with 2B < T < m, replacing
SbySpr:=1+ fOT VLsds <1+ B+log(e+t), and S(t) by Sp(t) := 1+ t. In Claim 11, we replace
Joo by g1. Appropriate recalculations give the above result.

Remark 7 (Burn in time growing with d). In many feature learning problems in high dimensions, there is
a “burn-in” time, or search phase, of order log(d), before the loss begins to decay rapidly. This includes
for example single-index models or multi-index models with information exponent or leap complexity 2 (see
eg. [BAGJ21, AAM23]). In these cases, so long as the loss decays like t—2 or faster after the burn-in time,
Corollary 6 guarantees a uniform-in-time PoC bound of poly(d)/ mY/8. This guarantees that networks of
width poly(d/e) can attain a loss of e.

4.2 Preliminary Lemmas and Notation

Notation For a tensor M € (R?)®, let | M|| := sup,¢ga-1yes (M, u) denote it operator norm. Let
D®[u] denote the directional derivative of ® in the direction u. For functions of two arguments, we will
sometimes use V; to denote the gradient with respect to the ith argument; by default we will use V = Vy,
or otherwise V,, to denote gradient with respect to w. For a bounded linear operator A, we use A* to denote
its adjoint.

Definitions Let ®(w) := K (w,-) € H. Forw € S, define the operator V;(w) : R? — H by V,(w)u :=
D®(&(w))[ P, (wyu]. Then Hy(w,w') = V,(w)*V,(w’) as an operator on R?. Indeed, for any u,u’ € RY,
by the reproducing kernel property, and the fact that derivatives commute with inner products, we have

(Vi(w)u, Vi(w')u' )3 = (DO(&(w))[Pe, (wyel, DB (w'))[Pe, ], @.1)
= uTP&(w)V1V2K(§t(’LU), gt(w/))PEt(w’)u/
= ’U,THt(w, w/)ul.

Let V; := (Vi(w1)] - - |[Vi(wy,)), viewed as an operator from ¢5([m]; R?) with normalized inner product

to H. We can expand 3; = V,*g;, where g = mzm — UORVE

Bu3) = Pey () (Ejri V1 K (6 (10), €6(107)) — By e V1 K (62(w:), w))
= P (Vimap (€(wi)) — Vim e (€(w3)
= Peyu) V{E (€(w), ) mpr —myr)
= (V790)(0).

H
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Define ko to be the the sub-Gaussian norm of sup; ., ||£:(w)|| for w ~ pg. Note that this supremum
is guaranteed to exist under the assumptions of Theorem 2 because as is clear from Lemma 8 below, & (w)
converges to some limit &, (w).

We need several preliminary lemmas to prove Theorem 2. They are straightforward, so we defer their
proofs until after the main proof. We assume in all these lemmas that the assumptions of Theorem 2 hold
for Ceg > 1, including the assumption ftozoo L:(pMF)dt < oo. In the proof of Corollary 6, which includes

a case where j:fo V Li(pMF)dt does not converge, we show how to adapt the results and proofs of these
lemmas.

Lemma 7 (cf. Lemma 15 in [GWB25]). We have the following for any w,w' € S:
S1 HVZ},PwVwK(w,w')H < Chreg
82 ||V VuPuVuK(w,w')|| < Cre

S3 For p € P(S), we have vajv(w,p)Hop, IV wv(w, p)lops [V(w, p)llop < (2 + Kp)Creg, where |||
forw' ~ pis k, subgaussian.
§4 [ K (w, )3y < Creg(1 + [[w]])

S5 ||u' VK (w, )HH < Creg for any u € ST 1.
S6 HuTVQK(w, )’UH,H < Cheg for any u,v € Se-1,

Lemma 8 (Controlling Dy, & — £~ and Vt from the loss). Forallw € S,

MF ) 1/2

IDy(w)l| < Creg (L(pt™)) "

Further, under the gradient flow dynamics pyF, forall0 <t<r<ooandw € S,

r . t
J6w) = & @I < Cu [ L5 160 < Cuat/Brr Nl < o1+ [ VEuts).

Finally, we have

Vil < Crg/ L(2M).

Lemma 9 (Concentration of g: — goo). Let g1 := mpn —m PMF € ‘H. With probability 1 — 3/m, uniformly
overt < oo, we have

gt — goollm < 2C,28g\/log(t + Ve, min<1 + Koo, /_t w/ﬁ(pls\’lF)ds),

and

Hgoo”H < Creg/ioo6m-

We now state Lemma 4, restated here for the reader’s convenience. Note that here thanks to Observa-
: 2 2
tion 5, we replace | o — fplt\/lFH by [|mpm — mpyFHH.

Lemma 10 (cf. Lemma 14 in [GWB25]). With probability 1 —m~=%W) over p, for any t € [0, 00) we have

Cik2, log(m(1 + 1))

m

[mpm — mpﬁ“”%{ < 2N H A, + + O(CgegHAtHi)‘
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4.3 Proof of Theorems 1 and 2

In Figure 1, we show a graphic of the proof dependencies in proving Theorem 2 and its corollaries.

For the proof of these theorems, we condition on the event that events in Assumptions 2 hold for the
data sample D, and that the event in Lemma 2 hold for D and the initial sample of neurons pg*. These
assumptions hold with probability 1 — min(m, n)~®®).

Proof. [Proof of Theorem 2 and Theorem 1] First observe that by Lemma 8 for all neurons, for ¢t < m,

t
()] < 0] + Cug [ V/Euds < 1+ ),
s=0
$0 K < Creg(1 +5). By Lemma 10, we have for all ¢t < m,

Crﬁeg(l + )% log(m)
m

I = mel3, < 28] HiA, + O( ) +O(Creg I Al13). “42)

Thus our main goal in this proof will be bounding A" H;A; for t < m. Define

€m = 2Cree(1 + 5) log(m)em
€:= C1reg(1 + S)En + thcvreg(1 + 5)2617
Recall that by Lemma 2, for all £, we have

d
aAt DAy — HiAy — By + €, 4.3)

where

Bi(i) = (Bjuim) VE (i, ) — Bumpy VE (wi, w)),

and for all ¢ < m, we have the bounds

leclloo < EmllAtlloc + 4Cres(Acl5) + € 4.4)
lecllz < @mllAllz + 4Ckg (1 A1F) + €
Hﬁt”oo S Em-

For w € S, recall that Vy(w) : R® — % is defined by V;(w)u D®(&(w))[Pe, (wyul, so that
Hy(w,w') = Vy(w)*Vi(w') (see (4.1)). Let V; = (Vi(wy)]- - W}(wm)) viewed as an operator from
lo([m]; RY) with normalized inner product to . Recall also that we have B; = V,*g;, where g, =
mpm — mp%u:, and my = Ew/NpK(-, w’).

Our first claim proves a bound on /A H;A; = ||V;A¢||3 which is self-referential.

Claim 11. Forany 0 <t < m, we have

IViAella < 207 EmS(2) +Cf’egf/ VL[| As !\d8+0reg/ (EmllAsllz + 4Cg [ As[[[[Aslloo + €)ds.

Proof. Lets track the evolution of Y; := V;A;. We have

Y = ViA, + ViA, = —ViV'Y, — ViVig + ViDi Ay + Vier + ViA,

17



SO

dt(Yt + goo) = ViV (Y2 + goo) + ViVi (goo — gt) + ViDi Ay + Vier + ViAAs.
Thus

Vil = [1Yellz < I1Ye + goollre + llgoolln

t t t
S/ II%‘@*IIHngsgoollads+/ 1Villz—a (1 Ds|[[| As | +Hes\)d8+/ 1Vsllz—l| Asllds + [|goo|2-
s=0 s=0 s=0

Now || V¥ lus2 = [[Villesn = VIIViVil| = VI[Hel| £ \/Creg. Further, using Lemma 8, we have that

| Dilloo < Cregv/ Ly and ||Vt||2ﬁ\7{ < C’feg\/ﬁt. Finally, Lemma 9 yields || g:—goo || < 2C’r2€g€m min(l, fuoit \/[,udu)
and ||goo||1 < Creg€m.

It follows that

t o0
|ViA||l1 < Creg /0 20r2¢g€m min(l,/ \/ﬁudu>ds
t t
+(,/creg+1)/ C’l?eg\/ESHASHdS—{—\/Creg/ lesllds + Cregém
s=0 s=0

t o] t t
< 2cr3eggm/ min(l,/ \/Eudu>ds+0r36g/ \/£5|A5]ds—|—0reg/ ll€s|ds
s=0 u=s s=0 s=0

t t
§2C’r%g€m5(t)+C’r?gg/_0\/£5||A5||ds+0reg/_0||es||d8.

Now

@)

t t
| Nedlds < [ (@nllAl + 1Cill AR + )ds
s=0 s=0

t
< / (EmllAslla + 4Cueg [ As | As o0 + &) ds.
s=0

Plugging this in yields the claim.

The following claim builds upon Claim 11 to give bounds on ||V;A¢||3 and ||A¢|| by induction.
Claim 12. Fort < t* := min((8C,Cy, 012200 S2¢,,)"1/3, (SCf’egCEQSE)*l/‘l),for m > O¢,, (1), we have
1AL < Cy (4 1)ém;
H‘/tAtHH S Cvg(t)ém + Cregté
1A loo < Cro S(t)(t 4 1)&p, + Cpy Chregt’e < 1.

or some constants Cy, = 4exp(CheeS), Cy = 4C3 C;. S, and Cp_ = 4exp(CreeS)CreeCy, and with
2 8 reg 2 e} 8 8
€m = Em + E

Proof. [Proof of Claim 12] We prove this by real induction. Note that it holds trivially for ¢ = 0 because

Ao = 0. Suppose that the claim holds up to time ¢. We must show that for some ¢’ > ¢, the claim continues
to hold up to time ¢’. We will begin with the following observation.
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Claim 13. [f the inductive hypothesis holds up to time t, then for all s < t, we have

1Bslloo + ll€slloo < 35(s)ém
1Bsl2 + llesl2 < 3ém.

Proof. From (4.4) and the definition of €,,, we have

leslloo + 1Bslloc < €mllAslloc + 4Creg| Asl3e + &m + € < &m + 4Creg | As.

By the induction hypothesis, and the fact that ¢ < min((8CiesC, C’?oo S2&,)7 /3, (8C’r%gCé22 SE)_1/4), we
have that for all s <,

l€slloo + [1Bslloo < &m + 8CregC7_(S(s))*(s + 1)%e2, + 8CR,CF, s
< &+ 26,5(5) + € < 35(5)ém.
Indeed, (s 4+ 1)25(s) < (s +1)38 < (SCregC’gQCEZOOEm)_l. Similarly, we have
lesll + 1185l < €mll Asll + 4Creg | AslF + Em + € < 26m + 4Creg [ Asl| As [l co-
Again by the induction hypothesis, and the fact that ¢ < t* we have that for all s < ¢,

leall + 1185l < 26m + 4C1egCr, Ce, S(s)(s + 1), + €
< 28, + € + €< 36,

O

Now lets prove the inductive step for |Ay||. Employing (4.3) with the bound on both || 3| + | €s|| <
3€y, + € for t < s from Claim 13, along with Lemma 8, yields that for all s < ¢,

d ~
%HASH < Creg V »CSHASH + 3€m.

Let Q(t, s) := exp ( f::s \/Erdr) . Then by Gronwall’s inequality and Duhamel, we have that

!

t
10| < Q' 0)%= [ Ao + 3ém OQ(t',S)C"gds + [ QU s) = (lles| + 11851 ds
S= s=t
< 3exp(CregS)tém + exp(CregS) (' — 1) Sl[lp](HesH + 11851
se(t,t!

for ¢’ — ¢ small enough. This proves the inductive step for || A¢|| since Cp, = 4 exp(ChegS).
Now we prove the inductive step for || Ay ||oo. We can write

t/
Ay = / Jt’,s(HsAs — €5 — ﬂs)ds’

SO
"

[A¢ o < JmaX(t/)(”V;*VSASHOO + [l€slloo + [|Bslloc)ds (4.5)
s=0
tl
< exp(CueS) [ (Vo IVelbal+ el + 184 o)
t/
< eXP(CregS)/ (CregHVsASHH + [|€slloo + [|1Bsllo0)ds,

s=
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where here we have used the fact that by Lemma 8, Jiax (') < exp( f;lzo | Dsllds) < exp(Cheg fstlzo VLsds) <
exp(CregS), and by Lemma 7 S5,

VS H—0o < sup sup  sup <g, uTPgVK(é,-)>
£€S uesi—1 ||glly=1 H

<sup sup uTP§VK(§,-)HH

£eS yesd-1
< Creg-

Let Ay := exp(CiegS) fst,:t(cregHV:sASHH + |l€slloo + ||Bsloc)ds, which goes to zero as t' — ¢ — 0.
Plugging Claim 13 into (4.5) along with the inductive hypothesis that ||V Al < CyS(5)€m + Cregse for
s < tyields

t

1A oo < exp(CregS) / (CregCv 8 (8)em + 38(8)em + C2y58)ds + Apy
s=0

< 3exp(CregS) <tCregCV5'(t)€m + cfegt%) + Ay
< 4exp(CiegS) (Crengg(t)(t’ +1)ém + Cfegt'2€>

for t' — ¢ small enough. This proves the inductive step for || A;||o since Cy, = 4 exp(CregS)CreeCv-
Finally for ||V Ay |3, we have by Claim 11 that

~ t/ t/
Vi < 2080 5(¢) + Cly | VEIANs + Crg | (Eull Al +ACks|AIA o+ €)s.

Now by the inductive hypothesis,

t t )
/ VA lds < / V(5 + 1)Caemds < SS(t)Corém.
s=0 5=0

Next,

t t
/ el Agllads < gm/ (5 4+ 1)Crém < Em(t + 12C1,m < ém,
s=0 5=0

by the upper bound on ¢. Finally,

t
/ ACrg| 1184 o

t t
< / 4Creq(s +1)2S(5)Cy, Cy E2,ds + / ACeq (s + 1)CF, Cregémeds

=0 s=0
< ACreg(t + 1)°Cp, Cp S(H)ER, + (t+ 1)'C2,CFéme

< S(t)ém

since ¢ < min((SCregCKQCl?OOS%m)—l/:s’ (8C3 032255)—1/4).

reg
Thus for ¢ — ¢’ small enough, since V;A, is continuous in ¢, we have

Vi Ayl < <2Cf;g€m§(t) + CRSS(t)Cryem + S(t)em + Cregt%) < 203,C0,SS(t)Em + Creglt'e.
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This proves the inductive step for ||V;A¢||y since Cy = 203%0@2 S. This completes the proof. O
Returning to (4.2) and again leveraging the bound on || A4||] < ||A¢]|?||A¢]|%, from Claim 12, we have that
forall t < min((BC'regCg2 C?OO S2¢,,)1/3, (8C’r3egcé22 Sg)—1/4) ,

[Al7) (4.6)

- CS, (14 9)?log(m
Imgn — m |3, < 2CES(t)%€2, + 207,47 + O< g m) a )> +O(Cl

< o(cgg52 exp(2C1eeS) (2,5 ()2 + 51/2)).

_—1

Now because the above bounds hold only for ¢t = O (min(em / 3, el 4)), we will leverage the fact that

this PoC error can also be bounded from the loss of p;*, which is nearly non-increasing, as per the claim
below.

Claim 14. Foranyt > s, we have
LI < L) + dey.

Proof. In the case thatn =0andn = oo (or D = D), this is immediate, since we are running gradient flow
on the population loss, so it can never increase. If D = D but we have a non-zero step size 7, it suffices to
show that 7 is smaller than the inverse Lipschitzness of the gradient. Indeed by Lemma 7, the Lipschitzness
of v with respect to any parameter is at most sup,, , e s (| V2K (w, w')|| + |[V1 VoK (w,w')||) < 2Cre,
and we have assumed 7 < 0.1/Cleg.

Finally, for the case that Lp # Eﬁ, we have that Eﬁ is non-increasing. Indeed, this is immediate if
n =0, and for 0 < 1 < 0.1/Creg, it follows from the Lipschitzness bounds on K, I’ and its derivatives
in Assumption 2. Thus we have

La(py") < Lp(p),
Now we will show that the event in Assumption 2 holding, implies that
Lp(py") < Lp(p]") + 2en < Lp(pL") + 2en < Lp(pg") + 4én.
Indeed, note that the event on F’ in Assumption 2 holding implies that for any distribution p over neurons,
By (Fo(@) = 9))* — By, op(fol@) — 9))’]
-

— [EunpBurmp (Egayyon(o(w @) =)o o) = y) — By, ) _plo(w’a) = ) 2) - y))

< sup [Egyplofw’s) - (oW z) —y) —E, ) slow z) —y) (o =) —y)

< €n.

Combining with the additional event on f* in Assumption 2 implies that uniformly over p,

1£0(p) = Lp(P)| = [Bayon(fo(z) = 9))* —E, , (@) = 9)* = (f*(2) = 9))* + E, , 5(F* (@) = 9))?| < 2en.

O]
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From (4.6), we have that for t < t*,

2(»6,5 + ||m,3;n - mpg/lF‘@{)

<L, + o(cregs2 exp(2C1eeS) (@, 5(1)% + 61/2)>

Hmﬁt _mp* %‘l S

Employing Claim 14 above, for all ¢ > ¢*, we have £(p}*) < Lr(m,n,n), where

Lr(m,n,n) = inf 2L; + Oy exp(2CregS) (4, 5(1) + €17))
tgmin((scrchZQCgoo §28n)~1/3,(8C3,C3, Se)~ 1/4)
4.7
Thus for any ¢ greater than the argmin of (4.7) we have
g = mpely < 2(Ba(fpe(w) — (@) + L))
< 2Lt +2Lg(m,n,n) < 4Lr(m,n,n),
while for ¢ less than the argmin, we have
g = mpely < O(Clig exp(2CiegS) @, S(1)? + /%)) < Li(m,m, ).
The result now follows. O]

Proof. [Proof of Theorem 1 from Theorem 2] The bound of Theorem 2 holds on a single event for all ¢. It
therefore suffices to bound Lz, and by its definition,

Lp < Ly +e25g S(t')?2 forevery t’ < t*. (4.8)
We collect the facts used in both cases:

1/?’/K with K := 64 C3, 54/3 5CkeS/3 In particular K > 1,

K= poly(C’regSlog(dm))e5cfegs/3, and t* < &,"/°.

e Since €, = ¢, = 0, we have t* =

* By Theorem 2, t* < m.

* From the definition of €,,, €, = poly(CrgSlog(dm))/d/m. Since m > d, this gives € =
poly (Creg S log(dm)) (L) Y3 for every a € [2/3, 2]

. . v
* On any interval [u,v], some ¢’ satisfies /Ly < — [
average everywhere on an interval.

General case. Take ¢’ € [0,t*] given by the averaging fact. Since t* < m, the integral over [0, *] is at

most S, so
52 27-2-2/3
[’t’ < (t*)2 =S5°K 677{ .
Also S(t') < 1+t*,s0
e S Se, + e’

Substituting into (4.8),

Lr= poly(C’regSlog(dm))elocfegs/3€%3 4 ¢2CreeS (€4,,{3 + E,Qn) = poly(C’regSlog(dm))e4cfegs(d/m)1/3.
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Case S’ < co. Taket' € [t*/2,t*] given by the averaging fact. On this interval s> > (t*)2/4, so

2
Ly < - VLsds < hence Ly = O(K®&).
t*/2

For the fluctuation term, use min(#', s) < s, then s < 1 on [0,1] and s < s on [1,00):

1 o)
<1 +/ \/ﬁsds—i-/ $?\/Lods < S+ 5.
0 1
Substituting into (4.8),

d
Lr < (elocﬁgs + ezcregs) = poly(CSlog(dm))e'%CrS =
m

Proof. [Proof of Corollary 6] Notation. Write
So :== B+ 55, v := min(c, 6), Ay, = log(m) log(dm).

Throughout, < hides absolute constants and polynomial factors of Cree. Theorem 2 holds on a single event
simultaneously for all ¢. It therefore suffices to bound £z (m, oo, 0), and we do so by taking ¢ = ¢* in the
infimum.

Bounds on S, €, and t*. We have £, < 1fort < Band £; < (t + 1 — B) ¢ otherwise. Hence

S§1+B+/ w2 du = Sp.
1

Consequently,

€m < Bm 1= 2Ckee(1 + Sp) log(m) € S Sor/dAZ, /m.
Since €n + €y = 0, the minimum in the definition of t* equals Efnl/ 3
Em S ﬂm,

. Combining this with S < Sy and

51/3

<t <E Mt Ko =6403,5y 5050/,
Ko e

For m > Qc’mgB’C(d) we have f3,,, < (2BK()™3 < 1. Hence t* > 2B, and also t* < m.
Loss term. Since t* > 2B, we have t* + 1 — B > t*/2 > 1. Together with < ¢, this gives

2Ly < 2(t7/2)77 S KQ B,
Bound on S. Let a := max{0, (y — 4)/2} € [0, 1]. We use three facts:
e min(t,s) < 179 forall 5, > 0;
* the integral can be split at s = B;

* after substituting s = u + B — 1, subadditivity gives (u + B — 1)* < u® + B®.
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Together these yield

S(t) <1+151_“/Oosa\/ﬁjds<14-151—<1<]_Lgl+ajL 1 n 2B°‘).
B 0 a ¢/2—1—a c¢c—2

By the choice of a, we have ¢/2 — 1 — @ > min{1, (¢ — 2)/2}. The bracket is therefore < B“Sy, and
S(t*) < BSy(t*) .
Fluctuation term. We use three ingredients: the upper bound ¢* < €;11/ % the identity (4 + 2«0)/3 =
max(4,7)/3 > ~/3; and €,, < B, < 1. These give

CG 52620@562% S«(t*)Q 5 B2aS§e2CregSO €(4+2a)/3 < BQaSé€2CregSO BZR/S

reg m

Conclusion. Combine the two terms and insert BZ@/ P < Sy /3 (dA2,/m)?/®. Then use B < Sy and
SE < ePCre0 which is valid because Creg > 1. This gives

2
4L’R(m, n, 0) S (537/36570‘6‘550/3 + S§+2a+7/362qeg50) (LAm)’WG

m

2
< (61070r6g50/3 + 6(6+20‘+’Y/3)Creg50) (LAm)’Y/G
m

It remains to show that the second exponential is dominated by the first, that is, 6 + 2« + v/3 < 10+/3, or
equivalently 6 + 2a < 3.

e If v < 4, then @ = 0 and the condition reads 6 < 3+, which holds since v > 2.
e If v > 4, then 2a = v — 4 and the condition reads v + 2 < 3+, which holds trivially.

Hence

/6
4Lr(m,n,0) < (ezocregso dA%/m)v .

The factor A2m7/ % is absorbed into O, which the desired result in Corollary 6. O

4.4 Proof of Preliminary Lemmas

Proof. [Proof of Lemma 7] First note that the operator norm of the first and second derivatives of P, is at
most 2. Thus for any vector-valued function {(w), by chain rule, we have

[Vt = wweq) | < IVue)l +2lg@)ll
V21 = ww)e(w) | < 3] 920)]| + 8IVut)]l

Thus it is easy to see from Assumption 1 that S1 and S2 hold. For S3, since v(w, p) = P,V F(w) —
Eup PV K (w,w'), we have (for example) || V2 P,V F(w)|| < 3| V3 F(w)|| + 8[| VEF(w)|| < Creg,
and similarly ||V2 P,V K (w,w')|| < Creg(1 + ||w']]). Clearly Eyy.,||w|| < kp, so this yields the bound
on || V3v(w,p)l,, in S3.

In the kernel mean discrepancy setting, we have

v(w, p) = Py VuwEy e Pu VK (w,w'") — EypPuw Ve K (w, w'),
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and thus the assumption that ||w|| for w ~ p* is subgaussian suffices.
For S4 by the reproducing kernel property and Assumption 1,

1K (w, )13, = K (w,w) < Creg(1 + [Juw]])?.

Now for S5, by the reproducing kernel property and Assumption 1,

2
uTVK(w,')H = sup uTVwVw/K(w,w’) e < Sup HV Vo K (w,w) H Cregs
H weS, ueSd—1 o w,w' €S

sup
weS, ueSd—1

Similarly, for S6, with 0; ,, denoting the directional derivative in the 7th argument in direction u, we have

HDQK H'H a1 ual U ( w, ')a 8l,ual,v[(('wa )>’,'-,5

= 81 ual 1)82 u82,UK(w?w>
< Crgllull?[lo]l*.

Proof. [Proof of Lemma 8] Let h, := m, — m,~ € H, so that under our normalization,

L(p) = llholl3-

The first variation of the loss can be written as

U(&:p) = (D(€); hp)yy-

We first control D;. Differentiating twice with respect to &, we have for any v, v’ € S,

v VRU(E p)v' = (D*®(E)[v,v], hy),,-

Therefore, by Cauchy-Schwarz and Lemma 7 S6,

<D2(I)(€)[U,U/],hp>H < HDQQ(S)[U’U/]HHH]%PHH < Creg \% ,C(,O)

Now recall that
Dy(w) = Ve, w) (Peyw) Ve U (& (w), o))

When S = R% we have P; = I, so the previous bound directly yields ||Di(w)|| < Creg/L(pMF).
When S = S, differentiating the projection Pe=1-¢&§ T produces an add1t10nal term controlled by
20VeU (e o)l TVU(E. p) = (DB(E)[ul, hy)y, < DS ulllehollze < Creg /o),
again by Lemma 7 S5. This yields the first conclusion.

We next control the velocity of the characteristics. The mean-field velocity satisfies v(§, p) = —P:V U (&, p).
Thus for any &, p, we have

1v(& )| < IVEU(E, pll = D) hp| < [IDD(E)llop I 2pllr < Creg v/ L(p)-

Thus
”ft(w)H < Creg E(Pyltvu:)-

This, along with the final line of Assumption 1, yields the second line of conclusions in the lemma.
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Finally, we control V;. Recall that the kernel-native operator V4 is given by
ViA = By [DP(E1(w)) [Pe, ) A(w)]],
for vector fields A € Lo(pt, RY). Differentiating in time gives
Vi = B [ D2®(&(w)) [ (), Pey(uy A(w)]|
+ Eugp | DO(€(w)) [Pe,uy Aw)] .
The first term is bounded by Lemma 7 as

[ By [D2@(c(0)) [Eew), Peurpr@)] |, < Cregsup () 1A

In the Euclidean case P; = I, the second term vanishes. In the spherical case, O(||&:(w)]|) and
therefore the second term is controlled in the same way using the bound on ||[D®(§)||op. Hence

Vel SCregsgpllét( w)ll < Cg\/L(M™).

O]

Proof. [Proof of Lemma 9] Recall that in the kernel mean discrepancy setting, we have g; = mzm —m pMF €
‘H. Recall that

_ 1 &
Pt = - Z%(W), pi'" = (&) wpo-
i=1
‘We have

9t = 900 = (Ewepp [2(6(w)) — @(Eoo(w))]) = (Bumpy [P(€r(w)) — (o (w))])-

Thus g; — g is the empirical average of m i.i.d. mean-zero H-valued random variables.

Define
R; := / L ISVH ds
t - V L(p™)

1€ (w) = Eoo(w)]| < Creg Ry

By Lemma 8,

Using Lemma 7 S5, we have

1@ (& (w)) = D(éoc(w))ll3 < 6e(w) = Exc(w)l| sup  [lu" VO(w')||3 < O R

w'€S,ueSi—1

Define hy = Eynpm [P(&r(w)) — ®(€oo(w))], and the truncated random variable
he = Eungp [0 (w)) — P (Eoo(w))1sup [l&s(w)]| < log(m) ko).
We have by the definition of ., that

4.9)

1
m

Plsup I~ Full > 0 < 1 - (1 ~ Blsup ()| > 2\/1og<m>moo1) <
<00 s§<00
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Now each random variable in A is bounded by Cfeg min (4\ /log(m)(1 + Ko ), Rt) , since by Lemma 7 S4

we can also always bound || P (& (w))||n < Creg(1 + [|&(w)]]).
_ Applying a Hilbert-space concentration inequality [Pin94, MTR24] to the centered empirical average
hy — Eﬁgz hy yields

' 2
IP’{Hht — Epphelln > QCrQGg log(e + t)ép, min(1 + Koo, Rt)} < et 02

Cr%g\/a log(dm)

where we used the definition of €,,, = . Thus combining with (4.9), we have that

vm
2 2
2 .
]P)|:||gt - goo”H > QCregV log(e + t)Em mln(l + Koo, Rt)} < m + E,

since h; — Epomht = gt — Joo-
It remains to extend this estimate uniformly over ¢ < co. Indeed to check the conditions of [MTR24],
observe that the RKHS is (2, 1)-smooth and separable, since S is separable. For s > ¢,

1(ge = goo) = (9 = goo)lln < 2sup [ (e (w)) — (&s(w))ll

< 2Creg ngp Hft(w) - gs(w) H

<202 / L(pMF) dr.
g T:t\/ (or'")

Thus g; — g~ is uniformly continuous in ¢, with continuity modulus controlled by the loss. Taking an €,,-net
in time and union bounding the preceding tail estimate over the net points gives, with probability 1 — 3/m,

n%—gwm{gzc@vmga+1kmmm(1+mw,/ \ﬂx@“>w>
s=t

uniformly for all ¢ < oc.
We now bound g.. Since

Joo = Ewwﬁglq)(goo(w)) - Ele)oq)(&)O(w))?

it is again the empirical average of m i.i.d. mean-zero H-valued random variables. By Lemma 7,

[P(E) 17 < Creg (1 + [IE])-

Since ||oo (w)|| has sub-Gaussian norm k., under w ~ py, the random variable

(1)(500 (U))) - Ewwpoq)(goo (w))

has a O(Cregkioo)-subgaussian tail in the H-norm. Thus with probability 1 — ﬁ, all of the random variables
P (€oo(w)) — Erp;mpo P (oo (w;)) are bounded by O(Clreghins \/log(m)). Again, the Hilbert-space concentra-

tion inequality therefore gives
1
B[llgo i > Crghinotn] = -

This proves the lemma. O
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Proof. [Proof of Lemma 10] We first decompose
[y = mwe |3 < 2llmgp — muel[3; + 2[mgp — mpp[3,.
We begin by bounding the coupling term
[ — mp |5
Recall that
1 m

—m ~m 1 &
Pt = E ;6&(%)7 Py = E ;5&(101‘)+At(i)'

Therefore,
mpp — mpp = B[ @ (& (wi)) — @(&(wi) + Ae(d))].

Using the second-order Taylor expansion of the #-valued map @,

1 S
D& (w1)) — B(Ex(wi) + Ar(i)) = DB(E(wi))[~Ae(i)] + / - / DR + 5 A Al M) d s,

S

Hence

mpp = mpp = —Vilde + By,
where

Vil := E;D® (& (w;))[A¢(4)]
and L

B; .= EZ/ / D2<I>(§t(wi) + S/At(i))[At(i), Ay(1)] ds' ds.
s=0 Js'=0

Therefore,

lmpp = mgp |3 < 20ViAell7, + 2] Bill3,- (4.10)

Recall from (4.1)
ViAW, = A/ HeAy.

It remains to bound || B;||%,. By Jensen’s inequality,

s 2
IBil3, < E; / io / DO+ M)A, )] |
Using Lemma 7 S6, we have ||D2<I>(§)[u,v]Hi < Cregllul||Jv]| and thus
IB]1F, < O(CRLEllA)]).
Combining this with (4.10) yields
lmpp = mppll3, < 280 Hildy + O(ClgllAell3)).- .11
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We now bound the Monte-Carlo term
2
[[mpm — m e |5

Since pi" is the empirical measure of m i.i.d. samples from pMF,

mpt —m MF = — E ( gt ’LUZ mp%/u:)

is an average of i.i.d. centered H-valued random variables.

Repeating the exact same argument as the one in the proof of Lemma 9 to bound || gt Joo ||, with the
exception each term in the truncated random variable is only bounded by 4C] log(m)ko, We attain that
with probability 1 — 1/m, uniformly over ¢ < oo, we have

Ciyr, og(m(1+ 1))

reg

g — m |3, <

m
Combining this Monte-Carlo estimate with (4.11), we conclude that with probability 1 — m~©1),
Ci k2 log(m(1 + t))
Imgge — el < 467 F A, 4 Teale B FO(CE A,
This concludes the proof. O

S Experiments

In this section, we provide several examples of learning problems which empirically demonstrate fast enough
convergence rates to satisfy the conditions of our main theorem. We study two settings, and defer further
experimental details to Appendix B.

Misspecified Sobolev single-index model We draw data (z, f*(z)), where z is drawn from /d — 1S9~ 1,
and then clamped to have all coordinates of € [—1,1]. We let f*(z) = ¢(z1) = Eypopro(z' w),
where o is the ReLU activation, and w € R¢. Inspired by [CCCFR26], we study a class of problems
f* € {f"}y=1,244 defined in Appendix B, parameterized by ~, the largest value such that when d = 2,
the -Sobolev norm of p* is finite ®. This in turn governs the smoothness of ¢, where larger v means more
smooth. These target functions are pictured in Figure 6, and described mathematically in Appendix B, along
with further experimental details. [CCCFR26] showed that for a variant of this problem that is equivalent
to our setting in the case that d = 2, when both layers are trained, the local convergence rate is of order
t~(*+1) In Figure 2 we plot both the loss for a network of width m = 32768, which approximates £(pMF),
and the integral of the square root of the loss R; := fst:O V L(pMF)ds, which is the quantity Theorem 2
assumes to be bounded to guarantee uniform-in-time PoC. We train up to 7' = 512 time. We observe that
when d = 2 and v = 1, the least smooth setting, R; does not converge, while for larger values of v, R;
does converge (see Figure 7). For d = 128, plotted in Figure 2, we observe convergence at all values of
v, though R; is larger for smaller «y. In all cases we observe global convergence. We remark that because
these experiments were conducted with a ReLLU activation, this setting does not satisfy the conditions of
Assumptions Regularity.

1/2
SThe -Sobolev norm of a function g is (Zkezd\o(2”|k|)2'y|gk|2) . where gi := [4_1 g(x) exp(—2mika)dw(x) is the
Fourier coefficient of g.
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Figure 2: Approximate loss £(pMF) (left) and fst:o V L(pMF)ds (right) for d = 128. We train both layers.
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Figure 3: examples of target densities (top), alongside the behavior of £; (middle) and the associated R; =

fot V/L4ds (bottom).

Two-dimensional examples We illustrate low-dimensional examples where S = S2, and we choose the
arcosine kernel arising from the ReLU activation. We implement the Eulerian dynamics by gridding the
domain and performing upwind integration to preserve the probability mass. Figure 3 illustrates the densities
of several targets distributions with varying smoothness. In qualitative agreement with the local analysis of
[CCCFR26], in the smooth settings we observe a sufficiently fast decay of the population loss, leading to
an effective PoC rate. In contrast, the singular target measure does not satisfy our decay assumptions, even
though we observe global mean-field convergence.

6 Conclusions and Future Work
The Mean-field Wasserstein gradient flow dynamics offer one of the clearest analytic windows into the

training of overparameterized shallow neural networks, but their practical relevance ultimately depends on
how accurately finite-width networks track this continuum limit. In this work we studied the long-time
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behavior of fluctuations introduced by several forms of discretization of these idealized dynamics, such as
finite neurons or data samples. Our main contribution is a novel uniform-in-time PoC bound that, focusing
on function error, exploits the rate of convergence of the mean-field dynamics, overcoming the short-time
barriers of standard Gronwall estimates. As a takeaway, whenever fooo VLidt = O(logd), one can attain
population loss € using poly(d/¢) resources, including neurons, training samples and gradient steps.

Our result thus reinforces the powerful role of mean-field descriptions in providing novel algorithmic
guarantees. While applicable on a variety of idealized learning scenarios, our work leaves several interesting
avenues for future research. Two concrete questions are to understand (i) whether other functionals, besides
the loss functional, enjoy the same uniform-in-time PoC under our same assumptions, and (ii) the necessity
of our assumption on the MF convergence rate — by either weakening it to slower rates £; = O(t™°), ¢ < 2,
or else by finding a counter-example. In that respect, as exhibited by empirical scaling laws [KMH™20,
BAEVW26], many tasks do not enjoy such fast convergence rates £; = O(t~?2), and further, many problems
exhibit dimension-dependent burn-in times to escape saddles. Both of these cases require novel technical
tools to avoid exponential dependencies. Thinking bigger, another tantalizing question is whether our tools
can be extended to other NN models where mean-field formulations have proven useful, such as Resnets
[Chi25] or Transformers [GLPR25], or even more broadly to interacting particle systems evolving under
deterministic gradient dynamics.
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A Proofs of Assumptions 2, 3 and Lemma 2

A.1 Notations

Throughout this section, we will use the following notation, which builds upon the notation in our setup
from the main body.

Plw) = By yypyo(w”2)
F'(w) := P,V F(w)

and
K(w,w') = Eppo(w' z)o(w' z)
K'(w,w') == Py VK (w,w').

Let H be the RKHS generated by the kernel K, with inner product (,),. By the gradient flow dynamics in
Equation 2.1, we have

%w = vp(w, p) := PyVuF(w) — Py VyEy o, K (w, w'). (A.1)

We also define the empirical local Hessian D, (closely related to D;), where the expectation is taken
over p}" instead of pMF:

Dy(w) := Ve, (¥ (& (w), p7") = Ve () F' (&(w)) — Eurpp Ve, () K (E(w), w").
Dt(w) = vft(w)y(gt(w)v IO?/IF) = v{f(w)F/(ft(w)) - ]Ew’wptMvat(w)K/(gt(w)a w/)'
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Standard Notation. The notation (S9~!)®/ denotes rank-one tensors, with
‘ J
(u,x®j>:Hu2w, U=u; @ - @ uj.
/=1
For j = 0, we use the convention (S9~1)®° = {1} and (1, 2®%) = 1.
For a probability measure P, write Pf = [ fdR and ||f||r,p) = (P|f|*)Y%
pointwise supremum of | f|. For a real random variable U, define

flloo denotes the

U, == inf{a > 0 : Eexp((|U|/a)*) < 2}, a=1,2

Thus the subgaussian and subexponential bounds below concern the uncentered variables. Write Varg(f)
for the total variation of f on R. Let N(e,C, La(P)) denote the smallest cardinality of an e-net for C in the
Lo (P) distance.

A.2 Concentration Lemmas

The main goal of this section is to show that under Assumption Regularity, the following two uniform-
convergence guarantees hold with the values €, and €, given in the introduction. We state these guarantees
as assumptions, because as per Remark 2, they (along with Assumption 1) suffice to yield our main results.
The proof dependencies are summarized in Figure 4.

Assumption 2 (Uniform Convergence over empirical data sample). Let

F = {fw,w/w((x,y)) = M(y — o' x)o' (w'z)(z"v) :w,w' € S,v e Sd_l} ,

F o= {foarl@9)) = 0= owTe)(y = o(w/Ta) swuf € S}

We have the following uniform convergence bounds with probability 1 — n=®W) over z;,y; ~ D i.id.,

1 n
sup  |Egp~pf((z,y) — = > f((zi,vi)| < €n s
P (@y)~pf ((7,9)) n; (w3, i)
1 n
sup  |Eq o f((z,9) — — flziy)| < en,
f=f wEF (@a)~pf((2,9)) n; (( )
\ 1~
E(zy)~p(f (x)_y)Q—;Z(f (z:) — vi)*| < en -
i—1

Also with probability 1 — n= M), Vuw, v’ € S,
Creg/11, and ||V2 Fa(w,w')|| < Creg/11.

Ve Ep(w, W) < Creg/11, [V Vu Kp(w, w')|| <

Assumption 3 (Uniform Convergence over sample of neurons). Let
F = {fuw(z) := UTVwK(w,z) cw e S,v e Sd_l} ,
F'i={fwn(z) = (v, Vo PuVuK(w,2)) :w e S,v e (sd-1)®2}

For any distribution p € P(S), with z ~ p is k, subgaussian, we have the following uniform convergence
bound with probability 1 — €2,m~9W /(1 4 t)2 over z; ~ p:
1 m

sup |E,w,f(z) — — f(zi)| < emkzlogle +t).
S (B (2) = 13 ) (e+1)
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Assumption Regularity
R1: activation; R2: data;
R3: bounded initialization

Claim 16
VC dimension of
intersections of
two halfspaces

!

Claim 17
Expected supremum
of multiplier processes

- - === — = — ]

Assumption 1
Kernel smoothness
by Holder estimates

Hilbert-space argument
Lipschitz map z — U,
variance and concentration

!

Lemma 15
Uniform concentration
for weighted
halfspaces

‘

Lemma 7
Kernel and velocity
derivative bounds

Lemma 18
Neural-feature and
residual-product
uniform concentration

!

Lemma 19
Regularity implies
Assumptions 2 and 3

Data concentration

Assumption 2

and empirical kernels S

Figure 4: Proof Dependencies in Verification of Assumptions 1-3 from Assumption Regularity

Assumption 3

Concentration over

ampled neurons
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The following two lemmas use standard techniques from empirical process theory along with some
analytic. Assume that all constants x and k., throughout are at least 1 in what follows. In the next two
lemmas C' denotes a universal constant that may change from line to line.

Lemma 15 (Uniform convergence). Let (X;,Y;)"_, be i.i.d. with law P on R? x R, wheren > d > 1, and
write

Pf= 3 F(XLY), Pf=Ef(XY).
=1

Suppose that X and Y are k,-subgaussian. Let A be the class of intersections of at most two closed affine
halfspaces in RY, including the full and empty sets. For j = 0,1, 2, define

gl .= {(x,y) = y(u, 21 (x) ue (STH®, H e .A}.

Write GU) ‘yzl for the class with the factor y replaced by 1.
There is a universal constant K such that, for every 0 < § < 1, with probability at least 1 — 6,

1< 2
max{ sup|(P, — P)gl, | = > ¥ —EY?| b < K<1+mm>2\/g log 22 (A2)
geg n i=1 n 0
simultaneously for
Ge g(U)‘ g(l)‘ g(2)‘ HONAORS
yzl’ yzl’ y517 ’

Proof. Throughout the proof, K denotes a universal constant that may change from line to line.
Claim 16. A has VC dimension at most Kd.

Proof. Affine halfspaces have VC dimension d + 1, so Sauer’s lemma bounds the number of labelings of
any m > d + 1 points by intersections of two halfspaces by

e \ 2(@+D)
d+1 ’
If these m points were shattered, then
2
om/(d+1) o €T
>~ d + 1 )
which forces m/(d + 1) to be bounded by a universal constant. O

Now fix u, v € S?~! and take one of the multipliers

a(z,y) € {1, y, u'z, y(u'x), (uTx)(vT:B)}.

Set

Zq = sup |(P, — P)(aly)|.
HeA

We will first bound EZ,, then bound it with high probability, and finally prove that this bound holds uni-
formly over all choices of u, v.
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Claim 17.

d
EZ, < KHG\LQ(P)\/;-

Proof. For any probability measure R on R? x R with 0 < Ra? < oo, define the probability measure R,
on R? by up-weighting by a:
R[a®1(x € B)]
Then
laly — alH/H%Q(R) = ||a||2L2(R)||1H - 1H/||%2(Ra)'

Consequently, the VC covering bound for indicators [VW23, Theorem 2.6.4] gives from Claim 16,
log N (nllall1,(ry {aln : H € A}, La(R)) < Kdlog(K/n), 0<n<l

Here N denotes the covering number in the indicated metric.
Apply this bound with R = P, and condition on the observations. Symmetrization, Dudley’s entropy
integral [Wail9, Theorem 5.22], and Jensen’s inequality give

d ! d
EZq < K\/;EHCLHLQ(BL)/O log(K/n) dn < K||al|,p) \/;
O

We will now show a high probability bound on Z,. The subgaussian assumptions imply, for each of the
five choices of a,
lall £, (p) + 1a(X, Y)ly, < K (1+ ky)% (A3)

For the products, this follows from Cauchy—Schwarz and the fact that a product of two subgaussian variables
is subexponential.
Observe then that

sup |a(X,Y)1g(X) — P(aly)| < |a(X,Y)| + Plal.
HeA

Thus, by (A.3),

max sup ‘Q(XZ‘, Yz-)1H<Xz) — P(alH)]‘
1<i<n gea

< K(1+ kz)%log(2n).
1

Also,

sup P(algy — P(alg))® < Pd®.
HeA

Applying [Ada08, Theorem 4] with o = 1 to the centered class, and using (A.3) and Claim 17, shows that,

for every ¢ > 0, with probability at least 1 — 4e™9.
d log(2
Zo < K(1+k2)? |4/ +q+qoi( n)] (A.4)
n
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It remains to make this uniform over the directions u,v € S, Let A be a 1/4-net of S~ with
|N| < 99, For any vector b and matrix A,

4

sup |u'b| < = max |u'b|,
ueSd—1 3 ueN

sup |u' Av| < 2 max |u' Av|.

u,veSd—1 U,

Indeed, approximating each direction by a net point produces an error at most i of the linear supremum, or
one half of the bilinear supremum, so for example, sup,cga—1 [u"b| < maxyep [u'b|+ 1 sup,cga [u"].
For each fixed H, the directional empirical deviations have exactly these forms, with

b= (P,—P)(X1y) or b= (P,—P)(YX1y), A= (P,—P)(XX'1p).

The net inequalities therefore hold uniformly over H. The multipliers 1 and y require no directional net.
Set

8 40
t:zlogg, q:= 2dlog9+logF§K(d+t).
A union bound in (A.4) over all 5 classes and all 927
most 6/2, simultaneously for all five classes,

net points for u, v, gives, with failure probability at

/d:L—t N (d+t)TIL0g(2n)].

For n > d > 1, this can be simplified to the bound in the lemma.
Finally, ||Y?||, < K2, so Bernstein’s inequality gives, with failure probability at most §/2,

1O toot d, 2d
RO A A (el B (- Y gK(Hm)Q\flog.
ni4 nen " 0

A final union bound proves (A.2). L]

sup [(P, — P)g| < K(1+ /im)Q
g€y

Lemma 18 (Uniform convergence and products of residuals). Fix 0 < § < 1 and integersn > d > 1.
Suppose o : R — R is differentiable and |o(0)| < C, ||0’||c0c < C,Varg(c’) < C. Let ¢ : R — R have
|9llec < C. Let P be the joint law of (X,Y) € R? x R, with X-marginal P,, and let P, be the law of
7 € RY. Assume both X and Y are k,, subgaussian, and ||Z|| is r, subgaussian.
Let (X;,Y;)! be i.i.d. with law P and let Z, ..., Zy, be i.i.d. with law P*. Denote their empirical
averages
1 ¢ 1 ¢
Pof == f(XiYi),  Pih=—3 h(Z).
i=1 =1
Define
F=A{fuw(z,y) :=yo'(w' z)(u'z):u e ST weRY},
F = {fu,w,g(x) = U,(wal)(ﬁ]?‘a(gTI) cu e S w,€ € Rd},

HD = {hy(2) = Exop,d(w X)(u, X¥)o(zTX) :ue (ST, we R},  j=1,2
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With probability at least 1 — 0, simultaneously, for some universal constant K,

d 2
sup |[(P, — P)f| < KC’/{i\/710g -, (A.5)
feF n 0
, d. 2
sSup ‘(Pn_P>f‘ <KC Hx(l"i_"fm) —log —, (A.6)
feF n )
, log(2/6
sup (P — PA)h| < KC2i+1p, [ 108C10) oy o (A7)
heM () n

If additionally Varg (o) < C define
F'={(z,y) = (o(&T2) —y)(o(w2) —y) : w, & € R,
Then, on the same event of probability at least 1 — 6,
5 [d 2
sup (P, — P)f| < K(C + £2)* | = log =. (A8)
feF n 0

Proof. Throughout the proof, K denotes a universal constant that may change from line to line. First
observe that because ¢’ has total variation bounded by C, we can write

o(z) = A+ /}R 1z > shuds),  AI<C |ulry <C. (A9)

Here p is a finite signed measure. Thus

sup (P, = P)f1 < (1A + llav) sup (P, — Plgl.
fer gegM
Apply Lemma 15 with failure probability 6/4; replacing log(2/6) by log(8/4d) changes only the universal
constants. Since |A| + [|u]|Tv < 2C, this proves (A.5). B
For F/, write £ = r&, where 7 = [|¢]| and £ € S, If ¢ = 0, choose any unit vector &; the term
multiplied by r below is then zero. The fundamental theorem of calculus gives
o('z) o0 v

1
1+r 1—i—7"+1—i-7’(§ x)/o o'(t€ z)dr.

Consequently, for f,, ,, ¢ € F/,

Fune@) = 2O @ a)o’ (wa) +

For the first term, (A.9) gives

1
5 (u®E, 33®2> /0 a’(wT$)0'(T£Tx) dr.

(u'z)o' (w'z) = A(u'z) + /(uTaﬁ)l{wa > s} u(ds).

The functions (u' ) and (u'2)1{w’z > s} belong to g<1>}y51,
coefficient at most |A| + ||u||Tv. For the second term, apply (A.9) to each derivative factor and multiply
out:

and the expansion has total absolute

o(w'z)o (r€Tx) = A% + A/l{wTac > s1} p(dsy)
+A / (7€) o > 55} u(dsy) (A.10)

b [ 10T 2 516 o = s ndsy)utdse).
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The last integrand contains the indicator of the intersection {w 'z > s1} N {(7&)Tz > so}. After mul-
tiplication by (u ® £, 292), it is a member of G &) ‘y=1' The underlying functions in the first three terms,
after multiplication by the same tensor factor, have zero or one halfspace restriction and belong to this class
by taking the missing restrictions to be the whole space. Thus two halfspaces are sufficient, and the total
absolute coefficient in (A.10) is at most

AP + 21 Allull v + lullty = (AL + [lellzv)*.

The integration over 7 € [0, 1] has total mass one. Since 1/(1+7) < 1 and r/(1 + r) < 1, the triangle
inequality gives

sup (P, — P)f| < 1o(0)[(|A] + [lulltv)  sup  |(Po — P)gl+ (JAl + [lullrv)®  sup  [(Pn — P)gl.
feF €G] _, 9eG®| _,

Now the uniform convergence result for G(!) ly=1 and G (2) |y=1 from Lemma 15 prove (A.6).

The integrated classes H'9). Consider the separable Hilbert space H = Ly(P,) and set

1 n
U(z) =o(z"z) = o(0), D,==> Uy —EUy; € H.
() =0(z z)—0(0) n; Z; z €

The map z — U, is Lipschitz into H, since

1/2

IU: = Uxlln < C(E[((2 - 2) ' X)) 7* < KCka|lz = 2.

It is therefore strongly measurable, and ||U ||y < K Ck.||#||. Holder’s inequality gives

sup ||<u’X®j>HL2(Pm) < Kk, j=1,2.
ug(Sd—1)®j

For each h = h,,,, € HU), Fubini’s theorem yields
(7 = P*)h = Exp, [¢(w' X)(u, X¥) Dy (X)].
Consequently, simultaneously for all j, the bound ||¢||~c < C and Cauchy Schwartz give

sup |(P — P*)h| < KOk}, Dulln- (A.11)
heH )

Independence of the Z; gives the Hilbert-space variance identity

1 KC?%k2K?
E[| Dullf = ~E||Uz ~ EUZ||f < ===, (A.12)
Now we seek a high-probability bound on || D, ||4. Replacing Z; by an independent copy Z; changes
S :=||Dy||n by at most

KCk
s (1124 + 1Z4).

Averaging this inequality over Z! gives

KCky,

1S —E[S | (Ze)ea]| < -

Izl + ElZ])-
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Since ||| Z|||| o < K2, the centered function of Z; on the left has conditional 1) norm at most K C'rzk. /n,

uniformly over the fixed values of the other observations. The subgaussian bounded-difference inequality
[MP21, Theorem 3] therefore yields

t
Dl < EIDl + KCroney [

with probability at least 1 — e~ ¢, for every ¢ > 0.
Then (A.12) and Jensen’s inequality give

KCrgk,
Voo

Taking ¢t = log(32/d) > 1 and absorbing the expectation term into the bound, we obtain

t
| Dplln < KC/%F;Z\/;

with probability at least 1 — §/32. Equation (A.11) consequently gives

; log(2/0
sup |(P? — P*)h| < KC?*kIT 1k, M, j=1,2,

her &) n

1/2
E|| Dulln < (E|[Dnl3)"* <

on this same event, proving (A.7).

Products of residuals. Since o is continuous and has bounded variation, write
o(z) =B +/ 1{z > s} v(ds), |B| <20, |v|rv <C.
R

Here v is a finite signed measure. Expand the two residual factors as in (A.10). The constant B2 cancels in
the empirical deviation. The unweighted and y-weighted indicator terms have total absolute coefficients at
most 2| B||v|rv + |[v||%y < 5C% and 2(|B| + ||lv||Tv) < 6C, respectively. Hence

sup |(P, — P)f| <5C% sup  |(Po— P)g|+6C sup |(P,— P)g|+|(P,—P)Y?|.
feF" ge g(o)’yEl geG(0)

Applying Lemma 15 for G(¥) ly=1 and G (0), and absorbing constants into K, proves (A.8).
Finally, combine the event from Lemma 15, applied with failure probability §/4, with the two Hilbert-
space concentration events. A finite union bound proves all the stated simultaneous assertions.
O

C5 \/dlog?(dn)
Lemma 19. Suppose Assumption Regularity holds. Then for n > d, Assumption 2 holds for €, = %,
with Cyeq a polynomial factor in the Cl,q from Assumption Regularity. Further, Assumption 3 holds for with
Crcgflog(dm
Jm
bounded total variation.

€m = . If we only want to prove Assumption 3, we can remove the assumption in R1 that o has

o(1)

Proof. For Assumption 2, we need to prove that with probability 1 — n~°") uniformly over w,w’ € S,

and v € S%1, we have
1
1+ [l

(E%ywﬁa(wﬂx)a'(wj—z)x—rv - Ex,ywpa(w'Taz)cr’(me)xT@ <e€,/2

E, ny)yU,(le‘):L'TU - Em,ywpya'(wT:E)xTv < €n/2

E, . p—o(w 2)(y— o )~ Epyuply —o(w'2)(y - ow 2))| < e
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For the case that S = R, the desired bounds follow immediately from the results for 7, 7', 7" in
Lemma 18 with § = n=°M), ¢ = Creg, Kz = Creg.
The result for the case that S = S~ is given by standard epsilon-net arguments eg. similar to [GWB25,
Lemma 23], which can be appropriately tightened to attain this improved €, using Dudley’s entropy integral.
For Assumption 2, it remains to bound || V2 Kx(w,w')|, | ViV Kp(w,w")|], and || V2, Fz(w)|| uni-
formly with high probability. Observe that

2 / i T 2 Amaz (2; 73w )
sup ||V, Kp(w,w')|| = sup 720 w' zi)o(w' z) (v x)(x u)<C’reg - .

w,w' €S w,weSi—1 wwes T

With probability 1 — n~®(), this is at most O( Cfeg <1 + \[ + ) < O C’feg) The computation for

|V Vi K (w, w')|| and ||VZ Fa(w)| is similar. This yields Assumption 2 up to a polynomial factor in
Clee.
Now for Assumption 3 for F, with z; ~ p iid, we seek to bound

1 m
sup  E.opu! VK (w,z) — p— Z u' Vi K (w, 2;).

ueSI—1 wesS

Now by definition for any u € S, we have
u' VoK (w, z) = Epo'(w' z)o (2] z)(u' ),

so in the case that S = R?, by Assumption R1, we can apply the second result in Lemma 18 with o = o,
¢ =0 and C = Cleg, k> = Kz, and K, = Cre, to guarantee that with probability 1 — ¢/(1 + t)?,

Cregd10g? (Cregd/§
sup Eu VK (w, z;) Zu VoK (w,z)|| <© Cr?:tg Z\/ reg og*( reg /0)
weS,ueSd—1 =1 m
Choosing 0 := W’ we have that this bound is at most €, s log(e + t) /2.

The argument for proving uniform concentration over ' is similar. In the case that S = R%, we have
UV Py VK (w, 2)v = Epopo” (w'z)o (2T a) (u' ) (zTv),

and so we can apply Lemma 18 with the activation o, ¢ = ¢”, and k, = Ky, and K, = reg tO guarantee the
desired result with probability 1 — & /(1 + t)2.

In the case that S = S?~!, the above uniform convergence bounds follow from standard empirical
process theory arguments: from Lemma 7 all the random variables are bounded since all neurons are on
S?-1, and we can take an e-net over S of size exp(dlog(O(1/¢)). We refer also the reader to [GWB25,
Lemma 19], where a similar result was carried with a slightly worse dependence on d in ¢,,: this can be

improved to our current €,,, using Dudley’s entropy integral.
O
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S

Boo + €ml|€x(wi) — Eoo(wi)|| —EiHy(i,5)A¢(5)  Di(8)Ad(d) <€, =~ Sen ™

v(&(w), pYT) | |v(&wi), o) | | v(&wi), i) | | wEw), gy | |G wi), ) | | vp (G, (wi), A7)

Figure 5: Decomposing %At(i) = —v(&(w;), p'F) + vp (ftn (w;), py"). Upper bound on the approximate differ-

ences between the terms in the rectangles are given above the arrows.

A.3 Proof of Lemma 2.

In this section, we prove Lemma 2. Note that we assume Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 instead of Assump-
tion Regularity; these three assumptions are implied by Assumption Regularity as per Lemma 19 and the

discussion following Assumption 1.
Before proving Lemma 2, we derive the following consequences from Assumptions 2 and 3.

Lemma 20 (cf. [GWB25], Lemma 19). Suppose that Assumption 3 holds and Lemma 7 S2,S3 hold, and
that for all s < t < oo, we have that the random variable |w|| for w ~ pMF is k;-sub-Gaussian for ry > 1.

Then with probability 1 —m =W over the initialization pyn forallt < oo and i € [m], the following
(& (wi), p') = v(&(wi), )| < emnelog(e +1).
D¢ (i) — Dy (7)|| < emrglog(e +1).
Proof. [Proof of Lemma 20] Fix ¢t < oo and w € S. By Equation (A.1), we have that
v(w, pMF) — v(w, p) == Py (Ew,prFva(w, w') = By Voo K (w0, w’))
Thus

||y(w7 P?/IF) - V(wv ﬁ;n) H < Slglf ) Ew/Np%’lFuvaK(wa w/) - Ew’wﬁ?LuvaK(w> ’UJ,).
ueS*™
Plugging in Assumption 3 yields that with probability 1 — §/(1 + )2, for § = 2,m =),

m

B VK (0, 60) = = S Vo (1,64 )

=1

sup < emkilog(e +1t)/2.

weS

Now we need to take a union bound over all ¢ < co. Create a net over [0, c0) of spacing 45012;
union bound, with probability at least

[e¢) 2 2
616C
kzzo 1+ kiﬁcreg €,

for any ¢ in the net, we have

emtkit log(t + 1)

o (w, i) = v(w, pi")| < 5

Now by Lemma 7 S3, for any s,¢ < oo, and any wg, we have

1€ (wo) — &s(wo) || < Creglt — 5| sup sup v(w, p)'")
wES re(s,t]

r€(s,t]

< Creg‘t - 5| (1 =+ sup Ew/prFHw/H)

< 2K Creg|t — 5.
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Thus, for any ¢ < oo, there exists an s in the net of distance at most 422’;(&. By a standard triangle inequality

argument, we attain that with the probability 1 — m =), forall w € S and ¢t < oo, we have
v (w, p') = v(w, i) < emnilog(e +1).
The argument for proving concentration for Dy (w) uniformly over w and ¢ is similar. We can write

1 m
Di(w)=De(w) = Euwrnpo Ve (w) Pey () Ve, () K (& (), §t(w/))—g > Veyw) Peotuy Veuuwy K (& (w), &(wi)),
i=1

and thus we care about

X = sup E,.

ythuTVwaVwK(w, 2)v — Ezwp;nuTVwaVwK(w, 2)v
u,veSi—1 wes

P
Assumption 3 now gives the result that with probability 1 — 46 /(¢ + 1), X; < 1r.em log(e +1). Again we
need to show Lipschitzness in ¢: we have by Lemma 7 S2 and (A.13) above that
X, — X, <2 sup [€(w) — €(w)| sup [V VeP VK (€, 2)]
w'es zE€S
< 2(2k4Creg|t — 8|)Creg-

€m
2 .
8C2,

The result now follows by the argument before by taking a net in ¢ over [0, 00) of spacing
O]

Lemma 21 (cf. Lemma 23 in [GWB25]). Suppose Assumption 2 holds. Then with probability 1 — n~OM),
uniformly over all w € S, and all p € P(S), we have

lvp(w, p) = v(w, p)|| < 2en(1 + Eunpllw]])-

Proof. For the first bound, the velocity is linear in p, so it suffices to prove that uniformly over w and w’,
we have

V5 (w, duwr) — v(w, )| < en(L + [Jw']).
We expand
vp(w,0uw) = PuE, 5y — o(w' x))o' (w'z)z.

The result now follows immediately from Assumption 2.

We now restate Lemma 2.

Lemma 22 (Parameter-Space Error Dynamics). Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3 hold. With probability 1 —

min(m, n)_®(1) over D and the initial sample of neurons py', for all t < oo and i € [m),
%At(l) = Dy(i) A (i) — ij[m]Ht(%J)At(J) + B (i) + €(i),
where

,Bt(’t) = Pft(wi) (EjN[m]VKt(i,j) - EwNpOVKt(wh w)),

and ||€;(1)|] < en+rientrilog(edt)[|Ar(@)]lem+2Crg (1A (D)]* + Ejl|Ac(5)]1%),
).

Be(i)]] < e log(e+
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Proof. We first decompose %At(i) into five terms:

C(8u0) = —(Eulaw), ) + v (6l 77

= — (V& w0, P = (i), 7)) = (&), 7" = (o), 77")
— (v&lwa), ") = v(&wn) ") = (v(Elwd), ") = vp(Elw), )
—vp (& (ws), B") + vp (&, (wi), Pey)-

Note: We prove the lemma ignoring any higher order terms that arise from the projection F%, (.. In the case

that S = S%!, following the proof of Lemma 5 in [GWB25], since both & (w;) and ét (w;) are on the sphere,
we have that (& (w;), Ay(i)) = 3||A.(7)]|?. Thus any corrections to this analysis due to the projections will
be on the order of Creg||A¢(7)]]2.

First term:  v(&(w;), pMF) — v(&(w;), pi). By Equation (A.1), we have

(€(wi), P = v(€w:), 7) = Pesgwn) (Burmr Ve K (6 (03), 0) = Burep Vi K (€0(wi), ') )
(A.14)
= P&t(wi) (EWNPOVKt(wi’ w) - ij[m}VKt(ia ])) .

Alternatively, by Lemma 20, we have with high probability that ||v(&;(w;), pMF) — v(&(w;), p)|| <
it log(e + 1),

Second term: v(&(w;), pi*) — v(&(w;), pi*). Here we have

v(&(wi), ") — v(&(wi), pi*) = VF(E(w;)) — By VE (& (w;), w')
— VF(&(wi)) + Eyrmpm VE (& (w;), w')
= —E;(VK (& (wi), &(w;)) — VK (&(wi), & (wj) + Ae(5)))
= Ejopm) (He (4, ) A (7) + ),

where || v;|| < Creg||A¢(5)]|?- Indeed we can plug Lemma 7 S1 into the Lagrange error bound to attain

| K (w, w') — K'(w,w + A) = Vi K'(w, w)Al| < ||A]? SupHV2 K'(w,@)|| < [|A]|*Creg (A.15)

Third term: (& (w;), ™) — v(&(w;), p*). Here we have
v(&(wi), A1) = v(&(wi), p7) = = Vv (w, ") |w=e, w) Ae(i) + v,
where here again we use the Lagrange error bound and S3 to bound

[Vl < [|A(7) HqupHV v(w, i)
weS

< CregllAe(3)][1*.

op
Recall that we have defined

Di(w) := Ve, )V (&(w), ") = Ve, () F' (&(w)) = Ewrpm Ve, () K (§(w), w').
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Now

~

Ve, (wi? (Ee(wi), i) = Ve, F (&e(wi)) = BjVe, () K (Ex(wi), & (w;))
= Ve, (i) F' (§e(wi)) = Ej Ve, ) K (€ (wi), & (wy)) + M
= Dy(i) — E;M;.

where by the Lagrange error bound and S2,

M llop < 1A sup | Ve Vo K (w, w) [, < Creg | A4 ()]

Now by Lemma 20, we also have with high probabililty that || Dy (i) — Dy()|| < k¢ log(t + 1), and thus
v(&(wi), pi) — v(&e(ws), p") = —De(i)Ae(i) + v, (A.16)

where [|v]| < Creg[|A¢ (0) 1B [ As ()] + emniz log(t + 1)[| A¢ (4)]]-

Fourth term: v/(&,(w;), p/") — V(étn (w;), pfy)  First observe that since ¢, = n|t/n], we have [t, —¢| < n.
We have

1€s, (wi) — & (wi)|| < [t — ty SEI;] 5 (s (wi), T < s Creg
sE[t,t!

by Lemma 7 S3 Thus by a second order analysis analogous to that in Third term, we have that
o (Gowi), 1) = v (e, (wi) A < Creg (i Creg + (11 Creg)?)-

Finally by a second order analysis analogous to that in Second term,
(&, (wi), A7) = v, (wi), AL < Creg (1554 Creg + (154 Creg)?).

It follows that

||V(€t(wz)aﬁ;n) - V(ét,, (wz),ﬁ?ﬁ)ll < 2Creg(n"ftcreg + (n“tcreg)Q) < "‘f?err (A.17)
Fifth term: I/(étn (wi), ppy) — V@(étn (w;), pfy) By Lemma 21, we have with high probability:
(&, (wi), AE2) = vp (s, (wi), AN < Kty - (A.18)

Final result. Putting together Equations (A.14), (A.15), (A.16), (A.17), and (A.18) or their spherically
corrected counterparts, we have

%At(z) = Dy()Ay(i) = B ji He (1, ) Dt (5) + Pe, i) (Bja i) V(8 §) — By VE (Wi, w)) + €,

where

lell < €n + r7en + reeml| A + Creg (LI AP + 1 A(DNE; 1A ()] + 15E; (1A (7))
< en + Kien + feem log(e + )| A (D) || + 2Creg (1A4: (1) 17 + E; | Ac()]1%).
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Using the alternative concentration approach to the first term in the decomposition, we also have the simpler
result:

d . . . . .
%At(l) = Dy(i)A(3) — EjN[m],j;éth(Z’])At(]) + €,

with

el < en + ﬁ?en + 2k log(e + t)en, + QC’reg(||At(i)H2 + Ej||Aj||2).

B Supplemental Experimental Details for Misspecified Sobolev single-index
model

For v € {1, 2,4, 8}, train a wide neural network with gradient descent on n = 1024 data points (x;, f7(x;)).
For the best approximation of the population loss, when d = 2, we use x; evenly spaced around S'; otherwise
we choose the x; randomly on /d — 1S?~!, and then truncate to be contained in [—1, 1]%. We use a step
size of n = 0.1 and a width of m = 32768 to approximate the mean field gradient flow dynamics on the
population loss. We chose these values of n, m,n because with twice as much granularity (choosing n, m
to be two times larger, or 7 to be two times smaller), the results were very similar.

We plot the results for d = 2 and d = 128.

For z € [—1,1]%, let

ff(z) = ka cos(k arccos(zy))

keZ
Define f7 by
k=0

k1
(k/v/2)~(0+25) k| > 1, even

=
Il
[ SIS ST

We show in Observation 23 that in the case that d = 2, f*(z) = E,~,+ ReLU(z " w) for some p* with
bounded y-Sobolev norm. We chose this class of functions { f7} because it was the simplest class we could
think of which could be represented by a ReLU network (this requires zero odd Fourier coefficients for
k > 1), and which had corresponding p* with bounded ~y-Sobolev norm.

Observation 23 (Representation on S'). Let d = 2, and let 6(z) = arccos(z1). Let F(0) =Y, n cos(k@),
and assume that fi, = 0 for all odd k > 1, and that for some n > 0,

\fk\ < Ck™7E forall even k> 2.

Then there exists a finite signed measure p* on S* whose density has bounded ~-Sobolev norm such that

F(arccos(z1)) = 8 ReLU((x,w)) dp*(w).
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Figure 6: Plot of ¢(z1) = F'(arccos(z1)) for various values of v. The function becomes smoother as -y
increases.

Proof. Let ¢(t) := ReLU(cost). We use the complex Fourier convention

~ . ~ 1 [27 .
h(t) =Y  hye hi=— [ ht)e * dt.
(t) =) hpe™, =g | Bl
keZ
The Fourier coefficients of ¢ are
1
77 k=0,
T
1
- -, k=+1,
o =144 B
(_1 m—1
, k=22m, m >1,
w(4m? — 1)
L0, |k| > 1 odd.

Let 1 be a finite signed measure on [0, 27), and define

21

9u(0):= [ 00 —w)dn(e).

Writing iy, := fo% e~ dp(w), we have

B0 —w) = Z (Zkeilwe—ikw.

keZ

Therefore R '
9u(0) = drfine™.
kEZ
Thus the Fourier coefficients of g, are g, = ggkﬁk
Now we will construct p* to be the distribution of (cos(w), sin(w)) for w ~ p* for some measure p* on
[0, 27). Define the Fourier coefficients of ;* by
B A0
Hp 2= °F

~

¢ =0.
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Figure 7: Approximate loss L(pMF) (left) and f / L(pMF)ds (right). Training both layers.

By the assumed decay,
ALl S k705,

D (LR <

kEZ

Therefore

Hence p* has bounded y-Sobolev norm. Now

Thus with x = (cos(6(z)), sin(6(x))) we have
/S1 ReLU((z, w))dp* (w) = Ey~px ReLU(cos(8(x) — w)) = g+ (0(z)) = F(6(x)).

But since cosine is an even function F(0(z)) = F(—6(z)), so [s1 ReLU((z,w))dp*(w) = F(arccos(z1)).
0

C Extending the result to second layer weights

We include some discussion below of how we believe our results could be extended to the case of training
second layer weights. We note that is is not a formal proof.

To extend the result, let S = R9*! denote the space of concatenations (a,w), where a is the scalar
second layer weight and w € R¢, and for a distribution p on S, let

fo(x) := E(a,w)~p [aa(wTa:)].
For = (a,w) and 0’ = (a/,w’) in S, define the kernel
K(,0) =E,p [aa(wT:c)a/a(w/TJ:)] ,

which is equivalent to the kernel we define for only first layer weights, multiplied by aa’. For our proof
to go through, we need to check that we have the desired smoothness properties of K stated in Lemma 7
(essentially, Lipschitzness of the first few derivatives of K).
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Now, because the kernel (and its derivatives) scale with ||6|| and ||¢’||, for these derivatives to be uni-
formly bounded, we need a uniform bound on all ||| reached by gradient flow. Under our loss decay
assumption, we can prove such a bound using Grénwall’s Inequality. For a distribution pMt on S = R,
let

X,:=  sup 9.
fesupp(p}'F)
Then we have J
X < sup v(0; o)

0=(a,w)esupp(p}'F)

= s Beon(fele) - @) (00w ), a0’ (w )
esupp(p}F)

< \Y ﬁt Slelp CregHHH < Creg vV £t Xy

Thus, by Gronwall, for all ¢,
oo
X¢ < exp (Creg V Ls d5> Xo,
s=0
and so all network parameters are bounded by this quantity throughout training. It follows that (under our
main assumption that S := [~ +/Lsds < c0), we have a uniform bound of around exp(S)Creg on the
desired derivatives of K, and thus (with additional dependence on the constant exp(5)), we believe our
result should hold.
Note that for the finite data case, in order for the loss near-monotonicity argument to hold, we expect
that we would may need to impose additional assumptions such as bounded second layer weights.
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