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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 fρ̂m

t
to its infinite-width counterpart fρMF

t
,

which evolves in the mean-field dynamics. While constant-time horizon bounds for ∥fρMF
t

− fρ̂m
t
∥ may

be obtained via standard Grönwall 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 Lt the mean-field excess MSE loss at time t and m the number
of neurons, under standard regularity assumptions and the condition

∫∞
0

L1/2
t dt = O(log d), we obtain

the uniform in time bound ∥fρMF
t

− fρ̂m
t
∥2 ≲ poly(d)m−min(1,c/6) whenever Lt ≲ t−c. 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 ϵ with only poly(d/ϵ) 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 : Rd → R of the form

f(x) =
1

m

m∑
i=1

σ(w⊤
i x) , w1, . . . , wm ∈ S, (1.1)

where σ is a non-linear activation function, and S ⊆ Rd.
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(w1, . . . , wm) = Ex,y∼D[(f(x) − y)2]. 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 ρ̂m = 1

m

∑m
i=1 δwi ∈ P(S). In [CB18, MMN18, RVE18, SS20],

the resulting dynamics are shown to be a Wasserstein Gradient Flow (WGF) for the associated functional
L(ρ) := Ex[(fρ(x) − y)2], where fρ(x) := Ew∼ρ[σ(w⊤x)]. By leveraging the convexity of this ob-
jective in ρ, global asymptotic convergence to minimizers was established under appropriate conditions
[CB18, PPP26] in the mean-field over-parametrized limit m→ ∞. 1 More recently, quantitative poly(1/ϵ)
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 [GGJ+20]). 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 ρ0 ∈ P(S)
from which the neurons are initialized, the Monte-Carlo iid discretization ρ̂m0 = 1

m

∑
i≤m δwi , withwi ∼ ρ0,

satisfies Eρ̂m0 ∼ρ⊗m
0

∥fρ̂m0 − fρ0∥2 ≲ 1/m, where here ∥f∥2 := Ex∼D(f(x)
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 ρ̂mt denote the empirical distribution of the m particles at

1We 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.
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training time t, and ρMF
t the mean-field distribution at time t, we seek to understand how close the joint law

of any k-tuple of particles from ρ̂mt is to ρMF
t

⊗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 E(ρMF

t , ρ̂mt ) := ∥fρ̂mt − fρMF
t
∥2 as a function of t 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(ρMF

t , ρ̂mt ) ≤ 2E(ρMF
t , ρ̄mt ) + 2E(ρ̄mt , ρ̂mt ) in terms of an auxiliary model ρ̄mt which first evolves along the

mean-field dynamics (starting from ρ0) 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 ρ̂mt and ρ̄mt , which we describe in detail in Section 2.2.
Grönwall’s inequality is then used to establish a bound of the form E(ρ̄mt , ρ̂mt ) ≤ 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 t, the direct Grönwall
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 ϵ may require time polynomial in 1/ϵ, 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-ϵ 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 ∆t ∈ Rm×d (see (2.3)) which tracks the differences between the m coupled
neurons in ρ̂mt and ρ̄mt :

d

dt
∆t = Dt ⊙∆t −Ht∆t + εt +O(∥∆t∥2), (⋆)

Here Dt(·) is a non-interacting diagonal term that amplifies fluctuations whenever a neuron is visiting non-
convex regions of the landscape, and Ht is a PSD interaction kernel that dissipates fluctuations across the
neurons (see Defn. 1). Finally, the source term εt ‘pumps’ error at the Monte-Carlo scale O(1/

√
m). The

focus of [GWB25] was on obtaining non-asymptotic bounds on ∥∆t∥ for problems with long burn-in times
that improved upon the Grönwall 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 ϵ to the finite-width setting. In Lemma 2, we establish a key refinement
of the linearization (⋆) that further decomposes the source term εt into a term that becomes constant near
convergence, and a higher-order term. We then show that under standard regularity assumptions, if S =∫∞
0

√
Ltdt < ∞, the short-time Grönwall 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.

3



Theorem 1 (Informal version of Theorem. 2). Suppose S :=
∫∞
t=0

√
Ltdt < ∞, m ≥ d, and Assump-

tion. Regularity holds for the regularity constant Creg. Then with probability 1 − m−Θ(1) over the initial
sample of neurons,

∥fρ̂mt − fρMF
t
∥2 ≲

{
exp(4CregS)

poly(SCreg log(dm))d1/3

m1/3 always ,

exp(10CregS)
poly(Creg(S′+S) log(dm))d

m S′ :=
∫∞
t=0 t

2
√
Ltdt <∞

A key implication of this theorem is that whenever the mean-field dynamics has a convergence rate faster
than 1/t2 (possibly after a burn-in time of order O(log(d))), we can attain a loss of ϵ in a network with only
poly(d/ϵ) 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 η−1, the learning rate. Thus
whenever the mean-field convergence rate of gradient flow on the population loss is faster than 1/t2, we can
attain ϵ loss with poly(d)/ϵ 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) := Ex,y∼D[y|x] is realizable by some distribution
ρ∗, ie. f∗ = Ew∼ρ∗σ(⟨w, ·⟩), our setting is an instance of particle gradient descent on the kernel mean
discrepancy (KMD) between ρ and ρ∗ (also called maximum mean discrepancy) [AKSG19, CCCFR26],
with the kernel K(w,w′) := Ex∼Dσ(w

⊤x)σ(w′⊤x). Indeed, the KMD loss is L(ρ) := ∥Ew∼ρK(w, ·) −
Ew∼ρ∗K(w, ·)∥2H, 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
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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 limt→∞ limm→∞mE(ρMF

t , ρ̂mt ), 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 (⋆); 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 Grönwall-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. P(Ω) denotes the space of probability distributions over Ω. For a vector w ∈ Rd, we let ∥w∥
denote its 2-norm, and for a matrix M ∈ Rd × Rd, we let ∥M∥ denote its operator norm.

We will use lower-case letters (f, g, h) to denote functions in L2(Rd,D). We use Greek letters (∆, ξ,
etc) to denote vector-valued functions S → Rd, and upper-case letters to denote matrix-valued functions
S → Rd×d or S × S → Rd×d. When µ̂ is an empirical measure of the form µ̂ = 1

m

∑
i δwi , we will use the

shorthand Λ(i) = Λ(wi), and denote EiΛ(i) := 1
m

∑
i Λ(wi).

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 ∈ L2(S ×
S, µ2,Rd×d), D ∈ L2(S, µ,Rd×d) and Λ ∈ L2(S, µ,Rd), we use HΛ(w) := Ew′∼µH(w,w′)Λ(w′), and
(DΛ)(w) := D⊙Λ(w) = D(w)Λ(w). Similarly, we let ∥Λ∥p := (Ew∼µ∥Λ(w)∥p)1/p, with the default that
p = 2 if p is omitted. Further, we let ∥D∥ and ∥H∥ denote the operator norms ∥D∥ := supw∈S ∥D(w)∥, and
∥H∥ := sup∥Λ∥≤1 ∥HΛ∥. Occasionally, we will write ∥V ∥p→q to denote sup∥X∥p≤1 ∥V X∥q. Typically the
relevant measure will be the measure from which the network is initialized, ρ0. When one or more objects in
the inner product is defined only on {wi}i∈[m] (or equivalently on [m]), then the relevant measure will be ρ̄mt
(or equivalently unif([m])). We use f ≲ g or f = O(g) to denote asymptotic dominance up to a constant
factor. We use Õ notation to omit logarithmic factors, and use OC(·) 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 ρ ∈ P(S), such that

fρ(x) := Ew∼ρσ(w⊤x),

for some activation function σ. We will be primarily interested in the case where S = Rd or Sd−1.
A supervised regression problem is parameterized by an initial distribution for the network weights, ρ0,

and a distribution D over datapoints (x, y) ∈ Rd × R. Given (ρ0,D), we define f∗(x) = ED[y|x]. We will
train the neural network to minimize the excess squared loss

LD(ρ) := E(x,y)∼D(fρ(x)− y)2 − E(x,y)∼D(f
∗(x)− y)2 .

We study the (projected) gradient flow dynamics of ρ induced by moving each particle w ∼ ρ in the
(negative) direction of the gradient of the loss LD(ρ), and then optionally projecting the particle back to S.
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Let Pw denote the orthogonal projection on the tangent space TwS. Thus when S = Sd−1, Pw = I −ww⊤;
when S = Rd, we have Pw = 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 d

dtw = νD(w, ρ), where:

νD(w, ρ) := Pw∇wFD(w)− Pw∇wEw′∼ρKD(w,w
′),

and

FD(w) := E(x,y)∼Dyσ(w
⊤x) and KD(w,w

′) := E(x,y)∼Dσ(w
⊤x)σ(w′⊤x).

When the data distribution D is clear from context, we will often abbreviate and drop the D subscript
on νD(w, ρ), KD, FD. 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 ρMF

t ∈ P(S), where we initialize ρMF
0 = ρ0. Each particle w ∈ S in the mean-field dynamics

evolves according to the infinite-data velocity ν(w, ρMF
t ) ∈ TwS. ξt(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:

d
dtξt(w) = ν(ξt(w), ρ

MF
t ) , ξ0(w) = w , (2.1)

Finite-width, finite-data GD dynamics. Let ρ̂mt denote the empirical measure defined by m neurons
under the (projected) gradient descent induced by the empirical loss from n training samples. Let D̂ denote
the empirical distribution of the n training samples. We initialize ρ̂m0 = 1

m

∑m
i=1 δwi , where wi ∼ ρ0

i.i.d. for each i ∈ [m]. Each particle in the finite dynamics evolves according to the empirical velocity
νD̂ evaluated at discrete time steps which are multiples of the step size, η. This defines a delay differential
equation in S⊗m, whose characteristics are now denoted by ξ̂t(wi), and solve

d
dt ξ̂t(wi) = Pξ̂tνD̂(ξ̂tη(wi), ρ̂

m
tη) ξ̂0(wi) = wi , i ∈ [m] , tη := η⌊t/η⌋. (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 ρ̄mt be the distribution initialized at ρ̂m0 , but that evolves according to the
dynamics ν(·, ρMF

t ). That is, ρ̄mt = 1
m

∑m
i=1 δξt(wi). Note that ρ̄mt is equivalent in distribution to a random

sample of m particles drawn iid from ρMF
t .

Now let the coupling error at neuron wi be

∆t(i) := ξ̂t(wi)− ξt(wi) ∈ Rd, i ∈ [m] , (2.3)

such that ∆0(i) = 0 for all i.
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2.3 Description of the Dynamics of ∆t

As described in (⋆), [GWB25, Lemma 5] gave a first-order approximation to the ODE describing the dynam-
ics of ∆t, with a source term on the scale 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 = Rd. Second, we refine the source
term by separating it into two terms: (1) a term on the scale 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
∆t: 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 ∆t(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 Dt : S → {Rd →
Rd} and the interaction Hessian Ht : S × S → {Rd → Rd} by

Dt(w) := ∇ξt(w)ν(ξt(w), ρ
MF
t )Pξt(w)

Ht(w,w
′) := Pξt(w)∇ξt(w′)∇ξt(w)K(ξt(w), ξt(w

′))Pξt(w′)

We will also use the abbreviated notation Dt(i) := Dt(wi), and Ht(i, j) := Ht(wi, wj). Note that by
construction we have that Ht is a PSD operator.

We make the following basic regularity assumptions on the activation function and the data. Let σ(j)

denote the jth derivative of σ.

Assumption Regularity (Regularity Assumptions).

R1 For a constant Creg, the activation σ satisfies:

• If S = Rd: σ, σ′ and σ′′ have total variation at mostCreg. Also, |σ(0)|, |σ′(0)|, |σ′′(0)|, |σ′′′|∞ ≤
Creg.2

• If S = Sd−1: for any subgaussian variable X , for j = 0, 1, 2, 3, (EX |σ(j)(X)|4)
1
4 ≤ Creg.

R2 The distribution D on the data (x, y) ∈ Rd×R is Creg-subgaussian, ED∥x∥2 = d, and EDy
2 ≤ Creg.

R3 The initialization ρ0 is supported on the bounded set S ∩ {w : ∥w∥ ≤ Creg}.

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 σ. In the case where neurons can
grow arbitrarily, R1 implies that σ is smooth and grows no faster than linearly. This includes for example a
smoothed ReLU 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 1, 2, 3 in Appendix A, which are
implied by R1 and R2 (up to polynomial factors in Creg). We believe with some modifications, our proof
could be adapted to ReLU activations when S = Sd−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.

2In the case population-data training, where D̂ = D, we can remove the assumption that σ has bounded variation; see Remark 3
and Lemma 19.
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We introduce the control parameters

ϵm :=
C6

reg
√
d log(dm)
√
m

, ϵn :=
C5

reg
√
d log(dn)
√
n

, ϵη = 2C2
reg(η + η2).

We will show in Lemma 20 that with high probability, the error ∥ν(ξt(wi), ρMF
t ) − ν(ξt(wi), ρ̄

m
t )∥ due to

sampling only m neurons is uniformly (over i and t) bounded (roughly) by ϵm. Similarly, we will show in
Lemma 21 that the error ∥νD̂(ξ̂t(wi), ρ̂

m
t ) − ν(ξ̂t(wi), ρ̂

m
t )∥ due to using the empirical data distribution D

is uniformly bounded by ϵn.
Recall that we have defined K(w,w′) := Exσ(x⊤w)σ(x⊤w′), and now define

Kt(wi, wj) = Kt(i, j) := K(ξt(wi), ξt(wj)).

Let ∇Kt(w,w
′) := Pξt(w)∇ξt(w)K(ξt(w), ξt(w

′)) and let κt be the subgaussian norm of ∥w∥ for w ∼ ρMF
t .

Lemma 2 (Parameter-Space Error Dynamics). Suppose Assumption Regularity holds. With probability
1−min(m,n)−Θ(1), for all t <∞ and i ∈ [m],

d

dt
∆t(i) = Dt(i)∆t(i)− Ej∼[m]Ht(i, j)∆t(j)− βt(i) + ϵt(i),

where

βt(i) := Pξt(wi)

(
Ej∼[m]∇Kt(i, j)− Ew∼ρ0∇Kt(wi, w)

)
,

and ∥ϵt(i)∥ ≤ ϵn+κ
2
t ϵη+2κt log(t+1)∥∆t(i)∥ϵm+2Creg

(
∥∆t(i)∥2 + Ej∥∆j∥2

)
, ∥βt(i)∥ ≤ ϵm log(t+1).

Note that on constant timescales and with ϵn = ϵη = 0, the ϵt(i) term is on the scale ϵm∥∆t(i)∥ ≈ ϵ2m.
We will show in Lemma 9 that the βt(i) term converges to a constant term β∞(i), with a difference on the
scale ϵm∥ξt(wi) − ξ∞(wi)∥ which dissipates as the network converges. Because this constant term β∞(i)
is easier to handle, this improves over the naive bound ∥βt(i) + ϵt(i)∥ ⪅ ϵm.

We prove Lemma 2 by decomposing d
dt∆t(i) =−ν(ξt(wi), ρMF

t )+ν(ξ̂t(wi), ρ̂
m
t ) into five differences

(see Figure 5), and separating the first order terms (in ∆t) 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, Dt becomes small, and thus the dynamics of ∆t 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 ∥Dt(w)∥ ≤ Creg
(
L(ρMF

t )
)1/2

.

Recall from Lemma 2 that — omitting higher order terms and any error form ϵn and ϵη— we have

d

dt
∆t = Dt ⊙∆t −Ht∆t + et,

where ∥et∥ = ∥ϵt + βt∥ ⪅ ϵm. Since Ht is PSD, we have λmax(Dt − Ht) ≤ Creg
√
L(ρMF

t ). Thus if
S :=

∫∞
s=0

√
L(ρMF

s ) <∞, by Gronwall’s inequality, we attain that for all t,

∥∆t∥ ≤ exp
(
CregS

) ∫ t

s=0
∥es∥ds ≤ exp

(
CregS

)
tϵm ≈ t√

m
.
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Unfortunately, because of the linear dependence on t, this approach does not suffice to give a uniform bound
on ∥∆t∥. However, our refined dynamics in Lemma 2 give more control over the error term et. Up to
higher order terms, we have that et = βt −−−→

t→∞
β∞, and β⊤

t H
†
tβt ≲ ϵ2m. To see this, observe that with

Vt(x,w) := σ′(ξt(w)
⊤x)x, we have that Ht = V ⊤

t Vt, and βt = V ⊤
t gt, where matrix/vector multiplications

are over L2(D), and gt = fρ̄mt − fρMF
t

. Since ρ̄mt is an i.i.d. sample from ρMF
t , we have that ∥gt∥ ≲ 1/

√
m,

and thus β⊤
t H

†
tβt = gtVt(V

⊤
t Vt)

†V ⊤
t gt ≤ ∥gt∥2 ≲ 1/m.

Nevertheless, one can see from the following example that even if Dt = 0, and et ≡ e and Ht ≡ H are
constant (which is the case at convergence), and e⊤H†e ≤ ϵ2 it is still possible that ∥∆t∥ → ∞.

Example 1 (Intuition for ∥∆t∥ diverging.). Consider the system d
dtXt = −HXt+e with X0 = 0. Then for

any M , there exists a PSD H with ∥H∥ ≤ 1 and an e with e⊤H†e ≤ ϵ2 such that for some t, ∥Xt∥ ≥M .

Proof. Let H =
∑B

i=1 λiviv
⊤
i with ∥vi∥ = 1 and e :=

∑
i viei, such that we have the closed form

Xt =

∫ t

s=0
exp(−(t− s)H)e =

B∑
i=1

∫ t

s=0
exp(−λi(t− s))viei (3.1)

Choosing λ1 > 0, e1 =
√
λ1ϵ, and the rest of the ei = 0, we have e⊤H†e = ϵ2 and

Xt =

∫ t

s=0
exp(−(t− s)λ1)v1e1 =

1

λ1
(1− exp(−tλ1))v1

√
λ1ϵ

Choosing λ1 = ϵ2

4M2 , t = 4M2

ϵ2
yields ∥Xt∥ = 2M(1− exp(−1)) ≥M .

This obstacle suggests that a strong form of propagation of chaos – in which the Wasserstein distance
between ρMF

t and ρ̂mt is bounded uniformly in time, may not be attainable when the spectrum of H∞ decays
to 0. In settings where ρ∗ 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 ∥fρMF

t
− fρ̂mt ∥

2. We will need the following lemma.

Lemma 4 (cf. Lemma 14 in [GWB25]). With probability 1−m−Θ(1) over ρ̂m0 , for any t ∈ [0,∞) we have

Ex(fρMF
t
(x)− fρ̂mt (x))

2 ≤ 2∆⊤
t Ht∆t +

κ4t log(m)

m
+O

(
C2

reg∥∆t∥44
)
,

where κt is the subguassian norm of ∥w∥ for w ∼ ρMF
t .

Using this lemma — up to higher order terms — it suffices to bound ∆⊤
t Ht∆t uniformly in t. We return

to the example above to give intuition for why this is possible when et is constant.

Example 2 (Intuition for why ∥∆⊤
t Ht∆t∥ can be bounded.). In any system d

dtXt = −HXt+e withX0 = 0,
where ∥e⊤H−1e∥ ≤ ϵ2 and H is PSD, for any t <∞, we have X⊤

t HXt ≤ ϵ2.

Proof. Plugging in (3.1), we have

X⊤
t HXt =

B∑
i=1

λie
2
i

(∫ t

s=0
exp(−λi(t− s))

)2

=
B∑
i=1

λie
2
i

(
1

λi

(
1− exp(−tλi)2

))
≤
∑
i

1

λi
e2i ≤ ϵ2.

3H∞ necessarily has an infinite spectrum whenever σ is analytic and non-polynomial, and the support of ρMF
∞ 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.
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While the idea above is promising, bounding ∆⊤
t Ht∆t uniformly in time is still challenging due to the

higher order terms that appear in Lemma 4, which we expect will be unbounded as t → ∞. Fortunately,
if the loss decays fast enough (faster than t−6), we can show these terms are small enough up to some
t∗m ≈ m1/6, when the loss L(ρMF

t ) is on order 1
m . If we can show that the error ∥fρ̂m

t∗m
− fρMF

t∗m
∥2 ≈ 1

m at that

time, then using the fact that that the loss L(ρ̂mt ) is non-increasing, we have that for any t ≥ t∗m,

∥fρ̂mt − fρMF
t
∥ ≤ ∥fρ̂mt − f∗∥+ ∥f∗ − fρMF

t
∥ ≤

√
L(ρ̂mt∗m) +

√
L(ρMF

t∗m
)

≤ ∥fρ̂m
t∗m

− fρMF
t∗m
∥+ 2

√
L(ρMF

t∗m
) ≈ 1/

√
m.

If the loss decays faster than t−2 but slower than t−6, we can perform a similar argument, but the final
uniform bound on ∥fρ̂mt − fρMF

t
∥2 will be on the order of L(ρMF

t∗m
), for t∗m ≈ m1/6.

We now have all the ideas in place for proving Theorem 1. It remains to handle the higher order terms,
and the fact that Ht and et are not actually constant. Our key idea here is to bound the objects ∥∆t∥, and
∥∆t∥∞, and ∥fρ̂mt − fρMF

t
∥ 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 ρ∗ ∈ P(S), i.e., f∗(x) = Ew∼ρ∗σ(w⊤x), our neural network loss is equivalent to that of a Kernel
Mean Discrepancy problem [CCCFR26, AKSG19] with the kernel K(w,w′) = Ex∼Dσ(w

⊤x)σ(w′⊤x).
Let us first verify that under our loss decay assumptions, we are indeed in this realizable setting. Let
mρ := Ew′∼ρK(·, w′), and let H be the RKHS generated by the kernel K, with inner product ⟨,⟩H.

Lemma 5 (Reduction to Kernel Mean Discrepancy). Suppose that
∫∞
0

√
Ltdt < ∞ and Assm. Regularity

or Assm. 1 hold so that the characteristics in (2.1) are well-posed. Then the characteristics admit a limit
ξt(w) → ξ∞(w) ρ0-a.e as t → ∞. As a result, defining ρ∗ := (ξ∞)#ρ0, we have ρt → ρ∗ in W2, and
f∗ = fρ∗ inL2(D). Finally, we have ∥fρ−fρ′∥2 = ∥mρ−mρ′∥2H, and in particular, L(ρ) := ∥mρ−mρ∗∥2H.

Proof. Recall the continuity equation from (2.1). Define B(t) := ∥ν(·, ρMF
t )∥L2(ρMF

t ). Since ν(w, ρMF
t ) is

the gradient of the first-variation of L, we have the energy dissipation

d

dt
Lt = −2B(t)2 ,

and thus ∫ b

a
B(t)2dt = 1

2
(La − Lb)

for any a < b. We now claim that ∫ ∞

0
B(t)dt <∞ .

10



Indeed, observe that ∫ ∞

0
B(t)dt =

∞∑
k=0

∫ k+1

k
B(t)dt

≤
∑
k

(∫ k+1

k
B(t)2dt

)1/2

=
∑
k

√
Lk − Lk+1

≤
√
L0 +

∫ √
Ltdt <∞ .

Now, from the characteristic flow representation ρt = (ξt)#ρ0, where ξt solves ξ̇t(w) = ν(w, ρMF
t ), we

have, for any s < t,

∥ξt(w)− ξs(w)∥ ≤
∫ t

s
∥ν(ξr(w); ρMF

r )∥dr .

Taking expectations w.r.t. ρ0 then yields

∥ξs − ξt∥L2(ρ0) ≤
∫ t

s
Brdr .

From the previous argument, we have that (ξs) is a Cauchy sequence in L2(ρ0), and therefore there exists
ξ∞ ∈ L2(ρ0) such that ξt → ξ∞. Moreover, by Fubini, we have∫ (∫ ∞

0

∣∣∣ξ̇t(w)∣∣∣dt)ρ0(dw) = ∫ ∞

0

∫
|ν(ξt(w), ρMF

t )|ρ0(dw)dt

=

∫ ∞

0

∫
|ν(w, ρMF

t )|ρt(dw)dt

≤
∫ ∞

0
B(t)dt ,

which shows that the characteristics have finite excursion ρ0-a.e., and thus ξt(w) → ξ∞(w) ρ0-a.e.
Then, defining ρ∗ := (ξ∞)#ρ0, using the coupling (ξt(w), ξ∞(w)) we have

W2(ρ
MF
t , ρMF

∞ ) ≤
∫ ∞

t
B(r)dr → 0

as t → ∞, showing that ρMF
t → ρ∗ in W2. Since Lt → 0 by assumption, we also have f∗ = fρ∗ in L2(D).

Finally, we have

∥fρ − fρ′∥2 = Ex∼D

[(
Ew∼ρσ(w⊤x)− Ew∼ρ′σ(w⊤x)

)2]
= Ew,w′∼ρK(w,w′)− 2 E

w∼ρ
w′∼ρ′

K(w,w′) + Ew,w′∼ρ′K(w,w′).

On the other hand, since mρ = Ew∼ρK(w, ·), the reproducing property gives

∥mρ −mρ′∥2H = Ew,w′∼ρK(w,w′)− 2 E
w∼ρ
w′∼ρ′

K(w,w′) + Ew,w′∼ρ′K(w,w′).

The two expressions are identical, and therefore we have the desired result ∥fρ − fρ′∥2 = ∥mρ −mρ′∥2H.
The final line follows because L(ρ) = E(x,y)∼D(y − fρ(x))

2 − E(x,y)∼D(y − f∗(x))2 = Ex∼D(fρ(x) −

11



f∗(x))2.

We note that the integrability condition
∫ √

Ltdt < ∞ can be relaxed to a tail decay assumption Lt =
O(t−c), c > 1 4, 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 Creg, 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 S̄ denote the convex hull of the space S. Thus, in the case where
S = Sd−1, we have S̄ = {w ∈ Rd : ∥w∥ ≤ 1}, and when S = Rd, then S̄ = Rd.

Assumption 1 (Kernel Smoothness). For some Creg ≥ 1, the kernel K satisfies for all w,w′ ∈ S̄:

K(w,w) ≤ Creg(1 + ∥w∥)2 ,∥∥∇wK(w,w′)
∥∥, ∥∥∇2

wK(w,w′)
∥∥,∥∥∇3

wK(w,w′)
∥∥ ≤ Creg/11(1 + ∥w′∥) ,∥∥∇w∇w′K(w,w′)

∥∥,∥∥∇2
w∇w′K(w,w′)

∥∥, ∥∥∇2
w∇2

w′K(w,w′)
∥∥ ≤ Creg/11.

Further,

∥∇wF (w)∥,
∥∥∇2

wF (w)
∥∥,∥∥∇3

wF (w)
∥∥ ≤ Creg/11,

or alternatively, for the case of kernel mean discrepancy, ∥w∥ for w ∼ ρ∗ is subgaussian. Assume also that
the initialization ρ0 is supported on the bounded set S ∩ {w : ∥w∥ ≤ Creg}.

It is straightforward to show using Holder’s inequality that Assumption 1 holds under Assumption Reg-
ularity, up to a polynomial factor in Creg. As an example, for ∇3

wK(w,w′), we have

1

1 + ∥w′∥
∥∥∇3

wK
′(w,w′)

∥∥
op

≤ 1

1 + ∥w′∥
sup

v1,v2,v3∈Sd−1

Exσ′′′(w⊤x)σ(w′⊤x)(v⊤1 x)(v
⊤
2 x)(v

⊤
3 x)

≤ sup
z,z′∈S̄

(
Ex|σ′′′(z⊤x)|4

)1/4 (Ex|σ(z′⊤x)|4)1/4
1 + ∥z′∥

sup
v∈Sd−1

(
Ex|(v⊤x)|6

)1/2
≤ O(C5

reg).

The final line follows directly from R3.

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

F :=

{
fw,w′,v((x, y)) :=

1

1 + ∥w′∥
(y − σ(w′⊤x))σ′(w⊤x)(x⊤v) : w,w′ ∈ S, v ∈ Sd−1

}
,

F ′ :=
{
fw,w′((x, y)) := (y − σ(w⊤x))(y − σ(w′⊤x)) : w,w′ ∈ S

}
.

We have the following uniform convergence bounds with probability 1− n−Θ(1) over xi, yi ∼ D i.i.d.,

sup
f=fw,w′,v∈F

∣∣∣∣∣E(x,y)∼Df((x, y))−
1

n

n∑
i=1

f((xi, yi))

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵn ,

sup
f=fw,w′∈F ′

∣∣∣∣∣E(x,y)∼Df((x, y))−
1

n

n∑
i=1

f((xi, yi))

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵn ,∣∣∣∣∣E(x,y)∼D(f
∗(x)− y)2 − 1

n

n∑
i=1

(f∗(xi)− yi)
2

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵn .

4using a dyadic argument to control
∫∞
T

B(t)dt from
∑

k T
1/22k/2

(∫ 2k+1T

2kT
B(t)2dt

)1/2

= O(T (1−c)/2)
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Also with probability 1 − n−Θ(1), ∀w,w′ ∈ S, ∥∇2
wKD̂(w,w

′)∥ ≤ Creg/11, ∥∇w∇w′KD̂(w,w
′)∥ ≤

Creg/11, and ∥∇2
wFD̂(w,w

′)∥ ≤ Creg/11.

Assumption 3 (Uniform Convergence over sample of neurons). Let

F := {fw,v(z) := v⊤∇wK(w, z) : w ∈ S, v ∈ Sd−1} ,
F ′ := {fw,v(z) := ⟨v,∇wPw∇wK(w, z)⟩ : w ∈ S, v ∈ (Sd−1)⊗2} .

For any distribution ρ ∈ P(S), with z ∼ ρ is κz subgaussian, we have the following uniform convergence
bound with probability 1− ϵ2mm

−Θ(1)/(1 + t)2 over zi ∼ ρ:

sup
f∈F∪F ′

∣∣∣∣∣Ez∼ρf(z)− 1

m

m∑
i=1

f(zi)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵmκz log(e+ t).

Theorem 2 (Uniform PoC for Polynomial Convergence Rates). Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 hold, η ≤
0.1/Creg, and write Lt := L(ρMF

t ). Define S := 1+
∫∞
t=0

√
Ltdt, and S̃(t) := 1+min

(
t,
∫∞
s=0min(t, s)

√
Lsds

)
,

and assume that S < ∞. Let ρMF
t be given by (2.1), and ρ̂mt by (2.2). Then with probability at least

1−min(m,n)−Θ(1) over ρ̂m0 and the data sample, for any t <∞,

∥mρ̂mt
−mρMF

t
∥2H ≤ 4LR(m,n, η)

where t∗(m,n, η) := 1
64C3

reg S
4/3 e5CregS/3 ·min

(
ϵ̄
−1/3
m , (ϵn + ϵη)

−1/4
)
≤ m, and

LR(m,n, η) := inf
t≤t∗(m,n,η)

2Lt +O
(
C6

regS
2 exp(2CregS)(ϵ̄

2
mS̃(t)

2 + (ϵn + ϵη)
1/2)

)
,

with ϵ̄m := 2Creg(1 + S) log(m)ϵm.

Corollary 6. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 3 hold, η = 0, and D = D̂ such that ϵη = ηn = 0. If Lt ≤
max(1, t+ 1− B)−c for some burn-in time 1 ≤ B < d, c > 2 and m ≥ ΩCreg,B,c(d) then with probability
1−m−Θ(1),

sup
0≤t<∞

∥mρ̂mt
−mρMF

t
∥2H ≤ ÕCreg

((
exp(20Creg(B + c

c−2)) d

m

)min(c,6)/6
)
,

where the Õ(·) 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 ∞. (In general, this assumption can also
be omitted if we define ρMF

t to be the trajectory on the empirical loss, ie. setting D = D̂).

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 Lt = O(t−4) 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 limt→∞ limm→∞mE(ρMF

t , ρ̂mt ) ≤ Cρ∗
5. 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 limt→∞Ht,
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 limt→∞Ht, but requires Lt = O(t−6),
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 Lt = o(t−2), though in this case we attain a slower
than 1/m PoC guarantee.

5More 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

∫∞
t=0

√
Ltdt <∞ 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 c = 2). We can prove an analog of Corollary 6 in the case that c = 2,
and thus we have the decay rate Lt ≤ (t+1−B)−2. Here, for m ≥ Ω̃Creg

(
e10CregB(1 +B)18+10Creg d

)
with

probability 1−m−Θ(1), we can show that

sup
t≥0

∥∥∥mρ̂mt
−mρMF

t

∥∥∥2
H
≤ ÕCreg

([
e10CregB(1 +B)12 d

m

] 1
3+5Creg

)
.

To prove this, we need to modify the proof of Theorem 2 to accommodate the fact that
∫ √

Ltdt does not
converge. We run the first part of the proof on a deterministic interval [0, T ], with 2B ≤ T ≤ m, replacing
S by ST := 1 +

∫ T
0

√
Ls ds ≤ 1 + B + log(e + t), and S̃(t) by S̃T (t) := 1 + t. In Claim 11, we replace

g∞ by gT . 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)/m1/6. This guarantees that networks of
width poly(d/ϵ) can attain a loss of ϵ.

4.2 Preliminary Lemmas and Notation

Notation For a tensor M ∈ (Rd)⊗k, let ∥M∥ := supu∈(Sd−1)⊗k⟨M,u⟩ denote it operator norm. Let
DΦ[u] denote the directional derivative of Φ in the direction u. For functions of two arguments, we will
sometimes use ∇i to denote the gradient with respect to the ith argument; by default we will use ∇ = ∇1,
or otherwise ∇w to denote gradient with respect to w. For a bounded linear operator A, we use A∗ to denote
its adjoint.

Definitions Let Φ(w) := K(w, ·) ∈ H. For w ∈ S, define the operator Vt(w) : Rd → H by Vt(w)u :=
DΦ(ξt(w))[Pξt(w)u]. Then Ht(w,w

′) = Vt(w)
∗Vt(w

′) as an operator on Rd. Indeed, for any u, u′ ∈ Rd,
by the reproducing kernel property, and the fact that derivatives commute with inner products, we have

⟨Vt(w)u, Vt(w′)u′⟩H =
〈
DΦ(ξt(w))[Pξt(w)u], DΦ(ξt(w

′))[Pξt(w′)u
′]
〉
H (4.1)

= u⊤Pξt(w)∇1∇2K(ξt(w), ξt(w
′))Pξt(w′)u

′

= u⊤Ht(w,w
′)u′.

Let Vt :=
(
Vt(w1)| · · · |Vt(wm)

)
, viewed as an operator from ℓ2([m];Rd) with normalized inner product

to H. We can expand βt = V ∗
t gt, where gt = mρ̄mt

−mρMF
t

:

βt(i) = Pξt(wi)

(
Ej∼[m]∇1K(ξt(wi), ξt(wj))− Ew∼ρMF

t
∇1K(ξt(wi), w)

)
= Pξt(wi)

(
∇mρ̄mt

(ξt(wi))−∇mρMF
t
(ξt(wi))

)
= Pξt(wi)∇

〈
K(ξt(wi), ·),mρ̄mt

−mρMF
t

〉
H

= (V ∗
t gt)(i).

14



Define κ∞ to be the the sub-Gaussian norm of supt<∞ ∥ξt(w)∥ for w ∼ ρ0. Note that this supremum
is guaranteed to exist under the assumptions of Theorem 2 because as is clear from Lemma 8 below, ξt(w)
converges to some limit ξ∞(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 Creg ≥ 1, including the assumption

∫∞
t=0

√
Lt(ρMF

t )dt <∞. In the proof of Corollary 6, which includes
a case where

∫∞
t=0

√
Lt(ρMF

t )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′ ∈ S̄:

S1
∥∥∇2

w′Pw∇wK(w,w′)
∥∥ ≤ Creg

S2 ∥∇w′∇wPw∇wK(w,w′)∥ ≤ Creg

S3 For ρ ∈ P(S), we have
∥∥∇2

wν(w, ρ)
∥∥
op
, ∥∇wν(w, ρ)∥op, ∥ν(w, ρ)∥op ≤ (2 + κρ)Creg, where ∥w′∥

for w′ ∼ ρ is κρ subgaussian.

S4 ∥K(w, ·)∥H ≤ Creg(1 + ∥w∥)

S5
∥∥u⊤∇K(w, ·)

∥∥
H ≤ Creg for any u ∈ Sd−1.

S6
∥∥u⊤∇2K(w, ·)v

∥∥
H ≤ Creg for any u, v ∈ Sd−1.

Lemma 8 (Controlling Dt, ξt − ξ∞ and V̇t from the loss). For all w ∈ S,

∥Dt(w)∥ ≤ Creg
(
L(ρMF

t )
)1/2

.

Further, under the gradient flow dynamics ρMF
t , for all 0 ≤ t ≤ r ≤ ∞ and w ∈ S,

∥ξt(w)− ξr(w)∥ ≤ Creg

∫ r

s=t

√
L(ρMF

s )ds ∥ξ̇t∥ ≤ Creg
√

Lt, ∥ξt(w)∥ ≤ Creg

(
1 +

∫ t

s=0

√
Lsds

)
.

Finally, we have

∥V̇t∥2→H ≤ C2
reg

√
L(ρMF

t ).

Lemma 9 (Concentration of gt − g∞). Let gt := mρ̄mt
−mρMF

t
∈ H. With probability 1− 3/m, uniformly

over t <∞, we have

∥gt − g∞∥H ≤ 2C2
reg

√
log(t+ 1)ϵmmin

(
1 + κ∞,

∫ ∞

s=t

√
L(ρMF

s )ds

)
,

and

∥g∞∥H ≤ Cregκ∞ϵm.

We now state Lemma 4, restated here for the reader’s convenience. Note that here thanks to Observa-
tion 5, we replace ∥fρ̂mt − fρMF

t
∥2 by ∥mρ̂mt

−mρMF
t
∥2H.

Lemma 10 (cf. Lemma 14 in [GWB25]). With probability 1−m−Θ(1) over ρ̂m0 , for any t ∈ [0,∞) we have

∥mρ̂mt
−mρMF

t
∥2H ≤ 2∆⊤

t Ht∆t +
C4

regκ
2
∞ log(m(1 + t))

m
+O

(
C2

reg∥∆t∥44
)
.

15



A. Main theorem: proof dependencies

Assumption 1
Kernel smoothness
and initialization

Loss integrability∫ ∞

0

√
Ls ds < ∞

Assumption 3
Concentration over
sampled neurons

Assumption 2
Concentration over

training data

Lemma 7
Smoothness of ν,Φ
and their derivatives

Lemma 5
Limit ρ∗ and

KMD representation

Lemma 2 / Lemma 22
Dynamics of ∆t

via Lemmas 20–21

Lemma 8 (cf.
Lemma 3)

Loss controls Dt,
ξt − ξr, and V̇t

Lemma 10 (cf.
Lemma 4)

Function error from
∆⊤

t Ht∆t and
remainder

Lemma 9
Concentration of
gt − g∞ and g∞

Claim 11
Self-referential bound

for ∥Vt∆t∥H

Claims 12–13: bootstrap
Joint control of ∥∆t∥2,
∥∆t∥∞, and ∥Vt∆t∥H

Equation (4.6)
Finite-horizon PoC
for 0 ≤ t ≤ t∗

Claim 14
Near-monotonicity of
the finite-network loss

Theorem 2
Uniform-in-time weak
propagation of chaos

sup
t≥0

∥mρ̂m
t
−mρMF

t
∥2H ≤ 4LR(m,n, η)

Theorem 1
Explicit m−1/3 bound;
m−1 under a weighted
integrability condition

Corollary 6
Polynomial t−c MF
loss decay, c > 2

gives rate m−min(c,6)/6

Figure 1: Proof Dependencies of Theorem 2 and its corollaries. Solid arrows show main proof inputs;
dashed arrows show additional inputs.
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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 D̂, and that the event in Lemma 2 hold for D̂ and the initial sample of neurons ρ̂m0 . These
assumptions hold with probability 1−min(m,n)−Θ(1).
Proof. [Proof of Theorem 2 and Theorem 1] First observe that by Lemma 8 for all neurons, for t ≤ m,

∥ξt(w)∥ ≤ ∥w∥+ Creg

∫ t

s=0

√
Lsds ≤ Creg(1 + S),

so κm ≤ Creg(1 + S). By Lemma 10, we have for all t ≤ m,

∥mρ̂mt
−mρMF

t
∥2H ≤ 2∆⊤

t Ht∆t +O

(
C6

reg(1 + S)2 log(m)

m

)
+O

(
C2

reg∥∆t∥44
)
. (4.2)

Thus our main goal in this proof will be bounding ∆⊤
t Ht∆t for t ≤ m. Define

ϵ̄m := 2Creg(1 + S) log(m)ϵm

ϵ̄ := Creg(1 + S)ϵn + 4Creg(1 + S)2ϵη.

Recall that by Lemma 2, for all t, we have

d

dt
∆t = Dt∆t −Ht∆t − βt + ϵt, (4.3)

where

βt(i) =
(
Ej∼[m]∇Kt(i, j)− Ew∼ρ0∇Kt(wi, w)

)
,

and for all t ≤ m, we have the bounds

∥ϵt∥∞ ≤ ϵ̄m∥∆t∥∞ + 4Creg(∥∆t∥2∞) + ϵ̄ (4.4)

∥ϵt∥2 ≤ ϵ̄m∥∆t∥2 + 4Creg(∥∆t∥24) + ϵ̄

∥βt∥∞ ≤ ϵ̄m.

For w ∈ S, recall that Vt(w) : Rd → H is defined by Vt(w)u = DΦ(ξt(w))[Pξt(w)u], so that
Ht(w,w

′) = Vt(w)
∗Vt(w

′) (see (4.1)). Let Vt :=
(
Vt(w1)| · · · |Vt(wm)

)
, viewed as an operator from

ℓ2([m];Rd) with normalized inner product to H. Recall also that we have βt = V ∗
t gt, where gt =

mρ̄mt
−mρMF

t
, and mρ := Ew′∼ρK(·, w′).

Our first claim proves a bound on
√
∆⊤
t Ht∆t = ∥Vt∆t∥H which is self-referential.

Claim 11. For any 0 ≤ t ≤ m, we have

∥Vt∆t∥H ≤ 2C3
regϵ̄mS̃(t) + C3

reg

√
d

∫ t

s=0

√
Ls∥∆s∥ds+ Creg

∫ t

s=0
(ϵ̄m∥∆s∥2 + 4Creg∥∆s∥∥∆s∥∞ + ϵ̄)ds.

Proof. Lets track the evolution of Yt := Vt∆t. We have

Ẏt = Vt∆̇t + V̇t∆t = −VtV ∗
t Yt − VtV

∗
t gt + VtDt∆t + Vtϵt + V̇t∆t,
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so

d

dt
(Yt + g∞) = −VtV ∗

t (Yt + g∞) + VtV
∗
t (g∞ − gt) + VtDt∆t + Vtϵt + V̇t∆t.

Thus

∥Vt∆t∥H = ∥Yt∥H ≤ ∥Yt + g∞∥H + ∥g∞∥H

≤
∫ t

s=0
∥VsV ∗

s ∥H→H∥gs − g∞∥Hds+
∫ t

s=0
∥Vs∥2→H(∥Ds∥∥∆s∥+ ∥ϵs∥)ds+

∫ t

s=0
∥V̇s∥2→H∥∆s∥ds+ ∥g∞∥H.

Now ∥V ∗
t ∥H→2 = ∥Vt∥2→H =

√
∥V ∗

t Vt∥ =
√
∥Ht∥ ≤

√
Creg. Further, using Lemma 8, we have that

∥Dt∥∞ ≤ Creg
√
Lt and ∥V̇t∥2→H ≤ C2

reg
√
Lt. Finally, Lemma 9 yields ∥gt−g∞∥H ≤ 2C2

regϵ̄mmin
(
1,
∫∞
u=t

√
Ludu

)
and ∥g∞∥H ≤ Cregϵ̄m.

It follows that

∥Vt∆t∥H ≤ Creg

∫ t

s=0
2C2

regϵ̄mmin

(
1,

∫ ∞

u=s

√
Ludu

)
ds

+ (
√
Creg + 1)

∫ t

s=0
C2

reg

√
Ls∥∆s∥ds+

√
Creg

∫ t

s=0
∥ϵs∥ds+ Cregϵ̄m

≤ 2C3
regϵ̄m

∫ t

s=0
min

(
1,

∫ ∞

u=s

√
Ludu

)
ds+ C3

reg

∫ t

s=0

√
Ls∥∆s∥ds+ Creg

∫ t

s=0
∥ϵs∥ds

≤ 2C3
regϵ̄mS̃(t) + C3

reg

∫ t

s=0

√
Ls∥∆s∥ds+ Creg

∫ t

s=0
∥ϵs∥ds.

Now ∫ t

s=0
∥ϵs∥ds ≤

∫ t

s=0

(
ϵ̄m∥∆s∥2 + 4Creg∥∆s∥24 + ϵ̄

)
ds

≤
∫ t

s=0

(
ϵ̄m∥∆s∥2 + 4Creg∥∆s∥∥∆s∥∞ + ϵ̄

)
ds.

Plugging this in yields the claim.

The following claim builds upon Claim 11 to give bounds on ∥Vt∆t∥H and ∥∆t∥ by induction.

Claim 12. For t ≤ t∗ := min
(
(8CregCℓ2C

2
ℓ∞
S2ϵ̃m)

−1/3, (8C3
regC

2
ℓ2
Sϵ̄)−1/4

)
, for m ≥ ΘCreg(1), we have

∥∆t∥ ≤ Cℓ2(t+ 1)ϵ̃m;

∥Vt∆t∥H ≤ CV S̃(t)ϵ̄m + Cregtϵ̄

∥∆t∥∞ ≤ Cℓ∞S̃(t)(t+ 1)ϵ̃m + Cℓ2Cregt
2ϵ̄ ≤ 1.

for some constants Cℓ2 = 4 exp(CregS), CV = 4C3
regCℓ2S, and Cℓ∞ = 4 exp(CregS)CregCV , and with

ϵ̃m := ϵ̄m + ϵ̄.

Proof. [Proof of Claim 12] We prove this by real induction. Note that it holds trivially for t = 0 because
∆0 = 0. Suppose that the claim holds up to time t. We must show that for some t′ > t, the claim continues
to hold up to time t′. We will begin with the following observation.
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Claim 13. If the inductive hypothesis holds up to time t, then for all s ≤ t, we have

∥βs∥∞ + ∥ϵs∥∞ ≤ 3S̃(s)ϵ̃m

∥βs∥2 + ∥ϵs∥2 ≤ 3ϵ̃m.

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

∥ϵs∥∞ + ∥βs∥∞ ≤ ϵ̄m∥∆s∥∞ + 4Creg∥∆s∥2∞ + ϵ̄m + ϵ̄ ≤ ϵ̃m + 4Creg∥∆s∥2∞.

By the induction hypothesis, and the fact that t ≤ min
(
(8CregCℓ2C

2
ℓ∞
S2ϵ̃m)

−1/3, (8C3
regC

2
ℓ2
Sϵ̄)−1/4

)
, we

have that for all s ≤ t,

∥ϵs∥∞ + ∥βs∥∞ ≤ ϵ̃m + 8CregC
2
ℓ∞(S̃(s))2(s+ 1)2ϵ̃2m + 8C3

regC
2
ℓ2s

4ϵ̄2

≤ ϵ̃m + 2ϵ̃mS̃(s) + ϵ̄ ≤ 3S̃(s)ϵ̃m.

Indeed, (s+ 1)2S̃(s) ≤ (s+ 1)3S ≤ (8CregCℓ2C
2
ℓ∞
ϵ̃m)

−1. Similarly, we have

∥ϵs∥+ ∥βs∥ ≤ ϵ̄m∥∆s∥+ 4Creg∥∆s∥24 + ϵ̄m + ϵ̄ ≤ 2ϵ̃m + 4Creg∥∆s∥∥∆s∥∞.

Again by the induction hypothesis, and the fact that t ≤ t∗ we have that for all s ≤ t,

∥ϵs∥+ ∥βs∥ ≤ 2ϵ̃m + 4CregCℓ∞Cℓ2S̃(s)(s+ 1)2ϵ̃2m + ϵ̄

≤ 2ϵ̄m + ϵ̃m + ϵ̄ ≤ 3ϵ̃m.

Now lets prove the inductive step for ∥∆t′∥. Employing (4.3) with the bound on both ∥βs∥ + ∥ϵs∥ ≤
3ϵ̄m + ϵ̄ for t ≤ s from Claim 13, along with Lemma 8, yields that for all s ≤ t,

d

ds
∥∆s∥ ≤ Creg

√
Ls∥∆s∥+ 3ϵ̃m.

Let Q(t, s) := exp
(∫ t

r=s

√
Lrdr

)
. Then by Gronwall’s inequality and Duhamel, we have that

∥∆t′∥ ≤ Q(t′, 0)Creg∥∆0∥+ 3ϵ̃m

∫ t

s=0
Q(t′, s)Cregds+

∫ t′

s=t
Q(t′, s)Creg(∥ϵs∥+ ∥βs∥)ds

≤ 3 exp(CregS)tϵ̃m + exp(CregS)(t
′ − t) sup

s∈[t,t′]
(∥ϵs∥+ ∥βs∥)

≤ 4 exp(CregS)(t
′ + 1)ϵ̃m,

for t′ − t small enough. This proves the inductive step for ∥∆t∥ since Cℓ2 = 4 exp(CregS).
Now we prove the inductive step for ∥∆t′∥∞. We can write

∆t′ = −
∫ t′

s=0
Jt′,s(Hs∆s − ϵs − βs)ds,

so

∥∆t′∥∞ ≤
∫ t′

s=0
Jmax(t

′)(∥V ∗
s Vs∆s∥∞ + ∥ϵs∥∞ + ∥βs∥∞)ds (4.5)

≤ exp(CregS)

∫ t′

s=0
(∥V ∗

s ∥H→∞∥Vs∆s∥H + ∥ϵs∥∞ + ∥βs∥∞)ds

≤ exp(CregS)

∫ t′

s=0
(Creg∥Vs∆s∥H + ∥ϵs∥∞ + ∥βs∥∞)ds,
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where here we have used the fact that by Lemma 8, Jmax(t
′) ≤ exp(

∫ t′
s=0 ∥Ds∥ds) ≤ exp(Creg

∫ t′
s=0

√
Lsds) ≤

exp(CregS), and by Lemma 7 S5,

∥V ∗
s ∥H→∞ ≤ sup

ξ∈S
sup

u∈Sd−1

sup
∥g∥H=1

〈
g, u⊤Pξ∇K(ξ, ·)

〉
H

≤ sup
ξ∈S

sup
u∈Sd−1

∥∥∥u⊤Pξ∇K(ξ, ·)
∥∥∥
H

≤ Creg.

Let At,t′ := exp(CregS)
∫ t′
s=t(Creg∥Vs∆s∥H + ∥ϵs∥∞ + ∥βs∥∞)ds, which goes to zero as t′ − t → 0.

Plugging Claim 13 into (4.5) along with the inductive hypothesis that ∥Vs∆s∥H ≤ CV S̃(s)ϵ̃m + Cregsϵ̄ for
s ≤ t yields

∥∆t′∥∞ ≤ exp(CregS)

∫ t

s=0
(CregCV S̃(s)ϵ̃m + 3S̃(s)ϵ̃m + C2

regsϵ̄)ds+At,t′

≤ 3 exp(CregS)
(
tCregCV S̃(t)ϵ̃m + C2

regt
2ϵ̄
)
+At,t′

≤ 4 exp(CregS)
(
CregCV S̃(t)(t

′ + 1)ϵ̃m + C2
regt

′2ϵ̄
)

for t′ − t small enough. This proves the inductive step for ∥∆t∥∞ since Cℓ∞ = 4 exp(CregS)CregCV .
Finally for ∥Vt′∆t′∥H, we have by Claim 11 that

∥Vt′∆t′∥H ≤ 2C3
regϵ̄mS̃(t

′) + C3
reg

∫ t′

s=0

√
Ls∥∆s∥ds+ Creg

∫ t′

s=0

(
ϵ̄m∥∆s∥2 + 4Creg∥∆s∥∥∆s∥∞ + ϵ̄

)
ds.

Now by the inductive hypothesis,∫ t

s=0

√
Ls∥∆s∥ds ≤

∫ t

s=0

√
Ls(s+ 1)Cℓ2 ϵ̃mds ≤ SS̃(t)Cℓ2 ϵ̃m.

Next, ∫ t

s=0
ϵ̄m∥∆s∥2ds ≤ ϵ̄m

∫ t

s=0
(s+ 1)Cℓ2 ϵ̃m ≤ ϵ̄m(t+ 1)2Cℓ2 ϵ̃m ≤ ϵ̄m,

by the upper bound on t. Finally,∫ t

s=0
4Creg∥∆s∥∥∆s∥∞ds

≤
∫ t

s=0
4Creg(s+ 1)2S̃(s)Cℓ2Cℓ∞ ϵ̃

2
mds+

∫ t

s=0
4Creg(s+ 1)3C2

ℓ2Cregϵ̃mϵ̄ds

≤ 4Creg(t+ 1)3Cℓ2Cℓ∞S̃(t)ϵ̃
2
m + (t+ 1)4C2

regC
2
ℓ2 ϵ̃mϵ̄

≤ S̃(t)ϵ̃m

since t ≤ min
(
(8CregCℓ2C

2
ℓ∞
S2ϵ̃m)

−1/3, (8C3
regC

2
ℓ2
Sϵ̄)−1/4

)
.

Thus for t− t′ small enough, since Vt∆t is continuous in t, we have

∥Vt′∆t′∥H ≤
(
2C3

regϵ̃mS̃(t) + C3
regSS̃(t

′)Cℓ2 ϵ̃m + S̃(t′)ϵ̃m + Cregt
′ϵ̄
)
≤ 2C3

regCℓ2SS̃(t
′)ϵ̃m + Cregt

′ϵ̄.
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This proves the inductive step for ∥Vt∆t∥H since CV = 2C3
regCℓ2S. This completes the proof.

Returning to (4.2) and again leveraging the bound on ∥∆t∥44 ≤ ∥∆t∥2∥∆t∥2∞ from Claim 12, we have that
for all t ≤ min

(
(8CregCℓ2C

2
ℓ∞
S2ϵ̃m)

−1/3, (8C3
regC

2
ℓ2
Sϵ̄)−1/4

)
,

∥mρ̂mt
−mρMF

t
∥2H ≤ 2C2

V S̃(t)
2ϵ̃2m + 2C2

regt
2ϵ̄2 +O

(
C6

reg(1 + S)2 log(m)

m

)
+O

(
C2

reg∥∆t∥44
)

(4.6)

≤ O
(
C6

regS
2 exp(2CregS)(ϵ̄

2
mS̃(t)

2 + ϵ̄1/2)
)
.

Now because the above bounds hold only for t = O
(
min(ϵ̄

−1/3
m , ϵ̄−1/4)

)
, we will leverage the fact that

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

Claim 14. For any t ≥ s, we have

L(ρ̂mt ) ≤ L(ρ̂ms ) + 4ϵn.

Proof. In the case that η = 0 and n = ∞ (or D = D̂), this is immediate, since we are running gradient flow
on the population loss, so it can never increase. If D = D̂ but we have a non-zero step size η, it suffices to
show that η is smaller than the inverse Lipschitzness of the gradient. Indeed by Lemma 7, the Lipschitzness
of ν with respect to any parameter is at most supw,w′∈S

(
∥∇2K(w,w′)∥+ ∥∇1∇2K(w,w′)∥

)
≤ 2Creg,

and we have assumed η < 0.1/Creg.
Finally, for the case that LD ̸= LD̂, we have that LD̂ is non-increasing. Indeed, this is immediate if

η = 0, and for 0 < η ≤ 0.1/Creg, it follows from the Lipschitzness bounds on KD̂, FD̂ and its derivatives
in Assumption 2. Thus we have

LD̂(ρ̂
m
t ) ≤ LD̂(ρ̂

m
s ),

Now we will show that the event in Assumption 2 holding, implies that

LD(ρ̂
m
t ) ≤ LD̂(ρ̂

m
t ) + 2ϵn ≤ LD̂(ρ̂

m
s ) + 2ϵn ≤ LD(ρ̂

m
s ) + 4ϵn.

Indeed, note that the event on F ′ in Assumption 2 holding implies that for any distribution ρ over neurons,

|E(x,y)∼D(fρ(x)− y))2 − E(x,y)∼D̂(fρ(x)− y))2|

= |Ew∼ρEw′∼ρ

(
E(x,y)∼D(σ(w

⊤x)− y)(σ(w′⊤x)− y)− E(x,y)∼D̂(σ(w
⊤x)− y)(σ(w′⊤x)− y)

)
|

≤ sup
w,w′∈S

|E(x,y)∼D(σ(w
⊤x)− y)(σ(w′⊤x)− y)− E(x,y)∼D̂(σ(w

⊤x)− y)(σ(w′⊤x)− y)|

≤ ϵn.

Combining with the additional event on f∗ in Assumption 2 implies that uniformly over ρ,

|LD(ρ)− LD̂(ρ)| = |Ex,y∼D(fρ(x)− y))2 − Ex,y∼D̂(fρ(x)− y))2 − (f∗(x)− y))2 + Ex,y∼D̂(f
∗(x)− y))2| ≤ 2ϵn.
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From (4.6), we have that for t ≤ t∗,

∥mρ̂mt
−mρ∗∥2H ≤ 2

(
Lt + ∥mρ̂mt

−mρMF
t
∥2H
)

≤ 2Lt +O
(
C6

regS
2 exp(2CregS)(ϵ̄

2
mS̃(t)

2 + ϵ̄1/2)
)
,

Employing Claim 14 above, for all t ≥ t∗, we have L(ρ̂mt ) ≤ LR(m,n, η), where

LR(m,n, η) := inf
t≤min

(
(8CregCℓ2

C2
ℓ∞S2ϵ̃m)−1/3,(8C3

regC
2
ℓ2
Sϵ̄)−1/4

) 2Lt +O
(
C6

regS
2 exp(2CregS)(ϵ̄

2
mS̃(t)

2 + ϵ̄1/2)
)

(4.7)

Thus for any t greater than the argmin of (4.7) we have

∥mρ̂mt
−mρMF

t
∥2H ≤ 2

(
Ex(fρMF

t
(x)− f∗(x))2 + L(ρ̂mt )

)
≤ 2Lt + 2LR(m,n, η) ≤ 4LR(m,n, η),

while for t less than the argmin, we have

∥mρ̂mt
−mρMF

t
∥2H ≤ O

(
C6

reg exp(2CregS)(ϵ̄
2
mS̃(t)

2 + ϵ̄1/2)
)
≤ LR(m,n, η).

The result now follows.

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

LR ≲ Lt′ + e2CregS ϵ̄2m S̃(t
′)2 for every t′ ≤ t∗. (4.8)

We collect the facts used in both cases:

• Since ϵn = ϵη = 0, we have t∗ = ϵ̄
−1/3
m /K with K := 64C3

regS
4/3e5CregS/3. In particular K ≥ 1,

K = poly(CregS log(dm))e5CregS/3, and t∗ ≤ ϵ̄
−1/3
m .

• By Theorem 2, t∗ ≤ m.

• From the definition of ϵm, ϵ̄m = poly(CregS log(dm))
√
d/m. Since m ≥ d, this gives ϵ̄am =

poly(CregS log(dm))
(
d
m

)1/3
for every a ∈ [2/3, 2].

• On any interval [u, v], some t′ satisfies
√
Lt′ ≤ 1

v−u
∫ v
u

√
Ls ds, since a function cannot exceed its

average everywhere on an interval.

General case. Take t′ ∈ [0, t∗] given by the averaging fact. Since t∗ ≤ m, the integral over [0, t∗] is at
most S, so

Lt′ ≤
S2

(t∗)2
= S2K2ϵ̄2/3m .

Also S̃(t′) ≤ 1 + t∗, so

ϵ̄2m S̃(t
′)2 ≲ ϵ̄2m + ϵ̄4/3m .

Substituting into (4.8),

LR = poly(CregS log(dm))e10CregS/3ϵ̄2/3m + e2CregS
(
ϵ̄4/3m + ϵ̄2m

)
= poly(CregS log(dm))e4CregS(d/m)1/3.
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Case S′ <∞. Take t′ ∈ [t∗/2, t∗] given by the averaging fact. On this interval s2 ≥ (t∗)2/4, so

√
Lt′ ≤

2

t∗

∫ t∗

t∗/2

√
Ls ds ≤

8S′

(t∗)3
, hence Lt′ = O(K6ϵ̄2m).

For the fluctuation term, use min(t′, s) ≤ s, then s ≤ 1 on [0, 1] and s ≤ s2 on [1,∞):

S̃(t′) ≤ 1 +

∫ 1

0

√
Ls ds+

∫ ∞

1
s2
√

Ls ds ≤ S + S′.

Substituting into (4.8),

LR ≲
(
e10CregS + e2CregS

)
ϵ̄2m = poly(CS log(dm))e10CregS d

m
.

Proof. [Proof of Corollary 6] Notation. Write

S0 := B + c
c−2 , γ := min(c, 6), Λm := log(m) log(dm).

Throughout, ≲ hides absolute constants and polynomial factors of Creg. Theorem 2 holds on a single event
simultaneously for all t. It therefore suffices to bound LR(m,∞, 0), and we do so by taking t = t∗ in the
infimum.

Bounds on S, ϵ̄m and t∗. We have Lt ≤ 1 for t ≤ B and Lt ≤ (t+ 1−B)−c otherwise. Hence

S ≤ 1 +B +

∫ ∞

1
u−c/2 du = S0.

Consequently,

ϵ̄m ≤ β̄m := 2Creg(1 + S0) log(m) ϵm ≲ S0
√
dΛ2

m/m.

Since ϵn + ϵη = 0, the minimum in the definition of t∗ equals ϵ̄−1/3
m . Combining this with S ≤ S0 and

ϵ̄m ≤ β̄m,

β̄
−1/3
m

K0
≤ t∗ ≤ ϵ̄−1/3

m , K0 := 64C3
regS

4/3
0 e5CS0/3.

For m ≥ Ω̃Creg,B,c(d) we have β̄m ≤ (2BK0)
−3 ≤ 1. Hence t∗ ≥ 2B, and also t∗ ≤ m.

Loss term. Since t∗ ≥ 2B, we have t∗ + 1−B ≥ t∗/2 ≥ 1. Together with γ ≤ c, this gives

2Lt∗ ≤ 2(t∗/2)−γ ≲ Kγ
0 β̄

γ/3
m .

Bound on S̃. Let α := max{0, (γ − 4)/2} ∈ [0, 1]. We use three facts:

• min(t, s) ≤ t1−αsα for all s, t ≥ 0;

• the integral can be split at s = B;

• after substituting s = u+B − 1, subadditivity gives (u+B − 1)α ≤ uα +Bα.
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Together these yield

S̃(t) ≤ 1 + t1−α
∫ ∞

0
sα
√

Ls ds ≤ 1 + t1−α
(
B1+α +

1

c/2− 1− α
+

2Bα

c− 2

)
.

By the choice of α, we have c/2− 1− α ≥ min{1, (c− 2)/2}. The bracket is therefore ≲ BαS0, and

S̃(t∗) ≲ BαS0(t
∗)1−α.

Fluctuation term. We use three ingredients: the upper bound t∗ ≤ ϵ̄
−1/3
m ; the identity (4 + 2α)/3 =

max(4, γ)/3 ≥ γ/3; and ϵ̄m ≤ β̄m ≤ 1. These give

C6
regS

2e2CregS ϵ̄2m S̃(t
∗)2 ≲ B2αS4

0e
2CregS0 ϵ̄(4+2α)/3

m ≤ B2αS4
0e

2CregS0 β̄γ/3m .

Conclusion. Combine the two terms and insert β̄γ/3m ≲ S
γ/3
0 (dΛ2

m/m)γ/6. Then use B ≤ S0 and
Sp0 ≤ epCregS0 , which is valid because Creg ≥ 1. This gives

4LR(m,n, 0) ≲
(
S
5γ/3
0 e5γCregS0/3 + S

4+2α+γ/3
0 e2CregS0

)(dΛ2
m

m

)γ/6
≤
(
e10γCregS0/3 + e(6+2α+γ/3)CregS0

)(dΛ2
m

m

)γ/6
.

It remains to show that the second exponential is dominated by the first, that is, 6 + 2α+ γ/3 ≤ 10γ/3, or
equivalently 6 + 2α ≤ 3γ.

• If γ ≤ 4, then α = 0 and the condition reads 6 ≤ 3γ, which holds since γ > 2.

• If γ > 4, then 2α = γ − 4 and the condition reads γ + 2 ≤ 3γ, which holds trivially.

Hence

4LR(m,n, 0) ≲
(
e20CregS0 dΛ2

m/m
)γ/6

.

The factor Λ2γ/6
m is absorbed into Õ, which the desired result in Corollary 6.

4.4 Proof of Preliminary Lemmas

Proof. [Proof of Lemma 7] First note that the operator norm of the first and second derivatives of Pw is at
most 2. Thus for any vector-valued function ξ(w), by chain rule, we have∥∥∥∇w(I − ww⊤)ξ(w)

∥∥∥ ≤ ∥∇wξ(w)∥+ 2∥ξ(w)∥ ,∥∥∥∇2
w(I − ww⊤)ξ(w)

∥∥∥ ≤ 3
∥∥∇2

wξ(w)
∥∥+ 8∥∇wξ(w)∥.

Thus it is easy to see from Assumption 1 that S1 and S2 hold. For S3, since ν(w, ρ) = Pw∇wF (w) −
Ew′∼ρPw∇wK(w,w′), we have (for example) ∥∇2

wPw∇wF (w)∥ ≤ 3∥∇3
wF (w)∥+ 8∥∇2

wF (w)∥ ≤ Creg,
and similarly ∥∇2

wPw∇wK(w,w′)∥ ≤ Creg(1 + ∥w′∥). Clearly Ew′∼ρ∥w∥ ≤ κρ, so this yields the bound
on
∥∥∇2

wν(w, ρ)
∥∥
op

in S3.
In the kernel mean discrepancy setting, we have

ν(w, ρ) = Pw∇wEw′∼ρ∗Pw∇wK(w,w′)− Ew′∼ρPw∇wK(w,w′),
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and thus the assumption that ∥w∥ for w ∼ ρ∗ is subgaussian suffices.
For S4 by the reproducing kernel property and Assumption 1,

∥K(w, ·)∥2H = K(w,w) ≤ Creg(1 + ∥w∥)2.

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

sup
w∈S, u∈Sd−1

∥∥∥u⊤∇K(w, ·)
∥∥∥2
H
= sup

w∈S, u∈Sd−1

u⊤∇w∇w′K(w,w′)
∣∣
w′=w

u ≤ sup
w,w′∈S

∥∥∇w∇w′K(w,w′)
∥∥ ≤ Creg,

Similarly, for S6, with ∂i,u denoting the directional derivative in the ith argument in direction u, we have∥∥D2K(w, ·)[u, v]
∥∥2
H = ⟨∂1,u∂1,vK(w, ·), ∂1,u∂1,vK(w, ·)⟩H
= ∂1,u∂1,v∂2,u∂2,vK(w,w)

≤ C2
reg∥u∥2∥v∥2.

Proof. [Proof of Lemma 8] Let hρ := mρ −mρ∗ ∈ H, so that under our normalization,

L(ρ) = ∥hρ∥2H.

The first variation of the loss can be written as

U(ξ, ρ) = ⟨Φ(ξ), hρ⟩H.

We first control Dt. Differentiating twice with respect to ξ, we have for any v, v′ ∈ Sd−1,

v⊤∇2
ξU(ξ, ρ)v′ =

〈
D2Φ(ξ)[v, v′], hρ

〉
H.

Therefore, by Cauchy-Schwarz and Lemma 7 S6,〈
D2Φ(ξ)[v, v′], hρ

〉
H ≤

∥∥D2Φ(ξ)[v, v′]
∥∥
H∥hρ∥H ≤ Creg

√
L(ρ).

Now recall that
Dt(w) = ∇ξt(w)

(
Pξt(w)∇ξt(w)U(ξt(w), ρ

MF
t )
)
.

When S = Rd, we have Pξ = I , so the previous bound directly yields ∥Dt(w)∥ ≤ Creg
√

L(ρMF
t ).

When S = Sd−1, differentiating the projection Pξ = I − ξξ⊤ produces an additional term controlled by
2∥∇ξU(ξ, ρ)∥, but here we have u⊤∇ξU(ξ, ρ) = ⟨DΦ(ξ)[u], hρ⟩H ≤ ∥DΦ(ξ)[u]∥H∥hρ∥H ≤ Creg

√
L(ρ),

again by Lemma 7 S5. This yields the first conclusion.
We next control the velocity of the characteristics. The mean-field velocity satisfies ν(ξ, ρ) = −Pξ∇ξU(ξ, ρ).

Thus for any ξ, ρ, we have

∥ν(ξ, ρ)∥ ≤ ∥∇ξU(ξ, ρ)∥ = ∥DΦ(ξ)∗hρ∥ ≤ ∥DΦ(ξ)∥op∥hρ∥H ≤ Creg
√

L(ρ).

Thus
∥ξ̇t(w)∥ ≤ Creg

√
L(ρMF

t ).

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 V̇t. Recall that the kernel-native operator Vt is given by

VtΛ = Ew∼ρ̂m0
[
DΦ(ξt(w))

[
Pξt(w)Λ(w)

]]
,

for vector fields Λ ∈ L2(ρ̂
m
0 ,Rd). Differentiating in time gives

V̇tΛ = Ew∼ρ̂m0
[
D2Φ(ξt(w))

[
ξ̇t(w), Pξt(w)Λ(w)

]]
+ Ew∼ρ̂m0

[
DΦ(ξt(w))

[
Ṗξt(w)Λ(w)

]]
.

The first term is bounded by Lemma 7 as∥∥∥Ew∼ρ̂m0 [D2Φ(ξt(w))
[
ξ̇t(w), Pξt(w)Λ(w)

]]∥∥∥
H
≤ Creg sup

w
∥ξ̇t(w)∥∥Λ∥.

In the Euclidean case Pξ = I , the second term vanishes. In the spherical case, ∥Ṗξt(w)∥ = O(∥ξ̇t(w)∥) and
therefore the second term is controlled in the same way using the bound on ∥DΦ(ξ)∥op. Hence

∥V̇t∥H ≤ Creg sup
w

∥ξ̇t(w)∥ ≤ C2
reg

√
L(ρMF

t ).

Proof. [Proof of Lemma 9] Recall that in the kernel mean discrepancy setting, we have gt = mρ̄mt
−mρMF

t
∈

H. Recall that

ρ̄mt =
1

m

m∑
i=1

δξt(wi), ρMF
t = (ξt)#ρ0.

We have

gt − g∞ =
(
Ew∼ρ̄m0

[
Φ(ξt(w))− Φ(ξ∞(w))

])
−
(
Ew∼ρ0

[
Φ(ξt(w))− Φ(ξ∞(w))

])
.

Thus gt − g∞ is the empirical average of m i.i.d. mean-zero H-valued random variables.
Define

Rt :=

∫ ∞

s=t

√
L(ρMF

s ) ds.

By Lemma 8,
∥ξt(w)− ξ∞(w)∥ ≤ CregRt.

Using Lemma 7 S5, we have

∥Φ(ξt(w))− Φ(ξ∞(w))∥H ≤ ∥ξt(w)− ξ∞(w)∥ sup
w′∈S,u∈Sd−1

∥u⊤∇Φ(w′)∥H ≤ C2
regRt.

Define ht = Ew∼ρ̄m0 [Φ(ξt(w))− Φ(ξ∞(w))], and the truncated random variable

h̃t := Ew∼ρ̄m0
[
Φ(ξt(w))− Φ(ξ∞(w))1(sup

s<∞
∥ξs(w)∥ ≤

√
log(m)κ∞).

]
We have by the definition of κ∞ that

P[sup
t<∞

∥ht − h̃t∥H > 0] ≤ 1−
(
1− P[ sup

s<∞
∥ξs(w)∥ ≥ 2

√
log(m)κ∞]

)m
≤ 1

m
. (4.9)
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Now each random variable in h̃t is bounded byC2
reg min

(
4
√

log(m)(1 + κ∞), Rt

)
, since by Lemma 7 S4

we can also always bound ∥Φ(ξt(w))∥H ≤ Creg(1 + ∥ξt(w)∥).
Applying a Hilbert-space concentration inequality [Pin94, MTR24] to the centered empirical average

h̃t − Eρ̄m0 h̃t yields

P
[
∥ht − Eρ̄m0 ht∥H ≥ 2C2

reg

√
log(e+ t)ϵmmin(1 + κ∞, Rt)

]
≤ 2

m5(e+ t)2
,

where we used the definition of ϵm =
C6

reg
√
d log(dm)√
m

. Thus combining with (4.9), we have that

P
[
∥gt − g∞∥H ≥ 2C2

reg

√
log(e+ t)ϵmmin(1 + κ∞, Rt)

]
≤ 2

m5(e+ t)2
+

2

m
,

since ht − Eρ̄m0 ht = gt − g∞.
It remains to extend this estimate uniformly over t < ∞. Indeed to check the conditions of [MTR24],

observe that the RKHS is (2, 1)-smooth and separable, since S is separable. For s ≥ t,

∥(gt − g∞)− (gs − g∞)∥H ≤ 2 sup
w

∥Φ(ξt(w))− Φ(ξs(w))∥H

≤ 2Creg sup
w

∥ξt(w)− ξs(w)∥

≤ 2C2
reg

∫ s

r=t

√
L(ρMF

r ) dr.

Thus gt−g∞ is uniformly continuous in t, with continuity modulus controlled by the loss. Taking an ϵm-net
in time and union bounding the preceding tail estimate over the net points gives, with probability 1− 3/m,

∥gt − g∞∥H ≤ 2C2
reg

√
log(t+ 1)ϵmmin

(
1 + κ∞,

∫ ∞

s=t

√
L(ρMF

s ) ds

)
uniformly for all t <∞.

We now bound g∞. Since

g∞ = Ew∼ρ̄m0 Φ(ξ∞(w))− Ew∼ρ0Φ(ξ∞(w)),

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

∥Φ(ξ)∥H ≤ Creg(1 + ∥ξ∥).

Since ∥ξ∞(w)∥ has sub-Gaussian norm κ∞ under w ∼ ρ0, the random variable

Φ(ξ∞(w))− Ew∼ρ0Φ(ξ∞(w))

has a O(Cregκ∞)-subgaussian tail in the H-norm. Thus with probability 1− 1
2m , all of the random variables

Φ(ξ∞(w))−Ewi∼ρ0Φ(ξ∞(wi)) are bounded by O(Cregκ∞
√

log(m)). Again, the Hilbert-space concentra-
tion inequality therefore gives

P
[
∥g∞∥H ≥ Cregκ∞ϵm

]
=

1

m
.

This proves the lemma.
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Proof. [Proof of Lemma 10] We first decompose

∥mρ̂mt
−mρMF

t
∥2H ≤ 2∥mρ̄mt

−mρMF
t
∥2H + 2∥mρ̄mt

−mρ̂mt
∥2H.

We begin by bounding the coupling term

∥mρ̄mt
−mρ̂mt

∥2H.

Recall that

ρ̄mt =
1

m

m∑
i=1

δξt(wi), ρ̂mt =
1

m

m∑
i=1

δξt(wi)+∆t(i).

Therefore,

mρ̄mt
−mρ̂mt

= Ei[Φ(ξt(wi))− Φ(ξt(wi) + ∆t(i))].

Using the second-order Taylor expansion of the H-valued map Φ,

Φ(ξt(wi))− Φ(ξt(wi) + ∆t(i)) = DΦ(ξt(wi))[−∆t(i)] +

∫ 1

s=0

∫ s

s′=0
D2Φ(ξt(wi) + s′∆t(i))[∆t(i),∆t(i)] ds

′ ds.

Hence

mρ̄mt
−mρ̂mt

= −Vt∆t +Bt,

where
Vt∆t := EiDΦ(ξt(wi))[∆t(i)]

and

Bt := Ei
∫ 1

s=0

∫ s

s′=0
D2Φ(ξt(wi) + s′∆t(i))[∆t(i),∆t(i)] ds

′ ds.

Therefore,

∥mρ̄mt
−mρ̂mt

∥2H ≤ 2∥Vt∆t∥2H + 2∥Bt∥2H. (4.10)

Recall from (4.1)
∥Vt∆t∥2H = ∆⊤

t Ht∆t.

It remains to bound ∥Bt∥2H. By Jensen’s inequality,

∥Bt∥2H ≤ Ei
∥∥∥∥∫ 1

s=0

∫ s

s′=0
D2Φ(ξt(wi) + s′∆t(i))[∆t(i),∆t(i)] ds

′ ds

∥∥∥∥2
H
.

Using Lemma 7 S6, we have
∥∥D2Φ(ξ)[u, v]

∥∥2
H ≤ Creg∥u∥∥v∥ and thus

∥Bt∥2H ≤ O(C2
regEi∥∆t(i)∥4).

Combining this with (4.10) yields

∥mρ̄mt
−mρ̂mt

∥2H ≤ 2∆⊤
t Ht∆t +O

(
C2

reg∥∆t∥44
))
. (4.11)
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We now bound the Monte-Carlo term

∥mρ̄mt
−mρMF

t
∥2H.

Since ρ̄mt is the empirical measure of m i.i.d. samples from ρMF
t ,

mρ̄mt
−mρMF

t
=

1

m

m∑
i=1

(
Φ(ξt(wi))−mρMF

t

)
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 − g∞∥H, with the
exception each term in the truncated random variable is only bounded by 4C2

reg

√
log(m)κ∞, we attain that

with probability 1− 1/m, uniformly over t <∞, we have

∥mρ̄mt
−mρMF

t
∥2H ≤

C4
regκ

2
∞ log(m(1 + t))

m
.

Combining this Monte-Carlo estimate with (4.11), we conclude that with probability 1−m−Θ(1),

∥mρ̂mt
−mρMF

t
∥2H ≤ 4∆⊤

t Ht∆t +
C4

regκ
2
∞ log(m(1 + t))

m
+O

(
C2

reg∥∆t∥44
)
.

This concludes the proof.

5 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 (x, f∗(x)), where x is drawn from
√
d− 1Sd−1,

and then clamped to have all coordinates of x ∈ [−1, 1]. We let f∗(x) := ϕ(x1) := Ew∼ρ∗σ(x⊤w),
where σ is the ReLU activation, and w ∈ Rd. Inspired by [CCCFR26], we study a class of problems
f∗ ∈ {fγ}γ=1,2,4,8 defined in Appendix B, parameterized by γ, the largest value such that when d = 2,
the γ-Sobolev norm of ρ∗ is finite 6. This in turn governs the smoothness of ϕ, where larger γ 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−(γ+1). In Figure 2 we plot both the loss for a network of width m = 32768, which approximates L(ρMF

t ),
and the integral of the square root of the loss Rt :=

∫ t
s=0

√
L(ρMF

s )ds, which is the quantity Theorem 2
assumes to be bounded to guarantee uniform-in-time PoC. We train up to T = 512 time. We observe that
when d = 2 and γ = 1, the least smooth setting, Rt does not converge, while for larger values of γ, Rt
does converge (see Figure 7). For d = 128, plotted in Figure 2, we observe convergence at all values of
γ, though Rt is larger for smaller γ. In all cases we observe global convergence. We remark that because
these experiments were conducted with a ReLU activation, this setting does not satisfy the conditions of
Assumptions Regularity.

6The γ-Sobolev norm of a function g is
(∑

k∈Zd\0(2π|k|)
2γ |ĝk|2

)1/2

, where ĝk :=
∫
Sd−1 g(x) exp(−2πikx)dω(x) is the

Fourier coefficient of g.
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Figure 2: Approximate loss L(ρMF
t ) (left) and

∫ t
s=0

√
L(ρMF

s )ds (right) for d = 128. We train both layers.

Figure 3: examples of target densities (top), alongside the behavior of Lt (middle) and the associated Rt =∫ t
0

√
Lsds (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

30



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 Grönwall estimates. As a takeaway, whenever

∫∞
0

√
Ltdt = O(log d), one can attain

population loss ϵ using poly(d/ϵ) 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 Lt = O(t−c), c < 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 Lt = 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.

F (w) := E(x,y)∼Dyσ(w
⊤x)

F ′(w) := Pw∇wF (w)

and

K(w,w′) := Ex∼Dσ(w
′⊤x)σ(w⊤x)

K ′(w,w′) := Pw∇wK(w,w′).

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

d
dtw = νD(w, ρ) := Pw∇wF (w)− Pw∇wEw′∼ρK(w,w′). (A.1)

We also define the empirical local Hessian D̄t (closely related to Dt), where the expectation is taken
over ρ̄mt instead of ρMF

t :

D̄t(w) := ∇ξt(w)ν(ξt(w), ρ̄
m
t ) = ∇ξt(w)F

′(ξt(w))− Ew′∼ρ̄mt ∇ξt(w)K
′(ξt(w), w

′).

Dt(w) = ∇ξt(w)ν(ξt(w), ρ
MF
t ) = ∇ξt(w)F

′(ξt(w))− Ew′∼ρMF
t
∇ξt(w)K

′(ξt(w), w
′).
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Standard Notation. The notation (Sd−1)⊗j denotes rank-one tensors, with

⟨u, x⊗j⟩ =
j∏
ℓ=1

u⊤ℓ x, u = u1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ uj .

For j = 0, we use the convention (Sd−1)⊗0 = {1} and ⟨1, x⊗0⟩ = 1.
For a probability measure P , write Pf =

∫
f dR and ∥f∥L2(P ) = (P |f |2)1/2; ∥f∥∞ denotes the

pointwise supremum of |f |. For a real random variable U , define

∥U∥ψα := inf{a > 0 : E exp((|U |/a)α) ≤ 2}, α = 1, 2.

Thus the subgaussian and subexponential bounds below concern the uncentered variables. Write VarR(f)
for the total variation of f on R. Let N(ε, C, L2(P )) denote the smallest cardinality of an ε-net for C in the
L2(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 ϵn and ϵm 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′,v((x, y)) :=

1

1 + ∥w′∥
(y − σ(w′⊤x))σ′(w⊤x)(x⊤v) : w,w′ ∈ S, v ∈ Sd−1

}
,

F ′ :=
{
fw,w′((x, y)) := (y − σ(w⊤x))(y − σ(w′⊤x)) : w,w′ ∈ S

}
.

We have the following uniform convergence bounds with probability 1− n−Θ(1) over xi, yi ∼ D i.i.d.,

sup
f=fw,w′,v∈F

∣∣∣∣∣E(x,y)∼Df((x, y))−
1

n

n∑
i=1

f((xi, yi))

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵn ,

sup
f=fw,w′∈F ′

∣∣∣∣∣E(x,y)∼Df((x, y))−
1

n

n∑
i=1

f((xi, yi))

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵn ,∣∣∣∣∣E(x,y)∼D(f
∗(x)− y)2 − 1

n

n∑
i=1

(f∗(xi)− yi)
2

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵn .

Also with probability 1 − n−Θ(1), ∀w,w′ ∈ S, ∥∇2
wKD̂(w,w

′)∥ ≤ Creg/11, ∥∇w∇w′KD̂(w,w
′)∥ ≤

Creg/11, and ∥∇2
wFD̂(w,w

′)∥ ≤ Creg/11.

Assumption 3 (Uniform Convergence over sample of neurons). Let

F := {fw,v(z) := v⊤∇wK(w, z) : w ∈ S, v ∈ Sd−1} ,
F ′ := {fw,v(z) := ⟨v,∇wPw∇wK(w, z)⟩ : w ∈ S, v ∈ (Sd−1)⊗2} .

For any distribution ρ ∈ P(S), with z ∼ ρ is κz subgaussian, we have the following uniform convergence
bound with probability 1− ϵ2mm

−Θ(1)/(1 + t)2 over zi ∼ ρ:

sup
f∈F∪F ′

∣∣∣∣∣Ez∼ρf(z)− 1

m

m∑
i=1

f(zi)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵmκz log(e+ t).
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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

Lemma 15
Uniform concentration

for weighted
halfspaces

Hilbert-space argument
Lipschitz map z 7→ Uz ,

variance and concentration

Lemma 18
Neural-feature and

residual-product
uniform concentration

Lemma 19
Regularity implies

Assumptions 2 and 3

Assumption 1
Kernel smoothness
by Hölder estimates

Lemma 7
Kernel and velocity
derivative bounds

Assumption 2
Data concentration

and empirical kernels

Assumption 3
Concentration over
sampled neurons

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

37



The following two lemmas use standard techniques from empirical process theory along with some
analytic. Assume that all constants κ and κx 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 (Xi, Yi)
n
i=1 be i.i.d. with law P on Rd × R, where n ≥ d ≥ 1, and

write

Pnf =
1

n

n∑
i=1

f(Xi, Yi), Pf = Ef(X,Y ).

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

G(j) :=
{
(x, y) 7→ y⟨u, x⊗j⟩1H(x) : u ∈ (Sd−1)⊗j , H ∈ A

}
.

Write G(j)
∣∣
y≡1

for the class with the factor y replaced by 1.
There is a universal constant K such that, for every 0 < δ < 1, with probability at least 1− δ,

max

{
sup
g∈Ḡ

|(Pn − P )g|,

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑
i=1

Y 2
i − EY 2

∣∣∣∣∣
}

≤ K(1 + κx)
2

√
d

n
log

2d

δ
, (A.2)

simultaneously for

Ḡ ∈
{
G(0)

∣∣∣
y≡1

, G(1)
∣∣∣
y≡1

, G(2)
∣∣∣
y≡1

,G(0),G(1)

}
.

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(

em

d+ 1

)2(d+1)

.

If these m points were shattered, then

2m/(d+1) ≤
(
em

d+ 1

)2

,

which forces m/(d+ 1) to be bounded by a universal constant.

Now fix u, v ∈ Sd−1 and take one of the multipliers

a(x, y) ∈
{
1, y, u⊤x, y(u⊤x), (u⊤x)(v⊤x)

}
.

Set
Za := sup

H∈A
|(Pn − P )(a1H)|.

We will first bound EZa, 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.

EZa ≤ K∥a∥L2(P )

√
d

n
.

Proof. For any probability measure R on Rd × R with 0 < Ra2 < ∞, define the probability measure Ra
on Rd by up-weighting by a2:

Ra(B) :=
R[a21(x ∈ B)]

Ra2
.

Then
∥a1H − a1H′∥2L2(R) = ∥a∥2L2(R)∥1H − 1H′∥2L2(Ra)

.

Consequently, the VC covering bound for indicators [VW23, Theorem 2.6.4] gives from Claim 16,

logN
(
η∥a∥L2(R), {a1H : H ∈ A}, L2(R)

)
≤ Kd log(K/η), 0 < η < 1.

Here N denotes the covering number in the indicated metric.
Apply this bound with R = Pn and condition on the observations. Symmetrization, Dudley’s entropy

integral [Wai19, Theorem 5.22], and Jensen’s inequality give

EZa ≤ K

√
d

n
E∥a∥L2(Pn)

∫ 1

0

√
log(K/η) dη ≤ K∥a∥L2(P )

√
d

n
.

We will now show a high probability bound on Za. The subgaussian assumptions imply, for each of the
five choices of a,

∥a∥L2(P ) + ∥a(X,Y )∥ψ1 ≤ K(1 + κx)
2. (A.3)

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

Observe then that

sup
H∈A

|a(X,Y )1H(X)− P (a1H)| ≤ |a(X,Y )|+ P |a|.

Thus, by (A.3), ∥∥∥∥max
1≤i≤n

sup
H∈A

|a(Xi, Yi)1H(Xi)− P (a1H)|
∥∥∥∥
ψ1

≤ K(1 + κx)
2 log(2n).

Also,
sup
H∈A

P (a1H − P (a1H))
2 ≤ Pa2.

Applying [Ada08, Theorem 4] with α = 1 to the centered class, and using (A.3) and Claim 17, shows that,
for every q > 0, with probability at least 1− 4e−q.

Za ≤ K(1 + κx)
2

[√
d+ q

n
+
q log(2n)

n

]
(A.4)
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It remains to make this uniform over the directions u, v ∈ Sd−1. Let N be a 1/4-net of Sd−1 with
|N | ≤ 9d. For any vector b and matrix A,

sup
u∈Sd−1

|u⊤b| ≤ 4

3
max
u∈N

|u⊤b|,

sup
u,v∈Sd−1

|u⊤Av| ≤ 2 max
u,v∈N

|u⊤Av|.

Indeed, approximating each direction by a net point produces an error at most 1
4 of the linear supremum, or

one half of the bilinear supremum, so for example, supu∈Sd−1 |u⊤b| ≤ maxu∈N |u⊤b|+ 1
4 supu∈Sd−1 |u⊤b|.

For each fixed H , the directional empirical deviations have exactly these forms, with

b = (Pn − P )(X1H) or b = (Pn − P )(Y X1H), A = (Pn − P )(XX⊤1H).

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

t := log
8

δ
, q := 2d log 9 + log

40

δ
≤ K(d+ t).

A union bound in (A.4) over all 5 classes and all 92d net points for u, v, gives, with failure probability at
most δ/2, simultaneously for all five classes,

sup
g∈Ḡ

|(Pn − P )g| ≤ K(1 + κx)
2

[√
d+ t

n
+

(d+ t) log(2n)

n

]
.

For n ≥ d ≥ 1, this can be simplified to the bound in the lemma.
Finally, ∥Y 2∥ψ1 ≤ Kκ2x, so Bernstein’s inequality gives, with failure probability at most δ/2,∣∣∣∣∣ 1n

n∑
i=1

Y 2
i − EY 2

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Kκ2x

(√
t

n
+
t

n

)
≤ K(1 + κx)

2

√
d

n
log

2d

δ
.

A final union bound proves (A.2).

Lemma 18 (Uniform convergence and products of residuals). Fix 0 < δ < 1 and integers n ≥ d ≥ 1.
Suppose σ : R → R is differentiable and |σ(0)| ≤ C, ∥σ′∥∞ ≤ C,VarR(σ

′) ≤ C. Let ϕ : R → R have
∥ϕ∥∞ ≤ C. Let P be the joint law of (X,Y ) ∈ Rd × R, with X-marginal Px, and let Pz be the law of
Z ∈ Rd. Assume both X and Y are κx subgaussian, and ∥Z∥ is κz subgaussian.

Let (Xi, Yi)
n
i=1 be i.i.d. with law P and let Z1, . . . , Zn be i.i.d. with law P z . Denote their empirical

averages

Pnf =
1

n

n∑
i=1

f(Xi, Yi), P znh =
1

n

n∑
i=1

h(Zi).

Define

F = {fu,w(x, y) := yσ′(w⊤x)(u⊤x) : u ∈ Sd−1, w ∈ Rd},

F ′ =

{
fu,w,ξ(x) :=

σ′(w⊤x)(u⊤x)σ(ξ⊤x)

1 + ∥ξ∥
: u ∈ Sd−1, w, ξ ∈ Rd

}
,

H(j) =
{
hu,w(z) := EX∼Pxϕ(w

⊤X)⟨u,X⊗j⟩σ(z⊤X) : u ∈ (Sd−1)⊗j , w ∈ Rd
}
, j = 1, 2.
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With probability at least 1− δ, simultaneously, for some universal constant K,

sup
f∈F

|(Pn − P )f | ≤ KCκ2x

√
d

n
log

2

δ
, (A.5)

sup
f∈F ′

|(Pn − P )f | ≤ KC2κx(1 + κx)

√
d

n
log

2

δ
, (A.6)

sup
h∈H(j)

|(P zn − P z)h| ≤ KC2κj+1
x κz

√
log(2/δ)

n
, j = 1, 2. (A.7)

If additionally VarR(σ) ≤ C define

F ′′ = {(x, y) 7→ (σ(ξ⊤x)− y)(σ(w⊤x)− y) : w, ξ ∈ Rd}.

Then, on the same event of probability at least 1− δ,

sup
f∈F ′′

|(Pn − P )f | ≤ K(C + κx)
2

√
d

n
log

2

δ
. (A.8)

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

σ′(z) = A+

∫
R
1{z ≥ s}µ(ds), |A| ≤ C, ∥µ∥TV ≤ C. (A.9)

Here µ is a finite signed measure. Thus

sup
f∈F

|(Pn − P )f | ≤ (|A|+ ∥µ∥TV) sup
g∈G(1)

|(Pn − P )g|.

Apply Lemma 15 with failure probability δ/4; replacing log(2/δ) by log(8/δ) changes only the universal
constants. Since |A|+ ∥µ∥TV ≤ 2C, this proves (A.5).

For F ′, write ξ = rξ̄, where r = ∥ξ∥ and ξ̄ ∈ Sd−1. If ξ = 0, choose any unit vector ξ̄; the term
multiplied by r below is then zero. The fundamental theorem of calculus gives

σ(ξ⊤x)

1 + r
=

σ(0)

1 + r
+

r

1 + r
(ξ̄⊤x)

∫ 1

0
σ′(τξ⊤x) dτ.

Consequently, for fu,w,ξ ∈ F ′,

fu,w,ξ(x) =
σ(0)

1 + r
(u⊤x)σ′(w⊤x) +

r

1 + r
⟨u⊗ ξ̄, x⊗2⟩

∫ 1

0
σ′(w⊤x)σ′(τξ⊤x) dτ.

For the first term, (A.9) gives

(u⊤x)σ′(w⊤x) = A(u⊤x) +

∫
(u⊤x)1{w⊤x ≥ s}µ(ds).

The functions (u⊤x) and (u⊤x)1{w⊤x ≥ s} belong to G(1)
∣∣
y≡1

, and the expansion has total absolute
coefficient at most |A| + ∥µ∥TV. For the second term, apply (A.9) to each derivative factor and multiply
out:

σ′(w⊤x)σ′(τξ⊤x) = A2 +A

∫
1{w⊤x ≥ s1}µ(ds1)

+A

∫
1{(τξ)⊤x ≥ s2}µ(ds2)

+

∫∫
1{w⊤x ≥ s1}1{(τξ)⊤x ≥ s2}µ(ds1)µ(ds2).

(A.10)
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The last integrand contains the indicator of the intersection {w⊤x ≥ s1} ∩ {(τξ)⊤x ≥ s2}. After mul-
tiplication by ⟨u ⊗ ξ̄, x⊗2⟩, it is a member of G(2)

∣∣
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

|A|2 + 2|A|∥µ∥TV + ∥µ∥2TV = (|A|+ ∥µ∥TV)
2.

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

sup
f∈F ′

|(Pn − P )f | ≤ |σ(0)|(|A|+ ∥µ∥TV) sup
g∈G(1)|

y≡1

|(Pn − P )g|+ (|A|+ ∥µ∥TV)
2 sup
g∈G(2)|

y≡1

|(Pn − P )g|.

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

The integrated classes H(j). Consider the separable Hilbert space H = L2(Px) and set

Uz(x) = σ(z⊤x)− σ(0), Dn =
1

n

n∑
i=1

UZi − EUZ ∈ H.

The map z 7→ Uz is Lipschitz into H, since

∥Uz − Uz′∥H ≤ C
(
E[((z − z′)⊤X)2]

)1/2 ≤ KCκx∥z − z′∥.

It is therefore strongly measurable, and ∥Uz∥H ≤ KCκx∥z∥. Hölder’s inequality gives

sup
u∈(Sd−1)⊗j

∥⟨u,X⊗j⟩∥L2(Px) ≤ Kκjx, j = 1, 2.

For each h = hu,w ∈ H(j), Fubini’s theorem yields

(P zn − P z)h = EX∼Px

[
ϕ(w⊤X)⟨u,X⊗j⟩Dn(X)

]
.

Consequently, simultaneously for all j, the bound ∥ϕ∥∞ ≤ C and Cauchy Schwartz give

sup
h∈H(j)

|(P zn − P z)h| ≤ KCκjx∥Dn∥H. (A.11)

Independence of the Zi gives the Hilbert-space variance identity

E∥Dn∥2H =
1

n
E∥UZ − EUZ∥2H ≤ KC2κ2xκ

2
z

n
. (A.12)

Now we seek a high-probability bound on ∥Dn∥H. Replacing Zi by an independent copy Z ′
i changes

S := ∥Dn∥H by at most
KCκx
n

(
∥Zi∥+ ∥Z ′

i∥
)
.

Averaging this inequality over Z ′
i gives

|S − E[S | (Zℓ)ℓ̸=i]| ≤
KCκx
n

(
∥Zi∥+ E∥Z∥

)
.
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Since ∥∥Z∥∥ψ2 ≤ κz , the centered function of Zi on the left has conditional ψ2 norm at most KCκxκz/n,
uniformly over the fixed values of the other observations. The subgaussian bounded-difference inequality
[MP21, Theorem 3] therefore yields

∥Dn∥H ≤ E∥Dn∥H +KCκxκz

√
t

n

with probability at least 1− e−t, for every t > 0.
Then (A.12) and Jensen’s inequality give

E∥Dn∥H ≤
(
E∥Dn∥2H

)1/2 ≤ KCκxκz√
n

.

Taking t = log(32/δ) ≥ 1 and absorbing the expectation term into the bound, we obtain

∥Dn∥H ≤ KCκxκz

√
t

n

with probability at least 1− δ/32. Equation (A.11) consequently gives

sup
h∈H(j)

|(P zn − P z)h| ≤ KC2κj+1
x κz

√
log(2/δ)

n
, j = 1, 2,

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

Products of residuals. Since σ is continuous and has bounded variation, write

σ(z) = B +

∫
R
1{z ≥ s} ν(ds), |B| ≤ 2C, ∥ν∥TV ≤ C.

Here ν 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|∥ν∥TV + ∥ν∥2TV ≤ 5C2 and 2(|B|+ ∥ν∥TV) ≤ 6C, respectively. Hence

sup
f∈F ′′

|(Pn − P )f | ≤ 5C2 sup
g∈G(0)|

y≡1

|(Pn − P )g|+ 6C sup
g∈G(0)

|(Pn − P )g|+ |(Pn − P )Y 2|.

Applying Lemma 15 for G(0)|y≡1 and G(0), and absorbing constants into K, proves (A.8).
Finally, combine the event from Lemma 15, applied with failure probability δ/4, with the two Hilbert-

space concentration events. A finite union bound proves all the stated simultaneous assertions.

Lemma 19. Suppose Assumption Regularity holds. Then for n ≥ d, Assumption 2 holds for ϵn =
C5

reg
√
d log2(dn)√
n

,
with Creg a polynomial factor in the Creg from Assumption Regularity. Further, Assumption 3 holds for with

ϵm =
C6

reg
√
d log(dm)√
m

. If we only want to prove Assumption 3, we can remove the assumption in R1 that σ has
bounded total variation.

Proof. For Assumption 2, we need to prove that with probability 1 − n−Θ(1), uniformly over w,w′ ∈ S,
and v ∈ Sd−1, we have∣∣∣∣ 1

1 + ∥w′∥

(
Ex,y∼D̂σ(w

′⊤x)σ′(w⊤x)x⊤v − Ex,y∼Dσ(w
′⊤x)σ′(w⊤x)x⊤v

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϵn/2∣∣∣Ex,y∼D̂yσ
′(w⊤x)x⊤v − Ex,y∼Dyσ

′(w⊤x)x⊤v
∣∣∣ ≤ ϵn/2∣∣∣Ex,y∼D̂(y − σ(w⊤x))(y − σ(w′⊤x))− Ex,y∼D(y − σ(w⊤x))(y − σ(w′⊤x))
∣∣∣ ≤ ϵn
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For the case that S = Rd, the desired bounds follow immediately from the results for F , F ′, F ′′ in
Lemma 18 with δ = n−Θ(1), C = Creg, κx = Creg.

The result for the case that S = Sd−1 is given by standard epsilon-net arguments eg. similar to [GWB25,
Lemma 23], which can be appropriately tightened to attain this improved ϵn using Dudley’s entropy integral.

For Assumption 2, it remains to bound ∥∇2
wKD̂(w,w

′)∥, ∥∇w∇w′KD̂(w,w
′)∥, and ∥∇2

wFD̂(w)∥ uni-
formly with high probability. Observe that

sup
w,w′∈S

∥∇2
wKD̂(w,w

′)∥ = sup
u,v∈Sd−1,w,w′∈S

1

n

∑
i

σ′′(w⊤xi)σ(w
′⊤xi)(v

⊤xi)(x
⊤
i u) ≤ C2

reg
λmax

(∑
i xix

⊤
i

)
n

.

With probability 1 − n−Θ(1), this is at most O(C4
reg

(
1 +

√
d
n + d

n

)
≤ O(C4

reg). The computation for

∥∇w∇w′KD̂(w,w
′)∥ and ∥∇2

wFD̂(w)∥ is similar. This yields Assumption 2 up to a polynomial factor in
Creg.

Now for Assumption 3 for F , with zi ∼ ρ iid, we seek to bound

sup
u∈Sd−1,w∈S

Ez∼ρu⊤∇wK(w, z)− 1

m

m∑
i=1

u⊤∇wK(w, zi).

Now by definition for any u ∈ Sd−1, we have

u⊤∇wK(w, zi) = Exσ′(w⊤x)σ(z⊤i x)(u
⊤x),

so in the case that S = Rd, by Assumption R1, we can apply the second result in Lemma 18 with σ = σ,
ϕ := σ′ and C = Creg, κz = κz , and κx := Creg to guarantee that with probability 1− δ/(1 + t)2,

sup
w∈S,u∈Sd−1

∥∥∥∥∥Ezu⊤∇wK(w, zi)−
1

m

m∑
i=1

u⊤∇wK(w, zi)

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ Θ

C3
regκz

√
Cregd log

2(Cregd/δ)

m

.
Choosing δ := ϵ2m

16C2
regm(1+t)2

, we have that this bound is at most ϵmκt log(e+ t)/2.

The argument for proving uniform concentration over F ′ is similar. In the case that S = Rd, we have

u⊤∇wPw∇wK(w, z)v = Ex∼Dσ
′′(w⊤x)σ(z⊤x)(u⊤x)(x⊤v),

and so we can apply Lemma 18 with the activation σ, ϕ = σ′′, and κz = κt, and κx = Creg to guarantee the
desired result with probability 1− δ/(1 + t)2.

In the case that S = Sd−1, 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
Sd−1, and we can take an ϵ-net over S of size exp(d log(O(1/ϵ)). We refer also the reader to [GWB25,
Lemma 19], where a similar result was carried with a slightly worse dependence on d in ϵm: this can be
improved to our current ϵm using Dudley’s entropy integral.
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ν(ξt(wi), ρ
MF
t ) ν(ξt(wi), ρ̄

m
t ) ν(ξt(wi), ρ̂

m
t ) ν(ξ̂t(wi), ρ̂

m
t ) ν(ξ̂tη(wi), ρ̂

m
tη) νD̂(ξ̂tη(wi), ρ̂

m
tη)

β∞ + ϵm∥ξt(wi)− ξ∞(wi)∥ −EjHt(i, j)∆t(j) Dt(i)∆t(i) ≤ ϵn ≈ η ≤ ϵn ≈ 1√
n

Figure 5: Decomposing d
dt∆t(i) = −ν(ξt(wi), ρ

MF
t ) + νD̂(ξ̂tη (wi), ρ̂

m
tη ). 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 <∞, we have that the random variable ∥w∥ for w ∼ ρMF

s is κt-sub-Gaussian for κt ≥ 1.
Then with probability 1−m−Θ(1) over the initialization ρ̄m0 , for all t <∞ and i ∈ [m], the following holds:

∥ν(ξt(wi), ρMF
t )− ν(ξt(wi), ρ̄

m
t )∥ ≤ ϵmκt log(e+ t).

∥Dt(i)− D̄t(i)∥ ≤ ϵmκt log(e+ t).

Proof. [Proof of Lemma 20] Fix t <∞ and w ∈ S. By Equation (A.1), we have that

ν(w, ρMF
t )− ν(w, ρ̄mt ) := Pw

(
Ew′∼ρMF

t
∇wK(w,w′)− Ew′∼ρ̄mt ∇wK(w,w′)

)
Thus

∥ν(w, ρMF
t )− ν(w, ρ̄mt )∥ ≤ sup

u∈Sd−1

Ew′∼ρMF
t
u⊤∇wK(w,w′)− Ew′∼ρ̄mt u

⊤∇wK(w,w′).

Plugging in Assumption 3 yields that with probability 1− δ/(1 + t)2, for δ = ϵ2mm
−Θ(1),

sup
w∈S

∥∥∥∥∥Ew′∼ρ0∇wK(w, ξt(w
′))− 1

m

m∑
i=1

∇wK(w, ξt(wi))

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ ϵmκt log(e+ t)/2.

Now we need to take a union bound over all t < ∞. Create a net over [0,∞) of spacing ϵm
4Creg

. By a
union bound, with probability at least

1−δ
∞∑
k=0

(
1

1 + k ϵm
6Creg

)2

≥ 1−
δ16C2

reg

ϵ2m
≥ 1−m−Θ(1),

for any t in the net, we have

∥ν(w, ρMF
t )− ν(w, ρ̄mt )∥ ≤ ϵmκt log(t+ 1)

2
.

Now by Lemma 7 S3, for any s, t <∞, and any w0, we have

∥ξt(w0)− ξs(w0)∥ ≤ Creg|t− s| sup
w∈S

sup
r∈[s,t]

ν(w, ρMF
r ) (A.13)

≤ Creg|t− s|

(
1 + sup

r∈[s,t]
Ew′∼ρMF

r
∥w′∥

)
≤ 2κtCreg|t− s|.
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Thus, for any t < ∞, there exists an s in the net of distance at most ϵm
4Creg

. By a standard triangle inequality

argument, we attain that with the probability 1−m−Θ(1), for all w ∈ S and t <∞, we have

∥ν(w, ρMF
t )− ν(w, ρ̄mt )∥ ≤ ϵmκt log(e+ t).

The argument for proving concentration for D̄t(w) uniformly over w and t is similar. We can write

Dt(w)−D̄t(w) = Ew′∼ρ0∇ξt(w)Pξt(w)∇ξt(w)K(ξt(w), ξt(w
′))− 1

m

m∑
i=1

∇ξt(w)Pξt(w)∇ξt(w)K(ξt(w), ξt(wi)),

and thus we care about

Xt := sup
u,v∈Sd−1,w∈S

Ez∼ρMF
t
u⊤∇wPw∇wK(w, z)v − Ez∼ρ̄mt u

⊤∇wPw∇wK(w, z)v

Assumption 3 now gives the result that with probability 1− 4δ/(t+1)2, Xt ≤ 1
2κtϵm log(e+ t). Again we

need to show Lipschitzness in t: we have by Lemma 7 S2 and (A.13) above that

Xt −Xs ≤ 2 sup
w′∈S

∥ξt(w′)− ξs(w
′)∥ sup

z,ξ∈S
∥∇z∇ξPξ∇ξK(ξ, z)∥

≤ 2(2κtCreg|t− s|)Creg.

The result now follows by the argument before by taking a net in t over [0,∞) of spacing ϵm
8C2

reg
.

Lemma 21 (cf. Lemma 23 in [GWB25]). Suppose Assumption 2 holds. Then with probability 1− n−Θ(1),
uniformly over all w ∈ S, and all ρ ∈ P(S), we have

∥νD̂(w, ρ)− ν(w, ρ)∥ ≤ 2ϵn(1 + Ew∼ρ∥w∥).

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

∥νD̂(w, δw′)− ν(w, δw′)∥ ≤ ϵn(1 + ∥w′∥).

We expand

νD̂(w, δw′) = PwEx,y∼D̂(y − σ(w′⊤x))σ′(w⊤x)x.

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)−Θ(1) over D̂ and the initial sample of neurons ρ̂m0 , for all t <∞ and i ∈ [m],

d

dt
∆t(i) = Dt(i)∆t(i)− Ej∼[m]Ht(i, j)∆t(j) + βt(i) + ϵt(i),

where

βt(i) := Pξt(wi)

(
Ej∼[m]∇Kt(i, j)− Ew∼ρ0∇Kt(wi, w)

)
,

and ∥ϵt(i)∥ ≤ ϵn+κ
2
t ϵη+κt log(e+t)∥∆t(i)∥ϵm+2Creg

(
∥∆t(i)∥2 + Ej∥∆t(j)∥2

)
, ∥βt(i)∥ ≤ ϵm log(e+

t).
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Proof. We first decompose d
dt∆t(i) into five terms:

d

dt
(∆t(i)) = −ν(ξt(wi), ρMF

t ) + νD̂(ξ̂t(wi), ρ̂
m
t )

= −
(
ν(ξt(wi), ρ

MF
t )− ν(ξt(wi), ρ̄

m
t )
)
− (ν(ξt(wi), ρ̄

m
t )− ν(ξt(wi), ρ̂

m
t ))

−
(
ν(ξt(wi), ρ̂

m
t )− ν(ξ̂t(wi), ρ̂

m
t )
)
−
(
ν(ξ̂t(wi), ρ̂

m
t )− νD̂(ξ̂t(wi), ρ̂

m
t )
)

− νD̂(ξ̂t(wi), ρ̂
m
t ) + νD̂(ξ̂tη(wi), ρ̂

m
tη).

Note: We prove the lemma ignoring any higher order terms that arise from the projection Pξt(w). In the case
that S = Sd−1, following the proof of Lemma 5 in [GWB25], since both ξt(wi) and ξ̂t(wi) are on the sphere,
we have that ⟨ξt(wi),∆t(i)⟩ = 1

2∥∆t(i)∥2. Thus any corrections to this analysis due to the projections will
be on the order of Creg∥∆t(i)∥2.

First term: ν(ξt(wi), ρ
MF
t )− ν(ξt(wi), ρ̄

m
t ). By Equation (A.1), we have

ν(ξt(wi), ρ
MF
t )− ν(ξt(wi), ρ̄

m
t ) = Pξt(wi)

(
Ew′∼ρMF

t
∇ξt(wi)K(ξt(wi), w

′)− Ew′∼ρ̄mt ∇ξt(wi)K(ξt(wi), w
′)
)

(A.14)

= Pξt(wi)

(
Ew∼ρ0∇Kt(wi, w)− Ej∼[m]∇Kt(i, j)

)
.

Alternatively, by Lemma 20, we have with high probability that ∥ν(ξt(wi), ρMF
t ) − ν(ξt(wi), ρ̄

m
t )∥ ≤

ϵmκt log(e+ t).

Second term: ν(ξt(wi), ρ̄mt )− ν(ξt(wi), ρ̂
m
t ). Here we have

ν(ξt(wi), ρ̄
m
t )− ν(ξt(wi), ρ̂

m
t ) = ∇F (ξt(wi))− Ew′∼ρ̄mt ∇K(ξt(wi), w

′)

−∇F (ξt(wi)) + Ew′∼ρ̂mt ∇K(ξt(wi), w
′)

= −Ej(∇K(ξt(wi), ξt(wj))−∇K(ξt(wi), ξt(wj) + ∆t(j)))

= Ej∼[m](Ht(i, j)∆t(j) + vj),

where ∥vj∥ ≤ Creg∥∆t(j)∥2. Indeed we can plug Lemma 7 S1 into the Lagrange error bound to attain

∥K ′(w,w′)−K ′(w,w′ +∆)−∇w′K ′(w,w′)∆∥ ≤ ∥∆∥2 sup
w̃∈S̄

∥∥∇2
w̃K

′(w, w̃)
∥∥ ≤ ∥∆∥2Creg.(A.15)

Third term: ν(ξt(wi), ρ̂mt )− ν(ξ̂t(wi), ρ̂
m
t ). Here we have

ν(ξt(wi), ρ̂
m
t )− ν(ξ̂t(wi), ρ̂

m
t ) = −∇wν(w, ρ̂

m
t )|w=ξt(wi)∆t(i) + v,

where here again we use the Lagrange error bound and S3 to bound

∥v∥ ≤ ∥∆t(i)∥2 sup
w∈S̄

∥∥∇2
wν(w, ρ̂

m
t )
∥∥
op

≤ Creg∥∆t(i)∥2.

Recall that we have defined

D̄t(w) := ∇ξt(w)ν(ξt(w), ρ̄
m
t ) = ∇ξt(w)F

′(ξt(w))− Ew′∼ρ̄mt ∇ξt(w)K
′(ξt(w), w

′).
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Now

∇ξt(wi)ν(ξt(wi), ρ̂
m
t ) = ∇ξt(wi)F

′(ξt(wi))− Ej∇ξt(wi)K
′(ξt(wi), ξ̂t(wj))

= ∇ξt(wi)F
′(ξt(wi))− Ej∇ξt(wi)K

′(ξt(wi), ξt(wj)) +Mj

= D̄t(i)− EjMj .

where by the Lagrange error bound and S2,

∥Mj∥op ≤ ∥∆t(j)∥ sup
w,w′

∥∥∇w∇w′K ′(w,w′)
∥∥
op

≤ Creg∥∆t(j)∥.

Now by Lemma 20, we also have with high probabililty that ∥Dt(i)− D̄t(i)∥ ≤ ϵmκt log(t+ 1), and thus

ν(ξt(wi), ρ̂
m
t )− ν(ξ̂t(wi), ρ̂

m
t ) = −Dt(i)∆t(i) + v, (A.16)

where ∥v∥ ≤ Creg∥∆t(i)∥Ej∥∆t(j)∥+ ϵmκt log(t+ 1)∥∆t(i)∥.

Fourth term: ν(ξ̂t(wi), ρ̂mt )− ν(ξ̂tη(wi), ρ̂mtη) First observe that since tη = η⌊t/η⌋, we have |tη− t| ≤ η.
We have

∥ξ̂tη(wi)− ξ̂t(wi)∥ ≤ |t− tη| sup
s∈[t,t′]

∥νD̂(ξ̂s(wi), ρ̂
m
s )∥ ≤ ηκtCreg

by Lemma 7 S3 Thus by a second order analysis analogous to that in Third term, we have that

∥ν(ξ̂t(wi), ρ̂mt )− ν(ξ̂tη(wi), ρ̂
m
t )∥ ≤ Creg(ηκtCreg + (ηκtCreg)

2).

Finally by a second order analysis analogous to that in Second term,

∥ν(ξ̂tη(wi), ρ̂mt )− ν(ξ̂tη(wi), ρ̂
m
tη)∥ ≤ Creg(ηκtCreg + (ηκtCreg)

2).

It follows that

∥ν(ξ̂t(wi), ρ̂mt )− ν(ξ̂tη(wi), ρ̂
m
tη)∥ ≤ 2Creg(ηκtCreg + (ηκtCreg)

2) ≤ κ2t ϵη. (A.17)

Fifth term: ν(ξ̂tη(wi), ρ̂mtη)− νD̂(ξ̂tη(wi), ρ̂
m
tη) By Lemma 21, we have with high probability:

∥ν(ξ̂tη(wi), ρ̂mtη)− νD̂(ξ̂tη(wi), ρ̂
m
tη)∥ ≤ κtηϵn. (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

d

dt
∆t(i) = Dt(i)∆t(i)− Ej∼[m],j ̸=iHt(i, j)∆t(j) + Pξt(wi)

(
Ej∼[m]∇Kt(i, j)− Ew∼ρ0∇Kt(wi, w)

)
+ ϵ,

where

∥ϵ∥ ≤ ϵn + κ2t ϵη + κtϵm∥∆t(i)∥+ Creg
(
1.5∥∆t(i)∥2 + ∥∆t(i)∥Ej∥∆t(j)∥+ 1.5Ej∥∆t(j)∥2

)
≤ ϵn + κ2t ϵη + κtϵm log(e+ t)∥∆t(i)∥+ 2Creg

(
∥∆t(i)∥2 + Ej∥∆t(j)∥2

)
.
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Using the alternative concentration approach to the first term in the decomposition, we also have the simpler
result:

d

dt
∆t(i) = Dt(i)∆t(i)− Ej∼[m],j ̸=iHt(i, j)∆t(j) + ϵ,

with

∥ϵ∥ ≤ ϵn + κ2t ϵη + 2κt log(e+ t)ϵm + 2Creg
(
∥∆t(i)∥2 + Ej∥∆j∥2

)
.

B Supplemental Experimental Details for Misspecified Sobolev single-index
model

For γ ∈ {1, 2, 4, 8}, train a wide neural network with gradient descent on n = 1024 data points (xi, fγ(xi)).
For the best approximation of the population loss, when d = 2, we use xi evenly spaced around S1; otherwise
we choose the xi randomly on

√
d− 1Sd−1, and then truncate to be contained in [−1, 1]d. We use a step

size of η = 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, η because with twice as much granularity (choosing n,m
to be two times larger, or η to be two times smaller), the results were very similar.

We plot the results for d = 2 and d = 128.
For x ∈ [−1, 1]d, let

f∗(x) =
∞∑
k∈Z

f̂k cos(k arccos(x1))

Define fγ by

f̂γk =


1
2 k = 0
1
4 k ± 1
1
2(k/

√
2)−(γ+2.5) |k| > 1, even

We show in Observation 23 that in the case that d = 2, f∗(x) = Ew∼ρ∗ ReLU(x⊤w) for some ρ∗ with
bounded γ-Sobolev norm. We chose this class of functions {fγ} 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 ρ∗ with bounded γ-Sobolev norm.

Observation 23 (Representation on S1). Let d = 2, and let θ(x) = arccos(x1). Let F (θ) =
∑

k f̂k cos(kθ),
and assume that f̂k = 0 for all odd k > 1, and that for some η > 0,

|f̂k| ≤ Ck−γ−2.5−η for all even k ≥ 2.

Then there exists a finite signed measure ρ∗ on S1 whose density has bounded γ-Sobolev norm such that

F (arccos(x1)) =

∫
S1
ReLU(⟨x,w⟩) dρ∗(w).
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Figure 6: Plot of ϕ(x1) = F (arccos(x1)) for various values of γ. The function becomes smoother as γ
increases.

Proof. Let ϕ(t) := ReLU(cos t). We use the complex Fourier convention

h(t) =
∑
k∈Z

ĥke
ikt, ĥk =

1

2π

∫ 2π

0
h(t)e−ikt dt.

The Fourier coefficients of ϕ are

ϕ̂k =



1

π
, k = 0,

1

4
, k = ±1,

(−1)m−1

π(4m2 − 1)
, k = ±2m, m ≥ 1,

0, |k| > 1 odd.

Let µ be a finite signed measure on [0, 2π), and define

gµ(θ) :=

∫ 2π

0
ϕ(θ − ω) dµ(ω).

Writing µ̂k :=
∫ 2π
0 e−ikω dµ(ω), we have

ϕ(θ − ω) =
∑
k∈Z

ϕ̂ke
ikθe−ikω.

Therefore
gµ(θ) =

∑
k∈Z

ϕ̂kµ̂ke
ikθ.

Thus the Fourier coefficients of gµ are ĝµ,k = ϕ̂kµ̂k.
Now we will construct ρ∗ to be the distribution of (cos(ω), sin(ω)) for ω ∼ µ∗ for some measure µ∗ on

[0, 2π). Define the Fourier coefficients of µ∗ by

µ̂∗k :=

 f̂k
ϕ̂k

ϕ̂k ̸= 0

0 ϕ̂k = 0.
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Figure 7: Approximate loss L(ρMF
t ) (left) and

∫ t
s=0

√
L(ρMF

s )ds (right). Training both layers.

By the assumed decay,
|µ̂∗±k| ≲ k−γ−0.5−η.

Therefore ∑
k∈Z

(1 + k2)γ |µ̂∗k|2 <∞.

Hence µ∗ has bounded γ-Sobolev norm. Now

gµ∗(θ) = F (θ),

Thus with x = (cos(θ(x)), sin(θ(x))) we have∫
S1
ReLU(⟨x,w⟩)dρ∗(w) = Eω∼µ∗ ReLU(cos(θ(x)− w)) = gµ∗(θ(x)) = F (θ(x)).

But since cosine is an even function F (θ(x)) = F (−θ(x)), so
∫
S1 ReLU(⟨x,w⟩)dρ

∗(w) = F (arccos(x1)).

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 = Rd+1 denote the space of concatenations (a,w), where a is the scalar
second layer weight and w ∈ Rd, and for a distribution ρ on S, let

fρ(x) := E(a,w)∼ρ
[
aσ(w⊤x)

]
.

For θ = (a,w) and θ′ = (a′, w′) in S, define the kernel

K(θ, θ′) = Ex∼D
[
aσ(w⊤x)a′σ(w′⊤x)

]
,

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 ∥θ∥ and ∥θ′∥, for these derivatives to be uni-
formly bounded, we need a uniform bound on all ∥θ∥ reached by gradient flow. Under our loss decay
assumption, we can prove such a bound using Grönwall’s Inequality. For a distribution ρMF

t on S = Rd+1,
let

Xt := sup
θ∈supp(ρMF

t )

∥θ∥.

Then we have
d

dt
Xt ≤ sup

θ=(a,w)∈supp(ρMF
t )

ν(θ; ρMF
t )

= sup
θ∈supp(ρMF

t )

Ex∼D
(
fρMF

t
(x)− f⋆(x)

)(
σ(w⊤x), aσ′(w⊤x)

)
≤
√
Lt sup

θ
Creg∥θ∥ ≤ Creg

√
LtXt.

Thus, by Grönwall, for all t,

Xt ≤ exp

(
Creg

∫ ∞

s=0

√
Ls ds

)
X0,

and so all network parameters are bounded by this quantity throughout training. It follows that (under our
main assumption that S :=

∫∞
s=0

√
Ls ds < ∞), 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(S)), 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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