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Abstract

Hyperparameter transfer across model width can substantially reduce the cost of
tuning large neural networks, but its behavior when the training horizon grows with
width is not fully understood. Building on the framework of fast hyperparameter
transfer (Ghosh et al., 2026), which formalizes when transfer is effective, we investigate
conditions that ensure fast transfer in the growing-horizon regime. Specifically, we
study learning-rate transfer in a shallow linear network with a single trainable hidden
matrix, trained by full-batch gradient descent. Under additional spectral assumptions,
our main results are threefold. (i) We prove fast learning-rate transfer as n, T →
∞ whenever T = o(

√
n). (ii) We characterize the transfer rates through the finite-

width perturbation scale, the first-order sensitivities of the loss and its learning-rate
derivative to finite-width perturbations, and the local loss curvature. (iii) We derive
limiting distributions for the optimal learning rate and optimized loss, governed by
fluctuations associated with the extreme eigenvalues of the data Gram matrix. These
results clarify how spectral structure and local loss sensitivities govern learning-rate
transfer at growing horizons.

1 Introduction

1.1 Background and Motivation

Tuning hyperparameters, such as learning rates, becomes increasingly costly as neural net-
works grow. Hyperparameter transfer seeks to reduce this cost by reusing hyperparameters
tuned on small proxy models when training larger models. Building on µP (Yang and Hu,
2021), which specifies width-dependent initialization and learning-rate scalings that pre-
serve nontrivial feature learning in the infinite-width limit, Yang et al. (2021) introduced
µTransfer: tune hyperparameters on a small proxy model and transfer them to a larger
model without retuning. Their experiments demonstrate that appropriately parameterized
learning rates can remain effective across substantially different widths. Subsequent studies
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have examined the empirical robustness of transfer to architectural and optimizer choices
(Lingle, 2024), as well as the role of layerwise learning-rate scaling across parameterizations
(Lingle, 2024; Everett et al., 2024). These empirical successes motivate theoretical analysis
of the reliable transfer of hyperparameters.

Ghosh et al. (2026) introduced the notion of fast hyperparameter transfer to formalize
when transfer is effective. Their framework shows that what matters is whether the optimal
hyperparameter converges sufficiently fast relative to the rate at which model performance
converges. Thus convergence of the optimal hyperparameter alone does not guarantee fast
transfer. Relatedly, Hayou (2026) established convergence of the optimal learning rate for
deep linear networks trained by full-batch gradient descent under µP, providing a theoretical
basis for learning-rate transfer across width.

One major challenge in hyperparameter transfer is dealing with growing training horizons
T , particularly for learning-rate transfer. Recent language-model scaling practices motivate
increasing the number of training tokens alongside model size (Hoffmann et al., 2022; Dey
et al., 2025), which often increases the number of gradient updates. From a theoretical
perspective, the joint scaling limit of width and training horizon is substantially more del-
icate than the fixed-horizon setting, since the limiting objective itself changes as T grows.
Consequently, the theoretical understanding of this regime remains limited. An important
exception is Wen et al. (2026), who establish fast learning-rate transfer at growing horizons in
sketched linear regression. Motivated by these observations, we ask the following questions:

As model width and training horizon grow jointly, what conditions ensure fast
learning-rate transfer, and which quantities govern whether such transfer occurs?

1.2 This Study

To answer these questions, we consider a linear network with a single trainable hidden matrix,
frozen random input and output maps, and µP initialization. The network is trained by full-
batch gradient descent with a constant learning rate. For each horizon T , we compare
the optimal learning rate and optimized training loss at width n with their infinite-width
counterparts.

Our contributions are as follows:

• A sufficient growth condition on the training horizon for fast transfer: For fixed
sample size and input dimension, we prove fast transfer whenever T → ∞ and T = o(

√
n),

under additional spectral assumptions (Theorem 3.4; Corollary 3.5).

• Summary of transfer errors using loss-based quantities: In our setting, the rates of
the three transfer errors can be summarized in terms of the finite-width perturbation scale
and three horizon-dependent quantities: the first-order sensitivities of the loss value and its
learning-rate derivative to finite-width perturbations, and the local curvature of the loss.
This formulation makes explicit how these quantities combine to determine the transfer
rates as the training horizon grows (Theorem 3.4; Section 4.2). It also helps interpret the
failure of fast transfer in the fixed-horizon counterexample of Proposition 3.8.
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• Limiting distributions of the optimal learning rate and the optimized loss:
We derive limiting distributions of the optimal learning rate and optimized loss as the
training horizon grows (Theorem 3.4). Both limits are linear functionals of the same
two components of the perturbation, associated with the largest and smallest positive
eigenvalues of the data Gram matrix.

Our analysis provides some insights. First, different spectra can lead to different transfer
rates and sufficient width–horizon scalings, since the loss-based quantities vary depending on
the data spectrum as the horizon grows. This observation contrasts with Wen et al. (2026).
Second, the leading loss-value and slope responses to the same finite-width perturbation need
not be aligned. Consequently, some perturbation directions can change the optimized loss
at leading order while producing no leading-order shift in the optimal learning rate. This
illustrates how width dependence in the attained loss can differ from width dependence in
hyperparameter selection. The observation is qualitatively consistent with the mechanism
proposed by Ghosh et al. (2026), although our analysis concerns local finite-width pertur-
bations rather than a decomposition of the optimization trajectory; Section 5 discusses this
connection.

Additional related work is deferred to Appendix A.

2 Problem Setup and Transfer Framework

2.1 Model and exact loss dynamics

Fix positive integers d,m, training inputs X⊤ = [x1 ... xm], and targets y = (y1, ..., ym)
⊤.

Consider the linear network

fn(x;W0,W1, V ) = V ⊤W1W0x,

where W0 ∈ Rn×d, W1 ∈ Rn×n, and V ∈ Rn. This model is similar to the one analyzed
in Hayou (2026), except we have only one trainable weight W1. The initialization is given

entrywise asW0,ij ∼ N (0, d−1),W
(0)
1,ij ∼ N (0, n−1), and Vi ∼ N (0, n−2), following the scalings

in µP. All entries of W0, W
(0)
1 , and V are mutually independent. Define

K = d−1XX⊤ ∈ Rm×m, An = ∥V ∥2HnH
⊤
n ∈ Rm×m, Hn = XW⊤

0 ∈ Rm×n.

The vector of predictions and the residual at step t are

f (t)
n (X) = Hn(W

(t)
1 )⊤V ∈ Rm, χ(t)

n = f (t)
n (X)− y ∈ Rm.

The loss is Ln(W1) = (2m)−1∥fn(X;W1)− y∥2, and for a fixed learning rate η, we train the
model by full-batch gradient descent (GD) as

W
(t+1)
1 = W

(t)
1 − η∇W1Ln(W

(t)
1 ) (t = 0, . . . , T − 1).
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Since there is only one trainable weight, training this model with the GD update is equivalent
to performing GD for linear regression on fixed random features.

For A ∈ Rm×m and η ∈ R, define BA(η) = Im−m−1ηA. We abbreviate Bn(η) := BAn(η)
and B∞(η) := BK(η).

Proposition 2.1 (Exact finite-width loss dynamics). For every integer T ≥ 1 and every

η ∈ R, we have χ
(T )
n = Bn(η)

Tχ
(0)
n , and consequently,

ϕn,T (η) := Ln(W
(T )
1 ) = (2m)−1(χ(0)

n )⊤Bn(η)
2Tχ(0)

n .

Proposition 2.1 turns learning-rate selection into the minimization of a scalar random
loss curve. All dependence on the initialization enters through the fixed-dimensional pair
(χ

(0)
n , An), even though the parameter matrix grows with n. This reduction separates the two

ingredients of the analysis: the spectral geometry of the reference curve and the finite-width
fluctuations around it.

2.2 Infinite-width objectives and spectral geometry

For each T , define the corresponding infinite-width objective by

ϕ∞,T (η) := (2m)−1∥B∞(η)Ty∥2 = (2m)−1y⊤B∞(η)2Ty.

For every fixed T , Corollary C.1 shows that ϕn,T converges to ϕ∞,T uniformly on deterministic
compact learning-rate intervals.

Consider the decomposition K =
∑r

j=1 λjPj, where λ1 > · · · > λr > 0 are the distinct

positive eigenvalues and Pj are their orthogonal spectral projectors.1 Let P0 denote the
projection onto ker(K), and set cj = ∥Pjy∥2 and c0 = ∥P0y∥2. Define Jy = {j ∈ [r] : cj > 0},
and we assume Jy ̸= ∅. Then we can express the infinite-width objective as

ϕ∞,T (η) =
c0
2m

+
1

2m

r∑
j=1

cj

(
1− ηλj

m

)2T

.

Each active eigenspace contributes a term with contraction factor 1−ηλj/m, while c0/(2m) is
independent of the learning rate. Thus Jy identifies the spectral modes relevant to learning-
rate selection.

2.3 Optimal learning rates and transfer quantities

Fix a deterministic compact interval I = [ηℓ, ηu]. For every n ∈ N and T ≥ 1, define

ηn,T = min argmin
η∈I

ϕn,T (η), η∞,T = min argmin
η≥0

ϕ∞,T (η).

1If K has repeated eigenvalues, the corresponding Pj are sums of the projections onto the individual
eigenspaces.
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Since ϕn,T is continuous and I is compact, argminη∈I ϕn,T (η) is a nonempty compact set,
so ηn,T is well defined. Moreover, Corollary C.4 and Proposition C.5 imply that for suffi-
ciently large n, ηn,T is almost surely the unique minimizer of ϕn,T over I. When Ky ̸= 0,
Corollary C.4 also implies that the minimizer of ϕ∞,T is positive and unique over [0,∞).

Following Ghosh et al. (2026), we define the transfer quantities.

Definition 2.2. For each width n and training horizon T , define the loss gap an,T , hyper-
parameter gap bn,T , and transfer suboptimality gap cn,T by

an,T = |ϕn,T (ηn,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T )|, bn,T = |ηn,T − η∞,T |, cn,T = ϕ∞,T (ηn,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T ).

We say the hyperparameter transfer is fast when cn,T = op(an,T ) holds.

The loss gap measures how much optimized performance varies across width, whereas
the transfer suboptimality gap measures the additional target loss due specifically to using
the proxy-selected learning rate. The hyperparameter gap records the displacement between
the two minimizers. Fast transfer means that the cost of not retuning is negligible relative to
the width-induced discrepancy in optimized losses. These comparisons always use a common
horizon T , including along a sequence T = Tn → ∞; we do not transfer between models
trained for different numbers of updates.

3 Main results

3.1 Long-horizon structure of the infinite-width objective

We now let T = Tn → ∞. In this regime, the limiting objective itself changes with n, and its
optimizer moves toward the large-T limit. Thus, we first identify the moving deterministic
reference in Section 3.1, and then compare the finite-width problem with this reference.

The spectral representation of ϕ∞,T in Section 2.2 shows that, for large T , the learning-
rate-dependent loss is governed by the largest active contraction magnitude, maxj∈Jy |1 −
ηλj/m|. The long-horizon optimizer must therefore balance the two extreme active modes.
The following theorem identifies this balance.

Theorem 3.1 (Active-spectrum limit of the optimal learning rate). In the decomposition of
K =

∑r
j=1 λjPj, define λy

+ = maxj∈Jy λj and λy
− = minj∈Jy λj. Suppose λy

+ > λy
− > 0. Then

as T → ∞, we have
η∞,T → ηy∗ := 2m/(λy

+ + λy
−). (1)

If λy
+ = λy

− = λ, then we have η∞,T = m/λ for all T ≥ 1.

In Theorem 3.1, observe that the optimizer limit ηy∗ remains strictly inside the active-
spectrum stability interval (0, 2m/λ+y). If λy

+ = λ1, it also lies inside the stability interval
of the full iteration. Indeed, if the top active eigenvalue equals λ1 = λmax(K), then we have
ηy∗ = 2m/(λ1+λy

−) < 2m/λ1. We also note that the limit in Theorem 3.1 is closely related to
the classical optimal step size for Richardson iteration; see, e.g., Saad (2003, Section 4.2.1).
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Theorem 3.1 concerns the deterministic objective, which involves only modes active in y.
At finite width, initialization and matrix perturbations can also activate modes absent from
this reference objective. To keep the long-horizon comparison governed by the same spectral
endpoints, we impose the following stronger condition.

Assumption 3.2 (Endpoint activity). In the decomposition of K =
∑r

j=1 λjPj, suppose
r ≥ 2. The largest and smallest positive eigenvalues λ1 and λr of K are simple and satisfy
⟨y, u1⟩ ̸= 0 and ⟨y, ur⟩ ̸= 0, where u1 and ur are unit eigenvectors satisfying Ku1 = λ1u1

and Kur = λrur. Thus we have λy
+ = λ1 and λy

− = λr.

Under Assumption 3.2, set η∗ = 2m/(λ1 + λr) = ηy∗ and q∗ = (λ1 − λr)/(λ1 + λr). The
endpoint contraction factors at η∗ are −q∗ and q∗. Proposition E.1 and Corollary E.2 give
a more quantitative picture: η∞,T − η∗ = O(T−1), i.e., the optimizer approaches a fixed
location, while

ϕ∞,T (η∞,T )− c0/(2m) = Θ(q2T∗ ), ϕ′′
∞,T (η∞,T ) = Θ(T 2q2T−2

∗ )

so that the optimizable part of the loss and the local curvature shrink exponentially. The
growing-horizon transfer analysis must track finite-width perturbations relative to these
changing scales.

3.2 Fast learning-rate transfer at growing horizons

We now turn from the deterministic long-horizon geometry of the infinite-width objective
to finite-width fluctuations. By Proposition 2.1, all randomness relevant to the finite-width
loss curve is entirely captured by (χ

(0)
n , An). Thus, the first step is to characterize how this

pair fluctuates around its infinite-width limit. The following theorem identifies the width-
dependent fluctuation scale and its limiting random direction.

Lemma 3.3 (Joint initialization central limit theorem). Suppose m and d are fixed. De-
fine α ∼ N (0, 2). Let G be a symmetric Gaussian d × d matrix satisfying EGrs = 0 and
E(GrsGtu) = d−2(δrtδsu+δruδst). Define Ξ = αK+XGX⊤, and Z ∼ N (0, K). Suppose that
α,G, and Z are mutually independent. Then we have

√
n(χ(0)

n + y, An −K)
d−→ (Z,Ξ).

Lemma 3.3 shows that the primitive finite-width perturbation has scale ϵn = n−1/2. The
effect of this perturbation on learning-rate transfer, however, also depends on the training
horizon. As established above, the infinite-width loss and its local curvature vary sub-
stantially with T , hence the sensitivities of the loss value and its learning-rate derivative
to finite-width perturbations have their own horizon-dependent scales. To separate these
effects from the width-dependent fluctuation scale ϵn, define

ρL,T = Tq2T−1
∗ , ρG,T = T 2q2T−2

∗ , κT = T 2q2T−2
∗ .
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The scales ρL,T and ρG,T measure the first-order sensitivity of the loss and its learning-
rate derivative to finite-width perturbations, respectively. The scale κT measures the local
curvature ϕ′′

∞,T (η∞,T ). Thus, ϵn quantifies the magnitude of the finite-width perturbation,
whereas ρL,T , ρG,T , and κT capture how the loss response, loss-gradient response, and local
curvature vary with the training horizon. The following theorem combines these scales to
characterize the fluctuations of the optimal learning rate and optimized loss, and the resulting
rates of the three transfer gaps.

Theorem 3.4 (Growing-horizon fluctuations and transfer rates; Theorems G.6, G.8, and G.10,
extracted). Suppose m and d are fixed and T = Tn satisfies T → ∞ and T/

√
n → 0. Suppose

Assumption 3.2 holds, and suppose 0 < ηℓ < η∗ < ηu < 2m/λ1. Set L∗ = log(c1λ1/(crλr)),
a∗1 = exp(−λ1L∗/(λ1 + λr)), and a∗r = exp(λrL∗/(λ1 + λr)). Then we have

(ϵnρG,T/κT )
−1(ηn,T − η∞,T )

d−→ Ωη,∗ := −2m(λ1 + λr)
−2(u⊤

1 Ξu1 + u⊤
r Ξur),

(ϵnρL,T )
−1(ϕn,T (ηn,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T ))

d−→ ΩL,∗ := ⟨QL,∗,Ξ⟩F,

where Ξ is defined in Lemma 3.3 and QL,∗ is defined by QL,∗ = m−2η∗(c1a
∗
1u1u

⊤
1 −cra

∗
ruru

⊤
r ).

Consequently, we have

an,T = Θp(ϵnρL,T ) = Θp

(
Tq2T−1

∗√
n

)
, bn,T = Θp

(
ϵnρG,T

κT

)
= Θp

(
1√
n

)
,

and

cn,T = Θp(κT b
2
n,T ) = Θp

(
ϵ2nρ

2
G,T

κT

)
= Θp

(
T 2q2T−2

∗
n

)
.

Corollary 3.5 (Fast transfer at growing horizons). Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.4,
we have

cn,T
an,T

= Θp

(
ϵ2nρ

2
G,T/κT

ϵnρL,T

)
= Θp

(
T

q∗
√
n

)
p−→ 0.

By Corollary 3.5, under the assumptions of Theorem 3.4, fast learning-rate transfer per-
sists at growing training horizons when T = o(

√
n).

3.3 A fixed-horizon benchmark

Having established our main growing-horizon result in Theorem 3.4, we now turn to the
fixed-horizon regime. In particular, we verify that, under the nondegeneracy condition below,
our model recovers the general rates conjectured by Wen et al. (2026) for fixed T : an,T =
Θp(n

−1/2), bn,T = Θp(n
−1/2), and cn,T = Θp(n

−1). These rates also provide a useful baseline
for Theorem 3.4. When T is fixed, the horizon-dependent factors are absorbed into constants,
whereas allowing T to grow introduces nontrivial interactions between width and training
horizon.
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Theorem 3.6 (Fixed-horizon transfer rates). Fix m, d, T ∈ N, and suppose |Jy| = #{j ∈
[r] : cj > 0} ≥ 2.2 Assume in addition that η∞,T ∈ (ηℓ, ηu). Then for ϵn = n−1/2, we have

an,T = Θp(ϵn), bn,T = Θp(ϵn), cn,T = Θp(ϵ
2
n).

Corollary 3.7 (Fast transfer at a fixed horizon). Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.6,

we have cn,T/an,T = Θp(ϵn)
p−→ 0.

Corollary 3.7 implies that, under the assumptions of Theorem 3.6, learning-rate transfer
is fast at every fixed horizon T .

3.4 Counterexample to fast transfer

The preceding results establish fast transfer both at growing horizons under the conditions
of Theorem 3.4 and, more broadly at fixed horizons, under the nondegeneracy condition of
Theorem 3.6. Fast transfer, however, is not automatic even when the training horizon is
fixed. We now exhibit a counterexample in which fast transfer fails.

Proposition 3.8 (Failure of fast transfer with a single positive eigenvalue). Fix integers
2 ≤ m ≤ d, deterministic data X ∈ Rm×d satisfying XX⊤ = Im, and a nonzero y ∈ Rm.
Note that |Jy| = 1 holds in this case. Set η0 := md ∈ (ηℓ, ηu), and fix an integer T ≥ 1.
Then we have

an,T = Θp(n
−T ), bn,T = Θp(n

−1/2), cn,T = Θp(n
−T ), cn,T/an,T = Θp(1),

thus fast transfer fails.

Proposition 3.8 shows that convergence of the optimal learning rate alone is not sufficient
for fast transfer. Indeed, although bn,T = Θp(n

−1/2) holds exactly as in Theorem 3.6, the loss
gap and the transfer suboptimality gap both scale as Θp(n

−T ). Hence the transfer penalty
is not asymptotically negligible relative to the finite-width loss discrepancy. The mechanism
behind this failure is a degeneracy of the leading loss sensitivity; Section 5 revisits this
example from the local perturbation perspective.

4 Perturbation structure of hyperparameter transfer

4.1 Model-specific perturbation limits for Theorem 3.4

In this section, assume the conditions of Theorem 3.4. The purpose of this section is model-
specific: we identify the first-order finite-width perturbations and their limiting distributions
in our shallow linear model. Section 4.2 subsequently abstracts the rate-level consequences
of these calculations into a general local perturbation formulation.

2This condition is equivalent to K2y /∈ span{Ky}.
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For symmetric A ∈ Rm×m
sym and χ ∈ Rm, define the deterministic loss map and score

ΦT (η;χ,A) = (2m)−1χ⊤BA(η)
2Tχ, FT (η;χ,A) = χ⊤ABA(η)

2T−1χ.

Thus we have ϕn,T = ΦT (·;χ(0)
n , An) and ϕ∞,T = ΦT (·;−y,K). Define Fn,T and F∞,T by

Fn,T = FT (·;χ(0)
n , An) and F∞,T = FT (·;−y,K). Proposition C.3 gives ∂ηΦT = −(T/m2)FT ,

so interior minimizers of ΦT are roots of FT .

Linearization and horizon dependence. Lemma 3.3 gives
√
n(χ

(0)
n + y, An − K)

d−→
(Z,Ξ). Writing D(χ,A) for the Fréchet derivative with respect to (χ,A) at (η∞,T ;−y,K), and
noting that Corollary C.4 implies F∞,T (η∞,T ) = 0, Lemmas C.6, G.5, and G.7 yield

Fn,T (η∞,T ) = D(χ,A)FT [χ
(0)
n + y, An −K] +Op(T

2q2T−3
∗ /n), (2)

ϕn,T (η∞,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T ) = D(χ,A)ΦT [χ
(0)
n + y, An −K] +Op(T

2q2T−2
∗ /n). (3)

In particular, Lemma C.6 gives

D(χ,A)FT (η∞,T ;−y,K)[h,E] = g⊤F,Th+ ⟨QF,T , E⟩F,
D(χ,A)ΦT (η∞,T ;−y,K)[h,E] = g⊤L,Th+ ⟨QL,T , E⟩F,

where gF,T , QF,T , gL,T , QL,T are the fixed Fréchet coefficients defined in (12), (13), (14), and

(15). Since (χ
(0)
n + y, An −K) is Op(n

−1/2), the size of the finite-width fluctuations is deter-
mined by the T -dependence of the Fréchet coefficients. Lemma G.4 shows that on range(K),
as T → ∞, QF,T/(Tq

2T−2
∗ ) converges to QF,∗ defined in Lemma G.4, and QL,T/(Tq

2T−1
∗ )

converges to QL,∗. Lemma G.4 also shows that on range(K), gF,T and gL,T are o(Tq2T−2
∗ )

and o(Tq2T−1
∗ ), respectively. Thus, at the infinite-width optimizer, the leading finite-width

perturbations come from An −K, rather than from the initial prediction f
(0)
n (X) = χ

(0)
n + y.

Combining these coefficient asymptotics with Lemma 3.3 and (2), we have Fn,T (η∞,T ) =
⟨QF,T , An −K⟩F + op(Tq

2T−2
∗ /

√
n), and hence

√
n(Tq2T−2

∗ )−1Fn,T (η∞,T )
d−→ ⟨QF,∗,Ξ⟩F = −2m−1η∗h∗(u

⊤
1 Ξu1 + u⊤

r Ξur), (4)

where h∗ := c1λ1a
∗
1; the equality c1λ1a

∗
1 = crλra

∗
r is established in (47). Similarly, Lemma 3.3

and (3) give ϕn,T (η∞,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T ) = ⟨QL,T , An −K⟩F + op(Tq
2T−1
∗ /

√
n), so that

√
n(Tq2T−1

∗ )−1(ϕn,T (η∞,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T ))
d−→ ⟨QL,∗,Ξ⟩F = ΩL,∗. (5)

From the perturbation limits to the distributional results. Lemma G.2 localizes
the finite-width optimizer at ηn,T − η∞,T = Op(n

−1/2) = op(T
−1). Together with the local

score-derivative asymptotics, the score limit (4) yields
√
n(ηn,T − η∞,T )

d−→ Ωη,∗, as stated
in Theorem G.6. Likewise, finite-width reoptimization changes the loss by Op(T

2q2T−2
∗ /n) =

op(Tq
2T−1
∗ /

√
n), so the limit in (5) is unchanged when η∞,T is replaced by ηn,T , yielding

Theorem G.8. The remaining rate-level consequences of these perturbation estimates are
organized abstractly in Section 4.2, while the complete model-specific arguments are given
in Appendix G.
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4.2 A local perturbation formulation for horizon-dependent trans-
fer

Our fixed- and growing-horizon proofs can be organized through a local perturbation argu-
ment whose ingredients are closely related to earlier analyses of fast hyperparameter transfer.
Ghosh et al. (2026) use local strong convexity to relate hyperparameter displacement to trans-
fer suboptimality for a fixed limiting objective. In the growing-horizon setting, Wen et al.
(2026) track horizon-dependent score perturbations, local curvature, optimizer localization,
and finite-width loss fluctuations.

The purpose of this section is to recast these proof ingredients in a common horizon-
dependent formulation that makes the relevant scales explicit. Section 4.1 provides the
model-specific first-order perturbation estimates and limiting distributions for our shallow
linear model; here we retain only the corresponding loss-response, loss-gradient-response,
curvature, and localization scales in order to explain the resulting rates of an,T , bn,T , and
cn,T and the condition for fast transfer.

We consider a scalar hyperparameter η, and allow T = Tn to be fixed or diverging. Write

ϕn,T (η) = ΦT (η; γn), ϕ∞,T (η) = ΦT (η; γ∞), ∥γn − γ∞∥ = Op(ϵn),

where γ∞ is deterministic and ϵn → 0. All stochastic orders below are along the chosen
sequence (n, Tn), and the scales ρL,T , ρG,T , κT , rT are deterministic and positive. Assume
that the objectives are twice continuously differentiable in η near the search interval I, and
that the derivative in γ appearing below exists. Let η∞,T be a global minimizer of ϕ∞,T lying
in the interior of I, and let ηn,T minimize ϕn,T over I.

Define the loss gradient GT (η; γ) := ∂ηΦT (η; γ). At the moving infinite-width optimizer,
suppose GT (η∞,T ; γ∞) = 0 and GT (η∞,T ; γn) = Op(ϵnρG,T ), and assume the first-order loss
expansion

dn,T := ϕn,T (η∞,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T ) = DγΦT (η∞,T ; γ∞)[γn − γ∞] + op(ϵnρL,T ),

|dn,T | = Θp(ϵnρL,T ).
(6)

Here ρL,T and ρG,T describe the loss and loss-gradient responses to the finite-width pertur-
bation, respectively. The lower bound in (6) holds, for example, if the normalized first-order
loss term converges to a Gaussian with positive variance.

Set κT := ϕ′′
∞,T (η∞,T ) > 0 and JT := [η∞,T − rT , η∞,T + rT ] ⊂ int(I). Suppose first

that optimizer localization |ηn,T − η∞,T | = op(rT ) has been established independently. The
argument below is conditional on this localization; the scale comparison derived below is a
consistency requirement for the local expansion. Writing κn,T := infη∈JT ∂ηGT (η; γn), assume
P(κn,T > 0) → 1, κT/κn,T = Op(1), and supη∈JT {|ϕ

′′
n,T (η)| + |ϕ′′

∞,T (η)|} = Op(κT ). These
conditions ensure positive finite-width curvature and uniform local control. With probability
tending to one, both optimizers are interior, and the mean value theorem gives

bn,T = |ηn,T − η∞,T | = |GT (η∞,T ; γn)/∂ηGT (η̃n,T ; γn)| = Op(ϵnρG,T/κT ),

where η̃n,T lies between the two optimizers. The bound is compatible with the assumed
localization whenever ϵnρG,T/κT = o(rT ).

10



(b) Loss slices

(c) Loss-gradient slices
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Figure 1: Illustration of the growing-horizon rate decomposition. (a) The local loss surface
ΦT (η; γ). A perturbation along the γ-axis from γ∞ to γn, of size Op(ϵn), affects both the loss
value and its gradient with respect to η. (b) Loss slices at γ∞ and γn. At η∞,T , the induced
loss perturbation has scale Θp(ϵnρL,T ), which determines the leading scale of an,T . (c) Loss-
gradient slices. The finite-width perturbation changes the gradient at η∞,T by Op(ϵnρG,T ).
Local curvature of order κT converts this gradient perturbation into a hyperparameter gap
bn,T .

Taylor expansion of the infinite-width objective then yields

cn,T = (1/2)ϕ′′
∞,T (η̄n,T )(ηn,T − η∞,T )

2 = Op(κT b
2
n,T ) = Op(ϵ

2
nρ

2
G,T/κT ),

where η̄n,T lies between the two optimizers. For fixed T with nondegenerate local curvature,
this is the same local quadratic relation underlying cn = Θp(b

2
n) in Ghosh et al. (2026,

Proposition 1). Here we keep the factor κT explicit because the curvature may vanish as T
grows.

Similarly, the improvement from optimizing the finite-width objective satisfies Rn,T :=
ϕn,T (η∞,T ) − ϕn,T (ηn,T ) = Op(ϵ

2
nρ

2
G,T/κT ). Since an,T = |dn,T − Rn,T |, a sufficient condition

for this optimization correction to be negligible relative to the first-order loss fluctuation is
ϵnρ

2
G,T/(κTρL,T ) → 0. Under this condition, we have

an,T = Θp(ϵnρL,T ), cn,T/an,T = Op(ϵnρ
2
G,T/(κTρL,T )) = op(1).

The lower bound in (6) is needed for this comparison; an Op bound on the loss fluctuation
alone does not suffice. Figure 1 illustrates these scales.

In our model, the correspondence is (γn, γ∞) = ((χ
(0)
n , An), (−y,K)), GT = −(T/m2)FT ,

ϵn = n−1/2, ρL,T ≍ Tq2T−1
∗ , ρG,T ≍ T 2q2T−2

∗ , κT ≍ T 2q2T−2
∗ , and rT ≍ T−1. Consequently, we

have ϵnρG,T/(κT rT ) ≍ T/
√
n and ϵnρ

2
G,T/(κTρL,T ) ≍ T/(q∗

√
n). Since q∗ > 0 is fixed, T =

o(
√
n) makes both ratios vanish. Thus the general formulation recovers the rate conclusions

11



of Theorem 3.4 and the fast-transfer conclusion of Corollary 3.5. The fixed-horizon proof of
Theorem 3.6 uses the same local structure, with horizon-dependent scales fixed as n → ∞.
The model-specific estimates underlying these scales differ substantially from those in Wen
et al. (2026). Here the perturbation is finite-dimensional and the relevant matrix powers
admit uniform control near the optimum, whereas their source-capacity setting involves a
spectrum accumulating at zero and an optimizer approaching the stability edge, requiring
spectral-tail-dependent localization and fluctuation estimates.

5 Implications for mechanisms of learning-rate trans-

fer

Relation to the top-k loss decomposition. Ghosh et al. (2026) decompose the lin-
earized loss change along an optimization trajectory into a dominant top-k component and
a residual component, and conjecture that fast transfer arises when the dominant compo-
nent becomes rapidly width-stable while the width-sensitive residual has little effect on the
hyperparameter optimum. In our model, the full-batch GD gradient with respect to W1

has rank at most one. Since the update is proportional to this gradient, the associated
gradient–update alignment matrix also has rank at most one, so its stepwise linearized loss
change is captured by k = 1. This exact top-1 representation, however, is only a structural
statement: it holds both in the fast-transfer regime of Theorem 3.4 and in Proposition 3.8,
where cn,T/an,T = Θp(1) for every fixed T ≥ 1. Thus, low-rank concentration of the stepwise
linearized loss change alone does not determine the transfer rate; the local behavior of the
finite-width perturbation around the infinite-width optimum also matters.

Section 4.2 characterizes this local behavior in terms of three scales: the loss-value re-
sponse ρL,T , the hyperparameter-gradient response ρG,T , and the local curvature κT . Un-
der its assumptions, the leading loss perturbation has scale Θp(ϵnρL,T ), whereas both the
transfer penalty and the improvement from finite-width reoptimization are bounded by
Op(ϵ

2
nρ

2
G,T/κT ). Hence fast transfer follows when ϵnρ

2
G,T/(κTρL,T ) → 0. The T = 1 case

of Proposition 3.8 illustrates why the loss-response term is essential: in this counterexample,
the first-order loss response vanishes, while the loss-gradient response remains nondegenerate
and κ1 > 0, and an,1 and cn,1 are both Θp(n

−1). For fixed T ≥ 2, the first-order responses
and the curvature all degenerate, placing the example in a higher-order regime outside the
framework of Section 4.2.

Our growing-horizon limits also clarify the directional dependence of the loss-gradient and
loss-value responses in Section 4.2. In Theorem 3.4, the normalized optimizer displacement
and optimized-loss fluctuation converge in distribution to nonzero deterministic multiples of
ℓη(Ξ) and ℓL(Ξ), respectively, where ℓη(E) := u⊤

1 Eu1 + u⊤
r Eur and ℓL(E) := c1a

∗
1u

⊤
1 Eu1 −

cra
∗
ru

⊤
r Eur. As shown in Section 4.1, these limits arise from −(T/m2)⟨QF,T , An −K⟩F and

⟨QL,T , An −K⟩F, which are the leading terms of the respective first-order responses at η∞,T ,
whose scales are ϵnρG,T and ϵnρL,T . Although ℓη and ℓL depend on the same two endpoint
coordinates, they are not proportional. Hence there are perturbation directions with a

12



nonzero leading loss response but a vanishing leading loss-gradient response, and therefore no
leading-order optimizer displacement along those directions. This is qualitatively consistent
with the idea that width-dependent loss changes can have little effect on hyperparameter
selection, as in the mechanism proposed by Ghosh et al. (2026); our argument concerns local
responses to An −K, rather than a decomposition of the optimization trajectory.

Relation to spectral explanations of transfer. Our results show that, even in this
solvable setting, the width consistency of a single leading eigenvalue does not determine
the long-horizon optimal learning rate. Noci et al. (2024) study the width consistency of
leading parameter-space Hessian eigenvalues, particularly sharpness. Our result highlights a
distinction between the stability boundary and the optimal learning rate. Under Assump-
tion 3.2, Theorem 3.1 implies η∞,T → 2m/(λ1 + λr) < 2m/λ1 as T → ∞. Thus the largest
eigenvalue determines the stability boundary, whereas both spectral endpoints determine the
long-horizon optimum.

6 Conclusion

We studied fast learning-rate transfer across width in a shallow linear network under µP
at growing training horizons. Specifically, we characterized the growing-horizon infinite-
width optimizer through the active spectral endpoints and showed that, under endpoint
activity and T = o(

√
n), the three transfer quantities obey horizon-dependent rates that

yield cn,T = op(an,T ). The local perturbation formulation organizes transfer in terms of the
loss-value response, loss-gradient response, and local curvature, providing a sensitivity-based
explanation for fast transfer and for the dependence of its rates on the spectral structure of
the problem.

Our analysis is restricted to a solvable setting of linear networks with a single trainable
linear layer. Extending the analysis to nonlinear or deep networks is therefore an important
next step, as is studying transfer simultaneously across multiple scaling axes such as width
and depth. Another limitation of the current framework is its reliance on nondegenerate first-
order sensitivities: the fixed-horizon counterexample shows that these first-order responses
can vanish, requiring a higher-order analysis. Developing such a theory would help provide
a clearer picture of the mechanisms governing hyperparameter transfer.
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A Additional related work

Parameterization and the empirical scope of transfer. Successful transfer depends
on more than the name of a parameterization. Lingle (2024) examines µ-transfer under
practical training choices, while Everett et al. (2024) study alignment assumptions and
optimizer-dependent scaling exponents. In particular, the latter show that alternative pa-
rameterizations can also support transfer when equipped with suitable layerwise learning
rates. These findings concern the design and empirical effectiveness of scaling prescriptions.
Our analysis instead fixes the initialization and update rule, and compares the resulting
optimizer mismatch, optimized loss fluctuation, and transfer penalty.

Conditional separation-of-scales explanations. Hong and Wang (2025) study a sep-
aration between macroscopic and microscopic quantities under a width-dominance regime,
with implications for early-stage hyperparameter selection. This provides a different perspec-
tive on the stability of tuning across scale. Our results directly analyze the exact terminal
training loss in a specified finite-dimensional model and track the dependence of its local
perturbation scales on a growing training horizon.

Transfer across depth, modules, and architectural changes. Depthwise transfer has
been investigated through infinite-depth limits and residual-network dynamics (Yang et al.,
2024; Bordelon et al., 2024), and through complete feature learning in deep Transformers
(Dey et al., 2025). Mlodozeniec et al. (2026) further address transfer across modules, width,
depth, batch size, and duration. Other work identifies architecture-specific scaling issues
arising from large vocabularies or normalized Transformer parameterizations (Hayou and
Liu, 2025; Shigida et al., 2026). These studies address scaling axes and training mechanisms
outside the scope of our model.

Training schedules and scaling laws. Bordelon and Mori (2026) analyze terminal-loss
optimization over learning-rate schedules in a random feature model. More broadly, empirical
and dynamical scaling-law studies relate performance to model size, data, and training time
(Hoffmann et al., 2022; Bordelon et al., 2024). Our question is narrower: we transfer a
constant learning rate across width while holding the source and target horizons equal, and
quantify the resulting relative penalty.

Spectral explanations and sharpness. Noci et al. (2024) connect transfer to the width
consistency of leading Hessian eigenvalues, while Lauditi et al. (2026) study spectral dynam-
ics and feature learning in deep networks. These perspectives are related to the edge-of-
stability behavior documented by Cohen et al. (2021). In our model, the largest eigenvalue
determines the linear stability boundary, whereas the long-horizon optimal constant learning
rate balances two active spectral endpoints.
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Figure 2: Numerical learning-rate transfer. (a) an,T , bn,T , cn,T at fixed T = 10. (b)
ãn,T , bn,T , c̃n,T at Tn = ⌈2n0.15⌉. (c) Per-initialization ratios cn,T/an,T , summarized by means
(solid) and medians (dotted); the reference rates are n−1/2 for fixed T and T/(q∗

√
n) for

growing T .

B Numerical experiments

Setup. We use the model, initialization, and full-batch training rule of Section 2.1, with
m = d = 4 and fixed data

K = diag(7, 4, 2, 1), X = 2K1/2, y = (1, 1, 1, 1)⊤.

The learning-rate interval is I = [0.05, 1.12]. Thus Assumption 3.2 holds with η∗ = 1 and
q∗ = 3/4. At each width n ∈ {28, 29, . . . , 220}, we draw 256 independent initializations per
experiment. Figure 2 compares the fixed-horizon regime T = 10 with the growing-horizon
regime Tn = ⌈2n0.15⌉, which ranges from 5 to 16.

Computation and estimation. For growing horizons, define

ãn,T =
an,T

Tq2T−1
∗

, c̃n,T =
cn,T

T 2q2T−2
∗

.

We estimate unweighted least-squares slopes by regressing the log empirical means on log n
over n = 213, . . . , 220: the largest eight widths for fixed T , and the subset satisfying Tn/

√
n ≤

0.1 for the growing schedule.

Results and implications. In panels (a) and (b) of Figure 2, all six slopes are close
to the reference exponents (−1/2,−1/2,−1), consistent with Theorems 3.6 and 3.4. The
overall decline of cn,T/an,T in panel (c) supports fast transfer along the tested schedule and
illustrates the quadratic transfer penalty discussed in Section 4.2. Mean ratios are noisy
and nonmonotone because small an,T values can dominate individual ratios; medians show a
smoother decline. The theoretical rates are in probability and do not, by themselves, imply
corresponding rates for expectations.
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C Basic properties and finite-width fluctuations

C.1 Proof of Proposition 2.1

First, we compute

∇W1Ln(W
(t)
1 ) =

1

m

m∑
i=1

χ
(t)
n,iV Hn,i· =

1

m
V (χ(t)

n )⊤Hn.

Thus we have W
(t+1)
1 = W

(t)
1 − η

m
V (χ

(t)
n )⊤Hn, which implies

f (t+1)
n (X) = Hn(W

(t)
1 )⊤V − η

m
HnH

⊤
n χ

(t)
n V ⊤V = f (t)

n (X)− η

m
Anχ

(t)
n .

Subtracting y from both sides yields

χ(t+1)
n = Bn(η)χ

(t)
n ,

which implies
χ(T )
n = Bn(η)

Tχ(0)
n .

Therefore we have

ϕn,T (η) = Ln(W
(T )
1 ) =

1

2m
∥χ(T )

n ∥2 = 1

2m

∥∥Bn(η)
Tχ(0)

n

∥∥2 = 1

2m
(χ(0)

n )⊤Bn(η)
2Tχ(0)

n .

C.2 Proof of Lemma 3.3

First, we show the weak convergence of the marginal distribution
√
n(An−K)

d−→ Ξ. Noting
that An = (n∥V ∥2)X(n−1W⊤

0 W0)X
⊤ holds, we decompose

An −K = (n∥V ∥2 − 1)K +X(n−1W⊤
0 W0 − d−1Id)X

⊤

+ (n∥V ∥2 − 1)X(n−1W⊤
0 W0 − d−1Id)X

⊤.

Define αn =
√
n(n∥V ∥2 − 1) and Gn =

√
n(n−1W⊤

0 W0 − d−1Id). Since the variables nVj are
i.i.d. N (0, 1), the central limit theorem gives

αn =
1√
n

n∑
j=1

((nVj)
2 − 1)

d−→ α, α ∼ N(0, 2).

Next, noting that (W0,j·)
⊤ ∼ N(0, d−1Id) independently, the multivariate central limit theo-

rem gives

Gn =
1√
n

n∑
j=1

((W0,j·)
⊤W0,j· − d−1Id)

d−→ G,
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where G is the Gaussian matrix specified in the statement. Since V and W0 are independent,
αn and Gn are independent for every n, and hence the joint convergence in distribution holds:

(αn, Gn)
d−→ (α,G).

Combining the results, we have

√
n(An −K) = αnK +XGnX

⊤ +Op(n
−1/2)

d−→ αK +XGX⊤ = Ξ. (7)

Fix u ∈ Rm and T ∈ Rm×m. Note that χ
(0)
n + y = f

(0)
n (X) = Hn(W

(0)
1 )⊤V holds. Since

W
(0)
1 is independent of (W0, V ), we have

√
n(χ(0)

n + y) | W0, V ∼ N(0, An), (8)

which implies

E[exp(iu⊤√n(χ(0)
n + y)) | W0, V ] = exp

(
−1

2
u⊤Anu

)
.

Thus we have

E[exp(iu⊤√n(χ(0)
n + y) + i⟨T,

√
n(An −K)⟩F)]

= E(E[exp(iu⊤√n(χ(0)
n + y) + i⟨T,

√
n(An −K)⟩F) | W0, V ])

= E
[
exp

(
−1

2
u⊤Anu

)
exp(i⟨T,

√
n(An −K)⟩F)

]
= E

[(
exp

(
−1

2
u⊤Anu

)
− exp

(
−1

2
u⊤Ku

))
exp

(
i⟨T,

√
n(An −K)⟩F

)]
+ exp

(
−1

2
u⊤Ku

)
E[exp(i⟨T,

√
n(An −K)⟩F)].

Note that (7) implies An
p−→ K. Thus we compute the limit of the first term as∣∣∣∣E [(exp(−1

2
u⊤Anu

)
− exp

(
−1

2
u⊤Ku

))
exp

(
i⟨T,

√
n(An −K)⟩F

)]∣∣∣∣
≤ E

∣∣∣∣exp(−1

2
u⊤Anu

)
− exp

(
−1

2
u⊤Ku

)∣∣∣∣
→ 0.

For the second term, (7) implies

E[exp(i⟨T,
√
n(An −K)⟩F)] → E[exp(i⟨T,Ξ⟩F)].

Hence the joint characteristic function satisfies

E[exp(iu⊤√n(χ(0)
n + y) + i⟨T,

√
n(An −K)⟩F)] → exp

(
−1

2
u⊤Ku

)
E[exp(i⟨T,Ξ⟩F)],

which is the characteristic function of (Z,Ξ) with Z ∼ N(0, K) independent of Ξ.
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C.3 Infinite-width loss for fixed horizon

Corollary C.1 (Infinite-width loss for fixed T ). Fix T ∈ N and η ∈ R. Then

ϕn,T (η)
p−→ ϕ∞,T (η) :=

1

2m

∥∥B∞(η)Ty
∥∥2 = 1

2m
y⊤B∞(η)2Ty.

The convergence is uniform on every deterministic compact interval of learning rates.

Proof. By Lemma 3.3, (χ
(0)
n , An)

p−→ (−y,K). For fixed T , the map

(χ,A, η) 7−→ 1

2m
χ⊤
(
Im − η

m
A
)2T

χ

is a polynomial in the entries of (χ,A, η). Thus, the continuous mapping theorem proves

ϕn,T (η)
p−→ ϕ∞,T (η) for every fixed η. Furthermore, for fixed T , both ϕn,T and ϕ∞,T are

polynomials in η of degree at most 2T . Their coefficients cn,0, cn,1, . . . , cn,2T are contin-

uous functions of (χ
(0)
n , An) and converge in probability to the corresponding coefficients

c∞,0, c∞,1, . . . , c∞,2T determined by (−y,K). Thus, for any compact interval [ηl, ηh] with
|ηl|, |ηh| ≤ C, we have

sup
η∈[ηl,ηh]

|ϕn,T (η)− ϕ∞,T (η)| ≤ sup
η∈[ηl,ηh]

2T∑
k=0

|cn,k − c∞,k|Ck

≤ max
k∈{0,1,...,2T}

|cn,k − c∞,k|
2T∑
k=0

Ck p−→ 0.

C.4 Range and null-space geometry

Lemma C.2. When n ≥ d, we have

ker(H⊤
n )

a.s.
= ker(An)

a.s.
= ker(K).

Proof. We first show that ker(H⊤
n )

a.s.
= ker(An) holds. If H⊤

n z = 0, then Anz = 0 follows
immediately. Thus, we have ker(H⊤

n ) ⊂ ker(An). On the other hand, if Anz = 0, then
z⊤Anz = ∥V ∥2∥H⊤

n z∥2 = 0. Since ∥V ∥2 > 0 with probability one, H⊤
n z = 0 almost surely.

Thus, with probability one, we have ker(An) ⊂ ker(H⊤
n ).

When n ≥ d, the Gaussian matrix W0 has rank d almost surely. Thus,

range(Hn) = range(XW⊤
0 )

a.s.
= range(X) = range(K).

This implies ker(H⊤
n ) = range(Hn)

⊥ a.s.
= range(K)⊥ = ker(K).
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C.5 Optimization landscape

Proposition C.3 (Derivatives of the finite-horizon objective). For every T ≥ 1, we have

∂

∂η
ΦT (η;χ,A) = − T

m2
FT (η;χ,A), (9)

∂2

∂η2
ΦT (η;χ,A) =

T (2T − 1)

m3
χ⊤A2BA(η)

2T−2χ ≥ 0, (10)

∂

∂η
FT (η;χ,A) = −2T − 1

m
χ⊤A2BA(η)

2T−2χ ≤ 0. (11)

Proof. Since the matrices A and BA(η) commute, we have

d

dη
BA(η)

k = − k

m
ABA(η)

k−1.

Thus

∂

∂η
ΦT (η;χ,A) = − 1

2m
χ⊤2T

m
ABA(η)

2T−1χ = − T

m2
FT (η;χ,A),

∂

∂η
FT (η;χ,A) = −χ⊤A

2T − 1

m
ABA(η)

2T−2χ = −2T − 1

m
χ⊤A2BA(η)

2T−2χ.

Corollary C.4 (Existence and uniqueness of the optimal learning rate). Suppose A ∈ Rm×m
sym ,

χ ∈ Rm, and A ⪰ 0. If Aχ ̸= 0, then η 7→ ΦT (η;χ,A) is strictly convex and coercive on R,
that is, ΦT (η;χ,A) → ∞ as |η| → ∞. Hence it has a unique global minimizer ηT (χ,A) > 0,
characterized by FT (ηT (χ,A);χ,A) = 0. On a closed interval [a, b], the optimizer is ηT (χ,A)
if ηT (χ,A) ∈ [a, b], and is the appropriate boundary point otherwise. If Aχ = 0, then
ΦT (η;χ,A) is constant in η, and every η ∈ R is a global minimizer.

Proof. If Aχ = 0, then BA(η)χ = χ holds for every η ∈ R. Hence ΦT (η;χ,A) is independent
of η, which proves the degenerate case.

In the remainder of the proof, suppose Aχ ̸= 0. Let A = U diag(µ1, . . . , µm)U
⊤ be the

eigendecomposition of A, and let qj = (U·j)
⊤χ. Define the active index set

J = {j ∈ [m] : µj > 0 and qj ̸= 0}.

Since Aχ =
∑m

j=1 µjqjU·j, the assumption Aχ ̸= 0 is equivalent to J ̸= ∅.
Proposition C.3 gives

ΦT (η;χ,A) =
1

2m

m∑
j=1

q2j

(
1− ηµj

m

)2T
=

m∑
j=1

gj(η),

where we defined

gj(η) =
q2j
2m

(
1− ηµj

m

)2T
.
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Here, each gj corresponding to j /∈ J is either identically zero or constant in η. For each
j ∈ J , we have

g′j(η) = −
Tq2jµj

m2

(
1− ηµj

m

)2T−1

.

The map η 7→ g′j(η) is strictly increasing; thus, gj is strictly convex on R. Since J is
nonempty, ΦT (η;χ,A) is strictly convex. Moreover, for any fixed j ∈ J ,

gj(η) → ∞ (|η| → ∞).

Since ΦT (η;χ,A) ≥ gj(η), it follows that

ΦT (η;χ,A) → ∞ (|η| → ∞).

Thus ΦT (·;χ,A) is coercive. In particular, there exists R > 0 such that

ΦT (η;χ,A) > ΦT (0;χ,A) (|η| ≥ R).

Since ΦT (·;χ,A) is continuous, it attains its minimum on the compact interval [−R,R]. This
minimum is also global, because every point outside [−R,R] has objective value larger than
ΦT (0;χ,A). Finally, strict convexity implies that the global minimizer is unique. We denote
it by ηT (χ,A). The first-order optimality condition and (9) give

FT (ηT (χ,A);χ,A) = 0.

We now verify the positivity of ηT (χ,A). At η = 0, (9) yields

Φ′
T (0;χ,A) = − T

m2
χ⊤Aχ = − T

m2
∥A1/2χ∥2.

Note that Aχ ̸= 0 implies A1/2χ ̸= 0. Consequently, we have

Φ′
T (0;χ,A) < 0 = Φ′

T (ηT (χ,A);χ,A).

Since ΦT (·;χ,A) is strictly convex, its derivative is strictly increasing. Thus we have
ηT (χ,A) > 0. Finally, consider minimization over a closed interval [a, b] with a < b. By
Proposition C.3, we have

FT (η;χ,A) =
∑
j∈J

q2jµj

(
1− ηµj

m

)2T−1

.

For each j ∈ J , the corresponding summand is strictly decreasing in η. Hence FT is strictly
decreasing on R. Since it is also continuous, the stated boundary characterization follows.

Proposition C.5 (Almost-sure nondegeneracy of the finite-width optimization problem).

Suppose K ̸= 0 and n ≥ d. Then we have Anχ
(0)
n ̸= 0 almost surely. By Corollary C.4, for

every T ≥ 1, ϕn,T is almost surely strictly convex and has a unique global minimizer.
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Proof. Let P denote the orthogonal projector onto range(K). Define En = {ker(H⊤
n ) =

ker(An) = ker(K)}. Then by Lemma C.2, the event En has probability one. On the event En,
we have f

(0)
n (X) ∈ range(K), and hence Pf

(0)
n (X) = f

(0)
n (X). On the same event, Anχ

(0)
n = 0

is equivalent to χ
(0)
n ∈ ker(An) = range(K)⊥, and therefore to Pχ

(0)
n = 0. Recalling the

definition χ
(0)
n = f

(0)
n (X)− y, this is further equivalent to f

(0)
n (X) = Pf

(0)
n (X) = Py. Noting

that P(En) = 1, we have

P(Anχ
(0)
n = 0) = P({Anχ

(0)
n = 0} ∩ En) = P({f (0)

n (X) = Py} ∩ En) = P(f (0)
n (X) = Py).

It therefore suffices to show that P(f
(0)
n (X) = Py) = 0.

By (8) in the proof of Lemma 3.3, we have

f (0)
n (X) | W0, V ∼ N

(
0,

1

n
An

)
.

Since K ̸= 0, we can choose a fixed vector u ∈ range(K) \ {0}. By Lemma C.2, we have
u /∈ ker(An) almost surely. Since An ⪰ 0, it follows that u⊤Anu > 0 almost surely. Hence,

u⊤f (0)
n (X) | W0, V ∼ N

(
0,

1

n
u⊤Anu

)
is a nondegenerate Gaussian random variable almost surely. Therefore,

P(u⊤f (0)
n (X) = u⊤Py | W0, V )

a.s.
= 0.

Since {f (0)
n (X) = Py} ⊂ {u⊤f

(0)
n (X) = u⊤Py}, we obtain

P(f (0)
n (X) = Py | W0, V )

a.s.
= 0.

Taking expectations yields P(f
(0)
n (X) = Py) = 0 as desired.

C.6 First-order sensitivities of the score and the loss

Set BT = B∞(η∞,T ), and define

gF,T := −2KB2T−1
T y, (12)

QF,T :=
1

2

(
B2T−1

T yy⊤ + yy⊤B2T−1
T

)
− η∞,T

2m

2T−2∑
s=0

(B2T−2−s
T yy⊤KBs

T +Bs
TKyy⊤B2T−2−s

T ),

(13)

gL,T := − 1

m
B2T

T y, (14)

QL,T := −η∞,T

2m2

2T−1∑
s=0

B2T−1−s
T yy⊤Bs

T . (15)
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Lemma C.6 (First-order sensitivities at the infinite-width optimum). For fixed η, regard
FT (η;χ,A) and ΦT (η;χ,A) as real-valued maps on Rm × Rm×m

sym , equipped with the product

norm ∥(h,E)∥× = (∥h∥2 + ∥E∥2F)
1/2

. Then for h ∈ Rm and E ∈ Rm×m
sym , we have

D(χ,A)FT (η∞,T ;−y,K)[h,E] = g⊤F,Th+ ⟨QF,T , E⟩F,
D(χ,A)ΦT (η∞,T ;−y,K)[h,E] = g⊤L,Th+ ⟨QL,T , E⟩F.

Proof. The derivative of BA(η) with respect to A in the direction E is

DABA(η)[E] = − η

m
E.

We also note that by Lemma F.1, we have

DABA(η)
k[E] = − η

m

k−1∑
s=0

BA(η)
sEBA(η)

k−1−s. (16)

We first consider the loss ΦT (η;χ,A). Since BA(η) is symmetric for symmetric A, differen-
tiation with respect to χ gives

DχΦT (η∞,T ;−y,K)[h] = − 1

m
y⊤B2T

T h = g⊤L,Th.

Using (16) with k = 2T , we have

DAΦT (η∞,T ;−y,K)[E] = −η∞,T

2m2

2T−1∑
s=0

y⊤Bs
TEB2T−1−s

T y = ⟨QL,T , E⟩F.

Combining the two partial derivatives gives the Fréchet derivative with respect to the pair
(χ,A). 3 Next, since A commutes with BA(η), the matrix ABA(η)

2T−1 is symmetric. Hence
we have

DχFT (η∞,T ;−y,K)[h] = −2y⊤KB2T−1
T h = g⊤F,Th.

For the derivative with respect to A, (16) gives

DAFT (η∞,T ;−y,K)[E] = y⊤EB2T−1
T y − η∞,T

m

2T−2∑
s=0

y⊤KBs
TEB2T−2−s

T y = ⟨QF,T , E⟩F.

Combining the results completes the proof.
3To see this explicitly, Lemma F.1 implies

BK+E(η∞,T )
2T = B2T

T +DABK(η∞,T )
2T [E] +O(∥E∥2F)

for fixed T . Substituting this expansion into ΦT (η∞,T ;−y + h,K + E) shows

|ΦT (η∞,T ;−y + h,K + E)− ΦT (η∞,T ;−y,K)−DχΦT (η∞,T ;−y,K)[h]−DAΦT (η∞,T ;−y,K)[E]|
= O(∥h∥2 + ∥h∥∥E∥F + ∥E∥2F) = O(∥(h,E)∥2×) = o(∥(h,E)∥×).
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D Proof of the fixed-horizon transfer theorem

Throughout this section, T is fixed. Define

rj,T = 1− η∞,Tλj

m
(j ∈ [r]). (17)

Lemma D.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.6, we have for every fixed T that

F ′
∞,T (η∞,T ) < 0, ϕ′′

∞,T (η∞,T ) > 0.

Proof. Recall that cj = ∥Pjy∥2. Proposition C.3 implies

−F ′
∞,T (η∞,T ) =

2T − 1

m
y⊤K2B∞(η∞,T )

2T−2y =
2T − 1

m

r∑
j=1

cjλ
2
jr

2T−2
j,T .

If T = 1, since Ky ̸= 0, we have y⊤K2B∞(η∞,T )
2T−2y > 0. If T ≥ 2, since |Jy| ≥ 2, at least

one of rj,T is nonzero. Thus the preceding sum is strictly positive. Hence in all cases, we
have F ′

∞,T (η∞,T ) < 0, and consequently, ϕ′′
∞,T (η∞,T ) = − T

m2F
′
∞,T (η∞,T ) > 0.

Lemma D.2. Since η∞,T ∈ (ηℓ, ηu), there exists a deterministic δ > 0 such that

[η∞,T − δ, η∞,T + δ] ⊂ (ηℓ, ηu).

For such δ, we have

sup
|η−η∞,T |≤δ

|Fn,T (η)− F∞,T (η)| = Op(n
−1/2),

sup
|η−η∞,T |≤δ

|F ′
n,T (η)− F ′

∞,T (η)| = Op(n
−1/2).

Proof. For fixed T , both FT (η;χ,A) and ∂ηFT (η;χ,A) are polynomials in the entries of
(η, χ,A). Hence, on the compact interval [η∞,T − δ, η∞,T + δ], their derivatives with respect
to (χ,A) are uniformly bounded on a fixed neighborhood of (−y,K). Define the product

norm ∥(χ,A)∥× = (∥χ∥2 + ∥A∥2F)
1/2

. Then Lemma 3.3 gives ∥(f (0)
n (X), En)∥× = Op(n

−1/2),

where we defined En = An −K. Thus, noting that (χ
(0)
n , An)

p−→ (−y,K) holds, we have

sup
|η−η∞,T |≤δ

|Fn,T (η)− F∞,T (η)|

= sup
|η−η∞,T |≤δ

∣∣∣∣∫ 1

0

Dχ,AFT (η;−y + sf (0)
n (X), K + sEn)[f

(0)
n (X), En]ds

∣∣∣∣
≤ sup

|η−η∞,T |≤δ

∫ 1

0

∥Dχ,AFT (η;−y + sf (0)
n (X), K + sEn)∥op∥(f (0)

n (X), En)∥×ds

= Op(n
−1/2),

and, similarly,
sup

|η−η∞,T |≤δ

|F ′
n,T (η)− F ′

∞,T (η)| = Op(n
−1/2).
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Lemma D.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.6, ηn,T lies in (ηℓ, ηu) with probability
tending to one, and we have

ηn,T − η∞,T = Op(n
−1/2).

Proof. By Lemmas D.1, D.2, and continuity of F ′
∞,T , there exists a deterministic γ > 0 such

that
sup

|η−η∞,T |≤δ

F ′
∞,T (η) ≤ −2γ.

Hence we have

P

(
sup

|η−η∞,T |≤δ

F ′
n,T (η) ≤ −γ

)
→ 1.

Since Corollary C.4 implies F∞,T (η∞,T ) = 0, Lemma D.2 yields

Fn,T (η∞,T ) = Op(n
−1/2).

Thus, for fixed ϵ > 0, there exists M0 < ∞ such that

lim inf
n→∞

P

(
|Fn,T (η∞,T )| ≤

M0√
n

)
≥ 1− ϵ.

Choose M > M0/γ. For all sufficiently large n, we have M/
√
n < δ. On the intersection of

the two preceding high-probability events, the mean value theorem gives

Fn,T

(
η∞,T − M√

n

)
≥ −M0 + γM√

n
> 0,

Fn,T

(
η∞,T +

M√
n

)
≤ M0 − γM√

n
< 0.

Proposition C.5 and Corollary C.4 imply that, for all sufficiently large n, ϕn,T has almost
surely a unique global minimizer characterized by the root of Fn,T . Therefore, on the same
event, this root belongs to (

η∞,T − M√
n
, η∞,T +

M√
n

)
⊂ (ηℓ, ηu).

Thus, with probability at least 1− ϵ+ o(1), we have

|ηn,T − η∞,T | <
M√
n
.

Since ϵ > 0 was arbitrary, we obtain

ηn,T − η∞,T = Op(n
−1/2),

and the finite-width optimizer is interior with probability tending to one.
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Theorem D.4 (Limit distribution of the optimal learning rate at fixed T ). Under the
assumptions of Theorem 3.6, we have

√
n(ηn,T − η∞,T )

d−→ Ωη,T := −ΩF,T/F
′
∞,T (η∞,T ),

where ΩF,T = g⊤F,TZ + ⟨QF,T ,Ξ⟩F .

Proof. By Lemma C.6, applied at (η∞,T ,−y,K), we have

Fn,T (η∞,T ) = g⊤F,Tf
(0)
n (X) + ⟨QF,T , An −K⟩F + op(n

−1/2).

Here we used F∞,T (η∞,T ) = 0 by Corollary C.4. Combining this with Lemma 3.3 gives

√
nFn,T (η∞,T )

d−→ ΩF,T . (18)

By the mean value theorem, there exists a random η̃n,T between ηn,T and η∞,T such that

Fn,T (ηn,T )− Fn,T (η∞,T ) = F ′
n,T (η̃n,T )(ηn,T − η∞,T ).

On the event {ηn,T ∈ (ηℓ, ηu)}, by Corollary C.4, we have Fn,T (ηn,T ) = 0. Moreover, on the
same event, Lemma D.2 implies F ′

n,T (η̃n,T ) = F ′
∞,T (η∞,T )+Op(n

−1/2). Thus by Lemma D.3,
we have

F ′
n,T (η̃n,T ) = F ′

∞,T (η∞,T ) + op(1)

unconditionally. By Lemma D.1, this further implies that F ′
n,T (η̃n,T ) < 0 holds with proba-

bility tending to one. Thus, on the intersection of this event and {ηn,T ∈ (ηℓ, ηu)}, both of
which have probability tending to one, we have

√
n(ηn,T − η∞,T ) = −

√
nFn,T (η∞,T )

F ′
n,T (η̃n,T )

.

Finally, by (18), we obtain

√
n(ηn,T − η∞,T )

d−→ − ΩF,T

F ′
∞,T (η∞,T )

= Ωη,T .

Theorem D.5 (Limit distribution of the optimal loss at fixed T ). Under the assumptions
of Theorem 3.6, we have

√
n (ϕn,T (ηn,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T ))

d−→ ΩL,T := g⊤L,TZ + ⟨QL,T ,Ξ⟩F.

Proof. By Lemma C.6, we have

ϕn,T (η∞,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T ) = g⊤L,Tf
(0)
n (X) + ⟨QL,T , An −K⟩F + op(n

−1/2).
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Hence Lemma 3.3 yields

√
n(ϕn,T (η∞,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T ))

d−→ ΩL,T . (19)

It remains to replace ϕn,T (η∞,T ) by ϕn,T (ηn,T ). By Taylor’s theorem, there exists a random
η̄n,T between ηn,T and η∞,T such that

ϕn,T (η∞,T )− ϕn,T (ηn,T ) = ϕ′
n,T (ηn,T )(η∞,T − ηn,T ) +

1

2
ϕ′′
n,T (η̄n,T )(η∞,T − ηn,T )

2

On the event {ηn,T ∈ (ηℓ, ηu)}, Proposition C.3 gives ϕ′
n,T (ηn,T ) = 0. Thus, on the same

event, we have

ϕn,T (η∞,T )− ϕn,T (ηn,T ) =
1

2
ϕ′′
n,T (η̄n,T )(η∞,T − ηn,T )

2.

Since T is fixed, (10), Lemma 3.3, and Lemma D.3 imply ϕ′′
n,T (η̄n,T ) = Op(1). Therefore,

combining this with Lemma D.3, we have

ϕn,T (η∞,T )− ϕn,T (ηn,T ) = Op(n
−1) = op(n

−1/2)

with probability tending to one. Together with (19), this yields

√
n(ϕn,T (ηn,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T ))

d−→ ΩL,T .

Lemma D.6. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.6, we have

cn,T =
ϕ′′
∞,T (η∞,T )

2
(ηn,T − η∞,T )

2(1 + op(1)).

Proof. We next expand the transfer gap. Since η∞,T is the unique global minimizer, Propo-

sition C.3 gives ϕ′
∞,T (η∞,T ) = 0. By Taylor’s theorem, there exists a random η†n,T between

ηn,T and η∞,T such that

cn,T =
ϕ′′
∞,T (η∞,T )

2
(ηn,T − η∞,T )

2 +
ϕ′′′
∞,T (η

†
n,T )

6
(ηn,T − η∞,T )

3.

For fixed T , by Lemma D.3, with probability tending to one, we have

|ϕ′′′
∞,T (η

†
n,T )| ≤ sup

ηℓ≤η≤ηu

|ϕ′′′
∞,T (η)|.

Therefore, by Lemmas D.1 and D.3, we have

cn,T =
ϕ′′
∞,T (η∞,T )

2
(ηn,T − η∞,T )

2(1 + op(1)).
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Proof of Theorem 3.6. We verify that the limiting Gaussian variables ΩL,T and Ωη,T of an,T
and bn,T are nondegenerate. We first consider Ωη,T . For s > 0, direct substitution into the
definition of FT gives

FT (η∞,T ;−y, sK) = sF∞,T (sη∞,T ).

Differentiating both sides with respect to s at s = 1, applying Lemma C.6, and using
F∞,T (η∞,T ) = 0, we have

⟨QF,T , K⟩F = F∞,T (η∞,T ) + η∞,TF
′
∞,T (η∞,T ) = η∞,TF

′
∞,T (η∞,T ).

Recall from Lemma 3.3 that Ξ = αK+XGX⊤ with α ∼ N (0, 2), where α is independent of
G and Z. Noting that Corollary C.4 gives η∞,T > 0, the contribution of the αK component
of Ξ to Ωη,T is

−α⟨QF,T , K⟩F
F ′
∞,T (η∞,T )

= −η∞,Tα ∼ N (0, 2η2∞,T ).

Since this component is independent of the remaining Gaussian terms, Ωη,T is nondegenerate.
By Theorem D.4 and the continuous mapping theorem, this proves

bn,T = Θp(n
−1/2).

Next, we consider ΩL,T . By the definition of gL,T , we have

g⊤L,TKgL,T =
1

m2

r∑
j=1

cjλjr
4T
j,T ,

where rj,T are defined in (17). Under |Jy| ≥ 2, at least one of the rj,T is nonzero. Hence we
have g⊤L,TKgL,T > 0. Since Z ∼ N (0, K) is independent of Ξ by Lemma 3.3, we have

Var(ΩL,T ) = Var(g⊤L,TZ) + Var(⟨QL,T ,Ξ⟩F) = g⊤L,TKgL,T +Var(⟨QL,T ,Ξ⟩F) > 0.

Therefore, ΩL,T is also nondegenerate. By Theorem D.5 and the continuous mapping theo-
rem, this proves

an,T = Θp(n
−1/2).

Finally, by Lemmas D.6 and D.1, we obtain

cn,T = Θp(b
2
n,T ) = Θp(n

−1).

Proof of Corollary 3.7. By Theorem D.5 and the continuous mapping theorem, we have

√
nan,T

d−→ |ΩL,T |,

where ΩL,T is a nondegenerate Gaussian random variable. Since P(|ΩL,T | = 0) = 0, another
application of the continuous mapping theorem gives

1√
nan,T

d−→ 1

|ΩL,T |
.

27



Therefore, we have
1

an,T
= Op(

√
n).

Combining this with cn,T = Θp(n
−1) in Theorem 3.6 yields the claim.

E Infinite-width large-horizon analysis

E.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Note that we have

ϕ∞,T (η) =
1

2m

∥∥∥∥(Im − η

m
K
)T

y

∥∥∥∥2 = 1

2m

∥∥∥∥∥∥
[
P0 +

r∑
j=1

(
1− ηλj

m

)
Pj

]T
y

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

=
1

2m

∥∥∥∥∥P0y +
r∑

j=1

(
1− ηλj

m

)T

Pjy

∥∥∥∥∥
2

=
c0
2m

+
1

2m

r∑
j=1

cj

(
1− ηλj

m

)2T

.

Here, c0/(2m) is an irreducible training loss. No choice of learning rate or number of steps
changes it. Define

RT (η) := (2mϕ∞,T (η)− c0)
1/(2T ) =

(
r∑

j=1

cj

∣∣∣∣1− ηλj

m

∣∣∣∣2T
)1/(2T )

.

Then we have
argmin

η≥0
ϕ∞,T (η) = argmin

η≥0
RT (η).

Define

R∞(η) := max
j∈Jy

∣∣∣∣1− ηλj

m

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣1− ηλy
−

m

∣∣∣∣ ∨ ∣∣∣∣1− ηλy
+

m

∣∣∣∣ .
Choose an index j∗ ∈ Jy such that |1− ηλj∗/m| = R∞(η). Then we have

cj∗R∞(η)2T ≤
∑
j∈Jy

cj

∣∣∣∣1− ηλj

m

∣∣∣∣2T ≤

(
r∑

j=1

cj

)
R∞(η)2T ,

which implies

min
j∈Jy

c
1/(2T )
j R∞(η) ≤ RT (η) ≤

(
r∑

j=1

cj

)1/(2T )

R∞(η).

Since Jy is finite and all active coefficients are strictly positive, we have

min
j∈Jy

c
1/(2T )
j → 1,

(
r∑

j=1

cj

)1/(2T )

→ 1.
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Thus, on every compact interval I, we have

sup
η∈I

|RT (η)−R∞(η)| ≤

∣∣∣∣min
j∈Jy

c
1/(2T )
j − 1

∣∣∣∣ ∨
∣∣∣∣∣∣
(

r∑
j=1

cj

)1/(2T )

− 1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
 sup

η∈I
|R∞(η)| → 0.

It remains to verify that the global minimizers of RT are contained in a fixed compact
interval. Fix any j0 ∈ Jy. Since η∞,T is a global minimizer over [0,∞), we have

RT (η∞,T ) ≤ RT (0) =

∑
j∈Jy

cj

1/(2T )

.

On the other hand, for any η ≥ 0, we have

RT (η) ≥ c
1/(2T )
j0

∣∣∣∣1− ηλj0

m

∣∣∣∣ .
Therefore we have∣∣∣∣1− η∞,Tλj0

m

∣∣∣∣ ≤ c
−1/(2T )
j0

RT (η∞,T ) ≤

(∑
j∈Jy

cj

cj0

)1/(2T )

≤

(∑
j∈Jy

cj

cj0

)1/2

.

Hence there exists a deterministic constant M < ∞, independent of T , such that η∞,T ∈
[0,M ] for every T ≥ 1. Enlarging M if necessary, we may also assume ηy∗ ∈ [0,M ]. Since
supη∈[0,M ] |RT (η)−R∞(η)| → 0 holds and R∞ has the unique minimizer ηy∗ , we have

η∞,T → ηy∗ .

If λy
+ = λy

− = λ, the loss is a positive multiple of (1 − ηλ/m)2T plus a constant, whose
unique minimizer is m/λ.

E.2 Expansion of the infinite-width optimizer and asymptotic loss

Proposition E.1 (First-order large-T expansion of the optimal learning rate). Suppose
Assumption 3.2 holds and define

ϑ̄ :=
1

q∗
max

2≤j≤r−1

∣∣∣∣1− η∗λj

m

∣∣∣∣ ,
where max ∅ := 0. Then 0 ≤ ϑ̄ < 1. Fix any constant ϑ satisfying ϑ̄ < ϑ < 1. Then, as
T → ∞, we have

η∞,T = η∗ −
mq∗

(λ1 + λr)(2T − 1)
L∗ +O(T−2) +O

(
ϑ2T

T

)
.
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Proof. Near η∗, define the positive endpoint magnitudes

r1(η) =
ηλ1

m
− 1, rr(η) = 1− ηλr

m
.

Then we have r1(η∗) = rr(η∗) = q∗ > 0. By the definition of ϑ̄, we have

max
2≤j≤r−1

|1− η∗λj/m|
r1(η∗)

= ϑ̄ < ϑ.

Since Theorem 3.1 gives η∞,T → η∗, for all sufficiently large T , we have

max
2≤j≤r−1

|1− η∞,Tλj/m|
r1(η∞,T )

≤ ϑ. (20)

By Corollary C.4, the score equation is given by

0 = F∞,T (η∞,T ) = y⊤KB∞(η∞,T )
2T−1y = y⊤K

(
Im − η∞,T

m
K
)2T−1

y

=
r∑

j=1

cjλj

(
1− λjη∞,T

m

)2T−1

= −c1λ1(r1(η∞,T ))
2T−1 + crλrrr(η∞,T )

2T−1 +
r−1∑
j=2

cjλj

(
1− λjη∞,T

m

)2T−1

.

Hence we have

|crλrrr(η∞,T )
2T−1 − c1λ1r1(η∞,T )

2T−1| ≤
r−1∑
j=2

cjλj

∣∣∣∣1− λjη∞,T

m

∣∣∣∣2T−1

.

Using (20), we obtain∣∣∣∣∣crλr

(
rr(η∞,T )

r1(η∞,T )

)2T−1

− c1λ1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
(

r−1∑
j=2

cjλj

)
ϑ2T−1 = O(ϑ2T−1).

Therefore, we have (
rr(η∞,T )

r1(η∞,T )

)2T−1

=
c1λ1

crλr

(
1 +O(ϑ2T−1)

)
.

Taking logarithms gives

(2T − 1) (log rr(η∞,T )− log r1(η∞,T )) = L∗ +O(ϑ2T ).

Writing η∞,T = η∗ + δ, we have

r1(η∞,T ) = q∗ +
λ1δ

m
, rr(η∞,T ) = q∗ −

λrδ

m
. (21)

30



Thus, using log(1 + x) = x+O(x2), we obtain

log rr(η∞,T )− log r1(η∞,T ) = log

(
1− λrδ

mq∗

1 + λ1δ
mq∗

)
= − λrδ

mq∗
− λ1δ

mq∗
+O(δ2) = −λ1 + λr

mq∗
δ +O(δ2).

Combining the results, we have

L∗ +O(ϑ2T ) = (2T − 1)

(
−λ1 + λr

mq∗
δ +O(δ2)

)
.

Since the left-hand side is O(1), we have δ = O(T−1). Thus

L∗ +O(ϑ2T ) = −(2T − 1)
λ1 + λr

mq∗
δ +O(T−1).

Solving for δ, we have

η∞,T − η∗ = δ = − L∗mq∗
(λ1 + λr)(2T − 1)

+O(T−2) +O

(
ϑ2T

T

)
.

Corollary E.2 (Loss and curvature at the large-horizon optimum). Under the assumptions
of Proposition E.1, we have

ϕ∞,T (η∞,T )−
c0
2m

= Θ
(
q2T∗
)
,∣∣F ′

∞,T (η∞,T )
∣∣ = Θ

(
Tq2T−2

∗
)
, (22)

ϕ′′
∞,T (η∞,T ) = Θ

(
T 2q2T−2

∗
)
. (23)

Proof. Define r1(η) and rr(η) as in the proof of Proposition E.1. By (21) and Proposition E.1,
we have

rr(η∞,T ) = q∗

[
1 +

λr

λ1 + λr

L∗

2T − 1
+O(T−2) +O

(
ϑ2T

T

)]
,

r1(η∞,T ) = q∗

[
1− λ1

λ1 + λr

L∗

2T − 1
+O(T−2) +O

(
ϑ2T

T

)]
.

In particular, both endpoint magnitudes are q∗(1 +O(T−1)). More precisely, for every fixed
integer ℓ, the expansion(

1 +
a

2T − 1
+O(T−2)

)2T−ℓ

= exp(a)
(
1 +O(T−1)

)
gives

rr(η∞,T )
2T−ℓ = q2T−ℓ

∗ a∗r
(
1 +O(T−1) +O(ϑ2T )

)
, (24)

r1(η∞,T )
2T−ℓ = q2T−ℓ

∗ a∗1
(
1 +O(T−1) +O(ϑ2T )

)
. (25)
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We now control the remaining active modes. Since η∞,T → η∗ by Theorem 3.1, we have

1

q∗
max

2≤j≤r−1

∣∣∣∣1− η∞,Tλj

m

∣∣∣∣→ ϑ̄ < 1,

which implies, for sufficiently large T ,

max
2≤j≤r−1

∣∣∣∣1− η∞,Tλj

m

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ϑq∗.

Hence we have

r−1∑
j=2

cjλ
2
j

∣∣∣∣1− η∞,Tλj

m

∣∣∣∣2T−2

= O
(
(ϑq∗)

2T−2
)
= o

(
q2T−2
∗

)
. (26)

Using the spectral representation of the loss, we therefore have

ϕ∞,T (η∞,T )−
c0
2m

=
1

2m

r∑
j=1

cj

(
1− η∞,Tλj

m

)2T

=
q2T∗
2m

[cra
∗
r + c1a

∗
1 + o(1)] = Θ(q2T∗ ),

where the last equality follows since cra
∗
r+c1a

∗
1+o(1) converges to a strictly positive constant.

Next, recall that by Proposition C.3,

F ′
∞,T (η) = −2T − 1

m

r∑
j=1

cjλ
2
j

(
1− ηλj

m

)2T−2

.

Note that all summands in the preceding display are nonnegative before applying the leading
minus sign. Applying (24), (25), and (26) gives

F ′
∞,T (η∞,T ) = −2T − 1

m
q2T−2
∗

[
crλ

2
ra

∗
r + c1λ

2
1a

∗
1 + o(1)

]
= −Θ

(
Tq2T−2

∗
)
.

The last equality follows since the limiting coefficient in square brackets is again strictly
positive.

Finally, noting that

ϕ′
∞,T (η) = − T

m2
F∞,T (η)

holds by Proposition C.3, the curvature at the optimizer satisfies

ϕ′′
∞,T (η∞,T ) = − T

m2
F ′
∞,T (η∞,T ).

Substituting the previous result yields

ϕ′′
∞,T (η∞,T ) =

T

m2
Θ
(
Tq2T−2

∗
)
= Θ(T 2q2T−2

∗ ).
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E.3 Endpoint contractions and spectral separation

Lemma E.3 (Endpoint contraction asymptotics). For rj,T , (j ∈ [r]) defined in (17), we
have

r2T−1
1,T

q2T−1
∗

→ −a∗1,
r2T−1
r,T

q2T−1
∗

→ a∗r,
r2T−2
1,T

q2T−2
∗

→ a∗1,
r2T−2
r,T

q2T−2
∗

→ a∗r.

Moreover, if r > 2, there exists a constant ϑ0 ∈ (0, 1) such that

|rj,T | ≤ ϑ0q∗ (2 ≤ j ≤ r − 1)

for all sufficiently large T .

Proof. Proposition E.1 gives

η∞,T − η∗ = − mq∗L∗

(λ1 + λr)(2T − 1)
+ o(T−1).

Since 1− η∗λ1/m = −q∗ and 1− η∗λr/m = q∗, we have

r1,T = −q∗

(
1− λ1L∗

(λ1 + λr)(2T − 1)
+ o((2T − 1)−1)

)
,

rr,T = q∗

(
1 +

λrL∗

(λ1 + λr)(2T − 1)
+ o((2T − 1)−1)

)
.

Thus, noting that 2T − 1 is odd, we obtain

r2T−1
1,T

q2T−1
∗

→ −a∗1,
r2T−1
r,T

q2T−1
∗

→ a∗r,
r2T−2
1,T

q2T−2
∗

→ a∗1,
r2T−2
r,T

q2T−2
∗

→ a∗r.

For an interior positive eigenvalue λj ∈ (λr, λ1), the definition of η∗ gives

−q∗ < 1− η∗λj

m
< q∗.

By Proposition E.1, we have

max
2≤j≤r−1

|1− η∗λj/m|
q∗

= ϑ̄ < 1.

Since Theorem 3.1 gives η∞,T → η∗, there exists ϑ0 ∈ (ϑ̄, 1) such that, for all sufficiently
large T ,

max
2≤j≤r−1

|rj,T |
q∗

= max
2≤j≤r−1

|1− η∞,Tλj/m|
q∗

≤ ϑ0.

33



F Matrix-power perturbation bounds

F.1 Fréchet expansion of matrix powers

Lemma F.1 (First-order expansion of matrix powers). Let k ≥ 1. Equip Rp×p with any
submultiplicative matrix norm ∥ · ∥, and define Ψk(B) = Bk as a map from this normed
space into itself. Then Ψk is Fréchet differentiable at every B, and for every C ∈ Rp×p, we
have

DΨk(B)[C] =
k−1∑
s=0

BsCBk−1−s.

Consequently, for every fixed C, we have

(B + ϵC)k = Bk + ϵ
k−1∑
s=0

BsCBk−1−s +O(ϵ2)

as ϵ → 0. No commutativity between B and C is required.

Proof. We first recall that for arbitrary square matrices X and Y of the same size and every
k ≥ 1, we have

Xk − Y k =
k−1∑
s=0

Xs(X − Y )Y k−1−s.

Applying this identity with X = B + E and Y = B, we obtain

Ψk(B + E)−Ψk(B) = (B + E)k −Bk =
k−1∑
s=0

(B + E)sEBk−1−s.

Thus if we define

Rk(B,E) :=
k−1∑
s=0

((B + E)s −Bs)EBk−1−s,

we can write

Ψk(B + E)−Ψk(B) =
k−1∑
s=0

BsEBk−1−s +Rk(B,E).

In Rk(B,E), the summand corresponding to s = 0 vanishes. For s ≥ 1, applying the same
identity once more gives

(B + E)s −Bs =
s−1∑
j=0

(B + E)jEBs−1−j.

Therefore, we have

Rk(B,E) =
k−1∑
s=1

s−1∑
j=0

(B + E)jEBs−1−jEBk−1−s.
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Let ∥ · ∥ be any submultiplicative matrix norm. Then for each s ∈ {1, . . . , k − 1} and
j ∈ {0, . . . , s− 1}, we have

∥(B + E)jEBs−1−jEBk−1−s∥ ≤ ∥B + E∥j∥E∥∥B∥s−1−j∥E∥∥B∥k−1−s

≤ (∥B∥+ ∥E∥)k−2∥E∥2.

Since there are k(k − 1)/2 terms in the double sum, we have

∥Rk(B,E)∥ ≤ k(k − 1)

2
(∥B∥+ ∥E∥)k−2∥E∥2.

Thus, we have

∥Ψk(B + E)−Ψk(B)−
∑k−1

s=0 B
sEBk−1−s∥

∥E∥
=

∥Rk(B,E)∥
∥E∥

≤ k(k − 1)

2
(∥B∥+ ∥E∥)k−2∥E∥ → 0

as ∥E∥ → 0. Since the map E 7→
∑k−1

s=0 B
sEBk−1−s is linear and bounded, it is the Fréchet

derivative of Ψk at B. Therefore, we have

DΨk(B)[C] =
k−1∑
s=0

BsCBk−1−s.

Finally, taking E = ϵC for a fixed matrix C gives

(B + ϵC)k = Ψk(B + ϵC) = Ψk(B) +DΨk(B)[ϵC] +Rk(B, ϵC)

= Bk + ϵ
k−1∑
s=0

BsCBk−1−s +O(ϵ2),

which proves the final assertion.

F.2 Uniform noncommutative power bounds

Lemma F.2 (Uniform local power perturbation bounds). Let K ⪰ 0 be a finite-dimensional
symmetric positive semidefinite matrix and let P project onto range(K). Suppose there exists
a deterministic sequence qT > 0, bounded away from zero, such that

sup
η∈JT

∥PBK(η)P∥op ≤ qT , q0 := inf
T

qT > 0.

Let A = K + E ⪰ 0 be symmetric and have the same kernel as K. Then we have

PA = AP, PK = KP, PE = EP.

Suppose T∥E∥op ≤ c for some fixed c. Suppose supT supη∈JT
|η| < ∞. Then, uniformly over

η ∈ JT and k ≤ 2T , we have

∥PBA(η)
kP∥op ≲ qkT , (27)

∥P (BA(η)
k −BK(η)

k)P∥op ≲ kqk−1
T ∥E∥op. (28)
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Proof. Define H = range(K) = ker(K)⊥. Since A and K are symmetric and have the same
kernel, we have

range(A) = ker(A)⊥ = ker(K)⊥ = range(K) = H.

Consequently, H and H⊥ are invariant under A, K, and E = A−K. Equivalently, we have4

PA = AP, PK = KP, PE = EP,

and hence P also commutes with BA(η) and BK(η). In particular, we have

PBA(η)
kP = (PBA(η)P )k , PBK(η)

kP = (PBK(η)P )k .

These identities hold as operators on H.
In the remainder of the proof, we regard these matrices as linear operators from H to

itself. Fix η ∈ JT and define

B0 = PBK(η)P
∣∣
H = BK(η)

∣∣
H, ∆ = − η

m
PEP

∣∣
H = − η

m
E
∣∣
H.

Then
PBA(η)P

∣∣
H = B0 +∆.

With respect to the orthogonal decomposition Rm = H⊕H⊥, the operators A and K have
the block representations

A =

[
A|H 0
0 0

]
, K =

[
K|H 0
0 0

]
. (29)

Consequently, we have

BA(η) =

[
B0 +∆ 0

0 IH⊥

]
, BK(η) =

[
B0 0
0 IH⊥

]
. (30)

By assumption, we have ∥B0∥op ≤ qT . Set Mη = supT≥1 supη∈JT
|η|/m < ∞. Then it

follows that ∥∆∥op ≤ Mη∥E∥op. Since T∥E∥op ≤ c, for k ≤ 2T , we have

k∥∆∥op
qT

≤ 2MηT∥E∥op
qT

≤ 2Mηc

q0
.

Thus k∥∆∥op/qT is bounded uniformly in η, k, and T .

4This equivalence can be proved as follows. For any x ∈ Rm, decompose x = Px + (Im − P )x. Here,
Px ∈ H and (Im−P )x ∈ H⊥. If H and H⊥ are invariant under A, we have APx ∈ H and A(Im−P )x ∈ H⊥.
Thus,

PAx = P [APx+A(Im − P )x] = P (APx) + P [A(Im − P )x] = APx+ 0.

Since x is arbitrary, we conclude PA = AP . On the other hand, if PA = AP , then P (Ax) = A(Px) = Ax
for x ∈ H and P (Ax) = A(Px) = 0 for x ∈ H⊥; thus, AH ⊂ H and AH⊥ ⊂ H⊥ hold. Similar arguments
apply to K and E.
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We first prove (27). For s ≤ k ≤ 2T , we have

∥(B0 +∆)s∥op ≤ (∥B0∥op + ∥∆∥op)s ≤ (qT + ∥∆∥op)s = qsT

(
1 +

∥∆∥op
qT

)s

≤ qsT exp

(
s∥∆∥op

qT

)
≤ qsT exp

(
2Mηc

q0

)
≲ qsT ,

which proves (27). By (30), for every k ≥ 1,

BA(η)
k −BK(η)

k =

[
(B0 +∆)k −Bk

0 0
0 0

]
.

Therefore, ∥∥BA(η)
k −BK(η)

k
∥∥
op,Rm =

∥∥(B0 +∆)k −Bk
0

∥∥
op,H .

Thus it is sufficient to establish the desired power bounds on H. The telescoping identity
Γk − Λk =

∑k−1
s=0 Γ

s(Γ− Λ)Λk−1−s implies

(B0 +∆)k −Bk
0 =

k−1∑
s=0

(B0 +∆)s∆Bk−1−s
0 .

Consequently, we have

∥(B0 +∆)k −Bk
0∥op ≤

k−1∑
s=0

∥(B0 +∆)s∥op∥∆∥op∥Bk−1−s
0 ∥op

≲ ∥∆∥op
k−1∑
s=0

qsT q
k−1−s
T = kqk−1

T ∥∆∥op ≲ kqk−1
T ∥E∥op,

which implies (28).

F.3 Application to the finite-width kernel

Lemma F.3 (Uniform finite-width contraction near the optimal learning rate). Suppose m
and d are fixed and T = Tn satisfies T → ∞ and T/

√
n → 0. Suppose Assumption 3.2

holds. Let P =
∑r

j=1 Pj denote the orthogonal projector onto range(K). Then uniformly
over |η − η∞,T | ≤ C/T and 0 ≤ k ≤ 2T , we have

∥PB∞(η)kP∥op ≲ qk∗ .

For any c > 0, define the event

En = {ker(An) = ker(K), T∥An −K∥op ≤ c}.

Then we have P(En) → 1, and uniformly over |η − η∞,T | ≤ C/T and 0 ≤ k ≤ 2T , we have

∥PBn(η)
kP∥op ≲ qk∗ , ∥P

(
Bn(η)

k −B∞(η)k
)
P∥op ≲ kqk−1

∗ ∥An −K∥op
on En. On this event, we also have

PAn = AnP, PK = KP, P (An −K) = (An −K)P.
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Proof. We confirm that the assumptions of Lemma F.2 are satisfied with probability tending
to one. First, we have

∥PB∞(η)P∥op =

∥∥∥∥∥
r∑

j=1

(
1− ηλj

m

)
Pj

∥∥∥∥∥
op

= max
j∈[r]

∣∣∣∣1− ηλj

m

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣1− ηλ1

m

∣∣∣∣ ∨ ∣∣∣∣1− ηλr

m

∣∣∣∣ .
Since ∥PB∞(η∗)P∥op =

∣∣1− η∗λ1

m

∣∣ = ∣∣1− η∗λr

m

∣∣ = q∗ holds, we have

|∥PB∞(η)P∥op − q∗| ≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣1− ηλ1

m

∣∣∣∣− q∗

∣∣∣∣ ∨ ∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣1− ηλr

m

∣∣∣∣− q∗

∣∣∣∣ ≲ |η − η∗|.

Thus, there exists a constant C1 such that, uniformly over |η − η∞,T | ≤ C/T ,

∥PB∞(η)P∥op ≤ q∗ +
C1

T
. (31)

This implies

∥PB∞(η)kP∥op ≤ ∥PB∞(η)P∥kop ≤
(
q∗ +

C1

T

)k

≤ qk∗ exp

(
kC1

q∗T

)
≲ qk∗ (0 ≤ k ≤ 2T ).

By Lemma 3.3, we have

∥An −K∥op = Op(n
−1/2), ∥χ(0)

n + y∥ = Op(n
−1/2).

The assumption T/
√
n → 0 therefore implies T∥An −K∥op = op(1). Consequently, we have

P(En) → 1.
Note that {q∗ + C1

T
}T is bounded away from zero. Thus, by Lemma F.2, on the event En,

uniformly over |η − η∞,T | ≤ C/T and 0 ≤ k ≤ 2T , we have

∥PBn(η)
kP∥op ≲

(
q∗ +

C1

T

)k

= qk∗

(
1 +

C1

q∗T

)k

≤ qk∗ exp

(
C1k

q∗T

)
≤ qk∗ exp

(
2C1

q∗

)
≲ qk∗ ,

and similarly,

∥P
(
Bn(η)

k −B∞(η)k
)
P∥op ≲ k

(
q∗ +

C1

T

)k−1

∥An −K∥op ≲ kqk−1
∗ ∥An −K∥op.

On this event, we also have

PAn = AnP, PK = KP, P (An −K) = (An −K)P

by Lemma F.2.

38



G Proof of the joint width-horizon transfer theorem

Throughout this section, assume the conditions of Theorem 3.4.
By assumption, we have ηℓ < η∗ < ηu < 2m

λ1
. Since Proposition E.1 implies η∞,T =

η∗ +O(T−1), there exists a constant C > 0 such that, for all sufficiently large T ,

{η : |η − η∞,T | ≤ C/T} ⊂ (ηℓ, ηu).

Let P =
∑r

j=1 Pj be the orthogonal projector onto range(K), and set En = An − K.

By Lemma C.2, for all sufficiently large n, we have ker(An)
a.s.
= ker(K) and f

(0)
n (X) ∈

range(Hn)
a.s.
= range(K). Consequently, we have

Pf (0)
n (X)

a.s.
= f (0)

n (X), PEn
a.s.
= EnP

a.s.
= En. (32)

G.1 Uniform score approximation

Lemma G.1 (Uniform approximation of the score and its derivative). Note that Proposi-
tion E.1 places η∞,T in a C/T -neighborhood of η∗ for some C. For this neighborhood, we
have

sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

|Fn,T (η)− F∞,T (η)| = Op

(
Tq2T−2

∗√
n

)
,

sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

|F ′
n,T (η)− F ′

∞,T (η)| = Op

(
T 2q2T−3

∗√
n

)
.

Proof. An Op(·) bound established on an event whose probability tends to one also holds
unconditionally. Thus, it suffices to show upper bounds for sup|η−η∞,T |≤C/T |Fn,T (η)−F∞,T (η)|
and sup|η−η∞,T |≤C/T |F ′

n,T (η) − F ′
∞,T (η)| on the event En defined in Lemma F.3. We first

consider the score. Set

Mn,2T−1(η) = AnBn(η)
2T−1, M∞,2T−1(η) = KB∞(η)2T−1.

On the event En, we have

sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥P (Mn,2T−1(η)−M∞,2T−1(η))P∥op

= sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥P (An −K)Bn(η)
2T−1P + PK(Bn(η)

2T−1 −B∞(η)2T−1)P∥op

≤ ∥An −K∥op sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥PBn(η)
2T−1P∥op

+ ∥K∥op sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥∥P (Bn(η)
2T−1 −B∞(η)2T−1

)
P
∥∥
op

= Op

(
q2T−1
∗√
n

+
Tq2T−2

∗√
n

)
= Op

(
Tq2T−2

∗√
n

)
.
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By Lemma F.3, on the same event, we have

An = PAnP, Bn(η)P = PBn(η). (33)

Therefore, for every integer k ≥ 0, we have

AnBn(η)
k = PAnPBn(η)

k = PAnPBn(η)
kP = AnPBn(η)

kP.

Consequently, we have

sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥Mn,2T−1(η)∥op ≤ sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥An∥op∥PBn(η)
2T−1P∥op

≲ q2T−1
∗ (∥K∥op + ∥An −K∥op)

= Op(q
2T−1
∗ ).

Since An commutes with Bn(η), the matrix Mn,2T−1(η) is symmetric. Therefore,

Fn,T (η)− F∞,T (η) = y⊤(Mn,2T−1(η)−M∞,2T−1(η))y − 2(χ(0)
n + y)⊤Mn,2T−1(η)y

+ (χ(0)
n + y)⊤Mn,2T−1(η)(χ

(0)
n + y).

On the event En, since both Mn,2T−1(η) and M∞,2T−1(η) vanish on ker(K), we may insert
the projector P in the first term:

y⊤(Mn,2T−1(η)−M∞,2T−1(η))y = y⊤P (Mn,2T−1(η)−M∞,2T−1(η))Py.

Thus, on the event En, we obtain

sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

|Fn,T (η)− F∞,T (η)| ≤ ∥y∥2 sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥P (Mn,2T−1(η)−M∞,2T−1(η))P∥op

+ 2∥χ(0)
n + y∥∥y∥ sup

|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥Mn,2T−1(η)∥op

+ ∥χ(0)
n + y∥2 sup

|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥Mn,2T−1(η)∥op

= Op

(
Tq2T−2

∗√
n

)
+Op

(
q2T−1
∗√
n

)
+Op

(
q2T−1
∗
n

)
= Op

(
Tq2T−2

∗√
n

)
.

We next consider the derivative of the score. Define

Rn,2T−2(η) := A2
nBn(η)

2T−2, R∞,2T−2(η) := K2B∞(η)2T−2.
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Then on the event En, we have by Lemma F.3 that

sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥P (Rn,2T−2(η)−R∞,2T−2(η))P∥op

= sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥P (A2
n −K2)Bn(η)

2T−2P + PK2(Bn(η)
2T−2 −B∞(η)2T−2)P∥op

≤ ∥A2
n −K2∥op sup

|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥PBn(η)
2T−2P∥op

+ ∥K∥2op sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥∥P (Bn(η)
2T−2 −B∞(η)2T−2

)
P
∥∥
op

≲ ∥(An −K)An +K(An −K)∥opq2T−2
∗ + Tq2T−3

∗ ∥An −K∥op
≤ ∥An −K∥op(∥An∥op + ∥K∥op)q2T−2

∗ + Tq2T−3
∗ ∥An −K∥op

= Op

(
q2T−2
∗√
n

+
Tq2T−3

∗√
n

)
= Op

(
Tq2T−3

∗√
n

)
.

Moreover, (33) implies that, for every integer k ≥ 0,

A2
nBn(η)

k = PAnPAnPBn(η)
k = PA2

nPBn(η)
k = PA2

nPBn(η)
kP = A2

nPBn(η)
kP.

Thus, we have

sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥Rn,2T−2(η)∥op ≤ sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥A2
n∥op∥PBn(η)

2T−2P∥op = Op(q
2T−2
∗ ).

Note that by Proposition C.3, we have

F ′
n,T (η)− F ′

∞,T (η)

= −2T − 1

m
[(χ(0)

n )⊤Rn,2T−2(η)χ
(0)
n − y⊤R∞,2T−2(η)y]

= −2T − 1

m
[y⊤(Rn,2T−2(η)−R∞,2T−2(η))y − 2(χ(0)

n + y)⊤Rn,2T−2(η)y]

− 2T − 1

m
(χ(0)

n + y)⊤Rn,2T−2(η)(χ
(0)
n + y).

On the event En, since both Rn,2T−2(η) and R∞,2T−2(η) vanish on ker(K), we may insert the
projector P in the first term:

y⊤(Rn,2T−2(η)−R∞,2T−2(η))y = y⊤P (Rn,2T−2(η)−R∞,2T−2(η))Py.
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Thus, on the event En, we have

sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

|F ′
n,T (η)− F ′

∞,T (η)|

≤ 2T − 1

m
∥y∥2 sup

|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥P (Rn,2T−2(η)−R∞,2T−2(η))P∥op

+
2T − 1

m
2∥χ(0)

n + y∥∥y∥ sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥Rn,2T−2(η)∥op

+
2T − 1

m
∥χ(0)

n + y∥2 sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥Rn,2T−2(η)∥op

= Op

(
T 2q2T−3

∗√
n

)
+Op

(
Tq2T−2

∗√
n

)
+Op

(
Tq2T−2

∗
n

)
= Op

(
T 2q2T−3

∗√
n

)
.

G.2 Localization of the finite-width optimizer

Lemma G.2 (n−1/2-consistency of the finite-width optimizer). Under the assumptions of
Theorem 3.4, with probability tending to one, we have ηn,T ∈ (ηℓ, ηu) and Fn,T (ηn,T ) = 0.
Moreover, we have

ηn,T − η∞,T = Op(n
−1/2),

which implies
|ηn,T − η∞,T | = op(T

−1).

Proof. Define sT = Tq2T−2
∗ . By (22), there exist constants 0 < C < C < ∞ such that

CsT ≤ −F ′
∞,T (η∞,T ) ≤ CsT (34)

for all sufficiently large T . Differentiating (11) once more gives

F ′′
∞,T (η) =

(2T − 1)(2T − 2)

m2
y⊤K3B∞(η)2T−3y.

By Lemma F.3, uniformly over |η − η∞,T | ≤ C/T , we have

∥PB∞(η)kP∥op ≲ qk∗ (0 ≤ k ≤ 2T ),

which implies

sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

|F ′′
∞,T (η)| ≲ T 2∥Py∥2∥K∥3op∥PB∞(η)2T−3P∥op ≲ T 2q2T−3

∗ .
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For every fixed M > 0, the assumption T/
√
n → 0 implies M/

√
n ≤ C/T for all sufficiently

large n. Hence we have

sup
|η−η∞,T |≤M/

√
n

|F ′
∞,T (η)− F ′

∞,T (η∞,T )| = O

(
MT 2q2T−3

∗√
n

)
= o(sT ). (35)

Since Lemma G.1 gives

sup
|η−η∞,T |≤M/

√
n

|F ′
n,T (η)− F ′

∞,T (η)| = Op

(
T 2q2T−3

∗√
n

)
= op(sT ), (36)

we have sup|η−η∞,T |≤M/
√
n F

′
n,T (η) ≤ F ′

∞,T (η∞,T ) + op(sT ). Combining this with (34), we
obtain

P

(
sup

|η−η∞,T |≤M/
√
n

F ′
n,T (η) ≤ −C

2
sT

)
→ 1 (37)

for every fixed M > 0.
By Corollary C.4 and Theorem 3.1, we have F∞,T (η∞,T ) = 0. Thus the first bound in

Lemma G.1 gives

Fn,T (η∞,T ) = Op

(
sT√
n

)
.

Therefore, for any fixed ϵ > 0, there exists M0 < ∞ such that

lim inf
n→∞

P

(
|Fn,T (η∞,T )| ≤

M0sT√
n

)
≥ 1− ϵ. (38)

Choose M > 2M0/C. On the intersection of this event and the event in (37), the mean value
theorem gives

Fn,T

(
η∞,T − M√

n

)
≥ −M0sT√

n
+

CMsT
2
√
n

> 0,

Fn,T

(
η∞,T +

M√
n

)
≤ M0sT√

n
− CMsT

2
√
n

< 0.

By Proposition C.3, Fn,T is continuous. On the event in (37), it is strictly decreasing
throughout the interval |η − η∞,T | ≤ M/

√
n. Hence the preceding sign inequalities and the

intermediate value theorem imply that on the intersection of events in (37) and (38), Fn,T

has a unique root in (
η∞,T − M√

n
, η∞,T +

M√
n

)
⊂ (ηℓ, ηu).

For all sufficiently large n, Proposition C.5 and Corollary C.4 imply that ϕn,T is almost
surely strictly convex. Therefore this root is the unique minimizer of ϕn,T over I, namely
ηn,T . Consequently, with probability at least 1− ϵ+ o(1), we have

|ηn,T − η∞,T | <
M√
n
.

Since ϵ > 0 was arbitrary, this proves that ηn,T ∈ (ηℓ, ηu) with probability tending to one
and that ηn,T − η∞,T = Op(n

−1/2).
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G.3 First-order perturbation expansion

We next derive the first-order triangular-array expansion of the score. Set

BT = B∞(η∞,T ), ∆n = −η∞,T

m
En.

Then we have
Bn(η∞,T ) = BT +∆n.

For 1 ≤ k ≤ 2T , define

Lk,n =
k−1∑
s=0

Bs
T∆nB

k−1−s
T , Rk,n = (BT +∆n)

k −Bk
T − Lk,n.

Then by Lemma F.1, we have

Lk,n = DΨk(BT )[∆n], Ψk(B) = Bk.

Lemma G.3 (Linear and quadratic matrix-power perturbations). Let P denote the orthog-
onal projector onto range(K). Then we have

∥PLk,nP∥op = Op(kq
k−1
∗ ∥En∥op), ∥PRk,nP∥op = Op(k

2qk−2
∗ ∥En∥2op).

Proof. Define the event En as in Lemma F.3. By Lemma F.3, we have P(En) → 1. An Op(·)
bound established on an event whose probability tends to one also holds unconditionally.
Thus, it suffices to show that

∥PLk,nP∥op ≲ kqk−1
∗ ∥En∥op, ∥PRk,nP∥op ≲ k2qk−2

∗ ∥En∥2op

holds on En.
First, note that Lemma F.3 gives

∥PBj
TP∥op ≲ qj∗ (0 ≤ j ≤ 2T ).

Since Proposition E.1 implies η∞,T = η∗ + O(T−1), we have supT η∞,T < ∞. Hence, by the
definition of ∆n, we have

∥∆n∥op ≲ ∥En∥op. (39)

Therefore, we obtain

∥PLk,nP∥op ≤
k−1∑
s=0

∥P (Bs
T∆nB

k−1−s
T )P∥op ≤

k−1∑
s=0

∥PBs
TP∥op∥∆n∥op∥PBk−1−s

T P∥op

≲
k−1∑
s=0

qs∗∥∆n∥opqk−1−s
∗ = kqk−1

∗ ∥∆n∥op ≲ kqk−1
∗ ∥En∥op.

44



Moreover, since BT +∆n = Bn(η∞,T ), Lemma F.3 gives

∥P (BT +∆n)
jP∥op ≲ qj∗

uniformly over 0 ≤ j ≤ 2T on En.
For the remainder, the proof of Lemma F.1 gives the identity

Rk,n =
k−1∑
s=1

s−1∑
j=0

(BT +∆n)
j∆nB

s−1−j
T ∆nB

k−1−s
T

for k ≥ 2, while R1,n = 0. Hence, using the preceding projected power bounds and (39), we
obtain

∥PRk,nP∥op ≤
k−1∑
s=1

s−1∑
j=0

∥P (BT +∆n)
jP∥op∥∆n∥op∥PBs−1−j

T P∥op∥∆n∥op∥PBk−1−s
T P∥op

≲
k−1∑
s=1

s−1∑
j=0

qj∗∥∆n∥2opqs−1−j
∗ qk−1−s

∗ =
k−1∑
s=1

sqk−2
∗ ∥∆n∥2op =

k(k − 1)

2
qk−2
∗ ∥∆n∥2op

≲ k2qk−2
∗ ∥En∥2op.

G.4 Limits of the first-order sensitivities of the loss and score

Lemma G.4 (Asymptotics of the local Fréchet coefficients). We have

PQF,TP

Tq2T−2
∗

→ QF,∗ := −2η∗h∗

m
(u1u

⊤
1 + uru

⊤
r ),

PQL,TP

Tq2T−1
∗

→ QL,∗

in Frobenius norm, where QL,∗ is defined by QL,∗ = m−2η∗(c1a
∗
1u1u

⊤
1 −cra

∗
ruru

⊤
r ). In addition,

we have
∥PgF,T∥
Tq2T−2

∗
→ 0,

∥PgL,T∥
Tq2T−1

∗
→ 0.

Proof. Set

Γ
(k)
ij,T :=

k−1∑
s=0

rk−1−s
i,T rsj,T =

{
krk−1

i,T (i = j),

(rki,T − rkj,T )/(ri,T − rj,T ) (i ̸= j).
.

Since λi ̸= λj for i ̸= j and η∞,T → η∗ > 0, the denominator |ri,T − rj,T | is bounded away
from zero for all sufficiently large T . Directly projecting QF,T onto the two eigenspaces gives

PiQF,TPj =

(
r2T−1
i,T + r2T−1

j,T

2
− η∞,T (λi + λj)

2m
Γ
(2T−1)
ij,T

)
(Piy)(Pjy)

⊤.
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In particular, we have

PjQF,TPj =

(
r2T−1
j,T − η∞,T (2T − 1)λj

m
r2T−2
j,T

)
(Pjy)(Pjy)

⊤.

By Lemma E.3, for every j = 2, . . . , r − 1, we have PjQF,TPj = o(Tq2T−2
∗ ). For i ̸= j,

noting that |Γ(2T−1)
ij,T | ≲ |ri,T |2T−1 + |rj,T |2T−1, we have PiQF,TPj = O(q2T−1

∗ ) = o(Tq2T−2
∗ ) by

Lemma E.3. By Assumption 3.2, we can write (P1y)(P1y)
⊤ = c1u1u

⊤
1 and (Pry)(Pry)

⊤ =
cruru

⊤
r . Using Lemma E.3 and η∞,T → η∗, we have

P1QF,TP1

Tq2T−2
∗

=

(
r2T−1
1,T − η∞,T (2T − 1)λ1

m
r2T−2
1,T

)
(P1y)(P1y)

⊤

Tq2T−2
∗

→ −η∗2λ1

m
a∗1(P1y)(P1y)

⊤ = −2η∗h∗

m
u1u

⊤
1 ,

PrQF,TPr

Tq2T−2
∗

=

(
r2T−1
r,T − η∞,T (2T − 1)λr

m
r2T−2
r,T

)
(Pry)(Pry)

⊤

Tq2T−2
∗

→ −η∗2λr

m
a∗r(Pry)(Pry)

⊤ = −2η∗h∗

m
uru

⊤
r .

Thus we obtain

PQF,TP

Tq2T−2
∗

=
r∑

i=1

r∑
j=1

PiQF,TPj

Tq2T−2
∗

=
P1QF,TP1

Tq2T−2
∗

+
PrQF,TPr

Tq2T−2
∗

+ o(1) → QF,∗.

The loss coefficient is handled in the same way. Projecting QL,T gives

PiQL,TPj = −η∞,T

2m2
Γ
(2T )
ij,T (Piy)(Pjy)

⊤.

Thus all off-diagonal blocks and all interior diagonal blocks are o(Tq2T−1
∗ ). At the two

endpoints, we have by Lemma E.3 and η∞,T → η∗ that

P1QL,TP1

Tq2T−1
∗

= −
η∞,T2Tr

2T−1
1,T (P1y)(P1y)

⊤

2m2Tq2T−1
∗

→ − η∗
m2

(−a∗1)(P1y)(P1y)
⊤ =

η∗
m2

c1a
∗
1u1u

⊤
1 ,

PrQL,TPr

Tq2T−1
∗

= −
η∞,T2Tr

2T−1
r,T (Pry)(Pry)

⊤

2m2Tq2T−1
∗

→ − η∗
m2

a∗r(Pry)(Pry)
⊤ = − η∗

m2
cra

∗
ruru

⊤
r .

Thus we obtain

PQL,TP

Tq2T−1
∗

=
r∑

i=1

r∑
j=1

PiQL,TPj

Tq2T−1
∗

=
P1QL,TP1

Tq2T−1
∗

+
PrQL,TPr

Tq2T−1
∗

+ o(1) → QL,∗.

Finally, on range(K), Lemma E.3 gives

∥PB2T−1
T P∥op =

∥∥∥∥∥
r∑

i=1

r2T−1
i,T Pi

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤
r∑

i=1

|ri,T |2T−1 ≲ q2T−1
∗ ,
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and similarly, ∥PB2T
T P∥op ≲ q2T∗ . Thus we have

∥PgF,T∥
Tq2T−2

∗
→ 0,

∥PgL,T∥
Tq2T−1

∗
→ 0.

G.5 Score linearization and weak convergence of the optimal learn-
ing rate

Lemma G.5 (Score linearization with an explicit remainder). Define

S0,n := KB2T−1
T , S1,n := EnB

2T−1
T +KL2T−1,n,

S2,n := KR2T−1,n + EnL2T−1,n + EnR2T−1,n,

and

RF,n,T := −2f (0)
n (X)⊤(S1,n + S2,n)y + f (0)

n (X)⊤(S0,n + S1,n + S2,n)f
(0)
n (X) + y⊤S2,ny.

Then we have

Fn,T (η∞,T )− F∞,T (η∞,T ) = (gF,T )
⊤f (0)

n (X) + ⟨QF,T , En⟩F +RF,n,T

with

|RF,n,T | = Op

(
T 2q2T−3

∗
n

)
,

which consequently implies √
nRF,n,T

Tq2T−2
∗

= op(1).

Proof. By Lemma C.2, we have PEn = EnP = En almost surely for all sufficiently large n.
Hence P also commutes with ∆n, BT , Lk,n, and Rk,n almost surely, and all three matrices
S0,n, S1,n, S2,n vanish on ker(K). In addition, AnBn(η∞,T )

2T−1 and S0,n are symmetric. S1,n

is the Fréchet derivative at K, in the symmetric direction En, of the map

F(A) := A
(
Im − η∞,T

m
A
)2T−1

.

Since F(A) is symmetric whenever A is symmetric, andK+tEn is symmetric for every t ∈ R,
the difference quotient (F(K + tEn) − F(K))/t is symmetric. Passing to the limit t → 0
therefore shows that S1,n = DF(K)[En] is symmetric. Consequently, S2,n is symmetric as
well.

Note that we have
AnBn(η∞,T )

2T−1 = S0,n + S1,n + S2,n.
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Thus, using χ
(0)
n = −y + f

(0)
n (X) and F∞,T (η∞,T ) = y⊤S0,ny, we obtain

Fn,T (η∞,T )− F∞,T (η∞,T )

= −2f (0)
n (X)⊤S0,ny + y⊤S1,ny − 2f (0)

n (X)⊤(S1,n + S2,n)y

+ f (0)
n (X)⊤(S0,n + S1,n + S2,n)f

(0)
n (X) + y⊤S2,ny

= (gF,T )
⊤f (0)

n (X) + y⊤S1,ny +RF,n,T .

Since the definitions of L2T−1,n and ∆n give

y⊤S1,ny = y⊤EnB
2T−1
T y − η∞,T

m

2T−2∑
s=0

y⊤KBs
TEnB

2T−2−s
T y = ⟨QF,T , En⟩F ,

we have
Fn,T (η∞,T )− F∞,T (η∞,T ) = (gF,T )

⊤f (0)
n (X) + ⟨QF,T , En⟩F +RF,n,T .

We next bound the remainder. Lemma F.3 implies

∥PS0,nP∥op = Op(q
2T−1
∗ ).

Lemmas F.3 and G.3 imply

∥PS1,nP∥op = Op(Tq
2T−2
∗ ∥En∥op).

Lemma G.3 and T∥En∥op = op(1) imply

∥PS2,nP∥op = Op(T
2q2T−3

∗ ∥En∥2op).

Thus we have
∥PS1,nP∥op + ∥PS2,nP∥op = Op(Tq

2T−2
∗ ∥En∥op)

and
∥PS0,nP∥op + ∥PS1,nP∥op + ∥PS2,nP∥op = Op(q

2T−1
∗ ).

By (32), we have f
(0)
n (X)

a.s.
= Pf

(0)
n (X) and Sj,n

a.s.
= PSj,nP for j = 0, 1, 2. Hence, the

definition of RF,n,T and the preceding bounds give

|RF,n,T |
≤ |2f (0)

n (X)⊤(S1,n + S2,n)y|+ |f (0)
n (X)⊤(S0,n + S1,n + S2,n)f

(0)
n (X)|+ |y⊤S2,ny|

= Op

(
∥f (0)

n (X)∥(∥PS1,nP∥op + ∥PS2,nP∥op) + ∥f (0)
n (X)∥2

2∑
j=0

∥PSj,nP∥op + ∥PS2,nP∥op

)
= Op(∥f (0)

n (X)∥Tq2T−2
∗ ∥En∥op + ∥f (0)

n (X)∥2q2T−1
∗ + T 2q2T−3

∗ ∥En∥2op)

= Op

(
T 2q2T−3

∗
n

)
,
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where the last equality follows from ∥f (0)
n (X)∥ = Op(n

−1/2) and ∥En∥op = Op(n
−1/2) by

Lemma 3.3. Consequently, we have

√
n|RF,n,T |
Tq2T−2

∗
= Op

(
T

q∗
√
n

)
= op(1).

Theorem G.6 (Limit distribution of the optimal learning rate at growing T ). Under the
assumptions of Theorem 3.4, the finite-width optimizer is interior with probability tending to
one and we have

√
n(ηn,T − η∞,T )

d−→ Ωη,∗ := − 2m

(λ1 + λr)2
(u⊤

1 Ξu1 + u⊤
r Ξur),

where Ξ is defined in Lemma 3.3.

Proof. Note that by Corollary C.4, we have F∞,T (η∞,T ) = 0. Thus, Lemma G.5 implies

√
nFn,T (η∞,T )

Tq2T−2
∗

=

√
n[(gF,T )

⊤f
(0)
n (X) + ⟨QF,T , En⟩F]
Tq2T−2

∗
+ op(1).

By (32) and Lemmas G.4 and 3.3, we have∣∣∣∣∣
√
n(gF,T )

⊤f
(0)
n (X)

Tq2T−2
∗

∣∣∣∣∣ a.s.=
∣∣∣∣∣
√
n(PgF,T )

⊤f
(0)
n (X)

Tq2T−2
∗

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥PgF,T∥
Tq2T−2

∗
∥
√
nf (0)

n (X)∥ = op(1).

Moreover, since En = PEnP by (32), we have by Lemmas G.4 and 3.3 that

√
n⟨QF,T , En⟩F
Tq2T−2

∗
=

〈
PQF,TP

Tq2T−2
∗

,
√
nEn

〉
F

d−→ ⟨QF,∗,Ξ⟩F = −2η∗h∗

m
(u⊤

1 Ξu1 + u⊤
r Ξur).

Therefore we have
√
nFn,T (η∞,T )

Tq2T−2
∗

=

√
n⟨QF,T , En⟩F
Tq2T−2

∗
+ op(1)

d−→ −2η∗h∗

m
(u⊤

1 Ξu1 + u⊤
r Ξur). (40)

By Proposition C.3, we can write

F ′
∞,T (η∞,T ) = −2T − 1

m

r∑
j=1

λ2
j∥Pjy∥2r2T−2

j,T .

Thus, by Lemma E.3, we have

F ′
∞,T (η∞,T )

Tq2T−2
∗

= −2T − 1

mT

r∑
j=1

λ2
j∥Pjy∥2

r2T−2
j,T

q2T−2
∗

→ − 2

m
(λ2

1∥P1y∥2a∗1 + λ2
r∥Pry∥2a∗r).
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By Assumption 3.2, we have ∥P1y∥2 = c1 and ∥Pry∥2 = cr. Therefore we have

F ′
∞,T (η∞,T )

Tq2T−2
∗

→ − 2

m
(c1λ

2
1a

∗
1 + crλ

2
ra

∗
r) = −2h∗

m
(λ1 + λr) < 0. (41)

By the mean value theorem, there exists a random η̃n,T between ηn,T and η∞,T such that

Fn,T (ηn,T )− Fn,T (η∞,T ) = F ′
n,T (η̃n,T )(ηn,T − η∞,T ).

Since Fn,T (ηn,T ) = 0 on an event with probability tending to one, we have on the same event
that

−Fn,T (η∞,T ) = F ′
n,T (η̃n,T )(ηn,T − η∞,T ). (42)

By Lemma G.2, we have η̃n,T − η∞,T = Op(n
−1/2). Hence (35) and (36) in the proof of

Lemma G.2 imply
F ′
n,T (η̃n,T )− F ′

∞,T (η∞,T ) = op(Tq
2T−2
∗ ). (43)

By (41), this further yields

F ′
n,T (η̃n,T )

Tq2T−2
∗

= −2h∗

m
(λ1 + λr) + op(1),

thus F ′
n,T (η̃n,T ) is negative with probability tending to one. Combining this with (42), we

obtain, on an event with probability tending to one,

√
n(ηn,T − η∞,T ) = −

√
nFn,T (η∞,T )/Tq

2T−2
∗

F ′
n,T (η̃n,T )/Tq

2T−2
∗

.

Therefore, (40), (41), and (43) yield

√
n(ηn,T − η∞,T )

d−→ − η∗
λ1 + λr

(u⊤
1 Ξu1 + u⊤

r Ξur) = − 2m

(λ1 + λr)2
(u⊤

1 Ξu1 + u⊤
r Ξur).

G.6 Fluctuations and weak convergence of the optimal loss

Lemma G.7 (Loss linearization with a quadratic remainder). Define

RL,n,T :=
1

2m
[y⊤R2T,ny − 2f (0)

n (X)⊤(L2T,n +R2T,n)y + f (0)
n (X)⊤Bn(η∞,T )

2Tf (0)
n (X)].

Then we have

ϕn,T (η∞,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T ) = (gL,T )
⊤f (0)

n (X) + ⟨QL,T , En⟩F +RL,n,T .

Thus

|RL,n,T | = Op

(
T 2q2T−2

∗
n

)
,

which implies √
nRL,n,T

Tq2T−1
∗

= op(1).
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Proof. Since Bn(η∞,T )
2T = B2T

T + L2T,n + R2T,n, expanding χ
(0)
n = −y + f

(0)
n (X) in the

quadratic loss gives

ϕn,T (η∞,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T ) =
1

2m
(χ(0)

n )⊤Bn(η∞,T )
2Tχ(0)

n − 1

2m
y⊤B2T

T y

= − 1

m
f (0)
n (X)⊤B2T

T y +
1

2m
y⊤L2T,ny +RL,n,T

= (gL,T )
⊤f (0)

n (X) +
1

2m
y⊤L2T,ny +RL,n,T .

By the definition of L2T,n, we have

1

2m
y⊤L2T,ny = −η∞,T

2m2

2T−1∑
s=0

y⊤Bs
TEnB

2T−1−s
T y = ⟨QL,T , En⟩F,

which proves

ϕn,T (η∞,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T ) = (gL,T )
⊤f (0)

n (X) + ⟨QL,T , En⟩F +RL,n,T .

By Lemma G.3, we have

∥PL2T,nP∥op = Op(Tq
2T−1
∗ ∥En∥op), ∥PR2T,nP∥op = Op(T

2q2T−2
∗ ∥En∥2op).

By Lemma F.3, we also have

∥PBn(η∞,T )
2TP∥op = Op(q

2T
∗ ).

By (32), we have

f (0)
n (X)

a.s.
= Pf (0)

n (X), L2T,n
a.s.
= PL2T,nP, R2T,n

a.s.
= PR2T,nP.

Lemma 3.3 then gives

|RL,n,T | ≲ |y⊤R2T,ny|+ |2f (0)
n (X)⊤(L2T,n +R2T,n)y|+ |f (0)

n (X)⊤Bn(η∞,T )
2Tf (0)

n (X)|
= Op(T

2q2T−2
∗ ∥En∥2op + Tq2T−1

∗ ∥En∥op∥f (0)
n (X)∥+ q2T∗ ∥f (0)

n (X)∥2)

= Op

(
T 2q2T−2

∗
n

)
,

and √
n|RL,n,T |
Tq2T−1

∗
= Op

(
T

q∗
√
n

)
= op(1).

Theorem G.8 (Limit distribution of the optimal loss at growing T ). Under the assumptions
of Theorem 3.4, we have

√
n

Tq2T−1
∗

(ϕn,T (ηn,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T ))
d−→ ΩL,∗ = ⟨QL,∗,Ξ⟩F.
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Proof. Lemma G.7 implies

√
n

Tq2T−1
∗

(ϕn,T (η∞,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T )) =

√
n

Tq2T−1
∗

[(gL,T )
⊤f (0)

n (X) + ⟨QL,T , En⟩F] + op(1).

By (32) and Lemmas G.4 and 3.3, we have∣∣∣∣∣
√
n(gL,T )

⊤f
(0)
n (X)

Tq2T−1
∗

∣∣∣∣∣ a.s.=
∣∣∣∣∣
√
n(PgL,T )

⊤f
(0)
n (X)

Tq2T−1
∗

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∥PgL,T∥
Tq2T−1

∗
∥
√
nf (0)

n (X)∥ = op(1).

Moreover, since En = PEnP by (32), we have by Lemma G.4 that

√
n⟨QL,T , En⟩F
Tq2T−1

∗
=

〈
PQL,TP

Tq2T−1
∗

,
√
nEn

〉
F

d−→ ⟨QL,∗,Ξ⟩F.

Thus we have √
n

Tq2T−1
∗

(ϕn,T (η∞,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T ))
d−→ ⟨QL,∗,Ξ⟩F. (44)

It remains to replace η∞,T by ηn,T in the finite-width loss. By Taylor’s theorem, there
exists a random η̄n,T between η∞,T and ηn,T such that

ϕn,T (η∞,T )− ϕn,T (ηn,T ) = ϕ′
n,T (ηn,T )(η∞,T − ηn,T ) +

1

2
ϕ′′
n,T (η̄n,T )(η∞,T − ηn,T )

2.

By Lemma G.2, with probability tending to one, we have ηn,T ∈ (ηℓ, ηu) and Fn,T (ηn,T ) = 0.
Hence, on the same event, Proposition C.3 gives ϕ′

n,T (ηn,T ) = 0. Therefore, with probability
tending to one, we have

ϕn,T (η∞,T )− ϕn,T (ηn,T ) =
1

2
ϕ′′
n,T (η̄n,T )(η∞,T − ηn,T )

2. (45)

By Lemma G.2, we have |η̄n,T − η∞,T | = op(T
−1). Moreover, (10) and Lemma C.2 yield

sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

|ϕ′′
n,T (η)| =

T (2T − 1)

m3
sup

|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

|(χ(0)
n )⊤A2

nBn(η)
2T−2χ(0)

n |

a.s.
=

T (2T − 1)

m3
sup

|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

|(Pχ(0)
n )⊤(PA2

nP )(PBn(η)
2T−2P )(Pχ(0)

n )|

≤ T (2T − 1)

m3
∥Pχ(0)

n ∥2∥An∥2op sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

∥PBn(η)
2T−2P∥op.

Here, ∥Pχ
(0)
n ∥ = Op(1) and ∥An∥op = Op(1) hold by Lemma 3.3, while Lemma F.3 implies

sup|η−η∞,T |≤C/T ∥PBn(η)
2T−2P∥op = Op(q

2T−2
∗ ). Thus we have

sup
|η−η∞,T |≤C/T

|ϕ′′
n,T (η)| = Op(T

2q2T−2
∗ ),

52



which implies ϕ′′
n,T (η̄n,T ) = Op(T

2q2T−2
∗ ). Equation (45) and Lemma G.2 imply that

√
n

Tq2T−1
∗

(ϕn,T (ηn,T )− ϕn,T (η∞,T )) = Op

(
T

q∗
√
n

)
= op(1).

Therefore, by (44) and Slutsky’s theorem, we obtain

√
n

Tq2T−1
∗

(ϕn,T (ηn,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T ))
d−→ ⟨QL,∗,Ξ⟩F.

G.7 Convergence rates of the optimal loss and the optimal learn-
ing rate

Lemma G.9 (Quadratic expansion of the transfer gap). Under the assumptions of Theo-
rem 3.4, we have

cn,T =
ϕ′′
∞,T (η∞,T )

2
(ηn,T − η∞,T )

2(1 + op(1)).

Proof. Recall that η∞,T ∈ (ηℓ, ηu) for sufficiently large T . Thus Corollary C.4 implies

ϕ′
∞,T (η∞,T ) = 0. By Taylor’s theorem, there exists a random η†n,T between ηn,T and η∞,T

such that

cn,T = ϕ∞,T (ηn,T )− ϕ∞,T (η∞,T ) =
ϕ′′
∞,T (η∞,T )

2
(ηn,T − η∞,T )

2 +
1

6
ϕ′′′
∞,T (η

†
n,T )(ηn,T − η∞,T )

3.

Differentiating (10) gives

ϕ′′′
∞,T (η) = −T (2T − 1)(2T − 2)

m4
y⊤K3B∞(η)2T−3y.

Lemma G.2 gives |η†n,T − η∞,T | = Op(n
−1/2) = op(T

−1). Therefore, with probability tending

to one, η†n,T belongs to the C/T -neighborhood of η∞,T in Lemma F.3. Thus, Lemma F.3
yields

|ϕ′′′
∞,T (η

†
n,T )| = Op(T

3q2T−3
∗ ).

Together with (23) and Lemma G.2, we have∣∣∣∣∣ϕ′′′
∞,T (η

†
n,T )(ηn,T − η∞,T )/6

ϕ′′
∞,T (η∞,T )/2

∣∣∣∣∣ = Op

(
T 3q2T−3

∗

T 2q2T−2
∗

√
n

)
= Op

(
T

q∗
√
n

)
= op(1),

which implies

cn,T =
ϕ′′
∞,T (η∞,T )

2
(ηn,T − η∞,T )

2(1 + op(1)).
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Theorem G.10 (Rates of an,T , bn,T , and cn,T ). Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.4, we
have

an,T = Θp

(
Tq2T−1

∗√
n

)
, bn,T = Θp(n

−1/2), cn,T = Θp

(
T 2q2T−2

∗
n

)
.

Proof. We first show that the limit distribution of Theorem G.6 is nondegenerate. Recall
from Lemma 3.3 that Ξ = αK + XGX⊤, where α ∼ N (0, 2) is independent of G. The
contribution of αK to Ωη,∗ is

− 2m

(λ1 + λr)2
α(λ1 + λr) = − 2m

λ1 + λr

α = −η∗α ∼ N (0, 2η2∗),

which has strictly positive variance and is independent of the remaining Gaussian term.
Hence Ωη,∗ is nondegenerate, and we have

bn,T = Θp(n
−1/2). (46)

We next show the nondegeneracy of the limit distribution of Theorem G.8. Since
crλra

∗
r/(c1λ1a

∗
1) = crλre

L∗/(c1λ1) = 1, we have

h∗ := c1λ1a
∗
1 = crλra

∗
r > 0. (47)

This implies

⟨QL,∗, K⟩F =
η∗
m2

(c1a
∗
1λ1 − cra

∗
rλr) = 0.

Thus we can write
ΩL,∗ = ⟨QL,∗, XGX⊤⟩F =

〈
X⊤QL,∗X,G

〉
F
.

Recall from Lemma 3.3 that E(GrsGtu) = d−2(δrtδsu + δruδst). Thus for a deterministic
symmetric matrix S, we have

Var(⟨S,G⟩F) =
∑
r,s,t,u

SrsStuE(GrsGtu) = 2d−2∥S∥2F.

Therefore we have

Var(ΩL,∗) = 2d−2∥X⊤QL,∗X∥2F = 2 tr(QL,∗KQL,∗K)

= 2
η∗
m2

(c1a
∗
1u

⊤
1 KQL,∗Ku1 − cra

∗
ru

⊤
r KQL,∗Kur)

= 2
η∗
m2

(c1a
∗
1λ

2
1u

⊤
1 QL,∗u1 − cra

∗
rλ

2
ru

⊤
r QL,∗ur)

= 2
η2∗
m4

[(c1a
∗
1λ1)

2 + (cra
∗
rλr)

2]

> 0.
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Hence ΩL,∗ is a nondegenerate centered Gaussian random variable. Theorem G.8 therefore
yields

an,T = Θp

(
Tq2T−1

∗√
n

)
.

Finally, Lemma G.9, (23) and (46) imply

cn,T = Θp

(
T 2q2T−2

∗
n

)
.

Proof of Corollary 3.5. By Theorems G.8, G.10, and the continuous mapping theorem, we
have √

n

Tq2T−1
∗

an,T
d−→ |ΩL,∗|,

where ΩL,∗ is a nondegenerate Gaussian random variable. Since P(|ΩL,∗| = 0) = 0, applying
the continuous mapping theorem once more gives

Tq2T−1
∗√
nan,T

d−→ 1

|ΩL,∗|
,

and consequently,
1

an,T
= Op

( √
n

Tq2T−1
∗

)
.

Together with cn,T = Θp

(
T 2q2T−2

∗ /n
)
, this yields

cn,T
an,T

= Θp

(
T

q∗
√
n

)
p−→ 0,

where the last convergence follows from T/
√
n → 0 and the fact that q∗ > 0 is fixed.

H Counterexample to fast transfer

Proof of Proposition 3.8. Since K = d−1Im, Corollary C.1 gives

ϕ∞,T (η) =
∥y∥2

2m

(
1− η

η0

)2T

. (48)

Then we have
η∞,T = η0, ϕ∞,T (η∞,T ) = 0.

Define ϵn := n−1/2 and Mn :=
√
n(dAn−Im). Recall the Gaussian random variable α and the

Gaussian matrix G from Lemma 3.3, and define M = αIm + dXGX⊤. Here, G := dXGX⊤

is a symmetric Gaussian matrix whose upper-triangular entries are independent and satisfy

Gii ∼ N (0, 2), Gij ∼ N (0, 1) (i < j).
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Then Lemma 3.3 and XX⊤ = Im imply

(χ(0)
n ,Mn)

d−→ (−y,M). (49)

We first localize the finite-width optimizer without using positive curvature at the infinite-
width optimum. By Lemma C.2, we have ker(An)

a.s.
= ker(K) = {0}. Since An ⪰ 0, this

implies An ≻ 0 almost surely. By Proposition C.5, we have Anχ
(0)
n ̸= 0 almost surely, and

consequently, χ
(0)
n ̸= 0 almost surely. Suppose An =

∑
j λj(An)vn,jv

⊤
n,j is the orthonormal

eigendecomposition of An. Then the score is expressed as

Fn(η) =
∑
j

λj(An)
(
1− η

m
λj(An)

)2T−1

(v⊤n,jχ
(0)
n )2.

Substituting η = m/λmax(An) and η = m/λmin(An), we have

Fn

(
m

λmax(An)

)
≥ 0, Fn

(
m

λmin(An)

)
≤ 0.

Thus the score characterization in Corollary C.4 implies that the unconstrained optimizer
η̂n,T satisfies

m

λmax(An)
≤ η̂n,T ≤ m

λmin(An)
.

Since An = d−1(Im + ϵnMn), we have λmax(An) = d−1[1 + ϵnλmax(Mn)] and λmin(An) =
d−1[1 + ϵnλmin(Mn)]. Noting that Mn = Op(1), we have m/λmax(An) = η0 + Op(ϵn) and
m/λmin(An) = η0 + Op(ϵn). Therefore η̂n,T lies in (ηℓ, ηu) with probability tending to one,
and coincides with ηn,T . In particular, we have

sn,T := ϵ−1
n

(
ηn,T
η0

− 1

)
= Op(1). (50)

For s ∈ R, the rescaled iteration matrix satisfies the exact identity

Bn(η0(1 + ϵns)) = −ϵn(Mn + sIm + ϵnsMn).

Consequently, the rescaled finite-width objective is

nTϕn,T (η0(1 + ϵns)) =
1

2m
(χ(0)

n )⊤(Mn + sIm + ϵnsMn)
2Tχ(0)

n . (51)

Define HT (s;D) := (2m)−1y⊤(D + sIm)
2Ty for symmetric matrix D. Since T is fixed, the

right-hand side of (51) is a polynomial in s whose coefficients converge jointly in distribution
to those of HT (s;M). Combining this with (49), for every R < ∞, we have(

Mn, χ
(0)
n , nTϕn,T (η0(1 + ϵns))

∣∣
[−R,R]

)
d−→
(
M,−y,HT (·;M)

∣∣
[−R,R]

)
(52)

in Rm×m
sym × Rm × C([−R,R]), where C([−R,R]) is equipped with the uniform norm.
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For any symmetric D, let µ1(D), . . . , µm(D) denote the eigenvalues of D, including zero
and negative ones. Then a spectral decomposition expresses HT (s;D) as a nonnegative
weighted sum of (s + µj(D))2T , with at least one strictly positive weight because y ̸= 0.
Moreover, for every T ≥ 1, the map s 7→ (s + λ)2T is strictly convex and coercive. Hence
HT (·;D) is strictly convex and coercive, and therefore admits a unique minimizer sT (D).
Since η̂n,T coincides with ηn,T with probability tending to one, the global minimizer of s 7→
nTϕn,T (η0(1 + ϵns)) coincides with sn,T on the same event. Thus the continuous mapping
theorem and (52) yield

(Mn, χ
(0)
n , sn,T )

d−→ (M,−y, sT (M)).

Since ϕ∞,T (η0) = 0, we have an,T = ϕn,T (ηn,T ). Evaluating (51) at s = sn,T therefore
gives

nTan,T
d−→ LT := HT (sT (M);M).

By (48), we further obtain

nT cn,T =
∥y∥2

2m
|sn,T |2T

d−→ CT :=
∥y∥2

2m
|sT (M)|2T .

These convergences are joint; hence,(√
n

(
ηn,T
η0

− 1

)
, nTan,T , n

T cn,T

)
d−→ (sT (M), LT , CT ).

Observe that the original random initial prediction is retained in (51). Since χ
(0)
n = −y +

Op(n
−1/2), replacing χ

(0)
n by −y changes the nT -rescaled local objective by only Op(n

−1/2),

uniformly on compact sets of s. Hence the initialization fluctuation in χ
(0)
n does not contribute

to the leading Op(1) local limit.
It remains to establish nondegeneracy. If LT = 0, then (M + sT (M)Im)

Ty = 0. By
symmetry of M , this implies (M + sT (M)Im)y = 0, so y must be an eigenvector of M , and
hence of G. For a fixed nonzero y this event has probability zero when m ≥ 2: writing
e = y/∥y∥, the vector (Im − ee⊤)Ge = Pe⊥Ge is a nondegenerate Gaussian vector on e⊥.
Thus LT > 0 almost surely.

We next show that CT > 0 almost surely. Since M = αIm + G, for every s ∈ R we have
HT (s;M) = HT (s + α;G). Therefore, adding the scalar perturbation αIm only translates
the minimizing argument, and hence we have

sT (M) = sT (G)− α.

Moreover, evaluating the objective at the minimizer gives

LT = HT (sT (M);M) = HT (sT (G);G).

Thus LT depends only on G, whereas

CT =
∥y∥2

2m
|sT (G)− α|2T .
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Conditional on G, the quantity sT (G) is fixed and α ∼ N (0, 2) is independent of G. Hence
we have P(sT (M) = 0 | G) = 0, and therefore CT > 0 almost surely. Together with the
preceding argument showing LT > 0 almost surely, this implies

P

(
0 <

CT

LT

< ∞
)

= 1.

Finally, the continuous mapping theorem proves

cn,T
an,T

d−→ CT

LT

= Θp(1).

Remark H.1 (Why the spectral condition matters). In this example, we have B∞(η0) =
0. Thus by Lemma C.6, the first-order loss sensitivity D(χ,A)ΦT (η0;−y,K) vanishes, and
the n−1/2 optimal-loss fluctuation used in Corollary 3.7 is absent. Instead, both loss gaps
are of order n−T . This is not a failure of learning-rate consistency or of absolute transfer
accuracy: bn,T → 0 and cn,T → 0 in probability still hold. What fails is the relative criterion
cn,T = op(an,T ). We also note that D(χ,A)FT (η0;−y,K) also vanishes when T ≥ 2 while
D(χ,A)F1(η0;−y,K)[h,E] = −y⊤Ey.
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