arXiv:2609.35029v1 [cs.LG] 28 Sep 2026

Fast Learning Rate Transfer in Shallow Linear Networks
at Growing Training Horizons

Mana Sakai? Masaaki Imaizumil:??3

!The University of Tokyo
2RIKEN Center for Advanced Intelligence Project
3Kyoto University

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,7 —
oo whenever T' = o(y/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 yP (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
pTransfer: 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 uP, 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 P 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:

e A sufficient growth condition on the training horizon for fast transfer: For fixed
sample size and input dimension, we prove fast transfer whenever T'— oo and T' = o(y/n),
under additional spectral assumptions (Theorem 3.4; Corollary 3.5).

e 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.



e 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' = [z, ... 1,,], and targets y = (y1, ..., Ym) -
Consider the linear network

fn(xa W07 W17 V) = VTW1W0£C,

where Wy € R™4 W, € R™" and V € R". This model is similar to the one analyzed
in Hayou (2026), except we have only one trainable weight W;. The initialization is given

entrywise as Woi; ~ N (0,d~1), W% ~ M (0,n71), and V; ~ N(0,n~2), following the scalings

1,45
in uP. All entries of Wy, Wl(o), and V' are mutually independent. Define

K=d'XX" e R™™ A, =|V|*H,H € R™™  H,=XW, € R™".

)
The vector of predictions and the residual at step ¢ are

fOX) = HyWNTV eR™, = f(x)—yeR™

The loss is L£,(W1) = (2m) 7Y fo(X; W1) — y||?, and for a fixed learning rate 7, we train the
model by full-batch gradient descent (GD) as

WED O _ g e v ) (t=0,. T —1).



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 € R™™ and n € R, define Ba(n) = I, — m~'nA. We abbreviate B,(n) := Ba,(n)
and By (n) := Bi(n).

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

n € R, we have XﬁlT) = Bn(n)TXgo), and consequently,

G (n) == Lo (W) = 2m) (xO) T B, () X2

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
(XSLO), A,,), 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

Poor (1) = (2m) 7| Boo () y||* = (2m) "'y " Bee ()™ y.

For every fixed T', Corollary C.1 shows that ¢,, r converges to ¢ 7 uniformly on deterministic
compact learning-rate intervals.

Consider the decomposition K = Z;Zl AjP;, where Ay > --- > A\, > 0 are the distinct
positive eigenvalues and P; are their orthogonal spectral projectors." Let Py denote the
projection onto ker(K), and set ¢; = || Pjy||* and ¢y = || Pyy||*>. Define J, = {j € [r] : ¢; > 0},
and we assume J, # (0. Then we can express the infinite-width objective as

1 T s 2T
Qboo,T(n)_C_o"_ Cj( _u) :

- 2m % m
7=1

Each active eigenspace contributes a term with contraction factor 1 —n\;/m, while ¢o/(2m) is
independent of the learning rate. Thus J, identifies the spectral modes relevant to learning-
rate selection.

2.3 Optimal learning rates and transfer quantities

Fix a deterministic compact interval Z = [n,, n,]. For every n € N and T > 1, define

Np.r = Min arg min ¢, r(n), Noo,r = Min arg min ¢e 7(n).
nel n=0

'If K has repeated eigenvalues, the corresponding P; are sums of the projections onto the individual
eigenspaces.



Since ¢, 1 is continuous and Z is compact, arg min,cr ¢, (1) is a nonempty compact set,

so N7 is well defined. Moreover, Corollary C.4 and Proposition C.5 imply that for suffi-

ciently large n, 0, is almost surely the unique minimizer of ¢, over Z. When Ky # 0,

Corollary C.4 also implies that the minimizer of ¢, r is positive and unique over [0, co).
Following Ghosh et al. (2026), we define the transfer quantities.

Definition 2.2. For each width n and training horizon 7', define the loss gap a, 1, hyper-
parameter gap b, r, and transfer suboptimality gap ¢, r by

an T = |¢n,T(77n,T) - Qboo,T(noo,T)|7 bn,T - |77n,T - 7700,T|7 Cn,T = gboo,T(nn,T) - ¢oo,T(noo,T)~
We say the hyperparameter transfer is fast when ¢, r = o,(a, r) 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' = T,, — o0; 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' = T,, — oco. 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 ¢ 7 in Section 2.2 shows that, for large 7, the learning-
rate-dependent loss is governed by the largest active contraction magnitude, max;cz, |1 —
nA;/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 =371 A\jPj, define N, = maxjez, \; and \Y. = minjeg, A;. Suppose Xy > AY > 0. Then
as T — oo, we have
Noor — 1Y :=2m/ (N} + \¥). (1)
If N =X = X, then we have oo = m/X for all T > 1.
In Theorem 3.1, observe that the optimizer limit 7Y remains strictly inside the active-
spectrum stability interval (0,2m/ V). If A% = Ay, it also lies inside the stability interval
of the full iteration. Indeed, if the top active eigenvalue equals A\; = Apax(K), then we have

nY =2m/(A + ) < 2m/\;. 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 = Z;zl A\ P;, suppose
r > 2. The largest and smallest positive eigenvalues A1 and N\, of K are simple and satisfy
(y,u1) # 0 and (y,u,) # 0, where u; and u, are unit eigenvectors satisfying Kuy, = \uy
and Ku, = A\u,. Thus we have N = Ay and \Y. = \,..

Under Assumption 3.2, set n, = 2m/(A + A\.) = 1Y and ¢, = (A — A\)/(M + A). The
endpoint contraction factors at n, are —¢, and ¢.. Proposition E.1 and Corollary E.2 give
a more quantitative picture: 7.7 — 1. = O(T™1), i.e., the optimizer approaches a fixed
location, while

Oso 1 (Ne,r) = Co/(2m) = O(¢F),  Olr(neer) = O(T7q" )

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 (X%O), A,). 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 fized. De-
fine a ~ N(0,2). Let G be a symmetric Gaussian d X d matriz satisfying EG,s = 0 and
E(G,sGr) = d"2(8,405u + 0pubst). Define 2 =aK +XGX", and Z ~ N(0, K). Suppose that
a, G, and Z are mutually independent. Then we have

Viix® 4y, A, — K) -4 (2,5).

Lemma 3.3 shows that the primitive finite-width perturbation has scale €, = n~/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 7', 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 ¢, define

27T —1 2 2T—2 2 2T—2
prr =Tq ~, par =T"q "7, kp =T"q;" ~°.



The scales prr and pgr measure the first-order sensitivity of the loss and its learning-
rate derivative to finite-width perturbations, respectively. The scale kr measures the local
curvature ¢ r(1,r). Thus, €, quantifies the magnitude of the finite-width perturbation,
whereas pr 7, per, and kp 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 fivred and T = T,, satisfies T — oo and T/+/n — 0. Suppose
Assumption 3.2 holds, and suppose 0 < 1y < ny < 1y < 2m/A1. Set L, = log(ci\1/(c:\)),
al = exp(—=AL./( A1+ N)), and a} = exp(A-Li/(M + A)). Then we have

(Ean,T/KT)_l(T]n,T - noo,T) i> Qn,* = _Qm(>\1 + )\T)_Q(UIEul + U;FEU/T),
_ d —_
(ean,T) 1(¢n,T(nn,T) - gboo,T(T]oo,T)) — QL,* = <QL,*, :>F;

where = is defined in Lemma 3.3 and Q. is defined by Qr .« = m™?n.(crajuiu] —cyaiuu,).

Consequently, we have

quT_l €nPG,T 1
Qn, 7 = @p(EnPL,T) = GP(T , bn,T = @p o = @p % ,

2 2 2 2T—2
n T
CnT = @p('%Tbi,T) _ @p(€ PG,T> — @p (L) .

RT n

and

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

we have 2o
Cn € K T
L @,,(M) - @p(—> 0.
Qp, T €EnPLT Q*\/ﬁ
By Corollary 3.5, under the assumptions of Theorem 3.4, fast learning-rate transfer per-
sists at growing training horizons when T' = o(y/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 a,r =
0,(n"Y2), b, = ©,(n"Y?), and ¢, = ©,(n~'). 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.



Theorem 3.6 (Fixed-horizon transfer rates). Fiz m,d, T € N, and suppose |J,| = #{j €
[r] 1 ¢; > 0} > 2.2 Assume in addition that ner € (N6,14). Then for €, = n~Y/2, we have

anT = G)p(en)a bn,T = @p(en)a Cn,T = @p(ei)

Corollary 3.7 (Fast transfer at a fixed horizon). Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.0,
we have ¢, 1/anr = O,(€,) 250.

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). Fiz integers
2 < m < d, deterministic data X € R™*? satisfying XX ' = I,,, and a nonzero y € R™.
Note that |J,| = 1 holds in this case. Set ny := md € (ne,nm,), and fix an integer T > 1.
Then we have

Qn,7 = @p(n_T)7 bn,T = @p(n_1/2>, Cn,T = @p(n_T)a Cn,T/an,T = ®p(1)7
thus fast transfer fails.

Proposition 3.8 shows that convergence of the optimal learning rate alone is not sufficient
for fast transfer. Indeed, although b, r = ©,(n"/?) holds exactly as in Theorem 3.6, the loss
gap and the transfer suboptimality gap both scale as ©,(n~"). 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}.



mxm
Sym

Or(n;x, A) = 2m) X Ba)* x,  Fr(n;x, A) = x"ABa(n)* ~'x.

Thus we have ¢, 7 = @T(-;X%O),An) and ¢ = Pr(-;—y, K). Define F,r and Fy 1 by
For = Fr(; Xq(lo), A,) and Foor = Fr(+;—y, K). Proposition C.3 gives 9,®r = —(T/m?)Fr,
so interior minimizers of ®7 are roots of Fr.

For symmetric A € R and x € R™, define the deterministic loss map and score

Linearization and horizon dependence. Lemma 3.3 gives \/ﬁ(xﬁf’) +y, A, — K) N

(Z,Z). Writing Dy, a) for the Fréchet derivative with respect to (x, A) at (s0,r; —y, K), and
noting that Corollary C.4 implies Fio 7(00.7) = 0, Lemmas C.6, G.5, and G.7 yield

Fn,T(noo,T) = D(x,A)FT[XgLO) + Y, An - K] + Op(Tzqu_?)/n)? (2)
gbn,T(noo,T) - gboo,T(ﬁoo,T) = D(x,A)(DT[X;O) + Y, An - K] + OP(TQQET_Q/TL)' (3)

In particular, Lemma C.6 gives

D,y FPr(nser; =y, K)[h, E] = gpoh + (Qrr, E)r,
D y®r(No,r; =y, K) [0, E]l = g th + (Qr1, E)r,

where gpr, Qrr, 91,1, Q11 are the fixed Fréchet coefficients defined in (12), (13), (14), and
(15). Since (x\ +y, A, — K) is O,(n~"/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 — o0, Qrr/(T¢*"?) converges to Qr. defined in Lemma G.4, and Qrr/(T¢*" 1)

converges to Q.. Lemma G.4 also shows that on range(K), grr and grr are o(Tq¢?"~2)

*

and o(Tq¢*T~1), respectively. Thus, at the infinite-width optimizer, the leading finite-width
perturbations come from A,, — K, rather than from the initial prediction féo)(X ) = XS)) + .
Combining these coefficient asymptotics with Lemma 3.3 and (2), we have F, 1(1oor) =

(Qrr,An — K)r + 0,(T¢*"2/y/n), and hence

V(T@ET ) Eyr (o) N (Qrs, Z)p = —2m 'n.h, (uf Zuy + v, Zu,), (4)

where h, := c1\1a}; the equality c;A\ja} = ¢, \.a’ is established in (47). Similarly, Lemma 3.3
and (3) give ¢n1(Noor) — Poo7(Noor) = (Qr1, At — K)F + 0,(T'¢** ' /\/0), so that

\/E(quT_l)_l(gbn,T(noo,T) - gboo,T(”oo,T)) i> <QL,*7 E>F = QL,*' (5)

From the perturbation limits to the distributional results. Lemma G.2 localizes
the finite-width optimizer at 7,7 — Noeor = Op(n"/2) = 0,(T~'). Together with the local

score-derivative asymptotics, the score limit (4) yields /n(n.7 — Noor) N .., as stated
in Theorem G.6. Likewise, finite-width reoptimization changes the loss by O,(T?¢?" 2 /n) =
0,(Tq>"=1/\/n), so the limit in (5) is unchanged when 7,1 is replaced by 7, r, 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.



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 a, r, b, 7, and
cn,r and the condition for fast transfer.

We consider a scalar hyperparameter 7, and allow 7' = T,, to be fixed or diverging. Write

¢n,T(77) = (I)T(m%)a (boo,T(n) = CI)T(U; 700)7 ||'7n - ’VOOH = Op(En),

where 7, is deterministic and ¢, — 0. All stochastic orders below are along the chosen
sequence (n,T,), and the scales prr, per, k7, 7 are deterministic and positive. Assume
that the objectives are twice continuously differentiable in 7 near the search interval Z, and
that the derivative in v appearing below exists. Let 1., 7 be a global minimizer of ¢, 7 lying
in the interior of Z, and let 7,, r minimize ¢,, v over Z.

Define the loss gradient G (n; ) := 0,@7(n;y). At the moving infinite-width optimizer,
suppose G (Moo 1;Y00) = 0 and Gr(Neo1;n) = Op(€npar), and assume the first-order loss
expansion

dn,T = ¢n,T(noo,T) - ¢oo,T(noo,T) = D'y(I)TO?oo,T; ’Yoo)h/n - ’}/OO] + Op<€an,T)7

6
|dn,T| = @p(EnPL,T)- ( )

Here prr and pg r 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 kr = ¢l 7(Mor) > 0 and Jr := [Neor — 77, Noo,r + rr] C int(Z). Suppose first
that optimizer localization |9, 1 — N 7| = 0,(77) 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 &, 7 := inf,c 5, 9,G7(n; ), assume
Pz > 0) = 1, wr/sz = Op(L). and sup,c, {607 (n)| + [6er ()]} = Oylsr). 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 = |nn,T - 77C>O,T| = |GT(T/OO,T; ’Yn)/anGT(ﬁn,T; ’Yn)l = Op(ean,T/"{T)y

where 7, v lies between the two optimizers. The bound is compatible with the assumed
localization whenever €,pcr/kr = o(rr).
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(a) Local loss surface (b) Loss slices

Dr(m;7)
Dr(n;7) ' \Q\ y(")%,r(n)

Qp(enpl‘,T)
4 Cur an,r
by 0
noo,T nn,T
(¢) Loss-gradient slices
Gr(m;y) (;T(n;y/g Gr(;¥n)
7700,’, ——’/’i KT-4 r’

(r]oo,Tr yoo) n

Figure 1: Illustration of the growing-horizon rate decomposition. (a) The local loss surface
@7 (n;v). A perturbation along the y-axis from v, to 7, of size O,(e,), affects both the loss
value and its gradient with respect to 7. (b) Loss slices at v, and 7,,. At 1.7, the induced
loss perturbation has scale ©,(€,pr ), which determines the leading scale of a,, r. (c) Loss-
gradient slices. The finite-width perturbation changes the gradient at 7.1 by O,(€npc.r)-
Local curvature of order k converts this gradient perturbation into a hyperparameter gap

b

Taylor expansion of the infinite-width objective then yields

eng = (1/2)0% r(n1) (M = Nee.r)” = Op(rby 1) = Oplenpizr/ i),

where 7, 1 lies between the two optimizers. For fixed 7' with nondegenerate local curvature,
this is the same local quadratic relation underlying ¢, = ©,(b2) in Ghosh et al. (2026,
Proposition 1). Here we keep the factor xkr explicit because the curvature may vanish as T
grows.

Similarly, the improvement from optimizing the finite-width objective satisfies R, r :=
On,r(Noo,r) — Onr(nr) = Opl€lpg p/kr). Since anr = |dpr — Ryl a sufficient condition
for this optimization correction to be negligible relative to the first-order loss fluctuation is
énpir/ (Frprr) — 0. Under this condition, we have

anr = Op(€npr,T), Cn1 /0T = Op(eanG’,T/ (krprr)) = 0p(1).

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

In our model, the correspondence is (7Y, Yoo) = ((X%O),An), (—y,K)), Gy = —(T/m?)Fr,
en =12 prr < Tq* Y, par < T?¢*7 2, ky < T?¢?T2, and 7 < T~!. Consequently, we
have enpa.r/(krrr) < T/y/n and e,p8 o/ (krprr) < T/(g./n). Since ¢, > 0 is fixed, T' =
o(y/n) makes both ratios vanish. Thus the general formulation recovers the rate conclusions
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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 — oo.
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 W,
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 £ = 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 ¢, 7/a, 1 = O,(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 prr, the hyperparameter-gradient response pg r, and the local curvature xp. Un-
der its assumptions, the leading loss perturbation has scale O,(e,pr ), whereas both the
transfer penalty and the improvement from finite-width reoptimization are bounded by
Op(€:pg r/kr). Hence fast transfer follows when e,pg p/(krprr) — 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 k1 > 0, and a,; and ¢, are both @p(nfl). 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
(,(Z) and 1,(Z), respectively, where ¢, (E) := u{ Fu; + u, Eu, and (1(E) := ciaju{ Fu; —
cratu,) Eu,.. As shown in Section 4.1, these limits arise from —(7/m?){(Qrr, A, — K)r and
(Qrr, A, — K)p, which are the leading terms of the respective first-order responses at 7. r,
whose scales are e,pc 1 and €,pr, 7. Although ¢, and ¢; 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 A, — 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 .o — 2m/(A1 + A\) < 2m/A; as T' — oo. 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 pP
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(y/n), the three transfer quantities obey horizon-dependent rates that
yield ¢, 7 = op(a, ). 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 p-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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(a) Fixed horizon (T = 10) (b) Growing horizon (c) Fast-transfer ratio
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Figure 2: Numerical learning-rate transfer. (a) a,z,bnr,cpr at fixed T = 10. (b)

an.1, bn1, Cnr at T, = [2n%15]. (c) Per-initialization ratios ¢, r/a, r, summarized by means
(solid) and medians (dotted); the reference rates are n~/2 for fixed T and T/(g.+/n) for
growing 7'

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 =2K'? y=(1,1,1,1)".

The learning-rate interval is I = [0.05,1.12]. Thus Assumption 3.2 holds with 7, = 1 and
¢« = 3/4. At each width n € {2829 ... 2%} we draw 256 independent initializations per
experiment. Figure 2 compares the fixed-horizon regime 7" = 10 with the growing-horizon
regime T, = [2n%!%], which ranges from 5 to 16.

Computation and estimation. For growing horizons, define

Qn, T
27—-17
T'q;

~ ~ Cn,T
a’TL,T - Cn7T = W'

We estimate unweighted least-squares slopes by regressing the log empirical means on logn
over n = 213 ... 2%0: the largest eight widths for fixed T', and the subset satisfying T, //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 ¢, r/a,r 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 a,, v 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

Vw, Ly Wl(t = ZXmVan = _V< %))THn-

Thus we have W = W — V( T H,,, which implies

£ (XY = Hy (WO TV — EHanTXg)VTV = fO(X) - ﬂAnxg).
- m

Subtracting y from both sides yields

which implies

Therefore we have

T 1 1
air () = £aW) = S = o B X = 50T Bl 1.

C.2 Proof of Lemma 3.3

First, we show the weak convergence of the marginal distribution v/n(A, — K) = Noting
that A, = (n||V]]*) X (n=*Wy W)X " holds, we decompose

Ay —K=0|V|P = 1)K + X(n "W Wy —d ' I,) X"
+ VP = DX (n Wy Wy —d )X T

Define a,, = v/n(n||V||> = 1) and G,, = /n(n™*W Wy — d~'1,). Since the variables nV; are
i.i.d. N(0,1), the central limit theorem gives

d

ay = %Z((n%f—l) — a, a~ N(0,2).

Next, noting that (Wp;.)" ~ N(0,d'1;) independently, the multivariate central limit theo-
rem gives

1 « _ d
G, = — Wo.i) Wy —d I G
\/ﬁ;(( 0-) W, i) — G,
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where G is the Gaussian matrix specified in the statement. Since V' and W, are independent,
a, and GG, are independent for every n, and hence the joint convergence in distribution holds:

(o, Gn) 5 (@, G).
Combining the results, we have
Vi(Ay — K) = a, K + XGo XT +0,(n?) -5 aK + XGXT ==, (7)

Fix u € R™ and T € R™™. Note that x\) +y = f ( ) = Hn(Wl(O))TV holds. Since
Wl( is independent of (Wy, V'), we have

V(X +y) | W,V ~ N(0, 4,), (8)
which implies
1
Efexp(iu va(x® +y)) | W, V] = exp (—iuunu) .
Thus we have

Elexp(iv" vn(x\Y +y) + (T, vVn(A, — K))p)]
= E(Elexp(iv"vn(x'Q + 9) + (T, v/n(A, — K))g) | Wy, V])

=5 [oxp (2" A ) expT. VA, — )
B ERSRWERS —"
T exp (_gmu) Elexp(i(T, VA, — K))p)].

Note that (7) implies A, - K. Thus we compute the limit of the first term as

‘E Kexp (—%UTA,LU) — exp (—%UTKu)) exp (i(T, v/n(A, — K))F)] ‘

1 1
exp (—iuTAnu) — exp <—§uTKu)

For the second term, (7) implies

Elexp(i(T, vn(Ay — K))r)] = Elexp(i(T, E)p)].

Hence the joint characteristic function satisfies

<E

— 0.

1
Elexp(iu’vn(xy +y) + (T, Vn(Aq = K))r)] — exp (—guTKU> Elexp(i(T, Z)r)],
which is the characteristic function of (Z, =) with Z ~ N (0, K) independent of =. O
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C.3 Infinite-width loss for fixed horizon
Corollary C.1 (Infinite-width loss for fixed T'). Fiz T € N and n € R. Then

1

G (0) == ooz (n =—|| nTy||* = 59 "Ba(n)"y.

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

Proof. By Lemma 3.3, (Xﬁ?), A,)) 25 (—y, K). For fixed T, the map
1 oT
(O An) — 5—x" (Im - QA) X
2m m

is a polynomial in the entries of (x, A,7n). Thus, the continuous mapping theorem proves
Onr(n) = ¢oor(n) for every fixed 1. Furthermore, for fixed T, both ¢, and ¢ r are

polynomials in 7 of degree at most 27". Their coefficients ¢, ,cp1,...,Cpor are contin-

uous functions of (Xn),An) and converge in probability to the corresponding coefficients

Coo0s Cools - - -y Cooor determined by (—y, K). Thus, for any compact interval [r;,n,] with
1], [mn| < C, we have

o
SUp |61 (n) — Goor (M) < SUD Y [Cnk — Cook|CF
USUTEN n€lm,mnl 1—o
oT
< ct 25 0.
< e Jens = coonl kzg

C.4 Range and null-space geometry
Lemma C.2. When n > d, we have
ker(H,) % ker(4,) 2 ker(K).

Proof. We first show that ker(H,[) *= ker(4,) holds. If H,z = 0, then A,z = 0 follows
immediately. Thus, we have ker(H,') C ker(A,). On the other hand, if A,z = 0, then
2T Apz = ||[V|?|H, z||* = 0. Since ||[V]|? > 0 with probability one, H, 2 = 0 almost surely.
Thus, with probability one, we have ker(4,,) C ker(H,).

When n > d, the Gaussian matrix Wy has rank d almost surely. Thus,

range(H,) = range(XW, ) 2 range(X) = range(K).

This implies ker(H,|) = range(H,)* = range(K)* = ker(K). O
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C.5 Optimization landscape

Proposition C.3 (Derivatives of the finite-horizon objective). For every T' > 1, we have

9, T
8_n(I)T(7]; X, A) = =5 Fr(n; x, A), (9)
0> T(2T —1) _
ﬁqDT(mX?A) = TXTI‘PBA(TI)ZT X >0, (10)
0 2T —1 _
gy e A) = - X A?Ba(n)* *x 0. (11)
Proof. Since the matrices A and B4(n) commute, we have
d k
—B k — ——AB k—1
a7 a(n) —ABa(1)
Thus
0 1 2T T
—P . A= ——— T_AB 2T—-1 -~ F . A
877 T(777X7 ) QmX m A(77) X m2 T(na X )7
0 2T — 1 2T
gy P A) = —x'A ABa(n)* *x = TA?Ba(n)" " x

Corollary C.4 (Existence and uniqueness of the optimal learning rate). Suppose A € REm ™
X € R™ and A = 0. If Ax # 0, then n — ®p(n; x, A) is strictly convex and coercive on R,
that is, ®r(n; x, A) — oo as |n| — oo. Hence it has a unique global minimizer nr(x, A) > 0,
characterized by Fr(nr(x, A); x, A) = 0. On a closed interval [a,b], the optimizer is ny(x, A)
if nr(x, A) € la,b], and is the appropriate boundary point otherwise. If Ax = 0, then

O (n; 1, A) is constant in n, and every n € R is a global minimizer.

Proof. 1f Ax =0, then Ba(n)x = x holds for every n € R. Hence ®7(n; x, A) is independent
of n, which proves the degenerate case.

In the remainder of the proof, suppose Ax # 0. Let A = U diag(p1, ..., um)U' be the
eigendecomposition of A, and let ¢; = (U.;) " x. Define the active index set

J ={j€[m]:p; >0and g; #0}.

Since Ax = 37", 1jq;U.j, the assumption Ax # 0 is equivalent to J # 0.
Proposition C.3 gives

O (1; X, A Z%( WJ) Zgg

where we defined
9i(n) = == (1 - —j)



Here, each g; corresponding to j ¢ J is either identically zero or constant in 7. For each
J € J, we have

() = Bt (1 )T
J m? m '

The map n ~ gj(n) is strictly increasing; thus, g; is strictly convex on R. Since J is
nonempty, ®r(n; x, A) is strictly convex. Moreover, for any fixed j € 7,

gi(n) = o0 (|n| = o0).
Since @7 (n; x, A) > g;(n), it follows that
Sr(n;x, A) =00 (|n] = o0).
Thus ®r(+;x, A) is coercive. In particular, there exists R > 0 such that
Or(n;x, A) > @r(0;x, 4)  (Inl = R).

Since ®7(+; x, 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
O (0; x, A). Finally, strict convexity implies that the global minimizer is unique. We denote
it by nr(x, A). The first-order optimality condition and (9) give

Fr(nr(x, A); x, 4) = 0.

We now verify the positivity of nr(x, A). At n =0, (9) yields
T T
Pp(0;x, A) = ——5x " Ax = ——[|A*x]]”

Note that Ay # 0 implies A2y # 0. Consequently, we have
7 (0; x, A) < 0= Pr(nr(x; 4); x; A).

Since ®r(+;x, A) is strictly convex, its derivative is strictly increasing. Thus we have
nr(x,A) > 0. Finally, consider minimization over a closed interval [a,b] with a < b. By
Proposition C.3, we have

Nk 2T—-1
Fr(n;x, A) =Y ¢ <1 - ﬁ) :
JjeJ

For each j € J, the corresponding summand is strictly decreasing in 7. Hence Fr 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 AnXS” # 0 almost surely. By Corollary C.4, for
every T' > 1, ¢ 1 15 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 &, = {ker(H,]) =
ker(A,) = ker(K)}. Then by Lemma C.2, the event &, has probability one. On the event &,,
we have f\”(X) € range(K), and hence Pf{”(X) = f{”(X). On the same event, A,y = 0
is equivalent to X,(f) € ker(4,) = range(K)*, and therefore to PXS” = 0. Recalling the
definition Xﬁlo) = f,(LO)(X ) — y, this is further equivalent to f,&o) (X)=P fqgo)(X ) = Py. Noting
that P(&,) = 1, we have

P(Axy =0) = P({A.x) = 0} N &) = PUAY(X) = Py} N E,) = P(fV(X) = Py).

n n

It therefore suffices to show that P( ) (X) = Py)=0.
By (8) in the proof of Lemma 3.3, we have

XY | Wy, V~ N (o, %An> .

Since K # 0, we can choose a fixed vector u € range(K) \ {0}. By Lemma C.2, we have
u ¢ ker(A,) almost surely. Since A,, = 0, it follows that u" A,u > 0 almost surely. Hence,

1
ul fOX) | Wo,V ~ N (o, —uTAnu>
n
is a nondegenerate Gaussian random variable almost surely. Therefore,

P(u' fOX)=u"Py | Wy, V)= 0.

Since {f{”(X) = Py} c {u" f{”(X) = u" Py}, we obtain
P(f(X) = Py | W,, V) =0.

n

Taking expectations yields P( FOx ) = Py) = 0 as desired. O

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

Set By = By (Noor), and define

grrT = —QKVB%T_ly7 (12)
1 272
Qrr = 5 (B%Tflny 4 nyB%Tfl) _ 77;-;mT Z (B%T’2’SnyKB§ 4 B}KnyB%T’Q’S),
s=0
(13)
1
. 271
00, T —1—s s
QL,T == 2m2 Z B%T ! nyBT' (15)
s=0
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Lemma C.6 (First-order sensitivities at the infinite-width optimum). For fized n, regard
Fr(n;x, A) and ®1(n; x, A) as real-valued maps on R™ x RX™ - equipped with the product

sym 7

norm ||(h, E)||x = (|[h]|* + HEH%)U2 Then for h € R™ and E € RIX™ we have

sym ’

D,y FPr(nser; =y, K)[h, E] = gpoh + (Qrr, E)r,
D, y®r(Noo,r; —y, K) b, E] = g/ ph + (Qrr, E)r.

Proof. The derivative of B4(n) with respect to A in the direction E is

DBA(n)[E] = —--E.

m
We also note that by Lemma F.1, we have
. k—1
DaBa()'[B)=—-=%  Ba(n)*EBa(n)*". (16)
s=0

We first consider the loss ®7(n; x, A). Since B4(n) is symmetric for symmetric A, differen-
tiation with respect to y gives

1
DX(I)T(UOO,T; -V, K) [h] - _EyTsz“Th = g—Ll—,Th‘

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

27T-1

77007 S —1—s
D a®1(Noo,r; —y, K)[E] = —z—mf > y'ByEBY 'y = (Qur. E)r.
s=0

Combining the two partial derivatives gives the Fréchet derivative with respect to the pair
(x,A). 3 Next, since A commutes with B4(n), the matrix AB4(n)*’ ! is symmetric. Hence
we have

Dy Fr(noer; =y, K)[h] = =2y KBI"'h = gp rh.
For the derivative with respect to A, (16) gives

2T -2
DaFr(neer; =y, K)[E] =y  EBF 'y — no.% >y KBFEBI "y = (Qrr, E)r.
s=0

Combining the results completes the proof. n

3To see this explicitly, Lemma F.1 implies
Br+p(oo,m)*" = B + DaBx (n0,7)*" [E] + O(|| E||)
for fixed T'. Substituting this expansion into ®r(ne,7; —y + h, K + E) shows

|7 (Moo, 7 =Y + 1y K + E) — @1 (Noo, 15 —Y, K) — Dy @7 (oo, 13—y, K)[h] — DaA®r (100,15 —Yy, K)[E]]|
=O(|rI* + IR Ele + | EIIR) = O(I(h, E)|I%) = o(||(h, E)||x).
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D Proof of the fixed-horizon transfer theorem
Throughout this section, T is fixed. Define
noo,T)\ j .
rir=1-— Tj (7 €[r]). (17)
Lemma D.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.6, we have for every fized T that

Féo,T(”OOI) < 07 ¢go,T(7700,T) > 0.
Proof. Recall that ¢; = || Pjy||?. Proposition C.3 implies

2T -1

_F;o,T(UOO,T) =

2T — 1
Y K?Boo(oor)® 2y = — Z cj/\?r??;—z.
j=1

If T =1, since Ky # 0, we have y' K?Boo(oor)* 2y > 0. If T > 2, since |J,| > 2, at least
one of r;p is nonzero. Thus the preceding sum is strictly positive. Hence in all cases, we
have F. 7(1ser) < 0, and consequently, ¢ 1(11so,1) = =3 FL 7(1er) > 0. O

Lemma D.2. Since oo € (M0, Mu), there exists a deterministic 6 > 0 such that

[noo,T - 57 Noo, T + 5] - (77[7 nu)

For such ¢, we have

sup |Fn,T<77) - FOO,T(U)| - Op(n_1/2)>

[n—"0c,T|<6
sup |F, () — Elo ()| = Op(n™72).

[n—"00,7|<0
Proof. For fixed T, both Fr(n;x, A) and 0,Fr(n; x, A) are polynomials in the entries of
(7, x,A). Hence, on the compact interval [1)e 1 — 6, 7)oo,7 + 6], their derivatives with respect
to (x,A) are uniformly bounded on a fixed neighborhood of (—y, K). Define the product
norm [|(x, A)l|x = (/> + | Al[3)""%. Then Lemma 3.3 gives [|(£”(X), En)[l« = Op(n~17?),
where we defined E,, = A, — K. Thus, noting that (Xq(lo), A,)) 25 (—y, K) holds, we have

sup  [For(n) — Foor(n)]

[n—Noo, 7|0

= sup
[n—Noo, 7|6

1
= s / 1Dy aFr(n; —y + sfO(X), K + 5B lop | (FO(X), En) | xds
0

[n—Noo, 7|0

- OP<n_1/2)7

1
/ Dy s Fr(s—y + sfO(X), K + sE)[fO(X), E,lds
0

and, similarly,
sup | Fyp(n) = For(n)] = Op(n="72).

IN—"Noo,T|<8
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Lemma D.3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.6, n,r lies in (ny,n,) with probability

tending to one, and we have

M, T — Moo, T = Op(nilﬂ)'

Proof. By Lemmas D.1, D.2, and continuity of F_ 7, there exists a deterministic v > 0 such
that

sup Féo,T(’W) < —27.
|77_7700,T|§6

Hence we have

P ( sup  F () < —7) — 1.

[N—Tco, 1|8

Since Corollary C.4 implies Fi 7(70or) = 0, Lemma D.2 yields

Fn,T(noo,T) = Op(n_1/2>-

Thus, for fixed € > 0, there exists My < oo such that

M,
lim inf P (\FmT(noo,T)] < 7%) >1—e

n—oo

Choose M > My/~. For all sufficiently large n, we have M/y/n < §. On the intersection of
the two preceding high-probability events, the mean value theorem gives

M —My+~yM
Fn,T <7]oo,T - %) > OTn/y

M My —~vM
For <noo,T + %> e ﬁ'Y < 0.

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

> 0,

M MY
7700,T ﬁ)T]OO,T \/ﬁ NeyThy)-

Thus, with probability at least 1 — € + o(1), we have

M
7 — oo 7| < n
Since € > 0 was arbitrary, we obtain
M = oo = Op(n™72),
and the finite-width optimizer is interior with probability tending to one. O
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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

\/ﬁ(nn,T - 77c>o,T) i> Qn,T = _QF,T/F;O,T(UOO,T)7
where Qpr = g Z + (Qrr, E)p.

Proof. By Lemma C.6, applied at (7w 1, —y, K), we have
For(neor) = g;,Tf7(LO) (X) +(Qrr, Ay — K)r + OP(n_1/2>.

Here we used Fi 1(700,r) = 0 by Corollary C.4. Combining this with Lemma 3.3 gives

\/ﬁFmT(nOO,T) i) QF,T- (18)

By the mean value theorem, there exists a random 7),, 7 between 71, r and 7., 7 such that

For(nr) — For(Noor) = FrIL,T(ﬁn,T)(nn,T — Moo, T)-

On the event {n,7 € (ns,74)}, by Corollary C.4, we have F, r(n,r) = 0. Moreover, on the
same event, Lemma D.2 implies F, .(7n.1) = Fo 17 (no,r) + Op(n~/?). Thus by Lemma D.3,
we have

F;L,T(ﬁn,T) = Féo,T(UOO,T> + 0p<1)

unconditionally. By Lemma D.1, this further implies that F}, (7, r) < 0 holds with proba-
bility tending to one. Thus, on the intersection of this event and {n,r € (1, m.)}, both of
which have probability tending to one, we have

nF,1(Neo
\/ﬁ(nn,T - 77<>o,T) = —m

F;L,T(ﬁn,T)
Finally, by (18), we obtain
\/ﬁ(nn,T - noo,T) i> _/Qi = Q%T‘
Foo,T(nOQT)

]

Theorem D.5 (Limit distribution of the optimal loss at fixed T'). Under the assumptions
of Theorem 3.6, we have

VI (G (1) = Goor(oor)) — Qi = 9107 +(QLr. E)r.

Proof. By Lemma C.6, we have

Gn 7 (Moo, 1) = oo 7 (Noo,7) = gz,TfT(LO) (X)+(Qrr, Ay — K)p + Op(n—1/2)_
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Hence Lemma 3.3 yields

Vi bnt (o) — boor (o)) — Q. (19)

It remains to replace ¢, 1(oor) Y Gn1r(Mnr). By Taylor’s theorem, there exists a random
Mo, 7 between 1, 7 and 7., 7 such that

1 N
Gn, (Moo, 1) = O (1) = G (M) (Noo,7 — Nn7) + §¢Z,T(nn7T)(Uoo,T — o)’

On the event {1, € (n,1.)}, Proposition C.3 gives ¢, r(nnr) = 0. Thus, on the same
event, we have

1 _
¢n,T(7700,T) - ¢n,T(77n,T) = §¢Z,T(77n,T)(7700,T - nn,T)Z'

Since T' is fixed, (10), Lemma 3.3, and Lemma D.3 imply ¢} +(7n,7) = O,(1). Therefore,
combining this with Lemma D.3, we have

Gn 1 (Moo, ) — G (Mn1) = Op(nA) = Op(nil/z)

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

\/ﬁ(%z(nnm) - ¢oo,T(77<>o,T)) i> Qpr.

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

go,T(nOO,T) 2
nr = T (1 214 0y(1).
Proof. We next expand the transfer gap. Since 7 1 is the unique global minimizer, Propo-
sition C.3 gives ¢, 7(7o0,r) = 0. By Taylor’s theorem, there exists a random nL,T between
N7 and 7 7 such that
gé),T(n;rz,T)
6

¢ZO,T(TI<>0,T)

_ 3

Cn,T = (nn,T - noo,T)z +

For fixed T', by Lemma D.3, with probability tending to one, we have

|62 p(nh )l < sup | ()],
Ne<N<Nu

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

go,T(UOO,T)

2 (nn,T - noo,T)Q(l + OP(1>>‘

Cn,T =
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Proof of Theorem 3.6. We verify that the limiting Gaussian variables €2, v and Q, 7 of a, r
and b, 7 are nondegenerate. We first consider €2, 7. For s > 0, direct substitution into the
definition of Fr gives

Fr(neor; =y, sK) = 8Foo 1(SNoo1)-
Differentiating both sides with respect to s at s = 1, applying Lemma C.6, and using
Foor(Nsor) = 0, we have

(Qrr, K)p = Fao r(Noo,7) + 7]oo,TF</>o,T<noo,T) = T}oo,TFéo,T(Tloo,T)-

Recall from Lemma 3.3 that = = oK + XGX " with a ~ N(0,2), where « is independent of

G and Z. Noting that Corollary C.4 gives 1., > 0, the contribution of the a K" component
of Z to 2, 1 is

G (Qrr, K )F

Féo,T(”OOI)

Since this component is independent of the remaining Gaussian terms, €2, r is nondegenerate.
By Theorem D.4 and the continuous mapping theorem, this proves

me = @p(nflﬂ).

= " Noo, 7 ~~ N(Oa 27720,T)'

Next, we consider {27 7. By the definition of gr 7, we have
1 '
T 4T
Jrrkgrr =3 Z AT s
j=1

where 7 r are defined in (17). Under |J,| > 2, at least one of the r;r is nonzero. Hence we
have gszKgLT > 0. Since Z ~ N (0, K) is independent of Z by Lemma 3.3, we have

Var(Qr) = Var(QZ,TZ) + Var((Qrr, E)v) = QZ,TKQL,T + Var((Qr,r, Z)r) > 0.

Therefore, €17, 1 is also nondegenerate. By Theorem D.5 and the continuous mapping theo-
rem, this proves

Qp,p = @p(n_l/Q).

Finally, by Lemmas D.6 and D.1, we obtain
Cnr = Op(bnz) = Op(n™).

)

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

d
\/ﬁan,T — |QL,T|7

where €, 7 is a nondegenerate Gaussian random variable. Since P(|Q; r| = 0) = 0, another
application of the continuous mapping theorem gives
1 N 1
N Q7|
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Therefore, we have

1
= O0,(V/n).
an,T
Combining this with ¢, 7 = ©,(n™') in Theorem 3.6 yields the claim. O

E Infinite-width large-horizon analysis

E.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Note that we have
2

bt = (e 28)

1
- —|p 1%
o el 73 (-2 7
2
1 T Co 1 < NA;
_ I -1 _ 4 - R
Im 0?/+Z< ) ]y‘ Qm—i_Qm,1 ( M)

j=

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

Rr(n) = 2meeer(n) —co)/®" = (Z ¢

J=1

Then we have
arg min .. r (1) = arg min Rr ().

Define \ \ 0
Roo(n)::maxl—u:‘1—17—_\/‘1—77—Jr
JETy m m

Choose an index j, € J, such that |1 —n\;,/m| = Rs(n). Then we have

2T r
<Y < ( ) R ()
j=1

.\ /eD)
. T
min ci/ " Ry(n) < Re(n) < (Z Cj) Reo(n)-
Yy

J=1

Aj
1

which implies

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

. 1/(2T)
. 1/(2T)
: — 1 ; — 1.
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Thus, on every compact interval Z, we have

sup |Rr(n) — Reo(n)| <

nel

JETy neL

.o\ 1D
min c;/(QT) — 1' Y <Z cj> — 1| | sup|Rs(n)| = 0.

=1

It remains to verify that the global minimizers of Ry are contained in a fixed compact
interval. Fix any jo € J,. Since 7 1 is a global minimizer over [0, 00), we have

1/(27)

Rr(nor) < Rr(0) = [ D ¢

JETy
On the other hand, for any n > 0, we have

77)‘3'0
—m .

RT(TI) > cl/(QT)

= “Jo

1—

Therefore we have

1 _ /r/OOvT)\]O
m

1/(2T) 1/2
. Co: . Ca
< ;¥ Re(nor) < (—Zﬂ% J) < (—ZM J) .

Cjo Cio

Hence there exists a deterministic constant M < oo, independent of T', such that 7. r €
[0, M] for every T > 1. Enlarging M if necessary, we may also assume n¢ € [0, M]. Since
SUP,eio,m | B2 (1) — Reo(n)| — 0 holds and R, has the unique minimizer 7?, we have

Moo, = M-
If \Y =AY = )\, the loss is a positive multiple of (1 — n\/m)?*? plus a constant, whose

unique minimizer is m/A\. O

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

_ 1
Y= — max

where max () := 0. Then 0 < ¥ < 1. Fiz any constant ¥ satisfying ¥ < 9 < 1. Then, as
T — oo, we have

L.+ O(T) + 0 (ﬁ) |

o ma.
Moo =1l =\ M) (2T — 1)

T
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Proof. Near n,, define the positive endpoint magnitudes

nA nA
Tl(n):#_la rr(n)zl_ m'

Then we have r1(n.) = (1) = ¢. > 0. By the definition of ¥, we have

1— . .

max
a<jsr—1 (1)

Since Theorem 3.1 gives 1. 7 — 7., for all sufficiently large 7', we have

max L7 < 9. (20)
By Corollary C.4, the score equation is given by

T 27—1 T Noo, T -1
0=Four(Moor) =Y KBx(Moor) y=y K (Im — 7K> Y
r )\. - 2T—1
:}j%%(1_;ﬁ;£>
=1 m

r—1 271
- - >\ 0o
= _cl)\l(rl (noo,T>>2T ! + Cr)\rrr(noo,T)2T ! + E Cj)\j (1 — —]77 ’T) .

’ m
Jj=2
Hence we have
r—1 A 2r—1
27—1 2T—1 j'loo, T
e A (Noo,T) — M1 (Neor)” | < E A |1 - -
=2

Using (20), we obtain

7y (Noo,T) A
e, (&) Y

1 (77007T)

r—1
S (Z C]A]> 02T—1 — O(’l?QT_l).

Jj=2

Therefore, we have

(E@&Q>ﬂ4=cﬂlu+0wﬂ*»
T (noo,T) Cr>\r '

Taking logarithms gives
(2T — 1) (log 7 (oo,r) — log 71 (Nec,r)) = Li + O(9*T).

Writing 7.7 = 7. + 9, we have

A0 A0
71 (Noo,) = G + - ) Tr(Noo,T) = Qs — .
m m

(21)

30



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

Al
B mL* )\7’5 >\1(S )\1 + )\r
log 7 (Neor) — log 71 (Neo 1) = log (1 n %) = g ma +0(8%) = — . §+0(6%).
Combining the results, we have
AL+ A
L.+ 0" = (2T - 1) <— ua 0(52)) .
mq.
Since the left-hand side is O(1), we have § = O(T'). Thus
AL+ A, _
L.+ 0@7) = —(2T - N2 25 L o(r ).
mq.
Solving for §, we have
L.mq, Ly e
oo = e oa o (7

]

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

bt (oeir) = 5= = O (¢27).
[Pl (oor)| = © (Tq") (22)
i) = © (T4 2) (23)

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

A L. 927
relileoz) = d- {1+A1+>\T2T—1+O( HO( T )}

B )\1 L* Q92T
TI(UOO,T)_q*[1_)\1_’_/\T2T_1+O( )+O(T>}.

In particular, both endpoint magnitudes are ¢.(1+ O(T~!)). More precisely, for every fixed
integer ¢, the expansion

(1+ 5T 1 +O0(T~ )) : =exp(a) (1+0O(T™))
gives

re(nor) = @ ay (14 O(T7) + 0(0*T)) (24)
(o)~ = ¢ e (1+O(T71) + O(9*")). (25)



We now control the remaining active modes. Since 1., 7 — 7, by Theorem 3.1, we have

e’} )\ a
— max 1_M — ¥ <1,
s 2<5<r—1 m
which implies, for sufficiently large T,
max |1 — lloo T2 < ¥q,.
2<j<r—1
Hence we have
r—1 .y 272
DXL =TI =0 ((00)77) = 0 (). (26)
j=2

Using the spectral representation of the loss, we therefore have

r 2T 2T
Co 1 Moo, TA; q
Goor(Noor) = 5= =5 D € <1 - —j> =

o2m  2m 4
7=1

2m [c,at + cra} + o(1)] = O(¢2T),

where the last equality follows since c.a’+ciaf+0(1) converges to a strictly positive constant.
Next, recall that by Proposition C.3,

T 1 A 272
Flp(n) = =223 ex2 (1 - —J) |
j=1

m m

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

2T — 1
Flor(neer) = —TQfT_Q [ A2al + el A fal 4+ o(1)] = —© (T¢? ).

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

Finally, noting that
T
P (n) = — 5l (n)

holds by Proposition C.3, the curvature at the optimizer satisfies
11 o /
Prorr(Noo,r) = _ﬁFoo,T(nOO,T)‘

Substituting the previous result yields

: T - -
Srlirerr) = 50 (Tg27=2) = O(1%72),
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E.3 Endpoint contractions and spectral separation

Lemma E.3 (Endpoint contraction asymptotics). For rjr, (j € [r]) defined in (17), we

have 271 271 272 272
1,7 « Trr X T X Trr X
2T — —0y, or—1 " s 2T — ap, 7= 7 (-
Moreover, if r > 2, there exists a constant ¥y € (0,1) such that
rjrl <voq.  (2<j<r-1)
for all sufficiently large T'.
Proof. Proposition E.1 gives
mq. L, 4
o T — N = — +o(T™7).
Moot =1 =~ ayer =1 o)
Since 1 — .\ /m = —q. and 1 — g \./m = q., we have
)\1L* 1
rir=—q¢|1— +o((2T — 1 ,
e ( Cramer—p T ))
AL
rer=q. [ 1+ = +o((2T — 1)1 ).
Thus, noting that 27" — 1 is odd, we obtain
o T o T Tar
2T — —ap, 571 7 U a7 7 41 o7 7 Ur

For an interior positive eigenvalue \; € (A, A1), the definition of 7, gives

Y

By Proposition E.1, we have

[1—nAi/ml _ 5

max 9 < 1.

2<j<r—1 Qs

Since Theorem 3.1 gives 7. — 7., there exists ¥y € (9,1) such that, for all sufficiently
large T,
irl _ e LT e Ai/m

m = S 190.
2<j<r—1 @, 2<j<r—1 s
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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*? with any
submultiplicative matriz norm || - ||, and define Vx(B) = B* as a map from this normed
space into itself. Then Wy, is Fréchet differentiable at every B, and for every C' € RP*P | we
have

DV, (B)[C] = 2 B OB 17,

Consequently, for every fixed C', we have
k—1
(B+eC) =B +e> BCB" ' +0(e)

s=0
as € = 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
k—1

XE—yh =3 XX -Y)yE
s=0
Applying this identity with X = B+ FE and Y = B, we obtain
k—1

s=0

Thus if we define -
=Y ((B+E)* - B*)EB*'™,
s=0

we can write
k—1

V(B + E) — Uy(B) =Y B'EB*' 4+ Ry(B, E).
s=0
In Ry (B, E), the summand corresponding to s = 0 vanishes. For s > 1, applying the same
identity once more gives
s—1
(B+E)—=B°*=> (B+EYEB™'7.

=0

Therefore, we have

R‘

-1 s—

1
(B+ EYEB ' EBF1s,
1 7=0

Ry (

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
I(B + EYEB BB < |B + E|E|| Bl | Bl B|*'~
< (1Bl + IEID**IE*.
Since there are k(k — 1)/2 terms in the double sum, we have
k(k

MR =D 1) + 1212 B

|Ru(B, )| < 7

Thus, we have

1Wi(B + B) — Uu(B) — 320"y B'EB**| _ ||Ry(B,E)|
IE] IE]

k(k—1 _
< ME=D s+ 12120 - 0

as ||E|| — 0. Since the map E Zk ! BSEB* 175 ig linear and bounded, it is the Fréchet
derivative of U, at B. Therefore, we have

DV.(B)[C] = i BsCBM1,

Finally, taking F = eC for a fixed matrix C' gives
(B + €C)F = Wy(B + €C) = Uy(B) + DU (B)[eC] 4 Ri(B, eC)

k—1
=Bf+e) BCB¥' 4 0(),
s=0
which proves the final assertion. O

F.2 TUniform noncommutative power bounds

Lemma F.2 (Uniform local power perturbation bounds). Let K = 0 be a finite-dimensional
symmelric positive semidefinite matriz and let P project onto range(K). Suppose there ezists
a deterministic sequence qr > 0, bounded away from zero, such that

sup || PBk(n)Pllop < qr, qo := i%qu > 0.
neJr

Let A= K + E > 0 be symmetric and have the same kernel as K. Then we have
PA = AP, PK =KP, PE =FEP.

Suppose T||E|op < ¢ for some fired c. Suppose supgsup,c 7. [n| < oo. Then, uniformly over
n e Jr and k < 2T, we have

1PBA()* Pllop < a7 (27)
1P(Ba(m)* = Bi(m)*)Pllop < kaz 11 lop- (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, # and H* are invariant under A, K, and £ = A — K. Equivalently, we have?
PA—= AP, PK—KP, PE=EP,
and hence P also commutes with B4(n) and Bg(n). In particular, we have
PBAGY'P = (PBAMP),  PBx(n)'P = (PB(n)P)".

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 n € Jr and define

By = PBi(n)P|, = Bx(n)l,, ~ A=——PEP|, =—LEl,.

Then
PBu(n)P|,, = By + A,

With respect to the orthogonal decomposition R™ = H @& H*, the operators A and K have
the block representations

_|Alx 0 [ Klx 0
A @
Consequently, we have
_|Bo+A 0 _|By O

By assumption, we have ||Byllop < qr. Set M, = supps;sup,c .z, [n|/m < oo. Then it
follows that ||Allop < M| E|lop- Since T||E||op < ¢, for k < 2T, we have

kHAHOp < QMnTHEHOP < 2M,c

qr qr qo

Thus k|| Allop/qr is bounded uniformly in #, k, and 7.

4This equivalence can be proved as follows. For any x € R™, decompose x* = Pz + (I, — P)x. Here,
Px € H and (I, — P)z € H*. If H and H* are invariant under A, we have APx € H and A(I,,, — P)z € H .
Thus,
PAx = P[APx + A(1,, — P)x] = P(APz) + P[A(l,, — P)x] = APx + 0.

Since x is arbitrary, we conclude PA = AP. On the other hand, if PA = AP, then P(Az) = A(Pxz) = Ax
for z € # and P(Ax) = A(Px) = 0 for x € H*; thus, AH C H and AH+ C H* hold. Similar arguments
apply to K and E.
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We first prove (27). For s < k < 2T, we have
S S A o B
1(Bo + A)|lop < (I Bollop + |1Allop)® < (g7 + [|A]lop)® = a7 (1 + _H I p)

qr
. . 2M,c .
Sqi""rexp< sIAl p) SqTeXp( )SqT,

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

k_ pk
Batn)t = By = (P4 =B
Therefore,
HBA(n)k_BK(n)kHop,Rm - || (Bo+ A)* BkHOp,H'

Thus it is sufficient to establish the desired power bounds on H. The telescoping identity
I* — AF = Ei:é (T — A)A*=1=% implies

k—1
(Bo+A)F = BE =Y (By+ AP ABF .
s=0

Consequently, we have

k-1
1(Bo + A)* = Bfllop < D 11(Bo + A)° lop | Allop 1 B5 ™ lop

s=0
S IIAllopZQ%ﬁ = kar [ Allop S ka1 Ellops

which implies (28). O

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 fized and T = T, satisfies T — oo and T/v/n — 0. Suppose Assumption 3.2
holds. Let P = Y7’ | P; denote the orthogonal projector onto range(K). Then uniformly
over |n — Neor| < C/T and 0 < k < 2T, we have

|PBoc(n)Pllap S o
For any ¢ > 0, define the event
En = {ker(A4,) = ker(K), T||A, — K||op < c}.
Then we have P(E,) — 1, and uniformly over |n — neer| < C/T and 0 < k < 2T, we have
IPB(m)*Pllop S as 1P (Ba(m)® = Boo(0)®) Pllop < ke | An = Klop
on &,. On this event, we also have

PA,=A,P, PK=KP,  P(A,—K)=(A,—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

- nA; A A A,
PBo(n)P|lop = —— | P; = l1——|=|1——|V|1- .
PPl = |55 (10 ) | == ] == 2
- op
Since ||PBog(n:) Pllop = |1 — ﬂ%| =[1- % = ¢, holds, we have
77)\1 77)‘7“
1P (DPlay = < [[1= 2] | v |1 = 2 = [ S Iy ..
m m
Thus, there exists a constant C} such that, uniformly over |n — 1. r| < C/T,
Cy
1P Boo(n) Pllop < ¢« + = (31)

T
This implies

i\ " kC
||PBm<n>kP||ops||PBoo<n>P||’;ps(m—l) SQfeXp( 1)54: (0<k<2T).

By Lemma 3.3, we have
HAn - KHop = Op(n—1/2)’ ||Xq(10) + y” — Op(n_1/2),
The assumption 7'//n — 0 therefore implies T'|| A, — K||op = 0,(1). Consequently, we have
P(&,) — 1.

Note that {q. + %}T is bounded away from zero. Thus, by Lemma F.2, on the event &,,
uniformly over |n — 77| < C/T and 0 < k < 27", we have

o\ F c\" Cik 20
HPBn(n)’“PHopS(qﬁ%) = (quT) SqfeXp( 1T>§qffexp< 1)5(115,

and similarly,

C k—1 -
1P (Ba(0)* = B) Pl S & (0.4 G1) 10 = Kl b4, = Ko

On this event, we also have
PA, =A,P, PK =KP, PA,— K)=(A,—-K)P

by Lemma F.2. O
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G Proof of the joint width-horizon transfer theorem

Throughout this section, assume the conditions of Theorem 3.4.

By assumption, we have n, < n, < 1, < i—? Since Proposition E.1 implies 7o r =

ns + O(T™1Y), there exists a constant C' > 0 such that, for all sufficiently large T,

{77 : ’77 - 7700,T| < C/T} - (Wﬂ?u)
Let P = '_, P; be the orthogonal projector onto range(X), and set £, = A, — K.

By Lemma C.2, for all sufficiently large n, we have ker(4,) % ker(K) and fr(lo)(X ) €
range(H,,) = range(K). Consequently, we have

PrOX) % fO(X),  PE,2 E,PY E,. (32)

G.1 Uniform score approximation

Lemma G.1 (Uniform approximation of the score and its derivative). Note that Proposi-
tion E.1 places N1 in a C/T-neighborhood of n,. for some C. For this neighborhood, we
have

Fo(n) = Fron(m)] = O (qum)
sup nT\N) — Lo \N)| = — |,
In—Noo,|<C/T P \/ﬁ

724273

Bl ] = 0, (4= ).
[1="00,7|<C/T a "’ ! vn

Proof. An O,(-) bound established on an event whose probability tends to one also holds

unconditionally. Thus, it suffices to show upper bounds for supy,_,, . 1<c/r [Fn,r(n)—Foor(n)]

and supy,_, 1<c/r [Fnr(n) — Foop(n)| on the event &, defined in Lemma F.3. We first

consider the score. Set

Mn,2T—1(77) = Aan(U)QT_1> Moo,2T—1(77) = KBoo(ﬁ)QT_l-

On the event &,, we have
| Sullo o [P (My,2r-1(n) — Moo or-1(n)) Pll,,
N—Neo, T S
= sup [|P(A, — K)Bu(n)* T'P+ PE(B.(1)*" ™" = Boo(m)* ') Pllop
[n—"00,7|<C/T
<Ay = Kllop  sup  [[PBu(n)* "' Pllop
[1="00,7|<C/T

+ ”K”Op sup ”P (Bn(n)ﬂL1 - BOO(r’DZTA) PHOp

(=700, |<C/T

o (T, Te
P\ Vn NG

T
-0, (")
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By Lemma F.3, on the same event, we have
A, = PA,P, B,(n)P = PB,(n). (33)
Therefore, for every integer k > 0, we have
A, B,(n)f = PA,PB,(n)" = PA,PB,(n)*P = A,PB,(n)"P.
Consequently, we have

sup HMn,QT—l(n)HOP < sup HAn||0p||PBn(77)2T_1PHOP
[n—"Nos,r|<C/T [n—"Noo,r|<C/T

S ‘ﬁT_l(”KHOP + “An - K“Op)
= Op(QfT_l)'

Since A,, commutes with B,,(n), the matrix M, or_1(n) is symmetric. Therefore,
For(n) = Foer(n) =y (M 2r-1(1) = Mo or—1()y — 206 + )" My 211 (n)y
+ 0 +9) Mazra () +9)-

On the event &,, since both M, o7_1(n) and My or—1(n) vanish on ker(X'), we may insert
the projector P in the first term:

yT<Mn,2T71(77) - Moo,QTfl(n))y = yTP<Mn,2T71(77) - Moo,QTfl(n))Py-

Thus, on the event &,, we obtain
sup  [Eor(n) = Faor)| < yl* sup [[P(Mnor-1(n) = Moo or—1(1)) Pllop
[1—N00,T|<C/T =700, 7|<C/T

+2Y + iyl sup [ Maar—1()llop
|77—7700,T|§C'/T

+IXO +yl2 sup [ Mazr-1(0)]ep
[n—"Noo,r|<C/T

_ o (T ¢ ¢

-0, () o () o (5
Tg

-0, (")

We next consider the derivative of the score. Define

Rn,2T—2(77) = A?LBn(n)zT_2, Roo,QT—2(T]) = K2Boo(n)2T_2-
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Then on the event &,, we have by Lemma F.3 that

sup [P (Rn2r-2(n) — Rocor—2(n)) Pll,,
[1—Nco,7|<C/T

= sup  |[P(Al — K*)Bn(n)*" ?P + PK*(B,(1)*"* = Bso(n)*" ) Pllop
[1—Noo,T|<C/T

<AL= Elop  sup  [[PBu(n)* Pl

[n—Noo,T|<C/T

+IKI5  sup [P (Bu(m)* 7 = Boe(n)* %) P||
[N—Noo,T|<C/T
S(An = K) A+ K(An = K)|lop@2 2+ T2 A = Klop

*

< 1A = Kllop (| Anllop + 1K lop) gz + TqZ" [ A — K llop

o (€ T
P\ vn NG

Ty
-0, (%)

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

A2B,(n)k = PA,PA,PB,(n)* = PA2PB,(n)* = PA2PB,(n)*P = A2PB,(n)*P.
Thus, we have

sup ||Rn,2T—2(7])||op < sup ||A§l||OPHPB7’L(7})2T_2P||0P _ Op(qu_2).
I1=nee.71<C/T [1=1e,7|<C/T

Note that by Proposition C.3, we have

F’IIl,T(n) - Fcio,T(n)
_2T -1

= T[(Xgo))TRn,zTﬂ(??)X%O) — 4" Rooor—2(n)Y]

27T — 1
= - m [yT(Rn,2T—2<77) - Roo,zT—z(n))?/ - Q(XS)) + y)TRn,QT—Z(n)y]
27T — 1
= 0w+ 9) Ruar2(n) (4 + ).

On the event &,, since both R, ar_2(n) and R 2r—2(n) vanish on ker(K'), we may insert the
projector P in the first term:

yT<Rn,2Tf2(77) - Roo,2T72(77))y = yTP<Rn,2T72(77) - Roo,Qsz(ﬁ))P?/-

41



Thus, on the event &,, we have

sup |F7/LT(T’) - choT(T/>|
[n—70,7|<C/T

2T -1

< lyll>  sup  [[P(Rn2r—2(n) — Reo2r—2(n))Pllop
m |7]_7700,T|§C/T
o — 1
+ 2 +yllllyl  sup [ Ragr—2(n)lop
In—"Noo,T|<C/T
2T — 1
+ I +yl? saup | Ruor—2(0)|lop

m |1—Noo,7|<C/T

T2QET_3 TqZT—2 quT—Q
o () () ()
T2 27-3
_o, (e ‘
NG

3

G.2 Localization of the finite-width optimizer

Lemma G.2 (n~!/2-consistency of the finite-width optimizer). Under the assumptions of
Theorem 3.4, with probability tending to one, we have n,r € (ne,m,) and Fyr(Mnr) = 0.
Moreover, we have

N, — Moo, T = Op(n_l/Q)a
which implies
|77n,T - noo,T’ = Op(T71>-

Proof. Define sy = Tq?T=2. By (22), there exist constants 0 < C < C' < oo such that
Csr < —Fl, (o) < Csr (34)
for all sufficiently large 7. Differentiating (11) once more gives

2T — 1)(2T — 2
Frr(n) = : 21(2 )y KO B ().

By Lemma F.3, uniformly over |n — 7. 7| < C/T, we have
IPBo()*Pllop S g2 (0 <k <27),
which implies

sup|EL p (| S T2 PylPI KNG 1PBoo () Pllop S T2

[n—Noo,T|<C/T
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For every fixed M > 0, the assumption 7'/y/n — 0 implies M/y/n < C/T for all sufficiently
large n. Hence we have

MT2 27T-3
() = Pl =0 (Y ) o) (39)
1o 71 <M/ v/ vn
Since Lemma G.1 gives
124273
s |Fl) = Pl = 0, () = o). (36)
In—noo,7|<M/v/n \/_
we have supy,_, 1<u/vm Fnr(m) < FLr(or) + 0p(s7). Combining this with (34), w

obtain
P sup Ey (0 (37)
[n—"00,7|<M/+/n
for every fixed M > 0.

By Corollary C.4 and Theorem 3.1, we have F () = 0. Thus the first bound in

Lemma G.1 gives
ST
For(Neo,r) = Oy (%) :

Therefore, for any fixed € > 0, there exists My < oo such that

o Moysr
1 fP{ |Fhr(Mso < >1-—e 38
mint P (1Pt < 297 ) 21— )

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

theorem gives
M M()ST CMST
Fn oo, I" T T — > — = > 07
r(mr= ) 2 RS
M MOST CMST
E, o — | < e < 0.
’T<" ’T+ﬁ) Vi m
By Proposition C.3, F, r is continuous. On the event in (37), it is strictly decreasing
throughout the interval |n — 1. r| < M/y/n. Hence the preceding sign inequalities and the
intermediate value theorem imply that on the intersection of events in (37) and (38), F,r
has a unique root in

M L M o )
7700,T \/ﬁ?UOO,T \/ﬁ 774777”& .

For all sufficiently large n, Proposition C.5 and Corollary C.4 imply that ¢, r is almost
surely strictly convex. Therefore this root is the unique minimizer of ¢, r over Z, namely
nn.r. Consequently, with probability at least 1 — e + o(1), we have

| <X
in, T Noo, T \/ﬁ

Since € > 0 was arbitrary, this proves that 7,7 € (1,7,) with probability tending to one
and that 7,7 — e = Op(n~1?). O
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G.3 First-order perturbation expansion
We next derive the first-order triangular-array expansion of the score. Set

BT - Boo(noo,T)y An = _77007T En-
m

Then we have
Bn(T/oo,T) - BT + An

For 1 < k < 2T, define

k—1
Lin =Y ByABI'™  Rpw=(Br+ A" = Bj — Lin.

s=0
Then by Lemma F.1, we have
Ly, =DV(Br)A,,  ¥(B)=DB"

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

| PLrnPllop = Op(kqu_lnEnHOP)a | PREnPllop = Op(kQ(]f_QHEn“gp)-

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

1PLenPllop S ka: N Eullop,  1PRunPllop S ka2 Enlls,

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

IPBIP|lop S ¢f (0<j<2T).

*

Since Proposition E.1 implies 1.7 = 1. + O(T 1), we have sup; 1., < co. Hence, by the
definition of A,,, we have

[Anllop S 1Enl[op- (39)
Therefore, we obtain
k—1 k—1
1PLenPllop < Y IIP(BEABE ) Pllop < > IPB#Pllopll Anllop | PBE " Pllop
s=0 s=0

k—1
S ZQiHAnHOPCinliS = kquilHAnHOP S kqulHEnHOP'
s=0
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Moreover, since By + A,, = B,,(1eo,r), Lemma F.3 gives
| P(Br + An)jPHop S Q3§
uniformly over 0 < 7 <27 on &,.
For the remainder, the proof of Lemma F.1 gives the identity

k—1 s—1
Rim =Y > (Br+ A AB; A, By

s=1 j=0

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

k—1 s—1
1PRenPllop < S S IPBr + 80 Pllopl Aullop| PBS 7 Pllopl| Anllop | PBE Pl
=0

k—1 s—1 k-1
< A sl]kls_ k—QA Q_k(k_l) k—QA 2
~ ZQ* | ||0pQ* - qu* ” n”op - 2 4, || n”op
s=1 j=0 s=1
S kQQf_QHEnHZp

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

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

PQrrP
(ululT + UTU;J—), W

m ’

Tq2T 5 Qry = —

in Frobenius norm, where Q. is defined by Qr, . = m_Qn*(cla{ululT Craiu,u ) In addition,
we have

||jf;g§ir2|| 0, ||]€192;TJ| 0.
Proof. Set
ﬁ%zmﬁﬁﬁh=V@;k SR
s—0 (Tz‘,T - Tj,T)/(Ti,T —rjr) (i # 7).

Since \; # A; for i # j and e — 7. > 0, the denominator |r; 7 — 7; 7| is bounded away
from zero for all sufficiently large T". Directly projecting ()1 onto the two eigenspaces gives

2T-1 2T—-1

r; +r oo /\z+>\ —
fwm3:<f T Bl ”ﬁ?ﬂuwwwﬁ

2 2m
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In particular, we have

(2T — 1A, o
et G = DN ) (PP

2Tt
PiQrrP; = (Tj,T -

By Lemma E.3, for every j = 2,...,7 — 1, we have P;QrrP; = o(T¢*"~2%). For i # j,
noting that |FZ(.32.§_1)| SrirT 4+ |7~],T|2T ! we have PQprrP; = O(¢2T1) = o(T¢?"~2) by
Lemma E.3. By Assumption 3.2, we can write (Py)(Py)" = ciugu, and (Py)(Py)' =

coupu,) . Using Lemma E.3 and 7,7 — 7., we have
PQrrPr 2r-1 oo, (2T — DA 22 (Py)(Pry) "
T2 S%y m Wy T2
2N 2.,
- _Um 1a1(P1y)(P1y)T S uyug

P.QrrP: _ ( 2T—1 77c>o,T(2T_ 1))\rr2T—2) (Pry)(Pry)T

quT 2 rT m r, T quT 2
2R (P (Poy) T = —
m

Thus we obtain

PQFTP ET:ZPQFTP PlQFTpl PQFTP
+

2T 2 oT—2 quT 2 quT 2 +o(1) = Qpx.

i=1 j=1

The loss coefficient is handled in the same way. Projecting Q1 1 gives

Noo, T (2T
PQurP; =~ 25T (Py)(Py) T

Thus all off-diagonal blocks and all interior diagonal blocks are o(T'¢?T~1). At the two
endpoints, we have by Lemma E.3 and 7. r — 7, that

P QrrP 7700 T2T7“2T 1(P1y)(P1y)T e M«

* N« "
(—al)(Ply)(Ply)T = anlulur,

Tq2T 1 - 2m2Tq2T 1 m?

P P oo 22 (Pry) (Pry) T X X
—QLT _ _Teot (Pry)(Fry) — — L a*(Pry)(PTy)T — _n_cra*uruT.
Tq2T 1 2m2Tq2T 1 27T m2 r r

Thus we obtain

PQL TP - PQrrP;  PQrrP  P.QrrP:
2T 1 ZZ 2T 1 Tq2Tfl TqZTfl +0(1) _>QL,*-

=1 j=1

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

r

s

=1

|PBE = Plop = < Zm s et

46



and similarly, [|PB# P|lop < ¢27. Thus we have

P P
IPgrrll o [1PgLll

TQZT—Q 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

Son = KB%T_I, Sip = EnB%T_l + KLor_1 1,
Som = KRor_1n + EnLop_1n + EyRor—1n,

and
RF,n,T = _2f¢(LO) (X)T(Sl,n + SQ,n)y + féO) <X>T(S0,n + Sl,n + S2,n)f7(10) (X) + yTS2,ny'
Then we have

Fpr(eor) = Foor(eor) = (gr7) " fF(X) + (Qrr, E.)p+ Renr

with 2 73
q;
|Renr| =0y ( ) )
n
which consequently implies
VnRpnr 1
T2 = 0p(1).

Proof. By Lemma C.2, we have PE,, = E,,P = E, almost surely for all sufficiently large n.
Hence P also commutes with A,,, By, Ly, and Ry, almost surely, and all three matrices
So.ns S1.ny S2.n vanish on ker(K). In addition, A, B, (ner)?’ ' and Sy, are symmetric. Sy,
is the Fréchet derivative at K, in the symmetric direction F,,, of the map

F(A) ::A(Im— floo T )2T "
m
Since F(A) is symmetric whenever A is symmetric, and K +tFE,, is symmetric for every t € R,
the difference quotient (F(K + tE,) — F(K))/t is symmetric. Passing to the limit t — 0
therefore shows that Sy, = DF(K)[E,| is symmetric. Consequently, Sy, is symmetric as
well.
Note that we have
Aan(noo,T)2T_1 - SO,n + Sl,n + SQ,n-

47



Thus, using X%O) =—y+ f,(LO) (X) and Fy 7 (Neo,r) =y So.ny, we obtain

Fn,T(Uoo,T) - Foo,T(T]oo,T)
= —=2f0(X) T Sony +y" Sty — 2£O(X) T (St + S2)y
+ féO) (X)T(So,n + Sl,n + S2,n)fr(L0) (X) + yTSQ,ny
= (9rr) " FOX) +y Sy + Renr.
Since the definitions of Lop_1, and A,, give

27 -2

— Moo, T s —2—s
y' Siny =y BB Tty — e Z y' KB3E,BF "y = (Qrr, En)y
5=0

we have
For(eor) — Foor(Neor) = (gF,T)Tf,(LO)(X) + (Qr1, En)r + Rt

We next bound the remainder. Lemma F.3 implies
1P SonPllop = Oplas” ™).
Lemmas F.3 and G.3 imply
1PS1Pllop = Op(Taz" || Enllop).
Lemma G.3 and T||E,,||op = 0p(1) imply
1PS2.nPllop = Op(T?¢Z" || Enll2y)-

Thus we have
I1PS10Pllop + [PS2nPllop = Op(TE2" 2| Enllop)

and
| PSon Pllop + | PS1Pllop + | Sz Pllop = Op(Z" ™).

By (32), we have fT(LO)(X) = PfT(LO)(X) and S;, = PS;,P for j = 0,1,2. Hence, the
definition of R, r and the preceding bounds give

|RF,n,T|
<2 0(X) (i + Som)yl + 12 (X) T (Som + Sin + S20) (X)) + 1y G2y

2
=0y (Hféo) (ONUPS1nPllop + 1PS2.nPllap) + 12 (XD NPSjnPllop + HPSznPHop>
j=0

(LA CONTE 2 Bullop + LA CONPE™ + T2 2| Eall3,)

724273
()

Op
Op
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where the last equality follows from Hf,go)(X)H = 0,(n7Y2) and ||E,|lop = O,(n"1/%) by
Lemma 3.3. Consequently, we have

V| Rep | T
quT 2 =0, q*\/ﬁ_ :Op(l)'
L]

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

2m T

d — —
\/ﬁ(nn,T - 77o<>,T) — Qn,* = _(/\1‘|‘—>\)2(u1 Uy + u::ur),

where = is defined in Lemma 3.5.

Proof. Note that by Corollary C.4, we have Fi (7o) = 0. Thus, Lemma G.5 implies

ViFur(eer)  Vllger) T 17(X) + (Qrr, En)rl

Tq2T 2 - Tq2T 2

+ 0,(1).
By (32) and Lemmas G.4 and 3.3, we have

|\/_9 TTfn< )

a.s.

2T2 Tq2T2 —T2T2

(P T>Tfé°’<X>‘ < I29rr ) @) = o,01),

Moreover, since E,, = PE, P by (32), we have by Lemmas G.4 and 3.3 that

lQea.Ble (PO o

Tq2T 2 quT—2 ’

_ 2n.h,

— <QF,*7 Er =

F

(u{ Zuy + u, Zu,).

Therefore we have

\/_5:;22(77;0 ) = \/_fg;? 5 n)F + 0,(1) LN —277;? (u{ Zur + u, Zu,). (40)
By Proposition C.3, we can write
Flo (o) = Py,
Thus, by Lemma E.3, we have
e Zvu P = 2 08Pl + B ),

49



By Assumption 3.2, we have ||Piy||* = ¢; and ||P,y||* = ¢,. Therefore we have

2h,

F’ oo
Foer (o) () <0, (41)

quTiQ

2 * *
— —E<Cl/\%a1 +eMlal) = —

By the mean value theorem, there exists a random 7, r between 7, r and 7. 7 such that

For (o) = Far(so,r) = Fyy 12 (finx) (e — Too,1)-

Since F), 7(n,r) = 0 on an event with probability tending to one, we have on the same event
that

- n,T(WOO,T) = FA,T(ﬁn,T)O]n,T - 7700,T)- (42)
By Lemma G.2, we have 7,7 — Neor = Op(n~1/2). Hence (35) and (36) in the proof of
Lemma G.2 imply

Fy () = Foop (o) = 0p(T¢2 7). (43)
By (41), this further yields

Fy 7 (7hn,r) 2h,,
7;22T—2 T (AL + )+ OP<1)a

thus F} ,(7,,r) is negative with probability tending to one. Combining this with (42), we
obtain, on an event with probability tending to one,

\/5(77 T = Noo,T) = — \/ﬁanT(Woo,T)/quT_Q
R Fl (i) T2

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

2m — —
m(UIZUl + UTT:.U,T).

d % — —_—
V(i = Neor) — DY Z_/\ (ulT:ul + u::ur) = —
1 T

G.6 Fluctuations and weak convergence of the optimal loss

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

1
Rppnr ==y Rorny — 2fO(X) (Lo + Rarn)y + X)) Bu(noor)™ fO(X)].
2m

Then we have
G, (Moo, 1) — oo (Moo, 1) = (QL,T)TJ%O)(X) +{(Qrr,En)r + Rp .
Thus

T2 ET—Q
|RL,n,T| - Op ( a > )

which implies
VIR
T&

= 0,(1).
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Proof. Since By (1sor)*" = B3 + Lary, + Ror, expanding 3
quadratic loss gives

= —y+ féo)(X) in the

1 1
. - = (0) TB 2T . (0)  _~ TB2T
Gn. 17 (Noo.1) — Poo,r (Moo, 1) 2m(xn ) Bu(Moo,7)™ Xnn 59 Bry
1 1
- (0) X TBQT -

1
= <9L,T>Tf7$0) (X) + _yTEZT,ny + R

2m

yT‘CQT,ny + Rrnr

By the definition of Lor,,, we have

271
1

oy Laray = — =5 >y B EBY Ty = (Quar, B
s=0

which proves

On1(Noor) — Poor(oor) = (92.7) T (X)) +(Qr1, En)r + Ri .
By Lemma G.3, we have

1PLornPllop = Op(Ta" M| Enllop),  [IPRarnPllop = Op(T?¢ [ Eullsy,).
By Lemma F.3, we also have

1P B (11e,7) " Pllop = Opla2").
By (32), we have
LX) = PRV,

EQT,n a-:S- p‘CQT,npa
Lemma 3.3 then gives

72’2T,n = PRZT,HP-

|RL,n,T’ ,S |yTR2T,ny| + |2f750) (X)T('CQTJL + RQT,n)?/' + |f7(10) (X)TBn<noo,T)2Tfr(L0) (X)|
= Op(T*@ 2| Bull2, + T Eullop L £ CON + 2 [ £ (X))

TQ 2T-2
— Op ( q* ) ,
n

VI RL T
T =0, = = 0p(1).

and

O
Theorem G.8 (Limit distribution of the optimal loss at growing 7).

of Theorem 3.4, we have

vn y
T¢2T 1 (D1 (1) — Poor(Moor)) — QLs

Under the assumptions

<QL,*7 E>F

o1



Proof. Lemma G.7 implies

%(%T(UWT) — Goo,r(Ms,7)) = ﬂl[(gL,T)Tf(O)( X))+ (Qrr, En)r] + 0,(1).

By (32) and Lemmas G.4 and 3.3, we have

|\/' 0 (x)

a.s.

1 Tq2T1 —T2T1

7Py T>Tf£°)<X>| < PP9rrly @) = o,(1).

Moreover, since FE,, = PE, P by (32), we have by Lemma G.4 that
P P
V{Qrr, En)r _ < Qrr \/ﬁEn>

Tq2T 1 quT—l )

Q. E)r.

Thus we have
vn
TqQTfl
It remains to replace 1.7 by 1,7 in the finite-width loss. By Taylor’s theorem, there
exists a random 17, 7 between 7., and 7, 7 such that

(Gn1 (o) = Goor(Moor)) == (Qrms Ee. (44)

1 _
G (Noo,r) — G (nr) = ¢In,T(77n,T)(Uoo,T — o) + §¢Z,T(77n,T>(%o,T - 77n,T)2-

By Lemma G.2, with probability tending to one, we have 1,7 € (1, 1,) and F,, 7(n,7) = 0.
Hence, on the same event, Proposition C.3 gives ¢;, 1(1,.r) = 0. Therefore, with probability
tending to one, we have

1
_¢Z,T(ﬁn,T)(7700,T - nn,T)2~ (45)

(bn,T(noo,T) - (bn,T(nn,T) == 9

By Lemma G.2, we have |, 7 — oo | = 0,(T"*). Moreover, (10) and Lemma C.2 yield

T2T — 1 _
sup 1) = TEED G )T AZB, ()
[n—noo,T|<C/T m [n—Noo,T|<C/T
as. 12T — 1 _
= TET D) ((PyO) T (PAZP)(PB, () 2P)(Px)
m [n—noo,T|<C/T
T(2T - 1) )
<TCT D) b OPIAJE  sup  [PB(n) 2Pl

m? [n—Noo,T|<C/T

Here, ||Px,(10)|| = 0,(1) and ||A,|lop = Op(1) hold by Lemma 3.3, while Lemma F.3 implies
SUP|y)_y 7|<C/T | PBn(n)?T72P||op = O,(¢?"~2). Thus we have

sup ¢ p(n)] = Op(T?¢2" ),
[N—Noo,7|<C/T
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which implies ¢, ;(7n,r) = Op(T?¢?" ~?). Equation (45) and Lemma G.2 imply that

s T
W((bn,T(nn,T) - (bn,T(noo,T)) = Op <m) = Op(l).

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

vn

W@%,T(%,T) - ¢oo,T(Uoo,T)) i> <QL7*, E>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
o T(”oo T) 2
Car =5 (M, = Moo,7)" (1 + 0p(1)).

Proof. Recall that n.r € (ns,n,) for sufficiently large 7. Thus Corollary C.4 implies
ngo,T(noo,T) = 0. By Taylor’s theorem, there exists a random njL?T between 1, r and 7
such that

go T(noo T) i

Cn, T = Goo, 7 (Mn,T) — Doo,7(Moo,T) = 5 (Mot — Noorr)” + = ¢oo T(Un )t — Noor)?.

Differentiating (10) gives

T(2T — 1)(2T — 2)

o p(n) = — > y' K°Boo(n)* y.

Lemma G.2 gives ]nilj — Noorr| = Op(n™Y?) = 0,(T~1). Therefore, with probability tending
to one, 7723 belongs to the C'/T-neighborhood of 7. r in Lemma F.3. Thus, Lemma F.3

yields
0% 2 (1} )| = Op(T2¢272).
Together with (23) and Lemma G.2, we have

TSQZT 3 T
o () 0 (25) o
"

o) (7700 T)
o = LI (14 0 (1)

"

o0, T(nn T)<77nT — Neo, 7)/6
o (Thoo,) /2

which implies
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Theorem G.10 (Rates of a,, 1, b, 7, and ¢, r). Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.4, we
have

Tq2T 1

T2 2T 2
nT = @p ( \/ﬁ ) s bn,T = @p(n71/2>7 Cn, T = @p < n ) :

Proof. We first show that the limit distribution of Theorem G.6 is nondegenerate. Recall
from Lemma 3.3 that = = aK + XGX ', where a ~ N(0,2) is independent of G. The
contribution of aK to €2, , is

2m 2m

Tt M TR

a = —n.a~ N(0,2n?),

which has strictly positive variance and is independent of the remaining Gaussian term.
Hence (2, , is nondegenerate, and we have

b = 0,(n"1?). (46)

We next show the nondegeneracy of the limit distribution of Theorem G.8. Since
coAal/ (et al) = e el /(A1) = 1, we have

hy == 1 \a] = ¢ \va; > 0. (47)
This implies
(Qrq, K)p = %(cla*{)\l —crar\,) =0.

Thus we can write

QL*_ <QL*)XGXT <XTQL*X G>

Recall from Lemma 3.3 that E(G,:Gw) = d2(6,40su + 640s). Thus for a deterministic
symmetric matrix S, we have

Var((S, G)r Z SrsSuB(GreGr) = 2d72||S||5.

7,8,t,u

Therefore we have

Var(Q,.) = 2d—2\|XTQL*X||§ = 2t1(Q.KQp.K)
2 (clalu1 KQr.Ku, — ¢,ayu, KQL Ku,)

7’ T T‘

.
QWI(QGqulQLﬂn ayAiu, Qr.uy)

_Qqu%M) (crayAr)?]

> 0.

o4



Hence (1, , is a nondegenerate centered Gaussian random variable. Theorem G.8 therefore

yields
T
QpT = @p (T .

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

n

T2 27—2
Cn,T = @p < % ) .

O

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

where €, . is a nondegenerate Gaussian random variable. Since P(|Q2;, .| = 0) = 0, applying
the continuous mapping theorem once more gives

T 401

—
\/ﬁan,T |QL,*| ’

Lo ()

2T—-1
Qn, T TQ*

Together with ¢, 7 = O, (T2qu*2 / n), this yields

Cn,T T p
ot _g (—_) 2o,
an,T g (qﬂ/ﬁ)

where the last convergence follows from T'/y/n — 0 and the fact that g, > 0 is fixed. O

and consequently,

H Counterexample to fast transfer

Proof of Proposition 3.8. Since K = d~'I,,,, Corollary C.1 gives

o) = lyl® (1 n)QT_ (1)

2m _%

Then we have
Noo, 7 = 7o, ¢m,T(nm,T> = 0.

Define ¢, := n~"/? and M,, := \/n(dA, —I,,). Recall the Gaussian random variable o and the
Gaussian matrix G from Lemma 3.3, and define M = al,, + dXGX . Here, G := dXGX "
is a symmetric Gaussian matrix whose upper-triangular entries are independent and satisfy

95



Then Lemma 3.3 and XX = I, imply

(xO, M) -5 (~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(4,) = ker(K) = {0} Since A,, = 0, this
implies 4,, = 0 almost surely. By Proposition C.5, we have Anxg 7é 0 almost surely, and
consequently, Xn # 0 almost surely. Suppose A, = . Aj(Ay)vy, ol ; is the orthonormal
eigendecomposition of A,. Then the score is expressed as

- 9 (1= n40) " el a0y

Substituting n = m/Apax(An) and 1 = m/Auin(A4,), we have

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

L S L L
M) = = 3 (An)
Since A, = d (I, + €,M,), we have A\nax(A,) = d7H1 + € max(M,)] and Apin(A4,) =
d'1 4 €, Amin(M,,)]. Noting that M, = O,(1), we have m/Amax(An) = 1m0 + Op(€,) and
M/ Amin(An) = no + Op(€,). Therefore i, r lies in (1, n,) with probability tending to one,
and coincides with 7, r. In particular, we have

St = €. (";OT - 1) = 0,(1). (50)

For s € R, the rescaled iteration matrix satisfies the exact identity
Bn(no(1+ €,5)) = —€n (M, + sl,, + €,8M,).
Consequently, the rescaled finite-width objective is
1
nT¢n,T<n0(1 + ens)) - %(X;O))T<Mn + SIm + €nSMn)2TX1(10)' (51>
Define Hr(s; D) := (2m) 'y (D + sl,,,)*"y 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 Hp(s; M). Combining this with (49), for every R < oo, we have

d
(Mn, X;O)v ”T%,T(??o(l + €n5)) ‘ [—R,R]) — (M’ —y Hr(s M”[—R,R]) (52)

in RIX™ x R™ x C([—R, R]), where C([—R, R]) is equipped with the uniform norm.

Sym
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For any symmetric D, let pui(D), ..., (D) denote the eigenvalues of D, including zero
and negative ones. Then a spectral decomposition expresses Hr(s; D) as a nonnegative
weighted sum of (s + p;(D))*", with at least one strictly positive weight because y # 0.
Moreover, for every T' > 1, the map s — (s + \)?T is strictly convex and coercive. Hence
Hr(-; D) is strictly convex and coercive, and therefore admits a unique minimizer sr(D).
Since 7, r coincides with 7, r with probability tending to one, the global minimizer of s
n? ¢, 7(no(1 + €,5)) coincides with s, 7 on the same event. Thus the continuous mapping
theorem and (52) yield

(M XD, $0x) = (M, —y, s7(M)).
Since ¢oor(n9) = 0, we have a,r = ¢nr(nnr). Evaluating (51) at s = s, r therefore
gives
nla, LI Ly = Hrp(sp(M); M).
By (48), we further obtain
T I lylI”

3/H2 o7 d
T = ——|Sp, — Cp = —— M
nCnr om |, 7] T om |s7 (M)

These convergences are joint; hence,

(\/ﬁ (T]"—T - 1) ,nTan,T,nTcan) LN (sp(M), Ly, Cr).

Mo

Observe that the original random initial prediction is retained in (51). Since X%O) = —y+
Op(n’l/ %), replacing X,(QO) by —y changes the n”-rescaled local objective by only Op(nfl/ 2),
uniformly on compact sets of s. Hence the initialization fluctuation in X%O) does not contribute
to the leading O,(1) local limit.

It remains to establish nondegeneracy. If Ly = 0, then (M + sp(M)I,,)'y = 0. By
symmetry of M this implies (M + sp(M )1, )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/|lyll, the vector (I, — ee')Ge = P,1Ge is a nondegenerate Gaussian vector on e’.
Thus Ly > 0 almost surely.

We next show that Cr > 0 almost surely. Since M = al,, + G, for every s € R we have
Hr(s; M) = Hr(s + a;G). Therefore, adding the scalar perturbation al, only translates
the minimizing argument, and hence we have

sp(M) = sr(G) — a.
Moreover, evaluating the objective at the minimizer gives
Ly =Hr(sr(M); M) = Hr(sr(G); G).

Thus L7 depends only on G, whereas

CT — ||yH2 ’ST(g) o Oé’QT.
2m

o7



Conditional on G, the quantity sr(G) is fixed and a ~ N(0,2) is independent of G. Hence
we have P(sp(M) = 0 | G) = 0, and therefore C7 > 0 almost surely. Together with the
preceding argument showing Ly > 0 almost surely, this implies

Cr
P{0<— =1
( <LT<oo>

Finally, the continuous mapping theorem proves

cnr da Cr
— — — = 0,(1).
an,T LT P( )

]

Remark H.1 (Why the spectral condition matters). In this example, we have By (1) =
0. Thus by Lemma C.6, the first-order loss sensitivity D, 4)®r(no; —y, K) vanishes, and
the n=/2 optimal-loss fluctuation used in Corollary 3.7 is absent. Instead, both loss gaps
are of order n~7. This is not a failure of learning-rate consistency or of absolute transfer
accuracy: b, — 0 and ¢, r — 0 in probability still hold. What fails is the relative criterion
Cor = Opayr). We also note that D, a)Fr(n; —y, K) also vanishes when 7" > 2 while
D, ayFr(no; —y, K)[h, E] = —y " Ey.
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