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Abstract

Machine learning has revolutionized fields such as image, text, and speech recognition. There’s also
growing interest in applying machine and deep learning ideas in engineering, robotics, biotechnology, and
finance. Despite their immense success in practice, there is limited mathematical understanding of neural
networks. We mathematically study neural networks in the asymptotic regime of simultaneously (A) large
network sizes and (B) large numbers of stochastic gradient descent training iterations. We rigorously
prove that the empirical distribution of the neural network parameters converges to the solution of a
nonlinear partial differential equation. This result can be considered a law of large numbers for neural
networks. In addition, a consequence of our analysis is that the trained parameters of the neural network
asymptotically become independent, a property which is commonly called “propagation of chaos”.

1 Introduction

Machine learning and in particular deep learning has achieved immense practical success over the past
decade. Examples of these recent advances can be found in [I1], [I8], and [23]. These advances have sparked
interest in the mathematical analysis of neural networks. Recent papers which mathematically study neural
networks include [6], [20], and [26]. There also exist classical results regarding the approximation power of
neural networks [5], [13], and [14].

Our result characterizes neural networks in the asymptotic regime of large network sizes and large num-
bers of stochastic gradient descent iterations. We rigorously prove that the empirical distribution of the
neural network weights will weakly converge to a distribution. This distribution satisfies a nonlinear partial
differential equation (PDE). The proof relies upon weak convergence analysis for interacting particle systems.
The result can be considered a “law of large numbers” for neural networks when both the network size and
the number of stochastic gradient descent steps grow to infinity.

Recently, [I] rigorously established a weak convergence result for a class of machine learning algorithms.
Weak convergence analysis has been widely used in other fields (for example, see [2], [3], [7], and [12] for a
non-exhaustive list). In fact, mean field analysis has been actively used for many years to study biological
neural networks and physical systems of interacting particles, see for example [8], [15], [21], [4], [24], and the
references therein.

Upon completion of this work, we became aware of the very recent work of [22] where a related PDE
limit result for neural networks is derived. Our convergence analysis, setup, and assumptions are different.
In contrast to [22], we do not assume that the gradient of the neural network is a priori globally Lipschitz
and bounded. Neural network models (and their gradients) are typically not globally Lipschitz and not
bounded. Furthermore, we rigorously prove relative compactness of the pre-limit measure valued process
(which is not shown in [22]), identification of its limit, and uniqueness of the limit point in the appropriate
space. Our method of proof leverages on weak convergence analysis in an appropriate Skorokhod space for
measure-valued processes, see also [T}, [2].
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Consider the one-layer neural network

N
1 4 4
o (@) = Y colw ), (1)
i=1
where for every i € {1,--- N}, ¢ € R and z,w’ € R? For notational convenience we shall interpret

wt = Z?Zl whiz7 as the standard scalar inner product. The objective function is

L(6) = Ey,x[(Y — g5 (X))?], (1.2)
where the data (Y, X) is assumed to have a joint distribution 7(dz,dy). We shall write X', ) for the state
spaces of X and Y, respectively. The parameters § = (c!,...,cV w!, ..., wN) € RO+DN are estimated using

stochastic gradient descent:

. . o .
Chyr = Gt (U — 9o, (zx))o(w}, - x1),
w;cil = w;c + N(yk - gHNk (xk))cﬁcal(wlk : xk)mi’ J= ]-a te 7d7 (13)

where « is the learning rate. Stochastic gradient descent minimizes using a sequence of noisy (but

unbiased) gradient descent steps. Stochastic gradient descent typically converges more rapidly than gradient

descent for large datasets. For this reason, stochastic gradient descent is widely used in machine learning.
Define the empirical measure

N
1
v (de, dw) = N Z Oei wi (de, dw). (1.4)
i=1

The neural network’s output can be re-written in terms of the empirical measure:
gévk (z)) = <co(w - ), V,iv> . (1.5)

(f,h) denotes the inner product of f and h. For example, {co(w - z), v} ) = [ co(w - z)v} (dc, dw).
The scaled empirical measure is

py = Vﬁwy (1.6)

At any time ¢, the scaled empirical measure pl¥ is a random element of Dg([0,T]) = D([0,T]; E) with
E = M(R'*?). We study the convergence in distribution of ul¥ in the Skorokhod space Dg/([0,T]).

Our main results are stated below. Theorem (and the associated Remark is a law of large
numbers describing the distribution of the trained parameters when N is large. Theorem describes the
behavior of individual parameters when IV is large. Theorem is a “propagation of chaos” result. Section
[I.1] presents several insights provided by these asymptotic results.

We shall work on a filtered probability space (£, F,P) on which all the random variables are defined. The
probability space is equipped with a filtration §; that is right continuous and Fy contains all P-negligible
sets.

At this point, let us recall the definition of chaoticity. Let ¢ be a probability measure on a Polish space
Z and, for N € N, let QV be a symmetric probability measure on the product space Z¥. Then (Q")yey is
called g—chaotic if, for every k € N, the joint distribution law of the first & marginals of QV converge weakly
to the product measure ®@¥q.

We impose the following assumption.

Assumption 1.1. We have that

e The activation function o € C}(R), i.e. o is one time continuously differentiable and bounded.

1Ds([0,T)) is the set of maps from [0, 7] into S which are right-continuous and which have left-hand limits.



e The data (X,Y) € X x Y is compactly supported.
e The sequence of data samples (zy,yg) is i.i.d.

e The random initialization is such that (c,wg) is generated from a distribution that has compact
support which is also fip—chaotic for a probability measure fig on E.

Under Assumption the initial empirical measure satisfies )’ 4 fo as N — oo. In addition, due
to our assumption on the distribution of the (xy,yx) data and of the initialization (c,w{)Y , the joint
distribution of (c},, wz)f\él € (R*4)@N jg exchangeable and, consequently, V,]CV is a Markov chain in the space
of probability measures on F.

Theorem 1.2. Assume Assumption (1.1, The scaled empirical measure ¥ converges in distribution to ji;
in Dp([0,T)) as N — oo. For every f € CE(R'™ ), i satisfies the measure evolution equation

(frme) = (f o) + /Ot </X><ya(y — (o' z),s) ) (o(w - z)d.f, ,us>ﬂ'(dx,dy)>ds

+ /Ot </X><y aly— (do(w' - 2),fis) ) (co’ (w-z)x - Vo f, fis) W(dm,dy)>d3~ (L.7)

Remark 1.3. Since weak convergence to a constant implies convergence in probability, Theorem leads to
the stronger result of convergence in probability

. N 2y > _
Jim P {dp(p™, p) =0} =0
for every § > 0.

Corollary 1.4. Assume Assumption . Suppose that [ig admits a density po(c,w) and there exists a
solution to the nonlinear partial differential equation

W = —a /Xxy ((y —{do(w- x),p(t,c’,w’)))% [o(w - z)p(t, c, w)])w(dm,dy)
- a/ ((y —(do(w - z),p(t,d, W) )z Vy[co'(w - z)p(t, c, w)])w(dx, dy),
XxY
p(0,c,w) = pole,w). (1.8)

Then, we have that the solution to the measure evolution equation is such that
i (de, dw) = p(t, ¢, w)dedw.
In Theorem we prove that the neural network has the “propagation of chaos” property.

Theorem 1.5. Assume Assumption . Consider T < oo and let t € (0,T]. Define the probability measure
oN € M(ROUFTINY yhere

o (dzt, ..., dz™) :P[(ClLN”,wﬁNtJ) € dml,...,(chN”,w{VN”) € dz"].

Then, the sequence of probability measures p is fi.-chaotic. That is, for k € N

k
lim (fi(a') x o x fi(@®), pN (dat, . de™)) = [ (Fim) s Yhrs.oo fr € CERY).

N—o0 1
i=



1.1 Insights from Law of Large Numbers and Numerical Studies

The law of large numbers (1.7]) suggests several interesting characteristics of trained neural networks (at
least in the setting studied in this paper).

e As N — oo, the neural network converges (in probability) to a deterministic model. This is despite
the fact that the neural network is randomly initialized and it is trained on a random sequence of data
samples via stochastic gradient descent.

e The learning rate a was assumed to be constant and to not decay with time. Despite this, the noise
disappears and the neural network’s parameter distribution converges to a deterministic evolution
equation. This is due to the normalization of % in the hidden layer replacing the role of the learning
rate decay.

e Under the setup of (1.1)), (1.2) and (L.3), the limiting equation characterizing the evolution of the
distribution of parameters is a first-order PDE. Therefore, the asymptotic dynamics are of a “transport”
instead of a “diffusive” nature.

e The propagation of chaos result (1.9) indicates that, as N — oo, the dynamics of the weights (c%, w?)
will become independent of the dynamics of the weights (0,76, wi) for any i # j. Note that the dynamics
(¢t ,wi) are still random due to the random initialization. However, the dynamics of the i-th set of
weights will be uncorrelated with the dynamics of the j-th set of weights in the limit as N — oo.

In order to illustrate some aspects of the theoretical results of this paper, we performed the following
numerical study.

Figure [1| displays the convergence of the distribution of the parameters in a trained neural network as
the number of hidden units N — oco. The neural network has a single hidden layer followed by a softmax
function. Figure [I] reports the distribution of the parameters connecting the hidden layer to the softmax
function. The distributions are presented as histograms. The neural network is trained on the MNIST
dataset, which is a standard image dataset in machine learning [19]. The dataset includes 60,000 images of
handwritten numbers. The neural network is trained to label the handwritten numbers using only the image
pixels as an input (i.e., it learns to recognize images as a human would). In the MNIST dataset, each image
has 784 pixels.

Figure [I] shows that the distribution of parameters converges to a fixed distribution as N — oco. This
can be seen by the fact that the distributions for N = 10,000, N = 100,000, and N = 250,000 are nearly
identical. A priori it is unclear if the distribution of neural network parameters should converge as N — oo.
Our theory and numerical results confirm that this is indeed the case.

1.2 Overview of the Proof

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section [2| proves relative compactness of the family {u™¥} yen.
Section [3|identifies the limit point of any convergent subsequence. The limit point must satisfy the measure
evolution equation . Section [4| proves uniqueness of the evolution equation via a fixed point
argument. In particular, by Prokhorov’s Theorem, these results prove that the sequence of probability
measures my of the processes u¥ weakly converge to 7, the probability measure of the process i satisfying
equation . These results are collected together in Section [5| to prove Theorem Corollary and
Theorem [L5l We conclude with a discussion of our results in Section [6l

2 Relative Compactness

We now prove relative compactness of the family {u } yen in D ([0, T]) where E = M(R'*4). It is sufficient
to show compact containment and regularity of the ;™’s (see for example Chapter 3 of [9]).

Lemma 2.1. For each n >0 and t > 0, there is a compact subset IC of E such that

sup  Plul ¢ K] <1,
NeN,0<t<T
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Figure 1: Distribution of parameters for a neural network trained on MNIST dataset. Clockwise: N = 1,000,
N =10,000, N = 100,000, and N = 250,000 hidden units.

Proof. We start by establishing some useful a-priori bounds on c}‘C and w}c The unimportant finite constants
C,(C1,C5y,C3 < 0o may change from line to line. We first observe that

_ , 1 _
k| < |02|+a|ykfgéi(xk)|Nlo(wiwk)l

N
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=1
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where to derive the last line we used the definition of gé\i (z) via l} and the uniform boundedness assumption
on ¢. Then, we subsequently obtain that
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where we have used the fact that ¢f, X, and Y have compact support. By Gronwall’s inequality, for k < TN,
1N
N Z le| < Crexp(CaT).
i=1

Let us now set K = C7 exp(CoT'). Then, for k < TN and uniformly in i € N, we have that

k
aCly C
el <l + 3 2l SONE

j=1
for some constant Cs < co. Similarly, we obtain for the Euclidean norm of wyj,

N

. . C , . ,
Fwipn [ < T wi |+ lyel + WIC?QIZIC?CIIU(U);Z )| @k || -
=1

The latter can be simplified using the fact that X and Y have compact support. and the fact that |c} |
is bounded for &k < T'N. Then, we have that

lwbar | <l |+
k+1 = k N
Therefore, for k < TN, and uniformly in i € N, we have that
| wy [[< CT,

for some constant 0 < C' < oo.
Hence, we have obtained that there is a uniform constant C' (which does not depend on k nor N, but
can depend on T') such that for all k < TN

ek l+ [l wi < C.

This uniform bound actually implies the stronger statement of compact support. In particular, notice
that the set [~C, C]'*? is compact, and define

K={we MR : w(-CCI"") =1}.

Then K C M(R'*4), and P-a.s. pu¥ € K for all N € N and ¢ € [0,7]. This concludes the proof.
O

We now establish regularity of the ™’s. Define the function q(z1, 22) = min{|z; — 23|, 1} where z;, 22 € R.

Lemma 2.2. For any p € (0,1), there is a constant C < oo such that for 0 <u < 6,0 <v <dAt, t €[0,T],

E [a({f, 105) > (£t Na((fo ) (Fondl N FY] < CoP.

Proof. We start by noticing that a Taylor expansion gives for 0 < s <t < T
[F N ®) = (fuV ()] = ) = (L) = 1{fvive) = (Fviiveg) |

| (f,u®
1 X . .
NZ|JC(CLNH7U}LNH) f(CZ\_Nspr\_st”
1

IN

IA
=]~
M=

—

Oef (& neps @ we el ne) = €l s

_l’_
zﬁ

~ Z I Vo (@ na g @ e )) M Wl ae) = winsg s (2.1)



for points &, @’ in the segments conngcting ci Ns) With ciL i) and w’L Ns) With wlL i) Tespectively.
Let’s now establish a bound on |ClLth — ClLNsJ| fors<t<T.Let 0 <p< 1l

[Nt]—1
|CZLNtJ *CzLNsH = | Z (ckt1 — )l
k=|Ns]
[Nt|—1 .
<D0 lole - gg (wn)) 1o (wh - )|
k=|Ns]
1 [Nt|—1
< 5 DL C<Clt-s)
k=|Ns]
< C(t—8)Pli_ger + C(t — )PTYP1,_ oy
S C(t - S)pv

where Assumption |11 was used. Let’s now establish a bound on || wiy,| —wiy,, || for s <t < T. Making
use of the uniform bounds established in Lemma [2.1], we obtain similarly to the previous bound

[Nt|—1
| wZ[NtJ *wZLNsJ = Z (Wrg1 — wg) ||
k=|Ns|
[Nt]—1
N Lo v
Z | ey — 90, (xk))ﬁcko— (wy, - ox) 2 ||
k=|Ns]
1 [Nt|—1
< % Y C<Ct-s)<Ct—s).
k=|Ns|

IN

Now, we return to equation |i By Lemma the quantities (EZLNtJ , wl'LN”) are bounded for 0 < s <
t <T. Therefore, for 0 < s <t <T,

(L™ (@) = (fouN (s)) | < Ot = s)P.
where C' < oo is some unimportant constant. Then, the statement of the Lemma follows. O

We can now prove the required relative compactness of the sequence {1} yey. This implies that every
subsequence ;N’s has a convergent sub-subsequence.

Lemma 2.3. The sequence of probability measures {u™N} yen is relatively compact in Dg([0,T]).

Proof. Given Lemmas [2.1] and Theorem 8.6 of Chapter 3 of [9], gives the statement of the lemma. []



3 Identification of the Limit

We consider the evolution of the empirical measure v} via test functions f € CZ(R!*4). A Taylor expansion

yields
1
<fayliv+1>_<faylév> = NZ(f(CZva;chl)_f(szwi))
1 le | | | | N |
- N Z@cf(c}c, wi)(Chy1 — k) + N Z Vuf Ckvwk)(wk-',-l wj,)
i=1

N N
1 i =i\ ( i) 1 S =i\ (g0 i
+ N Zagf(ckawk)(ckJrl — ) 2+ N Z Ck+1 - Ck Vew f (€, W) (w1 — wy)
3 i=1

2

1 7 7 i =1 7 %
TN Z(wk+1 —wi) "V, f (@ @) (Wi — wh),

i=1

for points ¢, w? in the segments connecting cf, 41 with ¢t and wi, 41 with w?, respectively. Notice now that
the uniform bounds of Lemma and the relation (1.3]) imply that as N gets large

N
FoA) ~ ) = = 0l whJoan il ot -0

TNz Z — 9, (xk))c0" (wh, - @) Vo (¢l wh) - @ + O (N72).

The term O (N72) is a result of f € CZ, (X,Y) having compact support, and ||+ || w} |[< C for
k < TN. We next define the drift and martingale components:

1
Di’N = — a(y — <co(w - x), V,iv>) <a(w )0, f, Z/,JCV> m(dx, dy),
N XxY
1
Di’N = — a(y — <ca(w - x), V]]CV> ) <ca'(w )T Vo f, I/,iv> w(dz, dy),
N Jxxy
1
M;’N = Na(yk — <ca(w - Tk), V,]CV>) <a(w ~xk)Vef, V,iv> — D,lc’N7
1
MS’N = Na(yk — <ca(w - TE), U]JCV>) <ca’(w cxp)x - Vo f, zx,év> — Di’N.
Combining the different terms together, we then obtain
(fovden) = (fon) = DY+ DPY + MY 4 MY £ O(N7).
Next, we define the scaled versions of DUV DN MUY and M2
[Nt] [ Nt]
DI,N(t) _ Z D]]gN, DQ,N(t) _ Z -[)2,]\/'7
k=1 k=1
[Nt [Nt
MI,N(t) _ Z ]\4';,]\77 M2 N Z M2 N

The scaled empirical measure satisfies, as N grows,

(foui) = {fimg) = /()t(/ma(y—@o—w ), 1)) (o(w - 2)Vef,pl) 7 (dw,dy)>ds
/ot</ma(y‘<"’”w z), 1)) (co'(w - z)z - Vo f, p) (dm,dy>)ds

MUN () 4+ M2V (#) + O(N ).

+

+



In fact as we show below MY (t) and M2 (t) converge to 0 in L? as N — oo.

Lemma 3.1. We have that
2
hmE{@fWQO} = 0,
N—o00
2
lim E[(MQvN(t))} = 0.
N—oo

Proof. First, notice that

“[(;

L

2

t]

-l

% (yk — <ca(w STk, V,év>) <U(w )0 fs V,iv> — D,i’N> ]

1

(10z(y;C —(co(w-zk), v} )) (o(w - z)0cf, v ) — Di’N>

/N
IT —

Z

t

N

I
ji\g

J

x (ifa(yj —{eo(w - z;),0V)) (0w - ;)0 ) — D}Nﬂ (3.1)
It j > k, then
E _(;a(yk —(co(w-ap), v ) ) (o(w - 21)0ef1i") — D;’N)
< (el — Geotw- )"} (ot 20 f0Y) - DY)
= 5[l (oot au).of)) (ot m)os.d)) - D)
< E (}va (co(w -z,),v ;V>)<a(w.xj>acf,ufv>_p;ﬂ) fjln
- E <1ayk— co(w - ), v >)<o(w-xk)8cf,l/év>—D,i’N) xo}

Therefore, (3.1)) reduces to

]E[( i\ij %a(yk —(co(w-zx), v} )) (o(w - z)0cf, v ) — Dii’N) T

- gﬁ[(]lva(yk ~(eo(w-a), o)) olw- 21)0ef,v)Y) - Di’Nﬂ ~ (32)



Using (3.2]), we have that

(o))

LNVt

E{(EZzva@k—<aﬂwq%%yg>)ng.mg@ﬁv5>—L%N>1

k=1

LNt

= 35|l oot ) (ot o sl )]
. ]égjj]];{(a (o — (co(w - zx), y,§>)<g(w.xk)acf,wiv>>2]
|Nt]

+ % 2 E </Xxy ca(w x), V,iv>) <0(w )0 f, V,iv>w(dw,dy)>2}

C

S W2

[IV].

The final inequality comes from the bounds proven in Section [2f and the compact support of (X,Y). A
2
similar bound can be also established for E [ (M LN (t)) } . The result directly follows. O

Let 7V be the probability measure of a convergent subsequence of ( Each 7V takes values

)O<t<T
in the set of probability measures M(DE( [0, T})) Relative compactness, proven in Section l nnphes that
there is a subsequence 7% which weakly converges. We must prove that any limit point 7w of a convergent
subsequence mV* will satisfy the evolution equation .

Lemma 3.2. Let 7V be a convergent subsequence with a limit point w. Then 7 is a Dirac measure concen-
trated on i € Dp([0,T]) and [i satisfies the measure evolution equation (1.7).

Proof. We define a map F(u) : Dg([0,T]) — Ry for each t € [0,T], f € CZ(R'™f9), g1,--+, g, € Cp(RIH9)
and 0 <51 < -+ < 5p <t

Fu) ](qwawww[f(&wp@@b@ﬂ@w@ﬂdwmﬁJwJMMAw)w

+ /Ot (/Xxy a(y — (o - x), pus)) (co'(w- )z - Vi f, ps) w(dx,dy))ds) X

X <glvl’l’81> X X <gP7/'LSp> .

Then, by the proof of Lemma we obtain for large N

Ex[F(w)] = E[F(u")
= E|(M"N(@e)+M>N () + o) TT (90 l])
i=1
< E[MMYON) +E[M>N (0] + O(NT)
< E[(MYY(0))2 +E[(M>Y (1)) +O(NTY)
<

C<¢1N+le>

lim E ~[F(p)]=0.

N—o0

Therefore,

10



Since F(-) is continuous and F(x?) is uniformly bounded (due to the uniform boundedness results of Section

2),

B [F ()] = 0.
Since this holds for each t € [0,7], f € CZ(R'*9) and g1, -+ ,g, € Cp(R'T9), i satisfies the evolution
equation (1.7)). O

It remains to prove that the evolution equation ([1.7)) has a unique solution. This is the content of Section
@A
4 Uniqueness

We prove uniqueness of a solution to the evolution equation (1.7]). We will set up a Picard type of iteration
and prove that it has a unique fixed point through a contraction mapping. We start by noticing that we can
write

o) = G+ [ ([ ol = ol -a). ) (ot 2)3:f. ) wlde.dy) )
+ /0 (/Xxy a(y— (do(w' ), ) ) (co’ (w-2)aVy f, fis) T(dz, dy))ds.
= (o) + [ (60 Qs ) - VE. ) ds (41)
0
where for z = (c,wy, -+ ,wq) € R Q(fi,z) = (co(w - x), i) we have
G(Za Q(ﬂa )) = (Gl(za Q(,L_Lv ))7 GQ(Za Q(ﬁ’ ))) € R1+d
with
Gi(5: Q) = [ aly= Q)a(w - o)a(dndy) € R

Galz, Q. ) = /X | ol = QU)o (- a)e(dr, dy) € R

We remark here that a solution to (4.1, fi., is associated to the nonlinear random process Z; (see for
example [10]) satisfying the random ordinary differential equation (ODE)

¢
Zy = Zy —l—/o G(Zs,Q(fus,-))ds

Zy ~ ﬁ(ov &) 'LU)
/jt = LaW(Zt) (42)

This ODE is random due to the random initial data.
Let us now define the following mappings. Let F : D([0, T];R) — D([0, T]; M (R'*9)) be such that for a
path (Ry)¢cjo,r) € D([0,T];R), we have that F(R.) = Law(Y.) where Y. is given by

t
Yi=Yo +/ G(Ys, Rs)ds
0
Yo ~ (0, ¢, w).

Now, let us also define the map L : D([0, T]; M (R**%)) s D([0,T]; R) taking a measure valued process
u¢ and mapping it to Q(us, z) = L(u) where

Q(;U'tvx) = <ca(w ’ x), :ut> .

11



Then, we consider the mapping H : D([0,T]; M (R**4)) s D([0,T]; M (R'*9)) defined via the composi-
tion of the mappings F' and L, we set H = F' o L. Sometimes, in order to emphasize the dependence on T,
we may write Hy for H.

It is clear that if (s4¢)1e[o,7 is a fixed point of H, then Law(Z;) = H;(p.) is a solution to . Conversely,
if (Z¢)tejo,r) is a solution to then its law will be a fixed point of H, implying that Law(Z;) = H¢(u). In
addition, if p is a weak measure valued solution to , then it must be a fixed point of H and thus satisfy
(4.2), proving our result.

Now, we need to show that H is a contraction mapping for ¢ € [0,T]. The first step is to show that
in studying the fixed point of H, we can in fact consider H : C([0,T]; M(R'*9)) s C([0,T]; M (R'*9)).
This will allow us to work in C([0, T]; M (R*%)) instead of working in the larger space D([0,7]; M (R'*4))
streamlining some elements of the proof.

For this reason we first derive some a-priori bounds and study regularity for Z; satisfying the random
ODE given by where fi; is the probability measure of the parameters at time ¢. Denoting by E
the expectation operator taken with respect to this measure (notice that here (x,y) are considered to be
integration variables) we essentially consider the following system of random ODE’s.

¢ = ¢ +/0 « /Xxy(y — Elcso(ws - z)))o(ws - )7 (dz, dy)ds,
wy = wy —|—/0 a/XXy(y — Elcso(ws - 1)])cso’ (ws - w)am(dx, dy)ds.
(COa wO) ~ ,L_L(O,C, U)) (43)

Lemma[4.1]shows that there is regularity in time and it also provides us with some useful a-priori uniform
bounds.

Lemma 4.1. There is a constant C' < oo, depending on T', such that

sup (Jeg|+ || we []) < C,
t€[0,T]

and for every 0 < s <t < T we have that
lee — s+ || we — ws ||< C(t = s).

Proof. Let’s examine ¢; first and establish a bound on its growth. The constant C' may change from line to
line and it may also depend upon the final time T

a6 = ¢ —l—/o a/){xy(y — Eleso(ws - x)])o(ws - x)w(dz, dy)ds.
co(wg-x) = o(wy-x)co+ o(wg - x)/o a/){xy(y — Eleso(ws - x)])o(ws - x)m(dx, dy)ds.

IN

lero(wy - )|

Cleo| +0/O /X 0= Bleaotu, - 2))oto, - ), dy)ids

We have used the fact that o(-) is bounded. Now, we will use the facts that ¢y, X, and Y have compact
support.

t
leeo(we - z)| < Cr1+ C’g/ / El|cso(ws - z)||7(dz, dy)ds.
XxY
leco(wy -x)| < Cp+ C’g/ / sup El|cso(ws - 2')||7(dx, dy)ds.
XxY ' eEX
sup Eflcio(wy - z)|]] < Ci1+ C’g/ sup El|eso(ws - 2')|]ds.
reX 0 z'eX
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Therefore, by Gronwall’s inequality,

sup E[|cio(w; - z)|] < C,
T€EX

for 0 <t < T. Therefore, going back to (4.4) and recalling Assumptionwe get that uniformly in ¢ € [0, T
ler| < C.
Similarly, now from we also obtain that there is a constant C' < oo, uniform in ¢ € [0, 7] such that
[ we [|[< C.

The latter statements imply the first statement of the lemma. Let us now prove the second statement of
the lemma. Similarly to the calculations above and using the uniform bounds on ¢; and w; together with
Assumption [I.I] we have
(y — Eleyo(wy - )])o(w,, - z)w(dz, dy)du

lcy — cs| =

XxY
<C(t-s).

The corresponding statement || wy — w; ||[< C(t — s) follows along the same lines, concluding the proof of
the lemma. O

As a consequence of the regularity result in Lemma is a continuous process. Therefore,
we can prove a contraction in C([0,7]; M (R'*9)) (instead of studying the process in the larger space
D(0, T}; M(R™+))).

Now that we have established this a-priori boundedness and regularity result, let us go back to the proof
of uniqueness. Notice that Lemma shows that ¢; and w; are bounded on [0,7]. Motivated by this fact,
let us define the “bump” function b(z) € C°° which is one for |z| < B and zero for |z| > 2B. If, for example
supyepo, 7] lct| < C then we set B = 2C. Lemma [4.1| allows us to do so.

Let us define for notational convenience Cr = C([0,T],R'*%) and let Mz be the set of probability
measures on Cr. Consider an element m € Mp. Motivated by the discussion before Lemma @ let us set
Law(Y) = H(m.), where, slightly abusing notation, Y = (¢, w) with

t
. = ¢ —|—/ / a(y —(Gs,z,m) )o(ws -z)m(dz, dy)ds,
XY

we = wo+ / [ (1= (G o', ) s,
Gou = dow) mHcl).

(co,wp) ~ (0, c,w). (4.4)

We next show existence and uniqueness of a fixed point Law(c;, w;) for the mapping H, as defined via
(4.4). For m,m' € My and p > 1 define the metric

1/p
Drp,(m,m') = inf { (/ sup ||z — ys||) A 1dv(z, y)) ,v € P(m, m')},
c

rxCrp s<T

where P(m,m’) is the set of probability measures on Cr x Cr such that the marginal distributions are m
and m’, respectively. The space MT endowed with the metric Dy is a complete metric space.

Now, for two elements m!, m? € MT, let us set Law(Yi) = Law((c!,w?)) = H( ) for t € [0,7) with
i =1,2. So, let (c},w}) Satlsfylng with m = m! and (¢7,w?) satisfying (4.4) with m = m?. The
processes (cf,w}) and (¢7,w?) have the same 1n1t1a1 conditions. That is,

(c(lJ’w(%) = (C%,U)%)Z(Co,wo),

(co,wp) ~ (0, c,w).

13



We now prove a contraction for the mapping H for some 0 < Ty < T. By definition, (¢}, w}) and (¢7,w?)

have marginal distributions H(m!) and H(m?), respectively, on the time interval [0, 7p]. Once this is proven,
we can extend this to the entire interval [0, T since Ty is not affected by the input measures m*, m? or by
which subinterval of [0,T] we are considering. We have the following lemma.

Lemma 4.2. Let m',m? € My and T < co. Then, there exists a constant C < oo that may depend on T
such that

t
D1 (H(m"'), H(m?)) < C/ Dy1(m',m?)du,
0
forany0<t<T.
Proof. Using the formula (4.4) we obtain

i-d = t / Xya(y—<GS,x,ml>>a(w;-m)w(dw,dy)ds
B
Lot )
//Xxya@w m?) o(w? - )m(de dyds—//XXy s o(w! - 2)r(de, dy)ds,

= // ay(o(w;- )de dy)d
0 JAXY

¢
—l—/ / o (G z,m?) (o(w? - 2) — o(w! - 2)) 7(dz, dy)ds
0 Jaxy
¢
—l—/ / o (Gyzym? —m') o(w) - z)m(dz, dy)ds
0 Jaxy

First, let’s address the mean-field term. Recall that c,o(w.x)b(c,) and ¢’(-) are bounded and that X,V
have compact support. Therefore, we get that

‘/OtLXy<C;U(w;x)b(C;)7m2> (a(wg,x)_a(w;.m))w(dx,dy)ds gc/ot | w} —wy | ds.

We next bound the term

‘ /ot/ (<C;U(ng)b(0§)vm2 —m'yo(w! - x)n(d, dy)ds

Since the map (¢, w) — co(w - x)b(c) is globally Lipschitz, we have that

|Po(w? - 2)b(c?) — c'o(w" - 2)b(c")| < K(|* — ']+ [|[w® — w

),

where K does not depend upon z (since X has compact support). Then, for 0 < s < T,

¢
(<cga(w;x)b(c;),m2 — m1> >0(w; -x)w(dx, dy)ds| < K/ Dg1(m',m?)ds.
0

X XY

Similar calculations also give the necessary bound for the difference w} — w?. Hence, for 0 < s < T, we
eventually have the bound

sup (b 2+ [~ w2 1] =G [ (1= bl wd = wd ) aus Co [ Dyt )
S 0 0
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We then also have that

S
B sup (I~ 21+t~ ]| <€ [ B[ sup 2 = bt w2~
u<s

T<u

ﬂ du + Cy / Du,l(ml, m?)du.
0
By Gronwall’s inequality, we then get for s < T
E[sup [leh — 21+ || wy, —w? | ]} <y exp(Cls)/ Dy (m',m?*)du.
u<s 0

The latter display immediately implies the statement of the lemma. O

Lemma immediately proves there is a contraction on the interval [0, Tp].

Dy (H(mb), H(m?)) < C/OtDuyl(ml,mz)du

IN

¢
C'/ Dt71(m1,m2)du
0
< CtDyy(mb,m?).
Then, choose T such that CTy < 1. In fact we have Lemma

Lemma 4.3. Let T < co. The mapping Hy = (F o F)r has a unique fized point.

Proof. By Lemma and the Banach fixed-point theorem we readily obtain that there is 0 < Ty < oo
such that Hr,(m) will be a contraction map leading to having a unique solution on [0,7p]. We
then extend this construction to the whole interval [0,7] by dividing the interval [0,T] into sub-intervals
[0, To], [T0, 210), - - -, [T — To, T]. In each sub-interval, it can be shown that the solution is unique by proving
a contraction as was done in Lemma which can be done as Tj can be always taken to be of the same
magnitude, i.e. it does not depend on which sub-interval is being examined. This concludes the proof. [

5 Proof of the Main Results

We now collect the results to prove Theorem Corollary and Theorem

Proof of Theorem[I.3. Let 7™ be the probability measure corresponding to V. Each 7 takes values in the
set of probability measures M(DE( [O,T])). Relative compactness, proven in Section [2| implies that every
subsequence V% has a further sub-sequence 7V which weakly converges. Section |3 proves that any limit
point 7 of 7Vkm will satisfy the evolution equation . Section |4| proves that the solution of the evolution
equation is unique. Therefore, by Prokhorov’s Theorem, 7" weakly converges to m, where 7 is the
distribution of fi, the unique solution of . That is, 4V converges in distribution to fi. O

Proof of Corollary[1.} The result follows from applying integration by parts to (1.7). We also use the fact
that i — 0 as |c|, |w| — oo (due to the bound in Lemma [4.1)). We also note that if a solution exists to (L)),
then it is unique due to the uniqueness of (1.7)). O

Proof of Theorem[I1.5. By Theorem we have that the scaled empirical measure ¥ converges in distri-
bution in Dg([0,T]) towards a deterministic limit fi. with the joint distribution of the weights (ci,wi)N | €
(R*+4)@N being exchangeable. Then, by the Tanaka-Sznitman theorem (see for example Theorem 3.2 in
[10] or [25]) we get that p™ will be ji-chaotic. O

6 Conclusion

In this paper we develop a law of large numbers result for neural networks as the number of hidden layers and
stochastic gradient descent iterations grow. The limiting distribution of the parameters is rigorously shown
to satisfy an explicitly stated first order nonlinear deterministic PDE, in the form of a measure evolution
equation. The limiting PDE is a function of the inputs to the model, such as the learning rate, activation
function, and distribution of the observed data. A numerical study on the well-known MNIST dataset
illustrates the theoretical results of this paper.
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