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Abstract

We study the concentration of the Neural Tangent Kernel (NTK) Kθ : Rm0 × Rm0 →
Rml×ml of l-layer Multilayer Perceptrons (MLPs) N : Rm0 × Θ → Rml equipped with
activation functions φ(s) = as + b|s| for some a, b ∈ R with the parameter θ ∈ Θ being
initialized at the Edge Of Chaos (EOC). Without relying on the gradient independence
assumption that has only been shown to hold asymptotically in the infinitely wide limit, we
prove that an approximate version of gradient independence holds at finite width. Showing
that the NTK entries Kθ(xi1 , xi2) for i1, i2 ∈ [1 : n] over a dataset {x1, · · · , xn} ⊂ Rm0

concentrate simultaneously via maximal inequalities, we prove that the NTKmatrixK(θ) =
[ 1
n
Kθ(xi1 , xi2) : i1, i2 ∈ [1 : n]] ∈ Rnml×nml concentrates around its infinitely wide limit

∞

K ∈ Rnml×nml without the need for linear overparameterization. Our results imply that in
order to accurately approximate the limit, hidden layer widths have to grow quadratically
as mk = k2m for some m ∈ N+ 1 for sufficient concentration. For such MLPs, we obtain

the concentration bound P(‖K(θ)−
∞

K‖ ≤ O((∆−2

φ +m
1

2

l l)κ
2
φm

− 1

2 )) ≥ 1−O(m−1) modulo

logarithmic terms, where we denoted ∆φ = b2

a2+b2
and κφ = |a|+|b|√

a2+b2
. This reveals in

particular that the absolute value (∆φ = 1, κφ = 1) beats the ReLU (∆φ = 1

2
, κφ =

√
2)

in terms of the concentration of the NTK.

1 Introduction

Formally introduced in the celebrated work of Jacot et al. (2018), the NTK has been widely
employed to analyze the problem of overparameterized learning. Given a neural network
N : Rm0 × Θ → R

ml that maps an input x ∈ R
m0 and a parameter θ ∈ Θ to an output

N(x, θ) ∈ R
ml , the corresponding NTK at some parameter θ is the matrix-valued kernel

Kθ : R
m0 × R

m0 → R
ml×ml defined as Kθ(x1, x2) = ∂θN(x1, θ)∂θN(x2, θ)

∗ (the product of
the Jacobian of N(x1, ·) : Θ → R

ml and the adjoint of the Jacobian of N(x2, ·) : Θ → R
ml)

for all input pairs x1, x2 ∈ R
m0 . Jacot et al. (2018) showed that for MLPs using the

Neural Tangent Parameterization (referred to as the NTP by Yang and Hu (2021)), as width
grows to infinity, Kθ at initialization (with θ drawn from the initial parameter distribution)

converges in probability to a limiting NTK
∞
K : Rm0 ×R

m0 → R
ml×ml . Later, Yang (2020)

proved almost sure convergence for a wide range of architectures while also giving theoretical
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http://arxiv.org/abs/2501.14724v1


Terjék and González-Sánchez

justification to the gradient independence assumption (GIA) that was used heuristically by

Jacot et al. (2018) to calculate
∞
K. Recently, Xu and Zhu (2024) proved that for the NTP,

Kθ converges uniformly to
∞
K when restricted to the hypersphere {x1, x2 ∈ R

k : ‖x1‖ =
‖x2‖ = 1}, quantifying the convergence rate as well.

Jacot et al. (2018) proved that, in the infinitely wide limit, the NTK stays constant dur-

ing gradient flow, which converges to a global minimum if the limiting NTK matrix
∞
K =

[ 1
n
K∞(xi1 , xi2) : i1, i2 ∈ [1 : n]] is positive definite. Then Du et al. (2019b); Su and Yang

(2019); Oymak and Soltanolkotabi (2019); Arora et al. (2019); Oymak and Soltanolkotabi
(2020); Song et al. (2021); Du et al. (2019a); Zou and Gu (2019); Nguyen and Mondelli
(2020); Nguyen (2021); Liu et al. (2022) used similar ideas to prove that training finite
width MLPs with gradient descent on a dataset {x1, · · · , xn} ∈ R

m0 converges globally
as long as the NTK matrix K(θ) stays positive during training. Using the NTP, the so-
called lazy training phenomenon (Chizat et al., 2019) can be exploited to show that even
though K(θ) does not stay constant, as the width increases, it changes less and less during
gradient descent, so that as long as the smallest eigenvalue of K(θ) is positive at initial-
ization, it stays positive during training with sufficient overparameterization. Inspired by
this, many works (Montanari and Zhong, 2022; Nguyen et al., 2021; Wang and Zhu, 2024;
Bombari et al., 2022; Banerjee et al., 2023) started studying the concentration of the small-
est eigenvalue of the NTK at initialization.

Woodworth et al. (2020) identified the so-called kernel and rich regimes of neural net-
works, with the NTP being a prime example of an MLP belonging to the kernel regime. In
the kernel regime, lazy training makes wide models behave as random feature models, while
in the rich regime, this phenomenon is absent. Yang and Hu (2021) showed that in the
kernel regime, feature learning does not happen in the sense that hidden layer activations
are almost constant during training. Yang and Hu (2021) proposed an MLP parameteri-
zation called the Maximal Update Parameterization (µP) that, being in the rich regime,
does admit feature learning, even in the infinitely wide limit. Unfortunately, while the
convergence of gradient descent in overparameterized learning in the kernel regime is well
understood, much less is known in the rich regime, where the NTK evolves during training
in a nontrivial manner. Nevertheless, in both the rich and kernel regimes, the behavior of
K(θ) at initialization seems to play an important role in understanding gradient descent.

Parallel to these developments, the study of infinitely deep neural networks led Poole et al.
(2016) to the discovery of the so-called Edge of Chaos (EOC). Schoenholz et al. (2017)
showed that the EOC is the regime where infinitely deep MLPs avoid both exploding and
vanishing gradients. In this regime, Hayou et al. (2019) described the asymptotic behavior
of the cosines (correlations) of the activations in the infinitely wide limit, Xiao et al. (2020)
characterized the spectrum of K∞ by sending first the width and then depth to infinity,
Hayou et al. (2022) quantified the entries of K∞ and Seleznova and Kutyniok (2022) stud-
ied the entries of both Kθ and K∞ when width and depth grow with a constant ratio.
Additionally, using the NTP as width and depth tend to infinity together, Hanin and Nica
(2020) proved that the NTK does not become constant in the limit. Recently, Yang et al.
(2024b) extended µP to infinitely deep residual networks, identifying feature diversity (mea-
suring the difference of activations that are in close proximity across depth) as an essential
factor in deep neural networks (similar to feature learning in wide ones), showing in partic-
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ular that the absolute value | · | maximizes feature diversity among homogeneous activation
functions.

The motivation for our work was to study the concentration of the NTK matrix K(θ)

around the limiting NTK matrix
∞
K at initialization with an MLP parameterization that

can exemplify both the kernel and rich regimes, equipped with (a, b)-ReLU activations
φ(s) = as+ b|s| and varying layer widths, quantifying the effects of such hyperparameters.

We start with introducing a general MLP parameterization whose hyperparameters in-
clude varying layer widths, scaling coefficients (controlling kernel and rich regime behavior)
and vector-valued output. Then we show that Kθ concentrates around its expectation with
respect to the last layer matrix, which decomposes as a layerwise sum of products of in-
ner products of activations and Frobenius inner products of backpropagation matrices. The
terms in the sum are weighted based on the scaling coefficients, leading to an optimal choice
of scaling coefficients (3) ensuring that none of the terms will vanish or blow up, with the hy-
perparameter q ∈ R interpolating between the kernel regime at q = 0 and the rich regime at
q = 1. We then focus on the layerwise concentration of the components. Instead of treating
the activation inner products directly, we study the concentration of the activation norms
and of proxies of the cosine distances of activations, which by the law of cosines will yield
the optimal concentration error of the activation cosines. Computing the expectation of the
backpropagation inner products is usually done by heuristically relying on the GIA, which
has only been rigorously justified asymptotically in the infinitely wide limit by (Yang, 2020).
Avoiding the GIA heuristic, we prove that an approximate form of gradient independence
holds for finite width, quantifying the rate at which the gradient dependence error term
vanishes. In particular, we find that the strength of gradient dependence depends on the
activation cosines, the propagation of which is quantified exactly in the infinitely wide limit
at the EOC by Terjék and González-Sánchez (2025). Employing these results, we show that
the components concentrate simultaneously for all layers in the MLP over a dataset, with
the concentration increasing only logarithmically in terms of depth provided that hidden
layer sizes grow quadratically (4) as mk = k2m for a hyperparameter m ∈ N + 1. Note
that we restrict to this setting only in our results concerning simultaneous concentration,
enabling the reader to prove analogous concentration bounds for other layer width patterns.
We argue that we argue that this quadratic growth is not only sufficient but necessary in
order to accurately approximate the infinitely wide limit. With these in hand, we prove our
main result about the concentration of the NTK matrix around its limit, stated below in a
slightly simplified form.

Theorem 1 (Limiting concentration of K(θ) (simplified))
Given the MLP N : Rm0 ×Θ → R

ml defined in § 3.1, a dataset {x1, · · · , xn} ⊂ R
m0 of size

n ∈ N+ 2 with no parallel data points and setting (3) and (4), we have that

P

Å
∥

∥

∥

∥

K(θ)−
∞
K

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ O

Å

τ2
Å

∆−2
φ +

Å

log(l) +m
1
2
l

ã

l

ã

»

log(ln) log(m)κ2φm
− 1

2

ãã

is at least 1−O(m−1) with τ = maxi∈[1:n] {‖xi‖}.

Note that any dataset {x1, · · · , xn} with no repeated data points can be turned into
one with no parallel data points by replacing xi for all i ∈ [1 : n] with [xi, β] for some
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β > 0, which is equivalent to having a bias in the first layer. The above result can be
combined with Terjék and González-Sánchez (2025, Theorem 18) to obtain spectral bounds
for K(θ) at initialization. Denoting the iterates θt for t ∈ N + 1 obtained from the initial
parameter θ by performing gradient descent on some loss function over the dataset, these
spectral bounds should be sufficient to prove the convergence of gradient descent in the
kernel regime where ‖K(θt)−K(θ)‖ can be shown to vanish in terms of m. Unfortunately,
more is needed in the rich regime, where K(θt) deviates significantly from the initial K(θ)
in the absence of lazy training. Understanding the nature of these deviations can be the
key to understanding the global convergence of gradient descent in the presence of feature
learning. Note that the hyperparameter q interpolating kernel (q = 0) and rich regime
(q = 1) behavior does not appear in the theorem above, as these options result in identical
NTKs at initialization.

The organization of the rest of the paper is as follows. We conclude § 1 by discussing
related works in § 1.1 and listing our contributions in § 1.2 and introduce some notation in
§ 2. In § 3, we propose our general MLP formulation in § 3.1 and derive its Jacobian, study
layerwise concentration of the NTK components in § 3.2 and then prove the simultaneous
concentration of all components and the NTK matrix itself over a dataset in § 3.3. We
conclude by discussing the limitations of our work in § 4 along with future directions.

1.1 Related work

Du et al. (2019b) and Su and Yang (2019) proved that the term of the NTK matrix corre-
sponding to the first layer matrix concentrates around its limit for shallow (l = 2) ReLU
MLPs using the NTP. Du et al. (2019a) proved that the term of the NTK matrix corre-
sponding to the second-to-last layer matrix concentrates around its limit for deep MLPs
with hidden layers of the same size and smooth activation functions using the NTP. Re-
cently, for deep ReLU MLPs with hidden layers of the same size using the NTP, Xu and Zhu
(2024) proved that all terms of the NTK except the one corresponding to the last layer ma-
trix uniformly concentrate around those in the limiting NTK for data from the unit sphere,

i.e., all terms except the last in Kθ(x1, x2) concentrate around those in
∞
K(x1, x2) for all

x1, x2 ∈ R
m0 with ‖x1‖ = ‖x2‖ = 1. While this concentration bound can turn into a bound

for ‖K(θ)−
∞
K‖ for spherical datasets of any size, their proof relies heavily on the fact that

the number of possible activation patterns for the ReLU is finite, making it unlikely to gen-
eralize to nonhomogeneous activations. Additionally, the amount of overparameterization
required in terms of the number of hidden layers grows much faster than ours as Xu and Zhu
(2024) need m = Ω(e(l−1)2). These works do not treat the last NTK term because they
keep the output layer matrix fixed, making the last term absent in their formulation. In
contrast, we consider the realistic setting with all layer matrices including the last one being
random. On top of this, while Du et al. (2019b); Su and Yang (2019); Du et al. (2019a);
Xu and Zhu (2024) use the NTP, we study a general parameterization that covers both the
kernel and the rich regimes.

Many works, including Jacot et al. (2018), made implicit use of the GIA heuristic before
it was justified on a theoretical basis by Yang (2020), extended in Yang (2021) to cover a
wider range of scenarios using free probability. These works show that gradient indepen-
dence holds with very general assumptions for a wide range of architectures asymptotically
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in the infinite width limit, retroactively validating the calculations of Jacot et al. (2018)
that led to the limiting NTK. Since we consider MLPs of finite width, we cannot rely on
the asymptotic theory of Yang (2020, 2021). Instead, we quantify the error resulting from
gradient dependence at finite width, showing that it vanishes at the rate O(m−1).

Yang and Hu (2021) proposed µP focusing on neural networks with constant hidden
layer sizes and later extended it to varying layer widths by Yang et al. (2023) in what is
known as the Spectral Parameterization (SP). While our MLP parameterization in § 3.1 is
another such extension of µP, it does not cover SP. One property of the latter is that the
norms of hidden layer activations scale as the square roots of hidden layers by Yang et al.
(2023, Desideratum 1), which means that SP is not at the EOC, where the activation norms
across depth are approximately equal to the norm of the input for homogeneous activations
at the EOC by Hayou et al. (2019, § 3.1). This makes the corresponding limiting NTK
dependent on the relative sizes of hidden layers. On the contrary, in our parameterization
there is no such dependence, with the hidden layer sizes serving only to control the strength
of concentration in the individual layers.

1.2 Contributions

We propose

• an MLP parameterization with (a, b)-ReLUs at the EOC exemplifying both the kernel
and rich regimes,

• a width pattern enabling the accurate approximation of the infinitely wide limit and

• a fully quantitative bound for the concentration of the NTK matrix around its limit.

2 Preliminaries

Given i, j ∈ N, we define the tuple [i : j] = (i, i+ 1, · · · , j − 1, j) (which is the empty tuple
() if i > j). For any m,n ∈ N, we denote by mN+ n the set {mr + n : r ∈ N}. We denote
by ‖ · ‖ the Euclidean and by ‖ · ‖∞ the max norm on R

n. Let G,H be Hilbert spaces. The
space of bounded linear operators from G to H is denoted L(G,H) and we equip it with
the operator norm ‖ · ‖. The adjoint of a linear operator A ∈ L(G,H) is the unique linear
operator A∗ ∈ L(H,G) such that 〈Ax1, x2〉 = 〈x1, A∗x2〉 for all x1 ∈ G and x2 ∈ H. For
Euclidean spaces G = R

m, H = R
n, we denote the space of n×mmatrices Rn×m = L(H,G).

For such matrices, we denote the Frobenius norm by ‖ · ‖F and the infinity norm by ‖ · ‖∞
(with the latter defined as ‖A‖∞ = maxi∈[1:n]{

∑

j∈[1:m] |Ai,j |}). We denote the set of n×n

symmetric matrices by S
n = {A ∈ R

n×n : A = A∗} and the set of n× n symmetric positive
semidefinite matrices by S

n
+ = {A ∈ S

n : 〈x,Ax〉 ≥ 0 for ∀x ∈ R
n}. For A ∈ S

n, we denote
the ith eigenvalue by λi(A) with the order being descending as λ1(A) ≥ · · · ≥ λn(A) and
the smallest and largest eigenvalues by λmin(A) = λn(A) and λmax(A) = λ1(A) = ‖A‖,
respectively. Note that by the Gershgorin circle theorem we have ‖A‖ ≤ ‖A‖∞ for any
A ∈ S

n. We denote by In ∈ R
n×n the identity matrix on R

n. We denote the tensor product
of a pair of vectors x, y ∈ R

n by x ⊗ y = [xi1yi2 : i1, i2 ∈ [1 : n]] ∈ R
n×n and the second

tensor power of a vector x ∈ R
n by x⊗2 = x ⊗ x ∈ S

n
+. For n ∈ N + 1, we denote the

n-dimensional constant 1 vector by 1n = [1 : i ∈ [1 : n]] ∈ R
n. For matrices A1 ∈ R

n1×m1
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and A2 ∈ R
n2×m2 , we denote their Kronecker product A1 ⊠ A2 = [A1i1,i2A2 : i1 ∈ [1 :

n1], i2 ∈ [1 : m1]] ∈ R
n1n2×m1m2 . Given x ∈ R

n, we define the corresponding diagonal
matrix Dx ∈ S

n as Dxi1,i2 = xi if i1 = i2 = i and 0 otherwise for all i1, i2 ∈ [1 : n]. Given
m,n ∈ N + 1 and x ∈ R

m, we define the right multiplier operator Mx,n ∈ L(Rn×m,Rn)
as Mx,nA = Ax for all A ∈ R

n×m. Note that ‖Mx,n‖ ≤ ‖x‖ (i.e., the operator norm of
Mx,n is bounded by the Euclidean norm of x) and the adjoint M∗

x1,n
∈ L(Rn,Rn×m) is

given as M∗
x1,n

x2 = x2 ⊗ x1 for all x1 ∈ R
m and x2 ∈ R

n, implying in particular that
Mx1,nM

∗
x2,n

= 〈x1, x2〉In for all x1, x2 ∈ R
m.

The infinity and Lipschitz norms of real-valued functions are denoted by ‖ · ‖∞ and
‖ · ‖L, respectively. Given a function F : G → H, we say that it is differentiable if it is
Fréchet differentiable, i.e., if there exists a bounded linear operator ∂F (x) ∈ L(G,H), which

we refer to as the Jacobian of F at x, satisfying limy→x
‖F (y)−F (x)−∂F (x)(y−x)‖

‖y−x‖ = 0. For a
function f with the same domain and codomain, we denote by f◦n the nested composition of
f with itself n ∈ N times, with f◦0 being the identity. We use the O(·) and Ω(·) asymptotic
notation in the sense that for functions f, g : N → R+, we say that f(m) = O(g(m))
(resp. f(m) = Ω(g(m))) if there exists implicit constants C ∈ R+ and m0 ∈ N such that
f(m) ≤ Cg(m) (resp. f(m) ≥ Cg(m)) for all m ≥ m0. The notation f = Θ(g) means that
both f = O(g) and f = Ω(g) hold.

A real-valued random variable X is K-sub-gaussian if its sub-gaussian norm ‖X‖ψ2 =

inf

ß

t > 0 : Ee
X2

t2 ≤ 2

™

satisfies the bound ‖X‖ψ2 ≤ K and K-sub-exponential if its sub-

exponential norm ‖X‖ψ1 = inf
{

t > 0 : Ee
|X|
t ≤ 2

}

satisfies the bound ‖X‖ψ1 ≤ K. An

R
n-valued random vector X is K-sub-gaussian if the real-valued random variable 〈X,x〉 is

K-sub-gaussian for all vectors x ∈ R
n such that ‖x‖ = 1. A K-sub-gaussian X concentrates

as P(|X| ≥ t) ≤ 2e
− t2

O(K)2 for all t ≥ 0 and a K-sub-exponential X concentrates as P(|X| ≥
t) ≤ 2e

− t
O(K) for all t ≥ 0. More details on this subject can be found in Vershynin (2018),

which is our main reference in this work.

Given µ ∈ R
n and Σ ∈ S

n
+, we denote by N (µ,Σ) the multivariate Gaussian distribution

with mean µ and covariance Σ. In particular, N (0, 1) is the standard Gaussian distribu-
tion. By X ∼ N (µ,Σ) we mean that the random vector X is distributed according to
N (µ,Σ). We use the same notation to denote the corresponding probability measure, i.e.,
EX∼N (µ,Σ)f(X) =

∫

fdN (µ,Σ) =
∫

f(x)dN (x|µ,Σ). We denote the norm of the Hilbert

space L2(N (0, 1)) by ‖f‖N (0,1) =
»

∫

f2dN (0, 1) for f ∈ L2(N (0, 1)).

3 NTK at the EOC

In the following subsections, we first introduce our MLP parameterization and derive its
Jacobian, then analyze the layerwise concentration of the components of its NTK and finally
prove the simultaneous concentration of the NTK components and the NTK matrix itself
over a dataset.
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3.1 Multilayer Perceptron

We introduce the MLP formulation which will be the focus of our analysis. Let l ∈ N + 2
be the depth, Rm0 the input space and Θ = Θ1:l =

∏l
k=1Θk the parameter space with

parameter subspaces Θk = R
mk×mk−1 , input dimension m0 ∈ N + 1, hidden layer widths

mk = γkm for k ∈ [1 : l−1] for width parameters m ∈ N+1 and γk ∈ N+1 for k ∈ [1 : l−1]
and output dimension ml ∈ N+1. We denote parameters as θ = θ1:l = [Ak : k ∈ [1 : l]] ∈ Θ
with layer matrices Ak ∈ Θk. Let qk ∈ R for k ∈ [1 : l] be the scaling coefficients.
Finally, let a, b ∈ R and φ : R → R be the (a, b)-ReLU as defined below, which is going
to be the activation function. We initialize the matrices Ak ∼ N (0, σ2m−qkImk×mk−1

) for

k ∈ [1 : l] with σ = (a2 + b2)−
1
2 to ensure that the MLP is at the EOC by Hayou et al.

(2019, Lemma 3). The corresponding probability space is the triple (Θ,B(Θ),P) = (Θ1 ×
· · ·×Θl,B(Θ1)⊗· · ·⊗B(Θl),P1⊗· · ·⊗Pl) = (Θ1,B(Θ1),P1)⊗· · ·⊗ (Θl,B(Θl),Pl), which is
the product of the individual probability spaces corresponding to each layer. The individual
expectations are denoted as EAk

X(θ1:k−1, Ak) =
∫

X(θ1:k−1, Ak)dPk(Ak) for any random
variable X : Θ1:k → R and (sub)parameter θ1:k−1 ∈ Θ1:k−1.

Definition 2 ((a, b)-ReLU)
Given a, b ∈ R, define the (a, b)-ReLU φ : R → R for all s ∈ R as φ(s) = as+ b|s|, so that
φ′(s) = a+ b sgn(s) for all s ∈ R \ {0} and ‖φ‖L = |a|+ |b|.

Unless b = 0, φ is not differentiable at s = 0 in the usual sense, but any function ψ : R → R

such that ψ(s) = a + b sgn(s) for all s ∈ R \ {0} and ψ(0) ∈ [a − b, a + b] can serve as its
derivative in some suitable generalized sense. By abuse of notation, we define φ′ : R → R

as φ′(s) = a+ b sgn(s) for all s ∈ R, so that φ′(0) = a.
Define an l-layer MLP N : Rm0 ×Θ → R

ml for any x ∈ R
m0 and θ ∈ Θ recursively as

N(x, θ) = Alm
− 1

2
l−1φ(Nl−1(x, θ1:l−1))

with the input layer N1 : R
m0 ×Θ1 → R

m1 defined as N1(x, θ1) = m
q1
2 A1x and the hidden

layers Nk : R
m0 ×Θ1:k → R

mk for k ∈ [2 : l − 1] defined as

Nk(x, θ1:k) = m
qk
2 Akm

− 1
2

k−1φ(Nk−1(x, θ1:k−1)).

For an input x and a parameter θ, denote the activations by x1(x) = x ∈ R
m0 and

xk(x, θ1:k−1) = m
− 1

2
k−1φ(Nk−1(x, θ1:k−1)) ∈ R

mk−1 for k ∈ [2 : l] and the derivatives of

the activations1 by x′k(x, θ1:k−1) = m
− 1

2
k−1φ

′(Nk−1(x, θ1:k−1)) ∈ R
mk−1 for k ∈ [2 : l]. We can

then write the forward pass in a compact manner as Nk(x, θ1:k) = m
qk
2 Akxk(x, θ1:k−1) for

k ∈ [1 : l − 1] and N(x, θ) = Alxl(x, θ1:l−1).

Remark 3 (Relation to other parameterizations)
The NTK paramerization (NTP) of Jacot et al. (2018) is recovered by setting q1 = · · · =
ql = 0, while the Maximal Update Parameterization (µP) of Yang et al. (2024a) corresponds
to the case q1 = · · · = ql = 1 and γ1 = · · · = γl−1 = 1.

1. Note that the naming is informal, but we do have that the vector x′
k(x, θ1:k−1) is the diagonal of the

Jacobian matrix ∂Nk−1(x,θ1:k−1)xk(x, θ1:k−1).
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We will describe the Jacobian of the neural network mapping inductively as follows.
Note that for the first layer, as N1(x, θ1) = m

q1
2 A1x1(x) is linear in θ1 = A1 its Jacobian is

itself, meaning that if θ′1 = A′
1 ∈ Θ1, then ∂θ1N1(x, θ1)θ

′
1 = m

q1
2 A′

1x1(x). For convenience,

we will write that ∂θ1N1(x, θ1) = m
q1
2 Mx1(x),m1

∈ L(Θ1,R
m1). Via the chain rule, it follows

that the Jacobian ∂θ1:kNk(x, θ1:k) ∈ L(Θ1:k,R
mk) for the kth layer is

∂θ1:kNk(x, θ1:k) = m
qk
2

î

AkDx′k(x,θ1:k−1)∂θ1:k−1
Nk−1(x, θ1:k−1) Mxk(x,θ1:k−1),mk

ó

,

understood as a block matrix to be multiplied by a block vector of the form

ï

θ′1:k−1

A′
k

ò

∈
Θ1:k. The full Jacobian ∂θN(x, θ) ∈ L(Θ,Rml) equals

∂θN(x, θ) =
î

AlDx′l(x,θ1:l−1)∂θ1:l−1
Nl−1(x, θ1:l−1) Mxl(x,θ1:l−1),ml

ó

. (1)

3.2 Layerwise Concentration of the NTK

In this section, we decompose the NTK of the MLP introduced in § 3.1 and analyze the
concentration of its components with respect to the individual layer matrices.

Definition 4 (Neural Tangent Kernel)
Given the MLP N : Rm0 × Θ → R

ml defined in § 3.1 and a parameter θ ∈ Θ, the corre-
sponding NTK Kθ : R

m0 × R
m0 → R

ml×ml is the matrix-valued kernel defined as

Kθ(x1, x2) = ∂θN(x1, θ)∂θN(x2, θ)
∗

for all x1, x2 ∈ R
m0.

For convenience, we denote the norms of the activations as τk(x, θ1:k−1) = ‖xk(x, θ1:k−1)‖
for x ∈ R

m0 , k ∈ [1 : l] and θ1:k−1 ∈ Θ1:k−1, the inner products of the activations as
Xk(x1, x2, θ1:k−1) = 〈xk(x1, θ1:k−1), xk(x2, θ1:k−1)〉 for x1, x2 ∈ R

m0 , k ∈ [1 : l] and θ1:k−1 ∈
Θ1:k−1 and the cosines of the activations as

ρk(x1, x2, θ1:k−1) =

≠

xk(x1, θ1:k−1)

‖xk(x1, θ1:k−1)‖
,
xk(x2, θ1:k−1)

‖xk(x2, θ1:k−1)‖

∑

∈ [−1, 1]

for x1, x2 ∈ R
m0 , k ∈ [1 : l] and θ1:k−1 ∈ Θ1:k−1.

Definition 5 (Backpropagation matrices)
Given x ∈ R

m0, k1 ≤ k2 ∈ [2 : l] and θ ∈ Θ, define the backpropagation matrix

Bk1,k2(x, θ1:k2−1) = σDx′k2
(x,θ1:k2−1)m

qk2−1
2 Ak2−1 · · ·m

qk1
2 Ak1Dx′k1

(x,θ1:k1−1) ∈ R
mk2−1×mk1−1 .

The k1 = k2 = k case is Bk,k(x, θ1:k−1) = σDx′
k
(x,θ1:k−1) ∈ R

mk−1×mk−1 .
We denote the Frobenius inner products of the backpropagation matrices as

X ′
k1,k2

(x1, x2, θ1:k2−1) = tr(Bk1,k2(x1, θ1:k2−1)Bk1,k2(x2, θ1:k2−1)
∗)

for x1, x2 ∈ R
m0 , k1 ≤ k2 ∈ [2 : l] and θ1:k2−1 ∈ Θ1:k2−1. Note that on the diagonal, we

have the Frobenius norms X ′
k1,k2

(x, x, θ1:k2−1) = ‖Bk1,k2(x, θ1:k2−1)‖2F .
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Proposition 6 (Formula for Kθ(x1, x2))
Given x1, x2 ∈ R

m0 , the entry Kθ(x1, x2) ∈ R
ml×ml equals

σ−2
l−1
∑

k=1

mqkXk(x1, x2, θ1:k−1)AlBk+1,l(x1, θ1:l−1)Bk+1,l(x2, θ1:l−1)
∗A∗

l

+Xl(x1, x2, θ1:l−1)Iml
. (2)

Proof Equation (2) follows by applying recursively the formula (1) and noting that
Mxk(x1,θ1:k−1),mk

Mxk(x2,θ1:k−1),mk
∗ = 〈xk(x1, θ1:k−1), xk(x2, θ1:k−1)〉Imk

.

Proposition 7 (Expectation of Kθ(x1, x2))
Given x1, x2 ∈ R

m0 and θ1:l−1 ∈ Θ1:l−1, we have that EAl
Kθ(x1, x2) ∈ R

ml×ml equals

(

l−1
∑

k=1

mqk−qlXk(x1, x2, θ1:k−1)X
′
k+1,l(x1, x2, θ1:l−1) +Xl(x1, x2, θ1:l−1)

)

Iml
.

Proof For any j1, j2 ∈ [1 : ml], (Kθ(x1, x2)−Xl(x1, x2, θ1:l−1)Iml
)j1,j2 can be written as a

sum of inner products via (2) as

σ−2
l−1
∑

k=1

mqkXk(x1, x2, θ1:k−1)
〈

Alj1 , Bk+1,l(x1, θ1:l−1)Bk+1,l(xi2 , θ1:l−1)
∗Alj2

〉

.

If j1 6= j2, since Alj1 and Alj2 are independent, the expectation of each term above is 0.
Otherwise, if j1 = j2 = j, by the trace trick we have that

EAlj
σ−2mqkXk(x1, x2, θ1:k−1)

〈

Alj , Bk+1,l(x1, θ1:l−1)Bk+1,l(x2, θ1:l−1)
∗Alj

〉

= m−qlmqkXk(x1, x2, θ1:k−1) tr (Bk+1,l(x1, θ1:l−1)Bk+1,l(x2, θ1:l−1)
∗)

= mqk−qlXk(x1, x2, θ1:k−1)X
′
k+1,l(x1, x2, θ1:l−1),

giving the claim.

Remark 8 (Optimal q1, · · · , ql)
In order for the terms in the above expectation not to blow up or vanish, we need mqk−ql = 1
to hold for all k ∈ [1 : l − 1]. This is achieved precisely by letting q ∈ R and setting

qk = q for k ∈ [1 : l]. (3)

This setting interpolates between the kernel regime (q = 0) and the rich regime (q = 1).
Letting q = 0 leads to the NTP of Jacot et al. (2018), but q = 1 gives the µP of Yang et al.
(2024a) only if γ1 = · · · = γl−1 = 1. Using this scheme with q = 1 can be seen as a
principled extension of µP to the case of varying hidden layer sizes.
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Proposition 9 (Concentration of Kθ(x1, x2))
Given x1, x2 ∈ R

m0 and θ1:l−1 ∈ Θ1:l−1, for all t ≥ 0 we have

Pl (‖Kθ(x1, x2)− EAl
Kθ(x1, x2)‖ ≥ t) ≤ 2e

− t2

O(‖J(x1,x2,θ1:l−1)‖F
√
ml)

2
+O(‖J(x1,x2,θ1:l−1)‖ml)t

with J(x1, x2, θ1:l−1) ∈ R
ml−1×ml−1 defined as

J(x1, x2, θ1:l−1) =

l−1
∑

k=1

mqk−qlXk(x1, x2, θ1:k−1)Bk+1,l(x1, θ1:l−1)Bk+1,l(x2, θ1:l−1)
∗.

Proof Define K̂θ(x1, x2) = Kθ(x1, x2) − Xl(x1, x2, θ1:l−1)Iml
, which is the NTK without

the term corresponding to the last layer (which does not depend on Al by (2)). Note that we
have ‖Kθ(x1, x2)− EAl

Kθ(x1, x2)‖ = ‖K̂θ(x1, x2)− EAl
K̂θ(x1, x2)‖, so it suffices to bound

the latter. By Vershynin (2018, Corollary 4.2.13), there exists a 1
4 -net N̂ ⊂ R

ml of the

unit sphere {y ∈ R
ml : ‖y‖ = 1} ⊂ R

ml with cardinality |N̂ | ≤ 9ml . By Vershynin (2018,
Exercise 4.4.3(b)), we have

∥

∥

∥
K̂θ(x1, x2)− EAl

K̂θ(x1, x2)
∥

∥

∥
≤ 2max

y∈N̂

{∣

∣

∣

¨

y,
Ä

K̂θ(x1, x2)− EAl
K̂θ(x1, x2)

ä

y
∂

∣

∣

∣

}

.

Denoting J = J(x1, x2, θ1:l−1) for brevity, note that Proposition 6 implies K̂θ(x1, x2) =

(σ−1m
ql
2 Al)J(σ

−1m
ql
2 Al)

∗. Now fix y ∈ N̂ and define Â ∈ R
mlml−1 as Â(j1−1)ml−1+j2 =

σ−1m
ql
2 Alj1,j2 for j1 ∈ [1 : ml] and j2 ∈ [1 : ml−1] (i.e., Â is σ−1m

ql
2 Al flattened). Then we

have (σ−1m
ql
2 Al)

∗y = (y ⊠ Iml−1
)∗Â, so that 〈y, K̂θ(x1, x2)y〉 equals

〈y, (σ−1m
ql
2 Al)J(σ

−1m
ql
2 Al)

∗y〉 = 〈Â, (y ⊠ Iml−1
)J(y ⊠ Iml−1

)∗Â〉.

Having 〈y, K̂θ(x1, x2)y〉 in this form lets us bound |〈y, (K̂θ(x1, x2) − EAJ
K̂θ(x1, x2))y〉|

via the Hanson-Wright inequality (Vershynin, 2018, Theorem 6.2.1). In order to do that,
we need to bound the sub-gaussian norm of the coordinates of Â, as well as the operator
and the Frobenius norms of the matrix (y⊠Iml−1

)J(y⊠Iml−1
)∗. The random vector Â has

i.i.d. N (0, 1) coordinates, so that it is coordinate-wise O(1)-sub-gaussian by (Vershynin,
2018, Example 2.5.8 (i)). Since the operator norm is submultiplicative with respect to both
the matrix product and the Kronecker product, we have

‖(y ⊠ Iml−1
)J(y ⊠ Iml−1

)∗‖ ≤ ‖y‖2‖Iml−1
‖2‖J‖ = ‖J‖.

By Vershynin (2018, Exercise 6.3.3), we have the bound

‖(y ⊠ Iml−1
)J(y ⊠ Iml−1

)∗‖2F ≤ ‖J‖2F .

Applying Vershynin (2018, Theorem 6.2.1), we have for all t ≥ 0 the bound

Pl(|〈y, (K̂θ(x1, x2)− EAJ
K̂θ(x1, x2))y〉| ≥ t) ≤ 2e

−min{ t2

O(‖J‖2
F

)
, t
O(‖J‖)} ≤ 2e

− t2

O(‖J‖2
F
)+O(‖J‖)t .
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Unfixing y ∈ N̂ , by van der Vaart and Wellner (2023, Lemma 2.2.13) and the bound log(1+
9ml) ≤ O(ml) we have that

Pl

Ä

‖Kθ(x1, x2)− EAl
Kθ(x1, x2)‖ ≥ O(‖J‖F

√
ml)

√
t+O(‖J‖ml)t

ä

≤ 2e−t.

This implies (see the paragraph below van der Vaart and Wellner (2023, Example 2.2.12))
the conclusion.

In order to apply the above concentration result, we need to bound the operator norms
of the backpropagation matrices. For convenience, denote

κφ =
‖φ‖L

‖φ‖N (0,1)
= (|a|+ |b|)σ =

|a|+ |b|√
a2 + b2

∈
î

1,
√
2
ó

.

Proposition 10 (Backpropagation matrices are bounded)
Given x ∈ R

m0 and k1 < k2 ∈ [2 : l], for all t ≥ 0 we have that

P1:l−1

Ü

γ
1
2
k2−1

Ü

‖Bk1,k2(x, θ1:k2−1)‖ −O

Å

κ2φm
− 1

2
k2−1‖Bk1,k2−1(x, θ1:k2−2)‖F

ã

‖Bk1,k2−1(x, θ1:k2−2)‖
− 1

ê

+

≥ t

ê

is at most 2e

− t2

O

Ç

κ2
φ
m

− 1
2

å2

.

Proof First, consider θ1:k2−2 ∈ Θ1:k2−2 and θk2:l−1 ∈ Θk2:l−1 fixed and Ak2−1 ∈ Θk2−1

random. Denoting the preactivations zj = m
qk2−1

2 〈Ak2−1j , xk2−1(x, θ1:k2−2)〉 for j ∈ [1 :

mk2−1], the rows of
√
mk2−1Dx′k2

(x,θ1:k2−1)m
qk2−1

2 Ak2−1 ∈ R
mk2−1×mk2−2 can be written as

φ′(zj)m
qk2−1

2 Ak2−1j ∈ R
mk2−2 . Note now that we have EAk2−1

(φ′(zj)m
qk2−1

2 Ak2−1j)
⊗2 =

E[u,v]∼N (0,Σ)φ
′(u)2v⊗2 with

Σ = σ2
[

τ2 τ x̂
τ x̂∗ Imk2−2

]

∈ R
(1+mk2−2)×(1+mk2−2),

where we denoted τ = ‖xk2−1(x, θ1:k2−2)‖ and x̂ = τ−1xk2−1(x, θ1:k2−2). Taking the condi-
tional of v given u, the above expectation equals Eu∼N (0,σ2τ2)φ

′(u)2Ev∼N (µv|u,Σv|u)v
⊗2 =

Eu∼N (0,σ2τ2)φ
′(u)2(µ⊗2

v|u + Σv|u) with µv|u = uτ−1x̂ and Σv|u = σ2(Imk2−2
− x̂⊗2). As

Eu∼N (0,σ2τ2)φ
′(u)2u2τ−2 = Eu∼N (0,σ2τ2)φ

′(u)2σ2 = 1, we then have

EAk2−1
(φ′(zj)m

qk2−1
2 Ak2−1j)

⊗2 = Imk2−2
,

i.e., the i.i.d. random vectors φ′(zj)m
qk2−1

2 Ak2−1j are isotropic. Clearly we also have the

bound ‖φ′(zj)m
qk2−1

2 Ak2−1j‖ψ2 ≤ O(κφ).
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Denoting B = Bk1,k2−1(x, θ1:k2−2), by Vershynin (2018, Exercise 9.1.8) we get the bound

Pk2−1

Å

‖Bk1,k2(x, θ1:k2−1)‖ ≥ (1 + t)‖B‖+O(κ2φm
− 1

2
k2−1w(B))

ã

≤ 2e

− t2

O(κ2
φ
m

− 1
2

k2−1
)2

,

where w(B) = Eg∼N (0,Imk2−2
) supy∈Rmk1−1 :‖y‖=1{〈By, g〉} is the Gaussian width of the image

of the unit sphere {y ∈ R
mk1−1 : ‖y‖ = 1} under B. Noting that

w(B) = E
g∼N

(

0,Imk2−2

) sup
y∈Rmk1−1 :‖y‖=1

{〈y,B∗g〉} = E
g∼N

(

0,Imk2−2

)‖B∗g‖,

we have w(B) ≤
»

Eg∼N (0,Imk2−2
)‖B∗g‖2 = ‖B‖F by Jensen’s inequality and Vershynin

(2018, Exercise 6.3.1). Substituting into the concentration bound above, we have

Pk2−1

Ñ

γ
1
2
k2−1

Ñ

‖Bk1,k2(x, θ1:k2−1)‖ −O(κ2m
− 1

2
k2−1‖B‖F )

‖B‖ − 1

é

+

≥ t

é

≤ 2e
− t2

O(κ2m
− 1

2 )2 .

In other words, with the event Et ∈ B(Θ1:l−1) defined as

Et =







θ1:l−1 ∈ Θ1:l−1 : γ
1
2
k2−1

Ñ

‖Bk1,k2(x, θ1:k2−1)‖ −O(κ2m
− 1

2
k2−1‖B‖F )

‖B‖ − 1

é

+

≥ t







and χEt : Θ1:l−1 → {0, 1} being the indicator function of Et we have that

∫

Θk2−1

χEt(θ1:k2−2, Ak2−1, θk2:l−1)dPk2−1(Ak2−1) ≤ 2e
− t2

O(κ2m
− 1

2 )2

for all θ1:k2−2 = [A1, · · · , Ak2−2] ∈ Θ1:k2−2 and θk2:l−1 = [Ak2 , · · · , Al−1] ∈ Θk2:l−1. Denot-
ing Θ1:l−1\k2−1 = Θ1:k2−2 × Θk2:l−1 and P1:l−1\k2−1 = P1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Pk2−2 ⊗ Pk2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Pl−1,
the Fubini-Tonelli theorem then implies that

∫

Θ1:l−1
χEt(θ1:l−1)dP(θ1:l−1) equals

∫

Θ1:l−1\k2−1

Ç

∫

Θk2−1

χEt(θ1:k2−2, Ak2−1, θk2:l−1)dPk2−1(Ak2−1)

å

dP1:l−1\k2−1(θ1:k2−2, θk2:l−1)

≤
∫

Θ1:l−1\k2−1

2e
− t2

O(κ2m
− 1

2 )2 dP1:l−1\k2−1(θ1:k2−2, θk2:l−1) = 2e
− t2

O(κ2m
− 1

2 )2 .

Hence Pk2−1 can be replaced by P1:l−1 in the above concentration bound, giving the claim.

Define the cosine map ̺ : [−1, 1] → [−1, 1] for all ρ ∈ [−1, 1] as

̺(ρ) = σ2
∫

φ(u1)φ(u2)dN
(

[u1, u2]
∣

∣

∣
0,
î

1 ρ
ρ 1

ó

)

,

which is the dual function of φ in the sense of Daniely et al. (2016) at the EOC. It is
responsible for the propagation of the cosines of the activations in the infinitely wide limit
(see Terjék and González-Sánchez (2025, Proposition 9)).
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Proposition 11 (Expectation of Xk(x1, x2, θ1:k−1))
Given x1, x2 ∈ R

m0 , k ∈ [2 : l] and θ1:k−2 ∈ Θ1:k−2, we have

EAk−1
Xk(x1, x2, θ1:k−1) = τk−1(x1, θ1:k−2)τk−1(x2, θ1:k−2)̺(ρk−1(x1, x2, θ1:k−2)).

Proof Denote the preactivations zi,j = m
qk−1

2 〈Ak−1j, xk−1(xi, θ1:k−2)〉 for i ∈ [1 : 2] and
j ∈ [1 : mk−1]. We then have

EAk−1
Xk(x1, x2, θ1:k−1) =

1

mk−1

mk−1
∑

j=1

EAk−1j
φ(z1,j)φ(z2,j).

As all the rows of Aj−1 are i.i.d., all these expectations are equal and for any fixed j ∈
[1 : mk−1] the above equals EAk−1j

φ(zi1,j)φ(zi2,j). Since m
qk−1

2 Ak−1j ∼ N (0, σ2Imk−2
), the

expectation EAk−1
Xk(x1, x2, θ1:k−1) equals

E
v∼N(0,σ2Imk−2)

φ (〈v, xk−1(x1, θ1:k−2)〉)φ (〈v, xk−1(x2, θ1:k−2)〉)

=

∫

φ(u1)φ(u2)dN
(

[u1, u2]
∣

∣

∣
0, σ2

[

τ21 τ1τ2ρk−1(x1,x2,θ1:k−2)

τ1τ2ρk−1(x1,x2,θ1:k−2) τ22

])

= τ1τ2̺(ρk−1(x1, x2, θ1:k−2))

using the homogeneity of φ, where we denoted τi = τk−1(xi, θ1:k−2) for i ∈ [1 : 2].

We could study the concentration of the activation inner products directly, but it would
lead to suboptimal bounds. Factoring out the norms gives the cosines, to which we can
associate the corresponding cosine distances. Terjék and González-Sánchez (2025, Propo-
sition 13) tells us that these quantities scale as O(k−1) across depth. We will study the
concentration of proxies to the cosine distances, which we will later relate to the actual cosine
distances via the law of cosines. Define the squared cosine distance map ζ : [0, 1] → [0, 1]

as ζ(z) = 1−̺(1−2z)
2 for z ∈ [0, 1] (see Terjék and González-Sánchez (2025, Proposition 11)

for its properties).

Proposition 12 (Concentration of cosine distances of activations)
Given x1, x2 ∈ R

m0 and k ∈ [2 : l], for all t ≥ 0 we have that

P1:l−1

Å

ζ(z)−
1
2
ζ(z)

z
γ

1
2
k−1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2

xk(x1, θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(x1, θ1:k−2)‖
− 1

2

xk(x2, θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(x2, θ1:k−2)‖

∥

∥

∥

∥

− ζ(z)
1
2

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ t

ã

is at most 2e

− t2

O

Ç

κ2
φ
m

− 1
2

å2

with

z =
1− ρk−1(x1, x2, θ1:k−2)

2
=

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2

xk−1(x1, θ1:k−2)

‖xk−1(x1, θ1:k−2)‖
− 1

2

xk−1(x2, θ1:k−2)

‖xk−1(x2, θ1:k−2)‖

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

∈ [0, 1].

Proof First, consider θ1:k−2 ∈ Θ1:k−2 and θk:l−1 ∈ Θj:l−1 fixed and Ak−1 ∈ Θk−1 random.

Denote the normalized preactivations zi,j = m
qk−1

2 〈Ak−1j,
xk−1(xi,θ1:k−2)

‖xk−1(xi,θ1:k−2)‖〉 for i ∈ [1 : 2]
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and j ∈ [1 : mk−1], so that zi,j ∼ N (0, σ2). Note that
xk(xi,θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(xi,θ1:k−2)‖ = [ 1√
mk−1

φ(zi,j) :

j ∈ [1 : mk−1]] by the homogeneity of φ. Consider the decomposition φ(z1,j) − φ(z2,j) =
(az1,j + b|z1,j |) − (az2,j + b|z2,j |) = a(z1,j − z2,j) + b(|z1,j | − |z2,j |). We have [z1,j, z2,j ] ∼
N (0, σ2

î

1 ρ
ρ 1

ó

) with ρ = ρk−1(x1, x2, θ1:k−2) = 1 − 2z, so that 1
2z1,j − 1

2z2,j ∼ N (0, σ2z)

and therefore ‖1
2z1,j − 1

2z2,j‖ψ2 ≤ O(σ
√
z) by Vershynin (2018, Example 2.5.8(i)). On

the other hand, by the reverse triangle inequality we have |12 |z1,j | − 1
2 |z2,j || ≤ |12z1,j −

1
2z2,j |, so that ‖1

2 |z1,j | − 1
2 |z2,j |‖ψ2 ≤ O(σ

√
z) as well. Hence by subadditivity we get the

bound ‖1
2φ(z1,j)− 1

2φ(z2,j)‖ψ2 = O((|a|+ |b|)σ√z) ≤ O(κφ
√
z). Squaring and centering, by

Vershynin (2018, Lemma 2.7.6) and Vershynin (2018, Exercise 2.7.10) we get ‖(12φ(z1,j) −
1
2φ(z2,j))

2−EAk−1j
(12φ(z1,j)− 1

2φ(z2,j))
2‖ψ1 = O(κ2φz). We can compute that the expectation

EAk−1j
(12φ(z1,j)− 1

2φ(z2,j))
2 equals

1

4
EAk−1j

φ(z1,j)
2 +

1

4
EAk−1j

φ(z2,j)
2 − 1

2
EAk−1j

φ(z1,j)φ(z2,j) =
1− ̺(ρ)

2
= ζ(z).

Since

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2

xk(x1, θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(x1, θ1:k−2)‖
− 1

2

xk(x2, θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(x2, θ1:k−2)‖

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

=
1

mk−1

mk−1
∑

j=1

(φ(z1,j)− φ(z2,j))
2,

we can apply Vershynin (2018, Corollary 2.8.3) to get that for any δ ≥ 0,

Pk−1

Ç

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2

xk(x1, θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(x1, θ1:k−2)‖
− 1

2

xk(x2, θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(x2, θ1:k−2)‖

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

− ζ(z)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ max{δ, δ2}ζ(z)
å

≤ 2e
−min

{

Ç

max{δ,δ2}ζ(z)
O(κ2

φ
z)

å2

,
max{δ,δ2}ζ(z)

O(κ2
φ
z)

}

mk−1

≤ 2e
− δ2

O(κ2
φ

z
ζ(z)

)2m
−1
k−1 .

By the implication |c1−c2| ≥ δc2 =⇒ |c21−c22| ≥ max{δ, δ2}c22 that holds for all c1, c2, δ ≥ 0,
we then have that

Pk−1

Å
∣

∣

∣

∣

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2

xk(x1, θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(x1, θ1:k−2)‖
− 1

2

xk(x2, θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(x2, θ1:k−2)‖

∥

∥

∥

∥

−
»

ζ(z)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ δ
»

ζ(z)

ã

is at most 2e
− δ2

O(κ2
φ

z
ζ(z)

)2m−1
k−1 . Letting t = δ

z
ζ(z)

γ
− 1

2
k−1

, we get that

Pk−1

Å

ζ(z)−
1
2
ζ(z)

z
γ

1
2
k−1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2

xk(x1, θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(x1, θ1:k−2)‖
− 1

2

xk(x2, θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(x2, θ1:k−2)‖

∥

∥

∥

∥

−
»

ζ(z)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ t

ã

is at most 2e
− t2

O(κ2
φ
)2m−1

. As this holds for all θ1:k−2 ∈ Θ1:k−2 and θk:l−1 ∈ Θj:l−1, by the
Fubini-Tonelli theorem the above bound still holds with Pk−1 replaced by P1:l−1.

Denote ∆φ = b2

a2+b2
, which determines the rate at which inverse cosine distances increase

in the infinitely wide limit by Terjék and González-Sánchez (2025, Proposition 13).
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Remark 13 (Optimal γ1, · · · , γl−1)
Based on Terjék and González-Sánchez (2025, Proposition 13), we expect for all k ∈ [1 :

l − 1] that ζ(z)−
1
2
ζ(z)
z

≈ ∆φ
4
3π (k − 1) with sufficient concentration, where we denoted z =

1−ρk−1(x1,x2,θ1:k−2)
2 . Proposition 12 suggests setting

γk = k2 for all k ∈ [1 : l − 1], (4)

so that ζ(z)−
1
2
ζ(z)
z
γ

1
2
k−1 ≈ ∆φ

4
3π (k − 1)2 and the concentration error of the (proxies of the)

cosine distances will scale as O(k−2). It will turn out that this is necessary and sufficient
for the inverse cosine distances to increase linearly, as they do in the infinitely wide limit.
Figure 1 demonstrates empirically that with this setting, the errors of inverse cosine dis-
tances are of the same order in each layer, while the error grows linearly for γk = k and
quadratically for γk = 1.

Proposition 14 (Concentration of norms of activations)
Given x ∈ R

m0 and k ∈ [2 : l], for all t ≥ 0 we have

P1:l−1

Å

γ
1
2
k−1

∣

∣

∣

∣

‖xk(x, θ1:k−1)‖
‖xk−1(x, θ1:k−2)‖

− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ t

ã

≤ 2e

− t2

O

Ç

κ2
φ
m

− 1
2

å2

.

Proof Note that replacing 1
2

xk(x1,θ1:k−1)
‖xk−1(x1,θ1:k−2)‖ and 1

2
xk(x2,θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(x2,θ1:k−2)‖ by
xk(x,θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(x,θ1:k−2)‖ and 0

in the proof of Proposition 12 gives the claim.

By Terjék and González-Sánchez (2025, Proposition 7) and Terjék and González-Sánchez
(2025, Proposition 9), we have for all ρ ∈ [−1, 1] that

̺′(ρ) = σ2
∫

φ′(u1)φ′(u2)dN
(

[u1, u2]
∣

∣

∣
0,
î

1 ρ
ρ 1

ó

)

,

i.e., taking the dual commutes with differentiation as shown in Daniely et al. (2016). Addi-
tional justification for the notation X ′ is the fact that the Frobenius inner products of the
backpropagation matrices concentrate around the images of the cosines under ̺′.

Proposition 15 (Expectation of X ′
k,k(x1, x2, θ1:k−1))

Given x1, x2 ∈ R
m0 , k ∈ [2 : l] and θ1:k−2 ∈ Θ1:k−2, we have

EAk−1
X ′
k,k(x1, x2, θ1:k−1) = ̺′(ρk−1(x1, x2, θ1:k−2)).

Proof Denoting the normalized preactivations zi,j = m
qk−1

2 〈Ak−1j,
xk−1(xi,θ1:k−2)

‖xk−1(xi,θ1:k−2)‖〉 for

i ∈ [1 : 2] and j ∈ [1 : mk−1], we have that X ′
k,k(x1, x2, θ1:k−1) equals

tr
Ä

σ2Dx′
k
(x1,θ1:k−1)D

∗
x′
k
(x2,θ1:k−1)

ä

= σ2〈x′k(x1, θ1:k−1), x
′
k(x2, θ1:k−1)〉

= σ2
1

mk−1

mk−1
∑

j=1

φ′(‖xk−1(x1, θ1:k−2)‖z1,j)φ′(‖xk−1(x2, θ1:k−2)‖z2,j),
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Figure 1: Error between the empirical and limiting inverse cosine distances for different
layer width patterns. Depicted are the means and standard deviations of the errors across
depth in 32-layer MLPs with (a, b) = (0, 1) taken from 1000 random pairs x1, x2 drawn from
MNIST, each with a new initial parameter θ.

which further equals σ2 1
mk−1

∑mk−1

j=1 φ′(z1,j)φ′(z2,j) as φ′(ts) = φ′(s) for all t > 0. Since

φ′(z1,j)φ′(z2,j) are i.i.d. for all j ∈ [1 : mk−1], we have

EAk−1
X ′
k,k(x1, x2, θ1:k−1) = σ2EAk−1j

φ′(z1,j)φ
′(z2,j)

= σ2Ev∼N (0,σ2Imk−2
)φ

′
Å≠

v,
xk−1(x1, θ1:k−2)

‖xk−1(x1, θ1:k−2)‖

∑ã

φ′
Å≠

v,
xk−1(x2, θ1:k−2)

‖xk−1(x2, θ1:k−2)‖

∑ã

= σ2
∫

φ′(u1)φ′(u2)dN
(

[u1, u2]
∣

∣

∣
0, σ2

î

1 ρk−1(x1,x2,θ1:k−2)
ρk−1(x1,x2,θ1:k−2) 1

ó

)

= ̺′(ρ),

giving the claim.
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Proposition 16 (Expectation of X ′
k1,k2

(x, x, θ1:k2−1))
Given x ∈ R

m0 , k1 < k2 ∈ [2 : l] and θ1:k2−1 ∈ Θ1:k2−1 such that ‖xk2−1(x, θ1:k2−2)‖ > 0,
we have

EAk2−1
X ′
k1,k2

(x, x, θ1:k2−1) = X ′
k1,k2−1(x, x, θ1:k2−2).

Proof Denoting the preactivations zj = m
qk2−1

2 〈Ak2−1j , xk2−1(x, θ1:k2−2)〉 for j ∈ [1 :
mk2−1], we have that X ′

k1,k2
(x, x, θ1:k2−1) equals

‖Bk1,k2(x, θ1:k2−1)‖2F =
1

mk2−1

mk2−1
∑

j=1

φ′(zj)2
∥

∥

∥

∥

Bk1,k2−1(x, θ1:k2−2)
∗m

qk2−1
2 Ak2−1

∗
j

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

.

As the terms in the sum above are i.i.d. for j ∈ [1 : mk2−1], we have

EAk2−1
X ′
k1,k2

(x, x, θ1:k2−1) = EAk2−1j
φ′(zj)2

∥

∥

∥

∥

Bk1,k2−1(x, θ1:k2−2)
∗m

qk2−1
2 Ak2−1

∗
j

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

.

Since m
qk2−1

2 Ak2−1j ∼ N (0, σ2Imk2−2
), the above equals

Ev∼N (0,σ2Imk2−2
)φ

′(〈v, xk2−1(x, θ1:k2−2)〉)2 ‖Bk1,k2−1(x, θ1:k2−2)
∗v‖2 .

Note that we can write the above as E(u,v)∼N (0,Σ)φ
′(u)2‖v‖2 with Σ =

î

Σu Σ∗
uv

Σuv Σv

ó

∈ S
1+mk1−1

+ ,

where Σu = σ2‖xk2−1(x, θ1:k2−2)‖2 > 0, Σv = σ2Bk1,k2−1(x, θ1:k2−2)
∗Bk1,k2−1(x, θ1:k2−2) ∈

S
mk1−1

+ and Σuv = σ2Bk1,k2−1(x, θ1:k2−2)
∗xk2−1(x, θ1:k2−2) ∈ R

mk1−1 . The conditional dis-
tribution of v given u is a normal distribution with mean µv|u = uΣ−1

u Σuv and covariance
Σv|u = Σv − Σ−1

u Σ⊗2
uv . Since Ev∼N (µv|u,Σv|u)‖v‖2 = ‖µv|u‖2 + tr(Σv|u) = Σ−2

u u2‖Σuv‖2 +
tr(Σv)− Σ−1

u ‖Σuv‖2, we get that

E(u,v)∼N (0,Σ)φ
′(u)2‖v‖2 = Eu∼N (0,Σu)φ

′(u)2Ev∼N (µv|u,Σv|u)‖v‖2

= Eu∼N (0,Σu)φ
′(u)2(tr(Σv) + (Σ−2

u u2 − Σ−1
u )‖Σuv‖2).

Denoting x = xk2−1(x, θ1:k2−2) and B = Bk1,k2−1(x, θ1:k2−2), the above equals

Eu∼N (0,σ2‖x‖2)φ
′(u)2

Ç

σ2 tr(B∗B) + σ2
Ä

(

σ−1‖x‖−1u
)2 − 1

ä

∥

∥

∥

∥

B∗ x

‖x‖

∥

∥

∥

∥

2
å

.

As σ2Eu∼N (0,1)φ
′(u)2 = σ2Eu∼N (0,1)(φ

′(u)u)2 = 1, we get that

E(u,v)∼N (0,Σ)φ
′(u)2‖v‖2 = tr(B∗B) = tr(BB∗) = X ′

k1,k2−1(x, x, θ1:k2−2)

giving the claim.

Computing the expectation in the offdiagonal case has been done using the GIA since
Jacot et al. (2018), which has been shown to be true asymptotically in the infinitely wide
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limit by Yang (2020). Instead of relying on this assumption, we quantify the finite depth
gradient dependence error in the expectation in terms of the activation cosines and the
norms of the backpropagation matrices. The result below shows that MLPs with (a, b)-
ReLUs at the EOC enjoy approximate gradient independence at finite width.

Proposition 17 (Expectation of X ′
k1,k2

(x1, x2, θ1:k2−1))
Given x1, x2 ∈ R

m0 , k1 < k2 ∈ [2 : l] and θ1:k2−2 ∈ Θ1:k2−2 such that ρk2−1(x1, x2, θ1:k2−2) ∈
(−1, 1), we have

∣

∣

∣EAk2−1
X ′
k1,k2

(x1, x2, θ1:k2−1)− ̺′(ρk2−1(x1, x2, θ1:k2−2))X
′
k1,k2−1(x1, x2, θ1:k2−2)

∣

∣

∣

≤ ∆φ
8

π

 

1− ρk2−1(x1, x2, θ1:k2−2)

1 + ρk2−1(x1, x2, θ1:k2−2)
‖Bk1,k2−1(x1, θ1:k2−2)‖‖Bk1,k2−1(x2, θ1:k2−2)‖.

Proof Denoting the preactivations zi,j = m
qk2−1

2 〈Ak2−1j, xk2−1(xi, θ1:k2−2)〉 for i ∈ [1 : 2]
and j ∈ [1 : mk2−1], we have that X ′

k1,k2
(x1, x2, θ1:k2−1) equals

tr
(

Dx′k2
(x1,θ1:k2−1)m

qk2−1
2 Ak2−1Bk1,k2−1(x1, θ1:k2−2)

Bk1,k2−1(x2, θ1:k2−2)
∗m

qk2−1
2 A∗

k2−1Dx′
k2

(x2,θ1:k2−1)

)

=
1

mk2−1

mk2−1
∑

j=1

φ′(z1,j)φ′(z2,j)
〈

Bk1,k2−1(x1, θ1:k2−2)
∗m

qk2−1
2 Ak2−1

∗
j ,

Bk1,k2−1(x2, θ1:k2−2)
∗m

qk2−1
2 Ak2−1

∗
j

〉

.

As the terms in the sum above are i.i.d. for j ∈ [1 : mk2−1], we have

EAk2−1
X ′
k1,k2

(x1, x2, θ1:k2−1)

= EAk2−1j
φ′(z1,j)φ′(z2,j)

〈

Bk1,k2−1(x1, θ1:k2−2)
∗m

qk2−1
2 Ak2−1

∗
j ,

Bk1,k2−1(x2, θ1:k2−2)
∗m

qk2−1
2 Ak2−1

∗
j

〉

.

Since m
qk2−1

2 Ak2−1j ∼ N (0, σ2Imk2−2
), we can write the above as

Ev∼N (0,σ2Imk2−2
)φ

′(〈v, xk2−1(x1, θ1:k2−2)〉)φ′(〈v, xk2−1(x2, θ1:k2−2)〉)
〈Bk1,k2−1(x1, θ1:k2−2)

∗v,Bk1,k2−1(x2, θ1:k2−2)
∗v〉 .

Note that this equals E[u1,u2,v1,v2]∼N (0,Σ)φ
′(u1)φ′(u2)〈v1, v2〉 where u = [u1, u2] ∈ R

2, v =

[v1, v2] ∈ R
2mk1−1 and the covariance matrix is defined blockwise as Σ =

î

Σu Σ∗
uv

Σuv Σv

ó

∈
S
2+2mk1−1

+ . The u-covariance is

Σu = σ2
[ ‖xk2−1(x1,θ1:k2−2)‖2 〈xk2−1(x1,θ1:k2−2),xk2−1(x2,θ1:k2−2)〉
〈xk2−1(x1,θ1:k2−2),xk2−1(x2,θ1:k2−2)〉 ‖xk2−1(x2,θ1:k2−2)‖2

]

∈ S
2
+, (5)
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the v-covariance Σv ∈ S
2mk1−1

+ is

σ2
[

Bk1,k2−1(x1,θ1:k2−2)
∗Bk1,k2−1(x1,θ1:k2−2) Bk1,k2−1(x2,θ1:k2−2)

∗Bk1,k2−1(x1,θ1:k2−2)

Bk1,k2−1(x1,θ1:k2−2)
∗Bk1,k2−1(x2,θ1:k2−2) Bk1,k2−1(x2,θ1:k2−2)

∗Bk1,k2−1(x2,θ1:k2−2)

]

(6)

and the cross-covariance Σuv ∈ R
2mk1−1×2 is

σ2
[

Bk1,k2−1(x1,θ1:k2−2)
∗xk2−1(x1,θ1:k2−2) Bk1,k2−1(x2,θ1:k2−2)

∗xk2−1(x1,θ1:k2−2)

Bk1,k2−1(x1,θ1:k2−2)
∗xk2−1(x2,θ1:k2−2) Bk1,k2−1(x2,θ1:k2−2)

∗xk2−1(x2,θ1:k2−2)

]

. (7)

Note that our assumption ρk2−1(x1, x2, θ1:k2−2) ∈ (−1, 1) implies that Σu is invertible. In
particular, letting τ1 = τk2−1(x1, θ1:k2−2), τ2 = τk2−1(x2, θ1:k2−2) and ρ = ρk2−1(x1, x2, θ1:k2−2)

(so that Σu = σ2
[

τ21 τ1τ2ρ

τ1τ2ρ τ22

]

), we have Σ−1
u = σ−2(1 − ρ2)−1

[

τ−2
1 −τ−1

1 τ−1
2 ρ

−τ−1
1 τ−1

2 ρ τ−2
2

]

. The

conditional distribution of [v1, v2] given [u1, u2] is a normal distribution with mean µv|u =
ΣuvΣ

−1
u [u1, u2] and covariance Σv|u = Σv − ΣuvΣ

−1
u Σ∗

uv. Thus we have

E[u1,u2,v1,v2]∼N (0,Σ)φ
′(u1)φ

′(u2)〈v1, v2〉
= E[u1,u2]∈N (0,Σu)φ

′(u1)φ′(u2)E[v1,v2]∼N (µv|u,Σv|u)〈v1, v2〉,

where the inner expectation can be computed as

E[v1,v2]∼N (µv|u,Σv|u)〈v1, v2〉 = E[v1,v2]∼N (µv|u,Σv|u)

mk1−1
∑

j=1

v1jv2j

=

mk1−1
∑

j=1

E[v1,v2]∼N (µv|u,Σv|u)v1jv2j =

mk1−1
∑

j=1

µv|u1jµv|u2j +Σv|u1,2j,j

= tr(Σv1,2) + (〈µv|u1, µv|u2〉 − tr(ΣuvΣ
−1
u Σ∗

uv1,2)).

The first term gives E[u1,u2]∼N (0,Σu)φ
′(u1)φ′(u2) tr(Σv1,2), which equals

̺′(ρ) tr(Bk1,k2−1(x1, θ1:k2−2)Bk1,k2−1(x2, θ1:k2−2)
∗) = ̺′(ρ)X ′

k1,k2−1(x1, x2, θ1:k2−2).

The other two terms result in the gradient dependence error

ǫ = E[u1,u2]∼N (0,Σu)φ
′(u1)φ′(u2)

Ä

〈µv|u1, µv|u2〉 − tr(ΣuvΣ
−1
u Σ∗

uv1,2)
ä

.

For brevity, denote Bi = Bk1,k2−1(xi, θ1:k2−2) and x̂i =
xk2−1(xi,θ1:k2−2)

‖xk2−1(xi,θ1:k2−2)‖ for i ∈ [1 : 2],

w1 = σ−1(1−ρ2)− 1
2 (τ−1

1 u1−ρτ−1
2 u2) and w2 = σ−1(1−ρ2)− 1

2 (τ−1
2 u2−ρτ−1

1 u1). Note that we

have Σ−1
u [u1, u2] = σ−1(1−ρ2)− 1

2 [τ−1
1 w1, τ

−1
2 w2], so that µv|u1 = σ(1−ρ2)− 1

2 (τ−1
1 w1B

∗
1x1+

τ−1
2 w2B

∗
1x2) = σ(1−ρ2)− 1

2 (w1B
∗
1 x̂1+w2B

∗
1 x̂2) and similarly µv|u2 = σ(1−ρ2)− 1

2 (w1B
∗
2 x̂1+

w2B
∗
2x̂2). Therefore 〈µv|u1, µv|u2〉 equals

σ2(1−ρ2)−1
(

w2
1〈B∗

1 x̂1, B
∗
2 x̂1〉+ w2

2〈B∗
1 x̂2, B

∗
2 x̂2〉+ w1w2〈B∗

1 x̂1, B
∗
2 x̂2〉+ w1w2〈B∗

1 x̂2, B
∗
2 x̂1〉

)

.

We also have

ΣuvΣ
−1
u = (1− ρ2)−1

[

τ−1
1 B∗

1 x̂1−τ−1
1 ρB∗

1 x̂2 −τ−1
2 ρB∗

1 x̂1+τ
−1
2 B∗

1 x̂2

τ−1
1 B∗

2 x̂1−τ−1
1 ρB∗

2 x̂2 −τ−1
2 ρB∗

2 x̂1+τ
−1
2 B∗

2 x̂2

]
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so that ΣuvΣ
−1
u Σ∗

uv1,2 equals

σ2(1− ρ2)−1 (B∗
2 x̂1 ⊗B∗

1 x̂1 − ρB∗
2 x̂2 ⊗B∗

1 x̂1 − ρB∗
2 x̂1 ⊗B∗

1 x̂2 +B∗
2 x̂2 ⊗B∗

1 x̂2)

and therefore tr(ΣuvΣ
−1
u Σ∗

uv1,2) equals

σ2(1− ρ2)−1 (〈B∗
1 x̂1, B

∗
2 x̂1〉+ 〈B∗

1 x̂2, B
∗
2 x̂2〉 − ρ〈B∗

1 x̂1, B
∗
2 x̂2〉 − ρ〈B∗

1 x̂2, B
∗
2 x̂1〉) .

Hence we have that the gradient dependence term ǫ equals

σ2(1− ρ2)−1
E[u1,u2]∼N (0,Σu)φ

′(u1)φ
′(u2)

(

(w2
1 − 1)〈B∗

1 x̂1, B
∗
2 x̂1〉+ (w2

2 − 1)〈B∗
1 x̂2, B

∗
2 x̂2〉

+ (w1w2 + ρ)〈B∗
1 x̂1, B

∗
2 x̂2〉+ (w1w2 + ρ)〈B∗

1 x̂2, B
∗
2 x̂1〉

)

.

Symbolic integration gives

E[u1,u2]∼N (0,Σu)φ
′(u1)φ

′(u2)(w
2
1−1) = E[u1,u2]∼N (0,Σu)φ

′(u1)φ
′(u2)(w

2
2−1) = −ρb2 2

π

√

1− ρ2

and E[u1,u2]∼N (0,Σu)φ
′(u1)φ′(u2)(w1w2 + ρ) = b2 2

π

√

1− ρ2, so that

ǫ = cb
2

π
(1− ρ2)−

1
2 (〈B∗

1 x̂1, B
∗
2(x̂2 − ρx̂1)〉+ 〈B∗

1 x̂2, B
∗
2(x̂1 − ρx̂2)〉) .

Noting that 〈B∗
1 x̂1, B

∗
2(x̂2 − ρx̂1)〉 + 〈B∗

1 x̂2, B
∗
2(x̂1 − ρx̂2)〉 = 〈B∗

1(x̂1 − x̂2), B
∗
2(x̂2 − x̂1)〉 +

(1− ρ)(〈B∗
1 x̂1, B

∗
2 x̂1〉+ 〈B∗

1 x̂2, B
∗
2 x̂2〉) and ‖x̂1 − x̂2‖ =

√

2(1− ρ), we get the bound

ǫ ≤ cb
2

π
(1− ρ2)−

1
2‖B1B

∗
2‖(‖x̂1 − x̂2‖2 + (1− ρ)(‖x̂1‖2 + ‖x̂2‖2)) = cb

8

π

 

1− ρ

1 + ρ
‖B1B

∗
2‖,

giving the claim.

Proposition 18 (Concentration of X ′
k,k(x1, x2, θ1:k−1))

Given x1, x2 ∈ R
m0 and k ∈ [2 : l], for all t ≥ 0 we have

P1:l−1

Å

γ
1
2
k−1

∣

∣

∣X ′
k,k(x1, x2, θ1:k−1)− ̺′(ρk−1(x1, x2, θ1:k−2))

∣

∣

∣ ≥ t

ã

≤ 2e

− t2

O

Ç

κ2
φ
m

− 1
2

å2
+O(κ2φm−1)t

.

Proof First, consider θ1:k−2 ∈ Θ1:k−2 and θk:l−1 ∈ Θk:l−1 fixed and Ak−1 ∈ Θk−1 random.

Denoting the normalized preactivations zi,j = m
qk−1

2 〈Ak−1j,
xk−1(xi,θ1:k−2)

‖xk−1(xi,θ1:k−2)‖〉 for i ∈ [1 : 2]

and j ∈ [1 : mk−1], we have

X ′
k,k(x1, x2, θ1:k−1) = σ2

1

mk−1

mk−1
∑

j=1

φ′(z1,j)φ
′(z2,j).

As ‖φ′(zi,j)‖ψ2 ≤ O(|a|+ |b|) for all i ∈ [1 : 2] and j ∈ [1 : mk−1] by Vershynin (2018, Exam-
ple 2.5.8(iii)), via Vershynin (2018, Lemma 2.7.7) and Vershynin (2018, Exercise 2.7.10) we
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get that ‖σ2φ′(z1,j)φ′(z2,j) − σ2EAk−1j
φ′(z1,j)φ′(z2,j)‖ψ1 ≤ O(κ2φ). The expectation equals

σ2EAk−1j
φ′(z1,j)φ′(z2,j) = ̺′(ρk−1(x1, x2, θ1:k−2)). By Vershynin (2018, Corollary 2.8.3) we

then have for all t ≥ 0 that

Pk−1

Å

γ
1
2
k−1

∣

∣

∣X ′
k,k(x1, x2, θ1:k−1)− ̺′(ρ)

∣

∣

∣ ≥ t

ã

is at most

2e

−min











t2

O(γ
1
2
k−1

κ2
φ
)2

, t

O(γ
1
2
k−1

κ2
φ
)











mk−1

≤ 2e
− t2

O(κ2
φ
)2m−1+O(κ2

φ
)m−1t

.

As this holds for all θ1:k−2 ∈ Θ1:k−2 and θk:l−1 ∈ Θk:l−1, by the Fubini-Tonelli theorem the
above bound still holds with Pk−1 replaced by P1:l−1.

Proposition 19 (Concentration of X ′
k1,k2

(x1, x2, θ1:k2−1))
Given k1 < k2 ∈ [2 : l] and x1, x2 ∈ R

m0 , for all t ≥ 0 we have that

P1:l−1

Ö

γ
1
2
k2−1

∣

∣

∣X ′
k1,k2

(x1, x2, θ1:k2−1)− EAk2−1
X ′
k1,k2

(x1, x2, θ1:k2−1)
∣

∣

∣

»

X ′
k1,k2−1(x1, x1, θ1:k2−2)

»

X ′
k1,k2−1(x2, x2, θ1:k2−2)

≥ t

è

is at most 2e

− t2

O

Ç

κ2
φ
m

− 1
2

å2
+O(κ2φm−1)t

.

Proof First, consider θ1:k2−2 ∈ Θ1:k2−2 and θk2:l−1 ∈ Θk2:l−1 fixed and Ak2−1 ∈ Θk2−1

random. Denoting the preactivations zi,j = m
qk2−1

2 〈Ak2−1j, xk2−1(xi, θ1:k2−2)〉 for i ∈ [1 : 2]
and j ∈ [1 : mk2−1], note that

X ′
k1,k2

(x1, x2, θ1:k2−1) =
1

mk2−1

mk2−1
∑

j=1

φ′(z1,j)φ
′(z2,j)

〈

B∗
1m

qk2−1
2 Ak2−1j , B

∗
2m

qk2−1
2 Ak2−1j

〉

with Bi = Bk1,k2−1(xi, θ1:k2−2) for i ∈ [1 : 2]. The absolute value of each summand is
bounded by

(|a|+ |b|)2
∥

∥

∥

∥

B∗
1m

qk2−1
2 Ak2−1j

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

B∗
2m

qk2−1
2 Ak2−1j

∥

∥

∥

∥

.

The random vector σ−1m
qk2−1

2 Ak2−1j has multivariate normal distribution with mean 0 and
covariance Imk2−2

. By (Vershynin, 2018, Theorem 6.3.2), for i ∈ [1 : 2] the random variable

‖B∗
im

qk2−1
2 Ak2−1j‖ − σ‖Bi‖F is O(σ‖Bi‖)-sub-gaussian. Thus, by the triangle inequality

for the sub-gaussian norm, we have that ‖‖B∗
im

qk2−1
2 Ak2−1j‖‖ψ2 ≤ O(σ‖Bi‖F ), so that

∥

∥

∥

∥

φ′(z1,j)φ′(z2,j)
〈

B∗
1m

qk2−1

2 Ak2−1j , B
∗
2m

qk2−1

2 Ak2−1j

〉

− EAk2−1
X ′
k1,k2

(x1, x2, θ1:k2−1)

∥

∥

∥

∥

ψ1
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is bounded by O(κ2‖B1‖F ‖B2‖F ) via Vershynin (2018, Lemma 2.7.7) and Vershynin (2018,

Exercise 2.7.10). Scaling by γ
1
2
k2−1‖B1‖−1

F ‖B2‖−1
F , via Vershynin (2018, Corollary 2.8.3) we

then have

Pk2−1

Å

γ
1
2
k2−1‖B1‖−1

F ‖B2‖−1
F

∣

∣

∣X ′
k1,k2

(x1, x2, θ1:k2−1)− EAk2−1
X ′
k1,k2

(x1, x2, θ1:k2−1)
∣

∣

∣ ≥ t

ã

≤ 2e

−min











t2

O(γ
1
2
k2−1

κ2
φ
)2

, t

O(γ
1
2
k2−1

κ2
φ
)











mk2−1

≤ 2e
− t2

O(κ2
φ
)2m−1+O(κ2

φ
)m−1t

for all t ≥ 0. As this holds for all θ1:k2−2 ∈ Θ1:k2−2 and θk2:l−1 ∈ Θk2:l−1, by the Fubini-
Tonelli theorem the above bound still holds with Pk2−1 replaced by P1:l−1. We get the claim

as ‖Bi‖F =
»

X ′
k1,k2−1(xi, xi, θ1:k2−2) for i ∈ [1 : 2].

3.3 Limiting Concentration of the NTK

Building on the results of § 3.2 and Terjék and González-Sánchez (2025), we are going to
prove that the NTK matrix concentrates around its infinitely wide limit, both defined below.

Definition 20 (Neural Tangent Kernel matrix)
Given the MLP N : Rm0 × Θ → R

ml defined in § 3.1, a parameter θ ∈ Θ and a dataset
{x1, . . . , xn} ⊂ R

m0 of size n ∈ N+1, the corresponding NTK matrix K(θ) ∈ S
nml
+ is defined

blockwise as

K(θ) =

ï

1

n
Kθ(xi1 , xi2) : i1, i2 ∈ [1 : n]

ò

.

Note that with the block matrix of pointwise Jacobians J(θ) = [ 1√
n
∂θN(xi, θ) : i ∈ [1 : n]] ∈

L(Θ,Rnml), we can write the NTK matrix as K(θ) = J(θ)J(θ)∗.

Remark 21 (Normalization factor)
Note that there is a factor 1

n
in the formula above. This is absent in most formulations

but appears naturally when we consider the NTK matrix as an integral operator K(θ) ∈
L(L2(µ,Rml), L2(µ,Rml)) induced by the NTK with respect to the dataset considered as a
probability measure µ = 1

n

∑n
i=1 δxi (so that L2(µ,Rml) ∼= R

nml).

The limiting NTK for MLPs with (a, b)-ReLUs at the EOC takes the following form by
Terjék and González-Sánchez (2025, Proposition 10).

Definition 22 (Limiting NTK)

Define
∞
K : Rm0 ×R

m0 → R
ml×ml for all x1, x2 ∈ R

m0 as

∞
K(x1, x2) = ‖x1‖‖x2‖

(

l
∑

k=1

̺◦(k−1) (ρ1(x1, x2))

l−1
∏

k′=k

̺′
Ä

̺◦(k
′−1) (ρ1(x1, x2))

ä

)

Iml
.
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Definition 23 (Limiting NTK matrix)
Given a dataset {x1, . . . , xn} ⊂ R

m0 of size n ∈ N + 1, the corresponding limiting NTK

matrix
∞
K ∈ S

nml
+ is defined blockwise as

∞
K =

ï

1

n

∞
K(xi1 , xi2) : i1, i2 ∈ [1 : n]

ò

.

We are going to show that the components considered in § 3.2 corresponding to dif-
ferent layers and data points concentrate simultaneously, starting with the norms of the
activations.

Proposition 24 (Limiting concentration of norms of activations)
Given p ∈ (0, 1), a dataset {x1, . . . , xn} ⊂ R

m0 of size n ∈ N + 1 and setting (3) and (4),
for the event E1 ∈ B(Θ1:l−1) defined by having θ1:l−1 ∈ E1 iff

|‖xk(xi, θ1:k−1)‖ − ‖xi‖| ≤ log(k)‖xi‖O
(
»

log(ln)κ2φm
− 1

2
(1−p)

)

for all i ∈ [1 : n] and k ∈ [1 : l], we have the bound P1:l−1(E1) ≥ 1− 2e−m
p
.

Proof Combining van der Vaart and Wellner (2023, Lemma 2.2.2) with Proposition 14,
for all t ≥ 0 we have

P1:l−1

Å

max
k∈[2:l],i∈[1:n]

ß

(k − 1)

∣

∣

∣

∣

‖xk(xi, θ1:k−1)‖
‖xk−1(xi, θ1:k−2)‖

− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

™

≥ t

ã

≤ 2e

− t2

O

Ç√
log(ln)κ2

φ
m

− 1
2

å2

.

Let t = O(
√

log(ln)κ2φm
− 1

2 )m
1
2
p and condition on the opposite event, happening with

probability at least 1− 2e−m
p
. Denoting ǫ = O

Ä

√

log(ln)κ2φm
− 1

2
(1−p)

ä

, we then have

∣

∣

∣

∣

‖xk(xi, θ1:k−1)‖
‖xk−1(xi, θ1:k−2)‖

− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ (k − 1)−1ǫ (8)

for all k ∈ [2 : l] and i ∈ [1 : n].

As x1(xi) = xi, we have ‖x1(xi)‖ = ‖xi‖ for all i ∈ [1 : n]. Applying (8) inductively, we
then have the bound |‖xk(xi, θ1:k−1)‖−‖xi‖| ≤ log(k)ǫ‖xi‖ for all k ∈ [1 : l] and i ∈ [1 : n].

In the proof of the result below, we are going to use the law of cosines to get the
concentration of cosine distances from the concentration of the corresponding proxies given
by Proposition 12. This will lead to the concentration of the inverse cosine distances, the
propagation of which is determined by the inverse cosine distance map ω : (1,∞) → (1,∞)

defined as ω(z−
1
2 ) = ζ(z)−

1
2 for all z ∈ (0, 1) (see Terjék and González-Sánchez (2025,

Proposition 12) for its properties).

Proposition 25 (Limiting concentration of cosines of activations)
Given p ∈ (0, 1), a dataset {x1, · · · , xn} ⊂ R

m0 of size n ∈ N+2 with no parallel datapoints
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and setting (3) and (4), for the event E2 ∈ B(Θ1:l−1) defined by having θ1:l−1 ∈ E2 iff
θ1:l−1 ∈ E1 and

∣

∣

∣
ρk(xi1 , xi2 , θ1:k−1)− ̺◦(k−1)(ρ1(xi1 , xi2))

∣

∣

∣
≤ ∆−2

φ (k − 1)−2O
(
»

log(ln)κ2φm
− 1

2
(1−p)

)

for all i1 6= i2 ∈ [1 : n] and k ∈ [1 : l], we have the bound P1:l−1(E2) ≥ 1− 4e−m
p
.

Proof Combining van der Vaart and Wellner (2023, Lemma 2.2.2) with Proposition 12,
for all t ≥ 0 we have

P

Å

max
k∈[2:l],i1 6=i2∈[1:n]

ß

ζ(zk−1,i1,i2)
− 1

2
ζ(zk−1,i1,i2)

zk−1,i1,i2

(k − 1)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2

xk(xi1 , θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(xi1 , θ1:k−2)‖

−1

2

xk(xi2 , θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(xi2 , θ1:k−2)‖

∥

∥

∥

∥

− ζ(zk−1,i1,i2)
1
2

∣

∣

∣

∣

™

≥ t

ã

≤ 2e

− t2

O

Ç√
log(ln)κ2

φ
m

− 1
2

å2

with zk,i1,i2 =
1−ρk(xi1 ,xi2 ,θ1:k−1)

2 =
∥

∥

∥

1
2

xk(xi1 ,θ1:k−1)

‖xk(xi1 ,θ1:k−1)‖ − 1
2

xk(xi2 ,θ1:k−1)

‖xk(xi2 ,θ1:k−1)‖

∥

∥

∥

2
.

Let t = O(
√

log(ln)κ2φm
− 1

2 )m
1
2
p and condition on the opposite of this event and the

event of Proposition 24, happening at the same time with probability at least 1 − 4e−m
p

via a Fréchet bound. Denoting ǫ = O
Ä

√

log(ln)κ2φm
− 1

2
(1−p)

ä

(with the implicit constant

changing from time to time), we then have

∣

∣

∣

∣

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2

xk(xi1 , θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(xi1 , θ1:k−2)‖
− 1

2

xk(xi2 , θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(xi2 , θ1:k−2)‖

∥

∥

∥

∥

− ζ(zk−1,i1,i2)
1
2

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ ζ(zk−1,i1,i2)
1
2
zk−1,i1,i2

ζ(zk−1,i1,i2)
(k − 1)−1ǫ (9)

for all k ∈ [2 : l] and i1 6= i2 ∈ [1 : n].
Note now that the cosine of the angle enclosed by the first two sides of the triangle with

sides
Å ‖xk(xi1 , θ1:k−1)‖
‖xk−1(xi1 , θ1:k−2)‖

,
‖xk(xi2 , θ1:k−1)‖
‖xk−1(xi2 , θ1:k−2)‖

,

∥

∥

∥

∥

xk(xi1 , θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(xi1 , θ1:k−2)‖
− xk(xi2 , θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(xi2 , θ1:k−2)‖

∥

∥

∥

∥

ã

is exactly ρk(xi1 , xi2 , θ1:k−1). By the law of cosines, we then have that

z
1
2
k,i1,i2

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2

xk(xi1 , θ1:k−1)

‖xk(xi1 , θ1:k−1)‖
− 1

2

xk(xi2 , θ1:k−1)

‖xk(xi2 , θ1:k−1)‖

∥

∥

∥

∥

=

 

1− ρk(xi1 , xi2 , θ1:k−1)

2

=

Õ

4
∥

∥

∥

1
2

xk(xi1 ,θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(xi1 ,θ1:k−2)‖ − 1
2

xk(xi2 ,θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(xi2 ,θ1:k−2)‖

∥

∥

∥

2
− ‖xk(xi1 ,θ1:k−1)‖2

‖xk−1(xi1 ,θ1:k−2)‖2 − ‖xk(xi2 ,θ1:k−1)‖2
‖xk−1(xi2 ,θ1:k−2)‖2

4
‖xk(xi1 ,θ1:k−1)‖

‖xk−1(xi1 ,θ1:k−2)‖
‖xk(xi2 ,θ1:k−1)‖

‖xk−1(xi2 ,θ1:k−2)‖
+

1

2
.

By (8) and (9), we have the bounds

1− (k − 1)−1ǫ ≤ ‖xk(xi, θ1:k−1)‖
‖xk−1(xi, θ1:k−2)‖

≤ 1 + (k − 1)−1ǫ
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for all i ∈ [1 : n] and

Å

1− zk−1,i1,i2

ζ(zk−1,i1,i2)
(k − 1)−1ǫ

ã

ζ(zk−1,i1,i2)
1
2 ≤

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

2

xk(xi1 , θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(xi1 , θ1:k−2)‖
− 1

2

xk(xi2 , θ1:k−1)

‖xk−1(xi2 , θ1:k−2)‖

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
Å

1 +
zk−1,i1,i2

ζ(zk−1,i1,i2)
ǫ(k − 1)−1

ã

ζ(zk−1,i1,i2)
1
2 .

Therefore we have

1− zk−1,i1,i2
ζ(zk−1,i1,i2

)(k − 1)−1ǫ

1 + (k − 1)−1ǫ
ζ(zk−1,i1,i2)

1
2 ≤ z

1
2
k,i1,i2

≤
1 +
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Proposition 26 (Limiting concentration of norms of backpropagation matrices)

Given p ∈ (0, 1), a dataset {x1, · · · , xn} ⊂ R
m0 of size n ∈ N + 1 and setting (3) and
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while combining van der Vaart and Wellner (2023, Lemma 2.2.13) with Proposition 18 and
Proposition 19, for all t2 ≥ 0 we have

P1:l−1

Å

max
k∈[2:l],i∈[1:n]

{

(k − 1)
∣

∣‖Bk,k(xi, θ1:k−1)‖2F − 1
∣

∣

}

≥ O
(
»

log(ln)κ2φm
− 1

2

)

t
1
2
1 +O

(

log(ln)κ2φm
−1
)

t2

ã

≤ 2e−t2

and

P1:l−1

Ç

max
k1<k2∈[2:l],i∈[1:n]

®

(k2 − 1)

∣

∣

∣

∣

‖Bk1,k2(xi, θ1:k2−1)‖2F
‖Bk1,k2−1(xi, θ1:k2−2)‖2F

− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

´

≥ O
(
»

log(ln)κ2φm
− 1

2

)

t
1
2
2 +O

(

log(ln)κ2φm
−1
)

t2

å

≤ 2e−t2 .

Let t1 = O(
√

log(ln)κ2φm
− 1

2 )m
1
2
p, t2 = mp and condition on the opposites of the above

events, happening with probability at least 1−6e−m
p
. Denoting ǫ = O

Ä

√

log(ln)κ2φm
− 1

2
(1−p)

ä

(with the implicit constant changing from time to time), we then have

‖Bk1,k2(xi, θ1:k2−1)‖ ≤ O
Ä

κ2φ(k2 − 1)−1m− 1
2‖Bk1,k2−1(xi, θ1:k2−2)‖F

ä

+
(

1 + (k2 − 1)−1ǫ
)

‖Bk1,k2−1(xi, θ1:k2−2)‖ (10)

26



MLPs at the EOC: Concentration of the NTK

for all k1 < k2 ∈ [2 : l] and i ∈ [1 : n],
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Proposition 27 (Limiting concentration of backpropagation inner products)
Given p ∈ (0, 1), a dataset {x1, · · · , xn} ⊂ R

m0 of size n ∈ N+2 with no parallel datapoints
and setting (3) and (4), for the event E4 ∈ B(Θ1:l−1) defined by having θ1:l−1 ∈ E4 iff
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Proof Combining van der Vaart and Wellner (2023, Lemma 2.2.13) with Proposition 18
and Proposition 19, for all t ≥ 0 we have
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Theorem 28 (Limiting concentration of K(θ))
Given p ∈ (0, 1), a dataset {x1, · · · , xn} ⊂ R

m0 of size n ∈ N+2 with no parallel data points
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constant changing from time to time). Note that |Xk(xi, xi, θ1:k−1)X
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Combining van der Vaart and Wellner (2023, Lemma 2.2.13) with Proposition 9, for all
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Condition on the opposite of this event happening as well with t = mp, so that the full
probability bound becomes 1− 16e−m

p
. Note that for all i1, i2 ∈ [1 : n] we have

‖J(x1, x2, θ1:l−1)‖F ≤
l−1
∑

k=1

O(‖Bk+1,l(x1, θ1:l−1)Bk+1,l(x2, θ1:l−1)
∗‖F )

≤
l−1
∑

k=1

O(‖Bk+1,l(x1, θ1:l−1)‖‖Bk+1,l(x2, θ1:l−1)‖F )

≤
l−1
∑

k=1

O

Å

κ2φ log

Å

l − 1

k

ã

m− 1
2

ã

≤ O
Ä

κ2φ(l − 1)m− 1
2

ä
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and

‖J(x1, x2, θ1:l−1)‖ ≤
l−1
∑

k=1

O(‖Bk+1,l(x1, θ1:l−1)‖‖Bk+1,l(x2, θ1:l−1)‖)

≤
l−1
∑

k=1

O

Å

κ2φ log

Å

l − 1

k

ã

m− 1
2

ã2

≤ O
(

κ4φ(l − 1)m−1
)

,

so that we have
‖Kθ(xi1 , xi2)− EAl

Kθ(xi1 , xi2)‖ ≤ (l − 1)l
1
2 ǫ (15)

for i1, i2 ∈ [1 : n]. By the triangle inequality, we then have ‖Kθ(xi, xi)− lIml
‖ ≤ log(l)lǫ+

(l − 1)m
1
2
l ǫ = (log(l) +m

1
2
l )lǫ and

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

Kθ(xi1 , xi2)−
(

l
∑

k=1

̺◦(k−1)(ρ1(x1, x2))
l
∏

k′=k+1

̺′(̺◦(k
′−2)(ρ1(x1, x2)))

)

Iml

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ (∆−2
φ + log(l)l)ǫ+ (l − 1)m

1
2
l ǫ = (∆−2

φ + (log(l) +m
1
2
l )l)ǫ.

By Tretter (2008, Theorem 1.13.1) and Tretter (2008, Remark 1.13.2), we then have

∥

∥

∥

∥

K(θ)−
∞
K

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ max
i1∈[1:n]

{

1

n

n
∑

i2=1

(∆−2
φ + (log(l) +m

1
2
l )l)ǫ

}

≤ (∆−2
φ + (log(l) +m

1
2
l )l)ǫ.

So far, we have assumed that ‖xi‖ = 1 for all i ∈ [1 : n]. Note now that by the
homogeneity of φ, we have N(x, θ) = ‖x‖N( x

‖x‖ , θ) for all x ∈ R
m0 and θ ∈ Θ, so that

∂θN(x, θ) = ‖x‖∂θN( x
‖x‖ , θ) as well. Denoting by K̂(θ) the NTK matrix over the normalized

dataset { xi
‖xi‖ : i ∈ [1 : n]}, the corresponding limit by

∞

K̂ and the vector of norms τ = [‖xi‖ :

i ∈ [1 : n]], we then haveK(θ) = (Dτ⊠Iml
)K̂(θ)(Dτ⊠Iml

) and
∞
K = (Dτ⊠Iml

)
∞

K̂(Dτ⊠Iml
),

so that we get the claim as
∥

∥

∥

∥

K(θ)−
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K

∥

∥

∥

∥

=

∥

∥

∥

∥
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≤ ‖τ‖2∞
∥

∥

∥
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K̂(θ)−
∞
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∥

∥

∥

∥

.

Remark 29 (Optimal p) Setting

p = logm(log(m)), (16)

we have mp = log(m), so that Theorem 28 gives that

P

Å
∥

∥

∥

∥

K(θ)−
∞
K

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ O

Å

τ2
Å

∆−2
φ +

Å

log(l) +m
1
2
l

ã

l

ã

»

log(ln) log(m)κ2φm
− 1

2

ãã

is at least 1−O(m−1).
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4 Limitations and Future Directions

The main limitation of our theory is that even though our MLP parameterization is quite
flexible and covers both the kernel and rich regimes, it is still just an MLP, a basic neural
network architecture with a narrow range of practical applicability in real-world problems.
One future direction is to extend our results to other architectures such as convolutional
neural networks and transformers. Another limitation of our work is that even though
we proposed a number of hyperparameter settings that are in some sense optimal, we did
not provide experimental evaluation of the possible empirical benefits during training. We
intend to keep this paper focused on initialization and explore the practical implications in
a followup paper. On the purely theoretical side, while our result can readily be applied to
study the training of MLPs in the kernel regime by exploiting the lazy training phenomenon,
we believe the most important future direction to be the study of the behavior of the NTK
matrix during training in the rich regime, where lazy training is absent and the NTK matrix
evolves in a nontrivial manner.
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