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Abstract

The NTK is a widely used tool in the theo-
retical analysis of deep learning, allowing us
to look at supervised deep neural networks
through the lenses of kernel regression. Re-
cently, several works have investigated kernel
models for self-supervised learning, hypoth-
esizing that these also shed light on the be-
haviour of wide neural networks by virtue of
the NTK. However, it remains an open ques-
tion to what extent this connection is mathe-
matically sound — it is a commonly encoun-
tered misbelief that the kernel behaviour of
wide neural networks emerges irrespective of
the loss function it is trained on. In this
paper, we bridge the gap between the NTK
and self-supervised learning, focusing on two-
layer neural networks trained under the Bar-
low Twins loss. We prove that the NTK of
Barlow Twins indeed becomes constant as
the width of the network approaches infin-
ity. Our analysis technique is different from
previous works on the NTK and may be of
independent interest. Overall, our work pro-
vides a first rigorous justification for the use
of classic kernel theory to understand self-
supervised learning of wide neural networks.
Building on this result, we derive general-
ization error bounds for kernelized Barlow
Twins and connect them to neural networks
of finite width.

1 Introduction

In recent years, self-supervised learning (SSL) has
emerged as a powerful paradigm, building the foun-
dation of several modern machine learning models. At

This paper is currently under review.

its core, SSL relies on the idea of using augmentations
to encode a notion of similarity in otherwise unlabeled
data. As a typical example, consider an image dataset.
Even though labels may not be known, it is reasonable
to believe that randomly cropping, slightly rotating,
or blurring the images will not change the true un-
derlying class information. Therefore, two augmented
versions (x, x+) of the same image should receive simi-
lar representations f(x), f(x+) in a lower-dimensional
ambient space. This constitutes the basic intuition
behind non-contrastive SSL, and several loss functions
that capture this idea have emerged.1 Among the most
popular losses is Barlow Twins (Zbontar et al., 2021),
a loss function that pushes the cross-correlation of the
embeddings f(x), f(x+) towards the identity matrix.
This aims to prevent a phenomenon known as dimen-
sion collapse, where the learned representations col-
lapse to a single point in the embedding space.

Despite the empirical success of SSL on a range of
tasks (Radford et al., 2021; Bachman et al., 2019),
it has taken quite some time for deep learning the-
ory to catch up with this innovation. Arguably one of
the most promising avenues towards understanding the
fundamental principles of SSL is by connecting it to
kernel methods (Smola and Schölkopf, 1998). This of
course is reminiscent of the supervised setting, where
the NTK (Jacot et al., 2018; Lee et al., 2019) provides a
powerful framework to understand several phenomena
of deep learning with wide neural networks, including
generalization (Simon et al., 2021), benign overfitting
(Mallinar et al., 2022), and robustness (Bombari et al.,
2023). While a significant number of researchers are
currently looking at SSL from a kernel perspective (for
an overview, see related works), and while almost all
of these works are motivated with the NTK, the con-
nection is left implicit. However, it is not a priori clear
that neural networks trained under SSL actually be-
have like kernel machines in the infinite width limit.
In fact, Anil et al. (2024) have recently demonstrated
that for certain contrastive loss functions, the NTK is
in fact not constant at infinite width. This casts a

1In contrastive SSL, one additionally incorporates a no-
tion of dissimilarity into the model by including negative
examples x− into the training procedure.
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shadow of doubt on the validity of kernel approxima-
tions to SSL, urging us to take a closer look at the
matter.

In this paper, we bridge the gap between SSL and the
NTK for the Barlow Twins loss. We prove that for
neural networks with one hidden layer, the neural tan-
gent kernel indeed becomes constant as the width of
the network approaches infinity. The proof technique
is different from previous works on the NTK, and lever-
ages Grönwall’s inequality (see Appendix F.1). This
is necessitated by the training dynamics of the Bar-
low Twins loss, which make an extension of existing
methods difficult. Our work confirms the hypothesized
connection between kernel methods and neural net-
work based SSL, and proves that Barlow Twins is akin
to one of the most prominent representation learning
methods, Kernel PCA (Schölkopf et al., 1997). Build-
ing on these insights, we use classic tools from learning
theory to derive generalization error bounds for kernel
versions of Barlow Twins, and then connect them to
neural networks of finite width.

This paper is structured as follows. We discuss related
works in Section 2 and present our formal setup in Sec-
tion 3. Section 4 contains our main result, stated in
the general setting of multi-dimensional embeddings
f : Rd → RK for the Barlow twins loss. In Section 5
we give a detailed proof sketch of the one-dimensional
case, which is computationally less involved but con-
tains the main technical ideas. Section 6 derives gen-
eralization error bounds for the Barlow twins loss in an
abstract Hilbert space setting. Using the kernel trick
and our newly established validity of the NTK approx-
imation, we then relate these bounds to finite neural
networks. Finally, we empirically verify our findings
through experiments in Section 7.

2 Related Work

In comparison to supervised learning, the theoretical
understanding of self-supervised learning is still at an
early stage. Nonetheless, several works have investi-
gated SSL using classic tools from statistical learning
theory (Arora et al., 2019; Wei et al., 2020). Further-
more, there have been several successful attempts to
look at SSL through the lenses of classic spectral and
kernel methods (Kiani et al., 2022; Johnson et al.,
2022; HaoChen et al., 2021; Cabannes et al., 2023;
Esser et al., 2024). These works provide a number of
useful insights into both theoretical as well as practical
aspects of training SSL models, but leave the formal
connection between the kernel regime and deep learn-
ing based SSL implicit.

The idea that neural networks behave like (neural tan-
gent) kernel models in the infinite width limit was first

investigated by Jacot et al. (2018). Several later works
further explored this connection in various contexts
(Arora et al., 2019; Chizat et al., 2019; Lee et al.,
2019; Liu et al., 2020a), mostly for the squared (or
hinge) loss. In particular, Liu et al. (2020b) develop
a general framework for looking at convergence to the
NTK using the Hessian. The Barlow Twins loss does
not fall under the umbrella of previous analysis, since
it is a fourth order loss with very different training
dynamics.

Thus, even though Simon et al. (2023) motivate their
investigation of kernel versions of Barlow Twins pre-
cisely with the NTK, we are not aware of any deriva-
tion that proves this analogy is valid. Ziyin et al.
(2022) investigate the landscape of several SSL losses,
but their theory is stated in the linear setting. Closest
to our work is Anil et al. (2024), who manage to bound
the evolution of the NTK for certain contrastive loss
functions, but do not quite prove constancy until con-
vergence of the loss: Their bounds hold until a time
that grows with network width, leaving the possibil-
ity that as wider networks are trained, the time till
convergence also grows.

3 Formal Setup

In this work, we analyze an idealized version of the
popular Barlow Twins loss (Zbontar et al., 2021), as
considered in previous theoretical works on SSL (Si-
mon et al., 2023). Training data consists of pos-
itive pairs, denoted X = {x1, . . . , xN} ⊂ Rd and
X+ = {x+1 , . . . , x

+
N} ⊂ Rd. We assume data lies on

the unit sphere, that is ∥xn∥ = ∥x+n ∥ = 1 for all
n ∈ [N ]. For example, each pair (xn, x

+
n ) could consist

of two (normalized) augmentations of the same under-
lying image, randomly cropped or blurred. The goal of
Barlow Twins is now to learn the parameters of a neu-
ral network f : Rd → RK that embeds each point into
a lower-dimensional space. Typically, K ≪ d. To en-
courage useful representations, the Barlow Twins loss
function pushes the cross-moment matrix of f(X ) and
f(X+) to the identity matrix in RK . Defining

C =
1

2N

N∑
n=1

(
f(xn)f(x

+
n )

T + f(x+n )f(xn)
T
)
∈ RK×K

(1)

we minimize the loss function L(f) = ∥C − I∥2F over
the parameters of a neural network f . In this work,
we restrict our analysis to two-layer neural networks,
that is

f(x) =
1√
M

M∑
m=1

wmϕ(v
T
mx) (2)
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where wm ∈ RK and vm ∈ Rd for all m ∈ [M ], and
ϕ is a bounded, smooth activation function, and has
bounded first derivative. For example, we could have
ϕ(t) = tanh(t). The weights are initialized as ran-
dom independent Gaussians with constant variance,
and collected in a vector θ ∈ RM(d+K) that is trained
under gradient flow

∂θ

∂t
= θ̇(t) = −∂L

∂θ
(3)

We will later also discuss the ReLU activation, whose
non-differentiability prevents us from formally defining
gradient flow. The neural tangent kernel is defined as
a time-varying, matrix-valued map Kt : Rd × Rd →
RK×K , where

Kt(x, x
′) =

((
∂fk(x)

∂θ(t)

)T (
∂fl(x

′)

∂θ(t)

))K

k,l=1

(4)

for all x, x′ ∈ Rd. To underline the dependence of
the NTK on the parameters θ(t) that evolve during
training, we sometimes also denote it as Kθ. The key
insight of the NTK literature is that the NTK does
not change during training if the width of the neural
network approaches infinity. Consequently, the train-
ing dynamics of f approach those of kernel regression
with respect to the (vector-valued) kernel at initial-
ization K0. In general, the constancy of the NTK in
the infinite width limit is essentially a consequence of
two things: Firstly, the Hessian of the network scales
as O( 1√

M
), and secondly, the weights θ remain in a

ball of bounded, width-independent radius R around
θ0 until convergence. Provided both of these condi-
tions hold, one may then rely on the following result
by Liu et al. (2020a).

Theorem 3.1. Consider an initial parameter θ0 ∈ Rp

and a ball B(θ0, R) around θ0 with radius R > 0. If the
spectral norm of the Hessian of f satisfies ∥H(θ)∥2 =
O( 1√

M
) for all θ ∈ B(θ0, R), then the neural tangent

kernel satisfies

|Kθ0(a, b)−Kθ(a, b)| = O(R/
√
M) (5)

for all θ ∈ B(θ0, R) and all inputs a, b ∈ Rd.

The neural networks we consider in the context of Bar-
low Twins directly inherit the condition ∥H(θ)∥2 =
O( 1√

M
) from previous works on the NTK (Liu et al.,

2020a). Indeed, the scaling of the Hessian in parame-
ter space is independent of the the loss function that
governs the training dynamics, and we therefore do
not go into details here. But unless R stays indepen-
dent of M , this by itself does not imply constancy of
the NTK at infinite width. For the squared error, Liu
et al. (2020b) use the PL∗ condition to ensure that the

weights remain in a bounded ball of width-independent
radius R. It is not obvious how to extend this idea to
Barlow Twins loss. In fact, a direct extension of Liu
et al. (2020b) does not work with Barlow Twins loss,
since R depends on the learned representations as well.
In this paper, we therefore take a different approach,
and look at the evolution of the loss and the parame-
ters in time.

4 Main Result

In light of the aforementioned discussion, we focus on
proving that the weights of the network stay in a ball
of fixed radius R, with high probability over random
initialization. To this end, we fix a global constant
δ > 0, below which the loss is considered to be zero,
and training is stopped. Our strategy is to verify the
following two statements, both of which hold at large
width M .

1. For any finite time T > 0, there exists a width-
independent κ > 0 such that supt≤T ∥θ̇(t)∥ ≤ κ
with high probability for any network of suffi-
ciently large width.

2. There exists a finite time T such that L(T ) ≤ δ
for any network of sufficiently large width.

Together, both imply that for large enough M , the
weights θ remain within a ball of width-independent
radius R around the initial θ0 until T , with high
probability. The reason is the following: Writing
R(t) = ∥θ(t)− θ(0)∥2, we obtain

∂

∂t
(R(t) + 1) = 2

M∑
m=1

(θm(t)− θm(0)) ˙θm(t)

≤ 2 ∥θ(t)− θ(0)∥ ∥θ̇(t)∥

= 2
√
R(t)∥θ̇(t)∥

≤ 2κ(R(t) + 1)

(6)

Since R(0) = 0, Grönwall’s inequality (see Lemma F.1)
implies that R(t) + 1 ≤ exp(2κt) for all t ≤ T . Thus,
the weights θ remain in a ball of radius R = exp(2κT )
until convergence.

Theorem 4.1. (Gradient of weights is bounded)
Fix any T ≥ 0 and any ϵ > 0. Then, there exists
M0 ∈ N and some κ > 0 such that, for all networks
of width M > M0, with probability at least 1 − ϵ, the
weights θ satisfy ∥θ̇(t)∥ ≤ κ for all t ≤ T when trained
under gradient flow.

The proof is included in Appendix A.1. The statement
is probabilistic because it only holds if the weights are
not too large at initialization (which is certainly true
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with high probability). It remains to show that for
some sufficiently large width M , the convergence of
the loss indeed happens within some finite time T , up
to our fixed tolerance δ > 0. We therefore turn to the
evolution of L(t) over time. Defining

u(t) =


(

∂L
∂fk(xn)

)
n,k(

∂L
∂fk(x

+
n )

)
n,k

 ∈ R2NK

K(t) =

Kt(x1, x1) . . . Kt(x1, x
+
N )

. . . . . . . . .
Kt(x

+
N , x1) . . . Kt(x

+
N , x

+
N )

 ∈ R2NK×2NK

(7)

we express the time evolution of the Barlow Twins loss
in a more concise manner.

Lemma 4.2. (Time evolution of the loss) Under
gradient flow, the evolution of L(t) can be expressed as

∂

∂t
L(t) = −u(t)TK(t)u(t) (8)

The proof is included in Appendix A.2. Our main
theorem requires an assumption on the loss at initial-
ization.

Definition 4.3. (Definitions and Assumptions
at initialization) We assume that, under the ini-
tialization that ensures Theorem 4.1 to hold, the ma-
trix K(0) is positive definite, with smallest eigenvalue
λmin(K(0)) ≥ λ > 0, and that L(0) < 1. Define

η =
4λ(1−

√
L(0))

N
(9)

and choose T such that the solution to the autonomous
ODE ∂

∂tL = −ηL satisfies L(T ) ≤ δ, under the initial
condition L(0) = L(0).

We state the main result.

Theorem 4.4. (Convergence of the loss in finite
time) Under the setting in Definition 4.3, there exists
M1 ∈ N such that, for all networks of width M ≥M1,
the loss under gradient flow satisfies ∂

∂tL(t) < −ηL(t)
for all time t ≤ T . This implies that L(T ) < δ.

The proof of Theorem 4.4 is included in Appendix A.3.
As a direct consequence of this result and of Theorem
3.1, we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 4.5. (Convergence of the NTK) Under
the conditions of Theorem 4.4, there exists a radius
R > 0 such that, with probability at least 1 − ϵ, the
change of the NTK until convergence is O(R/

√
M),

with R depending only on δ, η, but independent of the
network width.

For the ReLU activation ϕ(x) = max(0, x), gradient
flow itself is ill-defined, due to the non-differentiability
of the ReLU at zero. However, if we define the

weak derivative ∂ϕ(0)
∂x = 0, and equate θ̇(t) = −∂L

∂θ
as per usual, then it is possible to prove Theorem
4.1 nonetheless, and all other results remain true as
well. Of course, this is not entirely rigorous, because
θ̇(t) = −∂L

∂θ is not actually gradient flow. See Ap-
pendix C for details.

Remark 4.6. (Dropping the assumption on the
loss) The condition L(0) < 1 is most likely not nec-
essary. In Appendix E, we prove that in the lin-
earized regime, the loss converges exponentially to zero
if all eigenvalues of the embedding cross-moment ma-
trix C(0) are contained in (0, 1). This suggests that
“small” initialization is sufficient to enter the kernel
regime at large width. Our experiments also do not
impose it, and yet show convergence to the NTK (see
Section 7). For wide ReLU networks, L(0) < 1 can
however be guaranteed by suitably scaling the Gaussian
weights vm ∈ Rd of the first layer by a data-dependent
constant (see Appendix A.4).

5 Proof Sketch for One Dimensional
Embeddings

To give a better intuition on our proof strategy, we
present a more detailed proof sketch for the simplest
possible case of one-dimensional embeddings f : Rd →
R. We consider a neural network with one hidden
layer and d-dimensional inputs x. For one-dimensional
embeddings, the Barlow Twins loss function equates to

L(f) =

(
1

N

N∑
n=1

f(xn)f(x
+
n )− 1

)2

(10)

For ease of notation we define the cross-moment matrix
of the embeddings

C =
1

N

N∑
n=1

f(xn)f(x
+
n ) (11)

As discussed in Section 4, we aim to verify that at suffi-
ciently large width (i) there exists a width-independent
κ > 0 such that supt≤T ∥θ̇(t)∥ ≤ κ with high prob-
ability over random initialization of weights and (ii)
L(T ) ≤ δ at a finite time T independent of M . We
begin by checking the first condition.

Theorem 5.1. (Gradient of weights is bounded)
Fix any T ≥ 0 and any ϵ > 0. Then, there exists
M0 ∈ N and some κ > 0 such that, for all networks
of width M > M0, with probability at least 1 − ϵ, the
weights θ satisfy ∥θ̇(t)∥ ≤ κ for all t ≤ T when trained
under gradient flow.
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The proof is included in Appendix B.1. For simplic-
ity, the proof assumes L(0) < 1, although this is not
necessary here yet. Essentially, the proof proceeds in
three steps.

1. Firstly, we show that ∂
∂t

(∑M
m=1 w

2
m(t)

)
≤ 8

for all t ≤ T . This implies that there exists
some κ1 > 0 such that for all t ≤ T , we have
1
M

(∑M
m=1 w

2
m(t)

)
≤ κ1 with probability ≥ 1− ϵ.

2. From there, we bound the maximum squared
value that any representation takes until time T ,
that is

|f |2 = max
n∈[N ]

sup
t≤T

max
(
|f(xn)|2, |f(x+n )|2

)
(12)

by some κ2 > 0 (again independent of M). Doing
so requires the first part of the proof as well as
Grönwall’s inequality.

3. Finally, we show that

∥θ̇(t)∥2 ≤ 16|f |2

M

(
c2ϕ + dc2ϕ′

(
M∑

m=1

w2
m

))
(13)

for all t ≤ T . Combining this with the first and
second part we conclude that there indeed exists
κ > 0 such that

sup
t≤T

∥θ̇(t)∥ ≤ κ (14)

with probability ≥ 1− ϵ.

With Theorem 5.1 established, it remains to prove con-
vergence of the loss in finite time, for wide neural net-
works. To this end, we derive the evolution of L(t).
Lemma 5.2. (Time evolution of the loss) The
loss L(t) evolves over time as

∂

∂t
L(t) = −4L(t)

N2
·
(
f(X )
f(X+)

)T

K(t)

(
f(X )
f(X+)

)
(15)

where we define

K(t) =

(
Kθ(X+,X+) Kθ(X+,X )
Kθ(X ,X+) Kθ(X ,X )

)
(16)

which is just the kernel matrix of (X+,X ) at θ(t).

The proof is included in Appendix B.2. This is a non-
autonomous ODE, linear in L but multiplied with a
time-dependent scalar function

g(t) =
4

N2

(
f(X )
f(X+)

)T

K(t)

(
f(X )
f(X+)

)
(17)

on the right side. Suppose now that we can find a
constant η > 0 such that ∀t ≤ T : g(t) > η. Then, the
solution to the non-autonomous ODE can be upper
bounded by the solution to the autonomous ODE

∂

∂t
L = −ηL (18)

which converges to zero up to our previously fixed δ >
0 up to T , by choice of T . To ensure existence of such
η constitutes the proof idea.

Theorem 5.3. (Convergence of the loss in finite
time) Under the setting in Definition 4.3, there exists
M1 ∈ N such that, for all networks of width M ≥M1,
the loss under gradient flow satisfies ∂

∂tL(t) < −ηL(t)
for all time t ≤ T , by virtue of g(t) > η for all t ≤ T .
This implies that L(T ) < δ.

The proof is included in Appendix B.3. Essentially,
it relies on two observations: Firstly, the kernel ma-
trix K(t) does not change much up to time T , pro-
vided M is large. This is due to Theorem 5.1, which
guarantees that the weights remain in a bounded ball
of radius R around their initialization (until time T ),
and Theorem 3.1, which then bounds the change in
NTK as O(R/

√
M). Therefore, the smallest eigen-

value of K(t) stays larger than λ/2 when M is suffi-
ciently large. Thus,

g(t) >
2λ

N2

∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)∥∥∥∥2
≥ 2λ

N2

((
f(X )
f(X+)

))T ((
f(X+)
f(X )

)) (19)

for all t ≤ T , where we used Cauchy-Schwartz inequal-
ity. This expression can in turn be bounded from be-
low, due to the non-increasing nature of the loss L
under gradient flow, which forces C(t) to stay safely
bounded from below by 1−

√
L(0).

6 Implications for the Generalization
Error of Barlow Twins

Having established the validity of the NTK approxi-
mation for neural networks trained under the Barlow
Twins loss, we leverage our newly found connection
into generalization error bounds for (finite) neural net-
works. We wish to bound L̄(f) = ∥C̄(f)− I∥2F where
the population cross-moment matrix is

C̄(f) = Ex,x+

[
f(x)f(x+)T + f(x+)f(x)T

2

]
(20)

Here, f denotes a neural network withM neurons, and
p weights collected in a vector θ ∈ Rp. WheneverM is
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large enough to ensure Corollary 4.5 kicks in, we know
that

fk(x, θT ) = fk(x; θ0) + ⟨θT − θ0,∇fk(x, θ0)⟩

+O(R/
√
M)

(21)

with probability at least 1 − ϵ, where R is the radius
of the ball within which the weights evolve until con-
vergence (with high probability over random initial-
ization). Therefore, under small fk(x, θ0), the trained
neural network fk(x, θT ) can be approximated by

gk(x) = ⟨θT − θ0,∇fk(x, θ0)⟩ (22)

up to some small positive ζ = fk(x; θ0) +O(R/
√
M).

Note that each gk is a kernel model w.r.t the feature
map ψk(x) = ∇fk(x, θ0). In this section, we therefore
derive generalization error bounds for kernel versions
of Barlow Twins.

Generalization error for Barlow Twins in
Hilbert spaces. We first place ourselves in an ab-
stract Hilbert space framework. Denoting z, z+ for
positive pairs residing in some Hilbert space H, we
wish to learn a bounded linear operator W : H → RK

such as to minimize

L̄(W ) =
∥∥W Γ̄W ∗ − IK

∥∥2
F

, where

Γ̄ =
1

2
Ez,z+

[
z(z+)∗ + z+z∗

] (23)

Here ∗ denotes the adjoint, ∥ · ∥HS is the Hilbert-
Schmidt norm of linear operators on H (in the finite-
dimensional setting, the Frobenius norm ∥ · ∥F ), and
∥ · ∥ is the operator norm.

Theorem 6.1. (Generalization error for Bar-
low Twins in Hilbert spaces) Let N ∈ N and
N ′ ≤ N . Assume that pairs (z, z+) are almost surely
contained in a ball of radius S > 0 in a Hilbert space
H. Moreover, assume that for any set of training data,
L(W ) ≤ δ for some ∥W∥ ≤ B. Then, with probability
≥ 1− 2ϵ, it holds that

L̄(W ) ≤ 3δ +
3B4

N

(
V̂ + exp

(
− (N ′ − 1)2ϵ2

8S8N ′

))
+ 3 exp

(
− Nϵ2

B4S4

)
(24)

where we define

V̂ =
1

N ′(N ′ − 1)

∑
i<j

i,j∈[N ′]

∥Γi − Γj∥2HS

Γi =
1

2

(
zi(z

+
i )

∗ + z+i z
∗
i

) (25)

and the randomness is over independently sampled pos-
itive pairs (z1, z

+
1 ), . . . , (zN , z

+
N ).

The proof relies on McDiarmid’s inequality (McDi-
armid et al., 1989) and is included in Appendix D.1.
The quantity V̂ is purely empirical, and may be esti-
mated from fewer samples by choosing N ′ < N . Of
course, estimation is a strong word here — in an ab-
stract Hilbert space setting, we may not be able to
compute ∥Γi −Γj∥2HS. However, when the inner prod-

uct inH takes the form of a kernel, V̂ can be expressed
more explicitly.

Connecting to neural networks. Such is the case
for the NTK approximation of the neural network (22).
Defining ψ(x) = (ψ1(x), . . . ψK(x)) as the concatena-
tion of all feature maps, we obtain the kernel inner
product

K̂θ0(x, x
′) =

K∑
k=1

⟨∇fk(x, θ0),∇fk(x′, θ0)⟩ (26)

Then, defining

W =

(θT − θ0)
T 0 . . .

0 (θT − θ0)
T . . .

. . . . . . . . .

 ∈ RK×Kp

(27)

we obtain g(x) = Wψ(x). Actually, multivariate
functions such as g reside in a vector-valued RKHS.
This is also clear from the fact that the NTK in
the multivariate setting is a matrix-valued kernel
Kθ0 . In a vector-valued RKHS, we do not have
feature maps, but rather feature operators ψ. For
the neural network, the feature operator is the Ja-
cobian, that is ψ(x) = Dθf(x). Under the trace
inner product ⟨ψ(x), ψ(x′)⟩ := Trace(ψ(x)∗ψ(x′)) =
Trace(Kθ0(x, x

′)) we see that this construction is iden-
tical to the one given above, in that it gives the same
inner product between ψ(x), ψ(x′). By virtue of the
kernel trick, we can now estimate V̂ without moving
into the Hilbert space.

Lemma 6.2. (Estimating V̂ with kernels) Con-
sider the setting of Theorem 6.1. Suppose that there
exists a feature map ψ : Rd → H such that zn = ψ(xn)
and z+n = ψ(x+n ). Moreover, assume there exists a ker-
nel Kθ0 : Rd×Rd → R with ⟨ψ(x), ψ(x′)⟩ = Kθ0(x, x

′)
for all x, x′ ∈ Rd. Then, for all i ̸= j, it holds that

∥Γi − Γj∥2HS =

0.5
(
Kθ0(xi, xi)Kθ0(x

+
i , x

+
i ) +Kθ0(xi, x

+
i )

2
)
+

0.5
(
Kθ0(xj , xj)Kθ0(x

+
j , x

+
j ) +Kθ0(xj , x

+
j )

2
)
−

Kθ0(xi, xj)Kθ0(x
+
i , x

+
j )−Kθ0(xi, x

+
j )Kθ0(x

+
i , xj)

(28)

This result is proven in Appendix D.2. Furthermore,
combining Theorem 6.1 with the fact that the neural
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Figure 1: For a fixed sample size N , we plot different quantities for varying network width M . We then vary N
and plot: (a) NTK change till convergence (b) Training Epochs till convergence (c) Squared norm of difference
between representations of neural network and corresponding kernel model

network f can be approximated by a kernel model (22),
we immediately obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 6.3. Fix ϵ > 0. Assume f is a neural
with M neurons in the hidden layer, where M is large
enough for Corollary 4.5 to hold. Suppose f is trained
until the Barlow Twins loss is smaller than δ. Then,
with probability at least 1− 3ϵ, it holds that

L̄(fNN ) ≤ Kζ(BS + ζ)
(
Kζ(BS + ζ) +

√
ν(N, ϵ, δ′

)
(29)

where δ′ = 2δ+ 2K2ζ2(BS + ζ)2 and ν(N, ϵ, δ′) is the
slack term from Theorem 6.1. B can be taken as the
norm of ∥θT − θ0∥, and S is the radius of a ball that
contains all ψ(x) where x ∈ Sd−1.

The proof is included in Appendix D.3. It uses the
fact that f is approximated up to ζ by a kernel model
with probability ≥ 1 − ϵ. This allows bounding the
difference between the loss of f and the loss of g. Then,
we use Theorem 6.1, which holds with probability at
least 1− 2ϵ.

Remark 6.4. Our analysis only bounds the pretrain-
ing loss. However, this can be passed on to guarantees
on the classification error on downstream tasks, pro-
vided the augmentations elucidate enough of the un-
derlying class structures. For example, see Section 5.2
of Cabannes et al. (2023).

7 Experiments

In this Section, we verify our theoretical claims on the
MNIST dataset (Deng, 2012). Optimization is done
using gradient descent with a learning rate of 0.5. The
threshold for loss convergence δ is set at 10−5. We
use a single-hidden layer neural network with tanh ac-
tivation unless stated otherwise. Furthermore, for il-
lustration purposes, we focus only on one-dimensional

embeddings. All experiments are run 10 times with
different random seeds; their means along with stan-
dard deviations are plotted in the figures.

We first verify near-constancy of the NTK for Barlow
Twins at large width, while not restricting ourselves to
the setting of L(0) < 1. Varying the sample size from
10 to 1000, we plot the norm of the NTK deviation by
varying the hidden layer width M from 10 to 10000.
Recall that in our theoretical results, η still depends
on the sample size N , suggesting that as N grows,
a larger width is necessary for the kernel regime to
kick in. However, as Figure 1 (a) clearly displays, the
neural network enters the kernel regime irrespective of
the sample size N as M grows, with the change in the
NTK near zero at 103 neurons in the hidden layer.

Next, we look at the number of training epochs re-
quired for the loss to converge below δ. As per Theo-
rem 5.3, we expect this to be independent of the width
of the neural network, provided the network is suffi-
ciently large. This is empirically verified in Figure 1
(b).

With the NTK nearly constant at large width, we ex-
pect the representations learned by the finite neural
network to be close to those learned by a correspond-
ing kernel model, via gradient descent under the NTK
at initialization K(0). We verify this in Figure 1 (c),
where we see that irrespective of the number of sam-
ples, the representations at convergence are closer for
wider neural networks Additional experiments are in-
cluded in Appendix G. There, we also check the vari-
ation of these quantities for networks with ReLU acti-
vation.



Infinite Width Limits of SSL

8 Discussion

In this paper, we connect self-supervised learning with
neural networks to the neural tangent kernel regime.
We prove that at infinite width, the NTK of a neural
network trained under the Barlow Twins loss becomes
constant. This is the first result that rigorously justi-
fies the use of traditional kernel methods to understand
SSL through the lenses of the NTK. Furthermore, the
kernel connection enables us to bound the population
Barlow Twins loss in terms of the empirical loss and
a slack term that decays with the number of samples.
This opens a number of interesting avenues and chal-
lenges for future work.

Extension to deep networks, and other losses.
It is desirable to extend the convergence results to
other, in particular deep, architectures. This requires
an extension of Theorem 4.1 to multiple layers. In
addition, verifying the validity of the NTK approxi-
mation for other commonly used non-contrastive loss
functions such as VIC-Reg (Bardes et al., 2021) is a
natural next step. Moreover, our proof for the ReLU
activations is not entirely rigorous, since ∂L

∂θ can only
be understood in the weak sense. Finally, as dis-
cussed earlier, we believe the condition L(0) < 1 can
be dropped, but a proof remains to be established.

Improving generalization error bounds. Theo-
rem 6.1 still relies on uniform bounds, despite closed-
form expressions for kernel versions of Barlow Twins
being available. To be precise, Simon et al. (2023)
show that the minimum norm W ∗ that achieves zero
loss lies in the top eigenspace of the cross-moment op-
erator Γ. This W ∗ is referred to as the spectral so-
lution. We believe that spectral perturbation bounds
provide tighter guarantees on the generalization error.

Does gradient flow approach the spectral so-
lution? Even with improved generalization bounds
for the spectral solution W ∗ (as noted above), there
is still a missing link: It is not yet known whether
gradient flow actually approaches the spectral solu-
tion for linearized networks. Simon et al. (2023)
prove it for “aligned” initialization (starting in the top
eigenspace), and give heuristics for why it would also
hold under “small” initialization.

Conclusion. Our work establishes the significance
of the NTK to self-supervised learning, and confirms
numerous recent works that have headed into this di-
rection. As Belkin et al. (2018) put it, to understand
deep learning, we need to understand kernel learning.
In light of our results, we are tempted to add: To un-
derstand self-supervised learning, we need to under-
stand representation learning with kernels.
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A Proofs from Section 4

Appendix B contains a more detailed and computationally less involved derivation of all results for the one-
dimensional case. It may be convenient to refer to it first. The proof strategy is identical.

A.1 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Proof. Recall that T > 0 is a fixed, width-independent point in time. We show that there exists κ > 0 such
that supt≤T ∥θ̇∥ ≤ κ for all networks of width M > 8T , with high probability over randomly initialized weights.
Specifically, for any ϵ > 0, we know that there exists κ1 > 0 such that

∥θ(0)∥2

M
≤ κ1 − 1 (30)

with probability at least 1 − ϵ, because the weights are independent Gaussians at initialization. We condition
everything on this event. In this proof, we also assume L(0) < 1 under said event. We need this condition
anyway for Theorem 4.4 and therefore include it into our bounds here as well to simplify matters. However, any
width-independent bound on L(0) is sufficient. Denote cϕ = maxt∈R |ϕ(t)| and cϕ′ = maxt∈R

∣∣ ∂
∂tϕ(t)

∣∣. We will
show the following three statements.

1. Firstly, we show that

∂

∂t

(
M∑

m=1

∥wm(t)∥2
)

≤ 8 (31)

for all t ≤ T . This immediately implies that there exists some κ1 > 0 such that for all t ≤ T

1

M

(
M∑

m=1

∥wm(t)∥2
)

≤ κ1 (32)

holds with probability ≥ 1− ϵ over random initialization, because

1

M

(
M∑

m=1

∥wm(t)∥2
)

≤ 1

M

(
M∑

m=1

∥wm(0)∥2
)

+
8T

M
≤ 1

M

(
M∑

m=1

∥wm(0)∥2
)

+ 1 (33)

where we used M > 8T and the fact that

1

M

(
M∑

m=1

∥wm(0)∥2
)

≤ ∥θ(0)∥2

M
≤ κ1 − 1 (34)

with probability at least 1− ϵ.

2. Using part 1, we bound the maximum squared value that any representation takes until time T , that is

|f |2 = max
n∈[N ]

sup
t≤T

max
(
∥f(xn)∥2, ∥f(x+n )∥2

)
(35)

by some κ2 > 0 (again independent of M).

3. We combine both statements to show that there exists κ > 0 such that supt≤T ∥θ̇∥ ≤ κ with probability at
least 1− ϵ.

Part 1. First of all, we derive the evolution of all weights over time. Using the matrix chain rule,

∂L
∂wmk

= Trace

((
∂L
∂C

)T
∂C

∂wmk

)

= 2Trace

(
(C − I)

(
1

2N

∂

∂wmk

(
N∑

n=1

f(xn)f(x
+
n )

T + f(x+n )f(xn)
T

))) (36)
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and similarly,

∂L
∂vmr

= Trace

((
∂L
∂C

)T
∂C

∂vmr

)

= 2Trace

(
(C − I)

(
1

2N

∂

∂vmr

(
N∑

n=1

f(xn)f(x
+
n )

T + f(x+n )f(xn)
T

))) (37)

For any n ∈ [N ] and any i, j, k ∈ [K]

∂

∂wmk

(
fi(xn)fj(x

+
n ) + fj(xn)fi(x

+
n )
)

=


2fk(x

+
n )

1√
M
ϕ(vTmxn) + 2fk(xn)

1√
M
ϕ(vTmx

+
n ), if k = i = j

fj(x
+
n )

1√
M
ϕ(vTmxn) + fj(xn)

1√
M
ϕ(vTmx

+
n ), if k = i ̸= j

fi(x
+
n )

1√
M
ϕ(vTmxn) + fi(xn)

1√
M
ϕ(vTmx

+
n ), if k = j ̸= i

0, if k /∈ {i, j}

(38)

Equating ∂
∂twmk = − ∂L

∂wmk
gives

∂

∂t

(
M∑

m=1

∥wm∥2
)

= 2

M∑
m=1

K∑
k=1

wmk

(
∂

∂t
wmk

)

= 4Trace

(I − C)

(
1

2N

N∑
n=1

K∑
k=1

Ak,i,j(n)

)K

i,j=1

 (39)

where we define

Ak,i,j(n) =

M∑
m=1

wmk · ∂

∂wmk

(
fi(xn)fj(x

+
n ) + fi(x

+
n )fj(xn)

)

=


2fk(x

+
n )fk(xn) + 2fk(xn)fk(x

+
n ), if k = i = j

fj(x
+
n )fk(xn) + fj(xn)fk(x

+
n ), if k = i ̸= j

fi(x
+
n )fk(xn) + fi(xn)fk(x

+
n ), if k = j ̸= i

0, if k /∈ {i, j}

(40)

Noticing that

K∑
k=1

Ak,i,j(n) =

{
2fi(x

+
n )fi(xn) + 2fi(xn)fi(x

+
n ), if i = j

2fi(x
+
n )fj(xn) + 2fj(xn)fi(x

+
n ), if i ̸= j

(41)

we obtain

∂

∂t

(
M∑

m=1

∥wm∥2
)

= 8Trace ((I − C)C) (42)

This is certainly bounded by some κ0 > 0, because the loss is non-increasing under gradient flow, which forces
all entries of C to stay bounded. In our case, with L(0) = ∥I − C∥2F < 1, we may choose κ0 = 8.
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Regarding the evolution of the first layer weights vmr, we note that for any n ∈ [N ], i, j ∈ [K] and r ∈ [d]

∂

∂vmr

(
fi(xn)fj(x

+
n ) + fj(xn)fi(x

+
n )
)
=

1√
M
fj(x

+
n )wmjϕ

′(vTmxn)x
(r)
n +

1√
M
fi(xn)wmiϕ

′(vTmx
+
n )
(
x+n
)(r)

+

1√
M
fj(xn)wmiϕ

′(vTmx
+
n )
(
x+n
)(r)

+

1√
M
fi(x

+
n )wmiϕ

′(vTmxn)x
(r)
n

(43)

Thus, we obtain

˙vmr(t) =
1

N
Trace

(
(C − I)

(
∂

∂vmr

(
fi(xn)fj(x

+
n ) + fj(xn)fi(x

+
n )
))

i,j

)
(44)

Part 2. In this part we bound |f |2. For any x and any k ∈ [K], the k-th output fk evolves over time as follows.

∂

∂t
fk(x) = ⟨∂fk(x)

∂θ
,
∂

∂t
θ⟩

= −
M∑

m=1

∂fk(x)

∂θm

∂L
∂θm

= −
M∑

m=1

∂fk(x)

∂θm

N∑
n=1

K∑
l=1

∂L
∂fl(xn)

∂fl(xn)

∂θm
+

∂L
∂fl(x

+
n )

∂fl(x
+
n )

∂θm

= −
N∑

n=1

K∑
l=1

∂L
∂fl(xn)

(Kθ(x, xn))k,l +
∂L

∂fl(x
+
n )

(
Kθ(x, x

+
n

)
k,l

(45)

So we need to derive all ∂L
∂fk(xi)

. For any k ∈ [K], and any i ∈ [N ], we see that ∂C
∂fk(xi)

= 1
2NA(i, k), where we

define the matrix

A(i, k) =



0 . . . 0 f1(x
+
i ) 0 . . . 0

0 . . . 0 f2(x
+
i ) 0 . . . 0

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
f1(x

+
i ) f2(x

+
i ) . . . 2fk(x

+
i ) . . . . . . fK(x+i )

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
0 . . . 0 fK−1(x

+
i ) 0 . . . 0

0 . . . 0 fK(x+i ) 0 . . . 0


(46)

and also let

A(i) =

 f1(x
+
i ) . . . f1(x

+
i )

. . . . . . . . .
fK(x+i ) . . . fK(x+i )

 ∈ RK×K (47)

Notice that A(i, k) = eke
T
kA(i)

T + A(i)eke
T
k . Using the matrix chain rule, and the fact that ∂L

∂C = 2(C − I), we
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therefore obtain

∂L
∂fk(xi)

= 2Trace

(
(C − I)T

∂C

∂fk(xi)

)
=

1

N
Trace ((C − I)A(i, k))

=
1

N

(
K∑
l=1

(C − I)l•A(i, k)•l

)

=
1

N

∑
l ̸=k

(C − I)lkfl(x
+
i ) + (C − I)T•kf(x

+
i )


=

1

N

∑
l ̸=k

Clkfl(x
+
i ) + (C − I)T•kf(x

+
i )


=

2

N

(
C1kf1(x

+
i ) + C2kf2(x

+
i ) + · · ·+ (Ckk − 1)fk(x

+
i ) + · · ·+ CKkfK(x+i )

)
=

2

N
(C − I)k•f(x

+
i )

=
2

N
eTk (C − I)f(x+i )

(48)

where we exploited the symmetry of A(i, k) in the sixth step. Overall, we have

∂

∂t
fk(x) = − 2

N

N∑
n=1

K∑
l=1

Kθ(x, xn)k,l · eTl (C − I)f(x+n )+

Kθ(x, x
+
n )k,l · eTl (C − I)f(xn)

= − 2

N

K∑
l=1

Kθ(x, [X ,X+])k,l · F ([X+,X ])T (C − I)el

(49)

where we write F ([X+,X ]) ∈ RK×2N for the matrix that contains the representations at time t as columns.
Moreover, with Kk,l the kernel matrix of X ,X+ at output k, l, we have

∂

∂t
fk([X ,X+]) =

2

N

K∑
l=1

Kk,l · F ([X+,X ])T (I − C)el (50)

Therefore, the squared norm of the representations evolve as

∂

∂t

(
K∑

k=1

∥fk([X ,X+])∥2
)

= 2

K∑
k=1

(fk([X ,X+]))
T

(
∂

∂t
fk([X ,X+])

)

=
4

N

K∑
k=1

(fk([X ,X+]))
T

K∑
l=1

Kk,l · F ([X+,X ])T (C − I)el

≤ 4

N

K∑
k,l=1

∥fk([X ,X+])∥
∥∥Kk,lF ([X+,X ])T (C − I)el

∥∥
≤ 4

N

K∑
k,l=1

∥fk([X ,X+])∥ · ∥Kk,l∥2 ·
∥∥F ([X+,X ])T (C − I)el

∥∥
≤ 4

N

K∑
k,l=1

∥fk([X ,X+])∥ · ∥Kk,l∥2 · ∥F ([X+,X ])∥2

(51)
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where we have used Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, and the fact that ∥I −C∥2 ≤ 1 due to L(0) < 1 in the last line.
Continuing,

4

N

K∑
k,l=1

∥fk([X ,X+])∥ · ∥Kk,l∥2 · ∥F ([X+,X ])∥2 ≤

4

N
max
k,l

∥Kk,l∥2 ·

 K∑
k=1

∥fk([X ,X+])∥

(
K∑
l=1

∥fl([X ,X+])∥2
)1/2

 ≤

4

N
max
k,l

∥Kk,l∥2 ·

 K∑
k,l=1

∥fk([X ,X+])∥ · ∥fl([X ,X+])∥

 ≤

4K

N
max
k,l

∥Kk,l∥2 ·

(
K∑

k=1

∥fk([X ,X+])∥2
)

(52)

where in the second line we bound the spectral norm of F ([X+,X ]) by its Frobenius norm, in the third line
we bound the 2-norm by the 1-norm, and in the fourth line we use Cauchy-Schwartz again, which introduces a
factor of K. We proceed to bound the spectral norm of the kernel matrices Kk,l.

Note that for any k, l, and any (a, b) ∈ [X ,X+]× [X ,X+], we have

Kk,l(a, b) =

(
∂fk(a)

∂θ

)T (
∂fl(a)

∂θ

)
=

1

M

(
M∑

m=1

1k=l · ϕ(vTma)ϕ(vTmb)

)
+

1

M

(
M∑

m=1

wmkwmlϕ
′(vTma)ϕ

′(vTmb)a
T b

)

≤ c2ϕ +
1

M

(
M∑

m=1

|wmkwml| · c2ϕ′

)

≤ c2ϕ +
c2ϕ′

M
·

(
M∑

m=1

w2
mk + w2

ml

)
≤ c2ϕ + c2ϕ′κ1

(53)

where the final line uses Part 1 of this proof, which bounds 1
M

∑M
m=1 ∥wm(t)∥2 uniformly in time by κ1. Also,

recall that data lies on the unit sphere, so aT b ≤ 1. Overall, we see that the spectral norm of each kernel matrix
Kk,l is bounded by

∥Kk,l∥2 ≤ 2N
(
c2ϕ + c2ϕ′κ1

)
(54)

Plugging this in back into our evolution of the representations,

∂

∂t

K∑
k=1

∥fk([X ,X+])∥2 ≤
(
8Kc2ϕ + 8Kc2ϕ′κ1

)( K∑
k=1

∥fk([X ,X+])∥2
)

(55)

We are thus in the setting of Grönwall’s inequality, and obtain

K∑
k=1

∥fk([X ,X+])∥2 ≤

(
K∑

k=1

∥fk([X ,X+])(0)∥2
)

· exp
(
T
(
8Kc2ϕ + 8Kc2ϕ′κ1

))
=: κ2 (56)

for all time t ≤ T . When ∥θ(0)∥2

M ≤ κ1 − 1 this also gives a bound on ∥fk([X ,X+])(0)∥2.
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Part 3. We now control ∥θ̇(t)∥2. Using the time derivatives for wmk and vmr derived in Part 1,

| ˙wmk(t)|2 =
1

N2
Trace

(C − I)

(
N∑

n=1

∂

∂wmk

(
fi(xn)fj(x

+
n ) + fj(xn)fi(x

+
n )
))

i,j

2

≤ 1

N2

∥∥∥∥∥
N∑

n=1

(
∂

∂wmk

(
fi(xn)fj(x

+
n ) + fj(xn)fi(x

+
n )
))

i,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

F

= O

(
κ2c

2
ϕ

M

)
(57)

where we used Cauchy-Schwartz for the trace inner product and ∥C − I∥F < 1 in the second line, and |f |2 ≤ κ2
from Part 2 in the third line. Summing up,

M∑
m=1

∥ẇm(t)∥2 = O
(
κ2c

2
ϕ

)
(58)

Similarly, we find that

| ˙vmr(t)|2 =
1

N2
Trace

(C − I)

(
N∑

n=1

∂

∂vmr

(
fi(xn)fj(x

+
n ) + fj(xn)fi(x

+
n )
))

i,j

2

≤ 1

N2

∥∥∥∥∥
N∑

n=1

(
∂

∂vmr

(
fi(xn)fj(x

+
n ) + fj(xn)fi(x

+
n )
))

i,j

∥∥∥∥∥
2

F

= O

(
κ2∥wm∥2c2ϕ′

M

)
(59)

Summing up and exploiting part 1 to bound 1
M

∑M
m=1 ∥wm(t)∥2 uniformly in time by κ1, we find that

M∑
m=1

∥ ˙vm∥2 = O(κ1κ2c
2
ϕ′) (60)

Combining both results, we see that there exists κ > 0 such that supt≤T ∥θ̇(t)∥ ≤ κ with probability ≥ 1− ϵ over
random initialization.

A.2 Proof of Lemma 4.2

Proof. Recall that for any x and any k ∈ [K], the k-th output fk evolves over time as follows.

∂

∂t
fk(x) = ⟨∂fk(x)

∂θ
,
∂

∂t
θ⟩

= −
M∑

m=1

∂fk(x)

∂θm

∂L
∂θm

= −
M∑

m=1

∂fk(x)

∂θm

N∑
n=1

K∑
l=1

∂L
∂fl(xn)

∂fl(xn)

∂θm
+

∂L
∂fl(x

+
n )

∂fl(x
+
n )

∂θm

= −
N∑

n=1

K∑
l=1

∂L
∂fl(xn)

(Kθ(x, xn))k,l +
∂L

∂fl(x
+
n )

(
Kθ(x, x

+
n

)
k,l

(61)
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From here, we write down the time evolution of the loss. We denote ∗,+ for the symbols that refer to an anchor
sample x = x∗, or an augmentation x+.

∂

∂t
L(t) =

N∑
i=1

∂L
∂f(xi)

∂

∂t
f(xi) +

∂L
∂f(x+i )

∂

∂t
f(x+i )

= −
N∑

i,n=1

K∑
k,l=1

∑
α,β=∗,+

∂L
∂fk(xαi )

Kk,l(x
α
i , x

β
n)

∂L
∂fk(x

β
i )

= −
N∑

i,n=1

(
∂L

∂f(xi)

)T

K(xi, xn)

(
∂L

∂f(xn)

)
+

(
∂L

∂f(x+i )

)T

K(x+i , xn)

(
∂L

∂f(xn)

)
+(

∂L
∂f(xi)

)T

K(xi, x
+
n )

(
∂L

∂f(x+n )

)
+(

∂L
∂f(x+i )

)T

K(x+i , x
+
n )

(
∂L

∂f(x+n )

)

(62)

this can be expressed as

∂

∂t
L(t) = −u(t)TK(t)u(t) (63)

where we have defined

u(t) =
(

∂L
∂f1(x1)

. . . ∂L
∂fK(x1)

. . . ∂L
∂fK(xN )

∂L
∂f1(x

+
1 )

. . . ∂L
∂fK(x+

N )

)T
(64)

K(t) =


K(x1, x1) . . . K(x1, xN ) . . . K(x1, x

+
N )

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
K(xN , x1) . . . K(xN , xN ) . . . K(xN , x

+
N )

K(x+1 , x1) . . . K(x+1 , xN ) . . . K(x+1 , x
+
N )

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
K(x+N , x1) . . . K(x+N , xN ) . . . K(x+N , x

+
N )

 (65)

A.3 Proof of Theorem 4.4

Proof. Observe that

∂

∂t
L(t) = −u(t)TK(t)u(t) ≤ −∥u(t)∥2λmin(K(t)) (66)

with K and u(t) as defined earlier. Recall from Appendix A.1 (part 3 of the proof) that

∂L
∂fk(xi)

=
2

N
eTk (C − I)f(x+i ) (67)
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Thus, we can lower bound the squared Euclidean norm of u(t) as

∥u(t)∥2 =

K∑
k=1

N∑
i=1

(
∂L

∂fk(xi)

)2

+

(
∂L

∂fk(x
+
i )

)2

=

K∑
k=1

N∑
i=1

f(x+i )
T (C − I)eke

T
k (C − I)f(x+i ) + f(xi)

T (C − I)eke
T
k (C − I)f(xi)

=
4

N2

N∑
i=1

f(x+i )
T (C − I)2f(x+i ) + f(xi)

T (C − I)2f(xi)

≥ 4

N2

N∑
i=1

f(x+i )(C − I)2f(xi) + f(xi)(C − I)2f(x+i )

=
4

N2
Trace

(
(C − I)2

(
N∑
i=1

f(xi)f(x
+
i )

T + f(x+i )f(xi)
T

))

=
8

N
Trace((C − I)2C)

(68)

The inequality used above relies on the following fact: For any positive semi-definite matrix A = QTΛQ ∈ RK

(where Q is orthonormal and Λ is diagonal with non-negative entries), and for any v, w ∈ RK , Cauchy-Schwartz
yields

vTAw + wTAv = (Qv)TΛ(Qw) + (Qw)TΛ(Qv)

= 2

K∑
k=1

λk(Qv)k(Qw)k

≤
K∑

k=1

λk
(
(Qv)2k + (Qw)2k

)
= vTQTΛQv + wTQTΛQw

= vTAv + wTAw

(69)

All that remains to be done is to show that

∥u(t)∥2 ≥ κ∥C − I∥2F (70)

for some κ that is time-independent. By Von Neumann’s trace inequality we can certainly choose κ = λmin(C(t))
at any given t. Thus, as long as the smallest eigenvalue of C(t) is lower bounded until convergence, we are fine.

Recall that we assume L(0) ∈ (0, 1). Now assume that at some time t′ we have λmin(C(t
′)) < 1−

√
L(0). Then,

denoting λ1, . . . , λK for the eigenvalues of C(t′), it follows that

L(t′) = Trace
(
(C − I)2

)
=

K∑
k=1

(λk − 1)2 ≥ (λmin(C(t
′))− 1)2 > L(0) (71)

This is a contradiction to the non-decreasing nature of the loss under gradient flow. Hence, as long as L(0) < 1,
we can lower bound λmin(C) uniformly in time by 1−

√
L(0) from below. Thus, it holds that

∥u(t)∥2 > 8

N
(1−

√
L(0)) · L(t) (72)

and hence

∂

∂t
L(t) < −

8(1−
√

L(0))λmin(K(t))

N
· L(t) (73)

holds for all t. We now take M to be so large that the entries of the kernel matrix change by less than some
γ > 0 for all t ≤ T , where γ > 0 is small enough to ensure that λmin(K(t)) ≥ λ/2 for all t ≤ T . Such M
certainly exists, because Theorem 3.1 guarantees that the change in the entries of the kernel matrix K(t) are
no more than O(R/

√
M) until time T , where R = exp(2κT ) following the discussion precluding Theorem 4.1.

Overall, this implies that whenever M ≥M1 for some M1 ∈ N, we have ∂
∂tL(t) < −ηL(t) for all t ≤ T .
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A.4 Ensuring L(0) < 1 for ReLU

Lemma A.1. (Scaling the first layer ensures small loss) Consider the ReLU activation function. For any
dataset X ,X+, there exist s > 0 andM0 ∈ N such that for allM ≥M0 and under wmk ∼ N (0, 1), vmr ∼ N (0, s2),
the loss at initialization satisfies L(0) < 1 with high probability.

Proof. In expectation, we have the following expression for the cross-moments at initialization.

E[Ckl] =
1

2N

N∑
n=1

E[fk(xn)fl(x+n )] + E[fk(x+n )fl(xn)]

=
1

2N

N∑
n=1

1

M

M∑
m,m′=1

E
[
wmk

(
ϕ(vTmxn)ϕ(v

T
m′x+n ) + ϕ(vTmx

+
n )ϕ(v

T
m′xn)

)
wm′l

] (74)

For k ̸= l, the fact that all wmk are independent and zero mean shows that E[Ckl] = 0. When k = l, we have
E[wmkwm′l] = 1(m = m′), since the weights wmk are standard Gaussians. Therefore,

E[Ckk] =
1

N

N∑
n=1

1

M

M∑
m

E
[
ϕ(vTmxn)ϕ(v

T
mx

+
n )
]

(75)

For ReLU, the expectation is strictly positive and scales as s2. Thus, there certainly exists s > 0 such that

E[Ckk] =
2K − 1

2K
(76)

For large M , the variance of each Ckl is O(1/M) because the weights are independent. Thus, the matrix I − C
concentrates around (2K)−1IK , so L(0) = ∥C(0)− I∥2F < 1 with high probability.
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B Proofs from Section 5

B.1 Proof of Theorem 5.1

Proof. Recall that T > 0 is a fixed, width-independent point in time. We show that there exists κ > 0 such
that supt≤T ∥θ̇∥ ≤ κ for all networks of width M > 8T , with high probability over randomly initialized weights.
Specifically, for any ϵ > 0, we know that there exists κ1 > 0 such that

∥θ(0)∥2

M
≤ κ1 − 1 (77)

with probability at least 1 − ϵ, because the weights are independent Gaussians at initialization. We condition
everything on this event. In this proof, we also assume L(0) < 1 under said event. We need this condition
anyway for Theorem 4.4 and therefore include it into our bounds here as well to simplify matters. However, any
width-independent bound on L(0) is sufficient. Denote cϕ = maxt∈R |ϕ(t)| and cϕ′ = maxt∈R

∣∣ ∂
∂tϕ(t)

∣∣. We will
show the following three statements.

1. Firstly, we show that

∂

∂t

(
M∑

m=1

w2
m(t)

)
≤ 8 (78)

for all t ≤ T . This immediately implies that there exists some κ1 > 0 such that for all t ≤ T

1

M

(
M∑

m=1

w2
m(t)

)
≤ κ1 (79)

holds with probability ≥ 1− ϵ over random initialization, because

1

M

(
M∑

m=1

w2
m(t)

)
≤ 1

M

(
M∑

m=1

w2
m(0)

)
+

8T

M
≤ 1

M

(
M∑

m=1

w2
m(0)

)
+ 1 (80)

where we used M > 8T and the fact that

1

M

(
M∑

m=1

w2
m(0)

)
≤ κ1 − 1 (81)

whenever ∥θ(0)∥2

M ≤ κ1 − 1.

2. From there, we bound the maximum squared value that any representation takes until time T , that is

|f |2 = max
n∈[N ]

sup
t≤T

max
(
|f(xn)|2, |f(x+n )|2

)
(82)

by some κ2 > 0 (again independent of M).

3. We combine both statements to show that there exists κ > 0 such that supt≤T ∥θ̇∥ ≤ κ with probability at
least 1− ϵ.

Part 1. We begin by computing

∂L
∂wm

=2(C − 1)

(
1

N

N∑
n=1

[
f(xn)

1√
M
ϕ(vTmx

+
n ) + f(x+n )

1√
M
ϕ(vTmxn)

])
(83)

which equates to − ∂
∂twm under gradient flow, and

∂L
∂vmj

=2(C − 1)

(
1

N

N∑
n=1

[
f(xn)

1√
M
wmϕ

′(vTmx
+
n )(x

+
n )

(j) + f(x+n )
1√
M
wmϕ

′(vTmxn)(xn)
(j)

])
(84)
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which equates to − ∂
∂tvmj under gradient flow. Clearly,

∂

∂t

(
w2

m

)
=4(1− C)

(
1

N

N∑
n=1

[
f(xn)fm(x+n ) + f(x+n )fm(xn)

])
(85)

where we write fm(x) = 1√
M
wmϕ(v

T
mx). Noticing that f(x) =

∑M
m=1 fm(x), we arrive at

∂

∂t

(
M∑

m=1

w2
m

)
= 4(1− C)

(
1

N

N∑
n=1

[
f(xn)

(
M∑

m=1

fm(x+n )

)
+ f(x+n )

(
M∑

m=1

fm(xn)

)])
= 8(1− C)C

(86)

The loss L(t) = (C − 1)2 is non-increasing under gradient flow. Thus, since L(0) < 1, we have C ∈ (0, 1). We

obtain ∂
∂t

(∑M
m=1 w

2
m(t)

)
≤ 8 for all t ≤ T as desired.

Part 2. We consider the evolution of the representations f(x) over time, where x ∈ X ,X+ Note that for any x,

∂

∂t
f(x) = ⟨ ∂

∂θ
f(x),

∂

∂t
θ⟩

= −
M∑

m=1

∂f(x)

∂θm

∂L
∂θm

= −
M∑

m=1

∂

∂θm
f(x)

[
N∑

n=1

(
∂L

∂f(xn)

∂f(xn)

∂θm
+

∂L
∂f(x+n )

∂f(x+n )

∂θm

)]

= −
N∑

n=1

[
Kθ(x, xn)

∂L
∂f(xn)

+Kθ(x, x
+
n )

∂L
∂f(x+n )

]
(87)

In our setting

∂L
∂f(xn)

= 2(C − 1)

(
1

N
f(x+n )

)
∂L

∂f(x+n )
= 2(C − 1)

(
1

N
f(xn)

) (88)

Hence, for any i ∈ [N ], we have

∂

∂t
f(xi) =

2(1− C)

N
·

N∑
n=1

[
Kθ(xi, xn)f(x

+
n ) +Kθ(xi, x

+
n )f(xn)

]
=

2(1− C)

N
·Kθ(xi, [X ,X+])

(
f(X+)
f(X )

) (89)

and therefore we can write

∂

∂t

(
f(X )
f(X+)

)
=

2(1− C)

N
·Kθ([X ,X+], [X ,X+])

(
f(X+)
f(X )

)
(90)

Thus,

∂

∂t

∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)∥∥∥∥2 = 2

(
f(X )
f(X+)

)T (
∂

∂t

(
f(X )
f(X+)

))
(91)

=
4(1− C)

N

(
f(X )
f(X+)

)T

Kθ([X ,X+], [X ,X+])

(
f(X+)
f(X )

)
(92)

By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, for any positive semi-definite matrix A, it holds that

|yTAz|2 ≤ (yTAy) · (zTAz) ≤ ∥y∥2∥z∥2∥A∥22 (93)
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In our case, this implies that

(
f(X )
f(X+)

)T

Kθ([X ,X+], [X ,X+])

(
f(X+)
f(X )

)
≤
∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)∥∥∥∥2 · ∥Kθ([X ,X+], [X ,X+])∥2 (94)

where we used the fact that ∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)∥∥∥∥ =

∥∥∥∥(f(X+)
f(X )

)∥∥∥∥ (95)

since both vectors are just permutations of one another. It remains to show that the spectral norm of the time-
dependent kernel matrix remains bounded until time T . Note that for any pair (a, b) ∈ [X ,X+] × [X ,X+], and
for any time t ≤ T , we have |aT b| ≤ 1. Therefore, every entry of the kernel matrix is bounded via

Kθ(a, b) =

(
∂f(a)

∂θ

)T (
∂f(b)

∂θ

)

=

M∑
m=1

∂f(a)
∂wm

∂f(b)

∂wm
+

d∑
j=1

∂f(a)

∂vmj

∂f(b)

∂vmj


=

1

M

M∑
m=1

ϕ(vTma)ϕ(v
T
mb) + w2

mϕ
′(vTma)ϕ

′(vTmb)a
T b

≤ 1

M

M∑
m=1

c2ϕ + w2
mc

2
ϕ′

≤ c2ϕ + c2ϕ′

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

w2
m(t)

)
≤ c2ϕ + c2ϕ′κ1

(96)

where we used Part 1 in the final inequality. Since the spectral norm is upper bounded by the trace, we obtain

∥Kθ([X ,X+], [X ,X+])∥2 ≤ 2N
(
c2ϕ + c2ϕ′κ1

)
(97)

Consequently, going back to the evolution of the representations, we see that

∂

∂t

∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)∥∥∥∥2 ≤ 8(1− C)
(
c2ϕ + c2ϕ′κ1

) ∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)∥∥∥∥2 ≤ 8
(
c2ϕ + c2ϕ′κ1

) ∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)∥∥∥∥2 (98)

Grönwall’s inequality now ensures that there exists κ2 > 0 such that

∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)
(t)

∥∥∥∥2 ≤
∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)
(0)

∥∥∥∥2 exp (8T (c2ϕ + c2ϕ′κ1
))

=: κ2 (99)

for all time t ≤ T , where we used the fact that

∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)
(0)

∥∥∥∥2 can be bounded in terms of ∥θ(0)∥2

M . Since

|f |2 = max
n∈[N ]

sup
t≤T

max
(
|f(xn)|2, |f(x+n )|2

)
≤ sup

t≤T

∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)
(t)

∥∥∥∥2 (100)

this concludes part 2, giving us a bound κ2 on |f |2.
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Part 3. We finally control ∥θ̇(t)∥2. Using the time derivatives for wm, vmj we derived in Part 1,

|ẇm(t)|2 = 4(1− C)2

(
1

N

N∑
n=1

[
f(xn)

1√
M
ϕ(vTmx

+
n ) + f(x+n )

1√
M
ϕ(vTmxn)

])2

≤ 4(1− C)2
(
2|f |cϕ

1√
M

)2

= 16(1− C)2
|f |2c2ϕ
M

≤
16κ2c

2
ϕ

M

(101)

for all m ∈ [M ]. Similarly, it holds that

| ˙vmj(t)|2 = 4(1− C)2

(
1

N

N∑
n=1

[
f(xn)

1√
M
wmϕ

′(vTmx
+
n )(x

+
n )

(j) + f(x+n )
1√
M
wmϕ

′(vTmxn)(xn)
(j)

])2

≤ 4(1− C)2
(
2|f ||wm|cϕ′

√
M

)2

≤
16κ2w

2
mc

2
ϕ′

M

(102)

for all m ∈ [M ], j ∈ [d]. Thus, we obtain

∥θ̇(t)∥2 =

M∑
m=1

d∑
j=1

(ẇm(t))2 + ( ˙vmj(t))
2

≤ 1

M

(
M∑

m=1

16κ2c
2
ϕ + 16dκ2w

2
mc

2
ϕ′

) (103)

From part 1, 1
M

∑M
m=1 w

2
m(t) ≤ κ1 holds for all t ≤ T . Thus, defining

κ = 4
√
κ2c2ϕ + dκ1κ2c2ϕ′ (104)

we obtain the desired high-probability bound on supt≤T ∥θ̇(t)∥ and this conclude the proof.

B.2 Proof of Lemma 5.2

Proof. First recall what we showed in Appendix B.1. The function representations f(x) evolve as

∂

∂t
f(x) = −

N∑
n=1

Kθ(x, xn)
∂L

∂f(xn)
+Kθ(x, x

+
n )

∂L
∂f(x+n )

(105)
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for any i ∈ [N ]. From there, it is apparent that

∂

∂t
L(t) =

N∑
i=1

∂L
∂f(xi)

∂

∂t
f(xi) +

∂L
∂f(x+i )

∂

∂t
f(x+i )

= −
N∑

i,n=1

∂L
∂f(xi)

∂L
∂f(xn)

K(xn, xi) +
∂L

∂f(x+i )

∂L
∂f(xn)

K(xn, x
+
i )+

∂L
∂f(xi)

∂L
∂f(x+n )

K(x+n , xi) +
∂L

∂f(x+i )

∂L
∂f(x+n )

K(x+n , x
+
i )

= −4(C − 1)2

N2

N∑
i,n=1

f(x+i )f(x
+
n )K(xn, xi) + f(xi)f(x

+
n )K(xn, x

+
i )+

f(x+i )f(xn)K(x+n , xi) + f(xi)f(xn)K(x+n , x
+
i )

= − 4

N2
· L(t) ·

(
f(X )
f(X+)

)T

K(t)

(
f(X )
f(X+)

)

(106)

where the kernel matrix K(t) is defined as

K(t) =

(
Kθ(X+,X+) Kθ(X+,X )
Kθ(X ,X+) Kθ(X ,X )

)
(107)

B.3 Proof of Theorem 5.3

Proof. Note that the entries of the kernel matrix K change by no more than O( exp(2κT )√
M

) up to time T . This is

a consequence of Theorem 3.1, which states that the change is O( R√
M
) where R is the radius of the ball within

which the weights evolve, and Theorem 5.1. Since the spectral norm is upper bounded by the trace of a matrix,
for any γ > 0 there exists some large M such that

∥K(t)−K(0)∥2 ≤ Trace (K(t)−K(0)) ≤ γ (108)

for all t ≤ T . We pick γ = λ
2 , which ensures that

λmin(K(t)) ≥ λ

2
(109)

Define

z(t) =

(
f(X )
f(X+)

)
(t) (110)

We claim that ∥z(t)∥2

2N ≥ C(0) for all time t ≥ 0. Indeed, assume this was not the case at a certain time t′ > 0,
where instead

∥z(t′)∥2

2N
< C(0) (111)

Then,

C(t′) =
1

2N

N∑
n=1

f(xn)f(x
+
n ) + f(x+n )f(xn)

=
1

2N

((
f(X )
f(X+)

)
(t′)

)T ((
f(X+)
f(X )

)
(t′)

)
≤ 1

2N
∥z(t′)∥2

< C(0)

(112)
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The first inequality is Cauchy-Schwartz, using the fact that∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)
(t′)

∥∥∥∥ =

∥∥∥∥(f(X+)
f(X )

)
(t′)

∥∥∥∥ = ∥z(t′)∥ (113)

The second inequality plugs in our assumption (111). But if C(t′) < C(0), then this leads to a contradiction.
Since C(0) ∈ (0, 1), we would obtain

L(t′) = (1− C(t′))2 > (1− C(0))2 = L(0) (114)

This is impossible, because gradient flow monotonically decreases L. Thus, for all t ≤ T , we know that

∥z(t)∥2

2N
≥ C(0) (115)

From there, we complete the proof.

g(t) =
4

N2
· z(t)TK(t)z(t)

≥ 4

N2
· ∥z(t)∥2 · λmin(K(t))

>
2λ

N2
· ∥z(t)∥2

≥ 2λ

N2
· (2NC(0))

=
4λC(0)

N

=
4λ(1−

√
L(0))

N
= η

(116)

as desired.
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C Extending Theorem 5.1 to ReLU Activations

In this section, we prove that the weights remain in a ball of bounded radius even for ReLU activations, until
any fixed time T > 0. The proof is not entirely rigorous, because gradient flow w.r.t. the weights is ill-defined
due to the non-differentiability of the ReLU function. We restrict ourselves to an analysis of the one-dimensional
setting.

Proof. Similar to the case for smooth bounded activations with bounded first derivatives (Appendix B.1), our
proof consists of three parts. Remember that T > 0 is a fixed, width-independent point in time. We will show
the following three statements, and assume L(0) < 1 throughout. However, as before, all that we really need is
boundedness of the loss at initialization. Note that our arguments are slightly reshuffled compared to the proof
of Theorem 5.1. This is due to unboundedness of the ReLU function.

1. Firstly, we show that ∂
∂t∥θ(t)∥

2 ≤ 16 for all t ≤ T .

2. Secondly, we verify that for any t ≤ T , it holds that

∥θ̇(t)∥2 ≤ 16|f |2d∥θ∥2

M
(117)

where we denote

|f |2 = max
n∈[N ]

sup
t≤T

max
(
|f(xn)|2, |f(x+n )|2

)
(118)

for the maximum squared value that any representation takes until time T .

3. Thirdly, we show that there exists a constant κ1 (again depending only on T ) such that |f |2 ≤ κ1.

Together, this will be enough. Part 1 implies that for all t ≤ T , we have

∥θ(t)∥2

M
≤ ∥θ(0)∥2 + 16T

M
≤ ∥θ(0)∥2

M
+ 2 (119)

since M > 8T . Then, combining part 2 and part 3, we arrive at

∥θ̇(t)∥2 ≤ 16dκ1(∥θ(0)∥2 + 16T )

M
≤ 16dκ1

(
∥θ(0)∥2

M
+ 2

)
(120)

for all t ≤ T . Note that for any ϵ > 0 we can choose κ such that this expression is smaller than κ with probability
at least 1− ϵ. This is possible because the weights at initialization are independent Gaussians.

Part 1. We begin by computing

∂L
∂wm

=2(C − 1)

(
1

N

N∑
n=1

[
f(xn)

1√
M
ϕ(vTmx

+
n ) + f(x+n )

1√
M
ϕ(vTmxn)

])
(121)

which equates to − ∂
∂twm under gradient flow, and

∂L
∂vmj

=2(C − 1)

(
1

N

N∑
n=1

[
f(xn)

1√
M
wmϕ

′(vTmx
+
n )(x

+
n )

(j) + f(x+n )
1√
M
wmϕ

′(vTmxn)(xn)
(j)

])
(122)

which equates to − ∂
∂tvmj under gradient flow. Thus, writing fm(x) = 1√

M
wmϕ(v

T
mx), it holds that

∂

∂t

(
w2

m

)
=

∂

∂t

(
∥vm∥2

)
=4(1− C)

(
1

N

N∑
n=1

[
f(xn)fm(x+n ) + f(x+n )fm(xn)

])
(123)

where we used properties of the ReLU function ϕ, namely that

ϕ(vTmx) = ϕ′(vTmx) · vTmx (124)
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Hence, noticing that f(x) =
∑M

m=1 fm(x), we arrive at

∂

∂t

(
∥θ∥2

)
=

∂

∂t

(
M∑

m=1

(
w2

m + ∥vm∥2
))

= 8(1− C)

(
1

N

N∑
n=1

[
f(xn)

(
M∑

m=1

fm(x+n )

)
+ f(x+n )

(
M∑

m=1

fm(xn)

)])
= 16(1− C)C

(125)

The loss is decreasing under gradient flow. Due to L(0) < 1, we have C ∈ (0, 1). We obtain ∂
∂t

(
∥θ∥2

)
≤ 16 as

claimed.

Part 2. We now control ∥θ̇(t)∥. First note that |ϕ(vTmx)| ≤ ∥vm∥ due to ∥x∥ = 1 for all x ∈ (X ,X+). Moreover,

|ẇm(t)|2 = 4(1− C)2

(
1

N

N∑
n=1

[
f(xn)

1√
M
ϕ(vTmx

+
n ) + f(x+n )

1√
M
ϕ(vTmxn)

])2

≤ 4(1− C)2

(
∥vm∥
N
√
M

N∑
n=1

[
|f(xn)|+ |f(x+n )|

])2

≤ 4(1− C)2
(
2∥vm∥|f |√

M

)2

=
16(1− C)2∥vm∥2|f |2

M

≤ 16∥vm∥2|f |2

M

(126)

holds for all m ∈ [M ]. Similarly, it holds that

| ˙vmj(t)|2 ≤ 16w2
m|f |2

M
(127)

for all m ∈ [M ], j ∈ [d]. Thus, we obtain

∥θ̇(t)∥2 =

M∑
m=1

|ẇm(t)|2 +
d∑

j=1

| ˙vmj(t)|2


≤ 16|f |2

M

[
M∑

m=1

(
∥vm∥2 + dw2

m

)]

≤ 16|f |2d∥θ∥2

M

(128)

as desired.

Part 3. Just as in Appendix B.1, we look at the evolution of the representations over time. We obtain

∂

∂t

(
f(X )
f(X+)

)
=

2(1− C)

N
·Kθ([X ,X+], [X ,X+])

(
f(X+)
f(X )

)
(129)

and thus

∂

∂t

∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)∥∥∥∥2 = 2

(
f(X )
f(X+)

)T (
∂

∂t

(
f(X )
f(X+)

))
=

4(1− C)

N

(
f(X )
f(X+)

)T

Kθ([X ,X+], [X ,X+])

(
f(X+)
f(X )

) (130)



Infinite Width Limits of SSL

By Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,(
f(X )
f(X+)

)T

Kθ([X ,X+], [X ,X+])

(
f(X+)
f(X )

)
≤
∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)∥∥∥∥2 · ∥Kθ([X ,X+], [X ,X+])∥2 (131)

Again, we must bound the spectral norm of the time-dependent kernel matrix until time T . This is now slightly
different for ReLU. Note that for any pair (a, b) ∈ [X ,X+]× [X ,X+], we have

Kθ(a, b) =

(
∂f(a)

∂θ

)T (
∂f(b)

∂θ

)
=

M∑
m=1

∂f(a)

∂wm

∂f(b)

∂wm
+

d∑
j=1

∂f(a)

∂vmj

∂f(b)

∂vmj

=
1

M

M∑
m=1

ϕ(vTma)ϕ(v
T
mb) + w2

mϕ
′(vTma)ϕ

′(vTmb)a
T b

≤ 1

M

M∑
m=1

∥vm∥2 + w2
m

=
∥θ(t)∥2

M

≤ ∥θ(0)∥2

M
+ 1

(132)

using part 1. Since the spectral norm is upper bounded by the trace, we obtain

∥Kθ([X ,X+], [X ,X+])∥2 ≤ N

(
∥θ(0)∥2

M
+ 1

)
(133)

which is O(1). Consequently, going back to the evolution of the representations, we see that

∂

∂t

∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)∥∥∥∥2 ≤ 4

(
∥θ(0)∥2

M
+ 1

)∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)∥∥∥∥2 (134)

Grönwall’s inequality now ensures that∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)
(t)

∥∥∥∥2 ≤
∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)
(0)

∥∥∥∥2 exp(4T (∥θ(0)∥2

M
+ 1

))
=: κ1 (135)

for all time t ≤ T . Since

|f |2 = max
n∈[N ]

sup
t≤T

max
(
|f(xn)|2, |f(x+n )|2

)
≤ sup

t≤T

∥∥∥∥( f(X )
f(X+)

)
(t)

∥∥∥∥2 (136)

this concludes part 3 and finishes the proof.
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D Proofs from Section 6

D.1 Proof of Theorem 6.1

Proof. Our proof is based on previous works on the theoretical analysis of Kernel PCA (Blanchard et al.,
2007). Denote by L̄(W ) = ∥W Γ̄W ∗ − I∥F the square root of the population Barlow Twins loss. Denote by
L(W ) = ∥WΓW ∗ − I∥F the empirical version, computed with respect to the empirical cross-moment matrix

Γ =
1

2N

N∑
n=1

zn(z
+
n )

∗ + z+n z
∗
n (137)

Given independent positive pairs (z1, z
+
1 ), . . . , (zN , z

+
N ), define the map

ψ(x1, . . . , xN ) = sup
∥W∥≤B

∣∣L̄(W )− L(W )
∣∣ (138)

where W : H → RK is a bounded linear operator. The function ψ satisfies a bounded differences inequality,
because for any (yn, y

+
n ) (and with Γ′ denoting the cross-moment matrix w.r.t the new sample) it holds that

|ψ(z1, . . . , zn, . . . , zN )− ψ(z1, . . . , yn, . . . , zN )|
≤ sup

∥W∥≤B

|∥WΓW ∗ − I∥F − ∥WΓ′W ∗ − I∥F |

≤ sup
∥W∥≤B

∥W (Γ− Γ′)W ∗∥F

≤ B2

∥∥∥∥ 1

2N

(
zn(z

+
n )

∗ + (z+n )z
T
n − yn(y

+
n )

∗ − (y+n )y
∗
n

)∥∥∥∥
HS

≤ B2

N

(
∥zn(z+n )∗∥HS + ∥yn(y+n )∗∥HS

)
≤ 2B2S2

N

(139)

Here, we used the fact that ∥AB∥HS ≤ ∥A∥∥B∥HS for operators A,B, and moreover that

∥z(z+)∗∥2HS = ∥z∥∥z+∥ ≤ S2 (140)

for any z, z∗ (recall that they lie in a ball of radius no more than S in H). Overall, McDiarmid’s inequality yields
that for any ϵ > 0

P (ψ(z1, . . . , zn)− Ez1,...,zN [ψ(z1, . . . , zn)] > ϵ) ≤ exp

(
− Nϵ2

2B4S4

)
(141)

The expectation of ψ (w.r.t samples z1, . . . , zN ) can be bounded as follows.

Ez1,...,zN [ψ(z1, . . . , zn)] = Ez1,...,zN

[
sup

∥W∥≤B

∣∣∣L(W )− L̂(W )
∣∣∣]

≤ Ez1,...,zN

[
sup

∥W∥≤B

∣∣∥W Γ̄W ∗ − I∥F − ∥WΓW ∗ − I∥F
∣∣]

≤ B2Ez1,...,zN

[
∥Γ− Γ̄∥HS

]
(142)

Let us write

Γi =
1

2

(
zi(z

+
i )

∗ + z+i z
∗
i

)
(143)
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so that Γ = 1
N

∑N
i=1 Γi. Continuing with Jensen’s inequality,

B2Ez1,...,zN

[
∥Γ− Γ̄∥HS

]
≤ B2

(
Ez1,...,zN

[∥∥Γ− Γ̄
∥∥2
HS

])1/2
= B2

Ez1,...,zN

∥∥∥∥∥
(

1

N

N∑
i=1

Γi

)
− Γ̄

∥∥∥∥∥
2

HS

1/2

= B2

Ez1,...,zN

 1

N2

N∑
i,j=1

Trace
(
(Γi − Γ̄)∗(Γi − Γ̄)

)1/2

= B2

(
1

N2

N∑
i=1

EΓi

[∥∥Γi − Γ̄
∥∥2
HS

])1/2

=
B2

√
N

(
EΓi

[∥∥Γi − Γ̄
∥∥2
HS

])1/2

(144)

In the third line, we rewrote the Hilbert-Schmidt norm in terms of the trace inner product, then used indepen-
dence and zero mean of all Γi − Γ̄,Γj − Γ̄ to drop the cross terms, and finally wrote everything in terms of a
single expectation.

V = E
[∥∥Γi − Γ̄

∥∥2
HS

]
(145)

is the variance of the random operator Γi w.r.t the Hilbert-Schmidt norm, and therefore estimate it from the
empirical variance

V̂ =
1

N ′(N ′ − 1)

∑
i<j

i,j∈[N ′]

∥Γi − Γj∥2HS (146)

This is a function of independent random operators Γ1, . . .ΓN ′ , and again satisfies a bounded differences inequal-
ity. For any collection of Γ1, . . . ,Γn and any “new” element Γ′

n, it holds that∣∣∣V̂ (Γ1, . . . ,Γn, . . . ,ΓN ′)− V̂ (Γ1, . . . ,Γ
′
n, . . . ,ΓN ′)

∣∣∣
≤ 1

N ′(N ′ − 1)

N ′∑
i=1

∣∣∣∥Γi − Γn∥2HS − ∥Γi − Γ′
n∥

2
HS

∣∣∣
≤ 1

(N ′ − 1)
∥Γn − Γ′

n∥
2
HS

≤ 4S4

N ′ − 1

(147)

where we again used the fact that data is contained in a ball of radius S. Using McDiarmid’s inequality once
again, we conclude that with probability ≥ 1− ϵ over random training data,

V ≤ V̂ + exp

(
− (N ′ − 1)2ϵ2

8S8N ′

)
(148)

Overall, this shows that with probability ≥ 1− ϵ, the expected value of ϕ(z1, . . . , zN ) is bounded as

E [ϕ(z1, . . . , zn)] ≤
B2

√
N

(
V̂ + exp

(
− (N ′ − 1)2ϵ2

8S8N ′

))1/2

(149)

By a union bound, we conclude that with probability ≥ 1− 2ϵ over training samples

∣∣L̄(W )− L(W )
∣∣ ≤ B2

√
N

(
V̂ + exp

(
− (N ′ − 1)2ϵ2

8S8N ′

))1/2

+ exp

(
− Nϵ2

2B4S4

)
(150)
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holds uniformly over all W with ∥W∥ ≤ B. Using the fact that L(W ) ≤ δ almost surely over randomly drawn
samples, we push it to the right and square both sides to arrive at

L̄(W ) ≤ 3δ +
3B4

N

(
V̂ + exp

(
− (N ′ − 1)2ϵ2

8S8N ′

))
+ 3 exp

(
− Nϵ2

B4S4

)
(151)

with probability at least 1− 2ϵ. This concludes the proof.

D.2 Proof of Lemma 6.2

Proof. For all i ̸= j, we can expand the Hilbert-Schmidt norm and use the cyclic property of the trace to obtain

∥Γi − Γj∥2HS = ∥Γi∥2HS + ∥Γj∥2HS − 2Trace (Γ∗
iΓj)

=
1

2

(
∥ψ(xi)∥2∥ψ(x+i )∥

2 + ⟨ψ(xi), ψ(x+i )⟩
2 + ∥ψ(xj)∥2∥ψ(x+j )∥

2 + ⟨ψ(xj), ψ(x+j )⟩
2
)

−
(
⟨ψ(xi), ψ(xj)⟩ · ⟨ψ(x+i ), ψ(x

+
j )⟩+ ⟨ψ(xi), ψ(x+j )⟩ · ⟨ψ(x

+
i ), ψ(xj)⟩

) (152)

which can be written purely in terms of the kernel, giving

∥Γi − Γj∥2HS =0.5
(
K(xi, xi)K(x+i , x

+
i ) +K(xi, x

+
i )

2
)
+

0.5
(
K(xj , xj)K(x+j , x

+
j ) +K(xj , x

+
j )

2
)
−

K(xi, xj)K(x+i , x
+
j )−K(xi, x

+
j )K(x+i , xj)

(153)

which concludes the proof.

D.3 Proof of Corollary 6.3

Proof. Denote f for the neural network and g =Wψ(x) for the corresponding NTK model from Equation (22).
We first note that∣∣∣L̄(f)1/2 − L̄(g)1/2

∣∣∣ ≤∥∥E [f(x)f(x+)T + f(x+)f(x)T − g(x)g(x+)T − g(x+)g(x)T
]∥∥

F
= K∑

i,j=1

E
[∣∣fi(x)fj(x+) + fi(x

+)fj(x)− gi(x)gj(x
+)− gi(x

+)gj(x)
∣∣]21/2

≤

 K∑
i,j=1

E
[
|fi(x)|fj(x+)− gj(x

+)|+ |gi(x)− fi(x)||gj(x+)|+ |fi(x+)||fj(x)− gj(x)|+ |gi(x+)− fi(x
+)||gj(x)|

]21/2

≤

 K∑
i,j=1

ζ2E
[
|fi(x)|+ |gj(x+)|+ |fj(x+)|+ |gj(x)|

]21/2

≤

 K∑
i,j=1

ζ2E
[
|gi(x)|+ |gj(x+)|+ |gj(x+)|+ |gj(x)|+ 2ζ

]21/2

≤

√√√√ K∑
i,j=1

ζ2 (BS + 2ζ)
2
=

Kζ(BS + ζ)

(154)

where we used the fact that ∥fi − gi∥∞ ≤ ζ for all i ∈ [K] and that gi(x) = ⟨wi, ϕ(x)⟩ ≤ ∥wi∥∥ψ(x)∥ ≤ BS since
the data is contained in a ball of radius S in the Hilbert space, and ∥W∥ ≤ B.
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The same derivation works for the empirical loss, so∣∣∣L(f)1/2 − L(g)1/2
∣∣∣ ≤ Kζ(BS + ζ) (155)

Now with L(f) < δ, we have

L(g)1/2 <
√
δ +Kζ(BS + ζ) =⇒ L(g) ≤ 2δ + 2K2ζ2(BS + ζ)2 =: δ′ (156)

From here, Theorem 6.1 implies that

L̄(g) ≤ ν(N, ϵ, δ′) (157)

with probability at least 1− 2ϵ, where ν′(N, ϵ, δ̃) is the slack term in the corresponding theorem. Thus, with the
same probability, it holds that∣∣L̄(f)− L̄(g)

∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣L̄(f)1/2 − L̄(g)1/2
∣∣∣ · ∣∣∣L̄(f)1/2 + L̄(g)1/2

∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣L̄(f)1/2 − L̄(g)1/2

∣∣∣ · (∣∣∣L̄(f)1/2 − L̄(g)1/2
∣∣∣+ L̄(g)1/2

)
≤
∣∣∣L̄(f)1/2 − L̄(g)1/2

∣∣∣ · (∣∣∣L̄(f)1/2 − L̄(g)1/2
∣∣∣+√ν(N, ϵ, δ′)

≤ Kζ(BS + ζ)
(
Kζ(BS + ζ) +

√
ν(N, ϵ, δ′

)
(158)

which concludes the proof.
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E Dynamics of Linear Barlow Twins — Convergence from Small Initialization

We write the empirical linearized Barlow Twins loss as

L(W ) =
∥∥WΓWT − IK

∥∥2
F

(159)

where Γ is the empirical cross-moment matrix between the anchors and the augmentations, either in Rd or
mapped into some RKHS.

It is known from recent works (Simon et al., 2023) that ∂L
∂W = 4(WΓWT − I)WΓ and therefore, under gradient

flow, it holds that ∂
∂tW = 4(I −WΓWT )WΓ. We decompose the matrix W into W = Q+W0, where the rows

of W0 are in the nullspace of Γ, and the rows of Q are in its orthogonal complement. Since WΓ = QΓ, we
have L(W ) = L(Q), and ∂

∂tW0 = 0. Therefore, the part of W that starts in the nullspace Γ stays completely
unchanged. We may therefore w.l.o.g. restrict ourselves to the setting where Γ has only nonzero eigenvalues.
We obtain

∂

∂t
C = 4(I − C)WΓ2WT + 4WΓ2WT (I − C) (160)

For an eigendecomposition Γ = UDUT with diagonal D and orthogonal U , we write |Γ| = U |D|UT where
|D|ii = |Dii|. Moreover, denote by µΓ > 0 the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of Γ in absolute value. Then,

λmin(WΓ2WT ) = min
∥u∥=1

uTW |Γ|1/2|Γ||Γ|1/2WTu

≥ µΓ∥|Γ|1/2WTu∥2

≥ µΓλmin(W |Γ|WT )

≥ µΓλmin(C)

(161)

Therefore, for any x having unit norm, the quadratic form xTCx satisfies

∂

∂t

(
xTCx

)
≥ 8µΓλmin(C)(1− xTCx),

∂

∂t

(
xTCx

)
≤ 8λmax(Γ)λmax(C)(1− xTCx)

(162)

where we used Von-Neumann’s trace inequality on the product of the two matrices I − C and WΓ2WT . This
shows that as long as all eigenvalues of C(0) are contained in (0, 1), the map t 7→ xTC(t)x is strictly increasing for
all x, and has an equilibrium at 1. Consequently, we see that the smallest eigenvalue of C is strictly increasing,
and that no eigenvalue of C can ever exceed 1. In addition,

∂

∂t
L(t) = 2Trace

(
(C − I)

∂C

∂t

)
= −16Trace

(
(C − I)2WΓ2WT

)
≤ −16λmin(C)µΓ · L(t)
≤ −16λmin(C(0))µΓ · L(t)
= −ηL(t)

(163)

where η = 16λmin(C(0))µΓ . Therefore, L(t) ≤ L(0) exp (−ηt) and we see that after T = − log δ
η time, the loss is

smaller than δ.
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F Inequalities

F.1 Grönwall’s Inequality

Lemma F.1. (Grönwall’s inequality) Let u(t) and β(t) be two continuous functions on an interval [a, b].
Suppose u(t) is differentiable on (a, b) and satisfies

∂

∂t
u(t) ≤ β(t)u(t) (164)

for all t ∈ (a, b). Then,

u(t) ≤ u(0) exp

(∫ t

a

β(s)ds

)
(165)

for all t ∈ [a, b].

F.2 McDiarmid’s inequality

Lemma F.2. (McDiarmid’s inequality) Let (Z1, . . . , ZN ) = Z be a finite sequence of independent random
variables, each with values in Z and let ϕ : ZN → R be a measurable function such that |ϕ(Z) − ϕ(Z ′)| ≤ νn
whenever Z,Z ′ differ only differ n-th coordinate. Then, for every ϵ > 0, it holds that

P (ϕ(Z)− E[ϕ(Z)] > ϵ) ≤ exp

(
− 2ϵ2

∥ν∥22

)
(166)
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G Experimental Details & Additional Experiments

All reported experiments have been run 10 times, across random seeds 0-9. The mean as well as standard
deviation have been reported through plots for all experiments. All experiments were run using the publicly
available Google Colaboratory. The experiments were run using CUDA enabled PyTorch on a T4 GPU with 15
GB memory.

Further, in this section, we also include some additional experiments. We first recreate the three plots provided in
the main paper (NTK change till convergence, epochs till convergence and L2 norm of representation difference)
for the case of a single hidden layer neural network with ReLU activation:

Figure 2: For a fixed sample size N , we plot different quantities for varying network width M . We then vary N
and plot: (a) NTK change till convergence (b) Training Epochs till convergence (c) Squared norm of difference
between representations of neural network and corresponding kernel model.

As we can see in Figure 2, all three plots closely resemble the corresponding plots with TanH activation. This
empirically validates that our claims hold for ReLU activation function as well, for which our derivation was not
entirely rigorous (due to the non-differentiability of ReLU at zero). Next, we repeat the same for a 3 hidden
layer neural network with ReLU activation:

Figure 3: For a fixed sample size N , we plot different quantities for varying network width M . We then vary N
and plot: (a) NTK change till convergence (b) Training Epochs till convergence (c) Squared norm of difference
between representations of neural network and corresponding kernel model.

While our proof is only for single-hidden layer neural networks, Figure 3 suggests that the analysis holds for
deeper networks as well. We leave this for future work.
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