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ABSTRACT

The empirical success of deep learning is often attributed to scaling laws that
predict consistent performance gains as model, data, and compute increase; how-
ever, large models frequently exhibit training instability and diminishing returns,
indicating that scaling laws describe what success looks like but not when and
why scaling succeeds or fails. A central obstacle is the lack of a rigorous under-
standing of feature learning at large depth. While uP characterizes feature learn-
ing dynamics in the infinite-width limit and enables hyperparameter (HP) transfer
across width, its depth extension, i.e., depth-uP, breaks down in residual blocks
with more than one internal layer. In this work, we derive the Neural Feature Dy-
namics (NFD) for ResNets with single-layer residual blocks, characterizing fea-
ture learning dynamics via a coupled forward—backward stochastic system in the
Jjoint infinite-width and infinite-depth limit. Within this regime, NFD characterizes
when scaling-law trends persist and provides a mechanistic explanation for di-
minishing returns. Moreover, it reveals a novel vanishing mechanism induced by
the 1/+/depth residual scaling, under which the gradient-independence assump-
tion (GIA)—known to fail during training at finite depth—becomes provably valid
again at infinite depth, identifying an analytically tractable regime for end-to-end
feature learning. Motivated by this insight, we examine two-layer residual blocks
and find that the same vanishing mechanism leads to feature-learning collapse
in the first internal layer at large depth, providing a structural explanation for the
empirical failure of depth-uP. Based on this diagnosis, we propose a simple depth-
aware learning-rate correction that counteracts this collapse and empirically re-
stores depth-wise HP transfer, yielding stronger performance in deeper ResNets.

1 INTRODUCTION

The remarkable success of deep neural networks (DNNs) has been driven by a key empirical ob-
servation, known as scaling laws (Kaplan et al., 2020; [Hoffmann et al., [2022)), which predicts con-
sistent performance gains as model, data, and compute increase. These principles have guided the
development of many large-scale models, including large language models (LLMs) (Achiam et al.,
2023)), vision transformers (ViTs) (Dosovitskiy et al., |2021), and deep generative models (Song
et al., 2020). However, training these massive models is not without challenges. As models grow
larger, especially deeper, they often encounter severe training instabilities (e.g., loss spikes and ex-
ploding gradients) (Le Scao et al., [2022; |(Chowdhery et al.,[2023)) and exhibit diminishing returns in
performance (Kaplan et al.,|2020; Hoffmann et al., [2022). These practical limitations highlight that
empirical scaling laws only describe what success looks like, but do not explain when and why scal-
ing succeeds or fails. Addressing this question requires a rigorous analysis of training dynamics at
scale, particularly how feature learning occurs during training. However, most theoretical works on
scaling laws focus on predicting scaling exponents using highly simplified solvable models (Bahri
et al., 2024} [Maloney et al., [2022; |Simon et al.,|2024; |Bordelon et al., 2024a; [Paquette et al., |[2024),
rather than the mechanisms for stable and nontrivial training dynamics in DNNss.

Among early theoretical studies for training dynamics, a prominent one is the Neural Tangent Kernel
(NTK) theory: in the large-width limit, neural networks evolve linearly around their initialization
(Lee et al.,|2019) and behave as kernel methods governed by the fixed NTK (Jacot et al., |2018b).
While NTK explains why wide networks can perfectly fit training data and still generalize well (Du
et al., 2019; |Arora et al., [2019), it lies in the lazy training regime (Chizat & Bach, 2019), where
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neural features remain essentially fixed. Consequently, NTK cannot account for the rich repre-
sentation learning that underpins modern breakthroughs such as in-context learning (Brown et al.,
20205 Gao et al.,2021), multi-modal learning (Radford et al., 2021)), and chain-of-thought reasoning
(Wei et al} [2022). To address this limitation, a complementary line of work, including mean-field
analyses and the maximal update parameterization (xP) (Yang & Hu, |2021), introduces alternative
network parameterizations with width-wise scaling rules that preserve active feature learning (FL)
for DNN training even in the infinite-width limit. Notably, uP also provides the practical benefit of
Hyperparameter (HP) transfer across network widths (Yang et al., [2021)). This success is rooted in
its rigorous characterization of FL. dynamics in the infinite-width limit (Yang & Hul 2021).

Despite its success in the width dimension, pP faces a critical crisis in the depth dimension: it
does not provide stable training and HP transfer across network depths (Yang et al., [2024; |Borde-
lon et al., |2024c). To mitigate this issue, recent works have proposed depth-uP, which applies a
1/ VL scaling to the residual branch of a depth-L ResNet (He et al., [2016a). While this approach
initially showed promise for large-depth training and depth-wise HP transfer, subsequent studies re-
vealed that it fails whenever residual blocks contain more than one internal layer (Yang et al.|[2024).
These failures have motivated alternative depth-scaling strategies (e.g., 1/L) (Dey et al.,[2025), and
highlight a deeper issue: unlike width-wise uP, for depth-uP, we currently lack a rigorous character-
ization of FL dynamics in the infinite-depth regime. While existing works provide useful insights,
either from forward propagation analyses at initialization (Hayou & Yang, [2023) or from physics-
inspired heuristic reasoning (Bordelon et al., 2024c]), they do not offer a complete and principled
understanding of how depth reshapes feature and gradient evolution during training.

To fill this gap, we develop a rigorous characterization of FL dynamics in the joint infinite-width and
infinite-depth limit by analyzing randomly initialized ResNets trained with SGD under depth-uP,
augmented with a time-horizon 7" to balance model capacity and training stability (see Section [3)).
In this setting, we establish a forward-backward stochastic differential equation (SDE) system gov-
erning the evolution of features and gradients during training, and use it to uncover new depth-driven
phenomena and their practical consequences. Our main contributions are summarized as follows:

* Pre- vs. post-act debate in deep ResNets. We first show that the post-act ResNet can diverg
even under the 1/ V'L scaling for commonly used activation functions (e.g., ReLU). In contrast,
the pre-act design remains stable and admits a well-defined infinite-depth limit. This resolves an
open architectural question and justifies the focus of our analysis on the pre-act variant.

* Neural Feature Dynamics (NFD): a forward-backward SDE for training at infinite depth.
Under depth-pP in ResNets, we prove that as width n and depth L tend to infinity, the forward
features and backward gradients converge to the solutions of a coupled forward-backward SDE
system, named Neural Feature Dynamics (NFD). This provides, to our knowledge, the first math-
ematically rigorous characterization of feature-learning dynamics in the infinite-depth regime.

* Restoration of GIA during training via a new vanishing mechanism. We show that, under
the 1/ /L scaling, the forward and backward SDEs of NFD are driven by independent Brownian
motions. This independence arises from a novel vanishing mechanism that suppresses forward-
backward interactions as depth increases, rather than being imposed or assumed. As a result,
the gradient-independence assumption (GIA)—rigorous at initialization but known to fail during
finite-depth training (Yang} [2020bj Yang & Hu| 202 1))—becomes provably valid again throughout
training at infinite depth, yielding a tractable regime for feature-learning analysis.

* Internal learning collapse in two-layer residual blocks and a simple fix. NFD reveals a struc-
tural separation in two-layer residual blocks, where the first layer drives internal feature learning
while the second governs the residual-stream dynamics. This view reveals a previously overlooked
FL collapse: as depth increases, the updates to first-layer features vanish, causing internal repre-
sentations learning to collapse, even though the residual stream learning remains active. Guided
by this diagnosis, we propose a simple depth-aware learning-rate correction that restores effective
FL, recovers depth-wise HP transfer, and yields substantially improved empirical performance.

» Capacity limits and insights into scaling behavior. NFD also shows that the success or failure of
scaling depends on whether the network parameterization yields a well-posed limiting dynamics.
When this holds, increasing width or depth improves performance by reducing the approximation
error to the NFD limit, so model capacity increases as the finite network moves closer to this

"Unless additional corrective operations are applied (see, e.g., (Yang et al., [2024)).
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limit. However, the increasing expressive power of the finite network is capped by the NFD limit,
which naturally results in diminishing returns as width or depth grows and the model saturates
the capacity of the limit. The time horizon parameter 1" can further enlarge the capacity of the
limiting dynamics, but this comes at the cost of reduced training stability.

2 PRELIMINARIES
Depth-adapted ResNets. We consider a ResNet processing input = € R? via a residual stream:

f(x;0) = %UThb he=ho1+\/ £ Wid(he-1), ho= ﬁ Uz, (c[L], (1)

where o > 0 controls the training regim ¢ is an activation function, U € R"*? W, € R**",
and v € R™ are trainable parameters. These parameters are initialized from widely used random
initialization (Glorot & Bengio, [2010; [He et al., 2015): v;, Wy ;;, U;; ~;ia N(0,1). The scaling
1/4/n in Eq. is a standard mean-field scaling that keeps each coordinate of the features h, at
O(1) scale as n — oo. Similarly, the /7T /L follows prior work on depth scaling (Hayou et al.,
2021} Marion et al., |2025) and ensures stability as depth L — oo. We augment this with the
time-horizon parameter 7', and show in Section [3] that increasing 7" expands the model’s capacity,
whereas increasing width or depth only reduces the approximation error to the NFD limit. Given
a loss £, the ResNet is trained via online SGD, i.e., 0%+t = @) — nvoL(f*) (k) where
f®) = f(x®);0(*)) is evaluated on a single data point (z(¥), y(*)) sampled at iteration .

Tensor Programs (TPs). The TP framework (Yang & Hu, 2021) provides a unified language for
expressing forward and backward computations of DNNs and analyzing their infinite-width limits.
Formally, a TP is a sequence of vectors and scalars recursively computed from an initial set of
random parameters using basic operations (e.g., MatMul, Nonlin, Moment). In Eq. @), the weight
matrices W, belong to the initial set, while the features h, are program variables. Crucially, the TP
structure remains valid during training, as long as each recomputed variable can be expressed via
valid TP operations on previously valid variablesE]

A central theoretical result in TP theory is the Master Theorem (Yang & Hu, 2021, Theorem 7.4)
that characterizes the behavior of TP program variables in the infinite-width limit. Specifically, for
any finite collection {h }?£, € R" and sufficiently regular function ¢ : RM — R,

n

Zzp(hl,i,...,hM,i) L5 Ely(zh, .., Z2M)], asn — oo,

=1

1
n

where Z" describes the mean-field limit of h. This result enables a rigorous analysis of feature
learning dynamics in the infinite-width limit (Yang & Hul [2021)) for networks with depth L = ©(1).

Maximal Update Parameterization (4P). The TP framework and its Master Theorem classify
any network parameterization by its behavior in the large-width limit, a classification known as
the Dynamical Dichotomy (Yang & Hul 2021): every stable parameterization lies in either the
kernel regime or the FL regime, but not both. In the FL regime, uP (Yang & Hu, |2021) maximizes
feature evolution per gradient update and enables HP transfer across network widths (Yang et al.,
2021). Depth-uP extends this idea to the depth dimension by introducing a 1/ V'L scaling on the
residual branch (Yang et al., [2024; [Bordelon et al., 2024c). However, prior studies noted that depth-
1P maintains stable scaling and HP transfer only for one-layer residual blocks, and breaks down
for residual blocks with more than one internal layer (Yang et al., 2024} [Bordelon et al.l 2024c),
motivating the need for a principled understanding of feature learning in the infinite-depth regime.

Gradient Independence Assumption (GIA). The GIA is a widely used heuristic in wide-network
analysis, including signal propagation, NNGP, and NTK (Schoenholz et al.l 2017} |Lee et al., 2018;
Jacot et al.,2018a), that treats WeT in backpropagation as independent from the forward weight W,.

“Here, o = 1 corresponds to NTK regime, while o = 1/+/n to the FL regime (Yang & Hul 2021).
3For example, after k gradient updates, the feature vector h; in the k-th forward pass Eq. @) remains
TP-valid, as it can be recursively constructed from earlier variables using only TP operations.
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Figure 1: Pre- and post-act ResNets debate under depth-yP. In (a), the pre-act variant maintains
stable feature across depth, whereas the post-act exhibits rapid growth. In (b)-(c), we train depth-64
width-128 ResNets with ReL.U on CIFAR-10 under SGD (LR 0.01, batch size 128). The stability
from pre-act design yields faster convergence and lower test loss with reduced variance across runs.

This assumption is rigorously justified in the infinite-width limit at initialization, provided the output
layer is not used anywhere else in the interior of the network (Yang, 2020b). However, the GIA has
been rigorously proven to fail during training at finite depth (Yang & Hu, 2021), which makes full
training-dynamics analysis in the FL regime intractable. A key implication of our infinite-depth NFD
analysis is that GIA is restored throughout training in the infinite-depth limit, enabling a tractable
characterization of feature-learning dynamics, beyond NTK.

3 THE FORWARD SDE LIMIT AND NETWORK CAPACITY AT INITIALIZATION

We first analyze forward feature propagation at initialization and show that the capacity gains from
increasing network size are ultimately capped by the SDE limit, explaining the diminishing returns
when scaling up models. Moreover, we also demonstrate that increasing the SDE’s time horizon T'
can further expand the capacity, providing a principled way to bypass this fundamental ceiling.

3.1 THE PRE- VS. POST-ACT DEBATE

It is important to distinguish the two common ResNet designs: the pre-act style (He et al., 2016b),
as defined in Eq. (I), and the post-act style, where the skip connection is applied after the ¢; see
Appendix Bl for details. Although the post-act design was first introduced in the original ResNet pa-
per (He et al.| 2016a)), the pre-act variant has become the preferred choice in modern deep networks,
such as the Transformer architecture in GPT series (Radford et al., 2019; Brown et al., [2020).

However, this preference has been guided more by practice than theory. To address this, we provide
a theoretical justification for the pre-act preference by showing that post-act ResNets can exhibit
divergent hidden states for a broad class of activation functions as depth increases.

Proposition 1. Let ¢ satisfy the following positive dominance condition: there exist nonnegative
constants ci, co, not both zero, such that
E[¢p(wz)] > c1|x| + c2, Vx €R,

where w is the standard Gaussian random variable. Then, in a post-act ResNet as defined in Eq. (9),
the expected hidden state satisfies:

Elhr,] > ¢1(1+ e1/T/Ln)*|x||/Vd + caVTL, Vi€ [n).

This result implies that with activations such as ReLU (¢; = 1/v/27, ¢o = 0), the features h, may

diverge as depth grows, even with the stabilizing factor y/7'/L scaling. This explains why anal-
yses of post-act ResNets often require extra normalization or finely balanced depth-width scaling
(Peluchetti & Favaro, [2020; |Yang et al., 2024} L1 et al.| 2022). Figureﬂ]illustrates this behavior.

3.2 NEURAL FEATURE PROPAGATION AS AN SDE

Given the superior stability, the subsequent analysis focuses on the pre-act design. We use the
synchronous coupling method to prove that, in the joint limit, the coordinates of h, can be viewed
as independent particles whose mean-field dynamics are characterized by a forward SDE.
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Proposition 2. Suppose ¢ is K1-Lipschitz. In the joint limit min(n, L) — oo, each coordinate of
feature vectors hy converges to the solution h;y of a McKean—Vlasov SDE

dhy = oy dwy, ho ~N(0,|z|?/d), Vte0,T], (2)
with o2 := E[¢?(hy)] and a standard Brownian motion {w;}, in mean-square convergence at rate
Elhe; —he|* < C (L7 +n7Y), WeL] i€ [n],
where ty = {T/ L, and the constant C' > 0 does not depend on width n or depth L.

This result generalizes (Hayou & Yang] 2023)), which was restricted to ReLU, by establishing con-
vergence bounds and implying width—depth commutativity for any Lipschitz continuous ¢.

3.3 NETWORK CAPACITY IN THE KERNEL REGIME

‘We have shown that in the joint limit, the coordinates of h, behave as independent particles governed
by the limiting SDE, so the feature space geometry—and thus ResNet’s capacity—is determined by
the forward SDE’s terminal state. This subsection analyzes this geometry in the kernel regime (at
initialization); its evolution during training will be examined in Section ffunder the FL regime.

In the kernel regime (o = 1), the following result shows the infinite-depth-width ResNet converges
to a Gaussian process (GP) with a covariance determined by the SDE’s terminal state. This neu-
ral network—Gaussian process (NNGP) correspondence, previously well established for finite-depth
networks (Lee et al.|[2018; Yang| 2019), now extends naturally to our infinite-depth setting.

Proposition 3. Suppose o = 1 and ¢ is K1-Lipschitz continuous. Then, in the joint limit, the ResNet
f converges weakly to a Gaussian process with mean zero and covariance function Cp(x, &) =

<wf> + fOT E[é(hs) ¢(hs)] ds, where hy and h solve the limiting SDE defined in Eq. (2)) initialized
with x and x, respectively.

Through the NNGP correspondence, we can characterize the ResNet’s functional capacity in the
kernel regime through a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) H; induced by the kernel C}.
The following result guarantees that H; is universal under mild conditions for ¢.

Proposition 4. Suppose ¢ is K;-Lipschitz, nonlinear, and non-polynomial. Then for any t > 0, the
kernel Cy is strictly positive definite ( SPD and the corresponding RKHS H; is dense in C (Sd*1E

Together with Proposition[2] the universality of the RKHS 7{; implies that the function class realized
by ResNets is universal in the joint limit, as characterized by their associated NNGP kernel C;.

However, this perspective also reveals a fundamental capacity ceiling: scaling width or depth only
reduces approximation error to the SDE limit without enlarging the functional class further. This
explains the diminishing returns observed in practice—once the network closely approximates the
limiting SDE, additional scaling provides little benefit as representational capacity is saturated.

At the same time, the SDE viewpoint suggests a natural way to bypass this ceiling: by modifying
the parameters of the SDE itself. In particular, we show that increasing the time horizon ¢ provides
a simple way to further expand the induced RKHS.

Proposition 5. For any 0 < t < t' < oo, the RKHS H; is contractively contained in H.

Thus, enlarging 7" yields a more expressive feature space, which may improve performance. To
test this, we vary T" and evaluate both training and test performance. As shown in Figure 2] moder-
ate increases in 7" indeed yield better performance, but excessively large values introduce training
instability that outweighs the theoretical capacity gains.

4 FEATURE LEARNING DYNAMICS IN THE INFINITE-DEPTH LIMIT
Previously, we established an SDE view for forward feature propagation in ResNets at initialization

under the joint limit. Here, we show that in the FL regime, this view extends to training, where
backpropagation dynamically reshapes the forward SDE to align the feature space with data.

*For any finite set of distinct points {; }7_,, the Gram matrix A;; = Cy(x:, ;) is strictly positive definite.
Here C(S%) denotes the space of continuous real-valued functions on the unit sphere S*~*.



Preprint

Training Loss Comparison with different T Test Loss Comparison with different T Training Loss across Different T Test Loss across Different T

195

[— =1 su000s |

— T2 sw-00021 130

—— T8 Su-00009 H
1432 $u-0014 = s

S

ing
Test Loss

Training Loss

rai

% E] -
Epoch T

(@) Train loss with L =5 (b) Test loss with L = 5  (c) Train loss (vary L, T)  (d) Test loss (vary L, T’)

Figure 2: Effect of the time horizon 7" on ResNet performance. We train width-128 ReLU
ResNets on CIFAR-10 using SGD (LR 0.1, batch size 128) across 3 random seeds. (a-b) At fixed
depth 5, moderate T" (e.g., 2) improves capacity and performance, whereas very large T (e.g., 32)
causes unstable training and degraded performance. (¢c—d) When varying both 7" and depth L, mod-
erate increases improve performance, while excessively large values of either induce instability,
highlighting a trade-off between theoretical capacity gains and practical stability.
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Figure 3: Convergence to NFD at initialization and after 30 epochs. We evaluate depth-uP
ResNets on CIFAR-10 using SGD (LR 0.01, batch size 128). Widths range from 32 to 1024, and
depths from 4 to 128. The approximation error decays as O(1/L + 1/n) when increasing depth and
width. This uniform behavior confirms that the width and depth limits are empirically commutable
both at initialization and during training.

4.1 BACKWARD SDE INDUCED BY BACKPROPAGATION

During training, the gradients are computed through backpropagation. To analyze this process in the
joint limit, our analysis focuses on the following backward information flow:

=8l —y g =L — gL () O W, g VEE[L]L ()

9L = "5 Bhg

where © is element-wise multiplication. Notably, the coordinates of g, remain ©(1) w.r.t. width
n, independent of the choice of o. Under mild regularity assumptions on ¢ and ¢’, the limiting
behaviors of g, in the joint limit are described by a backward SD

Proposition 6. Suppose ¢ and ¢’ are K1- and Ks-Lipschitz continuous, respectively. Then, as
min(n, L) — oo, each coordinate of g, converge to the solution of a McKean—Viasov SDE

dgy = Gy dwy, gr ~N(0,1), Vtel0,T],

with 52 .= |¢/ (hy)|? [ 2], and {w,} as a standard Brownian motion independent of the forward
Brownian motion {w;} in Eq. , with mean-square convergence at rate

Elgei —g,,)> <C (L7 +n7Y), WelL],
where the constant C' > 0 does not depend on width n or depth L.

Similar to the feature propagation in Proposition 2] this convergence is also commutable. Moreover,
the forward and backward SDEs are driven by independent Brownian motions, {}ut} and wt}
respectively. This independence corresponds to treatlng the backward weights W," in Eq. (3) are
independent from the forward weights Wz in Eq. . This is a widely used assumptlon, known as
the gradient independence assumption (GIA), in prior works on signal propagation in deep networks
in the lazy regime (Schoenholz et al 2017} [Lee et al.l 2018} Jacot et al.|[2018a).

SHere the term means that the SDE starts from time 7" and goes backward to time 0, c.f. Remark This
term, and the term of forward-backward SDE in Definition [T} although used throughout the paper, should not
to be confused with the classic terminology BSDE and FBSDE in probability theory.
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Figure 4: Empirical evaluation of GIA restoration. We train all models with width 128 on CIFAR-
10 using SGD (LR 0.1 and batch size 128), comparing standard training (shared forward/backward
weights) with a decoupled setup where the backward pass uses an i.i.d. copy of the forward weights.
As depth increases: (a) Vanilla DNNs suffer from vanishing gradients and make little progress, and
the two trajectories remain misaligned. (b) ResNets under P also show no alignment and eventu-
ally overfit at large depth (e.g., 16). (c¢) Depth-uP improves both training and test performance with
depth, and standard and decoupled trajectories converge to one another, demonstrating empirical
restoration of GIA. Appendix | shows that larger widths reduce instability in (a,b) but do not elimi-
nate their pathologies, while further reinforcing the alignment and performance gains of depth-uP.

However, the GIA is rigorously justified only at initialization in the infinite-width limit (Yang}
2020b), and is known to break down during finite-depth training due to accumulating for-
ward-backward correlations (Yang & Hul 2021). Remarkably, we will show in Section @ that
in the infinite-depth limit under Depth-uP these correlations vanish, so GIA becomes provably valid
again throughout training.

4.2 NEURAL FEATURE DYNAMICS

‘We now investigate how features and gradients evolve during training in the joint limit. We demon-
strate that the SDE view derived in Section [3|continues to hold throughout training. Particularly, the
backward SDE from Section [4.1] induced by backpropagation, dynamically modifies the forward
SDE, yielding a coupled stochastic system that we refer to as the Neural Feature Dynamics (NFD).

To ensure that the network operates in the FL regime (rather than NTK), we adopt the P scaling
from the TP framework by setting @« = 1/4/n and using a learning rate 7 = 1.n, where n, > 0 is

an absolute constant. Under this setup, the hidden features hgk) at the k-th SGD iteration evolve as:

k—1 i X
k K 8 (i (BPD8nT)) K
h =B = ST L(FD, ) w g EWR), @
i=0
where géi) is defined in Eq. (3) and see Appendixfor detailed derivation for hék) and gék).

From Eq. , it can be inductively verified that all {h,(zk) ) gék)} are valid TP variables. This ensures
that the entire training trajectory under SGD remains analytically tractable in the infinite-width limit.

Proposition 7. Training a randomly initialized ResNet defined in Eq. ((I) under SGD is a valid TP,

This enables the application of the Master Theorem (Yang & Hu, 2021, Theorem 7.4) to study the
training trajectory in the mean-field limit as the width tends to infinity.
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Proposition 8. Suppose L', ¢, and ¢’ are pseudo-Lipschitz continuous. Then, as n — oo, the output
H k k) . .
f®) converges a.s. to f*) = ]E[Z9<L A |, where the hidden states evolve recursively as:

k—1 ) )
2 = 2 2 S ! (PO B2 )6 2 20
=0
(%)

kot i k i k
— 23 L (FO, yONE[G(Z7 ) g( 27 El (2M70) g (27 2%, (5)
1=0

(@)
where T = T/L and {Z Wqu_l}“ are a mutually independent set of centered joint Gaussian
defined based on ((Yang & Hul 2021, Definition 7.3).

The final term in Eq. (3] reflects an additional correlation by reusing the same weights W, during
backpropagation. This correlation is the precise reason why GIA fails during training in finite-depth
networks: the forward and backward paths become statistically coupled, making feature-learning
dynamics analytically intractable. Remarkably, stochastic calculus shows that this correlation term
is of order 72 and hence vanishes under the Euler-Maruyama scheme as 7 — 0 (equivalently,
L — 00). Thus, in the infinite-depth limit, GIA becomes asymptotically valid: W; in the backward
pass can be treated as independent from forward weight W,. This restoration of independence is
a previously unexplored finding. It creates the first setting where FL. dynamics remain tractable
throughout training. A detailed analysis of this interaction and its vanishing are provided in (Yang
& Hul [2021], Section 6) and Appendix[Fand [G} An experimental illustration is provided in Figure4]

Hence, in the FL regime, we expect the behavior of large-depth ResNets to be captured by a coupled
stochastic system driven by independent Brownian motions, i.e., NFD. This system describes the
co-evolution of forward features and backward gradients. Below, we formally define NFD and show
that, under mild regularity assumptions, finite ResNets converge to this limiting dynamics.

Definition 1 (Neural Feature Dynamics (NFD)). For any finite training horizon k, the NFD for
ResNets is a coupled forward-backward SDE system driven by independent Brownian motions that
describes the evolution of features and gradients in the joint infinite-width-depth limit:

. (7) (k) .
h(k) —77 Z‘C/ f(l (2) 7>g(()l)7
ant) = chc' yE()60 gl dt + dw k).
k—1
& (k HU i i
v = a5 —ne > L(FD,y ),
=0
ag Zn (O, v Elg g No(ni)e' (h) dt + &' (") diby3),

where . > 0 is the fixed effective learning rate and {ft(i)} and {g&f)} are centered Gaussians with
Cov(hS) A7) = 2DT2W /d,  Cov(al, ) =
The (k+1)-dimensional Brownian motions {w,gk)} and {’lI)(k)} have time-varying covariances:
4w w] = 5 = Bloor?)], LB 6] = 0ff) = Ejg g
Assumption 1. We assume:

1. L', ¢, and ¢' are Lipschitz continuous.

2. There exists a solution to the NFD system such that {Egk), @Ek) }eejo, 1) are uniformly SPD, that
is, for each k, min,¢ o 7 {)\min(Egk)), )\min(ng))} > ¢ for some constant € > 0.
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Theorem 1. Suppose a« = 1/+/n, n = nen, and Assumptionholds. As n, L — oo sequentially,

the ResNet output %) converges a.s. to f(k) = E[g(Tk)hgc)], where hgk) and gt(k) evolve throughout
training under the NFD in Definition

The NFD formalism in Definition || captures the full co-evolution of forward features and back-
ward gradients through a coupled SDE system. Both the drift terms and the driving Brownian
motions encode accumulated training effects. Notably, the Brownian motions in NFD are not fixed-
dimensional: their dimensions grow with the training iteration k, reflecting the continual expansion
of learned representations. Additionally, the forward and backward SDEs are driven by indepen-
dent Brownian motions without additional correlation terms, revealing that the statistical coupling
responsible for the failure of GIA at finite depth disappears in the large-depth limit.

Corollary 1 (Restoration of GIA in the infinite-depth limit). Under the assumptions of Theorem([l)
consider a ResNet f under depth-uP defined in Eq. whose backpropagation is decoupled by
replacing each WZT with an independent copy WJ. As n, L — oo sequentially, the resulting
output f(k) converges to the same limit f(k) = E[ggﬂk)hgﬂ)} as the original ResNet f*).

A relevant analysis is given in (Bordelon et al.,[2024c)), which also derives a training-time SDE using
the dynamical mean-field theory (DMFT). However, the DMFT used there is a physics-style heuris-
tic method, rather than a mathematically rigorous framework. Consequently, their derivation does
not obtain the restoration of GIA. Instead, their formulation explicit response functions to account
for the forward—backward correlations. In contrast, our Theorem E] and Corollary E] show that these
correlations vanish in the infinite-depth limit. We further conduct an empirical evaluation of this
restoration, and the results (Figure ) confirm that standard and decoupled dynamics align under
depth-uP. This restoration of independence is what makes NFD the first mathematically rigorous
setting in which FL dynamics remain tractable beyond kernel regime, and it further clarifies why HP
transfer deteriorates with depth and how it can be systematically corrected; see Section|[5|for details.

Theorem [T| establishes convergence of ResNet outputs to the NFD limit under the width-then-depth
scaling order. Consistent with Propositions [2] and [f]at initialization, our experiments further demon-
strate that this convergence is in fact commutative; see Figure [3] We also verify Assumption [I] by

showing that the smallest eigenvalues of the covariance matrices Egk) and @ﬁ’“) remain strictly pos-
itive throughout training for sufficiently wide networks (Figure [6). Together, these results provide
both theoretical and empirical support for NFD as the first principled and well-posed description of
feature learning in the joint infinite-width and infinite-depth limit.

S5 INTERNAL LEARNING COLLAPSE IN TWO-LAYER RESIDUAL BLOCKS

Many practical architectures, including Transformers, use multi-layer residual blocks. Although
depth-uP supports HP transfer for one-layer blocks (Yang et al.l|2024; |Bordelon et al.,2024c), mul-
tiple studies have observed that this behavior breaks for two-layer blocks (Yang et al.| {2024} |Borde-
lon et al.| |2024b; |Dey et al., |2025). The underlying cause, however, has remained underexplored.
Here, we explain this failure through the lens of NFD.

We analyze a two-layer residual block of the form:
he=h;1 + ﬁWm(b(me% T = ﬁWth—l, Vee{1,2,--- L}, (6)

where x, is the preactivation after the first internal layer. From the perspective of the NFD, the
learning roles of these two layers are fundamentally different:

* The first layer Wy ; determines the internal representation x;,;

* The second layer Wy o governs the residual-stream dynamics 0;h;, ~ (hy — ho_1)/7.

This structural separation is not visible from weight-space analysis but emerges naturally in the NFD
limit. This viewpoint implies that the meaningful quantity for analyzing learning in the large-depth
limit is not the size of the weight update itself, but the induced change in «;, and 0;h;,. Crucially,
even if the raw weight updates shrink with depth in both layers, their effects on «;, and J0.h;, can
behave very differently.
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Indeed, under standard depth-uP with learning rate 7 = n.n, we observe the following:
k) ~(k k = (k
Jel &) /vn ~ 0 (1/VL), [0rd - b /vi ~ O(), )
where :Egﬂ) and 85%5) are frozen-weight baselines defined in Appendix Consequently, as depth
grows, feature learning in the first internal layer collapses, @, receives almost no learnable update,
while the second layer, responsible for residual-stream dynamics update, remains fully active. This

asymmetric collapse provides a mechanistic account of why depth-wise HP transfer breaks down
for multi-layer residual blocks.

Guided by this NFD-based insight, we introduce a simple depth-aware learning-rate correction:
First layer: n; = 1. nV'L, Second layer: 175 = 7. n. )

This removes the 1/+/L suppression on the first layer, restoring meaningful updates to a, while
preserving the correct scaling for residual-stream dynamics. As a result, depth-wise HP transfer is
empirically re-established in two-layer residual blocks. A numerical examplg’|is shown in Figure

6 CONCLUSIONS

We introduced the first mathematically rigorous framework—Neural Feature Dynamics (NFD)—for
analyzing feature learning in deep ResNets. Under depth-uP, we proved that the evolution of fea-
tures and gradients converges to a coupled stochastic system driven by independent Brownian mo-
tions in the infinite-depth limit. Crucially, NFD further reveals a novel depth-induced vanishing of
forward-backward interactions, under which the gradient-independence assumption (GIA), known
to fail during finite-depth training, becomes provably valid again throughout training, yielding a
tractable characterization of feature evolution. Building on this framework, NFD exposes a sup-
pression of first-layer learning in two-layer residual blocks that explains the longstanding failure
of depth-wise HP transfer. Guided by this insight, we propose a simple depth-aware learning-rate
correction that restores effective feature learning and empirically recovers HP transfer, yielding
consistent performance improvements across depths; experiments on CIFAR-10 confirm these pre-
dictions. Together, these results provide a principled foundation for depth-aware scaling in modern
deep networks and open avenues for extending NFD to broader architectures and optimizers.
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A USEFUL MATHEMATICAL RESULTS

Lemma 1 (Gronwall’s inequality). Let I = [a,b] for an interval such that a < b < oco. Let u,
«, B be real-valued continuous functions such that 8 is non-negative and u satisfies the integral
inequality

u(t) < aft) +/0 B(s)u(s)ds, Vtel.
Then

u(t) < aft) + /t o(s)B(s) exp </t ﬂ(r)dr) C Viel

0
If, in addition, o(t) is non-decreasing, then

u(t) < at) exp ( /O t B(s)ds) . Wiel

Lemma 2 (Gronwall’s inequality (discrete version)). Let (u,,) and (83,,) be non-negative sequences
satisfying

n—1
Unp < o+ Z Brug, Vn,
k=0
where v > 0. Then
n—1
Uy, < aexp <z ,Bk> , Yn.
k=0

B POST-ACTIVATION VS. PRE-ACTIVATION RESNET DESIGN

The ResNet architecture defined in Eq. follows the so-called pre-activation style (He et al.
2016b), where the residual (skip) connection is applied to the pre-activation feature vectors. In
this convention, the hidden feature vectors h, are the raw, pre-activation representations. There
is, however, another widely used variant: the post-activation style (He et al.| [2016a)), in which the
residual connection is applied after the nonlinearity. The corresponding recursion is

1 T 1
ho = ¢(ﬁUfﬂ)7 h;=hi1+ \/Z¢(\/ﬁwehz1)a Vee{1,2,...,L}. )

Historically, the post-activation formulation appeared first in the original ResNet paper (He et al.,
2016a)), but subsequent large-scale architectures, including modern Transformers (Vaswanil, [2017),
overwhelmingly favor the pre-activation design. This shift was motivated primarily by empirical
practice: pre-activation models exhibit improved trainability and stability when scaled to hundreds
or thousands of layers. However, the theoretical reasons for this preference are less often articulated.

In what follows, we provide a theoretical perspective. We show that pre-activation is essentially
more stable as the depth L — oo. By contrast, in the post-activation formulation Eq. (9), it is easy to
find commonly used activation functions (e.g., ReLU) for which the hidden features h; become
unstable in this infinite-depth regime. This analysis gives formal justification for the empirical
consensus that pre-activation ResNets are better suited for ultra-deep architectures.

Proof of Proposition[l] Recall that ¢ is assumed to be positive dominate, that is, there exist non-
negative constants ¢y, ¢z, not both zero, such that E[¢(zZ)] > ¢1|x| + ¢, Vo € R, where Z is the
standard Gaussian random variable.

First note that (Uzx); ~ N(0, ||z||?) and hence E[hg ;] > cl% + co. Let By be the o-algebra

generated by {hg, -+, hs—1}. Then, observe that

T [he—1]l [T (el
) — . — > ) i
Elhe; | Be) = hye—1, + LE [fﬁ ( NG Z) | Be| > he—1,+ 7 \a T + e

S WY O LU E R R SRV I DAY £
Z Ny—1 I C1 \/ﬁ C2 | = C1 n ¢—1,i T C2 A

16




Preprint

Then taking expectation of B, yields

S

Elhe;] > (1 +c

T
)E[hz—l,i]+C2VL~
-1 J
/T [T
Elho; — 1 —
0] + 2 I 0( +c1 Ln)

j=

)=
[t
>< T

Therefore, we obtain

§\’ﬂ

Elhe;] > (1 +c
2140

Elhe.d> o 12]

§\’ﬂ

Therefore we obtain

n

L
L) —+ CoV TL — 0
as L — oo, provided either ¢; > 0 or ¢,

C PROOFS OF PROPOSITIONS [2] AND [6]

In this section, we focus our convergence analysis of feature and gradient propagation at initializa-
tion, considering both the first forward feature propagation and the first backward gradient prop-
agation. The overall approach first takes the width n — oo, showing that the coordinates of the
feature and gradient vectors become asymptotically independent and are governed by their respec-
tive mean-field recursions. This argument can be made precise using classical propagation of chaos
techniques, in particular synchronous coupling together with moment bounds and discrete Gron-
wall’s inequality. This establishes simplified finite-depth recursions. We then let the depth . — oo,
interpret the Gaussian increments as Brownian motion steps, and recognize the resulting dynam-
ics as Euler-Maruyama discretizations of McKean—Vlasov SDEs. By combining moment bounds
with the Lipschitz continuity of the variance functional, we obtain explicit convergence rates along
with the proof of existence and uniqueness of the limiting forward and backward SDEs stated in
Propositions [2]and [6]

C.1 FIRST FORWARD — PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2]

Suppose ¢ satisfies the assumption in Proposition [2] throughout. Consider

T
he=he_1+4/ RWecﬁ(he—ﬂ
T
he=he o+ fn|\¢(h6)||ze7 zy ~ N(0,1,).

To distinguish from quantities after taking limits of n — oo and L — oo, we add superscripts and

write each coordinate as
T
L _ pnL L
h?,i h? 1,4 \/;Ilcb(h?_l)llzm.

We want to show that each coordinate converges to

T
hf,i = th—l,i + \/; Ed’z(heL—u)Z&i

as m — oo. We will use C to denote positive constants that depend only on T', K7, and ¢(0). Its
value may change from line to line.

which is equivalent to
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Lemma 3. Foreachi € N, sup sup E[hf;]* <ocoand inf inf Eg¢?*(hy;) > 0.
L>1¢=0,...,L L>10=0,...,.L ,

Proof of Lemma[3] By symmetry, we only have to consider a fixed ¢ € N. Using independence of

Zp,;, we have
4
E :\/ E¢2 u 1,3 ZU,Z"|

-1

<C+ = Z]Egb4 hE_ i) < %ZE[hﬁ,iP'

u=0

E[hg,]* < CE[RS ;)" + CE

It then follows from discrete Gronwall’s inequality (Lemma [2)) that
E[h{;]* < CeCY/ . (10)

This gives the first assertion.

For the second assertion, note that ¢ is a continuous function and not identically zero. So there exists
some interval (a,b) C R such that inf, -, 5 #?(x) > 0. Since heL_l ; and zy ; are independent, we
have

Var(héL,qi) z Vaf(heL—l,i) z

- > Var(h{;) = Cy > 0.

Also
Var(hy;) < E[hf;]* < Ca.

So {hl.} are Gaussian random variables with mean zero and variance in [C1, Cs]. Therefore,

. . L
i%fl e:%Jr}f’LP(hM € (a,b)) >0

This gives the second assertion. O

Proposition 9. For eachi € N,

sup sup E(h}" —hE)? < C/n.
L>1¢=0,...,L " ’

Proof of Proposition[9] Since thL = hY ., we have

14 n,L

u=1

n,L 2
EZ(”“ il _ Eas?(u“)),

where the second line uses the fact that {z,;}, are independent standard normal random variables.
By adding and subtracting terms, we have

2

hnL 2 1 n
(H(b(\/ﬁ )H E¢2( L. 11)) < 2F EZQZ)Q hZng) 2925 u l,J
j=1

+2E waulj E¢?(hy_y;) | - (D)
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For the first term on the right hand side, using Minkowski’s inequality, we have
2

ol IR S D B Zdﬂm
j=1

2

n

<E( 230 (s0h ) o)
j=1

1ZEhnL u 1j) :K%E(hnL hﬁ 11) :

u—1,5 u—1,2

For the second term on the right hand side of Eq. (TT)), we have

2

E ZQSZ u— 1] Ed)z( u— lz)

2

Z] 1¢2( u— 1,])_72 ]E¢2( u— 1_])
¢ S 02 (bl ) B2 (R )

<C Z]E ¢2 C 1.7) E¢2( u— 1])]2§O/n7

=E

where the last line uses the independence of { hﬁq, ;};and Lemma Therefore, we obtain
=
C C
n,L n, L 2
E(hy h“ f E_ (hy, ) + ot
By discrete Gronwall’s inequality (Lemma [2)), we have the desired result. O

Next, to analyze the limit of 2%, as L — oo, we omit the subscript i and view

T o (¢—-1T
Ve ="\7T) "\
for a standard Brownian motion w. Then we can write h} = héé /1,» Where

dh{™ = \JE¢2(h{")) duw,

and ¢y, := L%/ﬂ L fort € [0, T]. Consider the McKean-Vlasov process

dhy = /B¢ (hy) dwy.

Then {hEL)} is just the Euler-Maruyama discretization for {h;} with step size At =T/ L.

The following is a standard result (see e.g. (Sznitman), 1991, Section 1.1)) and we only provide a
sketch of the proof.

Proposition 10. There exists a unique {h;} and

sup Eh? < oo, E[h —hy, 2 <C(t—1t1) <C/L. (12)
0<t<T

Proof of Proposition[I0} The evolution of h; can be written as

dhy = o(p) dwr,  ho ~ N0, [|=|?/d),
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where p; = Law(h;) and

o)1=/ [ (@) v(d)

for v € P(R). Note that forany X ~ p € P(R)andY ~ v € P(R), using Minkowski’s inequality
we have

o (1) = o(v)] = [VE*(X) = VER*(Y)| < VE[G(X) — o(Y)]*

By Lipschitz property of ¢, we have

lo(n) —o(W)| < CWa(p,v), (13)
where Wa(+, -) is the Wasserstein metric on P(RR). Therefore, o is a Lipschitz function. Now let

M :={u e P(C(0,T] : R)) : sup /wz pe(dx) < oo}
0<t<T

For ;1 € M, consider the process

dXt = U(,U/t) dwt, X() = ho.

It is well-defined and Law(X) € M, by Lipschitz property of ¢. Denote the map from p € M to
Law(X) € M by I'. For p1, v € M, denote the Wasserstein metric by

1/2
Wa (1, v) := inf{ (E[sup | X — Yu|2]) :Law(X) = p,Law(Y) = v}.

u<t
Now given u, v € M, let
dXt = U(/Lt) dwh dY% = O'(l/t) dwt7 X() = YO = h,().
Then using Doob’s maximal inequality, we have

W3 (D(p), D (v)) < Efsup | Xy — Yo = Elsup| [ [o(us) — o(vs)] dws|?]

u<t u<t JO

< 4E| / [0(j10) — o(va)] du|? = 4 / [0(j12) — o (va)? ds

t t
< C’/ W3 (s, vs) ds < C/ W3 (. v) ds.
0 0

Existence and uniqueness of {h;} then follows from standard arguments (cf. (Sznitman, 1991} Sec-
tion 1.1)). The first estimate in Eq. follows from standard arguments on observing that ¢
is Lipscthiz and hence has linear growth. From this we immediately get the second estimate in

Eq. (12). O

The following result quantifies the error as L — oo. This is not the stronger result one would usually
get for Euler—-Maruyama approximations. But it is sufficient for our use and also will be used in later
inductive arguments for traning steps.

Proposition 11. Forall L > 1,

sup  E[hy — her/r]? = sup E[h%ﬂ)@ — hery)® < CJ/L.
(=0,1,....I ¢=0,1,....IL

Proof of Proposition[I1] Let sg, := LTij % Since héL) = hg, we have

E[h{ — heryL)? = ]E[héjf)/L — hery)?
(T/L
-/ WVER(hE) — VEREP ds
’ ¢T/L ¢T/L
2 / WEGR1E) - VER ()2 ds + 2 / \VEG () — ER ()2 ds
0 0

£—1
c I s C
< fuZ:OE[hu - huT/L] + fv
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where the last line uses the Lipschitz property in Eq. (I3) and Lemma [T0] It then follows from
discrete Gronwall’s inequality (Lemma[2) that

C
Elhy — heryr)® < fecg/L-
This completes the proof. O

Combining Propositions 0]and [IT} we get Proposition

C.2 FIRST BACKWARD — PROOF OF PROPOSITION [6]

Suppose ¢ satisfies the assumption in Proposition [6] throughout.
Recall g¢ in Eq. (3):
vn Of vn of /T, T
=Y —y, = = —¢' (ho_ W, gi, VL€ [L].
9L= T oh, Y 9T L o, ge + Ln¢(z1)® v e [L]
Under the gradient independence assumption, this is equivalent to

n,L
gL,i = V4,

| T
L L L Ly
g?—l,i = QZi + f¢/(hz—1,i)‘|gg ||Zz,i,
n
where {Z;} are independent standard normal random variables and also independent of {z,; }.

We note that the evolution of the first backward g?;LM is very similar to that of the first forward
hZ’Z.L, except that the last term involves an extra term ¢’ (hZL“) and it depends on || g/ || without
through the activation function ¢. Therefore, the proof of Proposition [6]is very similar to that of
Proposition thanks to the assumption that ¢’ is Lipschitz. Hence we will only state the following
results and omit most proofs. We will use C' to denote positive constants that depend only on 7', K7,
K. 2, and (b(O)

First we want to show as n — oo, {g};"} converges to

T -
gi,L—l,i = gzL,z' + \/Zgﬁ,(hi%—l,i) E(géi)zzf,%

Lemma 4. Foreachi € N, sup sup E[gé:’i]‘l < ooand inf inf E(géi)2 > 0.
L>1

£=0,...,L L>1¢=0,...,.L
Proof of Lemma W] Proof of the first assertion is omitted. For the second assertion, since ngiL =
is independent of {héLz} and {Z,;}, we have
IE(ggLJ)2 > Var(géi) > Var(v;) = C > 0.
This completes the proof. O

Proposition 12. For eacht € N,

sup sup E(gZ;L — gﬁi)Q < C/n.
L>1¢=0,...,.L

Next, to analyze the limit of geLi as L — oo, we omit the subscript ¢ and view

s (£2) ()
(L)

for a standard Brownian motion w that goes backward in time. Then we can write geL = Y1)
where

dgi™ = ¢/ (h{T)\/E(g\D)? diby
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and g, = [TL/LW L Consider the McKean-Vlasov process (that goes backward in time)

Then {ggL)} is just the Euler—-Maruyama discretization for {g; } with step size At = T'/L.
Proposition 13. There exists a unique {g;} and
sup Eg? < oo, Elg: —g;,]* <C(ir —t) < CO/L. (14)
0<t<T
Proposition 14. Forall L > 1,

L
sup  Elgf — ger/l? = sup  Elggy) — ger/i)? < C/L.
¢=0,1,...,.L ¢=0,1,...,.L

Combining Propositions [12]and [T4] we get Proposition [6]

D NEURAL FEATURE SPACE GEOMETRY IN THE RKHS REGIME

In this section, we study the feature space geometry of infinite-width-depth ResNet at initialization
in the kernel regime. We first establish the NNGP correspondence for this ResNet.

Proof of Proposition 5] By Proposition 2] the coordinate process of the hidden feature converges to
the McKean—Vlasov SDE dh; = \/E¢?(h;) dw, with hg ~ N (0, ||x||?/d), where w; is a standard
Brownian motion. Since this SDE is linear in the noise with a deterministic-in-time scalar diffusion,
h; is Gaussian for all ¢, centered, and

ER] = ||ol?/d + / E¢?(hy) ds.

For two inputs x, Z, let (h¢, h;) denote the coupled limit (driven by the same weight noise, hence
the same Brownian path). Then (hy, h;) is jointly Gaussian and its covariance c;(x, &) := E[hihy]
satisfies .
_ - T, T -
o) = Elhuhd = S 1 [ wion)oh.)) s
0

d

In particular, h and h are centered Gaussians with covariance cr(x, ).

Now consider the readout f(x) = a~'\/ndf/oh;, = n~'/?v Thy(x) with @ = 1 and v ~
N(0, I,,) independent of h . Conditioning on h, we have

f@) [ he ~ N(0,[[hr(x)]?/n)

with Cov((f, f) | kL) = h] hr/n. By propagation of chaos and the law of large numbers at width
n — oo, we have (hy,hr) /n — Elhrhr] = cr(x, ) almost surely and in L'. Therefore the
finite-dimensional distributions of { f(x)}, converge to those of a centered Gaussian process with
covariance kernel C'r. Since Gaussianity is preserved in the limit and covariances converge, we
obtain convergence to the NNGP in the kernel regime, as claimed. O

In Gaussian process regression, it is well known that the posterior mean predictor lies in the Re-
producing Kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS) associated with the covariance kernel, while the posterior
variance quantifies uncertainty outside this space. Therefore, the RKHS induced by the NNGP ker-
nel ¢; provides a natural characterization of the geometry of the feature space at initialization: it
determines which functions can be well-approximated by the ResNet under kernel regression, and
how generalization behavior is shaped by the kernel structure.

This motivates the RKHS analysis below. We review the basic concepts of kernels and RKHS,
introduce conditions for universality, and then study the specific kernels induced by neural network
dual activations. Our main focus is to establish universality and strict positive definiteness of the
induced kernels, and to analyze the nested structure of the expanding feature spaces {#; },>o defined
by the time-dependent kernels c;.
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Definition 2. Let X be a set. A function k : X x X — R is called a positive definite kernel, or
simply a kernel, if and only if it is symmetric, i.e., k(z,Z) = k(Z,x), and for any finite collection
{wi}ioy C X, the matrix K := [k(zi, )|} ;_, is positive semi-definite. If, in addition, the matrix
K is strictly positive definite for any finite but distinct {x;}?_,, then the kernel k is called a strictly
positive define kernel.

Theorem 2 (Moore—Aronszajn). Let X be a nonempty set. A function k : X x X — R is a positive
definite kernel if and only if there exists a unique Hilbert space Hy, of functions f : X — R s.t.:

1. Forall x € X, the function k(-,x) € Hy,

2. Forall f € Hy, and x € X, the reproducing property holds:
f(@) = (f k(@)

3. The linear span of {k(-,x) : x € X} is dense in Hy.

The space Hy, is called the Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS) associated with the kernel
k, and the function k is the reproducing kernel of H.

Definition 3 (Universal Kernel). A continuous positive definite kernel k on a compact set X is
called universal kernel if its associated RKHS Hy, is dense in continuous function space C(X)
w.r.t. uniform norm.

In this paper, we are primarily interested in dot-product kernels. (Micchelli et al., 2006} Corollary 8)
provides a sufficient condition under which a dot-product kernel constructed from an entire function
with positive coefficients is universal.

Lemma 5 (Micchelli et al. (2006), Corollary 8). Ler G(z) = >~ anz™ be an entire function on
C with a,, > 0 for all n > 0. Then the induced dot-product kernel

k(xz,z) = G(z'z)
is universal on any compact subset of R* or C.
Observe that
ki(x, ) = Ep(he)d(he)
where h; is the limiting McKean—Vlasov SDE defined in Eq. (2) with hg ~ N(0, ||z||?/d).

Here, we review some preliminary results of kernels induced by dual activation using Hermitian
polynomials. Please review the detailed analysis in (Gao et all |2025a, Appendix F). As ¢ is K-
Lipschitz, we have Hermitian expansion for ¢ as follows

d)(m) = Z Cnhn(m)v
n=0

where ¢, = B n(0,1)[#(2)hn(2)] is the Hermitian coefficient and h,, are the (normalized) Hermite
polynomials.

1 2 2
ho(z) = ——=(—=1)"e* /2D (e~ /?).
() \/H( ) ( )
Note that {h,,} is an orthonormal basis in L? function space with standard Gaussian measure.
The dual activation ¢ : [—1,1] — R of ¢ is given by

o) =Botwot). (o)~ (0]} 7))

Hence, the dual activation naturally induces a kernel defined on sphere S¢~!:

ky(x,T) = (ﬁ(w—ra_c)
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By using the Hermitian expansion of ¢, we can further have an Hermitian expansion of qu

R (oo}
()= chp"
n=0

Altogether, we have

oo

ko(@,2) = ez )"

n=0

It can be shown, as stated in (Gao et al., 2025a, Theorem 11), that the kernel k is strictly positive
definite if ¢2 > 0 for all n.

Assuming some additional nonlinear assumption on ¢, we can prove Propostion 4]

Lemma 6 (Propostion ). Suppose ¢ is K1-Lipschitz continuous, nonlinear but non-polynomial.
Then kyq is strictly positive definite kernel and universal on S~ 1.

Proof. As x,& € S, we have kg = ky. As ¢ is non-polynomial, we have c¢2 > 0 for all n.
Hence, Lemmaimplies ko universal on S?~! as unit sphere is compact. O

Theorem 3 (Paulsen & Raghupathil (2016)), Corollary 5.3). Let H; be RKHS’s on a set X with
reproducing kernel k; for i € {1,2}. Then ko — ky is a kernel iff H, is contractively contained in
Ho, that is, H1 C Ha and || fll, < ||f |3, forall f € Ha.

Proposition 15 (Propostlon' Forany s <t < 00, H(cs) is contractively contained in H(c;).

Proof. Observe that let c;(x, Z) := E(h;h;). Then we have

ci(x, &) = oz, T) +/0 E[¢(hs)d(hs)]ds = co(x, &) —l—/o ks(x,T)ds.

Clearly, ¢; is also a kernel since ks is. Hence, for any ¢; < to, we have #H(c,, ) is contractively
contained in H(cy, ). The proof is complete by using Theorem O

E GRADIENT COMPUTATION

Recall that we have defined the ResNet as follows:

Then we consider the backward propagation of gradients as follows:

Vo of _
a@hL ’

glflzf of £+\/ (bhzl@Wegz, Ve e [L].

The gradients of f w.r.t. trainable parameters are given by

of _ o,
8'1) _\/’E L

of | T of
ow, \ Lnoh, (he-1)"

of _ 1 9f
U ~ Jdoho " -

gL =
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Given a loss function £, the SGD with a single sample is given by

+ —y— L o
v =v 77/: (f’y)\/ﬁhL7

Wi Wil (G| 1 g-othe ) = Wi =02 () fono(he)

U+=U—n£’(f,y)\1f8,f 2 = Uy L Ly )\}EQOQJT-

Then, after k step gradient updates, the forward propagation becomes:

1
0 :ﬁUu@)x(m

Vd on’

k—1
1 o . . ZB( )’w(k) i

R Y W(k h)
10 o1 i) T o)
=h) + Zﬁ ' W so(h2 )T | 6(h(E)

o), e(hF)Y
7hlk)1 Z f(z ’yz < -1 -1 >gé1)

n
W(’¢ h(k)
)« (k)
-2 ot
NG
a S a | (k)
= |o—n> 2D yNH—n?| n
ﬁ[ ; ( )\/ﬁ L L
k1 h(i) h(k)
a G L™
:\/rﬁvThgc)_na2Z£l(f(,))y())< - >
i=0

Consequentially, the backward propagation becomes

k—1
1 ) L1 8f(> )

- U—HE :y f(’)7y( 2OT | £
\/&[ i=0 ( Vi

k—1
k i iy ¢ i
gi)_”(k)_v—ﬂzﬁl () ())%h%)v

gék)l _ l?k) + / d) (k) (k)Tgék)
@& 1T ok ey @ i T oY ol
=9, + E(b (hyZ1) © |We _WZ£ (fy) T @ (hyZy) 9y
gt gt

oh!
=g/ - %% S L(00) < ) [6(h2) © ¢/ (h2))]

=0

T
+ V Ed(hﬁﬂ © W4T9§k)-

»

n
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F FEATURE LEARNING DYNAMICS IN THE INFINITE-WIDTH LIMIT

In this section, we provide intuition for Proposition [§] aimed at readers who may not be familiar
with the Tensor Program framework.

To analyze how the feature space evolves during training, we focus on the feature learning regime
with scaling & = 1/4/n and learning rate = 7.n, where 7. > 0 is a fixed constant. Under this
setting, the forward and backward recursions take the form:

k-1 @), z®)Y
® _ 1 ) _ vty oy (2 )
hyg \/gU:B Ne iE:OE(f ;y) pi 9 >
e o(h)), o(hy h
k k) T < £—1
h,g ) :héfl Z E )+ ”12¢ g 1
=0
b h(i) h(k)>
1 < Lo
(k) Th(k)
f 50 - ;

and the backward recursion:

k—1
g1 =v—n. > L'(FD,yD)hY,
=0
(@) (k)

9,9 )
gék)l _gl —Ner Zﬂ’ f(L) (L))<ZZ> [¢(h21)1) o ¢/(héli)1>}

n

V1 ¢h(k) yo W, g!".

Observe that the training process indeed defines a valid Tensor Program: each vector {hgk) , g/k)}
is generated sequentially from previously constructed vectors or from the initial random parame-
ters {v, Wy, U} via standard TP operations (MatMul, Nonlin, Moment). Consequently, we may
directly apply the Master Theorem of (Yang & Hul 2021| Theorem 7.4) to characterize their infinite-
width mean-field limits.

In particular, for any finite collection of valid TP vectors {h,}}., and any sufficiently regular test
function ¢ : RM — R, we have

n— oo

1 ¢ 5.
S Ui has o hars) 2 B[u(ZM, 20, 2]

where each Z" denotes the mean-field variable associated with h, i.e., the limiting distribution of a
typical coordinate of h as width grows.

First Forward Pass At initialization, the ResNet can be written as
1
Vd

hy=h, 1+ \/%WM(’W—O,
1
flx) = 7’UThL,
n

where 7 := T/L. Since U;; ~ N(0,1) are i.i.d., each coordinate of hg is i.i.d. with distribu-
tion Zho ~ N/(0,|||?/d). Applying the nonlinearity ¢ element-wise preserves independence
across coordinates, so ¢(hg) also has i.i.d. coordinates. Similarly, because W, ;; ~ N(0,1) are

.. . 1 . . . . .
i.i.d., each coordinate of ﬁWg(/b(h@_l) is approximately Gaussian with mean zero and variance

ho = UCI!,

L{|¢(h¢—1)||*. By the Master Theorem, as n — oo, these coordinates converge in distribution to a
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mean-field variable ZWe#e-1 with variance E[¢?(Z"¢-1)], where, inductively, we use the fact that
each coordinate of h; converges to a mean-field variable ZM¢ in the infinite-width limit. Finally,
since v; ~ N(0, 1) are i.i.d., the network output satisfies

flx) = i;”ihhi % fi= E[Z°Z":],

by the law of large numbers.
Hence, in the infinite-width limit, the ResNet converges to the mean-field process

z" = N(0,||=|*/d) ,

Zh = ghe—r 4 1 ZWee e (1,

| =Bz 2"],
where {ZWe®e-1}L | are centered jointly Gaussian random variables with covariance
Cov(zWebe=1 | zWibs—1) = 5, E[p(Z™=1)p(ZM-1)], Vi k€ [L],

and independent of Z? ~ N(0, 1).

First Backward Pass In the feature learning regime, the first backward recursion for computing
gradients is

gL =m1,
o1 =gi+ /2 ¢ (he—1) © W, go.

Since v has i.i.d. standard Gaussian coordinates independent of the forward activations {h;}, the
recursion in the mean-field limit begins with Z9- = Z¥ ~ A(0,1). Because the output head v
is not reused elsewhere, the gradient independence assumption (GIA) (Yang, 2020b) holds in the
infinite-width limit. This permits replacing WET in the backward pass with an independent copy

W/@T, so that ﬁ;[ gy is independent of the forward variables h,. The coordinates of ﬁ f/‘vfé—r gy are
then approximately i.i.d. Gaussian, and by the Master Theorem converge to a mean-field random
variable ZWe' 9¢.

Thus, in the infinite-width limit, the backward recursion is characterized by
Z9r = Z¥ ~ N(0,1),
7901 = 796 4 7§ (ZMr) ZWi 9 e e (1),
where {Z W' g }E_| are centered jointly Gaussian random variables with covariance

Cov(ZWi'9e, ZWi ox) = 5, B[Z9: Z9%], VI, k € [L).

Second Forward Pass After one gradient update, the forward pass with a new input & is given by

HO = ﬁ Uzx — ncﬁl(fa y) <m;li> 9o,

= = ho_1),¢(ho— =
B = by = (fy) PR g Wi ).
Since f — f in the infinite-width limit, continuity of £’ ensures £’ (f,y) — L'( f, y). Hence,

zho = 79 — oL/ (f,y) 2 79,

where ZU? is centered Gaussian correlated with ZU®, with covariance Cov(ZV®, ZU%) = 1z 7.

For hidden states, the inner product 1 (¢(h—_1), (he—1)) is a Moment operation in the TP, and by
the Master Theorem converges to E[¢p(Z"¢-1)¢(Zhe-1)).
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Next consider ﬁWg(b(’TLg,l). If we adopt the decoupled analysis (replacing W, in the backward

pass with WL,T), then by the CLT heuristic the coordinates converge to a Gaussian random variable
ZWebi-1_ correlated with ZWe®e-1 with

COV(ZWzmﬂ’ZWetf’eq) - ]E[¢(Zh€—l)¢(zﬁl—l)].

This CLT heuristic is valid only because we assume WZT is used in the backward pass; otherwise, hy
and WZT are strongly correlated through g,_;. Before exploring this coupling scenario, the second
forward pass under the decoupling scenario is described as follows:

Zﬁo :ZU@ - ncﬁl(f» y) <m¢)i:5> Zgov
Zhe :Zhl—l _ Tncﬁl(]g,y)]E[é(Zhe*l)qb(Zh“l)]Zgl + \/;.ZWMMA_

Now, we focus on the normal gradient update to expose the effect of the reuse of W, in the backward
pass. For intuition, set ¢ = id. Expanding h,_; yields

ho—1=hp_o+ Tay—29e + Taz_z\/%Wngz + \/%W[_li_l[_g,
where )
#(he),¢(he) g 3
Y :_nc‘cl(f,y)<[n7[> i} al :_770 (f,y)EW(Z'”)(ﬁ(Z’”)],
since ay is a valid TP scalar. Substituting into \/% Wiyhy_, yields

T - T - T . 1
\/;W€h£—1 = \/;Wg (h[_g + Tap—2ge + \/;Wg_lhg_2> + TQClg_QﬁWgWngg.

The i-th coordinate of the £ ~W, WKT gy can be decomposed into

ZW22J+ ZZWZUWijng

7 k#i
By the law of large numbers, the first term converges to Z9, and the second converges (by CLT) to

a Gaussian field Z"¢%¢-1_ Notably, under GIA, we replace Wé i With We 5 W[ i;- Hence, the first
term vanishes as n — oo because of the independence and zero mean.

Thus, for ¢ = id
[\/%Wgﬁefl} ‘ 25, \EZAWM&Z’I + 7'2&5,2 Z9e,
Here ZWedbe—1 i§ Gaussian, correlated with ZWe®¢-1 from the first forward pass with covariance
Elp(Z"1)p(ZRe)).
Putting the pieces together, the mean-field feature dynamics after one gradient step are
2P = 2% —.L'(foy) = 2,
Zﬁe — wa,q — L (f,y) [Zhl—l wa,q} 79t 4+ \/FZAWl(il—l
— el (f y B2 2 g2 79,
Comparing this result with the decoupling scenario, the final correction term reflects the additional
interaction in both forward and backward paths due to the reuse of W,. Moreover, its scaling is 72

due to depth-adaptive ResNet normalization. By the Euler—Maruyama convergence perspective, this
higher-order term vanishes as . — oo, provided the other quantities remain well behaved.

Second Backward Pass Analogously, we describe the backward propagation after one step of
gradient descent in the mean-field limit. Given the second forward pass with input &, the second
backward recursion is

gL =7 - ncﬁ/(fa )hln
Go1 = Go — 0L (f,y) 259 [(hy_1) © ¢/ (Re—1)] + \/% ¢'(he1) © W, gy
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Assume we decouple the two backward passes by replacing WET with an independent copy W/ZT in
the second backward recursion. Then, in the mean-field limit, the coordinates of ﬁ WgT gy converge

. . T= . T
(by the Master Theorem) to a centered Gaussian random variable Z Wi e correlated with ZWe 9¢
from the first backward pass via

Cov(ZWi 9e, zWi'ae) — E[79: 79¢] .
Passing to the limit (and using continuity of £’ so that £'(f,y) — L'( f ,Y)), we obtain
79 = 790 — oL (f,y) 2™,
790 = 790 — L (f,y) B[29°29] (27 o (ZPr) + r ¢/ (2her) 2V o

When the same weights WKT are reused in both backward passes, additional correlations appear.
For intuition, set ¢ = id so ¢/ = 1. The second backward state expands as

ge = Goe41 + Ther1 b1 + sz+1\/%the_1 + \/%Wg:_1g£+la

with
be = = £(foy) 20 2 by = e £(f,y) B[292%],

where the convergence follows from the law of large numbers intuition via the Master Theorem.
Consequently, the term \/g W[T g contains the correlation-driving factor

T
%Wg Woh_1,
whose i-th coordinate decomposes into
1 9 1
n Z Wijihe1i + Z ; We jiWe ik b k-
J J 7

By the law of large numbers, the first term converges to Z"¢~1, while the second behaves like a CLT
term and is absorbed into a Gaussian field. Hence,

[EWlal] 2 vTzWe b b 2,

where ZW: 9t is centered Gaussian and correlated with ZW+ 9¢ via
Cov(ZWi 9e, ZWi'ae) — E[79:79¢].
Collecting terms (still with ¢ = id), the coupled mean-field recursion becomes
790 = 79% —n.L'(f,y) 2",
791 = 790 — 7 L'(f,y) E[29: Z9¢] ZMe
T ZWES 22 L (f ) B[Z90 790 ] Zher,

Remark 1. The last (higher-order) correction arises from reusing W, and WZT in both the forward
and backward passes, and scales as T2 due to depth-adaptive normalization in ResNets. By Euler—
Maruyama convergence, this term vanishes as L — oo (with T = T /L), assuming the remaining
quantities are well behaved. Moreover, the intuition developed here for the second forward and
backward passes extends directly to any k-th pass.

G DEPTH CONVERGENCE — PROOF OF THEOREM [1]

In this section we use Proposition [§]to prove the convergence in Theorem [T] and show that the rate
of convergence as L. — oo is 1/L. Recall Assumption [} For ease of writing, we consider the one
sample case.
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The limit as n — oo for the K -th iteration can be written as
T T
K),L K),L k),L k),L K),L K),L
hOE = R oz D7 Lk, D B )e ) )) + 72
k=0

T
“mo gz D £k g 2o R I (),

5 = O L) Y 2 PR O + T 2408
K—1 .
oy (W) S £k, D)o (h 5 E (o g B (1) (),
= (15)
where {(zék)’L) ks (iék)’L)k :¢=1,..., L} are independent Gaussian random vectors with mean 0

and variance-covariance matrix

k),L _(K'),L k),L k'),L
Cov(z"", 25 = Elo(n™ e (n )",
COV(Zék)’L, 2§k’),L) _ E[gék),Lgék’),L]

)

and
e ] = . (@, @)
p{FE = 1200, 0) — L' (k, L)gi =l
0 \/g ( ) Mo kZ:O ( )90 d
K-—1
g = 0(0) =m0 D £/ (k, L)RET
k=0

L'(k, L) = L' (Elgy " nS ], y),
and u(0),v(0) are standard Gaussian.

Letting L — oo, we expect to have

dn{™ =~ 2 ' B o(h™dt + dwi™, vt e [0,7],
K—1
dgt(K) —nod( h(K) ZE/ )E[g! (k) (K }dt—|—¢(h(K))d (K) vt € [0, 7).
k=0
where {(wt( )) ks (wt(k)) i :¢=1,..., L} are indpendent Brownian motions with mean 0 and cross-
variations

dw®, w*)), = Elp(hM)g(hF)] dt,
d(zI;(k), w(k/)ﬁ _ ]E[ggk)gt(k/)] dt,

and
) = 120y 0 3 /g 121
0 \/a P 0 d
(K) — o Z El h(k),

L'(k) = L'(E [gT)h§?>1,y>.
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Remark 2. (a) The evolution of gt(K) is written for ease of notation and is interpreted backward
fromt =T tot = 0. This should not to be confused with the classic notion of backward stochastic
differential equations. The precise meaning, instead, is that (gy, W) = (gr—¢, Wr—¢) and

dg" = —noe (W) Zc/ (W) VE[GM G dt + ¢ (nS))yaw™), vt e [0, T).

(b) The first forward {h(o)} is adapted to the driven Brownian motion. Due to the backpropagation,

gt(o) and {hgk), gtk) k=1,2,...} are not adapted any more. However, thanks to the deterministic
diffusion coefficients in front of dwt and dwy, which are automatically adapted, the SDEs are well-
posed, as is justified in Propositions [[0land[I3|above and Proposition[16] below.

For ease of analysis, we write the above dynamics of h; := (h§0)7...,h§K)) and gy =
(gio), e g,EK)) in the following more standard manner of McKean—Vlasov equations:

dh,t = bt dt + ot th,
dgt = C¢ dt + Dth dBt,

where by = (by 1)K and ¢; = (cy 1), are vectors given by

bw—*%}jﬂ )i Elp(h{)e(h{™)],

k‘
,_.

cor = —mod (W) 3 £/ () $(hEgP g,

%

Il
=)

D, is a diagonal matrix given by

Dy = diag{¢/(h{”), ..., &' ("))},

o and 6; are (the Cholesky decomposition) such that

0 K 0 K
WJ=2w=mwa»~¢MEMWaMU.wmw>m,
0 K 0 K
=0,:=E[(g”,.. ..o (6", ... o),
and W; and B; are 1ndependent (K + 1)-dimensional standard Brownian motions.

We note that the above system is nested: when K increases by 1, one simply adds one additional
dimension to the evolution of h; and g;. This allows us to apply induction arguments in the proofs of
later results. We also note that the existence of solutions to the above system is already guaranteed
via the convergence of n — oco.

Denote by || - || the Frobenius norm of matrices (and vectors). Denote by A\ (A) the eigenvalues of
a symmetric matrix A.

Lemma 7. If{h(k),gtk), k=0,1,..., K} is a solution, then

12 < oo.

sup E||ht|\2 < 0, sup E||g:
0<t<T 0<t<T

Proof of Lemma[7] We will prove by induction. The statement holds for K = 0 by Propositions[I0]
and[13

Now suppose the statement holds for K, namely

sup Z E h(k) <00, sup Z Elg

0<t<T Ost<T
We will show that K K41
sup B[] < oo, sup E[gi* V2 < 00
0<t<T 0<t<T
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For thH), using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Lipschitz property of ¢, and induction assumption,
we have

K t 2
B[ VP < CERG P+ 0B ( P ds) + CEuy )
k=0 0

K t t
<C+C) / E[gM]PE¢? (h{?)Eg* (h{E+D) ds + C / E¢*(h{E ) ds
_ 0 0

t
< c+c/ E[h{K+D]2 ds.
0

It then follows from Gronwall’s lemma that supg<;<7 E[h§K+1)]z

similar arguments as above we can get Supg<; < ]E[gt(KJrl)]2 < o00. Therefore the statement holds

for K + 1 and this completes the proof by induction. O

< 0. Since ¢’ is bounded, using

Proposition 16. Suppose Assumptionholds. Then pathwise uniqueness holds for {hi’“), gtk) k=
0,1,...,K}.

Proof of Proposition[I6] 'We will prove by induction. By Propositions and h§°> and g(o)
unique. So the statement holds for K = 0.

Now suppose the statement holds for K, namely h(k) and g(k) k =0,1,..., K, are unique. We

will show that hgk) and gt(k) k=0,1,..., K + 1 are unique. Consider the solution (h( ), gg ))Kfl
=(k)

and any other solution (h( ), Gy )K *1. By the induction assumption on uniqueness, we must have
(h", g8 = (P, 5. Recall
o0 =%y =E[(6(h{"), ..., 6(h TN T (6(R), ..., o))
and let
5.5 =S =E[(6(h{"), ..., o(h" TN T (6(R), ..., oA V)]
= E[(¢(h"), ..., o), o (BTN T (6D, ... o(h{")), (AT,

Werite X3; in block matrix form

S110 = E[(@(h”), .. ,¢<h£K’>>T<¢<h“’> o)),

So14 =315, = Elo(h{ ) (6(h), ... o(h{"))],

S0 = E[¢? (AT,

corresponding to coordinates 0, 1,..., K and K + 1. Also write o, 2; and &, is the similar way.
Then by Cholesky decomposition, we have
T _¥% ~
011,t011,t = &11,¢t5 O11,t = O11,t,
o124 = 0, 012, =0,
T -1 ~T ~ 1§ 15
O21,¢ = 0117t212,t7 O1,p = 011,75212715 = ‘711,t212,t7
_ T = _ /5 = =T
022, = \/222,t — 021,t097 45 022, = \/Ezm — 021,607 4-

By Lipschitz property of ¢, we have
[S12,6 = Saell* + S22, — % < CE[p{™ Y — R+, (16)

By Assumption[I] there exits some ¢ > 0 such that all eigenvalues of X, are at least e. It then follows
from the eigenvalue interlacing theorem (of principal submatrix) that all eigenvalues of ¥ ; are at
least €. Then we have

K 1 K+1
12 —1\T —1 1
o = trace((o o = trace(X7; g < . an
|| 11¢H (( 11,t) ll,t) ( 11, t) P )\ky(zlLt) €
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Therefore
loore =21l = lomy(Zros = Er2.0)l? < o7 21z — Sz |* < CE[R Y fﬁEK“)l];.
where the last inequality uses Eq. and Eq. (I6). Similarly, 4

|U21,t(7;—1,t - &21,t&;—1’t|2 = |(o21,4 — F21,1) (021, + 6’21,t)—r|2

= [(o21,t — 5’21,t)01_117t(212,t + X124) 2 < |joare — 521,t||2||011 AP IZ 12, + S1a4]?

< CE[RSTY — pFHD12, (19)
where we have used Lemmato get ||X12, + ilQ?tHz < C. Also, note that

U%z,t =Yoo — U21,tU;1,t =Yoo — Ezl,tzfﬁt212,t

is the Schur complement of the block X1, ; of the matrix ¥, so that its eigenvalues are at least ¢ as
well. Therefore 022 + > 1/ and hence

T30t — 0324 ’ 1 T T
_ = 2 _ | 22t 722t < (% _ (Y _ = pa 2
lo22,t — G2l (azz,t + 5’22,,5) = (2.t 021,t021,t) (Xa2,t 021,t021,t)]

ad ~ ~ K T (K+1
< C[Sa9 — Soo,[? + Cloo1 091, — G159y 4> < CE[RSTY — RIFTDP2,

(20)
where the last inequality uses Eq. (]E[) and Eq. (I9). Now note that
RUSHD RO — g Z / £/ (k) g PE[G(hP) ((hED) — ¢(RE+D))] ds
u
+/ (021,s — O21,5,022,s — G22,5) AW.

0

Therefore
2
E[sup [+ — RV <CZE SUP/ L' (k)gME[p(hF) (@(hKTV) — (hEFD))] ds ]
u<t u<t

+ CE [sup

u<t

/ (021,56 — G215, 022,s — F22,5) AW
0

2
] . 21

Here using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we can bound the first term on the right side by

K + 2
c3 e | | B e o) = g s

t
< C/ h(K+1) ¢(E£K+1))]2 ds < C/ E[sup |h1(LK+1) — }}&Kﬂ)m ds
0

u<s

Using Doob’s maximal inequality, we can bound the second term on the right side of Eq. (2I)) by

2 t
= C/ [”021,5 - &21,5
0

t t
<c / E[R(K+D — KD s < © / fsup [A(KFD — R [2) g
0 0

u<s

t
CE / (UQLS - &21,57022,5 - &22,5) dWs |2 + ||U22,s - 5—22,5”2] dS
0

where the first inequality uses Eq. (I8) and Eq. (20). Combining above three estimates, we have

t
Efsup [TV — A{F V) < € / Efsup A" — h{FHD 2] ds.
0

u<t u<s
It then follows from Gronwall’s inequality that

E[sup |h(K+1) _ ;L(K+1)|2] —0.
u<T “ “
This gives uniqueness of hEKH)

of gt(

. Since ¢’ is bounded, similar arguments as above give uniqueness
K+1 Therefore the statement holds for K + 1 and this completes the proof by induction. [J
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Before proving the convergence rate as L — oo, we will need the following two preparation results.

Recall ¢y, := Lﬁj L and iy = (ﬁ] L are the times corresponding to the discrete step.

Lemma 8. If{hgk),gtk) k=0,1,...,k} is a solution, then
Ellhe = he, |I* < C(t = tL) < C/L, Ellge — gz, < C(tr —t) < C/L.
Proof of Lemma(8] Using Lemma [7]and Lipscthiz property of ¢, we can deduce
E|lbe||? < C, |o¢||? = trace(oyo, ) = trace(;) < C,

and similarly E||c;]|> < C and ||6;]|* < C. These give the desired result. O

Recall the infinite width limit b2 := (h{”F ... hF)Ey and gF = (g0, ... gTy,

Lemma 9. Sup sup E||hf||? < oo and sup bup ]EHQe 1? < oco.
>1¢=0,...,L

Proof of Lemma[9) We will prove by induction. By Lemmas[3|andf] the statement holds for K = 0.

Now suppose the statement holds for K, namely

sup sup ZEh(k)L] < 00, Sup sup Z]E (k)L

L>14=0,....L ;g L>1¢=0,...,
We will show that
sup sup IE[héKH)’L]2 < 00, sup sup E[gEKH)’L]z < 00.
L>14=0,...,L L>14=0,...,L
From the evolution of h(K+1) L and independence of LEFDL , we have

Efny P

< AR L 4R

Y 2
Z \/?Z£K+1)’L]
u=1 L
K

£
T
Do 2 L Lg B )e(hy )
u=1 k=0

+ 4K

T2
+4E Zno Z/y (k, L) g R0 (R ) 6 (AU DI B (WAL ) ! (UEHD L)

14
C ol
SO+ 7Y ESBITVN + E Eg? (R DLy
u=1

L
+ 203 [E G + Bl ()

It then follows from discrete Gronwall’s lemma again that

]E[th-‘rl)vL]Z < CeCUE,

Therefore sup sup I[‘E[thH)’L]2 < oo. A similar argument applied to Eq. gives
L>10=0,...,L

sup sup IE[ (K+1)’L]2 < oo and hence the statement also holds for K + 1. This completes
L>1¢=0,...,
the proof by induction. O
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Now we couple h} and g with h; and g respectively, and state our result on the convergence rate
of 1/L as L — oo. Denote by L; := LT;LJ Ly = LTjLJ, L; = [TL/LW and L, := [ﬁ}

for s,t € [0,T]. We can write h% = h(T/L and gé = gé;)/L, where hEL) and g( ) are continuous
interpolations using the same Brownian motions W; and B;:
dh{" = o dt + o2 aw,
g\ = cﬁ dt + D%L (9(;) dB,.
Here b(L) (b(L))k ", and c(L) (cELk))k _, are vectors given by
L) L L k),L
by Zc (i, D)gf " B2 Yo (")
2 k=l
) i),L L k),L i),L k),L
— oz 2 L0 Lgy PE(9(h )65 )W () o (),
i=0
T k—1
L k),L ) i),L i),L (k),L
chi = ¢ (") D L/ Do Elg ™ g™
i=0
T2 k—1
k), L , i),L L (k),L i),L k),L
— oz () D LG D)o E( gl B (h ) ()] 22)
i=0

DEL) is a diagonal matrix given by
D) = diag{¢/(y21"), .../ (h“))},
and aéL) and GéL) are (the Cholesky decomposition) such that
o (o) = 2 =Bl oSN TG, (g ET )],
0 (0)T = O = El(g™" 1 g T (g gL

The following proposition says that the L? error decays at a rate of 1/L for the coupled difference
between h% (resp. g}), the finite depth process at discrete step £, and hy7/r, (resp. ger/r), the
corresponding infinite-depth process at time ¢7'/ L.

Proposition 17. Suppose Assumption|[I|holds. Then for all L > 1,

sup  E|lhf — heryp||* < C/L, sup  Ellg; — ger/rll* < C/L.
0=0,1,..,L 0=0,1,..L

Proof of Proposition[I7] We first note that the Lipschitz estimates in Eq. (I3), Eq. (I8), and Eq. (20)

still hold when comparing o5, and a(LL), thanks to Assumption|l} We will again prove by induction.

By Propositions|[IT]and[T4] the statement holds for K = 0.

Now suppose the statement holds for K, namely

KL (k
L]SOUPLZE (g h((,T)/L} <C/L, sup Z]E _g€T/L} < C/L.
k=0

We will show that

swp BT - hp iU < oL e_%upLE[ggKH%L_gg/gw]zSC/L.

Note that

IE:[hEK+1),L h(K+l)] < 3]E[h(()K+1),L _ h(()K+1)]2 +3E

eT/L ) 2
(T/L /0 (by, K1 bs,K+1)d51

/L . 2
/ (0'517)[/5 — 021,s, 0;2,)L5 - 0'22,3) aw| .
0

+ 3E
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By induction assumption,
E[pSS T — KTV < o/ L.
By Lemmas([7} [§] and [0] we have

(T/L . 2
/ (b(Ls),K+1 - bs,K—H) ds
0

/L ¢T/L
< C/ E\b(Ls),KH — by, x1]* ds + C/ Elbs, k41 — bs, k41 ds
0 0

E

0—1

C C C
v (K+1),L 3 (K+1);2 , &~ Y
< LuE—oE[hu gy’ 1+ 12+ 7

By Lemmas and[9] and Lipschitz property of o’s, we have

/L . 2
E / (Jél,)LS - 0217570£2,)L5 - U22,s)dWs]
0

o ()
= / [||021,LS - U21,S||2 + ||‘722,L5 - ‘72275”2] ds
0

IN

IR L)
2 2
2A o, = ooren |2 + 1058y — 02,0, 2] ds

(T/L

+2/ lloztes — ooall? + o22,0p — o22.6]|%] ds
0

/—1

C C
v (K+1),L 3 (K+1)2 | &
< Lu§:0]E[hu Ry 1"+ -

Combining the above estimates gives

-1

C C

E[héKJrl),L _ h§;{ﬁ1)}2 < T ZE[hLK+1),L o hil;le)]z + T
u=0

It then follows from discrete Gronwall’s lemma that

C
E[hEKH),L _ hng(/El)]Q < feCé/L.

Therefore  sup ]E[héKH)’L - h%f;)]Q < C/L. A similar argument applied to Eq. and
(=0,1,...,I,

(K+1),L _ (K+1)
4

T/ ]? < C/L and hence the statement holds for K + 1.

Eq. (22) gives sup E[g
£=0,1,...,L
This completes the proof by induction. O

Theorem ] then follows from Proposition

H DiscuUsSION ON TwoO-LAYER RESIDUAL BLOCKS

Many practical architectures—most notably Transformers—use residual blocks containing two or
more internal layers. Depth-uP was originally motivated and analyzed for one-layer residual blocks
and is known empirically to provide stable signal propagation in deep networks (Yang et al., [2024;
Bordelon et al., 2024c)). However, subsequent studies have observed that hyperparameter transfer
fails when the residual block contains more than one internal layer (Dey et al.| 2025)). Recent work
has tried alternative depth scalings such as 1/L, but the underlying reason why depth-uP succeeds
for one-layer blocks but fails for multi-layer blocks remains unclear.

To understand this phenomenon, we analyze a two-layer residual block

1 1
h;=h; 1+ EW5,2¢(we)7 T = %Wmhth Vee{l,2,---,L}, (23)
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where &, denotes the internal representation after the first internal layer. The 1//n factor ensures
that &, remains ©(1) in the large-width limit. Similar to Section@ backward pass gives:

_ +1(1W )T <1W )T © ¢ () (24)
ge—1 = ge \/f \/ﬁ 2,1 \/ﬁ 0,2 gr e)| -

Then, with a simple recursive argument, we can show that both h, and g, remain stable in the
large-depth and large-width limit under the depth-uP for two-layer residual blocks.

Notably, the forward pass in Eq. and backward pass in Eq. involve the factors

1
N
both of which are ©(1) under width-wise uP, provided h,_; and g, are already ©(1) at that layer.
These factors are passed through an additional layer, but width-wise P again guarantees they stay

O(1) as n — co. Then, multiplying these ©(1) quantities by the depth-yP factor 1/+/L shows that

the residual update added to both hy and g1 is of order 1/ V'L. As aresult, the updated activations
and gradients remain ©(1) as both n — oo and L — oo, meaning that depth-uP indeed preserves
forward and backward stability even for two-layer residual blocks.

Wiihe 1, W90, (25)

H.1 VANISHING FEATURE LEARNING IN THE FIRST INTERNAL LAYER

The scaled gradient of f w.r.t. the first-layer weight W, ; is given by

Jn of 1

1 T
(Wz,z) dhy © ¢/($2)] h),. (26)

a AW, VIn |\Vn

After one-step gradient update with learning rate 7, the inner-block representation a:zr becomes:

1
— 7 (Weq+ AW, )b
T +
1 Uil 1 (he—1,hy )
= —W,h , — L —W, ! -
Jn 1y _y L (ﬁy)l(\/ﬁ 4,2) 90 © @' (xy) "

Under depth-pP with o = 1/+/n and 17 = n.n, each coordinate of a:j' satisfies:

1 - 1 )
T, = n (Weihe ], +0 (ﬁ) ., Vi€ n].

Thus, the feature update contributed by AW, ; decays as 1/ V'L and vanishes in the infinite-depth
limit. The first internal layer essentially cannot learn meaningful features: it only passes along
information from h,_; but does not update its transformation. This causes a structural learning
collapse and explains why HP transfer breaks for multi-layer residual blocks.

To counter this, we propose a depth-aware learning rate:
m = nenV'L.

which eliminates the 1/+/L suppression and restores effective learning in the first layer. We empiri-

cally quantify the collapse by comparing the true xEk) with a “frozen-weights” approximation

1
NG
(k)

When depth increases, wgk) ~ x,  , confirming that the first layer stops learning; the depth-aware
learning rate restores nontrivial updates and HP transfer (Figure [3)).

z) = —=wOn,. @7
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H.2 INTERNAL-DYNAMICS LEARNING IN THE SECOND LAYER

A subtle yet important point is that the vanishing effect in the first internal layer can be easily
overlooked if one only monitors weight updates. This is because the gradients of the second-layer
weights Wy o exhibit the same 1/ /L vanishing factor as those for the first-layer weight Wi
However, from the perspective of NFD, the learning roles of these two layers are fundamentally
different:

* The first internal layer W) ; controls the internal representation x,. Vanishing updates here
directly imply that feature learning collapses.

* The second internal layer W, 5 controls the internal residual-stream dynamics of h,, which
correspond to the drift and diffusion terms of the NFD limit.

From this view, the meaningful quantity for analyzing learning in deeper layers is not the size of the
weight update itself, but the induced change in the residual-stream increment hy — hy_1. Even if the
raw weight updates AW/ 5 shrink with depth, its effect on h; can remain stable and non-vanishing,
unlike the update to x;.

Therefore, correctly diagnosing the collapse of feature learning requires monitoring the updates of
the internal representation x, and the internal residual-stream dynamics hy — hy_1, rather than
relying solely on weight-space measurements. The rest of this subsection demonstrates this idea.

The scaled gradient for the second-layer weight W, , is given by

N .
o Wis mgm(me) : (28)

After one-step gradient update with learning rate 7, the residual-stream dynamics of h; becomes

hf=h/ + \/L—(Wz + AW, ¢(x]) 29)
4 + M2 <¢(wz)7¢>(-’”?)>
- h’271 + \/RWZ¢($[ ) nL£ (f7 y)gf n . (30)
Under depth-uP with o = 1/4/n and 12 = n.n, the internal dynamics of hy satisfies
T p(x0), p(xy
—hi, = \/;Wecﬁ(m?) — 0L (f, y)gew, 31

where 7 = 1/L. Unlike the update for x, the diffusion and drift terms in the update of h; scale as
/7 and 7, exactly matching the drift/diffusion terms of the stochastic nature of the NFD. Therefore,
no vanishing occurs for the second layer: its contribution to the internal dynamics of h, remains
meaningful even as L — oco. Hence, in our depth-aware learning rate for W) » remains:

N2 = 1. (32)

To verify this, we measure the internal residual-stream dynamics updates via:

() _ p0)
B ~ hy” —hy

k! Wz o (33)

o) ~ \/—W(O)qﬁ (x(’“)) (34)
te n 0,2 4

Empirically, unlike the vanishing that occurred in z,, dh(* / dt remains stable and non-vanishing
across depths, consistent with theory (Figure[5)..

I ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we provide supplementary experiments that complement the results reported in the
main paper.
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Figure 6: Minimum eigenvalues of the covariance matrices during training. We evaluate
ResNets on CIFAR-10 using online SGD (learning rate 0.1, batch size 1) across 5 seeds, with 4

hidden layers and widths ranging from 512 to 4096. The minimum eigenvalues of 2§’“) and @gk)
remain strictly positive across layers, validating Assumption (1| Although the eigenvalues decrease
over training, they grow with network width; insufficiently wide networks (e.g., width 512) yield
eigenvalues very close to zero.

I.1 MINIMUM-EIGENVALUE BEHAVIOR AND VALIDATION OF ASSUMPTION/I]

The convergence proof to NFD in Theorem [T|relies on Assumption I|that the smallest eigenvalues of

the covariance matrices {ZEk) }e and {G)I(gk)} ¢ are uniformly bounded away from zero. To examine
this assumption, we train a four-layer ResNet under depth-xP and track the spectra of these matrices.

As shown in Figure |6 the smallest eigenvalues of {Eék)}g remain strictly positive across layers,
although they gradually decrease during training as the covariance matrices expand in dimension.
Moreover, the smallest eigenvalues increase with network width, suggesting that wider networks
preserve more diverse feature representations and may generalize better to downstream tasks.

1.2 GIA RESTORATION AND DYNAMICS ALIGNMENT

In this subsection, we empirically evaluate the restoration of GIA predicted by Theorem [I] and
Corollary |1} For each architecture (vanilla DNN, pP-ResNet, and depth-yP ResNet), we compare
standard training—where the backward pass reuses the forward weights—with a decoupled variant
in which the backward pass uses an i.i.d. copy of the forward weights. Figure [ shows the evolution
of training and test loss for width 128 across increasing depths. As depth grows, DNNs exhibit van-
ishing gradients and the standard and decoupled trajectories remain misaligned; ;/P-ResNets also fail
to align, overfit at larger depths, and even encounter exploding gradients and NaN values once the
depth exceeds 18. In contrast, depth-uP achieves consistent improvements in both training and test
performance, and the two trajectories converge toward each other, confirming the restoration of GIA
in the infinite-depth limit. To assess robustness across widths, Figure [7| reports the corresponding
width-256 results, which closely mirror the trends in Figure fi} larger width mitigates some insta-
bility and overfitting in DNNs and pP-ResNets but does not resolve their underlying pathologies,
while further sharpening the trajectory alignment and performance gains observed under depth-uP.

J  RELATED WORK

Empirical neural scaling laws. Large empirical studies have shown that neural networks often
exhibit simple power-law trends: as model size, dataset size, or compute increases, performance
improves predictably (Kaplan et al., 2020; [Henighan et al., 2020; [Rosenfeld et al.l 2020; [Hoffmann
et al} |2022). These observations have led to practical “compute-optimal” training rules and guide-
lines for allocating model and data size. Subsequent work extended these findings across modalities,
including vision and diffusion, while also identifying cases where scaling laws break down due to
unstable optimization, low-quality data, or insufficient training (Zhai et al., 2022} |Cherti et al., 2023
Muennighoff et al.|[2023). Although highly influential, these studies remain primarily empirical and
do not provide a mechanistic explanation for when scaling laws succeed, saturate, or fail.

Theoretical studies on scaling laws. Most theoretical work focuses on predicting scaling expo-
nents using random-feature and fixed-kernel models, where representations are held constant dur-
ing training. Bahri et al|(2024) showed that power-law test-loss behavior in teacher—student and
random-feature models arises from the power-law decay of kernel spectra, revealing regimes deter-
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Figure 7: Empirical evaluation of GIA restoration at width 256. We repeat the experiment of
Figure 4] using width 256, again comparing standard training (shared forward/backward weights)
with a decoupled setup that uses an i.i.d. copy of the forward weights for the backward pass. Relative
to width 128, increasing the width reduces instability in both (a) vanilla DNNs and (b) pP-ResNets,
but the two trajectories still fail to align and the finite-depth pathologies remain. (¢) Under depth-
P, larger width further smooths the dynamics and strengthens the agreement between standard and
decoupled trajectories, reinforcing the empirical restoration of GIA predicted by our theory.

mined by whether data or model size is the bottleneck. Maloney et al.| (2022) refined this picture
using a solvable RF model with finite spectral support, demonstrating that scaling laws plateau once
all modes supplied by the kernel or data are resolved. [Simon et al.| (2024) analyzed kernel ridge
regression and proved that increasing data or model size always improves generalization when reg-
ularization is tuned appropriately, while spectrally heavy-tailed tasks require obligatory overfitting.
Complementing these static analyses, [Bordelon et al.| (2024a) introduced a dynamical RF model
showing that gradient flow resolves kernel eigenmodes over time, yielding a distinct training-time
scaling exponent. |[Paquette et al.|(2024) further established the 4+3 compute-optimal phases by ana-
lyzing a power-law RF model via a Volterra equation, providing a theoretical basis for the Chinchilla
scaling law. Together, these works illuminate scaling behavior in the fixed-kernel regime, where rep-
resentations do not evolve. However, they cannot explain when scaling laws hold or fail once feature
learning becomes significant.

Infinite-width and kernel regimes. The infinite-width Neural Tangent Kernel (NTK) (Jacot et al.,
2018b) and related linearization results (Lee et al., [2019; |Arora et al., [2019) recast neural network
training as kernel regression with a fixed NTK. This provides strong convergence guarantees (Allen-
Zhu et al.| 2019; |Du et al.,|2019; [Zou et al., |2020; |Gao et al., [2022;2025b) and explains how wide
models generalize despite interpolation (Arora et al. |2019; |Gao & Gaol 2022). However, NTK
models operate in the lazy-training regime (Woodworth et al.l 20205 [Chizat & Bach| 2019), where
features remain frozen and cannot capture representation learning or dynamic scaling behavior.

Mean-field analysis and its depth limitations. Mean-field (MF) parameterizations (Me1 et al.,
2018; [Chizat & Bachl [2018; |Sirignano & Spiliopoulos, |2020) allow nonlinear feature evolution as
width grows and yield global convergence guarantees for two- and three-layer networks (Chen et al.,
2020; Nitanda et al., 2022 [Pham & Nguyen, |2021). However, for deeper architectures, standard MF
scalings suffer from degeneracies: signals and gradients collapse to zero (Fang et al., 2021; Nguyen
& Pham| 2023)), preventing MF theory from describing the rich feature learning observed in modern
deep networks. While MF identifies which scalings preserve feature dynamics at moderate depth, it
does not provide a training-time theory for deep architectures.

Tensor Programs and pP. Tensor Programs (TP) provide a unified formalism for analyzing wide
networks and their training dynamics (Yang, 2019; [2020bza; |Yang & Hul [2021} |Yang et al., [2021]).
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A key result is the TP Master Theorem, which ensures law-of-large-numbers behavior for wide
networks. [Yang & Hu| (2021) established the Dynamical Dichotomy: any stable width scaling lies
either in the kernel regime (features fixed) or the feature-learning (FL) regime (features evolve), but
not both. Within this classification, uP (Yang & Hul 2021} [Yang et al., |2021) maximizes feature
evolution and enables hyperparameter transfer across widths. Recent TP extensions incorporate
depth scaling (Yang et al |2024). However, these works face critical challenges when residual
blocks have more than one layer. This indicates a lack of rigorous characterization of feature learning
dynamics in the large-depth limit.

Infinite-depth analyses. Prior work on infinite-depth networks focused mainly on stability at ini-
tialization. For MLPs, signal-propagation analyses identified “edge-of-chaos” conditions (Poole
et al.l 2016} |Schoenholz et al., 2017). Later work emphasized the noncommutativity of width and
depth limits (Li et al., 2022)). For ResNets, scaling the residual branch by 1/ /L restores commuta-
tivity and yields stable propagation (Hayou & Yang| 2023 |[Marion et al.}[2025)). This commutativity
is also founded in deep equilibrium model under different depth scaling factors (Gao et al., 2023
Gaol 2024). Extensions into training further showed that this scaling enables reliable hyperparam-
eter transfer (Bordelon et al.l [2024c) and that feature learning persists even at infinite depth (Yang
et al |2024). Yet these analyses remain focused on identifying stable depth scalings, without mod-
eling the complete training-time coupling of features and gradients.

Summary. Empirical studies have revealed striking power-law regularities, NTK and mean-field
analyses have clarified width-wise limits, Tensor Programs and pP have established principled
feature-learning parameterizations and dynamics in the infinite-width limit, and infinite-depth works
have begun probing stability at initialization. However, none provides a unified account of training-
time feature and gradient dynamics in the infinite-depth limit. Our work fills this gap by introducing
Neural Feature Dynamics (NFD), which characterizes the coupled forward-backward stochastic dy-
namics of deep ResNets in the joint limit, offering a tractable and principled mechanism for under-
standing when scaling laws succeed, when they fail, and how HP transfer can be restored.

K THE USE OF LARGE LANGUAGE MODELS

We used large language models (LLMs) as a writing assistant to polish the presentation of our paper
and to help identify related work during the literature review stage. The tool was not involved in
designing experiments, deriving theoretical results, or interpreting findings; it was used strictly for
language refinement and for improving the clarity and accessibility of our writing.
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