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Abstract

Two pressing topics in the theory of deep learning are the interpretation of feature learning
mechanisms and the determination of implicit bias of networks in the rich regime. Current
theories of rich feature learning effects revolve around networks with one or two trainable layers
or deep linear networks. Furthermore, even under such limiting settings, predictions often
appear in the form of high-dimensional non-linear equations, which require computationally
intensive numerical solutions. Given the many details that go into defining a deep learning
problem, this analytical complexity is a significant and often unavoidable challenge. Here, we
propose a powerful heuristic route for predicting the data and width scales at which various
patterns of feature learning emerge. This form of scale analysis is considerably simpler than
such exact theories and reproduces the scaling exponents of various known results. In addition,
we make novel predictions on complex toy architectures, such as three-layer non-linear networks
and attention heads, thus extending the scope of first-principle theories of deep learning.

1 Introduction

There is a clear need for a better theoretical understanding of deep learning. However, efforts
to construct such theories inevitably suffer from a “curse of details”. Indeed, since any choice of
architecture, activation, data measure, and training protocol affects performance, finding a theory
with true predictive power that accurately accounts for all those details is unlikely. One workaround
is to focus on analytically tractable toy models, an approach that can often uncover interesting
fundamental aspects. However, analytical tractability is a fragile, fine-tuned property; thus, a large
explainability gap remains between such toy models and more complex data/architecture settings.

An alternative approach focuses on scaling properties of neural networks, which appear more
robust. Two well-established examples are empirically predicting network performance by extrap-
olating learning curves using power laws Kaplan et al|[2020], Hestness et al|[2017], and providing
theory-inspired suggestions for hyperparameter transfer techniques [Yang et al| [2022], Bordelon|
. Indeed, it is often the case that predicting scaling exponents is easier
than predicting exact or approximate behaviors. As a simple toy model of this, consider the inte-
gral [*_dxg(xz/P). While g(-) needs to be fine-tuned for exact computations, a change of variable
reveals a robust linear scaling with P for any g(-).
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Figure 1: Logical flow of sample complexity derivation. Bounds: (i)-(iii) deriving lower bounds
on sample complexity using LDT (Sec. . Approximations: (iv) approximating the intractable
lower bound (Sec. [4), Heuristics: (v)-(vi) providing heuristic methods for manually computing
the approximated bound (Sec. . Each section is composed of intermediate steps as detailed in the
diagram.

This work focuses on scaling properties of feature learning. Feature learning, or, more generally,
interpretability, have been studied extensively both from the practical and theoretical side. On
the practical side, mechanistic interpretability [Bereska and Gavves| [2024] has provided us with
statistical explanations for why some predictions are made and the underlying decision mechanisms.
On the theory side, kernel-based approaches|Aitchison| [2019], Li and Sompolinsky]| [2021], |Aitchison
[2021], |Seroussi et al. [2023a], [Ariosto et al. [2022], Bordelon and Pehlevan| [2022], Rubin et al.| [2024,
2025], Ringel et al.| [2025] and Saad and Solla type approaches [Saad and Sollal [1995], |Arnaboldi
et al|[2023], Bietti et al.| [2022] (and their Bayesian counterparts [Cuil [2025]) allow us to solve
simple non-linear teacher-student networks in the rich regime. However, our ability to capture more
elaborate and compositional feature learning effects, such as those involving depth and emergence,
is hampered by said analytical difficulties.

In this work, we introduce a novel framework addressing the challenging task of making first-
principles predictions on sample complexity and feature learning effects in networks trained to
equilibrium The undeniable success of various deep learning models across diverse domains under-
scores the importance of theoretically predicting the conditions under which these models exhibit
failure modes. Accordingly, a main focus of this work is lower-bounding sample complexity. Specif-
ically, we aim to determine the scaling behavior of P,, the threshold sample size at which learning
becomes possible, as a function of input dimension, layer width, regularization, and parametrization
choices (e.g., mean-field versus standard scaling).

Our Bayesian approach, capturing networks fully trained using SGLD E| Mandt et al.| [2017],
is described schematically in Fig. It consists of the following steps: (i) we lower bound the
test MSE by (1 — Af)?, where Ay is the alignment of output and target; (ii) we establish an
upper bound on the probability to observe good learning (ie, strong alignment Ay > a =~ 1) in
the posterior using the negative-log-probability of the rare event of good learning in the prior; (iii)
we leverage an upper bound on the prior to obtain a lower bound E(«) on the minimal sample
size necessary for alignment of at least a; (iv) we derive a variational approximation, E,(«), for
E(«) with an explicit formula using kernel-adaptation type approximations; (v) we propose feature
learning patterns as heuristic variational probabilities ¢ and choose such ¢ that minimizes Eq (a);
finally (vi) our fully analytic computation of F,(«) further relies on heuristic scaling relations for
how a feature amplified in one layer propagates to downstream layers.

Using the above, we re-derive, in a relatively straightforward manner, known results on two-layer
networks: sample complexity benefits of rich learning and Grokking transitions. We demonstrate

Lwhich can be thought of as a proxy for SGD [Mingard et al.| [2020]



the power of this approach by expanding the scope of tractable models. Specifically, we study
non-linear 3-layer networks in the rich regime and predict sample complexity, layer-wise location of
learning, and scaling of the number of specializing neurons.

2 Setup

We consider here several types of feedforward networks, but, for the sake of clarity, we illustrate
the main derivation on deep fully connected networks (FCNs) and, later, when we analyze specific
problems, augment it for convolutional neural networks (CNNs) as needed. Our FCNs are defined
by

Np_1 Ni—1 d
flx) =Y wio(hi~'(z)), where hi™'(z) = Who(hi'(x)), hj(x)=) Whay, (1)
=1 j=1 k=1

where o can be any activation function, and we refer to hl’s as pre-acitvations. We consider
Bayesian neural networks, as Bayesian descriptions are a commonly used proxy for network behavior
after long-time stochastic training [Wilson and Izmailov| [2020], Wilson| [2020], [Naveh et al.| [2021].
Alternatively, they represent an exact solution to Langevin dynamics with weight decay [Welling
and Teh| [2011b]. We denote the target function by y and the training sample size by P, and assume
training with Mean Squared Error (MSE) loss. The quadratic weight decay for each layer [ is set
to kN;_1/0?, where £ is the ridge parameter and Ny = d is the input dimension. This choice of
weight decay results in a Gaussian prior distribution for the weights given by Wf G N(0,07/N;—1)
fori=1,..,N;,j=1,...,N;_1. The possible outputs f of such a network, given y and P, are then
distributed according to the posterior:

1 1 < )
m(fly, P) = exp (—25 > @) —yla)] >p0(f)7 (2)

v=1

where Z is the normalization constant, {z,}l_; is the training dataset of size P, and po(f) is
the prior defined as po(f) = [dOp(©)d[f — fe], determined by the weight decay. Here, © is
the collection of all network weights, and p(©) corresponds to the density of the prior weight
distribution, which we take to be Gaussian with a diagonal covariance, representing quadratic
weight decay, and feo is the network architecture with weights ©. We further set p(©) such that
pre-activations are all O(1) under the prior He et al.| [2015]. For classification tasks see App.
As a measure for learning, we consider an observable, which we refer to as alignment, given by

Ap = (f,9)/(y, ), (3)

where (g,h) = [ dpgg(x)h(z) is the functional inner product, and dp, is some test measure, which,
conveniently, does not need to be the measure from which the training set was drawn. We similarly
define (g, K,h) = [duzdp, g(x)K (z,2')h(z") for any kernel K. Alignment represents the extent
to which the network learns a function that is proportional to the target. It bounds the test MSE
via the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality [ du,(f(z) —y(x))? > (y,y)(Ay — 1)%. Having Ay =~ 1 is thus
a necessary condition for successful learning.



3 Alignment and Sample Complexity

We turn to analyze sample complexity via an upper bound on the probability of finding Ay > « for
a ~ 1. We begin with a theoretical bound on the posterior that mainly depends on the chance that
a random network, chosen from the prior, produces an alignment of at least a. We denote the prior
and posterior alignment probabilities by Pr,, [A; > o] and Pr, [A; > a] respectively. Following
simple arguments (see App. [A|l and App. for generalization to classification.), we obtain the
following bound on the log posterior

log (Prx [Af 2 a]) < Pk/ (2r) +log (Pry, [Af = o)), (4)

where k = P! Zle Epo[(f(z,) — y(x,))?] is the only training-set dependent quantity and is
generally of order one. The Bayesian interpretation of successful learning is having Prr [A; > o] =
O(1). Since a random network is unlikely to achieve strong alignment, log Prp, [Af > a| would
typically be highly negative for large o. Therefore, a sufficiently large data term is required to
cancel this effect. Explicitly,

P 2 —2rlogPr,, [A; > o] /. (5)

Thus, up to the ridge parameter and the O(1) factor k, depending on the training set, the log
probability of prior alignment with the target lower bounds the sample complexity. Here, it is
worth noting that the bound becomes tight when overfitting effects are small, which is typically the
case for k/k ~ O(1). Taking x — 0 encourages overfitting (though often benignly Bartlett et al.
[2020]) and trivializes this bound. We conjecture that, in this case, k should be kept O(1) based
on the effective ridge treatment Canatar et al|[2021b], |Cohen et al.| [2021], Bartlett et al.| [2020].
Establishing this conjecture is outside the scope of this work. From a PAC-Bayesian perspective,
an analogous bound would require P to be much larger than the KL-divergence between the prior
and posterior (e.g. McAllester |1999])El More recently, prior-posterior relations have been studied
in the context of complex Boolean functions Mingard et al.| [2025].

Following the Chernoff inequality, we can find an upper bound for the probability (and a lower
bound for P) via

P> —2k/k logPr,, [Af > o] > 2k/k E(a), E(a)= —log %I>lg e TRy, [e]. (6)

Where we refer to E(a) as the energy. We can thus express the minimal sample size necessary
for learning, P,, through the energy as P, « F(«). In App. we provide an asymptotically
exact solution for F(«a), and compute it explicitly for a two layer network . We also argue and
demonstrate that our bound is inherently tied to feature learning. Indeed, a network sampled from
the prior that achieves such alignment is a statistical outlier, driven by the emergence of an internal
structure which mimics feature learning (see also Fig. . Nevertheless, such a direct LDT approach
is computationally prohibitive in most cases of interest. We therefore introduce a heuristic LDT-
based method for evaluating P,. This method not only enables predicting the scaling of P, but
also the feature learning effects that lead to successful learning.

In this section, we adopt a variational approach to estimating P, by comparing different modes
of feature learningﬁ under a certain loss (see below). While many approaches predict different

2See also |[Lavie and Ringel| [2025|, for a similar data-agnostic bound in the context of lazy learning.

3Following the data-processing-inequality, one can lower-bound the KL-divergence between the full prior and
posterior probabilities by the KL-divergence of a coarser probability of an Ay > « event in the prior and posterior.
The latter KL divergence is given by — log Pry, [Af > a]

4Viewed here formally as emergent weight/pre-activation structures enabling the outlier.



feature learning mechanisms [Pacelli et al.| [2023], |[Fischer et al. [2024], [Meegen and Sompolinsky
[2024], Buzaglo et al.| [2025], |Li and Sompolinsky| [2021], |Seroussi et al.| [2023b], Rubin et al.| [2025],
2024|, they are often case-dependent, highly detailed, and complex. Thus, we propose a method
that abstracts key feature learning mechanisms from these frameworks into distinct, comparable
patterns.

4 Variational Analysis

Our next objective is to make the sample complexity bound tractable. This requires estimating
the prior probability term, Pr,, [Af > «], for alignments o ~ 1. As a first step, we simplify this
by relating the cumulative distribution function to the probability density denoted by pa,(a). As
shown in App. for large alignments, we have E(a) ~ —logpa,(a). This allows us to re-
express P, in terms of the density: P, = —2rlogpa,(a)/k. However, computing pa,(a) directly
remains intractable. We therefore turn to a variational approach to estimate it. As explained in
the next section, we wish to express the variational probability density in terms of pre-activations
h . Accordingly, in App. |C.1} we follow standard statistical mechanics techniques to express this

density as
pAf /DhN Oé|0<y,KL 1,Y )HHN(]’L‘OKZ 1)

Where for each [, the kernels K,_1 themselves depend on the preactivations of layer [ — 1, and
similarly the fluctuations in a depend on the preactivations of the penultimate layer, given by

Kiso(x,2") l+1 Z o (Pi("), Ko(z,2') = %%17 - (7)

Using statistical mechanics based notation, we define the Hamiltonian H, , and fluctuating
"partition function” Za,

« 1 «— _
Hyo (h) = m +3 ; > <h§,Kl_11’ hg.> , 8)

L-1
IOg ZA‘f (h) = 1Og <97 KL717 y> + Z T‘I'IOgKl,L
=1

Consequently, pa, (a) takes the form pa, (o) = [ Dh exp (—Hp,o(h) —log Za,(h)) , where the inte-
grand defines an effective measure on the preactlvatlon space for a given . We next approximate
this measure per o by an analytically tractable variational estimate, g. We follow a similar con-
vention here: for any ¢,«, we define ¢, (h) := Z(;ée*Hw(h), requiring that the minimum value
of H, o(h) be zero. For a Gaussian g, this reduces exactly to Eq. |8 with kernels K,_; that are
independent of h.. The variational computation follows by looking for g,(h) which minimizes the
KL divergence between the measure on h which defines p4,, and g. The KL divergence can also
be used in the estimation of F(a) := —log(pa,(a)), following the Feynman—Bogoliubov inequality
Kuzemsky| [2015], [Bogolubov and Jr| [2009], Huber| [1968|. Here we provide a brief description — for



the full derivation see App. By applying the Feynman—Bogoliubov inequality, we obtain an
upper bound on E(«)

E(a) ~ min(Eprq, log(Za, (h)/Zg.)] + Eq(a)),  Eg(@) = Ehng, [Hpa(h) = Hya(h)]  (9)

We argue in App. that for a =~ 1, the log terms are subleading w.r.t. Eq (o). Defining g o
to be the measure that minimizes E,(a), we obtain E(a) ~ E,, (). Next, we turn to estimating
the variational energy Eq(a) Eq. @ for @ ~ 1, omitting all « indices for brevity. In App. we
simplify pa,, and show that the distribution in each layer depends only on the previous through a
fluctuating non-linear operator. Next, we assume that this kernel is weakly fluctuating, and replace
it with its expectation w.r.t. the variational distribution. This choice approximation aligns with
various works on deep non-linear networks, where layer-wise kernels are identified as the relevant
and sufficient set of order parameters Rubin et al,| [2025], |[Fischer et al. [2024], [Seroussi et al.
[2023D], [Ringel et al. [2025]. We further take a decoupled Gaussian variational ansatz so that
q(h) = {:11 Hf\il q.i(ht) where g ; is Gaussian with mean p;; and variance @Q;;. As shown in
App. the variational energy estimate is then given by

L-1 N,

Eq X Z Z (EhNN(uzyi,Ql,i) |:<h7 K[__ll - Ql_,ilv h’>:| + </’Ll,i7 Ql_,i17,ul,1',>) + <y7KL—17y>717 (10)
——_———

=1 i=1

=:Ay; Ty

where we define K; = Eth[f(l]. Here, the A;; terms arise from the difference between the ap-
proximated kernel and the actual one, and the a, term results from enforcing an alignment o ~ 1.
Requiring that ¢ minimize E’q and o = 1, we estimate Eq x E(a = 1) & P.. Another interpretation
of Ay, discussed in App. E is the excess weight due to feature learning. This viewpoint is useful
for feature learning patterns involving circuits, as the latter have a sharp imprint in weight-space.
The above kernel viewpoint is, however, more general and can be used both for circuits and for
more distributed learning patterns.

5 Heuristics for Manual Computation of Variational approx-
imation

5.1 Feature Learning Patterns

While the above variational approach allows a variety of candidate ¢’s, we focus on the previously
mentioned set of feature-learning scenarios that have been extensively studied in the literature.
Although this subset may appear restrictive, by varying behaviors among layers and between dif-
ferent neurons of the same layer, it already captures a wide range of phenomena. We then need
to compare the variational energy (Eq), as detailed in Sec. |4 for such combinations and select
the minimizer. The optimal pattern is an indication of the feature learning that emerges in the
network to enable strong alignment, as motivated in App. [A33] Concretely, per layer and neuron
pre-activation (h!(z)), we allow one of the following choices, as illustrated in Fig.

(1) Gaussian Process (GP). Here, ¢;; is a Gaussian process (GP) so that h;; ~ N (0, K;_1)
with K;_; defined as the expectation of the kernel defined in . This choice defines the “base



model” of feature learning. For FCNSE it implies that the network propagates feature structure
forward without altering latent features (see Sec. . When all layers and neurons follow this
distribution, the network reduces to the neural network GP (NNGP) Neal [1996], where no feature
learning occurs. Introducing any of the patterns below in a subset of neurons enables feature
learning to emerge.

(2) Gaussian Feature Learning (GFL). In this scenario, pre-activations remain Gaussian
with zero mean, but the covariance is modified relative to the GP scenario (1): the kernel of the
previous layer is amplified by a factor D in the direction of a specific feature (e.g. an eigenfunction
of Kj_1) @iﬁ Thus, here too, the distribution is a GP but with a different covariance @);; given by

Qui(z,2') = Ki1(z,2") + D(D, Ki1, L) ! () S (). (11)

(3) Specialization. In this scenario, a given neuron specializes to a particular feature ®! with
proportionality constant f; ;. This pattern corresponds to a Gaussian distribution which is sharply
peaked around a non-zero mean ,ul’z-q)i ﬂ Explicitly, we define the distribution of the specialized
neuron as

qri((hl, @) = S[(hL, ®LY — ), qra((hL, ®4)) = N(0, (¢!, K1, @1)). (12)

5.2 Layer-wise Feature Propagation

Since the variational energy of each layer depends on the kernel of the previous layer, an important
element in our heuristic is understanding how the choice of pattern in a given layer affects the kernel
and its spectrum in the subsequent layer. To this end, we define feature learning as any deviation
from the baseline GP pattern (see Sec. , such as introducing a non-zero mean to the distribution
(i.e., specialization) or altering its covariance structure (i.e., GFL). In our framework, a ”feature”
refers either to the mean p; ; of ¢;; or to an eigenfunction of its covariance operator @Q; ;(x, ).

We now outline several key claims concerning how features typically propagate between layers
in FCNs. In this context, we consider a data measure that is i.i.d. Gaussian with zero mean and
variance 1, not because it approximates the data well, but rather because it provides an unbiased
baseline (see also [Lavie and Ringel [2025]) for measuring function overlaps. Depending on the
input, other choices can also be considered (e.g. permutation-symmetric measures over discrete
tokens [Lavie et al.| [2024]). The following claims with their justifications should be understood as
heuristic principles or rationalizations of empirically observed phenomena. Proving them in general
or augmenting for different architectures is left for future work. For further details and empirical
results, see App.

Claim (i): Neuron specialization creates a spectral spike. Assume that M neurons in
layer | specialize on a single feature ®.(z), the subsequent kernel K; develops a new, dominant
spectral feature corresponding to o(®.(z)). The corresponding RKHS norm of this feature is
amplified, scaling as O(N;/M). Justification: When M neurons specialize, the next layer’s kernel
is approximately Kj(z,z') = A(z,2’) + %U(‘bi(l‘))o’(‘bi(l‘/)), where A is the contribution from

5For CNN, even in the lazy regime, deeper kernels have different input scope and hence do generate new structure.

60ne may also consider generalizations to several features.

"Taking equilibrated networks and increasing the amount of data, specialization was shown in [Rubin et al.| [2024]
to emerge as a first-order phase transition where the average of preactivations suddenly shifts to p; ;. This behavior
was further associated with Grokking, suggesting a potential specialization-grokking link.



the non-specialized neurons. Treating the specialization term as a rank-1 update, the Sherman-
Morrison formula shows that its RKHS norm becomes (R;' + M/N)~!, where R4 is the RKHS
norm of A, which satisfies RZI < M/N in typical high-dimensional settings.

Claim (ii): Amplified features in the pre-activation kernel create amplified higher-
order features in the post-activation kernel. If a feature ®. (z) in kernel K; has its eigenvalue
enhanced by a factor D (i.e., A, = A, D), then the corresponding m-th order power of this feature
(®')™(z) will have the bulk of its spectral decomposition, under the downstream kernel, shifted
up by D™, with similar effect on the inverse RKHS norm. Justification: A Taylor expansion of
K41 in terms of the eigenfunctions of K; shows that the term corresponding to (®.)™(z) will have
a coeflicient scaling with (A.D)™. We argue that this term is difficult to span using other terms in
this expansion, allowing us to treat it as a spectral spike and analyze it similarly to Claim (i). A
numerical demonstration of this effect is shown in Fig.

Claim (iii): Lazy layers preserve the relative scale of features from the previous
layer. In the absence of feature learning, a properly normalized lazy layer approximately preserves
the eigenspectrum of the previous kernel. If a feature ®. () has an eigenvalue A\, with respect to
the pre-activation kernel given by K;_1, its effective eigenvalue with respect to the post-activation
kernel K; will also be proportional to A.. Justification: Follows from Claim (ii) taking D = 1.

Propagation rules for FCNs

(1) Specialization: Layer [ specialized M neurons on ®.. For any feature ® satisfying

2 1-1
(o(®L),®) # 0, we approximate (P, K; !, ®) o [ZZ . L;f[’ll} , where we sum over all spe-

cializing neurons.

(2) GFL: Layer [ amplified fluctuation along ®, by D so that (®,, K, ' ®L) =
(DX.)~!, where ), is the GP value of the inner product. Then for any m we have
(@)™, K (@4)™) o (DA) ™™

6 Concrete Examples

We now apply the heuristic principles of Sec. 4] 5.1} [5.2] to derive sample complexity bounds in a
few examples. In App. we benchmark our method on two-layer FCNs and simple CNNs with
non-overlapping patches. There we reproduce both the sample complexity exponent P, = d3/*
identified for CNNs in [Ringel et al.| [2025] and further predict that P. = d for two-layer FCNs
studying a Hermite-3 target as well as the scaling of the number of specializing neurons with width
(see Fig. . The latter is also a setting for which the prior’s upper bound can be computed directly
from E(«) using Large Deviation Theory, leading to a good match with experiment (Fig. |2| panel
(a))-

Going to what we believe is beyond the current analytical state of the art, in App. we
predict a P, = v/L, where L is the context length, of a softmax attention layer learning a cubic
target (see Fig. . Another such instance, discussed in detail below, is that of a 3-layer non-linear
network learning a non-linear target. In App. [A2] we show that this approach can be extended
to classification tasks as well, on non-Gaussian data. In App. we apply our heuristics to a
concrete setting, of a two-layer ReLU network trained on a parity task. We find there as well are
able to predict the emergent feature pattern, which qualitatively differs from erf networks. Rather
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Figure 2: Numerical and experimental results for a two-layer erf network trained on the normalized
third Hermite polynomial (m = 3). In panel (a) we compare the experimental results and exact
theoretical predictions (computed utilizing LDT, see App. for the distribution of the alignment
of the hidden layer pre-activation with the linear feature. Here we follow the same notation as
in ( , so that H, is the negative log posterior of the preactivations up to an additive constant
that enforces zero minimum. We also find the pre-activation distribution corresponds to ¢(h) for
q ~ M-Sp, as predicted by our heuristic approach. Panel (b) compares theoretical and experimental
predictions for Py, defined as alignment « > 0.1 (inset shows alignment as a function of sample
size). Both theoretical and experimental results agree on P,  d. In (c), we increase N and keep
P and d fixed, and plot the number of specialized neurons in the hidden layer. In agreement with
our heuristic predictions, the number of neurons increases linearly with /N/d.

than identifying the scaling number of specializing neurons, we find that there is a finite number of
neurons and we are able to predict their scale.

6.1 The Three-layer Network

Here we consider a three-layer FCNs given by
No Ny
2 1
flx) = Zaia ngj) cr(wj(- ) -x) |, (13)
i=1 j=1

where x € R? is drawn from N(0,I;). We train these networks on a polynomial target of degree
m given by y(x) = Hep,(w, - ) where He,, is the m-th probabilist Hermite polynomial, which is
the standard polynomial choice under our choice of data measure, and w, € R? is some normalized
vector. The networks are trained via Langevin dynamics Welling and Teh| [2011b], with ridge
parameter k, quadratic weight decay, and standard scaling. For an extension to mean-field scaling,
see App.

As a starting point for our analysis, consider the simplest pattern (¢“="GP-GP), having two
GP/lazy layers where taking an ’th layer to be lazy means Q;; = K;_1 and p;; = 0. Following the
choice of pattern, our goal is to estimate the scaling of E’q. Examining Eq. , we find that the
Aj=12,; contributions all cancel by our above choice of @’s and p’s. The only non-zero contribution
thus comes from the final layer and is given by the inverse of (y, K5,y). Because of lazy learning,



Ks(z,2') is a standard dot product FCN kernel which can be expanded as Y > | an(z - 2'/d)",
with a, = O(1) w.r.t. Nig,d, P. It can then be shown that (y, K2,y) = O(d~™). Leading to
EGPfGP =0y X am.

Next, we consider a feature learning pattern wherein the first layer is GP distributed but the
second has feature learning (¢“="GP-Sp.). Specifically, for the | = 1 layer, we take Q1,; =
Ko; p1,; = 0 thereby nullifying again Ay in Eq. for Eq. For the second layer, we assume
M specializing neurons (e.g. @ = 1..Ms) which fluctuate around the linear feature (w, - x), while
others are lazy, namely Q2,1‘>M2 = Kl,,ug,i>M2 = 0 and Qg,izlujwz = K17H2,z‘=1..Mg (1‘) = (w* .
x). Examining Zi\fl A, in Eq. we get zero contributions from Ag s, = 0 and Mo ((ws -
z), Kt (ws - o)) from i = 1.M,. As K, is again a simple FCN dot product kernel with no
feature learning effects, normalized linear functions such as w, -« have an O(d) RKHS norm. We
thus obtain an overall contribution to Eq from the [ = 2 layer equal to Msd. Finally, we need to
estimate a, = (y|Ks|y)~!. Note that K> is not a standard FCN kernel anymore, since Q2, which
contains target information, is used in its definition as the expectation of the kernel appearing in
(Eq. [7). According to our feature propagation rule (i), with ®, = (w, - ), we have a, = Na/Ms.
Given Mo, we thus obtain a variational energy of Mad + No/Ms. We next need to minimize over
free parameters, namely Ms leading to My = /N2 /d and finally E~GP,Sp. = +/Nad. Provided N,
scales less than d>™~! (N, = o(d?™~ 1)), this pattern is favorable to GP — GP.

Finally, we consider what turns out to be the favorable pattern consisting of M; neurons spe-
cializing on (w, - x) in the first layer and all neurons in the second layer specializing He,, (w, - )
in the second layer, with a small proportionality constant us,; = £+/5/Na (¢“="Sp.-Mag.). We
refer to the second-layer pattern as magnetization. Following straightforward adaptation previous
argument to this pattern, the variational energy for this pattern as well as others, for m = 3, can
be found in Table [I1

Feature Pattern | A; AL y Minimizing Parameters E
GP-GP 0 0 a3 — 43
Ny | No

GP-Sp. Myd | —= My =y — Nod
P 0 2 M, 2 d 2

N, | N N2\ NoNp\ P ,

Sp.-Mag. Mid | — — === M, = Ny Nod)'/?
p.-Mag 1 Mlﬁ 3 B ( N,d ; 1 pE (N1 N2d)

Table 1: Variational energy E for different choices of feature-learning patterns in a three-layer
FCN trained on y(x) = Hes(w,-x). The patterns shown here are (first/second layer): GP-GP,
GP-Specialization, and Specialization-Magnetization. For each pattern, the components of the
variational energy (A1, Ag, a,) together with the corresponding minimizing parameters are shown.
We comment that the GP-GP pattern is favorable only for d > N3, and otherwise feature learning
will emerge.

In the non-GP ¢ patterns, we obtain the same scaling of Eq in the proportional limit (N7 o
Ny x d), namely, P,/k o d. This observation is validated experimentally in Fig. where the
transition to non-zero alignment becomes sharper in the thermodynamic limit (d — oo). However,
the mechanism by which this scaling is realized changes. In the specialization-magnetization pattern
the sample complexity scales with Nl1 / 3, therefore, it increases with N;. However, under the GP-
specialization pattern, sample complexity does not scale with N;, making this pattern preferable.
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This prediction is in line with experimental results (see Figs. [8|and panel (¢)) where increasing Ny
causes the described change in feature learning patterns. Our prediction also accurately determines
the scaling of the number of specializing neurons with Nj.

6.2 Softmax Attention

Here, we consider an attention block of the form

-1

H L
Z Z abn(X)(wp - 3%) @y (X) = ele) " Ane” <Z = Ahx) o (14)

where X € REX? A € R™¥4 and 2* € R? is the a-th row of X, and w;, € R%. Our prior on network
weights is HhH:1 N(0,I42/d?; Ap) N(0,14/(dH);wp). The only dependence on the context length L
arises from the pre-factor 1/v/L, which ensures that for X¢ ~ A(0,1), we have f(X) = O(1). The
target function is given by y(X) =>_, , \/ﬁx%x’éx%, also normalized to be O(1). Following our

approach, we propose two patterns for this architecture: GP (or lazy learning) and specialization
(where we take Ay ~ N (poy @ I4—2), I42) for o, = [1,0;0,1] and optimize over p). As detailed in
the variational energy scales as Ld® for the GP pattern and as v HLd3 for the specialization
pattern, the latter thus being favorable for H scaling less than v/Ld3. As shown in Fig. |3 this
scaling of P with L and d indeed matches the dependence of the sample complexity on L.

(a) (b) (©) Avg No. of outliers

12
o 320 720 Theory
Heuristic

a0 5
. b oo * M-Sp-b GP =

P/d ‘ d P : NN /2
) N (Wie/?)

Figure 3: Sample complexity: Heuristic predictions accurately capture sample complexity in
both three-layer erf FCNs and softmax attention heads, as well as feature learning scaling. Panels
(a),(b) both track how the network alignment changes as a function of the ratio between the sample
size, P, and the predicted sample complexity- P/d for the FCN in panel (a), and P/v Ld? for the
attention head in panel (b). In both cases, we observe that the alignment collapses onto a single
curve, confirming the predicted sample complexity, where good alignment is achieved. See Fig. [J]
for comparison to MSE. See and for experimental details. Feature learning patterns:
Panel (c) tracks the number of linearly specialized neurons, in both the first (blue) and second
(purple) layers as the first-layer width Ny varies (with fixed P,d and N3). The number of first-
layer specializing neurons initially follows the predicted (N, /d)(l/ 3) scaling before the predicted
transition occurs, where second-layer neurons begin to specialize on the linear feature rather than
the cubic one, and the first layer neurons approach the GP distribution.
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7 Discussion

This paper presents a novel methodology for analyzing the scaling behavior of sample complexity,
through which we can also understand how distinct learning mechanisms emerge. Its strength lies
in abstracting away from fine-grained details to isolate the core principles at play. We hope such a
strategy would remove barriers and expedite connections between mechanistic interpretability and
first-principles scientific approaches.

Limitations. Notwithstanding, several avenues for improvement remain. In particular, quan-
tifying feature propagation in more general CNNs and transformers, and addressing multi-feature
interaction effects as those appearing in the context of superposition [Elhage et al.| [2022]. Tt would
also be desirable to extend our heuristic to dynamics of learning, potentially drawing insights from
previous work relating equilibrium and dynamical phenomena Power et al| [2022], |[Rubin et al.
[2024], Bahri et al.| [2024], Nam et al|[2024]. Since Bayesian convergence times can be slow, cor-
rectly predicting the emergence of feature learning in early stages of training may also be highly
advantageous. Finally, in some cases, such as under mean-field scaling or vanishing ridge, overfit-
ting effects can emerge, leaving our lower bound vacuous. Extending our approach to patterns that
align only on the training set and incorporating effective ridge ideas |Canatar et al.| [2021a] is thus
desirable.

Acknowledgments N.R. and Z.R. acknowledge support from the the Israeli Science Foundation
(ISF) Grant No. 374/23.
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Mitigating the Curse of Detail: Supplementary material

A Upper Bounds on Posterior Alignment

In this appendix, we derive bounds on the posterior probability of alignment between the network
output and the target function. Our goal is to identify the scaling of the minimal sample size P,
as a function of the input dimension, d, required for learning. The derivation proceeds by first
relating posterior probabilities of trained network outputs to the prior. While the prior probability
is estimated heuristically in [C| we provide here a rigorous method for computing this bound using
large-deviation techniques.

A.1 The Posterior Bound

Let fo be the output of a network with a given set of trainable weights ©. Following standard
derivations|Neal [1996], the posterior distribution of possible outputs of such a network, conditioned
on training on data X € RP*? with respect to target y : R — R (which we assume is normalized
for simplicity), with MSE loss and ridge parameter x, is given by

1 X) —y(X)|?

7 (1) = o (T ), (15)
where f and y are applied row-wise to X, | -| is the Ly norm on the training set, po (f) is the prior
distribution, defined by

m(f)= [dop@©)3s1s - e (16)

p(0) is the prior weight distribution, and ¢ [f — fe] is the functional delta function [Ringel et al.
[2025]. We are interested in an upper bound on the posterior probability of achieving alignment
> «, where we define alignment by Ay := (f,y) = [ dp, f(x)y(x). The prior alignment density is
given by

pa, (@) = / 10p(©)3(A;, — ). (17)

The prior and posterior probabilities of having alignment over some threshold « are given by
Pr,, [Af > o] and Pr; [Af > o], respectively. Since the loss is positive, we have Pr; [Af > a] <
+ Pr,, [Af > a]. We proceed by obtaining a lower bound on the partition function Z — the nor-
malization constant of the posterior distribution — given by

|fe () -y(x)|? (X) «/<X>|2 e -y(x)|?
Z =Ee {e ° } /d@p T (18)

By Jensen’s inequality, we obtain

Eo [|fo(X) — y(X)F]
exp | — . < Z. (19)

Since fo ~ N (0, K), for the NNGP kernel K on the training data Cho and Saul [2009], Neal [1996],
it follows that Eg [\f@(X) - y(X)|2} = Tr (K) + |y(X)|%. For our choice of normalization, both
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Tr (K) and |y(X)|? scale with P. Thus, up to an O(1) factor k = P~1 Zle Epo [(f(z0) —y(z,))?],
we obtain Eg [|f@ (X) - y(X)ﬂ = Pk . Substituting this in the posterior upper bound, we obtain

Pk
Pr.[Af > o] < exp <2/€> Pr,, [Af > a], (20)
or, equivalently,
log (Prr [Af > a]) < Pk/ (2k) + log (Pr, [Af > a]). (21)

The r.h.s is thermodynamically large in magnitude, crossing zero only briefly, since large nega-
tive values imply a vanishingly small probability of strong alignment, the zero crossing marks the
threshold for learning. The minimal sample size necessary for learning is then

P, = —Qf log Prp, [Af > o] . (22)
We comment that P, provides an unlearnability bound, implying that learning cannot occur with
less than P, . However, we find that P, is indeed indicative of the start of learning in the cases
considered in this work. In certain settings, overfitting effects cause this bound to underestimate the
true sample complexity, an effect that requires further study. In the following section, we compute
the prior probability of alignment on the RHS using the Chernoff bound and large deviations theory,
yielding a better estimation for P,.

A.2 Classification

In the case of a classification problem, we assume the output f(r) € R%, where d, denotes the
P
pu=1
where y,, € R% and (y,,); = c(x); for the classification target c(z) taking values in {1,...,d,}. The
cross-entropy loss for this setting is

i[ < f(‘('ru)(xu) >‘|
log | —————
u j 1@ —fi(zu)

number of categories. The dataset is given in the form of a hot-one encoding D = {(x,,y,)}

P do
= Z f(,(lu) :L',LL + IOg Z Gifj(a:u) Z 0
p=1 =
The derivation 1 L(f;D)
m(f) = Zexp (‘%> il -

follows that of the MSE loss. We similarly have Pr [A; > o] < £ Pry,, [Af > o], since the cross-
entropy loss is also positive. The use of Jensen’s inequality does not depend on L(f; D), so we only
need to compute Eg [L(f; D)].

By |Cho and Saul|[2009], Neal [1996], we have f; ~ GP (0, K) for the NNGP kernel K;. Since we
only care about the values of f at D, we consider f; ~ N(0, K;), K; € RE*P (K;), = Kj(z,,2,),
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where we overloaded the notation f; and Kj for simplicity.

o [ﬁ(fﬂ))] = EfwnjilN(o,Kj) [ﬁ(f;D)]
P d,

_EfwnjilN(OaKj) Z fe(z,) (@u) +log e~
p=1 i=1

fi(wy)

E 11, n(0.1y) | Tt (@) +log [ D e ho)
j=1

I
M~

p=1

Since each summand depends on z,, alone, we can replace f ~ Hj;lN(O,Kj) by f. ~ N(0,%,)
where (3,),; = dijo7, ;, 4,5 € {1,...,do}, 0}, ; = Kj(x,2,). We will also denote ¢, := c(z,,).

P
Eo [ﬁ(ﬁD)]ZZEfWN(O,Z“) (fu)., +log Ze ()
pn=1

P 0
- ZEf;LNN.(O,ZM) log Ze—(fu)j
p=1 i =

Let ¢(f,) := log (Zd" 7(f“)-7‘), so we end up with

P
o [L(f;D)] = ZEf,wN(o,Z“) W’(fu)]

Let us concentrate on a single summand and drop p from our notation for the moment. By Wick’s
Theorem, we have

92.

E o WD) = ¢ = SO yp),
2

do
=w(0>+12 B(f) + HOT

8]
of3
d do
= log(d,) + ZJ +H.O.T

0 ] 1

Bringing the sum over datapoints back and assuming Tr (K;) scales as P, we have

d,
1 & P
B pte, o5, £ D)) = Plog(dy) + o S Ti(k;) +0 (do)
j=1

o(P)

where the subleading correction O (P/d,) comes from an O(1/d,) contribution of the 2n-th deriva-
tive for n > 2 combined with summation over d, classes and P stems from the summation over
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datapoints. Thus, for a classification task, we obtain

Plog(d,)

Pr. [A; > a] < exp ( o

)P4y >l 24)
Consequently, Eq. applies with the necessary adjustment, replacing k with log(d,).

Our use of Wick’s Theorem to compute the disorder—averaged log-partition function over classes
is closely related to the annealed and quenched free-energy calculations that appear in the statistical-
physics literature on disordered systems. In that language, for fixed data D and random parameters
©, the quantity —L(fe; D) plays the role of a random energy, and —Eg[L(fe; D)] is the quenched
free energy of a disordered system with d, states. Our leading term Plog(d,) is then the purely
entropic contribution coming from d, equiprobable states per datapoint, in direct analogy with the
Nlog(2) term in Derrida’s random-energy model Derridal [1980] for a system with 2%V configurations.
In the spin-glass literature, one often replaces the quenched average E[log(Z)] by the annealed
approximation log E[Z], which follows from Jensen’s inequality for log and is accurate in the replica-
symmetric/high-temperature phase. Our calculation stays on the quenched side and is elementary
(Gaussian integrals plus Wick’s theorem), but the resulting scaling structure — an entropic log(d,)
term with subleading corrections controlled by the covariance of the random energies — is entirely
consistent with this broader statistical-mechanics viewpoint.

A.3 The Chernoff Upper Bound

We refine the posterior bound using the Chernoff inequality. This allows us to estimate the proba-
bility of achieving alignment > « under the prior distribution, leading to an explicit expression for
the corresponding sample complexity . From the Chernhoff bound, we get

Pry, [Ay = o] < inf eTEg [e] =: e B, (25)

Substituting in , we obtain a new estimate

2K
P, = ?E (). (26)

Our aim is to better estimate E(«). Following standard complex analysis derivation, we have
—log(Pry, [Af 2 a]) 2 E(a) := —log(inf Ee [exp (1 (4o —a))])

= —log(extEe [exp (it (Ase — a))]), (27)

where ext denotes the extremum with respect to a complex . Since we are in the rare event regime,
we can apply a saddle point approximation to the Fourier transform of p4, ()

pa,(a) = = [ dtEe [oxp (it (Agy — )] ~ ext B [oxp (it (A7, — a))]. (28)
2 teC

Thus, can be reduced to
—log Pry, [Af > a] > —logpa, (o) = E(a). (29)

This definition of the upper bound allows for furhter simplifications.
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B An Explicit Equation for the LDT Bound in Fully Con-
nected Networks

To make our LDT analysis concrete, we now focus on FCNs. This can be trivially adapted to other
architectures, however, such as CNNs and transformers. Here, we provide an explicit expression for
the minimal %, in Eq. The resulting formula involves high-dimensional, non-Gaussian integrals
and is therefore highly computationally intensive. We also work out the two-layer case explicitly,
where we show that the solution can be reduced to one-dimensional integrals.

B.1 Setup

We begin by specifying the architecture and notation used throughout this section. Focusing on
FCNs of depth L > 1, we define the forward pass and parameterization explicitly:

Np_1
f@)="> wio (hf™" ()

=1

Ny,

Z oW (@) 1=2,..,L—-1, i=1,..,N
hl(x) = [Wlx]i, i=1,..,N;

We train the network using Langevin dynamics [Welling and Teh| [2011a] with MSE loss on a target
function y. The quadratic weight decay for each layer [ is set to kKN;_1/ 012 where x is the ridge
parameter (corresponding to the Lengevin dynamics temperature, T Ringel et al.|[2025]) and Ny = d
is the input dimension. We define 0%,k ~ O(1/x), where we refer to x as the mean-field (MF)
scale. This choice of weight decay results in a Gaussian prior distribution for the weights given by
Wi ~N(0,07/Ni—y) fori=1,., Ny, j=1,...,N_1.

B.2 Derivation

In the followmg, we will derive an explicit equation for t, that minimizes the upper bound for
Prp,[Af > o] in . We will use ©! to denote the weights up to (and including) layer I, in
particular, ©F = ©. Utilizing this notation, we can separate the readout weights,

Eo [et(Af_a)} x

Nr_1
» ) B N,
et /Zl_ll dw}do"'p (0" 1) exp ( 22%1 wiL +t2w (R ( )),y(x)>> (30)

We integrate out the weights of the final layer to get

Np—1

Eo [e!(4r=)] oc et / a0 p (0" M exp | S 37 (o (T (@) @) | B

=1 o

PHICED
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If o is such that it is smaller than the upper bound of Ay, which occurs naturally for unbounded f
as in our case where the readout weights are unbounded, then ¢, € (0,00). Thus, ¢, is determined
by minimizing with respect to ¢, and we obtain

B 8]E@ I:et(Af_a):I
B ot

t=t,

2 Np—1

— /d@L 1 (@L 1) exp 2NL : Z t2 ) (_)L 1)

N1 2 2 N1

o —ta _ _ _
+ ) —Nilte ! /d@L 'p(©F 1) A2, (05 ) exp 2NL : > 124z, (08 :

=1 =1 t=t,

2
where we have Af,’i (@L_l) = <0’ (hffl) ,y> . Rearranging, we obtain an implicit equation for ¢,

. aNg [dOF1p (6F~1) exp <2NL ﬁAQ (e 1)) (32)
" 0} [deL1p(01) A2 (OLY) exp (57l 1242 (O471))
which takes a simpler form, using the notation Egr—1 [(---)] = [ d@Lilp (O (),
-12A2 (©F- 1))]

s

aNp_1Egr-1 [exp(

o o2BEgr—1 [AQ (6L- 1)exp(

(33)

B.3 Exact LDT Saddle-point Computation for a Two-layer Network

To illustrate the general framework in a more tractable setting, we analyze a simple two-layer
FCN. In this case, the derivation simplifies substantially, allowing us to obtain explicit analytical
expressions assuming x ~ N (0, I;). Concretely, consider the setting

y(z) = Hes (w, -z), o=erf, L=2

where w, € R? is some normalized vector, and Hes is the normalized third probabilist Hermite
polynomial. Since this is a simple two-layer network, we need only consider the weights of the
hidden layer themselves, and not the pre-activations. For brevity, we also drop layer indexing
(W =W! =0 N=Nj,d= Ny), since there is only one relevant layer, and take 07,03 = 1, in
particular, we assume standard scaling. Following , we obtain

aNEw [exp (55242 ()]

Ew [A3 (W) exp (5t245 (W))]

* —

where AZ(W) = Zfil (o (w; - ),y (x))?, using w; € R? for the i-th row of W. Since W is i.i.d. in

the different neuron indices, the above equation becomes
a [ dwexp (—% w|® + S t2A2 (w ))

J dtwA (w)exp (=4 [l + 3242 (w))

te = (34)
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where A2 (w) = (o (w-z),y(2)), we R, we N (0,214). This inner product can be calculated
explicitly. For a general (normalized) probabilist Hermite polynomial, using the Hermite Rodrigues
formula together with high-order integration by parts (as a generalization of Stein’s identity) pro-
duces

Eam/\/(o,ld) [ﬁen (w;rx) o (wTaj)} = *ni!EzAJN(O,Id) [a(") (wa)]
w,] w "
= %Etw\/(o,\wp) {U(") (t)}

assuming |w,| = 1, where o(™ stands for the the n-th derivative of o. From here on, we simply use
erf’s third derivative giving us straight-forward Gaussian integrals to calculate that produce

6
4 W+ Wy

97T /1+2|w|2

Next, assuming that all components of w perpendicular to w, are weakly fluctuating, we can
approximate

{ort (w-z) ,y (2))* = (35)

wewe W - Wy N w - W,
\/1Jr2|w|2 \/14_2(w*.1,})2_4_22L]EwwL [(wwl)ﬂ \/?)Jr2(w*~w)2

where )| denotes a sum over an orthonormal basis in weight space, w,, which are orthogonal to
wy. Using By, nr0,11,) [9(w - wi)] = Egn0,2) [9(B)] for B = w - w, with a unit vector w,, and for

any function g, we can apply the above approximation to to get

6
2 42 B
9amE g n(0,3) [GXP <9TrNt* (W) )]

6 6
_B 2 49 B
4E§~N(o,5) [( rer) exp <97T t*< /rrzﬁ?) )1

~

*

If we then denote

4¢2 B ‘
. _ R2 _ *

we end up with

L J dBexp (J%S(B;t*» 7 (37)
Ji5 () e (-455it.)
The t., which (approximately) solves , can then be used to compute the scaling of P,.
Following the derivation for the upper bound , recall that we have
P, o< —2xklog (e " “Eeo [et*Af]) (38)
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for k ~ 1. Following 7 we integrate out the readout weights and utilize our calculation, culmi-
nating in , to get

Eeo [et*Af] =Ew [eﬁ z25\7:1 tiAiKW)}

N
1 2 542
T Euestogs) [evte]
=1

~ Udﬁexp <—ZS(B;t*)>}N. (39)

Finally, we arrive at the following expression for sample complexity

P, x 2 [t*a — Nlog (/ dB exp <ZS(6;t*))>} (40)

To evaluate it, we numerically solve for ¢, in . The resulting t. is then used to numerically
evaluate the one-dimensional integral in over 8 = w-w,. This produces the sample complexity
scale in . These computational results are shown in Fig. including predictions both for
network output, and weight distribution.

We can gain further insight by interpreting as the partition function (i.e. the normalization
factor) of a t.-dependent, non-Gaussian distribution. This distribution can be understood as rep-
resenting the required weight configuration for achieving good alignment. While good alignment is
improbable under the prior, this new distribution makes it attainable. If this distribution represents
the optimal path to alignment within the prior, it is reasonable to infer that it will correspond to
the feature learning patterns in the posterior. Indeed, as illustrated in Fig. [2| this is precisely the
case, as the posterior weight distribution is closely approximated by the prior alignment distribution
we predict. It is this observation that motivates the reasoning in following sections, by guessing
various feature learning patterns that result in good alignment in the prior, we can deduce the
actual distribution in the posterior. We can compare different guesses, and determine which of the
patterns is most likely to emerge.

C Variational Estimate of F(«)

As the explicit expression for the energy, E(a) = —logpa, (), is intractable, we turn to computing
a variational estimate for this quantity.

C.1 Distribution Analysis in Pre-activation space

We first rewrite p4, as a distribution on the pre-activations, rather than the network weights.
Following the upper bound for the prior probability is given by

Pry, [4; 2 o] <pa,(a) = [ dOp(©)5(4s, — ). (41)

25



Replacing the delta function with its Fourier representation, pa, (a) = 5= [ dte™p4, (t), pa, (t) =
Eo [exp (itAy)], we obtain

Nr_1

pa;(a) = %/dt/d@p(@)exp it Z wk <y,cr(hiL_1)>—oz . (42)

=1

We can simplify this integral by integrating out the readout weights in the readout layer, as done
in , which results in

2 Np_1

pa, (@) = %/dt/d@“lp (©F71) exp —2135 , d o2 (y,a(hE™1)) — ita (43)
=1

By comparison, in (30]) ¢ was real, accounting for the difference in sign. Integrating out ¢ we obtain

pa,;(a) = (44)
a? 1 1

1 / L-1 L—1
=——= [dO" 'p(O" Mexp | - - T Llog—
\/% 131‘%1 7];\;11171 <y’ g (h£71)>2 2 NL?;1 21{\2171 <ya o (hiLil)>2

:/d@L—lp (©X-1) N (a0, ka(hE~L(OF1Y)),

where the variance k4 is given by

9 Np—
wa (7 (087) = FE D (oo (b7 (657)) 45)

and hiLf1 are the final layer’s pre-activations, which are themselves determined by the weights of
the first L — 1 layers of the network ©*~!. We now perform a change of variables by enforcing
pre-activations through a delta function and then rewriting it in terms of its Fourier representation.
We then obtain

L—1 N; 1—1 N )
pa, (@) = /Dh/dW/Dm exp| — Z 21*21 (Wilj)
=1 i=1 j=1 g
L—-1 N; Ni_1 (46)
X exp ZZ Z <mé, hi> - <mﬁ, Wilj g(h§—1)> N(a|0, 54 (hE71))
1=1 i=1 =

: /th(h)/v(a 0, a(RE)).

Here Dh denotes the path integral over the pre-activation functions h for all layers and neurons,
and Dm is the path integral over its Fourier conjugate variables (see [Ringel et al.| [2025, Sec. 3.1]
for further details). We further specify that the integration measures are normalized to include the
appropriate powers of 7. When [ = 1 we replace O’(hé-_l) with . We next integrate out the weights
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W to obtain

L—1 N; Ni—1 2

L—1 N
/Dmexp Z Z 2Nl - <mﬁ,a héfl +zzzl: m;, Z> . (47)
— 1=1

=1 1i=1j i=1

Finally, we integrate out the auxiliary fields m! to obtain

L—-1 N;
p(h) —exp<—ZZ L) Rl - Trlog(f%ln). (48)

=1 =1

where the integral operator

~ o2 Ni—1
Kialo,!) = 375 Y ol @)k @)

can be understood as the fluctuating h'~'-dependent kernel and [K;_;]~! is its inverse w.r.t. the

measure dj;. The above is an exact rewriting of the probability distribution showing that, condi-

tioned on previous layers, each hidden layer has Gaussian pre-activations. Inspired by standard sta-
L—1

tistical mechanics notation, we define the for  the Hamiltonian Hy(h) = 1 3,7, ZZ LR [K -]~ R

and the fluctuating ”partition function” Z; such that log Z5(h) = % lL;ll Trlog(K;_1). Thus, we
can write p(h) = Z; *(h) exp[—Hz(h)].

p

C.2 Variational approximation

Turning back to the alignment density pa,, we can substitute the result from the previous section
so that

o’ 1 L-1
pa; (Oé) = /Dhexp — (Hﬁ (h) + 2/{,4(hL1)> - <2 IOg K]A(h ) + IOg Zﬁ(h)) (49)
=:—H, o(h) =:log Za, (h)

We are interested in computing F(«), which is given by

E(a) = flogpAf(a) = flog/Dhexp (—Hpa (h)) /ZAf(h). (50)

Since the integral over h is generally intractable, we turn to a variational approximation. The goal
of this estimate is to find a simpler, tractable distribution g, (k) that is in some sense ”close” to the
true pre-activation density exp(—Hp o(h)) per alpha. We thus define our variational distribution
in a similar Hamiltonian

da(h) =

— exp(=H.a(R), (51)

q,x

where Hy ,, satisfies min, Hy o(h) = 0, and Z, , is the partition function given by Z, , = [ Dhexp (—Hy o

This choice results in a unique definition of Hgy o, Z4 for each distribution g,. The Feynman-
Bogoliubov inequality provides a rigorous definition of closeness between exp(—H,, o(h)) and gqo (h).
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This inequality establishes an upper bound on F/(«) which depends on the choice of g. The Feynman-
Bogoliubov inequality [Bogolubov and Jr| [2009] states that for any ¢

—log (/ Dhe—Hp,a(h)/ZAf (h)) < —logZga + Enng, [Hp’a(h) — Hyo(h) +log Za, (h)] (52)

where Ej,q [-] is the expectation over h with respect to the distribution ¢,. Recalling that E(a) =
—logpa,(a), this inequality can be used to simplify the bound

E(a) < Ehnga [10g<ZAf (h)/an)] + Epng, [Hp,oz(h) - Hq,a(h)] = Eq(a), (53)

We can estimate E(a) by taking ¢, which minimizes the upper bound . In the following sections
we turn to compute the upper bound. Since we consider only o ~ 1, we drop a in what follows.

When Np_; is large, k4 is weakly fluctuating with hE—1, since it is a sum of Ny_; random
variables. Denoting Ka, = Ep5(n) [F;A (hL’l)], we have

Enna [Hp(h) = Hg ()] = % + Enng [Hp(h) — Hy(h)] (54)

to leading order (where ¢ = ¢;), so that

By (1) % o+ By [Hy (1) = Hy (0] + Ein, [l08(Z2, (0)/Z,.0)] (55)

We show inthat the expectation of log term- Epq, [log(Za,(h)/Z4.q)] is subleading and thus
can be neglected. In essence, our variational ansatzes constrain deviations from the GP to a sub-
extensive subset of feature directions, such that the resulting corrections do not scale extensively
with system size or parameter count. Moreover, since these corrections enter logarithmically, their
contribution becomes further subleading. Thus, we have

1

Eq ~ 5+ En~g [Hp (h) — Hy (h)] (56)
KA

The problem has now been reduced to minimizing Eq with respect to a choice of variational dis-

tribution g(h). If we find the optimal ¢, that minimizes E,, we obtain our best estimate for the

energy, when a ~ 1, R
Elax~1)~E,. (57)

C.3 Approximate Variational Energy

Our final task is to compute the variational energy Eq(a) given our variational density ¢q. Although
we work with Gaussian ¢’s that are layer-wise and neuron-wise decoupled, this computation is
nevertheless challenging due to the presence of h!, dependence on [f(l]_l, and the trace term
Trlog(K;). In the spirit of kernel adaptation [Ringel et al.| [2025], we assume the fluctuations of K;
are sufficiently small and only keep the leading order dependence which dominates Eq(a). In this
context, this means replacing the fluctuating kernel K, with its expectation with respect to ¢ and
K given by

N,
0.2 l

K (z,2') = ]1\4[;1 D iy o (R () (R (). (58)
i=1
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Figure 4: Schematic illustration of different candidate feature learning patterns per neuron.

Following this substitution, we obtain

L

1Nl

Hy( NP ) (59)

NJM—\

l

1 ’L:1
and obtain our final tractable expression for the variational energy

L-1 N,

Z Z K hi) — Hy (h)] : (60)

Since p is fully decoupled layer and neuron-wise, we similarly take a decoupled variational ansatz
so that g(h) = lL;ll vall a, Z(h ). Further taking ¢;; to be Gaussian with mean gy ; and variance
Q1,i, we obtain

~ 1 _ 1
Eq X 5 <y7 KL717y> ! + gEth

1 L-1 N,

=t )™ 4 2SS B, [ 1™ - Qb))+ (@)} (6)

=1 =1

Minimizing the above over all Gaussian ¢’s results in complex non-linear equations, which we
wish to avoid. Instead, we propose minimizing over a small subset of ¢’s, which we refer to as feature
learning patterns. We look to minimize Eq over this finite set and take that to be our variational
energy. A summary of all patterns can be found in Fig. [4

C.3.1 Comparison to Adaptive Kernel Approximation

The similarities and differences between the approach developed here and the adaptive methods
discussed in |Seroussi et al.| [2023a], Ringel et al.| [2025] are worth examining. In those works,
p is similarly approximated using a mean-field expansion, with two key differences: The chosen
mean and the order of expansion around the mean. The fluctuating kernel in these works K;_qis
expanded around its self-consistent mean K;_y 5, rather than the variational expectation introduced
here. The self-consistent mean kernel is defined as

Kisopp(x, 2') l“ ZEhlwp hi(w)) o (hi(x))], (62)

Koz, 2') = %0 z-2.
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We define the kernel fluctuations relative to this mean by AK;_1, such that K= K p+AK; 1.
The adaptive approximations assume that these fluctuations are weak, i.e., AK; 1 < K;_y), and
retain all terms up to order O(AK,;_;), whereas in this work we consider only the zeroth-order
term in AK;_;. Taking such an approximation in the self-consistent setting would yield the GP
distribution, since no feature-learning corrections would be taken into account. In our proposed
methodology, because the variational expectation already incorporates feature-learning effects, the
simpler expansion can instead be employed.

C.4 Justification for Neglecting the Partition Function Ratio

Here we argue that the logarithmic ratio of partition functions, Ejq, [log(Za4,(h)/Z,)], is sub-

leading relative to the variational energy term E‘q (defined in Sec. . We show that this holds
for all feature learning patterns considered in this work (Sec. : GP, GFL, and specialization.
Substituting the definition of Z4,(h) we obtain:

L—1
1 1 i
Epmg, [l0g Za, (h)] = E,, {ng m(hLl)] +5 > TrE, [1og(Kl_1)} (63)
=1

We assume that for sufficiently wide networks the fluctuations are weak, so that at least in terms
of scales we can approximate

L-1

1 1 .

-~ log Ky, {QKA(hLl)} + 5 E TrlogEg, [(Klfl)}
=1

So that we obtain

L—-1

1 1
Eh~g, [l0g Za,(h)] = 5 Z Trlog K;—1 + 3 log®a (64)
I=1

Recalling that Eq scales linearly with E;l, we can indeed justify neglecting the term logk4 as
it is subleading for small k4. We will show that the remaining terms can be neglected as well.
Using the eigendecomposition of the kernel , Ki—1(2,2") = 37, M, @i, () Py, (27), the Gaussian
integral for a single neuron in layer I evaluates to [ [, \/2mAx,. The logarithm of the full partition
function is then

L-1 L—1
log Z, = Z N, log (H ,/%Akl) =: Z Nilog Z}, (65)
=1 ki =1

where we have defined log Z]f) as the single-neuron log-partition function under the GP prior. As
described in the main text, we consider variational distributions ¢ that fully factorize over layers
and neurons. Thus, we can write

L—1 Nl L-1 Nl

log Zg = » Zlog/Dhg @i(hh) =Y log ZL'". (66)

=1 i=1 =1 i=1

Combining these results, the log-ratio of the partition functions decomposes into a sum over per-
neuron contributions. We aim to show that, for each neuron, this term is sub-dominant compared
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to the corresponding term in the variational energy Eq. Recall that

3 1 L-1 N,
Eq: §<y7Kgluy>+ZZAl,ia (67)
1=1 i=1
where the per-neuron cost A;; is
1 _ _ _
Api = iEhN‘h,i <h>Kz—11 - l,i1»h> + </1'l,i7Ql,i171ulyi>} ‘ (68)

Our goal is to show that, for each feature learning pattern, A; ; + (log Z(l]’i —log Zzlj) scales like Ay ;.

Case-by-Case Analysis

1. Specialization: The variational distribution is a delta function
ql,l(<hiv¢i>) :5[(}#@1) *,u'l,i}a qlz(<hi7(pi>) :N(Ov <(I)lLaKl—1a(I)lL>) (69)
. S L—1
The parition function is given by- log Z, = > ,~; Zkh@kl;ﬂb* log /27 A,

e Variational Cost: The cost term evaluates to A;; = $u7 (@, K ., ®.). In typical
high-dimensional settings, (®., K, }, ®.) scales at least with d, so A;; = O(d).
e Partition Function Ratio: In all but the feature direction, the normalization factor

of the variational estimate and the normalization factor of p is equal, and thus cancels
out. The only difference is in the feature direction, where we obtain exactly log ZZZ) /Zé =

N
—5 2im log(Au)
e Conclusion: we thus obtain Z;,/Zfl < Zf\il Ay

2. Gaussian Feature Learning (GFL): We have h ~ N (0,Q;;), where Q;; shares the same
eigenbasis as K;_1, with )\fcl identical to Ag, except for the feature ®,, where A, = DA,.

e Variational Cost: The cost is A;; = %Tr(Kf_llQl,i — I). Since only one eigenvalue
differs, this sum reduces to A;; = 1(D —1).

e Partition Function Ratio: The log-ratio log(ZL?/Z]) becomes the log-ratio of the
determinants, which is § log(det Q;;/det K;_1) = 1 log(D).

e Conclusion: For large enhancement factors D, the linear scaling of A;; = O(D) domi-
nates the logarithmic scaling of the partition function term, O(log D).

3. GP / Lazy Regime: This case is equivalent to GFL with D = 1.

e Conclusion: Substituting D = 1 into the GFL results, we find that both A;; = 0 and
the log-partition function term is log(1) = 0. The relationship holds trivially.
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C.5 Kernel Feature Propagation

Since the cost of each layer depends on the kernel of the previous layer, an important element of
our heuristic is understanding how the choice of pattern in the previous layer affects the kernel and
its spectrum. Recall that we denote the pre-activation of the current layer by h!(z), and of the
previous layer by h!~1(z), where h!~!(z) is the width N;_; pre-activation vector of the previous
layer. Let hfl be distributed according to some candidate Gaussian distribution ¢/(h!~1). We wish
to understand how this choice of ¢/(h!~1) affects the kernel of the next layer given by

Ni—1 Ni—1
Kia(ea') = N2b 3 By, o0 @) (b @) = Y Kioa(e,a’), (70)
i=1 i=1

where we took o7 = 1 for brevity.

Claim (i): Neuron specialization creates a spectral spike. Assume we have an operator
of the form K(z,2") = A(z,2') + co(®(x))o(P(2')) for some constant ¢. We wish to understand
the behavior of the RKHS norm of o(®) with respect to the above operator. Using the Sherman-
Morrison formula, we obtain

A7 teo(®)o ()T AL
1T co(®)TA (@)

[A+co(®)o(®) ]t =A"1 — (71)

where vv T denotes the outer product. Consequently, the RKHS norm of o(®) with respect to K is
given by

RQAC - RA
14+ Rac 1+ Rac

Rig =0(®)"[A+ co(®)o(®)" ] 1o(®) = Ra — <1/e (72)
where R, is its RKHS norm w.r.t. A~!. Typically, we would consider large values of R4. Thus, if
we have cR4 > 1, then- H_Rié‘Ac ~ ¢!, thereby justifying Claim (i).

Corollary 1. If M of N; neurons are specialized in a given layer with the rest remaining Gaussian
with zero mean, then we can substitute ¢ = N;/M in the above, and obtain Rk, = N;/M.

Corollary 2. If all neurons are specialized with proportionality constant /3, then we can sub-
stitute ¢ = 8 in the above, and take A = el as a regularizer, with e — 0, so that R4 — oo, and we
obtain Rg, = f.

Claim (ii): Amplified features in the pre-activation kernel create amplified higher-
order features in the post-activation kernel. We begin by considering the Gaussian case,
where hi(z) ~ N(0,Q;) for all i. Since K is a dot product kernel for an FCN, we can expand the
expectation in to obtain

KZ(ZL’7$/) :Z(Ql(:ﬂax/))a Fa(xax/)a (73)

a=1
where Q;(z, ') is a function of x-2’ and F,(z, ') is a function of |z|? and |2’|? derived by expanding
the resulting Cho and Saul kernel associated with the activation function o [Cho and Saul, 2009,
§2.3]. We further assume that Q;(x,x) ~ O(1)+small fluctuations. This is a reasonable assumption
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to make for Gaussian data in high dimensions where |z|?> = d £ v/d. For more general datasets,
one should either verify this or apply layer-normalization (as done below for the case of data with
power-law covariance spectrum).

Using its Mercer decomposition Q;(z,z") = >, \®i(2)Pr(2") , we have

Kz, 2') o Y Me@r(@)Pk(a) + > Ny My i, (2) Dy (2) P, () Py () + .. (74)
k k1,kso

Next, we ask how enhancing a certain A\ by a factor D affects the post-activation kernel K;(x,x’).
Let Ak, be some eigenvalue of @, corresponding to the eigenfunction ®.(x). It can be potentially
adapted via GFL (Ax, — DA, where DA, < 1). Then the K;; RKHS norm of any feature of the
form > | a, % () scales like O((A.D)~™) (assuming a,, = O(1)). Indeed, consider the case
m = 2 and examine

K; (LU, .’L‘I) X Z DkAka(f)(bk(x/) + Z Dleszlﬁ)‘kz@lﬁ (1C)<I>k2 (f)‘bkl (-T/)(I)kg ((E/) + ... (75)
% k1 ko

with D = D when Ay = A, and Dy = 1 otherwise. The argument proceeds by treating the term
O ()P (x') as a rank-1 spike. Substituting K; for K, (DA.)™ for ¢, and @™ for o(®) in Claim
(i), we obtain Rg, = (R;' + (DX.)™)~ %

The important observation/assumption here is that, for sufficiently large D, R (D)™ > 1 so
that Ry, =~ (DA.)~™. This is supported numerically in Figs. [5[and @ Our analytical reasoning is
that the subspace effectively described by the kernel K is a negligible portion of the total function
space. This is either because the rank of Kj is constrained by network width N; or its spectrum A
exhibits rapid decay. Our analytical rationalization for this is as follows. Either because in a real
network, the rank of the kernel K is bounded by the network width N; or because the spectrum Ay
falls down quickly, the effective span of the first term and subsequent terms covers only a negligible
fraction of the total function space. In this large function space, it is unlikely that a feature like
@7 is fully contained within this span. If this is the case, its RKHS norm with respect to the base
kernel would be large, motivating our observation/assumption.

In Fig. |5| we consider two ReLU-activated layers of an FCN (L = 4) and Gaussian i.i.d. data
r € RLx ~ N(0,1;). We obtain the empirical NNGP kernel after the first ReLU layer of width
N; = 2000. Diagonalizing the kernel (K;—3) on P = 6000 sample points {z,}Z_;, we choose ®,(z)
to be the d/2 highest eigenvalue. We then look for the best weight vector a € RY* satisfying
D, (z,) =~ fV:ll a;ReLU(W; - x,,), where W; are the input layer weights used to generate K;—s. We
draw the rows of W € RN>*M ijid. with W; ~ N (0,I/Ny + (D — 1)aa' /Ny), where a = a/Va'a.
This mimics the GFL effect. Finally, we compute the kernel empirical kernel following another ReLLU
layer and compute the RKHS norm of ®2(x) with mean removed, omitting eigenvalues which are
zero up to machine precision (for P > N3, P — Ny such eigenvalues are to be expected).

In Fig. [6] we perform a similar analysis with the following qualitative changes. The data is
chosen to be Gaussian, but non-i.i.d. with a covariance matrix whose k’th eigenvalue is k=11, To
prevent strong fluctuations of Ko(x,x) (i.e., Q2(x, ) of Claim (ii)), which are now not suppressed
at d — oo we apply layer normalization between the two activated ReLU layers. The top left panel
has d = 250, N; = Ny = 3000 and uses 4000 datapoints to sample the kernel operator and compute
the spectrum used in the RKHS norm. The top right panel is a x4 scaled-up version of the left
panel in terms of Ny, Na, P and d and shows a longer persistence of 1/D? expected scaling by,
roughly, a factor of 2. The bottom panels show the behavior of polynomial activation of the type
o(z) =1+ x + 22, both with (left) and without (right) layer normalization.
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GFL Learnability vs. D (N1=2000)

Value (units of A-1)

—e— GFL: RKHS Norm ~<

GFL: Inverse Expectation Value ~<
-m- 10/D"2 S
074 GP (D=1) RKHS Norm =<
—-= GP (D=1) Inv. Exp. Val. et |}

10° 10t
Amplification Factor (D)

Figure 5: Demonstration GFL feature propagation. We increased the variance of the d/2
highest kernel mode ®.(z) of the first hidden layer and then measured (®,|K;—3|®.)~! and
(®,|[Ki=3]71|®.), where K;—3 is the kernel of the subsequent layer. We used ReLU activations,
d = 120, N; = 2000, N, = 1000 and random Gaussian data. This demonstrates the expected D ™2
decay and the matching between inverse expectation values and the RKHS.

D F and A, in Weight Space

In the main text, we focused on a function space formulation for E, using pre-activations, GP
distributions (g) for k!, and kernel operators. This formulation facilitated the combination of GP-
like learning mechanisms and circuit/specialization-based mechanisms. In some cases however, it
is more natural to work in weight space (see also |Guth et al|[2024] for a weight-space picture
analogous to kernel adaptation). One such example is CNNs, for which the distribution of the
input layer convolutional-patch-dependent pre-activations, is more readily described in terms of
shared input weights. Another example would be an ig-th neuron specializing on some jy neuron of
the upstream layer, which implies a delta-function distribution around W;,; ~ §; 0. Accordingly,
we wish to express A;; of (68) in weight space. For simplicity, we focus on distributions with zero
mean.

To this end, we consider some pre-activation in layer [ and write it in terms of layer weights
namely, hl (z) = Zf\lfl Wiloia(hé_l(x)). For compactness, we henceforth take W} ; — a;, hl — h'.
We next treat the hé_l’s as independent draws from ¢—;; = ¢—1, consistent with the kernel
adaptation approximation, which removes correlations between pre-activation. To avoid operator
algebra and work solely with matrices, we consider extremely many (P’) draws {2, }2 | from dpu,
and define the (I — 1)-th feature matrix with entries

Foli=o(h Y 2,), i=1,....,Nj ., v=1,...,P

)

Note that for large N;_1, [(Flfl)T Fl’l} /N;_1, via the law of large numbers, concentrates to
%z

its averages under ¢ and thus approaches K;_1(z,, x,).
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GFL Learnability vs. D (N1=3000, with LayerNorm) GFL Learnability vs. D (N1=12000, with LayerNorm)
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Figure 6: Similar to Fig. |5, only for Gaussian data with power-law covariance matrix with eigen-
values decaying as k~1'1. See for further details.

We next revisit the inter-layer action for [,/ —1 appearing Eq. given by (h, K1, h) and note
that (i) K upon freezing h'~! at some typical value as done above, K = F'TF/N;_; (ii) the inverse
operation is to be understood as a pseudo inverse ((..)*) which removes the contribution of the null

space of this (generically) rank-N;_; operator. Following this and the linear relation between h'
and a, we have that

(h, Kt | h)y =a"FIFTF/Ni_]"FTa=Ni_ja"a. (76)

We thus obtain a reasonable result: The RKHS term, which regulates the pre-activations, is equal
to the weight-decay term associated with the a’s that generated that h.

Following this rewriting, one can now repeat our variational approximation in weight space.This
results in an analogous formula to Eq. with ¢, denoting a Gaussian distribution on a’s (a ~
Na', %)), and K;_; (the covariance of the h’s in the action) replaced by I/N;_; (the covariance of
a’s in the action).

_ Allin all we obtain the following weight space version of the contribution of the i’th neuron to
Eg, namely

ALi =EBoon@sy [a"[Nio1l = 7 Ya] +a"% " (77)
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E Application of Heuristics for Additional Architectures

E.1 Regression tasks in Two-layer Networks

In the two-layer setting, an exact solution can be obtained, so we begin by comparing our heuristic
approach to the exact solution. In this case, we consider both two-layer FCNs as well as CNNs
with non-overlapping convolution windows. Together, these are given by

N, N
fa) =323 w owit o), (78)

where z € R is drawn from N(0,1;). We take d = N,,S so that wj,T; € RS. The vector x; is given
by the ((i —1)S5+1)-th to ¢S-th coordinates of z. We train these networks on a polynomial target of
degree m given by y(z) = Zf\; He,,(wy-x;) where He,, is the m-th probabilist Hermite polynomial,
which is the standard polynomial choice under our choice of data measure, and w, € R® is some
normalized vector. The networks are trained via Lengevin dynamics [Welling and Teh| [2011b|, with

ridge parameter x, quadratic weight decay, and standard scaling. For an extension to mean-field

scaling, see App.

E.1.1 Fully Connected Networks

Standard scaling. We turn to compute E’q for a range of feature learning patterns. For this
shallow FCN (and N,, = 1), our choice of feature learning patterns amounts to considering distri-
butions in a single layer. We consider the following three scenarios (though more combinations are
possible): (1) all neurons are GP distributed, (2) all are GFL distributed with amplification D, and
(3) M neurons specialize on a the same feature, while those remaining are GP distributed. As the
kernel of the first layer can only express linear features, the only relevant feature to be considered
for the GFL and M-specialization patterns is ®,(z) = w, - . We compute the scale of the optimal
variational energy for each pattern:

: Here, A;; = 0 since K;_; = Q. In this baseline setting, learning m > 1 is hard since
1) GP: H Ay ,; = 0 since K Q. In this baseli ing, learni 1 is hard si
(Hem|Ko|Hew) = O(d™™) (see Sec. . Thus, in total, we have E,.gp o d™.

(2) GFL: Following , this pattern incurs a cost of Ay ; = D per neuron ¢, resulting in a total
cost of ND. The a, term can be calculated utilizing Claim (ii). This leads to a D™-factor
decrease in the RKHS norm relative to the GP, so that a, o (d/D)™. In total, we find that

E,wcrL < ND + (d/D)™. Minimizing w.r.t. D, we obtain Dyin = (d™/N)Y M+ and,
substituting back, we obtain EQNGFL x (Nd) T

(3) M-Specialization: Following this pattern incurs a cost of Ay = M(®,, K;'®,) = Md,
where we denote A; = Y. A ;. Utilizing Claim (i), this results in adding a spike with an M/N
coefficient along o(wy - ) in K, appearing in a,. Before this spike, He,,(x) only had overlaps
with the m-th order Taylor expansion of the kernel, leading to a d~"™ scaling. However, since
o (w.-z) has an O(1) overlap with He,,(z), so that a, o« N/M, we obtain Eyp.sp o< dM+N/M.
Minimizing further over M, the number of specializing neurons leads to My, = 1/ N/d and
therefore EqNM_Sp x VdN.
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Now, we can compare the different feature learning patterns. Taking the most common linear
scaling where N o d, the specialization scenario has the lowest variational energy. Our scaling
theory then predicts an O(d) sample complexity as well as multimodal distribution of w along wi
with O(1) specializing neurons. Taking m > 1 and N > d°, lazy learning wins and leads to O(d™)
complexity. When m = 1, GFL and M-specialization are on par for N o« d. These calculations
coincide with both experimental and direct LDT results, as demonstrated in Fig. [2| for networks
trained on Hes. In terms of sample complexity, both predictions agree with experiment, with a
scaling of P, o d, as seen in Fig. [2] (b). Our heuristic approach correctly predicts the scaling of the
number of specializing neurons with N, as seen in Fig. [2| (¢). Finally, as shown in panel (a), the
analytical LDT method recovers the correct pre-activation distribution, which corresponds to ¢(h)
for ¢ ~ M-Sp.

Extension to Mean-field Scaling Here we extend the results presented in the main text to
the case of mean-field scaling. We note that the results presented for standard scaling can change
when introducing mean-field parametrization, amounting here to enhancing the alignment factor
by a x = O(N) factor. The GP pattern then results in a much worse energy Egp = Nd°.
Revisiting the GFL pattern, we now find Egrr, = ND + N(d/D)™ leading to D o d'/(m+1)
and EGFL’optimal o« Nd™/(m+1)  For specialization, we obtain Esp = dM + N?/M, leading to
M < N/ Vd and Esp}optimal x VdN. Taking N  d, the specialization scenario again wins over
for m > 1, with a sub-extensive (O(v/d)) number of specializing neurons. Unlike with standard-
parametrization, we see that even when taking N — oo, we remain in the rich regime. However, at
least in this Bayesian finite-ridge setting, sample complexity is better with standard parametriza-
tion.

E.1.2 CNNs with Non-overlapping Patches.

Our approach can be extended to the CNN in with N, > 1. In this case, it is better to focus
on the covariance of w;, namely, ¥ = N1 Zfil w;w!, than on the covariance of pre-activations on
cach path. One can then show that the cost becomes Ay = E, w' [S71 — Ig/S] w.

(1) GP: In this scenario, the output kernel is given by Ks cnn(z,2') = Nt Zi\;wl Ky ron(xi, x}),
where Kj pen is the FCN kernel (N, = 1). Focusing on a linear target for simplicity, we
can work out the scaling of the relevant (linear) kernel feature by Taylor expanding Ks pon =
arz; - ;)5 to get Ko onn = 25 - ¢, with a1 being some O(1) constant. Lazy learning then

NS
yields EQNGP = N, S =d, as in a FCN with no weight sharing.

(2) GFL: Here, we take & = Ig/S + Dw,w, , resulting in A;—; = ND. The leading term of the
Taylor expansion now equals Kz cnn = 743 Zf\i”l x] X! leading to a D/(N,,S) scaling of the
target. All in all, we find that E,crr, = ND + (N,,S)/D, leading to E,, = +/NM,3S for the

optimal ¢, ~ GFL.

(3) M-Specialization: In this case, we obtain a Aj—; = MS cost. The contribution of the M

specializing neurons to the kernel goes as J‘\?% i1 (i) (wy-2"), leading to a, = (y, Kr,y) =

O(M/NyN). Thus, E,omsp = MS + NN/M resulting in the optimal variational energy
VSN, N.
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Both GFL and M-Specialization patterns, in the proportionate limit N oc NV, x .S — 00, lead to
P, o< 83/2 = d3/*. This recovers results reported in [Ringel et al. [2025] computed via a mean-field
approach.

E.2 Classification Tasks

We consider a fully connected network as defined in [T with N,, = 1 and ReLU activations, trained
on a k-parity classification task. Explicitly, this task is defined as-

k
yr(z) = sign H zj, (79)
j=1

where n ~ N(0,1), and for : = 1,..,d, z; = s; + N(0,¢), for and s; that are i.i.d. random binary
valuables in {£1}. We take cross-entropy loss, and consider k = 2.
Here we observe that the target is given by-

2(2) = sigu(( + 1) + 1) = sign(5 (1 + 22)° — a3 — ) (30)

This setting is similar to the previously discussed polynomial target in the erf networks. The
difference in this case is that there are multiple relevant directions, namely: w1 = €1, w2 =
€2, Wy 142 = €1 + €2, and up to multiplicative constants on the target and constant additions. As
in the previous cases, we compute the scale of the optimal variational energy for each pattern,
and consider the same patterns as in the two layer network. In this case, we can further consider
another setting of feature learning. Rather than taking M specializing neurons, and setting each
of them to specialize with amplitude y = 1, we can set ~ 1 neuron to specialize with magnitude pu.
As the erf was a bounded activation, this choice was not beneficial in that case we did not need to
consider it as well. Defining the last pattern as u-Specialization, and comparing to the previously
discussed patterns, we obtain:

(1) GP: Here, Ay ; = 0 since K;_1 = ;. As in the case of the erf network, we have E'qNGP o« d2.

(2) GFL: Here we have EQNGFL « ND + (d/D)?. Minimizing w.r.t. D, we obtain D, =
d?/3 /N1/3 and, substituting back, we obtain E’qNGFL o (Nd)%.

(3) M-Specialization: EqNM_sp x dM + N/M. Minimizing further over M, the number of
specializing neurons leads to Myin = v/N/d and therefore Ey nsp < VAN.

(4) p-Specialization: Following and the second feature propagation rule, we obtain this pat-
tern incurs a cost of A, = u?d. Utilizing the first feature propagation rule, this pattern results
in adding a spike of the kernel so that a, o< N/u?, we obtain E,n.sp o dp® 4+ N/p?. Mini-
mizing further over x, the magnitude of the specializing neurons leads to fimin = (N/d)'/* and
therefore Eqwﬂ_sp x VdN.

There is a redundancy in the preferential patterns, as both specialization distributions result
in a variational energy that scales as P, o« v/ Nd. Experimentally, we find that indeed the feature
learning patterns that emerge for this case correspond to u-Specialization, with the correct scaling
of the specialization magnitude with the layer width, as can be seen in
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Figure 7: Emergence of specialization in two layer ReLU networks trained on classification task. In
(a), the negative log distribution of the weights in the hidden layer in one of the feature directions
is shown, with neurons classified as specializing appearing in red. Specifically, in this figure the dis-
tribution is shown for w, 142. Although in this setting there are multiple relevant feature direction,
we observe a similar p-Specialization behavior in all of these. A single direction is considered here
for simplicity. In (b) the magnitude of the specializing neuron as a function of the network width
is shown. Indeed, our Heuristics manage to correctly predict the scaling of the learned feature with
increasing here.

E.3 Softmax Attention Layer

Here, we consider an attention block of the form

H L
F(X) = \% 3OS @ (X)(wy - 2) (81)

h=1a,b=1

e[za}TAhxb

ZL (2] T Ap e

c=1 €

Qup;n(X) =

where X € REX4 A;, € R4%4) 32 € R? is the a-th row of X, and wy, € R%. Our prior over network
weights is HhH:1 N0, Ig2/d?; ARJN[0, I4/(dH);wp). The only context length (L) dependence comes
from the pre-factor of 1/v/L which ensures that when X¢ ~ A/(0,1) then we have f(X) = O(1).
We consider the target function y(X)=>_,, L afabal

VL(L—1) 23
As H — oo, the above f(X) tends to a GP with wj, taking the role of read-out layer weights
and a kernel given by

L
K(X,X') = (dL)™ (- (@) )Ea [@ap (X) @iy (X)], (82)
a,a’,b,b’=1

where we dropped the multi-head index h by our i.i.d. assumption.
Our goal is to find the sample complexity and scaling of feature learning effects with context
length (L) at finite d. To this end, we shall consider the following weight-space version of F given
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by,

H
- 1
E, = Zd2EAhN¢Ih [TT[AhAm - 1] +

2 ' WD (%)

where K is computed using the ¢, distribution for A. There are several ways of obtaining this
variational energy; a direct microscopic route is shown in Sec. Alternatively, one can use the
arguments of Sec. E previously employed in Sec. and trade the kernel version of A;; with
the excess weight decay of that layer. The latter being the first term in the above formula.

We will focus on two learning patterns here: lazy learning (GP) and weight specialization. For
lazy learning, we take g, = N[0, I 242 /d?; Ay] leading, as expected, to zero contribution from the
first term in E‘q.

To assess the scaling of (y(X), K(X,X"),y(X’)) with L, we make the following observations.
For large L and random Aj’s, the denominator of @Q,;(X) is O(L) plus smaller fluctuations namely

elz?1T Apa® ele]" Ana®
Qe (X) = _ 84
b,h( ) 2521 e[za]TAhmc 7+ [2521 6[$“]TAh,IC _ Z] ( )

L
c=1

which allows an expansion in the small parameter [Zle el 1" Az _ 71/7 — O(1/V/L). Next, we
observe that functions involving l-sequence index functions, such as our | = 2 target, appear at [ — 2
order of this expansion. Thus, we suffice with a leading order expansion

= o(L)

H L
<f(X),y(X)>=&Z<Z Z T Aty oL, Y ﬁwiw§x§> (85)
=1

h=1 ab=1 c,d
u & T 1
- -1 [z%] " Apzx b -1 ab,b\ _
e wp -z’ +O(L77), rixoxs ) = ...
WZ< > ' ) L(L—1>”‘°’>

where we used the fact that, under our Gaussian measure, x9z% projects out any term which does
not contain an odd power of 4 and an odd power of 2} and a similar consideration with x¢. Next,
a direct computation gives

H L
W= LQ(Ll_l)Z D270 ([Anlialwnls + [Anlis[wal2(1 + O(Tr[ARAR])) + O([An Ay Aphizlwals) + O(A®))
h=1 ab=1 (86)
+0(L™ =

Noting that under our distribution for A, Tr[AAT] = O(1) and O([AhAgAh]ij) = O([An]ij) we

finally obtain that the typical scale of the r.h.s. the same as its leading order expansion in A namely
VL &

X ([An]i2[wn]s + [An]islwh]2) (87)

A
h=1

40



Finally, computing (y(X), K (X, X"),y(X’)) amount to computing the 2nd moment of the above
term under the prior for Ay, wy, which, given that Z = O(L), yields a scaling

1
(v Koy) % 7o (58)
Implying that E’lazy o Ld3.

We next consider a specializing scenario (gsp.) where for O(1) heads, [A]12 has an average of
the order M/d. Other components of A, as well as Ap’s of the remaining heads, remain lazy. The
motivation for this choice, also observed empirically, is that together with a spike in [wy]3, one can
create strong alignment in Eq. . Other combinations of 1,2, 3 indices are also possible and lead
to the same scaling.

Using the above ¢, the excess weight-decay (first term in E’q) gets contributions only from the
O(1) specializing heads scaling as d?(M/d)?. One further notes that using this Aj, in Eq. [87] and
subsequently in yields (y, K, y) NZ/};F leading to Esp_ = M? + HLd?/M?. Optimizing the
latter over M? leads to Esp,opt = +/LHd"®. This scenario is thus favorable to lazy learning up to
H =O0(VLd®).

To validate these results, we consider the above model, with d = 8 and d = 16, H = 2,
k = 0.1, and P = 350,500, 707, 1000 data points, and a maximal context length of 180, 360, 720, 720
respectively. Fig. b) shows target alignment of the equilibrated network as a function of v Ld3 /P,
demonstrating that P = v/Ld3 is the scale at which O(1) alignment appears. A similar plot for the
Test MSE results is shown in the right panel.

E.3.1 Direct derivation of E’q for a softmax block

Gathering all Ap,w parameters into O, the probability of aligment « is given by

pa, (@ / dt / d0p (O) exp (it ({y, fo) — a)) (89)

We can integrate out wy, as follows:

pa;(a /dt/d@p )exp | it <y, IZ Z Qupip () (wp, - )> o

h=1a,b=1

Let vp(z) := E{;‘:l (2521 @ab;h(a:)) 2%, Then, we can re-write

)= - [t faem@resn (i z =)
—/dt/d@p exp(( g (y, vn) a>>
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where we’re using an unusual notation, regarding (y,v,) as a vector of Ly inner products. Using
the prior we continue:

H .
! i t
= 27T/dtexp(ztoz)hl_[/dA;m (Ap) /dwhp(wh)exp (&fwh . (y,vh>>
1 o 1 #2
) T
=5 /dtexp(—zta) 1:[/ dAnpp (Ap) exp (_QLdH (y,vp) (y,vh>>

L[4 (A)/dt ltz i )it
271_ p €xXp Z yavh yvvh no

When we integrate out t we get

l\'J \

pa; (@) = (90)

1 / o? 1 1
=—— [ dAp(A)exp ( + - log )
V2r g S o) oon) 2 H Sl wen) T (o)

Let’s denote

Then we have

Next, we take a layer-decoupling approximation, similar in spirit to kernel adaptation, where
we assume k(A) does not fluctuate out of scale, with A. We thus trade x(A) by its average,
which yields our a, term, a?/{y, K,y). As in the original derivation, we expect ay to be extensive
(O(d, N, ..)) and hence its log, or equivalently the above 1/,/27r(A) prefactor of the exponent is
negligible. The action (.5), or negative log-probability associated with p(A)e_‘X2/ (26(4)) is now given
by S = (d®*Tr[AT A] + a?/k(A))/2. Using a variational principle on this action with a Gaussian
g, one obtains the above variational energy, with the —d? contribution coming from the entropy
term [ dAq(A)log(q(A)) in the KL-divergence used in the variational approach (similarly to how
—H, o(h) emerged in sec. [C.2))

F Experimental details

F.0.1 Two-layer FCN- Experimental Details

In panels (a) and (b) of Fig. |2} the experimental data points were computed by training an ensemble
of 300 networks. For panel (a), all experiments used P = 40d and N = d = 40, with a ridge
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Figure 8: Distribution of pre-activations of the alignment of the first and second layers with the
linear feature- ®, = w, - x, and the cubic feature- H e3(®,) where the hat simply denotes the
normalized third Hermite polynomial. As can be seen in this figure, increasing the width of the
first layer-IN; pushes the preferred feature learning pattern, from Specialization-magnetization to
GP-Specialization, as predicted by the our approach.

parameter of 1 and variances of 0? = 02 = 1. For panel (b), we set N = d while varying both d
and P. The experimental value of P, was calculated by extrapolating from the different values of
P and their corresponding alignments, and then inverting this correspondence to find the value of
P for which Ay = 0.1.

In panel (c¢), we set P = 40d and d = 40, while increasing the value of N. As in the other panels,
we used 07 = 02 = 1, but here we set the ridge parameter to x = 0.25. We trained an ensemble
of 300 networks and computed a histogram of the pre-activation alignment in the hidden layer.
First-layer outliers were defined as any pre-activations having an overlap with ®.(z) = w, -z of
more than 301 /v/d (three times the standard deviation of the GP distribution). The total number
of such outliers was counted and then averaged over the ensemble of networks.

F.1 Three-layer FCN- Experimental Details

In panel (a) of Fig. [3 the experimental data was computed by training an ensemble of 30 networks.
For all experiments, we set d = N; = N, with a ridge parameter of 0.125 and variances of
0? =02 =0.25.

For panel (c) of Fig. [B|and in Fig.[8] we set P = 40d and d = N, = 10, while increasing the value
of Nyi. We further used 0? = 03 = 0.25 and a ridge parameter of x = 0.125. An ensemble of 300
networks was trained to compute the following histograms for the pre-activation alignments: 1. of
the linear feature in the first hidden layer, 2. with the linear feature in the second layer, and 3. with
the target in the second layer. Outliers in the first layer were calculated as in the two-layer case.
For the second layer, activation alignments deviating by more than 3 times the NNGP standard
deviation were considered outliers.

F.2 Alignment as a tight bound on MSE

A central component of our approach is using alignment as a certificate for good learning. As
discussed in the main body of the text, the alignment is indeed a lower bound on the MSE through
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Figure 9: Evidence that alignment is a tight lower bound on MSE. Here we provide results from
two experiments, softmax attention (panels(c) and (d)), and three layer network (panels (a) and
(b)). These results clearly imply that the alignment is a strong indicator of good MSE.

the inequality MSE> (1 — Af)%. However, this inequality does not necessitate that the MSE will
vanish. We therefore provide in this section empirical evidence that strong alignment is indeed an
indication of MSE. To this extent, we provide results both from the softmax attention experiments
and the three layer case, and in both we find that strong alignment is closely correlated with low
loss, as can be seen in Fig.

G Comparing Kernel Adaptation and LDT

The results in the heuristic approach presented here are closely related to the kernel adaptation
approach [Fischer et al.| [2024], [Seroussi et al.| [2023b], Ringel et al. [2025], [Rubin et al.|[2024} [2025] .
In this section, we compute explicitly the mean posterior predictor for the alignment. Interestingly,
we find that the equations for the LDT approach are remarkably similar to those of the mean
predictor.

As in the derivation of the Chernhof bounds we begin by integrating out the readout weights
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from the posterior, and introducing a delta function Fourier field in the prior, we obtain-

Np

7 /dtf/d@L—lp (©X 1) exp (— Q;EX ; (o (hE7 (2)) ,f(x)>2 _ g (t,t) +1i <y,i>> (91)

where ¢ is an imaginary helper field originating from the delta function. Define-

t(x) =ty (z) +t1yL (2) (92)
where y, is some function that is orthogonal to y, so that (y,y,) = 0. Now we have-
Z = /dtydtl exp (=5 (2 +12) +it, ) /d@Lflp (O 1) (93)

N o2 2
exp (— > 5ty ()0 (57 @)+l (00,0 (- 2) )

Next, we assume self consistantly that ¢; vanishes, and so the above equation simplifies to:

.\ 2 NL
Z = /dtydtJ_ exp <—; (ty — ;) > /d@L_lp (@L—l) exp _Z Q?Ltz <y( ), o (hiI‘71 (m))>2

a;(©L-1)

(94)

Here enters the adaptive approach. We assume that ¢, is weakly fluctuating, and approximate-

NL 2 NL 2
exp ( X]tyA?) A exp (— Z Z(j\?L E;, [t;] a? (@L_l) + Z 20]-\?L JEer—1 [aﬂ) (95)
i=1 i=1

So that
K i\’ ak U% 2 2
Zcx/dty exp | —5 (ty — /{) —ZZ:; 2NLtyE@L_1 [a7] (96)
_Sty
L-1 oL ‘7% 27 2 (nL-1 L-1
~/w—wp—;mW%hMM@ﬁ+mM@ﬁ
=—=SgL-1

We require self consistently that Egz-1 [ai (@L_l)] is indeed given by the expectation with respect
to the action Sgr-1

Eor-1 [a; (0571)] =Ror-1ns,, , [a; (©77")] (97)
:fw“m@“w%w“nm%zmmwﬂzlm@Lw
Jaor-p(©exp (= X4 FhEy, [B] SN 0 (02)
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Denoting- YN " a; (©F 1) :=a(0F 1), and [dOL1p (6F71) (...) = Egr-1gp [(-..)], then
we have-
Ny,

Z]E@L’INS@L71 [CL]' (@L_l)] = IE:@L71~S(_)L71 [a (@L_l)] (98)

j=1

Bos-tnar [ (07 e (— 7L By, 5] (0°)))
Egr-1cp [QXP< zﬁrtya(@L 1))]

Next we require that the same condition holds for ¢,. Note that the action for ¢, is simply a
Gaussian one, and following square completion we have-

(H+ %E@L_l [a (@L_l)}) ;
- by — 2
2 (/i + %E@L71 [a (@Lil)])

(99)

e It x exp

So that
o2 -t o2 -t
by~ N <Z <n + ZeBoi [a (@Ll)]) , (H + 2B [a (@Ll)]) ) (100)

So that we can substitute the self consistency requirement on the © variables into the expression
for the mean of ¢, and we obtain

2 2
fBor-ince [a (04 exp (~ Biyes,, [1] 0 (007 )]
E@L—lNGP [exp (_%Ety"/sty a (@L—1)>:|

Note that if we approximate- E¢, s, (2] ~ IE? ~Si, [ty] , then we obtain a self consistent equation

]Ety"‘sty [ty] =i|rk+

for Ey,~s,, [ty] =1y, given by-

Egr-1.qp [EXP< 2?\? tya (0%~ 1))}

Ey = o2 I z I_ (101)
EoL-1.cp KH + a(© *1)) exp ( s Ly@ (@ 1))]
Rewriting with real ¢, — it,, we obtain the self consistency equation-
_ Eor-1~ap [EXP <2N MG 1))}
I, = : (102)
EoL-1.gp Kl-@ + X/—LLQ (@L*1)> exp ( (@L 1))}
Replacing a = x + UL “a (@L 1) we obtain the following self consistent equation for ,:
_ E@L 1~GP [exp( i t a(@L_l))}
ty = (103)

Eor 1 ap [(J“TLL&(@H)) exp( 7 a(@H))]

This expression is very similar to the one we found for the upper Chernoff bound, and the two
equations coincide in the limit xk — 0, and o — 1.
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