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Abstract

A significant obstacle in the development of robust machine learning models is covariate shift, a
form of distribution shift that occurs when the input distributions of the training and test sets differ
while the conditional label distributions remain the same. Despite the prevalence of covariate shift
in real-world applications, a theoretical understanding in the context of modern machine learning
has remained lacking. In this work, we examine the exact high-dimensional asymptotics of random
feature regression under covariate shift and present a precise characterization of the limiting test
error, bias, and variance in this setting. Our results motivate a natural partial order over covariate
shifts that provides a sufficient condition for determining when the shift will harm (or even help) test
performance. We find that overparameterized models exhibit enhanced robustness to covariate shift,
providing one of the first theoretical explanations for this intriguing phenomenon. Additionally,
our analysis reveals an exact linear relationship between in-distribution and out-of-distribution
generalization performance, offering an explanation for this surprising recent empirical observation.

1. Introduction

Theoretical justification for almost all machine learning methods relies upon the equality of the
distributions from which the training and test data are drawn. Nevertheless, in many real-world
applications, this equality is violated. Naturally-occurring distribution shift between the training
data and the data encountered during deployment is the rule, not the exception (Koh et al., 2021).
Even non-adversarial changes in distributions can reveal the surprising fragility of modern machine
learning models (Recht et al., 2018, 2019; Miller et al., 2020; Hendrycks et al., 2021; D’ Amour et al.,
2020; Ovadia et al., 2019). Such shifts are distinct from adversarial examples, which require explicit
poisoning attacks (Goodfellow et al., 2015); rather, they can result from mild corruptions, ranging
from changes of camera angle or blur (Hendrycks et al., 2021), to subtle, unintended changes in
data acquisition procedures (Recht et al., 2019). Moreover, this fragility limits the application of
deep learning in certain safety-critical areas (Koh et al., 2021). Empirical studies of distribution
shift have observed several intriguing phenomena, including linear trends between performance on
shifted and unshifted test distributions (Recht et al., 2019; Hendrycks et al., 2021; Koh et al., 2021),
dramatic degradation in calibration (Ovadia et al., 2019), and surprising spurious inductive biases
(D’ Amour et al., 2020). Theoretical understanding of why such patterns occur across a variety of
real-world domains is scant. Even basic questions such as what makes a certain distribution shift
likely to hurt (or help) a model’s performance, and by how much, are not understood. One reason
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that these phenomena have eluded theoretical understanding is that even the qualitative behavior of
different shifts can vary widely. In many cases, there is a strong coupling between the model and
distribution shift; for example, in the context of character recognition, spatial translations typically
hurt the performance of fully-connected networks but have minimal effect on convolutional models.
On the other hand, there do exist certain types of shifts that affect most models in roughly the same
way—a shift that reduces the frequency of ambiguous or contradictory examples would be of this
type. Simultaneously capturing these model-dependent and model-independent characteristics of
distribution shift is a significant obstacle in developing a realistic theoretical model.

Another reason that many phenomena related to distribution shift continue to lack satisfactory
theoretical explanations is that the go-to formalism for studying generalization in classical models,
namely uniform convergence theory (see e.g. Wainwright, 2019), may be insufficient to explain the
behavior of modern, deep learning methods even in the absence of distribution shift (Nagarajan and
Kolter, 2019; Yang et al., 2021). Indeed, classical measures of model complexity, such as various
norms of the parameters, have been found to lead to ambiguous conclusions (Neyshabur et al., 2017).
To overcome these limitations, it can be fruitful to shift the focus from worst-case bounds for generic
distributions to the average-case behavior for narrowly specified distributions. While this change
in perspective sacrifices generality, it can produce more precise predictions, which we believe are
necessary to fully capture the relevant phenomenology of distribution shift.

In this paper, we study a specific type of distribution shift called covariate shift, in which the
distributions of the training and test covariates differ, while the conditional distribution of the labels
given the covariates remains fixed. In particular, we focus on the setting in which the covariates
are multivariate Gaussian and the targets are generated by a simple linear signal-plus-noise model.
This narrow specification of the data distribution enables an asymptotically exact computation of
the generalization error of random feature regression under covariate shift, which we perform using
tools from random matrix theory. The results naturally lead to a model-independent notion of shift
strength and facilitate a nuanced analysis of the model-dependent behavior of covariate shift within
the context of random feature regression.

1.1 Summary of contributions

Here we provide a brief overview of the paper and highlight our main results. After discussing related
work in Sec. 1.2, we discuss the general random feature regression setup in Sec. 2 and build some
intuition for our approach in the simpler context of linear regression in Sec. 3. In the remainder of
the paper, we:

1. Compute the test error, bias, and variance of random feature regression for general multivariate
Gaussian covariates under covariate shift in the high-dimensional limit (see Sec. 5.1). The results
generalize prior work in two important ways: first, they provide one of the first asymptotically
exact results for random feature regression with anisotropic covariates, even in the absence of
covariate shift; second, they provide one of the first asymptotically exact results for covariate
shift, even in the simple special case of linear regression;

2. Provide a model-independent partial order over covariate shifts that can indicate how a given
shift will affect the performance of random feature regression (see Def. 4.1). When the shift does
not alter the covariates’ overall scale, the partial order is sufficient to determine whether the bias
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and test error will increase or decrease in response to the shift; otherwise, we characterize the
model-dependent conditions that are necessary to understand the effect of the shift (see Sec. 5.2);

3. Prove that overparameterization enhances robustness to covariate shift, and that the error, bias,
and variance are nonincreasing functions of the number of excess parameters (see Sec. 5.3). Such
benefits of overparameterization have been previously observed empirically for practical models
and real-world datasets, but our results show that the behavior persists in simpler settings and
may have a prosaic explanation stemming from the high-dimensionality of the problem;

4. Deduce a linear relationship between in-distribution and out-of-distribution generalization per-
formance, offering an explanation for this surprising recent empirical observation (see Sec. 5.4).
The relationship holds exactly in the ridgeless limit and is given parameterically in the degree
of overparameterization, i.e. between models with varying numbers of excess parameters. The
linearity approximately persists under non-zero regularization, but it is clearly violated in the
underparameterized regime (see Sec. 7.4);

5. Prove that, in the limit of infinite overparameterization, the optimal regularization constant is
independent of the covariate shift, and compute the associated optimal test error (see Sec. 6).
Owing to the implicit regularization effect of the nonlinear feature map, the optimal regularization
constant can be negative. When the constant is optimized on the shifted test distribution, we
observe the total error to be a nonincreasing function of the number of parameters, i.e. the
characteristic double descent peak is eliminated; however, when it is tuned on the unshifted
training distribution, a peak persists and the resulting error curve remains nonmonotonic;

6. Examine how shifts in covariate scale can induce unexpected effects, such as nonmonotonicity
of the bias with respect to the number of parameters and the amount of ridge regularization
(see Sec. 7.3). By investigating this behavior in a special coordinate system, we develop an
interpretation in terms of a coordinate-wise rescaling of the model’s expected estimator for the
target coefficients. Notably, this nonmonotonicity in the bias is only uncovered when the activation
function is nonlinear and when the shift alters the scale of the covariates.

1.2 Related work

There is extensive literature focusing on the empirical analysis of distribution shift in all of its myriad
forms, ranging from domain adaptation (Sugiyama et al., 2007; Glorot et al., 2011; Becker et al.,
2013; Zhao et al., 2018, 2019; Long et al., 2017, 2016) to defenses against adversarial attacks (Madry
et al., 2018; Schmidt et al., 2018) to distributionally robust optimization (Sagawa et al., 2020; Duchi
et al., 2020; Duchi and Namkoong, 2021), among many others. Interestingly, for naturally occurring
distribution shifts (Koh et al., 2021; Hendrycks et al., 2021), standard robustness interventions provide
little to no protection (Recht et al., 2019; Taori et al., 2020). Indeed, empirical risk minimization
on clean, unshifted training data often performs better on out-of-distribution benchmarks than more
sophisticated methods such as invariant risk minimization (Koh et al., 2021). One of the most striking
observations in the context of natural distribution shifts is that models become more robust as their
in-distribution accuracy increases (Recht et al., 2019; Taori et al., 2020; Hendrycks et al., 2021; Miller
et al., 2020). For example, Recht et al. (2019) found that if a classifier’s accuracy increases by 1.0%
on the unshifted CIFAR-10 test set, this tends to increase its accuracy by 1.7% on the CIFAR-10.1
dataset (a dataset subject to natural distribution shift). Moreover, such linear trends between the
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unshifted and shifted measures of error have now been observed in a variety of contexts (Recht et al.,
2019; Taori et al., 2020; Miller et al., 2020, 2021; Mania and Sra, 2021).

The number of theoretical works studying the impact of distribution shift on generalization is far
smaller. The pioneering work of Ben-David et al. (2007) provides VC-dimension-based error bounds
for classification that are augmented by a discrepancy measure between shifted source and target
domains, while Cortes and Mohri (2014) demonstrate a similar class of uniform convergence-based
results in the setting of kernel regression. Zhao et al. (2019) show that learning domain-invariant
features is insufficient to guarantee generalization when the class-conditional distributions of features
may shift; while Kumar et al. (2020) provide non-vacuous margin-based bounds for self-training
when the source domain gradually shifts toward the target domain. Lei et al. (2021) compute the
minimax risk for linear models under distribution shift given access to labeled data from a source
domain and unlabeled data from the target domain. Mania and Sra (2021) introduce assumptions
based on model similarity to help explain why classifiers exhibit linear trends between their accuracies
on shifted and unshifted test sets.

Our technical tools build on a series of works that have studied the high-dimensional limit of the
test error for a growing class of model families and data distributions. In the context of linear models,
Richards et al. (2021) and Wu and Xu (2020) analyze ridge regression for general covariances and a
general non-isotropic source condition on the parameters that generate the targets, extending earlier
work studying minimum-norm interpolated least squares and ridge regression in the random design
setting (Belkin et al., 2019; Dobriban and Wager, 2018; Hastie et al., 2019). The non-isotropy of
source parameter effectively induces a shift on the bias term of this model, but the phenomenon is
distinct from the covariate shifts we study here.

Beyond linear regression, random feature models provide a rich but tractable class of models
to gain further insight into generalization phenomena (Adlam and Pennington, 2020a,b; Mei and
Montanari, 2021; Liao et al., 2020). These methods are of particular interest because of their
connection to neural networks, with the number of random features corresponding to the network’s
width or model complexity (Neal, 1996; Lee et al., 2018; Jacot et al., 2018), and because they serve as
a practical method for data analysis in their own right (Rahimi and Recht, 2008; Shankar et al., 2020).
In this context, Yang et al. (2021) provide a precise characterization of the gaps between uniform
convergence and the exact (asymptotic) test error as a function of the sample size and number of
random features.

From the technical perspective, our results rely on the concept of Gaussian equivalents, specif-
ically a linear-signal-plus-noise representation of the random feature matrix, an approach whose
origin stems from Karoui (2010) in the context of kernel random matrices and from Pennington and
Worah (2017); Adlam et al. (2019); and Péché et al. (2019) for the Gram matrices relevant here.
This linearization technique was further developed with applications to high-dimensional learning
problems by a number of authors, including Adlam et al. (2019); Mei and Montanari (2021); Goldt
et al. (2020); Chang et al. (2021), among many others. Our analytic techniques build upon these
works and a series of recent results stemming from the literature on random matrix theory and free
probability (Pennington and Worah, 2018, 2017; Adlam et al., 2019; Adlam and Pennington, 2020a;
Louart et al., 2018; Péché et al., 2019; Far et al., 2006; Mingo and Speicher, 2017).

An abbreviated version of this article focusing on the restricted setting in which the covariate
shift preserves the overall scale may be found in Tripuraneni et al. (2021).
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2. Preliminaries

Here we introduce our problem setup, some important assumptions we make throughout the paper,
and a simple example to illustrate our setup and assumptions.

2.1 Problem setup and notation

As in prior work studying random feature regression (Hastie et al., 2019; Mei and Montanari, 2021;
Adlam and Pennington, 2020a,b), we compute the test error in the high-dimensional, proportional
asymptotics where the dataset size m, input feature dimension n, and hidden layer size n; all tend
to infinity at the same rate, with the constants ¢ and ) defined as the limits of the ratios ny/m and
ng/nq respectively. We may think of n; and m as functions of ng, to write

no

¢ := lim and ¢ := lim

no—oo m(ng) no—o0 ny(ng)

ey

We further define the overparameterization ratio as ¢ /1, which is the limit of n, /m and characterizes
the normalized complexity of the random feature model.

Interestingly, in this high-dimensional limit only linear functions of the data are learnable. A
wide class of nonlinear teacher functions give rise to the same generalization behavior as linear
labeling functions asymptotically (for more details, see Mei and Montanari, 2021; Adlam and
Pennington, 2020a). With this in mind, we consider the task of learning an unknown function
from m i.i.d. samples (x;,y;) € R™ x R for¢ € {1,...,m}, where the covariates are Gaussian,
x; ~ N(0,Y) with positive definite covariance matrix 3, and the labels are generated by a linear
function parameterized by 5 € R™, drawn from N (0, I,,,). In particular,

y(x;) = B x;/\/no + €, )

where &; ~ N(0,02) is additive label noise on the training points. We note that assuming the target
vector is random and isotropic is common in the high-dimensional regression literature (see e.g.
Dobriban and Wager (2018)) as it decouples the geometry of ¥ and 5, which would otherwise
introduce additional complications (though see Hastie et al. (2019); Wu and Xu (2020); and Mel
and Ganguli (2021) for an analysis of these complications in the context of linear regression without
distribution shift).

We study the class of prediction models defined by kernel ridge regression using unstructured
random feature maps (Rahimi and Recht, 2008). The random features are given by a single-layer

neural network with independent random weights. Given training data X = [x3,...,X;,] and a
prospective test point x, the random features embeddings of the training and test data are given by
F:=0c(WX/\/ng) and f:=0c(Wx/\/ng), 3)

for a random weight matrix W € R™ *"0 with i.i.d. standard Gaussian entries and an activation
function o : R — R applied elementwise. The induced kernel is

K (x1,%2) = nllo'(le 1 Vi0) T (Wxa) /7). @)

and the model’s predictions are given by §(x) = YK 1K, where Y := [y(x1),...,y(xm)]
K := K(X,X) + I, Kx :== K(X,x), and v is a ridge regularization constant.! Owing to the

'We overload the definition of K to include the additive regularization whenever no arguments are present. Also, if
+ = 0 and K is not full-rank, K ~* should be understood as the Moore—Penrose pseudoinverse.
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implicit regularization effect of the nonlinear feature maps (Bartlett et al., 2021), in low noise settings
the optimal value of v can sometimes be negative (Kobak et al., 2020), as we discuss in Sec. 6.
Otherwise, for simplicity, throughout the rest of the paper we make the standard assumption that
v 2 0.

Our central object of study is the expected test error for a datapoint x ~ N (0, X*) where ©*
may be different from the training covariance . The expected test error (without label noise on the
test point) is

Es- =E[(8"x/\/no — YK 1K, )? 5)
= Ex s[(E[§(x)] — y(x))?] + Ex s [VII ()]l (6)
By Vi

where the inner expectations defining the bias and variance are computed over W, X, and all ¢;.2

Note that this definition of the bias and variance is somewhat nonstandard in the statistics
literature, where typically only the randomness from the label noise is considered. While this is
appropriate for analyses of linear regression that condition on the design matrix, in our setting
there is additional randomness in the model coming from W, and so it would be inappropriate to
compute the bias conditional on W as well. Instead, we treat all random variables (X, W, and ¢)
equivalently, which leads to unambiguous interpretations of the bias-variance decomposition (Adlam
and Pennington, 2020b; Lin and Dobriban, 2020). Indeed, failing to incorporate the additional random
variables X and W into the inner expectation of Eq. (6) has the effect of moving a component of
the variance into the bias and can lead to counterintuitive conclusions (see Adlam and Pennington
(2020b) for additional discussion).

For finite values of ng, the covariate shift is entirely specified by the training and test covariance
matrices Y and >*, but to characterize the shift asymptotically we have to do so with their limiting
spectral properties. Denote the eigenvalues of ¥ in nondecreasing orderby 0 < A1 < Ay < ... < Ay
and denote a choice for the corresponding eigenvectors by vi < vo < ... < vy,,. Similarly, denote
achoice for ¥* by 0 < A\] < A3 < ... < AZO and vi <vj <... < v;*lo."’ We define the overlap
coefficients of >* with respect to X by

ng
rii= v SV =) (Vi vi)?A (7
j=1
to measure the alignment of >* with the ¢th eigendirection of . In particular, r; is the induced norm
of v; with respect to 3*.

We use tr to denote the dimension-normalized trace: for a matrix A € R™*™, tr(A) = tr(A)/n.
We also use ||A|lo and ||A||r to denote the operator norm and Frobenius norm of a matrix A
respectively. Finally, we use dx to denote the Dirac delta function centered at x.

2.2 Assumptions

Regularity assumptions on the spectra of 3 and X* are necessary to state the limiting behavior of
this system. As in Wu and Xu (2020), it is not sufficient to consider the spectra of these matrices
individually; they must be considered jointly. A natural choice is to do this in an eigenbasis of 3.

2In fact, the outer expectation over 3 can be removed, since the expectation concentrates around its mean.
3Though when ¥ or ©* have repeated eigenvalues their eigendecompositions are not unique, the choice of eigendecom-
position will not influence later conclusions (see App. C).
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Assumption 1 We define the empirical joint spectral distribution (EJSD) as

1 &
um_m;%m (8)

and assume it converges in distribution to some u, a distribution on Ri as ng — oo. We re-
fer to w as the limiting joint spectral distribution (LJSD), and emphasize that this defines the
relevant limiting properties of the training and test distributions.* Additionally, we require that
lim sup,,, max(||X||oo, | X*||oc) < C for a constant C.

Often we use (A, r) for random variables sampled jointly from z and denote the marginal of A under
1 With fugrain: for measurable £ C R, define

iain(E) 1= (€ x Ry). ©)

Since the conditional expectation E[r|A] is an important object in our study, we assume the following
for simplicity.

Assumption 2 p is either absolutely continuous or a finite sum of delta masses. Moreover, the
expectations of A and r are finite.

When the eigenspaces of ¥ and X* are aligned and r; = A} = ®()\;) for some smooth function ®,
the support of the LJSD degenerates. Here, Assump. 1 is essentially equivalent to assuming the
empirical spectral distribution of ¥ converges in distribution to some fi4in, Which is a standard
assumption in the high-dimensional regression literature (e.g. Dobriban and Wager, 2018; Mei and
Montanari, 2021); moreover, Wu and Xu (2020) use an identical specification in the context of linear
regression. One special case of note is when there is no shift, i.e. ® is the identity, in which case the
LJSD degenerates to jy defined by

wp(E) == prain({z : (x,x) € E}), ie. (A A) ~pg for A\~ Liain (10)

for measurable £ C ]R%r and any choice of fui, a distribution over R .
As our analysis takes place in the high-dimensional limit, we further define the limiting scales of
the training and test covariances as

5= n%gnoo tr(3X) =E,[A] and s, = nélinoo tr(X*) = E,[r] (11)
under the limiting behavior specified in Assump. 1.
Throughout this paper, we also enforce the following standard regularity assumptions on the
activation functions to ensure the existence of the moments and derivatives we compute.

Assumption 3 The activation function o : R — R is assumed to be differentiable almost everywhere.
We assume that, |o(x)|, |0’ (x)| < ¢ exp(c1z) for constants ¢y and cy.

“The EJSD depends not only on X and ©* but also on a choice of eigendecomposition for 3 when it has repeated
eigenvalues. However, all possible choices for the EJSD form an equivalence class, and the ambiguity does not affect
later definitions and conclusions. Again see App. C.
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2.3 A simple family of diatomic distributions

Because the above assumptions allow for such a general class of covariance structures, it will prove
useful for examples and illustrations to consider our results in the context of a simple family of
distributions that readily admits straightforward interpretation.

Definition 2.1 For o > 1 and 0 € R, we define the family of («, 0)-diatomic LISDs as

1 5 n «
a1 @0 T

diatomic .__
a,0 -

5(a*1,0a*9)7 (12)

where C'is a normalization constant chosen so that £ pudiatomic [r] = 1. Note that uzi‘g"mi“ is the limit of
«, 3

a ffi=jandi<|[{{%| )
Yijr=La ™t ifi=jandi> || and X i= t,r(ze)z@. (13)
0 iz

This simple two-parameter family of distributions captures the fast eigenvalue decay observed in
many datasets in machine learning, for which the covariance spectra are often dominated by several
large eigenvalues and exhibit a long tail of many small eigenvalues (Lee et al., 2020). Note that the
trivial case of a = 1 yields an identity covariance with no shift. For the nontrivial setting o > 1, the
exponent § parameterizes the strength of the shift in an intuitive way. When 6 = 1, there is no shift.
When 0 < 1, o < a, so the large eigendirections of the training distribution are suppressed in the
test distribution, suggesting that the shift makes learning harder. When 6 > 1, o > a, so the large
eigendirections of the training distribution are further emphasized in the test distribution, suggesting
that the shift makes learning easier. We will return to the notion of shift strength in Secs. 3 and 4.

3. Motivating example: linear regression

We first consider the relatively simple case of ridgeless linear regression (LR), which will help build
some intuition for the more general analysis of random feature regression in Sec. 5.1. Assuming the
labels are generated by the linear model defined above, i.e. y; = 3" x; /+/T0 + €, the estimator is
given by 3 = (XX T)~1XY, and the test risk (see Eq. (5)) has the following simple form.

Proposition 3.1 For fixed dimension ng and sample size m >ny+1, the test error of LR is given by

no

ng ng 1 T;

B =52 tr(2*e 1) =02

13

(14)

m—rng— 1 m—no—lnoizlx\i'

Under Assump. 1, as no, m — 0o such that no/m — ¢, BE8 — EIR = 62¢/(1 — ¢)E,[r/Al.

One immediate question is whether a given shift will increase or decrease the test error relative to
EXR. While the precise answer is of course determined by the value of tr(X*X 1), it useful for the
subsequent analysis to develop an understanding of the individual contributions to this term. Similar
decompositions of the test error into eigenspaces have proved useful in a variety of other contexts
(Mel and Ganguli, 2021; Advani et al., 2020). We begin with a specific example in the setting of the
finite-dimensional analog of Def. 2.1.
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Example 3.1 For the finite form of the («, 6)-diatomic LISD defined in Eq. (13), the test error of LR
is given by

Ef =02
= fm-—ng—1 1+w(a? —1)

g a+w(@®!-a) 1{”°J (15)

or w=—

f I+a
2  ng 2(1—w)wa? 1 (1—a?) log(a) L . LR LR
ey (Tw(a2—1))2 < 0, which implies EET < EE; whenever
01 > 05, in accordance with the discussion in Sec. 2.3. It follows from Eq. (13) that the condition
01 > 0y not only implies tr(33X 1) < tr(235 1), which is necessary for an ordering of the test
error, but also that the ratios of overlap coefficients ;1 /1; 2 form a nondecreasing sequence. It is
this condition involving all the eigendirections that will generalize to the nonlinear random feature
setting in Sec. 4.

LR
and so aeEE* =0

The following proposition captures the essence of these considerations in the context of linear
regression.

Proposition 3.2 Let r; 1 and r; 2 denote the overlap coefficients® of X% and Y33 relative to 3. If
tr(X%) > tr(3Y) and the ratios r;1/7i2 form a nondecreasing sequence, then in the setting of
Prop. 3.1, ELR > E

Proof Using the Harris inequality, we see

2 ~yEy 10 2 no
tr(X ; 11 1
Ez* _ aing r(X3%) Z Tio Tl < oing 1 Z <E
=1

S
m—ng—1 mng tr(E)ng)\ m—no—ltr ) no 2

since 1/\; and r; 1 /7 2 are nonincreasing and nondecreasing in ¢ respectively and r; o /tr(33) is a
discrete distribution over {1,...,no}.% [ |

Whereas the («, 6)-diatomic LISDs of Ex. 3.1 explicitly enforce the trace normalizations that
tr(X) = tr(X3) = tr(X3) = 1, Prop. 3.2 provides sufficient conditions for the ordering of test errors
for non-unit traces. The fact that EL* scales linearly with the overall scale of ¥* is a unique feature
of linear regression and does not generalize to the nonlinear random feature setting. We return to this
issue in Sec. 4.

4. Definition of shift strength

Deriving conditions governing whether a shift will hurt or help a model’s performance is crucial
to building an understanding of covariate shift. Motivated in part by the above results for linear
regression, and in part by the results for random feature regression that we present in Sec. 5.3, we
introduce the following definition of shift strength, which is a direct generalization of the conditions
of Prop. 3.2.

Definition 4.1 Let 111 and po be LISDs with the same marginal distribution over \. If the asymptotic
overlap coefficients are such that B, [r|\]/E,,[r|)\] is nondecreasing as a function of A on the
support of purain and By, [r] < E,,[r], we say pn is easier than po (or po is harder than py), and
write (11 < po. Comparing against the case of no shift, py, we say p is easy when p1 < pg and
hard when (11 > py.

SRecall the definition of the overlap coefficients in Eq. (7).
SFor more discussion and a generalization of this result and proof technique, see Lem. A.3.
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A priori, there is little reason to hope that such a model-independent definition of shift strength
would adequately characterize a shift’s impact on the total error, bias, or variance of a given model.
Even for the relatively simple case of random feature regression, the nonlinear feature maps of Eq. (3)
would seem to inextricably couple the covariance distribution to the model. Indeed, in general, it is
impossible to completely disentangle the distribution from the model (see Sec. 7).

Nevertheless, as we show in Sec. 5.1, the coupling between model and shift simplifies consider-
ably in the high-dimensional limit. It is characterized by a handful of constants that depend solely on
the overall covariance scale [E,,[r] and a collection of functionals of ;. that can be controlled. Specifi-
cally, when comparing against the case of no shift, i.e. po = pp, we have E,,; [r|\] = \. Def. 4.1
then places conditions on E,, [r] and E,[r|A] /A, which, when combined with simple constraints on
the model, bound how the total error and bias will respond to a shift of a given strength. We develop
this analysis in Sec. 5.3.

Remarkably, it turns out that nearly all of the model dependence can be eliminated by merely
normalizing the scales of the covariate distributions, i.e. enforcing s = s, in which case Def. 4.1
provides an essentially model-independent definition of shift strength that determines how random
feature models respond to shifts of different strength. This observation motivates the following
assumption:

Assumption 4 The training and test covariance scales are equal, E, [\] = E,[r], i.e. s = s,.

We emphasize that Assump. 4 reflects common practice for many models and data modalities, as
preprocessing techniques such as standardization are ubiquitous and many architectural components
such as layer- or batch-normalization achieve a similar effect (Goodfellow et al., 2016; Ioffe and
Szegedy, 2015; Nado et al., 2020). While we state all of our main results without this assumption,
we will at times invoke Assump. 4 to illustrate how the results simplify when s = s,.

In the expression for the test error for linear regression, Eq. (14), we saw how the effects of the
scale in the test distribution decoupled from the more nuanced relative restructuring of the covariates.
As discussed above, this decoupling does not happen for random feature regression. Nevertheless,
it is useful to keep in mind these four possibilities for the covariate shift: (1) E,[r|A\] = A, which
occurs when there is no covariate shift; (2) E,,[r|\] = (s*/s)\ with s* # s, which occurs when there
is a pure-scale shift; (3) E,[r|\] & X with s* = s, which occurs when the covariates are restructured
without changing the scale, i.e. in the setting of Assump. 4; and (4) E,,[r|\] ¢ X with s* # s, which
occurs for a generic covariate shift. Throughout the paper, we consider these various categories of
shift, with certain results specializing to certain cases.

5. Covariate shift in random feature kernel regression

In this section, we first present our main results characterizing the bias, variance, and total test error
of random feature regression. We then use these results to prove that harder shifts (in the sense of
Def. 4.1) lead to increased bias and total error, that overparameterization improves performance
and robustness under covariate shift, and that linear trends exist between the generalization error on
unshifted and shifted distributions.

5.1 Main results

Our main result characterizes the high-dimensional limits of the test error, bias, and variance of the
nonlinear random feature model of Sec. 2. Before presenting these results, we must first introduce
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some additional constants that capture the effect of the nonlinearity o. These constants depend only
on the overall scale of the covariance. For the training covariance, let z ~ N(0, s) and define

n:=Vio(2)], p:= (%E[za(z)])Q, (:=sp, and w:=s(n/¢—1). (17)
Viewing the constants in Eq. (17) as function of s, i.e. Q, : s — (1, p, (,w), we write

(M5 Py Gy i) 1= Qo (54) (18)

for the test covariance scale s,. Similarly, sometimes it will be convenient to compare two different
LISDs pi1 and 9, so we define (n;, pi, G, w;) := Q(s;), where s; is the test covariance scale for p;
fori e {1,2}.

We also define & := +/p./p, which measures the overall scale mismatch between the training
and test covariance matrices.

Remark 5.1 Many of our results will simplify considerably under Assump. 4, which implies n, = n,
G=Cpe=p ws =w,and & = 1.

Remark 5.2 Many of our results will also simplify if the activation function is affine. In this case, if
o(z) =az+bfora,b €R, wehave p = p, = a2, C=n= sa?, and Ce=m = sya?, which imply
E=1land w = w, = 0.

Finally, the bias, variance, and total error depend on the covariance spectra through two sets of
functionals of i, which we define as

Tp(z) = 6B, [N (6 + 20| and I7,(2) = ¢ B, [MH (6 + a;A)*”] .19

Theorem 5.1 Under Assumps. 1, 2 and 3, as ng,ni,m — oo the test error Ex« converges to
E,, = B, + V), with the bias B,, and variance V,, given by

By =(1-8)%s+2(1 =Ty + 20T, and (20)
Vi = —P§2%8fx <21 1(w 4 ¢Z1 o) (wi +I7 1) + (ﬁ’yﬂl 2L
¢ oY\ ’ I
+ 7L 2(ws + L7 5) + o? ((w +¢Tho)(ws +I71) + 577‘15‘72)) (21)

where x is the unique nonnegative real root of x = (1 — 1) /(w + 1 1),

ox T
bl 22
vy Y+ vt/ +T)(w + ¢L12)’ 2
YW=/t v ¢ 3)
29y
and T:ﬁ”i+1¢f¢. 24)
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Figure 1: Predictions of Thm. 5.1 as a function of the overparameterization ratio (¢/1) = ni/m)
and the shift power () for the (2, #)-diatomic LISD (Eq. (12)) with ¢ = ng/m = 0.5, 0 = ReLU,
v = 0.001, and 62 = 0.1. (a) The test error exhibits the characteristic double descent behavior for
all shift powers. (b) The bias is a nonincreasing function of ¢/ for all shift powers, as in Prop. 5.3.
(¢) The variance is the source of the double-descent peak, and is a nonincreasing function of ¢ /1) for
all shift powers in the overparameterized regime, as in Prop. 5.4. In (a,b), the total error and bias
are nonincreasing functions of 6, as in Prop. 5.1. (d) 1D horizontal slices of (a,b,c) demonstrate the
monotonicity in ¢/ predicted by Props. 5.3 and 5.4. (e) 1D vertical slices of (a,b,c) demonstrate
the monotonicity in 6 predicted by Prop. 5.1 (the variance also appears monotonic, but it need not be
in general). (f) The generalization gap between the error on shifted and unshifted distributions is a
nonincreasing function of ¢/t in the overparameterized regime, as in Prop. 5.5. Markers in (d,e,f)
show simulations for ng = 512 and agree well with predictions.

We note that 7 is limiting Stieltjes transform of the random feature kernel matrix n%FTF and T is
the companion transform, i.e. the limiting Stieltjes transform of nilFFT. Numerical predictions
from Thm. 5.1 can be obtained by first solving the self-consistent equation for x by fixed-point
iteration, x — (1 — ~7)/(w + Z1,1), and then plugging the result into the remaining terms. Fig. 1
shows excellent agreement between these asymptotic predictions and finite-size simulations.

At times we will find it convenient to consider various limits of Thm. 5.1. By carefully expanding
x and 7 for small ~, it is straightforward to obtain the following corollary, which characterizes the
ridgeless limit of Thm. 5.1.

Corollary 5.1 In the setting of Thm. 5.1, as the ridge regularization constant v — 0, £, = B, +V,
with By, given in Eq. (20) and V), given by

_o2
Co(1- 52 )n, o2
29T,
£2 d)f;g,,;l’—ig (w* + ¢Iik,2) d) < ¢

Y

V: 2
H=E

w(o? + i) (wie + I ) + , (25

where x is the unique positive real root of x = min(1, ¢/v)/(w + L1 1).

12
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As a consistency check, taking o(x) = z and ¢» — 0 in Cor. 5.1 yields an expression for the test
risk of ridgeless linear regression that agrees with the results of Hastie et al. (2019) and with the
asymptotic form of Prop. 3.1 (see App. D.2).

Similarly, the limit of infinite overparameterization can be obtained by expanding Thm. 5.1 for
small ¢ (or large ¢ /1) with fixed ¢):

Corollary 5.2 In the setting of Thm. 5.1, as the overparameterization ratio ¢ /1) — oo, E, = B,, +V,,
with B,, given in Eq. (20) and V), given by

2 L
0‘5 + ¢ 1,2 I*72 , (26)

Vv, =¢2 T
# 5 ’Yejf"" ¢Zl,2 2

where x is the unique positive real root of © = 1/(egr + Z1,1), and Yeyp = v/ p + w.

Remark 5.3 Under Assump. 4, the expressions in Cor. 5.2 are identical to those of linear ridge
regression with ridge constant equal 0 Yef.

Cor. 5.2 highlights how the nonlinearity o acts as an implicit regularizer through the constant w, an
effect described previously for isotropic data without covariate shift in Bartlett et al. (2021). To the
best of our knowledge, for nontrivial covariate shift, even the linear ridge regression limit (w — 0) of
Cor. 5.2 has not appeared in previous work. In the absence of covariate shift, Cor. 5.2 does yield
expressions that agree with existing results for ridge regression, as we show in App. D.2.3.

5.2 Harder shifts increase the bias and test error

In Sec. 3, we found that the test error of linear regression increases in response to harder shifts, as
defined by Def. 4.1. The same is true for random feature regression, provided that the label noise o2

is not too large and that the model-dependent constants in Eqs. (17) and (18) respect the ordering

T3]

of scales. As a matter of notation, recall that we use the subscripts “;” to denote parameters (i.e.

M, C1,&1) associated with 1 and the subscript “2” to denote parameters (i.e. 72, (2, &2) associated
with po.

Proposition 5.1 Consider two LISDs 11 and po such that i1 < po. Then, in the setting of Thm. 5.1,

By, < By, if &<&<1 27
Enw<E, if £&<&6<1<6G/G<m/m ad o <w. (28)

In Sec. 7, we thoroughly investigate the consequences of the above conditions on the model-dependent
constants. Here we simply note that, when the training and test covariance scales are the same,
Remark 5.1 implies that the conditions on the constants in Prop. 5.1 are automatically satisfied and
we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 5.3 Consider two LISDs satisfying Assump. 4 such that 11 < pg. Then, in the setting of
Thm. 5.1, B, < By, and, if 0 < w, E,,, < E,.

When the scale of the training and test distributions are equal, Cor. 5.3 shows that Def. 4.1 provides
an essentially model-independent condition to determine the impact of covariate shift on the test
error. Interestingly, both the bias (which arises from both regularization and model misspecification)
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and the total error (which has additional contributions from the randomness in W, X, and ¢) respond
in tandem to a covariate shift. This behavior is illustrated in Fig. 1 for the («, §)-diatomic LISD.
Following the vertical lines upward in (a), (b), or the x-axis rightward in (e) yields easier shifts and a
corresponding decrease in the bias and total error.

As we discuss in Sec. 7, even when Assump. 4 and 02 < w hold, the variance need not be
ordered. The underlying obstacle is a lack of ordering on the Z , functionals in general; however,
in the special case of a pure-scale shift, this ordering is restored, and we can derive conditions that
guarantee that the variance is also ordered.

Proposition 5.2 Consider two LISDs 11 and pg such that E,,,[r|\] = s; ), i.e. a pure-scale shift by
Si, with 1 < po. Then s1 < s and, in the setting of Thm. 5.1,

By, < B, if &<&<1 (29)
Vih £V, if 1<G/G <n2/m (30)
E,<E, if £<&<1<50/G /. (31

Prop. 5.2 provides a complement to many of our results, which otherwise emphasize nontrivial
spectral differences that persist even when the training and test scales are equal. By focusing on
pure-scale shifts, Prop. 5.2 isolates the model-dependent conditions under which an increase in scale
results in an increase in the bias, variance, and total error, generalizing the analogous results from
Sec. 3 on linear regression.

5.3 The benefit of overparameterization

While Prop. 5.1 shows that harder shifts increase the error, it is natural to wonder whether this
increase can be mitigated by judicious model selection. In practice, empirical investigations have
shown that the performance of large, overparameterized models tends to deteriorate less under
distribution shift than their smaller counterparts (Hendrycks et al., 2021). We obtain a number of
theoretical results that formally prove the benefit of overparameterization in our random feature
setting.

First, we show that the bias decreases (or stays constant) when additional random features are
added, which increases the model capacity and accords with the intuition of the bias as a measure of
the model’s ability to fit the data.

Proposition 5.3 In the setting of Thm. 5.1, if § < 1, the bias B, is a nonincreasing function of the
overparameterization ratio ¢ /.

The condition & < 1 is necessary to Prop. 5.3, as without it the bias can behave nonmonotonically,
demonstrating one counterintuitive consequence of covariate shift (see Sec. 7 for more discussion).
We emphasize that if we additionally invoke Assump. 4, then this condition is automatically satisfied.
The following proposition shows that, in contrast to the bias, the variance is strictly monotonic in
the overparameterized regime, irrespective of the value of £. Note that our proof requires the setting
of ridgeless regression (y = 0), but numerical investigation suggests this condition may not be
necessary (see Fig. 1).

Proposition 5.4 In the setting of Cor. 5.1 and in the overparameterized regime (i.e. Y < @), the
variance V), is a nonincreasing function of the overparameterization ratio ¢ /1.
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The explosion of variance at the interpolation threshold and its subsequent decay have been
demonstrated in previous studies of the high-dimensional limit of random feature regression in the
absence of covariate shift (Adlam and Pennington, 2020a; Mei and Montanari, 2021), in stark contrast
to what classical theory would suggest. Prop. 5.4 confirms the existence of analogous behavior under
covariate shift.

Taken together, Props. 5.3 and 5.4 imply that some of the benefits of overparameterzation extend
to models evaluated out-of-distribution. An additional benefit is that overparameterized models are
more robust: the difference in error between unshifted and shifted test distributions is smaller for
larger models. A formal statement of this enhanced robustness is given in the following proposition.

Proposition 5.5 Consider two LISDs i1 and g such that 1y < pg and 1 < (2/C1 < n2/n1. Then,
in the setting of Cor. 5.1 and in the overparameterized regime (i.e. V¥ < @), the generalization gap
E,, — E,, is a nonincreasing function of the overparameterization ratio ¢ /).

Recalling Remark 5.1, we again note that if we additionally invoke Assump. 4, then the condition on
the model-dependent parameters 1 < (2/(1 < 1m2/m1 is automatically satisfied.

In Fig. 1, Props. 5.3, 5.4 and 5.5 are illustrated. Following the horizontal lines rightward in
(a), (b), and (c) or the x-axis rightward in (d) and (f) leads to models with more parameters. The
monotonicity of the bias across the whole range of parameterization is evident, as is the necessity of
considering the monotonicity of the variance and generalization gap only when ¢ > .

5.4 Linear trends between in-distribution and out-of-distribution generalization

We have discussed how overparameterization yields improved generalization performance for both
unshifted and shifted distributions, which hints that these two quantities are positively correlated.
Indeed, recently Hendrycks et al. (2021) have suggested increasing model size as a path to increased
robustness. Additionally, the empirical studies of Recht et al. (2019); Taori et al. (2020); Miller
et al. (2021) have further refined this observation by discovering a linear relationship between the
performance of models of varying complexity on unshifted and shifted test data. In the context of
ridgeless random feature regression, we provide a formal proof of this linear relationship, which holds
in the overparameterized regime. In the setting of random feature regression, the overparameterization
ratio ¢ /1 provides a surrogate for the complexity of the model class.

Proposition 5.6 Consider two LISDs 1 and po. In the setting of Cor. 5.1 and in the overparameter-
ized regime (i.e. Y < ¢), E,, is linear in E,,,, parametrically in ¢ /1:

€2 [we+ (I )2
E, =Fy+ 2 | 2 W2 ) p 32
e T 0T 2 i+ (T )T (32)

SLOPE

where Fy and SLOPE > 0 are constants independent of the overparameterization ratio ¢ /). More-
over, if i < pg and 1 < {2/¢1 < ma2/n1, then SLOPE > 1.

As above, Remark 5.1 implies that the condition 1 < (3/(1 < 12/m; is automatically satisfied if

we additionally invoke Assump. 4. Specializing Prop. 5.6 to the case p; = pg yields the claimed
linear relationship between the generalization performance with shifted and unshifted test data
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Figure 2: Linear relationship between in-distribution and out-of-distribution generalization error.
(a) Theoretical predictions for shifted versus unshifted error for models with varying degrees of
overparameterization ¢ /1) > 1, obtained via Cor. 5.1 for the (3, #)-diatomic LISD (Eq. (12)) with
¢ = ng/m = 0.5, 0 = ReLU, 02 = 0.01 and two different values of the shift-power . Markers
represent simulations for ng = 512. The negated errors are plotted so that performance improves left
to right and bottom to top, in order to match the behavior of the accuracy metric. (b) Reproduction
of the empirical results of Recht et al. (2019); Taori et al. (2020), showing the relationship between
the classification accuracy of various models on the original ImageNet test set and two shifted
ImageNet datasets: a “hard" dataset with greyscale corruptions, Grey, and an “easy"” dataset with
high inter-annotator agreement, TopImgs. In both (a) and (b), the slope is greater than one for the
hard shift and less than one for the easy shift, in accordance with Prop. 5.6.

as the overparameterization ratio varies. Finally, we note that SLOPE > 0 implies that improved
performance on the unshifted distribution translates into improved performance on the shifted
distribution as well.

Remark 5.4 In the setting of Prop. 5.6, if Assump. 4 holds and E,,, denotes the error on the unshifted
distribution, E,, = Ey+SLOPE- E,,,, parametrically in ¢ /1), where Eq and SLOPE > 0 are constants
independent of the overparameterization ratio ¢ /1. Moreover, SLOPE > 1 when y is hard and
SLOPE < 1 when u is easy.

Remark 5.4 makes the additional nontrivial prediction that an improvement on the unshifted
distribution leads to a relatively greater improvement on the shifted distribution when the shift is hard,
and to a relatively smaller improvement when the shift is easy. These predictions are corroborated
qualitatively in the data from Recht et al. (2018, 2019); Miller et al. (2020, 2021). We plot this linear
behavior in Fig. 2, where (a) shows the random feature model and (b) shows an example of data from
Recht et al. (2019); Taori et al. (2020). The striking similarity in these plots is evident.

6. Optimal regularization

Several prior works studying double descent in the random feature model with identity covariance
have found a divergence of the total error and the variance at the interpolation threshold (¢ = )
in the ridgeless limit (e.g. Mei and Montanari, 2021; Adlam and Pennington, 2020a,b). For non-
zero regularization, the divergence is tamed, and when the regularizer is tuned optimally for each
overparameterization scale, Mei and Montanari (2021) observed that this effect is removed and the
test error appears to be strictly decreasing in the number of random features.
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The story is more nuanced in the presence of covariate shift because the optimal regularizer
depends on the LISD p, i.e. fnyPt := argmin F,,(y). Moreover, there are two natural ways to tune
the regularizer: it can be tuned to an optimal value y°P* := 72‘;; that minimizes the test error on the
unshifted training distribution, or it can be tuned to an optimal value P = yzpt that minimizes the
test error on the shifted test distribution. These settings can be approximately realized when one has
access to a large validation set drawn from either the training or test distributions, respectively.

We investigate the behavior of the test error under these two choices of optimal regularization
in Fig. 3. The curves in this figure were obtained by minimizing the shifted and unshifted test error
with a zeroth-order optimizer over a nonnegative support. Note that, counterintuitively, there is no
guarantee in this setting that the optimal value of v will be nonnegative (see e.g. Kobak et al., 2020;
Wu and Xu, 2020; Bartlett et al., 2021). While negative regularization is certainly an interesting
scenario worthy of further investigation, it does not arise for the low signal-to-noise ratios (or
equivalently large values of 02) chosen for these simulations.

We observe that the qualitative features of optimal regularization with and without covariate
shift are similar if the regularizer is tuned on the shifted distribution. Specifically, the peak at
the interpolation threshold vanishes and the test error becomes nonincreasing as a function of the
overparameterization ratio. Indeed, horizontal slices of Fig. 3(b) (shown as dashed lines in (d))
exhibit the monotonicity of the total error in this setting.

On the other hand, if -y is tuned to minimize the test error on the unshifted training distribution,
horizontal slices of Fig. 3(a) (shown as solid lines in (d)) show residual nonmonotonicity in the test
error. Interestingly, when a peak in the test error does persist under optimal regularization, it no
longer appears at the interpolation threshold, suggesting that the residual peak may be of a different
origin.

The behavior of the test error under decreasing shift strength can be seen by following vertical
slices upward in Fig. 3(a,b), or by following the x-axis rightward in (e), and, as might be expected,
the distinction between 7°P' and 75 is less apparent for easier shifts. Indeed, the nonmonotonicity
of the test error in (d) appears only for hard shifts, and the curves for v°P* and 72" in (e) overlap for
hard shifts.

The relative strength of the regularizer when optimized on the shifted versus unshifted distribu-
tions is shown in Fig. 3(c), with horizontal slices for several values of the shift strength shown in (f).
In the underparameterized regime, yo>" /4°P* depends strongly on the shift strength, with 7o' > °Pt
for hard shifts. In the overparameterized regime, however, the optimal + values are not significantly
different. For all values of the the shift strength 0, it appears that APt = 4°P! for some intermediate
overparameterization ratio (around ¢ /v =~ 2 in (c) and (f)). While we have no immediate explanation
for this curious observation, the equality 'y,?pt = ~°P! does occur when ¢/1) — oo, as following
proposition shows.

Proposition 6.1 In the setting of Cor. 5.2 and under Assump. 4, the optimal regularization v, "is

independent of u and satisfies,
P = arg min B, (7) = p(o? —w)  and  EP :=E,(y7) =1}, (33)
Y=—pw
Moreover, the optimal error is ordered with respect to shift strength, i.e. for two LISDs 1 < o,
Bl < B
As also observed by Kobak et al. (2020); Wu and Xu (2020); Bartlett et al. (2021), Prop. 6.1
confirms that the optimal regularization coefficient fyﬁp " can actually be negative. Nevertheless,
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Figure 3: The limiting test error and relative regularization strength under two methods of optimal
regularization as a function of the overparameterization ratio (¢/¢) = nj/m) and the shift power
(0) for the (4,6)-diatomic LISD (Eq. (12)) with ¢ = ng/m = 0.5, ¢ = ReLU, and 02 = 1. (a)
With regularization tuned on the unshifted training distribution, v = ~°P', the test error exhibits
nonmonotonicity in the overparameterization ratio when the shift is sufficiently hard. (b) With
regularization tuned on the shifted test distribution, v = ~', the test error is a nonincreasing
function of the overparameterization ratio. (c¢) The ratio of optimal regularization values, Ao /7°Pt is
large for hard shifts in the underparameterized regime, but approaches one as ¢ /1) becomes large, as
predicted by Prop. 6.1. Dashed lines denote 5% deviations from unity, and highlight the existence of
a finite ¢ /1) ~ 2 for which the optimal regularization value is independent of shift strength, which
is also evident in (f). (d) 1D horizontal slices of (a,b) demonstrate the monotonicity in ¢/t for
v = fyipt (dashed lines) and nonmonotonicity for v = ~°P' (solid lines) for hard shifts. Consistent
with Prop. 6.1, for large overparameterization ratios, the solid and dashed lines overlap. (e) 1D
vertical slices of (a,b) demonstrate monotonicity in € and that the distinction between y°P* and 'yf:pt
diminishes for large overparameterization ratios. (f) 1D horizontal slices of (¢) show that 7°P' /2 ~oP'
for large overparameterization ratios, consistent with Prop. 6.1.

owing to the implicit regularization of the nonlinear feature map described in Cor. 5.2, the effective
regularizer . remains nonnegative, which can be seen by rewriting the expression for fyﬁpt in
terms of Yeir = v/p + w to find 'ygfpft = 052. The latter relationship is the same as the well-known
result for optimal regularization in linear ridge regression with orthonormal design (see e.g. van
Wieringen, 2015), and might have been anticipated given the connection to ridge regression described
in Remark 5.3. Even without strict orthonormality, Dobriban and Wager (2018, Theorem 2.1)
established that the optimal regularizer in high-dimensional ridge regression also equals o2 in
the absence of covariate shift and under an isotropic source condition on the coefficient of the
linear data-generating process.’ Perhaps surprisingly, Prop. 6.1 shows that their result extends to
the setting of random feature regression in the overparameterized limit, and, moreover, that the

optimal regularizer is actually independent of the covariate shift, highlighting an additional benefit of

"Their optimal regularizer is given as ¢o?2 /E[3 T (3] but is equivalent to our o owing to normalization differences.
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overparameterization. This behavior can be seen in Fig. 3(f) where the optimal regularizers under all
shifts approach each other for large ¢ /.

7. Analysis of shift hardness, covariate scale, and assumptions

In the previous sections, many concepts and assumptions have emerged as prerequisites for the
stated results. The goal of this section is to interpret those assumptions and explain why they are
a natural consequence of the model and our analysis. By giving concrete counterexamples, we
exhibit the various ways our results can break down when certain assumptions are violated. In some
cases, assumptions were used in the proof of a result but the conclusion seems robust to relaxing the
assumption—this kind of robustness speaks to the generality of our qualitative observations. This
section also allows for us to introduce some refinements of our previous results. Interestingly, we
find that optimal regularization can preserve the monotonicity of the total error with respect to the
shift strength, even when the assumptions of Prop. 5.1 are violated.

In Sec. 7.1, we look in detail at the monotonicity condition in the partial order over covariate shifts
given in Def. 4.1. By constructing a simple example of several LISDs, we demonstrate that when
the monotonicity condition is violated between a pair of LISDs, i.e. the LJSDs are incomparable,
the ordering of their total errors becomes model-dependent and can be changed by varying the
overparameterization ratio or the activation function. Nevertheless, we introduce a quantitative
measure of a shift’s deviation from monotonicity that can be leveraged to deduce model-independent
upper and lower bounds on its total error.

In Sec. 7.2, we investigate the impact of label noise, i.e. the signal-to-noise ratio for Eq. (2). More
specifically, we show what happens when the condition 02 < w is violated. We find this condition
is necessary to guarantee the error ordering in Prop. 5.1 and Cor. 5.3, since making the label noise
sufficiently large can cause the variance to greatly increase and violate the asserted inequalities. We
find that optimal regularization can prevent this behavior and maintain the error ordering, even in the
presence of large label noise.

Sec. 7.3 contains a detailed discussion of the effect of the training and test covariance scales,
which are denoted by s and s,.. In Sec. 7.3.1, we begin by developing an intuition for how a
mismatch between s and s, affects the random feature model in high dimensions and can lead to
nonmonotonicity in the bias as a function of the overparameterization ratio ¢/1) and the regularization
constant . Following that, in Sec. 7.3.2, we study how s and s, are related to the model-dependent
constants of Eq. (17) and the model-dependent conditions of several propositions, such as the
condition & < & <1 < (2/¢1 < n2/m in Eq. (28) of Prop. 5.1, and show that the monotonicity of
the bias and total error can fail when these conditions are violated. Finally, in Sec. 7.3.3, we focus on
the case of pure-scale shifts, refine Prop. 5.2, and show how the conditions for the monotonicity of
the bias and the variance can be mutually exclusive.

To conclude this section, Sec. 7.4 probes the prerequisite conditions in Prop. 5.6. We find that
the overparameterization condition ¢ > 1 is critical, with highly nonlinear trends when it is violated.
In contrast, we observe the ridgeless assumption can be relaxed without significant deviations from
linearity.

7.1 Monotonicity condition in partial order of shifts

The partial order we introduced on covariate shifts in Def. 4.1 has been central to much of our
discussion. The core idea arises from asking what assumption is necessary to make conclusions about
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the ordering of the functionals Z and Z* using the Harris inequality, but a natural first-principles
interpretation can be developed based on how well the target function can be learned in different
eigendirections from the training data, and then how much the learned function will be tested in each
eigendirection based on its representation in the test data.

Unfortunately, the partial order condition is quite strict, as it requires all eigendirections of the
shift to act in concert, rendering many shifts incomparable under the partial order. Such incomparable
shifts do not unanimously hurt or help in all eigendirections, and thus their combined effect is a
complicated average of the effects in each eigendirection. While Thm. 5.1 accounts for this averaging
in a precise way, it nevertheless remains challenging to draw simple conclusions about the behavior
of incomparable shifts.

7.1.1 MONOTONICITY IS NECESSARY TO GUARANTEE ORDERING OF THE TOTAL ERROR

The monotonicity of overlap coefficients in Def. 4.1 is necessary in order to guarantee the ordering
of errors in Prop. 5.1. For a simple counterexample, consider the following four LISDs,

p1 = 2(50\1,)\4) + 000.23) T 00as00) F 000 00)) (34)
M2 = 2(5@\1,)\4) + 0(a008) T 00s,00) T 90s00)) (35)
M3 = i((S(Al,AQ) + 000 na) T 00s00) T 900u01) (36)
and p4 = i(é(xl,m + 00 0a) T 90s08) T 00ure) > 37)

where A\; = 0.6, A2 = 0.24, A3 = 0.12 and \4 = 0.04. Note that ;14 = pg and these LJISDs have
equal training and test covariance scales, i.e. s = s; = sy = s3 = s4 = 1. Moreover, the partial
order in Def. 4.1 gives u1 > pq and po > pg, with all other pairs of LJISDs incomparable. In
particular, focusing on u9 and ps, the ratios of overlap coefficients are

2
1 _3, —5, and 2 =2 (38)
r31 6 139 733 T34 D

so the sequence 72 ;/73; is nonmonotonic in ¢. The violation of monotonicity is minimal, in the
sense that only a single ratio (2 4/73 4) is out of order; nevertheless, the strict model-independent
ordering of test errors is broken because of this nonmonotonicity, as can be seen in Fig. 4. The
model-dependence in the ordering is evident for models of varying sizes in Fig. 4(a) and models
with different nonlinearities in Fig. 4(b). On the other hand, for the pairs of LISDs for which the
monotonicity of overlap coefficients is satisfied, Fig. 4 shows that the ordering of test errors is
satisfied for all models, as predicted by Prop. 5.1.

7.1.2 PREDICTABLE BEHAVIOR FOR INCOMPARABLE SHIFTS

One natural question is whether Prop. 5.1 has anything at all to say about shifts for which the
overlap ratios are not strictly monotonic. First, note that small violations of monotonicity for
finite-size systems caused by o(1) overlap coefficients do not survive in the high-dimensional
limit. To make this point concrete, consider the training and test covariance matrices given by
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Figure 4: Predictions of Thm. 5.1 for the total test error with ¢ = 0.5, v = 0.1, 03 = 0.01, ¢ = 0.5,
and o(z) = a(e” —1)1,<o+ReLU(z) (i.e. the ELU function of Clevert et al., 2016) as a function of
(a) the overparameterization ratio ¢/t for & = 0 and (b) the ELU scale parameter « for ¢o/1) = 0.25,
for four different LJISDs 1, . . ., p4. The p; are described in Egs. (34)-(37). The only pairs of LISDs
that are comparable via the partial order in Def. 4.1 are 11 > p4 and po > 4, and the strict ordering
of the error for those pairs is seen for all values of ¢ /1) and a. The orange (u2) and green (u3) curves
cross one another in both (a) and (b), illustrating two ways the ordering of the error exhibits model
dependence induced by nonmontonicity of overlap coefficients in Def. 4.1, thereby showing that the
monotonicity condition is necessary for Prop. 5.1.

Y =diag(Ai, A2, ..., Ap,) = diag(1/no,2/ng,...,1) and

s 1m0 ifi=g=2 (39)
K Yij otherwise

resulting in overlap coefficients 7o = 1/ng and r; = A; otherwise. Evidently, the monotonicity
condition on r; /\; akin to Prop. 3.2 does not hold; however, the limit of this covariate shift has LISD
= pg = Unif({(x,z) : © € [0,1]}), meaning that the finite-size nonmonotonicity vanishes in the
high-dimensional limit. This observation suggests that the limiting predictions might still be useful
in practice despite small deviations from monotonicity at finite-size.

In fact, even if nonmonotonicity in the overlap ratios does persist in the high-dimensional limit,
Def. 4.1 and Prop. 5.1 can still provide useful information. To illustrate this point, suppose the LISD
( is incomparable with 1y, implying that the function E[r| ]/ is nonmonotonic, and introduce the
functions

L(z) == inf EulriAl and U(z) = EulriA

0<A<z A 0<A<z A

; (40)

which satisfy L(A) < E,[r[A]/A < U(A) for all A > 0, with L(\) nonincreasing and U ()
nondecreasing in A. The functions L and U are a quantitative way to characterize the extent to which
j violates the monotonicity condition. Indeed, if £, [r|A] /A is nonincreasing or nondecreasing, then
E,[r|Al/X = L(X) or E,[r|A]/X\ = U(X) respectively. In general, L and U create the smallest
envelope around the function E[r|A]/\ possible with nonincreasing and nondecreasing functions
(see Fig. 5(a,b) for an example).

In Prop. 7.1, we translate this quantitative characterization of nonmonotonicity into a bound on
B, and E, relative to By, and E;;.
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Figure 5: We define the parametric family of LISD u whose distribution is given by the random
variable (A, A — ¢sin(A)?) € R% for A ~ Unif[0, 27]. (a) The support of x in R% is plotted for
different values of ¢ € {0,0.3,0.6,0.9}. As expected i is recovered by ¢ = 0 and p becomes
increasingly nonmonotonic as c¢ increases. (b) The ratio of overlaps E,[r|A]/A, as in Def. 4.1, is
plotted as a function of A (solid line) for the same values of c¢. Clearly this function is neither
nonincreasing nor nondecreasing in A when ¢ > 0, and moreover, the size of its oscillations are
controlled by c. This is reflected in U (dashed line) and L (dotted lined), which progressively differ
from 1 as c increases, thus increasing the shaded area between these curves. (c¢) The total error (blue)
and bias (orange) are plotted for i as a function of ¢, along with their upper (dashed) and lower
(dotted) bounds from Prop. 7.1. For large, c the gap between the upper and lower bounds are large,
but as ¢ — 0 they tightly bound the total error and bias. (d) B, and E|, are tracked and enveloped by
their bounds for all parameterization ratios.

Proposition 7.1 Let pbe a LISD such that B, [\] = s = s, = E,[r]. Then, in the setting of Thm. 5.1,

E i ALV Epan AUN)]

B, <B,< B 41
E/ﬁtmin [)\] Ho = i Ellztmin [)\] Ho? ( )
mIEEe g o) By DUV
Htrain E S E S Htrain E. . (42)
Elu‘mzin [)\] Ho g E#train [)\] Ho

In the special case where i = pg, Prop. 7.1 yields a tight bound since L(\) = U(\) = 1. We
exemplify Prop. 7.1 for a specific family of LJSDs  given by the random variable

(A, A —esin(A)*) € RY for A ~ Unif[0, 2] (43)

parameterized by some constant ¢ € [0, 1] (see Fig. 5(a) for the LJSD’s support). When ¢ = 0, we
recover the case of no shift py. By increasing c, the magnitude of the nonmonotonicity increases,
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since ¢ is the coefficient of the oscillatory term sin(\)3 /). Note that for all ¢, we have

2m : 3
x — csin(z)
E = ——dx = 44
= [T e @
implying 1 is always an equal-scale shift. Calculating further, we find that
E,[r[A]/A =1 — csin(A)3/, (45)
1 —esin(A) /A if A <

Ly =T S T (46)

1 —ecsin(xp)/zr if A >z

1 ifAx<mrw
U(A) =1 —csin(A)/A ifr<A<uay, 47)

1 —esin(zxy)/zy ifzy < A

where 27, ~ 1.324 and xyy &~ 4.641 are solutions to 3z = tan(x). In Fig. 5(b), we can see the
effect of ¢ on the functions L and U: as c increases, the envelopes around E,, [r|A]/A must also
increase. Indeed, many possible LJSDs could lie within each envelope, which should make intuitive
the requirement for a bound, as well as for this bound to loosen as the envelope increases in size.

Finally, the coefficients E,[AL(\)] and E,[AU())] can be calculated by integrating Eqs. (46)
and (47) with respect to the uniform density over [0, 27]. Clearly, the difference in these coefficients
(and hence the bounds on the bias and test error) depend on how close L and U are, i.e. the size
of the envelope. In Fig. 5(c), we can observe this behavior. As c increases, so does the envelope
around [E,,[r|A]/\ and thus also the looseness of the bound on the bias and total error of the shift.
Note that for the simple LISDs considered here, we found that L, U, B,,, and £, are linear in c,
which occurs because the nonmonotonic component of E,,[r|A], i.e. sin(A)3/, is scaled by c. Of
course, this linear behavior is specific to this example and need not occur in general. Finally, in
Fig. 5(d), we observe how the respective bounds follow the bias and total error as a function of the
overparameterization ratio, ¢ /1.

7.2 Label noise

Prop. 5.1 and Cor. 5.3 provide conditions for the bias and total error to decrease in response to easier
shifts, but they place no explicit constraints on the variance. Indeed, the variance is not guaranteed to
decrease, and while it happened to do so in the setting of Fig. 1, it may instead increase, as can be
seen in Fig. 6. Still, for the total error to decrease in response to easier shifts, any increase in the
variance must be offset by a larger decrease in the bias. The small label-noise condition 02 < w
ensures that this is the case. Note that since the label noise is simply an additive effect on the labels,
its magnitude does not affect the bias, but recall from Eq. (6) that this is not the only source of
variance in the random feature model (Adlam and Pennington, 2020b).

Fig. 6(a) shows the bias, variance, and total error as a function of the label noise for an easy shift
(6 = 2) and a hard shift (§ = —2). As expected, the bias is independent of the label noise, and the
variance and total error increase with increasing o'2. For small label noise (02 < w), the total error
for the hard shift is larger than that of the easy shift, consistent with Prop. 5.1. For 02 > w, however,
as the label noise increases, the variance for the easy shift increases more rapidly than that of the
hard shift, leading to a crossing of the error curves so that the total error for the easy shift becomes
larger than that of the hard shift.
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Figure 6: Predictions from Thm. 5.1 for the total test error, bias, and variance with o = 4, ¢ = 4,
¥ =1/4,0 = ReLU, v = 1074, andw = 1 — % ~ (.36 as a function of (a) increasing label
noise and (b,c) increasing shift power 6 (corresponding to progressively easier shifts in the sense of
Def. 4.1). (a) For sufficiently large label noise, the variance for easy shift increases more rapidly than
that of the hard shift, leading to a crossing of the error curves so that the total error for the easy shift
becomes larger than that of the hard shift. (b) The predictions of Prop. 5.1 are corroborated when
02 < w, but when 02 > w the total error and variance can increase with increasing 6. (c¢) Under
the same configuration in (b), but with optimal regularization, the total error is seen to decrease for
easier shifts, irrespective of the label noise.

Fig. 6(b) shows a complementary perspective on the same phenomenon. In this panel, the bias,
variance, and total error are plotted as a function of the shift power for large (02 = 4 > w) and small
(02 = 1/4 < w) label noise. As predicted by Prop. 5.1, the bias is the same for both values of label
noise, and it decreases for easier shifts. On the other hand, the variance is seen to increase for easier
shifts, and for large label noise, it increases sufficiently rapidly so as to induce an increase in the
total error, whereas for small label noise it does not.

Together, Fig. 6(a) and Fig. 6(b) show that the small label-noise condition in Prop. 5.1 and
Cor. 5.3 is necessary in order to prevent a large increase in the variance from breaking the ordering
of the total error. Of course, in practice it might not be possible to avoid large label noise, and
regularization is an effective remedy to prevent the variance from becoming too large in such cases.
It is therefore natural to wonder whether tuning the regularizer optimally is sufficient to guarantee
that the total error decreases in response to easier shifts, irrespective of the label noise. Prop. 6.1
proves this is indeed the case for infinite overparameterization and Fig. 6(c) also shows it to be the
case for finite overparameterization ratios in the setting of Fig. 6(b).

7.3 Discrepancies in scale between the training and test distributions

In the high-dimensional limit, the behavior of the random feature matrix can be modeled by a
projection of the data into a linear component and noise component, whose scales are determined by
the activation function o. This notion is made mathematically precise by the linearization technique
of Adlam et al. (2019), reviewed in App. I.2. Recalling the definition of the constants in Eq. (17), the
linear component has scale /p and the noise component has scale /7 — ¢. Note that the bias of the
predictive function is only affected by its linear component, whereas the variance depends on the
noise component as well. This observation helps explain why results concerning the bias, such as
Prop. 5.1 in Eq. (27), only make assumptions on p, while results concerning the variance or total
error, such as Prop. 5.1 in Eq. (28), also make assumptions on 7.
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In the presence of covariate shift, the training and test distributions may have different scales,
leading to two separate sets of constants and an expanded set of possible relationships between them.
As a result, for unequal scales, many of our results require specifying substantially more intricate
conditions on the constants (e.g. compare Prop. 5.1 to Cor. 5.3). In this section, we provide a detailed
analysis of these conditions and the effect of unequal scales.

7.3.1 UNEQUAL SCALES AND NONMONOTONICITY OF THE BIAS

Among the various constants induced by the activation function o, of particular interestis £ = +/p«/p,
which is the ratio of the scales of the linear component of ¢ on the training and test distributions.
Thm. 5.1 shows that the bias and variance have markedly different dependence on é&—while the
variance scales multiplicatively with £2, the bias has nontrivial quadratic dependence.

In fact, the behavior of the bias can be radically different depending on whether £ is greater or
less than one. Indeed, Props. 5.1 and 5.3 both require the assumption that ¢ < 1, since the bias can
be highly nonmonotonic when £ > 1. To elucidate this dichotomy, it is fruitful to understand how
the bias behaves as a function of x. Because z is monotonic with respect to various other parameters,
such as v (see Eq. (S1)) and ¢/% (see Eq. (S114)), any nonmonotonicity with respect to x implies
nonmonotonicity with respect to those parameters as well.

Recall that the bias compares the average prediction at a test point x against its label in squared
error, and then averages over the test point and (3 (see Eq. (6)). Using the linearization technique and
splitting the random features on the test point into their linear and noise components, we find that the
average predictor satisfies

BljCo] = 87 =B [XK T f/m] = 3T/ v, (48)

where (3 1= N/ [WTFK_IXT/(nh/nO)] B. Writing (8 and A in the eigenbasis of X, where
their coefficents in eigendirection v are By = VI 5 and B N = VI B the bias can be expressed as,

B+ = Ex g[(E[§(x)] — y(x))?] (49)
= Ex[(8 - 8) 'x/vn0)*] (50)
= S35 3 ) 51)
= nlo %: Egl(Bx — Bx) Vi S v (By — B)] (52)
~o D B = 407, (53)

where final line follows from the (nontrivial) observation that Ez|( B —B)(B—B)T] is approximately
diagonal in the eigenbasis of ¥. Eq. (53) shows that the bias can be understood as a weighted
measurement of how well the expected estimator B approximates /3 in each of the eigendirections.

In fact, it is straightforward to extend this interpretation to the high-dimensional limit by rear-
ranging the expression in Eq. (20) to find B, = [ Bx(x; £)dftrain(A), where

2
Bafwi) = Epuge),  and welo) = (1-g+6 0 0) 69
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Figure 7: Predictions for the bias under LISD v = (81 /50,1 + 05,1 + 61000,1)/3 withy = Oand ¢ = 1
for two different values of £, 1/3 and 8/5. (a) The components of the bias in each eigendirection,
Eq. (54), normalized by the probability of the eigenvalue (i.e. 1/3 under ) are plotted as a function
of x for each A and both £&. When { = 1/3 < 1 (dashed), all components start at 1/3, then decrease
monotonically to (1 — ¢)?/3; when & = 8/5 > 1 (solid), each component starts at 1/3, decreases,
has a root and minimum at = = ¢/(\(£ — 1)), and then increases again to (¢ —1)?/3. This difference
between £ < 1 and £ > 1 translates into the total bias (orange curves), which is obtained by summing
the components from each \. (b) z as a function of ¢/ for three values of w. While x is monotonic
to ¢ /1, not all values of = are achievable, with x plateauing to a constant for ¢» > 1. These limiting
values of x and their corresponding biases are denoted with dotted lines in (a). (¢) Combining (a) and
(b), the bias is also nonmonotonic in ¢ /. Smaller values of w allow for larger values of x, which
uncover greater portions of the bias curve in (a), leading to additional nonmonotonicity.

Comparing Eq. (53) to Eq. (54), we can immediately see that Eﬁ(ﬁ)\ — Br)? = we(x) in the
high-dimensional limit. The factor E[r|\] reweights the contribution of each eigendirection by its
relative importance in the test distribution. Note that w¢ depends on the scale ratio £ but is otherwise
independent of the shift. For the simple uniform setting in which E[r|\] = 1, Fig. 7(a) illustrates
By (z;€) = we(z) for A € {1072,5,103} and ¢ € {1/3,8/5}. It can be observed that the overall
shape depends strongly on the value of &, with monotonicity for { = 1/3 < 1 and nonmonotonicity
for{ =8/5 > 1.

To build intuition for this behavior, we first note that z — 0 yields the zero predictor, i.e. B =0,
which follows from the fact that wg¢(0) is independent of A and satisfies w¢(0) = 1 = E[3" 3] /n.
Similarly, lim, o0 we(x) = (1 — €)?, which is also independent of ), and is consistent with a mean
predictor that scales each eigendirection uniformly, i.e. B = £f3. Piecing these two limits together
paints a picture of how the bias depends on x, but the details depend on the value of &.

When ¢ < 1, wg is a decreasing function of = and asymptotes for large x to (1 — & )2, implying
that x — oo is optimal from the perspective of bias reduction for all A. Still, unless £ = 1, the
predictor remains biased and underestimates all ) by a factor of £. This underestimation is due to
the fact that & < 1 implies p. < p, i.e. the linear component of the random feature projection of the
data is smaller on the test distribution than it is on the training distribution, using the terminology of
the linearization technique described above.

When £ > 1, wg also asymptotes to (1 — ¢ )2 for large z, but this behavior is due to the opposite
effect, namely an overestimation of all 3, by a factor of £. This overestimation occurs because & > 1
implies p, > p, i.e. the linear component of the random feature projection of the data is larger on the
test distribution than it is on the training distribution. Because = = 0 corresponds to the zero predictor
(which necessarily underestimates the coefficients in each eigendirection), there must be a transition
between underestimation and overestimation, leading to a local minimum and nonmonotonicity in x.
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It follows from Eq. (54) that the local minimum is in fact a zero and occurs at z = ¢/(A( — 1)),
implying that for every A there is a unique x that renders the predictor unbiased in the corresponding
eigendirection. However, because this optimal = depends on J, it is not possible to optimize all
eigendirections simultaneously, creating a tradeoff that can result in highly nonmonotonic behavior
of the bias.

This behavior is depicted in Fig. 7(a), which shows that when £ = 1/3 < 1 (dashed lines), all
curves are strictly decreasing, but when £ = 8/5 > 1 (solid lines), the minima of the curves for each
A occur at different values of x, resulting in several local minima. Note also that x — oo is not
optimal.

In Fig. 7(b), we show how varying ¢ /v and w adjusts the value of . Observe that x is monotonic
in ¢ /v and w but not all values of > 0 are achievable. Specifically, when ¢ > 1, x is constant in
¢/ and is bounded by 1/w. Finally, Fig. 7(c) demonstrates that because x is monotonic in ¢/, the
nonmonotonic behavior of the bias as a function of  when £ > 1 causes nonmonotonicity of the
bias as a function of ¢/ as well.

7.3.2 SCALE-INDUCED MODEL DEPENDENCE

We now examine Prop. 5.3 and the consequences of violating the condition £ < 1. In Fig. 8(a),
we show the total error, bias, and variance as a function of the overparameterization ratio for
a model and LJSD for which £ > 1. While Prop. 5.4 does still guarantee that the variance is
nonincreasing in the overparameterized regime, Prop. 5.3 no longer constrains the bias, and indeed
we observe nonmonotonicity of the bias, with it actually increasing for large overparameterization
ratios. Consistent with the discussion in the previous section, the underlying reason for this behavior
can be traced to the £-dependence of Eq. (20), which allows for nontrivial interference between
the various summands for £ > 1. This tradeoff between terms can be seen as a function of the
overparameterization ratio ¢ /v in Fig. 8(a), which shows that the bias can be nonmonotonic and
increase sufficiently rapidly so as to induce an increase in the total error, even in the overparameterized
regime. While it may seem counterintuitive that the bias could increase when the overparameterization
ratio is increased, the fact that 0x/0v < 0 (see Eq. (S114) and Fig. 7(b)) means that the discussion
in the previous section about x provides the explanation.

It is natural to wonder if the observed nonmonotonicity in Fig. 8(a) might be a consequence of
sub-optimal regularization. To examine this question, in the same figure we also show the behavior of
the model under optimal regularization, and indeed we observe that the nonmonotonicity disappears
and the bias and total error become nonincreasing functions of the overparameterization ratio.

Next, we turn to Prop. 5.1 and a comparison of the bias and total error of two different shifts.
In this setting, there are two separate sets of model-dependent constants to consider, leading to the
somewhat complicated set of conditions given in Eq. (27) and Eq. (28). We first remark that these
inequalities are sufficient to establish the results, but they are not necessarily optimal. In particular,
the condition {3 < &; < 11in Eq. (27) forces £&; = 1 whenever j12 = pip, preventing any conclusions
about easy shifts in the presence of unequal scales. While the bounds on &; in Eq. (27) can be
loosened to allow for such conclusions, the improvements require introducing additional nontrivial
spectral information, thereby coupling the model and the shift in an intricate way. We defer this more
detailed analysis to future work.

Instead, we focus on the setting in which the two test scales are equal but differ from the training
scale in such a manner as to violate the conditions of Prop. 5.1, i.e. 1 < & = &; = &. In this case, the
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Figure 8: Predictions for the total error, bias, and variance for the random feature model with
o(r) = vexp(—2?), ¢ = 0.25, 02 = 0.1, and § = 2 in (a) and ¢/» = 2 in (b), for a scaled
version of the (4, #)-diatomic LISD with s = 1 and s, = 0.25, violating the model-dependent
conditions in Prop. 5.1 and Prop. 5.3. For fixed regularization, v = 0.1, the bias and total error are
no longer nonincreasing functions of (a) the overparameterization ratio when ¢ /1) > 1, nor (b) the
shift power 0. For optimal regularization, v = ", the bias and total error are nonincreasing in ¢ /1,
but they are still nonmonontic as a function of 6.

bias and total error can actually increase as the shifts become easier, as illustrated in Fig. 8(b). Again,
the origin of this behavior can be traced to the nontrivial interference between the various summands
in Eq. (20) for £ > 1. Interestingly, Fig. 8(b) also shows that, unlike the behavior as a function of the
overparameterization ratio, optimal regularization does not seem to guarantee monotonicity of the
bias and error with respect to shift strength.

7.3.3 PURE-SCALE SHIFTS

Much of the complexity in the statements and analysis of Props. 5.1-5.6 stems from the model’s
dependence on the training and test covariance scales, s and s,. To examine the effect of scale
alone, we consider the simple pair of LISDs p11 = d(, 5,) and pi2 = d(, s,), which are the asymptotic
limits of X = sly,,, X7 = s11p,, and X5 = s21,,,. We assume s1 < sp so that j11 < po, as in the
statement of Prop. 5.1. As an example, we focus on the activation function o(x) = z exp(—2z?),
which was introduced in Fig. 8. By straightforward Gaussian integration, one can easily compute the
scale-dependence of the quantities appearing in Prop. 5.1:

B B S1 B B s1 B 1+ 25)3/2
m=mn(s1) = (EYTEE G =(¢(s1) = 0t 2508 §1="E(s1) = (15250052 (55)
(1+2 )3/2
n2 =n(s2) = AT as +181232)3/2 . G=((s2) = i +8352)73 , & =6(s2) = o 2382)3/27‘ (56)

We now examine how the scale-dependence of these quantities affects the bounds in Prop. 5.2.
For the bias, the condition in Eq. (29), &5 < &1 < 1, can be rewritten in this setting as

s <s1 <s9. 57

All pairs of shift scales s1 and s satisfying Eq. (57) will obey B, < B,,,, which implies that the
bias corresponding to p = d(; ,,) should be a nondecreasing function of the shift strength s, so long
as s < s,. The earlier discussion in Sec. 7.3 explains this behavior. See Fig. 9 for an illustration,
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Figure 9: Predictions for the effect of pure-scale shifts on the total error, bias, and variance, where
the shifted distribution is simply a scaled version of the identity, i.e. 1 = J(4,,), with (a) s = 1
and (b) s = 1/250, fory = 1073, ¢ = 1/8, ¢/ = 4, 02 = 1, and o(x) = zexp(—x?). The
model-dependent conditions in Prop. 5.2 predict monotonicity of the bias, variance, and total error in
the indicated shaded regions. Nonmonotonicity can be observed outside these regions, highlighting
the importance of these conditions in Prop. 5.2. (a) For s = 1, the regions of increasing bias and
increasing variance do not overlap, and, as such, the region in between need not have increasing
total error. (b) For s = 1/250, the overlap of the regions of increasing bias and increasing variance
extends from s, = 1/250 to s, = 1, and the total error is observed to be increasing in this region.

which demonstrates how the bias may generally be nonmonotonic as a function of shift strength, but
so long as s, > s (to the right of the dashed orange lines), the bias is nondecreasing.

For the variance, the condition in Eq. (30), 1 < (2/¢1 < 12/m1, can be written in this setting as

S1§32§i<,/1+5(1+231)—(3+231)> . (58)
1

The maximum value of s, for which all pairs of shift scales 51 < so < s, satisfy Eq. (58) is given by
sx = 1/4, which implies that the variance corresponding to p = d(s,s,) should be a nondecreasing
function of the shift strength s,, so long as s, < 1/4. This behavior can be seen in Fig. 9, which
illustrates how the variance may generally be nonmonotonic as a function of shift strength, but so
long as s, < 1/4 (to the left of the dashed green lines), the variance is nondecreasing.

Finally, by combining the above bounds for the bias and the variance, we see that the total error
corresponding to 1 = J(, ,,) should be a nondecreasing function of the shift strength s., so long
as s < s, < 1/4. If s > 1/4, these conditions cannot be satisfied, which is the case in Fig. 9(a),
which shows that the regimes for which the bias and the variance are nondecreasing do not overlap.
Indeed, when 1/4 < s, < s = 1, the total error is seen to decrease as a function of s,. Note that it is
not strictly necessary for the bias and the variance to both be nondecreasing for the total error itself
to be nondecreasing, since one term can dominate the other, and indeed Fig. 9 shows this to be the
case for large (and small) s,. Fig. 9(b) illustrates the case s = 1/250, which allows for a finite range
of s, (shaded in blue) satisfying s < s, < 1/4. In this regime, both the bias and the variance are
nondecreasing, and so the error must be as well, which is indeed the case in the figure.

7.4 Nonlinear trends with nonzero ridge constant or underparameterization

The exact linear relationship between in-distribution and out-of-distribution generalization charac-
terized by Prop. 5.6 in Eq. (32) relies crucially on the overparameterization condition, ¥ < ¢, as
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Figure 10: Predictions for shifted versus unshifted error for models with varying values of the
overparameterization ratio ¢ /1, obtained via Thm. 5.1 and Cor. 5.1 for the (3, —1/2)-diatomic LISD
with ¢ = 0.5, ¢ = ReLU, and 02 = 0.01. (a) For small but finite regularization, y = 0.005, the
relationship is close to linear in the overparameterized regime, but it is markedly nonlinear in the
underparameterized regime, highlighting the importance of the condition ¢ > 1 in Prop. 5.6. (b)
The nonlinear relationship in the underparameterized persists in the ridgeless (v = 0) setting. (¢) For
nonzero ridge constant, the relationship is nonlinear in the overparameterized regime, but because
the deviations from linearity tend to be small, they are not easily visible in (a), so here we plot the
deviations (aF,, + b) — E,, directly for several values of . The constants a and b are chosen to
fit a line through the two points corresponding to ¢/1) = 1 + 2716 and ¢/1p = 1 + 26, which
correspond to the points where the various curves cross the z-axis. For v = 0, there is no deviation
from linearity, as predicted by Prop. 5.6, but small deviations are evident for nonzero ~.

evidenced in Fig. 10(a,b), which show marked nonlinearity in the underparameterized regime. This
observation is perhaps unsurprising, as severely underparameterized models tend towards chance
predictions, which produce comparable errors on shifted and unshifted data. Indeed, similar nonlinear
behavior is seen in the low-accuracy regime for realistic models (Recht et al., 2019, Figure 17).
Fig. 10(c) illustrates that the ridgeless condition in Prop. 5.6 is necessary in order to achieve an
exactly linear relationship. In this case, the deviations from linearity are quite small, so we plot
the deviations (aE,,, + b) — E,,, where the constants a and b are chosen to fit a line through the
two points corresponding to ¢/ = 1 + 2710 and ¢ /1) = 1 + 26, If the function were perfectly
linear, there would be no deviations from this fit line; instead, we observe small deviations for v > 0.
Interestingly, these deviations are quite small, suggesting an approximately linear relationship might
hold more broadly than the narrow confines of Prop. 5.6.

8. Conclusion

Random feature models are a powerful and practically useful class of machine learning models
that are analytically tractable in the high-dimensional limit. Because these models can exhibit rich
phenomenology, they have emerged as fruitful null models to separate phenomena that are merely
consequences of high-dimensional statistics from those that are unique to deep learning. In this work,
we extended this line of research significantly by presenting exact results for the test error, bias,
and variance for random feature regression in the high-dimensional limit under covariate shift. Our
results enabled the exploration of many interesting phenomena that have been observed empirically
for distribution shift.
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We defined a partial order over covariate shifts (motivated by the setting of linear regression) to
categorize the relative hardness of shifts. We found that when the shift does not change the covariate
scale, the partial order provides a model-independent condition that determines when a shift will
help or hurt performance. In contrast, when the shift does adjust the scale, its impact on performance
is coupled to the model through a set of constants obtained from Gaussian integrals of the activation
function. We saw that when there is a discrepancy between the scales of the training and test
distributions, counterintuitive behavior can occur. For example, the bias can be highly nonmonotonic
as a function of the number of random features or the amount of ridge regularization. Guided by
our mathematical analysis, we developed a statistical explanation for many of these unexpected
behaviors, including how they may be remedied or whether they remain when the regularization is
tuned optimally.

In the simple context of random feature regression, our results capture many empirical phenomena
that have been widely observed for realistic models and deep neural networks, suggesting that their
occurrence is likely unrelated to deep learning per se, but rather a consequence of more prosaic factors
such as high-dimensionality. One such important observation is that the conventional benefits of
overparameterization, which exist in the absence of covariate shift, extend to settings with covariate
shift in random feature regression. Additionally, our results predict a linear relationship (and the
magnitude of its slope) between the generalization error on shifted and unshifted data in the ridgeless,
overparameterized random feature model, matching the empirical phenomenology observed in broad
generality in Recht et al. (2018, 2019); Miller et al. (2020, 2021).

There exist several opportunities for future work. Exploring covariate shift in models which
incorporate more richly structured kernels such as the neural tangent kernel (see Jacot et al. (2018)
and Adlam and Pennington (2020a)) and accommodating models with feature learning are interesting
directions. Investigating the impact of covariate shift (and the relevance of our definition of shift
strength) for other generative models or loss functions—such as logistic regression—is important as
well. While we focused in this work on the generalization performance of random feature models
on a single fixed test distribution, understanding the simultaneous generalization performance of a
fixed predictor across several distinct groups of test data (i.e. the worst-case loss over several test
distributions) is also of interest in practice (Sagawa et al., 2020).
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Appendix A. Useful inequalities

Here we include the statements and proofs of several auxiliary inequalities that we use throughout
the Appendix.

A.1 Basic properties of the self-consistent equation for x

We begin by establishing several basic inequalities. The definitions of the following quantities can be
found in Thm. 5.1.

Lemma A.1 We have the following bounds: w, T, T, x,Ia,b,Z:’b > 0and g—ﬁ <0.

Proof As shown in Pennington and Worah (2018) for the unit-variance case, a simple Hermite
expansion argument establishes the relation > ¢, which implies w = s(n/¢ — 1) > 0. From
Eqgs. (5406) and (S407), 7 and T are traces of positive semi-definite matrices and are therefore
nonnegative. From the same equations, it follows that z = yp77 > 0. Nonnegativity of z implies
Zyp > 0and I;b > 0 from their definitions in Eq. (19). Finally, using the nonnegativity of w, 7, T,
x, and Z, 5, the expression for g—fy in Thm. 5.1 immediately gives,

or _ _ — <0. (S1)
Ny (G +T)(w A+ ¢ p)

Next we show that the self-consistent equation x = 197
w+Z1,1

Eq. (S408) admits a unique positive real solution for x.

appearing in Thm. 5.1 and defined in

1—vyT1

Lemma A.2 There is a unique real x > 0 satisfying x = T

Proof Lett = 1/x > 0 and define

h(t) =t (p(w — )+ VPP — 0)% +dypey/t

pr 1> + w + 1-1’1(1/75) s (S2)

which is a rewriting of Eq. (S408). It suffices to show that & admits a unique real positive root. To
that end, first observe that lim; 0 Z; 1 (1/t) = 0 and lim;—,o Z1,1(1/t) = s, so that

h(0)=w>0 and lim h(t)/t = —min{1,¢/$} <0, (S3)

which together imply that & has an odd number of positive real roots. Next, we show that h is concave
fort > 0:

' (t) = _% ( v pgb

5 \ (P2 (¥ — 9)2 + dypdip [1)3/2
which implies that h has at most two positive real roots. Therefore, we conclude that h has exactly
one positive real root. |

+z2,3<1/t>) <0, (s4)
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A.2 7 and Z* inequalities

We now establish some useful properties of the Z and Z* functionals defined in Eq. (19). To begin,
we note that simple algebraic manipulations establish the following raising and lowering identities:

Zo1p1=9¢La1p+2Lap and Iy 14, 4 =L, 14 +aLy,. (S5)

Next, we consider how the partial order of LJSDs given in Def. 4.1 leads to inequalities on the Z*
functionals. Letting (Z; ;)1 and (Z; ;)2 to denote the corresponding functionals with the LISDs p4
and 9 respectively, we can establish the following useful lemma.

Lemma A.3 Let uy < po, so uo is harder then 1. Suppose the functions f,g,h : R — R are such
that f(X) = g(A\)h(X), g(X) is nonnegative, and h(X) is nonincreasing for all A > 0, then

Eun[rfN] _ Eprg(V)]
B [rfN] ™ Ep[rg(M)]

If instead h(\) is nondecreasing for all X > 0, then

By [rf(A)]
Eps [rf(N)]

Proof By the law of iterated expectation, we have

< (S6)

>

Eln [Tg(/\)]
B, lrg(V)] ®7

Eps [rg(M) A By [r[A]
B [rg(N)] By, [r[A]

Note that the expectation E) in Eq. (S8) over A is the same under p; and po by assumption.
Moreover, the function ~(\) is nonincreasing in A > 0 by assumption. Finally, observe that the
factor E,,, [rg(\)|A]/E,, [rg()\)] defines a change in distribution for the random variable A, since
taking its expectation over A yields 1. Denote a new random variable with this distribution by .
Then, we may apply the Harris inequality® to Eq. (S8) to see

Ep[rf(N)] = By [rg(M]EX h(M)] - (S8)

Bl ()] = B lrg (V] | 2 mh@] (59)
L H2 r
E,, [ -
< EulrgIE; | 2 i]] E; [n(3)] (10)
e Eyu [rgO)IA B [FN]T . [Epulrg(VIA
~EalroE [T R R B o 0]
ey |
- Euz [rg()\)]EM [ f()‘)] . (S12)
[ |

The following corollary is an immediate consequence of Lem. A.3.

8See Grimmett (1999, Section 2.2) for example.

34



COVARIATE SHIFT IN HIGH-DIMENSIONAL RANDOM FEATURE REGRESSION

Corollary A.1 Let p11 < po. Then, for a > 0,

(Zia)2  (Tiah
S9 S1

>0 (S13)

Proof This result follows from Lem. A.3 by choosing g : A +— L and h : A — ¢(¢ + zA)~* and
recalling by definitions s; = E,,, [r] and so = E,, [r]. [

The argument from Lem. A.3 can be extended to cases where the shift is incomparable, i.e. when
neither p < pg not p4 > g, by introducing some monotonic functions that in some sense bound the
shift-strength.

Lemma A.4 Let p be a LISD and define the functions

E,[r| o Bl

L(z) = ogir)\lix 3 and U(z) = OzlAle S (S14)
Then if f is a nonincreasing function, we have
B AL _ Bl SO0 BulrfOV] _ B NUON] s15)
]E;Uftruin [)\} - ]E;Uftrain [)\f(A)] ]E,U«@ ['I"f()\)] o Eﬂtrzzin [)\]

Proof Recall that the marginal of A under both 1 and (i 1S furain, and that (r|A) = A almost surely
under 41y, explaining the equality in Eq. (S15). Clearly, L(A) < E,[r|A]/X < U(A) forall A > 0,
and L(A) and U () are nonincreasing and nondecreasing respectively. Next, we see

B O] = By By | 57 11V 16
a A B/ _ [ A
Fuw [ O] < B < [ rero] o

Now we can apply the Harris inequality, as in the proof of Lem. A.3, to see

Epiin ML) EulrfN)] _ Epn AUD)]
_frain V7 77N TR i [)\f(A)] < H < Htrain E - [)\f(A)] , (SIS)
(E/'Ltrain [)\] ) 2 g E“"ﬂi" [)\] (Eﬂtrain [)\] )2 g
which can be rearranged to give the result. |

Appendix B. Hardness is a partial order
We restate Def. 4.1 for clarity.

Definition B.1 (Restatement of Def. 4.1) Let (11 and pio be LISDs with the same marginal distribu-
tion of \. If the asymptotic overlap coefficients are such that E,,, [r|\|/E,,[r|)\] is nondecreasing
as a function of X and B, [r] < E,,[r], we say pu is easier than g (or po is harder than 1), and
write (11 < po. Comparing against the case of no shift iy, we say (i is easy when p1 < pg and hard
when i1 > pig.
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Proposition B.1 Def. 4.1 (and Def. B.1) form a partial order over covariate shifts L.

Proof Reflexivity is clearly satisfied as E,[r] < E,[r] and E,[r|\]/E,[r|\] = 1 is nondecreasing
for all p.

For antisymmetry, we see j11 < 2 and pp < g imply E,,, [r] = E,, [r] and that E,, [7|A]/E,, [7|A]
is constant in A as it is nonincreasing and nondecreasing. However, setting E,, [r|\] = cE,,, [r|\] and
taking expectation over A and rearranging yields 1 = E,,, [r]/E,,[r] = ¢,soinfactE,, [r[A] = E,,[r|A].
Assuming that 7 and po are absolutely continuous (the case where they are a sum of point masses is
similar), we can write their densities as p;(\, 1) = p;(A)p;(r|\). By assumption p1(A) = p2(A), so
it suffices to show p; (r|\) = p2(r|\) almost everywhere. Next note

0= By [r[A] — Epur|A] = /R ()~ par ), (819)

but since > 0 over the domain of the integral, we have p; (7|\) — p2(r|\) = 0 almost everywhere.
Finally, for transitivity assume 111 < o and pp < ps, then clearly B, [r] < E,,[r] < Ep,(r].

Nextnote Eu[r[A] — Eu[r[A] Epylr|A]
pa 17 w7 pa2 |7
= : ; (520)
Eus[r[A]  Epo[r|A] Epy[r(A]

s0 E,, [7|A]/E,, [r|A] is the product of two nondecreasing, positive functions and is thus also nonde-
creasing. |

Appendix C. Repeated eigenvalues of >

When ¥ has repeated eigenvalues (denote one such by ), its eigendecomposition is not unique, since
the eigenvectors associated to A need only span the eigenspace {v : ¥v = Av}. Specifically, if the

eigenspace of A has dimension n) then the eigenvectors vi\, LV , are orthonormal but not unique.
However, for any other choice of orthonormal vectors Wi\, R WQA that span the eigenspace of A,

there exists some orthogonal matrix O such that W = VO, where V and W contain the two bases
as their columns.

Letvy,..., vy and A7,..., A} denote a choice for the eigenvectors and eigenvalues of 3*. The
nonuniqueness of the eigenvectors implies that the corresponding overlaps to 3, defined as

no
r = Z:(v;k : v;-“)‘)2)\;f = (v}) o v (S21)
j=1

are also not unique (but do not depend on the choice of eigendecomposition for >.*). However, we note
that the conditional expectation E[r|A] for the EJSD is invariant to the choice of eigendecomposition
for Y. Indeed, for V, we have

1 & 1 & § _ .
E[r|A] = -~ > o= -~ > (v TEV = t(VTEY), (S22)
=1 =1

but this is the same as tr(W ' £WW) using W = VO and the cyclic property of the trace.
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Since E[r|A] under the EJSD is invariant to the choice of eigendecomposition for ¥, this will
also be true of the LJSD. Said differently, while the choice of eigendecomposition affects both the
EJSD and its corresponding L.JSD, all possible choices of eigendecomposition lead to JSD in the
same equivalence class, where 111 and pip are equivalent when E,, [r|A] = E,, [r|A].

Finally, since all potential EJSDs associated to > and ¥* are in the same equivalence class, the
particular choice has no affect on their downstream use. Specifically, Def. 4.1 is not changed as it
depends only on E[r|)], and none of the functionals of 1 (e.g. Z, and Z a,p) are changed due to the
law of iterated expectation.

Appendix D. Test error for linear regression
D.1 Asymptotic and nonasymptotic results for m > ng + 1

We present a short proof of the nonasymptotic test error for linear regression.

Recall data is generated via the model for y; = ﬁTxi / \/no + €;, which is fit with the ridgeless
linear regression estimator B = (XX T)~LXY. Although in the main text we have assumed the
same isotropic prior on 3 that we use for the random feature model, no generative assumption is
needed on S for this result.

Proof [Proof of Prop. 3.1] Under the condition m > ng + 1, the sample covariance is almost surely
invertible so the test error can be written as

By =E [(BTX/\/F _ BTxﬂ (523)
= o2tr (E*E[(XXT)*I]) (S24)
2 no xy—1
= o2 (8D, (S25)

where we used the cyclicity and linearity of the trace, as well as a formula for the expectation of
the inverse sample covariance of a Gaussian matrix (which applies when m > ng + 1) from Rosen
(1997, Theorem 3.1). The asymptotic form of the result follows from the limit in the proportional
asymptotics:

E,= lim By = “"E,[r/)]. (S26)

Next we prove Prop. 3.2 using the Harris inequality before proving a slightly more general result
that properly handles the case where > may have repeated eigenvalues.
Proof [Proof of Prop. 3.2] Using the Harris inequality,

2 ~ =\ 1o 2 70
az-Nnyg tI‘(EQ) Ti2 Ti1 1 o:-No 1 Ti2 LR
ELR — 3 < — = < By, (827
21 m—no—l ng Ztr(E)mg)\ m—no—ltr nO; N R (527)
since 1/\; and 7 1 /7; 2 are nonincreasing and nondecreasing in 4 respectively. |

Prop. 3.2 can be strengthened, and doing so motivates the occurrence of the conditional expec-
tation in Def. 4.1. Note that we assume that the eigenvalues of ¥ are in nondecreasing order, and
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each eigenvalue has associated to it two overlap coefficients, 7; 1 and r; 2. Prop. 3.2 assumes that
7i,1/73,2 form a nondecreasing sequence. However, what happens when ¥ has repeated eigenvalues?
In this case, the ordering of the A\; can be changed, which in turn changes the associated r; 1 and
ri,2. Therefore, the assumption on r; 1 /7 2 is too strong—reordering the repeated eigenvalues might
be sufficient to satisfy the condition even if it is violated for the original ordering. Instead, we can
introduce the conditional expectation to handle this more gracefully.

In the following, we use AL, ..., A\ to denote the k non- repeated eigenvalues of the training
covariance X and the sets S; for j € {17 ..., k} to denote the indices of eigenvalues in {1,...,n0}
associated to the jth repeated eigenvalue of 3. Analogously, we define the corresponding non-
repeated overlap coefficients as,

T = S Z ri, Jje{l,...,k} (S28)
‘ ‘ 1€S;

This is equivalent to the conditional expectation discussed in Eq. (S22). In this case, the measure—
theoretic definition of hardness in Def. 4.1 becomes equivalent to stating that the sequenc

nondecreasing as j ranges from {1, ..., k} when 33 is harder then X7 (here 71 and 72 denote the
non-repeated overlap coefficients of E* and X respectively).

Proposition D.1 Let 71 and 7; 2 denote the non-repeated overlap coefficients® of Y1 and X5 relative
to X. Iftr(X%) > tr(X7) and the ratios 7j 1 /T2 form a nondecreasing sequence, then Eé’g > Eg%

Proof From Prop. 3.1 it is enough to show tr(X3X 1) > tr(X7571). First, note that Y 12, r; 1 =
D51 1S)1750 = tr(S7) and 370, ri2 = 05[] = tr(S3). Then,

no k ~
Ti1 51 TJQ 7“]1 1
= = Si|== = tr(Z (529)
ZA S5 = er S vy
T 2 T i T 2 1
< tr(2 Zl S (55 7o Z 5% (S30)
j=1 J
T(ET) x5 —1
tr(25% S31
tr(X32 1), (S32)

where the inequality is a consequence of the Harris inequality (Grimmett, 1999, Section 2.2): since
|S;|7,1/A; is a normalized measured with respect to j, the sequence 1/; is nonincreasing in j,
while the sequence 7' 1 / T2 s nondecreasing in j. |

D.2 Linear regression limit of random feature regression

In this section, we show that taking appropriate limits of Cor. 5.1 and Cor. 5.2 recovers existing
results for linear regression in high-dimensions. We first examine the ridgeless limit, for which the

9Recall the definition in Eq. (S28).

38



COVARIATE SHIFT IN HIGH-DIMENSIONAL RANDOM FEATURE REGRESSION

results fall into two cases: ¢ < 1, which we discuss in App. D.2.1 and connect to Prop. 3.1 from
the main text; and ¢ > 1, which we discuss in App. D.2.2 and connect to Hastie et al. (2019, Cor.
2). We then consider non-zero regularization, and in App. D.2.3 we connect Cor. 5.2 to Wu and Xu
(2020, Theorem 1).

To recover these results, we let o approach the identity activation function and ) — 0'°, since
as more random features are added the kernel concentrate around its limit. Moreover, since we
are taking the limit ¢y — 0 and we assume ¢ > 0, we may assume ¢ > 1 in all calculations for
simplicity. We also note that as o approaches the identity, the constants associated to o approach the
following limits:

7,00, 6, E— 1 and w,ws — 0. (S33)

D.2.1 RECOVERING ASYMPTOTIC FORM OF PROP. 3.1 FOR ¢ < 1

From Cor. 5.1, the expression for the total error is

Ey=(1—€)%s +2(1 — &I7 | + 20T 5 + §2¢ f wx(a? + Ty 1) (we + I3 ) (S34)
2 l’(w B 0-?) *
: x(l - qu)zm, (S35)

where © = 1/(w + Z;,1) since we are assuming ¢ < ¢. Taking the limit ¢» — 0, the total error E,
converges to

r(w—o2)

(1= €. +20 = T, + 0T+ €01 - T2 7

)2572. (S36)

Recall that Prop. 3.1 assumes that ¢ < 1. We begin by analyzing the solution to the self-consistent
equation for x in the ridgeless limit when the activation function ¢ becomes linear.

Lemma D.1 Suppose 0 < ¢ < 1 and vy < ¢. In the ridgeless limit, the solution x to the self-
consistent equation in Cor. 5.1,
1

= S37

T +7i1 (537)
satisfies lim,,_,g x = oc.
Proof From the definition of Z; 1, we see

A ¢ A ¢

i1 =0k, | —— | =2, | —" | < Z, S38
bl ¢“[¢+AQJ x “[qﬁ/x—i—)\]x (538)

Using Eq. (S37), we find x > (1 — ¢)/w. Taking w — 0 completes the proof. [ |

10The order of these limits does not change the result, but for concreteness we take take the limit as 1» — 0 first.
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From Lem. D.1, the solution to the self-consistent equation for x diverges, i.e. * — o0 as o
becomes linear. In this case, by the dominated convergence theorem, we have that

) . xr B
Llulg%) vIyi, = xlirrgo E, [d’ n x)\} = ¢E, [r/)], (S39)
9 [ 22\ ]
o Tao = im0y | Ny < (540)
R _
N SR, T B
L})li%x I59 = xlggo PE, G o) T OE, [r/A], (S41)
e o]
e A T Evel Bk (542)
e o]
and UIJ%ILQ = xlggo PE, Il 0. (S43)
As such, the total error in Eq. (S36) converges to
U?&Eu [r/A] (S44)

asw — 0 and ¥ — 0, as desired.

D.2.2 RECOVERING RESULTS FROM HASTIE ET AL. (2019) WHEN X = X* AND ¢ > 1

The minimum-norm solution for under-determined linear regression is the same as the limiting
ridge-regularized solution as the ridge constant converges to 0. As such, studying the ridgeless limit
as in Cor. 5.1 allows for a comparison to prior results on minimum-norm interpolants (Hastie et al.,
2019). To do so, we again take the limit as o becomes linear; however, in contrast to the previous
section, we now assume ¢ > 1 in order to compare with Hastie et al. (2019, Cor. 2).

As Hastie et al. (2019) examines the setting in which the training and test covariate distributions
are equal, > = ¥, we have that I;b = 1. Using this relation, the total error Eq. (S36) becomes

r(w — o?)

= (1= €)% + 21— )T + 6T+ (1 - 1—22Ty

)1272. (S45)

Next, letting o become linear as in Eq. (S33), we obtain = 1/7Z; ; and

2
5 X I272
& 1-— .CIZ'2IQ’2’

—0
EH e Il,l + o

(S46)
where we used the identity Eq. (S5).

We now simplify and relate the result for the limiting error from Hastie et al. (2019, Cor. 2) in
the case of isotropic 3 satisfying || 3|2 = 1, where the total error is written as'!

2

1 | TFassrans)

¢2CO (H ) ¢)
"Hastie et al. (2019, Cor. 2) provides expressions for a bias and variance term separately, but the decomposition is

defined slightly differently than the one we use, so we compare directly to the total error. Note that Eq. (S47) corrects
a typo in Hastie et al. (2019).

+ 02cop (S47)

| Grasranm
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The measure H is the limiting empirical spectral density of the covariance, which is equivalent to the
marginal distribution of A, and ¢y satisfies the equation

Substituting ¢y = z/¢? and rearranging terms, we see

0=1-2- / de(s) (S49)
_ _; +1- / mi/qb)dH(s) ($50)
:—;+x/dH 5) (s51)
_ —g(; ~ )., (552)

which is satisfied by + = 1/Z; ;, implying the two self-consistent equations are equivalent and
validating the identification ¢y = x/¢?. Using the same substitution cy = x/¢? in Eq. (S47) gives
9 1 x ZQ 2 7521'2 2

T ——= =T e S53
11+ 0; 20 Tis 11+0 1T, (S53)

which matches our expression in Eq. (S46).

D.2.3 RECOVERING RESULTS FROM WU AND XU (2020) WHEN > = X* AND v > 0

Viewing the expressions in Cor. 5.2 as functions of y and w, the total error satisfies the self-consistency
relation F,, (v, w) = E,(7efr, 0), i.e. the error with regularizer y and nonlinearity coefficient w (from
Eq. (17)) is identical to the error with regularizer ~.¢ and nonlinearity constant w = 0 (achieved
by taking a linear activation function). Given this relationship, we seek to connect Cor. 5.2 with
the results of Wu and Xu (2020, Theorem 1) for linear ridge regression, in the case where ¥ = ¥*
and their underlying 3 has an isotropic prior and their ridge-weighting matrix is the identity. This
connection establishes that the total test error in Cor. 5.2 with regularizer y and nonlinearity constant
w matches the total test error of linear ridge regression with regularizer ~e.

To begin, recall in the case that ¥ = 3*, 7>, = 7, and { = 1. In this case, our total test error
can be written as: 7

2
7
oz +¢Tip 2Ty . (S54)

E,=¢112+ .
p =00, Vetf + @112 ’

with = 1/(Yerr + Z1,1)-
Simplified to the aforementioned setting, the results of Wu and Xu (2020, Theorem 1) can be
written as'?,

o :nl((—_v’;l | (/ (m(-% TR ff?> —o? (555)

12Note this expression subtracts the contribution of the irreducible label noise on the test point to match our definition
of the test error. Additionally, the generative model in Wu and Xu (2020) takes the form y(x;) = 8" x;/v/m + &;
instead of the convention y(x;) = 8" x;/+/no + &; we take. Hence the term | WdH (A) is rescaled by a
relative factor of 1/¢ relative to the comparable term in Wu and Xu (2020, Theorem 1).
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where measure H is the limiting empirical spectral density of the covariance, which is equivalent to
the marginal distribution of A. Additionally, m(z) (the Stieltjes transform of the limiting spectral
density corresponding to the Gram matrix X ' X/m) and its derivative are given by Wu and Xu
(2020, Theorem 1) as,

1 A
Y= —F— ——FdH(\ S56
7T m(=7) ¢/ 1+ Am(—%) () (S56)
1 A2 o
- (mQ(—'y) - ¢’/ - m(—7) + 1)2 dH(A)) m'(=7), (S57)
which can be rearranged to read,
1
Y9+ | grxamydHO)
1

¢2m/(_5/) = 2 . (S59)

s — ¢ ) mamtayrardH (V)

Whereas we define the Gram matrix as X ' X /ny, it is defined as X " X/m in Wu and Xu (2020),
leading to some normalization differences. To resolve these discrepancies, it is necessary to identify
m(—7) = x/¢ and 7 = ¢yes in order for the regression vector B to be consistent between the two
conventions. Under these identifications, Eq. (S58) can be written as,

1
= (560)
Yeft +Z11
which agrees with the expression in Cor. 5.2, and Eq. (S59) can be written as,
Ox 1
= (S61)
Metr 1/22 —To
x
=— (S62)
1)z —Zi1+ ¢Li 2
x
=, (S63)
VYett + ¢L1.2

which, using 8’y == = pdz 87 agrees with the expression in Eq. (S676). Next, we use these identifications
to simplify the expression for the test error in Eq. (S57),

LR M 2 A A
’ (d) / O gm(5) T M F ) : (364)

(em(=7))
1
Invoking the identity {—z— = 75— = JUZRLL which follows from Eq. (S5) and Eq. (S60),
we can rewrite the error as, ’ ’
Tio- T 2 (Tiy — T
pir _ ¢Ti2 - (e +T11) L % (T~ dTrp) (S66)

Vett + @112 Veft + &1 2
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Finally, we invoke Eq. (S5) and Eq. (S60) once more to obtain,

xIQQ 0'521,‘1—2,2
Yett + L2 Vet + ¢L12

E™ = ¢T) 5+ ¢T1 - (S67)

which matches the expression in Eq. (S54), confirming the equivalence of the two expressions.

Appendix E. Harder shifts increase the bias and the total error

To begin, we state Prop. 5.1 in the general setting where the scales in 11 and o need not match. In
this setting, the marginals of the two test distribution may have two scales s; and sy distinct from
the scale of the training covariance s, and the parameters in Thm. 5.1 are subscripted by a 1 or 2
to indicate it whether they are induced by p1 or po. As discussed in Sec. 4 and Sec. 7, additional
constraints on these parameters are necessary to guarantee an ordering of the bias and error.

Proposition E.1 (Restatement of Prop. 5.1) Consider two LISDs 1 and o such that 11 < po.
Then, in the setting of Thn. 5.1,

B, <Bu, if &<&6a<1 (S68)
Enw<E, if £&<6<1<6G/G<m/m ad o <w. (S69)

Proof [Proof of Prop. 5.1] Consider two LJSDs 11 and po such that iy < o, and assume & < & <
1. Then,

By, — By, = (1= &)%s2 +2(1 — &)&(I11)2 + E0(T1 )2 (S70)
—(1-&)%s1 —2(1 = &)&(Tf )1 — (T ah (S71)
> (1—&)%s2 +2(1 — £)&(T1 )2 + E6(T12)2 (S72)
—(1=&)%s2 —2(1 = &)&(TF 1)2 — §(T72)2 (S73)
i 2 2
5 r(0-@) 4l ) | B |r(0- 0+ 60 ] (s74)
: o\ o\
~E,, r((<1—£2)+52¢+m) ~(a-o+as) )] 575)
[ )\ )\
:Em _?” <(§1 _§2><2_ (£1+‘S2)¢+w)\)¢+x/\>] (S76)
>0, (S77)

where we have again used Lem. A.1 and the inequalities in Eq. (S107) which follow from Cor. A.1.

Now, additionally assume that 02 < w and 1 < (3/¢; < n2/m1. Note that the latter condition
implies 32{% > 315% and wy /sy > wi/s1. Reorganizing the terms specifying the limiting variance,
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we can rewrite the total error as,
E,=B,+V, (S78)
= (1—&)%s, +2(1 = OE(TT 1) + E(T7 o)

0
=% T (@2 4 T + 0T )+ Ti) 49Tl + 07)
+ Lo + 611 T - ¢zf,2>) (s79)
= (1—€)%ss +2(1 = (T} ) + € (Crws + CoI + C311 ), (S80)

where the C; > 0 and depend on p only through the marginal A (i.e. they only depend on the training
distribution):

= p:ig?; (02 + To1)(@ + 6T12) +77T22) > 0 (s81)
Cy = —p§22:/ (i(as F T+ 0Tia) + (02 + quu)) >0 (582)
Cs = —Pa Yy1lao — £(U + ¢TIy 2) — ¢ (S83)
9y o
= 9% (prTas — D (02 4 6T10) + 2 (y 4 pr(70 )6+ F) (0 + 6T ))) (s84)
Pa,y YTL22 - 1,2 P YT Py 1,2
i ’
= —py% (1,[)7'1272 + %(w — 0'52) + :;(1 + pT;f(w + ¢I1,2))) (S85)
>0. (S86)

where the inequalities follow from Lem. A.1 and from the assumption o2 < w. It is now straightfor-
ward to see that,

Euy — By = (1= &)2s2+2(1 — &)&(T11)2 — (1 - &1)%s1 — 2(1 = &)& (T ) (S87)
+ &5 (Crwa + Co(T7 )2 + C3(T 5)2) — &7 (Crwn + Co(Ti )1 + C3(Zi o)1)
> (1—&)%s24+2(1 = &)&(Tf )2 — (1= &)%s2 — 2(1 — &)&(T] )2 (S88)
+& (Clw2 + Ca(Zi )2 + C3(Z7 1) ) & (Clwl + C2(Z7 1)1+ C3(Zi 21 )
= (G -&)((2—& —&)s2—2(1 — &1 — &)(T71)2) (S89)
+ 583 (C1 22 + o B2 o (21’2)2) — 51 82(C 2 + o, T 03@)
S9 S92 S9 S1 S1 S1
> (G -&)(2-& —&)(T7 )2 —2(1 — & — &)(Z71)2) (S90)
+ 3252((]1— oA SIS (ZT,2)2) — 5263 (Cl— NP RCIElN 03@)
59 59 51 51
> (&1 - &)(& +52)(I1,1) (S91)
(02 w0 T2 o By o en o Bk o Tiak,
59 59 59 52 59 52
>0, (592)
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where we have used the inequalities

77 I Ay I
( 1,1)2 _ ( 1,1)1 >0, ( 1,2)2 _ ( 1,2)1 >0, and (Iik1)2 < sy. (S93)
$9 51 82 s1 ’
The former two inequalities again follow from Cor. A.1. |

E.1 Pure-scale shifts

Proposition E.2 (Restatement of Prop. 5.2) Consider two LISDs py and ps such that py < po
and E,,, [r|A]/Ey, [r|\] = E,, [r]/E,, [r], i.e. a pure-scale shift. Then, in the setting of Thm. 5.1,

By < By, if &£<&6<1 (S94)
Vih <V if 1<G/G <m/m (S95)
Ey <Eu if @<&G<1<G/G<m/m ad o’ <w. (S96)

The result for the bias and total error follows immediately from Prop. 5.1. For the variance, we can
reorganize the terms specifying the limiting variance as,

Proof
0
V= —ps2j§a,“”j (<cf§ + T00) (@ + 6T1)(we + I3y) + jwoz + ¢T1.2)T5 5
+ 47T 2 (ws + ¢I;2)> (S97)
= C1(we +I7 1) + O3 5 + Cs(ws + 617 ), (S98)

where the C; > 0 and depend on 4 only through the marginal A (i.e. they only depend on the training
distribution):

0
Cy = —p§2§aj( 24 T)(w+¢Tia) >0 (599)
Cy = —p€22§77(03 +¢T15) > 0 (S100)
Cs = —p&ﬁ?jvﬂg,g >0, (S101)
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where the inequalities follow directly from Lem. A.1. From this expression, it is now straightforward
to see that,
Vie = Vi = & (Cr(wa + (T71)2) + Ca(T5 )2 + Colws + 6T 5)2)
— & (Cr(wr + (TE)1) + Co(Ts9)1 + Ca(wi + ¢T1 o)1) (S102)

Iy T T*
= 5263 <Cl(wz+ o) )+ Cy SER +Cg(°02+¢(1:2)2)>
52 S9 S9 59 So

7 1 7
— 518 <Cl(°§+ T, | g, Tk + Oy 4ol 1’2)1)> (S103)

S1 S1 S1 S1
wy  (ZF1)2 (Z32)2 (Z72)2
> 5983 (Cl(2 b 0222 ( ))
59 59 S9
iy i T
— 5262 ((Jl(“’1 LBy Bl Cg(ﬂ + ¢>7( 1’2)1)> (S104)
S1 S1 S1 S1 S1
wy  (T§1)2 (Z32)2 (Z72)2
> 5062 <C’1(522 + )+ Co 2’22 +C3 ( + p——— ))
wy  (Z11)2 (Z39)2 w (Z72)2
— 5283 (01<2+ ) 4 Oy +03<2+¢1’2>> ($105)
S9 $9 S92 52 52
=0, (S106)
where we have used the inequalities
Iy iy iy h iy Iy
( 1,1)2 _ ( 1,1)1 >0, ( 2,2)2 _ ( 2,2)1 >0, and ( 1,2)2 _ ( 1,2)1 >0, (S107)
59 Gl S9 S1 S92 S1

which are immediate consequences of Cor. A.1 and the assumption E,, [7|\]/E,, [7|A] = E,, [r]/Eu, [r]—
s1/82. u

E.2 Incomparable shifts of equal scale

In this section, we state a bound on the bias and total error of shifts that are incomparable to the null
shift 1 in terms of the in-distribution bias and error.

Proposition E.3 Let ;1 be a LISD such that E, [\ = s = s, = E,[r], and define the functions
B, ) Bl

L(z) == ognifgx 5y and U(z) = O?igx 3 (S108)
Denote the bias and total error of . by B, and E,, respectively, then
;Uflmm [)\L(A)] H«/ram [)\U()\)]

- =B, <B, <=2 B S109

Eﬂtrain [)\] o= a Eﬂtrain [A] Ho? ( )

and further if 02 < w, then

;Uftmtn [AL()\)] ,U«trum [)\U()\)]

——=—=F E ——————=F,.. S110

Elu'tmin [)\] o= re E;U'train [)\] Ho ( )
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Proof Since s = s., £ = 1. Thus, recall B, = ¢Z} ,. Note that the function A — (¢ + 2X) "2 is
nonincreasing, thus Lem. A.4 implies (S109), since B,,, = ¢Z; .

For the total error, recall from Eqgs. (S81)-(S86) that £, = Chw + CQIil + CinQ, where the
coefficients C'1, Cy, and ('3 are nonnegative. Moreover, these coefficients are the same for py as
s = s,. Finally, we can again apply Lem. A 4 as the functions A\ — (¢+z\) " and X +— (¢ +x\)~2
are nonincreasing, to find Eq. (S110). |

Appendix F. The benefit of overparameterization
F.1 The bias is nonincreasing

We begin by examining the behavior of the bias as a function of the overparameterization ratio ¢/
in a more general setting than discussed in the main text. In particular, we relax Assump. 4 and allow
for unequal scales, s # s.. As discussed in Sec. 7, monotonicity of the bias is not guaranteed if
& > 1. As such, we adopt the additional condition £ < 1.

Proposition F.1 (Restatement of Prop. 5.3) In the setting of Thm. 5.1, if § < 1, the bias B, is a
nonincreasing function of the overparameterization ratio ¢ /1.

Proof [Proof of Prop. F.1] Recall from Thm. 5.1 that the bias is given by
By = (1= &)%. +2(1 - €T, + €761 2, (S111)
where z is the unique positive real root of the self-consistent equation,

11—~
= S112
v w+Il,1 ( )

Differentiating Eq. (S111) with respect to ¢ /v gives,

0B 298 29
2610 ‘ﬁaJ = Qﬁaf; (1= &5, + E0T53) - (S113)

Since by assumption ¢ < 1, and Lem. A.1 gives Z;"b > 0, it is sufficient to show c% < 0, which
immediately follows by implicitly differentiating Eq. (S112) and simplifying the expression:

or _ prr(w+Th) <0 (S114)
O p(1+p(F+ 47)(w+¢T12)
OB
Therefore we conclude that 3(457/%) <0. [ ]

F.2 The variance is nonincreasing

Next, we turn our attention to the variance. We note that Prop. 5.4 does not rely on Assump. 4:
the variance is a nonincreasing function of the overparameterization ratio ¢ /1) whenever ¢ < ¢,
regardless of the magnitude of the overall covariance scales s and s,. However, the proposition only
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focuses on the ridgeless limit, whereas Fig. 1(d) and Fig. 8(a) show that result may in fact hold for
nonzero ridge constant. As the proof is considerably simpler in the ridgeless limit, we defer the
analysis of the nonzero ridge setting to future work.

Proposition F.2 (Restatement of Prop. 5.4) In the setting of Cor. 5.1 and in the overparameterized
regime (i.e. 1 < ¢), the variance V,, is a nonincreasing function of the overparameterization ratio

¢/

_ oV [8(%})}‘1 __OVay?

Proof [Proof of Prop. 5.4] Using the chain rule we have that, % = o0
so it is sufficient to show that %Lw“ > 0.

From Cor. 5.1 in the overparameterized regime, the self-consistent equation for x reads x =
5 +111,1 and is independent of 1. Therefore, dx/0v = 0 and the expression for 9V}, /01 follows
directly from Eq. (25),

oV, 0] Y
o0 =& ot T T (e + I11) 20, (S115)
where the inequality follows from Lem. A.1. |

F.3 The generalization gap is nonincreasing

Finally, we prove that overparameterization also confers enhanced robustness, specifically that
the generalization gap between shifted and unshifted test error is a nonincreasing function of the
overparameterization ratio in the overparameterized regime.

Proposition F.3 (Restatement of Prop. 5.5) Consider two LISDs 11 and pg such that 1y < po
and 1 < (o/C1 < ma/n1. Then, in the setting of Cor. 5.1 and in the overparameterized regime (i.e.
Y < @), the generalization gap E,,, — E,,, is a nonincreasing function of the overparameterization

ratio ¢ /.

8(Eu2_EM1) —
oe/d) T ¢

> 0. To that end, recall from Cor. 5.1 in the overparameterized regime that the

2 0(Euy —Epy )

Proof [Proof of Prop. 5.5] The chain rule gives 50 so it is sufficient to

show 78(]2“28;]5“1)

self-consistent equation for x reads * = —~— and is independent of v. Therefore, O /Oy =0,

w11
which implies 0B, /0y = 0 and dB,,, /0y = 0, so that B(E‘%;E‘”) = 8(‘/‘%_‘/“1), the expression

for which follows directly from Eq. (25). Finally, note that, as in App. E, the conditions p; < p9 and
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1 < (/¢ < mo/m imply s9€3 > 5162 and wy/s2 > wy/s1, so we have
(B, — Ey,)

g = 6 (Oelw2  (Zi)2) = & (Crlr + (Zinn) (S116)

I I
—ﬁg(CECQ+(L¢Z)-&g(CEC?+(;0j) (S117)
1 1

52 52

T* T*
> 52 <OE (Sj 4! ;;)2)> — 5982 <CE (‘;’11 4! :h» (S118)
i )) — 5963 <CE (‘;’j + @”)) (S119)

~—

59 59
=0, (S120)
where we have introduced the shorthand C'r = ﬁx(af + 1171) > 0 and in the last inequality
we have used Cor. A.1 to argue @ > % |

Appendix G. Linear trends between in-distribution and out-of-distribution
generalization

In Sec. 5.4, we investigated the linear relationship between the shifted and unshifted test error in the
ridgeless, overparameterized regime, arriving at Prop. 5.6. Here we provide a short proof of that
proposition, which we restate for clarity.

Proposition G.1 (Restatement of Prop. 5.6) Consider two LJSDs 1 and po. In the setting of
Cor. 5.1 and in the overparameterized regime (i.e. 1) < ¢), E,,, is linear in E,,,, parametrically in

o/p:
€2 (wa+ (Z71)2
E, =Fy+ 22 |21 L2 g S121
e 0+€% <w1+(fik,1)1 e G1zh

SLOPE

where Ey and SLOPE > 0 are constants independent of the overparameterization ratio ¢ /1. More-
over, if p1 < pg and 1 < (2/C1 < m2/m1, then SLOPE > 1.

Proof [Proof of Prop. 5.6] In the overparameterized regime (i.e. ¢ > ) and in the ridgeless limit,
the limiting test error for LJSD g is given by Cor. 5.1 as

1 z(w —o?)
By =By +6——a(0®+1T : 2 (1 - 7) Ti,)1. (S122
1 u + &1 Py lfU(% + i) (w1 + (Z9)1) + &1 1~ 2Ty (Z32)1- ( )
Similarly, the limiting test error for LJSD ps is given by Cor. 5.1 as
E,, =B, + €2$x(02 + 71 1)(we + (Z71)2) + 52:6(1 . M) (Z59)2. (S123)
p2 we 82 g e : 1,1 2 1 22T,,) 2%

Note that in both expressions, the self-consistent equation for x reads x = ﬁﬂl which has

no dependence on v, and, as such, x, Z, 3, (2} )1, (Z7 )2, By, and By, do not depend on the
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overparameterization ratio ¢/1). Hence we can simply eliminate the quantity ﬁ from Eqs. (S122)
and (S123) to obtain

& (“WIM )
& \wr + (T )/

where Ej does not depend on the overparameterization ratio ¢ /1) and is given by

& w2t (T2 2 z(w —o?) wa + (I7 )2
Ey:=B, —2_~- ~’"p x(1—7€><1'* 2 )2 )
0 H2 f% wy + (Iil)l %51 62 1— 1'21-2’2 ( 272)2 w1 + (Iil)l( 272>1
(S125)

E,, = Eo+ (S124)

The fact that SLOPE > 0 follows immediately from the expression and the inequalities in Lem. A.1.
To establish the final conclusion, recall from App. E that the conditions p; < pgand 1 < (o/¢1 < m2/m
imply s2£3 > s1£7 and wy/s9 > wi/s1, so we have

2wy + (TF
SLOPE — %M (S126)
Ewi+ (Z7h

2wy /s2 + (I s
_ Szfg 2/82 + ( 1,1)2/ 2 S127)
51§67 wi/s1+ (Z71)1/1
2wy /89 + (I} S
. 8263 2/s2 + ( 1,1)2/ 2 (S128)
s9€5 wa/s2 + (1171)1/31
2 + (I*
- 8253 wa/s2 + ( 1,1)2/82 (S129)
3252 W2/82 + (I1’1)2/82
=1, (S130)
where in the last inequality we have used Eq. (S107). |

Appendix H. Optimal regularization

As the overparameterization ratio ¢/t goes to infinity, the expression for the test error simplifies and
is given by the expressions in Cor. 5.2. In this case, it is straightforward to derive the value of the
regularization constant that minimizes the test error.

Proposition H.1 (Restatement of Prop. 6.1) In the setting of Cor. 5.2 and under Assump. 4, the
optimal regularization ;! "is independent of ju and satisfies,

P = a’g;fr;in E.(7) = p(o? —w) and B = E, (v =17 ;. (S131)

Moreover, the optimal error is ordered with respect to shift strength, i.e. for two LISDs 1 < o,
Bl < BN
Proof [Proof of Prop. 6.1] From the expressions in App. .7 when ¢/¢ = 0, we have for e =
v/p+ w,

1 Ox T

r=—— >0, - T <0, 1=
Vett + 21,1

1
— = , and T=—, (S132
oy Vet + ¢L1 2 o ( )
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where the inequalities follow from the constraint v > — pw, which implies that e > 0.
Differentiation shows that,

02z 2 ([0z\?> Ox
o2 (=) - T . 1
oz <(8’Y> péW 2’3> =0 (5133)

Under Assump. 4, these expressions and those in Cor. 5.2 and Eq. (S5) give,

B, =11, + gjp(%ﬁ —02)3,, (S134)
so that,
gt O T+ Ty 2 () pn o, 139
= p(Yett — 02) (gi:gzgg —2 <g:)21§73) (S136)
= p(Yetr — 02) <gi§ (¢T3 5 + oI5 3) — 2 <g§)21§,3> (S137)
= ploen = o) (5035 - 25 aayy ) ($138)

Noting that the term in parentheses on the last line is positive, we find that the unique minimizer!3

of the error is given by Vet = 2. Eq. (S131) then follows immediately from the definition of
Yett = 7/ p + w and from Eq. (S134).

Finally, to establish the last statement, namely that Eﬁfl’t < E,‘?;‘ for py < pa, simply note that
E, (") = I}, and apply Cor. A.1. [ |

Appendix I. Proof of Thm. 5.1

As discussed in Sec. 2, we consider predictive functions ¢ defined by random feature kernel ridge
regression,

j(x) =YK~ Ky (S139)
for K := K(X, X) 4+ vIn, Kx := K(X,x), with ~y is a ridge regularization constant. Here
L7
K=—F F+~I,, (S140)
ni

and, as in the main text, we have introduced the abbreviations F' := o (W X/,/ng). The labels are
generated by a linear function parameterized by 5 € R"°, whose entries are drawn independently
from N(0,1), i.e. Y = BT X/\/ng + €. In this section, we develop the techniques and detailed
calculations needed to determine the high-dimensional limit of the test error,

By = Ex gE[(y(x) — §(x))?] — 02 = Ex gE[(8x/y/no — YK ' Ky)?], (S141)

3Note that E,, /0y < 0 for vetr < o> and OE,, /v > 0 for et > 2.
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as well as its decomposition into bias and variance terms,

Bs = Ex sE[(E[5(x)] — 4(x))?] + Ex s [V[5(x)]] - (S142)
By Vs

We may also write the test loss as,

Es+ =E(xy)(y — 9(x))*> = By + E; + E3 (S143)
with
By =Exp0y(x)? =B potry(x)y(x)") (S144)
By = —2Ex g o) (KL K 'Y)y(x) = —2E(x o tr(Ky K'Y Ty(x)) (S145)
By =Epo) Ky K'Y T2 =Enotr(K K'Y TYE K. (S146)

I.1 Reducing to the mean-zero case

In this section, we aim to show that we may assume without loss of generality that the activation
function is centered. While many of the ideas in the proof are similar to those of Mei and Montanari
(2021), at the technical level many distinctions arise owing to our differing assumptions on the
data matrix X and weight matrix I¥. In particular, their approach utilizes a decomposition into
Gegenbauer polynomials and exact orthogonality among these orthogonal basis functions. Since this
approach is not feasible in our setting of iid Gaussian matrices, we develop an alternative proof that
we present below.
To proceed, we define centered versions of the the random feature matrices F' and f as

Fyj = Fy; —Ezo (WZ) and f;:= fi —Ezo (J&(T)Z) (S147)

forall i and j and Z ~ N(0, 1). Note that this centering operation is no-dependent, but in the limit
tr(X), tr(X*) — s, s«, which appear in the limiting self-consistent equation. To show replacing F’
and f by F and f does not alter the test error in the limit, we have to show that the 1, F5, and
F’5 terms of Equations (S144)-(S146) are not changed in the limit. Clearly this is true for F; as it
contains neither F' nor f. For F, we must show

E[(k]KYT - K,IR—lyT)y(x)] =0 (S148)
and for F'3 we must show
E[(k]K1yT)? - (KIK‘lYT)Q} 0, (S149)
where . )
K:=—F'F+4+~I and Ky:=—F'f. (S150)
ni ni

Define the random variable

A= (K]K'- KK Hy". (S151)
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To control the typical behavior of A, we will define an event £ (see Def. I.1), and let 1¢ be an
indicator for £. In Lem. 1.7 we show P[E¢] — 0.
We can argue

E[Ay(x)]] < [E[1eAy(x)]| + [E[(1 - 1¢)Ay(x)]], (5152)
for Equation (S148), and
IE [Ay(x)]| < ‘]E [15A(K,IK—1YT +K,IK—1YT)H (S153)

+ ‘IE [(1 ~ 1) <(K,IK*1YT)2 _ (I‘(;K*YTF)} , (S154)

for Equation (S149). We demonstrate Equations (S152) and (S153) are o(1) in two steps. The first
terms on the right-hand sides of Equations (S152) and (S153) represent the typical behavior of the
random variables. To bound them, we show that, given £, A — 0 in Lem. 1.8. The second terms on
the right-hand sides of Equations (S152) and (S153) represent the atypical behavior of the random
variables. To bound them, we use the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the fact that P[] — 0 in
Lem. L.6.

To briefly outline the structure of this section: App. I.1.1 proves concentration of some quadratic
forms of the underlying random matrices and bounds their operator norms with high probability;
App. I.1.2 controls the atypical behavior mentioned above; App. 1.1.3 applies the Schur complement
formula to derive an expression for A that we can bound; App. I.1.4 defines an event where the
expression for A from the Schur complement formula can be easily bounded; and App. I.1.5
completes the argument by bounding A on this typical event.

I.1.1 PREREQUISITES FOR CONCENTRATION AND LINEARIZATION

Just as in Adlam et al. (2019), the concentration of the linear data kernel about its expectation is a
key ingredient to the analysis. Define the random variables

T:= niXTX and v, := ||x]|2/no. (S155)
0
Remark 1.1 Throughout this section and the next we will use C to denote an arbitrarily large,
nog-independent, positive constant, which can increase from line to line. For example, if X < C
and Y < C, we will simply write XY < C, since C? is still some no-independent constant. This
approach is valid as such replacements only occur a finite number of times. Similarly, c denotes
some arbitrarily small, ng-independent, positive constant that can decrease from line to line.

Then we note
EY = t}(E)InD and Eu, = tr(X¥). (S156)

For the variance, we see by Assump. 1 that

L+1i=4)

VT = — -

2 _

(¥) < C/ng and Vo, = —tr((X*)?) < C/ny. (S157)
no

This motivates the following lemma.
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Lemma 1.1 The event

Egara = {10 gC}ﬂ{]v*—tr( )| < Cng 1/2}mﬂ{mj 5t (%)| < Cnl 1/2} (S158)

occurs with high-probability, that is, for some positive, ng-independent constant C
PlEgua] < Cng® (S159)
for any positive, ng-independent constant c.

Proof Tighter concentration than is obtained directly from the variance can be shown by observing
that T and v, are equal in distribution to

Y157 and LTy (S160)
no ng
for Z an (ng, m)-dimensional matrix and z an ng-dimensional vector both containing i.i.d. standard
Gaussian random variables. Then using the assumption |||, ||X*||cc < C' and applying the results
of Erdés et al. (2012, Sec. B) (or similar concentration results), we find that for some positive
constant C' that
P[|Yy; — 6;t1()| > Cn& ?) < Cexp(—nf), (S161)

where c is any positive constant. An identical concentration result holds for v, — tr(3*). Then, by
the union bound, we see

{lo. = f2(=%)] > Cng“} U U{ — Giytr()| > Cng Y (S162)
< Cn3Cexp (—nf) (S163)
< Cexp(—ng). (S164)

The operator norm of T can also be bounded probabilistically. For some ng-independent constant

C,
log(2/0
¥l < 182/l < Ol (1424 B2 ) <o sie

with probability at least 1 — 9, where Z is i.i.d. Gaussian (see for example Vershynin, 2018, Theorem
4.4.5). Thus, setting § = n;°, we see P[|| ]| > C] < ny°. Applying the union bound again
completes the proof. |

Lemma L2 The (squared) expected operator norm of Y is also bounded:
E|T|% < C (S166)

for some positive, ng-independent constant C.
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Proof This result follows from a tail integration argument. That is using Vershynin (2018, Theorem
4.4.5)) we have that

m
ITllse < 1%llecllZ/v/Roll3 < CllSlloo <1 Ve +U> (8167)

with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—nou?), where Z is i.i.d. Gaussian. Hence we have that
Pl T]|oo > ClIZ]lo0 (1 + 4/t u)] < 2exp(—ngu?). Now by the tail integration identity,

ET|2] =2 / WP T oo > uldu (S168)
0
2 0o
< c?uzuzo(u\/ﬁ) el [T [uruoozcuzuoo(u,/m+u)} du
no 0 no
(S169)
2

1
<2 (1 T ﬁ) el (5170)

no no
<C. (S171)
by integrating the Gaussian tail. |

Next, we state similar results for the matrix T := WX*W T /o as were obtained for Y above.

Lemma 1.3 The event

Ew = {HTHM <c}n N {‘Tij—éijt‘r(z*)‘ <cng (S172)

/L’]

occurs with high-probability, that is, for some positive, ng-independent constant C
P&y ] < Cny ¢ (S173)
for any positive, ng-independent constant c.

Proof The claims follow identically to Lem. I.1. |

Lemma 1.4 Moreover on the event Eyy, we have

Exa(Wx/\/mg)i < CnS (S174)
and
Ext (Wx/\/no)a(Wx/y/no) " = G + (e — G) I + A, (S175)

where || Al < Cn,.
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Proof Note that conditional on W, Wx//ng ~ N (0, T). Using a Taylor expansion in e := Ty; — tr(Xx)
below with Assump. 3 shows that elementwise

|Exa(Wx/\/ng)i| = |Ez& ( TM»Z) ‘ (S176)
- ‘EZU ( et t‘r(Z*)Z) _Ego ( t_r(E*)Z)‘ (S177)
< Ce (S178)
<cont'?, (S179)

where Z is a standard Gaussian. See Adlam et al. (2019) for additional details. This allows us to
assume that o (W x) is centered as a conditional expectation over x at the expense of an elementwise

Cn8_1/2 error. Denoting f := &(Wx/,/ng), we note this can be extended to the matrix Ef f . We
see

Exff' =Ex[(f — Exf)(f — Exf) "] + (Exf)(Exf) . (S180)

However, the second term on the right-hand side of Equation (S180) is small is operator norm, since
it is rank-1 and

H(Exf)(Exf)THOO — |EF|? < Cng (S181)
by Equation (S179). Next, we see for ¢ # j that
Exfif; =Bz, 2,6(c121)5(c12Z1 + c2Z2) (S182)

for constants c1, ¢z, and c¢15 depending on W and ¥*, where Z; and Z5 are independent, standard
Gaussians. Again, see Adlam et al. (2019) for details. The ¢ = j terms can be handled similarly.

Moreover, cjo = Tij / \/TTZ < C’ng_l/ 2, so Taylor expanding in ¢12Z7, we find
By ffT = G+ (e — G + A+ (Exf)(ExS) - (S183)
As a consequence of the Taylor expansion and Assump. 3, A has entries that are bounded by

Cng™" in absolute value (Adlam et al., 2019). The final conclusion for A = A + (Ex f)(Ex f)T fol-
lows by upper bounding [|A|loc < [|A]|r < Cnf and using the previous bound in Equation (S181). H

Finally we include a bound on the operator norm of the random feature matrix. The argument
follows Mei and Montanari (2021, Lemma C.3) closely.

Lemma L.5 Under Assump. 3, the event
Er = {||F/vno||, < Cnf} (S184)
occurs with high-probability, that is, for some positive, ng-independent constant C
PER] < Cny € (S185)

for any positive, ng-independent constant ¢ < 10.

56



COVARIATE SHIFT IN HIGH-DIMENSIONAL RANDOM FEATURE REGRESSION

Proof Consider the matrix
Rij = Lig;o (2] V%2 /) [ /nd (S186)

for z; = ¥~Y2X; (i.e. columns of ¥~1/2X) for 1 < i < m and z,1; = W; (i.e. rows of W) for
1 <7 < ng. By construction, we note that F / \/n1 is a minor of R. Thus, bounding the operator
norm of R suffices to bound the operator norm of F. Moreover, z; are independent Gaussians
distributed as NV (0, I,,,).

Next we show that the entries to the activation function cannot be too large with high probability.
For convenience throughout we define M = m+-ng and let 2 be a symmetric matrix with ||| < C.
Note that, for ¢ # 7, the random variable zzTsz/\/rT =312 Ae(Q)agbi/\/no where ay, and by,
are i.i.d. from ~ A/(0, 1). So the moment generating function can be bounded as,

E |exp (i t)\i(Q)aibi/\/TTO)] = ﬁE[eXP(ai “tAi(2)bi/ v/no)] (S187)
i=1 =1

= ﬁE[exp(tzb?Ai(m?/(zno)] (S188)
=1

< ﬁE[exp(th?CW(Zno)] (S189)

< g[lexp(thgCQ /2)] (S190)

= \/1_1W (S191)

for [t| < % Further \/ﬁ < exp(C2t2) for |t]| < % This establishes the original random

variable is subexponential. Thus this random variables satisfies
P[l2] Qz;/v/no| > u] < 2 max{exp(—u?/2C?), exp(—u/2C)} (5192)

(see for example Wainwright, 2019, Proposition 2.9). Define the event

zZTEl/sz z] %z; 9
G= ) 2= >CViegM e () 52591 > 0%\ logM b . (S193)
1<i<j<M V7o 1<i<j<M V10
Then by a union bound and Markov’s inequality, we have that
P[G] < 4/M> (S194)

for large enough C'.
We now define a modified version of &, that is the same up to a constant factor on G but is
truncated outside of G. Let u = C'/log M and taking the constants from Assump. 3, we see

xp(—cilu|)/co  for|u] < a
Xp(—Cl‘a’)/CO foru>u . (S195)
a(—u)exp(—cilul|)/co foru < —u
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Just as we did with o in Equation (S147), we center 6 with its mean a. Note ¢ is a 1-bounded and
1-Lipschitz function so |a| < 1.
Now consider the matrix

Rij o= 1ig(6(2] Y22/ /o) — @) /v/nr. (S196)

By controlling the operator norm of R, we can control the operator norm of R at the end of the proof.
By a covering argument it suffices to control

| R|loe < max10|v" Rol, (S197)
veES ——
Fy(Z)

where S is a 1/4-covering of the M -dimensional sphere with cardinality exp(cM ) and the matrix Z
is of all the variables z;.

We now seek to apply Deshpande and Montanari (2016, Lemma 9, Lemma 20). To this end
we wish to show that F,(Z) is Lipschitz in Z, that is, if we define Z := /tZ + /1 —tZ' for
(Z,7') € G x G, we need to show that

max max HVF (VtZ +V1—tZ")

veS t€[0,1]

g L (S198)

for suitable L. Consider the gradient with respect to a column of Z (denoted by (;):

Ve, F »1/2 ¢ e 2" S199
aFo(2) WZ G i (GT 212G o) (8199)
&i
_ v 1/2
=2—— V2L, (S200)
\/ony g
where £ is the vector with coordinates &; except at [ where it is zero. Continuing, on the set G, we find
IV P W)IE < €207 nd S [t Sy (S201)
il #l

< Cvilog M /ng Y 0> |6 (S202)

i ji
< Cof\logM/n§ ) |y (& +€) (S203)

i ji
< Cv?/log M /ng (S204)

where the last line follows since |5/(+)|2 < 1 implies that ||£]| < 1. So finally, we obtain

IVw Ey(W)|F < C/log M /ng =: L. (5205)

Now Deshpande and Montanari (2016, Lemma 9) shows for a constant D that

N D? C
T 2
P[lv' Rv| > D] < Cexp (C'no - L2> + 59 [rggég((F (Z2) — Fy(Z")* - 1gc]. (S206)
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We use a crude bound on the complement. First note that

max(F(Z) - Fu(Z))* < Cl5(Z S22/ )i} < CIZ7 2/ /iolly + Cn, (3207)

since removing the 1-bounded-Lipschitz 5(-) can be done by centering each activation with &(0).
Then,

B [max(R.(2) — B2 16| <[ SmllZTs 2 ) + PG s208

A short computation shows that E[|| ZT%/2Z/,/ng||%] < Cn§. Combining all terms then shows
that

P[lv’ Rv| > D] < Cexp(Cny) - exp <_logM> 2 s (5209)
Choosing D = c3+/log M for sufficiently large c3 shows that
. C C
Pllv" Rv| > D] < Cexp(—cng) + —5 < —1g+ (S210)
"o U
where ¢ > 0.
Recalling the original e-net covering, this implies that
IR]|o < Cy/log 1 (S211)

with probability at least C /n10. We can now finish the argument by relating the operator norm of R
and R. Recalling the rescaling between the modified and unmodified activations, we see

P[||R|loo > C+/logng - coexp(e|ul)] < IP’[HRHOO > C/log(ng),G] + PG| < C/n[l)o. (S212)

1.1.2 CONTROLLING THE ATYPICAL BEHAVIOR

Since the argument for the atypical event is the most straightforward, we provide that first.

Lemma L6 Suppose P[E€] = Cng“ for some ng-independent constants C' > 0 and ¢ > 0. Then,
E[(1-1e)Ay(x)]| =0 (213)

and
)E [(1 ~1g) ((KIK‘lYT)2 - (KIK*YT)Q)} ‘ =0 (S214)

as ng — Q.
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Proof Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to the left-hand side of Equation (S213), we may
bound it by

B 11~ 12)ay(0)]| < (E (1) (Elag?) . (s215)

Since the first term P[€.] — 0 it also follows that (P[€.])'/? — 0. So it suffices to show

E[Ay[*] = O(1).
We now apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality again to bound the second term by

E|(Ay(x))?| < VE[AE[y(x)4]. (S216)

A simple argument shows that E[y(x)?*] <
C for z ~ N (0, I;) since E[||z]|3]/nd] <
that

C(E[(8Tx)"/nf]+E[e"]) < CE[|="?a]* /ng]+Ca? <
C.. Hence it suffices to show E[A*] < C. To this end note
EAY < CE(K, K'Y +E[(K, K'Y T)Y) (S217)

An identical argument can be applied to bound both terms. We outline the argument for the first term.
We see

E[(Ky K'Y )| < B[Bg[(K K'Y YW, X, 2. (S218)

Now note that by the definition of Y = 87 X/, /ng + ¢ we have that,
(KJK-lyT)t < (KTK*IL
X — X \/7”70

Recalling that 8 ~ N (0, I,,,) and e ~ N (0, I,5,), we can compute the Gaussian moments (marginally
in 3, ¢) as,

B + (K] K15)4> (S219)

X
Epel(Kx K™ —=p)" + (K K7le) W, X, 2] (S220)
T -1 XTX —17-T\2 2 T =2 1-T\2
<C|((K.K — | K K. )+ 02(K, K %K) (S221)
0

Continuing, using the definition of K,

L(XTXN fT FEK-' XTX K'FT f |
T 17.-T\2
E[(K] K <nO>K K]) SE[H\/TT ﬁ( ey ] (S222)
1114
[ H FE- H ] (s223)

Noting that K = FF" /ng + I, an application of the SVD to \ﬁ (denoting the corresponding

singular values as s;) shows that HWHOO max; 2+7 < maxs> 2+ =1/(2,/7). Hence, we
can continue bounding Equation (S223) by

CE[||f/v/nolls] - E[|X T X/noll%], (S224)

60



COVARIATE SHIFT IN HIGH-DIMENSIONAL RANDOM FEATURE REGRESSION

where we exploited the independence of f and X. Lem. .2 ensures that E[|| X T X/ng|%] =
E[||T]|%] < C. The former term becomes E[|| f /1/no||3] = E[o(y/tr(3*)2)4] < C for z ~ N (0,1)
by Assump. 3. Thus, the previous displays are bounded by some constant C'. An entirely analogous
argument shows that E[(K,] K~2K,)?] < C. Together these two results along with the previous
computations establish that,

E[(Kx K'Y <C (S225)

Note that our argument did not exploit any explicit properties of the centered vs uncentered activation
function o vs. . Hence an identical argument shows that, |E[(K] K=Y T)4]| < C. These two
results imply E[A%] < C as desired.

Now we turn to the second term. Using an identical application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
as used for the first term, we can bound Equation (S214) by

1/2
(E [Lec]) /2 <E ‘(K;K_lYT)z - (I_(II_(_lYT)z‘2> . (S226)

Hence we can show Equation (S214) is o(1) if E [ (K] K'Y )2 — (I_(}II_(AYT)Q‘2 = O(1). This
result follows immediately from the computations shown for the previous term since we have already
established that E[( K] K~1Y T)4] < C and E[(K,] K=Y )] < C. These two previously shown
results imply

E|(k] Ky T)? - (K,If(—lyT)zf <C (E[(KIK‘lYT)"‘] + E[(K,IK—lyT)‘*]) <.
(S227)

1.1.3 SCHUR COMPLEMENT FORMULA FOR BOUNDING A

The centering procedure is a rank-1 change to F' and f, so applying the Schur complement for-
mula to understand its effect is natural. Write a := Ezo («/fr(E)Z), a, :=Ezo («/fr(E*)Z),

vi=1/mF"1,,u:=al,, U:=[uv]",and C := (]}). Then,

K1l1=(K+uv' +vu' +uu’)’! (S228)
= (K+U"cU)™! (5229)
—K1'-KWUW'(Ct+UK'UT)'UK!, (S230)

and, for 0 := 1/nyf 1, and P := (6 + ax,as) ',

Ke=Ex+—(F-F) f+—FT(f-P+—(F-BT(f-F) (21
niy ni ni

= Kx + (6 + ax)u+ a,v (S232)

=K.+U'P. (S233)
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Combining these expressions,

KKy =K YKy +U'"P) (S234)
=K Y EKy+U'P)—K WU (C'+UK WU WK YK +U"P) (5235)
=K 'Ky + T+ 1>, (S236)
with
T =KUT (12 —(C' + Uf(—lUT)—lUf(—lUT) P (5237)
_ _ —1
KT (12 n CUK—IUT) P (5238)
Ty=—-KWH(C'+UK W) 'WWK 'K, (5239)
_ _ —1 _ _
— KT (12 n CUK—lUT) CUK K, . (S240)
Furthermore, writing cg := %uTI_(*lu, cpi=14+u'Klv,eoi=1-v K1
_ -1 1 _
<12 + CUK—lUT) - < ‘. a7a ) (S241)
c] + mcoca mecg mcg + ¢
so that,
_ -1 1
(12 + CUK—lUT) P=—y ( €10 + C20x ) : (S242)
¢ + mepeg \—Mmcod + 14
and,
17T\ L 1 C2 C1
(12 L CUK™U ) C=—5— . (S243)
c] +mecoce \C1  —MCo

I1.1.4 CONCENTRATION WITH HIGH-PROBABILITY

Definition 1.1 Recall the definitions from App. 1.1.3. To characterize the typical behavior of the
random variables, we define the event

E=EjaNEWNERN {](5| < C’nc 1/2} N {cn <y < Cno} N {cl < CnCH/Q} (S244)
N {cngc < g < C’nf)} N {Yf(_lvT < Cng} N {Yf(_lu—r < Cn8+1/2} ) (S245)

N {I_(XI_(*luT < Cng} N {I_(XI_(AVT < C’ngfl/z} N{y(x) < Cng} (S246)

Lemma L7 The event £ is high-probability, that is, P[E°] < Cng ¢ for some constant C' > 0 and
any constant 0 < ¢ < 10.

Proof First, we already know Eguta, Ey, and Er all occur with high-probability (see Lems. 1.1, 1.3
and 1.5). When bounding the other events in Equations (S244)-(S246), it will be useful to introduce
conditioning on one of Eyua, Ew, or Ep. This will suffice since for any event A4, we have

P[A%] < PLA°|Egaa] + PIES, ] < PLA|Equa] + O (S247)
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for example. We will explicitly denote this conditioning, but when taking expectation over some
random variables (e.g. = or W) we will not explicitly denote that we are conditioning on the
remaining independent random variables (e.g. X). Once we have bounded the probability of the
complement of each event in Equations (S244)-(S246), we can apply the union bound to complete
the proof.

For future reference recall v :=1/ n FT 1n,, u := al,,. We deal with each event in Equations
(S244)-(S246) in turn.

Controlling §: Here, we introduce conditioning on the event Ey,,. To control 4, we want to
calculate its mean and variance to apply Chebyshev’s inequality. Note that Eg,y, is independent of W,
so the expectations over W below are unchanged by this conditioning. Recall

Z o Z Wijzj/v/no | — ax (S248)

7=1

and note that conditional on x the sum >, Wi;x;//ng is distributed as N (0, v,) for all &.
Expanding in v, — tr(X*), we see

w[0|Edata) = EZ~N(0 1) [0(\V/tr(Z%) + (vs — tr(2%)) Z)] — as|Egata) (5249)

[o( \/tr 9 2)] — a*]é’data] (S250)

YE BWEZ[\/U(E*)ZU(\/M(E*) )] + A‘gdm] (S251)
=k BWEZW&@*)ZU(\/t_r(E*)Z)] + A\Sdata] : (S252)

where Z is a standard Gaussian. The first term of Equation (S252) is less than C’ngfl/ ? and the
remainder term A is less than Cng_l on Egaa. More detail on this argument can be found in Adlam

et al. (2019). Taking expectation over the remaining randomness, we see E[6|Egaa] < Crgy vz
Similarly,
no 1
6|€data = kz g Zl ijxj/\/ no gdata = EVZNN(O,U*)U(Z% (S253)
]:

where we can again Taylor expand in v, — tr(X*) to get the bound Vyy [0]|Edata] < C'/np on Egata.
Using the law of total variance, we can then bound V[§|Ega] < C/nyg.
Finally applying Chebyshev’s inequality implies for all ¢ > 0 that

P[|6 — B[0|€qual| > Cnt?|Equa) < O, (S254)

and so
P[6] > Cn& 2| Egua] < Cmg©. (S255)
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Controlling ¢y, ¢, and co:  Here, we introduce conditioning on the event €. The results for ¢,
c1, and co can be found using a similar argument to terms in Mei and Montanari (2021, Lemma
9.6/Step 3). The identifications ¢y <+ K11, ¢1 <> Ki2, co <> 1 — Ky9 hold.

For ¢y = %uTI_(_lu we have that

211 - C
< Mol gy < € (5256)
m v
and
a?[| Ly |? o1 C
o> ————Amin(K77) > _ > eng © (S257)
m ) 2 G gy = 0
using the operator norm bound on the event £.
Forc; = 14 u' K~ 1v we have
__ FT 1 2
ol = [+ e Rt dm | g, ”l”QHK‘ —— <ony® (5258)

ViV var

where the bound || K ! \/% | < C follows by considering the SVD of F'.

Forcy, =1 — vIK v we obviously have that co < 1 since vIK~lv > 0. Additionally, we
have that

- FK_IFT

=1- —1 (S259)
1 A / A /

1 F FT\ 1
_ () i ) m (5260)

A/ N1 ( " A/ N A/ N A/ N

 FT
21— [l—=K"— (S261)
W N
F 2 c
- H /_\/ 1H002 >1— Ny - (5262)
e FVAVIDY S v+ eng
> & (S263)
C’I’ZO
> cnyg© (S264)
as desired once again using the conditioning on the event Ep.
Finally,
_ 1 F __ | FT [ FT
T -1 T 1 n1l2 1

K =—1 K 1y, < K <C S265
v Vo N N W V1 (5269

F 1 FT . . . =
since WK T < C follows once again by considering the SVD of F.

Controlling YK~-1vT: Here, we introduce conditioning on the event Eg,, and note its indepen-
dence from 3 and e. Recalling that Y = 3" X/,/ng + ¢, we note that Y has expectation zero since
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Ep YK~ 'vT|Ea) = 0. Similarly the conditional variance can be bounded as

Vo YK 'V €] = v K~ HY + 021, ) K v (S266)
_CFT P 1 P

< ||T + 21, ‘K‘l 111 (S267)
H € m”oo \/TTl - \/7T1 )

< C. (S268)

The bound || K ! % loo < C follows by considering the SVD of F as in the proof of Lem. 1.6, while

the bound ||Y|| < C holds on Ega,. The law of total variance then shows V[Y K~1v T[] < C
also. Hence an application of Chebyshev’s inequality shows that

PlYK~'vT| > Cn§|Eqan) < Cng© (S269)

for some C' > 0 and any ¢ > 0.

Controlling Y X ~'u": Again, we introduce conditioning on the event gy, and note its indepen-
dence from 3 and €. A nearly identical argument to the previous one suffices, so we only outline the
argument. Again E[Y K ~'v T |Egaa] = 0 and the conditional variance can be bounded as

Vo YK 8] = 0" K7Y(YT + 021,) K tu (S270)
<K + 02 Il a3 (S271)
1
< ? -a’m - HT_"O'gImHoo (8272)
< Cny. (S273)

Finally, Chebyshev’s inequality suffices to show
PIYE 'u"| > CnS™ %8 ata) < Cng® (S274)

for some C' > 0 and any ¢ > 0.

Controlling K] K~'u': Here, we introduce conditioning on the event &y and note its indepen-
dence from x. The overall argument then uses Chebyshev’s inequality exploiting the randomness in
x. First,

EX[KIK_luT|8W]’ = Ex[fTSW]\/Z;K_luT/\/TTl (S275)
1
_ Fo_
< ||Ex[flEw]]], \/TTK’l la/v/nall, (8276)
< Cng. (S277)

The bound || \/%K_l lloo < C follows by an SVD as before, while the first bound ||Ex[f " |Ew]ll2 < Cn§

follows from the fact Exo(Wx); < C’ngfl/ % on Ew (see Lem. 1.4). Next we turn to the conditional
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variance. We see

Vi [Kx K tu|&y] = u' K1EL[K K] [Ew]K 1u (S278)
1 ¥ —
= u K- 1FT(Z WS W + (e — C) Iy + A)FE'u (S279)
LFT P -
Sl e+ 1 = om e 181) - s280
2 o0
<C- (C + C +nk) (S281)
< Ong. (5282)

Once again the bound || K ! % |2 follows by considering the SVD, while the nontrivial operator
norm bounds follow from Lem. I.4. Using the law of total variance, we see

VKK tul&w] = B[Vi KK ulEw]|Ew] + V[Ex[Kx K tulEw]|Ew] < Cn§  (S283)
by Equations (S277) and (S282). Applying Chebyshev’s inequality yields
P[|Ky K™ 'u — Ex[K] K ]| > Cn§|&w] < Ong*, (S284)

and so o

P[|K,] K~ 'u| > Cnf|&w] < Cng© (S285)
by the triangle inequality since [Ex[K,} K~1u]| < Cn.
Controlling K] K~'v': Again, we introduce conditioning on the event £y and note its indepen-

dence from x. A nearly identical argument to the previous one shows the result for this term. Hence
we only outline the argument. First, we see

E K] RVT|E T L1 E 1”1
_ FT 1n
) LT 1EwW] H 12| || (S287)
<cntl? (S288)

The bound || \/%f( -1 % lloc < 1 follows by an SVD as before, while the first bound again follows
from Lem. [.4. Next we compute the conditional variance and bound as in Equation (S282) to find

Vo [Kx KT Ew] = v KB KL K, |Ew] K v (S289)

IR SR e ) p— Pl
— EQIFK 1Pt <nOWE W+ (e — ), +A> FK'F'1,,

(S290)
1| 1n, |I? F oo F7 .
o vl I e | (T HI0 - 181
(S291)
- C-(C+C+nf) (S292)
n1
< Cng ($293)
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Once again the bound || \/%K _1% |2 < 1 follows by considering the SVD while the nontrivial
operator norm bounds follow on . Now applying Chebyshev’s inequality as before shows

PIK]K'vT| > Cng 2 |ew] < Cng©. (S294)

Controlling y(x): Finally we show y(x) < Cnf with probability at least Cn,°. Note that
E[y(x)] = 0 and a short computation shows that V[y(x)] = tr(X*) + 02 < C. So a direct
application of Chebyshev’s inequality shows that

Plly(x)| > Cnf] < Cng®. ($295)

[.1.5 COMPLETING THE ARGUMENT FOR THE TYPICAL BEHAVIOR

Lemma 1.8 For some ny-independent constants ¢ > 0 and C > 0, we have
IE[1eAy(x)]| < Cng© (5296)

and
‘E [15A(K§[ KT+ K] K—lyT)] ) < Cng® (S297)

Proof Obviously, |E [1¢ Ay(x)]| is bounded by |E [Ay(x)] |€], so we can remove the indicator 1¢
from the expectations in Equations (S296) and (S297) by conditioning on £.
We want to show that conditional on £ and for some no—indegendPnt constants ¢ > 0 and C' > 0,
the bounds |A| < Cng*, [y(x)| < Cn§, and |(K] K~'YT + K] K'Y T)| < Cng hold.
Recall,a := Ezo (w‘&(E)Z), a, :=Eyzo (wﬁ(E*)Z), vi=1/mFT1,,u:=al,,U:=[uv]",
and C := (1}).
First, consider the term A = Y'T; 4+ Y'T5. To show that |A| < Cng 2¢ on &, we write out YT}
and YT, more explicitly:

_ _ —1
YT, =YK 'UT (12 n CUK*UT> P (5298)
1 YE1u\ " €10 + coay
_ 1t $299
2 + mepes (YK_1V> (—mco5 + crax ( )
1 _ )
=5——— (YK 'u-(a16 + coas) + YK v - (—mcod + c1a4)) (S300)
c] + mcoca
(S301)
and
_ _ —1 _ _
YT, = —-YE'UT (12 + CUK*lUT> CUK 'K, (S302)
1 YK 'u T Co c1 u K 1Ky
_— o S (S303)
2 +megeg \Y K 'v cg —mey) \v' K71Ky
1 _ o o
<5 (YEu (ou' K Rt v K1) (S304)
c] + mcoca
+YK v (cluTK_lf(x - chVTf(_If(x)) (S305)

67



TRIPURANENI, ADLAM, PENNINGTON

Now using Equation (S298) and the definition of £, we see that on £

YTi| < (YK ] (le1| 18] + [ea] las) + [Y K v ] (m ol [8] + fea| |ax]))

cf + mcoco
(S306)

< Cnget (Cn8+1/2(0n8 n8_1/2 + Cng) + C’ng(CnoCnSCng_l/Q + CnS)) (S307)
< cond 2, (S308)

Since the ¢s used in the bounds above can be arbitrarily small, we may replace write |Y'T1| <

C’ng_l/ ? for arbitrarily small ¢ > 0. Finally, a similar argument for Equation (S302) yields the
bound

Yl < | e (|Yf(‘1u| (Jealu" K Ry + | |[v T K7 Ry) (S309)
+ VR (lellu” B By = mleollvT K7 Ry))) (5310)
<Ccnat. <C’n8+1/2 - (CngCng + CnSH/ZC'nS_l/Q) (S311)

+ Cné - (OS2 omg + CngCngongY 2)) (S312)

< Cn2e o (Cndet? 4 ondt/?) (S313)
<Ccni?, (S314)

and as before since ¢ can be chosen arbitrarily small we can write |Y75| < C’n(cfl/ %, |

I.2 Gaussian equivalents

Before describing how (in the high-dimensional limit) Gaussian equivalents can be used to compute
the test error we make the following observation: the limiting test error is invariant to the centering
of the activation function across the training and test distributions. That is, by App. I.1 the limiting
test error is unchanged by replacing,

Fyj = Fij —E, o0 (2) and  fi:= fi =B, n(0.)0 (2) (S315)

for all 7 and j.

With this simplification in mind, the proof of Thm. 5.1 relies on the concept of Gaussian
equivalents and the linearization analysis developed in Adlam and Pennington (2020a,b); Adlam
et al. (2019), which we briefly review here, though we refer the reader to these works for a more
detailed description. To proceed, we first define the moment-matched Gaussian linearizations,

_ [ p —

F —WX — 1
— noW +4/1—(CO (S316)

_ & _ =

f— ” Wx + /7 — G0 (S317)
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where f := (Wx/,/ng) is the random feature representation of the test point x and y := n%) BTx
is its corresponding label, which we assume has no additive noise (including noise on the test labels
merely shifts by the total error by an irreducible additive constant). The centered parameters'* are
defined as, ¢ and (, as ¢ = sp and (, = 5., with,

_ _ _ 1 _
n-= Esz(Qs) [0(3)2] y P (EEZNN(O,S) [ZU(Z)])Q ) (S318)
1
T = Eeron(0,6)[0(2)%] pe = (;EZNN(O,S*)[ZWZ)])Q- (S319)

The new objects O, 0 are matrices of the appropriate shapes with i.i.d. standard Gaussian entries
independent of the other random variables under consideration. The constants 7, (, 7., (s are
chosen so that the mixed moments up to second order are the same for the original and linearized
matrices. The Gaussian equivalents defined are essentially constructed via a Taylor expansion of the
nonlinearity (-). The explicit calculations defining these expressions can be found via the Gaussian
moment matching technique in Adlam et al. (2019).

Having appropriately linearized the random feature matrices, we can map back to the definition
of the original activation functions by recalling that the variables ¢ and ¢, are defined in Sec. 5.1 as
¢ = sp and (x = S.p«, and

n:=1=E.on05)(0(2) = Eeun0,9)[0(2)])?] = Ven(o,9) [0(2)] (8320)
pi=p= (EEZNN(O,S) [2(0(2) = Ezanvio0)lo(2))])? = (%EZNN(O,S) [2(a(2)))? ($321)
e =1 = Boon(0,0)[(0(2) = Eoon(0,50)[0(2))) = Veonr(0,6.) [0(2)] (8322)
i = P = (;EZNN(O,S*)[Z(U(Z) —E.onvos)lo(2)))? = (iEsz(O,s*)['z(O—(Z)])z' (8323)

by using the definition of the centering. Effectively, this is equivalent to using the linearizations,
Fo Fo J2wx+/n—co (S324)
ng
Fo Fo J2Wx+ Vi — G0 ($325)
ng

directly to compute the test error.
Simply by definition, the teacher function is exactly linear,

Y :,/iﬁTXH (S326)
no

Y = /iﬁTx. (S327)
nQ

We emphasize that the restriction to linear teacher functions is simply a matter of convenience and
simplicity—nonlinear teacher neural networks can be studied by means of an analogous linearization

" with some abuse of notation, we use &(-) to denote the centering with respect to the training scale s and s. for
unasterisked and asterisked quantities respectively.

69



TRIPURANENI, ADLAM, PENNINGTON

process, as discussed in Adlam and Pennington (2020a), which merely requires introducing additional
moment-matching constants and additional i.i.d. standard Gaussian terms 6, and 0,,.

In the high-dimensional limit the bulk statistics we compute defining the error, bias, and vari-
ance are invariant to the above replacements by linearized Gaussian equivalents. We remark that
further intuition for these linearized information-plus-noise replacements can be gathered from the
universality results of Banna et al. (2015, 2020). To summarize briefly, the final expressions we
compute are tracial (nonlinear) functions of several random matrices. A large body of universality
results stemming from Banna et al. (2020); Erdos (2019) show that in the limit it is sufficient to
match them to an equivalent tracial functional of a (linearized) rational function of random matrices,
whose moments match their nonlinear counterparts.

More specifically, two basic trace objects arise in the calculations, which take the form

tr(AB), and tr <A > (S328)

B —zI

For the first case, tr(AB), if the random matrices A and B are independent, its asymptotics can be
understood via concentration of measure arguments. Conditionally on A, it is sufficient to replace
B with an equivalent matrix designed to match low-order moments, at the expense of an error that

ﬁ), is a bit more involved. Our arguments
proceed by 1) using the linearized matrices in Eqgs. (S324) and (S325) to express the trace object as a
rational function of i.i.d. Gaussian matrices, and then 2) using the linear pencil method'” to express
it as the trace of a large (inverted) block matrix (Helton et al., 2018; Mingo and Speicher, 2017). The
reason the linearization over B preserves the asymptotic statistics even for general A with correlated

entries stems from the matrix Dyson equation (Erdos, 2019).

vanishes asymptotically. The second case, tr (A

1.3 Decomposition of the test loss

Recall the expression for the test loss in Eq. (S143),

Es+ = E1 + Ey + E3 (5329)
with
Er = E(xp0y(x)° = Exotr(y(x)y(x) ") (S330)
By = =2 g0 (Kx K'Y)y(x) = —2E(x oy tr(K{ K'Y Ty(x)) ($331)
By =B pe) Ky K'YV T)? =B otr(K K'Y TYK Ky, (S332)

where the kernels K = K (X, X) and Kx = K(X,x) are given by,

F'F 1
= +~I, and Ky=—F'f. (S333)
ni ni

K

Using the cyclicity and linearity of the trace, the expectation over x requires the computation of

ExKxKy ,  Exy(x)K.,  Exy(x)yx)'. (S334)

15This is essentially an iterative application of the Schur complement formula.
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As described in App. 1.2, without loss of generality we consider the case of a linear teacher, and
Egs. (S325) and (S327) read

1 in P
=—0'x and — [ = =Wx+ /. — (0. (S335)
y \/7705 f=f N M =G
The expectations over x are now trivial and we readily find,
1 N
ExKxKy = —F' <pwz W+ (g — c*)1m> F (S336)
nl no
Exy(x)K, = ﬂBTZ*WTF (S337)
noni
1 *
Exy(x)y(x)" = - -BT"A" (S338)

One may interpret the substitution in Eq. (S335) as a tool to calculate the expectations above to leading
order, which generates terms like Eq. (S328). Next, we recall the definition, ¥ = BTX /v/no + €,
and, as above, we consider the leading order behavior with respect to the random variables 3 to find

1
Eg. [YTY} = XX+ 0L, (S339)

0
Es.c [YTEXy(x)K,T } = gf* X' w'F. (S340)

Putting these pieces together, we have

tr(2*
B = &) (S341)
ng
Ey = Foy (S342)
E3 = E31 + E32 , (S343)
where,
Eyp = —2 ;f* Etr (XTE*WTFK*) (S344)
By = o2Etr (K 'S3K 1) (S345)
1
Es9 = —FEtr (K‘lEgK‘lXTX> (S346)
ng
and,

Sy = L FTwsw TR+ ;C* FT'F. (S347)

L.4 Decomposition of the bias and variance

Note that it is sufficient to calculate the bias term since, given the total test loss, the total variance
can be obtained as V5« = Ex« — By+. Following the total multivariate bias-variance decomposition
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of Adlam and Pennington (2020b), for each random variable in question we introduce an i.i.d. copy
of it denoted by either the subscript 1 or 2. We can then write,

By = Exy) (v — Egwx0)i(x; W, X, €))? (S348)
= B ) By, x1,60) E(Wa, Xo,00) (¥ — 93 W1, X1,61))(y — 9(x; Wa, Xo,e2))  (S349)
tr(X2*
- rfl ) 4 Boy + Hopo (S350)
0

where an expression for o1 was given previously and Hgg satisfies

Hooo = Eg(x; W1, X1,€1)9(x; Wa, Xo,€2), (S351)
where the expectations are over x, W1, X1,e1, Wa, Xo, and 2. Recalling the definition of g,
g(x; W, X, e) =Y (X,e) K(X, X; W)_lK(X,x; W) (§352)

and the techniques described in the previous section, it is straightforward to analyze the above term.
First note we can write,

Ex K (X1, %x; W1) K (x, Xo; W) = #FEW@*W; Fyo (S353)
1

since the f linearizations use different sources of auxiliary randomness. Here we have defined
Fi11 = F(Wh, X4) and Fyy = F(W3, X2). Now we proceed to calculate Hg as

Hooo = Eg(x; W1, X1, €)j(x; Wa, Xa,e2) (S354)

= RK (x, Xo; W) K (Xo, Xo: Wa) 1Y (Xo,e0) Y (X1, 1) K (X1, X1; W) LK (X1, x; W)

(S355)

= Etl‘(K(XQ, Xg; Wg)_lX;XlK(Xl, Xl; Wl)_lK(Xl, X W)K(X, XQ; WQ)) (5356)

= §*2Etr <K2_21X2TX1K1_11F1T1W12*W2TF22> (S357)
ngny

=Fy, (S358)

where in the second-to-last line we have defined K11 = K (X1, X1; W1) and Koy = K (X2, Xo; Wh).

I.5 Summary of linearized trace terms

We now summarize the requisite terms needed to compute the total test error, bias, and variance
after using cyclicity of the trace to rearrange several of them. In the following, we slightly change
notation in order to make explicit the dependence on the population covariance matrices > and
>*. To be specific, whereas above we assumed that the columns of X; and X» were drawn from
multivariate Gaussians with covariance ., below we assume that they are drawn from multivariate
Gausssians with identity covariance. This change is equivalent to replaceing X; — %!/2X and
Xy — »i/ 2 X, in the above expressions. We use this definition so that X7, X, Wi, Wy, and ©
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all have i.i.d. standard Gaussian entries. From the previous computations, we can now write the
requisite terms as,

Yy = %FﬂwlZ*WlTFH—i—L;QFﬂFH (S359)
nony ni
Fyp = -2 ;f* tr (XlTEl/QE*WlTFHKﬁl> (S360)
By = otr (K 'SsKq)) (S361)
1
Esy = —tr (KﬁlEgKﬁleT le) (S362)
ng
By — n§;2tr (FQQK;;X; X K FL W s Wy ) (S363)
0'"1
tr(2*
Bs. = 51 )+E21+E31+E32 (S364)
0
tr (X
By = r; ) By 4 B (S365)
0
Vsr = FEse— By (S366)

In the remainder of this section we use the machinery of operator-valued free probability (Mingo
and Speicher, 2017) and a series of lengthy algebraic computations to compute the limiting tra-
cial expressions in Esq, F31, E39, E4, from which the total test error, bias, and variance can be
reconstructed.

1.6 Calculation of error terms

To compute the test error, bias, and total variance, we need to evaluate the asymptotic trace objects
appearing in the expressions for Fo1, F31, E32, and Ey, defined in the previous section. As these
expressions are essentially rational functions of the random matrices X, W, ©, X, and ¥*, these
computations can be accomplished by constructing a linear pencil (Far et al., 2006) and using the
theory of operator-valued free probability (Mingo and Speicher, 2017). These techniques and their
application to problems of this type have been well-established elsewhere (Adlam et al., 2019;
Adlam and Pennington, 2020a,b), we only sketch the mathematical details, referring the reader to
the literature for a more pedagogical overview. Instead, we focus on presenting the details of the
requisite calculations.

Relative to the prior work of Adlam and Pennington (2020a,b), the main challenge in the current
setting is generalizing the calculations to include an arbitrary training covariance matrix . This
generalization is facilitated by the general theory of operator-valued free probability, and in particular
through the subordinated form of the operator-valued self-consistent equations that we first present
in Eq. (S385). The form of this equation enables the simple computation of the operator-valued
R-transform of the remaining random matrices, W, X, and ©, which are all i.i.d. Gaussian and can
therefore be obtained simply by using the methods of Far et al. (2006). The remaining complication
amounts to performing the trace in Eq. (S385), which becomes an integral over the LISD p in the
limit. While this might in general lead to a complicated coupling of many transcendental equations,
it turns out that the trascendentality can be entirely factored into a single scalar fixed-point equation,
whose solution we denote by x (see Eq. (S408)), and the remaining equations are purely algebraic
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given x. To facilitate this particular simplification, it is necessary to first compute all of the entries in
the operator-valued Stieltjes transform of the kernel matrix KX, which we do in App. 1.6.1. Using
these results, we compute the remaining error terms in the subsequent sections.

As a matter of notation, note that throughout this entire section whenever a matrix X, Xy, or X»
appears it is composed of i.i.d. standard Gaussian entries as in App. L.5. This differs from the notation
of the main paper, but we follow this prescription to ease the already cumbersome presentation.
This definition of X allows us to explicitly extract and represent the training covariance X in our

calculations.

1.6.1 K1

Define the block matrix QX as,

QN =

V=N
YVn1 YV/no
In, 0
0 In,
wT 0
—
0 0
0 0

0 0 0
N
0 Y= 0
sz 0 0
L 0 0
0 I, —X1?
0 0 I,

(S367)

Then block matrix inversion (i.e. repeated applications of the Schur complement formula) shows

that,

K-l _
Gii =

K-t _
Gy =

K-1
G3,3 =
K-t _
Gy =
K-1
G5,3 =

K1 _
G6,3 =

yir(K)
yEr(K)
QK- _q VP (SV2WTFK-IXT)
6,6 — -
’ \/Nomn1
GE — (s Vot EWTFK-IXT)
6,5 Mo
ot vy/Ptr (El/QWTK_1W>
64 —

ni

1ol (SWTEW)

K1 _
G5,5

ni

VP (FETIXTWT)

Vnoniy

Vet (SV2WTFK-IXT)

Vv 1oni

ypin (KtwwT)

K71
Gie

niy

Vot (BVAXKIXT)
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(S368)
(S369)

(S370)

(S8371)

(S372)

(S373)

(S374)

(S375)

(S376)

(S377)
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Votr (BXKXT)

G = (S378)
_ tr(K1XTX
Gl = _ﬁr(nw ), (S379)

where Gz{(j—l denotes the normalized trace of the (4, j)-block of the inverse of Q¥ ', and we have
defined K = L FFT +41,,.

We aim to compute the limiting values of these trace terms as ng, ni, m — oo, as they will be
related to the error terms of interest. Both here and in the sequel, to ease the already cumbersome
presentation, we use G to denote the limiting values as well as the non-limiting values and we refrain
from explicitly denoting the limit operation itself, noting its existing can be inferred from context.

To proceed, recall that the asymptotic block-wise traces of the inverse of Q€ ' can be determined
from its operator-valued Stieltjes transform (Mingo and Speicher, 2017). The simplest way to apply
the results of Far et al. (2006); Mingo and Speicher (2017) is to augment Q% ~' to form the the

self-adjoint matrix Q% ',

. k=17

QK 1 — < ngl [Q 0 ] ) , (5380)
and observe that we can write Q% - as,

1 Y | — -1
QF :Z+QII/I</,X,®+Q§

Z0 Qixe 0 Q0 )

where Z = I+ 4ny4n,»> and,

(e}

:T

L

o)
4|
S
=
_‘

S N w\/n*oo\ofwo
n— P
Sy 0 0 0 —YZ= 0
Q@}@ _ 0 Qw 0 0 0 0 (S382)
0 o 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
X
~ 0 0 0 0 0
000 O 0 0
000 O 0 0
k1 o000 =220 o0
@z - 0 0 0 0 0 0 (5383)
000 0 0 —x1/2
000 O 0 0

Note that we have separated the i.i.d. Gaussian matrices W, X, © from the constant terms and
o '
from the ¥-dependent terms. Denote by G* ™ the block matrix

1,1
GE = < Gfg‘l [GKO ] ) , (S384)
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and by G‘g ' the operator-valued Stieltjes transform of Qg - Using the subordinated form (Mingo
and Speicher, 2017) of the self-consistent equation for G ' and the defining equation for C‘g -,
the operator-valued theory of free probability shows that the limiting asymptotic Stieltjes transforms
satisfy,

GE = GE N (Z - Rl xo(GET))

_ ok~ o1\ L (S385)
:id®tr<Z Ry xo(GH ) - Qk ) ;
where R%’;’@ (GX™") is the operator-valued R-transform of QII,(V;@ Here the normalized trace tr
acts on the constituent blocks, and the identity operator id acts on the space of 12 x 12 matrices. As
described in Adlam and Pennington (2020a,b), since Q%}@ is a block matrix whose blocks are i.i.d.

Gaussian matrices (and their transposes), an explicit expression for R%;’@(GK _1) can be obtained
through a covariance map, denoted by 7 (Far et al., 2006). In particular, n : My(C) — My(C) is
defined by,

(D)) =D o(i, k; 1, j)oarDy (S386)

kl

where ay, is dimensionality of the kth block and o (3, k; [, k) denotes the covariance between the
entries of the blocks ij block of Qéf,}@ and entries of the &l block of Q%},ey Here d = 12 is the
number of blocks. When the constituent blocks are i.i.d. Gaussian matrices and their transposes,
as is the case here, then R{,(V; o = 1 (Mingo and Speicher, 2017), and therefore the entries of

R{,(V; e can be read off from Eq. (S380). To simplify the presentation, we only report the entries

of RW P% @(GK 71) that are nonzero, given the specific sparsity pattern of G ~'. The latter follows
from Eq. (S385) in the manner described in Mingo and Speicher (2017); Far et al. (2006). Practically
speaking, the sparsity pattern can be obtained by iterating an Eq. (S385), starting with an ansatz
sparsity pattern determined by Z, and stopping when the iteration converges to a fixed sparsity
pattern. In this case (and all cases that follow in the subsequent sections), the number of necessary
iterations is small and can be done explicitly. We omit the details and instead simply report the
following results for the nonzero entries:

KL K-t 0 RWX@(GK 1)
Riy xo(GF ) = ( Rl ¢ o(GET) . , (S387)
where,
L GEN(¢—n) — /pGE!
Ry xo(G ), = — ¢ n,)y VPCos (S388)
- YGE (¢ - -
Ry xe(G* )], = W+W¢Gi&, (S389)
Rixe(G" s = VoGEy (S390)
. el
Ry xo(G* g, = —ﬁ’wjl, (S391)

and the remaining entries of Rg}ve(GK 71) are zero. Owing to the large degree of sparsity, the
matrix inverse in Eq. (S385) can be performed explicitly and yields relatively simple expressions that
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depend on the entries of G ' and the matrix X. For example, the (9, 6) entry of the self-consistent
equation reads,

_ _ _ o o o -1
als = [id®tr (2 Rixo@* ) -aQE ") } ($392)
9,6
= ﬁ[\/ﬁfol(—EprflGﬁf;—vcblno)’l} (S393)
no—to0 G
'27E,| ﬁ ], (S394)
_)‘pGl,l GQ,2 — ¢

where to compute the asymptotic normalized trace we moved to an eigenbasis of Y and recalled
the definition of the LJSD p. The remaining entries of the Eq. (S385) can be obtained in a similar
manner and together yield the following set of coupled equations for the entries of G -,

G = —— T - (S395)
’ —GE (—CHn+p) +pGEy " — PGES —
Gy = il (S396)
2,2 P o
WK (= Q) =0 (VavGls ' - 1)
-1
_ r PG
GEs' = E, }(C | (S397)
'_/\PGl,l G2,2 -9
_ - A/pGE!
Gly' = E, K\C ] (S398)
L=ApGYy Gy — 0
- i VV/POGE,
GE, = E,|- e ) | (S399)
- _)‘PGM G2,2 -9
B - YA/POGE
Gy = Eu| - K\C ] (S400)
- _)‘pGl,l G2,2 -0
K—l K—l
GE' = oK '—g,| VMGl Gl S401
34 = G5 =Ly KT K1 ( )
'_)‘pGl,l G2,2 -0
- - - Gl Vo
k' = Gy =Eu| - —pi 2 } (S402)
- MGy Gy 9
- T VA
Gfg?)l — Gé;l:EM - K’L ;?_1 } (S403)
—AGTy G2,2 -9
-1 -1 i V(bGéf;l\/)\p
Giy = G§4 =E, T } (S404)
LAGT Gy + 9
-1 -1 -1 -1 ’y¢)
G = G =G =G :E“[_—ApGch;Kl—ws ., (S405)
1,1 U2

where we have used the fact that, asymptotically, the normalized trace becomes equivalent to
. .. . -1 —1 . o .
an expectation over p. After eliminating Géfg and Gf&) from the first two equations, it is
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straightforward to show that

_ 1 —¢)2+4 —
(k) = Lot = VO 0P+ Ady/p v = ¢ (S406)
’ 29y
N 1 @1 1 W 1
F=(K ) =-GE, =+ (- = (S407)
( ) ~y 2,2 v ¢ ( '7)
where T is the companion transform of 7, and where x satisfies the self-consistent equation,
1= 7 1-V (Y—9¢)2+Haydy/p+¢—9¢
— 5
T = = . 5408
w + I171 w+ Zl,l ( )
Here we used the two-index set of functionals of p, Z,, j, defined in Eq. (19).
Note that the product 77 is simply related to z,
T =ypTT, (5409)
so that, given z, the equations for the remaining entries of G - completely decouple. In particular,
- 7
GYe = —\/ﬁ; = (S410)
_ 7
Gl = —‘/ﬁ; &L (S411)
GE,' = 4/prToa (S412)
Gly' = 4vprhia (S413)
1 1 xly
G§, = Gfy =- ¢2 (S414)
_ _ VPTLL
GE' = Gi = - L (S415)
Gly = G =1y, (S416)
-1 -1 _
Gis = Gia =101l (S417)
-1 —1 -1 -1
G§3 - Gf4 == Géir) == Géfﬁ - I(]J 5 (S418)

which will be important intermediate results for the subsequent sections.

1.6.2 E5
Define the block matrix Q2! as,
In, 0 -xt/? 0 0 0 0 0 0
XT
-2 Im 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 In, —¥* 0 0 0 0 0
WT
0 0 0 Ing - 0 OW 0 0
QP21 — 0 0 0 0 L,  —&vi=t Y22 0 0 (S419)
n—co’ VBX T
0 0 0 0 1 I, 0 0 s
0 0 0 0 0 0 Ing —x1/2 0
X
0 0 0 0 0 - 0 Ing 0
0 0 0 —x1/2 0 0 0 0 Ing
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Then block matrix inversion (i.e. repeated applications of the Schur complement formula) shows
that,

G3' = Gy =Gy =1 (S420)
Gey = Gr’ (S421)
Gfy = G, (S422)
Gy = GF =Gy =Gy =GYy (S423)
Gry = Gy =Giy (S424)
Giy = gy =0l (5425
Goy = Gy (S426)
Gy = Gy =aly (S427)
Gy = G5 (S428)
Gry = Gy =aky (S429)
Gy = Gk (S430)
Gy = Gy (S431)
G3 = f(n?) (S432)
Yo i (RwswT)
Grg = " (S433)
Y i (S TR W)
G = gby = - (S434)
’ ’ 1
GE21 _ _\/ﬁt_r(FK_lXTZ*WT) (5435)
9,3 -
’ Vnoniy
1/ b (SWTR W)
GEy = (S436)
9 nl
Vot (SV2XFTR W)
G = - N (S437)
6 fr (21/2XFTIA(*1WE*>
Geg = — (S438)
tr (SV2XFTK-IWy*
GEn tr(2*) ! (S439)
p— r —
9 Vnony
) Vot (SXFTR- W)
Gt = a(nter) - , (S440)
’ V/noni
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where ijl denotes the normalized trace of the (i, j)-block of the inverse of @21, Comparing to
Eq. (S344), we see that the error term F; is related to Gg%l by

2/ P+
Ey = — gGggl : (S441)

To compute the limiting values of these traces, we require the asymptotic block-wise traces of Q¥21,
which may be determined from the operator-valued Stieltjes transform. Proceeding as above, we first
augment Q21 to form the the self-adjoint matrix QF21,

NEa1 0 [QEQI]T
Q™ = ( QF o > : (S442)

and observe that we can write Q72! as

AE: 7 ANE: AE:
Q" =7+ Qffo + QE

T
_ < 0o zZ7T ) N EO [ %),5(,6] n g [ng]T 7 (S443)
z 0 Qw'x.o 0 Qv 0

where Z = Iop46no+n,> and,

0 0 0O 0 0 0 0 0
XT
— U 0 0O 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0O 0 0 0 0 0
WT
0 0 0O — 0 \0[ . 0 0
E _ SN p
Qwxe = 0 000 0 - w% V= 0 0T (S444)
V=o' VpX
0 0 0O Y 0 0 0 Ve
0 0 0O 0 0 0 0 0
X
0 0 0O 0 ~ 0 0 0
0 0 0O 0 0 0 0 0
00 -2 0 000 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0O 0 0
0 0 0 =>* 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0O 0 0
’gﬂ = 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 (5445)
0 0 0 0 0 0O 0 0
0 0 0 0 00 0 -2 ¢
0 0 0 0 0 0O 0 0
o0 o0 %2000 0 0
The operator-valued Stieltjes transforms satisty,
GE21 — Ggm (Z _ R%%’@(GEQI))
(S8446)

_ /= — _ _ -1
—id@ b (Z - Rio(G™) - QF")
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where R%}XQ(GEQI) is the operator-valued R-transform of Q{;JVQB(@ As discussed above, since

Q%lx o 1s a block matrix whose blocks are i.i.d. Gaussian matrices (and their transposes), an explicit

expression for R%}( o (G*21) can be obtained from the covariance map 7, which can be read off from

Eq. (S442). As above, we use the specific sparsity pattern for GF2! that is induced by Eq. (S446), to
obtain,

_ _ 0 RE21 (GEQl)T
E
RVV?,.IX,G(GEM) = ( R%B{@(GEM) W7X760 ’ (5447)
where,
Bk o(G™),g = Gsi (S448)
Rtk eGP, = VoG53 (S449)
VGgg (¢ —n)
Rk eGP, = %TJr\/ﬁwa? (S450)
GE21 _ _ GE21
Rl oG]y, = b VIR sas1)
E
REn oGPy = 28 $452
[ W,X,@( )]8,1 & ( )
E2
oG
[RQEVQ,%,@(GE”)]&Q = —\fwf’ﬁ, (S453)

and the remaining entries of R%}(79(GE21) are zero.

Owing to the large degree of sparsity, the matrix inverse in Eq. (S446) can be performed explicitly
and yields relatively simple expressions that depend on the entries of G*21 and the matrices > and
Y*. For example, the (13, 3) entry of the self-consistent equation reads,

_ /= _ _ _ —1
Gy = [id@tr (Z—R‘%}(’@(GE“)—Q%I) ] (S454)
13,3
-1
= f|n* (I, + LGErgEry (S455)
r T s 5,5 6,6
ng—00 r
=K (S456)
g [1 + LAGEEGEE }
T
- E S457
“[1+7€¢AG{§1G§;} (557
r
- ¢EH[7¢+M} (S458)
— I, (S459)

To obtain Eq. (S456), we computed the asymptotic normalized trace by moving to an eigenbasis of X
and recalling the definition of the LISD p. We also used Eqs. (S422) and (S421) to obtain Eq. (S457)
and Eqgs. (S406), (S407), and (S409) to obtain Eq. (S458). The final line follows from the definition
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of Z* in Eq. (19). The remaining nonzero entries of Eq. (S446) can be obtained in a similar manner
and together yield the following set of coupled equations for the entries of G*21,

1
GP3 = ;’0 (S460)
Gt = I3, (S461)
Gy = I, (S462)
Ggy = rGEy (S463)
G = ypiIi, (S464)
Geat = /I3, (S465)
xZ
Gip = - (S466)
’ o
xL3 1
Gogt = — ; (S467)
Gri = Gei =T, (S468)
GIf = G35 =Gy =1, (5469)

where we have again used the definition of the LISD u, the relations in Egs. (S420)-(S440), as
well as the results in App. 1.6.1 to simplify the expressions. Note that in these equations and the
above example for the (13, 3) entry, we have leveraged the simple manner in which ¥* enters in
Egs. (S420)-(S440), namely linearly in the numerator, to simplify the dependence on ¥ and X*. In
particular, by rewriting the arguments of the trace terms in an eigenbasis of 3, the only dependence
on X and »* that remains is through the training eigenvalues A and the overlap coefficients r. As
such, the tr in (Eq. (S446)) can be written as an expectation over the LISD y in the limit, which
leads to significant simplification through the introduction of the two-index set of functions of p,
I;7b, defined in Eq. (19).

It is straightforward algebra to solve these equations for the undetermined entries of G¥2! and
thereby obtain the following expression for Fo,

T

By = —26-T5,. (S470)
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1.6.3 Es3

Define the block matrix Q31 = [Qfgl QJQESI] by,

E31 _

1

and,

E.
Q231 —

VN—=COT ({u—n)

VX T (=)

vy 7m0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
n12" ps
0 0 ™
0 0 0
I, 0 0
0 Ing »1/2
WT
v 0 Ly,
vi—¢er VX T 0
Yvnr 7Vno
0 0 0
0 0 0

I, vn—<eT pX' 0
I Y11 Yv/1o
— VI I, 0 0
0 0 I, —X/2
T
0 -3;3 0 I,
0 0 0 0
-Ljéﬁ 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

N
=

§

o

coococooco off oo

@
TOOOOOO
T

i~

OOﬁ
3
=

o ococooco o

S

) Ooﬁ
3
=

=
[=}

0

O O O O O O o oo o

_21/2
In,

(5471)

(S472)

Then block matrix inversion (i.e. repeated applications of the Schur complement formula) shows

that,
G
Gy
G
Gy
GLY
Gy

E31
Gy3

= G%,llo = Gﬁ_ 1

= GPy =Gk,

= Giy =Ghy =6, =6y =
= Gy =Gy =G, =GE
= Giy =GPy =iy =6k

= Gy =G5

_ E31 _ ~FE31 _ ~E31 _ ~KY
= Ggs =Gog =G50 =Gy
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E31 _ ~FE31 _ ~FE31 _ ~K7!
G5,5 - G9,9 - Gll,ll - G3,3

(8473)
(S474)
(8475)
(8476)
(8477)
(S478)
(8479)
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oy = Gin=aky (S480)
by = aby =aiy=aly =G’ (S481)
Gy = Gﬁ319:G574 (5482)
cly = ely=aly’ (S483)
G%ﬁ - ;bQ Es1, (S484)

£

where GE 31 denotes the normalized trace of the (4, j)-block of the inverse of Q3. For brevity, we
have suppressed the expressions for the other non-zero blocks.

To compute the limiting values of these traces, we require the asymptotic block-wise traces of
QF31, which may be determined from the operator-valued Stieltjes transform. Proceeding as above,
we first augment Q3! to form the the self-adjoint matrix Q*31,

NE31 0 [QESI]T
Q" = gm T . (S485)

and observe that we can write Q73! as,
QEBl — Z+ Q%};}Qe + QEsl

-
N AN A
Z 0 Qﬁ/?:_l)(’@ 0 Qgsl 0

where Z = Iomsno+2n1> @ity e = (@it ol [@u'k el2] and,

vi—¢eT X'

OO R YV/P1 Y10 0 ﬁw 0
_9vn— _VP
NE 0 0o 0 -2 o
0 0 0 0 0 0
WT
0 e 0 0 0 0
By 0 0 0 0 0 0
[QW,X,G]l = —jfTo 0 0 0 0 0 (8487)
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
Vi=COT (¢a=n)  /BX T (Cx—nx)
N N B 0 0o 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
. 0 0 0 0 0 0
31 _ ©v/n—C_C /PW
[@wkel, = 0 0 0 —OvIC _viW (S488)
0 0 0 0 0 0
WT
- 0 0 0 0 0
n=co’ VX 0 0 o 0
Y1 Y10
0 0 0 0 0 0
X
0 0 0o -X 0 0

®©
=
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0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 —x¥/2 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 -x¥/2 g o ™Eex g g 0
E "y
QEM — 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (S489)
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 00 -2 o0 o 0
0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -—xb/2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
The operator-valued Stieltjes transforms satisfy,
~E31 _ ~E31 (77 pE31 ~F31
G =Gy, (Z - RW,X,Q(G )
(S490)

= = _ _ -1

=id® tr (Z — Ry o(GPo) — QQ“) :

where RVE‘}’:}QG(C_T‘EM) is the operator-valued R-transform of QVEI}*'E(@ As discussed above, since
Q{/EV%( o 1s a block matrix whose blocks are i.i.d. Gaussian matrices (and their transposes), an explicit
expression for RE""’1 (G’E31 ) can be obtained from the covariance map 7, which can be read off from

Eq. (5§485). As above, we use the specific sparsity pattern for G¥3! that is induced by Eq. (S490), to
obtain,

_ _ 0 RE31 (GE31)T
Ryfy o(GP) = ( REA (GF») e : (S491)
where,
[RE31 (GEBl)] _ E51(C 77) \fGEdl \TGEM( *_C*)
e L1 v v v
E31 _
S o s199)
REn(GFmy = Grg(C—m _ VPG13s , VPG (=)
W, X,© 1,10_ ol v ¥
G (¢ —m) (G — s
M SN 19
GE31 _
(R o(GPY)],, = Yo 1’17(; ) + /PG (S494)
PG5 (¢ —n) YGRHC — 1) (G —n2)
REs1 GEs - ~ o+ GEsn + J (5495)
Rl oGP, = — 10 2+ VGl -
[REP o(GP), = VAGES (5496)
Riiko(G™),y, = VPOT .
GE31
[R‘%}(’@(GEM)]&S: ffy P (S498)
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\/>GE31( *_C*) \/ﬁ %11

B (G = S = = (5499
PG (¢ = n)
[R%%’@(GE31)]72 — # + \/ﬁwai’ﬁ (S500)
YG1Ei(¢ —n) PG = 1) (e — )
Rk oG], = =05+ VUG + (8500)
[Riy oGP, = VPG ¥ (S502)
R 0(GP),, = VAGEY (8503)
E31 GE31
REA o(GEM)] = f n _ Ve 7678 (S504)
E31 GE31
[R%B(,Q(GEgl)]l[),lo (,5 77) \/ﬁ,}/1278 (SSOS)
GE31
[Rg/:’:}x’@(GEsl)]IQ g = _\/Zim;’m (S506)
GE31 e — Co GESI
[R%}TX’@(GEM)]I2S _ \[ 1, 1(3}/;77 C ) . \/57(;0,10 ’ (8507)

and the remaining entries of Ry;?, o (G31) are zero. Similarly, following the example from G2
above, plugging these expressions into Eq. (S490) and explicitly performing the block-matrix inverse
yields the following set of coupled equations,

VPG — 1) N Y172 = 1) (G — 14)

G%l =~2/pT 1!JGE31 5 5 (S508)
P _ p1dTo2 (e — Ci) — T3 s fGIO 1Zo,2 + 93/272(;%11172 (S509)
8,6
’ VYo Y ¢
OLT 5P
GE31 . pTILQ (77* - C*) - ITJP \[GIO 11'1 2 P3/27'2G$,32112,2 1
95 = NG ~ T é (5510)
GEsv — 2B ) 2 Es -1 — S511
101 =17 G753 (¢ —n) = W GiSy + 71 (77 = 1) (G — ) ( )
2 =2 *
Gﬁi”,h: 7 N (625 1,2P 1/}%’ VI (G 77*)) +\f¢GE31 7p3/2 2@15031111’2 (S512)
2 =2 *
VNPT NDLS ops + pTYU T2 2 (G — M4
6l - - VP (T e )y JBoGE T — PR T (5513)
2 —27x%
Y pTT LS 9P
GEy =Gl = Tw prGES Ty o — prGig  Tho + a1 2 (1 — ) (S514)
2 —27%
E31 Es1 e 1'%2,0* Es1 Pl
Gy =Gty = — pTG7 I; 2 — PTG 11%72 + a:I%Q (e — C4) (S515)
X E
o _ gin _ PhaaPn T (e G VPG + PG Ty, (S516)
85 — Log =
VP gl ¢
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YTPLs o+
2?

Ggdt =G5y = —— prGe3 Ts o — prGighTs o + 2Ts 5 (0 — ) (S517)
Goyt =Gty = —’Mf’?p* — prGEYT 5 — pTGI Th o + 2T (e — G (S518)
L R (0T e pTUT 5 (G — ) .
G113,13 = Glzg,i == : ¥ + \/5¢G7,32115,2
—yp¥ 2#(;%111%2 , (S519)

Here we have used the definition of the LISD p, the relations in Eqs. (S473)-(S484), the definition of
T, and the results in App. 1.6.1 to simplify the expressions. It is straightforward algebra to solve
these equations for the undetermined entries of G®31 and thereby obtain the following expression for

Ej31,

o (Mx — Cx)As1 + puBs1

E3 = o] Dy , (S520)
where,
At = pPratTys (—ymh + 0 + @) + 2ot p(n — () Tia + pPTp%2? "I, (S521)
+7Y (%Y(C —n)? — p* (¢ —779)) — p*rv°2' T3,
Bsi = ppa'oTy Too — ppa® T o1 + Y $* I o (C — ) — pa’d* T, (8522)
D31 = —p*yaeI3, + 2002 ¢°Tio(n — () + P23’ ¢ TT o + p*2* 0T (1) + ¢)
+6 (z*(¢ —n)? — p*¢) . (S523)

Further simplifications are possible using the raising and lowering identities in Eq. (S5), as well as
the results in App. 1.6.1, to obtain,

0o TTE(P5 (0T12 + W) (we + I7 ) + £T5,)

B =0zt T+ Ta(w + ¢Iy 2) — 122 %1—2,2 (5524)
— o2 (05 (6Tt ) + T1) + 2T5) (8525)

where we have used,
Or _ & (S526)

O (ST )Wt ¢Thn)|

which follows from Eq. (S408) via implicit differentiation.
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Define the block matrix Q32 = [Qf% Qfgz] by,

Ezo _
2=

and,

Ezz _
232 =

I vi—¢eT X' 0 0
m v 7V/no
_9vn—¢ I 0 0 AW
VT ™1 v
0 0 I, ——x1/2 0
T
0 J\’/‘% 0 Ing 0
0 0 0 0 Ly,  —
X
- 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
B2 (ny = ¢) 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
n13%ps
12 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 —evn—¢ oW 0
VL Ny
Ing 0 0 0 0
VvpX T
0 Im 0 0 s
0 0 I,  —Xx1/2 0
X
0 - 0 In, 0
0 0 0 0 Ing
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
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5|0 o0 0 ococococoooc
Obm

VI=CO T (Cu—na

RAVALST

~
S oo o o o
i
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n

ol

1

;

S ooo
Y

(=)
ﬁ
=

0

)

O O OO0 O O O O o oo oo

53‘

(8527)

(8528)

Then block matrix inversion (i.e. repeated applications of the Schur complement formula) shows

that,
GE32
GE32
GYy
GE32
GE32
G’E32
GE32
GP%

— GE32

- Gﬂs214 -
— GE32
— GE32
_ GE32
— GEsz
_ GE32

_ Es2
- (;12 11

G{E;% =
G1,1
Gy’
Gith = Giyhy = GIY = Gt =
Gjl%ﬁl = G%QS = G%ﬁz& = G3,4_
G%ﬁo = G%211 = G?{? '
= ok !
G0 = Gi3te = Gis
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Es2
Gioio =

_ _ K™t
G13 13= G333

(8529)
(8530)
(8531)
(8532)
(8533)
(S534)
(8535)
(8536)
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GE32 _ G%ﬁo _ Gfgl (8537)
GEp = e =alin, = O = Ofity = 68 (5539)
GEp = Gl = Gl =Gk, (5339)
cly = aip,=afy (S540)
GB = z Fa (S541)

where Gf;ﬁ denotes the normalized trace of the (4, j)-block of the inverse of Q¥32. For brevity, we
have suppressed the expressions for the other non-zero blocks.

To compute the limiting values of these traces, we require the asymptotic block-wise traces of
Q*32, which may be determined from the operator-valued Stieltjes transform. To proceed, we first
augment Q32 to form the the self-adjoint matrix Q¥32,

NVEs2 0 [QE32 ] '
Q = 0 Fs 0 . (S542)

and observe that we can write Q732 as,

QE32 =74 Qﬁ/‘gfx_’@ + QE52

o1 |
(027N (0 eikel VL[ 0 [eE (5543)
20 Qo 0 Qs 0

where Z = Iym+10np+201- Qi 0 = [Qnk o)t [k 2] and,

vi—¢eT  pXT
Y1 Vi)

Vn=CO T (¢a—n4)

o]
STO

I

S o o
=

g

2
3

e

SO o0 o o o

i

(S544)
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0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
_evn=—<¢ _ W
. 0 N e 0 0 0 0 0
32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
[@wikel, = . . C o 2 oo (S545)
Yv/10o
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
X
0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
X
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 —-7=
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
00 0 -x2 o 0 0 V2 —¢) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 -x/2 o CAR, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0P
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
532: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 —-xt/2 9 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 —x/2 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 =2
N
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(S546)
The operator-valued Stieltjes transforms satisfy,
GE32 GE32 ( RE32 (GE32 ))
(S547)

_ _ -1
—id@tr(Z- RE“ oGP = Q)

where RE52 (@E32) is the operator-valued R-transform of Qﬁ}& o- As discussed above, since

Qﬁ}& olisa block matrix whose blocks are i.i.d. Gaussian matrices (and their transposes), an explicit

expression for R‘%’& o (G'*32) can be obtained from the covariance map 7, which can be read off from

Eq. (S542). As above, we use the specific sparsity pattern for G32 that is induced by Eq. (S547), to
obtain,
0 RE32 (GE32 )T

E. ~E _
R 32 (G 32) - RESQ (GE32) 0 ’ (5548)

where,

GE32 GE32 E32 Y — 1,
[R‘%:%(’G(GEE)]M _ (’f n) \f (¢ — Z) (G —m4) (S549)
_GTEC-m) \/ﬁGfﬁ% GE2(¢C =) (G —n.)

1,9 v v v

(R o(GP)] (S550)
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GE32
[RﬂEﬁ&,@(GE”)]m = - WWM’?’ (S551)
G (¢ —n)
[R%Q,@(GE”)]M =—" ¥ VoUGYE (S552)
vGoP (¢
[Ri% eGP, ., = “ +VGEY + v GER
¢GE32(C 1) (G = n4)
(S553)
Y9
(R o(GP2)], . = VPG % (S554)
(R o (G2, o = VPGS (S555)
GE32
(R o (GP2)]; , = —fwj’l (S556)
GE32
E E _r
T (S557)
‘ e ()
Bk oGP, = — =0 + VPGith (S558)
E
[RE32 (GEaz)] — M + \fd,GEW + ¢GE32
W,X,0 77 ~é PGy Ty + VPYGisio
wGE”(C 1) (G = n4)
(S559)
Y9
(R o(GP2)], = VpGy% (S560)
Ryt 0GP o = VPG (S561)
E32 GE32
R o(G™)], | = (74 i ‘/576’12 (S562)
E32 GE32
R e (G2 = (,f D _ P 711’12 (S563)
E.
(R o(GP2)], = _ VPGl (S564)
X, 9,15 ~
GE32
[R%&,@(GE”)]lLS = fv 3 (S565)
GE32
RE oGP, =~ Y00 (5566)
(R0 (GP2)] = VPGYF (S567)
R0 (G2, o = VoGTE (S568)
GEsz
[Ri oGP, , = - f'y qj 5 (S569)
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E
VPGgis

E: E _
{RW&,G(G 32)]14,12 - vo

(S570)

and the remaining entries of Ri;?3 o (G32) are zero. Similarly, following the example from G2
above, plugging these expressions into Eq. (S547) and explicitly performing the block-matrix inverse
yields the following set of coupled equations,

E32
E32 _ ,y fT2wGE32 _}_/_y fT2¢G%% 1/) ¢ (C 77)
2,_=2 o _
LT ¥(¢ (bn) (G — M) (S571)
. VTL5 1P
Gof =T (G —me) = —— (S572)
Iy * Z * — Tfx
GE32 _ ’Y( ) < 1,1P 4 PTL11 (C Ui )> (S573)
() ¢
T « L5 1 P
P — pTTh (e — G) — ¢I7 1 p S574)
’ Voo
P VPT ('Yfzg,ﬂ)* + wll 1 (1« C*)) ($575)
8,6 qu
Gyt2 =y GER(C =) — WT G + 777 (¢ =) (G — 1) (S576)
5 \f7¢ (7713 oPx T 1/}1—1 2 (s C*)) B
Gios = m +VPOGTETL
2 =2 *
YIPT (DTS ops + pTVTL1 2 (G — 1)
Gioh =~ VP (¢ " ), VPOGTE T
— PP PG T (S578)
YTPLT 5 s
Gfog,% = _wl,zﬂ - 970%211,2 - PngfiQIl,Q +aZ1 2 (s — i) (S579)
E- 72PT77'2I§’2P* E-
Gios = TQ - pTG7EZI; 9 pTG9 3 Il 2t xll 2 (e —¢) (S580)
pTd (YTLs ops + YL — (i
Gf‘ﬁ% _ _’7\[ (/7 2, 20 1/} 1,2 ( )) + \/ﬁ(bG’?EEQILQ _ 7P3/2f2G§&2I2,2 (8581)
L PR (OT) e+ pTUTy 5 (G — 1) ;
Gita=— b + \/E¢G7,§ZI%72
Es32 W%(bzggp* Es32
G1175 = —T — pTG772 I% 9 pTGg 1 Is 2 + ng 2 (me — Cx) (S583)
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Gipi =
Gish =
Gish =
Gifi -
Gl -
Gy =
Giih =
Gt =
G =
Gty -
Gty =
Gy =

Gﬂ?’io =

Gﬁﬁ1 =

Gﬁﬁz =

Esy
G14,13 =

Eszy _
G5 =

COVARIATE SHIFT IN HIGH-DIMENSIONAL RANDOM FEATURE REGRESSION

2, =27« 9
Y PTTngQP* B pTG7E’322I%72 - p»f-GgE2I%72 N T I%Q if* M)
xI%/;ZP* N 7027271%2(@—77*) ﬁGg;E,?iZI%,Q p3/27'2G]757%21-%72
NG - y * ¢
VT TT1s (G =) — PP Tepe  VPGoTTos | PlPTGEE T
NG B 5

VoTTLE pa . o
2 — pTG77%2I%72 — p77'G973121%72 + QZI%Q (77* — C*)

(0
2 =27
TT2LS o s 27. « — M
Yp J 2.2P% pTG7E7%2I172 B P%Gg?lm n L2 2 (q@; 7+)
xI* P 2 2_2 * —T)x
21/,}2 42T 2(];2@ n+) - \/EGQ?IIQ . [)3/27_2(;5:%21'272
VP v ¢
VPPTITTy 5 (Go— ) = @T5 px pGRTL,  pPTRGTRTs
- +
N v o
331171
¢
2Ta2 (G — 1) = Y PTT2L5 o E.
’ : + TG IQ 2 + TG 3222 2
NG VpTGT3 VP
TYTs 5 (e = Go) = VpTTOTS
’ + prGE3 Ié + /prGE? Ié
N VP 72432 VP 91432
2T s . Gfﬁfzgg preGTYTs L 275 5 (1 — C)
pY g ¢ ¢
21‘* .
T2l 4 802725, 2 (e — Ci) G%QILQ pTZGE3212 2
po Y ¢
xZ%J
Nz
ﬁZgl
¢
7'1.1’1
¢
T
NG
)
NG

Gt (VAT Grg (n— O + prGE% + 1 /pr (=7 =) (G = 1)

E
— VPTG
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(5589)
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(S597)

(S598)

(S599)

(S600)

(S601)



TRIPURANENI, ADLAM, PENNINGTON

G2y = —/prGii3y (S602)
Es2 _ ~Es32 PYQPT%QI; 2P+ Eso

Giis = Gias = T —p7Gr 5112 — pTGg *Tho + 2Ly (s — Ci) (S603)

Gy = Gij%, = G55 = 1, (S604)

Here we have used the definition of the LISD g, the relations in Eqs. (S529)-(S541), the definition of
7, and the results in App. 1.6.1 to simplify the expressions. It is straightforward algebra to solve

these equations for the undetermined entries of G*32 and thereby obtain the following expression for
E3a,

(77* - C*)ASZ + p«B32

E3y = :
32 D32

(S605)

where,

Asy = —p37w2:p42171I§,2 + p27¢x3122’2(p¢ +2h(C —n)) — pPPr*a3 ¢TI 1 Th 2 To 0

+ P’ IE  (n — ) + P’ T Do (p + 2(C — 1))

+ PP e T 2T 2 (p + ap(C — ) + PP $T T o

— P*TYxdTi 1 Th 2 (pd + 2(C — 1)) + prpaTi i (C —n)(pd + 29 (¢ — 1))

= prpaTao(p+x(¢ —n))(pd + 2¢(¢ — 1)) (S606)
By = —p*a°T5 515 o — 20°9a” L5 515 o + 2000 0I5 11 2(n — ) + p*ya 0I5 ,T1

— 2%t $° T3 0T 9T o + P23 OLL T3 o + p° 0 T3 5 To o (Y + ©)

+ PP T3 o Ty 1 Top + paP 9T 0 To 2 (p(V + @) + 22h(¢ — 1)

+ P2t 9* Ty o Th 1 Th o + pPpaP O* I 1 Th 0 To 2 + ppa® ¢TI} 11 (C — )

— p2? ¢T3 0T1 1 (pd + 20(C — 1)) — pvoa*dIi \ Too(p + x(¢ — 1))

— 2 6° T\ T T g + Ty o (a9 (C = n)? — p*2?0) (S607)
D3y = —p*a ¢T3 5 + 20°0x°¢* Ty 5(n — () + p*va’° L] o + p° 2 $To o (¢ + )
+p¢ (2®(C = 1)* = p°9) - (S608)

Further simplifications are possible using the raising and lowering identities in Eq. (S5), as well as
the results in App. 1.6.1, to obtain,

a * * *
E3p = —52£ ((¢Il,2 +w) (— + %;)11 1(ws +I7 1)) (;px% 2 + ¢ Il 2= 9612,2) ;
(S609)
where
Or _ _ * . (S610)

v v+, (/o +T)(w + ¢Th )
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1.6.5 E4

Define the block matrix Q¥ = |

Ey

and,

Ey
2

Ey

1 2E4} by,
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O22vN—C I _ VP2
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(S611)

(S612)

Then block matrix inversion (i.e. repeated applications of the Schur complement formula) shows

that,
Ey
G313
Ey
Gri
Ey
Gy

Ey
G

Ey
G14,14 =1

E, _ ~K1
G8,8 - Gl,l

Ey  ~K™1
Gog =G

Ey _ ~Es
Ges=Giinn =G

Ey _ Ey Ey Ey Ey4 _ K1
1212 = Gu4 = G55 =Gr7 = Gio10 = G333
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Giy = GPi=Gl, =Gl =GE] (S617)
G5E§ = Gg; 4= GlO 2= = Gy 7= Géfs_l (S618)
Gy = Grgr = Gig (S619)
Gf,% = G = G 12 = G11 10 = Gfgl (S5620)
Ggh = Gu 12 = G5 (S621)
G??% = GE4 = G7} 7,11 = G12 10 = G (S622)
foé = G12 1 = Géf: (S623)
Gf 5 = G7 10~ Géfzf ' (S624)
Gity = ZE4’ (S625)

where GZ-E;‘ denotes the normalized trace of the (i, j)-block of the inverse of Q. For brevity, we
have suppressed the expressions for the other non-zero blocks.

To compute the limiting values of these traces, we require the asymptotic block-wise traces of
QF4, which may be determined from the operator-valued Stieltjes transform. To proceed, we first
augment Q4 to form the the self-adjoint matrix Q4,

AVEs 0 [QEﬂT
Q™ = ( QE4 0 ) . (S626)

and observe that we can write Q™* as,

Q" =7+ Qo + QF*
_ < 0 27 >+ 0 [Q%yel o 0 BT | (S627)
Zz. 0 QWX@ 0 Qx* 0

[[Q%X,e]l [Q%X,@]ﬂ and,

E
where Z = I2,49n9+3n; » Qm}fX’@

Vn—COJ 2
Tm S 00 L0 0
_ @22\/%1 ¢ In, _ %2 0 0 0 0
0 0 Ing 0 0 0 0
- fn% 0 0 Ing 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 Ing 0 0
0 - % 0 0 0 Iy 0 )
[QWX 6] 0 0 0 0 0 0 Ing (S628)
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0



COVARIATE SHIFT IN HIGH-DIMENSIONAL RANDOM FEATURE REGRESSION

0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
_ X
N 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ey _ vn—COy, VPXy
[ W,X,e]2— Im YV v 0 0 0 0 (5629)
_enyvn-¢ I 0 0 _¥YaW1i 0
N ny N
0 0 In, 0 0 0 0
0 Wi 0 I 0 0 0
-2 o
0 0 0 0 Ing 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 I Wy
no 7\/%
0 0 0 0 0 0 In,
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 —-x/2 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 —-x1/2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O
o000 0 0 0 22 5 00 0 0 0 0
E 0 0 0 0 0 0 {)ﬁ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4
x 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (S630)
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 00 -x¥2 0 o0 o0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 -x/2 0 0 o0 0 0o = o
Nz
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O
The operator-valued Stieltjes transforms satisfy,
~Es _ AFEy 7 pEy ~Ey
G = Gz (Z - RW,X,@(G )
(S631)

_ /= _ _ _ -1
—id® (7 - Rl oG - QF)

where Rﬁ;f x.0(G") is the operator-valued R-transform of Q% x.0- As discussed above, since
Qﬁ} x .o 18 a block matrix whose blocks are i.i.d. Gaussian matrices (and their transposes), an explicit
expression for RI%‘ X6 (G*) can be obtained from the covariance map 7, which can be read off from

Eq. (S626). As above, we use the specific sparsity pattern for G that is induced by Eq. (S631), to
obtain,

_ _ 0 RE4 (GE4)T
Rl o(GF) = RE: (G W,X,@O 7 (S632)
where,
GP5(C—n) /PGt
[Ritxe(G™)],, = —= - \fv L (S633)
YGTH(C — )
Byt x 0(G™)],, = MT + VPGS (S634)
[Ri'xe(G™)], |, = VPVGiss (S635)
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G
(R x oG], = —fpwf’l (S636)
Ryt x.o(GP)g , = VPGYS (S637)

Ey

E E /PGy
[Bwxe(G™)]; =~ o (S638)

Gob(C—n)  VPGTi
REs e _ 99 _ 7,10 (S639)
(R oGP = 220 :
GEL(C —n)

Ryt x o(GF)]g o = SBT + /PG (S640)
[Bitx.o(G)],, 1, = VPG (S641)
Bt x0(G™)] 5 = VPGaia (S642)

and the remaining entries of Ry o(GF*) are zero. Similarly, following the example from G2
above, plugging these expressions into Eq. (S631) and explicitly performing the block-matrix inverse
yields the following set of coupled equations,

7
G7s = _#he (S643)
ﬁ
¢Il 2
GEi a2 (S644)
7,6 \/ﬁ
2
7
Gy = —ﬁ:b -2 (S645)
Giog =11, (S646)
2
pTI2 2
GF, = _VPT T2 (S647)
11,3 ¢
27T
ch, = 1T 22 ; 22 (S648)
Vo7 Ls
Gy = —— (S649)
e P (S650)
12,5 \/ﬁ
xZ1 2
GE = (S651)
12,6 /P
T2FLE
Giis = W Tha 5 22 (S652)
L WP
G =22 (S653)
o)
xT; 9
Glids = — p” (S654)
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xLx
Gigg=— ; 2 (S655)

:cI* 1
Giyr = W (S656)
G13 10 ="7(=7) ;1 (S657)
Gis 1 = (=TT, (S658)

I*
Gliy =— \}’g (S659)
GTiy = 1WpTUGiis (S660)
Grs=Gifs =1Ts, (S661)
2
prLs

Gty =Gy = —fqﬁ”Q (S662)
G%w = G14 u=1 (8663)
G74 = G%,s) = Gﬁ% =712, (S664)

Here we have used the definition of the LISD g, the relations in Eqs. (S613)-(S625), the definition of
T, and the results in App. 1.6.1, to simplify the expressions. It is straightforward algebra to solve

these equations for the undetermined entries of G4 and thereby obtain the following expression for
Ey,

2 z?
Es=¢ EIQQ. (S665)

1.6.6 RESULTS FOR TOTAL ERROR, BIAS, AND VARIANCE

General expressions for the total error, bias and variance in terms of Es, E31, F/32, E4 can be
found in App. I.5. Combining the results from App. L.5 and Eqs. (S470), (S524) and (S609) yields
expressions for the bias and total error. Using F,, = B, + V,,, these results also determine the
variance. Putting all the pieces together we find,

By =(1—-&)%s. +2(1 — EI1 1 + 0T (S666)
2
V= —Pé“Q;f 7 <Il 1w+ ¢Zrz)(wi + 17 1) + (Z} V711,2T5 5 + ¥ 122 (wi + 17 5)
+ o2 ((w + ¢Th2)(ws +I7 1) + ZW%I;’QD (S667)
(S668)

> +Z , as in Eq. (S408). The derivative ga: follows
from implicit differentiation and was given in Eq. (SS26)

where z is the unique positive real root of x = 1-

ox T
= . S669
tou v+ py(Th/d+ T)(w + ¢112) (5669)
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The asymptotic trace objects 7 and 7 were defined in Eq. (S406) and Eq. (S407) and are given by

S A R WA s

29y Y9
All together, these results prove Thm. 5.1.

1.7 Proofs of Cor. 5.1 and Cor. 5.2

Cor. 5.1 follows immediately from Thm. 5.1 by taking v — 0 after substituting the following
expressions, which are direct consequences of Eq. (5S526) and Eq. (S670):

lo—%| it p <
202 )y o<y (S671)
plo — | 0 otherwise
0 if o <
YT ol vsv (S672)
plo — | " otherwise
so that,
ox ~—0 ZE¢
— — — , (S673)
2l plo — ¥|(w + ¢T12)
where z is the unique positive real root of
min(1, ¢/v)
w+TIi1 ( )

Similarly, Cor. 5.2 follows immediately from Thm. 5.1 by taking ¢» — 0 after substituting the
following expressions, which are also direct consequences of Eq. (S526) and Eq. (S670):

1
P and 7 (S675)
p Y
so that,
0
O vop @l (S676)
0y Vetf + ¢L1,2
where et = v/p + w and x is the unique positive real root of
! (S677)
r=—.
Yett +Z1,1
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