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Abstract

Recent advances in machine learning have been achieved by using overparametrized models
trained until near interpolation of the training data. It was shown, e.g., through the double
descent phenomenon, that the number of parameters is a poor proxy for the model complexity
and generalization capabilities. This leaves open the question of understanding the impact of
parametrization on the performance of these models. How does model complexity and general-
ization depend on the number of parameters p? How should we choose p relative to the sample
size n to achieve optimal test error?

In this paper, we investigate the example of random feature ridge regression (RFRR). This
model can be seen either as a finite-rank approximation to kernel ridge regression (KRR), or as a
simplified model for neural networks trained in the so-called lazy regime. We consider covariates
uniformly distributed on the d-dimensional sphere and compute sharp asymptotics for the RFRR
test error in the high-dimensional polynomial scaling, where p, n, d→ ∞ while p/dκ1 and n/dκ2

stay constant, for all κ1, κ2 ∈ R>0. These asymptotics precisely characterize the impact of the
number of random features and regularization parameter on the test performance. In particular,
RFRR exhibits an intuitive trade-off between approximation and generalization power. For
n = o(p), the sample size n is the bottleneck and RFRR achieves the same performance as KRR
(which is equivalent to taking p = ∞). On the other hand, if p = o(n), the number of random
features p is the limiting factor and RFRR test error matches the approximation error of the
random feature model class (akin to taking n = ∞). Finally, a double descent appears at n = p,
a phenomenon that was previously only characterized in the linear scaling κ1 = κ2 = 1. This
completes the picture initiated in [GMMM21,MMM22,MM22,XHM+22].
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1 Introduction

Consider the supervised learning problem in which we collect n i.i.d. training data points {yi,xi}i≤n,
from a common probability distribution on R × X . The goal is to learn a model f̂ : X → R
which, given a new covariate vector xnew, predicts the response ynew using f̂(xnew). To solve
this problem, a typical approach proceeds as follows. First, select a parametric class of models
F := {f(·;θ) : θ ∈ Θ} parameterized by a p-dimensional vector θ ∈ Θ ⊆ Rp. Second, fit a
predictor f̂ ≡ f(·; θ̂) on the n training samples by minimizing a (possibly regularized) empirical
risk over θ ∈ Θ, often via gradient descent or its variants. When choosing the model class (in
particular the number p of parameters) and the training algorithm (e.g., regularization or learning
schedule), the statistician has to keep two goals in mind: 1) the class of models must be expressive
enough to approximate the relationship between covariate and response; and 2) the predictor needs
to generalize to new data.

A classical approach to managing these two goals—the uniform convergence paradigm devel-
oped in the second half of the 20th century [Vap99]—recommends to control the model complexity
(e.g., the number p of parameters or the norm ∥θ∥2) in order to balance the approximation and
generalization errors. More precisely, consider the square loss and denote the test and training
errors

R(f) := E(x,y)

[(
y − f(x)

)2]
, R̂n(f) :=

1

n

∑
i∈[n]

(
yi − f(xi)

)2
.

We consider a family of nested model classes {F(B)}B∈R>0 , i.e., F(B) ⊆ F(B′) for B < B′. We
can think about F(B) as containing the set of models with complexity bounded by B. Denote
f̂B the model obtained by minimizing the empirical risk R̂n over functions in F(B). A classical
decomposition [BB07] yields the following upper bound on the test error

R(f̂B) ≤ inf
f∈FB

R(f) + 2 sup
f∈F(B)

∣∣∣R̂n(f)−R(f)
∣∣∣ . (1)

The first term corresponds to the approximation error, which measures how well we can approximate
the response with functions in F(B). The second term corresponds to the generalization error, which
measures the uniform deviation between the empirical and population risks over F(B). The two
terms are respectively decreasing and increasing in B, and the classical recommendation selects B
such as to balance the two.

On the other hand, recent successes in machine learning have been achieved using highly over-
parametrized models, namely multi-layer neural networks. Such models operate in a regime that is
very different than the classical uniform convergence paradigm. These models are very expressive,
with a number of parameters much larger than the number of training samples, and can perfectly
fit the training labels, even when they are replaced by pure noise [ZBH+21]. And yet, they show
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excellent performance on test data despite being trained with no apparent model complexity control,
e.g., until they interpolate the training data R̂n(f̂) = 0. This is strikingly illustrated by the double
descent phenomenon, which was pointed out in a number of models including neural networks, ran-
dom feature models, and random forests [BMM18,BHMM19,BRT19,ASS20,HMRT22,MM22]. As
the number of parameters increases, the test error first follows the classical U-shaped bias-variance
curve, with an initial decrease due to a reduction in model misspecification, followed by an increase
due to variance explosion as it approaches the interpolation threshold p = n, i.e., the threshold
above which the training error vanishes. However, after a peak at the interpolation threshold, the
test error decreases again and often becomes much smaller than the minimum test error achieved in
the underparametrized regime. This phenomenon illustrates how the number of parameters p is a
poor proxy for model complexity and generalization capabilities in overparametrized models. This
leaves open two fundamental questions:

(1) How does the parametrization impact the performance of these models? In particular, how
does the model complexity and the generalization error depend on finite p?

(2) How should we choose p relative to the sample size n to achieve optimal test error?

In this paper, we consider the class of random feature models [Nea95,RR08a,HZS06] and provide
precise answers to both questions in the high-dimensional regime. Random feature models are given
by

FRF(W ) :=
{
hRF(x;a) =

1
√
p

∑
j∈[p]

ajσ(⟨x,wj⟩) : aj ∈ R,∀j ∈ [p]
}
, (2)

where W = [w1, . . . ,wp] ∈ Rp×d is a weight matrix whose jth row wj is chosen randomly and
independently of the data. By analogy with neural networks, we will call σ the activation function.
To learn the coefficients a = (aj)j∈[p], we perform ridge regression with respect to the random
feature model class:

âλ = argmin
a∈Rp

{∑
i∈[n]

(
yi − hRF(xi;a)

)2
+ λ∥a∥22

}
. (3)

We will refer to this scheme as random feature ridge regression (RFRR).
The random feature model (2) can be viewed either as 1) a finite-dimensional approximation of

kernel methods; or as 2) a stylized model for two-layer neural networks trained in the linear (lazy)
regime. It is useful to detail these connections below.

Approximation to kernel methods. In the case of kernel methods, models belong to H a reproducing
kernel Hilbert space (RKHS). We denote ⟨·, ·⟩H and ∥ · ∥H the associated scalar product and norm.
The RKHS H is often defined implicitly via either a positive definite kernel K : X × X → R, or
a feature map ψ : X → (F , ⟨·, ·⟩F ) that embeds data in a Hilbert space, with the correspondence
K(x,x′) = ⟨ψ(x), ψ(x′)⟩F . The kernel ridge regression (KRR) estimator is given by

f̂λ := argmin
f∈H

{∑
i∈[n]

(
yi − f(xi)

)2
+ λ∥f∥2H

}
.

We can view RFRR as a specific KRR with mapping ψ(x) = 1√
p [σ(⟨w1,x⟩), . . . , σ(⟨wp,x⟩)] ∈ Rp

and associated kernel

Kp(x,x
′) = ⟨ψ(x1), ψ(x2)⟩ =

1

p

∑
j∈[p]

σ(⟨x,wj⟩)σ(⟨wj ,x
′⟩) . (4)

4



The kernel Kp is random, because of the randomness in the weights w1, . . . ,wp, and finite rank
(at most) p. By law of large number, however, this kernel function concentrates for large p on its
deterministic expectation

K(x,x′) := Ew[Kp(x,x
′)] = Ew[σ(⟨x,w⟩)σ(⟨w,x′⟩)] . (5)

Hence the solution of RFRR converges to the deterministic (conditional on the data) KRR solution
with kernel (5) as p → ∞. Nonetheless, if p ≪ n, then RFRR has much lower computational
complexity as it deals with matrices n× p, which was the original motivation for RFRR [RR08a].

Neural networks in the linear regime. A line of research has shown that neural networks trained
in a certain optimization regime can be well approximated by their first order Taylor expansion
around their random initialization [JGH18, LL18, DZPS18, LXS+19, DLL+19, AZLS19, ADH+19].
Specifically, consider x 7→ fNN(x;θ) a neural network with weights θ ∈ Rp trained using gradient
descent from a random initialization θ0. It was shown that for a certain scaling of the parameters
at initialization and sufficiently wide neural networks, the weights stay close to their initialization
throughout the dynamics. Subsequently, the neural network can be effectively replaced by its
linearization around θ0

fNN(x;θ) ≈ fNN(x;θ
0) + ⟨θ − θ0,∇θfNN(x;θ0)⟩ .

For simplicity, we can set fNN(x;θ0) = 0 (this term is not trained and only play the role of an
offset) and the linearized model can be written as x 7→ ⟨a,∇θfNN(x;θ0)⟩, which is known as
the neural tangent (NT) model. Hence neural networks trained in the linear regime converge to
the KRR solution associated to the feature map ψ(x) = ∇θfNN(x;θ0) and with regularization
parameter λ → 0+, the minimum RKHS-norm interpolating solution. The RF model can be seen
as a simplified NT model, associated to a two-layer neural network where the gradient is only taken
with respect to the second layer weights a.

While RF models are much simpler models than neural networks, where both a,W are trained
jointly, they share some of the key surprising behavior: double descent [BHMM19,MM22], benign
overfitting [MMM22] and multi-phase learning curves [MMM22, XHM+22]. Furthermore, it was
shown in [GMMM21,MZ22] that some properties of the RF model generalizes to NT models provided
that we match the number of parameters in the two models.

In this paper, we consider data uniformly distributed on the sphere Sd−1(
√
d) := {x ∈ Rd :

∥x∥2 =
√
d} of radius

√
d in Rd. Our goal is to learn a target function f∗ ∈ L2(Sd−1(

√
d)) given

i.i.d. data {xi, yi}i∈[n], with xi ∼iid Unif(Sd−1(
√
d)) and yi = f∗(xi) + εi, where εi are independent

noise with E[εi] = 0, E[ε2i ] = ρ2ε, and E[ε4i ] < ∞. We fit this data using RFRR (3), where the
weights are fixed i.i.d. uniformly at random on the unit sphere, i.e., wj ∼iid Unif(Sd−1(1)). We will
be interested in the excess test error

Rtest(f∗;X,W , ε, λ) = Ex
[(
f∗(x)− hRF(x; âλ)

)2]
, (6)

where we made explicit the dependency of the test error on the training data X := [x1, . . . ,xn]
T ∈

Rn×d, the feature weights W := [w1, . . . ,wp]
T ∈ Rp×d, the label noise ε := (ε1, . . . , εn) ∈ Rn and

the regularization parameter λ > 0. Following previous works, we will consider for simplicity target
functions where we randomize the high-frequency coefficients. Our statements will hold with high
probability over the randomness in the target function (equivalently, our statements will hold for
‘typical’ functions in this function class). We conjecture that our results hold for any fixed target
function f∗ ∈ L2(Sd−1(

√
d)), and leave it to future work.
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Our main result is an asymptotic characterization of the RFRR test error (6) in the high-
dimensional polynomial scaling, where p, n, d→ ∞ with

p/dκ1 → θ1 and n/dκ2 → θ2 ,

for all κ1, κ2, θ1, θ2 ∈ R>0. The convergence holds in probability over the randomness inX,W , ε, f∗.
The interpolating solution, and the connection to neural networks in the linear regime, corresponds
to taking λ→ 0+. In our formal results, we will require λ > 0 and can only consider λ→ 0+ after
p, n, d → ∞. We leave to future work to show that the limits λ → 0+ and p, n, d → ∞ commute.
Note that in the overparametrized regime, the training error is O(λ2): we can set λ small such
that the training error is much smaller than the test error, i.e., outside the uniform convergence
paradigm (1). In particular, our results hold for fixed λ and do not require λ carefully tuned as in
previous work [CDV07,RR08b,RR17,Wai19].

This setting was previously studied in a string of papers [GMMM21,MMM22,MM22,XHM+22].
[GMMM21] computed the test error of RFRR in the case of either n = ∞ and κ1 ̸∈ N (approximation
error) or p = ∞ and κ2 ̸∈ N (KRR test error), and showed that the risk curves follow a staircase
decay where polynomial approximations to the target function of increasing degree are incrementally
learned as n or p increases. These results were extended in [MMM22] to p, n both finite with
κ1, κ2 ̸∈ N and κ1 ̸= κ2. The degree of the polynomial fit to the target function is then given by
min(⌊κ1⌋, ⌊κ2⌋). The case κ1 = κ2 = 1 was investigated separately in [MM22], where it was shown
that RFRR presents a double descent at the interpolation threshold n = p. Finally, the recent
work [XHM+22] computed the asymptotic risk of KRR (p = ∞) at the transition regions κ2 ∈ N,
and showed that peaks in the risk curves can appear at these scalings.

The present paper completes this line of work by computing the RFRR test error when both
κ1, κ2 ∈ N or κ1 = κ2 = κ ∈ R>0. Thus we extend the complete high-dimensional asymptotics
from the linear scaling p, n ≍ d from [MM22] to the polynomial scaling log(p), log(n) ≍ log(d).
Note that this is a necessary step in order to study the approximation-statistical trade-off in
a more realistic learning setting: in the linear scaling, RFRR can only fit linear polynomials
as p/d, n/d → ∞, while it can fit any target functions f∗ ∈ L2 in the polynomial scaling as
log(p)/ log(d), log(n)/ log(d) → ∞. In particular, our asymptotics results fully characterize the
multi-phase learning as κ1, κ2 increase, the non-monotonic behavior at κ1 > κ2 ∈ N and κ1 = κ2,
and the optimal overparametrization and regularization parameters.

From a mathematical viewpoint, we present novel characterizations for random matrices with
entries polynomial in the weights and covariates. Notably, our results for κ1 = κ2 are obtained by
deriving the Stieljes transform of a block kernel matrix, analogous to the one studied by [MM22]
in the linear scaling. However the entries are now given as spherical harmonics of the weights
and training samples, and require a more careful leave-one-out analysis which uses an orthonormal
expansion in terms of Gegenbauer polynomials. A similar expansion was previously considered
in [LY22] in the case of a simpler kernel matrix beyond the linear scaling regime.

1.1 Summary of the RFRR asymptotics in the polynomial scaling

To summarize these asymptotics, it is useful to separate the two limiting factors in the performance
of RFRR. First, we have a finite number of random features p, which limits the class of functions
that RF models can approximate. We define the approximation error

RApp(f∗;W ) = inf
a∈Rp

Ex
[(
f∗(x)− hRF(x;a)

)2]
as the best fit to the target function using p features with random weights W . We can think of
RApp as being the test error of RFRR if we had access to an infinite number of training samples

6



0 1 2 3 4

0 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4

Test error of RFRR

Test error of KRR (p = ∞)Approximation error (n = ∞)

∥P>0f∗∥2L2

∥P>1f∗∥2L2

∥P>2f∗∥2L2

∥P>3f∗∥2L2

∥P>4f∗∥2L2

log(n)
log(d)

log(n)
log(d)

log(p)
log(d)

κ2
n = p

κ1 κ2

Figure 1: Cartoon illustration of the test error of RFRR in the high-dimensional polynomial scaling
p/dκ1 → θ1 and n/dκ2 → θ2 as p, n, d → ∞, for κ1, κ2, θ1, θ2 ∈ R>0. Top: test error of RFRR
versus log(n)/ log(d) for fixed p. Bottom left: approximation error (n = ∞) of random feature
models versus log(p)/ log(d). Bottom right: test error of KRR (p = ∞) versus log(n)/ log(d). The
approximation error (resp. KRR test error) follows a staircase decay where each time log(p)/ log(d)
(resp. log(n)/ log(d)) crosses an integer value, the RF model fits one more degree polynomial ap-
proximation to the target function. Peaks can appear in the KRR risk curve at n = dℓ/ℓ!, ℓ ∈ N,
depending on some effective regularization and effective signal-to-noise ratio at that scale. The
RFRR test error first follows the KRR test error for n ≪ p, then presents a peak at the interpola-
tion threshold n = p, before saturating on the approximation error for n≫ p.
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n = ∞. Second, we have a ‘statistical error’ due to the finite number of training data points n. We
isolate this contribution by considering p = ∞ (which can approximate any f∗ ∈ L2) and define

RKRR(f∗;X, ε, λ) = Ex
[(
f∗(x)− ĥKRR,λ(x)

)2]
,

ĥKRR,λ = argmin
h

{∑
i∈[n]

(yi − h(xi))
2 + λ∥h∥2H

}
,

where ĥKRR is the solution of the kernel ridge regression problem with ∥ · ∥H the RKHS norm
associated to kernel

K(x,x′) = Ew∼Unif(Sd−1(1))[σ(⟨x,w⟩)σ(⟨x′,w⟩)] . (7)

Note that by rotational invariance of w and using that the covariates are normalized ∥x∥2 =
√
d, K

is an inner-product kernel and can be written as K(x,x′) = hd(⟨x,x′⟩/d), where hd : [−1, 1] → R.
We summarize the asymptotic predictions for the RFRR test error using a cartoon illustration in

Figure 1. We plot the RFRR test error versus log(n)/ log(d) for a fixed p (top), the approximation
error versus log(p)/ log(d) (bottom left) and the KRR test error versus log(n)/ log(d) (bottom right).
In the figure, we denoted P>ℓf∗ the projection of f∗ orthogonal to the subspace of polynomials of
degree at most ℓ with respect to the uniform measure on the sphere. In particular, if the risk is
given by ∥P>ℓf∗∥2L2 , this implies that we fit the best degree-ℓ polynomial approximation to f∗ and
none of its higher frequency components.

The precise formulas for these curves can be found in Section 2. Below we discuss some of the
key features of Figure 1:

Overparametrized regime κ2 < κ1: We have n ≪ p and RFRR achieves the same test error as
KRR

Rtest(f∗;X,W , ε, λ) = RKRR(f∗;X, ε, λ) + od,P(1) .

In this regime, the number of samples is the bottleneck for learning f∗, and RFRR behaves
as if we had p = ∞ random features. The test error of KRR in the polynomial scaling was
characterized in [GMMM21, XHM+22]. If dℓ ≪ n ≪ dℓ+1, then the test error is given by
∥P>ℓf∗∥2L2 , i.e., KRR fits the best degree-ℓ polynomial approximation to f∗. At the critical
scalings n ≍ dℓ, where KRR transition from fitting all degree-(ℓ−1) polynomials to all degree-ℓ
polynomials, a finite-sized peak can appear in the risk curve at n = (1+od(1))d

ℓ/ℓ!, depending
on an effective regularization and effective signal-to-noise ratio at that scale (see [XHM+22]
for a detailed discussion). This peak is due to the degeneracy of the eigenvalues associated to
degree-ℓ spherical harmonics in the eigendecomposition of the kernel (7).

Underparametrized regime κ2 > κ1: In this case, n ≫ p and RFRR test error matches the
approximation error

Rtest(f∗;X,W , ε, λ) = RApp(f∗;W ) + od,P(1) .

The number of features is now the bottleneck for learning f∗, and RFRR achieves the best
approximation error over the random feature model class FRF(W ) akin to having n = ∞. If
dℓ ≪ p≪ dℓ+1, RF models can approximate any degree-ℓ polynomials, and the approximation
error is given by ∥P>ℓf∗∥2L2 .

Critical parametrization regime κ1 = κ2: In this regime, RFRR test error interpolates between
the KRR test error for n/p = θ2/θ1 → 0 and the approximation error for n/p = θ2/θ1 → ∞,
with a peak at the interpolation threshold n = p (when the RF model has enough parameters
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to interpolate the n training data points) that diverges as λ → 0. This peak is due to the
divergence of the conditioning number of the feature matrix Z = (σ(⟨xi,wj⟩))i∈[n],j∈[p] ∈ Rn×p
as p approaches n and Z becomes a square matrix.

This critical regime was characterized in [MM22] in the linear scaling κ1 = κ2 = 1. We show
that the test error follows the same form for all κ1 = κ2 = ℓ ∈ N, and only depends on
θ1ℓ!, θ2ℓ!, noise level ρ2ε and ∥Pℓσ(⟨e, ·⟩)∥L2 , ∥P>ℓσ(⟨e, ·⟩)∥L2 , ∥Pℓf∗∥L2 and ∥P>ℓf∗∥L2 .

Denoting R(n, p) the test error with n training samples and p random features, we can summarize
these results with the following heuristic

R(n, p) ≈ max{R(n,∞), R(∞, p)} .

Hence the performance of RFRR follows a simple trade-off between approximation and statistical
errors. If p = o(n), the approximation error dominates: the performance of RFRR is limited
by the number of random features p and matches the best approximation error achieved by the
random feature class with n = ∞. On the other hand, if n = o(p), the statistical error dominates:
the sample size is now the limiting factor and RFRR matches the performance of KRR with p =
∞. In particular, for p ≍ dκ1 , n ≍ dκ2 , RFRR fits the best degree-min(⌊κ1⌋, ⌊κ2⌋) polynomial
approximation to the target function. This intuitively matches a dimension-counting heuristic lower-
bound: the space of degree-ℓ polynomials has dimension Θ(dℓ) and we need n = Ω(dℓ) samples and
p = Ω(dℓ) parameters to fit this subspace.

From these asymptotic predictions of the RFRR test error, several insights can be gained on
random feature models which we summarize below:

Effect of parametrization: For linear models with ridge penalty, the norm ∥âλ∥2 is a better
complexity measure than counting the number of parameters [Vap99, Ng00, HMRT22]. We
can indeed verify that when plotting the test error versus ∥âλ∥2, we recover a U-shaped curve
instead of the double-descent curve.

For completeness, we include Figure 2 for RFRR (see [Ng00, Figure 8.12] for a similar plot
in the case of standard linear regression). When p increases, ∥âλ∥2 first increases until the
interpolation threshold n = p and then decreases —instead of diverging— before concentrating
on ∥f̂λ∥H (after proper normalization) as p→ ∞. As for the test error, it exhibits the double-
descent behavior with a peak at p = n where ∥âλ∥2/n is maximized. In particular, when
p → ∞, the test error does not detoriate and converges to the KRR test error. At the same
time the training error stays much lower than the noise level (the training error is of order
10−6 for p ≳ n in Figure 2). This benign overfitting phenomenon can be understood as
follows: as p → ∞, the high-frequency part of the activation function behaves as an additive
self-induced regularization, and the effective ridge regularization of RFRR is bounded away
from 0 (see [MMM22,MM22,XHM+22] for further discussions).

We further note from Figure 2 that the minimum test error is achieved in the overparametrized
regime, when p/n = θ1/θ2 → ∞. Increasing parametrization in the random feature model
allows to approximate a growing class of functions until it approximates the KRR solution
and the test error saturates on the KRR test error.

Optimal number of features: From a practical point of view, it is interesting to ask the follow-
ing: how small can we take p to achieve optimal test error? Our results show that taking
p/n = θ1/θ2 → ∞ (after p, n, d → ∞) is enough to achieve the KRR test error and larger
overparametrization scalings (taking κ1 > κ2) do not improve the test error. At the same
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Figure 2: Test error and ∥âλ∥2/n in the polynomial scaling κ1 = κ2 = 2. We fix d = 100,
n = 1.25d2 and vary the number of random features p. Here, f∗,d(x) = 1.5q

(d)
2 (xTβ)+0.5q

(d)
3 (xTβ)

with ∥β∥ = 1, σ(x) = 0.5q
(d)
2 (x) + 0.3q

(d)
3 (x), ρε = 0.2 and λ = 2.5× 10−3. The error bars and dots

are the empirical results averaged over 100 independent trials and the solid curves are the theoretical
predictions given in the main theorem (Theorem 1). Left and middle: the dashed curves are the
theoretical predictions for the asymptotic test error and squared RKHS norm of KRR, when d→ ∞
and n/d2 → 1.25 (given in Theorem 3). Right figure: the numbers on the colorbar correspond to
the values of p/d2.

time, p/n = O(1) can result in sub-optimal performance. We precisely capture this subopti-
mality as a function of the target function, activation function and scalings κ1, κ2, θ1, θ2. We
further note that, in some under-regularized cases (i.e., when λ is chosen too small and there
is a large effective variance contribution in the KRR test error), overparametrization can hurt
and optimal test error is achieved in the underparametrized regime p≪ n.

Optimal regularization: For κ1 ̸= κ2 with κ1, κ2 ̸∈ N, the interpolating solution λ→ 0+ achieves
optimal test error (which is given by ∥P>min(⌊κ1⌋,⌊κ2⌋)f∗∥2L2), and taking λ larger can result
in sub-optimal performance. In the overparametrized κ1 > κ2 ∈ N and critical κ1 = κ2
regimes, the test error can be non-monotonic with respect to n or p under a given λ and
peaks can appear in the risk curve. An illustration of this phenomenon in the κ1 = κ2 regime
can be found in Figure 3. We can see near these peaks, the optimal test error is achieved at
non-zero regularization parameter, while the risk curve with λ chosen optimally at each point
is monotonically decreasing in p, n, and SNR. On the other hand, we can also find that 0+

regularization tends to be optimal when (1) p is much smaller or larger than n and (2) SNR
is high.

Asymptotic equivalence with a Gaussian model: The activation function can be diagonal-
ized as σ(⟨x,w⟩) = ⟨ϕ(x),Σϕ(

√
dw)⟩ℓ2 , where ϕ(x) = (ϕj(x))j≥1 are spherical harmonics

that form a complete orthonormal basis of L2(Sd−1(
√
d)), and Σ is a diagonal matrix that

contains the singular values (with signs) of σ. While ϕ(x) and ϕ(
√
dw) have entries that

are not independent or subgaussian, we note that the asymptotics of ridge regression with the
random feature model is the same as ridge regression in a simpler Gaussian model where ϕ(xi)
and ϕ(

√
dwj) are replaced by iid Gaussian vectors gi and fj with matching first two moments

with ϕ. This equivalence was already noticed in [MM22] in the linear scaling κ1 = κ2 = 1
(with a simplified Gaussian model). Here we show that this equivalence holds more generally
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Figure 3: Test error for different regularization parameters λ in the polynomial scaling κ1 = κ2 = ℓ =

2. Here, f∗,d(x) = 2q
(d)
2 (xTβ) with ∥β∥ = 1, σ(x) = 0.5q

(d)
2 (x) + 0.5q

(d)
3 (x) and SNR := ∥f∗∥2L2/ρ

2
ε.

Left figure: n/d2 = 10 and SNR = 5. Middle figure: p/d2 = 10 and SNR = 5. Right figure:
p/d2 = 10 and n/d2 = 1.

in the entire polynomial scaling. In the KRR limit, this Gaussian covariate model simplify
and was described in [Mis22,HL22a].

We provide additional discussion on each of these points in Section 2.4.
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We discuss related work in Section 1.2 and

introduce notations in Section 1.3. Section 2 provides the complete set of asymptotics for RFRR in
the polynomial scaling and states our main theorem and assumptions. In Section 3, we present the
equivalence of the asymptotic test error between the RF model and a simpler Gaussian covariate
model in the polynomial scaling. Finally, we outline the proof of the main results in Section 4. We
defer some of the most technical parts to the appendices.

1.2 Related work

Classical statistical theory has sought to study the approximation and generalization properties
of neural networks decoupled from computational questions. This approach typically proceeds
in two steps. First, it bounds the number of neurons and the norm of the weights needed to
approximate the class of target functions [Bar93, Mai99, Mha96, Pin99]. Second, it postulates a
neural network that minimizes a regularized empirical risk and bounds the statistical complexity
for this estimator via uniform convergence [Bac17a,SH20]. However, this approach does not provide
efficient algorithms to construct these neural networks. On the other hand, theory and practice
have shown that overparametrization, and having much more neurons than the minimal width
needed for approximation, can make gradient-based optimization much easier [BMR21], e.g., by
linearizing the landscape in the lazy regime [JGH18]. Thus, while regularized ERM can inform
on the optimal number of parameters and samples needed to learn a class of target functions, it
provides limited insights on the interplay between approximation, generalization and regularization
in practical neural networks trained by gradient descent. In this paper, we focus on a limited class
of gradient-trained neural networks, where only the second-layer weights are learned, and provide a
complete picture for efficiently trained networks in this restricted setting.
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The random feature model was introduced by Rahimi and Recht [RR08a] to lower the compu-
tational complexity of kernel methods via a randomized finite-rank approximation of kernel func-
tions. [RR08a] showed that the empirical kernel Kp(x,x

′) (Equation (4)) converges to the limiting
kernel K(x,x′) (Equation (5)) uniformly over compact sets. The approximation and generalization
errors of random feature models were later studied in [RR08b,RR17,Bac17b,Bac17a,MWW+20].
In particular, [RR17] proved that roughly p ≳

√
n random features are sufficient to match the

performance of kernel ridge regression, in contrast to p ≳ n in the present paper. The setting
of [RR17] is fairly different to the one considered here: they require the target function to be in
a fixed RKHS (fixed d) and compute error rates that are minimax optimal up to a multiplicative
constant, while this paper considers a high-dimensional regime and prove pointwise test errors that
hold up to a vanishing additive constant for more general square integrable functions (see [MMM22]
for a discussion contrasting these two settings).

Recently, the random feature model has attracted renewed interest due to its connection to neural
networks, either via the neural tangent kernel [JGH18] or Gaussian process [NXL+18, MRH+18]
theories of wide neural networks. In particular, it was argued that the random feature model shares
some key surprising behavior with deep learning: double descent phenomenon [BHMM19,BMM18,
HMRT22,BHX20] and benign overfitting [BLLT20,LR+20,MVSS20]. To capture these phenomena,
several papers considered computing the precise asymptotics of the test error of RFRR in the linear
high-dimensional scaling p/d → θ1 and n/d → θ2 [MM22, AP20, LCM20]. In this regime, RFRR
can fit at most a linear approximation to the target function. A second line of work has studied a
more general polynomial scaling with p/dκ1 → θ1 and n/dκ2 → θ2 [GMMM20,GMMM21,MMM22,
XHM+22]. These works revealed a staircase decay of the risk curves where polynomials of growing
degree are progressively fitted as κ1, κ2 increase [MMM22], and a multiple descent behavior where
peaks can appear at each κ2 ∈ N [XHM+22].

From a technical aspect, our analysis require to control empirical kernel matrices with inner-
product kernels. The paper [EK+10] considered matrices of the form Kn := f(XXT/d) where
X ∈ Rn×d is a random matrix with i.i.d. entries, and showed that Kn can be well approximated by
its linearization in the linear scaling n/d → θ, and its spectrum converges to a scaled Marchenko-
Pastur law. On the other hand, considering a different scaling K̃n := f(XXT/

√
d)/

√
n, the papers

[CS13,FM19] showed that the spectrum of K̃n converges to the free convolution of a Marchenko-
Pastur law and a semi-circular law. These results were generalized to the polynomial scaling n/dℓ →
θ for Kn in [Mis22, XHM+22] and for K̃n in [LY22], where it was shown that the kernel is well
approximated by its degree-ℓ polynomial approximation plus an independent noise matrix coming
from the higher-degree terms. Finally, note that the asymmetric case Z := f(XW T/

√
d)/

√
n was

studied in the linear scaling in [PW17,LLC18]. These work focused on the asymptotic spectrum,
while the asymptotic risk of RFRR also depends on the singular vectors of Z. The paper [MM22]
showed in the linear scaling how the test error can be obtained as derivatives of the log-determinant
of a block matrix. To derive their asymptotics, they first compute the Stieltjes transform of the
block matrix using a leave-one-out analysis, and then integrate this Stieltjes transform to obtain the
formula for the log-determinant. In the present paper, we apply the same strategy to the polynomial
regime. Note that while the block matrix is well approximated by matrices with iid entries in the
linear scaling, the entries are given by degree-ℓ spherical harmonics in the polynomial scaling which
requires a more involved leave-on-out analysis.

Finally, our work shows that the asymptotic risk of RFRR in the polynomial scaling is the same
as a simpler Gaussian covariate model. This was first noted in [MM22] for RFRR in the linear
scaling. Following work [GLR+22,HL22b,MS22] proved that in fact, this universality phenomenon
holds for random feature models and more general loss function and regularization in the linear
scaling. The present paper shows that this Gaussian equivalence remains valid for the square loss
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and ℓ2 regularization in the polynomial scaling. However, we note that this equivalence will not be
true in general for other losses and regularization functions beyond the linear regime.

1.3 Notations

Let Re(z) and Im(z) denote the real and imaginary parts of a complex number z ∈ C. We further
denote C+ = {z ∈ C : Im(z) > 0} the upper half-plane of complex numbers with positive imaginary
part. For a positive integer n, let [n] be the set {1, 2, . . . , n}. For vectors u,v ∈ Rn, we denote the
standard euclidean scalar product ⟨u,v⟩ = u1v1 + . . . + udvd, and ℓ2 norm ∥u∥2 = ⟨u,u⟩1/2. Let
Sd−1(r) = {u ∈ Rd : ∥u∥2 = r} be the sphere of radius r in d dimensions. For the unit ball, we will
sometimes simply write Sd−1 := Sd−1(1).

For a matrix A ∈ Rn×d, we denote by ∥A∥op = max∥u∥2=1 ∥Au∥2 its operator norm and

∥A∥F =
(∑

i,j A
2
ij

)1/2 its Frobenius norm. For a square matrix A ∈ Rn×n, we denote by Tr(A) =∑
i∈[n]Aii its trace. For a measurable function h : R → R and a matrix A ∈ Rn×d, we denote by

h(A) = (h(Aij)i∈[n],j∈[d] the elementwise application of h to the entries of A.
Throughout the proofs, we use Od(·) (resp. od(·)) for the standard big-O (resp. little-o) relations,

where the subscript d is the asymptotic variables. We will further write f = Ωd(g) if g(d) =
Od(f(d)), f = ωd(g) if g(d) = od(f(d)), and f = Θd(g) if we have both f = Od(g) and g = Od(f).
We will denote Od,P(·) (resp. od,P(·)) the big-O (rep. little-o) in probability relations. Recall that
for two sequences of random variables X1(d) and X2(d), we have X1(d) = Od,P(X2(d)) if for any
ε > 0, there exists Cε > 0 and dε ∈ N, such that

P(|X1(d)/X2(d)| > Cε) ≤ ε , ∀d ≥ dε ,

and X1(d) = od,P(X2(d)) if X1(d)/X2(d) converges to 0 in probability. Similarly, we denote X1(d) =
Ωd,P(X2(d)) if X2(d) = Od,P(X1(d)), X1(d) = ωd,P(X2(d)) if X2(d) = od,P(X1(d)), and X2(d) =
Θd,P(X1(d)) if we have both X2(d) = Od,P(X1(d)) and X1(d) = Od,P(X2(d)).

Finally, for two sequences of nonnegative random variables X1(d) and X2(d), we say that X1(d)
is stochatiscally dominated by X2(d), if for any ε > 0 and D > 0, there exists dε,D such that

P(X1(d) > dεX2(d)) ≤ d−D , ∀d ≥ dε,D .

We denote by X1(d) ≺ X2(d) if X1(d) is stochastically dominated by X2(d). Moreover, if |X1(d)| ≺
X2(d), we also write X1(d) = Od,≺(X2(d)), or simply X1(d) = O≺(X2(d)) with d clear from context.

2 Main Results

In this section, we present our results on the asymptotics of random feature ridge regression in the
polynomial scaling. We begin in Section 2.1 by introducing some notations and reviewing some basic
properties of the functional space over the sphere. We then describe our assumptions in Section 2.2
and state our main theorem (Theorem 1) in Section 2.3. Finally, we discuss some key features of
these asymptotics in Section 2.4.

2.1 Functional space over the sphere

We start by introducing some notations and technical background relevant to our study. In this
paper, we focus on the setting of data uniformly distributed on the sphere Sd−1(

√
d) of radius

√
d in

Rd. Let τd represent the uniform probability measure over Sd−1(
√
d). Throughout, we will assume

all functions to be elements of L2(Sd−1(
√
d)) := L2(Sd−1(

√
d), τd), the space of square-integrable
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functions over Sd−1(
√
d) with respect to τd. We denote by ⟨·, ·⟩L2 the scalar product and ∥ · ∥L2 the

norm in L2(Sd−1(
√
d)), where

⟨f, g⟩L2 :=

∫
Sd−1(

√
d)
f(x)g(x)τd(dx) .

We will write Ex the expectation over x ∼ τd.
Our results crucially depend on the following orthogonal decomposition of L2(Sd−1(

√
d)) [DX13]:

L2(Sd−1(
√
d)) =

∞⊕
k=0

Vd,k ,

where Vd,k is the subspace of all degree-k polynomials that are orthogonal (with respect to ⟨·, ·⟩L2)
to all polynomials with degree less than k. For each k ∈ Z≥0, let Nk := Nd,K = dim(Vd,k) be
the dimension of the subspace Vd,k, and

{
Y

(d)
ks

}
s∈[Nk]

be an orthonormal basis of Vd,k of degree-k

spherical harmonics on Sd−1(
√
d). We will denote by Pk the orthogonal projection onto Vd,k in

L2(Sd−1(
√
d)), which can be written explicitly as

Pkf(x) :=

Nk∑
l=1

⟨f, Y (d)
ks ⟩L2Y

(d)
ks (x) .

We further introduce P≤k :=
∑k

l=0 Pk and P>k := I−P≤k. We denote N≤k = N0+ . . .+Nk the di-
mension of

⊕k
l=0 Vd,l, the subspace spanned by all polynomials of degree at most k in L2(Sd−1(

√
d)).

We will also work with the one-dimensional functional spaces L2([−
√
d,
√
d], τd,1) and L2(R, τg).

Here, τd,1 denotes the marginal distribution of x1 when x ∼ τd, and τg denotes the standard Gaussian
measure, i.e., τg(dx) = e−x

2/2dx/
√
2π. The set of Gegenbauer polynomials

{
q
(d)
k

}∞
k=0

and Hermite
polynomials {Hek}∞k=0 form orthonormal bases for L2([−

√
d,
√
d], τd,1) and L2(R, τg) respectively.

Note that since τd,1 converges weakly to τg, the coefficients of the polynomial q(d)k converge to the
coefficients of Hek as d→ ∞.

A brief review of some key properties of {Y (d)
ks (x)}Nk

s=1, {q
(d)
k }∞k=0 and {Hek}∞k=0 can be found in

Appendix A, and we refer to [Sze39,Chi11,DX13] for a more complete exposition. Note that Y (d)
ks

and q
(d)
k both depend on the dimension d. For simplicity, we will drop the superscript d when the

dimension is clear from the context, and write Yks := Y
(d)
ks and qk := q

(d)
k .

2.2 Assumptions

Recall that we consider the high-dimensional polynomial scaling, where all d, p := p(d) and n := n(d)
diverge as d → ∞ while staying polynomially related to each other. Specifically, we assume that
there exist κ1, κ2, θ1, θ2 > 0 such that

lim
d→∞

p

dκ1
= θ1 , lim

d→∞

n

dκ2
= θ2 . (8)

We introduce ℓ = ⌈min(κ1, κ2)⌉.
We begin by describing our assumption on the activation function σ.
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Assumption 1 (Assumptions on σ at level ℓ ∈ N). Let σ : R → R be an activation function. For
all k ∈ Z≥0, define

µk := µk(σ) = E[σ(G)Hek(G)] , µ2>k := µ>k(σ)
2 = E[σ(G)2]−

k∑
j=0

µ2j ,

where the expectation is with respect to G ∼ N(0, 1) and Hek is the degree-k normalized Hermite
polynomial (i.e., EG[Hek(G)Hel(G)] = δkl). The coefficient µk corresponds to the (normalized) k-th
Hermite coefficient of σ and µ2>k is the squared norm of the projection of σ orthogonal to polynomials
of degree at most k in L2(R, τg).

We assume that the following hold.

(a) There exists a constant C > 0 such that |σ(x)| ≤ C(1 + |x|)C for all x ∈ R.

(b) For k = 0, . . . , ℓ, we have µk ̸= 0.

(c) We have µ2>ℓ > 0, meaning that σ is not a polynomial of degree ℓ.

Let us comment on these conditions. Assumption 1.(b) amounts to a universality condition: the
non-linearity σ can approximate any polynomials of degree at most ℓ. Assumption 1.(c) requires
that the high-degree part of the non-linearity σ is non-vanishing, and therefore induces an implicit
regularization (see discussions in [GMMM21,MMM22]). While we state our assumption for a given
level ℓ ∈ N, we note that σ satisfies Assumption 1 at all level if µk ̸= 0 for all k ∈ Z≥0 (i.e., σ
is universal in L2(R, τg)). In particular, this assumption will be satisfied by most commonly-used
activations, such as sigmoid functions or shifted ReLus σ(x) = (x− c)+ for c ∈ R \ {0}1.

Recall that for each d, we consider labels yi = f∗,d(xi) + εi with E[εi|x] = 0 and f∗,d ∈
L2(Sd−1(

√
d)). We will assume the following on the sequence of target functions {f∗,d}d≥1.

Assumption 2 (Target function with random high-degree coefficients at level ℓ ∈ N). Consider
a sequence of target functions {f∗,d ∈ L2(Sd−1(

√
d))}d≥1. We assume that there exist constants

C,Fℓ, F>ℓ, such that for each d ≥ 1, and writing the decomposition of f∗,d in the orthonormal basis
of spherical harmonics

f∗,d(x) =
ℓ−1∑
k=0

∑
s∈[Nk]

β∗d,ksYks(x) +
∑
k≥ℓ

∑
s∈[Nk]

β̃d,ksYks(x) ,

the following hold.

(a) The vector β∗
d = (β∗d,ks)k∈[ℓ−1],s∈[Nk] ∈ RN≤ℓ−1 is deterministic with ∥P<ℓf∗,d∥L2 = ∥β∗

d∥2 ≤ C.

(b) The higher-degree coefficients β̃d = (β̃d,ks)k≥ℓ,s∈[Nk] are zero-mean independent random vari-
ables with

E
[
β̃2d,ks

]
=
F 2
k

Nk
, E

[
β̃4d,ks

]
≤ C

F 4
k

N2
k

,

such that the coefficients {Fk}k>ℓ satisfy

E
[
∥P>ℓf∗,d∥2L2

]
=
∑
k≥ℓ+1

F 2
k = F 2

>ℓ .

1Note that the unshifted ReLu is not universal in this setting, as E[σ(G)Hek(G)] = 0 for k ≥ 3 odd.
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Assumption 2 with random high-frequency coefficients was used in [MM22,Mis22,XHM+22] and
serves to simplify the derivation: it reduces the computation to controlling the trace of the resolvent,
i.e., the Stieljes transform of the covariance of the high-frequency part of the features. We will show
that the test and training error converges in L2 to the asymptotic test and training risks over the
randomness of the target functions. In particular, this implies that these asymptotic results hold for
typical functions in this function class. On the other hand, [MMM22] showed in the case κ1 ̸= κ2
with κ1, κ2 ̸∈ N, that the convergence hold pointwise, i.e., for any deterministic sequence {f∗,d}d≥1.
It is an interesting open problem to relax Assumption 2 and show the convergence pointwise, which
would require to compute deterministic equivalents for our random matrix functionals [CL22,CM22].

We will denote Ef∗ the expectation over the random coefficients β̃d in Assumption 2.

2.3 Statement of the main theorem

We begin by introducing a set of fixed points that will be used to state our asymptotics for RFRR.
Recall that p/dκ1 → θ1 and n/dκ2 → θ2, and we defined ℓ = ⌈min(κ1, κ2)⌉. Let ψ1, ψ2 ∈ R≥0∪{+∞}
be given by

ψ1 := lim
d→∞

p

dℓ/ℓ!
, ψ2 := lim

d→∞

n

dℓ/ℓ!
. (9)

For example, if κ1 = κ2 = ℓ, then ψ1 = θ1/ℓ! and ψ2 = θ2/ℓ!, and if κ1 < ℓ < κ2, then ψ1 = 0 and
ψ2 = +∞. We further introduce the following normalized Hermite coefficients and regularization
parameter:

ζ := ζℓ =
µℓ
µ>ℓ

, λ̄ := λ̄ℓ =
λ

µ2>ℓ
. (10)

We define two functions τ1, τ2 : C+ → C+ implicitly as the solutions of a system of two degree-3
polynomial equations that can be easily evaluated numerically.

Definition 1 (Fixed points at level ℓ ∈ N). We define τ1, τ2 : C+ → C+ as follow.

(1) When κ1 = κ2 = ℓ, τ1, τ2 are the unique functions such that (i) τ1, τ2 are analytic functions in
the upper half-plane C+; (ii) τ1(z), τ(z) are solutions of the system of polynomial equations:

ζ2τ1τ2(zτ1 − 1) +
ψ1

ψ2

[
ζ2τ1τ2 + (τ2 − τ1) ·

1

ψ2

]
= 0 ,

ζ2τ1τ2(zτ1 − 1) + (τ1 − τ2)(τ1 + ζ2τ2) ·
1

ψ2
= 0 ,

(11)

where ψ1, ψ2, and ζ are defined as per Eqs. (9) and (10).

(2) When κ1 = κ2 < ℓ, we have the following explicit analytical formula with τ2 = τ1 and

τ1(z) =
1

2z


(
1− γ − γz

1 + ζ2

)
+

√(
1− γ − γz

1 + ζ2

)2

+
4γz

1 + ζ2

 , (12)

where γ = θ1/θ2 with θ1, θ2 defined as per Eq. (8).

The fixed points in Definition 1.(1) are the same as the ones already introduced in [AP20] in the
case ℓ = 1. As explained in [AP20], τ1 and τ2 correspond to the asymptotic traces of two functionals
of the data and weight matrices. Further, note that the fixed points (12) can be obtained as the
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limit of the fixed point (11) when ψ1, ψ2 → 0, while ψ1/ψ2 → γ. We defer to Section 2.4 and
Appendix G for a discussion on the interpretation of these fixed points.

Equipped with these definitions, we can now state the formula for the asymptotic test and
training errors of RFRR. Recall that we get n i.i.d. samples (xi, yi)i∈[n] and p random features
(wj)j∈[p], where xi ∼ Unif(Sd−1(

√
d)), wj ∼ Unif(Sd−1(1)), and yi = f∗,d(xi)+εi, with independent

label noise E[εi] = 0, E[ε2i ] = ρ2ε and E[ε4i ] < ∞. Denote the covariate matrix X = [x1, . . . ,xn]
T ∈

Rn×d, the weight matrix W = [w1, . . . ,wp]
T ∈ Rp×d and the label noise vector ε = (ε1, . . . , εn) ∈

Rn. The test/training errors and the (normalized) squared ℓ2 norm of âλ are given respectively by

Rtest(f∗;X,W , ε, λ) = Ex
[(
f∗(x)− hRF(x; âλ)

)2]
,

Rtrain(f∗;X,W , ε, λ) =
1

n

∑
i∈[n]

(yi − hRF(xi; âλ))
2

and

Lnorm(f∗;X,W , ε, λ) =

{∥âλ∥22
n , when n = Od(p),

∥âλ∥22
p , when p = od(n).

We show that the test/training errors and the (normalized) squared norm of âλ converge in L1

(and therefore in probability) over the randomness over X,W , ε, f∗, to

Rtest(f∗,d;X,W , ε, λ) = Rtest + od,P(1) , Rtrain(f∗;X,W , ε, λ) = Rtrain + od,P(1) ,

and

Lnorm(f∗;X,W , ε, λ) = Lnorm + od,P(1),

where Rtest, Rtrain and Lnorm are defined below.

Definition 2 (Asymptotic formulas for RFRR). Recall that we denote ℓ = ⌈min(κ1, κ2)⌉. The
asymptotic test/training errors and (normalized) squared ℓ2 norm of âλ are given by

Rtest =
(
F 2
ℓ · Btest + F 2

>ℓ

)
+
(
F 2
>ℓ + ρ2ε

)
· Vtest ,

Rtrain = αc
{(
F 2
ℓ · Btest + F 2

>ℓ

)
+
(
F 2
>ℓ + ρ2ε

)
· Vtest + ρ2ε

}
,

and

Lnorm = F 2
ℓ · Bnorm + (F 2

>ℓ + ρ2ε) · Vnorm,

where (Btest,Vtest, αc) and (Bnorm,Vnorm) are defined as follow.

(1) Critical regime κ1 = κ2: let τ1, τ2 be the fixed points defined in Definition 1. Then

Btest = − τ ′2(λ̄)

τ21 (λ̄)
, Vtest = − τ ′1(λ̄)

τ21 (λ̄)
− 1 , αc = λ̄2τ21 (λ̄) , (13)

and

Bnorm =
τ2(λ̄) + λ̄τ ′2(λ̄)

µ2>ℓ
, Vnorm =

τ1(λ̄) + λ̄τ ′1(λ̄)

µ2>ℓ
, (14)

where λ̄ is defined per Eq. (10). If κ1 = κ2 = ℓ, then Btest, Vtest, and αc only depend on
(ψ1, ψ2, ζ, λ̄). If κ1 = κ2 < ℓ, then Btest, Vtest, and αc only depend on (θ1/θ2, ζ, λ̄).
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(2) Overparametrized regime κ1 > κ2: let η := (λ̄+ 1)/ζ2 and define

ϑ :=

{
[(ψ2+η+1)2−4ψ2]1/2+ψ2−1−η

2ηψ2
, if κ2 = ℓ ,

1
1+η , if κ2 < ℓ .

(15)

Then

Btest =
ψ2
2η

2ϑ3 + (ψ2η
2 + ψ2η − ψ2

2η)ϑ
2 + 1− ψ2

ηψ2ϑ2 + 1
,

Vtest =
ψ2ϑ− ψ2ηϑ

2

ηψ2ϑ2 + 1
,

αc =
λ̄2ϑ2

ζ4
,

(16)

and

Bnorm =
1

µ2>ℓ

(1− ηϑ

ζ2
− λ̄Btestϑ

2

ζ4

)
, Vnorm =

1

µ2>ℓ

( ϑ
ζ2

− λ̄(Vtest + 1)ϑ2

ζ4

)
. (17)

If κ2 = ℓ, then Btest, Vtest, and αc only depend on (ψ2, ζ, λ̄). If κ2 < ℓ, then Btest = 1,
Vtest = 0, and αc only depends on (ζ, λ̄).

(3) Underparametrized regime κ1 < κ2: in this regime,

Btest =

{
1
2

[
1− ψ1 − ζ−2 +

√
(1 + ψ1 + ζ−2)2 − 4ψ1

]
if κ1 = ℓ ,

1 if κ1 < ℓ ,

Vtest = 0 ,

αc = 1 ,

(18)

and

Bnorm =
1

µ2>ℓ
· ϑζ

2(1− ψ1)ψ1 + ϑ2ζ2ψ2
1

1 + ζ2(1− ψ1 + 2ψ1ϑ)
, Vnorm = 0. (19)

If κ1 = ℓ, then Btest only depends on (ψ1, ζ). Otherwise Btest, Vtest, and αc are constants
independent of the parameters of the problem.

For convenience, Definition 2 includes the explicit formulas in the overparametrized and under-
parametrized regimes. However, these equations can be unified using only Equation (13), where the
functions τ1, τ2 are now obtained as the limiting solutions of the fixed point equations (11) where
we replace ψ1 and ψ2 by p/(dℓℓ!) and n/(dℓℓ!) before taking p, n, d→ ∞. Additional details can be
found in Appendix G.2.

We are now ready to state our main theorem.

Theorem 1 (RFRR asymptotics). Assume (p(d), n(d))d≥1 are two sequences of integers such that
p/dκ1 → θ1 and n/dκ2 → θ2 for some κ1, κ2, θ1, θ2 ∈ R>0, and denote ℓ = ⌈min(κ1, κ2)⌉. Let
{f∗,d ∈ L2(Sd−1(

√
d))}d≥1 be a sequence of functions that satisfy Assumption 2 at level ℓ, and

σ : R → R be an activation function satisfying Assumption 1 at level ℓ.
LetX = [x1, . . . ,xn]

T ∈ Rn×d andW = [w1, . . . ,wp]
T ∈ Rp×d with (xi)i∈[n] ∼iid Unif(Sd−1(

√
d))

and (wj)j∈[p] ∼iid Unif(Sd−1) independently. Let yi = f∗,d(xi) + εi with εi independent noise with
E[εi] = 0, E[ε2i ] = ρ2ε and E[ε4i ] <∞.
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Figure 4: Test error and training error of RFRR in the critical regime κ1 = κ2. We choose the
target function to be f∗,d(x) = 0.5βTx + 1.5(βTx)2 + (βTx)3 with ∥β∥2 = 1, and the activation
function σ(x) = 1.5x + 3x2 + 2x3. We set λ = 1.0 and ρ2ε = 0.25. The solid lines correspond to
the analytical predictions for the test and training errors obtained in Theorem 1, the purple dashed
line to the analytical predictions for the KRR test error, and the grey dashed lines to the values of
the projections ∥P>1f∗∥2L2 and ∥P>2f∗∥2L2 . The dots are the empirical results with d = 50, and the
mean and error bars are computed over 100 independent runs. On the left: we set κ1 = κ2 = 2 and
ψ2 = 2n/d2 = 1 and plot the errors versus ψ1 = 2p/d2. In the middle: we set κ1 = κ2 = 2 and
ψ1 = 2p/d2 = 1, and plot the errors versus ψ2 = 2n/d2. On the right: we set κ1 = κ2 = 1.5 and
θ1 = p/d1.5 = 1, and plot the errors versus θ2 = n/d1.5.

Then for any regularization λ > 0, the asymptotic test/training errors and the (normalized)
squared ℓ2 norm of the minimizer of random feature ridge regression (RFRR) satisfy

EX,W ,ε,f∗

∣∣∣Rtest(f∗,d;X,W , ε, λ)−
[
(F 2

ℓ · Btest + F 2
>ℓ) + (F 2

>ℓ + ρ2ε) · Vtest

]∣∣∣ = od(1) , (20)

EX,W ,ε,f∗

∣∣∣Rtrain(f∗,d;X,W , ε, λ)− αc

[
(F 2

ℓ · Btest + F 2
>ℓ) + (F 2

>ℓ + ρ2ε) · Vtest + ρ2ε

]∣∣∣ = od(1) , (21)

and

EX,W ,ε,f∗

∣∣∣Lnorm(f∗;X,W , ε, λ)−
[
F 2
ℓ · Bnorm + (F 2

>ℓ + ρ2ε) · Vnorm

]∣∣∣ = od(1), (22)

where (Btest,Vtest, αc) and (Bnorm,Vnorm) are defined as in [(13), (16), (18)] and [(14), (17), (19)],
in the case of (1) κ1 = κ2, (2) κ1 > κ2, and (3) κ1 < κ2 respectively.

The proof of this theorem can be found in Section 4, with some of the more technical details
deferred to the appendices. In the following, we comment on two key features of Theorem 1 and
defer a longer discussion to Section 2.4.

Staircase decay: From Eq. (20) and Definition 2, we see that for ℓ = ⌈min(κ1, κ2)⌉, RFRR fits
completely P≤ℓ−1f∗, the degree-(ℓ−1) polynomial approximation to f∗, and none of its higher
degree part P>ℓf∗. Furthermore, if min(p/dℓ, n/dℓ) → ∞, then RFRR fits completely Pℓf∗,
whereas if min(p/dℓ, n/dℓ) → 0, RFRR does not fit Pℓf∗ at all. Thus, as n, p → ∞, RFRR
incrementally fits polynomial approximations of f∗ of increasing degree, with Pℓf∗ learnt as
soon as n/dℓ and p/dℓ → ∞.

Invariance of asymptotics: The form of the asymptotics is the same for all polynomial scaling
ℓ ∈ N. In particular, they only depend on the activation function through µ2ℓ and µ2>ℓ. For
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Figure 5: Test error and training error of RFRR in the overparametrized regime κ1 > κ2 (left)
and underparametrized regime κ1 < κ2 (right). We choose the target function to be f∗,d(x) =
βTx+ (βTx)2, ∥β∥2 = 1, and the activation function σ(x) = x+ 0.1x2. The solid lines correspond
to the analytical predictions for the test and training errors obtained in Theorem 1, and the grey
dashed lines to the values of the projections ∥P>0f∗∥2L2 and ∥P>1f∗∥2L2 . The dots are the empirical
results with d = 50, and the mean and error bars are computed over 100 independent runs. On the
left: we set κ1 = 2, κ2 = 1, and ψ1 = 2, and plot the errors versus ψ2 = n/d. On the right: we set
κ1 = 1, κ2 = 2, and ψ2 = 2, and plot the errors versus ψ1 = p/d.

example, for κ1 = κ2 = ℓ, the training and test errors only depend on ψ1, ψ2, ζ2 = µ2ℓ/µ
2
>ℓ,

λ̄ = λ/µ2>ℓ, ∥Pℓf∗∥L2 , and ∥P>ℓf∗∥L2 , and the asymptotics take the same form as the ones
in [MM22] which only considered the case ℓ = 1.

We illustrate Theorem 1 in Figure 4 and Figure 5 where we compare numerically the training and
test errors with their asymptotic predictions in 4 different regimes: (1) κ1 = κ2 = ℓ, (2) κ1 = κ2 < ℓ,
(3) κ1 > κ2, (4) κ1 < κ2. Figure 4 considers the critical regimes κ1 = κ2 ∈ {1.5, 2}. In this
regime, the test error exhibits a non-monotonic behavior with a peak at the interpolation threshold
n/p = θ2/θ1 = 1. This corresponds to the double-descent phenomenon, which was previously
characterized by [MM22] in the linear scaling κ1 = κ2 = 1. Furthermore, when the sample size is
fixed and the number of parameters changes (left plot), the test error goes from ∥P>ℓ−1f∗∥2L2 as
ψ1 → 0, to the test error of KRR as ψ1 → ∞. On the other hand, when the number of parameters
is fixed and the sample size changes (middle plot), the test error goes from ∥P>ℓ−1f∗∥2L2 as ψ2 → 0,
to the approximation error as ψ2 → ∞. Finally when κ1 = κ2 < ℓ (right plot), the KRR test error
and approximation error are both equal to ∥P>ℓ−1f∗∥2L2 and thus Rtest → ∥P>ℓ−1f∗∥2L2 under both
limits θ2 → 0 and θ2 → ∞. Figure 5 considers the overparametrized regime κ1 > κ2 (left plot)
and underparametrized regime κ1 < κ2 (right plot). We see that, in the overparametrized regime
κ1 > κ2, the errors are the same as those of KRR and when κ1 < κ2, the errors converge to the
approximation error of the RF model class.

2.4 Discussion

In this section, we discuss Theorem 1 and provide additional intuitions on the form of the asymp-
totics in Definition 2.
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Bias-variance decomposition and staircase decay. The asymptotic test error can be de-
composed into the classical bias and variance terms with respect to the label noise (εi)i∈[n], as
Rtest = Btest + Vtest where

Btest = F 2
ℓ · Btest + F 2

>ℓ · (1 + Vtest) , Vtest = ρ2ϵ · Vtest .

The high-frequency part of the target function ∥P>ℓf∗∥2L2 = F 2
>ℓ effectively plays the role of and

additive noise in this high-dimensional setting. In other words, P>ℓf∗(xi)+εi behaves as an effective
additive noise to the labels P≤ℓf∗(xi). For κ1 ̸= κ2, the bias term Btest is monotonically nonincreas-
ing in p and n, while it presents a peak at the interpolation threshold n = p for λ small enough
due to the conditioning number of the feature matrix Z = (σ(⟨xi,wj⟩)i∈[n],j∈[p] diverging. Hence,
RFRR can display a double descent at the interpolation threshold even when F<ℓ = ρε = 0. The
variance term Vtest present peaks not only at n = p, but also at n = (1+od(1))d

ℓ/ℓ! and κ1 ≥ κ2 for
λ̄ and 1/ζ large enough. These additional peaks are due to the degeneracy of the singular values of
σ associated to degree-ℓ spherical harmonics, and will appear in the test error only if F>ℓ or ρε ̸= 0.

It is instructive to decompose the test error into the contributions for estimating each frequency
of the target function

Rtest =
∞∑
k=0

Rtest,k =
∞∑
k=0

Btest,k + Vtest,k ,

where Rtest,k is the asymptotic of ∥Pk(f∗ − hRF(·; âλ))∥2L2 (the contribution of subspace Vd,k to the
test error), and Btest,k and Vtest,k the associated bias and variance terms. We have

Btest,k =


0 ,

F 2
ℓ · Btest + F 2

>ℓ · Vtest ,

F 2
k ,

Vtest,k =


0 , k < ℓ ,

ρ2ε · Vtest , k = ℓ ,

0 , k > ℓ .

This decomposition offers a particularly simple explanation for the staircase decay of the test error.
For k < ℓ, the signal on these subspaces are fitted perfectly with Btest,k = Vtest,k = 0, while for
k > ℓ, it is not fitted at all with Btest,k = ∥Pkf∗∥2L2 and Vtest,k = 0. A richer phenomenology
happens on the subspace of critical degree ℓ, where the error can exhibit non-monotone behavior.
We illustrate this discussion in Figure 6 and Figure 7, where we plot the analytical formula for the
bias, variance and test errors at different scaling.

Optimal parametrization and regularization parameter. From these asymptotics, we see
that for p/n → ∞, RFRR test error concentrates on the KRR test error, while for n/p → ∞, it
concentrates on the approximation error. Hence, in general, the optimal test error will be achieved
for p/n sufficiently large (matching the test error of KRR), and larger overparametrization scaling
(taking κ1 > κ2) will not improve the test error. However, we can construct cases where the
optimal test error is sometimes achieved in the underparametrized regime p ≪ n. For example, in
under-regularized case where KRR presents a peak at n = (1 + od(1))d

ℓ/ℓ!, then the test error of
KRR is bigger than ∥P≥ℓf∗∥2L2 while taking p/dℓ−1 → θ1 with θ1 sufficiently large will achieve the
approximation error ∥P≥ℓf∗∥2L2 . For convenience, we provide a brief overview on the asymptotics
of KRR and approximation errors of RFRR in Appendix F.

At the interpolation threshold n = p, the peak diverges as λ → 0+, while taking an optimally-
tuned regularization eliminates the double descent: with this choice, the test error becomes mono-
tone decreasing in p for fixed n (and in n for fixed p). On the other hand, λ→ 0+ is often optimal
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Figure 6: Illustration of the bias (dash curves) and variance (dash-dot curves) decomposition and the
incremental learning process of RFRR. We plot the analytical asymptotic predictions from Definition
2 versus p, while n is kept fixed with κ2 = 2 and three values of ψ2 = 2n/d2 ∈ {0.1, 1, 10}. We set
λ = ρ2ε = 1, σ(x) = x + x2 + x3 + x4 and f∗(x) = 0.5βTx + 0.5(βTx)2 + 0.5(βTx)3. The dotted
lines correspond to the squared norm of each of the frequencies of f∗. Recall that RApp denotes the
approximation error.

(i.e., achieved lowest test error) away from the interpolation threshold thanks to the additive self-
induced regularization µ2>ℓ coming from the high frequency-part of the activation function. Intu-
itively, we have with high probability ZZT ⪰ µ2>ℓI/2 (overparametrized regime) and (p/n) ·ZTZ ⪰
µ2>ℓI/2 (underparametrized regime). We refer the reader to [MMM22,MM22,XHM+22] for addi-
tional discussions on the self-induced regularization and the optimality of interpolation.

Generalized cross validation. Consider the prediction error with label noise

RP (hRF) = Ex[(y − hRF(x; âλ))
2] = R(f∗;X,W , ε, λ) + ρ2ε ,

which converges to RPtest := Rtest+ρ
2
ε. From Theorem 1, we see that the asymptotic prediction error

is proportional to the asymptotic training error, with RPtest = Rtrain/αc. From our proofs, we can
check that (see Appendix G.1.2 for an explanation)(

λ

n
Tr
[
(ZZT + λIn)

−1
])2

→ αc ,
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Figure 7: Illustration of the bias-variance decomposition and the incremental learning process of
RFRR, when n and p grows proportionally, i.e., p/n = θ1/θ2 kept constant while θ2 grows and
κ1 = κ2 ∈ {1, 2, 3}. The choices of λ, ρε, f∗(x) and σ(x) is the same as those in Figure 6.

where the convergence holds in probability. We deduce that

Rtrain(f∗;X,W , ε, λ)(
λ
nTr [(ZZ

T + λIn)−1]
)2 = RP (hRF) + od,P(1) .

Hence the estimator on the left-hand side converges in probability to the prediction error in the
high-dimensional polynomial scaling. This estimator is exactly the Generalized Cross-Validation
(GCV) estimator that was introduced in [CW78,GHW79], and our results directly imply the (weak)
consistency of the GCV estimator in the polynomial scaling. This was already noted in [AP20] in
the linear scaling.

3 Equivalence with a Gaussian Covariate Model

The paper [MM22] noted an intriguing phenomenon in the linear scaling: ridge regression with
the random feature model has the same asymptotic risk as ridge regression with an ‘equivalent’
Gaussian covariate model. The model is linear in the Gaussian covariates, but with a special
covariance structure, and much simpler than the non-linear random feature model. Follow-up
work [HL22b,MS22] showed that in fact, this universality phenomenon holds for more general loss
functions and regularizations in the linear scaling. Our proof reveals that this equivalence to a
(more general) Gaussian covariate model continues beyond the linear scaling for ridge regression.
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Figure 8: Numerical illustration of the equivalence with the Gaussian covariate model. We set
κ1 = κ2 = 2 and use d = 50 for the numerical experiments. Left plot: comparison of the training and
test errors between the random feature model and the Gaussian model. We plot the errors versus
ψ2 = 2n/d2, while keeping ψ1 = 2p/d2 = 1. The continuous lines correspond to the analytical
predictions from Theorem 1. Middle and right plots: singular values distribution of the random
feature matrix Z = (σ(⟨xi,wj⟩)/

√
p)i∈[n],j∈[p] (middle) and the equivalent Gaussian feature matrix

ZG = (⟨gi,Σfj⟩/
√
p)i∈[n],j∈[p] (right). We set σ(x) = 2x2 + x3, ψ1 = 1, and ψ2 = 2.

To make the correspondence between the two models more apparent, we first consider the original
random feature model with covariates x ∼ Unif(Sd−1(

√
d)). We can decompose the target function

and the activation function in the orthonormal basis of spherical harmonics (for convenience, we
introduce v =

√
d ·w)

f∗(x) =
∞∑
k=0

∑
s∈[Nk]

β∗,ksYks(x) =: ⟨ϕ(x),β∗⟩ ,

σ(⟨x,w⟩) =
∞∑
k=0

ξk
∑
s∈[Nk]

Yks(x)Yks(v) =: ⟨ϕ(x),Σϕ(v)⟩ ,
(23)

where we denoted ϕ(x) = (Yks(x))k≥0,s∈[Nk], β∗ = (β∗,k)k≥0 with βk ∈ RNk , and2

Σ = diag(ξ0, ξ1IN1 , ξ2IN2 , ξ3IN3 , . . .) .

In particular, ∥βk∥22 = ∥Pkf∗∥22. Note that E[ϕ(x)ϕ(x)T] = I. For example, using these notations,
we can write the feature matrix as Z = ϕ(X)Σϕ(W )T/

√
p where

ϕ(X) = [ϕ(x1), . . . , ϕ(xn)]
T ∈ Rn×∞ , ϕ(W ) = [ϕ(v1), . . . , ϕ(vp)]

T ∈ Rp×∞ .

By definition, the entries of the feature map ϕ(x) are uncorrelated, but not independent or even
subgaussian (the entries are polynomials of increasing degree). However, our proof indicates that
RFRR behaves asymptotically as a model where ϕ(x) is replaced by a Gaussian vector with matching
first two moments.

Using this intuition, we are now ready to introduce the equivalent Gaussian covariate model:
2The vectors and matrices are infinite dimensional here, and to be fully rigorous, we would define (compact) linear

operators on L2(Sd−1). However, we keep this presentation for simplicity. Note that Σ2 correspond to a trace class
self-adjoint operator, where Tr(Σ2) = Ex[σ(⟨x, e1⟩)2] < ∞.

24



(a) The covariates g = (gks)k≥0,s∈[Nk] are (infinite-dimensional) Gaussian vectors with E[g] =
E[ϕ(x)] and E[ggT] = E[ϕ(x)ϕ(x)T], i.e., g00 = 1 and for all k, k′ ≥ 1, s ∈ [Nk], s

′ ∈ [Nk′ ],

E[gks] = 0 , E[gksgk′s′ ] = δk=k′,s=s′ .

(b) The response yG = fG∗ (g) + εG with a linear target function fG∗ (g) = ⟨β∗, g⟩ with β∗ =
(β∗,k)k≥0 defined as per Eq. (23) and independent noise εG ∼ N(0, ρ2ε). We denote

F 2
ℓ = ∥βk∥22 , F>ℓ =

∞∑
k=ℓ+1

∥βk∥22 . (24)

(c) The p random features (fj)j∈[p] are iid with same distribution as the covariates g and denote
F = [f1, . . . ,fp]

T ∈ Rp×∞. The random Gaussian feature model class is defined as

FG
RF(F ) :=

{
hGRF(g;a) =

1
√
p

∑
j∈[p]

aj⟨fj ,Σg⟩ =
1
√
p
aTFΣg : a ∈ Rp

}
.

We get n iid samples (gi, y
G
i )i∈[n] from the linear Gaussian covariate model and we fit this data

using ridge regression with respect to the random Gaussian feature model class:

âGλ = argmin
a∈Rp

{∑
i∈[n]

(
yGi − hGRF(gi;a)

)2
+ λ∥a∥22

}
= (ZT

GZG + λIp)
−1ZT

Gy
G ,

where we defined the feature matrix ZG = GΣF T/
√
p, with G = [g1, . . . , gn]

T ∈ Rn×∞. As in the
RF model, we are interested in the test/training errors:

RGtest(β∗;G,F , ε
G, λ) = Eg

[(
fG∗ (g)− hGRF(g; â

G
λ )
)2]

=
∥∥∥β∗ −ΣF TâGλ

∥∥∥2
2
,

RGtrain(β∗;G,F , ε
G, λ) =

1

n

∑
i∈[n]

(yGi − hGRF(gi; â
G
λ ))

2

and the normalized squared ℓ2 norm of âGλ :

LGnorm(θ∗;G,F , ε
G, λ) =

{∥âG
λ ∥22
n , when n = Od(p),

∥âG
λ ∥22
p , when p = od(n).

The following theorem states that above ‘equivalent’ Gaussian model displays the same asymp-
totics as the original random feature model.

Theorem 2 (Gaussian equivalent model). Consider (p(d), n(d))d≥1 two sequences of integers such
that p/dκ1 → θ1 and n/dκ2 → θ2 for some κ1, κ2, θ1, θ2 ∈ R>0, and denote ℓ = ⌈min(κ1, κ2)⌉.
Assume that (ξk)k≥0 are the singular values of σ that satisfy Assumption 1 at level ℓ, and that there
exist constants C,F 2

ℓ , F
2
>ℓ, such that the target functions satisfy ∥β∗∥2 ≤ C and Equation (24).

Then, for any λ > 0, we have

EG,F ,εG
∣∣∣RGtest(θ∗;G,F , εG, λ)− [(F 2

ℓ · Btest + F 2
>ℓ) + (F 2

>ℓ + ρ2ε) · Vtest

]∣∣∣ = od(1) ,

EG,F ,εG
∣∣∣RGtrain(θ∗;G,F , εG, λ)− αc

[
(F 2

ℓ · Btest + F 2
>ℓ) + (F 2

>ℓ + ρ2ε) · Vtest + ρ2ε

]∣∣∣ = od(1)

and

EG,F ,ε,f∗
∣∣∣LGnorm(θ∗;G,F , εG, λ)− [F 2

ℓ · Bnorm + (F 2
>ℓ + ρ2ε) · Vnorm

]∣∣∣ = od(1).
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The proof of Theorem 2 can be done via the same procedure as Theorem 1 and is omitted
here for brevity. Note that here, we do not randomize the high-degree coefficients and can use a
conditioning argument instead to replace the different quantities by traces (with slightly different
traces, see for example [HL22a]).

In Figure 8, we illustrate this equivalence between the asymptotic behavior of the random feature
model and the Gaussian covariate model. Intuitively, this equivalence holds in the polynomial scaling
regime because the empirical distribution of singular values of the feature matrices in the original
random feature model and the random Gaussian feature model are asymptotically the same. The
right two sub-figures in Figure 8 plot the empirical distributions of singular values of random feature
matrix Z = σ(XW T)/

√
p and the equivalent Gaussian feature matrix ZG = GΣF /

√
p. We can see

the empirical spectral densities of these two models both match with the same theoretical density
curve. In [LY22], a similar Gaussian equivalence principle is established in the case of a symmetric
inner-product kernel random matrix. In particular, it is shown that in the polynomial scaling
regime, the empirical eigenvalue distribution of this matrix is asymptotically equivalent to a linear
combination of independent Wishart matrices.

4 Proof of Theorem 1

This section presents the proof for the asymptotic test error in Theorem 1. The proofs for the
training error and the ℓ2 norm are very similar and are deferred to Appendix E. We start by
introducing some background and notations in Section 4.1. The proof strategy is outlined in Section
4.2. We defer the proof of some of the technical claims to the appendices.

4.1 Some background and notations

We begin with some notations and simple remarks. Denote Z = σ(XW T)/
√
p ∈ Rn×p the random

feature matrix. For convenience, we will drop the subscript d and simply write f∗ for the target
function. Let f = (f∗(x1), . . . , f∗(xn)), ε = (ε1, . . . , εn), and y = (y1, . . . , yn), so that y = f + ε.
It will be convenient to introduce for each k ∈ Z≥0, the vectors

ψk(x) := (Yks(x))s∈[Nk] ∈ RNk , ϕk(w) := (Yks(
√
d ·w))s∈[Nk] ∈ RNk .

By addition theorem (see Appendix A), we have the following decomposition of σ(⟨x,w⟩) in the
orthonormal basis of spherical harmonics:

σ(⟨x,w⟩) =
∞∑
k=0

ξkψk(x)
Tϕk(w) .

where ξk = Ex[σ(⟨e,x⟩)qk(⟨e,x⟩)] with e an arbitrary unit vector in Rd. In the following, we
assume that the target function f∗ satisfy Assumption 2. Namely, decomposing the target function
in the orthonormal basis

f∗(x) =

∞∑
k=0

βT
kψk(x) ,

the coefficients βk are independent random vectors for k ≥ ℓ with mean zero and covariance matrix
E[βkβT

k ] = F 2
k INk

/Nk.
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Define Dk = ξkINk
and recall that we denote N≤ℓ = N0+N1+ . . .+Nℓ. We define the following

matrices
Ψk = [ψk(x1), . . . ,ψk(xn)]

T ∈ Rn×Nk ,

Φk = [ϕk(w1), . . . ,ϕk(wp)]
T ∈ Rp×Nk ,

D≤ℓ = diag(D0, . . . ,Dℓ) ∈ RN≤ℓ×N≤ℓ ,

Ψ≤ℓ = [Ψ0,Ψ1, . . . ,Ψℓ] ∈ Rn×N≤ℓ ,

Φ≤ℓ = [Φ0,Φ1, . . . ,Φℓ] ∈ Rp×N≤ℓ ,

β≤ℓ = (βT
0 ,β

T
1 , . . . ,β

T
ℓ )

T ∈ RN≤ℓ .

We will further write N<ℓ := N≤ℓ−1, D<ℓ := D≤ℓ−1, and similarly for Ψ<ℓ, Φ<ℓ, and β<ℓ. Using
these notations, we have for example

Z = p−1/2
∞∑
k=0

ξkΨkΦ
T
k = p−1/2Ψ<ℓD<ℓΦ<ℓ + p−1/2

∞∑
k=ℓ

ξkΨkΦ
T
k ,

f =
∞∑
k=0

Ψkβk = Ψ<ℓβ<ℓ +
∞∑
k=ℓ

Ψkβk .

We also introduce the following Gegenbauer matrices:

QXk :=
1√
Nk

qk(XX
T) = ΨkΨ

T
k /Nk ∈ Rn×n ,

QWk :=
1√
Nk

qk(WW T) = ΦkΦ
T
k /Nk ∈ Rp×p ,

where we used the decomposition of the Gegenbauer polynomials qk in terms of spherical harmonics
of degree k (see Appendix A).

In the statement and proof of some of our results, we will adopt the following stochastic dom-
ination notation for high-probability bound, used in the random matrix theory literature [EY17].
Consider two sequences of nonnegative random variables X = {X(d)}d≥1 and Y = {Y (d)}d≥1. We
say that X is stochastically dominated by Y , if for any ε > 0 and D > 0, there exists d0 := d0(ε,D)
sufficiently large such that

P
(
X(d) ≥ dεY (d)

)
≤ d−D , ∀d ≥ d0 .

We will denote X ≺ Y if X is stochastically dominated by Y . Moreover, if |X| ≺ Y , we will write
X = Od,≺(Y ), or simply X = O≺(Y ) when d is clear from context.

4.2 Outline of the proof

Recall that we assume p/dκ1 → θ1 and n/dκ2 → θ2, and denote ℓ = ⌈min(κ1, κ2)⌉. In particular,
we will show that RFRR learns completely the degree-(ℓ− 1) polynomial component of the target
function P<ℓf∗ and none of its components P>ℓf∗ of degree at least ℓ+ 1.

Solving for the coefficients of the random feature ridge regression problem yields

âλ = argmin
a∈Rp

{
∥y −Za∥22 + λ∥a∥22

}
= (ZTZ + λIp)

−1ZTy ,

so that the prediction function at location x is given by

hRF(x; âλ) = y
TZ(ZTZ + λIp)

−1σ(x) , (25)
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where σ(x) = (σ(⟨x,w1⟩), . . . , σ(⟨x,wp⟩))/
√
p ∈ Rp.

It will be useful to introduce the following resolvent matrix

R := (ZTZ + λIp)
−1 ∈ Rp×p ,

so that âλ = RZTy. Using the explicit solution (25), we expand the test error and obtain

Rtest(f∗;X,W , ε, λ) = Ex[f∗(x)2]− 2yTZRV + yTZRURZTy , (26)

where we introduced V = (V1, . . . , Vp)
T ∈ Rp and U = (Uij)ij∈[p] ∈ Rp×p defined by

Vj = p−1/2Ex[f∗(x)σ(⟨x,wj⟩)] ,
Uij = p−1Ex[σ(⟨x,wi⟩)σ(⟨x,wj⟩)] . (27)

We first show in the next proposition that we can replace Rtest by its expectation over the label
noise ε and the randomness in the target function f∗.

Proposition 1. Under the same assumptions as in Theorem 1, we have

EX,W ,ε,f∗

[∣∣∣Rtest(f∗;X,W , ε, λ)− Eε,f∗ [Rtest(f∗;X,W , ε, λ)]
∣∣∣] = od(1) .

The proof of Proposition 1 can be found in Appendix B.1. Denote

Rtest := Eε,f∗ [Rtest(f∗;X,W , ε, λ)] .

Thus, it is sufficient to show the convergence to the asymptotic test error directly for Rtest. Our
next steps consist in simplifying the expression of Rtest.

4.2.1 Bias-variance decomposition

First, we decompose the risk into a bias and a variance term (over the label noise ε)

Rtest = Ef∗ [B(f∗;X,W , λ)] + V(X,W , λ) , (28)

where
B(f∗;X,W , λ) = ∥f∗∥2L2 − 2fTZRV + fTZRURZTf ,

V(X,W , λ) = ρ2ε · Tr(ZRURZT) .

Let us further decompose the matrix U into

U =
1

p

∞∑
k=0

ξ2kΦkΦ
T
k =: U<ℓ +U≥ℓ , (29)

where U<ℓ = p−1Φ<ℓD
2
<ℓΦ

T
<ℓ and U≥ℓ = U −U<ℓ.

The bias and variance terms can be both split into low- and high-degree parts.
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Bias term. For the bias term, we can write

Ef∗ [B(f∗;X,W , λ)] := B<ℓ +B≥ℓ , (30)

where, taking the expectation over P≥ℓf∗, we defined

B<ℓ := ∥βd,<ℓ∥22 −
2
√
p
βT
<ℓΨ

T
<ℓZRΦ<ℓD<ℓβ<ℓ

+ βT
<ℓΨ

T
<ℓZRURZ

TΨ<ℓβ<ℓ +Tr(HFZRU<ℓRZ
T) ,

B≥ℓ := F 2
≥ℓ − 2Tr(ZT

FZR) + Tr(HFZRU≥ℓRZ
T) .

and we introduced the matrices

ZF := Ef∗ [fV T] =
1
√
p

∞∑
k=ℓ

F 2
k

ξk
Nk

ΨkΦ
T
k ,

HF := Ef∗ [ffT] =

∞∑
k=ℓ

F 2
kQ

X
k .

Variance term. Similarly, we can split the variance term into

V(X,W , λ) = V<ℓ + V≥ℓ , (31)

where
V<ℓ := ρ2ε · Tr(ZRU<ℓRZT) ,

V≥ℓ := ρ2ε · Tr(ZRU≥ℓRZ
T) .

(32)

4.2.2 Simplifying the bias and variance terms

We simplify the expressions for the bias and variance terms by using that 1) the terms with spherical
harmonics of degree less than ℓ involves low-dimensional matrices with diverging eigenvalues, and
therefore concentrates to 0; and 2) the high-degree components of the random matrices concentrate
in operator norm and can be replaced by deterministic matrices.

Vanishing low-degree part. Using the decomposition U = p−1Φ<ℓD
2
<ℓΦ

T
<ℓ +U>ℓ in Eq. (29),

we can rewrite B<ℓ as

B<ℓ =
∥∥∥(IBℓ

−D<ℓΦ
T
<ℓRZ

TΨ<ℓ/
√
p
)
βd,<ℓ

∥∥∥2
2

+ βT
<ℓΨ

T
<ℓZRU≥ℓRZ

TΨ<ℓβ<ℓ +Tr(HFZRU<ℓRZ
T) .

(33)

In Appendix B.2, we show the following proposition.

Proposition 2. Under the same assumptions and notations as in Theorem 1, we have

E∥IN<ℓ
−ΨT

<ℓZRΦ<ℓD<ℓ/
√
p∥op = od(1) , (34)

E∥ΨT
<ℓZRU≥ℓRZ

TΨ<ℓ∥op = od(1) , (35)

E|Tr(HFZRU<ℓRZ
T)| = od(1) , (36)

E|Tr(ZRU<ℓRZT)| = od(1) , (37)

where the expectations are over X,W .

Combining these bounds with the expressions (32) and (33) directly implies that

E|B<ℓ| = od(1) , and E|V<ℓ| = od(1) . (38)

29



Concentration of the high-degree part of random matrices. We are left with controlling

Rtest,≥ℓ := B≥ℓ + V≥ℓ = F 2
≥ℓ − 2χ1 + χ2 + ρ2ε · χ3 , (39)

where

χ1 :=Tr(ZT
FZR) ,

χ2 :=Tr(HFZRU≥ℓRZ
T) ,

χ3 :=Tr(ZRU≥ℓRZ
T) .

Therefore, it suffices to calculate the limits of the traces χ1, χ2 and χ3.
It is convenient to consider separately the following three cases: (I) κ1 > κ2, (II) κ1 < κ2,

(III) κ1 = κ2. In the following proposition, we simplify the expression of the traces by using the
concentration of the high-degree part of the random matrices. In particular, we will use that

∥QWk − Ip∥op = Od,≺

(
d

κ1−k
2

)
,

∥QXk − In∥op = Od,≺

(
d

κ2−k
2

)
,

which implies for example, that for κ1 > κ2 and any f(x) =
∑

k≥ℓ ςkqk(x) with ∥f∥L2 < ∞, we
have ∥∥∥∥∥∥f(XW

T)f(WXT)

p
−
∑
k≥0

ς2kQ
X
k

∥∥∥∥∥∥
op

= Od,≺

(√
n

p

)
.

We gather the random matrix concentration and spectral bound proofs in Appendix D.

Proposition 3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, we have:

(I) If κ1 > κ2, then

E
∣∣∣χ1 −

F 2
ℓ µ

2
ℓ

Nℓ
Tr(QXℓ G

X
≥ℓ)
∣∣∣ = od(1) , (40)

E
∣∣∣χ2 −

µ4ℓ
Nℓ

Tr
(
(F 2

ℓQ
X
ℓ +

∑
k>ℓ

F 2
k )G

X
≥ℓQ

X
ℓ G

X
≥ℓ

)∣∣∣ = od(1) , (41)

E
∣∣∣χ3 −

µ4ℓ
Nℓ

Tr
(
GX≥ℓQ

X
ℓ G

X
≥ℓ
)∣∣∣ = od(1) , (42)

where GX≥ℓ =
(
µ2ℓQ

X
ℓ + (µ2>ℓ + λ)In

)−1.

(II) If κ1 < κ2, then

E
∣∣∣χ1 −

F 2
ℓ

Nℓ
Tr(µ2ℓQ

W
ℓ ·GW≥ℓ)

∣∣∣ = od(1) , (43)

E
∣∣∣χ2 −

F 2
ℓ

Nℓ
Tr(µ2ℓQ

W
ℓ ·GW≥ℓ)

∣∣∣ = od(1) , (44)

E|χ3| = od(1) , (45)

with GW≥ℓ = (µ2ℓQ
W
ℓ + µ2>ℓIp)

−1.
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(III) If κ1 = κ2, then

E
∣∣∣χ1 −

F 2
ℓ

Nℓ
Tr
[ µℓ√

p
qℓ(WXT)ZR

]∣∣∣ = od(1) , (46)

E
∣∣∣χ2 −

1

p
Tr[HX

≥ℓZR(GW≥ℓ)
−1RZT]

∣∣∣ = od(1) , (47)

E
∣∣∣χ3 −

1

p
Tr[ZR(GW≥ℓ)

−1RZT]
∣∣∣ = od(1) , (48)

where HX
≥ℓ = F 2

ℓQ
X
ℓ + F 2

>ℓIn.

The proof of Proposition 3 is given in Appendix B.3. From Proposition 3 and Eq. (39), it
remains to compute the limits of all the normalized traces of matrices appearing in Eqs. (40)-(48).

4.2.3 Computing the asymptotics of the traces

As in Proposition 3, we discuss the three regimes separately.

(I) Overparametrized regime κ1 > κ2. We see that the traces in Proposition 3.(I) corresponds
exactly to the traces computed in the KRR limit, which were already studied in [Mis22, HL22a,
XHM+22]. For example, combining Lemma 7 in [Mis22] with Eqs. (40), (41) and (42), we can
obtain Eq. (20), with (Btest,Vtest, αc) given in Eq. (16). See Appendix F for additional details.

(II) Underparametrized regime κ1 < κ2. After substituting Eqs. (43)-(45) into Eq. (39) and
using Eq. (38) and Proposition 1, we get

E
∣∣∣∣Rtest −

[
F 2
ℓ

(
1− 1

Nℓ
Tr(µ2ℓQ

W
ℓ ·GW≥ℓ)

)
+ F 2

>ℓ

]∣∣∣∣ = od(1) . (49)

Using the definition of GW≥ℓ , we can rewrite the trace as

1

Nℓ
Tr(µ2ℓQ

W
ℓ ·GW≥ℓ) =

1

Nℓ
Tr
[
Ip − (ζ2QWℓ + Ip)

−1
]
,

so when κ1 = ℓ, we can use Theorem 1 in [LY22] to compute the limit of the Stieltjes transform
1
pTr[(ζ

2QWℓ +Ip)
−1]. After substituting the limiting formula into Eq. (49), we obtain Eq. (20), with

Btest and Vtest given in Eq. (18). On the other hand, when κ1 < ℓ, we have

1

Nℓ
Tr
(
µ2ℓQ

W
ℓ ·GW≥ℓ

)
=

1

Nℓ

p∑
i=1

ζ2λi(Q
W
ℓ )

ζ2λi(QWℓ ) + 1
, (50)

where λi(QWℓ ) denotes the i-th largest eigenvalue of QWℓ . By Lemma 12 in Appendix D.1 and
taking 0 < ε < ℓ− κ1, we have |λi(QWℓ )− 1| = O≺(d

−ε) for any 1 ≤ i ≤ p. Then we can show

E

[
sup

1≤i≤p

∣∣∣ ζ2λi(Q
W
ℓ )

ζ2λi(QWℓ ) + 1
− ζ2

ζ2 + 1

∣∣∣] = od(1) . (51)

Combining Eqs. (50), (51) and (49) and p
Nℓ

= Od(d
κ1−ℓ) = sod(1), we obtain Eq. (20) for κ1 < ℓ.
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(III) Critical regime κ1 = κ2. Recall that in this case both ψ1, ψ2 < ∞ (and ψ1 = ψ2 = 0
whenever κ1 = κ2 < ℓ). From Eqs. (46), (47) and (48), we can substitute χ1, χ2 and χ3 with
traces of some non-commutative rational functions of Z, qℓ(WXT), QXℓ and QWℓ . To compute
these traces, we will follow the same proof strategy as in [MM22], and apply the same linearization
construction (block matrix) in order to reuse their analytical characterization for the asymptotic
log determinant. The asymptotic traces are obtained as the derivatives of this log determinant.
We detail the steps of this derivation below, and include the analytical formulas from [MM22] for
convenience.

Let m = n+ p and ψ = ψ1 + ψ2. First, we rescale Z and R as:

Z̃ =
1√
m
σ(XW T) ,

R̃ =
(
θ1θ

−1λIp + Z̃
TZ̃
)−1

,

where
θ = θ1 + θ2 .

Note that we have Z =
√

θ
θ1
Z̃ and R = θ1θ

−1R̃.
For q = (s1, s2, t1, t2, t), define the block matrix as

A = A(q) :=

[
s1Ip + s2Q

W
ℓ Z̃T + tµℓ√

m
qℓ(WXT)

Z̃ + tµℓ√
m
qℓ(XW

T) t1In + t2Q
X
ℓ

]
. (52)

The Stieltjes transform of A is given by

Md(z; q) =
1

m
Tr
[
(A− zIm)

−1
]
, md(z, q) = E[Md(z; q)] .

where z ∈ C+. In the sequel, we will denote by z = E+ iη our complex number. We also introduce
the log-determinant:

Gd(z; q) =
1

m
log det(A− zIm) . (53)

It can be easily checked by direct differentiation (see [MM22, Proposition 8.2] for details):

1

2
∂tGd(i

√
θ1θ−1λ;0) =

1

m
Tr

[
µℓ√
m
qℓ(WXT)Z̃R̃

]
, (54)

∂s1,t1Gd(i
√
θ1θ−1λ;0) = − 1

m
Tr[Z̃R̃R̃Z̃T] , (55)

∂s1,t2Gd(i
√
θ1θ−1λ;0) = − 1

m
Tr[QXℓ Z̃R̃R̃Z̃

T] , (56)

∂s2,t1Gd(i
√
θ1θ−1λ;0) = − 1

m
Tr[Z̃R̃QWℓ R̃Z̃

T] ,

∂s2,t2Gd(i
√
θ1θ−1λ;0) = − 1

m
Tr[QXℓ Z̃R̃Q

W
ℓ R̃Z̃

T] . (57)

Substituting Eqs. (54)-(57) into Eqs. (46)-(48) and using Z =
√

θ
θ1
Z̃ and R = θ1θ

−1R̃, we get

E|χ1 − F 2
ℓ · Γ1| = od(1) , (58)

E|χ2 − (F 2
ℓ · Γ2 + F 2

>ℓ · Γ3)| = od(1) ,

E|χ3 − Γ3| = od(1) , (59)
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where

Γ1 =
ψ

2
∂tGd(i

√
θ1θ−1λ;0) , (60)

Γ2 = −µ2ℓ∂s2,t2Gd(i
√
θ1θ−1λ;0)− µ2>ℓ∂s1,t2Gd(i

√
θ1θ−1λ;0) , (61)

Γ3 = −µ2ℓ∂s2,t1Gd(i
√
θ1θ−1λ;0)− µ2>ℓ∂s1,t1Gd(i

√
θ1θ−1λ;0) . (62)

It remains to compute the limits (d → ∞) of partial derivatives of Gd(z; q) with respect to q in
Eqs. (60), (61) and (62). Note that Gd(z; q) can be written as an integral of Md(z; q) with respect
to z. Hence, the rest of the proof consists in implementing the following three steps:

1. Compute the limit limd→∞Md(z; q).

2. Compute the limit limd→∞Gd(z; q), by integrating Md(z; q) over z.

3. Show the limits of partial derivatives of Gd(z; q) (with respective to q) are equal to the partial
derivatives (with respective to q) of limd→∞Gd(z; q).

Step 1: Limit of Stieltjes transform.
Define the following two functions

F1(m1,m2; z, q)

=
θ1
θ

[
− z + s1 − µ2>ℓm2 +

(1 + ψt2m2)s2 − (1 + t)2µ2ℓm2

(1 + ψs2m1)(1 + ψt2m2)− ψ(1 + t)2µ2ℓm1m2

]−1
,

F2(m1,m2; z, q)

=
θ2
θ

[
− z + t1 − µ2>ℓm1 +

(1 + ψs2m1)t2 − (1 + t)2µ2ℓm1

(1 + ψt2m2)(1 + ψs2m1)− ψ(1 + t)2µ2ℓm1m2

]−1
,

(63)

and the following set

Q :=
{
(s1, s2, t1, t2, t) : ψs2t2 ≤ (1 + t)2µ2ℓ/2

}
.

Then the following result shows that limd→∞Md(z; q) corresponds to the solution of a fixed point
equation defined via F1 and F2. The proof is provided in Appendix C, which follows the same
strategy as the proof of Proposition 8.3 in [MM22].

Proposition 4. Suppose κ1 = κ2. For given z ∈ C+ and q, let m1(z, q) and m2(z, q) be the unique
analytic solutions in C+ to the following equations:

m1 = F1(m1,m2; z, q) ,

m2 = F2(m1,m2; z, q) .
(64)

Define m(z; q) := m1(z; q) +m2(z; q). Then for any compact set Ω ⊆ C+, we have

E
[
sup
z∈Ω

|Md(z; q)−m(z, q)|
]
= od(1) .

Step 2: Limit of log-determinant.
Based on Proposition 4, we can now compute limd→∞Gd(z; q) and its partial derivatives. To

state the results, we define the following function G(z,m1,m2, q) for q ∈ Q: 1) when ψ > 0

G(z,m1,m2, q) :=
1

ψ
log
[
(ψs2m1 + 1)(ψt2m2 + 1)− ψ(1 + t)2µ2ℓm1m2

]
+ s1m1 + t1m2

− µ2>ℓm1m2 −
θ1
θ
log(θm1/θ1)−

θ2
θ
log(θm2/θ2)− z(m1 +m2)− 1 ,

(65)
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2) when ψ = 0,

G(z,m1,m2, q) :=(s1 + s2)m1 + (t1 + t2)m2 − (1 + t)2µ2ℓm1m2

− µ2>ℓm1m2 −
θ1
θ
log(θm1/θ1)−

θ2
θ
log(θm2/θ2)− z(m1 +m2)− 1 .

We further define

g(z; q) := G(z,m1(z, q),m2(z, q), q) ,

where m1(z, q) and m2(z, q) are defined as in Proposition 4. Then we have the following result.

Proposition 5. Suppose κ1 = κ2. Then for any z ∈ C+ and q, we have

E|Gd(z; q)− g(z; q)| = od(1) ,

and for any η > 0,

E∥∇qGd(iη;0)−∇qg(iη;0)∥2 = od(1) , (66)

E∥∇2
qGd(iη;0)−∇2

qg(iη;0)∥op = od(1) . (67)

The proof is completely analogous to that of Proposition 8.4 in [MM22], with Proposition 4,
Lemma 9 and Lemma 10 (see Appendix C.2) in place of Proposition 8.3, Lemma 11.3 and Lemma
11.2 in [MM22], respectively. The details are omitted.

It remains to compute the partial derivatives of g(z; q). By direct differentiation, we can get
(same as Lemma 8.1 [MM22], with a slightly different scaling):

∂tg(z;0) =2m0µ
2
ℓ/(ψm0µ

2
ℓ − 1) ,

∂s1,t1g(z;0) =[ψ3m5
0µ

6
ℓµ

2
>ℓ − 3ψ2m4

0µ
4
ℓµ

2
>ℓ + ψm3

0µ
4
ℓ + 3ψm3

0µ
2
ℓµ

2
>ℓ −m2

0µ
2
≥ℓ]/S ,

∂s1,t2g(z;0) =[(ψ2 − 1)ψm3
0µ

4
ℓ + ψm3

0µ
2
ℓµ

2
>ℓ − (ψ2 + 1)m2

0µ
2
ℓ −m2

0µ
2
>ℓ]/S ,

∂s2,t1g(z;0) =[(ψ1 − 1)ψm3
0µ

4
ℓ + ψm3

0µ
2
ℓµ

2
>ℓ − (ψ1 + 1)m2

0µ
2
ℓ −m2

0µ
2
>ℓ]/S ,

∂s2,t2g(z;0) =[−ψ4m6
0µ

6
ℓµ

4
>ℓ + 2ψ3m5

0µ
4
ℓµ

4
>ℓ + (ψ1 − 1)(ψ2 − 1)ψ2m4

0µ
6
ℓ − ψ2m4

0µ
2
ℓµ

2
>ℓµ

2
≥ℓ ,

+ 2(1− ψ1ψ2)ψm
3
0µ

4
ℓ + (ψ1 + 1)(ψ2 + 1)m2

0µ
2
ℓ +m2

0µ
2
>ℓ]/[(ψm0µ

2
ℓ − 1)S] ,

(68)

where

m0 := m0(z,0) := m1(z,0) ·m2(z,0) ,

and

S = ψ3m5
0µ

6
ℓµ

4
>ℓ − 3ψ2m4

0µ
4
ℓµ

4
>ℓ + (ψ1 − 1)(ψ2 − 1)ψm3

0µ
6
ℓ + 2ψm3

0µ
4
ℓµ

2
>ℓ + 3ψm3

0µ
2
ℓµ

4
>ℓ

+ (3ψ1ψ2 − ψ − 1)m2
0µ

4
ℓ − 2m2

0µ
2
ℓµ

2
>ℓ −m2

0µ
4
>ℓ −

3θ1θ2
θ2

ψm0µ
2
ℓ +

θ1θ2
θ2

.

Substituting Proposition 5 and Eq. (68) into Eqs. (58)-(59) and using the fact that

EX,W ,ε,f∗

∣∣∣Rtest(f∗,d;X,W , ε, λ)− (F 2
≥ℓ − 2χ1 + χ2 + ρ2εχ3)

∣∣∣ = od(1) ,
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which follows from Eqs. (28), (30) and (31), and Proposition 1, we can obtain

EX,W ,ε,f∗

∣∣∣Rtest(f∗,d;X,W , ε, λ)−Rtest(F∗, ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄)
∣∣∣ = od(1) ,

where
Rtest(F∗, ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄)

:= F 2
ℓ · Btest(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄) + (F 2

>ℓ + ρ2ε) · Vtest(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄) + F 2
>ℓ .

(69)

In Eq. (69) and following the presentation of [MM22] (see Appendix G for additional details), we
defined

Btest(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄) :=
E1(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄)
E0(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄)

,

Vtest(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, ψ, λ̄) :=
E2(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄)
E0(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄)

,

where

E0(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄) := − ψ3χ5ζ6 + 3ψ2χ4ζ4 + (ψ1ψ2 − ψ2 − ψ1 + 1)ψχ3ζ6 − 2ψχ3ζ4 − 3ψχ3ζ2

+ (ψ1 + ψ2 − 3ψ1ψ2 + 1)χ2ζ4 + 2χ2ζ2 + χ2 + 3
θ1θ2
θ2

ψχζ2 − θ1θ2
θ2

,

E1(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄) := ψ2ψχ
3ζ4 − ψ2χ

2ζ2 +
θ1θ2
θ2

ψχζ2 − θ1θ2
θ2

,

E2(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄) := ψ3χ5ζ6 − 3ψ2χ4ζ4

+ (ψ1 − 1)ψχ3ζ6 + 2ψχ3ζ4 + 3ψχ3ζ2 + (−ψ1 − 1)χ2ζ4 − 2χ2ζ2 − χ2 ,

with ζ := µℓ
µ>ℓ

and χ := m0(i(θ1θ
−1λ)1/2;0) · µ2>ℓ. In particular, χ can also be expressed as

χ := ν1
(
i(θ1θ

−1λ̄)1/2
)
· ν2
(
i(θ1θ

−1λ̄)1/2
)
,

where λ̄ = λ
µ2>ℓ

, and ν1(z) and ν2(z) are defined as solutions of the following fixed point equations
(these are analogous to the fixed points in [MM22] with slightly different scaling):

Definition 3 (Fixed points formula). We define ν1, ν2 : C+ → C+ to be the unique functions that
satisfy the following conditions:

(i) ν1, ν2 are analytic functions on C+;

(ii) For Im(z) > 0, ν1(z), ν2(z) are fixed points of

ν1 =
θ1
θ

(
− z − ν2 −

ζ2ν2
1− ζ2ψν1ν2

)−1
,

ν2 =
θ2
θ

(
− z − ν1 −

ζ2ν1
1− ζ2ψν1ν2

)−1
.

(70)

(iii) (ν1(z), ν2(z)) is the unique fixed point of Eq. (272) with |ν1(z)| ≤ θ1θ
−1/Im(z), |ν2(z)| ≤

θ2θ
−1/Im(z) for Im(z) > C and C sufficiently large.

From Eqs. (64) and (70), we can also check that

ν1(z) := m1(µ>ℓz;0) · µ>ℓ ,
ν2(z) := m2(µ>ℓz;0) · µ>ℓ .

(71)

Finally, using Lemma 31 in Appendix G on the correspondence between fixed points in Definition
3 and fixed points in Definition 1, we obtain Eq. (20).
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A Spherical Harmonics and Gegenbauer Polynomials

In this appendix, we give a brief overview of some properties of the spherical harmonics and Gegen-
bauer polynomials that are frequently used in our analysis. We refer the reader to [Sze39,Chi11,
DX13] for more in-depth expositions.

Recall that we denote Sd−1(r) = {x ∈ Rd : ∥x∥2 = r} the sphere of radius r in Rd. Throughout
this paper, we choose the normalization x ∈ Sd−1(

√
d) for the covariates and w ∈ Sd−1(1) for

the weights, such that the input ⟨w,x⟩ to the activation function is of order 1. Without loss of
generality, we will define the spherical harmonics and Gegenbauer polynomials on Sd−1(

√
d), and

simply rescale the inputs Yks(
√
d ·w) and qk(

√
d · ⟨w,w′⟩) for w,w′ ∈ Sd−1(1).

Spherical harmonics: Spherical harmonics are defined as homogeneous harmonic polynomials
restricted to Sd−1(

√
d). Namely, a polynomial P (x) with x ∈ Sd−1(

√
d) is a spherical harmonic if

and only if (1) P (tx) = tkP (x), for any t ∈ R, (2) ∆P = 0, where ∆ is the Laplace operator. Let
Vd,k be the space of all degree-k spherical harmonics in d dimension. We denote Nk := dim(Vd,k),
which is given by

Nk =


1 k = 0 ,

d k = 1 ,
d+2k−2

k

(
d+k−3
k−1

)
k ≥ 2 .

(72)

In particular, we have |Nk/
(
d
k

)
− 1| ≤ Ck

d , where Ck > 0 is some constant that only depends on k,
i.e., Nk is approximately equal to the binomial coefficients

(
d
k

)
up to an O(d−1) correction. For each

Vd,k, k ≥ 0, we choose an orthonormal basis of spherical harmonics that we denote {Yks(x)}Nk
s=1, so

that ∫
Sd−1

Yks(x)Yks′(x)τd(dx) = 1s=s′ . (73)

where τd denotes the uniform distribution over Sd−1(
√
d).

Gegenbauer polynomials: Gegenbauer polynomials {qk}∞k=0 are orthonormal polynomials on
L2([−

√
d,
√
d], τd,1), i.e., qk is a degree-k polynomial and∫ √

d

−
√
d
qk(x)qℓ(x)τd,1(dx) = 1k=ℓ ,

where τd,1 is the distribution of ⟨x, e1⟩ with x ∼ τd and e1 an arbitrary unit vector. Note that τd,1
has the explicit form τd,1(dx) =

ωd−2√
dωd−1

(1− x2/d)
d−3
2 dx, where ωd−1 =

2πd/2

Γ(d/2) is the surface area of

Sd−1. The moments of τd,1 are given by

Eτd,1X
m =

{
0 m = 2k + 1 ,

(2k−1)!!∏
0≤i<k(1+2i/d) m = 2k .

(74)

Using Eq. (74), we can explicitly write out the first three qk(x) via the Gram-Schmidt procedure:

q0(x) = 1 , q1(x) = x , q2(x) =
1√
2

√
d+ 2

d− 1
(x2 − 1) .
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Addition theorem: A crucial property of Gegenbauer polynomials is the following correspon-
dence between the degree-k Gegenbauer polynomial qk(x) and the degree-k spherical harmonics
{Yks(x)}Nk

s=1. For any x,x′ ∈ Sd−1(
√
d), we have

qk(⟨x,x′⟩/
√
d) =

1√
Nk

Nk∑
i=1

Yks(x)Yks(x
′) , (75)

which is also known as the addition theorem. In particular, for any x ∈ Sd−1,

1√
Nk

Nk∑
i=1

Yks(x)
2 = qk(

√
d) =

√
Nk , (76)

which follows from the fact that for any x ∈ Sd−1,

qk(
√
d) = qk(∥x∥22/

√
d)

=

∫
Sd−1

qk(∥x∥22/
√
d)τd(dx)

(a)
=

1√
Nk

Nk∑
s=1

∫
Sd−1

Yks(x)
2τd(dx)

(b)
=
√
Nk,

where (a) follows from Eq. (75) and (b) follows from Eq. (73).
As a consequence of the addition theorem, consider a function f : [−

√
d,
√
d] → R whose

decomposition in the orthonormal Gegenbauer polynomial basis is given by

f(x) =

∞∑
k=0

ςkqk(x) , ςk =

∫ √
d

−
√
d
f(x)qk(x)τd,1(dx) ,

then the function f̃ : Sd−1(1)× Sd−1(
√
d) → R, f̃(w,x) = f(⟨w,x⟩), admits the following eigende-

composition in the (tensor product) spherical harmonic basis

f(⟨w,x⟩) =
∞∑
k=0

ςk
√
Nk

∑
s∈[Nk]

Yks(
√
d ·w)Yks(x) .

Hermite polynomial: Hermite polynomials {Hek}∞k=0 are orthonormal polynomials on L2(R, τg),
where τg is the standard Gaussian measure. We can explicitly write out the first three qk(x) via the
Gram-Schmidt procedure:

He0(x) = 1 , He1(x) = x , He2(x) =
1√
2
(x2 − 1) .

Hermite polynomials can be viewed as the limit of Gegenbauer polynomial when d→ ∞. Indeed,
from Eq. (74), we can see that for any fixed k, limd→∞ Eτd−1,1

Xm = EτgXm. Hence, τd−1,1 converges
weakly to τg. Consequently, we can show the following result (see for example [LY22, Lemma 12]):
for function f : R 7→ R satisfying |f(x)| ≤ c1e

c2|x| for all x ∈ R, for some constants c1, c2, c3 > 0,
then it holds for any k that∣∣EG∼τg [f(G)Hek(G)]− EZ∼τd,1 [f(Z)qk(Z)]

∣∣ = od(1) . (77)
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B Proof of Propositions 1, 2 and 3

In this appendix, we prove the technical propositions used to simplify the expressions of the test error
in Section 4.2. In Appendix B.1, we prove the concentration of the test error over the randomness
in the target function and label noise (Proposition 1). Appendix B.2 prove the concentration to
zero of the low-degree part (Proposition 2). Finally, Appendix B.3 prove concentration of the high-
degree part (Proposition 3). Throughout, we will use matrix concentration results whose proofs are
gathered in Appendix D.1.

B.1 Proof of Proposition 1

We begin by decomposing Rtest(f∗;X,W , ε, λ) in (26) as follows

Rtest(f∗,d;X,W , ε, λ) = T1 − 2(T2 + T3) + T4 + 2T5 + T6 ,

where

T1 = Ex[f∗(x)2] ,
T2 = fTZRV ,

T3 = εTZRV ,

T4 = εTZRURZTε ,

T5 = εTZRURZTf ,

T6 = fTZRURZTf .

It suffices to show E[Var(Ti | X,W )] = od(1) for each 1 ≤ i ≤ 6. In what follows, we present
the proof for T2. The proof for the other Ti follows from similar arguments and we omit them for
brevity.

Proof for the term T2. To start, we can decompose f and V into low-degree and high-degree
parts f = f<ℓ + f≥ℓ and V = V<ℓ + V≥ℓ, where

f<ℓ = Ψ<ℓβ
∗
d , f≥ℓ =

∑
k≥ℓ

Ψkβ̃d,k , V<ℓ =
1
√
p
Φ<ℓD<ℓβ

∗
d , V≥ℓ =

1
√
p

∑
k≥ℓ

ξkΦkβ̃d,k .

By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

E[Var(T2 |X,W )] ≤3
{
E[Var(fT

≥ℓZRV<ℓ |X,W )] + E[Var(fT
<ℓZRV≥ℓ |X,W )]

+ E[Var(fT
≥ℓZRV≥ℓ |X,W )]

}
,

(78)

where we used that β∗
d is deterministic. Thus, it suffices to bound the three terms on the right-hand

side separately.
For the first term in Eq. (78), we can write

Var(fT
≥ℓZRV<ℓ |X,W ) =

1

p
(β∗

d)
TD<ℓΦ

T
<ℓRZ

THFZRΦ<ℓD<ℓβ
∗
d , (79)

where we recall that we denote HF = Ef∗ [ffT] =
∑∞

k=ℓ F
2
kQ

X
k . By Eq. (35) in Proposition 2 and

switching the role of X and W , we have

1

p
E∥ΦT

<ℓRZ
THFZRΦ<ℓ∥op = od(1) . (80)
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Besides, ∥β∗
d∥22 = Od(1) by Assumption 2.(a), and ∥D<ℓ∥op = Od(1) by the assumption that

∥σ∥L2 <∞. Therefore, together with Eq. (79) we deduce that

E[Var(fT
≥ℓZRV<ℓ |X,W )] = od(1) . (81)

For the second term in Eq. (78), we have

Var(fT
≥ℓZRV<ℓ |X,W ) =

1

p
(β∗

d)
TΦT

<ℓZR

∑
k≥ℓ

F 2
k ξ

2
kQ

W
k

RZTΦ<ℓβ
∗
d .

Similar as Eq. (80), we can get

Nℓ

p
E

∥∥∥∥∥∥ΦT
<ℓZR

∑
k≥ℓ

F 2
k ξ

2
kQ

W
k

RZTΦ<ℓ

∥∥∥∥∥∥
op

= od(1) ,

where we used that ξ2k = Od(N
−1
ℓ ) for k ≥ ℓ. We deduce that

E[Var(fT
≥ℓZRV<ℓ |X,W )] = od(1). (82)

Finally, for the third term in Eq. (78), we can first apply Lemma C.8 in [MM22] to get

Var(fT
≥ℓZRV≥ℓ |X,W ) ≤ C

∑
k≥ℓ

ξ2kF
4
k

p

[
Tr(QXk ZRQ

W
k RZ

T) + Tr(
ΦkΨ

T
k

Nk
ZR

ΦkΨ
T
k

Nk
ZR)

]
+
∑
k ̸=k′
k,k′≥ℓ

ξ2k′F
2
kF

2
k′

p
Tr(QXk ZRQ

W
k′ RZ

T) .
(83)

Then based on Eq. (83), we show that

E[Var(fT
≥ℓZRV≥ℓ |X,W )] = O(d−ℓ) . (84)

To see this, we discuss over three different cases:
(i) κ1 = κ2. From Eq. (83) and using Lemma 17, we can get

E[Var(fT
≥ℓZRV≥ℓ |X,W )]

≤
∑
k≥ℓ

2Cξ2kF
4
k

λ
E(∥QXk ∥op∥QWk ∥op) +

∑
k≥ℓ

∑
k′ ̸=k

ξ2k′F
2
kF

2
k′

λ
E(∥QXk ∥op∥QWk′ ∥op)

≤C ′
(∑
k≥ℓ

ξ2kF
4
k +

∑
k≥ℓ

F 2
k ·
∑
k′≥ℓ

ξ2k′F
2
k′

)
= O(d−ℓ) ,

where in the last step, we use Assumption 2, which states that
∑

k≥ℓ F
2
k <∞ and

∑
k≥ℓ ξ

2
k = O(d−ℓ),

which follows from the fact |
√
Nkξk−µk| = od(1) (due to (77) in Appendix A), the fact that Nk ≍ dk

(c.f. (72) in Appendix A) and
∑

k≥ℓ µ
2
k <∞ by Assumption 1 (a).

(ii) If κ1 < κ2, then by the same argument leading to (44) in Proposition 3, we can get

E
∣∣∣1
p
Tr
(
QXk ZRQ

W
k′ RZ

T
)
−
µ2k
Nk

Tr(QWk G
W
≥ℓQ

W
k′ G

W
≥ℓ)
∣∣∣ = od(1) , (85)

E
∣∣∣ 1

pN2
k

Tr(ΦkΨ
T
kZRΦkΨ

T
kZR)−

µ2k
Nk

Tr(QWk G
W
≥ℓQ

W
k G

W
≥ℓ)
∣∣∣ = od(1) , (86)
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where GW≥ℓ = (µ2ℓQ
W
ℓ + µ2>ℓIp)

−1. Then substituting (85) and (86) into Eq. (83), we can get

E[Var(fT
≥ℓZRV≥ℓ |X,W )] ≤ C

∑
k≥ℓ

ξ2kµ
2
kF

4
k

Nk
E
[
Tr(QWk G

W
≥ℓQ

W
k′ G

W
≥ℓ)
]

+
∑
k ̸=k′
k,k′≥ℓ

ξ2k′µ
2
kF

2
kF

2
k′

Nk
E
[
Tr(QWk G

W
≥ℓQ

W
k′ G

W
≥ℓ)
]

+
(∑
k≥ℓ

ξ2kF
4
k +

∑
k≥ℓ

F 2
k ·
∑
k′≥ℓ

ξ2k′F
2
k′

)
· od(1)

= Od(d
−ℓ) ,

where in the last step we use ∥GW≥ℓ∥op < ∞ and supk≥κ1{E∥Q
W
k ∥rop} < ∞, for any r ≥ 0 (by

Lemma 17).
(iii) If κ1 > κ2, then we can follow the similar argument as in κ1 < κ2 case to obtain Eq. (84).

The details are omitted here.
Finally, substituting the bounds (81), (82) and (84) into Eq. (78), we conclude that E[Var(T2 |

X,W )] = od(1).

B.2 Proof of Proposition 2

B.2.1 Technical lemma on the SVD of the feature matrix

Before proving Proposition 2, we first show the following lemma which is adapted from Proposition
6 in [MMM22].

Proposition 6 (SVD of the feature matrix Z). Follow the assumptions and the notations in the
proof of Theorem 1. Recall that n = Θd(d

κ1), p = Θd(d
κ2) and ℓ = ⌈min(κ1, κ2)⌉. Denote r =

min(n, p) and s = max(n, p). In particular, there exists δ0 > 0 such that r ≥ dℓ−1+δ0. Consider the
singular value decomposition of Z̃ = (Z̃ij)i∈[n],j∈[p] with Z̃ij = σ(⟨xi,wj⟩)/

√
s:

Z̃ = PΛQT = [P1,P2]diag(Λ1,Λ2)[Q1,Q2]
T ∈ Rn×p ,

where P ∈ Rn×r and Q ∈ Rp×r, and P1 ∈ Rn×N<ℓ and Q1 ∈ Rp×N<ℓ correspond to the left and right
singular vectors associated to the largest N<ℓ singular values Λ1. Similarly, P2 ∈ Rn×(r−N<ℓ) and
Q2 ∈ Rp×(r−N<ℓ) correspond to the left and right singular vectors associated to the last (r − N<ℓ)
smallest singular values Λ2.

Then the singular value decomposition has the following properties:

(a) There exists K > 0 such that for any D > 0 and all large enough d,

P
(
σmin(Λ1) < K

√
rd−(ℓ−1)

)
≤ d−D ,

where σmin(Λ1) = mini∈[N<ℓ] σi(Z̃).

(b) The left and right singular vectors associated to the (r−N<ℓ) smallest signular values verify:

1√
n
∥ΨT

<ℓP2∥op = Od,≺
(
1/
√
rd−(ℓ−1)

)
,

1
√
p
∥ΦT

<ℓQ2∥op = Od,≺
(
1/
√
rd−(ℓ−1)

)
.
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The feature matrix can be decomposed as Z̃ = Z̃<ℓ + Z̃≥ℓ, where

Z̃<ℓ = Ψ<ℓD<ℓΦ
T
<ℓ/

√
s , Z̃≥ℓ =

∑
k≥ℓ

ξkΨkΦ
T
k /

√
s .

For convenience, we introduce the following normalized matrices:

Ψ̃<ℓ = Ψ<ℓ/
√
n , Φ̃<ℓ = Φ<ℓ/

√
p , D̃<ℓ =

√
rD<ℓ .

Proof of Proposition 6. The proof follows similarly from the proof of [MMM22, Proposition 6]. We
will simply outline the differences.

First, note that

Z̃<ℓZ̃
T
<ℓ = Ψ̃<ℓD̃<ℓΦ̃

T
<ℓΦ̃<ℓD̃<ℓΨ̃

T
<ℓ ⪰ σmin(D̃

2
<ℓ) · σmin(Φ̃

T
<ℓΦ̃<ℓ) · Ψ̃<ℓΨ̃

T
<ℓ .

Hence, σmin(Z<ℓ) ≥ σmin(D̃<ℓ)σmin(Φ̃<ℓ)σmin(Ψ̃<ℓ). Then by Lemma 13 and Assumption 1 (b),
there exists K > 0 such that for any D > 0 and large enough d,

P(σmin(Z̃<ℓ) < K
√
rd−(ℓ−1)) ≤ d−D.

Furthermore, by Weyl’s inequality, we have for i ∈ [N<ℓ],

|σi(Z̃)− σi(Z̃<ℓ)| ≤ ∥Z̃≥ℓ∥op .

and by Lemma 14, we have ∥Z̃≥ℓ∥op = O≺(1). We deduce that there exists K > 0 such that for
any D > 0 and large enough d,

P(σmin(Λ1) < K
√
rd−(ℓ−1)) ≤ d−D.

On the other hand, applying Weyl’s inequality to the rest of the eigenvalues, we get

max
i=r+1,...,s

σi(Z̃) ≤ ∥Z̃≥ℓ∥op = Od,≺(1) .

Let us now bound ∥Ψ̃T
<ℓP2∥op. The proof for Φ̃T

<ℓP2 will follow from the same argument. Let
us consider u ∈ Rr−N<ℓ the left leading right singular vector, i.e., ∥u∥2 = 1 and ∥Ψ̃T

<ℓP2u∥2 =

∥Ψ̃T
<ℓP2∥op. For convenience, denote ũ = Ψ̃T

<ℓP2u. We get

uTΛ2
2u = uTP T

2 Z̃Z̃
TP2u

= uTP T
2 (Z̃<ℓZ̃

T
<ℓ + 2Z̃<ℓZ̃

T
≥ℓ + Z̃≥ℓZ̃

T
≥ℓ)P2u

= ũTD̃<ℓ(IN<ℓ
+∆1)D̃<ℓũ+ 2ũTD̃<ℓ(Φ̃

T
<ℓZ̃

T
≥ℓP2u) + ∥Z̃T

≥ℓP2u∥22 ,

where ∆1 satisfies: for any ε,D > 0 and all large d, P(∥∆1∥op ≥ ε) ≤ d−D. From the above
discussion, we have for any D and large enough d,

uTΛ2
2u = Od,≺(1) ,

P(ũTD̃<ℓ(IN<ℓ
+∆1)D̃<ℓũ ≥ 2∥D̃<ℓũ∥22) ≤ d−D ,

ũTD̃<ℓ(Φ̃
T
<ℓZ̃

T
≥ℓP2u) ≥ −∥D̃<ℓũ∥2∥Φ̃<ℓ∥op∥Z̃T

≥ℓ∥op = −∥D̃<ℓũ∥2 ·Od,≺(1) ,

Merging these bounds, we get
∥D̃<ℓũ∥2 = Od,≺(1) ,

which implies ∥ũ∥2 = ∥Ψ̃T
<ℓP2∥op = Od,≺(1/

√
rd−(ℓ−1)).
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B.2.2 Proof of Proposition 2

The proof follows similarly from the proof of [MMM22, Proposition 7]. For convenience, we consider
the same notations as in the proof of Proposition 6. In particular, recall that r = min(n, p), s =
max(n, p), Z̃ = (σ(⟨xi,wj⟩)/

√
s)i∈[n],j∈[p], Ψ̃<ℓ = Ψ<ℓ/

√
n, Φ̃<ℓ = Φ<ℓ/

√
p and D̃<ℓ =

√
rD<ℓ.

We further introduce λ̃ = pλ/s and

R̃ =
s

p
R = (Z̃TZ̃ + λ̃Ip)

−1 .

Step 1. Proof of Equation (34).
With these notations, this is equivalent to showing that E∥Ψ̃T

<ℓZ̃R̃Φ̃<ℓD̃<ℓ − IN<ℓ
∥op = od(1).

We use the following identity Φ̃<ℓD̃<ℓ = Z̃
T
<ℓ(Ψ̃

T
<ℓ)

† = (Z̃ − Z̃≥ℓ)
T(Ψ̃T

<ℓ)
†, so that

Ψ̃T
<ℓZ̃R̃Φ̃<ℓD̃<ℓ = Ψ̃T

<ℓZ̃R̃Z̃
T(Ψ̃T

<ℓ)
† − Ψ̃T

<ℓZ̃R̃Z̃
T
≥ℓ(Ψ̃

T
<ℓ)

† . (87)

We bound the first term using the singular value decomposition described in Proposition 6:

Ψ̃T
<ℓZ̃R̃Z̃

T(Ψ̃T
<ℓ)

† = Ψ̃T
<ℓP1

Λ2
1

Λ2
1 + λ̃

P T
1 (Ψ̃T

<ℓ)
† + Ψ̃T

<ℓP2
Λ2

2

Λ2
2 + λ̃

P T
2 (Ψ̃T

<ℓ)
†

= Ψ̃T
<ℓP1P

T
1 (Ψ̃T

<ℓ)
† + Ψ̃T

<ℓP2P
T
2 (Ψ̃T

<ℓ)
† +∆

= Ψ̃T
<ℓ(Ψ̃

T
<ℓ)

† +∆

= IN<ℓ
+∆ . (88)

where ∆ satisfies: ∥∆∥op = Od,≺(
1

rd−(ℓ−1) ) and we denoted with a slight abuse of notation Λ2/(Λ2+

λ̃) = diag((Λ2
i /(Λ

2
i + λ̃))i). For the second term in Eq. (87), we similarly decompose

Ψ̃T
<ℓZ̃R̃Z̃

T
≥ℓ(Ψ̃

T
<ℓ)

† = Ψ̃T
<ℓP1

Λ1

Λ2
1 + λ̃

QT
1 Z̃≥ℓ(Ψ̃

T
<ℓ)

† + Ψ̃T
<ℓP2

Λ2

Λ2
2 + λ̃

QT
2 Z̃≥ℓ(Ψ̃

T
<ℓ)

† ,

where ∥∥∥Ψ̃T
<ℓP1

Λ1

Λ2
1 + λ̃

QT
1 Z̃≥ℓ(Ψ̃

T
<ℓ)

†
∥∥∥
op

≤ ∥Ψ̃<ℓ∥op
∥∥∥ Λ1

Λ2
1 + λ̃

∥∥∥
op
∥Z̃≥ℓ∥op∥(Ψ̃T

<ℓ)
†∥op,

and ∥∥∥Ψ̃T
<ℓP2

Λ2

Λ2
2 + λ̃

QT
2 Z̃≥ℓ(Ψ̃

T
<ℓ)

†
∥∥∥
op

≤ ∥Ψ̃T
<ℓP2∥op

∥∥∥ Λ2

Λ2
2 + λ̃

∥∥∥
op
∥Z̃≥ℓ∥op∥(Ψ̃T

<ℓ)
†∥op.

We can control each term on the right-hand sides of two bounds above. First, by Lemma 13, we
can get ∥Ψ̃T

<ℓ∥op = Od,≺(1) and ∥(Ψ̃T
<ℓ)

†∥op = Od,≺(1). Then we show that
∥∥∥ Λ2

Λ2
2+λ̃

∥∥∥
op

= Od,≺(1).

On one hand, for i > N<ℓ,

|σi(Z̃)| = |σi(Z̃)− σi(Z̃<ℓ)| ≤ ∥Z̃≥ℓ∥op = Od,≺(1) ,

where the second step follows from Weyl’s inequality and the last step is due to Lemma 14. This
indicates ∥Λ2∥op = Od,≺(1). Hence, when κ2 ≤ κ1,

∥∥∥ Λ2

Λ2
2+λ̃

∥∥∥
op

≤ λ̃−1∥Λ2∥op = Od,≺(1). On the

other hand, when κ2 > κ1, by Lemma 15 there exists C > 0 such that for any D > 0 and all large
enough d,

P(λmin(Λ2) < C) = P(λmin(Z̃) < C) ≤ d−D .
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Hence, we still have
∥∥∥ Λ2

Λ2
2+λ̃

∥∥∥
op

= Od,≺(1). Now using Proposition 6 and Lemma 14, we can get

∥∥∥Ψ̃T
<ℓP1

Λ1

Λ2
1 + λ̃

QT
1 Z̃≥ℓ(Ψ̃

T
<ℓ)

†
∥∥∥
op

= Od,≺
(
(rd−(ℓ−1))−1/2

)
,

and ∥∥∥Ψ̃T
<ℓP2

Λ2

Λ2
2 + λ̃

QT
2 Z̃≥ℓ(Ψ̃

T
<ℓ)

†
∥∥∥
op

= Od,≺
(
(rd−(ℓ−1))−1/2

)
.

The above two displays indicate ∥Ψ̃T
<ℓZ̃R̃Z̃

T
≥ℓ(Ψ̃

T
<ℓ)

†∥op = Od,≺
(
(rd−(ℓ−1))−1/2

)
. Substituting this

bound and Eq. (88) in Eq. (87) gives

∥ΨT
<ℓZRΦ<ℓD<ℓ/

√
p− IN<ℓ

∥op = Od,≺
(
(rd−(ℓ−1))−1/2

)
. (89)

On the other hand, we can easily get the deterministic bound:

∥ΨT
<ℓZRΦ<ℓD<ℓ/

√
p∥op ≤ KN<ℓ

√
n .

where K is some absolute constant. The above bound together with Eq. (89) and the fact that
r ≥ dℓ−1+δ0 for some δ0 > 0 directly implies the first bound of Proposition 2.
Step 2. Proof of Equation (35).

Let Ũ≥ℓ =
np
s U≥ℓ, where U is defined in Eq. (27) and we have

ΨT
<ℓZRU≥ℓRZ

TΨ<ℓ = Ψ̃T
<ℓZ̃R̃Ũ≥ℓR̃Z̃

TΨ̃<ℓ .

Note that if n ≥ p

∥Ũ≥ℓ∥op =
∥∥∥∑
k≥ℓ

ξ2kΦkΦ
T
k

∥∥∥
op

= Od,≺(1) ,

and if n < p,
∥Ũ≥ℓ∥op =

n

p

∥∥∥∑
k≥ℓ

ξ2kΦkΦ
T
k

∥∥∥
op

= Od,≺(1) .

We can now bound Eq. (35) using the SVD decomposition of Proposition 6 and Lemma 16:

∥Ψ̃T
<ℓZ̃R̃Ũ

1/2
≥ℓ ∥op ≤

∥∥∥Ψ̃T
<ℓP1

Λ1

Λ2
1 + λ̃

QT
1 Ũ

1/2
≥ℓ

∥∥∥
op

+
∥∥∥Ψ̃T

<ℓP2
Λ2

Λ2
2 + λ̃

QT
2 Ũ

1/2
≥ℓ

∥∥∥
op

= Od,≺(1/
√
rd−(ℓ−1)).

=Od,≺(d
−δ0) ,

for some δ0 > 0. Since ∥Ũ≥ℓ∥op ≤ Tr(Ũ≥ℓ) = p
∑

k≥ℓ ξ
2
kNk ≤ Cp, where C is an absolute constant,

∥Z̃R̃∥op ≤
√
λ̃−1 and ∥Ψ̃<ℓ∥op ≤

√
N<ℓ, we can get the deterministic bound:

∥ΨT
<ℓZRU≥ℓRZ

TΨ<ℓ∥op ≤ Cλ̃−1N<ℓp .

This together with ∥ΨT
<ℓZRU≥ℓRZ

TΨ<ℓ∥op = Od,≺(d
−δ0) immediately implies Eq. (35).

Step 3. Proof of Equations (36) and (37).
First note that

∥HF ∥op =
∥∥∥∑
k≥ℓ

F 2
k

Nk
ΨkΨ

T
k

∥∥∥
op

= Od,≺(
n

Nℓ
) .
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Hence,

Tr(HFZRU<ℓRZ
T) =

p

s
Tr(HF Z̃R̃U<ℓR̃Z̃

T)

= Od,≺

(
np

Nℓs

)
· Tr(U<ℓR̃Z̃TZ̃R̃)

= Od,≺

(
np

Nℓs

)
· Tr(D2

<ℓΦ̃
T
<ℓR̃Φ̃<ℓ)

= Od,≺

(
np

Nℓs

)
· Tr(D2

<ℓ) ·

(
1

λ̃+ σmin(Λ2
1)

+
∥Φ̃T

<ℓQ2∥2op
λ̃+ σmin(Λ2

2)

)

= Od,≺(1) ·

(
1

λ̃+ σmin(Λ2
1)

+
∥Φ̃T

<ℓQ2∥2op
λ̃+ σmin(Λ2

2)

)

= Od,≺

(
dℓ−1

r

)
,

where the last step follows from Proposition 6 and Lemma 15.
On the other hand, we can show there exists some τ > 0 such that |Tr(HFZRU<ℓRZ

T)| ≤ dτ ,
for all large d > 0. Combining the above two bounds and recall the fact that r ≍ dℓ−1+ϵ for some
ϵ > 0, we can reach at Eq. (36).

Equation (37) follows similarly and the details are omitted here.

B.3 Proof of Proposition 3

We prove this proposition separately for each of the three regimes.

B.3.1 Overparametrized regime κ1 > κ2

In the highly overparametrized regime, we can show:

Lemma 1. When κ1 > κ2, it holds that∣∣∣χ1 − Tr(
∑
k≥ℓ

F 2
k

Nk
ξ2kΨkΨ

T
kG≥ℓ)

∣∣∣ = od,P(1) , (90)∣∣∣χ2 − Tr(HFG≥ℓ
∑
k≥ℓ

ξ4kΨkΨ
T
kG≥ℓ)

∣∣∣ = od,P , (1) (91)∣∣∣χ3 − Tr(G≥ℓ
∑
k≥ℓ

ξ4kΨkΨ
T
kG≥ℓ)

∣∣∣ = od,P(1) , (92)

where G≥ℓ = (
∑∞

k≥ℓ ξ
2
kΨkΨ

T
k + λIn)

−1.

Based on Lemma 1 and Lemma 12 in Appendix D.3, we can now prove Eqs. (40)-(42). We just
present the proof of Eq. (40) and the other two are similar.

From Lemma 16 and the fact that κ2 ≤ ℓ, we can get∥∥∥∥∥∑
k>ℓ

F 2
k

Nk
ξ2kΨkΨ

T
k

∥∥∥∥∥
op

= O≺

( 1

Nℓ

)
. (93)
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Meanwhile, ∥∥∥∥F 2
ℓ

Nℓ
ξ2ℓΨℓΨ

T
ℓ −

F 2
ℓ

Nℓ
µ2ℓQ

X
ℓ

∥∥∥∥
op

= (Nℓξ
2
ℓ − µ2ℓ )

∥∥∥∥F 2
ℓ

Nℓ
QXℓ

∥∥∥∥
op

= od,P

( 1

Nℓ

)
, (94)

where the last step follows from Lemma 12, Lemma 18 and the fact that Nℓξ
2
ℓ −µ2ℓ = od(1) (due to

Eq. (77) in Appendix A). Similarly, we can get

∥G≥ℓ −GX≥ℓ∥op = od,P(1) . (95)

Substituting Eqs. (93), (94) and (95) into Eq. (90), we can obtain that∣∣∣χ1 −
F 2
ℓ µ

2
ℓ

Nℓ
Tr(QXℓ G

X
≥ℓ)
∣∣∣ = od,P(1) . (96)

On the other hand, using Lemma 18, it is not hard to show E|χ1|2 <∞. Also since ∥QXℓ GX≥ℓ∥op <
∞, it holds that F 2

ℓ µ
2
ℓ

Nℓ
Tr(QXℓ G

X
≥ℓ) < ∞. Therefore, E|χ1 −

F 2
ℓ µ

2
ℓ

Nℓ
Tr(QXℓ G

X
≥ℓ)|2 < ∞ and together

with Eq. (96), we can get

E
∣∣∣χ1 −

F 2
ℓ µ

2
ℓ

Nℓ
Tr(QXℓ G

X
≥ℓ)
∣∣∣ = od(1) .

This verifies Equation (40).

B.3.2 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof for χ1 (Eq. (90)). Since ZR = ΠZ, we have χ1 = Tr(ZZT
FΠ), where

Π := (ZZT + λIn)
−1.

We can show ∥Z≥ℓ∥op = O≺(1) (by Lemma 14). Then

∥ΠZ<ℓ∥op ≤ ∥ΠZ∥op + ∥ΠZ≥ℓ∥op = O≺(1) ,

and thus

|Tr(Z<ℓZT
FΠ)| ≤ N<ℓ∥ZF ∥op∥ΠZ<ℓ∥op = O≺

(
N<ℓ

Nℓ

)
= O≺

(
1

d

)
, (97)

where we have used ∥ΠZ∥op, ∥Π∥op < ∞ and ∥ZF ∥op = O≺(
1
Nℓ

) (by Lemma 14, with ςk =
NℓF

2
k

√
Nkξk

Nk
). It follows that

|χ1 − Tr(Z≥ℓZ
T
FΠ)| = |Tr(Z<ℓZT

FΠ)| = O≺

(
1

d

)
. (98)

Note that

Π−Π≥ℓ = Π≥ℓ(Z≥ℓZ
T
≥ℓ −ZZT)Π

= −Π≥ℓZ<ℓZ
TΠ−Π≥ℓZ≥ℓZ

T
<ℓΠ ,
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where Π≥ℓ = (Z≥ℓZ
T
≥ℓ + λIn)

−1, so that

|Tr[Z≥ℓZ
T
F (Π−Π≥ℓ)]| ≤ |Tr(Z≥ℓZ

T
FΠ≥ℓZ<ℓZ

TΠ)|+ |Tr(Z≥ℓZ
T
FΠ≥ℓZ≥ℓZ

T
<ℓΠ)| . (99)

Then following the same steps in obtaining Eq. (97), one can show both terms on the right-hand
side of Eq. (99) is of order O≺(1/d), so

|Tr[Z≥ℓZ
T
F (Π−Π≥ℓ)]| = O≺(d

−1) . (100)

Then Eqs. (98) and (100) give us∣∣χ1 − Tr[Z≥ℓZ
T
FΠ≥ℓ]

∣∣ = O≺(d
−1). (101)

Also ∣∣∣∣∣∣Tr
Z≥ℓZ

T
FΠ≥ℓ −

∑
k≥ℓ

F 2
k

Nk
ξ2kΨkΨ

T
kG≥ℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣Tr[Z≥ℓZ

T
F (Π≥ℓ −G≥ℓ)]

∣∣+ ∣∣∣Tr[(Z≥ℓZ
T
F −

∑
k≥ℓ

F 2
k

Nk
ξ2kΨkΨ

T
k

)
G≥ℓ

]∣∣∣
≤n∥Z≥ℓZ

T
F ∥op · ∥Π≥ℓ −G≥ℓ∥op + n

∥∥∥Z≥ℓZ
T
F −

∑
k≥ℓ

F 2
k

Nk
ξ2kΨkΨ

T
k

∥∥∥
op

· ∥G≥ℓ∥op

=od,P(1) , (102)

where in the last step we use ∥Z≥ℓ∥op = O≺(1), ∥ZF ∥op = O≺(
1
Nℓ

) and Eqs. (109) and (111) in
Lemma 2. After combining Eqs. (101) and (102), we reach at Eq. (90).

Proof for χ2 and χ3 (Eqs. (91) and (92)). Recall the definition of U in Eq. (27) and it
can be directly checked that U≥ℓ = p−1

∑
k≥ℓ ξ

2
kΦkΦ

T
k . We can show ∥HF ∥op = O≺(1) and

∥U≥ℓ∥op = O≺(
1
Nℓ

) [from Eqs. (176) and (177) in Lemma 16]. Then following similar steps leading
to Eq. (101), we can get

|χ2 − Tr(HFΠ≥ℓZ≥ℓU≥ℓZ
T
≥ℓΠ≥ℓ)| = O≺(d

−1) . (103)

Combining Eq. (103) with Eqs. (109) and (110) in Lemma 2, we reach at Eq. (91). The proof of
Eq. (92) is completely analogous to Eq. (91) and is omitted for brevity.

B.3.3 Underparametrized regime κ1 < κ2

The proof is analogous to the κ1 > κ2 case and we just present a sketch of the proof. First, similar
as Eqs. (90)-(92), we can show ∣∣∣χ1 − Tr

[
(
∑
k≥ℓ

F 2
k ξ

2
kQ

W
k ) · G̃≥ℓ

]∣∣∣ = od,P(1) , (104)∣∣∣χ2 − Tr
[(
F 2
ℓ ξ

2
ℓQ

W
ℓ +

p

n2
ZT

≥ℓ ·
∑
k>ℓ

F 2
kQ

W
k ·Z≥ℓ

)
· G̃≥ℓ

]∣∣∣ = od,P(1) ,∣∣∣χ3 −
1

n
Tr(Ip)

∣∣∣ = od,P(1) ,

51



where G̃≥ℓ = (
∑

k≥ℓ ξ
2
kΦkΦ

T
k )

−1. Then similar as Eqs. (94) and (95) we can get

∥
∑
k≥ℓ

F 2
k ξ

2
kQ

W
k −

F 2
ℓ

Nℓ
µ2ℓQ

W
ℓ ∥op = od,P

( 1

Nℓ

)
, (105)

and

∥G̃≥ℓ −GW≥ℓ∥op = od,P(1) . (106)

Then similar as Eq. (96), after combining Eqs. (104), (105) and (106), we can obtain that∣∣∣χ1 −
F 2
ℓ µ

2
ℓ

Nℓ
Tr(QWℓ G

W
≥ℓ)
∣∣∣ = od,P(1) . (107)

On the other hand, by Assumption 1.(c), we can get ∥QWℓ GW≥ℓ∥op < ∞ and similar as in case
κ1 > κ2, we can also show E|χ1|2 <∞. Together with Eq. (107), we can show Eq. (43).

The proof of Eqs. (44) and (45) can be done in a similar way.

B.3.4 Critical regime κ1 = κ2

We present the proof for Eq. (46). The proof of Eqs. (47) and (48) are similar and omitted.
Recall that χ1 = Tr(ZT

FZR) with

ZF =
1
√
p

∑
k≥ℓ

F 2
k

ξk
Nk

ΨkΦ
T
k .

Denote ZF,>ℓ := 1√
p

∑
k>ℓ F

2
k
ξk
Nk

ΨkΦ
T
k . By Lemma 14, we can get: ∥ZF,>ℓ∥op = O≺(

1
Nℓ+1

). Then
since ∥ZR∥op <∞ and |

√
Nkξk − µk| = od(1) (due to Eq. (77) in Appendix A), we obtain∣∣∣χ1 −

F 2
ℓ

Nℓ
Tr
[ µℓ√

p
qℓ(WXT)ZR

]∣∣∣ = od,P(1) . (108)

Meanwhile, by Lemma 17 and Lemma 18, it is easy to show that

E|χ1|2 <∞ , E
∣∣F 2

ℓ

Nℓ
Tr
[ µℓ√

p
qℓ(WXT)ZR

]∣∣2 <∞ .

Then in light of Eq. (108), we reach at Eq. (46).

B.3.5 Auxiliary lemmas

Lemma 2. When κ1 > κ2, we have the following:∥∥Π≥ℓ −G≥ℓ
∥∥
op

= od,P(1) , (109)∥∥∥Z≥ℓU≥ℓZ
T
≥ℓ −

∑
k≥ℓ

ξ4kΨkΨ
T
k

∥∥∥
op

= od,P

(
1

n

)
, (110)

∥∥∥Z≥ℓZ
T
F −

∑
k≥ℓ

F 2
k

Nk
ξ2kΨkΨ

T
k

∥∥∥
op

= od,P

(
1

n

)
. (111)
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Proof. In our proof, τ and D are constants that may change from line to line.
Proof of Equation (109). Since

Π≥ℓ −G≥ℓ = G≥ℓ

( ∞∑
k≥ℓ

ξ2kΨkΨ
T
k −Z≥ℓZ

T
≥ℓ

)
Π≥ℓ ,

and ∥Π≥ℓ∥op, ∥G≥ℓ∥op ≤ 1
λ , to prove Eq. (109), it suffices to show∥∥∥Z≥ℓZ

T
≥ℓ −

∞∑
k≥ℓ

ξ2kΨkΨ
T
k

∥∥∥
op

= od,P(1) .

This directly follows from Eq. (151) in Lemma 11 by letting f(x) = σ≥ℓ(x).
Proof of Equation (110). By definition, we have κ1 > ℓ − 1. First, let us consider the case
when κ1 ∈ (ℓ − 1, ℓ]. Then κ2 < κ1 ≤ ℓ and thus n ≪ Nk for any integer k ≥ ℓ. It follows that
∥U≥ℓ∥op = O≺(

1
Nℓ

) = od,P(
1
n) [by Eq. (177) in Lemma 16] and

∥
∑
k≥ℓ

ξ4kΨkΨ
T
k ∥op = O≺

(
1

Nℓ

)
= od,P

(
1

n

)
, (112)

[by Eq. (176) in Lemma 16]. Since ∥Z≥ℓ∥op = O≺(1), we also get

∥Z≥ℓU≥ℓZ≥ℓ∥op = O≺

(
1

Nℓ

)
= od,P

(
1

n

)
. (113)

Therefore, Eq. (110) holds, as the operator norms of both matrices on the left-hand side vanish as
od,P(n

−1).
Then we consider the case when κ1 > ℓ. To this end, we have the following bound:∥∥∥Z≥ℓU≥ℓZ

T
≥ℓ −

∑
k≥ℓ

ξ4kΨkΨ
T
k

∥∥∥
op

≤
⌈κ1⌉−1∑
k≥ℓ

ξ2k

∥∥∥∥∥Z>ℓΦkΦ
T
kZ

T
>ℓ

p
− ξ2kΨkΨ

T
k

∥∥∥∥∥
op

+
1

p

∥∥∥∥∥∥Z≥ℓ

∞∑
k≥⌈κ1⌉

ξ2kΦkΦ
T
kZ

T
≥ℓ

∥∥∥∥∥∥
op

+

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∞∑

k≥⌈κ1⌉

ξ4kΨkΨ
T
k

∥∥∥∥∥∥
op

.

(114)

The second and third term on the right-hand side of Eq. (114) can be bounded using the same
arguments in obtaining Eqs. (112) and (113). In particular, we can show

1

p

∥∥∥∥∥∥Z≥ℓ

∞∑
k≥⌈κ1⌉

ξ2kΦkΦ
T
kZ

T
>ℓ

∥∥∥∥∥∥
op

= od,P

(
1

n

)
m and

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∞∑

k≥⌈κ1⌉

ξ4kΨkΨ
T
k

∥∥∥∥∥∥
op

= od,P

(
1

n

)
.

To control the first term, we can use the simple bound:∥∥∥∥∥Z≥ℓΦkΦ
T
kZ

T
≥ℓ

p
− ξ2kΨkΨ

T
k

∥∥∥∥∥
op

≤

(∥∥∥∥Z≥ℓΦk√
p

∥∥∥∥
op

+ ∥ξkΨk∥op

)∥∥∥∥Z≥ℓΦk√
p

− ξkΨk

∥∥∥∥
op

.

Besides, for any fixed k ≥ ℓ, ∥ξkΨk∥op = O≺(1) [LY22, Proposition 8] and supk≥ℓ ξ
2
k = Od(

1
Nℓ

), so
it suffices to show for every k ∈ [ℓ, ⌈κ1⌉ − 1],∥∥∥Z≥ℓΦk√

p
− ξkΨk

∥∥∥
op

= od,P(1).
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which directly follows from Eq. (152) in Lemma 11, since p≫ Nk when k ≤ ⌈κ1⌉ − 1.
Proof of Equation (111). The proof of Eq. (111) is completely analogous to Eq. (110). We omit
it for brevity.
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C Stieltjes Transform

In this appendix, we prove the limit for the Stieltjes transform of the block matrix A := A(q) define
in Eq. (52). Recall that the asymptotics for RFRR in the critical regime κ1 = κ2 are obtained as
derivatives of the log-determinant of A.

C.1 Proof of Proposition 4

First, consider the case when σ(x) =
∑L

k=0 µkqk(x), where L ∈ Z, with L ≥ ℓ and µℓ ̸= 0. Define
σ̂(x) =

∑L
k=ℓ µkqk(x) and Â as the matrix obtained after replacing σ(x) in A by σ̂(x). It can be

easily verified that rank(Â−A) ≤ 2N<ℓ. Then by Lemma 18 in [LY22], we have

∣∣M̂d(z; q)−Md(z; q)
∣∣ ≤ CN<ℓ

mη
= od

(
1

η

)
,

where C is an absolute constant. Therefore, we can assume that µk = 0, when k < ℓ.
Now define the following partial Stieltjes transforms:

M1,d(z; q) =
1

m
Tr[1:p]

[
(A− zIm)

−1
]
, m1,d(z; q) = E[M1,d(z; q)] ,

M2,d(z; q) =
1

m
Tr[p+1:p+n]

[
(A− zIm)

−1
]
, m2,d(z; q) = E[M2,d(z; q) .

Note that Md(z, q) = M1,d(z; q) +M2,d(z; q). The key step of proving Proposition 4 is to show as
d→ ∞, the partial Stieltjes transforms converge to the fixed points of Eq. (64). This is established in
Lemma 3, whose proof is based on the leave-one-out approach for computing the Stieljes transform
of inner-product kernel matrices [CS13]. In particular, we can get

E|Md(z; q)−m(z; q)| = od(1) . (115)

Finally, using the same approximation argument in [LY22] (see proof of Theorem 2), one can
show that Eq. (115) holds for general σ(x). The uniform convergence can be established by the
same procedure as in [MM22] (Step 3 in the proof of Proposition 8.3). We omit the details for the
sake of brevity.

C.1.1 Limits of partial Stieltjes transforms

Lemma 3. Under the same setting as Proposition 4, assume σ(x) =
∑L

k=ℓ µkqk(x), where L ∈ Z,
with L ≥ ℓ and µℓ ̸= 0. Let z = E + iη. When (E, η, q, ψ1, ψ2) is in a bounded set, there exists an
absolute C > 0 such that for any z with η > 0, ε ∈ (0, 1/2) and all large d,∣∣∣m1,d(z; q)− F1

(
m1,d(z; q),m2,d(z; q); z, q

)∣∣∣ ≤ C

η8
max

{
1

d
1
2
−ϵ
,

1

m
1
2
−ϵ

}
, (116)∣∣∣m2,d(z; q)− F2

(
m1,d(z; q),m2,d(z; q); z, q

)∣∣∣ ≤ C

η8
max

{
1

d
1
2
−ϵ
,

1

m
1
2
−ϵ

}
. (117)

Proof. To simplify the notations, we will assume t = 0 throughout the proof. The t ̸= 0 case is
completely the same after the replacement: µℓ ⇒ (1 + t)µℓ.

Let A[i] be the minor of A with the ith column and row removed. Let S(z) = (A− zIm)
−1 and

S[i](z) = (A[i] − zIm−1)
−1 be the resolvents of A and A[i]. Note that M1,d(z; q) =

1
m

∑p
i=1 Sii(z)

and M2,d(z; q) =
1
m

∑m
i=p+1 Sii(z).
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Let A·,i be the ith column of A with the ith entry removed. By Schur’s complement formula,
for 1 ≤ i ≤ p

Sii(z) = (−z + s1 + s2 −AT
·,iS

[i](z)A·,i)
−1 , (118)

and for p+ 1 ≤ i ≤ p+ n,

Sii(z) = (−z + t1 + t2 −AT
·,iS

[i](z)A·,i)
−1 . (119)

The next step is to compute the limit of Sii(z) based on Eqs. (118) and (119). We will elaborate
on i = 1 case. The same analysis applies to i ̸= 1 case as well, due to the symmetry of A.

The key to analyzing S11(z) is to handle the (weak) correlation between A·,1 and S[1](z). To
this end, we utilize the following representation of {xa}a∈[n] and {wi}i ̸=1 [LY22, Lemma 3]:

xT
a =

[
γa,

√
d− γ2a√
d− 1

x̃T
a

] [wT
1

RT
1

]
(120)

√
dwT

i =
[
θi,
√
d− θ2i w̃

T
i

] [wT
1

RT
1 ,

]
(121)

where RT
1 ∈ Rd×(d−1) is an arbitrary matrix satisfying RT

1R1 = Id−1 and RT
1w1 = 0, γa

i.i.d.∼ τd,1,
x̃a

i.i.d.∼ Unif(Sd−2(
√
d− 1)), θi

i.i.d.∼ τd,1, w̃i
i.i.d.∼ Unif(Sd−2(1)), and{

w1, {γa}a∈[n], {x̃a}a∈[n], {θi}i ̸=1, {w̃i}i ̸=1

}
are mutually independent. Under this representation, we have

A·,1 =

[
1√
Nℓ
s2qℓ(θ)

1√
m
σ(γ)

]
, (122)

and

B := A[1] =

[
B11 B12

B21 B22

]
, (123)

with

B11 = s1Ip−1 +
s2√
Nℓ
qℓ

(√
d− 1diag{r(θi)}W̃W̃ Tdiag{r(θi)}+

θθT√
d

)
,

B12 = B
T
21 =

1√
m
σ
(
diag{r(θi)}W̃ X̃Tdiag{r(γi)}+

θγT

√
d

)
,

B22 = t1In +
t2√
Nℓ
qℓ

( 1√
d− 1

diag{r(γi)}X̃X̃Tdiag{r(γi)}+
γγT

√
d

)
,

where

r(x) := (1− 1/d)−
1
4 (1− x2/d)

1
2 .

Recall that S[1](z) = (A[1] − zIm−1)
−1, so from Eqs. (122) and (123) we can see under the new

representation Eqs. (120) and (121), the correlation between A·,1 and S[1](z) is fully captured
by θ and γ. However, current form is still complicated, as θ and γ are both hidden inside the
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non-linear functions qℓ(x) and σ(x). To proceed, we use Proposition 1 in [LY22], which states for
k = 0, 1, · · · , L and a ̸= b,

qk
(
r(ςa)r(ςb)x+ ςaςb/

√
d
)
=

k∑
t=0

q̃k−t(x)r
k−t(ςa)r

k−t(ςb)
[√

(k)t
qt(ςa)qt(ςb)

dt/2
+ Et(ςa, ςb)

]
, (124)

where

ςa =

{
θa, 1 ≤ a ≤ p− 1 ,

γa−p+1 p ≤ a ≤ m− 1 ,

q̃k is the kth Gegenbauer polynomial in dimension d− 1, (k)t = k!/(k − t)! and

Et(ςa, ςb) :=

 ∑
0≤α,β≤t

cαβ
qα(ςa)qβ(ςb)

dmax{α,β}/2+1
: cαβ(d) = Od(1), 0 ≤ α, β ≤ t

 .

Now define

B̃ =

[
B̃11 B̃12

B̃21 B̃22

]
,

with

B̃11 = s1Ip−1 +
s2√
Nℓ
q̃ℓ

(√
d− 1W̃W̃ T

)
,

B̃12 = B̃
T
21 =

1√
m
σ
(
W̃ X̃T

)
,

B̃22 = t1In +
t2√
Nℓ
q̃ℓ

( 1√
d− 1

X̃X̃T
)
.

Also for each k, define the following matrices:

[C̃k]a,b :=
q̃k(

√
d− 1w̃T

a w̃b)√
Nℓ

1a̸=b ,

[D̃k]a,b :=
q̃k(x̃

T
a w̃b)√
m

,

[Ẽk]a,b :=
q̃k(x̃

T
a x̃b/

√
d− 1)√

Nℓ
1a̸=b .

Using Eq. (124), we can approximate B by B̃ as:

B = B̃ +
1√
Nℓm

[
qℓ(θ) 0
0 qℓ(γ)

] [√
ψs2 µℓ
µℓ

√
ψt2

] [
qℓ(θ) 0
0 qℓ(γ)

]T
+

[
∆11 ∆12

∆T
12 ∆22

]
= B̃ +

1√
Nℓm

UℓTU
T
ℓ +∆ , (125)

where ∆µν =
∑4

i=1∆i,µν (with µ, ν = 1 or 2) and ∆i,µν are defined as follows.
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(i) ∆i,11:

[∆1,11]a,b = s2
∑

0≤t≤ℓ

√
(ℓ)t
[
C̃ℓ−t

]
a,b

(
rℓ−t(θa)r

ℓ−t(θb)− 1
)qt(θa)qt(θb)

dt/2
,

[∆2,11]a,b = s2
∑

1≤t<ℓ

√
(ℓ)t
[
C̃ℓ−t

]
a,b

qt(θa)qt(θb)

dt/2
,

[∆3,11]a,b = 0 ,

[∆4,11]a,b = s2
∑

0≤t≤ℓ

[
C̃ℓ−t

]
a,b
rℓ−t(θa)r

ℓ−t(θb)Et(θa, θb) .

(ii) ∆i,12 (= ∆T
i,21):

[∆1,12]a,b =
L∑
k≥ℓ

µk
∑

0≤t≤k

√
(k)t

[
D̃k−t

]
a,b

(
rk−t(θa)r

k−t(γb)− 1
)qt(θa)qt(γb)

dt/2
,

[∆2,12]a,b = µℓ
∑

1≤t<ℓ

√
(ℓ)t
[
D̃ℓ−t

]
a,b

qt(θa)qt(γb)

dt/2
,

[∆3,12]a,b =

L∑
k>ℓ

µk
∑

1≤t≤k

√
(k)t

[
D̃k−t

]
a,b

qt(θa)qt(γb)

dt/2
,

[∆4,12]a,b =
L∑
k≥ℓ

µk
∑

0≤t≤k

[
D̃k−t

]
a,b
rk−t(θa)r

k−t(γb)Et(θa, γb) .

(iii) ∆i,22:

[∆1,22]a,b = t2
∑

0≤t≤ℓ

√
(ℓ)t
[
Ẽℓ−t

]
a,b

(
rℓ−t(γa)r

ℓ−t(γb)− 1
)qt(γa)qt(γb)

dt/2
,

[∆2,22]a,b = t2
∑

1≤t<ℓ

√
(ℓ)t
[
Ẽℓ−t

]
a,b

qt(γa)qt(γb)

dt/2
,

[∆3,22]a,b = 0 ,

[∆4,22]a,b = t2
∑

0≤t≤ℓ

[
Ẽℓ−t

]
a,b
rℓ−t(γa)r

ℓ−t(γb)Et(γa, γb) .

We will also write

∆i =

[
∆i,11 ∆i,12

∆i,21 ∆i,22

]
,

so ∆ =
∑4

i=1∆i.
From Eq. (125), we have:

S[1](z) =
[
S̃(z)− 1√

Nℓm
S̃(z)Uℓ

(
T−1 +

UT
ℓ S̃(z)Uℓ√
Nℓm

)−1
UT
ℓ S̃(z)

][
I−∆S[1](z)

]
, (126)

where S̃(z) := (B̃ − zI)−1. On the other hand, A·,1 can be decomposed as:

A·,1 =
1√
m

L∑
k≥ℓ

Ukµ̄k , (127)
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where

Uk =

[
qk(θ) 0
0 qk(γ)

]
, µ̄k =

[√
ψs21k=ℓ
µk

]
.

Then combining Eqs. (126) and (127), we can obtain

AT
·,1S

[1](z)A·,1 =
L∑

k,j≥ℓ
µ̄T
kχkj(z)µ̄j −

√
ψϑ(z)T

L∑
k>ℓ

χℓ,k(z)µ̄k −AT
·,1S̃(z)∆S

[1](z)A·,1

+
1√
Nℓ
ϑ(z)TUT

ℓ S̃(z)∆S
[1](z)A·,1 ,

(128)

where

χkj(z) =
1

m
UT
k S̃(z)Uj ,

and

ϑ(z) =

L∑
k≥ℓ

(
T−1 +

√
ψχℓ,ℓ(z)

)−1
χℓ,k(z)µ̄k .

Now we compute the limit of AT
·,1S

[1](z)A·,1. First, following the same proof of Lemma 10.12
in [MM22] (using Lemma 5 and Lemma 6), we can get

∥
(
T−1 +

√
ψχℓ,ℓ(z)

)−1∥op ≺ 1

η
, (129)

∥
(
T−1 +

√
ψχ∗(z)

)−1∥op ≺ 1

η
, (130)

where

χ∗(z) := diag{m1,d(z; q),m2,d(z; q)} .

Let us define

ϑ∗(z) :=
(
T−1 +

√
ψχ∗(z)

)−1
χ∗(z)µ̄ℓ .

Then we have

∥ϑ(z)− ϑ∗(z)∥ ≤
√
ψ
∥∥(T−1 +

√
ψχℓ,ℓ(z)

)−1(
χℓ,ℓ(z)− χ∗(z)

)(
T−1 +

√
ψχ∗(z)

)−1
T−1µ̄ℓ

∥∥
+

L∑
k>ℓ

∥∥(T−1 +
√
ψχℓ,ℓ(z)

)−1
χℓ,k(z)µ̄k

∥∥
≺ 1

η4
max

{ 1√
d
,

1√
m

}
, (131)

where the last step follows from Eqs. (129) and (130), Lemma 6 and the fact that ∥T−1∥op = Od(1)
(due to q ∈ Q and µℓ > 0). After applying Eq. (131), Lemma 5, Lemma 6 and Lemma 8 in
Eq. (128), we can get

AT
·,1S

[1](z)A·,1 = ψs22m1,d(z; q) +
∑
k≥ℓ

µ2km2,d(z; q)

−
√
ψµ̄T

ℓ χ
∗(z)

(
T−1 +

√
ψχ∗(z)

)−1
χ∗(z)µ̄ℓ +

1

η6
O≺

(
max

{ 1√
d
,

1√
m

})
.

(132)
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Substituting Eq. (132) into Eq. (118) and using the exchangeability of {Sii(z)}pi=1, we can get (after
some simplifications) for any i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , p},

1

Sii(z)
=

θ1/θ

F1

(
m1,d(z; q),m2,d(z; q); z, q

) + 1

η6
O≺

(
max

{ 1√
d
,

1√
m

})
. (133)

Repeating the same steps leading to (133), we can also get for any i ∈ {p+ 1, p+ 2, · · · ,m},

1

Sii(z)
=

θ2/θ

F2

(
m1,d(z; q),m2,d(z; q); z, q

) + 1

η6
O≺

(
max

{ 1√
d
,

1√
m

})
. (134)

It can be directly checked that Im[m1,d(z; q)] ≥ 0, Im[m2,d(z; q)] ≥ 0 and |Sii(z)| ≤ 1
η , for all

i = 1, 2, · · · ,m. Then together with Eq. (133), Eq. (134) and Lemma 4, we can also get:

Sii(z) =


θ
θ1

F1

(
m1,d(z; q),m2,d(z; q); z, q

)
+ 1

η8
O≺

(
max

{
1√
d
, 1√

m

})
, 1 ≤ i ≤ p ,

θ
θ2

F2

(
m1,d(z; q),m2,d(z; q); z, q

)
+ 1

η8
O≺

(
max

{
1√
d
, 1√

m

})
, p+ 1 ≤ i ≤ m.

Since for all i = 1, 2, · · · ,m, Sii(z) ≤ 1
η , we can get when (E, η, q, ψ1, ψ2) is in a bounded set, for

any ϵ ∈ (0, 1/2),∣∣∣ESii(z)− θ

θ1
F1

(
m1,d(z; q),m2,d(z; q); z, q

)∣∣∣ ≤ C

η8
max

{ 1

d
1
2
−ϵ
,

1

m
1
2
−ϵ

}
,∣∣∣ESii(z)− θ

θ2
F2

(
m1,d(z; q),m2,d(z; q); z, q

)∣∣∣ ≤ C

η8
max

{ 1

d
1
2
−ϵ
,

1

m
1
2
−ϵ

}
,

where C > 0 is an absolute constant. Finally, note that ESii(z) = θ
θ1
m1,d(z; q), for 1 ≤ i ≤ p and

ESii(z) = θ
θ2
m2,d(z; q), for p+ 1 ≤ i ≤ m and we reach at Eqs. (116) and (117).

C.1.2 Auxiliary lemmas

Lemma 4. Suppose Im(m1), Im(m2) ≥ 0 and η = Im(z) > 0. Then

|F1(m1,m2; z, q)| ∈ (0, η−1] , (135)

|F2(m1,m2; z, q)| ∈ (0, η−1] . (136)

Proof. Here, we only present the proof of Eq. (135). The proof of Eq. (136) is the same.
Without loss of generality, assume t = 0. From Eq. (63), we can get:

F1(m1,m2; z, q) =
ψ1

ψ

(
− z + s1 − µ2>ℓm2 +Q

)−1
, (137)

where

Q =
(1 + ψt2m2)s2 − µ2ℓm2

(1 + ψs2m1)(1 + ψt2m2)− ψµ2ℓm1m2
.

One can check Im(Q) ≤ 0, when Im(m1), Im(m2) ≥ 0. Therefore, we have

Im(−z + s1 − µ2>ℓm2 +Q) ≤ −η ,

and substituting this bound into Eq. (137), we can get Eq. (135).
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Lemma 5. Suppose κ1 = κ2. There exists c > 0 such that for i = 1, 2 and any t > 0,

P(|Mi,d(z; q)−mi,d(z; q)| ≥ t) ≤ 2e−cmη
2t2 .

Proof. The proof is the same as Lemma 10.5 in [MM22] and is omitted.

Lemma 6. For 1 ≤ α, β ≤ L, we have∥∥∥χα,β(z)− [M1,d(z; q)1α=β 0
0 M2,d(z; q)1α=β

] ∥∥∥
op
≺ 1

η2
max

{ 1√
d
,

1√
m

}
.

Proof. The proof follows the same idea as Lemma 5 in [LY22]. For simplicity, we will omit some
details here. First, define

M̃1,d(z; q) :=
1

m
Tr[1:p−1]S̃(z) ,

M̃2,d(z; q) :=
1

m
Tr[p:m−1]S̃(z) ,

and

M
[1]
1,d(z; q) :=

1

m
Tr[1:p−1]S

[1](z) ,

M
[1]
2,d(z; q) :=

1

m
Tr[p:m−1]S

[1](z) .

By the same argument leading to (4.22) in [LY22], we can get∣∣[χα,β(z)]1,1 − M̃1,d(z; q)1α=β
∣∣ ≺ 1

η
√
m
, (138)∣∣[χα,β(z)]2,2 − M̃2,d(z; q)1α=β

∣∣ ≺ 1

η
√
m
. (139)

On the other hand, by the definition of χα,β , we have for r ∈ N and some Cr > 0 dependent on r,

∥∥[χα,β(z)]1,2∥∥Lr ≤ Cr
m

( p−1∑
i=1

m−1∑
j=p

|[S̃(z)]i,j |2
)1/2

≤ Cr√
mη

, (140)

where the first inequality follows from Lemma 11 and Lemma 13 in [LY22] and in the second
inequality, we apply:

p−1∑
i=1

m−1∑
j=p

|[S̃(z)]i,j |2 ≤
m−1∑
i=1

m−1∑
j=1

|[S̃(z)]i,j |2 =
Im(TrS̃(z))

η
≤ m

η2
,

and the equality above follows from the Ward identity [EY17]. Then we can apply Markov’s in-
equality to (140) to get: ∣∣[χα,β(z)]1,2∣∣ ≺ 1

η
√
m
. (141)
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Combining Eqs. (138), (139) and (141), we get:∥∥∥χα,β(z)− [M̃1,d(z; q)1α=β 0

0 M̃2,d(z; q)1α=β

] ∥∥∥
op
≺ 1

η
√
m
.

After that, we can follow the same argument leading to (4.26) in [LY22] to obtain:

max
{∣∣M̃1,d(z; q)−M

[1]
1,d(z; q)

∣∣, ∣∣M̃2,d(z; q)−M
[1]
2,d(z; q)

∣∣} ≺ 1

η2
√
d
. (142)

It remains to show M
[1]
i,d(z; q) ≈Mi,d(z; q), for i = 1, 2. Note that we can write

[S(z)]1:p,1:p =
[
A11 −A12(B22 − zIn)

−1A21 − zIp
]−1

=
[
Ω(z)− zIp

]−1
,

and

[S[1](z)]1:p−1,1:p−1 =
[
B11 −B12(B22 − zIn)

−1B21 − zIp−1

]−1

=
[
Ω[1](z)− zIp−1

]−1
.

It can be seen that Ω[1](z) is a sub-matrix of Ω(z), so the eigenvalues of Ω(z) and Ω[1](z) are
interlacing and we can get [EY17, Lemma 7.5]:∣∣M [1]

1,d(z; q)−M1,d(z; q)
∣∣ ≤ C

mη
, (143)

where C is some constant. Similarly, we have∣∣M [1]
d (z; q)−Md(z; q)

∣∣ ≤ C

mη
. (144)

From Eqs. (143) and (144), we can get:∣∣M [1]
2,d(z; q)−M2,d(z; q)

∣∣ ≤ C

mη
. (145)

After combining Eqs. (138), (139), (141), (142), (143) and (145), we obtain the desired result.

Lemma 7. Let α, β, k ∈ {0, 1, · · · , L}, satisfying α ̸= β. Suppose κ1 = κ2. Then

∥UT
α S̃(z)ΛβH̃k∥op = O≺

(√
m

η

)
,

where

H̃k =

[
C̃k D̃k

D̃T
k Ẽk

]
,

and

Λβ := diag
{
qβ(θ1), · · · , qβ(θp−1), qβ(γ1), · · · , qβ(γn)

}
.

Proof. The proof is the same as Lemma 6 in [LY22] and is omitted.
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Lemma 8. Let α, β,∈ {ℓ, ℓ+ 1, · · · , L}. Suppose κ1 = κ2. Then for any c = 1, · · · , 4,

1

m
∥UT

α S̃(z)∆cS
[1](z)Uβ∥op = O≺

(
1

η2
√
d

)
. (146)

Proof. The proof follows the same idea of Lemma 7 in [LY22]. For simplicity, we will omit some
details here.

First, we analyze c = 1 and 3. Since ∥Uα∥op ≺
√
m (by [LY22, Proposition 5]) and

∥S̃(z)∥op, ∥S[1](z)∥op ≤ 1

η
,

we have

1

m
∥UT

α S̃(z)∆cS
[1](z)Uβ∥op ≺ 1

η2
∥∆c∥op . (147)

On the other hand, same as Lemma 7 in [LY22], we can show maxc=1,2,4∥∆c∥op ≺ d−
1
2 . After

substituting this bound into Eq. (147), we obtain Eq. (146) for c = 1, 2 and 4.
Next we consider c = 2. We have

1

m
∥UT

α S̃(z)∆3S
[1](z)Uβ∥op ≤ C

m

∑
1≤t<ℓ

1

dt/2
∥UT

α S̃(z)ΛtH̃ℓ−tΛtS
[1](z)Uβ∥op

≤ C

m

∑
1≤t<ℓ

1

dt/2
∥UT

α S̃(z)ΛtH̃ℓ−t∥op · ∥ΛtS
[1](z)Uβ∥

≺ 1

η2
√
d
,

where in the last step we use Lemma 7, ∥Λt∥op ≺ 1 , ∥Uβ∥op ≺
√
m (by [LY22, Proposition 5]) and

the fact that ∥S[1](z)∥op ≤ 1
η .

Finally, we analyze c = 4. We know ∆5 can be written as the linear combination of a finite
family of matrices {∆(k,t)

5 } defined as:

[∆
(k,t)
5 ]a,b := [H̃k−t]a,b · rk−t(ςa)rk−t(ςb)Et(ςa, ςb) ,

where

ςa =

{
θa, 1 ≤ a ≤ p− 1 ,

γa−p+1 p ≤ a ≤ m− 1 .

Then following the same steps leading to (4.44) in [LY22], we can get:

1

m
∥UT

α S̃(z)∆
(k,t)
5 S[1](z)Uβ∥op ≺ 1

η2d
,

which indicates Eq. (146) by triangle inequality.
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C.2 Proof of Proposition 5

C.2.1 Auxiliary lemmas

Lemma 9. Under the same settings as Proposition 5, for any η > 0, there exists C > 0, such that
for any D > 0 and all large d,

lim sup
d→∞

sup
q∈R5

∥∇qGd(iη; q)−∇qg(iη; q)∥2 <∞ ,

lim sup
d→∞

sup
q∈R5

∥∇2
qGd(iη; q)−∇2

qg(iη; q)∥2 <∞ ,

lim sup
d→∞

sup
q∈R5

∥∇3
qGd(iη; q)−∇3

qg(iη; q)∥2 <∞ .

Proof. From Lemma 18, we can easily verify that for any k ∈ Z≥0, there exists C > 0 such that

sup
d≥1

E∥QXℓ ∥kop ≤ C , (148)

and

sup
d≥1

E∥QWℓ ∥kop ≤ C . (149)

We can also deduce for any k ∈ Z≥0, there exists C > 0 such that

sup
d≥1

E∥ξℓqℓ(WXT)∥kop ≤ C , (150)

as we can embed m− 1
2 qℓ(WXT) inside a (n+ p)× (n+ p) Gegenbauer matrix of degree-ℓ:

QW ,X
ℓ =

(
QWℓ m− 1

2 qℓ(WXT)

m− 1
2 qℓ(XW

T) QXℓ

)
,

to which we can apply Lemma 18, and use the bound: ∥m− 1
2 qℓ(WXT)∥op ≤ ∥QW ,X

ℓ ∥op.
The rest of the proof is completely analogous to that of Lemma 11.3 in [MM22]. We omit the

details here.

Lemma 10. Under the same settings as Proposition 5, it holds that (i)

lim
K→∞

∣∣gd(iK; q)− log(−iK)
∣∣ = 0

and (ii)

lim
K→∞

sup
d≥1

E
∣∣Gd(iK; q)− log(−iK)

∣∣ = 0

Proof. With the bounds (148), (149) and (150) on the moments of ∥A∥op, the proof is completely
analogous to that of Lemma 11.2 of [MM22]. The details are omitted.
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D Matrix Concentration and Spectral Bound

In this appendix, we gather the proofs on the concentration and bounds on the operator norm of
the different random matrices that appear in the proof of Theorem 1.

D.1 Matrix concentration

Lemma 11. Let {ςk}∞k≥ℓ be a sequence satisfying ςk = 0, for all k < ℓ and
∑∞

k≥ℓ ς
2
k < ∞. Define

f(x) :=
∑∞

k≥ℓ ςkqk(x). Suppose |f(x)| ≤ C(1 + |x|K) for some C, K > 0. If κ1 > κ2, it holds that

(i) ∥∥∥f(XW T)f(WXT)

p
−

∞∑
k≥ℓ

ς2kQ
X
k

∥∥∥
op

≺
√
n

p
. (151)

(ii)

∥∥∥f(XW T)Φk

p
− ςk√

Nk
Ψk

∥∥∥
op

≺

√
n+Nk

p
. (152)

If κ1 < κ2, the results of (151) and (152) hold with the switch: p ↔ n, κ1 ↔ κ2, W ↔ X and
Φ ↔ Ψ.

Proof. We present the proof for κ1 > κ2 case. The proof for κ1 < κ2 case is the same.
(i) Define fi = 1√

pf(Xwi) and f̂i = fi1∥Xwi∥∞≤B, where B is some constant to be specified.

First, note xT
j wi ∼ τd,1, for any fixed xj ∈ Sd−1(

√
d). Define the set:

B :=
{
X ∈ Rn×d :

d∑
j=1

X2
ij = d,∀i ∈ [n]

}
.

By the fact that τd,1 is a sub-Gaussian distribution with constant sub-Gaussian norm [which follows
from (D.1) in [LY22] and Proposition 2.5.2 (b) in [Ver18]], we get: there exists some C > 0 such
that for any X ∈ B,

P
(
f(XW T) ̸= f̂(XW T) |X

)
≤ npP(|τd,1| > B) ≤ 2npe−CB

2
. (153)

Meanwhile, for any fixed X ∈ B, we can bound ∥Ewifif
T
i − Ewi f̂if̂

T
i ∥op as follows (Ewi denotes

the expectation over wi conditioning on X):

∥Ewifif
T
i − Ewi f̂if̂

T
i ∥op = max

∥v∥=1
|vT(Ewifif

T
i − Ewi f̂if̂

T
i )v|

= max
∥v∥=1

|vTEwi(fif
T
i 1∥Xwi∥∞>B)v|

≤
√
Ewi∥fi∥4P(∥Xwi∥∞ > B |X)

≤ C0n
1.5

p
e−B

2/C0 , (154)
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for some C0 > 0, where in the last step, we use (recall that |f(x)| ≤ C(1+ |x|K) for some C,K > 0)

Ewi∥fi∥4 ≤
n2

p2
Ewi [f(x

T
1wi)

4] ≤ C1n
2

p2
Ewi(1 + |xT

1wi|K)4 ≤ C2n
2

p2
,

and P(∥Xwi∥∞ > B |X) ≤ 2ne−C3B2 for some C1, C2, C3 > 0.
Next, we control ∥

∑p
i=1 f̂if̂

T
i − pEwi(f̂if̂

T
i )∥op. Define ∆i := f̂if̂

T
i − Ewi(f̂if̂

T
i ) and set

A :=
{
X ∈ Rn×d :

d∑
j=1

X2
ij = d,∀i ∈ [n] and ∥

∞∑
k≥ℓ

ς2kQ
X
k ∥op ≤M

}
,

where M > 0 is a constant to be specified. We have∥∥∥ p∑
i=1

Ewi∆
2
i

∥∥∥
op

= p
∥∥Ewi(∥f̂i∥2f̂if̂T

i )− (Ewi f̂if̂
T
i )

2
∥∥
op

≤ p
[n
p
(1 +BK)2∥Ewi(f̂if̂

T
i )∥op + ∥Ewi(f̂if̂

T
i )∥2op

]
,

and ∥Ewi(f̂if̂
T
i )∥op can be bounded as:

∥Ewi(f̂if̂
T
i )∥op ≤ ∥Ewi(fif

T
i )∥op + ∥Ewi(fif

T
i )− Ewi(f̂if̂

T
i )∥op

≤ ∥1
p

∞∑
k≥ℓ

ς2kQ
X
k ∥op +

Cn1.5

p
e−B

2/C ,

where we use Ewi(fif
T
i ) =

1
p

∑∞
k≥ℓ ς

2
kQ

X
k and Eq. (154). Therefore, there exists C > 0 such that

for any X ∈ A, ∥∥∥ p∑
i=1

Ewi∆
2
i

∥∥∥
op

≤ Cn

p
(1 +BK)2(M + Cn1.5e−B

2/C)2 .

On the other hand, there exists C > 0 such that

sup
1≤i≤p

∥∆i∥op ≤ 2∥f̂i∥2 ≤
Cn

p
(1 +BK)2 .

Then by matrix Bernstein’s inequality [Tro12], there exists c > 0 such that for any t ≥ 0 andX ∈ A

P
(
∥

p∑
i=1

f̂if̂
T
i − pEwi f̂if̂

T
i ∥op ≥ t |X

)
= P

(
∥

p∑
i=1

∆i∥op ≥ t |X
)

≤ 2p exp
(
− cp

an
min{t, t2}

)
(155)

where a := (1 +BK)2(M + Cn1.5e−B
2/C)2.

Now we are ready to prove (151). For any t > 0, we have

P
(∥∥∥f(XW T)f(WXT)

p
−

∞∑
k≥ℓ

ς2kQ
X
k

∥∥∥
op

≥ t
)

= EX
[
P
(
∥

p∑
i=1

fif
T
i − pEwi(fif

T
i )∥op ≥ t |X

)(
1X∈A + 1X∈AC

)]
≤ EX

[
P
(
∥

p∑
i=1

fif
T
i − pEwi(fif

T
i )∥op ≥ t |X

)
1X∈A

]
+ P(AC) (156)
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On the other hand, it holds that: for any t > 0,

P
(
∥

p∑
i=1

fif
T
i − pEwi(fif

T
i )∥op ≥ t |X

)
≤ P

(
∥

p∑
i=1

fif
T
i − pEwi f̂if̂

T
i ∥op + p∥Ewifif

T
i − Ewi f̂if̂

T
i ∥op ≥ t |X

)
≤ P

(
∥

p∑
i=1

f̂if̂
T
i − pEwi f̂if̂

T
i ∥op + p∥Ewifif

T
i − Ewi f̂if̂

T
i ∥op ≥ t |X

)
+ P

(
f(XW T) ̸= f̂(XW T) |X

)
≤ P

(
∥

p∑
i=1

f̂if̂
T
i − pEwi f̂if̂

T
i ∥op ≥ t

2
|X
)
+ P

(
p∥Ewi f̂if̂

T
i − Ewifif

T
i ∥op ≥ t

2
|X
)

+ P
(
f(XW T) ̸= f̂(XW T) |X

)
. (157)

For any δ > 0, let t =
√

n
pd

δ and we choose B = dϵ1 and M = dϵ2 for some small enough constants

ϵ1, ϵ2 > 0. Then substituting Eqs. (153), (154) and (155) into Eq. (157), we can get: for any
X ∈ A ⊆ B, D > 0 and all large d,

P
(
∥

p∑
i=1

fif
T
i − pEwi(fif

T
i )∥op ≥

√
n

p
dδ |X

)
≤ d−D

2

On the other hand, by Eq. (176) in Lemma 16, P
(
AC
)
≤ d−D

2 for any D and all large d. Substituting
the previous two bounds into Eq. (156) leads to the desired result.

(ii) The proof is analogous to part (i) and is omitted.

Lemma 12. Let {ςk}∞k≥0 be a non-negative sequence satisfying ςk = 0 for all k < ℓ and
∑∞

k=0 ςk <
∞. It holds that (i) for any integer κ0 ≥ κ1,

∥
∑
k≥κ0

ςkQ
W
k −

∑
k≥κ0

ςk · Ip∥op = O≺
(
d

κ1−κ0
2
)
. (158)

and (ii) for any integer κ0 ≥ κ2,

∥
∑
k≥κ0

ςkQ
X
k −

∑
k≥κ0

ςk · In∥op = O≺
(
d

κ2−κ0
2
)
. (159)

Proof. We show that the proofs of Eq. (158) and the proof of Eq. (159) are the same.
By Proposition 8 in [LY22] (after some rescaling) and the fact that the diagonal elements of

QWk are all 1, we can get for any k ≥ κ1,

∥QWk − Ip∥op = O≺
(
d

κ1−k
2
)
,

so for any finite integer a and b with b ≥ a ≥ κ1, we have∥∥∥∥∥∥
b∑

k≥a
ςkQ

W
k −

b∑
k≥a

ςk · Ip

∥∥∥∥∥∥
op

= O≺
(
d

κ1−a
2
)
. (160)
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On the other hand, same as (165), we can get for any D > 0, there exists k0 ≥ κ1 such that for all
large d, ∥∥∥∥∥∥

∞∑
k>k0

ςkQ
W
k −

∞∑
k>k0

ςkIp

∥∥∥∥∥∥
op

≤ O≺(d
−D) . (161)

Combining Eqs. (160) and (161), we get Eq. (158).

Lemma 13. For any k ≥ 1, there exist c > 0 such that for any t ≥ 0,

P
(
∥1
p
ΦT
<kΦ<k − IN<k

∥op ≥ t
)
≤ 2N<k exp

(
− cp

N<k
min{t, t2}

)
. (162)

Similarly, for any k ≥ 1, there exist c > 0 such that for any t ≥ 0,

P
(
∥ 1
n
ΨT
<kΨ<k − IN<k

∥op ≥ t
)
≤ 2N<k exp

(
− cn

N<k
min{t, t2}

)
.

Proof. The proof directly follows from Matrix Bernstein’s inequality [Tro12].

D.2 Spectral bound of random feature matrix

Lemma 14. Let {ςk}∞k≥0 be a sequence satisfying ςk = 0 for all k < ℓ and
∑∞

k≥ℓ ς
2
k <∞ and define

f(x) :=
∑∞

k≥ℓ ςkqk(x). Suppose |f(x)| ≤ C(1 + |x|K) for some C, K > 0. It holds that

∥f(XW T)∥op = O≺
(
max{√p,

√
n}
)
. (163)

Proof. (i) κ1 > κ2. From Eq. (151), for any ε > 0, D > 0 and all large d,

P
(∥∥∥f(XW T)f(WXT)

p
−

∞∑
k≥ℓ

ς2kQ
X
k

∥∥∥
op

≥ ε
)
≤ d−D . (164)

By Eq. (55) in [GMMM21], we know for any D > 0, there exists k0 > ℓ such that for all large d,

E sup
k>k0

∥QXk − In∥2op ≤ d−D .

In addition, ∥∥∥∥∥∥
∞∑

k>k0

ς2kQ
X
k −

∞∑
k>k0

ς2kIn

∥∥∥∥∥∥
op

≤
∞∑

k>k0

ς2k∥QXk − In∥op .

Therefore, by Markov’s inequality we get for any ε > 0 and D > 0, there exists k0 > 0 such that
for all large d,

P
(∥∥∥ ∞∑

k>k0

ς2kQ
X
k −

∞∑
k>k0

ς2kIn

∥∥∥
op

≥ ε
)
≤ d−D . (165)

On the other hand, by Lemma 18, there exists C > 0 such that for any D > 0 and all large d,

P
(∥∥∥ k0∑

k≥ℓ
ς2kQ

X
k

∥∥∥
op

≥ C
)
≤ d−D . (166)
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Combining Eqs. (164), (165) and (166), we conclude that there exists C > 0, such that for any
D > 0 and all large d,

P
(
∥f(XW T)/

√
p∥op ≥ C

)
≤ d−D.

This implies

∥f(XW T)∥op = O≺
(√
p
)
. (167)

(ii) κ1 = κ2. Following the similar steps leading to (151), we can get for any ε > 0, D > 0 and
all large d,

P
(∥∥∥f(XW T)f(WXT)

p
−

∞∑
k≥ℓ

ς2kQ
X
k

∥∥∥
op

≥ dε
)
≤ d−D . (168)

Then combining Eqs. (168), (165) and (166), we again reach at Eq. (167).
(iii) κ1 < κ2. Following the same proof as (i), we can get

∥f(XW T)∥op = O≺
(√
n
)
. (169)

Finally, Eq. (163) directly follows from Eqs. (167) and (169).

Lemma 15. Suppose
∑

k>ℓ µ
2
k > 0. When κ1 > κ2, there exists C > 0 such that for any D > 0

and all large d,

P
(
λmin

(1
p
σ(XW T)σ(WXT)

)
< C

)
≤ d−D . (170)

Similarly, when κ2 > κ1, there exists C > 0 such that for any D > 0 and all large d,

P
(
λmin

( 1
n
σ(WXT)σ(XW T)

)
< C

)
≤ d−D . (171)

Proof. We present the proof of Eq. (170) and the proof of Eq. (171) is the same.
Recall that Z = 1√

pσ(XW
T). Then we make the following decomposition:

ZZT = (L+ T )(L+ T )T + (Z≥ℓZ
T
≥ℓ − TT T)

⪰ Z≥ℓZ
T
≥ℓ − TT T ,

where

L =
Ψ<ℓ√
n

·
√
nD<ℓ ·

(1
p
ΦT
<ℓΦ<ℓ

) 1
2
,

T = Z≥ℓ ·
Φ<ℓ√
p

·
(1
p
ΦT
<ℓΦ<ℓ

)− 1
2
.

From Eq. (162) in Lemma 13, we can get for any ε > 0, D > 0 and all large d,

P
(
λmin(

1
pΦ

T
<ℓΦ<ℓ) < 1− ε

)
≤ d−D. (172)

On the other hand, by Eq. (152) in Lemma 11, we have for any ε > 0, D > 0 and all large d,

P
(
∥Z≥ℓ · Φ<ℓ√

p ∥op ≥ ε
)
≤ d−D. (173)
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Combining Eqs. (172) and (173), we get for any ε > 0, D > 0 and all large d,

P
(
∥T ∥op ≥ ε

)
≤ d−D. (174)

On the other hand, by Eqs. (151) and (159), and the condition that
∑

k>ℓ µ
2
k > 0, we can obtain

that there exists C > 0 such that for any D > 0 and all large d,

P
(
λmin(Z≥ℓZ

T
≥ℓ) < 2C

)
≤ d−D. (175)

Finally, combining Eqs. (174) and (175), we reach at Eq. (170).

D.3 Spectral bound of kernel matrix

Lemma 16. Let {ςk}∞k≥ℓ be a non-negative sequence satisfying
∑∞

k=ℓ ςk <∞. It holds that∥∥∥∑
k≥ℓ

ςkQ
X
k

∥∥∥
op

= O≺

(max{n,Nℓ}
Nℓ

)
, (176)

∥∥∥∑
k≥ℓ

ςkQ
W
k

∥∥∥
op

= O≺

(max{p,Nℓ}
Nℓ

)
. (177)

Proof. (i) For any k < κ2, it holds that [LY22, Lemma 14]

∥QXk − n/Nk∥op = O≺(1) . (178)

On the other hand, following the same argument in Eqs. (165) and (166), we can get∥∥∥ ∑
k≥κ2

ςkQ
X
k

∥∥∥
op

= O≺(1). (179)

After combining Eqs. (178) and (179), we obtain Eq. (176).
(ii) The proof of Eq. (177) is same as Eq. (176). We omit it for brevity.

Lemma 17. For any fixed r ≥ 0, it holds that

sup
k≥κ1

{E∥QWk ∥rop} <∞ and sup
k≥κ2

{E∥QXk ∥rop} <∞ .

Proof. For any r ≥ 0,

E∥QXk ∥rop ≤ E(1 + ∥QXk − Ip∥op)r ≤ Cr(1 + E∥QXk − In∥rop) ,

where Cr is a constant that only depends on r. It holds that for any s ∈ N [GMMM21, Eq. (71)],

E[Tr(QXk − In)
2s] ≤ (Cs)3s

ns+1

dks
+ Cs

( n
dk

)2
.

Therefore, for any s > 0 and k ≥ κ2(s+1)+1
s , we have

E∥QXk − In∥2sop ≤ E[Tr(QXk − In)
2s] ≤ (Cs)3s

d
,
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which indicates that for any fixed r, there exists k0 > κ2 such that

sup
k≥k0

E∥QXk − In∥rop ≤ Cr
d
.

On the other hand, by Lemma 18, we can get

sup
κ2≤k<k0

E∥QXk − In∥rop ≤ Cr .

Therefore, supk≥κ2 E∥Q
X
k − In∥rop ≤ Cr and thus supk≥κ2 E∥Q

X
k ∥rop <∞.

The proof for supk≥κ1 E∥Q
W
k ∥rop <∞ is the same and is omitted.

Lemma 18. Suppose lim supd→∞
max{p,n}

dk
<∞. There exists C > 0 such that for any t > 0, D > 0

and all large d,

P(∥QWk ∥op ≥ C + t) ≤ (dt)−D , (180)

and

P(∥QXk ∥op ≥ C + t) ≤ (dt)−D. (181)

Also for any r > 0 there exists K > 0 such that for all d,

max{E∥QWk ∥rop, E∥QXk ∥rop} ≤ K . (182)

D.4 Proof of Lemma 18

We will prove Eq. (181). The proof of Eq. (180) is the same as Eq. (181). The moment bound
Eq. (182) immediately follows from Eqs. (180) and (181), due to the identity E|X| =

∫∞
0 P(|X| ≥

t)dt.
Recall that QXk = 1

Nk
ΨkΨ

T
k . The value of QXk is irrelevant to the choice of ψk(x), but to

facilitate the analysis of Ak, we will work with the following choice of ψk(x):

ψk(x)
T = [ψ̆k(x)

T, ψ̂k(x)
T] , (183)

where ψ̆k(x) ∈ Rdk/k! and ψ̂k(x) ∈ RNk−dk/k!. In particular, the entries of ψ̆k(x) are of the form:
E−1
k xi1xi2 · · ·xik , where

Ek :=
√

Ex2i1x
2
i2
· · ·x2ik ,

with {i1, i2, · · · , ik} being one of k-combinations of [d], while ψ̂k(x) can be composed of any degree-k
spherical harmonics such that the entries of ψk(x) are orthonormal. In particular, the orthogonality
of ψ̆k(x) can be verified as follows. Suppose {i1, i2, · · · , ik} and {i′1, i′2, · · · , i′k} are two different
k-combinations. Then there exists an i∗ ∈ {i1, i2, · · · , ik}, but i∗ ̸∈ {i′1, i′2, · · · , i′k}. In other words,
i∗ appears exactly once, so by Lemma 30, we can get

E(xi1 · · ·xikxi′1 · · ·xi′k) = 0 .

With ψk(x) in Eq. (183), we further define:

Ψ̆k := [ψ̆k(x1), · · · , ψ̆k(xn)]T ,
Ψ̂k := [ψ̂k(x1), · · · , ψ̂k(xn)]T ,
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and QXk can be decomposed as:

QXk =
1

Nk
(Ψ̆kΨ̆

T
k + Ψ̂kΨ̂

T
k ) .

Let ψ̃k(x) be a dk

k! -dimensional vector whose entries are of the form xi1xi2 · · ·xik , with {i1, i2, · · · , ik}
being all k-combinations of [d] and Ψ̃k is defined accordingly as Ψ̆k and Ψ̂k. Notice that we have
the decomposition

QXk =
dk/k!

NkE2
k

(B +D) +C ,

where C = 1
Nk

Ψ̂kΨ̂
T
k and B and D are the off-diagonal part and the diagonal part of Ψ̃kΨ̃

T
k

dk/k!
,

respectively. It is not hard to show ∥D∥op ≤ 1. Indeed, by the property of spherical harmonics
(c.f. Eq. (76) in Appendix A), we have Di ≤ D̃i = 1, i = 1, 2, · · · , d, where D̃i is the ith diagonal
element of QXk . Therefore, ∥D∥op ≤ 1 and we just need to show:
(I) there exists C > 0 such that for any t > 0, D > 0 and all large d,

P(∥B∥op ≥ C + t) ≤ (dt)−D, (184)

(II) there exists C > 0 such that for any t > 0, D > 0 and all large d,

P(∥C∥op ≥ C + t) ≤ (dt)−D, (185)

Indeed, after combining Eqs. (184) and (185) with ∥D∥op ≤ 1, we get Eq. (181).
(I) We use the moment method to prove Eq. (184). Our approach is primarily based on the

proof of Proposition 5.2 in [FM19].
For h ∈ N, we have:

E(TrBh) =
n∑

i1,··· ,ih=1
i1 ̸=i2,··· ,ih ̸=i1

E
( h∏
s=1

Bisis+1

)

=
1

(dk/k!)h

n∑
i1,··· ,ih=1

i1 ̸=i2,··· ,ih ̸=i1

E
( 1

(k!)h

h∏
s=1

d∑
j1s ,··· ,jks=1

j1s ̸=j2s ̸=···̸=jks

k∏
a=1

xisjas xis+1jas

)

=
1

dkh

n∑
i1,··· ,ih=1

i1 ̸=i2,··· ,ih ̸=i1

d∑
j11 ,··· ,jk1=1

j11 ̸=j21 ̸=···̸=jk1

· · ·
d∑

j1h,··· ,j
k
h=1

j1h ̸=j
2
h ̸=···̸=jkh

E
( h∏
s=1

k∏
a=1

xisjas xis+1jas

)
(186)

where we let ih+1 = i1. The product
∏h
s=1

∏k
a=1 xisjas xis+1jas in Eq. (186) can be identified as a

single-cycle graph with 2h vertices:

i1 → {j11 , · · · , jk1} → i2 → {j12 , · · · , jk2} → i3 → · · · → ih → {j1h, · · · , jkh} → i1 .

More formally, we have the following definition of h-graph introduced in [FM19]:

Definition 4 (h-graph). For any integer h ≥ 2, an h-graph is a single-cycle graph with 2h vertices
and 2h edges. The vertices are categorized into two types: (1) n-vertices, indexed by is ∈ [n]; (2)
d-vertices, indexed by {js1, js2, · · · , jsk}, which is a k-permutation of [d] and these two types of vertices
appear in the cycle alternatively.
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Based on the notion of h-graph, each non-zero summand in Eq. (186) can be identified as a
labeling of the vertices in an h-graph satisfying some rules. The formal definition is given as follows.

Definition 5. [(n, d)-multi-labeling of h-graph [FM19]] A (n, d)-multi-labeling of an h-graph is an
assignment of an n-label in [n] to each is and a d-label in [d] to each jas , which satisfies:

(i) is ̸= is+1, for all s ∈ [h− 1] and ih ̸= i1.

(ii) {j1s , j2s , · · · , jks } is a k-permutation of [d].

(iii) For each distinct pair (i, j) ∈ [n] × [d], there are even number (including 0) of edges whose
endpoints is i and some {j1s , j2s , · · · , jks } that contains j.

In the following, we will call any ordered tuple js := {j1s , j2s , · · · , jks } an ordered d-vertex label
and the set of all unordered tuples an unordered d-vertex label.

In a multi-labeling, all the n-vertices and d-vertices are ordered as follows. The n-vertex with
label is is called the sth n-vertex and the d-vertex with ordered label js is called the sth vertex.
The n/d-vertex label on a vertex is called the uth new label, if it is different from all the preceding
n/d-vertex labels, which include (u− 1) distinct n/d-vertex labels.

Since for any fix i, random variables xi1, xi2, · · · , xid are exchangeable and for any fix j, random
variables x1j , x2j , · · · , xnj are also exchangeable, any two (n, d)-multi-labelings that are equal up to
certain permutations of [n] and [d] lead to the same value of E

(∏h
s=1

∏k
a=1 xisjas xis+1jas

)
in Eq. (186).

Correspondingly, we can define the equivalence relation among all (n, d)-multi-labelings.

Definition 6 (Equivalence of multi-labelings [FM19]). Two multi-labelings are equivalent if one
can mapped to the other by applying a permutation on [n] and another permutation on [d].

Based on the above definitions, we can now rewrite the summation in Eq. (186) as the summation
over the equivalent class of (n, d)-multi-labelings:

E(TrBh) =
1

dkh

∑
L∈Ch,k

|L| · EL , (187)

where Ch,k is the set of all (n, d)-multi-labelings equivalent classes in an h-graph with each d-vertex
having k d-labels, L is one of these equivalent classes, |L| is the total number of different (n, d)-
multi-labelings that belongs to L and EL = E

(∏h
s=1

∏k
a=1 xisjas xis+1jas

)
for labelings in L.

Let us define rn(L) and rd(L) as the number of unique n-labels and d-labels in L, respectively.
Also we denote r(L) := rn(L) + rd(L). Notice that

|L| = n!(
n− rn(L)

)
!

d!(
d− rd(L)

)
!
≤ nrn(L)drd(L). (188)

Substituting Eq. (188) into Eq. (187), we get:

E(TrBh) ≤ 1

dkh

∑
L∈Ch,k

nrn(L)drd(L) · EL

= dk
∑

L∈Ch,k

d−∆(L) ·
( n
dk
)rn(L) · EL , (189)

where

∆(L) := k(h+ 1)− [krn(L) + rd(L)]
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We can show ∆(L) ≥ 0 for any L ∈ Ch,k (Lemma 19). Therefore, from Eq. (189) we can verify that
E(TrBh) = O(dk), when h = O(1).

To control the operator norm, h should grow with d. We need to further simplify Eq. (189).
First, a bound can be obtained for EL. Specifically, after substituting Eq. (235) in Lemma 29 into
Eq. (189), we can get for any h = O(log d) and all large d,

E(TrBh) ≤ dk
∑

L∈Ch,k

2
((24e∆(L))24e

d

)∆(L)
·
( n
dk
)rn(L) (190)

where we let 00 := 1 (such term appears when ∆(L) = 0).
Then we are going to simplify the right-hand side of Eq. (190). The general idea is to compare it

with E(TrBh
G), where BG is a shifted Wishart matrix: BG = 1

dg
[GGT − diag(GGT)], G ∈ Rng×dg

and Gij ∼i.i.d. N (0, 1). ForBG, we can utilize the existing results to control E(TrBh
G). For example,

by Proposition 5.11 in [FM19], if γ := ng/dg ∈ (0,∞) and h ≍ log dg, for any ε > 0 and all large dg,

E∥BG∥hop ≤ (λ+γ + ε)h, (191)

where λ+γ = γ + 2
√
γ is the right boundary of the support of Marchenko-Pastur distribution (with

ratio γ) shifted by −1. Therefore, for any ε > 0 and large enough d,

E(TrBh
G) ≤ ng(λ

+
γ + ε)h. (192)

On the other hand, it can be shown that [FM19, Lemma 5.16]: for h ≍ log d there exists C > 0
such that for all large dg,

E(TrBh
G) ≥ dgC

∑
L∈Ch,1

( 1

dg

)∆(L)(ng
dg

)rn(L)
. (193)

It turns out that we can bound the right-hand side of Eq. (190) by the right-hand side of
Eq. (193), which will eventually enable us to bound E(TrBh) by E(TrBh

G). In particular, by
Lemma 21, there exists C > 0 such that∑

L∈Ch,k

((24e∆(L))24e

d

)∆(L)
·
( n
dk

)rn(L)
≤ Ch2

∑
L∈Ch,1

(Ch∆(L)C

d

)∆(L)
·
( n

dk/k!

)rn(L)
≤ Ch2

∑
L∈Ch,1

( 1

dg

)∆(L)
·
(ng
dg

)rn(L)
, (194)

where dg = d
Ch(kh)C

, ng =
n

dk/k!
dg and in the last step we use the fact that ∆(L) ≤ kh.

It can then be deduced from Eqs. (194), (193) and (190) that there exists C > 0 such that for
h ≍ log d and all large d,

E(TrBh) ≤ dk · Ch2 ·
E(TrBh

G)

dg
. (195)
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Substituting (192) into the comparison bound (195), we have for h ≍ log d, there exists C, c > 0
such that for any ε > 0 and all large d,

E(TrBh) ≤ n · ch2(λ+γ + ε)h

≤ dkCh,

where γ = n
dk/k!

and λ+γ is same as in Eq. (191). As a result, there exists C > 1 such that for any
t ≥ 1,

P
(
∥B∥op ≥ C + t

)
≤ P

(
TrBh ≥ (C + t)h

)
≤ E(TrBh)

(C + t)h

≤ dk
( C − 1

C − 1/2 +
√
t

)h
·
(C − 1/2 +

√
t

C + t

)h
≤ dk

( C − 1

C − 1/2

)h
t−

h
2 ,

After choosing h = (D+k) log d

log(1+ 1
2C

)
on the right-hand side of Eq. (184) and letting C ′ = C + 1 and

t′ = t− 1, we have for any t′ > 0 and large enough d,

P
(
∥B∥op ≥ C ′ + t′

)
≤ (dt′)−D,

which is Eq. (184).
(II) Denote Ci := 1

Nk
ψ̂k(xi)ψ̂k(xi)

T. We make the following decomposition:

C =
n∑
i=1

Ci1∥ψ̂k(xi)∥22<N̂kKd
+

n∑
i=1

Ci1∥ψ̂k(xi)∥22≥N̂kKd

:= C< +C≥ , (196)

where N̂k = Nk − dk/k! ≍ dk−1 and Kd > 0 is some truncation threshold to be chosen. For C< in
Eq. (196), we can first apply matrix Bernstein’s inequality [Tro12] to obtain that there exists c > 0
such that for all Kd ≥ 1 and t > 0,

P(∥C< − EC<∥op ≥ t) ≤ 2N̂k exp
(
− cd

Kd
min{t, t2}

)
. (197)

The detailed steps are completely analogous to those leading to (155) and is omitted. Also we have

∥EC<∥op ≤ n∥ECi∥op
=

n

Nk
. (198)

Combining Eqs. (197) and (198), and the condition κ1 ≤ k, we know there exists C, c > 0, such
that for all Kd ≥ 1 and t > 0,

P(∥C<∥op ≥ C + t) ≤ 2N̂k exp
(
− cd

Kd
min{t, t2}

)
. (199)

To analyze ∥C≥∥op, we first recall a concentration result for ψks(x), with x ∼ Unif(Sd−1(
√
d)).

By Theorem 1 of [Bec92], we have for any k ∈ Z>0, s ∈ [Nk] and q ≥ 2,

E|ψks(x)|q ≤ (q − 1)
kq
2 .
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Then we have for any t > 0

P(|ψks(x)| ≥ t) ≤ q
kq
2

tq
. (200)

Choosing optimal q = t
2
k

e in Eq. (200), we have for any t ≥ (2e)
k
2 ,

P(|ψks(x)| ≥ t) ≤ e−
k
2e
t
2
k . (201)

Now we can apply Eq. (201) to get for any Kd ≥ (2e)k,

P
(
∥ψ̂k(xi)∥22 ≥ N̂kKd

)
≤

N̂k∑
s=1

P
(
ψ̂ks(xi)

2 ≥ Kd

)
≤ N̂ke

− k
2e
K

2
k
d

Therefore, by union bound,

P
(
∥C≥∥op ≥ N̂kKd

Nk

)
≤ P

(
max
1≤i≤n

∥ψ̂k(xi)∥22 ≥ N̂kKd

)
≤ nN̂ke

− k
2e
K

2
k
d . (202)

Now choose Kd = (dt)
k

k+2 in Eqs. (199) and (202), with ε ∈ (0, 1). It can be directly checked there
exists C, c > 0 such that for any t ≥ 1 and all large d,

P(∥C<∥op ≥ C + t) ≤ c exp
{
− c−1(dt)

2
k+2
}

(203)

and

P
(
∥C≥∥op ≥ t

)
≤ c exp

{
− c−1(dt)

2
k+2
}
. (204)

Combining Eqs. (203) and (204), we can get Eq. (185).

D.4.1 Combinatorial results

In this section, we collect the combinatorial results that are used in the proof of Eq. (184). We first
introduce two types of reduction of multi-labeling that are frequently used in the proof.

Definition 7 (Singleton). A n-vertex is a singleton if its label appears only once in the labeling.

Definition 8 (Type-I and Type-II reduction). In a multi-labeling of an h-graph, h ≥ 3:

· · · i1 → {j11 , · · · , jk1} → i2 → {j12 , · · · , jk2} → i3 → {j13 , · · · , jk3} · · · , (205)

the n-vertex i2 is a singleton. The following are two types of reduction that removes i2 and yields a
new (n, d)-multi-labeling in an (h− 1) or (h− 2) graph:

1. Type-I reduction: if i1 ̸= i3, then remove {j11 , · · · , jk1}, i2 and get:

· · · i1 → {j12 , · · · , jk2} → i3 → {j13 , · · · , jk3} · · ·
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2. Type-II reduction: if i1 = i3, then remove {j11 , · · · , jk1}, i2, {j13 , · · · , jk3}, i3 and get:

· · · i1 → {j13 , · · · , jk3} · · ·

It can be directly checked after either reduction, the resultant labeling is still a valid labeling in
a smaller h-graph.

Now we are ready to state and prove our combinatorial results.

Lemma 19. For any L ∈ Ch,k,

∆(L) ≥ 0 . (206)

Proof. We prove this result by induction. In particular, we will use Eq. (205) for illustration. Based
on Definition 5, one can check that Type-I reduction yields a multi-labeling L1 in an (h− 1)-graph,
with

rn(L1) = rn(L)− 1 and rd(L1) = rd(L) , (207)

and Type-II reduction yields a multi-labeling L2 in an (h− 2)-graph, with

rn(L2) = rn(L)− 1 and rd(L2) ≥ rd(L)− k. (208)

If we repetitively apply the reductions , we will finally reach at a multi-labeling L′ of a 2-graph or
an h′-graph, h′ > 2, where each n-vertex label appears at least twice. It can be directly verified
that ∆(L′) ≥ 0. Indeed, if L′ is a multi-labeling of a 2-graph, then rn(L′) = 2, rd(L′) = k and thus
∆(L′) = 3k − (2k + k) = 0; and if L′ is a multi-labeling, each n-vertex label of which appears at
least twice, then rn(L′) ≤ h

2 and thus ∆(L′) ≥ k(h′ + 1) − [kh
′

2 + rd(L′)] ≥ k, where the second
inequality follows from rd(L′) ≤ kh′

2 , as each d-vertex label should appear at least twice. On the
other hand, from Eqs. (207) and (208), one can check that

∆(Li) ≤ ∆(L), i = 1, 2. (209)

In other words, ∆(·) is non-increasing after each reduction. This implies that ∆(L) ≥ ∆(L′) ≥ 0,
which gives Eq. (206).

Lemma 20. For any L ∈ Ch,k and any n-label i in L, the number of edges between all n-vertices
with label i and all d-vertices with bad unordered d-vertex labels is even (can be zero).

Proof. For any given n-label i, the sum of degrees of all n-vertices with label i is an even number,
as the degree of each n-vertex is 2. On the other hand, by Definition 9 we know the number of
edges between all n-vertices with label i and all d-vertices with good unordered d-vertex labels is
also even. As a result, the number of edges between all n-vertices with label i and all d-vertices
with bad unordered d-vertex labels is even.

Lemma 21. For any k ≥ 1, D > 0 and γ ≥ 0, there exists C > 0 such that for h ≍ log d and all
large d, ∑

L∈Ch,k

((D∆(L))D

d

)∆(L)
· γrn(L)

≤ Ch2
∑

L∈Ch,1

(Ch∆(L)C

d

)∆(L)
· (γk!)rn(L).

(210)
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Proof. The left/right-hand side of Eq. (210) can be understood as a weighted counting over the
equivalence classes in Ch,k/ Ch,1. The proof idea is to construct a compression mapping φ : Ch,k →
Ch,1, k ≥ 1 that maps each equivalence class in Ch,k to another equivalence class in Ch,1. Before
formally introducing this mapping, let us first define good/bad unordered d-vertex labels in a multi-
labeling L.

Definition 9. In a multi-labeling L, an unordered d-vertex label j is a good unordered d-vertex label,
if for any n-vertex label i, the number of edges between all n-vertices labeled with i and all d-vertices
labeled with j is even (can be 0) in L. Otherwise, it is a bad unordered d-vertex label.

Now we are ready to define the map φ.

Definition 10. A compression map φ is a mapping from Ch,k to Ch,1, where 2 ≤ h ≤ d and k ≥ 1.
Given any L ∈ Ch,k, we first choose an arbitrary L ∈ L. Then we map L to a (n, d)-labeling L̃, with
k = 1, via the following procedure:

(i) We keep the same n-labelings in L̃ as in L.
(ii) We map each distinct good unordered d-vertex label in L to a distinct d-label in L̃ and the

s-th new good unordered d-vertex label is mapped to s, where s ∈ [h].
(iii) Suppose there are k0 distinct good unordered d-vertex labels in L. Then we map all the bad

unordered d-vertex labels in L to a single d-label k0 + 1 in L̃.
Let L̃ ∈ Ch,1 be the equivalence class of L̃. Then φ(L) := L̃.

The fact that φ(L) is a valid multi-labeling equivalence class in Ch,1 can be directly checked by
verifying all three rules in Definition 5. In particular, (i) holds due to Definition 10 (i); (ii) holds
due to Definition 10 (ii) and (iii); (iii) holds due to Definition 9 and Lemma 20.

Using φ, the right-hand side of Eq. (210) becomes

∑
L∈Ch,k

((D∆(L))D

d

)∆(L)
· γrn(L)

=
∑

L̃∈Ch,1

hk∑
∆=0

∑
L∈φ−1

∆ (L̃)

((D∆(L))D

d

)∆(L)
· γrn(L)

=
∑

L̃∈Ch,1

γrn(L̃) ·
hk∑

∆=0

|φ−1
∆ (L̃)| ·

((D∆)D

d

)∆
, (211)

where

φ−1
∆ (L̃) := {L ∈ Ch,k : φ(L) = L̃,∆(L) = ∆},

and in the last step we use rn(L) = rn(L̃), since φ(L) = L̃.
To proceed, we need to obtain a bound for |φ−1

∆ (L̃)|, given any L̃ and ∆. First, we define
conservative/liberal unordered d-vertex labels in a multi-labeling L.

Definition 11. In a multi-labeling L, an unordered d-vertex label j is a conservative unordered
d-vertex label, if for any d-label ja ∈ j, a ∈ [k] and any unordered d-vertex label j′ ̸= j in L, we
have ja ̸∈ j′. Otherwise, it is a liberal unordered d-vertex label.

The reason for introducing the notion of conservative/liberal labels will become clear after we
describe our approach for bounding |φ−1

∆ (L̃)|. To facilitate counting the equivalence class in φ−1
∆ (L̃),

we need the following notion of canonical labeling.
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Definition 12. The canonical multi-labeling L of an L ∈ Ch,k is the one that satisfies:
(i) The ith new n-label of L is i,
(ii) The jth new d-label of L is j.

It should be clear that in a canonical multi-labeling, any n-label i ∈ [h] and any d-label j ∈ [hk].
Also it is not hard to show that each L ∈ Ch,k has a unique representative canonical labeling, so it
suffices to bound the number of canonical labelings. The approach is: given L̃ and ∆, we enumerate
a set of multi-labelings such that the canonical labeling of all L ∈ φ−1

∆ (L̃) are included. Specifically,

1. Denote L̃0 as the canonical labeling of L̃. Assign the same n-labels of L̃0 to L0.

2. Choose one of or none of d-labels in L̃0 as the image of bad unordered d-vertex labels in
L0. Then clearly, this choice determines which vertices in L0 are assigned with good/bad
unordered d-vertex labels. Denote Ω+/Ω− as the set of d-vertices in L0 that have good/bad
unordered d-vertex labels.

3. If Ω− = ∅, then skip this step; otherwise we assign unordered d-vertex labels to the vertices
in Ω− as follows. Construct a graph G with each of its vertex corresponding to each d-vertex
in L0 with bad unordered d-vertex labels. In G, two vertices are connected, if and only if
their corresponding d-vertices in L0 can become neighboring vertices of a singleton after some
Type-I and Type-II reductions. For all vertices in the same connected component of G, their
corresponding vertices in L0 are to be assigned with the same unordered d-vertex label.

4. If Ω+ = ∅, then skip this step; otherwise, among those d-labels in L̃0 identified as the im-
age of good unordered d-vertex labels in L0, choose a subset S of them to be the image of
liberal labels. This choice determines which vertices in Ω+ will be assigned with conserva-
tive or liberal unordered d-vertex labels. Denote Ω+,C/Ω+,L as the subset of Ω+ that have
conservative/liberal unordered d-vertex labels.

5. (1) For each connected component T of G, choose an unordered tuple j from k-combinations
of [hk] and the ordered d-vertex label of each corresponding d-vertex of T in Ω− is chosen to
be an arbitrary permutation of j;

(2) For each distinct unordered d-vertex label in Ω+,L, choose an unordered tuple j from
k-combinations of [hk] and the ordered d-vertex label of each vertex in Ω+,L with j is chosen
to be an arbitrary permutation of j.

(3) For the uth d-vertex in Ω+,C that has a new unordered d-vertex label, its ordered d-vertex
label is the [k(u− 1) + 1]-th to ku-th smallest of the d-labels in [hk] that are not used in the
first two steps, arranged in an increasing order. For any other vertices in Ω+,C, its ordered
label is chosen to be an arbitrary permutation of its unordered label.

It is not hard to show for any L ∈ φ−1
∆ (L), the associated canonical labeling L0 is one of the multi-

labelings that can be generated by the above procedure. Therefore it suffices to bound the number
of possible multi-labelings that can be generated in the above procedure, given a fixed L̃0 and ∆.

A useful observation is that if there is no bad or liberal unordered d-vertex label in L0, the
assignment of unordered labels in L0 is uniquely determined by L̃0. Intuitively, this indicates that
in order to control |φ∆(L̃)|, it suffices to control |Ω+,L| and the number of connected components
in G. The details are as follows:

1. There are at most h+ 1 ways of choosing which d-label (or no label) in L̃0 is assigned as the
image of bad unordered d-vertex labels in L0.
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2. Since the vertices in the same connected component should be assigned with the same un-
ordered d-vertex label and by Lemma 22, there are at most 48∆ connected components.
Therefore, there are at most 48∆ distinct unordered d-vertex labels in Ω− and there are at
most (hk)48∆k different ways of choosing these unordered d-vertex labels.

3. By Lemma 24, we know |S| ≤ 48∆. Therefore, there are at most∑
S,|S|≤48∆

(hk)k|S| ≤
∑

S,|S|≤48∆

(hk)48∆k

≤ (hk)48∆k
48∆∑
c=0

(
hk

c

)
≤ 2(hk)96∆k

ways of assigning unordered d-vertex labels to vertices in Ω+,L.

4. By construction, after the labels in Ω− and Ω+,L are fixed, the unordered d-vertex label of
each d-vertex in Ω+,C are also uniquely determined.

5. The last step is to count the number of different possible permutations, after the unordered
d-vertex label of each d-vertex is fixed. Note that in the above procedure, the d-vertex labels
of all vertices in Ω+,C with a new unordered d-vertex label cannot be permuted, while the
other d-vertex labels can be arbitrarily permuted. It is not hard to see there are at least
rd(L̃)−1−48∆(L̃) vertices in Ω+,C with a new unordered d-vertex label, so there are at most

h− [rd(L̃)− 1− 48∆(L̃)] = rn(L̃) + 49∆(L̃)

d-vertices that can be arbitrarily permuted. As a result, we have at most (k!)rn(L̃)+49∆(L̃)

different permutations.

Therefore, we can get

|φ−1
∆ (L̃)| ≤ 2(h+ 1)(hk)144∆k · (k!)rn(L̃)+49∆(L̃). (212)

On the other hand, by Lemma 25, for a given L̃, ∆(L) can be bounded as:

∆(L) ≥ k

1 + 48k
∆(L̃). (213)

Substituting Eqs. (212) and (213) into Eq. (211), we can get for h ≍ log d and all large d,∑
L∈Ch,k

((D∆(L))D

d

)∆(L)
· γrn(L)

≤2(h+ 1)
∑

L̃∈Ch,1

(γk!)rn(L̃)(k!)49∆(L̃)
kh∑

∆≥ k∆(L̃)
1+48k

(hk)144k∆ ·
((D∆)D

d

)∆

≤Ch2
∑

L̃∈Ch,1

(γk!)rn(L̃) ·
(Ch∆(L̃)

d

)C∆(L̃)

for some constant C > 0.
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Remark D.1. Based on the moment method and the comparison argument in the proof of Lemma
21, we can also see why the spectrum of B should converge to Marchenko-Pastur distribution. For
any fixed h ≥ 2, from Eq. (187) we can get

E(TrBh)

n
→

∑
L∈Ch,k
∆(L)=0

( n
dk
)rn(L)−1 · EL .

By Lemma 23, Lemma 24 and Lemma 26 we know when ∆(L) = 0, L is quite regular, in the sense
that: (i) there is no bad or liberal unordered d-vertex and (ii) bij = 0 or 2. From (i), we can get
|φ−1

∆=0(L̃)| = (k!)rn(L̃)−1 and from (ii), we have for large d,

EL =
n∏
i=1

E
( d∏

j=1
bij=2

x
bij
ij

)
=

n∏
i=1

2−Bi
Γ(d2)

Γ(Bi
2 + d

2)
≈ 1,

where in the last step, we use the fact
∑n

i=1Bi = 2kh≪ d. Therefore,

E(TrBh)

n
→

∑
L∈Ch,k
∆(L)=0

( n
dk
)rn(L)−1

=
∑

L̃∈Ch,1
∆(L̃)=0

( n
dk
)rn(L̃)−1|φ−1

∆=0(L̃)|

=
∑

L̃∈Ch,1
∆(L̃)=0

( n

dk/k!

)rn(L̃)−1
,

and we identify that the right-hand side is actually the h-th moment of Marchenko-Pastur distri-
bution with ratio n

dk/k!
, shifted by −1.

Lemma 22. Suppose L has N− vertices with bad unordered d-vertex labels and N− ≥ 1. Graph G
is constructed as follows. Each vertex of G corresponds to each bad unordered d-vertex in L and any
two vertices of G are connected if and only if their corresponding vertices in L are the neighboring
d-vertices of a singleton. Then we have

CG ≤ 48∆(L) , (214)

where CG is the number of connected components in G.

Proof. We will show CG ≤ 48∆(L) by induction.
First, consider the special case when h = 2 or there is no singleton in L. In the proof of Lemma

23, we show that in this case, N− ≤ 48∆(L). This implies Eq. (214), as G has N− vertices and the
number of connected components is bounded by the number of vertices.

For the general h ≥ 3 case, we can sequentially apply Type-I and Type-II reduction to reach one
of the two special cases above. We denote L′ as the resultant equivalence class after one reduction
and G′ as the corresponding graph of bad d-vertices. A convenient property is that after either
type of reduction, good/bad unordered d-vertex labels remain good/bad (see the proof of Lemma
23). This indicates that after every reduction, each G’s vertex that corresponds to the deleted bad
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d-vertices in L will be removed, while the other G vertices are preserved and still associated with
the same d-vertices before the reduction. Now we are going to show for both types of reduction, it
holds that

CG − CG′ ≤ ∆(L)−∆(L′) . (215)

• Type-I reduction. Every removed d-vertex in L corresponds to a connected component of size
≥ 2 in G. Therefore, we have CG = CG′ . Also, recall that ∆(L) = ∆(L′) for Type-I reduction,
so Eq. (215) holds.

• Type-II reduction. In this case, the deleted d-vertices share the same unordered d-label.
Denote k′ as the number of d-labels in the deleted d-vertices that do not appear in other
non-deleted d-vertices. We know that ∆(L) − ∆(L′) = k − k′. If k′ = k, then both deleted
d-vertices have good unordered d-vertex labels and thus CG − CG′ = 0 = ∆(L) − ∆(L′); if
k′ < k, then both deleted d-vertices have bad unordered d-vertex labels and they corresponds
to the same connected component of G. Therefore, CG − CG′ ≤ 1 ≤ k − k′ = ∆(L) −∆(L′).
As a result, Eq. (215) still holds.

Based on Eq. (215) and our proof for the special cases, we can get Eq. (214) by induction.

Lemma 23. For any k ≥ 1, 2 ≤ h ≤ d and L ∈ Ch,k, the number of bad unordered d-vertex labels
of L is no more than 48∆(L).

Proof. Let ∆ := ∆(L). For L, denote N− as the number of vertices that have bad unordered
d-vertex labels and Ω− as the set of all bad unordered d-vertex labels. We are going to show by
induction that

|Ω−| ≤ 48∆. (216)

We start by considering two special cases.

• h = 2. In this case, there are two distinct n-labels, one distinct unordered d-vertex label and
exactly two edges between each distinct n-label and the only unordered d-vertex label, which
justifies Definition 9. Therefore, |Ω−| = N− = 0 = ∆ and Eq. (216) is satisfied.

• There is no singleton in L. Suppose the sth d-vertex has a bad unordered d-vertex label. We
discuss over two different scenarios. (a) There is one d-label j in js such that Nj ≥ 3 [Nj

is defined in Eq. (227)]. Then by Eq. (228), the number of d-vertices with bad unordered
d-vertex labels satisfying (a) is bounded 6∆. (b) Any d-label j in js satisfy Nj = 2. If the two
neighboring n-vertices of the sth d-vertex are labelled as i and i′, then each of the d-labels of
js should appear on another d-vertex whose neighboring n-vertices are also labeled as i and
i′ (By Definition 5 (iii)). Besides, they shouldn’t appear on the same d-vertex, otherwise this
would contradict the fact that js has a bad unordered d-vertex label. This means

∃t, u ̸= s, (t ̸= u) and j1, j2 ∈ js, (j1 ̸= j2) such that j1 ∈ jt and j2 ∈ ju. (217)

Since the three pairs of consecutive n-labels surrounding sth, tth and uth d-vertex should
all be (i, i′), we get Pi,i′ ≥ 3, where Pi,i′ is the number of times (i, i′) or (i′, i) appears as
consecutive n-labels. This implies that the number of d-vertices with such bad unordered d-
vertex label is bounded by

∑
1≤i<i′≤n Pi,i′1Pi,i′≥3. Then by Lemma 26, we know the number

of d-vertices with bad unordered d-vertex labels satisfying (b) should be bounded by 42∆.

Combining (a) and (b), we know if there is no singleton in L0, |Ω−| ≤ N− ≤ 6∆+42∆ = 48∆.
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Now for general h ≥ 3 case, we can sequentially apply Type-I or Type-II reduction to L and reach
at a new L̃ that is one of the two special cases discussed above. Denote that after one reduction, L
becomes L′ and Ω− becomes Ω′

−. Next we show

|Ω−| = |Ω′
−|. (218)

To do this, we will use the example (205) for illustration and here we are considering canonical
labeling. Let i be the value of singleton i2 to be removed and j be the unordered d-vertex label of
j1 and j2. If Type-II reduction is implemented, let i′ be the value of i1 and i3. We know i ̸= i′.
The case of Type-I and II reduction can be analyzed separately.

• Type-I reduction. In this case, the number of edges between j and i is reduced by 2, while
the numbers of edges between other pairs of distinct d-vertex labels and unordered n-vertex
labels remain unchanged.

• Type-II reduction. In this case, the numbers of edges between (j, i) and the numbers of edges
between (j, i′) are both reduced by 2, while the numbers of edges between other distinct n
label and unordered d-vertex labels remain unchanged.

Hence, after either reduction, the change of edges between each distinct pair of n label and unordered
d-vertex label is either 0 or 2, which are both even numbers. We can conclude that after either
reduction, all good/bad unordered d-vertex labels will remain as good/bad (if they still exist after
reduction). This implies that the number of bad unordered d-vertex labels will not change, which
proves Eq. (218). Since ∆(L) ≥ ∆(L′), we can get Eq. (216) by induction.

Lemma 24. For any k ≥ 1, 2 ≤ h ≤ d and L ∈ Ch,k, the number of liberal unordered d-vertex labels
of L is no more than 48∆(L).

Proof. The proof is similar as that of Lemma 23. Let ∆ := ∆(L). Denote the set of all liberal
unordered d-vertex labels in L as ΩL. We are going to show by induction that

|ΩL| ≤ 48∆. (219)

We first justify the following two special cases:

• h = 2. There are two distinct n-labels and one distinct unordered d-vertex label. Clearly in
this case, ΩL = ∅ and ∆ = 3k − (2k + k) = 0. Therefore, Eq. (216) is satisfied.

• There is no singleton in L. For every unordered label j ∈ ΩL, we discuss two different
scenarios. (a) There is one d-label j in j such that Nj ≥ 3. Then by Eq. (228), the number of
such j ∈ ΩL is bounded by 6∆. (b) Any d-label j in j satisfy Nj = 2. In this case, Definition
11 implies that

∃j1, j2 ∈ j (j1 ̸= j2) such that j1 ∈ j1 and j2 ∈ j2, where j, j1 and j2 are different.

Then by the same argument following Eq. (217), we conclude that the number of j ∈ ΩL
satisfying (b) is bounded by 42∆.

Combining (a) and (b), we know when there is no singleton in L, |ΩL| ≤ 48∆.
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Now for general h ≥ 3 case, we can sequentially apply Type-I or Type-II reduction and reach
at one of the above two cases. Denote that after one reduction, L becomes L′ and ΩL becomes Ω′

L.
Next we show

|ΩL| − |Ω′
L| ≤ 2

[
∆(L)−∆(L′)

]
. (220)

We use the example (205) for illustration. Let i be the n-label of the second n-vertex and j be the
unordered d-vertex label of the first and second d-vertex. If Type-II reduction is implemented, let
i′ be the value of the first and third n-vertex. We discuss over two different reductions.

• Type-I reduction. In this case, L and L′ share the same set of unordered d-vertex labels,
|ΩL| = |Ω′

L|. Also we know ∆(L) = ∆(L′), so Eq. (220) holds.

• Type-II reduction. We denote by k′ the number of d-labels in j that are not present in any
other unordered d-vertex label in L. It can be directly verified by definition that ∆(L) −
∆(L′) = k − k′ and {

|ΩL| = |Ω′
L|, k = k′,

|ΩL| ≤ |Ω′
L|+ k − k′ + 1, k′ < k.

These together imply that

|ΩL| − |Ω′
L| ≤ 2

[
∆(L)−∆(L′)

]
after each reduction.

Based on Eq. (220) and the justifications on the two special cases, we get Eq. (219) by induction.

Lemma 25. For any L̃ ∈ Ch,1 and any L ∈ {L ∈ Ch,k : φ(L) = L̃}, it holds that

∆(L) ≥ k

1 + 48k
∆(L̃). (221)

Proof. Let Nbad be the number of distinct bad unordered d-vertex labels in L. By construction of
φ in Definition 10, we have

rd(L) ≤ k[rd(L̃) +Nbad].

Recall that ∆(L) = k(h+ 1)− [krn(L) + rd(L)]. Hence, we can get

∆(L) ≥ k(h+ 1)− k[rn(L) + rd(L̃) +Nbad]

= k[∆(L̃)−Nbad]. (222)

Meanwhile, by Lemma 23 we have Nbad ≤ 48∆(L). Substituting it into Eq. (222), we get Eq. (221).

Lemma 26. Consider an equivalence class L ∈ Ch,k. For i, i′ ∈ [n], with i < i′, define Pi,i′ as the
number of times (i, i′) or (i′, i) appears as consecutive n-labels in L. Then we have:∑

1≤i<i′≤n
Pi,i′1Pi,i′>2 ≤ 6

(
6 +

1

k

)
∆(L) . (223)

Proof. We prove by induction. First, consider the following two special cases.
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• h = 2. In this case, there are two distinct n-labels and one distinct unordered d-vertex label,
so ∆(L) = 0 and

∑
1≤i<i′≤n Pi,i′1Pi,i′>2 = 0. which trivially satisfy Eq. (223).

• There is no singleton in L. Recall that

rn =
k(h+ 1)− rd −∆(L)

k
.

By Definition 5, we must have rd ≤ kh
2 , so

rn ≥ h

2
+ 1− ∆(L)

k
. (224)

Then we can get ∑
1≤i<i′≤n

1Pi,i′≥1 ≥ rn − 1 ≥ h

2
− ∆(L)

k
, (225)

where the last step is due to Eq. (224). In other words, Eq. (225) means there are at least
h
2 − ∆(L)

k distinct pair of consecutive n-labels (i, i′), with i < i′.

Next we bound the total number of distinct pairs (i, i′) satisfying Pi,i′ = 1. If a d-label j in L
satisfy Nj ≤ 2, then by Definition 5 (iii), the two d-vertices with label j should be surrounded
by the same pair of n-labels (i, i′), which indicates that Pi,i′ ≥ 2. Therefore, if Pi,i′ = 1 for
some (i, i′) in L, the sandwiched d-vertex should only have d-label j, satisfying Nj > 2. By
Eq. (228), the number of such d-vertices is bounded by 6(∆(L)− k) and thus∑

1≤i<i′≤n
1Pi,i′=1 ≤ 6(∆(L)− k). (226)

Now denote c :=
∑

1≤i<i′≤n 1Pi,i′=2. From Eqs. (225) and (226), we have

2c+ 3
[h
2
− ∆(L)

k
− 6(∆(L)− k)− c

]
≤ h ,

which gives

c ≥ h

2
− 3
(1
k
+ 6
)
∆(L) + 18k .

Therefore, we have ∑
1≤i<i′≤n

Pi,i′1Pi,i′=2 = 2c ≥ h− 6
(1
k
+ 6
)
∆(L) + 36k ,

and thus ∑
1≤i<i′≤n

Pi,i′1Pi,i′>2 ≤ h−
∑

1≤i<i′≤n
Pi,i′1Pi,i′=2

≤ 6
(1
k
+ 6
)
∆(L)− 36k.

For h ≥ 3 case, we can apply Type-I and Type-II reduction sequentially and arrive at a new
equivalence class that must be one of the above special cases. Besides, it can be directly checked that
after each step of reduction,

∑
1≤i<i′≤n Pi,i′1Pi,i′>2 remains unchanged. From Eq. (209) we know

after each reduction, ∆(L) is non-increasing. Therefore, by induction we get the desired result.
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Lemma 27. For each j ∈ [d], define

Nj := number of times j appears as a d-label in L. (227)

Then it holds that (i) if Nj > 0, then Nj ≥ 2; (ii) if L has no singleton, then

d∑
j=1

Nj1Nj>2 ≤ 6(∆(L)− k). (228)

Proof. (i) This can be directly checked from Definition 5 (iii).
(ii) Let c = |{j : Nj = 2}|. Then 2c+ 3(rd(L)− c) ≤ kh and thus c ≥ 3rd(L)− kh. Therefore,

the set {j : Nj = 2} contributes at least 6rd(L)− 2kh of all d-labels or equivalently

d∑
j=1

Nj1Nj=2 ≥ 6rd(L)− 2kh. (229)

As a result,
d∑
j=1

Nj1Nj>2
(a)
= kh−

d∑
j=1

Nj1Nj=2

(b)
≤ 3kh− 6rd(L), (230)

where (a) follows from the fact that for any j ∈ [d], Nj ≥ 2, if Nj > 0 and
∑d

j=1Nj = kh, and (b)
follows from Eq. (229). On the other hand, when there is no singleton in the h-graph, rn(L) ≤ h

2 ,
so

∆(L) ≥ k(h+ 1)− kh

2
− rd(L) . (231)

Combining Eqs. (230) and (231), we can get Eq. (228).

Lemma 28. For an equivalence class L, let bij be the total number of edges between all d-vertices
with d-label j and all n-vertices with n-label i. It holds that

n∑
i=1

d∑
j=1

bij1bij>2 ≤ 12∆(L). (232)

Proof. We prove Eq. (232) by induction. The proof is adapted from that of Lemma 5.7 in [FM19].
In the following, Denote SL :=

∑n
i=1

∑d
j=1 bij1bij>2.

When h = 2 or h = 3, according to Definition 5 (iii), we have bij = 0 or 2 for all (i, j) ∈ [n]× [d].
Then SL =

∑n
i=1

∑d
j=1 bij1bij>2 = 0 ≤ 12∆(L). Now for h ≥ 4, suppose Eq. (238) holds for h− 1

and h−2. If there is no singleton in the h-graph, then rn(L) ≤ n
2 . For j satisfying Nj ≤ 2, we must

have bij = 0 or 2 for all i ∈ [n]. Therefore,

SL =

d∑
j=1

1Nj>2

n∑
i=1

bij1bij>2

(a)
≤

d∑
j=1

1Nj>2 · 2Nj

(b)
≤ 12(∆(L)− k) ,
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where (a) follows from
∑n

i=1 bij1bij>2 ≤
∑n

i=1 bij = 2Nj and (b) is due to Eq. (228). If there
exists a singleton, then we can consider the two types of reduction. Denote the equivalence class
and number of appearance of (i, j) after reduction as L′ and b′ij . By Type-I reduction, we get an
h− 1-graph and it can be directly checked that SL = SL′ . Therefore, by induction

SL = SL′

≤ 12∆(L′)

≤ 12∆(L) , (233)

where the last step follows from the property (209). Alternatively, by Type-II reduction we get an
(h− 2)-graph. Recall that two deleted d-vertices have the same d-labeling. Suppose k− k′ of them
also appear on some d-vertices that are not deleted. For such deleted index j, bij − b′ij ≤ 2, for any
n-label i. Besides, other deleted indexes j do not contribute to SL, since they should satisfy bij = 2.
Therefore,

SL − SL′ ≤ 2(k − k′).

By induction, SL′ ≤ 12∆(L′) and we have

SL ≤ 12∆(L′) + 2(k − k′)

= 12∆(L)− 10(k − k′)

≤ 12∆(L) (234)

where in the second to last step, we use the fact that rn(L′) = rn(L)− 1 and rd(L′) = rd(L)− k′.
Combining Eqs. (233) and (234), we get Eq. (232).

D.4.2 Moment bounds

Lemma 29. For any h = O(d
1
6
−ε), ε > 0 and all large d,

EL ≤ 2
[
(24e∆(L))24e

]∆(L)
. (235)

In particular, when ∆(L) = 0, the term (24e∆(L))24e∆(L) on the right-hand side of Eq. (235) equals
to 1.

Proof. Based on Lemma 30 (I), EL = 0 if there exists an odd bij and then Eq. (235) trivially holds.
Therefore, in what follows, we assume bij are all even numbers.

First, if kh ≤ d− 1, we show there exists C > 0 such that

EL ≤
( d

d− kh

)kh
·
(
1 +

4Ck2h2√
d

) 2kh
3
(2eSL)

2eSL , (236)

where

SL :=
n∑
i=1

d∑
j=1

bij1bij>2.
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Denote bij as the number of appearance of xij in the product
∏h
s=1

∏k
a=1 xisjas xis+1jas . Using the

representation xi = x̃i

∥x̃i∥2/
√
d
, with x̃i ∼i.i.d. N (0, Id), we have when kh ≤ d− 1,

EL =
n∏
i=1

E
( d∏
j=1

x
bij
ij

)

=
n∏

i=1,Bi>0

E
( d∑d

j=1 x̃
2
ij

)Bi
2

d∏
j=1

x̃
bij
ij

≤
n∏

i=1,Bi>0

E
( d∑d

j=1 x̃
2
ij1bij ̸=2

)Bi
2

d∏
j=1

x̃
bij
ij

=

n∏
i=1,Bi>0

( d
di

)Bi
2 E
( di∑d

j=1,bij ̸=2 x̃
2
ij

)Bi
2

d∏
j=1,bij ̸=2

x̃
bij
ij , (237)

where Bi =
∑d

j=1 bij , di =
∑d

j=1 1bij ̸=2 and the second to last step is valid since

d∑
j=1

1bij=2 ≤
1

2

d∑
j=1

bij =
Bi
2

≤ kh,

which implies di ≥ d − kh and thus di ≥ 1, when kh ≤ d− 1. We can further bound Eq. (237) as
follows:

EL
(a)
≤
( d

d− kh

)kh n∏
i=1,Bi>0

E
( di∑d

j=1,bij>2 x̃
2
ij

)Bi
2

d∏
j=1,bij>2

x̃
bij
ij

(b)
≤
( d

d− kh

)kh n∏
i=1,Bi>0

(
1 +

CB2
i√
d

) d∏
j=1,bij>2

(2ebij)
2ebij

(c)
≤
( d

d− kh

)kh
·
(
1 +

4Ck2h2√
d

) 2kh
3

d∏
j=1,bij>2

(2ebij)
2ebij

≤
( d

d− kh

)kh
·
(
1 +

4Ck2h2√
d

) 2kh
3
(2eSL)

2eSL ,

where (a) is due to di ≥ d − kh and
∑n

i=1Bi = 2kh, (b) follows from Eq. (240) in Lemma 30 and
(c) follows from Bi ≤ 2kh and the bound:

∑n
i=1 3 · 1Bi>2 ≤ 2kh.

On the other hand, in Lemma 28 we obtain a bound for SL in terms of ∆(L):

SL ≤ 12∆(L). (238)

Finally, substituting Eq. (238) into Eq. (236), we can get Eq. (235).

Lemma 30. Let x ∼ Unif(Sd−1(
√
d)) and {bj}j∈[d] be a sequence of non-negative integers. Then

we have: (I)

E
( d∏
j=1

x
bj
j

)
≥ 0, (239)
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with inequality achieved only if {bij} are all even numbers, and (II) there exists C > 0 such that for
any {bj}j∈[d],

E
( d∏
j=1

x
bj
j

)
≤
(
1 +

CB2

√
d

) d∏
j=1

(2ebj)
2ebj , (240)

where B =
∑d

j=1 bj and we let 00 = 1.

Proof. First, we show Eq. (239). Suppose b1 is an odd number. Since

(x1, x2, · · · , xd)
d
= (−x1, x2, · · · , xd),

where d
= means equal in distribution, we have

E
( d∏
j=1

x
bj
j

)
= E

[
(−x1)b1

∏
j ̸=1

x
bj
j

]

= −E
( d∏
j=1

x
bj
j

)
,

implying E
(∏d

j=1 x
bj
j

)
= 0. Therefore, E

(∏d
j=1 x

bj
j

)
̸= 0, only when {bj}dj=1 are all even. When

this is the case, E
(∏d

j=1 x
bj
j

)
≥ 0.

Next we show Eq. (240). This is obvious when B = 0. Also when there exists an odd bj , from
part (I) we know E

(∏d
j=1 x

bj
j

)
= 0, so Eq. (240) still holds. Hence, it remains to consider the case

when B ≥ 2 and bj are all even numbers.
We know x ∼ Unif(Sd−1(

√
d)) can be represented as: x =

√
d x̃
∥x̃∥2 , with x̃ ∼ N (0, Id). Let us

denote r =
∑d

j=1 x̃
2
j

d and ∆r = r − 1. Let X ∼ N (0, 1). When B ≥ 2 and bj are all even,∣∣∣∣E( d∏
j=1

x
bj
j

)
−

d∏
j=1

E(Xbj )

∣∣∣∣2 =∣∣∣∣E(r−B
2 − 1

) d∏
j=1

x̃
bj
j

∣∣∣∣2
(a)
≤
[
E
∣∣rB − 1

∣∣
rB

d∏
j=1

x̃
bj
j

]2
(b)
≤E
[B∆r +

B(B−1)
2 r̃B−2∆2

r

rB

]2
E
( d∏
j=1

x̃
2bj
j

)
(c)
≤2E

[(B∆r)
2 +B4r2(B−2)∆4

r

r2B

]
E
( d∏
j=1

x̃
2bj
j

)
(d)
≤2
[
B2
(
E∆4

r · E
1

r4B

) 1
2
+B4

(
E∆8

r · E
1

r8

) 1
2
]
E
( d∏
j=1

x̃
2bj
j

)
, (241)

where in (a) we use | 1√
x
− 1| ≤ |x−1|

x , for x > 0, in (b) we use Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and
Taylor’s theorem, with r̃ ∈ [0, r], in step (c), we use (a + b)2 ≤ 2(a2 + b2) and in step (d) we use
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Cauchy-Schwartz inequality again. We need to compute the moments appearing in Eq. (241). Since
∆r is a sub-exponential random variable with Var(∆r) ≍ 1

d , there exists C > 0 such that for any
k ∈ Z>0,

E(|∆r|k) ≤
(Ck√

d

)k
. (242)

On the other hand, we know
∑d

j=1 x̃
2
j ∼ χ2

d
d
= 2Gamma(d/2). Therefore, for d

2 ≥ k + 1,

E
1

rk
=
(d
2

)k
EX∼Gamma(d/2)X

−1

=
(d
2

)kΓ(d2 − k)

Γ(d2)

≤ 2ek (243)

Substituting Eqs. (242) and (243) into Eq. (241), we know there exists C > 0 such that for any
{bij}, ∣∣∣∣E( d∏

j=1

x
bj
j

)
−

d∏
j=1

E(Xbj )

∣∣∣∣2 ≤ CB4e2B

d

d∏
j=1

E(X2bj ) =
CB4

d

d∏
j=1

(2ebj)
2bj , (244)

where we use EXk ≤ kk for X ∼ N (0, 1) and k ∈ Z>0. Clearly, Eq. (244) implies Eq. (240).
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E Proof of Training Error and ℓ2 Norm

In this section, we prove the asymptotic formula for the training error and the normalized squared
ℓ2 norm of âλ in Theorem 1. Many of the steps are very similar to the proof for the test error and
we omit them for the sake of brevity.

E.1 Training error

Recall that the training error is defined as:

Rtrain(f∗;X,W , ε, λ) =
1

n

∑
i∈[n]

(yi − hRF(xi; âλ))
2 ,

where

hRF(x;a) =
1
√
p

∑
j∈[p]

ajσ(⟨x,wj⟩) = Za ,

and

âλ =argmin
a∈Rp

{∑
i∈[n]

(
yi − hRF(xi;a)

)2
+ λ∥a∥22

}
=RZTy .

Plugging this formula in the training error yields

Rtrain(f∗;X,W , ε, λ) =
1

n
(∥y∥2 − yTZRZTy − λyTZR2ZTy) .

Similar as Proposition 1, we can show

EX,W ,ε,f∗

[∣∣∣Rtrain(f∗,d;X,W , ε, λ)− Eε,f∗ [Rtrain(f∗,d;X,W , ε, λ)]
∣∣∣] = od(1) .

Denote Rtrain := Eε,f∗ [Rtrain(f∗,d;X,W , ε, λ)] and recall that

y =
∑
k<ℓ

Ψk(X)β∗
d,k︸ ︷︷ ︸

f<ℓ

+
∑
k≥ℓ

Ψk(X)β̄d,k︸ ︷︷ ︸
f≥ℓ

+ε .

Then we can get
Rtrain = Btrain,<ℓ + Btrain,≥ℓ + Vtrain , (245)

where we defined

Btrain,<ℓ =
1

n
(∥f<ℓ∥2 − fT

<ℓZRZ
Tf<ℓ − λfT

<ℓZR
2ZTf<ℓ) , (246)

Btrain,≥ℓ =
∑
k≥ℓ

F 2
k − 1

n
Tr(HFZRZ

T)− λ

n
Tr(HFZR

2ZT) , (247)

Vtrain = ρ2ε
[
1− 1

n
Tr(ZRZT)− λ

n
Tr(ZR2ZT)

]
. (248)

and HF =
∑

k≥ℓ F
2
kQ

X
k .
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We can show that

E
∥∥∥∥ 1nΨT

<ℓZRZ
TΨ<ℓ − IN<ℓ

∥∥∥∥
op

= od(1) ,

E
∥∥∥∥ 1nΨT

<ℓZR
2ZTΨ<ℓ

∥∥∥∥
op

= od(1) ,

so that from Eq. (246) we get

E|Btrain,<ℓ| = od(1) . (249)

Hence, from Eqs. (246), (247) and (248) we know it remains to compute the limits of the following
quantities:

χ1 :=
1

n
Tr(HFZRZ

T) ,

χ2 :=
1

n
Tr(HFZR

2ZT) ,

χ3 :=
1

n
Tr(ZRZT) ,

χ4 :=
1

n
Tr(ZR2ZT) .

Similarly to Proposition 3, we can prove the following proposition:

Proposition 7. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1, we have:

(I) If κ1 > κ2, then

E
∣∣∣χ1 −

(∑
k≥ℓ

F 2
k − λ

n
Tr(HX

≥ℓG
X
≥ℓ)
)∣∣∣ = od(1) , (250)

E
∣∣∣χ2 −

1

n
Tr
(
HX

≥ℓG
X
≥ℓ − λHX

≥ℓ(G
X
≥ℓ)

2
)∣∣∣ = od(1) , (251)

E
∣∣∣χ3 −

[
1− λ

n
Tr(GX≥ℓ)

]∣∣∣ = od(1) ,

E
∣∣∣χ4 −

1

n
Tr
(
GX≥ℓ − λ(GX≥ℓ)

2
)∣∣∣ = od(1) , (252)

with GX≥ℓ =
(
µ2ℓQ

X
ℓ + (µ2>ℓ + λ)In

)−1 and HX
≥ℓ = F 2

ℓQ
X
ℓ + F 2

>ℓIn.

(II) If κ1 < κ2, then

E
∣∣∣χ1 −

F 2
ℓ

Nℓ
Tr(µ2ℓQ

W
ℓ ·GW≥ℓ)

∣∣∣ = od(1),

E|χ2| = od(1) ,

E|χ3| = od(1) ,

E|χ4| = od(1) ,

with GW≥ℓ = (µ2ℓQ
W
ℓ + µ2>ℓIp)

−1.
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(III) If κ1 = κ2, then

E
∣∣∣χ1 −

1

n
Tr(HX

≥ℓZRZ
T)
∣∣∣ =od(1) , (253)

E
∣∣∣χ2 −

1

n
Tr(HX

≥ℓZR
2ZT)

∣∣∣ =od(1) . (254)

Using this proposition, we analyze the three regimes separately.
(I) Overparametrized regime κ1 > κ2.

From Eqs. (245), (249), (250) and (252), we get

E
∣∣∣Rtrain −

[λ2
n
Tr
(
HX

≥ℓ(G
X
≥ℓ)

2
)
+
λ2ρ2ε
n

Tr(GX≥ℓ)
2
]∣∣∣ = od(1) .

Then we can follow the same steps in [Mis22] to obtain the desired results (see B.4 in [Mis22]).
(II) Underparametrized regime κ1 < κ2. In the underparametrized case, the training error
are asymptotically the same as the test error, up to a difference ρ2ϵ . The proof is also the same as
Eq. (20) and we omit the details here.
(III) Critical regime κ1 = κ2. Substituting Eqs. (249), (253) and (254) into Eq. (245), we get

Rtrain =(F 2
>ℓ + ρ2ε)

[
1− 1

n
Tr(ZRZT)

]
+ F 2

ℓ

[
1− 1

n
Tr(QXℓ ZRZ

T)
]

− λ
[F 2

ℓ

n
Tr(QXℓ ZR

2ZT) +
F 2
>ℓ + ρ2ε
n

Tr(ZR2ZT)
]
+∆

=λF 2
ℓ ·
[ 1
n
Tr(QXℓ Π)− 1

n
Tr(QXℓ ZR

2ZT)
]

+ λ(F 2
>ℓ + ρ2ε) ·

[ 1
n
Tr(Π)− 1

n
Tr(ZR2ZT)

]
+∆ , (255)

where Π = (λIn +ZZ
T)−1 and ∆ satisfies E|∆| = od(1). It can be checked from Eq. (53) that:

∂t1Gd(i
√
θ1θ−1λ;0) = i

√
θ1θ−1λ · 1

m
Tr(Π̃) , (256)

∂t2Gd(i
√
θ1θ−1λ;0) = i

√
θ1θ−1λ · 1

m
Tr(QXℓ Π̃) , (257)

where Π̃ =
(
θ1θ

−1λIn + Z̃Z̃
T
)−1. Substituting Eqs. (55), (56), (256) and (257) into Eq. (255), we

obtain

E
∣∣Rtrain − [F 2

ℓ Γ4 + (F 2
>ℓ + ρ2ε)Γ5]

∣∣ = od(1) , (258)

where

Γ4 = −i

√
θ1θλ

θ22
∂t2Gd(i

√
θ1θ−1λ;0) +

θ1λ

θ2
∂s1,t2Gd(i

√
θ1θ−1λ;0) , (259)

Γ5 = −i

√
θ1θλ

θ22
∂t1Gd(i

√
θ1θ−1λ;0) +

θ1λ

θ2
∂s1,t1Gd(i

√
θ1θ−1λ;0) . (260)

Taking derivative on both sides of (65), we can obtain:

∂t1g(i
√
θ1θ−1λ;0) = m2(i

√
θ1θ−1λ;0) , (261)

∂t2g(i
√
θ1θ−1λ;0) =

m2(i
√
θ1θ−1λ;0)

1− ψµ2ℓm1(i
√
θ1θ−1λ;0) ·m2(i

√
θ1θ−1λ;0)

. (262)
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Combining Eqs. (261), (262) and (68) with Eqs. (66) and (67) in Proposition 5, we can compute
the limit value of the partial derivatives on the right-hand side of Eqs. (259) and (260) and get:

E
∣∣∣Γ4 −

[
L1(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄)−

θ1λ̄

θ2
· A1(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄)

A0(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=Btrain(ζ,θ1,θ2,ψ,λ̄)

∣∣∣ = od(1) , (263)

E
∣∣∣Γ5 −

[
L2(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄)−

θ1λ̄

θ2
· A2(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄)

A0(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=Vtrain(ζ,θ1,θ2,ψ,λ̄)

∣∣∣ = od(1) , (264)

where

L1(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄) := − i

√
θ1θλ̄

θ22
·
ν2
(
i(θ1θ

−1λ̄)1/2
)

1− ψχζ2
,

L2(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄) := − i

√
θ1θλ̄

θ22
· ν2
(
i(θ1θ

−1λ̄)1/2
)
,

A1(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄) := − χ2(ψχζ4 − ψχζ2 + ψ2ζ
2 + ζ2 − ψ2ψχζ

4 + 1) ,

A2(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄) := χ2(ψχζ2 − 1)(ψ2χ2ζ4 − 2ψχζ2 + ζ2 + 1) ,

A0(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄) := − ψ3χ5ζ6 + 3ψ2χ4ζ4 + (ψ1ψ2 − ψ2 − ψ1 + 1)ψχ3ζ6 − 2ψχ3ζ4 − 3ψχ3ζ2

+ (ψ1 + ψ2 − 3ψ1ψ2 + 1)χ2ζ4 + 2χ2ζ2 + χ2 + 3
θ1θ2
θ2

ψχζ2 − θ1θ2
θ2

.

Combining Eqs. (258), (263) and (264), we deduce that

E
∣∣Rtrain − [F 2

ℓ · Btrain(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄) + (F 2
>ℓ + ρ2ε) · Vtrain(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄)]

∣∣ = od(1) .

Finally, applying Lemma 31 in Appendix G, we get Eq. (21).

E.2 Squared ℓ2 norm of âλ

In what follows, we derive the asymptotic formulas [c.f. Eq. (22) in Theorem 1] for the (normalized)
squared ℓ2 norm of the optimizer in Eq. (3). The proof is similar to that of the training/test errors
in the previous sections.

Note that ∥âλ∥2 = yTZR2ZTy. Similar to Proposition 1,

E
∣∣∣∥âλ∥2

p
− 1

p

[
fT
<ℓZR

2ZTf<ℓ +Tr(HFZR
2ZT) + ρ2εTr(ZR

2ZT)
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Eε,f∗ (

1
p
∥âλ∥2)

∣∣∣ = od(1) .

Recall that E
∣∣∣1pfT

<ℓZR
2ZTf<ℓ

∣∣∣ = od(1), so

E
∣∣∣∥âλ∥2

p
− 1

p

[
Tr(HFZR

2ZT) + ρ2εTr(ZR
2ZT)

]∣∣∣ = od(1) . (265)

Analogously, we can also show that

E
∣∣∣∥âλ∥2

n
− 1

n

[
Tr(HFZR

2ZT) + ρ2εTr(ZR
2ZT)

]∣∣∣ = od(1) . (266)
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Then we discuss over the different regimes separately.
(I) Overparametrized regime κ1 > κ2.

In this case, we can use Eqs. (251) and (252) and substitute them into Eq. (266) to get:

E
∣∣∣∥âλ∥2

n
− 1

n
Tr
[
HX

≥ℓG
X
≥ℓ − λHX

≥ℓ(G
X
≥ℓ)

2
]
− ρ2ε
n
Tr
[
GX≥ℓ − λ(GX≥ℓ)

2
]∣∣∣ = od(1) .

Then similar as the proof of Theorem 3 in [Mis22], one can show:

E
∣∣∣ 1
n
Tr
[
HX

≥ℓG
X
≥ℓ − λHX

≥ℓ(G
X
≥ℓ)

2
]
−
F 2
ℓ B1 + F 2

>ℓB2

µ2>ℓ

∣∣∣ = od(1).

and

E
∣∣∣ρ2ε
n
Tr
[
GX≥ℓ − λ(GX≥ℓ)

2
]
− ρ2εB2

µ2>ℓ

∣∣∣ = od(1).

where

B1 =
1− ηϑ

ζ2
− λ̄Btestϑ

2

ζ4

B2 =
ϑ

ζ2
− λ̄(Vtest + 1)ϑ2

ζ4

and η, ϑ, Btest and Vtest are the same as defined in Eqs. (15) and (16). As a result,

E
∣∣∣∥âλ∥2

n
−
F 2
ℓ B1 + (F 2

>ℓ + ρ2ε)B2

µ2>ℓ

∣∣∣ = od(1) .

(II) Underparametrized regime κ1 < κ2.
Similar as the proof of Eq. (44), we can get:

E
∣∣∣1
p
Tr(HFZR

2ZT)−
ψ1F

2
ℓ

µ2>ℓ

[1
p
Tr(ζ2QWℓ + Ip)

−1 − 1

p
Tr(ζ2QWℓ + Ip)

−2
]∣∣∣ = od(1). (267)

Denote the Stieltjes transform of ζ2QWℓ as:

Rd(z) :=
1

p
Tr(ζ2QWℓ − zIp)

−1 (268)

and its first-order derivative is:

R′
d(z) :=

1

p
Tr(ζ2QWℓ − zIp)

−2 (269)

which equals to the third trace term in Eq. (267), when z = −1. By Theorem 1 in [LY22], we
can show for any z ∈ A := {z | ℜ(z) < 0 or Im(z) > 0}, it holds that ∆d(z) := Rd(z) − R(z) =
O≺(d

−1/2), where

R(z) =
−(−z + ζ2 − ζ2ψ1) +

√
(−z + ζ2 − ζ2ψ1)2 − 4zζ2ψ1

−2zζ2ψ1

Besides, since ∆d(z) is Lipschitz continuous in any compact subset B of A, we also have the uniform
concentration: supz∈B ∆d(z) = O≺(d

−1/2). Notice that ∆d(z) is analytic in A, so by Cauchy’s
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integral formula, ∆d(z) =
1

2πi

∮
C

∆d(s)
s−z ds, where C is a closed contour in A, surrounding z. Hence,

∆′
d(z) =

1
2πi

∮
C

∆d(s)
(s−z)2ds. and after applying supz∈B ∆d(z) = O≺(d

−1/2), we can obtain that: for any
z ∈ A, ∆′

d(z) = R′
d(z)−R′(z) = O≺(d

−1/2). As a result, letting z = −1 in Eq. (268) and (269) and
substituing them, together with the concentration of ∆d(−1) and ∆′

d(−1) into Eq. (267), we get

E
∣∣∣1
p
Tr(HFZR

2ZT)−
ψ1F

2
ℓ

µ2>ℓ
[R(−1)−R′(−1)]

∣∣∣ = od(1).

After some simplifications, we have:

E
∣∣∣1
p
Tr(HFZR

2ZT)−
ψ1F

2
ℓ

µ2>ℓ
· ϑζ

2(1− ψ1) + ϑ2ζ2ψ1

1 + ζ2(1− ψ1 + 2ψ1ϑ)

∣∣∣ = od(1). (270)

where

ϑ = R(−1) =
−(1 + ζ2 − ζ2ψ1) +

√
(1 + ζ2 − ζ2ψ1)2 + 4ζ2ψ1

2ζ2ψ1
.

On the other hand, since ∥ZR2ZT∥op = Od(1), we have 1
pTr(ZR

2Z) = od(1). Substituting Eq.
(270) and 1

pTr(ZR
2Z) = od(1) into Eq. (265), we reach at:

E
∣∣∣∥âλ∥2

p
−
ψ1F

2
ℓ

µ2>ℓ
· ϑζ

2(1− ψ1) + ϑ2ζ2ψ1

1 + ζ2(1− ψ1 + 2ψ1ϑ)

∣∣∣ = od(1) .

(III) Critical regime κ1 = κ2.
From Eqs. (55) and (56), we have

1

p
Tr(ZR2ZT) = −∂s1,t1Gd(i

√
θ1θ−1λ;0) ,

1

p
Tr(HFZR

2ZT) = −∂s1,t2Gd(i
√
θ1θ−1λ;0) .

Applying Proposition 5 in Eq. (266), we can get

E
∣∣∣∥âλ∥2

n
− θ1
µ2>ℓθ2

F 2
ℓ A1(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄) + (F 2

>ℓ + ρ2ε)A2(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄)

A0(ζ, θ1, θ2, ψ, λ̄)

∣∣∣ = od(1) .

Then using the correspondence between (ν1, ν2) and (τ1, τ2) given in Lemma 31, we can show that

E
∣∣∣∥âλ∥2

n
− 1

µ2>ℓ
[F 2
ℓ (τ2(λ̄) + λ̄τ ′2(λ̄)) + (F 2

>ℓ + ρ2ε)(τ1(λ̄) + λ̄τ ′1(λ̄))]
∣∣∣ = od(1) .

In the special case when κ1 = κ2 < ℓ, we have τ1(z) = τ2(z) and thus

E
∣∣∣∥âλ∥2

n
−

(F 2
≥ℓ + ρ2ε)(τ1(λ̄) + λ̄τ ′1(λ̄)

µ2>ℓ

∣∣∣ = od(1) .

where τ1(z) is the same as the one given in Eq. (12).
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F The Kernel and Approximation Limits of RFRR

In this section, we recall the asymptotic train and test errors in the kernel ridge regression (KRR)
limit p = ∞, obtained in [Mis22,HL22a,XHM+22]. We obtain analogously the asymptotics for the
approximation limit n = ∞.

F.1 The kernel ridge regression limit p = ∞

As originally introduced in [RR08a], the random feature model can be seen as a random approxi-
mation to a kernel which satisfies

lim
p→∞

1

p

∑
j∈[p]

σ(⟨x1,wj⟩)σ(⟨x2,wj⟩) = K(⟨x1,x2⟩) := Ew[σ(⟨x1,w⟩)σ(⟨x2,w⟩)] , (271)

by law of large number. For fixed n, d and taking p → ∞, the RFRR solution h(x; âλ) converges
to a function ĥKRR,λ(x) solution of the following kernel ridge regression problem:

ĥKRR,λ = argmin
h

{∑
i∈[n]

(yi − h(xi))
2 + λ∥h∥2H

}
,

where ∥ · ∥H is the RKHS norm associated to the kernel (271). By the representer theorem, this
function can be represented explicitly by

ĥKRR,λ(x) =
∑
i∈[n]

ûjK(⟨x,xj⟩) ,

û := argmin
u∈Rn

{∑
i∈[n]

(
yi − ⟨u,k(xi)⟩

)2
+ λuTKu

}
,

where k(x) = (K(⟨x,x1⟩), . . . ,K(⟨x,xn⟩)) ∈ Rn and K = (K(⟨xi,xj⟩))ij∈[n] ∈ Rn×n.
We denote the test/training errors of KRR by

RKRR(f∗;X, ε, λ) = Ex
[(
f∗(x)− ĥKRR,λ(x)

)2]
RKRR,train(f∗;X, ε, λ) =

1

n

∑
i∈[n]

(yi − ĥKRR,λ(xi))
2

and the normalized squared RKHS norm by

LKRR,norm(f∗;X, ε, λ) =
1

n
∥h∥2H =

1

n
ûTKû

The limiting learning behavior of kernel ridge regression in the polynomial scaling regime was studied
in [GMMM21,Mis22,HL22a,XHM+22] and we copy below their results.

Theorem 3 (KRR in the polynomial scaling [Mis22,HL22a,XHM+22]). Assume n/dκ2 → θ2 for
some κ2, θ2 > 0 and let ψ2 := limd→∞

n
dℓ/ℓ!

, where ℓ = ⌈κ2⌉. Let {f∗,d ∈ L2(Sd−1(
√
d))}d≥1 be a

sequence of functions that satisfies Assumption 2 at level ℓ and let σ : R → R be an activation func-
tion satisfying Assumption 1 at level ℓ. Then the asymptotic test/training errors and the normalized
squared RKHS norm of KRR satisfy:

EX,ε,f∗

∣∣∣RKRR(f∗,d;X, ε, λ)−
[
F 2
ℓ · Btest + (F 2

>ℓ + ρ2ε) · Vtest + F 2
>ℓ

]∣∣∣ = od(1) ,

EX,ε,f∗

∣∣∣RKRR,train(f∗,d;X, ε, λ)− α2
c

[
F 2
ℓ · Btest + (F 2

>ℓ + ρ2ε) ·
(
Vtest + 1

)]∣∣∣ = od(1) ,
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and
EX,ε,f∗

∣∣∣LKRR,norm(f∗;X, ε, λ)−
[
F 2
ℓ · Bnorm + (F 2

>ℓ + ρ2ε) · Vnorm

]∣∣∣ = od(1),

where (Btest,Vtest, αc) and (Bnorm,Vnorm) are the same as in Eqs. (16) and (17).

We can find that the expressions in Theorem 3 coincides with those of Theorem 1 in the over-
parametrized case κ1 > κ2.

F.2 The approximation limit n = ∞

In this section, we consider the approximation error of the random feature function class. We will
show that it corresponds to the infinite data limit n = ∞ of random feature ridge regression.

Recall that we define the random feature function class as

FRF(W ) =
{
hRF(x;a) =

1
√
p

∑
j∈[p]

ajσ(⟨x,wj⟩) : a = (a1, . . . , ap) ∈ Rp
}
,

where W = [w1, . . . ,wp]
T ∈ Rp×d with wj ∼iid Unif(Sd−1). The approximation error is given by

RApp(f∗;W ) = inf
h∈FRF(W )

Ex
[
(f∗(x)− h(x))2

]
= inf
a∈Rp

Ex
[(
f∗(x)−

1
√
p

∑
j∈[p]

ajσ(⟨x,wj⟩)
)2]

.

Denote the solution of the second optimization problem in the above display as âApp and its (nor-
malized) squared ℓ2 norm as:

LApp,norm(f∗;W ) =
1

p
∥âApp∥22.

The following theorem depicts the limiting behavior of RApp(f∗;W ) and LApp,norm(f∗;W ) in the
polynomial scaling regime: p/dκ1 → θ1.

Theorem 4 (Approximation error of RFRR in the polynomial scaling ). Assume p/dκ1 → θ1 for
some κ1, θ1 > 0 and let ψ1 := limd→∞

p
dℓ/ℓ!

, where ℓ = ⌈κ1⌉. Let {f∗,d ∈ L2(Sd−1(
√
d))}d≥1 be

a sequence of functions that satisfies Assumption 2 at level ℓ and let σ : R → R be an activation
function satisfying Assumption 1 at level ℓ. Then the asymptotic approximation error and the
normalized squared ℓ2 norm of âApp satisfy:

EW ,f∗

∣∣∣RApp(f∗,d;W )−
[
F 2
ℓ · Btest + (F 2

>ℓ + ρ2ε) · Vtest + F 2
>ℓ

]∣∣∣ = od(1)

and
EX,ε,f∗

∣∣∣LKRR,norm(f∗;X, ε, λ)−
[
F 2
ℓ · Bnorm + (F 2

>ℓ + ρ2ε) · Vnorm

]∣∣∣ = od(1),

where (Btest,Vtest, αc) and (Bnorm,Vnorm) are the same as in Eqs. (18) and (19).

Proof. We show how to prove the limiting formula forRApp(f∗,d;W ). The proof for LKRR,norm(f∗;X, ε, λ)
follows analogously and the details are omitted.

Taking the expectation over x, we get

RApp(f∗;W ) = inf
a∈Rp

Ex[f∗(x)2]−
2
√
p
aT
∑
k≥0

ξkΦkβk +
1

p
aT
∑
k≥0

µ2kQ
W
k a

=
∑
k≥0

F 2
k −

(∑
k≥0

ξkΦkβk
)T(∑

k≥0

µ2kQ
W
k

)−1(∑
k≥0

ξkΦkβk
)
,
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where F 2
k = ∥βk∥2 for k < ℓ and the optimal a of the above optimization problem is:

âApp =
√
p
(∑
k≥0

µ2kQ
W
k

)−1(∑
k≥0

ξkΦkβk
)
.

Similar as Proposition 1, one can show

EW ,f∗

[∣∣∣RApp(f∗;W )− Ef∗ [RApp(f∗;W )]
∣∣∣] = od(1) .

Direct computation gives:

Ef∗ [RApp(f∗;W )] =
∑
k≥0

F 2
k −

∑
k<ℓ

ξ2k
(
Φkβk

)T(∑
k≥0

Nkξ
2
kQ

W
k

)−1(
Φkβk

)
−
∑
k≥ℓ

F 2
k ξ

2
kTr
[
QWk

(∑
k≥0

Nkξ
2
kQ

W
k

)−1]
.

Similar as Proposition 3 (II), one can verify: for k < ℓ

E
∣∣∣ξ2k(Φkβk

)T(∑
k≥0

Nkξ
2
kQ

W
k

)−1(
Φkβk

)
− F 2

k

∣∣∣ = od(1) ,

and

E
∣∣∣∑
k≥ℓ

F 2
k ξ

2
kTr
[
QWk

(∑
k≥0

Nkξ
2
kQ

W
k

)−1]− F 2
ℓ

Nℓ
Tr(µ2ℓQ

W
ℓ ·GW≥ℓ)

∣∣∣ = od(1) .

As a result, we can obtain

E
∣∣∣∣RApp(f∗;W )−

[
F 2
ℓ

(
1− 1

Nℓ
Tr(µ2ℓQ

W
ℓ ·GW≥ℓ)

)
+ F 2

>ℓ

]∣∣∣∣ = od(1) .

which is the same as Eq. (49). Then we can follow the proof therein and get:

E
∣∣RApp(f∗;W )− (F 2

ℓ · Btest + F 2
>ℓ)
∣∣ = od(1) ,

where

Btest =

{
1
2

[
1− ψ1 − ζ−2 +

√
(1 + ψ1 + ζ−2)2 − 4ψ1

]
if κ1 = ℓ ,

1 if κ1 < ℓ .

Theorem 4 reveals that the asymptotic limits of RFRR approximation error and 1
p∥âApp∥

2
2 coin-

cide with the limits of RFRR test error and 1
p∥âλ∥

2
2 given by Theorem 1 in the underparametrized

case κ1 < κ2. In particular, the approximation error in the polynomial scaling regime p ≍ dκ was
first considered in [GMMM21] for κ ̸∈ N. Our theorem completes this picture by computing the
approximation error for p ≍ dℓ, ℓ ∈ N.
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G Properties of Fixed-point Equations

G.1 Two equivalent characterizations

In this section, we compare two equivalent characterizations of the asymptotic training and test
errors obtained in [MM22,AP20] in the linear scaling.

G.1.1 Asymptotic predictions from [MM22]

For convenience, we copy here the results for the asymptotic test and training errors obtained
in [MM22]. Note that the formulas differ slightly from [MM22], as we chose a different normalization
for the regularization parameter λ.

Definition 13 (Fixed points formula). We define ν1, ν2 : C+ → C+ to be the unique functions that
satisfy the following conditions:

(i) ν1, ν2 are analytic functions on C+;

(ii) For Im(z) > 0, ν1(z), ν2(z) are fixed points of

ν1 =
ψ1

ψ

(
− z − ν2 −

ζ2ν2
1− ζ2ψν1ν2

)−1
,

ν2 =
ψ2

ψ

(
− z − ν1 −

ζ2ν1
1− ζ2ψν1ν2

)−1
;

(272)

(iii) (ν1(z), ν2(z)) is the unique fixed point of Eq. (272) with |ν1(z)| ≤ ψ1ψ
−1/Im(z), |ν2(z)| ≤

ψ2ψ
−1/Im(z) for Im(z) > C and C sufficiently large.

Here ζ = µ1/µ>1, ψ1 = p/d, ψ2 = n/d and ψ = ψ1 + ψ2. Let us comment on the interpretation
of these fixed points. Recall the notation Z = σ(XW T)/

√
p, µk = EG[σ(G)Hek(G)] and µ2>1 =

EG[σ(G)2]− µ20 − µ21, where G ∼ N (0, 1). Then

ν1

i
√
ψ1λ̄

ψ

 = i

√
ψλ̄

ψ1
· lim
d→∞,p/d→ψ1,n/d→ψ2

1

m
E
[
Tr
(
(ZTZ/µ2>1 + λ̄Ip)

−1
)]
,

ν2

i
√
ψ1λ̄

ψ

 = i

√
ψλ̄

ψ1
· lim
d→∞,p/d→ψ1,n/d→ψ2

1

m
E
[
Tr
(
(ZZT/µ2>1 + λ̄In)

−1
)]
,

where λ̄ = λ/µ2>1, as we are considering the ℓ = 1 case. In particular, ν2(iu)−ν1(iu) = i · µ>1(ψ2−ψ1)
uψ

and are pure imaginary when u > 0.
Denote

χ := ν1

(
i

√
ψ1λ̄

ψ

)
· ν2
(
i

√
ψ1λ̄

ψ

)
,

and define the following quantities for the test error:

E0(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄) := − ψ5χ5ζ6 + 3ψ4χ4ζ4 + (ψ1ψ2 − ψ2 − ψ1 + 1)ψ3χ3ζ6 − 2ψ3χ3ζ4 − 3ψ3χ3ζ2

+ (ψ1 + ψ2 − 3ψ1ψ2 + 1)ψ2χ2ζ4 + 2ψ2χ2ζ2 + ψ2χ2 + 3ψ1ψ2ψχζ
2 − ψ1ψ2 ,

E1(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄) := ψ2ψ
3χ3ζ4 − ψ2ψ

2χ2ζ2 + ψ1ψ2ψχζ
2 − ψ1ψ2 ,

E2(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄) := ψ5χ5ζ6 − 3ψ4χ4ζ4

+ (ψ1 − 1)ψ3χ3ζ6 + 2ψ3χ3ζ4 + 3ψ3χ3ζ2 + (−ψ1 − 1)ψ2χ2ζ4 − 2ψ2χ2ζ2 − ψ2χ2 .
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We further define the following quantities for the training error:

L1(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄) := − i

√
ψ1ψλ̄

ψ2
2

·
ψ · ν2

(
i(ψ1ψ

−1λ̄)1/2
)

1− ψχζ2
,

L2(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄) := − i

√
ψ1ψλ̄

ψ2
2

· ψ · ν2
(
i(ψ1ψ

−1λ̄)1/2
)
,

A1(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄) := − ψ2χ2(ψχζ4 − ψχζ2 + ψ2ζ
2 + ζ2 − ψ2ψχζ

4 + 1) ,

A2(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄) := ψ2χ2(ψχζ2 − 1)(ψ2χ2ζ4 − 2ψχζ2 + ζ2 + 1) ,

A0(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄) := − ψ5χ5ζ6 + 3ψ4χ4ζ4 + (ψ1ψ2 − ψ2 − ψ1 + 1)ψ3χ3ζ6 − 2ψ3χ3ζ4 − 3ψ3χ3ζ2

+ (ψ1 + ψ2 − 3ψ1ψ2 + 1)ψ2χ2ζ4 + 2ψ2χ2ζ2 + ψ2χ2 + 3ψ1ψ2ψχζ
2 − ψ1ψ2 .

Based on the above definitions, we can define the bias and variance terms for the test error:

Btest(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄) :=
E1(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄)

E0(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄)
,

Vtest(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄) :=
E2(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄)

E0(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄)
,

and for the training error:

Btrain(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄) := L1(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄)− λ̄
A1(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄)

A0(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄)
,

Vtrain(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄) := L2(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄)− λ̄
A2(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄)

A0(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄)
,

The asymptotics of the training and test errors are given by:

Rtest(F∗, ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄) := F 2
1 · Btest(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄) + (F 2

>1 + σ2ε) · Vtest(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄) + F 2
>1 ,

Rtrain(F∗, ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄) := F 2
1 · Btrain(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄) + (F 2

>1 + σ2ε) · Vtrain(ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄) .

Theorem 5 (RFRR in linear scaling [MM22, Theorem 2]). Let p, n, d → ∞ with p/d → ψ1 and
n/d → ψ2. Assume σ satisfies Assumption 1 at level 1 and let {f∗,d ∈ L2(Sd−1(

√
d))}d≥1 be a

sequence a function satisfying Assumption 2 at level 1.
Then for any value of the regularization parameter λ > 0, the asymptotic training and test errors

of random feature ridge regression satisfy

EX,W ,ε,f∗

∣∣∣Rtrain(f∗,d;X,W , ε, λ)−Rtrain(F∗, ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄)
∣∣∣ = od(1) ,

EX,W ,ε,f∗

∣∣∣Rtest(f∗,d;X,W , ε, λ)−Rtest(F∗, ζ, ψ1, ψ2, λ̄)
∣∣∣ = od(1) .

The expression of test and training errors in Theorem 5 coincides with Eq. (69) and (258), when
κ1 = κ2 = 1. In particular, the fixed points in Definition 13 correspond to those in Definition 3, as
the special case ℓ = 1.

G.1.2 Alternative characterization from [AP20]

Let us introduce a simplified ‘linearized’ model. Consider a sequence (d0, n0, p0) ∈ N3 with
d0, n0, p0 → ∞ with p0/d0 → ψ1 and n0/d0 → ψ2 for some (ψ1, ψ2) ∈ R2

>0. We consider a se-
quence of matrices X0 ∈ Rn0×d0 , W0 ∈ Rp0×d0 and Θ0 ∈ Rn0×p0 with i.i.d. standard Gaussian
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entries. We define
Z0 :=

1
√
p

( ζ√
d0
X0W

T
0 +Θ0

)
∈ Rn0×p0 .

where ζ = µ1/µ>1. The resolvent of Z0Z
T
0 is G(z) = (Z0Z

T
0 + zIn0)

−1 and we define two traces:

τ1,d0(z) :=
1

n0
E
[
Tr(G(z))

]
, τ2,d0(z) :=

1

n0
E
[
Tr((X0X

T
0 /d0)G(z))

]
.

The following asymptotic expressions for (τ1,d0 , τ2,d0) were obtained in [AP20] using a linear
pencil method.

Proposition 8 (Fixed point equations for (τ1, τ2) [AP20, Proposition 1]). As d0, n0, p0 → ∞ with
p0/d0 → ψ1 ∈ (0,∞) and n0/d0 → ψ2 ∈ (0,∞). Then (τ1,d0(z), τ2,d0(z)) → (τ1(z), τ2(z)) given by
the unique solution of the coupled polynomial equations

ζ2τ1τ2(zτ1 − 1) +
ψ1

ψ2
(ζ2τ1τ2 + (τ2 − τ1)/ψ2) = 0 ,

ζ2τ1τ2(zτ1 − 1) + (τ1 − τ2)(τ1 + ζ2τ2)/ψ2 = 0 ,

(273)

such that τ1(z), τ2(z) ∈ C+ when z ∈ C+.

Note that the fixed-point equation (273) coincides with Eq. (11) in the main theorem. It is the
case when ℓ = 1 and correspondingly, we have ζ = µ1/µ>1 and λ̄ = λ/µ2>1 here. In [AP20,ALP22], it
was shown that (τ1,d0 , τ2,d0) are asymptotically the same, if Z0 is replaced by Z̃0 = σ(X0W

T
0 )/

√
p0.

In other words, the linear Gaussian model Z0 is equivalent to the non-linear model Z̃0. This
corresponds to Gaussian equivalence principle (see Section 3) in the special case of ℓ = 1. Based
on these asymptotic equivalence, [AP20] proved the following characterization for the asymptotic
training and test errors:

Theorem 6 (RFRR in linear scaling [AP20, Theorem 1]). Let p, n, d → ∞ with p/d → ψ1 and
n/d→ ψ2. Assume σ satisfies Assumption 1 at level 1 and let {βd ∈ Rd}d≥1 be a sequence of vectors
such that f∗,d(x) = ⟨βd,x⟩ and ∥βd∥2 → F1. Consider (τ1, τ2) as defined in Proposition 8 evaluated
at Re(z) = λ̄ with Im(z) → 0+.

Then for any value of the regularization parameter λ > 0, the asymptotic training and test errors
of random feature ridge regression satisfy

EX,W ,ε

[
Rtrain(f∗,d;X,W , ε, λ)

]
= F 2

1 ·
(
− λ̄2τ ′2(λ̄)

)
+ ρ2ε ·

(
− λ̄2τ ′1(λ̄)

)
,

EX,W ,ε

[
Rtest(f∗,d;X,W , ε, λ)

]
= F 2

1 ·
(
− τ ′2(λ̄)

τ21 (λ̄)

)
+ ρ2ε ·

(
− τ ′1(λ̄)

τ21 (λ̄)
− 1
)
.

We see that Theorem 6 indeed corresponds to Theorem 1 in the linear scaling regime κ1 = κ2 = 1.
Our results encompass the more general polynomial scaling regime. In this regime, we have:

τ1(z) = lim
d→∞

µ2>ℓ
n

E
[
Tr(Π(µ2>ℓz))

]
, τ2(z) = lim

d→∞

µ2>ℓ
n

E
[
Tr(QXℓ Π(µ2>ℓz))

]
.

where Π(λ) = (ZZT + λIn)
−1. We can also obtain the approximation for the GCV coefficient αc:

αc = λ̄2τ21 (λ̄) ≈
[
λ

n
Tr(ZZT + λIn)

−1

]2
.
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G.1.3 Correspondence between two fixed-point equations

The following lemma computes the derivatives of the fixed points (τ1, τ2) in Definition 1 and relates
(τ1, τ2) to the fixed points (ν1, ν2) in Definition 3 obtained in the proof of the main theorem.

Lemma 31. When κ1 = κ2, for any u ∈ R>0 we have the following correspondence between (ν1, ν2)
and (τ1, τ2):

τ1(u) = −i

√
θ1θ

θ22u
ν2

(
i
√
θ1u/θ

)
, τ2(u) = −i

√
θ1θ

θ22u
·

ν2(i
√
θ1u/θ)

1− ζ2ψν1(i
√
θ1u/θ)ν2(i

√
θ1u/θ)

. (274)

Proof of Lemma 31. We first consider the case when κ1 = κ2 = ℓ. Recall that in our proof of
Proposition 4 (see Appendix C.1), we show that

m1(z;0) = lim
d→∞

m1,d(z,0)

= lim
d→∞

1

m
E
[
Tr[1:p]

(
(A(0)− zIm)

−1
)]

= lim
d→∞

z

m
ETr(−z2Ip +

θ1
θ
ZTZ)−1

and

m2(z;0) = lim
d→∞

z

m
ETr(−z2In +

θ1
θ
ZZT)−1.

By a similar proof, we can also get

m1(z;0) = lim
d0→∞

p0
d0

→θ1,
n0
d0

→θ2

z

m0
ETr(−z2Ip0 +

θ1µ
2
>ℓ

θ
ZT

0 Z0)
−1

and similarly,

m2(z;0) = lim
d0→∞

p0
d0

→θ1,
n0
d0

→θ2

z

m0
ETr(−z2In0 +

θ1µ
2
>ℓ

θ
Z0Z

T
0 )

−1

where Z0 := ( ζ√
d0
X0W

T
0 + Θ0)/

√
p and X0 ∈ Rn0×d0 , W0 ∈ Rp0×d0 and Θ0 ∈ Rn0×p0 are

independent and all have i.i.d. standard Gaussian entries and m0 := n0 + p0. Then using the
relationship in Eq. (71): νi(z) = mi(µ>ℓz;0) · µ>ℓ, i = 1, 2, we can get

ν1

(
i

√
θ1u

θ

)
= i

√
θu

θ1
· lim

d0→∞
p0
d0

→θ1,
n0
d0

→θ2

1

m0
E
[
Tr
(
(ZT

0 Z0 + uIp0)
−1
)]

and

ν2

(
i

√
θ1u

θ

)
= i

√
θu

θ1
· lim

d0→∞
p0
d0

→θ1,
n0
d0

→θ2

1

m0
E
[
Tr
(
(Z0Z

T
0 + uIn0)

−1
)]
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for any u > 0. On the other hand, we have

τ1(z) = lim
d0→∞

p0
d0

→θ1,
n0
d0

→θ2

1

n0
E
[
Tr(G(z))

]
,

τ2(z) = lim
d0→∞

p0
d0

→θ1,
n0
d0

→θ2

1

n0
E
[
Tr((X0X

T
0 /d0)G(z))

]

where G(z) = (Z0Z
T
0 + zIn0)

−1. Then we can deduce that

ν2(i
√
θ1u/θ) = i ·

√
θ22u

θ1θ
τ1(u)

which is the first equation in (274).
Then we turn to the second equation in (274). From Eqs. (66) and (257) we have: when

κ1 = κ2 = ℓ,

∂t2g(i
√
θ1λ/θ;0) = i

√
θ22λ

θ1θ
· lim

d→∞
p

dℓ
→θ1,

n

dℓ
→θ2

1

n
ETr(RQXℓ )

and one can verify the following Gaussian equivalence by a similar proof:

∂t2g(i
√
θ1λ/θ;0) = i

√
θ22λ

θ1θ
lim
d0→∞

p0
d0

→θ1,
n0
d0

→θ2

1

n0
ETr

[(
λIn0 + µ2>ℓZ0Z

T
0

)−1
(X0X

T
0 /d0)

]

Therefore,

∂t2g(i
√
θ1λ/θ;0) =

i

µ>ℓ

√
θ22λ

θ1θµ2>ℓ
lim
d0→∞

p0
d0

→θ1,
n0
d0

→θ2

1

n0
ETr

[(
λ
µ2>ℓ

In0 +Z0Z
T
0

)−1
(X0X

T
0 /d0)

]

=
i

µ>ℓ

√
θ22λ

θ1θµ2>ℓ
τ2(λ/µ

2
>ℓ)

On the other hand, from Eqs. (71) and (262), we have

∂t2g(i
√
θ1λ/θ;0) =

ν2(i
√

θ1λ
θµ2>ℓ

)/µ>ℓ

1− ζ2ψν1(i
√

θ1λ
θµ2>ℓ

)ν2(i
θ1λ
θµ2>ℓ

)

Combining the above two equations together and set u = λ/µ2>ℓ, we can get

ν2(i
√
θ1u/θ)

1− ζ2ψν1(i
√
θ1u/θ)ν2(i

√
θ1u/θ)

= i ·

√
θ22u

θ1θ
τ2(u) ,

which is exactly the second equation in Eq. (274).
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When κ1 = κ2 = κ ∈ (ℓ − 1, ℓ), we have ψ = 0. In this case, ν1(z) and ν2(z) can be computed
analytically:

ν1(z) =
−
(
θ1−θ2
θ + z2

1+ζ2

)
−
√(

θ1−θ2
θ + z2

1+ζ2

)2 − 4θ1
θ

z2

1+ζ2

2z

ν2(z) =
−
(
θ2−θ1
θ + z2

1+ζ2

)
−
√(

θ2−θ1
θ + z2

1+ζ2

)2 − 4θ2
θ

z2

1+ζ2

2z

Then together with the explicit formulas of τ1(u) and τ2(u) in Eq. (12), we can directly verify Eq.
(274) in this special case.

G.2 Some special regimes

In this section, we show that the limiting formulas in the overparametrized and underparametrized
regime (c.f. Eq. (16) and (18)) as well as the κ1 = κ2 < ℓ regime (c.f. Eq. (12)) can all be derived
as certain limits of the fixed point equation (11).

G.2.1 Overparametrized regime

The overparametrized regime corresponds to the case when ψ1 → ∞ and ψ2 ∈ (0,∞) is fixed. In
this case, from (11) we can get:

ζ2τ1τ2 +
τ2 − τ1
ψ2

= ε1

(z + 1)τ1 − 1 + ζ2τ2 = ε2

where ε1, ε2 → 0 as ψ1 → ∞. By solving the above equation, we can get: as ψ1 → ∞,

τ1(z) →
−[( z+1

ζ2
+ 1) 1

ψ2
− 1] +

√
[( z+1

ζ2
+ 1) 1

ψ2
− 1]2 + 4(z+1)

ψ2ζ2

2(z + 1)

τ2(z) →
1− (z + 1)τ1(z)

ζ2

(275)

Then one can check: as ψ1 → ∞,

τ1(λ̄)ζ
2 → ϑ (276)

where ϑ is defined in Eq. (15). Combining Eqs. (275), (276), (13) and (14), we can verify
(Btest,Vtest, αc) and (Bnorm,Vnorm) in Eqs. (16) and (17) are the ψ1 → ∞ limit of the corresponding
quantities in Eqs. (13) and (14).

G.2.2 Underparametrized regime

The underparametrized limit corresponds to the case when ψ2 → ∞ and ψ1 ∈ (0,∞) is fixed. In
this case, from Eq. (11) we can get:

zτ1 − 1 = ε1

ψ1ζ
2τ1τ2 + (τ2 − τ1)(τ1 + ζ2τ2) = ε2
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where ε1, ε2 → 0 as ψ2 → ∞. Solving the above equation, we can get: as ψ2 → ∞,

τ1(z) →
1

z

τ2(z) →
−(1− ζ2 + ψ1ζ

2) +
√

(1− ζ2 + ψ1ζ2)2 + 4ζ2

2ζ2z

Combing the above two limits with Eqs. (13) and (14), we can verify that Eqs. (18) and (19) are
the ψ2 → ∞ limit of Eqs. (13) and (14).

G.2.3 The κ1 = κ2 < ℓ regime

The κ1 = κ2 < ℓ regime corresponds to the limiting case when ψ1 → 0 and ψ2 → 0, while
ψ1

ψ2
∈ [c, 1/c] for some c > 0. In this case, from the first equation of (11), we can get

τ1 − τ2 = ε1

where ε1 → 0. On the other hand, from fixed point equation (11) we can obtain that

(zτ1 − 1) + (τ1 + ζ2τ2)
[
(zτ1 − 1)

ψ2

ψ1
+ 1
]
= 0.

Combining the above two equations, we can get:

τ1(z), τ2(z) →
1

2z


(
1− γ − γz

1 + ζ2

)
+

√(
1− γ − γz

1 + ζ2

)2

+
4γz

1 + ζ2

 .

which are the expressions of τ1(z) and τ2(z) in Eq. (12).
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