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TRANSFER LEARNING BEYOND BOUNDED DENSITY RATIOS
ALKIS KALAVASIS*, ILIAS ZADIK®* AND MANOLIS ZAMPETAKIS*

Asstract. We study the fundamental problem of transfer learning where a learning al-
gorithm collects data from some source distribution P but needs to perform well with
respect to a different target distribution Q. A standard change of measure argument
implies that transfer learning happens when the density ratio dQ/dP is bounded. Yet,
prior thought-provoking works by Kpotufe and Martinet (COLT, 2018) and Hanneke and
Kpotufe (NeurIPS, 2019) demonstrate cases where the ratio dQ/dP is unbounded, but
transfer learning is possible.

In this work, we focus on transfer learning over the class of low-degree polynomial es-
timators. Our main result is a general transfer inequality over the domain R", proving
that non-trivial transfer learning for low-degree polynomials is possible under very mild
assumptions, going well beyond the classical assumption that dQ/dP is bounded. For in-
stance, it always applies if Q is a log-concave measure and the inverse ratio dP/dQ is
bounded. To demonstrate the applicability of our inequality, we obtain new results in the
settings of: (1) the classical truncated regression setting, where dQ/dP equals infinity,
and (2) the more recent out-of-distribution generalization setting for in-context learning
linear functions with transformers.

We also provide a discrete analogue of our transfer inequality on the Boolean Hyper-
cube {—1, 1}", and study its connections with the recent problem of Generalization on the
Unseen of Abbe, Bengio, Lotfi and Rizk (ICML, 2023). Our main conceptual contribution is
that the maximum influence of the error of the estimator f — f* under Q, Inax( f —f*), acts
as a sufficient condition for transferability; when I,y ( f — f*) is appropriately bounded,
transfer is possible over the Boolean domain.

The main techniques for proving our results are the Carbery-Wright anti-concentration
inequality and the invariance principle of Mossel, O’'Donnell and Oleszkiewicz (Annals of
Mathematics, 2010).
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1. INTRODUCTION

Transfer learning is a pivotal concept in Statistics and Machine Learning that addresses the
challenge of applying knowledge gained from one domain (the source) to improve performance
in a different, yet related domain (the target). This approach is particularly relevant in scenar-
ios where the distribution of data in the target domain, denoted as Q, differs from that of the
source domain, characterized by distribution P. A rich body of research, including the works
by [HK19, HKM23, YHC13, RMH " 20, TJJ20, BDBC 10, BDBCP06, PMW22], and others, has ex-
tensively explored transfer learning from various angles, underscoring its theoretical and practi-
cal significance. This concept, also known as Out-Of-Distribution (OOD) Generalization or Do-
main Adaptation, is crucial for understanding how algorithms can be trained on data from the
source domain and then adeptly applied to the target domain. The quest to pinpoint the exact
nature of distributional similarity that facilitates successful transfer remains a central, yet not
well-understood, inquiry in this domain.

The concept of transfer learning can be encapsulated within the framework of a standard re-
gression problem. Here, our goal is to identify a regressor f that aims to minimize the mean
squared error Eyp[(f(x) — f*(x))?], using samples in the form (x, y), where x is drawn from
distribution P and E[y|x] = f*(x). The twist in transfer learning emerges when the objective
shifts towards minimizing the expected error E,.q[(f(x) — f*(x))?], despite the fact that our
available samples are drawn from P. This raises the pivotal question: is it possible to establish a
relationship between the expected errors Ey.p[(f(x) — f*(x))?] and Ex~o[(f (x) — f*(x))?]? In
essence, this inquiry delves into the capability of the regressor f to extrapolate effectively to sam-
ples that are out-of-distribution, originating from the target distribution Q, based on its training
with the source distribution P.! A natural approach to compare the mean squared error with
respect to P with the mean squared error with respect to Q is to apply a change of measure:

Ev-ol(/(x) ~ (0] = Bxep | S (F6) = /*(0)F
<[5, Eerltr) - s, (L1

where [dQ/dP |l = supyegpp(0) Q(X)/P(x) 2, Inequality (1.1), which is meaningful only when
Q is absolutely continuous with respect to P, comes with a simple intuition: we can think of
the target distribution Q as the “nature” and the source distribution P as the “model” aiming to
approximate Q. If the (asymmetric) divergence of Q from P (e.g., the Lo,-norm of the density
ratio dQ/dP) is bounded, then, for any event A, if P(A) = 0(1), then it also holds Q(A) = o(1).
Based on that, it is natural to expect that replacing the “nature” Q with the “model” P is not
very harmful; for instance, if f ~ f* with probability 1 — 0(1) under P, then f ~ f* with
probability 1 — 0(1) under Q. This simple and intuitive idea has inspired a line of work that
explores transfer learning assuming an upper bound on some norm of the likelihood ratio dQ /dP
[SSK12, SK12, SKM07, Kpo17, QB13, KM18, CMM10, MPW23, PMW22].

'Throughout the paper, when talking about the Euclidean domain, we consider a probability space (Q, F, (P, Q))
where QO = R” and for clarity we will assume that both distributions P and Q are continuous distributions.

2We note that, instead of the ratio |dQ/dP|.., applications of Holder’s inequality can yield different notions of
divergence [dQ/dP|, = D,(Q || P) = (Exp[(Q(x)/P(x))"])V/" for r > 1 [Rén61] in (1.1).
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This naturally leads us to question the validity of the assumption that the ratio |dQ/dP| re-
mains within a bounded range. Unfortunately, this ratio can potentially be unbounded in many
relevant scenarios such as: (i) truncation and censoring, which are fundamental challenges in Sta-
tistics, with historical roots tracing back to the works of Galton [Gal98] and Pearson [Pea02]; (ii)
the innovative Generalization On The Unseen framework proposed by [ABLR23]; (iii) straightfor-
ward distribution shifts like translation, exemplified by the transition from a uniform distribution
P = U([0,1]) to Q = U([1,2]); and (iv) matrix completion tasks involving data that is miss-
ing not at random, along with more complex combinatorial distribution shifts as discussed by
[SGZ23]. Additionally, even in instances where the ratio is bounded, it can still attain exceed-
ingly high values. For example, the ratio of two isotropic Gaussian distributions with different
means, 1; and i, escalates exponentially with the squared distance |1 — 2|3 making inequality
(1.1) very weak even in this simple setting. Due to the many instances where the ratio dQ /dP is
unbounded, a pertinent question arises:

Is transfer learning possible when |dQ /dP||, — o0?

This question is further inspired by insightful findings from Kpotufe and Martinet [KM18],
as well as Hanneke and Kpotufe [HK19], within the framework of nonparametric classification.
These studies highlight scenarios in which the ratio |dQ/dP||, is unbounded, yet still transfer
successfully happens. Our research is motivated by these observations and seeks to delve into
broader circumstances where, despite the large magnitude of this ratio, transfer learning is fea-
sible and effective.

1.1. Summary of Contributions. In this paper, we consider the expressive and well-studied
class of low-degree polynomials. Our main results are general transfer inequalities, for functions
in this class, under mild assumptions on the distribution pair P and Q, going well beyond the
boundedness of the ratio dQ/dP. In fact, we can almost always bound the error with respect to
Q as a function of the error with respect to P.

Transferability of Low-degree Polynomials in the Euclidean Domain. When the domain
of the covariates x is the n-dimensional Euclidean space, we prove the following theorem.

Informal Theorem 1 (See Theorem 2.3). For any pair of degree-d polynomials f, f* : R" — R,
any log-concave distribution Q and any continuous distribution P, it holds that

AP 2d

0|l CEp[(f(x) = f(x))*], (12)

where C4 > 0 is a constant depending only on the degree d. Furthermore, even when Q is not
log-concave, it holds that

Eo[(f(x) — f*(x))*] < Ca-

2d

CEp[(f(x) = f(x))°], (1.3)

oe]

dQ|l |ldP

du du

where the infimum is over the set L of log-concave distributions over R" and P, Q are arbitrary’.

Eq[(f(x) - f*(x))*] < Ca- inf

oe]

Let us give some explanation of the results of the Theorem above.

30bserve that it is necessary for the inequality not being void to take the infimum over measures u € £ whose
support contains supp(P) U supp(Q). We refer to Section 2 for more details.
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Inequality (1.2) (The importance of dP/dQ): If we compare (1.2) with (1.1) we observe
the surprising fact that in (1.2) the “inverse” ratio

dP/dQ

arises. Comparing the boundedness assumption on dP/dQ with the naive assumption
that dQ/dP is bounded, our inequality proves something perhaps surprising. Even in
cases where (i) the support of the source P does not contain that of Q, or, more generally,
(ii) P assigns much smaller probability mass to some event compared to Q (so that dQ /dP
becomes extremely large), as long as dP/dQ is bounded, the error with respect to P still
transfers to an error with respect to Q for low-degree polynomials.

Inequality (1.3): Combining (1.2) with the naive bound of (1.1), we get inequality (1.3). This
inequality allows us to show transferability even between distributions P and Q that have
completely disjoint supports! Furthermore, the term

dQ

dy

defines a novel quantitative notion of “transfer difference” between P and Q that allows
for transferability from P to Q for low-degree polynomials.

2d

. dP
inf —_
uel dy

Q0 Q0

Informal Theorem 1 is a general transferability result that can be applied in various settings.
To illustrate this we show the following applications of this Theorem.

(1) Truncated Regression. We show that our inequality can be applied to regression prob-
lems from truncated samples, a fundamental problem in statistical literature; see as an
example the recent work of [DGTZ19] and references therein. Our result in Corollary 4.4
shows that, in such settings, the MSE in the truncated domain upper bounds the MSE in
the whole population in very broad regression settings.

(2) Distribution Shift of Linear Attention. In-context learning linear functions with linear
attention was theoretically explored in [ZFB23] under Gaussianity assumptions during
the training of the model. In Section 4.2, we extend their statistical results on distribution
shifts for in-context learning linear functions with linear attention in a much more general
setting under mild assumptions.

(3) Translations of Log-concave Densities. In Appendix B, we show that using our in-
equality we can bound the transfer error when the source distribution is log-concave and
the target distribution is a translation of the source. This illustrates that our result can
handle simple transformations of the data. Revisiting the example of two isotropic Gauss-
ian distributions with different means, 14 and u,, (discussed in the Introduction above)

the transfer coefficient that is implied by Informal Theorem 1 is of order ||y — y2||§, as
opposed to exp <||,Ul — He ||§)(1)) which is what we get by applying the naive bound (1.1).

Transferability of Low-degree Polynomials in the Boolean Domain. Next we focus on
discrete domains and in particular on the Boolean domain {—1,1}". In this setting, we need
some additional assumptions than just that f, f* being polynomials. The main reason is that
any function over {—1, 1}" can be expressed as a polynomial in the Fourier(-Walsh) basis and
transferability can be easily shown not to hold for all functions. Given our inequality in the
continuous domain, one may wonder if transfer holds as long as we focus on low-degree Boolean
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functions. However, it is not difficult to see that the low-degree assumption is not anymore suffi-
cient for transfer learning in discrete domains. For instance, let us consider the (shifted) dictator
(in direction i = 1) function f(x) = x; + 1, which is a low-degree non-negative polynomial, Q
be the uniform distribution over {—1, 1}"* and P be the uniform distribution on the subset of the
Boolean hypercube with {x; = —1}. It is evident that Epf = 0, while Eqf = 1, which means
that transfer from samples of P to samples of Q does not hold, i.e., no inequality of the form
Eqf? = O(Epf?) is possible.

A reader familiar with Boolean Fourier analysis may realize that a potential underlying issue
with the dictator function is its high influence’ (in direction i = 1); it is in fact easy to construct
more counterexamples with other Boolean functions of high influence in some direction. This
perhaps suggests that the maximum influence of low-degree functions over all directions i € [n]
could be an important parameter for general transfer. Focusing on low-degree Boolean func-
tions, we actually show that having a high influence in some direction is the only bottleneck for
transferability in the Boolean domain.

Informal Theorem 2 (See Theorem 3.2). Let Q be the uniform distribution over {—1,1}" and P be
the uniform distribution conditioned only on a subset S < {—1,1}". For any degree-d polynomials

£, f*:{=1,1}" = R that satisfy Inf;(f — f*) = Q(S)°@ for alli € [n], it holds that
Eg [(f(x) = f*(x))*] < Ca-Q(S)™* - Ep [(f(x) = f*(x))*] , (14)

where C is a constant depending only on the degree d.

One application of our transferability Theorem in the Boolean domain is the Generalization
On the Unseen setting of [ABLR23]. In Section 5, we revisit the problem of [ABLR23] of train-
ing an (overparameterized) diagonal linear network fxn (cf. Definition 5.1) in order to learn
a simple linear function f* : {—1,1}" — R via gradient methods. The catch is that the ob-
served features x are generated by P which is the uniform distribution conditional on the set
S = {x € {—1,1}"|xx = 1} for some k € [n]. We refer to S as the seen part of the Boolean
hypercube. The goal is to understand how this trained model generalizes on the unseen, i.e., how
small is the risk of fyny — f* under the uniform distribution over the whole Boolean domain. This
is an instantiation of our transfer learning framework. A relatively simple corollary of Informal
Theorem 2 and techniques borrowed from [ABLR23], described below in Proposition 5.2, is that
diagonal linear networks trained with gradient flow exhibit the following interesting behavior:
there exists a critical time t* = t; = Q(logn) for which for any 0 < t < t*, the maximum
influence of fyn — f* is sufficiently small, our transfer inequality is applicable and therefore gen-
eralization on the unseen takes place. However, for t > t*, the maximum influence becomes larger
than the critical threshold of Informal Theorem 2 and our transfer inequality is not applicable.
The fact that our inequality is not applicable for “infinite” t is in agreement with [ABLR23, Theo-
rem 3.11] where it is proven that gradient flow with infinite time has non-perfect generalization
on the unseen. For further details, see Section 5.

4Recall that for a function f : {—1,1}" — {—1,1} the influence Inf;(f) in direction i is the probability that when
we flip the value of the i-th coordinate, the value of f is flipped as well. For instance, for f(xy, ..., x,) = x;, we have
that Inf;(f) = 1 and Inf;(f) = 0, # i. This notion of sensitivity naturally extends to functions f : {—1,1}" — R,
as we will see in Section 3.
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Techniques. Our main tool in the proof of Informal Theorem 1 is the use of anti-concentration
properties of polynomials under log-concave densities. To the best of our knowledge, this is
the first time that tools such as the Carbery-Wright inequality [CWO01] are used in the general
abstract context of transfer learning, with our inspiration being the special case of truncated
statistics [Coh91, DGTZ18]. For the proof of Informal Theorem 2, we rely on the invariance
principle of [MOOO05] for product measures combined with the Carbery-Wright inequality. We
refer to Section 3 for more technical details.

1.2. Empirical Motivation: Polynomial Regression vs. Deep ReLU Networks. Before the
formal statements of our results, we present a simple motivating example, depicted in Figure 1,
which illustrates our theoretical findings on the transferability properties of polynomials and
compares them with the empirical transferability properties of neural networks. To test the ro-
bustness of our results in this example we consider the case where the dimension n = 2 and

f*(x,y) = sin(2nx) - sin(2mty),
which is not a low-degree polynomial (but sufficiently smooth). We also pick the source distri-
bution P to be the uniform distribution over [0, 1] x [—1, 1].
Given ii.d. samples from P labeled using f*, we train two models:
(a) fi being a low-degree polynomial and,
(b) f2 being a deep neural network with ReLU activation functions,

with the common objective of minimizing the mean squared error over the source P Ep|(f; —
f)E,i=1,2.

We plot the resulting functions f; and f, over the square [—5, 5]% to test how well f; and f; are
approximating f* outside of [0, 1] x [—1, 1], which helps us understand the transferability of f;
and f; for a distribution Q that is supported also outside of [0, 1] x [—1, 1]. As a note, clearly, in
this experimental setup, the ratio |dQ/dP|4 = oo since supp(P) < supp(Q) and therefore no
transfer claims can be based on the naive arguments using this ratio.

o |
(b) fl (c) fz

FiGUre 1. Transferability of polynomial and neural network estimators with
P = U([0,1] x [—1,1]) (inside the dotted rectangle in (a)). (a) contour plot of
f*(x,y) = sin(2mx) sin(2my), (b) contour plot of a degree-20 polynomial regres-
sor fi, (c) contour plot of a 6-layer size-110 ReLU network f; (see also Section 6).
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As one can directly see from the figures, polynomial regression surprisingly achieves a highly
non-trivial generalization on a significant part of the unseen part of the domain, while the
ReLU network completely fails!

This is in agreement with our Informal Theorem 1, and it illustrates that a theorem similar to
Informal Theorem 1 cannot hold in general for neural networks. We refer to Section 6 for more
details.

1.3. Related Work. Transfer learning works have mostly focused on classification and regres-
sion tasks [MMR09, BDBC* 10, MMR12, DLLP10, YHC13, YHC18, HK19, HKM23, KM 18, MKFAS20].
We note that the recent work of [HK19] introduced the notion of transfer exponents which, while
being an interesting assumption on transferability, does not indicate when transfer is actually
possible (which is the focus of our inequalities). For further references, see the survey papers
[WKW16, ZQD"20, RMH"20]. Moreover, transfer learning has been a topic of interest for the
statistics community [CW21, RCS21, LCL22]. Finally, recent work by [KSV23] studies trans-
fer learning through the lens of the testable learning framework, while [KK21] studies the same
problem through the lens of PQ learning [GKKM20]. We continue with some other related topics.

Generalization on the Unseen (GOTU). GOTU [ABC'22, ABLR23] is a special case of the
OOD setting. In GOTU, the algorithm has access to one part of the distribution domain and
completely omits the complement. The question is how a learner trained in this (seen) part can
extrapolate/generalize on the unseen. [ABLR23] study the overparameterized setting and want
to understand the implicit bias of SGD on learning a linear function by observing data only a
subset of the hypercube. Among all 0 training loss functions, they show that the random feature
model when trained with GD has bias towards the Min-Degree Interpolator, i.e., the function f
with 0 training loss and whose Fourier spectrum is concentrated in very low coefficients. Similar
results are shown for diagonal linear NN, a setting that we also study in Section 5.

Truncated Statistics. Truncated statistics [Gal98, Coh91] is an area that is closely related to the
focus of this work. In this setting, there is a truncation set S, which is a potentially unknown
subset of the domain and some target underlying distribution (e.g., Gaussian). The learner, whose
goal is to estimate the true distribution, observes a sample from the true model only if this falls
in S and observes no samples outside of S. For more details, we refer to Section 4.1. Designing
efficient algorithms for truncated and censored problems has recently gained attention from the
computational learning theory community [DGTZ18, DGTZ19, DRZ20, FKT20, FKKT21, DSYZ21,
FKT22, DNS23, NP20, GKK23, DLNS24, DKTZ21], with the Carbery-Wright inequality being a
major tool for (most of) these results.

Extrapolation in Neural Networks. Deep neural networks behave erratically when presented
with out-of-distribution (OOD) inputs [GPSW17, JSK* 23, STR" 20, KSTL23, XZL"20]. Transfer
learning in general does not occur in NN training and hence our general inequalities are not
applicable in this setting. The main intuition is due to the existence of implicit bias during the
training of NNs via (S)GD methods (e.g., [LL19, JT19, CB20]). We refer to the recent work by
[KSTL23] for further justification on the inability of NNs to extrapolate.
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Anti-Concentration and Invariance Principle. Our main tool is the well-known Carbery-
Wright inequality [CWO01]. Similar inequalities are known in the continuous case (see e.g., [Kan12,
GM22]). There is a lot of work on designing similar anti-concentration inequalities in discrete
domains [LO39, Erd45, NV13, RV13, MNV15, FKS21]. The invariance principle [MOOO05] is a
key tool for anti-concentration in discrete domains. We shortly mention that tools such as anti-
concentration and CLT-type structural results have been extensively applied in learning theory
and analysis of Boolean functions (see [HKM09, DHK 10, DGTZ18, DP15, KSZ22, DS13, KLS09]
and the references therein).

1.4. Overview. We next present the formal results of our paper. In Section 2, we present the
necessary definitions that lead to the formal version of Informal Theorem 1. Then, in Section 3,
we present the formal statement of Informal Theorem 2. Moreover, in Section 4.1, we present
the application of Informal Theorem 1 in truncated regression that we highlighted above and, in
Section 4.2, we discuss the application of Informal Theorem 1 on distribution shifts for in-context
learning linear function with linear attention. The rest of the paper is organized as follows: in
Section 5, we discuss the application of Informal Theorem 2 in the Generalization on the Unseen
(GOTU) problem and, in Section 6, we discuss some empirical observations. In Section 7 we
present the proofs for our results in the Euclidean domain and in Section 8 the associated proofs
for the Boolean domain. In Appendix A, we provide all the proofs omitted from our applications
in the Euclidean and Boolean domains. Appendix B contains examples evaluating the transfer
coefficient |dP /du| o - |dQ/du||% for natural families of distributions (P, Q).

2. TRANSFER LEARNING FOR LOW-DEGREE POLYNOMIALS IN THE EUCLIDEAN DOMAIN

2.1. Notation & Definitions. We start with some definitions that we need in order to state our
main Theorem in this section.

Definition 2.1. Let P, Q be two probability distributions over R”. Let P(x) (resp. Q(x)) be the
probability density function of P (resp. Q) evaluated at x € R". We define

@l o
xe]R” Q(x )

ocrre (e[ (22))

Definition 2.2. A distribution is called log-concave if its density is of the form oc exp(— f ), where
f is convex. Let L be the set of all log-concave distributions over R".

€[1,x],

and, for real a > 1,

2.2. Main Inequality. We are now ready to state our main result for the Euclidean domain.

Theorem 2.3 (Transferability of Polynomials). Let L be the space of log-concave probability dis-
tributions over R". Consider two probability distributions P, Q over R" and let f : R" — R
be a degree-d polynomial. There exists an absolute constant C such that for a,f € [1,0] with
1/a + 1/B = 1, it holds that

Eqlf| < (Cd)*2% - inf Du(Q Il p)Da(P Il )" - (sl )" @
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In particular, if & = oo, we get that

dp

dy

If Q is log-concave, then the above simplifies to the following.

dQ
d . 1 —_— .
Eolf| < (2Cd) ﬁneg H du Ep|f]. (2.2)

d
o0

Corollary 2.4. Consider two probability distributions P, Q over R" where Q is log-concave. As-
sume that supp(P) < supp(Q). Let f : R" — R be a degree-d polynomial. Then, for any
a,p e [1,0] withl/a + 1/ = 1, it holds that

Eolf| < (Cd)*2 - D4 (P || Q)P - (Ep|f1F)"F . (2.3)

In particular, if & = oo, we get that

d
Eolf| < (2Cd)* '% Ealf]. (24

d
o0

Our Theorem 2.3, and in particular Corollary 2.4, perhaps unintuitively, propose that consid-
ering the inverse ratio |dP/dQ||o, allows for transfering when working with low-degree polyno-
mials. For the proof of Theorem 2.3, we refer to Section 7.1 and for Corollary 2.4 to Section 7.2.

Theorem 2.3 allows us to transfer even in situations where both ratios are infinity. Consider,
for instance, the simple example of distribution shift from source P = U([0, 1]) to target Q =
U ([2,3]). Our Theorem 2.3 proposes that we can use an intermediate log-concave measure u
that “covers” both P and Q (e.g., u = U([0, 3]) and obtain transfer results at a cost that scales
with |dQ/du| s - |dP/du|%, where d is the degree of the polynomial. This, perhaps counter-
intuitive, phenomenon follows from the property of polynomials f in the Euclidean space, that
the probability density of the random variable f(x) does not contain point masses when x is
drawn from a log-concave distribution.

In Appendix B, we compute such transfer ratios for various (P, Q) pairs. An interesting ex-
ample is the setting where both P and Q are standard Gaussians with different means in R”
(translation). One can show that the ratio |dQ/dP|, scales exponentially with the distance of
the two means but, in the contrary, for |dQ/du|w||dP/dul« there exists a log-concave distribu-
tion u so that the product scales polynomially with the means’ distance.

3. TRANSFER LEARNING FOR LOW-DEGREE POLYNOMIALS IN THE BOOLEAN DOMAIN

In this section, we will provide a similar transfer inequality for discrete domains. For simplicity,
we will work in the Boolean domain {—1, 1}".

3.1. Quick Boolean Analysis Background. We start with some necessary background. For a
function f : {-1,1}" — R, we will write > g, cs xs for its Fourier decomposition, where xs
(resp. cg) is the parity function (resp. the Fourier coefficient) on S < [n]. We will say that f is
of degree-d if cs = 0 for any |S| > d. Recall also that for f : {—1,1}" — {—1, 1}, the influence
of f in direction i € [n] under U ({—1, 1}") is defined as

Inf;(f) =  Pr  [f(x) = f(x™)],

~U({=11))
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where x~' is x with x; flipped. This definition can be extended when the image of f is not
Boolean and when the underlying measure is product but potentially not uniform. For gen-
eral f : {—~1,1}" — R and product measure P = ®jc[,|P; over {—1,1}", we have Inf;(f) =
Ey~p[Vary,~p,(f(x))]. In the special case where P = U({—1,1}"), we also have Inf;(f) =
D5 cé. For further details on Boolean functions, see [O’D14].

One of our main tools in this section is the Invariance Principle of [MOOO05]. This result is a
generalization of the Berry-Esseen CLT (in fact, the invariance principle is an analogue of the
Berry-Esseen theorem for low-degree polynomials) and, informally, states that the CDF of a low-
degree Boolean function with small influences can be approximated by that of the same function

when replacing the input variable by a Gaussian vector.

Proposition 3.1 (Invariance Principle [MOOO05]). Let X3, ..., X;; be independent random variables
satisfying that E[X;] = 0, E[X?] = 1 and E[|X;]’] < B. Let f(x) = Y scsxs be a degree-d
multilinear function such that2|s|>o cg = 1 and max; ) g.; Cé < 7. Then

sup |Pr[f(Xy, ..., Xu) < t] = Pr[f(Yy, ..., Y) < t]| < O(dpY37'/3),
t

where Y; are independent standard Gaussians.

We will refer to the additive approximation factor
- d51/3T1/8d
as the invariance principle gap, where ¢ > 0 is an absolute constant.

3.2. Main Inequality. We proceed with our main transfer inequality for the Boolean domain.
Recall that in the Euclidean setting, the structure of the function class (polynomials of low-degree)
was crucial for the argument. In the Boolean domain, any function is essentially a polynomial in
the Fourier basis. Hence, we cannot expect that every function with low-degree Fourier spectrum
will transfer. To this end, we give a sufficient condition for transfer. This condition essentially
requires that the function has also small influence in any direction. In particular, the maximum
influence of the function should be roughly upper bounded by the inverse of the mass of the seen
part of the Boolean hypercube.

Theorem 3.2 (Transferability of Boolean functions). Let Q be a product probability distribution
supported on {—1,1}" satisfying Eq[x;] = 0, Eq[x?] = 1 and Eql|x;]’] < p foranyi € [n].
Let S < {—1,1}" be the seen part of the Boolean hypercube and let P = Qg be the distribution
Q conditioned on the seen subset S. Let f(x) = D,c csxs be a degree-d multilinear function with
bounded maximum influence, i.e., max; 2591- Cé < 7 and unit variance, i.e., Zs:|5|>0 Cé =1.

For some universal constant c, assume that Q(S) is larger than the invariance principle gap, i.e.,

Q(S) = c-dp3cV/3d, (3.1)
Then, it holds that
Eqlf*] < d%Q(s)™* - Ee[f*].
For the proof, we refer to Section 8. In the domain {—1, 1}", 7 corresponds to the maximum
influence of f, i.e., T = max; Inf;(f). Our condition states that Q(S) should be at least of order

dt'/?, where d is the degree of f. For any measure Q, this reveals an interesting connection
between the complexity of f (degree and max-Q-influence) and the structure of the seen part
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(mass under Q). For instance, for Q being the uniform distribution over {—1, 1}", we have that
dictator functions require that Q(S) = 1 (anything must be seen). We refer the reader to Section 5

for an extensive discussion on GOTU in Boolean domains and connections with the work of
[ABLR23].

4. APPLICATIONS IN THE EUCLIDEAN DOMAIN

We next employ our Theorem 2.3 in two application domains. In Section 4.1 we study truncated
statistics and in Section 4.2 we study in-context transfer learning.

4.1. Truncated Statistics. Our first example comes from the literature of truncated statistics
[Gal98, Coh91, DGTZ18]. We can view learning from truncated samples as a transfer learning
problem with source and target distributions defined as follows.

4.1.1. General Transfer Learning for Truncated Gaussians. One of the most canonical examples
in truncated statistics is learning Gaussians in # dimensions from truncated examples. In more
detail, let us consider the target distribution Q = N(u, X) but assume only sample access to the
source probability distribution P = Ns(u, L), where

N(u, Z;x)1{x € S}

Ns(p, Zsx) =

Ss N, Zsy)dy
where S < R" corresponds to the truncation set. This is a standard example where the ratio
Zg((x)) can be infinite, i.e., for x ¢ S, dp((x)) = )/\V{S((i:’ ZZ;_J;)) = 00. On the other side, the opposite ratio
dP(x)

00" on which our main inequality is based, can be easily proven to be always finite when S
is full dimensional”, in the sense N (u,X;S) = SS N(u, X;y)dy > 0; more precisely, it holds
[5G = O(L/N (1, % 9)).

Assume sample access to a truncated normal Ns(u*, *) and let N'(u*, £*;S) > « for some
a > 0. Consider any estimator p of u* which is trained using arbitrarily many samples from
Ns(u*, £*). It is natural to expect that in many settings, i can achieve a small mean-square error
(MSE) performance (also known as prediction performance) against a fresh sample from the trun-
cated Gaussian measure Ns(u*, Z*). Using Theorem 2.3, we can derive that this automatically
translates to a non-trivial upper bound on the MSE against a fresh sample from the non-truncated
Gaussian measure N (u*, Z*).

To be more precise, the MSE of any estimate p of u* with respect to the truncated density is
equal to

Eyns (e [y — wl?]-

Since f(y) = ||y — u/|* is a non-negative degree-2 polynomial in the variables of i and the (non-
truncated) normal distribution is a log-concave measure, we can apply our Theorem 2.3 to show
that

Eynzolly — ul] < 0(1/a®) By ez [ly — ] (4.1)
Additionally, using a vanilla change of measure we have that
Ey a2y — ul] < (1/a) - By oy 2oy — 1] (42)

The above expression relates multiplicatively the MSE of u with respect to the target Q =
N (u*,Z*) to that of the source P = Ns(u*,L*). The term 1/a? appears since we transfer a
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degree-2 polynomial and the density ratio, as discussed above, is O(1/a). We highlight that (4.1)
and (4.2) hold for all truncations S with mass at least «, and for all measurable estimators L.

Remark 4.1. We now discuss how our equations (4.1), (4.2) compare with the recent relevant
works on learning a Gaussian distribution in truncated statistics [DGTZ18, KTZ19]. To simplify
this comparison we are going to assume that 2* = [. In [DGTZ18, KTZ19] the authors construct
estimators I from “truncated” samples drawn from Ns(u*,I) that have the property that the
distance ||u* — fi|| is small, and in particular goes to zero as the number of samples goes to infinity,
i.e, [l is consistent. This in turn implies that the non-truncated error satisfies

Eynunlly — f]*] < OPT + o(1),

where OPT is the minimum achievable MSE with respect to N'(u*, I). We note that the estima-
tors from [DGTZ18, KTZ19] achieving this error guarantee are quite sophisticated and carefully
exploit the knowledge of the truncation S.

Our equations (4.1) and (4.2) show that one can control the “non-truncated” MSE with respect
to N(u*,I) in an immediate way: as long as one has any bound on the “truncated” MSE with
respect to Ns(u*,I) (so any control on the “standard” testing error for the samples received),
the “non-truncated” MSE is then provably within a multiplicative factor of O(1/a?) from the
“truncated” MSE. Notably these all hold for any estimator .

For example, as a corollary, if we choose i to minimize the MSE with respect to the truncated
data this already implies a non-trivial upper bound on the non-truncated MSE; in particular we
have that I, e[|y ~ 117 < O(1/0%)- By ng(en {1y~ 2] < O(1/0%)-OPT (here we used
(4.1) in the first inequality and (4.2) together with the optimality of i in the second). This in turn
can be translated to a guarantee of the form ||u* — [i| < poly(1/a). Although this estimator is not
consistent, it achieves a non-trivial error without the need to know S at all. Similar estimators fi
with poly(1/a) error (without knowing S) are already found useful as a warm start to build more
sophisticated estimators, as in [DGTZ18, KTZ19], and we can upper bound the error of such fi
by a simple application of our transfer inequality.

4.1.2. General Transfer Learning for Truncated Regression. Our next goal is to employ the idea
that we used to derive (4.1) to bound the error of regression problems from truncated samples.

Definition 4.2. Consider the setting where we observe arbitrary covariates xW, . xN) e R™
and labels y; = f*(x()) + ¢;, where &; ~ N(0,1) for some model f* : R” — R belonging to
some class of functions ¥ . Let S < R be a measurable subset of the real line. In the truncated
setting, we observe the pair (x(), y()) only if () € S, by sampling y® ~ Ns(f*(x®), 1).

Remark 4.3. We note that the special case of Definition 4.2 where f* is a linear function f;,(x) =
w ' x with parameters w € R" has been recently studied in [DGTZ19].

Let us assume that we have sample access to a truncated regression problem, as in Defini-
tion 4.2, with true model f* and truncation set S  R. We will show that transfer learning be-
tween the truncated samples and the non-truncated samples is statistically possible under very
mild assumptions. To do so, we will use our main transfer inequality to relate the truncated MSE
of some model f, aiming to estimate f*, to the non-truncated MSE of f.

Let us now rephrase the problem in the transfer learning terminology. Consider target distri-

bution Q = % 2ie[N] N(f*(x1), 1) and source distribution P = 5 2ie[N] Ns (f*(x), 1). The
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“truncated” MSE of a model f is defined as

N

1 i

7 20 Byons (e e[y = F(@))?]
i=1

and the “non-truncated” MSE of f is similarly

N
1 .
N E ]EyNN(f*(x(i)),l)[(y - f(x(l)))z] .

i=1

Using our Theorem 2.3, we can obtain the following result.

Corollary 4.4 (Transfer in Truncated Regression). Consider the truncated regression setting y; =
*(xD) + ¢;,i € [N] of Definition 4.2 with true model f* and truncation set S < R. Let us
set i = f*(x). Assume that the truncation set S has mass at least @ > 0 with respect to all
pii=1,...,N ie, mingeny N(ui, 1;S) = a.

Then, for any model f, it holds that

N N
1 ; C\ 1 ;
N 2 By arig o, n [y — F(x))%] < (;) 57 2 Eyens (o [y = FE)7],
i=1 i=1
for some absolute constant C > 0.

The above inequality allows us to relate multiplicatively the “truncated” MS’ of an arbitrary
prediction model f of the true model f* to the MSE of f over the whole non-truncated measure.

For the proof, we refer to Appendix A.1. We mention that [DGTZ19] established a similar
inequality to show that transfer learning is possible under the assumption that f* is linear’.
The above result applies much more generally and, in particular, note that the exact details of the
function f* do not play a role: if f* is linear or a degree-100 polynomial, the “transfer coefficient”
is still simply C/a?.

Remark 4.5. We should mention that the above result, does not discuss the (non-trivial) details
on how to efficiently find an estimator that has in fact small MSE under the truncated measure.
While this is beyond the scope of this work, we would like to mention that for many natural
families of parameterized regression functions ¥ = {f,, : w € W}, the truncated log-likelihood
is concave with respect to w and, under some mild assumptions, one can design a first-order
method to optimize it efficiently and obtain a small truncated MSE. For instance, such an analysis

is provided by [DGTZ19] for the case of linear functions f;,(x) = w " x.

4.2. In-Context Transfer Learning. Transformers [VSP™17] and in-context learning (ICL) have
been extensively explored and studied recently [VONR 23, ASA 22, GTLV22, LIPO23, BCW * 23,
ACDS23, SIS21], mainly because of their applications in text generation via large language mod-
els (LLMs). In-context learning [GTLV22] corresponds to the ability of a model to condition on
a prompt sequence consisting of in-context examples (input-output pairs corresponding to some
task) along with a new query input, and generate the corresponding output.

>Also, the assumption that the set S has mass with respect to any Gaussian A (4i,1) can be weakened under
some structural properties for the family ¥ . For instance, for linear functions it suffices to consider a lower bound
on the average of the masses (see Assumption 1 in [DGTZ19]).



14 A. KALAVASIS, 1. ZADIK, M. ZAMPETAKIS

4.2.1. Background on ICL. We give the formal setting below.

Definition 4.6 (Class and Distributions). We consider a feature space X and a label space Y. We
let H € Y be a concept class of functions X — Y. We let Px be a distribution over the feature
space X and Py be a distribution over functions in H.

For our application, we will consider H to be the set of linear functions {h(x) = w'x : w €

R"}. As an example, Px could be the standard normal distribution and Py could generate a
random linear function x — w ' x by drawing w from some probability measure over R".

Definition 4.7 (Training/Testing In-Context Samples). A realizable training sample or training
prompt of length M € N from (Px, Py) corresponds to a random sequence (X1, Y1, ..., XM, YMm) €
(X x Y)M generated as follows.

(1) We first draw a concept h ~ Py.

(2) Independently of h, we draw X1, ...xp ii.d. from Px.

(3) We set y; = h(x;) for any i € [M] and return (X1, Y1, ..., Xpm, YM)-
A realizable testing sample or testing prompt of length N € N from (Px, Py) corresponds to a
random sequence (X1, Y1, ..., XN, YN, Xquery) € (X X Y)N x X generated as follows.

(1) We first draw h ~ Pg.
(2) Independently of ki, we draw X1, ...Xn, Xquery 1.i.d. from Py.
(3) We set y; = h(x;) for any i € [N] and return (x1, Y1, ..., XN, YN, Xquery)-

Note that in each training prompt the labeling hypothesis will likely be different since it is
drawn from Py; this is an important difference from the standard PAC setting.
In what follows, we will need the following notation:

(1) Fix H < VAS Px and Py, as in Definition 4.6.
(2) Let £ : Y x Y — R be a loss function, e.g., the squared loss.
(3) Let S = U, ,en{(X1, Y1, oos X, Ym), xi € X, yi € Y} be the set of finite-length sequences
of (x, y) pairs.
Having trained a model with realizable training prompts, each of length M, we test its per-
formance on new prompts of length N, potentially different than the training length M. The
learning guarantee of such a model is formally defined as follows.

Definition 4.8 (In-Context Learning [ZFB23]). For M, N > 0, we say thatamodel f : S x X —
Y, trained on realizable prompts of the form (x1, y1, ..., XM, Ym), in-context learns a concept class
H under loss { in the realizable setting with respect to (Px, Pr) up to errorn = 0 if there exists a
function Np, p,, : (0,1) — IN such that for every ¢ € (0, 1), if the length of the testing prompt
N > NpX,pH(E), then

Er[£(f (7)), h(Xquery))] < 1 + €,

where 7~ = (x1, h(x1), ..., XN, h(XN), Xquery) With X1, ..., XN, Xquery ~ Px and h ~ Py indepen-
dently.

We remark that the definition of the model f as a mapping from S x X — Y allows us to
have the flexibility to change the length of the given prompt. Essentially, the length of the testing
prompt N controls the error parameter ¢, while the length of the training prompt M controls the
error parameter 7 (which can be non-zero even in the realizable setting). Note also that by taking
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Py to be point mass and N = 0, we recover the setting of realizable PAC regression under loss ¢
if the model learns under any Px and any point mass distribution Py [AHK ™ 24].

In the next section, we specialize the above general abstract setup to the concrete problem of
in-context learning linear functions with single-layer linear self-attention functions.

4.2.2. Problem Setup and Motivation: the Linear Case. Let us consider the problem of in-context
learning the concept class H = {h(x) = w'x : w € R"} of linear functions in # dimensions
[GTLV22, ZFB23] in the realizable setting (i.e., y; = w ' x;) with loss function £(y, y’) = (y —y’)?
under distributions (Px, Py); Py generates a random linear function x +— w'x by drawing
w ~ P H-

It remains to specify the model that we will train in order to in-context learn linear functions.
The standard model of empirical studies is the so-called single-head attention layer defined as
fsa(X) = E + WPVE - softmax (ETW#), where E is the input prompt, WPV, WXQ are train-
able matrices and p > 0 is a normalization factor. In our theoretical application, we follow the
route of recent works by [ZFB23, VONR 23, LIPO23, ACDS23, ACS*23] and study single-head
linear attention layers frsa, a model which essentially removes the softmax operator from fsa.
Following [ZFB23], we can formally define the single-layer linear self-attention (LSA) model with
trainable parameters 6 = (WKQ, WPV and input data matrix

E— [X1 ... XN xquery] E]R(n+1)><(N—l-l)
as
TiA7KQ
fisa(E;0) = E+ WPVE - #, (4.3)

where p > 0 is some normalization factor (we take it equal to N). We note that fisa is a matrix
and the model’s prediction to some prompt of length N is

Yquery(E; 0) = fisa(E;0)[n +1,N + 1], (4.4)

i.e., the bottom-right entry of the matrix, where 7 is the dimension of the ambient space.

Considering some realizable testing prompt E, which essentially corresponds to the sequence
obtained by the independent random variables w ~ Py, X;, Xquery ~ Px fori € [N], the popula-
tion loss of the LSA model with parameters 0 is

Lp(0) = IEPQNH/PH[(gqueW(E; 0) — w " Xquery)?] - (4.5)

In the above and hereafter, we will use the notation P)C?N *1 Py to denote the distribution of a
single test prompt, i.e., we will abbreviate the notation Ey,, .. xy,xquery,w[-] With ]EP%NJH’PH [].

4.2.3. Application of Transfer Learning to ICL Linear Functions. We now turn our attention to
our problem of interest. We consider the question of in-context transfer learning linear functions
using the model frsa. In this setting, the model is given sample access to prompts generated by
the source pair (Px, Py) but we want to test its generalization abilities on potentially different
target distributions (Qx, Qp ). From a theoretical front, this question was also studied by [ZFB23]
where they considered the robustness of the trained linear attention model under distribution
shifts when Px = N(0, L) for some covariance matrix . We remark that under this choice of
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source distribution the prediction of the model f;sa has a nice closed form at the global optimum®,

which allowed the authors to study task, covariate and query distribution shifts (Qx, Q).

In our application of Theorem 2.3, we allow for general source and target distributions. As such,
our application gives the first general rigorous transfer learning result for in-context learning in
this setting allowing us to study distribution shifts in a more systematic manner. In what follows
we fix the length of the input prompt to be N.

In Corollary 4.9, we give a general transfer result applied on the setting of in-context learning
linear functions with single-layer linear self-attention layer models in a slightly more general
setting than the one we described before: we consider three arbitrary source distributions: Px

over input features, P;l(uery over the query feature point and Py over normal vectors. In a similar

query

manner, we define Qx, Q

, Qp for the arbitrary associated shifts.

Corollary 4.9 (In-Context Transfer Learning Linear Functions with LSA Models). Consider the
setting of in-context learning linear functions with a single linear self-attention layer fisa of (4.3)
with prompts of length N in n dimensions.

Consider product distributions Q = ( %N, Q;l{uery, Qn) (target) and P = (P?N, Pg{uery, Pp)
(source) with associated population loss functions Lo and Lp respectively, defined as in (4.5) with
(fixed) parameters 0. Let L, be the space of m-dimensional log-concave distributions. Then the

following hold true.
(1) It holds that

Lo(0)<C- inf  [dQ/ufw|dP/ul5, - Lr(0),
HELy(N+2)

for some positive absolute constants C, ¢ with c € IN.
(2) Assume that PX,Pgliuery are log-concave. The cost of task shift Py — Qp (i.e, Px = QOx

and P;uery = Q;l(uery) incurred by the model is

Lo(0) < C- Jnf |dQn/dulo|dPr /duls, - Lp(6)

for some positive absolute constants C, ¢ with c € N.
(3) Assume that Px, Py are log-concave. The cost of query shift P;uery — Q;l(uery (i.e, Px = Qx
and Py = Qp ) incurred by the model is

Lo(0) < C- inf |4QY™ /dulc|AP™ /dls, - Le(0)

for some positive absolute constants C, ¢ with ¢ € IN.

For the proof, we refer to Appendix A.2. We believe that our result provides a more abstract
way to study such distribution shifts and adds further insight on the impact of out-of-distribution
generalization studied in [ZFB23].

6[ZFB23] train an LSA model fisa(+; 0) using gradient flow with training prompts of length M and show that
gradient flow converges to some parameters 0* (see Theorem 4.1 of [ZFB23]). They then check the generalization

properties of the model fisa(;60*). If Px = N(0,X), then the prediction of the LSA model at 6*, trained on
prompts of length M when given a testing prompt of length N is Yquery ~ x;leryzfl <ﬁ Zf\lzl x,-y,') for input
(X1, Y1, .-, XN, YN, Xquery) When the training length M is large. This closed form expression allows the authors to

analyze task,covariate and query distribution shifts on the way they generate the testing prompt.
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4.2.4. Technical Details. At atechnical level, we leverage one of the main observations in [ZFB23]
to simplify the expression of (4.5). In particular, it can be shown that the prediction Yquery(E; 6)
on input E can be expressed as a quadratic function u ' Hu for some matrix H depending only
on the input matrix E and for some vector u depending only on the parameters 0.

Lemma 4.10 (Lemma 5.1 in [ZFB23]). Consider the distribution P = (P)C?N“, Pyy) over the input

prompt, where X1, ..., XN, Xquery ~ Px and w ~ Py are independent random variables and y; =
X1 ... XN xquery}

Vi .. yn7 0 |

T

w ' x;. Consider the LSA model with parameters O and input matrix E = [

Then the population loss under P (see (4.5)) can be written as

Lp(u) = ]EP}(?NJrl,PH[(uTHM - waquery)z] . (4.6)
In the above, we have that
H— § ® EET c ]R(n+1)2><(n+1)2 X — O xn Xquery c ]R(n+1)><(n+1)
2~ N ’ Xguery 0 ’

where @ corresponds to the Kronecker product operator and u € R +1)°

rameters 0.

depends only on the pa-

Our goal is to show a general transfer inequality for in context learning linear functions with a
single linear attention layer, i.e., we would like to relate Lp (1) = Epen+: p [(u"Hu—w " xquery)?]
X 4

T

with Lo (u) = Eqen+i [(uTHu — w " xquery)?] for some other distributions Qx and Qp.
X 4 H

To this end, let us fix the parameters © and consider the polynomial on H, x, w:
f(H,x,w) = (u"Hu —w'x)?. (4.7)

It follows from Lemma 4.10 and specifically the definitions of H and u that f : R"(N+2) R, is
actually a non-negative polynomial of degree-lO7 on the variables x; = (x11, ..., xm)T, v, XN =
(XN1, - XNR) T, Xquery = (Xquery,1s ++es xquery,n)T and w = (wy, ..., wy)". This allows us to relate
]EP}(?NJA’PH [f]to ]EQ§N+1,QH [f] in a straightforward manner given Theorem 2.3. For the details,

we refer to Appendix A.2.

4.2.5. Further Comparison With [ZFB23]. [ZFB23] consider the above problem of in-context learn-
ing linear functions with the LSA model when Px = N(0,X) and Py = N(0, I,,;) and prove the
following (among others).

(1) In terms of ICL training, using prompts of length M, they manage to prove that gradient
flow on the population loss objective for LSA models and linear targets, i.e., the function

0 — ]EPgM“,PH[(gquerY(E; 9) - waquery)z] ’

converges to a global optimum 0* = (W*K Q, W!V) under some appropriate initialization
conditions. Note that the population objective corresponds to the case where the number
of training prompts goes to infinity.

7By inspecting the structure of H in Lemma 4.10, we can see that each entry of EET is a degree-4 polynomial
in the variables x1, ..., XN, Xquery, W, since y; = w ' x; is degree-2. Then, applying the Kronecker product X ® EE"
increases the degree of each entry by at most 1 due to the structure of X. Hence, since we consider the square loss,
the total degree of (4 Hu — w " Xquery)? is 10.
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(2) In terms of ICL prediction error, [ZFB23] study the loss of the LSA model in ICL linear
functions in n dimensions with prompts of length N (see (4.5)). They show that the model
with parameters 6%, obtained by Item (1) under Px = N(0, L), satisfies

Lp(6*) <n—+e, (4.8)
where 1) decreases with the training length M as

_1+2n4n*k
T
and ¢ decreases with the test length N as

Tr(X),

n+1
N

where Tr is the trace operator and « is the condition number of . Interestingly, as proved
by [ZFB23], the linear transformer fisa(-; 0*) learns the class of linear functions up to
error 7, which scales as O(1/M?) (recall Definition 4.8), even if the test length N — co.
Hence, training on finite-length prompts leads to a prediction error which is, in general,
bounded away from zero.

€= -Tr(XZ),

To summarize, [ZFB23] establish that under suitable distributional (i.e., Gaussianity) and ini-
tialization conditions, gradient-flow, trained on prompts of length M, converges to some param-
eters 0*. More to that they show that the model fisa(-; 0*) achieves small generalization loss
when tested on prompts of length N, as we described in (4.8). Hence, our transfer results in
Corollary 4.9 can then be directly used to extend (4.8) to general distributions Qx and Qp under
the cost of the “transfer coefficient”.

5. APPLICATIONS IN THE BOOLEAN DOMAIN: GENERALIZATION ON THE UNSEEN

In this section, we discuss an application of Theorem 3.2 in the Generalization on the Unseen
(GOTU) setting, introduced by [ABLR23].

Let us first formally introduce the GOTU setup of [ABLR23]. Let us consider Q = {—1, 1}" and
S < Q) be the seen part. In this setting, there is some distribution v over the Boolean hypercube
and we only observe samples from the conditional distribution on S, i.e., we train our models
from samples drawn from vg using some gradient-based method and aim to see how well the
model generalizes on the unseen part, i.e., we test the model on v.

For simplicity, following [ABLR23], we can think of the underlying measure as the uniform
distribution v = U = U(Q) over the Boolean hypercube.

5.1. A General Transfer Inequality from Seen to Unseen. Let P = Us be uniformly sup-
ported on the seen part S. It is natural to translate GOTU in terms of transfer learning: one
simply wants to learn using samples from the source P and then achieve good performance on
the target Q = U.

Our Theorem 3.2 directly implies a general transfer inequality between P and Q as follows.

Note that |[dQ/dP| is infinite but |[dP/dQ |, = ﬁ Hence, we can use Theorem 3.2 (since
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the invariance principle is applicable on Q) and obtain for all f satisfying the conditions of The-
orem 3.2 (i.e., < d-degree and “low” total influence) that

Bulf?) < o5 Bl f* 6.

(S)
One may wonder how (5.1) relates with the GOTU literature. We investigate this in the following
section.

5.2. Canonical Holdout with Diagonal Linear Networks. Let us focus on a specific GOTU
setup for training diagonal linear networks, as in [ABLR23]. To introduce the setup, let us con-
sider the model of diagonal linear neural networks [PPVF21, EPGF23].

Definition 5.1. We define a diagonal linear network with bias with parameter vector
6 = (b, wil), ) w,(ql), ey wEL), ey w,(lL)) ,

as
L
fan(x:0) =b+ ) (H w§€)> Xi,
ie[n] \f=1

where n corresponds to the input dimension and L is the network’s depth.

The target function that we want to learn in this section is a linear function which we denote
as f*: {—1,1}" - R.

We will work in the “canonical holdout” setting where we freeze one coordinate of the Boolean
hypercube during training, i.e., the seen setis S = {x € {—1, 1}"|xx = 1} for some k € [n]. Given
samples from the seen set, [ABLR23] train a diagonal linear network using gradient flow to fit the
unknown linear target function f*. Since we train the diagonal linear network of Definition 5.1
with gradient flow, we define the trainable parameters for t > 0 as

6r = (b(t), (1), .., 0" (1), .., wP(t), .., w0 (1) (5.2)

Let U be the uniform distribution over {—1, 1}" and let Us be the source distribution which
is uniform in the set S defined above (the “canonical holdout” setting). We study the question of
GOTU, in the following precise sense; we define

(1) the error in the seen data at time t as

Ls(61) = Exva[ (fan(x:0¢) — f*(x))7] (5.3)

where fnn is the diagonal linear network with parameters 0; and f* is the true target
linear function;

(2) the generalization on the unseen error at time £, as the error in the whole population at
time £

L(6:) = Evvarl (fin(x: 61) — f*(2))?]. (5.49)

This diagonal linear network is clearly overparameterized for the task of learning linear func-
tions when the number of layers L > 2. Indeed, in [ABLR23] it is shown that the diagonal linear
network, when trained using gradient flow, will “memorize” the whole dataset (since it is labeled
by a linear function) and hence can achieve error 0(1) in the training loss on the seen part, i.e.,
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Ls(6¢) converges to 0 as the time t grows. However, as mentioned by [ABLR23], the generaliza-
tion on the unseen error L(6;) will not be tending to zero since x; = 1 throughout training; they

~ 2
prove that it will eventually be of order Infy(f*) = < f( {k})) . In particular, “transfer” from

Us to U is not happening for the function x — (fan(x; 6;) — f*(x))? for large enough t.

Based on our general transfer inequality (5.1) we can immediately conclude that, for large
enough £, the low-degree function x — (fan(x;0¢) — f*(x))? does not satisfy the conditions of
Theorem 3.2. Motivated by a large body of work on “early stopping” [YRC07, LSO20, JLT21], it is
natural to ask whether there is hope that transfer does hold for earlier stages in training.

Indeed, in the next result, we show that the conditions of Theorem 3.2 do hold for the function
x — (fan(x;0¢) — f*(x))? for some non-trivial initial interval of time during training. To be
more specific, recall that we need the function fan(-;60;) — f*(-) (which is by definition linear,
i.e.,ad = 1-degree polynomial on x) to be of sufficiently small maximum influence, as described
in Equation (3.1). A quick calculation gives that its maximum influence 7(t) is given by

- maxieg (T @) = 7))
Siepn) (TTe () = F4ih)’

Hence for our transfer inequality of Theorem 3.2 to be applicable, we need to investigate whether

T(t)

7(t) < c(Q(S)/d)®, for some absolute constant c,
which since, in our case, d = 1 and Q(S) = 1/2 boils down to
T(t) < co, for some absolute constant ¢ .

Our result shows that, with high probability over the random initialization of the weights of
the diagonal linear network, there exists a time t* such that 7(¢) < ¢y for t < t* (and so transfer
happens) and 7(t) > ¢( for t > t* (our inequality is not applicable).

Proposition 5.2. Let n be sufficiently large. Fix k € [n]. Let f* : {—1,1}* — R be an arbitrary
linear function with |j?*({k})| > vy > 0. Consider learning f* with gradient flow on a diagonal
linear network fan(- ; O¢) with parameters O; as in (5.2) and depth L > 2. The source distribution
is the uniform over the seen part S = {x € {—1,1}"|xx = 1}. For any € € (0, y/2), there exists an
Omax (increasing with L, depending on ¢) such that if all the model’s parameters 0, at timet = 0
are initialized i.i.d. under the uniform distribution on (—a, ) for any 0 < a < min{@may, 1/2}
then:

(1) (Theorem 3.11 in [ABLR23]) With probability 1, the training loss converges to 0, and the

coefficient of the learned function fun on the monomial xj is less than ¢, i.e., ]?NN({k}) < e.
(2) With probability 1 — exp(—C2(n)) over the random initialization, there exists a time

oL n
“=a(am(55))

where c is an absolute constant such that for0 < t < t*, Equation (3.1) holds for the function
(5 0) — f*(-) withP = Us and Q = U and so

Ex-o(fan(x:01) — f(x))* < C Exp(fan(x:01) — f*(x))*,
for some absolute constant C, and, fort > t*, the condition of Equation (3.1) fails to hold.
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Based on Proposition 5.2 we conclude that transfer happens as long as t < t* for some t* >
log n (keeping the rest parameters constant). The proof appears in Appendix A.3.

6. EMPIRICAL OBSERVATIONS

In this section, we discuss further the empirical observations for the continuous variant of our
inequalities.

6.1. Setting. Returning to Figure 1 appearing in the introduction, we studied transfer learning
with source distribution P = U ([0, 1] x [—1, 1]) and target distribution Q = U ([-5, 5]?) with
true function f*(x,y) = sin(27mx) sin(2my) using as a regressor f (i) a degree-20 polynomial
and (ii) a 6-layer size-110 ReLU network. The architecture of the NN consists of 6 layers: the first
5 layers contain 20 nodes each and the last layer 10. For model (i), we run polynomial regression
and for model (ii), we run AdaGrad. In a similar spirit, we perform the same experiment for
f*(x,y) = sin(2nx) sin(27ty) + xy, P = U([—1/2,1/2]?) and Q = U([—5, 5]*); the associated
results are in Figure 2. The bottom right plot corresponds to a 6-layer size-110 polynomial NN, i.e.,
a standard network architecture where we set the activation functions to be some polynomials.
For our polynomial network, we use as activation function the polynomial mapping o(x) =
3x% — 2x3.

;

0
1.0
-2

FIGURE 2. Transfer Learning with source distribution P = U ([—1/2,1/2]?) (see
dotted box of top left plot) and the target Q = U ([—5,5]%) with true function
f*(x,y) = sin(2mx) sin(2my) + xy (top left) using as a regressor f (i) a degree-20
polynomial (top right), (ii) a 6-layer size-110 ReLU neural network (bottom left)
and, (iii) a 6-layer size-110 polynomial neural network (bottom right).
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6.2. Analysis of Results. Let us now comment on Figure 1 and Figure 2. Observe that poly-
nomial regression learns everything inside the dotted box, which is completely observable and
non-trivially extrapolates around that box. On the contrary, the ReLU network perfectly learns
the observed box but fails to extrapolate around it.

Let us now explain the connection between our Inequality (1.2) with the extrapolation prop-
erties of polynomial regression in Figure 1 and Figure 2. First note, that in both examples, P
and Q are log-concave (in fact, simply uniform in some rectangle). Hence, our main inequality
(1.2) implies that low-degree polynomials perform transfer learning, i.e., for any f,p d-degree
polynomials, it holds

Eq(f —p)* < Ca - |[dP/dQ|% - Ep(f — p)*.

The true function f* generating Figure 1 (and Figure 2) is not a polynomial so it is perhaps not
immediately clear that doing polynomial regression on samples from f* should be enjoying nice
transfer learning properties. Yet, thanks to f* being smooth on a bounded domain transfer is still
happening. To see this, notice that f* can be well approximated by a polynomial p*. Indeed, since
we are interested in L, approximation on a bounded domain, we can use Taylor approximation
to have that for an appropriately high d’, there is a d’-degree polynomial p* for which both
Ep(f*—p*)? and Eq(f* — p*)* are arbitrarily small. Let f be the output of gradient descent on
the polynomial regression task. If f is such that Ep(f* — f )? is arbitrarily small, then, by triangle
inequality, Ep(p* — f ) becomes arbitrarily small as well. Crucially now p* — f is a max{d’, d}-
degree polynomial. Therefore (as long as no d’, d became “too large”) our main inequality (1.2)
implies Eq (f*—p*)? is becoming small. A final use of triangle inequality concludes that Eq (f*—
£)? becomes small too.

Now the trained ReLU network greatly fails to enjoy such nice extrapolation properties in our
example. We note that this observed inability of ReLU networks to extrapolate, and in particular,
the absence of a similar transfer inequality like (1.2), is expected based on the literature. In fact,
similar failures of ReLU networks (see e.g., [KSTL23]) have been a topic of discussion of extensive
prior work. A large body of work has observed poor generalization and overconfidence of NN
when presented with OOD inputs [GLP20, KSTL23]. In particular, NN trained with SGD could
present extreme cases of simplicity bias [STR " 20] (standard training procedures such as SGD tend
to find simple models). We leave the extent to which some neural networks (potentially trained
with early stopping) could still enjoy some desired transfer properties as an interesting future
direction.

7. PROOFS FOR THE RESULTS ON THE EUCLIDEAN DOMAIN

In our proofs, we will use anti-concentration properties of polynomial functions under log-
concave distributions, proved by Carbery and Wright [CWO01].

Proposition 7.1 (Theorem 8 in [CWO01]). There exists an absolute constant C such that the fol-
lowing holds: let f : R" — R be a non-zero polynomial of degree at most d, |1 be a log-concave
probability distribution over R" and q,y € (0,0). Then it holds that

qul/d

Pr < < — .
2l <v] < (Eyl f1o/4) /7
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. . Cdy'/d
In particular, for q = d, it holds that Pry, [\f(x)\ < 7/] < W .
1%

7.1. The Proof of Theorem 2.3. We continue with the proof of Theorem 2.3.

1/a
Proof. For a > 1, we define the divergence D, (P || Q) = <]Ex~Q [(S((fc))ﬂ) / ; we denote
both distributions and associated density functions by P, Q overloading the notation.

Let us fix some u € £ whose support contains both that of Q and that of P. We will overload
the notation and denote by P (resp. Q, i) the density of the associated distribution. The first step
of the proof is to upper bound the expectation of f under Q by that under p. This is done by a
simple change of measure and an application of Hélder’s inequality with parameters «, f:

Eolf| = Exy [%

As a next step we need to relate expectations under the log-concave measure u and under the
general measure P, which is the non-trivial part of the argument. We will first lower bound the
value of Ep|f|P. For some > 0 to be decided, we have that

EplflF > Exer|IfIP I ()F = | Pe [If0F = ] 27 Pe [If@)F 2 7).

Hence we get that

|f<x>|] < Da(Q Il 1) (Bul 1) 7.1)

Bl =y (1- 2 [P <]) 02)

In order to further lower bound the right-hand side of the above inequality, it suffices to obtain
an upper bound on the probability mass of the event {x € R" : |f(x)|? < y} under P. We have

that
1 P(.X') 1
Pr|[f0)] <y | = Buvy [—M Hfwl< )|

We can upper bound this quantity using Holder’s inequality for a, § € [1, o] with 1/a+ 1/ = 1:

P [l£@P < y] < Dut 1) (2 [1£01 < ] N 73)

Using Proposition 7.1 in (7.3), by picking g = pd, we get that

CpdyH/(Ba) Ve

Pr ||f(x)] < yP| < Du(P || p) | ——=
| | (EulfIF) "

Pr (7.4)

dy to pick h hat Dy (P I hich
We are now ready to pick . We choose y so that D, (P || u) W = 1/2, whic

E,|f|P . . .
ulf] o7 - Using this choice we can return to (7.2) and get that

(CBd2PD4(Plu)P)

implies that y =

E,|fIP
2 (Cd2P Dy (P || p)f)™

Ep|f|f >



24 A. KALAVASIS, I. ZADIK, M. ZAMPETAKIS
We can now complete the proof using (7.1), which gives that
Eolf < Da(Q | 1) (BulfF)"* < 2C7a"2%Dy(Q || 1)Da(P || )P (Ep|£1F)"" .
By minimizing over u € L, the proof is complete. O
7.2. The Proof of Corollary 2.4.

Proof of Corollary 2.4. Following the same steps as in the proof of Theorem 2.3 we can get that

Bl >y (1-Br [l <])

and for a, § such that 1/a + 1/B = 1, we have

e[ < 7] < Dat 1 Q) B[l <]

In the above, since for any x with P(x) > 0, it holds that Q(x) > 0, the densities’ ratio does not
explode. Since Q is log-concave, we can apply Proposition 7.1 and get

/P
Cd)/l/d !
Pr{lf @)l <] < Da(P Q»(— .
g | (Eqlf])""
Eol|f|
(Cd2PDa(PIIQ)F)

Eq|f| < C%d%2P" . Dy(P || Q)P - Ep|f]|.

By choosing y =

-, we can conclude that

8. PROOFS FOR THE RESULT IN THE BOOLEAN DoOMAIN

We now focus on the proof of Theorem 3.2, that is of our main transfer inequality in the Boolean
domain.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Let f(x) = ZSg[d] csxs be a degree-d multilinear function from {—1, 1}"
to R and fix Q and P be two distributions over {—1, 1}". We assume that f, Q, P are such that: (i)
Q is product, ie., Q = ®Ql and satisfies ]ExNQ [x] =0, Ex q;[x?] = 1and Ey,[|x|*] < B for
any i € [n], (i) 2= ¢ =1land}s.; ci < Tforalli,and, (iii) P corresponds to the distribution
Q conditioned on the seen part S € {—1,1}" of the Boolean hypercube, i.e., P = Qs for some
set S < {—1,1}". We have that

IEPf2>V‘<1—1§,r[f2<V]) 1-Pr (ZCSXs) <y

Hence, it suffices to upper bound the above right-hand side probability term. Since Q is supported
on the Boolean hypercube, the ratio |[dP/dQ |« < 0 and we can proceed as follows:

| (o) <o <[] B <]
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Next we remark that over {—1,1}", we have that ¢ = [f| = > ¢ |cs|xs is a multilinear function
of degree d and so, by the invariance principle (cf. Proposition 3.1) applied on Q and g, we get
that

Dol <vrl< B 18) < Vyl+ O(dp"/*c'/87) .

This means that

Polfefsyls B [F) < y]+ 0@,

Next, we can apply the Carbery-Wright inequality (cf. Proposition 7.1) and get that

] dyl /2d

Pr [f(x) Y| s (]Ey~/v(o,1)f(y)2)l/2d

1/3..1/8d
RS + O(dB >t/

Observe that

Ey~N(0,1)[f(y)2] =Ey~n,1) Z cserxs(y)xr(y) | = ng + Z Cg = ]Ex~Q[f(x)2] ,

IS|<d,|T|<d 1S|<d
and so ]
Pr [f(x)*<7y]< ' + O(dp3cV/8dy,
~Q (Ex~qf (x)?)1/
We now have to optimize over ) : we pick
_ 21/90(d) . 1 _ 1/3,.1/8d “
= Bxeolf ()00 (o — 0 e))

Note that (i) since P is the seen part of Q, we have that |dP/dQ| = 1/Q(S), and (ii) we have,
by assumption, that Q(S) is at least the invariance gap. These two properties imply that

E 2 40(d) oo
< ‘ ’

Q[f ] (Q(S) - Cldﬁ1/3q;1/8d)zd P[f ]

for some constant ¢; > 0, which completes the proof. -

9. CONCLUSION

In this work, we show general transfer inequalities for low-degree polynomials in the Eu-
clidean domain. We apply this inequality in order to obtain new results in truncated statistics
and in-context transfer learning for linear attention layers. We also provide an extension of this
inequality to the Boolean domain and study its connections with the GOTU setup of [ABLR23].

So far, the theory of statistics and statistical learning theory have been traditionally focusing
on three axes: sample complexity (how many examples are required to learn the class), expressivity
(what type of functions can be expressed by the class) and training time (how much computation
is required to learn the class). In all three axes, multiple beautiful and structural results have
been proven. We believe that transferability (i.e., which distribution shifts do not deteriorate
generalization) is also a crucial criterion for the statistician. Our work demonstrates that general
and structural statistical results can also be proven in this axis, paving the way for hopefully more
to come. For instance, we present a few intriguing future directions.
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(1) Whether transferability holds or not is a property of (a) the class of estimators used, (b)
the pair of source and target distributions P and Q, and, (c) the training algorithm. While
our work focus solely on (1) an (2), understanding the ability of transfer learning as an
algorithmic property (i.e., focusing on (3) apart from solely (1) and (2)) is an interesting
direction for future work.

(2) A natural question is whether similar inequalities can be obtained beyond regression, for
classification settings. It is rather clear that the answer is, in general, no; consider the
simple example of learning a threshold function h*(x) = 1{x > t*}, x € R with source
distribution P and target Q; if supp(Q) = [t*—1,t* + 1] and supp(P) = [t* +c1, t* +2c4 ]
for c; > 1 then any algorithm cannot distinguish /* from the function & = 1 using the
source labeled examples and hence cannot do better than random guessing in the target
distribution. Yet, it would be interesting if, for instance, one could use our inequalities in
the context of polynomial regression in agnostic PAC learning by leveraging the connec-
tion between regression and classification. As an example of this connection, we refer to
the work of [KSV23] and specifically their “transfer lemma” (Lemma 2.8).

(3) We establish in Theorem 2.3 that general transfer is possible in the continuous domain
for polynomial functions. Can we generalize our result beyond polynomial functions?
Interestingly, our experiments suggest ReLU neural networks fail to enjoy such transfer
properties, but is this a structural truth or does something else in our experiment lead to
this failure? From a mathematical standpoint this quest is also non-trivial, as our proof
crucially uses the Carbery-Wright inequality which is proven solely for polynomial func-
tions. We believe exploring more this direction is interesting both from a mathematical
and applied point of view.

(4) Finally, our Theorem 3.2 deepens the connections between transferability and key notions
from Boolean Fourier analysis. We prove that as long as the maximum influence of the
error of an estimator is sufficiently small, the estimator enjoys general transfer properties.
The result naturally arises from the invariance principle from Boolean Fourier analysis.
From a mathematical standpoint, the maximum influence condition is also necessary for
transfer inequalities to hold (e.g., the Dictator function provides a counterexample). Yet,
is the maximum influence the key measure that explains in practical scenaria when a
given estimator will enjoy desired transfer properties or not? Our results do not answer
this instance-specific question and we believe this is a very interesting future direction to
explore.
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APPENDIX A. DEFERRED PROOFS
In this section, we present all the missing proofs from the main body of the paper.

A.1. The Proof of Corollary 4.4.

Proof of Corollary 4.4. Fix some o > 0. Let us consider the input feature vectors x(1), ..., x(N).

Let us fix a model f and some feature x(!). Then we introduce the polynomial f; over R

1 .
fily) = 5y — fD)?.
It is clear that f; is a non-negative degree-2 polynomial of y. To get the desired result, we will
apply N times our Corollary 2.4, once for each polynomial f;(y),i € [N]. For any i € [N], fix
feature vector x(!) and consider the log-concave target distribution Q) = N(f*(x(),1) and

source truncated distribution P() = N5(f*(x(®)), 1). For the i-th case, our Corollary 2.4 implies
that

E, o0 fi(y) < C-1dP®/dQ|Z, . y~p<<>fz-<>

for some absolute constant C > 0. Note that we have that |dP) /dQ®|,, = 1/a for any i € [N]
under the mass assumption for S. Let us finally take the uniform average of the N inequalities
and get

R 2 Brnpann i) < (C/a) 55 3 By i)

ze[N] ie[N]

A.2. The Proof of Corollary 4.9.

Proof of Corollary 4.9. Consider two distributions Py, Qg over R" (distributions over the normal
vector of the linear function) and Px, Qx over R" (distributions over the feature space). Let us

fix the source distribution P = Py ® Pg(NH) and the target distribution Q = Qg ® Q X SN+1)
Note that each sample from P or Q can be seen as an in-context prompt.

Let us set x = (x1,..., XN, xquery) and consider the squared loss between the linear function
W " X query and the prediction of a linear single-layer self-attention model, i.e., f (x, w) = (u'Hu —
waquery)z; recall (4.7) and note that H is a matrix where each entry is a low-degree polynomial
of x and w and u is only depending on the trainable parameters of the LSA model, which are
considered fixed in the upcoming analysis. We hence remark that the degree of f isd = O(1).
Our goal is to relate the source loss Ep[f(x, w)] with the target loss Eq[f (x, w)].

Item (1) in Corollary 4.9 follows directly from Theorem 2.3 applied on P and Q with f = 1 and
o = 0.

For Items (2) and (3), we will apply the proof technique of Theorem 2.3 on an appropriate
product subspace R" ® ... ® R" with f = 1 and @ = co. We will focus on task shift (Item
(2)); similar steps would yield the result for Item (3), thanks to the independence of the random
variables. For the case of task shift, we proceed as follows.

Let us fix some u € L, which is a log-concave measure over R”. We will overload the notation
and denote by Py (resp. Qp, 1) the density of the associated distribution. The first step of the

8For simplicity we assume that Qx = Qquery but, due to independence of the random variables, the proof could
go through even if they are different.
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proof is to upper bound the expectation of f under Q = Qg ® Q%N *1 Note that we will handle
only a distribution shift for the task distribution and so, thanks to the product structure of Q:

E(xw)~olf (x,w)] = IEXNQ@H]EWNH [%b(l—ij;)f(x, w)] (A1)
< 1dQu/duls (B, porrBylf(x,w)]) (A.2)

where in the last inequality we also used that Qx = Px.
As a next step we need to relate expectations under the log-concave measure u and under the
general measure Py. For some ) > 0 to be decided, we have that

E(y0)~plf (2, 0)] > Egrpop| f(x,0) |f(x,0) 2 y| Pr | fx,w) > y]

(x,w)~P
SR [f (x, w) = y] :
Hence we get that
E(xw)~plf (x,w)] =y (1 — " g)rwp [f(x,w) < y]) . (A.3)

It suffices to obtain an upper bound on the probability mass of the event {(x, w) e (R")®N+2 .

f(x,w) < y} under P. Under distribution shift from Py to u, we have that

(x,zlj)rw [f(x,w) < y} = ]ExNP)(?NJrl]EwNH [ZH(—;?;) H{f(x,w) < y}] .

We can upper bound this quantity as follows:

Pr [f(x,w) <7/] < |dPH/dy\oo( Pr [f(x,w) < y]) : (A4)

(X/ZU)NP x~P§N+1,w~‘u

Since x and w are independent and the product of two log-concave densities is log-concave, we
can apply Proposition 7.1 in (A.4), by picking g = d (the degree of f), and get that

Cd)/l/d

1/d
(B oporn o ulf (x,0)])

Pr | f(x,w) < | < |dPu/dul (A5)

(x,w)~P
We choose y so that
Cd)/l/d

(Ex~P§)N+1,u;~y[f(x/ w)])

which implies, since d is some absolute constant, that there exist some universal positive con-
stants C, ¢ so that

|dPr/du]o =1/2,

1/d

]EXNPgN_H,w«/P [f(x’ w)]
CldPr/dul

’)/:
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Using this choice we can return to (A.3) and get that, for some absolute constants C, c,

]Ex~P§>?N+l,w~H [f(x/ w)]
ClldPn/dul5

]Ex~P§?N+1,w~PH [f(x, w)] =

We can now complete the proof using (A.2), which gives that

E(x0)~0lf (6, )] HdQH dPH

]E(x,w)~P [f(x; ZU)] :

oe]

By minimizing over p € L, the proof for the task shift (Item (2)) is complete. The proof for Item
(3) is similar. O

A.3. The Proof of Proposition 5.2.

Proof of Proposition 5.2. Let us assume that ]j?*({k})] > vy > 0 and pick any ¢ € (0,y/2). Given
that ¢, we can tune the initialization of the weights of the model as described in the Theorem. In
particular, we independently draw the random variable

0\(0) ~ U(—a,a),ien], L L],

where a = min{1/2, apay} and amax = ((L — 2)RT + (8/2) -2/ 7C7 R — 14 f*({o}) +
f*({k})|, Te = clog(R/¢), as defined by [ABLR23].
For t > 0, recall that

6 = (ban(t), wV (), ., w0l (1), .., 0P (), ..., 0wl (),
and
L
fan(x; 0¢) = ban(t Z <Hw€ )
ie[n] \f=1

Let us consider the function fxn(+; 0¢) — f*(+), which is equal to

n L
A 00— (x) = D (An(S:00)—F*(S)xs = (ban(t)—b*)+ ) (H w0 (t) —f*({z‘})) Xi .

Sc(n] i=1

We consider the setting of [ABLR23][Theorem 3.11] where P = Us and Q = U. Since we have
thatd = 1, = O(1) and Q(S) = 1/2, the condition requires that the maximum influence of
fan(+ 0¢) — f*(+), denoted as 7(t), is at most ¢y < 1, for some absolute constant ¢y, where

T(t) = gg[%lnfi(fNN(-; 6:) — () = max Evas(-1,1p) Vars~rada/2) [Aan(x; 0r) = f*(x)]

(A.6)
maXze <H£ 1w ( f* {1} )2 maXie[ ]A(i,t)
S (M0 - frgip)” D A0

(A7)
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where we normalize so that the conditions of the invariance principle are satisfied. At time t = 0,
using the random initilization described above, we have that

~A(@*(0),0)
ey A 0)

where i*(0) is the index with the largest gap at the initialization. Our goal is to show that 7(0) <
co with high probability over the initialization.

Since the Fourier coefficients of f* are O(1) as n increases, it suffices to show that the sum
of the random variables A(i,0),1 € [n] will be at least cn with probability 1 — exp(—C(n)) for
some absolute constant c. To be more specific, consider the random variable

7(0)

X; = 1{A(i,0) = B2}

for i € [n], where B to be decided. The event {X; = 1} corresponds to the “good” case where the
initialization of the weights in direction i and the true Fourier coefficient differ by an absolute
constant.

Note that X3, ..., X;, are independent Bernoulli random variables with

L
E[X;] = 1-Pr[A(i,0) <& =1- _ Pr [Hwﬁ%neLf*({i})—ﬁo,f*<{i}>+ﬁo],
=1

wM(0),...,0" (0)

1 1

The random variable Y; = H%Zl wz@ (0) is a product of L independent uniform random variables

over (—a, &) and so Y; € (—ak, al), L > 2. The cumulative density function of Y; at z for L = 2

1S

o
Fy,(z) = Pr[w Mo < z] = J Pr[w® < z/x]f o (x)dx =

—a

JZ dx + Ja( a+z/x) ax (z +a)/(2a) — ala — z)/(2a)* — zlog(z/a)/(2a)*
= — — —_— = — — —zlo .
e 20 ), (2a)? &

This means that the probability density function for L = 2is fy.(z) = Cy,q4 — Cz,4 log(z) for some
constants C; o, Cy o and Y; is supported on (—a?, a®). A similar expression can be obtained by
induction on L for the case L > 2. This means that

E[X;] = 1-1{f"({i}) € (o', a")} -p
where
o f* (i) +ho
pla L i o) = [l
“({i})=Bo
Note that since we initialize each weigth with a uniform distribution over (—a, ), the probability
pi decreases as | f*({i})| increases. Let us pick By = ak/1000. If | f*({i})| > a’, then we are done,
since A(i, 0) is at least some absolute constant for any i € [n]. Otherwise, having fixed ¢, L, the
initialization interval (—a, ) is also fixed (independent of 1) and so the probability of the “bad”

event p; is a constant depending on a, L, f*({i}) which is bounded away from 1.
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Recall that if >/, X; > cn, for some absolute constant ¢, then 7(0) < ¢, for sufficiently large
n. We have that

u=EY Xi=n- Y 1f({i}) e (~a", a")}pila, L f({i}), a"/1000) = Cn,

i=1 i=1

for some absolute constant C = C, 1 ¢+. Hoeffding’s inequality implies that

2 Xi—p
i=1

This means that with probability 1 — exp(—Cn), it holds that >, X; > cn for some absolute
constants C, c¢. Conditioning on this event, we get that

Pr

> y/lO] < 2exp(—p?/50).

7(0) < - < ¢

for some absolute constant C > 0. It remains to show that there exists t* > 0 such that 7(t) < ¢
fort <t*and t(t) > ¢ for t > t*.
As gradient flow evolves, it is shown in the proof of Theorem 3.11 in [ABLR23] that

fan({k})(t) < e vt, (A3)
and, for any i # k, it holds that

L_lt

A(i, 1) < A(i,0)0(e7% 1), (A.9)

where, for fixed i € [n], ¢; is defined as follows: first let j; = argmin; ]wfj)(O)] and take ¢; =

min;jse[L] (wfj) (0))? — (wfj" )(0))2(> 0 with high probability). Moreover, A(i, t) is a decreasing

function of ¢ for i # k.

From (A.8) we know that A(k, t) = Q(1) with probability 1 since the two Fourier coefficients
have a constant gap. Since for i # k, the function A(i, t) is decreasing with £, it will hold that,
with probability 1, there exists some t; such that i*(t) = k for any t > fy, i.e, the numerator of
7(t) is always equal to A(k, t) for t > ty.

Fix a parameter 1) sufficiently small. We will say that the diagonal linear NN has learned f* in
direction i # k if for some time ¢;, it holds that A(7, t) < 7 for any ¢ > t;. Clearly, the diagonal
linear NN cannot learn f* in direction k.

Let us define t* as the first time that 7(+*) > ¢o. We mention that t* exists and is finite since
A(i, t) are decreasing in t for i # k but A(k, t) is not. Hence, 7(f) — 1 ast — o0.

This means that for any t < t*, the condition of Theorem 3.2 holds. On the other side, when
t > t*, our transfer inequality cannot be applied.

Having conditioned on the event that Y /_, A(i,0) > cn, there exists an absolute constant
such that if I is the set of indices i # k such that A(i, 0) > B, then |Io| = Q(#n) (since each A(7, 0)
is O(1)). We are going to specify a lower bound for the time value t*. It is necessary for t* to
be larger than a time t;p such that that Zielo A(i, tig) = o(n); this means that at time f1g < t*
there must exist i € Iy such that A(i, t1p) < C(y — €)?/n, where (y — €)? is a lower bound on

A(k, t1p). This means that it must be the case that A(i, O)e_zciLtLB < C(y — €)*/n, which implies
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nA(i,0)
C(y—e)?

that t;g > 2% log ( ) for some absolute constants C;, ¢;, C. Then it holds that
i

N C
"= ZC—LlOg(ﬁ”/(V —¢€)),
for some absolute constants C, ¢ > 0. ]

APPENDIX B. TRANSFER COEFFICIENT EXAMPLES

In this section, we give a couple of examples to better understand the transfer coefficient of
Theorem 2.3.

We first consider the setting where both P and Q are standard Gaussians with means 0 and
u respectively in the single-dimensional setting. We show that the ratio |dQ/dP||« scales ex-
ponentially with the distance of the two means. In the contrary when we consider the ratio
inf, |[dQ/dv|s|dP/dv|s the scaling drops to polynomial, where the infimum runs over log-
concave measures.

Lemma B.1 (Transfer Coefficient for Gaussians in 1D). Consider target distribution Q = N(u, 1)
and source distribution P = N(0,1) where i # 0. Then it holds that | dQ /dP |, = Q(exp(u?)) but
there exists a log-concave probability distribution v such that ||dQ/dv|« - |dP/dv|. = 1+ O(u?).

Proof. We have that |[dQ/dP |, = Q(exp(u?/2)) by setting x = u. Without loss, assume that
u > 0. Consider the function
fx) =1{x < O}N(0, 1;x) + 1{x € (0, u)}N(0,1;0) + 1{x = LN (u, 1;x),
where N(u, 1; xX) = ﬁe—(x—ﬂ)2/ 2, Clearly, f is not a density and, in order define the desired
log-concave distribution v so we have to compute the value
3 H
Z, = J]Rf(x)dx =1 +JO N(0,1;0)dx =1+ o

Let us consider the measure v with density f/Z,. It remains to argue about the value of each
density ratio. We start with the case dN(0,1)/dv.

o If x < 0, we have that

dN(0,1
#(.’Xf) =7Z,=1+ H/\/ﬁ
o If x > u, we have that
dN(0,1) exp(—x?/2)

R R T
Since we take the supremum over x > p, we observe that the numerator exp(—x?/2)
decays much faster than the denominator exp(—(x — p)?) in the interval (u, ) and so
the density ratio in this regime is upper bounded by 1 + p/+/27.
e Finally, if x € (0, 1), then
dN(0,1
#(X} = Zv : exp(—xz/Z) .

This means that taking the supremum over (0, i) we get a density ratio upper bounded

by 1+ u/v/2m.
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The cases for N(u, 0) are symmetric. Hence in total we have that the transfer coefficient
[N (0, 1)/dv]|eo [ AN (1, 1)/dV]e0 = O((1+ p)*).

We remark that the function ¢(x) = 1{x < 0}x? + 1{x > p}(x — p)? is continuous and convex
and so v is log-concave. O

We can also extend this construction in high dimensions.

Lemma B.2 (Transfer Coefficient for Gaussians in High Dimensions). Consider target distribution
Q = N(u,I) and source distribution P = N(0,1) where u € R" with |||z > 0. Then there exists
a log-concave probability distribution v such that ||dQ/dv |« - |[dP/dVv]w = O((1 + ||it]2)?).

Proof. Without loss of generality let us assume that u = ye; € R",y > 0. Let us define the
Gaussian density N (i, I; x) = (211) /% exp(—|x — u[?/2). We consider the mapping

f(x) =1{x; <OIN(0,L;x) + 1{x1 > YIN(u, L;x) + 1{x1 € (0, y)}N(0,1;(0,x_1)),

where (0, x_1) corresponds to the n-dimensional vector x with its first coordinate fixed to 0. In
order to make f a density function that corresponds to a distribution v, we have to normalize
with the integral

14
Z, = f=1+f N(,I;(0,x_1))dx =1+ y/vV2m.
R" x1=0Jx_1

Let us take v be the log-concave distribution with density f/Z,. Then using a similar case anal-
ysis as in the 1-dimensional proof of Lemma B.1, we get that the transfer coefficient is of order

[AN(0, 1) /dv oo |[AN (s, 1) /dv] oo = O((1 + [[a]2)*)- O

We remark that the way we design the distribution v in the above lemma can be adapted to
more general log-concave distributions P and Q where Q is a translated version of P and P is a
product measure.

Lemma B.3 (Transfer Coefficient for Translated Log-concave Products). Consider a source dis-
tribution P with density P(x) = [ [;c[, Pi(xi), where each ¢; is log-concave with mode at 0 and
¢i(0) = O(1) and let Q be a translation of P in direction i € R". Then there exists a log-concave
probability distribution v such that |dP/dv|«|dQ/dv|w = O((1 + |u[2)?).

Proof. Let u = ye;, ¥ > 0. Then define f(x) = 1{x; < 0}P(x) + 1{x; > y}P(x — ye1) +
1{x; € (0,7)}P(0,x_;), where (0, x_;) corresponds to the n-dimensional vector x with its first
coordinate fixed to 0. In order to make f a density function we have to normalize with the

integral §, f = 1+ SZFOQb SXZ P2(x2) an Qu(xn) =1+ ) x=0 P1(0) = 1+ O(y). The

result follows by a similar case analysis as in Lemma B.1. O

We mention that the above results can be extended for translations of log-concave densities
over R"” which are not necessarily products. As a simple ilustration, consider P = N(0, L) and
Q = N(yey, L) for some arbitrary full-rank X and y > 0. Then, we can consider f(x) = 1{x; <
0IN(0,5;x) + 1{x1 > YIN(ye1, L;x) + 1{x1 € (0, 7)}N(0, Z; (0, x_1)), where (0, x_;) corre-
sponds to the n-dimensional vector x with its first coordinate fixed to 0. In order to make f a den-
sity function we have to normalize with the integral {, f = 1 + S}:FO Sx_l N(0,%;(0,x_1))dx.
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Note that

1 -
N(0,Z: (0, x_1)) = e L)
(27)"det(X)
where ¥/ € R("~1*("=1) i5 obtained from L by deleting the first row and column. This matrix
is still symmetric and PSD and so induces an (1 — 1)-dimensional Gaussian distribution. Hence,
(2m)"—det(X)) 14 Y [det(Y)
Cridet(T) Vo T
eigenvalue of X (resp. ') and A; > 0. By the Eigenvalue Interlacing Theorem (since X is a prin-

det(X) 1 anl A

cipal submatrix of ), we know that T — Lo g S 1/A;. Hence, for non-degenerate

we have that S]R” f=14+y- . Let A; (resp. /'\i) be the i-th

Gaussian distributions, we get that the partition function S]R” f = 14 O(y). Similar analysis
as in the above lemmata gives that the log-concave distribution with density f/ . f satisfies
IAN(0,Z)/dv|w||[dN(ye1, £)/dv| s scales as (1 + ¢y)? for some constant ¢, which depends on
the covariance matrix X..

A similar results can be established for translations of general log-concave distributions.

Remark B.4 (Transfer for Families of Target Distributions). It is interesting to study scenarios
where the target distribution Q is not fixed but belongs to some class of distributions. For in-
stance, consider a family of target distributions Q = {N(y,I) : u € W} for some W < R"
and source distribution P = N(y/,I) for some y’ € R”. Then it holds that the cost of transfer
learning from P to the family Q scales as sup,,cqy (1 + [ ¢t — 1’| 2)?, since for any distribution in @,
there exists a (potentially different) log-concave distribution that achieves a transfer coefficient
of order at most sup,,cqy (1 + [u — ]|2)?.
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