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Discrete error dynamics of mini-batch gradient descent
for least squares regression
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Abstract

We study the discrete dynamics of mini-batch gradient descent for least squares
regression when sampling without replacement. We show that the dynamics and gen-
eralization error of mini-batch gradient descent depends on a sample cross-covariance
matrix Z between the original features X and a set of new features X, in which each
feature is modified by the mini-batches that appear before it during the learning pro-
cess in an averaged way. Using this representation, we rigorously establish that the
dynamics of mini-batch and full-batch gradient descent agree up to leading order with
respect to the step size using the linear scaling rule. We also study discretization effects
that a continuous-time gradient flow analysis cannot detect, and show that mini-batch
gradient descent converges to a step-size dependent solution, in contrast with full-batch
gradient descent. Finally, we investigate the effects of batching, assuming a random
matrix model, by using tools from free probability theory to numerically compute the
spectrum of Z.

1 Introduction

Modern machine learning models are primarily trained via gradient based methods on large
datasets. In practice, since it is not feasible to compute the entire gradient for massive
datasets, stochastic gradient descent (SGD) is often the algorithm of choice [Bot09; Bot12],
where a subset of the data — or mini-batch — is used in each iteration, and the training
dataset is randomly shuffled in each epoch.

Studying the dynamics of gradient descent is an important problem for understanding its
implicit bias, especially for learning overparameterized models [Gun-+18b; Gun-+18a|. How-
ever, the effect of mini-batching on the training dynamics and generalization capabilities of
the learned model is less well-understood. Most prior theoretical work focuses on analyzing
gradient descent with infinitesimal learning rates [ASS20] (i.e. gradient flow), and, for SGD,
mini-batches that are sampled independently with replacement [Gow+19] and with sizes
that are asymptotically small compared to the number of data points [Paq+22]. It has been
observed in practice that training with larger mini-batches can be more efficient [Smi+18;
Gei+22]. Furthermore, sampling without replacement (or random reshuffling) often leads
to faster convergence [Bot09; Bot12]; however, the introduction of dependencies makes the-
oretical analysis of the dynamics more difficult [Giir21].
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In this paper, we study the discrete dynamics of gradient descent using mini-batches sampled
without replacement for the fundamental problem of least squares regression. Our main
contributions are the following:

e We show that the error dynamics of mini-batch gradient descent are driven by a sample
cross-covariance matrix Z := %XTX between the original features X and set of new fea-

tures )NC, in which each feature is modified by the other mini-batches that appear before
it during the learning process in an averaged way. Specifically, we compute the expected
trajectory (Theorem 4.3) and the corresponding generalization error (Theorem 4.7, Propo-
sition 5.2).

e We find that Z, which is a non-commutative polynomial in the sample covariance matrices
of each mini-batch, matches the sample covariance matrix of the features W := %XTX up
to leading order with respect to the step size a (Section 4). Based on this connection, we
establish that the linear scaling rule for the step size exactly matches the error dynamics
and generalization error of full-batch and mini-batch gradient descent for infinitesimal
step sizes (Remark 4.5). For finite step sizes, we demonstrate that mini-batch gradient
descent exhibits a subtle dependence on the step size that a gradient flow analysis cannot
detect; for example, we show that it converges to a solution that depends on the step size
(Corollary 4.6), in contrast with full-batch gradient descent.

e Assuming a random matrix model, we use tools from free probability theory to numerically
compute the limiting spectral distribution of Z in the more tractable setting of two-batch
gradient descent, and compare it with the limiting spectral distribution of W to investigate
the effects of batching on the spectrum (Section 6).

1.1 Related works

The dynamics of gradient descent has typically been analyzed from the perspective of
continuous-time gradient flow; this perspective is adopted in [SGB94; ASS20; AKT19] to
study the effects of early stopping and implicit regularization via connections with ridge
regression. Discretization effects can lead to new insights: e.g. [RDR22] shows that gradi-
ent descent can outperform ridge regression if the sample covariance exhibits slow spectral
decay. The training error dynamics of a general model of SGD using mini-batches sampled
with replacement is studied in [Gow}19].

The linear scaling rule for adjusting step sizes as a function of mini-batch size! was em-
pirically discovered for SGD to be a practically useful heuristic for training deep neural
networks [Kril4; Goy-+18; Smi+18; HLT19], and theoretical derivations are based on the
effect of noise on the estimation of the gradient in each mini-batch for SGD. Interestingly,
different optimizers may have different scaling rules: a square root scaling rule has been
derived for adaptive gradient algorithms such as Adam and RMSProp using random matrix
theory [GZR22| and SDE approximation [Mal+22].

Linear models in the high-dimensional regime have recently been intensely studied, and
shown to be able to reproduce interesting empirical phenomena in deep learning, such
as double descent and the benefits of overparameterization. The generalization errors of
ridge(less) regression are precisely described in [Dobl18; Has+22; Mei22; KSS24]. From a

1That is, when scaling the mini-batch size by a factor of A, scale the step size by the same factor \ in
order to maintain the ratio of mini-batch size to step size.



dynamical perspective, the exact risk trajectories of SGD for ridge regression are character-
ized in [Paq+22]. Linear models are also connected to neural networks in a certain “lazy”
training regime in which the weights do not change much around initialization [COB19;
Du+19b; Du+19a; MM23].

2 Preliminaries

Suppose that we are given n independent and identically distributed data samples (x;,y;),
where x; € RP is the feature vector and y; € R is the response given by y; = x! B, + n;,
with B, € RP an underlying parameter vector and 7; a noise term. We will assume that
the (uncentered) covariance matrix of the features x; is given by E [xix-{] = %, and the
noise terms 7; have mean E [n; | x;] = 0 and variance E [n? | x;] = 2, conditional on the
features. By arranging each observation as a row, we can write the linear model in matrix
form as y = X3, + 1, where y € R™ and X € R™*P.

We consider the following model of mini-batch gradient descent with B > 1 mini-batches
(assuming for simplicity that B divides n), initialized at By € RP. Suppose that the data X
is partitioned into B equally-sized mini-batches X1, ..., Xz € R(/B)XP and let yq,...,y5
and 11, ...,np denote the corresponding entries of y and 7. In each epoch, a permutation
T = (7(1),7(2),...,7(B)) of the B mini-batches is chosen uniformly at random, and B
iterations of gradient descent with step size o are performed with respect to the loss functions

L(8) = oIy — X813 2.1)

for b=7(1),...,7(B) using this ordering. That is, if ,Bl(cb) denotes the parameters after the
first b iterations using the mini-batches X (1), ..., X () in the kth epoch, then

_ Ba _
lgl(cb) = ﬂl(cb Y - TX;I-—(b) (XT(b)ﬁ](gb = - YT(b))? b= 1a 2a EERE Ba (22)
with ﬁ,io) = ](€B)1 and ﬁ(()B) := [By. Denote the set of all permutations of B elements by Sp.

Let B - 5
Br 1=, vmitcss) |8 (2.3)

be the parameters after k epochs, averaged over the random permutations of the mini-
batches in each epoch. Note that full-batch gradient descent corresponds to B = 1 with the
setup above.

Our goal is to study the dynamics of the error vector 3j — B« under mini-batch gradient de-
scent, as well as the corresponding generalization error Rx(By), representing the prediction
error on an out-of-sample observation, defined by

Rx(B) =E[(x'8-x'8.)" | X] =E[I8 - B.% | X], (2.4)

where the expectation, conditional on the data X, is taken over a newly sampled feature
vector x and the randomness in 1, and ||z|% = z' £z denotes the norm induced by .



3 Full-batch gradient descent

In this section, we state formulas for the error dynamics and generalization error of full-
batch gradient descent (i.e. with B = 1). These results are not novel, having appeared
in the literature in varying forms (e.g. [AKT19; RDR22]); however we include them for
completeness and for comparison with analogous results for mini-batch gradient descent
later.

The first lemma gives an exact expression for the error vector that is driven by the sample
covariance matrix W := 2XTX of the features (i.e. Hessian of the least squares problem).

Lemma 3.1. Let (Bx)r>0 be the sequence of full-batch gradient descent iterates for the least
squares problem with step size o > 0 and initialization By € RP. Then for all k > 0,

Br—B.=1—aW)" (B —B,) + % I-(I—-aW)f| WixTy. (3.1)

Furthermore, if Py := 1 — (X"X)"(X"X) and P :=1— Py denote the orthogonal projectors
onto the nullspace and row space of X respectively, then we may decompose the first term
as

(I—aW)* (B — B.) = Po(Bo — B.) + (I— aW)* P(8y — B.). (3.2)

The term Py(8Bo — B+) of (3.2) in Lemma 3.1 corresponds to the components of By — B.
that cannot be learned by gradient descent — referred to as a “frozen subspace” of weights
in [ASS20] — and P (B — B.) corresponds to the “learnable” components. In particular, note
that the projector Py is always non-trivial in the overparameterized regime where p > n.

The following lemma gives a formula for the generalization error of full-batch gradient
descent, corresponding to the usual bias-variance decomposition. It reveals that the gener-
alization error is characterized by the eigenvalue spectrum of the sample covariance matriz
W, the alignment of the initial error By — B, with the eigenspaces of W, as well as the
covariance of the features X..

Lemma 3.2. Consider the same setup as Lemma 3.1. Then for all k > 0, the generalization
error (2.4) of the full-batch gradient descent iterates By, is given by

Rx(Br) = (Bo — B«)"PoXPo(Bo — B)
+(Bo— B) P (I—aW)"' S (I—aW)" P(3 — B.)

+%2Tr<[1—(1—aW)k} > {If(IfaW)k} WT).

The proofs of Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 can be found in Appendix A.1. In particular, by taking
the limit as & — oo with a small enough step size, Lemma 3.1 shows that gradient descent
converges to the min-norm solution (X"X)"XTy of the least squares problem, shifted by the
projection of By onto the null space of X. Additionally, Lemma 3.2 shows that the resulting
generalization error is increased by small eigenvalues of W, which corresponds to overfitting
the noise.



Corollary 3.3. Consider the same setup as Lemma 3.2. Let Bo = PoBo + (X X)X y.
If a < 2/(n Y| XTX]||), then Br — Boo as k — 0o, and the limiting generalization error is
given by

2
Rx(Be) = (Bo — B.) PoSPo (B — B.) + - Tr (SW').

4 Mini-batch gradient descent

In this section, we study the error dynamics and generalization error of mini-batch gradient
descent with B > 2. Recall that the data is partitioned into B mini-batches {(Xy,y)}5 ;.
and By, defined in (2.3) denotes the parameters after k epochs, averaged over the permu-
tations of the mini-batches in each epoch. Let Wy := gXIXb be the sample covariance
matrix of each mini-batch X,.

We will show that the dynamics of mini-batch gradient descent are analogous to the dynam-
ics of full-batch gradient descent using features that are modified by the other mini-batches.
Specifically, for b=1, ..., B, we define the modified mini-batches X, := X,II,, where?

1
Hb = ETNUnif(SB) H (I — OéW.,_(j)) = E Z H (I — aWT(j)). (41)
Jir(§)<7(b) " T€8B jiT(j)<r(b)

That is, each feature x; in X, corresponds to the feature II,x; in )~(b7 which has been
modlﬁed by all the other mini-batches that appear before it in the learning process in an
averaged way. Let X € R™ P be the concatenation of the modified mini-batches Xy (in the
same order as the original partition), and define

B
1~ 1
Z:=-XX==-)"1,X'X 4.2
- n; X X (4.2)

to be the p x p sample cross-covariance matriz of the modified features with the original
features. The following technical lemma describes some key properties of Z; its proof,
which uses properties of the symmetric group in the definition of X, can be found in
Appendix A.2.1.

Lemma 4.1. Let X and Z be defined as in (4.1) and (4.2). Then Z is a symmetric
matriz, and hence all of its eigenvalues are real. Furthermore, Range(Z) C Range(X') C
Range(X"), where Range(-) denotes the column space of a matriz.

Finally, note that X = X(a) and Z = Z(«) are functions of the step size o In particular,
it follows from the definition of the modified features X;, = X,II; in (4.1) that we can write

B
Z(a) = % S XIX; +0(a) = W+ O(a),
b=1

2By convention, we identify each permutation 7 in Sg, the set of all permutations of B elements, with a
list (7(1),7(2),...,7(B)) of matrices that are multiplied from right to left in the product. Furthermore, we
take the product over an empty set to be the identity matrix.



where O(«) denotes terms of order a or smaller as o — 0; this shows that Z matches W,
the sample covariance matriz of the features, up to leading order in the step size c. In gen-

eral, Z is a complicated (non-commutative) polynomial of the mini-batch sample covariances
Wi,...Wpg.

Remark 4.2 (Two-batch gradient descent). For a concrete example where we can write
down a tractable, explicit expression for Z, consider the case of two-batch gradient descent
with B = 2 and mini-batches X1, X, € R("/2X?_ Here, the sample covariance matrices of
the mini-batches are W, = %XIXl and Wy = %XEXz, and the modified mini-batches are
given by

5{1 = Xl(()é) = X1 (I — ;Osz) and iz = )~(2(a) = X2 <I — ;QW1> . (43)

Thus, the features in 5(1, corresponding to the first mini-batch, are given by (I — %aWz) X;.

The sample cross-covariance matrix of the modified features X with the original features is
given by

1. < 1 1 1 1
Z=17(a) = g()(1(04)T1<1 + X(a)"X,) = 3 (I - QQWQ) Wi+ 5 (I — 2an> W,
1 1
= 5 (Wl + WQ) — 10& (Wng + W1W2) . (44)

Since (W7 + W) = L(X[X; + X]X,) = W, it is easily seen that Z = W + O(a).

4.1 Error dynamics

First, we derive an expression for the dynamics of the error 8y, — B, for mini-batch gradi-
ent. The expression depends on the spectrum of the sample cross-covariance matrix Z, the
alignment of the initial error By — Bs« with the eigenspaces of Z, and the covariance of the
features . This is analogous to how the error of full-batch gradient descent depends on W
in Lemma 3.1.

Theorem 4.3. Let B3j, € RP be the parameter estimate after k epochs of gradient descent
with B mini-batches, averaged over the random permutations of the mini-batches, with step
size a > 0 and initialization By € RP. Let X € R™*P be defined as in (4.1) and Z = %XTX,
and assume that Range(X") C Range(XTX). Then for all k > 0,

Br— B, = (1— BaZ)*(By — B,) + % [I - (I- BaZ)¥] Z'XTn. (4.5)

Furthermore, if Pz o :=1—ZZ and Pz :=1— Pz denote the orthogonal projectors onto
the nullspace and row space of Z respectively, then we may decompose the first term as

(I— BaZ)*(Bo — B.) = Pz,0(80 — B.) + (I — BaZ)* Pz (B — B.). (4.6)

The proof of Theorem 4.3 is given in Appendix A.2.2; the strategy is similar to the proof of
Lemma 3.1 for full-batch gradient descent after developing some novel algebraic identities
relating Z and products of the form I — BaW,, for each mini-batch.



Remark 4.4 (Assumptions in Theorem 4.3). The condition Range(X") C Range(X"X) is
needed to ensure that PZ)NCT = XT in order to control the learned noise. In the overparame-
terized case (p > n), this easily follows from the natural assumption that the features matrix
X has full rank. The underparameterized case (p < n) seems to be more delicate, but we
can show that the required condition follows if we assume that either XX has full rank, or

that X has full rank and Range(X) C Range(X). We prove these claims and provide more
details in Appendix A.2.3.

Note that the error of gradient descent depends on BaZ in the mini-batch case (from
Theorem 4.3), and on aW in the full-batch case (from Lemma 3.1). Since Z matches W
up to leading order, this implies that if the linear scaling rule is used so that a step size of
a/ B is used for mini-batch gradient descent, then the two dynamics should be very similar.
The following remark establishes this intuition rigorously for infinitesimal step sizes a.

Remark 4.5 (Gradient flow). From Theorem 4.3, initialized at B8,_; and using the fact
that Z'ZXT = X', the error of gradient descent with B mini-batches and step size o/B
satisfies - o~ - o

Bi—B. = (1= 2XTX) By — B.) + = X'n.
By rearranging this expression, recalling that Z = W + O(«), we obtain

Bk — Bk—l

" = %XT(Y_XBIc—l) +0(a).

Hence, by taking the limit as @ — 0, we deduce that the dynamics of mini-batch gradient
descent with step size a/B corresponds to the ordinary differential equation

80 = X (y - XA(H).

This is the same differential equation for the gradient flow corresponding to full-batch gradi-
ent descent (e.g. see [AKT19]), which rigorously establishes the heuristic that the dynamics
of full-batch and mini-batch gradient descent are matched by the linear scaling rule for the
step size. A consequence is that a gradient flow analysis cannot distinguish the effects of
batching.

From Theorem 4.3, we deduce that if the step size is small enough such that the eigenvalues
of BaZ in the “learnable” directions Range(Pz) are not too large, then mini-batch gradient
descent converges to a limiting vector Boo that depends on the step size .

Corollary 4.6. Consider the same setup as Theorem 4.3. If ||(I — BaZ)Pgz|| < 1, then
Br — Boo as k — 0o, where

Boo = Boo(a) :=Pz 06 + (X™X)"XTy.

The proof of Corollary 4.6 follows from Theorem 4.3 and rearranging terms, and the details
can be found in Appendix A.2.2. Since X'X = X" X + O(«), Corollary 4.6 implies that the
limit of mini-batch gradient descent as o — 0 is the same as the limit of full-batch gradient
descent Bo, = PoBo + (X'X) XTy. For finite a, the limit of mini-batch gradient descent
B exhibits more complex interactions between the mini-batches as well as a dependence on
the step size.



4.2 Generalization error

Next, we provide an exact formula for the generalization error of mini-batch gradient descent
in terms of the modified features X and the sample cross-covariance Z = %XTX. The
following result shows that the bias component of the generalization error (i.e. the first two
terms) only depends on Z, and the variance component (i.e. the last term) depends on Z as
well as X"X. For comparison, the generalization error of full-batch gradient in Lemma 3.2
only depends on W.

Theorem 4.7. Consider the same setup as Theorem 4.3. Then for all k > 0, the general-
ization error of the mini-batch gradient descent iterates By is given by

Rx(Br) = (Bo — B+)"Pz,0XPz0(Bo — B.)

+(Bo = B.) Pz(I - BaZ)*S(I - BaZ) Pz (B - B.)
+ %2 Tr ([I —(I-BaZ)*] £ [I- (I- BaZ)*] Z} (ifﬂf() ZT> :

The proof of Theorem 4.7, which uses the error dynamics from Theorem 4.3, appears in
Appendix A.2.4. As a straightforward corollary, we can write down the limiting risk of
mini-batch gradient descent with a small enough step size. The following result, closely
resembling Corollary 3.3, shows that the limiting generalization error consists of a constant
term coming from the components Pz (8o — Bx) of the initial error in the frozen subspace,
and a term corresponding to overfitting the noise that is magnified by the small eigenvalues
of Z.

Corollary 4.8. Consider the same setup as Theorem 4.7. Let Boo = Pz,oﬁo—ﬁ—()NCTX)TXTy.
If ||(I — BaZ)Pz|| < 1, then By — B as k — oo, and the limiting generalization error is
given by

2 ~ ~
Rx(B) = (Bo — B+) " Pz.0XPz(Bo — B) + % Tr <EZJr (%XTX) ZT> .

5 Two-batch gradient descent

The analysis of mini-batch gradient descent with B > 2 batches involves some non-trivial
combinatorics. In this section, we focus on analyzing the more tractable model of two-batch
gradient descent with B = 2. We will derive some more precise results for understanding
how the sample cross-covariance

1 1
Z = §(W1 =+ Wg) — ZQ(WZWI =+ W1W2)

depends on the sample covariance matrices of the individual mini-batches W; = %X-{Xl
and Wy = %XEXQ, as well as the step size a. Here, Z is already more challenging to
characterize analytically since it involves interactions between the two mini-batches in the
term WoW; + W1 Wy (which is known as the anticommutator of W1 and Wy).



5.1 Step size for convergence

A natural question is whether a condition, based only on the data X, can be formulated
for how small the step size a needs to be for two-batch gradient descent to converge as
guaranteed by Proposition 4.6. The following result shows that if full-batch gradient descent
with step size a converges, then two-batch gradient descent with step size /2 also converges
(i.e. using the linear scaling rule).

Lemma 5.1. If a < 1/(n"Y|X"X]|), then ||(I — 2aZ)Pz]| < 1.

The proof of Lemma 5.1, which uses some matrix analysis, is given in Appendix A.3.1.
Note that the converse of Lemma 5.1 is not necessarily true; i.e. two-batch gradient descent
with step size «/2 may converge even though full-batch gradient descent with step size «
diverges.

5.2 Generalization error in terms of Z

In the presence of noise, we might still expect the generalization error in Theorem 4.7 to be
predominantly determined by Z, even though %XTX appears in the variance component.
Indeed, the following result shows that the generalization error of two-batch gradient descent
can be bounded within an interval that only depends on Z, under a natural assumption on
the step size o that was shown to be sufficient for convergence in Lemma 5.1.

Proposition 5.2. Consider the same setup as Theorem 4.7 with B = 2. Ifa < 1/(n™!{|XTX]|),
then for all k > 0, Rx(Bk) € [R—, R4], where

Ry = (Bo — B+) " Pz.0XPz0(Bo — B:)
+ (8o — B.)"Pz(I - 2aZ)*2(1 — 20Z)*Pz(By — B.)

+ (1T+an™!XTX]) %2 Tr ([I— (I-20Z)"] S [I—(1-202Z)"] Z1).

Furthermore, the upper bound is tight if W1 = Wy = 21 for some ¢ > 0 and o = 2/c.

The proof of Proposition 5.2, which relies on some matrix analysis, is given in Appendix A.3.2.
In closer analogy with how full-batch gradient descent depends on the spectrum of W,
Proposition 5.2 shows that the generalization error of two-batch gradient descent is essen-
tially determined by the spectrum of Z. Note that the width of the interval depends linearly
on «, and thus shrinks to zero as the step size tends to zero. As a straightforward corollary,
we can also bound the limiting risk of two-batch gradient descent in an interval that only
depends on Z.

Corollary 5.3. Consider the same setup as Proposition 5.2. Let Boe = Pzﬁoﬁo—&—(f(TX)Tf(Ty.

Ifa <1/(n Y| XTX]|), then Br — Boo as k — oo, and the limiting generalization error sat-
isfies

02
Rx(Bs) € (Bo — B+) " Pz,oXPz0(Bo — Bs) + (1 £ om—1||XTXH); Tr (XZ1).



6 Asymptotic analysis

We have shown that under the linear scaling rule, the generalization errors of full-batch gra-
dient descent with step size «, which depends on W (Lemma 3.2), and two-batch gradient
descent with step size o/2, which depends on aZ(a/2) = 3a(W1 + W3) — 102(W, W +
W;Wj) (Proposition 5.2), are matched. In this section, we study and compare the spectra
of aW and aZ(«a/2) as the number of data samples n and parameters p tend to infinity.

6.1 Large n, fixed p

First, we consider a more classical statistical regime where we assume that p is fixed. By
the law of large numbers, the sample covariances W = %XTX, W, = %XIXl, and Wy =
2X7TX; tend to ¥ as n — oo, almost surely, and thus Z(a/2) tends to ¥ — ta¥? If we
denote the eigenvalues of ¥ by A; then the limiting eigenvalues of Z are given by A;(1— %oz)\i ).

Thus, we see that although Z matches W up to leading order in «, asymptotically, batching
results in a step-size dependent shrinkage of the spectrum of W. This implies that in noiseless
settings (i.e. n = 0), two-batch gradient descent exhibits a slightly slower rate of convergence
(Theorem 4.3) compared with full-batch gradient descent (Lemma 3.1), assuming the linear
scaling rule is used.

6.2 Proportional regime: large n, p

Next, we consider the proportional regime in which both n,p — oo such that p/n —
v € (0,00). This setting has been extensively studied in the context of modern large-scale
machine learning in prior theoretical works [Has-+22; CL22; Mei22; Ba-+22; WSH24]. In this
regime, the sample covariance W does not have a deterministic limit in general. However,
its limiting spectral distribution can be studied using tools from random matrix theory.
Here, the spectral distribution of a symmetric matrix A € RP*P with eigenvalues \;(A) is
defined by FA(:C) = % Z‘le IL{M(A)SI}‘

In this section, we make the following additional assumption on the features x;:

Assumption Al. Each x; has independent Gaussian entries with mean zero and variance
one.

Under Assumption Al, it is known [Mar67; BS10] that almost surely, the empirical spectral
distribution F,w(z) of the (scaled) sample covariance matrix aW = %aXTX weakly con-
verges® to the Marchenko-Pastur distribution with ratio parameter v and variance «, which
has probability measure v, , given by

1
© 2manyx

dvy o(z) - \/(a:+ —z)(x—z_)+ (1 — ’1y> Tip—0}, where x4 :=a(l+ ﬁ)Q

+

That is, vy, has a density supported on [z_, 2], and a point mass of (1 —y~!) at zero if
and only if v > 1 (i.e. in the overparameterized regime).

To study the limiting spectral distribution of Z, a non-commutative polynomial in W7 and
‘W, we need tools from free probability theory, which, roughly speaking, deals with a notion

3This result also holds for models that allow for non-isotropic distributions, such as assuming that
x; = 21/2z; for some z; with i.i.d. coordinates [Dob18; Has+22], or more general dependence structures,
such as assuming that x; is a random vector that is subgaussian or satisfies convex concentration [CL22].

10



of independence for non-commutative random variables called free independence. For the
precise definitions and mathematical setup, we refer to the standard reference [MS17]. The
key result that we need is the following (see [MS17, Section 4.5.1]):

Lemma 6.1. Under Assumption A1, the independent Wishart matrices W1 and Wy are
asymptotically free, almost surely, with respect to the normalized trace. Thus, if p(x,y) =
T+y— %(yac + xy) is the non-commutative polynomial in self-adjoint x,y, then the limiting

spectral distribution of

e a? e e
0Z(a/2) = S(Wi+Wa) = = (Wa W, + Wo W) = p <§W1’ 5WQ)
is the spectral distribution of the polynomial p(w1,w2) of two freely independent Marchenko-
Pastur distributions wy,we with ratio parameter 2 and variance /2.

Techniques for computing the distribution of a sum or product of free random variables have
been developed (e.g. see [MS17; RE08]). However, the problem of describing the distribution
of a general polynomial of free random variables in terms of its individual marginals — such
as its density or smoothness properties — remains a difficult open problem. Recent progress
in [Ari+24] provides a general description of the atoms: [Ari+24, Theorem 1.3] implies that
asymptotically, aZ(a/2) and W have the same point mass of (1 —~y~1) at zero if and only
if ¥ > 1 (i.e. in the overparameterized regime). This corresponds to the dimensions of the
frozen subspaces of weights (i.e. rank of the projectors Pz o and Pg) for mini-batch and
full-batch gradient descent respectively.

The most relevant work that will allow us to compute the limiting spectral distribution of
aZ(a/2) is [BMS17], which presents a general algorithm for calculating the distribution of
a self-adjoint polynomial in free random variables. The key idea behind the algorithm is to
linearize the polynomial and use an operator-valued version of free additive convolution. In
the following, we present some numerical calculations from using this algorithm to compute
the spectral distribution of p(w;,ws) from Lemma 6.1. We refer to Appendix B for details
on our implementation.

6.2.1 Numerical results

In Figure 6.1, we compute the limiting spectral distributions of aZ(«/2) and oW in the
underparameterized (y < 1) and overparameterized (y > 1) regimes, and compare them
with the corresponding empirical spectra from a single simulated n x p Gaussian matrix
X. First, the close adherence between the theoretical predictions and the simulations us-
ing moderately-sized matrices highlights the predictive capacity of the asymptotic theory.
Next, we see that batching results in a complicated transformation of the spectrum of the
sample covariance matrix aW. The largest eigenvalues are consistently pushed in, reflect-
ing a shrinkage in the directions that are learned more quickly. The density of the smaller
eigenvalues, which magnify the generalization error from overfitting the noise, is typically
higher; however, the peak near the edge closest to zero is less pronounced.

Figure 6.2 shows the generalization error dynamics of full-batch gradient descent with step
size aw and B-batch gradient descent with step size /B for B = 2,4 in the overparameterized
regime. Overall, the difference is slight, highlighting how the full-batch and mini-batch
dynamics are matched using the linear scaling rule. However, the difference is visually
apparent during the middle of training, and we found that the limiting risks do differ by a
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zero not shown.

Figure 6.1: Comparison of the theoretical limiting spectral distributions of W and
aZ(a/2) (lines) with spectral distributions from simulated n x p standard Gaussian ma-
trices (histograms).
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0834 . .
0751 7 e -
5
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(a) Entire trajectory over 300 epochs. (b) Limiting trajectory in the last 50 epochs.

Figure 6.2: Empirical generalization error dynamics with 1,000 x 1, 500 standard Gaussian
data (y = 3/2), 0 = 0.5, and B, sampled uniformly at random from the unit sphere.
Gradient descent with step size @ = 0.2 compared to B-batch gradient descent with step
size /B for B = 2,4. The test error is averaged over 1,000 simulations with 1,000 test
samples in each.

tiny amount (with the mini-batch limits being larger by ~ 0.01). For an extreme illustration
of the differences that can be caused by step size effects, o can be taken to be slightly larger
than n~ || XTX]| ~ (14 ,/7)? (by the Bai-Yin law [BS10]); in this case, full-batch gradient
descent typically diverges, but two-batch gradient descent still converges. See Appendix C
for a demonstration and additional numerical experiments.
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7 Conclusion

We showed that the error dynamics of a model of mini-batch gradient descent for least
squares regression where the mini-batches are sampled without replacement depend on a
sample cross-covariance matrix Z between the original features and a set of new features
that have been modified by the other mini-batches. Using this connection, we rigorously
established that the linear scaling rule for the step size matches the dynamics of mini-batch
and full-batch gradient descent up to leading order with respect to the step size. Finally,
we used tools from free probability theory to numerically investigate the effects of batching
on the spectrum of Z.
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Appendices

The organization of the appendices is as follows:

e Appendix A contains the technical proofs for the results for full-batch gradient descent
(Appendix A.1), mini-batch gradient descent (Appendix A.2), and two-batch gradient
descent (Appendix A.3).

e Appendix B provides a high-level overview and details on our implementation of the
algorithm from [BMS17] for calculating the spectral distribution of a polynomial of
free random variables.

e Appendix C presents some additional numerical experiments.

A Technical proofs
A.1 Full-batch gradient descent
Proof of Lemma 3.1. Since y = X3, +n, the error vector satisfies the recursive relationship
@ @
Bi—B. = (1= 2XTX) (Bros — B.) + - XTn.

By recursively applying this relationship, and instating the definition of W = %XTX, we
obtain

B — B = I —aW)" (B — B.) +

3e

k
> (I—-aW)" Xy
j=1

The proof of (3.1) is completed by using the following identity to simplify the expression
for the sum above, which follows from considering the eigendecomposition of the symmetric
matrix X:

k
S A—aW)" X = [I-(I-aW)"| (aW)'XT.

j=1
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Finally, by incorporating the decomposition of the initial error

/60 - /6* = PO(IBO - /6*) + P(BO - ﬁ*)a

noting that (I — aW)*Py = Py, we obtain (3.2). O

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Note that ||Br — 8./l = |Z'/2(Br — B.)||3, where ||-||2 is the usual
¢5 norm. Hence, we may expand the square in (3.1) of Lemma 3.1, and use the fact that
the cross-terms with a linear dependence on the mean-zero noise term 7 vanish upon taking
expectation. The first term of this expansion, combined with the decomposition of the initial
error in (3.2), yields the first two terms of the claimed generalization error, corresponding to
the bias. The remaining variance term follows from writing the second term of the expansion
as a trace (i.e. writing [|z"z||3 = Tr (zz")), using the fact that E [pn'] = 0?1, the cyclic
property of trace, and the property WIWWT = W of the pseudoinverse. O

A.2 Mini-batch gradient descent
A.2.1 Proof of Lemma 4.1
Since Z = %)NCTX = % Zle Xsz = %Z{il HbXZXb, it suffices to show that

B B
Z I,W,, = Z W, IT,
b=1 b=1

to prove that Z is symmetric. Fix b € {1,..., B}. Note that II,W;, and W,II, are polyno-
mials in the non-commuting variables Wy, ..., W, and that II; does not contain the term
W,,. Hence, it suffices to argue that the word ending in W on the left hand side — i.e.
11, W}, — matches the word ending in W}, on the right hand side — i.e. the sum of the words
ending in Wy in 3, WII;.

Observe that 11, W} is a sum of words of the form a;, .. ;, Wi, W,, --- W;, W, where each
of the indices are distinct and a;,...;, € R is a constant. From the form of II;, this term
arises as a sum over permutations 7 from a set, say 7 = T, ,, such that 7(if) < --- <
7(ig) < 7(i1) < 7(b):

1
iy iy Wi, Wy, - W, W, = (B' > (o)W, W, -~-Wu> W,
treT

The same word arises in the expression > b W11 from the single term W;, II;, with W5,
as the leftmost matrix in the product. For each 7 € T, consider shifting the sub-permutation
(i1,12,...,1¢,b) in 7 cyclically to the right (keeping the other entries fixed) to obtain the
permutation 7/ with sub-permutation (b, 41,42, ...,4¢). If T’ denotes the set of permutations
obtained from 7 in this way, then by summing over all 7/ € T in II;, — choosing the term
—aW ;) for each j € {ia,... i, b}, and I for the rest of the indices in the product over 7/
— this shows that the word aQQ yWi W, - W, 'Wy, appearing in W;,II;, is equal to

el

1
Wi, <B' > (_O‘)ZWiz"'Wqu> = Giy,...ig Wiy Wiy - - Wi, W,
CTeT’
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Thus, we conclude that Zle I, W, = Z{il W,II,, and hence Z is symmetric.

Next, we will prove that Range(ZT) C Range(X') C Range(X'). In the following, let
w € R” be a generic vector partitioned into W1, ..., Wp in the same Way as the batches
X,,...,X;. Since Z is symmetric, ZTw = L Eb 1 X P XpW = = Zb 1 xT » Xpw, and hence

it is clear that the row space of Z is contalned _in the row space of X. Furthermore
from expanding the product in II,, we can write X'w = Zf 1 HbX wy = Zb 1 X! b Wb +

Zb 1 abX X,vy for some coefficients o € R and vectors vy,. Hence, the row space of X is
contained in the row space of of X. O

A.2.2 Proof of Theorem 4.3

Lemma A.1. Let A € RPXP be a symmetric matrir, and define P = (I — A)(I— A)' and
Py =1-—P to be the orthogonal projectors onto the range and kernel of I — A respectively.
Then we have

I+A+- 4+ A =T-AHT - A +kP,.

Proof. Since I = P+ Py, we can write (I+A +---+ A1) = (I+ A+ -+ A1) (P+Py).
By multiplying both sides of the algebraic identity (I+ A +---+ A1) (I - A) = (I AF)
by (I—A)f, we have (I+A +---+A* 1P = (I- A*)(I— A)f, which yields the first term.
For the second term, note that A‘Py = Pg for any ¢ > 1, since Ax = x for any x in the
kernel of I — A. Thus, (I+ A + -+ A*~1)Py = kP, which yields the second term. [

Proof of Theorem 4.3. Recall that from (2.2), the iterates ,6',(:) from mini-batch gradient
descent after b iterations over the mini-batches in the kth epoch satisfy

b b B b-1
](g): ’E‘)_i I(b)(XT(b)ﬁ](c )_yT(b))7 b:]-v?v"'va
given a permutation 7 = (7(1),7(2),...,7(B)) of the mini-batches in the kth epoch, where

](go) = 51(5)1 and ﬁéB) := Bo. By using the fact that y, = X8, + m for each mini-batch,
the displayed equation above rearranges to

b Ba b—1)
](<;) - /6* = (I - 7X 7(b )X‘r(b)> ( I(c ﬁ*) T(b)”T(b)? b= 1727 .. '7B'

By iterating this relationship, we deduce that the estimate at the end of the kth epoch
satisfies

B

]iB),B*:H(IfaWT(b))( (B) ~8.) +7Z H (I—aW.;))Xim. (A

b=1 b=1 j:7(j5)<7(b)
Recall that 8;, = E; ~uUnif(sg) [,@k } Hence, by taking the expectation over the random

permutations of the batches in each epoch, drawn uniformly from the B! permutations in
the symmetric group Sp of B elements, the error vector B — (3, satisfies the recursive
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relationship
B

Br— B = = HI—aWT@ )(Br—1— B.)

B' Z Z H (I—OzWT(j))X}; M-

T€SE b=1 j:7(j)<7(b)

By moving the sum over b outside, the second term is equal to

Z anb 777

simply by definition of the modified features X, from (4.1). Next, by writing Z = %L Zle )~(sz,
we have

B
1 1
Z=—o |5 N I @—aw.g)aw, | . (A.3)
' 7€SE b=1 j:r(j)<7(b)
We claim that the identity

Bl ) Z H (I-aW.;)aW, =1- - Z H (I—aW, ) (A.4)

T7€SE b=1 j:7(j)<7(b) TGSBb 1

holds. Assuming that this is true for now, combining (A.3) and (A.4) shows that (A.2) can
be written as

B~ B = (- BoZ)(Bi 1 — ) + KTy (A5)

Hence, by recursively applying this relationship, we obtain

k
Br — B. = (I1— BaZ)*(Bo — B.) + %Z I— BaZ) 71Xy
j=1

The proof of (4.5) is completed by using the following identity from Lemma A.l to sim-
plify the expression for the sum above. Here, we use the assumption that Range(X") C
Range(X"X) to deduce that Pz (X" = 0 (i.e. ZX"n = 0 if and only if X"n = 0).

k
3 (I-Baz)" X" = [I G - Bazﬂ (Baz)' XT.

Jj=1
Furthermore, by incorporating the decomposition of the initial error
Bo — B« =Pzo(Bo — Bs) + Pz(Bo — B),
noting that (I — BaZ)*Pz o = Pz, we obtain (4.6).

Finally, it remains to prove that the identity (A.4) holds. We prove the equivalent identity,
noting that |Sg| = B! so that the identity matrix I can be brought inside the sum:

B B
% > > I @T-aW,g)ew, = % > (I -[[a- awf(w)) (A.6)

" T€SE b=1 j:ir(§)<7(b) " r€Sp b=1

18



We will prove this by matching each summand on the left hand side to a summand on the
right hand side. Fix a permutation 7 € Sp; without loss of generality, we may assume that
7=(1,2,...,B—1,B). Let 7/ = (B,B —1,...,2,1) be the same permutation in reverse
order. On the left hand side, the summand corresponding to 7/ is

OéWB + (I — OéWB)OéWB_1 + -+ (I - aWB) tee (I — OéWg)(I — OéWQ)OéWl. (A?)
On the right hand side, the summand corresponding to 7 is
I-I-aWR)(I-aWpg_1)---(I—aWy)(I—aWy). (A.8)

Consider expanding the product by choosing a term from each bracket going from right
to left. For the last bracket, choosing oW yields the term (I — aWpg)--- (I — aW3)(I —
aWs3)aW; ending in aW;. Otherwise, choosing I results in a smaller product to which
the same argument can be applied recursively. In the end, we are left with the single term
(aWp —1I) — I, so that the identity vanishes and we are left with aWpg. Thus, we see
that (A.7) and (A.8) correspond to the exact same expression, and summing over all 7 € Sp
completes the proof of the claim (A.6). O

Proof of Corollary 4.6. Recall that Pz o =1—ZZ and Z = J%XTX. From (4.5) and (4.6)
of Theorem 4.3, it is clear that if |(I - BaW)Pgz|| < 1, then B converges as k — oo to the
vector

1 .~ - ~
P2.0B0 + Z'ZB. + —2'XTn = P70 + (X X)'XT(XB, + 7).
Since y = X3, + 1, we obtain the claimed expression for the limiting vector (.. O

A.2.3 On the assumptions in Theorem 4.3

In this section, we expand upon Remark 4.4 by proving that the claimed assumptions imply
the condition Range(X") C Range(X'X) required for Theorem 4.3.

e In the overparameterized case (p > n), assume that X € R"*P has rank n. Thus, for any
n € R™, we can write n = X8 for some 6 € RP. Hence, X'n = X" X6 € Range(X"X).

e In the underparameterized case (p < n), assume that X'X (or equivalently Z) has rank
p. The claim trivially follows since Range(X'X) = R?.

Next, using less trivial assumptions, assume that X has rank p, and Range(X) C Range(X).
For 1 € R™, let X"X6 be the projection of X'n onto Range(XTX) where 6 € RP. Thus,
X XTXH is orthogonal to Range(XTX) or in other words,

X"XX"(n - X6) = 0.

We claim that XTn = X"X6. If X"(n — X6) # 0, then XX'(n — X6) # 0. There-
fore, since Range(X) C Range(X), we have that XXT(n X6) € Range(X), and thus
XTXXT(n X#) = 0 if and only if XX (n — X8) = 0. Furthermore, XX' (n — X6) =0
if and only if )AiT(n — X@0) = 0, which completes the proof.
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The assumption in the overparameterized case (which is arguably the more interesting case
for machine learning applications) is natural, and does not depend on the structure of the
mini-batches or the step size. The underparameterized case seems to be more delicate, and
it remains unclear what the necessary assumptions on the structure of the mini-batches,
or on the step size, are in this regime for the required condition to hold. However, in our
numerical experiments, we observed that X"X typically has the same rank as X, so the
assumption is likely satisfied in practice.

A.2.4 Proof of Theorem 4.7

Proof of Theorem 4.7. By expanding the square in (4.5) of Theorem 4.3 and using the fact
that the cross-terms vanish upon taking expectation with respect to the mean-zero noise 7,
denoted by E,,, the generalization error Rx(8y) is equal to

2

_ 1 -
Egll Bk — B3 = 521~ BaZ)* (B — B.)I3 + By | -5 [1- (1~ Baz)"] 2/XTn

2

Since Z is symmetric, the first term is equal to (3p — B.)" (I — BaZ)*< (I - BaZ)*(By — B.).
When combined with the decomposition of the initial error in (4.6), this yields the first two
terms of the claimed generalization error, corresponding to the bias. The second term of
the expansion above, written as a trace using the cyclic property, is equal to

1 k] i< 3 k
=T (z [I — (I- BaZ) } Z'XTE,[nn")XZ [T - (1 - BaZ) D .
Since E,[nn"] = 1, this completes the proof. O

A.3 Two-batch gradient descent

For the following proofs, we use the Loewner order defined by the cone of positive semidefi-
nite matrices: that is, for symmetric matrices A, B, we have A < B if and only if B — A is
positive semidefinite, or equivalently x" Ax < x"Bx for all unit vectors x. We recall some
basic properties of the Loewner order: if A < B and C < D, then

e (Preserved by conjugation) CTAC < C'BC for any C with compatible dimensions

e A+B=<XC+D and cA < aB for any o > 0.

e (Preserved by trace) Tr A < TrB.
Furthermore, recall that W1+Wy = 2n~1XTX. Therefore, the assumption a < 1/(n~1||XTX]|)
is simply the same as « < 2/||W1 + Wy|| in different notation.
A.3.1 Proof of Lemma 5.1

The claim follows if we can show that Z > 0 and 2aZ < 21, assuming oW1 + W] < 2.
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e Z = 0:* the key observation is that we can write
Z = %(W1 +Ws) — ia(wl +W,)% + ia(W? + W3)
= %(Wl +W,) [I — %Q(W1 + Wz)} + ia(wf +W3).
Since W1, Wy = 0, we have W? + W32 = 0, and using the assumption %a(Wl +Wsy) <1,

we deduce that the first term is also positive semidefinite. Hence, Z = 0.

e 2a7Z < 2I: we can write
1 1
2002 = aW; (I — 204W2> + aWy (I — 2aW1)
1 1 1
= (Wl + WQ) (21 — ia(Wl +W2)) — an <I — 20&W1> - OéWQ <I - 2&W2> .

Since aW; < 2I and Wy < 2I by assumption, we have (I — %an) >~ 0 and (I —
%O{WQ) = 0. Thus,

1
207 < 2« (Wl +W2) — 5052 (W;[ + W2)2 .

By considering the eigenvalues of a(W7 + Wy), which satisfy ||a(W; + W3)|| < 2 by
assumption, we deduce that the operator norm of the upper bound is at most 2. Hence,
we conclude that 2aZ < 21I. O

A.3.2 Proof of Proposition 5.2

Proof of Proposition 5.2. Our goal is to bound the generalization error given in Theorem 4.7
(with B = 2) by bounding the trace term (corresponding to the variance component). The
key observation is that in the two-batch case, we have the explicit relationship between
%XTX and Z:

lore 1 1
XX =7+ % {<2aW1 - 1) WoW, + <2aw2 - 1) Wlwg} . (A.9)
n

By using the property ZTZZ! = Z of the pseudoinverse, and the fact that the trace preserves
the Loewner order, the claimed upper bound follows if we can show that
1[/1 1 1
1 KZQWI — I> WoW; + <2aW2 — I> W1W2} = §||W1 + W,||Z, (A.10)
assuming that «||W; + Wy|| < 2. Since Z = %(Wl +W,) — ia(Wgwl + W;W,), the
claim (A.10) is equivalent to showing that

(WoW W, + W, W, W) (WyW; + W W)

1
4
1 «

= ZHWl + Wy|[(W; + Ws) — §||W1 + Wy || W W1 + W1 Ws),

|2

4Even though W1+ W3 > 0, this is not immediately obvious since the anticommutator W1 Wa+Wa W1
is not positive semidefinite in general.
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or, by rearranging,

o

S {W2 W1 W3 + WIW2 W) + [Wi o+ Wa | (Wa Wi+ WiW3))
A1)

1 (

= {IW1 + W3 ||(W1 + W) + (W W, + W Ws)}

Since W1 < [|[Wq|I < ||[W1 + W21, and similarly Wa < |W1 + W], the left hand side
of (A.11) is bounded from above in the Loewner order by

«
§|\W1 + Wol[ {(W] 4+ W3) + (W W, + Wi W)} < =(W; + W,)?%

N

where we use the assumption «|W; + Ws|| < 2 for the second inequality. Next, since
W1+ W3 |[(W; +Ws3) = W2+ W2 the right hand side of (A.11) is bounded from below
by

1 1
7 LW+ W3) + (Wa Wy + W W)} = (W) + Wa)?.

Combining the preceding two displayed equations shows that (A.11) holds. If Wy = Wy =
cI and o = 2/c for some ¢ > 0, then it is also clear that (A.11) holds with equality.

Similarly as above, the lower bound follows if we can show that

1[/1 1 1
1 |:<204W1 — I) WyW; + <2aW2 - I) W1W2:| = —§||W1 + W1||Z, (A.12)

assuming that o||W; + W] < 2. This is equivalent to showing that
« 1
S (Wa W, Ws + WiWo W) — (W W) + Wi Wo)
1 o
= _Zle + Wal[(W1 + W) + §||W1 + Wyl Wo W, + W Wy).

By rearranging and using the fact that WoW; Wy + W1 W3yW, > 0, this is implied by

1 1 /a

TIWL A+ Wl (W + Wa) = (5

Wi+ Wal|(Wy 4+ W) = 2 (5
By using the assumption a| W1 + Ws| < 2, and the fact that [|[W1 + Wa|[(W1 + W) =
(W1 + W3)?2, this is further implied by

W1 + Wa| + 1) (Wo W, + W, Wy).

1
Z(Wl + Wy)? = (W W + W, W,).

DN | =

Since (W7 + W3)2 = W? + W2 + Wy W, + W; W, this is equivalent to

1 1
(Wi = W)? = Z(WI+ W5 = Wo W, — Wi Ws) = 0,
which is indeed true, and hence we conclude that the claim (A.12) holds. O

Proof of Corollary 5.3. The convergence of B to B follows from Corollary 4.6 (with B =
2), using the sufficient condition on the step size a given in Lemma 5.1. The resulting bound
for the limiting generalization error, expressed in terms of Z, is from Proposition 5.2 O
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B Free probability computations

In this section, we describe our implementation of the general algorithm from [BMS17] for
calculating the spectral distribution of the noncommutative polynomial

1

plwy, w2) = wy +wp — §(w2w1 + wiws)
of two freely independent Marchenko-Pastur distributions wq, wo with ratio parameter v and
variance . When v = 21im,, ,_,o p/n, this corresponds to the limiting spectral distributions
of the scaled sample covariances aW; and aWy of the two mini-batches in two-batch
gradient descent with step size a. For the statement of the algorithm for computing the
spectral distributions of general polynomials of free random variables as well as the technical
details and proofs, we refer to the paper [BMS17] (in particular, [BMS17, Theorems 4.1 and
2.2]).

First, we state some preliminaries on the Marchenko-Pastur distribution v, , with ratio
parameter 7y and variance a. The Stieltjes transform of v, . is given by

a(l =) —z++/(z—a(y +1))? —4ya?

Myal2) = By, [V = 2)71] = e

(B.1)

for z € C4, where C; = {z € C: Im(z) > 0} is the complex upper half-plane, and the
branch of the complex square root is chosen with positive imaginary part. The Cauchy
transform is given by G(z) = —m(z). The Stieltjes transform of a real-valued random
variable (or equivalently its Cauchy transform) uniquely determines its distribution through
the Stieltjes inversion theorem (e.g. see [MS17, Theorem 6]).

The algorithm of [BMS17] computes the Cauchy transform G, of p(w1, ws), which uniquely
determines its distribution, given the individual Cauchy transforms of wy, wy by the following
steps:

(1) Compute a linearization Ly(wi,w2) of the non-commutative polynomial p(wi,ws) =
w1 + wy — & (waw; +wyws) in the sense of [BMS17, Definition 3.1]: that is, we want to

2
find T
0
Lp(w17w2) = <V uQ>

such that p(wy,ws) = —u"'Q~'v, where u, v are vectors with entries in C(wy,ws), the
algebra generated by wi,ws over the field of complex numbers, and Q is a matrix with
entries in C({wy,ws). Specifically, we use

0 1 w1 w2
1 -1 -1 -1
wp —1 -1 1
wy, —1 1 -1

Lp(wth) =

It may be easily checked that

1

-1 -1 -1\~ 0 -1 -1
Ql=|-1 -1 1 =5 -1 0 1],
-1 1 -1 -1 1 0
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so that wy 4+ wy — %(wgwl +wywy) = —u' Q~!v. We also define the matrices

0 1 0 0 0010 00 0 1

1 -1 -1 -1 00 0 0 00 0 0
bo=1g 1 1 1| P =1 000 P2=o 00 ol

0 -1 1 -1 00 0 0 1 0 0 0

so that we can write L, (w1, w2) = bo®1+b1 ®w; +bs@ws. Finally, b1 ®w; and b @ws
(i.e. matrices whose entries consist of w; and ws respectively) are freely independent
operator-valued random variables.

The operator-valued Cauchy transform Gy, gw, (b) of by®w; is defined by Gp, gw, (b) :=
E[b-b;@w) ] = [p(b—tb;) 'dry(t) for complex-valued matrices b in the
operator upper half-plane (i.e. whose imaginary part has only positive eigenvalues). By
the Stieltjes inversion theorem, it can be calculated by the limiting formula

Gb, gw, (b) = lim -1 /(b —tby) " m(Gy, (t + i€)) dt,
el ™ Jr

where the integral is taken elementwise, and the (scalar-valued) Cauchy transform G,
for the distribution v, , is (the negative) of (B.1) above. (In our implementation, we
found that computing this integral with parameters ¢ ~ 1075 and ¢t ~ 100 worked
well; in particular, ¢ does not need to be large since the matrices involved have bounded
operator norm and the Marchenko-Pastur distribution has compact support.) Similarly,
the operator-valued Cauchy transform Gp,gw, 0f ba @ we can be computed in the same
way with by, w; replaced by b, wo.

Let fp be the map defined by

fb(a) = hb2®w2 (hb1®w1 (a) + b) + b,

where hy, guw, (a) = (Gb1®w1 (a))_1 —a and hp,guw, (a) = (Gb2®w2 (a))_l — a are the

so-called “h-transforms” of by ® w; and bs ® ws respectively.

The operator-valued Cauchy transform of the sum b1 @wi+ba®@ws satisfies Gb, gw, +bsew, (D) =

Gb,ouw, (w(b)), where w(b) is the unique fized point of the map fr [BMS17, Theo-
rem 2.2]. (In our implementation, we compute w(b) by iterating w; = f(w;—1) until
the maximum elementwise difference between the iterates w; does not exceed a specified
tolerance parameter ~ 1076.)

Thus, the operator-valued Cauchy transform of Ly (w1, w2) = bo®1+b1 @ w1 +ba @ ws
can be computed by Gr, (b) = Gb,guw,+b,@w. (b — bo) = Gb,guw, (w(b = bp)).

Finally, the scalar-valued Cauchy transform G,(z) of p(wi,ws2) can be extracted from
the first entry of the operator-valued Cauchy transform G, of Ly(w1,ws), evaluated at
a diagonal matrix A.(z), as € | 0 [BMS17, Corollary 3.6]:

Gp(z) = leiﬁ)l[GLP (Ae(2))]11, where A(z):=

e

(In our implementation, we found that evaluating G (A-(z)) with e ~ 107¢ worked
well.)
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Thus, the algorithm above allows us to compute the Cauchy transform G,,, which completely
determines the distribution of p(wy, ws). For example, using G, we can compute the density

fp of p(wr,ws2) at z € R by

o) = litg —Tm(Gy i +72)).

(For example, see [CL22, Theorem 2.1].) Furthermore, we can compute the point mass g,(x)

at € R (if any) by
gp(x) = liﬁ)l 1eGp(x + ie).
1>

C Additional numerical experiments

C.1 Full-batch diverges, mini-batch converges

In Figure C.1, we demonstrate that we can find « such that full-batch gradient descent with
step size a diverges (exponentially), but two-batch gradient descent with step size /2 still

converges.
6
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Figure C.1: Empirical generalization error dynamics with n x p standard Gaussian data
with n = 1,000, p = 1,500 (v = 3/2), no noise (o = 0), and B, sampled uniformly at random
from the unit sphere. Gradient descent with step size o = 0.4 ~ 2/(1 4 ,/7)? diverges, but
two-batch gradient descent with step size «/2 = 0.2 converges (first ten epochs shown). The
test error is averaged over 1,000 simulations with 1,000 test samples in each.

C.2 Underparameterized regime

In Figure C.2, we compare full-batch gradient descent and mini-batch gradient descent with
B = 2,4 mini-batches using the linear scaling rule for the step size in the underparameterized
regime. Similar to the observations for Figure 6.2, the generalization error trajectories of
mini-batch and full-batch gradient descent are closely matched. However there are very
slight differences, e.g., the limiting risk of two-batch gradient descent is greater by about

~ 0.05.
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(a) Entire trajectory over 100 epochs. (b) Limiting trajectory in the last 10 epochs.

Figure C.2: Empirical generalization error dynamics with 4,000 x 1,000 standard Gaussian
data (y =1/4), o0 = 1, and B, sampled uniformly at random from the unit sphere. Gradient
descent with step size & = 0.4 compared to B-batch gradient descent with step size o/ B for
B = 2,4. The test error is averaged over 1,000 simulations with 1,000 test samples in each.
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