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Abstract

Kernel ridge regression (KRR) is a popular class of machine learning models that has become
an important tool for understanding deep learning. Much of the focus has been on studying
the proportional asymptotic regime, n < d, where n is the number of training samples and d is
the dimension of the dataset. In this regime, under certain conditions on the data distribution,
the kernel random matrix involved in KRR exhibits behavior akin to that of a linear kernel. In
this work, we extend the study of kernel regression to the quadratic asymptotic regime, where
n =< d?. In this regime, we demonstrate that a broad class of inner-product kernels exhibit
behavior similar to a quadratic kernel. Specifically, we establish an operator norm approxima-
tion bound for the difference between the original kernel random matrix and a quadratic kernel
random matrix with additional correction terms compared to the Taylor expansion of the kernel
functions. The approximation works for general data distributions under a Gaussian-moment-
matching assumption with a covariance structure. This new approximation is utilized to obtain
a limiting spectral distribution of the original kernel matrix and characterize the precise asymp-
totic training and generalization errors for KRR in the quadratic regime when n/d? converges to
a non-zero constant. The generalization errors are obtained for both deterministic and random
teacher models. Our proof techniques combine moment methods, Wick’s formula, orthogonal
polynomials, and resolvent analysis of random matrices with correlated entries.

1 Introduction

Deep neural networks have become the dominant class of models in machine learning, breaking new
benchmarks every few weeks. A certain architecture of deep neural networks, wide neural networks,
is closely related to the kernel methods [JGH18]. Kernel methods [SS02, WRO06] also exhibit many
phenomena previously thought to be specific to deep neural networks [BMM18]. Consequently,
understanding kernel models in high dimensional limits has gathered a lot of renewed attention due
to their analytical tractability.

A particular line of attack toward understanding kernel methods has been using asymptotic
analysis via random matrix theory [EK10b, MM19, BMR21, MZ22|. The key argumentative piece
in these results is that kernel matrices in the proportional asymptotic regime, i.e. n < d where n is
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the sample size and d is the feature dimension of dataset X, are well approximated by the Gram
matrix of the input data. Consequently, in this regime, the kernel models are somewhat degenerate
and can only be as powerful as linear models [BMR21, BES™22]. While this has provided us with
many interesting insights, intuitions, and limitations of kernel methods, the scope of this asymptotic
regime is limited. Many other works have tried to analyze the more general polynomial regime of
n =< d’, for £ > 1, e.g., [MMM22, DWY21, XHM*22, LY22, DLMY23, WZ23]. However, general
covariance structures of the data distribution were not considered in most of previous works beyond
the linear regime. One of our motivating questions in this paper is to tackle this situation:

What is the asymptotic behavior of kernel regression beyond the proportional regime for general
data distribution with a covariance structure?

In this work, we make headway into this question in the asymptotic quadratic regime, i.e.
n =< d?. For a large class of inner-product kernels, the kernel matrices for high dimensional datasets
are well approximated by a degree-2 polynomial kernel matrix, which depends on the data matrix
X and the kernel function f. Using this approximation, we derive the precise description of the
limiting eigenvalue distribution of the kernel random matrix under this asymptotic quadratic regime
and study the corresponding kernel regression problem with precise asymptotics for training and
generalization errors.

1.1 Main contributions

We study a large class of inner-product kernels

T,z
K(:c,z):f<<+d>>, x,z € R% (1)
Consider independent random vectors @, ..., x, in R? with independent entries and a covariance
structure 3. The kernel function (1) applied to the dataset induces a kernel random matrix

K ¢ R™" such that K;; = f <M> We show that under regularity assumptions for f and

certain moment conditions on x;,i € [n], when n < d2, the kernel matrix behaves as a quadratic
kernel. More precisely, we show the following three main results:

1. We show that when n = O(d?), with high probability, the kernel random matrix K can be
approximated by a quadratic kernel random matrix K @) under the spectral norm, where

K® = o117 + a1 XX + ao(X X )2 + al,, (2)

and ag,a1,as,a are constants depending on f and the covariance ¥ given in (7). Here
(X X 7)©2 is the Hadamard product of X X | with itself. Our non-asymptotic concentration
bound works for non-isotropic data under a mild moment-matching condition. In particular,
it holds for Gaussian data with a covariance matrix ¥. The precise statement is given in
Theorem 2.5. The spectral norm approximation bound shows that K can be asymptotically
decomposed as a low-rank part, a quadratic kernel, and a regularization term. The structural
result is important for understanding kernel ridge regression (KRR) in the quadratic regime.

2. When n — oo and % — «, we also characterize the limiting spectral distribution of K. It
is given by a deformed Marchenko-Pastur law, which depends on the aspect ratio a and the
covariance structure 3. The detailed statement can be found in Theorem 2.8.



3. Based on the above results, we study the performance of KRR with the kernel function K in
(1) and random training data @1, ..., x,. Our analysis reveals that the training and general-
ization error for KRR with kernel K can be approximated by the quadratic kernel K 2, The
asymptotic training error is presented in Theorem 2.11. The asymptotic generalization error
is characterized in Theorems 2.14 and 2.16 for different teacher models. To fulfill the proofs
in generalization error, we provide a novel concentration inequality for quadratic forms of
centered random tensor vectors and a general deterministic equivalence for spectral functions
of a centered version of (X X ")®2; see Section E.1 for more details.

1.2 Related work

Kernel random matrices. The study of kernel random matrices has been an important topic
in random matrix theory and high dimensional statistics. For inner-product kernels, in the pro-
portional regime where n < d, there are two types of random matrix models in the literature. For
K;; = f({z;,x;)/V/d), the limiting spectral distribution was first considered in [CS13, DV13]. The
concentration of the spectral norm was also considered in [FM19]. For a different scaling where
K;; = f({x;,x;)/d), the limiting spectral distribution and spectral norm bound was considered in
[DV13, EK10b, EK10a]. When f = z*, K is related to random tensor models recently considered
in random matrix literature [AHH12, BVZ21, CYY22, Yas23, Bas23, GCC22, AGV23]. In the poly-
nomial regime, recently, [LY22, DLMY 23] considered the spectrum of inner-product kernel matrices
and proved a spectral universality result. Their kernel matrix is of the form K;; = f((x;, x;)/ Vd)
whose scaling is different from ours, which is K;; = f((x;, x;)/d). Although their scaling may bet-
ter exhibit the bulk information from the nonlinear function, our matrix concentration and limiting
law results directly apply to characterizing kernel regression training and generalization errors. An
example class of inner-product kernels is of the form K(z,2) = Ey[o(w z)o(w ' 2)], where w is
drawn from isotropic Gaussian distribution when data vectors are of unit length [WZ24, MJBM23].

Kernel ridge regression in the polynomial regime. When n =< d, the spectral analysis of
rotational invariant kernels including (1) studied by [EK10b] has been applied to the study of KRR
[LR20, EKZ'20, LLS21, BMR21, SAEP'22]. Under the same regime, kernel spectral clustering
has also been analyzed [CBG16, LC19, STC19b, STC19a, LCM21] in terms of informative and non-
informative eigenstructures in the kernel matrices induced by nonlinearity. Beyond the proportional
case, for general data distribution, [LRZ20, DWY21, AMDY23, LZL*23] provided bias and variance
bounds of the generalization error for the consistency of KRR; and under certain data assumptions,
[GMMM20, GMMM21, MMM22] precisely showed that KRR can only low-degree polynomial based
on the sample complexity n. When n =< d*, for k € N, the performance of inner-product kernel
with data uniformly drawn from the unit sphere S¥~' has been recently studied by [XHM™T22].
Then, [MS24] proved a dimension-free approximation of KRR via a non-asymptotic deterministic
equivalence given some concentration of the eigenfunctions in the spectral decomposition of the
kernel. Recently, [BS24, CLKB24] considered non-asymptotic generalization error bound for KRR
under a general setting and obtained conditions for benign over-fitting. Building on the work of
[LRZ20, GMMM21], [GLS24] provided a more precise upper bound for the test error of KRR under
a sub-Gaussian design. This advancement has been applied to data-dependent conjugate kernels,
contributing to the ongoing research on trained feature regression in feature learning [BES™22].



Random feature models. Random feature models, as an efficient approximation of limiting
kernel random matrices [RR07, LHCS21], have gained significant interest in deep learning [PW17,
LLC18]. In the ultra-wide neural networks [ADH'19], random feature ridge regression (RFRR) is
asymptotically equivalent to a kernel ridge regression (KRR) model [JGH18, NXB*19, MHR™ 18,
WZ24, WZ23], whose kernel is in the form of K(z,z) = Eyf[o(w'z)o(w'2)], with Gaussian
random vector w. When the width is proportional to n and d, while the random feature matrix
will not converge to the corresponding kernel, the asymptotic behavior of RFRR remains tractable
via random matrix theory. It is comparable to that of a linear model [MM19, AP20, LCM20, HL20].
Beyond the proportional regime. Most of these results considered the RFRR with the data points
independently drawn from a specific high-dimensional distribution, e.g., uniform measure on the
hypercube or S¥~1 [GMMM21, HLM24] or under the hypercontractivity assumption from [MMM22].
Very recently, [LVP23] the generalization error of RFRR for deterministic datasets, and [DLM24]
studied the deterministic equivalence of the generalization error under the concentration property
of eigenfunctions. The asymptotic spectra of these random features or empirical NTK in neural
networks have been investigated by [PW17, LLC18, MM19, FW20, BP21, BP22, WZ24, WWF24].
[LC18] studied the inner-product kernel induced by random features in the proportional limit.

Quadratic regime and learning a quadratic function. The quadratic regime, as an extension
of the linear regime, has appeared in various tasks. [CW19] studied phase transition behavior for

the GOE approximation of Wishart distributions in the regimes where d = nis ,keNwithk=1
corresponding to the quadratic regime. As another example, the ellipsoid fitting conjecture [SPW13]
with a threshold n = d?/4 lies within this regime and was resolved by [HKPX23, TW23, BMMP23]
up to a constant. Here [HKPX23] utilized a constructed random matrix closely related to our (2).

In our result, we evaluate KRR under the quadratic regime to learn a quadratic function. The
classical phase retrieval model [Wal63, BCE0O6] belongs to this learning problem. The learning
dynamic of two-layer neural networks with quadratic activations to learn a quadratic function has
been studied by [SMBC'20, MBB24]. More closely related to our work, [GMMM19] examined the
population loss of random features with quadratic activation functions to learn a quadratic teacher.

1.3 Technical novelties

Compared to the existing work that characterizes the precise asymptotic performance of kernel ridge
regression under specific distribution assumptions [MM19, XHM 22, MZ22, MMM?22]|, e.g., uniform
measure on S~ ! and the hypercube, we make no specific distribution assumption and do not require
all moments of the data distribution are bounded. The data distribution can be non-isotropic with
a covariance structure. Our technical assumption is the Gaussian moment matching condition,
which is necessary in our moment method proof of kernel approximation in Theorem 2.5. It is used
to explore the orthogonal properties of the Hermite polynomial in the proof of Theorem 2.14.
Even for Gaussian data with covariance structures, our results provide the first asymptotic
analysis beyond the linear regime. The work of [MMM22, XHM*22, MZ22| relies on a hyper-
contractivity property of the data probability measure and expands the kernel matrix in terms
of orthogonal polynomials concerning the measure. The kernel matrix concentration bound in
[GMMM21, XHM*22] is based on a high trace method by bounding the trace of the kernel ma-
trix to a high power. This type of argument could yield a better convergence rate but requires
high-moment information on the data distributions. In addition, none of the previous works for



asymptotic analysis considered the covariance structure of the data distribution beyond the linear
regime.

To prove the concentration result, we revisit the idea of Taylor expansion of kernel functions
in [EK10b]. Different from [EK10b], the higher-order error terms from the Taylor expansion are
more challenging to bound, and new “correction terms” not seen from the Taylor approximation
appear in our corresponding quadratic kernel K @), Interestingly, the new terms correspond to the
third and fourth Hermite polynomials. We then apply a trace method to control the error from
higher-order expansion. To obtain a vanishing error, the Gaussian moment matching condition
allows us to see more cancellations from the moment calculation with the help of Wick’s formula
[Wich0].

Under the spectral norm, we can approximate K by a simpler quadratic kernel K @) with a
low-rank part (ap11' +a; X X 7), a Hadamard product part given by as(X X ")®? and a regulariza-
tion term al,. From standard perturbation analysis, (XX ")®? is the leading term in the limiting
spectrum of K. By the “kernel trick” (see, e.g., [Ver10, Exercise 3.7.4], we can write (X X ')®? as
a Gram matrix with tensor vectors %7 € [n]. We then use the result in [BZ08] for sample co-
variance matrices with independent columns to study the limiting spectrum. Due to the symmetry
of the coordinates in acl®2, the intrinsic dimension for each vector is (d;rl). We identify the covari-
ance structure for a reduced tensor vector from m?z with covariance matrix 3 ¢ R(*3)x("2")
associated with 3 which essentially determines the limiting spectral distribution of (X X T)®2,

Finally, equipped with the random matrix results above, we characterize the asymptotic per-
formance of KRR in the quadratic regime. The analysis relies on the connection between the
spectrum of K and the prediction risks of KRR. We carefully quantify the approximation error
when replacing K with K ) in the training and generalization errors for KRR with K. After this
simplification, we analyze the asymptotic behavior of KRR with a quadratic kernel K @), Then,
the challenge becomes to establish the deterministic equivalences of some functional of K @) and
its resolvent. To fulfill this, we establish a new concentration inequality (Lemma E.1) related to
random quadratic forms of a:;@z. Another difficulty comes from the low-rank terms in K®. By
repeatedly applying the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula, we check whether these low-rank
terms impede or help K® in learning a pure quadratic teacher function.

Our work provides new tools and techniques for kernel random matrices beyond the linear
regime [EK10b] for data with covariance structures. It would be interesting to find the optimal
moment matching conditions and generalize our results beyond the quadratic regime (n =< d?) to
general polynomial regimes (n < d*, £ € N). In the quadratic regime n < d?, bounding each higher-
order error term is already technical under general data distributions with a covariance structure.
Instead of generalization errors for pure quadratic teacher models, it would also be worth proving
our results for a more general teacher function. Lastly, for future work, applying Lemma E.1 is also
promising to obtain a non-asymptotic analysis of generalization errors which may provide a more
detailed scaling limit of KRR.

1.4 Preliminaries

Notation. We refer to vectors in boldcase (x), matrices in bold uppercase (X ), scalars in nor-
malcase (z). We use ||| as the fo-norm of a vector. For a matrix X, we refer to | X|| as the
operator norm and || X || as the Frobenius norm. We use K to represent a kernel function and K
to denote a kernel random matrix. I,, denotes the n x n identity matrix. The notation E[-] means



the expectation is only taken over the random vector «, conditioned on everything else. we use
an < by, to indicate a,, < Cb, for some constant C' independent of n,d.

For a vector € R? we denote its tensor product by %2 € R% whose index set is {(i,7) :4,j €
[d]} such that

(2%2),, = =()2().

where x(j) is the j-th entry of vector x. For a matrix A whose (7, j)-th entry is a; j, we denote the
k-th Hadamard product of A as A% whose (,7)-th entry is afj, for any k € N. We will use the
following equation: given a matrix X € R"*? the (i, j)-th entry of (X X T)®F is

? J

(XXM o= (wi,2y) = ("), (3)

for i,j € [n], where :IZ;I— is the i-th row of X, and the the inner product between w?k and w;&k is

the vector inner product in R

Random matrix theory We include several definitions from random matrix theory. For any
n X n Hermitian matrix A, with eigenvalues A1, ..., A,, the empirical spectral distribution of A,
is defined by

n

HA, = %Z&\i-

i=1

We write lim spec(A4,,) = p if pa, — p weakly as n — oo. Then we call p the limiting spectral
distribution of A,. The Marchenko-Pastur law [MP67] with a parameter v € (0,+00) has a
probability density:

1—~714 1
M}\y/IP _ (1=~ + vy, 7v>1, where (4)
vy, v € (0,1],
1 Y4 —x)(x — =
dl/«/(iﬂ) = % \/( * 7:1( )1m€[77’7+}d$, Y+ = (1 + ﬁ)2 (5)

1

Note that when v > 1, the total mass of v, is v~ and when v € (0, 1), the total mass of v, is 1.

1.5 Organization of the paper

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Precise and detailed statements of our main results are
given in Section 2. Additional definitions and lemmas are given in Appendix A. Proof of the result
for spectral norm approximation (Theorem 2.5) is given in Appendix B. The proof of the limiting
spectral distribution (Theorem 2.8) is provided in Appendix C. In Appendices D and E, we provide
the proof for the results on training error (Theorem 2.11) and generalization error (Theorem 2.14
and Theorem 2.16) for kernel ridge regression, respectively.



2 Main results

2.1 Quadratic approximation of inner-product kernel matrices

Consider kernel function of the form K(z,z) = f ((m{,;) ), where f is a function independent of n, d.

Let ; be independent random vectors in R? i € [n]. Consider random kernel matrix K € R"*"
such that it (4, j)-th entry is defined by

K;j = K(zi,x;), 1,j€[n]

Our results will be stated under the following assumptions on the data distribution and the
kernel function f.

Assumption 2.1. We assume that, for some absolute constant C1 >0, 5 < Cy.

Assumption 2.2. We assume that x; = »12z € R?, where 3 is a d x d positive semi-definite
matriz, and z; € R? is a random vector with independent entries. Furthermore, fori € [n], k € [d],

E[(zi(k)"] =E[¢'], t=1,2,...,8, where g ~N(0,1).
And E[|zi(k‘)|go]% < Cy for some constant Cy > 0, and 21, ..., 2z, are independent.

Note that in Assumption 2.2, z1,..., 2, can have different distributions. Similar to Assump-
tion 2.2, Gaussian moment matching assumptions also appear in non-Gaussian component analysis
[DH24] and the universality of local spectral statistics in random matrix theory [TV11]. We did
not try to optimize the bounded moment assumption. The finite 90-th moment condition in As-
sumption 2.2 is convenient for deriving a 1 — O(d~'/2) probability tail bound in Theorem 2.5.

Assumption 2.3. ||| < Cj for some constant Cs > 0, and there exists a scalar T > 0 such that

Assumption 2.4. Kernel function f: R — R is a C?-function in a neighborhood of T, and is C°
in a neighborhood of 0.

Denote the data matrix by X = | : | € R™*? where all row vectors in X are independent and

T

Ty

satisfies Assumption 2.2. Under all the assumptions above, we introduce the following quadratic
kernel matriz K@ as an approximation of K, where

KO — ( £(0) f<4><o><Tr<z2>>2> o <f’(0) . f<3><om<22>> xxT

8d* d 2d3
(0 @)(0) Tr(x? ©2
. <f2§2) + OO T >> (xx7)
" 2
|7 (F) -t - romE - ER (EE) ()




For ease of notation, we write (6) as

K® =gp11" + a1 XX T 4 a(X X )®2 4 al,,, (7)
where
w0 = £(0) — f(4)(0)§(;§£(22))2, (8)
0 = f’éO) N f(3>(02)dT3r(22), )
0y = f;’c(lg) o (02;(22)7 (10)
o=t (B2) o - o2 SO (T2 (1)

Here ag,a1,a2 and a are of different orders depending on d. These parameters are important to
yield a sharp approximation of K. Notably, these coefficients are different from a direct, entrywise
Taylor approximation of K. In ag,a;, and ag, the first terms f(0), @, and L ;CES ) are from Taylor
expansion of f at 0, respectively. The additional second terms in (8)-(10) appear in the proof when
we seek a quadratic kernel matrix that minimizes the approximation error under the spectral norm.

Our first result is a non-asymptotic approximation error bound of K @ _ K.

Theorem 2.5 (Quadratic kernel approximation under the spectral norm). Under Assumptions 2.1-
2.4, there exist constants ¢,C > 0 depending only on f,Cq,Cs, and C3 such that with probability at
least 1 — cd=Y/2, we have

HK—K<2>H < 0d T (12)

Theorem 2.5 shows that for sufficiently large n, the random kernel matrix K can be approxi-
mated by a much simpler quadratic kernel matrix K (2), which can be decomposed into a low-rank
part, a Hadamard product term, and a regularization term. This extends the linear approximation
result in [EK10b, BMR21, SAEP ™22, Ard22]. The polynomial error rate d-1s might not be op-
timal; however, it suffices to have an o(1) error bound for the asymptotic analysis of kernel ridge
regression. It is an interesting open question to determine the optimal error rate in our setting.

2.2 The limiting eigenvalue distribution for the kernel matrix

Since the asymptotic structure of K can be represented by K (2), from standard perturbation
analysis in random matrix theory and [BZ08], we can compute the limiting spectral distribution
of K by understanding the limiting spectral distribution of the Hadamard product (XX T)92.
From the tensor representation given in (3), it suffices to study sample covariance matrices with
independent row vectors given by a:;@z. Due to the symmetry in the tensor product, for any k, ¢ € [d],
inside

(@7 e = 1 (k)21 (0) = () 0n,



there are only (d+1) many distinct coordinates in w?? We can define a reduced tensor product

2@ e R("2") indexed by {(k,£) : 1 < k < ¢ < d} such that

2x; (k)x;(£) k<,
2 (k. ) = vae im0 k< (13)
|acl(k:)| k=¢.
Note that mgz) is not centered, e.g., if ¥ is diagonal, then for k£ < /¢ € [d],
Elz”) (k, 0)] = 6,k (14)

The definition in (13) makes the following identity holds while reducing the dimension of the tensor
vectors:

(@2%,25?%) = (2, 2?). (15)

Let

d+1

5@ = E [z - Ez?)(@? - Ea()T| e R(%)* (%),
This matrix encodes the covariance information of ac§2). Under the Gaussian moment matching
condition for z; in Assumption 2.2 and an additional assumption that 3 is diagonal, a quick
calculation implies

o 0 if (i,5) # (k,0),
ik =\ 22aXy; i #j,(6,5) = (k0), (16)
3%2 ifi=j=k=24¢

When 3 = EazlwlT is diagonal with bounded operator norm, the matrix »@ is also diagonal and
has a bounded operator norm. In this section, we need the following additional assumptions for
our asymptotic analysis.

Assumption 2.6. There exists a > 0 such that

im — = a.

d—o0 2N
Assumption 2.7. We assume that f”(0) # 0, X is a diagonal matriz, and =@ has a limiting
spectral distribution denoted by fis2) .

Our next theorem characterizes the limiting eigenvalue distribution of K after proper centering
and scaling.

Theorem 2.8 (Limiting eigenvalue distribution) Under Assumptions 2.2-2.4 and Assumptions
2.6-2.7, the empirical spectral distribution of - 7 (0 (K —al,,) converges in probability to a deformed
Marchenko-Pastur law p,, =@ defined as

(17)

. (1—()4)504‘@(%&,&2(2)) if 0<a<l,
2 = .
> o (Va B pigy2)) if  a>1,



where X denotes the multiplicative free convolution defined in Definition A.2 and v, is defined in

(5). The same limiting eigenvalue distribution holds for f'%((lo) (K® —al,,).

In particular, when X = 14, the empirical spectral distribution of f%—EB)(K — al,) converges in
probability to a distribution given by

Jd=a)dotav, if O0<a<l,
o= avg, if a>1,

where vy, 1s defined by (5).

2.3 Training and generalization errors for kernel ridge regression

Consider a dataset X = [xy,...x,]" with x,..., z, satisfying Assumption 2.2. Let

Y=yl = @), fula)] +e (18)

be noisy training labels generated by an unknown teacher function f, : R — R, and € € R" where
€; are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian random variable with

Fe; =0, Ee? = o2 (19)

With dataset X and training labels y, we are interested in the asymptotic behavior of kernel ridge
regression (KRR)

£ = argmin > (ys — fl@)? + AIfIZ

Fer o

for certain Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Spaces H(R?), associated with inner product kernels, under
the quadratic regime n =< d2. Here, A > 0 is called the ridge parameter in KRR. The estimator of
KRR can be written by

F@) = K(z, X)(K + A\L,) 'y,

where K(x, X) = [K(x,z1),...,K(x,z,)] € R"” and K is defined by (12) on dataset X. In the
following sections, we respectively present the asymptotic training and generalization errors of KRR
given some conditions of f.

2.3.1 Training errors

The prediction of KRR on the training dataset X is a n-dimensional vector given by
~(K ~(K (K —
VX = (@), B @) = KK L)y (20)
Then, we can define the training error for this KRR as
1, - N2 _
Eurain (V) = — Y (X) — = Sy T (K + L) 2. (21)

Recall the coefficient a defined in (11). We need the following additional assumption on the
kernel function f.
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Assumption 2.9. Assume that ag > 0,a1 > 0 and as > 0 for sufficiently large d, where ag, a1, as
are defined in (8)-(10), and f defined by (1) satisfies Assumptions 2.4 and 2.7. We further assume
that

a,:= lim a = f(r) — f(0) — f(0)r — 1f”(O)T2 > 0. (22)
n—00 2

In this paper, we aim to show that Kernel Ridge Regression (KRR) in the quadratic regime
can learn more complex functions compared to the proportional regime [EK10b, BMR21]. The
simplest setting to observe this difference is with a quadratic teacher function. Therefore, we adopt
the following assumption for the teacher model, which is similar to the one in [MM19].

Assumption 2.10. Assume that the teacher model f, : R* — R is defined by

c
ful@) == co + c1(z, B) + EQmTGm. (23)
where ¢y, c1,ca € R are constants independent of n,d, B € R% is a deterministic vector with 18Il =1,

and G € R js a4 symmetric random matriz with independent sub-Gaussian entries of mean zero,
variance 1.

The asymptotic training error can be obtained in the next theorem.

Theorem 2.11 (Asymptotic training error). Let A > 0 be a constant independent of n,d. Under
the assumptions in Theorem 2.8 and Assumptions 2.9 and 2.10, as d*/(2n) — a € (0,00) and
n,d — oo, we have

2
24 0'2
gtrain()\) — )\2/ 00 < 2 d:u'a,z@) (.Z') (24)
(—f4((x)x + a. + )\>

in probability, where a, is defined in (22), ju_, s2) is defined in (17), and o2 is defined in (19).

Theorem 2.11 covers the ridge-less case when A\ = 0. In the ridge-less case, the training error is
0, and K is invertible since a, can be seen as an additional ridge regularizer to K in (7). Note
that the limit in (24) does not depend on the constant and linear terms of f or f,.. In the quadratic
regime, the kernel K can completely fit the linear component of f, even for A > 0.

2.3.2 Generalization errors

Given a new data point (z, f.(x)) where & € R? is independent with all training data points x;,
the generalization error of KRR estimator f)(\K)(w) in (20) can be computed by

R = E[(f{ (@) - fu(2))?|X], (25)

conditioning on the training dataset X. We make the following assumption on the distribution of
test data x € R?.

Assumption 2.12 (Test data assumption). Assume the testing data point satisfies x = IVEPS
where z € R? is a random vector with independent entries (independent with X ). For k € [d], we
assume that

E[z(k) ] =E[¢"], t=1,2,...,18, where g ~N(0,1).



Note that & does not need to have the same distribution as the training data xi,...,x,.

Assumption 2.13. Suppose that kernel function f in (1) satisfies Assumption 2.9 and the 9-th
derivative satisfies |f)(x)| < C for all z € R. And we further assume that f'(0) = f®)(0) = 0
and f"(0) >0

Let Ay > 0 be the unique positive solution to

1 4(asx+N) x
o W /x—i—)\ dﬂz@)( ), (26)

where «, ji5,2), and a, are defined in Assumptions 2.1, 2.7, and 2.9, respectively. Here A, corre-
sponds to the Stieltjes transform of the limiting elgenvalue distribution p, = in (17), which is
uniquely determined by a fixed point equitation (see Definition A.2 in Append1x A). Then, given
As > 0, we can define

o fp G dise (@)
1= fy gigrdnge (7))
B = ()" Ji Gz @)
as + A 1—ofp (mepd,uz(z)(x)

Theorem 2.14 (Asymptotic generalization error for random fy). Suppose that in (18) f.(x) =
a:TGa:/d is a pure quadratic function , where G € R¥™? is a symmetric random matriz with
independent entries satisfying

E[Gi;] =0, E[G},] =1

),

for alli,j € [n]. Then, under the assumptions in Theorem 2.8, Assumptions 2.9, 2.12 and 2.13,
as d?/(2n) — a € (0,00) and n,d — oo, the generalization error of KRR satisfies

R —a2V(\,) — B(\) = 0
in probability, for any X\ > 0, where V(\) and B(\.) are defined by (27) and (28).

Remark 2.15. In the above setting, the limiting bias and variance terms of KRR are (27) and (28),
respectively. Analogous characterizations are also presented by [HMRT22, BMR21] for n =< d.
However, our limiting bias and variance in Theorem 2.14 rely on the limiting spectrum of @
rather than X. Besides, our definition of generalization error in (25) incorporates the expectation
of G, simplifying the analysis. We expect to extend our analysis to a non-asymptotic version of the
deterministic equivalence for bias and variance where G and ) are directly involved in (26), (27)
and (28).

Although [MMMZ22, MS2/, GLS24] cover quadratic regime, our data assumptions are more
universal than previous results. [MS2/] presented a non-asymptotic deterministic equivalence of
general KRR similar to (27) and (28), but it requires a certain concentration of eigenfunctions
in the kernel’s eigendecomposition, which is challenging to verify in our context. [GLS24] aligns
more closely with our setting but necessitates sub-Gaussian x; and only offers an upper bound for
prediction risk.

Both Theorem 2.11 and Theorem 2.14 apply to the case when f.(x) = ' Gz/d and G is a
symmetric random matriz with independent sub-Gaussian entries of mean zero, variance 1.
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When the teacher model f, is not a random function but a deterministic quadratic function
depending on the covariance matrix 3 of &, we obtain a different limiting behavior for the gener-
alization errors of KRR as follows.

Theorem 2.16 (Asymptotic generalization error for deterministic f.). Suppose that teacher func-
tion in (18) is f.(x) = ' B /d. Then, under the assumptions in Theorem 2.8, Assumptions 2.9, 2.12
and 2.13, as d*/(2n) — a € (0,00) and n,d — 0o, the generalization error of KRR satisfies

RN\ —a2V(\) = 0
in probability, for any X\ > 0, where V(\.) is defined by (26) and (27).

Remark 2.17. Compared to [BMR21], Theorem 2.16 demonstrates the advantage of KRR in a
quadratic regime for learning a quadratic target, as the bias term vanishes. Our result is consistent
with Theorem 10 in [GMMM19]. [GMMM19] studied population loss (i.e. first take n — oo
while keeping the width and d fized) of random feature to learn a deterministic noiseless quadratic
function with isotropic Gaussian datasets. Then, in (11) of [GMMM19], by considering the width
of the random features approaching infinity, it reverts to our kernel model. Setting B = T in their
(11) recovers our Theorem 2.16. However, our result exhibits a more precise rate with more general
data distributions: as long as n < d?, KRR can completely learn f.(x) = ' Sz /d.

Acknowledgements P.P. was partially supported by the DST INSPIRE faculty fellowship and
the HDSI-Simons postdoctoral fellowship. Z.W. was partially supported by NSF DMS-2055340
and NSF DMS-2154099. Y.Z. was partially supported by NSF-Simons Research Collaborations on
the Mathematical and Scientific Foundations of Deep Learning and the AMS-Simons Travel Grant.
Part of the work was done when the three authors visited the Simons Institute for the Theory of
Computing during the Deep Learning Theory program in the Summer of 2022.

References

[ADH'19] Sanjeev Arora, Simon S Du, Wei Hu, Zhiyuan Li, Ruslan Salakhutdinov, and Ruosong
Wang. On exact computation with an infinitely wide neural net. In Proceedings of
the 33rd International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, pages
8141-8150, 2019.

[AGV23] Benson Au and Jorge Garza-Vargas. Spectral asymptotics for contracted tensor en-
sembles. Flectronic Journal of Probability, 28:1-32, 2023.

[AGZ10] Greg W Anderson, Alice Guionnet, and Ofer Zeitouni. An introduction to random
matrices. Cambridge university press, 2010.

[AHH12] Andris Ambainis, Aram W Harrow, and Matthew B Hastings. Random tensor theory:
Extending random matrix theory to mixtures of random product states. Communica-
tions in Mathematical Physics, 310(1):25-74, 2012.

[AMDY23] Michael Aerni, Marco Milanta, Konstantin Donhauser, and Fanny Yang. Strong in-
ductive biases provably prevent harmless interpolation. In The Eleventh International
Conference on Learning Representations, 2023.

13



[AP20]

[Ard22]

[Bas23]

[BCEOG]

[BEST22]

[BMM18]

[BMMP23]

[BMR21]

[BP21]

[BP22]

[BS10]

[BS24]

[BVZ21]

[BZ08]

[CBG16]

Ben Adlam and Jeffrey Pennington. The neural tangent kernel in high dimensions:
Triple descent and a multi-scale theory of generalization. In International Conference
on Machine Learning, pages 74-84. PMLR, 2020.

Mojtaba Sahraee Ardakan. Equivalence of Kernel Methods and Linear Models in High
Dimensions. PhD thesis, University of California, Los Angeles, 2022.

Jnaneshwar Baslingker. On hadamard powers of random wishart matrices. FElectronic
Communications in Probability, 28:1-13, 2023.

Radu Balan, Pete Casazza, and Dan Edidin. On signal reconstruction without phase.
Applied and Computational Harmonic Analysis, 20(3):345-356, 2006.

Jimmy Ba, Murat A Erdogdu, Taiji Suzuki, Zhichao Wang, Denny Wu, and Greg Yang.
High-dimensional asymptotics of feature learning: How one gradient step improves the
representation. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 35:37932-37946,
2022.

Mikhail Belkin, Siyuan Ma, and Soumik Mandal. To understand deep learning we
need to understand kernel learning. In International Conference on Machine Learning,
pages 541-549. PMLR, 2018.

Afonso S Bandeira, Antoine Maillard, Shahar Mendelson, and Elliot Paquette. Fitting
an ellipsoid to a quadratic number of random points. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.01181,
2023.

Peter L Bartlett, Andrea Montanari, and Alexander Rakhlin. Deep learning: a statis-
tical viewpoint. Acta numerica, 30:87-201, 2021.

Lucas Benigni and Sandrine Péché. Eigenvalue distribution of some nonlinear models
of random matrices. Electronic Journal of Probability, 26:1-37, 2021.

Lucas Benigni and Sandrine Péché. Largest eigenvalues of the conjugate kernel of
single-layered neural networks. arXiv preprint arXiw:2201.04753, 2022.

Zhidong Bai and Jack W Silverstein. Spectral analysis of large dimensional random
matrices, volume 20. Springer, 2010.

Daniel Barzilai and Ohad Shamir. Generalization in kernel regression under realistic
assumptions. In Forty-first International Conference on Machine Learning, 2024.

Jennifer Bryson, Roman Vershynin, and Hongkai Zhao. Marchenko—pastur law
with relaxed independence conditions. Random Matrices: Theory and Applications,
10(04):2150040, 2021.

Zhidong Bai and Wang Zhou. Large sample covariance matrices without independence
structures in columns. Statistica Sinica, pages 425442, 2008.

Romain Couillet and Florent Benaych-Georges. Kernel spectral clustering of large
dimensional data. FElectronic Journal of Statistics, 10(1):1393 — 1454, 2016.

14



[CLKB24]

[CS13]

[CW19]

[CYY?22]

[DH24]

[DLM24]

[DLMY23]

[DV13]

[DW18]

[DWY21]

[EK10a]

[EK10b]

[EKZ+20]

[FM19]

Tin Sum Cheng, Aurelien Lucchi, Anastasis Kratsios, and David Belius. Characteriz-
ing overfitting in kernel ridgeless regression through the eigenspectrum. In Forty-first
International Conference on Machine Learning, 2024.

Xiuyuan Cheng and Amit Singer. The spectrum of random inner-product kernel
matrices. Random Matrices: Theory and Applications, 2(04):1350010, 2013.

Didier Chételat and Martin T Wells. The middle-scale asymptotics of wishart matrices.
Annals of Statistics, 47(5):2639-2670, 2019.

Benoit Collins, Jianfeng Yao, and Wangjun Yuan. On spectral distribution of sample
covariance matrices from large dimensional and large k-fold tensor products. Electronic
Journal of Probability, 27:1-18, 2022.

Rishabh Dudeja and Daniel Hsu. Statistical-computational trade-offs in tensor pca and
related problems via communication complexity. The Annals of Statistics, 52(1):131—
156, 2024.

Leonardo Defilippis, Bruno Loureiro, and Theodor Misiakiewicz. Dimension-free deter-
ministic equivalents for random feature regression. arXiv preprint arXiv:2405.15699,
2024.

Sofiia Dubova, Yue M Lu, Benjamin McKenna, and Horng-Tzer Yau. Universality
for the global spectrum of random inner-product kernel matrices in the polynomial
regime. arXiv preprint arXiw:2310.18280, 2023.

Yen Do and Van Vu. The spectrum of random kernel matrices: universality results for
rough and varying kernels. Random Matrices: Theory and Applications, 2(03):1350005,
2013.

Edgar Dobriban and Stefan Wager. High-dimensional asymptotics of prediction: Ridge
regression and classification. The Annals of Statistics, 46(1):247-279, 2018.

Konstantin Donhauser, Mingqi Wu, and Fanny Yang. How rotational invariance of
common kernels prevents generalization in high dimensions. In International Confer-
ence on Machine Learning, pages 2804-2814. PMLR, 2021.

Noureddine El Karoui. On information more noise kernel random matrices. The
Annals of Statistics, 38(5):3191-3216, 2010.

Noureddine El Karoui. The spectrum of kernel random matrices. Annals of statistics,
38(1):1-50, 2010.

Khalil Elkhalil, Abla Kammoun, Xiangliang Zhang, Mohamed-Slim Alouini, and Tareq
Al-Naffouri. Risk convergence of centered kernel ridge regression with large dimen-
sional data. IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, 68:1574—1588, 2020.

Zhou Fan and Andrea Montanari. The spectral norm of random inner-product kernel
matrices. Probability Theory and Related Fields, 173(1):27-85, 2019.

15



[FW20]

[GCC22]

(GLS24]

[GMMM19]

[GMMM20]

[GMMM21]

[HKPX23]

[HL20]

[HLM24]

[HMRT22]

[JGH18]

[Lat05)

[LC18

[LC19]

Zhou Fan and Zhichao Wang. Spectra of the conjugate kernel and neural tangent
kernel for linear-width neural networks. In Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, volume 33, pages 7710-7721. Curran Associates, Inc., 2020.

José Henrique de M Goulart, Romain Couillet, and Pierre Comon. A random matrix
perspective on random tensors. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 23(264):1-36,
2022.

Georgios Gavrilopoulos, Guillaume Lecué, and Zong Shang. A geometrical analysis of
kernel ridge regression and its applications. arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.07709, 2024.

Behrooz Ghorbani, Song Mei, Theodor Misiakiewicz, and Andrea Montanari. Limi-
tations of lazy training of two-layers neural networks. In Proceedings of the 33rd In-
ternational Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 9111-9121,
2019.

Behrooz Ghorbani, Song Mei, Theodor Misiakiewicz, and Andrea Montanari. When
do neural networks outperform kernel methods? Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, 33:14820-14830, 2020.

Behrooz Ghorbani, Song Mei, Theodor Misiakiewicz, and Andrea Montanari. Lin-
earized two-layers neural networks in high dimension. The Annals of Statistics,
49(2):1029 — 1054, 2021.

Jun-Ting Hsieh, Pravesh K Kothari, Aaron Potechin, and Jeff Xu. Ellipsoid fitting up
to a constant. arXiv preprint arXiw:2507.05954, 2023.

Hong Hu and Yue M Lu. Universality laws for high-dimensional learning with random
features. arXiv preprint arXiv:2009.07669, 2020.

Hong Hu, Yue M Lu, and Theodor Misiakiewicz. Asymptotics of random feature
regression beyond the linear scaling regime. arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.08160, 2024.

Trevor Hastie, Andrea Montanari, Saharon Rosset, and Ryan J Tibshirani. Surprises in
high-dimensional ridgeless least squares interpolation. Annals of statistics, 50(2):949,
2022.

Arthur Jacot, Franck Gabriel, and Clément Hongler. Neural tangent kernel: conver-
gence and generalization in neural networks. In Proceedings of the 32nd International
Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 8580-8589, 2018.

Rafal Latala. Some estimates of norms of random matrices. Proceedings of the Amer-
ican Mathematical Society, 133(5):1273-1282, 2005.

Zhenyu Liao and Romain Couillet. On the spectrum of random features maps of high
dimensional data. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 3063-3071.
PMLR, 2018.

Zhenyu Liao and Romain Couillet. On inner-product kernels of high dimensional data.
In 2019 IEEE 8th International Workshop on Computational Advances in Multi-Sensor
Adaptive Processing (CAMSAP), pages 579-583. IEEE, 2019.

16



[LCM20]

[LCM21]

[LHCS21]

[LLC18]

[LLS21]

[LP11]

[LR20]

[LRZ20]

[LVP23]

[LY22)

[LZL*23]

[Mag78]

[MBB24]

[MHR*18]

Zhenyu Liao, Romain Couillet, and Michael W Mahoney. A random matrix analysis
of random fourier features: beyond the gaussian kernel, a precise phase transition,
and the corresponding double descent. Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, 33:13939-13950, 2020.

Zhenyu Liao, Romain Couillet, and Michael W. Mahoney. Sparse quantized spectral
clustering. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2021.

Fanghui Liu, Xiaolin Huang, Yudong Chen, and Johan AK Suykens. Random fea-
tures for kernel approximation: A survey on algorithms, theory, and beyond. IEFE
Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, 44(10):7128-7148, 2021.

Cosme Louart, Zhenyu Liao, and Romain Couillet. A random matrix approach to
neural networks. The Annals of Applied Probability, 28(2):1190-1248, 2018.

Fanghui Liu, Zhenyu Liao, and Johan Suykens. Kernel regression in high dimensions:
Refined analysis beyond double descent. In International Conference on Artificial
Intelligence and Statistics, pages 649-657. PMLR, 2021.

Olivier Ledoit and Sandrine Péché. Eigenvectors of some large sample covariance
matrix ensembles. Probability Theory and Related Fields, 151(1):233-264, 2011.

Tengyuan Liang and Alexander Rakhlin. Just interpolate: Kernel “ridgeless” regres-
sion can generalize. The Annals of Statistics, 48(3):1329-1347, 2020.

Tengyuan Liang, Alexander Rakhlin, and Xiyu Zhai. On the multiple descent of
minimum-norm interpolants and restricted lower isometry of kernels. In Conference

on Learning Theory, pages 2683-2711. PMLR, 2020.

Hugo Latourelle-Vigeant and Elliot Paquette. Matrix dyson equation for corre-
lated linearizations and test error of random features regression. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2312.09194, 2023.

Yue M Lu and Horng-Tzer Yau. An equivalence principle for the spectrum of random
inner-product kernel matrices. arXiv preprint arXiww:2205.06308, 2022.

Weihao Lu, Haobo Zhang, Yicheng Li, Manyun Xu, and Qian Lin. Optimal rate of
kernel regression in large dimensions. arXiw preprint arXiv:2309.04268, 2023.

JR Magnus. The moments of products of quadratic forms in normal variables. Statis-
tica Neerlandica, 32(4):201-210, 1978.

Simon Martin, Francis Bach, and Giulio Biroli. On the impact of overparameterization
on the training of a shallow neural network in high dimensions. In International
Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 3655-3663. PMLR, 2024.

Alexander G de G Matthews, Jiri Hron, Mark Rowland, Richard E Turner, and Zoubin
Ghahramani. Gaussian process behaviour in wide deep neural networks. In Interna-
tional Conference on Learning Representations, 2018.

17



[MJBM23]

[MM19]

[MMM22]

[MP67]

[MS24]

[MZ22]

[NM20]

[NS06]

[NXB*+19]

[PW17]

[RRO7]

[RV13]

[SAEP+22]

Michael Murray, Hui Jin, Benjamin Bowman, and Guido Montufar. Characterizing
the spectrum of the ntk via a power series expansion. In International Conference on
Learning Representations, 2023.

Song Mei and Andrea Montanari. The generalization error of random features regres-
sion: Precise asymptotics and the double descent curve. Communications on Pure and
Applied Mathematics, 2019.

Song Mei, Theodor Misiakiewicz, and Andrea Montanari. Generalization error of ran-
dom feature and kernel methods: Hypercontractivity and kernel matrix concentration.
Applied and Computational Harmonic Analysis, 59:3-84, 2022.

Vladimir Alexandrovich Marchenko and Leonid Andreevich Pastur. Distribution of
eigenvalues for some sets of random matrices. Matematicheskii Sbornik, 114(4):507—
536, 1967.

Theodor Misiakiewicz and Basil Saeed. A non-asymptotic theory of kernel ridge
regression: deterministic equivalents, test error, and gcv estimator. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2403.08938, 2024.

Andrea Montanari and Yiqgiao Zhong. The interpolation phase transition in neural net-
works: Memorization and generalization under lazy training. The Annals of Statistics,
50(5):2816-2847, 2022.

Quynh Nguyen and Marco Mondelli. Global convergence of deep networks with one
wide layer followed by pyramidal topology. In 34/th Conference on Neural Information
Processing Systems, volume 33, 2020.

Alexandru Nica and Roland Speicher. Lectures on the combinatorics of free probability,
volume 13. Cambridge University Press, 2006.

Roman Novak, Lechao Xiao, Yasaman Bahri, Jachoon Lee, Greg Yang, Daniel A.
Abolafia, Jeffrey Pennington, and Jascha Sohl-dickstein. Bayesian deep convolutional
networks with many channels are gaussian processes. In International Conference on
Learning Representations, 2019.

Jeffrey Pennington and Pratik Worah. Nonlinear random matrix theory for deep
learning. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 30. Curran
Associates, Inc., 2017.

Ali Rahimi and Benjamin Recht. Random features for large-scale kernel machines.
In Proceedings of the 20th International Conference on Neural Information Processing
Systems, pages 1177-1184, 2007.

Mark Rudelson and Roman Vershynin. Hanson-wright inequality and sub-gaussian
concentration. Flectronic Communications in Probability, 18:1-9, 2013.

Mojtaba Sahraee-Ardakan, Melikasadat Emami, Parthe Pandit, Sundeep Rangan, and
Alyson K Fletcher. Kernel methods and multi-layer perceptrons learn linear models
in high dimensions. arXiv preprint arXiv:2201.08082, 2022.

18



[SMBC*20] Stefano Sarao Mannelli, Giulio Biroli, Chiara Cammarota, Florent Krzakala, Pier-

[SPW13]

[SS02]

[STC19a]

[STC19b)

[TV11]

[TW23]

[Ver10]

[Verl§]

[Voi8T]

[Wal63]

[Whi60]

[Wic50]

[WRO06]

[WWF24]

francesco Urbani, and Lenka Zdeborova. Complex dynamics in simple neural networks:
Understanding gradient flow in phase retrieval. Advances in Neural Information Pro-
cessing Systems, 33:3265-3274, 2020.

James Saunderson, Pablo A Parrilo, and Alan S Willsky. Diagonal and low-rank
decompositions and fitting ellipsoids to random points. In 52nd IEEE Conference on
Decision and Control, pages 6031-6036. IEEE, 2013.

Bernhard Scholkopf and Alexander J Smola. Learning with kernels: support vector
machines, regularization, optimization, and beyond. MIT press, 2002.

Mohamed El Amine Seddik, Mohamed Tamaazousti, and Romain Couillet. Kernel
random matrices of large concentrated data: the example of gan-generated images. In
ICASSP 2019-2019 IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal
Processing (ICASSP), pages 7480-7484. IEEE, 2019.

Mohamed El Amine Seddik, Mohamed Tamaazousti, and Romain Couillet. A kernel
random matrix-based approach for sparse pca. In ICLR 2019-International Conference
on Learning Representations, 2019.

Terence Tao and Van Vu. Random matrices: Universality of local eigenvalue statistics.
Acta Mathematica, 206(1):127-204, 2011.

Madhur Tulsiani and June Wu. Ellipsoid fitting up to constant via empirical covariance
estimation. arXiv preprint arXiw:2307.10941, 2023.

Roman Vershynin. Introduction to the non-asymptotic analysis of random matrices.
arXiw preprint arXiw:1011.8027, 2010.

Roman Vershynin. High-dimensional probability: An introduction with applications in
data science, volume 47. Cambridge university press, 2018.

Dan Voiculescu. Multiplication of certain non-commuting random variables. Journal
of Operator Theory, pages 223235, 1987.

Adriaan Walther. The question of phase retrieval in optics. Optica Acta: International
Journal of Optics, 10(1):41-49, 1963.

Peter Whittle. Bounds for the moments of linear and quadratic forms in independent
variables. Theory of Probability & Its Applications, 5(3):302-305, 1960.

Gian-Carlo Wick. The evaluation of the collision matrix. Physical review, 80(2):268,
1950.

Christopher KI Williams and Carl Edward Rasmussen. Gaussian processes for machine
learning, volume 2. MIT press Cambridge, MA, 2006.

Zhichao Wang, Denny Wu, and Zhou Fan. Nonlinear spiked covariance matrices and
signal propagation in deep neural networks. In Proceedings of Thirty Seventh Confer-
ence on Learning Theory, volume 247 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research,
pages 4891-4957. PMLR, 30 Jun—03 Jul 2024.

19



[WZ23]

[WZ24]

[XHM+22]

[Yas23|

[YZB15]

Zhichao Wang and Yizhe Zhu. Overparameterized random feature regression with
nearly orthogonal data. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and
Statistics, pages 8463-8493. PMLR, 2023.

Zhichao Wang and Yizhe Zhu. Deformed semicircle law and concentration of nonlinear
random matrices for ultra-wide neural networks. The Annals of Applied Probability,
34(2):1896-1947, 2024.

Lechao Xiao, Hong Hu, Theodor Misiakiewicz, Yue Lu, and Jeffrey Pennington. Precise
learning curves and higher-order scalings for dot-product kernel regression. Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems, 35:4558-4570, 2022.

Pavel Yaskov. Marchenko-pastur law for a random tensor model. Electronic Commu-
nications in Probability, 28:1-17, 2023.

Jianfeng Yao, Shurong Zheng, and ZD Bai. Sample covariance matrices and high-
dimensional data analysis. Cambridge UP, New York, 2015.

20



Contents

1

Introduction

1.1 Main contributions . . . . . . . . ...
1.2 Related work . . . . . . . e
1.3 Technical novelties . . . . . . . . . . . e
1.4 Preliminaries . . . . . . . . . . e e e e e e e
1.5 Organization of the paper . . . . . . . . . .. .

Main results

2.1 Quadratic approximation of inner-product kernel matrices . . . . . . . ... ... ..

2.2 The limiting eigenvalue distribution for the kernel matrix . . . .. . ... ... ...

2.3 Training and generalization errors for kernel ridge regression . . . . . . . . . ... ..
2.3.1  Training errors . . . . . . ... oo e e e e e
2.3.2  Generalization errors . . . . . ... L. Lo

Additional definitions and lemmas
A.1 Additional definitions . . . . . . . . ...
A2 Auxiliary lemmas . . . . . ...

Proof of Theorem 2.5

B.1 Taylor expansion of the kernel matrix . . . . . .. .. ... ... ... ... .

B.2 Controlling the error in the off-diagonal terms . . . . . . . . . ... ... ... ....
B.2.1 Third-order approximation . . . . . . . .. .. ...
B.2.2 Fourth-order approximation . . . . . . . . ... .. ... .. ... ... ...
B.2.3 Higher-order terms . . . . . . .. ..

B.3 Controlling the error in the diagonal terms . . . . . . .. .. ... .. ... .....

B.4 Putting all bounds together . . . . . . . ..

Proof of Theorem 2.8
C.1 Variance of random quadratic forms . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... ...
C.2 Limiting spectral distributions . . . . . . . . . .. ... ... oL

Proof of Theorem 2.11

D.1 Smallest eigenvalue bounds . . . . . . . . . ... ... e
D.2 Quadratic approximation of training errors . . . . . . . . .. ... ... ...
D.3 Precise asymptotics of training error . . . . . . . . . . ...

The analysis of generalization errors

E.1 Preliminary calculations . . . . . . . . . ...
E.1.1 Concentration of random quadratic forms . . . . . . . . ... ... ... ...
E.1.2 Deterministic equivalence of functions of the kernel . . . . . . . ... ... ..
E.1.3 Spectral norm concentrations . . . . . . .. .. ..o Lo
E.1.4 Kernel function expansion . . . . . . .. ... Lo
E.1.5 Approximation of product of kernel functions . . . . . . .. . ... ... ...
E.1.6 Resolvent calculations . . . . . ... .. ...

E.2 Proof of Theorem 2.14 . . . . . . . . . . . . e

10
10
11

22
22
23

24
25
25
26
30
31
32
33

34
34
36

38
38
38
41



E.3 Proof of Theorem 2.16 . . . . . . . . . . 70

A Additional definitions and lemmas

A.1 Additional definitions

Definition A.1 (Stieltjes transform). Let pu be a probability measure on R. The Stieltjes transform
of u is a function m(z) defined on C\ supp(u) by

1
= d .
m(e) = [ Zduta)
Notice that the Stieltjes transform m(z) uniquely determines this probability measure p [BS10,
Appendix B.2]. For any n xn Hermitian matrix A,,, the Stieltjes transform of the empirical spectral
distribution of A,, can be written as tr(A,, — 2I)71. We call (A,, — 2I)~! the resolvent of A,,.

Definition A.2 (Free multiplicative convolution with Marchenko-Pastur law). We define a prob-
ability measure denoted by pMY X v wvia its Stieltjes transform m(z), for any z € Ct UR_. Then
m(z) is recursively defined by

1
m(z) = / r(l—a—a-zm(z)) — Zdu(a:).

This is also called the Marchenko-Pastur equation with aspect ratio a € (0,00), see also results by
[MP67, BS10, YZB15].

Additionally, let us define the companion Stieltjes transform m(z) := am(z) + (1 — a)(—1/z).
Then, we have a fixed point equation of m(z)

1 T
=——— —d 29
z ) +a/ v(z), (29)
for any 2 € CTUR_.

For a full description of free independence and free multiplicative convolution, see [NS06, Lecture
18] and [AGZ10, Section 5.3.3]. The free multiplicative convolution X was first introduced by

[Voi87], which later has many applications for products of asymptotic free random matrices. The
main tool for computing free multiplicative convolution is the S-transform.

Definition A.3 (Normalized Hermite polynomials). The r-th normalized Hermite polynomial is

given by

1 2,9 d" 2
— = (1) /2 % —x2/2
hy(z) \/F'( 1)"e s . (30)

Here {h}°2, form an orthonormal basis of L*(R,T'), where I denotes the standard Gaussian dis-
tribution. For 01,09 € L*(R,T), the inner product is defined by

0o e—x2/2
(01,02>:/_ o1(x)oa(x) N dx.
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Every function o € L*(R,T') can be expanded as a Hermite polynomial expansion

= Z Gr(o)hr(2)
r=0

where (. (o) is the r-th Hermite coefficient defined by

A.2 Auxiliary lemmas

Lemma A.4 (Lemma D.2 in [NM20]). Let z,y € R? such that ||z|| = |ly|| = 1 and w ~ N(0, I).
Let h; be the j-th normalized Hermite polynomial in (30). Then

Eu[hy({w, @) hi ((w, )] = dju (2, y)".

Lemma A.5 (Theorem A.45 in [BS10]). Let A, B be two n x n Hermitian matrices. Then A and
B have the same limiting spectral distribution if ||A — B|| — 0 as n — oo.

Lemma A.6 (Theorem A.43 in [BS10]). Let A, B be two n x n Hermitian matrices. Then A and
B have the same limiting spectral distribution if %rank(A —B) — 0 asn— oo.

Lemma A.7 (Wick’s formula for Gaussian vectors). Assume that x = Y2z, where E[z] = 0,
E[zz"] = 14, and z matches the first (a + b)-th joint moments with the standard Gaussian vector
g ~ N(0,1y), for some a,b € N and w = »2g. Then, for any two deterministic vectors x; and
Tk,

Eg[(x, ;)" (@, )"] = B [(w, @) (w, zp)") = > I = ==
w€P2(a+b) (I,5)em
Lje{ik}

where Po(a + b) is collection of all pairwise matchings on [a + b], and (¢,7) € m means the index ¢
1s matched with j.

Proof of Lemma A.7. The first identity comes from the moment matching condition between g and

z, and the second one is from Wick’s formula [Wic50] and the fact that Cov({(w,x;), (w, xx)) =
T

T, Xy O

Lemma A.8 (Whittle’s inequality, Theorem 2 in [Whi60]). Let € R? be a random vector with
independent entries and zero mean. Let v;(s) = E[jx;|°]'/5. Let A = (ajk)jrel € R be a
deterministic matriz. We have for s > 2,

s/2

Elz" Az — E[z " Az]|® < C(s Z%k’}’] (25)7;(29) ,

where C(s) is a numerical constant depending on s.
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Lemma A.9 (Theorem 1.1 in [BZ08]). Let € R? be a random vector and X be a p X n matriz
with i.i.d. columns and ¥ = E[zx "] with bounded operator norm and its limiting ESD is given by
us. If p/n — « and

2
Elz' Az — Tr[AX]| = o(p?),

for A € RP*P with ||A|| < 1, then the empirical spectral distribution of %XXT converges in
probability to a deformed Marchenko-Pastur law p* X usy, where ¥ is defined in (4).

Lemma A.10 (Moments of Gaussian quadratic forms [Mag78, Lemma 2.2]). Let A be a d x d real
symmetric matriz, g ~ N(0,I) be a d-dimensional Gaussian vector, and a5 = E[(g" Ag)®]. We
have

as = (Tr A)? + 2Tr(A?),
az = (Tr A)> + 6 Tr A(Tr A%)? + 8 Tr A3,
oy = (Tr A)* +32Tr ATr A3 +12(Tr A?%)? + 12(Tr A)?(Tr A?) 4+ 48 Tr A%,

Lemma A.11. Let A, B be two real symmetric dx d matrices, and g ~ N (0, 1) be a d-dimensional
Gaussian vector. Then, we have

E[(g' Ag)(g'Bg)]=TrA-Tr B +2Tr(AB).
Proof.

El(g" Ag)(g"Bg)l = > Ai;BElg,9;9:9/]
ikl
= Z A By (05561 + 061 + 6udjk) »
irjokel
= Tr(A) Tr(B) + Tr(AB") + Tr(AB)
=TrA -TrB+2Tr(AB),

where the second identity is due to Wick’s formula [Wic50]. O

B Proof of Theorem 2.5

In this section, we prove Theorem 2.5. We first apply Taylor expansion of f in Section B.1. Since
the off-diagonal entries of K are concentrated around 0 and the diagonal entries are concentrated
around %, we expand f at 0 and Trdz respectively. In Section B.2, we divide the off-diagonal
part of K into three matrices and control their spectral norms by the moment method. This is the
most technical part of the proof. Section B.3 deals with the diagonal terms in K. Combining the
three parts, we finish the proof of Theorem 2.5 in Section B.4.

To track the dependence on model parameters, in this proof, we use a,, < b, to indicate a,, < Cb,

for some numerical constant C' independent of any other model parameters including n,d, f in (1),
and we choose constants C1,Co, C3 > 1 in Assumptions 2.1-2.3 for convenience.
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B.1 Taylor expansion of the kernel matrix

We begin with a Taylor expansion of K. Since f is C° around 0, through Taylor expansion at 0,
we have for ¢ # j,

' " 3)
Ky =10+ T2y + L0 0y LWy
0 O (c.,
+ f24c(l‘?) (i, )" + f12(§dl5j) (2, ), (31)

where (;; is between 0 and é(azi, x;). Similarly, since f is C? around T, for sufficiently large d, 122

d
is close to 7 by Assumption 2.3, and we can expand f at Trdz to obtain that

worlo) R (R e

| ) <Hwiu2 ) Trz)z'

2 d d

112
where &;; is between 0 and |%. Next, we control the error of this approximation from diagonal
and off-diagonal terms in Sections B.2 and B.3, respectively.

B.2 Controlling the error in the off-diagonal terms

For i # j € [n], we have from (31) and (6),

30
Kij - KE;) = Gdg ) (<$i7$j>3 —3Tr 22 . (:c,-,wj>>

@) (0
f24c§4) <<“’ ) = 6 Tr B2 (@, @;)° + 3(Tr 22)2>
FO(¢s
K 12(§d5]~) <$"’“’j>5~
= T(i,j) + F(i,j) + V(i ),

where T, F, and V are three matrices with (i,7)-entry

_l’_

_l’_

_ (3)
T(i,j) = 1{i # j}f6dg,0) ((wi,wj>3 —3Tr 22<wi,mj>) ;
4
F(i,j) = 1{i # j}f;iéf) (<mi,mj>4 —6Tr 22 (z;,x;)* + 3(Tr 22)2) : (33a)
_ 5) (¢
V(i) =i # ) ) (380)

They correspond to the third, fourth, and higher-order terms in the approximation error, respec-
tively.

Remark B.1 (Connection to Hermite polynomials). Here T and F correspond to the third and
fourth normalized Hermite polynomial hz(x) = 2® — 3z and hy(z) = 2* — 622 4 3, respectively. See
Definition A.3 for more details. Although our proof does not use Hermite polynomial expansion

of f directly, these polynomials appear implicitly in our moment calculations under the Gaussian
moment-matching assumption.
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B.2.1 Third-order approximation
We bound the spectral norm of T by applying the trace method. For i # j, define

Tij = (wi,wj>3 —3Tr 22 . (wi,wj>. (34)
We have
= =6,  |fP(0)°
EHT”6 < ETI‘(T ) S a8 Z E[TilizTiziaTi3i4Ti4i5Ti5i6Ti6i1]’ (35)

There are five different cases we need to analyze in terms of the number of distinct indices among
i1,192,13,14, 15,96 € [n] in the summation. In the following, we control each case separately.

Case (i). i1,12,13,14,15,%6 € [n] are distinct. Conditioned on «;,, z;, and x;,, we have

E[TiliQ Tizis Ti3i4 Ti4i5 Ti5i6 Tiﬁil |mi1 y Lig, mis]
= E[Ti1i2Ti2i3 ’wil ) wi3]E[Ti3i4Ti4i5 ’2132'3, wis]E[TisieTieh ’wh ) wlo] (36)

We calculate the two conditional expectations separately.

To evaluate (36), we notice that each conditional expectation is a degree-3 polynomial of random
vector inner products. By our moment matching Assumption 2.2, we can easily calculate them due
to Wick’s formula in Lemma A.7. Denote by w; := £Y%x; = $z;,i € [n]. With Lemma A.7, since
z; has the first 8 moments matched with the Gaussian distribution, we can compute the following
expectations explicitly, where « is an i.i.d. sample independent of x;, ) for any i,k € [n]:

Eel(@, @) (@, x)] =z, Ba; = (wi, wy) (37)
Eg[(x, aci>2(ac, ack>2] = 2:3,}2@- . mgzmi + :1:22:1:;6 . acz-TZJaci

= 2(wj, wi)? +||ws || wy | (38)

Eo[(x, x;)? (x, 2)] = 32 B - 2] B, = 3(w;, wy)||w]? (39)

3
Eel[(z, ;)3 (x, x)3] = 92} Za; - &, T, - ] Sy, + 6 <ar:g§]a:2)

= 9(wj, w) |wi|*[lw | + 6(wi, wy)*. (40)
Eo (e, ;)" (@, 24)"] = 72(wi, wi,)|Jwi ]| [wk]|* + 24(wi, wp)* + 9)wi|* [y (41)
Eo (e, )" (@, 24)%] = 12(wi, wy,)|Jw; ]| + 3wil|*[[wy*. (42)

With Assumptions 2.2 and 2.3, we can also obtain for i # k, any integer 1 < s < 45,
E [<wi,wk>ﬂ = E[(2:5%2)%] <CZCOde. (43)
Similarly, we have for 1 < s < 45,

E [lwil®] = E[|=2:]%) < ci*cia (44)
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From Whittle’s inequality [Whi60] in Lemma A.8, with Assumptions 2.2 and 2.3, we have for any
integer 1 < s <45,

2s
B (wil? - 1 22)"| =BT 2 - mEt S ROy sobore, G

where we use the inequality ||£?||r < v/d||Z?|| < C2V/d. For convenience, we denote
i= TS = B,
and from Assumption 2.3,
t < C3d. (46)
To bound (36), it suffices to consider E[T;;T ji|x;, xx] for j # i, k. We have
E[TyTjlxi, xi] = El(ws, ;) (@, 25)° | i, 2x] — 3tE[ai, ;)" (wr, ;) | @, 2]
— 3tE[<w,~,a:j><wk,:cj>3 | @i, x| + 9t2E[<w,~,a}j><wk,w]—> | @i, xk]
= 9w, wp) il Jeog* = 9t - {wgwi) (il + [ *)
+ 9t (wp, w;) + 6(wp, w;)?

= 9w, wy) (Jwil® ~ t) (Jwill” ~t) + 6wy, wi)?, (47)

where in the second equation, we use the explicit moment calculations from (40), (39), and (37).
We now denote
Wi,k = E[T,]T]k\w“ wk]

for any j # i,j # k. Thus, for distinct indices i1, ..., ig, we have

E[E[ThlzT2223T2324TZ425T1526TZ621 |mi1’mi37 wl5“ =E [Wil,is Wi57i3Wi1,i5]

1
<3 (E|Wu,m|3+E|W%,ZS|3 FEWi i) = EW
3
< B [wi w0 (wil? - 1) (ol 1)’ + Bl e
6
< E[twow)] B | (lwil? - 1)°| + Bl w5 cfepa (18)

where in the second inequality, we use (47), and the third inequality is due to Holder’s inequality.
In the last inequality, we apply the estimates in (43) and (45). This concludes that

W Z E[TuszzzaTzaMTzuoTz 26T2621] ~ ﬁcl8018d4 2 < C6018018d_1 57 (49)

i1,...,06 distinct

where we use the assumption that n < Cyd? in Assumption 2.1.
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Case (ii). Terms involving five different indices. By symmetry of the indices in sum, it
suffices to consider the case where iy = i3 and (i1, 12,14, 15,%6) are all distinct. Then analogous to
(48), we have

E[Tiliz Ti2i3Ti3i4Ti4i5TisiﬁTiail] = E[E[T2 Ti1i4Ti4i5 Ti5i6Ti6i1 |mi1 ) wl5“

1112

= E[W;, ., W2, ] <E[W?, ' EW}, /2 (50)

11,85 11,01 11,15

where the second line is due to Holder’s inequality. With (44), (43), and (45), we find

2
EW2 ] = E (9wl (lwil* - ) + 6wi])

S (Bllwil*)? E[||wil|* = 6)*)? + El|wil|'* < Cad®, (51)
where Cj is a constant depends polynomially on C5, C'5. Throughout the entire proof of Theorem
2.5, we can take Cy = (C2C3)%.

With (47), we have

r 4
BV ] = B 90w, i) (sl 1) (Jaon]? ) + 0w i)’

4 4
<8 |{wwn)! (Juoil? o) (Juonl® - )] + B, wi)?

(awsow)®] B (ol )+ Cad < Cud) (52)
Therefore, (50) satisfies

E(T i, Tigis Tisia Tinis Tisis Tigin] S Cad®.
Thus, we can conclude that

1 nd _
J18 Z BlTi1i,Tigis Tigia Tisis Tisig Tigin] < ﬁ04d6 S C’1504d 2’ (53)

i1,...,i6 have 5 distinct indices

Case (iii). Terms involving four different indices. By symmetry, there are only three cases
we need to consider here:
(a) i1 = i3 = i5 and (il,’iQ,i4,’i6) are all distinct.
(b) 41 =i3,i9 = i4 and (i1, 2,15, 1) are all distinct.
(c) i1 =1i3,i4 = ig and (i1,1i2,144,15) are all distinct.
For (a), we have
2 2 2
E[ThizTi2i3Ti3i4Ti4i5Ti5i6Ti6i1] = E[TiligTi1i4Ti1i6]
2 2 2
= E[E[TiligTi1i4 Timl’wh“
= E[W; ;] < Cud’, (54)

11,81

where the last inequality follows the same way as in (51).
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Now, we consider Case (b). We first give an upper bound for the fourth moment of T';; for i # j
defined in (34):

E[Ty] S El{mi, 25)"] + 'El(a, 2;)*] < Cad®, (55)
where we use the estimate
E[(z:,x;)*] £ C3°C3°d°. (56)
Based on (55), we know in Case (b),

E[Ti1i2Ti2i3Ti3i4Ti4i5TisiGTish] = E[T2 TizisTisiGTiliG]

1112

= E[T2 TizisE[TisiGThiG’wiuwizvwis]]

1112
= E[leliQTiZiSWihiS] S E[T;lliz]1/2E[T§2i5]1/4E[W£,i5]1/4 SJ C4d67 (57)

where in the last inequality we use the estimate from (55) and (52).

Similarly, with (55), we can also get a bound for Case (c) by

E[Tiliz Ti2i3Ti3i4Ti4i5Ti5i6Ti6i1] = E[leliQleli4TZZ4i5]
= E[T?, E[T?, T?, |z, ;]|

1104 1112 t415
= E[TamWihh Wi47i4] é E[T?114]1/2E[WZ21711] S O4d97 (58)

where in the last inequality, we use (51).
Combining (54), (57) and (58), we can conclude that for Case (iii),
1 n? _
J18 Z E[TiliQTiziSTi3i4Ti4i5Ti5i6Ti6i1] < ﬁ04d9 S Cil04d g (59)

i1,...,i6 have 4 distinct indices

Case (iv). Terms involving three different indices. By symmetry, we only need to consider
the case where iy = i3 = i5,i92 = i4 and (i1, 49,16) are distinct. In this case,
4 2
E[TilizTiQiSTi3i4Ti4i5Ti5i6Ti6i1] = E[TiligTilig]
= E[T},,E[T? ;|2 ]

1112 1116
= E[T?lizwilyil] S (ET§1i2)1/2(EWi21,i1)1/2 5 C4d97

where in the last inequality, we use (51) and the following estimate similar to (55)

E[T5] S E[(xi, 2;)*] + t°E[(z, 2)°] < Cad™.
Thus, we can conclude that for Case (iv), we have

1 _
pit] Z E[T?liQTlgliﬁ] < C3CydR. (60)

117#92#16E[N)
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Case (v). Terms involving two different indices. We only need to consider the case where
i1 =13 = i5,12 = 14 = ig and (i1, 42) are distinct. In this case,
E[Tiliz Ti2i3Ti3i4Ti4i5Ti5i6Ti6i1] = E[TG

Zlig]‘

Similar to (55), we have
E[T};] < Cud’,

which deduces that all terms involving two different indices satisfy
e D0 EITY,] < OFCud. (61)
i1in
In summary, based on (35), (49), (53), (59), (60), and (61), Cases (i — v) verify that
E|T|° < /P 0)°CiCad .
By Markov’s inequality, with probability at least 1 — d_%,
1T < 179 (0)Cr0y/ . (62)
B.2.2 Fourth-order approximation
Now we analyze the spectral norm of F defined in (33a). Recall ¢ := Tr 2 = E||w;||*]. We define
F = (z;, x;)* — 6t{x;, x;)* + 3t°.

We have

B|F < ETe(E) < LOOF E[Fi, Fiyis Figi, F 63
” H = r( )NT Z [ iriod dgiz L igig i4i1]’ ( )

i1,i2,i3,i4€[n)
With the explicit calculations in (41), (38), and (42), we obtain that when j # i and j # k,
E[F; F |z, xy)

=E [((:1:2, x)* — 6t(z;, ;) + 3752) <<azk, x;)* — 6t{zy, x;)? + 3t2> | @i, mk}

= 24w, wj)! + 72(|wi|* — ) (lwrl* — t)(ws, w;)* + (lwil* — O (lwil* — )% (64)
For simplicity, for any j # i, k, we denote

Uik = E[FFj;|lx;, z).

When i # k, using the estimates in (43), (45), and the explicit calculation in (64), we have

E[UZ] S Cud*,

)

and when ¢ = k,
E[U}] < Cud®.

Then, we consider the following 3 cases for the number of distinct indices involved in the summation
of (63).
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Case (i) We first assume 1i1,142,13,74 € [n] are distinct. Conditioned on x;, and x;,, we know
that
E[Fi1i2Fi2i3Fi3i4Fi4i1’wiuwig] =U;

11,43 "

Thus, in this case,

1 —
716 Z E[FilizFi2i3Fi3i4Fi4i1] S CilCZId g (65)
il;ﬁiz;ﬁig#ue[n]

Case (ii) Terms involving three different indices. Without loss of generality, it suffices to consider
i1 = i3 and (iy1,12,14) are all distinct. Similarly, in this case,

1
6 > E[U}) SCiCid . (66)

i1#£i2F£14€[n] i#i2#£14€[n)

1
W Z E[Fi1i2Fi2i1Fi1i4Fi4i1] =

Case (iii) Terms involving two different indices. By symmetry, we only need to consider the case
when i1 = i3, i9 = i4 and (i1,42) are distinct. Notice that for i # 7,
E[F};] S E[(zi, ;)] + t'E[(zi, 2;)°] + 7 < Cud®,

where the last inequality is due to (56) and (46). Hence, in this case,

1 —
16 Z E[F?liz] < 01204(1 4 (67)
i17£i2€[n]

Combining equations (65), (66) and (67), we can conclude that
E|F|* S |9 0)'CiCad .

Hence, by Markov’s inequality, with probability at least 1 — d=1/2,

IF|| < |9 0)cicy a5, (68)

B.2.3 Higher-order terms

In this section, we bound the spectral norm of V defined in (33b). For any i # j, we have from
(56),
E[(:I}Z, :Bj>90] S C4d45.

By Markov’s inequality, with probability at least 1 — n=2d™ 2,

2 1
(@, ;)| S CPCPdm.

Then taking a union bound over all pairs of i, j € [n],i # j, we find with probability 1 — d—1/2,
1 2 1 9
—max |(z;, ;)| S C°Cd . (69)
d i#j
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Recall the definition of ¢;; in (31). From (69), we have with probability at least 1 — d~1/2,

2 1 9
sup |G| S CYPCPd 2.
i#]

Since f®) is continuous at 0, there exist constants Cs,Cs > 1 depending only on f such that for
1 1

d > C5C{®° C2 | with probability at least 1 — d-1/2,

sup| F(¢5)| < Co.

i#]
11
Therefore, with probability at least 1 — d—%/2, for d > CsC°C P,
~ ~ 20 1
IVIP < IVIE S Cin*d™" max (@i, @) S GRCy Cpa2.
i#j
11
Hence with probability at least 1 — d—1/2, for d > CsC°C P,
~ 10 1 1
VIS CeCy” Cyfda. (70)

B.3 Controlling the error in the diagonal terms

Recall from (6), the diagonal elements of K (2) can be written as

KO <f(0) S (4)(0)”“22”2) + (f ©, Tr<22)> ol

v 8d4 d 2d3
), YO TE Y
+< 5 + A llz:||* + a,
" 2
where a = f (%) — £(0) — f(0) 2 — ! 2(0) (Trdz> is defined in (11). We can reorder the terms
and write
(2 _ e X\ _ f(0) 2 f"(0) 4 2
K2 -1 (7)) =E2 (lel — 1v%) + 2 (1t - )
FO0)Te(E?)  fW(0)(Tr(2?))?
+ 4d4 8d4 (71)
And

s\ T (lel? TS\ ) (el s
Kii_f<d>_f<d><d - d>+ 2 <d - d)'

Let D be a diagonal matrix such that

Dy =K;- K.
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We first simplify K;; and K 522 ). Recall x; = 222, from Assumption 2.2. With Whittle’s inequality
in Lemma A.8, for any integer s > 1,

12 12
E (Ha:,-HQ - TrE) ~E (zjzz,- - Trz> < OR|3|2 < cl2ei2gs,

where we use the inequality | 2|/ < Vd||2|| < C3v/d. By Markov’s inequality and a union bound
over i € [n], we have with probability at least 1 — d~!,

1
Joi]2 = T 2| S CTCoCd . (72)

1
~ sup
d i€[n]

Recall &; defined in (32) is between 0 and %|z;||2. From (72), there exist constant Cj,Cs > 1
depending only on f such that with probability 1 — d~!, for d > C’5C’11 / 4(0203)4,

m?x |f//(£u)| < 06
(S

This implies with probability 1 — d 1,

‘Kn’ - f <T1;12>

On the other hand, from (72), with probability at least 1 —d ™!,

50 CCud ™4, (73)

1
max ]~ (Tv(2))°| £ O Cud?.
1€
From (71), this implies
'K P <Trdz> < C1CiCod 1 (74)

Therefore, from (73) and (74), with probability at least 1 —d =1, for d > C1C4Cs,

HDH - maX|K 2 Kl < Ci104Ced 1. (75)

1€[n]

B.4 Putting all bounds together

Finally, we combine the error bounds in Sections B.2 and B.3 to finish the proof. From the
estimates of the spectral norm for T, F, V', and D in (62), (68), (70), (75), respectively, we have
with probability at least 1 — 4d=/2, for d > C1C4Cs,

| & — K@| < [T + | F|| +[|V]| +[|D]| < C?CsCod 7.

This completes the proof of Theorem 2.5.

33



C Proof of Theorem 2.8

Recall the reduced tensor product x(® defined in (13). Let X®) = [m§2), e ,mg)]T e (")

Then from (15), we have

(XXT)2 = xOxO®" (76)

Here, X @) x @7 is a sample covariance matrix, where X @) has independent rows. We will use
Lemma A.9 from [BZ08] in our setting.

C.1 Variance of random quadratic forms

To apply Lemma A.9, the following variance bound on the random quadratic form of (2 is needed.

Lemma C.1. Let € R? be a random vector with independent entries and a diagonal covariance
matriz 3, where || X|| < C for constant C > 0. Assume each entry of x has mean zero and bounded

8-th moments. Let 2 ¢ R(dgl) be a corresponding reduced tensor vector defined in (13) and we
define

z? = 2@ —Ez®, (77)

Then for any deterministic matriz A with ||A| <1,

2
Elz® " Az® _ T[AZ?]| = o). (78)

d+1

Proof. Welet A= D+ B € R(dgl)x( 2 ), where D is the diagonal part of A, and B is the off-
diagonal component of A. Here the matrix A is index by {(i,7) :4 < j, 1,7 € [d]}. To show (78),
it suffices to bound the contribution from D and B.

(i) Diagonal part. Recall the definition of (?) from (13). We have

E|lz0" pz® _ npsen|
2
= E Y 20@ial - B0)) Ay + 3 (@7 - D)’ = Z0)) As
i<j )
<4 Ay Akl ‘E[(Cb’? e Egﬁj)(miw? - zl(j?kl)]‘ (79)
i<j,k<l
+ 20 1Ayl [Bl(@F - B0 - SE) (@5 - 255)° - 20| (80)
[2¥)

Since the 8-th moments of x; are bounded for all i € [d], and entries in « are independent, the
contribution from (80) is at most O(d). For (79), when i, j, k,l are all distinct, by the diagonal
assumption on X, x;, x;, T}, x; are independent. We have

2 2
E((e?z? — B0 )(@iz} — 0] = 0.
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Therefore, the nonzero contribution of (79) only comes from indices (i, j, k, ) that are not distinct.
Since || D|| < ||A]| < 1, we know the contribution with repeated indices (i, j, k, 1) in (79) is O(d?).
Therefore, the total contribution from the diagonal part is O(d®).

(ii) Off-diagonal part. We have the following expansion:

2
E|z® ' Bz?® - Ti[Bx®)]
—(2) —(2) —(2) —(2
= Z A igia Aigie iris - E[m§122m§334m§526m§738].
(i1,92)#(13,14), (15,36 ) # (i7,i8)
S Z ‘Ai1i2,i3i4Ai5i67i7is’ (81)

(i1,82)#(i3,4), (5,96 ) 7 (i7,i8)

: |E[(mi1mi2 - Eihizéilﬂé)(mismu - ZJ1'3,2'452'?”@'4)(332'5mi6 - Ei57i65i57i6)(mi7mi8 - 2i7,i86i77i8)]|'
For each index sequence i1, ...,1g, to have a nonzero contribution in
E[(xi i, — 31020y o) (TisTiy — 2i3,i45i3,i4)(wi5wi6 — is.i6isis ) (Tir Tig — 2i77i85i77i8)] (82)

by the independence of the entries in @, there are at most 4 distinct values among iy, ...,ig. For
sequences with at most 3 distinct indices, their total contribution in (81) is O(d®). Therefore, it
suffices to estimate (81) when the contribution of index sequences with exactly 4 distinct indices
satisfy

i <ig, 13<14, 1516, 7 </1g.
We have only the following cases depending on the number of distinct indices in 41, 2, 73, i4:

1. Assume there are exactly 4 distinct indices in i1,...,44. Then, to have a nonzero contribution,
there is a perfect matching between {iy,...,is} and {is,...,is}. Using the inequality

2’Ai1i2,i3i4Ai5i6,i7is‘ < ‘Ai1i27i3i4’2 + ‘Ai5i67i7i8’27
for an absolute constant C', the contribution is bounded by
2 2 2 2 2
Ol Y il | = CIAIR < Cd°||A)? = O().
11 <i92,i3<t4

2. Assume there are exactly three distinct indices among i1,...,i4. By symmetry, we only need
to consider four subcases

e (a) iy = i, and 41, 13,14 are distinct. We can rewrite (82) as
E[(mi — X)) Ty iy (Tiy Tig — 2i57i65i57i6)(wi7wi8 - Ei%iséi%is)]' (83)

Since there are exactly 4 distinct indices among i1, ..., g, and i1 appears exactly twice,
i3,14, 15,16, 17,1 must be distinct from 41, which implies (83) is equal to zero by inde-
pendence.
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e (b) iy =13, and 1,12, 14 are distinct. We can rewrite (82) as
E[ﬂ??lwizwu (Tiyxi — X5 i is ig) (Tir Tig — 2i77i85i77i8)]’ (84)

Note that if i5 = i and 41,12,14, 45 are distinct, the expectation in (84) is zero. By
symmetry, we only need to consider i5 = i7,i5 = ig, Or i5 = io.
— (b.1) If i5 = i7 and 43,19, 14, i5 are distinct, we must have (i) ig = iq, ig = i4 or (ii)
ig = 14,18 = i2. In case (i), we can bound (81) by

2 22 2
§ ’Ai1i27i1i4Ai5i2,i57i4‘ ’ E[wilwiza’uwis]

11 <i2,14,15
§ 2 § 2 2 _ 3
5 Ai1i2,i1i4 + Ailiz,ili4 5 d”A”F - O(d )
11,12,14,15 11,12,14,15

In case (ii), similarly, we can bound (81) by
Z | Aiyioivia Aisiais,io | -E[w?lw%a:iw?s] = O(d?’)'
11<12,4,15

— (b.2) If i5 = ig, we must have (i) ig = i9,i7 = i4 or (ii) i7 = i9,ig = i4. In both
cases, similar to case (b.1), the contribution is O(d?).

— (b.3) If i5 = i9, we must have (i) iy = i4,ig5 = ig or (ii) iy = ig,is = i4, and their
contribution is O(d?).

e (c) iy =iy, and iy, 149, i3 are distinct. Similar to Case (b), its contribution is O(d?).

e (d) iy = i4 and iy, 49,3 are distinct. The same bound O(d?) holds.

3. Assume there are exactly two distinct indices among i1, . ..,74. We must have i; = i9,i3 = iy,
i1 # i3 due to the constraint (ij,i2) # (i3,74). In the same way, we must have i5 = ig,i7 =
i, i5 7 i7. Since there are 4 distinct indices among i1, ... ,1s, (82) becomes

E[(mi - 2i17i1)(m123 - Eisﬂ's)(mi - 22‘5,2‘5)(%?7 - Ei77i7)] = 0.

Therefore, the total contribution in this case is 0.

By the constraint (i1,1i2) # (i3,14), there are at least 2 distinct indices among i1, ..., i4. Therefore,
we have discussed all three cases, and the total contribution for part (i) is O(d®). From the
estimates in parts (i) and (ii) above, (78) holds. O

C.2 Limiting spectral distributions
We first obtain the limiting spectral distribution of 5 (XX T)®2 as follows.

Lemma C.2. Under Assumptions 2.2-2.4 and Assumptions 2.6-2.7, the limiting spectral distribu-
tion of %(XXT)®2 is a deformed Marchenko-Pastur law p, 5.2 given in (17). In particular, when

3 = 1,4, the limiting spectral distribution of %(XXT)@2 is given by

{(1—@)50—1-00/(1 0<a<l (85)

Qg a>1.
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Proof of Lemma C.2. From (76), the eigenvalues of %(XXT)@2 and %X@)TX@) is the same, up

to ‘n — (d'gl) ‘ many zero eigenvalues. Now, we apply the general principle for deformed Marchenko-

Pastur law given in Lemma A.9 to show the convergence of ESD for %X (Q)TX (2) Notice that

lx@Txe _ 15@7
n

X _lx0Tpx® _lpx@Tx@  lpx@Tgx® (g
n n n n

where we define

x? .= x@ _Ex®

and EX ) has rank at most d = o(n) due to (14). From Lemma A.6, %X(2)TX(2) and %Y(Q)TY@)
have the same limiting spectral distribution. Since [X @ _EXx (2)]T has independent columns and
T
(d'gl) /n — «, by (78), Lemma A.9, and (86), the empirical spectral distribution of %X(z) x®
converges weakly in probability to pq X ps2) .
Next, we translate the result to %(X X ")92, There are two cases:
1. Suppose a < 1, then the limiting spectral distribution of %(X X )92 has a (1 — a)dy singular
part at zero. The remaining part with « probability mass is « (I/a X Mz(z)). So the limiting
spectral distribution for (XX )2 is

(1—a)dp + o (va K pge) .
2. Suppose o > 1. Then the limiting spectral distribution of %X@)TX(Q) is (1 — é)c?o + vy K
s:(2),and the limiting spectral distribution of %(X X )92 is given by

«a (l/a X ,uz(z)) .

In particular, when ¥ = I, from (16), the limiting spectral distribution of »® is §,. Therefore
(XX )2 has a limiting spectral distribution given by (85). O
With Lemma C.2, we are ready to prove Theorem 2.8.

Proof of Theorem 2.8. Due to Theorem 2.5 and Lemma A.5, K® — I and K — aI have the same
limiting spectral distribution, where

K® — <f(0) S (4)(0)5(352(22))2) 1’ o
) <f/6(lo) . f(g)(oz);;r(zz)) I <f;$) . f(4>(oi;‘r(22)> (XXT>®2+aI,(88)

and a is defined in (11). The term in (87) has rank 1. The first term in (88) has rank d, which are
both o(n) in the quadratic regime n =< d?. Therefore, by Lemma A.6, f,Af—‘()‘O) (K @ _ aI) has the

©2
same limiting spectral distribution as % (X X T) . Finally, from Lemma C.2, the limiting law for

f,‘f—?B)(K —al) is Iy 522 defined in (17). 0
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D Proof of Theorem 2.11

D.1 Smallest eigenvalue bounds

We first provide an asymptotic lower bound on the smallest eigenvalues of K and K @),

Lemma D.1. Under the same assumptions as Theorem 2.11 and the additional Assumption 2.9,
we have

/\min(K(z)) > Gy — 0(1)7
where a, is defined in (22). And with probability 1 — O(d—1/?),
Amin(K) > a, — o(1).

In particular, for sufficiently large n,

Q%

Auin(KP) 2 2, and Ainl(K) = 5

Proof. Recall K® = allm + a1 XX + CLQ(XXT)®2 + al,,, where

@ (0)(Tr(3?))?
P | U&j )
F£0) | fO0) Tr(=?)
=gt 23 ’
£70) | fW(0) Tr(=?)
@="mn T 4d? ’
" v 2
o=t (7)) - 10 - o - SR (FE)

Since 117, X X 7, and (XX T)®2 are all positive semidefinite, from Assumption 2.9, we obtain
Amin (K@) > a, — o(1).
From Theorem 2.5, with probability 1 — O(d~1/?),
Amin(K) > a, — O(d"12) — o(1).

This finishes the proof. O

D.2 Quadratic approximation of training errors

We define an approximate training error by replacing the original kernel K by K ) in (6):

train "

@ _ N 1o )

Then we show the following approximation bound of training error Eiain in (21) via (89).
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Lemma D.2. For any A > 0, under the same assumptions as Theorem 2.11, there exists some
constant C > 0 such that for sufficiently large d,

CA?|ly|?

asn

e

|gtrain train| <

1
d 1,

with probability at least 1 — O(d~"/?).

Proof. Following the proof of [WZ23, Theorem 2.7], we have

e

gtrain train| —

/\2

Tr[(K + ML) 2yy '] — Te[(K® + AL,) 2yy ']

2
n

y" [(K + L)% = (K® 4 aL,) 7] y‘

A2 _ _
< A L) - (KO 4 L)y
22|yl _ _ _ _
< AU ) (e )1 L) L))
42 2
< P e an) - (@ 4,
AN |lylJ? _ _ CXlyl” -
< Wy ke 4w @ 4oan) )i - k@ < D e

with probability at least 1 — O(d—/2). In the fourth and the last lines, we use Theorem 2.5 and
employ the fact that for sufficiently large d, from Lemma D.1 and the assumption that a, > 0, we
have for sufficiently large d,

(@ +om,) 7| < ai | +am) | < az (90)

with probability at least 1 — O(d~'/2). This finishes the proof. O
Lemma D.3. Under the same assumptions as Theorem 2.11, with high probability,

1 1

Lyl d = o(1).
Proof. Denote f, = [f«(1),..., f«(2,)]". Then

y="r.te

and € is a sub-Gaussian vector with mean zero and variance o2. By concentration of sub-Gaussian
random vectors [Verl18], ||e|| = O(y/n) with high probability.

Recall

fe(®i) = co +c1(B,x;) + %SB,TGIBZ
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And from Lemma A.11, we know

Excllf.)? S n(c+ 8= + (ZEG Tr[(G2)%] + E[(Tr(GX))%))

2
. d2) = O(n).

< (Co+cl+d2

Then, by Markov’s inequality, with high probability,
|£.0% = O(n - d21).

Therefore, with high probability,
1 2 ,__L
— d = o(1).
Uyl a = o(1)

With Lemma D.2 and Lemma D.3, we obtain with high probability,
1
[Eivain — Efrra| = O 70).
d+1
Let g € R(“2") such that for i < g,
9ii = Gii, 9ij=Gij.

With our definition of ® in (13), we have

TGm_2ZG”ww]+ZG“w —\/_Zgz] Z] +Zgu

i<j 1<j
= \/§<3’3(2),9> - (\/5 -1) Zgn’m@)
i=1

From the teacher model defined in (23), the training labels can be represented by
y=u-+ecR"
where within the proof, we temporarily denote

u:=cl,+c1 XB+ \/_C2X(2

7

where from (92), we have
V2 1) 2. .
v = % Zgjjmz(' )(]7])‘
J

Then (89) can be written as

2
0 =2 [uT (K@ + AL) 2u+ € (K@ + AL) %e + 26 (K@ + AT,
n

train
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Lemma D.4. We have deterministically,

@ 4 am) 21T (K 4 an) 2| < aio — o), (96)
|+ an) 2 x X TR 4 n,) 2| < ail — 0(d), (97)
H(K<2> FAL)T2XOXOT (KO 4aL,)72|| < ai2 = O(d?). (98)
Similarly, with probability 1 — O(d—1/?),
|+ am) 21,07 (8 4 L) 2| < a—lo — o),
H(K FAL)Y2X X T (K + ML)~V < a—ll = 0(d),
H(K FAL)Y2XOXxOT (K L)V < a—12 — O(d?)
Proof. Since for sufficiently large d, ag, a1,a2,a > 0, we have
aolp,l! < K@ 4 AL,
XX < K® 4 )L,
XX L K@ {1,
Hence,
B 4 am) 21T (K 4 an) 2| < a—lo o),
@ 4 an) X XT (KO 1 an) 2 < ail — 0(d),
H(K<2> FAL)Y2XOXxOT (K@ 4L, 12| < a% = O(d?)
For the results of K, we can directly apply Theorem 2.5 and (90). O

D.3 Precise asymptotics of training error
@

irain DY Proving the following three lemmas.

We calculate the asymptotic value of

Lemma D.5. Under the same assumptions as Theorem 2.11, we have as n,d — oo and d*/(2n) —
a)
2
L ) -2 2
—u (K'Y + AL, “u — / o) 5 A, s (2)
<TJE + ax + )\>

in probability.
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Proof. Recall the definition of v from (93). Let w = u; + uz where

uy =col, + 1 X8, us= \/762X(2

— .
Denote K g\z) = K® 4 AI,. We have the following decomposition:

—2 —2
u (K@ +AL) 2w = u] (K(f)) uy + U (K@)) wy + 2u] (K@) s
=: 59 4+ 51 + 83, (99)

where, by Cauchy’s inequality, we have
Sy = 2u] (K(2 ) us < 21/5155. (100)

Step 1: Computing S;. We first estimate ||v||. From (94),

Sd By, [ d7) @i()' | Sa,

where the last line is due to Jensen’s inequality. Therefore with probability at least 1 — d 3,
|v;| < d~1/8. Taking a union bound over i € [n], we have with probability at least 1 — d~*,

lv]| = O(d"/®). (101)
We can decompose S5 as
-2 -2
Sy=8h+wv' (Kg?)) v—2v" (K&z)) \/EC2X(2)g, (102)
d
where
2
Sy=g (d(;?X( (K® +)\In)‘2X(2)) g

and

2 2
BylS5] = 22 T (K 421, 2x @ x27).

With (98), we can apply Hanson-Wright inequality [Verl8] to obtain that, with high probability,

oL 2 1y (K@ 4+ AL,)2x@x® 7| 0.
n n a2
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From the convergence of limiting spectral distribution of %(K @ _ al) shown in Theorem 2.8,
we have the following convergence in probability holds:
1 22 &
. dQﬁ Tr [(K@) L) 2(K® - aIn)} - / ol S dp, s ().
noda (L —I—a*+/\)

Moreover, due to (97) and (96),

1 26% 2) -2((2) 202 2) 2% (2) x (@)
ﬁ'd2 [(K + ML) (K aIn)} 2 Tr (K'Y 4+ A\L,) * X¥X
_l 202 2\—2 (% .7 K @ T _
= Tr [(K)) —a211 +—a2XX =o(1).

Therefore,
2
)

1 =2z
— S5 —>/ = 5 dji, 52 ()
" (L9 4 a,+2)

(103)

in probability. With (101), we have with high probability,

-2
l'uT (Kg?)) v=0(d 1/4)
n
22
9 T(Kg2)> %X@) = 0(d 1/8)

where in the last equation, we use Cauchy’s inequality and (103). Then from (102), we have in
probability,

1 Zy
—Sy — / @ 3 d,ua »(2) (:E) (104)
n (f”(()) a* 1 )\) )

Step 2: Controlling S;. By Cauchy’s inequality, we have

2
2c§

2
Lo < 21T (K® 41,21, + 2987 XT(K® 4 \L,) 2X 3.
n n n

For the first term on the right-hand side, we have
C2 02
O T(K® +21,) %1, = L Tr((K®@ + M,)21,1]]
n n

2
— C—0||(K<2> F L) HE® +AL,) V21,10 (K@ + AL,) 12

260

IN

9 2
D[ (K 4 AL) 21,1 (K 4 AL,) 72 < =0
A A agn

=0(n™"),
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where in the first identity, we use the fact 1,1, is rank-1, and the last inequality is due to (96).
For the second term, we have

2
TLETXT(K® 4 L) XB S (K L) X

<

(K® 4 )1,) WXH O(d/n),

Ny

where the last inequality is due to (97). Therefore 1S, = o(1) with high probability. Combining
the estimates of Sp, S2, Lemma D.5 holds due to (104), (99), and (100). O

Lemma D.6. Under the same assumptions as Theorem 2.11, the following approximation holds

with high probability:

%eT(K(QH—)\In) e——Tr( K® 4 AL) 2| = o1).

and

oe S (K 4 XL) / > dity 0 () (105)

in probability.

Proof. The first claim follows from Hanson-Wright inequality for sub-Gaussian random vectors
in [RV13] since € is sub-Gaussian and (90) holds with high probability. From Theorem 2.8, the
emplrlcal spectral distribution of f”(O) (K @ _ al,) converges to f, s». Take a test function

m which is bounded continuous on interval [—a./2,00). From Lemma D.1, for sufficiently

large 1, Amin(K® — al,) > —%. Therefore, (105) holds from weak convergence. O

Lemma D.7. Under the same assumptions as Theorem 2.11, with high probability,
e (K® 4+ \L,)2u = o(1).
Proof. We do a second-moment estimate. Note that
2
E. (J(K<2> +)\In)_2u> = o2u (K@ 4 AL,)™

Applying the same proof as in Lemma D.5, one can show that

ol T 2 4

—<uT(K® 4+ \1,)~

converges in probability to a deterministic limit. Therefore, with high probability over the ran-
domness of X and g, we have

E. (J(K@) + AIn)_2u>2 = O(n).

Hence, Lemma D.7 holds by Markov’s inequality. U
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Now we are ready to prove Theorem 2.11.

Proof of Theorem 2.11. From (91), it suffices to analyze the asymptotic behavior of 5t(fa)in. There-
fore, from the decomposition of St(gin in (95), with Lemmas D.5, D.6, and D.7, we have
éz + o2
Etrain — /\2 / . Oa < 2 dlua,E@) (:E)
(—f4((l)a: + ax + )\)
in probability. This finishes the proof. U

E The analysis of generalization errors

E.1 Preliminary calculations

This section presents lemmas that will be used later in the proofs of Theorem 2.14 and Theorem 2.16.

E.1.1 Concentration of random quadratic forms
The following lemma is a higher-order moment estimate which improves the second moment esti-
mate in (78).

Lemma E.1. Assume z = £'/2z ¢ R?, and X is diagonal and bounded in operator norm. z
has independent entries with 1st, 8rd, and 5th moments zero, and each entry has finite first 56-th

moments. We have for any deterministic matriz A € RT*(E) with 1A <1,

14
E|z® Az? — Ti[AZ®)]| = 0@d®?). (106)
And under the Assumption 2.2 for X, for all i € [n],
T
% 22" Az? — Tr[AZ®)| = O(n—), (107)

with probability at least 1 — O(d_%).

Proof. We first focus on proving (106). For ease of notation, in this proof, we denote x; is the i-th
entry of & € R? for i € [d]. We decompose A = D + B, where D is the diagonal part of A and B
is the off-diagonal part of A, and compute their contribution below.

(i) Diagonal part. Following the same argument as in the proof of Lemma C.2, recall the
definition of £?) from (77), we have

Elz2 Dz® _ nps@|
14
=E | ) 2(xfz? - 2232',)2‘]‘)‘4”}2']' +) (2 - Zii)” - 253)“)142”2
- 14 Z 14
<E S @230 A5 | +E D (@2 - 20)? - =0 A | (108)
i<j i
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For the second term in (108), by independence of entries in @, its contribution is O(d'*).
We now expand the first term in (108), which gives

E: 2 2 (2) 2 2 (2)
A'll]lv'll]l e All4]1471147]14E (wilel - Eiljl,iljl) e (wi14wj14 - 2i14j14,i14j14) : (109)

11<J1,,014<Jj14

Since each product in the expectation is centered, to have a nonzero expectation in (109), each pair
in {41,751}, {14, j14} must have at least one index with multiplicity at least 2. We now divide 14
pairs {i1,71}, - {14,714} into 7 groups of 4 indices given by

{i1,J1, 92,52}, - - -, {413, J13, %14, J1a}-

To have zero expectation in (109), we claim there are at most 21 distinct indices in i1, ji . . . , 414, j14-
Assume there are more than 22 distinct indices. Then, at least one group of indices only appears
once. This gives zero expectation in (109), a contradiction. Hence, in (109), the total contribution
is O(d?'). Combining the two terms in (108), the total contribution is O(d*!).

(ii) Off-diagonal part. Now we do the following expansion:

14

E|z® ' Bz® - Ti[Bx®)]

14
_ Z , C(2) =(2)
- E A11i27i314wi1i2wi3i4
(41,02) (43 ,34)
_ E : =(2) =(2) =2 =2
= Ailiz,i3i4 T Ai53i54,i55i56E |:m’i1i2 Liin " Lissisa Lissise

(i1,82)7#(i3,i4),+ , (i53,054)#(i55 156

—(2) —(2 —(2 —(2
S ‘Ai1i27’i3’i4 e A’i537;5477;557;56‘ E |:w’flz)2w§3z)4 e w7§52i54w7§52i56] N (110)
(41,02)#(43,34), - ,(153,i54) F (455 ,i56)
And
—(2) —(2 —(2 —(2
E [wl('lgz w2(31?4 o w§53i54w§55)i56:| (111)
=E [(mll Ly — ZJ1'1,2'252'171'2)(mi:’)mm - Ei37i45i3,i4) T (mi55mi56 - Ei55,i565i55,i56):| )

with the restriction that

i1 <, ..., 055 < ise,  (i1,42) # (13,194), -, (i53,154) 7 (i55,056). (112)

We estimate (110) with the following three steps.
Step 1: Preliminary estimates.
We need the following observation. Suppose i1, 13,13, 74 are 4 distinct indices, then by Cauchy’s

inequality and the fact that [|A||f < (d;rl) |Allr <d,

> | Ay igis] < \/dY| AR < d°. (113)

11,92,13,54€[d], 4 distinct indices
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Similarly, if there are at most 3 distinct indices among i1, 12, 3,44 € [d], we have

> | Ay igis] < \/BIIANE < d*P. (114)

11,12,13,54€[d], 3 distinct indices

If there are two distinct indices, due to the restriction (112), the entries must be A; ;, iy, With
i1 # 12, and we have from Cauchy’s inequality,

D Aiiyinin| < \/d?||AsE < d*P, (115)

11,52

where Ag is a d x d submatrix of A given by A i, i,i, and we use the fact that ||Ag||r < Vd||A| <
V/d. We also have the following trivial bound for all iy, iy, 3,44 € [d]:

|Ai1i27i3i4| < ||A|| <1 (116)

By the independence of entries in @, to have a nonzero expectation in (111), there are at most
28 distinct indices in 4q,...,i56. On the other hand, if there are at most 25 distinct indices in
i1,...,i56, the total contribution for those terms is at most O(d?®). Therefore, to show (106), we
only need to consider the sequences (i1, ...,i56) where there are 26,27 or 28 many distinct indices.

We group the 56 indices into 14 tuples: (igx—_3,%4k—2,94k—1,04x) for 1 < k < 14. To have a
nonzero zero expectation in (111), with the restriction on indices from (112), there are at least 2
distinct indices in each tuple (i45_3, t4x—2, t4x—1, 94x) for 1 < k < 14. Among the 14 tuples, we define
a subset of them called good tuples recursively. The first good tuple is (41,2, 13,%4). If there are s
many distinct indices in (i1, 9,13,14) for s = 2,3,4, we call (i1,142,13,174) a good s-tuple. According
to the lexicographic order, the next tuple that does not share any common indices with previous
good tuples is also a good s-tuple if it has s distinct indices.

Step 2: An algorithm to bound (110).

We now describe an algorithm to provide a bound on (110) with the following steps to bound
the contribution from each tuple. The strategy is to use the better bounds (113), (114), and (115)
as many times as possible.

e Start with the first good tuple (i1,142,13,44). Track all the tuples which coincide with at least
one indices in (i1,42,13,74). Bound the contribution from all tuples which shared at least
one indices with (i1,142,13,44) in (110) using (116) and bound the contribution of (i1, iz, i3,%4)
using (113), (114), or (115) depending on the number of distinct indices s. Without loss of
generality, we may assume the second to the (s + 1)-th tuples in lexicographical order share
indices with the first tuple. See Figure 1 for an example when (i1, i2,i3,44) is a good 3-tuple.
In the case of Figure 1, We can bound

2.5
E , |Ai1i27i3i4Aisiﬁ,i7i8Ai9i10,i11i12| <d E 1

11,12,.+,910 16,17,18,19,111,212
by using (114), which reduces the sum of 10 indices to a sum of 6 indices.

e Find the next good tuple in the lexicographical order denoted by (isx—3,%4k—2,4k—1,t4k),
bound its contribution depending on the number of distinct indices s in the tuple. Repeat
this process until no more good tuples can be found.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Figure 1: In this example, the tuple (i1, 12,3, 44) share common indices with two tuples (is, ig, i7, ig)
and (ig,’im,’in,im) by identifying ’L'1 = ig,ig = i5,i4 = ilO- The relations among iﬁ,i7,i8,i9,i11,i12
are not specified.

e For all the remaining indices that have not been summed using (113), (114), or (115), let k
be the number of distinct indices in the remaining indices and bound their contribution by
d*.

Step 3: Applying the algorithm in 3 cases.

(a) Case 1: For the contribution in (110) with exactly 28 distinct indices in the sum, each is
repeated exactly twice. In this case, there are no good 2-tuples. To see that, suppose there exists
one good 2-tuple (igx—3,94k—2,iak—1,%4k) With igx_3 = dap_1,%48—2 = fax and igx_3 # igp—2. Then
no other tuples will share the same index with (igx_3,i45—2, %451, t4%). By independence of entries
in @, this implies the contribution in (111) is zero. So below, we only need to consider sequences
with good 3-tuples and 4-tuples. By applying the algorithm we described above, there are several
cases:

e Suppose all the good tuples are 3-tuples. We explain this case in more detail, and other cases
below follow similarly.

Since each good 3-tuple has shared indices with at most 2 tuples, among 14 tuples, there are
at least 5 good 3-tuples. We may assume the 5 good 3-tuples are

(i1,12,13,14), (113,114, 115, 116), (425, 926, 927, 928), (37, 138, 139, 140), (449, 50, 951, 452). (117)

There are 15 distinct indices in (117) by definition. See Figure 2 for an example. Applying
(114) to the 5 good 3-tuples, and (116) for the rest of tuples, we can bound the contribution
of this case to (110) by

DD 2 2 2 > 1

16,07,18,99,111,412  918,119,920,921,923,524  130,131,132,133,135,136 142,943 ,144,145,147,148 155,156

§d12'5 . d28—15 — d25'5,

where in the last inequality, we use the fact that there are at most 28 — 15 = 13 distinct
indices that do not share any indices in (117), which gives the total contribution O(d?*?).

e Among 14 tuples, there are at least 3 good 4-tuples, which gives a contribution of d” using
(113). And there are 28 — 12 = 16 distinct indices remaining, which gives a contribution of
d'S. In total, in this case, the contribution is O(d??).

e There are at least 2 good 4-tuples which give a contribution of d®, and 1 good 3-tuples, which
give a contribution of d*°. So the total contribution is O(d6t2-5+(28-11)) = O(4255).
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1772 37 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
137 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36
377738 397 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48
— [
49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56
Figure 2: An example for the index sequences (iy,...,i56) with 5 good 3-tuples. An edge between

an index from a good tuple and another index outside good tuples is drawn if the two indices are
identical

e There are at least 1 good 4-tuples and 3 good 3-tuples. Similarly, the total contribution is
O(d3+7.5+(28—13)) — O(d25'5).

Therefore, from all the cases discussed above, the contribution for case (a) is bounded by O(d?>%).

(b) Case 2: For the contribution of (110) with exactly 27 distinct indices in the sum. By
counting the multiplicity, we must have one index appearing 4 times (since the third moment of «;
is zero), and the rest of the 26 indices appear twice. In this case, to have a non-zero expectation,
there are no good 2-tuples in (110). Otherwise, there will be at least two indices appearing 4 times.

Without loss of generality, we may assume the first tuple (i1,42,143,74) contains an index with
multiplicity 4. There are at most 4 tuples containing this index and we bound their contribution
with (116). For the remaining 10 tuples, we apply the same argument as in Case (a). We have the
following cases:

e 2 good 4-tuples. The total contribution is O(d5+(7=8)) = O(d?®).
e 1 good 4-tuple and 2 good 3-tuples, the total contribution is O(d?t5+@7=10)) = O(d%).
e 4 good 3-tuples. The total contribution is O(d'0T27=12)) = O(d?®).

Therefore all contribution for case (b) is O(d?°).

(c) Case 3: For the contribution of (110) with exactly 26 distinct indices in the sum. By
counting the multiplicity, under the assumption that the 3rd and 5th moments of x; is zero, there
are two cases:

e Case (c.1): one index appears 6 times, and the rest of the indices appear twice. To have a
nonzero expectation, there are no good 2-tuples. By a similar argument, assuming the index
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with multiplicity 6 is among the first tuple (i1, 2, i3,44) and is repeated in the first 6 tuples,
we can bound their contribution using (116) and consider the remaining 8 tuples. For the
remaining 8 tuples we apply the same argument as in Case (a) in the following cases:

— 2 good 4 tuples: the contribution is O(d%t2678) = O(d**).
— 1 good 4-tuple and 1 good 3-tuple: the contribution is O(d>*>+26=7) = O(d?4?).
— 3 good 3 tuples: the contribution is O(d”-*+26-9) = O(d?*?).

The total contribution in this case is O(d?4?).

e Case (c.2): 2 indices appear 4 times. And the other 24 indices appear twice. In this case, we
have at most one good 2-tuple.

Case (c.2.1): If there exits one good 2-tuple, then the 2 indices appearing 4 times must be
in the same tuple to make a nonzero expectation. Without loss of generality, we assume
(i1,12,13,14) is a good 2-tuple, and it shares common indices with the next 4 tuples. We
may bound the contribution from the first 5 tuples using (115) and (116), which gives a
contribution of O(d"%). There are 9 tuples left, and we have the following cases:

— 2 good 4-tuples, the total contribution is O(d!-5+t6+24=10) = O(4215).

— 1 good 4-tuples and 2 good 3-tuples, the total contribution is O(d?!-%)

— 3 good 3-tuples, the total contribution is O(d"5+75+(24=11)) = O(4?2).
Case (c.2.2): Suppose there is no good 2-tuple. Without loss of generality, we can assume
(i1,12,143,14) contains one index with multiplicity 4, with shared indices in and the first 4
tuples. We can bound the contribution with (116). We can repeat this argument with the
next 4 tuples: assume (i17,418,1%19,%20) contain one index with multiplicity 4 with shared
indices in the next 3 tuples. Now we consider the remaining 6 tuples. There are several cases:
We could have

— 2 good 4-tuples, the total contribution is O(d®T24=%) = O(d??).

— 1 good 4-tuple and 1 good 3-tuple, the total contribution is O(d*+25+24=7) = O(d?2?).

— 2 good 3-tuples with a total contribution O(d°T247%) = O(d*).

Combining cases (a), (b), and (c), (106) holds. By Markov’s inequality and a union bound over
[n], (107) follows. O

E.1.2 Deterministic equivalence of functions of the kernel

Next, based on Theorem 2.8 and Lemma E.1, we prove the following limits for sample covariance

AT )

matrix X , which will be utilized in the analysis of generalization error in Section E.2.
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Lemma E.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.8, as % — a € (0,00) and n — oo, we have

do(as + N)
"
XX * 1
az(a+ \) Tr ((agX(2)TX(2) + (a + /\)I)_2§](2)) N 7O A e ,
dafas +A) 1 - a fp gipeduse (@)

ay Tr (a2 XX 4 (a+ 01712 - 1,

2 —(2)T=(2)\ -2
ST ((a+ ML+ X X?)5@) - B,

in probability, where N\, > 0 is defined by fized point equation (26) and B(\.) is defined by (28).

Proof. Let us define z, := 2?;},6,”(2;‘) > 0 for all n € N. Notice that
(T 1 .
ay Tr (((IQX(2)TX(2) Y (at )\)I)_12(2)) — Iy (( x?Tx®@ I an)‘IE(z))

n

where % is defined by (77) for i € [n]. Next, we follow the proof of Lemma 2.2 in [LP11] to

complete the proof (see also [WWF24, Theorem 10]). For any fixed z > 0, we define R(z) :=
Iy, igz)igz)T +2I)~" and R¥)(z) := (L D ic[n\K] igz)igz)T + 2I)~! for any k € [n]. Then, by
the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula, we have

1T pz® _
e R(z)z,” =1- = lingR(i)(z)EZ@). (118)
Notice that
1 Q- _@_@T
R(z)(— > =z ®" +20I)=L
B3 sm )
Taking trace and applying (118), we get obtain
d+1 n
2 (5 1 1
1+ ZTrR(z) =274 = 119
+2TR() ey (19)

n ST T RO

Notice that HR“N?:)H < 1/z for all i € [n]. Then, applying (106) in Lemma E.1 with matrix

A = RY(z) for i € [n] we have, by a union bound over i € [n],

max
i€[n]

1Z@T ROz — L Tr(R(i)(z)Z@))‘ — O(n~®) (120)
n n

with probability at least 1 — O(d_l/ %), for any fixed z > 0. Additionally, by the Sherman-Morrison-
Woodbury formula, we also have

(RO () - RE)ED)| < -
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where we applied the assumption of £, ||[R®(2)|| < 1/z and positive definiteness of R (z).
Then, from (119), (120), and (121), we have

d+1
L2 meRe - L2) B
n n 1+ 1TrR(2)=®

+0(1),

with probability at least 1 — O(d~'/?), where we used the fact that

1+ L (RO () 2@ > 1,
n

for any z > 0. Thus, applying Theorem 2.8, we can claim that for any z > 0,

1 1
zam(—z)+1—a ~ zm(—2)

%TrR(z)E(z) — —1, (122)

in probability as n — oo, where m(—z) and m(—z) are defined in Definition A.2 with v = s

in Assumption 2.3. Consider z := 740‘;2’253)‘) > (0. Then, the fixed point equation (26) defines
A = —m(l_z) > 0. Furthermore, notice that z, = z = 40‘;%?5;)‘) as n — oo. Thus,

%| TrR(z)=® — TrR(zn)Z(2)| Slz—zn] — 0.

This completes the proof of the first part of this lemma.

For the second part of this lemma, we follow the proof in Lemma 7.4 of [DW18]. Notice that
actually (122) holds for any z € C with Re(z) > 0 and | Tr R(2)2®)| < 1. Based on Lemma 2.14
in [BS10], we can obtain that

m(—z) — zm/(—2)

%TrR(z)QE(Z) — : (123)

22m?(—z)
in probability, for any z € C with Re(z) > 0. From (29), we know that
'(=2) 1

m
! - : . (124)
m2(—2) 1—«a fR ﬁdﬂx(z) (ZE)

Then, because of
asz(a+ A) Tr ((a27(2)T7(2) + (a+ /\)I)_2§](2)) =Zn- % Tr R(z,)*2®,

we can similarly derive the second part of the results. Lastly, since

22 1 9
(a+ )2 ' (d-51) Tr R(zn)

=),

2 — () T==(2)\ —
ST (((@+M+aX P X)) -

we can apply (123), (124) and (26) to conclude the final result of this lemma. O
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E.1.3 Spectral norm concentrations
Next, we provide spectral norm bounds on X X T and (XX T)®2 below.

Lemma E.3. Under Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3, with a probability of at least 1 — O(d_ﬁ), we
have

IXEXT|| S IXXT|| < d?*, (125)
I(XEX T2 S (XX )2 < &, (126)
IX® —EX®|| < g+, (127)

Proof. We first show (125) with Latala’s Theorem [Lat05]. We can write X ' = »1/2ZT where
Z" = [z1,...,2,] is a d x n random matrix with independent entries and each entry of Z has zero
mean and finite fourth moments. By [Lat05, Theorem 2], we have

E|Z|| < Vi + Vd+ (nd)* < d.
Then by Markov’s inequality, with probability at least 1 — O(d_%s),
IXXT| S 2|7 S d* e

Next, we show (126). Since (XX )2 = X(z)X@)T, it suffices to consider

x® X(2 Zw(zw ,

which is a sum of n ii.d. rank-1 matrices. We will use matrix Bernstein’s inequality [Verl8,
Theorem 5.4.1] to prove (126). Consider truncated vectors z§2) = :cl(-z)l{Ha:Z@)H < Bd} for a
parameter B = nii. Let Z® be the truncated version of X®. We have that

P(z®#x®) <P <m?x\|ac | > Bd) <P (2@ > Bd)

nE|lz® |4 n _1
_Wsﬁgn 45 (128)

On the other hand, almost surely,

and
T T\ 2 T
E<z§2)z§2) ~EzP2? ) <E[\\z§2)\\2z§2)z§2) ]<(Bd)22(2) < C(Bd)I

for some constant C' > 0 due to Assumption 2.3. By matrix Bernstein’s inequality [Ver18, Theorem
5.4.1], we have with probability at least 1 — d? exp(—%d),

H 207720 _ gz 70| < g2+t
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Since
EZ® ' Z® < nEx@2@ " < cd’l,

where we use the definition of 3 from (13). Together with (128), we have with probability at
least 1 — O(d_%),
(XX T2 < .

For (127), we have
IX® —EXO) < |XO - 20 + 22 ~EZ?| + [EX? ~EZ?|.  (120)

From (128), with probability 1 — O(n~1/4%), the first term in (129) is zero. For the second term in
(129), we consider

122 - B2 = (2 - EZ®)(2® - EZ®)T),

where

(Zz® —EZ@)(z® —EZOHT = Z( 2 _ma (2))(z2(2) Ez(2))
1=1

and apply matrix Bernstein’s inequality. We have almost surely,
I — E=?) (=) —E=?)T| < 4(Ba)”.

And for some constant C' > 0,

2 2
E (( (2) Ez(z))(zl(?) Ez(2)) ) = IEHzZ@) — Ez(.2)H z@) — Ezgz))(zl(?) — Ezgz))T
< ABAPE(=? — B2 (2 ~ BT
< 4(Bd)*’xz® < C(Bd) I

With matrix Bernstein’s inequality [Verl8, Theorem 5.4.1], we have with probability at least 1 —
& exp(— ),
1(2?) ~EZ®)(2® ~EZ®)7| < 5.

Hence with probability 1 — O(d_%), from (129),
IX® —EX®|| < dtr 4+ |EX® —EZ®).
Since each column of X has the same distribution, EX® —EZ® is of rank 1. We obtain
IEX® —EZ®)| = |EX® —~EZ®|r = VaE[|2®||1{|2z®| = Bd)}]

< VayE[lz@[2]y/B(|2?)] > Bd) S VadB <\ d@2n = d

where in the second inequality we use (128). Therefore we obtain with probability 1 — O(d_%),
1X® —EX®| < d'* as desired. This finishes the proof. O
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E.1.4 Kernel function expansion

Recall = £22 and w; = Y2z, for i € [n] and z ~ N(0,1). Let t; = @] x; = ||Jw;||> and
Wi = s,y Then

(i, x) = Vti(wi, 2), (130)
and for j =0,...,8 and i € [n], define
= 2/ by ((ws, 2)) (131)

where h; is the j-th normalized Hermite polynomial defined in Definition A.3.

Lemma E.4. Under Assumption 2.12, we have for any i,j € [n],
(k) ()7 _
E[THT") =0
ifk #0 and k+ ¢ <15, and for all k =0,1,...,8,
EL[TVTW] = klw;, w;)*,
where w; := 21/2:132

Proof. Since the calculation of Eg [Tgk)Tg-Z)] involves only the first 16th moments of z for k +
¢ < 15, by the orthogonality property of h; in Lemma A.4 and the Gaussian moment matching
assumption 2.12,

Eo[TVT) = 6262 VR - Ealhy, ((ui, 2)) he((uj, 2))]
— Sy k'tk/2 k/2<

ui,uj>k = 5k,€ . k;'(wl,'wJ)k

Hence, E, [Tgk)Ty)] = 0 if k # ¢. This finishes the proof. O

For any i € [n], let us apply the Taylor expansion of f as in (31) to get

8 ©) (¢,
k f (Cz) 9

mza Z k'dk Ti,x)" + 9149 <m2,$> )

k=0

where (; is between 0 and 3(z;, z). Recall (130), we have

~IP0), e PO
D T (@)t =) St i 2)
k=0 k=0

as

(;,x)°. (132)
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By orthogonality of the normalized Hermite polynomials, we have

FO0) o D0 s fO0)
boi = F(O) +ti Ty 4 B3] - Tt 15 S (133)
AR FO0) e SO0 5 70
i — i 1 tl . 1 t 5 1 4
b, p + 3t e +15 W + 105 WL (134)
_ 20 FO0) | 2 [O0)
P = Ty T g A s
_ PO F0(0) AN
bg,i = 3B + 10t; - PE + 105¢; - e
In general, for 0 < k£ <8,
k/2 s 2f s
bi,it; PVl = Zt/ ,ds)Eg~N(0,1)[9 hi(g)]-
Therefore, we have
8
bl Y d=o M2, (135)
Utilizing (45), we can easily check that
It — Tr 32| < d3 s, (136)
uniformly for all i € [n] with probability at least 1 — d—*.
Thus, 0 < t; < d. Therefore, from (135), for kK =0,1,...,8 and all i € [n]
il S d 7, (137)
with probability at least 1 — d~'.
Lemma E.5. Let us denote that
- f(2) 0
boi == f(0)+1 2!(1(2)
P f(l)(U) F®(0)
biii= T 3t T (138)

for any i € [n]. Then, under Assumption 2.4, we have
max\bol — bOZ’ < d_
i€[n]

max|b12 — b1 z| < d_
i€[n]

max|a2 — b2 z| < d_34
i€[n]

with probability at least 1 —d~, where ay is defined in (10).
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Proof. The first two bounds are directly from (136). Recall the definition of ay in (10). Then for
the last bound, we have

L FO )
boelds

F0(0)

yor (t; — Tr(X?)) 4 45t

by —ag =

Applying (136), we can derive that

1 1 _
[b2i — a2 S lts - Te(%?)[ + @Itfl Sd?

uniformly for all i € [n] with probability at least 1 — d~*. O

E.1.5 Approximation of product of kernel functions
Denote
M = E[K(X,z)K(z, X)|X],
vi= Eg[fu(w) K(X, 2)],

where K(X,z) = [K(x1,x),...,K(x,, )] € R" and E;[] denotes the expectation only with
respect to x. Notice that for any i,j € [n],

M;; = (E[K(X,z)K(z,X)])ij = Ex[K (z;, ) K (z, z;)],
vi = Eo[K(,x;) fi()].

Define
bo = (bo1,--bon) €R™ by =(br1,...,b1n) €R", (139)
bo= (boi,....bon) €R™, by =(br,...,010)" €R, (140)
where bg ;, b1 4, lNJO,Z-, and l~)17i are defined in (133), (134), (140), and (138), respectively. And denote
M® = bob] + diag(b)) XX "diag(by) + 22MP, MP = (XZXT)®2  (141)
In the following, we first provide an approximation of M in terms of M @),

Lemma E.6. Under the same assumptions as Theorem 2.5, we have that

1

1M - MO S

with probability 1 — O(d~1/*8).

Proof. For i,j € [n], we can apply the orthogonality property in Lemma E.4 to get

: BB | o ) FOUG) 9
Mij= Y bribr; - Eo[T} T+ ) By |:bk,iTi 9,7@%@]
k=0 k=0 ’

8
+ ZEm [kaTgk) f(9)(Cz) <mi7 m>9] + Em |:f(9)(<2)f(9) (CJ) <mi7 $>9<$j, m>9:|

149 12718
— 9ld (9N2d
=: L;; + V;lj) + VZ(? + Vl(i-).
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Recall that w; = 32z, for all i € [n]. By the assumption that £ (z) is uniformly bounded in
Assumption 2.13, we have from (137), with probability 1 — O(d™1),

8 8
1 k) 1 k
vl < > orEe 17" (2, « NS VE Eo| T2\ /By (x;, x)18

k=0 h=0

8

1

S

k=0

where in the last inequality, we use Lemma E.4 and Lemma A.7 under the Gaussian moment
matching condition in Assumption 2.12. Similarly,

8
1
VIS Y s ol lwil”,
k=0
1
Ve s 75 lwill*llw; 1”
Notice that here the leading order |V | el L|jw;||® for £ = 1,2. Recall (44), i.e., E [||wz“|2s] =

E[||X2;]|*] < d° for any 1 < s < 45. Thus, Markov’s inequality implies that

1
t
BV > ) < e
for all 4,5 € [n] and ¢ = 1,2. Then taking t = d=17/* and s = 18, then taking union bounds for
all 7,5 € [n], we can derive that HV(Z) H < HV(Z)HF < d=9/% with probability at least 1 — cd—'/2 for
some constant ¢ > 0 and ¢ = 1,2. Similarly, we can verify the same bound holds for ¢ = 3.
Let us further define matrices L) whose (,7) entry is given by

LY = by by - Eo[ T TV) = kb ibg j (wj, wi)*

fori,j € [n] and 0 < k < 8, where we applied Lemma E.4. We next employ (44) and (45) to deduce

that

9] = o
for 3 < k < 8, with probability at least 1 — O(d_l/ 2). Let us extract the diagonal matrix of L®
by denoting Lgi?ig. Set L(()? = LW — Lgi)ig gf; .
separately. First,

Then, we bound the operator norms of L((JI;E) and L

‘ < imax(w],wi>k N

i <l = e

with probability at least 1 — O(d_l/ 2), for 3 < k < 8. Next, for the diagonal part, we have

(k)
H Ldlag

1
maXleH —

d3’

~ d2k
with probability at least 1 — O(d~1/2), for 3 < k < 8.
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Lastly, let us denote that by = [ba1,...,ban] . Hence, L® = 2diag(by)(X =X T)9%diag(by).
Lemma E.5 proves that |by; — az| < 1/d3* and |by;| < 1/d? with probability at least 1 — d~! for
all i € [n]. Moreover, |as| < 1/d?. Then, by Lemma E.3, we know

|2 —2einei?] <

diag(bs)(XEX ) @2H +a2H (XsXT) @2H> mas by — az] S 424,

with probability at least 1 — O(d_Tls). Then, we complete the proof of the approximation on M
by M®), O

Lemma E.7. With Assumption 2.7, we have
1
My = §X(2)2(2)X(2)T =) > Shrvy (142)

where vy, = [1(k)2, ..., 2, (k)27 for k € [d] and P is defined by (16). Moreover, under the
Assumption 2.12, we have
vl S e,

uniformly for all k € [d], with probability at least 1 —d~*.

Proof. By the definition of £®) in (16), we can easily check (142). Notice that E[v;] = 2,1 and
|E[v4]|| £ v/n. By the Assumptions 2.12 and 2.7, we know that

E|v]*] Z xi(k)')°] < d*,

for 0 < 4s < 90. Then we can conclude the final bound of this lemma by taking s = 22 and
applying Markov inequality for ||vg]|. O
E.1.6 Resolvent calculations
Lemma E.8. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5, we have

1T(K+ A1) 21 < d 5,

17K+ )11 <1,

11— bl TK | S a7

with probability at least 1 — O(d=Y/*%), where by := £(0).

Proof. Denote Ky' := (K + AI)~!. From Theorem 2.5, there exists a matrix K, € R"*" such
that

L

Ky=K.+apll, HK XX 4 an(X X 4 (a4 V|| S,

with probability at least 1 — O(d~'/2). Thus, by Assumption 2.9 and Lemma E.3,

A< K, < Cdtal,
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for some constants ¢, C' > 0, with probability at least 1 — O(d_l/ 18,

Based on the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula, we have

K '11TK !

Ki'l=K' gyt " x|
A "1+ al K11

(143)

Therefore, we can obtain that

1'K?

apl TK;11)(ap1 T K1)
(1+aplTK;11)2
apl TK;211TK ! 1TK?

 (1+aolTK;"1)? ppn aplTK ;11

al " K7211TKDY a1l TK;'11TK?

TRy (
1+aplTK 11 1+aplTK 11

1T *—1

Thus, we have

1TK;%1 1 1)K 11, dl+1/24 1

1K1, = < < '
PEATT T 14 aplTKIM)2 T ca? (1T K11,)2 (|12 7 a2/

(144)

with probability at least 1 — O(d~/4%).
The second bound in this lemma comes directly from (143) since

T 1
a(]l K* 1 <1

apl (K + M1 11 =
0 ( ) 1+ apl K*_l]_ B
Lastly, (143) implies that

1

l—al  Ki1= — ~
0% 1+apl K11

The same bound as (144) can be employed here to get
1—apl "K' S d o,
with probability at least 1 — O(d~/4®). Hence,
11— bl "K' <1 —aol "K' 1| + |ag — bo| - 1T K11 < d 32,
with probability at least 1 — O(d~1/48). O

Let us denote
[j,T = [t1,t, ..., ty], (145)

where t; = x] Zx;, for i € [n]. Recall xX? = x® E[X @] and notice that

)T

(XX = x@x®" = OO (X@)E[X(?’]T —EXPEX)T + E[X@’]X@)T) :
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where
XORXO)T = 1T,
EX@]TX® = 1,7,
EXPEXP)T = Tr(2?)-117.
Thus, we define U := [1, u] € R"*2. Then,

_ 2
ar(XXT)? = K? + aU < Trl(z ) é) U’ (146)
where
K? = ay(X@ —EX@)(X® —E[X@))T. (147)
Lemma E.9. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5 and Assumption 2.7, we have that
1 + _
%IJJ K}\ 1/"’ S d 0.8

with probability at least 1 — O(d~/?), where p is defined by (145). As a corollary, we can also get

1 _ _
ﬁlTK)\lll' 5 d 0.4.
Proof. Let py := Ep = Tr(3?)1. Due to (136), we can conclude that

it = ol < ™, (148)

with probability at least 1 — O(d~'). Thus,
K = (p— o) K (= o) + i K3 g +2(p — o) T K g

Here, we know that

1 B 1 B
T (1= 1) K (1 = o) < ol — pao|* < d 70,

and
1

Tr(X?)2
@H

d-
with probability at least 1 — O(d~'/2), because of (90) and Lemma E.8. Moreover, the last term
can be bounded by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality:

T -1
OKA Ko =

1"TK "1 <d?

1 B 1 B 1/2 B 1/2 B
@|(H—H0)TK>\1M0| < 7 ((U_V'O)TK)\l(U_V'O)) (N(Tlelﬁo) Sda
Then we complete the proof of the lemma. O

Lemma E.10. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5 and Assumption 2.7, we have

by (K + MI)~2by < d 708,
by (K +A\)"1hy < 1

with probability at least 1 — O(d~1/48).
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Proof. Recall the definition of by in (150). We have

H(K + AI)_1b0H2 < QH(K D) (b — bo)H2 + QH(K + AI)—160H2

1

< n-max ’507,' — 5072"2 + 1T(K + )\I)_21 + @N/

~ i€[n]

TK)—\lu S d_O'S,

with probability at least 1—O(d~'/*8), where we use Lemma E.5, (90), Lemma E.8 and Lemma E.9.
Similarly, by Lemmas E.5, E.8, and E.9, and (90), we have

by (B +X1) "'y 5 || (B + A1) ~1/2(by - bO)H2 + |+ AI)—1/2130H2

~ 1
S n- né?)}( bo; — o + 1T (K +\I)711 + @MTK;\lu <1,
with probability at least 1 — O(d~/4%). O

E.2 Proof of Theorem 2.14

In this section, we analyze the asymptotic behavior of the generalization error of KRR when
f(0) = f@®(0) = 0 in the approximated kernel (9) and f,(x) = ' Gx/d is a pure quadratic
function where G € R**? is a symmetric random matrix satisfying

E[G; ] =0, E[Gﬁj] =1

for all 4,j € [n]. Hence, under the settings of Theorem 2.14, the prediction risk of KRR defined in
(25) can written as

R(\) = Bz gl|fu(@)]’] + Te(K + A) "' M(K + A1) 'Eq[f, /]
+ o2 Tr(K + M) "M(K + M)~ — 2 Tr(K + AI) 'V, (149)

where we only take expectation with respect to G, test data point x and noise €. In (149), M is
defined in Lemma E.6,

Joi= [f*(m1)7 .- 7f*(mn)]—ry

with fi(z;) = 2] Gz; and
V= E[f. f.(x)K(X, )| X] € R*™",
and K(X,x) = [K(x1,x),...,K(x,, )] € R". Notice that for any i,j € [n],
Vij = ElK(x,)f.(z) () X).
Furthermore, Assumption 2.13 provides a simpler approximation of M, and

20

by = bl + 5 n, b;=0, a =0, (150)

where p is defined in (145), and by and by are defined by (140).
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Lemma E.11. Under the same assumptions as Theorem 2.5, we have that

C
Iv-v@)< 2

with probability at least 1 — O(d_1/48) for some constant ¢ > 0, where

v©e . z (lj'bo + 2a2M( ))

and by, M((]2), and p are defined by (139), (141), and (145).
Proof. For any j,i € [n], by the definition of f.(x), we have
Vii= E[Kv(m x;) fu(x) fi(25) ]| X]

—meEG T L @) f. ()] + Eac [fg.éﬁ”m @) @i >9]

. (¢

G
L) . () o) >9]

1 T ) 2b27i
T2 2

(:BJ-TZ:BZ-)2 +Ez

)

where in the second line we applied (132), Lemmas E.4 and A.11. Therefore,

vV -v®¥| <

n
ﬁH(XEXT)@zH max jaz = bzl + = max By clz! Gaa] Gz j(z] )"

)

1
FAl (XX 4 g max [Ef(@ )] 2)’)

1 2 9 —2.4
+ m w;l|° - w7 <d7

S
S

with probability at least 1 — O(d_%s), where we utilize Lemmas E.3 and E.5, and the definition of
f+. This completes the proof of the lemma. O

In the following lemma, we further approximate each term in R()). Define

R(\) = E[|fu(@)]’] + Tr(K + \I) ' M) (K + \I) 'Eg|[f. f/]
+ o2 Tr(K + M) 'M® (K + M) 7! = 2Tr(K + M) "'V,

Lemma E.12. Under the same assumptions as Theorem 2.11, for any A > 0, we have that
RO = RO < ed ™5,

conditioning on G in f, defined in (23), with probability at least 1 — O(d~1/*8), for some ¢ > 0,
where R(\) is defined by (149).
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Proof. Notice that

Ec ||| £’ =2 ZEG (] Gz:)’] S max lil|* S d?,
=1

with probability at least 1 — O(d~!), because of (72). Applying Lemmas E.6 and E.11, we can get

ﬁ()\) — 'R()\)‘ < ‘ Tr K;l(M(2) _ M)KXIEG[.f*fI] + 2‘ Tr KXI(V@) ~V)

)_\1(M(2) . M)K;l

_ — =1
(nog +EcI £ PDIK P - 1M — M| + 20| K- [VE - V| S dT,

IN

with probability at least 1 — O(d~/*%), where in the last line, we also utilize (90) and Lemma D.3.
O

Hence, below, we will analyze 75()\) instead of prediction risk R(\).
Lemma E.13. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1/4, we can further simplify ﬁ(A) as follows
RO = (@2V+B)| < d™*
with probability at least 1 — O(d~/*®), where
Vi= 22 Te(K + M) MP (K + AI)~!

4 22 Tr K 1M( )Kgl(XXT) 4&2 X(2)2(2)X(2)TK_

d rz

Proof. Recall the assumption of G in f.(x) = a:T~G:1: /d from Theorem 2.14. By taking expectation
for G, we can easily simplify the expression of R(\). Notice that given any deterministic matrix
A € R™"™ and vector a € R™, we have

B = TrX)? +

d2(

Eg[flAf.|X] = d_ TTAX@xAT _ - Z vl Avy. (151)

where vy, € R™ are defined by Lemma E.7. Therefore, considering (76), Lemma E.7 and (150), we
have

R(A) = E[fu(a)]] + 02 Te(K + ML) 'M®) (K + A1)~
+ 202 Te(K 4+ AI) "M@ (K + AD)T'E[f, £ X] — 2Te(K + A1) "'V
E[| fo(2)?] + 20302 Tr K ' MP K ;!

_ 2) g das 2
+2a§TrKA1M(())KA1E[f*fT|X]—?TrK DI
] KBS STIXIK by — 5b] K

d2
+ Tr K 'diag(by — b1) XX "diag(by — b)) K 'E[f, f]|X]
+ 02 Tr K 'boby K3 ' + 02 Tr K Mdiag(by — b)) XXX diag(by — by) K !
= 02V + B+ Ruix — J1 + Jo
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where

Ruix = = Tr(22) +b) K 'E[f. f) |1 XK by — d2b o K
+ Tr K 'diag(by — b1) X=X "diag(by — b)) K 'E[f, f]|X]
+02Tr Ky 'boby Ky + 02 Tr K 'diag(by — b)) XXX "diag(b; — by) K !

2
Jy = “22 VI K MY Ky,
k=1

4a _

Here, we use M = bobg + diag(b; — l;l)Xg)XTdiag(bl — I~)1) + 2a§M82), and by, by, by, and by

are defined in (139) and (140). Notice that by = 0. Thus, It suffices to control Jy, Jo and Ryix
below. Notice that with probability at least 1 —d !,

d
1 1 _ 10
J < —42 Py, Sd,
k

due to Lemmas D.4 and E.7, and (90). Similarly, we have Jy < d-11 as well. Next, we further
decompose Rumix as

Runix = R+ R +RE)

mix mix mix’

0 _ _
R = = T(S2) 4+ o2b] K52y — b K
Rik = b K5 E[f. £ X]K; b

RE) = Tr K 'diag(b, — b)) XS X ' diag(by — b)) K (021 + E[f, £] | X]).

Based on Assumption 2.3 and Lemmas E.8 and E.9, we can verify that \Rglx\ < d7%4 with proba-
bility at least 1 — O(d~/%%).

From (151), we know that given any deterministic matrix A € R"*"
Blf.4T1X] = 5 XD, X T

where D, € R(dﬂ) x("3") is a diagonal matrix with

0 if (¢,7) # (k. 0),
1 ifi=j=k="~

Hence, D, < 2I and
2
E[f.f/1X] < 5 XOXT. (152)
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Then by Lemma E.8,

R bTK XA XOTKE by < asb] Ky XX T)P2K by,

m1x| ~ d2

Then, (146) and allows us to get

RN | <o) K K Kb+ b) K 'UDUT K by,

where K? is defined in (147). Hence, Lemmas E.3 and E.8 imply
b Ky 'K Kby < b) Kby < d 08

with probability at least 1 —O(d~'/%). Then, recall (146) and Lemma E.9. We can apply Cauchy-
Schwartz inequality again to get

by KY'UDU "K [ 'bo| < aslbj K '1| - (Tr(X?)|by Ky '1| + by K )

1 _ _ _ 1,1 B 1
< ST (b K5 o) (1T K1) + (b K5 o) (o Ky )
< d—04
with probability at least 1 — O(d~/4%).
Lastly, because of (90) and (152), we have
2 1
R S d-[|diag(bs — b1)[*| X X [|(02 + S XPX®T) < 5
with probability at least 1 — O(d~'/*%), where we apply Lemma E.5 for ||diag(b; — ;)| and
Lemma E.3 for | XX | and | X&) X@T|. O

Lemma E.14. Denote by
Vo= a3 Tr (aa XPXOT 4 (A4 a)I) *Xx@x@ x@T,
Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1/, there exist some constants ¢,C > 0 such that
V= Vol <Cd 1,

with probability at least 1 — cd™ s for all large d and n, and some constant ¢ > 0.

Proof. Denote that Ky o) = (K® 4+ XI). Because of (90), we know that ||K H < 1 and
| K5l S 1. Denote by V) = 203 Tr K3 t, M{” K1, . We first control

a _ 2 _ _
‘v-v@)‘g ITe(K! — Ky 1) )M K+ 2 Te K MO (K3~ K )l (153)

Notice that

K - K)K'M{ K

a2

az -1 -1
ﬁ‘ TI'(KA — K)\,(2))

2 — a2 _
MY K = ST K

_ 2 _
< ﬁHK(z — K| |Tr K5 Y(aa MK
_1n _ _
< 4t EHKAl(agXXT)@QK 1H <d =, (154)
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with probability at least 1 — O(d_l/ 2), where we apply Lemma D.4 and Theorem 2.5. We can get
similar argument for the second term:

\TK M(2)(K;1—K;’%2))\_ KL, MP KL, (K - K@)K Y S d2.(155)

A(2) A(2)

Next, we approximate V() by Vy. Let us denote by V(2) = a2 Tr K (2)X( )@ X7 From
Lemma E.7, we know that

A(2)

d
E 2 2 T yg—2
— Ekkazl/k K)\,(Q)Vk7

where the second term on the right-hand side satisfies

1 i 1
j{:zhmank TyvE| S dgigigykI(A() S d3IH%§HVkH <d i, (156)

with probability at least 1 — d~!. Thus, it suffices to control the difference between V0(2) and V.
Notice that

V0(2) = a% Tr (aollT + I{*)_2X(2)2(2)X(2)T
where we define
K, =aX?X?T 4 (A +a)l (157)
Analogously to the proof of Lemma E.8, the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula implies
K;'11TK!

all’ + K,) = KTl gt T
(a0 ) 1t apl K 11

Thus, we have
Ve =V
a3(apl" K ?1) - (al "K' X®WSOXATK 1) 243001 K[' XPn@ XxOT K 21
(1+aplTK;11)2 14+aplTK 11 '

Hence, we only need to control the last two terms on the right-hand side of the above equation. By
Assumption 2.9 and Lemma E.3, we know

cd'I< K< CI,

with probability at least 1 — O(d_l/ 48). for some constants ¢, C > 0. And Lemma D.4 indicates
that

K PXOsOXxOTK 12 < 00k XXT)2K Y < C

Therefore,

a3(apl TK721) - (apl "K' X 2@ x AT g 11)

(1+aplTK;11)2
aolTK7'1 ag- (aplT K7 Y (ap XA X AT K 11)
1+aplTK 11 1+aplTK 11
al T K '1 o1

1+aplTK 11~ d?

IN

Cag'
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Similarly, we have

203 - apl ' K;' XPx@ xAT K21 al K11 o1

< 200y — 0= T <
1+al K11 = P a1 TR 1 Y 2

Hence, we complete the proof of this lemma. O
Lemma E.15. Denote

2
By = %TrZ(z) 2;22 TKIIXOs@XxOTK-1(xxT)°2 - 4dﬂ T K X@x®x®T

where K, is defined in (157). Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5, there exist some constants
¢, C' > 0 such that

1B — By| < Cd™ 12,

with probability at least 1 — cd™ for all large d and n.

Proof. Recall Ky (9) = (K (2) 4 AI) and the definition of B in Lemma E.13. Define

4a2T K-l x@y@x@T

2 4a3
2) . 2, 2% (2)
B = (v 22+ 2 Tr K, 1, My K - )

T\©2
d2 d2 () A(2)(XX )

Then, following the same analysis as (153), (154), and (155), we can obtain that

2
B2 - B| < @| Tr(K—l — K L )M KX X T

2 _
rT K M (K3 = K () (XX )%

—y Tr X@sO XK - K,
S K - K| (3| K3 MK, (XX )KL
+ 3| K5 Ly MG K (5 (XX 2K + o] K XD 2@ XOT R )

S dw,

with probability at least 1 — O(d_l/ 2), where we apply Theorem 2.5 and Lemma D.4.
Next, we apply Lemma E.7 and define

B® = BP — Ap,

(2) L T -1 T
B2 = ET 2(2)+d_22T K} (2)X( )»(2) x(2) KMQ)(XX )@2
4da2T K- ()X( 5@ x@T
4 Tr( 232 T
Ap = 2 szk’/k ,\(2 (XX )®2K,\(2)
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Then, analogously to (156), we can have

d
4Tr(2?)  ay T 10
7d2 +ﬁ K)\(2)V]€Nd 11,
k=1

PAVELS

with probability at least 1 — O(d~!). Finally, the difference between B((]z) and By can be controlled

similar as the bound of |Vy — V52)| from the proof of Lemma E.14. We ignore the details for the
last step here. O

Proof of Theorem 2.14. Based on all above Lemmas E.12, E.13, E.14, and E.15, we have already
known that

Ro —R(A)| — 0

in probability, as d?/(2n) — « and d — oo, where
Ro = 0V + Bo.

Here Vy and By are defined in Lemmas FE.14, and E.15, respectively. Hence, to prove Theorem 2.14,
it suffices to analyze the asymptotic behavior of Ry, as d?/(2n) — a and d — oo. Recall the
definition of K, in (157). As d — oo and d?/(2n) — « € (0,00), it is easy to check that

By = 2Tr2()

d d
2

= STr(I- aX@T(K® 4 AD)TIX ) SO (1 - 0 XOT(K® + A1) 71X )

= % Tr ((a + NI+ azX(2)TX(2))‘12(2) ((a+ NI+ a2X(2)TX(2))—1

205 1y KT XD 50 XOTK (XX T2 - ‘*dﬂT K-lX@50) x@T

9 () T——(2)« _ —(2)T==(2)« —
= ST (a+ NI+ XV TX) SO (0 + NI+ 0, XX 4 0(1),

and
Vo= a3Tr (e X@XOT 4 A+ a)I) 2 X@x@ x@T (158)
— ayTr ((a+ NI+ aeXPDTX) 'S (0 4+ NI+ aa X AT X)) 7 (0 X DT X2
— asTr ((a+ NI+ axX@TXx@) " '2?
—ag(a+X)Tr ((a+ NI+ a XOT XIS (0 + NI+ a, XPT X)) 7!
= as Tr ((a + NI+ a2f(2)Tf(2)) “'n@
—ap(a+ VT ((a+ NI+ X T TXN) TS (0 + AT+ 6X P TXP) ! 4 o(1),
where (%) is the population covariance matrix of mgz) defined in (16). Recall that 3 has a limiting

spectral distribution fis.2) as d?/(2n) — a and n — oo. Therefore, we can apply Lemma E.2 to
conclude this theorem. O
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E.3 Proof of Theorem 2.16

Following the same notions in Section E.1.5; in the setting of Theorem 2.16, we know that the
generalization error

R(A) = Eol|f. (@)’ + £ (K + A" M(K + AI) "' f, (159)
+ 02 Tr(K + M) 7'M (K + M)~ — 20" (K + MI)7Lf,.
Let us redefine that

v® = 7 Tr(22)b0 + 222 (2), 'v(()z) =[x Dz, 2! 232, (160)

In the following, we first provide the approximations of v in terms of v®. And analogously to
Lemma E.12, in the following, we will use

R\) = Balf. (@)’ + £1 (K + ) '"MP(K + A1)~ £, (161)
+ 02 Tr(K + M) T"MP (K + A1)~ — 200 T (K + A1) £,

to approximate generalization error R(A). Notice that, under the assumptions of Theorem 2.16,
f.= du where p is defined by (145), and

M® = bob] + diag(by — b)) XEX ' diag(by — by) + 2a3 M.
Lemma E.16. Under the same assumptions as Theorem 2.5, we have that
c

lo— o) < =,

with probability at least 1 — O(d™!) for some constant ¢ > 0.
Proof. For any i € [n], by the definition of f.(x) and (132), we have

9
m;)ﬁ@xmmﬁl

FO
m;)ﬁmxmwﬁl

where in the second line we applied Lemmas A.11 and E.4. Notice that

b .
im] ¥z, 4+ Eyp

bo,i
= &Tr(22) +—

d

0 < 2] Dz; = w] D2w; < |wi|)?|B)? < d* s, (162)

with probability at least 1 — d~! for all i € [n], where we applied (44). Therefore,

2, @ C
\W—U®H§-W%UM%?M2 bl + g Eal[|(X )™ £ (@) ]

S d44 [l + 5 CE[(X2)|P]E[fu ()]

< dT\/Z mzﬁ(a}TZ?’w, + \59_ maXHwZHQ < d 23,
with probability at least 1 — O(d~'), where we utilize (162), (44), Lemma E.5, and the definition
of f.. This completes the proof of the lemma. O
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Lemma E.17. Under the same assumptions as Theorem 2.16, for any A > 0, we have that
RO = RO S d 7,
with probability at least 1 — O(d~/*8), where R(\) is defined by (159).

Proof. Since f, = éu, (148) implies that || f,|| < d with probability at least 1 — O(d~'). Then,
applying Lemmas E.6 and E.16, we can get

+az

T K3 (M@~ MK |
< (o2 + | FADIKP - [ MP = M| +2|f.] - K5 - [0 o] d7,
with probability at least 1 — O(d~1/*8), where in the last line, we also utilize (90). O
Notice that R()) defined in (161) can be further decomposed by
R(A) = 02V + R1 + Ra + Ruix, (163)

where V is defined in Lemma E.13, and we redefine the terms:

Rii= (A7 Te(Z?) - (agpe + aol) K £,)? (164)
2 _ _ das (2),,._
Ryi= = Tr(8Y) + 203 f] K (XEXT)K f, - 71;5 'K 'f, (165)

_ ~=~T _
Ruix i= f1 K (boby —bby )K ' f,

- - Tr(X? -
+ £ K 'diag(by — b)) XXX "diag(by — b)) K ' f, — 2 r(d )(bo ~b)'K'f,

+ 02 Tr K 'boby Kyt + 02 Tr K Mdiag(by — b)) XXX "diag(by — b)) K *.  (166)

Here, we denote

b= aglj,—l-ao]_, (167)

and by, by, and by are defined in Lemma E.5. Notice that the analysis of V is the same as the proof
of Theorem 2.14.
Now we recall some notations introduced in Section E.1.6. We denote by

U= [1,u] e R™? (168)
Do <ao — aZ2Tr(§]2) (g) (169)

Then, we have

where K, satisfies .
d < K, <Cdsl, (170)



with probability at least 1 — O(d—4—18), for some constants ¢, C' > 0. This is based on Theorem 2.5
and Lemma E.3. Then, applying the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula again, we can derive
that

U'K;,'U=U'K;'U-U"K;'UD'+U"K.U)"'U'K;'U

= I-U'K;'UD'+U K, UYW'K;'U

= DYD '+ UK, U)W KU

= D'-D YD '+U'K, U 'D!

= D'-(D+DU'K.UD)™.. (171)
Lemma E.18. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.16, we have

Ri| S d™%,
with probability at least 1 — O(d_i), where Ry is defined in (164).
Proof. Recall that g = d - f, = [z{ Bx1,...,2, Xz, . Then E[u] = Tr(X?)1. Define i :=
p — Tr(X?)1. Thus, (148) indicates that
Il < dve, el < 42, (172)

with probability at least 1 — d~!.
Recall the definitions of U and D in (168) and (169). From the definition of R, we can simplify
it as

1 _
Ri1= E(Tr(zz) — (CLQM + aol)TK)\lu)z
2
— 1 Tr(X2 _ap UTK-'U 0
-2 r(%°) — <\/E \/@) A Va2
Then, applying (171), we can get
2 ag T pr—1 0
() - (& Va)UTK; U(\/a_2
a _ 0

_ (\/—c% @) (D+DUTK,UD)™! <\/@>

where we employ the identity:

a _ 0
(ng—z \/a—2>D ! <\/@> — Ty(32).
Moreover, by calculation of the inverse of the 2 x 2 matrix, we know that
(f_g—z \/a—z) (D+ DU K, UD)™! (\/Oa_z> _
(ap — az Tr(Z?))ATK ') +aop K7y — aa Tr(EHp T K11
~1—apl TK; M1 + 201 T K g —ag Tr(EH1TK ;M1 + 2(w T K - 1TK 1 - (TK )2y
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Then, we control each term in the above fraction. For the numerator, by (172), we have
(a0 — as (=) 1T K ) + aep K7 — ay Tr(22),uTK*_11| < d*° (173)
with probability at least 1 — d~!. For the denominator, from (170), we can easily see that
O(d's ) =nd s <agl K11 < d? (174)
with high probability. Meanwhile, by (170) and (172),
a1 K | <d%, apTr(ZH1TK 11 <d (175)
with high probability. Lastly, (170) and (172) also indicate that
a(p K - 1TK " - (1UTK ) (1T K )
= aj(p K UK - (UK A+ Tr(52) 1T K1) (1T K )
= aj(p K 'p- 1K' - (UK ) (1T K ) = O(d°) (176)
with high probability. Combining (174), (175), and (176), we can get

1

|-1-apl " K '142a51 " K i—as Te(2*)1 T K 1 +a3 (p K 1T K- (1T K p)?)| > ds .

[

Therefore, with (173), we can conclude this lemma. O
Lemma E.19. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.16, we have

Ro| S d 172,
with probability at least 1 — O(d~Y2), where Ry is defined in (165).

Proof. By the assumption of ¥, we know that | Tr[3%]| < d and p := df,. Then for the second
term in Ro, we have

_ _ 1 _ _
BfIKHXEX?KNF, S @MTKklag(XZXT)QzK)\lu

_ 1
TKAllJJSE

5@#

with probability at least 1 — O(d_%), where we employ Lemmas D.4 and E.9. Lastly, in the third
2

term of Ro, by the definition of 'v(() ) in (160), with a slight modification of Lemma E.9, we can

derive

4(12 2 _ 1 2 _ 1
I KNS Sl Kl S S
with probability at least 1 — O(d_%). O

Lemma E.20. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.16, we have
|Rmix| 5 d_O-gv

with probability at least 1 — O(d_é), where Rmix is defined by (166).
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Proof. We control the terms in (166), respectively. Firstly, recall b := agp + agl from (167) and
by from Lemma 133. Then, for any i € [n], the i-th entry

- [0 15t¢ f©)(0)
(bo —b)i = S (t; — Tr(2?))* + o
Therefore, by (136), we know that )
Ibo — bl < d™**,

with probability at least 1 — O(d~!). Hence, by (172) and (90), we have
_ S .
FIK (b0 = B)] S Jllul |0~ B < a0,

Moreover, Lemma E.9 verifies that

13 1 - 1 -
|f*TK)\1b| S ﬁUTK)\IH‘F E|1TK)\1H| S

with probability at least 1 — O(d_l/ 2). Thus, combining all the above, we have

| FT K (bob — bby ) K £
< |fTK (bo— b)P + [T K (b — b)| - | £] K 5B < d—03,

with probability at least 1 — O(d~'/?). Similarly, we can verify

|

Next, by (90), Lemmas E.3, E.5 and E.9, we have

Tr(X?)

(bo— B) K3 f.] S d0%.

£l K 'diag(b; — b)) X=X "diag(b; — b)) K ' f,
1 -
< EMTKXIM max [bri — b IXEXT| S d72,
€N

with probability at least 1 — O(d_ﬁ).
Moreover, Lemma E.10 shows that

Tr K, 'boby K, ' = by K, %byg S d "
with probability at least 1 — O(d_ﬁ). Lastly, by (90), Lemmas E.3, E.5 and E.9, we have

Tr K 'diag(by — b)) X =X "diag(b — by) K}
< VA|K?-|IXsX T b buil? < a3,
en

with probability at least 1 — O(d_ﬁ). O

74



Proof of Theorem 2.16. Combining Lemmas E.17, E.18, E.19, and E.20, we can obtain that
RO — o2V S d V4,

with probability at least 1 — O(d~'/48) for any A > 0. Here we utilized the decomposition of R(\)
in (163). Hence, it suffices to analyze the limit of variance term V defined in Lemma E.13. Because
of Lemma E.14 and the approximation of Vy in (158), we can copy the analysis of V) in the proof
of Theorem 2.14 to conclude that

IR(A) = a2V(A)] =0,

in probability, as d — co and d?/(2n) — «, for any A > 0, where V(\,) is defined in (105). This
completes the proof of Theorem 2.16. O
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