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Abstract

Modern machine learning systems are trained on mixtures of data from different domains, and choosing the
right mixture can substantially improve downstream performance. Despite an extensive literature on data mixing

\O and reweighting, existing work is largely empirical and it remains unclear when auxiliary data genuinely improves
S scaling laws rather than merely providing more samples. To gain insight into this question, we study a high-
~ dimensional mixed-data regression model with a shared regression function, heterogeneous covariances and noise
levels, and dataset sizes that may grow at different rates. We establish the minimax risk under an ellipsoidal
Q. parameter constraint for the general covariance structure and derive deterministic equivalents for the test error of
L ridge regression under commutative covariances. We then specialize to a target domain and an auxiliary domain
N with aligned power-law covariance spectra, where the theory yields explicit scaling laws in terms of spectral decay,
(@) target regularity, and the relative growth of the two datasets. These laws identify regimes in which combining
@\l data mixtures provably yields a faster scaling rate than using either dataset alone. In particular, improving the
scaling law requires a specific interplay between spectra and relative sample sizes of the domains. Our numerical
6‘ experiments on language models exhibit the same qualitative phenomenon: appropriate data mixtures yield a faster
,J decrease in target-domain test loss than training on either domain alone.
%) .
Q Introduction
[

— Many successful machine learning systems learn from data spanning multiple domains [GD"24, ZY 23], making
> the composition of their training sets a central design choice. Several approaches to optimize data mixtures have
— been proposed, including transferring mixture weights from smaller to larger models [XPD123, FPJ24, LZM™25],
' predicting how the optimal mixture changes with the total training budget [KSW25], and adjusting the weights
during a training run according to the model’s progress on different domains [CRB*23, CHL"25, JZFT25]. The
dependence of the performance on model size, data volume, and mixture composition has been described by empirical
¢ scaling laws [AYCT23, SBBT25, SSSA26], with recent work suggesting that the mixture composition can affect the
% scaling exponent [HMAM?26]. At the same time, [WWL™26] have observed that the choice of the mixture may be
sensitive to small changes in training hyperparameters. Together, these findings motivate a principled understanding
] of how and when data mixtures improve performance and, in particular, the scaling laws.
~ When data is drawn from a single distribution, a line of theoretical work has derived scaling laws for linear
-— and kernel regression [MRS22, BDK*24, LTWK™*24, LWB25, AZVP26], as well as for simplified models of neural
networks [PPXP24, BAP24, FEG™25, RNWL25, DLM24]. However, less is known about how these laws change when
E training on multiple data sources. In the model studied by [Has21], mixture composition affects only the prefactor
and leaves the scaling exponent unchanged. Later, [JMS24] derived scaling laws for mixtures of real and surrogate
data, and [WCMM26] showed that, in weak-to-strong generalization, a student trained on teacher-generated labels
can achieve a better scaling exponent than its teacher. Furthermore, in a stylized memorization model, Medvedev et
al. [MLLS26] showed that optimizing training proportions can improve the scaling exponent relative to sampling from
the test distribution. Most recently, Dai and Zheng [DZ26] developed a theoretical model of how mixture proportions
affect learning curves, predicting effective mixtures across model and dataset sizes. These results leave open the
characterization of when combining datasets yields faster scaling rates than either dataset alone, and how these gains
depend on the properties of the data sources and their relative sizes.

In this paper, we study a tractable setting of high-dimensional regression and identify regimes in which data
mixtures improve scaling laws. We consider multiple training domains with a common regression function, different
feature covariances and noise levels, and sample sizes growing at different rates. Our contributions can be summarized
as follows:
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e Minimax risk and ridge performance. We characterize both minimax statistical limits and the performance of
a ridge estimator: for general covariances, Theorem 1 gives a variational characterization of the minimax prediction
risk under an ellipsoidal parameter constraint, with matching bounds up to constants; for covariances that commute,
Theorem 2 derives deterministic equivalents for the bias and variance of mixed ridge regression, which depend only
on population-level quantities (covariances, sample sizes, noise levels, regularization).

e Scaling laws for data mixtures. We next specialize both minimax and ridge characterizations to two mixtures
with power-law spectra, under source and capacity conditions (Theorems 3-4). This allows to identify regimes where
(i) ridge regression achieves the minimax optimal exponent in the scaling law, and (%) combining different mixtures
strictly improves the scaling exponent as compared to using either dataset alone.

e Numerical evidence from language models. Finally, we demonstrate via numerical simulations that decoder-
only transformers exhibit a qualitatively similar advantage in data mixing: in regimes consistent with our theory,
combining target and auxiliary data produces a faster decrease in target-domain test loss than training on either
dataset alone (Figure 3).

2 Related work

From an empirical viewpoint, existing work on data mixtures has studied how the composition of the training set
affects performance and how to choose effective mixtures. DoReMi, DoGE, and Chameleon select domain weights using
proxy models, gradient alignment, and feature statistics, respectively [XPD*23, FPJ24, XT(C25]. Skill-It, Aioli, and
ADO adapt data selection during training [CRBT23, CHL'25, JZFT25], while RegMix and MixMin choose mixtures
through performance prediction and surrogate optimization [LZM*25, TRR*25]. Empirical mixing laws model loss
as a function of domain proportions and training scale [GMC™24, YLS*25, SBB'25], and AutoScale extrapolates
optimized mixtures to larger training budgets [KSW*25]. Additional work on scaling laws examines competition and
positive transfer between modalities [AYC'23], and data mixing with repetition when target data is scarce [SSSA26].
Our work provides a theoretical perspective on data mixtures: we identify conditions under which combining datasets
improves the scaling exponent over either dataset alone, and then validate them on language model experiments.

From a theoretical viewpoint, work on data mixtures includes distribution-weighted combinations of predictors
[MMRO08, HMZ18], selecting weights that balance distribution mismatch and estimation error [KL19, DKM23], and
adaptive sampling across distributions [HJZ22]. In nonparametric regression, gains from combining mixture data
have been characterized over Lipschitz classes [SHZ24], and recent work on Holder classes establishes minimax rates
faster than those attainable from either dataset alone [ZY25, Zam26]. Whether faster rates are possible for high-
dimensional regression remains, however, open. In particular, existing analyses of data mixtures in this setting do
not establish that mixing improves the scaling exponent [DZ26, JMS24], and for ridge regression with data labeled
according to different objectives, Jagadeesan et al. [JJS25] have identified regimes in which scaling worsens at large
dataset sizes. A related topic is covariate shift, studied through minimax analyses of kernel ridge regression [MPW23],
asymptotic characterizations of the risk in kernel and random-feature regression [CBP21, TAP21], and minimum-
norm interpolation [MZFY24]. Under both covariate and model shift, [YZW'25, SGBS26] have established precise
risk characterizations for pooled least squares and minimum-norm interpolation, in the proportional regime where
number of samples and feature dimension grow at the same rate. Our analysis accommodates decaying covariance
spectra and datasets whose sizes may grow at different rates, and it yields scaling laws under source-capacity conditions
[CD07, RR17]. Such conditions also underpin scaling laws for kernel and random feature regression [CLKZ21, DLM24,
AZVP26]. We use this framework to establish when data mixing improves the scaling law exponent, both in a minimax
sense and for ridge regression.

3 Problem setup
We consider K independent training datasets. For each ¢ € [K], we observe n; independent samples (:I:Ej ), yi(j )) j€ln]
(9)

from the i-th dataset, where x;”’ are drawn from a distribution P; on R? with

[x] =0, Ep[zz'] = C; i=1,...,K.

We set N := Zfil n;. The dimension d may be infinite, in which case C; is a trace-class operator on £5. Denote X; =

[:cl(-l), o ,wgni)]T € R"*4 the design matrix. All domains share the same target parameter 6, with ||Ci1/29*|\% < 00,

i € [K], while their noise levels Ugi may differ. The labels y; = (ny ))je[ni] are given by

yi = X0, +¢;, e; ~N(0,02 I,,,), i=1,...,K.



The test distribution is a mixture P = ), 7} P of the same domains, with 7 > 0 and ), m; = 1; a single target
domain corresponds to 7* = e;. For an estimator 8, we consider the excess test risk

K
~ 2 ~ 2
Re(6) = Ear (270 - 276.)"| = " mi| €20 - 0.,
k=1
In this paper, we characterize the minimax risk in this setting (i.e., the optimal risk over all estimators), and the risk
of the following mixed ridge estimator

K K
6 = argmin { 31 X:0 il + A|6]3 } = G Y- X[ i (1)
i=1 i=1

with regularization parameter A > 0, where G = (Zfil X,” X; + M)~!. Conditionally on designs, the risk of (1)

~ ~

averaged over label noise admits the bias-variance decomposition R(0) := E.R.(0) = >, m;(Br + Vi) with
K
Br = \*(0.,GCGO.),  Vi=) o Tr(CLGX, X;G).
i=1
Importance-weighted objectives >°, ;]| X;0 — ;|3 are covered by the substitution (C;, 02, 7}) = (a;Cs, a;02,, 7} Jax) |
so all results below also describe domain reweighting. We assume the following concentration property on the designs.

Assumption 1 (Concentration of the designs). There exist constants C,c,n > 0 such that, for every i € [K]|, every
PSD operator A € R¥?, and every t > 0, a sample x ~ P; satisfies

P(la” Az — Tr(C;A)| > t|CY2ACH?||5) < Ce'. (2)

This condition covers several popular assumptions in the high-dimension regression literature, including indepen-
dent sub-Gaussian coordinates and convex Lipschitz concentration [CM24, MS24].

Connection to kernel methods. Let 1) = (;);>1 be the feature map of a reproducing kernel, and let the inputs
of domain i be z ~ p;. Setting = ¢(2) gives C; = E,,[¢(2)1)(z) "], and the shared-parameter model states that all
domains are labeled by the same function f. = (¢, 6,) in the RKHS. The estimator (1) is then kernel ridge regression
under data mixture.

4 General results

Minimax error under ellipsoid constraint. Given a nonnegative self-adjoint operator S and a radius R > 0,
consider ® = {6 € Dom(S) : |§'/20||; < R}, and define the minimax risk

K

R.(n1,....nx) = inf sup Y i Be, [I|C/*(8 - 0.)|13],
6 0.€®

where the infimum is over all measurable estimators of the K datasets and the expectation is over designs and noise.
We assume ker § C (), ker C; and take inverse powers of S on (ker S)*. The relevant quantities are the test and
training covariances rescaled by the ellipsoid constraint,

K K
_g-1/20v g-1/2 _ * I
H, =S Y?C;871/2, Q= ;ﬂka, M = z_; =) H;,

together with the largest signal-to-noise ratio permitted by the class, Ey = R? max; 1 Hillop/ Jzi, and the variational
functional .
L(M)= sup Tr[QA1/2(1+A1/2MA1/2)‘ Al/ﬂ, (3)
A0
Tr(A)<R?

where in infinite dimension the supremum is over positive trace-class operators.

Theorem 1 (Minimax risk under an ellipsoid constraint). Under Assumption 1, there is a constant C' > 0 depending
only on the constants in that assumption such that, for every ni,...,nk,

% L(M) < Ry(n1,...,nx) < (1+ CEy) L(M).

In particular, if Ey is bounded by a constant, then R«(n1, ... ,ng) =< L(M) with constants independent of the dimension
and of the sample sizes.



The proof compares the regression model with the Gaussian sequence model Ysoq = M V2u+g g~N (0,I),
for the normalized parameter u = S'/20. For the latter, we show that the minimax risk among linear estimators is
exactly £(M), and the unrestricted minimax rate is within a factor of 772 by a van Trees-type inequality [GS24]. For
the original regression model, the van Trees argument gives the same lower bound. We obtain the upper bound by
constructing an explicit estimator and controlling the additional variance from the random designs, which introduces
the factor 1 + C'Ey. The detailed proof is given in Appendix A.

Theorem 1 shows that, at the level of minimax rates, a collection of heterogeneous datasets is equivalent to a
single Gaussian sequence model with information operator M = >, n;o 2H Domain ¢ contributes information
in proportion to n;/ aei, with greater contributions along directions in Wthh its covariance is large relative to the
constraint. When S and the C; commute, the variational problem reduces to a scalar program solved by truncation:
in their common eigenbasis, ordering the coordinates by decreasing [Q];;, one obtains (see Appendix C for a similar
calculation in a power-law model)

[Q]jj } (4)
M];;

Each estimated coordinate costs its test weight divided by the total information that all domains carry about it, and
the remaining coordinates cost the squared radius times their largest test weight.

m>0 j>m

Ri(ny,...,ng) =< inf {RzmaX[Q]jj + Z [
j<m

Remark 4.1 (Tightness of the minimax bounds). The factor Ey is O(1) whenever R = O(1), o2, are bounded
below, and the constraint dominates the covariances, max; |[H;|lop = O(1). This covers Euclidean balls with bounded
covariance spectra as well as the source-condition ellipsoids of Section 5. The lower bound uses Gaussian noise but
only second moments of the designs. On ellipsoids, linear estimators are minimazx within the Ibragimov—Hasminskii
constant 1.25 [DLM90]; our factor ©% is not optimized, but the argument handles the weighted loss induced by Q and

non-Gaussian designs.

Deterministic equivalent for the mixed ridge estimator. Let (u1,...,ux) be the unique positive solution of
the fixed-point system
K
n; —
=, G = Ci+ N7 ie K]
SN TeN e (Z“ ) K]

The matrix G is a deterministic proxy for the resolvent G: each dataset is replaced by its population covariance scaled
by an effective sample size p; < n;, deflated by the effective dimension Tr(C;G) that the dataset has to fit. For a
deterministic A, define 74 € R¥ and the K x K matrix L by

ralil = THAGCG), Ly = %1li = j] - TH(CiGC; @),

Assumption 2. There exists a constant Ko > 0 such that for all i € [K], A\ (n;) > n; ¥

;0 where vi(n;) is defined
as in (34).

This condition imposes a polynomial lower bound on the sum of the ridge regularization and a covariance-dependent
spectral term, and it is common in related work [MS24, DLM24, WCMM26]. We note that the assumption is satisfied
under the power-law spectra considered in Section 5.

Theorem 2 (Deterministic equivalent for mixed ridge). Under Assumption 1, assume C} commute with each other.
Let K be fized, A > 0 satisfy Assumption 2, and 7* be the deterministic test mizture weights. Define C « =
Zszl T, Cr, Ay = 0.0]. Then L is invertible and, for any D > 0, with probability at least 1 — Do 1n over
the training designs,

K
IR(A) — R| < CDp,eo <>\2€2VA* +Ve,. 20515372') , (5)

=1
K . K
R="7 (Bi+ Vi), Be = X [(0.,GCLGO.) + 70 o1 L' 70, |, Vie = Y02 76, L 0es,
k=1 :

1/2
with e; the i-th unit vector in R, v defined as in (34), ex = (ZZK N 1) and

K
Va= Z nitali], €2 = 3 W + 18 1og"32(N)), e5, = exc (e + 18 + 17 1og®3/2(N)).



The proof (Appendix B.2) relies on computing the deterministic equivalents of functionals including Tr(AG),
Tr(AGCG), and Tr(AG X, X;G), where A is a fixed PSD matrix and G is the resolvent. The argument follow a
similar decomposition and leave-one-out strategy as [MS24, DLM24, WCMMZ26]. Here, we extend their analyses to
heterogeneous data mixtures, by controlling a coupled family of covariance-weighted resolvent traces.

The error bound in the RHS of (5) is O(ek ), which is additive as in [WCMM26], due to asymmetric terms. Under
power-law spectra and for optimal ridge regularization, we further show in Lemma 1 that the error bound is o(R).
More broadly, we conjecture that a multiplicative guarantee holds for a range of parameters, leaving this technical
problem as a future direction. We also note that Theorem 2 requires all the covariances to commute, and conjecture
this to be a technical requirement as well: we expect the deterministic equivalent in Theorem 2 to still hold for non-
commutative covariances, possibly at the cost of a worse additive error. We refer to Figure 2 (discussed in Section 6)
for an empirical demonstration of the validity of the deterministic equivalent predictions, well beyond our technical

assumptions.

5 Scaling laws for data mixtures

We now specialize to K = 2 domains and to a test distribution equal to the first domain, 7* = e;. Domain 1 is the
target and domain 2 the auxiliary domain. Assuming C, Cs, and S commute, and under a standard power-law decay
condition on their eigenvalues, we characterize both the minimax rates and the rates achieved by ridge regression.

Power-law model. Without loss of generality, we consider C; and C5 diagonal and take d = co. We further assume
aligned power-law spectra:

[Cilre = k7, [Colkr = k72, ny =n, ng = |n"?], 02,02, =0(1), (6)

with a1, > 1 and 72 > 0, and set 6 = a3 — as. A positive § means that the auxiliary spectrum has heavier tails:
relative to the target, the auxiliary domain puts more mass on high-frequency directions. For the minimax rates, we
consider the parameter class

©={6: HC11/2—r19H2 <R, HC;/Q—MHHQ < R}, § = max{alrl, Qary + 2}7
which imposes a source condition with exponent r; > 0 in each domain [CD07]. Up to a change of radius, © is the
single ellipsoid {6 : >, k**~*10[k]* < R?} (Appendix C), so s is the regularity of the target in the target geometry,
and 2s > 0. For mixed ridge regression, we consider the fixed signal 8,.[k] = k=7, 3 > 1/2, which belongs to the
ellipsoid above for every s’ < s = (a1 + 268 — 1)/2 but not for s’ = s. In both cases, [C’11/20*];€ = k~(1+425)/2. {he
target-only problem is the standard source-capacity setting with capacity exponent «;.

Minimax rates. Let R*(n1,n2) = infzsupg, g Eo. ||C’11/2(§—0*)||§ be the minimax target risk, with n, = 0 meaning
that dataset ¢ is unavailable. Define

2572
—, 0<1,
Toux = 1+25—46 Ye=1-— 0

V25 o > 17

2s
14 2s’

Ftar =

Theorem 3 (Minimax scaling law). Under Assumption 1 and the model (6), the risks of the individual datasets satisfy
R*(n,0) < n~ T R*(0,n9) < n~Tawx 4 § £ 1, and R*(0,n2) < n~Yawxlogn if § = 1. Furthermore, the risk for the
data mizture satisfies
R*(n,0), Y2 < e,
R*(n,n2) < ¢ R*(0,n2), Yo >, 0<1, or y9>1, 0 >1,
n=O=1472)/0 <y <1, 5> 1.

The proof (Appendix C) applies Theorem 1 with S = C11 —2s/ 1 for which Ey = O(1), and evaluates the truncation
formula (4), which here reads

R*(n,n2) xglnzfo {m*QS—i— Z Ilj}’ I; < n+ noj®. (7)
j<m
The linear estimator in Appendix A.2 attains this rate but requires knowledge of the population covariances. We will
next identify when ridge regression matches this rate without such knowledge.

Let us further comment on Theorem 3. In (7), I ;1 can be regarded as the error of fitting coordinate j of the
signal. When § > 0, I; is dominated by nsj° > n above the crossover index j. := (n/n2)t® = n(1=12)/% where the
error mainly comes from the auxiliary data. In contrast, below the crossover index jc, I; < n. We discuss three cases:



(1) Too few auziliary samples (2 < .). The target-only estimator learns mg,, = n'/(1+25) coordinates, and g < 7. is
exactly j. > myar. Thus, auxiliary data only helps with coordinates already well estimated in target data, and the
mixed minimax rate does not improve on the target-only rate.

(2) Light auziliary tails (6 < 1). Beyond je, the estimation cost >, (n24°)~! is not summable and the variance is
dominated by the highest coordinates being learnt, as if only auxiliary data was available. Thus, data mixing does
not improve the minimax rate.

(3) Heavy auxiliary tails (6 > 1). Here ) ., (no 7%)~1 < j./n is summable: once auxiliary data takes over, all remaining
coordinates are learned at a total cost comparable to that of the first j. ones. Thus, the mixed minimax rate can
improve upon both target-only and auxiliary-only rates.

In summary, the mixed minimax rate improves on both single-dataset minimax rates if and only if 6 > 1 and
Y2 € (7Ve,1). For § > 0, one can disregard the auxiliary data when o < ., and disregard the target data when vo > 1,
without worsening the rate.

Remark 5.1 (Positive distribution shift). At equal sample sizes (y2 = 1) and § > 0, the auziliary-only exponent
Taux(1) =28/(1+2s8—10) ford <1, orl ford > 1, is strictly larger than Tiar: n samples from the shifted distribution
are more informative about the target than n target samples, because they put larger weight on high-frequency directions.
This is an example of ‘positive distribution shift’, the observation that training over a different data distribution can
help improve the test performance [MACT 26, MLLS26]. For § < 0, by contrast, v. > 1: polynomially more auxiliary
than target samples are needed before the rate changes.

Scaling law of mixed ridge regression. We now turn to the estimator in (1) with the fixed signal 8,[k] = k=7,
s= (a1 +28—1)/2,and § = a3 — az. Let Ri()\) denote the deterministic equivalent of the target risk given by
Theorem 2, and R; = infy~ Ry (A) the risk under optimal regularization. Define (z)4 := max{z,0}, and consider the
truncated coefficients

. ) (a—10)/6, §#0, d J
= b = - r‘l 8 = 1 - m
a = min{s, a1 }, min{s,as}, & {0, 5=0, e T+ 2max{a. b}
and define
ridge 2a ridge __ 2b72

= T =
tar 1+2a" 2™ 204+ (1-0)4

Theorem 4 (Ridge scaling law). Under Assumption 1 and the model (6), the optimally regularized target risks of
_Fridgc

individual datasets satisfy R, (n,0) = ©(n L") and R} (0, nsy) = O(n~Tax"), with O(-) omitting logarithmic factors.
Furthermore, the risk for the data mizture satisfies R, (n,ng) = O(nT), where

Fridge 2'%(72 - 1)+

—__ e T < ~ridge
tar T+ 1+2a ) Y2 =Y )
I'= Tridge + 2(1 — 5)-&-%(1 — ’72)+ Y2 > ,Yzidgc’ 6 < L or (8)
aux 2b+(1*5)+ ’ "}/22]., 5>1,
0—1 .
6+ 72) ’ygldge < Y2 < 1, 5 > 1.

The above rate is evaluated on the deterministic equivalent R of Theorem 2. Lemma 1 below (proved in Appendix

E) shows that, for the optimal ridge, the error bound in (5) is vanishing (i.e., o(R)) and, thus, the same rate is achieved

~

by the excess test risk R(#) of the mixed ridge estimator.

Lemma 1 (Vanishing approximation error for optimal ridge.). In the setting of Theorem /, there exists M. such that
Ri(A.) = O(R}(n,n2)), and |Ry(0y.) — Ri(\)| = o(R}(n, n2)), with probability at least 1 — 3> n; P,

i=1""

Comparing the rates for ridge of Theorem 4 with the minimax ones of Theorem 3 identifies the regimes in which
the deterministic equivalent is minimax optimal.

Corollary 1 (Minimax optimality of ridge). In the setting of Theorem 4, we have that ﬁi(nmg) = é(R* (n,ng)) if
and only if one of the following holds: (i) v2 < ve and s < ay; (ii) v2 > 7. and either s < ay or 6 > 1. In all other
cases, ﬁ;k(n, na) is polynomially larger than R*(n,nz).

In particular, whenever the mixed minimax rate is strictly better than the minimax rate of either
dataset alone (i.e., § > 1 and 7. < 72 < 1), ridge regression achieves the mixed minimax rate. This
conclusion holds for every regularity s, including s > «;, where target-only ridge is suboptimal because of saturation.
Thus, a sufficiently heavier auxiliary spectral tail allows ridge to attain the improved minimax exponent using only



— =054 050 0.62

—A=n — =n

. IR IO [ e S |—asee

10 — A=l () 1071 = \\‘\* — A=A (n) At )

o 1072 - R o i) N - R

2] _3 R*(0,n5) a R*(0,12) 7] R Ouna)

510 T et H e | T 0350

% R* (n,n2) k7 R (n.ma) k73 R )

€ 10 -8 e 8
1073
1076

28 212 216 220 922 28 212 216 220 922 28 212 216 220 922
n n n
(a) v2 =0.78 (b) 2 =1.1 (¢) y2 = 0.35

Figure 1: Test error (dots) of mixed ridge regression under power-law covariance, together with its corresponding
deterministic equivalent from Theorem 2 (solid lines). The grey, golden and black dash lines are the minimax rates of
target-only, auxiliary-only and mixture datasets from Theorem 3. The blue, green and red lines correspond to different
regularizations with the optimal one in red. Here ; ~ N (0, C;), with C; as in (6). We set a1 = 3.2, ap = 1.2, 8 = 0.6,
and d = 512.
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Figure 2: Test error (dots) of mixed ridge regression, together with its corresponding deterministic equivalent (solid
lines). For CIFAR-10, features are extracted via a pretrained CLIP ViT-B/32 encoder, classes 0—4 form the target
domain and classes 5-9 form the auxiliary domain. For ImageNet-100, features are extracted via a pretrained ResNet-
18 encoder, and the corresponding class splits are 0-49 and 50-99. In both settings, we take d = 512 and generate
labels according to y = x '8, + &, with & ~ N(0,0.1). The shared 8, is supported on the top-10 eigenvectors of
(Cy + C3)/2, with random signs and coefficient magnitudes proportional to j~'/2 for j = 1,...,10.

ny = o(n) auxiliary samples. We note that (i) v2 > 7. specifies how many auxiliary samples are needed to improve
on the target-only risk, and () 72 < 1 ensures that the target samples still improve on the auxiliary-only risk. This
establishes a regime in terms of sample sizes where data mixtures are particularly effective.

Remark 5.2 (Saturation induced by mixing). Ridge regression cannot attain the minimaz rate when the source expo-
nent s exceeds the capacity exponent of the spectrum it fits. This is the classical saturation of Tikhonov reqularization
[BPRO7, LZL23], and it appears in the mized regression setting of Theorem 4 through the truncations a = min{s, ay}
and b = min{s,as}. For as < s < ay, 0 < 0 < 1, ridge is rate optimal on the target data alone, and when vo > 7,
auzxiliary data still improves its exponent, but it no longer attains the mixed minimaz rate. When 6 > 1, saturation
is harmless as soon as vo > ~.. For s > «y, ridge is already suboptimal on the target data alone, and when § > 0
the threshold 98¢ lies below ~y.: auwiliary data partially compensates for saturation before the minimaz rate itself
changes. We expect iterated Tikhonov or early stopping to remove these truncations [BPRO7].

6 Numerical experiments

Linear models. We consider a linear model following the setup of Section 3. Figure 1 indicates that the empirical
risk of the mixed ridge estimator matches the deterministic equivalent of Theorem 2 and the scaling law predicted
by Theorem 4. Furthermore, in panel (a), ridge regression achieves the mixed minimax rate and strictly improves
upon the minimax rates of either dataset alone; in contrast, in panels (b) and (¢), no improvement can be obtained
and the rate of mixed ridge respectively coincides with the auxiliary-only and target-only rate. Next, we evaluate our
deterministic equivalent on real image features from CIFAR-10 and ImageNet-100. The results in Figure 2 indicate
that the validity of the deterministic equivalent of Theorem 2 goes well beyond the technical assumptions made therein.
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Figure 3: Target-domain test negative log-likelihood (NLL) scaling of an 81.5M-parameter GPT-2-style language
model trained from scratch on SlimPajama. Panels (a)—(c) report mean NLL on a fixed target-domain test set as a
function of the reference target budget n. We use n € {4,6,8,12,16,20} Mi, except for the 75 = 1.75 experiment that
uses n < 16 Mi. Panel (d) compares the normalized target and auxiliary token frequencies. Token types are ordered
by decreasing target-domain frequency. The light auxiliary curve shows the raw frequencies, and the darker, thicker
curve shows their 100-token running-window average.

Language modeling. Finally, we consider autoregressive language modeling. We pretrain an 81.5M-parameter
GPT-2-style model [RWC'19] via nanoGPT [Kar22] on the SlimPajama dataset [Cer23]. We use n tokens from
the StackExchange domain (target domain) and ny = 4 ( 41\‘“)72 tokens from a fixed mixture of the remaining six
domains (auxiliary domain). Full experimental details are in Appendix G.1. Figure 3 (panels (a)-(c)) shows that the
improvement in the scaling law crucially relies on the relative growth rate of the token budget of the auxiliary domain:
for 5 = 1.25, the scaling law of the data mixture improves upon that of either dataset alone; however, this improvement
is not noticeable anymore already when s = 0.75 or 75 = 1.75. This qualitatively supports our theoretical finding
that data mixtures improve scaling only within an appropriate relative-growth regime. Finally, the token-frequency
distribution in panel (d) shows that the auxiliary domain places relatively more probability mass on tokens that are
infrequent in the target domain. This provides a token-level analogue of the heavier-tailed auxiliary covariance in our
linear theory: the auxiliary data offer greater coverage of directions/tokens that are weakly represented in the target
distribution. We also find that the scaling law of the data mixture does not improve when the token frequencies of
the two datasets are too close with each other—an observation that agrees with our theory (see Figure 4 in Appendix
G.2).

7 Conclusion

We study high-dimensional regression on data mixtures that share a regression function but differ in their covariances
and noise levels. For general covariances, we characterize the minimax risk, and for commutative covariances, we
derive deterministic equivalents for the test error of a mixed ridge estimator. Specializing these results to target and
auxiliary domains with aligned power-law spectra, we derive scaling laws, thus establishing conditions under which
mixing data is especially helpful. In particular, we show that, whenever the mixed minimax rate improves on the rate
of either dataset alone, ridge regression is minimax optimal. This is the case when (i) the auxiliary spectrum is heavy
tailed (6 > 1), i.e., the two datasets cover complementary parts of the spectrum, and (i) the auxiliary sample size



has an appropriate growth rate (7. < 2 < 1). Our experiments on transformers trained on a mixture of text corpora
display a phenomenology that qualitatively agrees with the theory.

Our work opens the door to several interesting future directions. A natural next step is to determine whether
gradient descent methods attain the mixed minimax rates when ridge saturates, as recently shown for a single dataset
by [WBK™"26]. Considering random-feature models [DLM24, BAP24], or features trained via a step of GD [BEST22,
CPD™24], would then identify how model size must scale with data budget to preserve the improvement in the scaling
law. Finally, it would be valuable to jointly optimize domain proportions under data and compute constraints, as
well as to characterize mixture transfer across model scales, motivated by recent theory on hyperparameter transfer
[GWB26].
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A  Proof of Theorem 1

First, define the normalized weight u = §'/20, 4 = S/ 25, and given any PSD matrix IN, we construct an auxiliary

Gaussian sequence model [Joh02],
yN7seq:N1/2u+g7 gNN(OvI)v (9)

where N € R and u, g, YN seq € R%.
Define the unrestricted and linear minimax errors of the Gaussian sequence model as

Ruseq(IN) = inf sup Ey[Q*(G(yn seq) — w3,

U ull.<R
R!%eq (N) = inf ” S”ulZR]Eu”le(ByN,scq — )3,
CAIPRS

where we recall Q = E?Zl i Hi,.
We first have the following variational characterization of the minimax error of the Gaussian sequence model (9).

Theorem 5 (Exact Gaussian linear minimax error). For the Gaussian sequence model (9) defined by any PSD matric

N,
T 2L(N) < R seq(N) < R (N) = L(N), (10)
where L(N) =sup aro Tr[QAY2(I+ AV2NAY2)~1AY2].

Tr(A)<R?

We prove Theorem 5 in Appendix A.1, and next in Appendix A.2, we explain the way to extend the proof in
Theorem 5 to the original regression problem in Section 3, which proves Theorem 1. We first prove these result for
d < 0o. The extension to the infinite-dimensional case is treated in Appendix A.3.

A.1 Proof of Theorem 5

Proof of the upper bound. First of all, it is clear by definition that R geq(IN) < Rggeq
Rln_(N) in the rest of the proof.

*,5eq
For any B, computing the test error gives

(N), and we characterize

R eq(N) =inf I TEREuHQI/Z(ByN»Seq —ul
ul|2>

=inf sup w'(I-NY?’BTQI — BN'?)u+Tr(QBB").
B Jul.<R

Note that for every any PSD matrix D,

sup u' Du= R?|D|op = sup Tr(DA).
lull2<R AX0
Tr(A)<R?

Consequently, we could rewrite the test error as
F(B,A)=Tr [Q((I ~ BNY)A(I - N'?BT) + BBT)] ,

which implies .
R (N)=inf sup F(B,A).
’ B Aa-0
Tr(A)<R?

To characterize the exact solution of the above minimax problem, we first lower bound the minimax solution by

inf sup F(B,A)> sup infF(B,A)= =sup F(Ba,A)=L(N),
B A-0 A-0 B A0
Tr(A)<R? Tr(A)<R? Tr(A)<R?

where for any A, we define B4 = argming F(B, A). The observation is that for any A in the admissible regime, Bx
is achievable and the exact form can be characterized. To see this, note that F'(B, A) is quadratic in B and collecting
all the terms depends on B into a quadratic form gives

F(B,A) = Tr[QP(A,N)| + Tr[Q(B — Ba)Va(B — Ba) '], (11)
where we define
P(A,N)=A">(I+AY2NAY?)~1 A2
Va=I+NY2AN'Y2 Bjs=P(A N)N'Y2
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and use the fact that
P(AN)=A— ANY*(I+ N'2AN'/?)"IN'/24,
P(A,N)N'Y? = ANY*(I + NY2AN'/2)~1, (12)
Next, note that for any given B, the feasible regime of A is compact and the optimum is achievable. Thus, define

A, = argmax F(Ba, A) = argmax Tr[QP(A, N)].
A0 AX0
Tr(A)<R? Tr(A)<R?

It is clear by definition that B, := Ba, = argming F(B, A,). We then show that

A, € argmax F(B,, A),
A0
Tr(A)<R?

which implies

inf sup F(B,A)= sup infF(B,A)=L(N).
B aA-0 A-0 B
Tr(A)<R? Tr(A)<R?

To see this, it is sufficient to show that for any feasible A, F(B,, A) — F(B., A.) < 0. Recall that F(B,A) =
Tr[Q((I — BNY/?)A(I — N'Y2BT) + BB")]. Then, a direct computation gives
F(B,,A) — F(B,,A,)=Tr[Q(I - B.N'?*)(A— A,)(I - N'/?B])].

Let us define f(A) = Tr[QP(A, N)]. Then, differentiating (12) in the direction A gives

Dfa,[A] = %f(A* +tA)|,_, =Tr[Q(I — P(A,,N)N)A(I - NP(A,, N))|
=Tr[Q(I — B,N'Y?)A(I - N'?B])],

which implies Dfa,[A — A,] <0.

Since by definition A, = argmax a=0 Tr[QP(A, N)], for any feasible direction A — A,, we have F(B,, A) —
Tr(A)<R?
F(B.,A,)=Dfa.[A— A,] <0, which concludes the proof.

Proof of the lower bound. We prove the lower bound via probabilistic methods. In particular, we construct a
prior distribution p(w) supported on {u : |[ul|z < R}, and use the fact that

R*,seq(N) > i%f EuNpuEuHQl/2(ﬁ(yN,seq) - u)||§

For the construction, fix a feasible finite-rank A = Zzzl ag'u@'v; € R¥*?_ where the vy are orthonormal, a; > 0,

and Y ,a, < R% Let T have columns /agv,, so TT' = A and T'T = Diag(ay,...,a,). Consider w independent
coordinates with density

q(w) = cos?(mw/2)1{|w| < 1},
which have the following properties

/1 ¢ (w) dw = 0, /1 A /1 sin? (rw/2) dw = 2.

-1 1 q(w) 1

Let u = T'w. This prior is supported on the parameter ball, since
T T
[|ull3 = ZGM? < Zaz =Tr(A) < R?.
=1 £=1

Next, for such prior distribution p(u), we provide a lower bound on the minimax risk. Let p(yn seq|tt) be the prob-
ability distribution of yn seq given u. Since the randomness of w only comes from w, we rewrite the joint distribution
as P(YN seq, w) and define the score function w.r.t. w as

C =V logp(yN,scqa ‘-‘J) =V, Ing(yN,scq}w) + Vo IOg Q("‘))
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We then compute two quantities:
T
]E[ecT] = //e(va(yN,seq7w>) d.u(yN,seq) dw
e
= - // aiwp(yN,seqaw) d:u(yN,seq) dw

= Q1/2T //p(yN,seq; w) d,u(yN,seq) dw = Ql/QTa

J = E[CCT] = E[(vw logp(yN,scq | w))(vw 1ng(yN,scq | w))T]
+E[(Ve logq(w)) (Ve logg(w)) ]
+ E[(Ve log p(Yn seq | @) (Vs log g(w)) ]
=0
+E[(Ve log ¢(w)) (Ve 10g p(yn seq | w)) ]

=0

=T"'NT + =°I,,

where we use the identities

E[vw 1ng(yl\l,seq | w) |w] = /va(yN,seq ‘ w) du(yN,seq) = vwl = O>

E[‘”W)} -/ ' (w)dw = g(1) — g(~1) = 0

q(we) 1
E {q’(we) Q’(wm)} _ /_1 qq((tz)) dw = 7* /_1 sin?(mw/2) dw = 72, £ =m,
q(we) qlwm)

( /11qf<w>dw)20, tim.

For an arbitrary estimator 4, define e = Q'/?(4 — Tw), and it is sufficient to lower bound E[||e||3].
Note that E[[|e — Q2T J~'¢||3] > 0. Expanding a nonnegative square yields
0 <Elle — Q"*TJ |3
= Ellell3] - 2Tx(Q"*TJ~'E[Ce"]) + Tr[J ' T T QT |E[(CT]
=Elle|2 - [ QT(T"NT + =°L,)~'T"].

Recall by definition A = TT T. Then, the resulting lower bound is

Elle||? >Tr[QT(T"NT + n*I,)'TT]
> ?Tr[QP(A, N).

Taking the supremum over feasible A concludes the proof.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 1

Recall the normalized weights u = S'/20 and % = §/20. Denote the full regression data by D = {(X;,y;)}X,. The
parameter constraint and the test error can be written in the same form as for the Gaussian sequence model, which
gives
Ru(n1,...,nx) =inf sup Ey[|Q"*(w(D) — u)|3.
U flullz<R
Here the expectation includes both the designs and the observation noise, and the infimum is over all estimators based
on D. We also recall

’U:1—|—KJEO.

)

K
, H:
M= "H, E=FR max [Hillop 12”01)
ag
i=1 C€i

ISi<K o2
!
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Proof of the upper bound. Our goal is to construct a regression estimator whose worst-case risk is bounded by
vL(M), where v = 1+ kFy and & is a finite constant depending only on the concentration constants in Assumption 1.
Since the minimax risk is the infimum over all estimators, it suffices to construct ﬁreg such that

H SHugREuIIQl/Z(ﬁreg — w3 <vL(M).

We do so by comparing its risk with that of an optimal linear estimator in an auxiliary Gaussian sequence model. All
regression expectations below include both the random designs and the observation noise.
Define the statistic

1
z = S_1/2 Z U—QXZT.%
i=1 i

We will show that, uniformly over |ull2 < R,
Eywz = Mu, Covy(z) 2 vM. (13)

We first explain how these moment bounds yield the desired estimator, and then verify them.
Set N = M /v. By (13), the rescaled statistic z/v has mean Nu and covariance at most IN. To see its connection
with the Gaussian sequence model, recall that

YNsea = NPutg, g~ N(O,I)
Multiplying the Gaussian observation by N1/? gives
Nl/Qvaseq = Nu+ N1/2g.
The moment bounds (13) gives
Eulz/v] = Nu = Eu [Ny seq],
Covy(z/v) = N = Covu (N2 YN soq)-

This motivates us to apply the same linear estimators constructed for the sequence model to the regression model
here. To choose this linear transformation, take

A, € argmax Tr[QP(A, N)], B, =P(A, N)N'/2
Tr(i)tgﬁ
By (10) and the optimizer identified in (11), the Gaussian estimator
B.yN seq = P(A4, N)(N'?yn seq)
has worst-case risk £L(IN). The matrices defining this estimator depend only on the model quantities and the parameter

constraint, not on the unknown w. Replacing its input N/2yn seq by z/v, define

1 _ =
Ureg = EP(AM N)z, Oreg = Sil/2ureg~

Standard bias-variance decomposition for linear estimators gives, for every |lu|s < R,
EullQY? (treg — u)l3
= Q"*(P(A., N)N — Iulf3
+ v 2Tr[QP(A., N) Covy(z)P(A,, N)
< |Q"2(P(A., N)N — Iul} + Tr[QP(A., N)N P(A., N)]
= Eu[|Q"2(Buyn seq — )|3-
Taking the supremum over the parameter ball gives

Ru(n1y. . ni) < sup By ||QY? (Treg — w)||2 < L(N) = L(M /v).
lull<R

It remains to verify (13) and compare £(M /v) with £(M). For the mean, using y; = X;S~'/?u + ¢; and the
independence and zero mean of the observation noise gives
<
Euz=S87'2Y " —E[XX;]S7?u
i=1 i
Ko
= Z — Hju = Mu.
o

i=1 &
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For the covariance, consider one observation (x,y) from domain i, where y = (x, s 2u) +¢. Its contribution in

a direction w is
(x, 72wy = (&, S7V?w)(x, S7/?%u) + (&, S~/ ?w)e.

The first term fluctuates because the inputs are random, and controlling its variance requires a fourth-moment bound,
which is obtained from Assumption 1. More precisely, for & ~ P; and any w with w' H;w > 0, applying that
assumption to S~ 2ww " S~1/2 gives

r|

(x, ™1 2w)? — wTHi'w‘ > t'wTHi'w} < Cexp(—ct'/M), t>0,
where C| ¢,n are the concentration constants in the assumption. Integrating this tail bound yields
Ep, (x, S7?w)* = (w' Hyw)? + Ep, {((:c, S71/24p)% — wTHiw)Q]

< (1 + 20/ texp(ctl/")dt) (w" Hyw)?
0
= k(w' Hyw)?.
This defines a finite constant & depending only on the concentration constants. If w ' H;w = 0, then (x, S~'/?w) = 0
almost surely, so the same bound holds. Applying Cauchy—Schwarz now gives

1/2
Ep, {(:I:,S_I/Qw>2<w,5_1/2u>2} < (]Epi<ill, S_1/2w>4]Epi<337S_1/2U>4)

< w(w' Hyw)(u' Hyu).

2

<., we have

Since ¢ is independent of @, with mean zero and variance o

Varu(<:c, S_l/2w>y) =Ep, {(az, S0\ (@, 7V 2u)?| — (w! Hyu)? + o w' Hyw
< (nuTHiu + U?i)wTHiw
< voginHiw.

The last inequality holds uniformly over the parameter ball because

T 2
u' H;u  R?||H;
W B < gy, < r

>

2
oz,

and v = 14+kFEy. Thus, the additional variance caused by the random inputs is controlled uniformly over all admissible
parameters.
Let a:ZTj denote the j-th row of X;. Independence of the observations implies

K n;
w! Covy(z)w = Z Z U% \/zabru((a:,;7]~7 571/2w>yi,j)

i=1 j=1 €i

5

<w E —w' Hw
< oz,
i=1 &

=ow' Mw.

Since this holds for every w, it proves Cov,,(z) < vM and completes the verification of (13).
Finally, we compare the Gaussian linear minimax risks at M /v and M. Since v > 1, for every feasible A,

I+v ' AYVPMAY? = o™ (I + AV2MAV?).
Inversion reverses the PSD order, and congruence by A'/2 therefore gives
P(A, M /v) <=vP(A,M).

Taking the trace against @ and then the supremum over feasible A yields £L(M /v) < vL(M). Combining this
comparison with the risk bound for the constructed estimator proves

R.(ni,...,nx) < L(M/v) < vL(M). (14)
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If the designs are Gaussian, the same construction admits a sharper constant. In this case, the exact fourth-moment
identity gives
Var,, ((af:, 571/2w>y> =(u'Hu+o2)w' Hw+ (w' Hyu)?
(2u' Hyu + Jgi)'wTH,;'w

<
2.1
§ (1 + 2E0)O’€iw Hl-w,

where we used (w' H;u)? < (w' H;w)(u" H;u). Consequently, (13) holds with v = 1 + 2Ej, and repeating the
estimator construction and risk comparison with this choice gives (14) with the sharper factor.

Proof of the lower bound. We aim to prove R, (n1,...,nx) > 7~ 2L(M), and follow the same construction proof
as for the Gaussian sequence model.
We recall the construction below. Fix a nonzero feasible matrix A with spectral decomposition

T I
A:Zaww;, ap >0, Zaz < Rz,
/=1 =1

where the vy are orthonormal. As in Appendix A.1, let T have columns ,/a;v,, and set u = T'w, where the coordinates
of w are independent with density
q(w) = cos? (mw/2)1{|w| < 1}.

Then TTT = A, and this prior is supported on the parameter ball because
T r
[[ull3 = Zaewf < Zaz =Tr(A) < R%.
=1 =1

Consequently, for every estimator ,

| ShulzRJEullQm(ﬁ(D) —u)|3 2 EuEpy | Q"2 (w(D) — Tw)|l3,
ujj2>

where D denotes the whole dataset.

Write g(w) = [],_, ¢(w¢) and p(D,w) = p(D | w)q(w). Here the density of the data is taken with respect to
the product of the design law and the Lebesgue measure for the responses, denoted by p. This reference measure is
independent of w. Define the joint score and estimation error by

C =V, Ing(Dvw)a e = QI/Q(a(D) - T“‘")

We show that the following identity holds in the regression case as well, and the rest follows exactly as in Appendix
Al:
J=E[")=T"MT +7%*I,, Ele¢"] = QY*T.

First, we compute E[¢(T]. The joint score decomposes as
( =V,logp(D|w)+ Vlogg(w).
The design distribution does not depend on w, and the conditional response distribution is
yi | Xi,w ~ N(X;87 2 Tw, 02 1)), i=1,... K.

Differentiating the conditional Gaussian likelihood therefore gives

K
1
Vi logp(D | w) = Z UTTTS_UZXZT(Z’JZ’ - XiS_l/QTw)
i=1 i
S|
=) S T'S2X] e
i=1 €

ag

k3

This expression has mean zero conditionally on the designs and w. The cross terms between domains vanish by
independence and the zero mean of the observation noises. Using their covariances and then averaging over the
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designs yields

E[(Vu logp(D | w))(Ve logp(P | w)) " | w]
K
=y %TTS’lﬂ]E[XiTsis,;TXi]S’I/QT
— o,

1
— T8 \2E[X X,]S~V/2T

|
M1

2
1%

7

MTTH,T =T MT.

1€

|
.MN

7

This is precisely the average Fisher information obtained in the Gaussian sequence model with N = M under the same
parameterization u = T'w. The calculation uses only the second moments of the designs; the Gaussian assumption is
used for the observation noise.

For the prior contribution, the one-dimensional density satisfies

/1 ¢ (w) dw = 0, /1 A /1 sin?(rw/2) dw = 2.

-1 1 q(w) -1

Independence of the prior coordinates therefore gives
E[Vologgw)] =0,  E[(Velogg(w))(Velogg(w))'] = L.

Moreover, the likelihood score has mean zero conditionally on w, so its cross terms with the prior score vanish.
Combining the two contributions proves

J=E[(("]=T"MT + =°I,.
Next, we verify E[e¢ "] = QY/?T. With the data held fixed, %(D) does not depend on w, and hence

de 1/2
ow QT

Since gq(—1) = ¢(1) = 0, the boundary terms vanish when integrating by parts in each prior coordinate. Using
(p(D,w) = Vup(D,w), we obtain

EfecT] = / / e(Vop(D,w))T du(D) dw

0
- / / 2 p(D,w) dy(D) do
= Q'/T.

The calculation first applies when Q'/?a@ is bounded. For an estimator with finite average risk under the prior,
truncation and the finite second moment of ¢ justify passage to the Lo limit. An estimator with infinite average risk
already satisfies the desired lower bound. Thus the identity, and consequently the preceding risk bound, applies to
every estimator with finite average risk.

It remains to express the lower bound in terms of the variational objective. Since TT T = A, the resolvent identities
give

T(T"MT + L) 'T" =77 2T(I, + 72T " MT)'T"
=1 2P(A, M /7?).

Furthermore, M /72 < M, so inversion reverses the PSD order in the definition of P and yields
P(A,M/7*%) = P(A,M).

Combining these relations with the comparison between worst-case and average risk, we obtain, for every estimator
and every nonzero feasible A,

sup Ey||Q"?(w(D) — u)|3 > Ellell3
lull:<R
> 71'72Tr[QP(A,M/7r2)}

> 1 2Tr[QP(A, M)).
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Taking the infimum over estimators and then the supremum over feasible A proves
R.(n1,...,ng) > 7 2L(M/7?) > 7 2L(M).

The matrix A = 0 contributes zero and does not change the supremum.
Combining this lower bound with (14) proves Theorem 1. Finally, Theorem 5 gives

7 2L(M) < R geq(M) < L(M),

and therefore
ﬁiQR*,Seq(M) S R*(n’17 ey nK) S 71-21} R‘*aseq(M)'

Thus, when the concentration constants and Ey are uniformly bounded, the unrestricted minimax risks of the regression
and Gaussian sequence models have the same order.

A.3 Extension to infinite dimension

We work on H = (ker §)* and set D = Dom(S~'/?) = Ran(S§'/?). This is dense in #, and normalized parameters lie
in DN{u: ||ul]]z < R}. All normalized covariance forms are understood as bounded operators. Let A be the positive
trace-class operators of trace at most R2.

For bounded IN > 0 and a Hilbert—-Schmidt operator W, define

F(W,A) = [(WNY2 — Q%) A ||}s + |W | Es,
IN(W) = sup F(W, A) = R?*|WN2 — Q2|2 + |W|[}s.
AcA

The same completion of squares as in finite dimension gives
mv[i/n F(W,A)=Tr[QP(A,N)],
Wa=Q?P(A,N)N'? ||Wallfs < R*|Qllop-

Thus all these minimizers lie in the weakly compact Hilbert—Schmidt ball B of radius R+/||Qllop- The function
F' is convex and weakly lower semicontinuous in W, and affine and trace-norm continuous in A. Sion’s minimax
theorem [Sio58] therefore yields

mwi/nJN(W) = ﬁé%itéaF(W A) = fllégl %né%F(W, A)=L(N).

The first equality follows from Jn (W) > [|[W|%g and Jn(0) = R?||Q||op. Let W, be a minimizer. Projecting its output
onto (ker Q)" and its input onto (ker IN)* cannot increase Jn. Since Q'/2D and N'/2D are dense in these respective
subspaces, there are finite-rank operators L., = Ej Crmj @ by, With ap,j, by € D, such that W, = Q'/?L, N2 -
W, in Hilbert—Schmidt norm. Here (a ® b)h = a(b, h). Boundedness of N implies Jn(W,,) — L(IN).

For the regression upper bound, set v =14 kEy and N = M /v. For b € D, the scalar statistic

K Kz

20) =3 oz, 872yl

i=1r=1
satisfies E,2(b) = (b, Mu) and Var, z(b) < v(b, Mb), by the scalar calculation proving (13). Consequently the
well-defined finite-rank estimator 8,, = S—1/2 > @mjz(bmj) /v satisfies, with Cies;y = >_, 7/ C;,

sup Eo||Cidt(Om — 0)3 < R2QY2 (LN = I)[12, + 1Q" /2Ly, N2 %5

= In (W) — L(M o).

Hence R < L(M /v) < vL(M).

For the lower bound, choose finite-rank orthogonal projections II,,, onto the first m elements of an orthonormal basis
contained in D. For any A € A, the feasible operators A,, = I1,, All,, = T,,,T converge to A in trace norm; choose
T,, with orthogonal columns in D. The preceding cosine-prior argument applies to @ = S§~1/2T,, w. For arbitrary
estimators, apply its score calculation directly to e = Ctle/si(é\ — 0): the target derivative is G,, = tle/jS‘l/ 2T, with
Gy .G = T3 QT It therefore gives

R. > n ?Tr[QP(A,,, M /7?)].

The resolvent identity makes P(A, N) trace-norm continuous in A for bounded N. Letting m — oo and taking the
supremum over A yields R, > 7= 2L(M /7?) > m=2L(M), completing the proof.
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B Proof of Theorem 2

B.1 Invertibility of L

Recall that L = D — K, where D = diag(ni/u3, ..., nkx/u3%) and K;; = Tr(C;GC;G). Since the covariance matrices
are positive semidefinite, K;; > 0 and K;; = Kj;. Using 5_1 = Zle 1;C; + A1 and the fixed-point equation
ni/u; = 1+ Tr(C;G), we obtain

K K
Z,quij =Tr CZE Z,LLjCj é
j=1 j=1

= Tr(C;G) — \Tx(C,G")
R Y\ (elen)

Hi

For any v € RX| the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality 2v;v; < (u;/pi)v? + (1i/ uj)vjz, together with the nonnegativity and
symmetry of K, yields

=1 pi J
K 2 K
=2 2 ik
=1 Hi j=1
i n; 1+ )\Tr(Ci§2) 9
= _— 0~ | vZ.
i1 I Hi ’
Consequently, since A > 0, Tr(Ci§2) >0, and p; > 0, every nonzero v € RX satisfies
K
v Lv=v"(D-K)v= Z —v? — v Kv
im1 M
K ni o K n; 1 —‘r)\TI'(CiéQ) 9
Z Z 727}1 - — Ui
im1 M =1 \ i Hi
—2

Thus L is positive definite and hence invertible.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. Conditionally on the designs,

K
0-0.=-)GO.+G> X/e;.
i=1

Averaging over the independent and centered training noises, we get
K K
R(O) =) 7miBr+ > 0 Tr(Cr-GX,' X;G), where B =\Ti(A.GC,G).
k=1 i=1
Using the second bound from Theorem 6 with A := A,, we get for each k,

K
| By, — /\QegDL_lTAJ < CD7CO)\252VA* with probability at least 1 — Zn;D.

i=1
Now we compute the deterministic equivalent e,IDL_lTA*. Recall that K := D — L. We have

DL '=I+ KL, Key = 10, .
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Therefore,

ep DL 14, =74, [K] + rgkaer*

=0,GCyGO,. + 74 L '7¢

k

Summing over k € [K], we have
K

> mi(Bi — By)

k=1

< Cp ey N\’eaVa,.

For the variance, using the third bound from Theorem 6 with A = C« and target dataset 1,

1 1
—T(Cr-GX X,G) — —e/ L™'7¢

—1
< Cp,e€s,in; Vo,
n; n;

-

Multiplying by n; and summing over i € [K] gives

K
> o (Tr(Cr-GX, XiG) —e] L7 '7¢c,.)

i=1

K
2
< Cp,Ve,- E OZ,€3i

i=1

Direct calculation then gives

K K K

2 Tr-1 _ * 2 T 7-1
g o;e;, L " 1c, = E T E o 7c, L™ e
i=1 k=1 i=1

wZVk.

I
M=

>
Il
—

Taking union bounds then implies with probability at least 1 — ZZK:1 n; P

7 )

K
|R(A) —R| < ey, where en =Cp,c </\252V9*9;r +Ve.,. Zogisg’z) .

i=1

C Proof of Theorem 3

The source constraints satisfy

7|3 = Y e GrimDeli2, e {1,2).

j>1
By the definition of s,
max{a(2r; — 1), a3(2rs — 1)} = 25 — .

The larger exponent dominates the smaller one for every j > 1. Consequently, if

Oo(p) = 0: > > 6[j]> <p* ¢,
i>1

then there exist constants ¢,C' > 0 such that ®g(cR) C ©® C ©¢(CR). We may therefore work with ®y(R), since
fixed changes in the radius only change the constants in the bounds below.

For this ellipsoid, choose the diagonal operator S with [S];; = 5271, so that the constraint is ||S'/20|]y < R.
The normalized covariances satisfy

[Hy];; = [S7Y2C187Y%,, =37%,  [Haj; =[S 12Co8 12, =539,

Since s > 0 and 2s — § > 0, both normalized covariances are bounded. The fixed positive noise variances imply

R*||Hillop
o2,

Ey = max;—1 2 = O(1). Thus, Theorem 1 applies with constants independent of the number of coordinates.
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Define Q = H, and M = nlaglel + nga;ng. Recall that

L(M)= sup F(A), F(A):=Tr QA1/2(I+A1/2MA1/2)*1A1/2} :
A>0
Tr(A)<R?

Since Q, M are both diagonal, we first show that the optimal A is diagonal. In particular, we show that for any
feasible A, F(Diag(A)) > F(A), where Diag(A) denote the diagonal operator whose j-th diagonal entry is [A]; ;.
Fix a coordinate j, and let e; denote the corresponding standard basis vector. Because M is diagonal and positive
semidefinite,
M t [M]j’jeje;-r.
Congruence by A'/2 preserves this order, whereas inversion reverses the order of positive definite operators. Conse-
quently,

(I+AYV2MAY?)™ < (I 4 [M]; ;A ?eje] AV?)7!
[M]j’jAl/zeje;'—Alm

= I — s
1+ [M]; ;[Al;,;

where the equality follows from the Sherman-Morrison identity and ejT Ae; = [A]; ;. Multiplying on both sides by
A'/? and taking the j-th diagonal entry gives

M, ,[A]2
1/2 1/2 1/2\—1 41/2 < o [M]; ;[AJ5 ;
AY2(I + AV2MAY?) 1A ]M__[A]“ Tr T T
_ [Al.; '
1+ [M]; ;[Al;;

Since @ is diagonal with nonnegative entries, summing the preceding inequality with weights [Q]; ; yields

F(A) — Z[Q]J}j [AI/Q(I+A1/2MA1/2)71A1/2
jz1

Vo

The last equality follows by evaluating F on a diagonal operator. In infinitely many coordinates, the inequality follows
by first summing over 7 < d and then letting d — oo; all summands are nonnegative, so this passage to the limit is
justified by monotone convergence.

Moreover, A > 0 implies [A]; ; > 0, and taking the diagonal part preserves the trace:

Diag(A) = 0, Tr(Diag(A)) = Tr(A) < R2.

Thus, every feasible A can be replaced by a feasible diagonal operator with an objective value at least as large. Since
diagonal operators are also included in the original feasible set, restricting the supremum to diagonal A leaves its
value unchanged. Writing their diagonal entries as a;, we obtain

Q)9
ﬁ M = su —
(M) o320 ; 1+ [M];;a,
ZjZl ajSRQJ_

Set bj = [Q]j,jaj and define

[M];;  n1 | n2[Calj, 5
I = J = L 2200 = 4 opyg®.
7@l 0% a3[Ch;

Since [Q];; < Jj —25 Theorem 1 and the preceding ellipsoid comparison give

b.
R*(n1,n2) < sup 2 (15)

b; >0 =1 1+ Ijbj
Zj21j2sbjSR2 =

Next, we prove a upper and lower bound on R*(n1,ns). For ny +ng > 0, define

T, = R*(m +1)7%, VmZZIﬁl, m € Ny,
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where Vi = 0. We show that for any m € Ny,
R* (n17 n2) Z min{‘/ma Tm}a R* (Tll, n2) 5 (Vm + Tm)a
and picking the optimal m on both side gives:

> 3% < m®* min{V,,, T} < R
j>1

For the upper bound, pick any feasible sequence in (15) and any m > 0, use I +b1 5; < I ! for 7 <m,and
for j > m. Then, this gives

1+I 1+1;b; < bj

m

ZHM Z YD b S Vi + T

j>1 j=1 j>m
For the lower bound, we simply need to find a specific feasible b; that satisfies the lower bound. Fix m > 1 and choose
I min{1, T/}, 1< <m,
bj =47 .
0, j>m.

This choice is feasible because
ZjQSbj < m?® min{V,,, T, } < R2.

j>1
Moreover, I;b; <1, so
. 1
Zl—H'b 52 - *mm{v’”’T b
j>1 j=1
We have therefore proved
sup min{V,,,, Tp, } < R*(n1,n2) S mf (V +Th). (16)

m2>1

Next, we show that the upper and lower bounds are actually matchmg. Let m, be the first positive integer for which
Vin, 2 Tn,. Such an integer exists since 15, is decreasing to 0 in m, Vm is increasing in m, and 11 = Oy, n, (1) >
Vi = 0y ny (1). The lower bound in (16) is at least min{V,,,, Ty, } = , as by definition V,,,, > T},,. Now we show
that in fact inf,,,>0(Vin + Tin) S Do, . We have

inf (Vi + Tn) < Vi, 1+ Tn, 1 < 2R m % < 22T,
where we use the definition of m, and the fact that T,,, _1/Ty,, < 2% = ©(1). Consequently,

- 1
R*(ni,n2) = inf { RPm+1)"2 4+ ———— 3. 17
(n1,m2) < inf § R3(m +1) g A (17)

We now evaluate (17). All cutoffs below are rounded to integers, which does not affect the rates. We use ng < n?
throughout.

Target-only and auxiliary-only rates. For target data alone, V;,, < m/n. Taking m =< n'/(1+25) gives

Vi < Ty =< n~28/(1428) — p=Trar

For auxiliary data alone,

m n;lml_‘s, 6 <1,
menEIZj*‘sx ngllog(m—i—l), 0=1,
i=1 nyt, d>1.
The corresponding balancing cutoffs are
P P
m = < (ny/logny) /), § =1,

Substituting these choices gives

R*(0,m2) < ¢ n™72logn, =1,

n72572/(1+2575) _ n*Faux7 o< 1,
n=72, 6> 1.
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Mixed data with 7o < .. Take m < n'/(%2%) Since v, =1 — §/(1 + 2s),

nom® < nr2t9/(1+2s) < n.
Every summand of V, is at most a constant times 1/n. On the block m/2 < j < m, we also have j5 = m?J and hence
I; < n. Therefore

V. = - vn_Ftar
m =< =1, < .

This argument holds for every fixed real 4, including § < 0, and includes the boundary vo = ~..
Mixed data with § <1 and 72 > v.. Take m < né/(lw‘q*é). Then

s
M2 ye(142s)/(1425—5)—1
n

— OQ.

Since 1; 2 n2j%, summing over all j < m gives V;, < n;lml"s. On m/2 < j < m, we have I; < nem?, which gives

the reverse bound. Consequently,

Vm - n2—1m175 =T, = n*25’¥2/(1+2576) — n*Faux'

Mixed data with § =1 and 72 > v.. Take m < (ny/logn)'/?9) so T, < ny ' logn. If 2 > 1, then I; < nyj for

every j > 1, and
Vi < 0y Hlog(m + 1) < ny ' logn < Tp,.

If v < 72 < 1, define j. = n/ne. Then

m n2/(289)—(1-72) Yo

e g

m _ 1+42s
Je (logn)1/(2s) 2s B

2s

(72 - 'Yc) > 0.

Thus m/j. — oo and log(m/j.) < logn. Splitting the sum at j. gives

o 1 1 1+ log(m/j.
oM Gimd "2

= nytlogn =< Tp,.

Hence the risk is < n™72logn. At 75 = 7., the preceding target-data cutoff applies and gives n~'tr without a
logarithmic factor.

Mixed data with 6 > 1 and 7. < 72 < 1. Define j. = (n/n2)1/5 and take m =< n(®—1+72)/(259)  The exponent of
m/jc is
=147 1-—79  ([1+2s)(72 %) >0
258 ) 256 '

Thus m > 2j. for sufficiently large n. The terms with j < j. contribute order j./n. Since § > 1, the remaining terms

satisty
1 1 5 “1.a-6 _ Je
SR ATTTID SR P rI ES
Je<j<m J>Je

It follows that )
Vm = Jic = n_(6_1+'72)/6 < Tm,
n

which proves the intermediate mixed-data rate.

Mixed data with 6 > 1 and 7, > 1. In this case, I; < nej?® for every j > 1. Since Zj>1j_5 < 00, taking
1/(2s) -

m =< ng gives X
Vin <ny ™ <1, <xn 7.

The preceding cases cover all parameter regimes and establish the claimed rates.
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D Proof of Theorem 4

For the fixed power-law signal 6,[j] = j 7, recall that

26-1

In particular, 25 — 6 = s +28 —1 > 0. Recall e = s A oy and b = s A cp. Write ¢;; = j~, and
hj = ncyj + NacCay, dj()\) = p1c1j + pacoj + A

The fixed-point equations and deterministic resolvent are

n; Cij - . —
—=1+ Z d»(J/\)’ G = Diag(d;()) 1)3‘21' (18)
pi i1 Y

Let p = (p1,p12) ", D = Diag(n;/uf)i_;, and

CijCej
K=Y 4% = [-D-K.
T (0
jz1

Recall that the deterministic equivalence of the risk is given by

2
Ry =X*[(6.,GC1GO.) + 79 L1, | + Y 02, 75, L7 e;.

i=1

General proof recipe. Define

BO<A>=ZcUo*m?( A ) Vo) =Yl (19)

=1

Pick a positive sequence A, such that

We first show that

min{ Bo(A), Vo(n)} S inf Ra(A) S Bo(A) + Vo) = max{ Bo(hn), Vo ()} (20)

Then, for each regime, we construct an explicit feasible \A,,, such that By(A,) < Vo(A,) and &, = o(1). This gives
the tight scaling law of the optimal ridge risk.

Control L~! terms. We first control the order of terms that depend on L~' to mitigate the matrix inversion
problem.
First, we have the following identities from direct computations:

o N, Gig o tece o Gig(di(A) = A) e :
[Dpl; = Ea [K pl; _;dj(z)\y —;W — E —1— Mgl

il =Y djc(iiy.

i>1

Together with L = D — K we have Ly = 1 + A7 and

2
(D Kl = s = EE 4 M) <
which means D' K < p. Note that D! K and p are both entrywise strictly positive, implying that the spectral
radius of D~ K is strictly smaller than 1. To see this, denote A = D! K temporarily and let (k,v) be an arbitrary
‘Z’ﬁl. Clearly, for i = 1,2, |v;| < tu;, and assume w.l.o.g. |v1| = tuq.

i

eigenvalue-eigenvector pair. Define ¢ = max;—; »
Now we have:

[l [ur] =|[Av]1| < Y Aueloe] < t{A]s <t = [oa],
£
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which implies that the absolute value of all the eigenvalues is strictly smaller than 1. Thus, the matrix I — A is
invertible, and the inverse can be expanded into the following Taylor series (I — A)~1 =" ZZO(A)Z7 whose convergence

is guaranteed by the contraction of A. Now note that by definition L = D(I — D~'K). Consequently,

L= Z(D_lT)kD_l7 (LY > (D™ ), Vi le{1,2}.
k>0

This means that L™! is entrywise non-negative and further, by the fact that Ly = 1 + Arr and the fact that L is
invertible, we have L™'1 < p entrywise.
Now recall that the variance Vi = 222 02, 7'51L_1

L' > D ', L '1 < j4 entrywise and o2 are constants, we have

e; = 7&, L o, where we define o = [02,02,]". Using that

€17 EQ

2

Cs, - Z 77‘01 S ( ) < Ciy Z HiTe, M (21)
i=1
Next, consider the term A\?7, L~ . We have
A \2
- 12 — i—o;—2p
0< N7g_g7i ZCU <dj()\)> §Zc”0*[j] —Z] @ < 0.
Jj=1 Jj=1 j>1
By the entrywise nonnegativity of L~!, this term is bounded above by a constant times V;. Thus, we have
ﬁl X)\Z <0*,501§0*> + Vl

uniformly over A > 0.

Reduction of the optimal ridge risk to two spectral sums. Next, we study the risk under the optimal ridge

regularization, and we aim to show (20).
Denote B(A) = A2 (6., GC1G#..) and we show that under the above choice of Ay,

Vi) = Vo(A), B(n) =< Bo(An).

To see this, it is sufficient to show p;(A,)/n; = O(1),i = 1,2. Let n = min; u;(A\,)/n; € (0,1]. By the self-consistent
equation and recalling d;(\,) = p1c1j + poca; + An, by = n1pt1 + nopacy;, we have d;(A\,) > n(h; + Ay,), and (18) gives

,ui()‘n) > 1 ,
ng l+en/nn

which is equivalent to n,, > and hence 1 — ¢, <n, < 1. This always implies d;(\,) < h; + A, uniformly in j as

+e
we have the upper bound d; ()\ ) < hj + A due to p; < n; by definition. This gives that V; < Vy()\,,), and we obtain
the upper bound

inf Ri(A) < Ri(An) = Bo(An) + Vo(hn):

Next we prove the lower bound on infy<q
An, We aim to show that for all A > \,, Ry(\
which implies the lower bound.

When A > ), it is sufficient to show that B(\) > B(),). We prove the identity via the monotonicity of B(\) w.r.t

A. In particular, define ¢;(\) = Zle %()‘), and we have:

Ry (). For simplicity denote B(\) := A\2(0,, GC1G8,). Fix any feasible
) > B(A) > Bo(An); and for all 0 < A < An, Ri(A) = Vi () = Vo(An),

) 1
ZC“ N reNeIES

»
f 555

It is sufficient to show that ¢;(A) is monotone decreasing in A. Hence, we compute the derivative o , and have:

d p(N) A/ —p ALl — L7Y(1 + Mrp) 1.,
A N2 N2 \2 <0,

where here we use the derivative computation:

L/L/:TI, LM:1+)\7TI.

27



To obtain the identity Lu’ = 77, note that taking the derivative of the self-consistency equation gives

Z;%J ZJ%1+ZW% 1[i] — [Kp);.

Noting that %u; = [Dy']; and L = D — K finishes the proof.
When 0 < A < A,,, we use the monotonicity of a lower bound on V;(\). By Cauchy—Schwarz, for every j > 1,

2 2 2
<Z Mz‘%‘) = (Z MW@)
i=1 i=1 t

2 2 2 2 2
S (Z nicij> (Z /:Cij> = hj Z %Cij‘.
1 .

2

Using (21), we obtain

2 2
iy e oy %TCI [i]
i=1
2 9
=C ‘1 Z e
7 j>1 d](A)Q =1 t Y
9 2
>, 3 (i
=C €1y ( q;(A) >2
’ = hy \1+gq;(N)

Since ¢;(A) is decreasing in A and g — ¢/(1 + g) is increasing for ¢ > 0, we have

GV o4O
1+¢;(N) ~ 1+¢(M\)’

0< A< A,

Moreover, the previously established comparisons p;(A,) < n; and d;(A,) < hj + A, imply

i) _ X miQa)ey _ by

uniformly in j. Consequently, for all 0 < A < A,

Ri(\) >Vi(\)

Combining this bound with the lower bound for A > \,, gives
inf Ry(3) 2 min{Bo(An), VoAn) .
Together with the upper bound proved above, this establishes (20).

Evaluation of the spectral sums. We next evaluate By, Vj, and €, under the power-law model. Recall that:

ol A\ c1hy
BO(/\) :chje*[]] <h]+)\> ’ VO(A) _jZ;W

j>1

For the fixed power-law signal 0,[j] = j 7, recall that

s= GXBIL g o i
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In particular, 25 — 6 = g +28 —1 > 0. Recall @ = s A oy and b = s A ap. Define ¢;; = j7, and

hj = ncyj + NacCay, dj()\) = p1c1j + pacoj + A
For m > 1, define
hpyy = nm™ % + nam™ 2, A(m) = hy,.
Thus, choosing a cutoff m specifies the regularization A, = A(m). All comparison constants below are independent of

n and m, with the other model parameters held fixed.
Since h; is decreasing in j, splitting the bias at m > 1 gives

R (22)

Similarly,

Cij -2 Z
V()(hm) = hf + hm Cljhja
j<m Y i>m
,nml—QOtl + n ml—a1—0¢2 m
hpt > erhy = 2
1 y Y~ .
m I h2, n + nem?

j>m

—aq

m C1j m J - m
Note that Ej:m/2 h; Zj:m/Z nj~*14noj—%2 7 ntnomd
Consequently,

1
Vo(hm) < ¥ ———. (23)
< + n2y
For the feasibility condition, define
Cij
‘= ma —_—
)= e 2

Let amin = min{ai, e} and 64 = max{d,0}. Since max; ¢;; = j~*mi» for every j, we have

J
e(m) = Z
2 by + P

-0, 1—ami
J =+ m min
=3 ~ + (24)
i m +n2J hn
mitos

n 4+ nomd’

. 1—amin 1+64 LRSI . .. L. . P04
m - _m J _ | J
For the last comparison, note that e =X e and — +57% 1S non decreasing in j which implies > j<m mimE S
m1+5+
n+nam?d *

We will retain the logarithmic factors arising at the critical source exponents. Write
é(t) =1+4logt, gl(t) = 1+1{s:ai}10gt7 t>1.

Next, we discuss how different choices of m give different scalings in each regime.

Spectral sums when § > 0. In this case a; > as and a > b. Define

o\ 1/
Jmax{l,( ) }
N9

Recall that
h; = nj~* + ngj 2, Lt) =1+ logt, L) =1+ 1{s:ai} logt.

We will repeatedly use the following consequence of Lemma 2: for ¢ € {1,2} and = > 1,

:172047;*25’ s < gy,

20, —1—2s _
ST = i), s=ay,
Jj<z 1, S > .
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When ny < n, the target dataset dominates hj; for j < J, whereas the auxiliary dataset dominates for j > J.
When ny > n, we have J = 1 and h; < noj =2 for every j > 1.
For 1 <m < J with ng < n, by, <X nm™ 1, and (22) gives

BO(hm) - m72s + m72a1 Z j20¢17172s.

j<m
The second term has order
—2s
m s s < ag,
-2 201 —1-2 _
m 2o E j ai sS—=<dm 2a1€(m)’ s=aj,
> 5
jsm m= e s> aj.

In each case, m™2*

is bounded above by a constant times this contribution. Consequently,
Bo(hm) = m_2a€1 (m)

For m > J, splitting the first sum in (22) at J gives

BO(hm) = m—2s + m—2a2 J—26 Zj2a1—1—28 + Z j20¢2—1—23
i<J J<j<m

=:54(J) =Ty (m,J)

When ny < n, the factor J=2° follows from (ny/n)? = J=2%. When ny > n, we have J = 1, and the same display
follows by separating the term j = 1 and using h; < nyj~*? throughout.
Applying Lemma 2 to the two sums separately, we obtain

J2ee=2s g <oy,
Si(J) =< J724(), s=an,
J20, s> an,
and
m2a2725 _ J20¢27237 s < ao,
Ty (m, J) = { log(m/J), 5 = a,

J20¢2—28 _ m2"2_25, s> Q.

We now compare these contributions. If s < as, then

S+(J) + T (mv J) S m2a2—23’
so the contribution multiplied by m =2 is bounded above by a constant times m™2°
this gives Bo(hu,) =< m™2%.
If s = ag, then Sy (J) < 1, and hence

. Together with the tail term,

Bo(hm) = m ™2 [1 4+ Ty (m, J)] < m™>*2(m/J).

Here the constant contribution is retained even when m = J.
If s > aq, then
S+(J) = J72(a7a2)€1 (J)

Moreover,

T (m, J) S 7272 < 8. (J),

m—2s < m—2a2 J2a2—23 SJ m—2a25+(<]).
Thus the contribution from S, (J) controls the bias:
Bo(hp) = m™202 j=2(a=a2)p (),

Define
Li(m,J) =14 11—q,y log(m/J) + 1{s—q,) log J.
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Combining the preceding cases gives

m=2%4(m), 1<m<J, ny <n,
3 j—2(a—b (25)
m=20J=2@=0y, (m, J), m > J.

BO(hm) = {

For the variance, recall from (23) that
1
Volhm) < e
O( ) Z n + n2j5

j<m

If 1 <m < J and ne < n, then n2j5 < n for every j < m, so

1
Z 7{5 = TL2_1J176.
n+naj

Indeed, when ny < n, it has order J/n = n§1J1*5. When ny > n, we have J = 1, and this contribution equals

(n+mng)~t xnyt.

For the second contribution, nsj° > n whenever j > J, and therefore

1 -1 5§
> e ¥
J<j<m J<j<m

Lemma 2 gives
ml=0 —J=9 0<d<1,

> i’ ={Qlog(m/),  d=1,
J<jsm T w6 > L

Consequently,

‘/O(h»'rn) - n2—1 Jl*(s 4 Z j76

J<j<m

For 0 < § < 1, adding the first contribution yields

J1—5 + Z j—5 — J1—5 + (m1—5 o J1—5) ~ ml—é.

J<j<m

For § = 1, the two contributions together have order

1+ Y j7' < 1+4log(m/J) = t(m/J).

J<j<m

For 6 > 1, the second contribution satisfies
0 S Z j—5 S_, {]1—57
J<j<m

so it is bounded above by a constant times the first contribution. We conclude that

m/n, 1<m<J, ny <n,
-1, 1-5
no, m-°, m>J 0<d<1,
Vo(hm) =<3 2, (26)
ng E(m/‘])v mZJ7 6:17
ny LJt0, m>J, 6> 1
When ny < n, the applicable expressions agree at m = .J, since J/n = ny *J' =% and £(1) = 1.
Finally, (24) gives
1+6 1446 1< <J <
e(m) = —— =™ /n, lsm<Jimz<m, (27)
n+ nam m/ng, m > J.



Spectral sums when § < 0. If § =0, then a1 = a9, a =b, and h; = (n + ng)j~**. The cutoff formulas give

BO(hm) - m—2$ + m—2a1 § j2c41—1—2$7
j<m

Vo(hm) = ! oL

n n
T i

The prefix-sum estimates above show that the second contribution to the bias has order m=2%¢;(m) and controls
m~2%. The variance sum has order m/(n + ny). Together with (24), this gives

Bo(hm) < m~201(m),  Volhm) = e(m) =< —~ (28)

n+n2'

Suppose next that § < 0. Here oy < s and a < b. Define

J = max{l, (7;2)1/(_6)} .

Again write m = |m] and J = |J| when evaluating interval sums. When ns > n, the auxiliary dataset dominates
below J and the target dataset dominates above J. When ny < n, we have J =1 and h; < nj~“! for every j > 1.
For 1 <m < J with ng > n, by, <X nom™= 22, and (22) gives

Bo(hm) = m—2s + m—2a2 Z j20¢2—1—2s.

j<m
The second contribution satisfies
m=2s, s < aa,
-2 Dan—1-2s _ _
m—2a2 Z j2e s<<dm 2a2£(m)’ s = as,
i< -2
j<m m=e*2 s> ao.

2s

It controls the tail term m™<° in every case, so

Bo(hm) = m~=24y(m).

For m > J, splitting at J gives

BO(hm) = m—?s + m—2o¢1 J25 Zj2042—1—2s + Z j2o¢1—1—2s
J<J J<j<m

=:S_(J) =:T_(m,J)

When ny > n, the factor J2 follows from (n/n2)? = J?°. When ny < n, the same display follows by taking J = 1,
separating the term j = 1, and using h; < nj~*' throughout.
Applying Lemma 2 to each sum gives
J2=2s s <y,
S_(J) =< < J?UJT), s=asn,
J25, s > ao,
and
m2a1—23 _ J2(11—2$7 5 < aq,
T_(m,J) < < log(m/J), s=ay,
J2a172s _ ,,n204172s7 s> .
If s < ay, then
S_(J)+T_(m,J) <m>* =28,
Thus both contributions to the bias are bounded above by a constant times m~2%, and the tail term gives Bg(hy,) <
—2s
m~s.

If s =aq, then S_(J) <1, and
Bo(hym) < m™2* [14+T_(m, J)] < m™2**¢(m/J).
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If s > aq, then

S_(J) = J2b=ag, ()
Furthermore,
T (m, J) S T2 S S_(J),
m—25 S m—2a1 J2a1—2s 5 m_2qu_(J).
Consequently,
Bo(hp) = m™20 j=200=a)p, (),
Define

0_(m,J) =14 11,—q,ylog(m/J) + 1{5—q,) log J.

Combining these estimates yields

m=2%ly(m),
m72aJ72(b7a)f, (m’ J),

1<m<J ng >n,
m > J.

BO(hm) = {

For the variance, first suppose that 1 < m < J and ny > n. Since n2j5 > n for j < m,

xnglzj_‘s

j<m
Here 1 — § > 0, so Lemma 2 gives

=m!=°, Vo(hm) < nytm!=2,

>0

js<m

For m > J, split the variance sum as

1 1
FRIE) S RES o R
i<r +n2) J<j<m T n2g

If ny > n, the first contribution satisfies

Zn—i—ng]

J
n2—1J1—5 _Z

IZJ -

3<J

)

where we used ny = nJ 9. If ny < n, then J = 1, and the same contribution equals (n + ng)_l

For the second contribution, nyj® < n whenever j > J. Therefore,

J
D D T

J<j§m J<j<m
Adding the two contributions gives
J+m—-J m
Volhpy) X —— < —.
n n

This estimate also holds at m = J, when the second sum is empty.
Finally, since 64 = 0, (24) gives

(m) =< —

€ -

n + nams’

which has the same two orders as the variance. Hence
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Feasibility of a balanced cutoff. Before choosing m, we show that any sequence satisfying
m — 00, Bo(hum) < Vo(hm)

also satisfies €(m) = o(1). This verifies the feasibility condition for the constructions below.
First note that
2a — 6 = min{2s — §, a1 + s} > 0.

We also have 2b > § when 0 < 6 < 1, and 2b > 1 when § > 1.
If 6 <0, the preceding estimates give, with m = m,

e(m) < Vo(hm) < Bo(hm) < m™2%(m) = o(1).

Here we used b > a and J > 1 when 6 < 0.
Suppose § > 0. If m < J, then

e(m) = m°Vi(hm) = m® Bo(h) < m°~2%(m) = o(1).
Ifm>Jand 0 < § <1, then
e(m) < m/ny < m°Vo(hm) < m° Bo(hm)
<m®=2¢(m) = o(1).
Finally, if m > J and § > 1, then

e(m) < mJ‘s*lVo(hm) = mJ‘sleo(hm)
< m1—2bJ6—1—2(a—b)£(m)

<m~ min{2b71,2a75}£(m) _ 0(1)

The last inequality follows from 1 < J < m.
Consequently, for every balanced sequence constructed below, A, = h,, is feasible, and (20) gives

R = gg)ﬁl(x) = Bo(hm) = Vo(hm). (31)

Optimal scaling when ¢ > 0. Define the threshold

1)
o1 :
Te 1+2a
Since 2a > §, we have 0 < v < 1.
First suppose 2 < . Let
Uy = nl/(1+2a), m = uply (un)l/(HQa).

J2 -1

Since v2 < vF < 1, we have J = nl_%, which implies u,/J = R o(1). Thus m < J for all sufficiently
large n, and ¢; (m) =< ¢1(u,). Therefore,

Bo(hm) = m_2a€1 (m)

- n—2a/(1+2a)£1(un)l/(1+2a) . m Vo(hm)-

3

Applying (31) gives
ﬁ’; = n—2a/(1+2a)€1 (un)l/(1+2a).

In particular, the polynomial exponent is

r—_2_
14+ 2a
Next suppose 72 = v, . Here
J = pl/(1420) Sy
’ n
If s # a1, choosing m = J immediately gives

J —2a/(142a)
Bo(hm) < Vo(hm) =< X .
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If s =i, then a = aq, b = a9, and a — b =0. Put L, = ¢(J) and write m = Jt with ¢ > 1. Equations (2

(26) give
=0 0<6<1,

J J
BO(th) = Et 2bLna VO(th) = E ‘e(t)a 0= ]-7

1, 0> 1.
We therefore choose m = Jt,,, where
Ly/(+2b=o), 0<d<1,
th = (Ln/g(Ln))l/(Qb)a 6o=1,
LY@, 5> 1.

For § = 1, we used £(t,) < £(Ly). These choices yield

; L51175)/(1+2b75)7 0<b<1,
Ry = Bo(hm) = Vo(hm) = - U(Ly), §=1,
1, 0> 1.

5

) and

Thus the boundary 5 = v has the same polynomial exponent I' = 2a/(1+ 2a). In particular, the fixed-signal critical

case s = a1, d = 1, and 75 = v has an additional factor of order log log n.
It remains to consider 5 > . We treat the three variance regimes separately.
If 0 < d < 1, define

1/(1426—6)
) , m = Unply (tp, J)

Uy = (ngJ_2(“_b)
The denominator is positive because 2b > §. Moreover,

t (ngj_(1+2a—5))1/(1+2b_6) — .

Hence m > J and ¢y (m,J) < ¢4 (u,,J). By construction,

—2b 7—2(a=b) _ —1 1-6
u, " J =ng U, °.

Consequently,
Bo(hy) = m~2 ]2 (m, J)
= n;lu}l—5£+(un7J)(1—5)/(1+2b—5)
= ny 'm0 < Vi (ha).
Since

n2—1u}l—5 _ n2*2b/(1+217*5)J—Q(a—b)(l—&)/(1+2b—5)

and J =< n(1=72)+/9_the polynomial exponent is

b 2t 2 a - b1 - )y
B 14+2b—6 '

If § =1, define

1/(2b) 1/(20)
un — (nQJ_Q(a_b)) , m = ’LLn <‘€;((un/)(}]))) .
Un,

Again, u,,/J grows as a positive power of n. The logarithmic correction preserves m/J — oo, and

Le(my J) < Ly (up, ), Lm/J) < L(un/J) < logn.
It follows that

Bo(hp) < m~2 2@t (m,.J)
= ny Y(un/J) < Vo(hum).

Therefore,
—x
R, xn™"logn, I'=ns.
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If 6 > 1, define
1/(2b)
Uy = (ngJ‘s_l_Z(“_b)> , m = Uuply (U, J)l/(Qb).

Here

— 00

Un _ (nQJ*(H?a%))l/ (28)

at a polynomial rate. Thus m > J and ¢4 (m, J) < {4 (uy, J). We obtain

Bo(hp) = m~2 g2 (m, J)

= u 2 g2 = L 16 Y ().

Hence

i T ORI g < <1
n-2, Yo > 1.

Optimal scaling when § = 0. In this case the two datasets have the same spectral decay. Let

)1/(1+2a)7 1/(142a)

U = (n + no m = unly(uy)

Using (28), we obtain

Bo(hm) m72a£1 (m)

(TL + ng)—Qa/(l—i—Qa)gl (un)l/(1+2a)
m

= = Vo(hm).
g 0(hm)

X

¢

Therefore the polynomial exponent is
~ 2amax{l,2}

1+ 2a

r

Optimal scaling when § < 0. Define
)
c=1——>1
Te 1+2b
First suppose vz < .. Let

1/(1+2a)

Up = (nJ_Q(b—a)) 1/(1+20«)

) m = Upl_(Up, J)
We have u,, > J for all sufficiently large n. Indeed, when v, <1, J =1, whereas for 1 < v2 <~_,

Un _ <nJ—(1+2b)

1/(142q) -
J )

The last inequality follows from J < n(>=1/(=9 and the definition of Yo - Moreover, u,, — 0o at a polynomial rate,
including at y2 =< .
Since m > u,, > J, we can use the second cases of (29) and (30). The definition of ¢_ gives {_(m, J) < £_(uy, J),
including when u,, < J. Thus
Bo(hp) = m™2272=0)p_(m,.J)

= Uny (un, J)l/(HQa)
n

m
= — =< Vo(hm).
" = Vo)
Using
Un _ =2a/(420) j=2(b=a)/(1420) 7o p(o2=1)+/(=8)
n
we obtain -
2+ 2029 (9 — 1) .
- 1+ 2a ) Y2 =Y -
Finally, suppose v2 > v, . Define
w, = n%/(1+2b—6)7 m— un£2(un)1/(1+2b_6)'
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The strict inequality o > 7, implies that w,/J — 0 at a polynomial rate. Therefore m < J for all sufficiently large

n and fo(m) < fo(uy,). Since ult2*=% = ny, we have

Bo(hm) = m™2%4y(m)
- U;beg(un)(l_é)/(l+2b_6)

~

= nglml_‘s = Vo(hm)-

Consequently,
2b’}/2 —
= —— >, .
1+2—0 277
Every cutoff constructed above satisfies m — oo and By(hy,) < Vo(hym). The feasibility argument therefore gives
en = €(m) = o(1) in every regime, including the threshold cases. Applying (20) with X, = h,, proves the stated
polynomial exponents. More precisely, all the displayed logarithmic factors lie between a positive constant and a
constant times 1 + logn, so B
n ' <Ry <n7 (1 +logn).

~

This completes the proof.

D.1 A technical lemma

Lemma 2 (Power-law sums). For every fized uw € R and all m > 1,

mY, u > 0,
Zj“fl << 1+logm, uw=0,
j<m 1, u < 0.

Moreover, for u <0,

u—1 u
> i =m,

Jj=m
whereas the tail sum diverges for u > 0.
For integers 1 <m_ < my,
mYy —mY, u >0,
> = log(my/mo), u=0,
m_<j<my m¥ —mYy, u < 0.

For real endpoints 1 < m_ < m, the same interval estimate holds with my on the right-hand side replaced by |m].
The sum is zero if these two integers coincide.
All comparison constants may depend on u but are independent of the summation endpoints.

Proof. We first consider integer endpoints. For every j > 2 and = € [j — 1, j], we have j/2 < z < j. Consequently,
J
27|u71|ju71 S/ xufl dr < 2\u71\ju71.
j—1
Summing these inequalities gives
m
Z el =1 —|—/ R
j<m !

If u # 0, the integral equals (m* — 1)/u, whereas for u = 0 it equals logm. Hence

m mY, u >0,

1—|—/ 2" Vdr < {1+logm, u=0,
1

1, u < 0,

which proves the prefix-sum estimate.
Similarly, since j <z < 2j forx € [j,j + 1] and j > 1,

J+1
gut x/ 21 da.
J
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For u < 0, summing over 5 > m yields
Zju_l = /oox“_l dr = m” = mY
jzm m o
For u > 0, the integral diverges, and the same comparison proves that the tail sum diverges.
For the interval sum, we obtain

U U
7n+ m

m+ _ u # 0,
Z ju—l X/ qu_l de = U 7&

m_<j<my - log(my/m_), u=0.

Separating the cases u > 0 and u < 0, and absorbing the fixed factor 1/|u| into the comparison constants, proves the
stated estimate.
Finally, for real endpoints,

2 =3 =3
j<m i<|lm] j=zm j=[m]
Since |m] =< m < [m] for m > 1, the prefix and tail estimates remain valid. For the interval sum, the exact identity
cu—1 cu—1
2, dvt= X
m_<j<mg lm—]<j<|m+]

gives the asserted extension. O

E Proof of Lemma 1

Our goal is to prove that the approximation error is small relative to Ry (), ). We compare both R(é) and Ry (\,) with
the same population ridge risk. Specifically, define

2
Gy = (’I’LCl + nyCoy + )\nI)_l7 By = )\iGIGochoo*, V, = ZO’?i’I’LiTI"(ClGQCiGQ).
1=1

Here By is defined in (19), and V,, < V; in (19) because the noise variances are bounded above and below. Recall that
the proof of Theorem 4 constructs a sequence \,, = h,, such that

€n S —coy m = nt/(F29)
for some fixed ¢_ > 0. Throughout the proof, we suppress the subscript n when no confusion can arise.
To bound the approximation error, the triangle inequality gives

~

IR(8) — Ri(An)| < [R(8) — (Bo + Vi)| + [Ri(An) — (Bo + V).

Accordingly, we will prove the following two estimates:

~

R(O) = (Bo+ V)| < Cllog N)* (Ve + v/Aue + Ane) (Bo+ V), (2)
IR1(A\n) — (Bo + V)| < C(e+ Ane)(Bo + V). (33)
The first estimate holds with probability at least 1 — N~ whereas the second is deterministic.

We first explain why these two estimates imply the desired conclusion.
We note that A,e < m!~®min_ Since the same domain maximizes j~* for every j,

€=
= hj + An
For j < m, the inequality h; > A, (m/j)*™» gives
i —Otmin 1—0min

J m
DD W
jsm 3 A "
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For j > m, we have A\, < h; + A, < 2),, s0

1—amin

y —Qmin
J -1 S jromn <

Dividing the triangle inequality by R;()\,) and applying (32)—(33), we obtain

—Ri(An)]

) ¢
o) < Cp(log N) (ﬁ+ \/ATeqL)\ne) + Cl(e + Ae)

< g (4o

where in the last step, we use ¢ < /£, \,e < /Ang, since amin > 1, m > n~, and e < n "¢, 80 €, \pe = 0o(1). And
this finishes the proof.

It remains to establish the two comparison estimates. For (32), we control the normalized empirical covariance and
then bound the resulting perturbations of the population bias and variance. For (33), we use the fixed-point equations
to compare p; with n;, and then compare the deterministic bias and variance with By and V.

Proof of (32). We start from

~

IR(0) — (Bo + V)| < [B1 — Bo| + [V1 — V5.
Define the normalized covariance errors

2
E=Gy” (Z(XJ X, — nico) Gy'”,

i=1

2
E,=GY? (Z o2 (X X, - niCZ-)) GL*.

i=1

We first derive deterministic bounds for the bias and variance differences under ||E|lop < 1/2. We then establish,
independently of this condition, a high-probability bound on || E||op and || Ey||op-
Bounding B; — By. The definition of E gives

G'=G,"*I+E)G;"?, G=G/*I+E)'G)/"
When || E|op < 1/2, we have I + E = I/2, and hence
IT+E) op <2, [(T+E)™ ~Illop = (I + E) " Ellop < 2| Ellop.

Here we used (I + E)™' —I=—(I + E)"'E.
Since
B = [|MCy?GO.°, By = []MCy*Gob. |,

the triangle inequality implies
VB = VBo| £ €1 (G - Go)e. |
= MGG (T + B - DGy 6|
< 20| Bllop | €12 Gy op 1G5 7.
The remaining factors satisfy
ICL2G %12, < T(C1Go),  IIGG20.112 < X M16. 1.
Since 8 > 1/2, [|0.]]* = Zj;j*w < 00. Therefore,
|\/ Bl -V B0|2 S C)\nHE”ngI‘(ClGQ)

Expanding the difference of squares yields

IB1 — By| < 2v/Bo|vB1 — /Byl + |[v/B1 — V/Bo|?
< C||E]lop /A BoTr(C1Go) + CAn|| B2, Tr(C1Gh).
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Bounding V| — V. By the definitions of V| and V,

2
ClG (Z O'?L (X:Xz — ’I’LICZ)> G‘|
i=1

2
+ Z O’?iniTI' [Cl(G — GQ)CzG]
i=1

Vl—VU:TI‘

+ Za 1, Tr [C1GoCi(G — Gy)] .

For the first term, by the definition of F,,

2
Tr [ClG (Z o (X X; - m@)) G]
=1
= Te[C (G} (T + B)GY?) (G B, Gy ) (G (T + B) Gy
=Tr [C1Go(I + E) 'E,(I + E)™!]
< 4||Eo||0pTr(ClG0)~

For the other two terms, observe that

0= G(l)/2 <z2: U?iniCZ) G’(l)/2 =< (maxa ) (I —X\.Gy) = (miaxagi) I

i=1

Substituting
G-Go=Gy)’ (I+E) "' -I)Gy*

into the second term, and using cyclicity of the trace, gives

2
> o2 niTr[Ci(G - Go)CiG]‘

=1

< Tr(C1Go)||(I + E)_l - IHOp (I + E)_1||0p

1/2 (Za n; l) 1/2

op

§4(maxa )||E||Op (C1GY).

The third term is bounded in the same way, with no final inverse factor:

2
Z UginiTI‘ [ClG()Cl(G - Go)] S

i=1

(max a2 ) | Bllop Tr(C1 Go).

Combining the three terms and using the bounded noise variances, we obtain
Vi = Vo| S C([|Ellop + |1 Eolop) Tr(C1Go).
Bounding the common trace factor. We next show that Tr(C1Gp) < Vp. Recall
TH(CiGo) =Y 2 V=Y _JT%h
. 2"
= hj + A, = (hj + An)

For j < m, we have h; > A, so

Jj J""h
<2y LU <oy,
];thr)\n_ Z(hj+/\n)2— 0

For the tail,
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On the block m/2 < j < m, we have h; < A, and j~** < m™**. Hence

. 1—
j alhj > m [e %)

(hj + )2 ™ An

Vo 2

m/2<j<m

Combining the head and tail estimates proves Tr(C1Go) < Vj.
Substituting this comparison into the preceding bias and variance bounds gives

B1 — Bo| < C||E]lopv/AnBoVo + CAl| E|2, Vo
< C(VAE]op + MllEIZ, ) (Bo + Vo),
V1= Vol < C(IEllop + | Eollop) Vo.

Here we used 2v/BoVy < By + Vp. Since V,, <V}, we conclude that, whenever ||E|/op, < 1/2,

~

R(6) — (Bo + V)|
By +V,

< C (IBllop + 1 Bo llop + VAul Ellop + Al BIIZ, )
Bounding the normalized covariance errors. It remains to prove, directly from Assumption 1, that

max{|| Ellop, [| Eolop} < Cp(log N)*Ve

with probability at least 1 — N=P. We first define
1/2 1/2
M, = G)*z;,xl GY/*,  Zi, = M1 aT Gomi <Caellog N)e1}:

and decompose
E=Y (Ziy,~EZ;,)+> (M, — Zi,)— > E[Mi, - Zi,].
@7 @,

7,7
We control the first term via matrix Bernstein inequality. By the definition of €, Tr(C;Go) = 3,5, A" < e Since

hj+An
each Z, , depends only on x; ,, they are still independent with each other. By Assumption 1, using ||C’i1/2GoCZ-1/2||F <

Tr(C;Gy) < € gives
P (wiT,rGowi,r > Cxe(log N)Cl) < N4,

for any A > 0 with some constants C4. Thus, we have||M; ,|lop = .’L'ITGO:CM, meaning that with probability 1 — N—4,
1Zir —EZ; r|lop < Cae(log N)™.

For the second moment, note that
Mi2,r = (:EiT,rGOwi7r)Mi,r~

Consequently,

.
Z?, = (@ ,Gomi ) Mis 1 (a7 Gow, , <Cacllog )1}
= Cye(log N)* M .

Using EM, , = G(IJ/ZCiG(l)/Z, we obtain

2
S El(Zi, ~EZ,,)) < 3 E[Z,] < Cacllog N)* Gy 2 (Z ”C> G2,
i, R i=1

We show that
€ [1/2,1], Tr

G.? (Z nc> G.?

To see this, by definition,

G.? (Z nc> G(l)/Q] = m.

op

2
1/2 o N cIy o _ Di h;
G, (Z nzcl> G, MGy = Diag <hj - An>j>1 :

i=1
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The operator norm of the above lies in [1/2,1] as each of its diagonal entries is at most one, and the first one is at
= A\, and thus its trace is of order m. Indeed, the first |m| entries are at least 1/2, while

least 1/2 because hy > hyy,

Zh T, S 2l s m,

j>m j>m

where we used h; < A, (m/j)%» for j > m and amin > 1
Thus, G(IJ/ 2 ,iCi) GL/? has intrinsic dimension O(m), and by applying the intrinsic-dimension matrix Bernstein
inequality [Trol5, Theorem 7.3.1] and recalling logm = O(log N)

> (Ziy—EZ,,)| < Cp (Vellog N)© /2 4+ (log N)t+1),

i,7
op

with probability at least 1 — N—(P+2),
Next, we control the remaining two terms. A union bound gives
< N4,

P(M,;, # Z; , for some i,7) <

On the complementary event, the decomposition reduces to

E=) (Zi,-EZ,) - Y EM;, - Z,]

To bound the remaining deterministic term, fix a deterministic vector v and write ¢ = vTGY2C G(l)/ v. Assump-

tion 1 gives
P (’(UTGé/Qwiyrf - q’ > tq) < Cexp(—ct'/?), t>0,
where 8 > 0 is the fixed tail exponent supplied by the assumption. Since IE[(UTG(l)/Q:BZ-,T)Q] = ¢, integrating this tail

bound yields
1/2 2
0/ T r) - Q>

Bl Gy %) =+ E | (076

<@+ 20q2/ texp(—ct") dt
0

< C'(wTGYPCGY ).

Cauchy—Schwarz inequality gives
1/2
'UTE[MZ‘ r Zi T]’U ) |:(’UTG0/ wi,r)Z1{mITG0$lZi,r>CA6(10g N)e1 }:|

1/2
< (E[(UTGé/Q:c”)‘l]) / P (erGow” > Cae(log N)*)

< CN~ AT GY*CiGY .

1/2

Since this holds for every v, summing over the samples yields
0= D EM;, — Zi,] 3 ON4Gy (Z nc) Gi* < ONAPLL

Combining this estimate with the Bernstein bound, we conclude that
1Elop < Cp (\/E(log]\f)(cﬁl)/2 + e(logN)“H) L ON~A/2,

with probability at least 1 — N—(P+2) — Ny1-4,

Finally, since
1
Ne > an (CiGy) = [ 1/2 (an z) 1/2] > =

we have N~=4/2 = o(y/€). Also, € < n~°~ implies € < 1 for sufficiently large n, so increasing the fixed logarithmic

|Elop < Cp(log N)*Ve.

exponent gives
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The same argument applies to
E, =Y ol (M, —EM,,),
@,

using the truncated matrices Jgi Z; . Since the noise variances are uniformly bounded, the single-matrix norm bound,
the matrix variance bound, and the discarded-mean bound change only by constant factors. Taking a union bound
and using A > D + 4, we obtain

max{||Ellop, || Esllop} < Cp(log N)*Ve,

with probability at least 1 — N~ for sufficiently large n.

Proof of (33). For A, = 0.0, the definition of the deterministic equivalent gives
Ri(An) = (Bo+ Vi) = (\a7a, [1] — Bo) + (V1 — V5,)
+ X274 Ll e,
We will show that the first two terms are bounded by CeBy and CeV,, respectively, while the last term is bounded

by CApeV.
For the first term, recall that

By = )20]GyC1Gb,, 74 [1]=Tr(A.GC\G)=0]GC,Gb.,.

We first compare Gy and G. Let = min;—; o % € (0,1]. Since

> wiCi+ M = n(nCy + n2Ca + A\ I),

we have G =< 7 'Gy. Consequently, the fixed-point equations imply
M 1 1

= — > .
ni  1+Tr(C;G) ~ 1+¢/n

Taking the minimum over ¢ gives n > n/(n+ €). Since n > 0, this implies n + € > 1, and therefore

1—e<™ <
n;

)

which implies

Go j é j (1 — 6)71G0, Tr(Clé) S

—
I

€
Since C1, Gy, and G are diagonal in the same basis, the comparison Gy < G =< (1 — €)~'Gy gives
By < X274, [1] < (1—¢€)2By.

For sufficiently large n, € < 1/2, so

0< A 7a 1] -By<((1—€)2—1)By = T

To control the variance term, recall that L = D — K, where

n; — —
D;; = T2 Kij = TI"(CZ'GC]-G).

Define @ ) )
“1g),
0':(031,032)—'—, w; = —4,

i
The equation L(L~'0") = o becomes

2
w; = &0'?7 =+ Z N;LMJ Kij’w]'.

% j=1 i

The coefficients in the sum are nonnegative, and their row sums satisfy




Here we used Zj w;iCy = é% and p;/n; < 1. It follows that
max |w;| < maxo?, + Cemax |w],
K2 K2 K2
and hence max; |w;| = O(1). Substituting this bound back into the equation for w; gives

w; = &US_ + O(e).
n;

(2
Multiplying by p;, and using p;/n; = 1+ O(e), yields
1 1 o 2
(L70): = 2202 4 O(pic) = mio?, (14 0(0)).

The last equality uses the positive lower bound on the noise variances.
Since G, G are both diagonal, we have

TC, [Z] = (1 + O(E))TI‘(ClGocho)
Consequently,
Vl = TglL_IO'
2
= (1+0(e) Y _ 02 nTr(C1GoCiGy)

i=1

=14 0(e)V,.

Thus |V; — V| < CeV,.

It remains to bound the correction )\?LTX*L_lTCI. The rescaled linear system for w; has nonnegative coefficients
and row sums smaller than one. Its Neumann series therefore has nonnegative entries. Applying the same argument to
any nonnegative right-hand side and undoing the positive diagonal rescaling shows that L~! is entrywise nonnegative.

For each ¢, we have

M1a [i] = \20] GC; G,
< Al Gllop Tx(CiG) 161
< Chpe,

where we used ||G|lop < A, ! and [|6.]|? < co. Since the noise variances are bounded below, this means that A\274, <
CM\,eo entrywise. By symmetry and entrywise nonnegativity of L1,

0<A274 L7 7e, < ONpea ' L7 g, = CX\peVy < OV,
Combining the three terms in the deterministic risk decomposition proves
IRi(A\n) — (Bo + V,)| < CeBy + CeVy + CApeVy < Ce+ Ape)(Bo + Vy).

This establishes (33) and concludes the proof.

F Proofs of deterministic equivalences

F.1 Heuristic derivation of deterministic equivalences
First of all, it is easy to heuristicly derive the deterministic equivalence for the first order functional Tr(AG) ~ Tr(AG).

Next we heuristicly derive the deterministic equivalence for the second order functional of resolvent.

Deterministic equivalence of Tr(AGBG). Let
K
H=) XX;+AL
i=1

For a deterministic PSD matrix B,

Tr(AGBG) = — Ay (AH +tB)™)

dt =0
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The deterministic equivalence of Tr(AG) gives
Tr (A(H +tB)™') = Tr(AG(1)),

where

. -1
G(t) = <Z wi(t)Ci + A1 + tB) ; pi(t) = m

Differentiating the resolvent gives

(t).

| &
jol
Il
|
\
o,
=
aQ
_|_
t
Q)

Differentiating the fixed-point equations and evaluating at ¢ = 0 yields

K
%Nz — Z Tr(CléCja),u] = Tr(CléBé)

i i=1
Therefore,
Lu =TB.
A final differentiation gives
d _ _
- 7 I(AG(1)| =T (AGBG) + TALL
t=0

=Tr(AGBG) +1,L '7B.

This proves the first second-order formula in Theorem 2.
Deterministic equivalence of Tr(AGX;XkG). Set S = X,IX;C. Then

THAGSLG) = — STx (A(H +18,) ")

dt =0

Let B;(t) = 1+ t1[¢ = k] and r;(t) = B;(¢)ui(t). The first-order deterministic equivalent is

K -1
_ n
Gi(t) = ri(t)C; + NI s i(t) = LR .
) (; ) ) ) = B T (GG (D)
Equivalently,
ol L ve@w)
ri() ~ Bilt) e
Differentiating at t = 0 gives
K
Y=Y TH(CIGC Gy = 1li = H,
7 j=1
and hence
Lr = €L
Since d
- =Tr(AGk(t))| =Tat,
dt —o
we obtain

Tr(AGS.G) ~ 7L 'ey.
Bias and variance. We apply the first second-order formula with the rank-one matrix A = 6,0] and B = C}.

Multiplication by A? gives B o
B = \?[(0.,GCGO.) + 74 L™ 7¢,] .

Applying the second formula with A = C} and summing the independent noise contributions gives
K
Vk = Z 0'?1_ TgkL_lei.
i=1
Weighting the domain-specific risks by 7} gives the main results in Theorem 2.
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F.2 Main theorem and proof sketch

We first present the main theorem and the proof sketch, and then specify the proof of each deterministic equivalence
in the following subsections.
Before stating the main results, we first recall some notation below.
Let X; = [x],...,2],]T € R"* (i € [K]) be K datasets, where E[x; /] = C;. Define G = (ZZK=1 X, X; +
A~ and G = (Efil w;C; + \)~L. Here, p; is the fixed point of the self-consistence equation
Y+ Te(CG), i€ K]
i

For later convenience, we define the following matrices that relate to the deterministic equivalence and the stability
of the fixed point. Define a K x K diagonal matrix D with D;; = %, a K x K diagonal matrix K with K;; =

Tr(Ciécjé), and L = D — K. Now, we state the main theorem that provides the deterministic equivalence of the
three functionals appearing in Theorem 2.

Theorem 6. Assume that, fori € [K], C; satisfies Assumption 1 and these matrices commute. For each C;, following
[MS24, Appendiz A.1], we define

- { Zj>m fi,j }
rc; (ni) = max | n, max T (¢
0<m<min(ni,pi) & m1
1 (34)
" na e (i) y/1ogre, (ni) v := max Vﬁ\ (n;).

! i) = 1 )
va(ni) A i€[K]

We further assume vi(n;) satisfies Assumption 2 for all i € [K]. For any PSD matriz A, define T4 € R¥ with
T4[k] = Tr(AGC}LG). Then, we have with probability at least 1 — Zfil n; P,
ITr(AG) — Tr(AG)| < Cpe1 Tr(AG),
|Tr(AGCLG) — e} DL~ '74| < CpeaVia,
ITr(AGX, X1.G) —ef L™'74| < CpesVa,

where
€1 = ek (1/6 + 2 1og6+1/2(N)) ,

14
ex ( + 8% 10g4ﬁ+3/2(]\/')> ,

Nk

€2

€3 = ex (y14 +° 10g3ﬁ+3/2(]\7)) ,
K K 1/2
Va = ZniTr(AéCié)y ex = (Z ni1> .
i=1 i=1

Connections to [MS24]. The three functionals studied by [MS24, Appendix A] are
Tr(AM), Tr(AM?),  n;'Tr(AM X, X M).

They enjoy a multiplicative error bound whose coefficient is O(n‘l/ 2). In our case, under fixed K and comparable
dataset sizes n; =< n, all three €1, €5, and €3 also scale as O(n_l/Q).

To prove Theorem 6, we decompose the error into the deterministic bias part and the martingale part. For example,
for Tr(AG), we have:

ITt(AG) — Tr(AG)| < |Tr(AG) — E[Tr(AG)]| + |E[Tr(AG)] — Tr(AG))|.

deterministic part martingale part

F.3 Deterministic equivalence of Tr(AG)
F.3.1 Deterministic part of Tr(AG)
Write

K 1/2
ex = (Z n) , v :mlaxuﬁ\(n).



Without loss of generality, we may assume ex < 1. By the deterministic bounds in Lemma 5, we have
ti = Tr(CZ@) S Cv.

As in [MS24, Appendix A.3.1], we may assume A = 00 ". For dataset X;, define

X —1
H; = G—(i,l)v Ri = E[Tr(CZHZ)L é— = <Z 1+ éCe + A) )

where G_(; 1) is obtained from G by leave-one-out on the i-th data point. We will bound |E[Tr(AG) — Tr(AG)| by
splitting it into o o o o
E[Tr(AG) — Tr(AG)| < |[Tr(A(E[G] — GL))| + |[Tr(A(G- — G))|. (35)

For the first term in (35),
K
_ZniE[G< T)G_},
i=1 1+

with & = x; ;. Setting z; = x " H;z and following the approach in [MS24, Appendix A.3.1], we decompose

G ( G _ IBCBT) G_ =M1+ 0ia+ Mg,

1 + K;
with
Hz(Cz — LZIIIET)@,
Ai 1= )
’ 1+ k;
Hz-a:a:Té_ (21 - Iii)
Ai 2 = )
’ (1+ k)1 + 2)
HifbwTHiCié_
Ai 3= .
’ ]. —+ Zi

The independence between x and H; implies E[A; 1] = 0. Write z; — k; as

We control the first term by applying Lemma 4 conditionally on H;. For the second term, we use the first-order
martingale estimation established in the next section. Altogether, we get

v
HZZ — Ifi”Lq S Cq (ﬁ z) § C’qy3eK.
(2

Usi
sing B B B B o
G_ <X Cv@G, G_C,G_= CfG,

Lemma 4 to the squared linear forms, the basic deleted-resolvent moment bounds in Lemma 5, and Hoélder’s inequality,

we get
167 Hiz| o < oq\/%\/mmx
|27 G 8]1s < cw%\/Trmé),
|lz" H;C;G_0||. <C, n; Tr(AG).
By Holder,

ni|E[Tr(AA; 2)]| < Cnj— (Ve )Tr(AG) = CviexTr(AG),

T

V2 V3 —
\/717 mE Tr(AG) = O -Tr(AG).

Combining the previous results, we get, for the first term in (35),

IE[Tr(A(E[G] — G_))] < C(VPex + VP )Tr(AG) < CrPerTr(AG).
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Now we need to bound the second term in (35). Defining

ki — t4]
€ = max ,
i 1+1;
we have
Ky
Tr(AG_ — G ! Tr(AG_C;G
ITr(A(G- — G))| 5§1+/<; r(AG_C;G)
=eTr(A(I - \G_)G)
< eTr(AG)

Now we need to upper bound . Using the one-observation restoration estimate established in Lemma 5, together with
the preceding bounds, we obtain

ki — t;| < |[E[Te(Ci(H; — G))] + |Te(C(E[G] - G-))| + |Tr(Ci(G- — G))|

2
< Cy—ti + Cviext; + ety.

%

By definition, there is ¢ € [K] such that |k; —t;] = (1 4+ ¢;). Substituting it to the previous inequality yields

2
€<O< +v €K>tiSCV6€K.

Therefore, for the second term on (35),
ITr(A(G_ — Q)| < ClexTr(AG).
Combining these two terms, o o
E[Tr(AG)] — Tr(AG)| < C1PexTr(AG).
F.3.2 Martingale part of Tr(AG)

Here we enumerate all N = Zfil n; observations. Define Fy be the first ¢ observations, and write E,[-] = E[-|F].
Assume the /-th feature is X .. Defining H; = G_(; ,-y, we have

N N
Tr(AG) — E[Tr(AG)] = Y (B¢ — E—1)(Tr(AG) — Tr(AHy)) =: > (B¢ — Eyy)
=1 =1
Sherman-Morrison gives
il:THgAHgil:g
G-H e
€ = Tr(A( 0) = 1+, Hyx,

Applying Lemma 4 conditionally on Hj;, together with the basic deleted-resolvent moment bounds in Lemma 5, gives
v? —
&l < Cy "= Tr(AG).

Therefore,
1/2
A

|Tr(AG) — E[Tr(AG)]|| 1« < C, Zn]7 Tr(AG) = C,'’ex Tr(AG).

The same argument applies when one observation is already removed, since the resulting row increments involve
resolvents with at most two observations removed. For the probability bound, we use the same approach as in [MS24,
Appendix A.3.2]. Set nyin = min; n;. The conditional concentration bound in Lemma 4 and the probabilistic bound
of the basic deleted-resolvent give

:E;HgAHg.’Eg S CM log"(N)Tr(AHgCng)
2
< Cr - 1og" (N)Tx(AG),

T

except with probability at most C’Mnmm Here we used

——1/2  ——1/2 —
Te(AH,C:Hy) < |CY2H,C 2o |G HG |0 Tr(AG).
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Consequently,
min ’

2
P(|€Z| > Ri) < CMn_M R, := CM% logﬁ(N)Tr(Aé).

Define _ _ _
§e = &y, <Ri}s de = (Eg — Eg—1)&, de = (Ep —E¢—1)&.

Then |(?@‘ < 2R; almost surely, and Cauchy—Schwarz gives

2
1% _ J—
ElléelLije, > ] < Car——npnin *Tr(AG).

—1/2

Summing and applying Markov’s inequality, using ex > n_ ;) ", for sufficiently large M and nn, with probability at

1 —D
least 1 — 5> . n; ",

< CvlegTr(AG).

N ~
> (de—do)
{=1

By Azuma-Hoeflfding, with probability at least 1 — %ZL n; b

N
ZCA[( < Cp, |log(N) anRf < Cprlex 10g’7+1/2(N)’1'Y(Aé).

=1
Combining with the deterministic bound, with probability at least 1 — >, n;D ,

ITe(AG) — Tr(AG)| < Cpex (yﬁ + 2 1og"+1/2(N)) Tr(AG).

F.4 Deterministic equivalence of Tr(AGC\G)

We follow the same idea as in [MS24, Appendix A.5]. First, we split the term again in deterministic part and martingale
part.

F.4.1 Deterministic part of Tr(AGC\G)

Denote #; = E[Tr(C;G_; 1))]. For the row x = @;, under consideration, set
H = G—(i,r)a q; = Tr(Aé,Cié,), sp =1+ Ki,

and o
ek =z HCLHC,G_6.

By the first-order deterministic approximation and the one-observation restoration estimate established in the previous
subsections, we have

0 := max i — i < Cilek.

%

%

By the resolvent identity and commutativity,

-G =G_ -G =4G.

Moreover, since t; < Cv and k; > 0,
G_ <X Cv@G.

Consequently,
q; < CvPTali], lgi — Tali]] < CvdTali].

Setting
TAJ@ = E[Tr(AGCkG)],

we can decompose T4 j; into

K
Tar=Tr(AG_CvG_) + 0" (E[G] - G_)C,G_0+> nE [HTG ( . f — mT> GCkGH] :
R
=1

where & has the same distribution as the features in X;. Defining

H=G_g,, z==x' Hzx, f=1+4z,
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we write

C; . (Ci—xx")H =xx'H(z—r;) CiHxx'H
—zx' |G = + — ,
where we imitate the idea of decomposing the deterministic part into A1, Ag, Az as in [MS24]. Furthermore, defining

a=0"Hzx, b=2'G_0, w=a HC,Hz, c=xa' HC,G_0,

ap = QBTHC]CHB, C = mTHCkHCi@,B,

we have

— C; abw (z — ky)bay,  cap +acp  acw
E|0"G_ —zx’ 0| =E|—| +E - .
[ “ (1+m o )GC’“G] [fz] i {(Hm)f At r)f | sl

leading term remainder term

Therefore, next we want to give a deterministic approximation of the leading term, while proving the remainder terms
are all small.

Bounding the leading term. Setting h; = E[Tr(C; HCyH)], we claim
E ab—w = 7%}1; .
f2 (1 + Ki)z

To establish this result, we first show that we can replace the denominator from f2 to (1 + ;)2. Recall that

t; .
Iz — killLr < Cps, 0, =C <1/ =+ I/2€Kti> < Crlek.
V i

Since f,1+ k; > 1, we can bound f=2 — (1 + ;)" 2 as
[f72 = (L4 m0) 2 < 202 — g,
Applying Lemma 4 conditionally on H, followed by Lemma 6, gives

lallzr < Cpv/Qalil,  [Ibllzr < Cp/ai < Cpri/7alil,

where

K
Qali] = 7alil + V*miWa, — Wa =Y njt;Taljl.
j=1

The same conditional moment estimate and the basic deleted-resolvent bounds in Lemma 5 also give

[wlzr < Cpl|Tr(C; HC H)| v
2
Loy ITE(CiH) |12 < Cp .

1/2 1/2 v
<Gy |16 HC oy -

In particular, h; < Cv?/ny. Hélder then implies

[Blabu( 1= — (14 5| < CVralQATI 52
Then, we show that we can replace w by h; . Decompose
w—h; =(w—-T(C;HCyH)) + (Tr(C;HC H) — h).
For the first term, set B = C;/ZHC;CHC;/Q. Since
[Bllop < ai(H)ax(H),  Tr(B) < ax(H)Tr(C; H),
Lemma 4 and || B||% < || BllopTr(B) give

2

—Tr(C;HCyH)||» < Cp——.
o~ TH(CHCH 10 < Oy

50



For the second term, apply the row-deletion martingale argument to Tr(C; HCyH). For an additional row from
dataset j, the conditional increment is bounded by

Cpa;(R)ar(R)Tr(C;R)(1 + Tr(C;R)),

where R has both rows removed. Lemma 5 therefore gives an unconditional increment bound Cpv*/(n;ny), and hence

I Te(CHCH) = by [|1n < G5
k

Consequently,

lw =R [|ze < [Elab(w — h;7)] Tali]Qalil

Finally, we show that we can approximate E[ab] by ¢;. A direct calculation gives
E[ab] —q; = 0" (E[G] - G_)C;G_6 + 6 "E[H — G|C;G_86.

For the second term, Sherman-Morrison gives

0 (H-G)C;G_0 = %

Therefore, we have
6" (E[H — G])C:G_6| < c \/TA 1Qali]
For the first term, o o
6T (E[G] — G_)C;G_0| < Cv*m;Ja,
where
—1/2 ., —=1/2 X v
s =G GG . I = 3 TalIGAT (55 2 ).
=1 /
Therefore,

E[ab] — ¢i| < C (VQmiJA + %2 TA[i]QAm) .

%

Combining the three approximations,

abw gih; B 1 - he |
‘IE [fQ] — m < |E[abw(f 2 (14 ky | + ‘ 050 Elab(w — h; )]’ + ‘W(E[ab] —q)
< —C TAnm Qali (V35i + V5€K + I/L) + Cl::mi Ja.
k i k

Bounding the remainder terms. For the remainder terms, applying the same conditional moment estimates and
deleted-resolvent bounds as above, we obtain
mrQalk v3my,
Jaxllr < oy TE2AEL ) <

(3 7

Tald].

Therefore, we can control the terms appearing in the remainder terms by

E[|(z — ki)bag|] < Cv28;v/nimyTali] Qalk],
n;E[|cag|] < CVS\/kaA [i]Qalk]/ni,
iEllac]] < Cv° mk Tali]Qali,

iEflacw]] <C \/TA [i]Qali]

Thus, we can write

Qk+z 2qzh + T Ak,

51



where 74 1 is the controlled error. By the same covariance-weighted row-increment estimate used above,

vt V2
lhi —Tc,kl <C hi +Te, e < C—.
NNk N
Also, since (1+1t;)/(1+ &;) < Cu,
. 2 2
L e f
(1 + Kji)2 n; n;
Together with the bounds on g;, this gives
2
niq; H . .
’(1—}—/{%)2 — %TA['L] S CTY,Z‘V4(STA[’L].
Therefore, we can write
K 2
M3 .
Tay = k -+ Tc, . 36
Ak TA[ ]+;7’L¢TAM C,,k"’rA,k ( )

Now, we want to bound 74 j and 74 . Recall that

5 3
v v
Qali] < C—Vy, V7ali]Qali] < C—Vy, Ja < ClegVa.
n; n;
Substituting these bounds into the preceding leading-term and remainder estimates gives

11
[Ta k| < ol K

Va.

The replacement of g, the coeflicients, and h; contributes at most

)

6
v .

Using § < Cvlek, v > 1, and €% < VK ek, we get

v
I7ak| < Cn—’: (VlleK + 6+ %5 + 1/6(3%{)

V12

<C

Va.

Nk

Having established a bound on T4 %, now we consider the coupled system. Define h; = T¢; . = E[Tr(C;GC},G)], and
write

hy

ho
h=1 .
hx
Setting A = C;, we have for all j € [K],

K 9
hj =10,(K +) %TCJ- [i]hi +7C; k- (37)
i=1 "

Recall that
K, =Tr(C,GC,G), D = diag ("; e "f) ., L=D-K.
M1 Mk
Then, we can write (37) as
h=Ke,+ KD 'h+r.

Substituting it back to (36), we get

Tar=7alkl + 7AL 7o, +rak+ Y 7alil(L7Y)irc, k-
1<ij<K

deterministic equivalent

remaining error
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We finally have

12

|E[Tr(AGCG)] — e, DL 74| < C

o | Va2 malil(L Ve,
¥

Now we use established upper bounds to control the terms appearing in the above expression. Since
——1
Znici = Zﬂi(l +1)C; = CVZMiCi X CvG
i i i

we have
VCj =Tr (CJG (Z ’leCi> G) é Cl/tj S CI/Q.

Furthermore, because
L~ > 0 entrywise, Ly =1+ Ay, L1 <y,

we have
E Talil(L™ )i Ve, < Cvir,L 11
,J

< Cv? ZuﬂA[i] < Cv2V,4.
Combining these bounds, we obtain

. L vide
|E[Tr(AGCG)] — e, DL '74| < C

Va.
ng

F.4.2 Martingale part of Tr(AGCG)

For i € [K] and r € [n;], define
H = G_i”-, S = m;,reri,r-

We use Sherman-Morrison to get

22T HAHC,H THAHz)(z  HC,H
Tr(AGC,G) — Tt(AHC H) = — 2% — WHe (@ (T)iny wHz) (38)

cross term

product term
Define
— K —1/2 ., —=1/2
t]' = Tr(CjG), WA = ant]’TA[j], Qj = TA[j] + V3HG C]G ||opWA~
j=1
By Lemma 6, we have

ITe(AHC; H)|» < CpQ;-

Now we need to bound the cross term and the product term respectively in the decomposition of (38).

For the cross term, as in [MS24, Appendix A.3.1], it suffices to assume A = 00 7. Setting a;(H) = HC;/QHC;/QHOP,
we can bound |la;(H)||z» < Cpr/n; with Lemma 5. Using Lemma 4 and Hélder’s inequality, we have

le" HAHC,H| 1o (o)1) < Cp\/ai(H)ay(H)Tr(AHC; H)Tr(AHC H).
Taking the remaining expectation and applying Holder, we get

QiQx

ning

|le" HAHC,Hz||1» < Cpv
For the product term, similarly we have
le' HAHza " HC Hx|| 1o (2 i) < CpTr(AHC; H)Tr(C; HC,H).
We have already obtained a bound on Tr(AHC;H). For Tr(C;HCyH),

Tr(C;HCyH) < a;,(H)Te(CrH) A ar,(H)Tr(C; H).
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Taking moments and applying Holder’s inequality, together with the same basic deleted-resolvent bounds, gives

t t;
| Tr(C; HC H) || 1» < Cp/? <’“ A >
n; ng

Combining the previous results and setting
[Qi t;  tk
b =v %+V2Qi (1/\k>7
NNk N n;

Tr(AGC,G) — Tr(AHCLH)||» < Cpb;.

As before, we construct a martingale difference sequence and write

we have

N
Tr(AGCG) - E[Tr(AGCG)] = Y (E; — E¢_1)Tr(AGC,G)

~
Il
—

I
M=

(Eg - Eg_l)(TI‘(AGCkG) - TT(AG_ngG_g)),

~
[
—

where N = Zszl ng and the ¢-th feature we removed belongs to X ... For convenience, we denote
Ay =Tr(AGCLG) — Tr(AG_,C,,G_y), dy = (Eg —E¢—1)Ay.
By the previous bound on Tr(AGC\G) — Tr(AG_C;G_), we have
I(Ee — B 1) (Tr(AGCLG) — TH(AG—_CrG—0))l|r < 2] Acllir < Cyb.

By the martingale moment inequality, we have

1/2
T 1 G) — T & Lr < nl < CprierVa.
Tr(AGCG) — E[Tr(AGCG)] Cp b2 Cpggv

For the probability bound, set n,;,, = min; n;. Applying Lemma 4 conditionally on H and the probabilistic results in
Lemma 5 and 6 gives
P(|A¢| > R;) < Cpn M

where observation ¢ belongs to dataset i. Define

R; :=Cy logw“(N)bi,

min ’

A¢ = Aolgia,i<ri)s de = (B¢ — E—1) A,
Then |Eg\ < 2R; almost surely. By Cauchy—Schwarz,

E[|A¢|Lgia,>ri] < Carbingin’?.

The previously established bounds imply

V0 V8
b; < CV, +— |, b < Cr1Be2Vy.
i > A('nink; n?) zi:nzz_ KV €gVa
Thus, summing and applying Markov’s inequality, using ex > nmllI( , gives
S 7 8 3 —(m-1/2 1 )
P Z(d( - d[) >V BKVA < CM KN phin 5 ZTL,L
=1

for sufficiently large M and npy,.
By Azuma-Hoeflding, with probability at least 1 — % Yoing =

N ~
>
=1

< Cp, [log(N) Y n;R?

1/2
< Cplog"™*/2(N) Z nzbz2>

< Cpred log*™3/2(N) V4.
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Therefore, with probability at least 1 — . n b
ITr(AGC,G) — E[Tr(AGC,G)]| < CprPed log*#t3/2(N)V4.

Combined with the deterministic part of Tr(AGC\G), we get

14
|Tr(AGCG) — e, DL 74| < Cpex (” + v8e% 1og4f’+3/2(N)) Va.
ng

F.5 Deterministic equivalence of Tr(AGX, X;G)
F.5.1 Deterministic part of Tr(AG’X,;erG)

Let £ = x;,; and H be the resolvent with this feature removed. Set
z=x He, ki = E[Tr(CrLH)], y=x HAHzx.

Then, we have

E[Tr(AGX, X1.G)] = mE [ i fz)g] .

First, we show we can replace the denominator by (1 + s)? up to a small error. We have

1 1
<902 — kil
‘(1—&-2)2 TErSHE |2 = ri|

By the same conditional quadratic-form and first-order martingale estimates used in the deterministic part of Tr(AG),
we have

||Z - :‘ﬂ?k”Lq S Cq (2 —+ 1/2€ka> S qu3eK.
V Ik

Moreover, applying Lemma 4 conditionally on H, followed by Lemma 6, gives
&
Illee < Col T(AHCH)| e < Cqr > niralil.
© =1

Therefore,
g
(1 -+ I{k)Q

Now, we show we can approximate Tr(AHCH) by Tr(AGC,G), by noticing that

K
E[Tr(AHC H)|| < Cvfex Y nitalil.

i=1

E[Tr(AGX, X,.G)] —

THAHCLH) — To(AGCLG) :2:1:THAHCkHa: B (x"HAHz)(z" HC,Hz)
b b 1+ 2 (1+ 2)2 '

Applying the conditional moment estimates of Lemma 4, we have

E.[e HAHC,Hz| < C||C}*HC}"?|| ., T{(AHC}H),
Ey[(x" HAHz)(x' HCyHzx)) < CTr(AHC,H)Tr(CLHCH).

Again, by the basic deleted-resolvent moment bounds in Lemma 5, together with

14
T(CpHCH) < |C HC oy THCHH),  IC HC opllne < Cor s

[Tr(CrH)|La < Cqv,

we have

7 K K
ng y . |
WE[|Tr(AHCkH) ~ Tr(AGC,G)|] < Cn—i ; nirali] < Criex ; niralil
Therefore,

n K
p zE[TI"(AGCkG)}‘ < Ciex )y nialil.

E[Tr(AGX, X,G)] — T m)?
i=1
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Finally, using the deterministic equivalent of Tr(AGC\G),

e

|E[Tr(AGCG)] — e DL 14| < C

VA7

we get
E[Tr(AGX, X,G)] — el L™ 174|

< [E[Tr(AGX] X,,G)] — — % QIE[Tr(AGCkG)]’—i—’ i SE[Tr(AGCG)] — e L™ '74|.

(1+/€k-) (1—|—I€k)
(I) (IT)

For (I), we have
(I) < CV8€KVA.

For (IT), similar to the deterministic part of Tr(AGCyG), and the coefficient comparison established in the preceding
subsection, we have

2
Nk T -1 Mk M| T -1
I < ————— |E[Tr(AGC,G)| — e, DL —_ = DL
(D) < iy e [FINAGCE)] — ey TA‘+’(1+I<51€)2 | FTT A
V14€K 8 Tr—1
< Cny Va+ Cr°ege, L™ T4,
ng
< Cv'texVa,

where we use Dy, = ny/p2, e;—L_lTA < Va, and v > 1. Combining the previous bounds, we obtain
|E[Tr(AGX, X;G)] — el L™ 14| < Cv'ekVa.
F.5.2 Martingale part of Tr(AGX, X;G)
For convenience, we denote Sy = X,;er. For # = x; ., we set
Sp =8k + 1{i:k}wa:—r.
Note that Tr(AH Sy _ H) is independent of x. Setting z = =" Hx, we get

¢ :=Tr(AGS,G) — Tr(AHS, _H)
x ' HAHS, _Hx (x'"HAHz)(x"HS) _Hzx) x HAHzx
=2 =Ty : + L fimp) s
1+2 (1+2) (1+2)2

Since 0 =X Sj — = H™!, we have a:THS;m_Hm < z. This shows that the sum of the last two terms is bounded by
2x " HAHz, whose moments, by Lemma 4 conditionally on H, followed by Lemma 6, satisfy

5 K
v .
|le" HAHx| L. < Co— > n;raljl.
(3 j:]-

For the cross term, conditioning on the remaining observations and applying Lemma 4 and Cauchy—-Schwarz give

lz" HAHS, Hz| o)) < |&" HAHz| /5, |2"HS,  HAHS, Haz||}'7,

< Cy\/T{AHCH)Te(AHS,,_HC,HS;, _H)

< e\ IIC2HC |y TH(AHC, H)TH(AHS),_ H).

With the basic deleted-resolvent moment bounds, Lemma 6, and the empirical-covariance estimate

5 K
14 174 R
IC}*HC oy < Ci—,  |Te(AHCH)||1a < Cq— > _ ni7aljl,
e [
K
ITe(AH Sk H)||o < C* > nj7aljl,
j=1
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we have
&
|«" HAHS; _Haz|1. < Cy— > nralil.
L
Here, the moment bound on Tr(AH Sy _ H) holds because

1/ 1

Te(AHS,_H) < 2Tt(AGS),_G) +2|G *HG ? ||, |V %
< Cy(niTalk] +1*Wa)

S CqVSVA.
Now we obtain the bound

5 K
v .
l€le < €y Y nyalil
(3 ]:1

The rest of the proof follows similarly. We again define the martingale difference sequence, and get

K
> (B¢ — B 1) Tr(AGS:G)

=1

| Tr(AGS:G) — E[Tr(AGS,G)]|| e =

La

K 1/2
<Cq (Z [(Ee — Ezl)Tr(AGSkG)|I%q>

(=1
X K 1/2
. 1
< qu/52nkTA[]] Zn—
j=1 j=1 7

K
= qu/5eK Z n;Talj)-

j=1

For a probabilistic bound, set ny;, = min; n;. Similar to the martingale part of Tr(AGC\G), we have

5
P(|¢| > Ri) < Cungiy R; = CM% log®"t ! (N)Va.

min ?
%

Define _ _ _
§o=&Aqe,1<ry,  de= (Be =B 1)&

Then |CM < 2R; almost surely, and Cauchy—Schwarz gives

—M/2

min

5
14
Efl&e[1¢,1>r3] < Cum —n

Va.

Summing and applying Markov’s inequality, for sufficiently large M and ny;,, with probability at least 1 — % > n; P,

N ~
> (e —do)
=1

By Azuma-Hoeffding, with probability at least 1 — 3=, n; =

< CvPexVa.

K
< Cpy|log(N) Y niR? < Cprex log™™*/*(N)Va.

i=1

N ~
S

(=1

Therefore, with probability at least 1 — >, n; b
ITr(AGX) X1.G) — E[Tr(AGX, X;.G)]| < Cprlek log® /2 (N) V4.
Combining the previously established moment and deterministic bounds, we obtain
ITrH(AGX, X1,G) — e} L 'tal|lLe < Cov''exVa,

and, with probability at least 1 — 3", n; 2,

|Tr(AGX,;erG) — e;L_17A| < Cpeg <y14 +1° 10g3"+3/2(N)) Va.
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F.6 Technical lemmas

Lemma 3. Under Assumption 1, define M; = Cil/QGCil/z. For any i € K], we have, with probability at least 1—n;D,

Ux.i g Ux,i\Ty
I8y = o2 g < o (M) < Co ).

Proof of Lemma 3. The result directly follows from [MS24, Proof of Lemma 1], by noting that

K 71
M; =c/”? (Z X X + A) cl?=<c?(x]x.+\) " cl?

i
=1

Next, we state [MS24, Lemma 2].

Lemma 4. Assume the features x1,xo are independent and satisfy Assumption 1. Then for all PSD matrices B
independent of 1, xs, with probability at least 1 — n~" over the randomness of x, T, we have

|z{ Bz, — Tt(CB)| < C,.p - log”’ (n)|C*2*BCY?||,
@] Baa| < Cy.p - og” () (ICV2BCY2|p + | CY2BCBCY?||}{?).

Moreover, for all ¢ € N, we have

1/q

Eq, [|a:1TBsc1 - TT(CB)M < Cag- ||Cl/2BCl/2||Fa

1
Eara. [J0] Beao|]/! < Cy, (ICV2BCY2| 1 + | CY/2BCBCV?|?).

Proof. The proof is the same as in [MS24, Lemma 2. O

Lemma 5. Under Assumption 1 and 2, let G_ be the resolvent after at most 2 features respectively from X, and X;
have been removed (here ¢ and j could be the same). Then, we have

™M@ < v, @@, < <X,
n

%

K
— 1 1 _ —
ITr(CiG ) — Tr(CiG)|| e« < C, (:ﬂ (W + n) +1010g" 2 (eN) Y "y 1/2> T (C;G).

J k=1
Moreover, for every fixed M > 0, with probability at least 1 — ZJK=1 nj_M,
167G Gy < Cuvs 1C}*G-C oy < Cu 2
Therefore, for every deterministic PSD matriz A,
K
Tr(AG_) < CyvTr(AG) with probability at least 1 — Zn;M
j=1

Proof. Write
K 1/2
V= Ux ., e = <Z nk1> , t; = Tr(C;G).
k=1
First, setting h; = d A |[nn;], we have

n; = pi + Tr(p;C;G)

wi&e(Ci)
= pi&e(Ci) + A

< pi +hy + Hi Z &(Cy) <wvpi + .
A {>h;

< pit
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Consequently,

1 — _ — C
i > > nni, t; < ﬁ -1<Cv, HGl/ZCiGl/zHOp <pit< z

K2 — nl

We next prove the random resolvent bounds. Fix |S| < 2 and write G_s := G_ to be explicit on the features removed
from the resolvent. Since .
G_ <[ M+ Z wi,TxZT ,
(i,r)¢S

the single-dataset moment estimates in [MS24, Lemma 4(b)], applied to the remaining observations, give

1/2 1/2
([[erteer

14
= Copr ITHCG e < Cyr.

Here the same estimates apply after at most two deletions under our standing assumptions.
Moreover, A\G_ = I and p; < n;. Thus,

1/2 ——1/2 1/2-5—1 1/2
GG op=G*G G|y

G
K
<1+ ZMi||G£/2CiG£/2|‘0P

=1

K
=14+ wlC*G-C|lop.

=1

Taking L9 norms proves
—-1/2 c ! /2

(i<

llop 14 < Cyv,

where the constant may depend on K.
Now add back one removed observation u = x; ., and set G_T_l = GZ' 4 uu'. By Sherman-Morrison,

u G_C;G_u

<u' ; :
tuGu % GGG

0<Tr(Ci(G- —Gy)) =

Conditional on G_, the quadratic-form moment bound gives
||TI‘(CI(G_ - G—&-))HLq(u\G,) < CqTI'(C]‘G_CiG_).

Also,
TH(C,G-CiG-) < |C2G_C2ollG GG ot

Taking L? norms, applying Holder and the preceding bounds at exponent 2¢q, we obtain

2

1%
ITe(Ci(G- =~ G+))llze < Cq—ts.
J

Repeating this for each removed observation yields
1
Tr(Ci;(G_s — G < C,1? — | ¢
IT(CHGs = GDllze < Car® | 3, -
(4,m)ES
Finally, the previously established first-order moment bound gives
||TI‘(Cl(G — é))HL‘I S qu/ﬁeKti.
The triangle inequality therefore implies
— 9 1 6 _
|ITr(CiG-) = Te(AG)|[a < Cy [ D — + vk | Tr(AG).
(res

For the probabilistic bound, applying the single-dataset resolvent estimates in Lemma 3 to the retained observations
and taking the union bounds over the datasets, we get

1CG- G o < O .
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Since AG_ < I and p; < n;, we get

IG 26 G )y = 1GV*G Gy

<14+ wllC!?G ¢!, < Cpr.

The trace bound then follows immediately. O

Lemma 6. Under the assumptions of Lemmas / and 5, let G_ denote the resolvent after a fized set of at most two
observations has been removed. For deterministic PSD matrices A, B and every fized ¢ > 1,

ITe(AG_BG_)||1« < C, (Tr(AéBé) +A¢*BGY 2\\OPWA) :

where

K
= TI‘(CZé), TA[i] = TI‘(A@CZE), WA = Z TLZ‘tﬂ'A M

=1

Moreover, for every fixed D > 0, with probability at least 1 — Zfil n;D,
Te(AG_BG_) < Cplog” ! (N) (Te(AGBG) + v*|G* BG'"* W) .
Proof. We adopt the same notation as in the proof of Lemma 5. Defining

S_ =G '- )= Z :nm:r,zr,
(i,r)¢S

we can write

Te(AG_BG_) = |B*(GAY* +G_G *Y)|%,

where
2 (& —
(Z uka — S_> GAl/z.
k=1
Next, we want to bound Y. From [MS24, Lemma 2], we have for all (i,r),

1/2

<[la, G, |} -2, GG

S Cp\/tiTA[i].

16" 2,2l GA x|

Therefore, we also have
—1/2 — -
16" @], - COGA|r| < Cp\/tiralil.

Since we want to obtain a bound on Y, we first consider controlling
Y —E[Y]=-Y G (@i, - C)GAY* = Z Zi..
(i,7)

By symmetrization and the Hilbert-space Khintchine—Kahane inequality [LT91, Chapter 4 and Section 6.1], applied
to the independent centered matrices Z; , with the Frobenius norm, , for p > 2,

1/2

Zz” <ovi [ Yz

(i,7) Fllor (i,7)

K 1/2
<G, (Z nitiTA[i]>
i=1
= Cp/Wa.

Next, we need to bound E[Y]. Define d; as the number of observations deleted from X;. By assumption, we have
d; € {0,1,2} for all i € [K]. We can write E[Y] as

—1/2

K
EY]= -G (ni — 1)C;GAY? + 3" d,G*CiGAY.

i=1 i=1
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Define K
H-G¢"c@”? ~R=G"A  P=Y(n,—u)H.

i=1

Then, we can write

K
—é1/2 Z(nl — Mi)CiéAl/z = —PR.

i=1
Since n; — p; = pt; and
K
> wiHi=1-)G =1,
i=1
we have
K
0=P= Z,uitiHi <maxt; I < Cvl.
i=1 !
Consequently,

|PR||% < CvTr(R" PR)
K

= CZ/Z Wit TAld)
=1

S OVWA.

Let d; be the number of observations removed from dataset 7. Then
K
0<d; <ny, ZdiSQ»
i=1

and we can write

K g K

> d,G'"CiGA'Y? = d;H,R.

i=1 i=1
For each 1,

|H;R|% = Tr(RTH?R) < t;Tr(R" H;R) = t;7ali].
Since there are at most two observations being deleted, using the inequality
|H;R + H;R|[} < 2|H;R|% + 2||H; R| %,

we have

2
K
< 22 dit;Tali] < 2Wa.
F =1

K
> d:HR
i=1

Combined with previous results, we get
[E[Y]]|F < CvWa.

Therefore, we bound the L norm of |Y || r as
MY ez < (MY = EX |zl + [EXY]rl)® < CprWa.
With this bound on Y, we can control Tr(AG_BG_). A direct computation gives
Tr(AG_BG_) = |BY/*G_A'Y?||%
<2|BY2GAY?|% +2|BY*G_G
< 2Ty(AGBG) + 2||G"* BG"||, |G

—1/2
(gl

—1/2 , ——1/2

G-G Y%

Finally, we apply Holder’s inequality on the last term and get

——1/2

H||é_1/2G,G 1/2 ., —=—1/2

Bl Y Ellze < MG GG llopllZaallIY I #lIZs0 < Cor°Wa.

For the probabilistic result the idea is similar to the martingale parts of the functionals. First, we have

P(| Ziyllr > Ri) < CuN~™, Ry = Cylog’(N)y/tirali].
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Set Zi,r = Zi,r]-{HZ r<L;} Since E[Zz,r] = 0,

1,7‘”

K
Y E[Zi, | <CuNTM2Y ni/tirali] < CyNOTM/2\ /Wy < Cr/Wa
@7 F 1=1

for M sufficiently large. Bounded-differences concentration then gives with probability at least 1 — N~

K
> (Zir —E[Zi,))| < Cuy|log(N)> niR? < Carlog’/?(N)y/Wa.
ir F i=1

Applying union bounds and choosing M sufficiently large, we have with probability at least 1 — %Zfil ny,
|Y —E[Y]||r < Cplog”™/*(N)y/Wa.

Along with |E[Y]||% < CvWa, we get
Y% < Cprlog? T (N)W4.

Therefore, we have with probability at least 1 — Zfil n; =

TH(AG_BG_) < Cplog?**+(N) <Tr(A@B§) + 36 BGY 2||OpWA) .

G Omitted parts in Section 6

G.1 Details of numerical experiments

Datasets and data preprocessing. We use SlimPajama [Cer23] as the pretraining corpus. The target dataset
consists of documents from the StackExchange domain. We consider the following constructions of the auxiliary
dataset:

e In the case where the mixture improves the scaling law compared to using each datasets individually, we exclude
StackExchange and combine GitHub, C4, arXiv, Common Crawl, Books, and Wikipedia with weights 0.637,
0.099, 0.095, 0.076, 0.048, and 0.045, respectively, following Fan et al. [FPJ24].

e In the case where the auxiliary distribution is close to the target distribution, we combine 90% independent
StackExchange data with 10% of the six-domain OOD mixture defined above.

Before tokenization, we normalize each document using Unicode NFC, canonicalize newline characters, and remove
leading and trailing whitespace. We then assign documents to the training, validation, and test sets using normalized-
content hashes, with a 98%/1%/1% split. This document-level splitting ensures that documents with the same
normalized content cannot occur in different splits. We tokenize the documents using the GPT-2 byte-level BPE
tokenizer with a vocabulary size of 50,257 and append an end-of-text token to every document. The resulting token
streams are packed into non-overlapping blocks of 512 tokens. For data preprocessing, we discard incomplete trailing
blocks and low-diversity blocks for which fewer than 10% of the tokens are unique. All dataset sizes reported in our
experiments refer to prediction tokens remaining after this preprocessing.

Model and optimization. All reported results use an 81.5M-parameter decoder-only transformer with 6 layers,
hidden width 768, 12 attention heads, feed-forward width 3072, context length 512, and a 50,257-token GPT-2 vocab-
ulary. We use AdamW with peak learning rate 6 x 107%, 8 = (0.9,0.95), e = 108, weight decay 0.1, gradient clipping
at 1, and a global batch of 32,768 prediction tokens. Following [HBM™22], we match the cosine learning-rate schedule
to the total training-token budget H of each run:

t
6x 1074 —, 0<t<W,
X W <

t—W
-5 —4
6 x107° +2.7 x 10 [l—i-cos(wH_W

n(t; H) =

)] weren

where t is the number of processed prediction tokens before the update and W = 262144 is the fixed warmup budget.
The total budget is H = n, H = ng, and H = n + ng for Target-only, Aux-only, and Mixture, respectively. Training
uses PyTorch automatic mixed precision with BF16 for eligible operations. Model parameters and AdamW optimizer
states are maintained in FP32, and TF32 is enabled for the remaining FP32 matrix-multiplication operations.
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Figure 4: Target-domain test negative log-likelihood (NLL) scaling of an 81.5M-parameter GPT-2-style language
model trained from scratch on SlimPajama. Panel (a) reports mean NLL on a fixed target-domain test set as a
function of the reference target budget n. We use n € {4,6,8,12,16,20} Mi, except for the v2 = 1.75 experiment that
uses n < 16 Mi. Panel (b) compares the normalized target and auxiliary token frequencies. Token types are ordered
by decreasing target-domain frequency. The light auxiliary curve shows the raw frequencies, and the darker, thicker
curve shows their 100-token running-window average.

Table 1: Linear OLS scaling slopes on the target test set for the 81.5M-parameter model over 4-20 M target datasets
tokens. More-negative values indicate a faster decrease in target NLL, i.e. better scaling law. Each slope is obtained
by fitting NLL = «a + sln(n) over the six Target dataset sizes n € {4,6,8,12,16,20} M within each seed and then
averaging over three seeds. Improvement is 100 (|syixture] —|Sx])/|Sx |, reported against target-only and auxiliary-only,
respectively.

Mixture improvement (%)
v2  Target-only Auxiliary-only Mixture Target / Auxiliary

0.75 -0.8319 -0.6085 -0.8742 +5.1% / +43.7%
1 -0.8319 -0.8389  -1.0272 +23.5% / +22.4%
1.25 -0.8319 -1.1155  -1.1225 +34.9% / +0.6%
1.5 -0.8319 -1.4015 -1.2513 +50.4% / -10.7%
1.75 -0.8319 -1.5971 -1.3208 +58.8% / -17.3%
2 -0.8319 -1.7332  -1.4361 +72.6% / -17.1%

G.2 Experiments on datasets with close distributions

Figure 4 shows that when the token frequency of the two datasets is close, for v = 1.25, the data mixture does not
improve the scaling law compared to using one of the individual datasets. Table 1 shows that this phenomenon occurs
across different scales 5. This qualitatively supports our theoretical finding that data mixtures improve scaling only
when spectral decay rates are sufficiently different.
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