arXiv:1905.10843v8 [stat.ML] 18 Aug 2020

Asymptotic learning curves of kernel methods: empirical data
v.s. Teacher-Student paradigm

Stefano Spigler®, Mario Geiger?, and Matthieu Wyart?®

aInstitute of Physics, Ecole Polytechnique Fédérale de Lausanne, 1015 Lausanne,
Switzerland

August 19, 2020

Abstract

How many training data are needed to learn a supervised task? It is often observed that the
generalization error decreases as n~? where n is the number of training examples and 8 an exponent
that depends on both data and algorithm. In this work we measure 8 when applying kernel methods
to real datasets. For MNIST we find 8 =~ 0.4 and for CIFAR10 8 = 0.1, for both regression
and classification tasks, and for Gaussian or Laplace kernels. To rationalize the existence of non-
trivial exponents that can be independent of the specific kernel used, we study the Teacher-Student
framework for kernels. In this scheme, a Teacher generates data according to a Gaussian random field,
and a Student learns them via kernel regression. With a simplifying assumption — namely that the
data are sampled from a regular lattice — we derive analytically § for translation invariant kernels,
using previous results from the kriging literature. Provided that the Student is not too sensitive
to high frequencies, § depends only on the smoothness and dimension of the training data. We
confirm numerically that these predictions hold when the training points are sampled at random on
a hypersphere. Overall, the test error is found to be controlled by the magnitude of the projection
of the true function on the kernel eigenvectors whose rank is larger than n. Using this idea we
predict the exponent § from real data by performing kernel PCA, leading to 8 =~ 0.36 for MNIST
and 8 ~ 0.07 for CIFAR10, in good agreement with observations. We argue that these rather large
exponents are possible due to the small effective dimension of the data.

1 Introduction

In supervised learning machines learn from a finite collection of n training data, and their gener-
alization error is then evaluated on unseen data drawn from the same distribution. How many data
are needed to learn a task is characterized by the learning curve relating generalization error to n. In
various cases, the generalization error decays as a power law n~?, with an exponent 3 that depends on
both the data and the algorithm. In [1] 3 is reported for state-of-the-art (SOTA) deep neural networks
for various tasks: in for neural-machine translation 8 ~ 0.3-0.36 (for fixed model size) or  ~ 0.13
(for best-fit models at any n); language modeling shows 8 ~ 0.06-0.09; in speech recognition 8 =~ 0.3;
SOTA models for image classification (on ImageNet) have exponents 8 ~ 0.3-0.5. Currently there is
no available theory of deep learning to rationalize these observations. Recently it was shown that for
a proper initialization of the weights, deep learning in the infinite-width limit [2] converges to kernel
learning. Moreover, it is nowadays part of the lore that there exist kernels whose performance is nearly
comparable to deep networks [3, 4], at least for some tasks. It is thus of great interest to understand the
learning curves of kernels. For regression, if the target function being learned is simply assumed to be
Lipschitz, then the best guarantee is § = 1/a [5, 6] where d is the data dimension. Thus for large d, 8 is
very small: learning is completely inefficient, a phenomenon referred to as the curse of dimensionality.
As a result, various works on kernel regression make the much stronger assumption that the training
points are sampled from a target function that belongs to the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS)
of the kernel (for Gaussian r [7]). With this assumption 5 does not depend on d (for instance in [8]
B = 1/2 is guaranteed). Yet, RKHS is a very strong assumption which requires the smoothness of the
target function to increase with d [6] (for Gaussian random fields see Appendix H), which may not be
realistic in large dimensions.



In Section 3 we compute § empirically for kernel methods applied on MNIST and CIFAR10 datasets.
We find Synist = 0.4 and Bcirario = 0.1 respectively. Quite remarkably, we observe essentially the
same exponents for regression and classification tasks, using either a Gaussian or a Laplace kernel. Thus
the exponents are not as small as 1/d (d = 784 for MNIST, d = 3072 for CIFARI10), but neither are
they 1/2 as one would expect under the RKHS assumption. These facts call for frameworks in which
assumptions on the smoothness of the data can be intermediary between Lipschitz and RKHS. Here we
study such a framework for regression, in which the target function is assumed to be a Gaussian random
field of zero mean with translation-invariant isotropic covariance Kr(z). The data can equivalently be
thought as being synthesized by a “Teacher” kernel K (x). Learning is performed with a “Student” kernel
Kg(z) that minimizes the mean-square error. In general Kp(z) # Kg(z). In this set-up learning is very
similar to a technique referred to as kriging, or Gaussian process regression, originally developed in the
geostatistics community [9, 10].

To quantify learning, in Section 4 we first perform numerical experiments for data points distributed
uniformly at random on a hypersphere of varying dimension d, focusing on a Laplace kernel for the
Student, and considering a Laplace or Gaussian kernel for the Teacher. We observe that in both cases
B(d) is a decreasing function. In Section 5, to derive 5(d) we consider the simplified situation where the
Gaussian random field is sampled at training points lying on a regular lattice. Building on the kriging
literature [10], we show that 8 is controlled by the high-frequency scaling of both the Teacher and Student
kernels: assuming that the Fourier transforms of the kernels decay as Kr(w) = crfw|=*T + o (Jw]|~*T)
and Kg(w) = cs|w|*5 + o (Jw| =), we obtain

8= %min(aT —d,2ag). (1)

Importantly (i) Eq. (1) leads to a prediction for 8(d) that accurately matches our numerical study for
random training data points, leading to the conjecture that Eq. (1) holds in that case as well. We
offer the following interpretation: ultimately, kernel methods are performing a local interpolation whose
quality depends on the distance §(n) between adjacent data points. §(n) is asymptotically similar for
random data or data sitting on a lattice. (ii) If the kernel Kg is not too sensitive to high-frequencies,
then learning is optimal as far as scaling is concerned and 8 = (ar — d)/d. We will argue that the
smoothness index s = [(ar — d)/2] characterizes the number of derivatives of the target function that are
continuous. We thus recover the curse of dimensionality: s needs to be of order d to have non-vanishing
[ in large dimensions.

We show that in some regime, the test error for Gaussian data is controlled by an exponent a
describing how the coefficients of the true function in the eigenbasis of the kernel decay with rank. We
estimate a by the kernel principal component analysis (kernel PCA) based on diagonalizing the Gram
matrix. This measure yields a prediction for the learning curve exponent § that matches the numerical
fit, with BunisT &~ 0.36 and Bcirario =~ 0.07. We show in Appendix [ using the recent formalism of
[11], which does not assume Gaussianity but makes more technical assumptions, that the result of our
theorem Eq.1 is recovered, supporting further its validity for real data.

Finally, we discuss the following apparent paradox: § is significant for MNIST and CIFARI10, for
which d is a priori very large, leading to a smoothness value s in the hundreds in both cases, which
appears unrealistic. In Section 7 The paradox is resolved by considering that real datasets actually live
on lower-dimensional manifolds. As far as kernel learning is concerned, our findings support that the
correct definition of dimension should be based on how the nearest-neighbors distance §(n) scales with
n: 8(n) ~ n~ Y%, Direct measurements of §(n) support that MNIST and CIFARI10 live on manifolds of
lower dimensions d§iop =~ 15 and d&ffp, k0 = 35.

2 Related works

Part of the literature has investigated the problem of kernel regression from a different point of view,
namely the optimal worst-case performance (see for instance [12, 13, 14]). The target function is not
assumed to be generated by a Gaussian random field, but its regularity is controlled using a source
condition that constrains the decay of its coefficients in the eigenbasis of the kernel. For uniform data
distributions and isotropic kernels this is similar to controlling how the Fourier transform of the target
function decays at high frequency. What we study in the present work is, on the contrary, the typical
performance. Indeed, it turns out that both the worst-case and the typical learning curve decay as power
laws, and the latter decays faster.



The Teacher-Student framework for kernel regression was previously introduced in [15, 16], where a
formula for the learning curve was derived based on a few uncontrolled approximations. It is easy to show
that their results match the predictions of our theorem, although in [16] the case where the performance
is limited by the Student (a7 —d > 2ag) is ignored. More recently, [11] generalized this approach using
similar approximations and extended it to kernel regression applied to any target function (or ensemble
thereof). Kernel PCA on MNIST was used to support that these approximations hold well on real data.
An asymptotic scaling relation between 8 and a was obtained, again the presence of other regimes was
not noted. By contrast we perform an exact calculations for the asymptotic behavior of Gaussian data on
a lattice. In Appendix | we show that the two approaches are consistent and lead to the same asymptotic
predictions for .

Our set-up of Teacher-Student learning with kernels is also referred to as kriging, or Gaussian process
regression, and it was originally developed in the geostatistics community [9]. In Section 5 we present our
theorem, that allows one to know the rate at which the test error decreases as we increase the number of
training points, assumed to lie on a high-dimensional regular lattice. Similar results have been previously
derived in the kriging literature [10] when sampling occurs on the regular lattice with the exception of
the origin, where the inference is made. Here we propose an alternative derivation that some readers
might find simpler. We also study a slightly different problem: instead of computing the test error when
the inference is carried on at the origin, we compute the average error for a test point that lie at an
arbitrary point, sampled uniformly at random and not necessarily on the lattice. Then, in what follows
we show, via extensive numerical simulations, that such predictions are accurate even when the training
points do not lie on a regular lattice, but are taken at random on a hypersphere. An exact proof of our
result in such a general setting is difficult and cannot be found even in the kriging literature. To our
knowledge the results that get closer to the point are those discussed in [17], where the author studies
one-dimensional processes where the training data are not necessarily evenly spaced.

In this work the effective dimension of the data plays an import role, as it controls how the distance
between nearest neighbors scales with the dataset size. Of course, there exists a vast literature [18, 19,
20, 21, 22, 23, 24] devoted to the study of effective dimensions, where other definitions are analyzed. The
effective dimensions that we find are compatible with those obtained with more refined methods.

3 Learning curve for kernel methods applied to real data

In what follows we apply kernel methods to the MNIST and CIFAR10 datasets, each consisting of a
set of images (z M)Zzl' We simplify the problem by considering only two classes whose label Z(z #) =+1
correspond to odd and even numbers for MNIST, and to two groups of 5 classes in CIFAR10. The goal is
to infer the value of the label Z s(z) of an image z that does not belong to the dataset. The S subscript
reminds us that inference is performed using a positive definite kernel Kg. We perform inference in both
a regression and a classification setting. The following algorithms and associated results can be found
in [25].

Regression. Learning corresponds to minimizing a mean-square error:

min y {Zs(g#) — Z(x,) ° (2)

p=1

For algorithms seeking solutions of the form Zg(z) = > wuKs(z,,z) = a- kg(z) by minimizing the
man-square loss over the vector a, one obtains:

Zs(z) = kg(z) Kg'Z, (3)

where the vector Z contains all the labels in the training set, Z = (Z<£,u))ﬁ:17 and Kg ,,, = Ks(gwgy)
is the Gram matrix. The Gram matrix is always invertible if the kernel Kg is positive definite. The
generalization error is then evaluated as the expected mean-square error on unseen data, estimated by
averaging over a test set composed of ngesy unseen data points:

1 Ntest

MSE = Z [Zs(gﬂ) _ Z@#)r, (4)

Ntest



Classification. We perform kernel classification via the algorithm soft-margin SVM. The details can
be found in Appendix A. After learning from the training data with a student kernel Kg, performance
is evaluated via the generalization error. It is estimated as the fraction of correctly predicted labels for
data points belonging to a test set with ntest elements.

Regression on MNIST

Regression on CIFAR10
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Figure 1: Learning curves for regression on MNIST and CIFARI10 (top row); and for classification on
MNIST and CIFARIO (bottom row). Curves are averaged over 400 runs. A power law is plotted to
estimate the asymptotic behavior at large n: the exponent is fitted on the last decade on the average of
the two curves, since it does not seem to depend significantly on the specific kernel or on the task. In each
setting we use both a Gaussian kernel K () oc exp(—|z]?/(202)) and a Laplace one K (z) x exp(—|z| /o),
with ¢ = 1000.

In Fig. 1 we present the learning curves for (binary) MNIST and CIFAR10, for regression and classifi-
cation. Learning is performed both with a Gaussian kernel K (z) oc exp(—|z|?/(20?)) and a Laplace one
K(z) o exp(—|z|/o). Remarkably, the power laws in the two tasks are essentially identical (although
the estimated exponent appears to be slightly larger, in absolute value, for classification). Moreover, the
two kernels display a very similar behavior, compatible with the same exponent: about —0.4 for MNIST
and —0.1 for CIFAR10. The presented data are for ¢ = 1000; in Appendix B we show that the same
behaviour is observed for different values.

4 Generalization scaling in kernel Teacher-Student problems

We study g in a simplified setting where the data is assumed to follow a Gaussian distribution
with known covariance. It falls into the class of teacher-Student problems; which are characterized
by a machine (the Teacher) that generates the data, and another machine (the Student) that tries to
learn from them. The Teacher-Student paradigm has been broadly used to study supervised learning
[26, 27, 15, 16, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33]. He we restrict our attention to kernel methods: we assume that
a target function is distributed according to a Gaussian random field Z ~ N (0, K1) — the Teacher —
characterized by a translation-invariant isotropic covariance function Kr(z,z') = Kr(|z —2'|), and that



the training dataset consists the finite set of n observations Z = (Z(z,,));;—;. This is equivalent to saying
that the vector of training points follows a centered Gaussian distribution with a covariance matrix that
depends on K7 and on the location of the points (z,,)}_;:

Z~N(0,Kr), where Kp= (Kr(z,2,))0 =1 (5)

Once the Teacher has generated the dataset, the rest follows as in the kernel regression described in
the previous section. We use another translation-invariant isotropic kernel Kg(z,z’) — the Student
— to infer the value of the field at another point, Zg(g), with a regression task, i.e. minimizing the
mean-square error in Eq. (2). The solution is therefore given again by Eq. (3).

Fig. 2 (a-b) shows the mean-square error obtained numerically. In the examples the Student is always
taken to be a Laplace kernel, and the Teacher is either a Laplace kernel or a Gaussian kernel. The points
@u)Z:l are taken uniformly at random on the unit d-dimensional hypersphere for several dimensions
d and for several dataset sizes n. We take og = or = d as we observed that with this choice smaller
datasets were enough to approach a limiting curve — in Appendix C we show the plots for the case
os = or = 10, which appears to converge to the same limit curve with increasing n, but at a smaller
pace. The figure shows that when n is large enough, the mean-square error behaves as a power law
(dashed lines) with an exponent that depends on the spatial dimension of the data, as well as on the
kernels. The fitted exponents are plotted in Fig. 2 (¢-d) as a function of the spatial dimension d for
different dataset sizes n. In the next section we will discuss the theoretical prediction, that in the figure
is plotted a thick black line. The figure shows that as the dataset gets bigger, the asymptotic exponent
tends to our prediction. In Appendix D we present the learning curves of Gaussian Students with both
a Laplace and a Gaussian kernel. When both kernels are Gaussian the test error decays exponentially
fast, a result that matches our theoretical prediction. In Appendix E we also provide further numerical
results for the case where the Teacher kernel is a Matérn kernel (as defined therein).

5 Analytic asymptotics for the kernel Teacher-Student problem
on a lattice

In this section we compute analytically the exponent that describe the asymptotic decay of the
generalization error when the number n of training data increases. In order to derive the result we
assume that both the Teacher Gaussian random field lives on a bounded hypercube, z € V = [0, L]¢,
where L is a constant and d is the spatial dimension. The fields and the kernels can then be thought
of as L-periodic along each dimension. Furthermore, to make the problem tractable we assume that
the points @u)ﬁzl live on a regular lattice, covering all the hypercube V. Therefore, the linear spacing
between neighboring points is § = Ln~"¢. This is a different setting than the one used in the numerical
simulations presented in the previous section for which the data distribution if Gaussian, showing that
our results below are robust to such differences.

Generalization error is then evaluated via the typical mean-square error

EMSE = E [Z(x) - Zs(z)] . (6)

where the expectation is taken over both the Teacher process and the point z at which we estimate the
field, assumed to be uniformly distributed in the hypercube V. In Appendix F we prove the following:

Theorem 1. Let Kr(w) = eplw| " +o (Ju|~*7) and Ks(w) = eshwl = +o (Ju] %) as Ju] -
00, where Kp(w) and Ks(w) are the Fourier transforms of the kernels Kr(z), Kg(z) respectively,

assumed to be positive definite. We assume that K7(w) and Kg(w) have a finite limit as |w| — 0
and that K(0) < co. Then,

EMSE=n"+o0 (niﬁ) with = émin(aT —d,2ag). (7)

Moreover, in the case of a Gaussian kernel the result holds valid if we take the corresponding exponent
to be a = 0.

Apart from the specific value of the exponent in Eq. (7), Theorem 1 implies that if the Student kernel
decays fast enough in the frequency domain, then $ depends only on the data through the behaviour



of the Teacher kernel at high frequencies. One then recovers 5 = (ar — d)/d, also found for the Bayes-
optimal setting where the Student is identical to the Teacher.

Consider the predictions of Theorem 1 in the cases presented in Fig. 2 (a-b) of Gaussian and Laplace
kernels. If both kernels are Laplace kernels then ap = avg = d+ 1 and EMSE ~ n~"/¢, which scales very
slowly with the dataset size in large dimensions. If the Teacher is a Gaussian kernel (ar = co) and the
Student is a Laplace kernel then 8 = 2(1+1/d), leading to 8 — 2 as d — oo. In Fig. 2 (¢-d) we compare
these predictions with the exponents extracted from Fig. 2 (a-b). We plot logIE MSE/logn = —f3, against
the dimension d of the data, varying the dataset size n. The exponents extracted numerically tend to
our analytical predictions when n is large enough.

Notice that, although the theory and the experiments do not assume the same distribution for the
sampling points @u)Z:U this does not seem to yield any difference in the asymptotic behavior of the
generalization error, leading to the conjecture that our predictions are exact even when the training set is
random, and does not correspond to a lattice. The conjecture can be proven in one dimension following
results of the kriging literature [17], but generalization to higher d is a much harder problem. Intuitively,
for kernel learning performs an expansion, whose quality is governed by the target function smoothness
and the typical distance d,in between a point and its nearest neighbors in the training set. Both for
random points or on a lattice, one has dymin ~ n~ "% when n is large enough, thus both situations lead
to the same 3. This is shown in Fig. 4 (left).

Theorem 1 underlines that kernel methods are subjected to the curse of dimensionality. Indeed for
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Figure 2: Results for the Teacher-Student kernel regression problem, where the Student is always a
Laplace kernel. Data points are sampled uniformly at random on a d-dimensional hypersphere. (Top
row) Mean-square error versus the size of the training dataset, for Gaussian and Laplace Teachers and
for multiple spatial dimensions. Dotted lines are the fitted power laws — we fit starting from n = 700.
(Bottom row) Fitted exponent —f = log EMSE/ log n against the spatial dimension, for several dataset
sizes. We fit from n = 0 to a varying n (written in the legends). The thick black lines are the theoretical
predictions.



appropriate students, one obtains 8 = (ar —d)/d. Let us define the smoothness index s = [(ar —d)/2] =
Bd/2, which must be O(d) to avoid 8 — 0 for large d. The two Lemmas below, derived in Appendix,
indicate that the target function is s time differentiable (in a mean-square sense). Thus learning with
kernels in very large dimension can only occur if the target function is O(d) times differentiable, a
condition that appears very restrictive in large d.

Lemma 1. Let K(z,2') be a translation-invariant isotropic kernel such that K(w) = clw|™ +
o(Jw|=®) as |w| = oo and |w|¢K(w) — 0 as |w| — 0. If « > d+ n for some n € ZT, then
K(z) € C™, that is, it is at least n-times differentiable. (Proof in Appendiz G).

Lemma 2. Let Z ~ N(0,K) be a d-dimensional Gaussian random field, with K € C?" being a
2n-times differentiable kernel. Then Z is n-times mean-square differentiable in the sense that

o derivatives of Z(z) are a Gaussian random fields;
o B3} --- 079 Z(z) = 0;

o EOp1--- 004 Z(x) (“)21/1 ~-~8;lé’Z(§’) = a;‘j*”’l ---8gj+n/dK(g— 2') < oo if the derivatives of K
exist.

In particular, B9 Z(z) - 07" Z(2') = 02" K (x — 2') < oo Ym < n. (Proof in Appendiz G).

Interpretation of Theorem 1: When the student does not limit performance, i.e. when 2aeg > ap—d
and 8 = O‘Td*d, we can interpret the result as follows. An isotropic Student kernel corresponds to a
Gaussian prior on the Fourier coeflicients of the target function being learned. The student puts large
(low) power at low (high) frequencies, and it can then reconstruct a number of the order of n largest
Fourier coefficients, which corresponds to frequencies w of norm |w| < 1/s ~ n'/¢. Fourier coefficients
z (w) at higher frequencies cannot be learned, and the mean square error is then simply of order of the

sum of the squares of these coefficients:

~ d—a
EMSE~ Y [Zw)f~ Y ul ™ ~ 0" o0, (8)

lw)=nt/d lw|>nt/d

6 Learning curve exponent of real data

Eq. (8) is not readily applicable to real data which are neither Gaussian nor uniformly distributed.
However it supports the following broader result: kernel methods can predict well of order n first coef-
ficients of the true function in the eigenbasis of the kernel, but not the following ones. For any student
kernel Kg, let Ay > A\, > ... be its eigenvalues (positive and real, because of symmetry and positive
definiteness) and ¢,(z) the associated eigenfunctions:

[ dup@)Kstz - )6, = X0l0) )
where p(z) is the density of the data points. Then the kernel can be decomposed in its eigenmodes:
Ks(z—y) =Y Apoy(2)d,(y)- (10)
p21

The eigenfunctions of K make a complete basis, and we can write any function Z(z) as
Z(2) = Y 4,0,(@). (11)
P

The generalization of our result then simply reads:

EMSE ~ Y ¢’ (12)
p>n



Assuming a power-law behavior qf) ~ p~% then leads to f =a — 1.

To extract the exponent a and test this prediction for real data, we first approximate the eigenvalue
equation Eq. (9) for the Student kernel with the diagonalization of its finite-dimensional Gram matrix
Ks computed on a large dataset of size n:

Ksd ~ g, (13)

where now we have 7 eigenvalues A\; > --+ > Az and the eigenvectors ¢ are 7i-dimensional eigenvectors.
Computing this diagonalization for a given training set is referred to (uncentered) kernel PCA. This
procedure is a discretized version of Eq. (10) and yields only an approximation to the largest 71 eigenvalues
of the kernel, that are exactly recovered as n — oo (in Fig. 9 in Appendix J we show that the eigenvalues
of the Gram matrix converge when 7 increases, and that their density displays the power-law behavior
that one can extract from the kernel operator with a uniform distribution p(z)). The coefficient g, is
then estimated by the scalar products (Z . Qp), where Z = (Z(z4),- -+, Z(z5)) is the vector of the target

function’s values on the train set.
Finally, we approximate Eq. (12) as:

3 (z-gp)z. (14)

p=n

This quantity is plotted in Fig. 3, where we show that it correlates remarkably well with the true
learning curve. Fitting these cumulative curves whose exponent is 1 — a for asymptotically large 7 (here
we plotted several curves for growing ) we extract an exponent aynist = 1.36 leading to SvnisT ~ 0.36

and acrpar1o = 1.07 leading to BCIFARN ~ 0.07 that are very close to the exponents that we measured
in Section 3.
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Figure 3: Several measures of the learning curves for MNIST (left) and CIFAR10 (right). In every plot,
the gray solid line is the numerical evaluation of the generalization error (shifted for clarity). Colored
lines are computed using Eq. (14) for several values of 71, and the dashed black line is the a fit of the
power-law decay with which we extract the predicted exponents BMNIST ~ 0.36 and BCIFARN ~ 0.07.

Support for the genericity of Eq. (12) can be obtained from the recent paper [11], where the authors
derived a formula for the generalization error based on the decomposition of the target function on the
eigenbasis of the kernel. The formula is derived with uncontrolled approximations, but applies to a
generic target function (or ensembles thereof) and a generic data point distribution p(z), and matches
well their numerical experiments. In Appendix I we show that the asymptotic limit (large n) of their
formula yields Eq. (12). Furthermore, Eq.7 is recovered if a power-law decay of the coefficient of the true
function in the eigenbasis of the kernel is assumed- thus generalizing our result to non-Gaussian data.
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Figure 4: Average distance from one point to its nearest neighbor as a function of the dataset size n.
(Left) For random points on d-dimensional hypersphere, (dmin) ~ n~"4. Colored solid curves are found
numerically, dashed lines are the theoretical asymptotic prediction and the gray lines are numerical fit
(we fitted only starting from n = 6000 to reduce finite size effects, and the fit have been rescaled to
match the data at n = 10). The larger d, the stronger the preasymptotic effects (a larger n is needed
to observe the predicted scaling). (Right) Comparison between random data on 15- and 35-dimensional
hyperspheres and the MNIST, CIFAR10 datasets. According to this definition of effective dimension,
MNIST live on a 15-dimensional manifold and CIFAR10 on a 35-dimensional one. Data have been
rescaled along the y-axis for ease of comparison.

7 Effective dimension of real data

Both our predictions and empirical observations support rather large values of 8. From a Gaussian
random process point of view, it is surprising: the exponent [ avoids the curse of dimensionality only
if the smoothness of the Teacher is of the order of the data dimension. If these observations were to
hold true also for real data, it would seem to imply that MNIST and CIFAR10 must be hundreds or
thousands of times differentiable! However, there is a simple catch: real data actually live on a manifold
of much lower dimensionality. Above we have argued that the quantity that governs the asymptotic
learning curve is the typical distance i, between neighboring points in the training set. A simple way
to measure the effective dimension dog of real data consists then in plotting the (asymptotic) dependence
of dmin on the number of points n in a random subset of the dataset, and fitting

Smin ~ m et | (15)

In Fig. 4 (right) we show that for MNIST and CIFARI1O0 there is indeed a power-law relation linking dmin
to n, and that the effective dimension extracted this way is much smaller than the embedding dimension
of the datasets:

Ay ST ~ 15 < 784 = @MNIST, (16)

This measure is consistent with previous extrapolations of the intrinsic dimension of MNIST [19, 20, 22,
23].

8 Conclusion

In this work we have shown for CIFAR10 and MNIST respectively that kernel regression and clas-
sification display a power-law decay in the learning curves, quite remarkably with essentially the same
exponent 3 regardless of task and kernel — a fact yet to be explained. These exponents are much larger
than 8 = 1/d expected for Lipschitz target functions and smaller than 8 = 1/2 expected for RKHS
target functions.

This observation led us to study a Teacher-Student framework for regression in which data are modeled
as Gaussian random fields of varying smoothness, in which intermediary values of § are obtained. We



find two regimes depending on the respective smoothness of the Teacher and Student kernels. If the
student is smooth enough — i.e. it puts a sufficiently low prior on high frequency components — then S
is entirely controlled by the Teacher. We obtain that the smoothness index must scale with the dimension
for B to be finite as d — oo, recovering the curse of dimensionality.

In our calculations, the dimension enters as the parameter relating the number of points to the
nearest-neighbor distance § ~ n~1/¢. Thus in practice the parameter d considered should be the effective
dimension d.ys of the data, which is much smaller than the number of pixels for MNIST and CIFAR
data. It explains why (3 is not very small in these cases.

Finally, for Gaussian fields our result is equivalent to the statement that 3 is governed by the power
of the true function past the first ~ n eigenvectors of the kernel. We test this more general idea both for
CIFAR and MNIST and find that it correctly predicts 8. Understanding what controls this power in a
general setting (which include the effective dimension of the data and presumably a generalized quantity
characterizing smoothness) thus appears necessary to understand how many data are required to learn
a task.
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A Soft-margin Support Vector Machines

The kernel classification task is performed via the algorithm known as soft-margin Support Vector
Machine.

We want to find a function ZS(;) such that its sign correctly predicts the label of the data. In this
context we model such a function as a linear prediction after projecting the data on a feature space via
z — ¢(2): R

Zs(z) =w- ¢ (z,) +b, (18)

where w, b are parameters to be learned from the training data. The kernel is related to the feature space
via Ks(z,2') = ¢ () - ¢4(2). We require that Z(Qu)Zs(gu) > 1—¢, for all training points. Ideally we
want to have some large margins 1 — ¢, = 1, but we allow some of them to be smaller by introducing the
slack variables €, and penalizing large values. To achieve this the following constrained minimization is
performed:

N SN .
min o +c;fu subjected to Vi Z(z,) [w- dy(z,) +b] > 16, 6,20 (19)

This problem can be expressed in a dual formulation as

1
HllIl 54" Qgsa — Z a, subjectedto Z-a=0,0<a,<C, (20)

p=1

where Qs = Z(z,)Z(x,)Ks(z,,,) and Z is the vector of the labels of the training points. Here C'
(= 10* in our simulations) controls the trade-off between minimizing the training error and maximizing
the margins 1 — &,,. For the details we refer to [25]. If a* is the solution to the minimization problem,
than

W= Za:@s@u)’ (21)

- Z ayyy Ks(z,,z,) for any p such that a, < C. (22)

The predicted label for unseen data points is then

Slgn( xT = Slgn Z Z CI,MKS .1? Z‘) + b*) (23)

The generalization error is now defined as the probability that an unseen image has a predicted label
different from the true one, and such a probability is again estimated as an average over a test set with

Niest €lements:
Ntest

3 0 [—Sign (Z”S@M)) Z(gu)} . (24)

n
test u=1

Error =

B Different kernel variances

In Fig. 5 we show the learning curves for kernel regression on the MNIST (parity) dataset — the
same setting as in Fig. 1 (a). Several Laplace kernels of varying variance o are used. The variance
ranges several orders of magnitude and the learning curves all decay with the same exponent, although
for 0 = 10 the algorithm achieves suboptimal performance and the test errors are increased by some
factor.

C Different choice of kernel variances

In Fig. 6 we show the learning curves for the Teacher-Student kernel regression problem, with a
Student kernel that is always Laplace and a Teacher that can be either Gaussian or Laplace. We show
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Figure 5: Learning curves for kernel regression on the MNIST dataset. Regression is performed with
several Laplace kernels of varying variance ¢ ranging from o = 10 to o = 10000.

how the test error decays with the size of the training dataset and how the asymptotic exponent depends
on the spatial dimension. Every experiment is run with two different choices of the kernel variances: in
one case o = gg = d and in the other o = 05 = 10. We observed that scaling the variances with the
spatial dimension leads faster to the results that we predicted in this paper, but overall the choice has
little effect on the exponents (both tend towards the prediction as the dataset size is increased).

D Gaussian Students

In this appendix we present the learning curves of Gaussian Students: the Fourier transform of these
kernels decays faster than any power law and one can effectively consider ag = oco. If the Teacher is
Laplace (ap = d+1) then the predicted exponent is finite and takes the values § = é min(ar —d, 2ag) =
émin(l, o0) = é. Such a case is displayed in Fig. 7 (left) in dimension d = 6. However, if we consider
the Teacher to be Gaussian as well, then the predicted exponent would be g = é min (oo, 00) = co. This
case corresponds to Fig. 7 (center): the test errors decays faster than a power law. In Fig. 7 (right) we
compare the case where both kernels are Gaussian to the case where both kernels are Laplace: while the

latter decays as a power law, the former decays much faster.

Gaussian-Laplace 0 = d -15

Gaussian-Laplace 0 = 10
d=4

log £ MSE/logn

Gaussian-Laplace 0 = d
e MSE ~ n-21+1/d =10
n=64
n=256
—=— n=1024

j —— n=4096

—e— n=8192

n=64

n=256
—— n=1024
—— n=4096
—e— n=8192

Gaussian-Laplace 0 = 10
— £ MSE ~ n-21+1/(d =10

Laplace-Laplace 0= d
-0.6 — £ MSE ~ n~1@-1)
n=16 n=64

Laplace-Laplace 0 = 10
£ MSE ~ n=2@=1)
Laplace-Laplace 0 = d
1072 d=4 d=4

Laplace-Laplace 0 = 10

log £ MSE/logn

n=128
—— n=1024
—— n=4096
“1.0 —— n=8192

e os n=256
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—— n=8192

10" 10° 10" 10 10 10° 10° 10° 5 10 15 20 25 30 5 10 15 20 25 30

Figure 6: In these plots we show the results for the Teacher-Student kernel regression. The Student is
always a Laplace kernel, the Teacher is either Gaussian or Laplace. The four plots on the left depict the
mean-square error against the size of the dataset for different spatial dimensions of the data, those on
the right show the fitted asymptotic exponent against the spatial dimension for different dataset sizes.
For every case we show both the the results for o7 = 0g = d and o = 05 = 10.
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Figure 7: Left: The test error of a Laplace Teacher (ar = d + 1) with a Gaussian Student (ag = o0)
decays as a power law with the predicted exponent g = émin(l, o0) = % in d = 6 dimensions. Center:
When both the Teacher and the Student are Gaussian the test error decays faster than any power law
as the number n of data is increased. This plot confirm this by showing that the logarithm of the test
error decays linearly as a function of ns. Right: Comparison between the learning curves for the cases
where both kernels are either Laplace (top blue line) or Gaussian (bottom orange line). While the former
decays algebraically with the predicted exponent, the latter decays exponentially, in agreement with the
prediction 8 = oo found within our framework. In all these plots we have taken the variances of both
the Teacher and Student kernels to be equal to the dimension d = 6.

E Matérn Teachers

To further test the applicability of our theory, we show here some numerical simulations for a Teacher
kernel that is a Matérn covariance function and a Laplace kernel as student. We ran the simulations in
1d: the data points are sampled uniformly on a 1-dimensional circle embedded in R2. Matérn kernels
are parametrized by a parameter v > 0:

21—IJ
Kr(z) =

x mz”/@,(z% (25)

where z = \/@li;” (0 being the kernel variance), I" is the gamma function and K, is the Bessel function
of the second kind with parameter v. Interestingly we recover the Laplace kernel for v = 1/2 and the
Gaussian kernel for ¥ = co. As one can find in e.g. [34], the exponent ar that governs the decay at high
frequency of this kernels is ar = d+ 2v. Varying v we can change the smoothness of the target function.

For d = 1 our prediction for the learning curve exponent § is

8= émiII(OCT —d,2ag) = min(2v, 4). (26)

In Fig. 8 we verify that our prediction matches the numerical results.

F Proof of theorem

We prove here Theorem 1:

Theorem 1 Let Kr(w) = er|w| =7 +o (Jw]|~7) and Ks(w) = cs|w] = +o (Jw| =) as Juw| = oo,
where f(T(w) and f(g(g) are the Fourier transforms of the kernels Kr(z), Ks(x) respectively, assumed
to be positive definite. We assume that Kp(w) and Kg(w) have a finite limit as |w| — 0 and that
K(0) < co. Then,

EMSE =n"" +o0 (n*ﬂ) with 8= %min(aT —d,2ag). (27)

Moreover, in the case of a Gaussian kernel the result holds valid if we take the corresponding exponent
to be a = 0.

Proof. Our strategy is to compute how the mean-square test error scales with distance J between two
nearest neighbors on the d-dimensional regular lattice. At the end, we will use the fact that § oc n="/?,
where n is the number of sampled points on the lattice.
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Teacher = Matérn, Student = Laplace, d =1, B =min(2v, 4)

100_
1072 4
10—4_
w
(2]
=
10—6_
— v=0.5 =10
10-° v=1, B=2
— v=2, =4
— v=4, B=4
— v=8, =4
10t 10?2 103
P

Figure 8: Mean-squared error for Matérn Teacher kernels and Laplace students. The variance of the
kernels is equal to 2 for all the curves.

We denote by F (w) the Fourier transform of a function F : V — R:

- X 2
F(w) = L_d/z/ dze ™™EF(z), wherew el = %Zd, (28)
v
Fz) =LY e™2F(w). (29)
welL

If Z ~N(0,K) is a Gaussian field with translation-invariant covariance K then by definition

EZ(z)Z(z') = K(z — 2'). (30)
Properties of the Fourier transform of a Gaussian field:
K(w) = K(-w) € R, (31)
EZ(w) = 0, (32)
EZ(w)Z(w') = L6y K (w). (33)

Eq. (31) comes from the fact that K () is an even, real-valued function. The real and imaginary parts

of Z(w) are Gaussian random variables. They are all independent except that Z(—w) = Z(w). Eq. (33)
follows from the fact that Z(z) and K (z) are L-periodic functions, and therefore e"22 K (w) is the Fourier
transform of K(- 4+ z) if w € %Zd. #

The solution Eq. (3) for kernel regression has two interpretations. In Section 4 we introduced it as the
quantity that minimizes a quadratic error, but it can also be seen as the mazimum-a-posteriori (MAP)
estimation of another formulation of the problem [34]. The field Z(z) is assumed to be drawn from a
Gaussian distribution with covariance function Kg(z): Kg therefore plays a role in the prior distribution
of the data Z = (Z(z,)};—1). Inference about the value of the field Zs(z) at another location is then
performed by maximizing its posterior distribution,

Zs(z) = arg max P (Z(z)|Z). (34)

Such a posterior distribution is Gaussian, and its mean — and therefore also the value that maximizes
the probability — is exactly Eq. (3):

Zs(z) = ks(z) - Kg'Z, (35)
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n o e n
where where Z = (Z@l‘))uzl are the training data, kg(z) = (Ks(g#,g))u and Kg = (Ks(ﬂ“ l,))wjzl
is the Gram matrix, that is invertible since the kernel Kg is assumed to be positive definite. By Fourier
transforming this relation we find

(36)

where we have defined F*(w) =3 <50 F (w + ) for a generic function F.

Another way to reach Eq. (36) is to consider that we are observing the quantities

Z*(@) =l Z e WL () = Z Z (w + 27;71) (37)

x€lattice nezd

Given that we know the prior distribution of the Fourier components on the right-hand side in Eq. (37),
we can infer their posterior distribution once their sums are constrained by the value of Z* (w), and it is
straightforward to see that we recover Eq. (36).

The mean-square error can then be written using the Parseval-Plancherel identity,
_ 2
Ks(w)

EMSE:L‘dE/da:[ (z) — Zs(z L™EY | Z(w) - Z*(w )K*i() (38)

v welL

By taking the expectation value with respect to the Teacher and using Eq. (31)-Eq. (33) we can write
the mean-square error as

EM%:L%%izmmw—ﬁw?wu§$+?WTW@§$ _
_ Ldege:L Z(w)Z(w) — 22%3 2z Z(w)Z <w+ 275m>+
— L wz@ Kr(w) zfi(z(z;ff (w) + g;%(z) 2, r <w+ 27;”) B

where B = [—%, %]d is the Brillouin zone.
At high frequencies, K7 (w) = crfw] =" + o (Jw| ") and Kg(w) = cs|w| =% + o (Jw|~**). There-
fore:

Ki(w) = Kr(w) +8er 3 |wd+2mn|™" +o (ju] ™) =
n€ZN\{0}
= Kr(w) + 6T ep o (wd) + o (Jw]|=*7). (40)
This equation deﬁnes the function %7, and a similar equation holds for the Student as well. The
hypothesis K7(0) o< [ dw K7(w) < oo implies ap > d and therefore ZnEZd |n]~*T < oo (and likewise
for the Student). Then Yar (0),%as(0) are finite; furthermore, the w’s in the sum Eq. (39) are at most

of order O (67!), therefore the terms 1, (wé) are (’)(50) and do not influence how Eq. (39) scales with ¢.
Applying Eq. (40), expanding for é < 1 and keeping only the leading orders, we find

EMSE =

=LY 20 tan (w8)T + ciibaas (wh) = K1) e 1 (el =*7) + o (Jau|~**%)
welNB S(M)

=171 | 3 2ertar ()T + cithaas (wh) = (w)52°“s +o (Jul ™) + o (Jwl 7). (41)
welLNB (w)
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We have neglected terms proportional to, for instance, §%7 s, since they are subleading with respect
to 097, but we must keep both %7 and §*$ since we do not know a priori which one is dominant. The
additional term 6~ in the subleading terms comes from the fact that [L N B| = O (67¢).

The first term in Eq. (41) is the simplest to deal with: since |wd| is smaller than some constant for
all w € LN B and the function 14, (wd) has a finite limit, we have

5T N 2erta, (wd) = O (T LN B|) = O (527 77) . (42)

welLNB

We then split the second term in Eq. (41) in two contributions:

Small |w| We consider “small” all the terms w € L. N B such that |w| < T, where I' > 1 is O(6") but
large. As 0 — 0, 204 (W) — P24, (0) which is finite because K(0) < co. Therefore

Kr(w) Kr(w)
025 3" Ehgag (W) == — 625 Rt (0) Y = — (43)
weLNB : K3 (w) ’ weLNB K3 (w)
[w]<T [w]<T

The summand is real and strictly positive because the positive definiteness of the kernels implies that
their Fourier transforms are strictly positive. Moreover, as § — 0, LN BN{|w| < T} - Ln{Jw| < T},
which contains a finite number of elements, independent of 6. Therefore

620 Y chtinas(wh) =5 = O (67°°). (44)

2
welLNB s(w)
wl<T

Large |w| “Large” w are those with |w| > I': we recall that I' > 1 is O(6°) but large. This allows us
to approximate Kr, Kg in the sum with their asymptotic behavior:

Kr(w)

§2os Z 0?91/)2(15 (w?) = o §2as Z ||w||7aT+2045 +o (”w”*QT“FQOLS) ~
w€ELNB S (M) weLNB
|w|>T [2o]>T

1

s
~ 62as/ dw wd*lfaTJrQOés +o (”w”*QT“FQO&S) =0 ((;min(and,Qas)) . (45)
r
Finally, putting Eq. (42), Eq. (44) and Eq. (45) together,

EMSE = O (gminler—d:205)) . (46)

The proof is concluded by considering that § = O (n’l/ ‘l).
In the case of a Gaussian kernel K () oc exp(—|z|?/(202)) — and therefore K (w) o exp(—o?|w|?/2)
— one has to redo the calculations starting from Eq. (39), but the final result can be easily recovered by

taking the limit & — +oo (Gaussian kernels decay faster than any power law).
O

G Proofs of lemmas

Lemma 1 Let K(xz,2') be a translation-invariant isotropic kernel such that K(w) = c|w|~® +
o(Jw|~%) as |w| = oo and |w|¢K (w) — 0 as |w| — 0. If « > d+n for somen € Z*, then K(z) € O™,
that is, it is at least n-times differentiable.

Proof. The kernel is rotational invariant in real space (K (z) = K(|z|)) and therefore also in the frequency

domain. Then, calling ¢; = (1,0,...) the unitary vector along the first dimension x1,

K(2) / duw €417 R (Ju]). (47)
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It follows that
0K (@) \ [aw: énmamkuwn\ < [awho- & )|

oc/Ooodwwd_1+m|f((w)|/Oﬂd¢1|cos(¢1)mu/()mdwwd_l+m|K(w)|. (48)

We want to claim that this quantity is finite if m < n. Convergence at infinity requires m < a — d,
that is always smaller than or equal to n because of the hypothesis of the lemma. Convergence in zero
requires that w?*|K(w)| — 0, and we want this to hold for all 0 < m < o — d, the most constraining
one being the condition with m = 0. O

Lemma 2 Let Z ~ N(0,K) be a d-dimensional Gaussian random field, with K € C?" being a
2n-times differentiable kernel. Then Z is n-times differentiable in the sense that

e derivatives of Z(z) are a Gaussian random fields;

e EOyL---0piZ(z) = 0;

o EOp1--- 004 Z(x) 8;11/1 - ~8232(£’) = 6£f+n’1 - -8gj+n:’K(g—g’) < o0 if the derivatives of K exist.
In particular, BOT'Z(z) - 07" Z (') = 2K (z — 2’) < oo Ym < n.

Proof. Derivatives of Z(z) are defined as limits of sums and differences of the field Z evaluated at different
points, therefore they are Gaussian random fields too, and furthermore it is straightforward to see that
their expected value is always 0 if the field itself is zero centered. / /

The correlation can be computed via induction. Assume that B9 --- 974 Z(z) - Oy} -+ Ord Z(z') =

! !
623*”1 e 8;Lj+n”’K(g — ') holds true. Then, if we increment n;:

EO .. graZ(x) - O - 0pi 2 () =

= lim KB [0 - 031 Z(x + héy) = O} -+ O Z(x)] - 05} - O Z(a)) =

= Jim [0 O Ra  —  e) - 080 R (- 0] =
—

_ 6?11+1+n,1 . a;L;z-‘rn;K(l N il)- (49)

Of course by symmetry the same can be said about the increase of any other exponent. To conclude the
induction proof we simply recall that by definition EZ(z)Z(z') = K(x — 2'). O

H RKHS hypothesis ans smoothness

It is important to note the high degree of smoothness underlying the RKHS hypothesis. Consider for
instance realizations Z(z) of a Teacher Gaussian process with covariance K and assume that they lie
in the RKHS of the Student kernel Kg (notice that they never belong to the RKHS of the same kernel
K1), namely

E|Z|%, = E / dadyZ(2)K5 (@ — 1) Z(y) = / dw Kr(w)K5* (w) < oc. (50)

If the Teacher and Student kernels decay in the frequency domain with exponents ap and ag respectively,
convergence requires ar > as+d, and Ks(0) o [ dw Kg(w) < oo (true for many commonly used kernels)
implies ag > d. Then using Lemma 1 and Lemma 2 we can conclude that the realizations Z(z) must be
at least | 4/2|-times mean-square differentiable to be RKHS.
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I Asymptotic limit of the PDE approximation

In this appendix we show how to recover the prediction of Theorem 1 using the approach presented
in [11], that can be applied to a generic target function (not necessarily Gaussian nor evaluated only on
a regular lattice). They derive their main formula, that we write below, by computing the amount of
generalization error due to each eigenmode of the (Student) kernel. In order to carry out the calculations
they introduce a partial differential equation that they solve with two different approximations.

In the following we denote by A; > --- > X\, > --- the eigenvalues of the kernel, and by ¢,(z) the
corresponding eigenfunctions. In [11] they show that the generalization error can be written as:

EMSE =) " E,(n), (51)
B sz 1 n \ 2 ny(n) -1
P =2 (5 +as) (%) 2
=3 2 (53)
7 (14 M)
)\P
t(n) = T (54)

PE(n)

The term Ewi is the variance of the coefficients of the target function in the kernel eigenbasis, defined

as:
we =\, "2 (Z,¢,), (55)

(the factor in front of the scalar product is to keep our notation consistent with that of [11]), to help the
reader compare the two works. Notice that the variance can be computed with respect to an ensemble
of target functions, but this ensemble may contain one deterministic function only.

In order to compute sums over the eigenmodes we will always replace them with integrals over
eigenvalues. To do so, we must also introduce a density of eigenvalues D(\): Z F(A) = [AAD)F(N).
The asymptotic behavior of this density for small eigenvalues can be derived as follows (for a given kernel
whose Fourier transform decays with an exponent «):

- Zm — ) ~ /d”@é()\ — Jw|~%) ~ /OOO dw w16\ —w™*) =179, (56)

where we have defined the exponent § = 1 + g. Notice that 1 < 6 < 2, and that of course this exponent
depends on the kernel. We can use this density also to derive a scaling behavior of small eigenvalues:
indeed, the p-th (> 1) eigenvalue can be estimated by

/\1 >\1
p~/>\ dAD(A)w/\ AT~ A0, (57)

3 P

The last equation follows from the fact that A, < Ay and that 6 > 1.

We now have to estimate the asymptotic behavior of the implicitly defined function ¢(n). It is easy
to see that this function must go to 0 as n — oo, therefore we can assume it small. Splitting the integral
according to whether the denominator in the definition of ¢(n) is dominated by the first or second term,

t(n) Y 2-0
/d)\/\ o~ / A7 + a0t <M> . (58)
0 in) n n

Therefore, t(n) ~ n~ = 1, and with a similar approximation we can also deduce that v(n) ~ n =T
Injecting all we know in the formula for the generalization error and splitting the integral we find

Ew

- 0y—1 Ewp (1 N, Ewy 2
P P

p<n P p>n
(59)

In the second equality we have used the fact that A, ~ n~ 7T to introduce the n-th eigenvalue into the
formula. Then, we approximated the sum by splitting it in two sums, one over the first n eigenvalues
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(p < n, therefore A\, > \,) and one over the remaining ones (p > n). Notice that the second sum is
indeed the sum in Eq. (12).

Next we assume that Ewi behaves asymptotically as a power law with respect to small eigenvalues,
Ewi ~ A%, with an exponent ¢ that can be either positive or negative. We can now compute each of the
integrals in the previous equation:

Ew? M
XS T” ~ /\i/ AN (60)
p<n 4 An
An B
> Ewlh, ~ / AAATONTTL o \I=042 = 55 (61)
p>n 0

For the second integral to converge we have assumed that the exponent ¢ is larger than 6 — 1. The first
2
integral behaves differently according to whether ¢ > 6 or not: if ¢ > 6, the integral scales as A2 ~ n~7-1;

. . _a—0+2
if ¢ < 0, then it scales as A279+7 ~ n~"7=1 _ Therefore,

min(g—6,0)+2
1

EMSE ~ =" 1 . (62)

A consequence of Eq. (60) and Eq. (61) is that if ¢ < 6 (which always occur if the student is smooth
enough, so that « characterizing the decay of the Fourier coefficient is small and 6 is large), then the
scaling of the generalization error is given by Eq. (61) alone, and we recover Eq. (12) from Eq. (59),
justifying why this equation applies to real, non-Gaussian data.

Notice that if the target function is generated by a Teacher Gaussian process, the exponent ¢ takes
the value z;le, where 0 = 1 + % and a7 is the exponent characterising the decay of the Fourier
transform of the Teacher kernel. With some manipulations we then recover our Theorem 1

EMSE ~ p~ min(ar—d.2as) (63)

J Convergence of the spectrum of the Gram matrix
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Figure 9: Left: we plot the first eigenvalues A, of Gram matrices of size 2, rescaled by the corresponding
eigenvalue of the largest Gram matrix (top row is MNIST, bottom row is CIFARI10). Increasing 7 the
eigenvalues are expected to converge, and indeed these ratios asymptote to one. We are plotting one
eigenvalue every 10 for the first 100 eigenvalues. In order to make the plot clearer we have multiplied
each curve by a factor p, equal to the eigenvalue index. Right: Density of eigenvalues of the Gram
matrix, for several sizes n, for MNIST (top) and CIFAR10 (bottom). The density is divided by the

predicted asymptotic behavior (A5 )_9, with § = 1 + ;% For a Laplace kernel aig = degr + 1 and for
the effective dimension we used the values extracted in Section 7, resulting in 6 ~ 1.937 for MNIST and
0 ~ 1.972 for CIFAR10. This plot shows that the density of eigenvalues converges when 7 increases, and
that the predicted power law is consistent with observations.
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