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Abstract

When predictions are performative, the choice of which predictor to deploy influences the
distribution of future observations. The overarching goal in learning under performativity is to find
a predictor that has low performative risk, that is, good performance on its induced distribution.
One family of solutions for optimizing the performative risk, including bandits and other derivative-
free methods, is agnostic to any structure in the performative feedback, leading to exceedingly
slow convergence rates. A complementary family of solutions makes use of explicit models for the
feedback, such as best-response models in strategic classification, enabling faster rates. However,
these rates critically rely on the feedback model being correct. In this work we study a general
protocol for making use of possibly misspecified models in performative prediction, called plug-in
performative optimization. We show this solution can be far superior to model-agnostic strategies,
as long as the misspecification is not too extreme. Our results support the hypothesis that models,
even if misspecified, can indeed help with learning in performative settings.

1 Introduction

Predictions have the power to influence the patterns they aim to predict. For example, stock price
predictions inform trading decisions and hence prices; traffic predictions influence routing decisions and
thus traffic outcomes; recommendations shape users’ consumption and thus preferences.

This pervasive phenomenon has been formalized in a framework called performative prediction [29).
A central feature that distinguishes the framework from traditional supervised learning is the concept
of a distribution map D(-). This object, aimed to capture the feedback from predictions to future
observations, is a mapping from predictors fy to their induced data distributions D(6). The main
goal in performative prediction is thus to deploy a predictor fy that will have good performance
after deployment, that is, on its induced distribution D(#). Formally, the goal is to choose predictor
parameters § € © C R% so as to minimize the performative risk:

PR(0) = E..p(o)[l(z0)],

where £(z;0) is the loss incurred by predicting on instance z with model 6. Typically, z is a feature—
outcome pair (z,y). We refer to
0po = arg min PR(0)
6co
as the performative optimum.

The main challenge in optimizing the performative risk lies in the fact that the map D(-) is not
known. We only observe samples from D(#) for models 6 that have been deployed; we do not observe
any feedback for the (typically infinitely many) other models. A key discriminating factor between
existing solutions for optimizing under performativity is how they cope with this uncertainty.
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One group of methods accounts for the feedback without assuming a problem-specific structure for
it. This group includes bandit strategies [20, [I6] and derivative-free optimization [8] [26]. These methods
converge to optima at typically slow—without convexity, even exponentially slow—convergence rates.
Moreover, their rates rely on regularity conditions that are out of the learner’s control, such as convexity
of the performative risk [26] (13| [6] or bounded performative effects [16].

A complementary group of methods—an important starting point for this work—takes feedback
into account by positing explicit models for it. Such models include best-response models for strategic
classification [111 [15] 211 [I0], rational-agent models in economics [33], B9], and parametric distribution
shifts [I3], 26|, [14], among others. To argue that methods building on models find optimal solutions,
existing analyses assume that the model is well-specified. However, models of social behavior are widely
acknowledged to be simplistic representations of real-world dynamics.

Yet, despite the unavoidable misspecification of models, they are ubiquitous in practice. Though
their simplicity leads to misspecification, it also allows for efficient, interpretable, and practical solutions.
Motivated by this observation, in this work we ask: can models for performative feedback be useful,
even if misspecified?

1.1 Owur contribution

We initiate a study of the benefits of modeling feedback in performative prediction. We show that
models—even if misspecified—can indeed help with learning under performativity.

We begin by defining a general protocol for performative optimization with feedback models, which
we call plug-in performative optimization. The protocol consists of three steps. First, the learner
deploys models 6; ~ D and collects data z; ~ D(6;), i € [n]. Here, D is an exploration distribution of
the learner’s choosing (for example, it can be uniform on © when © is bounded). The second step is to
use the observations {(6;, z;)}?_; to fit an estimate of the distribution map. The map is chosen from a
parametric family of possible maps Dg = {Dg}gen, obtained through modeling. The estimation of the
map thus reduces to computing an estimate /3’ For example, in strategic classification, 8 could be a
parameter quantifying the strategic agents’ tradeoff between utility and cost. Finally, the third step is
to compute the plug-in performative optimum:

0po = arg min PR’ (0) = argminE, p_ o) [{(2;0)].
0€0 0ce s

We prove a general excess-risk bound on PR(éPO) — PR(0po), showing that the error decomposes into
two terms. The first is a misspecification error term, MisspecErr, which captures the gap between the
true performative risk and the plug-in performative risk PR’ (0) in the large-sample regime. This term
is irreducible and does not vanish as the sample size n grows. The second is a statistical error term
that captures the imperfection in fitting B due to finite samples. For a broad class of problems, our
main result can be summarized as follows.

Theorem 1 (Informal). The excess risk of the plug-in performative optimum is bounded by:

« ~ 1
PR(fpo) — PR(0po) < c-MisspecErr + O (ﬁ) ,

for some universal constant ¢ > 0.

Therefore, although the misspecification error is irreducible, the statistical error vanishes at a
fast rate. In contrast, model-agnostic strategies such as bandit algorithms |20, [I6] do not suffer from
misspecification but have an exceedingly slow, often exponentially slow, statistical rate. For example,
the bandit algorithm of Jagadeesan et al. [I6] has an excess risk of O(n_ﬁ). This is why feedback
models are useful—for a finite n, their excess risk can be far smaller than the risk of a model-agnostic



strategy due to the rapidly vanishing statistical rate. The statistical rate is fast because it only depends
on the parametric estimation rate of B ; it does not depend on the complexity of PR.

One important case of performative prediction is strategic classification. We apply our general theory
to common best-response models in strategic classification. We also conduct numerical evaluations that
confirm our theoretical findings. Overall our results support the use of models in optimization under
performative feedback.

1.2 Related work

Performative prediction. We build on the growing body of work studying performative predic-
tion [29]. Existing work studies different variants of retraining [29] 25| [7], which converge to so-called
performatively stable solutions, as well as methods for finding performative optima [26], (I3} [I6]. The
methods in the latter category are largely model-agnostic and as such converge at slow rates. Exceptions
include the study of parametric distribution shifts |13} [14] and location families [26, [16], but those
analyses crucially rely on the model being well-specified. We are mainly interested in settings where
D(0) is a general black-box. Other work in performative prediction includes the study of time-varying
shifts [1I, 14} 22} [32], multi-agent settings [Bl [311 28], [30], causality and robustness [23], 24], 18], and it
would be valuable to extend our theory on the use of models to those settings.

Strategic classification and economic modeling. Strategic classification [IT], 6 21, [40], as well
as other problems studying strategic agent behavior, frequently use models of agent behavior in
order to compute Stackelberg equilibria, which are direct analogues of performative optima. However,
convergence to Stackelberg equilibria assumes correctness of the models, a challenge we circumvent in
this work. We use strategic classification as a primary domain of application of our general theory.

Statistics under model misspecification. Our work is partially inspired by works in statistics
studying the benefits and impact of modeling, including under misspecification [37, B8 2, B]. At a
technical level, our results are related to M-estimation [35] [0, 27] and semiparametric statistics [34] [I7].

Zeroth-order optimization. Plug-in performative optimization serves as an alternative to black-box
baselines for zeroth-order optimization, which have previously been studied in performative prediction.
These include bandit algorithms [20] [16] and zeroth-order convex optimization algorithms [8] 26]. As
mentioned, we show that the use of models can give far smaller excess risk, given the fast convergence
rates of parametric learning problems.

2 Plug-in performative optimization protocol

We describe the main protocol at the focus of our study and then instantiate it with an example.
We consider the use of parametric models D := {Dg}gep for modeling the true unknown distribu-
tion map D, where B C R%. We denote

PRY(6) = E.v, (o) [£(2:0)].
Since Djg is a collection of maps, we call it a distribution atlas. We emphasize that it need not hold
that D € Dpg; the model could be misspecified.

The protocol for plug-in performative optimization proceeds as follows. First, the learner collects
pairs of i.i.d. observations {(6;, z;)}?_,, where 6; is deployed according to some exploration distribution
D and z; ~ D(6;). The exploration distribution should be “dispersed enough” to enable capturing
varied distributions D(6;) (e.g., uniform, Gaussian with a full-rank covariance, etc). Then, the learner
estimates the distribution map by fitting B based on the collected observations:

B = @((91,21), ey (Gn,zn)),



Algorithm 1 Plug-in performative optimization

Input: distribution atlas Dp, exploration strategy D, loss £(z;0), map-fitting algorithm I‘Ta\p.
1: Deploy 6; ~ D, observe z; ~ D(H ), @ € [n].
2: Fit dlstributlon map: 3 = Map((61,21),...,(0n, 2,)), where 3 € B.
3: Compute plug-in performative optimum ¢9po = argmingcgo ]EZND L0y [0(2;0)].

where I‘fa\p is some model-fitting function. We will consider different criteria for fitting 3. We let 5*
denote the large-sample limit of 3, * = lim, .~ 5. Finally, the learner finds the plug-in performative
optimum:

0po = arg min PR’ () = argmin E.op,(0) [0(z;6))].
6co 0O
We summarize the protocol in Algorithm [I]
Notice that, since D is known to the learner, we may solve for Opo explicitly in Step 3 of the protocol,

without collecting any addltional real data. In particular, solving for Gpo incurs only computational
complexity—not statistical complexity. A detailed discussion on how to execute Step 3 empirically can
be found in Appendix [C]

A canonical choice of Map that we will focus on is empirical risk minimization:

n

B = argmin— 316, 23 9),

pes Mo

where r is a loss function. Throughout we will use § and % to denote draws  ~ D, Z ~ D(f). Then,
p* = argmingp E[r (H,Z,ﬂ)]. For example, one can choose r(6, z; ) = logp[;(z,ﬂ) to be the log-

likelihood, where pg(+;6) is the density under Ds(6), in which case § is the maximum-likelihood
estimator. Under this choice,

B* = argmax E[log pg(Z; é)] = arg min KL(D, D).
peB BeEB

Here, 15_ is the distribution of Z, that is, the distribution map D(f) averaged over 6 ~ D. We similarly
define Dg. Therefore, 5* is the KL projection of the true data-generating process onto the considered
distribution atlas.

Example 1 (Biased coin flip). To build intuition for the introduced concepts, we consider an illustrative
example. Suppose we want to predict the outcome of a biased coin flip, where the bias arises due
to performative effects. The outcome is generated as z ~ D(0) = Bern(0.5 + ud + n6?), where

€ (0,0.5),n € (0,0.5 — p). The parameter 6 € [0,1] aims to predict the outcome while minimizing
the squared loss, {(z;0) = (z — ). Suppose that we know that 0 introduces a bias to the coin flip,
but we do not know how strongly or in what way. We thus choose a simple model for the bias,
Ds(0) = Bern(0.5 + 80), and fit 5 in a data-driven way. To do so, we deploy 0; £ " Unif[0, 1] and
observe z; ~ D(6;), for i € [n]. One natural way to fit the distribution map is to solve

n

N 1
= in — i, — U0 — 91 2.
B = arg min - E (2 — 0.5 — 56;)

B i=1

Finally, we compute the plug-in performative optimum as

fpo = arg;nin]EmDB(e)[(Z —0)*] =



It is not hard to show that the population limit ofB is equal to * = p+0.75n. Therefore, if the feedback
model is well-specified, meaning n = 0, then B* indeed recovers the true distribution map, and 6po
converges to the true performative optimum.

3 Excess risk

We study the excess risk of plug-in performative optimization. The key takeaway of this section is
that the excess risk depends on two sources of error: one is the misspecification error due to the fact
that, often, D & Dp; the other is the statistical error due to the gap between B and B*.

Formally, define

MisspecErr = sup |PR® (4) — PR(6)],
0cO

StatErr,, = sup |PR5* (0) — PRB(9)|.
0co
We note that the statistical error depends on the sample size n, while the misspecification error is
irreducible even in the large-sample limit. In later sections we will show that the statistical error

vanishes at a fast rate, namely o} ( ﬁ), for a broad class of problems. In Theorem |2[ we state a general

bound on the excess risk in terms of these two sources of error.
Theorem 2. The excess Tisk of the plug-in performative optimum is bounded by:
PR(éPO) — PR(fpo) < 2 (MisspecErr + StatErr,,).

Theorem [2] illuminates the benefits of feedback models: if the model is a reasonable approximation,
the misspecification error is not too large; at the same time, due to the parametric specification of the
distribution atlas, the statistical error vanishes quickly. Therefore, we conclude that even misspecified
models can lead to lower excess risk than entirely model-agnostic strategies such as bandit algorithms.

Remark 1. Tt should be noted that there may be numerical inaccuracy in solving for fpo in Step 3
of Algorithm [ However, the bound of Theorem [2] degrades smoothly: if a §-suboptimal solution is
attained, then the excess risk increases by at most §. As mentioned before, § is not dependent on n; it
only depends on the amount of computation.

In the rest of this section we give fine-grained bounds on the misspecification error and the statistical
error under appropriate regularity assumptions, providing intuition via examples along the way. The
most natural way to bound the misspecification error is in terms of a distributional distance between the
true distribution map D(#) and the modeled distribution map Dg- (). We define the misspecification
of a distribution atlas.

Definition 1 (Misspecification). We say that a distribution atlas is n-misspecified in distance dist if,
for all 8 € ©, it holds that dist(Dg-(6),D(F)) < 7.

We will measure misspecification in either total-variation distance or Wasserstein (i.e. earth mover’s)
distance. Depending on the problem setting, one of the two distances will yield a smaller misspecification
parameter and thus a tighter rate according to Theorem [2]

We will also require that the atlas is “smooth” in the analyzed distance.

Definition 2 (Smoothness). We say that a distribution atlas is e-smooth in distance dist if, for all
8,8 € B and 0 € O, it holds that dist(Dg(0),Dp(0)) < €||8 — 2|

Unless stated otherwise, || - || denotes the f3-norm. In some examples the parameter of the atlas will
be a matrix, in which case the norm will be the operator norm ||-||_ . It is important to note that, while
the misspecification parameter is a property of the true distribution map, the smoothness parameter is
entirely in the learner’s control, as it is solely a property of the chosen distribution atlas.

In what follows, Section [3.1] and Section focus on bounding the misspecification error. Section [3.3]
focuses on bounding the statistical error with an explicit rate.



3.1 Total-variation misspecification

First we consider misspecification in total-variation (TV) distance. Building on Theorem [2 we
obtain the following excess-risk bound as a function of TV misspecification.

Corollary 1. Suppose the distribution atlas is nrv-misspecified and erv-smooth in TV distance.
Moreover, suppose that |£(z;0)] < By and || — p*|| < C,. Then, the excess risk of the plug-in
performative optimum is bounded by:

PR(fpo) — PR(0p0) < 4B, - nry +4B¢ - ery - Ch.

Corollary [I] shows that plug-in performative optimization is efficient as long as the distribution atlas
is smooth, not too misspecified, and the rate of estimation C,, is fast. In Section we will prove
convergence rates C,, when 3 is a sufficiently regular empirical risk minimizer.

We now build intuition for the relevant terms in Corollary [I] through examples. First we give a
couple of examples of distribution atlases and bound their smoothness parameter ety .

Example 2 (Mixture model). Suppose that we have k candidate distribution maps {DW(0)}r_,. We
would like to find a combination of these maps that approrimates the true map D(6) as closely as
possible. To do so, we can define Dg(0) = Zf:l B:DD(0), where 3 € [0,1)% defines the mizture weights.

This model is smooth in TV distance: TV(Dg(0),Dp: (0)) < 1|8 — B'|l1 < @Hﬁ — 2.

Example 3 (Self-fulfilling prophecy). Suppose that we want to model outcomes that follow a “self-
fulfilling prophecy,” meaning that predicting a certain outcome makes it more likely for the outcome to
occur. Assume we have historical data of feature—label pairs before the model was deployed. Denote
the resulting empirical distribution by Dy = D x Dé/ X We assume the features are nonperformative;
only the labels exhibit performative effects. Then, we can model the label distribution as D;‘X(G) =
(1- B)Dé/‘X + B0, (x), where 65,(x) denotes a point mass at the predicted label. Here, 3 € [0, 1] tunes
the strength of performativity: B = 0 implies no performativity, while 5 = 1 a perfect self-fulfilling
prophecy. This atlas has TV-smoothness equal to epy = 1.

Next, we describe a general type of misspecification that implies a bound on nrvy.

Example 4 (“Typically” well-specified model). Suppose that the data distribution consists of observations
about strategic individuals. Suppose that a (1 — p)-fraction of the population is “rational” and acts in
a predictable fashion. The remaining p-fraction acts arbitrarily. Then, if we model the predictable
behavior appropriately, meaning Dg~(0) follows the distribution produced by the rational agents, the
misspecification parameter nry is at most p. More generally, if we have D(0) = (1 — p)Dg«(0) + pD(h),
where D(0) is an arbitrary component, then nry < p.

3.2 Wasserstein misspecification

We next consider misspecification in Wasserstein (i.e. earth mover’s) distance. Building on
Theorem [2| we bound the excess-risk via Wasserstein misspecification.

Corollary 2. Suppose that the distribution atlas is nw-misspecified and ew -smooth in Wasserstein
distance. Moreover, suppose that the loss €(z;0) is L,-Lipschitz in z, and that |8 — 5*|| < C,. Then,
the excess risk of the plug-in performative optimum is bounded by:

PR(épo) - PR(@po) S 2LZ Nw + 2Lz CEW Cn

As in Corollary [T} we see that the excess risk of the plug-in performative optimum is small as long
as the distribution atlas is smooth, not overly misspecified, and the rate C), is sufficiently fast.
Below we give an example of a natural distribution atlas and characterize its Wasserstein smoothness.



Example 5 (Performative outcomes). As in Example@ suppose that we have data of feature—outcome
pairs before any model deployment, and suppose that only the outcomes are performative while the
features are static. Let Dy denote the historical data distribution. We assume that a predictor 0 affects
the outcomes only through its predictions fo(x). One simple way to model such feedback is via an additive
effect on the outcomes. Formally, we define (z,y) ~ Dg(0) < (xo,y0) ~ Do, x = xo,y = yo + 5 - fo(x).
As in Example[3, B € R controls the strength of performativity. This atlas is ew -smooth in Wasserstein
distance for ew = supg E, px [|fo(2)]].

One way that misspecification can arise is due to omitted-variable bias. We illustrate this in the
following example and explicitly bound the misspecification parameter nyy .

Example 6 (Omitted-variable bias). Suppose that only a subset of the coordinates T C [d] of 0
induce performative effects. This can happen in linear or logistic regression, where the coordinates of
0 measure feature importance, but only a subset of the features are manipulable. Specifically, assume
the data follows a location family model: z ~ D(0) < z = zo + MOz, where M € RE“=XT1 s q true
parameter of the shift and zy is a zero-mean draw from a base distribution Dy. Suppose the model
omits one performative coordinate by mistake: z ~ Da(0) < z = zg + MOz, where T = T \ {imiss}
and M € R&=XIT'1 . If M is fit via least-squares, M = arg miny LY ||z — MO, |2, and Dis a
product distribution, then the population-level counterpart of/T/l\ is equal to M* = Mz, which denotes
the restriction of M to the columns indexed by I'. Putting everything together, we can conclude that
the misspecification due to the omitted coordinate is ny = supy W(D(6), Dag-(6)) < B||M where
we assume the imiss-coordinate of 0] is at most B.

Tmiss ||’

3.3 Bounding the estimation error

We saw that the statistical error is driven by the estimation rate of 3*. We show that for a broad
class of problems the rate is O(n~2). We focus on map-fitting via empirical risk minimization (ERM):
1 n
B = argmin — > " r(60;, 2;; 8), (1)

pes Moo

where B C R% is bounded and convex. We denote 7(8) = E[r(f,%;3)], and note that §* =
arg minge r(B). To establish the error bound, we rely on the following assumptions.

Assumption 1. ERM problem s reqular if:

(a) r(B) is convex and p-strongly convex at B*, and the Hessian V2r(B) is o,-Lipschitz;
(b) VB € B, the gradient Vr(é, Z; B) is a subexponential vector with parameter B, > 0;

(c) Yu,u' € S%~1, SUPgep uTV2r(§, Z; B)u' is subexponential with parameter L, > 0.

We will see that Assumption [If is satisfied in many important settings. Condition (a) is fairly
standard; conditions (b,c) seem less standard because we want to make them realistic for problems
with diverging dimension. They immediately hold if Vr(, z; 3), V2r(, z; 8) are bounded, which are
standard conditions.

The following lemma is the key tool for obtaining our main excess-risk bounds with a fast rate,
stated in Theorem [l
Lemma 1. Assume the map-fitting algorithm is reqular (Ass. 1) and that =2 > C(dg + log(1/9)) for

logn =—

a sufficiently large C > 0. Then, for some constant C' > 0, with probability 1 — & it holds that

1B =87l < C'Vogn %ﬁ%?ﬂ@.



Theorem 3. Assume the map-fitting algorithm is regular (Ass. 1) and that 2 > C(ds + log(1/4))
for a sufficiently large C > 0.

o If the distribution atlas is nrv-misspecified and epyv-smooth in total- Uariation distance, and
|¢(z;0)| < Be, then there exists a C' > 0 such that, with probability 1 —

dg + log(1 5
PR(fpo) — PR(0po) < 4Bty + C' Breryy/log ny/ d +1og(1/9)

o If the distribution atlas is nw -misspecified and ey -smooth in Wasserstein distance, and {(z; ) is
L.-Lipschitz in z, then there exists a C' > 0 such that, with probability 1 —§:

R(épo) —PR(Opo) <2L.nw + C'L,ew+/logn %g(l/é)

The excess risk is thus bounded by the sum of a term due to misspecification and a fast statistical
rate. To contrast this with a model-agnostic rate, the bandit algorithm of [16] does not suffer from
misspecification but has an ezponentially slow excess risk, O(n_l/(d9+1)).

The analysis underlying Theorem [3]is based on standard ERM analyses under model misspecification,
though there are differences. The main one is that our setting requires that we analyze the error in terms
of the difference between parameters 3 — 3*, as opposed to the excess risk T(B) —r(B8*) in the standard
ERM analysis. This difference requires new tools and assumptions akin to those in Assumption

4 Applications

We apply our theory and plug-in performative optimization to several problems with performative
feedback, building on prevalent models for those problems. In each problem, we prove the model’s
smoothness and fast estimation of 5*.

4.1 Strategic regression

We begin by considering strategic regression. Here, a population of individuals described by (z,y)
strategically responds to a deployed predictor fy. For example, the predictor could be fo(x) = 6T z.

Distribution atlas. The strategic responses consist of manipulating features in order to maximize a
utility function, which is often equal to the prediction itself. Formally, given an individual with features
x0o, a commonly studied response model is gg(xo,0) = argmax, (ug(z) — ﬁ”w — x0]|?), where ug(r)
is a concave utility function and the second term captures the cost of feature manipulations. Here,
B € [Bmins Bmax] € R4 trades off utility and cost. The natural distribution atlas capturing the above
response model is obtained as follows. Suppose that we have a historical distribution of feature—label
pairs Dy. Then, let:

(z,y) ~ Dp(0) < (x0,y) ~ Do,z = gs(xo,0). 2)
Claim 1. If ||[Vug(x)| < B, and Vug(z) is L,-Lipschitz, then {Dg}s has
< i
w= 1- 5maxLu .

This bound is attained for ug(z) = x76. There, L, = 0, B,, = supyee |||, so the bound equals
ew < maxgeep ||0]|. This is tight because sup, gcq [|95(x,0) — gp(z,0)|| = |8 — B'| supgee [|0]]-



Map fitting. We can fit /3 via maximum-likelihood estimation (MLE). Suppose that D has a density
and denote it by pg. Then, we can let

1 n
= argmin —— log (pX (x; — BV ug. (z;))) .
B = argmin— " log () (1 — 5V ()

Given the first-order optimality condition for gg(zo,¢), under mild regularity and correct specification
of the model, meaning D(0) = Ds(0) for some 3, this map-fitting strategy ensures ny = 0, as expected.
For example, if DF = N(0,02I), MLE reduces to

. 1 &
[ = arg min — x; — BVug, (z; 2,
min -3 o ()

Least-squares makes sense even if the features are not Gaussian; it just coincides with MLE for
Gaussians. We show a fast estimation rate of least-squares under mild conditions via Lemma,

Claim 2. If E[||Vu;(2)|?] > 0, & and Vuy(Z) are subgaussian, and oan = C(1+log(1/6)) for a
sufficiently large C > 0, then

. 1+log(1/6
8- 5] < ' VViogm | LB
n
with probability 1 — 9.

If, in addition, the loss function ¢(z;6) is L.-Lipschitz in z, combining Claim |1} Claim [2 and
Corollary |2| gives an upper bound on the excess risk PR(6po) — PR(0po).

4.2 Binary strategic classification

Next, we consider binary strategic classification, in which a population of strategic individuals
described by (z,y) takes strategic actions in order to reach a decision boundary. We assume the
learner’s decision rule is obtained by thresholding a linear model, fs(z) = 1{#"x > T}, for some T.
Without loss of generality we assume ||f|| = 1, since the rule is invariant to rescaling 6 and T'.

Distribution atlas. A common model assumes that the individuals have a budget 5 > 0 on how
much they can change their features [19] [4, 40]. The individuals move to the decision boundary if it is
within ¢ distance 8. Formally, an individual with features o responds with gg(xo,8) = xo +9(T—x(—)r )
if 1J 0 € [T — B,T), and does not move otherwise. The natural distribution atlas corresponding to
the above model is defined as in Eq. , for a given base distribution Dy. We show that this atlas is
smooth in total-variation distance.

Claim 3. If, for all 0, ] 0 has a density upper bounded by ¢, then {Dg}g has erv < ¢y.

Map fitting. According to the atlas, all individuals with 2§ € [T — 3,T) move to the decision
boundary, defined by 270 = T. Therefore, one can estimate the individuals’ budget by finding 3 such
that P{zj 0 € [T —3,T]} = + >0 | 1{z] 6; € (T +¢€)}, for a small € > 0. The latter term estimates the
mass in a small neighborhood of the boundary. Therefore, P{zJ 8 € [T — 5*,T]} =P{z "0 € (T +¢)}.
For simplicity we assume z] # has a density on R so that § exists. Note that P{z] 6 € [T — 3,T]} is

known for all 3 because it is a property of the base distribution, so finding § reduces to estimating
P{zT0 c (T +e)}.



Claim 4. If mgé has a density lower bounded by ¢;, then

o7 2n
with probability 1 — 9.

If the learner’s loss is bounded, putting together Claim [3} Claim [ and Corollary [I] gives an upper
bound on the excess risk PR(6po) — PR(0po).

4.3 Location families

Lastly, we consider general location families [26] (16, B2], in which the deployment of 0 leads to
performativity via a linear shift. This model often appears in strategic classification with linear or
logistic regression, and can capture performativity only in certain features [26].

Distribution atlas. The location-family model is defined by z ~ Dy (0) < z = M6 + zg, where
M € R?%*do ig a matrix that parameterizes the shift, and zy is a sample from a zero-mean base
distribution Dy. We assume supgeg [|0]| < Bp. It is not hard to see that the atlas is smooth in ||-|_ .

Claim 5. The atlas {Dap}am has ew < By.

Map fitting. We fit the distribution map via least-squares:

— 1<
M = in — P — Mo;|2.
argAinlnnZI\Z |

i=1
Thus, M* = argmin ,, E[||Z — M6||?]. We provide control on the estimation error below.

Claim 6. Assume D is zero-mean and subgaussian with Kmind = E[éé—r] = KmaxI. Further, for all
u~SW1 y~ 81 assume u' 0 - v 2 is subexponential with parameter Ly, and |[E[0ZT]||op < B.
Then, if n > C(dg + d, +log(1/5)) for some sufficiently large C > 0, there exists C' > 0 such that with
probability 1 — & we have

op > .

n

The above assumptions hold under mild regularity conditions when the model is nearly well-specified.
If the loss is L.-Lipschitz in z, then using Claim [5} Claim [6] and Corollary 2} we can bound the excess
performative risk PR(6po) — PR(0po).

5 Experiments

We confirm the qualitative takeaways of our theory empirically. We compare our approach with two
model-agnostic algorithms: derivative-free optimization (DFO) [8] and greedy SGD [25]. The latter
naively retrains while ignoring the feedback; it is a practical heuristic but only converges to stable
points. For the location-family experiment, we also compare our approach with PerfGD [I3], which
approximates the performative gradient via numerical methods. We refer the reader to Appendix B for
further details.
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Figure 1. (Location family) Excess risk of plug-in performative optimization, DFO, greedy SGD,
and PerfGD with £1 standard deviation on a logarithmic scale.

5.1 Location family

We start with the location-family setting. We assume the true map follows a linear model with
a quadratic term, z; = b+ M10; + sM2(0; 0 0;) + 204, where z;,0;,b € R 0,00, := (01-2,1, .. .,95#1)
represents the quadratic effect, and z9,; ~ N(0,021;). The parameter s > 0 varies the magnitude
of misspecification. We want to minimize the loss ¢(z;0) = ||z — 6||?, and we use a simple linear

model to approximate D(0), ie., z ~ Dp(0) & z L b+ MO+ z9. To fit M\, we use the loss
(6, 2, M) = ||z — M8||%. We vary d € {5,10} and let M; = M; /|| M;|lop, i € {1,2} where M, € R¥*4
have entries generated i.i.d. from N(0,1). We let b ~ N(0,14), o = 0.5, and © = {0 : ||0]| < 1}.

In Figure [T] we see that the excess risk of our algorithm converges rapidly to a value that reflects
the degree of misspecification. It approaches zero for s = 0 (left panel) due to no misspecification and
stabilizes at a nonzero value for s > 0 (middle and right panels), consistent with our theory. In contrast,
the risk of both PerfGD and DFO reduce slowly, while SGD quickly reaches a suboptimal value.

5.2 Strategic regression

We next consider strategic regression. We first generate 5000 i.i.d. base samples (z;, y;) where x; ~
N(0,14,), and y; € {0,1} follows from a logistic model with a fixed parameter vector n ~ Unif(S%~1).
Denote the joint empirical distribution of (z;,y;) by Do. The true distribution map, (x,y) ~ D(6), is
defined via 1

($07 ZUO) ~ D07y =Yo0,T = argmaX(OTx' - 7~H$/ - .’L‘O||5),
' €Rdz 25
for some p > 1. We set d, = 5 and 3 = 2. To construct a model for D(-), we follow the procedure from
Section [£.1] using the linear utility and quadratic cost. Thus, p = 2 results in correct specification. We
choose £(z;0) to be the logistic loss with a ridge penalty and © = {6 : ||0]| < 1}.

We examine the well-specified scenario p = 2 and two misspecified cases p € {2.5,3}, comparing our
method with DFO and greedy SGD in Figure [2| We see our algorithm quickly tends to zero excess
risk when p = 2 (top left). When p # 2 (middle and right), the algorithm still converges, albeit to a
suboptimal point. SGD converges to a suboptimal point with nonzero excess risk, while the excess risk
of the DFO method decreases at a slow rate. We remark that PerfGD is not applicable in our strategic
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Figure 2. (Strategic regression) Excess risk and accuracy of plug-in performative optimization,
DFO, and greedy SGD, with 1 standard deviation on a logarithmic scale.

regression setting as D(#) does not admit a probability density function. Similar trends appear for test
accuracy.

6 Discussion

We have analyzed performative prediction with misspecified models. Our results highlight the
statistical gains of using models, however modeling has consequences far beyond statistical efficiency. On
the positive side, modeling can help interpretability and computational efficiency. On the negative side,
however, using highly misspecified models can lead to unfairness, lack of validity, and poor downstream
decisions. For example, modeling may be too coarse and not represent certain demographic groups
properly. Going forward, it would be valuable to develop deeper understanding of such negative aspects
of modeling. Overall, given that models are ubiquitous in practice, we believe they merit further
study—especially under misspecification—and we have only scratched the surface of this agenda.

We discuss several limitations and comment on a few technical aspects of our work. Along the way,
we discuss valuable future directions in the context of modeling the distribution map in performative
prediction.

First, our approach may be of limited use when the learner has very little prior knowledge of the
true data-generating process, as this prevents them from choosing an atlas in an informed way. This is
a hard scenario, and it is possible that no existing method would lead to a satisfactory performance.
For example, while the model-free approach of Jagadeesan et al. [16] is asymptotically more robust, for
a reasonable number of samples it is not clear that it would outperform our approach with a highly
misspecified model. One valuable future direction is to choose a family of distribution maps Dy that is
sufficiently complex and has strong expressive power, e.g., neural networks, in cases where the learner
is very uncertain about the true map. When the number of samples is suitably large, this may give a
small excess risk as the misspecification error is smaller with a more expressive model. While in the
current paper we mainly focus on simple models with closed-form expressions, we are hopeful that our
approach could be valuable in such settings with black-box modeling as well.

Modeling could be particularly useful if one considers the fact that in reality data distributions take
time to shift after model deployment and do not generate i.i.d. observations. Such time-varying shifts
were, in fact, modeled in prior work [1 14}, 22] 32]. It would be interesting to study the impacts of
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modeling the time-varying aspect of distribution maps.

Many of our examples assumed access to historical data. However, this assumption is not fundamental
to our framework. Often this just means that there was another historical model in place under which
the data was collected. We can model this as “step 0” in our framework, where we first deploy a “default”
model 6y (e.g. 6y = 0) and collect data points drawn from D(6y) = Dy (for instance, in Example
this would correspond to deploying a model with fp(x) = 0 for all z; there exist analogues for other
problems as well). This alternative view would simply incur an additional statistical error term due to
having finite-sample access to D(fy).

In this work, we used standard ERM to estimate the distribution map. However, the learner may
want to incorporate criteria other than model fit (which is the focus on ERM) in this process. For
example, the learner may want to use a classical model selection criterion such as AIC or BIC (see,
e.g., [12]) to regularize towards “simpler” models and run ERM afterwards. Investigating model selection
criteria beyond ERM for distribution map estimation is another valuable future direction.
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A Proofs

A.1 Notation and definitions

In the proofs we will sometimes use ¢, ¢’ > 0 to denote universal constants and C,C’ > 0 to denote
constants that may depend on the parameters introduced in the assumptions. We allow the values of
the constants to vary from place to place.

We say a random variable z is subexponential with parameter v if

P{jz| > £} < 2exp (—j)

for any ¢ > 0. Unless specified, we do not assume x has mean zero in general. Moreover, we say a
vector x € R? is subexponential with parameter v if (u, x) is subexponential with parameter v for any
fixed direction u € S?~!. Similarly, we say a random variable z is subgaussian with parameter o if

t2
Pl 2 1) < 2ewp (-5 )
ag

for any ¢ > 0. Likewise, a vector x € R? is subgaussian with parameter o if (u, x) is subgaussian with
parameter o for any fixed direction u € S

A.2 Proof of Theorem [2

Define the population-level counterpart of Opo as:

0* = arg min PR?” (0).
0cO

We can write
PR(fpo) — PR(fpo)
= (PR(fro) — PR (fp0)) + (PR? (fpo) — PR’ (fr0)) + (PR (po) — PR (6))
+ (PRP(6%) — PR? (6")) + (PR?" (") — PR® (6p0)) + (PR? (6p0) — PR(6p0)).

By the definition of fpo, we know PRB(é) — PRB(Q*) < 0. Similarly, by the definition of 6*, we know
PR (6*) — PR® (Apo) < 0. Using these inequalities, we establish

PR(fpo) — PR(6ro) < (PR(fpo) — PR (6p0)) + (PR? (dpo) — PRB(éPO))
+ (PR(6%) — PR? (6%)) + (PR” (fp0) — PR(0p0))
< 2sup [PR(0) — PR (0)| + 2sup [PR?” (9) — PRP(0)|
0 0

= 2(StatErr,, + MisspecErr).

A.3 Proof of Corollary
We have

PRY (6) — PR(0)| = \ [ #0003 0) — ot 00
< By- / Ips=(2;0) — p(2z:0)|dz

= 2B, - TV(Ds-(0), D(0)).

16



Therefore,
MisspecErr < 2B, sup TV(Dg-(0),D(0)) < 2Bimrv.
0cO

By a similar argument as above, [PR? () — PRB(9)| < 2B(TV(Ds~(0),Ds(0)). Applying erv-
smoothness of the distribution atlas, we get

StatErr, < 2B sup TV(Dg-(0), D;(0)) < 2Brerv|3 — B7|| < 2BseryCh.
0cO

Applying Theorem [2] completes the proof.

A.4 Proof of Corollary
Denote by II(D, D’) a coupling between two distributions D and D’. We have

PR () ~ PR(0)| = B (o 2y mtt(D, ), D(0 [£(236) — £(2'30)]

inf
(Dg=(0),D(6))

< inf E.. .n~ 0z 0)— 00
_H(D/y«l(%),D(G)) (2,2") H(D[;*(G),D(O))H (Zv ) (Z7 )l]

<L inf Er. .y~ . z—7
S L o B ) B2~ ©),00)) |l i

— LW(D;.(6), D(6)).
Therefore,
MisspecErr < Lsup W(Dg-(6),D(0)) < L - nw.
0coe

By a similar argument, |PR?" (0) — PRB(9)| < LW(Dg-(0),Ds(0)). Applying ew-smoothness of the
distribution atlas, we get

StatErr, < Lsup W(Dg-(0),D;(0)) < Lew |8 — 5| < L+ ew - Cy..
0cO

Applying Theorem [2] completes the proof.

A.5 Proof of Lemma [1]
We first present Lemma [2] which we will use in the proof.

Lemma 2.

Llgm—pI2, 18 -8l < £,
(Vr(8), B ") 2

2
s =Bl 18" =Bl = =
Or Or
See the proof of Lemma [2] in Supplement [AZ6]
Let Bg be the bound of the parameter set B, ie., ||8]| < Bg for any 8 € B. We will show
Lemma holds with some sufficiently large constants C,C’ > 0 that depend polynomially on (log|1 +
Bgl,1/u, Ly, By, o).

Denote
n

ralB) = S (0255 8); 7(8) = By (o6 5 B

i=1
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We begin by claiming the following result, which we will prove later. With probability over 1 — ¢
dg +1log(1/d
sup [, (8) = Vr(3)] < O/ fogmy [ 222 (1
€
With this result at hand, it follows from Lemma 2] that
'EAi*Qlu‘izAi* <VAA***V A,v A\ A _ p*
miny 5|16 = 6717 5 —l8 = 87l y < (Var(B), B = B7) = (Vsr(B) = Vsra(B), 6 - 57)

. A d log(1/6) , 4
< IVar(8) ~ Vsra(AINA — 8] < Ciogmy| LD 5 gy
)

where the first equality is due to the fact that Vgry, (8) = 0. Eliminating |3 — 8*|| in both the first and
the last term of yields

2 N ds + log(1/5
%/\gHﬁ—BHSC\/logn %g(/)

2
By the sample size Assumption in Lemma we may assume n is sufficiently large such that = >

C+/logny/ %g(ms) for some constant C' > 0. Therefore, we conclude that

16— 5°l| < O/Togmy P2+ 108 /2).

n

Proof of Eq. . Let {uy,us,...,up} be a 1/2-covering of S%~1 in the Euclidean norm such that
|M| < 5%. Define the random variables

Gu,p = (u, Vgr,(B) — Vgr(B)), ¢u :=sup dugs.
BeB

It follows from a standard discretization argument (e.g., [36], Chap. 6) that

sup [|Vgrn(8) — Var(B)| < 2sup sup ¢y, . (6)
BeB BeEBie[M]

We make the following claim which will be proved at the end. With probability over 1 — §

1< log(1
LS up V36, 21 5) dg +10g(1/9) _
n B

S <cL,+cL,
i—1 € n

op

cLy. (7)

for some constant ¢ > 0.
Let € > 0 be some value we specify later. Construct an e-covering net {3%,..., Y} of Bin || - |
Then the covering number |N| < (1 + 2Bg/€)%, and

SUp SUp ¢y, 3 < SUp SUp ¢, gi + Sup SUp  |@u;.p — Pus bl

BEB ic[M)] i€[M] j€[N] i€[M] ||B1—B2||<e
1 n

< sup sup @y, 5+ sup  sup  — > supu; Vir(6s, 25 8)(B1 — Ba)

i€[M] j€[N] i€[M] ||B1—B2||<e T i—1 PEB
1 n

< sup sup ¢y, @+ sup  sup il || = D sup VEr(6:, 25 8)|| 1B — Ba
ie[M] j€[N] i€[M] ||B1—B2]|<e N peB o

< sup sup ¢y, gi + cLye, (8)
i€[M] j€[N]
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where the last inequality follows from the claim in (7). Since (u, Vgr(;, z;; 8) — E[Vgr(6;, z;; 8)])
is zero mean subexponential with parameter B, by condition of Assumption [1}, it follows from
concentration of subexponential variables that

2

nt
P{|py, pi| >t} < 2exp (—233> for any |t| < B,.

Applying a union bound over i, j, we establish

nt?
282

T

|bu; pi| > t} < 2exp (cd,g(log(l +2Bg/e) +1) — > for any [t| < B,.. (9)

i
ze[M],ge[N]

Let ¢ = y/ 4et102(/9) 4nq

n

L cB,\/log(1/5) + ds(log(1 + 2Bg/e) + 1) < CB,\/logn(ds + log(1/9)) -3
B NG NG -7
for some constant ¢ > 0, where the last inequality uses the sample size assumption of the lemma.
Substituting the values of € and ¢ into Equations , @D and combining with Eq. @, we obtain

sup [Vara(8) - Vor(@)] < CErV108nlds T 10g(/0)  /  [da +1og(1/9)
pes v "

log(1
C'\/logn dg + Zg( /0)

with probability over 1 — § for some parameter-dependent constant C”.

Proof of Eq. @ Similar to equation @, from a standard discretization argument we have

Z sup Var(0;, zi; 8)

sup <2 sup stupu Vﬁr(el,zl,,@)u
=1 €

jeM] T S BeB

op

Since supgep UTV%T(QZ, zi; B)u; are subexponential variables by condition in Assumptlon l we
have from properties of subexponential variables and Bernstein’s inequality t

1 n
PSul — sup V3r(0;, zi; B)u; > cL, +t

1 n
<P {u;n Z sup V%T(Gi, zi; Buj > ]E[u]T Zug V%r(@i, zi; B)uj] + t}
i=10 €

nt nt
< exp —cmln{L Iz —1

dp+log(1/6)
n

Applying a union bound over j € [M] and setting ¢t = cL, < cL,., we establish

n

Z pvﬂr 0;, zi; B)uj < cLy + cL,
18

dg + log(1/6)

n

<cL,

for some ¢ > 0 with probability over 1 — 4.

19



A.6 Proof of Lemma 2]
For any [|5* — || < £, by a Taylor expansion of Vr(8) at f* and Ass. zzu)7 we have
o

(Vr(B), B = B") = (Vr(B) = Vr(8), B—B7) 2 pllB = B"II” = 118" = BI° Elsr - Bl

This gives the second part of Lemma When ||g* - 8| > a%v write § = 8% + tu, where u =
(B—=8%/18 — B*||- For a fixed direction u, define 3(¢) := * + tu and

=(Vr B =By _ u, Vr
Flust) i= (Tr(BO), 13— ge) = (w Vr(B@)).
Then for t > 0, using Ass. [[(a) again we obtain
Ouf(u,t) = (u, V2r(B(t))u) >0

Therefore f(u,t) is increasing in ¢ and for any |8 — 5*|| > £

= o,

— fB* b ULT 7
(9o =) = (7r(5(2)). /3553[3*>
> L18( L) -7l = 52

This gives the second part of Lemma [2]

A.7 Proof of Theorem [3

The first statement follows directly by putting together Corollary [1| and Lemma [I} Similarly, the
second statement follows by putting together Corollary [2] and Lemma [T}

A.8 Proof of Claim [1]

Fix z and 6. We will use the shorthand notation gg(x,0) = zg. First, we show that ||zg — zg|2 <

% B — B'|. To see this, notice that the optimality condition of the best-response equation is

equal to:

B - Vug(zg) —xg = —x.
Since fVug(xg) — x5 = f'Vug(xg) — x5 = —x, we know
18Vug(zs) — B'Vug(zp )|l = lzg — s |l.
We also know
1BVug(zg) — B'Vug(zp)|| = [1BVug(zs) — BVug(zs) + BVug(zs) — B'Vue(zs )|
< BLullzg — wp | + BulB — 5]
Therefore,
les — ap |l < BLullzg — xp || + Bu B — B'].
Rearranging the terms, we get
B
—rall < —% 18— A'I.
lzg —zp || < 175Lu|ﬂ Al
By the definition of Wasserstein distance, this condition directly implies
B
Ds(0),Dp () < ——-—|p -3
WD, (0). Dy (0) < 1513 |
which is the definition of 17613;ﬁ—smoothness.
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A.9 Proof of Claim 2

The claim follows by Lemma [I] after verifying the conditions required in Assumption We
have r(0,z; 8) = ||z — BVue(z)||?, so Vr(0,x;8) = —2(x " Vug(x) — B||Vue(z)||?) and V2r(0,z;8) =
2||Vug(z)||>. Conditions (b) and (c) of Assumption [l] are thus satisfied by # and Vug(Z) being
subgaussian since products of subgaussians are subexponential. Condition (a) is satisfied by the fact
that r(8) = E[||Z — BVu;(Z)||?] is a quadratic in 8 when E[||Vuy(Z)|?] > 0.

A.10 Proof of Claim [3

Fix 0, 5, 3’, and without loss of generality let 8 > ’. We show that TV (Dg(0),Ds/(0)) < ¢,,. The
distributions Dg(#) and D/ (0) are equal to each other and to Dy for all {z : 270 € (—oo0, T—B)U(T, 00)}.
Moreover, under both Dg(6) and Dy (6), there is no mass for {z : 70 € (T — ', T)}. The distributions
thus only differ for {z : 276 € [T — 8,7 — 8'] U {T}}. Since the density of x0 is bounded by ¢, the
measure of such vectors z is at most ¢,|8 — 5|

A.11 Proof of Claim [4
By Hoeffding’s inequality, with probability 1 — § it holds that

’iil{x?ei e(T+e)}-P{ETde (Txe}| < %.

=1

Let A =4/ %. Next we argue that \B —p* < % by contradiction. Suppose |B — B* > %. Then,

n

%Z {2]0; e (T+e)}—P{E 0 e (Tie)}| = ‘P{xgé el —p3,T)—P{xf 0 [T - 5T}
=1
>¢z£
= A,

which contradicts Hoeffding’s inequality. Therefore, we conclude that | B —-p* < %.

A.12 Proof of Claim [5

By the definition of Wasserstein distance, we have
W(Dum, (0); D, (0)) = W(M10 + 20, M2 + 20) = [[M10 — M| < By | M1 — Mol

for any Mj, Ms. Therefore, the distribution atlas {Dag} a1 is ew-smooth with parameter By.

A.13 Proof of Claim

Let vy be the subgaussian parameter of D. We prove that there exists C, C” depending polynomially
on (1/Kmin, Kmax, Yo, Loz, B) such that Claim |§| holds. By definition, we have

n -1 n
- (i;w]) (i;eﬁ)

M T =E[GOT)E[h2T].
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We state the following results, which we will prove later:

-1
2
Ze GT _E07Y| < cvy [dg +log(1/9) <c

2
Kmin n

op

- CL&Z\/dg +d: +1log(1/0)
n

1
- Z 0,z —E[0;2]]
n 1=1

Combining Equations , with the assumptions of the claim, we establish

op

op

H/\?—M*

op

-1
1 & N 1 &
< (n;ezﬂ? ) —E[0:6] ] 5;9@
+ |[E[0:0; 171 i;eizj—wizﬂ

op

_ C,\/d9 +d. +log(1/0)

n

for some C’ > 0 that depends on problem-specific parameters.

Proof of Eq. . Under the conditions of the claim, we establish from concentration inequalities

for subgaussian vectors (see, e.g., Theorem 6.5 in [36]) that with probability at least 1 — 4,

2 0 n

dg + log(1/0
Sa-max< Za 9T> < Kmax + ¢V 0 ﬁoig(/) < ;Hmaxa

n
=1

; log(1
foin e — ey 218U ( Ze 9T>

where the last line follows from the sample-size assumption. In addition, we also have from [36] that

do + 1og(1/5).

< CI/2
> 9
n

Za 0, —E[0:6]]

Therefore, it follows from Woodbury’s matrix identity and the last two displays that

-1
1 n

(300r) ooy
n =1

op

op

-1
1 n T 1 n T T
<= 0. = 01 —TE[0,6,
< <n;99> n;ezez [6:6,]
< cvg /d9+10g(1/5)
K2, n

min

The second inequality follows from the assumption on sample size.
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Proof of Eq. (T1). Let {uy,...,up} be a1/4-covering of S%~! in the Euclidean norm with | M| < 9%
and {vy,...,un} to be a 1/4-covering of S%=~1 with |[N| < 9¢:. Then by a standard discretization
argument, we have

n i=1

1 n
<2 sup — Z ug 0,2 v — Eluy 0,2 vy].
ke[M],le[N] TV i

Since ugﬂiz; v — E[UZF)ZZZT v;] are zero-mean subexponential variables by assumption, it follows that

t? nt
IF’{ 2t}§2exp <—cmin{Z§Z,Lnez}>.

Applying a union bound over M, N and setting ¢t = cLg.1/ M < ¢Ly, with some sufficiently
large constant ¢ > 0 yields
> t}

t?2 nt
< 2exp <(d9 +d,)log9 — cmin{zgz,;;}) <4,

1 n
To T To T
- g uy 0;2; v — Eluy, 0;2; ]
i=1

1« 1«
P - Z; ugﬂiz;vl — E[ugﬂizjvl] - Z;ukTGiziTvl — ]E[ukTGiziTvl]

>ty <P<sup
k,l

op

which gives Eq. .

B Further experimental results and details

We repeat each experiment 10 times and plot the mean excess risk as well as the +1 standard
deviation. In all experiments on strategic classification, we choose the ridge parameter A = 0.001.

In Figure [3] we provide an additional comparison in the context of the strategic-regression example
from Section We let B = 1, showing that our takeaways are robust to the exact value of B

We also run the strategic-regression experiment on a real data set. We use the credit data set,
in particular the processed version available at: https://github.com/ustunb/actionable-recoursel
The data set contains 30,000 samples of d = 17 features and a {0, 1}-valued outcome y; with y; =1
denoting individual ¢ not defaulting on a credit card payment. The features include marital status,
age, education level, and payment patterns. We assume the individuals can modify their records on
education level and payment patterns (features 7-17), but cannot change other records. We use 1500
randomly drawn data points to form the base distribution Dy; we assume the same true response model
and use the same distribution atlas as before. We set § =5, © = {6 : ||| < 1}, and standardize the
features so that each column is zero-mean and has unit variance. In Figure [l we observe patterns
similar to those in Figure [2] though the gap in accuracy between our method and SGD is smaller.

Below we provide implementation details for the two considered baselines.

Derivative-free optimization (DFOQ). Starting from 6y = 14/v/d, we run the updates
9t+1 = PrOJHHSI(Gt — ’I’]tIE[UPR(Gt + (5U)d/6])

for t > 0, where the step size 1; = co/(t+1), u is uniformly distributed on S, and ]E[uPR(Qt + du)d/d)
denotes the unbiased sample estimation of E[uPR(6; + du)d/d] using m i.i.d. pairs of (u,z) ~
Unif(8971) x D(6; + du). The projection Projj.<1(z) denotes the projection of z € R? onto the

ball {v € R?: ||v]| < 1} in Euclidean norm. We choose the step size parameter ¢, € [107%,107], the
batch size m in [1,500], and § € [0.1,100] via grid search.
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Figure 3. Excess risk (top) and accuracy (bottom) versus n for plug-in performative optimization, the
DFO algorithm, and greedy SGD, with a changed value of § = 1. We display the +1 standard deviation,
logarithmically scaled. The takeaways are largely the same as in Figure[2]

Greedy stochastic gradient descent (SGD). Starting from 6y = 14/+/d, we run the updates
011 = Projy <1 (00 — mVol(2;64))

with step size n; = co/(t+1) and z; ~ D(6;). The step size parameter ¢y € [107%,10] and the batch size
m € [1,500] are selected via grid search. The greedy SGD algorithm neglects the implicit dependence
of z on 6 due to performativity, and therefore typically converges to suboptimal points.

Performative gradient descent (PerfGD). Assume the distribution map has the form z ~ D(0) <

22 N(f(8),021,), where f is some unknown smooth function. Starting from 6y = 14/v/d, we first run

the greedy SGD updates for H burn-in steps. Next, we run SGD on the performative risk using an
estimated performative gradient, namely,

011 = Projy <1 (00 — 0 VeE[(24:60)]),

with step size ny = co/(t + 1) and z; ~ D(6;), where the estimated performative gradient is computed
as in Algorithm 3 and Eq. (2) in [I3] via numerically estimating the gradient g—{;.

We choose the number of burn-in steps H = 10d. The step size parameter ¢y € [1074,10] and the
batch size m € [1,500] are selected via grid search. PerfGD runs stochastic gradient descent on the
performative risk using an estimated performative gradient. It should be noted that the numerical
approximation of % is unstable when d > 1, which results in the suboptimal performance of PerfGD
in our location-family experiment.

C Solving for Op0

The map DB belongs to the distribution atlas chosen by the learner, and as such, it is fully specified

and known to the learner. Therefore, solving for fpo = arg mingcg EZNDé(e) [¢(z;0)] can only incur
error due to computational inaccuracies. There is no additional statistical complexity (i.e. dependence
on n), which is the focus of our excess risk bounds in Theorem [2| In a sense, our results can be thought
of as analogous to classical generalization bounds for empirical risk minimizers: we are concerned with
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Figure 4. Excess risk (top) and accuracy (bottom) versus n for plug-in performative optimization,
the DFO algorithm, and greedy SGD, on the credit data set. We display the +1 standard deviation,
logarithmically scaled.

characterizing the performance of the empirical risk minimizer, not with computational strategies for

finding them. . R
More practically, there are several approaches one can take to compute 6pp. Sometimes 6pp has

a closed-form expression, as in Example [I] In such cases there is no error in Step 3 of Algorithm @
Sometimes Dj(0) and £(z;6) are simple enough that PR”(6) has a closed-form expression; in such

cases, we compute po by running gradient descent on PR?(6). This is the case in all our experiments.
Alternatively, if PR? (6) does not have a closed-form expression, one may compute Opo by using
a black-box optimizer on an unbiased estimate of IEZNDB(Q) [¢(z;0)] obtained by drawing many i.i.d.
samples from Dy (6) (the right algorithm depends on what we know about the problem; generically we
can always use DFO [8]). Since these samples are all synthetic and do not count toward the sample
complexity—i.e., they do not require collecting real data but only simulation—we can draw arbitrarily
many samples to achieve a small numerical error.
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