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Abstract

We compute precise asymptotic expressions for the learning curves of least squares random feature (RF) mod-
els with either a separable strongly convex regularization or the ¢; regularization. We propose a novel multi-level
application of the convex Gaussian min max theorem (CGMT) to overcome the traditional difficulty of finding
computable expressions for random features models with correlated data. Our result takes the form of a com-
putable 4-dimensional scalar optimization. In contrast to previous results, our approach does not require solving
an often intractable proximal operator, which scales with the number of model parameters. Furthermore, we
extend the universality results for the training and generalization errors for RF models to ¢; regularization. In
particular, we demonstrate that under mild conditions, random feature models with elastic net or ¢; regularization
are asymptotically equivalent to a surrogate Gaussian model with the same first and second moments. We numer-
ically demonstrate the predictive capacity of our results, and show experimentally that the predicted test error is
accurate even in the non-asymptotic regime.

1 Introduction

It has been recently understood that classical statistical theory requires revisiting to describe the behavior of overpa-
rameterized models (1;2). Since then, studying the asymptotic regime of a machine learning (ML) model, in which
the number of data points and model parameters grow infinite at a constant ratio, has become a popular method of
analysis (3; 4;15;16). The asymptotic analysis of regularized Random Feature (RF) models (7) has been of particular
interest as they can capture a large range of other interesting models (8;9;10; [11]). Despite remarkable progress in
the analysis of RF models, existing asymptotic results are not directly computable for the majority of regularization
functions, and in this generic scenario, precise asymptotic learning curves are still lacking. In this paper, we address
this limitation and provide a novel technique that provides computable, exact asymptotic learning curves under a
large family of separable, strongly convex regularization, as well as the ¢; regularization (also known as LASSO).
Similar to many recent papers, we make use of the convex Gaussian Min Max theorem (CGMT) (12; 4; [13; [11;
14), where there are generally two steps. The RFs are non-Gaussian due to nonlinear activation functions, but it
is shown that they can be equivalently replaced by a surrogate Gaussian model with matching first two statistical
moments (15;[16;17). Establishing this equivalence between the RF model and surrogate Gaussian model is gener-
ally referred to as universality (13;(16;17). Next, the CGMT is applied, which provides an alternative optimization
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problem whose analysis is provably tied to the original problem. This alternative optimization formulation has been
a great tool for computing precise asymptotic learning curves in the case of uncorrelated features. However, for the
general RF formulation, the surrogate features are inevitably heavily correlated. As a result, the alternative optimiza-
tion has been generally as difficult to analyze as the original RF model. More precisely, solution of this alternative
optimization typically involves solving a proximal operator of a non separable m-dimensional vector that scales with
the number of model parameters (18), even if the regularization function is separable. Only in the case of ridge (£3)
regularization, where a specific rotational symmetry holds true, can this difficulty be overcome (19;(13;(10).

Contributions: The first main contribution of this paper is a novel multilevel application of the CGMT to the
correlated surrogate model that overcomes the difficulties with the analysis of the alternative optimization and sub-
stantially simplifies the final results. With this method, we provide a computable technique for obtaining learning
curves of surrogate Gaussian model with arbitrary separable, strongly convex; or ¢; regularization. Our next contri-
bution is to establish universality, i.e. to show that our analysis also applies to the original, non-Gaussian random
features. This result has been previously established for regularization functions that are thrice differentiable and
strongly convex (17). We extend this result in two steps. First we show that a wider variety of potentially nondif-
ferentiable, strongly convex functions satisfy universality. In particular, we show that a combination of ¢; and £3,
known as elastic net (20), is universal. Furthermore, under the assumptions that the activation function is continuous
and Lipschitz, and solution vector that is sufficiently sparse, we show that the £3 part of the elastic net regularization
can be removed and the universality of pure ¢; (which is not strongly convex) is established.

2 Related Works

The asymptotic analysis of RF models is recently culminated in the study of the so-called double descent phe-
nomenon, where increasing the model size beyond the interpolation threshold, surprisingly improves the learning
performance, leading to a learning curve with two descent regions. The double descent phenomenon has a long
history (21/), but was first discussed in its modern form by (2) (see also (22)). Overparameterized systems have since
been studied extensively, for an incomplete list see (6; 4; 18; 23;13; 24}; [23; [26; [27; [28; 129; [30; 131); 13; 132; 133)

Gaussian comparison theorems have played a central role in obtaining exact learning curves, which go back
to (34;135). They show an asymptotic equivalence between certain optimization problems over Gaussian random
variables. (36;112) showed that in the presence of convexity, the bounds provided by Gordon could be refined. The
applications of comparison theorems to the study of the asymptotic regime are numerous (37; [18; [11; 138;[19). A
principal difficulty with the CGMT is in the case of correlated covariates, as in the RF model. This results in the
alternative optimization problem of the CGMT to be no more tractable than the original problem. In the case of /3
regularization, rotational symmetry may be applied to study correlated models. In the papers such as (19; [8; [11))
this symmetry is exploited to derive analytic expressions. We are not aware of any analytic expressions derived by
means of the CGMT considering RFs with more generic regularization. As a contribution of this paper, we resolved
the issue of correlated covariates with a novel approach involving multiple applications of CGMT and extend the
analysis of regularized least squares into RF features with a larger set of regularization functions.

The Gaussian Equivalence Principle (GEP) expresses that there exists an asymptotic equivalence between RF
models and Gaussian models with identical first and second moments. This universality was shown for (regularized)
least squares by (15), extended to generic convex regularization by (17) and for generative models by (39). More
recent results by (40) extends universality to empirical risk minimization with regularization. (41/) has also extended
universality results to RF models after a single step of gradient descent with small step sizes. The results of (17)
and (40) however do not hold in the case of ¢; regularization, while those of (15) do not apply to the random
features case. We extend the universality results of (17) to the case of of ¢, and elastic net regularization. (31) also
demonstrate the universality of ¢; regularization but for a different setup of max-margin classifiers. Their results
cannot simply be translated to that of ours. Firstly, they only consider universality of the objective value, while we
additionally demonstrate universality for strongly convex functions of the solution vector. Secondarily they require



that the activation function is restricted to a compact set, which we do not require here.

3 Random Features Model

We consider a dataset {(z;,y;) € R? x R}?_, and wish to determine the relationship between the data vector z; and
the labels y; by means of a function of the following form:

1
Jm

Here ¢ : R? — R™ is a fixed nonlinear feature map, whose relation to the labels y; is characterized by a variable
weight vector 8. We determine 8 by the following optimization problem:

f(2i;0,0) = —=0"p(z;) O €R™ ey

0 = argngn;l(f(zi;e,so),yi) +7(6), )

where [(z,y) = %(z—y)? is the square-loss function and r(z) is a regularization function. We consider a wide-range
of regularization functions which are explained in Section[4l We restrict ourselves to the feature map

o(z) = o <%Wzi> , 3)

where o : R — R is a non linear, odd activation function applied element wise (eg. tanh(x)), and W € R™*? is a
random weight matrix whose elements are i.i.d standard Gaussians, independent of z;. We note that this choice of

the random feature map can be interpreted as a Neural Network (NN) with one hidden layer. We let the matrix X

be given such that X;; = ¢;(z;) =0 <%W?ZZ‘>, where ij is the 7™ row of W. We consider two metrics of the

performance of the solution 6 of @), the training error, expressed in matrix notation as

1 1 1
‘ = |lv — —X0|2+ — 4
Etrain(0) ZnHy Jm 0|3 + m?“(@) “)
and the generalization error
1
ggen(a) =E |:§(ynew - f(Znew; 07 90))2 ) (5)

where (Znew, Ynew) 1S @ new sample pair independent of, but identically distributed to the training data.
Analysis of this problem requires making assumptions on the distribution of the the dataset. We assume that

Z; L Ar (0,1,) and that the labels y; are generated according to

w= =0T o(m) + o ©)
where 0* is a fixed weight vector that may be deterministic or random and ¢; is i.i.d. noise with E[¢;] = 0, E[¢?] = o2
and E[e}] < oo, and ¢ is given in (3). We note that this method of label generation is different that that of (17), we
note that their results still apply in this context. For a discussion of this fact see remark [2]in the appendix.
Under these assumptions, the main goal of this paper is to predict the values of Sgen(é), Stmm(é), where 0 is
given by @). Further, we provide the asymptotic value of h(é) where h is an arbitrary test function from a wide
range of choices, as we elaborate.



4 Main Results

4.1 Overview of Main Results

Before delving into details, we provide an overview of our main results. A more detailed and rigorous treatment is
provided in the subsequent sections.
The key optimization problem in (2)) can be written as
1 5 1
—=X0||5 + —r(0). @)
m m

NG

Hence, the optimal solution of P is given by @). However we consider a slightly more general problem of the
following form:

1
P = in — —
d meln 2n||y

Pi(r1.72) = min 5 {ly = —= X0+ --r(6) + 7 (0 — 0%)"R(O — %) + Z2h(0). ®
where 71, 7o are real numbers and h(e) is a test function such that r + 795 is convex. Moreover, R is the feature
covariance matrix E,[¢(z)p(z)T]. We refer to the solution of (8) as 6, (11, 7).

We note that setting 71 = 7 = 0, we obtain the original problem (@), i.e. P, = pl((), 0) and 0, = 6, (0,0).
These additional “7” are added to the problem definition to prove the universality of generalization error and of
generic strongly convex functions. We note that the 7; term corresponds to a component of the generalization
function and 74 is attached to the generic function h(@). Taking the derivative with respect to 71, or 75 allows these
terms to be recovered, this property is made use of in the proof of the universality, see proof of theorem 4l

We analyze the problem in (8)) by considering two alternative problem formulations, and demonstrating that they
are asymptotically equivalent to one another.

Consider the linear feature map

¢(z) = LWz + p.g, ©)

Vd
where p; = E,lac(a)] and p? = E,[0%(a)] — p?, with a ~ N(0,1), and g ~ N(0,I,,). This feature map is
obtained by means of a truncated Hermite polynomial expansion of the original feature map (3), as discussed in (8),
and unlike the original feature maps in (3) these feature are Gaussian (for fixed weights W). Let (X);; = @;(z;) =

ﬂwfzi + p«gij, where g;; are i.i.d Gaussian, and consider the problem

vd
~ . 1 1 ~ 1 T1 ~ T2
P = min —|ly — —=X0|[5+ —r(0) + =(0 — 6*)"R(6 — 6*) + —h(6 10
b(r1om2) = min oy = —= X+ r(0) + 70— 07)TR(O - 0°) + Zh(6), (10)
where y; = 0T @(z;) + € and~1~{ = E,[#(z)@(2)T]. The optimal solution of Py (71, 7») is referred to as (71, o).

In particular, we denote 62 = 6>(0,0).
Now, we define ¥ (S, ¢, &, t, 71, 72) as follows

1
BBt ) = B My (6= 5000

201
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where M 1 (r472h) is the Moreau envelope of r + moh with the step size i (see supplement definition ), ¢ is
2cq

(11)

a standard Gaussian vector, ¢; and co are functions of 5, ¢, &, t, 71, 75 given by

9 2.2 2 2
o = BE2na)7ng | (B+2qm)p (12)
2q¢%t 2q

2 ,2¢2
Y \/(ﬁ+27:;§) S/ (13)




The expectation is taken with respect to ¢ and hence the function 1) is not random. Accordingly, we define the key
alternative optimization problem, i.e. a four-dimensional scalar optimization problem, in our development:

P = i ' t . 14
3(T1,T2) Igggrggrggggggw(ﬁ,q,& \T1,T2) (14)

Let B,G,&,1 be the optimal point of P; and let & = ¢ (5,(}, £, t) and ¢y = 02(3, q, §~) Accordingly, we define
05(11,72) as follows

- C
0s5(11,72) := PIOX 1 (4 r,p) <0* - 2—ﬁq§> , (15)
é1

2¢1
where prox L (rtmoh) denotes the proximal operator of r + 7oA with the step size % Similar to the two previous
€1

cases, we define 63 = 93(0, 0). The training and generalization error corresponding to problem Py are not given by
@) and (@), instead we have that

3 D 5 OP3(11.0
gtrain - P3(0, O) Sgen = 0-2 + M

1
€ 67'1 ( 6)

71=0
Now, we provide a summary of our main results:

Theorem 1. Informal statement of the main results

There exist symmetric intervals ) € [—71, 7y and T € [—75, 75| with sufficiently small universal constants T{, 75,
a wide family of strongly convex, separable functions r and potentially non-convex, separable test functions h, for
which in the asymptotic limit,

Pl(Tl,TQ)%PQ(Tl,TQ), PQ(Tl,TQ)%P:;(Tl,TQ) (17)

and hence . .
Py (11, m2) = P3(71,72). (18)

By the above result, we may conclude for such scenarios that

gtrain(él) ~ gtrain(éQ) ~ ~t7"aina (19)
Egen(el) ~ Egen(92) ~ gens (20)

and
h(6:) ~ h(0;) ~ h(6s). (21)

The above result also holds for {1 regularization under some considerations about the true model 8* and the activa-
tion function.

Discussion of Main Result: By Theorem/[I] the generalization/training error and other properties of the original
problem P}, represented by a test function h, can be found using the solution of P3 = P3(7; = 0, 75 = 0). See Theo-

rem [3lfor a precise statement. Note that P; is scalar and since 7 is separable, calculating E | M 1 <9* — C;;/j d))]
2cq
is straightforward (71, T2 are set to zero). Hence, Ps is simple to evaluate using standard computation techniques.
We note that Theorem [1] is, at first sight, similar to Theorem 1 in (18), which is also based on the Moreau
envelope and the proximal operator of the regularization function. However, we note that the argument of the Moreau

envelope in their expression is more complex and cannot be generally evaluated even if r is separable. Hence, our



result is novel and not the same as (18, Thm. 1) and allows significantly easier calculation of the generalization error
compared to other existing methods in the literature for the correlated RF model.

Our proof has two building blocks: Using a novel multi-level application of CGMT, we show in Theorem [2] the
convergence of P to the scalar optimization problem Pj in the left hand side of (I7). The universality result, i.e.
the asymptotic convergence between Py and P, in the right hand side of is presented in Section The other
claims i.e (19),(20) and 1)) are subsequently obtained by an individual argument.

For strongly convex and thrice differentiable regularization functions, the universality relation in the right hand
side of (I7)) has already been demonstrated in (17). Here, we extend these results to the case of a sequence of strongly
convex, thrice differentiable functions with bounded third derivatives that converge uniformly to the regularization
function (Theorem M)). Such functions may not be even differentiable. Moreover, while (17) also shows the uni-
versality of the generalization/test errors, we extend this result and show that the entire discussion holds true for an
arbitrary test function s obtained as the uniform limit of a sequence of thrice differentiable functions with bounded
third derivatives. Exact assumptions will be shortly presented. The above approach also allows us to extend the
universality results to elastic net (Corollary [I) and ¢; regularization (Theorem [6)), which have not been provided in
the literature before.

4.2 Assumptions

Below, we provide a list of all assumptions considered in our study. The specific assumptions that are used for each
result is provided under the statement of the associated result.

A1l The regularization function satisfies one of the below:

— Case A: For positive constants i, L > 0, there exists a sequence of functions (*) that are separable,
p-strongly convex and thrice differentiable with L—uniformly bounded third derivatived!]. The sequence
() converges uniformly in the limit of & — oo to the regularization function 7.

— Case B: The regularization function is 7(8) = A||0]|;.
Note that it is sufficient that one of these assumptions, either Case A or Case B, holds true.

A2 For positive constants [, L > 0, there exists a sequence of thrice differentiable functions (%) with [—uniformly
bounded second derivatives and L—uniformly bounded third derivatives. The sequence h(¥) converges uni-
formly in the limit of kK — oo to the test function h.

A3 The noise vector € has elements ¢; which are i.i.d with E[¢;] = 0, E[¢?] = 02 < co and E[e}] < oo.

A4 The dimensions n, m, d remain at constant ratio when they are increased to infinity. These ratios are given by
Y=g»n=gando=n="7

A5 The true model 6* is independent of X. We assume that for some constants ¢, ’, C' > 0,
P (\/—% max (|| Vr(0%)||2, |VR(6*)]2) > c> — 0, and P(max; |(VAh(0%));| > clogm) < Ce—c (logm)?.

A6 The activation function o (+) is odd, with bounded first, second, and third derivatives.

Given the assumptions, we state the values of the bounds on 7, and 79:
_ p/8
pI(1+2V6)% + p?

where the values of 1 and [ are given in Al and A2, respectively. Both of these bounds are chosen to ensure that the
sum of the regularization function and the two “7 terms” remains strongly convex with high probability.

_ K
4

|71 < 71 |T2| < 75 (22)

"Note that for a generic multi-variable function, the derivatives are tensors and we refer to their operator norm for bounds. However, as
the functions are separable, i.e. a scalar function is applied element-wise, the bounds are simply on the derivatives of the scalar function.



4.3 Asymptotic Gaussian Results
In this section, we state our main result connecting P, in (I0) and Pj in (14).

Theorem 2. Let Assumptions A3-A5 hold and v + Toh is §—strongly convex for o € [—75,75]. Then for all
11 € [—7f, 7] and 75 € [T, T3],

‘p2(7'1,7'2)—153(7'1,7'2) ﬁ() (23)
Moreover,
A N 1. . ~ < 1 P
‘ <5train(92), gtrain(02)a Eh(02)> - (gtraina ggen, Eh(efi)) m 0 (24)

where 04 is the solution to problem (I0) and 05 is the solution presented in (I3) associated with Py in ().

This result makes the statement in the second equation of (I7) precise. Note that we do not need A6 and the
assumption for r, h is weaker than the combination of A1-Case A and A2. A6, A1-Case A and A2 are required for
the next step concerning P;. The results for A1-Case B will be obtained from the study of A1-Case A, in a suitable
limit. Note that for this result, p; and p* in (9)) can be arbitrary, but we will set them to the values discussed in text
following (@) for the subsequent results.

4.3.1 Proof Sketch of Theorem

The proof of this statement makes use of the Convex Gaussian Min Max Theorem (CGMT), which establishes an
asymptotic equivalence between a primary (P) and an alternative (A) optimization problem of the following form:

P(A) = min maxx? Ay + ¥ (x,y) (25)
XESy yESy
A(g,h) = min max|[y|l2x"g + [[x[l2y"h + 9 (x,y) (26)
XESz yESy

Here, A € R™*" g € R™ h € R" have i.i.d standard Gaussian elements, 1)(x,y) is an arbitrary convex-concave
function, and S, C R™,S, C R" are compact and convex sets. For more details, see supplement [Al To prove
Theorem 2] we first fix W and 0* and translate the original minimization problem into a min-max problem of the
form in (23) by suitable transformations and change of variables. Then, we invoke the CGMT which eliminates the
randomness (in X ) due to the data set zB and re-express the problem in terms of (26). The resulting expression is
given in (11;/18), but it is well-known to be intractable as it depends on the covariance matrix of the Gaussian feature
map. Here, we introduce a key novel step. We show that assuming random weights W, under further suitable, non-
trivial transformations, the resulting equivalent form in (26) itself can be transformed into the form of 23] with
a new random matrix A representing the randomness of the weights. This allows us to apply the CGMT again,
resulting in the elimination of the random matrix W. Finally, we simplify the expressions obtained by the second
CGMT application, which leads to the results in Theorem 2l The full proof is given in the Appendix

4.4 Universality

Next, we demonstrate universality. Here we show that the solution vectors problems P; given in (7)) and problem
P, given in (I0) result in asymptotically equivalent values, not only in the training and generalization error, but also
in a wide family of other test functions h. We provide two novel theorems, in this sections, that extend the existing
results for the universality of random feature models. For completeness we first state the existing results by (17).

This means that the terms including the random matrix A in P(A) will be removed and replaced by terms including random vectors
g,hin A(g, h).



Theorem 3 ((17) Theorem 1, Proposition 1). Let assumptions A3-A5 hold. Set 75 = 0 and let r(0) be a regulariza-
tion function that is strongly convex and thrice differentiable with uniformly bounded third derivatives. Let 01,02 be
the optimal solution to the problems given in (D) and (1Q), respectively. Then for all Ty € [, T{],

Pi(11,0) = Py(11,0) (27)
As a result,
A A A A P
‘ <5train(91)a ggen(01)> - <5train(92)a ggen(02)> m 0 (28)

Remark 1. The statement of the Theorem [3]is adapted to the particular setup that we consider here. For completeness
the original theorem is given in appendix [C as Theorem Ol

We are now ready to present our contribution. Firstly, we demonstrate the following theorem, relaxing the
condition on the regularizer in Theorem 3] to A1-Case A and extending the result to an arbitrary test function h:

Theorem 4. Let A2-A6 hold and the regularization function r satisfies Al1-Case A. Then for all 1 € [—1{,7]] and
T2 € [—75, 73],

|Pr(r1, ) = Palry, ma)| ———0 (29)
As a result,
A A 1. . N A 1. 4 P
‘ <5train(91), ggen(el)a Eh(91)> - (gtrain(OQ)a Egen(92)a Eh(02)> m 0 (30)

The next result illustrates that universality can also be applied to elastic net regularization

Corollary 1. Let A2-A5 hold. Let r(0) = X||0||1 + 4||6]|3. Then, the claims of TheoremHlhold true.

4.4.1 Proof Sketch of Theorem 4]

The original proof given by (17) is valid only for regularization functions that are strongly convex and thrice dif-
ferentiable with uniformly bounded third derivatives. We first extend these results to sequence of regularization
functions (¥) that converge uniformly to a function r. Noting that this theorem holds for all *) with k& < oo the
proof consists of demonstrating that the relations hold in the limit. Second, (17) does not consider the term 72/(8).
We adopt the original proof of (17) and modify it to demonstrate that the results similarly hold with a more generic
test function h(@). The proof of these results are given in the Appendix [C.3|

For the specific case of elastic net, we construct a valid sequence r(k)(ﬂ) that uniformly converges to the elastic
net regularization function, see Appendix

4.5 Random Features and Scalar Optimization Problem

We now connect the original problem P; to the scalar optimization problem P; by combining the results in Sec-
tion[4.3]and Section This leads to the following precise statement of the main result in Theorem [k

Theorem 5. Let Assumptions A2 - A6 and Al.Case A hold. Then for all 71 € [—71,71] and T9 € [—75,75],

|Pi(r1,72) = Py, m2)| —2— 0 31
Moreover,
A o1 . .1 . P
' <€train(01)7 gtrain(01)7 Rh(01)> - <gt7"aina ggena Rh(03)> m 0 (32)

8



4.6 Results for /; regularization

We further extend these results to the case of ¢; regularization. For this case, additional assumptions are needed. In
particular, we may only consider scenarios, where problem (2)) is sufficiently sparse. This is defined by the following:

Mo = % i Pr (i3 #0) (33)
=1

where 6; 3 denotes the i element of 85 for the regularization function 7(6) = A||@]|;. We prove the following
theorem:

Theorem 6. Let Assumptions A2 - A6 hold and r(0) = )||@||1. The exists a constant p only depending on the
activation function o and the parameters of the problem (), O'z, ~,m) such that for My < p, the results of Theorem[3
holds for r(0) = A||0]|;.

4.6.1 Proof Sketch of Theorem

We adopt the proof in (13), which performs this procedure for i.i.d. sub-Gaussian features, and modify it for the
random feature model. Extending the results for the ¢; regularization involves the results for the elastic net opti-
mization in corollary 1. In (15) (section 3.3 of supplement), it is shown that for a small value of y in the elastic net
regularization A||. |1 + 4|/ |3, the £5 term can be removed and the change of the solution is negligible, if the matrix
X satisfies a proper restricted isometry property (RIP). In (15) (lemma 8 in supplement), the RIP is shown for i.i.d.
sub-Gaussian features. We extend this result and show that a similar RIP condition holds for random features model.
The condition on M ensures that the optimal solution is sufficiently stable, which otherwise is not guaranteed with
the lack of strong convexity. The full proof is presented in Appendix

5 [Elastic Net Regularization

In this section, we apply our results to the case of elastic net regularization, for which asymptotic learning curves
has not been previously proposed. We consider the regularization function

o
r(8) = N[0l + S 16][3, (34)

where A and « are two regularization parameters. We note that in the case of A = 0 we obtain ridge regularization
and in the case of @ = 0 we obtain ¢; regularization (LASSO). Due to the continuity of the asymptotic expressions,
the analysis of elastic net may be directly used for the study of ridge or LASSO regression simply by setting either
A = 0 or & = 0. Our interest in studying elastic net stems from the sparsity-promoting effect of the ¢ regularizer
on the solution vector. When viewing the RF model as a shallow neural network, the effect of a sparse solution is to
disable a number of nodes in the hidden layer. As a result, elastic net finds a subnetwork of the original NN with a
minimal degradation in performance, in effect a form of network compression. For similar attempts, see for example
(42;143;144).
The asymptotic equivalent solution to the elastic net regularized problem is given by

2"6
Ot o — st 6 < —Cu

%ta T @ata) 201+a
(03)i = | g + p2llsi + 52 6> G (35)
0 — (i < ¢i <
in which (1; and (y; are given by
(A —2¢6) (A +26167)

Ci = C2i

e T Y



and ¢y, éo are the constants described in Theorem 2l The solution may also be expressed more succinctly by means
of a soft thresholding operator. A full derivation of this solution may be found in the supplement section [DI We note
that in the limit of A — 0, we obtain —(y; = (»; and the solution collapses into a single case, that being the result
for ridge regression.

According to theorem [3 and [6] the characteristics of the solution vector él, reflected by a suitable function h,
asymptotically becomes close to that of 65 (the {1 case is under sparsity condition). Here, we consider the sparsity
of the solution. For this reason, we take a separable function h(0) = >_ h(6;), where h.(6) is a positive C° bump

_ _ (2
function such that h.(0) = 1 and h.(6) = 0 for |#| > €. Our results apply to this function and we note that
no(0) < he(0) < n(0), (37)

where n.(0) is the number of the elements 6; in € with |0;| < e. In particular, ng is the number of zeros. We may
show that by theorem [5/and the law of large numbers, the value of %he(e) converges in probability to a constant s

calculated by analyzing 65. We refer to s := lir% S as the “effective sparsity” of 0. Roughly speaking, s counts not
€E—

only the zero entries of 61, but also the vanishing entries as the problem size grows.
By direct calculation, we shown in the supplement section [D] that

B (6) 6],

where ¢; and (ég) “are defined in (33). We note that for pure ¢; regularization this formula may still be used by

setting o = 0, althozugh we can theoretically support it for small values of sparsity. In this case, s = 1 — M where
M is given in (33). Experimental results for effective sparsity maybe be found in the supplement [E.1]

6 Experiments

6.1 Experimental setup

Using the expressions derived in the previous section, we examine the case of elastic net regularization experimen-
tally. We choose the tanh activation for the non linearity of the feature map. We consider a deterministic vector 6*
that consists of half ones and half zeros, . We set the noise power o2 = 0.1 and let § = 1. We consider multiple
cases, where for each case we solve the problem P3 (equation (I4)) using an iterative refining grid search algorithm.
We compare the results to an experimental simulation in which n + m = 1000, with the relative ratio varied for
different values of ¥ = m/n. Each empirical data point was averaged over 100 random realizations of the weights
W, and the data z. More details maybe found in appendix [El

6.2 Elastic net model

We compare the experimental and theoretically derived values for training and generalization error of the elastic net
model for two cases. Firstly we vary the ratio v = * for fixed values of the regularization parameters, and secondly
we vary the regularization parameter \ for all other parameters being fixed.

The case of varying «y is shown in figure [l Here, we fix A = 1073 and choose several values of « including 0,
the case of pure ¢ regularization. Our expressions accurately predict the expected behavior of a network, the small
deviation explained by the fact that n, m are finite. However, the discrepancy is only notable in a small range near the
interpolation peak, suggesting the validity of our expressions in a wide range of networks of a non asymptotic size.
We observe that small values of « result in a spike in the generalization error at the interpolation threshold, which
in this model, is slightly more than v = 1. We note that as the regularization parameter increases in strength, the
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interpolation peak diminishes. This is consistent with other results on the study of the double descent phenomenon
10).

In figure 2l we choose o = 1073 and vary the value of the regularization parameter \ at constant y. We note
that that the generalization error suggests that at each ratio of v = * there is an optimal value of A that minimizes
the expected error.

1072
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(a) Training Error (b) Generalization Error

Figure 1: Theoretically predicted (solid line) and numerically determined (markers) values of the training error (a)
and generalization error (b) for the random features model with £; + /5 regularization as a function of v = *, for
varying values of regularization strengths of « at constant value of A = 1073,
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Figure 2: Theoretically predicted (solid line) and numerically determined (markers) values of the training error
(a) and generalization error (b) for the random features model with ¢; + /5 regularization as a function of the
regularization parameter A, for varying values of the ratio v = “* constant value of o = 1073,
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7 CONCLUSION

We derived expressions to determine the exact asymptotic learning curves for square loss random feature models,
subject to strongly convex regularization, or ¢ regularization. These expressions consist of a 4-dimensional scalar
optimization with two min-max pairs that is computable using standard techniques. We proved in two steps that
these expressions coincide with the asymptotic learning curves: First, we demonstate that the scalar optimization is
asymptotically equivalent to a surrogate Gaussian model whose first two moments match that of the RF models. For
this, we proposed a novel multi-stage application of the CGMT. Then, we extended the results of the universality
of RF models to a broader family, including elastic net and ¢; regularization, thereby demonstrating an asymptotic
equivalence between the Gaussian model and the non linear RF model. Our results for universality hold not only for
the cases of training and generalization error, but also for test functions h from a wide family.

There are several potential directions to extend our study. A particularly interesting direction is to use our
methodology to obtain refined expressions for a more generic loss functions, extending the existing studies, e.g (18).

References

[1] Chiyuan Zhang, Samy Bengio, Moritz Hardt, Benjamin Recht, and Oriol Vinyals. Understanding deep learning
(still) requires rethinking generalization. Communications of the ACM, 64(3):107-115, 2021.

[2] Mikhail Belkin, Daniel Hsu, Siyuan Ma, and Soumik Mandal. Reconciling modern machine-learning practice
and the classical bias—variance trade-off. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 116(32):15849—
15854, 2019.

[3] Mikhail Belkin, Daniel Hsu, and Ji Xu. Two models of double descent for weak features. SIAM Journal on
Mathematics of Data Science, 2(4):1167-1180, 2020.

[4] Trevor Hastie, Andrea Montanari, Saharon Rosset, and Ryan J Tibshirani. Surprises in high-dimensional
ridgeless least squares interpolation. arXiv preprint arXiv:1903.08560, 2019.

[5] Peter L. Bartlett, Philip M. Long, Gabor Lugosi, and Alexander Tsigler. Benign overfitting in linear regression.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 117(48):30063-30070, 2020. ISSN 0027-8424. doi: 10.
1073/pnas.1907378117. URL https://www.pnas.org/content/117/48/30063.

[6] A. Tsigler and P. L. Bartlett. Benign overfitting in ridge regression. arXiv e-prints, art. arXiv:2009.14286,

September 2020.

[7] Ali Rahimi and Benjamin Recht. Random features for large-scale kernel machines. In NIPS, pages 11771184,
2007.

[8] Song Mei and Andrea Montanari. The generalization error of random features regres-
sion:  Precise asymptotics and the double descent curve. Communications on Pure and
Applied Mathematics, n/a(n/a), 2019. doi: https://doi.org/10.1002/cpa.22008. URL

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/cpa.22008.

[9] Sebastian Goldt, Marc Mézard, Florent Krzakala, and Lenka Zdeborovd. Modeling the influence of data
structure on learning in neural networks: The hidden manifold model. Physical Review X, 10(4):041044, 2020.

[10] Stéphane d’Ascoli, Maria Refinetti, Giulio Biroli, and Florent Krzakala. Double trouble in double descent:
Bias and variance (s) in the lazy regime. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 2280-2290.
PMLR, 2020.

12


https://www.pnas.org/content/117/48/30063
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/cpa.22008

[11]

[12]

[13]

[15]

[16]

Oussama Dhifallah and Yue M. Lu. A precise performance analysis of learning with random features, 2020.
URLhttps://arxiv.org/abs/2008.11904.

Christos Thrampoulidis, Samet Oymak, and Babak Hassibi. The Gaussian min-max theorem in the Presence
of Convexity. arXiv e-prints, art. arXiv:1408.4837, August 2014.

Andrea Montanari, Feng Ruan, Youngtak Sohn, and Jun Yan. The generalization error of max-margin linear
classifiers: High-dimensional asymptotics in the overparametrized regime. arXiv preprint arXiv:1911.01544,
2019.

Sebastian Goldt, Galen Reeves, Marc Mézard, Florent Krzakala, and Lenka Zdeborova. The gaussian equiva-
lence of generative models for learning with two-layer neural networks. 2020.

Ashkan Panahi and Babak Hassibi. A universal analysis of large-scale regularized least squares solutions. In
NIPS, pages 3384-3393, 2017.

Samet Oymak and Joel A Tropp. Universality laws for randomized dimension reduction, with applications.
Information and Inference: A Journal of the IMA, 7(3):337-446, 2018.

Hong Hu and Yue M. Lu. Universality laws for high-dimensional learning with random features. CoRR,
abs/2009.07669, 2020. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.07669.

Bruno Loureiro, Cédric Gerbelot, Hugo Cui, Sebastian Goldt, Florent Krzakala, Marc Mézard, and Lenka
Zdeborova. Learning curves of generic features maps for realistic datasets with a teacher-student model, 2021.
URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2102.08127.

Xiangyu Chang, Yingcong Li, Samet Oymak, and Christos Thrampoulidis. Provable benefits of overpa-
rameterization in model compression: From double descent to pruning neural networks. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2012.08749, 2020.

Hui Zou and Trevor Hastie. Regularization and variable selection via the elastic net. Journal of the royal
statistical society: series B (statistical methodology), 67(2):301-320, 2005.

Marco Loog, Tom Viering, Alexander Mey, Jesse H Krijthe, and David MJ Tax. A brief prehistory of double
descent. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 117(20):10625-10626, 2020.

Mario Geiger, Arthur Jacot, Stefano Spigler, Franck Gabriel, Levent Sagun, Stéphane d’ Ascoli, Giulio Biroli,
Clément Hongler, and Matthieu Wyart. Scaling description of generalization with number of parameters in
deep learning. Journal of Statistical Mechanics: Theory and Experiment, 2020(2):023401, 2020.

Peter L. Bartlett, Philip M. Long, Gabor Lugosi, and Alexander Tsigler. Benign overfitting in linear regression.
arxiv:1906.11300, 2020.

Vidya Muthukumar, Kailas Vodrahalli, Vignesh Subramanian, and Anant Sahai. Harmless interpolation of
noisy data in regression, 2019. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/1903.09139.

Dmitry Kobak, Jonathan Lomond, and Benoit Sanchez. The optimal ridge penalty for real-world high-
dimensional data can be zero or negative due to the implicit ridge regularization. J. Mach. Learn. Res., 21:
169-1, 2020.

Zeyu Deng, Abla Kammoun, and Christos Thrampoulidis. A model of double descent for high-dimensional
binary linear classification. arXiv preprint arXiv:1911.05822, 2019.

13


https://arxiv.org/abs/2008.11904
https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.07669
https://arxiv.org/abs/2102.08127
https://arxiv.org/abs/1903.09139

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

Hossein Taheri, Ramtin Pedarsani, and Christos Thrampoulidis. Fundamental limits of ridge-regularized empir-
ical risk minimization in high dimensions. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics,
pages 2773-2781. PMLR, 2021.

Panagiotis Lolas. Regularization in high-dimensional regression and classification via random matrix theory.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2003.13723, 2020.

Francesca Mignacco, Florent Krzakala, Yue Lu, Pierfrancesco Urbani, and Lenka Zdeborova. The role of
regularization in classification of high-dimensional noisy gaussian mixture. In International Conference on
Machine Learning, pages 6874-6883. PMLR, 2020.

Ganesh Ramachandra Kini and Christos Thrampoulidis. Analytic study of double descent in binary classi-
fication: The impact of loss. In 2020 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), pages
2527-2532. 1EEE, 2020.

Tengyuan Liang and Pragya Sur. A precise high-dimensional asymptotic theory for boosting and minimum-
ell_1-norm interpolated classifiers. arXiv preprint arXiv:2002.01586, 2020.

Hossein Taheri, Ramtin Pedarsani, and Christos Thrampoulidis. Sharp asymptotics and optimal performance
for inference in binary models. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages
3739-3749. PMLR, 2020.

Fariborz Salehi, Ehsan Abbasi, and Babak Hassibi. The impact of regularization on high-dimensional logistic
regression. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 32, 2019.

Yehoram Gordon. Some inequalities for gaussian processes and applications. Israel Journal of Mathematics,
50(4):265-289, 1985.

Yehoram Gordon. On milman’s inequality and random subspaces which escape through a mesh in r n. In
Geometric aspects of functional analysis, pages 84—106. Springer, 1988.

Christos Thrampoulidis, Ashkan Panahi, and Babak Hassibi. Asymptotically exact error analysis for the gener-
alized equation-lasso. In 2015 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), pages 2021-2025.
IEEE, 2015.

David Bosch, Ashkan Panahi, and Ayca Ozcelikkale. Double descent in feature selection: Revisiting lasso and
basis pursuit. In International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML) 2021 Workshop on Overparameteri-
zation: Pitfalls & Opportunities, 2021.

Christos Thrampoulidis, Ehsan Abbasi, and Babak Hassibi. Precise error analysis of regularized m-estimators
in high-dimensions, 2016. URL|https://arxiv.org/abs/1601.06233.

Sebastian Goldt, Bruno Loureiro, Galen Reeves, Florent Krzakala, Marc Mézard, and Lenka Zdeborova. The
gaussian equivalence of generative models for learning with shallow neural networks. In Mathematical and
Scientific Machine Learning, pages 426—471. PMLR, 2022.

Andrea Montanari and Basil Saeed. Universality of empirical risk minimization, 2022. URL
https://arxiv.org/abs/2202.08832.

Jimmy Ba, Murat A. Erdogdu, Taiji Suzuki, Zhichao Wang, Denny Wu, and Greg Yang. High-
dimensional asymptotics of feature learning: How one gradient step improves the representation, 2022. URL
https://arxiv.orqg/abs/2205.01445.

14


https://arxiv.org/abs/1601.06233
https://arxiv.org/abs/2202.08832
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.01445

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[48]

[49]

Anda Tang, Pei Quan, Lingfeng Niu, and Yong Shi. A survey for sparse regularization based compression
methods. Annals of Data Science, pages 1-28, 2022.

Oyebade K Oyedotun, Abd El Rahman Shabayek, Djamila Aouada, and Bjorn Ottersten. Deep network com-
pression with teacher latent subspace learning and lasso. Applied Intelligence, 51(2):834-853, 2021.

Jun Yu, Yong Rui, and Dacheng Tao. Click prediction for web image reranking using multimodal sparse
coding. IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, 23(5):2019-2032, 2014.

Omiros Papaspiliopoulos. High-dimensional probability: An introduction with applications in data science,
2020.

Stéphane Boucheron, Gdbor Lugosi, and Pascal Massart. Concentration inequalities: A nonasymptotic theory
of independence. Oxford university press, 2013.

Heinz H Bauschke, Patrick L Combettes, et al. Convex analysis and monotone operator theory in Hilbert
spaces, volume 408. Springer, 2011.

Jean Honorio and Tommi Jaakkola. Tight bounds for the expected risk of linear classifiers and pac-bayes
finite-sample guarantees. In Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 384—-392. PMLR, 2014.

Emmanuel J Candes, Justin K Romberg, and Terence Tao. Stable signal recovery from incomplete and inac-
curate measurements. Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics: A Journal Issued by the Courant
Institute of Mathematical Sciences, 59(8):1207-1223, 2006.

15



A Gaussian Min Max Theorems

We make use of the Gaussian Min max theorem as well as the Convex Gaussian min max theorem in the proof of
theorem 1. The Gaussian min max theorem was originally proven by Gordon (34;35). The CGMT was developed
by (12), we state the theorem here for completeness.

The Gaussian Min Max theorem states the following:

Theorem 7. Let A € R™*" g € R, g € R™ and h € R" be independent of each other and have entries distributed
i.i.d according to N(0,1). Let S C R™ and So C R™ be nonempty compact sets. Let f(-,-) we a continuous
function on 81 X Sy. We define

Pi(A) ;= min max yTAx + gl|x]|2|y|]2 + f(x,y), 39)
XES] yES2
P2(g,h) := mip max [xl[2g"y + [lyll2h"x + f(x,y). (40)
Then for any c € R:

The Convex Gaussian Min Max theorem extends these results to the following:

Theorem 8. Let A € R"™*™ g € R™ and h € R" be independent of each other and have entries distributed i.i.d

according to N'(0,1). Let S; C R™ and Sy C R™ be nonempty compact sets. Let f(-,-) we a continuous function
on 81 X Sy. We define

P,(A) = TA 42
1(A) Qg;@fggy x+ f(xy), (42)
Py(g,h) = }géglmaXHXHzg Ty +llyllsh"x + f(x,y). (43)

Then for any c; € R we have that
P(P1(A) < 1) <2P(Py(g,h) < 1), (44)

Under the further assumptions that S1 and So are convex sets and f is concave-convex on S X Sy then for all
co €R

P(P1(A) > c2) < 2P(P2(g, h) > ). (45)

We note that if in the limit of n,m — oo the value of P5(g, h) concentrates on a value a then similarly P (A)
converges to the same value.

B Proof of Theorem 2

To prove, theorem[2] we shall apply the CGMT (supplement theorem [8]) to obtain an alternative problem formulation
for (I0). Subsequently, we will simplify the alternative problem, and then express it once again in the form that is
suitable for a second CGMT application. Applying the CGMT for a second time, we obtain a second alternative
problem. After simplifying this second alternative problem, we will demonstrate the results in Theorem 2l To begin
with the first application of the CGMT, we fix W and change the variable 6 in (IQ) to e = 8 — 6* to obtain

1 1 - 1 N
Py(r1,7) = min —||e — ——Xe|2+ —r(e +6%) + LeTRe + 2h(e + 6%), (46)
e 2n m m m

o=
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~ ~ 2
note that the rows x; of X are i.i.d, centered and Gaussian with the covariance matrix R = %WTW + p?1. Hence,

~ ~ 1 . . .

we may write X = UR?2 where U has i.i.d. standard Gaussian entries. Next, using the Legendre transform of the
square function, we may write (I0) as
~ 1

1 -
P2(7'1,7'2) = minmax —\’e — —)\TURI/Qe .

1 1
—IAl?
A n ny/m QnH H2+

—r(e+6%) + i7'1eT1~%e + i7'2h(e +6%) (47)
m m m

In here 71 € Rand 75 € R are constants and by the assumption, (e + 8*) + moh(e + 0*) is §—strongly convex. We
require that 77 is chosen sufficiently small, to ensure that the entire optimization problem remains strongly convex
in e. In particular, we ensure that the term B(e) := r(e + 0*) + 71’ Re + Tah(e + 0*) is 4 -strongly convex. First,
we show that

1/8
PR +2V0)% + p?

7| <7 = (48)

will satisfy this condition with high probabilit. For this reason, we introduce the following lemma:

2
Lemma 1. Define Cy = 03 <1 + 2\/3) + p2. For a random matrix W with i.i.d. standard Gaussian entries and

R = %%WWT + p21, the following relation holds:
P [HRHz > cﬁ} < 2e~em (49)

for a universal constant ¢ > 0, where || - ||2 denotes the spectral norm.

Proof. We note that by the definition of R, we have that

p?
BwwT + i1

2
P1 2 2
< — =+ pl.

7 < Wl + o (50)

IR = \

2

The elements of W € R™*¢ are i.i.d normally distributed. From a standard result in matrix theory (45)[Corollary
7.3.3] we obtain

1
P(—||W]|2 > 1+ v/m/d +t) < 2“4, 1)
Vd
Choosing t = y/m/d yields
1
P(—||W||s > 1 + 2V4) < 2™, (52)
(JlIWIls )
where we recall that § = 2. This provides the desired result. U
According to lemma [I] the term elRe is 2CR—smooth, and hence for 71 < %, the term B is % — % =

& —convex. This is the same as the condition in (48). Hence, in the rest of this proof we assume that B is strongly
convex.

Next, we note that applying the CGMT requires that both A and e are in compact feasibility sets. Here we
employ a similar strategy to (38; [11); [18) by showing that with high probability, the solutions of both the original
problem and the alternative problem can be bound in fixed compact sets, hence restricting the optimizations to these
sets will not affect the result. As a result, we may apply the CGMT.

*Throughout this paper, the term “high probability” means a probability converging to 1 as the problem size grows.
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Lemma 2. Consider the following two optimization problems that correspond to the primary optimization and to
the first alternative optimization in CGMT.

~ 1 1 ~ 1 1
Py = mi “ANe— —A"Xe— —||A\||2+—=B 53
2,1 memm;ixn € ny/m ¢ QnH H2+m (e) (53)
5. 1.7 1 51/2 T 1 THR1/2 1 9 1
P —m;nmﬁxEA €— —n\/ﬁHR ell2A g — —n\/EHAHQh R'“e — %H)\HQ + EB(G) (54)

In these equations g, h are standard normal vectors of size n, m, respectively. Denote by €31, €3 2 the optimal solu-
tions of Pg 1and P, 2, respectively. Furthermore, respectively denote by /\1( ) /\2( ) the solution of their inner opti-
mization (over A) for a given vector e. Let B be strongly convex with constant § and max {||Vr(0*)||, [[Vh(0*)|} =
O(y\/m). Then, there exist positive constants Ce, C\ only depending on 1 such that the following hold true:

 The solutions € ; for i = 1,2 satisfy

im P (max {[|€2,1]2, [|€2,2]l2} < Cev/m). (55)

e [t also holds that

lim IP’( sup maX{HSq(e)H, ||:\2(e)\|} < CM/E> =1 (56)

Mo \ellle|<Cev/m

Proof. We note that B is 4 strongly convex. Solving for A in both optimization, we may write the optimization over
eas

min F;(e) 1=1,2 (57)

Where F;(e) is the optimal value over . We note that setting A = 0 in both optimizations, we obtain that F'(e) >
%B (e). Then we see that

B(e) > B(0) + d"e + L|le]3 (58)

where d = VB(0) = Vr(0*) + 72 Vh(6*) and by the assumption ||d|| = O(y/m).
For optimization P, we note that

1 1
F(0) = —B(0) + o~ lell3- (59)

This implies that for the optimal solution € we have

1 1 2 p 1 Lo a2
—B(0 — =F(0) > F > —B(0 —d —_
L B(0) + 5 el = F(0) > F(er) > —B(0) + —d"é, + L Jl&1 |3, (60)
which yields
i lsy s 2l < ez a2 61)
— - —|le — .
dm || ! u —op' 2 4pum 2
Then, we obtain
1 2m
||é1||2sH—d +\/—|| 12+ jdi. )
L ) nu 2 2 2
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From the standard matrix theory (45)[Theorem 2.8.1] we know that ||e||3 < cn for some ¢, with high probability.
We observe that there must exist some constant Cg, such that

lim P(||é1]|]2 > Ce,v/m) = 0. (63)
m—0o0
Now we consider (34). Our strategy is similar to the previous case. We note that if we let 5 = ||A||2 we can solve
the optimization over A to obtain:
B L R/ B TR12 g1
F(e) = — |le — —=|R — —_h"R"Y%e — = + —B(e). 64
(e) max - |le —||Re|2g o /m e— 5+ Ble) (64)

The optimization is limited to 8 > 0. Hence, its optimal value will be increased when the constant is lifted, leading
to a quadratic optimization and the following result

1 1 1 B 2
F < —B —_ . R1/2 _ _hTR1/2
(© < () + g (e~ IR elg - ZnrRie) 5
and in particular
F(0) < —B(0) + oIl (66)
— —||€]l5-
- m 2n 2
By applying the same inequality as in (60) we obtain that
1 2m 1
) QSH—dH—i—\/—GQ—F—dQ. (67)
[le2] . nu” 12 MQH 13
As such, we obtain
lim P(||&z]| > Cey,v/m) = 0. (68)
m—r0o0

Now, let Ce = max(Ce,, Ce, ), and use this to define the set Ae = {e € R™| ||e||2 < Cerv/m}.
Next, we note from the optimality condition of the inner optimization in Eq. (33) that

Ai(e) =e— \/%Uftlﬁe. (69)

As such, for all e € A, we have

IR2[l2e] (70)

~ 1 _
I3 (@)llz < llellz + H—_URW
m 2

1
e < llelz + | <=0

We note from lemma [1] that HRl/ 2||5 is bounded, and we make use of standard random matrix theory to conclude
I \/—%UHQ < C with high probability. Then, making use of the same arguments as before we can see that there must

exist a constant Cy, such that for all e € A,

lim P <sup I AL(e)|]2 > CA1\/H> =0 (71)
n—oo eeAe

Finally we note that the optimality condition over 3 of problem [34] gives that for all e € Ae

5 N 1 = 1 -~
B=|A(e)ll2 = |le— —|R'e|g| — —=R'"?h
v/ m 9 m
1 ~ 1 -
< — R'/? RYV2|l5h 7
_IIeHz+mHgHzH l2lleflz + —=[R"=l2[[ll2 (72)
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n and ||h||s < C'v/m. From this we can see that there
exists a constant Cy, such that

lim IP’(sup HAQ( )HQZC)‘Q\/H> =0 (73)
n—oo ee e
Taking C\ = max(Cly,,C},) completes the proof. O

We use the definition of the sets Ae = {e € R™| ||e||2 < Cey/m} and Ax = {A € R"| ||A||2 < Cxy/n} in the
rest of this study. By the lemma above, we can with high probability, restrict ourselves to the following problem
Py (71, 72) = min max l}\Te S — ATURY?%e — i||)\||2 + iB(e) (74)
2105 eCAe AEAN T ny/m on' M T, ’
and be certain that the solution vector and the optimal value to the problem P, will be equal to those of the problem
P2’71. We now make use of the CGMT, (Thm. [§). From which we obtain the following optimization problem

1 1 1 - 1 1
P, = AT R!/2 Tx — ——|IA|;phTRY2e — —||AlI2 + —B 75
5.2 gggi)@%ﬁn €— an ell2g an |l2 e = o lIAllz + —Bfe) (75)

In which g ~ N(0,1,) and h ~ N(0, I,). Note that by lemma (@), P}, is also identical to P55. We now let

B = ﬁHAHQ We further note that 0 < 3 < 3,40 in which (3,4, can be arbitrarily larger than C. We can solve
the optimization over A\ to obtain

2
B WTR2e — B~ + iB(e) (76)

4y = mi SV
9 = min max € I ll2g - 5 T

e€Ae 0<B<Pmaz H Vn \/

We now note that the first term of this problem concetrates. We prove this in the following lemma

Lemma 3. Consider the term

- - 2 1
—e— R!/? _ P pRie P g 77
Fle.p) = 5” €= Zaminelg| - ey TRl (D
and let F be given by
. o B o gmin. B2 1
F(e, ) = 5\/02 - EHRI/QGH% - \/ﬁhTRl/Ze — 5 T -Ble) (78)
Then there exist positive constants C| ¢ such that for any € > 0.
P ( sup |F'(e,B) — F(e,f)] > 6) < Ce (79)
e€Ae,0<8<fmax

Proof. We see that F' can be expressed as

1 1 - 1 -
F= 5\/5\\6”5 + %HRWGH%H%H% - WHRWGHZGT%
B raip. B 1
P pTR2e -2 1 1
vJ/nm ¢ 2 * m (e)
(80)
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Or equivalently

F=py | (Llelg—o2) + o2+ LiRel (Liglp - 1) + LyRielp - Rz, <8
2 € m 2 n 2 m 2 m n

5 P
T T TP

<F+BVE<F+BnaVo (81

TR 2

in which

1 1, = 1 2 = e'g
5= (el - o2) + - IR2el (1l - 1) - T”RUQG”Q—

< (llell - 02) + 2 (Tl - 1) +2/CCa |

We know that C; and Ce are universal constants. It is also clear that the probability that P(|§| > €) < Ce
for some constants C, ¢ > 0. From this we can see that

(82)

P < sup |F(e,ﬁ) —F(e,ﬁ)| > 6) <P < sup |5ﬁ| > E) < P(|ﬁmax | > ) < Ce™ ¢ (83)

e€Ae,0<B8<Bmax e€Ae,0<B<Bmax

For some constants C, ¢ > 0.

O
Because of this we can with high probability, examine instead the problem
P, = mi B\/ ¢t HR“2 I3~ thRW LEpRE (84)
27 enelhrile OS[I;ISaBXmaz o ¢ nm 2 m ¢

We now note that the optimization problem is convex in e and concave in 3, and both optimizations are over
convex sets, as such we can interchange the order of min and max

2
_ 1

- - 2 /2012 TR1/24 B
P 0<B2 Brnas € Ae B\/J HR ellz = \/—mh R 2 " mB(e) 85)

We now note that for any scalar value a, we can express y/a = ming~o 4 + 2%. Making use of this ”square root
trick” we can obtain the problem

_ . . Bq Bgr o1
& SHoBle) @6

P, = max min min
0<B<Bmax e€Ae qmin<q<qmaz

B o B nipe. 0 B TR
+ o0t 5 R elz — ——=h"R" e -

We note also that g can be bounded between ¢,,;, = e, which is obtained when e = 0 and gax = /02 + CRCE.
We can also swap the order of the two mins obtaining

,82

max min min — + —o >

i . 1
+ 2Rzl - L wtrize - L 1 L) s)
2gm nm m
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At this point we will consider only the inner optimization problem over e and consider 8 and q to be fixed. We
shall return to the outer optimization later, and instead only consider

Ba B o, B girer_ B _yrie g1
Dy=D = o2+ Z|RY?e| - - =hTRY?%e - =+ —B 88
2= D2(f,q) = min 55 4 5 0 + 5 IR el - 72 e e (58)
We now make use of the definition of R. We note specifically that
RY/?2h=h ~N(0,R = 'OleWTer* ) (89)

Which by the additivity of Gaussians can be expressed as

v Pl

h=-—"—Z=Woi + p.p2 (90)

Vd

In which ¢1 ~ N(0, I3) and ¢2 ~ N (0, I,5,), we also pull the relevant factor of e’Re out of B(e). We make a new
definition B(e) = r(e 4 6*) 4+ m2h(e 4 6*), we remind that B(e) is by assumption § strongly convex. Making the
relevant substitutions we obtain

Ba , B o, Bl ot Bp*
Do — — %%
2= ;ghn 3+ 50l el WTel 5 e} -
Bp1 1 5,0* 5 (B 1P1 Te 102
e W - =+ —||W 5+ 5+ — B 91
We complete the square over the terms that contain W e, obtaining:
2
_ B+ 2qm) ||t pvmd B%q
D2 = min e — ¢1 ||¢1||2
ecAe  2gmd p1(B + 2gmm1)\/n ) 2n(B + 2qa)
Ba B (5 + 2qn) Bp* 52 1~
— 4+ — - + —B(e 92
We now introduce another maximization over p as the convex conjugate of the /3 norm. We obtain
+2q71) By pi(B + 2qm1)
Do — Pi(B Tw7T p! 1 2
9 5161}411 mgx qmd o) e — ,— @1 — 2qmd Ipll2
Bq B p2(B +2qm) Bps B
7(}51 +—+— +7 pie ——+ B 93)
50+ 50y . el — Esle (e)

Our goal now is to apply the CGMT again to this problem. We note that the problem in convex in e and concave
in p. However we need to show that e and p can be bound to compact and convex sets, and that the optimal points
of both optimizations fall within these sets. We prove this in the following lemma
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Lemma 4. Consider the following two optimization problems that correspond to the first alternative and second
alternative optimization by the CGMT

2 2
p1(B+2¢m) Bp1 pi(B + 2qm1)
L p'W'e — T — 25— |p||3

Dy = min max

e€Ae P W Vnmd 2qmd
2 9 N 2
i+ B Loty O ey I e O Do) on
D = minmax LR e OS2I oy, PPy, 2T
2 9 N 2
o+ B Loty O ey I e T L) )

where ¢3 and ¢4 are standard normals of dimension m, d respectively. Denote €3, €5 as optimal points of Dy and
Ds respectively and pa(e), ps(e) as their inner optimization solution for a fixed e. Let B be 5 strongly convex and
max {||Vr(0)|], |[VR(6*)||} = O(y/m). Then there exist positive constants Ce,Cp only dependlng on p such that

lim P(||&]2 < Cevm) =1 i=2,3 (96)
and
lim P < sup ||pi(e)]|2 < C'p\/md> =1 i=2,3 97)
mee \elllell<Ce

Proof. We know that C¢, exists from the fact that in D5 e is already in a bounded set. For both optimizations, we
solve the optimization over p, and write this optimization over e as

min F;(e) i=2,3, (98)
e

where F;(e) is the optimal value over p. We note that setting p = 0 in both optimizations we obtain that

2 3 1
T(e) =~ L[+ 2 2’; j’o—% —ﬁ—+  B(e) 99

2n(B + 2q71)
On the other hand, by taking the second derivative, we observe that 7'(e) is v = p*ﬁ + & strongly convex with
respect to e. As such, we find that

(ﬁ+2q71)

Fl(e) > ag—i-

llell3 -

1
m

T(e) > T(0) +d"e + 7 lel3, (100)

where d = VT'(0). We note that by the assumption, d = O(y/m). For the optimization D3, we let £ = ||p||2 and
solve the optimization over p to obtain that

2 2 2
pi(B+2gm)€ 7 P8+ 2qn) Bp1 pi(B+2qm)& 1
I3 — — — —T(e)101
sle) =max=— "o $3+¢ omd lell2 \/m(pl ) sqmd T (eX10D
We note that dropping the constraint over £ will not decrease the optimal value, as such
2 2 2
pi(B+2qm)¢ r pi(B+ 26171) Bp1 p1(B+2¢m)E" 1
F < —_— _ — -+ —T(e)102
s(e) < mpx PEEER T g o | DT el - P — RS EEIE 4 r(eyi02)
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From which we see that

§Bp1 Pi(B+2qm)E% 1
F3(0) < - 4+ T(0
3( )_m?x deH¢1H2 2amd —~ (0)
d 1
__ BvVmdd||¢]|2 ~+—T(0) (103)
2v/np1(B+2qm)?  m
From this we obtain that
Bvmdg||p1]l2 1 oo 1 1 p Vo2
—T(0) > F(0) > F > —T(0 —d — 104
2v/np1(B + 2qm1)? +-T(0) 2 F(0) > F3(&) > —T(0) + —d e + 5 —|leff3, (104)
and hence
1?1 Vmd
2m vy T vm 2v/np1(B + 2qm)
or
1 2 mpBvmdq||o1]|2
< =ld = ||d||? 106
||e||2 = V|| ||2+\/V2|| ||2+ V\/ﬁp1(ﬂ+2q7'1)2 ( )

Noting that with high probability ||¢||» < C+/d and recalling that n,m, d all grow at constant ratios, we can see
that there must exist a constant Ce, such that

P(||&3]| > Coyy/m) — 0 (107)

We then let Cy = max(Cl,, Ce,) and define the set A, = {e € R™| ||e||z < Cey/m}. Then from the optimality
condition over p for eq (94) we know that

R Bvmd
e)=WTle— (108)
p2(c) B+ 2mm) Vi
and as such for all e € A, we must have that
. Bvmd
< ||W 109
B2A@)ll2 < Wil llell2 + -5l (109)

We know as a standard result that ||[W/||y < C+v/d and that ||¢1]|s < Cv/d with high probability. As such the
constant Cp,, must exist.
Finally examining the optimality condition over & of problem (93) we find that for all e € A, we have that

gB8vVmd 1o
p1(B+2qm1)y/n'" !

pvmd__
p1(B+2qm )y P

We note that with high probability ||¢1]|s < VdC, ||p4l|l2 < VdC and ||¢3]]2 < /mC. Recalling that m, d
grow at constant ratio we see that the constant Cp,, exists. O

£ =|[ps(e)|l2 = T3 + | [le|laps —

2

< [le[l2[|psll2 + [le]]2]|pall2 + (110)
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We can therefore define the constants Cg := max(Cs,) from i = 1,2,3 and Cp, = max(Cp,, Cp,), and by
doing so define the sets Ao = {e € R™| |le||2 < Cey/m} and A, = {p € R?| ||p|]2 < CpV'md}. From this we
can see that with high probability the optimal value of the optimization P, will be equal to that of

pi(B + 2qm1) _Bpr 03B+ 2qm)

Dy = mi e = ptwT p’ 2
2 36111411 ;{Iéi}i qgmd P e vnmd 1 - 2qmd IIplf2
B2q B 5 (ﬁ+2qﬁ) Bp« ﬁ2
£z =2 L At LE VA - = B 111
(B 1 27 )||¢1||2+ +2 e+ le||5 — \/—¢2 + —B(e) (111)

We now apply the CGMT to the problem Ds for fixed values of (3, ¢, we obtain the following problem

2 2
pi(B+2qm) T pi(B +2qm) T Ber pi(B + 2q71)
Dz—gg;ggaxwllpllze ¢3+Wllellzp iy L 27|| pli3
? +2 ) §
il + B Loty O oy T gpe T Lpennn)

Let & = _\/p;Td llp| ]2 and solve the optimization over p. We note that £ > 0 and that £ < &40 = \/% SUPpea, |[Pl[2-
From this we obtain the problem,

B p1(B + 2qm1) oT p1(B +2qm) B (8 + 2q71 )€
D3 éIEIIAD 0<?i%};ax 7(]\/@ @3 + 5' 7” ll2¢ps — \/—¢1 Ty
B%q 2 B o P (ﬁ+2q7'1) pgroo1 -
—m”(f’l“fr?JrZUeJriH el - \/—¢2 -5 EB( e) (113)
We now show that this term concentrates in the following lemma
Lemma 5. Let F(e, &) be given by
p(B+2m) 1 ‘ p1(B + 2qT1) B (8 +2qm1)E°
F = - -7 L A - = B U A N
fo.6) = 202Nl g 1 ¢ lellogs — | :
3*q LB (ﬁ + 2(17'1) Bps B
Wllfblllfr qo€+7ll ell3 - \/—sz e— 5+ B( ) (114)

and let F (e, §)

- p1(B+2qm1) P1(5+2q71) L B (B4 2971)€”
F(e ) = ————e + _ —
Bqd Ba , B 5 (ﬁ + 2qu) 5/)* B 1z
———t+t =+ = —_— —B 115
Then
]P’( sup |F(e, &) — F(e, &) >e> 2 50 (116)
e€Ae,0<E<Emax m,d—00

Proof. The lemma is proven in the same manner as lemma 3 U
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By this lemma we can with high probability consider the following problem instead:

nBH20m) oy \/m(ﬁ;mm) ol + 24 G+ 2m)e

D — -
3 enelhrile 0<1giaé}fnaz qvV md * 2q
Bqd Ba , B o pi (ﬁ+2qn) ﬁp* 52 1
et P4y P2 PP T AT -5+ —Ble 117

We now interchange the order of the min and max. As the problem is clearly convex in e and concave in £ and the
problem is over convex sets this interchange is admissible.

; . pl(ﬁ+2qﬁ)eT¢3+£\/p1(ﬁ+2qﬁ) el + 24 Br2m)E
q*m

D= B R %
2
_% %+2£“5+MH 15— jp—*% —5—+ —B(e) (118)
We now make use of the square root trick one more time, introducing new parameter ¢, we note that ¢ can be
bounded by t,,in = Bf and t,a0 = \/% + pf(ﬁ-;gﬂq)Q 2.

_ . . ;m(B+2qm1) ¢ B2¢d B (B + 2qm)E?

D3 = A R 2
K Oggéag(naz tminrgrltlgtmaz errelhr(le q\/ md ¢ ¢3 + 2tq2 H H2 + Qtn 2q
Bqd &t Ba B , (ﬁ + 2qT1) 5,0* p 1
L e e —B 119

Where we have changed the order of the two min operations. We can now define the constants,

2 2 2 2 ) 2 2 2
o — £p1(52;2 qr)® | P28 —;q ), [ +q;m) Uy (120)

and we note that by the additivity of Gaussians we have that

p1(B + 2qm) B«

C2
= — 121
We obtain
- B%ed (B4 2qm)E?
Dy = — T —
3 0<Eriagn(’baz tmzngltlgtmax errelkn He’ ‘2 A/ nm ¢ e+ 2tn 2q
Bqd &, ﬁq ﬁ B> 14
-+ -+ =+ —0.——+—B 122
2n(B + 2qm1) * 2 + 2 * m () (122)
Completing the square over e we find
o . o | cym ﬁ?gd (B + 2q71)¢?
D8 = 0t B S 0 | 21 Lol + 3
52qd 5 Bq ﬁ g1
-+ =+ =+ —0.——+—B 123
mBr2gm) T2 T2 T y TP (123)
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Finally noting that in the aysmptotic limit ||¢||3 concentrates to m with high probability, and then recognizing the
Moreau envelope over e (see definition [Tl below) we obtain the problem

= 1 2./ 2¢d ) 2
Ds = max min —M 1 4 _Gvm _sz+ﬁ§ _(54‘ qr1)§
0<€<Emaa tmin <t<tmaz M 2c1 2c1y/n den - 2tn 2q
2qd t 2
Gl pS P B B (124)

om(B+2qm) 2 2 T2 ¢ 2
We can recall that B(e) = r(e + 6*) + myh(e + 6*), and letting = e + 6*, we obtain

cgvm ) cm B*éd (B +2qm)E?

1
D3 = max min —M (r7ah) <9*

0<E<Emaz tmin <t<tmaz T 2c1 B 2Cl\/ﬁ B 4Cln 2tn 2q
2 d t 2
o pad & Ba ﬁaz _& (125)
2n(B+2gm1) 2 2 2 2

Finally we show in Lemma[§]that the Moreau envelope will concentrate in the asymptotic limit on its expected value.
As such we finally obtain:

2 2 2
max min lEM L (rprah) (9* _ cav/m ) com " p&d (B +2qm)¢

87 Oﬁfﬁﬁmax tmingtgtmaz m E 201\/% B 40177, 2tn 2q
2 d t 2
__ Bgd &t @+£03_ﬁ_ (126)
2n(B+2qm) 2 2 2 2

We know by the properties of the CGMT that for any fixed choice of /3, ¢ that D3(/3, q) converges pointwise to
Dy (3, q). However to determine the properties that we are interested in we require uniform convergence. For this,
we simply show that Dy (83, q), D3(/3, q) are Lipschitz continuous for 3 € [0, SBmax] and ¢ € [Gmin, Gmax)-

Lemma 6. The problem Do as given in (88) and problem Ds as given in equations [[IZ (I19) and (124) are
C'-Lipschitz on the compact set K = [0, Bimaz] X [@min @maz) for some constant C' < oo, with high probability.

Proof. We first consider problem D- given in equation (88]).

B

nm

,82

2
_ - ~ 1 -
n B IIRV2el|2 — h"Re — = + LeRe + —B(e) (127)
2qm 2. m m

We note that the objective D(f3, g, e) is strongly convex, the solution is hence unique, and Dy is continuously
differentiable on the compact set K. We simply bound its gradient, which is given by

8D2 oD q g 1 51/24112 1 TH ~
T2 = L4 %y IRV24)2 - ——hTRé - 12
oD, 9D B Po?

B Ri/2a2
97, P PY% RY 129
dq dqg 7% 2 2¢2 2q2mH éllz (129)
where é is the optimal solution. Noting that € € A and 3, ¢ are bounded, we obtain the result fpr D.
For problem D3 we make use of the same strategy by calculating the gradient. Defining &, ¢ as the optimal
solution of (I17)) , we observe that

2 2,2
: P1 |1A112 B2q*d 130
¢ \/4mHeH2 * 4(8 + 2qm1)’n (130)
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Further, we define

. 2(B + 2qT ﬁ2d
tz\/ull o3 + (131)
>m
Finally we examine the partial derivatives of problern D3 with respect to 3 and ¢,
0B qx/ 2+ 2 n(B+2qm)  2n(8+2qm)?
B«
\/p—fﬁz ~ 3 (132)
81—)3 _ pl(/B—i_Qqu)er) §P1(5+2q7'1) H H2 gplTl(/B—i_Qqu)HeHQ_’_ (/8+2q7-1)§2 . 27—162
dq 2vVm 3 tgdm 2tq? 2 2q2 2q
B%d B*qdr BB 2B+ 27 T
- " L0 B BT e AT g2 (133)
2n(B+2qm)  n(B+2qm)* 2 2q 2¢°m qm
Noting the boundedness of the involved terms, we conclude the result. |

We have established that both Dy and Dj are Lipschitz, we now create a rectangular e net A/ on the set [0, Brnaz] ¥

[@mins @maz) consisting of k = M points. We can then see that

|D2(8,q) — D3(B,q)| < [D2(B,q) — D2(Br, qr)| + [D2(Br> ar) — D3 (B, qr)| + [D3(Br, qr) — D3(8, )|
< CeV2+ | Da(Br, qr) — D3(Br, ai)| + Cev'2, (134)
Bk, qr 1s the closes element of the e-net to 3, q. The second inequality is due to the fact that both Dy and D5 are

C-Lipschitz with respect to both 8 and g and the distance of between 3, ¢ and 3}, ¢, cannot be more than ey/2. From
this we can see that

sup |D2(83,9) — D3(B,q)| < 2Cev2+ sup |Ds(B,q) — D3(B,q)| (135)
0<B< Bmaz ,dmin <q<g¢maz BquN
As aresult,
P < sup |D2(8,q) — D3(B,q)| > 406\/5> <P < sup [D2(8,q) — D3(B,q)| > 206\/5)136)
0<B<Bmaz ,qmin <q<@maz B#]EN

For a fixed and k, the right hand side goes to zero by the union bound and the second CGMT. Therefore the conver-
gence is uniform in the sense that

P ( sup |D2(8,4) — Ds(8,q)| = 5) — 0 (137)

0<B<Bmaz dmin <q<qmaz

for any 6 > 0. Finally we can obtain the following optimization problem:

e . . - * 62\/_
P = Oﬁg?ﬁ}fnw qmmg}llgqmw 0<21%22};w tmm%%mw EmMﬁ(H”h) <9 201\/— )
L Bd (Br2r)€  Fed &t @ LB B (138)
4cm 2Un 2q 2n(B +2qm1) 2 2q 7eT 2

We have now demonstrated that P; converges in probability to Py, which subsequently converges to P;. This
establishes the first part of Theorem 2, about the optimal values. We show the asymptotic equivalence of the gener-
alization error and test functions by following lemma
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Lemma 7. Let 05 (71, T2) be the solution of Py (I0) and let 05 (1, T2) be the solution of P as given in (I38), then

Egen(02(0,0)) —2— Ejen

(139)
n—o0
L 165(0,0)) —2— L 1(4(0,0)) (140)
m 2\Y, oo M 3\Yy
Proof. We note that for any optimization P(7) = min F'(e) 4+ 7G(e) with optimal solution e it holds that
e
P(T) < F(eo)—l-TG(eo) (141)
Applying this observation to our problem with 71 = 7 and 79 = 0, we obtain
A G
Py(r.0) < Py0,0) + 7L =00 RO (142)
m
From which we obtain that
Py(1,0) — P,(0,0) _ (6 — 6*)"R(6 — 0"
2(7—’) 2(’)§( ) ( ) T>O
T m
(6 —6°)"R(6 — 6" < 12(0,0) = P(7,0)
- <

T<0 (143)
-
Take an arbitrary § > 0. For sufficiently small values of 7 and from the convergence of the optimal value we have
that

. ((é - 6)"R(0 - 6°)

m

P3(1,0) — P3(0,0) &
<3(T,) 3(,)+> 0, 750

T 2
. ((é ~6")"R(0 - 6%)

145
T 2 (143)
Where this relationship follows form the fact that 152(7'1, To) converges to Py(11, 7o) for all m; € [—77,7{] and
Ty € [—75,75]. We also know that for sufficiently small values of |7| we have that

Py(7,0) — B3(0,0)  9P3(11,0)

1)
< = 146
T on -2 (146)
71=0
The uniqueness of the solutions , é .4, B guarantees that the derivatives exist. We then obtain that
6 —6)TR(6 — 6*)  Ps(71,0
]I”(( ) B( ) _ B(n,0) >5>—>0 (147)
m o1
71=0
from which we finally obtain that
6—6*)TR(6 — 6 P3(71,0
( )" R( ) p  B5(m1,0) (148)
m n—oo 67'1
71=0
This provides the first result, but we can also compute that
Py(71,0 1 2 2 29
3(7—17 ) _ _E 9* _ CQ\/E¢ — prox 1 0* _ CQm ﬂ
on ., ! 2c1/n 21 2¢14/n 5 011
T1=
T
g BV (g By Y By eryim e
2¢1/n Zeq 2¢14/n c1y/n 0T Vn omn o
. 52d
-1 (149)
n
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where ¢; and ¢y are evaluated at B, q, é ,tand 71 = 0,75 = 0. In this computation we have made use of the
following rules for the derivatives of Moreau envelopes

1
ViMrf(x) = ;(X — prox, ¢(x)) (150)

S M) =

g ‘X—profo(x)Hz (151)

— |

Using the same symmetric logic for the case of 7o we find that

) P
h(6(0,0)2) p OP3(0,72) (152)
m n—00 ok
T2=0
where we find that
P30, T Ao s s
38( 2) = h(63(8,4,¢&,1)) (153)
T2
T2=0
From this we see that
E-h(65(0,0)) —F— E--h(65(0,0)) (154)
m 2\Y, 00 m 3(Y
Finally to demonstrate the generalization error we note that
1 2 1 2
N ~ Tp ~ T(p *
ggen(QZ) =E (ynew - ﬁﬂo(znew) 02) =E <€new - \/—mﬂo(znew) (02 -0 )> (155)

in which we have made use of the definition of ¥,,¢,, = ﬁcﬁ(znew)e* + €new- Werecall that E[@(Zpew )P (Znew)] =
R. As such we obtain that

_ px\T _ p*
sgen<éz)=a§+(9 Oy R6-6) (156)

By the calculation above we see that

= ggen (157)

B.1 Non Deterministic True Vector

In the previous analysis we have assumed that the true vector 8* has been deterministic. In the case of 8* being
random, we can freeze its value by conditioning on 8*. The proof holds for a random 6* with high probability,
according to the assumptions. This shows that the results hold for a suitable random 6*.
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B.2 Moreau Envelopes

We remind the reader of the definition of the Moreau Envelope and the proximal operator.

Definition 1. Let f : X — (—o0, 00| be a proper, lower semi-continuous function on a Hilbert space X'. Then the
Moreau envelope with step size 7 of the function is given by

_ 1
My (y) = Xmelgflf(X) +5- Ix -yl (158)

The proximal operator of the function f with step size 7 is given by

_ 1
prox,¢(y) = argmin f(x) + -~ [[x — y/|| (159)
xEX 27

Here we give a lemma concerning the concentration of Moreau envelopes.

Lemma 8 (Gaussian Concentration of Moreau Envelopes, extension of ((18), lemma 5)). Consider a proper convex
function f : R™ — R. Furthermore, let g € R" be a standard Gaussian random vector and a € R" a constant
vector with finitely bounded norm. Then for any parameter T > 0 and for any € > 0, there exists a constant c such
that

(160)

~ nr2e2

P (‘%Mff(aJrg) -k EMTf(aJrg)] ‘ > 6) <

The original lemma as given by (18) does not have the constant vector a and instead only considers a Moreau
envelope over a Gaussian. We give a proof here for this case but note that the original proof may be applied by
instead considering the shifted function f(-) = f(- — a). We give the proof here for completeness.

Proof. First, we show that the Moreau envelope of a convex proper function f is integrable with respect to the
Gaussian measure. By making use of the convexity of the optimization problem that defines the Moreau envelope,
and because f is proper, there exists a zy € R"™ and finite constant x such that

1 1 1 )
— < = i o —
nMTf(g +a) < nf(zo) to - llzo — g —al|

1
<kt 5|z~ g - al’ (161)
nTt

The second line is integrable with respect to a Gaussian measure. By means of the Gaussian Poincare inequality (see
for example, (46)).

2
(162)

1
(g +a— prox,s(g +a))

T

1 c c
Var | Laos(a )| < S [IVaMosla+ 8)1E] = S

2

From (47)[Proposition 12.28 and Proposition 4.4], the function f(g + a) = z — prox, ;(g + a) is firmly non-
expansive and

lg +a — prox,;(g +a)l[; < (g +alg — prox, (g +a)) (163)

which implies that
lg +a — prox, (g + a)ll3 < [lg +al3 (164)
by means of the Cauchy Swarchz inequality. U
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This implies that

c(n + [|a]l3)
n2r2 ~n (165)

N}

1 c C
—M; < —--E 2|l =
[ 2 Moy(a )| < =8 s + al] g
in which we have used the fact that the norm of a is bounded. By making use of Chebyshev’s inequality we obtain
that

1 1
P(|iMostate) B pMoa e 2 ) < o (166)
C Analysis of Universality
We recall the definition of the perturbed optimization problem as a function of the feature map
1 1 S| 1 1
P(’Tl,’TQ) = mein % € — ﬁXe , + Er(e —+ 0*) + RﬁeRe + R’Tzh(e + 0*) (167)
and
- 1o P 1 1 1
P(’Tl,’TQ) = ngl’l % € — \/—mXe , + Er(e —+ 9*) + E’TleRe + E’TQ}L(G + 9*), (168)
where X, X are respectively generated by the following two alternative feature maps
1
z) =0 —=Wz (169)
¢(z) ( 7 >
~ P1
z)=—Wz+ , 170
¢(z) Ja P8 (170)
which lead to the following two covariance matrices
1 1
R =E,[p(z)p’ (z)] =K, |0 | =Wz aT<—Wz>} 171
@) (a)] = Ex |o (2w o (- (171)
2
R = E,[3(2)@ (2)] = ZLWWT 4 21 (172)

d

Now recall the function B(e) = r(e+ 6*) + 1ieRe + moh(e + 0*). We recall that r is assumed to be p-strongly
convex. The values 7y € [—7f,7{]| and 75 € [—75, 73], with the bounds 7{ and 73 chosen to be sufficiently small
such that B remains 4-strongly convex

We can now state a theorem concerning Universality that is an extension of Theorem 1 in (17)

Theorem 9 (Extension of (17)). Assume that assumptions A3-A6 hold. Fix 71 € [—7y,7{| and 10 € [—T5,75].
Finally assume that the regularization function r(0) is strongly convex, thrice differentiable with bounded third
derivative.

Then for every € € (0, 1) and every finite constant ¢, we have that

- polylogm
P(|P —c| > 2¢) < P(|P —c| > — 173
(|1P(11,72) = c| > 2¢) S P(|P(71,72) —c| > €) + Y (173)
and
~ polylogm
P(|P —c| > 2¢) <P(|P —c| > — 174
(1P(rm) €l 2 2) S B(P(rim) | 2 ) + P28 (174)
form > ELQ in which polylogm is a function that grows no faster than a polynomial of log m. Consequently,
P(11,72) S NPT P(11,73) L N (175)

n,m,d—o0 n,m,d—o0
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This theorem is different than the one presented by (17) in two ways. Firstly we have restricted ourselves to
the square loss function which simplifies this analysis, we discuss this difference in remark 2l Secondarily, the
term associated with 7 is different. We consider generic test functions h(6) satisfying assumptions A2, (17) only
consider one particular case of h(0) = %ETWG in which £ is their teacher vector. The changes required to their
proof to apply to generic test functions are minimal, and we give an outline in proof sketch below.

Remark 2. We note that the conditions considered by (17) are slightly different than the case considered here.
However the proof is sufficiently generic that it applies to the case considered here. Specifically, (17) consider
a generic strongly convex and thrice differentiable loss function [ (ﬁcp(zi)& y;) for a particular data element 1.

For the labels y;, (17) consider a function ¢teach(z;fp£ ) in which £ is a teacher vector and 1., is a differentiable
function (except at a finite number of points) and is bounded by

Vz €R  Yreqen(z) < C(1+ |2|*) (176)

for some constants C' > 0 and positive integer K. They then prove their results for the joint distribution
(\/—%cp(z)TO; z'¢), which is jointly Gaussian through the variable z. In the case considered in this paper, we

consider y; = \/—%cp(zi)e* + ¢; for some known vector 8* and noise ¢;, and specifically choose the square loss.
This allows for the definition of the error vector e = 6 — 8%, and allows us to instead consider the distribution
(\/—%cp(z)e; ¢;) which simplifies the analysis in this case.

C.1 Proof sketch

Here we discuss how to extend the results of (17) to the case of generic test function h(8), instead of their particular
p1vm

set of minor changes, where the equation numbers refers to (17):

choice of EWO. The structure and details of the entire proof remain almost unchanged, except for the following

* In equation 172 step (a) and in the proof of (17) lemma 19, the property that H\j, = £1, where

k—1 n

Hy =~ Zl”(imﬂzi),é)sa(zi)saT(z»é > V(w0 @)
i=k+1
+diag{r" (e + 8*)} + V?(r1e" Re + mh(e + 6%)), (177)

where € is the optimal solution to the problem given in (17) (equation 32), [ is the loss function and {” its
second derivative, in our case the square loss. For the case of for our choice of 72 € [—75, 75] and assumptions
A2, and recalling that r is u strongly convex, this property holds.

* Similarly they require that R\; given in equation 187, defined as
1 m
R\ (0 Zz \/Ecp z;)10) + Zr + 1160TRO + 151 (6) (178)
ik j=1
to be 5-strongly convex. Which obviously holds with our restrictions on h.

« In equation 210 they require that that G(e) = r(e + 6*) + 1€’ Re + moh(e + 0*) is & strongly convex and
that

IVG(0)]] < Cy/m (179)

Which is clearly satisfied by assumption A2 and assumption A5 (see errata for updated assumption A5).
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* Finally in equation 252 they require that ¢, ¢, C' > 0
P (max [(Vh(8%)):] > clog m) < Qe logm)? (180)
(2

This boundedness is satisfied by assumption AS.

As these are the only changes necessary to prove (17) results for more generic test functions we do not reproduce
the proof here in full.

C.2 Universality of Generalization Error and Test functions A

In this section we demonstrate that the universality of generalization error holds for strongly convex and thrice
differentiable regularization functions, making use of the perturbation that we defined above in problem [[67] We
prove the following result based on results from (17). For this theorem we require the following definition

Definition 2. In Theorem [Zl, we showed that P(Tl, ) — 15 (7'1, 75). Let the partial derivatives of P(7y, ) at
1 = 79 = 0 be denoted by -2 0 P3(0,0) = & and 5>~ P3(0 0) =

Note that derivatives may be readily computed as done in lemmal[Zl We now state the following result

Theorem 10 (Universality of Generalization Error). Assume the same assumptions hold as in theorem |9 and let &
and 7 be given in definition[2l Take the Generalization error for a given feature map as

1 2
ggen(07 LP) =E <ynew - \/—E‘P(Znew)T0> s (181)
where Zpew ~ N (0, I3) and ypew = ﬁcp(znew)TO* + €new, Where €0y, 1s noise. Then
Egen(01,9) = Eie and  Egen(02, ) — Epy (182)
in which

=02 +k (183)

gen

Proof. We let 79 = 0 and let Let e,y ~ N (0, I,,) be a new Gaussian vector that is independent of all other training
samples, and let y,,c., = ﬁe*Tcp(z) + €new. We can then express the generalization errors as

) 1 12 1. .
ggen(alv ‘P) = Esnew,znew |:€new - —‘P(Znew)elj| = Uz + —e1Re (184)
m m
Egen(02,p) =E ! P(Znew) 2 24 Lo)Re (185)
=E. - & = —é&Reé
gen\U2, P new,Znew | Enew \/— Znew)€2 O¢ m 2 2
Let ko = —e2 T'Ré,, from which we see that Egen(P) = 02 + Ko. We start by noting that by lemma [7] that

Egen(ég, p2) = 05 + Ko — O'e + k, which proves the second claim. Now, we consider the value of k1 = %é{Rél.
By the definition of the optimization problem we have

P(Tl,TQ :0) SP(0,0)"—TléQRléQ (186)
For any 7. From this it follows that for any 7 > 0 we have

P(T’O) _P(O’O) <K < P(_T’O) —P(an) (187)

T —T
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We choose an € > 0. By definition [2] the limit function 153(7-1, T9) is differentiable at the origin and we know from
theorem [Qand 2] that P (74, 72) S Ps(71,75).0n the other hand there exists some § > 0 such that

P —P
3(0,0) = 15(0,0) << (188)
0 3
Substituting this into the first inequality of equation [I87] above and letting 7 = § we obtain
P —P
Pk —k < —e€) < P( (9,0) 5 0.0) _ R < —e>
< P(|P(5,0) — P3(5,0)| > 6¢/3) + P(|P(0,0) — P3(0,0))| > ¢/3) (189)

Now by assumption we have that P(J,0) EiR P5(6,0) and P(0,0) KR P5(0,0). It then follows from Eq that
lim,, o P(k1 — & < —e€) = 0. The exact same reasoning may be applied to second inequality to obtain that
lim,, oo P(k1 — & > €) = 0 as such k; Ly

O

We now prove the universality of the test functions h(8).

Theorem 11 (Universality of Test Functions). Assume that the same assumptions hold as in theorem [ and let 7 be
given in definition 2l Then

1 - 1. .
—h(03) > 7 and —h(0)) > 7 (190)
m m
Proof. Our proof takes a similar form to the proof of theorem We let 3 = 0. Then we note that by the definition
of the optimization problems

P(11 = 0,75) < P(0,0) + 72h(6;) (191)
for any 79. It follows that for any 7 > 0 we have that

P(0,7) — P(0,0) < h(él) < P(0,0) — P(0,—7)

T —T

(192)

We choose € > 0. By definition [2] the limit function p3(7’1, 7o) is differentiable at the origin. Therefore there exists
some ¢ such that

P3(0,6) — P

5(0,0) — 15(0,0) <€ (193)

1) 3

we substitute this into the first inequality of equation (I92) above and let 7 = §. We obtain
1. 4 P - P
P(Lh(6)) -7 < —c) <P ( (0,9 = P(0,0) _ . —e)
m o

< P(|P(0,0) — P5(0,8)| > d¢/3) + P(|P(0,0) — P5(0,0)| > de/3) (194)

Because of the universality laws given in theorem (9)) and Theorem 2] we know that P(7, 72) i 153(7-1, 72). It then
follows that lim,, o P(%h(él) — 7 < —e) = 0. The exact same reasoning may be applied to the second inequality
of (I92) to obtain that lim,,_, P(%h(él) —7 > €) = 0. As such we conclude that %h(él) — 7. Similar argument
proves the result for 65. O
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C.3 Proof of Theoremd

We now consider our theorem 4l We first show that the thrice differentiability condition of () can be lifted in the
case that there exist a sequence of function that are differentiable and converge to r.

Lemma 9. Let r(k)(e) be a sequence of functions that are each thrice differentiable and strongly convex. Assume
further that r(k)(e) converge uniformly to the regularization function r(0) in the limit of k — oc. Then, the results
of theorem [ hold for this regularization function r(8).

Proof. We define P*) (11, 75), P*) (11, 7) to be the optimal cost for the regularization function r(*) respectively
with feature map ¢, 0. We choose k to be sufficently large such that (%) () —r(@)| < me for every 6. This implies
that ]P(k) (11,72) — P(71,72)| < € and \P(k) (11, m2) — P(71,72)| < €. Furthermore, by theorem [0 we have

. lyl
P(|P® (1), 79) — | > 4e) < P(|P(1,72) — ¢| > 2¢) + w\ﬁ%{m) (195)
and hence -
P(|P(r1,7) — ¢| > 5e) < B(|P(11,m) — ¢| > €) + w\/%(m) (196)
The other case is similarly proven. O

We note that this proof hold analogously for (8) + mh(8) for a test function h(0) that satisfies the conditions
of assumption A2. This completes the proof of theorem [l

C.4 Proof of Corollary[1l
We now consider elastic net regularization
€
r(8) = N[0l + ;1613 (197)

The following lemma demonstrates that can construct a sequence of regularization function that uniformly converges
to Eq. This result together with Theorem 4] shows that for all € > 0 universality is established.

Lemma 10. There exists a sequence of function r*) (0) that are separable, strongly convex and thrice differentiable
that converge uniformly to the elastic net regularization function given in Eq.

2,45
h8) (z) = z erf (ﬂx> + \/;e (198)

Proof. Define h*)(z) as

V2 vk

in which erf is the error function. It is simple to verify that h(*¥)(z) is thrice differentiable and has bounded third

derivative. The maximum difference between |z| and h(*) () is at z = 0 and is 1/ 2. A such in the limit of k — oo,

h(¥) (x) converges uniformly to the absolute value function. We choose
®) () = <1102 - *) (9,
r®(0) = 311015 + > n () (199)

This regularization function statisfies the conditions of the lemma. U
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C.5 Proof of Theorem

First consider the universality with elastic net which is proven in Section To demonstrate universality with
respect to the /1 norm, we take the case of elastic net in (I97) with a sufficiently small ¢ drop the quadratic part of
7(0). We note that for any € > 0, Theorem4]holds. Our goal will be to show that for very small values of € removing
€ does not substantially change the value of the training and testing error. We first make the following definitions

Definition 3. Consider an m X n matrix A.

1. For any k € N such that k& < n, the RIP constant d;(A) is the smallest number 0, such that for any index
subset I C 1,2,... ,nwith |[I| <k

1-6<02, (Ar) <02, (A)) <146 (200)

mzn( maaﬂ (

in which 0,3, and 0,4, are the minimum and maximum singular values.

2. Let 65 (A) for any k& < n/2 be the smallest number € such that for any disjoint subsets I, I’ C {1,2,...n}
with |I|, |I’| < k it holds that
Tmaz (AT AT) <0 (201)

In which 0,4, (X) is the maximum singular value of a matrix X. It is known that 6 < do.

3. We define the admissible sparsity Mg, (A) as

(202)

in which [-] ;. represents the positive part.

This admissible sparsity M4, is the constant p given in Theorem |6l Provided that M, the effective sparsity
given in (33), is strictly less than M4, the theorem holds.

For our proof we require the following lemma. The original lemma is given in (15) but we have extended it here
to a slightly more general setup.

Lemma 11 (Extension of (15) lemma 8). Suppose that o is 1—Lipschitz. For the feature matrix X = (0 <%WTZZ‘>> B
ij
and A = 7X there exist constants o, 3 > 0 and 1 > € > 0 such that
V(e +p})

n(p2+p7)
ILm P(0an(A) + 0an(A) >1—¢€)=0 (203)
ILm P(omaz(A) > ) =0 (204)

Proof. Consider an arbitrary subset I C [m] with |[I| = k. Let u € S¥~!, where S*~! is the surface of the unit
sphere in R¥. We note given W that y = A ju is an i.i.d, centered vector and defining

f(x) = (205)

we have y; = # f(x;). We observe that

Vix) = ;WV (206)

d(p? + p?)
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T
where v = <a’ <W\}'Ex> uj> . Note that by Lipschitz continuity ||v||2 < 1 and hence
J

IV < Wl (207)

d(p? + p?)
Hence, by the standard random matrix results, f is u' = 1+ Z—Lipschitz, where u := ———, with high
y / Jisp KA/ d p 2 NS g
probability. Hence, y; is %—sub—Gaussian. The rest of the argument is conditioned on the event that ||[W/|3 is
bounded and hence leads to ;' —Sub-Gaussian variables. Define

k
o? = nVar(y;) = ©? Z wjur Ry, (208)
33
where R = (R;j) is the exact covariance matrix of the features. It has been shown in the previous works e.g.

(17),that exists a constant ¢ such that
2

1
P(lo—1] >¢) < —e ™ (209)
c
Now, since y; are u—sub-Gaussian, it is standard to show that ((48))

16HI4/\2

W< B[ w] <
AN < o E[e |W] <e (210)

and hence, conditioned on W (which satisfies p/ —sub-Gaussianity) we have

n n
1 A Z(yz_loj) 16;/4)\2
2> 52 = 2_ 252> < 1 = L P 3 ==
Pllyllz 2 0% +¢) =P Z(yz n’ Jze) s 0<I§1<12% e ‘ - o<][§l<ln%6 eI

i
Hence, for sufficiently small €, we may choose A = # and obtain

2

P(llyll3 > 0% +€) < e 212)

where c is a suitable constant that may grow in each appearance. We conclude that for a random W we have

2

P(|lyll3 > 1+2¢) <P(|lyll5 > 0®+€) + P(0® > 1 +¢) < —e (213)

[P

We may repeat the above Chernoff bound on the event ||y||? < o2 — ¢, to conclude that

2

P (|llylls = 1| > 2€) < —emn (214)

Ak

The rest of the proof is similar to (15). We note that for every A > 0 there exists a set G}, C S*~! of maximally
(2)" points such that for any u € S¥~ there exists a point u; € Gy, such that |[u — ui|ls < A. We denote
B = maxyeq, ||Arullz and A = 00, (A1) = max,cgr—1 ||Aul|2 with its maximum being at ug. From this we
see that

A=[|Amugll2 < |[Ajm]l2 + [[Ar(ur —up)|l2 < B+ AA (215)
in which u; is the point in G, closest to ug. If A < 1 we obtain

A
max | A ulf2

Omazx (AI) < (216)

1-A
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This argument may be repeated for the minimum singular value to obtain

Umin(AI) > l{IEan HAIuHZ - Umaa:(AI)A (217)

From equation 216/ we see that ¢g = § — A — Ad > 0, we have

1 k
P(0imas (Af) > 14+ 6) <P <mGp IAull, > (1 - A)(1 +5>) < Lomond (3) @18)
ucGn

and

]P’(O’mm(A[) <1l-— 5) < P(minuegn HAUHQ <1—-6+ (1 + 5)A) —I—P(O'maa;(A]) > 14 5) <
2geneg (3)" (219)
Choose k =n, A = 3,3 > 10%6 and 0 = 1 + 2¢p. We observe that P(0,,4, (A1) > 1+ ) — 0, which proves the
second part. For the first part, note that by the union bound

k
P (6:(A) > §) < 26*0"63 (%) (Z) (220)

Take for example A = %, 6= %, hence ¢y = % Furthermore, for £ = 2an, we have (Z) ~ e (20) where H (p) =

—plogp — (1 —p)log(1 — p) is the entropy function. Choosing « small enough such that H (2c) + 2 log 15 < ced
will lead to IP (05 (A) > 0) — 0. We conclude the first result by noting that do, + Oan < 20245
O

We note that the feature matrix X satisfies this lemma for most practical choices of the activation function. tanh
and the error function are both odd activation functions that satisfy the assumptions A6 and produce a suitable matrix
X.

By the above lemma, we conclude Theorem I6] as the rest of the proof in (15) will hold true. For the sake of
completeness we repeat these proofs in full.

Theorem 12. Let assumptions A2-A6 hold and let 7(0) = \||0||1. Denote
: 1 2 A *
P, = min —|le + Xe||5 + —|le + 0|1 (221)
e 2n m

Furthermore assume that there exist constants o, 3, €, such that

ILm P(0an(X) 4+ 04n(X) >1—¢€) =0 (222)
ILm P(omaz(X) > ) =0 (223)

Then P 3
Py mpfi,)\(ﬁvqagar) (224)

In which Pj. is P as given in Eq. (I38) for the case that 7(8) = \||6]|,

Proof. Let 6(9) be the minimal point of the optimization

.1 A I
Py = min o—[le + Xell; + —[le + 6"[1 + 5 —le]|3 (225)
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We know that from Lemma 2] and 4 that there exists a number Cy such that for every u < 1, || |3 < C2m with
high probability. We define

1 A .
ple) = 5lle — Xell3 + Zlle + 6"l (226)

From the KKT conditions we know that R
— 18 e ap(9®) (227)
where O represents the subdifferential. We define ¢((©) = —p6(9). We let k = an and select k entries of é(©) with

the largest absolute values and collect their indices in Iy. We setag = 0 € RF and let t = 0. We now perform the
subsequent iterative algorithm.

1. Define Ay = Xy, andleth, = e+ X Itcé(ltc) and solve
i 51 + A} + X6, + wll — afw @28)
define its cost function and optimal point by p;(w) and w; respectively
2. Find k elements in I} with largest absolute values in X};CX 1, (W — e%)). We denote the indices by I;;. We
setag4) = C}f)ﬂ

3. We construct e(**1) and ¢(*+1) such that egﬂ) = wy, egjl) = eg?, }f“) = a; and C(?l) = C}? +
t
X}}X;(wt — eg))
4. welett <t + 1 and return to step 1.

In Lemma[I2lbelow we show that this iterative process results in a point €(>) with subgradient ¢(>) e ap(e<°°> )s
such that

1 C, def
() _ O, < —He def 229
\/EHG € ||2_1_5k_9k pnl2 ( )
[eS) m 9]9 de
||<( )||oo < uCe (\/ i + m) < pCi (230)
We note that () is the optimal point of the optimization
1 ¥ 0
pux = min [|e — Xel[5 + A[|6" + e[| +eT () (231)

We shall let the subscripts A, ;« denote that a particular value of ¢(°) or e(°) are computed for particular values
of A, ui. We now note that e’ ¢(>) < |le]1[¢(*)||oo < uC4|le]|1, and as such

P < P)\+CIH (232)
Or equivalently we can express this as
P\ > pur—ciu (233)
We also note that
1
mpy \ = §||€ + Xe(°°)||§ + )\||e(°°) — 0% + ()T ¢(20)
> mP)\“u, + fTX(e(OO) _ e(o)) _ )\He(OO) o e(O)Hl + e(OO)TC(OO)
> mP = (17X + AV — el — e |

> mPyy — (Omaz(X)|[fl]2 + Av/m)puCay/m — VmuCy e
= mPyp = (Omaz(X)h + A)pCom — muC(Ce + Cop) (234)

40



in which f = € — Xe(?), « is a proper bound that is independent of all other parameters, such that ||e||; < /mk
with high probability. This holds by the law of large numbers, and we note that ||f||2 < . From this we find htat

Pu,\ > P)\,M - (Jmam (X)T + )\)MC2 - Mcl(ce + 02,“) (235)

Noting that by Theorem ! that Py ,, — Py au(B,q,€, 7). We note that by the continuity of Py Ap at g =0, and for
any € > (, we can select a value of p small enough such that

P(IPy — Py yuco| > €) ——— 0 (236)

n,m,d— 0o

We also note that for any sufficiently small value of § we see that

D-Ps _ 1161]1 < Do =Dy

237
0 - m o 37)
From this we see that .
10l p OB
238
m n,m,d— 0o o\ ( )
O

Lemma 12. The iterative process defined in Theorem [I2] produces a point €\°°) with subgradient ¢(*) that are
bounded as

1 C de
L el O, « __HCe  def
le eVllz < 7— 5o, ~ MO (239)
0 de
()| < VAT 24

Proof. Firstly we show that {; € 8p(e(t)). We prove this by means of induction. We note that by definition
¢o € 9p(e®). For the iteration step we assume that ¢; € dp(e®)). We note that by the KKT conditions of the
problem we see that

(Gre)r, = ar € XJ (e + XeltV) 4+ 9](67, + e+ D1 ||y (241)
Furthermore we have that
(¢t)rp € XFe(e + Xe®) +0]167 +ef | (242)
From which we can see that
(Crr1)1z € —XTe(e + Xel 1)) + 9]|07, + efc ||y (243)

This shows that ¢, € dp(e**1)). This completes the induction.
Next we will show by induction that

1 C. 0, \°
(et _ g, < K k 244
ol - e < 0 () 4
CItJrl ng) (245)
t+1
(t+1) (t) 0y, m
HC (ItUIt41)¢ C(IthtJrl)CHOO < uCe <1 — 5k> \ & (246)
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(t—1)

To prove this we first note that Eq[2435]holds, as by definition C =6 ItH) = a;. We then note that

1 . m
ﬁllcg)llm = min [¢}))] < nCey/ 7 (247)

We further note that C}g) € Op(w = egg) ). Therefore by lemma [ we see that

(0)
o, < Rl e,

[lwo < < (248)
\/_ max (XIO) 1— 0
We now note that at ¢ = 0, by construction
(V=0
9 0 0 (249)
{C&) = Cjy) + XTe Ay (wo —eff)
and that p; = C}?). From this we see that
(0) O - erC
HXICXIO — el )H \/_ ‘wo ], < 1_5: (250)
From which we obtain
HX XX (wo — e(O))H < min ‘X?xl (wo e(O))‘ < DeCe [m 251)
IoUI1)e 0 In /)| = 17+ Ll =16\ k
Finally noting that for ¢ = 0 we have that |[e(}) — ||y = ||wg — egg) ||2. From this we see that the base case of

the induction is satisfied.
We now assume that equations 244] - hold for all # < ¢ we now prove that they will hold for ¢t + 1. We
consider the optimization 22§ at step ¢, we also showed above that ¢() € dp(e()). From this we see that

¢l —ai € opi(ely) (252)
From this we see that
XX, (wiet — e V) e apy(el?) (253)
By Lemma (I3l below we see that
1 1
\/—mHWt - eg)"g < W"X}lthl(wt 1 — e(ft L )HQ
o [
_ (t—1)
= Tagvle —e e
o O pCe (O N7 _ uCe ( O ) 254)
T 1—-6,1—0, \1—06 1=46, \1-06;
This proves Eq[245] We also see that
t
(®) (t) QkMCe O
e IXE X (o — ) < 0w — ol < T (2 255)
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Therefore

(t+1) (®)
HC (ItUI441)° C(ItUIt+1 Hoo - HX (ItUTg41)° XIt(wt - e[ )Hoo
t
< m1n|XIt+1X1t elt )| < \/7||X1t+1X1t (wy — egt))||2

0, \'*
<4/—puCe | —— 256
_\/kﬂe<1_5k> (256)
This proves Eq

We now see in eq244] that if 6;, + 6;, < 1, then the sequence of e(!) is absolutely convergent. Furthermore, from
and 246} in addition to the relation

t+1
(t+1) t o ak
TN ¢l = IXE, X twi = )l < o (25 ) @57
From this we obtain
t+1) (t+1) (t+1) t
fnct“ ||2—\/||<< Clla +11¢t Y = ¢ 1B+ 11T e = Chornel3

t—1 t t+1) (t+1) t)
= I — O+ 1D — ¢ 1B+ G e — e

ek 2t Hk 2t4-2 m ek 2t+2
e () () o () e

As such we see that the sequence ¢(*) is absolutely convergent. We denote the limits of ¢(!) and v(®) as ¢(°°) and
e(®) respectively.
We have that

1 e 0 C 9 t
—— 11e0) _ )], < E : (t+1) _ oW1, < Z HCle k
”mHe ° HZ_tone © "2_t:01_5k <1—5k

pCe
e 259
1— 0, — 0 (259)
Finally we show that ||¢(>)]|, is bounded as well. We consider an index i and denote by t; < ty < ... as the
iterations of ¢ for which i € I;. In the case that i ¢ I by equation we see that
(2 _ ¢ Zdt—l—l) _ 3 D _ (260)
t=0 tlie(ItUlp41)¢
As such we obtain
00 t
(00) © (t+1) _ (0] o m k m Ok
O D L A ‘—’“‘Ce\/k+”CeZ<1_5k> leq"c‘*<\/k+1_5k—ak
t‘ZE(ItUlt+1)c t
(261)
For any i € Iy we have hta
¢ =gV = 3 d = (262)

t>1]ie(LtUl41)°
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By recalling that C}S) = 0 we obtain

oS t 2
)| < 1y < O ) _ HCeby 263
|<Z | S ; 1— 6 (1—5k—9k)(1_5k) 269

Combining the results in total we obtain

/ 0
(c0) < —m—i—ik 264
HC HOO_MCE( k 1_5k—9k> (6)

Finally we note that because for each ¢, ((!) € dp(e()) we see that () € dp(e(>))

C.6 Universality of Generalization Error and Test Functions for /; regularization

We first demonstrate the universality of the Generalization error. We demonstrate that the 2-norm of the solution
vector of the /1 regularized case is asymptotically equivalent to the case of the elastic net regularized case for small
values of /3 regularization. We have already demonstrated that the generalization error for the elastic net case is
universal, by showing that the ¢ is asymptotically equivalent we prove universality for that case as well.

)\7 6 2’1’L 2

Under the conditions assumed in theorem 6] for each ) > 0, there exists €, p such that for 0 < € < nand |p| < 7,
such that

é)\—I—p,e _ é)\,O 2
IP(H ||2>77 —0 (266)
n
Proof. We first note that with a high degree of probability we have that
I(1—-0(X
Mo+6 < % (267)
n

in which M is the effective sparsity given in equation[33] § > 0 is a fixed number and [ < n is natural number such
that 0; < 1. From this we see that (1 — ;) > 2(My+6) and [/n > 2(My+0). Welet 0 < o < min(4My, 260), and
let K = Mo+ 6 — /2 and k = -t — 1. We note that K > M and

l l
k= 1> ——-1>1 268
n(Mo+0—a/2) n(Mo + 0) (268)

Furthermore,
a 1(1-§X) I [1l-a—§gX) « a 1l [l—-—a—-6X)
K=My+0—-—<-—— 120 2|2 = W | < 2

0FrTg = o T on >« 2] 2% 2-a (269)

from which we can see that 1 (bt 16 (X
a< k= _(k+)l( ) (270)

We define a function M, ,;, in which r is the regularization function and 1) are both functions given by:

My y(8,0,67) =E (4 (6,(8.0,67)) ) )
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In which 6,.(3, ¢, &, t) is the optimal value of Py given in (I38) with regularization function 7. We now define

AE e _
MM = Mypsares NN = Mygie o

(272)

Now let § > 0. We cansee that there exist value p, e such that 0 < € < §, |p| < & such that 0 < NAT7¢ — NA < g,

Then let 14 > 0 be defined such that
2//1 < N)\-f-p,e _ N)\,O

We define h = 910 — §**+7<. We denote the objective function in Eq263]as Py (). We have that

R R 1 /¢ - R
Pripe(80) = Pro(6™%) + = (Z116*°13 — pl|6*1]1)
R 1 /¢ - R
< Pro(07) + = (511613 — 0116111

A 1 /€, - N € A R
A+p,e A A A+p,€ A+p,e
= P pe(027) + — (5116113 — pl|6*1l = S116™(13 = pu 1677 3)

5 hi3  Jlhllz o (s 3
<p 0)\+p75 € H 2 r ( 0)\,0 _ 0)\+Pye >
< Pay 00 + SR + A B (1020 — 6%+
From theorem [4] and part one of Theorem [6] we know that
@273 P g @27y B AMpc 110211 B0
n n n

Choosing a value of M > v MA*r<, we obtain

e [[h]3 [
- M 5
3o T Me

Pripe(0™M0) < Py, (6M7P€) +

We now define the following index sets
ANt p,€ AN+, €
S={kl0," " | = pt  L={kl0<[0"<pl}
We also define
e
K:u - M)\|$|+6$2/27XR\(—[L,H,)
In which x 4 is the indicator function on the set A. By theorem [ we have that

S| P
— =

K)\-‘,-p,s
n K

we also see that

lim K¢ = My
(1,p,€)—0

Therefore, for small values of § we know that K ,i‘+p *“ < K and as such with high probability
S
u < K
n

We also know from equation that with high probability

é)\er,e é)\,O
| e _ 1167701
n n
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(275)

(276)

(277)

(278)

(279)

(280)
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This can equivalently be expressed as

165Nl , 192Uy 165™ + bl [1057 +hully  [[hgoplh

+2u
n n n n n
O MPCllL — |h hrll — 1§ P o P L h he

e . A O [ YA PO L WA o3

n n n n

By definition Hézﬂ) “||1 < . As such with high probability we obtain

|[hs(l1 = [hgel[x (284)
We now definez =y — X @ trho€ We wish to decompose the vector hge into block 77,75, .... We let h,

be the k|S| elements of hge with largest absolute value, hr, are the next k|.S| largest absolute values and so on. Let
U = S U T;. With that we have

o1 AE ) arine € e
WPvpe (62 = gl ~ X[ + E L0 w4 oM m (285)

We note that §*0 = §**+7¢ 4 h which is the minimal point of the function Py (6). As such we have

X7 (z — Xn) = X" (y — X0"°) € 19||6™°||, (286)
Therefore
I1X%e(z — Xh)||oo <A = —h}.XT.(z — Xh) > —A||hye||; (287)
From which we obtain
— h{eX{e(z — Xphy) > =Allhye|) — |[Xyehpel[3 (288)

and as such

1 1 1 1 1
§||Z—Xh||§ = §||Z—XUhU||§—hLTJcXTc+§||AUchUC||§ > §||Z—XUhU||§—>\||hUC||1+§||XUchUC||§ (289)

From which we obtain
Py (020) > Sz~ Xorhol = M|l + 5| Xoehoe 3+ -+ p) 1857+ |y +
A+ P)I6FE + hoelly + 511657 + holl3 + S10577 + hoell3 (290)
We note that w = 0 is the minimum point of the function
1l = Xuwllg + O+ p) I8 + wily + 51837 + w3 @91)
Therefore from lemma [16] we get that

1 A € A
11z = Xyl + (A + )| + byl + 5[16)" + bu |3

> U%zaa: (XU)

1 A €, A
> ===y |3 + Sll2l[5 + A+ o077l + 51167713 (292)
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Substituing this in above we get that

nPAer’E(é)"O) — TLP)\+p,€(0A)\+p7€)

0200 (X0) 1 AApie A e
Z——7f—%mM@—AWm4h—§HAwmﬁ%+%A+pN9T*+hmmf%A+pN%$“M
AN+, € A+,
-——H9 13 + H9 57+ hye|l3
U,zna Xy A A
Z__é;_mhdb+mmwmfﬂﬂmeﬁM—2O+ﬁm9+“H1 2/167,57 o [gre] o
J?nam(x ) 2 2
> f”hUHQ +6v/n[|hy|l2 - §HXUChUC\’2 —2(A 4 p)np — 2v/nphye|lz  (293)
Where we have made use of the fact that
pllhgell1 > =6]hyell1 > =6]lhy|l > —0v/n[|hy||2 (294)
and in (49)(equation 11) it is proven that
h < Blingi2 hy |3 295
[hyely < ‘Muam Hum (295)
Also in (49) (equation 12) it is shown that
S 1+ 0py5(X)
Xuehoelle < /14 Gy 0l = = g 29
As such
nP)\er,e(é)\’O) - np)\+p,e(é>\+p75)
1-6855/(X)
1 — 3(14p))(X) = — 5= 1
> — e E—|lhy|} — (1 = —=)ov/nllbull2 = (A + p)nd (297)
2 vk
Noting that |S| < Kn. By equation 270]
a1 = 1=0(14p)5/(X) — + > 1= 6pa4k)x(X) — %() >1-0(X)— Tl() > o (298)
from which we obtain
A N a 1
nP)\+p7e(0)\,0) — nP)\+p7E(0>\+P,E) > §||hU||§ - (1 - ﬁ)(;\/ﬁHhUHQ - ()\ + 6)71(5 (299)
combining this with equation X above
« 1 1)
jmﬂﬁ—ﬂ—;iﬁ¢ﬂmdb—Q+vM5§j&ﬂ@+ﬂﬁ¢ﬂmm+n¥ (300)
We see that )
]2 < (1 + E) o3 (301)
From this we see that
1
b3 5%7&%—%A+®WV<%MM+AM¢TmM+n¥ (302)

_a Lt
2(1+ 1) q+k

Since we know that £ > 1, we can see that for any choice of n > 0 the value of J can be made sufficently small to

ensure that equation 302l implies that the lemma holds.
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We can now show the universality of the generalization error, we note that for the two cases, the term:

(0™ — 0" )TR(0M —0%) = (0N — 6 P - 9T — 91 )TR(OM — 9r e 4 M P — 97)
= (0N — @ TP TR(OM0 — A1) 4 2(610 — 9 TP )R (910 — 97)
+(9A+p,e _ 0*)TR(0)\+p,e _ 9*)
< (|00 — 02T e[F][R [ + 2/|(010 — 7P T o[ R|2 |77 — 67
(0P — 6*)TR(ON TP — 6%)
= (0P — ") TR(OM P — 67) (303)

Where the final step is by the lemma above showing the asymptotic equivalence of the two norm. By symmetry the
argument may be repeated to show that

(6X7 — 6")TR(6M7° — 6%) < (0™ — 6")"R(6™ — 6) (304)

In the asymptotic limit. This fact, in conjunction with Theorem[10|proves the universality of the generalization error.
Finally we show that the universality of the test functions h(8).

Lemma 14. For a function h have that with high probability that

h(0
li i) — Myjz 0| =0 (305)
n—oo n ’
in which M is the function given in (ZZ1).
Proof. We denote 6*¢ as the minimal solution of
1 €
Piye = 5-lly = XI5 + A[0]l + 5116113 (306)

Because of the results of the lemmal[C.6labove we know that

% n A A0 n A n A €
h(6*9) - M 26 ) - M [ h(6*0) _ > h(67)
n Alz|,h — Alz|,h — n n
57 h(0)
+ (T = Mo pyalrea2/2n | + (Mnip)e)+ea?/2,g — Mj)h) (307)

Letting oM — p= 6> Then a taylor expansion gives us

SoFhOM) ST RO SR (OMP)ps + B (n:)pE /2
n n n

(308)

for some 7. Using the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and using the fact that 2” < L for some value of L we get that

Srh(M) 3 h(EMe) Sr(R26) [Xie? | LY
i _ 2 < i i R A" ]} (309)
n n n n 2 n
As h" < L we note that |h/(z)| < L|z| + C for some constant C. As such
(R 2 é?\JrP,E n é)\—l—p,s 2
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Where C5 is another positive constant. From theorem Ml the term
As such there exists a constant R > 0 such that

n1.1\2 /AN FP,E
P(zim) G >ZRQ> o ain

n

S (GATP€)2 . e
&i-———— converges in probability to some value.

For an arbitrary choice of § > 0. We choose 71 > 0 such that R,/n1 + c171/2 < /3. Furthermore we can
verify that we can choose an 7, such that for every 0 < € < 1, |p| < 72 that

)
| M(rtp)|z|4ea2 /2,0 — Majz|nl < 3 (312)

letting 7 = min(ny,72). Assume that Lemma[l16 holds with a proper choice of € and p for this 7). This leads to
the following holding true with high probability

n, 2
Ll <y (313)
From which we find
np é)\,O np é)\-l—p,e K}
'Z’ ) 2ihl ) S Rym+am/2<; (314)
n n 3
Finally we note from theorem [4] that
S h(OMr) 5
P < Z# — M()\+p)|m|+612/2,h > g —0 (315)
Combining all of the bounds we get with high probability that
(M0
(n ) — Mg n| <9 (316)
Since we can choose delta to be arbitrarily small this leads to the desired results. U
C.7 Auxiliary lemmas for proving Theorem
Lemma 15 ((15) lemma 9). Consider the function p(e) = ||h + Ae||3 + \||e + 6*||, + aT'e and suppose that it
is minimized at €*. At an arbitary point € and q € Op(e), then
1
lle —€lla < m——=lall2 (317)

Lemma 16 ((15) lemma 10). Consider the function p(e) = %||h + Pe||3 + \||0* + e||1 + §||e||3 and suppose that
it is minimized at €*. Let e be an arbitrary point, then

in(P
pe) — ple) > 7o o (318)
Proof. Letw = ﬁ and f(v) = p(e*+vw). Notice that p(e) = f(||le—e*||2) and f is minimized at 0. A direct

calculation shows that f can be written as f = 2ar?+g(v), where g is convex and o = ||Pw|[3+€/2 > 070 (P)2.

Then by lemma [I7] this reuslts in

Omin (P)

5 lle—ell3 (319)

ple) —p(e”) = f(lle = be’[|2) — £(0) = %He —e’l3 >

O

49



Lemma 17 ((15) lemma 11). Suppose g(v) is a convex function on R and v* is a minimum point of the function

fw) = %v?+ g(v). Then for any v € R,

(v —v*)?

fw)—fv) >

| Q

Proof. From the optimality of v*, we have that —av* € dg(v*). Therefore,

g(v) > gv") —av* (v —v")

Hence,

F@) = F) = av* (v =) + S (v = ") + g(v) -

D Example Case : Elastic Net Regularization

We consider the case of Elastic Net Regularization, the case that
@
r(8) = A6l + 5613

A simple computation gives us that

2¢q 92‘

20192‘ Cgf QZS
02\/,7 220149ra - 201+a ¢Z - 201+a 2201J§a + 201+a ? 201+a
N * o c1 c2 ’y c1
02 - (prox%r(G 9 ))Z - 201+a T 2c1+a ¢Z + 201+a 201+a + 201+a¢l 201+a
el C1 0 20107 2/ A
H2cl+a 201+C¥¢ZH — 2c1+a

We note that this can equivalently be expressed in the form of a soft thresholding operator

2ci +a  2c +«

~ N 2619: CQ\/_
(03); = Tﬁ (

)

Substituting the value of the proximal operator in to the Moreau envelope we find that

_ZM

1 3
14 D02 4 aon 508+ Acmb) L)

1
07 2e1\0; —
e T o <acl( )%+ 2¢1 5
1 1
0;)? — 2c1 A0} —
2c) + o (acl( i) AT

0 C2\/_ )

CVC2 *
A2 ?217@2 — aco\/Yp0; + ACQ\/’V@) 1{¢i>C2i}

* A *
(Cl (6; )2 + ﬁ(ﬁ — ¢24/70; ¢z> Lii<oi<ca)

in which 1 4 is the characteristic function on the set A, and

A— 2607
(A -200) Coi =

Cii = NG N

Taking the expectation of the envelope with respect to ¢ and making use of Steins lemma one can obtain

50

(A =+ 26,67)

(320)

(321)

(322)

(323)

(324)

(325)

(326)



—EZM 6* CQ{ ¢) =

B_Cfi/Q

1 371
+ ac 07 + Ac
201 —’-Oé) ( 401 Qﬁ K3 Qﬁ

1 ac3Gai « ) —¢2,/2
—ac 07 + Ae e~/
%1 + a) < 461 Qﬁ ) Qﬁ

2 * 2
a2 L BV (1 oty Oy VO (2 e\ L GY (e . 2o
(cl(al) +4Cl>(1 Qi) — Q(C2)) N <e 2 e )+461m< e Coje G )327)

1 2y
0 Q9T | 9 AH*——A2> ;
201+a<a01(,) + —== Tor + 2¢1 Q(Cl)—F\/ﬂ(

1 acly 1
01)? + —2- -2 Aaj_—A2> ;) +
<O‘Cl< Vo Ty e g Qe+

2c1 + « C1

In which Q(+) is the Q-function. Defined to be

Qx) = \/—2_7/ e zdu (328)

This expression may be implemented in code and simply evaluated for any choice of the parameters.

D.1 Sparsity

The effect of the ¢; regularization term is to promote sparsity in the solution vector. Let s denote the number of
elements of @ that are non-zero. We see that

m

s=EY 1g0=) 1~ P Z L=P(—Cu < ¢ < Gu) = ) Q) +QC)  (329)

)

We further consider the term %éﬂb and consider what this concentrates on

1, A 1 2107 02\/_
m ZE ez(bz = ZE z¢z = 201+am |:<7-2¢1)\+Q <<201 + o 201+ >>>1:|(330)

where in the last inequality we have made use of steins lemma, and 7~ is the derivative of the soft thresholding
operator defined in (324). We note that the derivative of the soft thresholding operator is the value of s that we are
looking for. In symbols

Loz T =T (331)
From this we note that
c2\/7 s
EleT¢p| = ——Y ' =~ 2
le” &) 2ci +am (332)

The value of %E[eTqb] may also be computed directly from definition of 6 (equation (323))). Combining these
expressions the value of s may be computed.

51



E Numerical Simulation Detail

We implement the optimization problem P; (I4) by making use of the explicitly computed Moreau envelope for
the case of elastic net (327). The optimization is solved using a standard iterative approach in which the inner
optimizations are solved at constant values of the outer optimizations. This is repeated iteratively until all parameters
are determined. Zeroth order gradient methods were attempted, but were highly dependent on the starting choices
of the parameters (3, ¢, £, t, and frequently failed to converge.

The experimental verification was completed using synthetic data, in which the data points z; and the weight
matrix W was drawn from standard normal distributions. The elastic net optimization was solved using the python
package cvxpy. The values of n and m were chosen such that n +m = 1000 and that m/n = -, for a chosen ratio
~. Each sample was averaged 100 times to account for the randomness in both the input data z and the weights W.

E.1 Effective Sparsity

In this section, we plot the effective sparsity s for elastic net as a function of the regularization strength A for a
number of values of v = . Recall that s gives the number of nonzero elements in the solution vector 6. The
plots for the ratios > and & may be seen in figure Bl The 2 regularization strength was fixed with parameter
a = 0.001. The solid lines are the theoretical predictions while the dots are determined experimentally. For the
experimental values the solution vector 6 was determined using a solver, then each element of the solution vector, it
was determined to be “zero” (i.e. sparse) if its value was less than 0'—%.

We can see from the figures that for all values of « the sparsity is similar at both large and small values of
regularization. As the number of model parameters increases relative to the number of data points, i.e. as y grows
larger, the regularization strength required to induce a sparse solution drops. Recalling that true solution was half
zeros, the value of regularization strength at which > = 0.5 matches well with the regularization strength that
minimizes the generalization error in figure 2(b)}

LU 1 1 0 11 A1 1111/ S 11/ B AL R (UL 1 11 0 1 A1 111 AL AL A
1f . 1.5 [ sossstonsncteg —y =03
L i kﬁgﬂ v = 0.6
0.8 1 I ‘ |
. B 11
0.6 - a
Ax | | oas |
0.4+ -
i i 0.5 2
0.2 |- | L |
0l : 0l :
N Y T T 1 WU RN WA NITT| AR NN 1 T A T S 1 WU RNV WA NITT| AR
107%10710~*107*10~210~1 10° 10" 10? 107%10"10~*107*10~210~1 10° 10" 10?
A A
(@ 2 (b) £

Figure 3: The effective sparsity s as a ratio to the number of model parameters m or the number of data points n
for elastic net regularization for varying strengths of the regularization parameter A. The ¢, regularization term was
fixed to 0.001. Multiple values of v = 7 are considered. Solid line is the theoretical prediction, and the dots are
experimental values.
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