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Abstract

We consider learning an unknown target function f. using kernel ridge regression (KRR)
given i.i.d. data (u;,y;), i < n, where u; € U is a covariate vector and y; = f.(u;) +&; € R. A
recent string of work has empirically shown that the test error of KRR can be well approximated
by a closed-form estimate derived from an ‘equivalent’ sequence model that only depends on the
spectrum of the kernel operator. However, a theoretical justification for this equivalence has so
far relied either on restrictive assumptions—such as subgaussian independent eigenfunctions—,
or asymptotic derivations for specific kernels in high dimensions.

In this paper, we prove that this equivalence holds for a general class of problems satisfy-
ing some spectral and concentration properties on the kernel eigendecomposition. Specifically,
we establish in this setting a non-asymptotic deterministic approximation for the test error
of KRR—with explicit non-asymptotic bounds—that only depends on the eigenvalues and the
target function alignment to the eigenvectors of the kernel. Our proofs rely on a careful deriva-
tion of deterministic equivalents for random matrix functionals in the dimension free regime
pioneered by Cheng and Montanari [CM22].

We apply this setting to several classical examples and show an excellent agreement between
theoretical predictions and numerical simulations. These results rely on having access to the
eigendecomposition of the kernel operator. Alternatively, we prove that, under this same setting,
the generalized cross-validation (GCV) estimator concentrates on the test error uniformly over
a range of ridge regularization parameter that includes zero (the interpolating solution). As a
consequence, the GCV estimator can be used to estimate from data the test error and optimal
regularization parameter for KRR.

*Toyota Technological Institute at Chicago. Email: theodor .misiakiewicz@ttic.edu
fDepartment of Electrical Engineering, Stanford University. Email: bsaeed@stanford.edu
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

Consider the classical regression problem: we are given i.i.d. samples (u;,y;)i<n from a common
probability distribution P on U x R, where u; € U is a covariate vector and y; € R is the response
variable. The goal is to learn a model f : U — R which given a new data point ues predicts the
response via f (utest) With small test error

Rtest(fa P) = E(utest,ytest)w]}” |:(ytest - f(utest))ﬂ .

We assume a model whereby the responses are y; = fi(u;) + &;, with noise ¢; independent of u;,
with E[g;] = 0 and E[e?] = 02. We denote P, the distribution of u and assume that the target
function f, € L?(U) := L?(U,P,) is square integrable.

A standard approach for solving this problem is kernel ridge regression (KRR), which is now
considered to be among the most fundamental tools in machine learning. Conceptually, KRR
proceeds in two steps: (1) it embeds the covariates u; into a rich ‘feature space’ ¢(u;) € F, a
Hilbert space with inner-product (-, -)r, via a featurization map ¢ : U — F; and (2) it fits a linear
predictor fx(u) = (8, ¢(u))r with respect to this embedding, where

n

6 = argmin { 3" (s — (0, 6(wi))5)” + A|6|3}. (1)

oer

Here ||0||r = <0,0>1f/2 denotes the norm in the feature space and A is the ridge regularization
parameter. In practice, the featurization map ¢ and feature space F are often defined! implicitly
through a positive semi-definite kernel K : U x U — R, via K(u,u’) := (¢(u), d(u')) 7, which
defines (H, (-, -)%) a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) [BTA11]. The KRR problem (1) is
thus often written compactly as

n

fr=argmin { 3 (4 — f(w)” + NIf1B,} (2)

fen o

with solution that only depends on the kernel evaluations K (u;, w;). This is known as the ‘repre-
senter theorem’ or ‘kernel trick’.
The test error of KRR crucially depends on the eigenvalue decomposition of the kernel?:

K(u,u') =Y &apj(u)i(u),
=1

where {1 > & > & > .-+ > 0 are the positive eigenvalues in nonincreasing order, and {9;};>1
are the orthonormal eigenvectors. Without loss of generality, we can choose the featurization map
to be ¢(u) = (w/gjwj(u))jzl and F = (lo,(-,-)) the space of {5 sequences. We introduce X =

Eu[o(u)p(u)T] = diag(&r, &, €3,...) the covariance matrix of the featurization map (understood

!These two constructions are equivalent. Indeed, to any positive definite kernel K : U x U — R, we can associate
a feature space and feature map ¢ : U — (F,(-,-)#) such that K(u,u’) = (¢(u),p(u'))x. In that case, we have
H={uw— (0,¢(u))r : 0 € F} with RKHS norm given by ||f|l» = inf{||0||x: f =(0,¢)7}.

*We assume in this paper that L?(U,P,,) is separable and K is trace-class, i.e., Eqy [K (u, u)] < 0.



as a trace-class self-adjoint operator). For simplicity, we assume the target function satisfy f. €
span{t; : j > 1}, so that we can decompose

folw) = Bujibj(u) = (B, 6(w), | fllze = I1Bell2 = |26, < oc.
j=1

This is automatically verified when K is universal and {¢;};>1 forms a complete basis of L?().
We can therefore forget about the covariate uw and directly work in the feature space. We will set
hereafter x := ¢(u), with distribution induced by the distribution over w, and f.(x) := fi(u) =
(0., x) with a slight abuse of notations.

Using these notations, the KRR solution and test error admit the following explicit formulas:

0, =XT(XX"+AL,) 'y, X :=[x,...,@,)" € R,

: o o (3)
Riest(FaB) = E | (y = Fr(w)’| = [0 = 6|5, + o2,

where we denoted ||v||s; = ||2'/?v||o. The test error of KRR has been studied by many authors over
the years [BBM05, CDV07, HKZ12, Wail9]. Among this extensive literature, we can distinguish
two general analysis approaches:

e An approximation-generalization decomposition using uniform convergence bounds [BBMO05,
KZSS21] or source and capacity conditions [CDV07, FS20, LRRC20]. This line of work
characterizes the decay rate n~% of the test error for a fixed model as n — oco. In particular,
these rates are expected to be minimax optimal over classes of functions.

e High-dimensional asymptotics [Dic16, RMR21, MMM?22, XHM*22]. This approach considers
a sequence of models n := n(d) and derives sharp asymptotics for the test error (up to an
additive vanishing constant) as n,d — oo while n < d7.

These two approaches typically impose restrictive assumptions on the target function and the
eigenvalue decay. Most importantly, both are expected to provide accurate insights to the statisti-
cian only asymptotically, i.e., for a large dimension and/or number of samples. In parallel, a recent
line of work [SGW20, BCP20, CBP21, LGC*21, CLKZ21, SDKD23] has shown empirically that the
test error can be well approximated by a closed-form estimate that only depends on the eigenvalues
3’ of the kernel operator and the coefficients B, of the target function. In particular, this estimate
is deterministic and non-asymptotic—depending on finite n and a fixed covariance matrix—, and
shows excellent agreement with numerical simulations for small n and moderate covariate dimen-
sion. For concreteness, we illustrate these theoretical predictions in Figure 1 for KRR on MNIST
data with RBF and NTK kernels, and Figure 2 for KRR with spherical data and inner-product
kernels. We refer to [BCP20, CBP21, LGCT21, CLKZ21, SDKD23] for further numerical examples.
However a theoretical justification for this closed-form estimate has so far relied on either heuristic
derivations [CBP21] or strong assumptions on the data distribution [LGC*21, HMRT22, CM22].

The present paper is concerned with providing a mathematical foundation for such a non-
asymptotic theory of kernel ridge regression. We present a set of abstract assumptions under which
this deterministic approximation is accurate, with explicit non-asymptotic bounds, and verify these
conditions in several classical settings. Our analysis builds upon recent advances in the study of
random matrix functionals [CL22, CM22| and non-linear kernels [MMM22, XHM"22].
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Figure 1: Test error of KRR plotted against the training sample size n € {2,...,20000}. We
consider data (w;,y;) from MNIST where u; is a d = 28% dimensional image and y; € {0,9} is its
label. We fit this data using KRR (2) with three standard kernels K;(u,u’); one simulation uses
the ReLU NTK of depth 5 and the other two correspond to the RBF kernel with the bandwidths
specified in the figure. We take A = 0 (interpolating solution). The continuous lines correspond to
the theoretical predictions from the deterministic equivalent (9), where the eigenvalues of ¥ and
B* are estimated from a sample of the data of size 25000. For the empirical test errors (markers),
we solve KRR on n images sampled uniformly from the training set, and report the average and
the standard deviation of the test error over 50 independent realizations.

1.2 A deterministic equivalent for the test error

Let us denote from now on the test error Riest(Bx; X, €, ) 1= Riest ( f,\; P) to emphasize the depen-
dency on the feature matrix X, the label noise € = (si)ie[n], the regularization parameter )\, and
the coefficients of the target function 3,.

It will be instructive to first consider the bias-variance decomposition of the test error over the
label noise € in the training data

Es[Rtest(IB*; X7 g, )\)] = 8(6*7 X7 )\) + V(Xv )‘) + 0-?7
where the bias and variance are given explicitly by

B(B.: X)) = [|6. —Ec[0)]])5 = (8., Z7VAXTX + )TIB(XTX +2)7'n7128,),

4
V(X,\) = o?Tr(2Cove(8y)) = o - Tr(SXTX(XTX +))72). @
Deterministic equivalents. While the bias and variance are random variables, it was observed
in [HMRT22, CM22] that they are both well-concentrated around non-random values. Following
the terminology in random matrix theory, we will simply refer to these deterministic estimates as
‘deterministic equivalents’ [CD11].
Define the effective regularization A, to be the unique non-negative fixed point to the equation

n— % =Tr(Z(Z+ ). (5)



The deterministic equivalents for the bias and variance terms are given by

AHBs, (B + M) 2B

BalBe ) = T S22 A (6)
PTi(ZA(Z A+ A7)
Va(A) = n— Tr(22(X + \)~2)’ @

and for the test error
Ru(B+,A) := B, + V,, + 0.

Cheng and Montanari [CM22] established the two approximation bounds
B(Bu; X \) = (1+0(n'7?)) - B,(Bs, N), V(X,A) = (1+0(n™)-Va(h), (8

with probability 1 — 0,(1). These guarantees display two remarkable features. First, the bounds
are dimension-free and apply to infinite-dimensional features x; € R*°. In particular, compared
to previous work, they do not require a feature dimension p with 1/C < p/n < C or a bounded
condition number on the covariance matrix 3. Second, the bounds are multiplicative and the
deterministic equivalents remain accurate even for vanishing bias and variance.

However, their analysis crucially relies on two important assumptions: (i) The features are ‘con-
centrated’ in the sense that they satisfy the Hanson-Wright inequality. This includes features with
independent sub-Gaussian coordinates or that satisfy the convex Lipschitz concentration property,
but excludes more realistic kernels such as most non-linear kernels on the sphere. (ii) The tar-
get function must be very ‘smooth’ with |Z7!8,|]2 < oo, i.e., a small subset of the RKHS?. In
particular, this implies that the bias B, = O(n~2) in their setting.

To extend these approximation guarantees to (i) non-concentrated features and (ii) general
target functions f. € L2(U), with ||B«|l2 < oo, requires significant changes to the proof approach.
In particular, it necessitates to establish dimension-free deterministic equivalents to higher-order
functionals of the feature matrix.

1.3 Summary of main results

The main result of this paper is a guarantee for the test error Riest(B4; X, €, A) to be approximated
by its associated deterministic equivalent

~XB., (B + M) 2Bs) + 02

Ru (B, A) = N A D) (9)

under general ‘abstract’ assumptions on the feature vector . While the test error is the most rele-
vant quantity for practitioners, this approximation guarantee will hold for more general functionals
of the feature matrix X, including the training error and the Stieltjes transform of the empiri-
cal kernel matrix (in particular, the GCV estimator stated below). It is useful to first describe
informally these general assumptions.

General assumptions. Non-linear kernels typically contain high-frequency eigenfunctions with
heavy-tailed distribution (e.g., high-degree polynomials) in their diagonalization. However, it was
observed in a recent string of papers [GMMM20, MMM?22, MM22, XHM*22] that for a number
of classical kernels, the top eigenspaces are associated to low-frequency eigenfunctions whose tails

3Recall that f € L*(U) belongs to the RKHS # if and only if ||2_1/2,3*H2 < o0.
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Figure 2: Test error of KRR plotted against the training sample size n € {2,...,20000}. We
consider data (w;,y;) with w; ~;;q Unif (Sdil(\/g)), d =24, and y; = f«(u;) + ; with independent
label noise &; ~ N(0,02), 02 = 0.1. We fit this data using KRR (2) with three different inner-
product kernels K;(u,u’) = h;({u,u’)/d), j € [3], corresponding to spectral gaps € {8,32,128},
and regularization parameter A = 0. The continuous lines correspond to the theoretical predictions
from the deterministic equivalent (9). For the empirical test errors (markers), we report the average
and the standard deviation of the test error over 50 independent realizations. See Section 3.2 for
details.

can be controlled. Furthermore, the high-frequency part of the kernel matrix concentrates on a
non-random diagonal matrix. Following these insights, our analysis will treat separately the top
eigenspaces from the rest of the features.

For any integer m € N, define the regularized tail rank of ¥ with regularization A > 0:

_ A + Z]o'im+1 éj
£m+1 .

This quantity first appeared in the benign-overfitting literature [BLLT20, TB23, KZSS21] that stud-
ied the properties of the (near-)interpolating solutions of ridge regression. We denote < the pro-
jection of the feature vector « onto its top m eigenspaces, with covariance X<, = diag(&1,&2,...,&m),
and x~n, the projection onto the rest of the eigenspaces, with covariance 3 = diag(&m+1, Em+2, - - -)-

For a given n, we assume that there exists an integer m := m(n) such that, splitting the feature
vector into € = (Z<m, >m), the following hold.

rx(m)

1. Low-degree features. We assume that for any deterministic vector v € R™ and p.s.d. matrix
Ac Rmxm’

P (‘(v, Tm)| >t UTZva> < Cpexp {—cxtQ/ﬁ} ,  (al)
P([olnAcm — TH(TamA)| 2 t-o1(m) - [|ZL2AZL|) < Cooxp {—cat/7} . (a2)

Equation (al) amounts to an hypercontractivity condition on the subspace spanned by the
top m eigenfunctions. Equation (a2) relaxes previous Hanson-Wright-type inequalities that
were used to prove deterministic equivalents in [LC18, CM22].



2. High-degree features. Denote X~ p, the high-degree part of the feature matrix. We assume
that there exists ¢2,(m) > 1 such that with high probability

| XomX L = Te(Som)  Iullop < @2 (m), ﬁ A+ TH(Ssm)} (b1)

We expect 2 ,(m) = O(polylog(n)) as long as rx(m) > n in many settings of interest. We
present a number of such sufficient conditions throughout the paper, but choose to keep
Assumption (bl) in this form for the sake of generality.

The first assumption is inspired by polynomial kernels on Gaussian or spherical data u € R%.
In these cases, if <y corresponds to an orthonormal basis of polynomials up to degree ¢, then
Equations (al) and (a2) are satisfied with § = £ and ¢ (m) = ©(d“~1/2). We show in a companion
paper how these conditions can be relaxed in some settings. Note that taking A = (X ImX <m+A)71
and o1(m) = o(y/n), Equation (a2) is a quantitative version of a necessary condition for the
Marchenko-Pastur theorem to hold [Yas16, Mis22].

Assumption (b1) allows to replace the high-frequency part of the kernel matrix X mn X Im+/\I by
the deterministic matrix (A + Tr(Xsm)) - I whenever m is chosen with ry(m) > n. This assumption
covers two regimes of interest: the classical setting of uniform convergence when A > n&m+1, where
A is chosen positive (e.g., by cross-validation), and the benign overfitting regime when ro(m) > n,
where we can take A — 0T (the interpolating solution) while still achieving good generalization.

Besides these assumptions on the feature @, our formal statements will require a bound on the
growth of the moments of the target function. However, we do not require | 2~Y28, ||z < oo (f. in
the RKHS) or [|Z7!84]|2 < 00, and our results apply more generally to f. € L*(U).

We refer the reader to Section 2.2 for a formal presentation of these assumptions.

Approximation guarantees. We prove under the above assumptions that with high probability

0(1) fer(m) Z
(B 2

where we denoted Asm = A+Tr(Z~m). Here O(1) hides polylog(n) factors and a mild dependence on
an ‘effective rank’ of the matrix ¥<,. Equation (10) implies that the test error is well approximated
by R, (Bs, A) as soon as there exists m := m(n) such that the features satisfy the above assumptions
with

|Rtest(:6*;Xa€a )\) - Rn(:@*,)‘” = \6
>m

}Rnw*,m, (10)

Asm 2 1, Vn 2 ei(m), ra(m) 2 n - p2n(m)?.

The detailed statement of this approximation guarantee (Theorem 1) can be found in Section 2.3.
We next describe the two classical examples on which we illustrate our results.

Example 1: concentrated features. We assume that the feature vector x satisfy Equation
(a2) with m = oo and ¢;1(m) = 1. This setting includes a number of popular theoretical models—
such as feature vector X ~1/2x with independent sub-Gaussian entries or that satisfies the Lipschitz
convex concentration property—which were considered previously in [BLLT20, TB23, CM22]. Our
general guarantee (10) simplifies in this case to

1
.)\6\/%.

|Rtest(:8*;Xa€7)‘) - Rn(ﬁ*’)‘” = 6(1) Rn(,@*,)\)



This result improves on [CM22] in two significant ways. First, the relative rate O(n~'/2) holds
uniformly over all B,. Second, our guarantees applies to any square-integrable function ||Bx«||2 < oo
without requiring || 71,2 < co.

We further note that in this setting, Assumption (b1) is verified with ¢2(m) = O(polylog(n))
for any m with rx(m) 2 n. The flexibility of choosing m < oo allows to provide approxima-
tion guarantees for the interpolating solution A = 0 whenever Tr(X-,,) = 2(1). For example, if
Tr(.,2) = Q(Tr(X)), then the relative approximation rate is O(n~/2) for any A > 0.

Example 2: inner-product kernels on the sphere. We consider covariates u; ~ Unif(S?1(v/d))
uniformly distributed on the d-dimensional sphere of radius v/d, and an arbitrary inner-product
kernel K (u,u') = h({(u,u’)/d). In this example, the kernel operator admits a simple eigendecom-
position in terms of spherical harmonics which has been leveraged in a recent string of work to
investigate properties of non-linear kernels [GMMM21, MMM22, XHM"22]. In particular, KRR
in this model displays a number of interesting phenomena such as benign overfitting and multiple
descents in the risk curve.
Applying the general guarantee (10) to this setting, we obtain

. [ A6—1 [ n
’Rtest(ﬁﬂXasv /\) - Rn(B*7 A)’ = O(l) : { dT + dg_;,_l} ' Rn(ﬁ*a)‘)u (11)

where ¢ > 1 denotes the closest integer to log(n)/log(d). Note that the rate of approximation is
always better than d—1/4. We illustrate this result in Figure 2 where we compare the test errors
obtained from simulations and the theoretical predictions from the deterministic equivalent (9)
for d = 24 and varying n € {2,...,20000}. Figure 2 shows excellent agreement between the
empirical test error and its deterministic equivalent even for small n and complex learning curves
with multiple descents.

The deterministic equivalent for the test error described above relies on the exact eigendecompo-
sition of the kernel operator and hard-to-verify assumptions on the featurization map. Nevertheless,
previous studies [BCP20, CBP21, LGC™"21] empirically evaluated the kernel eigendecomposition
from data and showed that the estimated deterministic equivalent (9) accurately predicts the KRR
learning curves across various scenarios with real data and complex kernels, including trained neu-
ral networks. For completeness, we provide an illustration in Figure 1 with MNIST dataset and
three standard kernels: an NTK and the RBF with two different bandwidths (see figure caption
for details). It is an interesting research direction to relax our assumptions* and connect them to
more interpretable properties.

Uniform consistency of the GCV estimator. As a concrete application of the deterministic
equivalents developed in this paper, we study the generalized cross-validation (GCV) estimator.
Under the same general assumptions as above, we provide novel non-asymptotic guarantees for the
GCV estimator in KRR.

The GCV estimator was introduced in [CW78, GHW79] as an approximation to the leave-one-
out cross-validation estimator. It is given by

y (K + \I,) "%y
Tr((K +M\)~1)2”7

GCVA(K,y) =n

41t is worth noting that we can easily construct kernels with Ryest that does not concentrate for any n € N [Mis22].

10



where we denoted K := X X = (K (u;, u;))ijeln) the empirical kernel matrix and y = (y1, ..., yn)
the vector of labels. Under the same general assumptions as above, we prove that with high
probability

GCVa(K.,y) .| _ o {sm(m) n }
b [ Ruen (B X .0 1"Tr<z>m>6 i ey

In particular, if we denote Apy € R>q the regularization parameter that minimizes Ryest (B+; X, €, A),
and Agcv € R>g the parameter that minimizes GCV, (K, y), the above guarantee implies

‘Rtest(;@*§ X, Ey}zGCV) - Rtest(ﬁ*§ X, g, )\opt))

o) fram
Tr(2>m)6 Vn

Hence, the GCV estimator can be used to efficiently estimate the test error and optimally tune the
ridge regularization. This corroborates recent findings in [JGH18, WHS22] that have empirically
demonstrated the accuracy of GCV in KRR.

Compared to previous works that have studied the uniform consistency of the GCV estimator
[XMRH19, HMRT22, PWRT21], the guarantee (12) is non-asymptotic and applies to settings with
infinite-dimensional features and non-linear kernels. Furthermore, it is scale-free and does not
depend on the value of the test error, which can be vanishing.

n

To(m)

+9027n(m) } 'RteSt(B*;X7€7)\0pt)-

Technical contributions. Our main technical contributions are novel characterizations for ran-
dom matrix functionals in the dimension free regime introduced by [CM22] (see Section 1.4 for
background). In this regime, we fix the distribution of the feature vector & € RP—potentially
infinite dimensional (p = oco)—and vary n € N. We prove deterministic equivalents for different
functionals of the feature matrix X = [x1,@o, ..., T,]" € R™*P with explicit multiplicative bounds.
For example, in the case of concentrated features & € R* (Example 1 above), we show that for any
deterministic p.s.d. operator A € R®*> with Tr(A) < oo, the following holds with probability at
least 1 —n=P

vA(n)%/? log?* 3 (n)

vn

where 3 = E[zx ] is the feature covariance matrix, ), is the effective regularization as defined
in Eq. (5), va(n) is defined in Eq. (15), and C p is a constant that only depends on D > 0 and
Cz, Cz, B appearing in Eq. (a2). The full statement of these deterministic equivalents can be found
in Section 5.1.

ATr(AXTX + )™ = MTr (A + M) Y| < Cop ATr(AE + )7,

Organization. Section 2 introduces notations and assumptions that will be used throughout the
paper, and states our main result on the deterministic equivalent of the KRR test error (Theorem
1 in Section 2.3). We further discuss and connect our assumptions to previous work in Section 2.4.
In Section 3, we apply our general results to the examples of concentrated features (Section 3.1)
and inner-product kernels on the sphere (Section 3.2). Section 4 presents the GCV estimator and
states our main guarantee on its uniform consistency (Theorem 3). Finally, we outline the strategy
for proving our main results in Section 5. The complete proofs are deferred to the appendices.
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1.4 Related literature

The performance of KRR has been studied extensively over the years [BBM05, CDV07, HKZ12,
Wail9, FS20, LRRC20, BLLT20, TB23]. For example, it was shown in [CDV07] that KRR achieves
minimax optimal rates over subclasses of functions under source and capacity conditions. Recently,
a number of works have sought to precisely characterize the learning curves of KRR in high di-
mensions. [Dicl6] considered ridge regression with Gaussian features x; ~ N(0,1I;) and computed
the asymptotic risk in the proportional asymptotics regime with d,n — oo with d/n — v € (0, 00).
This result was later extended to anisotropic feature distribution in [DW18], and to general linear
target functions in [RMR21, WX20, HMRT?22]. The asymptotic test error of KRR with an inner-
product kernel was derived in [LR20, BMR21] using the linearization of the kernel in this regime
[EK10]. The setting of our second example was investigated in [GMMM21, XHM*22] which con-
sidered inner-product kernels on the sphere and computed precise asymptotics for the test error
in the polynomial high-dimensional regime, where n,d — oo, with n/d® — ~, for any x,y > 0.
They showed that the learning curve displays a staircase decay as n increases, where each time
log(n)/log(d) crosses an integer value, KRR fits one more degree polynomial approximation to the
target function. At the critical regimes n =< d*,# € N | a peak can appear due to the degeneracy
of the eigenspace spanned by the degree-¢ spherical harmonics [XHM*22]. We improve upon these
works in two important ways. First, our bounds and deterministic equivalents are non-asymptotic
and resolve the ambiguity of the polynomial scaling at finite n,d. Second, our bounds hold for a
fixed target function without requiring to randomize its coefficients.

The paper [MMM22] developed a framework for computing the asymptotic test error of KRR un-
der abstract conditions on the kernel eigendecomposition. Namely, they assume the top eigenspaces
satisfy an hypercontractivity condition (corresponding to our condition (al)) and the high-degree
part of the empirical kernel matrix concentrates on a deterministic matrix (our condition (bl)).
In this paper, we simplify these assumptions and make them quantitative to allow for explicit
non-asymptotic bounds. Most importantly, [MMM22] assumes a ‘spectral gap’ condition with the
low-degree part being low-dimensional, i.e., m < n. In this regime, KRR behaves effectively as a
shrinkage operator and their proof only uses matrix concentration bounds. Removing the spectral
gap assumption requires random matrix tools and in particular, to prove deterministic equivalents
for random matrix functionals. Further discussion on [MMM22] can be found in Section 2.4.

In parallel to this high-dimensional work, a line of research [Sol01, SGW20, BCP20, CBP21,
LGCT21, CLKZ21, SDKD23] heuristically derived and empirically validated a non-asymptotic
closed-form estimate for the KRR test error, i.e., the deterministic equivalent (9). [BCP20] presents
two different approaches to obtain this analytical expression: a continuous approximation to the
learning curves inspired by the Gaussian process literature [Sol01], and replica method with a
saddle-point approximation. [LGC'21] assumes the eigenfunctions to be independent Gaussians
and derive Eq. (9) using CGMT in the proportional regime. [SDKD23] provides a simple heuristic
derivation based on a ‘conservation law’. [SGW20, BCP20, CBP21, LGC*21, SDKD23] conducted
comprehensive empirical evaluations and demonstrated the accuracy of these predictions in various
synthetic and real-data settings. We refer to [BCP20, SDKD23] for further background and dis-
cussion on this literature. Our paper aims to bridge the gap between these heuristic closed-form
estimates and random matrix theory, and provide further supporting evidence for this line of work.

Non-asymptotic deterministic equivalents for the test error were first derived for ridge regression
in [HMRT22] and KRR with inner-product kernels in the proportional regime n < d in [BMR21]
using the ‘anisotropic local law’ proved in [KY17]. Most closely related to our paper, [CM22]
considered the case of infinite-dimensional concentrated features (our Example 1) and derived
non-asymptotic and multiplicative approximation guarantees (see Section 1.2). The regime they
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consider, which we call dimension-free regime following the title of their work, is quite different
from how RMT is usually set up. It is useful to spell out the difference here. The classical setting
of RMT typically considers a sequence of problems indexed by d € N. For each d, we sample n(d)

independent features (m(d))ie[n(d)] with common covariance (4 € RP(@AxP(d) The goal is to study

2

the behavior of the random matrix X (@ = [a:gd), e ’wfi)d)]T e Rudxp(d) e.g., the spectrum of

n(d)" Y XNTX (D as d — co. The sequence of covariance matrices »@ s typically assumed to
satisfy Hi(d)Hop < C with empirical spectral distribution that converges to a density with mass
bounded away from 0. In contrast, [CM22] fixes the distribution of the feature vector & € R*®—
taken infinite-dimensional— and vary n € N. In particular, the covariance matrix X is fixed with
Tr(X¥) < oo and does not have bounded conditioning number. Intuitively, as n increases, the
empirical spectrum of X T X has spikes along the eigenspaces with eigenvalues &, > 1/n and a
bulk that comes from the contribution of the eigenspaces with & =< 1/n. We extends the results
of [CM22] in two directions. First, we provide an alternative proof of the deterministic equivalent
for the linear functional considered in [CM22, Theorem 5]. This proof is significantly simpler and
allows for general p.s.d. matrix (see Remark 5.1). Second, we prove dimension-free deterministic
equivalents for higher-order functionals of the resolvent which are necessary to study KRR with
arbitrary square integrable target functions.

From a technical viewpoint, our paper belongs to the growing body of work that have derived
deterministic equivalents to study problems in statistics and machine learning, including spectral
clustering [LCM21], random Fourier features [LCM20], multi-layer random features [SCDL23], and
the SGD dynamics on GLMs [CWPPS23]. We refer the reader to [CD11, CL22] for background
and references on deterministic equivalents.

2 Test error of kernel ridge regression

In this section, we present our main results on the test error of kernel ridge regression (KRR).
We start in Section 2.1 by introducing our setting and some definitions. We state the general
assumptions under which our results hold in Section 2.2 and our master theorem (Theorem 1) in
Section 2.3. Finally, while Section 2.2 states general assumptions on the feature map x = ¢(u),
Section 2.4 connects these conditions to properties of the kernel operator.

2.1 Setting and definitions

We are given n i.i.d. samples (x;, yi)ic|n) With feature vectors x; € RP and responses y; = fi(x;)+¢;.
The target function is linear in the feature space fi(x) = (0., x) and we assume the label noise ¢;
to be independent with E[g;] = 0 and E[¢?] = 02. Here we denote p the dimension of the feature
vector and consider both the classical linear model setting with finite dimensional features p < oo
and the RKHS case with infinite dimensional features p = oc.

We denote ¥ = E[zzx ] the covariance matrix of the features®. Without loss of generality, we
will set ||X|/op = 1 and take 3 to be diagonal with

Y= diag(glag%f?n . ')a

where 1 = & > & > & > --- are the positive eigenvalues in nonincreasing order. For infinite-
dimensional features p = oo, we assume the covariance to be trace class Tr(X) < oco. In that

"Note that we will only assume that E[z~m] = 0, and we allow for E[z<n] # 0. In that case, X is most commonly
referred to as the ‘raw’ covariance matrix or second moment matrix.
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case, z is a random element in the Hilbert space f» = {z = (v1,22,23,...) + >0 r? < oo}
with inner product (u,v) := (u,v)s, = > 32, ujvj, and X is understood to be a trace class self-
adjoint operator. We introduce z; = »-l 2x; the whitened features and By = »t/ 20, the whitened

coefficients. Without loss of generality, we assume E[f.(z)?] = (0., 26,) < co and we can write

fe(®) = (x,0.) = (2, 8.), 1£lZ2 = Elfu(x)?] = 18] < .

Our approach consists in analyzing separately the top eigenspaces —which are associated to
‘low-frequency’, well-concentrated features— from the rest of the eigenspaces —associated to ‘high-
frequency’, heavy-tailed features. More precisely, for every m € NU{oo}, m < p, we split the feature
vector & = (T<m, T>m) into:

e A low-degree part x<ny corresponding to the projection onto the top eigenspaces associated
to the m largest eigenvalues. We denote the covariance matrix of the low-degree part by

Y<m = Elz<mzl,] = diag(&1, &, ..., &n).

e A high-degree part @~ corresponding to the projection onto the bottom p — m eigenspaces
with smallest eigenvalues. We denote the covariance matrix of the high-degree part by

Yom = E[m>m:clm] = diag(Em+1s Emt2s -+ -)-

In the case of m = p, we simply take © = x<m. For simplicity of presentation, we will always
assume that E[xz~,] = 0 (e.g., the constant function is in the span of the top m eigenfunctions).
We write the feature matrix X = [z1,...,%,]" € R™P in block form X = [X<p, Xsm] with
Xcm € R™™and Xsm € R™*(P=m)  Similarly, we decompose the target function into a low-degree
and a high-degree part

f*(:)’}) = f*,Sm(w) + f*,>m(w)’

where

f*,gm(ﬂf) = <9*,§m;w§m> = <,3*,§m,2§m>, f*,>m(a7) = <0*,>maw>m> = <ﬁ*,>mvz>m>-

Note that the deterministic equivalents depend on an effective reqularization A\, which corre-
sponds to the ridge regularization parameter in an associated ‘equivalent sequence model’ [CM22].

Definition 1 (Effective regularization). For an integer n, covariance X, and reqularization X\ > 0,
we define the effective regularization A, associated to (n, 3, \) to be the unique non-negative solution

to the equation
A

n— 3= =Tr(Z(Z+ 1)), (13)

Equation (13) corresponds to the general Marchenko-Pastur equation [PM67]. In particular, we

show that under the setting of Theorem 1, the inverse effective regularization 1/)\, approximates

the Stieltjes transform of the empirical kernel matrix (see Theorem 10 in Appendix B.4 for a formal
statement):

%Tr ((XXT + A)*l) = (L+o(1) - -

Our approximation guarantees will depend on the covariance 3 through two measures of ranks:
the regularized tail rank of X<y, (high-degree features) and the effective rank of X<n, (low-degree
features) defined below.
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Definition 2 (Ranks). For a covariance matriz ¥ = diag(&1,&2,...) € RP*P with eigenvalues in
nonincreasing order &1 > & > €3 > - -+, we define two notions of rank:

(a) (Regularized tail rank.) For any integer m < p and regularization parameter X\ > 0, the
reqularized tail rank ry(m) is defined by

_ A+ Z?:m-}-l gj

it (14)

rA(m)

We use the convention ry(m) = oo for m = p.

(b) (Effective rank.) For any integers n and m < p, the effective rank regrm(n) of (n,X<m) is
defined as the smallest scalar such that regm(n) > n and

Z;'nszrl &
)

for all 0 <k <min(n,m)— 1.
k1

Teff,m(N) >

The effective rank refr m(n) at m = p is the same as the one that appeared in [CM22] to study
deterministic equivalents in the dimension free regime. We can think of ref m(n) as corresponding
to a global version of the notion of intrinsic dimension [T*15, Chapter 7]. More precisely, denote
Yem sk = diag(&ry1, rt2, - - -, &m) the covariance matrix X<, projected orthogonally to the top k
eigenspaces. The intrinsic dimension of X<, 1 is defined as

L Tr(Z<msh)  Dajekr1 b
tD by = = =
ntDim(Zcm,>1) | X <m,>klop Ekt1

9

and captures the number of ‘relevant’ dimensions of ¥« -, i.e., eigenspaces that have significant
spectral content. Thus, 7ef,m(n) upper bounds the intrinsic dimension of X<, at all scales up to
the n-th eigenvalue, i.e., for all ¥<p, 5 with £ =0,...,n — 1.

The (regularized) tail rank was introduced in the study of ridge regression in the (near-)interpolating
regime [BLLT20, TB23, KZSS21]. This rank appears naturally in our analysis in the following sense.
For convenience, denote from now on

p
Aom = A+ Tr(Som) = A+ Y &
j=m+1

Let Aym be the effective regularization associated to (n, X<m, Asm) and define

Aim(ﬁgma (ng + )‘*,m)_2/6§m> + ||/3>m||% + Ug

Rn m /8*7)‘ m) =
<m(Be; Asm) 1= 2 Te(22, (Z<m + Am) 72)

This simply corresponds to the test error of a truncated model with n features £<m, regularization
Asm, target function (B<m, Z<m), and independent label noise with variance ||f*7>m||%2 + o2, This
truncated model approximates the original model with

‘Rn(ﬂ*v)‘) - Rn,Sm(IB*a )‘>m)‘ 5 : Rn(:@*a /\),

T,\(m)

and this bound is tight.
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2.2 Assumptions

For a given n, we will assume that there exists an integer m := m(n) such that the low-degree
features £<m, the high-degree features ~m, and the high degree part of the target function fi >m
satisfy the following assumptions.

Assumption 1 (Concentration at n € N). There ezist c;,Cy, 5 > 0 and m € NU {oo}, m < p,
such that the reqularized tail rank at m satisfies

ra(m) > 2n,

and the following hold.

(a) (Low-degree features.) There exists p1(m) > 0 such that for any deterministic vector v € R™
with ||El</riv|]2 < oo and p.s.d. matriz A € R™™ with Tr(X<nA) < 0o, we have

P (}(v, Tm)| >t ’UTESm’U> < Cyexp {—cztz/ﬁ} , (al)

P (|elnAzcm - T(EcmA)| 2 t-pi(m) - |[TLATLY ) < Goexp {—ct7} . (a2)

(b) (High-degree features.) There ezist pa,(m) € (0,1) and @2.,(m) > 1 such that with probability
at least 1 — pa n(m), we have

1XomX Ty = Te(Ssm) - Lullop < @20(m), / ﬁ A+ TH(Sem)) (b1)

(¢) (Target function.) The high-degree part of the target function satisfies the tail bound
P(Ifeom(@)| = t- [ fosmlize) < Coexp { —cat?/}. (c1)

Assumption 1.(b) implies that we can approximate the Gram matrix X=mXJ,, of the high-
frequency features by Tr(3sm) - I, with probability 1 — ps,(m). In particular, we can replace on
this event the resolvent matrix in the expression of the test error by

(XXT+0) ' m (XcmX I+ Aom)

which does not depend on the high-degree features anymore. We can then use Assumption 1.(a) to
derive deterministic equivalents for functionals of the low-degree feature matrix X<p, (see Section
5.1). Finally, Assumption 1.(c) allows us to show that the high-degree part of the target function
effectively behaves as independent additive label noise with mean 0 and variance | fs,>ml/3. (see
Lemma 10 in Appendix B.7). We provide further discussion on these assumptions in Section 2.4.

To show the concentration of the test error over the randomness of the label noise, we will
further consider the following assumption.

Assumption 2 (Label noise). The label noises {€;};c[y are independent, mean-zero, and 72-sub-
Gaussian with variance denoted o2 = E[e?].
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2.3 A master theorem

Throughout the paper, our bounds will be explicit in terms of the model parameters {n, =, \, B, 02},
including the tail ranks {7)(m), reff m }, as well as the constants {(1(m), p2,,(m), p2 n(mM)} appearing
in Assumption 1. For the rest, we will denote Cy, .. 4, constants that only depend on the values of
{ai}icir)- We use a; = ‘@’ to denote the dependency on c;, C;, 8 from Assumption 1, and a; = ‘¢’
to denote the dependency on 72 from Assumption 2.

Our relative approximation bound will depend on the effective rank regr m(n) through

5Lmem “Teff,m (1) \/10g(Teff,m (1))

)‘>m

Uam(n) =1+ , (15)
where n =1, € (0,1/2) is a constant that will only depend on c,, C;, 3, and we define Elnn),m = &)
if [9yn] < m and 0 otherwise. When m = p, we will simply denote vy(n) := vy ,(n).

We are now in position to state our master theorem on the test error of kernel ridge regression.

Theorem 1 (Deterministic equivalent for the KRR test error). Consider D, K > 0, integer n,
reqularization parameter X > 0, and target function f. € L*>(U) with parameters ||Bill2 = || fill 12 <
oo. Assume that the features {x;}icn) and fi satisfy Assumption 1 with some m := m(n) € NU{oo},
and the {ei}ic|n) satisfy Assumption 2. There exist constants 1 := 1, € (0,1/2), Cpx > 0, and
Cre,p,x > 0 such that for all n > Cp kg and Asm > 0, if it holds that

n
K S

Asm - Vam(n) >n"", p2.n(m) () , ¢1(m)yA7m(n)8 log3,3+%(n) < Kvn, (16)

N |

then with probability at least 1 — n=P — pa (M), we have
|Rtest(/6*; Xa €, )\) - Rn(ﬁ*? )‘)| S Cx,z—:,D,K : 5R,n(m) : Rn(/g*y )‘)7 (17)
where the relative approzimation rate is given by

m)vam(n)® log®?+1/2(n n
ng(m) — ‘101( ) )x,m( \)/ﬁl g ( ) —I—I/)\,m(n)@Q,n(m) T‘>\(m)'

(18)

Section 5 outlines the proof strategy of this theorem and presents a self-contained proof in the
special case of concentrated features. The full proof of Theorem 1 can be found in Appendix B.

Before illustrating this theorem in specific examples, it is useful to develop some intuition about
the general expressions in Eqgs. (16) and (18). For most cases of interest, including regularly varying
spectrum (see [CM22]), the effective rank satisfies resr(n) < n¢ and & lgn,m * Teff(n) < log®(n) for
some constant C' > 0. Thus for concreteness, we assume vy n(n) < polylog(n)/ min(1, Asm) and
w2.n(m) S polylog(n) (see remark in Section 1.3) in the discussion below.

We expect the technical conditions (16) to be mild under Assumption 1: (i) Asm - Vam(n) >
n~K is satisfied as soon as A or Tr(Z=m) > n~E; (ii) pan(m)y/n/ra(m) < 1/2 implies that
the high-frequency part is indeed concentrated around identity with Asm/2 < Apin (X >mXIm) <
Amax(XsmX T ) < 3\am/2; and (iii) we are in a regime where ¢1(m) - polylog(n) < A8 \/n.

Hence, the rate of approximation (18) scales as

Ern(m) 5 POTEL {f}g) + /et } . (19)
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Therefore, we expect the deterministic estimate R, (3«, A) to be a good approximation of the test
error as long as we can choose m(n) € NU{oo} such that Assumption 1 is verified and A\ = Q(1),
v1(m) < /n, and ném4+1 < 1. We will show such a setting in Section 3.2 which studies the case of
inner-product kernels on the sphere. Note that we did not optimize the proof over the dependency
on Asny, and we do not expect the scaling )\;E1 to be tight in Eq. (19).

Let us further comment on some important features of the approximation guarantee established
in Theorem 1:

e The deterministic equivalent R, (B«, \) and approximation guarantee are fully non-asymptotic:
they depend explicitly on finite n, fixed feature distribution @& with covariance ¥, and fixed
target function f,. In particular, Theorem 1 only depends on the feature dimension p through
v1(m), @2,(m), and the tail rank ry(m), and applies to the important case of infinite-
dimensional features.

e The bound in Eq. (17) is multiplicative and applies to settings where the test error is small,
e.g., the test error follows a power law Riest &~ n~7 [WHS22, CLKZ22]. Furthermore the
relative approximation error (18) does not depend on the target function f, as long as it
satisfies Assumption 1.(c). In particular, compared to previous work, we do not impose f, to
be in the RKHS, random, or worst-case over a class of functions.

e The approximation guarantee holds for the interpolating solution—which has attracted a lot
of attention in the past few years [BHMM19, BLLT20, HMRT22, CM22]—as long as the
conditions of Theorem 1 are satisfied for A = 0.

2.4 Kernel operator and sufficient conditions

In this section, we connect Assumption 1 and Theorem 1 to properties of the kernel operator. We
start with some background on kernel methods.

Let (U,P,) be a Polish probability space and denote L?(U) := L*(U,P,,) the space of square-
integrable functions on (U,P,). Note that since (U,P,) is a Polish probability space, L*(U) is
separable. We will denote the scalar product and norm on L?(U) by (-,-)z2 and || - ||z

g0z = /M F(u)g ()P (duw).

We further introduce || f||r» = Eop, [|f(w)[?]'/? the LP-norm of f for p > 1.
We consider K : U x U — R a positive semi-definite kernel, that is a symmetric function such
that for all finite sets of points u1,...,u; € U and coefficients ¢1,...,c, € R, k € N,

Z cich(ui,uj) > 0.
i,j€[k]

In this paper, we assume that the function u — K(u,u) is integrable with respect to Py, i.e.,
fu K(u,u)P,(du) < co. Note that by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, this implies that the kernel is
square integrable K € L2(U x U).

The kernel K induces the integral operator K : L?(U) — L?(U) defined via

Kf(u):/L{K(u,u’)f(u’)IPu(du’), Vf e L2U).

It is immediate that the operator K is self-adjoint, positive semi-definite, and trace-class with
Tr(K) = Eyu[K(u,u)] < co. We define D C L%(U) the closed-linear subspace such that D+ =
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K~Y0), i.e., Kf =0 for all f € D+ and Kf # 0 for all f € D\ {0}. If D = L2(U), we say that the
kernel K is universal in L?(U).
By the spectral theorem of compact operators, we can decompose the kernel operator K into

K= &},

=1

where (¢;);>1 is an orthonormal basis of D = span{t; : j > 1} C L*(U), (;,¢j) 2 = d;;, and
{&}i>1 C Ry are the positive eigenvalues in nonincreasing order & > & > ---. In particular,
Z?il §j < oo by the trace-class assumption. The kernel can be decomposed similarly as

K(ui,ug) = > &by(ua)j(us).

j=1

The kernel K defines a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) H C D via

00 \2
= pep= Y T < ooh
=S
where || - ||% corresponds to the RKHS norm associated to H. In particular, # is dense in D.

In fact, we can construct an isometry between D and H as follows. Denote K'/2 : D — D the
unique positive self-adjoint square root of K defined by K'/2 = Zj>1 \/Fjwﬂ/};. Then the image
Im(K'/2(D)) = H and conversely, for all h € H, there exists a unique f € D such that h = K/2f.
In particular, denoting K~Y2:H — D the inverse, we get that for all f,g € H,

(fog)u = (K2, K129 s,

and K2 indeed forms an isometry between D and .
Using these notations, the KRR solution is given by

fr=argmin § > (yi — f(wi)* + M| flf3 ¢ (20)

feH i€[n]

and the deterministic equivalent of the test error can be rewritten as

-1
Rn(fs, A) = <1 - %Tr(Kz(K + /\*)2)> [<f*, (K+ X))z + 03] ) (21)

Observe that this deterministic equivalent is proportional to the test error of an effective shrinkage
eff

estimator f}, i.e.,
eff 2
Ru(fus A) = Co(As) - E [(y - /5" (w) } , (22)

where ff‘:f is the solution of the ridge regression problem

;5= ar}ggl{in {If = FII72 + Al fIF S = KK + M) ™ (23)

This corresponds to replacing in Eq. (20) the empirical risk by the population risk || f. — f H%Q =
Eu[(f«(u) — f(u))?] and the regularization parameter \ by the effective regularization \.. Equation
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(22) agrees with the standard intuition of KRR: the solution fA estimates accurately the projec-
tion of f, onto the top eigenspaces with £; > A, while shrinking to 0 the projection of f; onto
eigenspaces with ¢; < A,. Note that Equation (22) was observed in [MMM?22] for KRR under
a simplified setting: they assume that there exists m = o(n) such that n&n11 = o(Tr(Xsm)) (a
‘spectral gap’ assumption) which leads to Ay = (1 +0(1)) - Asm/n and Cx(As) = 1+ o(1).

Let us now turn to Assumption 1 under which the deterministic estimate (21) approximates
the true test error. For any integer m € N, we introduce the low and high-degree part of the kernel

Kem(ui,ug) = Y &ty (wn)ih;(ua), Kom(ui,ug) = > &b(wn)ij(ua),

j=1 Jj=m+1

and their associated integral operators K<y, and Ksp.

Low-degree part of the kernel. As discussed in Section 1.3, Equation (al) amounts to an
hypercontractivity condition on the subspace spanned by the top m eigenfunctions:

Assumption 3 (Hypercontractivity of the top eigenspaces). There exist constants C,[3 > 0 such
that for any h € span{y; : j =1,...,m} and integer ¢ > 2,

h]1Za < (Ca)” - [IAlI72. (24)

This assumption was already exploited in [MMM22, MMM21, MM22, XHM*22] to study var-
ious non-linear kernels on the sphere and hypercube. Examples of function spaces satisfying As-
sumption 3 include the subspace of degree-¢ polynomials over either the Gaussian measure, or
uniform measure on the sphere or the hypercube [Gro75, Bon70, Bec75, Bec92], where Equation
(24) holds with 8 = /¢ and C = 1.

For a p.s.d. matrix A = (aij)ije[m) € R™™, define the function A(w) =3, ;¢ aivi(w)i;(u).
Then we can show that under Assumption 3 (see for example [MMM?22, Lemma 6]])

E[|A(u) - Tr(A)171 < (C9)* - Tr(A) < (Cq)* - m||Al}, Vg >2. (25)

Therefore Equation (al) implies Equation (a2) with ¢3(m) = \/m. However this bound can be
improved in many cases of interest. In particular, when {@Z}j}je[m] is an orthonormal basis of
degree-¢ polynomials with respect to either the Gaussian, uniform on the sphere or hypercube
measures, then ¢1(m) = O(y/m/d). This bound is proved for spherical harmonics in Proposition
11 of Appendix C.4.2. The case of multivariate Hermite polynomials and Fourier-Walsh basis are
much easier and follow from a similar argument.

High-degree part of the kernel. We present below sufficient conditions for Assumption 1.(b)
to hold.

Assumption 4 (High-degree kernel concentration). We assume the following hold.

(a) For an integer M > m with n - &myv1 < Ema1, there exist constants B,C > 0 such that for any
h €span{t; : j=m+1,...,m} and integer g > 2,

1R]1Ze < (Ca)” - [|A][72.
(b) There exists a; > 0 such that

NEm+1

m . E[K>m(ui, u,)]

B | o) ~ E[K>m<ui,ui>n] <
1€|n
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This assumption is a quantitative version of [MMM?22, Assumption 4]. We show next using a
standard heavy-tailed matrix concentration result [Ver10, Theorem 5.48] that Assumption 4 implies
a bound in expectation on the operator norm.

Proposition 1. Define Kom = (Ksm(ui, uj))ijein € R™" the high-degree part of the empirical
kernel matriz. Under Assumption /4, there exists a universal constant C > 0 such that

aiVel B §m+1
E || Kom— Tr(Kom) - I, ]<{ 207 log” }L.sz. 2
1Ko = Te () Tally] < € {1+ (2077 108" ()} [ ot - Te(Bom). (26)
The proof of this proposition can be found in Appendix C.1. Using Markov’s inequality and
Equation (26), we deduce that for any 6 € (0,1), Assumption 4 implies Assumption 1.(b) with
p2,n(m) =6 and

C [
Yap(m) = 5 {041 + (20)° logﬁ(n)} .
Assumption 4 is readily verified for the various kernels on the sphere and hypercube considered
in [MMM22, MMM21, MM22, Mis22] with oy = 0,(1). In Section 3.2, we will consider a tighter
moment method analysis in the case of inner-product kernels on the sphere to show that the bound
(26) holds with probability at least 1 — n~" instead of in expectation.

Target function. The particular form of Assumption 1.(c) is motivated by the goal of showing
a multiplicative approximation bound &g ,(m) - Ry (Bx, A). If instead, we relax this approximation
bound to (M) - E[y?] = Erp(m) - (|| f«l|72 + 02), we can replace Assumption 1.(c) by a simpler
assumption to verify on the growth of the moments of the target function

Ey [Ifc(w)|*] < (Csa)" || fll7, Vg > 2.

Indeed using the hypercontractivity Assumption 3 on fs <m, we have by triangular inequality

1fssmllze < [1fsllze + [ fszmllze < (C)P 2l full 2 + (CO)P| frocmllze < 2000 full 2,

which implies that
P(|fum(®)| = t-[|full2) < Cexp {—ct?/7},

for some constant C,c > 0 that only depends on 3,Cg. See the proof of Theorem 2 in Appendix
C.3 for more details.

Remark 2.1 (The case D C L%(U).). For simplicity of presentation, we assumed throughout this
section that f, € D = span{t; : j > 1}. However, our proof readily extend to the case f, & D
as long as we assume that P pf, satisfy Assumption 1.(c), where P| p denotes the projection
orthogonal to D. See the proof of Lemma 10 in Appendix B.7 which controls the high-degree part
of the target function and only uses that E[f, >m(x;)®i<m] = 0.

3 Two classical examples

We illustrate our master theorem in two classical settings:

(1) Concentrated features. This setting includes a number of popular theoretical models that have
been considered in the literature. While not the main goal of this paper, this first example
provides a simple setting to test the predictions of Theorem 1 and compare them to previous
works.
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(2) Inner-product kernels on the sphere. In this example, we consider covariates uniformly dis-
tributed on the d-dimensional sphere u; ~ Unif(S¢"!(v/d)) and an inner-product kernel
K (ui, uj) = h((u;,u;)/d). This setting has been used as a simple model to explore properties
of non-linear kernels [Bac17, GMMM21, Mis22, XHM"22]. In particular, compared to the
first example, the feature vector is not well concentrated and includes polynomials of arbitrary
large degree. This setting will require to fully exploit Theorem 1 to obtain approximation
guarantees.

While we only consider the above two examples, we believe that the proof techniques developed
in the case of inner-product kernels on the sphere extend to various settings that have been pre-
viously studied in the literature, including inner-product kernels on anisotropic data [GMMNM20],
invariant kernels [MMM21, BVB21], and convolutional kernels [MM22, XHM*22]. The main chal-
lenge when applying Theorem 1 is to have access to the eigendecomposition of the kernel to verify
Assumption 1. It is an interesting research direction to relax this requirement.

3.1 The case of concentrated features

In this first example, the feature vector @ € RP, p € NU {00}, satisfy the following assumption:

Assumption 5 (Concentrated features.). There exist ¢, Cy, 8 > 0 such that for any p.s.d. matriz
A € RPXP yith Tr(XA) < 0o, we have

P (‘a}TA:L' CTr(SA)| >t ||21/2A21/2||F> < Cyexp {—cxtl/ﬁ} . (27)

This assumption is verified in a number of popular theoretical models:

e The feature vector z = 3~/2x has independent sub-Gaussian coordinates with uniformly-

bounded sub-Gaussian norm. This is for example the setting studied in [BLLT20, TB23].

e The feature vector z = X~1/2g satisfy the Lipschitz convex concentration property: for any
1-Lipschitz convex function ¢ : RP — R and ¢ > 0,

P (J¢(z) — Elp(2)]] > t) < 2exp {—t*/72} . (28)

For example, the convex concentration property is verified by random vectors z that satisfy
a log-Sobolev inequality or that have strongly log-concave probability density. See discussion
in [CM22].

These two examples satisfy the Hanson-Wright inequality [RV13, Adal5] which implies As-
sumption 5 with f = 1. This is the condition assumed in [CM22] to study ridge regression with
infinite-dimensional features. The case 8 > 1 was considered in [LC18] where they prove that a
similar inequality to Eq. (27) is implied by a relaxation of the convex concentration property (28)
with ¢2 replaced by t2/8. Using this property, [LC18] derive non-asymptotic bounds on deterministic
equivalents for random matrix functionals with p = O(n).

Observe that Equation (27) applied to A = vv " implies Equation (al) (with a slight reparametriza-
tion of the constants c;, C;). Thus under Assumption 5, the feature vector x directly satisfy the
general Assumption 1 with m = p. Applying Theorem 1 to this setting, we obtain the following
simple approximation guarantee, where we recall that vy(n) := vy p(n) is defined in Eq. (15).
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Corollary 1 (Test error with concentrated features). Under Assumptions 2 and 5, for any D, K >
0, there exist constants n := n, € (0,1/2), Cx.p > 0, and Cycp x > 0 such that the following
holds. For any n > Ck p, regularization parameter X\ > 0, and target function f. € L2(U) with
parameters ||Bx||2 < oo, if it holds that

A-ma(n) > n K, va(n)*log®* 3 (n) < K/m,

D

then with probability at least 1 — n™", we have

v (n)° log®*+1/2(n)

vn

For the reader’s convenience, we provide a self-contained proof of this corollary in Section 5.3.

From Equation (29), we see that the rate of approximation scales as O(n~'/?) for concentrated
feature vectors. This matches the optimal rate expected from the local law fluctuations for the
resolvent [AEK ™14, KY17] (see Remark 3.1 below). Furthermore, in contrast to [CM22], the rate
5(71_1/ 2) is achieved for any target function without any dependency on B,. In particular, the
approximation guarantee (29) applies to all square-integrable functions f, € L*(U).

Theorem 1 allows to prove a more general guarantee by setting m < p. Indeed, for any integer
m € N chosen with 7)(m) > 2n, Assumption 5 implies Assumption 1.(b) with

‘Rtest (5*7 X7 g, )‘) - R?’L(ﬁ*v /\)’ < C:c,a,D,K Rn(ﬁ*v /\) (29)

p2,n(m) = n7D7 ‘P2,n(m) =Cip 10g2ﬁ+1(n)7

for any constant D > 0. This is proved in Appendix C.2. Moreover, Assumption 1.(c) directly
follows by taking A = E;H2B*y>mﬁl>m2;}nﬂ in Equation (27). For the reader’s convenience, we

write a second corollary for the case m < oco:

Corollary 2. Under Assumptions 2 and 5, for any D, K > 0, there exist constants n = n, €
(0,1/2), Ck,p > 0, and Cycp.k > 0 such that the following holds. For any n > Ck p, requlariza-
tion parameter X > 0, target function f, € L?>(U) with parameters ||Bs||2 < 0o, and integer m € N,
if it holds that

ra(m)

Asm - am(n) >0~ K log¥tl(n) <=, vam(n)®log¥t(n) < Ky/n,

N | =

D

then with probability at least 1 —n=", we have

V,\,m(n)f’ n

Vvn 7(m)

Corollary 2 allows to provide approximation guarantees for the interpolating solution A = 0 as
soon as m is chosen such that Tr(X>p,) = Q(1). In particular, if Tr(X.,2) = Q(Tr(X)), Corollary
2 shows that the rate of approximation is O(n_l/Q) for any A > 0 by taking m = n?.

We illustrate Corollary 1 in Figure 3. We consider a setting where the data is given by (u;, Yi)ien]
with w; ~ N(0,I;) and y; = f.(u;) + €;, for some target function f, verifying Eq. (cl) (e.g., fs is
Lipschitz or a polynomial). Fix a weight matrix W = [wy, ..., w,]T € RP*4. We consider fitting
this data using a two-layer neural network

fw) =" gio((wj,u) = 0To(Wu),
JEp]

Riest (B; X, €, A) — Ru(Bi, )| < Coep i - vam(n) log® 1 (n) { } “Rp(Bs; A).
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Figure 3: Test error of ridge regression with features * = o(Wwu) € RP with covariates u ~
N(0,L;), where the weight matrix W = [wy, ..., w,]T € RP*? is fixed and the activation is chosen
o € {ReLu,sigmoid, tanh}. We take w; ~;;q N(0,1;/d) and target function f.(u) = %(e,u) +
3 ((e,u)? — 1) with e € R?, ||e||2 = 1 chosen arbitrarily. Here we set d = 60, p = 120, A = 0.1, and

2

oZ = 0. For the empirical test errors (markers), we report the average and the standard deviation

of the test error over 50 independent realizations.

where we only train the second layer weights 8 € RP using ridge regression with regularization
parameter A. Following our notations, this corresponds to KRR with a feature map x = c(Wwu) €
RP which has second moment matrix ¥ = Ejza"] = (H (w;, wj))ijep) Where

H(wi, wj) := Eyono,1,) [0 ((wi, u))o((wj, w))]. (30)

We assume that there exists a constant C > 0 such that ¢ : R — R is C-Lipschitz and |[W||o, < C.
Then, x satisfies the Lipschitz convex concentration property (28) with a constant that only depends
on C [CT18]. Therefore, we can apply Corollary 1 (note that the part of f, uncorrelated to « can be
taken care of by following Remark 2.1), and the test error is well approximated by the deterministic
equivalent
(Bes (B +X)7?Bi) + 02 + || £ll72 — 1183

1-1Tr(=2(2 +A0)-2) ’

where 3 € RP*P has entries given by Eq. (30) and B, = X~ V2E,[0(Wu) f.(u)].

Remark 3.1 (Local and average laws). In the proof of Corollary 1, we show approximation rates
O(n~'/2) for both the bias and variance terms (4). While we expect this rate to be optimal for
the bias term, [CM22] proves a faster rate O(n~1) for the variance term, which matches the scale
of fluctuations expected from the average law for the resolvent. This is a well known phenomenon
in random matrix theory: linear statistics of random matrices have variance 6(71*1), much smaller
than O(n~/2), due to eigenvalue correlations.

We note that the rate O (n=1/2) is a fundamental limitation of our proof strategy when showing
deterministic equivalents (see Remark 5.1 in Section 5.1 and Remark A.1 in Appendix A.2 for
further discussion). On the other hand, our approach is elementary and significantly improves
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the approximation guarantee for the bias term, which was the primary motivation. Combining
Corollary 1 and the results from [CM22], we thus obtain

B(B: X A) = (1+0(n""/?)) - Bu(B, A), V(X,A) = (1+0(n™) - Va(N),

for any target function ||By||2 < oo.

3.2 Inner-product kernels on the sphere

Denote S 1(vd) := {u € R? : ||uljz = V/d} the d-dimensional sphere of radius v/d, and 74 the
uniform measure on S4~1(v/d). In our second example, we assume that the covariates are distributed
according to {u; }ie[n] ~i.i.d. 7T¢ and that the p.s.d. kernel K : ST1(v/d) x S¥1(v/d) — R is an inner-
product kernel defined by K (u,u’) = h({u,u’)/d) for some function h : [-1,1] — R.

We start by introducing some notations. Let L?(S¢1(v/d)) := L*(S%"1(\/d), 74) be the space
of square integrable functions with respect to 7. We denote (f, g) 12 = Eqy~r,[f(u)g(w)] the scalar

product and || f]|z2 = (f, f>1/ the norm in L?(S9"1(v/d)). For each k € N, let V;; be the linear
subspace spanned by degree-k polynomials that are orthogonal (with respect to (-,-)72) to all
polynomials of degree less or equal to k—1. Using these definitions, we have the following orthogonal

decomposition
Sd 1 @ Vd .-

Denote By, := dim(Vyy) and Py, the orthogonal projection onto Vg in L%(S%"1(\/d)). For each
k € N, we further introduce a set {Yjs}se[p,, of degree-k spherical harmonics that forms an
orthonormal basis of V. In particular, by construction

(Yis, Yir) 2 = Oki0sr,

and {Yjs}r>0,s¢[B, ;] forms an orthonormal basis of L2(S41(V/d)).
The inner-product kernel has the following simple eigendecomposition in this basis of spherical
harmonics

K(u,u') = h((u,u')/d) = ng > Vis(u)Vis(w),

k=0 s€[Ba,]

where the eigenvalues £, have multiplicity B and are given explicitly by

- 1
€ =~ (B / V@ V)]

Here {Q}r>0 denotes the orthonormal basis of Gegenbauer polynomials in L?([—1,1],741) where
74,1 is the marginal distribution of u/ Vd with u ~ 74. See Appendix C.4.1 for further background
on spherical harmonics and Gegenbauer polynomials.

We will assume that the kernel function h : [—1,1] — R satisfy the following conditions:

Assumption 6 (Inner-product kernel at L € N). We assume that there exists a constant Cp, > 0
such that the kernel function h: [—1,1] — R satisfy the following.

(a) We assume that h(1) < Cr, and
— 1
kadef, fOTk:O,...,L
) CL
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(b) We assume that h~r (1) > 1/Cp. In particular, h is not a degree-L polynomial.

(c) We assume the moments of the target function have bounded growth: for any integer q > 2,

Eu [|£:(w)] < (CLa)™ 2| full 1. (31)
We further assume that |Psr fillr2 > || fell2/CL.

For example, Assumption 6.(c) is verified for f.(x) = g({e,z)) with |g(x)| < Crllgllz2(1 + |=)*
where ¢ is not a degree-L polynomial. Below, we will denote C}, constants that only depends on
the values of L, Cy. Note that the conditions in Assumption 6 are chosen to simplify the statement
of our approximation guarantees and can be relaxed using a more careful analysis.

The effective regularization is given in this setting as the unique non-negative solution of

A Z Bqg k§k (32)

Ax f kA
In this example, we denote the test error Ryest(f+; U, €, A) to emphasize the dependency on the
covariates U := [u1,...,u,|" € R"*? Its associated deterministic equivalent is given by
Ru(furA) = 1 Z IPRfule e o+ o2 (3)
n\J *» - — * .
0o Bars L fk + )\ ) c

1 ,
1= n Zk:o (Entrs)2
Applying Theorem 1 to this setting, we obtain the following approximation guarantee:

Theorem 2 (Test error for inner-product kernels on the sphere). For any integer L > 0 and
constant D > 0, and assuming that the target function f. € L*(S*"1(v/d)) and the inner-product
kernel h : [—1,1] — R satisfy Assumption 6 at L, there exist constants Cr, p > 0 and Cr . p such
that the following holds. For any integers d > Cr p and Cr.p < n < dY, and defining £ > 1 to be

the closest positive integer to log(n)/log(d), we have with probability at least 1 —n=P,

de 1
|Rtest(f*;U7€>)\) (f*a )’ < CL D - 10g3L+7/2 n/\d {\/ \/ d£+1} f*’

The proof of this theorem can be found in Appendix C.3. Observe that the approximation rate
is always better than O(d~1/4) (for n > d'/*), with rate O(d~'/2) when n = d".

The KRR test error with inner-product kernel on the sphere was precisely characterized in the
high-dimensional polynomial scaling [GMMM?21, XHM*22] where n,d — oo with n/d® — ~ for
K,y € R2>0. We recover these asymptotics by taking the polynomial scaling limit in Eqgs. (32) and
(33). However, Theorem 2 improves over these previous results in two significant ways:

e The deterministic equivalent (33) depends explicitly on finite n,d and resolves the ambiguity
of the polynomial scaling. For instance, taking d = 100 and n = 1000, it is unclear which
polynomial scaling prediction to use, e.g., the one at n = 10d, n = d?/10, or n = d3/2.

e The approximation guarantee is multiplicative instead of additive, with an explicit convergence
rate. Furthermore, it holds for a fixed target function f, € L*(S*(v/d)) without randomizing
its coefficients [XHM™22] or assuming f, to be a ridge function [HL22].
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We illustrate Theorem 2 in Figure 2. We consider a similar experimental setting as the one con-
sidered in [XHM*22, Figure 4]. The data distribution (u;,y;) is taken to be u; ~ Unif (S (v/d))
with d = 24 and y; = fi(u;) +&; with &; ~ N(0,02) and 02 = 0.1. We fix the target function to be

j+k—1
ZCdk Z H s,
where we use the cyclic convention ug; = u; and we choose the coefficients Cgj such that

[Prfillz2 = C'Czl’kd -E[u?---u?] = k=2 To fit this data, we consider KRR with regularization
parameter A = 0 (the ‘ridge-less’” minimum-norm interpolating solution) and inner-product kernel

h({u,u')/d) = Z kv Bak - Qr((u, u')/d),
k=

where &, = Gap™~ (k=1) " We choose Gap € {8,32,128}. Figure 2 reports the theoretical predictions

from the deterministic equivalent (33) (continuous lines) and the empirical test errors (markers)
obtained by solving KRR on 7 i.i.d. data points, for n equally spaced (in log-scale) between n = 2
and n = 20000. We plot the average and the standard deviation of the empirical test errors over
50 independent realizations.

Figure 2 shows that the empirical test errors agrees with the deterministic equivalent predictions
(33) for a wide range of n, moderate d, and for learning curves displaying vastly different behavior
(monotonically decreasing for Gap = 8, or with complex multiple descents for Gap = 128). In
particular, the average empirical test error is well approximated by the deterministic equivalent
predictions even for n = 2, while the standard deviation decreases rapidly with n, becoming smaller
than 15% of the mean as soon as n > ng € {2,54,66} for Gap € {8, 64,128} respectively.

4 Uniform consistency of the GCV estimator

The deterministic approximation to the test error studied in Section 2 crucially depends on having
access to the eigendecomposition of the kernel, which is generically intractable. Furthermore, we
would like in practice to estimate the relevant statistics of our predictive model from data. As a
concrete application of the deterministic approximations developed in Section 2, we study below
the generalized cross-validation (GCV) estimator. In short, we show that under the abstract
Assumption 1, the GCV estimator can be used to efficiently estimate the test error and optimally
tune the regularization parameter A, with explicit non-asymptotic bounds.

First, we briefly recall the definition of the cross-validation estimator. Consider f,\ the KRR
predictor trained on n data points (u;,yi)ic|n) as defined in problem (2). For each i € [n], we
introduce f;  the KRR predictor trained on all but the i-th sample (uj,y;). The leave-one-out
cross-validation (CV) estimator is then given by

GVH(A) = Z (yz — f;i(ui))Q,

=1

which can be used as an estimate of the out- of—sample prediction error Riest( fA, P).
For linear models, the leave-one-out predictors f/\ do not need to be computed for each i € [n],

which would be computationally expensive. Instead, CVn( ) can be rewritten as a weighted average
of the training errors, which is known as the “shortcut formula”. Denote f\ = [fa(w1), ..., fa(uy)]
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Figure 4: Predictions of the GCV estimator compared to its deterministic equivalent plotted against
the regularization parameter A € [1073,103] and sample size n € {300, 1000,5000}. The setting for
the synthetic data (left) is the same as Figure 2 with gap equal to 128, while the setting for the
real data (right) is the same as in Figure 1 with the NTK kernel of depth 5. The continuous lines
correspond to the theoretical predictions as computed by the deterministic equivalents, while each
of the 20 dashed lines corresponds to the GCV estimator computed from a sample of size n.

the KRR predictor evaluated on the n training data points and observe that f>\ can be written as
a linear transformation of the n labels y = (y1,...,y,) with

fr=5Swv, Sy:=XXT(XXT4+ )L

Then, a simple application of the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula yields the identity

. 2
— 1~ (v — Slw)
CV,(A) = — | .
GRS

An alternative to the CV estimator was introduced in [CW78, GHW79] using the following
heuristic approximation: observing that the training samples are exchangeable, we replace (S} )i;
by their average Tr(S,)/n in the expression of CV,(A). The resulting estimator, known as the
generalized cross-validation (GCV) estimator, reads

_— 1 — A3 T(K + A\IL,) 2

n(1—Te(S\)/n)? " Tr((K +A)~1)2° (34)

where we denoted K := XX = (K(uj, u;));je, the empirical kernel matrix. In words, GCV
estimates the test error using the train error normalized by the square of the Stieltjes transform
of the empirical kernel matrix. As observed in [HMRT22, WHS22], the right most expression in
Eq. (34) is well defined when taking A — 0 (train error equal to 0) as long as K is full rank, and
the GCV estimator apply to the min-norm interpolating solution.

As an application of the deterministic approximations developed in Section 2, we show that
under the abstract setting of Section 2.2, the GCV estimator uniformly approximates the test error
over the choice of the ridge parameter A € [0, n].
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Theorem 3 (Uniform consistency of the GCV estimator). Consider D, K > 0, integer n, a
mazimum reqularization parameter Amax < n'<, and target function f. € L*(U) with parameters
1Bellz = || fellz2 < oo. Assume that the features {x;}icn) and fi satisfy Assumption 1 with X = 0
and some m := m(n) € NU {oo}, and the {e;};c[n satisfy Assumption 2. There exist constants
n:=mny € (0,1/2), Cpx >0, Cpep.x >0, and 617571)7[( > 0 such that, if it holds that n > Cp i
and

Tl"(2>m) > n—K’ Cx,e,D,K : gR,n(m) <1 (35)

where Er (M) is defined in Eq. (18), then with probability at least 1 — n=P — pa (M), we have

GOVA(K, y) .
su -1 <Cye - Ec.n(m), 36
AG[O,/\Ir)nax} Rtest(,@*; X, e, )\) — &, K,D © €G, ( ) ( )
where e
~p1(m)rym(n)® log (n) —
Egn(m) := 7 + v9.m(n)p2.n(m) e (37)

Compared to previous works that have studied the uniform consistency of the GCV estimator
[XMRH19, HMRT22, PWRT21], the guarantee (36) displays the following favorable properties:

e It is non-asymptotic and provides guarantees for the GCV estimator for moderate number of
samples. Furthermore, it applies beyond the standard linear regression setting, e.g., infinite-
dimensional features (Section 3.1) or inner-product kernels on the sphere (Section 3.2, with
Egn(m) same rate as in Theorem 2).

e The guarantee is scale-fiee\ and does not depend on the magnitude of Riest- N(ﬁe\that this is
stronger than showing GCV ) — Riest — 0 as this does not suffice to argue that GCV )y recovers
the scale of Riest Wwhenever Riegt is itself vanishing, e.g., Riest =~ n77.

As a consequence of Theorem 3, we can use the GCV estimator to estimate the optimally-tuned
ridge regularization, i.e., the parameter \qp¢ > 0 that minimizes the test error

Aopt = argmin  Riest (Bi; X, €, N).
A>0

Consider XGCV that minimizes the GCV estimator

XGCV = argmin GTC\V,\(K,y).
>0

Then, under mild assumptions on the model, we have with the same probability as Eq. (36) that

Riest (B*, X7 g, 3\\GCV) - Rtest(ﬁ*; X7 g, Aopt) < éx,s,K,D : EG,n(m) : Rtest(ﬁ*; Xa g, )\opt)-

The proof of Theorem 3 proceeds by comparing the GCV estimator and the test error to their
common deterministic equivalent and can be found in Appendix B.8.

As long as Tr(Xsn) is large enough, Theorem 3 provides guarantees for the interpolating
solution A = 0 (or even negative regularization as remarked in [PWRT21]). If it is not the case,
e.g., overfitting is not benign, then we can replace the interval A € [0, Amax] by A € [Amin, Amax]
with Apin > 0. For concreteness, we write a separate corollary in this case, which we specialize to
the example of concentrated features.
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Corollary 3 (GCV estimator with concentrated features). Under Assumptions 2 and 5, for any
D, K >0, there exist constants n = n, € (0,1/2), Cx.p >0, Cocpr >0, and Cpecpx > 0 such
that the following holds. For anyn > Ck,p, reqularization parameter range 0 < Amin < Amax < nK,
and f. € L*(U), if it holds that

)\min : V)\min (n) 2 n7K7 vagvaD ’ V)\min (n)g 10g35+%(n) S \/ﬁ7
then with probability at least 1 — n~ P, we have
GOV (K ~ - (n)8log3Pt1/2
o ) | a0 1o ),

NG

We illustrate Theorem 3 in Figure 4. The left plot corresponds to the setting of Figure 2 and
the right plot to the setting of Figure 1 (see caption of the figure for details).

A€ D Amas] | Rtest (Bx; X, €, A)

5 OQOutline of the proofs

In this section, we outline the proof strategy for the main results in this paper. To prove our results
on the GCV estimator, we will establish approximation guarantees on the training error and the
Stieltjes transform of the empirical kernel matrix similar to Theorem 1. We denote the Stietljes
transform and the training error by

sn(X,\) = %Tr[(XXT + N7, (38)
Etrain(ﬁ*; X,E, )\) = % Z (yz - fA(mz))Z (39)
i€[n]

Their associated deterministic equivalents are given by

5u()) = ni (40)

( A >2 2B, (B4 M) 72B) + 0

LTL(B*’ A) = ni)\* 1— %TI‘(Z2(2 + )\*)_2)

From these expressions, we can directly observe that

Lo (B, A

)\Zif()\)g) = Rn (B*a )‘)a
and the test error and the GCV estimator have the same deterministic equivalents. Thus, Theorem
3 immediately follows from approximation guarantees between the training error and Stieltjes
transform and their deterministic equivalents, using a standard union bound over an e-net of
A € [0, Amax]. The details of this proof can be found in Appendix B.8.

The main technical results underlying our proofs are deterministic equivalents for functionals
of the low-degree feature matrix. We describe and discuss these results in Section 5.1. We then
outline the general strategy to establish our deterministic approximations in Section 5.2. Finally,
Section 5.3 provides a self-contained proof in the case of concentrated features (Assumption 5).
The complete proofs of Theorem 1 and Theorem 3 can be found in Appendix B.
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5.1 Deterministic equivalents for feature matrix functionals

Consider a feature matrix X = [x1,...,2,] € R™P where p € N U {oo}. For the sake of
readability, we will assume that X directly corresponds to the low-degree part of the feature matrix,
i.e., the feature vectors x;’s satisfy Assumption 1.(a) with m = p and constants c,, C,, 5, p1(p) > 0.
Recall that A, denote the effective regularization associated to (n, X, A) (Definition 1) and vy(n) :=
vy p(n) is defined as per Eq. (15).

The test error, training error and Stieltjes transform are functionals of the feature matrix X
and in particular of the resolvent matrix

R:=(XTX + )\t eRP*P,

As we allow for infinite-dimensional features p = oo and covariance matrices X without bounded
conditioning number, a key role will be played in our analysis by the following rescaled resolvent

M :=3Y2(XTX + \)"'nl/2 c RP*P,

Note that Tr(M) < Tr(X)/X < oo by the trace-class assumption on the kernel. In our regime, we
show that M behaves effectively as a deterministic matrix

H = Z(M*E + A)il,

where we defined p, 1= A/ ..
While our analysis can be applied more generally, we will focus on four functionals that are
relevant to the purpose of the paper. For a general p.s.d. matrix A € RP*P, define

®1(X;A) = Tr (A21/2(XTX + )\)*121/2) :
X'X

Dy(X) := Tr < (XTX + )\)_1> ,

B3(X; A) = Tr (Az:l/?(XTX FN)IRXTX + )\)_121/2> ,

L XTX
n

Py(X;A) = Tr <A21/2(XTX + ) (XTX + /\)121/2> .

Recalling X = ZX'/2, note that these functionals only depend on M and ZTZ. We show below
that we can approximate these functionals by the following deterministic functions
Uy (ps; A) = Tr (AD(Z + N7,

Wo () := %Tr (ZE+207Y,
Tr(AZ? (1.3 4+ \)72)

W3 (pa; A) = - 1Tr(Z2(2 + A)2)
L1 T(AZX(Z+ )72
Talps; A) 1= — 0 —— Te(Z2(Z+ )72

Without loss of generality, we can assume that Tr(AX) < oo for @, since otherwise ®;(X, A) =
¥1(X) = oo almost surely, and Tr(AX?) < oo for ®3 and P4, since otherwise ®;(X;A) =
U, (py; A) = 00, j = 3,4, almost surely.

The following theorem gathers the approximation guarantees for these four functionals.
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Theorem 4 (Dimension-free deterministic equivalents). Assume the features (x;);c|,) satisfy As-
sumption 1.(a) with some constants c;,Cy, B, p1(p) > 0. For any D, K > 0, there exist con-
stants n := n, € (0,1/2) (only depending on c;,Cy,3), Cpx > 0 (only depending on K,D), and
Cz.p.x > 0 (only depending on cg,Cy, 8, D, K ), such that the following holds. For alln > Cp g
and A > 0, if it holds that

Ana(n) =0 pup)na(n)?log™ 3 (n) < K/, (42)
then for any deterministic p.s.d. matriz A, we have with probability at least 1 — n™" that

o1(p)a(n)>?1og?*3 (n)

|®1(X;A) = U1 (p; A)| < Cop i 7 U1 (s A), (43)

[B2(X) — Up(j1)] < Copse 21 )”A(”)j//glogﬁ+é(”) Ws (1), (44)
|®3(X; A) — U3(pa; A)| < Cop i wl(p)w(ni;ogw%(n) U3(ps; A), (45)
B4 A) — Byl A < oy LD gy (46)

vn

Before describing the proof strategy for this theorem, let us make a few simple comments about
the approximation bounds (43)—(46):

1. These guarantees are non-asymptotic and depend explicitly on finite n, regularization A > 0
and fixed feature distribution with covariance 3. Furthermore, they are dimension-free:
they only depend on p through the assumption ¢(p) (e.g., p = oo and ¢i(p) = 1 in the
concentrated feature case) and X through vy (n) (recall that we expect vy(n) < polylog(n)/A
for most regularly varying spectrum).

2. The bounds are multiplicative and do not depend on A: the approximation guarantees hold
regardless of the scale of ¥;(X; A). In particular, this allows to study settings where these
functionals decay as n™7.

3. Compared to [CM22] which required ||Allop < 00 to prove a version of Eq. (43), these ap-
proximation guarantees hold without restriction on the p.s.d. matrix A. Crucially for our
purpose, Equations (45) and (46) apply to any matrix A = X713,8TZ~! which satisfy
Tr(AX?) = ||B.]|3 < co without imposing Tr(A) = [|Z713.]3 < cc.

The proof of Theorem 4 follows a general blueprint to show deterministic equivalents of random
matrix functionals [LC18, CL22]. We split our bound into a martingale part and a deterministic
part

B(X) — ()| < [B(X) — E[B(X)]| + |E[®(X)] — W(u.) .

(M) (D)

For the martingale part (M), we construct a martingale difference sequence that interpolates be-
tween ®(X) and E[®(X)] by integrating one more feature at a time. More precisely, denote E; the
expectation over features {@x;y1,...,x,}, for i =0,...,n. Then we can write

O(X) - B[@(X)] = Y (B~ Ei1 ) (X)),

=1
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We can then directly bound this term using Azuma-Hoeffding inequality with a standard truncation
argument. For the deterministic part, we follow a leave-one-out type computation similar to the
one used in [CL22, Theorem 2.6] which considered ®,(X; A) with p/n bounded.

The proof of Theorem 4 and further background on our setting can be found in Appendix A.

Remark 5.1 (Comparison with [CM22]). A dimension-free approximation guarantee on ®1(X; A)
was previously proven in [CM22, Corollary 6.5] in the case of p1(p) =1, f =1, and || Al|op < 00,
using a different interpolation path (see Remark A.1 in Appendix A.2). For all D > 0, they obtained
the following bound with probability 1 — O(n=P):

vx(n)*log?(n)

K5ny/p1(A)

k:=min(A/(nA),1 — \/(nA\)), p1(A) = Wl(ﬁ;@i”g"op)

Note that p;(A) < 1 for all matrices A. In contrast, Theorem 4 provides an approximation rate
O(n~'/2) uniformly over all A and does not impose || Al|op < c0.

[©1(X5 A) — Wi (pe; A)| < Cop W1 (pe; A), (47)

where

On one hand, Equation (47) achieves approximation rate O(n~') when p1(A) = Q(1). In
particular, using that p;(I) = 1, the above bound allows [CM22] to establish the tight rate O(n™!)
for the variance term (8) expected from the ‘average law’ fluctuations. On the other hand, the
bound can become much worse when p;(A) is small. In particular, Theorem 4 always improves on
Eq. (47) for rank 1 matrices A, since p;(uu') < C/n for any u € RP. Further, note for example
that pl(eje]T) S &j/A— 0 as j — oo and therefore the bound (47) becomes vacuous.

5.2 Proof strategy

Given Theorem 4, the proofs for the deterministic equivalents of the Stieltjes transform, train-
ing error and test error follow from a simple outline. We first simplify the functionals by using
concentration over the high-degree features and the label noise:

e From Assumption 1.(b), with probability at least 1—pa ,(m), we can approximate the resolvent
(XXT + )"t by (Xnggm + Asm) ! and, recalling condition (16), bound

3
HX>m2>mX>mHop S §€m+1A>m-

e Using Assumption 1.(c), we show that the high-frequency part of the target function effec-
tively behave as independent additive noise to the label. More precisely, denote fsn, =
(fe>m(1),..., fi>m(xy)) and consider a random matrix B € R"™ " that only depends
on X<pm, and a fixed vector v € R™. Then we prove under Assumption 1.(c) and using
E[fs>m(xi)T;<m] = 0, that with high probability

FlnBfom=(1+0(1) | fromliz - Te(B), o' Bfsm=o0(1) | fusmlliz]Bollz.

e Under Assumption 2, the random vector € satisfy the Hanson-Wright inequality [RV13].
Therefore the functionals concentrate on their expectations with respect to €.
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Using the above three points, we show that the three quantities of interest concentrates on
functionals that only depend on the low-degree features X<m, regularization A.m,, parameter
B<m, and the variance |fi>ml3. + 02. In fact, we can express them in terms of ®(X<m),
$3(X<m; A), and Py(X<m; A) with regularization parameter Asm and A equal to either Iy, erln,

or 22}‘1 ﬂgm,@ImZz}n. Recalling that X<, satisfy Assumption 1.(a), we can apply Theorem 4 and
approximate these functionals by Wa(jism), ¥s(em; A), and Wy(fism; A) where fiem = Asm/Aem
with Ay m the effective regularization associated to (n,X<m,Asm). Finally, we show that these
deterministic equivalents, that depend on A, m, are close to the original deterministic equivalents
in terms of the effective regularization . associated to (n,3,\) as soon as ry(m) = n.

5.3 The case of concentrated feature
For concreteness, we provide below a simple self-contained proof in the case of concentrated features.

Theorem 5. Under Assumptions 2 and 5, for any D,K > 0, there exist constants n := n, €
(0,1/2), Cx,p >0, Cp.k,p > 0 and Cy . p x > 0 such that the following holds. For any n > Ck p,
regularization X > 0, and target function f. € L*(U) with parameters ||Bs||2 < 0o, if it holds that

Nowva(n) 20, ua(n) log? 2 (n) < K/, (48)
then with probability at least 1 —n~P, we have
vA(n)7/? log?* 3 (n)
Vn
va(n)"log>”"2 (n)
Vn
va(n)"log™”2 (n)
vn

Proof of Theorem 5. For convenience, we introduce the following notations:

|50 (X, A) = s (V)] < Cs.k,D

sn(A), (49)

’Ltrain(ﬁ*;X7€7)‘) - Ln(ﬁ*a)‘)‘ S CZ‘,&‘,K,D Ln(ﬁ*vA)7 (50)

|Rtest(/3*§X>€>)\) - Rn(ﬁ*a)\)‘ § Ox,s,K,D Rn(ﬁ*a)‘) (51)

G:= (XXT+)) e RV, R:=(X"X + )\ eRP?,

M = S'2R31/? ¢ RP*P, M := (X + ) e RP*P,
1 1

Tyi= —Tr(B(E + )7, Yo i= —Tr(Z*(Z+A)72).
n n

Recall that T1 =1 — ni)\* by definition of .. We will further denote &;,, the right-hand side rates
in Eqgs. (43)-(46) so that with probability at least 1 —n=",

|D5(X5A) = Wj(pa; A)| < Ejn - Vj(s; A).

Step 1: Stieltjes transform.
We can rewrite the Stieljes transform as
1 1 1
(@) = £ (1- S T(XTX(XTX + 7).
n n

The right-hand side corresponds to the functional ®3(X). Under Assumption 5 and the conditions
(48), we can apply Theorem 4 and get with probability at least 1 — n~P that

TlLTr(XTX(XTXJr)\)l)—(l— A )'SEQ,n-<1 4 )

N\ N4
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We deduce that with probability at least 1 — n="

1 1
Ty _
n (&) Ny

1 A 1
< &= (1- <2, L
<&, A( n)\*> < 280a(n) - -

where we used that A='(1 — A/(n)\,)) = Tr(M)/(n).) and Tr(M) < 2vy(n) from Lemma 3.
Replacing &, by the expression in Theorem 4 yields Eq. (49).

Step 2: Training error.
Using y = f + €, we decompose the training error into three contributions

1 N 1 1
Sy - X0,|5 = lly - XXTqyls = E)\zyTGQy =N (1 + 2T + T3), (52)
where we denoted
L o1 2 L 7o 1 1.4
h=—-fGFf, T =—e G°f, T; = —e' G’.
n n n
Term 7. Introduce A, = 2*1,8* 12*1. Observe that we can rewrite this term as
1 1 1
Ty =—f'G*f = ~0,RX"XRO, = —Tr(X/?A.X’RX"XR),
n n n

which corresponds to the functional ®4(X; A,). Under the assumptions of Theorem 5, we can
apply Theorem 4 and get with probability at least 1 — n = that

71— Wil As)] < Ea - alpans A). (53)

Term T5. Using Hanson-Wright inequality (169) on & conditional on X, there exists a constant
C¢ p such that with probability at least 1 — n—P

<Cep 02| G?|p- (54)

2
T3 . UiTr(G2) log(n)
n n

We control the mean and variance terms separately in the inequality above.
For the mean, we can rewrite

1 1/1 1
—Tr(G?) = - [ -Tr(G) - —Tr(XX'G?) ) .
VTG = | (16 - TTHXXTE)
The term linear in G was bounded in the first step above, while the second term corresponds to the
functional ®4(X;X~1). Hence, by Theorem 4, we conclude that with probability at least 1 —n ="

1 _ _
ﬁTr(XXTGQ) — WUy (pe; T 1)‘ < Epm - Uy(ps; 271,

Note that
) IR STEE+LA)D)) 1 1 _7
3 (5 = Walps =) = S <1 I T T
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where we used that %Tr(Z(E +X)7 ) =" —Toand 1 - T = Ti\\* Thus, the mean is bounded
by

1 — 1 1
LG ~ T € 1 150X 0) = s ()] 4 104 (X2 < W B
N« 55
< max {28 pva(n),Eant - 2)\(71/\*)2 (55)

< Cva(n)€an - Ts,
where we used W4 (ju,; 271) < s, the identity nA,/A = 1+ Tr(M) < 2vy(n), and (1 — T3)~t > 1,
and that &, < &4, from their expressions in Theorem 4.

Let us now bound the variance term in the right-hand side of Eq. (54).Using ||G||op < 1/A, we
first note that

Tr(G*) _
Tr(G*)Ts ~ NT; < (1+Te(M))* < (20a(n)*.

Therefore, we deduce that the right-hand side is bounded by

log(n Tr(G?) T
f/(ﬁ) 02| G?[|r < Cua(n) log(n)ogm < o0 - va(n) log(n)a2Ts,

where we used that Tr(G?)/n < Cy x.pT3 by Eq. (55) and conditions (48). Combining this bound
and Eq. (55) into Eq. (54) yields with probability at least 1 — n~"

|5 — 02T5] < Cue,p i - vA(1)E4n - 02T . (56)

Term T5. Again, using Hanson-Wright inequality (169), we have with probability at least 1—n~—P

ITy| < CE,DIOg(”) o/ FTGA.

n

We observe that, similarly as above,

T
G 1
Ts- fTG2f — AT,
and therefore, we get using Eq. (53) that

f1G*f
n

v (n) log(n

va(n) log(n) < CI,S,K,D\/E) {02Ts + Wa(u; A)} . (57)

N

Combining the terms. Combining the bounds (53), (56) and (57) into Eq. (52) yields that with
probability at least 1 — n~ ", we have

|Lovain(Be; X, €,2) = Ln (B, V)| < N1 — Wa(pa; A)| + 203 | To| + N2 T3 — 02T
< Cye.p.K - VA(n) max {54,,1, n~1/2 log(n)} Ln(Bi, ),

Ts-

‘TQ‘ S Ca,D

where we used Ly, (B, \) = A2 W4(py; Ay) +022\*T5. Replacing €4, by its expressions from Theorem
4 concludes the proof of Eq. (50).
Step 3: Test error.

We proceed similarly to Step 2 and decompose the test error into three contributions

16, — RXTy|% = Q1 — 2Q2 + Qs, (58)
where we denoted

Q1 =16, - RX'X0.|3, Q2= (c,XR¥(6, - RX'X0,)), Q3=]|RX ¢l}.
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Term Q. Recall that we denoted A, = 713,87 2~!. This term can be rewritten as
A2 RO, = \'Te(SV2 A, 5V2RER),

which corresponds to the functional ®3(X; A,). Under the assumptions of Theorem 5, we can
apply again Theorem 4 and get with probability at least 1 — n~" that

‘Ql - )\2\?3(#*? A*)’ < 63,11 : >\2\I’3(,UJ*; A*) (59)

Term Q3. Using Hanson-Wright inequality (169) on e, there exists a constant C. p such that
with probability at least 1 — n~P

)Qg - agTr(ERXTXR)‘ < C.plog(n) - 02| X RERXT||p. (60)

The mean corresponds to the functional ®4(pu;I). From Theorem 4, we get that with probability
at least 1 —n~=P
‘Tr(ERXTXR) - n\IJ4(u*;I)‘ < Epn Wy (s T). (61)

For the variance term, we use that ||M||op < Cy pva(n)/n with probability at least 1 — n= by
Lemma 1, and obtain
|| ZM>Z7[3
(Tv(ZM?2ZT)+1)2 —
Therefore, the right-hand side of Eq. (60) is bounded by

< nf|[Mllop < Ca,pra(n).

va(n)log(n
log(n) - 2| XRERX T||p < Cx’D’KA(zfng() {02 nWy(p;I)+ 02},

Combining this bound and Eq. (61) yields with probability at least 1 —n~" that
Q3 — 02 - nWy(pe; T)| < Cea.D max{&;?n,n*l/ n)log(n } {a “nWa(ps; I —i—ag}. (62)

Term Q2. Using Hanson-Wright inequality (169), we have with probability at least 1 —n~"

@2l < Ceplog(m)ochy/ (6., RERXTX RER0.)
< Ceplog(n )||21/2RXT|| opV/ 02 T (63)

va(n)'/? log(n 2
\/’E { +)\ \113(M*aA*)}7

1/2

< CE,I,D

where we used that |ZY2RX " ||op < || M ||op
by Lemma 1.

< C,.p(va(n)/n)'/? with probability at least 1—n~"

Combining the terms. Combining the bounds (59), (62) and (63) into Eq. (58) yields with
probability at least 1 —n="

‘Rtest<6*§ X,EJ,)\) - Rn(/g*a)\)‘ < ‘Ql - )\2\113(,“*7 )‘ + 2‘@2‘ + ’Qi’) - U n\I/4(/L*,I)‘
< Cs,:v,D,K max {53,n754,na n_l/ V)\(n) log(n)} : Rn(ﬁ»q )\),

where we used Ry, (Bs, \) = A2W3(1; As) + 02(nWy(ps; I) + 1). Replacing €3, E4.n by their expres-
sions from Theorem 4 concludes the proof of Eq. (51). O
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A Proof of deterministic equivalents in the dimension free regime

In this appendix, we prove deterministic equivalents for the different functionals of the random
feature matrix ®(X) that appear in the proofs of the main results. These results might be of
independent interest and for the sake of readability, this appendix is self-contained and can be read
independently from the rest of the paper.

In Section A.1, we restate our assumptions, the functionals of interest and their associated deter-
ministic equivalents. We start with some preliminaries in Section A.2 where we outline the general
proof strategy. Sections A.3, A.4, A.5 and A.6 provide proofs for these different deterministic
equivalents. Finally, we defer the proof of some technical bounds to Section A.7.

A.1 Definitions and assumptions
We consider a feature vector € RP with covariance matrix ¥ = E[zz "]
we assume || X|op, = 1 and 3 to be diagonal

> = diag(§1;€27537 .. ’)7

where 1 =& > & > &3 > --- > 0 are the positive eigenvalues in non-increasing order. We allow p =
oo by further assuming that Tr(X) < co. In that case, « is a random element in the Hilbert space
b = {z = (z1,22,23,...) : D250 23 < oo} with inner product (u,v) := (u,v)s, = > 7 U,
and 3 is understood to be a trace class self-adjoint operator. We will treat both cases p < co and
p = o0 in a unified manner by using, with a slight abuse of notations, the matrix calculus notations
for (infinite-dimensional) linear operators. In particular, || - ||2 and (-,-) will denote the norm and
inner product in both euclidean space and ¢ space depending on the context.

In this appendix, we assume that x satisfy Assumption 1.(a) with m = p (no high-degree part).
Recall that the effective rank of ¥, which we denote here ry to emphasize the dependency on the

covariance matrix, is given as the smallest scalar such that rx(n) > n and

. Without loss of generality,

P
j=k+1

rz(n) 2 Sk+1

, for all 0 < k < min(n,p) — 1.
For convenience, we gather below the assumptions that the feature vector x satisfies throughout
Appendix A.

Assumption 7. We assume that the covariance ¥ = E[wa] is a trace class operator, i.e.,
Tr(E) = E[|z||3] < oo. Without loss of generality, we further assume that |Z|op = 1 and
Y = diag(&1,&2,8&3,...), where 1 = & > & > &3 > --- > 0 are the positive eigenvalues in non-
increasing order.

We further assume that there exist ¢, Cy, 8 > 0 and p1(p) > 0 such that for any deterministic
p.s.d. matriz A € RP*P and vector v € RP,

P (‘(v, x)? — ’UTZ’U)‘ >t- vTE'v> < Cpexp {—cxtl/ﬁ} , (al)
P(ja" Az~ Te(SA)| > - o1(p) - [|=2 A% ) < Coexp {—c 87} (a2)
We are given n i.i.d. features (x;);c[,), and we denote X = [z, ... , )T € R™P the feature

matrix. We introduce z; = »-1/ 2x; the whitened features, and Z = X »~1/2 the whitened feature
matrix. The test error and GCV estimator are functionals of X. In particular, they depend on the

following resolvent matrix
R=(XTX +AL,)"".
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In this section we consider functionals that depend on products of X, R and deterministic matrices.
Throughout this appendix, we assume that A > 0. Recall that we defined the effective regular-
ization A, to be the unique non-negative solution of

n—%aﬂﬂﬂE+MD4) (64)

We consider the change of variable g, := u.(A) = A/, such that u, is the unique non-negative
solution of
n

T TS A
Both p, and A, are increasing functions with A. We introduce the following deterministic matrix
R= (I + )"

We further consider the rescaled resolvents

M =3x'?2Rx'? M =3x'?Rx'/?

s (65)

Our goal is to prove explicit non-asymptotic bounds between functionals of X and their de-
terministic equivalents. More precisely, denote ®(X) the feature matrix functional and W(u,) its
associated deterministic equivalent, where p. is the solution of the fixed point equation (65). We
will prove that for any constant D > 0, we have with probability at least 1 — n™? that

(X)) — W(p)| < E(n) - U(pa),

where £(n) is a function explicit in ¢1(p), rs, A, and n, and implicit in D and the other constants
appearing in Assumption 7.
In this appendix, we consider four functionals: for a general p.s.d. matrix A € RP*P, define

Oy (X;A) = Tr (21/2A21/2(XTX + A)*) ,

XTX
n

Py(X) = Tr < (XTX + A)‘1> :

B3(X;A) = Tr (21/2A21/2(XTX FN)ISXTX + )\)_1> ,
1/2 Ax01/2) % T XX g 1
Oy X;A)=Tr [ Z/AT (X' X 4N ——— (X' X +)) .
n

We will show that these functionals are well approximated by the following functions

Uy (ps; A) := Tr (A (1,2 + )\)71) )

o (ax) 1= %Tr (S + )7,

Tr(AX?(uX + \)72)
1-1ITr(=2(2 4+ A)-2)

1 Tr(AZ2(Z +\,)72)
n on—Tr(Z2(Z + A 2)

3(ps; A) =

Wy (pe; A) ==

Intuitively, the empirical covariance S =XTX /n can be effectively approximated by p.X/n =
3/(1 + Tr(M)). In the case of ®3 and @4, because the two resolvents are not independent, the
deterministic equivalents are rescaled by a factor (1 — 2 Tr(%?(2 4+ A,)72)) 7.

The next section introduce some notations and describe the general proof strategy. The proof of
the deterministic equivalents for ®;(X;A), P2(X), P3(X; A), P4(X; A) can be found in Sections
A3, A4, A5 and A.6 respectively.
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A.2 Preliminaries

Recall that we track the dependency in {n,\,rs,p1(p)}. For the other constants, we will denote
Ca,,...,a,, constants that only depend on the values of {ai}ie[k]- We use a; = ‘2’ to denote the
dependency on the constants c,, C;, 5 of Assumption 7. In particular, the value of these constants
is allowed to change from line to line. For convenience, we introduce for a p.s.d. matrix A the
notation

et (p) =

1 if A is rank 1,
v1(p) otherwise,

so that we can compactly write Assumption 7 in a single equation
P (‘wTAa: ~Tr(ZA)| >t o (p) - H21/2A21/2HF> < Cyexp {—Cxtl/ﬁ} . (66)

The proofs will follow a general blueprint to prove deterministic equivalents that has been
successfully applied in various settings (see for example [CL22, Theorem 2.6]). The goal is to
create an approximate martingale interpolation between the deterministic equivalent W(u,) and
the random functional ®(X) that depends on the n features {xi,x2,...,x,} by removing one
feature x; at a time. A natural approach is to first construct an exact martingale interpolation
between ®(X) and E[®(X)] by taking the partial expectation of ®(X) over {xjt1,...,2,} for
i=0,...,n, before bounding the difference between E[®(X)] and ¥(u.). Thus, the bound is split
between a martingale and a deterministic part

|®(X) - ()| < [8(X) — E[@(X)]] + [E[@(X)] - ¥ (1) .
(M) (D)

For the martingale part (M), we denote E; the expectation over features {x;11,...,x,}, for
1 =0,...,n, and create the following martingale difference sequence

(X) -~ E[o(X)] = (B — Bi1 ) o(X).

We bound each of these terms as follows. We introduce X; the feature matrix where we removed
feature x; and use that (E; — E;,_1)®(X;) = 0 to replace each difference by (EZ — Ei_l)(CD(X) —
®(X;)). We can then use a leave-one-out argument to bound each terms with high probability and
apply Azuma-Hoeffding inequality with a standard truncation argument.

For the deterministic part (D), we follow a leave-one-out type computation. Introduce X_ €
RM=D*P the feature matrix where we removed one feature and define the associated resolvent and
scaled resolvent:

R = (X'X_+)N"', M_=x2R_x'2

We further introduce the following deterministic matrices:

-1
R = (”2 n AI) . M_.=3'?R_31?
14+ k&

where k = E[Tr(M_)]. This matrix intuitively corresponds to an approximate deterministic equiv-
alent with one feature removed. Note that, by the fixed point equation (65), the matrices R and
M correspond to the case where « is replaced by Tr(M). Because we have E[Tr(M_)] ~ M, then
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the two deterministic matrices are approximately equal M _ =~ M. The deterministic part can
therefore be decomposed into

[E[®(X)] — ¥ (ps)| < |E[®(X)] = W(n/(1+ k)| + [¥(n/(1+K)) — ()]

The first term can be bounded by expanding the difference between M and M _, and using a
leave-one-out argument to make the denominator and numerator independent. In particular, we
will abundantly use the following Sherman-Morrison identities

M_zz"M_ M_=z

M=M_-"—"T""""" d Mz=——7b——.
1+2TM_z’ an # 1+2TM_z

(67)
Technical bounds. Our proofs will crucially rely on the following high probability bound on the
operator norm of M. This lemma is a modification of [CM22, Lemma 7.2] and the proof proceeds
in a similar manner.

Lemma 1. Under Assumption 7 and for any constant D > 0, there exist constant n € (0,1/2)

that only depends on cg, Cy, B, constant Cp > 0 that only depends on D, and constant C, p > 0

that only depends on cg, Cy, B, D, such that for the following holds. For alln > Cp and A > 0, and

defining

Sy rzy/log(rz) - {1+ n~1201(p) log?(n)}
h\ )

where we used the convention §,,,) = 0 for |nn| > n, we have with probability at least 1 —n~ that

?/\(n) =1

(68)

v(n)

Noh

v(n) ’

[M|lop < Cr.p Tr(M) < Cpp-va(n),  [Mllr<Cep

Lemma 1 and other similar technical bounds are proved in Section A.7.

Remark A.1 (Alternative interpolation path). The paper [CM22] considers ®;(X; A) and proves
the deterministic equivalent by constructing a different interpolation path. They introduce X; =
[€1,...,2;]" and a sequence . =: po > g1 > po > ... > j, = 0, and define the partial
deterministic matrices

M; = SV2(XT X 4+ 1,2 + M) e2,

so that My = M and M,, = M. They consider the following interpolation

n
Tr(AM) — Te(AM) = > Tr(AM;) — Tr(AM; 1),
i=1
and choose p; € o(x1,...,2;—1) so that the sum is approximately a martingale difference sequence.
Using this interpolation path, they achieve a better rate of approximation for some matrices A. In
particular, &,(n) = O(n~!) for A = I which recovers the average law fluctuation of the resolvent.
In our case, we only obtain fluctuations &, (n) ~ O(n~'/?) for all matrix A (which matches the local
law fluctuations, see Remark 3.1 in the main text). This is due to bounding the expectation in the
deterministic part (D) which sum linearly the fluctuations instead of the square root in the case of
A =1 (see Remark A.2). However, [CM22] assumes || A||op < 0o and their analysis require a much
more involved argument to study this approximate martingale difference, by carefully separating
an exact martingale part that can be controlled using Azuma-Hoeffding inequality and a lower-
order correction term. On the other hand, our proof only uses elementary steps and applies to any
p.s.d. matrix A. Furthermore, our proof strategy is easily applied to the more complex functionals
Dy(X), P3(X; A), and Py(X; A), while [CM22] would require to adapt the interpolation path. See
Remark 5.1 for a comparison between Theorem 6 and [CM22, Corollary 6.5].
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A.3 Deterministic equivalent for Tr(AM)

In this section, we consider our first functional: for a given p.s.d. matrix A € RP*P,
®1(X;A) = Tr(ASY2(XTX + 0)7'2V?) = Tr(AM).

We show that ®1(X; A) is well approximated by the following deterministic equivalent
Uy (pie; A) = Tr(AZY2 (1,3 + V) 7IBY2) = Tr(AM),

where we recall that yu, is the solution of the fixed point equation (65).

Without loss of generality, we assume that Tr(AX¥) < oo (otherwise Tr(AM) = oo almost
surely and our bounds apply trivially). However, we allow for ||A|op = oco. In particular, our
theorem applies to A = X7/ 2uuTX"1/2 which has Tr(AX) = ||lul|3 < co but not necessarily
[AJlop = 15 /2u]3 < 0.

Our bounds will depend on the following quantity

f[nn] D> 10g(T2)

)\ )
which appears in the upper bound of |M]||op (Lemma 1). Here n € (0,1/2) is a constant that will
only depend on the constants c;,C;, 8 in Assumption 7 and we use the convention &, = 0 if

Lnm] > p.
We are now ready to state the first theorem of Appendix A.

vA(n) =1+ (69)

Theorem 6 (Deterministic equivalent for Tr(AM)). Assume the features (x;);cy) satisfy Assump-
tion 7. For any constants D, K > 0, there exist constants n := n, € (0,1/2) (only depending on
¢z, Cy, B), Cp.x > 0 (only depending on K, D), and Cy p i > 0 (only depending on ¢, Cy, 5, D, K ),
such that the following holds. Define vy(n) as per Eq. (69). For alln > Cp g and X > 0 satisfying

Ava(m) 207, oi(pha(n)log™ 2 (n) < KV, (70)
and deterministic p.s.d. matriz A, we have with probability at least 1 — n=" that

e1(p)va(n)* log" 2 ()
Vn
Let us provide some intuition about this bound. For generic kernels, we will have typically
§lyn) e = O(1) so that vy(n) = O(1/min(A, 1)) (here O hides constant and log(n) factors). Thus,
the relative approximation error has rate

|21(X; A) — U1 (ps; A)| < Cop i Uy (pe; A). (71)

|1(X;5 A) = U1 (1 A)| = O (min(flg/)g)\/ﬁ> U1 (s A),

which will be small as long as ¢;(p) < /n and A does not decrease too fast to 0 with n.
To prove Theorem 6, we will follow the proof strategy described in the preliminary section. We
decompose the bound into a deterministic part and a martingale part as follows

©1(X;A) — (1 A)| < [E[@1(X; A)] — U1 A)| + [81(X; A) — E[@1(X; A)]
< |Tr {AE[M] - M)} |+ |Tr(AM) — E[Tr(AM)]| .

-~

(D) (M)

The deterministic part (D) is bounded in Proposition 2, while the martingale part (M) is
bounded in Proposition 3.
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Proposition 2 (Deterministic part of Tr(AM)). Assume the same setting as Theorem 6. Then
there exist constants Cx and Cy i, such that the following holds. For all n > Cg and X > 0
satisfying Eq. (70), and for all p.s.d. matriz A, we have
s (n)3/2
[E[01 (X A)] — Wy (1; A)| < cgg,K“(”\;ﬁ()%m*; A). (72)
For the martingale part, we further provide an alternative bound for matrices with || Al/op < oo.

In that case, define the ratio

) o= T A/ Al -

and

C1 = Wy (ps; I). (74)
In particular, note that p1(A) < 1 for all matrices A, and ¢; = 2= — 1 > 1 — A\/(n)\,) from the
fixed point equation (64).

Proposition 3 (Martingale part of Tr(AM)). Assume the same setting as Theorem 6. Then
there exist constants Cx p and Cy k. p, such that the following holds. For alln > Ck p and A > 0
satisfying Eq. (70), and for all p.s.d. matriz A, we have with probability at least 1 — n~" that

"bl(X; A) - E[®,(X; A)H < Co k.0 @f(@%\(?ﬁ)/%logf”z(n)

If we further assume that || Allop < 00, then we have with the same probability

Wy (fpas; A). (75)

1 (p)va(n)? log™*3 (n)
ny/Cip1(A)

The proof of these two propositions can be found in the next two sections. Theorem 6 is
obtained by combining the bounds (72) and (75).

[®1(X: A) ~ E[@1(X; A)]| < Coxep Wy (ju; A). (76)

Remark A.2 (Fluctuations). In the case of ||Allop < 00, the relative approximation error of
|Tr(AM) — E[Tr(AM)]| is of order O(¢1(p)/(ny/p1(A))). In particular, when ¢;(p) = 1 and
A =1, we recover the rate 6(71*1) obtained in [CM22], which matches the average law fluctuations.
However, the bound on the expectation in the deterministic part (D) prevents the self-averaging of
the fluctuations for A = I. The relative approximation rate is worst-case over all matrices A and
we only recover O(n~/2), the scale of the local law fluctuations.

A.3.1 Proof of Proposition 2: deterministic part of Tr(ANM)

Step 0: Reduction to the rank 1 case.

Assume that we proved Eq. (72) for all rank 1 matrices A = vv'. Let us show that it implies
Proposition 2 for all p.s.d. matrices A € RP*P. We introduce a random vector u € RP independent
of X such that E[uu'] = A. Then we note that we can write

[E[@1(X;5 A)) = W1 (s A)| = [Ew [Ex[@1(Xuu")] = ¥ un) |

< Eu [[Ex(@: (X:uuT)] 3 (i uu) |

5/2
< Cox o1(p)va(n)

n
2
x,Kle(p)V\/)\ﬁ(n)S/\I’l(ﬂ*; A)
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Therefore we assume in the rest of the proof that A is a rank 1 matrix and denote A = vv'.

Step 1: Decomposing the bound.

Recall that we denote X_ € R("~1)*P the feature matrix where we removed one feature and its
associated resolvent R_ := (XTX_ + A\)~! and scaled resolvent M_ := XV/2R_X1/2. We define
the following deterministic matrix

-1
M_=x!/? <”2 + )\> ®2 k=E[Tr(M_)).
1+k
The proof proceeds by decomposing the bound into two parts using M _ as an intermediate matrix:
[B1(X;5 A) — W (ju: A)| = | Tr { AE[M] - D)} |
< |Tr {AEM] - M_)} |+ |[Tr {A(M_ - M)} |

Step 2: Bounding the term }E[Tr{A(M - M,)}H
First, notice that we can write by exchangeability

E[M -M_]=E [M (111% — ZTZ) M_} =nE [M (ﬂ — zzT) M_} .

Using the Sherman-Morrison identities (67), we decompose the integrand into

I _
M< —zzT>M_:A1+A2+A3,
1+ &

where we introduced L
M_(I,—2z")M_

Al = 5
1+ k&
M_zz2"M_
Ay = ™M 2 -
2= Ayt ) ME )
M _z2"M M _
Ag = -
14+2TM_=z

Note that M_ is independent of z which only appears in the numerator of A;. Thus E,[A;] =0
and it only remains to bound

[E[Tr{A(M — M_)}]| < n|E[Tr(AA2)]| + n|E[Tr(AA3)]|.

Bounding n{E[Tr(AAQ)] ‘: Using Hélder’s inequality twice, first with respect to z and then M _|
we obtain
E UzTM,AM,z(zTM,z - /@)”

1/3

<E, [(vTM,z)ﬂ P [Ez [(vTM,z)?’} E, [(ZTM,z . 5)3} 1/3]

1/2

<E. [(UTM_z)S} 1/3 Ens [Ez [(UTM_z)?,} 2/3] By [Ez {(ZTM_z - 5)3} 2/3] 1/2'

EEh of these terms can be bounded using Lemma 2 in Sec@n A.7. For the first term, recall that
|M_|lop < (14 k)/n by definition and M _ < C; g - va(n)M by Lemma 4.(a). Thus,

E. {('vTH_z)B] v < Cp\foTM v < C’LK\/WTZV’\WTr(AM).
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Similarly for the second term, using Lemma 4.(b) applied to M_, we obtain

1/2 vx(n)

Enr [Ez [(UTM_z)ﬂ Y 3] " < C,Ear [vTMEv] < Cok Tr(ADM).

)

Finally, for the last term, using Lemma 4.(b) and Lemma 5 applied to M_, and recalling that we
assume that 1 (p)vy(n)? log’BJr%(n) < K+y/n, we get

Epr [EZ [(zTM,z - ;{)3] 2/3} v < CMW.

Combining these bounds, we achieve

n|E[Tr(AAL)]| < CQC’KWTNAM). (78)
Bounding n}E[Tr(AAg)H: Proceeding similarly as for A, we obtain
n|E[Tr(AAs)]| < nE [(UTM_,Z)Q} Vg [(UTH_M_z)ﬂ EaPYon V’\(n)gTr(AM), (79)
where we used Lemma 4.(a) and 4.(b) to get
E|2"M M_AM_M_z| < C,E [v"M_M2M | < vaKV’\?(IZ)ZlTr(AM).

Combining the bounds: By combining the bounds (78) and (79), and recalling that we assume
va(n)? < K+/n, we deduce that
S 5/2 _
[E[Te{ A(M — M _)}]| < cz,K@l@\”/%(mmAM). (80)

Further note that by Lemma 4.(b)

Bl=TM? 2] < C, {E[Tv(M2)] + o1 (B[ ]} < O 200 (1+2%)) < ¢ 20

where we used the assumption ¢1(p) < K+/n. Thus, we can go through Step 2 with A replaced by
I, and obtain

- ”(n 5/2
E[Te(M — M )| < CLK%(M\/%(). (81)
Step 3: Bounding the term }Tr {A(M_ - M)} ’
First, note that we can rewrite this term as
Te(A(M . — )| = n|T(AM_ 53| = ML
(174- k)(1+ Tr(M)) (82)
< |Te(anD)| . Fm D]
1+ Tr(M)
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where we used that |[M_|lop < (1 + k)/n by definition and | X|lop = 1 by assumption. We
decompose the numerator into three terms

k—Tr(M)=E[Tr(M_- — M)] + E[Tr(M — M_)] + Tr(M_ — M). (83)
For the third term, applying inequality (82) to A replaced by I produces

Tr(M)

|Tr(M_- — M)| < 1+T7r(M)"

— Tr(M)} ,

which, when injected in Eq. (83) and rearranging the terms, yields
|k — Tr(M)| < (14 Tr(M)) {|[E[Tr(M- — M)]| + |E[Tr(M — M_)]|}.
The first inequality (82) becomes
| Tr(A(M_ — M))| < |Tr(AM)| {|E[Tr(M- — M)]| + [E[Tr(M — M_)]|}.

The first term is bounded in Lemma 4.(c)

IE[Tr(M_ — M))| < Cy.x )

The second term was bounded by Eq. (81) in Step 2. We conclude the bound of the first part by
combining the above bounds

o o
| Te(AM -~ M))| < C@KW

Combining the bounds (80) and (84) concludes the proof of this proposition.

Tr(AM). (84)

A.3.2 Proof of Proposition 3: martingale part of Tr(AM)

Step 1: Truncation of the martingale difference sequence.
We rewrite this term as a martingale difference sequence

S, := Tr(AM) — E[Tr(AM)] :zn:(E —Ei_1) Tr(AM) ZAZ,

i=1

where we recall that we denote E; the partial expectation over features {®;1,...,®,}. For any
constant R > 0, we define the truncated martingale sequence and the remainder to be

= ZAiﬂAie[_RvR} B Ei*l [AllAze[_RvR]] ’
i=1
Ry:=8,-85,= ZAiﬂig[fR,R] —Eio1 [Ailag-rR)])
i=1
so that S, is a martingale difference sequence with increments bounded by 2R. Azuma-Hoeffding

inequality implies that
- 2
P(]Sn] zt) < 2exp (—2nR2>. (85)
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Therefore, we can choose a constant Cp such that |S,| < Cp+/nlog(n)R with probability at least
1 —n~P. The rest of the proof consists in choosing R such that |A;] < R for all i € [n] with
probability at least 1 — n~ ", and bounding E;_; [Ai]l AZ-R, R]] also with probability 1 —n=P.
Step 2: Bounding |A;| with high probability.

In this step, we consider general p.s.d. matrix A. We defer the proof for the alternative bound
in the case of || Allop < 0o to Step 5. Denote M; the scaled resolvent where we removed feature x;.

First note that
AZ‘ = (Ez — Eifl) TI“(AM) = (El — Eifl) Tr {A(M — Mz)}>

where we used that E;[M;] = E;_1[M;]. Using the Sherman-Morrison identities (67), we have the
following decomposition

2] M; AM, z;
T{AM = M)y = 7 g,
7 11 86
. ZZTMZ'AMZ‘ZZ' _ Z;rMiAMZ'ZZ‘(ZZTMZ‘Zi — TI‘(MZ')) ( )
14 Tr(M) (1+ Tr(M;))(1 + 2] M;z;)

Let’s consider the first term:
(1 — Ezi) ZZTMZ‘AMZ‘ZZ‘ = ziTMiAMizi — TI‘(MlAMZ)
From Lemma 2, conditional on features x1,...,x;_1, there exists a constant C; p such that

| < Conlog’ et WENIMAM| £]

with probability at least 1 — n~". For general p.s.d. matrix A, we simply use that

va(n)?

E’L[HM’LAM’LHF] S EZ[TI‘(MZAMZ” S Cx,K,D TI‘(AM)

with probability at least 1 — n~ by Lemma 4.(c). For the second term and either j € {i — 1,4},
we use Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to get

E, |

SE]‘[

z] MAM;zi(z] Miz; — Tr(M;)) H

911/2

| =
Using Lemma 2 over z; and Lemma 4.(b), we get the following with probability at least 1 —n~".
For general p.s.d. matrix A,

ZiTMZ'AMiZi ZZ-TMZ'ZZ' — TI‘(MZ‘)

2:| 1/2

E; [ 2] M;AM;z; 2] v < Co.pet(p) log? (n)E; [ Tr(M; AM;)?)1/?
< Cop i 2L )”?2 108" (1) 1y 4T,
Finally, we have simply
E; [ z] Mz — Tr(M;) 2] " < Cep K%(p Jva(n) log”(n)
” vn
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The same bounds apply to E;_; without the factor log®(n).
Combining these bounds, the following hold with probability at least 1 — n~". For general
p.s.d. matrix A, we have

Z;I—MZAMZZl(ZZTMlzl — TI‘(MZ))
(1 + TI“(MZ'))(I + zl—-er‘Zi)

e (p)e1(p)va(n)? log™’ (n)
n3/2

(K — Ei—1)

< CiDK Tr(AM).

We conclude via a union bound, changing the choice of D, that with probability at least 1 —n ="
we have for all i € [n]: for general A (recalling conditions (70))

|A| < Cyp K

We denote Rp either of this right-hand side.
Step 3: Bounding E; 1[A;1,¢ g, g)] With high probability.

Consider D > 0 and Rj as chosen in the previous step, such that with probability at least
1—n=D, we have |Ai| < Rp for all i € [n]. By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

Ei 1[Ailagi-rpyry) < Pic1(As & [~Rp, Rp)) VPR [A7]2,
Note that with probability at least 1 — n~P, by Lemma 4.(b),

Bia (A7) = Biy [(8 — B Te(AB)]

1/2 —

S 2Ei_1 [TI'(AM)Q] S Cx,D,K . U)\(n)T‘I‘(AM)

Furthermore, by Markov’s inequality,
P (Pi—l(Ai ¢ [—RD,RD]) < nDIP’(AZ & [—RD,RD])) < nP.

D

)

Combining these bounds, we deduce that with probability at least 1 —n~

Ei1[Ailag(-rps.Rp0l| < Copok - nP=D)/2y, (n)Tr(AM).

Step 4: Concluding the proof. .
Via union bound and changing the choice of D, and choosing D = D + 6, we deduce that with

probability at least 1 —n~P,

[Ral <>

i€[n]

vx(n —_—
Ei—l[Ai:ﬂ-AiQ[—RD,RE}]‘ < Cyp,K An(g )TT(AM)‘

Combined with Eq. (85), we conclude that

|Sn| < Cpy/nlog(n)Rp,

which finishes the proof for general A by replacing Ry by its expression obtained in step 2.
Step 5: The case ||Al/op < c0.
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In the case of [|A|lop < 0o, we can tighten the bounds on the two terms in Eq. (86). For the

first term, we get by Lemma 4.(c) that with probability at least 1 — n=P,

va(n)? Vi
E;[|M; AM;||p] < Cpk.D 372 |yA||gI/)2Tr(AM)1/2.
We therefore have with probability at least 1 —n~P
Ay (n)?log? (n —
Ei—1 H(l —E.,) 2 M; AM;2; } < CrKk.D () /\723/)2 Al )||AH<1>1/)2T1"(AM)1/2
1 (p)va(n)* log” (n)

=C, Tr(AM).

JK,D
n3/2\/Cip1(A)

For the second term,

!

< Cop {Ei[Tr(MAMYY'? + of () log? (n)E[ | M AM 3112

2 1/2

< Conux ”*5:‘)2 {Tr(AM) + 590{4#1901(]9)\;(;55(@\/ HA\opTr(AM)} |

Hence, we obtain

) HMAMz 1 Moz, ()
(2 71—

(1 + TI‘(MZ'))(l + Z;I—Mizi)

< Cop i PP )”Afg}i log”(n) {Tr(AM) 0 *1W\/ HAyopTr(AM)} _

We conclude via an union bound: for all i € [n],

|Ai| < Cupi e1(p)va(n)®log” (n) {1 + 1} Tr(AM).

n3/2
Repeating Steps 3 and 4, we obtain the second bound (76).

A.4 Deterministic equivalent for Tr(ZTZ M)

We consider our second functional
1 1
Py(X) = —Tr(X"X(X"X+NYH=-Tr(Z2"ZM).
n n
We show in this section that ®9(X) is well approximated by the following deterministic equivalent:

Note that we have simply Wo(us) =1 — A\/(n\,) by definition of \,.
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Theorem 7 (Deterministic equivalent for Tr(ZTZM)). Assume the features (xi)icn) satisfy As-
sumption 7. For any constants D, K > 0, there exist constantsn :=n, € (0,1/2) (only depending on
¢z, Cs, 8), Cp,x > 0 (only depending on K, D), and Cy p i > 0 (only depending on ¢, Cy, 5, D, K ),
such that the following holds. Define vy(n) as per Eq. (69). For alln > Cp g and A > 0 satisfying

X-va(n) >n" K, 01 (p)y,\(n)2 log5+%(n) < K+/n, (87)

we have with probability at least 1 —n™P that

1(p)va(n)5/210g? 2 (n)
NG

To prove this second deterministic equivalent, we use a leave-one-out argument and rewrite
®9(X) as a sum of ®1(X;; 2z ) For each i € [n], we can apply Theorem 6 over the randomness in
X, (conditional on z;) and show that it concentrates on Wy (fus; zZ T). We then conclude by using
that the average of W1 (us; 22, ) concentrates on E,, [Uy (j14; 2:2, )] = W1 (s I).

|®2(X) — Wa ()| < Copic Wo(fas)-

Proof of Theorem 7. First, observe that we can rewrite the functional as

n

.
By(X) = 1Tr(ZTZM) 12 # Mizi

1+z M;z;

Introduce i, the solution to the fixed point equation (65) with n — 1 instead of n, and denote
M = X(ji. X + A) L. Applying Theorem 6 with A = z;z] over the randomness in X; and doing a
union bound over i € [n], we have with probability at least 1 —n ="

n

1 Z Z;-I—Mizi Z zZ; Mzz
n 1+ z M;z; 1+2TMz;

< Z|<I>1(Xuzz ) Uy ([ 252 T)|
n 1+ Wy (s 22 7,)

i=1

1 e U, Tis: Zi2)
T B e P
<1+ Wy (1 ziz; )

where we used that & ,—1 < C&,, for n bigger than a universal constant.

Denote
1 @ — —
=—Y S,  Si:=|zMz - Tr(M)
n
=1

9

and for a constant R > 0,
1 n
=0 2 :Siﬂwi\SR'
n -
=1

Recall that with probability at least 1 —n=P~1
8i] < =] Mz = Te(M)| < Cop - 92(p) Te(M).

Thus fixing R to be the right-hand side of the previous display and using a union bound, we have

S = Sk with probability at least 1 — n~™". We can apply Hoeffding’s inequality to Sk and obtain

with probability at least 1 —n=P,

NI

< Y K -7 = 7
‘SR’ = C'D n = C.Z‘D

, N (") 1 (AT,
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Combining these bounds, we get

Ly~ W(szz) M) |
1+ Ui ziz]) 1+ Te(M)|

n

1

1
— =) |y (i 2i2] ) — Te(M
i nz( (i zi2] ) — Tr(M)

n

p1(p)log?(n) Tr(M)
<G00 | + Te(M)

with probability at least 1 — n~". Finally note that by Lemma 3, we have

(M)
nan )

va(n)

= [Wa(7i) — Ua(p)| < C2 Py (1),

Combining the above bounds, and recalling the conditions (87), we conclude that

I~ Uy (fies 2i2)) ~
+ = —— = =¥
nz 1+ Uy (fie; 2i2]) 2(71-)

i=1

|[D2(X) — Wa(pa)| <

lew U Tis; Zi2)
©X) - S
n= 14+ Uy (0 22, )
+ [ o (f) — Vo (p)|

1(p)va(n)*/210g" 3 (n)

n

with probability at least 1 —n=P. O

< CypDK Wy (fix),

A.5 Deterministic equivalent for Tr(AM?)

In this section, we consider the third functional
P3(X;A) = Tr(ASY2(XTX + 0)7'B(XTX + )7 'sY2) = Tr(AM?).
We show that ®3(X; A) is well approximated by the following deterministic equivalent:

Tr(AX? (1,2 + \)~2)
1—1T(Z2(Z + A)2)

W3 (s A) =
We assume without loss of generality that Tr(AX?) < oco. In particular, this allows to consider
matrices A = X lovTE ! with ||Jv]|z < oco.

Theorem 8 (Deterministic equivalent for Tr(AM?)). Assume the features (;);cp,) satisfy Assump-
tion 7. For any constants D, K > 0, there exist constants n := n, € (0,1/2) (only depending on
¢z, Cs, B), Cp.x > 0 (only depending on K, D), and Cy p x > 0 (only depending on ¢, Cy, 5, D, K ),
such that the following holds. Define vy(n) as per Eq. (69). For alln > Cp g and A > 0 satisfying

M) =0 o pua(n)log" 2 (n) < K/, (88)
and deterministic p.s.d. matriz A, we have with probability at least 1 —n~" that

1 (p)va(n)®log?*3 (n)
Jn

’(I)?)(X; A) - \1]3(M*; A)‘ < C’w,D,K \113(,&*; A)

56



To prove this theorem, we follow the same strategy as in the proof of Theorem 6. We decompose
the bound into

[®3(X; A) — Ws(13 A)] < [E[@3(X: A)] — Us(pa: A)| + |93(X; A) — E[@5(X; A,
(D) (M)

where the deterministic (D) and martingale (M) parts are bounded in the two following propositions.

Proposition 4 (Deterministic part of Tr(AM?)). Assume the same setting as Theorem 8. Then
there exist constants Cx and Cy i, such that the following holds. For all n > Cg and X > 0
satisfying Eq. (88), and for all p.s.d. matriz A, we have

[E[®3(X; A)] — W3(pe; A)| < Cx,KW%(M*; A). (89)

Proposition 5 (Martingale part of Tr(AM?)). Assume the same setting as Theorem 8. Then
there exist constants Cx p and Cy i p, such that the following holds. For alln > Ck p and A >0
satisfying Eq. (88), and for all p.s.d. matriz A, we have with probability at least 1 — n~" that

vx(n)*log?*3 (n)
\/ﬁ

Similarly to Proposition 3, we can strengthen the bound on the martingale part by further
assuming | Z/2AX2||,, < 0o and get

|®3(X; A) — E[®3(X; A))| < Coxp 1 (p)

U3 (s A). (90)

(P)va(n )410g2ﬁ+ 2(n)

A
\/ G (M / )
by following a similar proof.
The proof of these two propositions can be found in the next two sections. Theorem 8 is
obtained by combining the bounds (89) and (90).

[®3(X; A) — E[®3(X; A)

\Ij3(:u*7 A)7

A.5.1 Proof of Proposition 4: deterministic part of Tr(AM?)

The proof will proceeds similarly to the proof of Proposition 2. For the sake of brevity, we will omit
some repetitive details. Recall that, following the same argument as in Eq. (77), we can reduce
ourselves to the rank-1 case A = vv'.

We start by considering the difference

E[Tr(AM?) - Tr(AM?)] = 2E [Tt {A (M - M_) M _}] +E [T {A (M - M_)"}].

n'g

:ZBl (A) :BQ(A)
For convenience, we introduce the following notations
Q_ =M_AM_, Q=MAM,

gn(A) = (P\l/(g){l—{_é@A;él . S\?l%p ( 1/2AM1/2) 1/2}.

We will further drop the dependency in A and simply denote gn in the case o4 =1, ie., &, =
¢1(p)/+/n. Under the setting of Proposition 4, we will show the following three claims:
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Claim 1. There ewists a constant Cy g such that
IB1(A)| < Cyxc - vx(n)°E, - Te(AD). (91)
Claim 2. There ewists a constant Cy g such that

nE[Tr(M?)]

e -

Tr(Q_)' < Cox - va(n)SE,(A) - Tr(ADY). (92)
Claim 3. There ezists a constant Cy g such that

‘Tr(@) - Tr(AM2)j < Oy va(n)*/28, - Te(AM), (93)

nTr(Q_) nTr(AﬁQ)

< Cox - va(n)*/2E, - nTr(AM). (94)

(14+k)2  (1+Tr(M))?

Combining Claims 1 and 2 implies the bound

_ nE[Tr(M?)]

‘E[Tr(AM2)] - Tr(Q-) 1+ r)?

Tr(Q)‘ < Cik - v (n)°E,(A) - Tr(AMQ).

First consider the case of A = 1. Combining the above display with Claim 3 yields

B nTr(MZ) (M2
) (1 —|—Tr(M))2E[T (M)

E[Tr(M?)] — Te(M’

< Cx,KV)\(n)6gn(I>Tr(M2> +

-2 -2
To(M2) — To(M )’ )
nTr(M2_) nTr(MQ)

E[Tr(M?)]

(14 k)2 (14 Tr(M))?
< Cp e - va(n)9&, (L) - Te(M),

where we used that E[Tr(M?)] < CLKV)\(TL)QTI“(Mz) by Lemma 4.(b). Observe that

"TI"(MQ) 1 2 -2 1 -1y _
1—W_1 nTr(E (Z+X)7)>1 nTr(E(ZH—)\*) b=

A

> 0.
N\

Thus, dividing both side of the inequality (95) by 1 — nTr(M2)/ (1 + Tr(M))? results in
[E[Te(M?)] = Us(ps T)| < Crreva(n)°En(T) - Us(pas 1),

In fact, going through the bounds in the proof of Claims 1 and 2 with A = I without keeping track
of the relative bounds, we have the following upper bound

@) 1
n3/2 —IT(Z2(Z 4+ )72

n

|E[Tr(M?)] - V3(u; )| < Coic

Finally, note that
nWs(ps; I)
(14 Tr(M))?

2

M)+ Te(AM?) = U3(p.; A).

Tr(A
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By combining the above displays, we conclude that

E[Tre(AM2)] — Us(pa; A)| < Coieva(n)0€, (A)Tr(AD) + ‘Tr(AME) ~ Ty (AM?)

nTr(AM>)  nTr(AM)
I Tare?2 T arm@n)y

——2
m [E[Te(M?)] — Wy )|

< O e - v (1)°En(A) - T3 (pas; A),

E[Tr(M?))]

where we used that E[Tr(MQ)] < Cp gva(n)?/n and Tr(AMQ) < U3(ps; A). Recalling that we
can reduce ourselves to the case A rank 1 (see Eq. (77)), this finishes the proof of Proposition 4 by
replacing &, by its expression.

The rest of this section is devoted to proving Claims 1-3.

Proof of Claim 1. To establish this claim, we simply observe that we can rewrite By as

T {A(M—M_)M_}=Tr {M_AM_ <1”+Iﬁ _ sz) M}.

Thus, we can follow the same proof as in Proposition 2 and immediately obtain Eq. (91).

Proof of Claim 2. For convenience, let us introduce the following notations: we denote M, the
scaled resolvent where we removed feature x; for i € {1,2}, and My the scaled resolvent where
both features &1,z are removed. We will further denote for ¢ € {1, 2}

T Q T
Si =Zz; Mizi, Sz = Zz; Mlgzi.

Following the same decomposition as in proof of Proposition 2, we introduce for i € {1,2}

| ziz]
71 1-‘-/‘0 9 12 (1_‘_%)(1_’_51)( (2 ,{')7
T
ZiZ; Ml
A3 = — L
13 1 n Sz )
so that the following identity holds
I T T
Tor zzi | M= (Aj+ Ajpg+ Ayz) M. (96)

By exchangeability, we can decompose Ba(A) as

By(A)=E [Tr {M_AM_ <1ZIE — ZTZ> M? (1:11” - ZTZ) H = (I) + (1),
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where : ;
(I) =nE [Tr {M_AM_ < - z1Tz1> M? < - z1Tz1> H

1+ &k 1+ k&
= nETr (@ (A + A+ A} M2{A; 4+ A+ A}

=nE Y T (Q_AITM3A15> :
r,s€[3]

. I I
(I1) =n(n — HE [Tr {MAM <1—|—/€ — zirz1> M? <1+,‘<; — z;—z2> H
=n(n— 1)ETr (Q_ {An+An+ Ay} MM, {Ag1 + Aoy + A23})

—n(n-1E Y Tr (@_AITMlMQAQS) .
r,s€[3]

N—

Each of these twelve terms can be bounded in an analogous manner. Here, we will demonstrate
the approach for the six leading terms, and omit the details for the other terms for the sake of
brevity. We will show that the only non-vanishing term is G_A-lrl MZ?A;. For the remaining error
terms, we will liberally use the bounds

BI(Se— ) < €, 2200

whose proof follows similarly to Step 2 in the proof of Proposition 2, and
E TB2,)Y1 < ¢ B 1/2) g2||1/2
z1.2((21 Bz2) |9 < Co e (1Bl +01(p) 71 B[ p7 )

where B is independent of z1, z3, which follows from Lemma (2). Furthermore, for the terms of
(IT) we will heavily use the expansion

MM, — <M12 _ M12Z2Z%M12) <M12 _ M12212}TM12)
1+ 5 1+ 57 97
Mis202] M? M2 212 M Miszo2) M2 2121 M (97)
:M122_ 122% 12 121,{ 12 1222~ 121~1 12
1+ 5, 1+ 5 (14 51)(1+52)

which follows from the Sherman-Morrison identities (67).
Bounding E[Tr (Q_A[,M?A1)] of (I): We expand Ay and obtain

(1+ k)’ [Tr <6—A-1I—1M12A11>} = —E[Tr (Q_M?)] +E[2] Q_z12{ M{z].
Using Lemma 4.(b), the first term is bounded by

va(n)?
n2

T(Q ) < Cox ”AQ”)ZLTr(AMQ).

[E[Tr (Q_M?)]| < Cr i 5

Meanwhile, the second term satisfy

1/2
El=] Q_z12] M}z] — Tr(Q_)E[Tr(M?)]| < Tr(Q_)E., {(leE[Mf]zl = E[Tr(Ml)z])T

4

p1(p)va(n 2
< Cx,K%Tr(AM ).

60



Further using that by Lemma 4.(c)

Tr(Q_) |E[Tr(M7)] — E[Tr(M?)]| < Cp i ng)llTr(Q—) <Ok V;\lg72)5Tr(AM2)7

we deduce

Tr(Q_)E[Tr(M?)]
(1+ k)2

E[Tr (@_ALM%AH)] - < Cypxva(n)*E, Tr(ADD).

Bounding E[Tr (Q_A[,M}A;5)] of (I): Expanding the matrix Ay once again we obtain

(1+k)’E[Tr(Q_AT M?A1,))]

Tr(Q_M7zi2])(S1 — k) _E
(14 S1)

Tr(Q_z12] M2z12])(S1 — k)
(1+51) '

The first term is bounded similarly as in the previous paragraph:

E

(Q M1zlz1)(51—’€)
(14 51)

<E [(51 B E)3]1/3E [(leMfa_Mle)Sﬂ} 1/3IE [(zfa—zl)gﬂ} 1/3
B / 2/ 1/2
B e i e ]
o 1/2
< ATH@L) + bpa0 - 1 W)Q |1}

< Cy, 901(735/2( )5{Ty(lale)Jrchof;;,,él \(f)HM AM1/2||3,/2TY(Q)1/2}

5 ~ —_
< 0ok 2UTE (A aDT)
S C$,K : %gn(A)Tr(AM2>7

where we used condition Eq. (88) in the last inequality.
Meanwhile, the second term can be bounded via Holder’s as

E

(1+51)

Tr(@,zlleMlzzlle)(S’l — /{)]

1/3]E [(51 _ K/)g] 1/3

vy (n)?
Vit AM”QuopTr@_)) | W

<E [(zf@_zl)ﬂ Py [(leMle)g] (98)

< Cur (TY(Q—) 0 (pl(p)\/ﬁ
va(n) En(A) - Tr(AM2),

< Cx,K
n

which gives the desired error bound when scaled by the factor n.
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Bounding E[Tr (Q_ALMlQAlg)] of (I): Replacing A, by their expression, we get
(1 + R)E[Tr(Q_A{M{ Aw)]| < E[|Te(Q_z12] Miz12] M1)(S1 — &)|]. (99)
By comparing to Eq. (98), one directly sees that this term is of lower order than the previous term

(by noting the additional factor of Mj). Note that a similar argument bounds the remaining terms
of (I) which we omit.

Bounding Tr (@_AlTlMlMQAQl) of (II): Expanding M;M> as described in Eq. (97), we have

E [Tr (Q—ALMlMZAm)]

[ — Miszo2] M Misz12] M
_Elmr <QAL <M12— 122229 12) (M12_ 12217 12) Azl)]

1455 145
1 a
—E _ _ Tr(Q,ATM 2o2] M2, 2127 MisA ) ,
_(1+Sl)(1+52) 11 12<2%<9 12<1+~1 12&21

where we used that E,[A;1] = 0. Decomposing A;i, we obtain

(14 #)*Tr (éfA1T1M12Z2Z2TM122Z121TM12A21)
= Z;MfQZIZirM12ZQ (zzTMlgzllea_zg — Tr(Mlgzlleé_)>
T 2 T T Tar2 T ra)
+ Z9 M12Z1Z2 Q_MlQZQZl MlQZQ — Z9 M12ZIZl MlQQ_MlQZQ.

Applying Hélder’s inequality to the first term and using that ||Bl||p < Tr(B) for p.s.d. matrices,
we obtain

‘E [zQTM122z1z1TM12zQ <Z;M12Z1ZI§_Z2 — Tr(Mlgzllea_)ﬂ ‘

1/3 1/3

< & [(eI M2

E [(leMlng)?’} V8

_ __ 3

E [(zzTMlgzlleQ_zQ — TI‘(MleZirQ_)> ]
3/2 3/2

< Cuic (BUMEIFY? + o1(0) PEIME 1) (M2l + o1 () EL M 32

LB e B (70 ] " 4 B (M@ Mue) ] [T _e] )

vy(n 4 — —
< Coac 25 { (R (101212 + 01 0) B (MBI ) (1@ + o) 1@ 1?)
+ (B (1@ M) + o 0 [1Mo@_Mil] ) (@) + et )@ 1r) " }

va(n)?

< Cr 200 (0@ #0001 Tl @)

6 ~ —_
< Cok ’“7(1’;) E,(A)Tr(AMD),
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where we recall that p1(p) < Cy x/n by condition (88). Following a similar procedure for the
second term gives
‘E [Z;MfzzlZ;§7M12Z2ZIM12Z2} ‘

<E [(z;rMﬁzl)ﬂ i E [(z;ra,zz)ﬂ i E [(z;Mlga,Mlgzg)Q} i E [(Z;—M1221)4:| i

1 1 1 — —
< Cx,KVA(n)4W e vol (TY(Q—) + 5¢f¢1<P1(P)||Q_HF>
6 ~ [R—
< Ox,K”?;z) E.(A)Tr(ADL),
n

which is of lower order.
Finally, for the last term we proceed similarly by writing

B[] MisQ_Misz - 2] M2

1/2 1/2

S E [(ZIMlga_MmZQ)Z} E [(Z;M%Zl)z}
< Coxc (BlIM1Q_ Mgl + 6,0 101 (0)EI (M12Q_ M) ]'/?)
x (BIMBIE? + o1 (0)EL My ]/2)

4 1/2 o o
< O @) 46 e D)

6 ~ R
g (AT (AN,
which is also of lower order after scaling by n?.

Bounding Tr (@,A-{QMlMgAQQ) of (II): We expand M;M> via the resolvent identities (97)
which gives four terms. We bound each of the four terms separately. For the first term (involving
M?2,), we introduce

S _ - S _
Di = K:ZZ'Z,LT, Di == fZiZZT.
Using Sherman-Morrison identity (67), note that we have
(2{ M1222)°

Sy =2 Myz = 21 Mgz — — L — =22/
1 1<1 1 12<1 5
1+ z) Miozo

and we can decompose the difference as

~ T 2
Di — Di = — (ﬁj_ 1)(Z1 ]~\412Z2) ZZ'ZZT = _51’ . (leMlng)inziT.
(1+S2)(1+S51)(1+S))

We expand this first term as
(1 + K)QE [TI" (Q7A12M122A22):|
=E [TI‘ (afﬁleQﬁz)} —2E [51(ZIM12Z2)2ZIM1221~)22§7Z1 (100)

+ E [5152(ZIM12Z2)4ZIM122Z2Z3—§_Z1} .
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Note that in the first term, the only dependency on z; appears in D;, and we denote D := Ez[ﬁz]
We can bound its operator norm as follows

|Dlop = sup [ Dr| < B, |(z1,7)%]2] Mioz1 — #]]

l[rll2=1
T 2] 1/2
< Cy {Eay [ (] Moz — T(Mi2))?]  + [ Tr(Miz) - &
< Co{p1(p) | Mzl + |Tr(Miz) =}

Hence, we can bound the first term in Eq. (100) by
‘E [Tr (Q_f)lezf)Q)H - ‘E [Tr Q_ﬁMfo))H

< (@R [|Mu|lX] B [ID)4,]

< CoxTe(@)- va(n)? p1(p)*va(n)?

n? n
p1(p)va(n)® =2

The second term in the decomposition (100) can be bounded less carefully:

m ‘E |:(51 Zq M12Z2) zZ1 M12D22Q Zl:| ‘

< E [(2] Miaz) Mg [T M12z2) r/ ‘g 7@z Mg RN i

V,\(n)2 V,\(n)z o1(p)va
< Cupk- n 'n3/2' \/ﬁ

VZ(!Q "8,(4) - Tx(ADL).

{T Do) 1Q-lir}

< Cx,K :

The bound on the third term in the decomposition (100) follows from a similar computation.

To analyze the second and third terms in the expansion of MjMs, we proceed similarly to
the first term and replace D; by D;. We simply sketch the first term, and the other terms follow
similarly as above. By taking the expectation E,[D;] and making D appear, we get

e [» (a- b2 )
1459

Tr (Q_DM12Z2Z2TJL4122z2z2T> (S — n)] ‘

(1+ 52)2

1/4 _ 1/4 _ 1/ - 4} 1/4

< E[(z; MfzzQ)ﬂ E[(z; Q_zg)ﬂ E[(zzT MmDQ_DMlm)Q} 41[«:[(52—@

5
< o AR (v ) 4 )@ )

6 ~ [
< 0ok 2008 (A,

Finally, for the final term in the expansion of Mj;Ms, we do not need to be careful and we
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simply using Holder’s inequality to get

— Miszozd M2 2121 M
Tr Q,AIQ 12<2 2~ 12 1~1 12A22
(1+51)(1+ S2)

E

1/4 1/4

E[(5—w] "B [T M) B [T M) B [T @ 2]

< 0 PP @) 4 o Q)

v 6 =2
< Cx7K:l(5/2)€n(A)Tr(AM ).

Bounding Tr (Q_A{,M;M>A;) of (II): Once again we use the resolvent identities (97) to
expand MMy and bound each of the resulting four terms separately. Note that Az = —(1 +
k)AjaM;/(S; — k). Thus, by comparison to the previous term, the error term obtained is the same
as the previous part up to an additional Ms matrix and one less (S; — k), and is of lower order. The
remaining terms in (II) similarly depend on A;3 and are bounded via a similar argument, which
we omit for the sake of brevity.

Proof of Claim 3. For convenience, we will denote i = n/(1+ ). First, note that in the proof
of Proposition 2, we showed that

e — -] |r — Te(M) p1(p)va(n)®/? 5/25
— Al < Cp I T _ o En-
A 1+Te(M) — O vn K

In particular, we have |p, — fi—| < Cy gpi— by condition (88). Thus, we obtain
— -2 s L9/~
Tr(Q_) — Tr(AM )] = |Tr [AZ* (. B+ ) 2GE-E+ ) 2H{@E-Z 4+ 202 — (1.3 + A)?}]|

(UL ol
pe fi—

Cx,K . VA(n)B/ggnﬂ(Aﬁz).

IN

— | } Tr(AZ?* (1,2 +\)7?)

IN

Similarly,

nTr(Q_)  nTr(AM)
(1+r)2 1+ Te(M))?

n n

mﬂ@J_ﬁﬂMMw

2
Hx
n

< Cyk - I/A(n)5/2gnnTr(AM2),

IN

~2
TH(Q_) — Te(AM’ ) ‘“MQ_‘ “n—Tr(a_)

which finishes the proof of this claim.

A.5.2 Proof of Proposition 5: martingale part of Tr(AM?)

The proof for the martingale part proceeds in a manner analogous to Proposition 5. The difference
is in Step 2 and obtaining with high probability the bound |A;| < R where

A; = (E; — Ei_1)Tr(AM?) = (E; — E;_1) Tr(A(M? — M?)).
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We show below that we can choose

V)\(TL)4

R = Cpp—2""—p{(p) log (n) Tr(AM"). (101)

For bounding E;1[A;1,¢[—r,r]] in Step 3, note that

Y2 < Cup o va(n)?Te(AD),

Ei_l[A?]l/Q S 2Ei—1 [TI'(AMz)Q]
by Lemma 4.(b), and the rest of the proof follows similarly.
Let us show Eq. (101). We omit some details that are similar to the proof of Proposition 3 for
the sake of brevity. First, we use the Sherman-Morrison identities (67) and decompose

MizziziTMi MiziziTMfziziTMi)
1+5; (1+5;)?

Let’s consider E;(TrA(-)) with j € {i,7 — 1} applied to each of these two terms. For the first
term, this is bounded with probability at least 1 —n~ by

TrA(M? — M2) = TrA( —9

1/2

Tr(AM?z;z] M)
E;
14+ 5;

} ’ < Ei |2 MAMzi)| g, (17 M? AM?2|

1/2
< C, plog? (n)e(p)E; [| My AM|| ]2 B, [| MPAM?| 2]
3
x\n _—
< Crpyrclog? () 2o e (ART),

where we simply used | M; AM;||r < Tr(M; AM;) for a p.s.d. matrix and Lemma 4.(b).
Similarly, the second term us bounded with probability at least 1 — n~" by

/2

B Tr(AM;z;z] M?z;z] M)
’ (14 5;)?

1/2 1

]1/2_ va(n)?

< Cy,plog? (n)pf (p)E; [||M; AM;|| % -

4
vyx(n s
< Crpaclog? () 20 o ) e ART?).

Similar bounds hold with E; replaced by E;_; (without the factors log®(n)). Finally, to obtain a
relative bound, note that Tr(AMZ) < W3 (A; ).

A.6 Deterministic equivalent for Tr(AM Z"Z M)

We consider the fourth and last functional

DX A) = lTr(Azzl/Q(XTX +AOTIXTX(XTX +0)7Iml/?) = lTlr(AMZTZM).
n n

We show that ®4(X; A) is well approximated by the following deterministic equivalent:

1 (AT 4072
‘1’4(#*714) - ﬁ ’ 1— %Tr(EQ(E + >\*)72)'

Note that we have the identity Wy(u.; A) = Z—E\Ifg(u*; A). Again, we can assume without loss of
generality that Tr(AX?) < co.
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Theorem 9 (Deterministic equivalent for Tr(AM ZTZM)). Assume the features (xi)icm) satisfy
Assumption 7. For any constants D, K > 0, there exist constants n € (0,1/2) (only depending on
¢z, Cs, 8), Cp,x > 0 (only depending on K, D), and Cy p i > 0 (only depending on ¢, Cy, 5, D, K ),
such that the following holds. Define vy(n) as per Eq. (69). For alln > Cp g and A > 0 satisfying

A-va(n) =07 ()i (n)log” 2 (n) < K/, (102)
and deterministic p.s.d. matriz A, we have with probability at least 1 —n™P that
1(p)va(n)® log” 2 (n)
LD

Again, the proof proceeds by bounding separately the deterministic (D) and martingale (M)
parts. This is done in the following two propositions.

|®4(X; A) — Vy(pa; A)| < Cop i

Wy (ps; A). (103)

Proposition 6 (Deterministic part of Tr(AM ZTZM)). Assume the same setting as Theorem 9.
Then there exist constants Cx and Cy i, such that the following holds. For alln > Ck and A > 0
satisfying Fq. (102), and for all p.s.d. matriz A, we have

[ A) ~ il A)] < O L2 ), (104

Proposition 7 (Martingale part of Tr(AMZTZM)). Assume the same setting as Theorem 9.
Then there exist constants Cx p and Cy i p, such that the following holds. For all n > Ck p and
A > 0 satisfying Eq. (102), and for all p.s.d. matriz A, we have with probability at least 1 —n=P
that )
o1 (p)va(n)*log" 2 (n)
vn

The proof of these two propositions can be found in the next two sections. Theorem 9 is

obtained by combining the bounds (104) and (105).

|@4(X; A) — E[®4(X; A)]| < Coxp Uy(j; A). (105)

A.6.1 Proof of Proposition 6: deterministic part of Tr(AMZTZM)

We will reduce the proof of this proposition to Proposition 4. By exchangeability and using
Sherman-Morrison identity (67), we decompose E[®4(X; A)] as

.
g [Tr(AMZTZM)] ) [z]\/I—A]VI—Z}
n

(1+95)2
_ E[Tr(M_AM_)] |:(I€—S)(2+I€+S)
N (1+ k)2 (1+rK)2(1+9)2

zTM_AM_z} .

where we denoted S = 2T M_z. Thus it suffices to bound the following two terms

E[Tr(AM?)]
— = — Uy (s A
1+ H)Q a(p )
(k=85)(24+k+Y9)
(1+k)2(1+5)2
For the first term, recall that we introduced the notations: i, is the solution of the fixed point
equation (65) where we replaced n by n — 1, and i = n/(1 + k). By Proposition 4, we have

E[®4(X: A)] - a(us; A)] < ‘

(106)

+ ‘E [ zTM_AM_z} .

[B[Te(AM2)] — Wy (ji; A)| < &5, - s(ji; A),

n—1"
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where we denoted 52(,3371 the rate in Eq. (89). For n > C, we have 5?53371 < 053(33 and by Lemma
3,

2
~ Ux(n
0 s A) — W (p: 4)] < €2, 4),

Furthermore, from the proof of Claim 3 in Proposition 4, we get

_~ 5/2
e —B| o1 @)

pe T vn
Combining this inequality with the previous bounds, we obtain

E[Tr(AM?2)] iE[Tr(AME)} - Zgifs(u*; A)

AR )| =

2
,U, H |1u—_lu’>k| N
< I eI (AM)] — W A)] + P )

G
CED) - Wy(a; A).

IN

It remains to bound the second term in Eq. (106). Recall that we can reduce ourselves to A
rank 1 following Eq. (77). We simply apply Hélder’s inequality and obtain

S
371/3

zTM_AM_z}

1/3

E[2+r+9)°%" R [(zTM,AM,z)?’] e

<C, K901(p)V/\(n)zE[Tr(AME)s]I/?)

< CI,KMTY(AM2)

which concludes the proof.

A.6.2 Proof of Proposition 7: martingale part of Tr(AMZTZ M)

The martingale argument proceeds in a manner similar to the proofs of Propositions 3 and 5. It
remains to modify Step 2 and bound with high probability each term in the martingale difference
sequence

1
Aj:i=—(E; —E;_)Te(ZTZM AM).
n
We show below that |A;| < R with probability at least 1 — n~" with

va(n)* log” (n)

R=C,p o (p)Ua(ps; A). (107)

For Step 3 and bounding E;_1[A;14,¢|— g, rj],0bserve that

1/2

T 2
Tr(z M_AM-z) < CypDK - V)\(n)2Tr(AM2),

(1+9)4

Ei_1[AZ]Y? < 2F; 4
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so that we can follow the same proof as in Proposition 3.
Let us bound A; with high probability. We start by decomposing the term A; and adding and
subtracting carefully chosen terms. Noting that

A=LE By <Tr(ZTZMAM) - Tr(ZZTZiMiAMZ-)) ,
n

we’ll write (recall that S; = ziTMizi)

Te(ZTZMAM) — Tr(Z] Z;M; AM;)
= 2z MAMz; + Te(MAMZ] Z;) — Tr(M; AM; Z] Z;)

1
= {Z,‘MAMiZi — TI‘(MAMiZizZTMZ‘Z;I—Zi) — TI‘(MZZZZIMZAMZZJZ%)}

(1+S)
1 Tr(MAM;zz] (1 - M; Z! Z;)) + ! Tr(M;AM;z2] (1 — M; Z] Z;))
(1 Sl) 1~14~ 1 7 1 (]_—'I—Sl) (2 1~14~ 1 7 (2
1 T
_ T Si)Tr(zi M;AM;z;).

Observing that
I- M;Z] Z; = \M;~71,

we can write for j € {i — 1,4}, with probability at least 1 — n=",

Lo 1 T AT 7
“E, [(1 +Si)Tr(MAMZzZz1 (1- M;Z, ZZ))”

A%Ej [|zZTMZ-2*1MAMiz¢I}

5Ej (2] MiE M AMY ' M, 2]"/?E;[z;M; AM, ;] */?
n

IN

IN

< Cm,D%gaf‘(p) log? (n)E; [Tr(M; S MAMS ' M,)]"* E; [Tr(M; AM;)) /2

A B 2 A 3 4

\1]4(M*a A)7

)

where we used that M; < ¥ /X by definition and Lemma 4.(b). A similar argument then shows
that

(p) log” () (n)*

1 1 A
*Ej [Tr(MiAMiziziT(I — MZZZTZZ))] ‘ S Cx,D L1 \114(;1*; A),

n (1+S5))
with the same probability. Meanwhile, the bound

(p) log” (n)va(n)*

ot .
< C:c,D \1/4(%“ A)

1 1
*Ej 7ZZTMZAM,LZZ
n (1+55)

follows directly from Lemma 2 and Lemma 4.(b).

A.7 Technical bounds

In this section, we prove Lemma 1 and other technical bounds that are repeatedly used in the
proofs of the deterministic equivalents. We first state the different lemmas and defer their proofs
to separate sections.

The following lemma, is a direct consequence of Assumption 7.
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Lemma 2. Assume the features x1,xo are independent and satisfy Assumption 7. Then, for any
constant D > 0, there exists a constant Cy p such that for all p.s.d. matriz B independent of 1, x2,
it holds with probability at least 1 — n~P over the randomness in x1, 2, that

2] Bzy — Tr(EB)| < Ce.p - F (p) log” (n) | BB,
2] Bas| < Cyp - log(n) (B2 BS"? | + 0P ()| 22 BEBS /2
Moreover, for all integer q, there exists a constant Cy 4 such that for all p.s.d. matriz B independent
of ®1, T2, we have

1/q
< Crg- 9P ()IB*BE?| p,

1/q

Ex, U:clTBccl - Tr(EB)‘q]

Earao |27 Bas|’| " < Cog (IZV2BS"2)|5 + o ()22 2BEBEY?|| %)
The proof of Lemma 2 can be found in Section A.7.2. The next lemma collects some simple
properties on j, and M.

Lemma 3. Recall that p. is the solution of the fived point equation (65), and M = (X +\)~1.
Let n :=n(cz, Cy, B) € (0,1/2) be defined as in Lemma 1 and vx(n) as per Eq. (69). Then

— 2vy(n
LTV < 2p(n), [ My < 220,

n

Consider i, the solution to the fized point equation (65) with n — 1 instead of n, and denote
M = (X + \)7t. Then, we have |pus — fis| < 1. If we further assume that vy(n) < /n and
n > 5, then there exists a constant C > 0 such that for any p.s.d. matriz A,

WG 4) — Wi A)] < € ),
W)~ Wa(pn)| < O ),

071 4) — 3o A) < €2y ),

WG A) — Wl A)] < 02w )

The proof of Lemma 3 is deferred to Section A.7.3.
Recall that E; denote the partial expectation over features {@;1,...,x,}. Furthermore, M_
denotes the scaled resolvent where we removed one feature x;, and

-1
M_=% <”2 n )\> .k =E[Tr(M_)].
1+ &
The following lemma gathers the bounds on the trace and Frobenius norm of the matrices M and

M _ in terms of M. We defer its proof to Section A.7.4.

Lemma 4. Assume the features (x;)ic[n) satisfy Assumption 7 and let 1 := n(cz, Cy, B) € (0,1/2)
be chosen as in Lemma 1. Let vy(n) be defined as per Eq. (69). Further assume that there exists a
constant K such that

A-wva(n) >n K ©1(p)log?(n) < K/n. (108)
Then, for any integers D, q,£ > 0, the following hold.
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(a) There exist constants Ck and Cy i such that for all n > Ck and A > 0 satisfying conditions
(108), it holds that

y)\(n) '

M_ = Cx,K : V)\(R)M, ||M7Hop < Ca:,K

As a consequence, for all p.s.d. matrix A and r € {0,...,¢}

l
(AT < ¢ - 2w anrt T,
) nr
2
_ _ vy(n _
IV ANT[p < €2 20T Ao ARD) 2

(b) There exist constants Cx,p, Cy K.D,q, and Cy i p.g¢, such that for alln > Cg,p and X > 0
satisfying conditions (108), it holds with probability at least 1 —n~" that for all p.s.d. matriz
A and integers j € {0,...,n} and r € {0,..., ¢},

1/ ¢ ey
E [Tr(AMZ)q} "< Coprcgr VA(?) Te(AM' ),
vx(n)?
n3/2

1 —_
E; [IMAMI|4]" < Cypicy- ||| Tr(AD)/2.

In particular, for j =0, Cg,p := Ck, and Cy g D gr = Cy K,q.¢, we have

1/q vy (n)t 1/q va(n)
B (10213, < Coneoe 20 B [maa)" < 0y g 2L
1/q va(n)*
E [HMZHH < Cokat iy

(¢) There exist constants Cx and Cy i, such that for alln > Ck and A > 0 satisfying conditions
(108), it holds that

2
BM M) < O 20

V,\(n)4‘

n2

[E[M? — M?]| < Cy

We further prove separately the following bound on Tr(M) — E[Tr(M)] using a bounded dif-
ference martingale sequence, which corresponds to Proposition 3 with A = 1.

Lemma 5. Under Assumption 7 and for all integers q, K > 0, there exist constants Cx and Cy g 4
such that the following hold. Let n := n(cs, Cy, B) € (0,1/2) and va(n) be defined as per Eq. (69).
For alln > Ck and A > 0 satisfying

A-wva(n) > n7E, ¢1(p)log’(n) < K/n,

we have

B ((Tr(M) ~ E[Te(M)) < €, 2120 log”*3 (n)

The proof of Lemma 5 can be found in Section A.7.5.

71



A.7.1 Proof of Lemma 1

The bound on the operator norm || M||op follows from the same argument as in [CM22, Lemma
7.2]. We reproduce the main steps of the proof for the reader’s convenience. The other bounds
will follow from this first bound. Without loss of generality, we set {411 = {2 = ... =&, =0
if p < n. In that case, £~! corresponds to the pseudo-inverse and Ayin(A) denotes the smallest
positive eigenvalue.

Step 1. Decomposing the bound on || M||p.

For any k < n, we consider the decomposition of the feature vector into = (xg,x) where
xo corresponds to the first k coordinates of the feature, and x the last p — k coordinates. We
denote ¥y = E[zox{] and X} = E[z x| their associated covariance matrices such that ¥ =
diag(3o, X4 ). We further introduce the feature matrices Xo = [z 1, . .. a:oyn]T € R™* and X, =
[Ty1,... 210" € R™ (P=k) o that X = [X(, X4]. Their whitened counterparts are denoted by
Zy = X3, "% and Z, = X, 7%

Using [CM22, Lemma C.1], we have

—1
2Amax(X1X+)> (XE)I-XO 0) 4 )\

A 00*1’

XTX+)\IE<1+ 5

such that the matrix M satisfies

1/2 -1 -1 12
M = S'2R? < (20/ ({1 + 20ma XIX )M} XT X0+ 3T) 55" 0 > , (109)
> 0 22
N+

Hence, || M]||op admits the following upper bound

(110)

2)‘maX(XTX+) 28k+1
Mgy < ———— |1 + .

Step 2: Bounding Amax(X ] X ).
If &,4+1 = 0, then this term is simply zero. We assume below that £;+; > 0. Let us introduce
the matrices S; = @y x] ; € R(P=F)x(P=F) for j € [n], such that we can write

S = XIX+ = Z m+’i$17i = Z SZ
1€[n] i€[n]

Note that ||Silop = ||Z+.:]|3. By Assumption 7, we have

P (|l 3 - T(E4)] = t-p1(p) - [ B+ ) < Coexp {—c,t'/?}.

Hence, there exists a constant C p that only depends on c,, C;, 3, D, such that with probability
at least 1 — n~P, we have for all i € [n],

1Sillop < Tr(B4) + Cop - 01(p) log? (n) v/ €1 Tr (Z4)
—1/2 3 (111)
< Cgp 1y &kt (1 +n"“p1(p) log (”)) =: Ly,

where we used Tr(X) < rx - &k11 and rs > n by definition of the effective rank. We now apply a
matrix concentration inequality with a standard truncation argument. Let S; := S;1s,),,<L, and

consider ) i
S:=) 8i=) Silsj,<t.

i€[n] i€[n]
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From our choice of L, in Eq. (111), we have S = S with probability at least 1 —n~P. Using that
S; are independent symmetric matrices, we can upper bound the matrix variance by

Var(§) = > Var($;) = Y E[S}?] 2 nL,E[S] X nL,E, =V,

i€[n] i€[n]

where we used that || Si|lop < Ln, S; < S; and E[S;] = . Denoting v, := ||[Var(S)]op, we have
Up, < nLpégy1. Furthermore, by definition of the effective rank, we have the following bound on
the intrinsic dimension

Tr(Vy) _ Tr(E4)
Villop = &rea

Hence, we can apply the matrix Bernstein inequality with intrinsic dimension [T*15, Theorem
7.3.1], and get for all t > /v, + 2L, /3,

P (HS 7E[§]Hop > 75) < drs -exp (%) :

intDim(X,) = <rs.

Finally, we can bound the mean using

IE[Sllop = nlIE[Si]llop < nIIELSllop < nérs1-

Combining the above bounds, we deduce that there exist constants C; p, C’;’ p that only depend
on ¢, Cy, B, D, such that with probability at least 1 —n =P,

18 lop < IELSlop + Co.0 (vt + La)V/Iog(rn)
< Chp-rs - &eav/log(rsn) (1407201 (p) log (n) ).

Recalling that S = S with probability at least 1 — n™P, we deduce that there exists a constant
Cy,p such that with probability at least 1 — on—P,

Mnax(XTX 1) < Cop 75+ Ghs1/log(rs) (141721 (p) log(n)? ) (112)

Step 3: Bounding /\min(ZJZO).
From Assumption 7, we have for all vectors u € R*, ||lu||s = 1,

E[(u, zg)}] = /OOO 2tP((u, z0)? > t)dt

<1+ /OO 2(t + DP((u, zg)? — 1 > t)dt
0

IN

14+ 2Cx/ (t+1)exp {—cxtl/ﬁ} dt =: C.
0

Therefore, we can directly apply [Yas14, Theorem 2.2]: there exists a constant C'p that only depends
on D such that with probability at least 1 —n=P

)

1 1
Amin <ZOTZ0> >1-— 40;/2\/% —Cp og(n)'
n n "
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Hence, there exist constants n € (0,1/2) that only depends on c;, C;, 3, and Cp that only depends
on D such that for all n > Cp and taking k = |pn] — 1, it holds with probability at least 1 — n—P
that

Amin (ZOTZO) > g (113)
Step 4: Concluding the bounds on ||M||,p, Tr(M) and |M]||p.
Combining the bounds (112) and (113) into Eq. (110), we get that with probability at least

1-n"P,

2
|Mop < = {1+

< C:):,Dﬁ/\(n)'
n

Cx,D Ty g\_nnj V lOg(?"g) (1 + n_1/2g01(p) log(n)ﬁ) } + 2£|_7]nJTE
A n

Using the block matrix upper bound (109), we have with probability at least 1 —n~"
2TI'(2+)
A

where we used that Tr(X4) < rs-§|,,). Finally, combining the bounds on || M|, and Tr(M), we
get

Y

Te(M) < [nn] - [[M||op + < Cyp - Ua(n),

vx(n)

NG

[IM||r < /|1 M]lopTr(M) < Cap

with probability at least 1 — n~, which concludes the proof.

A.7.2 Proof of Lemma 2

The first inequality directly follows from Assumption 7 by choosing ¢ = C, p log® (n). For the
second inequality, we apply twice the first bound, first over 1 and second over xs:

’mIB£B2’ = \/alengachwl
< Cp.plog’?(n)\/xd BEBx,

< Coplog’(n) {Ti(Z2BEBEY2)12 4 oF () 2|5 2B BE 2| r }

where in the first inequality we used that Bxoxd B is rank 1 and we can apply the first inequality
(al) in Assumption 7 without ¢1(p). In the second inequality, note that if B is rank 1, so is BXB.
For the bound in expectation, we integrate the tail bound and get

E, U:L'TB:B - Tr(zB)ﬂ - q/oo (a1 (’:I:TB:B - Tr(EB)‘ > t) dt
0

< qCI(gof’(p)HEl/zBEl/QHp)q/tq1 exp{—cxtl/*@}dt

< Cug(f (0)||E2BS2| ).

The second bound in expectation is obtained by applying twice the first bound, first over x; and
second over xy:

1/

B, [’:BIBmz’q} = Ea, {Ewl “mlTB%w;Bwl\qul/q

1/
< CogBo, [[2] BEBao|/?]

< Cog { (T BEBEY2)2 1 oF () 2|5 2BEBE | r }
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A.7.3 Proof of Lemma 3
Using the same notations as in the proof of Lemma 1, we have
Tr(M) = Tr (Zo(1aTo + A7) + Tr (B4 (T4 + 1))

lnn] | Tr(354)
M " )‘+

<
4 Sl o2

A
where we used the fixed point equation (65), n < 1/2, and the definition of ry. Rearranging this
inequality yields

< % (1+ Tr(M))

= fmnj >

1+Tr(M)<2+2 < 2vy(n). (114)

Then, we simply use that
— 1 14+ Te(M) _ 2vx(n)
[Mlop < — = = :

s n - n

By definition of M and M, we have
M — M = (p, — i) M M. (115)

Applying the fixed point equation pi, = (n—1)/(1+Tr(M)), we get by simple algebraic manipulation

(1+ Te(M))(1+ Te(M)) 1+ Tr(M)

Using Eq. (115) into this equation along with the bound |[M|lop < 1/ps = (1 + Tr(M))/n, we
obtain N
| < | Tr(M) n 1
Moo = Hose| > [Mhse — Mo ~ =~
1+ Tr(M) 14+Tr(M)

which immediately implies |p. — fz] < 1.
Combining this bound with Eq. (115) and applying Eq. (114) to M, we obtain for the first
functional

W1 (ia; A) = Va(p; A)| = |Tr (AM — D)) | < [ M |oy Tx(AM) <2

The second functional direcly follows from this first inequality by noting that

Uy (fs: I) B Uy (s I)
T4+ U () 14 Uy (psI)
(W1 (x5 T) — Wy (s T))|
(1+ U1 (s D) (1 + Ui (ps 1))
va(n)  Wi(pssT)
— T on 149 (usI)’

o) — ol - |

For the third functional, we introduce U,V the numerator and denominator of ¥3(u.; A), and
U_,V_ the numerator and denominator of W3(z,; A). First, note that
n -

— =1+ Tr(M) < 2v)(n), Ly >
o

ol%
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by the assumption that vy(n) < \/n and n > 5. In particular, fi; ' < Cvy(n)/n. Thus by simple
algebra, we get for the numerator

U-U_|= ‘Tr(AMQ) - Tr(AM2)’
= |Tr (A (S 4+ N) 2 (12 + ) 72 { (1 Z 4+ 2% = (.3 + A)?})|

2 _ 72 _ 7 .

113 [
<oy

n

For the numerator, we proceed similarly

-2

13 [Tpe=
V-V_|= |ZTe(M) — = Tr(M?)
n n

2 2 _ =2 2
W =2 ) i — s s 72
< B m(r®) - (M )‘ H R T ()
2 _ ~2 _ ~
< 2{|u*~2u*\ N M*|Hi2 M*|}.M*Tr(M2)
H o n
<oy,
n
Combining the above bounds, we obtain
[Ws(hx; A) — Us(pa; A)| _ [VU_ —UV_|
Us(ps; A) uv_
U-U_| U-U_[\ V=V | _ ()
< — 1 < .
< U + {1+ U v = C p

The bound on W4(fis; A) follows from a similar argument and we omit it.

A.7.4 Proof of Lemma 4

We will follow the same notations as in the proof of Lemma 1.

Proof of Lemma 4.(a): This inequality simply follows by noting that

by 1 by
M*2+)\:n+)\jmax<1, +F")<n +/\>,
1+ Tr(M) 1+ (D)) \T+r
so that )
M. < max (1,”) M < (14 #)PL.
1+ Te(M)

Denote A the event Tr(M_) < C, p - vx(n) such that P(4) > 1 —n~P by applying Lemma 1 to
M _ with n > C. Choosing D = K + 1, we get

k= E[Tr(M_)] < Cy p - vA(n)E[L 4] + E[1 4e Tr(M_)]
nE)

A
nl—P s fL
< .
< Cx,D I/)\(n)-i- h + 3

< Cyp-va(n)+

=D < Cr i - vA(n),
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where we used Tr(X) < |nn] - | Zlop + Tr(X4) < n+7rs- &y, and the assumption A-vy(n) > n~ .
The bound on the operator norm follows by writing

_ 1+ k vy(n
I o < AL

< Cx,K .
n
The other inequalities are direct consequences of these two first inequalities.
Proof of Lemma 4.(b): Let k = [nn] — 1 be chosen as in Lemma 1. Note that because of

condition (108), we have 7)(n) from Lemma 1 that satisfies 7y(n) < Cgry(n). We write in block
matrix form

M: <20(M*20+>‘)1 0 ) EO(M*ZO"’A)*l 20
0 S (s + A7) = 0 et )

Similarly, recalling Eq. (109), we have with probability at least 1 —n~" that

M~ (ST S0t 0
- 0 2%, /\,)

where we denoted v = Cy k p - vA(n)/n. Thus, we deduce that

Mém)\J}Mij,D,K‘VA(n)Ma

M < {max (Vits, 2) + 2
where we used that u, < n.
Denote A the event M < C,, k.ps - vx(n)/n such that P(A) > 1 —n~"" by Lemma 1. Note that
on A°, we have simply ||M||op < 1/A. By triangular inequality,

l . T AEE—T
B, [Tr(AM)/7 < AUy ang ) 4 AT

nr

Ej[]]_Ac]l/q7

where we used that M = C, p g - va(n)M on event A, and ||X||,, = 1. First, note that by
definition of M,

Tr(ASC") < (1 + )" Te(ADM ).
Furthermore, by Markov’s inequality, we have
P (Ej[1ac] > nPE[L4]) <n~P.

Hence, combining these bounds, we obtain

¢ — (7 l=r / — (7
E;[Tr(AMYYY1 < Oy g - ”Aquf)Tr(AMZ )+ (% + 1) nP=DN/aT (AN

—=(
< Cz,K,D,q,f . y)\(n)ETI'(AM )7

where we chose D' = D + q(K + ¢) and used the assumption that \ - vy(n) > n~%. The other
inequalities follow similarly.
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Proof of Lemma 4.(c): Using Sherman-Morrison identity (67) and Lemma 2, we get
2TM?z
1+2TM_z

Oy {E[Te(M2)] + o1 (p)E[||M2 ]| p] }
2

2 2
< Chy va(n) + ©1(p)va(n) < CxKVA(n)
’ n n3/2 ' n

E[Tr(M — M_)]| =

IN

I

where we used Lemma 4.(b) in the second inequality and condition (108) in the last inequality.
We proceed similarly for the second inequality. Note that we can decompose

E[Tr(M?* — M?)] = —2E

1+2TM_z (1+2TM_z)?

2T M3 2 ]

(2T M2 2)? ]

Applying Lemma 2 over z followed by Lemma 4.(b) on M_, we deduce that

4

L O x ()

va(n)?3
2 K— 7

|E[Tr(M? — M?)]| < Cp i
which concludes the proof of the lemma.

A.7.5 Proof of Lemma 5

From the proof of Proposition 3 with A = I, we see that for any D > 0 there exists C, g p such
that with probability at least 1 —n=2,

o1(p)va(n)? loghts(™

|Tr(M) — E[Tr(M)]| < Rp := Cy kD

n
Denote Ap this event. By triangular inequality, we have
Tr(X Tr(XZ
E [(Tr(M) — E[Te(M)))Y? < Rp + QJFg\)E[ILA%]I/q < Rp + 21"(A)n—D/q.

We conclude by setting D = (K + 1) and using the condition A - vy(n) > n=X.
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B Proofs for the test error and GCV estimator

In this appendix, we prove the main theorems of this paper. We begin in Section B.1 by introducing
some notations that will be useful in the proofs. For the readers’ convenience, we then restate
our assumptions and the different deterministic equivalents in Section B.2. The proofs of the non-
asymptotic bounds for the Stieltjes transform, training error, and test error can be found in Sections
B.4, B.5, and B.6 respectively. We defer the proof of some technical results to Sections B.3 and
B.7. Finally, we use these non-asymptotic bounds to prove the uniform convergence of the GCV
estimator (Theorem 3) in Section B.8.

B.1 Preliminaries

Let us begin by introducing some convenient notations that we will use throughout Appendix B.
Throughout the proofs, we will track the dependency in A, ref m, ©1(m), p2,,(m). For the remaining
constants, recall that we denote C,, .. 4, constants that only depend on the values of {ai}ie[k]. In
particular, the value of these constants is allowed to change from line to line. We use a; = ‘@’ to
denote the dependency on c,, C;, 5 from Assumptions 1, and a; = ‘¢’ to denote the dependency on
72 from Assumption 2.

For readability, we will simplify the notations from the main text in the proofs. We will use the
subscript ‘0’ instead of ‘< m’ to refer to the low-degree part and ‘4’ instead of ‘> m’ to refer to the
high-degree part. Thus we will denote the low-degree feature £y = x<m and high-degree feature

Ty = Tom. Similarly their associated covariance matrices will be denoted g = X<, = E[zoz]]
and X4 = Bon = E[zix]]. We introduce the feature matrices Xo = [zo1,...Zon,]" € R™M
and X, = [x11,...4 )" € R™P™™  and their whitened counterparts Zy = XOE(;I/2 and

Z, =Xy E;l/ ?. We can therefore write the feature matrices and covariance in block matrix form
X = [Xo, X4], Z =2y, Z4], 3 = diag(Xo, 24).

We further denote v = Tr(X) the self-induced regularization from the high-frequency part of
the kernel, and &y = Apax(X+) = Emy1. We introduce A = A + 74+ to denote the effective ridge
regularization of the model associated to X .

We will denote
éLnnJ,mTefF,m(n) log(reff,m(n))

)\J’_ ’
where reff m is the effective rank of 3 defined in Definition 2.(b) and we recall that we denote
Elgn)m = &Epn) if (9] < mand £, m = 0 otherwise.

Recall that we consider a target function f,(z) = (B, 2) = (0,,x), where 0, = X~/28,. We
denote By = Bs,<m and B4 = By >m. Similarly, 6y = 251/2,60 and 0 = 211/26+, and we introduce
the low-degree and high-degree parts of the target function fo(x) = (6p, o) and fi(x) = (04, x+).
We will denote the n-dimensional vectors

vy, (n) =1+ (116)

Y= (Y1, Yn),
F=(fi(z1), ..., fu(@n)),
Jo= (fo(z1),..., fo(xn)),
Jio = (f+(@1), .., f1(20)),
e=(e1,...,6n)

In particular, y = f + e and f = fo + f+.
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In this section, we will consider two effective regularizations: A, associated to the original model
(n,3,A) and A, o associated to the truncated model (n, Xp, Ay). Recall that A, and A, o are defined
as the unique non-negative solutions to the two fixed point equations

A

n- 4= T(EEZ+X)Y, n = Tr(Zo(Zo + o) ).
% *,0

)

It will be convenient to introduce the following notations:
1 1
T =-Tr(Z(Z+ X)), Ty = —Tr(Z3(T 4+ \,) 72,
n n
1 _ 1 _
Tio= ETr(20(20 + )\*70) 1), Yoo = ETI“(E%(EQ + )\*70) 2).

We further introduce the following matrices that will appear in the proofs
G=(XX"+)N1, Go=(XoX] +21)7Y, Ap=X,X] ]
T —1 T -1 1/2 1/2
R=(X"X+\"", Ry = (Xg X0+ Ay) 7, My=3)/"RyX,".
Finally, our proofs will crucially rely on applying the deterministic equivalent bounds proved in

Appendix A. For convenience, we will denote &;,(m) the decay rates for the functionals ®;(Xy), j €
{1,...,4}, with regularization parameter A, such that for any p.s.d. matrix A € R™*™ we have

1D (X0; A) — Ui (ps0; A)| < Ejn(m) - U (pa0; A), (117)

with probability at least 1 — n~ ", where tx0 = Ap/Avo. From Theorems 6-9, these decay rates
are given by
p1(m)va, (n)*/?log®*2 (n)

Jn )

m)vy, (n)%1o 26+3 n
83,n<m) = Cx,K7D¢1( ) )\+(\;ﬁ 8 ( )7

Ein(m) =& pn(m)=Crrp

1

pr(mpn. (n)° log™ 4 (n)

NG

Ean(m) = Cy kD

B.2 Assumptions and deterministic equivalents

For the reader’s convenience, we restate our assumptions here.

Assumption 8 (Concentration at n € N). There exist ¢z, Cz, 5 >0 and m € NU {oo} such that

Moo

&+
and the following hold.

(a) (Low-degree features.) There exists ¢1(m) > 0 such that for any vector v € R™ with
HZé/szg < 00 and any p.s.d. matriz A € R™™ with Tr(XpA) < oo, we have

P (}(v, :13())‘ >t 'UTZ]O'U> < Cpexp {—cxtwﬁ} ) (al)

P (‘xOTA:BO — Tr(EoA)‘ >t-pi(m)- HZ(I)/QAE(l)/QHF> < Cpexp {—crtl/ﬁ} ) (a2)
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(b) (High-degree features.) There ezist pa,(m) € (0,1) and @2,(m) > 1 such that with probability
at least 1 — pa n(m), we have

ng
1A llop = X4+ X =74 Inllop < soz,n(m)\//\f: Ay (b1)

(¢) (Target function.) The high-degree part of the target function satisfies the tail bound
P(Ifs(@)] >t | f+ll2) < Coexp {—cit??}. (c1)

Assumption 9 (Label noise). The label noise €; is independent, mean-zero, and T2-subgaussian
with variance denoted o2 = E[e?).

In this appendix, we are interested in proving deterministic approximations to the Stieltjes
transform of the empirical kernel matrix

$n(X,\) = %Tr[(XXT +371, (118)

and to the training and test errors

ﬁtrain(ﬁ*;Xasa/\) = % Z (yz - f)\(mi))Qa (119)
i€[n]
Rtest(ﬁ*; X, e, )\) = E[(?/ - f)\(a"))z} . (120)

We show that under Assumptions 8 and 9, these quantities are well approximated by the following
deterministic equivalents

1

. (121)

o (A R (B A8 o
= <”A> o InEm o)) (122)
Ra(Bs, A) = ABs, (2 + M) *Bs) + o2 (123)

— Iy (Z2(Z 4 A,)72)

where A, is the effective regularization associated to (n, 3, \).

The proof is organized as follows. In Section B.3, we introduced reduced deterministic equiv-
alents obtained by treating the high-frequency part of the features as an additive regularization
and the high-degree part of the target function as independent label noise. We show in Lemma
7 that these reduced deterministic equivalents approximate well the full deterministic equivalents
(121)—(123) when m is chosen sufficiently large. The proofs for the Stieltjes transform, training
error and test error can be found in Sections B.4, B.5 and B.6 respectively. Technical lemmas on
the contribution of the high-degree part of the target function are deferred to Section B.7.

B.3 Reduced deterministic equivalents

As mentioned in the preliminaries, we consider two effective regularizations: \, associated to
(n,3,\) and A, o associated to (n, 3o, A} ). Recall that they are defined as the unique non-negative
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solutions to the fixed point equations

A

n- 1= Tr(Z(Z + X)), (124)
A _

- )\+0 = Tr(Zo(Zo + Ao) 7 h). (125)

)

We will further consider the following change of variables

Hx = )\/)‘*7 M0 = )\+/)\*,0.

Intuitively, the cutoff m is chosen such that &, < A, and thus Tr(EZ (1 + X)) =~ Tr(Z4)/ .
By rearranging the terms, the fixed point equation (124) becomes approximately the same as
Eq. (125), and therefore A\, = A, . The following lemma formalize this intuition.

Lemma 6. We have
o M0 A né+

0
T Ao A

Proof of Lemma 6. By removing v /A« on both sides of the fixed point equation for A\, and rear-
ranging the terms, we get
— — — Tr(Zo(X0 + A\« =——,
n=y, ~ BB+ A) T =~
where § = Tr(21) — A Tr(Z (24 + M)~ = Te(Z2.(Z4 + A) ™) > 0. In particular, using that
Ax,0(A4) is increasing in Ay, this implies the first inequality A, > A..
Further replacing n = A4 /A0 + Tr(Z0(Zo + Aio) L), we obtain

5 Ap At

- + Tr(Zo(Bo + Ao) 1) — 55 — Tr(Zo(Zo + M) )
)\* )\*,0 >\*
A
= {)\ ; + Tr(2+(20 + )\*)71(20 + )\*70)1} (A — /\*70)
*\x,0
Ay
A — s
- >\*)\*,0( 70)
Thus, we deduce that
Ax0 = A Sig&,
Ax0 Ay +
where we used that § < &, Tr(Z4 (24 + A\)71) < n&,. O

In particular, Lemma 6 implies that if we choose m € N with &m11 = &4 < A /(2n), then

> 2t (126)

The proof of the deterministic equivalents proceeds by splitting the analysis of the low-frequency
and high-frequency parts of the features. For the low-frequency part, we will simply apply the
deterministic equivalents studied in Appendix A, with covariance 3y and regularization parameter
Ay. On the other hand, we will show in Section B.7 that the high-frequency behaves effectively as
an independent additive noise with variance ||f1||7. = ||B+||3. Hence, we will establish that the
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Stieltjes transform, training error, and test error are well approximated by the following reduced
deterministic equivalents associated to A4 :

1

no(Ae) = —— (127)

L o(Bo ),_( A )2AZ,0<ﬂo,<Zo+A*,0)‘2ﬁo>+Hﬂ+H§+a§
n,0 x9N ) - n)\*70 — %’I‘I‘(Z%(EO +)\*70)_2) 9
A2 0(Bo, (Bo + Ae0)2Bo) + 1B+ 115 + o2

Rn0(Bs, Ay) i= . 129

(128)

The following lemma shows that the full deterministic equivalents associated to the full model
(n, 3, \) are well approximated by these reduced deterministic equivalents associated to the trun-
cated model (n, 3g, A\;).

Lemma 7. Let L, (B4, \), Rn(Bs, A), and s, () be defined as per Egs. (121)-(123), and Ly, 0(Bx, A\+),
Rn0(Bs, Ay), and sp0(Ay) be defined as per Eqs. (127)-(129), where Ay = X\ +vy4. Let vy, (n) be
defined as per Eq. (116) and assume that &4 < Ay /(2n). Then, there exists a universal constant
C > 0 such that

500 — smo()] < 5 5,0,
A

LB ) = Luo(Bes A4 < o ()55 La(B.. ),

Ru(Bes ) = R (B A )| < Con, (m) 5 R (B, ).

Proof of Lemma 7. First, Lemma 6 directly implies that

_ ‘)\*,0_)\*’ . 1 < n£+s
Ao A T A

[5n.(A) = sno(A4)l n(A)-

Denote U and V the numerator and denominator of R, (8x,\), and Uy and V( the numerator and
denominator of Ry, o(B«, A+). By simple algebra, we have

12280, (Zo + Ax)2B0) — A2 4(Bo, (Zo + Av0) 2B0)| - A2g— A N G0 = A 8n§‘+
A2(Bo, (o + As)~2B0) - A2 PV W
where we used that A\, > X, /2 by Eq. (126), and
IBL13 = A2(B1, (B4 + M) 264)| < n?¢d n 2nf+ < 3n5+
A (B, (By + M) 72B84) P Ay T A
Thus, we obtain for the numerator
U — Uy gsiiu. (130)

For the denominator, we have similarly
ITr(Z%(2 + M) 72) — Te(Z5(Zo + M) 2|

R . D W
< ( VR TH(S (B0 4+ Aup) ) + T (D1 + A7) < 100755,

A2 s

*
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where in the last inequality we used Tr(Z2(Zo+ Ae0) 72) < Tr(Zo(Zo+Aep) 1) < n and Eq. (126).
Further observe that
1 2 -2 - 1 —1
1-— ;TI’(EO(EO -+ )\*70) ) < (1- %TI‘<20(20 + )\*’0) )
nA*,O

= —= =1+ Tr(My) < 2vy, (n),
Ay

-1

where we used Lemma 3 in the last inequality. We obtain for the denominator

V= Vol <201y, (n)r;ﬁv(). (131)
+

We can now combine Egs. (130) and (131) to get the following bound on the test error:

[Rn(Bs; A) = Rno(Br M| _ [UVo —UoV| _ [JU=Uol (", JU=Uol [V —Vo|
Ru(Br, ) Wo = U U Vo

<108 m(@%.

Finally, the test error follows by observing that

La(Bes A) = Lao(Be M| _ ( A, )2 Ru(B2:2) = Ruo(Bus M|, A2y — A2
Ln(,@*, )\) - )\*,0 Rn(ﬁ*v )‘) )\370
néy

110 - vy, (n))\—
+

IN

B.4 The Stieltjes transform

Theorem 10 (Deterministic equivalent for the Stieltjes transform). Consider D, K > 0, integer
n, and reqularization parameter A > 0. Assume that the features {x;};c|n) satisfy Assumption 1.(a)
and (b) with some m := m(n) € NU {oo}. There exist constants n:=mn, € (0,1/2), Cp g >0, and
Ce.p,x > 0 such that, if it holds that n > Cp g and

-K

Aom Uam(n) >0 gpn(m) =t < o1 (M)am(n)?logft2(n) < Kyn,  (132)

then with probability at least 1 — n™Y — pa (M), we have
|sn (X, A) —sp(A)| < Coup i - Esn(M) -5, (A),

where the decay error is given by

/210 B+1/2
Eun(m) = MmOV 108 () (), [P, (133)

Proof of Theorem 10. We first simplify s, (X, \) by using the concentration of the high-frequency
features. From Assumption 8.(b), we have with probability at least 1 — pa ,(m),

n n

e - %Tr(Go) _ % TH(GoALG)| < 209.0(m)y ] "f: Lra), (134)
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where we used that ||Gllop < [[(At + M) Hop < 2/A+ since we assumed @a,,(m)y/n < 1/2. We
follow the same argument as in Step 1 of the proof of Theorem 5. Using that X satisfy Assumption

8.(a) to apply Theorem 7, we obtain with probability at least 1 — n=",

TH(Go) — sno(As)| < 2nn(mu, () - sno(As)

where we recall that
p1(m)va, (n)*21og? /% (n)

NG :

By Lemma 7 and noting that s, o(A4) < 3s,(A\)/2 when & < A /(2n), we deduce that

En(m) =Cip Kk (135)

1
‘Tr(Gg) - sn()\)' <c {52,n(m)w+ (n) + ”5+} Csu(\).

n )\+
By condition (132) along with néy /Ay < 1/2, we have the right-hand side bounded by C; p i -sn())
so that Tr(Go)/n < Cy.p K -sn(A). Combining the above bound with Eq. (134), we obtain our first
approximation guarantee

152 (X, ) — su(M)] < Copic {é’gm(m)uM (1) + @a2.n(m); /”f:} csn(M),

with probability at least 1 — n~" — py,(m) via union bound. O

B.5 The training error

Theorem 11 (Deterministic equivalent for the training error). Consider D, K > 0, integer n,
regularization parameter X\ > 0, and target function f. € L*(U) with parameters ||Bs|l2 = || f«ll 12 <
oo. Assume that the features {x;}icn) and fi satisfy Assumption 1 with some m := m(n) € NU{oo},
and the {€i}ic|n) satisfy Assumption 2. There exist constants 1 :=n, € (0,1/2), Cpx > 0, and
Cre,p,x > 0 such that, if it holds that n > Cp i and

NEm+1 <1
Aom 27

Aom - Uam(n) >0 K @a,(m)

wl(m)yk’m(n)glogw*%(n) < Kv/n, (136)

then with probability at least 1 —n~P — py (M), we have

‘Etrain(B*Q X, e, )\) - Ln(IB*7 )\)| < Cx,a,D,K : gL,n(m> : Ln(B*) /\)-

where the error rate is given by

m)v n80361/2n n
Eun(m) = POV I ) () 5L (137

Proof of Theorem 11. Step 1: Simplifying and decomposing the training error.
Observe that we can rewrite the training error as

1 A 1 A2
Lirain(Be; X, €,0) = ~|ly = XO,[3 = —[ly - XX Gy} = -y Gy, (138)
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We will first study y" G2y and then use that * ]yT(G2 G?%)y| is small on the event described in
Assumption 8.(b). We show below that yTG y has deterministic equivalent Ly, o(B«, A+) defined
in Section B.3. To do so, recall y = f + € and decompose

1
;"JTG%?J =T, + 215 + T3,
where we denoted
1
TG2f, Ty = —ETG 2f Ty = —e'Ge.
f ) 0
n

We control each of these terms separately in the following step.
Step 2: Controlling the terms T;.
Let us define the deterministic quantity
= 1 1
T —

- (n)\*’o)Q ' 1-— Tg’o'

The Term 737. Recall that we denote f = fy + fi, so that we can decompose T} into three
contributions T7 = T1 o + 271 04 + 11,4, where

1 1 1
Ti1= ;foTG%foa Tio= anTGngr, T3 = ;fIGngr-

The term T ; corresponds to the functional ®4(Xo; A, o) studied in Appendix A.6 with A, o =
3 1,80,63 3 !, Recalling conditions (136) and that X satisfy Assumption 8.(a), we can directly
apply Theorem 9. Thus, we obtain with probability at least 1 — n~ that

|T11 — Walpen05 Aso)| < Ean(m) - Wapee0; Aso) (139)

where we recall that
p1(m)va, (n)°log? 12 (n)
vn
Next, to control T2, we recall that f, satisfies Assumption 8.(c). Therefore, we can use
Eq. (180) in Lemma 10 to deduce that with probability at least 1 — n=2,

84,n(m) = Caz,D,K

* )A =1
Ty < &4 n\/\|ﬂ+”2ﬂ0) < Cok,p Exmvan, () (IBL]3 T + Va(ps0; Arp)),  (140)

where )
p1(m)vy, (n)%log® 2 (n)
Vn ’

and we used that (n/pu.0)? < 4vy, (n)? by Lemma 3 and

g—i—,n(m) = Cm,K,D

1 1 1

2
) 4(M 0 ’0) (nA*70)2 (n)\*70)2 1-— T270

n
W3 (ps05 Avp) = (
Hx,0

Finally, for the term T} 3, using again that f, satisfies Assumption 8, we apply Eq. (179) in

Lemma 10 to get that with probability at least 1 —n=?,

||B+Hz

|Tis = 1IB+13 - T| < Exn(m) < CEp(mpva, (n)® - 1843 - T, (141)

86



where we used again that (n/p.0)* < 4vy, (n)?. Combining the bounds in Eq. (139), (140) and
(141), we obtain with probability at least 1 —n=",

‘TI — (\114(M*,0?A*%0) + ”/8—&-”% T)‘
< [Th — Walgia0s Avo)| + [Tral + | Tos — 18412 - T (142)
< Cmax{54,n(m)a g+,n(m)V>\+ (n)Z} (\II4(M*,0; A*vo) + ||'@+||% T) '

The term T3. To control the term T3, we follow the same argument as in the proof of Theorem
5. Namely, by Hanson-Wright inequality (Lemma 8) we have that

log(n)

2
0-6
Ty — S Ti(GY) el (143)

< Ce,D

Recalling that we can write the mean

1
—Tr(G3) = Z <nTr(G0) — nTr(XOXJG§)> ,
we obtain
1 N 1|1 1 —1 —1
—Tr(Gp) —T| < — | =Tr(Go) — sno(Ay)| + 17— [Pa(Xo: B ) — Wa(pa:; B )|
n )\Jr n )‘Jr

< 2max{&,(m)vy, (n), 547n(m)}5”70>\()‘+) (144)
+

< Cuvy, (n)84,n(m)T.

For the variance term, using ||Go|lop < 2/A4, we first note that

Tr(GE‘;) 4 (nAv0)* 4(1 4 Tr(Mo))? < Cwy, (n)*.

L < —— <4
THGHT ~ T~ A2
Hence, we can bound

1 _Tr(G? _
JlGH e < Con (TR < €, (T, (145)

where we used conditions (136) so that n ' Tr(G3) < Cy.p k - T from Eq. (144).
Combining the bounds (143), (144) and (145), we conclude that

T3 — 0°T| < Cep - vr, (n) max{Ey,,n~ Y2 log(n)} - o2 - T. (146)

The term 75. For the term 75, we use again Hanson-Wright inequality to obtain that with

D
log(n) —/
|T2|§C€7DTU€ FTGif. (147)

probability at least 1 —n™",
Then using again the bound ||Gollop < X3!, we have

T2 T2
F Gof oy 2L G < 0, m2fc28 T

fTGif < o <
+



Combining this bound with the one in Eq. (147), we obtain

|T5| < CE’Dlog\/(ﬁn) <y>\+(n)\/az T -T) .

Finally, using that max{&s,(m),vx, (n)?€4 n(m)} < Cp k,p from condition (136) and the bound
in (142) we obtain that with probability at least 1 — n="

Vn
Step 3: Combining the bounds.

Combining the bounds (142), (146), (148), we obtain that with probability at least 1 —n=P,
we have

|T2| < Cre kD (02 T+ 1B+113 - T + Walpre,0; Asp)) - (148)

prig
Y Goy — Luo(Bs, A)‘
< N2 (| Tt = Wa(p0: Aol + [Tio] + T3 — 8411 - T + |Tol + T3 — o2 - T) (149)
< Cuep K - Va, (n)? max {54,n(m), Em(m),n~"/? 10g(n)} “Lno(Bi, A),
where we used that
Loo(Be, A) = N2(1B1113 4 02) - T 4+ N2 W41 05 Asg).

Now note that we can bound the difference on the event in Assumption 8.(b) by

z? \?
= |y -y Gly| = S [y (Go(—284G + ALGPAL)Go)y
né N o1
< Cpapn(m) N nY Gy (150)
n
S CZ‘,S,D,K ' ()02,n(m) )\5—:_ ' Ln10(6*7 A)?

where in the last line, we used the condition (149) with V)2\+g+7n(m) < Cye,p,ky/n. Finally, com-
bining the bounds (149) and (150) along with Lemma 7 and using the assumption né; /Ay < 1/2,
we conclude that

|£train(5*; X, €, )‘) - LTL(B*’ A)‘

S Cx,e,D,K {V)\+ (n)28+,n(m) + I/)\+ (n>§02,n(m)“ T;f:_} Ln(ﬁ*a )\)7

with probability at least 1 — n™" — py,(m) via union bound. O

B.6 The test error

For the readers’ convenience, we restate Theorem 1 below. Recall that we defined the standard
bias and variance terms

B3 X0 = 0. - [0,
V(X,\) = Tr(ECove(é/\)).
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Their associated deterministic equivalents are given by

AHBx, (B +X)?By)
1—n ITr(Z2(X + M) 72)’
O2TH(EP(S + A)2)
n—Tr(X2(T + \)72)
Theorem 12 (Deterministic equivalent of the test error). Consider D, K > 0, integer n, reqular-
ization parameter X > 0, and target function f. € L*(U) with parameters ||Bs|l2 = || fellr2 < oo.
Assume that the features {x;}ic[n) and fs satisfy Assumption 1 with some m := m(n) € NU {oo},
and the {5i}ie[n] satisfy Assumption 2. There exist constants n:=mn, € (0,1/2), Cp.x >0, Cy.p K,
and Cy . p,x > 0 such that, if it holds that n > Cp r and

_ Nném 1 1
Ao o) 207, (m) [ < Ly (myua () log () < K, (151)
>m

then with probability at least 1 — n~" — py (M), we have

’Rtest(;@*§ X7 €, >\) - Rn(,B*, )\)| < Cx,a,DJ( . gR,n(m) : Rn(IBﬂm )\)

where the error rate is given by

m)v n 6 o 35+1/2 n n
br(m) = 2RO ) a2 (152)

Furthermore, with the same probability, we have
‘B(B*a X, >\) - Bn(IB*J )\)| < Cx,D,K : ER,n(m) : Bn(ﬁ*a /\)7
V(X,A) = VoM < Cop k- Ern(m) - Vi (A).
Proof of Theorem 12. We consider directly the full test error Riest(B+; X,€,A). The bias and
variance terms will correspond to specific terms in this decomposition.

Step 1: Simplifying and decomposing the test error.
Recall that the test error is given by

Riest(Bi; X, €,)) = |6, — X "Gy + o2,

V(X)) =

First, we will control the contributions of the low-degree eigenspaces and high-degree eigenspaces
separately, i.e., we decompose

16, — XTGyll3 = 160 — X[ Gyll3;, + 104+ — X[ Gylls, -

Second, on the event in Assumption 1.(b), which happens with probability at least 1 — pa (m), we
replace the resolvent G by G and first study

160 — X§ Goyll%, . 16+ — X [Goyl3, -

Step 2: Contribution of the low-degree eigenspaces |6y — XOTGOyHQSO.
Recalling that y = f + €, we decompose this term into

160 — X( Goyll%, = Q1 — 2Q2 + Qs,
where we defined
Q1 = |60 — Xg Gof|l%, Q2 = (e, GoXoXo(60 — X( Gof)), Qs = || X, Goell3,-

We will show that this term is close in an appropriate sense to R, (8, A+). Let us first control
each of the terms @; separately.

89



The term );: We decompose further
Q1=Q1,0—2Q10+ + Q1+,
where we introduced
Q1,0 = AL(00, RyZoRo6y),

Q1,0+ = )\_;.<9(),R()E()Ro)([;rf_,'_>7
Ql,'i‘ = <.f+7 XOROEOROX(-]rf+>.

For (1,0, we can write using A, o := 25%0@1251,
Ql 0 — )\2 TI‘( 1/2A* 021/2R020R0) == )\2 TI‘(A*70M3) == )\iq)g(Xo; A*70).

Recalling that X satisfies Assumption 8.(a) and conditions (151), we can directly apply Theorem 8
to obtain that with with probability at least 1 —n=P,

Q1,0 — ALW3(1s 0 Aio)| < Es.n(mM) - A2 W3 (s 05 As o), (153)

where we recall that

p1(m)vy, (n)010g?** 3 (n)
N .

For Q10+, we recall that f; satisfies Assumption 8.(c). We can therefore apply Eq. (178) to
deduce that with probability at least 1 —n=",

g3,n(m) = Cx,D,K

3

Quot| < Ex (M) ALIIB: 305 (11005 Auo)

(154)
< Epn(m) {18415 + AT W3 (1 0; Au) }

where we recall that )
p1(m)vy, (n)%10g®*2 (n)
Vi '
Finally, for @1 4, using Eq. (178) in Lemma 10, we immediately obtain that with probability at
least 1 —n=P,

5+7n(m) = C:Jc,K,D

Q1+ = 18413 - nWa(ps0; D] < Exn(m) - 1B+13. (155)
Combining the bounds (153), (154), (155) then gives

Q1 — (W3 W10 As0) + 183 - n¥a (10 1)) | < CE4n(m) {X] Ws(pe0: Aso) + 184113}, (156)

with probability at least 1 —n=P.

The term (Q3: For this term, we follow the same argument as in the proof of Theorem 5. First,
by Hanson-Wright inequality,

Q3 — 02Tr(Go X0 X Go)| < C-.plog(n)o?||GoXoXeX, Gollr- (157)

Noting that Tr(ZoRoX| XoRo) = Tr(Z] ZoMZ) = n®4(Xo,I) and recalling that X, satisfies
Assumption 8.(a), we directly apply Theorem 9 with A = I to conclude that with probability at
least 1 —n=P,

TI‘(E()R()XJX()RQ) - n\Il4(I; /L*’Q) S 847n(m) : n\I/4(I; ,U,*,()), (158)
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where we recall that
e1(m)va, (n)°log? /2 (n)

NG

Meanwhile, for the term on the right-hand side of (157), we write

Ein(m)=Cyp K

ZoM32Z[|? Mo|lopTr(Zo M2 Z T
TL” 0 20 TO HF < TL” OH P 1‘2( '|O' 0 0) < C:):D . VA+(71), (159)
(TH(ZoM2Z]) + 12 = (Te(ZoM2Z]) + 1)? :

where we used Lemma 1. Using this along with the bound (158) and condition (151) so that
Esn(m) < Cy.p K, we obtain

- Ux, (n)1/2
HG()X()Z()XO GOHF < Cx7DT {TLCI)(X(),I) + 1}
160
<C V“(n)m{ Wy (T; ) + 1} o
> Ug, DK \/ﬁ n¥a\L; 0 .
Combining (157) along with the bounds (158) and (160) yields
Q3 — 02 - nW4(pte0; D] < Coe D1 - Ean(m) {02 - nWa(ppa0; 1) + 02}, (161)

with probability at least 1 — n=P.

The term (Q2: For @2, we have again by Hanson-Wright inequality,

Q2| < 0. - C: plog(n)||GoXoZ0(8) — Xg Gof)|l2
< G plog(n)||ZoMo|lopy/02Q1
v, (n)'/%log(n)
< Cs,:p,D + \/ﬁ {0'52 + Ql} )

where we used Lemma 1 in the last inequality. Then using Eq. (156) and recalling condition (151),
we obtain

Ux, (n)l/2 log(n
vn

with probability at least 1 —n=P".

|Q2| < Cx,e,K,D ) {)\3_\1,3(#*,0; A*,O) + Hﬁ+||g : nqj4(#*,0;1) + U?} s (162)

Combining the bounds on @);: Now recalling the decomposition of |8y — XOTGoyH%O in terms
of Q); and combining the bounds (156), (161), (162), we obtain

160 — X3 Goyllx, + 02 + 184115 — Rno(Be; Ar)| < Coe,0,kE4m(M)R0(Bs, Ay), (163)
where we used that

Ri0 (B At ) = A W5 (1,05 Awo) + (02 + 1B+113) - {nWa(pao; 1) + 1}

1813 + o2

= N2 Ws(py0; Ay ,
W (1,0 Aso) + = Tao
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by recalling the following identities

Ta0 A2 4(Bo, (o + Aio)2B0)
_ ey AL T v0; Aug) = 2 '
1—"Tao’ +¥s {07 o) 1—-"Tsp

nWa(L; piso) =

Step 3: Contribution of the high-degree eigenspaces |6 — X1G0y|]22+.
We decompose this term into

16+ — XTGoyl%, = 18413 — 2(8+, =/’ XTGoy) + (y, Go X+ = X Goy). (164)

For the second term, we simply use that on the event of Assumption 8.(b), we have with probability
at least 1 —n~—L that

1/2 1/2
(81, 2 XTGoy)| < 18+ 2= lopl X T llop | Goyll2
< O(&474) 2118+ |12 (y " Gy) 2

2
< CE,D\/T;T*{IMIIQ + (M;’O) (fTG(%f + Tr(Gg))} (165)
2
< Cf’/’ &,D K\/E (HIB-i-”Q (n):270> Ln,O(ﬁ*v A)) ;

where we used that || X+ X |lop < 274 on the event of Assumption 8.(b) in the second inequality,
that vy < Ay < mn,o by definition in the third inequality and bound (143), and the bounds (142)
and (144) in the last inequality.

A similar argument for the third term shows that

né; (nho)?y' Gy

(Y, Go X124 X[Goy) < C&vpy ' Giy < N -

£, (nho)? (166)
< xT ; Ln *
<C ,s,D,KTJr 2 0(Bs; A)
Now noting that by definition we have
NnAs, 0 g
(8 = Raa(Be ) and 813 < 2 <R a ),
we obtain by combining the bounds (165) and (166) in (164), we obtain
T néy
16+ = X1Goylls, — 18+12] < Coeprey | 37 Ruo(Bes ), (167)

Step 4: Truncation of the high frequency part of the resolvent.
Now what remains is to bound the difference

16, — X"Gyll% - 6. - XTGoyl}|
< [|XT(G - Goyls +2|(6. - X Goy. EX (G ~ Go)y)| -

Let’s again consider each term on the right-hand side separately.
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For the first term in the display above, we bound
IXT(G - Goylls: = | XTGoA+Gyl3:
< GoXEX T Gollop | A+ I3, Gyll3

nét | 2néy Y Gy
b e g

< Cx,D {V}ur(n) +

n
< CI,E,D,K “Uxy (n)@Z,n(m)z)\g: : R’I’L,O(B*v )‘)a

where we used that
IGoXEXTGollop < |GoX0Z0X( Gollop + [Go X+ T+ X { Gollop

vx, (n) . Cgi
n

< Cx,D \ .
+

Meanwhile, for the second term, we have
(6. — X" Goy, EXT(G — Go)y)|
< [ GoX =2 |op 6. — X TGoyllsll A+ [lop| Gyll2

1Gyll2
NG

n HA* 2 TG2
<Cip- V)‘+(n)1/2<,02,n(m)\/)\7:' {H@* ~ XTGoyl% + ( ,o)ny y}

T
< Cuepic  Uny (0) 202 () f: Ry 0(Bs; A).

1/2

n n

< Cpp v, (n)+ B Lm0, — X TGyl - s
A Ay

Combining the above two bounds, we obtain that

n
6. — XTGyll3; — 116. — XTGoyll3| < Cocpic - va. () p2n(m) fj Rao(Ba ). (168)

Step 5: Concluding.
Finally, combining the bounds (163), (167) and (168) resulting from steps 2, 3 and 4 respectively,
along with Lemma 7, we conclude

16, = XTGyll + 0% — Ru(B., )|
< [16. - XTGyl% - 6. - XTGoyl%| + |16 - XTGoyll% — (16, — X Goyllg, + 18+ 3)

+ [Ru0(Bes A) = Ru(Bes N)| + |16 = XTGoyllg, + 18413 + 2 = Ruo(B:, A

< Cx,s,K,D {V)\+ (n)Qng,n(m) + Uy (n)@2,n(m)“ nAé::_} : Rn(ﬂ*; )\)

with probability at least 1 — n=" — py ,(m) via union bound. O
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B.7 Technical lemmas

Assumption 9 on the label noise ¢; implies that the random vector ¢ satisfy the Hanson-Wright
inequality [RV13]. We recall it here for the reader’s convenience.

Lemma 8 (Hanson-Wright inequality [RV13]). Let € = (e1,...,&,) be a random vector with in-
dependent 12-sub-Gaussian entries, with mean 0 and E[e?] = o2. Then there exists a universal

constant ¢ > 0 such that for any matric A € R™™™, we have for all t > 0,

t2 t
P (‘ETAE — 2. Tr(A)‘ > o2, t) < 2exp {—cmin (2, > } . (169)
IA[IE " | Allop
The next two lemmas bound the contributions to the train and test errors of the high-degree
part of the target function. The first lemma shows that it is sufficient to bound these contributions
in expectation.

Lemma 9. Under the same setting and assumptions as Theorems 11 and 12, and for any D, K > 0,
there exists constants n =1, € (0,1/2), Cx,p > 0 and Cy x,p > 0 such that the following hold.
Let vy, (n) be defined as per Eq. (116). Then for all n > Ck.p and Ay > 0 satisfying conditions
(151), we have with probability at least 1 — n~" that

’fIGOXOEOX(-)rGOf+ —~E[f{GoXoZ0X] Gof+]| < Evm |1BL13, (170)
’fIGOXOEOROHO —E[f]GoXoZoRo8)| < E; - \/||5+H%‘I’3(M*,0; Ai0), (171)
L o1 2 Lo oT 2 Eim 2
SFGof+ — EE[ LGof]| < 2 18+12; (172)
+
110 T +.n 2 A
J+ G5 X060 — —E[f{ G Xobo]| < [B+113¥5(1ex,0; As0), (173)
n n At
where we denoted A, o = 261/20003—261/2 and
va,0(n) log* 2 (n)

g-‘:—m = CyK,D NG

Proof of Lemma 9. The proof will follow from Azuma-Hoeffding inequality with a standard trun-
cation argument, similarly to the proof of Proposition 3. For the sake of brevity, we will omit some
repetitive computations and refer to Section A.3.2 for further details on the truncation argument.

For convenience, we drop the subscripts in the proof and simply write x;, A, vy(n) for &g, A4,
vx, (n). We will also denote h; := fi (x4 ;) and h = (h1,...,hy). For i € [n]. we introduce X; €
RO=1DXM the feature matrix where we removed feature x;, the whitened matrix Z; = X,z 2,
and h; = (hj);-;. Further denote

Gi=(X; X +N7", R=X'X;+)N""' M =x"2Rx2

Using these notations, the block matrix inversion formula gives for all i € [n],

1 —g' 0 0 1
G = gii & ) i 1= ) i = G X 174
g <—9i gz‘97;T> * (0 Gi) g )\(z;rMizi +1) g * (174)

Below, we will repeatedly use that from Assumption 8.(c), for all integers D and ¢, there
exist constants Cy, and C,. p such that ||hl|re < CypgllB1ll2, and |h|? < Oy plogh(n)||B+ |3 with
probability at least 1 — n= .
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Proof of Equation (170). We decompose the difference into a martingale difference sequence
Spi=h'GXEX'Gh -ERTGXEXTGh|=> A,
i=1

A= (Bi—Ei_1)h"GXZXTGh,

where the expectation E; is over {x;y1,...,x,} and {hijt1,...,h,}. We proceed similarly to the
proof of Proposition 3 and bound |A;| with high probability. Step 3 follows similarly by noting

that
1/2
E, 1[A2)Y2 < 2K, , (hTGXEXTGh,)?] <2E, , [|ZM>Z|2, - |h||3]"

S Cx,K,D : V)\(n) 10g’8<n)H,6+”%,

where we used Lemma 1 and Assumption 8.(c) with a union bound.
Let us bound |A;| with high probability. First we can remove any quantity that is independent
of z; and thus

A; = (E; — Ei_1) (hTGXEXTGh K GXEX]T Gihi> .

From the block inverse formula (174), we have by simple algebra

GXIX'G = ¢ < L _giT> + gii ( 0 ~a) ) + (0 0 ) (175)
A\ -9 gi9] "\~a ag] +9q] 0 G:X.2X/G;)’

where we denoted
¢ = (mZTZmz - 2:13iTEXiTgZ- + giXiEXiTgi) = )\inTMzzzi,
g = Gi(X;XX'g; — X;Zx;) = ~\Z;M?z;.
Using this formula, we decompose the difference
hGXSXTGh — h] G;X;EXGih; = g2q;(hi — g] hi)* — 2gii(hi — g hi)q] hi.

By Lemma 4.(b), we can bound each of these terms with probability at least 1 —n =",

vy (n)2log? (n
E; 4] V2 < Cx,D,K)\Q)\()ng()a

Bi[h]/2 < Cp log (n) 184 I3,
1/2
Eil(g]hi)")!/? < Coplog®(ME | (B ZMPZTh)?| " < Cueop - va(n) 1o (n) 843,

va(n)32log? (n)
DK - 184+ l2-

1/4
Eil(a] hi)')* < ACyplog? 2()E (BT Z:M ZTh)?| T < 3C,

Similar bounds hold with E; replaced by E;_;. We deduce that with probability at least 1 — n™2,

va(n)? log‘w(n)

|A;| < Cyp.i 184113,

where we used that g; < 1/\. Following the same argument as in the proof of Proposition 3, we
deduce that with probability at least 1 —n=P,

va(n)? log??* 3 (n)

vn

hR"GXEXTGh -Eh'GXEX"Gh]| < C.px 18113
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Proof of Equation (171). The proof follows in an analogous manner as Eq. (170). From
Eq. (174), we decompose the difference

hTGXXRO, — h! G;X;XR;0 = gi;(hi — g] hi)(z] ZRO) — g X;ZR6,)
+h] G X; (R — R;)6y.
Note that we can rewrite

T T T i T
TSRO, — g X;SRO, = \z] RS R;0 — \ TR;6,,
x; o — g; o z; R; o 1+€BZTR¢€B¢$ R;0,

T
h]G:X;Z(R— R0y = — —

Recall that we denoted A, = £71/20,0,X /2. By Lemmas 2 and 4.(b), we have with probability
at least 1 —n=P

|

1/2

571/2
ml-TRiERL-BO‘ } < Cup - log?/2(n)E; [Tr(zrl/?aoeg 2*1/2Mi4)}

va(n)?

< Cyk,D log?/2(n) /W3 (js; As),

41/
i [ermion|'] < oo onto)tog2 00 VG A1

E, [ 7 va(n)?log” (n)

z] R\ X R;x; < Cyp - log’ (n)E; [Tr(M?)] < Coxp——"———

11/4 507 1/4
E,; [ h] G: X, SRz < Cyp.plogh2(n)E; [(h,TXiRiERZ-ZRZ-ERiXihi> ]

I35 - 1Rl 3

1/4
< Cyplog”*(n)E; [ 2:M} 2] |

3/21 B
< o 2080

1B+ 112

Similar bounds hold with E;_; and we obtain that with probability at least 1 —n=?,

vA(n)/210g%%/2(n
18 < Copep 2 g g s )

We conclude that with probability at least 1 —n =",

7/2 log‘:’ﬂ/%%

NG

vx(n)

n
h"GXXR6, — E[hTGOXERHO]‘ < Cuk.D ( >\/H@+||§ SWg(py; Ay).

Proof of Equation (172). We consider now the matrix

2 _ 2 (1 —gf . 0 -9/ G; 0 o0
G —gii(l"i_”gz‘b) <_gi gig;-r + Gii _Gigi Gigig;r‘f‘gig;rGi + 0 GZQ . (176)

We decompose the difference into

(hi — g; hi)g! Gih,.

1 1 2 29ii
“RTG?h — ~h]Ghy = T (1 1 ||g;|3) (hi — 9T hi)? — 22
n n n n
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Again, using Lemmas 2 and 4.(b), we have the following bounds with probability at least 1 —n=":

/

1/2
Ei [llg:l*)""* < Coplog” (n)E: | T(RSRXT X0)?| < Coipwa(n) log” (n),

1/2 1/2
E, [|g;-r Gihi\Q] < Cp.plogh2(n)E; [hiTGiXiRiERiXiT Gihi]

1/2
< Coplog?*(ME: || Z:MPZ] lop - |Gl i3]
18

< Copma(m) 2 1og () 222

where we used that ||Gj|lop < A™!. We deduce that with probability at least 1 —n =P,

va(n)?log® (n)
A2n

1813

|A| < Cykx.D
which implies Eq. (172).
Proof of Equation (173). We decompose the difference into
%hTGXROO — %hiTGiXiRZ-HO = %(hi — g/ hy)(xz] RO, — g} X;RO,) + %hiTGiXi(R — R;)6y.

We can rewrite these two terms as

TPR2,..
z, Rix;

T T T T T
z; ROy — g; b= o —x; R; o 1+ 2] Rz,

',-U;I—R’L'007

h'G,X;,(R— R;)0, =

Again, using Lemmas 2 and 4.(b), we have the following bounds with probability at least 1 —n~=":
T T 2] 1/2 2 T 1/2 T 27T 1/2 1/2

E; [(:B R;X, X,-Rﬂo) < Oy plog?2(n)E; [90 S~V2NZT 2, M2 2] Z: M5 Y 90]

< Core.p - va(n) 10872 (n) /W3 (1e; As),

471/4

AE; {(ijgmi) < Cyplog? (n)E; [Tr(M;)* + o1 (m)* || Mi|}]

1/4

< Cypx,p - va(n)log?(n),
571/2 1/2
E; |:<h;rGiXiRi33i> ] < Cy.plogh?(n)E; [h;rGiZiMiZZiGihi]
1/2
< Corc.plog® () E; [| Millopl| G2, i3]
< Cuk,p- )\71%\(”)1/2 logﬁ(”)”ﬁ+||2-

Combining these bounds yields

3] 38
A8 g 3w a; A4)

|Ai| < Cox.D
with probability at least 1 — n~P, which implies Eq. (173). O
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Using the previous lemma, we can now bound the contribution of the high-degree part of the
target function.

Lemma 10. Under the same setting and assumptions as Theorems 11 and 12, and for any D, K >
0, there exists constants n:=n, € (0,1/2), Cx,p > 0 and Cy k. p > 0 such that the following hold.
Let vy, (n) be defined as per Eq. (116). Then for alln > Cx p and Ay > 0 satisfying conditions
(151), we have with probability at least 1 — n~P that

[F1GoXoZ0XT Gof s — 18413 - 1 (pegsT)| < Ern(m) - 18213, (177)

FTGoXoZ0Ro60| < Exn(m) /1811305 (11e0 Ac),  (178)

Lot o oo\ 18113 5+n(
- — ’ < 179
~FrGof+ <n)\+> —IT(32(20 + Ao)2) | 1B+113, (179)

1 Ernl
‘anG%XOOO < + \/”,3+||%‘1’3 (p+,05 Ax0),  (180)

where we denoted A, o = 261/20093—281/2 and

3841
@1(m)vy, (n)0log®# 2 (n)
Vn '
Proof of Lemma 10. In Lemma 9, we saw that these four quantities concentrate and it only remains

to bound their expectations. We will follow the same notations as in the proof of Lemma 9 and
omit some repetitive computations for the sake of brevity.

5+,n(m) = CLE,K,D

Proof of Equation (177). Using the formula (175), we can rewrite the expectation as
E [hTGXEXTGh} ) [gfiqzh (hi — g7 hi) — giihia? hz} .

We will first consider the expectation over x;. Note that g;; and ¢; concentrates on quantities that
are independent of x;, which we denote

1

A1+ Tr(M;))’ q; == NTr(M7).

9ii =

We replace g;; and ¢; by these terms in the expectation and get
" ’E [giziQihi<hi —gi i) - giihiqiThi} —E [??ﬁihz‘(hz‘ — g/ hi) — ?iihz‘qiThz‘]
<n ‘E [(9121 —G5) qihi(h; — g;rhi)} ‘ +n ‘IE [(ql —G,)g5hi(h; — gZ-Thi)]

+n ’E [(g“ — yii)hiqiThi} .

By Holder’s inequality, the first term is bounded by

n|E[ (63~ 72) aiha(hs — a7 h)| | < OnE [|g2 32" B (1) [l + a7 al?]

n2 1% n2
< - Coac 2. e ).

< O A g g
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where we used that by Lemma 2 and Lemma 4.(b),

o313 _ 1
Elg -] " < A2IE[

Cm,Kgpl(TQ)\V/Aﬁ(nF'

2] Mz, — Tr(M;)

6:| 1/6

611/6
] E UQ + 2] Miz; + Tr(M;)

IN

Similarly,

2] M?2z; — Tr(M?)

B (@ - @ginuths - ol )] < ou | ]/ el +1gThi] "

3
< Couc 2L 5

and

lgw - gl) B I0a) P E ] Th-ﬂ .
<o AL g, AT g,
oAl s g

n ‘E {(gii — ;i) hig] h }

< Cx,K
Combining these three bounds yields

n ’E {gﬁqz‘hz‘(h‘ — g hi) — giihz‘qiThz} -E [ﬁ?ﬁihz‘(hz‘ — g hi) — ?uhiqiThz‘] ‘
(181)

< 0 A 5,

The feature x; only appears in h;, g; and q;. Recalling that Eg, [hiz;] = 0 and Eq, [h2] = ||B+]I3,
the expectation simplifies to

Tr(M?) }

E |g2q:hi(h; — g) h;) — G.. hig h;| = 2 By |——0 )
|:911QZ ( g; ) 94iitid; :| H/B-i-”Z M; (1+TI‘(MZ))2

The right-hand side corresponds to the quantity that appears in the proof of Proposition 6 in
Section A.6.1 and we directly have

‘ M {< S

(m)ra(n)°
1+ Tr(M;))? ‘

Y1
- *;I SCx
2] - it < 0 2N

Combining this last bound with Eq. (181) and Eq. (170) in Lemma 9 yields that with probability

at least 1 —n =P,

m)va ()8 log3%+3 (n
WTGXEXTGR B w0 D) < Coep 2 PEE M

Proof of Equation (178). We proceed similarly as in the proof of Eq. (177). From the for-
mula (174), we decompose the expectation into

E [hTGXE:Re} = nE [gl-lh (TSRO - g7 X; ERH)}

= nE [/\giihixiTRiER,Ho] ) [gfiq,-hixjmeo} .
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We replace again g;; and ¢; by g;; and g, such that

nA ‘E {(gii — G haaeT RiERiOO} ‘

3} 1/31[«: [Ihiﬂ g [

m)va(n 3/2
< an,KSOI( ) /\( )‘||5+||2 “00 1/2M4 ~1/2¢, ‘ }

ziTMizi - TI‘(MZ‘)

471/3
< nE { a:iTRiERiBO‘ ]

801
S Cz, \/HB"'H \Ij3 ,U,*, *)7

and, following the same argument as for Eq. (177),

VI8 BYs(ps; AL).

5
n[e [stanal Roo] - & [ahal o] | < € P20

Further note that
E,, [AgiihixjmzRiao} = Eg, [g?iqihixiTRieo} — 0.

Thus, we obtain Eq. (178) by combining the above bounds with Eq. (171) in Lemma 9.

Proof of Equation (179). For this third term, we simplify the expectation using formula (176)
and we obtain

1
EE[hTGQh] =E [9121(1 +11gill3)hi(hi — gz‘Thi)] —-E [QiihigiTGihi] .

Again, we note that ||g;||3 = aBiTRZ-XiT X;R;x; concentrates over the randomness of x; on
7=Tr(M?Z!z)).

Replacing g;; and ||g;]|3 by g;; and g, we get the bounds

)Epm1+nmu>< gl k)| ~E g0+ 9)hi(hi - g7 ha)] |
<E[jg-a]" [1+mm 202 - gThey?]
+E [llgal3 o] E [ghn2h — aTn?]
< Cu A g, g
and similarly
‘E [giihig;'rGihi} —E [giihigz—'rGihi] < Cm,KW’IB-FH%'

Using that E, [hix;] = 0, the remaining term becomes

E [g5(1+9)hi] =

1B=13 . [1+Te(M?Z] Z;)
A2 (1 + Tr(M;))?
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Denote fi, the solution to the fixed point equation (65) with n—1 instead of n. Then, we decompose
the expectation into

' [Tr(MfZiTZZ-)] L0y (p )

(1+Te(M;))?] (14 Tr(M))?

Tr(M?ZZ)] E[l+Te(M?Z]Z))] N _
= 'E [! 1 +Tr(M¢))2} (14 Te(M))? ‘+ ’E[Tr(MizZiTZ’)] nWa(ps; 1)
<o ermn(m)
>~ L K

N

where the first term is bounded with Lemma 5 and Proposition 2, and the second term is bounded
with Proposition 6 and Lemma 3. Combining these bounds with Eq. (172) yields

o1 (M) (n)1og¥ 2 (n) [ B4 |12

1B L+ na(uaD)| _
— I,K,D \/ﬁ )\2

N (L4 Te(M))

1
~“h'G?*h
n

with probability at least 1 — n=P.

Proof of Equation (180). We proceed similarly as for Eq. (179). We simplify the expectation

%E [hTGXReo} ) [giihi(wiTReo — 9/ X;R6))

=E {guhl (w;rRQHQ — ZIZZRZX;FXZRlO() — )\zguwZTwalwlTRZOO)} .

Note that :IZ;I—R?(I:Z concentrates over the randomness of x; on g, = Tr(R%Z). Replacing g;; and
acZTR?a:Z by g;; and g, gives

& [(9i ~ gihs («T R — 2 RXT Xi R ) || < cw,K“W¢ 1841393 (102: A,

and

o p1(m)va(n)?!
¥ [E [g2hia] Rl Ribo] — B [gganie] Rioo|| < Cusc P00 18 30 s AL,

Noting that
— T T T 2— — T _

and recalling Eq. (173) in Lemma 9 concludes the proof of Eq. (180). O

B.8 Uniform convergence of the GCV estimator

We make the dependency on A of the different quantities explicit in this section and drop the
dependencies in the other quantities. In particular, we will denote g (A), Ax(A), T1(A), T2(A), and

G\ = (XXT+ N1 R\ = (XTX + )L
Furthermore, we will simply denote

Rn(A) := Riest (Bs; X, €, ), Sn(A) = sp (X, N), Rn(A) := Ru(Bs, A).
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We introduce the train error divided by A? given by

ﬁtrain(lg*; X; g, >\)

L (Bs, A
Cn(A) = <'f2),

Cn(N) :

which are well defined at A = 0.
Recall that we denote v, = Tr(X) and that A.(\) and p. () are increasing function in A. In
particular, under the assumptions of the theorem, Equation (126) holds and

A(N) > A (0) > 1= (182)

—2n
We will further use the following identities

0 _ 1 0 C Tr(B(Z A+ ) 7?)
N TR Y R ULl AT 6%y

We first lemma show homogeneous Lipschitz bounds on the three deterministic equivalents.

Lemma 11. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3, there exists a universal constant C' > 0 such
that the following holds. For any 0 < Xg, A1 < n* with |\ — \g| < 1, we have

max{ Sn(Al) Cn()\l) _ ' Rn()‘l)
sn(Mo) Cn(No) "|Rn(Xo)

Proof of Lemma 11. While we are quite loose below, it will suffice for the purpose of our proofs.
Step 1: The Stieltjes transform.
We first write

sn(A1) A (No) 1 ) 1 /AO 1
A

w00 a0 e b, N EIED L ar o))

9

— 1‘} < TLCK|)\1 - )\0‘

dA.

1

Recall that A\ (A1) > A.(0) and therefore To(A\) < T2(0). Furthermore, note that using the defini-
tion of the effective regularization, we can lower bound

1A (0)(1 = T2(0)) = A (0) Tr(S(X + A (0)72) > (1 + ;) - > (1 + jﬁ) - > p~20+K) (183

where we used the assumption v, > n~% in the last inequality. Therefore we directly obtain the
first of the three inequalities

Sn()\l) _ ‘)\1 — )\0| n2( K) B
sn(Mo) ' = T O) (1 = T5(0) = T = Aol (184)

for any A1, Ag > 0.
Step 2: The Training error.

We decompose this term into C,,(A) = Cy ,,(A) + C2,,(X) where
1 M) 1 o2

CnlN) = R T

Sl = T 0y

and we denoted M(\) := (B, (X + A\()\))~28,) for convenience. We can decompose the bound into

e = e s ) i =i

- 1‘. (185)



Assume that |A\; — \g| < 1. Then a straightforward computation gives

M(A1) ‘ (A1) = A (Do) < (A1) = A (Do) > J(14K)

-1 < 4+ <n A — Ao,
'M(/\o) Ac(Ar) Ae(Ar) o=

where we used Eq. (184) in the last inequality.
Similarly,
‘T2(>\1) —To(do) | o To(M) [ A1) = Ae(Do) <4 Ax(A1) = A(Ao) )
< +
1—"T2(\) 1—"a(\) Ax(Ao) Ax(A1)
A:(0)T2(0 1
n ( ) 2( ) nCK’)\l o )\0‘ ( 86)

— nA(0)(1 = T2(0))
< nCK‘)\l - )\0|7

where in the last inequality we used Eq. (183) and \.(0)Tr(Z3(Z + A\(0))72) < Tr(Z(Z +
A«(0))71) = n. Combining these two bounds in Eq. (185), we obtain

Cin(A1) ’ CK
: — 1] <n" A — Aol
[y 1| <=
The bound on the variance part proceeds similarly

2 q_
Con(M) ‘ _ ‘)‘*()‘0) L= Ta(d) _ 1‘ <K\ = Al

C2,n()\0) )\*()\1)2 . 1-— TQ(AI)
Finally, observe that
Cn()\l) G n()\l) + Cy n()\l) ‘ C n()\l) ‘ C2n()\1) ‘ oK
-l == ’ -1 < | = - ’ — 1| < n®KN = Xo|. (187
‘Cn()\o) C1.n(Mo) + Con(No) = [Crn(o) Can(No) = [A1— Aol (187)

Step 3: The test error.

We proceed similarly by considering the bias and variance separately with R, (A) = Ry n(A) +
R2.n () where

M(\ 2
MY Ron(A) i= e
1—"Ta(N) ’ 1—"Ta(N)

Using the previous bounds and a decomposition similar to Eq. (185), we directly get

Rin(A) i= A(V)?

Ry (A A(A1)? 1 —="Ta(Xg) M(A
o) | (2007 1= Ta00) MO e,
Rl,n()\()) )\*()‘0) 1- T2()‘1> M()‘O)
Ron(A1) ' CK
. — 1] < n" A — Aol
Ry =
The same argument as Eq. (187) concldues the proof. O

We next show similar bounds directly on the Stietljes transform, training error, and test error.

Lemma 12. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3, there exists a universal constant C' > 0 such that
the following holds. On the event of Assumption 1.(b) with X\ = 0, which happens with probability
at least 1 — pa (M), we have for any 0 < Xg, Ay < n with A1 — Aol <1,

sn(A1) Cn(M1) CK
max{ Sn(/\o)_l , Cn()\o)—l‘}ﬁn A1 — Aol
Rn(A1) CK (nA(20))*Cr (o) (nA+(20))*Cn (o)
Rl )< |>\1—>\o|{ s +\/ e }
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Proof of Lemma 12. Again, we will not be careful while showing these bounds. Note that on the
event of Assumption 1.(b), we have for any A > 0 and using the assumption of our theorem

2
1Glop < — < 20", (188)
Y+
From Eq. (188), we can directly write
sn(A1) Tr(G (M) = G(N))| Tr(G(A)G (o)) K
—1l = =|A = A < 2n™ | A1 — Aol
%) WGho) T T meny) ST
Similarly for the training error,
CaM) | _ [T {G () = G(M0)?}
Cn(Xo) Yy G(ho)%y
_ [y TG (o) {—2(A1 — X0)G (M) + (A1 — X0)2G (A1)} G(Mo)y|
Yy G(\o)%y

< nF I\ — Nl
Finally for the test error, we follow the same decomposition as in Step 4 of the proof of Theorem
12 to get
Rn(A1) 1‘

116 = XTGA)yl5 — 18 = XTG(o)yl3
Rn (o)
IXT(GM) — Go)yl%

16: = XTG)yl=l| XT(G(\) — G(h))yls

+ 2
= Rn(M0) R(h0)
Co(No A
< 1 = A PIGONXEXTG O op 20 )3 g GO XRXTG ) 12| 2Enl20),
Ru(No) n(Ao)
Using that
GO XX TGO fop <y {ro, () + 2 L < 0K
(nA(No))? P LT STH
we obtain
2
‘Rn(/\l) ‘ < nCK Ay — Al (nA4(X0))*Cn(No) (nA(X0))*Cn(Mo)
Rn()\O) Rn(/\O)
This concludes the proof of this lemma. O

Using the above two lemmas and an union bound, we can obtain the following approximatioin
guarantees uniformly over A € [0, Apax]-

Lemma 13. for any K, D > 0, under the setting and the assumptions of Theorem 3, we have with
probability at least 1 —n~P — py n(m),

sn(A)
sup —1| < Coepisc - Esmolm),
A€[0,Amax] | S (A) &.D,K o(m)
Cn(N)
sup —1| < Crep,i - Ecno(m),
A€[0,Amax] Cn()\) € 0( )
Rn(N)
sup — 1| < Cren.k - ERno(m),
)‘e[ovAmax} Rn()\) 0( )
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where we denoted

1(m)vo.m(n)7/? log™ /2 (n) ném 1
Esnolm) = : + wy,(m
no(m) N ean(m)y [
_or(m)gm(n)®log®? T2 (n ném1
L Wl(m)VO,m(”)(SlOgBﬁHm(n NEm41
5R7n70(m) = \/ﬁ —1—1/0,m(n)<p2,n(m) 7’y+ .

Proof of Lemma 13. We consider a n~"-grid P, of the segment [0, Apay] (i.e., at most n”% points).
Noting that we can always work on the event of Assumption 1.(b), we can use a union bound over
the O(nPK) points in P,, by reparametrizing D’ = D + PK. Applying Theorems 10, 11 and 12,
and observing that the decay rate are maximized at A = 0, we obtain with probability at least
1 —n~P that

sup 5n(}) — 1| < Coe.n,K * Esn 0,
AEPy, Sn(>‘)
Cn(M)

Su -1 < Ox 5 7,05

aep, |Ca(x) | = e G
Rn(N)

-1 < Cy - & .

Aepy | Ra(X) — | = e SR

We can now use Lemmas 11 and 12 to show the approximation guarantees on A & P,,.
Denote Ag the point in P, closest to \. We get

[sn(A) = sn (M) < |s (/\) = $n(A0)] £ [8n(A0) = sn(A0)[ + [sn(A0) = sn(A)]

“P5n(X0) + Cae .0 - Esmosn(Xo) +nF sy (N)

<
§n
< [ or- P(1+CzaKD gsnO)(1+nCK P)"‘stKD 55710] sn(A).

Similarly,

1Ca(A) = Cu(N)| < [n“K P+ Coexp - Ecno) L +n“EF) + Cokp - Ecnp] Cu(N).
Finally, decompose

S |Rn(>‘) - Rn()‘O)| + |Rn()‘0) - Rn()‘O)| + ‘Rn(AO) - Rn(A)’
< ntE=P {(m*(xo))an(Ao) + \/(nA*()\o))an()\o)Rn()\o)} + (Coeicp - Ermo + nCEPIR,L(N).

Observe that
(nA(M))? < (14 nK ) (nA (),

)
Cn(Xo) < (1+Crek,p- SCnO)(1+nCK_P)Cn(>‘>7
Ru(Mo) < (1+ Cre i - Erno)(1 +nE7P)R,(N),

and (nA«(1))2C,()\) = R,(A). Recalling the conditions of Theorem 3 and taking P > C' K concludes
the proof of this lemma. O

We are now ready to prove our theorem.
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Proof of Theorem 3. We will work on the event in Lemma 13 with probability at least 1 —n~
p2,n(m). First, for any A € [0, Ayax], we have

Ca(N) — Ca(N)

Cn() = G | En(N) [50(N)? — sn(V)?]
sn(A)?2 s (N)?] T

Sn( )2 iV sp(M)?

C, Cn(N)
< Cp Eeno g T 0o o2+ Co Fesn '
S Creni - Eeno oy + Coen - Eno 2+ Cac i - Esnol 553

Rearranging the terms and using condition (35), we obtain

Ca(N) GV C,
- < : _-n_

sn(A\)2 0 sp(V)2| Caen.K *ECn sn(\)2

Similarly,
GOV _ RaM)| _ [GEV(Y) = Ra()| N GCV(N) [Ra(N) = Ra(})
Ra(A)  Ra(N)| ™ Rn(\) R\ Ro(V)
GCV(A
< Crenk Ecno+ Creni ERno(2+ Cx,a,D7K8R,n,0)7e(§)).

Rearranging the terms and using condition (35) concludes the proof of this theorem.
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C Proofs for the sufficient conditions and examples

In this appendix, we provide the proofs for the sufficient conditions from Section 2.4 and the
examples in Section 3.

C.1 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof of Proposition 1. The proof follows similarly to the proof of [MMM?22, Proposition 4]. For
the sake of concision, we only outline the main steps. Let us introduce the following notations:

K. m(uuuj Z €k¢k Uu; wk(u]) K>m(uz7uj Z gkwk U; wk(uj)

k=m+1 k=m+1
and ddiag(K>m) := diag({ Ksm(ui, ui) }icpn));
Apa = (Kmimwm (Wi, w5)0i25)ijeln] Aswm = (Ksm(wi, ))0izs)ijen)s
so that K+, = ddiag(Ksm) + Am:m + Asm. Hence, we can decompose our bound into
E [”K>m — Tr(Ksm) 'In||0p:|
< E |[[ddiag(K>m) = Tr(Kom) - Illop] + E |[Amallop| +E [ A5mlop ]
By Assumption 4.(b), the first term is readily bounded by

E [Hddiag(K>m) T (Kom) - InHOp] <E [52?5}( K oo (w4, ) — Tr(K>m)@

: (189)
_Nem+41
<o Tr(Kom) Tr(Ksm).

For the third term, we get

1/2

| /\

K>m U;, u]

i “ntmm - (190)
>m K>m >m

where in the last inequality, we used that n - Tr(K24;) < né&mpTr(Ksm) < &my1Tr(Ksm) by
assumption on m.

For convenience, we denote A := A from now on. Recall the following standard matrix
decoupling argument (see for example [MMM22, Lemma 4]):

E (1 8smllp] < E[IAsml}]”

| /\

Ef|Allop] < 4;HCE?T>L<]E[HAT,T6H0p]7 (191)

where we denoted A7 e = (Ajj)ier,jere. Note that conditional on {u;}jere, the rows of Aq pe
are 1.i.d. with A; e = (Kmm(us, uj))jere. Denote Er the expectation over {u;};cr conditional on
{u;}jere. Then, by Proposition 8 stated below, we have

7l ATzelop] < {IS[Tlop|T1}? + C - {T[T] - log(|T| A T }2, (192)
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where we denoted
3[T] :=E,, [Ai,TCAZTC:| , L[T]:=Ep |:Hel?}]{ HAT,TC"g] )

Injecting the bound (192) into Eq. (191), we obtain by Jensen’s inequality
EfllAflop] < 4%%;(] EpeEr [||Azre op]

) 1/2 1/2 (193)

< 4 ma [ {Br ([ 2T lop) n}'/* 4 C - (B [T[T] o)}

Following the same argument as in the proof of [MMM22, Proposition 5], we first get for any 7' C [n]

Ere [[[Z[Tlop] < &m+1 - {E [[|ddiag(Kmm)llop] + E [[| Allop]} -
By Assumption 4.(a) and [MMM?22, Lemma 6], we have for any integer p > 1,

p71/p
E [[|ddiag(Km:m)llop] < E Z Kmm(wi, u;) < VP B [K (g, w)P) P
i€[n]
< 0!/ (2Cp)° - E[Kmam(ui, ui)]
= n? . (20p)° - Tr(Kmim).-
We deduce that
Ere [ S[1llop] < &mer -7+ (2Cp)7 - Tr(Kmiw) + Emet - E [ Allop)] - (194)

Similarly, following the proof of [MMM22, Proposition 5], for any 7" C [n],
}1/1)

. <n- 2| < plt2/p. 2p
Ere [L[T]] <n-E Lel%}?é(Tc AU] <n E {A”

W12/ . (2Cp) - Tr(K2 ) (195)

< 2P (2Cp) P - Eni Tr(Konw)-

IN

Combining Eqgs. (194) and (195) into Eq. (193), we obtain

B[ Allr) < C {némin - ElAlpl}? 4+ C {052/ 207 - i Te( o) }

Rearranging these terms yields

< p . (90 B M .
E (| Allp] < On'/? - 2Cp)7) | 20 T (Km)

In particular, setting p = log(n), we obtain

E[IA ] < C - (2Cog(m)”) |2 LT (Rom).

Proposition 1 follows by combining this bound with Egs. (189) and (190). O

Proposition 8 ([Verl0, Theorem 5.48]). Let A € R™* with A = [a4,...,a,]" where a; € RF

are independent random vectors with common second moment matriz ¥ = Ela;a]]. Let T =

Elmax;c, [|aill3]. Then there exists a universal constant C' such that

1/2
E[AI2]" < (IZlop - ) +C - (T - log(n A k)V/2.
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C.2 Example 1: concentrated features

Assumption 5 implies the abstract Assumptions 1.(a) and 1.(c) for any m € N U {oco}. Indeed,
Eq. (27) applied to A = 0+01 implies the tail bound of Assumption 1.(c) (with a slight change
of constants ¢, C,). We show in this section Proposition 9 which applied to &~ with covariance
Yom and any D > 0 implies Assumption 1.(b) with

D

pan(m)=n"", wan(m)=Cyp logZ’BJr1 (n).

Below, we consider general features @; satisfying the concentration Assumption 5 with some
¢z, Cz, B. The following proposition shows that the kernel matrix X X T concentrates on Tr(X) - I,
as long as n||X|/op < Tr(X). Note that in the case of f =1 (the ‘sub-Gaussian’ case), this result
can be proven using a union bound over a é-net of the unit sphere S*~! by adapting the proof of
[Ver10, Theorem 5.58]. However, this argument does not extend to 8 > 1. Here, we use instead a
moment method to bound the operator norm of the off diagonal elements of X X T, which works
for any g > 0.

Proposition 9. Let x1,xo,...,x, be n feature vectors satisfying Assumption 5. Let
K = ((zi, %)))ijen) € R™"

denote the Gram matriz of these feature vectors. Denote v = Tr(X) and & = || Xlop, and as-
sume that n& /v < 1/2. Then for any D > 0, there exists a constant Cy p that only depends on
Cz, Coy B, D, such that with probability at least 1 — n=P

né
HK - 'YIn”op < Cx,D log2ﬁ+1(n)7 Tl

Proof of Proposition 9. For convenience, denote K = X X and v = Tr(X). Recall that we denote
&1 = ||X||op- Let us define ddiag(K') € R™*" the diagonal entries of K, and A = K — ddiag(K) €
R™ "™ the matrix of the off-diagonal entries of K, i.e.,

0 if i =j,
Ajj = e,
(i, xj) ifi#j.
We decompose the bound on the operator norm into
1K —AIlop < [|ddiag(K) — YI]lop + [|Allop-

First note that via union bound, there exists a constant C; p such that with probability at least

1—-nP,

|ddiag(K) — y1|lop = max i3 —~| < Cap - logﬁ(n)\/g1 e (196)
where we used that Tr(X?) < & and that by Assumption 5,
P (|llaill3 7] >t vTe(32) < Crexp {—c,t/7}.
For the off-diagonal term A, we bound the operator norm using a moment method. For any

integer p, we have
B(|Allop > 1) <t ZE[|A|?] < ¢ ZE[Tr(A™)].
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The moments are bounded in Lemma 14 and 15 stated below. In particular, for né; /v < 1/2; we
have

E [Tr(AQp)} <n (7151)10 (Czp)(45+2)p72p'

Hence, for any D > 0, there exists a constant Cp := C(D) such that by taking p = log(n) and
t = Cp(Cylog(n))*$+1y\/n& /v, the bound in probability becomes

P (HAHOp > Cup IOgM—H(n)V n&) <n P
~
Combining this bound with Eq. (196) concludes the proof. O

The following two lemmas bound the moments of the off-diagonal matrix. The proof general-
izes the moment method used to bound the operator norm of Gegenbauer matrices developed in
[GMMM21, Proposition 3] and [LY22, Lemma 16].

Lemma 14. There exists a constant C that only depends on c,, C., B, such that the following hold.

Let 1, o, ..., @, be n random feature vectors satisfying Assumption 5 and denote K;; = (x;, ;).
For any integer ¢ > 1, consider a sequence of indices © = (i1,...,iq) € [n|? and let x(¢) be the
number of distinct indices in . Let M () be the product expectation defined by

M () = E [Kiyiy Kigig -+ Kiny viny Kinyin ] - (197)
Then, we have the inequality

_ & x(3)—1 )
M@l (2)7 P (199

where we recall that we denote v = Tr(X) and & = || X]|op-
Proof of Lemma 14. Consider i = (i1,42,...,14) € [n]? a general sequence of ¢ indices in [n]. We
will use the cyclic convention 4,41 = ;. As a warm-up, consider the following two extreme cases:
(i) the case x(¢) =1, that is i1 =iy = ... =iy, then

M(i) =E [K1, ] < (Coq)P1Tr(E)? = (Coq)Pi9,

1191
where we used Lemma 16 with A = I. And (ii) the case x(¢) = |¢| = ¢, that is all the indices in %
are distinct, then

-1
N T T T\ _ T4 _ q £1\? q
M) = E | Tr(z) iy xy, - @iy ) | = T (B oz, | ) = Tr(29) < > ~4.
More generally, observe that if an index i only appears once in the sequence ¢, then we can remove
this index by substituting it by 3, i.e.,
E [Tr(wilscT : -'a:iqa:T )] =E [Tr(w,-lch

T T T
i iy FRRRY TRINE TR0t TR RRE I )] . (199)

o1 iq
This procedure can be repeated and at each step, we reduce the length of the sequence ¢ by 1 and
add a factor ¥ at that position. On the other hand, if iy = i541 (and let’s say with repeated the

; r el . T
previous procedure to make a factor 3" between w;, @; and ;i z; ,), then

T Tsr T T
E [Tr(milscil ez B “Tig Ty, -.miqaziq)} (200)
200
_ T ] T (rs) ... T T
=E [Tr(ar:“alci1 ez xy Dy Ly :czqaciq)} ,
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where we denoted D«(Ts 1=/ 2, || 2] x; . Hence, this second procedure replaces indices is; =

is+1 by a single index is by substituting x;,@;_ Erswzsﬂ i1 = D(rs)

The two procedures Egs. (199) and (200) can be applied 1terat1vely to a general sequence % until
it cannot be simplified further. At each step, we reduce the length of the sequence ¢ by exactly one
and therefore this procedure stops after a finite number of steps.

Let’s define formally this reduction procedure. Following [LY22], we call the first reduction type,
a Type-A reduction, and the second, a Type-B reduction. We introduce the following notations.
Denote T3 the set of all (finite-sized) ternary trees, i.e., trees T where the root has either no child
node (the graph is a single node) or three child nodes that are themselves ternary trees. We will
use the notation T = (T, Ty, T3) to denote the three ternary tree sub-graphs (their roots are the

child nodes of the root of T). For all i € [n] and T € T3, we will define the matrices DZ( ) and D"
recursively as follows. For T a single node (we denote T = ‘leaf’ in that case), we set

Dz(leaf) = z;x], pleh _ 1 (201)
Then we define recursively the matrices for T = (T1, To, T3),
DgT) _ DZ('IH)E(Tz)DZ(Tz)7 (202)
D pMg |:DZ(T2):| D) (203)
For example, we have
p"-3x for T = (leaf, leaf, leaf),
D§T) = || ]|3 - zx] for T = (leaf, leaf, leaf),
DV_E {HazH% . :cacT} for T = (leaf, (leaf, leaf, leaf), leaf),

Dz(T) = HEl/zwiH% -xyx]  for T = (leaf, (leaf, leaf, leaf), leaf).

More generally, observe that by construction, for any T € 73, there exist trees Gy, ..., Gy € T3 such
that

DET): H TD(G x; wleT
JE]

A ‘state’ is defined by three sequences s = (¢, T,G) of same length ¢ := ¢(s) > 1, with
i = (i1,12,...,%9) € [n]9, T = (T1,...,Tg) € (T3)%, and G = (Gy,...,G,) € (T3)?. With a slight
abuse of notation, we denote the product associated to state s = (¢, T, G) by

M(s) = & [1x (DD DD . DI
We are now ready to describe our two types of reduction steps.

Type-A reduction: Assume that after ¢ steps, we reach state s’. Then Type-A reduction
produces a state st with length ¢(s'™!) = ¢(s?) — 1 as follows. For readability, we drop below
the superscript t from s := s* and s’ := s'*!, and denote q := ¢(s). Suppose there exists an index
i¢ in % that only appears once. Then following the same idea as in Eq. (199), we can take the

expectation over x;, inside the trace and replace
M(s)=E [Tr (D( VpC) . pee-Ig [D(Tz)] Do D(Tq)D(Gq)ﬂ
17

=K [TI‘ (Dl(;rl)ﬁ(cl) . D(Tll 1)D(G271)D(Tﬁ+l) o DZ(Tq)E(Gq)>} _ M(S/),

(7 To4+1 q
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where we used the recursion relation (203) in the second equality and Gj_; = (Gy—1, Ty, G¢). The
new state s’ is given by

i = (i1, s g1, - Tg),

T = (T, ., Tom1, Tog1, -5 Ty),

G = (G1,...,G)_1,Gpy1,. .-, Gy).

In summary, a type-A reduction step removes an index i, that only appears once in ¢, and merges
the trees Gy_1, T/, G into a new ternary tree Gj_;.

Type-B reduction: Again, this reductions produces a new state s’ with ¢(s’) = ¢(s) — 1 as
follows. Suppose there exists ¢ € [q] such that iy = iy_1 (recall that we are using the cyclic
convention iy = i,). Then following the same idea as in Eq. (200), we can merge the matrices
associated to iy and iy_; and write
M(s)=E [Tr (DD ... p[l DDl [ D)
1q

1 te—1 tg—1

— E [Tr (D(Tl)E(Gl) .. D(GZ72)D<(T2_1)E(GZ) .. D(TQ)E(GQ))} — M(Sl),

i1 10—1 ’iq

where we used the recursion relation (202) in the second equality and T}_; = (T;—1,Gy—1, T¢). The
new state s’ is given by

V= (i1, io—1,00415- - -5 q),

T = (T, ., Ty, Tog1, -5 Ty),

G = (Gi,...,Gp_2,Gyp,...,Gy).
In summary, a type-B reduction step removes an index i, such that i,_; = 7y, and merges the trees
T¢—1,Gp—1, T, into a new ternary tree T_,.

Reduction procedure: Given a sequence of indices ¢ = (i1,1%2,143,...,7q) € [n]?, observe that,
by definition (201), we can rewrite
. T T T
M(i)=E [Tr(a:ilwilwigwiQ cemi, )| = M(s),
where we set s = (¢, T,G) with Ty = ‘leaf’ and G5 = ‘leaf’ for all s € [¢]. We can reduce the
length of the sequence by iteratively applying type-A and type-B reductions. By construction, the
procedure ends when there are no indices that either appear alone in the sequence or are repeated.

Example 1. Here we illustrate the procedure on the example © = (1,2,1,3). For convenience,
denote H = (leaf, leaf, leaf). We obtain the following sequence of states

s 1 2 1 3 1 1 3 1 1 1
T| = |leaf leaf leaf leaf| — |leaf leaf leaf| — |leaf leaf| — [(leaf,H,leaf)|,
G leaf leaf leaf leaf H leaf leaf H H H

where we use type-A reduction to remove ‘2’ type-A reduction to remove ‘3°, and finally type-B
reduction to merge the two ‘1’ indices. The expectation simplifies to

M@GE) =E [Tr (Hzl/?xlug - xlwIzﬂ —E [Hzl/%ug] .

The above reduction procedure has a simple visual interpretation: we start from 2q vertices
numbered {1,2,3,...,2q}, which correspond to the starting roots. The procedure iteratively con-
structs a family of non-overlapping ternary trees, with leafs among these 2q vertices, that at each
step connects three neighboring roots to a new root.
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Bound on the operator norms: Let us bound the operator norm of the matrices DZ(T) and
E(T) for trees T obtained through this procedure. Denote DZ-(T) = ﬁgT) %

that 5{” is a positive scalar with IN)Z(Ieaf) = 1 and more generally

DM — H mTﬁ(Gj) ©;
JE]

;r, where we recall

for some ternary subtrees G; of T. We further introduce the quantity

v(k) = [E |2l zia]l] | .
op
Consider T € T3 obtained with the above procedure, and denote N4(T) and Np(T) the total
number of type-A and type-B reduction steps. Denote N(T) the total number of nodes that are
not leafs in T. It is immediate that N4(T) + Ng(T) = N(T).
We prove by recurrence that for any T, there exist N4(T) nonnegative integers k., (T)s -+ k:CNA (™)
such that k., () + key(ry + -+ + kCNA(T) = Np(T) and

—(T
1DV lop < vlkey )V (Eey(r) -+ vlhiey, ()- (204)

CNAJrl(T) -

Similarly, there exist Na(T) + 1 integers k. (1), ..., kCNAJrl(T) such that ke, (1) + -+ k
Np(T) and

[BD™| < ks mvheam) - vlhey, o) (205)
and in particular,
B < vlheyrlhegry) -+ ke, mplilly 47 (206)
Indeed, we have
Hﬁ(leaf)HOp —1, HE[DlQeaf)] . — »(0), ﬁgleaf) -1

More generally, consider T = (T1, Ty, T3). For 5(T), the last step is a type-A reduction and
Na(T1) + Na(T2)+ Na(T3) = Na(T) — 1 and Np(T1) + Np(T2) + Np(T3) = Np(T). Assume that
the bounds (204), (204) and (206) hold for the trees Ty, T2, T3. Then using the recursion (203), we
get

Hﬁ(T) < HE(Tl) ‘E[DZ(TQ)] ‘5(1'3)
op op op op
< H v(key(T1)) - H (ke (Ts)) - H V(ke,(T3))
€[N A(T1)] €[N A(T2)+1] €[N A(T3)]
= H V(kCZ(T))7
1€[Na(T)]

where kq(T) +...+ kCNA(T) = NB(Tl) + NB(TQ) + Np(Ts).
Similarly, consider DI(T). The last step is a type-B reduction. Hence, N4(T1) + Na(T2) +

Na(T3) = Na(T) and Np(T1) + Np(T2) + Np(T3) = Np(T) — 1. Then using the recursion (202),
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we get,

BT = D™ . 2Ty, . B
—(T ~(T1) =(T
<D™ |0, D™D |12 3

%

2(1+k, (1) ke (T3))
< H y(kCi(Tl)) H y(kCi(TQ)) H V(kCi(T:s)) el fart At
i€[Na(T1)] i€[Na(T2)] i€[Na(Ts)]
2k,
= H V(kci(T)) : ||m||2 NA+1(T)>
i€[Na(T)]
where we defined kCNA LM =1+ kCNA (Tt kCNA +1(T3)- 1t is immediate to check that indeed

keymy + -+ key, (M = NB (T). Finally, using this previous bound,

%

< I vlkem)

i€[Na(T)]

|ED{)

op HE[ﬁgT) ‘@] |

op

2k,
& [Hwab N’*“m”q

= H v(key(Ty)-

P ig[Na(T)+1]

(et

The quantity v(k) can be bounded using Lemma 16 as follows

v(k) = sup E @3 (u.)?]

[[ufl2=1

<E||zill2*|  sup E[(u, ;)
=14 o Bl ] (207)

< (2C.k)PPTe(Z)E sup (2C,) u"Zu

[[ee]l2=1

where we used Cauchy-Schwarz inequality on the second line and inequality (212) with ¢ = 2k and
A =T and with ¢ = 2 and A = wu' on the third line.

Final state of the procedure: We are now ready to bound the product (197). Given a sequence
of indices i € [n]?, we denote s;(z) = (z,T,G) the state obtained at the end of the reduction
procedure. With a slight abuse of notations, we denote N4(7) and Np(2) the number of type-A
and type-B steps. Recall that x(2) denotes the number of distinct indices in the sequence ¢ and
q(2) the length of the sequence. By construction, observe that we must have

Na(i) + Np(i) = q(3) — q(3), Na(#) = x(2) — x(4), (208)

meaning that the procedure reduces the length of the sequence by N4(¢) + Np(2), and each type-A
step reduces the number of distinct indices by one.

Examining the reduction procedure, the final state ¢ cannot have indices that either appear
alone or are repeated. Thus, there can only be two types of end states: either ¢(i) = 1, i.e., the
sequence is of size 1, or x(2) > 2 and each index appears at least twice in the sequence and there
are no repetitions. We call the sequences 4 such that q(i) = 1, type-1 sequences, and others type-2
sequences.
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Bound for type-1 sequences: In that case, the end state is given by sy = (1,T1,G1). In
particular, N4(T1) + Na(G1) = Ny(¢) and Np(T1) + Np(G1) = Np(é). The expectation of the
product is simply given by

M(i) = M(s;) =E [1591) : mID(G%l} :
Using the decompositions (204) and (206), and the bound on v(k) in Eq. (207), we obtain
N =T
M(@)] < D opE [DIT - a1

214k, 1)
H V(kci(éﬂ) ’ H V(kq(fl)) -E |:Hw1H2 art :|

i€[N4(Gy))] i€[Na(T1)]

IN

< 5NA (Gy1) {(Cxq)BV}NB(GI) o iVA(Tl) {(Cxq)BW}NB(Tl)chA+1(T1)
X {(Czq)ﬁfy}HkCNAHﬁl)
_ fi\fA(i)(Cmq)ﬁ(z\f}g(i)+1)71\fB(i)+1_
Recalling the relations (208), this upper bound becomes
IM(3)] < 65071 (Cug)? XD+ 40X+ (il) o 1(02(])5‘1’)“1

and therefore type-1 sequences satisfy the desired inequality (198).

Bound for type-2 sequences: In that case, the end state is given by s; = (i,T,G) where

i = (i1,...,47) with iy # is4q for all £ € [g], and we denoted § = ¢(%) for convenience. We have
again B - -
Na(T1) + ...+ Na(Tq) + Na(G1) + ... + Na(Gg) = Na(9),
NB(Tl) —|—NB(T )—FNB(C) .—|—NB(C§):NB(’L').
The expectation of the product can be rewritten as
M) = E|]] D(T I1 TD(G D | (209)
Jj€lal Jjelal

From inequality (213) in Lemma 16, we have for any integer r > 1,
E [ x! E(Cj ) i

ij Ti41

1/r _ _
] S(CM)BTY(Eﬁ(G]’)EE(Gj)>

(G,
< (Cor) D opte*1?
< (Cmr)ﬁé'{VA(GJ +1/2(Czq)ﬁNB(Cj),yNB(Cj)H/Q_

Similarly, from inequality (212) and assuming r < 2g,

~(T;)|" 1/r 2rke +1(T5) Y
o[- s O S
i€[NA(T;)]

NB(T-)—kC = kc .
<f {(C’ q) } J N4+1(T5) {(CkacNA+1(Tj))ﬂ'Y} Ny+1(T)

< é-NA(T ( )QﬂNB( J),YNB(T])
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Using these two bounds, we can apply Holder’s inequality to the product (209) and obtain

2g11/(29)
@< [E “D i) ] H E
Jjeldl Jj€lal
< H£ (T;) (Crq) QBNB( T;) NB( i) . H(Cwq)ﬁgivf‘(éj)"'lﬂ(Cxq)ﬁNB(Cj)nyB(Cj)-H/Q
Jjeld Jjeld
< é—{VA( )+Q/2(Cxq)Qﬁ(NB(i)'*‘@zyNB(iHﬁ/?_

TD( )

%+1

Qq] 1/(2a)

Note that for type-2 sequences, we must have § > 2x(). Thus, recalling the relations (208), this
bound becomes

- - ) o x(%)
IM(3)| < é‘i((’t)‘FQ/Q—X(Z)(Cxq)Qﬁ(q—NA(2)),Yq—(NA(’L)+q/2) < <§71> (C’xq)quq,

where we used g > 2x(i) and & /v < 1. Therefore type-2 sequences satisfy the desired inequality
(198) too. Recalling that sequences ¢ can only be either type-1 or type-2, this concludes the
proof. O

Lemma 15. There exists a constant C, that only depends on c.,C,, 3, such that the following
holds. Let x1,xs,...,x, be n random feature vectors satisfying Assumption 5 and denote A =
(i, T5)0i))ijein) € R™™™ the off-diagonal part of the Gram matriz. Then for any integer p, we

have A < < 3) (Cyp) 45200, 2p{1+;<n§1> }

where we recall v = Tr(X) and & = || X||op.

Proof of Lemma 15. We follow a similar proof as [LY22, Lemma 17]. We define the subset of
sequences with no repetitions

C = {i=(i1,i2,...,02) € [n)]*P : V] € [2p],ij11 # i;},
where we use the cyclic convention 79,41 = i1. Observe that we can write the trace as
A2p ZE ivia Digig - wpu Z M(q
1eC ieC

where M (%) is studied in Lemma 14. Let Cy, be the subset of sequences % in C with x(7) = k distinct
indices. From Eq. (198), we have for all ¢ € C,

M) < (i) (Cup) o2, (210)

On the other hand, for any ¢ € C, we can simply use Holder’s inequality and directly get

M()] < E [|An, ] < (Cap) (i)v (211)

where we used that i; # i;1; for all j € [2p] and Eq. (213) with ¢ = 2p and A = 1. Thus, we will
prefer bound (211) for x(¢) = 2,...,p, and bound (210) for x(¢) = p+1,...,2p. It is easy to see
that the cardinality of Cy is bounded by

Crl < n(2p)*
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Combining the above bounds, we deduce that

Tr(A%P)] ZZ|M

k=2 1€Cy,

P &\? 2p e \F!
D |Gl (Cap)*™ <71> (R IDY Ick|<;> (Cap) PP
k=2

k=p+1

(25 e L5 (22,
Y i—0 Y

which concludes the proof. ]

IA

IN

Lemma 16. Let ¢1,x2 € R™, m € NU{oo}, be two feature vectors satisfying Assumption 5. Then
there exists a constant C, > 1 that only depends on ¢, Cy, 8, such that for any positive integer
q € N and p.s.d. matriz A € R™*™ independent of x1,x2, we have

E,, [\:clTAwl\q] < (Cog)PITH(SA), (212)
Bay s |[] A2|] < (C,q)"Tr (EAXA)"?. (213)

Proof of Lemma 16. Similarly to the proof of Lemma 2, we integrate the tail bound in Assumption
5 to get for any ¢ € Ry

.|

aT Az — Tr(EA)m - quzl/QAzl/?”g/ ta-1p ((a:TAa: - Tr<2A)) >t Hzl/QAEl/QHF)
0

< qu||21/2A21/2||%/ t9 L exp {—cztl/ﬁ} dt

_ qB8Cs F(ﬁQ)H21/2AE1/2Hq

Thus, we obtain

E, [z Az)7] < 207 'E, HazTAm - Tr(EA)m 420 T (S A)

. 277'4BC.T(Bqg)
- Bq
{QBCxF(ﬂQ)

q
i Y 1} Tr(XA)4,

IS 2AS 2|4 + 297 T (R A)

< 24

where in the last inequality we simply use that ||B||p < Tr(B).
For the second expectation, we simply use this first bound twice, first with respect to «; and
then x,

Eai o |[2] Aol’| = Eay 0, |[2] Azsw] A [??]

2
<o { PCTGo/) 1}% |t amaa"]
Cx

2
< 21 %(ﬁj/z)m Tr (SASA)Y2.
2CxQ/
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We conclude by recalling the upper bound on the Gamma function
F(LB) < C«a:ar:—1/26—:1761/(12m)7

for some universal constant C' > 0. O

C.3 Example 2: inner-product kernel on the sphere

Below we prove Theorem 2. We postpone to Section C.4 the most technical lemmas verifying
Assumptions 1.(a) and 1.(b).
Recall the eigendecomposition of the inner-product kernel on the sphere

h((u,u')/d) = ng > Vis(u)Vis(w).
= s€[Bg,k]
Hence we can take our feature vector = X1/22 with

z:= (L, Yn(u),...,.Vip,, (u),Ya1(u),...,Yap,,(u),...), ¥ = diag(1,&I,,,80IB,,, )

Note that there exists a constant Cj, > 1 such that dk/C’L < By < d*Cyp forall k=1,...,L+1.
Hence, using Assumption 6.(a), we have

d* <& <CpCrd™, for k=0,...,L, (214)
CLCL

and Supy>r4q & < CrCrd=t=1,
Denote for any integer p,

p

h<p u, u /d Z k Z Yks )Yks(u/)y

k=0 SG[Bdk]
hsp((u, u') /d) = Z & D Yis(u)Yis(u),
k=p+1 SG[Bd’k}

the low-frequency part and high-frequency part of the kernel function h. Note that

p
h<p(1 Z By, hsp(1 Z £k Ba k-

k=0 k=p+1

Recall that we denote ¢ > 1 the integer closest to log(n)/log(d). Take m = Bg <, and z<m
containing all spherical harmonics up to degree-£. Let us check that & with Assumption 6 verify
Assumption 1 with m. First, note that

Sey1 CLC2

where we used that h~,(1) > h>r(1) > 1/C; by Assumption 6.(b) and Eq. (214) in the first
inequality and assumed d > 40%(:% in the second inequality.

ra(m) = A > 243 > 2n,
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(a) (Low-degree features.) From Proposition 11, there exist constants ¢, C' > 0, and Cy > 0 such
that for any integer d > 2 the following hold. For any matrix A € R™*™ and vector v € R™,
we have

P(|(v,2)] > - Celloll2) < Clexp{—ct '}, (215)
P (‘zTAz ~Tr(A)| >t Cy log*(d)d“=1/2. ||A||F) < Clexp {—cﬂ : tl/g} . (216)
We can therefore set C, := C¥, ¢, :=£/CY, B :={, and p;(m) := log’(d) - d~1/2,

(b) (High-degree features.) Applying Proposition 13 to kernel function hsy, for any constant
D > 0, there exists a constant Cy p > 0 such that if d > Cp and using that we chose ¢ with
n<ditl? < Bg¢+1/2, we have with probability at least 1 — n=P,

n
1 XomX Ly = o (Wllop < Coplog(d)* 2y [—mrhsi(1).
Therefore we can choose pa,(m) := n~L and 2 ,(m) := Cy pCr/CF log(d)?+3, where we
used Eq. (214) and h-,(1) < h(1) < Cy.

(¢) (Target function.) By Assumption 6.(c) and applying Lemma 20 to f,, we first get

B£0] 2 ¢ Iflla) < exp {2 - gt L

Furthermore, from Eq. (215), we have
P(P<efe(w)] = t- |P<efullpz) < CPexp {—et -2/} .
Note that |Ps¢fi(u)| < |fi(uw)| + |P<efs(w)|. Furthermore, from Assumption 6.(c), we have
IP<efellrz < \Ifillrz < ColPsefillrz. Thus,
P(IPsefu(w)] 2 ¢ - IPsefillr2)
t

<P (1.0 2 56 1l ) + P (el = 5 IPeskilz

L 2/ ¢ Y.
S exXp {L— Wt +C exp —Wt .
We can therefore set C, := CF, ¢, := L/(e(2C)'*?/L), and 3 := L.
Let us now apply Theorem 1. Let us bound the effective rank first: for any k =0, ..., ¢,

>k EBak

: < OpCrdfh(1) < CpC2d’.
k

Vam(n). If n > m/ny then £, m = 0 and vy n(n) = 1. Otherwise, for n > d*=Y? we have
nn > 17d£_1/2 > 2B <y for d > C, for C, chosen sufficiently large. Hence §|,,| m = & <CCrd™*
and

Hence, ref < max(CLC%dé,n). Further note that n only depends on L. We can now bound

gmnj,m * Teff,m log(refF,m)

Uam(n) =1+ .
Cr.Crd " max(CCid’, m/n.), log(max(CLCEd', /)
<1+
her(1)
< Cp/log(d).
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We are now ready to verify the conditions (16) in Theorem 1 with constants D > 0 and K = 1.
The first inequality is immediately verified by using that A~y > h~p(1) > 1/Cp for n > Cp and
K = 1. For the second condition,

n

gog’n(m) m(m) < Cg’DCL\/ CL log(d)2£+3d—1/4 < 1/2,

where we took d > Cf, p and used that n < d“1/2. For the third condition,

or(mam(m o8 A m) g g [

n n

n)

where we used that n > d“~1/2 and took d > C p. Then by Eqgs. (17) and (18), we directly get

’Rtest(f*; U7 g, )‘) - Rn(f*7 )‘)‘ S CL,E,D : gR,n(m) : Rn(f*7 )‘)7

where 6 36+1/2
B ©1(m)vym(n)°®log (n) n
SR,n(m) - \/ﬁ + V)\,m(n)(pQ,n(m) r)\(m)

< Oy plog® E @] Xt 4 Oy plog? i (d), -
< Cr,plog™ 2 (d) T+ L,plog™"2(d) AN

Note that for n < d, we can replace log(d) by log(n) in the above. This concludes the proof of this
theorem.

C.4 Verifying the assumptions for inner-product kernels on the sphere

In this section, we verify Assumptions 1.(a) and 1.(b) when the feature x is from an inner-product
kernel on the sphere. We start in Section C.4.1 by recalling basic properties about spherical
harmonics polynomial. In Section C.4.2, we verify Assumption 1.(a) with some technical results
defered to Section C.4.3. Finally, we verify Assumption 1.(b) in Section C.4.4.

C.4.1 Background on spherical harmonics

In this section, we introduce some notations and briefly overview some properties of spherical
harmonics and Gegenbauer polynomials. We refer the reader to [Chill, DX13a, GMMM21] for
additional background on these families of polynomials.

Function space over the sphere. We consider S?~!(r) = {& € R? : |jul|z = r} the sphere of
radius r in R?. Without loss of generality, we will set the radius r = v/d below. We denote 74
the uniform probability measure over S¢~!(v/d) and consider L2(S¥"1(v/d)) := L*(S*1(Vd), 74)
the space of square-integrable functions over Sdil(\/g) with respect to 7. We denote the scalar
product (-, )72 and associated norm || - || 2, where

o= [ Syt i)

The function space L?(S?*1(v/d)) admits the orthogonal decomposition

L2 (V) = ) Vi,
k=0
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where V1, is the subspace of all degree-k polynomials that are orthogonal (with respect to (-, -)2)
to all polynomials with degree less than k. We denote Bgy := dim(Vyy) the dimension of each
subspace, which are given by Bgg =1, Bg1 = d, and for k > 2

Bg =

d+2k—-2(d+k—-3
k k-1 )

Note that for each k, there exists a constant C}, such that \Bd’k/(g) — 1| < C4/d, and By, is equal
to leading order in d to (i) =d*/k!- (1 + 04(1)). We will further denote

k

k
Bg < = dim (@ Vd,r) => B,
r=0

r=0

the dimension of the subspace of polynomials of degree at most k in L?(S?"1(v/d)), which is also
of leading order d*/k! - (1 + 04(1)).

Spherical harmonics. For each k € Z>q, V; is the subspace of spherical harmonics of degree-

k, i.e., homogeneous polynomials satisfying Ag(u) = 0 where A is the Laplace operator. Let
{Y/fj)}se[Bd,k] be an orthonormal basis of Vjj so that

(Yoo = [ Vi)Yo (w) aldu) = G
S4=1(vd)
The family {Yks}r>0,s¢(B,,) forms a complete orthonormal basis of L2(S41(V/d)).
Gegenbauer polynomials. We consider {Q,(Cd)}kzo the family of Gegenbauer polynomials on
L%([-1,1],741), where 741 is the marginal distribution of (u,e1)/Vd with w ~ 74. Specifically,

Q,(Cd) is a degree-k polynomial and

/ Q Qk/ )Td,l(du) = /Sd—l(\/a Q,gd)((u, eﬁ/ﬂ)@é‘?)((u, 61>/\/g) Td(d’u) = 6kk"

Gegenbauer and spherical harmonic polynomials are related through the identity

1
Z Yks(u)Yk‘s(u,)a
VBak a1

for all u,u’ € Sd_l(\/ﬁ). In particular, this implies the following diagonalization

QY ((u, 'y /d) =

where

= u, e (d) u, e Te u).
= /de MV, €)@ (u, €2)/Vd) radu)
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Explicit representation of spherical harmonics. We will use an explicit representation of
spherical harmonics basis given as product over coordinates of Gegenbauer polynomials in the
generalized spherical coordinate system. We refer the reader to [Avel2, DX13b, Mis22] for a proof
of the following results.

We first recall the definition of the spherical coordinate system. For u € S*!(v/d), we consider
the following change of variable

(uy = V/d-sin(f4_1) - - - sin(f2) sin(61),

uy = Vd - sin(f4—1) - - - sin(f3) cos(61),

. (217)
ug_1 = Vd-sin(fg_1) cos(0g_2),
(ua = Vd - cos(f4-1),

where 0 < 0 <27 and 0 <0, <mwfori=2,...,d—1. Denote o = (61,...,04_1) these coordinates.
The uniform probability measure is then given by

d—2
[ sin(6a—j)*7 = d0q_1 - - - A62d6;.
j=1

p(do) = 02

For each k € Z>q, we introduce the set of d indices
Agr = {a = (ag,...,aq) € Nd‘al + -+ a1 =k,if ag_1 >0, then a4 € {0,1}, o.w. ag = 0}.

It is easy to verify that

d+k—2 d+k—3 2k+d—-2(d+k—-3
Al =2("17) - (U7 () = e

The following proposition from [Mis22] introduce a family of polynomials {Y4}aec4,, indexed
by o € Agj, which forms a complete orthonormal basis of spherical harmonics of V.

Proposition 10 ([Mis22, Proposition 2]). For integers d > 2 and k > 0, and o« € Aq, define

d—2 _
Ya(w) = O 2ga(0:) [T {5 (cos(0u—y)) sin(@a_) ™1}, (218)
j=1

where o3| = a1 + ..o+ g1, dj = 2| +d -G+ 1,

cos(ag—101) if ag=0 and ag—1 > 0,
ga(el) = 1/\/§ z'fad:() and aq—1 :0,
sin(ag—101) if ag=1 and ag_1 >0,

and
2r¥2 1 T T(dy/2)
a T e VTl((d - 1)/2)

C
* T(d/2)
Then Yo is an homogeneous polynomial of degree k. Furthermore, {Ya}acA,, 15 an orthonormal
basis of Vi1, the space of degree k spherical harmonics.
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Hypercontractivity of spherical harmonics. The subspaces of low-degree spherical harmon-
ics satisfy the celebrated hypercontractivity property.

Lemma 17 (Spherical hypercontractivity [Bec92]). For any k € N and f. € L*(S*1(\/d)) to be a
degree k polynomial, for any q > 2, we have

Hf*”%q(sdfl) <(g-— 1)k : ”f*H%Z(Sd—l)-

C.4.2 Verifying the assumption on the low-degree features

The following proposition is obtained by tightening the proof of Proposition 1 in [Mis22].

Proposition 11. There exist universal constants ¢,C' > 0 such that for any integers d > 2 and
¢ >0, the following holds. Let z € RBa<t be the random vector containing all spherical harmonics
up to degree £, i.e.,

z = {Yks(w) bo<r<r,se[Basls u ~ Unif (S (Vd)).

Then, there exists a constant Cy such that for any matriz A € RBa<exBa<t gnd vector v € RBa<t,
we have

P (|(v,2)] >t Cyllv]|2) < cfexp{—ce.tz/’f}, (219)
P (\zTAz — Tr(A)| > t- Cylog!(d)d1/2 . HAHF> < Clexp {—ce - tl/f} . (220)

Proof of Proposition 11. We first show that by hypercontractivity of spherical harmonics, the proof
reduces to studying the variance of zT Az. We control the variance by carefully bounding the
expectation of product of spherical harmonics using their representation in terms of product of
Gegenbauer polynomials stated in Proposition 10.
Step 1: Reducing the proof to bounding the variance.

Define f(u) := 2T Az — Tr(A) which is a degree-2¢ polynomial in w. By hypercontractivity
property of the subspace of degree-2¢ polynomials on the sphere (Lemma 17), Lemma 20 gives the
following bound on the tail

¢
Pu (1£(w)] > | fllz2eis)) < exp (25 - etw) . (221)

Hence, the proof of Eq. (220) reduces to proving that

1172 = Vary (2" Az) < Cplog*(d)d" || A3
Taking A = vv', we directly get Eq. (219) by observing that

I£172 < E[(v,2)"] < 3¥E[(v, 2)** = 3%| 0|3,

where in the second inequality we applied that (v, z) is a degree-¢ polynomial and the hypercon-
tractivity property.
Step 2: Decomposing the variance.

Denote Ag,<¢ = Ug<p< Adk 50 that z = (Yo(u))aca, o,- We decompose the variance into two
contributions o -

Vanu(7 42) = B, | (=742 - ()| <240 + a0},
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where we denoted

M=] Y Eu[Ya@Ys)s(w)Ys(u)]Aapdysl,
a£B#6
(I1) = ’Z Yp(u)?] - 1) AaaAﬁ,ﬁ’a

where the sum is over indices in Ay <¢. We will bound both terms separately.
Step 3: Bounding term (I).

We introduce C' the square matrix of size By <¢(Bg<¢ — 1), indexed by pairs (a, 8) with o #
B € Ag <¢, which contains for a0 # 8 and v # 6,

Clap).(v.6) = Eu[Ya(u)Y5(u) Yy (u)Ys(u)].

Denote a € RBa<e(Ba<e—1) the vector that contains all off-diagonal entries of A. Then the first
term can be bounded by

() =la"Ca| < |Cllopllall3 < [Cllopll Al
To bound the operator norm of C', we recall that

ICllop < 1Cl1,00 =

Vo () V()5 (2)V5()] |
-y
Denote Sq = {j € [d] : oj > 0} (similarly Sg, S+, S5) and r(a, B,7,8) C [d — 1] the subset

of indices j € [d — 1] such that j belongs to exactly one of the sets Sq, 53, 5,55 (e.g., a;j > 0
and 3; = v; = 0; = 0). In the rest of this step, we fix a # B arbitrary and consider v(7y, ) =

r(a, 8,7, ) (S4USs), i.e., the subset of indices where only 7; or §; are non-zero. For convenience
denote T'(v,9) := ’Eu (Yo (u)Ya(u)Yy (u)Ys(u)] ‘ This quantity is bounded in Lemma 18 stated
below. We obtain

20
RS SEEDY 2. T(r9)

Y u=0 SC[d—1],|S|=uv#8,v(v,86)=S

SV SRED Sl | P

u=0 SC[d—1],|S|=u v#8,v(v,8)=S j€S

IN

For fixed S, let us bound the number of v # § such that v(vy,d) = S. If u > 0, it means that there
are at most ¢ — u other coordinates j € [d — 1] where v; > 0, and £ — u coordinates where §; > 0,
and either both d;,7; > 0 or j € Sq U Sg: we deduce that there is at most d“~* ways of choosing
coordinates for SyASs \ (Sa U Sg), and then at most (4¢)%* ways of choosing v, § compatible with
this support. For u = 0, because v # §, we can’t have Sy U S5 \ (Sa U Sg) = ¢, hence again there
is at most O(d‘~!) such v, 8. We deduce that

S 1oty Y ;-

-y u=0 SC[d—1],|S|=u jES
1
—1
< Cd 2: AE: i
u=0 \jeld—1]

< Cyd"~tlog(d)?
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Note that this inequality holds uniformly over v # 3. Thus, we obtain
(D) < [ICllopllAlE < Cod™" log(d)*|| Al (222)

Step 4: Bounding term (II). )

Denote Ag¢ C Aqgyp the subset of o with ¢ indices aj = 1, and Aj ) = Aa < \ Age. It is easy
to check that |Aq,| = (?) and that there exists a constant Cy such that [Aj _,| < Cpd™t. We
decompose the term (II) < 2(I1.1) + 2(11.2) with

M= | 3 (B [Ya(@)?Yp(w)?] 1) daadpgs| = }afélal ,
a,ﬁGAflée

(12)= | > (Bu[Va(u)Ya(u)?] —1) Aaadpg| = )aJC*QaQ ,
a,ﬁéu&d,g

where we introduced the vectors a; = (Aa,a)aeAg _, and az = (Aa,a)aexi“ and the matrices

Cr = (By [Ya(u)*Ya(uw)?] —1)

o,BeA]
C, = (Eu [Ya(u)QYﬁ(u)2] - 1)aﬂ€fid,é )

For the term (II.1), observe that by Holder’s inequality and hypercontractivity of degree-£
polynomials on the sphere,

Eu [V (w)?Ya(w)?] < [Ya () [ V(w3 < 9.
Thus, we simply bound this term using

(111) = [a] Crair| < [ Cilloplian 3 < |45 <l ICrlma | A} < Cd AR (228)

For the term (II.2), we note that the set of spherical harmonics with index o € fldi corresponds
to the family of polynomials of the form

Yo(u)=Cae [[u;,  Scld, |SI=¢
jes

where Cy 4 is a normalization constant such that E[Ys(u)?] = 1. Denote By = {S C [d] : |S| = £}
the set of all subsets of [d] of size ¢, and use these indices interchangeably with Ag,. We fix Sy € By
and bound the sum

D ICssl= > 1Cosesl+ Y. (Cspsl

SeB, SGB@,SQS@#@ SeBy,SNSe=0
C
< (95+1).|{SeBg:SﬂSO;é@}\+FZ‘\{SeBg:SOSO:@}!
< Cpd ™,

where we used Lemma 19 stated below to bound terms with SN .Sy = (. This bound is uniform
over Sp. We deduce that ||Callop < [|C2ll1.00 < Crd*™! and

(I1.2) =

a] Cdis| < | Callopll@zll3 < Cod' ™" A3
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Combining this bound with Eq. (223), we obtain
(I1) < Cpd" Y| [} (224)

Step 5: Concluding the proof.
We conclude the proof by combining the bounds (222) and (224) into the tail bound (221). O

In fact, we can show a slightly stronger result than the previous proposition by taking a subset
of m spherical harmonics of degree £ 4+ 1. We illustrate this result below.

Proposition 12. There exist universal constants ¢,C' > 0 such that for any integers d > 2 and
¢ >0, the following holds. For any integer d < m < By there exist a feature z that contain
m orthogonal spherical harmonics of degree £ + 1, and a constant C; such that for any matriz
A € R™™ agnd vector v € R™, we have

P <|zTAz — Tr(A)| > t- Cylog™t(d), /% : HAHF> < " exp {—c(e 1) tW“)} . (225)

The set S can in fact be chosen at random by including each spherical harmonics with inde-
pendent probability m/Bg ¢4 1.

d

Proof of Proposition 12. Note that for m > (z+1

Basp1 — (,44) < Ced".

Denote Bpy1 ={S C [d] :|S|=£¢+1}. For m < (Ifil)’ we consider S C B4 as constructed in

Lemma 21 and set z = (Ys(u))ses where we recall that we denoted

), we can simply use Proposition 11 by noting that

Ys(’u,) = Cd’g H Uj.

jeS
We proceed similarly to the proof of Proposition 11. In particular, it is sufficient to bound the
variance of the quadratic form:

Var(7 42) = B, | (=742 - ()| <240 + 10},

where we denoted
M= | > Eu [V, (1) Vs, () s, ()Y, ()] As, 5, Ao s
(51,52,53,54)€8,51#852,53#85,

(H) = ‘ Z (Eu [YS1 (u)2Y52 (u)Z] - 1) A51,51A52752
S1,52€8

Step 1: Bounding term (I).
We introduce again C the square matrix of size m(m — 1) indexed by pairs (S1,S2) € S with
S1 # Ss, given by
C(51,5),(55,50) = Bu[Ys, (4)Ys, (w)Ys; (u) Vs, (w)].

We bound the operator norm of C with

[Cllop < 1o = max D [EalYs, () Vs, (w)Ys, ()Y, ()]
1,02 3901 2(33754)682753?554
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First, observe that we have the following two simple bounds on the coordinates of C. Denote A the
standard symmetric difference operation between two sets. If S;ASy # S3ASy (i.e., there exists an
index i € S1 U Sy U S3 U Sy that appears exactly in one or three of those sets), then by symmetry
of the coordinate distribution on the sphere

C(51,52),(53.54) = 0-
Furthermore, for any (51, S2, 53, 51)*, we have by Holder’s inequality
|Cs,5m). (5550 | < E[lYs, (w)]*] < 97
Therefore, we have simply

Cllop < 9+ Ss,54) € 8% : S35 £ Sy, S1ASy = S3AS
ICllop < (31752)%125(751#52‘{( 3,54) € 3 # S4, S1ASy = S3AS,}|

< Cylog(d) 7,
d
where we used Eq. (230) in Lemma 21.
Step 2: Bounding term (II).
Again, we introduce C' the square matrix of size m with entries

C~’51752 = ]E[YSI (u)2YSZ (u)Q} - L
Following the same argument as in Step 4 of the proof of Proposition 11, we directly have

IClop < max > BV, (w)*Yey (w)?] - 1]
S2€S

d
(0 + 1) max {|{S2 € §: 511 52 # 0}} + Cr
1

< glgg{(geJrl—i-l)‘{Sz €S8:51N8S #0}H+ C [{S2€S8:51N5, =®}|}
1
m

d

IN

m
< Cyp—
_Ed

where we used Eq. (229) in Lemma 21. O

C.4.3 Technical lemmas

The following two lemmas from [Mis22] and [XHMT'22] bound the expectation of products of
spherical harmonics which appear in the proof of Proposition 11.

Lemma 18 ([Mis22, Lemma 2]). For o, 3,7,6 € Aqyy, denote r(a,3,7,6) C [d — 1] the subset
of indices j € [d — 1] such that only one of the aj, Bj,7;,0; is non-zero. There exists a constant
Cy > 0 such that for any o, B,7,0 € Ag <y,

1
‘Eu [Ya(u)yﬁ(u)n(u)yé(u)}] <a I — (226)
. —J
Jer(a7ﬁ7775)
Lemma 19 ([XHM"22, Lemma 2]). Consider S1,Ss C [d] such that |S1| = |S2| = ¢ and define for
re{1,2}
YST(U) = Cd,Z H Uj,

JESr
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where Cqy is a normalization constant such that E[Ys, (w)?] = 1. There exists a constant Cy such

that if SN Sy =0,
E [Vs, (u)*Ys, (u)?] — 1] < = (227)

The following bound is a classical tail bound on hypercontractive functions. We include a proof
for completeness.

Lemma 20. Let (U, u) be a probability space and consider a function f : X — R. Assume that
there exists a > 0 such that for any q > 2, we have

1£120 < (Ca) 1120 (228)

Then for all t > 0,
a 6%
IP)'U'NN (‘f(u)’ Z t- HfHL2(X,p,)) S exp (CM — 7261;2/ ) .

Proof of Lemma 20. By Markov’s inequality and using Eq. (228),we have for any ¢ > 2,

FllLa NCIAY
P(1f(w)] >t | fllz2gr) < tl|||ﬁﬁ§2 < ((Ca)?/t)".

For t > (C,2¢e)*/2, we set ¢ = t*/*/(Cqe) so that the bounds is given by

X 2/a
P (0] >t o) < oxv (507

For t < (Ch2e)®/?, we simply use 1 < exp(a — at?/@/(2eC)). O

Lemma 21. Consider positive integers £ > 1 and d > 2. Then there exists a constant Cy > 0 such
that the following hold. Denote Byyy := {S C [d] : |S| = €+ 1} the set of all subsets of [d] of size
¢+ 1, and Dyyq := |Bpy1| = (zil). Then for any integer p such that d < p < Dyyq, there exists a
subset S C By such that |S| = p and

max|{S2 € §: 51 1Sy # 0} < Celog(d)<, (229)

Ss,51) € 8%+ S3 # 54, S1AS, = S3A84}| < Cylog(d)L. 930
(51,52)%125{,517552}{(3 1) 5 # Su, S1AS = S3AS4}| < Cylog( )5 (230)

Proof of Lemma 21. We will show the existence of S using a probabilistic argument. We consider
S a random subset of By constructed by including each S € B,11 with probability p/Dyyq. First,
observe that |S| is a binomial random variable with parameters Dyy1 and p/Dy.1. In particular,

P(|S| > p) > 1/2.

Thus, it is sufficient to prove that S satisfy Eqgs. (229) and (230) with probability at least 3/4, so
that we guarantee the existence of |S| > p verifying these constraints. Then we can choose a subset
S C S with |S| = p to conclude the proof of the lemma.

Let us fix 51 € By11 and define

Bi1(S1) = {S € Bpy1: SN Sy # 0},
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and Dyy1 = |Br11(S1)|. Then |S N By 1(Sh)] is a binomial random variable with parameters Dy
and p/Dyyq. In particular, we have the following well-known Chernoff bound

3 > k)<
P(IS N Be1(S1)| = k) < exp{ Diy - KL <D£+1 HDgH)}

Taking k = ’prg_H /D11, we obtain

D D
18 N Bey1 (S1)] > p—ott | < exp{ —p=L(y(log(y) —1) +1) ¢ .
Dyiq Dyt

Note that there exists constants 0 < ¢y < Cp such that ¢y < dbg+1/Dg+1 < Cpand Dyyq < Copd*1.
We deduce the first bound

P <gr112>§ {Se € S:51 NSy #0} > 'ylog(d)CgZ>

<P ( max [{S2 € S:51 NSy #0} > ’ylog(d)CgZ>

S1€Bpy1

< D[P ({52 € S 5 510185 # B} = 7 log(d)C)

< Cyexp {(z + 1) log(d) — yert log(d)}
< 1/8,

where in the last inequality we chose v > C for a constant C' sufficiently large but that only depends
on /.

For the second constraint, observe that |S1ASe| = 2k for k= 0,...,¢+ 1 and in order to have
S1ASy = S3AS8,, the set S3 needs to contains exactly k indices in S1ASy and Sy must be exactly
the set S3A(S1AS2). Denote

Booery =={5 Cld: S#0,[S] <2({+1)}.
From the above discussion, we deduce that the upper bound

max 1{(S3, S4) € 8% : S3 # Sy, S1ASy = S3A8,}
(51752)632 S1#£S2

(€+1)
< ( 041 Tsfllgﬁ‘{SQ € Beo(err) 1 S1N Sy # 0} .

Noting that there exists Cy such that [B<gq1)| < Cyd?U+1) | the same argument as above yields

P S5,84) € 8% S Sa, S1ASy; = S3AS, Y > Cylog(d <
((51,52;222)(,51#52 H( 5 4) 3 7é 4,01 2 3 4}} 14 Og( >d> >~

OOM—t

We conclude via an union bound. O

C.4.4 Verifying the assumption on the high-degree features

Proposition 13. For any integer £ and constant D > 0, there exists a constant Cyp such that
the following hold. For integers d,n such that d > Cyp and n < Bgyy1/2, let (Wi)igpn) ~iid

Unif (S4~1(V/d)). Consider an inner-product kernel h : [—1,1] — R orthogonal to all polynomials
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of degree at most £, and denote H = (h({w;,w;)/d))ijcm)- Then we have with probability at least

1—n"L that
n
[H —h(1) - I|[,, < Cop - log(d)w?’\/ pras Ol

Proof of Proposition 13. Recall that we can decompose the kernel function in the orthonormal basis
of Gegenbauer polynomials

u) = 3 g\/Bd,k'Q(d)(u)v &=
kze;-l k k k Bur

Thus, we decompose the kernel matrix as

Eu [h((u.€)/VAQL (u.€)/Vad)] .

— 1 (d)
He S €BurQn Qnm QY (1, u5) /)
kg;rl kPd.k k k m( k J )

ijen]’

and our bound

e p—
< Z gk k— I||0p
op  k=t+1 (231)

< h(1)- sup [|Qk — 1|,
k>0+1

|H — h(1) - 1|, kaBdk Qr—1)

k=041

First, we tighten the proof of [LY22, Proposition 8]. Observe that we can apply the results
from Lemmas 14 and 15: indeed B 1/2Q,(€d)(<ui,ui>/d) 1/2Q (1) =1, and Q,(Cd)(<ui,uj>/d)

has the same marginal distribution as Q,gd)(<e,uj> /v/d) which is a degree-k polynomial in u and
therefore by hypercontractivity, we have

— d —
B PENQY (wi, ;) /d)|9) < By i (g — ™2 Q )%, = By (q — 1)™/2.

Thus, from Lemma 15 with & = Bd_,i and v = 1, and recalling that we assumed that n/Bg; < 1/2
for all kK > ¢+ 1, we have for any integer p > 1,

E [Tr((Qr — 1,)™)] <n (B”)p (Cp)tHh+2r,

d.k

Therefore, by Markov’s inequality,

n - Baey1\?
P (HQk —Iy|lop > t- \/7> <2, <+1> (Cp)hk+2p,
Bd,€+1 Bd,k:

Setting p = log(n) and t = Cp(C'log(n)?“+1+1 we obtain

log(n)
Q n n Bap41(Clog(n))k=t=1)
v (” £ = Tullop > Cp(Clog(n)*F+! Bd2+1> S 3log(Co) | ( ) Bax '

There exists C}, > 0 such that Bgy1/Bar < Crd~ =£=1) and therefore taking d > Cy., we get
Cre(C (£ + 1) log(d)/d)**—t=1) < 1. Taking Cp sufficiently large yields

P <||Qk ~Tillop = Cp(Clog(m)* )+, n) <n””. (232)
Baii1
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On the other hand, from [GMMM21, Equation (55)], we can choose an integer L := L(D,{) > {+1
such that for any d > Cp ¢, we have

E < d—((-ﬁ-l)D—(ﬁ-‘rl)/Q

)

sup HQk - IHop
E>L
and by Markov’s inequality
P <sup 1Qk — 1l > d““m) <nP. (233)
E>L

Hence, via an union bound over the events (232) for £ +1 < k < L and the event (233) and
reparametrizing D, we deduce that there exists a constant Cy p such that

_ 2043 |1 -D
P (@‘éﬁl 1Qk — Iy = Co,p - log(d)™ 4/ d4+1> <n".

Injecting this bound in Eq. (231) concludes the proof of this proposition. O

131



	Introduction
	Background
	A deterministic equivalent for the test error
	Summary of main results
	Related literature

	Test error of kernel ridge regression
	Setting and definitions
	Assumptions
	A master theorem
	Kernel operator and sufficient conditions

	Two classical examples
	The case of concentrated features
	Inner-product kernels on the sphere

	Uniform consistency of the GCV estimator
	Outline of the proofs
	Deterministic equivalents for feature matrix functionals
	Proof strategy
	The case of concentrated feature

	References
	Proof of deterministic equivalents in the dimension free regime
	Definitions and assumptions
	Preliminaries
	Deterministic equivalent for Tr( AM )
	Proof of Proposition 2: deterministic part of Tr(AM)
	Proof of Proposition 3: martingale part of Tr(AM)

	Deterministic equivalent for Tr(ZTZ M)
	Deterministic equivalent for Tr(AM2)
	Proof of Proposition 4: deterministic part of Tr(AM2)
	Proof of Proposition 5: martingale part of Tr(AM2)

	Deterministic equivalent for Tr(AMZTZ M)
	Proof of Proposition 6: deterministic part of Tr(AMZTZ M)
	Proof of Proposition 7: martingale part of Tr(AMZTZ M)

	Technical bounds
	Proof of Lemma 1
	Proof of Lemma 2
	Proof of Lemma 3
	Proof of Lemma 4
	Proof of Lemma 5


	Proofs for the test error and GCV estimator
	Preliminaries
	Assumptions and deterministic equivalents
	Reduced deterministic equivalents
	The Stieltjes transform
	The training error
	The test error
	Technical lemmas
	Uniform convergence of the GCV estimator

	Proofs for the sufficient conditions and examples
	Proof of Proposition 1
	Example 1: concentrated features
	Example 2: inner-product kernel on the sphere
	Verifying the assumptions for inner-product kernels on the sphere
	Background on spherical harmonics
	Verifying the assumption on the low-degree features
	Technical lemmas
	Verifying the assumption on the high-degree features



