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Abstract

We consider learning an unknown target function f∗ using kernel ridge regression (KRR)
given i.i.d. data (ui, yi), i ≤ n, where ui ∈ U is a covariate vector and yi = f∗(ui) + εi ∈ 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.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

Consider the classical regression problem: we are given i.i.d. samples (ui, yi)i≤n from a common
probability distribution P on U × R, where ui ∈ U is a covariate vector and yi ∈ R is the response
variable. The goal is to learn a model f̂ : U → R which given a new data point utest predicts the
response via f̂(utest) with small test error

Rtest(f̂ ,P) := E(utest,ytest)∼P

[(
ytest − f̂(utest)

)2]
.

We assume a model whereby the responses are yi = f∗(ui) + εi, with noise εi independent of ui,
with E[εi] = 0 and E[ε2i ] = σ2ε . We denote Pu the distribution of u and assume that the target
function f∗ ∈ L2(U) := L2(U ,Pu) 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 ui into a rich ‘feature space’ ϕ(ui) ∈ F , a
Hilbert space with inner-product ⟨·, ·⟩F , via a featurization map ϕ : U → F ; and (2) it fits a linear
predictor f̂λ(u) = ⟨θ̂λ, ϕ(u)⟩F with respect to this embedding, where

θ̂λ := argmin
θ∈F

{ n∑
i=1

(
yi − ⟨θ, ϕ(ui)⟩F

)2
+ λ∥θ∥2F

}
. (1)

Here ∥θ∥F = ⟨θ,θ⟩1/2F denotes the norm in the feature space and λ is the ridge regularization
parameter. In practice, the featurization map ϕ and feature space F are often defined1 implicitly
through a positive semi-definite kernel K : U × U → R, via K(u,u′) := ⟨ϕ(u), ϕ(u′)⟩F , which
defines (H, ⟨·, ·⟩H) a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) [BTA11]. The KRR problem (1) is
thus often written compactly as

f̂λ = argmin
f∈H

{ n∑
i=1

(
yi − f(ui)

)2
+ λ∥f∥2H

}
, (2)

with solution that only depends on the kernel evaluations K(ui,uj). This is known as the ‘repre-
senter theorem’ or ‘kernel trick’.

The test error of KRR crucially depends on the eigenvalue decomposition of the kernel2:

K(u,u′) =
∞∑
j=1

ξjψj(u)ψj(u
′),

where ξ1 ≥ ξ2 ≥ ξ3 ≥ · · · > 0 are the positive eigenvalues in nonincreasing order, and {ψj}j≥1

are the orthonormal eigenvectors. Without loss of generality, we can choose the featurization map
to be ϕ(u) :=

(√
ξjψj(u)

)
j≥1

and F = (ℓ2, ⟨·, ·⟩) the space of ℓ2 sequences. We introduce Σ =

Eu[ϕ(u)ϕ(u)
T] = diag(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, . . .) the covariance matrix of the featurization map (understood

1These two constructions are equivalent. Indeed, to any positive definite kernel K : U × U → R, we can associate
a feature space and feature map ϕ : U → (F , ⟨·, ·⟩F ) such that K(u,u′) = ⟨ϕ(u), ϕ(u′)⟩F . In that case, we have
H = {u 7→ ⟨θ, ϕ(u)⟩F : θ ∈ F} with RKHS norm given by ∥f∥H = inf{∥θ∥F : f = ⟨θ, ϕ⟩F}.

2We assume in this paper that L2(U ,Pu) is separable and K is trace-class, i.e., Eu[K(u,u)] < ∞.
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as a trace-class self-adjoint operator). For simplicity, we assume the target function satisfy f∗ ∈
span{ψj : j ≥ 1}, so that we can decompose

f∗(u) =
∞∑
j=1

β∗,jψj(u) = ⟨θ∗, ϕ(u)⟩, ∥f∗∥L2 = ∥β∗∥2 = ∥Σ1/2θ∗∥2 <∞.

This is automatically verified when K is universal and {ψj}j≥1 forms a complete basis of L2(U).
We can therefore forget about the covariate u and directly work in the feature space. We will set
hereafter x := ϕ(u), with distribution induced by the distribution over u, and f∗(x) := f∗(u) =
⟨θ∗,x⟩ with a slight abuse of notations.

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

θ̂λ = XT(XXT + λIn)
−1y, X := [x1, . . . ,xn]

T ∈ Rn×∞,

Rtest(f̂λ,P) = E
[(
y − f̂λ(u)

)2]
=
∥∥θ∗ − θ̂λ

∥∥2
Σ
+ σ2ε ,

(3)

where we denoted ∥v∥Σ = ∥Σ1/2v∥2. The test error of KRR has been studied by many authors over
the years [BBM05, CDV07, HKZ12, Wai19]. Among this extensive literature, we can distinguish
two general analysis approaches:

• An approximation-generalization decomposition using uniform convergence bounds [BBM05,
KZSS21] or source and capacity conditions [CDV07, FS20, LRRC20]. This line of work
characterizes the decay rate n−α of the test error for a fixed model as n→ ∞. In particular,
these rates are expected to be minimax optimal over classes of functions.

• High-dimensional asymptotics [Dic16, RMR21, MMM22, 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→ ∞ while n ≍ dγ .

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
Σ of the kernel operator and the coefficients β∗ 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, LGC+21, 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 (ui, yi) from MNIST where ui is a d = 282 dimensional image and yi ∈ {0, 9} is its
label. We fit this data using KRR (2) with three standard kernels Kj(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 λ = 0 (interpolating solution). The continuous lines correspond to
the theoretical predictions from the deterministic equivalent (9), where the eigenvalues of Σ and
β∗ 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 Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ) := Rtest(f̂λ;P) to emphasize the depen-
dency on the feature matrix X, the label noise ε = (εi)i∈[n], the regularization parameter λ, and
the coefficients of the target function β∗.

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

Eε[Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ)] = B(β∗;X, λ) + V(X, λ) + σ2ε ,

where the bias and variance are given explicitly by

B(β∗;X, λ) =
∥∥θ∗ − Eε

[
θ̂λ
]∥∥2

Σ
= λ2⟨β∗,Σ

−1/2(XTX + λ)−1Σ(XTX + λ)−1Σ−1/2β∗⟩,

V(X, λ) = σ2εTr
(
ΣCovε(θ̂λ)

)
= σ2ε · Tr

(
ΣXTX(XTX + λ)−2

)
.

(4)

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 λ∗ to be the unique non-negative fixed point to the equation

n− λ

λ∗
= Tr

(
Σ(Σ+ λ∗)

−1
)
. (5)
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The deterministic equivalents for the bias and variance terms are given by

Bn(β∗, λ) :=
λ2∗⟨β∗, (Σ+ λ∗)

−2β∗⟩
1− n−1Tr(Σ2(Σ+ λ∗)−2)

, (6)

Vn(λ) :=
σ2εTr(Σ

2(Σ+ λ∗)
−2)

n− Tr(Σ2(Σ+ λ∗)−2)
, (7)

and for the test error
Rn(β∗, λ) := Bn + Vn + σ2ε .

Cheng and Montanari [CM22] established the two approximation bounds

B(β∗;X, λ) = (1 + Õ(n−1/2)) · Bn(β∗, λ), V(X, λ) = (1 + Õ(n−1)) · Vn(λ), (8)

with probability 1 − on(1). These guarantees display two remarkable features. First, the bounds
are dimension-free and apply to infinite-dimensional features xi ∈ 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 Σ. 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 ∥Σ−1β∗∥2 < ∞, i.e., a small subset of the RKHS3. In
particular, this implies that the bias Bn = 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 ∥β∗∥2 < ∞, 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 Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ) to be approximated
by its associated deterministic equivalent

Rn(β∗, λ) =
λ2∗⟨β∗, (Σ+ λ∗)

−2β∗⟩+ σ2ε
1− 1

nTr(Σ
2(Σ+ λ∗)−2)

, (9)

under general ‘abstract’ assumptions on the feature vector x. 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, MMM22, MM22, XHM+22] that for a number
of classical kernels, the top eigenspaces are associated to low-frequency eigenfunctions whose tails

3Recall that f ∈ L2(U) belongs to the RKHS H if and only if ∥Σ−1/2β∗∥2 < ∞.
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Figure 2: Test error of KRR plotted against the training sample size n ∈ {2, . . . , 20000}. We
consider data (ui, yi) with ui ∼iid Unif(Sd−1(

√
d)), d = 24, and yi = f∗(ui) + εi with independent

label noise εi ∼ N(0, σ2ε), σ
2
ε = 0.1. We fit this data using KRR (2) with three different inner-

product kernels Kj(u,u
′) = hj(⟨u,u′⟩/d), j ∈ [3], corresponding to spectral gaps ∈ {8, 32, 128},

and regularization parameter λ = 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 Σ with regularization λ ≥ 0:

rλ(m) =
λ+

∑∞
j=m+1 ξj

ξm+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 x≤m the pro-
jection of the feature vector x onto its topm eigenspaces, with covarianceΣ≤m = diag(ξ1, ξ2, . . . , ξm),
and x>m the projection onto the rest of the eigenspaces, with covariance Σ = diag(ξm+1, ξm+2, . . .).

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

1. Low-degree features. We assume that for any deterministic vector v ∈ Rm and p.s.d. matrix
A ∈ Rm×m,

P
(∣∣⟨v,x≤m⟩

∣∣ ≥ t · vTΣ≤mv
)
≤ Cx exp

{
−cxt

2/β
}
, (a1)

P
(∣∣xT

≤mAx≤m − Tr(Σ≤mA)
∣∣ ≥ t · φ1(m) ·

∥∥Σ1/2
≤mAΣ

1/2
≤m

∥∥
F

)
≤ Cx exp

{
−cxt

1/β
}
. (a2)

Equation (a1) 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].
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2. High-degree features. Denote X>m the high-degree part of the feature matrix. We assume
that there exists φ2,n(m) ≥ 1 such that with high probability

∥X>mX
T
>m − Tr(Σ>m) · In∥op ≤ φ2,n(m)

√
n

rλ(m)
· {λ+Tr(Σ>m)} . (b1)

We expect φ2,n(m) = O(polylog(n)) as long as rλ(m) ≫ n in many settings of interest. We
present a number of such sufficient conditions throughout the paper, but choose to keep
Assumption (b1) in this form for the sake of generality.

The first assumption is inspired by polynomial kernels on Gaussian or spherical data u ∈ Rd.
In these cases, if x≤m corresponds to an orthonormal basis of polynomials up to degree ℓ, then
Equations (a1) and (a2) are satisfied with β = ℓ and φ1(m) = Θ(d(ℓ−1)/2). We show in a companion
paper how these conditions can be relaxed in some settings. Note that takingA = (XT

≤mX≤m+λ)
−1

and φ1(m) = o(
√
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 matrixX>mX

T
>m+λI by

the deterministic matrix (λ+Tr(Σ>m)) · I whenever m is chosen with rλ(m) ≫ n. This assumption
covers two regimes of interest: the classical setting of uniform convergence when λ≫ nξm+1, where
λ is chosen positive (e.g., by cross-validation), and the benign overfitting regime when r0(m) ≫ n,
where we can take λ→ 0+ (the interpolating solution) while still achieving good generalization.

Besides these assumptions on the feature x, our formal statements will require a bound on the
growth of the moments of the target function. However, we do not require ∥Σ−1/2β∗∥2 <∞ (f∗ in
the RKHS) or ∥Σ−1β∗∥2 <∞, and our results apply more generally to f∗ ∈ L2(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

|Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ)− Rn(β∗, λ)| =
Õ(1)

λ6>m

·
{
φ1(m)√

n
+ φ2,n(m)

√
n

rλ(m)

}
Rn(β∗, λ), (10)

where we denoted λ>m = λ+Tr(Σ>m). Here Õ(1) hides polylog(n) factors and a mild dependence on
an ‘effective rank’ of the matrixΣ≤m. Equation (10) implies that the test error is well approximated
by Rn(β∗, λ) as soon as there exists m := m(n) such that the features satisfy the above assumptions
with

λ>m ≳ 1,
√
n ≳ φ1(m), rλ(m) ≳ n · φ2,n(m)2.

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 = ∞ and φ1(m) = 1. This setting includes a number of popular theoretical models—
such as feature vector Σ−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

|Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ)− Rn(β∗, λ)| = Õ(1) · 1

λ6
√
n
· Rn(β∗, λ).
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This result improves on [CM22] in two significant ways. First, the relative rate Õ(n−1/2) holds
uniformly over all β∗. Second, our guarantees applies to any square-integrable function ∥β∗∥2 <∞
without requiring ∥Σ−1β∗∥2 <∞.

We further note that in this setting, Assumption (b1) is verified with φ2(m) = O(polylog(n))
for any m with rλ(m) ≳ n. The flexibility of choosing m < ∞ allows to provide approxima-
tion guarantees for the interpolating solution λ = 0 whenever Tr(Σ>m) = Ω(1). For example, if
Tr(Σ>n2) = Ω(Tr(Σ)), then the relative approximation rate is Õ(n−1/2) for any λ ≥ 0.

Example 2: inner-product kernels on the sphere. We consider covariates ui ∼ Unif(Sd−1(
√
d))

uniformly distributed on the d-dimensional sphere of radius
√
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

|Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ)− Rn(β∗, λ)| = Õ(1) ·

{√
dℓ−1

n
+

√
n

dℓ+1

}
· Rn(β∗, λ), (11)

where ℓ ≥ 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 assumptions4 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

ĜCVλ(K,y) = n
yT(K + λIn)

−2y

Tr((K + λ)−1)2
,

4It is worth noting that we can easily construct kernels with Rtest that does not concentrate for any n ∈ N [Mis22].
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where we denoted K := XXT = (K(ui,uj))ij∈[n] 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

sup
λ∈[0,λmax]

∣∣∣∣∣ ĜCVλ(K,y)

Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ = Õ(1)

Tr(Σ>m)6
·
{
φ1(m)√

n
+ φ2,n(m)

√
n

r0(m)

}
. (12)

In particular, if we denote λopt ∈ R≥0 the regularization parameter that minimizesRtest(β∗;X, ε, λ),

and λ̂GCV ∈ R≥0 the parameter that minimizes ĜCVλ(K,y), the above guarantee implies∣∣∣Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ̂GCV)−Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λopt)
∣∣∣

=
Õ(1)

Tr(Σ>m)6

{
φ1(m)√

n
+ φ2,n(m)

√
n

r0(m)

}
· Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λopt).

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.

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 x ∈ Rp—potentially
infinite dimensional (p = ∞)—and vary n ∈ N. We prove deterministic equivalents for different
functionals of the feature matrix X = [x1,x2, . . . ,xn]

T ∈ Rn×p with explicit multiplicative bounds.
For example, in the case of concentrated features x ∈ R∞ (Example 1 above), we show that for any
deterministic p.s.d. operator A ∈ R∞×∞ with Tr(A) <∞, the following holds with probability at
least 1− n−D

∣∣∣λTr(A(XTX + λ)−1)− λ∗Tr(A(Σ+ λ∗)
−1)
∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,D

νλ(n)
5/2 logβ+

1
2 (n)√

n
· λ∗Tr(A(Σ+ λ∗)

−1),

where Σ = E[xxT] is the feature covariance matrix, λ∗ is the effective regularization as defined
in Eq. (5), νλ(n) is defined in Eq. (15), and Cx,D is a constant that only depends on D > 0 and
cx,Cx, β appearing in Eq. (a2). The full statement of these deterministic equivalents can be found
in Section 5.1.

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,
Wai19, 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. [Dic16] considered ridge regression with Gaussian features xi ∼ N(0, Id) and computed
the asymptotic risk in the proportional asymptotics regime with d, n→ ∞ with d/n→ γ ∈ (0,∞).
This result was later extended to anisotropic feature distribution in [DW18], and to general linear
target functions in [RMR21, WX20, HMRT22]. 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 → ∞, with n/dκ → γ, for any κ, γ > 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 ≍ dℓ, ℓ ∈ N , a peak can appear due to the degeneracy
of the eigenspace spanned by the degree-ℓ 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 (a1)) and the high-degree
part of the empirical kernel matrix concentrates on a deterministic matrix (our condition (b1)).
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,
LGC+21, 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 (x
(d)
i )i∈[n(d)] with common covariance Σ̃(d) ∈ Rp(d)×p(d). The goal is to study

the behavior of the random matrix X(d) = [x
(d)
1 , . . . ,x

(d)
n(d)]

T ∈ Rn(d)×p(d), e.g., the spectrum of

n(d)−1(X(d))TX(d), as d → ∞. The sequence of covariance matrices Σ̃(d) is typically assumed to
satisfy ∥Σ̃(d)∥op ≤ 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 x ∈ R∞—
taken infinite-dimensional— and vary n ∈ N. In particular, the covariance matrix Σ is fixed with
Tr(Σ) < ∞ and does not have bounded conditioning number. Intuitively, as n increases, the
empirical spectrum of XTX has spikes along the eigenspaces with eigenvalues ξk ≫ 1/n and a
bulk that comes from the contribution of the eigenspaces with ξk ≍ 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 = ϕ(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 (xi, yi)i∈[n] with feature vectors xi ∈ Rp and responses yi = f∗(xi)+εi.
The target function is linear in the feature space f∗(x) = ⟨θ∗,x⟩ and we assume the label noise εi
to be independent with E[εi] = 0 and E[ε2i ] = σ2ε . Here we denote p the dimension of the feature
vector and consider both the classical linear model setting with finite dimensional features p < ∞
and the RKHS case with infinite dimensional features p = ∞.

We denote Σ = E[xxT] the covariance matrix of the features5. Without loss of generality, we
will set ∥Σ∥op = 1 and take Σ to be diagonal with

Σ = diag(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, . . .),

where 1 = ξ1 ≥ ξ2 ≥ ξ3 ≥ · · · are the positive eigenvalues in nonincreasing order. For infinite-
dimensional features p = ∞, we assume the covariance to be trace class Tr(Σ) < ∞. In that

5Note that we will only assume that E[x>m] = 0, and we allow for E[x≤m] ̸= 0. In that case, Σ is most commonly
referred to as the ‘raw’ covariance matrix or second moment matrix.
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case, x is a random element in the Hilbert space ℓ2 := {x = (x1, x2, x3, . . .) :
∑∞

j=1 x
2
j < ∞}

with inner product ⟨u,v⟩ := ⟨u,v⟩ℓ2 =
∑∞

j=1 ujvj , and Σ is understood to be a trace class self-

adjoint operator. We introduce zi = Σ−1/2xi the whitened features and β∗ = Σ1/2θ∗ the whitened
coefficients. Without loss of generality, we assume E[f∗(x)2] = ⟨θ∗,Σθ∗⟩ <∞ and we can write

f∗(x) = ⟨x,θ∗⟩ = ⟨z,β∗⟩, ∥f∗∥2L2 = E[f∗(x)2] = ∥β∗∥22 <∞.

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 ∈ N∪{∞}, m ≤ p, we split the feature
vector x = (x≤m,x>m) into:

• A low-degree part x≤m 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

Σ≤m = E[x≤mx
T
≤m] = diag(ξ1, ξ2, . . . , ξm).

• A high-degree part x>m corresponding to the projection onto the bottom p−m eigenspaces
with smallest eigenvalues. We denote the covariance matrix of the high-degree part by

Σ>m = E[x>mx
T
>m] = diag(ξm+1, ξm+2, . . .).

In the case of m = p, we simply take x = x≤m. For simplicity of presentation, we will always
assume that E[x>m] = 0 (e.g., the constant function is in the span of the top m eigenfunctions).
We write the feature matrix X = [x1, . . . ,xn]

T ∈ Rn×p in block form X = [X≤m,X>m] with
X≤m ∈ Rn×m and X>m ∈ Rn×(p−m). Similarly, we decompose the target function into a low-degree
and a high-degree part

f∗(x) = f∗,≤m(x) + f∗,>m(x),

where

f∗,≤m(x) = ⟨θ∗,≤m,x≤m⟩ = ⟨β∗,≤m, z≤m⟩, f∗,>m(x) = ⟨θ∗,>m,x>m⟩ = ⟨β∗,>m, z>m⟩.

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

Definition 1 (Effective regularization). For an integer n, covariance Σ, and regularization λ ≥ 0,
we define the effective regularization λ∗ associated to (n,Σ, λ) to be the unique non-negative solution
to the equation

n− λ

λ∗
= Tr

(
Σ(Σ+ λ∗)

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

1

n
Tr
(
(XXT + λ)−1

)
= (1 + o(1)) · 1

nλ∗
.

Our approximation guarantees will depend on the covariance Σ through two measures of ranks:
the regularized tail rank of Σ>m (high-degree features) and the effective rank of Σ≤m (low-degree
features) defined below.

14



Definition 2 (Ranks). For a covariance matrix Σ = diag(ξ1, ξ2, . . .) ∈ Rp×p with eigenvalues in
nonincreasing order ξ1 ≥ ξ2 ≥ ξ3 ≥ · · · , we define two notions of rank:

(a) (Regularized tail rank.) For any integer m ≤ p and regularization parameter λ ≥ 0, the
regularized tail rank rλ(m) is defined by

rλ(m) =
λ+

∑p
j=m+1 ξj

ξm+1
. (14)

We use the convention rλ(m) = ∞ for m = p.

(b) (Effective rank.) For any integers n and m ≤ p, the effective rank reff,m(n) of (n,Σ≤m) is
defined as the smallest scalar such that reff,m(n) ≥ n and

reff,m(n) ≥
∑m

j=k+1 ξj

ξk+1
, for all 0 ≤ k ≤ min(n,m)− 1.

The effective rank reff,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 reff,m(n) as corresponding
to a global version of the notion of intrinsic dimension [T+15, Chapter 7]. More precisely, denote
Σ≤m,>k = diag(ξk+1, ξk+2, . . . , ξm) the covariance matrix Σ≤m projected orthogonally to the top k
eigenspaces. The intrinsic dimension of Σ≤m,>k is defined as

intDim(Σ≤m,>k) :=
Tr(Σ≤m,>k)

∥Σ≤m,>k∥op
=

∑m
j=k+1 ξj

ξk+1
,

and captures the number of ‘relevant’ dimensions of Σ≤m,>k,, i.e., eigenspaces that have significant
spectral content. Thus, reff,m(n) upper bounds the intrinsic dimension of Σ≤m at all scales up to
the n-th eigenvalue, i.e., for all Σ≤m,>k with k = 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

λ>m = λ+Tr(Σ>m) = λ+

p∑
j=m+1

ξj .

Let λ∗,m be the effective regularization associated to (n,Σ≤m, λ>m) and define

Rn,≤m(β∗, λ>m) :=
λ2∗,m⟨β≤m, (Σ≤m + λ∗,m)

−2β≤m⟩+ ∥β>m∥22 + σ2ε

1− 1
nTr(Σ

2
≤m(Σ≤m + λ∗,m)−2)

.

This simply corresponds to the test error of a truncated model with n features x≤m, regularization
λ>m, target function ⟨β≤m, z≤m⟩, and independent label noise with variance ∥f∗,>m∥2L2 + σ2ε . This
truncated model approximates the original model with

|Rn(β∗, λ)− Rn,≤m(β∗, λ>m)| ≲
n

rλ(m)
· Rn(β∗, λ),

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 x≤m, the high-degree features x>m, and the high degree part of the target function f∗,>m

satisfy the following assumptions.

Assumption 1 (Concentration at n ∈ N). There exist cx,Cx, β > 0 and m ∈ N ∪ {∞}, m ≤ p,
such that the regularized tail rank at m satisfies

rλ(m) ≥ 2n,

and the following hold.

(a) (Low-degree features.) There exists φ1(m) > 0 such that for any deterministic vector v ∈ Rm

with ∥Σ1/2
≤mv∥2 <∞ and p.s.d. matrix A ∈ Rm×m with Tr(Σ≤mA) <∞, we have

P
(∣∣⟨v,x≤m⟩

∣∣ ≥ t · vTΣ≤mv
)
≤ Cx exp

{
−cxt

2/β
}
, (a1)

P
(∣∣xT

≤mAx≤m − Tr(Σ≤mA)
∣∣ ≥ t · φ1(m) ·

∥∥Σ1/2
≤mAΣ

1/2
≤m

∥∥
F

)
≤ Cx exp

{
−cxt

1/β
}
. (a2)

(b) (High-degree features.) There exist p2,n(m) ∈ (0, 1) and φ2,n(m) ≥ 1 such that with probability
at least 1− p2,n(m), we have

∥X>mX
T
>m − Tr(Σ>m) · In∥op ≤ φ2,n(m)

√
n

rλ(m)
· {λ+Tr(Σ>m)} . (b1)

(c) (Target function.) The high-degree part of the target function satisfies the tail bound

P (|f∗,>m(x)| ≥ t · ∥f∗,>m∥L2) ≤ Cx exp
{
−cxt

2/β
}
. (c1)

Assumption 1.(b) implies that we can approximate the Gram matrix X>mX
T
>m of the high-

frequency features by Tr(Σ>m) · In with probability 1 − p2,n(m). In particular, we can replace on
this event the resolvent matrix in the expression of the test error by

(XXT + λ)−1 ≈ (X≤mX
T
≤m + λ>m)

−1,

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≤m (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 ∥f∗,>m∥2L2 (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 {εi}i∈[n] are independent, mean-zero, and τ2ε -sub-
Gaussian with variance denoted σ2ε = E[ε2i ].
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2.3 A master theorem

Throughout the paper, our bounds will be explicit in terms of the model parameters {n,Σ, λ,β∗, σ
2
ε},

including the tail ranks {rλ(m), reff,m}, as well as the constants {φ1(m), φ2,n(m), p2,n(m)} appearing
in Assumption 1. For the rest, we will denote Ca1,...,ak constants that only depend on the values of
{ai}i∈[k]. We use ai = ‘x’ to denote the dependency on cx,Cx, β from Assumption 1, and ai = ‘ε’
to denote the dependency on τ2ε from Assumption 2.

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

νλ,m(n) = 1 +
ξ⌊ηn⌋,m · reff,m(n)

√
log(reff,m(n))

λ>m
, (15)

where η = ηx ∈ (0, 1/2) is a constant that will only depend on cx,Cx, β, and we define ξ⌊ηn⌋,m = ξ⌊ηn⌋
if ⌊ηn⌋ ≤ m and 0 otherwise. When m = p, we will simply denote νλ(n) := νλ,p(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,
regularization parameter λ ≥ 0, and target function f∗ ∈ L2(U) with parameters ∥β∗∥2 = ∥f∗∥L2 <
∞. Assume that the features {xi}i∈[n] and f∗ satisfy Assumption 1 with some m := m(n) ∈ N∪{∞},
and the {εi}i∈[n] satisfy Assumption 2. There exist constants η := ηx ∈ (0, 1/2), CD,K > 0, and
Cx,ε,D,K > 0 such that for all n ≥ CD,K and λ>m > 0, if it holds that

λ>m · νλ,m(n) ≥ n−K , φ2,n(m)

√
n

rλ(m)
≤ 1

2
, φ1(m)νλ,m(n)

8 log3β+
1
2 (n) ≤ K

√
n, (16)

then with probability at least 1− n−D − p2,n(m), we have

|Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ)− Rn(β∗, λ)| ≤ Cx,ε,D,K · ER,n(m) · Rn(β∗, λ), (17)

where the relative approximation rate is given by

ER,n(m) :=
φ1(m)νλ,m(n)

6 log3β+1/2(n)√
n

+ νλ,m(n)φ2,n(m)

√
n

rλ(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 Eqs. (16) and (18). For most cases of interest, including regularly varying
spectrum (see [CM22]), the effective rank satisfies reff(n) ≲ nC and ξ⌊ηn⌋,m · reff(n) ≲ logC(n) for
some constant C > 0. Thus for concreteness, we assume νλ,m(n) ≲ polylog(n)/min(1, λ>m) and
φ2,n(m) ≲ 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) λ>m · νλ,m(n) ≥
n−K is satisfied as soon as λ or Tr(Σ>m) ≥ n−K ; (ii) φ2,n(m)

√
n/rλ(m) ≤ 1/2 implies that

the high-frequency part is indeed concentrated around identity with λ>m/2 ≤ λmin(X>mX
T
>m) ≤

λmax(X>mX
T
>m) ≤ 3λ>m/2; and (iii) we are in a regime where φ1(m) · polylog(n) ≲ λ8>m

√
n.

Hence, the rate of approximation (18) scales as

ER,n(m) ≲
polylog(n)

min(λ>m, 1)6

{
φ1(m)√

n
+

√
nξm+1

λ>m

}
. (19)
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Therefore, we expect the deterministic estimate Rn(β∗, λ) to be a good approximation of the test
error as long as we can choose m(n) ∈ N∪{∞} such that Assumption 1 is verified and λ>m = Ω(1),
φ1(m) ≪

√
n, and nξm+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 λ>m and we do not expect the scaling λ−6

>m to be tight in Eq. (19).
Let us further comment on some important features of the approximation guarantee established

in Theorem 1:

• The deterministic equivalent Rn(β∗, λ) and approximation guarantee are fully non-asymptotic:
they depend explicitly on finite n, fixed feature distribution x with covariance Σ, and fixed
target function f∗. In particular, Theorem 1 only depends on the feature dimension p through
φ1(m), φ2,n(m), and the tail rank rλ(m), and applies to the important case of infinite-
dimensional features.

• 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 Rtest ≈ n−γ [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.

• 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 λ = 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 ,Pu) be a Polish probability space and denote L2(U) := L2(U ,Pu) the space of square-
integrable functions on (U ,Pu). Note that since (U ,Pu) is a Polish probability space, L2(U) is
separable. We will denote the scalar product and norm on L2(U) by ⟨·, ·⟩L2 and ∥ · ∥L2 :

⟨f, g⟩L2 =

∫
U
f(u)g(u)Pu(du).

We further introduce ∥f∥Lp = Eu∼Pu [|f(u)|p]1/p the Lp-norm of f for p ≥ 1.
We consider K : U × U → R a positive semi-definite kernel, that is a symmetric function such

that for all finite sets of points u1, . . . ,uk ∈ U and coefficients c1, . . . , ck ∈ R, k ∈ N,∑
i,j∈[k]

cicjK(ui,uj) ≥ 0.

In this paper, we assume that the function u 7→ K(u,u) is integrable with respect to Pu, i.e.,∫
U K(u,u)Pu(du) < ∞. Note that by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, this implies that the kernel is
square integrable K ∈ L2(U × U).

The kernel K induces the integral operator K : L2(U) → L2(U) defined via

Kf(u) =
∫
U
K(u,u′)f(u′)Pu(du

′), ∀f ∈ L2(U).

It is immediate that the operator K is self-adjoint, positive semi-definite, and trace-class with
Tr(K) = Eu[K(u,u)] < ∞. We define D ⊆ L2(U) the closed-linear subspace such that D⊥ =
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K−1(0), 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 L2(U).

By the spectral theorem of compact operators, we can decompose the kernel operator K into

K =
∞∑
j=1

ξjψjψ
∗
j ,

where (ψj)j≥1 is an orthonormal basis of D = span{ψj : j ≥ 1} ⊆ L2(U), ⟨ψj , ψj′⟩L2 = δjj′ , and
{ξj}j≥1 ⊂ R>0 are the positive eigenvalues in nonincreasing order ξ1 ≥ ξ2 ≥ · · · . In particular,∑∞

j=1 ξj <∞ by the trace-class assumption. The kernel can be decomposed similarly as

K(u1,u2) =
∞∑
j=1

ξjψj(u1)ψj(u2).

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

H =

f ∈ D : ∥f∥2H =
∞∑
j=1

⟨f, ψj⟩2L2

ξj
<∞

 ,

where ∥ · ∥H corresponds to the RKHS norm associated to H. In particular, H is dense in D.
In fact, we can construct an isometry between D and H as follows. Denote K1/2 : D → D the
unique positive self-adjoint square root of K defined by K1/2 =

∑
j≥1

√
ξjψjψ

∗
j . Then the image

Im(K1/2(D)) = H and conversely, for all h ∈ H, there exists a unique f ∈ D such that h = K1/2f .
In particular, denoting K−1/2 : H → D the inverse, we get that for all f, g ∈ H,

⟨f, g⟩H = ⟨K−1/2f,K−1/2g⟩L2 ,

and K1/2 indeed forms an isometry between D and H.
Using these notations, the KRR solution is given by

f̂λ = argmin
f∈H

∑
i∈[n]

(yi − f(ui))
2 + λ∥f∥2H

 , (20)

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

Rn(f∗, λ) =

(
1− 1

n
Tr
(
K2(K+ λ∗)

−2
))−1 [

⟨f∗, (K+ λ∗)
−2f∗⟩L2 + σ2ε

]
. (21)

Observe that this deterministic equivalent is proportional to the test error of an effective shrinkage
estimator f effλ∗

, i.e.,

Rn(f∗, λ) = C⋆(λ∗) · E
[(
y − f effλ∗ (u)

)2]
, (22)

where f effλ∗
is the solution of the ridge regression problem

f effλ∗ := argmin
f∈H

{
∥f∗ − f∥2L2 + λ∗∥f∥2H

}
= K(K+ λ∗)

−1f∗. (23)

This corresponds to replacing in Eq. (20) the empirical risk by the population risk ∥f∗ − f∥2L2 =
Eu[(f∗(u)−f(u))2] and the regularization parameter λ by the effective regularization λ∗. Equation
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(22) agrees with the standard intuition of KRR: the solution f̂λ estimates accurately the projec-
tion of f∗ onto the top eigenspaces with ξj ≫ λ∗, while shrinking to 0 the projection of f∗ onto
eigenspaces with ξj ≪ λ∗. Note that Equation (22) was observed in [MMM22] for KRR under
a simplified setting: they assume that there exists m = o(n) such that nξm+1 = o(Tr(Σ>m)) (a
‘spectral gap’ assumption) which leads to λ∗ = (1 + o(1)) · λ>m/n and C⋆(λ∗) = 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

K≤m(u1,u2) =
m∑

j=1

ξjψj(u1)ψj(u2), K>m(u1,u2) =
∞∑

j=m+1

ξjψj(u1)ψj(u2),

and their associated integral operators K≤m and K>m.

Low-degree part of the kernel. As discussed in Section 1.3, Equation (a1) 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, β > 0 such
that for any h ∈ span{ψj : j = 1, . . . ,m} and integer q ≥ 2,

∥h∥2Lq ≤ (Cq)β · ∥h∥2L2 . (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-ℓ polynomials over either the Gaussian measure, or
uniform measure on the sphere or the hypercube [Gro75, Bon70, Bec75, Bec92], where Equation
(24) holds with β = ℓ and C = 1.

For a p.s.d. matrix A = (aij)ij∈[m] ∈ Rm×m, define the function A(u) =
∑

i,j∈[m] aijψi(u)ψj(u).
Then we can show that under Assumption 3 (see for example [MMM22, Lemma 6]):

E [|A(u)− Tr(A)|q]2/q ≤ (Cq)2β · Tr(A)2 ≤ (Cq)2β ·m∥A∥2F , ∀q ≥ 2. (25)

Therefore Equation (a1) implies Equation (a2) with φ1(m) =
√
m. However this bound can be

improved in many cases of interest. In particular, when {ψj}j∈[m] is an orthonormal basis of
degree-ℓ polynomials with respect to either the Gaussian, uniform on the sphere or hypercube
measures, then φ1(m) = Õ(

√
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 · ξm+1 ≤ ξm+1, there exist constants β,C > 0 such that for any
h ∈ span{ψj : j = m+ 1, . . . ,m} and integer q ≥ 2,

∥h∥2Lq ≤ (Cq)β · ∥h∥2L2 .

(b) There exists α1 > 0 such that

E
[
max
i∈[n]

|K>m(ui,ui)− E[K>m(ui,ui)]|
]
≤ α1

√
nξm+1

Tr(K>m)
· E[K>m(ui,ui)].

20



This assumption is a quantitative version of [MMM22, 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 K>m = (K>m(ui,uj))ij∈[n] ∈ Rn×n the high-degree part of the empirical
kernel matrix. Under Assumption 4, there exists a universal constant C > 0 such that

E
[
∥K>m − Tr(K>m) · In∥op

]
≤ C

{
α1 + (2C)β logβ(n)

}√ nξm+1

Tr(Σ>m)
· Tr(Σ>m). (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 δ ∈ (0, 1), Assumption 4 implies Assumption 1.(b) with
p2,n(m) = δ and

φ2,n(m) =
C

δ

{
α1 + (2C)β logβ(n)

}
.

Assumption 4 is readily verified for the various kernels on the sphere and hypercube considered
in [MMM22, MMM21, MM22, Mis22] with α1 = on(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−D instead of in expectation.

Target function. The particular form of Assumption 1.(c) is motivated by the goal of showing
a multiplicative approximation bound ER,n(m) · Rn(β∗, λ). If instead, we relax this approximation
bound to ER,n(m) · E[y2] = ER,n(m) · (∥f∗∥2L2 + σ2ε), we can replace Assumption 1.(c) by a simpler
assumption to verify on the growth of the moments of the target function

Eu [|f∗(u)|q] ≤ (Cβq)
qβ/2∥f∗∥qL2 , ∀q ≥ 2.

Indeed using the hypercontractivity Assumption 3 on f∗,≤m, we have by triangular inequality

∥f∗,>m∥Lq ≤ ∥f∗∥Lq + ∥f∗,≤m∥Lq ≤ (Cq)β/2∥f∗∥L2 + (Cq)β/2∥f∗,<m∥L2 ≤ 2(Cq)β/2∥f∗∥L2 ,

which implies that

P (|f∗,>m(u)| ≥ t · ∥f∗∥L2) ≤ C exp
{
−ct2/β

}
,

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

Remark 2.1 (The case D ⊊ L2(U).). For simplicity of presentation, we assumed throughout this
section that f∗ ∈ D = span{ψj : j ≥ 1}. However, our proof readily extend to the case f∗ ̸∈ D
as long as we assume that P⊥,Df∗ satisfy Assumption 1.(c), where P⊥,D 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(xi)xi,≤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 ui ∼ Unif(Sd−1(

√
d)) and an inner-product kernel

K(ui,uj) = h(⟨ui,uj⟩/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 [GMMM20],
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 x ∈ Rp, p ∈ N ∪ {∞}, satisfy the following assumption:

Assumption 5 (Concentrated features.). There exist cx,Cx, β > 0 such that for any p.s.d. matrix
A ∈ Rp×p with Tr(ΣA) <∞, we have

P
(∣∣∣xTAx− Tr(ΣA)

∣∣∣ ≥ t · ∥Σ1/2AΣ1/2∥F
)
≤ Cx exp

{
−cxt

1/β
}
. (27)

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

• The feature vector z = Σ−1/2x has independent sub-Gaussian coordinates with uniformly-
bounded sub-Gaussian norm. This is for example the setting studied in [BLLT20, TB23].

• The feature vector z = Σ−1/2x satisfy the Lipschitz convex concentration property: for any
1-Lipschitz convex function φ : Rp → R and t > 0,

P (|φ(z)− E[φ(z)]| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp
{
−t2/τ2x

}
. (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, Ada15] which implies As-
sumption 5 with β = 1. This is the condition assumed in [CM22] to study ridge regression with
infinite-dimensional features. The case β > 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 t2 replaced by t2/β. Using this property, [LC18] derive non-asymptotic bounds on deterministic
equivalents for random matrix functionals with p = O(n).

Observe that Equation (27) applied toA = vvT implies Equation (a1) (with a slight reparametriza-
tion of the constants cx,Cx). 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 νλ(n) := νλ,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 η := ηx ∈ (0, 1/2), CK,D > 0, and Cx,ε,D,K > 0 such that the following
holds. For any n ≥ CK,D, regularization parameter λ > 0, and target function f∗ ∈ L2(U) with
parameters ∥β∗∥2 <∞, if it holds that

λ · νλ(n) ≥ n−K , νλ(n)
8 log3β+

1
2 (n) ≤ K

√
n,

then with probability at least 1− n−D, we have

|Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ)− Rn(β∗, λ)| ≤ Cx,ε,D,K
νλ(n)

6 log3β+1/2(n)√
n

Rn(β∗, λ). (29)

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 Õ(n−1/2) 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
Õ(n−1/2) is achieved for any target function without any dependency on β∗. In particular, the
approximation guarantee (29) applies to all square-integrable functions f∗ ∈ L2(U).

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

p2,n(m) = n−D, φ2,n(m) = Cx,D log2β+1(n),

for any constant D > 0. This is proved in Appendix C.2. Moreover, Assumption 1.(c) directly

follows by taking A = Σ
−1/2
>m β∗,>mβ

T
∗,>mΣ

−1/2
>m in Equation (27). For the reader’s convenience, we

write a second corollary for the case m <∞:

Corollary 2. Under Assumptions 2 and 5, for any D,K > 0, there exist constants η := ηx ∈
(0, 1/2), CK,D > 0, and Cx,ε,D,K > 0 such that the following holds. For any n ≥ CK,D, regulariza-
tion parameter λ > 0, target function f∗ ∈ L2(U) with parameters ∥β∗∥2 <∞, and integer m ∈ N,
if it holds that

λ>m · νλ,m(n) ≥ n−K , log3β+1(n)

√
n

rλ(m)
≤ 1

2
, νλ,m(n)

8 log3β+1(n) ≤ K
√
n,

then with probability at least 1− n−D, we have

|Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ)− Rn(β∗, λ)| ≤ Cx,ε,D,K · νλ,m(n) log3β+1(n)

{
νλ,m(n)

5

√
n

+

√
n

rλ(m)

}
· Rn(β∗, λ).

Corollary 2 allows to provide approximation guarantees for the interpolating solution λ = 0 as
soon as m is chosen such that Tr(Σ≥m) = Ω(1). In particular, if Tr(Σ>n2) = Ω(Tr(Σ)), Corollary
2 shows that the rate of approximation is Õ(n−1/2) for any λ ≥ 0 by taking m = n2.

We illustrate Corollary 1 in Figure 3. We consider a setting where the data is given by (ui, yi)i∈[n]
with ui ∼ N(0, Id) and yi = f∗(ui) + εi, for some target function f∗ verifying Eq. (c1) (e.g., f∗ is
Lipschitz or a polynomial). Fix a weight matrix W = [w1, . . . ,wp]

T ∈ Rp×d. We consider fitting
this data using a two-layer neural network

f̂(u) =
∑
j∈[p]

θjσ(⟨wj ,u⟩) = θTσ(Wu),
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Figure 3: Test error of ridge regression with features x = σ(Wu) ∈ Rp with covariates u ∼
N(0, Id), where the weight matrix W = [w1, . . . ,wp]

T ∈ Rp×d is fixed and the activation is chosen
σ ∈ {ReLu, sigmoid, tanh}. We take wj ∼i.i.d. N(0, Id/d) and target function f∗(u) =

1√
2
⟨e,u⟩ +

1
2

(
⟨e,u⟩2 − 1

)
with e ∈ Rd, ∥e∥2 = 1 chosen arbitrarily. Here we set d = 60, p = 120, λ = 0.1, and

σ2ε = 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 θ ∈ Rp using ridge regression with regularization
parameter λ. Following our notations, this corresponds to KRR with a feature map x = σ(Wu) ∈
Rp which has second moment matrix Σ = E[xxT] = (H(wi,wj))ij∈[p] where

H(wi,wj) := Eu∼N(0,Id)[σ(⟨wi,u⟩)σ(⟨wj ,u⟩)]. (30)

We assume that there exists a constant C > 0 such that σ : R → R is C-Lipschitz and ∥W ∥op ≤ C.
Then, x satisfies the Lipschitz convex concentration property (28) with a constant that only depends
on C [C+18]. Therefore, we can apply Corollary 1 (note that the part of f∗ uncorrelated to x can be
taken care of by following Remark 2.1), and the test error is well approximated by the deterministic
equivalent

Rn(f∗, λ) =
⟨β∗, (Σ+ λ∗)

−2β∗⟩+ σ2ε + ∥f∗∥2L2 − ∥β∗∥22
1− 1

nTr(Σ
2(Σ+ λ∗)−2)

,

where Σ ∈ Rp×p has entries given by Eq. (30) and β∗ = Σ−1/2Eu[σ(Wu)f∗(u)].

Remark 3.1 (Local and average laws). In the proof of Corollary 1, we show approximation rates
Õ(n−1/2) 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 Õ(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 Õ(n−1), much smaller
than Õ(n−1/2), due to eigenvalue correlations.

We note that the rate Õ(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(β∗;X, λ) = (1 + Õ(n−1/2)) · Bn(β∗, λ), V(X, λ) = (1 + Õ(n−1)) · Vn(λ),

for any target function ∥β∗∥2 <∞.

3.2 Inner-product kernels on the sphere

Denote Sd−1(
√
d) := {u ∈ Rd : ∥u∥2 =

√
d} the d-dimensional sphere of radius

√
d, and τd the

uniform measure on Sd−1(
√
d). In our second example, we assume that the covariates are distributed

according to {ui}i∈[n] ∼i.i.d. τd and that the p.s.d. kernel K : Sd−1(
√
d)×Sd−1(

√
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 L2(Sd−1(

√
d)) := L2(Sd−1(

√
d), τd) be the space

of square integrable functions with respect to τd. We denote ⟨f, g⟩L2 = Eu∼τd [f(u)g(u)] the scalar

product and ∥f∥L2 = ⟨f, f⟩1/2
L2 the norm in L2(Sd−1(

√
d)). For each k ∈ N, let Vd,k be the linear

subspace spanned by degree-k polynomials that are orthogonal (with respect to ⟨·, ·⟩L2) to all
polynomials of degree less or equal to k−1. Using these definitions, we have the following orthogonal
decomposition

L2(Sd−1(
√
d)) =

∞⊕
k=0

Vd,k.

Denote Bd,k := dim(Vd,k) and Pk the orthogonal projection onto Vd,k in L2(Sd−1(
√
d)). For each

k ∈ N, we further introduce a set {Yks}s∈[Bd,k] of degree-k spherical harmonics that forms an
orthonormal basis of Vd,k. In particular, by construction

⟨Yks, Ylr⟩L2 = δklδsr,

and {Yks}k≥0,s∈[Bd,k] forms an orthonormal basis of L2(Sd−1(
√
d)).

The inner-product kernel has the following simple eigendecomposition in this basis of spherical
harmonics

K(u,u′) = h(⟨u,u′⟩/d) =
∞∑
k=0

ξk
∑

s∈[Bd,k]

Yks(u)Yks(u
′),

where the eigenvalues ξk have multiplicity Bd,k and are given explicitly by

ξk =
1√
Bd,k

Eu

[
h(u1/

√
d)Qk(u1/

√
d)
]
.

Here {Qk}k≥0 denotes the orthonormal basis of Gegenbauer polynomials in L2([−1, 1], τd,1) where
τd,1 is the marginal distribution of u1/

√
d with u ∼ τd. 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 CL > 0
such that the kernel function h : [−1, 1] → R satisfy the following.

(a) We assume that h(1) ≤ CL and

ξkBd,k ≥ 1

CL
, for k = 0, . . . , L.
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(b) We assume that h>L(1) ≥ 1/CL. 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 [|f∗(u)|q] ≤ (CLq)
qL/2∥f∗∥qL2 . (31)

We further assume that ∥P>Lf∗∥L2 ≥ ∥f∗∥L2/CL.

For example, Assumption 6.(c) is verified for f∗(x) = g(⟨e,x⟩) with |g(x)| ≤ CL∥g∥L2(1 + |x|)L
where g is not a degree-L polynomial. Below, we will denote CL constants that only depends on
the values of L,CL. 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

n− λ

λ∗
=

∞∑
k=0

Bd,kξk
ξk + λ∗

. (32)

In this example, we denote the test error Rtest(f∗;U , ε, λ) to emphasize the dependency on the
covariates U := [u1, . . . ,un]

T ∈ Rn×d. Its associated deterministic equivalent is given by

Rn(f∗, λ) =
1

1− 1
n

∑∞
k=0

Bd,kξ
2
k

(ξk+λ∗)2

( ∞∑
k=0

∥Pkf∗∥2L2

λ2∗
(ξk + λ∗)2

+ σ2ε

)
. (33)

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∗ ∈ L2(Sd−1(

√
d)) and the inner-product

kernel h : [−1, 1] → R satisfy Assumption 6 at L, there exist constants CL,D > 0 and CL,ε,D such
that the following holds. For any integers d ≥ CL,D and CL,D ≤ n ≤ dL, and defining ℓ ≥ 1 to be
the closest positive integer to log(n)/ log(d), we have with probability at least 1− n−D,

|Rtest(f∗;U , ε, λ)− Rn(f∗, λ)| ≤ CL,ε,D · log3L+7/2(n ∧ d)

{√
dℓ−1

n
+

√
n

dℓ+1

}
· Rn(f∗, λ).

The proof of this theorem can be found in Appendix C.3. Observe that the approximation rate
is always better than Õ(d−1/4) (for n ≥ d1/4), with rate Õ(d−1/2) when n = dℓ.

The KRR test error with inner-product kernel on the sphere was precisely characterized in the
high-dimensional polynomial scaling [GMMM21, XHM+22] where n, d → ∞ with n/dκ → γ for
κ, γ ∈ R2

>0. We recover these asymptotics by taking the polynomial scaling limit in Eqs. (32) and
(33). However, Theorem 2 improves over these previous results in two significant ways:

• 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 = d2/10, or n = d3/2.

• The approximation guarantee ismultiplicative instead of additive, with an explicit convergence
rate. Furthermore, it holds for a fixed target function f∗ ∈ L2(Sd−1(

√
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 (ui, yi) is taken to be ui ∼ Unif(Sd−1(

√
d))

with d = 24 and yi = f∗(ui) + εi with εi ∼ N(0, σ2ε) and σ
2
ε = 0.1. We fix the target function to be

f∗(u) =
7∑

k=1

Cd,k

∑
j∈[d]

j+k−1∏
s=j

us,

where we use the cyclic convention ud+i = ui and we choose the coefficients Cd,k such that
∥Pkf∗∥2L2 = C2

d,kd · E[u21 · · ·u2k] = k−2. To fit this data, we consider KRR with regularization
parameter λ = 0 (the ‘ridge-less’ minimum-norm interpolating solution) and inner-product kernel

h(⟨u,u′⟩/d) =
7∑

k=1

ξk
√
Bd,k ·Qk(⟨u,u′⟩/d),

where ξk = 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 n 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 ≥ n0 ∈ {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 λ, with explicit non-asymptotic bounds.

First, we briefly recall the definition of the cross-validation estimator. Consider f̂λ the KRR
predictor trained on n data points (ui, yi)i∈[n] as defined in problem (2). For each i ∈ [n], we

introduce f̂−i
λ the KRR predictor trained on all but the i-th sample (ui, yi). The leave-one-out

cross-validation (CV) estimator is then given by

ĈVn(λ) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

(
yi − f̂−i

λ (ui)
)2
,

which can be used as an estimate of the out-of-sample prediction error Rtest(f̂λ,P).
For linear models, the leave-one-out predictors f̂−i

λ do not need to be computed for each i ∈ [n],

which would be computationally expensive. Instead, ĈVn(λ) can be rewritten as a weighted average
of the training errors, which is known as the “shortcut formula”. Denote f̂λ = [f̂λ(u1), . . . , f̂λ(un)]
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Figure 4: Predictions of the GCV estimator compared to its deterministic equivalent plotted against
the regularization parameter λ ∈ [10−3, 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 f̂λ can be written as
a linear transformation of the n labels y = (y1, . . . , yn) with

f̂λ = Sλy , Sλ := XXT(XXT + λ)−1.

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

ĈVn(λ) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

(
yi − f̂λ(xi)

1− (Sλ)ii

)2

.

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 (Sλ)ii
by their average Tr(Sλ)/n in the expression of ĈVn(λ). The resulting estimator, known as the
generalized cross-validation (GCV) estimator, reads

ĜCVλ(K,y) =
1

n

∥y − f̂λ∥22
(1− Tr(Sλ)/n)2

= n
yT(K + λIn)

−2y

Tr((K + λ)−1)2
, (34)

where we denoted K := XXT = (K(ui,uj))ij∈[n] 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 λ → 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 λ ∈ [0, nK ].
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Theorem 3 (Uniform consistency of the GCV estimator). Consider D,K > 0, integer n, a
maximum regularization parameter λmax ≤ nK , and target function f∗ ∈ L2(U) with parameters
∥β∗∥2 = ∥f∗∥L2 < ∞. Assume that the features {xi}i∈[n] and f∗ satisfy Assumption 1 with λ = 0
and some m := m(n) ∈ N ∪ {∞}, and the {εi}i∈[n] satisfy Assumption 2. There exist constants

η := ηx ∈ (0, 1/2), CD,K > 0, Cx,ε,D,K > 0, and C̃x,ε,D,K > 0 such that, if it holds that n ≥ CD,K

and

Tr(Σ>m) ≥ n−K , Cx,ε,D,K · ER,n(m) ≤ 1. (35)

where ER,n(m) is defined in Eq. (18), then with probability at least 1− n−D − p2,n(m), we have

sup
λ∈[0,λmax]

∣∣∣∣∣ ĜCVλ(K,y)

Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C̃x,ε,K,D · EG,n(m), (36)

where

EG,n(m) :=
φ1(m)ν0,m(n)

8 log3β+1/2(n)√
n

+ ν0,m(n)φ2,n(m)

√
n

r0(m)
. (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:

• 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
EG,n(m) same rate as in Theorem 2).

• The guarantee is scale-free and does not depend on the magnitude of Rtest. Note that this is
stronger than showing ĜCVλ−Rtest → 0 as this does not suffice to argue that ĜCVλ recovers
the scale of Rtest whenever Rtest is itself vanishing, e.g., Rtest ≈ n−γ .

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

λopt = argmin
λ≥0

Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ).

Consider λ̂GCV that minimizes the GCV estimator

λ̂GCV = argmin
λ≥0

ĜCVλ(K,y).

Then, under mild assumptions on the model, we have with the same probability as Eq. (36) that∣∣∣Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ̂GCV)−Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λopt)
∣∣∣ ≤ C̃x,ε,K,D · EG,n(m) · Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λopt).

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(Σ>m) is large enough, Theorem 3 provides guarantees for the interpolating
solution λ = 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 λ ∈ [0, λmax] by λ ∈ [λmin, λmax]
with λmin > 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 η := ηx ∈ (0, 1/2), CK,D > 0, Cx,ε,D,K > 0, and C̃x,ε,D,K > 0 such
that the following holds. For any n ≥ CK,D, regularization parameter range 0 < λmin ≤ λmax ≤ nK ,
and f∗ ∈ L2(U), if it holds that

λmin · νλmin
(n) ≥ n−K , Cx,ε,K,D · νλmin

(n)8 log3β+
1
2 (n) ≤

√
n,

then with probability at least 1− n−D, we have

sup
λ∈[λmin,λmax]

∣∣∣∣∣ ĜCVλ(K,y)

Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C̃x,ε,K,D
νλmin

(n)8 log3β+1/2(n)√
n

.

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).

5 Outline 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, λ) :=
1

n
Tr
[
(XXT + λ)−1

]
, (38)

Ltrain(β∗;X, ε, λ) =
1

n

∑
i∈[n]

(
yi − f̂λ(xi)

)2
. (39)

Their associated deterministic equivalents are given by

sn(λ) :=
1

nλ∗
, (40)

Ln(β∗, λ) :=

(
λ

nλ∗

)2

· λ
2
∗⟨β∗, (Σ+ λ∗)

−2β∗⟩+ σ2ε
1− 1

nTr(Σ
2(Σ+ λ∗)−2)

. (41)

From these expressions, we can directly observe that

Ln(β∗, λ)

λ2sn(λ)2
= Rn(β∗, λ),

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 ε-net of
λ ∈ [0, λmax]. 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, . . . ,xn]
T ∈ Rn×p, where p ∈ N ∪ {∞}. 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 xi’s satisfy Assumption 1.(a) with m = p and constants cx,Cx, β, φ1(p) > 0.
Recall that λ∗ denote the effective regularization associated to (n,Σ, λ) (Definition 1) and νλ(n) :=
νλ,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 + λ)−1 ∈ Rp×p.

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

M := Σ1/2(XTX + λ)−1Σ1/2 ∈ Rp×p.

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

M := Σ(µ∗Σ+ λ)−1,

where we defined µ∗ := λ/λ∗.
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

Φ1(X;A) := Tr
(
AΣ1/2(XTX + λ)−1Σ1/2

)
,

Φ2(X) := Tr

(
XTX

n
(XTX + λ)−1

)
,

Φ3(X;A) := Tr
(
AΣ1/2(XTX + λ)−1Σ(XTX + λ)−1Σ1/2

)
,

Φ4(X;A) := Tr

(
AΣ1/2(XTX + λ)−1X

TX

n
(XTX + λ)−1Σ1/2

)
.

Recalling X = ZΣ1/2, note that these functionals only depend on M and ZTZ. We show below
that we can approximate these functionals by the following deterministic functions

Ψ1(µ∗;A) := Tr
(
AΣ(µ∗Σ+ λ)−1

)
,

Ψ2(µ∗) :=
1

n
Tr
(
Σ(Σ+ λ∗)

−1
)
,

Ψ3(µ∗;A) :=
Tr(AΣ2(µ∗Σ+ λ)−2)

1− 1
nTr(Σ

2(Σ+ λ∗)−2)
,

Ψ4(µ∗;A) :=
1

n
· Tr(AΣ2(Σ+ λ∗)

−2)

n− Tr(Σ2(Σ+ λ∗)−2)
.

Without loss of generality, we can assume that Tr(AΣ) < ∞ for Φ1, since otherwise Φ1(X,A) =
Ψ1(X) = ∞ almost surely, and Tr(AΣ2) < ∞ for Φ3 and Φ4, since otherwise Φj(X;A) =
Ψj(µ∗;A) = ∞, 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 (xi)i∈[n] satisfy As-
sumption 1.(a) with some constants cx,Cx, β, φ1(p) > 0. For any D,K > 0, there exist con-
stants η := ηx ∈ (0, 1/2) (only depending on cx,Cx, β), CD,K > 0 (only depending on K,D), and
Cx,D,K > 0 (only depending on cx,Cx, β,D,K), such that the following holds. For all n ≥ CD,K

and λ > 0, if it holds that

λ · νλ(n) ≥ n−K , φ1(p)νλ(n)
5/2 logβ+

1
2 (n) ≤ K

√
n, (42)

then for any deterministic p.s.d. matrix A, we have with probability at least 1− n−D that

∣∣Φ1(X;A)−Ψ1(µ∗;A)
∣∣ ≤ Cx,D,K

φ1(p)νλ(n)
5/2 logβ+

1
2 (n)√

n
Ψ1(µ∗;A), (43)

∣∣Φ2(X)−Ψ2(µ∗)
∣∣ ≤ Cx,D,K

φ1(p)νλ(n)
5/2 logβ+

1
2 (n)√

n
Ψ2(µ∗), (44)

∣∣Φ3(X;A)−Ψ3(µ∗;A)
∣∣ ≤ Cx,D,K

φ1(p)νλ(n)
6 log2β+

1
2 (n)√

n
Ψ3(µ∗;A), (45)

∣∣Φ4(X;A)−Ψ4(µ∗;A)
∣∣ ≤ Cx,D,K

φ1(p)νλ(n)
6 logβ+

1
2 (n)√

n
Ψ4(µ∗;A). (46)

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 λ > 0
and fixed feature distribution with covariance Σ. Furthermore, they are dimension-free:
they only depend on p through the assumption φ1(p) (e.g., p = ∞ and φ1(p) = 1 in the
concentrated feature case) and Σ through νλ(n) (recall that we expect νλ(n) ≲ polylog(n)/λ
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 Ψj(X;A). In particular, this allows to study settings where these
functionals decay as n−γ .

3. Compared to [CM22] which required ∥A∥op < ∞ 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 = Σ−1β∗β

T
∗ Σ

−1 which satisfy
Tr(AΣ2) = ∥β∗∥22 <∞ without imposing Tr(A) = ∥Σ−1β∗∥22 <∞.

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 ∣∣Φ(X)−Ψ(µ∗)

∣∣ ≤ ∣∣Φ(X)− E[Φ(X)]
∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸

(M)

+
∣∣E[Φ(X)]−Ψ(µ∗)

∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
(D)

.

For the martingale part (M), we construct a martingale difference sequence that interpolates be-
tween Φ(X) and E[Φ(X)] by integrating one more feature at a time. More precisely, denote Ei the
expectation over features {xi+1, . . . ,xn}, for i = 0, . . . , n. Then we can write

Φ(X)− E[Φ(X)] =

n∑
i=1

(
Ei − Ei−1

)
Φ(X).
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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 Φ1(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 Φ1(X;A)
was previously proven in [CM22, Corollary 6.5] in the case of φ1(p) = 1, β = 1, and ∥A∥op < ∞,
using a different interpolation path (see Remark A.1 in Appendix A.2). For allD > 0, they obtained
the following bound with probability 1−O(n−D):

|Φ1(X;A)−Ψ1(µ∗;A)| ≤ Cx,D
νλ(n)

3 log2(n)

κ6.5n
√
ρ1(A)

·Ψ1(µ∗;A), (47)

where

κ := min(λ/(nλ∗), 1− λ/(nλ∗)), ρ1(A) :=
Ψ1(µ∗;A/∥A∥op)

Ψ1(µ∗; I)
.

Note that ρ1(A) ≤ 1 for all matrices A. In contrast, Theorem 4 provides an approximation rate
Õ(n−1/2) uniformly over all A and does not impose ∥A∥op <∞.

On one hand, Equation (47) achieves approximation rate Õ(n−1) when ρ1(A) = Ω(1). In
particular, using that ρ1(I) = 1, the above bound allows [CM22] to establish the tight rate Õ(n−1)
for the variance term (8) expected from the ‘average law’ fluctuations. On the other hand, the
bound can become much worse when ρ1(A) is small. In particular, Theorem 4 always improves on
Eq. (47) for rank 1 matrices A, since ρ1(uu

T) ≤ C/n for any u ∈ Rp. Further, note for example
that ρ1(eje

T
j ) ≲ ξj/λ→ 0 as j → ∞ 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:

• From Assumption 1.(b), with probability at least 1−p2,n(m), we can approximate the resolvent
(XXT + λ)−1 by (X≤mX

T
≤m + λ>m)

−1 and, recalling condition (16), bound

∥X>mΣ>mX>m∥op ≤ 3

2
ξm+1λ>m.

• 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 f>m =
(f∗,>m(x1), . . . , f∗,>m(xn)) and consider a random matrix B ∈ Rn×n that only depends
on X≤m, and a fixed vector v ∈ Rn. Then we prove under Assumption 1.(c) and using
E[f∗,>m(xi)xi,≤m] = 0, that with high probability

fT
>mBf>m = (1 + o(1)) · ∥f∗,>m∥2L2 · Tr(B), vTBf>m = o(1) · ∥f∗,>m∥L2∥Bv∥2.

• Under Assumption 2, the random vector ε satisfy the Hanson-Wright inequality [RV13].
Therefore the functionals concentrate on their expectations with respect to ε.
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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 λ>m, parameter
β≤m, and the variance ∥f∗,>m∥2L2 + σ2ε . In fact, we can express them in terms of Φ2(X≤m),

Φ3(X≤m;A), and Φ4(X≤m;A) with regularization parameter λ>m and A equal to either Im, Σ
−1
≤m,

or Σ−1
≤mβ≤mβ

T
≤mΣ

−1
≤m. Recalling that X≤m satisfy Assumption 1.(a), we can apply Theorem 4 and

approximate these functionals by Ψ2(µ∗,m), Ψ3(µ∗,m;A), and Ψ4(µ∗,m;A) where µ∗,m = λ>m/λ∗,m
with λ∗,m the effective regularization associated to (n,Σ≤m, λ>m). Finally, we show that these
deterministic equivalents, that depend on λ∗,m, are close to the original deterministic equivalents
in terms of the effective regularization λ∗ associated to (n,Σ, λ) as soon as rλ(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 η := ηx ∈
(0, 1/2), CK,D > 0, Cx,K,D > 0 and Cx,ε,D,K > 0 such that the following holds. For any n ≥ CK,D,
regularization λ > 0, and target function f∗ ∈ L2(U) with parameters ∥β∗∥2 <∞, if it holds that

λ · νλ(n) ≥ n−K , νλ(n)
7 log2β+

1
2 (n) ≤ K

√
n, (48)

then with probability at least 1− n−D, we have

|sn(X, λ)− sn(λ)| ≤ Cx,K,D
νλ(n)

7/2 logβ+
1
2 (n)√

n
sn(λ), (49)

|Ltrain(β∗;X, ε, λ)− Ln(β∗, λ)| ≤ Cx,ε,K,D
νλ(n)

7 log2β+
1
2 (n)√

n
Ln(β∗, λ), (50)

|Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ)− Rn(β∗, λ)| ≤ Cx,ε,K,D
νλ(n)

7 log2β+
1
2 (n)√

n
Rn(β∗, λ). (51)

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

G := (XXT + λ)−1 ∈ Rn×n, R := (XTX + λ)−1 ∈ Rp×p,

M := Σ1/2RΣ1/2 ∈ Rp×p, M := Σ(µ∗Σ+ λ)−1 ∈ Rp×p,

Υ1 :=
1

n
Tr(Σ(Σ+ λ∗)

−1), Υ2 :=
1

n
Tr(Σ2(Σ+ λ∗)

−2).

Recall that Υ1 = 1− λ
nλ∗

by definition of λ∗. We will further denote Ej,n the right-hand side rates

in Eqs. (43)–(46) so that with probability at least 1− n−D,

|Φj(X;A)−Ψj(µ∗;A)| ≤ Ej,n ·Ψj(µ∗;A).

Step 1: Stieltjes transform.
We can rewrite the Stieljes transform as

1

n
Tr(G) =

1

λ

(
1− 1

n
Tr
(
XTX(XTX + λ)−1

))
.

The right-hand side corresponds to the functional Φ2(X). Under Assumption 5 and the conditions
(48), we can apply Theorem 4 and get with probability at least 1− n−D that∣∣∣∣ 1nTr(XTX(XTX + λ)−1

)
−
(
1− λ

nλ∗

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ E2,n ·
(
1− λ

nλ∗

)
.
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We deduce that with probability at least 1− n−D∣∣∣∣ 1nTr(G)− 1

nλ∗

∣∣∣∣ ≤ E2,n · 1
λ

(
1− λ

nλ∗

)
≤ 2E2,nνλ(n) ·

1

nλ∗
,

where we used that λ−1(1 − λ/(nλ∗)) = Tr(M)/(nλ∗) and Tr(M) ≤ 2νλ(n) from Lemma 3.
Replacing E2,n by the expression in Theorem 4 yields Eq. (49).
Step 2: Training error.

Using y = f + ε, we decompose the training error into three contributions

1

n
∥y −Xθ̂λ∥22 =

1

n
∥y −XXTGy∥22 =

1

n
λ2yTG2y = λ2 · (T1 + 2T2 + T3) , (52)

where we denoted

T1 =
1

n
fTG2f , T2 =

1

n
εTG2f , T3 =

1

n
εTG2ε.

Term T1. Introduce A∗ = Σ−1β∗β
T
∗ Σ

−1. Observe that we can rewrite this term as

T1 =
1

n
fTG2f =

1

n
θ∗RXTXRθ∗ =

1

n
Tr
(
Σ1/2A∗Σ

1/2RXTXR
)
,

which corresponds to the functional Φ4(X;A∗). Under the assumptions of Theorem 5, we can
apply Theorem 4 and get with probability at least 1− n−D that

|T1 −Ψ4(µ∗;A∗)| ≤ E4,n ·Ψ4(µ∗;A∗). (53)

Term T3. Using Hanson-Wright inequality (169) on ε conditional on X, there exists a constant
Cε,D such that with probability at least 1− n−D∣∣∣∣T3 − σ2ε

n
Tr(G2)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cε,D
log(n)

n
· σ2ε∥G2∥F . (54)

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

1

n
Tr(G2) =

1

λ

(
1

n
Tr(G)− 1

n
Tr(XXTG2)

)
.

The term linear in G was bounded in the first step above, while the second term corresponds to the
functional Φ4(X;Σ−1). Hence, by Theorem 4, we conclude that with probability at least 1− n−D∣∣∣∣ 1nTr(XXTG2)−Ψ4(µ∗;Σ

−1)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ E4,n ·Ψ4(µ∗;Σ
−1).

Note that

1

λ

(
sn(λ)−Ψ4(µ∗;Σ

−1)
)
=

1

nλλ∗

(
1−

λ∗
n Tr(Σ(Σ+ λ∗)

−2)

1−Υ2

)
=

1

(nλ∗)2
· 1

1−Υ2
=: T 3,
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where we used that λ∗
n Tr(Σ(Σ+ λ∗)

−2) = Υ1 −Υ2 and 1−Υ1 =
λ

nλ∗
. Thus, the mean is bounded

by ∣∣∣∣ 1nTr(G2)− T 3

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

λ
|sn(X, λ)− sn(λ)|+

1

λ
|Φ4(X;Σ−1)−Ψ4(µ∗;Σ

−1)|

≤ max {2E2,nνλ(n), E4,n} · 2
nλ∗

λ(nλ∗)2

≤ Cνλ(n)E4,n · T 3,

(55)

where we used Ψ4(µ∗;Σ
−1) ≤ sn, the identity nλ∗/λ = 1 + Tr(M) ≤ 2νλ(n), and (1−Υ2)

−1 ≥ 1,
and that E2,n ≤ E4,n 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/λ, we
first note that

Tr(G4)

Tr(G2)T 3

≤ 1

λ2T 3

≤ (1 + Tr(M))2 ≤ (2νλ(n))
2.

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

log(n)√
n

· σ2ε∥G2∥F ≤ Cνλ(n) log(n)σ
2
ε

√
Tr(G2)

n
T 3 ≤ Cx,K,D · νλ(n) log(n)σ2εT 3,

where we used that Tr(G2)/n ≤ Cx,K,DT 3 by Eq. (55) and conditions (48). Combining this bound
and Eq. (55) into Eq. (54) yields with probability at least 1− n−D

|T3 − σ2εT 3| ≤ Cx,ε,D,K · νλ(n)E4,n · σ2εT 3. (56)

Term T2. Again, using Hanson-Wright inequality (169), we have with probability at least 1−n−D

|T2| ≤ Cε,D
log(n)

n
σε
√
fTG4f .

We observe that, similarly as above,

fTG4f

T 3 · fTG2f
≤ 1

λ2T 3

≤ (2νλ(n))
2,

and therefore, we get using Eq. (53) that

|T2| ≤ Cε,D
νλ(n) log(n)√

n
σε

√
T 3 ·

fTG2f

n
≤ Cx,ε,K,D

νλ(n) log(n)√
n

{
σ2εT 3 +Ψ4(µ∗;A∗)

}
. (57)

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

|Ltrain(β∗;X, ε, λ)− Ln(β∗, λ)| ≤ λ2|T1 −Ψ4(µ∗;A∗)|+ 2λ2|T2|+ λ2|T3 − σ2εT 3|

≤ Cx,ε,D,K · νλ(n)max
{
E4,n, n−1/2 log(n)

}
· Ln(β∗, λ),

where we used Ln(β∗, λ) = λ2Ψ4(µ∗;A∗)+σ
2
ελ

2T 3. Replacing E4,n 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

∥θ∗ −RXTy∥2Σ = Q1 − 2Q2 +Q3, (58)

where we denoted

Q1 = ∥θ∗ −RXTXθ∗∥2Σ, Q2 = ⟨ε,XRΣ(θ∗ −RXTXθ∗)⟩, Q3 = ∥RXTε∥2Σ.
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Term Q1. Recall that we denoted A∗ = Σ−1β∗β
T
∗ Σ

−1. This term can be rewritten as

Q1 = λ2∥Rθ∗∥2Σ = λ2Tr(Σ1/2A∗Σ
1/2RΣR),

which corresponds to the functional Φ3(X;A∗). Under the assumptions of Theorem 5, we can
apply again Theorem 4 and get with probability at least 1− n−D that∣∣Q1 − λ2Ψ3(µ∗;A∗)

∣∣ ≤ E3,n · λ2Ψ3(µ∗;A∗). (59)

Term Q3. Using Hanson-Wright inequality (169) on ε, there exists a constant Cε,D such that
with probability at least 1− n−D∣∣∣Q3 − σ2εTr(ΣRXTXR)

∣∣∣ ≤ Cε,D log(n) · σ2ε∥XRΣRXT∥F . (60)

The mean corresponds to the functional Φ4(µ∗; I). From Theorem 4, we get that with probability
at least 1− n−D ∣∣∣Tr(ΣRXTXR)− nΨ4(µ∗; I)

∣∣∣ ≤ E4,n · nΨ4(µ∗; I). (61)

For the variance term, we use that ∥M∥op ≤ Cx,Dνλ(n)/n with probability at least 1 − n−D by
Lemma 1, and obtain

n∥ZM2ZT∥2F
(Tr(ZM2ZT) + 1)2

≤ n∥M∥op ≤ Cx,Dνλ(n).

Therefore, the right-hand side of Eq. (60) is bounded by

log(n) · σ2ε∥XRΣRXT∥F ≤ Cx,D,K
νλ(n) log(n)√

n

{
σ2ε · nΨ4(µ∗; I) + σ2ε

}
.

Combining this bound and Eq. (61) yields with probability at least 1− n−D that

|Q3 − σ2ε · nΨ4(µ∗; I)| ≤ Cε,x,D max
{
E4,n, n−1/2νλ(n) log(n)

}
·
{
σ2ε · nΨ4(µ∗; I) + σ2ε

}
. (62)

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

|Q2| ≤ Cε,D log(n)σελ
√
⟨θ∗,RΣRXTXRΣRθ∗⟩

≤ Cε,D log(n)∥Σ1/2RXT∥op
√
σ2ε · T1

≤ Cε,x,D
νλ(n)

1/2 log(n)√
n

{
σ2ε + λ2Ψ3(µ∗;A∗)

}
,

(63)

where we used that ∥Σ1/2RXT∥op ≤ ∥M∥1/2op ≤ Cx,D(νλ(n)/n)
1/2 with probability at least 1−n−D

by Lemma 1.

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

|Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ)− Rn(β∗, λ)| ≤ |Q1 − λ2Ψ3(µ∗;A∗)|+ 2|Q2|+ |Q3 − σ2ε · nΨ4(µ∗; I)|

≤ Cε,x,D,K max
{
E3,n, E4,n, n−1/2νλ(n) log(n)

}
· Rn(β∗, λ),

where we used Rn(β∗, λ) = λ2Ψ3(µ∗;A∗)+σ
2
ε(nΨ4(µ∗; I)+1). Replacing E3,n, E4,n by their expres-

sions from Theorem 4 concludes the proof of Eq. (51).
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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 Φ(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 x ∈ Rp with covariance matrixΣ = E[xxT]. Without loss of generality,
we assume ∥Σ∥op = 1 and Σ to be diagonal

Σ = diag(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, . . .),

where 1 = ξ1 ≥ ξ2 ≥ ξ3 ≥ · · · > 0 are the positive eigenvalues in non-increasing order. We allow p =
∞ by further assuming that Tr(Σ) <∞. In that case, x is a random element in the Hilbert space
ℓ2 := {x = (x1, x2, x3, . . .) :

∑∞
j=1 x

2
j < ∞} with inner product ⟨u,v⟩ := ⟨u,v⟩ℓ2 =

∑∞
j=1 ujvj ,

and Σ is understood to be a trace class self-adjoint operator. We will treat both cases p <∞ and
p = ∞ 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 ℓ2 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 Σ, which we denote here rΣ to emphasize the dependency on the
covariance matrix, is given as the smallest scalar such that rΣ(n) ≥ n and

rΣ(n) ≥
∑p

j=k+1

ξk+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 Σ = E[xxT] is a trace class operator, i.e.,
Tr(Σ) = E[∥x∥22] < ∞. Without loss of generality, we further assume that ∥Σ∥op = 1 and
Σ = diag(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, . . .), where 1 = ξ1 ≥ ξ2 ≥ ξ3 ≥ · · · > 0 are the positive eigenvalues in non-
increasing order.

We further assume that there exist cx,Cx, β > 0 and φ1(p) > 0 such that for any deterministic
p.s.d. matrix A ∈ Rp×p and vector v ∈ Rp,

P
(∣∣⟨v,x⟩2 − vTΣv)

∣∣ ≥ t · vTΣv
)
≤ Cx exp

{
−cxt

1/β
}
, (a1)

P
(∣∣xTAx− Tr(ΣA)

∣∣ ≥ t · φ1(p) ·
∥∥Σ1/2AΣ1/2

∥∥
F

)
≤ Cx exp

{
−cxt

1/β
}
. (a2)

We are given n i.i.d. features (xi)i∈[n], and we denote X = [x1, . . . ,xn]
T ∈ Rn×p the feature

matrix. We introduce zi = Σ−1/2xi the whitened features, and Z = XΣ−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 + λIp)
−1.
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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 λ > 0. Recall that we defined the effective regular-

ization λ∗ to be the unique non-negative solution of

n− λ

λ∗
= Tr(Σ(Σ+ λ∗I)

−1). (64)

We consider the change of variable µ∗ := µ∗(λ) = λ/λ∗, such that µ∗ is the unique non-negative
solution of

µ∗ =
n

1 + Tr(Σ(µ∗Σ+ λ)−1)
. (65)

Both µ∗ and λ∗ are increasing functions with λ. We introduce the following deterministic matrix

R = (µ∗Σ+ λI)−1.

We further consider the rescaled resolvents

M = Σ1/2RΣ1/2, M = Σ1/2RΣ1/2.

Our goal is to prove explicit non-asymptotic bounds between functionals of X and their de-
terministic equivalents. More precisely, denote Φ(X) the feature matrix functional and Ψ(µ∗) its
associated deterministic equivalent, where µ∗ 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−D that

|Φ(X)−Ψ(µ∗)| ≤ E(n) ·Ψ(µ∗),

where E(n) is a function explicit in φ1(p), rΣ, λ, 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

Φ1(X;A) = Tr
(
Σ1/2AΣ1/2(XTX + λ)−1

)
,

Φ2(X) = Tr

(
XTX

n
(XTX + λ)−1

)
,

Φ3(X;A) = Tr
(
Σ1/2AΣ1/2(XTX + λ)−1Σ(XTX + λ)−1

)
,

Φ4(X;A) = Tr

(
Σ1/2AΣ1/2(XTX + λ)−1X

TX

n
(XTX + λ)−1

)
.

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

Ψ1(µ∗;A) := Tr
(
AΣ(µ∗Σ+ λ)−1

)
,

Ψ2(µ∗) :=
1

n
Tr
(
Σ(Σ+ λ∗)

−1
)
,

Ψ3(µ∗;A) :=
Tr(AΣ2(µ∗Σ+ λ)−2)

1− 1
nTr(Σ

2(Σ+ λ∗)−2)
,

Ψ4(µ∗;A) :=
1

n
· Tr(AΣ2(Σ+ λ∗)

−2)

n− Tr(Σ2(Σ+ λ∗)−2)
.

Intuitively, the empirical covariance Σ̂ = XTX/n can be effectively approximated by µ∗Σ/n =
Σ/(1 + Tr(M)). In the case of Φ3 and Φ4, because the two resolvents are not independent, the
deterministic equivalents are rescaled by a factor (1− 1

nTr(Σ
2(Σ+ λ∗)

−2))−1.
The next section introduce some notations and describe the general proof strategy. The proof of

the deterministic equivalents for Φ1(X;A),Φ2(X),Φ3(X;A),Φ4(X;A) can be found in Sections
A.3, A.4, A.5 and A.6 respectively.

44



A.2 Preliminaries

Recall that we track the dependency in {n, λ, rΣ, φ1(p)}. For the other constants, we will denote
Ca1,...,ak constants that only depend on the values of {ai}i∈[k]. We use ai = ‘x′ to denote the
dependency on the constants cx,Cx, β 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

φA
1 (p) =

{
1 if A is rank 1,

φ1(p) otherwise,

so that we can compactly write Assumption 7 in a single equation

P
(∣∣xTAx− Tr(ΣA)

∣∣ ≥ t · φA
1 (p) ·

∥∥Σ1/2AΣ1/2
∥∥
F

)
≤ Cx exp

{
−cxt

1/β
}
. (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 Ψ(µ∗) and
the random functional Φ(X) that depends on the n features {x1,x2, . . . ,xn} by removing one
feature xi at a time. A natural approach is to first construct an exact martingale interpolation
between Φ(X) and E[Φ(X)] by taking the partial expectation of Φ(X) over {xi+1, . . . ,xn} for
i = 0, . . . , n, before bounding the difference between E[Φ(X)] and Ψ(µ∗). Thus, the bound is split
between a martingale and a deterministic part∣∣Φ(X)−Ψ(µ∗)

∣∣ ≤ ∣∣Φ(X)− E[Φ(X)]
∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸

(M)

+
∣∣E[Φ(X)]−Ψ(µ∗)

∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
(D)

.

For the martingale part (M), we denote Ei the expectation over features {xi+1, . . . ,xn}, for
i = 0, . . . , n, and create the following martingale difference sequence

Φ(X)− E[Φ(X)] =
n∑

i=1

(
Ei − Ei−1

)
Φ(X).

We bound each of these terms as follows. We introduce Xi the feature matrix where we removed
feature xi and use that (Ei − Ei−1)Φ(Xi) = 0 to replace each difference by

(
Ei − Ei−1

)
(Φ(X) −

Φ(Xi)). 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− ∈
R(n−1)×p the feature matrix where we removed one feature and define the associated resolvent and
scaled resolvent:

R− := (XT
−X− + λ)−1, M− := Σ1/2R−Σ

1/2.

We further introduce the following deterministic matrices:

R− :=

(
n

1 + κ
Σ+ λI

)−1

, M− := Σ1/2R−Σ
1/2,

where κ = 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 κ 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[Φ(X)]−Ψ(µ∗)

∣∣ ≤ ∣∣E[Φ(X)]−Ψ(n/(1 + κ))
∣∣+ ∣∣Ψ(n/(1 + κ))−Ψ(µ∗)

∣∣.
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 = M− − M−zz
TM−

1 + zTM−z
, and Mz =

M−z

1 + zTM−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 η ∈ (0, 1/2)
that only depends on cx,Cx, β, constant CD > 0 that only depends on D, and constant Cx,D > 0
that only depends on cx,Cx, β,D, such that for the following holds. For all n ≥ CD and λ > 0, and
defining

νλ(n) := 1 +
ξ⌊ηn⌋ · rΣ

√
log(rΣ) · {1 + n−1/2φ1(p) log

β(n)}
λ

, (68)

where we used the convention ξ⌊ηn⌋ = 0 for ⌊ηn⌋ > n, we have with probability at least 1−n−D that

∥M∥op ≤ Cx,D
νλ(n)

n
, Tr(M) ≤ Cx,D · νλ(n), ∥M∥F ≤ Cx,D

νλ(n)√
n
.

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

Remark A.1 (Alternative interpolation path). The paper [CM22] considers Φ1(X;A) and proves
the deterministic equivalent by constructing a different interpolation path. They introduce Xi =
[x1, . . . ,xi]

T and a sequence µ∗ =: µ0 > µ1 > µ2 > . . . > µn := 0, and define the partial
deterministic matrices

Mi = Σ1/2(XT
i Xi + µiΣ+ λI)−1Σ1/2,

so that M0 = M and Mn = M . They consider the following interpolation

Tr(AM)− Tr(AM) =
n∑

i=1

Tr(AMi)− Tr(AMi−1),

and choose µi ∈ σ(x1, . . . ,xi−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, En(n) = O(n−1) for A = I which recovers the average law fluctuation of the resolvent.
In our case, we only obtain fluctuations En(n) ≈ O(n−1/2) 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 = I (see Remark A.2). However, [CM22] assumes ∥A∥op <∞ 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
Φ2(X),Φ3(X;A), and Φ4(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,

Φ1(X;A) = Tr(AΣ1/2(XTX + λ)−1Σ1/2) = Tr(AM).

We show that Φ1(X;A) is well approximated by the following deterministic equivalent

Ψ1(µ∗;A) = Tr(AΣ1/2(µ∗Σ+ λ)−1Σ1/2) = Tr(AM),

where we recall that µ∗ is the solution of the fixed point equation (65).
Without loss of generality, we assume that Tr(AΣ) < ∞ (otherwise Tr(AM) = ∞ almost

surely and our bounds apply trivially). However, we allow for ∥A∥op = ∞. In particular, our
theorem applies to A = Σ−1/2uuTΣ−1/2 which has Tr(AΣ) = ∥u∥22 < ∞ but not necessarily
∥A∥op = ∥Σ−1/2u∥22 <∞.

Our bounds will depend on the following quantity

νλ(n) = 1 +
ξ⌊ηn⌋ · rΣ

√
log(rΣ)

λ
, (69)

which appears in the upper bound of ∥M∥op (Lemma 1). Here η ∈ (0, 1/2) is a constant that will
only depend on the constants cx,Cx, β in Assumption 7 and we use the convention ξ⌊ηn⌋ = 0 if
⌊ηn⌋ > p.

We are now ready to state the first theorem of Appendix A.

Theorem 6 (Deterministic equivalent for Tr(AM)). Assume the features (xi)i∈[n] satisfy Assump-
tion 7. For any constants D,K > 0, there exist constants η := ηx ∈ (0, 1/2) (only depending on
cx,Cx, β), CD,K > 0 (only depending on K,D), and Cx,D,K > 0 (only depending on cx,Cx, β,D,K),
such that the following holds. Define νλ(n) as per Eq. (69). For all n ≥ CD,K and λ > 0 satisfying

λ · νλ(n) ≥ n−K , φ1(p)νλ(n)
2 logβ+

1
2 (n) ≤ K

√
n, (70)

and deterministic p.s.d. matrix A, we have with probability at least 1− n−D that

∣∣Φ1(X;A)−Ψ1(µ∗;A)
∣∣ ≤ Cx,D,K

φ1(p)νλ(n)
5/2 logβ+

1
2 (n)√

n
Ψ1(µ∗;A). (71)

Let us provide some intuition about this bound. For generic kernels, we will have typically
ξ⌊ηn⌋ ·rΣ = Õ(1) so that νλ(n) = Õ(1/min(λ, 1)) (here Õ hides constant and log(n) factors). Thus,
the relative approximation error has rate∣∣Φ1(X;A)−Ψ1(µ∗;A)

∣∣ = Õ

(
φ1(p)

min(1, λ5/2)
√
n

)
Ψ1(µ∗;A),

which will be small as long as φ1(p) ≪
√
n and λ 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

|Φ1(X;A)−Ψ1(µ∗;A)| ≤ |E[Φ1(X;A)]−Ψ1(µ∗;A)|+ |Φ1(X;A)− E[Φ1(X;A)]|
≤
∣∣Tr{A(E[M ]−M)

} ∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
(D)

+
∣∣Tr(AM)− E[Tr(AM)]

∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
(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 CK and Cx,K , such that the following holds. For all n ≥ CK and λ > 0
satisfying Eq. (70), and for all p.s.d. matrix A, we have∣∣E[Φ1(X;A)]−Ψ1(µ∗;A)

∣∣ ≤ Cx,K
φ1(p)νλ(n)

5/2

√
n

Ψ1(µ∗;A). (72)

For the martingale part, we further provide an alternative bound for matrices with ∥A∥op <∞.
In that case, define the ratio

ρ1(A) :=
Ψ1(µ∗;A/∥A∥op)

Ψ1(µ∗; I)
, (73)

and
ζ1 := Ψ1(µ∗; I). (74)

In particular, note that ρ1(A) ≤ 1 for all matrices A, and ζ1 = nλ∗
λ − 1 ≥ 1 − λ/(nλ∗) from the

fixed point equation (64).

Proposition 3 (Martingale part of Tr(AM)). Assume the same setting as Theorem 6. Then
there exist constants CK,D and Cx,K,D, such that the following holds. For all n ≥ CK,D and λ > 0
satisfying Eq. (70), and for all p.s.d. matrix A, we have with probability at least 1− n−D that∣∣Φ1(X;A)− E[Φ1(X;A)]

∣∣ ≤ Cx,K,D
φA
1 (p)νλ(n)

2 logβ+
1
2 (n)√

n
Ψ1(µ∗;A). (75)

If we further assume that ∥A∥op <∞, then we have with the same probability∣∣Φ1(X;A)− E[Φ1(X;A)]
∣∣ ≤ Cx,K,D

φ1(p)νλ(n)
3 logβ+

1
2 (n)

n
√
ζ1ρ1(A)

Ψ1(µ∗;A). (76)

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).

Remark A.2 (Fluctuations). In the case of ∥A∥op < ∞, the relative approximation error of

|Tr(AM) − E[Tr(AM)]| is of order Õ(φ1(p)/(n
√
ρ1(A))). In particular, when φ1(p) = 1 and

A = I, we recover the rate Õ(n−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 Õ(n−1/2), the scale of the local law fluctuations.

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

Step 0: Reduction to the rank 1 case.
Assume that we proved Eq. (72) for all rank 1 matrices A = vvT. 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[uuT] = A. Then we note that we can write

|E[Φ1(X;A)]−Ψ1(µ∗;A)| =
∣∣∣Eu

[
EX [Φ1(X;uuT)]−Ψ1(µ∗;uu

T)
]∣∣∣

≤ Eu

[∣∣∣EX [Φ1(X;uuT)]−Ψ1(µ∗;uu
T)
∣∣∣]

≤ Cx,K
φ1(p)νλ(n)

5/2

√
n

Eu

[
Ψ1(µ∗;uu

T)
]

= Cx,K
φ1(p)νλ(n)

5/2

√
n

Ψ1(µ∗;A).

(77)
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Therefore we assume in the rest of the proof that A is a rank 1 matrix and denote A = vvT.
Step 1: Decomposing the bound.

Recall that we denote X− ∈ R(n−1)×p the feature matrix where we removed one feature and its
associated resolvent R− := (XT

−X− + λ)−1 and scaled resolvent M− := Σ1/2R−Σ
1/2. We define

the following deterministic matrix

M− = Σ1/2

(
n

1 + κ
Σ+ λ

)−1

Σ1/2, κ = E[Tr(M−)].

The proof proceeds by decomposing the bound into two parts using M− as an intermediate matrix:∣∣Φ1(X;A)−Ψ1(µ∗;A)
∣∣ = ∣∣Tr{A(E[M ]−M)

} ∣∣
≤
∣∣Tr{A(E[M ]−M−)

} ∣∣+ ∣∣Tr{A(M− −M)
} ∣∣.

Step 2: Bounding the term
∣∣E[Tr{A(M −M−)}]

∣∣.
First, notice that we can write by exchangeability

E[M −M−] = E
[
M

(
nI

1 + κ
−ZTZ

)
M−

]
= nE

[
M

(
I

1 + κ
− zzT

)
M−

]
.

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

M

(
I

1 + κ
− zzT

)
M− = ∆1 +∆2 +∆3,

where we introduced

∆1 :=
M−(Ip − zzT)M−

1 + κ
,

∆2 :=
M−zz

TM−
(1 + κ)(1 + zTM−z)

(zTM−z − κ),

∆3 := − M−zz
TM−M−

1 + zTM−z
.

Note that M− is independent of z which only appears in the numerator of ∆1. Thus Ez[∆1] = 0
and it only remains to bound∣∣E[Tr{A(M −M−)}]

∣∣ ≤ n
∣∣E[Tr(A∆2)]

∣∣+ n
∣∣E[Tr(A∆3)]

∣∣.
Bounding n

∣∣E[Tr(A∆2)]
∣∣: Using Hölder’s inequality twice, first with respect to z and then M−,

we obtain

E
[∣∣zTM−AM−z(z

TM−z − κ)
∣∣]

≤ Ez

[
(vTM−z)

3
]1/3

EM−

[
Ez

[
(vTM−z)

3
]1/3

Ez

[
(zTM−z − κ)3

]1/3]
≤ Ez

[
(vTM−z)

3
]1/3

EM−

[
Ez

[
(vTM−z)

3
]2/3]1/2

EM−

[
Ez

[
(zTM−z − κ)3

]2/3]1/2
.

Each of these terms can be bounded using Lemma 2 in Section A.7. For the first term, recall that
∥M−∥op ≤ (1 + κ)/n by definition and M− ⪯ Cx,K · νλ(n)M by Lemma 4.(a). Thus,

Ez

[
(vTM−z)

3
]1/3

≤ Cx

√
vTM

2
−v ≤ Cx,K

√
(1 + κ)νλ(n)

n
Tr(AM).
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Similarly for the second term, using Lemma 4.(b) applied to M−, we obtain

EM−

[
Ez

[
(vTM−z)

3
]2/3]1/2

≤ CxEM−

[
vTM2

−v
]1/2

≤ Cx,K
νλ(n)√
n

√
Tr(AM).

Finally, for the last term, using Lemma 4.(b) and Lemma 5 applied to M−, and recalling that we

assume that φ1(p)νλ(n)
2 logβ+

1
2 (n) ≤ K

√
n, we get

EM−

[
Ez

[
(zTM−z − κ)3

]2/3]1/2
≤ Cx,K

φ1(p)νλ(n)√
n

.

Combining these bounds, we achieve

n |E[Tr(A∆2)]| ≤ Cx,K
φ1(p)νλ(n)

5/2

√
n

Tr(AM). (78)

Bounding n
∣∣E[Tr(A∆3)]

∣∣: Proceeding similarly as for ∆2, we obtain

n
∣∣E[Tr(A∆3)]

∣∣ ≤ nE
[
(vTM−z)

2
]1/2

E
[
(vTM−M−z)

2
]1/2

≤ Cx,K
νλ(n)

3

n
Tr(AM), (79)

where we used Lemma 4.(a) and 4.(b) to get

E
[
zTM−M−AM−M−z

]
≤ CxE

[
vTM−M

2
−M−v

]
≤ Cx,K

νλ(n)
4

n3
Tr(AM).

Combining the bounds: By combining the bounds (78) and (79), and recalling that we assume
νλ(n)

2 ≤ K
√
n, we deduce that

∣∣E[Tr{A(M −M−)}]
∣∣ ≤ Cx,K

φ1(p)νλ(n)
5/2

√
n

Tr(AM). (80)

Further note that by Lemma 4.(b)

E[zTM2
−z] ≤ Cx

{
E[Tr(M2

−)] + φ1(p)E[∥M2
−∥F ]

}
≤ Cx,K

νλ(n)
2

n

(
1 +

φ1(p)

n1/2

)
≤ Cx,K

νλ(n)
2

n
,

where we used the assumption φ1(p) ≤ K
√
n. Thus, we can go through Step 2 with A replaced by

I, and obtain ∣∣E[Tr(M −M−)]
∣∣ ≤ Cx,K

φ1(p)νλ(n)
5/2

√
n

. (81)

Step 3: Bounding the term
∣∣Tr{A(M− −M)

} ∣∣.
First, note that we can rewrite this term as

∣∣Tr(A(M− −M))
∣∣ = n

∣∣Tr(AM−ΣM)
∣∣ · |κ− Tr(M)|

(1 + κ)(1 + Tr(M))

≤
∣∣Tr(AM)

∣∣ · |κ− Tr(M)|
1 + Tr(M)

,

(82)
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where we used that ∥M−∥op ≤ (1 + κ)/n by definition and ∥Σ∥op = 1 by assumption. We
decompose the numerator into three terms

κ− 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− −M)
∣∣ ≤ Tr(M)

1 + Tr(M)
·
∣∣κ− Tr(M)

∣∣ ,
which, when injected in Eq. (83) and rearranging the terms, yields∣∣κ− Tr(M)

∣∣ ≤ (1 + 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)

|E[Tr(M− −M)]| ≤ Cx,K
νλ(n)

2

n
.

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

∣∣Tr(A(M− −M))
∣∣ ≤ Cx,K

φ1(p)νλ(n)
5/2

√
n

Tr(AM). (84)

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

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

Sn := Tr(AM)− E[Tr(AM)] =

n∑
i=1

(Ei − Ei−1) Tr(AM) =:

n∑
i=1

∆i,

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

S̃n :=

n∑
i=1

∆i1∆i∈[−R,R] − Ei−1

[
∆i1∆i∈[−R,R]

]
,

Rn := Sn − S̃n =

n∑
i=1

∆i1i ̸∈[−R,R] − Ei−1

[
∆i1∆i ̸∈[−R,R]

]
,

so that S̃n is a martingale difference sequence with increments bounded by 2R. Azuma-Hoeffding
inequality implies that

P
(
|S̃n| ≥ t

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− t2

2nR2

)
. (85)
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Therefore, we can choose a constant CD such that |S̃n| ≤ CD

√
n log(n)R with probability at least

1 − n−D. The rest of the proof consists in choosing R such that |∆i| ≤ R for all i ∈ [n] with
probability at least 1− n−D, and bounding Ei−1

[
∆i1∆i ̸∈[−R,R]

]
also with probability 1− n−D.

Step 2: Bounding |∆i| 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 ∥A∥op <∞ to Step 5. Denote Mi the scaled resolvent where we removed feature xi.
First note that

∆i = (Ei − Ei−1) Tr(AM) = (Ei − Ei−1) Tr {A(M −Mi)} ,

where we used that Ei[Mi] = Ei−1[Mi]. Using the Sherman-Morrison identities (67), we have the
following decomposition

Tr {A(M −Mi)} =
zT
i MiAMizi

1 + zT
i Mizi

=
zT
i MiAMizi
1 + Tr(Mi)

− zT
i MiAMizi(z

T
i Mizi − Tr(Mi))

(1 + Tr(Mi))(1 + zT
i Mizi)

.

(86)

Let’s consider the first term:

(1− Ezi) z
T
i MiAMizi = zT

i MiAMizi − Tr(MiAMi).

From Lemma 2, conditional on features x1, . . . ,xi−1, there exists a constant Cx,D such that

Ei

[∣∣∣zT
i MiAMizi − Tr(MiAMi)

∣∣∣] ≤ Cx,D logβ(n)φA
1 (p)Ei[∥MiAMi∥F ]

with probability at least 1− n−D. For general p.s.d. matrix A, we simply use that

Ei[∥MiAMi∥F ] ≤ Ei[Tr(MiAMi)] ≤ Cx,K,D
νλ(n)

2

n
Tr(AM)

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

Ej

[∣∣∣zT
i MiAMizi(z

T
i Mizi − Tr(Mi))

∣∣∣]
≤ Ej

[∣∣∣zT
i MiAMizi

∣∣∣2]1/2 Ej

[∣∣∣zT
i Mizi − Tr(Mi)

∣∣∣2]1/2 .
Using Lemma 2 over zi and Lemma 4.(b), we get the following with probability at least 1− n−D.
For general p.s.d. matrix A,

Ei

[∣∣∣zT
i MiAMizi

∣∣∣2]1/2 ≤ Cx,Dφ
A
1 (p) logβ(n)Ei[Tr(MiAMi)

2]1/2

≤ Cx,D,K
φA
1 (p)νλ(n)

2 logβ(n)

n
Tr(AM).

Finally, we have simply

Ei

[∣∣∣zT
i Mizi − Tr(Mi)

∣∣∣2]1/2 ≤ Cx,D,K
φ1(p)νλ(n) log

β(n)√
n

.
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The same bounds apply to Ei−1 without the factor logβ(n).
Combining these bounds, the following hold with probability at least 1 − n−D. For general

p.s.d. matrix A, we have ∣∣∣∣(Ei − Ei−1)
zT
i MiAMizi(z

T
i Mizi − Tr(Mi))

(1 + Tr(Mi))(1 + zT
i Mizi)

∣∣∣∣
≤ Cx,D,K

φA
1 (p)φ1(p)νλ(n)

3 log2β(n)

n3/2
Tr(AM).

We conclude via a union bound, changing the choice of D, that with probability at least 1−n−D

we have for all i ∈ [n]: for general A (recalling conditions (70))

|∆i| ≤ Cx,D,K
φA
1 (p)νλ(n)

2 logβ(n)

n
Tr(AM).

We denote RD either of this right-hand side.
Step 3: Bounding Ei−1[∆i1∆i ̸∈[−R,R]] with high probability.

Consider D̃ > 0 and RD̃ as chosen in the previous step, such that with probability at least

1− n−D̃, we have |∆i| ≤ RD̃ for all i ∈ [n]. By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

Ei−1[∆i1∆i ̸∈[−RD̃,RD̃]] ≤ Pi−1(∆i ̸∈ [−RD̃, RD̃])
1/2Ei−1[∆

2
i ]
1/2.

Note that with probability at least 1− n−D, by Lemma 4.(b),

Ei−1[∆
2
i ]
1/2 = Ei−1

[
((Ei − Ei−1) Tr(AM))2

]1/2
≤ 2Ei−1

[
Tr(AM)2

]1/2 ≤ Cx,D,K · νλ(n)Tr(AM).

Furthermore, by Markov’s inequality,

P
(
Pi−1(∆i ̸∈ [−RD̃, RD̃]) ≤ nDP(∆i ̸∈ [−RD̃, RD̃])

)
≤ n−D.

Combining these bounds, we deduce that with probability at least 1− n−D,∣∣∣Ei−1[∆i1∆i ̸∈[−RD̃,RD̃]]
∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,D,K · n(D−D̃)/2νλ(n)Tr(AM).

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

probability at least 1− n−D,

|Rn| ≤
∑
i∈[n]

∣∣∣Ei−1[∆i1∆i ̸∈[−RD̃,RD̃]]
∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,D,K

νλ(n)

n2
Tr(AM).

Combined with Eq. (85), we conclude that

|Sn| ≤ CD

√
n log(n)RD̃,

which finishes the proof for general A by replacing RD̃ by its expression obtained in step 2.
Step 5: The case ∥A∥op <∞.
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In the case of ∥A∥op < ∞, 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−D,

Ei[∥MiAMi∥F ] ≤ Cx,K,D
νλ(n)

2

n3/2
∥A∥1/2op Tr(AM)1/2.

We therefore have with probability at least 1− n−D

Ei−1

[∣∣∣(1− Ezi) z
T
i MiAMizi

∣∣∣] ≤ Cx,K,D
φA
1 (p)νλ(n)

2 logβ(n)

n3/2
∥A∥1/2op Tr(AM)1/2

= Cx,K,D
φA
1 (p)νλ(n)

2 logβ(n)

n3/2
√
ζ1ρ1(A)

Tr(AM).

For the second term,

Ei

[∣∣∣zT
i MiAMizi

∣∣∣2]1/2
≤ Cx,D

{
Ei[Tr(MiAMi)

2]1/2 + φA
1 (p) logβ(n)Ei[∥MiAMi∥2F ]1/2

}
,

≤ Cx,D,K
νλ(n)

2

n

{
Tr(AM) + δφA

1 ̸=1

φ1(p) log
β(n)√

n

√
∥A∥opTr(AM)

}
.

Hence, we obtain∣∣∣∣(Ei − Ei−1)
zT
i MiAMizi(z

T
i Mizi − Tr(Mi))

(1 + Tr(Mi))(1 + zT
i Mizi)

∣∣∣∣
≤ Cx,D,K

φ1(p)νλ(n)
3 logβ(n)

n3/2

{
Tr(AM) + δφA

1 ̸=1

φ1(p) log
β(n)√

n

√
∥A∥opTr(AM)

}
.

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

|∆i| ≤ Cx,D,K
φ1(p)νλ(n)

3 logβ(n)

n3/2

{
1 +

1√
ζ1ρ1(A)

}
Tr(AM).

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

A.4 Deterministic equivalent for Tr(ZTZM)

We consider our second functional

Φ2(X) =
1

n
Tr(XTX(XTX + λ)−1) =

1

n
Tr(ZTZM).

We show in this section that Φ2(X) is well approximated by the following deterministic equivalent:

Ψ2(µ∗) =
1

n
Tr(µ∗Σ(µ∗Σ+ λ)−1) =

1

n
Tr(Σ(Σ+ λ∗)

−1).

Note that we have simply Ψ2(µ∗) = 1− λ/(nλ∗) by definition of λ∗.
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Theorem 7 (Deterministic equivalent for Tr(ZTZM)). Assume the features (xi)i∈[n] satisfy As-
sumption 7. For any constants D,K > 0, there exist constants η := ηx ∈ (0, 1/2) (only depending on
cx,Cx, β), CD,K > 0 (only depending on K,D), and Cx,D,K > 0 (only depending on cx,Cx, β,D,K),
such that the following holds. Define νλ(n) as per Eq. (69). For all n ≥ CD,K and λ > 0 satisfying

λ · νλ(n) ≥ n−K , φ1(p)νλ(n)
2 logβ+

1
2 (n) ≤ K

√
n, (87)

we have with probability at least 1− n−D that

∣∣Φ2(X)−Ψ2(µ∗)
∣∣ ≤ Cx,D,K

φ1(p)νλ(n)
5/2 logβ+

1
2 (n)√

n
Ψ2(µ∗).

To prove this second deterministic equivalent, we use a leave-one-out argument and rewrite
Φ2(X) as a sum of Φ1(Xi; ziz

T
i ). For each i ∈ [n], we can apply Theorem 6 over the randomness in

Xi (conditional on zi) and show that it concentrates on Ψ1(µ∗; ziz
T
i ). We then conclude by using

that the average of Ψ1(µ∗; ziz
T
i ) concentrates on Ezi [Ψ1(µ∗; ziz

T
i )] = Ψ1(µ∗; I).

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

Φ2(X) =
1

n
Tr(ZTZM) =

1

n

n∑
i=1

zT
i Mizi

1 + zT
i Mizi

.

Introduce µ̃∗ the solution to the fixed point equation (65) with n − 1 instead of n, and denote

M̃ = Σ(µ̃∗Σ+ λ)−1. Applying Theorem 6 with A = ziz
T
i over the randomness in Xi and doing a

union bound over i ∈ [n], we have with probability at least 1− n−D∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑

i=1

zT
i Mizi

1 + zT
i Mizi

− 1

n

n∑
i=1

zT
i M̃zi

1 + zT
i M̃zi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

|Φ1(Xi; ziz
T
i )−Ψ1(µ̃∗; ziz

T
i )|

1 + Ψ1(µ̃∗; zizT
i )

≤ E1,n · 1
n

n∑
i=1

Ψ1(µ̃∗; ziz
T
i )

1 + Ψ1(µ̃∗; zizT
i )
,

where we used that E1,n−1 ≤ CE1,n for n bigger than a universal constant.
Denote

S :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

Si, Si :=
∣∣∣zT

i M̃zi − Tr(M̃)
∣∣∣ ,

and for a constant R > 0,

SR :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

Si1|Si|≤R.

Recall that with probability at least 1− n−D−1

|Si| ≤ |zT
i M̃zi − Tr(M̃)| ≤ Cx,D · φ1(p)Tr(M̃).

Thus fixing R to be the right-hand side of the previous display and using a union bound, we have
S = SR with probability at least 1− n−D. We can apply Hoeffding’s inequality to SR and obtain
with probability at least 1− n−D,

|SR| ≤ CD

√
n log(n)R

n
≤ Cx,D

φ1(p) log
1
2 (n)√

n
Tr(M̃).
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Combining these bounds, we get∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑

i=1

Ψ1(µ̃∗; ziz
T
i )

1 + Ψ1(µ̃∗; zizT
i )

− Tr(M̃)

1 + Tr(M̃)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

1 + Tr(M̃)
· 1
n

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣Ψ1(µ̃∗; ziz
T
i )− Tr(M̃)

∣∣∣
≤ Cx,D

φ1(p) log
1
2 (n)√

n

Tr(M̃)

1 + Tr(M̃)

with probability at least 1− n−D. Finally note that by Lemma 3, we have∣∣∣∣∣ Tr(M̃)

1 + Tr(M̃)
−Ψ2(µ∗)

∣∣∣∣∣ = |Ψ2(µ̃∗)−Ψ2(µ∗)| ≤ C
νλ(n)

n
Ψ2(µ∗).

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

|Φ2(X)−Ψ2(µ∗)| ≤

∣∣∣∣∣Φ2(X)− 1

n

n∑
i=1

Ψ1(µ̃∗; ziz
T
i )

1 + Ψ1(µ̃∗; zizT
i )

∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣ 1n

n∑
i=1

Ψ1(µ̃∗; ziz
T
i )

1 + Ψ1(µ̃∗; zizT
i )

−Ψ2(µ̃∗)

∣∣∣∣∣
+ |Ψ2(µ̃∗)−Ψ2(µ∗)|

≤ Cx,D,K
φ1(p)νλ(n)

5/2 logβ+
1
2 (n)√

n
Ψ2(µ∗),

with probability at least 1− n−D.

A.5 Deterministic equivalent for Tr(AM2)

In this section, we consider the third functional

Φ3(X;A) = Tr(AΣ1/2(XTX + λ)−1Σ(XTX + λ)−1Σ1/2) = Tr(AM2).

We show that Φ3(X;A) is well approximated by the following deterministic equivalent:

Ψ3(µ∗;A) =
Tr(AΣ2(µ∗Σ+ λ)−2)

1− 1
nTr(Σ

2(Σ+ λ∗)−2)
.

We assume without loss of generality that Tr(AΣ2) < ∞. In particular, this allows to consider
matrices A = Σ−1vvTΣ−1 with ∥v∥2 <∞.

Theorem 8 (Deterministic equivalent for Tr(AM2)). Assume the features (xi)i∈[n] satisfy Assump-
tion 7. For any constants D,K > 0, there exist constants η := ηx ∈ (0, 1/2) (only depending on
cx,Cx, β), CD,K > 0 (only depending on K,D), and Cx,D,K > 0 (only depending on cx,Cx, β,D,K),
such that the following holds. Define νλ(n) as per Eq. (69). For all n ≥ CD,K and λ > 0 satisfying

λ · νλ(n) ≥ n−K , φ1(p)νλ(n)
5/2 logβ+

1
2 (n) ≤ K

√
n, (88)

and deterministic p.s.d. matrix A, we have with probability at least 1− n−D that

∣∣Φ3(X;A)−Ψ3(µ∗;A)
∣∣ ≤ Cx,D,K

φ1(p)νλ(n)
6 log2β+

1
2 (n)√

n
Ψ3(µ∗;A).
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To prove this theorem, we follow the same strategy as in the proof of Theorem 6. We decompose
the bound into

|Φ3(X;A)−Ψ3(µ∗;A)| ≤ |E[Φ3(X;A)]−Ψ3(µ∗;A)|︸ ︷︷ ︸
(D)

+ |Φ3(X;A)− E[Φ3(X;A)]|︸ ︷︷ ︸
(M)

,

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

Proposition 4 (Deterministic part of Tr(AM2)). Assume the same setting as Theorem 8. Then
there exist constants CK and Cx,K , such that the following holds. For all n ≥ CK and λ > 0
satisfying Eq. (88), and for all p.s.d. matrix A, we have

∣∣E[Φ3(X;A)]−Ψ3(µ∗;A)
∣∣ ≤ Cx,K

φ1(p)νλ(n)
6

√
n

Ψ3(µ∗;A). (89)

Proposition 5 (Martingale part of Tr(AM2)). Assume the same setting as Theorem 8. Then
there exist constants CK,D and Cx,K,D, such that the following holds. For all n ≥ CK,D and λ > 0
satisfying Eq. (88), and for all p.s.d. matrix A, we have with probability at least 1− n−D that

∣∣Φ3(X;A)− E[Φ3(X;A)]
∣∣ ≤ Cx,K,D

φA
1 (p)νλ(n)

4 log2β+
1
2 (n)√

n
Ψ3(µ∗;A). (90)

Similarly to Proposition 3, we can strengthen the bound on the martingale part by further
assuming ∥Σ1/2AΣ1/2∥op <∞ and get

∣∣Φ3(X;A)− E[Φ3(X;A)]
∣∣ ≤ Cx,K,D

φ1(p)νλ(n)
4 log2β+

1
2 (n)

n

√
ζ1ρ1

(
M

1/2
AM

1/2)Ψ3(µ∗;A),

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).

A.5.1 Proof of Proposition 4: deterministic part of Tr(AM2)

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 = vvT.

We start by considering the difference

E[Tr(AM2)− Tr(AM
2
−)] = 2E

[
Tr
{
A
(
M −M−

)
M−

}]︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:B1(A)

+E
[
Tr
{
A
(
M −M−

)2}]︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:B2(A)

.

For convenience, we introduce the following notations

Q− := M−AM−, Q = MAM ,

Ẽn(A) :=
φ1(p)√
n

{
1 + δφA ̸=1 ·

φ1(p)√
nζ1

ρ1

(
M

1/2
AM

1/2
)−1/2}

.

We will further drop the dependency in A and simply denote Ẽn in the case φA = 1, i.e., Ẽn =
φ1(p)/

√
n. Under the setting of Proposition 4, we will show the following three claims:

57



Claim 1. There exists a constant Cx,K such that

|B1(A)| ≤ Cx,K · νλ(n)6Ẽn · Tr(AM
2
). (91)

Claim 2. There exists a constant Cx,K such that∣∣∣∣B2(A)− nE[Tr(M2)]

(1 + κ)2
Tr(Q−)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,K · νλ(n)6Ẽn(A) · Tr(AM
2
). (92)

Claim 3. There exists a constant Cx,K such that∣∣∣Tr(Q−)− Tr(AM
2
)
∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,K · νλ(n)5/2Ẽn · Tr(AM

2
), (93)∣∣∣∣∣nTr(Q−)

(1 + κ)2
− nTr(AM

2
)

(1 + Tr(M))2

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,K · νλ(n)5/2Ẽn · nTr(AM
2
). (94)

Combining Claims 1 and 2 implies the bound∣∣∣∣E[Tr(AM2)]− Tr(Q−)−
nE[Tr(M2)]

(1 + κ)2
Tr(Q−)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,K · νλ(n)6Ẽn(A) · Tr(AM
2
).

First consider the case of A = I. Combining the above display with Claim 3 yields∣∣∣∣∣E[Tr(M2)]− Tr(M
2
)− nTr(M

2
)

(1 + Tr(M))2
E[Tr(M2)]

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ Cx,Kνλ(n)

6Ẽn(I)Tr(M
2
) +

∣∣∣Tr(M2
−)− Tr(M

2
)
∣∣∣

+

∣∣∣∣∣nTr(M
2
−)

(1 + κ)2
− nTr(M

2
)

(1 + Tr(M))2

∣∣∣∣∣E[Tr(M2)]

≤ Cx,K · νλ(n)6Ẽn(I) · Tr(M
2
),

(95)

where we used that E[Tr(M2)] ≤ Cx,Kνλ(n)
2Tr(M

2
) by Lemma 4.(b). Observe that

1− nTr(M
2
)

(1 + Tr(M))2
= 1− 1

n
Tr(Σ2(Σ+ λ∗)

−2) ≥ 1− 1

n
Tr(Σ(Σ+ λ∗)

−1) =
λ

nλ∗
> 0.

Thus, dividing both side of the inequality (95) by 1− nTr(M
2
)/(1 + Tr(M))2 results in∣∣E[Tr(M2)]−Ψ3(µ∗; I)

∣∣ ≤ Cx,Kνλ(n)
6Ẽn(I) ·Ψ3(µ∗; I).

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

∣∣E[Tr(M2)]−Ψ3(µ∗; I)
∣∣ ≤ Cx,K

νλ(n)
6φ1(p)

n3/2
· 1

1− 1
nTr(Σ

2(Σ+ λ∗)−2)
.

Finally, note that

Tr(AM
2
) +

nΨ3(µ∗; I)

(1 + Tr(M))2
Tr(AM

2
) = Ψ3(µ∗;A).
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By combining the above displays, we conclude that∣∣E[Tr(AM2)]−Ψ3(µ∗;A)
∣∣ ≤ Cx,Kνλ(n)

6Ẽn(A)Tr(AM
2
) +

∣∣∣Tr(AM
2
−)− Tr(AM

2
)
∣∣∣

+

∣∣∣∣∣nTr(AM
2
−)

(1 + κ)2
− nTr(AM

2
)

(1 + Tr(M))2

∣∣∣∣∣E[Tr(M2)]

+
nTr(AM

2
)

(1 + Tr(M))2

∣∣E[Tr(M2)]−Ψ3(µ∗; I)
∣∣

≤ Cx,K · νλ(n)6Ẽn(A) ·Ψ3(µ∗;A),

where we used that E[Tr(M2
)] ≤ Cx,Kνλ(n)

2/n and Tr(AM
2
) ≤ Ψ3(µ∗;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 Ẽn 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 B1 as

Tr
{
A
(
M −M−

)
M−

}
= Tr

{
M−AM−

(
nI

1 + κ
−ZTZ

)
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 Mi the
scaled resolvent where we removed feature xi for i ∈ {1, 2}, and M12 the scaled resolvent where
both features x1,x2 are removed. We will further denote for i ∈ {1, 2}

Si = zT
i Mizi, S̃i = zT

i M12zi.

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

∆i1 =
I− ziz

T
i

1 + κ
, ∆i2 =

ziz
T
i

(1 + κ)(1 + Si)
(Si − κ),

∆i3 = − ziz
T
i Mi

1 + Si
,

so that the following identity holds(
I

1 + κ
− zT

i zi

)
M = (∆i1 +∆i2 +∆i3)

TMi. (96)

By exchangeability, we can decompose B2(A) as

B2(A) = E
[
Tr

{
M−AM−

(
nI

1 + κ
−ZTZ

)
M2

(
nI

1 + κ
−ZTZ

)}]
= (I) + (II),
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where

(I) = nE
[
Tr

{
M−AM−

(
I

1 + κ
− zT

1 z1

)
M2

(
I

1 + κ
− zT

1 z1

)}]
= nETr

(
Q− {∆11 +∆12 +∆13}TM2

1 {∆11 +∆12 +∆13}
)

= nE
∑

r,s∈[3]

Tr
(
Q−∆

T
1rM

2
1∆1s

)
.

(II) = n(n− 1)E
[
Tr

{
M−AM−

(
I

1 + κ
− zT

1 z1

)
M2

(
I

1 + κ
− zT

2 z2

)}]
= n(n− 1)ETr

(
Q− {∆11 +∆12 +∆13}TM1M2 {∆21 +∆22 +∆23}

)
= n(n− 1)E

∑
r,s∈[3]

Tr
(
Q−∆

T
1rM1M2∆2s

)
.

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 Q−∆

T
11M

2
1∆11. For the remaining error

terms, we will liberally use the bounds

E[((Si − κ))q]1/q ≤ Cx,K,q
φ1(p)νλ(n)√

n
,

whose proof follows similarly to Step 2 in the proof of Proposition 2, and

Ez1,z2 [(z
T
1 Bz2)

q]1/q ≤ Cx,K

(
∥B∥F + φ1(p)

1/2∥B2∥1/2F

)
,

where B is independent of z1, z2, which follows from Lemma (2). Furthermore, for the terms of
(II) we will heavily use the expansion

M1M2 =

(
M12 −

M12z2z
T
2 M12

1 + S̃2

)(
M12 −

M12z1z
T
1 M12

1 + S̃1

)
= M2

12 −
M12z2z

T
2 M

2
12

1 + S̃2
− M2

12z1z
T
1 M12

1 + S̃1
+

M12z2z
T
2 M

2
12z1z

T
1 M12

(1 + S̃1)(1 + S̃2)
,

(97)

which follows from the Sherman-Morrison identities (67).

Bounding E[Tr
(
Q−∆

T
11M

2
1∆11

)
] of (I): We expand ∆11 and obtain

(1 + κ)2E
[
Tr
(
Q−∆

T
11M

2
1∆11

)]
= − E[Tr

(
Q−M

2
1

)
] + E[zT

1 Q−z1z
T
1 M

2
1z1].

Using Lemma 4.(b), the first term is bounded by∣∣E[Tr (Q−M
2
1

)
]
∣∣ ≤ Cx,K

νλ(n)
2

n2
Tr(Q−) ≤ Cx,K

νλ(n)
4

n2
Tr(AM

2
).

Meanwhile, the second term satisfy∣∣∣E[zT
1 Q−z1z

T
1 M

2
1z1]− Tr(Q−)E[Tr(M2

1 )]
∣∣∣ ≤ Tr(Q−)Ez1

[(
zT
1 E[M2

1 ]z1 − E[Tr(M1)
2]
)2]1/2

≤ Cx,K
φ1(p)νλ(n)

4

n3/2
Tr(AM

2
).
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Further using that by Lemma 4.(c)

Tr(Q−)
∣∣E[Tr(M2

1 )]− E[Tr(M2)]
∣∣ ≤ Cx,K

νλ(n)
4

n2
Tr(Q−) ≤ Cx,K

νλ(n)
5

n3/2
Tr(AM

2
),

we deduce

n

∣∣∣∣∣E[Tr(Q−∆
T
11M

2
1∆11

)
]−

Tr(Q−)E[Tr(M2)]

(1 + κ)2

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,Kνλ(n)
5ẼnTr(AM

2
).

Bounding E[Tr
(
Q−∆

T
11M

2
1∆12

)
] of (I): Expanding the matrix ∆11 once again we obtain

(1 + κ)2E[Tr(Q−∆
T
11M

2
1∆12)]

= E

[
Tr(Q−M

2
1z1z

T
1 )(S1 − κ)

(1 + S1)

]
− E

[
Tr(Q−z1z

T
1 M

2
1z1z

T
1 )(S1 − κ)

(1 + S1)

]
.

The first term is bounded similarly as in the previous paragraph:∣∣∣∣∣E
[
Tr(Q−M

2
1z1z

T
1 )(S1 − κ)

(1 + S1)

]∣∣∣∣∣
≤ E

[
(S1 − κ)3

]1/3 E [(zT
1 M

2
1Q−M

2
1z1)

3/2
]1/3

E
[
(zT

1 Q−z1)
3/2
]1/3

≤ Cx,K
φ1(p)νλ(n)√

n

{
E
[
Tr
(
M2

1Q−M
2
1

)3/2]2/3
+ δφA

1 ̸=1 · φ1(p)E
[
∥M2

1Q−M
2
1 ∥

3/2
F

]2/3}1/2

×
{
Tr(Q−) + δφA

1 ̸=1 · φ1(p)∥Q−∥F
}1/2

≤ Cx,K
φ1(p)νλ(n)

5

n5/2

{
Tr(AM

2
) + δφA

1 ̸=1 ·
φ1(p)√
n

∥M1/2
AM

1/2∥1/2op Tr(Q)1/2
}

≤ Cx,K
νλ(n)

5

n2
Ẽn(A)Tr(AM

2
)

≤ Cx,K · 1
n
Ẽn(A)Tr(AM

2
),

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

E

[
Tr(Q−z1z

T
1 M

2
1z1z

T
1 )(S1 − κ)

(1 + S1)

]

≤ E
[
(zT

1 Q−z1)
3
]1/3

E
[
(zT

1 M
2
1z1)

3
]1/3

E
[
(S1 − κ)3

]1/3
≤ Cx,K

(
Tr(Q−) + δφA

1 ̸=1 ·
φ1(p)νλ(n)

1/2

√
n

√
∥M1/2

− AM
1/2
− ∥opTr(Q−)

)
· φ1(p)νλ(n)

3

n3/2

≤ Cx,K
νλ(n)

5

n
Ẽn(A) · Tr(AM

2
),

(98)

which gives the desired error bound when scaled by the factor n.
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Bounding E[Tr
(
Q−∆

T
12M

2
1∆13

)
] of (I): Replacing ∆1s by their expression, we get

|(1 + κ)E[Tr(Q−∆
T
12M

2
1∆13)]| ≤ E[|Tr(Q−z1z

T
1 M

2
1z1z

T
1 M1)(S1 − κ)|]. (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 M1). Note that a similar argument bounds the remaining terms
of (I) which we omit.

Bounding Tr
(
Q−∆

T
11M1M2∆21

)
of (II): Expanding M1M2 as described in Eq. (97), we have

E
[
Tr
(
Q−∆

T
11M1M2∆21

)]
= E

[
Tr

(
Q−∆

T
11

(
M12 −

M12z2z
T
2 M12

1 + S̃2

)(
M12 −

M12z1z
T
1 M12

1 + S̃1

)
∆21

)]
= E

[
1

(1 + S̃1)(1 + S̃2)
Tr
(
Q−∆

T
11M12z2z

T
2 M

2
12z1z

T
1 M12∆21

)]
,

where we used that Ezi [∆i1] = 0. Decomposing ∆i1, we obtain

(1 + κ)2Tr
(
Q−∆

T
11M12z2z

T
2 M

2
12z1z

T
1 M12∆21

)
= zT

2 M
2
12z1z

T
1 M12z2

(
zT
2 M12z1z

T
1 Q−z2 − Tr(M12z1z

T
1 Q−)

)
+ zT

2 M
2
12z1z

T
2 Q−M12z2z

T
1 M12z2 − zT

2 M
2
12z1z

T
1 M12Q−M12z2.

Applying Hölder’s inequality to the first term and using that ∥B∥F ≤ Tr(B) for p.s.d. matrices,
we obtain∣∣∣E [zT

2 M
2
12z1z

T
1 M12z2

(
zT
2 M12z1z

T
1 Q−z2 − Tr(M12z1z

T
1 Q−)

)]∣∣∣
≤ E

[
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2 M
2
12z1)

3
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E
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E
[(
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T
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T
1 Q−)
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)
×
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E
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6
]1/6 E [(zT
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6
]1/6
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[
(z1M12Q−M12z1)

3
]1/6 E [(zT
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3
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4
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{(
E
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1/2E
[
∥M2
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F

)
+
(
E
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2
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]
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6

n2
Ẽn(A)Tr(AM

2
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where we recall that φ1(p) ≤ Cx,K
√
n by condition (88). Following a similar procedure for the

second term gives∣∣∣E [zT
2 M

2
12z1z

T
2 Q−M12z2z

T
1 M12z2

]∣∣∣
≤ E

[
(zT

2 M
2
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4
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E
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E
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E
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)

≤ Cx,K
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6

n5/2
Ẽn(A)Tr(AM

2
),

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

1 M12Q−M12z2 · zT
2 M

2
12z1

]∣∣∣
≤ E

[
(zT

1 M12Q−M12z2)
2
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E
[
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2
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2
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)
×
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}

≤ Cx,K
νλ(n)

6

n11/4
Ẽn(A)Tr(AM

2
),

which is also of lower order after scaling by n2.

Bounding Tr
(
Q−∆

T
12M1M2∆22

)
of (II): We expand M1M2 via the resolvent identities (97)

which gives four terms. We bound each of the four terms separately. For the first term (involving
M2

12), we introduce

Di =
Si − κ

1 + Si
ziz

T
i , D̃i =

S̃i − κ

1 + S̃i
ziz

T
i .

Using Sherman-Morrison identity (67), note that we have

S1 = zT
1 M1z1 = zT

1 M12z1 −
(zT

1 M12z2)
2

1 + zT
2 M12z2

,

and we can decompose the difference as

Di − D̃i = − (κ+ 1)(zT
1 M12z2)

2

(1 + S̃2)(1 + S̃1)(1 + Si)
ziz

T
i =: −δi · (zT

1 M12z2)
2ziz

T
i .

We expand this first term as
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[
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(
Q−∆12M

2
12∆22

)]
= E

[
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(
Q−D̃1M

2
12D̃2
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− 2E
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T
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]
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T
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4zT
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2
12z2z

T
2 Q−z1

]
.

(100)
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Note that in the first term, the only dependency on zi appears in D̃i, and we denote D := Ei[∆̃i].
We can bound its operator norm as follows

∥D∥op = sup
∥r∥2=1

|rTDr| ≤ Ez1

[
⟨z1, r⟩2|zT

1 M12z1 − κ|
]

≤ Cx

{
Ez1

[
(zT

1 M12z1 − Tr(M12))
2
]1/2

+ |Tr(M12)− κ|
}

≤ Cx {φ1(p)∥M12∥F + |Tr(M12)− κ|} .

Hence, we can bound the first term in Eq. (100) by∣∣∣E [Tr(Q−D̃1M
2
12D̃2

)]∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣E [Tr(Q−D̃M2
12D̃
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2
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2

n
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6
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2
).

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

1

(1 + κ)

∣∣∣E [δ1(zT
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2zT
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2
12D̃22Q−z1
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8
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E
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2
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E
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E
[
(S̃i − κ)4

]1/4
≤ Cx,K · νλ(n)

2
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2
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{
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6
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2
).

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 M1M2, we proceed similarly to

the first term and replace Di by D̃i. We simply sketch the first term, and the other terms follow
similarly as above. By taking the expectation Ezi [D̃i] and making D appear, we get∣∣∣∣E [Tr(Q−D̃1

M12z2z
T
2 M

2
12
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=
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T
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6
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2
).

Finally, for the final term in the expansion of M1M2, we do not need to be careful and we
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simply using Hölder’s inequality to get∣∣∣∣∣E
[
Tr

(
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T
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T
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2
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T
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Ẽn(A)Tr(AM

2
).

Bounding Tr
(
Q−∆

T
12M1M2∆23

)
of (II): Once again we use the resolvent identities (97) to

expand M1M2 and bound each of the resulting four terms separately. Note that ∆i3 = −(1 +
κ)∆i2Mi/(Si−κ). Thus, by comparison to the previous term, the error term obtained is the same
as the previous part up to an additional M2 matrix and one less (Si−κ), and is of lower order. The
remaining terms in (II) similarly depend on ∆i3 and are bounded via a similar argument, which
we omit for the sake of brevity.

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

|µ∗ − µ̃−|
µ̃−

=
|κ− Tr(M)

1 + Tr(M)
≤ Cx,K

φ1(p)νλ(n)
5/2

√
n
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In particular, we have |µ∗ − µ̃−| ≤ Cx,K µ̃− by condition (88). Thus, we obtain∣∣∣Tr(Q−)− Tr(AM
2
)
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Similarly,∣∣∣∣∣nTr(Q−)
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)
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n
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)
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·
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n

Tr(Q−)

≤ Cx,K · νλ(n)5/2ẼnnTr(AM
2
),

which finishes the proof of this claim.

A.5.2 Proof of Proposition 5: martingale part of Tr(AM2)

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 |∆i| ≤ R where

∆i := (Ei − Ei−1)Tr(AM2) = (Ei − Ei−1)Tr(A(M2 −M2
i )).
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We show below that we can choose

R = Cx,D
νλ(n)

4

n
φA
1 (p) logβ(n)Tr(AM

2
). (101)

For bounding Ei−1[∆i1∆i ̸∈[−R,R]] in Step 3, note that
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2
i ]
1/2 ≤ 2Ei−1

[
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]1/2 ≤ Cx,D,K · νλ(n)2Tr(AM
2
),

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
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Let’s consider Ej(TrA(·)) with j ∈ {i, i − 1} applied to each of these two terms. For the first
term, this is bounded with probability at least 1− n−D by∣∣∣∣Ei

[
Tr(AM2

i ziz
T
i Mi)

1 + Si

]∣∣∣∣ ≤ Ei

[
|zT

i MiAMizi|
]1/2

Ei

[
|zT

i M
2
i AM2

i zi|
]1/2

≤ Cx,D logβ(n)φA
1 (p)Ei [∥MiAMi∥F ]1/2 Ei

[
∥M2

i AM2
i ∥F

]1/2
≤ Cx,D,K logβ(n)

νλ(n)
3

n
φA
1 (p)Tr(AM

2
),

where we simply used ∥MiAMi∥F ≤ Tr(MiAMi) for a p.s.d. matrix and Lemma 4.(b).
Similarly, the second term us bounded with probability at least 1− n−D by∣∣∣∣Ei

[
Tr(AMiziz

T
i M

2
i ziz

T
i Mi)

(1 + Si)2

]∣∣∣∣ ≤ Ei

[
|zT

i MiAMizi|2
]1/2

Ei

[
|zT

i M
2
i zi|2

]1/2
≤ Cx,D log2β(n)φA

1 (p)Ei

[
∥MiAMi∥2F

]1/2 · νλ(n)2
n

≤ Cx,D,K log2β(n)
νλ(n)

4

n
φA
1 (p)Tr(AM

2
).

Similar bounds hold with Ei replaced by Ei−1 (without the factors logβ(n)). Finally, to obtain a

relative bound, note that Tr(AM
2
) ≤ Ψ3(A;µ∗).

A.6 Deterministic equivalent for Tr(AMZTZM)

We consider the fourth and last functional

Φ4(X;A) =
1

n
Tr(AΣ1/2(XTX + λ)−1XTX(XTX + λ)−1Σ1/2) =

1

n
Tr(AMZTZM).

We show that Φ4(X;A) is well approximated by the following deterministic equivalent:

Ψ4(µ∗;A) =
1

n2
· Tr(AΣ2(Σ+ λ∗)

−2)

1− 1
nTr(Σ

2(Σ+ λ∗)−2)
.

Note that we have the identity Ψ4(µ∗;A) = µ2
∗

n2Ψ3(µ∗;A). Again, we can assume without loss of
generality that Tr(AΣ2) <∞.
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Theorem 9 (Deterministic equivalent for Tr(AMZTZM)). Assume the features (xi)i∈[n] satisfy
Assumption 7. For any constants D,K > 0, there exist constants η ∈ (0, 1/2) (only depending on
cx,Cx, β), CD,K > 0 (only depending on K,D), and Cx,D,K > 0 (only depending on cx,Cx, β,D,K),
such that the following holds. Define νλ(n) as per Eq. (69). For all n ≥ CD,K and λ > 0 satisfying

λ · νλ(n) ≥ n−K , φ1(p)νλ(n)
5/2 logβ+

1
2 (n) ≤ K

√
n, (102)

and deterministic p.s.d. matrix A, we have with probability at least 1− n−D that

∣∣Φ4(X;A)−Ψ4(µ∗;A)
∣∣ ≤ Cx,D,K

φ1(p)νλ(n)
6 logβ+

1
2 (n)√

n
Ψ4(µ∗;A). (103)

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

Proposition 6 (Deterministic part of Tr(AMZTZM)). Assume the same setting as Theorem 9.
Then there exist constants CK and Cx,K , such that the following holds. For all n ≥ CK and λ > 0
satisfying Eq. (102), and for all p.s.d. matrix A, we have∣∣E[Φ4(X;A)]−Ψ4(µ∗;A)

∣∣ ≤ Cx,K
φ1(p)νλ(n)

6

√
n

Ψ4(µ∗;A). (104)

Proposition 7 (Martingale part of Tr(AMZTZM)). Assume the same setting as Theorem 9.
Then there exist constants CK,D and Cx,K,D, such that the following holds. For all n ≥ CK,D and
λ > 0 satisfying Eq. (102), and for all p.s.d. matrix A, we have with probability at least 1 − n−D

that ∣∣Φ4(X;A)− E[Φ4(X;A)]
∣∣ ≤ Cx,K,D

φA
1 (p)νλ(n)

4 logβ+
1
2 (n)√

n
Ψ4(µ∗;A). (105)

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).

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[Φ4(X;A)] as

1

n
E
[
Tr(AMZTZM)

]
= E

[
zTM−AM−z

(1 + S)2

]
=

E[Tr(M−AM−)]

(1 + κ)2
+ E

[
(κ− S)(2 + κ+ S)

(1 + κ)2(1 + S)2
zTM−AM−z

]
.

where we denoted S = zTM−z. Thus it suffices to bound the following two terms

|E[Φ4(X;A)]−Ψ4(µ∗;A)| ≤
∣∣∣∣E[Tr(AM2

−)]

(1 + κ)2
−Ψ4(µ∗;A)

∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣E [(κ− S)(2 + κ+ S)

(1 + κ)2(1 + S)2
zTM−AM−z

]∣∣∣∣ . (106)

For the first term, recall that we introduced the notations: µ̃∗ is the solution of the fixed point
equation (65) where we replaced n by n− 1, and µ̃− = n/(1 + κ). By Proposition 4, we have∣∣E[Tr(AM2

−)]−Ψ3(µ̃∗;A)
∣∣ ≤ E(D)

3,n−1 ·Ψ3(µ̃∗;A),
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where we denoted E(D)
3,n−1 the rate in Eq. (89). For n ≥ C, we have E(D)

3,n−1 ≤ CE(D)
3,n and by Lemma

3,

|Ψ3(µ̃∗;A)−Ψ3(µ∗;A)| ≤ C
νλ(n)

2

n
Ψ3(µ∗;A).

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

|µ∗ − µ̃−|
µ∗

≤ Cx,K
φ1(p)νλ(n)

5/2

√
n

.

Combining this inequality with the previous bounds, we obtain∣∣∣∣E[Tr(AM2
−)]

(1 + κ)2
−Ψ4(µ∗;A)

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ µ̃2−n2 E[Tr(AM2
−)]−

µ2∗
n2

Ψ3(µ∗;A)

∣∣∣∣
≤ µ̃2∗
µ2∗

· µ
2
∗
n2
∣∣E[Tr(AM2

−)]−Ψ3(µ∗;A)
∣∣+ |µ̃2− − µ2∗|

µ2∗
· µ

2
∗
n2

Ψ3(µ∗;A)

≤ CE(D)
3,n ·Ψ4(µ∗;A).

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 Hölder’s inequality and obtain∣∣∣∣E [(κ− S)(2 + κ+ S)

(1 + κ)2
zTM−AM−z

]∣∣∣∣
≤ E

[
(κ− S)3

]1/3 E [(2 + κ+ S)3
]1/3 E [(zTM−AM−z)

3
]1/3

≤ Cx,K
φ1(p)νλ(n)

2

√
n

E[Tr(AM2
−)

3]1/3

≤ Cx,K
φ1(p)νλ(n)

4

√
n

Tr(AM
2
)

≤ E(D)
3,n ·Ψ4(A;µ∗),

which concludes the proof.

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

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

∆i :=
1

n
(Ei − Ei−1)Tr(Z

TZMAM).

We show below that |∆i| ≤ R with probability at least 1− n−D with

R = Cx,D
νλ(n)

4 logβ(n)

n
φA
1 (p)Ψ4(µ∗;A). (107)

For Step 3 and bounding Ei−1[∆i1∆i ̸∈[−R,R]],observe that

Ei−1[∆
2
i ]
1/2 ≤ 2Ei−1

[
Tr(zTM−AM−z)

2

(1 + S)4

]1/2
≤ Cx,D,K · νλ(n)2Tr(AM

2
),
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so that we can follow the same proof as in Proposition 3.
Let us bound ∆i with high probability. We start by decomposing the term ∆i and adding and

subtracting carefully chosen terms. Noting that

∆i =
1

n
(Ei − Ei−1)

(
Tr(ZTZMAM)− Tr(ZT

i ZiMiAMi)
)
,

we’ll write (recall that Si = zT
i Mizi)

Tr(ZTZMAM)− Tr(ZT
i ZiMiAMi)

= ziMAMzi +Tr(MAMZT
i Zi)− Tr(MiAMiZ

T
i Zi)

=
1

(1 + Si)

{
ziMAMizi − Tr(MAMiziz

T
i MiZ

T
i Zi)− Tr(Miziz

T
i MiAMiZ

T
i Zi)

}
=

1

(1 + Si)
Tr(MAMiziz

T
i (I−MiZ

T
i Zi)) +

1

(1 + Si)
Tr(MiAMiziz

T
i (I−MiZ

T
i Zi))

− 1

(1 + Si)
Tr(zT

i MiAMizi).

Observing that
I−MiZ

T
i Zi = λMiΣ

−1,

we can write for j ∈ {i− 1, i}, with probability at least 1− n−D,∣∣∣∣ 1nEj

[
1

(1 + Si)
Tr(MAMiziz

T
i (I−MiZ

T
i Zi))

]∣∣∣∣
≤ λ

1

n
Ej

[
|zT

i MiΣ
−1MAMizi|

]
≤ λ

n
Ej [z

T
i MiΣ

−1MAMΣ−1Mizi]
1/2Ej [ziMiAMizi]

1/2

≤ Cx,D
λ

n
φA
1 (p) logβ(n)Ej

[
Tr(MiΣ

−1MAMΣ−1Mi)
]1/2 Ej [Tr(MiAMi)]

1/2

≤ Cx,D
φA
1 (p) logβ(n)νλ(n)

2

n
Tr(MAM) ≤ Cx,D

φA
1 (p) logβ(n)νλ(n)

4

n
Ψ4(µ∗;A),

where we used that Mi ⪯ Σ/λ by definition and Lemma 4.(b). A similar argument then shows
that ∣∣∣∣ 1nEj

[
1

(1 + Si)
Tr(MiAMiziz

T
i (I−MiZ

T
i Zi))

]∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,D
φA
1 (p) logβ(n)νλ(n)

4

n
Ψ4(µ∗;A),

with the same probability. Meanwhile, the bound∣∣∣∣ 1nEj

[
1

(1 + Si)
zT
i MiAMizi

]∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,D
φA
1 (p) logβ(n)νλ(n)

4

n
Ψ4(µ∗;A)

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,x2 are independent and satisfy Assumption 7. Then, for any
constant D > 0, there exists a constant Cx,D such that for all p.s.d. matrix B independent of x1,x2,
it holds with probability at least 1− n−D over the randomness in x1,x2, that∣∣xT

1Bx1 − Tr(ΣB)
∣∣ ≤ Cx,D · φB

1 (p) logβ(n)∥Σ1/2BΣ1/2∥F ,∣∣xT
1Bx2

∣∣ ≤ Cx,D · logβ(n)
(
∥Σ1/2BΣ1/2∥F + φB

1 (p)1/2∥Σ1/2BΣBΣ1/2∥1/2F

)
.

Moreover, for all integer q, there exists a constant Cx,q such that for all p.s.d. matrix B independent
of x1,x2, we have

Ex1

[∣∣xT
1Bx1 − Tr(ΣB)

∣∣q]1/q ≤ Cx,q · φB
1 (p)∥Σ1/2BΣ1/2∥F ,

Ex1,x2

[∣∣xT
1Bx2

∣∣q]1/q ≤ Cx,q

(
∥Σ1/2BΣ1/2∥F + φB

1 (p)1/2∥Σ1/2BΣBΣ1/2∥1/2F

)
.

The proof of Lemma 2 can be found in Section A.7.2. The next lemma collects some simple
properties on µ∗ and M .

Lemma 3. Recall that µ∗ is the solution of the fixed point equation (65), and M = Σ(µ∗Σ+λ)−1.
Let η := η(cx,Cx, β) ∈ (0, 1/2) be defined as in Lemma 1 and νλ(n) as per Eq. (69). Then

1 + Tr(M) ≤ 2νλ(n), ∥M∥op ≤ 2νλ(n)

n
.

Consider µ̃∗ the solution to the fixed point equation (65) with n − 1 instead of n, and denote

M̃ = Σ(µ̃∗Σ + λ)−1. Then, we have |µ∗ − µ̃∗| ≤ 1. If we further assume that νλ(n) ≤
√
n and

n ≥ 5, then there exists a constant C > 0 such that for any p.s.d. matrix A,

|Ψ1(µ̃∗;A)−Ψ1(µ∗;A)| ≤ C
νλ(n)

n
Ψ1(µ∗;A),

|Ψ2(µ̃∗)−Ψ2(µ∗)| ≤ C
νλ(n)

n
Ψ2(µ∗),

|Ψ3(µ̃∗;A)−Ψ3(µ∗;A)| ≤ C
νλ(n)

n
Ψ3(µ∗;A),

|Ψ4(µ̃∗;A)−Ψ4(µ∗;A)| ≤ C
νλ(n)

n
Ψ4(µ∗;A).

The proof of Lemma 3 is deferred to Section A.7.3.
Recall that Ei denote the partial expectation over features {xi+1, . . . ,xn}. Furthermore, M−

denotes the scaled resolvent where we removed one feature xi, and

M− = Σ

(
n

1 + κ
Σ+ λ

)−1

, κ = E[Tr(M−)].

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 (xi)i∈[n] satisfy Assumption 7 and let η := η(cx,Cx, β) ∈ (0, 1/2)
be chosen as in Lemma 1. Let νλ(n) be defined as per Eq. (69). Further assume that there exists a
constant K such that

λ · νλ(n) ≥ n−K , φ1(p) log
β(n) ≤ K

√
n. (108)

Then, for any integers D, q, ℓ > 0, the following hold.
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(a) There exist constants CK and Cx,K such that for all n ≥ CK and λ > 0 satisfying conditions
(108), it holds that

M− ⪯ Cx,K · νλ(n)M , ∥M−∥op ≤ Cx,K
νλ(n)

n
.

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

Tr(AM
ℓ
−) ≤ Cℓ

x,K · νλ(n)
ℓ

nr
Tr(AM

ℓ−r
),

∥M−AM−∥F ≤ C2
x,K · νλ(n)

2

n3/2
∥A∥1/2op Tr(AM)1/2.

(b) There exist constants CK,D, Cx,K,D,q, and Cx,K,D,q,ℓ, such that for all n ≥ CK,D and λ > 0
satisfying conditions (108), it holds with probability at least 1−n−D that for all p.s.d. matrix
A and integers j ∈ {0, . . . , n} and r ∈ {0, . . . , ℓ},

Ej

[
Tr(AM ℓ)q

]1/q
≤ Cx,D,K,q,ℓ ·

νλ(n)
ℓ

nr
Tr(AM

ℓ−r
),

Ej

[
∥MAM∥qF

]1/q ≤ Cx,D,K,q ·
νλ(n)

2

n3/2
∥A∥1/2op Tr(AM)1/2.

In particular, for j = 0, CK,D := CK , and Cx,K,D,q,ℓ := Cx,K,q,ℓ, we have

E
[
∥M ℓ∥qop

]1/q
≤ Cx,K,q,ℓ

νλ(n)
ℓ

nℓ
, E

[
Tr(M ℓ)q

]1/q
≤ Cx,K,q,ℓ

νλ(n)
ℓ

nℓ−1
,

E
[
∥M ℓ∥qF

]1/q
≤ Cx,K,q,ℓ

νλ(n)
ℓ

nℓ−1/2
.

(c) There exist constants CK and Cx,K , such that for all n ≥ CK and λ > 0 satisfying conditions
(108), it holds that

|E[M− −M ]| ≤ Cx,K
νλ(n)

2

n
,∣∣E[M2

− −M2]
∣∣ ≤ Cx,K

νλ(n)
4

n2
.

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 = I.

Lemma 5. Under Assumption 7 and for all integers q,K > 0, there exist constants CK and Cx,K,q

such that the following hold. Let η := η(cx,Cx, β) ∈ (0, 1/2) and νλ(n) be defined as per Eq. (69).
For all n ≥ CK and λ > 0 satisfying

λ · νλ(n) ≥ n−K , φ1(p) log
β(n) ≤ K

√
n,

we have

E [(Tr(M)− E[Tr(M)])q]1/q ≤ Cx,K,q
φ1(p)νλ(n)

3 logβ+
1
2 (n)

n
.

The proof of Lemma 5 can be found in Section A.7.5.
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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 ξp+1 = ξp+2 = . . . = ξn = 0
if p < n. In that case, Σ−1 corresponds to the pseudo-inverse and λmin(A) denotes the smallest
positive eigenvalue.
Step 1. Decomposing the bound on ∥M∥op.

For any k ≤ n, we consider the decomposition of the feature vector into x = (x0,x+) where
x0 corresponds to the first k coordinates of the feature, and x+ the last p − k coordinates. We
denote Σ0 = E[x0x

T
0 ] and Σ+ = E[x+x

T
+] their associated covariance matrices such that Σ =

diag(Σ0,Σ+). We further introduce the feature matrices X0 = [x0,1, . . .x0,n]
T ∈ Rn×k and X+ =

[x+,1, . . .x+,n]
T ∈ Rn×(p−k), so that X = [X0,X+]. Their whitened counterparts are denoted by

Z0 = X0Σ
−1/2
0 and Z+ = X+Σ

−1/2
+ .

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

XTX + λI ⪰

(
1 +

2λmax(X
T
+X+)

λ

)−1(
XT

0 X0 0
0 0

)
+
λ

2
I,

such that the matrix M satisfies

M = Σ1/2RΣ1/2 ⪯

(
Σ

1/2
0

({
1 + 2λmax(X

T
+X+)/λ

}−1
XT

0 X0 +
λ
2 I
)−1

Σ
1/2
0 0

0 2
λΣ+

)
, (109)

Hence, ∥M∥op admits the following upper bound

∥M∥op ≤ 1

λmin(ZT
0 Z0)

(
1 +

2λmax(X
T
+X+)

λ

)
+

2ξk+1

λ
. (110)

Step 2: Bounding λmax(X
T
+X+).

If ξk+1 = 0, then this term is simply zero. We assume below that ξk+1 > 0. Let us introduce
the matrices Si = x+,ix

T
+,i ∈ R(p−k)×(p−k) for i ∈ [n], such that we can write

S := XT
+X+ =

∑
i∈[n]

x+,ix
T
+,i =

∑
i∈[n]

Si.

Note that ∥Si∥op = ∥x+,i∥22. By Assumption 7, we have

P
(∣∣∥x+∥22 − Tr(Σ+)

∣∣ ≥ t · φ1(p) ·
∥∥Σ+

∥∥
F

)
≤ Cx exp

{
−cxt

1/β
}
.

Hence, there exists a constant Cx,D that only depends on cx,Cx, β,D, such that with probability
at least 1− n−D, we have for all i ∈ [n],

∥Si∥op ≤ Tr(Σ+) + Cx,D · φ1(p) log
β(n)

√
ξk+1Tr(Σ+)

≤ Cx,D · rΣ · ξk+1

(
1 + n−1/2φ1(p) log

β(n)
)
=: Ln,

(111)

where we used Tr(Σ+) ≤ rΣ · ξk+1 and rΣ ≥ n by definition of the effective rank. We now apply a
matrix concentration inequality with a standard truncation argument. Let S̃i := Si1∥Si∥op≤Ln

and
consider

S̃ :=
∑
i∈[n]

S̃i =
∑
i∈[n]

Si1∥S∥op≤Ln
.
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From our choice of Ln in Eq. (111), we have S̃ = S with probability at least 1− n−D. Using that
S̃i are independent symmetric matrices, we can upper bound the matrix variance by

Var(S̃) ⪯
∑
i∈[n]

Var(S̃i) ⪯
∑
i∈[n]

E
[
S̃2
i

]
⪯ nLnE

[
Si

]
⪯ nLnΣ+ =: V+,

where we used that ∥S̃i∥op ≤ Ln, S̃i ⪯ Si and E[Si] = Σ+. Denoting vn := ∥Var(S̃)∥op, we have
vn ≤ nLnξk+1. Furthermore, by definition of the effective rank, we have the following bound on
the intrinsic dimension

intDim(Σ+) =
Tr(V+)

∥V+∥op
≤ Tr(Σ+)

ξk+1
≤ rΣ.

Hence, we can apply the matrix Bernstein inequality with intrinsic dimension [T+15, Theorem
7.3.1], and get for all t ≥ √

vn + 2Ln/3,

P
(∥∥S̃ − E[S̃]

∥∥
op

≥ t
)
≤ 4rΣ · exp

(
−t2/2

vn + 2Ln/3

)
.

Finally, we can bound the mean using

∥E[S̃]∥op = n∥E[S̃i]∥op ≤ n∥E[Si]∥op ≤ nξk+1.

Combining the above bounds, we deduce that there exist constants Cx,D, C
′
x,D that only depend

on cx,Cx, β,D, such that with probability at least 1− n−D,

∥S̃∥op ≤ ∥E[S̃]∥op + Cx,D(
√
vn + Ln)

√
log(rΣn)

≤ C ′
x,D · rΣ · ξk+1

√
log(rΣn)

(
1 + n−1/2φ1(p) log

β(n)
)
.

Recalling that S = S̃ with probability at least 1 − n−D, we deduce that there exists a constant
Cx,D such that with probability at least 1− 2n−D,

λmax(X
T
+X+) ≤ Cx,D · rΣ · ξk+1

√
log(rΣ)

(
1 + n−1/2φ1(p) log(n)

β
)
. (112)

Step 3: Bounding λmin(Z
T
0 Z0).

From Assumption 7, we have for all vectors u ∈ Rk, ∥u∥2 = 1,

E[⟨u, z0⟩4] =
∫ ∞

0
2tP(⟨u, z0⟩2 ≥ t)dt

≤ 1 +

∫ ∞

0
2(t+ 1)P(⟨u, z0⟩2 − 1 ≥ t)dt

≤ 1 + 2Cx

∫ ∞

0
(t+ 1) exp

{
−cxt

1/β
}
dt =: Cx.

Therefore, we can directly apply [Yas14, Theorem 2.2]: there exists a constant CD that only depends
on D such that with probability at least 1− n−D,

λmin

(
1

n
ZT

0 Z0

)
≥ 1− 4C1/2

x

√
k

n
− CD

log(n)

n
.
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Hence, there exist constants η ∈ (0, 1/2) that only depends on cx,Cx, β, and CD that only depends
on D such that for all n ≥ CD and taking k = ⌊ηn⌋ − 1, it holds with probability at least 1− n−D

that
λmin

(
ZT

0 Z0

)
≥ n

2
. (113)

Step 4: Concluding the bounds on ∥M∥op, Tr(M) and ∥M∥F .
Combining the bounds (112) and (113) into Eq. (110), we get that with probability at least

1− n−D,

∥M∥op ≤ 2

n

{
1 +

Cx,D · rΣ · ξ⌊ηn⌋
√

log(rΣ)
(
1 + n−1/2φ1(p) log(n)

β
)

λ

}
+

2ξ⌊ηn⌋rΣ

nλ

≤ Cx,D
νλ(n)

n
.

Using the block matrix upper bound (109), we have with probability at least 1− n−D,

Tr(M) ≤ ⌊ηn⌋ · ∥M∥op +
2Tr(Σ+)

λ
≤ Cx,D · νλ(n),

where we used that Tr(Σ+) ≤ rΣ · ξ⌊ηn⌋. Finally, combining the bounds on ∥M∥op and Tr(M), we
get

∥M∥F ≤
√

∥M∥opTr(M) ≤ Cx,D
νλ(n)√

n
,

with probability at least 1− n−D, which concludes the proof.

A.7.2 Proof of Lemma 2

The first inequality directly follows from Assumption 7 by choosing t = Cx,D logβ(n). For the
second inequality, we apply twice the first bound, first over x1 and second over x2:∣∣∣xT

1Bx2

∣∣∣ = √xT
1Bx2xT

2Bx1

≤ Cx,D logβ/2(n)
√

xT
2BΣBx2

≤ Cx,D logβ(n)
{
Tr(Σ1/2BΣBΣ1/2)1/2 + φB

1 (p)1/2∥Σ1/2BΣBΣ1/2∥F
}
,

where in the first inequality we used that Bx2x
T
2B is rank 1 and we can apply the first inequality

(a1) in Assumption 7 without φ1(p). In the second inequality, note that if B is rank 1, so is BΣB.
For the bound in expectation, we integrate the tail bound and get

Ex

[∣∣xTBx− Tr(ΣB)
∣∣q] = q

∫ ∞

0
tq−1P

(∣∣∣xTBx− Tr(ΣB)
∣∣∣ ≥ t

)
dt

≤ qCx(φ
B
1 (p)∥Σ1/2BΣ1/2∥F )q

∫
tq−1 exp

{
−cxt

1/β
}
dt

≤ Cx,q(φ
B
1 (p)∥Σ1/2BΣ1/2∥F )q.

The second bound in expectation is obtained by applying twice the first bound, first over x1 and
second over x2:

Ex1,x2

[
|xT

1Bx2|q
]1/q

= Ex2

[
Ex1

[
|xT

1Bx2x
T
2Bx1|q/2

]]1/q
≤ Cx,qEx2

[
|xT

2BΣBx2|q/2
]1/q

≤ Cx,q

{
Tr(Σ1/2BΣBΣ1/2)1/2 + φB

1 (p)1/2∥Σ1/2BΣBΣ1/2∥F
}
.
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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
(
Σ0(µ∗Σ0 + λ)−1

)
+Tr

(
Σ+(µ∗Σ+ + λ)−1

)
≤ ⌊ηn⌋

µ∗
+

Tr(Σ+)

λ

≤ 1

2

(
1 + Tr(M)

)
+
ξ⌊ηn⌋ · rΣ

λ
,

where we used the fixed point equation (65), η ≤ 1/2, and the definition of rΣ. Rearranging this
inequality yields

1 + Tr(M) ≤ 2 + 2
ξ⌊ηn⌋ · rΣ

λ
≤ 2νλ(n). (114)

Then, we simply use that

∥M∥op ≤ 1

µ∗
=

1 + Tr(M)

n
≤ 2νλ(n)

n
.

By definition of M̃ and M , we have

M̃ −M = (µ∗ − µ̃∗)M̃M . (115)

Applying the fixed point equation µ̃∗ = (n−1)/(1+Tr(M̃)), we get by simple algebraic manipulation

µ∗ − µ̃∗ =
nTr

(
M̃ −M

)
(1 + Tr(M̃))(1 + Tr(M))

+
1

1 + Tr(M̃)
.

Using Eq. (115) into this equation along with the bound ∥M∥op ≤ 1/µ∗ = (1 + Tr(M))/n, we
obtain

|µ∗ − µ̃∗| ≤ |µ∗ − µ̃∗|
Tr(M̃)

1 + Tr(M̃)
+

1

1 + Tr(M̃)
,

which immediately implies |µ∗ − µ̃∗| ≤ 1.

Combining this bound with Eq. (115) and applying Eq. (114) to M̃ , we obtain for the first
functional

|Ψ1(µ̃∗;A)−Ψ1(µ∗;A)| =
∣∣∣Tr(A(M̃ −M)

)∣∣∣ ≤ ∥M̃∥opTr(AM) ≤ 2
νλ(n)

n
Ψ1(µ∗;A).

The second functional direcly follows from this first inequality by noting that

|Ψ2(µ̃∗)−Ψ2(µ∗)| =
∣∣∣∣ Ψ1(µ̃∗; I)

1 + Ψ1(µ̃∗; I)
− Ψ1(µ∗; I)

1 + Ψ1(µ∗; I)

∣∣∣∣
=

|Ψ1(µ̃∗; I)−Ψ1(µ∗; I)|
(1 + Ψ1(µ̃∗; I))(1 + Ψ1(µ∗; I))

≤ 2
νλ(n)

n

Ψ1(µ∗; I)

1 + Ψ1(µ∗; I)
.

For the third functional, we introduce U,V the numerator and denominator of Ψ3(µ∗;A), and
U−,V− the numerator and denominator of Ψ3(µ̃∗;A). First, note that

n

µ∗
= 1 + Tr(M) ≤ 2νλ(n), µ∗ ≥

√
5

2
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by the assumption that νλ(n) ≤
√
n and n ≥ 5. In particular, µ̃−1

∗ ≤ Cνλ(n)/n. Thus by simple
algebra, we get for the numerator

|U− U−| =
∣∣∣Tr(AM̃2)− Tr(AM

2
)
∣∣∣

=
∣∣Tr (AΣ2(µ̃∗Σ+ λ)−2(µ∗Σ+ λ)−2

{
(µ∗Σ+ λ)2 − (µ̃∗Σ+ λ)2

})∣∣
≤
{
|µ2∗ − µ̃2∗|

µ̃2∗
+ 2

|µ∗ − µ̃∗|
µ̃∗

}
Tr(AM

2
)

≤ C
νλ(n)

n
U.

For the numerator, we proceed similarly

|V − V−| =
∣∣∣∣µ2∗n Tr(M

2
)− µ̃2∗

n
Tr(M̃2)

∣∣∣∣
≤ µ2∗

n

∣∣∣Tr(M2
)− Tr(M̃2)

∣∣∣+ |µ2∗ − µ̃2∗|
µ̃2∗

· µ̃
2
∗
n
Tr(M̃2)

≤ 2

{
|µ2∗ − µ̃2∗|

µ̃2∗
+
µ∗|µ∗ − µ̃∗|

µ̃2∗

}
· µ̃

2
∗
n
Tr(M̃2)

≤ C
νλ(n)

n
V−.

Combining the above bounds, we obtain

|Ψ3(µ̃∗;A)−Ψ3(µ∗;A)|
Ψ3(µ∗;A)

=
|VU− − UV−|

UV−

≤ |U− U−|
U

+

(
1 +

|U− U−|
U

)
|V − V−|

V−
≤ C

νλ(n)

n
.

The bound on Ψ4(µ̃∗;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

µ∗Σ+ λ =
nΣ

1 + Tr(M)
+ λ ⪯ max

(
1,

1 + κ

1 + Tr(M)

)(
nΣ

1 + κ
+ λ

)
,

so that

M− ⪯ max

(
1,

1 + κ

1 + Tr(M)

)
·M ⪯ (1 + κ)M .

Denote A the event Tr(M−) ≤ Cx,D · νλ(n) such that P(A) ≥ 1 − n−D by applying Lemma 1 to
M− with n ≥ C. Choosing D = K + 1, we get

κ = E[Tr(M−)] ≤ Cx,D · νλ(n)E[1A] + E[1AcTr(M−)]

≤ Cx,D · νλ(n) +
Tr(Σ)

λ
n−D

≤ Cx,D · νλ(n) +
n1−D

λ
+
rΣ · ξ⌊ηn⌋

λ
n−D ≤ Cx,K · νλ(n),
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where we used Tr(Σ) ≤ ⌊ηn⌋ ·∥Σ∥op+Tr(Σ+) ≤ n+rΣ ·ξ⌊ηn⌋ and the assumption λ ·νλ(n) ≥ n−K .
The bound on the operator norm follows by writing

∥M−∥op ≤ 1 + κ

n
≤ Cx,K

νλ(n)

n
.

The other inequalities are direct consequences of these two first inequalities.

Proof of Lemma 4.(b): Let k = ⌊ηn⌋ − 1 be chosen as in Lemma 1. Note that because of
condition (108), we have νλ(n) from Lemma 1 that satisfies νλ(n) ≤ CKνλ(n). We write in block
matrix form

M =

(
Σ0(µ∗Σ0 + λ)−1 0

0 Σ+(µ∗Σ+ + λ)−1

)
⪰

(
Σ0(µ∗Σ0 + λ)−1 0

0 Σ+

µ∗·ξ⌊ηn⌋+λ

)
.

Similarly, recalling Eq. (109), we have with probability at least 1− n−D that

M ⪯
(
Σ0

(
γ−1Σ0 + λ/2

)−1
0

0 2Σ+/λ,

)
.

where we denoted γ = Cx,K,D · νλ(n)/n. Thus, we deduce that

M ⪯
{
max (γµ∗, 2) + 2

µ∗ · ξ⌊ηn⌋ + λ

λ

}
M ⪯ Cx,D,K · νλ(n)M ,

where we used that µ∗ ≤ n.
Denote A the event M ⪯ Cx,K,D′ · νλ(n)/n such that P(A) ≥ 1−n−D′

by Lemma 1. Note that
on Ac, we have simply ∥M∥op ≤ 1/λ. By triangular inequality,

Ej [Tr(AM ℓ)q]1/q ≤ Cx,D′,ℓ
νλ(n)

ℓ

nr
Tr(AM

ℓ−r
) +

Tr(AΣℓ−r)

λℓ
Ej [1Ac ]1/q,

where we used that M ⪯ Cx,D′,K · νλ(n)M on event A, and ∥Σ∥op = 1. First, note that by
definition of M ,

Tr(AΣℓ−r) ≤ (µ∗ + λ)ℓ−rTr(AM
ℓ−r

).

Furthermore, by Markov’s inequality, we have

P
(
Ej [1Ac ] ≥ nDE[1Ac ]

)
≤ n−D.

Hence, combining these bounds, we obtain

Ej [Tr(AM ℓ)q]1/q ≤ Cx,D′,ℓ ·
νλ(n)

ℓ

nr
Tr(AM

ℓ−r
) +

(n
λ
+ 1
)ℓ−r

n(D−D′)/qTr(AM
ℓ−r

)

≤ Cx,K,D,q,ℓ · νλ(n)ℓTr(AM
ℓ
),

where we chose D′ = D + q(K + ℓ) and used the assumption that λ · νλ(n) ≥ n−K . The other
inequalities follow similarly.
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Proof of Lemma 4.(c): Using Sherman-Morrison identity (67) and Lemma 2, we get

|E [Tr(M −M−)]| =

∣∣∣∣∣E
[

zTM2
−z

1 + zTM−z

]∣∣∣∣∣
≤ Cx

{
E[Tr(M2

−)] + φ1(p)E[∥M2
−∥F ]

}
≤ Cx,K

{
νλ(n)

2

n
+
φ1(p)νλ(n)

2

n3/2

}
≤ Cx,K

νλ(n)
2

n
,

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(M2 −M2
−)] = −2E

[
zTM3

−z

1 + zTM−z

]
+ E

[
(zTM2

−z)
2

(1 + zTM−z)2

]
.

Applying Lemma 2 over z followed by Lemma 4.(b) on M−, we deduce that

∣∣E[Tr(M2 −M2
−)]
∣∣ ≤ Cx,K

νλ(n)
3

n2
+ Cx,K

νλ(n)
4

n2
,

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 Cx,K,D such
that with probability at least 1− n−D,

|Tr(M)− E[Tr(M)]| ≤ RD := Cx,K,D
φ1(p)νλ(n)

3 logβ+
1
2
(n)

n
.

Denote AD this event. By triangular inequality, we have

E [(Tr(M)− E[Tr(M)])q]1/q ≤ RD + 2
Tr(Σ)

λ
E[1Ac

D̃
]1/q ≤ RD + 2

Tr(Σ)

λ
n−D/q.

We conclude by setting D = q(K + 1) and using the condition λ · νλ(n) ≥ n−K .

78



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 λ, reff,m, φ1(m), φ2,n(m). For the remaining
constants, recall that we denote Ca1,...,ak constants that only depend on the values of {ai}i∈[k]. In
particular, the value of these constants is allowed to change from line to line. We use ai = ‘x’ to
denote the dependency on cx,Cx, β from Assumptions 1, and ai = ‘ε’ to denote the dependency on
τ2ε 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 ‘+’ instead of ‘> m’ to refer to the
high-degree part. Thus we will denote the low-degree feature x0 = x≤m and high-degree feature
x+ = x>m. Similarly their associated covariance matrices will be denoted Σ0 = Σ≤m = E[x0x

T
0 ]

and Σ+ = Σ>m = E[x+x
T
+]. We introduce the feature matrices X0 = [x0,1, . . .x0,n]

T ∈ Rn×m

and X+ = [x+,1, . . .x+,n]
T ∈ Rn×(p−m), and their whitened counterparts Z0 = X0Σ

−1/2
0 and

Z+ = X+Σ
−1/2
+ . We can therefore write the feature matrices and covariance in block matrix form

X = [X0,X+], Z = [Z0,Z+], Σ = diag(Σ0,Σ+).

We further denote γ+ = Tr(Σ+) the self-induced regularization from the high-frequency part of
the kernel, and ξ+ = λmax(Σ+) = ξm+1. We introduce λ+ = λ + γ+ to denote the effective ridge
regularization of the model associated to X+.

We will denote

νλ+(n) = 1 +
ξ⌊ηn⌋,mreff,m(n)

√
log(reff,m(n))

λ+
, (116)

where reff,m is the effective rank of Σ0 defined in Definition 2.(b) and we recall that we denote
ξ⌊ηn⌋,m = ξ⌊ηn⌋ if ⌊ηn⌋ ≤ m and ξ⌊ηn⌋,m = 0 otherwise.

Recall that we consider a target function f∗(x) = ⟨β∗, z⟩ = ⟨θ∗,x⟩, where θ∗ = Σ−1/2β∗. We

denote β0 = β∗,≤m and β+ = β∗,>m. Similarly, θ0 = Σ
−1/2
0 β0 and θ+ = Σ

−1/2
+ β+, and we introduce

the low-degree and high-degree parts of the target function f0(x) = ⟨θ0,x0⟩ and f+(x) = ⟨θ+,x+⟩.
We will denote the n-dimensional vectors

y = (y1, . . . , yn),

f = (f∗(x1), . . . , f∗(xn)),

f0 = (f0(x1), . . . , f0(xn)),

f+ = (f+(x1), . . . , f+(xn)),

ε = (ε1, . . . , εn).

In particular, y = f + ε and f = f0 + f+.
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In this section, we will consider two effective regularizations: λ∗ associated to the original model
(n,Σ, λ) and λ∗,0 associated to the truncated model (n,Σ0, λ+). Recall that λ∗ and λ∗,0 are defined
as the unique non-negative solutions to the two fixed point equations

n− λ

λ∗
= Tr(Σ(Σ+ λ∗)

−1), n− λ+
λ∗,0

= Tr(Σ0(Σ0 + λ∗,0)
−1).

It will be convenient to introduce the following notations:

Υ1 =
1

n
Tr(Σ(Σ+ λ∗)

−1), Υ2 =
1

n
Tr(Σ2(Σ+ λ∗)

−2),

Υ1,0 =
1

n
Tr(Σ0(Σ0 + λ∗,0)

−1), Υ2,0 =
1

n
Tr(Σ2

0(Σ0 + λ∗,0)
−2).

We further introduce the following matrices that will appear in the proofs

G = (XXT + λ)−1, G0 = (X0X
T
0 + λ+)

−1, ∆+ = X+X
T
+ − γ+I,

R = (XTX + λ)−1, R0 = (XT
0 X0 + λ+)

−1, M0 = Σ
1/2
0 R0Σ

1/2
0 .

Finally, our proofs will crucially rely on applying the deterministic equivalent bounds proved in
Appendix A. For convenience, we will denote Ej,n(m) the decay rates for the functionals Φj(X0), j ∈
{1, . . . , 4}, with regularization parameter λ+, such that for any p.s.d. matrix A ∈ Rm×m, we have

|Φj(X0;A)−Ψj(µ∗,0;A)| ≤ Ej,n(m) ·Ψj(µ∗,0;A), (117)

with probability at least 1 − n−D, where µ∗,0 = λ+/λ∗,0. From Theorems 6–9, these decay rates
are given by

E1,n(m) = E2,n(m) = Cx,K,D
φ1(m)νλ+(n)

5/2 logβ+
1
2 (n)

√
n

,

E3,n(m) = Cx,K,D
φ1(m)νλ+(n)

6 log2β+
1
2 (n)

√
n

,

E4,n(m) = Cx,K,D
φ1(m)νλ+(n)

6 logβ+
1
2 (n)

√
n

.

B.2 Assumptions and deterministic equivalents

For the reader’s convenience, we restate our assumptions here.

Assumption 8 (Concentration at n ∈ N). There exist cx,Cx, β > 0 and m ∈ N ∪ {∞} such that

λ+
ξ+

≥ 2n,

and the following hold.

(a) (Low-degree features.) There exists φ1(m) > 0 such that for any vector v ∈ Rm with

∥Σ1/2
0 v∥2 <∞ and any p.s.d. matrix A ∈ Rm×m with Tr(Σ0A) <∞, we have

P
(∣∣⟨v,x0⟩

∣∣ ≥ t · vTΣ0v
)
≤ Cx exp

{
−cxt

2/β
}
, (a1)

P
(∣∣xT

0Ax0 − Tr(Σ0A)
∣∣ ≥ t · φ1(m) ·

∥∥Σ1/2
0 AΣ

1/2
0

∥∥
F

)
≤ Cx exp

{
−cxt

1/β
}
. (a2)
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(b) (High-degree features.) There exist p2,n(m) ∈ (0, 1) and φ2,n(m) ≥ 1 such that with probability
at least 1− p2,n(m), we have

∥∆+∥op = ∥X+X
T
+ − γ+ · In∥op ≤ φ2,n(m)

√
nξ+
λ+

· λ+. (b1)

(c) (Target function.) The high-degree part of the target function satisfies the tail bound

P (|f+(x)| ≥ t · ∥f+∥L2) ≤ Cx exp
{
−cxt

2/β
}
. (c1)

Assumption 9 (Label noise). The label noise εi is independent, mean-zero, and τ2ε -subgaussian
with variance denoted σ2ε = E[ε2i ].

In this appendix, we are interested in proving deterministic approximations to the Stieltjes
transform of the empirical kernel matrix

sn(X, λ) :=
1

n
Tr
[
(XXT + λ)−1

]
, (118)

and to the training and test errors

Ltrain(β∗;X, ε, λ) =
1

n

∑
i∈[n]

(
yi − f̂λ(xi)

)2
, (119)

Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ) = E
[(
y − f̂λ(x)

)2]
. (120)

We show that under Assumptions 8 and 9, these quantities are well approximated by the following
deterministic equivalents

sn(λ) :=
1

nλ∗
, (121)

Ln(β∗, λ) :=

(
λ

nλ∗

)2

· λ
2
∗⟨β∗, (Σ+ λ∗)

−2β∗⟩+ σ2ε
1− 1

nTr(Σ
2(Σ+ λ∗)−2)

, (122)

Rn(β∗, λ) :=
λ2∗⟨β∗, (Σ+ λ∗)

−2β∗⟩+ σ2ε
1− 1

nTr(Σ
2(Σ+ λ∗)−2)

, (123)

where λ∗ is the effective regularization associated to (n,Σ, λ).
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: λ∗ associated to
(n,Σ, λ) and λ∗,0 associated to (n,Σ0, λ+). Recall that they are defined as the unique non-negative
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solutions to the fixed point equations

n− λ

λ∗
= Tr(Σ(Σ+ λ∗)

−1), (124)

n− λ+
λ∗,0

= Tr(Σ0(Σ0 + λ∗,0)
−1). (125)

We will further consider the following change of variables

µ∗ = λ/λ∗, µ∗,0 = λ+/λ∗,0.

Intuitively, the cutoff m is chosen such that ξ+ ≪ λ∗, and thus Tr(Σ+(Σ+ + λ∗)
−1) ≈ Tr(Σ+)/λ∗.

By rearranging the terms, the fixed point equation (124) becomes approximately the same as
Eq. (125), and therefore λ∗ ≈ λ∗,0. The following lemma formalize this intuition.

Lemma 6. We have

0 ≤ λ∗,0 − λ∗
λ∗,0

≤ nξ+
λ+

.

Proof of Lemma 6. By removing γ+/λ∗ on both sides of the fixed point equation for λ∗ and rear-
ranging the terms, we get

n− λ+
λ∗

− Tr(Σ0(Σ0 + λ∗)
−1) = − δ

λ∗
,

where δ = Tr(Σ+) − λ∗Tr(Σ+(Σ+ + λ∗)
−1) = Tr(Σ2

+(Σ+ + λ∗)
−1) > 0. In particular, using that

λ∗,0(λ+) is increasing in λ+, this implies the first inequality λ∗,0 ≥ λ∗.
Further replacing n = λ+/λ∗,0 +Tr(Σ0(Σ0 + λ∗,0)

−1), we obtain

− δ

λ∗
=

λ+
λ∗,0

+Tr(Σ0(Σ0 + λ∗,0)
−1)− λ+

λ∗
− Tr(Σ0(Σ0 + λ∗)

−1)

=

{
λ+

λ∗λ∗,0
+Tr(Σ+(Σ0 + λ∗)

−1(Σ0 + λ∗,0)
−1

}
(λ∗ − λ∗,0)

≤ λ+
λ∗λ∗,0

(λ∗ − λ∗,0)

Thus, we deduce that
λ∗,0 − λ∗
λ∗,0

≤ δ

λ+
≤ nξ+

λ+
,

where we used that δ ≤ ξ+Tr(Σ+(Σ+ + λ∗)
−1) ≤ nξ+.

In particular, Lemma 6 implies that if we choose m ∈ N with ξm+1 ≡ ξ+ ≤ λ+/(2n), then

λ∗ ≥
λ∗,0
2

≥ λ+
2n
. (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 Σ0 and regularization parameter
λ+. On the other hand, we will show in Section B.7 that the high-frequency behaves effectively as
an independent additive noise with variance ∥f+∥2L2 = ∥β+∥22. 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 λ∗,0:

sn,0(λ+) :=
1

nλ∗,0
, (127)

Ln,0(β∗, λ+) :=

(
λ

nλ∗,0

)2 λ2∗,0⟨β0, (Σ0 + λ∗,0)
−2β0⟩+ ∥β+∥22 + σ2ε

1− 1
nTr(Σ

2
0(Σ0 + λ∗,0)−2)

, (128)

Rn,0(β∗, λ+) :=
λ2∗,0⟨β0, (Σ0 + λ∗,0)

−2β0⟩+ ∥β+∥22 + σ2ε

1− 1
nTr(Σ

2
0(Σ0 + λ∗,0)−2)

. (129)

The following lemma shows that the full deterministic equivalents associated to the full model
(n,Σ, λ) are well approximated by these reduced deterministic equivalents associated to the trun-
cated model (n,Σ0, λ+).

Lemma 7. Let Ln(β∗, λ), Rn(β∗, λ), and sn(λ) be defined as per Eqs. (121)–(123), and Ln,0(β∗, λ+),
Rn,0(β∗, λ+), and sn,0(λ+) be defined as per Eqs. (127)–(129), where λ+ = λ + γ+. Let νλ+(n) be
defined as per Eq. (116) and assume that ξ+ ≤ λ+/(2n). Then, there exists a universal constant
C > 0 such that

|sn(λ)− sn,0(λ+)| ≤
nξ+
λ+

· sn(λ),

|Ln(β∗, λ)− Ln,0(β∗, λ+)| ≤ Cνλ+(n)
nξ+
λ+

· Ln(β∗, λ),

|Rn(β∗, λ)− Rn,0(β∗, λ+)| ≤ Cνλ+(n)
nξ+
λ+

· Rn(β∗, λ).

Proof of Lemma 7. First, Lemma 6 directly implies that

|sn(λ)− sn,0(λ+)| =
|λ∗,0 − λ∗|

λ∗,0
· 1

nλ∗
≤ nξ+

λ+
sn(λ).

Denote U and V the numerator and denominator of Rn(β∗, λ), and U0 and V0 the numerator and
denominator of Rn,0(β∗, λ+). By simple algebra, we have∣∣λ2∗⟨β0, (Σ0 + λ∗)

−2β0⟩ − λ2∗,0⟨β0, (Σ0 + λ∗,0)
−2β0⟩

∣∣
λ2∗⟨β0, (Σ0 + λ∗)−2β0⟩

≤
λ2∗,0 − λ2∗

λ2∗
+ 2

λ∗,0 − λ∗
λ∗

≤ 8
nξ+
λ+

,

where we used that λ∗ ≥ λ∗,0/2 by Eq. (126), and∣∣∥β+∥22 − λ2∗⟨β+, (Σ+ + λ∗)
−2β+⟩

∣∣
λ2∗⟨β+, (Σ+ + λ∗)−2β+⟩

≤
n2ξ2+
λ2+

+ 2
nξ+
λ+

≤ 3
nξ+
λ+

.

Thus, we obtain for the numerator

|U− U0| ≤ 8
ξ+
λ∗

U. (130)

For the denominator, we have similarly∣∣Tr(Σ2(Σ+ λ∗)
−2)− Tr(Σ2

0(Σ0 + λ∗,0)
−2)
∣∣

≤

(
λ2∗,0 − λ2∗

λ2∗
+
λ∗,0 − λ∗

λ∗

)
Tr(Σ2

0(Σ0 + λ∗,0)
−2) + Tr(Σ2

+(Σ+ + λ∗)
2) ≤ 10n

nξ+
λ∗

,
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where in the last inequality we used Tr(Σ2
0(Σ0+λ∗,0)

−2) ≤ Tr(Σ0(Σ0+λ∗,0)
−1) ≤ n and Eq. (126).

Further observe that(
1− 1

n
Tr(Σ2

0(Σ0 + λ∗,0)
−2)

)−1

≤
(
1− 1

n
Tr(Σ0(Σ0 + λ∗,0)

−1)

)−1

=
nλ∗,0
λ+

= 1 + Tr(M0) ≤ 2νλ+(n),

where we used Lemma 3 in the last inequality. We obtain for the denominator

|V − V0| ≤ 20 · νλ+(n)
nξ+
λ+

V0. (131)

We can now combine Eqs. (130) and (131) to get the following bound on the test error:

|Rn(β∗, λ)− Rn,0(β∗, λ)|
Rn(β∗, λ)

=
|UV0 − U0V|

UV0
≤ |U− U0|

U
+

(
1 +

|U− U0|
U

)
|V − V0|

V0

≤ 108 · νλ+(n)
nξ+
λ+

.

Finally, the test error follows by observing that

|Ln(β∗, λ)− Ln,0(β∗, λ)|
Ln(β∗, λ)

≤
(
λ∗
λ∗,0

)2 |Rn(β∗, λ)− Rn,0(β∗, λ)|
Rn(β∗, λ)

+
λ2∗,0 − λ2∗

λ2∗,0

≤ 110 · νλ+(n)
nξ+
λ+

.

B.4 The Stieltjes transform

Theorem 10 (Deterministic equivalent for the Stieltjes transform). Consider D,K > 0, integer
n, and regularization parameter λ ≥ 0. Assume that the features {xi}i∈[n] satisfy Assumption 1.(a)
and (b) with some m := m(n) ∈ N ∪ {∞}. There exist constants η := ηx ∈ (0, 1/2), CD,K > 0, and
Cx,D,K > 0 such that, if it holds that n ≥ CD,K and

λ>m · νλ,m(n) ≥ n−K , φ2,n(m)

√
nξ+
λ+

≤ 1

2
, φ1(m)νλ,m(n)

7/2 logβ+
1
2 (n) ≤ K

√
n, (132)

then with probability at least 1− n−D − p2,n(m), we have

|sn(X, λ)− sn(λ)| ≤ Cx,D,K · Es,n(m) · sn(λ),

where the decay error is given by

Es,n(m) :=
φ1(m)νλ,m(n)

7/2 logβ+1/2(n)√
n

+ φ2,n(m)

√
nξm+1

λ>m
. (133)

Proof of Theorem 10. We first simplify sn(X, λ) by using the concentration of the high-frequency
features. From Assumption 8.(b), we have with probability at least 1− p2,n(m),∣∣∣∣ 1nTr(G)− 1

n
Tr(G0)

∣∣∣∣ = 1

n
|Tr(G0∆+G)| ≤ 2φ2,n(m)

√
nξ+
λ+

· 1
n
Tr(G0), (134)
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where we used that ∥G∥op ≤ ∥(∆+ + λ+)
−1∥op ≤ 2/λ+ since we assumed φ2,n(m)

√
n ≤ 1/2. We

follow the same argument as in Step 1 of the proof of Theorem 5. Using that X0 satisfy Assumption
8.(a) to apply Theorem 7, we obtain with probability at least 1− n−D,∣∣∣∣ 1nTr(G0)− sn,0(λ+)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2E2,n(m)νλ+(n) · sn,0(λ+)

where we recall that

E2,n(m) = Cx,D,K
φ1(m)νλ+(n)

5/2 logβ+1/2(n)
√
n

, (135)

By Lemma 7 and noting that sn,0(λ+) ≤ 3sn(λ)/2 when ξ+ ≤ λ+/(2n), we deduce that∣∣∣∣ 1nTr(G0)− sn(λ)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C

{
E2,n(m)νλ+(n) +

nξ+
λ+

}
· sn(λ).

By condition (132) along with nξ+/λ+ ≤ 1/2, we have the right-hand side bounded by Cx,D,K ·sn(λ)
so that Tr(G0)/n ≤ Cx,D,K · sn(λ). Combining the above bound with Eq. (134), we obtain our first
approximation guarantee

|sn(X, λ)− sn(λ)| ≤ Cx,D,K

{
E2,n(m)νλ+(n) + φ2,n(m)

√
nξ+
λ+

}
· sn(λ),

with probability at least 1− n−D − p2,n(m) via union bound.

B.5 The training error

Theorem 11 (Deterministic equivalent for the training error). Consider D,K > 0, integer n,
regularization parameter λ ≥ 0, and target function f∗ ∈ L2(U) with parameters ∥β∗∥2 = ∥f∗∥L2 <
∞. Assume that the features {xi}i∈[n] and f∗ satisfy Assumption 1 with some m := m(n) ∈ N∪{∞},
and the {εi}i∈[n] satisfy Assumption 2. There exist constants η := ηx ∈ (0, 1/2), CD,K > 0, and
Cx,ε,D,K > 0 such that, if it holds that n ≥ CD,K and

λ>m · νλ,m(n) ≥ n−K , φ2,n(m)

√
nξm+1

λ>m
≤ 1

2
, φ1(m)νλ,m(n)

8 log3β+
1
2 (n) ≤ K

√
n, (136)

then with probability at least 1− n−D − p2,n(m), we have

|Ltrain(β∗;X, ε, λ)− Ln(β∗, λ)| ≤ Cx,ε,D,K · EL,n(m) · Ln(β∗, λ).

where the error rate is given by

EL,n(m) :=
φ1(m)νλ,m(n)

8 log3β+1/2(n)√
n

+ νλ,m(n)φ2,n(m)

√
nξm+1

λ>m
. (137)

Proof of Theorem 11. Step 1: Simplifying and decomposing the training error.
Observe that we can rewrite the training error as

Ltrain(β∗;X, ε, λ) =
1

n
∥y −Xθ̂λ∥22 =

1

n
∥y −XXTGy∥22 =

λ2

n
yTG2y. (138)
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We will first study yTG2
0y and then use that 1

n |y
T(G2 −G2

0)y| is small on the event described in
Assumption 8.(b). We show below that 1

ny
TG2

0y has deterministic equivalent Ln,0(β∗, λ+) defined
in Section B.3. To do so, recall y = f + ε and decompose

1

n
yTG2

0y = T1 + 2T2 + T3,

where we denoted

T1 =
1

n
fTG2

0f , T2 =
1

n
εTG2

0f , T3 =
1

n
εTG2

0ε.

We control each of these terms separately in the following step.
Step 2: Controlling the terms Ti.

Let us define the deterministic quantity

T :=
1

(nλ∗,0)2
· 1

1−Υ2,0
.

The Term T1. Recall that we denote f = f0 + f+, so that we can decompose T1 into three
contributions T1 = T1,0 + 2T1,0+ + T1,+, where

T1,1 =
1

n
fT
0 G

2
0f0, T1,2 =

1

n
fT
0 G

2
0f+, T1,3 =

1

n
fT
+G

2
0f+.

The term T1,1 corresponds to the functional Φ4(X0;A∗,0) studied in Appendix A.6 with A∗,0 =
Σ−1

0 β0β
T
0 Σ

−1
0 . Recalling conditions (136) and that X0 satisfy Assumption 8.(a), we can directly

apply Theorem 9. Thus, we obtain with probability at least 1− n−D that

|T1,1 −Ψ4(µ∗,0;A∗,0)| ≤ E4,n(m) ·Ψ4(µ∗,0;A∗,0) (139)

where we recall that

E4,n(m) = Cx,D,K
φ1(m)νλ+(n)

6 logβ+1/2(n)
√
n

Next, to control T1,2, 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−D,

|T1,2| ≤ E+,n

√
∥β+∥22

Ψ3(µ∗,0;A∗,0)

λ2+
≤ Cx,K,D · E+,nνλ+(n)

(
∥β+∥22 · T +Ψ4(µ∗,0;A∗,0)

)
, (140)

where

E+,n(m) = Cx,K,D
φ1(m)νλ+(n)

6 log3β+
1
2 (n)

√
n

,

and we used that (n/µ∗,0)
2 ≤ 4νλ+(n)

2 by Lemma 3 and

Ψ3(µ∗,0;A∗,0) =

(
n

µ∗,0

)2

Ψ4(µ∗,0;A∗,0),
1

(nλ∗,0)2
≤ 1

(nλ∗,0)2
1

1−Υ2,0
= T .

Finally, for the term T1,3, using again that f+ satisfies Assumption 8, we apply Eq. (179) in
Lemma 10 to get that with probability at least 1− n−D,∣∣T1,3 − ∥β+∥22 · T

∣∣ ≤ E+,n(m)
∥β+∥22
λ2+

≤ CE+,n(m)νλ+(n)
2 · ∥β+∥22 · T , (141)
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where we used again that (n/µ∗,0)
2 ≤ 4νλ+(n)

2. Combining the bounds in Eq. (139), (140) and
(141), we obtain with probability at least 1− n−D,∣∣T1 − (Ψ4(µ∗,0;A∗;0) + ∥β+∥22 · T

)∣∣
≤ |T1,1 −Ψ4(µ∗,0;A∗;0)|+ |T1,2|+

∣∣T1,3 − ∥β+∥22 · T
∣∣

≤ Cmax{E4,n(m), E+,n(m)νλ+(n)
2}
(
Ψ4(µ∗,0;A∗,0) + ∥β+∥22 · T

)
.

(142)

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∣∣∣∣T3 − σ2ϵ

n
Tr(G2

0)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cϵ,D
log(n)

n
σ2ϵ ∥G2

0∥F . (143)

Recalling that we can write the mean

1

n
Tr(G2

0) =
1

λ+

(
1

n
Tr(G0)−

1

n
Tr(X0X

T
0 G

2
0)

)
,

we obtain∣∣∣∣ 1nTr(G2
0)− T

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

λ+

∣∣∣∣ 1nTr(G0)− sn,0(λ+)

∣∣∣∣+ 1

λ+
|Φ4(X0;Σ

−1
0 )−Ψ4(µ∗;Σ

−1
0 )|

≤ 2max{E2,n(m)νλ+(n), E4,n(m)}sn,0(λ+)
λ+

≤ Cνλ+(n)E4,n(m)T .

(144)

For the variance term, using ∥G0∥op ≤ 2/λ+, we first note that

Tr(G4
0)

Tr(G2
0)T

≤ 4

λ2+T
≤ 4

(nλ∗,0)
2

λ2+
≤ 4(1 + Tr(M0))

2 ≤ Cνλ+(n)
2.

Hence, we can bound

1√
n
∥G2

0∥F ≤ Cνλ+(n)

√
T
Tr(G2

0)

n
≤ Cx,D,K · νλ+(n)T , (145)

where we used conditions (136) so that n−1Tr(G2
0) ≤ Cx,D,K · T from Eq. (144).

Combining the bounds (143), (144) and (145), we conclude that

|T3 − σ2ϵT | ≤ Cϵ,D · νλ+(n)max{E4,n, n−1/2 log(n)} · σ2ϵ · T . (146)

The term T2. For the term T2, we use again Hanson-Wright inequality to obtain that with
probability at least 1− n−D,

|T2| ≤ Cε,D
log(n)

n
σϵ

√
fTG4

0f . (147)

Then using again the bound ∥G0∥op ≤ λ−1
+ , we have

fTG4
0f ≤ fTG2

0f

λ2+
≤ Cνλ+(n)

2f
TG2

0f

n2λ2∗,0
≤ Cνλ+(n)

2fTG2
0f · T .
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Combining this bound with the one in Eq. (147), we obtain

|T2| ≤ Cε,D
log(n)√

n

(
νλ+(n)

√
σ2ϵ · T1 · T

)
.

Finally, using that max{E4,n(m), νλ+(n)
2E+,n(m)} ≤ Cx,K,D from condition (136) and the bound

in (142) we obtain that with probability at least 1− n−D

|T2| ≤ Cx,ε,K,D
νλ+(n) log(n)√

n

(
σ2ε · T + ∥β+∥22 · T +Ψ4(µ∗,0;A∗,0)

)
. (148)

Step 3: Combining the bounds.
Combining the bounds (142), (146), (148), we obtain that with probability at least 1 − n−D,

we have ∣∣∣∣λ2n yTG0y − Ln,0(β∗, λ)

∣∣∣∣
≤ λ2

(
|T1,1 −Ψ4(µ∗,0;A∗,0)|+ |T1,2|+ |T1,3 − ∥β+∥2 · T |+ |T2|+ |T3 − σ2ϵ · T |

)
≤ Cx,ε,D,K · νλ+(n)

2max
{
E4,n(m), E+,n(m), n−1/2 log(n)

}
· Ln,0(β∗, λ),

(149)

where we used that

Ln,0(β∗, λ) = λ2(∥β+∥22 + σ2ϵ ) · T + λ2Ψ4(µ∗,0;A∗,0).

Now note that we can bound the difference on the event in Assumption 8.(b) by

λ2

n

∣∣∣yTG2y − yTG2
0y
∣∣∣ = λ2

n

∣∣∣yT(G0(−2∆+G+∆+G
2∆+)G0)y

∣∣∣
≤ Cφ2,n(m)

√
nξ+
λ+

· λ
2

n
yTG2

0y

≤ Cx,ε,D,K · φ2,n(m)

√
nξ+
λ+

· Ln,0(β∗, λ),

(150)

where in the last line, we used the condition (149) with ν2λ+
E+,n(m) ≤ Cx,ε,D,K

√
n. Finally, com-

bining the bounds (149) and (150) along with Lemma 7 and using the assumption nξ+/λ+ ≤ 1/2,
we conclude that

|Ltrain(β∗;X, ϵ, λ)− Ln(β∗, λ)|

≤ Cx,ε,D,K

{
νλ+(n)

2E+,n(m) + νλ+(n)φ2,n(m)

√
nξ+
λ+

}
Ln(β∗, λ),

with probability at least 1− n−D − p2,n(m) via union bound.

B.6 The test error

For the readers’ convenience, we restate Theorem 1 below. Recall that we defined the standard
bias and variance terms

B(β∗;X, λ) =
∥∥θ∗ − Eε

[
θ̂λ
]∥∥2

Σ
,

V(X, λ) = Tr
(
ΣCovε(θ̂λ)

)
.
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Their associated deterministic equivalents are given by

Bn(β∗, λ) =
λ2∗⟨β∗, (Σ+ λ∗)

−2β∗⟩
1− n−1Tr(Σ2(Σ+ λ∗)−2)

,

Vn(λ) =
σ2εTr(Σ

2(Σ+ λ∗)
−2)

n− Tr(Σ2(Σ+ λ∗)−2)
.

Theorem 12 (Deterministic equivalent of the test error). Consider D,K > 0, integer n, regular-
ization parameter λ ≥ 0, and target function f∗ ∈ L2(U) with parameters ∥β∗∥2 = ∥f∗∥L2 < ∞.
Assume that the features {xi}i∈[n] and f∗ satisfy Assumption 1 with some m := m(n) ∈ N ∪ {∞},
and the {εi}i∈[n] satisfy Assumption 2. There exist constants η := ηx ∈ (0, 1/2), CD,K > 0, Cx,D,K ,
and Cx,ε,D,K > 0 such that, if it holds that n ≥ CD,K and

λ>m · νλ,m(n) ≥ n−K , φ2,n(m)

√
nξm+1

λ>m
≤ 1

2
, φ1(m)νλ,m(n)

8 log3β+
1
2 (n) ≤ K

√
n, (151)

then with probability at least 1− n−D − p2,n(m), we have

|Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ)− Rn(β∗, λ)| ≤ Cx,ε,D,K · ER,n(m) · Rn(β∗, λ).

where the error rate is given by

ER,n(m) :=
φ1(m)νλ,m(n)

6 log3β+1/2(n)√
n

+ νλ,m(n) · φ2,n(m)

√
nξm+1

λ>m
. (152)

Furthermore, with the same probability, we have

|B(β∗;X, λ)− Bn(β∗, λ)| ≤ Cx,D,K · ER,n(m) · Bn(β∗, λ),

|V(X, λ)− Vn(λ)| ≤ Cx,D,K · ER,n(m) · Vn(λ).

Proof of Theorem 12. We consider directly the full test error Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ). 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

Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ) = ∥θ∗ −XTGy∥2Σ + σ2ε .

First, we will control the contributions of the low-degree eigenspaces and high-degree eigenspaces
separately, i.e., we decompose

∥θ∗ −XTGy∥2Σ = ∥θ0 −XT
0 Gy∥2Σ0

+ ∥θ+ −XT
+Gy∥2Σ+

.

Second, on the event in Assumption 1.(b), which happens with probability at least 1− p2,n(m), we
replace the resolvent G by G0 and first study

∥θ0 −XT
0 G0y∥2Σ0

, ∥θ+ −XT
+G0y∥2Σ+

.

Step 2: Contribution of the low-degree eigenspaces ∥θ0 −XT
0 G0y∥2Σ0

.
Recalling that y = f + ε, we decompose this term into

∥θ0 −XT
0 G0y∥2Σ0

= Q1 − 2Q2 +Q3,

where we defined

Q1 = ∥θ0 −XT
0 G0f∥2Σ0

, Q2 = ⟨ε,G0X0Σ0(θ0 −XT
0 G0f)⟩, Q3 = ∥XT

0 G0ε∥2Σ0
.

We will show that this term is close in an appropriate sense to Rn,0(β∗, λ+). Let us first control
each of the terms Qi separately.
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The term Q1: We decompose further

Q1 = Q1,0 − 2Q1,0+ +Q1,+,

where we introduced

Q1,0 := λ2+⟨θ0,R0Σ0R0θ0⟩,
Q1,0+ := λ+⟨θ0,R0Σ0R0X

T
0 f+⟩,

Q1,+ := ⟨f+,X0R0Σ0R0X
T
0 f+⟩.

For Q1,0, we can write using A∗,0 := Σ−1
0 β0β

T
0 Σ

−1
0 ,

Q1,0 = λ2+Tr(Σ
1/2
0 A∗,0Σ

1/2
0 R0Σ0R0) = λ2+Tr(A∗,0M

2
0 ) = λ2+Φ3(X0;A∗,0).

Recalling that X0 satisfies Assumption 8.(a) and conditions (151), we can directly apply Theorem 8
to obtain that with with probability at least 1− n−D,

|Q1,0 − λ2+Ψ3(µ∗,0;A∗,0)| ≤ E3,n(m) · λ2+Ψ3(µ∗,0;A∗,0), (153)

where we recall that

E3,n(m) = Cx,D,K
φ1(m)νλ+(n)

6 log2β+
1
2 (n)

√
n

.

For Q1,0+, we recall that f+ satisfies Assumption 8.(c). We can therefore apply Eq. (178) to
deduce that with probability at least 1− n−D,

|Q1,0+| ≤ E+,n(m)
√
λ2+∥β+∥22Ψ3(µ∗,0;A∗,0)

≤ E+,n(m)
{
∥β+∥22 + λ2+Ψ3(µ∗,0;A∗,0)

}
,

(154)

where we recall that

E+,n(m) := Cx,K,D
φ1(m)νλ+(n)

6 log3β+
1
2 (n)

√
n

.

Finally, for Q1,+, using Eq. (178) in Lemma 10, we immediately obtain that with probability at
least 1− n−D, ∣∣Q1,+ − ∥β+∥22 · nΨ4(µ∗,0; I)

∣∣ ≤ E+,n(m) · ∥β+∥22. (155)

Combining the bounds (153), (154), (155) then gives∣∣Q1 −
(
λ2+Ψ3(µ∗,0;A∗,0) + ∥β+∥22 · nΨ4(µ∗,0; I)

)∣∣ ≤ CE+,n(m)
{
λ2+Ψ3(µ∗,0;A∗,0) + ∥β+∥22

}
, (156)

with probability at least 1− n−D.

The term Q3: For this term, we follow the same argument as in the proof of Theorem 5. First,
by Hanson-Wright inequality,

|Q3 − σ2εTr(G0X0Σ0X
T
0 G0)| ≤ Cε,D log(n)σ2ε∥G0X0Σ0X

T
0 G0∥F . (157)

Noting that Tr(Σ0R0X
T
0 X0R0) = Tr(ZT

0 Z0M
2
0 ) = nΦ4(X0, I) and recalling that X0 satisfies

Assumption 8.(a), we directly apply Theorem 9 with A = I to conclude that with probability at
least 1− n−D, ∣∣∣Tr(Σ0R0X

T
0 X0R0)− nΨ4(I;µ∗,0)

∣∣∣ ≤ E4,n(m) · nΨ4(I;µ∗,0), (158)
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where we recall that

E4,n(m) = Cx,D,K
φ1(m)νλ+(n)

6 logβ+1/2(n)
√
n

.

Meanwhile, for the term on the right-hand side of (157), we write

n∥Z0M
2
0Z

T
0 ∥2F

(Tr(Z0M2
0Z

T
0 ) + 1)2

≤ n∥M0∥opTr(Z0M
2
0Z

T
0 )

(Tr(Z0M2
0Z

T
0 ) + 1)2

≤ Cx,D · νλ+(n), (159)

where we used Lemma 1. Using this along with the bound (158) and condition (151) so that
E4,n(m) ≤ Cx,D,K , we obtain

∥G0X0Σ0X
T
0 G0∥F ≤ Cx,D

νλ+(n)
1/2

√
n

{nΦ(X0, I) + 1}

≤ Cx,D,K
νλ+(n)

1/2

√
n

{nΨ4(I;µ∗,0) + 1} .
(160)

Combining (157) along with the bounds (158) and (160) yields

|Q3 − σ2ε · nΨ4(µ∗,0; I)| ≤ Cx,ε,D,K · E4,n(m)
{
σ2ε · nΨ4(µ∗,0; I) + σ2ε

}
, (161)

with probability at least 1− n−D.

The term Q2: For Q2, we have again by Hanson-Wright inequality,

|Q2| ≤ σε · Cε,D log(n)∥G0X0Σ0(θ0 −XT
0 G0f)∥2

≤ Cε,D log(n)∥Z0M0∥op
√
σ2εQ1

≤ Cε,x,D
νλ+(n)

1/2 log(n)
√
n

{
σ2ε +Q1

}
,

where we used Lemma 1 in the last inequality. Then using Eq. (156) and recalling condition (151),
we obtain

|Q2| ≤ Cx,ε,K,D
νλ+(n)

1/2 log(n)
√
n

{
λ2+Ψ3(µ∗,0;A∗,0) + ∥β+∥22 · nΨ4(µ∗,0; I) + σ2ε

}
, (162)

with probability at least 1− n−D.

Combining the bounds on Qi: Now recalling the decomposition of ∥θ0−XT
0 G0y∥2Σ0

in terms
of Qi and combining the bounds (156), (161), (162), we obtain∣∣∣∥θ0 −XT

0 G0y∥2Σ0
+ σ2ε + ∥β+∥22 − Rn,0(β∗, λ+)

∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,ε,D,KE+,n(m)Rn,0(β∗, λ+), (163)

where we used that

Rn,0(β∗, λ+) = λ2+Ψ3(µ∗,0;A∗;0) + (σ2ε + ∥β+∥22) · {nΨ4(µ∗,0; I) + 1}

= λ2+Ψ3(µ∗,0;A∗;0) +
∥β+∥22 + σ2ε
1−Υ2,0

,
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by recalling the following identities

nΨ4(I;µ∗,0) =
Υ2,0

1−Υ2,0
, λ+Ψ3(µ∗,0;A∗,0) =

λ2∗,0⟨β0, (Σ0 + λ∗,0)
−2β0⟩

1−Υ2,0
.

Step 3: Contribution of the high-degree eigenspaces ∥θ+ −XT
+G0y∥2Σ+

.
We decompose this term into

∥θ+ −XT
+G0y∥2Σ+

= ∥β+∥22 − 2⟨β+,Σ
1/2
+ XT

+G0y⟩+ ⟨y,G0X+Σ+X
T
+G0y⟩. (164)

For the second term, we simply use that on the event of Assumption 8.(b), we have with probability
at least 1− n−D that

|⟨β+,Σ
1/2
+ XT

+G0y⟩| ≤ ∥β+∥2∥Σ1/2
+ ∥op∥XT

+∥op∥G0y∥2
≤ C(ξ+γ+)

1/2∥β+∥2(yTG2
0y)

1/2

≤ Cε,D

√
nξ+
λ+

{
∥β+∥22 +

(nλ∗,0)
2

n

(
fTG2

0f +Tr(G2
0)
)}

≤ Cx,ε,D,K

√
nξ+
λ+

(
∥β+∥22 +

(nλ∗,0)
2

λ2
Ln,0(β∗, λ)

)
,

(165)

where we used that ∥X+X
T
+∥op ≤ 2γ+ on the event of Assumption 8.(b) in the second inequality,

that γ+ ≤ λ+ ≤ nλ∗,0 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

⟨y,G0X+Σ+X
T
+G0y⟩ ≤ Cξ+γ+y

TG2
0y ≤ nξ+

λ+

(nλ∗,0)
2yTG2

0y

n

≤ Cx,ε,D,K
nξ+
λ+

(nλ∗,0)
2

λ2
Ln,0(β∗, λ)

(166)

Now noting that by definition we have

(nλ∗, 0)
2

λ2
Ln,0(β∗, λ) = Rn,0(β∗, λ) and ∥β+∥22 ≤

∥β+∥22
1−Υ2,0

≤ Rn,0(β∗, λ),

we obtain by combining the bounds (165) and (166) in (164), we obtain

∣∣∣∥θ+ −XT
+G0y∥2Σ+

− ∥β+∥22
∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,ε,D,K

√
nξ+
λ+

· Rn,0(β∗, λ). (167)

Step 4: Truncation of the high frequency part of the resolvent.
Now what remains is to bound the difference∣∣∣∥θ∗ −XTGy∥2Σ − ∥θ∗ −XTG0y∥2Σ

∣∣∣
≤ ∥XT(G−G0)y∥2Σ + 2

∣∣∣⟨θ∗ −XTG0y,ΣXT(G−G0)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

∥XT(G−G0)y∥2Σ = ∥XTG0∆+Gy∥2Σ
≤ ∥G0XΣXTG0∥op∥∆+∥2op∥Gy∥22

≤ Cx,D

{
νλ+(n) +

nξ+
λ+

}
· φ2(m)2

nξ+
λ+

· λ2+
yTG2y

n

≤ Cx,ε,D,K · νλ+(n)φ2,n(m)2
nξ+
λ+

· Rn,0(β∗, λ),

where we used that

∥G0XΣXTG0∥op ≤ ∥G0X0Σ0X
T
0 G0∥op + ∥G0X+Σ+X

T
+G0∥op

≤ Cx,D
νλ+(n)

n
+ C

ξ+
λ+

.

Meanwhile, for the second term, we have∣∣∣⟨θ∗ −XTG0y,ΣXT(G−G0)y⟩
∣∣∣

≤ ∥G0XΣ1/2∥op∥θ∗ −XTG0y∥Σ∥∆+∥op∥Gy∥2

≤ Cx,D

{
νλ+(n) +

nξ+
λ+

}1/2

· φ2,n(m)

√
nξ+
λ+

· ∥θ∗ −XTG0y∥Σ · λ+
∥Gy∥2√

n

≤ Cx,D · νλ+(n)
1/2φ2,n(m)

√
nξ+
λ+

·
{
∥θ∗ −XTG0y∥2Σ +

(nλ∗,0)
2yTG2y

n

}

≤ Cx,ε,D,K · νλ+(n)
1/2φ2,n(m)

√
nξ+
λ+

· Rn,0(β∗, λ).

Combining the above two bounds, we obtain that

∣∣∣∥θ∗ −XTGy∥2Σ − ∥θ∗ −XTG0y∥2Σ
∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,ε,D,K · νλ+(n)φ2,n(m)

√
nξ+
λ+

· Rn,0(β∗, λ). (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∣∣∣∥θ∗ −XTGy∥2Σ + σ2ε − Rn(β∗, λ)
∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣∥θ∗ −XTGy∥2Σ − ∥θ∗ −XTG0y∥2Σ

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∥θ∗ −XTG0y∥2Σ − (∥θ∗ −XTG0y∥2Σ0
+ ∥β+∥22)

∣∣∣
+ |Rn,0(β∗, λ)− Rn(β∗, λ)|+

∣∣∣∥θ∗ −XTG0y∥2Σ0
+ ∥β+∥22 + σ2ε − Rn,0(β∗, λ)

∣∣∣
≤ Cx,ε,K,D

{
νλ+(n)

2E+,n(m) + νλ+(n)φ2,n(m)

√
nξ+
λ+

}
· Rn(β∗, λ).

with probability at least 1− n−D − p2,n(m) via union bound.
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B.7 Technical lemmas

Assumption 9 on the label noise εi implies that the random vector ε satisfy the Hanson-Wright
inequality [RV13]. We recall it here for the reader’s convenience.

Lemma 8 (Hanson-Wright inequality [RV13]). Let ε = (ε1, . . . , εn) be a random vector with in-
dependent τ2ε -sub-Gaussian entries, with mean 0 and E[ε2i ] = σ2ε . Then there exists a universal
constant c > 0 such that for any matrix A ∈ Rn×n, we have for all t ≥ 0,

P
(∣∣∣εTAε− σ2ε · Tr(A)

∣∣∣ ≥ σ2ε · t
)
≤ 2 exp

{
−cmin

(
t2

∥A∥2F
,

t

∥A∥op

)}
. (169)

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 η := ηx ∈ (0, 1/2), CK,D > 0 and Cx,K,D > 0 such that the following hold.
Let νλ+(n) be defined as per Eq. (116). Then for all n ≥ CK,D and λ+ > 0 satisfying conditions
(151), we have with probability at least 1− n−D that∣∣∣fT

+G0X0Σ0X
T
0 G0f+ − E[fT

+G0X0Σ0X
T
0 G0f+]

∣∣∣ ≤ Ẽ+,n · ∥β+∥22, (170)∣∣∣fT
+G0X0Σ0R0θ0 − E[fT

+G0X0Σ0R0θ0]
∣∣∣ ≤ Ẽ+,n ·

√
∥β+∥22Ψ3(µ∗,0;A∗,0), (171)∣∣∣∣ 1nfT

+G
2
0f+ − 1

n
E[fT

+G
2
0f+]

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Ẽ+,n

λ2+
∥β+∥22, (172)∣∣∣∣ 1nfT

+G
2
0X0θ0 −

1

n
E[fT

+G
2
0X0θ0]

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Ẽ+,n

λ+

√
∥β+∥22Ψ3(µ∗,0;A∗,0), (173)

where we denoted A∗,0 = Σ
−1/2
0 θ0θ

T
0 Σ

−1/2
0 and

Ẽ+,n = Cx,K,D
νλ+,0(n)

4 log3β+
1
2 (n)

√
n

.

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 xi, λ, νλ(n) for x0,i, λ+,
νλ+(n). We will also denote hi := f+(x+,i) and h = (h1, . . . , hn). For i ∈ [n]. we introduce Xi ∈
R(n−1)×m the feature matrix where we removed feature xi, the whitened matrix Zi = XiΣ

−1/2,
and hi = (hj)j ̸=i. Further denote

Gi = (XiX
T
i + λ)−1, Ri = (XT

i Xi + λ)−1, Mi = Σ1/2RiΣ
1/2.

Using these notations, the block matrix inversion formula gives for all i ∈ [n],

G = gii

(
1 −gT

i

−gi gig
T
i

)
+

(
0 0
0 Gi

)
, gii :=

1

λ(zT
i Mizi + 1)

, gi := GiXixi . (174)

Below, we will repeatedly use that from Assumption 8.(c), for all integers D and q, there
exist constants Cx,q and Cx,D such that ∥h∥Lq ≤ Cx,q∥β+∥2, and |hi|2 ≤ Cx,D logβ(n)∥β+∥22 with
probability at least 1− n−D.
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Proof of Equation (170). We decompose the difference into a martingale difference sequence

Sn := hTGXΣXTGh− E[hTGXΣXTGh] =
n∑

i=1

∆i,

∆i := (Ei − Ei−1)h
TGXΣXTGh,

where the expectation Ei is over {xi+1, . . . ,xn} and {hi+1, . . . , hn}. We proceed similarly to the
proof of Proposition 3 and bound |∆i| with high probability. Step 3 follows similarly by noting
that

Ei−1[∆
2
i ]
1/2 ≤ 2Ei−1

[
(hTGXΣXTGh)2

]1/2
≤ 2Ei−1

[
∥ZM2Z∥2op · ∥h∥42

]1/2
≤ Cx,K,D · νλ(n) logβ(n)∥β+∥22,

where we used Lemma 1 and Assumption 8.(c) with a union bound.
Let us bound |∆i| with high probability. First we can remove any quantity that is independent

of zi and thus

∆i = (Ei − Ei−1)
(
hTGXΣXTGh− hT

i GiXiΣXT
i Gihi

)
.

From the block inverse formula (174), we have by simple algebra

GXΣXTG = g2iiqi

(
1 −gT

i

−gi gig
T
i

)
+ gii

(
0 −qTi

−qi qig
T
i + giq

T
i

)
+

(
0 0
0 GiXiΣXT

i Gi

)
, (175)

where we denoted

qi := (xT
i Σxi − 2xT

i ΣXT
i gi + giXiΣXT

i gi) = λ2zT
i M

2
i zi,

qi := Gi(XiΣXT
i gi −XiΣxi) = −λZiM

2
i zi.

Using this formula, we decompose the difference

hTGXΣXTGh− hT
i GiXiΣXT

i Gihi = g2iiqi(hi − gT
i hi)

2 − 2gii(hi − gT
i hi)q

T
i hi.

By Lemma 4.(b), we can bound each of these terms with probability at least 1− n−D,

Ei

[
q2i
]1/2 ≤ Cx,D,Kλ

2 νλ(n)
2 logβ(n)

n
,

Ei[h
4
i ]
1/2 ≤ Cx,D logβ(n)∥β+∥22,

Ei[(g
T
i hi)

4]1/2 ≤ Cx,D logβ(n)E
[
(hT

i ZiM
2
i Z

T
i hi)

2
]1/2

≤ Cx,K,D · νλ(n) log2β(n)∥β+∥22,

Ei[(q
T
i hi)

4]1/4 ≤ λCx,D logβ/2(n)E
[
(hT

i ZiM
4
i Z

T
i hi)

2
]1/4

≤ λCx,D,K
νλ(n)

3/2 logβ(n)

n
∥β+∥2.

Similar bounds hold with Ei replaced by Ei−1. We deduce that with probability at least 1− n−D,

|∆i| ≤ Cx,D,K
νλ(n)

3 log3β(n)

n
∥β+∥22,

where we used that gii ≤ 1/λ. Following the same argument as in the proof of Proposition 3, we
deduce that with probability at least 1− n−D,∣∣∣hTGXΣXTGh− E[hTGXΣXTGh]

∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,D,K
νλ(n)

3 log3β+
1
2 (n)√

n
∥β+∥22.
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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

hTGXΣRθ0 − hT
i GiXiΣRiθ0 = gii(hi − gT

i hi)(x
T
i ΣRθ0 − gT

i XiΣRθ0)

+ hT
i GiXiΣ(R−Ri)θ0.

Note that we can rewrite

xT
i ΣRθ0 − gT

i XiΣRθ0 = λxT
i RiΣRiθ0 − λ

xT
i RiΣRixi

1 + xT
i Rixi

xT
i Riθ0,

hT
i GiXiΣ(R−Ri)θ0 = − hT

i GiXiΣRixi

1 + xT
i Rixi

xT
i Riθ0.

Recall that we denoted A∗ = Σ−1/2θ0θ0Σ
−1/2. By Lemmas 2 and 4.(b), we have with probability

at least 1− n−D

Ei

[∣∣∣xT
i RiΣRiθ0

∣∣∣2]1/2 ≤ Cx,D · logβ/2(n)Ei

[
Tr(Σ−1/2θ0θ

T
0 Σ

−1/2M4
i )
]1/2

≤ Cx,K,D
νλ(n)

2

n
logβ/2(n)

√
Ψ3(µ∗;A∗),

Ei

[∣∣∣xT
i Riθ0

∣∣∣4]1/4 ≤ Cx,K,D · νλ(n) logβ/2(n)
√

Ψ3(µ∗;A∗),

Ei

[∣∣∣xT
i RiΣRixi

∣∣∣4]1/4 ≤ Cx,D · logβ(n)Ei

[
Tr(M2

i )
]
≤ Cx,K,D

νλ(n)
2 logβ(n)

n
,

Ei

[∣∣∣hT
i GiXiΣRixi

∣∣∣4]1/4 ≤ Cx,D logβ/2(n)Ei

[(
hT
i XiRiΣRiΣRiΣRiXihi

)2]1/4
≤ Cx,D logβ/2(n)Ei

[
∥ZiM

4
i Z

T
i ∥2op · ∥hi∥42

]1/4
≤ Cx,K,D

νλ(n)
3/2 logβ(n)

n
∥β+∥2.

Similar bounds hold with Ei−1 and we obtain that with probability at least 1− n−D,

|∆i| ≤ Cx,K,D
νλ(n)

7/2 log5β/2(n)

n

√
∥β+∥22 ·Ψ3(µ∗;A∗).

We conclude that with probability at least 1− n−D,∣∣∣hTGXΣRθ0 − E[hTG0XΣRθ0]
∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,K,D

νλ(n)
7/2 log5β/2+

1
2 (n)√

n

√
∥β+∥22 ·Ψ3(µ∗;A∗).

Proof of Equation (172). We consider now the matrix

G2 = g2ii(1 + ∥gi∥22)
(

1 −gT
i

−gi gig
T
i

)
+ gii

(
0 −gT

i Gi

−Gigi Gigig
T
i + gig

T
i Gi

)
+

(
0 0
0 G2

i

)
. (176)

We decompose the difference into

1

n
hTG2h− 1

n
hT
i G

2
ihi =

g2ii
n
(1 + ∥gi∥22)(hi − gT

i hi)
2 − 2gii

n
(hi − gT

i hi)g
T
i Gihi.
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Again, using Lemmas 2 and 4.(b), we have the following bounds with probability at least 1−n−D:

Ei

[
∥gi∥4

]1/2 ≤ Cx,D logβ(n)Ei

[
Tr(RiΣRiX

T
i Xi)

2
]1/2

≤ Cx,K,Dνλ(n) log
β(n),

Ei

[
|gT

i Gihi|2
]1/2

≤ Cx,D logβ/2(n)Ei

[
hT
i GiXiRiΣRiX

T
i Gihi

]1/2
≤ Cx,D logβ/2(n)Ei

[
∥ZiM

2
i Z

T
i ∥op · ∥Gi∥2op∥hi∥22

]1/2
≤ Cx,Dνλ(n)

1/2 logβ(n)
∥β+∥2
λ

,

where we used that ∥Gi∥op ≤ λ−1. We deduce that with probability at least 1− n−D,

|∆i| ≤ Cx,K,D
νλ(n)

3 log3β(n)

λ2n
∥β+∥22

which implies Eq. (172).

Proof of Equation (173). We decompose the difference into

1

n
hTGXRθ0 −

1

n
hT
i GiXiRiθ0 =

gii
n
(hi − gT

i hi)(x
T
i Rθ0 − gT

i XiRθ0) +
1

n
hT
i GiXi(R−Ri)θ0.

We can rewrite these two terms as

xT
i Rθ0 − gT

i XiRθ0 = xT
i Riθ0 − xT

i RiX
T
i XiRiθ0 − λ

xT
i R

2
ixi

1 + xT
i Rixi

xT
i Riθ0,

hT
i GiXi(R−Ri)θ0 = − hT

i GiXiRixi

1 + xT
i Rixi

xT
i Riθ0.

Again, using Lemmas 2 and 4.(b), we have the following bounds with probability at least 1−n−D:

Ei

[(
xT
i RiX

T
i XiRiθ0

)2]1/2
≤ Cx,D logβ/2(n)Ei

[
θT
0 Σ

−1/2MiZ
T
i ZiM

2
i Z

T
i ZiMiΣ

−1/2θ0

]1/2
≤ Cx,K,D · νλ(n) logβ/2(n)

√
Ψ3(µ∗;A∗),

λEi

[(
xT
i R

2
ixi

)4]1/4
≤ Cx,D logβ(n)Ei

[
Tr(Mi)

4 + φ1(m)4∥Mi∥4F
]1/4

≤ Cx,K,D · νλ(n) logβ(n),

Ei

[(
hT
i GiXiRixi

)2]1/2
≤ Cx,D logβ/2(n)Ei

[
hT
i GiZiM

2
i ZiGihi

]1/2
≤ Cx,K,D logβ/2(n)Ei

[
∥Mi∥op∥Gi∥2op∥hi∥22

]1/2
≤ Cx,K,D · λ−1νλ(n)

1/2 logβ(n)∥β+∥2.

Combining these bounds yields

|∆i| ≤ Cx,K,D
νλ(n)

3 log3β(n)

λn

√
∥β+∥22Ψ3(µ∗;A∗)

with probability at least 1− n−D, which implies Eq. (173).
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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 η := ηx ∈ (0, 1/2), CK,D > 0 and Cx,K,D > 0 such that the following hold.
Let νλ+(n) be defined as per Eq. (116). Then for all n ≥ CK,D and λ+ > 0 satisfying conditions
(151), we have with probability at least 1− n−D that∣∣∣fT

+G0X0Σ0X
T
0 G0f+ − ∥β+∥22 · nΨ4(µ∗,0; I)

∣∣∣ ≤ E+,n(m) · ∥β+∥22, (177)∣∣∣fT
+G0X0Σ0R0θ0

∣∣∣ ≤ E+,n(m) ·
√

∥β+∥22Ψ3(µ∗,0;A∗,0), (178)∣∣∣∣∣ 1nfT
+G

2
0f+ −

(
µ∗,0
nλ+

)2 ∥β+∥22
1− 1

nTr(Σ
2
0(Σ0 + λ∗,0)−2)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ E+,n(m)

λ2+
∥β+∥22, (179)∣∣∣∣ 1nfT

+G
2
0X0θ0

∣∣∣∣ ≤ E+,n(m)

λ+

√
∥β+∥22Ψ3(µ∗,0;A∗,0), (180)

where we denoted A∗,0 = Σ
−1/2
0 θ0θ

T
0 Σ

−1/2
0 and

E+,n(m) = Cx,K,D
φ1(m)νλ+(n)

6 log3β+
1
2 (n)

√
n

.

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.

Proof of Equation (177). Using the formula (175), we can rewrite the expectation as

E
[
hTGXΣXTGh

]
= nE

[
g2iiqihi(hi − gT

i hi)− giihiq
T
i hi

]
.

We will first consider the expectation over xi. Note that gii and qi concentrates on quantities that
are independent of xi, which we denote

gii :=
1

λ(1 + Tr(Mi))
, qi := λ2Tr(M2

i ).

We replace gii and qi by these terms in the expectation and get

n
∣∣∣E [g2iiqihi(hi − gT

i hi)− giihiq
T
i hi

]
− E

[
g2iiqihi(hi − gT

i hi)− giihiq
T
i hi

]∣∣∣
≤ n

∣∣∣E [(g2ii − g2ii
)
qihi(hi − gT

i hi)
]∣∣∣+ n

∣∣∣E [(qi − qi)g
2
iihi(hi − gT

i hi)
]∣∣∣

+ n
∣∣∣E [(gii − gii)hiq

T
i hi

]∣∣∣ .
By Hölder’s inequality, the first term is bounded by

n
∣∣∣E [(g2ii − g2ii

)
qihi(hi − gT

i hi)
]∣∣∣ ≤ CnE

[∣∣g2ii − g2ii
∣∣3]1/3 E [|qi|3]1/3 E [|hi|6 + |gT

i hi|6
]1/3

≤ n · Cx,K
φ1(m)νλ(n)

2

λ2
√
n

· λ2 νλ(n)
2

n
· νλ(n)∥β+∥22

≤ Cx,K
φ1(m)νλ(n)

5

√
n

∥β+∥22,
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where we used that by Lemma 2 and Lemma 4.(b),

E
[∣∣g2ii − g2ii

∣∣3]1/3 ≤ 1

λ2
E
[∣∣∣zT

i Mizi − Tr(Mi)
∣∣∣6]1/6 E [∣∣∣2 + zT

i Mizi +Tr(Mi)
∣∣∣6]1/6

≤ Cx,K
φ1(m)νλ(n)

2

λ2
√
n

.

Similarly,

n
∣∣∣E [(qi − qi)g

2
iihi(hi − gT

i hi)
]∣∣∣ ≤ CnE

[∣∣∣zT
i M

2
i zi − Tr(M2

i )
∣∣∣2]1/2 E [|hi|4 + |gT

i hi|4
]1/2

≤ Cx,K
φ1(m)νλ(n)

3

√
n

∥β+∥22,

and

n
∣∣∣E [(gii − gii)hiq

T
i hi

]∣∣∣ ≤ CnE
[
|gii − gii|3

]1/3 E [|hi|3]1/3 E [|qTi hi|3
]1/3

≤ n · Cx,K
φ1(m)νλ(n)√

n
· ∥β+∥2 ·

νλ(n)
3/2

n
∥β+∥2

≤ Cx,K
φ1(m)νλ(n)

5/2

√
n

∥β+∥22.

Combining these three bounds yields

n
∣∣∣E [g2iiqihi(hi − gT

i hi)− giihiq
T
i hi

]
− E

[
g2iiqihi(hi − gT

i hi)− giihiq
T
i hi

]∣∣∣
≤ Cx,K

φ1(m)νλ(n)
5

√
n

∥β+∥22.
(181)

The feature xi only appears in hi, gi and qi. Recalling that Exi [hixi] = 0 and Exi [h
2
i ] = ∥β+∥22,

the expectation simplifies to

E
[
g2iiqihi(hi − gT

i hi)− giihiq
T
i hi

]
= ∥β+∥22 · EMi

[
Tr(M2

i )

(1 + Tr(Mi))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∣∣∣∣EMi

[
Tr(M2

i )

(1 + Tr(Mi))2

]
−Ψ4(µ∗; I)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,K
φ1(m)νλ(n)

6

n3/2
.

Combining this last bound with Eq. (181) and Eq. (170) in Lemma 9 yields that with probability
at least 1− n−D,∣∣∣hTGXΣXTGh− ∥β+∥22 · nΨ4(µ∗; I)

∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,K,D
φ1(m)νλ(n)

6 log3β+
1
2 (n)√

n
∥β+∥22.

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
[
hTGXΣRθ

]
= nE

[
giihi(x

T
i ΣRθ − gT

i XiΣRθ)
]

= nE
[
λgiihix

T
i RiΣRiθ0

]
− nE

[
g2iiqihix

T
i Riθ0

]
.
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We replace again gii and qi by gii and qi, such that

nλ
∣∣∣E [(gii − gii)hix

T
i RiΣRiθ0

]∣∣∣
≤ nE

[∣∣∣zT
i Mizi − Tr(Mi)

∣∣∣3]1/3 E [|hi|3]1/3 E [∣∣∣xT
i RiΣRiθ0

∣∣∣3]1/3
≤ nCx,K

φ1(m)νλ(n)√
n

· ∥β+∥2 · E
[∣∣∣θT

0 Σ
−1/2M4

i Σ
−1/2θ0

∣∣∣3/2]1/3
≤ Cx,K

φ1(m)νλ(n)
2

√
n

√
∥β+∥22Ψ3(µ∗;A∗),

and, following the same argument as for Eq. (177),

n
∣∣∣E [g2iiqihixT

i Riθ0

]
− E

[
g2iiqihix

T
i Riθ0

]∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,K
φ1(m)νλ(n)

5

√
n

√
∥β+∥22Ψ3(µ∗;A∗).

Further note that
Exi

[
λgiihix

T
i RiΣRiθ0

]
= Exi

[
g2iiqihix

T
i Riθ0

]
= 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

n
E[hTG2h] = E

[
g2ii(1 + ∥gi∥22)hi(hi − gT

i hi)
]
− E

[
giihig

T
i Gihi

]
.

Again, we note that ∥gi∥22 = xT
i RiX

T
i XiRixi concentrates over the randomness of xi on

g = Tr(M2
i Z

T
i Zi).

Replacing gii and ∥gi∥22 by gii and g, we get the bounds∣∣∣E [g2ii(1 + ∥gi∥22)hi(hi − gT
i hi)

]
− E

[
g2ii(1 + g)hi(hi − gT

i hi)
]∣∣∣

≤ E
[∣∣g2ii − g2ii

∣∣2]1/2 E [(1 + ∥gi∥22)2h2i (hi − gT
i hi)

2
]1/2

+ E
[∣∣∥gi∥22 − g

∣∣2]1/2 E [g4iih2i (hi − gT
i hi)

2
]1/2

≤ Cx,K
φ1(m)νλ(n)

4

λ2
√
n

∥β+∥22,

and similarly ∣∣∣E [giihigT
i Gihi

]
− E

[
giihig

T
i Gihi

]∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,K
φ1(m)νλ(n)

3/2

λ2
√
n

∥β+∥22.

Using that Exi [hixi] = 0, the remaining term becomes

E
[
g2ii(1 + g)h2i

]
=

∥β+∥22
λ2

· E
[
1 + Tr(M2

i Z
T
i Zi)

(1 + Tr(Mi))2

]
.
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Denote µ̃∗ the solution to the fixed point equation (65) with n−1 instead of n. Then, we decompose
the expectation into∣∣∣∣E [Tr(M2

i Z
T
i Zi)

(1 + Tr(Mi))2

]
− 1 + nΨ4(µ∗; I)

(1 + Tr(M))2

∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣∣E [! + Tr(M2

i Z
T
i Zi)

(1 + Tr(Mi))2

]
− E[1 + Tr(M2

i Z
T
i Zi)]

(1 + Tr(M))2

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣E[Tr(M2
i Z

T
i Zi)]− nΨ4(µ∗; I)

∣∣∣
≤ Cx,K

φ1(m)νλ(n)
6

√
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∣∣∣∣ 1nhTG2h− ∥β+∥22

λ2
1 + nΨ4(µ∗; I)

(1 + Tr(M))2

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,K,D
φ1(m)νλ(n)

6 log3β+
1
2 (n)√

n

∥β+∥22
λ2

with probability at least 1− n−D.

Proof of Equation (180). We proceed similarly as for Eq. (179). We simplify the expectation

1

n
E
[
hTGXRθ0

]
= E

[
giihi(x

T
i Rθ0 − gT

i XiRθ0)
]

= E
[
giihi

(
xT
i Riθ0 − xT

i RiX
T
i XiRiθ0 − λ2giix

T
i R

2
ixix

T
i Riθ0

)]
.

Note that xT
i R

2
ixi concentrates over the randomness of xi on g2 = Tr(R2

iΣ). Replacing gii and
xT
i R

2
ixi by gii and g2 gives∣∣∣E [(gii − gii)hi

(
xT
i Riθ0 − xT

i RiX
T
i XiRiθ0

)]∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,K
φ1(m)νλ(n)

2

λ
√
n

√
∥β+∥22Ψ3(µ∗;A∗),

and

λ2
∣∣∣E [g2iihixT

i R
2
ixix

T
i Riθ0

]
− E

[
g2iig2hix

T
i Riθ0

]∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,K
φ1(m)νλ(n)

4

λ
√
n

√
∥β+∥22Ψ3(µ∗;A∗).

Noting that

Exi

[
giihi

(
xT
i Riθ0 − xT

i RiX
T
i XiRiθ0 − λ2giig2x

T
i Riθ0

)]
= 0,

and recalling Eq. (173) in Lemma 9 concludes the proof of Eq. (180).

B.8 Uniform convergence of the GCV estimator

We make the dependency on λ of the different quantities explicit in this section and drop the
dependencies in the other quantities. In particular, we will denote µ∗(λ), λ∗(λ), Υ1(λ), Υ2(λ), and

G(λ) := (XXT + λ)−1, R(λ) := (XTX + λ)−1.

Furthermore, we will simply denote

Rn(λ) := Rtest(β∗;X, ε, λ), sn(λ) := sn(X, λ), Rn(λ) := Rn(β∗, λ).
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We introduce the train error divided by λ2 given by

Cn(λ) :=
Ltrain(β∗;X, ε, λ)

λ2
, Cn(λ) :=

Ln(β∗, λ)

λ2
,

which are well defined at λ = 0.
Recall that we denote γ+ = Tr(Σ+) and that λ∗(λ) and µ∗(λ) are increasing function in λ. In

particular, under the assumptions of the theorem, Equation (126) holds and

λ∗(λ) ≥ λ∗(0) ≥
γ+
2n
. (182)

We will further use the following identities

∂

∂λ
λ∗(λ) =

1

n(1−Υ2(λ))
,

∂

∂λ
µ∗(λ) =

Tr(Σ(Σ+ λ∗)
−2)

n(1−Υ2(λ))
.

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 ≤ λ0, λ1 ≤ nK with |λ1 − λ0| ≤ 1, we have

max

{∣∣∣∣sn(λ1)sn(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ , ∣∣∣∣Cn(λ1)

Cn(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ , ∣∣∣∣Rn(λ1)

Rn(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣} ≤ nCK |λ1 − λ0|

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(λ1)

sn(λ0)
− 1 =

λ∗(λ0)

λ∗(λ1)
− 1 =

1

λ∗(λ1)

∫ λ0

λ1

∂

∂λ
λ∗(λ)dλ =

1

λ∗(λ1)

∫ λ0

λ1

1

n(1−Υ2(λ))
dλ.

Recall that λ∗(λ1) ≥ λ∗(0) and therefore Υ2(λ) ≤ Υ2(0). Furthermore, note that using the defini-
tion of the effective regularization, we can lower bound

nλ∗(0)(1−Υ2(0)) = λ∗(0)Tr(Σ(Σ+ λ∗(0))
−2) ≥

(
1 +

1

λ∗

)−2

≥
(
1 +

2n

γ+

)−2

≥ n−2(1+K), (183)

where we used the assumption γ+ ≥ n−K in the last inequality. Therefore we directly obtain the
first of the three inequalities∣∣∣∣sn(λ1)sn(λ0)

− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ |λ1 − λ0|
nλ∗(0)(1−Υ2(0))

≤ n2(1+K)|λ1 − λ0|, (184)

for any λ1, λ0 ≥ 0.
Step 2: The Training error.

We decompose this term into Cn(λ) = C1,n(λ) + C2,n(λ) where

C1,n(λ) :=
1

n2
M(λ)

1−Υ2(λ)
, C2,n(λ) :=

1

(nλ∗(λ))2
σ2ε

1−Υ2(λ)
,

and we denoted M(λ) := ⟨β∗, (Σ+λ∗(λ))
−2β∗⟩ for convenience. We can decompose the bound into∣∣∣∣C1,n(λ1)

C1,n(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣∣M(λ1)

M(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣1−Υ2(λ0)

1−Υ2(λ1)
− 1

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣M(λ1)

M(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣1−Υ2(λ0)

1−Υ2(λ1)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ . (185)
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Assume that |λ1 − λ0| ≤ 1. Then a straightforward computation gives∣∣∣∣M(λ1)

M(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣∣λ∗(λ1)− λ∗(λ0)

λ∗(λ1)

∣∣∣∣ (4 + ∣∣∣∣λ∗(λ1)− λ∗(λ0)

λ∗(λ1)

∣∣∣∣) ≤ n4(1+K)|λ1 − λ0|,

where we used Eq. (184) in the last inequality.
Similarly,∣∣∣∣Υ2(λ1)−Υ2(λ0)

1−Υ2(λ1)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Υ2(λ1)

1−Υ2(λ1)

∣∣∣∣λ∗(λ1)− λ∗(λ0)

λ∗(λ0)

∣∣∣∣ (4 + ∣∣∣∣λ∗(λ1)− λ∗(λ0)

λ∗(λ1)

∣∣∣∣)
≤ nλ∗(0)Υ2(0)

nλ∗(0)(1−Υ2(0))
nCK |λ1 − λ0|

≤ nCK |λ1 − λ0|,

(186)

where in the last inequality we used Eq. (183) and λ∗(0)Tr(Σ
2(Σ + λ∗(0))

−2) ≤ Tr(Σ(Σ +
λ∗(0))

−1) = n. Combining these two bounds in Eq. (185), we obtain∣∣∣∣C1,n(λ1)

C1,n(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ nCK |λ1 − λ0|.

The bound on the variance part proceeds similarly∣∣∣∣C2,n(λ1)

C2,n(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣λ∗(λ0)2λ∗(λ1)2
· 1−Υ2(λ0)

1−Υ2(λ1)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ nCK |λ1 − λ0|.

Finally, observe that∣∣∣∣Cn(λ1)

Cn(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣C1,n(λ1) + C2,n(λ1)

C1,n(λ0) + C2,n(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣∣C1,n(λ1)

C1,n(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣C2,n(λ1)

C2,n(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ nCK |λ1−λ0|. (187)

Step 3: The test error.
We proceed similarly by considering the bias and variance separately with Rn(λ) = R1,n(λ) +

R2,n(λ) where

R1,n(λ) := λ∗(λ)
2 M(λ)

1−Υ2(λ)
, R2,n(λ) :=

σ2ε
1−Υ2(λ)

.

Using the previous bounds and a decomposition similar to Eq. (185), we directly get∣∣∣∣R1,n(λ1)

R1,n(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣λ∗(λ1)2λ∗(λ0)2
· 1−Υ2(λ0)

1−Υ2(λ1)
· M(λ1)

M(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ nCK |λ1 − λ0|,∣∣∣∣R2,n(λ1)

R2,n(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ nCK |λ1 − λ0|.

The same argument as Eq. (187) concldues the proof.

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 λ = 0, which happens with probability
at least 1− p2,n(m), we have for any 0 ≤ λ0, λ1 ≤ nK with |λ1 − λ0| ≤ 1,

max

{∣∣∣∣sn(λ1)sn(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ , ∣∣∣∣Cn(λ1)Cn(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣} ≤ nCK |λ1 − λ0|

∣∣∣∣Rn(λ1)

Rn(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ nCK |λ1 − λ0|

{
(nλ∗(λ0))

2Cn(λ0)
Rn(λ0)

+

√
(nλ∗(λ0))2Cn(λ0)

Rn(λ0)

}
.
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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 λ ≥ 0 and using the assumption of our theorem

∥G∥op ≤ 2

γ+
≤ 2nK . (188)

From Eq. (188), we can directly write∣∣∣∣sn(λ1)sn(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ = |Tr(G(λ1)−G(λ0))|
Tr(G(λ0))

= |λ1 − λ0|
Tr(G(λ1)G(λ0))

Tr(G(λ0))
≤ 2nK |λ1 − λ0|.

Similarly for the training error,∣∣∣∣Cn(λ1)Cn(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ = |yT
{
G(λ1)

2 −G(λ0)
2
}
y|

yTG(λ0)2y

=
|yTG(λ0)

{
−2(λ1 − λ0)G(λ1) + (λ1 − λ0)

2G(λ1)
2
}
G(λ0)y|

yTG(λ0)2y

≤ nCK |λ1 − λ0|.
Finally for the test error, we follow the same decomposition as in Step 4 of the proof of Theorem

12 to get∣∣∣∣Rn(λ1)

Rn(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣
=

|∥θ∗ −XTG(λ1)y∥2Σ − ∥θ∗ −XTG(λ0)y∥2Σ|
Rn(λ0)

≤
∥XT(G(λ1)−G(λ0))y∥2Σ

Rn(λ0)
+ 2

∥θ∗ −XTG(λ0)y∥Σ∥XT(G(λ1)−G(λ0))y∥Σ
Rn(λ0)

≤ |λ1 − λ0|2∥G(λ1)XΣXTG(λ1)∥op
nCn(λ0)
Rn(λ0)

+ 2|λ1 − λ0|∥G(λ1)XΣXTG(λ1)∥1/2op

√
nCn(λ0)
Rn(λ0)

.

Using that
1

(nλ∗(λ0))2
∥G(λ1)XΣXTG(λ1)∥op ≤ 4

γ2+

{
ν0+(n) +

nξ+
γ+

}
≤ nCK ,

we obtain ∣∣∣∣Rn(λ1)

Rn(λ0)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ nCK |λ1 − λ0|

{
(nλ∗(λ0))

2Cn(λ0)
Rn(λ0)

+

√
(nλ∗(λ0))2Cn(λ0)

Rn(λ0)

}
.

This concludes the proof of this lemma.

Using the above two lemmas and an union bound, we can obtain the following approximatioin
guarantees uniformly over λ ∈ [0, λmax].

Lemma 13. for any K,D > 0, under the setting and the assumptions of Theorem 3, we have with
probability at least 1− n−D − p2,n(m),

sup
λ∈[0,λmax]

∣∣∣∣sn(λ)sn(λ)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,ε,D,K · Es,n,0(m),

sup
λ∈[0,λmax]

∣∣∣∣ Cn(λ)Cn(λ)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,ε,D,K · EC,n,0(m),

sup
λ∈[0,λmax]

∣∣∣∣Rn(λ)

Rn(λ)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,ε,D,K · ER,n,0(m),
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where we denoted

Es,n,0(m) :=
φ1(m)ν0,m(n)

7/2 logβ+1/2(n)√
n

+ φ2,n(m)

√
nξm+1

γ+
,

EC,n,0(m) :=
φ1(m)ν0,m(n)

8 log3β+1/2(n)√
n

+ ν0,m(n)φ2,n(m)

√
nξm+1

Tr(Σ>m)
,

ER,n,0(m) :=
φ1(m)ν0,m(n)

6 log3β+1/2(n)√
n

+ ν0,m(n)φ2,n(m)

√
nξm+1

γ+
.

Proof of Lemma 13. We consider a n−P -grid Pn of the segment [0, λmax] (i.e., at most nPK 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 Pn by reparametrizing D′ = D + PK. Applying Theorems 10, 11 and 12,
and observing that the decay rate are maximized at λ = 0, we obtain with probability at least
1− n−D that

sup
λ∈Pn

∣∣∣∣sn(λ)sn(λ)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,ε,D,K · Es,n,0,

sup
λ∈Pn

∣∣∣∣ Cn(λ)Cn(λ)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,ε,D,K · EC,n,0,

sup
λ∈Pn

∣∣∣∣Rn(λ)

Rn(λ)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,ε,D,K · ER,n,0.

We can now use Lemmas 11 and 12 to show the approximation guarantees on λ ̸∈ Pn.
Denote λ0 the point in Pn closest to λ. We get

|sn(λ)− sn(λ)| ≤ |sn(λ)− sn(λ0)|+ |sn(λ0)− sn(λ0)|+ |sn(λ0)− sn(λ)|
≤ nCK−P sn(λ0) + Cx,ε,K,D · Es,n,0sn(λ0) + nCK−P sn(λ)

≤
[
nCK−P (1 + Cx,ε,K,D · Es,n,0)(1 + nCK−P ) + Cx,ε,K,D · Es,n,0

]
sn(λ).

Similarly,

|Cn(λ)− Cn(λ)| ≤
[
nCK−P (1 + Cx,ε,K,D · EC,n,0)(1 + nCK−P ) + Cx,ε,K,D · EC,n,0

]
Cn(λ).

Finally, decompose

|Rn(λ)− Rn(λ)|
≤ |Rn(λ)−Rn(λ0)|+ |Rn(λ0)− Rn(λ0)|+ |Rn(λ0)− Rn(λ)|

≤ nCK−P
{
(nλ∗(λ0))

2Cn(λ0) +
√

(nλ∗(λ0))2Cn(λ0)Rn(λ0)
}
+ (Cx,ε,K,D · ER,n,0 + nCK−P )Rn(λ).

Observe that
(nλ∗(λ0))

2 ≤ (1 + nCK−P )(nλ∗(λ))
2,

Cn(λ0) ≤ (1 + Cx,ε,K,D · EC,n,0)(1 + nCK−P )Cn(λ),

Rn(λ0) ≤ (1 + Cx,ε,K,D · ER,n,0)(1 + nCK−P )Rn(λ),

and (nλ∗(λ))
2Cn(λ) = Rn(λ). Recalling the conditions of Theorem 3 and taking P > CK concludes

the proof of this lemma.

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−D −
p2,n(m). First, for any λ ∈ [0, λmax], we have∣∣∣∣ Cn(λ)sn(λ)2

− Cn(λ)

sn(λ)2

∣∣∣∣ ≤ |Cn(λ)− Cn(λ)|
sn(λ)2

+
Cn(λ)
sn(λ)2

|sn(λ)2 − sn(λ)
2|

sn(λ)2

≤ Cx,ε,D,K · EC,n,0
Cn

sn(λ)2
+ Cx,ε,D,K · Es,n,0 [2 + Cx,ε,D,K · Es,n,0]

Cn(λ)
sn(λ)2

.

Rearranging the terms and using condition (35), we obtain∣∣∣∣ Cn(λ)sn(λ)2
− Cn(λ)

sn(λ)2

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cx,ε,D,K · EC,n,0
Cn

sn(λ)2
.

Similarly,∣∣∣∣∣ĜCV (λ)

Rn(λ)
− Rn(λ)

Rn(λ)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ |ĜCV (λ)− Rn(λ)|
Rn(λ)

+
ĜCV (λ)

Rn(λ)
· |Rn(λ)− Rn(λ)|

Rn(λ)

≤ Cx,ε,D,K · EC,n,0 + Cx,ε,D,K · ER,n,0(2 + Cx,ε,D,KER,n,0)
ĜCV (λ)

Rn(λ)
.

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 [MMM22, Proposition 4]. For
the sake of concision, we only outline the main steps. Let us introduce the following notations:

Km:m(ui,uj) :=

m∑
k=m+1

ξkψk(ui)ψk(uj), K>m(ui,uj) :=

∞∑
k=m+1

ξkψk(ui)ψk(uj),

and ddiag(K>m) := diag({K>m(ui,ui)}i∈[n]),

∆m:m := (Km:m(ui,uj)δi ̸=j)ij∈[n], ∆>m := (K>m(ui,uj)δi ̸=j)ij∈[n],

so that K>m = ddiag(K>m) +∆m:m +∆>m. Hence, we can decompose our bound into

E
[
∥K>m − Tr(K>m) · In∥op

]
≤ E

[
∥ddiag(K>m)− Tr(K>m) · In∥op

]
+ E

[
∥∆m:m∥op

]
+ E

[
∥∆>m∥op

]
.

By Assumption 4.(b), the first term is readily bounded by

E
[
∥ddiag(K>m)− Tr(K>m) · In∥op

]
≤ E

[
max
i∈[n]

|K>m(ui,ui)− Tr(K>m)|
]

≤ α1

√
nξm+1

Tr(K>m)
· Tr(K>m).

(189)

For the third term, we get

E
[
∥∆>m∥op

]
≤ E

[
∥∆>m∥2F

]1/2
≤ nE[K>m(ui,uj)

2]1/2

≤ n
√

Tr(K2
>m) ≤

√
nξm+1

Tr(K>m)
· Tr(K>m),

(190)

where in the last inequality, we used that n · Tr(K2
>m) ≤ nξm+1Tr(K>m) ≤ ξm+1Tr(K>m) by

assumption on m.
For convenience, we denote ∆ := ∆m:m from now on. Recall the following standard matrix

decoupling argument (see for example [MMM22, Lemma 4]):

E [∥∆∥op] ≤ 4 max
T⊆[n]

E [∥∆T,T c∥op] , (191)

where we denoted ∆T,T c = (∆ij)i∈T,j∈T c . Note that conditional on {uj}j∈T c , the rows of ∆T,T c

are i.i.d. with ∆i,T c = (Km:m(ui,uj))j∈T c . Denote ET the expectation over {ui}i∈T conditional on
{uj}j∈T c . Then, by Proposition 8 stated below, we have

ET [∥∆T,T c∥op] ≤ {∥Σ[T ]∥op|T |}1/2 + C · {Γ[T ] · log(|T | ∧ |T c|)}1/2 , (192)
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where we denoted

Σ[T ] := Eui

[
∆i,T c∆T

i,T c

]
, Γ[T ] := ET

[
max
i∈[n]

∥∆T,T c∥22
]
.

Injecting the bound (192) into Eq. (191), we obtain by Jensen’s inequality

E [∥∆∥op] ≤ 4 max
T⊆[n]

ET cET [∥∆T,T c∥op]

≤ 4 max
T⊆[n]

[
{ET c [∥Σ[T ]∥op]n}1/2 + C · {ET c [Γ[T ]] · log(n)}1/2

]
.

(193)

Following the same argument as in the proof of [MMM22, Proposition 5], we first get for any T ⊆ [n]

ET c [∥Σ[T ]∥op] ≤ ξm+1 · {E [∥ddiag(Km:m)∥op] + E [∥∆∥op]} .

By Assumption 4.(a) and [MMM22, Lemma 6], we have for any integer p ≥ 1,

E [∥ddiag(Km:m)∥op] ≤ E

∑
i∈[n]

Km:m(ui,ui)

p1/p

≤ n1/p · E [Km:m(ui,ui)
p]1/p

≤ n1/p · (2Cp)β · E [Km:m(ui,ui)]

= n1/p · (2Cp)β · Tr(Km:m).

We deduce that

ET c [∥Σ[T ]∥op] ≤ ξm+1 · n1/p · (2Cp)β · Tr(Km:m) + ξm+1 · E [∥∆∥op] . (194)

Similarly, following the proof of [MMM22, Proposition 5], for any T ⊆ [n],

ET c [Γ[T ]] ≤ n · E
[

max
i∈T,j∈T c

∆2
ij

]
≤ n1+2/p · E

[
∆2p

ij

]1/p
≤ n1+2/p · (2Cp)2β · Tr(K2

m:m)

≤ n1+2/p · (2Cp)2β · ξm+1Tr(Km:m).

(195)

Combining Eqs. (194) and (195) into Eq. (193), we obtain

E [∥∆∥op] ≤ C {nξm+1 · E [∥∆∥op]}1/2 + C
{
n1+2/p · (2Cp)2β · ξm+1Tr(Km:m)

}1/2
.

Rearranging these terms yields

E [∥∆∥op] ≤ Cn1/p · (2Cp)β
√

nξm+1

Tr(K>m)
Tr(K>m).

In particular, setting p = log(n), we obtain

E [∥∆∥op] ≤ C · (2C log(n))β

√
nξm+1

Tr(K>m)
Tr(K>m).

Proposition 1 follows by combining this bound with Eqs. (189) and (190).

Proposition 8 ([Ver10, Theorem 5.48]). Let A ∈ Rn×k with A = [a1, . . . ,an]
T where ai ∈ Rk

are independent random vectors with common second moment matrix Σ = E[aia
T
i ]. Let Γ =

E[maxi∈[n] ∥ai∥22]. Then there exists a universal constant C such that

E
[
∥A∥2op

]1/2 ≤ (∥Σ∥op · n)1/2 + C · (Γ · log(n ∧ k))1/2 .
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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 ∪ {∞}. Indeed,
Eq. (27) applied to A = θ+θ

T
+ implies the tail bound of Assumption 1.(c) (with a slight change

of constants cx,Cx). We show in this section Proposition 9 which applied to x>m with covariance
Σ>m and any D > 0 implies Assumption 1.(b) with

p2,n(m) = n−D, φ2,n(m) = Cx,D log2β+1(n).

Below, we consider general features xi satisfying the concentration Assumption 5 with some
cx,Cx, β. The following proposition shows that the kernel matrix XXT concentrates on Tr(Σ) · In
as long as n∥Σ∥op ≪ Tr(Σ). Note that in the case of β = 1 (the ‘sub-Gaussian’ case), this result
can be proven using a union bound over a δ-net of the unit sphere Sn−1 by adapting the proof of
[Ver10, Theorem 5.58]. However, this argument does not extend to β > 1. Here, we use instead a
moment method to bound the operator norm of the off diagonal elements of XXT, which works
for any β > 0.

Proposition 9. Let x1,x2, . . . ,xn be n feature vectors satisfying Assumption 5. Let

K = (⟨xi,xj⟩)ij∈[n] ∈ Rn×n

denote the Gram matrix of these feature vectors. Denote γ = Tr(Σ) and ξ1 = ∥Σ∥op, and as-
sume that nξ1/γ ≤ 1/2. Then for any D > 0, there exists a constant Cx,D that only depends on
cx,Cx, β,D, such that with probability at least 1− n−D

∥K − γIn∥op ≤ Cx,D log2β+1(n)γ

√
nξ1
γ
.

Proof of Proposition 9. For convenience, denote K = XXT and γ = Tr(Σ). Recall that we denote
ξ1 = ∥Σ∥op. Let us define ddiag(K) ∈ Rn×n the diagonal entries of K, and ∆ = K − ddiag(K) ∈
Rn×n the matrix of the off-diagonal entries of K, i.e.,

∆ij =

{
0 if i = j,

⟨xi,xj⟩ if i ̸= j.

We decompose the bound on the operator norm into

∥K − γI∥op ≤ ∥ddiag(K)− γI∥op + ∥∆∥op.

First note that via union bound, there exists a constant Cx,D such that with probability at least
1− n−D,

∥ddiag(K)− γI∥op = max
i∈[n]

∣∣∥xi∥22 − γ
∣∣ ≤ Cx,D · logβ(n)

√
ξ1
γ

· γ, (196)

where we used that Tr(Σ2) ≤ ξ1γ and that by Assumption 5,

P
(∣∣∥xi∥22 − γ

∣∣ > t ·
√

Tr(Σ2)
)
≤ Cx exp

{
−cxt

1/β
}
.

For the off-diagonal term ∆, we bound the operator norm using a moment method. For any
integer p, we have

P (∥∆∥op ≥ t) ≤ t−2pE
[
∥∆∥2p

]
≤ t−2pE

[
Tr(∆2p)

]
.
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The moments are bounded in Lemma 14 and 15 stated below. In particular, for nξ1/γ ≤ 1/2, we
have

E
[
Tr(∆2p)

]
≤ n

(
nξ1
γ

)p

(Cxp)
(4β+2)pγ2p.

Hence, for any D > 0, there exists a constant CD := C(D) such that by taking p = log(n) and
t = CD(Cx log(n))

2β+1γ
√
nξ1/γ, the bound in probability becomes

P

(
∥∆∥op ≥ Cx,D log2β+1(n)γ

√
nξ1
γ

)
≤ n−D.

Combining this bound with Eq. (196) concludes the proof.

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 Cx that only depends on cx,Cx, β, such that the following hold.
Let x1,x2, . . . ,xn be n random feature vectors satisfying Assumption 5 and denote Kij = ⟨xi,xj⟩.
For any integer q ≥ 1, consider a sequence of indices i = (i1, . . . , iq) ∈ [n]q and let χ(i) be the
number of distinct indices in i. Let M(i) be the product expectation defined by

M(i) = E
[
Ki1i2Ki2i3 · · ·Ki2p−1i2pKi2pi1

]
. (197)

Then, we have the inequality

|M(i)| ≤
(
ξ1
γ

)χ(i)−1

(Cxq)
2βqγq, (198)

where we recall that we denote γ = Tr(Σ) and ξ1 = ∥Σ∥op.

Proof of Lemma 14. Consider i = (i1, i2, . . . , iq) ∈ [n]q a general sequence of q indices in [n]. We
will use the cyclic convention iq+1 = i1. As a warm-up, consider the following two extreme cases:
(i) the case χ(i) = 1, that is i1 = i2 = . . . = iq, then

M(i) = E
[
Kq

i1i1

]
≤ (Cxq)

βqTr(Σ)q = (Cxq)
βqγq,

where we used Lemma 16 with A = I. And (ii) the case χ(i) = |i| = q, that is all the indices in i
are distinct, then

M(i) = E
[
Tr(xi1x

T
i1xi2x

T
i2 · · ·xiqx

T
iq)
]
= Tr

(
E
[
xi1x

T
i1

]q)
= Tr(Σq) ≤

(
ξ1
γ

)q−1

γq.

More generally, observe that if an index is only appears once in the sequence i, then we can remove
this index by substituting it by Σ, i.e.,

E
[
Tr(xi1x

T
i1 · · ·xiqx

T
iq)
]
= E

[
Tr(xi1x

T
i1 · · ·xis−1x

T
is−1

Σxis+1x
T
is+1

· · ·xiqx
T
iq)
]
. (199)

This procedure can be repeated and at each step, we reduce the length of the sequence i by 1 and
add a factor Σ at that position. On the other hand, if is = is+1 (and let’s say with repeated the
previous procedure to make a factor Σrs between xisx

T
is

and xis+1x
T
is+1

), then

E
[
Tr(xi1x

T
i1 · · ·xisx

T
isΣ

rsxis+1x
T
is+1

· · ·xiqx
T
iq)
]

= E
[
Tr(xi1x

T
i1 · · ·xis−1x

T
is−1

D
(rs)
is

xis+2x
T
is+2

· · ·xiqx
T
iq)
]
,

(200)
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where we denoted D
(rs)
is

= ∥Σrs/2xis∥22xisx
T
is
. Hence, this second procedure replaces indices is =

is+1 by a single index is by substituting xisx
T
is
Σrsxis+1x

T
is+1

= D
(rs)
is

.
The two procedures Eqs. (199) and (200) can be applied iteratively to a general sequence i until

it cannot be simplified further. At each step, we reduce the length of the sequence i 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 = (T1,T2,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 D
(T)
i and D

(T)

recursively as follows. For T a single node (we denote T = ‘leaf ′ in that case), we set

D
(leaf)
i = xix

T
i , D

(leaf)
= I. (201)

Then we define recursively the matrices for T = (T1,T2,T3),

D
(T)
i = D

(T1)
i D

(T2)D
(T3)
i , (202)

D
(T)

= D
(T1)E

[
D

(T2)
i

]
D

(T3). (203)

For example, we have

D
(T)

= Σ for T = (leaf, leaf, leaf),

D
(T)
i = ∥xi∥22 · xix

T
i for T = (leaf, leaf, leaf),

D
(T)

= E
[
∥x∥22 · xxT

]
for T = (leaf, (leaf, leaf, leaf), leaf),

D
(T)
i = ∥Σ1/2xi∥22 · xix

T
i for T = (leaf, (leaf, leaf, leaf), leaf).

More generally, observe that by construction, for any T ∈ T3, there exist trees G1, . . . ,Gℓ ∈ T3 such
that

D
(T)
i =

∏
j∈[ℓ]

xT
i D

(Gj)xi

xix
T
i .

A ‘state’ is defined by three sequences s = (i,T,G) of same length q := q(s) ≥ 1, with
i = (i1, i2, . . . , iq) ∈ [n]q, T = (T1, . . . ,Tq) ∈ (T3)q, and G = (G1, . . . ,Gq) ∈ (T3)q. With a slight
abuse of notation, we denote the product associated to state s = (i,T,G) by

M(s) = E
[
Tr
(
D

(T1)
i1

D
(G1)D

(T2)
i2

D
(G2) · · ·D(Tq)

iq
D

(Gq)
)]
.

We are now ready to describe our two types of reduction steps.

Type-A reduction: Assume that after t steps, we reach state st. Then Type-A reduction
produces a state st+1 with length q(st+1) = q(st) − 1 as follows. For readability, we drop below
the superscript t from s := st and s′ := st+1, and denote q := q(s). Suppose there exists an index
iℓ in i that only appears once. Then following the same idea as in Eq. (199), we can take the
expectation over xiℓ inside the trace and replace

M(s) = E
[
Tr
(
D

(T1)
i1

D
(G1) · · ·D(Gℓ−1)E

[
D

(Tℓ)
iℓ

]
D

(Gℓ) · · ·D(Tq)
iq

D
(Gq)
)]

= E
[
Tr
(
D

(T1)
i1

D
(G1) · · ·D(Tℓ−1)

iℓ−1
D

(G′
ℓ−1)D

(Tℓ+1)
iℓ+1

· · ·D(Tq)
iq

D
(Gq)
)]

=M(s′),
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where we used the recursion relation (203) in the second equality and G′
ℓ−1 = (Gℓ−1,Tℓ,Gℓ). The

new state s′ is given by
i′ = (i1, . . . , iℓ−1, iℓ+1, . . . , iq),

T′ = (T1, . . . ,Tℓ−1,Tℓ+1, . . . ,Tq),

G′ = (G1, . . . ,G
′
ℓ−1,Gℓ+1, . . . ,Gq).

In summary, a type-A reduction step removes an index iℓ that only appears once in i, and merges
the trees Gℓ−1,Tℓ,Gℓ into a new ternary tree G′

ℓ−1.

Type-B reduction: Again, this reductions produces a new state s′ with q(s′) = q(s) − 1 as
follows. Suppose there exists ℓ ∈ [q] such that iℓ = iℓ−1 (recall that we are using the cyclic
convention i0 = iq). Then following the same idea as in Eq. (200), we can merge the matrices
associated to iℓ and iℓ−1 and write

M(s) = E
[
Tr
(
D

(T1)
i1

D
(G1) · · ·D(Tℓ−1)

iℓ−1
D

(Gℓ−1)D
(Tℓ)
iℓ−1

· · ·D(Tq)
iq

D
(Gq)
)]

= E
[
Tr
(
D

(T1)
i1

D
(G1) · · ·D(Gℓ−2)D

(T′
ℓ−1)

iℓ−1
D

(Gℓ) · · ·D(Tq)
iq

D
(Gq)
)]

=M(s′),

where we used the recursion relation (202) in the second equality and T′
ℓ−1 = (Tℓ−1,Gℓ−1,Tℓ). The

new state s′ is given by
i′ = (i1, . . . , iℓ−1, iℓ+1, . . . , iq),

T′ = (T1, . . . ,T
′
ℓ−1,Tℓ+1, . . . ,Tq),

G′ = (G1, . . . ,Gℓ−2,Gℓ, . . . ,Gq).

In summary, a type-B reduction step removes an index iℓ such that iℓ−1 = iℓ, and merges the trees
Tℓ−1,Gℓ−1,Tℓ into a new ternary tree T′

ℓ−1.

Reduction procedure: Given a sequence of indices i = (i1, i2, i3, . . . , iq) ∈ [n]q, observe that,
by definition (201), we can rewrite

M(i) = E
[
Tr(xi1x

T
i1xi2x

T
i2 · · ·xiqx

T
iq)
]
=M(s),

where we set s = (i,T,G) with Ts = ‘leaf ′ and Gs = ‘leaf ′ for all s ∈ [q]. 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 i = (1, 2, 1, 3). For convenience,
denote H = (leaf, leaf, leaf). We obtain the following sequence of statessT

G

 =

 1 2 1 3
leaf leaf leaf leaf
leaf leaf leaf leaf

→

 1 1 3
leaf leaf leaf
H leaf leaf

→

 1 1
leaf leaf
H H

→

 1
(leaf,H, leaf)

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(i) = E
[
Tr
(
∥Σ1/2x1∥22 · x1x

T
1Σ
)]

= E
[
∥Σ1/2x∥42

]
.

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 D
(T)
i and

D
(T)

for trees T obtained through this procedure. Denote D
(T)
i = D̃

(T)
i · xix

T
i , where we recall

that D̃
(T)
i is a positive scalar with D̃

(leaf)
i = 1 and more generally

D̃
(T)
i =

∏
j∈[ℓ]

xT
i D

(Gj)xi,

for some ternary subtrees Gj of T. We further introduce the quantity

ν(k) =
∥∥∥E [∥xi∥2k2 xix

T
i

]∥∥∥
op
.

Consider T ∈ T3 obtained with the above procedure, and denote NA(T) and NB(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 NA(T) +NB(T) = N(T).

We prove by recurrence that for any T, there existNA(T) nonnegative integers kc1(T), . . . , kcNA
(T)

such that kc1(T) + kc2(T) + · · ·+ kcNA
(T) = NB(T) and

∥D(T)∥op ≤ ν(kc1(T))ν(kc2(T)) · · · ν(kcNA
(T)). (204)

Similarly, there exist NA(T) + 1 integers kc1(T), . . . , kcNA+1(T) such that kc1(T) + · · · + kcNA+1(T) =

NB(T) and ∥∥∥E[D(T)
i ]
∥∥∥
op

≤ ν(kc1(T))ν(kc2(T)) · · · ν(kcNA+1(T)), (205)

and in particular,

D̃
(T)
i ≤ ν(kc1(T))ν(kc2(T)) · · · ν(kcNA

(T))∥xi∥
2kcNA+1(T)

2 . (206)

Indeed, we have

∥D(leaf)∥op = 1,
∥∥∥E[D(leaf)

i ]
∥∥∥
op

= ν(0), D̃
(leaf)
i = 1.

More generally, consider T = (T1,T2,T3). For D
(T)

, the last step is a type-A reduction and
NA(T1)+NA(T2)+NA(T3) = NA(T)− 1 and NB(T1)+NB(T2)+NB(T3) = NB(T). Assume that
the bounds (204), (204) and (206) hold for the trees T1,T2,T3. Then using the recursion (203), we
get ∥∥∥D(T)

∥∥∥
op

≤
∥∥∥D(T1)

∥∥∥
op

∥∥∥E[D(T2)
i ]

∥∥∥
op

∥∥∥D(T3)
∥∥∥
op

≤
∏

i∈[NA(T1)]

ν(kci(T1)) ·
∏

i∈[NA(T2)+1]

ν(kci(T2)) ·
∏

i∈[NA(T3)]

ν(kci(T3))

=:
∏

i∈[NA(T)]

ν(kci(T)),

where kc1(T) + . . .+ kcNA
(T) = NB(T1) +NB(T2) +NB(T3).

Similarly, consider D
(T)
i . The last step is a type-B reduction. Hence, NA(T1) + NA(T2) +

NA(T3) = NA(T) and NB(T1) +NB(T2) +NB(T3) = NB(T)− 1. Then using the recursion (202),
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we get

D̃
(T)
i = D̃

(T1)
i · xT

i D
(T2)xi · D̃(T3)

i

≤ ∥D(T2)∥opD̃(T1)
i D̃

(T3)
i ∥xi∥22

≤
∏

i∈[NA(T1)]

ν(kci(T1))
∏

i∈[NA(T2)]

ν(kci(T2))
∏

i∈[NA(T3)]

ν(kci(T3)) · ∥x∥
2(1+kcNA+1(T1)

+kcNA+1(T3)
)

2

=:
∏

i∈[NA(T)]

ν(kci(T)) · ∥x∥
2kcNA+1(T)

2 ,

where we defined kcNA+1(T) = 1 + kcNA+1(T1) + kcNA+1(T3). It is immediate to check that indeed

kc1(T) + · · ·+ kcNA+1(T) = NB(T). Finally, using this previous bound,∥∥∥E[D(T)
i ]
∥∥∥
op

=
∥∥∥E[D̃(T)

i · xix
T
i ]
∥∥∥
op

≤
∏

i∈[NA(T)]

ν(kci(T))

∥∥∥∥E [∥xi∥
2kcNA+1(T)

2 xix
T
i

]∥∥∥∥
op

=
∏

i∈[NA(T)+1]

ν(kci(T)).

The quantity ν(k) can be bounded using Lemma 16 as follows

ν(k) = sup
∥u∥2=1

E
[
∥xi∥2k2 ⟨u,xi⟩2

]
≤ E

[
∥xi∥4k2

]1/2
sup

∥u∥2=1
E
[
⟨u,xi⟩4

]1/2
≤ (2Cxk)

βkTr(Σ)k sup
∥u∥2=1

(2Cx)
βuTΣu

≤ (Cxk)
βk · ξ1γk,

(207)

where we used Cauchy-Schwarz inequality on the second line and inequality (212) with q = 2k and
A = I and with q = 2 and A = uuT 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]q, we denote sf (i) = (i,T,G) the state obtained at the end of the reduction
procedure. With a slight abuse of notations, we denote NA(i) and NB(i) the number of type-A
and type-B steps. Recall that χ(i) denotes the number of distinct indices in the sequence i and
q(i) the length of the sequence. By construction, observe that we must have

NA(i) +NB(i) = q(i)− q(i), NA(i) = χ(i)− χ(i), (208)

meaning that the procedure reduces the length of the sequence by NA(i)+NB(i), and each type-A
step reduces the number of distinct indices by one.

Examining the reduction procedure, the final state i cannot have indices that either appear
alone or are repeated. Thus, there can only be two types of end states: either q(i) = 1, i.e., the
sequence is of size 1, or χ(i) ≥ 2 and each index appears at least twice in the sequence and there
are no repetitions. We call the sequences i 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 sf = (1,T1,G1). In
particular, NA(T1) + NA(G1) = NA(i) and NB(T1) + NB(G1) = NB(i). The expectation of the
product is simply given by

M(i) =M(sf ) = E
[
D̃

(T1)
1 · xT

1D
(G1)x1

]
.

Using the decompositions (204) and (206), and the bound on ν(k) in Eq. (207), we obtain

|M(i)| ≤ ∥D(G1)∥opE
[
D̃

(T1)
1 · ∥x1∥22

]
≤

∏
i∈[NA(G1)]

ν(kci(G1)
) ·

∏
i∈[NA(T1)]

ν(kci(T1)
) · E

[
∥x1∥

2(1+kcNA+1(T1)
)

2

]

≤ ξ
NA(G1)
1

{
(Cxq)

βγ
}NB(G1)

× ξ
NA(T1)
1

{
(Cxq)

βγ
}NB(T1)−kcNA+1(T1)

×
{
(Cxq)

βγ
}1+kcNA+1(T1)

= ξ
NA(i)
1 (Cxq)

β(NB(i)+1)γNB(i)+1.

Recalling the relations (208), this upper bound becomes

|M(i)| ≤ ξ
χ(i)−1
1 (Cxq)

β(q−χ(i)+1)γq−χ(i)+1 ≤
(
ξ1
γ

)χ(i)−1

(Cxq)
βqγq,

and therefore type-1 sequences satisfy the desired inequality (198).

Bound for type-2 sequences: In that case, the end state is given by sf = (i,T,G) where
i = (i1, . . . , iq) with iℓ ̸= iℓ+1 for all ℓ ∈ [q], and we denoted q = q(i) for convenience. We have
again

NA(T1) + . . .+NA(Tq) +NA(G1) + . . .+NA(Gq) = NA(i),

NB(T1) + . . .+NB(Tq) +NB(G1) + . . .+NB(Gq) = NB(i).

The expectation of the product can be rewritten as

M(i) =M(sf ) = E

∏
j∈[q]

D̃
(Tj)

ij
·
∏
j∈[q]

xT
ij
D

(Gj)xij+1

 . (209)

From inequality (213) in Lemma 16, we have for any integer r ≥ 1,

E
[∣∣∣∣xT

ij
D

(Gj)xij+1

∣∣∣∣r]1/r ≤ (Cxr)
βTr
(
ΣD

(Gj)ΣD
(Gj)
)1/2

≤ (Cxr)
β∥D(Gj)∥opξ1/21 γ1/2

≤ (Cxr)
βξ

NA(Gj)+1/2
1 (Cxq)

βNB(Gj)γNB(Gj)+1/2.

Similarly, from inequality (212) and assuming r ≤ 2q,

E
[∣∣∣D̃(Tj)

ij

∣∣∣r]1/r ≤ ∏
i∈[NA(Tj)]

ν(kci(Tj)
)E
[
∥x∥

2rkcNA+1(Tj)

2

]1/r

≤ ξ
NA(Tj)
1

{
(Cxq)

βγ
}NB(Tj)−kcNA+1(Tj)

{
(CxrkcNA+1(Tj)

)βγ
}kcNA+1(Tj)

≤ ξ
NA(Tj)
1 (Cxq)

2βNB(Tj)γNB(Tj).
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Using these two bounds, we can apply Hölder’s inequality to the product (209) and obtain

|M(i)| ≤
∏
j∈[q]

E
[∣∣∣D̃(Tj)

ij

∣∣∣2q]1/(2q) ∏
j∈[q]

E

[∣∣∣∣xT
ij
D

(Gj)xij+1

∣∣∣∣2q
]1/(2q)

≤
∏
j∈[q]

ξ
NA(Tj)
1 (Cxq)

2βNB(Tj)γNB(Tj) ·
∏
j∈[q]

(Cxq)
βξ

NA(Gj)+1/2
1 (Cxq)

βNB(Gj)γNB(Gj)+1/2

≤ ξ
NA(i)+q/2
1 (Cxq)

2β(NB(i)+q)γNB(i)+q/2.

Note that for type-2 sequences, we must have q ≥ 2χ(i). Thus, recalling the relations (208), this
bound becomes

|M(i)| ≤ ξ
χ(i)+q/2−χ(i)
1 (Cxq)

2β(q−NA(i))γq−(NA(i)+q/2) ≤
(
ξ1
γ

)χ(i)

(Cxq)
2βqγq,

where we used q ≥ 2χ(i) and ξ1/γ ≤ 1. Therefore type-2 sequences satisfy the desired inequality
(198) too. Recalling that sequences i can only be either type-1 or type-2, this concludes the
proof.

Lemma 15. There exists a constant Cx that only depends on cx,Cx, β, such that the following
holds. Let x1,x2, . . . ,xn be n random feature vectors satisfying Assumption 5 and denote ∆ =
(⟨xi,xj⟩δi ̸=j)ij∈[n] ∈ Rn×n the off-diagonal part of the Gram matrix. Then for any integer p, we
have

E[Tr(∆2p)] ≤ n

(
nξ1
γ

)p

(Cxp)
(4β+2)pγ2p

{
1 +

p−1∑
i=0

(
nξ1
γ

)i
}
,

where we recall γ = Tr(Σ) and ξ1 = ∥Σ∥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, . . . , i2p) ∈ [n]2p : ∀j ∈ [2p], ij+1 ̸= ij},

where we use the cyclic convention i2p+1 = i1. Observe that we can write the trace as

E[Tr(∆2p)] =
∑
i∈C

E
[
∆i1i2∆i2i3 . . .∆i2pi1

]
=
∑
i∈C

M(i),

whereM(i) is studied in Lemma 14. Let Ck be the subset of sequences i in C with χ(i) = k distinct
indices. From Eq. (198), we have for all i ∈ Ck,

|M(i)| ≤
(
ξ1
γ

)k−1

(Cxp)
4βpγ2p. (210)

On the other hand, for any i ∈ C, we can simply use Hölder’s inequality and directly get

|M(i)| ≤ E
[
|∆i1i2 |2p

]
≤ (Cxp)

2βp

(
ξ1
γ

)p

γ2p, (211)

where we used that ij ̸= ij+1 for all j ∈ [2p] and Eq. (213) with q = 2p and A = I. Thus, we will
prefer bound (211) for χ(i) = 2, . . . , p, and bound (210) for χ(i) = p + 1, . . . , 2p. It is easy to see
that the cardinality of Ck is bounded by

|Ck| ≤ nk(2p)2p.
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Combining the above bounds, we deduce that

E[Tr(∆2p)] ≤
2p∑
k=2

∑
i∈Ck

|M(i)|

≤
p∑

k=2

|Ck|(Cxp)
2βp

(
ξ1
γ

)p

γ2p +

2p∑
k=p+1

|Ck|
(
ξ1
γ

)k−1

(Cxp)
4βpγ2p

≤ n

(
nξ1
γ

)p

(Cxp)
(4β+2)pγ2p

{
1 +

p−1∑
i=0

(
nξ1
γ

)i
}
,

which concludes the proof.

Lemma 16. Let x1,x2 ∈ Rm, m ∈ N∪{∞}, be two feature vectors satisfying Assumption 5. Then
there exists a constant Cx ≥ 1 that only depends on cx,Cx, β, such that for any positive integer
q ∈ N and p.s.d. matrix A ∈ Rm×m independent of x1,x2, we have

Ex1

[
|xT

1Ax1|q
]
≤ (Cxq)

βqTr(ΣA)q, (212)

Ex1,x2

[
|xT

1Ax2|q
]
≤ (Cxq)

βqTr (ΣAΣA)q/2 . (213)

Proof of Lemma 16. Similarly to the proof of Lemma 2, we integrate the tail bound in Assumption
5 to get for any q ∈ R>0

Ex

[∣∣∣xTAx− Tr(ΣA)
∣∣∣q] = q∥Σ1/2AΣ1/2∥qF

∫ ∞

0
tq−1P

(∣∣∣xTAx− Tr(ΣA)
∣∣∣ ≥ t · ∥Σ1/2AΣ1/2∥F

)
≤ qCx∥Σ1/2AΣ1/2∥qF

∫ ∞

0
tq−1 exp

{
−cxt

1/β
}
dt

=
qβCxΓ(βq)

cβqx
∥Σ1/2AΣ1/2∥qF .

Thus, we obtain

Ex

[
|xTAx|q

]
≤ 2q−1Ex

[∣∣∣xTAx− Tr(ΣA)
∣∣∣q]+ 2q−1Tr(ΣA)q

≤ 2q−1qβCxΓ(βq)

cβqx
∥Σ1/2AΣ1/2∥qF + 2q−1Tr(ΣA)q

≤ 2q
{
qβCxΓ(βq)

cβqx
∨ 1

}
Tr(ΣA)q,

where in the last inequality we simply use that ∥B∥F ≤ Tr(B).
For the second expectation, we simply use this first bound twice, first with respect to x1 and

then x2,

Ex1,x2

[
|xT

1Ax2|q
]
= Ex1,x2

[
|xT

1Ax2x
T
2Ax1|q/2

]
≤ 2q/2

{
qβCxΓ(βq/2)

2c
βq/2
x

∨ 1

}
Ex2

[∣∣∣xT
2AΣAx2

∣∣∣q/2]

≤ 2q

{
qβCxΓ(βq/2)

2c
βq/2
x

∨ 1

}2

Tr (ΣAΣA)q/2 .
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We conclude by recalling the upper bound on the Gamma function

Γ(x) ≤ Cxx−1/2e−xe1/(12x),

for some universal constant C > 0.

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) =
∞∑
k=0

ξk
∑

s∈[Bd,k]

Yks(u)Yks(u
′).

Hence we can take our feature vector x = Σ1/2z with

z :=
(
1, Y11(u), . . . , Y1Bd,1

(u), Y21(u), . . . , Y2Bd,2
(u), . . .

)
, Σ := diag(1, ξ1IBd,1

, ξ2IBd,2
, . . .).

Note that there exists a constant CL > 1 such that dk/CL ≤ Bd,k ≤ dkCL for all k = 1, . . . , L+ 1.
Hence, using Assumption 6.(a), we have

1

CLCL
d−k ≤ ξk ≤ CLCLd

−k, for k = 0, . . . , L, (214)

and supk≥L+1 ξk ≤ CLCLd
−L−1.

Denote for any integer p,

h≤p(⟨u,u′⟩/d) =
p∑

k=0

ξk
∑

s∈[Bd,k]

Yks(u)Yks(u
′),

h>p(⟨u,u′⟩/d) =
∞∑

k=p+1

ξk
∑

s∈[Bd,k]

Yks(u)Yks(u
′),

the low-frequency part and high-frequency part of the kernel function h. Note that

h≤p(1) =

p∑
k=0

ξkBd,k, h>p(1) =
∞∑

k=p+1

ξkBd,k.

Recall that we denote ℓ ≥ 1 the integer closest to log(n)/ log(d). Take m = Bd,≤ℓ and z≤m

containing all spherical harmonics up to degree-ℓ. Let us check that x with Assumption 6 verify
Assumption 1 with m. First, note that

rλ(m) =
λ+ h>ℓ(1)

ξℓ+1
≥ 1

CLC2
L

dℓ+1 ≥ 2dℓ+
1
2 ≥ 2n,

where we used that h>ℓ(1) ≥ h>L(1) ≥ 1/CL by Assumption 6.(b) and Eq. (214) in the first
inequality and assumed d ≥ 4C2

LC
4
L in the second inequality.
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(a) (Low-degree features.) From Proposition 11, there exist constants c, C > 0, and Cℓ > 0 such
that for any integer d > 2 the following hold. For any matrix A ∈ Rm×m and vector v ∈ Rm,
we have

P
(∣∣⟨v, z⟩∣∣ ≥ t · Cℓ∥v∥2

)
≤ Cℓ exp

{
−cℓ · t2/ℓ

}
, (215)

P
(∣∣zTAz − Tr(A)

∣∣ ≥ t · Cℓ log
ℓ(d)d(ℓ−1)/2 · ∥A∥F

)
≤ Cℓ exp

{
−cℓ · t1/ℓ

}
. (216)

We can therefore set Cx := Cℓ, cx := ℓ/Cℓ
ℓ , β := ℓ, and φ1(m) := logℓ(d) · d(ℓ−1)/2.

(b) (High-degree features.) Applying Proposition 13 to kernel function h>ℓ, for any constant
D > 0, there exists a constant Cℓ,D > 0 such that if d ≥ CD,ℓ and using that we chose ℓ with
n ≤ dℓ+1/2 ≤ Bd,ℓ+1/2, we have with probability at least 1− n−D,

∥X>mX
T
>m − h>ℓ(1)I∥op ≤ Cℓ,D log(d)2ℓ+3

√
n

dℓ+1
h>ℓ(1).

Therefore we can choose p2,n(m) := n−D and φ2,n(m) := Cℓ,DCL

√
CL log(d)2ℓ+3, where we

used Eq. (214) and h>ℓ(1) ≤ h(1) ≤ CL.

(c) (Target function.) By Assumption 6.(c) and applying Lemma 20 to f∗, we first get

P(|f∗(u)| ≥ t · ∥f∗∥L2) ≤ exp

{
L− L

2eCL
t2/L

}
.

Furthermore, from Eq. (215), we have

P(|P≤ℓf∗(u)| ≥ t · ∥P≤ℓf∗∥L2) ≤ Cℓ exp
{
−cℓ · t2/ℓ

}
.

Note that |P>ℓf∗(u)| ≤ |f∗(u)| + |P≤ℓf∗(u)|. Furthermore, from Assumption 6.(c), we have
∥P≤ℓf∗∥L2 ≤ ∥f∗∥L2 ≤ CL∥P>ℓf∗∥L2 . Thus,

P(|P>ℓf∗(u)| ≥ t · ∥P>ℓf∗∥L2)

≤ P
(
|f∗(u)| ≥

t

2CL
· ∥f∗∥L2

)
+ P

(
|P≤ℓf∗(u)| ≥

t

2CL
· ∥P≤ℓf∗∥L2

)
≤ exp

{
L− L

e(2CL)1+2/L
t2/L

}
+ Cℓ exp

{
− cℓ

(2CL)2/ℓ
t2/ℓ
}
.

We can therefore set Cx := CL, cx := L/(e(2CL)
1+2/L), and β := L.

Let us now apply Theorem 1. Let us bound the effective rank first: for any k = 0, . . . , ℓ,∑ℓ
j=k ξkBd,k

ξk
≤ CLCLd

kh(1) ≤ CLC
2
Ld

ℓ.

Hence, reff ≤ max(CLC
2
Ld

ℓ, n). Further note that η only depends on L. We can now bound
νλ,m(n). If n > m/ηL then ξ⌊ηn⌋,m = 0 and νλ,m(n) = 1. Otherwise, for n ≥ dℓ−1/2, we have

ηn ≥ ηdℓ−1/2 ≥ 2Bd,≤ℓ−1 for d ≥ CL for CL chosen sufficiently large. Hence ξ⌊ηn⌋,m = ξℓ ≤ CLCLd
−ℓ

and

νλ,m(n) = 1 +
ξ⌊ηn⌋,m · reff,m

√
log(reff,m)

λ>m

≤ 1 +
CLCLd

−ℓmax(CLC
2
Ld

ℓ,m/ηL)
√

log(max(CLC2
Ld

ℓ,m/ηL))

h>L(1)

≤ C ′
L

√
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 λ>m ≥ h>L(1) ≥ 1/CL for n ≥ CL and
K = 1. For the second condition,

φ2,n(m)

√
n

rλ(m)
≤ Cℓ,DCL

√
CL log(d)2ℓ+3d−1/4 ≤ 1/2,

where we took d ≥ CL,D and used that n ≤ dℓ+1/2. For the third condition,

φ1(m)νλ,m(n)
8 log3L+1/2(n)

n
≤ CL log4L+

9
2 (d)

√
dℓ−1

n
≤ 1,

where we used that n ≥ dℓ−1/2 and took d ≥ CL,D. Then by Eqs. (17) and (18), we directly get

|Rtest(f∗;U , ε, λ)− Rn(f∗, λ)| ≤ CL,ε,D · ER,n(m) · Rn(f∗, λ),

where

ER,n(m) =
φ1(m)νλ,m(n)

6 log3β+1/2(n)√
n

+ νλ,m(n)φ2,n(m)

√
n

rλ(m)

≤ CL,D log3L+
7
2 (d)

√
dℓ−1

n
+ CL,D log2L+

7
2 (d)

√
n

dℓ+1
.

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 [Chi11, DX13a, GMMM21] for
additional background on these families of polynomials.

Function space over the sphere. We consider Sd−1(r) = {x ∈ Rd : ∥u∥2 = r} the sphere of
radius r in Rd. Without loss of generality, we will set the radius r =

√
d below. We denote τd

the uniform probability measure over Sd−1(
√
d) and consider L2(Sd−1(

√
d)) := L2(Sd−1(

√
d), τd)

the space of square-integrable functions over Sd−1(
√
d) with respect to τd. We denote the scalar

product ⟨·, ·⟩L2 and associated norm ∥ · ∥L2 , where

⟨f, g⟩L2 :=

∫
Sd−1(

√
d)
f(u)g(u) τd(du).

The function space L2(Sd−1(
√
d)) admits the orthogonal decomposition

L2(Sd−1(
√
d)) =

∞⊕
k=0

Vd,k,
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where Vd,k is the subspace of all degree-k polynomials that are orthogonal (with respect to ⟨·, ·⟩L2)
to all polynomials with degree less than k. We denote Bd,k := dim(Vd,k) the dimension of each
subspace, which are given by Bd,0 = 1, Bd,1 = d, and for k ≥ 2

Bd,k =
d+ 2k − 2

k

(
d+ k − 3

k − 1

)
.

Note that for each k, there exists a constant Ck such that |Bd,k/
(
d
k

)
− 1| ≤ Ck/d, and Bd,k is equal

to leading order in d to
(
d
k

)
= dk/k! · (1 + od(1)). We will further denote

Bd,≤k = dim

(
k⊕

r=0

Vd,r

)
=

k∑
r=0

Bd,k,

the dimension of the subspace of polynomials of degree at most k in L2(Sd−1(
√
d)), which is also

of leading order dk/k! · (1 + od(1)).

Spherical harmonics. For each k ∈ Z≥0, Vd,k is the subspace of spherical harmonics of degree-
k, i.e., homogeneous polynomials satisfying ∆q(u) = 0 where ∆ is the Laplace operator. Let

{Y (d)
ks }s∈[Bd,k] be an orthonormal basis of Vd,k so that

⟨Yks, Yk′s′⟩L2 =

∫
Sd−1(

√
d)
Yks(u)Yk′s′(u) τd(du) = δkk′δss′ .

The family {Yks}k≥0,s∈[Bd,k] forms a complete orthonormal basis of L2(Sd−1(
√
d)).

Gegenbauer polynomials. We consider {Q(d)
k }k≥0 the family of Gegenbauer polynomials on

L2([−1, 1], τd,1), where τd,1 is the marginal distribution of ⟨u, e1⟩/
√
d with u ∼ τd. Specifically,

Q
(d)
k is a degree-k polynomial and∫ 1

−1
Q

(d)
k (u)Q

(d)
k′ (u) τd,1(du) =

∫
Sd−1(

√
d
Q

(d)
k (⟨u, e1⟩/

√
d)Q

(d)
k′ (⟨u, e1⟩/

√
d) τd(du) = δkk′ .

Gegenbauer and spherical harmonic polynomials are related through the identity

Q
(d)
k (⟨u,u′⟩/d) = 1√

Bd,k

∑
s∈[Bd,k]

Yks(u)Yks(u
′),

for all u,u′ ∈ Sd−1(
√
d). In particular, this implies the following diagonalization

h(⟨u,u′⟩) =
∞∑
k=0

ξk√
Bd,k

∑
s∈[Bd,k]

Yks(u)Yks(u
′),

where

ξk =

∫
Sd−1(

√
d)
h(
√
d⟨u, e1⟩)Q(d)

k (⟨u, e1⟩/
√
d) τd(du).
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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 [Ave12, DX13b, Mis22] for a proof
of the following results.

We first recall the definition of the spherical coordinate system. For u ∈ Sd−1(
√
d), we consider

the following change of variable

u1 =
√
d · sin(θd−1) · · · sin(θ2) sin(θ1),

u2 =
√
d · sin(θd−1) · · · sin(θ2) cos(θ1),

· · ·
ud−1 =

√
d · sin(θd−1) cos(θd−2),

ud =
√
d · cos(θd−1),

(217)

where 0 ≤ θ1 ≤ 2π and 0 ≤ θi ≤ π for i = 2, . . . , d−1. Denote σ = (θ1, . . . , θd−1) these coordinates.
The uniform probability measure is then given by

µ(dσ) =
Γ(d/2)

2πd/2

d−2∏
j=1

sin(θd−j)
d−j−1dθd−1 · · · dθ2dθ1.

For each k ∈ Z≥0, we introduce the set of d indices

Ad,k =
{
α = (α1, . . . , αd) ∈ Nd

∣∣α1 + · · ·+ αd−1 = k, if αd−1 > 0, then αd ∈ {0, 1}, o.w. αd = 0
}
.

It is easy to verify that

|Ad,k| = 2

(
d+ k − 2

d− 2

)
−
(
d+ k − 3

d− 3

)
=

2k + d− 2

d− 2

(
d+ k − 3

k

)
= Bd,k.

The following proposition from [Mis22] introduce a family of polynomials {Yα}α∈Ad,k
indexed

by α ∈ Ad,k, which forms a complete orthonormal basis of spherical harmonics of Vd,k.

Proposition 10 ([Mis22, Proposition 2]). For integers d > 2 and k ≥ 0, and α ∈ Ad,k, define

Yα(u) = C
1/2
α gα(θ1)

d−2∏
j=1

{
Q

(dj)
αj (cos(θd−j)) sin(θd−j)

|αj+1|
}
, (218)

where |αj+1| = αj+1 + . . .+ αd−1, dj = 2|αj+1|+ d− j + 1,

gα(θ1) =


cos(αd−1θ1) if αd = 0 and αd−1 > 0,

1/
√
2 if αd = 0 and αd−1 = 0,

sin(αd−1θ1) if αd = 1 and αd−1 > 0,

and

Cα =
2πd/2

Γ(d/2)
· 1
π
·
d−2∏
j=1

Γ(dj/2)√
πΓ((dj − 1)/2)

.

Then Yα is an homogeneous polynomial of degree k. Furthermore, {Yα}α∈Ad,k
is an orthonormal

basis of Vd,k, 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∗ ∈ L2(Sd−1(
√
d)) to be a

degree k polynomial, for any q ≥ 2, we have

∥f∗∥2Lq(Sd−1) ≤ (q − 1)k · ∥f∗∥2L2(Sd−1).

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, C > 0 such that for any integers d > 2 and
ℓ ≥ 0, the following holds. Let z ∈ RBd,≤ℓ be the random vector containing all spherical harmonics
up to degree ℓ, i.e.,

z = {Yks(u)}0≤k≤ℓ,s∈[Bd,k], u ∼ Unif(Sd−1(
√
d)).

Then, there exists a constant Cℓ such that for any matrix A ∈ RBd,≤ℓ×Bd,≤ℓ and vector v ∈ RBd,≤ℓ,
we have

P
(∣∣⟨v, z⟩∣∣ ≥ t · Cℓ∥v∥2

)
≤ Cℓ exp

{
−cℓ · t2/ℓ

}
, (219)

P
(∣∣zTAz − Tr(A)

∣∣ ≥ t · Cℓ log
ℓ(d)d(ℓ−1)/2 · ∥A∥F

)
≤ Cℓ exp

{
−cℓ · t1/ℓ

}
. (220)

Proof of Proposition 11. We first show that by hypercontractivity of spherical harmonics, the proof
reduces to studying the variance of zTAz. 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) := zTAz − Tr(A) which is a degree-2ℓ polynomial in u. By hypercontractivity
property of the subspace of degree-2ℓ polynomials on the sphere (Lemma 17), Lemma 20 gives the
following bound on the tail

Pu

(
|f(u)| ≥ t · ∥f∥L2(Sd−1)

)
≤ exp

(
2ℓ− ℓ

e
t1/ℓ
)
. (221)

Hence, the proof of Eq. (220) reduces to proving that

∥f∥2L2 = Varu(z
TAz) ≤ Cℓ log

2ℓ(d)dℓ−1∥A∥2F .

Taking A = vvT, we directly get Eq. (219) by observing that

∥f∥2L2 ≤ E[⟨v, z⟩4] ≤ 32ℓE[⟨v, z⟩2]2 = 32ℓ∥v∥42,

where in the second inequality we applied that ⟨v, z⟩ is a degree-ℓ polynomial and the hypercon-
tractivity property.
Step 2: Decomposing the variance.

Denote Ad,≤ℓ =
⋃

0≤k≤ℓAd,k so that z = (Yα(u))α∈Ad,≤ℓ
. We decompose the variance into two

contributions

Varu(z
TAz) = Eu

[(
zTAz − Tr(A)

)2]
≤ 2 {(I) + (II)} ,
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where we denoted

(I) =
∣∣∣ ∑
α ̸=β,γ ̸=δ

Eu

[
Yα(u)Yβ(u)Yγ(u)Yδ(u)

]
Aα,βAγ,δ

∣∣∣,
(II) =

∣∣∣∑
α,β

(
Eu

[
Yα(u)

2Yβ(u)
2
]
− 1
)
Aα,αAβ,β

∣∣∣,
where the sum is over indices in Ad,≤ℓ. We will bound both terms separately.
Step 3: Bounding term (I).

We introduce C the square matrix of size Bd,≤ℓ(Bd,≤ℓ − 1), indexed by pairs (α,β) with α ̸=
β ∈ Ad,≤ℓ, which contains for α ̸= β and γ ̸= δ,

C(α,β),(γ,δ) = Eu

[
Yα(u)Yβ(u)Yγ(u)Yδ(u)

]
.

Denote a ∈ RBd,≤ℓ(Bd,≤ℓ−1) the vector that contains all off-diagonal entries of A. Then the first
term can be bounded by

(I) = |aTCa| ≤ ∥C∥op∥a∥22 ≤ ∥C∥op∥A∥2F .

To bound the operator norm of C, we recall that

∥C∥op ≤ ∥C∥1,∞ = max
α̸=β

∑
γ ̸=δ

∣∣∣Ex

[
Yα(x)Yβ(x)Yγ(x)Yδ(x)

]∣∣∣.
Denote Sα = {j ∈ [d] : αj > 0} (similarly Sβ, Sγ , Sδ) and r(α,β,γ, δ) ⊆ [d − 1] the subset

of indices j ∈ [d − 1] such that j belongs to exactly one of the sets Sα, Sβ, Sγ , Sδ (e.g., αj > 0
and βj = γj = δj = 0). In the rest of this step, we fix α ̸= β arbitrary and consider v(γ, δ) =
r(α,β,γ, δ)∩(Sγ ∪Sδ), i.e., the subset of indices where only γj or δj are non-zero. For convenience
denote T (γ, δ) :=

∣∣∣Eu

[
Yα(u)Yβ(u)Yγ(u)Yδ(u)

]∣∣∣. This quantity is bounded in Lemma 18 stated

below. We obtain ∑
γ ̸=δ

T (γ, δ) =

2ℓ∑
u=0

∑
S⊆[d−1],|S|=u

∑
γ ̸=δ,v(γ,δ)=S

T (γ, δ)

≤ Cℓ

2ℓ∑
u=0

∑
S⊆[d−1],|S|=u

∑
γ ̸=δ,v(γ,δ)=S

∏
j∈S

1

d− j
.

For fixed S, let us bound the number of γ ̸= δ such that v(γ, δ) = S. If u > 0, it means that there
are at most ℓ− u other coordinates j ∈ [d− 1] where γj > 0, and ℓ− u coordinates where δj > 0,
and either both δj , γj > 0 or j ∈ Sα ∪ Sβ: we deduce that there is at most dℓ−u ways of choosing
coordinates for Sγ∆Sδ \ (Sα ∪ Sβ), and then at most (4ℓ)2ℓ ways of choosing γ, δ compatible with
this support. For u = 0, because γ ̸= δ, we can’t have Sγ ∪ Sδ \ (Sα ∪ Sβ) = ℓ, hence again there
is at most O(dℓ−1) such γ, δ. We deduce that

∑
γ ̸=δ

T (γ, δ) ≤ Cℓd
ℓ−1

2ℓ∑
u=0

∑
S⊆[d−1],|S|=u

∏
j∈S

1

d− j

≤ Cℓd
ℓ−1

2ℓ∑
u=0

 ∑
j∈[d−1]

1

d− j

u

≤ Cℓd
ℓ−1 log(d)2ℓ.
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Note that this inequality holds uniformly over α ̸= β. Thus, we obtain

(I) ≤ ∥C∥op∥A∥2F ≤ Cℓd
ℓ−1 log(d)2ℓ∥A∥2F . (222)

Step 4: Bounding term (II).
Denote Ãd,ℓ ⊂ Ad,ℓ the subset of α with ℓ indices αj = 1, and Ac

d,≤ℓ = Ad,≤ℓ \ Ãd,ℓ. It is easy

to check that |Ãd,ℓ| =
(
d
ℓ

)
and that there exists a constant Cℓ such that |Ac

d,≤ℓ| ≤ Cℓd
ℓ−1. We

decompose the term (II) ≤ 2(II.1) + 2(II.2) with

(II.1) =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

α,β∈Ac
d,≤ℓ

(
Eu

[
Yα(u)

2Yβ(u)
2
]
− 1
)
Aα,αAβ,β

∣∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣ãT

1 C̃1ã1

∣∣∣ ,
(II.2) =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

α,β∈Ãd,ℓ

(
Eu

[
Yα(u)

2Yβ(u)
2
]
− 1
)
Aα,αAβ,β

∣∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣ãT

2 C̃2ã2

∣∣∣ ,
where we introduced the vectors ã1 = (Aα,α)α∈Ac

d,≤ℓ
and ã2 = (Aα,α)α∈Ãd,ℓ

and the matrices

C̃1 =
(
Eu

[
Yα(u)

2Yβ(u)
2
]
− 1
)
α,β∈Ac

d,≤ℓ
,

C̃2 =
(
Eu

[
Yα(u)

2Yβ(u)
2
]
− 1
)
α,β∈Ãd,ℓ

.

For the term (II.1), observe that by Hölder’s inequality and hypercontractivity of degree-ℓ
polynomials on the sphere,

Eu

[
Yα(u)

2Yβ(u)
2
]
≤ ∥Yα(u)∥2L4∥Yβ(u)∥2L4 ≤ 9ℓ.

Thus, we simply bound this term using

(II.1) =
∣∣∣ãT

1 C̃1ã1

∣∣∣ ≤ ∥C̃1∥op∥ã1∥22 ≤ |Ac
d,≤ℓ|∥C̃1∥max∥A∥2F ≤ Cℓd

ℓ−1∥A∥2F . (223)

For the term (II.2), we note that the set of spherical harmonics with index α ∈ Ãd,ℓ corresponds
to the family of polynomials of the form

YS(u) = Cd,ℓ

∏
j∈S

uj , S ⊂ [d], |S| = ℓ,

where Cd,ℓ is a normalization constant such that E[YS(u)2] = 1. Denote Bℓ = {S ⊂ [d] : |S| = ℓ}
the set of all subsets of [d] of size ℓ, and use these indices interchangeably with Ãd,ℓ. We fix S0 ∈ Bℓ

and bound the sum∑
S∈Bℓ

|(C̃1)S0,S | =
∑

S∈Bℓ,S∩S0 ̸=∅

|(C̃1)S0,S |+
∑

S∈Bℓ,S∩S0=∅

|(C̃1)S0,S |

≤ (9ℓ + 1) · |{S ∈ Bℓ : S ∩ S0 ̸= ∅}|+ Cℓ

d
· |{S ∈ Bℓ : S ∩ S0 = ∅}|

≤ Cℓd
ℓ−1,

where we used Lemma 19 stated below to bound terms with S ∩ S0 = ∅. This bound is uniform
over S0. We deduce that ∥C̃2∥op ≤ ∥C̃2∥1,∞ ≤ Cℓd

ℓ−1 and

(II.2) =
∣∣∣ãT

2 C̃2ã2

∣∣∣ ≤ ∥C̃2∥op∥ã2∥22 ≤ Cℓd
ℓ−1∥A∥2F .
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Combining this bound with Eq. (223), we obtain

(II) ≤ Cℓd
ℓ−1∥A∥2F . (224)

Step 5: Concluding the proof.
We conclude the proof by combining the bounds (222) and (224) into the tail bound (221).

In fact, we can show a slightly stronger result than the previous proposition by taking a subset
of m spherical harmonics of degree ℓ+ 1. We illustrate this result below.

Proposition 12. There exist universal constants c, C > 0 such that for any integers d > 2 and
ℓ ≥ 0, the following holds. For any integer d ≤ m ≤ Bd,ℓ+1 there exist a feature z that contain
m orthogonal spherical harmonics of degree ℓ + 1, and a constant Cℓ such that for any matrix
A ∈ Rm×m and vector v ∈ Rm, we have

P
(∣∣zTAz − Tr(A)

∣∣ ≥ t · Cℓ log
ℓ+1(d)

√
m

d
· ∥A∥F

)
≤ Cℓ+1 exp

{
−c(ℓ+ 1) · t1/(ℓ+1)

}
. (225)

The set S can in fact be chosen at random by including each spherical harmonics with inde-
pendent probability m/Bd,ℓ+1.

Proof of Proposition 12. Note that for m >
(

d
ℓ+1

)
, we can simply use Proposition 11 by noting that

Bd,ℓ+1 −
(

d
ℓ+1

)
≤ Cℓd

ℓ.

Denote Bℓ+1 = {S ⊂ [d] : |S| = ℓ+ 1}. For m ≤
(

d
ℓ+1

)
, we consider S ⊂ Bℓ+1 as constructed in

Lemma 21 and set z = (YS(u))s∈S where we recall that we denoted

YS(u) = Cd,ℓ

∏
j∈S

uj .

We proceed similarly to the proof of Proposition 11. In particular, it is sufficient to bound the
variance of the quadratic form:

Varu(z
TAz) = Eu

[(
zTAz − Tr(A)

)2]
≤ 2 {(I) + (II)} ,

where we denoted

(I) =
∣∣∣ ∑
(S1,S2,S3,S4)∈S,S1 ̸=S2,S3 ̸=S4

Eu

[
YS1(u)YS2(u)YS3(u)YS4(u)

]
AS1,S2AS3,S4

∣∣∣,
(II) =

∣∣∣ ∑
S1,S2∈S

(
Eu

[
YS1(u)

2YS2(u)
2
]
− 1
)
AS1,S1AS2,S2

∣∣∣.
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 ̸= S2, given by

C(S1,S2),(S3,S4) = Eu[YS1(u)YS2(u)YS3(u)YS4(u)].

We bound the operator norm of C with

∥C∥op ≤ ∥C∥1,∞ = max
(S1,S2)∈S2,S1 ̸=S2

∑
(S3,S4)∈S2,S3 ̸=S4

|Eu[YS1(u)YS2(u)YS3(u)YS4(u)]| .
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First, observe that we have the following two simple bounds on the coordinates of C. Denote ∆ the
standard symmetric difference operation between two sets. If S1∆S2 ̸= S3∆S4 (i.e., there exists an
index i ∈ S1 ∪ S2 ∪ S3 ∪ S4 that appears exactly in one or three of those sets), then by symmetry
of the coordinate distribution on the sphere

C(S1,S2),(S3,S4) = 0.

Furthermore, for any (S1, S2, S3, S4)
4, we have by Hölder’s inequality

|C(S1,S2),(S3,S4)| ≤ E[|YS1(u)|4] ≤ 9ℓ+1.

Therefore, we have simply

∥C∥op ≤ 9ℓ+1 max
(S1,S2)∈S2,S1 ̸=S2

∣∣{(S3, S4) ∈ S2 : S3 ̸= S4, S1∆S2 = S3∆S4}
∣∣

≤ Cℓ log(d)
m

d
,

where we used Eq. (230) in Lemma 21.
Step 2: Bounding term (II).

Again, we introduce C̃ the square matrix of size m with entries

C̃S1,S2 = E[YS1(u)
2YS2(u)

2]− 1.

Following the same argument as in Step 4 of the proof of Proposition 11, we directly have

∥C̃∥op ≤ max
S1∈S

∑
S2∈S

∣∣E[YS1(u)
2YS2(u)

2]− 1
∣∣

≤ max
S1∈S

{
(9ℓ+1 + 1) |{S2 ∈ S : S1 ∩ S2 ̸= ∅}|+ Cℓ+1

d
|{S2 ∈ S : S1 ∩ S2 = ∅}|

}
≤ (9ℓ+1 + 1)max

S1∈S
{|{S2 ∈ S : S1 ∩ S2 ̸= ∅}|}+ Cℓ+1

m

d

≤ Cℓ
m

d

where we used Eq. (229) in Lemma 21.

C.4.3 Technical lemmas

The following two lemmas from [Mis22] and [XHM+22] bound the expectation of products of
spherical harmonics which appear in the proof of Proposition 11.

Lemma 18 ([Mis22, Lemma 2]). For α,β,γ, δ ∈ Ad,ℓ, denote r(α,β,γ, δ) ⊆ [d − 1] the subset
of indices j ∈ [d − 1] such that only one of the αj , βj , γj , δj is non-zero. There exists a constant
Cℓ > 0 such that for any α,β,γ, δ ∈ Ad,≤ℓ,∣∣∣Eu

[
Yα(u)Yβ(u)Yγ(u)Yδ(u)

]∣∣∣ ≤ Cℓ

∏
j∈r(α,β,γ,δ)

1

d− j
. (226)

Lemma 19 ([XHM+22, Lemma 2]). Consider S1, S2 ⊂ [d] such that |S1| = |S2| = ℓ and define for
r ∈ {1, 2}

YSr(u) = Cd,ℓ

∏
j∈Sr

uj ,
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where Cd,ℓ is a normalization constant such that E[YSr(u)
2] = 1. There exists a constant Cℓ such

that if S1 ∩ S2 = ∅, ∣∣E [YS1(u)
2YS2(u)

2
]
− 1
∣∣ ≤ Cℓ

d
. (227)

The following bound is a classical tail bound on hypercontractive functions. We include a proof
for completeness.

Lemma 20. Let (U , µ) be a probability space and consider a function f : X → R. Assume that
there exists α > 0 such that for any q ≥ 2, we have

∥f∥2Lq(X ,µ) ≤ (Cαq)
α∥f∥2L2(X ,µ). (228)

Then for all t ≥ 0,

Pu∼µ

(
|f(u)| ≥ t · ∥f∥L2(X ,µ)

)
≤ exp

(
α− α

2e
t2/α

)
.

Proof of Lemma 20. By Markov’s inequality and using Eq. (228),we have for any q ≥ 2,

P
(
|f(u)| ≥ t · ∥f∥L2(X ,µ)

)
≤

∥f∥qLq

tq∥f∥q
L2

≤
(
(Cαq)

α/2/t
)q
.

For t ≥ (Cα2e)
α/2, we set q = t2/α/(Cαe) so that the bounds is given by

P
(
|f(u)| ≥ t · ∥f∥L2(X ,µ)

)
≤ exp

(
− α

2eCα
t2/α

)
.

For t < (Cα2e)
α/2, we simply use 1 ≤ exp(α− αt2/α/(2eCα)).

Lemma 21. Consider positive integers ℓ ≥ 1 and d > 2. Then there exists a constant Cℓ > 0 such
that the following hold. Denote Bℓ+1 := {S ⊂ [d] : |S| = ℓ + 1} the set of all subsets of [d] of size
ℓ + 1, and Dℓ+1 := |Bℓ+1| =

(
d

ℓ+1

)
. Then for any integer p such that d ≤ p ≤ Dℓ+1, there exists a

subset S ⊆ Bℓ+1 such that |S| = p and

max
S1∈S

|{S2 ∈ S : S1 ∩ S2 ̸= ∅}| ≤ Cℓ log(d)
p

d
, (229)

max
(S1,S2)∈S2,S1 ̸=S2

∣∣{(S3, S4) ∈ S2 : S3 ̸= S4, S1∆S2 = S3∆S4}
∣∣ ≤ Cℓ log(d)

p

d
. (230)

Proof of Lemma 21. We will show the existence of S using a probabilistic argument. We consider
S a random subset of Bℓ+1 constructed by including each S ∈ Bℓ+1 with probability p/Dℓ+1. First,
observe that |S| is a binomial random variable with parameters Dℓ+1 and p/Dℓ+1. In particular,

P(|S| ≥ p) ≥ 1/2.

Thus, it is sufficient to prove that S satisfy Eqs. (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
S̃ ⊆ S with |S̃| = p to conclude the proof of the lemma.

Let us fix S1 ∈ Bℓ+1 and define

B̃ℓ+1(S1) = {S ∈ Bℓ+1 : S ∩ S1 ̸= ∅},
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and D̃ℓ+1 = |B̃ℓ+1(S1)|. Then |S ∩ B̃ℓ+1(S1)| is a binomial random variable with parameters D̃ℓ+1

and p/Dℓ+1. In particular, we have the following well-known Chernoff bound

P(|S ∩ B̃ℓ+1(S1)| ≥ k) ≤ exp

{
−D̃ℓ+1 · KL

(
k

D̃ℓ+1

∥∥∥ p

Dℓ+1

)}
Taking k = γpD̃ℓ+1/Dℓ+1, we obtain

P

(
|S ∩ B̃ℓ+1(S1)| ≥ γp

D̃ℓ+1

Dℓ+1

)
≤ exp

{
−pD̃ℓ+1

Dℓ+1
(γ(log(γ)− 1) + 1)

}
.

Note that there exists constants 0 < cℓ < Cℓ such that cℓ ≤ dD̃ℓ+1/Dℓ+1 ≤ Cℓ and Dℓ+1 ≤ Cℓd
ℓ+1.

We deduce the first bound

P
(
max
S1∈S

|{S2 ∈ S : S1 ∩ S2 ̸= ∅}| ≥ γ log(d)Cℓ
p

d

)
≤ P

(
max

S1∈Bℓ+1

|{S2 ∈ S : S1 ∩ S2 ̸= ∅}| ≥ γ log(d)Cℓ
p

d

)
≤ |Dℓ+1|P

(
|{S2 ∈ S : S1 ∩ S2 ̸= ∅}| ≥ γ log(d)Cℓ

p

d

)
≤ Cℓ exp

{
(ℓ+ 1) log(d)− γcℓ

p

d
log(d)

}
≤ 1/8,

where in the last inequality we chose γ ≥ C for a constant C sufficiently large but that only depends
on ℓ.

For the second constraint, observe that |S1∆S2| = 2k for k = 0, . . . , ℓ+ 1 and in order to have
S1∆S2 = S3∆S4, the set S3 needs to contains exactly k indices in S1∆S2 and S4 must be exactly
the set S3∆(S1∆S2). Denote

B≤2(ℓ+1) := {S ⊂ [d] : S ̸= ∅, |S| ≤ 2(ℓ+ 1)} .

From the above discussion, we deduce that the upper bound

max
(S1,S2)∈S2,S1 ̸=S2

∣∣{(S3, S4) ∈ S2 : S3 ̸= S4, S1∆S2 = S3∆S4}
∣∣

≤
(
2(ℓ+ 1)

ℓ+ 1

)
max
S1∈S

∣∣{S2 ∈ B≤2(ℓ+1) : S1 ∩ S2 ̸= ∅}
∣∣ .

Noting that there exists Cℓ such that |B≤2(ℓ+1)| ≤ Cℓd
2(ℓ+1), the same argument as above yields

P
(

max
(S1,S2)∈S2,S1 ̸=S2

∣∣{(S3, S4) ∈ S2 : S3 ̸= S4, S1∆S2 = S3∆S4}
∣∣ ≥ Cℓ log(d)

p

d

)
≤ 1

8
.

We conclude via an union bound.

C.4.4 Verifying the assumption on the high-degree features

Proposition 13. For any integer ℓ and constant D > 0, there exists a constant Cℓ,D such that
the following hold. For integers d, n such that d ≥ Cℓ,D and n ≤ Bd,ℓ+1/2, let (ui)i∈[n] ∼iid

Unif(Sd−1(
√
d)). Consider an inner-product kernel h : [−1, 1] → R orthogonal to all polynomials
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of degree at most ℓ, and denote H = (h(⟨ui,uj⟩/d))ij∈[n]. Then we have with probability at least

1− n−D that

∥H − h(1) · I∥op ≤ Cℓ,D · log(d)2ℓ+3

√
n

dℓ+1
h(1).

Proof of Proposition 13. Recall that we can decompose the kernel function in the orthonormal basis
of Gegenbauer polynomials

h(u) =

∞∑
k=ℓ+1

ξk
√
Bd,k ·Q

(d)
k (u), ξk :=

1√
Bd,k

Eu

[
h(⟨u, e⟩/

√
d)Q

(d)
k (⟨u, e⟩/

√
d)
]
.

Thus, we decompose the kernel matrix as

H =

∞∑
k=ℓ+1

ξkBd,k ·Qk, Qk :=
1√
Bd,k

(
Q

(d)
k (⟨ui,uj⟩/d)

)
ij∈[n]

,

and our bound

∥H − h(1) · I∥op =

∥∥∥∥∥
∞∑

k=ℓ+1

ξkBd,k (Qk − I)

∥∥∥∥∥
op

≤
∞∑

k=ℓ+1

ξkBd,k ∥Qk − I∥op

≤ h(1) · sup
k≥ℓ+1

∥Qk − I∥op .
(231)

First, we tighten the proof of [LY22, Proposition 8]. Observe that we can apply the results

from Lemmas 14 and 15: indeed B
−1/2
d,k Q

(d)
k (⟨ui,ui⟩/d) = B

−1/2
d,k Q

(d)
k (1) = 1, and Q

(d)
k (⟨ui,uj⟩/d)

has the same marginal distribution as Q
(d)
k (⟨e,uj⟩/

√
d) which is a degree-k polynomial in u and

therefore by hypercontractivity, we have

B
−q/2
d,k E[|Q(d)

k (⟨ui,uj⟩/d)|q] ≤ B
−q/2
d,k (q − 1)qk/2∥Q(d)

k ∥q
L2 = B

−q/2
d,k (q − 1)qk/2.

Thus, from Lemma 15 with ξ1 = B−1
d,k and γ = 1, and recalling that we assumed that n/Bd,k ≤ 1/2

for all k ≥ ℓ+ 1, we have for any integer p ≥ 1,

E
[
Tr((Qk − In)

2p)
]
≤ n

(
n

Bd,k

)p

(Cp)(4k+2)p.

Therefore, by Markov’s inequality,

P
(
∥Qk − In∥op ≥ t ·

√
n

Bd,ℓ+1

)
≤ t−2pn

(
Bd,ℓ+1

Bd,k

)p

(Cp)(4k+2)p.

Setting p = log(n) and t = CD(C log(n)2(ℓ+1)+1, we obtain

P
(
∥Qk − In∥op ≥ CD(C log(n)2(ℓ+1)+1

√
n

Bd,ℓ+1

)
≤ n

n2 log(CD)
·

(
Bd,ℓ+1(C log(n))4(k−ℓ−1)

Bd,k

)log(n)

.

There exists Ck > 0 such that Bd,ℓ+1/Bd,k ≤ Ckd
−(k−ℓ−1) and therefore taking d ≥ C ′

k, we get
Ck(C(ℓ+ 1) log(d)/d)4(k−ℓ−1) ≤ 1. Taking CD sufficiently large yields

P
(
∥Qk − In∥op ≥ CD(C log(n)2(ℓ+1)+1

√
n

Bd,ℓ+1

)
≤ n−D. (232)
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On the other hand, from [GMMM21, Equation (55)], we can choose an integer L := L(D, ℓ) ≥ ℓ+1
such that for any d ≥ CD,ℓ, we have

E

[
sup
k≥L

∥Qk − I∥op

]
≤ d−(ℓ+1)D−(ℓ+1)/2,

and by Markov’s inequality

P

(
sup
k≥L

∥Qk − I∥op ≥ d−(ℓ+1)/2

)
≤ n−D. (233)

Hence, via an union bound over the events (232) for ℓ + 1 ≤ k < L and the event (233) and
reparametrizing D, we deduce that there exists a constant Cℓ,D such that

P

(
sup

k≥ℓ+1
∥Qk − I∥op ≥ Cℓ,D · log(d)2ℓ+3

√
n

dℓ+1

)
≤ n−D.

Injecting this bound in Eq. (231) concludes the proof of this proposition.
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