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Abstract: This paper studies the asymptotics of resampling without replacement in the
proportional regime where dimension p and sample size n are of the same order. For a
given dataset (X,y) ∈ Rn×p × Rn and fixed subsample ratio q ∈ (0, 1), the practitioner
samples independently of (X,y) iid subsets I1, ..., IM of {1, ..., n} of size qn and trains

estimators b̂(I1), ..., b̂(IM ) on the corresponding subsets of rows of (X,y). Understanding the

performance of the bagged estimate b̄ = 1
M

∑M
m=1 b̂(I1), ..., b̂(IM ), for instance its squared

error, requires us to understand correlations between two distinct b̂(Im) and b̂(Im′ ) trained
on different subsets Im and Im′ .

In robust linear regression and logistic regression, we characterize the limit in probability
of the correlation between two estimates trained on different subsets of the data. The limit
is characterized as the unique solution of a simple nonlinear equation. We further provide
data-driven estimators that are consistent for estimating this limit. These estimators of the
limiting correlation allow us to estimate the squared error of the bagged estimate b̄, and
for instance perform parameter tuning to choose the optimal subsample ratio q. As a by-
product of the proof argument, we obtain the limiting distribution of the bivariate pair
(xT

i b̂(Im),xT
i b̂(Im′ )) for observations i ∈ Im ∩ Im′ , i.e., for observations used to train both

estimates.

1. Introduction

This paper studies the performance of bagging estimators trained on subsampled, overlapping
datasets in the context robust linear regression and logistic regression.

1.1. M-estimation in the proportional regime

We consider an M-estimation problem in the proportional regime where sample size n and dimen-
sion p are of the same order: Throughout the paper, δ > 1 is a fixed constant and the ratio

n/p = δ (1.1)

is held fixed as n, p→ +∞ simultaneously. The practitioner collects data (yi,xi)i∈[n] with scalar-
valued responses yi and feature vectors xi ∈ Rp. For a given subset of observations I ⊂ [n], an

estimator b̂(I) is trained on the subset of observations (yi,xi)i∈I using an optimization problem
of the form

b̂(I) = argmin
b∈Rp

∑
i∈I

ℓi(x
⊤
i b) (1.2)

where for each i ∈ [n], the loss ℓi(·) is convex and depends implicitly on the response yi. We will
focus on two regression settings: robust linear regression and Generalized Linear Models (GLM),
including logistic regression. In robust regression, the response is of the form

yi = x
T
i β

∗ + εi (1.3)

for some possibly heavy-tailed noise εi independent of xi. In this case the loss ℓi in (1.2) is given
by

ℓi(u) = ρ(yi − u) (1.4)
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where ρ is a deterministic function, for instance the Huber loss ρ(u) =
∫ |u|
0

min(1, t)dt or its smooth

variants, e.g., ρ(u) =
√
1 + u2. The asymptotics of the performance of (1.2) with I = {1, ..., n}

and the loss (1.4) in robust regression in the proportional regime (1.1) are now well understood
[26, 22, 25, 34] as we will review in Section 2. A typical example of GLM to which our results apply
is the case of binary logistic regression, where ℓi in (1.2) is the negative log-likelihood

ℓi(u) = log(1 + eu)− uyi, yi ∈ {0, 1} (1.5)

which is now also well understood for I = [n] in (1.2) [33, 17]. Related results will be reviewed in
Section 3. The goal of the present paper is to study the performance of bagging several estimators
of the form (1.2) obtained from several subsampled datasets I1, ..., IM .

1.2. Bagging estimators trained on subsampled datasets without replacement

Let M > 0 be a fixed integer, held fixed as n, p→ +∞. The practitioner then samples M subsets
of [n] according to the uniform distribution on all subsets of [n] of size qn for some q ∈ (0, 1], that
is,

I1, ..., IM ∼iid Unif{I ⊂ [n] : |I| = qn}. (1.6)

Each Im thus samples a subset of [n] of size qn without replacement, and the set of indices
I1, ..., IM are all independent. While the set of indices are independent, the corresponding subsam-
pled datasets

(xi, yi)i∈Im , and (xi, yi)i∈Im′ (1.7)

are not independent as soon as there is some overlap in the sense Im ∩ Im′ ̸= ∅.
Remark 1.1. If Im and Im′ are independent according to (1.6) then |Im ∩ Im′ | follows an hyper-
geometric distribution with mean q2n, and by Chebychev’s inequality using the explicit formula
for the variance of hyper-geometric distributions, |Im ∩ Im′ |/n →P q2 as n → +∞ while q is held
fixed. Thus, not only is the intersection non-empty with high-probability, but it is of order n.

The goal of the paper is to understand the performance of bagging the corresponding subsampled
estimates: with the notation b̂(I) in (1.2) and I1, ..., IM in (1.6), the practitioner construct the
bagged estimate

b̄ =
1

M

M∑
m=1

b̂(Im). (1.8)

Related works

Bagging as a generally applicable principle was introduced in [14, 15]. Early analysis of bagging
in low-dimensional regimes were performed in [16] among others. In the proportional regime (1.1),
LeJeune et al. [28] demonstrated the role of bagging as an implicit regularization technique when

the base learners b̂(Im) are least-squares estimates. Bagging Ridge estimators was studied in [23, 31]
who characterized the limit of the squared error of (1.8) using random matrix theory. The implicit
regularization power of bagging in the proportional regime is again seen in [31, 23], where it is shown
that the optimal risk among Ridge estimates can also be achieved by bagging Ridgeless estimates
and optimally choosing the sub sample size. Estimating the risk of a bagged estimate such as
(1.8) for regularized least-squares estimates is done in [31, 23, 10]. The risk of bagging random-
features estimators, trained on the full dataset but with each base learner having independent
weights within the random feature activations, is characterized in [30]. Most recently, [20] studied
the limiting equations of several resampling schemes including bootstrap and resampling without
replacement, and characterized self-consistent equations for the limiting risk of estimators obtained
by minimization of the negative log-likelihood and an additive Ridge penalty.
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Organization

We will first study and state our main results for robust regression in Section 2. Section 3 ex-
tends the results to logistic regression. Numerical simulations are provided in Section 2.5 in robust
regression and in Section 3.3 in logistic regression. The main results are proved in Section 4 simul-
taneously for robust linear regression and logistic regression. Section 5 contains several auxiliary
lemmas used in the proof in Section 4.

Notation

For vectors ∥ · ∥ or ∥ · ∥2 is the Euclidean norm, while ∥ · ∥op and ∥ · ∥F denote the operator
norm and Frobenius norm of matrices. The arrow →P denotes convergence in probability and
oP (1) denotes any sequence of random variables converging to 0 in probability. The stochastically
bounded notation OP (rn) for rn > 0 denotes a sequence of random variables such that for any
η > 0, there exists K > 0 with P(OP (rn) > Krn) ≤ η.

2. Robust regression

This section focuses on robust regression in the linear model (1.3), where the noise variables εi
are possibly heavy-tailed. Throughout the paper, our working assumption for the robust linear
regression setting is the following.

Assumption 2.1. Let q ∈ (0, 1), δ > 0 be constants such that qδ > 1 and n/p = δ as n, p→ +∞.
Let β∗ ∈ Rp. Assume that (xi, yi)i∈[n] are iid with yi = xT

i β
∗ + εi and εi independent of xi ∼

N(0p, Ip) satisfying P(εi ̸= 0) > 0. Assume that the loss is ℓi(u) = ρ(yi−u) for a twice-continuously
differentiable function ρ with argminx∈R ρ(x) = {0} as well as |ρ′(t)| ≤ 1 and 0 < ρ′′(t) ≤ 1 for all
t ∈ R.

2.1. A review of existing results in robust linear regression

The seminal works [22, 26, 27, 25] characterized the performance of robust M-estimation in the
proportional regime (1.1). For a convex loss ρ : R → R ans ℓi as in Assumption 2.1, these works

characterized the limiting squared risk ∥b̂({1, ..., n}) − β∗∥2 of an estimator b̂({1, ..., n}), trained
on the full dataset, i.e., taking I = {1, ..., n} in (1.2). In particular, [22, 26, 27, 25, 34] show that

under the design of (xi, yi) given in Assumption 2.1, the squared risk of b̂({1, ..., n}) converges in
probability to a constant, and this constant is found by solving a system of two nonlinear equations
with two unknowns. If a subset I ⊂ [n] of size |I| = qn is used to train (1.2), simply changing

δ = n/p to δq = |I|/p, these results imply the convergence in probability ∥b̂(I) − β∗∥2 →P σ2

where (σ, γ) is the solution to the system

σ2

δq = E[(σGi − prox[γℓi](σGi))
2] (2.1)

1− 1
δq = σ−1 E[Gi prox[γℓi](σGi)] (2.2)

where Gi ∼ N(0, 1) is independent of εi. Above, prox[f ](x0) = argminx∈R(x0 − x)2/2 + f(x)
denotes the proximal operator of a convex function f for any x0 ∈ R. The system (2.1)-(2.2)
was predicted in [26] using a heuristic leave-one-out argument. Early rigorous results [22, 27, 25]
assumed either ρ strongly convex [22] or added an additive strongly-convex Ridge penalty to the
M-estimation problem [27, 25]; Thrampoulidis et al. [34] generalized such results without strong
convexity.
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We now subsample without replacement, obtaining iid subsets I1, ..., IM as in (1.6). For each

m = 1, ...,M the theory above applies individually to b̂(Im). In particular ∥b̂(Im)− β∗∥2 →P σ2.
By expanding the square, the squared L2 error of the average b̄ in (1.8) is given by

∥b̄− β∗∥2 =
1

M2

M∑
m=1

∥b̂(Im)− β∗∥2 + 1

M2

M∑
m=1

M∑
m′=1:m′ ̸=m

(b̂(Im)− β∗)T (b̂(Im′)− β∗). (2.3)

Since previous works established that ∥b̂(Im)−β∗∥2 →P σ2, the first term above is clearly σ2/M .
The crux of the problem is thus to characterize the limit in probability, if any, of each term
(b̂(Im)− β∗)T (b̂(Im′)− β∗) in the second term inside the double sum.

2.2. A glance at our results

Since ρ in (1.4) is Lipschitz and differentiable, the system (2.1)-(2.2) admits a unique solution [6].
Let (σ, γ) be the solution1 to this system.

The key to understanding the performance of the aforementioned bagging procedure (1.8) and,
for instance, characterizing the limits of ∥b̄ − β∗∥2, is the following equation with unknown η ∈
[−1, 1]:

η =
q2δ

σ2
E
[(
σGi − prox[γℓi](σGi)

)(
σGi − prox[γℓi](σG̃i)

)]
(2.4)

where

(
Gi

G̃i

)
∼ N

(
02,

(
1 η
η 1

))
(2.5)

with (Gi, G̃i) independent of (ℓi, εi), and (ℓi, εi) are the same as in (1.3)-(1.4) with the noise εi
independent of xi. Using (2.1), the above equation can be equivalently rewritten as

η = F (η) where F (η) := q
E
[(
σGi − prox[γℓi](σGi)

)(
σGi − prox[γℓi](σG̃i)

)]
E[(σGi − prox[γℓi](σGi))2]

(2.6)

since E[(σGi − prox[γℓi](σGi))
2] = σ2/(δq) in the denominator by (2.1). This shows that any

solution η must satisfy |η| ≤ q by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.
We will show in the next section that this equation in η has a unique solution. Our main results

imply a close relationship between the solution η of (2.4) and the bagged estimates, in particular
(3.9) satisfies (

b̂(Im)− β∗)T (b̂(Im′)− β∗) →P ησ2. (2.7)

For two distinct and fixed m < m′, the solution η further characterizes the joint distribution of
two predicted values xT

i b̂(Im) and xT
i b̂(Im) with i ∈ Im∩Im′ , by showing the existence of (Gi, G̃i)

as in (2.5), independent of (ℓi, Ui) and such that

xT
i b̂(Im) = prox[γℓi](σGi) + oP (1),

xT
i b̂(Im′) = prox[γℓi](σG̃i) + oP (1).

2.3. Existence and uniqueness of solutions to the fixed-point equation

Proposition 2.2. The function F in (2.6) is non-decreasing and q-Lipschitz with 0 ≤ F (0) ≤ q ≤
1. The equation η = F (η) has a unique solution η ∈ [0, q].

1Since only the solution to (2.1)-(2.2) is of interest, we denote its solution by (σ, γ) without extra subscripts for
brevity.
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Proof. We may realize G̃i as G̃i = ηGi +
√
1− η2Zi where Zi, Gi are iid N(0, 1) independent of

ℓi. For any Lipschitz continuous function f with E[f(Gi)
2] < +∞, the map φ : η ∈ [−1, 1] 7→

E[f(Gi)f(G̃i)] = E[f(Gi)f(ηGi +
√

1− η2Zi)] ∈ R has derivative

φ′(η) = E[f ′(Gi)f
′(G̃i)]. (2.8)

See Lemma 5.2 for the proof. In our case, this implies that the function (2.6) has derivative

F ′(η) = q2δ E
[(

1− prox[γℓi]
′(σGi)

)(
1− prox[γℓi]

′(σG̃i)
)]
. (2.9)

Since prox[γℓi] is nondecreasing and 1-Lipschitz for any convex function ℓi : R → R, each factor
inside the expectation belongs to [0, 1] and 0 ≤ F ′(η) holds. By bounding from above the second
factor,

F ′(η) ≤ q2δ E
[
1− prox[γℓi]

′(σGi)
]
= q2δ(qδ)−1 = q

thanks to (2.2) and Stein’s formula (or integration by parts) for the equality. This shows 0 ≤
F ′(η) ≤ q < 1 so that F is a contraction and admits a unique solution in [−1, 1].

We now show that the solution must be in [0, q]. The definition (2.6) gives F (1) = q as P(Gi =
G̃i) = 1 when η = 1. Now we verify F (0) ≥ 0. If η = 0 then (Gi, G̃i, ℓi) are independent and
Gi =

d G̃i so by the tower property of conditional expectations,

F (0) =
q2γ2δ

σ2
E
[
E
[(
σGi − prox[γℓi](σGi)

)
| ℓi

]2] ≥ 0.

Since 0 ≤ F (0) ≤ F (1) ≤ q < 1, the unique fixed-point must belong to [0, q].

2.4. Main results in robust regression

For any I ⊂ [n] with |I| = qn = qδp, the M-estimator b̂(I) = argminb∈Rp

∑
i∈I ℓi(x

T
i b) satisfies

the convergence in probability

∥b̂(I)− β∗∥2 →P σ2,
1

|I|
∑
i∈I

(
ℓ′i(x

T
i b̂(I))

)2

→P σ2

γ2qδ
. (2.10)

The first convergence in probability was proved by many authors, e.g., [26, 22, 25, 34]. The second
can be obtained using the CGMT of [34], see for instance [29, Theorem 2]. We will take the
convergence in probability (2.10) for granted in our proof.

Theorem 2.3. Let Assumption 2.1 be fulfilled. Let I, Ĩ be independent and uniformly distributed
over all subsets of [n] of size qn. Then

(b̂(I)− β∗)T (b̂(Ĩ)− β∗) →P σ2η,
(b̂(I)− β∗)T (b̂(Ĩ)− β∗)

∥(b̂(I)− β∗)∥2∥(b̂(Ĩ)− β∗)∥2
→P η (2.11)

where η ∈ [0, q] is the unique solution to (2.4). Furthermore, η and ησ2 can be consistently estimated
in the sense

γ̂(I)γ̂(Ĩ)

p

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

ℓ′i

(
xT
i b̂(I)

)
ℓ′i

(
xT
i b̂(Ĩ)

)
→P ησ2,

γ̂(I)2

p

∑
i∈I

ℓ′i

(
xT
i b̂(I)

)2

→P σ2 (2.12)

where γ̂(I) = p/
[∑

i∈I ℓ
′′
i (x

T
i b̂(I))− ℓ′′i (xT

i b̂(I))
2xT

i (
∑

l∈I xlℓ
′′
l (x

T
l b̂(I))x

T
l )

−1xi

]
. Finally, for any

i ∈ I ∩ Ĩ, there exists (Gi, G̃i) jointly normal as in (2.5) with E[GiG̃i] = η such that

max
i∈I∩Ĩ

E
[
1 ∧

∥∥∥(xT
i b̂(I)

xT
i b̂(Ĩ)

)
−

(
prox[γℓi](σGi)

prox[γℓi](σG̃i)

)∥∥∥
2
| (I, Ĩ)

]
→P 0. (2.13)
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Theorem 2.3 is proved in Section 4. It provides three messages. First, (2.11) states that the

correlation (b̂(I) − β∗)T (b̂(Ĩ) − β∗) between two estimators trained in independent subsets I, Ĩ
both of cardinally qn converges to the unique solution η of (2.4). A direct consequence is that the
squared risk of the bagged estimate (2.3) satisfies

∥b̄− β∗∥2 →P σ2/M + (1− 1/M)σ2η. (2.14)

Second, both terms in this risk decomposition of the bagged estimate b̄ can be estimated using
(2.12) averaged over all pairs (Im, Im′)m̸=m′ , that is,

1

M2

∑
m ̸=m′

γ̂(Im)γ̂(Ĩm′)

p

∑
i∈Im′∩Ĩm

ℓ′i

(
xT
i b̂(Im′)

)
ℓ′i

(
xT
i b̂(Ĩ)

)
→P

(
1− 1

M

)
ησ2,

and 1
M2

∑M
m=1

γ̂(Im)2

p

∑
i∈Im

ℓ′i(x
T
i b̂(Im))2 →P σ2/M . These estimators let us estimate the risk of

the bagged estimate (2.14), for instance to choose an optimal subsample size q ∈ (0, 1), or to choose
a large enough constant M > 0 so that (2.14) is close to the large-M limit given by σ2η. These
estimators are reminiscent of the Corrected Generalized Cross-Validation developed for regularized
least-squares estimators in [10].

As shown in Figure 1, resampling and bagging is sometimes beneficial but not always. Whether
the curve q 7→ σ2η is U-shaped and minimized at some q∗ < 1 (i.e., bagging is beneficial) depends
on the interplay between the oversampling ratio δ = n/p, the distribution of the noise εi and the
robust loss function ρ used in (1.2). In Figure 1, we observe that if εi/τ has t-distribution with 2
degrees of freedom and δ = 5, subsampling is not beneficial for τ = 1 but becomes beneficial for
τ ≥ 1.5. The generality of this phenomenon is unclear at this point.

The third message of Theorem 2.3 is the characterization of the limiting bivariate distribution
of (xT

i b̂(I),x
T
i b̂(Ĩ)) for an observation i ∈ I ∩ Ĩ used to train both b̂(I) and b̂(Ĩ). The convergence

(2.13) implies that (xT
i b̂(I),x

T
i b̂(Ĩ)) converges weakly to the distribution of (prox[γℓi](σGi),prox[γℓi](σG̃i))

where (Gi, G̃i) has distribution (2.5), as in the fixed-point equation (2.4) satisfied by η.
The setting of resampling without replacement in the proportional regime of the present paper

is also studied in the recent paper [20]. There are some significant differences between our contribu-
tions and [20]. First, an additive Ridge penalty is imposed in [20] and multiple resampling schemes
are studied, while our object of interest is the unregularized M-estimator (1.2) with a focus on
resampling without replacement. The simple fixed-point equation (2.11) does not appear explicitly
in [20], which instead focuses on self-consistent equations satisfied by bias and variance functionals
[20, (16)] of the specific resampling scheme under study. Another distinctive contribution of the
present paper is the proposed estimator (2.12) which can be used to optimally tune the subsample
size, and the proof that the equation (2.4) admits a unique solution. The use of an additive Ridge
penalty brings strong convexity to the optimization problem and simplifies the analysis, as ob-
served in [26]; in this case this makes the analysis [30, (212)-(218)] based on [2] readily applicable.

2.5. Numerical simulations in robust regression

Let us verify Theorem 2.3 with numerical simulations. Throughout this section, we focus on the
Huber loss

ρ(t) =

{
t2/2 if |t| < 1,

|t| − 1/2 if |t| ≥ 1.
(2.15)

The oversampling ratio δ = n/p is fixed to 5. First, we plot η and σ2η as functions of η ∈
[1/δ, 1] for different noise scales: we change the noise distribution as {scale}×t-dist (df=2), scale ∈
{1, 1.5, 2, 5, 10}. The left figures in Figure 1 imply that the curve q 7→ η is nonlinear. Note that the
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Fig 1: Plot of q 7→ η and q 7→ σ2η obtained by solving (2.4) numerically. Different noise distributions
are given by (scale) × t-dist (df=2), for scale∈ {1, 1.5, 2, 5,10}. The dashed line is the affine line
q 7→ (q − δ−1)/(1− δ−1). The bottom plots zoom in on a specific region of the top plots.

dashed line is the affine line q 7→ (q− δ−1)/(1− δ−1). More interestingly, the larger the noise scale
is, the larger the nonlinearity is. In the right figures in Figure 1, we observe that the plot η 7→ ηα2

takes a U-shape curve when the noise scale is sufficiently large. This simulation result suggests
that as the scale of noise distribution increases, sub-sampling is eventually beneficial in the sense
that the limit of (2.14) as M → +∞ is smaller than the squared error of a single estimate trained
on the full dataset. Next, we compare in simulations the correlation

(b̂(I)− β∗)T (b̂(Ĩ)− β∗)

∥(b̂(I)− β∗)∥2∥(b̂(Ĩ)− β∗)∥2

and the inner product (b̂(I) − β∗)T (b̂(Ĩ) − β∗) with their theoretical limits (η, ησ2) as in (2.11),
as well as the estimator in (2.12). Here, the noise distribution is fixed to 3 · t-dist(df=2) with
(n, p) = (5000, 1000) and 100 repetitions. Figure 2 implies that the correlation and product are
approximated well by the corresponding theoretical values and estimates.

Remark 2.4. The second derivative of the Huber loss ρ′′(x) is 0 when |x| ≥1, so the condition ρ′′ > 0
in Assumption 2.1 is not satisfied. However, the numerical simulation in Section 2.5 suggests that
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Fig 2: Comparison of simulation results, theoretical curves obtained by solving (2.4) numerically,
and estimate constructed by (2.12). Here, the noise distribution is fixed to 3 × t-dist(df=2) and
(n, p) = (5000, 1000).

(2.11)-(2.12) still hold for the Huber loss and that the condition ρ′′ > 0 is an artifact of the proof.
We expect that the condition ρ′′ > 0 can be relaxed, at least for a large class of differentiable loss
functions including the Huber loss, by adding a vanishing Ridge penalty term to the optimization
problem (1.2) as explained in [5].

3. Resampling without replacement in logistic regression

3.1. A review of existing results in logistic regression

Let ν > 0, q ∈ (0, 1], δ > 1 be fixed constants. If a single estimator b̂(I) is trained with (1.2) on a
subset of observations I ⊂ [n] with |I|/n = q for some constant q ∈ (0, 1] held fixed as n, p→ +∞,

the behavior of b̂(I) is now well-understood when (yi,xi)i∈[n] are iid with xi ∼ N(0p, Ip) normally
distributed and the conditional distribution yi | xi following a logistic model of the form

P
(
yi = 1 | xi

)
=

1

1 + exp(−xT
i β

∗)
=

1

1 + exp(−νxT
i w)

(3.1)

where β∗ is a ground truth with ∥β∗∥ = ν, and w = β∗/ν is the projection of β∗ on the unit

sphere. In this logistic regression model, the limiting behavior of b̂(I) with the logistic loss (1.5)
trained using |I| = (δq)p samples is characterized as follows: there exists a monotone continuous
function h(·) (with explicit expression given in [17]) such that:

• If δq < h(ν) then the logistic MLE (1.2) does not exist with high-probability.
• If δq > h(ν) then there exists a unique [33] solution (σ∗, a∗, γ∗) to the following the low-

dimensional system of equations

σ2

δq = E[(aUi + σGi − prox[γℓi](aUi + σGi))
2], (3.2)

0 = E[(aUi + σGi − prox[γℓi](aUi + σGi))], (3.3)

1− 1
δq = σ−1 E[Gi prox[γℓi]

′(aUi + σGi)] (3.4)
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where Ui = x
T
i w andGi ∼ N(0, 1) is independent of (ℓi, Ui). Above, prox[f ](x0) = argminx∈R(x0−

x)2/2+f(x) denotes the proximal operator of any convex function f for any x0 ∈ R. In this region
{δq > h(ν)} where the above system admits a unique solution (a, σ, γ), the logistic MLE (1.2)
exists with high-probability and the following convergence in probability holds,

wT b̂(I) →P a, (3.5)

∥(Ip −wwT )b̂(I)∥2 →P σ2, (3.6)

1

|I|
∑
i∈I

ℓ′i

(
xT
i b̂(I)

)2

→P σ2

γ2qδ
. (3.7)

by [33, 32] for the first two lines and [29, Theorem 2] for the third. Further results are obtained in

[17, 33, 37], including asymptotic normality results for individual components b̂j of (1.2). Note that
the 3-unknowns system (3.2)-(3.4) is stated in these existing works after integration of the distri-
bution of yi. We choose the equivalent formulation (3.2)-(3.4) without integrating the conditional
distribution of yi as the form (3.2)-(3.4) is closer to (2.1)-(2.2) from robust regression, and closer
and to the quantities naturally appearing in our proofs. In Section 4, this common notation is
useful to prove the main results simultaneously for robust linear regression and logistic regression.

While the limit in probability of the correlation b̄Tβ∗ can be deduced directly from (3.5), the
case of Mean Squared Error (MSE) ∥b̄ − β∗∥2 or the correlation b̄Tβ∗ is more subtle. To see the
crux of the problem, recall w = β∗/∥β∗∥, define P = (Ip − wwT ) for brevity, and consider the
decomposition

∥b̄− β∗∥2 =
(
wT (b̄− β∗)

)2
+ ∥P b̄∥2 (3.8)

where the second term is (
wT (b̄− β∗)

)2
+

1

M2

M∑
m,m′=1

b̂(Im)TP b̂(Im′). (3.9)

In order to characterize the limit of the MSE of b̄, or to characterize the limit of the normalized
correlation ∥b̄∥−1b̄Tβ∗, we need to first understand the limit of the inner product

b̂(Im)TP b̂(Im′) (3.10)

where b̂(Im) and b̂(Im′) are trained on two subsamples Im and Im′ with non-empty intersection.
This problem happens to be almost equivalent to the corresponding one in robust regression, and
we will prove the following result and Theorem 2.3 simultaneously.

3.2. Main results for logistic regression

Assumption 3.1. Let q ∈ (0, 1), ν > 0, δ > 0 be constants such that qδ > h(ν) as n/p = δ as
n, p → +∞ with β∗ ∈ Rp satisfying ∥β∗∥ = ν. Assume that (xi, yi)i∈[n] are iid with yi ∈ {0, 1}
following the logistic model P(yi = 1 | xi) = 1/(1 + exp(−xT

i β
∗)). Assume that the loss ℓi is the

usual binary logistic loss given by (1.5).

In other words, we assume a logistic model with parameters on the side of the phase transition
where the MLE exists with high-probability. In this regime, the system (3.2)-(3.4) admits a unique
solution (a, σ, γ) and the convergence in probability (3.5)-(3.7) holds.

Proposition 3.2. Under Assumption 3.1, the equation

η =
q2δγ2

σ2
E
[
ℓ′i

(
prox[γℓi](aUi + σGi)

)
ℓ′i

(
prox[γℓi](aUi + σG̃i)

)]
where

(
Gi

G̃i

)
∼ N

(
02,

(
1 η
η 1

)) (3.11)
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with unknown η admits a unique solution η ∈ [0, q]. Above, Ui = xT
i β

∗/∥β∗∥ and (Gi, G̃i) are
independent of (yi, ℓi, Ui).

We omit the proof since it is exactly same as the proof of Proposition 2.2. Similarly to robust
regression in Theorem 2.3 the solution η to (3.11) characterizes the limit in probability of the cor-
relation (3.10), the estimator (2.12) is still valid for estimating ησ2, and finally we can characterize

the joint distribution of two predicted values xT
i b̂(Im) and xT

i b̂(Im) for an observation i ∈ Im∩Im′

appearing in both datasets.

Theorem 3.3. Let Assumption 3.1 be fulfilled and let P = Ip −β∗ 1
∥β∗∥2β

∗T . Let I, Ĩ be indepen-

dent and uniformly distributed over all subsets of [n] of size qn. Then

b̂(I)P b̂(Ĩ) →P σ2η,
b̂(I)TP b̂(Ĩ)

∥P b̂(I)∥2∥P b̂(Ĩ)∥2
→P η (3.12)

where η ∈ [0, q] is the unique solution to (3.11). Furthermore, η and ησ2 can be consistently
estimated in the sense that (2.12) holds. Finally, for any i ∈ I ∩ Ĩ, there exists (Gi, G̃i) as in (2.5),
independent of (yi, Ui) such that

max
i∈I∩Ĩ

E
[
1 ∧

∥∥∥(xT
i b̂(I)

xT
i b̂(Ĩ)

)
−
(
prox[γℓi](aUi + σGi)

prox[γℓi](aUi + σG̃i)

)∥∥∥
2
| (I, Ĩ)

]
→P 0. (3.13)

3.3. Numerical simulations in logistic regression

Similarly to Section 2.5, we check the accuracy of Theorem 3.3 with numerical simulations. Here,
(n, p) is fixed to (5000, 500) so that δ = n/p = 10. For each signal strength ∥β∗∥ ∈ {1, 2}, we
compute the correlation

b̂(I)TP b̂(Ĩ)/
(
∥P b̂(I)∥2∥P b̂(Ĩ)∥2

)
and the inner product b̂(I)TP b̂(Ĩ) as we change the sub-sampling ratio q = k/n ∈ [0.4, 1] and
the estimate constructed by (2.12). We perform 100 repetitions. The theoretical limits (η, σ2η)
are obtained by solving (3.11) numerically. Figure 3 shows that the theoretical curves (q 7→ η and
q 7→ σ2η) match with the correlation and the inner product. The estimator (2.12) is accurate for
medium to large subsample ratio q, but appears slightly biased upwards for small values of q. The
source of this slight upward bias is unclear, although possibly due to the finite-sample nature of
the simulations (p = 500).

In all simulations for logistic regression that we have performed, the curve q 7→ η is affine, as
in the left plot in Figure 3. The reason for this is unclear to us at this point and this appears to
be specific logistic regression; for instance the curve q 7→ η in Figure 1 for robust regression are
clearly non-affine.

4. Proof of the main results

We prove here Theorems 2.3 and 3.3 simultaneously using the following notation:

• In Robust regression (Theorem 2.3), set a = 0, let (σ, γ) be the unique solution to (2.1)-(2.2),
let β∗ = 0 (without loss of generality thanks to translation invariance), and let P = Ip.
Furthermore, let Ui = 0.

• In logistic regression (Theorem 3.3), let (a, σ, γ) be the unique solution to (3.2)-(3.4), let P =
Ip −ww⊤ for w = β∗/∥β∗∥, and let Ui = x

T
i w. Here, XP is independent of (yi, ℓi, Ui)i∈[n].
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Fig 3: Comparison of simulation results, theoretical curves obtained by solving (3.11) numerically,
and estimate constructed by (2.12), with (n, p) fixed to (2500, 250).
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Thanks to ∥X/
√
n∥op →P 1 + δ−1/2 and (2.10) or (3.6)-(3.5), we have ∥Xb̂(I)∥/

√
I ≤ K for

K = 2q−1/2(1 + δ−1/2)(a2 + σ2)1/2 with probability approaching one. Thus P(b̂(I) = β̂(I)) → 1

for β̂(I) in (5.8), so we may argue with β̂ = β̂(I). Similarly for Ĩ we have P(b̂(I) = β̂(I)) → 1
for β̂(Ĩ) in (5.8), and we may argue with β̃ = β̂(Ĩ). Let also ψ, ψ̃ be defined in Lemma 5.4 (in

particular, we have ψi = 0 of i /∈ I and ψi = −ℓi(xT
i b̂(I)) in the high-probability event b̂(I) = β̂,

and similarly for ψ̃, b̂(Ĩ), β̃.)
By (5.11) and (5.16) from the auxiliary lemmas, we have

pβ̂⊤P β̃ = γ2ψ⊤ψ̃ +OP (
√
n)

where ψ⊤ψ̃ =
∑

i∈I∩Ĩ ψiψ̃i. With n/p = δ and |I ∩ Ĩ| = nq2 + OP (n
1/2) thanks to the explicit

formulae for the expectation and variance of the hyper-geometric distribution, we have

β̃⊤P β̂ = δq2γ2ψT ψ̃/|I ∩ Ĩ|+OP (n
−1/2). (4.1)

By the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and the concentration of sampling without replacement (Lemma 5.12)
(or see Lemma 5.8 for details), the absolute value of ψT ψ̃/|I ∩ Ĩ| = 1

|I∩Ĩ|

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ ψiψ̃i is smaller

than( 1

|I ∩ Ĩ|

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

ψ̃2
i

)1/2( 1

|I ∩ Ĩ|

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

ψ2
i

)1/2

≤
( 1

|Ĩ|

∑
i∈Ĩ

ψ̃2
i

)1/2( 1

|Ĩ|

∑
i∈I

ψ2
i

)1/2

+ oP (1) =
σ2

qδγ2
+ oP (1)

thanks to (2.10) (in robust regression) or (3.7) (in logistic regression) for the last equality. Combined

with (4.1), we have proved |β̃⊤P β̂| ≤ δq2γ2 σ2

qδγ2 + oP (1) = qσ2 + oP (1). Let Ē be the conditional

expectation given (I, Ĩ,Xβ∗,y) (In robust regression, β∗ = 0 so Ē is the conditional expectation
given {I, Ĩ, (εi)i∈[n]}). Thanks to the the Gaussian Poincaré inequality in Lemma 5.9,

η̄ := σ−2Ē[β̃⊤P β̂] satisfies

{
η̄ = β̃⊤P β̂/σ2 +OP (n

−1/2),

|η̄| ≤ q + oP (1).
(4.2)

Similarly, by Lemma 5.9 we have Ē[ψT ψ̃]/|I ∩ Ĩ| = ψT ψ̃/|I ∩ Ĩ| + OP (n
−1/2). Combining the

previous displays gives

η̄ =
δq2γ2

σ2

1

|I ∩ Ĩ|
Ē
[ ∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

ψiψ̃i

]
+ oP (1). (4.3)

For an overlapping observation i ∈ I∩Ĩ, using the derivative formula in Lemma 5.4 and the moment
inequality in Proposition 5.1 conditionally on (I, Ĩ,Xβ∗,y) and (xl)l ̸=i, applied to the standard

normal Pxi +wZ (for Z ∼ N(0, 1) independent of everything else) and W = [P β̂|P β̃] ∈ Rp×2,

we find for the indicator function I{i ∈ I∩ Ĩ} that I{i ∈ I∩ Ĩ}E[LHSi | I, Ĩ] ≤ C E[
∑p

j=1 ∥
∂β̂
∂xij

∥2+

∥ ∂β̃
∂xij

∥2] where

LHSi =:
∥∥∥(x⊤

i P β̂ − tr[PA]ψi − (β̂⊤PAX⊤D)ei
x⊤
i P β̃ − tr[PÃ]ψ̃i − (β̃⊤PÃX⊤D̃)ei

)
− (W⊤W )1/2gi

∥∥∥2
for all i ∈ I ∩ Ĩ, where gi ∼ N(02, I2). After summing over i ∈ I ∩ Ĩ and using (5.13), we get∑

i∈I∩Ĩ E[LHSi | I, Ĩ] ≤ C and

1

n

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

E
[
LHSi | I, Ĩ

]
≤ C ′

n
,

1

n

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

LHSi = Op

( 1

n

)
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for some deterministic constants C,C ′ independent of n, p.
Using (3.6) in logistic regression or (2.10) in robust regression, we know ∥P β̂∥2 →P σ2 and

similarly ∥P β̃∥2 →P σ2, as well as tr[PA] →P γ, and tr[PÃ] →P γ by (5.16). Using the Lipschitz
inequality for the matrix square root ∥

√
M −

√
N∥op ≤ ∥(

√
M +

√
N)−1∥op∥M − N∥op for

positive definite matrices N ,M [35] [11, Problem X.5.5] which follows from xT (
√
M +

√
N)xλ =

xT (M −N)x for any unit eigenvector x of
√
M −

√
N with eigenvalue λ, here we get∥∥∥(1 η̄

η̄ 1

)−1 ∥∥∥
op

=
1

1− η̄
≤ 2

1− q
and

∥∥∥σ(1 η̄
η̄ 1

)1/2

− (W⊤W )1/2
∥∥∥
op

= oP (1) (4.4)

on the event |η̄| ≤ (1 + q)/2 < 1 which has probability approaching one thanks to (4.2). Using the

moment bounds (5.10) to bound from above
∑n

i=1((β̂
⊤PAX⊤D)ei)

2 = ∥DXAPβ̂∥2, we find

1

n

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

∥
(
x⊤
i P β̂ − γψi

x⊤
i P β̃ − γψ̃i

)
− σ

(
1 η̄
η̄ 1

)1/2

gi∥2 = oP (1) + oP (1)
1

n

n∑
i=1

(
∥gi∥2 + ψ2

i + ψ̃2
i

)
,

and thanks to 1
n

∑n
i=1(∥gi∥2+ψ2

i +ψ̃
2
i ) = OP (1), the previous display converges to 0 in probability.

Since xT
i P β̂ = xT

i β̂ − Uiw
T β̂ for Ui = xT

i w =d N(0, 1) and given β̂⊤w →P a by (3.5), together
with 1

n

∑
i=1 U

2
i = OP (1) since

∑
i=1 U

2
i ∼ χ2

n we find

1

n

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

∥
(
x⊤
i β̂ − aUi − γψi − σGi

x⊤
i β̃ − aUi − γψ̃i − σG̃i

)
∥2 = oP (1) where

(
Gi

G̃i

)
=

(
1 η̄
η̄ 1

)1/2

gi.

With probability approaching one, the second term in (5.8) is 0 for the large enoughK that we took

at the beginning, and in this event the modified M-estimator β̂ equals to the original M-estimator
b̂(I) so that ψi = −ℓi(x⊤

i b̂) (cf. Lemma 5.3), and similarly for ψ̃. We have established

1

n

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

∥x⊤
i b̂+ γℓ′i(x

⊤
i b̂)− aUi − σGi︸ ︷︷ ︸
−Remi

∥2 = oP (1).

Define Remi by x
⊤
i b̂+ γℓ′i(x

⊤
i b̂) = aUi + σGi +Remi so that x⊤

i b̂ = prox[γℓi](aUi + σGi +Remi)
by definition of the proximal operator. Now set p̂i = prox[γℓi](aUi + σGi). Because prox[γℓi](·) is
1-Lipschitz, ( ∑

i∈I∩Ĩ

∥p̂i − x⊤
i b̂∥2

)1/2

≤
( ∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

∥Remi∥2
)1/2

= oP (
√
n).

Similarly, a proximal approximation holds for x⊤
i β̃ using (Ui, G̃i) instead. We have to be a little

careful here because η̄ is independent of the (Gi, G̃i) but not of the (Ui, yi). Using that |ℓ′i| ≤ 1,
and that Ē[|A − B|] = oP (1) if A,B are bounded random variables such that |A − B| = oP (1),
(4.3) gives

η̄ =
δq2γ2

σ2

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

Ē
[ℓ′i(prox[γℓi](aUi + σGi))ℓ

′
i(prox[γℓi](aUi + σG̃i))

|I ∩ Ĩ|

]
+ oP (1)

where inside the conditional expectation Ē[·], (η̄, Ui, ℓi) are fixed are integration is performed with

respect to the distribution of (Gi, G̃i), so that η̄ = δq2γ2

σ2 φ(η̄) + oP (1) where

φ(t) =
1

|I ∩ Ĩ|

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

Ē
[
ℓ′i

(
prox[γℓi](aUi + σGt

i)
)
ℓ′i

(
prox[γℓi](aUi + σG̃t

i)
)]

=
1

|I ∩ Ĩ|

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

∫∫
ℓ′i

(
prox[γℓi](aUi + σg)

)
ℓ′i

(
prox[γℓi](aUi + σg̃)

)
ϕt(g, g̃)dgdg̃
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where ϕt is the joint density of two jointly normal (Gt, G̃t) with E[(Gt)2] = E[(G̃t)2] = 1 and
E[GtG̃t] = t, and in the first line (Gt

i, G̃
t
i) ∼ ϕt is independent of (η̄, Ui, yi, ℓi)i∈[n]. Because of the

law of large numbers for the deterministic solution η of (2.4) (with a = 0 in robust regression) or

(3.11) (in logistic regression), we have η = δ2q2γ2

σ2 φ(η)+oP (1). Taking the difference between the
previous display and this fixed-point equation satisfied by η, using the mean-value theorem,

η̄ − η =
δq2γ2

σ2

(
φ(η̄)− φ(η)

)
+ oP (1) =

δq2γ2

σ2

(
η̄ − η

)
φ′(t) + oP (1)

for some t ∈ [η̄, η]. By calculation similar to (2.8)-(2.9) thanks to Lemma 5.2, if (Gt
i, G̃

t
i) has density

ϕt,

φ′(t) =
1

|I ∩ Ĩ|
σ2

γ2

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

Ē
[ γℓ′′i (prox[γℓi](aUi + σGt

i))

1 + γℓ′′i (prox[γℓi](aUi + σGt
i))

γℓ′′i (prox[γℓi](aUi + σG̃t
i))

1 + γℓ′′i (prox[γℓi](aUi + σG̃t
i))

]
≤ 1

|I ∩ Ĩ|
σ2

γ2

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

Ē
[ γℓ′′i (prox[γℓi](aUi + σGt

i))

1 + γℓ′′i (prox[γℓi](aUi + σGt
i))

]

=
1

|I ∩ Ĩ|
σ2

γ2

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

∫ [ γℓ′′i (prox[γℓi](aUi + σg))

1 + γℓ′′i (prox[γℓi](aUi + σg))

]e−g2/2

√
2π

dg since Gt
i ∼ N(0, 1)

=
σ2

γ2qδ
+ oP (1),

where we have used the law of large numbers and the nonlinear system with equation (2.2) in
robust regression and equation (3.4) in logistic regression. Combining the above displays, we are
left with

|η̄ − η| = |η̄ − η|δq
2γ2

σ2
|φ′(t)|+ oP (1) ≤ |η̄ − η|δq

2γ2

σ2

σ2

γ2qδ
+ oP (1) = q|η̄ − η|+ oP (1)

and η̄ − η = oP (1) thanks to q ∈ (0, 1). Since η̄ = β̂⊤P β̃/σ2 + oP (1) by (4.2), the proof of (2.11)
and (3.12) is complete. Next, (2.12) follows from (5.11) and (5.16).

Finally for (2.13) and (3.13), by symmetry E[LHSi | I, Ĩ] is the same for all i ∈ I ∩ Ĩ. In
particular, the maximum of the conditional expectation is the same as the average over I ∩ Ĩ, so
that

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ E[LHSi | I, Ĩ] ≤ C proved above gives maxi∈I∩Ĩ E[LHSi | I, Ĩ] = OP (1/n) since I ∩ Ĩ

has cardinality of order n. Finally, we have

W⊤W →P σ2

(
1 η
η 1

)
,

(
W⊤W

)1/2

→P σ

(
1 η
η 1

)1/2

, (4.5)

by continuity of the matrix square root and the continuous mapping theorem (or, alternatively, by

reusing the argument in (4.4)). Using again tr[PA] →P γ, β̂Tw →P a, (β̂⊤PAX⊤D)ei →P 0,
and similarly for β̃, combined with (4.5), we obtain (2.13) and (3.13).

5. Auxiliary lemmas

5.1. Approximate multivariate normality

Proposition 5.1. Let z ∼ N(0p, Ip) and let W : Rn → Rp×M be a locally Lipschitz function with
M ≤ p. Then there exists g ∼ N(0M , IM ) such that

E
[∥∥W (z)⊤z −

p∑
j=1

∂W (z)⊤ej
∂zj

−
{
W (z)⊤W (z)

}1/2

g
∥∥2] ≤ C1

p∑
j=1

E
[∥∥∂W (z)

∂zj

∥∥2
F

]
,
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where {·}1/2 is the square root of the positive semi-definite matrix.

This moment inequality is a matrix-generalization of [7, Proposition 13] and [9, Theorem 2.2].
It is particularly useful to show that

W (z)⊤z −
p∑

j=1

∂W (z)⊤ej
∂zj

is approximately multivariate normal with covariance approximated by W (z)⊤W (z).

Proof. Let z̃ be an independent copy of z and let W̃ = W (z̃). Noting M ≤ p, we denote the

SVD of W̃ ∈ Rp×M by W̃ =
∑M

m=1 smumv
⊤
m where s1 ≥ s2 ≥ ... ≥ sM ≥ 0 are the singular

values. Here, we allow some sm to be 0 to have M terms by adding extra terms if necessary, so
that (v1, ...,vM ) is an orthonormal basis in RM . Now we define

Q̃ =

M∑
m=1

vmu
⊤
m ∈ RM×p

so that W̃ = Q̃⊤(W̃⊤W̃ )1/2 thanks to (W̃⊤W̃ )1/2 =
∑M

m=1 smvmv
⊤
m. Define g = Q̃z and note

thatg ∼ N(0M , IM ) since W̃ = W (z̃) is independent of z. With W = W (z) (omitting the
dependence in z), using g = Q̃z and W̃ = Q̃⊤(W̃⊤W̃ )1/2, we have

W̃⊤z − (W⊤W )1/2g =
[
(W̃⊤W̃ )1/2 − (W⊤W )1/2

]
g.

Applying the Second order Stein formula [8] (see also 5.1.13 in [12]) to U(z) = W (z)⊤ −
{W (z)⊤W (z)}1/2Q̃ ∈ RM×p conditionally on (z̃, Q̃), we find

E
[
∥W⊤z −

p∑
j=1

∂(W⊤ − {W⊤W }1/2Q̃)ej
∂zj

− {W⊤W }1/2g∥2
]

= E
[
∥Uz −

p∑
j=1

∂Uej
∂zj

∥2
]

g = Q̃z

≤ E
[
∥U(z)∥2F +

p∑
j=1

∥∂U(z)

∂zj
∥2F

]
. (5.1)

Since W̃⊤ = (W̃⊤W̃ )1/2Q̃, by the triangle inequality,

∥U∥F = ∥W⊤ − {W⊤W }1/2Q̃∥F
≤ ∥W − W̃ ∥2F + ∥W̃⊤ − (W⊤W )1/2Q̃∥2F (5.2)

= ∥W − W̃ ∥F + ∥[(W̃⊤W̃ )− (W⊤W )1/2]Q̃∥F
≤ ∥W − W̃ ∥F +

√
2∥W − W̃ ∥F (5.3)

thanks to ∥Q̃∥op ≤ 1 and using, for the last line, inequality

∥(W̃⊤W̃ )1/2 − (W⊤W )1/2∥F ≤
√
2∥W − W̃ ∥F (5.4)
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from [1, 19]. Now for the second term in (5.1),

p∑
j=1

∥∂U
∂zj

∥2F =

p∑
j=1

∥∂(W
⊤ − (W⊤W )1/2Q̃)

∂zj
∥2F

≤ 2

p∑
j=1

∥∂W
∂zj

∥2F + ∥∂(W
⊤W )1/2

∂zj
Q̃∥2F .

≤ 4

p∑
j=1

∥∂W
∂zj

∥2F (5.5)

where for the last line we used again inequality (5.4) valid for any two W̃ ,W , which grants

∥∂(W
⊤W )1/2

∂zj
∥F ≤

√
2∥∂W

∂zj
∥F (5.6)

by definition of the directional derivative and continuity of the Frobenius norm.
It remains to bound from above the divergence term appearing in the left-hand side of (5.1).

For each m ∈ [M ],

e⊤m

p∑
j=1

∂(W⊤W )1/2

∂zj
Q̃ej

is the divergence of the vector field Rp ∋ z 7→ Q̃⊤(W⊤W )1/2em ∈ Rp. Since Q̃ ∈ RM×p is fixed
and its rank is at most M , the Jacobian of this vector field is of rank M at most. Thus, the
divergence (trace of the Jacobian) is smaller than

√
M times the Frobenius norm of the Jacobian.

This gives for every m ∈ [M ] the following bound on the square of the divergence:

|e⊤m
p∑

j=1

∂(W⊤W )1/2

∂zj
Q̃ej |2 ≤M

p∑
j=1

∥e⊤m
∂(W⊤W )1/2Q̃

∂zj
∥2.

Summing over m ∈ [M ] we find

∥
p∑

j=1

∂(W⊤W )1/2

∂zj
Q̃ej∥2 ≤M

p∑
j=1

∥∂(W
⊤W )1/2Q̃

∂zj
∥2F . (5.7)

Since ∥Q̃∥op ≤ 1, we can further upper-bound by removing Q̃ inside the Frobenius norm, and use
again (5.6). Combining the pieces (5.1), (5.3), (5.5), (5.7), we find

E
[
∥W⊤z −

p∑
j=1

∂W⊤ej
∂zj

− (W⊤W )1/2g∥2
]
≤ C2 E

[
∥W − W̃ ∥2F +

p∑
j=1

∥∂W
∂zj

∥2F
]
.

SinceW , W̃ are iid, using the triangle inequality for the Frobenius norm with (a+b)2 ≤ 2(a2+b2)
and the Gaussian Poincaré inequality finally yield

E
[
∥W − W̃ ∥2F

]
≤ 4E

[∥∥W − E[W ]
∥∥2
F

]
≤ C[

n∑
i=1

∥∂W
∂zi

∥2F ]

and the proof is complete.
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5.2. Derivative of F (η)

Lemma 5.2. Let G and Z be independent N(0, 1) random variables. Then for any Lipschitz con-

tinuous function f with E[f(G)2] < +∞, the map φ : η ∈ [−1, 1] 7→ E[f(G)f(ηG+
√
1− η2Z)] ∈ R

has derivative φ′(η) = E[f ′(G)f ′(ηG+
√
1− η2Z)].

Proof. Since f is Lipschitz and N(0, 1) has no point mass, f is differentiable at G ∼ N(0, 1) with
probability 1 so that

φ′(η) = E
[
f(G)f ′

(
ηG+

√
1− η2Z

)(
G− η√

1− η2
Z
)]

thanks to the dominated convergence theorem. If we define A = ηG +
√
1− η2Z and B =√

1− η2G − ηZ, then (A,B) are again independent and A,B =d N(0, 1). Using Stein’s formula
for B conditionally on A, we have

φ′(η) = (1− η2)−1/2 E[f(ηA+
√
1− η2B)f ′(A)B]

= (1− η2)−1/2 E
[
f ′(A)E[f(ηA+

√
1− η2B)B | A]

]
= E

[
f ′(A)E[f ′(ηA+

√
1− η2B) | A]

]
= E[f ′(A)f ′(ηA+

√
1− η2B)].

This finishes the proof.

5.3. Modified loss and moment inequalities

This subsection provides useful approximations to study two estimators b̂(I), b̂(Ĩ) trained on two
subsampled datasets indexed in I and Ĩ. These approximations are used in the proof of the main
result in Section 4, with the key ingredient being Lemma 5.5. The approximations in this subsection
are obtained as a consequence of the moment inequalities given in Lemmas 5.10 and 5.11 developed
in [4] for estimating the out-of-sample error of a single estimator. Because the moment inequalities

in Lemmas 5.10 and 5.11 requires us to bound from above expectations involving b̂(I), b̂(Ĩ) and
their derivatives, we resort to the following modification of the M-estimators (introduced in [3,

Appendix D.4]) to guarantee that any finite moment b̂(I), b̂(Ĩ) and their derivatives are suitably
bounded.

Lemma 5.3. Let b̂(I) ∈ argminb∈Rp

∑
i∈I ℓi(x

⊤
i b) be the M-estimator fitted on the subsampled

data (xi, yi)i∈I . Now, for any positive constant K > 0 and any twice continuous differentiable
function H : R → R such that H ′(u) = 0 for u ≤ 0 and H ′(u) = 1 for u ≥ 1, we define the

modified M-estimator β̂(I) as

β̂(I) ∈ argmin
β∈Rp

L(Xβ) where L(u) =
∑
i∈I

ℓi(ui) + |I|H
( 1

2|I|
∑
i∈I

u2i −
K

2

)
(5.8)

for u ∈ Rn. If the vanilla M-estimator b̂(I) exists with high probability P(∥Xb̂(I)∥2/n ≤ K) → 1

holds for a sufficiently large K > 0, then on the event {∥Xb̂(I)∥2/n ≤ K} the vanilla and modified

M-estimators coincide, i.e., b̂(I) = β̂(I).

Lemma 5.4. Assume that ℓi is twice-continuously differentiable with ℓ′′i (u) ∨ |ℓ′i(u)| ≤ 1 and

ℓ′′i (u) > 0 for all u ∈ R. Fix any K > 0 and let β̂ be the M-estimator with the modified loss (5.8) and
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let ψ = −∇L(Xβ̂). Then, the maps X ∈ Rn×p 7→ β̂(y,X) ∈ Rp and X ∈ Rn×p 7→ ψ(y,X) ∈ Rn

are continuously differentiable, with its derivatives given by

∂β̂

∂xij
= A(ejψi −X⊤Deiβ̂j),

∂ψ

∂xij
= −DXAejψ̂i − V eiβ̂j

for all i ∈ [n], j ∈ [p], where D = ∇2L(Xβ̂) ∈ Rn×n, A = (X⊤DX)−1 ∈ Rp×p, V = D −
DXAX⊤D ∈ Rn×n. Here,

∑
i∈I ∥x⊤

i β̂∥2, ∥ψ∥2 and ∥D∥op are bounded from above as∑
i∈I

(x⊤
i β̂)

2 ≤ |I|(K + 2), ∥ψ∥2 ≤ |I|(1 +
√
K + 2)2, ∥D∥op ≤ C(K, q, δ) (5.9)

with probability 1 and 0n×n ⪯ V ⪯D.
Finally, we have for all integer m ≥ 1

E[∥β̂∥m] ∨ E[∥nA∥mop] ≤

{
C(m,K, q, δ, ρ, Law(εi)) under Assumption 2.1,

C(m,K, q, δ) under Assumption 3.1.
(5.10)

Proof. The proof of the first part of the lemma and (5.9) is given in Appendix D.4 in [3]. The
moment bound (5.10) is proved in [3, Appendix D.4] under Assumption 3.1 when yi is binary
valued. We now prove (5.10) under Assumption 2.1. Let also V ,A be the matrices defined in
Lemma 5.4 for β̂, and let Ṽ , Ã be corresponding matrices defined in Lemma 5.4 for β̃.

By (5.9),

∥β̂∥2 ≤ ∥( 1

|I|
∑
i∈I

xix
T
i )

−1∥op(K + 2)

so that the bound on E[∥β̂∥m] follows by the known result E[∥( 1
|I|

∑
i∈I xix

T
i )

−1∥mop] ≤ C(δq,m)

which follows from the integrability of the density of the smallest eigenvalue of a Wishart matrix
[24], as explained for instance in [9, Proposition A.1].

Let α > 0 be a constant such that 1 − α > (δq)−1 and let Qα ∈ R be the quantile such that
P(|εi| ≤ Qα) = 1 − α/2. Since qδ > 1 and |I| = (δq)p, by the weak law of large numbers applied
to the indicator functions I{|εi| ≤ Qα}, with probability approaching one, there exists a random
set Î ⊂ I with p(δq)(1− α) = |I|(1− α) ≤ |Î| and supi∈Î |εi| ≤ Qα. Next, by (5.9), there exists a

constant C(δ, q, α,K) such that 1
|Î|

∑
i∈Î(x

T
i β̂)

2 ≤ C(δ, q, α,K). Now define

Ǐ = {i ∈ Î : (xT
i β̂)

2 ≤ C(δ, q, α,K)/(1−
√
δq(1− α))}

and note that by Markov’s inequality, |Î\Ǐ|/|Î| ≤ (1−
√
δq(1− α)). This gives |Ǐ| ≥

√
δq(1− α)|Î| ≥

p(δq(1−α))3/2 and the constant (δq(1−α))3/2 is strictly larger than 1. Finally, since for all i ∈ Ǐ we
have |εi| ≤ Qα and (xT

i β̂)
2 ≤ C(δ, q, α,K)/(1−

√
δq(1− α), for all i ∈ Ǐ we have εi−xT

i β̂ ∈ [−L,L]
for some constant L = L(δ, q, α,K,Qα). Finally,

∥nA∥op ≤ n

|Ǐ|
∥
( 1

|Ǐ|

∑
i∈Ǐ

xiρ
′′(yi − xT

i β̂)x
T
i

)−1

∥op

≤
δmaxu∈[−L,L](ρ

′′(u)−1)

(δq(1− α))3/2
∥
( 1

|Ǐ|

∑
i∈Ǐ

xix
T
i

)−1

∥op.

Since ρ′′ is positive and continuous, the moment of order m of the previous display is bounded
from above by some C(m, δ,K, q,Qα, ρ) thanks to the explicit formula of [24] for the density of
the smallest eigenvalue of a Wishart matrix, as explained in [3, Lemma D.2].
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Lemma 5.5. Let either Assumption 2.1 or Assumption 3.1 be fulfilled with I, Ĩ independent and
uniformly distributed over all subsets of [n] of size qn. Let the notation of Section 4 be in force for
(β̂,ψ,A,V ) (as in Lemmas 5.3 and 5.4 for I) and similarly for (β̃, ψ̃, Ã, Ṽ ). Then

tr[V ] · β̂⊤P β̃ − tr[PÃ] ·ψ⊤ψ̃ = OP (n
1/2). (5.11)

Proof. We will apply Lemma 5.11 with ρ = ψ and η = P β̃. Using the derivative formula in
Lemma 5.4,

n∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

∥ ∂ψ
∂xij

∥2 =

n∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

∥ −DXAejψi − V eiβ̂j∥2

≤ 2∥DXA∥2F ∥ψ∥2 + 2∥V ∥2F ∥β̂∥2

≤ 2∥D∥2F ∥XA∥2op∥ψ∥2 + 2∥V ∥2F ∥β̂∥2

≤ C3(n
2∥X∥2op∥A∥2op + n∥β̂∥2)

as well as
n∑

i=1

p∑
j=1

∥∂P β̃
∂xij

∥2 =

n∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

∥PÃejψ̃i − PÃX⊤D̃eiβ̃j∥2

≤ 2∥PÃ∥2F ∥ψ̃∥2 + 2∥PÃX⊤D̃∥2F ∥β̂∥2

≤ 2∥Ã∥2F ∥ψ̃∥2 + 2∥XÃ∥2op∥D̃∥2F ∥β̃∥2

≤ C4(pn∥Ã∥2op + n∥X∥2op∥Ã∥2op∥β̃∥2).

(5.12)

Since E[∥Xn−1/2∥kop]∨E[∥nA∥2op]∨E[∥β̂∥k] ≤ C for a constant independent of n, p by (5.10) and

integration of P(∥Xn−1/2∥op > 1 + δ−1/2 + tn−1/2) ≤ e−t2/2 (see, e.g., [21, Theorem II.13], [36,

Theorem 7.3.1] or [13, Theorem 5.5]), we obtain since ψ =d ψ̃ and β =d β̃,

n∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

E
[
∥∂P β̂
∂xij

∥2 + ∥∂P β̃
∂xij

∥2 + 1

n
∥ ∂ψ
∂xij

∥2 + 1

n
∥ ∂ψ
∂xij

∥2
]
≤ C ′ (5.13)

for another constant independent of n, p. Thus the RHS of Lemma 5.11 is O(n). This gives

E
[(
ψ⊤XPβ̃ −

n∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

∂

∂xij
(e⊤i ψ · e⊤j P β̃)

)2]
≤ nC5.

By the derivative formula in Lemma 5.4,

n∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

∂

∂xij
(e⊤i ψe

⊤
j P β̃)

=
∑
ij

e⊤i
( ∂ψ
∂xij

)
e⊤j P β̃ + e⊤i ψe

⊤
j P

( ∂β̃
∂xij

)
=

∑
ij

e⊤i
(
−DXAejψi − V eiβ̂j

)
e⊤j P β̃ +

∑
ij

ψie
⊤
j PÃ(ejψ̃i −X⊤D̃eiβ̃j)

= −ψ⊤DXAPβ̃ − tr[V ]β̂⊤P β̃ + tr[Ã]ψ⊤ψ̃ − β̃⊤PÃX⊤D̃ψ,

where

E[|ψ⊤DXAPβ̃|2] ≤ E[∥ψ∥2∥β̃∥2∥DXAP ∥2op] ≤ C6 E[n∥β̃∥2∥XA∥2op] = O(1)

E[|β̃⊤PÃX⊤D̃ψ|2] ≤ E[∥ψ∥2∥β̃∥2∥PÃX⊤D̃∥2op] ≤ E[n∥β̃∥2∥ÃX⊤∥2op] = O(1).
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This gives

E
[(
ψ⊤XPβ̃ + tr[V ]β̂⊤P β̃ − tr[PÃ]ψ⊤ψ̃

)2]
= O(n) +O(1).

Here, ψ⊤XPβ̃ is 0 by the KTT condition X⊤ψ = 0p, and the proof is complete.

Lemma 5.6. Let either Assumption 2.1 or Assumption 3.1 be fulfilled with I, Ĩ independent and
uniformly distributed over all subsets of [n] of size qn. Let the notation of Section 4 be in force for
(β̂,ψ,A,V ) (as in Lemmas 5.3 and 5.4 for I) and similarly for (β̃, ψ̃, Ã, Ṽ ). Then

∥ψ∥2 − p−1 tr[V ]2∥P β̂∥2 = OP (n
1/2) (5.14)

Proof. We will use Lemma 5.10 with ρ = ψ/(
√
nq(1 +

√
K + 2)). In logistic regression, let us

assume by rotational invariance that β∗/∥β∗∥ = e1 (first canonical basis vector), and we apply
Lemma 5.10 conditionally on (y,Xβ∗) to the Gaussian matrix (xij)i∈[n],j≥2. In robust regression,
we apply Lemma 5.10 with respect to the full Gaussian matrix X = (xij)i∈[n],j≥2, conditionally
on the independent noise (εi)i∈[n]. To accommodate both settings simultaneously, let us define

j0 =

{
1 in robust linear regression,

2 in logistic regression
(5.15)

so that P =
∑p

j=j0
eje

T
j holds.

Note ∥ψ∥2 ≤ nq(1+
√
K + 2)2 with probability 1, so the assumption is satisfied. The derivative

term
∑n

i=1

∑p
j=j0

∥ ∂ψ
∂xij

∥2 is already bounded from above in (5.13) so that the RHS of (5.17) is

O(
√
n). Thus, Lemma 5.10 gives

(p+ 1− j0)
∥ψ∥2

n
− 1

n

p∑
j=j0

(
ψ⊤Xej −

n∑
i=1

∂e⊤i ψ

∂xij

)2

= O(
√
n).

Here, ψ⊤X = 0⊤
p by the KTT condition. For

∑n
i=1

∂e⊤i ψ
∂xij

, the derivative formula in Lemma 5.4

gives

p∑
j=j0

( n∑
i=1

∂e⊤i ψ

∂xij

)2

=

p∑
j=j0

( n∑
i=1

e⊤i (−DXAeje⊤i ψ − V eie⊤j β̂)
)2

=

n∑
j=j0

(ψ⊤DXAej + tr[V ]e⊤j β̂)
2

= ∥PA⊤X⊤Dψ + tr[V ]P β̂∥2

= tr[V ]2∥P β̂∥2 + ∥PA⊤XDψ∥2 + 2 tr[V ]β̂⊤PA⊤X⊤Dψ

= tr[V ]2∥P β̂∥2 +OP (1) +OP (n)V

Since ∥ψ∥2 ≤ n implies (p+ 1− j0)
∥ψ∥2

n = p∥ψ∥2

n , the proof is complete.

Lemma 5.7. Let either Assumption 2.1 or Assumption 3.1 be fulfilled with I, Ĩ independent and
uniformly distributed over all subsets of [n] of size qn. Let the notation of Section 4 be in force for
(β̂,ψ,A,V ) (as in Lemmas 5.3 and 5.4 for I) and similarly for (β̃, ψ̃, Ã, Ṽ ). Then

tr[V ] tr[PA] = p+O(n1/2), tr[PA] →p γ. (5.16)
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Proof. By the lemma above, we have

tr[V ]∥P β̂∥2 − tr[PA]∥ψ∥2 = OP (n
1/2), ∥ψ∥2 − p−1 tr[V ]2∥P β̂∥2 = OP (n

1/2).

Here, since ∥P β̂∥2 →p σ2 > 0 and ∥ψ∥2/nq →p σ2/(qδγ2), the second display implies tr[V ]/(qn) →P

1/(qδγ). On the other hand, substituting the second display to the first display, we are left with

tr[V ]∥P β̂∥2(1− p−1 tr[PA] tr[V ]) = OP (n
1/2).

Since tr[V ]∥P β̂∥2/n→P σ2/(δγ2)·σ2 > 0, this gives 1−p−1 tr[PA] tr[V ] = OP (n
−1/2). Combined

with tr[V ]/(qn) →p 1/(qδγ), we have tr[PA] →p γ.

Lemma 5.8. Let either Assumption 2.1 or Assumption 3.1 be fulfilled with I, Ĩ independent and
uniformly distributed over all subsets of [n] of size qn. Let the notation of Section 4 be in force for
(β̂,ψ,A,V ) (as in Lemmas 5.3 and 5.4 for I) and similarly for (β̃, ψ̃, Ã, Ṽ ). Then

1

|I ∩ Ĩ|

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

ψ2
i =

1

|I|
∑
i∈I

ψ2
i +OP (n

−1/2)

Proof. Using Lemma 5.12 conditionally on (|Ĩ ∩ I|, I,ψ), we have

E
[∣∣ ∑

i∈I∩Ĩ

ψ2
i −

|I ∩ Ĩ|
|I|

∑
i∈I

ψ2
i

∣∣2] ≤ E
[
|I ∩ Ĩ|

∑
i∈I ψ

2
i

|I|
]
≤ E[|I ∩ Ĩ| n

|I|
] ≤ n,

which completes the proof.

Lemma 5.9. Let either Assumption 2.1 or Assumption 3.1 be fulfilled with I, Ĩ independent and
uniformly distributed over all subsets of [n] of size qn. Let the notation of Section 4 be in force
for (β̂,ψ,A,V ) (as in Lemmas 5.3 and 5.4 for I) and similarly for (β̃, ψ̃, Ã, Ṽ ). Let Ē[·] =
E[·|Xβ∗,y] be the conditional expectation given (Xβ∗,y). Then, we have

β̃⊤P β̂ = Ē
[
β̃⊤P β̂

]
+OP (n

−1/2)

1

|I ∩ Ĩ|

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

ψiψ̃i =
1

|I ∩ Ĩ|
Ē
[ ∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

ψiψ̃i

]
+OP (n

−1/2).

Proof. First we show the concentration of |β̃P β̂|. By the Gaussian Poincaré inequality with respect
to PX, we have

Ē
[(
β̃⊤P β̂ − Ē

[
β̃⊤P β̂

])2] ≤ Ē
[ n∑
i=1

p∑
j=2

(
∂β̃⊤P β̂

∂xij
)2
]

= Ē
[ p∑
j=2

∑
i∈I/Ĩ

(β̃⊤P
∂β̂

∂xij
)2 +

p∑
j=2

∑
i∈Ĩ/I

(β̂⊤P
∂β̃

∂xij
)2.

]

By the symmetry of β̃, β̂, it suffices to bound Ē
[∑p

j=2

∑
i∈I/Ĩ(β̃

⊤P ∂β̂
∂xij

)2
]
. Using the derivative

formula in Lemma 5.4,

p∑
j=2

∑
i∈I/Ĩ

(β̃⊤P
∂β̂

∂xij
)2 =

p∑
j=2

∑
i∈I/Ĩ

(
β̃⊤PA(eje

⊤
i ψ −X⊤Deie

⊤
j β̂)

)2
≤ 2∥A⊤P β̃∥2∥ψ∥2 + ∥β̃⊤PAX⊤D∥2∥Pβ∥2,
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and the moment of the RHS is O(n−1). This concludes the proof of concentration for |β̃P β̂|. For
ψ̃⊤ψ̃, the same argument using the Gaussian Poincaré inequality gives

Ē
[( ∑

i∈I∩Ĩ

ψiψ̃i − Ē
[ ∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

ψiψ̃i

])2]

≤ Ē[
p∑

j=2

∑
i∈I/Ĩ

(ψ̃⊤ ∂ψ

∂xij
)2 +

p∑
j=2

∑
i∈Ĩ/I

(ψ⊤ ∂ψ̃

∂xij
)2],

and

p∑
j=2

∑
i∈I/Ĩ

(ψ̃⊤ ∂ψ

∂xij
)2 =

p∑
j=2

∑
i∈I/Ĩ

(
ψ̃⊤(−DXAeje⊤i ψ − V eie⊤j β̂)

)2

≤ 2
(
∥ψ̃⊤DXA∥2∥ψ∥2 + ∥ψ̃⊤V ∥2∥β̂∥2

)
,

where the moment of the RHS is O(n). This gives∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

ψiψ̃i − Ē
[ ∑
i∈I∩Ĩ

ψiψ̃i

]
= OP (n

1/2).

Finally, dividing by |I ∩ Ĩ| = nq2 +OP (n
1/2), we obtain the concentration of

∑
i∈I∩Ĩ ψiψ̃.

Moment inequalities

Lemma 5.10 (Theorem 2.6 in [4]). Assume that X = (xij) ∈ Rn×p has iid N(0, 1) entries, that
ρ : Rn×p → Rn is weakly differentiable and that ∥ρ∥2 ≤ 1 almost everywhere. Then

E
∣∣∣p∥ρ∥2 − p∑

j=1

(
ρ⊤Xej −

n∑
i=1

∂ρi
∂xij

)2∣∣∣
≤ C E

[
1 +

n∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

∥ ∂ρ

∂xij
∥2
]1/2√

p+ C E
[ n∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

∥ ∂ρ

∂xij
∥2
]
, (5.17)

where C > 0 is an absolute constant.

Lemma 5.11 (Proposition 2.5 in [4]). Let X = (xij) ∈ Rn×p with iid N(0, 1) entries and ρ :
Rn×p → Rn, η : Rn×p → Rp be two vector functions, with weakly differentiable components
ρ1, . . . , ρn and η1, . . . , ηp. Then

E
[(
ρ⊤Xη −

n∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

∂(ρiηj)

∂xij

)2]
≤ E

[
∥ρ∥2∥η∥2

]
+ 2E

[ n∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

∥η∥2∥ ∂ρ

∂xij
∥2 + ∥ρ∥2∥ ∂η

∂xij
∥2
]
.

5.4. Concentration of sampling without replacement

Lemma 5.12 (Simple random sampling properties; see, e.g., page 13 of [18]). Consider a de-
terministic array (xi)

M
i=1 of length M ≥ 1 and let µ be the mean M−1

∑
i∈[M ] xi and σ2 be the
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variance M−1
∑

i∈M x2i − µ2. Suppose J is uniformly distributed on {J ⊂ [M ] : |J | = m} for a
fixed integer m ≤M . Then, the mean and variance of the sample mean µ̂J = 1

|J|
∑

i∈J xi are given

by

E[µ̂J ] = µ, and E[(µ̂J − µ)2] =
σ2

m

(
1− m− 1

M − 1

)
≤

∑
i∈M x2i
mM

.
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and Lenka Zdeborová. Analysis of bootstrap and subsampling in high-dimensional regularized
regression. arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.13622, 2024.



Bellec and Koriyama/Asymptotics of resampling without replacement 24

[21] Kenneth R Davidson and Stanislaw J Szarek. Local operator theory, random matrices and
banach spaces. Handbook of the geometry of Banach spaces, 1(317-366):131, 2001.

[22] David Donoho and Andrea Montanari. High dimensional robust m-estimation: Asymptotic
variance via approximate message passing. Probability Theory and Related Fields, 166:935–
969, 2016.

[23] Jin-Hong Du, Pratik Patil, and Arun Kumar Kuchibhotla. Subsample ridge ensembles: Equiv-
alences and generalized cross-validation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.13016, 2023.

[24] Alan Edelman. Eigenvalues and condition numbers of random matrices. SIAM journal on
matrix analysis and applications, 9(4):543–560, 1988.

[25] Noureddine El Karoui. On the impact of predictor geometry on the performance on high-
dimensional ridge-regularized generalized robust regression estimators. Probability Theory and
Related Fields, 170:95–175, 2018.

[26] Noureddine El Karoui, Derek Bean, Peter J Bickel, Chinghway Lim, and Bin Yu. On robust
regression with high-dimensional predictors. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
110(36):14557–14562, 2013.

[27] Noureddine El Karoui. Asymptotic behavior of unregularized and ridge-regularized high-
dimensional robust regression estimators: rigorous results. arXiv preprint arXiv:1311.2445,
2013.

[28] Daniel LeJeune, Hamid Javadi, and Richard Baraniuk. The implicit regularization of ordinary
least squares ensembles. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics,
pages 3525–3535. PMLR, 2020.

[29] Bruno Loureiro, Cedric Gerbelot, Hugo Cui, Sebastian Goldt, Florent Krzakala, Marc Mezard,
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