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Abstract

In this work, we investigate the behavior of ridge regression in an overparameterized binary
classification task. We assume examples are drawn from (anisotropic) class-conditional
cluster distributions with opposing means and we allow for the training labels to have a
constant level of label-flipping noise. We characterize the classification error achieved by
ridge regression under the assumption that the covariance matrix of the cluster distribution
has a high effective rank in the tail. We show that ridge regression has qualitatively different
behavior depending on the scale of the cluster mean vector and its interaction with the
covariance matrix of the cluster distributions. In regimes where the scale is very large,
the conditions that allow for benign overfitting turn out to be the same as those for the
regression task. We additionally provide insights into how the introduction of label noise
affects the behavior of the minimum norm interpolator (MNI). The optimal classifier in this
setting is a linear transformation of the cluster mean vector and in the noiseless setting
the MNI approximately learns this transformation. On the other hand, the introduction of
label noise can significantly change the geometry of the solution while preserving the same
qualitative behavior.

Keywords: benign overfitting, overparameterized models, ridge regression, linear classi-
fication, binary classification, minimum norm interpolator
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1 Introduction

Following empirical observations that large neural networks can achieve vanishing error on
noisy training data and still perform well on test data, there has been a plethora of work
aimed at theoretically understanding the generalization performance of overparameterized
models (see Bartlett et al. (2021) and Belkin (2021) for relevant surveys). In particular,
there is significant interest in understanding when interpolating noisy data (i.e., overfit-
ting) can be benign, i.e., when an estimator can achieve near-zero training error while
simultaneously generalizing well. The model class, the choice of the estimation procedure,
and properties of the training data as well as the population distribution are key factors
that interact to influence the consequences of overfitting.

To date, the most complete picture we have of this benign overfitting phenomenon is for
the minimum ℓ2-norm solution of well-specified linear regression. Here, this phenomenon
arises due to a self-induced regularization coming from a population covariance matrix with
large effective rank (relative to the number of samples) (Bartlett et al., 2020). Beyond
linear regression, however, our understanding is far less developed, even in the setting of
linear classification. The main goal of this paper is to characterize how benign overfitting
can occur in this setting.
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1.1 Binary classification problem setting

We consider a mixture of two classes with the same covariance Σ ∈ R
p×p and symmetric

(with respect to the origin) centers {−µ,µ} ⊂ R
p. Both classes have the same probabilities.

More precisely, the matrix whose rows are the data points is given by

X := yµ⊤ +ZΣ1/2 ∈ R
n×p,

where y ∈ {−1, 1}n is the vector of class labels, whose components are i.i.d. Rademacher
random variables, and Z ∈ R

n×p is a matrix with i.i.d. isotropic rows. We also denote
Q := ZΣ1/2—the matrix of covariates with centers of clusters subtracted. We consider
the overparameterized regime, that is p > n, and linear classifiers that assign the label
sign(w⊤x) to the point x ∈ R

p. Here, w ∈ R
p is the weight vector of the classifier.

Imagine1 that we had some control over the deviations of the rows of Z in all directions,
namely, imagine there is an increasing function φ : R≥0 → R such that, for any v ∈ Sp−1

and t > 0
P(z⊤v < −t) ≤ φ(t),

where z⊤ is a random draw from the same distribution as the rows of Z. Then, the
probability of error for the classifier x 7→ sign(w⊤x) could be bounded as

P

(

w⊤(µ+Σ1/2z) < 0
)

= P

(

w⊤Σ1/2

‖w‖Σ
z < − w⊤µ

‖w‖Σ

)

≤ φ

(
µ⊤w
‖w‖Σ

)

,

where we introduced ‖w‖Σ :=
√
w⊤Σw. That is, the quantity µ⊤w/‖w‖Σ controls the

probability of predicting the wrong label on a new data point. Moreover, if rows of Z have
a Gaussian distribution, then by the same argument the probability of an error is exactly
Φ(−µ⊤w/‖w‖Σ), where Φ is the normal CDF.

The main quantitative results of this paper are bounds on µ⊤wridge/‖wridge‖Σ, where
wridge is the solution of the (noisy) ridge regression problem defined as follows. First, we
assume we are given a vector of labels ŷ perturbed by some label-flipping noise, that is,
ŷ is obtained from y by flipping the sign of each of its coordinates independently with
probability η. Then, for a given regularization parameter λ ∈ R, we define

wridge := X⊤(XX⊤ + λIn)
−1ŷ, (1)

where In ∈ R
n×n is the identity matrix. An interesting particular case of this solution

arises when λ = 0. In that case, Xw = ŷ, that is, the solution in (1) exactly interpolates
the labels ŷ. When λ = 0, we introduce a separate notation for wridge, namely, wMNI. Here,
MNI stands for the Minimum Norm Interpolating solution.

Throughout the paper, we will also use the notation A := λIn +QQ⊤ and ν := Qµ.

1.2 Assumptions on the distribution of the covariates

When it comes to the assumptions that we impose on the data distribution, we follow the
steps of Tsigler and Bartlett (2023) that generalizes (Bartlett et al., 2020).

1. We say “imagine” because we do not actually impose any assumption on φ throughout the paper.
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First, denote the eigenvalues of Σ in non-increasing order as {λi}pi=1 and fix the basis to
be the eigenbasis of Σ, that is, Σ = diag(λ1, . . . , λp). The remainder of the paper considers
this basis. We assume that for some k—that is small compared to n—removing the first k
columns of the matrix Q makes the “effective rank” of its rows large compared to n. The
exact notion of large effective rank that we use is somewhat technical and we postpone its
introduction to Section 3.1. When the data is Gaussian (or, more generally, if the matrix
Z has independent sub-Gaussian elements), that condition would be

λ+
∑

i>k

λi > c



nλk+1 +

√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 , (2)

where c is a large constant. Note that the regularization parameter λ adds to the energy of
the tail of the covariance spectrum

∑

i>k λi in the left hand side of the expression. That is,
the notion of effective rank depends not only on Σ, but also on the level of regularization
applied. In (Bartlett et al., 2020) it was shown that for λ = 0, condition (2) is necessary
for benign overfitting to happen in linear regression.

In view of this separation of the first k components, we introduce the following notation
taken from Tsigler and Bartlett (2023): for any k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , p} and any matrixM ∈ R

n×p,
we denote by M0:k the matrix comprised of the first k columns of M .2 Analogously, we
denote by Mk:∞ the matrix comprised of the last p− k columns of M . For any u ∈ R

p, we
denote by u0:k the vector comprised of the first k components of u and by uk:∞ the remain-
ing components. Finally, we denote Σ0:k = diag(λ1, . . . , λk) andΣk:∞ = diag(λk+1, . . . , λp).
We sometimes refer to the first k components as the “spiked part of the covariance” and to
the remaining components as the “tail of the covariance.”

Apart from the effective rank condition described above, we also need several concen-
tration inequalities to hold. Those inequalities, however, are rather standard (such as law
of large numbers for i.i.d. random variables or sample covariance concentration in low di-
mensions), so we choose to assume that those inequalities hold directly instead of deriving
them from assumptions on the distribution of the data. We introduce these inequalities in
Section 3.2.

Our motivation to consider such a regime was initially technical: we believed that the
quantities of interest could be accurately evaluated in this regime. However, our results
suggest that such a structure of the data is necessary for benign overfitting to occur in
classification. We elaborate on this point in Section 8.

1.3 First result: recovering the geometry in the noiseless setting

Even though our goal is to study benign overfitting, the first result that we obtain is actually
for the “noiseless” setting, that is, η = 0 and y = ŷ. In this setting, our bounds show that
wridge performs effectively as Q⊤A−1y + (Σ + n−1ΛIp)

−1µ, where Λ = λ +
∑

i>k λi, and

A = λIn +QQ⊤. Let us analyze those two terms separately. First, the vector Q⊤A−1y

has a symmetric distribution and no dependence on µ, so it plays the role of a noise term.
The vector µ should therefore be large enough for this noise term not to dominate. On
the other hand, the term (Σ + n−1ΛIp)

−1µ can be seen as a ridge regularized version of

2. When k = 0, this matrix is empty and all the terms involving the indices 0 : k become zero.
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the optimal classifier. Indeed, the vector w that minimizes µ⊤w/‖w‖Σ is proportional to
Σ−1µ and (Σ + n−1ΛIp) is akin to a regularized version of the covariance, where the tail
of the covariance

∑

i>k λi adds to the explicit ridge regularization λ. Another way to think
about this is to introduce k∗ as in (Bartlett et al., 2020):

k∗ := min

{

k : nλk+1 < λ+
∑

i>k

λi

}

, Λ∗ := λ+
∑

i>k∗

λi.

Then, we obtain, up to a constant factor,

(nΛ−1Σ+ Ip)
−1µ ≈

(
n−1Λ∗Σ

−1
0:k∗µ0:k∗

µk∗:∞

)

.

We see that the ridge regression solution performs the optimal linear transform in the
first k∗ coordinates, but is proportional to µ without any transformation in the remaining
coordinates. Throughout this paper we refer to this effect as “recovering the geometry” in
the first k∗ components.

Therefore, we show that there are three regimes for the noiseless setting: when µ is
small in magnitude, the “noise term” Q⊤A−1y dominates both µ⊤wridge and ‖wridge‖Σ,
and the quantity µ⊤wridge will be negative with probability close to 50%, resulting in no
meaningful bound on classification performance. As the magnitude of µ grows, the term
(Σ+n−1ΛIp)

−1µ starts dominating in the scalar product with µ, while the term Q⊤A−1y

still dominates in the norm. This regime already yields a non-vacuous classification guaran-
tee, but still does not exhibit the full “recovery of the geometry.” Finally, when µ becomes
large enough, wridge performs effectively as (Σ+ n−1ΛIp)

−1µ.

It is worth noting that the direction (Σ+n−1ΛIp)
−1µ approaches Σ−1µ as Λ decreases,

which suggests that one should always use the smallest possible (perhaps even negative)
regularization to achieve the best classification performance. This conclusion is not straight-
forward, however, since decreasing Λ also increases the relative magnitude of the noise term
Q⊤A−1y. Nevertheless, we show that it is indeed the case and one cannot gain a significant
(in a certain sense) increase in performance by increasing λ beyond the point at which the
data has high effective rank in the tail of the covariance when the noise level η = 0.

1.4 Second result: benign overfitting

When it comes to the case with label-flipping noise, we show that the structure of the
solution vector may change significantly compared to the noiseless case, depending on the
magnitude of µ. For MNI, adding label-flipping noise multiplies the noiseless solution by a
random scalar and aggregates an additional “noise component” in the orthogonal direction
that has no dependence on µ. As µ becomes large, that multiplicative scalar becomes close
to zero-mean, that is, it flips the direction of the noiseless solution with probability close
to 50%. Moreover, the new orthogonal “noise component” begins to dominate over the
noiseless solution.

Nevertheless, though the solution vector for the noisy case may look very different from
the noiseless case, the bounds on µ⊤wridge and ‖wridge‖Σ remain rather similar. In fact, the
bound on µ⊤wridge remains practically the same and the bound on ‖wridge‖Σ only picks up
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an additional term corresponding to magnitude of the new orthogonal “noise component.”
As a result, our bounds suggest3 that the noisy solution goes through the same regimes
as the noiseless one, with an additional regime when µ is very large in magnitude. In the
latter, our bound loses the dependence on µ and becomes a function only of the covariance.
Interestingly, the conditions under which the ratio µ⊤wridge/‖wridge‖Σ becomes small, that
is, the conditions under which benign overfitting occurs, are exactly the same as those from
the regression literature (Bartlett et al., 2020; Tsigler and Bartlett, 2023).

1.5 Comparison to the regression problem

As we mentioned earlier, our setting and results parallel those from the papers on benign
overfitting in linear and ridge regression (Bartlett et al., 2020; Tsigler and Bartlett, 2023).
In this section, we recap their main conclusions and highlight some connections and differ-
ences with our classification setup.

Bartlett et al. (2020) and Tsigler and Bartlett (2023) consider the minimum-norm in-
terpolating solution for an overparameterized linear regression problem. In our notation, it
can be formulated as

θ̂ := argminθ∈Rp ‖θ‖ s.t. Qθ = Qθ∗ + ε,

where we introduced θ∗ ∈ R
p—the coefficients of the ground truth linear model—and

ε ∈ R
n—a noise vector, which has independent centered components with variances vε.

The random noise ε is independent from Q. The solution θ̂ has a closed form expression,
namely,

θ̂ = Q⊤A−1(Qθ∗ + ε),

and thus the root mean squared error on a test point can be bounded as in

∥
∥
∥θ

∗ − θ̂

∥
∥
∥
Σ

≤
∥
∥
∥(Ip −Q⊤A−1Q)θ∗

∥
∥
∥
Σ

+
∥
∥
∥Q

⊤A−1ε

∥
∥
∥
Σ

. (3)

The first term on the right-hand side of (3) constitutes the bias of the MNI regression
solution and the second term constitutes its variance. The main result of Bartlett et al.
(2020) is that under the structure that we introduced in Section 1.2, the variance term
becomes small. This occurs because in the first k components, the noise vector ε gets
projected from dimension n onto a small dimension k, so that its energy gets damped by a
factor k/n. The remainder of the noise vector is then smeared over the components k : ∞.
Since the tail of the covariance has high effective rank, a newly sampled data point will be
almost orthogonal to θ̂ in the components k : ∞, so that the fact that they absorbed the
noise is irrelevant. When it comes to the bias term, Tsigler and Bartlett (2023) show that
no learning happens in the components k : ∞, that is, almost all the energy of the signal
‖θ∗

k:∞‖Σk:∞
goes into the bias term. In the first k components, on the other hand, the bias

term behaves as in classical k-dimensional ridge regression with regularization
∑

i>k λi.
In short, the tail of the covariance provides implicit regularization to the low-dimensional

3. Unfortunately, we do not provide a matching upper bound on µ
⊤
wridge/‖wridge‖Σ for the case with

label-flipping noise, so we can only make claims about the bound rather than the ratio itself. We do

believe, however, that this statement applies to µ
⊤
wridge/‖wridge‖Σ and provide a rationale as to why

in Section 8.
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linear regression in the first k components. The signal is not learned in the tail at all, but
at the same time, it is not relevant for predictions.

In contrast, the classification setting considered in this paper is fundamentally different.
Indeed, in regression, the “signal vector” θ∗ is an element of a dual space measured through
the data matrix Q. In our classification setting, the “signal vector” µ is baked into the
design matrix X = Q+yµ⊤ and Q obscures µ instead of helping to measure it. Because of
that, it is not clear how to apply the high-level conclusions of the regression papers to the
classification setting. For example, a naive application would suggest that if µ is supported
on the tail of the covariance (i.e., if ‖µ0:k‖ = 0), this would result in high classification error
since no learning happens in the tail. This is not correct, as our bounds imply arbitrarily
high classification accuracy in this setting. Since µ is baked into X, a plausible hypothesis
could be that the “useful space” in which the learning happens is the span of the first k
eigendirections of the covariance together with µ itself. Unfortunately, we did not find such
a decomposition of the space useful in our derivations.

Yet, our argument shows very strong connections to the regression setting. In Sec-
tion 1.3, we stated that in the noiseless case, wridge behaves as Q

⊤A−1y+(Σ+n−1ΛIp)
−1µ.

Observe that the first term in that expression is almost exactly the variance part of the
regression solution [last term in (3)]. Moreover, the vector (Σ + n−1ΛIp)

−1µ arises as an
approximation of the vector nΛ−1(Ip−Q⊤A−1Q)µ, which is directly analogous to the bias
part of the regression solution. Therefore, for the setting without label-flipping noise, the
bound on ‖wridge‖Σ has almost the same expression as the bound on ‖θ∗ − θ̂‖Σ. Since the
quantity of interest in our paper is µ⊤wridge/‖wridge‖Σ, we see (at least on a technical level)
that having high classification accuracy is strongly related to having small prediction error
in regression. In the presence of label-flipping noise (Section 1.4), we mention an additional
“orthogonal noise component.” As it turns out, this component has a very similar structure
to Q⊤A−1y (see Section 2.2 for the precise derivation). Hence, in the large µ regime with
label-flipping noise, our bound on µ⊤wridge/‖wridge‖Σ has the form 1/‖Q⊤A−1y‖Σ. That
is, if µ is large, the conditions under which the classification accuracy is high are exactly
the same as the conditions under which the variance of regression is low. This suggests that
the mechanism by which the regression solution “hides” the noise it interpolates is similar
to that used by the classification solution.

Overall, though we identify very concrete connections between our classification results
and the regression results from Bartlett et al. (2020) and Tsigler and Bartlett (2023), iden-
tifying either a clear unifying picture of these two settings or a fundamental difference
between them remains an intriguing open question.

1.6 Related work

Despite the fact that the literature on linear classification in high dimensions is vast, only
a few papers studied problems with general covariance structure and the impact of that
structure on the prediction accuracy. Here, we only review those works, referring the
reader to Loureiro et al. (2021) and Wang et al. (2021) for a broader review of the related
literature.

Existing results can be split into asymptotic and non-asymptotic. The most common
asymptotic regime is the “proportional asymptotic regime,” that is, both p and n go to
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infinity, while their ratio goes to a constant. The results obtained in this regime always
require some assumptions on the spectral decay of covariances of the clusters, for example,
that all eigenvalues of covariances are bounded from above and below by fixed constants.

Montanari et al. (2023) consider i.i.d. data xi from a centered Gaussian distribution
with covariance Σ in the proportional asymptotic regime. There are two classes and the
probability that a point x belongs to the first class is a function of x⊤θ∗, for some true
parameter vector θ∗. They express the asymptotic classification error of the maximum mar-
gin classifier through a solution to a certain system of non-linear equations. Loureiro et al.
(2021) considers a problem of multi-class classification of Gaussian mixtures with generic
covariances and means in the proportional asymptotic regime. They express asymptotic
in-sample and out-of-sample classification errors of a generic convex-loss-minimization al-
gorithm through the solution to a system of non-linear equations under the condition that
that solution exists and is unique.

Asymptotic methods often stem from analytical methods from statistical physics that
can accurately predict properties of certain large stochastic systems. Huang and Yang
(2021) consider a binary linear classification problem in which classes have arbitrary means
and covariances, and use a non-rigorous computation based on replica-symmetry trick to
obtain expressions for the distribution of the solution to a generic loss minimization prob-
lem. Interestingly, for the case of symmetric clusters with the same covariance, the empirical
mean of that distribution is (αIp + βΣ)−1µ, where scalars α, β are a solution to a certain
system of non-linear equations. Because of this form of the result, one can say that they
observed what we call “recovering the geometry.” However, the number of components in
which the geometry is recovered is hidden behind the system of non-linear equations.

Shamir (2022) considers a data structure similar to ours. The main result of that paper
can be formulated as follows: in an asymptotic setting in which the rows of Xk:∞ become
very close to orthonormal, the maximum margin solution to the classification problem
effectively minimizes hinge loss on the first k components. This paper was an important
motivation for our work as it suggested that the regime considered in the regression literature
may also lead to fruitful results in classification.

These papers, however, are substantially different from this work. They either consider
the maximum margin solution instead of the ridge regression solution or obtain results in
the form of a solution to a system of equations that is difficult to approach analytically.
Because of that, we do not provide more detailed comparisons between our results and
theirs. The works we discuss in the remainder of this section, however, turn out to be
directly comparable to ours.

Still in the asymptotic literature, Muthukumar et al. (2021) considers a model similar
to that of Montanari et al. (2023), but with a different choice of the covariance structure.
Their main result is given for a certain “bi-level” covariance whose eigenvalues take one of
two values: there is a small number of eigenvalues with a large value and a large number of
eigenvalues of small value. One can immediately see the similarity between that structure
and the structure we introduced in Section 1.2. Even though the goal of Muthukumar et al.
(2021) is to study the maximum margin solution, the approach they take is motivated by a
recent observation that under certain assumptions, the maximum margin solution coincides
with the MNI solution (Hsu et al., 2021; Ardeshir et al., 2021). This phenomenon is known
as “support proliferation.” Because of that, the main result of Muthukumar et al. (2021) is
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actually derived for the minimum norm interpolating solution, which makes it possible to
compare it to our result.

When it comes to the non-asymptotic literature, Cao et al. (2021) study the classifica-
tion error of the MNI solution and Wang and Thrampoulidis (2021) study the ridge regres-
sion solution, both motivated by the idea of support proliferation. Finally, Chatterji and Long
(2021) obtain a bound on the misclassification probability of maximum margin solution in
binary classification. To approach the maximum margin solution, they use its characteri-
zation for separable data as the limit of gradient descent on logistic loss. As it turns out,
however, the assumptions they consider imply that support proliferation happens on the
event when their proof works.

We give detailed comparisons with Cao et al. (2021); Wang and Thrampoulidis (2021);
Chatterji and Long (2021); Muthukumar et al. (2021) in Section 7. Interestingly, support
proliferation requires the whole data distribution to have high effective rank, so most of the
results from those papers correspond to our result with k = 0.

Finally, we note that a version of our work was previously included as part of the first
author’s PhD thesis (Tsigler, 2024).

1.7 Structure of the paper

We start in Section 2 by considering MNI and providing geometric descriptions of the
solution vector. In Section 3, we introduce our assumptions on the distribution of the
data to obtain quantitative bounds. Section 4 gives those quantitative results and explains
the regimes they go through depending on the magnitude of µ. We put almost all the
technical steps of the proofs of those bounds in the appendix, presenting only their outline
in Section 5. In Section 6, we study the influence of ridge regularization on the error of the
classifier. Finally, we provide detailed comparisons with the previous literature in Section
7.

1.8 Additional notation

We use the symbol := to introduce definitions: for example, b := a + 1 means that we
introduce a new quantity b which is defined as a+1. For any scalars a, b we denote min(a, b)
by a∧ b and max(a, b) by a∨ b. We denote a∨ 0 as a+. For any i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , p} we denote
the i-th coordinate vector in R

p as ei. We use a ≈ b to denote an informal statement that a
and b are within a constant factor of each other with high probability (which we abbreviate
as w.h.p.). Analogously, we use a & b (a . b) to denote “w.h.p. a is at least (at most)
constant times b” and a ≫ b (a ≪ b) to denote “w.h.p. a is at least a large (at most a small)
constant times b.” More precisely, when a part of an assumption (e.g., in a statement of the
form “if a ≫ b then . . . ”), a ≫ b means that there is a large enough constant C such that
if a > Cb then the conclusion holds. When a part of a conclusion (e.g., “if . . . then a ≫ b”),
a ≫ b means that a > Cb, and the constant C can be arbitrarily large if the constants in
the assumption are taken large enough. For example, the statement “if a ≫ b then c ≫ d”
means that for any constant Cc,d > 0 there exists a constant Ca,b > 0 such that if a > Ca,bb,
then c > Cc,dd.

For any u,v ∈ R
d we write u ≥ v to denote that all the components of u− v are non-

negative. We use diag(v) to denote the diagonal matrix in R
d×d whose diagonal elements

10
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are elements of v. For any positive integer d, we denote by 0d ∈ R
d the vector of all zeros,

by 1d ∈ R
d the vector of all ones, and by Id ∈ R

d×d the identity matrix. For a linear space
A ⊆ R

p, we denote its orthogonal complement by A⊥.
There is a slight collision with notation because we use µ for the centers of the clusters

and µi to denote the i-th component of µ, but we also use µi(M) to denote the i-th
largest eigenvalue of the symmetric matrix M . We abbreviate positive-definite as PD
and positive-semi-definite as PSD. For any PSD matrix M ∈ R

d×d and any u ∈ R
d, we

define ‖u‖M :=
√
u⊤Mu. For any matrix M ∈ R

n×p, we denote its pseudo-inverse by
M † ∈ R

p×n.
We say that a random element V of some real vector space has a symmetric distribution

if V has the same distribution as −V . We use P(A ) to denote the probability of an event
A and E[ξ] to denote expectation of a random variable ξ. We use the notation Pξ and Eξ

for probability and expectation with respect to a draw of the random element ξ.

2 Geometric picture for minimum norm interpolation

In this section, we present a geometric view of binary classification. We restrict the dis-
cussion to MNI, that is, the ridge solution wridge with zero regularization λ = 0. We do so
because while it is straightforward to think about MNI geometrically, ridge regularization
is a more algebraic construct.

Explicitly, the MNI solution can be defined as

wMNI := arg min
w∈Rp

‖w‖ s.t. Xw = ŷ, (4)

i.e., the vector with minimum Euclidean norm that interpolates the (potentially noisy)
labels. There is an explicit formula for (4), namely wMNI = X†ŷ, where X† denotes the
pseudo-inverse of X . Unfortunately, this characterization is not convenient for us since we
want to decouple the contributions of µ from Q. An alternative, more amenable definition
can be obtained from the dual form of the convex optimization problem (4), namely,

w̃MNI := X⊤Dŷα, where α = argminα∈Rn ‖X⊤Dŷα‖ s.t. α⊤1n = 1, (5)

where Dŷ := diag(ŷ). In other words, w̃MNI is the projection of 0p onto the affine span of
the columns of X⊤Dŷ. Recall that the affine span is the set of linear combinations whose
coefficients sum to one, i.e., the set {X⊤Dŷα : α⊤1n = 1}. The precise result is given by
the following proposition.

Proposition 1 The vectors wMNI and w̃MNI have the same direction, but different norms.
They are related to each other as follows:

wMNI =
w̃MNI

‖w̃MNI‖2
, w̃MNI =

wMNI

‖wMNI‖2
. (6)

Proof We provide here a geometric argument. Alternatively, the proof can be carried out
using Lagrangian duality to relate (4) and (5). First, because y ∈ {−1, 1}n, we can rewrite
the definition of MNI as

wMNI = arg min
w∈Rp

‖w‖ s.t. DŷXw = 1n.

11
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We see that wMNI has the same scalar products with all the columns of X⊤Dŷ, which
implies that it has the same scalar product with all elements of the affine span of those
columns. Therefore, it must be perpendicular to that affine span. Note that it also lies in
their linear span, and there is only one direction in that linear span that is perpendicular
to the affine span: the direction of the projection of zero onto the affine span. Thus, we
already obtained that wMNI and w̃MNI have the same direction. As for the norm, notice that
since w̃MNI belongs to the affine span, it must be that wMNI

⊤w̃MNI = 1. This yields (6).

Since both wMNI and w̃MNI have the same direction, they result in the same classification
rule. Nevertheless, it is sometimes more convenient to work with one or the other. Indeed,
w̃MNI is more suitable to study the noiseless case (Section 2.1) whereas wMNI turns out to
be better suited in the presence of label-flipping noise (Section 2.2).

2.1 MNI without label-flipping noise

In this section, we study the case without label-flipping noise, that is, η = 0 and ŷ = y. In
this case, we write (4) and (5) as

wc
MNI := arg min

w∈Rp
‖w‖ s.t. Xw = y,

w̃c
MNI :=X⊤Dyα, where α = argmin ‖X⊤Dyα‖ s.t. α⊤1n = 1.

Here, the superscript c stands for “clean.” We start by using the expression for X to get

X⊤Dŷ = (Q+ yµ⊤)⊤Dy = Q⊤Dy + µ1⊤n .

We see that changing µ simply shifts all the columns of X⊤Dŷ by the same vector, which
gives an easy way to derive the formulas for the solution. For the rest of this section, we
will explicitly track the dependence on µ in the notation, that is, we will write wc

MNI(µ)
and w̃c

MNI(µ) instead of wc
MNI and w̃c

MNI.

Let us start with the case µ = 0p and then see the effect of adding µ. When µ = 0p,
the matrix X coincides with Q, so that

wc
MNI(0p) =Q†y = Q⊤A−1y,

w̃c
MNI

(0p) =
wc

MNI
(0p)

‖wc
MNI(0p)‖2

=
Q⊤A−1y

y⊤A−1y
.

Note that ‖w̃c
MNI(0p)‖2 = (y⊤A−1y)−1. Hence, as we add µ, the columns of X⊤Dŷ are

shifted and thus also their affine span. Denote the linear span of the columns of Q⊤Dŷ as
Q and the linear space parallel to the affine span of those columns as QA. Note that QA

is orthogonal to w̃c
MNI

(0p) and that Q = QA ⊕ 〈w̃c
MNI

(0p)〉—the direct sum of QA and the
line spanned by w̃c

MNI
(0p). Thus, we can decompose µ into 3 orthogonal components: one

perpendicular to Q, one lying in QA, and one in the direction of w̃c
MNI

(0p). Explicitly,

µ = µ⊥ + µ‖QA
+

µ⊤w̃c
MNI(0p)

‖w̃c
MNI

(0p)‖2
w̃c

MNI(0p). (7)
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Recall that w̃c
MNI(µ) is the projection of the origin onto the affine span of the columns

of X⊤Dŷ. Note that µ‖QA
does not change that affine span (it shifts the affine span by a

vector parallel to it). The component in the direction of w̃c
MNI

(0p) doesn’t change the linear
span, but it shifts the affine span orthogonally and is therefore added to the projection.
Finally, µ⊥ shifts the linear span orthogonally, so it also gets added to the projection.
Therefore, we get

w̃c
MNI

(µ) = w̃c
MNI

(0p) + µ⊥ +
µ⊤w̃c

MNI
(0p)

‖w̃c
MNI(0p)‖2

w̃c
MNI

(0p).

Plugging in the expressions for each variable, we get the formula

w̃c
MNI(µ) =

Q⊤A−1y

y⊤A−1y
+ (Ip −Q⊤A−1Q)µ
︸ ︷︷ ︸

µ⊥

+
ν⊤A−1y

y⊤A−1y
Q⊤A−1y, (8)

where we use the notation ν := Qµ.
Now that we have this decomposition, we can discuss its quantitative implications.

Recall that we are interested in the quantity µ⊤w̃c
MNI(µ)/‖w̃c

MNI(µ)‖Σ. Thus, we compare
the scalar product with µ and the norm in Σ for the terms above.

In Section 1.3, we claimed that the noiseless solution behaves as Q⊤A−1y + (Σ +
n−1ΛIp)

−1µ. In the case of MNI, this happens because µ⊥ behaves like (nΛ−1Σ+ Ip)
−1µ

and y⊤A−1y ≈ nΛ−1. Additionally, our bounds show that the second term, µ⊥, always
dominates the third term in terms of both scalar product with µ and the norm in Σ in
the regime that we consider. More concretely, Lemma 51 in Appendix G gives µ⊤µ⊥ ≈
µ⊤(nΛ−1Σ+Ip)

−1µ and ‖µ⊥‖Σ . ‖(nΛ−1Σ+Ip)
−1µ‖Σ. Tightness of the latter bound was

shown in Tsigler and Bartlett (2023) since the same quantity (up to the change of notation)
arises as the bias term in regression. We have already mentioned this connection to the
regression literature in Section 1.5, where we also pointed out that Q⊤A−1y is directly
analogous to the variance part of the MNI solution for regression.

2.2 MNI with label-flipping noise and benign overfitting

Let us proceed with the case where labels are contaminated by label-flipping noise. As we
previously mentioned, we now use the MNI characterization wMNI in (4) rather than w̃MNI

from (5).
Start by recalling that we denoted the linear span of the columns of Q⊤Dy as Q. For

any v ∈ R
p, let the projection of v on Q be v‖ and the projection of v on Q⊥ be v⊥. Note

that Qv⊥ = 0n for any v ∈ R
p. Let us now consider which labels are interpolated by wMNI⊥

and wMNI‖. Using the expression for X, we obtain

(Q+ yµ⊤)wMNI⊥ = yµ⊤wMNI⊥ = αy

(Q+ yµ⊤)wMNI‖ = ŷ − αy ⇒ QwMNI‖ = ŷ − αy − yµ⊤wMNI‖ = ŷ − βy,

where we introduced the scalar quantities α and β. To proceed, note that there is a unique
vector w ∈ Q such that Qw = ŷ − βy, namely w = Q†(ŷ − βy). Thus,

wMNI‖ = Q†(ŷ − βy) = Q⊤A−1(ŷ − βy).
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On the other hand, (4) implies that wMNI always lies in the span of the columns of X⊤ and
since X⊤ = Q⊤−µy⊤, projections of those columns onto Q⊥ must be ±µ⊥. Thus, wMNI⊥
must be collinear with µ⊥. Therefore, there exist scalars a, b such that

wMNI = Q⊤A−1ŷ + aQ⊤A−1y + bµ⊥,

which reduces the problem to two dimensions.

The next simplifying step is to move to an orthogonal basis. Since µ⊥ is already orthog-
onal to both Q⊤A−1ŷ and Q⊤A−1y, it suffices to find a scalar ξ such that Q⊤A−1(ŷ− ξy)
is orthogonal to Q⊤A−1y. We write

y⊤A−1QQ⊤A−1(ŷ − ξy) = 0 ⇒ y⊤A−1(ŷ − ξy) = 0 ⇒ ξ =
y⊤A−1ŷ

y⊤A−1y
. (9)

Note that Ey,ŷ[y
⊤A−1ŷ] = (1 − 2η)tr(A−1) and Ey[y

⊤A−1y] = tr(A−1), so informally
ξ ≈ 1− 2η. Now, define ỹ := ŷ − ξy to get

wMNI = Q⊤A−1ỹ +∆w,

where ∆w belongs to the span of µ⊥ and Q⊤A−1y. Since ∆w is orthogonal to Q⊤A−1ỹ

and wMNI is the minimum norm solution that interpolates the labels ŷ, it must be that ∆w

is the minimum norm vector that interpolates the labels

ŷ − (Q+ yµ⊤)Q⊤A−1ỹ = (ξ − ν⊤A−1ỹ)y.

Note that these are rescaled versions of the clean labels y. Hence, ∆w is a scaled noiseless
solution, that is,

wMNI = Q⊤A−1ỹ + (ξ − ν⊤A−1ỹ)wc
MNI. (10)

In (10), Q⊤A−1ỹ acts as a “noise vector”: it has no dependence on µ and it has a
symmetric distribution. The term ξwc

MNI
is a scaling of the noiseless solution. Recall that

ξ ≈ 1−2η, which is close to 1 when the noise level η is small. The last term −ν⊤A−1ỹwc
MNI

is also a scaling of the noiseless solution, but the scaling factor ν⊤A−1ỹ has a symmetric
distribution since it is a linear function of ỹ. That is, this term points in the opposite
direction of the noiseless solution with probability 0.5 and also acts as a “noise vector.”

Now let us consider the magnitude of these terms. To do so, it is informative to consider
the scale of µ as a parameter and see how it affects the Euclidean norm of each term. The
first term, Q⊤A−1ỹ, does not depend on µ, so its Euclidean norm remains the same. As for
wc

MNI, it is equal to Q⊤A−1y when ‖µ‖ = 0. It is therefore similar, except it contains the
clean labels y instead of the “label noise” ỹ. If we consider the noise to be a small constant,
both vectors should have Euclidean norms of the same order. As µ grows, however, the
vector wc

MNI changes and its norm (asymptotically) decreases inversely proportional to the
scale of µ. Indeed, as we saw in Section 2.1, w̃c

MNI has affine dependence on µ, and, due
to Proposition 1, the norm of wc

MNI
is reciprocal to the norm of w̃c

MNI
. The third term,

−ν⊤A−1ỹwc
MNI

starts at zero since ν scales with µ. Due to that scaling, as µ grows, it
converges to a vector of finite length. Recall that this vector is equally likely to point in
the same direction as wc

MNI
as in the opposite direction.
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Overall, we see that adding a small constant amount of label-flipping noise makes the
solution look significantly different compared to the noiseless one. First, it picks up an ad-
ditional scaling factor, which may potentially flip the sign of the projection on the direction
of the noiseless solution when µ is large enough. Second, it picks up an additional noise
component in the orthogonal direction, whose magnitude can be comparable to or even
much larger than the magnitude of the noiseless solution.

Despite those differences, however, the bound for the noisy case is surprisingly similar
to the bound in the noiseless case. Recall that we need to estimate two scalar quantities:
‖wMNI‖Σ and µ⊤wMNI. When it comes to the first of them, our bounds suggest4 that the
sum of ‖Q⊤A−1ỹ‖Σ and ‖wc

MNI
‖Σ dominates |ν⊤A−1ỹ|‖wc

MNI
‖Σ, so that ‖wMNI‖Σ only

picks up one term compared to ‖wc
MNI‖Σ, namely, ‖Q⊤A−1ỹ‖Σ (compare eq. (19) and (20)

below). We provide a more detailed discussion of this domination in Section 4.1 after we
present our main quantitative bound — Theorem 8.

When it comes to the scalar product with µ, even more cancellations occur. First, recall
that for the clean solution we obtained that

wc
MNI

=
w̃c

MNI

‖w̃c
MNI‖2

, with w̃c
MNI

=
Q⊤A−1y

y⊤A−1y
+ µ⊥ +

ν⊤A−1y

y⊤A−1y
Q⊤A−1y.

Letting S := y⊤A−1y‖w̃c
MNI‖2 and using the definition of ξ from (9), we obtain that

Sµ⊤wMNI = y⊤A−1ŷ‖µ⊥‖2 + (1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1ŷ. (11)

(See Appendix A for the derivation.)

Hence, the formula for the scalar product in the noisy case turns out to be almost the
same as in the noiseless case and the bound does not change. Indeed, note that the noiseless
case is a particular case of the noisy case with ŷ = y, so the formula for the noiseless case
can be obtained from Equation (11) by simply dropping the hat of ŷ, which introduces very
little change:

Sµ⊤wc
MNI(µ) = y⊤A−1y‖µ⊥‖2 + (1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1y,

(cf. Equation (8)).

Part of the reason for this cancellation can be seen from our derivation. We start by
saying that we need the component Q⊤A−1ỹ to interpolate the “label noise” ỹ. When
multiplied by Q+ yµ⊤, this vector picks up additional labels proportional to y because of
the scalar product with µ. We then proceed by forcing the extra term ∆w to kill those
additional labels. However, the labels that ∆w interpolates largely come from its scalar
product with µ. In the end, this leads to the cancellation when we compute the scalar
product of µ and the sum of Q⊤A−1ỹ and ∆w. This, however, only provides an algebraic
explanation of why some of the terms disappear. Finding an intuitive explanation for why
the formulas for the scalar product are so similar in the noisy and noiseless cases remains
an intriguing question.

4. We can only make an informal statement here since our formal arguments work with slightly different

expressions: instead of ỹ we use the formulas involving ∆y := ŷ − y since it has i.i.d. components. We

also have not proven that our bounds are tight for the case with label-flipping noise.
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3 Assumptions on the data

So far we have seen how MNI behaves geometrically and which terms arise in the expressions
of interest. To make a quantitative statement about classification, however, one needs to
bound those terms. Those bounds, in their turn, require assumptions. In this section, we
explain the assumptions we impose on the distribution of the rows of Z and on the sequence
{λi}pi=1 in order to obtain our results.

3.1 Gram matrix of the tails

The central object in our analysis is the (regularized) Gram matrix of the “tails” of the
data, which we denote as

Ak := Qk:∞Q⊤
k:∞ + λIn. (12)

Just as in (Tsigler and Bartlett, 2023) the main assumption under which our arguments
work is that the condition number of the matrixAk is bounded by some constant. Therefore,
we introduce the following event.

Definition 2 For any k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , p− 1} and L ≥ 1, we denote by Ak(L) the event

Ak(L) :=

{

1

L

(

λ+
∑

i>k

λi

)

≤ µn(Ak) ≤ µ1(Ak) ≤ L
(

λ+
∑

i>k

λi

)
}

. (13)

Note that EAk = In ·
(
λ+

∑

i>k λi
)
. Thus, on Ak(L), the eigenvalues of Ak are within

a constant factor of the eigenvalues of its expectation.
Throughout the paper we will also always impose assumptions of the form

λ+
∑

i>k

λi > c



nλk+1 +

√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 , (14)

where c is some large constant. It is closely related to saying that the event Ak holds with
high probability as well as to the notions of effective ranks used by Bartlett et al. (2020)
and Tsigler and Bartlett (2023). Indeed, consider the following lemma.

Lemma 3 (Lemma 16 from (Tsigler and Bartlett, 2023)) Suppose that elements of
Z are σx-sub-Gaussian and independent. There exists a constant c that only depends on σx
such that, with probability at least 1− ce−n/c,

µ1(Ak) = λ+ µ1(Qk:∞Q⊤
k:∞) ≤λ+

∑

i>k

λi + c



nλk+1 +

√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 ,

µn(Ak) = λ+ µn(Qk:∞Q⊤
k:∞) ≥λ+

∑

i>k

λi − c



nλk+1 +

√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 .

Lemma 3 shows that if components of the data are independent and sub-Gaussian, then
(14) implies that Ak(L) holds with high probability for some constant L. The reason why
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we introduce event Ak(L) instead of assuming independence of the components is that we
do not believe independence to be necessary for Ak(L) to hold. The same logic was fol-
lowed in Tsigler and Bartlett (2023) (see their Section 4). Moreover, (Tsigler and Bartlett,
2023, Section 5) explains that much weaker conditions, such as sub-Gaussianity and some
small-ball condition, are sufficient for the event Ak(L) to hold with high probability. In
(Tsigler and Bartlett, 2023, Section 5.4), they even show that Ak(L) can hold with high
probability for some heavy-tailed distributions.

3.2 Algebraic assumptions

Similarly to Tsigler and Bartlett (2023), our arguments for the main lower bound cleanly
decompose into an algebraic and a probabilistic part. Hence, we do not need to formulate
that bound with some probability over the draw of Q, but we can just specify the exact
event on which our results hold. We have already introduced the event Ak(L). Another
event that we need is as follows.

Definition 4 For any k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , p − 1} and cB > 0, we let Bk(cB) be the event on
which all of the following hold:

1. µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k) ≤ cBn and µn(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k) ≥ n/cB.

2. ‖Qk:∞µk:∞‖2 ≤ cBn‖µk:∞‖2
Σk:∞

.

3. tr(Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞) ≤ cBn

∑

i>k λ
2
i .

4. tr(Z⊤
0:kZ0:k) ≤ cBnk.

5. ‖Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞‖ ≤ cB

(∑

i>k λ
2
i + nλ2

k+1

)
.

It is easy to see that the event Bk(cB) holds with high probability if the constant cB is
large enough. For the case of sub-Gaussian data, this can be stated more precisely.

Lemma 5 Suppose the distribution of the rows of Z is σx-sub-Gaussian. One can take the
constant cB large enough depending only on σx such that for any k < n/cB the probability
of the event Bk(cB) is at least 1− cBe

−n/cB .

Proof We need to show that all five bounds from the definition of Bk(cB) hold with prob-
ability at least 1− cBe

−n/cB , where cB only depends on σx. Bounds 1–4 were derived in the
proof of (Tsigler and Bartlett, 2023, Theorem 5) (see the display in the middle of page 59).
To transform their notation into ours, one needs to replace X by Q, Σ by Σ and Z by Z.
The last statement follows directly from (Tsigler and Bartlett, 2023, Lemma 24), one just
needs to plug in Σ2 instead of Σ.

As with the definition of the event Ak, we introduce the event Bk(cB) instead of assum-
ing sub-Gaussianity because we believe that sub-Gaussianity is not necessary for Bk(cB)
to hold with high probability. This was also discussed by Tsigler and Bartlett (2023) (see
their Section 6). Indeed, the first condition in the definition of Bk(cB) is just concentration
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of sample covariance in dimension k with n data points, which is known to hold for heavy-
tailed distributions (see Tikhomirov (2018) and references therein). The inequalities 2–4
are just the law of large numbers (concentration of the sum of n i.i.d. random variables).
Only inequality 5 (bound on the norm of the Gram matrix) is somewhat less standard.
Note, however, that the Gram matrix has the same spectral norm as the sample covariance
matrix multiplied by n. Therefore, that inequality could be obtained as a direct corollary
of a dimension-free bound on the spectral norm of a sample covariance matrix. An exam-
ple of a heavy-tailed result of this type can be found in (Abdalla and Zhivotovskiy, 2023,
Theorem 2).

4 Main results

In order to formulate the results more succinctly throughout the paper we introduce ad-
ditional notation. First of all, we denote the bound on the sub-Gaussian constant of the
label-flipping noise as

ση := 1/

√

ln
3 + η−1

2
. (15)

Next, for a given k, we define

Λ :=λ+
∑

i>k

λi,

V :=n−1tr
((

Λn−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik

)−2
)

+ Λ−2n
∑

i>k

λ2
i ,

∆V :=
1

n
∧ nλ2

1

Λ2
+

nλ2
k+1 +

∑

i>k λ
2
i

Λ2
,

B :=n−2Λ2
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ ‖µk:∞‖2

Σk:∞
,

♦2 :=nΛ−2B,

M :=
Λ

n

∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1/2

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ ‖µk:∞‖2,

N :=nΛ−1M.

Note that we do not track the dependence on k in the notation since we always introduce
k before using it.

To explain how these quantities arise, let us consider the ridgeless case (λ = 0) and
return to the geometric picture from Section 2. First of all, note that Λ is the energy of the
tail of the covariance and, as we already mentioned in Section 1.3, Λ represents the implicit
regularization that this tail imposes on the learning problem. Next, the term V corresponds
to Ey‖Q⊤A−1y‖2

Σ
which, as discussed in Section 1.5, is nothing but the variance term from

the regression literature (Bartlett et al., 2020; Tsigler and Bartlett, 2023). As in those
papers, V is bounded by a constant, but can be arbitrarily small. The quantity ∆V controls
deviations of ‖Q⊤A−1y‖2

Σ
with respect to the randomness in y.

The terms B and M arise as B ≈ ‖µ⊥‖2Σ and M ≈ µ⊤µ⊥. Once again, notice that
‖µ⊥‖2Σ is exactly the bias term from (Bartlett et al., 2020; Tsigler and Bartlett, 2023).
Interestingly, ♦, which is a rescaling of

√
B, also controls the magnitude of ν⊤A−1y.
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A reader familiar with the regression literature may notice that our expressions for V
and B are somewhat different from the main bounds in (Tsigler and Bartlett, 2023). This
is because we choose a different presentation strategy: while Tsigler and Bartlett (2023)
give bounds in a simpler form, they are only tight for the right choice of k. The way we
formulate our bounds makes them tight for any choice of k under which the assumptions
are satisfied at the cost of more involved expressions. We elaborate more on the differences
in techniques from Tsigler and Bartlett (2023) in Section 5.1, but a formal connection is
established in the following proposition. The fact that the bounds are the same up to a
constant multiplier for the right choice of k can be seen from Lemma 13.

Proposition 6

V ≤ k

n
+ Λ−2n

∑

i>k

λ2
i and B ≤ n−2Λ2 ‖µ0:k‖2Σ−1

0:k
+ ‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞

.

Proof

V = n−1tr
((

Λn−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik

)−2
)

+ Λ−2n
∑

i>k

λ2
i

≤ n−1tr (Ik) + Λ−2n
∑

i>k

λ2
i =

k

n
+ Λ−2n

∑

i>k

λ2
i ,

B = n−2Λ2
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ ‖µk:∞‖2

Σk:∞

≤ n−2Λ2
∥
∥
∥Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ ‖µk:∞‖2

Σk:∞
= n−2Λ2 ‖µ0:k‖2Σ−1

0:k
+ ‖µk:∞‖2

Σk:∞
.

When it comes to noisy labels, informally, V controls ‖Q⊤A−1ỹ‖2
Σ

and ♦ controls
ν⊤A−1ỹ. We say “informally” because our proofs do not deal with the vector ỹ directly:
it is more convenient to work with the vector ∆y := ŷ − y as it has i.i.d. coordinates.

Finally, by virtue of algebra, our results extend to ridge regression. Note, however, that
only Λ directly depends on the regularization parameter λ. Thus, explicit regularization
only adds to the implicit regularization from the data without qualitatively changing the
results.

When it comes to the interpretation from Section 1, it is not hard to see that N is
within a constant factor of µ⊤(Σ + Λn−1Ip)

−1µ, while n♦2 is within a constant factor of
∥
∥(Σ+Λn−1Ip)

−1µ
∥
∥2

Σ
(see Lemma 14 for a precise statement).

Some useful relations between those quantities are shown by the following lemma, whose
proof can be found in Appendix C.

Lemma 7 (Relations between the main quantities) Suppose that

k ≤ n and Λ > nλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i . (16)

Then, n♦2 ≤ N, n♦2 ≤ N
√
n∆V , V ≤ 2, ∆V ≤ 3

n
, and ∆V ≤ 4V.
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4.1 Lower bound

Our main lower bound on the quantity µ⊤wridge/‖wridge‖Σ is given by the following theorem.

Theorem 8 (Main lower bound) For any cB > 0 and L > 1, there exists a constant
c that only depends on cB and L, such that the following holds. Assume that η < c−1,
k < n/c, and

Λ > cnλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i .

For any t ∈ (0,
√
n/c), conditionally on the event Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB), with probability at least

1−ce−t
2/2 over the draw of (y, ŷ), the following inequalities hold for a certain scalar S > 0:

Sµ⊤wridge ≥c−1N − ct♦, (17)

S‖wridge‖Σ ≤c
(

[1 +Nση]
√

V + t2∆V + ♦
√
n
)

. (18)

That is, if N > 2c2t♦, then on the same event,

µ⊤wridge

‖wridge‖Σ
≥ 1

2c2
N

[1 +Nση]
√
V + t2∆V + ♦

√
n
.

It is informative to explain how this result relates to the expressions we derived in
Section 2. Recall that we restrict ourselves to the case λ = 0 in that section, that is,
wridge = wMNI and S = y⊤A−1y‖w̃c

MNI
‖2. As in Section 2, let us start with the noiseless

case, that is, η = ση = 0 and y = ŷ. Then,

Swc
MNI

= y⊤A−1yw̃c
MNI

= y⊤A−1yµ⊥ + (1 + ν⊤A−1y)Q⊤A−1y.

We need to bound Sµ⊤wc
MNI from below and S‖wc

MNI‖Σ from above, so we write

Sµ⊤wc
MNI

= y⊤A−1y‖µ⊥‖2 + (1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1y,

S‖wc
MNI‖Σ ≤ y⊤A−1y‖µ⊥‖Σ + (1 + |ν⊤A−1y|)‖Q⊤A−1y‖Σ.

The bound from Theorem 8 can now be obtained by plugging in

y⊤A−1y ≈ nΛ−1, ‖µ⊥‖2 ≈ M, |ν⊤A−1y| . t♦,

‖µ⊥‖Σ .
√
B, and ‖Q⊤A−1y‖Σ .

√
V + t∆V .

As stated in Section 2.1, the contribution of the term µ⊥ dominates the contribution of
ν⊤A−1y and Q⊤A−1y in both bounds, that is,

nΛ−1M & t2♦2 and nΛ−1
√
B =

√
n♦ & t♦

√
V + t∆V .

Overall, we get

Sµ⊤wc
MNI

& N − ct♦ and S‖wc
MNI

‖Σ .
√
V + t∆V +

√
n♦. (19)
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Now, let us consider the case with label-flipping noise. As we already mentioned in
Section 2.2, due to certain algebraic cancellations, the formula for the scalar product in the
noisy case is very similar to the formula of the noiseless case, namely,

Sµ⊤wMNI = y⊤A−1ŷ‖µ⊥‖2 + (1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1ŷ.

Since the vector ŷ is just a noisy version of the vector y, the quantities y⊤A−1ŷ and
ν⊤A−1ŷ are close to y⊤A−1y and ν⊤A−1y correspondingly, which yields the same bound
on the scalar product as in the noiseless case.

When it comes to the denominator, only one extra significant term appears compared
to the noiseless case. All others are dominated. To see why, let us write

S‖wMNI‖Σ ≤ S‖Q⊤A−1ỹ‖Σ + (ξ + |ν⊤A−1ỹ|)S‖wc
MNI‖Σ.

We already have the upper bound on S‖wc
MNI

‖Σ. The other bounds come from the following
inequalities:

S = (1 + ν⊤A−1y)2 + y⊤A−1y‖µ⊥‖2 . (1 + t♦)2 +N,

‖Q⊤A−1ỹ‖Σ . ση
√
V + t∆V , ξ ≈ 1, and |ν⊤A−1ỹ| . σηt♦.

Combining these estimates yields

S‖wMNI‖Σ .
(
(1 + t♦)2 +N

)
ση

√
V + t∆V + (1 + σηt♦)

(√
V + t∆V +

√
n♦
)

.

By Lemma 7 and since t <
√
n, we deduce that N dominates t2♦2, and σηN

√
V + t∆V

dominates σηt♦ · √n♦. Dropping the dominated terms leaves us with

S‖wMNI‖Σ . (3t♦+N)ση
√
V + t∆V +

√
V + t∆V +

√
n♦.

Finally, the term 3t♦ση
√
V + t∆V is dominated by

√
n♦, which gives us the final bound:

S‖wMNI‖Σ . (1 +Nση)
√
V + t∆V +

√
n♦. (20)

Recall, however, that this derivation is only informal, as our proof does not give rigorous
bounds on quantities involving ỹ and deal with ∆y = ŷ − y instead.

4.2 Upper bound

Obtaining an upper bound on µ⊤wridge/‖wridge‖Σ turns out to be more technically chal-
lenging. We elaborate on that in Section 5.2, where we explain and justify which additional
assumptions are needed to derive an upper bound. Due to these technical difficulties, we
only provide the upper bound for the regime without label-flipping noise in the following
theorem.

Theorem 9 (Main upper bound) Suppose that η = 0—there is no label-flipping noise—
and the rows of Z are σx-sub-Gaussian. For any L > 1, there are large constants a, c that
only depend on σx and L and an absolute constant cy such that the following holds. Suppose
that k < n/c and

Λ > c



nλk+1 +

√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 .

Assume that Qk:∞ is independent from Q0:k and the distribution of Qk:∞ is symmetric.
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1. If N < a−1♦, then µ⊤wridge < 0 with probability at least c−1
y (P(Ak(L)) − ce−n/c)+,

where u+ denotes u ∨ 0 for any u ∈ R.

2. If N ≥ a−1♦, then for any t ∈ (0,
√
n/cy), the probability of the event

{
µ⊤wridge

‖wridge‖Σ
≤ c(1 + t)

N√
V + n♦2

}

is a least

(c−1
y − cye

−t2/cy − cye
−n/c)+(P(Ak(L))− ce−n/c)+.

4.3 Tight bound for a quantile

Theorems 8 and 9 give lower and upper bounds on the quantity µ⊤wridge/‖wridge‖Σ corre-
spondingly. That quantity, however, is random, and the bounds depend on a parameter t
that controls the probability with which the bound holds. We do not expect those bounds
to be sharp for all possible values of t, but we show that they are sharp when t is a constant.

Definition 10 For any ε ∈ (0, 1), we denote by αε the ε-quantile of the distribution
of µ⊤wridge/‖wridge‖Σ, i.e.,

αε := inf

{

α ∈ R : P

(
µ⊤wridge

‖wridge‖Σ
< α

)

> ε

}

. (21)

The following theorem shows that our upper and lower bounds on αε are within a
constant factor of each other when ε is set to a certain absolute constant.

Theorem 11 (Tightness of the bounds) Suppose that the distribution of the rows of Z
is σx-sub-Gaussian. Suppose that η = 0—there is no label-flipping noise. For any L > 1,
there exist constants a, c that only depend on L, σx and absolute constants ε, δ such that the
following holds. Suppose that n > c, k < n/c,

Λ > c



nλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 ,

and the probability of the event Ak(L) is at least 1 − δ. Assume that Qk:∞ is independent
from Q0:k and the distribution of Qk:∞ is symmetric. Then,

αε ≤ c
N√

V +
√
n♦

.

If additionally N ≥ a♦, then

αε ≥ c−1 N√
V +

√
n♦

.
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4.4 Regimes of the lower bound

In this section we discuss the forms that the bound from Theorem 8 can take depending
on which terms dominate in the expressions. To do so, we let t be a large constant and η
be a small constant. That is, the bound holds with a high, constant probability and the
probability of label-flipping is a small constant. We also fix the covariance Σ, the number
of data points n, and the direction of µ, treating its magnitude as a parameter. Under this
setting, we introduce the following notation: for two quantities a, b, we denote by a ↑ b the
smallest magnitude of µ for which a & b (i.e., w.h.p. a is at least a constant times b; see
Section 1.8).

Let us start with the bound on S‖wridge‖Σ in (18). It has three terms:
√
V , which does

not scale with µ; ♦
√
n, which is linear in µ; and N

√
V , which is quadratic. Thus, the term√

V will dominate the bound when µ is small and N
√
V will dominate when it is large.

Regarding the term ♦
√
n, it may or may not dominate for some range of ‖µ‖. Both cases

are illustrated in Figure 1. Note that in the noiseless case (η = 0), the term N
√
V vanishes,

in which case it is ♦
√
n that dominates the bound for large µ.

√
n♦ ↑

√
V N ↑ 1 N

√
V ↑ √

n♦
‖µ‖

√
V√
n♦

N
√
V

(a) Case 1: N ↑ 1 >
√
n♦ ↑

√
V

√
n♦ ↑

√
VN ↑ 1N

√
V ↑ ♦

√
n

‖µ‖

√
V

♦
√
n

N
√
V

(b) Case 2: N ↑ 1 <
√
n♦ ↑

√
V

Figure 1: Two possible relations between
√
V ,

√
n♦, and N

√
V depending on ‖µ‖.

Whether both cases in Figure 1 are possible for a constant η depends on the relation
between Σ and the direction of µ. Indeed, consider two extreme cases. First, suppose that
µ = me1—a vector supported on the first coordinate. We then have

♦
√
n =

√
λ1m

λ1 + Λ/n
and N =

m2

λ1 + Λ/n
.

If λ1 ≫ Λ/n and V ≪ 1, then m =
√
λ1 implies ♦

√
n ≫ (1+N)

√
V . Thus, ♦

√
n dominates

and we are in the setting of Figure 1a. On the other hand, consider µ = mep—a vector
supported on the last coordinate. Then,

♦
√
n = nΛ−1

√

λpm and N = nΛ−1m2.

If additionally V ≫ nλp/Λ, which is possible since λp can be arbitrarily small, we can write

(1+N)
√
V = (1+nΛ−1m2)

√
V ≫ (1+nΛ−1m2)

√

nΛ−1λp ≥ 2
√
nΛ−1m2

√

nΛ−1λp = 2♦
√
n.
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That is, for such choice of covariance and µ, the term ♦
√
n does not dominate the bound

for ‖wridge‖Σ in (18) for any choice of m, and thus, the case from Figure 1b must happen.
Now, consider the bound on Sµ⊤wridge in (17). It has two terms (up to constant

multipliers): N , which is quadratic in µ, and −♦, which is linear. Thus, for small µ (i.e.,
‖µ‖ ≤ N ↑ ♦) the second term will dominate and the bound will be negative. As ‖µ‖
becomes larger than N ↑ ♦, however, N will dominate (Figure 2, second line).

Let us now investigate how the transition N ↑ ♦ relates to the transitions from Figure 1.
According to Lemma 7,

√
n♦2 ≤ N

√
∆V ≤ 2N

√
V , which implies that

√
V

♦
√
n
≥ ♦

2N
.

That is, if ♦ is at least a constant times N , then
√
V is at least a constant times ♦

√
n,

so N ↑ ♦ ≤ √
n♦ ↑ V . Moreover, since V ≤ 2, if N

√
V ≥ √

n♦, then N ≥ ♦, so
N ↑ ♦ ≤ N

√
V ↑ √

n♦. So, the transition in the bound on Sµ⊤wridge happens before all the
transitions in the bound on S‖wridge‖Σ.

So far we have discussed the transitions in µ⊤wMNI and ‖wMNI‖Σ. Now, let us discuss
how wMNI looks in Euclidean geometry. Recall that Q⊤A−1ỹ ⊥ wc

MNI
, that is, wMNI has

two orthogonal components: one in the direction of Q⊤A−1ỹ, and one in the direction
of wc

MNI
. The latter is proportional to wc

MNI
with coefficient ξ − ν⊤A−1ỹ. As discussed

in Section 2.2, ν⊤A−1ỹ is a zero-mean random variable whose magnitude grows linearly
with µ. Hence, as soon as it dominates ξ, the contribution of the clean solution to wMNI

becomes “washed out,” i.e., the wc
MNI component becomes close to zero mean instead of

being positive. Our arguments don’t provide rigorous bounds for the quantities involving
ỹ, but we can speculate about the relation between this transition and the transitions of
the main bound by plugging in |ν⊤A−1ỹ| ≈ |ν⊤A−1y| for constant η. Since the magnitude
of the latter is controlled by ♦, the transition happens when ♦ becomes larger than ξ ≈ 1.
Using Lemma 7, we obtain

♦ & 1 ⇒
√
n♦ ≫ 1 &

√
V and N

√
V ≥ N

√
∆V /2 ≥

√
n♦2 &

√
n♦.

Thus, the transition ♦ ↑ 1 happens after all the transitions from Figure 1. We put together
all the relevant quantities and the dominating (up to a constant factor) terms in their bound
in Figure 2.

Let us conclude by tying these regimes to the geometrical discussions from Section 2.
For the case without label-flipping noise, we obtain from Proposition 1 and (8) that

wc
MNI ∝ w̃c

MNI =
Q⊤A−1y

y⊤A−1y
+ µ⊥ +

ν⊤A−1y

y⊤A−1y
Q⊤A−1y.

The term µ⊥ dominates over the last term and effectively acts as (nΛ−1Σ+Ip)
−1µ. Hence,

as stated in Section 1.3, the MNI effectively performs as

Q⊤A−1y + (Σ+ n−1ΛIp)
−1µ ≈ nΛ−1w̃c

MNI
.

As a result, when µ is small enough so that ♦ dominates N , the “noise term”Q⊤A−1y takes
over both the scalar product with µ and the norm in Σ resulting in a negative bound (Fig-
ure 2). As the magnitude of µ grows, the term (Σ+n−1ΛIp)

−1µ starts dominating the scalar
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N ↑ ♦ N ↑ 1 ♦ ↑ 1

√
n♦ ↑

√
V N

√
V ↑ √

n♦

√
n♦ ↑

√
V

S ≈ 1 N

sign
(
wMNI

⊤wc
MNI

)
= + ±

Sµ⊤w(c)
MNI ≈ ±♦ N

(a) Case 1: N ↑ 1 >
√
n♦ ↑

√
V :

S‖wc
MNI‖Σ ≈ √

V
√
n♦

S‖wMNI‖Σ ≈ √
V

√
n♦ N

√
V

µ⊤wc
MNI

‖wc
MNI

‖Σ
& −∞ N√

V

N√
n♦

µ⊤wMNI

‖wMNI‖Σ
& −∞ N√

V

N√
n♦

1√
V

‖µ‖

(b) Case 2: N ↑ 1 <
√
n♦ ↑

√
V :

S‖wc
MNI‖Σ ≈ √

V
√
n♦

S‖wMNI‖Σ ≈ √
V N

√
V

µ⊤wc
MNI

‖wc
MNI

‖Σ
& −∞ N√

V

N√
n♦

µ⊤wMNI

‖wMNI‖Σ
& −∞ N√

V

1√
V

‖µ‖

Figure 2: Main bounds on the quantities of interest (up to a constant factor) as a function

of ‖µ‖. We write w
(c)
MNI to denote both wMNI and wc

MNI
and W = (Σ+ n−1ΛIp)

−1.
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product with µ (N becomes larger than ♦). Yet, the term Q⊤A−1y continues to dominate
the norm in Σ (V dominates over

√
n♦), resulting in the bound N/

√
V (up to a constant

factor). Finally, as µ becomes even larger, wc
MNI

performs effectively as (Σ+ n−1ΛIp)
−1µ

and the bound becomes N/(
√
n♦) (up to a constant factor).

The noisy case is harder to explain without an intuitive explanation for why the formula
for µ⊤wMNI is so similar to that for µ⊤wc

MNI
[see (11)]. Nevertheless, this similarity implies

that the conditions under which the bound becomes positive are the same: µ must be large
enough so that N dominates ♦. Now, let us geometrically explain the regime transitions of
‖wMNI‖Σ. First of all, if µ = 0p, thenwMNI = Q⊤A−1ŷ andwc

MNI = Q⊤A−1y. Since both y

and ŷ are independent from Q and have the same distribution, ‖wMNI‖Σ ≈ ‖wc
MNI‖Σ ≈

√
V .

That is, for small µ, wMNI and wc
MNI display the same behavior in terms of both their scalar

product with µ and their norm in Σ. Because of that, both noisy and noiseless bound go
through the same initial regime N/

√
V .

Next, recall from (10) that the MNI solution under label-flipping noise can be written
as

wMNI = Q⊤A−1ỹ + (ξ − ν⊤A−1ỹ)wc
MNI

,

where ỹ = ŷ − ξy can be interpreted as the “label noise” and ξ ≈ 1 − 2η. Using this
decomposition, as we stated in Section 2.2, our bounds suggest that

‖wMNI‖Σ ≈ ‖Q⊤A−1ỹ‖Σ + ‖wc
MNI‖Σ.

Unfortunately, as we mentioned before, our arguments do not provide rigorous bounds on
quantities involving ỹ. However, we can speculate about their magnitude by assuming that
for constant noise level they behave as if ỹ was y. Under this assumption, ‖Q⊤A−1ỹ‖Σ ≈√
V—the same magnitude that ‖wc

MNI
‖Σ exhibits for small µ.

As µ grows, however, ‖wc
MNI

‖Σ changes. Recall from Section 2.1 that w̃c
MNI

changes
linearly with µ and that since wc

MNI
= w̃c

MNI
/‖w̃c

MNI
‖2, we have ‖wc

MNI
‖ = 1/‖w̃c

MNI
‖. Be-

cause of that, in Euclidean geometry, the magnitude of wc
MNI is almost always decreasing

as µ grows. Nevertheless, when analyzing ‖wc
MNI‖Σ, this decrease in magnitude is not the

only factor to consider due to the contribution of the direction of wc
MNI. As µ grows, the

direction of wc
MNI approximately aligns with that of µ⊥. If, in its turn, µ⊥ is approximately

aligned with the first few eigendirections of Σ, then the change in direction may dominate
the change in magnitude and ‖wc

MNI‖Σ may grow to dominate ‖Q⊤A−1ỹ‖Σ. Because of
that, ‖wMNI‖Σ may stay approximately the same as ‖wc

MNI
‖Σ and the noisy bound may

go over the second regime of the noiseless bound, namely, N/(
√
n♦), depending on the

relationship between Σ and µ.
Regardless of whether we observe this regime, wc

MNI
converges to zero as µ goes to

infinity, so that ‖Q⊤A−1ỹ‖Σ eventually dominates ‖wc
MNI

‖Σ. Since µ⊤wMNI ≈ µ⊤wc
MNI

,
we obtain

µ⊤wMNI

‖wMNI‖Σ
≈ µ⊤wc

MNI

‖Q⊤A−1ỹ‖Σ
.

Observe that µ⊤wc
MNI

is the label that the MNI solution assigns to the center of the pos-
itive cluster. Since µ is large, wc

MNI
has high classification accuracy and µ⊤wc

MNI
≈ 1.

Additionally, we have ‖Q⊤A−1ỹ‖Σ ≈
√
V for constant η. Thus, for large enough µ, the

bound becomes 1/
√
V . Note that this quantity no longer depends on µ, so that the bound
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can only increase as V decreases. In Proposition 6, as well as Section 1.5, we have shown
that V is (up to a multiplicative constant) equivalent to the bound on the variance term
for regression obtained in Bartlett et al. (2020). Hence, the sufficient condition for benign
overfitting that we get in the large µ regime is equivalent to the benign overfitting condition
in linear regression.

4.5 Benign overfitting

Expanding on the informal observations from the end of last section, one interesting phe-
nomenon that Theorem 8 implies is that the misclassification error can be arbitrarily close
to zero even if we have a small constant level of label-flipping noise. One can see that it
happens for t = o(

√
n), V = o(1), and N = ω(

√
V + t/

√
n+ ♦

√
n) (which has the form of

an SNR condition). In order to simplify the presentation, we formulate a rigorous corollary
for the Gaussian distribution.

Corollary 12 Suppose the rows of matrix Q come from i.i.d. samples from a Gaussian
distribution. Take λ = 0 (that is, consider the MNI solution). There exists a large absolute
constant c such that, for any C > 1, if

- the noise is bounded by a constant: η < c−1, (22)

- the “spiked part” of the covariance has low dimension: k < n/(cC2), (23)

- the “tail” of the covariance has high effective rank:
∑

i>k

λi > cnλk+1 ∨ cC

√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i ,

(24)

- the scale of µ is large enough: N ≥ 1 + cC
(√

V + ♦
√
n
)

,

(25)

then, with probability at least 1− ce−n/(cC)2 ,

µ⊤wMNI

‖wMNI‖Σ
≥ C. (26)

Proof First of all, due to (24), if c is large enough, by Lemma 3, for absolute constants
cA, L the probability of the event Ak(L) is at least 1 − cAe

−n/cA . Moreover, due to (23)
and Lemma 5, for an absolute constant cB the event Bk(cB) holds with probability at least
1− cBe

−n/cB .
Next, by Theorem 8, for an absolute constant c1 on the event Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB) we have

for a certain scalar S > 0 for any t ∈ (0,
√
n/c1), with probability at least 1− c1e

−t2/2,

Sµ⊤wMNI ≥c−1
1 N − c1t♦, (27)

S‖wMNI‖Σ ≤c1

(

[1 +Nση]
√

V + t2∆V + ♦
√
n
)

. (28)

Since t <
√
n/c1, if c is large enough, due to (25) and (27), there exists an absolute constant

c2 such that Sµ⊤wMNI ≥ c−1
2 N .

27



Tsigler et al.

So far, for an absolute constant c3, we have with probability at least 1− c1e
−t2/2,

µ⊤wMNI

‖wMNI‖Σ
≥c−1

3

N

[1 +Nση]
√
V + t2∆V + ♦

√
n

≥ 1

2c3

(

N

♦
√
n+

√
V + t2∆V

∧ 1

ση
√
V + t2∆V

)

.

For simplicity, we use Lemma 7 to bound ∆V < 3/n. We see that to achieve the bound in
(26), we need to show the following two conditions:

N ≥ 2Cc3

(

♦
√
n+

√
V +

√

3t2/n
)

and ση(
√
V +

√

3t2/n) ≤ (2c3C)−1.

Recall that η < c−1, so that ση < 1. The two conditions above can therefore be achieved
by first taking t2 = n/(c4C

2) for a large enough absolute constant c4. Then, 25 implies the
first condition and (23)–(24) imply the second due to Proposition 6.

We believe these sufficient conditions for benign overfitting in classification to be novel.
For example, in a recent paper, Wang and Thrampoulidis (2021) obtain similar conditions
only for the case of isotropic data, i.e., Σ = Ip (see their Theorem 7).

5 Proof outline and different forms of the main quantities

5.1 Lower bound proof sketch

On a high level we follow the same logic as Tsigler and Bartlett (2023): start by using
algebraic formulas for the ridge/MNI solutions to disentangle the contribution of the 0 : k
from the k : ∞ components, then estimate each quantity using concentration inequalities.
This is, however, more challenging for our mixture model since the clusters are not zero-
mean (they are centered at ±µ). Algebraically, the rank-one modification in X = Q+yµ⊤

hinders the straightforward application of the machinery from (Tsigler and Bartlett, 2023).

Hence, the first step in the proof is to transform the expression for wridge = X⊤(XX⊤+
λIn)

−1ŷ into a form that involves the inverse of A = QQ⊤ + λIn instead of XX⊤ + λIn.
The corresponding formula is obtained in Lemma 33 (Appendix A). We then proceed to
deriving sharp bounds for each of its terms. Note that there are two independent sources
of randomness in our setting: the matrix Q and the labels (y, ŷ). We start by addressing
the second source, making high probability statements over the draw of (y, ŷ) conditionally
on Q in Lemma 46 (Appendix D). As a result, the problem now reduces to bounding
expressions that only depend on Q.

At this point we can apply the ideas developed in (Tsigler and Bartlett, 2023) with some
modifications. As in that paper, we start by deriving algebraic bounds that hold almost
surely on the event that the matrix Ak is PD (Lemma 47, Appendix E). Some of the terms
that we bound there have already appeared in (Tsigler and Bartlett, 2023), namely ‖µ⊥

∼
‖2
Σ

and tr(A−1QΣQ⊤A−1) are respectively the bias and variance from (Tsigler and Bartlett,
2023). Though we could, in principle, reuse the results in that paper, we use a slightly
different derivation to obtain them in a new form.
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Explicitly, we directly use the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury identity to obtain our alge-
braic decompositions (Lemma 48, Appendix E), the most important embodiment of which

is A−1Q0:k = A−1
k Q0:k

(
Ik +Q⊤

0:kA
−1
k Q0:k

)−1
. We then use the results in Lemma 49 to re-

place Σ
1/2
0:k

(
Ik +Q⊤

0:kA
−1
k Q0:k

)−1
Σ

1/2
0:k by α−1(β−1Σ−1

0:k+Ik)
−1, where α, β are scalars that

concentrate within a constant factor of their typical value. This is in contrast to the strategy

used in (Tsigler and Bartlett, 2023), which uses the fact that the matrix
(
Ik +Q⊤

0:kA
−1
k Q0:k

)−1

is dominated by Ik for k = k∗. Our technique yields sharp results for any choice of k and
upper bounds that have the same form as lower bounds. In Tsigler and Bartlett (2023),
upper and lower bounds have different forms and a separate conversion is needed to show
that they coincide for k = k∗. We pay for that, however, with a bulkier form of the bounds.

The bounds from Lemma 47 are formulated in terms of quantities that we assume to be
concentrated around their typical values on the events Ak(L) and Bk(cB). Plugging those
values in the bounds is done in Lemma 50 (Appendix F). We conclude the proof of Theorem
8 in Appendix G by first combining the bounds from Lemmas 46 and 50 in Lemma 51 and
then plugging the result into the algebraic formulas from Lemma 33.

5.2 Upper bound proof sketch

When we deal with the bounds within a constant factor, it is usually more difficult to obtain
a bound from below than from above. This is because to bound a sum from above one can
use a triangle inequality |a+b| ≤ |a|+ |b| to reduce the problem to bounding separate terms
from above. If, however, we want to bound a sum |a+ b| from below, the triangle inequality
yields |a+ b| ≥ (|a|− |b|)∨ (|b|− |a|), which is only sharp when one term dominates another
in magnitude.

In our case, we want to bound the fraction µ⊤wridge/‖wridge‖Σ. To bound it from below
we bound µ⊤wridge from below and ‖wridge‖Σ from above. Moreover, it turns out that there
is only one term in the expression for µ⊤wridge that we actually need to bound from below;
other terms play the role of noise and can be bounded from above in absolute value. Because
of that, bounding µ⊤wridge/‖wridge‖Σ from below is a much more straightforward task than
bounding it from above.

Two problems arise when we bound µ⊤wridge/‖wridge‖Σ from above: first, we need to
bound ‖wridge‖Σ from below, and there is no one dominating term in its expression. The
second problem is to show that the numerator µ⊤wridge will be negative with constant
probability if N is not large enough compared to ♦, for which we also need to bound the
magnitude of the noise terms in the numerator from below.

To alleviate the problem with the triangle inequality we resort to the following trick:
we assume that Qk:∞ has a symmetric distribution and is independent from Q0:k. This
means that the joint distribution of (Q0:k,Qk:∞,y) is the same as the distribution of
(Q0:k, εqQk:∞, εyy), where we introduced two new Rademacher random variables (εq, εy),
which are independent of all previously defined random variables and from each other. The
basic idea behind the introduction of these random variables is as follows: suppose ε is a
Rademacher random variable, which is independent of random variables a, b. Then, con-
ditionally on a, b, with probability 0.5 over the draw of ε, |a + εb| = |a| + |b|. If we now
have high-probability lower bounds on |a| and |b|, then we get a constant probability lower
bound on |a+ εb|.
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To explain how this idea applies to the quantities that we need to bound, we will need
to look at their exact expressions. Denote

Q̄ := [Q0:k, εqQk:∞], ȳ := εyy, w̄ridge := (Q̄+ ȳµ⊤)⊤(Q̄Q̄
⊤
+ λIn

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=A

)−1ȳ.

(Recall that for the upper bounds we only consider the case with no label-flipping noise,
i.e., y = ŷ.) The expression for the numerator is now

S̄µ⊤w̄ridge = ȳ⊤A−1ȳµ⊤µ̄⊥
∼
+ (1 + ν̄⊤A−1ȳ)ν̄⊤A−1ȳ,

where ν̄ = Q̄µ, µ̄⊥
∼

= (Ip − Q̄
⊤
A−1Q̄)µ, and S̄ is a scalar, which is non-negative with

high probability. The proof of Theorem 8 already provides a sharp high-probability bound
on the term ȳ⊤A−1ȳµ⊤µ̄⊥

∼
, as well as the upper bound on |ν̄⊤A−1ȳ|. Thus, the difficulty

is only in proving a lower bound on |ν̄⊤A−1ȳ| to say that the term ν̄⊤A−1ȳ will make
the numerator negative with constant probability unless N is large compared to ♦. The
random variable εq helps as follows: with probability 0.5 over the draw of εq,

‖A−1ν̄‖2 = ‖A−1(Q0:kµ0:k + εqQk:∞µk:∞)‖2 ≥ ‖A−1Q0:kµ0:k‖2 + ‖Qk:∞µk:∞‖2.

We bound the terms ‖A−1Q0:kµ0:k‖2 and ‖Qk:∞µk:∞‖2 from below in Lemma 52. We then
use them in Lemma 53 to get the full upper bound on the numerator S̄µ⊤w̄ridge.

When it comes to the denominator ‖S̄w̄ridge‖Σ, the expression that we use is

S̄w̄ridge = (1 + ν̄⊤A−1ȳ)Q̄
⊤
A−1ȳ + ȳ⊤A−1ȳµ̄⊥

∼
.

The term |ν̄⊤A−1ȳ|‖Q̄⊤
A−1ȳ‖Σ is dominated by others, so we can reuse an upper bound

on it from the proof of Theorem 8. When it comes to the remaining terms, note that
Q̄

⊤
A−1ȳ = εyQ̄

⊤
A−1y, while ȳ⊤A−1ȳµ̄⊥

∼
= y⊤A−1yµ̄⊥

∼
, which does not depend on εy.

Thus, with probability 0.5 over εy, the cross-term that arises from those two terms is non-
negative and can be ignored for the purposes of obtaining a lower bound. Next, note that
‖Q̄⊤

A−1y‖Σ = ‖Q⊤A−1y‖Σ does not depend on εq, thus with probability 0.5 over the
draw εq we can ignore the cross terms that arise from interaction between components 0 : k
and k : ∞ in µ̄⊥

∼
. Overall, with probability at least 0.25 over the draw of (εq, εy) we can

ignore a few terms in the expression for ‖S̄w̄ridge‖Σ to obtain a lower bound on it. The
precise statement is given in Lemma 54.

The strategy for the remainder of the proof of the upper bound is the same as in the
proof of the lower bound: in Lemma 55 we make high-probability statements with respect
to the draw of y, and in Lemma 56 we make high probability statements with respect to
the draw of Q. We put together the lower bound on the denominator in Lemma 57 and
combine it with the upper bound on the numerator in Theorem 9, whose proof is given in
Appendix H.3.

Note that due to the nature of the proof, we only obtain the upper bounds with constant
probability.
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6 Effect of regularization

In this section we discuss the effects of the regularization on the accuracy of the learned
classifier in the noiseless setting (i.e., η = 0). We will touch on the noisy setting in Sec-
tion 6.5, but we can only talk about the dependence of the lower bound on regularization
there since we don’t provide a matching upper bound.

The main result that we have for the noiseless case is Theorem 11, which proves tight-
ness of the bound for a quantile αε. Throughout this section we will study how changing
regularization affects that quantile.

Before we start, however, let’s introduce two alternative forms of the bound on that
quantile, that are somewhat more useful in terms of tracking the effect of λ. As we already
pointed out, our bounds are closely related to bounds from the earlier work on regression
(Tsigler and Bartlett, 2023) but have somewhat different form. In the next two lemmas we
show how our quantities of interest could be alternatively defined to have similar form to
the quantities from that paper.

The following lemma gives a form of the bounds using the notion of k∗ introduced by
Bartlett et al. (2020). This form corresponds to the form of the main results obtained by
Tsigler and Bartlett (2023).

Lemma 13 (Bounds via k∗) Suppose that

k ≤ n/2 and Λ > nλk+1.

Define

k∗ :=min

{

κ ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k} : λ+
∑

i>κ

λi ≥ nλκ+1

}

,

Λ∗ :=λ+
∑

i>k∗

λi,

V∗ :=
k∗

n
+ Λ−2

∗ n
∑

i>k∗

λ2
i ,

♦2
∗ :=n−1 ‖µ0:k∗‖2Σ−1

0:k∗
+ nΛ−2

∗ ‖µk∗:∞‖2Σk:∞
,

N∗ := ‖µ0:k∗‖2Σ−1

0:k∗
+ nΛ−1

∗ ‖µk∗:∞‖2.

Then

2N∗ ≥ N ≥ N∗/2, 2♦∗ ≥ ♦ ≥ ♦∗/2, 4V∗ ≥ V ≥ V∗/4, Λ∗ ≥ Λ ≥ Λ∗/2.

The next lemma gives an alternative form of the bounds, which makes their dependence
on k less pronounced. They are analogous to the bounds from Section 7 of (Tsigler and Bartlett,
2023).

Lemma 14 (Alternative form of the bounds) Suppose that k < n and Λ > nλk+1.
Denote

Na :=
∑

i

µ2
i

λi + Λ/n
, Va :=

∑

i

λ2
i /n

(λi +Λ/n)2
, ♦a

2 :=
∑

i

λiµ
2
i /n

(λi + Λ/n)2
.
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Then

N ≥ Na ≥ N/2, V ≥ Va ≥ V/4, ♦2 ≥ ♦a
2 ≥ ♦2/4.

Note that this form of the results already appeared in our discussion in Section 1.3.

Now we are in position to return to studying the effect of regularization. To track
changing values of regularization parameter λ, for the rest of this section we add it explicitly
to the notation, i.e., in this section we will write αε(λ),Λ(λ), N(λ), V (λ),♦(λ),Ak(L, λ) etc.
Note that if L > 1 and λ′ > λ, then Ak(L, λ) ⊆ Ak(L, λ

′), that is, we always only need to
assume that Ak(L, λ) holds for the smallest value of the regularization parameter that we
consider.

6.1 Increasing regularization never helps in the noiseless case

Due to Theorem 11, the main quantity of interest in the setting without label-flipping
noise is N(λ)√

V (λ)+
√
n♦(λ)

. According to Lemma 14, this quantity is within a constant factor of

Na(λ)√
Va(λ)+

√
n♦a(λ)

. The first interesting observation is that Na(λ)/♦a(λ) is a non-increasing

function of λ. To see this denote

t := Λ/n, v := Σ−1/2µ, w := (Σ+ tIp)
−1Σ1/2µ = (Ip + tΣ−1)−1v.

With this notation, it becomes
Na(Λ)√
n♦a(Λ)

=
v⊤w
‖w‖ ,

which is non-increasing by the following lemma, whose proof can be found in Appendix I.

Lemma 15 Consider a non-zero vector v ∈ R
p and a PD symmetric matrix M ∈ R

p×p.
Introduce the function f : Rp → R as f(w) = v⊤w/‖w‖. Then f

(
(Ip + tM)−1v

)
is a

non-increasing function of t on [0,+∞).

This observation already suggests that increasing regularization should not lead to an
increase in the bound. The only way that it could happen is when the term

√

V (λ) domi-
nates

√
n♦ in the denominator. As it turns out, however, in this case the vector µ cannot

be large enough for the bound to be larger than a constant. A formal statement is given
by the following lemma, which is proven in Appendix I.

Lemma 16 (Increasing the regularization cannot make the bound large) Suppose
that k < n and Λ(λ) > nλk. Then for some absolute constant c > 0 and any λ′ > λ

N(λ′)
√

V (λ′) +
√
n♦(λ′)

≤ c

(

1 +
N(λ)

√

V (λ) +
√
n♦(λ)

)

.

Combining this with Theorem 11 gives the following.

Corollary 17 Suppose that the distribution of the rows of Z is σx-sub-Gaussian. For any
L > 1 there exist constants a, c that only depend on L and σx and absolute constants δ, ε such
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that the following holds. Assume that n > c, k < n/c, P(Ak(L, λ)) > 1− δ, N(λ) ≥ a♦(λ),
and

Λ(λ) > c



nλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 .

Suppose that Qk:∞ has a symmetric distribution and is independent from Q0:k.
For every λ′ ≥ λ

αε(λ
′) ≤ c (1 + αε(λ)) .

Proof Take a, δ, ε the same as in Theorem 11. Denote the constant c from that theorem as
c1. Note that P(Ak(L, λ

′)) ≥ P(Ak(L, λ)) > 1 − δ, which means that Theorem 11 applies
for all values of the regularization parameter λ′ > λ. Thus,

αε(λ
′) ≤ c1

N(λ′)
√

V (λ′) +
√
n♦(λ′)

, αε(λ) ≥ c−1
1

N(λ)
√

V (λ) +
√
n♦(λ)

.

Combining it with Lemma 16 and taking c large enough depending on c1 yields the
result.

Note, however, that our argument only works if the probability of the event Ak(L, λ) is
high for some constant L, and that Λ(λ) is large compared to nλk+1. Increasing λ increases
both Λ(λ) and the probability of Ak(L, λ). Therefore, the results above don’t say that
smaller values of regularization are always better. A more precise interpretation would be
“if λ is large enough so that Λ(λ) ≫ nλk+1 and Ak(L, λ) holds with high probability, then
there is no benefit from increasing it further”.

6.2 Increasing regularization does nothing in some regimes

Even though we showed that there is not much use (in a certain sense) in increasing regular-
ization, we haven’t yet shown that it is harmful. For example, the following question arises:
can decreasing regularization increase µ⊤wridge(λ)/‖wridge(λ)‖Σ by more than a constant
factor? As it turns out, it depends on how µ is spread across the eigendirections of Σ. For
example, increasing regularization will always preserve the bound within a constant factor
if µ is supported in the tail or µ is an eigenvector of the covariance, and µ is large enough so
that V (λ) is dominated by n♦(λ)2. The formal statement is given by the following corollary,
which is proven in Appendix I.

Corollary 18 (Regularization doesn’t matter for certain µ) Suppose that the distri-
bution of the rows of Z is σx-sub-Gaussian. For any L > 1 there exist constants a, c that
only depend on L, σx and absolute constants ε, δ such that the following holds. Suppose that
n > c, k < n/c, P(Ak(L, λ)) > 1− δ, N(λ) ≥ a♦(λ), and

Λ(λ) > c



nλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 .

Suppose that Qk:∞ has a symmetric distribution and is independent from Q0:k.
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If either for some i ≤ k

µ = µiei, and
nλiµ

2
i

(1 + nλi/Λ(λ))2
≥
∑

i

λ2
i ,

(here ei is the i-th eigenvector of Σ), or

‖µ0:k‖ = 0 and
∑

i

λ2
i ≤ n‖µk:∞‖2

Σk:∞
,

then for any λ′ ≥ λ,

αε(λ
′)/c ≤ αε(λ) ≤ cαε(λ

′).

The results that we obtained so far seem to contradict the conclusion made byWang and Thrampoulidis
(2021), who considered a particular case of our model with Gaussian data and k = 0 and
concluded that increasing regularization always decreases the classification error (see their
Section 6.1), and checked that empirically in simulations. According to our results, in-
creasing λ does not change µ⊤wridge(λ)/‖wridge(λ)‖Σ by more than a constant factor in this
regime. There is no actual contradiction, because Wang and Thrampoulidis (2021) only
proved that their bound is decreasing. They neither proved that the bound is sharp, nor
that it can decrease by more than a constant factor. We provide a detailed comparison with
their results in Section 7.2.

6.3 Increasing regularization may cause harm by breaking the balance
between the tail and the spiked part

Now let’s investigate for which µ having regularization as small as possible actually provides
more than a constant factor gain. Lemma 13 gives, perhaps, the most convenient formulas
to look at. For simplicity let’s restrict ourselves to the case where µ is large enough, so the
term

√

V (λ) is dominated in the denominator. Let’s write out the quantity of interest:

N∗√
n♦∗

=
‖µ0:k∗‖2Σ−1

0:k∗
+ nΛ−1

∗ ‖µk∗:∞‖2
√

‖µ0:k∗‖2Σ−1

0:k∗
+ n2Λ−2

∗ ‖µk∗:∞‖2
Σk∗:∞

.

Increasing regularization does two things: it changes the value of Λ∗, which serves as a
scaling factor in front of the contribution of the tail, and it decreases k∗, therefore recovering
the geometry in fewer components. We are going to look at those effects separately.

First, consider the case when k∗ doesn’t change from changing λ. Note that if the term
‖µ0:k∗‖2Σ−1

0:k∗
dominates in both the numerator and the denominator, then the ratio becomes

just ‖µ0:k∗‖Σ−1

0:k∗
up to a constant factor, that is, it is not sensitive to the changes in Λ∗.

The same happens if the term ‖µ0:k∗‖2Σ−1

0:k∗
is dominated in both the numerator and the

denominator: the ratio becomes ‖µk∗:∞‖2/‖µk∗:∞‖Σk∗:∞
, and again it is not sensitive to

the changes in Λ∗. Moreover, since we always assume Λ∗ > nλk∗+1 we have

nΛ−1
∗ ‖µk∗:∞‖2 ≥ nΛ−1

∗ λ−1
k∗+1‖µk∗:∞‖2

Σk∗:∞
≥ n2Λ−2

∗ ‖µk∗:∞‖2
Σk∗:∞

.
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Thus, the case in which changing λ can change the bound by more than a constant in
this regime is

nΛ−1
∗ ‖µk∗:∞‖2 ≥ ‖µ0:k∗‖2Σ−1

0:k∗
≥ n2Λ−2

∗ ‖µk∗:∞‖2
Σk∗:∞

.

In this case the bound becomes equal to nΛ−1
∗ ‖µk∗:∞‖2/ ‖µ0:k∗‖Σ−1

0:k∗
up to a constant

factor, so the dependence on Λ∗ is inversely proportional. Recall, however, that in order to
not change k∗ we need to always have Λ∗ ≤ nλk∗. Putting it together with Λ∗ ≥ nλk∗+1 we
see that changing regularization in this regime can change the bound by at most λk∗/λk∗+1.
Thus, there should be a big relative gap between λk∗ and λk∗+1 for that quantity to be
large.

The discussion above reveals a recipe for constructing regimes in which increasing reg-
ularization can significantly impair the classification accuracy. The formal statement is as
follows, its proof can be found in Appendix I.

Lemma 19 For any σx ≥ 1, L > 1 there exist constants a, c that only depend on σx and
absolute constants ε, δ such that the following holds. Suppose that n > c, 0 < k < n/c. Take
any C > 1 and construct the classification problem as follows:

1. Take Zk:∞ with σx-sub-Gaussian rows and the sequence {λi}i>k and regularization
parameter λ such that P(Ak(L, λ)) ≥ 1− δ and

Λ(λ) ≥ c



nλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 .

2. Take Z0:k with σx-sub-Gaussian rows independent from Zk:∞, and {λi}ki=1 such that
nλk ≥ CΛ(λ).

3. Take µk:∞ whose most energy is spread among the eigendirections of Σ with small
eigenvalues, that is,

‖µk:∞‖2
Σk:∞

≤ C−1n−1Λ(λ)‖µk:∞‖2.

4. Take5 µ0:k which balances µk:∞ in the following sense:

nC−1Λ(λ)−1‖µk:∞‖2 ≥ ‖µ0:k‖2Σ−1
0:k

≥ n2Λ(λ)−2‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞
. (29)

5. Scale µ up6 if needed, so it holds that

n♦2(λ) ≥ V (λ) and N(λ) ≥ a♦(λ).

Then for any λ′ such that Λ(λ′) ≥ CΛ(λ)

αε(λ) ≥
C

c
αε(λ

′).

5. Note that such µ0:k exists because of how we chose µk:∞.

6. Note that the previous conditions were homogeneous in µ, so multiplying it by a scalar does not break

them.
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The following corollary, whose proof can be found in Appendix I, shows a particular
example when the optimal regularization is negative:

Corollary 20 There exists absolute constants a, b such that the following holds. Take p =
∞, n > a and 1 ≤ k < n/a. Consider the following classification problem with Gaussian
data (in infinite dimension) and no label-flipping noise (η = 0):

λi =

{

2b, i ≤ k,

e−(i−k)/(bn), i > k.
, µi =

{

4
√

b/k, i ≤ k,

4
√
b · 2−(i−k)/2, i > k.

Then the value of λ that maximizes αε(λ) is negative.

6.4 Increasing regularization can harm by destroying “recovery of the
geometry”

Now let’s consider a scenario where k∗ changes all the way to zero because of increase
in regularization. That is, we stop “recovering the geometry” of the first k∗ components
because of it. For simplicity, consider the case with no tail, that is, ‖µk∗:∞‖ = 0. Infor-
mally, increasing regularization will change the classifier from (wridge(λ))0:k∗ ∝ Σ−1

0:k∗µ0:k∗

to (wridge(λ
′))0:k∗ ∝ µ0:k∗ and the value of µ⊤wridge/‖wridge‖Σ will go from ‖µ0:k∗‖Σ−1

0:k∗
to

‖µ0:k∗‖2/‖µ0:k∗‖Σ0:k∗
, which may be much smaller depending on µ0:k. This results in the

following lemma, whose proof can be found in Appendix I:

Lemma 21 For any σx > 1, L > 1 there exist constants a, c that only depend on L, σx and
absolute constants ε, δ such that the following holds. Suppose that n > c, 0 < k < n/c. Take
any C > 1 and construct the classification problem as follows:

1. Take Zk:∞ with σx-sub-Gaussian rows and the sequence {λi}i>k and regularization
parameter λ such that P(Ak(L, λ)) ≥ 1− δ and

Λ(λ) > c



nλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 .

2. Take Z0:k with σx-sub-Gaussian rows independent from Zk:∞, and {λi}ki=1 such that
nλk ≥ Λ(λ).

3. Take µ that is only supported on the first k coordinates (i.e., ‖µk:∞‖ = 0) such that

‖µ0:k‖Σ0:k
‖µ0:k‖Σ−1

0:k
≥ C‖µ0:k‖2. (30)

4. Scale µ up if needed, so that

n♦2(λ) ≥ V (λ) and N(λ) ≥ a♦(λ).

Then for any λ′ such that Λ(λ′) ≥ nλ1

αε(λ) ≥
C

c
αε(λ

′).
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A natural question is when one can choose such µ0:k that Equation (30) is satisfied.
The answer is given by the following.

Lemma 22 For any µ0:k 6= 0k

1 ≤
‖µ0:k‖Σ0:k

‖µ0:k‖Σ−1
0:k

‖µ0:k‖2
≤ λ1 + λk

2
√
λ1λk

.

The upper bound is achieved for µ0:k = e1 + ek.

Proof Without loss of generality we can put ‖µ0:k‖2 = 1. Now the numbers {µ2
i } act as

weights: ‖µ0:k‖2Σ−1
0:k

is the weighted average of {λ−1
i }ki=1 with weights {µ2

i }, while ‖µ0:k‖−2
Σ0:k

is inverse of the weighted average of {λi}ki=1. Thus, for the convex function f(x) = 1/x we
can write

‖µ0:k‖2Σ0:k
‖µ0:k‖2Σ−1

0:k
=

∑k
i=1 µ

2
i f(λi)

f
(
∑k

i=1 µ
2
iλi

) .

Thus, the lower bound follows from Jensen’s inequality. Moreover, if f is a non-negative con-
vex function andX is a random variable with a support [a, b], then the ratio E[f(X)]/f(E[X])
is maximized by a distribution of X is supported on {a, b}. That is, we should have
µ2
k = 1 − µ2

1 and µi = 0 for i 6∈ {1, k}. Now we only need to find the scalar µ2
1 that

maximizes the following:

‖µ0:k‖2Σ0:k
‖µ0:k‖2Σ−1

0:k

‖µ0:k‖4
=
(
λk + (λ1 − λk)µ

2
1

) (
λ−1
k + (λ−1

1 − λ−1
k )µ2

1

)
.

Putting the derivative equal to zero yields:

0 = (λ1 − λk)
(
λ−1
k + (λ−1

1 − λ−1
k )µ2

1

)
+
(
λk + (λ1 − λk)µ

2
1

)
(λ−1

1 − λ−1
k ),

µ2
1 = 0.5.

The maximum value is equal to (λ1+λk)
2

4λ1λk
.

The following corollary, whose proof can be found in Appendix I, shows another example
when the optimal regularization is negative:

Corollary 23 There exist absolute constants b > c such that the following holds. Take
p > bn, and b ≤ k < n/b. Consider the following classification problem with Gaussian data
(in dimension p) and no label-flipping noise (η = 0):

λi =

{

k−4i/k, i ≤ k,
cn
pk4 , i > k.

, µi =

{
b ln(k)
k5

(
k
n + n

p

)

, i ≤ k,

0, i > k.

Then the value of λ that maximizes αε(λ) is negative.
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6.5 Regularization with label-flipping noise

Since we don’t have a matching upper bound for the case with label-flipping noise, we can
only consider the effect of the regularization on the lower bound given in Theorem 8. That
bound, up to a constant factor, is given by the following formula:

N − ct♦
(

[1 +Nση]
√
V + t2∆V + ♦

√
n
) .

Let’s look at it in the simple regime when t is a constant and µ is large enough so that ct♦
is dominated by N . Thus, we are going to consider the formula

N
(

[1 +Nση]
√
V + ♦

√
n
) .

We can rewrite it up to a constant as a minimum of two terms:

1

ση
√
V

∧ N√
V + ♦

√
n
,

and the second term is just the bound for the case η = 0. We’ve already seen this in
Section 4.4, where we stated that the bound for the case with label-flipping noise goes over
the same regimes, and only picks up a new regime for large µ. We already know that
increasing λ “doesn’t help” in the noiseless regime. It does, however, increase the first term
(V (λ) is obviously a decreasing function of λ). Thus, regularization can only provide a
significant benefit in that new “large µ” regime. Since we don’t have a proof of tightness
for this bound, however, we leave a more careful study of this effect to future work.

7 Detailed comparison with previous results

In this section, we compare our results with the results of four recent papers: (Cao et al.,
2021), (Wang and Thrampoulidis, 2021), (Chatterji and Long, 2021), and (Muthukumar et al.,
2021). Sections 7.1 and 7.2 show that our results generalize the results of the first two of
those papers. In Section 7.3 we discuss the relation between our results and those of
Chatterji and Long (2021), and show that their bound is weaker then ours for the case of
Gaussian data. Finally, the paper of Muthukumar et al. (2021) considers a slightly different
model. In Section 7.4 we explain how this model is related to ours, and show that some
of their conclusions can be recovered from our analysis too, even though our results do not
strictly generalize theirs.

Before we begin the comparisons, it is worth talking about some similarities that all
those papers possess. All four of them had studying the maximum margin solution as their
aim. In our notation, the maximum margin solution (MM) is defined as

wMM = argminw∈Rp ‖w‖ s.t. DŷXw ≥ 1n, (31)

where Dŷ = diag(ŷ). A standard argument with Lagrange multipliers shows that the
solution to the optimization problem (31) is a conic combination of the columns of the

38



Geometry of Ridge Regression in Classification

matrix X⊤Dŷ, and strictly positive coefficients in that conic combination correspond to
the inequalities on the right hand side of Equation (31) that are saturated, i.e., they are
satisfied with equality. The data points (columns of X⊤) which correspond to those strictly
positive coefficients are called support points. One of the core ideas of Muthukumar et al.
(2021); Cao et al. (2021); Wang and Thrampoulidis (2021) is that in some cases “support
proliferation” happens with high probability, which means that all points are support points.
In this case all inequalities in the constraints become equalities, i.e., DŷXw = 1n, and MM
coincides with MNI. Motivated by this observation, those papers actually study MNI under
support proliferation or in a certain vicinity of that regime. Because of that, our results
can be directly compared to the results of those papers.

When it comes to Chatterji and Long (2021), they don’t explicitly rely on support
proliferation to study MM, but, as we explain in Section 7.3, their proof implies that
support proliferation must happen, and thus we can compare our results to theirs too.

Interestingly, one of the conditions under which support proliferation happens is that
the whole data distribution has high effective rank. Because of that, most of the results
from the above mentioned papers correspond to our results with k = 0.

7.1 Comparison with (Cao et al., 2021)

Cao et al. (2021) study the same data generating model as ours. Their main result, refor-
mulated in our notation, is given by the following theorem.

Theorem 24 (Theorem 3.1 and Proposition 4.1 from (Cao et al., 2021)) Suppose
the elements of matrix Z are independent and σx-sub-Gaussian, and η = 0. There are con-
stants C,C ′ that only depend on σx such that the following holds. Assume that

tr(Σ) ≥ Cmax
{

n3/2‖Σ‖, n‖Σ‖F , n
√

log(n)‖µ‖Σ
}

, (32)

and ‖µ‖2 ≥ C‖µ‖Σ. Then, with probability at least 1− n−1, wMM = wMNI and

(µ⊤wMNI)
2

‖wMNI‖2Σ
≥ C ′ n‖µ‖4

n‖µ‖2
Σ
+ ‖Σ‖2F + n‖Σ‖2 . (33)

Note that if we take k = 0 and λ = 0, the assumption imposed in Equation (32) implies
that Λ ≥ n3/2λ1 ≫ n. Moreover, since the data is assumed to be sub-Gaussian, the events
Ak(L) and Bk(cB) hold with high probability for constants L, cB that only depend on σx,
due to Lemmas 3 and 5. Therefore, our Theorem 8 is applicable and gives the following
bound with probability 1− ce−t

2/2 (up to a constant factor):

N − ct♦√
V + t2∆V +

√
n♦

.

Thus, the following proposition, whose proof can be found in Appendix J, shows that
our bound is at least as good as the bound from Cao et al. (2021).

Proposition 25 Take k = 0 and some c > 1. Suppose that nλ1 < Λ and ‖µ‖2 ≥ 2c‖µ‖Σ.
Then for t <

√
n,

N − ct♦√
V + t2∆V +

√
n♦

≥ 1

4

n‖µ‖2
n‖µ‖Σ +

√
n‖Σ‖F + n‖Σ‖ . (34)
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Note that the resulting bound does not depend on λ. We have already observed that
in Corollary 18: indeed, since k = 0, µ is supported on the tail of the covariance, and
regularization does not change the bound by more than a constant factor. Moreover, since
they effectively considered k = 0, Cao et al. (2021) did not observe the effect of “recovering
the geometry.”

7.2 Comparison with (Wang and Thrampoulidis, 2021)

The next paper we compare ours with is (Wang and Thrampoulidis, 2021). They consider
Gaussian Q. When it comes to Σ, they consider two ensembles, which they call “bal-
anced” (see their Definition 2.1) and “bi-level” (see their Definition 2.2). Translating to our
terminology, for a balanced ensemble, k∗ = 0, and for bi-level, k∗ = 1.

Their result for the balanced ensemble is as follows.

Theorem 26 (Theorem 3 from (Wang and Thrampoulidis, 2021)) There are large
absolute constants a, b, c such that the following holds. Assume that rows of Q come from
a Gaussian distribution, k = 0 and

nλ1 < b
∑

i

λi. (35)

Take λ ≥ 0. Assume that ‖µ‖2 ≥ a
(
nΛ−1‖µ‖2

Σ
+ ‖µ‖Σ

)
. Then with probability at least

1− e−n
2/c

µ⊤wridge

‖wridge‖Σ
≥ c−1 ‖µ‖2 − a

(
nΛ−1‖µ‖2

Σ
+ ‖µ‖Σ

)

(1 ∨ nΛ−1‖µ‖Σ)
√
∑

i λ
2
i + ‖µ‖Σ

. (36)

We see that their bound is at most within a constant factor of

‖µ‖2

‖Σ‖F + ‖µ‖Σ + ‖µ‖Σ n‖Σ‖F
λ+tr(Σ)

.

Comparing to our bound from Equation 34, we see that the bound from (Wang and Thrampoulidis,
2021) has ‖Σ‖F in the denominator, which is larger (up to a constant) than ‖Σ‖F /

√
n+‖Σ‖

that stands in the denominator of Equation (34) (after dividing both numerator and denom-

inator by n). Moreover, it picks up an additional term ‖µ‖Σ n‖Σ‖F
λ+tr(Σ) in the denominator.

Thus, the bound from Theorem 26 is worse than the one from Equation (34). Note that,
just as in the previous section, Equation (35) implies that our Theorem 8 is applicable with
high probability. That is, Proposition 25 shows that our result generalizes the result for
balanced ensembles from Wang and Thrampoulidis (2021).

When it comes to the bi-level ensemble, the result of Wang and Thrampoulidis (2021)
translated to our notation is given by the following theorem.

Theorem 27 (Theorem 5 from (Wang and Thrampoulidis, 2021)) There are large
absolute constants a, b, c such that the following holds. Assume that rows of Q come from a
Gaussian distribution. Take µ that is supported on one coordinate, i.e., µ = µjej for some
j, and j > 1. Assume that ‖µ‖2 ≥ a

(
nΛ−1‖µ‖2

Σ
+ ‖µ‖Σ

)
. Assume that k = 1, λ ≥ 0 and

bnλ1 >
∑

i>1

λi and bnλ2 <
∑

i>2

λi. (37)
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Denote

A = λ1
Λ+ n‖µ‖Σ
nλ1 + Λ

, B = (1 + nΛ−1‖µ‖Σ)
√
∑

i 6=1,j

λ2
i .

Then with probability at least 1− e−n/c,

µ⊤wridge

‖wridge‖Σ
≥ c−1 ‖µ‖2(1− cnΛ−1λj)− c‖µ‖Σ

A+B + λj + ‖µ‖Σ
. (38)

Note that for k = 1 the second part of Equation (37) yields Λ > bλk+1. Thus, if
b is large enough, under that assumption, the events Ak(L) and Bk(cB) hold with high
probability for absolute constants L, cB , due to Lemmas 3 and 5. Therefore, our Theorem
8 is applicable just as it was in Section 7.1. So, the following proposition, whose proof can
be found in Appendix J, shows that our bound generalizes the bound for bi-level ensembles
from (Wang and Thrampoulidis, 2021).

Proposition 28 Take k = 1 and some c > 1. Assume that λ > 0, nλk+1 ≤
∑

i>k λi,
‖µ0:k‖ = 0, and ‖µ‖2 ≥ 2c‖µ‖Σ. Take any j > 1 and define A,B as in Theorem 27. Then
for t ≤ √

n
N − ct♦√

V + t2∆V +
√
n♦

≥ 1

6

‖µ‖2
A+B + λj + ‖µ‖Σ

.

Overall, we see that the bounds from Wang and Thrampoulidis (2021) are not sharp.
Moreover, since they considered either k = 0 or k = 1 and µ supported on a single coordi-
nate, they did not observe the effect of “recovering the geometry.”

7.3 Comparison with (Chatterji and Long, 2021)

Chatterji and Long (2021) consider almost the same data generating model as ours: two
clusters with symmetric means and the same covariances. Only their definition of the noise
is different: they consider arbitrary corruptions of the distribution of (x, y) that preserve
the marginal distribution of x and have bounded total variation distance with the initial
distribution. Label-flipping noise can be seen as a particular case of such corruption.

Nevertheless, comparing our results with those of Chatterji and Long (2021) is not
straightforward for two reasons. First, they consider the MM solution, while we consider
the ridge and MNI solutions. Second, Chatterji and Long (2021) impose assumptions that
are incomparable with ours, for example they assume that elements of Q have bounded
sub-Gaussian norms, while we only have proofs that the events Ak(L) and Bk(cB) hold
with high probability when elements of Z are sub-Gaussian (see our Lemmas 3 and 5).

Regarding the first potential issue, we note that they in fact consider a regime where the
max-margin solution coincides with MNI. To see this, note that by Lemma A.2 of Frei et al.
(2023), for max-margin to coincide with MNI, it suffices for the training data to be ‘nearly-
orthogonal’ in the sense that for every training sample (xk, yk) it holds that ‖xk‖2 ≫
nmaxi,j

‖xi‖2
‖xj‖2 maxi 6=j |x⊤

i xj |. One can verify this property holds in their setting by using

their Lemma 10 together with their assumption (A.3).
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To alleviate the problem with the differences in the assumptions, we compare the re-
sults for the case of Gaussian distributions, where both our and their results are directly
applicable. We also only consider the label-flipping noise here, since it is a particular case
of the noise considered in Chatterji and Long (2021). When translated into our notation,
that result is given by the following.

Theorem 29 (Theorem 1 from (Chatterji and Long, 2021), Gaussian case) Fix
some constant κ ∈ (0, 1). Suppose rows of Q are i.i.d. samples from a Gaussian distribution.
Suppose that λi ≤ 1 for every i ∈ {1, . . . , p} and

∑

i λi ≥ κp. There is a constant c that
only depends on κ and an absolute constant b such that the following holds.

Take δ ∈ (e−n/c, c−1). Assume that p ≥ cn2 log(n/δ), p/(cn) ≥ ‖µ‖2 ≥ c log(n/δ), and
η ≤ 1/c. Then with probability 1− δ over the draw of X, ŷ

P(x,ŷ)(ŷx
⊤wMM < 0) ≤ η + exp

(

−b
‖µ‖4
p

)

, (39)

where (x, ŷ) is a new data point from the data distribution with label-flipping noise.

Note that assumptions of Theorem 29 yield for n > e/c:

∑

i

λi ≥ κp ≥ cn2 log(nc) ≥ cnλ1.

Thus, for k = 0 we have Λ > cnλk+1. According to Lemmas 3 and 5, if c is a large enough
absolute constant, both events Ak(L) and Bk(cB) hold with probability at least 1− ce−n/c

for some absolute constants L and cB . Thus, Theorem 8 is applicable for k = 0, and yields
the result with probability 1 − ce−n/c − ce−t

2/2. To match the probability of 1 − δ from
Theorem 29 we should take t =

√

2 log(1/δ). Finally, in Section 1.1 we saw that in the
Gaussian case the error probability on a new noiseless point (x, y) is Φ(−µ⊤w/‖w‖Σ).
Since Φ(−z) ≤ e−z

2/2 for every z > 0, to recover the result of Theorem 29 we just need to
show that µ⊤w/‖w‖Σ & ‖µ‖2/√p. Thus, the following proposition, whose proof can be
found in Appendix J, shows that our result is stronger than Theorem 29.

Proposition 30 Assume that λi ≤ 1 for any i and
∑p

i=1 λi ≥ κp for some constant κ ∈
(0, 1]. Take k = 0, λ = 0 and some c > 1. Suppose additionally that κp/n ≥ ‖µ‖2 ≥
(2ct)2/(κ2n), and t2 < nκ.

Then
N − ct♦

[1 +Nση]
√
V + t2∆V + ♦

√
n
≥ 1

10

‖µ‖2√nκ√
p

.

That is, our lower bound picks up an additional factor of
√
n compared to the bound

from Theorem 29.

7.4 Comparison with (Muthukumar et al., 2021)

Apart from the data generating model considered in this paper, there is another model
that was recently considered in the literature on linear classification. Consider a centered
Gaussian distribution with covariance Σ. When a point ξ is generated from this distribution,
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it gets assigned the label sign(ξ⊤α) for some vector α ∈ R
p. Thus, the domain is split into

two clusters. It is easy to see that the centers of the clusters are

E[sign(ξ⊤α)ξ] = E[sign(z⊤Σ1/2α)Σ1/2z] = Σ1/2 ·
√

2

π

Σ1/2α

‖Σ1/2α‖
=

√

2

πα⊤Σα
Σα =: m,

where we used z to denote a vector from the isotropic Gaussian distribution, and denoted
the centers of the clusters as ±m, which plays the role of µ. The covariance within a cluster
is not Σ, but a rank-one correction to it, namely

Σ′ = E

[

(ξ sign(ξ⊤α)−m)(sign(ξ⊤α)ξ)⊤
]

= E[ξξ⊤]−mE[sign(ξ⊤α)ξ]⊤ =

= Σ−mm⊤ = Σ− 2Σαα⊤Σ
πα⊤Σα

= Σ1/2

(

Ip −
2

π
P

Σ
1/2α

)

Σ1/2,

where we denoted the projection on the direction of Σ1/2α as P
Σ

1/2α
. Because of the factor

2/π < 1 in front of it, the matrix Ip − 2
πPΣ

1/2α
is still within a constant factor of identity,

so the covariance of a cluster is within a constant factor of Σ.

Moreover, for a classifier ξ → sign(ξ⊤w), the probability to assign a wrong label is

P

(

sign(z⊤Σ1/2w) 6= sign(z⊤Σ1/2α)
)

=
∠(Σ1/2w,Σ1/2α)

π
=

1

π
arccos

(
α⊤Σw

‖α‖Σ‖w‖Σ

)

,

where we used ∠(·, ·) to denote the angle between two vectors. Note that the argument
of arccos is almost the same as the quantity µ⊤w/‖w‖Σ studied in this paper: indeed,
plugging in the formulas for the mean and the covariance of the cluster we obtain

m⊤w√
wΣ′w

=

√

2

π

α⊤Σw√
α⊤Σα

√
wΣ′w

,

and we also saw that (1− 2/π)wΣw ≤ wΣ′w ≤ wΣw.

Thus, in principle, the results in our paper can apply directly to this model. The caveat,
however, is that our bounds are only defined up to a constant multiplier, while the quantity

α⊤
Σw

‖α‖Σ‖w‖Σ is always between minus one and one. For example, our bounds cannot distinguish
between perfect classification and some constant probability of error that is less than 0.5.

Now let’s compare our results with the result of Muthukumar et al. (2021), who consider
such a model. The main result of Muthukumar et al. (2021) is their Theorem 13, which con-
siders the following construction: there are three non-negative real-valued parameters q, r, s
such that r < 1 < s, q < s − r. The covariance is diagonal, that is, Σ = diag(λ1, . . . , λp),
and p = ns. The spectrum of Σ has a bi-level structure, that is

λi =

{

ns−q−r, for i ≤ nr,

(1− n−q)/(1 − nr−s) for i > nr.
(40)

Finally, Muthukumar et al. (2021) considerα = e1 (note that, similarly to (Wang and Thrampoulidis,
2021), taking such α hides the effect of “recovering the geometry,” since α has the same
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direction as Σ−1α). For this choice of α, the mean of the positive cluster becomes

m =
√

2
πα⊤Σα

Σα =
√

2λ1
π e1.

Muthukumar et al. (2021) consider the asymptotic setting with n approaching infinity,
and compute the classification error of the MNI. Namely, their Theorem 13 shows that if
q+r < (s+1)/2 then the misclassification probability approaches zero, while for q+r > (s+

1)/2 it approaches 0.5. That is, the quantity α⊤
Σw

‖α‖Σ‖w‖Σ approaches 1 when q+r < (s+1)/2,

and 0 if q + r > (s+ 1)/2.

Proposition 31 below shows that one can see the same phase transition in our results.
However, as our bounds are only defined up to a constant multiplier, we do not recover the
result of Muthukumar et al. (2021) precisely.

Proposition 31 Take real q, r, s such that 0 ≤ r < 1 < s, 0 ≤ q < s− r. Consider p = ns,
Σ = diag(λ1, . . . , λp), and µ =

√

2λ1/πe1, where {λi}pi=1 are given by Equation (40). Take
λ = 0, k = nr, and c to be any constant that doesn’t depend on n.

Then, as n goes to infinity, for t < n0.499r the following holds:

N − ct♦√
V + t2∆V +

√
n♦

= (1 + on(1))
N√

V +
√
n♦

=







on(1), 2q + 2r − 1− s > 0,
1+on(1)√

2π
2q + 2r − 1− s = 0,

√
2
π + on(1) 2q + 2r − 1− s < 0.

Here we use on(1) to denote quantities that converge to zero as n goes to infinity.

8 Conclusions and further directions

In this paper we studied classification accuracy of the ridge regression solution in a binary
classification problem. We derived tight bounds for the case without label-flipping noise,
and a lower bound for the case with label-flipping noise. Our bounds are additionally
supported by geometric derivations for the minimum norm interpolating solution, which
explain the structure of the solution vector. Even though we don’t provide a matching
upper bound for the case with label-flipping noise, the geometric derivations show that the
vector QA−1ỹ plays an important role, thus suggesting that the term ση

√
V should indeed

appear in the bound for ‖wridge‖Σ, and that our bound is indeed tight.

Our bounds yield several novel qualitative conclusions. We discover the effect of “recov-
ering the geometry” in the first k∗ components, which was seemingly missed in the previous
literature. For the setting without label-flipping noise, we show that there is no benefit
(in a certain sense) of increasing regularization beyond the point where the (regularized)
covariance obtains a tail of high effective rank, and that the optimal regularization can even
be negative. When it comes to the case with label flipping noise and benign overfitting,
we discover that the bound for this case exhibits the same behavior as the bound for the
noiseless case, unless µ is large in magnitude. In the latter case, our bound loses dependence
on µ completely, and the conditions for benign overfitting in this regime coincide with the
conditions from the regression literature.

Despite all the above mentioned progress, there are still gaps in our understanding of
benign overfitting in this model, which we leave for future work. The most obvious task is to
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obtain a matching upper bound for the case with label-flipping noise. As explained above,
we believe that our bound should be tight, at least when η is a constant. The dependence
of the bound on η, however, is probably not sharp when η becomes small. This is because
our argument relies on sub-Gaussianity of a Bernoulli random variable with parameter η,
but when that parameter is small, the Bernoulli random variable behaves as a heavy-tailed
one. Thus, the argument using sub-Gaussianity may not be sharp.

Next, our argument only works if there exists k for which the tail of the covariance has
high effective rank. However, the bound that we obtained suggests that this structure may
be necessary for benign overfitting to occur. Indeed, as we explained above, the sufficient
conditions for benign condition that we obtain are very similar to those from the regression
literature (Bartlett et al., 2020), and it was shown there that high effective rank of the tail
is necessary for benign overfitting to occur. Proving the necessity of this regime is another
direction of future work.

Finally, even though we use a very similar regime to that considered in the regression
literature, and there are a lot of technical similarities between the results, we do not have a
high-level explanation of benign overfitting that would unify the regression and classification
settings. Resolving this, and understanding when and how the noise that is interpolated in
training does not impact classification accuracy, are important directions for future work.
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Appendix A. Formulas for the solution

In this section we derive the explicit formula for wridge, which operates with the inverse of
matrix A instead of XX⊤. The version of this formula for the case of MNI solution wMNI

with clean labels ŷ = y already appeared in Cao et al. (2021), who, in turn, took it from
Wang and Thrampoulidis (2021).

Lemma 32 (Explicit formulas for MNI) Denote ∆y := ŷ − y. Denote the projection
of µ on the orthogonal complement to the span of the columns of Q⊤ as µ⊥, and take λ = 0.
Denote

S = (1 + ν⊤A−1y)2 + ‖µ⊥‖2y⊤A−1y.

Then

SwMNI =
[

(1 + ν⊤A−1y)2 + ‖µ⊥‖2y⊤A−1y
]

Q⊤A−1∆y

+
[

(1 + ν⊤A−1y)(1− ν⊤A−1∆y)− ‖µ⊥‖2∆y⊤A−1y
]

Q⊤A−1y

+
[

y⊤A−1y + (1 + ν⊤A−1y)∆y⊤A−1y − y⊤A−1yν⊤A−1∆y
]

µ⊥,

Sµ⊤wMNI =y⊤A−1ŷ‖µ⊥‖2 + (1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1ŷ

=y⊤A−1y‖µ⊥‖2 + (1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1y

+y⊤A−1∆y‖µ⊥‖2 + (1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1∆y.

In particular, when ŷ = y

SwMNI =(1 + ν⊤A−1y)Q⊤A−1y + y⊤A−1yµ⊥,

Sµ⊤wMNI =y⊤A−1y‖µ⊥‖2 + (1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1y.

Proof We defined wMNI as X
⊤(XX⊤)−1ŷ. Our goal is to derive a different formula, which

would have inverse of QQ⊤ instead of XX⊤. This derivation could be made algebraically
using the fact that XX⊤ is a low-rank correction to QQ⊤ and applying Sherman-Morrison-
Woodbury identity. Such a derivation would be very bulky, so we take another path here
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and derive the required formula from scratch using geometric considerations. We are going
to use the fact that wMNI can be equivalently defined as the unique vector ŵ that lies in
the span of columns of X⊤ such that Xŵ = ŷ.

Denote the span of the columns of Q⊤ as Q, and the projector onto Q as PQ :=
Q⊤A−1Q. For any v ∈ R

p denote the projection of v on Q as v‖ and the projection of v

on Q⊥ as v⊥:
v⊥ := (Ip − PQ)v, v‖ := PQv = v − v⊥.

Consider any vector w in the span of the columns of X⊤. The projection of this vector
on Q⊥ must be a scalar multiple of µ⊥ because the projection of the ith column of X⊤

is yiµ⊥. That is, w⊥ = αµ⊥ for some scalar α. Now let’s answer the following question:
which labels does w give to data points? The part in Q doesn’t interact with µ⊥ (they are
orthogonal) and vice versa, so

Xw =(Q+ yµ⊤
‖ )w‖ + yµ⊤

⊥w⊥

=Qw‖ + (µ⊤
‖ w‖ + α‖µ⊥‖2)y

Recall that we want to find the minimum norm interpolator for labels ŷ, that is such ŵ

that

Qŵ‖ + (µ⊤
‖ ŵ‖ + α‖µ⊥‖2)y = ŷ.

Denote β := µ⊤
‖ ŵ‖ +α‖µ⊥‖2. We see that ŵ‖ is such vector in Q that Qŵ‖ = ŷ− βy.

Therefore, it is the minimum norm interpolator of labels ŷ − βy with the data matrix Q

and we can use the formula for MNI to obtain

ŵ‖ = Q⊤(QQ⊤
︸ ︷︷ ︸

A

)−1(ŷ − βy).

Thus far, we learned that for some scalars α, β it holds that

ŵ⊥ =αµ⊥,

ŵ‖ =Q⊤A−1ŷ − βQ⊤A−1y,

β =µ⊤
‖ ŵ‖ + α‖µ⊥‖2

=ν⊤A−1ŷ − βν⊤A−1y + α‖µ⊥‖2.

There is, however, one more condition that we are missing: there is only one pair α, β
that satisfies the relation above for which the vector Q⊤A−1ŷ − βQ⊤A−1y + αµ⊥ lies in
the span of the columns of X⊤ — the one with the minimal norm. Thus, we arrive at the
following optimization problem in α, β:

α2‖µ⊥‖2 + β2y⊤A−1y − 2βŷ⊤A−1y → min
α,β

,

s.t. β(1 + ν⊤A−1y)− ν⊤A−1ŷ = α‖µ⊥‖2,

where in the first line we wrote the expression for ‖ŵ‖2 = ‖ŵ‖‖2+ ‖ŵ⊥‖2 and dropped the

term ‖Q⊤A−1ŷ‖2 which doesn’t depend on α, β.
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To solve this problem we parameterize

β = t‖µ⊥‖2, α = t(1 + ν⊤A−1y)− ‖µ⊥‖−2ν⊤A−1ŷ.

The optimization problem becomes to minimize the following in t:

t2(1+ν⊤A−1y)2‖µ⊥‖2−2t(1+ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1ŷ+t2‖µ⊥‖4y⊤A−1y−2t‖µ⊥‖2ŷ⊤A−1y,

which is a simple minimization of a quadratic function in one variable. We get

t =
(1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1ŷ + ‖µ⊥‖2ŷ⊤A−1y

(1 + ν⊤A−1y)2‖µ⊥‖2 + ‖µ⊥‖4y⊤A−1y
,

β =
(1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1ŷ + ‖µ⊥‖2ŷ⊤A−1y

(1 + ν⊤A−1y)2 + ‖µ⊥‖2y⊤A−1y
,

α =
(1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1ŷ + ‖µ⊥‖2ŷ⊤A−1y

(1 + ν⊤A−1y)2‖µ⊥‖2 + ‖µ⊥‖4y⊤A−1y
(1 + ν⊤A−1y)− ‖µ⊥‖−2ν⊤A−1ŷ

=
(1 + ν⊤A−1y)2ν⊤A−1ŷ + (1 + ν⊤A−1y)‖µ⊥‖2ŷ⊤A−1y

(1 + ν⊤A−1y)2‖µ⊥‖2 + ‖µ⊥‖4y⊤A−1y

−ν⊤A−1ŷ
(
(1 + ν⊤A−1y)2 + ‖µ⊥‖2y⊤A−1y

)

(1 + ν⊤A−1y)2‖µ⊥‖2 + ‖µ⊥‖4y⊤A−1y

=
(1 + ν⊤A−1y)ŷ⊤A−1y − y⊤A−1yν⊤A−1ŷ

(1 + ν⊤A−1y)2 + ‖µ⊥‖2y⊤A−1y

Recall that ∆y := ŷ − y. Using this notation

ŵ‖ = Q⊤A−1∆y + (1− β)Q⊤A−1y, ŵ⊥ = αµ⊥.

Denote

S := (1 + ν⊤A−1y)2 + ‖µ⊥‖2y⊤A−1y.

We have

S(1− β) =(1 + ν⊤A−1y)(1− ν⊤A−1∆y)− ‖µ⊥‖2y⊤A−1∆y,

Sα =(1 + ν⊤A−1y)ŷ⊤A−1y − y⊤A−1yν⊤A−1ŷ.
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which gives the desired formula for ŵ. When it comes to µ⊤ŵ, we directly compute the
scalar product using the formula for ŵ:

Sµ⊤ŵ =
[

(1 + ν⊤A−1y)2 + ‖µ⊥‖2y⊤A−1y
]

ν⊤A−1∆y

+
[

(1 + ν⊤A−1y)(1− ν⊤A−1∆y)− ‖µ⊥‖2∆y⊤A−1y
]

ν⊤A−1y

+
[

y⊤A−1y + (1 + ν⊤A−1y)∆y⊤A−1y − y⊤A−1yν⊤A−1∆y
]

‖µ⊥‖2

=ν⊤A−1∆y ·
[

(1 + ν⊤A−1y)2 + ‖µ⊥‖2y⊤A−1y

− (1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1y − ‖µ⊥‖2y⊤A−1y

]

+y⊤A−1∆y ·
[

(1 + ν⊤A−1y)‖µ⊥‖2 − ν⊤A−1y‖µ⊥‖2
]

+y⊤A−1y‖µ⊥‖2 + (1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1y

=y⊤A−1y‖µ⊥‖2 + (1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1y

+ν⊤A−1∆y · (1 + ν⊤A−1y) + y⊤A−1∆y · ‖µ⊥‖2.

Lemma 33 (Explicit formulas for the ridge solution) Denote

∆y :=ŷ − y,

µ⊥
∼
:=(Ip −Q⊤A−1Q)µ,

S :=(1 + ν⊤A−1y)2 + µ⊤µ⊥
∼
y⊤A−1y.

Then for any λ such that the matrix A is PD the following holds:

Swridge =
[

(1 + ν⊤A−1y)2 + y⊤A−1yµ⊤µ⊥
∼

]

Q⊤A−1∆y

+
[

(1 + ν⊤A−1y)(1− ν⊤A−1∆y)−∆y⊤A−1yµ⊤µ⊥
∼

]

Q⊤A−1y

+
[

y⊤A−1y + (1 + ν⊤A−1y)∆y⊤A−1y − y⊤A−1yν⊤A−1∆y
]

µ⊥
∼
,

Sµ⊤wridge =y⊤A−1ŷµ⊤µ⊥
∼
+ (1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1ŷ

=y⊤A−1yµ⊤µ⊥
∼
+ (1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1y

+ν⊤A−1∆y · (1 + ν⊤A−1y) + y⊤A−1∆y · µ⊤µ⊥
∼
.

In particular, when ŷ = y

Swridge =(1 + ν⊤A−1y)Q⊤A−1y + y⊤A−1yµ⊥
∼
, (41)

Sµ⊤wridge =(1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1y + y⊤A−1yµ⊤µ⊥
∼
. (42)
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Proof First of all, we obtain formulas for the particular case when λ = 0 in Lemma 32
below. These formulas can be extended to the case of positive λ by a standard trick. Recall
the definitions:

wridge = X⊤(XX⊤ + λIn)
−1ŷ,

wMNI = X†ŷ = X⊤(XX⊤)−1ŷ.

Ridge solution can be obtained from the MNI solution with augmented data, namely denote

Q̌ := [Q,
√
λIn], µ̌ :=

(
µ

0n

)

.

and
X̌ := Q̌+ yµ̌⊤ = [X ,

√
λIn].

Now MNI solution for the augmented data becomes

w̌MNI = X̌
†
ŷ =

(
X⊤
√
λIn

)

(XX⊤ + λIn)
−1ŷ,

that is, wridge is equal to the first p coordinates of w̌MNI. Moreover, note that µ⊤wridge =
µ̌⊤w̌MNI. To apply Lemma 32 and obtain the formula for w̌MNI and µ̌⊤w̌MNI we need to
plug in the following objects instead of Q,A,ν, and µ⊥ correspondingly:

Q̌ :=[Q,
√
λIn],

Ǎ :=Q̌Q̌
⊤
= QQ⊤ + λIn = A,

ν̌ :=Q̌µ̌ = Qµ = ν,

µ̌⊥ :=(Ip+n − Q̌
⊤
Ǎ

−1
Q̌)µ̌ =

(
(Ip −Q⊤A−1Q)µ

−
√
λA−1ν

)

=

(
µ⊥

∼

−
√
λA−1ν

)

The only thing that is not straightforward to plug in is ‖µ̌⊥‖2, which we derive next:

‖µ̌⊥‖2 =‖(Ip −Q⊤A−1Q)µ‖2 + λ‖A−1ν‖2

=‖µ‖2 − 2ν⊤A−1ν + ν⊤A−1QQ⊤A−1ν + λν⊤A−1pA−1ν

=‖µ‖2 − 2ν⊤A−1ν + ν⊤A−1(QQ⊤ + λIn
︸ ︷︷ ︸

A

)A−1ν

=‖µ‖2 − ν⊤A−1ν

=µ⊤µ⊥
∼
.

Now we can obtain the result for λ ≥ 0: Plugging all those objects in Lemma 32 gives
the formulas for w̌MNI and µ̌⊤w̌MNI = µ⊤wridge. The formula for wridge is then obtained
from w̌MNI by trimming the last n coordinates.

Finally, to extend the result to the case of negative λ note that the expressions on the
both sides of equations in (41) are analytic functions of λ on the domain {λ ∈ C : ℜ(λ) >
−µn(QQ⊤)}. Since those equations hold on {λ ∈ R : λ > 0} they coincide on that whole
domain, in particular for {λ ∈ R : λ > −µn(−µn(QQ⊤))}.
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Appendix B. General probabilistic results

First of all, we define sub-Gaussian norms of random variables and vectors.

Definition 34 For any centered random variable v we define its sub-Gaussian norm as

‖v‖ψ2
:= inf

{
t > 0 : E exp(v2/t2) ≤ 2

}
.

For any random vector v in R
p we define its sub-Gaussian norm as

‖v‖ψ2
:= sup

u∈Rp:‖u‖=1
‖u⊤v‖ψ2

.

If ‖v‖ψ2
≤ σ, we say that the distribution of v is σ-sub-Gaussian.

Lemma 35 Consider a random variable ξ such that

η/2 = P(ξ = 1) = P(ξ = −1) = (1− P(ξ = 0))/2.

Then

‖ξ‖ψ2
=1/

√

ln(1 + 1/η) ≤ 1/

√

ln
3 + η−1

2
,

‖ξ2 − η‖ψ2
≤1/

√

ln
3 + η−1

2
.

Proof By Definition 34, since ξ is a centered random variable

‖ξ‖ψ2
:= inf

{
t > 0 : E exp(ξ2/t2) ≤ 2

}
.

We write out

E exp(ξ2/t2) =ηet
−2

+ (1− η) ≤ 2,

and see that it is equivalent to et
−2 ≤ 1 + 1/η. Thus, ‖ξ‖ψ2

= 1/
√

ln(1 + 1/η).

Now let’s do the same for ξ2 − η: we need to find some t such that

E exp
(

(ξ2 − η)2/t2
)

=ηe(1−η)
2/t2 + (1− η)eη

2/t2 ≤ 2.

Let’s find such t that a stronger condition is satisfied, namely

eη
2/t2 ≤3

2
,

ηe(1−η)
2/t2 ≤ ηe1/t

2 ≤1

2
+

3

2
η.

We take

t−2 = min

(

η−2 ln
3

2
, ln

3 + η−1

2

)

.
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Since η−1 ≥ 1, we have

η−2 ln
3

2
= ln(3eη

−2

/2) ≥ ln(3(1 + η−2)/2) ≥ ln(3(1 + η−1)/2),

so ‖ξ2 − η‖ψ2
≤ t = 1/

√

ln 3+η−1

2 .
Finally, we compare two bounds that we obtained:

1 + η−1 − 3 + η−1

2
=

η−1 − 1

2
≥ 0.

We see that 1/
√

ln(1 + 1/η) ≤ 1/
√

ln 3+η−1

2 .

Lemma 36 Suppose that {ηi}ni=1 are i.i.d. centered random variables with sub-Gaussian
norms σ. Then for some absolute constant c > 0 and any t > 0 with probability at least
1− 2e−t

2/c
√
∑

i

η2i ≤ σ(
√
n+ t)

Proof We basically repeat the proof of Theorem 3.1.1 from Vershynin (2018), but we don’t
use the assumption that {ηi}ni=1 have unit variances.

Without loss of generality we can assume that σ = 1. Indeed, if σ 6= 1 we can just work
with random variables {ηi/σ}ni=1 instead of {ηi}ni=1.

Denote v =
√

E[η21 ] — standard deviation for {ηi}ni=1. Recall (or note) that v ≤ σ ≤ 1.
As in the proof of Theorem 3.1.1 from Vershynin (2018), we get that random variables

{η2i }ni=1 are sub-Exponential, with sub-Exponential norms bounded by an absolute constant.
Applying Bernstein’s inequality (Corollary 2.8.3) from Vershynin (2018), we get that for
some absolute constant c > 0 and any u ≥ 0 with probability at least 1−2 exp(−cn(u∧u2))

n−1
∑

i

η2i ≤ v2 + u ≤ 1 + u ≤ (1 + (
√
u ∧ u))2.

Finally, we make a change of variables: t =
√

n(u ∧ u2) =
√
n(
√
u ∧ u), and get that with

probability at least 1− 2e−ct
2

√

n−1
∑

i

η2i ≤ 1 + t/
√
n.

Lemma 37 (Weakened Hanson-Wright inequality) Suppose M ∈ R
n×n is a (ran-

dom) matrix and ε ∈ R
n is a centered vector whose components {εi}ni=1 are independent,

have variances v2 and sub-Gaussian norms at most σ. If ε is independent from M , then
for some absolute constant c and any s > 0

P

{

|ε⊤Mε− v2tr(M)| > σ2 max(
√
s‖M‖F , s‖M‖)

}

≤ 2 exp {−s/c} .
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Proof This is basically a rewriting of Theorem 6.2.1 (Hanson-Wright inequality) in Vershynin
(2018). According to that theorem, for some absolute constant c for any t > 0,

P

{

|ε⊤Mε− Eεε
⊤Mε| ≥ t

}

≤ 2 exp

(

−c−1 min

{
t2

‖M‖2Fσ4
,

t

‖M‖σ2

})

,

where Eε denotes expectation over ε.
Since for any i, Eεi = 0, and Var(εi) = v2, we have

Eε⊤Mε = v2tr(M ).

Plug in t = σ2 max(
√
s‖M‖F , s‖M‖), and note that t2

‖M‖2F σ4
≥ s and t

‖M‖σ2 ≥ s:

P

{

|ε⊤Mε− v2tr(M)| ≥ σ2 max(
√
s‖M‖F , s‖M‖)

}

≤ 2 exp
{
−c−1s

}
.

Corollary 38 (Weakened Hanson-Wright for PSD matrices) In the setting of Lemma
37 assume that M is almost surely PSD. Then for some absolute constant c > 0 and any
s > 0

P

{

ε⊤Mε > cσ2(tr(M ) + s‖M‖)
}

≤ 2 exp {−s/c} .

Proof We just need to transform the result of Lemma 37 using the fact that M is PSD.
Note that this fact implies that ‖M‖2F ≤ tr(M )‖M‖ so we obtain that with probability at
least 1− 2 exp

{
−c−1

1 s
}

|ε⊤Mε− v2tr(M )| ≤ σ2max(
√

s‖M‖tr(M), s‖M‖),

where c1 is the constant from Lemma 37. Now on the same even we can write

ε⊤Mε ≤vtr(M ) + σ2
√

s‖M‖tr(M ) + s‖M‖
≤σ2(tr(M) +

√

s‖M‖tr(M ) + s‖M‖)

≤3

2
σ2(tr(M ) + s‖M‖),

where we used the fact that σ ≥ v (sub-Gaussian norm is greater or equal to variance for
any centered distribution) in the second line, and AM-GM inequality 2

√

s‖M‖tr(M) ≤
tr(M ) + s‖M‖ in the last line.

Taking c large enough depending on c1 yields the result.

Lemma 39 (Lemma 24 from Tsigler and Bartlett (2023)) Suppose that Z̃ ∈ R
n×p

is a matrix with i.i.d. isotropic sub-Gaussian rows with sub-Gaussian constant σ. Suppose
that M ∈ R

p×p is a symmetric PSD matrix that is independent of Z̃. Then there exists an
absolute constant c such that for any t > 0 with probability at least 1− 6e−t/c

‖Z̃MZ̃
⊤‖ ≤ cσ2

(
‖M‖(t+ n) + tr(M )

)
.
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Corollary 40 There exists a constant c that only depends on σx such that with probability
at least ce−n/c

‖Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞‖ ≤ c

(
∑

i>k

λ2
i + nλ2

k+1

)

.

Proof Note that Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞ = Zk:∞Σ2

k:∞Z⊤
k:∞, apply Lemma 39 for Z̃ = Zk:∞ and

M = Σ2
k:∞.

Lemma 41 Consider y ∈ {−1, 1}n — random vector with i.i.d. Rademacher coordinates.
Suppose that v ∈ R

n is independent from y. Then for some absolute constant c with
probability at least c−1

|v⊤y| ≥ c−1‖v‖.

Proof Since y is a vector with centered independent coordinates that have constant sub-
Gaussian norms, the random variable ξ := v⊤y/‖v‖ has sub-Gaussian norm at most c1,
where c1 is an absolute constant.

Thus, for some absolute constant c2 we and any t > 0

P(ξ > t) ≤ 2e−t
2/c2 .

The idea is to consider variance Eξ2 = 1. Since the tails of the random variable ξ decay
very fast, only a small fraction of that variance can come from the tail, which means that
most of it must come from a segment of constant length, from which it is easy to deduce
the bound by Markov’s inequality.

Formally, we can write for any c3 and c4 > c3

1 =E[ξ2]

=

∫ ∞

0
P(|ξ|2 > t) dt

≤
∫ c3

0
1 dt+

∫ c4

c3

P(|ξ|2 > t) dt+ 2

∫ ∞

c4

e−t/c2 dt

≤c3 + (c4 − c3)P(ξ
2 > c3) + 2c2e

−c4/c2 .

We see that

P(ξ2 > c3) ≥
1− c3 − 2c2e

−c4/c2

c4

Taking c4 to be a large enough absolute constant, and c3 — small enough, yields the result.

Lemma 42 Consider y ∈ {−1, 1}n — random vector with i.i.d. Rademacher coordinates.
Suppose that M ∈ R

n×n is a matrix that is independent from y and almost surely PSD.
Then for some absolute constant c with probability at least c−1

|y⊤My| ≥ c−1tr(M).
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Proof First of all, since y has i.i.d. centered coordinates with sub-Gaussian norms bounded
by an absolute constant, by Corollary 38 for some absolute constant c1 and any s > 0

P(y⊤My > c1(tr(M) + s‖M‖)) ≤ 2e−s/c1 .

Denote ξ = y⊤My/tr(M). Recall that our goal is to to show that P(ξ > c−1) > c−1.
Note that ‖M‖ ≤ tr(M) since M is PSD. Thus, it follows from the above that for any

s > 0
P(ξ > c1(1 + s)) ≤ 2e−s/c1 .

For further convenience we rewrite that as follows: for any t > c1

P(ξ > t) ≤ 2e−(t/c1−1)/c1 .

Now we follow the same strategy as in the proof of Lemma 41. We write for some small
c2, and large c3 > c1

1 =E[ξ]

=

∫ ∞

0
P(|ξ| > t) dt

≤
∫ c2

0
1 dt+

∫ c3

c2

P(|ξ| > t) dt+ 2

∫ ∞

c3

e−(t/c1−1)/c1 dt

≤c2 + (c3 − c2)P(ξ > c2) + 2c1e
−(c3/c1−1)/c1 .

P(ξ > c2) ≥
1− c2 − 2c1e

−(c3/c1−1)/c1

c3 − c2
.

Taking c2 to be a small enough constant, and c3 — large enough, yields the result.

Appendix C. Some important relations

Lemma 43 (Relations between the main quantities) Suppose that

k ≤ n and Λ > nλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i . (16)

Then, n♦2 ≤ N, n♦2 ≤ N
√
n∆V , V ≤ 2, ∆V ≤ 3

n
, and ∆V ≤ 4V.

Proof
For the first inequality, we write

♦2 =nΛ−2‖µk:∞‖2
Σk:∞

+ n−1
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2

≤nΛ−2λk+1‖µk:∞‖2 + n−1
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1/2

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2

≤Λ−1‖µk:∞‖2 + n−1
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1/2

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2

=Λ−1M,
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where we used that
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1
∥
∥
∥ ≤ 1 in the second line, and Λ > nλk+1 in the

third line. Alternatively, we could use
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1
∥
∥
∥ ≤ nΛ−1λ1 in the second line

to obtain

♦2 ≤nΛ−2λk+1‖µk:∞‖2 + nΛ−1λ1 · n−1
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1/2

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2

≤nΛ−2λ1

(

‖µk:∞‖2 + n−1Λ
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1/2

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
)

=nΛ−2λ1M,

which means that

♦2 ≤ Λ−1M ∧ nΛ−2λ1M =

(
1√
n
∧

√
nλ1

Λ

)√
nΛ−1M ≤ Λ−1M

√
n∆V .

Now let’s upper bound V :

V =n−1tr
((

Λn−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik

)−2
)

+ Λ−2n
∑

i>k

λ2
i

≤k/n +Λ−2n
∑

i>k

λ2
i

≤2,

where we used Equation (16) to make the second transition, and we used the fact that
(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−2

is a k × k symmetric matrix, all eigenvalues of which are in (0, 1).
When it comes to ∆V , we write

n∆V ≤1 +
n2λ2

k+1 + n
∑

i>k λ
2
i

Λ2
≤ 3,

where the last transition follows directly from Equation (16).
Finally, let’s compare V and ∆V . In case k = 0 we get

4V = 4Λ−2n
∑

i

λ2
i ≥ Λ−2

(

2nλ2
1 +

∑

i

λ2
i

)

= ∆V.

If k > 0, we have

4V =4n−1tr
((

Λn−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik

)−2
)

+ 4Λ−2n
∑

i>k

λ2
i

≥4n−1 1

(1 + Λn−1λ−1
1 )2

+ Λ−2nλ2
k+1 + Λ−2

∑

i>k

λ2
i

≥n−1 1

(1 ∨ Λn−1λ−1
1 )2

+ Λ−2nλ2
k+1 + Λ−2

∑

i>k

λ2
i

=∆V.
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Lemma 44 (Bounds via k∗) Suppose that

k ≤ n/2 and Λ > nλk+1.

Define

k∗ :=min

{

κ ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k} : λ+
∑

i>κ

λi ≥ nλκ+1

}

,

Λ∗ :=λ+
∑

i>k∗

λi,

V∗ :=
k∗

n
+ Λ−2

∗ n
∑

i>k∗

λ2
i ,

♦2
∗ :=n−1 ‖µ0:k∗‖2Σ−1

0:k∗
+ nΛ−2

∗ ‖µk∗:∞‖2
Σk:∞

,

N∗ := ‖µ0:k∗‖2Σ−1

0:k∗
+ nΛ−1

∗ ‖µk∗:∞‖2.

Then

2N∗ ≥ N ≥ N∗/2, 2♦∗ ≥ ♦ ≥ ♦∗/2, 4V∗ ≥ V ≥ V∗/4, Λ∗ ≥ Λ ≥ Λ∗/2.

Proof First of all, let’s compare Λ and Λ∗. Since k∗ ≤ k, we obviously have Λ∗ ≥ Λ. On
the other hand,

Λ∗ =λ+

k∑

i=k∗+1

λi +
∑

i>k

λi

≤λ+ (k − k∗)λk∗+1 +
∑

i>k

λi

≤k − k∗

n
Λ∗ + Λ

≤1

2
Λ∗ + Λ.

Therefore, Λ∗ ≤ 2Λ.

Suppose that k∗ 6= 0 (we will deal with the case k∗ = 0 separately in the end. Let’s
show that k∗ is the “the place where the transition happens”, more precisely λi ≤ n−1Λ∗
for i > k∗ and λi ≥ n−1Λ∗ for i ≤ k∗. Indeed, the first of those inequalities follows from the
definition of k∗, and for the second we can write

nλi ≥ nλk∗ > λ+
∑

i≥k∗
λi ≥ Λ∗,

where the second inequality also follows from the definition of k∗. Combining with the fact
that Λ ≤ Λ∗, we also obtain that λi ≥ n−1Λ for i ≤ k∗.

Now, let’s prove the remaining relations one-by-one.

58



Geometry of Ridge Regression in Classification

1. nΛ−1M vs nΛ−1
∗ M∗.

nΛ−1M =
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1/2

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ nΛ−1‖µk:∞‖2

=
k∑

i=1

µ2
i

λi(1 + λ−1
i n−1Λ)

+ nΛ−1
∑

i>k

µ2
i

=
k∗∑

i=1

µ2
i

λi + n−1Λ
+

k∑

i=k∗+1

µ2
i

λi + n−1Λ
+
∑

i>k

µ2
i

n−1Λ






≥∑k∗

i=1
µ2i
2λi

+
∑k

i=k∗+1
µ2i

2n−1Λ∗
+
∑

i>k
µ2i

n−1Λ∗
,

≤
∑k∗

i=1
µ2i
λi

+
∑k

i=k∗+1
µ2i

n−1Λ∗/2
+
∑

i>k
µ2i

n−1Λ∗/2
,

where we plugged in n−1Λ ≤ λi for i ≤ k∗, λi ≤ n−1Λ∗ for i > k∗, and Λ∗ ≥ Λ ≥ Λ∗/2
in the last transition.

Since

nΛ−1
∗ M∗ =

k∗∑

i=1

µ2
i

λi
+
∑

i>k∗

µ2
i

n−1Λ∗
,

the above implies that 2nΛ−1
∗ M∗ ≥ nΛ−1M ≥ nΛ−1

∗ M∗/2.

2. ♦ vs ♦∗.

n♦2 =
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ n2Λ−2‖µk:∞‖2

Σk:∞

=
k∑

i=1

µ2
i

λi(1 + λ−1
i n−1Λ)2

+ n2Λ−2
∑

i>k

λiµ
2
i

=
k∗∑

i=1

λiµ
2
i

(λi + n−1Λ)2
+

k∑

i=k∗+1

λiµ
2
i

(λi + n−1Λ)2
+
∑

i>k

λiµ
2
i

(n−1Λ)2







≥∑k∗

i=1
λiµ

2
i

(2λi)2
+
∑k

i=k∗+1
λiµ

2
i

(2n−1Λ∗)2
+
∑

i>k
λiµ

2
i

(n−1Λ∗)2
,

≤∑k∗

i=1
λiµ2i
λ2i

+
∑k

i=k∗+1
λiµ2i

(n−1Λ∗/2)2
+
∑

i>k
λiµ2i

(n−1Λ∗/2)2
,

where we plugged in n−1Λ ≤ λi for i ≤ k∗, λi ≤ n−1Λ∗ for i > k∗, and Λ∗ ≥ Λ ≥ Λ∗/2
in the last transition.

Since

n♦2
∗ =

k∗∑

i=1

λiµ
2
i

λ2
i

+
∑

i>k∗

λiµ
2
i

(n−1Λ∗)2
,

the above implies that 4n♦2
∗ ≥ n♦2 ≥ n♦2

∗/4.
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3. V vs V∗.

V =n−1tr
((

Λn−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik

)−2
)

+ Λ−2n
∑

i>k

λ2
i

=n−1
k∑

i=1

1

(1 + λ−1
i n−1Λ)2

+ Λ−2n
∑

i>k

λ2
i

=

k∗∑

i=1

λ2
i /n

(λi + n−1Λ)2
+

k∑

i=k∗+1

λ2
i /n

(λi + n−1Λ)2
+
∑

i>k

λ2
i /n

(n−1Λ)2







≥∑k∗

i=1
λ2i /n

(2λi)2
+
∑k

i=k∗+1
λ2i /n

(2n−1Λ∗)2
+
∑

i>k
λ2i /n

(n−1Λ∗)2
,

≤∑k∗

i=1
λ2i /n

λ2i
+
∑k

i=k∗+1
λ2i /n

(n−1Λ∗/2)2
+
∑

i>k
λ2i /n

(n−1Λ∗/2)2
,

where we plugged in n−1Λ ≤ λi for i ≤ k∗, λi ≤ n−1Λ∗ for i > k∗, and Λ∗ ≥ Λ ≥ Λ∗/2
in the last transition.

Since

V ∗ =
k∗∑

i=1

λ2
i /n

λ2
i

+
∑

i>k∗

λ2
i /n

(n−1Λ∗)2

the above implies that 4V∗ ≥ V ≥ V∗/4.

Lemma 45 (Alternative form of the bounds) Suppose that k < n and Λ > nλk+1.
Denote

Na :=
∑

i

µ2
i

λi + Λ/n
, Va :=

∑

i

λ2
i /n

(λi +Λ/n)2
, ♦a

2 :=
∑

i

λiµ
2
i /n

(λi + Λ/n)2
.

Then

N ≥ Na ≥ N/2, V ≥ Va ≥ V/4, ♦2 ≥ ♦a
2 ≥ ♦2/4.

Proof We prove the relations one-by-one. In the last transition in each display below we
use the fact that for i > k we have (Λ/n)−1 ≤ 2(λi + Λ/n)−1 to obtain the upper bound.

nΛ−1M =
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1/2

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ nΛ−1‖µk:∞‖2

=

k∑

i=1

µ2
i

λi(1 + λ−1
i n−1Λ)

+ nΛ−1
∑

i>k

µ2
i

=
k∑

i=1

µ2
i

λi + Λ/n
+
∑

i>k

µ2
i

Λ/n






≥∑i
µ2i

λi+Λ/n

≤ 2
∑

i
µ2i

λi+Λ/n .
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n♦2 =
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ n2Λ−2‖µk:∞‖2

Σk:∞

=
k∑

i=1

µ2
i

λi(1 + λ−1
i n−1Λ)2

+ n2Λ−2
∑

i>k

λiµ
2
i

=

k∑

i=1

λiµ
2
i

(λi + Λ/n)2
+
∑

i>k

λiµ
2
i

(Λ/n)2







≥∑i
λiµ2i

(λi+Λ/n)2

≤ 4
∑

i
λiµ2i

(λi+Λ/n)2 ,

V =n−1tr
((

Λn−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik

)−2
)

+ Λ−2n
∑

i>k

λ2
i

=n−1
k∑

i=1

1

(1 + λ−1
i n−1Λ)2

+ Λ−2n
∑

i>k

λ2
i

=
k∑

i=1

λ2
i /n

(λi +Λ/n)2
+
∑

i>k

λ2
i /n

(Λ/n)2







≥∑i
λ2i /n

(λi+Λ/n)2

≤ 4
∑

i
λ2i /n

(λi+Λ/n)2
,

Appendix D. Randomness in labels

Lemma 46 (Factoring out randomness in labels) There exists an absolute constant c
s.t. conditionally on the draw of Q for any t > 0 with probability at least 1 − ce−t

2/c over
the draw of (y, ŷ) all the following hold:

1.
max(|ν⊤A−1y|, |ν⊤A−1ŷ|) ≤ ct‖A−1ν‖.

2.
|ν⊤A−1∆y| ≤ ctση‖A−1ν‖.

3.
|∆y⊤A−1y| ≤ c‖A−1‖

(
nη + tση(

√
n+ t)

)
.

4.

y⊤A−1ŷ ≥(n− nη − ctση
√
n− k)µ1(Ak)

−1

−(nη + ctση
√
n+ ct

√
n+ ct2)‖A−1‖.
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5.
n‖A−1‖ ≥ y⊤A−1y ≥ (n− k)µ1(Ak)

−1 − c(t
√
n+ t2)‖A−1‖.

6.

‖Q⊤A−1∆y‖2
Σ
≤cσ2

η

(

tr(A−1Q⊤ΣQ⊤A−1) + t2‖A−1Q⊤ΣQ⊤A−1‖
)

.

7.

‖Q⊤A−1y‖2Σ ≤c
(

tr(A−1Q⊤ΣQ⊤A−1) + t2‖A−1Q⊤ΣQ⊤A−1‖
)

.

Proof Throughout the whole proof we will use Lemma 35, which states that sub-Gaussian
norms of the components of ∆y/2 are at most ση. Recall also that sub-Gaussian norms of
the components of y and ŷ are equal to an absolute constant (to be precise, 1/

√

ln(2)).
Each time we use c in this proof it denotes a new absolute constant. In the end we take c
large enough, so all the statements hold.

1. |ν⊤A−1y|, |ν⊤A−1ŷ|: the bound follows directly from the fact that y and ŷ are
sub-Gaussian vectors with sub-Gaussian norms bounded by an absolute constant (see
Lemma 3.4.2 in Vershynin (2018)), and both y, ŷ are independent from ν⊤A−1.

2. |ν⊤A−1∆y|: the bound follows in the same way as above from the fact that ∆y is
a sub-Gaussian vector with sub-Gaussian norm at most cση , and ∆y is independent
from ν⊤A−1.

3. |∆y⊤A−1y|. Denote yc = y +∆y/2 — the vector, whose coordinates corresponding
to the clean points are equal to their clean labels, and other coordinates zeroed out.
Conditionally on ∆y, yc is a vector with i.i.d. Rademacher coordinates supported on
the complement of the support of ∆y. Since Rademacher R.V’s. are sub-Gaussian,
we have that for some absolute constant c for any t > 0 the following holds with
probability at least 1− 2e−t

2/c:

|∆y⊤A−1y| =
∣
∣
∣−∆y⊤A−1∆y/2 + ∆y⊤A−1yc

∣
∣
∣

≤∆y⊤A−1∆y/2 + ct‖A−1∆y‖
≤‖A−1‖(‖∆y‖2/2 + ct‖∆y‖).

By Lemma 35 squares of coordinates of ∆y/2 are ση-sub-Gaussian with mean η, so by
General Hoeffding’s inequality (Theorem 2.6.2 in Vershynin (2018)) for some absolute
constant c and any t > 0 with probability at least 1− 2e−t

2/c

|‖∆y‖2/4− nη| ≤ ctση
√
n.

We could use this result to bound |‖∆y‖ as well, but then
√
ση will appear in the

bounds. Instead, we use Lemma 36 to give an alternative bound that also holds with
probability 1− 2e−t

2/c:
‖∆y‖/2 ≤ ση(

√
n+ t).

Combining these bounds yields the result.
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4. y⊤A−1ŷ: denote SN ∈ R
n×n to be a diagonal matrix, such that SN [i, i] = −1 if the

label of the i-th data point is noisy, and SN [i, i] = 1 otherwise.

The matrix SN is independent from both y and A. Now we can write

y⊤A−1ŷ = y⊤(A−1SN )y.

By Lemma 37 (Hanson-Wright inequality), for some absolute constant c for any t > 0
with probability at least 1− 2e−t

2/c

y⊤A−1ŷ ≥ tr(A−1SN )− ct‖A−1SN‖F − ct2‖A−1SN‖

Note that

‖A−1SN‖ =‖A−1‖,
‖A−1SN‖F =‖A−1‖F ≤

√
n‖A−1‖.

We need to bound the number of noisy data points in order to bound tr(A−1SN )
from below. The number of noisy data points is equal to

‖∆y‖0 = ‖∆y‖2/4 ≤ nη + ctση
√
n,

where the last inequality was taken from before, and holds with probability at least
1− 2e−t

2/c.

Recall that the n − k largest eigenvalues of A−1 are greater or equal to µ1(Ak)
−1.

Thus, with probability at least 1− 2e−t
2/c.

tr(A−1SN ) ≥(n− ‖∆y‖0 − k)µ1(Ak)
−1 − ‖∆y‖0‖A−1‖,

≥(n− nη − ctση
√
n− k)µ1(Ak)

−1 − (nη + ctση
√
n)‖A−1‖

Combining it with Hanson-Wright, we get that with probability at least 1− 4e−t
2/c

y⊤A−1ŷ ≥(n− nη − ctση
√
n− k)µ1(Ak)

−1 − (nη + ctση
√
n+ ct

√
n+ ct2)‖A−1‖

5. y⊤A−1y: the inequality y⊤A−1y ≤ n‖A−1‖ holds with probability one since ‖y‖2 =
n almost surely. When it comes to the lower bound, it is simply a particular case of
the result for y⊤A−1ŷ proven above for η = 0.

6. ‖Q⊤A−1∆y‖2
Σ
: the bound is a direct consequence of Corollary 38, applied to M =

A−1Q⊤ΣQ⊤A−1 and ε = ∆y.

7. ‖Q⊤A−1y‖2
Σ
: the bound is a direct consequence of Corollary 38, applied to M =

A−1Q⊤ΣQ⊤A−1 and ε = y.
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Appendix E. Algebraic decompositions

The purpose of this section is to provide algebraic decompositions of various terms or bounds
on them as given by the following Lemma.

Lemma 47 (Algebraic decompositions) For any k < n all the following hold almost
surely on the event that the matrix Ak is PD:

1.

‖A−1ν‖ ≤µ1(Ak)

µn(Ak)

√

µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µn(Ak)Σ
−1
0:k + Ik

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

+µn(Ak)
−1‖Qk:∞µk:∞‖.

2.

µ⊤µ⊥
∼
≥1

2
µn(Ak)µ1(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µn(Ak)µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik

)−1/2
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

+‖µk:∞‖2 − 9µn(Ak)
−1‖Q⊤

0:kµk:∞‖2.

3.

µ⊤µ⊥
∼
≤3µ1(Ak)µk(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µ1(Ak)Σ
−1
0:k + Ik

)−1/2
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

+‖µk:∞‖2 + 2‖A−1/2
k Qk:∞µk:∞‖2.

4.

‖µ⊥
∼
‖2Σ

≤2µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−2µ1(Ak)
2

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µn(Ak)Σ
−1
0:k + Ik

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

+2
µ1(Ak)

2µ1(Z0:kZ
⊤
0:k)

µn(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)2µn(Ak)2

‖Qk:∞µk:∞‖2

+3‖µk:∞‖2
Σk:∞

+ 3‖Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞‖µn(Ak)

−2‖Qk:∞µk:∞‖2

+3‖Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞‖ µ1(Ak)

2µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)2µn(Ak)2

×
∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µn(Ak)Σ
−1
0:k + Ik

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

.

(43)

5.

tr(A−1QΣQ⊤A−1) ≤ µ1(Ak)
2µ1(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)2µn(Ak)2

×tr

((

µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µn(Ak)Σ
−1
0:k + Ik

)−2
)

+µn(Ak)
−2tr(Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤

k:∞).

(44)
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6.

‖A−1QΣQ⊤A−1‖ ≤ µ1(Ak)
2

µn(Ak)2
µ1(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)2

∧ λ2
1µ1(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)

µn(Ak)2
+

‖Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞‖

µn(Ak)2
.

The remainder of Section E gives the proof of Lemma 47.

E.1 Techniques and proof strategy

The main tool that we are going to use in this section is the following application of Sherman-
Morrison-Woodbury (SMW) identity for the matrix A−1:

Lemma 48 If Ak is invertible, then all the following hold:

A−1 =A−1
k −A−1

k Q0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
Q⊤

0:kA
−1
k , (45)

A−1Q0:k =A−1
k Q0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
, (46)

Ik −Q⊤
0:kA

−1Q0:k =
(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
. (47)

Proof Equation (45) is a direct application of SMW as A−1 = (Ak + Q0:kQ
⊤
0:k)

−1. To
derive (46) we write

A−1Q0:k =A−1
k Q0:k −A−1

k Q0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
Q⊤

0:kA
−1
k Q0:k

=A−1
k Q0:k

(

Ik −
(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1 (

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k − Ik

))

=A−1
k Q0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1

Finally, we derive (47) from (46):

Ik −Q⊤
0:kA

−1Q0:k

=Ik −Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1

=Ik +
(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
−
(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1

=
(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
.

Another algebraic result that we will utilize is as follows:

Lemma 49 Suppose M ∈ R
k×k is a PD matrix such that αIk � M � βIk for some

positive scalars α < β. Then for any vector u ∈ R
k

∥
∥(Σ−1

0:k +M)−1u
∥
∥ ≥β−1

∥
∥(α−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik)
−1u

∥
∥ , (48)

∥
∥(Σ−1

0:k +M)−1u
∥
∥ ≤α−1

∥
∥(β−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik)
−1u

∥
∥ . (49)

65



Tsigler et al.

Moreover,

β−2tr
(
(α−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik)
−2
)
≤ tr

(
(Σ−1

0:k +M)−2
)
≤ α−2tr

(
(β−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik)
−2
)
. (50)

Proof Denote v := (Σ−1
0:k +M)−1u, vα := (Σ−1

0:k + αIk)
−1u, and vβ := (Σ−1

0:k + βIk)
−1u.

Then

vα :=(Σ−1
0:k + αIk)

−1u

=(Σ−1
0:k + αIk)

−1(Σ−1
0:k +M )v

=v + (Σ−1
0:k + αIk)

−1(M − αIk)v

Thus,

‖vα‖ ≤ ‖v‖
(
1 + ‖(M − αIk)‖‖(Σ−1

0:k + αIk)
−1‖
)
≤ ‖v‖

(

1 +
β − α

α

)

=
β

α
‖v‖,

which yields Equation (48). Analogously,

vβ :=(Σ−1
0:k + βIk)

−1u

=(Σ−1
0:k + βIk)

−1(Σ−1
0:k +M )v

=v + (Σ−1
0:k + βIk)

−1(M − βIk)v

Thus,

‖vβ‖ ≥ ‖v‖
(
1− ‖(M − βIk)‖‖(Σ−1

0:k + βIk)
−1‖
)
≥ ‖v‖

(

1− β − α

β

)

=
α

β
‖v‖,

which yields Equation (49).
Finally, Equation (50) is a direct consequence of Equations (48) and (49): take g to be

an isotropic Gaussian vector in R
k. Equations (48) and (49) give

β−2
∥
∥(α−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik)
−1g

∥
∥
2 ≤

∥
∥(Σ−1

0:k +M )−1g
∥
∥
2 ≤ α−2

∥
∥(β−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik)
−1g

∥
∥
2
.

Taking expectation over g yields Equation (50).

E.2 ‖A−1ν‖
In this section we derive an upper bound on ‖A−1ν‖. Recall that

ν = Qµ = Q0:kµ0:k +Qk:∞µk:∞,

‖A−1ν‖ ≤ ‖A−1Q0:kµ0:k‖+ ‖A−1Qk:∞µk:∞‖.
We bound those two terms separately. For the first term we use Equation (46):

A−1Q0:kµ0:k =A−1
k Q0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
µ0:k

=A−1
k Z0:kΣ

1/2
0:k

(

Ik +Σ
1/2
0:kZ

⊤
0:kA

−1
k Z0:kΣ

1/2
0:k

)−1
µ0:k

=A−1
k Z0:kΣ

1/2
0:k

(

Ik +Σ
1/2
0:kZ

⊤
0:kA

−1
k Z0:kΣ

1/2
0:k

)−1
µ0:k

=A−1
k Z0:k

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k.
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So,

‖A−1Q0:kµ0:k‖2 ≤ ‖Z⊤
0:kA

−2
k Z0:k‖

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

.

Now we use Lemma 49 together with the observation that

‖Z⊤
0:kA

−2
k Z0:k‖ ≤ µ1(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)µn(Ak)

−2,

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)µ1(Ak)

−1Ik � Z⊤
0:kA

−1
k Z0:k � µ1(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)µn(Ak)

−1Ik

to write

‖A−1Q0:kµ0:k‖2

≤µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)µn(Ak)

−2
(

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)µ1(Ak)

−1
)−2

×
∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µn(Ak)Σ
−1
0:k + Ik

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

=
µ1(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)2

µ1(Ak)
2

µn(Ak)2

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µn(Ak)Σ
−1
0:k + Ik

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

.

For the k : ∞ part we can just write

‖A−1Qk:∞µk:∞‖ ≤ ‖A−1‖‖Qk:∞µk:∞‖ ≤ µn(Ak)
−1‖Qk:∞µk:∞‖.

Overall,

‖A−1ν‖ ≤µ1(Ak)

µn(Ak)

√

µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µn(Ak)Σ
−1
0:k + Ik

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

+µn(Ak)
−1‖Qk:∞µk:∞‖.

E.3 µ⊤µ⊥
∼

E.3.1 Bound from below

In this section we derive a lower bound on µ⊤µ⊥
∼
. First of all, we write

µ⊤µ⊥
∼
=µ⊤(Ip −Q⊤A−1Q)µ

=µ⊤
0:k(Ik −Q⊤

0:kA
−1Q0:k)µ0:k

+µ⊤
k:∞(Ip−k −Q⊤

k:∞A−1Qk:∞)µk:∞

−2µ⊤
0:kQ

⊤
0:kA

−1Qk:∞µk:∞.

We see that this decomposition has 3 terms: energy in the spiked part, energy in the
tail, and the cross term. We expect the positive contribution to come from µ⊤

0:k(Ik −
Q⊤

0:kA
−1Q0:k)µ0:k + µ⊤

k:∞Ip−kµk:∞, the other terms will be upper bounded in absolute
value and subtracted from the lower bound. The last term (the cross term) is a bit tricky,
because bounding it separately leads to a potentially vacuous bound. The approach we take
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here is to bound it in terms of the quantities from the first two terms, and then bounding
those quantities.

Due to Equation (47) the first term becomes

µ⊤
0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
µ0:k.

Now let’s apply a similar transformation to the cross-term: we use Equation (46) to
write

∣
∣
∣µ

⊤
0:kQ

⊤
0:kA

−1Qk:∞µk:∞

∣
∣
∣

=

∣
∣
∣
∣
µ⊤
0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
Q⊤

0:kA
−1
k Qk:∞µk:∞

∣
∣
∣
∣

=

∣
∣
∣
∣
µ⊤
0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1/2 (

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1/2
Q⊤

0:kA
−1
k Qk:∞µk:∞

∣
∣
∣
∣

≤wµ⊤
0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
µ0:k

+w−1

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1/2
Q⊤

0:kA
−1
k Qk:∞µk:∞

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

≤wµ⊤
0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
µ0:k + w−1‖A−1/2

k Qk:∞µk:∞‖2,

where we introduced an arbitrary scalar w > 0 when we used AM-GM inequality. In the
last line we also used the following fact:

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1/2
Q⊤

0:kA
−1/2
k

∥
∥
∥
∥
≤ 1.

Indeed, the matrix Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k is larger than the matrix Q⊤

0:kA
−1/2
k (Q⊤

0:kA
−1/2
k )⊤ in

the PSD sense.

We take w = 0.25. So far we obtained that

µ⊤µ⊥
∼
≥ 1

2
µ⊤
0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
µ0:k + ‖µk:∞‖2 − 9‖A−1/2

k Q⊤
0:kµk:∞‖2,

where we also used

µ⊤
k:∞(Ip−k −Q⊤

k:∞A−1Qk:∞)µk:∞ =‖µk:∞‖2 − µ⊤
k:∞Q⊤

k:∞ A−1
︸︷︷︸

�A−1
k

Qk:∞µk:∞

≥‖µk:∞‖2 − ‖A−1/2
k Q⊤

0:kµk:∞‖2.
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Now we just need to bound µ⊤
0:k

(
Ik +Q⊤

0:kA
−1
k Q0:k

)−1
µ0:k from below and ‖A−1/2

k Q⊤
0:kµk:∞‖2

from above. We write

µ⊤
0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
µ0:k

=µ⊤
0:kΣ

−1/2
0:k

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

≥µ⊤
0:kΣ

−1/2
0:k

(

Σ−1
0:k + µn(Ak)

−1µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)Ik

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

=µn(Ak)µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µn(Ak)µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik

)−1/2
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

.

For the term ‖A−1/2
k Q⊤

0:kµk:∞‖2 we simply do a norm-times-norm bound:

‖A−1/2
k Q⊤

0:kµk:∞‖2 ≤ µn(Ak)
−1‖Q⊤

0:kµk:∞‖2

Combining everything together gives the bound.

µ⊤µ⊥
∼
≥1

2
µn(Ak)µ1(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µn(Ak)µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik

)−1/2
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

+‖µk:∞‖2 − 9µn(Ak)
−1‖Q⊤

0:kµk:∞‖2

E.3.2 Bound from above

In this section we bound µ⊤µ⊥
∼
from above. This is easier than bounding it from below.

Indeed, recall the decomposition from the previous section:

µ⊤µ⊥
∼
=µ⊤

0:k(Ik −Q⊤
0:kA

−1Q0:k)µ0:k

+µ⊤
k:∞(Ip−k −Q⊤

k:∞A−1Qk:∞)µk:∞

−2µ⊤
0:kQ

⊤
0:kA

−1Qk:∞µk:∞.

For the first term we had

µ⊤
0:k(Ik −Q⊤

0:kA
−1Q0:k)µ0:k = µ⊤

0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
µ0:k.

and for the cross-term

∣
∣
∣µ

⊤
0:kQ

⊤
0:kA

−1Qk:∞µk:∞

∣
∣
∣

≤wµ⊤
0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
µ0:k + w−1‖A−1/2

k Qk:∞µk:∞‖2,

for any w > 0. Here we will take w = 1. For the second term we simply write

µ⊤
k:∞(Ip−k −Q⊤

k:∞A−1Qk:∞)µk:∞ ≤ ‖µk:∞‖2.
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Combining everything together, we get

µ⊤µ⊥
∼
≤3µ⊤

0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
µ0:k + ‖µk:∞‖2 + 2‖A−1/2

k Qk:∞µk:∞‖2

=3µ⊤
0:kΣ

−1/2
0:k

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k + ‖µk:∞‖2 + 2‖A−1/2

k Qk:∞µk:∞‖2

≤3µ1(Ak)µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µ1(Ak)Σ
−1
0:k + Ik

)−1/2
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

+‖µk:∞‖2 + 2‖A−1/2
k Qk:∞µk:∞‖2.

E.4 ‖µ⊥
∼
‖2
Σ

The quantity ‖µ⊥
∼
‖2
Σ
is exactly the bias term from Tsigler and Bartlett (2023): indeed, plug

in µ instead of their θ∗, Q instead of their X, Σ instead of their Σ, and A instead of their
A. We could, in principle, just borrow an algebraic bound from their Lemma 28. However,
for the sake of completeness, and because we would like a bound in a slightly different form,
we do our own derivation here.

As before, we start with the first k components and use Lemma 48:

∥
∥[µ⊥

∼
]0:k
∥
∥2

Σ0:k
/2

≤
∥
∥
∥(Ik −Q⊤

0:kA
−1Q0:k)µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ0:k

+
∥
∥
∥Q

⊤
0:kA

−1Qk:∞µk:∞

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ0:k

=

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

Σ0:k

+

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
Q⊤

0:kA
−1
k Qk:∞µk:∞

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

Σ0:k

=

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

+

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−1
Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Qk:∞µk:∞

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

≤
(

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)µ1(Ak)

−1
)−2

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µn(Ak)Σ
−1
0:k + Ik

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

+µ1(Ak)
2µn(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−2µ1(Z0:kZ
⊤
0:k)µn(Ak)

−2 ‖Qk:∞µk:∞‖2 ,

where in the last transition we used Lemma 49 and the following observation:

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−1
∥
∥
∥
∥
≤ µk(Z

⊤
0:kA

−1
k Z0:k)

−1 ≤ µ1(Ak)µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1.
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When it comes to the rest of the components, we write

[µ⊥
∼
]k:∞

=µk:∞ −Q⊤
k:∞A−1Qµ

=µk:∞ −Q⊤
k:∞A−1Qk:∞µk:∞ −Q⊤

k:∞A−1Q0:kµ0:k

=µk:∞ −Q⊤
k:∞A−1Qk:∞µk:∞ −Q⊤

k:∞A−1
k Q0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
µ0:k

=µk:∞ −Q⊤
k:∞A−1Qk:∞µk:∞ −Q⊤

k:∞A−1
k Z0:k

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k,

which yields

‖[µ⊥
∼
]k:∞‖Σk:∞

≤‖µk:∞‖Σk:∞
+ ‖Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤

k:∞‖1/2µn(A)−1‖Qk:∞µk:∞‖

+‖Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞‖1/2µn(Ak)

−1µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

1/2

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

≤‖µk:∞‖Σk:∞
+ ‖Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤

k:∞‖1/2µn(Ak)
−1‖Qk:∞µk:∞‖

+‖Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞‖1/2µn(Ak)

−1µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

1/2

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)µ1(Ak)−1

×
∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µn(Ak)Σ
−1
0:k + Ik

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥
,

where we used Lemma 49 and the fact that µn(A) ≥ µn(Ak) in the last transition. Com-
bining everything together and using the inequality (a+ b+ c)2 ≤ 3(a2 + b2 + c2) yields the
final bound.

E.5 tr(A−1QΣQ⊤A−1)

The quantity tr(A−1QΣQ⊤A−1) is exactly the variance term from Tsigler and Bartlett
(2023): as for the bias term, plug in Q instead of their X, Σ instead of their Σ, and A

instead of their A. As before, we could in principle use their algebraic decomposition from
their Lemma 27, but we provide our own derivation because we want to obtain the bound
in a slightly different form.

tr(A−1[Q0:k,Qk:∞]Σ[Q0:k,Qk:∞]⊤A−1)

=tr(A−1Q0:kΣ0:kQ
⊤
0:kA

−1) + tr(A−1Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞A−1)

=tr

(

A−1
k Q0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
Σ0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
Q⊤

0:kA
−1
k

)

+tr(A−1Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞A−1)

=tr

(

A−1
k Z0:k

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−2
Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k

)

+tr(A−1Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞A−1)
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Now let’s bound these two terms separately. First, recall that for any PSD matrices M 1

and M2 the following holds: tr(M1M2) ≤ ‖M 1‖tr(M 2). We use this to bound the first
term as follows:

tr

(

A−1
k Z0:k

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−2
Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k

)

≤µn(Ak)
−2tr

(

Z0:k

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−2
Z⊤

0:k

)

=µn(Ak)
−2tr

((

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−2
Z⊤

0:kZ0:k

)

≤µn(Ak)
−2µ1(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)tr

((

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−2
)

≤ µn(Ak)
−2µ1(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)2µ1(Ak)−2

tr

((

µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µn(Ak)Σ
−1
0:k + Ik

)−2
)

,

where we used Lemma 49 in the last transition.

When it comes to the second term, we simply write

tr(A−1Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞A−1) ≤ µn(Ak)

−2tr
(

Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞
)

.

E.6 ‖A−1QΣQ⊤A−1‖
In Tsigler and Bartlett (2023) the deviations of the variance term in noise were dealt with in
the following way: Hanson-Wright inequality states that a quadratic form ε⊤Mε, where ε is
a vector with i.i.d. centered sub-Gaussian components concentrates around tr(M), with de-
viations being composed of a sub-Gaussian tail controlled by ‖M‖F and sub-exponential tail
controlled by ‖M‖. In Tsigler and Bartlett (2023) the latter two quantities were bounded
as ‖M‖2F ≤ tr(M)2 and ‖M‖ ≤ tr(M ), so only the bound on the trace of the matrix
A−1QΣQ⊤A−1 was required. Instead of making such step, we can bound the spectral
norm separately, and then use ‖M‖2F ≤ ‖M‖tr(M). This section shows the following:

‖A−1QΣQ⊤A−1‖ ≤ µ1(A
−1
k )2

µn(A
−1
k )2

µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)2

+
‖Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤

k:∞‖
µn(Ak)2

.

We bound the operator norm as follows: first, we decompose into two terms

A−1QΣQ⊤A−1 = A−1Q0:kΣ0:kQ
⊤
0:kA

−1 +A−1Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞A−1.

The second term is straightforward:

‖A−1Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞A−1‖

≤‖A−1‖‖Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞‖‖A−1‖

=
‖Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤

k:∞‖
µn(Ak)2

.
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For the first term we use Equation (46) to write

‖A−1Q0:kΣ0:kQ
⊤
0:kA

−1‖

=

∥
∥
∥
∥
A−1
k Q0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
Σ0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
Q⊤

0:kA
−1
k

∥
∥
∥
∥

= ‖A−1
k Z0:k

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−2
Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k ‖

≤
∥
∥
∥
∥

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−2
∥
∥
∥
∥
‖Z0:kZ

⊤
0:k‖‖A−1

k ‖2

≤
(

λ2
1 ∧
∥
∥
∥
∥

(

Z⊤
0:kA

−1
k Z0:k

)−2
∥
∥
∥
∥

)

‖Z0:kZ
⊤
0:k‖‖A−1

k ‖2

≤ µ1(Ak)
2

µn(Ak)2
µ1(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)2

∧ λ2
1µ1(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)

µn(Ak)2
.

Appendix F. Randomness in covariates

Lemma 50 (Randomness in covariates) Consider some L > 1. There exists a con-
stant c that only depends on cB and L such that the following holds. Denote

Λ = λ+
∑

i>k

λi

Assume that k < n/c and

Λ > cnλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i .

Then all the following hold on the event Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB):

1.

‖A−1ν‖ ≤c
(

n−1/2
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥+ Λ−1√n‖µk:∞‖Σk:∞

)

;

2.

cµ⊤µ⊥
∼
≥ Λ

n

∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1/2

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥+ ‖µk:∞‖2 ≥ µ⊤µ⊥

∼
/c;

3.

‖µ⊥
∼
‖2
Σ
/c ≤ Λ2n−2

∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ ‖µk:∞‖2

Σk:∞
;

4.

tr(A−1QΣQ⊤A−1) ≤c

(

n−1tr
((

Λn−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik

)−2
)

+ Λ−2n
∑

i>k

λ2
i

)

;
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5.

‖A−1QΣQ⊤A−1‖ ≤c

(

1

n
∧ nλ2

1

Λ2
+

nλ2
k+1 +

∑

i>k λ
2
i

Λ2

)

.

Proof Recall that on Ak(L) we have Λ/L ≤ µn(Ak) ≤ µ1(Ak) ≤ LΛ.
The proof is rather straightforward: we plug the bounds from the definition of the event

Bk(cB) from Section 3.2, and the bounds on eigenvalues of Ak from the definition of the
event Ak(L) into the result of Lemma 47. Recall that cB is the constant from the definition
of Bk(cB).

On Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB) all the following hold:

1.

‖A−1ν‖ ≤µ1(Ak)

µn(Ak)

√

µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µn(Ak)Σ
−1
0:k + Ik

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

+µn(Ak)
−1‖Qk:∞µk:∞‖

≤c
3/2
B L2

√
n

· cBL
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥+ c

1/2
B LΛ−1√n‖µk:∞‖Σk:∞

.

Note that in the last transition we used that for a positive scalar a < 1 we can write
∥
∥
∥

(
aΛn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥ ≤ a−1

∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥ .

It is easy to see that this is correct since both matrices Ik and Σ0:k are diagonal. We
will make such a transition several more times throughout this proof, as well as the
following for b ≥ 1:

∥
∥
∥

(
bΛn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥ ≥ b−1

∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥ .

2. We start with the lower bound on µ⊤µ⊥
∼
:

µ⊤µ⊥
∼
≥1

2
µn(Ak)µ1(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µn(Ak)µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik

)−1/2
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

+‖µk:∞‖2 − 9µn(Ak)
−1‖Q⊤

0:kµk:∞‖2

≥ Λ

2LcBn
· 1

cBL

∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1/2

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

+‖µk:∞‖2 − 9LcBΛ
−1n‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞

≥ Λ

2L2c2Bn

∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1/2

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥+ ‖µk:∞‖2(1− 9LcBnλk+1Λ

−1),

where in the last line we used that ‖µk:∞‖2
Σk:∞

≤ λk+1‖µk:∞‖2. Note that if we

take c > 18cBL in the end, then 1 − 9LcBnλk+1Λ
−1 > 0.5 since we assumed that

Λ > cnλk+1.
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Now, we do the upper bound:

µ⊤µ⊥
∼

≤3µ1(Ak)µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µ1(Ak)Σ
−1
0:k + Ik

)−1/2
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

+‖µk:∞‖2 + 2‖A−1/2
k Qk:∞µk:∞‖2

≤3LcBΛn
−1 · cBL

∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1/2

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2

+‖µk:∞‖2 + 2LcBΛ
−1n‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞

≤3L2c2BΛn
−1
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1/2

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ ‖µk:∞‖2(1 + 2LcBλk+1Λ

−1n),

where, as before, we used ‖µk:∞‖2
Σk:∞

≤ λk+1‖µk:∞‖2 in the last line. Note that here

Λ > cnλk+1 implies that 2LcBλk+1Λ
−1n ≤ 2LcB/c < 1 for c large enough.

3. The upper bound on ‖µ⊥
∼
‖2
Σ
, is very similar to the bound on the bias term in Tsigler and Bartlett

(2023), but has a slightly different form. We derive it below.

‖µ⊥
∼
‖2
Σ

≤2µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−2µ1(Ak)
2

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µn(Ak)Σ
−1
0:k + Ik

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

+2
µ1(Ak)

2µ1(Z0:kZ
⊤
0:k)

µn(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)2µn(Ak)2

‖Qk:∞µk:∞‖2

+3‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞
+ 3‖Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤

k:∞‖µn(Ak)
−2‖Qk:∞µk:∞‖2

+3‖Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞‖ µ1(Ak)

2µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)2µn(Ak)2

×
∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µn(Ak)Σ
−1
0:k + Ik

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

≤2c2BL
2Λ2n−2 · c2BL2

∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2

+2L4c3Bn
−1 · cBn ‖µk:∞‖2

Σk:∞

+3‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞
+ 3cB

(

nλ2
k+1 +

∑

i>k

λ2
i

)

· L2Λ−2cBn ‖µk:∞‖2
Σk:∞

+3cB

(

nλ2
k+1 +

∑

i>k

λ2
i

)

· L4c3Bn
−1 · c2BL2

∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2

=
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
·
(

2c4BL
4Λ2n−2 + 3c6BL

6n−1

(

nλ2
k+1 +

∑

i>k

λ2
i

))

+ ‖µk:∞‖2
Σk:∞

·
(

2L4c4B + 3 + 3c2BL
2Λ−2n

(

nλ2
k+1 +

∑

i>k

λ2
i

))
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Recall that we imposed the assumption that

Λ > nλk+1, Λ >

√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i .

Therefore

n

(

nλ2
k+1 +

∑

i>k

λ2
i

)

≤ 2Λ2.

Plugging this inequality in and taking c large enough depending on cB and L gives
the bound.

4. The upper bound on tr(A−1QΣQ⊤A−1), is also very similar to the one derived in
Tsigler and Bartlett (2023), where it is exactly the the variance term, but has a slightly
different form. We derive it below:

tr(A−1QΣQ⊤A−1)

≤ µ1(Ak)
2µ1(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)2µn(Ak)2

tr

((

µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µn(Ak)Σ
−1
0:k + Ik

)−2
)

+µn(Ak)
−2tr(Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤

k:∞)

≤L4c3Bn
−1 · cBLtr

((
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−2
)

+ L2cBΛ
−2n

∑

i>k

λ2
i .

5.

‖A−1QΣQ⊤A−1‖

≤µ1(Ak)
2

µn(Ak)2
µ1(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)2

∧ λ2
1µ1(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)

µn(Ak)2
+

‖Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞‖

µn(Ak)2

≤L4c3B
n

∧ λ2
1cBn

L−2Λ2
+ cBL

2Λ−2

(

nλ2
k+1 +

∑

i>k

λ2
i

)

.

In all the cases above we see that taking c large enough depending on cB and L yields
the result.

Appendix G. Proof of the main lower bound

First of all, we combine Lemma 46 with Lemma 50 to obtain high probability bounds on
all the terms that appear in quantities of interest. The result is given by the following

Lemma 51 (High probability bounds on separate terms) Consider some L > 1. There
exists a constant c that only depends on cB and L and an absolute constant cy such that the
following holds. Assume that η < c−1. Assume that k < n/c

Λ > cnλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i .
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For any t ∈ (0,
√
n/cy), conditionally on the event Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB), with probability is

at least 1− cye
−t2/2 over the draw of (y, ŷ) all the following hold:

1.

|ν⊤A−1y| ∨ |ν⊤A−1ŷ| ≤ct♦,

2.

|ν⊤A−1∆y| ≤ctση♦,

3.

|∆y⊤A−1y| ≤cσηnΛ
−1,

4.

y⊤A−1ŷ ≥c−1nΛ−1,

5.

cnΛ−1 ≥ y⊤A−1y ≥ c−1nΛ−1,

6.

‖Q⊤A−1∆y‖2
Σ
≤cσ2

η(V + t2∆V ),

7.

‖Q⊤A−1y‖2Σ ≤c(V + t2∆V ),

8.

cM ≥ µ⊤µ⊥
∼
≥c−1M,

9.

‖µ⊥
∼
‖Σ ≤cΛ♦/

√
n,

Proof Parts 1, 2, 6 and 7 can be obtained directly from the corresponding parts of Lemma
46 by plugging in the bounds from Lemma 50. Parts 8 and 9 are exactly parts 2 and 3 of
Lemma 50. Thus, only parts 3, 4, and 5 require additional explanation, which we provide
below.

First of all, note that ‖A−1‖ ≤ ‖A−1
k ‖ = µn(Ak)

−1, since A is larger than Ak w.r.t.
Loewner order. Thus, on Ak(L) we have

‖A−1‖ ≤ LΛ−1, µ1(Ak)
−1 ≥ L−1Λ−1,

Now let’s explain parts 3, 4, 5 starting with the corresponding parts of Lemma 46.
Denote the (absolute) constant from that lemma as c1. In all the following we plug in the
bounds on eigenvalues of Ak, together with η < 1/c, k < n/c and t <

√
n/c. In the end of

each derivation we need to take c large enough depending on L and c1.
By Lemma 46 for every t ∈ (0,

√
n/c1) on Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB) we have with probability at

least 1− c1e
−t2/2 over the draw of (y, ŷ)
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3.

|∆y⊤A−1y| ≤c1‖A−1‖
(
nη + tση(

√
n+ t)

)

≤c1LΛ(nση +
√
nση(

√
n+

√
n)

≤cnΛ−1ση.

4.

y⊤A−1ŷ ≥(n − nη − c1tση
√
n− k)µ1(Ak)

−1

−(nη + c1tση
√
n+ c1t

√
n+ c1t

2)‖A−1‖
≥L−1Λ−1n(1− 1/c− c1ση/c− 1/c− L2/c− c1L

2ση/c− L2c1/c)

≥c−1nΛ−1.

5.

cnΛ−1 ≥ nLΛ−1 ≥ n‖A−1‖ ≥ y⊤A−1y,

and

y⊤A−1y ≥(n− k)µ1(Ak)
−1 − c1(t

√
n+ t2)‖A−1‖

≥(n− n/c)L−1Λ−1 − c1(n/c+ n/c2)LΛ−1

≥c−1nΛ−1.

Theorem 8 (Main lower bound) For any cB > 0 and L > 1, there exists a constant
c that only depends on cB and L, such that the following holds. Assume that η < c−1,
k < n/c, and

Λ > cnλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i .

For any t ∈ (0,
√
n/c), conditionally on the event Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB), with probability at least

1−ce−t
2/2 over the draw of (y, ŷ), the following inequalities hold for a certain scalar S > 0:

Sµ⊤wridge ≥c−1N − ct♦, (17)

S‖wridge‖Σ ≤c
(

[1 +Nση]
√

V + t2∆V + ♦
√
n
)

. (18)

That is, if N > 2c2t♦, then on the same event,

µ⊤wridge

‖wridge‖Σ
≥ 1

2c2
N

[1 +Nση]
√
V + t2∆V + ♦

√
n
.
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Proof Note that increasing c only makes the statement weaker. From the very beginning
let’s put c to be large enough, so that c > 1 and ση < 1.

Recall that

∆V :=
k ∧ 1

n
+

nλ2
k+1 +

∑

i>k λ
2
i

(
λ+

∑

i>k λi
)2 .

The plan is to plug in the bounds from Lemma 51 into quantities of interest, the formulas
for which are given by Lemma 33. First of all, however, we need to make sure that S > 0.
This is required to write ‖Swridge‖Σ = S‖wridge‖Σ and then cancel S in the numerator and
denominator. This is indeed the case since S = (1 + ν⊤A−1y)2 + y⊤A−1yµ⊤µ⊥

∼
, and in

Lemma 51 we bound µ⊤µ⊥
∼
and y⊤A−1y from below by strictly positive quantities.

Let’s plug in the bounds Lemma 51 in the formulas from Lemma 33: denote the constant
from Lemma 51 as c1 and write

1. Sµ⊤wridge: recall that yC is the vector of labels of clean points: yC = y + ∆y/2 =
ŷ −∆y/2. Now we write

y⊤A−1ŷµ⊤µ⊥
∼
+ (1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1ŷ

=y⊤A−1ŷµ⊤µ⊥
∼
+ ν⊤A−1ŷ + ν⊤A−1(yC −∆y/2)ν⊤A−1(yC +∆y/2)

=y⊤A−1ŷµ⊤µ⊥
∼
+ ν⊤A−1ŷ − (ν⊤A−1∆y)2/4 + (ν⊤A−1yC)

2

≥y⊤A−1ŷµ⊤µ⊥
∼
+ ν⊤A−1ŷ − (ν⊤A−1∆y)2/4

≥ n

c21Λ
M − c1t♦− c21t

2σ2
η♦

2

=
N

c21
− c1t♦− c21t

2σ2
η♦

2.

Recall that by Lemma 7 we have N ≥ n♦2, which yields

N

c21
− c21t

2σ2
η♦

2 ≥ N

c21
− c21

c2
n♦2 ≥ N

2c21
,

where the last transition is correct if c is taken large enough depending on c1. Thus,
we get

y⊤A−1ŷµ⊤µ⊥
∼
+ (1 + ν⊤A−1y)ν⊤A−1ŷ ≥ N

2c21
− c1t♦.

2. S‖wridge‖Σ, the first term:

[

(1 + |ν⊤A−1y|)2 + y⊤A−1yµ⊤µ⊥
∼

]

‖Q⊤A−1∆y‖Σ

≤
[
(1 + c1t♦)

2 + c21MnΛ−1
]√

c1σ2
η(V + t2∆V )

≤c2.51

[

(1 + t♦)2 + nΛ−1M
]

ση
√

V + t2∆V .
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3. S‖wridge‖Σ, the second term

[

(1 + |ν⊤A−1y|)(1 + |ν⊤A−1∆y|) + |∆y⊤A−1y|µ⊤µ⊥
∼

]

‖Q⊤A−1y‖Σ
≤
[
(1 + c1t♦)(1 + c1σηt♦) + c21MσηnΛ

−1
]√

c1(V + t2∆V )

≤c2.51

[

1 + (1 + ση)t♦+ σηt
2♦2 + nΛ−1Mση

]
√

V + t2∆V

≤2c31

[

1 + t♦+ nΛ−1Mση

]
√

V + t2∆V ,

where we used that ση < 1 and t2♦2 < n♦2 < nΛ−1M in the last transition (by
Lemma 7).

4. S‖wridge‖Σ, the third term

[

y⊤A−1y + (1 + |ν⊤A−1y|)|∆y⊤A−1y|+ y⊤A−1y|ν⊤A−1∆y|
]

‖µ⊥
∼
‖Σ

≤
[
c1n

Λ
+ (1 + c1t♦)

c1nση
Λ

+
c21ntση♦

Λ

]
c1Λ√
n
♦

≤2c31
√
n(1 + tση♦)♦,

where we used c1nΛ
−1(1 + ση) ≤ 2c1nΛ

−1 in the last line to reduce the number of
terms.

Combining all the terms for S‖wridge‖Σ, we get that for some new constant c2 that only
depends on L and cB under the condition that t ≤ √

n/c2 and η < 1/c2

S‖wridge‖Σ/c2 ≤
[

(1 + t♦)2 + nΛ−1M
]

ση
√

V + t2∆V

+
[
1 + t♦+ nΛ−1Mση

]√

V + t2∆V

+
√
n(1 + tση♦)♦

=♦2 · tση(
√
n+ t

√

V + t2∆V )

+♦ ·
(√

n+ t(1 + 2ση)
√

V + t2∆V
)

+
[
1 + ση + 2nΛ−1Mση

]√

V + t2∆V

By Lemma 7

V ≤ 2, ∆V ≤ 3/n, t2∆V ≤ 3.

This allows us to obtain the final bound on S‖wridge‖Σ: plug in the following inequalities:

√
n+ t

√

V + t2∆V ≤(1 +
√
5)
√
n,

√
n+ t(1 + 2ση)

√

V + t2∆V ≤(1 + 3
√
5)
√
n,

1 + ση ≤2.
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We get for some c3 that only depends on L, cB :

S‖wridge‖Σ ≤ c3

([
1 + nΛ−1Mση

]√

V + t2∆V + ♦
√
n+ tση♦

2√n
)

. (51)

Finally, note that by Lemma 7 we have ♦2 ≤ Λ−1M
√
n∆V , so

tση♦
2√n ≤ tσηMΛ−1n

√
∆V = σηMΛ−1n

√
t2∆V ≤ nΛ−1Mση

√

V + t2∆V .

We see that the term tση♦
2√n is dominated by another term up to a constant factor, so it

can be removed. This gives the final form of the bound.

Appendix H. Proof of tightness

The goal of this section is to prove a constant probability upper bound on µ⊤wridge/‖wridge‖Σ
for the case without label flipping noise (that is, y = ŷ). We are going to do it by sepa-
rately bounding Sµ⊤wridge from above and ‖Swridge‖Σ from below, where S is the scalar
from Lemma 33. With our techniques, the bounds from below are usually more compli-
cated then the bounds from above. This happens because of the cross-terms: one can use
Cauchy-Schwarz to bound them from above, but not from below. To overcome this issue,
we introduce two additional random signs to the data. More precisely, introduce two in-
dependent Rademacher random variables εy and εq, which are independent from y and Q,
and denote

Q̄ :=[Q0:k, εqQk:∞], (52)

ȳ :=εyy, (53)

w̄ridge :=(Q̄+ ȳµ⊤)⊤(Q̄Q̄
⊤
+ λIn

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=A

)−1ȳ. (54)

Note that since the distribution of y is symmetric (i.e. y and −y have the same distribu-
tion), the distribution of ȳ is the same as the distribution of y. We are also going to assume
that Qk:∞ is independent from Q0:k and that the distribution of Qk:∞ is symmetric, which
implies that the Q is has the same distribution as Q̄. Moreover, note that the expressions
in the definitions of the events Bk(cB) and Ak(L) don’t change if we substitute Q by Q̄ in
those definitions. Both random signs εy and εy cancel. For example, this implies Lemma
50 applies if we substitute Q by Q̄, and its result holds almost surely over εq.

Introduction of those random signs allows us to say that the cross terms are non-negative
with probability 0.5 independently of Q and y, and thus we don’t need to lower bound them
to obtain results with constant probability.

By Lemma 33

S̄ :=(1 + ν̄⊤A−1ȳ)2 + µ⊤µ̄⊥
∼
ȳ⊤A−1ȳ,

S̄w̄ridge =(1 + ν̄⊤A−1ȳ)Q̄
⊤
A−1ȳ + ȳ⊤A−1ȳµ̄⊥

∼
,

S̄µ⊤w̄ridge =ȳ⊤A−1ȳµ⊤µ̄⊥
∼
+ (1 + ν̄⊤A−1ȳ)ν̄⊤A−1ȳ,
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where we introduced ν̄ := Q̄µ and µ̄⊥
∼
= (Ip − Q̄

⊤
A−1Q̄)µ.

The remainder of this section is organized as follows: in Section H.1 we bound S̄µ⊤w̄ridge

from above, in Section H.2 we bound ‖S̄µ⊤w̄ridge‖Σ from below. In Section H.3 we combine
those bouds into the upper bound on S̄µ⊤w̄ridge/|S̄µ⊤w̄ridge‖Σ, and thus µ⊤wridge/‖wridge‖Σ
too because it has the same distribution.

H.1 Numerator

We start with the following auxiliary lemma, which gives separate bounds on two quantities
of interest that arise in the proof of the upper bound on S̄µ⊤w̄ridge.

Lemma 52 Suppose that the distribution of the rows of Z is σx-sub-Gaussian. For any
L ≥ 1 there exists a constant c that only depends on L, σx and cB such that the following
holds. Suppose that k < n/c and Q0:k is independent from Qk:∞. There exists an event
C whose probability is at least 1 − ce−n/c such that all the following hold on the event
Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB) ∩ C :

‖A−1Q0:kµ0:k‖2 ≥c−1n−1
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
,

‖A−1Qk:∞µk:∞‖2 ≥c−1Λ−2n‖µk:∞‖2
Σk:∞

.

Proof We prove the inequalities separately. Recall that cB is the constant from the defini-
tion of Bk(cB) in Section 3.2.

1. Using the expressions that we derived in Section E.2 we have on the event Ak(L) ∩
Bk(cB)

‖A−1Q0:kµ0:k‖2

=

∥
∥
∥
∥
A−1
k Z0:k

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

≥µ1(Ak)
−2µn(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

≥ µn(Ak)
2µn(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)

µ1(Ak)2µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)2

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µ1(Ak)µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

≥L4c3Bn
−1 · LcB

∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
.

where we used Lemma 49 in the penultimate line.

2. Use Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury for the matrix A−1 (Equation (45)):

A−1 = (Ak +Q0:kQ
⊤
0:k)

−1 = A−1
k −A−1

k Q0:k(Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k)

−1Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k .

Let’s consider the matrix AkA
−1 and see what happens when we multiply it by

Qk:∞µk:∞. The idea is to say that the column span of Q0:k is independent of
Qk:∞µk:∞, and thus the part that lies that span doesn’t influence the norm of the
vector much. Formally, denote the projector on the orthogonal complement to the
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span of the columns of Q0:k as P⊥
0:k ∈ R

n×n, and note (from Equation (45)) that
P⊥

0:kAkA
−1 = P⊥

0:k. We write

‖A−1Qk:∞µk:∞‖2

≥µ1(Ak)
−2‖AkA

−1Qk:∞µk:∞‖2

≥µ1(Ak)
−2‖P⊥

0:kAkA
−1Qk:∞µk:∞‖2

≥µ1(Ak)
−2‖P⊥

0:kQk:∞µk:∞‖2.

Now note that the vector Qk:∞µk:∞ has i.i.d. components, whose variances are equal
to ‖µk:∞‖2

Σ
and whose sub-Gaussian constants don’t exceed σx‖µk:∞‖Σ. Moreover,

Qk:∞µk:∞ is independent from P⊥
0:k, and since P⊥

0:k is a projector, we have

‖P⊥
0:kQk:∞µk:∞‖2 = (Qk:∞µk:∞)⊤P⊥

0:kQk:∞µk:∞.

Thus, by Hanson-Wright inequality (Lemma 37) for some absolute constant c1 and
any s > 0, the probability of the following event is at most 2 exp(−s/c1)

|‖P⊥
0:kQk:∞µk:∞‖2 − ‖µk:∞‖2Σtr(P⊥

0:k)| > σ2
x‖µk:∞‖2Σ max(

√
s‖P⊥

0:k‖F , s‖P⊥
0:k‖).

Once again, P⊥
0:k is a projector of rank n− k, so

tr(P⊥
0:k) = n− k > n/2, ‖P⊥

0:k‖F =
√
n− k ≤

√
n, ‖P⊥

0:k‖F = 1.

Taking s = n/c2 for a large enough constant c2 that only depends on σx we see that
the probability of the following event is at least 1− 2 exp {−n/(c1c2)}:

C :=

{

‖P⊥
0:kQk:∞µk:∞‖2 > n‖µk:∞‖2

Σ

(
1

2
− σ2

x/
√
c2

)}

.

For c2 > 16σ4
x onC we have ‖P⊥

0:kQk:∞µk:∞‖2 ≥ n‖µk:∞‖2
Σ
/4.

Combining everything together, on Ak(L) ∩ C we get

‖A−1Qk:∞µk:∞‖2 ≥0.25L−2Λ−2n‖µk:∞‖2Σ.

Our upper bound on S̄µ⊤w̄ridge is given by the following lemma.

Lemma 53 Suppose that the distribution of the rows of Z is σx-sub-Gaussian. Consider
some L > 1. There exist large constants a, c that only depend on σx, cB and L and an
absolute constant cy such that the following holds. Assume that k < n/c and

Λ > cnλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i .
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1. If nΛ−1M ≥ a−1♦, then on Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB) for any t ∈ (0,
√
n) with probability at

least 1− cye
−t2/cy over the draw of y almost surely over the draw of (εq, εy)

S̄µ⊤w̄ridge < c(1 + t)nΛ−1M

2. If nΛ−1M < a−1♦, there exists an event C that only depends on Q, whose probability
is at least 1 − ce−n/c such that then on Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB) ∩ C with probability at least
c−1
y over the draw of y and (εq, εy)

S̄µ⊤w̄ridge < 0.

Proof Recall that

S̄µ⊤w̄ridge = ȳ⊤A−1ȳµ⊤µ̄⊥
∼
+ (1 + ν̄⊤A−1ȳ)ν̄⊤A−1ȳ.

First of all, denote the constant from Lemma 50 as c1. By that lemma on Ak(L)∩Bk(cB)
we have

ȳ⊤A−1ȳµ⊤µ̄⊥
∼
≤µn(A)−1‖ȳ‖2µ⊤µ̄⊥

∼

≤LΛ−1n · c1M ;

‖A−1ν̄‖ ≤c1♦.

Recall that we indeed can apply Lemma 50 to ‖A−1ν̄‖ instead of ‖A−1ν‖ because
introducing εq into the matrix Q does not change the definitions of the events Ak(L) and
Bk(cB).

In the same way as in the proof of Lemma 46 since y is a sub-Gaussian vector with
sub-Gaussian norm bounded by an absolute constant, we have for some absolute constant
cy,1 that for any t > 0 on Ak(L) and Bk(cB) with probability at least 1− cy,1e

−t2/cy,1 over
the draw of y almost surely over the draw of εq

|ν̄⊤A−1ȳ| = |ν̄⊤A−1y| ≤ c1t♦.

We can make that statement almost surely over εq, because it can only take two values, so
we can just do multiplicity correction by adjusting the constant cy,1.

These upper bounds directly imply the first part of the lemma. Indeed,

S̄µ⊤w̄ridge =ȳ⊤A−1ȳµ⊤(Ip − Q̄
⊤
A−1Q̄) + (1 + ν̄⊤A−1ȳ)ν̄⊤A−1ȳ

≤c21nΛ
−1M + c1t♦+ (c1t♦)

2

≤c21nΛ
−1M + c1t♦+ c1n♦

2

≤nΛ−1M(c21 + c1) + c1tanΛ
−1M,

where we used that t <
√
n, ♦2 ≤ Λ−1M (Lemma 7) and ♦ < anΛ−1M in the last line. In

the end, we just need c to be large enough depending on c1 and a.
When it comes to the second part, we leave the same bounds for the terms ȳ⊤A−1ȳµ⊤(Ip−

Q̄
⊤
A−1Q̄) and (ν̄⊤A−1ȳ)2, but show that the term ν̄⊤A−1ȳ can be negative with large

enough magnitude to pull the whole bound in the negative direction.
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We take the event C to be the same as in Lemma 52, by which there exists a constant
c2 that only depends on L, σx, cB such that on Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB) ∩ C

‖A−1Q0:kµ0:k‖2 ≥c−1
2 n−1

∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
,

‖A−1Qk:∞µk:∞‖2 ≥c−1
2 Λ−2n‖µk:∞‖2

Σk:∞
.

Now we use the same expressions as we derived in Section E.2 to write

‖A−1ν̄‖2 =‖A−1(Q0:kµ0:k + εqQk:∞µk:∞)‖2

=

∥
∥
∥
∥
A−1
k Z0:k

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

+‖A−1Qk:∞µk:∞‖2

+2εq(Qk:∞µk:∞)⊤A−2(Q0:kµ0:k)

≥c−1
2 ♦2/2 + 2εq(Qk:∞µk:∞)⊤A−2(Q0:kµ0:k).

Note that conditionally on Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB) ∩ C with probability 0.5 over the draw of
εq the term involving εq is non-negative, that is ‖A−1ν̄‖ ≥ (2c2)

−1/2♦. That statement
doesn’t involve y, so y is still independent of this event. Thus, conditionally on it, by
Lemma 41 for an absolute constant cy,2 with probability at least c−1

y,2 over the choice of y

we have |y⊤A−1ν̄| ≥ c−1
y,2‖A−1ν̄‖. Moreover, we’ve seen in the first part of the proof that

with probability at least 1 − cy,1e
−n/cy,1 over the draw of y |y⊤A−1ν̄| ≤ c1

√
n♦. Finally,

with probability 0.5 over εy we have εyy
⊤A−1ν̄ = −|y⊤A−1ν̄|. Combining everything

together (recall that εq, εy ,Q and y are independent) we get that on Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB) ∩ C

with probability at least 0.25
(

c−1
y,2 − cy,1e

−n/cy,1
)

over the draw of y and (εq, εy)

ȳ⊤A−1ν̄ ≤− c−1
y,2(2c2)

−1/2♦,

S̄µ⊤w̄ridge ≤nΛ−1M(c21 + 2c1)− c−1
y,2(2c2)

−1/2♦

<0,

where the last transition holds for a large enough depending on c1, c2, cy,1, cy,2 since nΛ
−1M <

a−1♦.

H.2 Denominator

The next step is to lower-bound the denominator ‖S̄µ⊤w̄ridge‖Σ. Recall that εy, εq,y,Q are
all independent from each other. We factor out the randomness in each of those variables
one-by-one, starting with the following
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Lemma 54 With probability at least 0.25 over the choice of (εy, εq) (that is, conditionally
on y and Q)

‖S̄µ⊤w̄ridge‖2Σ ≥1

2

∥
∥
∥Q

⊤A−1y

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ

+
1

2
(y⊤A−1y)2

(∥
∥
∥(Ik −Q⊤

0:kA
−1Q0:k)µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ0:k

+ 0.5‖µk:∞‖2
Σk:∞

)

−7

2
(y⊤A−1y)2

∥
∥
∥Q

⊤
k:∞A−1Qk:∞µk:∞

∥
∥
∥

2

Σk:∞

−7(ν̄⊤A−1y)2‖Q⊤A−1y‖2Σ
Proof Note that for any vectors u,v of the same dimension the following holds:

‖u+ v‖2 =‖u‖2 + ‖v‖2 + 2u⊤v

≥‖u‖2 + ‖v‖2 − 2
(
0.25‖u‖2 + 4‖v‖2

)

=0.5‖u‖2 − 7‖v‖2.
Thus, we write

‖S̄w̄ridge‖2Σ ≥0.5‖Q̄⊤
A−1ȳ + ȳ⊤A−1ȳµ̄⊥

∼
‖2Σ − 7(ν̄⊤A−1ȳ)2‖Q̄⊤

A−1ȳ‖2Σ.
For the last term note that
∥
∥
∥Q̄

⊤
A−1ȳ

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ

=
∥
∥
∥Q̄

⊤
A−1y

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ

=
∥
∥
∥Q

⊤
0:kA

−1y

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ0:k

+
∥
∥
∥εyQ

⊤
k:∞A−1y

∥
∥
∥

2

Σk:∞

=
∥
∥
∥Q

⊤A−1y

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ

.

Next, we decompose the first term as follows:
∥
∥
∥Q̄

⊤
A−1ȳ + ȳ⊤A−1ȳµ̄⊥

∼

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ

=
∥
∥
∥Q̄

⊤
A−1y

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ

+ (y⊤A−1y)2
∥
∥µ̄⊥

∼

∥
∥2

Σ
+ 2εyf1(Σ,Q,µ, εqy),

where f1(Σ,Q,µ, εqy) is a cross-term, which doesn’t involve εy. Recall that for the first

term we have
∥
∥
∥Q̄

⊤
A−1y

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ

=
∥
∥Q⊤A−1y

∥
∥
2

Σ
.

For the second term in that decomposition we go a step further and write
∥
∥µ̄⊥

∼

∥
∥2

Σ

=
∥
∥
∥µ0:k −Q⊤

0:kA
−1Q̄µ

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ0:k

+
∥
∥
∥µk:∞ − εqQ

⊤
k:∞A−1Q̄µ

∥
∥
∥

2

Σk:∞

=
∥
∥
∥(Ik −Q⊤

0:kA
−1Q0:k)µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ0:k

+
∥
∥
∥µk:∞ −Q⊤

k:∞A−1Qk:∞µk:∞

∥
∥
∥

2

Σk:∞

+
∥
∥
∥εqQ

⊤
0:kA

−1Qk:∞µk:∞

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ0:k

+
∥
∥
∥εqQ

⊤
k:∞A−1Q0:kµ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2

Σk:∞

+εqf(Σ,Q,µ)

≥
∥
∥
∥(Ik −Q⊤

0:kA
−1Q0:k)µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ0:k

+
∥
∥
∥µk:∞ −Q⊤

k:∞A−1Qk:∞µk:∞

∥
∥
∥

2

Σk:∞

+ εqf2(Σ,Q,µ)

≥
∥
∥
∥(Ik −Q⊤

0:kA
−1Q0:k)µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ0:k

+ 0.5‖µk:∞‖2
Σk:∞

− 7
∥
∥
∥Q

⊤
k:∞A−1Qk:∞µk:∞

∥
∥
∥

2

Σk:∞

+εqf2(Σ,Q,µ).
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where f2(Σ,Q,µ) is the cross term, which is independent from εq, εy and y.
The statement of the lemma holds on the following event

{εqf2(Σ,Q,µ) ≥ 0, εyf1(Σ,Q,µ, εqy) ≥ 0, }

whose probability is at least 0.25 conditionally on y,Q since εq and εy are independent
random signs.

Note that the last term in the lemma above still depends on εq through ν̄ and Q̄. This is
not a problem since we will bound that term almost surely over the draw of εq conditionally
on Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB) and y.

The next step is to obtain lower bounds w.r.t. randomness that comes from y. Once
again, we don’t touch the terms that we subtract yet, and only lower-bound the positive
terms.

Lemma 55 There exists an absolute constant cy such that for any fixed value of Q for any

t ∈ (0,
√
n/cy) with probability at least c−1

y − cye
−t2/cy over the draw of y all the following

hold almost surely over the draw of εq:

∥
∥
∥Q

⊤A−1y

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ

≥c−1
y tr(A−1QΣQ⊤A−1),

y⊤A−1y ≥(n− k)µ1(Ak)
−1 − cy(t

√
n+ t2)‖A−1‖,

y⊤A−1y ≤n‖A−1‖,
‖Q⊤A−1y‖2Σ ≤cy(tr(A

−1QΣQ⊤A−1) + t2‖A−1QΣQ⊤A−1‖),
|ν̄⊤A−1y| ≤cyt‖A−1ν̄‖.

Proof The first inequality is a direct application of Lemma 42, and the remaining were
shown as a part of Lemma 46. Note that only the last inequality depends on εq, and formally
Lemma 46 only shows it for a fixed value of εq. However, there are only two possible values
of εq, so the uniform result can be obtained by straightforward multiplicity correction (the
constant from Lemma 46 should be doubled).

At this point we just need the lower bounds on the quantities that only involve Q and
µ. These are done by the following

Lemma 56 Suppose that the distribution of the rows of Z is σx-sub-Gaussian. For any
L ≥ 1 there exists a constant c that only depends on L, cB and σx such that the following
holds. Suppose that k < n/c and Q0:k is independent from Qk:∞. There exists an event
C whose probability is at least 1 − ce−n/c such that all the following hold on the event
Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB) ∩ C :

tr(A−1QΣQ⊤A−1) ≥c−1V,

‖(Ik −Q⊤
0:kA

−1Q0:k)µ0:k‖2Σ0:k
≥c−1Λ2n−2

∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
.
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Proof We prove the inequalities separately:

1.

tr(A−1QΣQ⊤A−1) =tr(A−1Q0:kΣ0:kQ
⊤
0:kA

−1) + tr(A−1Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞A−1)

For the first term we use the same formula as in Section E.5:

tr(A−1Q0:kΣ0:kQ
⊤
0:kA

−1)

=tr

(

A−1
k Z0:k

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−2
Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k

)

≥µ1(Ak)
−2µk(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)tr

((

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−2
)

≥ µn(Ak)
2µk(Z

⊤
0:kZ0:k)

µ1(Ak)2µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)2

tr

((

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µ1(Ak)
−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik

)−2
)

≥L4c3Bn
−1 · c2BL2tr

((
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−2
)

,

where we used Lemma 49 in the penultimate line and the definition of the event
Bk(cB) from Section 3.2 in the last transition.

When it comes to the second term, we once again (as in the proof of Lemma 56) are
going to use the fact that

P⊥
0:kAkA

−1 = P⊥
0:k.

Thus, we write

tr(A−1Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞A−1)

≥µ1(Ak)
−2tr(AkA

−1Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞A−1Ak)

≥µ1(Ak)
−2tr(P⊥

0:kAkA
−1Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤

k:∞A−1AkP
⊥
0:k)

=µ1(Ak)
−2tr(P⊥

0:kQk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞P⊥

0:k)

=µ1(Ak)
−2
∑

i>k

λ2
i z

⊤
i P

⊥
0:kzi,

where zi are columns of Z. Note that for every fixed i > k the vector zi has i.i.d.
components with variance 1 and sub-Gaussian constant at most σx which are inde-
pendent of P 0:k. As in the proof of Lemma 56, by Hanson-Wright inequality (Lemma
37) for some absolute constant c1 and any s > 0 with probability at least 1− 2e−s/c1

|z⊤
i P

⊥
0:kzi − tr(P⊥

0:k)| =|z⊤
i P

⊥
0:kzi − (n− k)|

<σ2
xmax(

√
s‖P⊥

0:k‖F , s‖P⊥
0:k‖)

=σ2
xmax(

√
s
√
n− k, s).

So, for a large enough constant c2 that only depends on σx, given that c > c2 (i.e.,
k < n/c2) for any separate i with probability at least 1− c2e

−n/c2

z⊤
i P

⊥
0:kzi ≥ n/c2.
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By Lemma 9 from Bartlett et al. (2020), we can combine separate high-probability
lower bounds on non-negative terms into a high-probability lower bound on the sum,
that is, with probability at least 1− 2c2e

−n/c2

∑

i>k

λ2
i z

⊤
i P

⊥
0:kzi ≥

n

2c2

∑

i>k

λ2
i .

Take this event as C .

Overall, we get that on Ak(L) ∩ C

tr(A−1Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤
k:∞A−1) ≥ 1

2L2c2
Λ−2n

∑

i>k

λ2
i .

2. Using Lemma 48 we have

‖(Ik −Q⊤
0:kA

−1Q0:k)µ0:k‖2Σ0:k

=

∥
∥
∥
∥
Σ

1/2
0:k

(

Ik +Q⊤
0:kA

−1
k Q0:k

)−1
µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

=

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

Σ−1
0:k +Z⊤

0:kA
−1
k Z0:k

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

≥µ1(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−2µn(Ak)
2

∥
∥
∥
∥

(

µk(Z
⊤
0:kZ0:k)

−1µ1(Ak)Σ
−1
0:k + Ik

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

≥L−2c−2
B Λ2n−2 · c−2

B L−2
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
,

where we used Lemma 49 in the penultimate line and the definition of the event
Bk(cB) from Section 3.2 in the last transition.

Finally, we can put everything together in the following

Lemma 57 Suppose that the distribution of the rows of Z is σx-sub-Gaussian. Take some
L > 1. There is an absolute constant cy and a constant c that only depends on L and σx,
such that if k < n/c and

Λ > c



nλk+1 +

√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 , (55)

then there exists an event C which only depends on Q, whose probability is at least 1−ce−n/c

such that conditionally on Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB) ∩ C with probability at least c−1
y − cye

−n/c over
the draw of y with probability at least 0.25 over the draw of (εy, εq)

‖S̄µ⊤w̄ridge‖2Σ ≥ c−1(V + n♦2).
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Proof Take the event C to be the same as in Lemma 56, and denote the constant from it
as c1. By that lemma on Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB) ∩ C

tr(A−1QΣQ⊤A−1) ≥c−1
1 V,

‖(Ik −Q⊤
0:kA

−1Q0:k)µ0:k‖2Σ0:k
≥c−1

1 Λ2n−2
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
.

Moreover, denote the constant from Lemma 50 as c2. Note that k < n/c2 and Λ >

c2nλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k λ
2
i on if c is large enough. Thus, we by Lemma 50 on Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB)

‖A−1ν̄‖ ≤c2♦,

tr(A−1QΣQ⊤A−1) ≤c2V

‖A−1QΣQ⊤A−1‖ ≤c2∆V.

Now denote the constant from Lemma 55 as cy. Combining that lemma with the results
we stated above we get that conditionally on the event Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB) ∩ C for any t ∈
(0,

√
n/cy) with probability at least 1 − cye

−t2/cy all the following hold almost surely over
the draw of εq:

∥
∥
∥Q

⊤A−1y
∥
∥
∥

2

Σ

≥c−1
y c−1

1 V,

y⊤A−1y ≥(n− k)µ1(Ak)
−1 − cy(t

√
n+ t2)‖A−1‖

≥nΛ−1(L−1(1− k/n)− cyLΛ
−1(t

√
n+ t2),

y⊤A−1y ≤nLΛ−1,

‖Q⊤A−1y‖2
Σ
≤cyc2(V + t2∆V ),

|ν̄⊤A−1y| ≤cyc2t♦.

For the second inequality let’s restrict t to the range (0,
√
n/c3), where c3 is a large

enough constant depending on σx, L, so that inequality implies y⊤A−1y ≥ c−1
3 nΛ−1.

Moreover, on Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB) we can write

∥
∥
∥Q

⊤
k:∞A−1Qk:∞µk:∞

∥
∥
∥

2

Σk:∞

≤
∥
∥
∥Qk:∞Σk:∞Q⊤

k:∞

∥
∥
∥µn(A)−2 ‖Qk:∞µk:∞‖2

≤cB

(
∑

i>k

λ2
i + nλ2

k+1

)

· L2Λ−2 · cBn‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞

≤c2BL
2

c2
‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞

,

where in the last line we used the assumption from Equation (55).
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Combining all that with Lemma 54 gives that conditionally on Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB) ∩ C

for any t ∈ (0,
√
n/c3) with probability at least c−1

y − cye
−t2/cy over the draw of y with

probability at least 0.25 over the draw of (εy , εq)

‖S̄µ⊤w̄ridge‖2Σ ≥1

2

∥
∥
∥Q

⊤A−1y

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ

+
1

2
(y⊤A−1y)2

(∥
∥
∥(Ik −Q⊤

0:kA
−1Q0:k)µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2

Σ0:k

+ 0.5‖µk:∞‖2
Σk:∞

)

−7

2
(y⊤A−1y)2

∥
∥
∥Q

⊤
k:∞A−1Qk:∞µk:∞

∥
∥
∥

2

Σk:∞

−7(ν̄⊤A−1y)2‖Q⊤A−1y‖2Σ
≥ 1

2c1cy
V

+
1

2c23
n2Λ−2 ·

(

c−1
1 Λ2n−2

∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ 0.5‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞

)

−7

2
n2Λ−2 · c

2
BL

2

c2
‖µk:∞‖2

Σk:∞
− 7c2yc

2
2t

2♦2 · cyc2(V + t2∆V ).

If c is large enough, namely if 7c2BL
2c23 < 0.25c2, then we have

1

2c23
n2Λ−2 ·

(

c−1
1 Λ2n−2

∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ 0.5‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞

)

−7

2
n2Λ−2 · c

2
BL

2

c2
‖µk:∞‖2

Σk:∞

≥ 1

2c23
·
(

c−1
1

∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ 0.25n2Λ−2‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞

)

≥min(c−1
1 , 0.25)

2c23
n♦2/2.

That is, for a large enough constant c4 that only depends on σx, cB , L, we have

‖S̄µ⊤w̄ridge‖2Σ ≥c−1
4 (V + n♦2)− c4t

2♦2(V + t2∆V ).

By Lemma 7 V ≤ 2 and t2∆V ≤ 3t2/n ≤ 3. Thus,

‖S̄µ⊤w̄ridge‖2Σ ≥ c−1
4 (V + n♦2(1− 5c24t

2/n)) ≥ c−1
5 (V + n♦2),

provided that c5 is a large enough constant depending on c4, and t =
√

n/c5.

H.3 The ratio

Finally we can put the bound on the numerator together with the bound on the denominator
and obtain the following
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Theorem 9 (Main upper bound) Suppose that η = 0—there is no label-flipping noise—
and the rows of Z are σx-sub-Gaussian. For any L > 1, there are large constants a, c that
only depend on σx and L and an absolute constant cy such that the following holds. Suppose
that k < n/c and

Λ > c



nλk+1 +

√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 .

Assume that Qk:∞ is independent from Q0:k and the distribution of Qk:∞ is symmetric.

1. If N < a−1♦, then µ⊤wridge < 0 with probability at least c−1
y (P(Ak(L)) − ce−n/c)+,

where u+ denotes u ∨ 0 for any u ∈ R.

2. If N ≥ a−1♦, then for any t ∈ (0,
√
n/cy), the probability of the event

{
µ⊤wridge

‖wridge‖Σ
≤ c(1 + t)

N√
V + n♦2

}

is a least
(c−1
y − cye

−t2/cy − cye
−n/c)+(P(Ak(L))− ce−n/c)+.

Proof First of all, it is enough to show the statement for w̄ridge (as defined in the beginning
of Section H) instead of wridge as it has the same distribution.

The straightforward combination of Lemmas 57 and 53 almost does the job, but we also
need to show that S̄ > 0 with high probability.

Recall that
S̄ = (1 + ν̄⊤A−1ȳ)2 + µ⊤µ̄⊥

∼
ȳ⊤A−1ȳ.

By Lemma 50, if c is large enough depending on σx, L, then on the event Ak(L)∩Bk(cB)
we have

µ⊤µ̄⊥
∼
≥ M/c > 0.

Moreover, (1+ ν̄⊤A−1ȳ)2 ≥ 0 almost surely, and ȳ⊤A−1ȳ > 0 on Ak(L). Thus, if c is large
enough, then S̄ > 0 on Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB).

Recall that since the data is sub-Gaussian, we can take cB in the definition of the event
Bk(cB) large enough depending only on σx such that P(Bk(cB)) ≥ 1− cBe

−n/cB (as shown
in Section 3.2). Now the first part of the theorem is a direct consequence of part 2 of Lemma
53, while the second part of the theorem is a direct combination of Lemma 57 with the first
part of 53.

Theorem 11 (Tightness of the bounds) Suppose that the distribution of the rows of Z
is σx-sub-Gaussian. Suppose that η = 0—there is no label-flipping noise. For any L > 1,
there exist constants a, c that only depend on L, σx and absolute constants ε, δ such that the
following holds. Suppose that n > c, k < n/c,

Λ > c



nλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 ,
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and the probability of the event Ak(L) is at least 1 − δ. Assume that Qk:∞ is independent
from Q0:k and the distribution of Qk:∞ is symmetric. Then,

αε ≤ c
N√

V +
√
n♦

.

If additionally N ≥ a♦, then

αε ≥ c−1 N√
V +

√
n♦

.

Proof First of all, denote the constants from Theorem 9 as au, cu, cy,u (here index u stands
for “upper bound”). Note that by that theorem, regardless whether nΛ−1M < a−1♦ or
nΛ−1M ≥ a−1♦ it still holds for any tu ∈ (0,

√
n/cy,u) that the probability of the event

{
µ⊤wridge

‖wridge‖Σ
≤ cu(1 + tu)

nΛ−1M√
V + n♦2

}

is a least

(c−1
y,u − cyue

−t2u/cy,u − cy,ue
−n/cu)+(P(Ak(L))− cue

−n/cu)+.

Thus, if tu, n, δ and ε are such that

(c−1
y,u − cy,ue

−t2u/cy,u − cye
−n/cu)+(1− δ − cue

−n/cu)+ > ε,

then

αε < cu(1 + tu)
nΛ−1M√
V + n♦2

.

When it comes to the lower bound, recall that by Lemma 5, the event Bk(cB) holds
with probability at least 1 − cBe

−n/cB for a constant cB that only depends on σx. Thus,
Theorem 8 is applicable. Denote the constant from Theorem 8 as cℓ (here index ℓ stands for
“lower bound”). Then we have that for the case η = 0 (i.e. y = ŷ) for any tℓ ∈ (0,

√
n/cℓ),

conditionally on the event Ak(L) ∩ Bk(cB), with probability at least 1 − cℓe
−t2ℓ/2 over the

draw of y

µ⊤wridge

‖wridge‖Σ
≥ c−2

ℓ

N − c2ℓ tℓ♦
√

V + t2ℓ∆V + ♦
√
n
≥ c−2

ℓ

N/2
√

V (1 + 4t2ℓ ) + ♦
√
n
,

where the last transition is made under the assumption that c2ℓ tℓ♦ ≤ N , and also uses the
fact that ∆V ≤ 4V (Lemma 7).

Thus, if we take a = 2c2ℓ tℓ and tℓ, n, ε, δ are such that

(1− δ − cBe
−n/cB )+(1− cℓe

−t2ℓ/2)+ ≥ 1− ε,

then under the condition nΛ−1M ≥ a♦ we get

αε ≥ c−2
ℓ

nΛ−1M/2
√

V (1 + 4t2ℓ) + ♦
√
n
.
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Finally, to finish the proof we just need to choose c1, tl and tu that can only depend on
L, σx and absolute constants δ, ε such that for any n > c1

(1− δ − cBe
−n/cB )+(1− cy,ℓe

−t2ℓ/2)+ >1− ε,

(c−1
y,u − cy,ue

−t2u/cy,u − cye
−n/cu)+(1− δ − cue

−n/cu)+ >ε.

This is easy to do: first choose tu large enough so that cyue
−t2u/cy,u < c−1

yu /2. Note that tu
is an absolute constant. Second, take ε = 0.5 ∧ (c−1

yu /16) — an absolute constant. Third,
take c1 large enough depending on cB , cy,u, cu, ε so that

cye
−c1/cu ≤ c−1

y,u/4, cye
−c1/cu ≤ 1

4
, cBe

−c1/cB ≤ ε/4.

Fourth, take δ = ε/4 – an absolute constant. Finally, take tℓ such that cℓe
−t2ℓ/2 ≤ ε/2 — a

constant that only depends on cℓ (which, in its turn, only depends on L and σx). Combining
all gives

(1− δ − cBe
−n/cB)+(1− cy,ℓe

−t2ℓ/2)+
≥(1− ε/4− ε/4)+(1− ε/2)+

>1− ε,

(c−1
y,u − cy,ue

−t2u/cy,u − cye
−n/cu)+(1− δ − cue

−n/cu)+

>(c−1
y,u − c−1

y,u/2− c−1
y,u/4)(1 − 1/4 − 1/4)

=c−1
yu /16 ≥ ε,

which finishes the proof.

Appendix I. Analysis of ridge regularization

Lemma 58 Consider a non-zero vector v ∈ R
p and a PD symmetric matrix M ∈ R

p×p.
Introduce the function f : Rp → R as f(w) = v⊤w/‖w‖. Then f

(
(Ip + tM)−1v

)
is a

non-increasing function of t on [0,+∞).

Proof The idea is to introduce the vector-valued function w(t) := (Ip + tM)−1v and to
compute the derivative of f (w(t)) in t using the chain rule as

d

dt
f (w(t)) =

(
d

dt
w(t)

)⊤ (
∇f(w)

∣
∣
w=w(t)

)

.
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We write

f(w) :=v⊤w/‖w‖,
∇wf(w) =v/‖w‖ −w · v⊤w/‖w‖3,

ẇ :=
d

dt
w =−M(Ip + tM)−2v

=− t−1(Ip + tM − Ip)(Ip + tM)−2v

=− t−1(Ip + tM)−1v + t−1(Ip + tM)−2v

=− t−1
(
w + (Ip + tM)−1w

)
.

tv⊤ẇ =− v⊤w + ‖w‖2,
tw⊤ẇ =− ‖w‖2 +w⊤(Ip + tM)−1w,

t‖w‖3〈∇f(w), ẇ〉 =‖w‖4 − v⊤w ·w⊤(Ip + tM)−1w

=
〈

(Ip + tM )−1/2v, (Ip + tM)−3/2v
〉2

− ‖(Ip + tM)−1/2v‖2 · ‖(Ip + tM)−3/2v‖2

≤0,

where the last transition is by Cauchy-Schwartz and we used the brackets 〈u1,u2〉 to denote
the scalar product u⊤

1 u2. We see that the derivative of f(w(t)) is non-positive when t > 0,
thus the function f(w(t)) is non-increasing in t on [0,+∞).

Lemma 59 (Increasing the regularization cannot make the bound large) Suppose
that k < n and Λ(λ) > nλk. Then for some absolute constant c > 0 and any λ′ > λ

N(λ′)
√

V (λ′) +
√
n♦(λ′)

≤ c

(

1 +
N(λ)

√

V (λ) +
√
n♦(λ)

)

.

Proof First of all, note that Λ(λ′) > Λ(λ) > nλk. Thus, by Lemma 14 we can show that
for some absolute constant c1 > 0

Na(Λ1)
√

Va(Λ1) ∨
√
n♦a(Λ1)

≤ c1

(

1 +
Na(Λ0)

√

Va(Λ0) ∨
√
n♦a(Λ0)

)

,

where we denoted Λ0 = Λ(λ), Λ1 = Λ(λ′) and used the notation from Lemma 14.

From now on we forget about the notion of k and only study the following quantity as
a function of Λ:

Na(Λ)
√

Va(Λ)
∧ Na(Λ)√

n♦a(Λ)
.

Note that if we denote

t := Λ/n, v := Σ−1/2µ, w := (Σ+ tIp)
−1Σ1/2µ = (Ip + tΣ−1)−1v,

95



Tsigler et al.

then it becomes
Na(Λ)√
n♦a(Λ)

=
v⊤w
‖w‖ .

Thus, by Lemma 15, Na(Λ)√
n♦a(Λ)

is a non-increasing function of Λ, i.e., the benefit of regular-

ization could only potentially come from the term Na(Λ)√
V (Λ)

. More precisely, suppose that

Na(Λ0)
√

Va(Λ0)
∧ Na(Λ0)√

n♦a(Λ0)
<

Na(Λ1)
√

Va(Λ1)
∧ Na(Λ1)√

n♦a(Λ1)
.

Then
√

Va(Λ0) ≥
√
n♦a(Λ0), otherwise we would have

Na(Λ0)
√

Va(Λ0)
∧ Na(Λ0)√

n♦a(Λ0)
=

Na(Λ0)√
n♦a(Λ0)

≥ Na(Λ1)√
n♦a(Λ1)

≥ Na(Λ1)
√

Va(Λ1)
∧ Na(Λ1)√

n♦a(Λ1)
.

Moreover, if
√

Va(Λ1) <
√
n♦a(Λ1) then by Intermediate Value Theorem we can take

such Λ0.5 that
√

Va(Λ0.5) =
√
n♦a(Λ0.5), and we’ll once again have

Na(Λ0.5)
√

Va(Λ0.5)
∧ Na(Λ0.5)√

n♦a(Λ0.5)
=

Na(Λ0.5)√
n♦a(Λ0.5)

≥ Na(Λ1)√
n♦a(Λ1)

≥ Na(Λ1)
√

Va(Λ1)
∧ Na(Λ1)√

n♦a(Λ1)
.

In case Λ0.5 as above exists set Λ = Λ0.5, otherwise set Λ = Λ1. Now we have

Λ1 ≥ Λ > Λ0,
√

Va(Λ) ≥
√
n♦a(Λ),

√

Va(Λ0) ≥
√
n♦a(Λ0),

Na(Λ0)
√

Va(Λ0)
∧ Na(Λ0)√

n♦a(Λ0)
<

Na(Λ)
√

Va(Λ)
∧ Na(Λ)√

n♦a(Λ)
≥ Na(Λ1)
√

Va(Λ1)
∧ Na(Λ1)√

n♦a(Λ1)
.

Let’s study Na(Λ)√
Va(Λ)

. The idea is to re-introduce k, but the “right one” (basically choose

k = k∗). Then split into the 0 : k and k : ∞ part and say that increasing regularization does
nothing to the tail, but also cannot make the 0 : k part more than a constant. Formally,
take k0 = min{κ : λκ+1 < Λ0/n}. Such k0 < n exists since Λ0 > nλk+1.

Now we write

Na(Λ)
√

Va(Λ)
=

∑

i
µ2i

λi+Λ/n
√
∑

i
λ2i /n

(λi+Λ/n)2

=

∑k0
i=1

µ2i
λi+Λ/n

√
∑

i
λ2i /n

(λi+Λ/n)2

+

∑

i>k0

µ2i
λi+Λ/n

√
∑

i
λ2i /n

(λi+Λ/n)2

≤
∑k0

i=1
µ2i

λi+Λ/n
√
∑

i
λ2i /n

(λi+Λ/n)2

+

∑

i>k0

µ2i
Λ/n

√
∑

i
λ2i /n

(λi+Λ/n)2

=

∑k0
i=1

µ2i
λi+Λ/n

√
∑

i
λ2i /n

(λi+Λ/n)2

+

∑

i>k0
µ2
i

√
∑

i
λ2i /n

(nλi/Λ+1)2
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The second term is a decreasing function of Λ, which implies

∑

i>k0
µ2
i

√
∑

i
λ2i /n

(nλi/Λ+1)2

≤
∑

i>k0
µ2
i

√
∑

i
λ2i /n

(nλi/Λ0+1)2

=

∑

i>k0

µ2i
Λ0/n

√
∑

i
λ2i /n

(λi+Λ0/n)2

≤ 2

∑

i
µ2i

λi+Λ0/n
√
∑

i
λ2i /n

(λi+Λ0/n)2

= 2
Na(Λ0)
√

Va(Λ0)
,

where we used that (Λ0/n)
−1 ≤ 2(λi + Λ0/n)

−1 for i > k0 in the last inequality.

Now let’s study the part that comes from the first k0 components. We can write

∑k0
i=1

µ2i
λi+Λ/n

√
∑

i
λ2i /n

(λi+Λ/n)2

=

∑k0
i=1

µ2i
λi+Λ/n

√
∑k0

i=1
λiµ2i

(λi+Λ/n)2

·

√
∑k0

i=1
λiµ2i

(λi+Λ/n)2

√
∑

i
λ2i /n

(λi+Λ/n)2

By Lemma 15, the first multiplier is a non-increasing function of Λ. Moreover, if we plug
Λ0 instead of Λ we get

∑k0
i=1

µ2i
λi+Λ0/n

√
∑k0

i=1
λiµ2i

(λi+Λ0/n)2

≤ 2

∑k0
i=1

λiµ2i
(λi+Λ0/n)2

√
∑k0

i=1
λiµ2i

(λi+Λ0/n)2

= 2

√
√
√
√

k0∑

i=1

λiµ2
i

(λi + Λ0/n)2

≤ 2
√
n♦a(Λ0) ≤ 2

√

Va(Λ0) ≤ 2
√
2,

where we used that λi ≥ Λ0/n for i ≤ k0. In the last transition we also used that Va(Λ0) <
V (Λ0) (Lemma 14) and V (Λ0) < 2 (Lemma 7).

Thus, the first multiplier starts less than a constant and stays less than a constant. For
the second multiplier we have

√
∑k0

i=1
λiµ2i

(λi+Λ/n)2

√
∑

i
λ2i /n

(λi+Λ/n)2

≤
√
n♦a(Λ)
√

Va(Λ)
≤ 1.

Overall, we’ve got that either

Na(Λ0)
√

Va(Λ0)
∧ Na(Λ0)√

n♦a(Λ0)
≥ Na(Λ1)
√

Va(Λ1)
∧ Na(Λ1)√

n♦a(Λ1)
,

or

Na(Λ1)
√

Va(Λ1)
∧ Na(Λ1)√

n♦a(Λ1)
≤ Na(Λ)
√

Va(Λ)
≤ 2

√
2 + 2

Na(Λ0)
√

Va(Λ0)
= 2

√
2 + 2

Na(Λ0)
√

Va(Λ0)
∧ Na(Λ0)√

n♦a(Λ0)
,

which implies the desired result.
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Corollary 60 (Regularization doesn’t matter for certain µ) Suppose that the distri-
bution of the rows of Z is σx-sub-Gaussian. For any L > 1 there exist constants a, c that
only depend on L, σx and absolute constants ε, δ such that the following holds. Suppose that
n > c, k < n/c, P(Ak(L, λ)) > 1− δ, N(λ) ≥ a♦(λ), and

Λ(λ) > c



nλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 .

Suppose that Qk:∞ has a symmetric distribution and is independent from Q0:k.
If either for some i ≤ k

µ = µiei, and
nλiµ

2
i

(1 + nλi/Λ(λ))2
≥
∑

i

λ2
i ,

(here ei is the i-th eigenvector of Σ), or

‖µ0:k‖ = 0 and
∑

i

λ2
i ≤ n‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞

,

then for any λ′ ≥ λ,
αε(λ

′)/c ≤ αε(λ) ≤ cαε(λ
′).

Proof Denote the constants from Theorem 11 as a0, c0, δ0 and ε0.
First of all, let’s show that if a is chosen to be equal to a0, then for any λ′ ≥ λ it holds

nΛ(λ′)−1M(λ′) ≥ a0♦(λ
′). Indeed, if ‖µ0:k‖ = 0, then

nΛ(λ′)−1M(λ′)
♦(λ′)

=

∥
∥
∥

(
Λ(λ′)n−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1/2

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ nΛ−1‖µk:∞‖2

√

n−1
∥
∥
∥

(
Λ(λ′)n−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ nΛ−2‖µk:∞‖2

Σk:∞

=

√
n‖µk:∞‖2

‖µk:∞‖Σk:∞

— doesn’t depend on λ′ at all.
In the case that µ is an eigenvector of Σ, that is, µ = µiei for some i ∈ [k], we have

nΛ(λ′)−1M(λ′)
♦(λ′)

=

(
1 + λ−1

i n−1Λ(λ′)
)−1

λ−1
i µ2

i
√

n−1
(
1 + λ−1

i n−1Λ(λ′)
)−1

λ−1
i µ2

i

=
√

n/λi

— doesn’t depend on λ′ once again.
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That is

nΛ(λ′)−1M(λ′)
♦(λ′)

=
nΛ(λ)−1M(λ)

♦(λ)
≥ a = a0.

Note also that

Λ(λ′) ≥ Λ(λ) > c



nλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 ,

and

P(Ak(L, λ
′)) ≥ P(Ak(L, λ)) ≥ 1− δ0,

so if c > c0, ε = ε0 and δ = δ0 then the assumptions of Theorem 11 are satisfied for both λ
and λ′, which yields

αε(λ)/c0 ≤ nΛ(λ)−1M(λ)
√

V (λ) +
√
n♦(λ)

≤ c0αε(λ), αε(λ
′)/c0 ≤ nΛ(λ′)−1M(λ′)

√

V (λ′) +
√
n♦(λ′)

≤ c0αε(λ
′).

We’ve already seen that nΛ(λ′)−1M(λ′)√
n♦(λ′)

= nΛ(λ)−1M(λ)√
n♦(λ)

, so the only thing we need to study

is V (λ). Namely, we are going to show that under the assumptions we made V (λ) < n♦2(λ)
and V (λ′) < n♦2(λ′). That will finish the proof since in that case

αε(λ
′)/c0 ≤

nΛ(λ′)−1M(λ′)
√

V (λ′) +
√
n♦(λ′)

≤ nΛ(λ′)−1M(λ′)√
n♦(λ′)

=
nΛ(λ′)−1M(λ)√

n♦(λ)
≤ 2

nΛ(λ′)−1M(λ)
√

V (λ′) +
√
n♦(λ)

≤ 2c0αε(λ),

and analogously αε(λ)/c0 ≤ 2c0αε(λ
′).

Thus, in the rest of the proof we show that V (λ) < n♦2(λ) and V (λ′) < n♦2(λ′). Let’s
write out two cases:

1. µ is supported on the tail. Then

V (λ) :=n−1tr
((

Λ(λ)n−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik

)−2
)

+ Λ(λ)−2n
∑

i>k

λ2
i ,

♦2 :=n−1
∥
∥
∥

(
Λ(λ)n−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ nΛ(λ)−2‖µk:∞‖2

Σk:∞

=nΛ(λ)−2‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞

We want to show that

n−1tr
((

Σ−1
0:k + nΛ(λ)−1Ik

)−2
)

+ n−1
∑

i>k

λ2
i ≤ ‖µk:∞‖2

Σk:∞
,
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which holds since

n−1tr
((

Σ−1
0:k + nΛ(λ)−1Ik

)−2
)

+ n−1
∑

i>k

λ2
i

<n−1tr
((

Σ−1
0:k

)−2
)

+ n−1
∑

i>k

λ2
i

=
∑

i

λ2
i

≤n‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞
.

We showed that V (λ) ≤ n♦2(λ). Note that V (λ′) ≤ n♦2(λ′) by exactly the same
argument.

2. µ = ei for i ≤ k. Write out V and ♦ again:

V (λ) :=n−1tr
((

Λ(λ)n−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik

)−2
)

+ Λ(λ)−2n
∑

i>k

λ2
i ,

♦(λ)2 :=n−1
∥
∥
∥

(
Λ(λ)n−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ nΛ(λ)−2‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞

=n−1 λ−1
i µ2

i

(n−1Λ(λ)λ−1
i + 1)2

=
nλiµ

2
i

(Λ(λ) + nλi)2

By the same argument as before, since

nλiµ
2
i

(1 + nλi/Λ(λ))2
≥
∑

i

λ2
i ,

we have V (λ) < n♦(λ)2. When it comes to λ′, we can write

nλiµ
2
i

(1 + nλi/Λ(λ′))2
≥ nλiµ

2
i

(1 + nλi/Λ(λ))2
≥
∑

i

λ2
i ,

which yields V (λ′) < n♦(λ′)2.

Lemma 61 For any σx ≥ 1, L > 1 there exist constants a, c that only depend on σx and
absolute constants ε, δ such that the following holds. Suppose that n > c, 0 < k < n/c. Take
any C > 1 and construct the classification problem as follows:

1. Take Zk:∞ with σx-sub-Gaussian rows and the sequence {λi}i>k and regularization
parameter λ such that P(Ak(L, λ)) ≥ 1− δ and

Λ(λ) ≥ c



nλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 .
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2. Take Z0:k with σx-sub-Gaussian rows independent from Zk:∞, and {λi}ki=1 such that
nλk ≥ CΛ(λ).

3. Take µk:∞ whose most energy is spread among the eigendirections of Σ with small
eigenvalues, that is,

‖µk:∞‖2
Σk:∞

≤ C−1n−1Λ(λ)‖µk:∞‖2.

4. Take7 µ0:k which balances µk:∞ in the following sense:

nC−1Λ(λ)−1‖µk:∞‖2 ≥ ‖µ0:k‖2Σ−1
0:k

≥ n2Λ(λ)−2‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞
. (29)

5. Scale µ up8 if needed, so it holds that

n♦2(λ) ≥ V (λ) and N(λ) ≥ a♦(λ).

Then for any λ′ such that Λ(λ′) ≥ CΛ(λ)

αε(λ) ≥
C

c
αε(λ

′).

Proof Take a, ε, δ to be the same as in Theorem 11. Denote the constant c from that
theorem as c1. In the end we will take c large enough depending on c1. If c > c1 then
Theorem 11 implies that

αε(λ) ≥ c−1
1

nΛ(λ)−1M(λ)
√

V (λ) +
√
n♦(λ)

≥ c−1
1

nΛ(λ)−1M(λ)

2
√
n♦(λ)

.

At the same time, by Theorem 11 for any λ′ > λ

αε(λ
′) ≤ c1

nΛ(λ′)−1M(λ′)
√

V (λ′) +
√
n♦(λ′)

≤ c1
nΛ(λ′)−1M(λ′)√

n♦(λ′)
.

Take such λ̂ that Λ(λ̂) = CΛ(λ). Note that λ̂ > λ. By our construction, due to the fact
that λk > CΛ(λ) = Λ(λ̂) and Equation (29) we have

nΛ(λ)−1M(λ) ≥nΛ(λ)−1‖µk:∞‖2,
nΛ(λ̂)−1M(λ̂) ≤‖µ0:k‖2Σ−1

0:k

+ nΛ(λ̂)−1‖µk:∞‖2

≤2nΛ(λ̂)−1‖µk:∞‖2,
n♦(λ)2 ≤‖µ0:k‖2Σ−1

0:k
+ n2Λ(λ)−2‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞

≤2‖µ0:k‖2Σ−1
0:k
,

n♦(λ̂)2 ≥
∥
∥
∥
∥

(

Λ(λ̂)n−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik

)−1
Σ

−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥
∥

2

≥1

4
‖µ0:k‖2Σ−1

0:k
,

7. Note that such µ0:k exists because of how we chose µk:∞.

8. Note that the previous conditions were homogeneous in µ, so multiplying it by a scalar does not break

them.
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where we used that Λ(λ̂)n−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik is a diagonal matrix whose diagonal elements are at

most 2 in the last transition.

Combining everything together we get that

αε(λ) ≥ c−1
1

nΛ(λ)−1M(λ)√
n♦(λ)

≥ 1

2c1

nΛ(λ)−1‖µk:∞‖2√
2‖µ0:k‖Σ−1

0:k

=

=
C

8
√
2c1

2nΛ(λ̂)−1‖µk:∞‖2
1
2‖µ0:k‖Σ−1

0:k

≥ C

8
√
2c21

· c1
nΛ(λ̂)−1M(λ̂)

√
n♦(λ̂)

≥ C

8
√
2c21

αε(λ̂).

We obtained the result for λ′ = λ̂. To extend the result for all λ′ > λ̂ note that
by Lemma 14 and the fact that Na(λ)/♦a(λ) is a non-increasing function of λ for some
absolute constant c2 > 1 we can write

αε(λ) ≥
C

8
√
2c21

· c1
nΛ(λ̂)−1M(λ̂)

√
n♦(λ̂)

≥ C

8
√
2c21c2

· c1
Na(λ̂)√
n♦a(λ̂)

≥

≥ C

8
√
2c21c2

· c1
Na(λ

′)√
n♦a(λ′)

≥ C

8
√
2c21c

2
2

· c1
nΛ(λ′)−1M(λ′)√

n♦(λ′)
≥ C

8
√
2c21c

2
2

αε(λ
′).

Taking c = 8
√
2c21c

2
2 finishes the proof.

Corollary 62 There exists absolute constants a, b such that the following holds. Take p =
∞, n > a and 1 ≤ k < n/a. Consider the following classification problem with Gaussian
data (in infinite dimension) and no label-flipping noise (η = 0):

λi =

{

2b, i ≤ k,

e−(i−k)/(bn), i > k.
, µi =

{

4
√

b/k, i ≤ k,

4
√
b · 2−(i−k)/2, i > k.

Then the value of λ that maximizes αε(λ) is negative.

Proof Since we consider Gaussian data, σx is an absolute constant. Let’s take L = 2 and
denote the corresponding constant c from Lemma 19 to be c1. We are going to use that
lemma to construct such distribution of data that the quantile αε(λ) is minimized for a
negative λ. Note that to do that it is enough to take C = c1 and λ = − c1−1

c1

∑

i>k λi as this
condition is equivalent to Λ(0) = c1Λ(λ).

Let’s take infinite-dimensional Gaussian data with slow exponential decay in the tail,
that is

λi =

{

ℓ, i ≤ k,

e−α(i−k), i > k.
, µi =

{

m0:k, i ≤ k,

mk:∞e−
β
2
(i−k), i > k.

Thus, the whole classification problem is described by scalars ℓ, α, β,m0:k,mk:∞, n, k.
Let’s see how we need to choose those scalars in order to follow the recipe from Lemma

19. This is an absolute constant since L is an absolute constant and the data is Gaussian.
As discussed before, we fix C = c1 and put λ = − c1−1

c1

∑

i>k λi
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Due to Lemma 3, for Gaussian data the statement P(Ak(L, λ)) ≥ 1− δ follows from the
statement

Λ(λ) ≥ b



nλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 ,

where b is a large constant that depends on δ. Let’s also take it to be larger than c1 in order
to fully satisfy step 1 of Lemma 19. For our covariance and regularization this translates
into

1

c1

e−α

1− e−α
≥ b

(

ne−α ∨
√

n
e−2α

1− e−2α

)

,

which can be equivalently rewritten as

1− e−α ≤ 1

bc1
√
n

(
1√
n
∧
√

1− e−2α

)

.

For x ∈ (0, 1) it holds that 1 − x < e−x < 1 − x(1 − e−1) < 1 − x/2. Thus, assuming that
α < 0.5 the condition above follows from the following:

α ≤ 1

bc1
√
n

(
1√
n
∧
√
α

)

,

that is

α ≤ 1

bc1n
∧ 1

b2c21n
=

1

b2c21n
.

Let’s take c2 = b2c21 and put α = c−1
2 n−1. Then conditions from step 1 of Lemma 19

are satisfied.
The second part of Lemma 19 states that we require nλk ≥ CΛ(λ), that is, nℓ ≥

C
(

e−α

1−e−α + λ
)

= e−α

1−e−α . Note that we also need ℓ ≥ 1 in order for the sequence {λi} to be

non-increasing. Given our previous choice of α we have

e−α

1− e−α
≤ 2

α
= 2c2n.

Thus, we can take ℓ = 2c2.
The third part of Lemma 19 requires the following

‖µk:∞‖2
Σk:∞

≤ C−1n−1Λ(λ)‖µk:∞‖2,

which we equivalently transform below:

∑

i>k

e−(α+β)(i−k) ≤ C−2n−1 e−α

1− e−α
∑

i>k

e−β(i−k),

e−(α+β)

1− e−(α+β)
≤ C−2n−1 e−α

1− e−α
e−β

1− e−β
,

1− e−β

1− e−(α+β)
≤ C−2n−1 1

1− e−α
.
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Let’s restrict the range of β so that α+β < 1. Then it is sufficient to choose β that satisfies
the following stronger condition:

2β

α+ β
≤ 1

C2nα
.

Plugging the expression for α yields

2β ≤ c2
C2

(

β +
1

c2n

)

.

Actually, since c2 = b2C2 > 2C2, the inequality above always holds, so we can take any
β < 1 + α, for example, β = ln(2) (to make further computations simpler).

Next, part 4 of Lemma 19 requires

nC−1Λ(λ)−1‖µk:∞‖2 ≥ ‖µ0:k‖2Σ−1
0:k

≥ n2Λ(λ)−2‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞
,

that is,

n
1− e−α

e−α
e−β

1− e−β
≥ km2

0:k

ℓm2
k:∞

≥ n2C2 (1− e−α)2

e−2α

e−(α+β)

1− e−(α+β)
.

Plugging in β = ln(2) and simplifying yields

n
1− e−α

e−α
≥ km2

0:k

ℓm2
k:∞

≥ n2C2 (1− e−α)2

e−α
1

2− e−α
.

As before, let’s replace it by a stronger condition:

nα

2
≥ km2

0:k

ℓm2
k:∞

≥ 2n2C2α2.

Plugging in α = (c2n)
−1 and ℓ = 2c2 yields

1

2c2
≥ km2

0:k

2c2m
2
k:∞

≥ 2C2

c22
,

1 ≥ km2
0:k

m2
k:∞

≥ 4C2

c2
=

4

b2
.

We see that since b > 4, we can simply put km2
0:k/m

2
k:∞ = 1, and part 4 of Lemma 19 is

satisfied.
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At last, we need to check the last part of the lemma. Let’s start with writing out and
transforming the expressions for n♦2(λ), V (λ), and nΛ−1(λ)M(λ):

Λ(λ) =C−1 e−α

1− e−α
∈
(

1

2Cα
,

2

Cα

)

,

V (λ) :=n−1tr
((

Λ(λ)n−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik

)−2
)

+ Λ−2n
∑

i>k

λ2
i

=n−1 k
(

1 + n−1ℓ−1C−1 e−α

1−e−α

)2 + C2ne2α(1− e−α)2
e−2α

1− e−2α

≤ k/n

(1 + n−1ℓ−1C−1/(2α))2
+ C2n

α2

α

=
k/n

(1 + n−1(2c2)−1C−1c2n/2)
2 + C2nα

=
k/n

(1 + 0.25C−1)2
+ C2c−1

2

≤2.

nΛ−1(λ)M(λ) :=
∥
∥
∥

(
Λ(λ)n−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1/2

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ nΛ(λ)−1(λ)‖µk:∞‖2

=k
m2

0:k

ℓ(1 + n−1ℓ−1Λ(λ))
+m2

k:∞nΛ(λ)−1 e−β

1− e−β

≥k
m2

0:k

ℓ(1 + 2n−1ℓ−1/(Cα))
+

1

2
m2
k:∞nCα(λ)

e−β

1− e−β

=
km2

0:k

2c2 + 2c2/C
+

1

2
m2
k:∞nC/(c2n)

≥ 1

4c2
(km2

0:k +m2
k:∞) =

m2
k:∞
2c2

.

n♦2(λ) :=
∥
∥
∥

(
Λ(λ)n−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ n2Λ(λ)−2‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞

=k
m2

0:k

ℓ(1 + n−1ℓ−1Λ(λ))2
+m2

k:∞n2Λ(λ)−2 e−(α+β)

1− e−(α+β)

=
2c2m

2
k:∞

(2c2 + Λ(λ)/n)2
+m2

k:∞n2Λ(λ)−2 e−α

2− e−α

For n♦2 we need bounds from both sides. In what follows we write them separately.

n♦2(λ) ≤ 2c2m
2
k:∞

(2c2 + 0.5n−1C−1α−1)2
+m2

k:∞n2(2Cα)2

=
2c2m

2
k:∞

(2c2 + 0.5c2C−1)2
+m2

k:∞(2C/c2)
2 ≤ 5m2

k:∞/c2,
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where in the last transition we used that c2/C = b >
√
c2.

When it comes to the bound from below, we write

n♦2(λ) ≥ 2c2m
2
k:∞

(2c2 + 2n−1C−1α−1)2
+m2

k:∞n2(2Cα)2/3

=
2c2m

2
k:∞

(2c2 + 2c2C−1)2
+m2

k:∞(2C/c2)
2/3

≥m2
k:∞/(8c2),

where we used 2c2 + 2c2C
−1 ≤ 4c2 in the last transition.

Finally, we can write out the conditions from part 5 of Lemma 19. According to the
bounds above, the following conditions on mk:∞ are sufficient:

m2
k:∞/(8c2) ≥ 2,

m2
k:∞
2c2

≥ a

√
5

c2n
mk:∞,

that is m2
k:∞ ≥ (16c2) ∨ (5c2a

2/n) = 16c2 given that n is large enough.

Lemma 63 For any σx > 1, L > 1 there exist constants a, c that only depend on L, σx and
absolute constants ε, δ such that the following holds. Suppose that n > c, 0 < k < n/c. Take
any C > 1 and construct the classification problem as follows:

1. Take Zk:∞ with σx-sub-Gaussian rows and the sequence {λi}i>k and regularization
parameter λ such that P(Ak(L, λ)) ≥ 1− δ and

Λ(λ) > c



nλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 .

2. Take Z0:k with σx-sub-Gaussian rows independent from Zk:∞, and {λi}ki=1 such that
nλk ≥ Λ(λ).

3. Take µ that is only supported on the first k coordinates (i.e., ‖µk:∞‖ = 0) such that

‖µ0:k‖Σ0:k
‖µ0:k‖Σ−1

0:k
≥ C‖µ0:k‖2. (30)

4. Scale µ up if needed, so that

n♦2(λ) ≥ V (λ) and N(λ) ≥ a♦(λ).

Then for any λ′ such that Λ(λ′) ≥ nλ1

αε(λ) ≥
C

c
αε(λ

′).
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Proof Take a, ε, δ to be the same as in Theorem 11. Denote the constant c from that
theorem as c1. In the end we will take c large enough depending on c1. If c > c1 then
Theorem 11 implies that

αε(λ) ≥ c−1
1

nΛ(λ)−1M(λ)
√

V (λ) +
√
n♦(λ)

≥ c−1
1

nΛ(λ)−1M(λ)

2
√
n♦(λ)

.

At the same time, by Theorem 11 for any λ′ > λ

αε(λ
′) ≤ c1

nΛ(λ′)−1M(λ′)
√

V (λ′) +
√
n♦(λ′)

≤ c1
nΛ(λ′)−1M(λ′)√

n♦(λ′)
.

Since ‖µk:∞‖ = 0, Λ(λ) ≤ nλk and Λ(λ′) > nλ1, we can write

nΛ(λ)−1M(λ) =
∥
∥
∥

(
Λ(λ)n−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1/2

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2

≥1

2
‖µ0:k‖2Σ−1

0:k
,

nΛ(λ′)−1M(λ′) =
∥
∥
∥

(
Λ(λ′)n−1Ik +Σ0:k

)−1/2
µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2

≤2nΛ(λ′)−1‖µ0:k‖2,
n♦(λ)2 ≤‖µ0:k‖2Σ−1

0:k
,

n♦(λ′)2 =
∥
∥
∥

(
Λ(λ′)n−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2

≥1

4
n2Λ(λ′)−2‖µ0:k‖2Σ0:k

,

where we used the fact that Λ(λ)n−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik and Λ(λ′)n−1Ik + Σ0:k are both diagonal

matrices whose diagonal elements are at most 2.
Combining everything together we get that

αε(λ) ≥ c−1
1

nΛ(λ)−1M(λ)√
n♦(λ)

≥ 1

2c1

1
2‖µ0:k‖2Σ−1

0:k

‖µ0:k‖Σ−1
0:k

=
1

4c1
‖µ0:k‖Σ−1

0:k
≥ C

4c1

‖µ0:k‖2
‖µ0:k‖Σ0:k

=

=
C

16c1

2nΛ(λ′)−1‖µ0:k‖2
1
2nΛ(λ

′)−1‖µ0:k‖Σ0:k

≥ C

16c21
· c1

nΛ(λ′)−1M(λ′)√
n♦(λ′)

≥ C

16c21
αε(λ

′).

Taking c = 16c21 finishes the proof.

Corollary 64 There exist absolute constants b > c such that the following holds. Take
p > bn, and b ≤ k < n/b. Consider the following classification problem with Gaussian data
(in dimension p) and no label-flipping noise (η = 0):

λi =

{

k−4i/k, i ≤ k,
cn
pk4

, i > k.
, µi =

{
b ln(k)
k5

(
k
n + n

p

)

, i ≤ k,

0, i > k.

Then the value of λ that maximizes αε(λ) is negative.
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Proof Since we consider Gaussian data, σx is an absolute constant. Let’s take L = 2 and
denote the corresponding constants a, c from Lemma 21 to be a1, c1. We are going to use
that lemma to construct such distribution of data that the quantile αε(λ) is minimized for
a negative λ. Note that to do that it is enough to take C = c1 and λ = − c1−1

c1

∑

i>k λi as
this condition is equivalent to Λ(0) = c1Λ(λ).

Let’s take finite-dimensional Gaussian data with exponential decay in the first k com-
ponents and isotropic tails:

λi =

{

e−αi, i ≤ k,

ℓ, i > k.

Note that Λ(λ) = Λ(0)/c1 = ℓ(p − k)/c1.
We take µk:∞ to be zero, in accordance with Lemma 21. When it comes to µ0:k, we

just put all its components to be equal, that is

µi =

{

m, i ≤ k,

0, i > k.

Thus, the whole classification problem is described by scalars ℓ,m, α, n, k, p.
Our goal is to find the values of these parameters such that the conditions from Lemma

21 are satisfied for some L. We take L = 2.
The first part of that lemma says that Ak(2) should be satisfied with probability at least

1− δ and that

ℓ(p− k)/c1 = Λ(λ) ≥ c1



nλk+1 ∨
√

n
∑

i>k

λ2
i



 = c1ℓ(n ∨
√

n(p− k)).

Due to Lemma 3, for Gaussian data both these conditions follow from p > bn and n > b,
where b is a large enough absolute constant.

The second part of Lemma 21 requires nλi > Λ(λ), that is, ne−αk ≥ ℓ(p − k)/c1, so we
can take ℓ = c1ne

−αk/p. Note that since p > c1n we have λk+1 = ℓ < e−αk = λk, so the
eigenvalues remain in the right order.

The third part of Lemma 21 demands ‖µ0:k‖Σ0:k
‖µ0:k‖Σ−1

0:k
≥ C‖µ0:k‖2, that is,

√
√
√
√

(

m2

k∑

i=1

e−αi

)(

m2

k∑

i=1

eαi

)

≥ c1km
2,

√

1− e−kα

1− e−α
ekα − 1

eα − 1
≥ c1k.

Note that for α > 0 we have 1 − e−kα > 1 − e−α. Moreover, ekα − 1 > (eα − 1)e(k−1)α.
Thus, it is enough to satisfy the following weaker condition:

e(k−1)α/2 ≥ c1k,

so we need to take α ≥ 2 ln(c1k)/(k − 1). Since k is lower bounded by a large constant
b, we can take α = 4 ln(k)/k. Plugging it into equation for ℓ yields ℓ = c1ne

−αk/(ep) =
c1n/(epk

4). We take c = c1/e, so ℓ = cnp−1k−4.

108



Geometry of Ridge Regression in Classification

Finally, we need to take m large enough so that part 4 of Lemma 21 is satisfied. To
check that part, we start with writing the expressions for n♦2(λ), V (λ), and nΛ−1(λ)M(λ)
and bounding them.

Λ(λ) =ℓ(p− k)/c1 =
n(p− k)

epk4
,

V (λ) :=n−1tr
((

Λ(λ)n−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik

)−2
)

+ Λ−2n
∑

i>k

λ2
i

≤k

n
+ Λ−2n

∑

i>k

λ2
i

=
k

n
+

n

p− k
.

nΛ−1(λ)M(λ) :=
∥
∥
∥

(
Λ(λ)n−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1/2

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ nΛ(λ)−1(λ)‖µk:∞‖2

=m2
k∑

i=1

eαi

1 + eαi(p− k)/(epk4)

≥ m2

1 + eαk/(ek4)

k∑

i=1

eαi

=
m2

1 + e−1

k∑

i=1

eαi.

Let’s bound the sum of exponents separately. We write

k∑

i=1

eαi = eα
eαk − 1

eα − 1
=

k4 − 1

1− e−4 ln(k)/k

{

≥ k5

5 ln(k)

≤ k5

2 ln(k)

where we used that α < 1 (since k is large enough) and for x ∈ (0, 1) it holds x > 1− e−x >
x/2.

Thus,

nΛ−1(λ)M(λ) ≥ m2k5

10 ln(k)
.

When it comes to ♦, the derivation is very similar as above:

n♦2(λ) :=
∥
∥
∥

(
Λ(λ)n−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ n2Λ(λ)−2‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞

=m2
k∑

i=1

eαi

(1 + eαi(p− k)/(epk4))2
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For n♦2 we need bounds from both sides. In what follows we write them separately.

n♦2(λ) ≤m2
k∑

i=1

eαi

1

≤ m2k5

2 ln(k)
,

n♦2(λ) ≥ m2

(1 + eαk/(ek4))
2

k∑

i=1

eαi

=
m2

(1 + e−1)2

k∑

i=1

eαi

≥ m2k5

20 ln(k)
.

Finally, to satisfy part 4 of Lemma 21 we need

n♦2(λ) ≥ V (λ), nΛ−1(λ)M(λ) ≥ a1♦(λ),

that is, it is enough to have

m2k5

20 ln(k)
≥ k

n
+

n

p− k
,

m2k5

10 ln(k)
≥ a1

√

m2k5

2n ln(k)
,

which is equivalent to

m2k5

20 ln(k)
≥
(
k

n
+

n

p− k

)

∨ 50a1
n

.

For example, we can put

m =
b ln(k)

k5

(
k

n
+

n

p

)

given that b is a large enough constant.

Appendix J. Comparisons with earlier results

Proposition 65 Assume that λi ≤ 1 for any i and
∑p

i=1 λi ≥ κp for some constant κ ∈
(0, 1]. Take k = 0, λ = 0 and some c > 1. Suppose additionally that κp/n ≥ ‖µ‖2 ≥
(2ct)2/(κ2n), and t2 < nκ.

Then

N − ct♦

[1 +Nση]
√
V + t2∆V + ♦

√
n
≥ 1

10

‖µ‖2√nκ√
p

.
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Proof First of all, due to assumptions on λi, λ and k we can write

∑

i

λ2
i ≤Λ,

Λ =
∑

i

λi ∈ [κp, p],

V =Λ−2n
∑

i>k

λ2
i ≤ n/Λ ≤ n

κp
,

∆V ≤nλ2
1

Λ2
+

nλ2
1 +

∑

i λ
2
i

Λ2
≤ 2n

κ2p2
+

1

κp
≤ 3

κ2p
,

♦2 =nΛ−2‖µ‖2
Σ
≤ n‖µ‖2

κ2p2
,

M =‖µ‖2.

Plugging in those bounds together with ση < 1 yields

nΛ−1M − ct♦ ≥n

p
‖µ‖2 − ct

√
n‖µ‖
κp

,

[
1 + nΛ−1Mση

]√

V + t2∆V + ♦
√
n ≤

[

1 +
n

κp
‖µ‖2

]√
n

κp
+ t2

3

κ2p
+

n‖µ‖
κp

.

Next, since n‖µ‖2/p ≤ κ for t2 ≤ nκ we can write

[
1 + nΛ−1Mση

]√

V + t2∆V + ♦
√
n ≤[1 + 1]

√
4n

κp
+

n‖µ‖
κp

≤ 5

√
n

pκ
.

Finally, if ‖µ‖ ≥ 2ct/(κ
√
n), then n

p‖µ‖2 − ct
√
n‖µ‖
κp ≥ n

2p‖µ‖2. Plugging in that bound
in yields the result.

Proposition 66 Take k = 0 and some c > 1. Suppose that nλ1 < Λ and ‖µ‖2 ≥ 2c‖µ‖Σ.
Then for t <

√
n,

N − ct♦√
V + t2∆V +

√
n♦

≥ 1

4

n‖µ‖2
n‖µ‖Σ +

√
n‖Σ‖F + n‖Σ‖ . (34)
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Proof Let’s write out the definitions of Λ,M,♦, V,∆V for the case k = 0 with nλ1 <
λ+

∑

i λi:

Λ =λ+
∑

i

λi = λ+ tr(Σ),

V =Λ−2n
∑

i>k

λ2
i =

n‖Σ‖2F
(λ+ tr(Σ))2

,

∆V =
nλ2

1

Λ2
+

nλ2
1 +

∑

i λ
2
i

Λ2
=

2n‖Σ‖2 + ‖Σ‖2F
(λ+ tr(Σ))2

,

♦2 =nΛ−2‖µ‖2Σ =
n‖µ‖2

Σ

(λ+ tr(Σ))2
,

M =‖µ‖2.

Now we can rewrite our bound as

nΛ−1M − ct♦√
V + t2∆V +

√
n♦

=
nM − ctΛ♦√

Λ2V + t2Λ2∆V +
√
nΛ♦

=
n‖µ‖2 − ct

√
n‖µ‖Σ

√

n‖Σ‖2F + t2
(
2n‖Σ‖2 + ‖Σ‖2F

)
+ n‖µ‖Σ

.

We see that for t ≤ √
n the condition ‖µ‖2 ≥ 2c‖µ‖Σ ensures that the numera-

tor greater or equal to n‖µk:∞‖2/2. At the same time, the denominator doesn’t exceed
n‖µ‖Σ +

√
2n‖Σ‖F + 2n‖Σ‖ Thus, we obtain the desired result.

Proposition 67 Take k = 1 and some c > 1. Assume that λ > 0, nλk+1 ≤ ∑

i>k λi,
‖µ0:k‖ = 0, and ‖µ‖2 ≥ 2c‖µ‖Σ. Take any j > 1 and define A,B as in Theorem 27. Then
for t ≤ √

n

N − ct♦√
V + t2∆V +

√
n♦

≥ 1

6

‖µ‖2
A+B + λj + ‖µ‖Σ

.

Proof Note that under assumption ‖µ0:k‖ = 0 we have

M = ‖µk:∞‖2 = ‖µ‖2, ♦2 = nΛ−2‖µk:∞‖2Σk:∞
= nΛ−2‖µ‖2Σ,

and thus, the condition ‖µ‖2 ≥ 2c‖µ‖Σ can be rewritten as M ≥ 2c
√
nΛ♦. Therefore, it

implies that nΛ−1M − ct♦ ≥ nΛ−1M/2 for t ≤ √
n. Thus,

nΛ−1M − ct♦√
V + t2∆V +

√
n♦

≥ 1

2

‖µ‖2
n−1Λ

√
V + t2∆V + ‖µ‖Σ

. (56)
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We see that in order to compare Equation (56) and (38), we need to compare A + B + λj
to n−1Λ

√
V + t2∆V Note that

A ≥ λ1Λ

nλ1 + Λ
= n−1

(
(nλ1)

−1 + Λ−1
)−1 ≥ 1

2n
(Λ ∧ nλ1) ,

B ≥
√
∑

i 6=1,j

λ2
i ,

V =n−1(1 + n−1Λλ−1
1 )−2 + Λ−2n

∑

i>1

λ2
i

=nΛ−2

(

n−2(Λ−1 + n−1λ−1
1 )−2 +

∑

i>1

λ2
i

)

≤nΛ−2(A2 +B2 + λ2
j),

∆V =
1

n
∧ nλ2

1

Λ2
+

nλ2
2 +

∑

i>1 λ
2
i

Λ2

=
1

nΛ2
(Λ ∧ nλ1)

2 +
n−1(nλ2)

2 +
∑

i>1 λ
2
i

Λ2

≤ 1

nΛ2
(Λ ∧ nλ1)

2 +
n−1(nλ1 ∧ Λ)2 +

∑

i>1 λ
2
i

Λ2

≤ 1

nΛ2
(2nA)2 +

n−1(2nA)2 +B2 + λ2
j

Λ2

=nΛ−2(8A2 +B2/n + λ2
j/n),

where we used that nλ2 ≤ nλ1 and nλ2 ≤ ∑i>1 λi ≤ Λ for λ > 0 to write nλ2 ≤ nλ1 ∧ Λ
when we bounded ∆V . Overall, we get

n−2Λ2(V + t2∆V ) ≤ 1

n
(A2 +B2 + λ2

j) +
t2

n
(8A2 +B2/n + λ2

j/n),

that is, for t <
√
n

n−2Λ2(V + t2∆V ) ≤9A2 + 2B2/n+ 2λ2
j/n,

n−1Λ
√

V + t2∆V ≤3(A +B + λj),

which yields the result.

Proposition 68 Take real q, r, s such that 0 ≤ r < 1 < s, 0 ≤ q < s− r. Consider p = ns,
Σ = diag(λ1, . . . , λp), and µ =

√

2λ1/πe1, where {λi}pi=1 are given by Equation (40). Take
λ = 0, k = nr, and c to be any constant that doesn’t depend on n.

Then, as n goes to infinity, for t < n0.499r the following holds:

N − ct♦√
V + t2∆V +

√
n♦

= (1 + on(1))
N√

V +
√
n♦

=







on(1), 2q + 2r − 1− s > 0,
1+on(1)√

2π
2q + 2r − 1− s = 0,

√
2
π + on(1) 2q + 2r − 1− s < 0.

Here we use on(1) to denote quantities that converge to zero as n goes to infinity.
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Proof Throughout the proof we treat q, r, s as constants and use small-oh notation o(1) to
denote a function of n, q, r, s that converges to zero as n goes to infinity. Each time we use
this notation it denotes a different function.

First of all, let’s write out the quantities of interest and plug in the expressions for λi.

µ :=

√

2λ1

π
e1 =

√

2/πn(s−q−r)/2e1,

Λ =
∑

i>k

λi = (ns − nr)λk+1 = (ns − nr) · (1− n−q)/(1 − nr−s)

=ns − ns−q = ns(1− o(1)),

Λn−1λ−1
1 =ns(1− o(1)) · n−1 · n−s+q+r = nq+r−1(1− o(1)),

♦2 =n−1
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ nΛ−2‖µk:∞‖2

Σk:∞

=n−1 · (1 + Λn−1λ−1
1 )−2λ−1

1 · 2λ1

π

=
2 + o(1)

πn (1 + nq+r−1)2
,

nΛ−1M =
∥
∥
∥

(
Λn−1Σ−1

0:k + Ik
)−1/2

Σ
−1/2
0:k µ0:k

∥
∥
∥

2
+ nΛ−1‖µk:∞‖2

=(1 + Λn−1λ−1
1 )−1λ−1

1 · 2λ1

π

=
2 + o(1)

π(1 + nq+r−1)
,

V =n−1tr
((

Λn−1Σ−1
0:k + Ik

)−2
)

+ Λ−2n
∑

i>k

λ2
i

=n−1nr(Λn−1λ−1
1 + 1)−2 + Λ−2n(ns − nr)λ2

k+1

=
1 + o(1)

n1−r(1 + nq+r−1)2
+ n1−s(1 + o(1)),

∆V =
1

n
∧ nλ2

1

Λ2
+

nλ2
k+1 +

∑

i>k λ
2
i

Λ2

=n−1 ∧ n1−2r−2q(1 + o(1)) + n−s(1 + o(1)).

Now let’s plug this into the quantity of interest. Note that as long as t = o(
√
n), we

have t♦ = o(nΛ−1M). Moreover, ∆V/V = O(n−r), indeed

nr∆V =

(
1

n1−r ∨ n2(q+r−1)−r + nr−s
)

(1 + o(1)) ≤ V (1 + o(1)),

since r < 1. Thus, if t2 = o(nr), then V + t2∆V = V (1 + o(1)). Now note that nΛ−1M =
♦
√
n(
√

2/π + o(1)). That is,

nΛ−1M√
V +

√
n♦

=

√

2/π + o(1)

1 +
√

V/(n♦2)
.

114



Geometry of Ridge Regression in Classification

So, the only thing left is to compare V and n♦2:

V

n♦2
=

π + o(1)

2

(
nr−1 + n1−s(1 + nq+r−1)2

)
.

Since r < 1 < s, this ratio goes to infinity if and only if n1−s(nq+r−1)2 goes to infinity, that
is 2q + 2r − 1− s > 0, which yields the result.
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