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ABSTRACT

In this work, we examine the prevalent use of Frobenius error minimization in covariance matrix
cleaning. Currently, minimizing the Frobenius error offers a limited interpretation within information
theory. To better understand this relationship, we focus on the Kullback-Leibler divergence as a
measure of the information lost by the optimal estimators. Our analysis centers on rotationally
invariant estimators for data following an inverse Wishart population covariance matrix, and we
derive an analytical expression for their Kullback-Leibler divergence. Due to the intricate nature of
the calculations, we use genetic programming regressors paired with human intuition. Ultimately, we
establish a more defined link between the Frobenius error and information theory, showing that the
former corresponds to a first-order expansion term of the Kullback-Leibler divergence.

Keywords Random Matrix Theory · Covariance Matrix Estimation · Genetic Regressor Programming · High-Dimension
Statistics · Information theory

1 Introduction

Dependence characterization in multivariate statistics heavily relies on covariance matrix estimation, which accordingly
is a tool of great importance in many areas such as physics [1], neuroscience [2], and finance [3]. However, the sample
covariance is remarkably noisy when the number of features is of the same order as the number of data points [4].
This situation is a frequent issue in many applications. For example, data on neural brain connections contains a large
number of connections (features) but has small sample sizes [2, 5]. In finance, constructing a well-diversified portfolio
requires many assets (features). In contrast, rapid shifts in financial market dependencies can only be captured by short
calibration windows [6, 7]. These are just a select few examples, with many other fields also confronting this issue.

Numerous techniques have been developed to improve the estimation of noisy covariance matrices. Eigenvalue clipping
[3] and linear shrinkage [7, 8] laid the groundwork in this area. Building upon these early works, a major improvement
was the introduction of nonlinear shrinkage (NLS), initially proposed by Ledoit and Péché [9], and further expanded
by Ledoit and Wolf [10, 11]. These methods, which are extensively reviewed in [12, 13], primarily originate from
or can be understood within the framework of random matrix theory. Machine learning techniques have also been
explored for enhancing covariance matrix estimation. Techniques such as validation or cross-validation offer numerical
solutions to the NLS problem for enhancing the estimator performances [14, 15]. Alongside, orthogonal approaches
like hierarchical clustering [16] and boosting methods [17] have independently emerged as effective methods in this
domain. Generally speaking, applying constraints stabilizes the estimated covariance matrix, reducing its noise [12].
Notable examples include methods based on factor models [18, 19, 20] and Bayesian estimation. The latter uses priors
to effectively model the population covariance matrix [21, 22].
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All these methods aim to reduce the noise in estimated covariance matrices. Yet, questions often arise about what
these methods actually optimize and, more crucially, what they ideally should optimize. While the latter question is
problem-specific, a make-do with good enough methods often prevails. For example, to minimize the variance of
a portfolio, computations on the inverse covariance matrix are necessary. Nonetheless, employing NLS [9] on the
covariance matrix itself is deemed acceptable as it minimizes the square distance between the filtered and the true
matrix, i.e., the Frobenious error on the covariance matrix. Expectantly, in a realistic context characterized by finite
sample size and time variability, minimizing the Frobenious error is not equivalent to minimizing the variance of a
portfolio [23]. Despite this, working with the Frobenious error is sometimes the only way to obtain analytical results.

More generally speaking, the Frobenius error lacks a clear interpretation when approaching the problem from an
information theory perspective. Instead, the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence quantifies, by definition, the information
lost when approximating the true distribution with an inferred one. The use of the KL divergence as a performance metric
for evaluating filtered covariance matrix estimators was initially investigated in Ref. [24, 25, 26]. They highlighted
that the expected KL divergence is independent of the population (true) eigenvectors when the data is generated using
Gaussian multivariate noise [25]. This unique attribute, alongside its capacity to measure information loss, earmarks
the KL divergence as a valuable tool, especially in complex scenarios where eigenvectors are non-trivial. Despite its
benefits, the application of KL divergence is limited in existing literature, probably because of its analytical challenges.

We achieved further progress in applying information theory to covariance matrix cleaning. Specifically, we analytically
measured the KL divergence of optimal estimators. Given the ambiguity surrounding the “optimal” estimator, our
investigation narrows its focus to the Rotationally Invariant Estimators (RIE) class. These estimators modify the
eigenvalues of sample covariance matrices while maintaining the sample eigenvectors. In this simple setting, an optimal
RIE is known as the Oracle estimator if it minimizes the Frobenius error. Interestingly, the Oracle estimator also
minimizes the KL divergence for infinite sample sizes [27] as both cost functions have the same minimum. However,
with a realistic finite sample size, opting to minimize the Frobenius norm over the KL divergence results in notable
discrepancies.

To simplify our estimation problem, which involves computing the KL for the Oracle estimator, we focus on data
distributed according to the inverse Wishart distribution. This serves as a starting point, and while it offers some
analytical accessibility, it is by no means a limitation. The inverse Wishart distribution is one of the few for which
analytic results are relatively easy to obtain. For example, the optimal RIE estimator is the linear shrinkage [28].
Despite its simplicity, this distribution can approximate the eigenvalue distributions observed in real-world applications
[28, 29]. Nevertheless, deriving the analytical expression of the KL divergence remains a challenge. As a shortcut,
we employ Genetic Programming Regressors (GPR), a machine learning tool adept at solving symbolic regression
problems [30, 31]. Operating through a tree representation of equations, it uses crossover and mutation operators to
evolve potential solution populations based on Darwinian selection principles. After analyzing the GPR results, we
employed human intuition to identify an incomplete series expansion within its output. Recognizing this allowed us to
extend this partial sum to an infinite one, successfully obtaining the complete formula for the KL divergence of the
optimal RIE in the inverse Wishart case.

The paper is organized as follows: in Section 2, we set the definitions; in Section 3, we derive analytically the KL
divergence for sample covariance matrices; in Section 4, we apply GPR to compute the KL divergence to the more
complex case of the filtered covariance matrix, and finally, in Section 5, we link the KL divergence to the Frobenius
error.

2 Definitions

2.1 Kullback-Leibler Divergence

The KL divergence, also known as relative entropy, measures how one probability distribution diverges from a second,
expected probability distribution. Given probability measures P and Q over a set X , the KL divergence is formally
defined as:

KL(P ||Q) :=

∫
X

(
log

P

Q

)
dP = E

[
log

(
P (x;C)

Q(x;S)

)]
P (x;C)

. (1)

Conceptually, the KL divergence quantifies the “distance” between the two probability measures P and Q. However, it is
important to note that the KL divergence is not a true distance metric as it is not symmetric, as KL(P ||Q) ̸= KL(Q||P )
in general.
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In this context, the KL divergence represents the average logarithmic difference between the probabilities P and Q,
where the average is taken using the probabilities P . Consequently, it provides an estimate of the expected amount of
information (in bits, for logarithm base 2, or nats, for natural logarithm) lost when Q is used to approximate P .

In the case of multivariate normal variables with true population covariance C and estimator S, the KL divergence
simplifies to

KL(C||S) = 1

2

(
Tr
(
S−1C

)
+ log

(
det(S)

det(C)

)
− n

)
. (2)

This work focuses on a normalized version of the KL divergence. By dividing the KL divergence by the dimension of
the covariance matrix n, we obtain a scaled measure of the divergence, which is particularly useful for high-dimensional
problems:

KL(C||S) = KL(C||S)
n

. (3)

This normalized KL divergence provides a more interpretable measure of the information loss per dimension when the
estimator S is used to approximate the true population covariance C.

2.2 Populations, Samples, and Oracle Estimator

Let n ∈ N∗ and p > 0. Let us define q∗ = p
1+p and t∗ = ⌊ n

q∗ ⌋. Let us consider (mi)1≤i≤t∗ iid vectors of Rn such that
m1 ∼ N (0,Σ). Since we focus on the white case, Σ = 1. We then define M = (m1, ...,mt∗) ∈ Rn×t∗ . Then

Wq∗ =
1

t∗
MM † (4)

the following matrix is Wishart (n, q∗) and

W−1
np = (1− q∗)W−1 (5)

is an Inverse Wishart (n, p). The constant of (1− q∗) is added so that the expected value of the normalized trace of an
Inverse Wishart is equal to 1.

The Inverse Wishart distribution displays a spread-out distribution of the eigenvalues when p > 0 and becomes marked
when p is very large (and therefore q∗ approaches one); such behavior cannot be achieved with a simpler Wishart matrix.
In addition, the eigenvectors of a white Wishart matrix are distributed according to the Haar measure on the orthogonal
group [32].

The associated data matrix X , of dimensions n× t, is generated from a centered multivariate normal distribution with
population covariance matrix C := W−1

np . Following this, after removing the average of each column of X , the sample
covariance matrix is defined as

E =
1

t
XX†, (6)

with q := n
t the ratio between the size of the matrix and the number of observations.

This sample covariance matrix E is decomposed spectrally as

E = V ΛV †, (7)
where V is the matrix of eigenvectors and Λ is the diagonal matrix of eigenvalues. From this spectral decomposition,
we can extract the Oracle eigenvalues as

ΛO = diag
(
V †CV

)
, (8)

where the operator diag(•) nullifies the off-diagonal elements of the matrix.

With the Oracle eigenvalues ΛO in hand, we define the Oracle estimator Ξ(ΛO) as

Ξ(ΛO) := V ΛOV
†. (9)

This Oracle estimator represents an idealized estimator that is aware of the true population covariance. Ξ(ΛO) is
the Rotational Invariant Estimator (RIE) that minimizes the Frobenius norm distance with the population matrix C
[9, 28, 27].

Furthermore, in the case of multivariate normal or infinite multivariate t-students variables, it has been proved [27] that
Ξ(ΛO) is also the RIE that minimizes the KL divergence KL(C||Ξ(Λ)). This finding implies that the Oracle estimator,
derived from the inverse Wishart population covariance matrix is, in some idealized context, optimal for minimizing
both the Frobenius norm and the KL divergence. Therefore, it is the proper tool for covariance matrix estimation in
high-dimensional settings.

3
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3 Quantifying Information Loss for Sample Covariances

In this section, we quantify analytically the expected loss of information when the population matrix C is approximated
by the sample estimator E.

For the sake of generality, we consider C ∈ Rn×n a generic positive defined population covariance matrix, i.e., not
necessarily a white inverse Wishart, and E, the sample covariance, obtained from X ∈ Rn×t with t > n multinomial
variables with population matrix C.

In the limit of large n, this expected information loss, as measured by the normalized KL divergence, is given by

E [KL(C||E)] =
1− q

2q
log

(
1

1− q

)
+

1

2(1− q)
− 1. (10)

Let us briefly explain where this equation comes from. Firstly, the normalized KL is defined as

E [KL(C||E)] =
1

2
E
[
τ(E−1C)− 1 +

1

n
log

(
det(E)

det(C)

)]
(11)

where τ(•) = 1
nTr(•) is the normalized trace.

By noticing that E =
√
CWq

√
C where Wq is a white Wishart generated by t = ⌊n

q ⌋ observations, which is
independent of C, our expression simplifies to

E [KL(C||E)] =
1

2
E
[
τ(W−1

q )− 1 +
1

n
log(det(Wq))

]
. (12)

We can already notice that the KL does not depend on the choice of the population matrix when the observations are
generated by a Gaussian multiplicative distribution.

The first term is known [28]:

E [τ(W−1
q )] =

1

1− q
. (13)

To compute the second term, we can use the fact that the spectral density of a white Wishart follows for Marčenko-Pastur
in the asymptotic limit (n, t → ∞ with n

t → q) and were able to compute it using Mathematica [33], which yields

E
[
1

n
log(det(Wq))

]
=

1− q

q
log

(
1

1− q

)
− 1. (14)

The above equation provides a measure of how much information, on average, is lost when the population covariance
matrix C is approximated by the sample covariance matrix E.

Furthermore, suppose we are interested in comparing the loss of information between two matrices, Ein and Eout, both
derived from the same population covariance C but with different parameters qin and qout. The corresponding loss of
information is given by

E [KL(Eout||Ein)] =
1− qin

2qin
log

(
1

1− qin

)
− 1− qout

2qout
log

(
1

1− qout

)
+

1

2(1− qin)
− 1

2
. (15)

This equation provides a means of assessing the relative loss of information when using different sample covariance
matrices to approximate the same population covariance matrix.

It is a consequence of Eq. (10), let us briefly explain why

E [KL(Eout||Ein)] =
1

2
E
[
τ(W−1

in Wout)− 1 +
1

n
log

(
det(Eout)

det(Ein)

)]
(16)

=
1

2
E
[
τ(E−1

in Eout)− 1 +
1

n
log (det(Win)−

1

n
log(det(Wout))

]
. (17)

4
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Using the fact that the white Wisharts Win and Wout are asymptotically free in the large limit and the moments of the
log Marcenko-Pastur distribution, we obtain

E [KL(Eout||Ein)] =
1

2

(
1

1− qin
− 1 +

1− qin

qin
log

(
1

1− qout

)
− 1− 1− qout

qout
log

(
1

1− qout

)
+ 1

)
(18)

=
1

2(1− qin)
+

1− qin

2qin
log

(
1

1− qout

)
− 1− qout

2qout
log

(
1

1− qout

)
− 1

2
(19)

While the expected KL divergence in the finite sample size regime is also known [25], it involves sums over digamma
functions, which are not conducive for analytical computations.

It is worth noting that these results are applicable to any population covariance matrix and, thus, not restricted to the
Wishart distribution. This broad applicability renders our findings useful in a wide range of practical scenarios beyond
the scope of this work.

4 Kullback-Leibler Divergence for the Oracle of an Inverse Wishart

4.1 Inherent Mathematical Challenges for Analytical Derivation

The process of optimally deriving the KL divergence of a RIE that converges to the Oracle for an inverse Wishart matrix
presents a variety of mathematical challenges [28].

For the white inverse Wishart prior, it is known that the optimal RIE corresponds to a linear shrinkage of the sample
covariance [28] and is given by

Ξ(ΛO) = r(E − 1) + 1, (20)

where

r =
np

n(p+ q)− pq
. (21)

Subsequently, the KL divergence related to this estimator is given by

KL(C||Ξ(ΛO)) =
1

2

(
Tr
(
Ξ−1(ΛO)C

)
+

n∑
i=1

(
log ΛO

i − log ζi
)
− n

)
. (22)

Here, ζi denotes the eigenvalues of the population matrix. The determination of the expected value in the above equation
requires multiple approximations. For instance, obtaining the expected value of the logarithm necessitates a Taylor
expansion due to the nonlinearity of the logarithmic function. Furthermore, the calculation of the trace correlation
needs intricate knowledge of the interdependence among the eigenvalues of the sample estimator.

These mathematical complexities underline the inherent challenge in obtaining an analytical solution for the KL
divergence in the case of the Oracle of a white inverse Wishart. In essence, the interplay of nonlinearities, random
variables, and dependencies presents considerable obstacles to the derivation of an analytical solution. Therefore, we
seek a novel approach to tackle this problem, which we explore in the following sections.

4.2 Symbolic Machine Learning

In order to derive the expected value of the normalized KL divergence for an arbitrary white inverse Wishart matrix
W−1

np in the large n regime, we implemented a symbolic machine learning approach. This involved sampling 5, 000
Wishart matrices with randomly chosen parameters q∗ ∈ (0, 1) and n = 1, 000, and subsequently extracting sample
covariances E from these matrices with random q ∈ (0, 1). For each pair of matrices, we computed the Oracle estimator
Ξ(ΛO).

Our approach relied on a genetic symbolic regressor [34]. We initiated the process with a population of 50, 000 potential
solutions, set the parsimony coefficient to 10−4, and allowed for 40 generation rounds. All other parameters were left at
their default settings. A preliminary analysis of the simulation data suggested that we should use the parameters q and r
(as defined in Eq. (21)) as input for the regressor, with the goal of minimizing the mean square error of the simulated
normalized KL divergence obtained from Eqs. (2) and (3).

5
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Figure 1: Comparison of the convergence of the series for different orders of approximation of Eq. (26) with parameters
n = 1000, q∗ ∈ (0, 1) and q ∈ (0, 7).

Because of the tendency of genetic algorithms to become entrapped in local minima if not adequately tuned, we ran a
total of four independent rounds. From these, we identified a generic term for the normalized KL divergence

E [KL(W−1
np ||Ξ(ΛO))] ≈

1

4
rq −

(
1

4
rq

)2

. (23)

This equation bears a resemblance to a second-order Taylor expansion. Considering the large n limit of

lim
n→∞

rq =
q∗q

q∗ + q − q∗q
. (24)

Eq. (23) can be transformed into

E [KL(W−1
np ||Ξ(ΛO))] ≈

1

4

q∗q

q∗ + q − q∗q
−
(
1

4

q∗q

q∗ + q − q∗q

)2

. (25)

To validate our assumption, we performed a second round of tests, this time expanding the range of q∗ ∈ (0, 1) and
q ∈ (0, 7). It’s important to note that when q > 1, the sample matrix E will be singular, but not the Oracle Ξ(ΛO).
Our analysis of this new data set revealed a discrepancy regarding the prediction of (25).

We attempted to expand Eq. (25) into a suitable progression:

E [KL(W−1
np ||Ξ(ΛO))] =

∞∑
k=1

(−1)k−1

(
1

4

q∗q

q∗ + q − q∗q

)k

, (26)

which yielded an exceptional match with the predictions as the approximation order increased, as depicted in Fig. 1.

Moreover, it is here possible to recognize the Taylor-expansion of the function x → 1
1+x

E [KL(W−1
np ||Ξ(ΛO))] =

1

4
rq

∞∑
k=0

(−1)k
(
1

4
rq

)k

=
1

4
rq

1

1 + 1
4rq

. (27)

Finally, by replacing r by its value in the high dimension limit, we obtain

E [KL(W−1
np ||Ξ(ΛO))] =

pq

4p+ 4q + pq
, (28)

which converges if and only if

rq =
q∗q

q∗ + q − q∗q
< 4. (29)

6
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Let us remind that the shrinkage coefficient r necessarily lies in [0, 1] interval; therefore, the divergence can only occur
when q > 4, which means that the number of features should be at least 4 times larger than the number of observations.

The left panel of Fig. 2 shows strong agreement with Eq. (25). The right panel of Fig. 2 showcases the convergence
region defined by Eq. (29), with two asymptotic values q∗ = 0.8 and q = 4.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6

KL( 1
np || ( O)) [Asym ptot ic]
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n = 1000 p (0, 1) q (0, 10)

covergence region

non-covergence region

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

20

40

60

80

q

q= 4

q*

q*=0.8

Figure 2: The left panel shows the agreement of the asymptotic equation (25) for parameters n = 1000, q∗ ∈ (0, 1) and
q ∈ (0, 7); the right panel shows the convergence region of (29); in the red region, the inequality is not respected.

5 Analysis of the Frobenius Error

In the preceding sections, we have extensively analyzed the KL divergence in the context of the optimal linear shrinkage
estimator. However, a substantial part of the existing literature focuses on the Frobenius error, another important metric
for the evaluation of the performance of estimators. While both the KL divergence and Frobenius error are key in
measuring the discrepancies between the estimated and true covariance matrices, they provide different perspectives and
may lead to varying conclusions. Therefore, in order to ensure a comprehensive understanding of the linear shrinkage
estimator, it is crucial to scrutinize its performance in terms of the Frobenius error as well.

Notably, we show that in the case of the white inverse Wishart distribution, a direct relationship exists between the KL
divergence and the Frobenius error, thereby providing a unifying perspective that bridges these two important measures.
This analysis will facilitate the comparison of our results with those of previous studies that predominantly focus on the
Frobenius error, broadening the overall understanding of the linear shrinkage estimator in the process.

Given our population matrix C and the established assumption that it follows a white inverse Wishart distribution with
parameter p, we can write the Frobenius Error of the Oracle as

Frob((C||Ξ(ΛO)) = τ((Ξ(ΛO)−C)2) where τ is the notmalized trace. (30)

This follows directly from the definition of the Frobenius norm and the fact that the optimal linear shrinkage is equal to
the Oracle when estimating a population matrix using the sample covariance E. Also, it is known that the expected
value of the Frobenius error of estimation of a white inverse Wishart is the following [28, 35]

E [Frob((C||Ξ(ΛO))] = (1− r)2p+ qr2. (31)

Given that r = p
p+q in the large limit, we finally obtain

E [Frob((C||Ξ(ΛO))] =
pq

p+ q
. (32)

Importantly, we note that if p or q are small,

E [KL(C||Ξ(ΛO))] ∼
1

4
E [Frob((C||Ξ(ΛO)))]. (33)

This shows a clear relationship between the Frobenius error and the KL divergence in the case of a white inverse
Wishart population matrix, a key point in our analysis. From the Taylor-Expansion of the KL divergence (eq. (23)), we

7
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can understand where the 1
4 factor term comes from, as we notice that the first-order term of the expected KL, 1

4rq,
coincides exactly with 1

4 of the expected Frobenius error

E [KL(W−1
np ||Ξ(ΛO))] =

∞∑
k=1

(−1)k−1

(
1

4
rq

)k

=

∞∑
k=1

(−1)k−1

(
1

4
E [Frob(C||Ξ(ΛO)])

)k

. (34)

As a consequence, in the case of a white inverse Wishart population matrix, the expected Frobenius error of estimation
is proportional to the first-order approximation of the KL divergence. We point out that while the Frobenius error is
always finite, the KL divergence can be infinite at the same time. Therefore it helps detect when all the information is
lost by the estimation.

6 Conclusions

In this work, we presented a novel method for computing the analytical expected value of the KL divergence between a
population covariance matrix and its optimal estimator, specifically for an inverse Wishart matrix in a high-dimensional
setting. This computation is pertinent in fields like statistical analysis and machine learning, where understanding the
information loss during population covariance approximation is crucial.

Our findings show that the expected KL divergence can be derived from a convergent series expansion. The convergence
of this expansion was observed to be condition-dependent, suggesting avenues for further exploration. Additionally,
by comparing the Frobenius error of estimation between the Oracle and the population matrix, we observed that the
Frobenius error corresponds to a quarter of the first-order term of the KL divergence.

Instead of a strictly mathematical approach, often hindered by technical limitations, we used a machine learning-based
strategy employing symbolic regression through a genetic algorithm. This strategy facilitated the derivation of an explicit
expression for the KL divergence, surmounting analytical computation challenges. The application of machine learning
in this scenario underscores its utility in tackling complex mathematical problems, especially when conventional
mathematical approaches fall short. However, it also accentuates the necessity of meticulous tuning and validation of
machine learning models to evade local minima traps and ensure reliable predictions.

Potential future research could extend our methodology to different types of matrices or distributions, scrutinize the
limitations and possible enhancements of the symbolic regression approach, and delve into other machine learning
techniques applicable to analogous problems.
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