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Simultaneous analysis of approximate leave-one-out
cross-validation and mean-field inference
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ABSTRACT. Approximate Leave-One-Out Cross-Validation (ALO-CV) is a method
that has been proposed to estimate the generalization error of a regularized
estimator in the high-dimensional regime where dimension and sample size are
of the same order, the so called “proportional regime”. A new analysis is de-
veloped to derive the consistency of ALO-CV for non-differentiable regularizer
under Gaussian covariates and strong-convexity of the regularizer. Using a
conditioning argument, the difference between the ALO-CV weights and their
counterparts in mean-field inference is shown to be small. Combined with up-
per bounds between the mean-field inference estimate and the leave-one-out
quantity, this provides a proof that ALO-CV approximates the leave-one-out
quantity as well up to negligible error terms. Linear models with square loss,
robust linear regression and single-index models are explicitly treated.
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1. Introduction to ALO-CV and mean-field inference

Consider iid observations (z;,¥;)i=1,....» With x; € RP and y; valued in some
fixed set ). For a test function of interest g : R x JJ — R, we are interested in the
generalization error with respect to g, namely

EI’I‘g(b) = E[g(bTxnew7 ynew) )

for any candidate vector b € RP, where (Znew,Ynew) s an independent copy of
(z4,y:). The goal of the present paper is to analyse simultaneously two statistical
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methods to estimate the generalization error of an estimate

n
b=argmin Y Ly, (z]b) + R(b) (1.1)
bere  —
for convex loss functions L,, : R — R and a convex penalty R : R — R. In this
case, the generalization error can be written as the conditional expectation

Brrg () = B[ tnews gnew) | (@, 91)izt,.n - (1.2)

Above and throughout the paper, n is the sample size and p the dimension.
The ratio p/n is kept of constant order as n,p — +00, with

s< P <51 (1.3)

n

for some constant § € (0,1). This is commonly referred to as the proportional
regime, of proportional asymptotics, which has been the focus of much recent re-
search in high-dimensional statistics and optimization. We refer to [24] for an
introduction to the topic. Let us survey two methods that have been proposed to
estimate (1.2) in the regime (1.3).

1.1. Approximate leave-one-out cross-validation. A recent series of works
[25, 34, 33, 26, 1, 35] have proposed and analyzed the Approximate Leave-One-Out
Cross-Validation (ALO-CV) method, which we now review. The starting point is
the leave-one-out estimate

b' = arg min Z Ly, (z'b) + R(b), (1.4)

where the i-th observation is left out compared to (1.1). The leave-one-out estimate
of (1.2) is then given by

1< ;
LOO = — v yy). 1.
00 n;g(ag i) (1.5)

Error bounds of the estimation error of (1.2) by the leave-one-out estimate (1.5)
and consistency are obtained in [34, 35]. However, the leave-one-out estimate (1.5)
requires to solve the minimization problem n times. ALO-CV attempts to approx-
imate (1.5) while solving the minimization problem only once on the full dataset.
To do so, the ALO-CV estimate [25] is constructed by performing one Newton step,
starting from b, to minimize (1.4). The resulting approximation of b° is

Z~)Ii\IEWTON = B"’ ( Z ‘TkLZk (35;‘55) + V2R(6))
ke[n]\{:}

1 ~
x; Ly, (x]'b) (1.6)

which is well-defined as long as Ly, is twice differentiable with second derivative L;,
and the Hessian V2R exists and is positive-definite at b. Replacing b* by blyrox
in the leave-one-out estimate (1.5), and using The Woodbury-Sherman-Morrison
matrix identity to obtain

.
x; Az,

11— ol Az; L) (27D)

. Ly -1
x;f( Z :CkLZk(:C;;Fb)-i-VQR(b)) i
ke[n]\{i}
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where A = (31", x; Ly, (2Tb)2T + V2R(b))~L. This leads to the ALO-CV estimate
of (1.2) given by

1 & “ “ 2T Ax;
ALO = = (3:in—|— L xin s —, 1)
n Z g o (70) 1—al Az Ly (2]'b) Y

(1.7)

i=1

Each step above is detailed in [25, 1]. This construction has been extended to some
regularizer that are not differentiable such as R(b) = A||b||1 [33, 32, 1, 25, §2.2].

ALO-CV is appealing because its construction is simply based on the leave-one-
out estimate and the above Newton step, with no assumption on the underlying
data-generating process. It is computationally efficient compared to the leave-one-
out estimate (1.5). It does not suffer from the sample size bias seen when using 5-
or 10-fold cross-validation to approximate (1.2) [34, 25, Figure 1]: Estimating (1.2)
by 5-fold cross-validation produces approximations the generalization error of an
estimator trained on 4/5 of the data, which is not the same as the generalization
error of (1.1) trained on the full dataset.

Proving the success ALO-CV for estimating (1.5) or (1.2), for instance con-
sistency, was initially obtained for Gaussian designs under differentiability and
smoothness conditions on the loss functions L,, and the penalty R [25, 34]. The
differentiability and smoothness conditions were recently relaxed to allow for the
elastic-net penalty under stability conditions on the supports S* = {j € [p] : b} # 0}
of (1.4) [1, Theorem 3.2], and such stability condition is shown to hold for the square
loss Ly, (t) = (y; —t)?/2 and the elastic-net penalty under isotropic Gaussian x; [1,
§84]. The work [1] leverages these support stability results and smoothing argument
to prove consistency of ALO-CV.

This paper presents a completely different argument, without relying on smooth-
ing arguments or support stability conditions. The main contribution of the paper
is a simple argument to prove the consistency of ALO-CV for non-smooth regu-
larizer under Gaussian design, by directly relating the ALO-CV estimate (1.7) to
results obtained in mean-field asymptotics that we now describe.

1.2. Mean-field asymptotics. The last decade has seen the development
of mean-field asymptotics, which aims to study the asymptotic behavior of high-
dimensional estimators such as (1.1) in the proportional regime (1.3), see for in-
stance [17, 2, 19, 29, 16, 18, 30, 23, 14, 22| and [24] for an introduction to the
topic. The picture that emerges is that the behavior of the empirical distribution
of b or of (xiTl;)ie[n} can be precisely described by a few deterministic scalars that
are the solution of a system of nonlinear equations. The precise definition of these
deterministic quantities is not relevant for the purpose of the present paper and the
aforementioned papers provide numerous examples. For the purpose of the present
paper, let us mention that under regularity conditions on some test function g of
interest, if x; ~ N(0,I,) and y; | x; follows a single-index model in the sense that
yi = F(zFw, E;) for some deterministic F(-,-) and w € RP with [|w|s = 1 as well
as some external randomness F; independent of z;, these results typically provide
under Gaussian design and suitable assumptions

n

% Zg(:vZTIS + %L;i (xlTlA)), yl) =P E[g(a*U + 0.G, y)} (1.8)
i=1
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where (74, ax,04) are deterministic scalars found by solving the aforementioned
system of equations, and in the right-hand side (U,y) is equal in distribution to
(z¥w,y;) and G ~ N(0,1) is independent of (U,y). See for instance [22, Theorem
2]. Such approximation could be the starting point in deriving estimates of the
generalization error (1.2), although in practice (7, ax, 0x) are unknown: they need
to be estimated from the data, or at the very least approximations such as (1.8) need
to hold with ~, replaced by an observable quantity 4. Estimating (vx, a«, ox) with
observable quantities has been the focus of [3] by the author, where observable
quantities that estimate (7, ax,0.) are developed and referred to as observable
adjustment. We describe in the next subsection a version of (1.8) where v, in the
left-hand side is replaced by an observable quantity %, which is a key intermediate
ingredient for the analysis of ALO-CV of the present paper.

1.3. Mean-field inference. One family of results in mean-field asymptotics
focuses on inference regarding the components 3} of a ground-truth 8* in regression
models, or of the components w; of a ground-truth w in single-index models. This
is referred to as de-biasing, where the initial estimate l;j provided by the j-th
component of (1.1) requires a bias correction after which the de-biased estimate is
approximately normal and centered at (7 in regression [8, 9, 14], or at a shrunk
version of or w; in single index models [3, Section 4.1].

Another family of results useful for inference lets us construct estimate of the
generalization error (1.2). The principle here is similar to de-biasing: for a given
coordinate i € [n], start with the initial value z7b and find a de-biasing correction
that makes xZTl; + correction approximately normal, see for instance [3, Theorem
4.3]. Let us state formally one version of such results that will be useful for the
present paper.

We will use the notation X € R™*? for the matrix with rows 1, ..., x, and

D = diag(L, (z7b)se(n) € R™™. (1.9)
Furthermore, e; € R™ is the i-th canonical basis vector in R", and e; € R? the j-th
canonical basis vector in R?. We say that the regularizer is (un, X)-strongly convex
if b R(b) — un||X/2b||3/2 is convex, or equivalently
: . _aNnNT(,, 1/2¢1 17|12
Lt (=) (=) 2 226 = V)] (1.10)
Proposition 1.1. Consider iid (v, y;)ic[n) with z; ~ N(0,%), and w € RP with
E[(wTz;)?] € {0,1} such that (I, — SwwT)x; is independent of (xlw,y;). Assume
that for all value of y € Y, the loss Ly(-) is differentiable and 1-Lipschitz, with L (-)
being 1-Lipschitz. Assume that the regularizer R is (nu,X)-strongly convez in the
sense of (1.10) and that R is minimized at 0. Then for fized values of (y:)icn) the
mapping

(%45 )ien) gelp] — b
is almost everywhere differentiable with a%_ji) = A(—ejL;h (2Tb) — XT De;b;) for
some invertible matriz A € RP*P with

|S2A1E Y, < (np) (L11)
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Furthermore, with the leave-one-out estimate b* in (1.4),
. N2
ZE[( Th+ u[RAIL, (x ;fb)_x;ﬁf) ] < O(u,9) (1.12)

for some constant depending on p,d only provided that p/n satisfies (1.3). If addi-
tionally g satisfies sup,cy |9(x,y) — g(z,y")| < v — 2'[(1 + |z] + |2/]) then
< Ow,9)
SN

Since x; ~ N(0, I,) is independent of b?, (1.12) shows that z7 b plus the additive
correction tr[EA]L;i (zTb) is approximately normal; informally

#Th+ [BAIL, (278) = N0, )]

IE‘ LOO—% ;g(x?l;—ktr[EA]L;i(:r?l;), y) (1.13)

and ||b’||5 in the right-hand side can be replaced by ||b|lz up to a small error term
by (1.14) below. The statement of Proposition 1.1 and its proof are variants of
Theorem 4.3 in [3] with a minor variation on how the normal random variable is
constructed. Here the standard normal random variable 2 b¢/||b?||5 is obtained by
leaving one observation out, in [3, Theorem 4.3] it is obtained by replacing the i-th
row of X € R™*P by an independent copy. Since the results are not exactly, let us
provide a short proof.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1.1. Let us prove the case ¥ = I,,. The case ¥ # I,
can be deduced from the case ¥ = I, by a change of variable as explained in [5,
Appendix B] or [3, Appendix C.2].

The derivative formula, the existence of the matrix A and the upper bound
on ||A],p are proved in [3, Proposition 3.1] (or in [5] in linear regression). Let
P = I, — ww®. Applying the consequence [7, (2.6)] of the Second Order Stein
formula to the Gaussian vector Pz; conditionally on (z7w, yl) gives

E{Bﬂ <1E{||P(b b) ||2+Z|\—|\ } where B; = 27 Pb— Z eI P ob

- xiTPbl.
j=1 O

Using the derivative formula to bound the second term,

db
ZZI <2||AHFZL/ (]'b)® + 2| AXTD||3]3-

=1 j=1

For the first term, we use [1, Lemma 3 item 4][18, Appendices 2-3]:

npllb =02 < a2 Li(a D). (1.14)
A short proof is as follows: write the KKT conditions y,"; ;L (zF'b) € —OR(b)
for b, the KKT conditions > il (zT'b%) € —OR(b?) for b, and use the strong
convexity property (b — b*)(OR(b) — OR(b')) > nul|b — b?||3:

npllb —b'|3 < (b—b")(OR(b) — R(b))
= (b — bi)TxiL;i (x?i)) — Z(x?ET — 1 b1> (L;” (x?i)) — L;l (xlsz))
I£i

See [4, Section 4.2] where similar arguments are used to establish smoothness prop-
erties of b. Since the rightmost sum is positive by convexity of L,,, (1.14) holds by
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the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Following the idea in [4, (C.3)], writing the strong
convexity property of R at b and 0 for the element of 8R(l;) given by the KKT
conditions further gives nyu|b—0[|3 < (b—0)(AR(b) — AR(0)) = bT S, 2L, («T)
so that for instance

npl|=2]|2 < ||XE_1/2||op\/ﬁllfrelﬁz>]<|Lyl (D), (1.15)
by the same argument npu||S/2b?||y < ||X271/2||Op\/ﬁl€%ﬁ>§i} |L,, (x b")]. (1.16)
Let C; = x7b + tr[A]L;i (2Tb) — zTb as in the left-hand side of the desired result
(1.12). Using the derivative formula, with U; = 21w, we find
C; — Bi = Usw" (b — b*) + trfww” A]L!, (2]'b) — b PAz;L!) (x]'D).

By the triangle inequality E[>""" | (C; + D;)?|Y/2 <E[Y1 | CHY2 +E[Y." , D2]'/?
several times, we find that E[}_7_, C?]1/2 is bounded from above by

n 1 n 1 n 1 1
E {Z Bﬂ *IE [Z(inT(B—bi))Q} *4E {||A||§p S, (x?i))ﬂ *4E [||6TPAXD||2F .

i=1 i=1 i=1

Combining these upper bounds with (1.11), (1.14), (1.15), inequalities |L;, (zTh)| <

L and |Ly, (zTh)] < 1 (so that |IDllop < 1) by assumption on L,,, the fact that
E[||X2,] < (v/n+y/p)*+1 thanks to [15, Theorem IL.13], equality E[3>"" | UZ||z;[|3] <
n(p — 1) + 3n since z; ~ N(0,1,) and U; = 27w, the claim (1.12) is proved. For
(1.13), by assumption on the test function g the left-hand side is bounded from
above by EL 3" |Ci|(1 + |#Fb'| + |C; 4+ 2Tb]) so that the Cauchy-Schwarz in-
equality combined with (1.12) and (1.16) gives (1.13). O

1.4. Examples of matrices A. For concreteness, let us provide the expres-
sion of A in a few examples of interest. Assuming that Ly, (-) is twice-differentiable,
and let D € R™*" be the diagonal matrix (1.9) with D;; = L} (z]b).

EXAMPLE 1.1. If R is twice differentiable with Hessian V2R(b) have smaller
eigenvalue bounded from below by vn for some v > 0, for every b € RP. Here,
A= (XTDX + V2R(b))~ L.

EXAMPLE 1.2. If R(b) = M||b]|1 + nv||b]|3/2 is the elastic-net for A\, nv > 0,
AS7S=(X§DX§+TLVI§7A§)71, Aj)kZOifj¢SOFk¢5'

almost surely where § = {j € [p] : I;j # 0} is the support of b. Above XS is the
submatrix of X with columns indexed in S and I g ¢ is the identity matrix of size

|S].

EXAMPLE 1.3 (group-lasso). If A1,...,A\y > Ov > 0, a partition (Gq,...,Gk)
of [p] is given and R(b) = Y1, Mellba, |l2 + nv||b]|2/2 then with T = {k € [K] :
oG, |l2 > 0} and S = UpepGre, almost surely

M

o BG (;T -1
AAA:(XTDXA—i—nuIA S+ il Gk))
S5 ATETTS LS b 13

= b, Iz

(IGk;Gk -

and Aj, =0if j¢ Sork¢S.
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These formulae are obtained by differentiating the KKT conditions. For in-
stance, in the case of twice-differentiable R, differentiating » ;" , ;L) (xlTE)
VR(b) = 0 with respect to z;; gives ejL;i(xin)) + (V2R(b) + XTDX)z2- b +
X TDeilA)j = 0. The derivative formula in Proposition 1.1 thus holds with A glven
by Example 1.1. More care is needed in the case of Examples 1.2 and 1.3 as the
penalty is non-differentiable. In such non-differentiable case, the above formulae
are obtained by first showing that almost surely the active set S is locally constant;
once this is established, the KKT conditions can be differentiated as in the twice-
differentiable case. We refer to [9, Section 4] for such arguments applied to the
lasso and group-lasso. In Proposition 1.1 the matrix A is shown to exist, however
no general closed-form expression for A is available for general regularizer R at this
point. The above cases are the most common though, and the formulae for Ain
these cases are explicit and given above.

For ALO-CV, the construction with the Newton step (1.6) leading to (1.7) is
only valid when the Hessian V2R exists and is positive-definite. In this case matrix
A coincides with the expression in Example 1.1. For non-differentiable penalty
functions R such as the L1 or elastic-net penalty, the ALO-CV construction can be
extended by approximation [25, Section 2.2] leading to a well-defined matrix Ain
(1.7). In all cases where both

e a closed-form formula for the matrix A in the expression %I; in Propo-
ij
sition 1.1 is available, and
e the ALO-CV construction (1.7) has been extended for some matrix A,

then the expression of A in the derivative formula of Proposition 1.1 and the ex-
pression of A in the ALO-CV construction (1.7) coincide.

In existing analysis of ALO-CV for non-differentiable regularizer [1] where the
penalty is the elastic-net, the major difficulty comes from controlling the difference
between the support S of b defined in Example 1.2 and the support S* of the
leave-one-out vector b’ in (1.4). Auddy et al. [1] manages to achieve such control
between the supports S and S for the square loss, elastic-net penalty and isotropic
Gaussian designs, and as a consequence obtains the consistency of ALO-CV in this
case. This paper develops an alternative argument to derive the consistency of
ALO-CV for non-differentiable regularizer, by relating ALO-CV directly to mean-
field approximations such as (1.13), without trying to control the difference between
the supports S and S* or other discrepancies between b and bt

1.5. Reconciling ALO-CV and mean-field inference. An observation
that motivated the present study is that ALO-CV provides at first glance a dif-
ferent picture than the usual mean-field asymptotics results of the proportional
regime. ALO-CV has been shown [25, 34, 1] to consistently estimate the leave-one-
out estimate (1.5), i.e

n T N
ALO = 1 Zg(x;‘rl; + L;(x;‘rl;)Wz, yl) ~ LOO where W; = ad Azi <
n ‘ 1— x;fFAa:iLgi (zT'b)

under suitable assumptions. On the other hand, Proposition 1.1 shows that

n

%Zg( o+ L, (x]'b) tr[2A], y) ~ LOO. (1.17)
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Typical proportional asymptotics results such as (1.8) (e.g., Theorems 1 and 2 in
[22]) also suggest that the weight in front of Lj, (2Tb) should be independent of i
to obtain the mean-field limit of the generalization error [22, Theorem 1, eq. (2.5)].

Mean-field inference thus points to the weight tr[$A] in (1.17) while ALO-CV
points to the weights W, above. This raises the question of whether the weights
(Wi)iemm) concentrate around tr[SA] or the deterministic value 7, in (1.8) (it is
shown that tr[2A] —~, —F 0 in [20, Lemma 13] in regression for separable loss and
penalty, so that tr[$A] and 7. can be used interchangeably).

Relating ALO-CV to estimates of the form (1.17) (with a single weight indepen-
dent of ¢) has appeared before in [34]. In [34, equation (17)], the ALO-CV weights
W; are shown, under suitable conditions that include twice-differentiability of both
the loss and penalty, to concentrate uniformly in ¢ € [n] around a data-driven scalar
(independent of i) found by solving a nonlinear equation [34, (8)-(9)]). However,
the argument in [34] relies on twice-differentiability of the loss and penalty and
requires that the second derivatives are themselves a-Holder continuous for some
a € (0,1].

When comparing the weight tr[SA] in (1.17) to the weights W; in ALO-CV, a
resembling known approximation that comes to mind is

AxT no TR run (o Th
[DA] ~ tr[XAXAD] _ Do s Ax; Ly, (icl b) _
tr[D — DXAXTD)] Z?Zl(l — x;fFA:ziLgi (ngb))Lgl (x?b)

(1.18)

see [5, Section 5] in linear regression and [3] in single-index models. Without the two
sums in the numerator and the denominator, the rightmost fraction would be the
same as the W; weights from ALO-CV. The approximation (1.18) in [5, 3] is proved
for nondifferentiable regularizers, so (1.18) provides a little hope towards reconciling
ALO-CV with (1.17) under no smoothness assumption on the regularizer R(-) in
(1.1). However, the proofs of (1.18) in [3, 5] do leverage the two summations in
the numerator and denominator of (1.18). The gist of the present paper is a novel
argument, different from the leave-one-out bounds in [34, 1] or the Stein formulae
argument to prove (1.18) in [5, 3], to obtain W; ~ tr[LA] for non-differentiable
regularizers.

1.6. Notation. The norms || - ||2,|| - ||1 are the Euclidean and ¢; norms of
vectors. If none is specified, || - || denotes the Euclidean norm. For matrices, || - ||op
is the operator norm (largest singular value) and || - | 7 is the Frobenius norm. We
use the set notation [n] = {1, ...,n} and similarly for [p].

2. Square loss and rotational invariance

Let us first consider the square loss Ly, (t) = (y; — t)?/2 in (1.1), so that the
minimization problem becomes

b = argmin ||y — Xb||2 + R(b), (2.1)
beRP

and assume that (X, y) has continuous distribution. It is known that for any fixed
X, the mapping y — Xb is 1-Lipschitz (see, e.g., [6]) so that its Jacobian

H = QXIS c R™*"
dy



SIMULTANEOUS ANALYSIS OF ALO-CV AND MEAN-FIELD INFERENCE 9

exists almost everywhere. The matrix H is sometimes referred to the “hat” matrix
and appears in the literature on Stein’s unbiased risk estimate [28]. In this case,
the matrix A in Equation (1.3) (whose existence is granted by [5, Theorem 1] for
strongly-convex regularizer) is related to H by H = XAXT.

In this case, the ALO-CV weights are given by
1—H;
On the other hand, [5, Section 5] proves that under a nu-strong-convexity assump-
tion on R and (1.3),

W; =

i trlH] C(p, 9)
— <
EHH[EA] n—tr[H]H - Jn
so that tr[SA] and tr[H]/(n — tr[H]) can be used interchangeably in results of the

form (1.13) or (1.17). The following result shows that the approximation W; =
tr[H]/(n — tr[H]) holds uniformly in i € [n].

(2.2)

Proposition 2.1. Consider the regularized least-squares estimate (2.1) where R :
RP — R is convex, and assume a linear model y = X 3* + & where ¢ ~ N(0,0?) is
independent of X and the rows x; of X are iid N(0,%). Then
max | = [ H]/n] < e/log(m)/n (2.3)
i€n
with probability at least 1 — ¢/n for some absolute constant ¢ > 0. Furthermore, if
R in (2.1) is (un, I,)-strongly convex then in the same event

Wem o = [~ | < ev/TogG (11X 1 () (24

With (2.2) and (2.4), we see that

- tr[H]/n H;;
e e R

can be used interchangeably in results of the form (1.17) up to a small error term of
order \/log(n)/n. The proof given below relies mostly on the rotational invariance
of the square loss and the Gaussian distribution. Smoothness of the regularizer
is irrelevant. Inequality (2.3) only requires convexity of the regularizer, while for
(2.4) we additionally assume strong-convexity as this is a simple condition that lets
us control 1/(1 — tr[H]/n). Controlling 1/(1 — tr[H]/n) without strong-convexity
is possible, e.g., [14], however this requires more involved arguments and different
assumptions such as small-enough sparsity of 8* [14, 4].

Let us explain with an example how (2.3) can be used with existing results in
mean-field asymptotics to draw conclusions about ALO-CV cross-validation. By
Theorems 7 and 8 in [14], for any 1-Lipschitz function ¢ : R™ — R, if the sparsity of
B* is small enough (in the sense of the phase transition studied in [14]), the Lasso

b satisfies the convergence in probability

y—Xf) P
—-E L 2.
N T wmmys) ~ B2 -0 (25)
where Z ~ N(0,1) and 72 is such that of o2 + |£Y/2(b — g%)||2 — 72 =P 0 in

the linear model y = X3* + & where X has iid N(0,%) rows and € ~ N(0,021,)
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is independent of X. Consider a test function g : R? — R in (1.2) of the form
g(a,y) = p(a —y), so that the ALO-CV estimate (1.7) is

ALOZ%é@(ng_yi+Wi(x?6_yz)Z%i (1 +W)@alb—y)

and 1+ W; = 1/(1 — Hy;). Theorem 8 in [14] shows that tr[H]/n = ||bllo/n is
bounded away from 1 in the sense that 1 — tr[H]/n > ¢y > 0 with high-probability,
so that by (2.3) the scalar H;; is also bounded away from 1 uniformly in ¢ € [n].
Since ¢ is Lipschitz, (2.3) gives

ato—— ip(lff;[ T )| S Vit

with high-probability. Choosing ¢(u) = 13" | p(usy/n) in (2.5) which is 1-
Lipschitz by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality gives

ALO —E[cp(T*Z)]’.

Since 02 + ||SV2(b — B*)||3 — 72 —=F 0 by [14], the quantity E[p(7, Z)] is the same
as (1.2) up to a negligible error term converging to 0 in probability. This proves
rigorously that if the sparsity of 5* is small enough in the sense of the phase
transition in [14], then ALO-CV consistently estimates the generalization error
(1.2) for test functions of the form g(a,y) = ¢(a —y) for 1-Lipschitz functions ¢ (a
natural choice being ¢(u) = |ul).

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2.1. Let us realize (X, ¢) as (QG,Qz) where Q €
R™*™ is random orthogonal matrix in O(n) distributed according to the Haar mea-
sure, and (G, z) are independent G having iid N (0, X)) rows and z ~ N(0,02). Then
bin (2.1) is independent, of Q

b= argmin lly — Xb|j3+ R(b) = argmin |z — Gb||3 + R(b) (2.6)
€Rp Rp
due to the square loss which gives ||y — Xbl2 = [|Qz — QGng = ||z — Gb||z for all
b € RP. Furthermore, with § = z + GB* = QTy and H = —Gb we have by the
chain rule
H =5 0 (Xb) by definition of H
_ o : .
= Qa_y( b) by linearity
Qi( )QT by the chain rule
=QHQ".

By construction, H is independent of @ since this is the hat matrix in the lin-
ear model § = Gf* + z of the estimator with design matrix G and response 7.
Furthermore, H is symmetric with eigenvalues in [0, 1] by [7, Remark 3.3]. Since
QTe; for e; € R™ the i-th canonical basis vector is uniformly distributed on the
sphere, by the Hanson-Wright inequality (see for instance [27, Proposition 6.4 with
t = log(n?)]) we find since H is symmetric with eigenvalues in [0 1] that

Vi € [n], P[|H;; — tr[H]/n| < cy/n/logn + clog(n >1—c/n?
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for some absolute constant ¢ > 0. The union bound over i € [n] proves (2.3)
since tr H = tr H. By the argument [5, between inequalities (D.7) and (D.8)], if
R is (np, I))-strongly convex we have ||H o, < 1/((np)/|| X2, + 1), so that using
H;i <||H||op and tr[H]/n < ||H||op we get

1 1 (np) /1 X115, + 1
max{ , } < =14+|X ny
1—te[H]|/n’ 1— Hy () /TX5, 1115,/ ().
- rH/n H;;—tr[H]/n r[H]/n|H;; —tr[H]/n . o
Due to | £ — l—ttr[b/ﬂ/nl < Hiulf/nl 4 t(i—]f/lii‘)(l—t;[i[‘{]]/éz; this proves (2.4). [

3. Beyond rotational invariance: probabilistic results

Beyond the square loss, we cannot use rotational invariance as in the previous
section. The probabilistic result that lets us control the error in the approximation
W; = tr[AY] is the following.

THEOREM 3.1. Let > 0 and § as in (1.3). Let X had #d N(0,X) rows with
¥ invertible. Consider matrices P € RP*P and Q € R™"™ such that »i/2py—1/2
and @ are orthogonal projections, deterministic U € R™*P and V € R™*P and the
event

E= {X(IP—P) -0, (I —Q)X:V}. (3.1)

Let H € RP*P with H — nul, positive semi-definite. Let D € R™ ™ be diagonal
with entries in [0,1]. Let A= (XTDX +XY2HXY2)~1 and define

Rem; = x] Ax; — tr[AX](1 — Dyl Axy). (3.2)
Then the constants K, K’ from Proposition A.1 satisfy
§1/2 51/2 4 2 C(6, )

K' < max{l, ——}, K+K' <
< NG <

K<
i/ = P Vol i
|

and we have for some absolute constant C > 0, all t > C and any fized i € [n

P (’ Rem; —E[Rem,; | E]

> 1K + tK’) < 2exp(—t2/2) + Cexp(—t2/3/C).  (3.3)

With dp = dimker P = rank(I, — P) and dg = dimker @ = rank(l, — Q), the
conditional expectations satisfy

E[iE[RemHE]?} gc(@+n21u2)%+c(d_za+;_Q)(l+$) (3.4)

op p2n u?

for some absolute constant ¢ > 0. The right-hand side is smaller than a constant
C(0,p,dp,dq) depending only on &, u,dp,dq.

The proof is given in Appendix A In other words, Rem; concentrates expo-
nentially fast (although with 3/2 inside the exponential) around its conditional
expectation E[Rem; | E]. Using a union bound over i € [n] taking t*/% = C'log(n?)
n (3.3), we get with probability 1 — C'//n that

mz[ix|Reml —E[Rem; | E]| < ¢(K + K')log(n)/?,

i€[n]
for some absolute constant ¢ > 0 and (K, K') are of order n~'/2. The conditional
expectations are themselves controlled since > E[Rem; | E]? is bounded in ex-
pectation by a constant when p,d,dp,dg are kept constant as in the applications
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below. For instance, if S =" | E[Rem; | E]* then

{i € [n] : E[Rem; | E]? < %} >n—+/n

so that all but \/n conditional expectations (E[Rem; | E]);c[, are of order S//n =
Op(n~1/2). Different than the exponential concentration argument obtained above,
a different strategy would be to use [7, (2.6)] to control 37 E[Rem? | E] directly.
This leads to a better dependence on n in the upper bound, but the exponential
concentration around E[Rem; | E] is lost. We discuss this approach in Appendix B.

To obtain W; ~ tr[Efl] from the above, the last ingredient we will need is that
1 — Dz Ax; in the definition of Rem; (3.2) is bounded away from 0. This follows,
with the notation and assumptions in Theorem 3.1 from

Ty-1
;X

DiixTS 1z, + np

ol Az; < xl (2, Dzl +npX) e, = (3.5)

by comparing positive definite matrices inside the inverse, and solving the linear
system with right-hand side x; using

271171' .
Dizl'S—z; +np B

(z; Dzl + nuX) x;.

Multiplying by —D;; and adding 1, inequality (3.5) is equivalent to

Diix?E_lxi nu

1— DyalAz; >1— = :
Ti A% = DyixT¥ "1z, +np DyalS—lz; +np

so that 1 — Diix;frAxi is bounded away from 0 in the sense

0< (1 — Dii,T;-rA,Ti)_l <1+ D”;v;‘FE_lxl/(nu) (36)

Restriction to a support or a subset. In order to apply the above result
to Examples 1.2 and 1.3, it is useful to state the following corollary, where

A= lim (XTDX +212g5t/? )1 (3.7)
—+00
for some orthogonal projection W € R™*™. If S C [p] is a fixed subset of indices
and W =Y jes eje;*-r, the above limit is given by
Ass = (XEDXs+ (ZYV2HEY?)g5)7Y, A =0ifj¢Sork¢sS. (3.8)

Corollary 3.2. Let the assumptions of Theorem 3.1 be fulfilled. Let W be a deter-
ministic orthogonal projection. Replace the definition of A by (3.7) in (3.1). Then
the conclusions (3.3), (3.4) and (3.6) still hold.

With 4, = (XTDX + SV2HYY2 4 tW)~! for t > 0, we have the monotone
limits tr[21/24,5Y2] | tr[2Y2A%Y?] and xl As2; | tr[A] as t T +o0. Applying
Theorem 3.1 to A; and taking ¢ — 400 using the dominated convergence theorem
gives Corollary 3.2.
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What is the catch? The notation and setting used so far in Section 3 is
seemingly detached from the notation in Examples 1.2 and 1.3 or Proposition 1.1.
In the result Theorem 3.1, the matrices D and H are deterministic, and the support
S in (3.8) is also deterministic for Corollary 3.2 to hold with the deterministic
projection W' =3, ¢ ejeJT.

In the setting discussed in the introduction, the corresponding quantities are
random. With Example 1.1, we are interested in

A=(X"DX + V*R(b)""
which is random because VQR(E) is random through l;, and D = diag({L;’i (a:lTl;), 1€
[n]}) is also random through L, (2Tbh),i € [n]. In Examples 1.2 and 1.3, the support
S ={j € [p]: b;j # 0} is random as well, and it is unclear at this point why
Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.2 with a deterministic S C [p] in (3.8) would be useful
at all. This will be resolved by considering particular events of the form (3.1), such
that in this event D, b, V2R(l;), and in the case of Examples 1.2 and 1.3 the support
S , are all fully determined (i.e., they are conditionally conditionally on an event of

the form (3.1)). Such events have been studied in [12, 13] and are described in the
following sections.

4. Conditioning example I: Robust linear regression

Before we move to generalized linear models and single-index models in Sec-
tion 5, let us apply the main result in Theorem 3.1 to robust linear regression,
where a linear model

yi = B* +e (4.1)
is assumed, with x; ~ N(0,1,) and ¢; is independent of X. Consider throughout
this section a differentiable robust loss function p : R — R such as the Huber loss,
so that the minimization problem is

n
b = argmin Zp(yi — 27b) + R(b) (4.2)
beRr

The key intuition behind the argument of Proposition 2.1 is that in the square
loss case, if QAPT is the SVD of the design matrix [X | ] € R™*®P+1) then
b and tr[H] are independent of the left singular vectors Q. We can then argue
conditionally on (A, P) with respect to the randomness of the randomness of the
independent matrix Q.

This argument fails as soon as the loss Ly, (-) is not the square loss: the ro-
tational invariance argued in (2.6) is lost. Instead, we argue by conditioning on
the following event. Let us argue conditionally on the noise £ (which is indepen-
dent of X), so that € is fixed. The only remaining randomness comes from the
design matrix X that we assume has iid N(0,3) rows. Consider deterministic
heRP 4R o eR" we RP with

w € 8R(h + ﬁ*), U; = p/(ai - ’(7,1'). (43)

Then consider the event

Xh=u, X%'o=uw. (4.4)
This event is studied in [12, 13] in order to apply the Convex Gaussian Minmax
Theorem of [30] sequentially. The first key observation made in [12, 13] is that
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in the event (4.4), the vector h + 3* is solution to the optimization problem (4.2)
because the KKT conditions

XT5 = Zwip'(yi — ) (h+ ﬁ*)) € OR(h + %)

are satisfied. Hence in this event b = h+ 8%, X (b— 8*) = @ and @ is an element of
OR(b) that satisfies the KKT conditions for b. The second key observation made in
[12, 13] is that the event (4.4) is made of linear constraints on the Gaussian matrix
X. By properties of the multivariate normal distribution, conditionally on (4.4),
the entries of X are again jointly normal.

The event (4.4) lets us essentially condition on b, X (b— 8*) and X7 p/(y — Xb),
while maintaining that the entries of X are jointly normal (although with different
mean and covariance than the original random matrix).

Corollary 4.1. Let pi,6 > 0 be constants. Assume the proportional regime (1.3).
Consider the robust regression setting (4.1)-(4.1) with € independent of X and loss
p differentiable with p' 1-Lipschitz. Assume that X has iid N(0,%) rows with ¥
invertible. Consider one of the regularizer in Examples 1.1 to 1.5 and assume
V|Zllop = 1 s0 that the strong-convexity (1.10) holds. For the explicit matriz A
gien in Examples 1.1 to 1.3 we have

—E:‘W’—trAZ‘ - }:ll_x PAr sy < POMOBs®) -

Dj;x; A:zcZ n

with probability approaching one, where polylog,, 5 is a polynomial in log(n) with
coefficients depending on p, 0 only. If additionally the regularizer R(-) is minimized
at 0, the loss p is 1-Lipschitz and the test function g satisfies sup,cy |g(7,y) —
9(z,y)| < o —2'|(1+ || + |2']) then

5N . T Az, A
LOO —— (:1:in+ _WAT (T, l)
’ ";g 1 — Dzl Az; v (T 0), Y

_ polylog, ()
<

with probability converging to 1 as n,p — +o0o. Above, LOO is defined in (1.5).

(4.6)

Together with the bound | LOO — Err(b)| = Op(n~1/2) from [35] for the quan-
tities (1.5), (1.2), the above establishes the consistency of the ALO-CV estimates
(1.7) for estimating the generalization error (1.2).

PROOF. Since ¢ is independent of X, we argue conditionally on € and consider
¢ fixed in what follows. Consider deterministic h € RP, @ € R™, o € R™, w € RP such
that (4.3) holds and the event (4.4). In this event, b,D and S are deterministic,
Choose P, @ in Theorem 3.1 be projections of rank p — 1 and n — 1 such that (3.1)
is the same as (4.4). In the case of Examples 1.2 and 1.3, apply Corollary 3.2
with W=3%". ¢ ejeJT, where § is deterministic thanks to conditioning. The bound
follow from (3.3), (3.4) combined with Markov’s inequality, and (3.6) combined with
P(xT¥~1z; > 4p) < exp(—p) [21, Lemma 1] and the union bound over i € [n]. Once
the result is proved conditionally on (3.1), it remains to integrate over (h, @, 0,10, €)
with respect to the probability distribution of b— 8*, X (b— %), p(y— Xb), XTp/ (y—
Xb),e).

Once (4.5) is proved, to show (4.6) we apply (1.13) and use Markov’s inequality
to obtain that the integrand in the left-hand side of (1.13) is smaller than n~1/4
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with probability approaching one. By the assumed properties of g we have thanks
to |L}, (#I'b)] <1 and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

S g(aTh %L @T0), w) ~ S o(«Tb+ sz, oTD), 4:)
i=1

Pl - Diix;frAxi
< \/—(% an + (aTh+ WiLyi(ﬁz}))Q 4 (:C;TFI;+tr[EA]Lyi(:v;fFIA))Y)l/Q.

By tr[ZA] < nl, (4.5) to bound W;, |L; (z Th)| < 1 and (1.15) to bound + ||XbH2
we obtain (4. ()) O

5. Conditioning example II: Single-index models
In this section, consider a single index model for y; | z;, of the form
yi = F(azlw,e;) (5.1)

where €; is some external randomness independent of X, and w € RP is an un-
known deterministic index, normalized with E[(zw)?] = 1 by convention (as the
amplitude of w can be otherwise absorbed into F’). In binary classification, we may
for instance take ; ~Unif[0, 1] and y; = I{U; < ¢(xT W)} where ¢ : R — [0,1] is
the sigmoid (logistic regression) or the Gaussian CDF (probit regression).

In robust linear regression with (4.1)-(4.2), there is only direction h € RP that
we need to condition upon on the right of X in (4.4), because in this event (and
for fixed ¢€), (yi, Ly,, x; (b - B*), yi, b— B*, l;) are all deterministic. In single index
model, the nonlinearity requires us to condition on another direction on the right
of X.

By conditioning, we may consider the external randomness ¢; fixed and argue
only with respect to the randomness of X. Consider, for deterministic b, %, %’ €
R"™ 5 € R, h € RP, j € Y™ such that

Yi = F(ﬁ;,é‘i), V; = L%Z(ﬂl), h S 8R(l_7)

and the event

E={Xb=4u, Xw=4u, XTv=nh}. (5.2)
In this event, we have by construction that y; = 7; and that b satisfies the KKT
conditions of the problem (1.1), hence b =7 and xZTl; = u;. Conditionally in this
event, the responses y;, the loss Ly, (+), the estimator b and its predicted values xle),
the matrix D = diag({L}, (2Tb),i € [n]}) and the support S = {j € [p] : b; # 0}
are all fully determined and deterministic.

Corollary 5.1. Let pi,0 > 0 be constants. Assume the proportional regime (1.3).
Consider the single index model (5.1) with e independent of X, and the estimator
bin (1.1). Assume that X has iid N(0,%) rows with ¥ invertible. Assume that for
ally € Y, the function L,(-) is differentiable with L (-) 1-Lipschitz. Consider one
of the regularizer in Examples 1.1 to 1.3 and assume v||X||op > p so that the strong-
convexity (1.10) holds. For the explicit matriz A given in Ezamples 1.1 to 1.3 we
have

_Z‘W—trAE‘ - 2‘1 TA‘“ —tr[AE]2<w, (5.3)
=1 -
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with probability approaching one. If additionally the regularizer R(-) is minimized
at 0, the loss y — Ly(-) is 1-Lipschitz for ally € Y and the test function g satisfies
supyey [9(2,y) — g(x,¢)| < |z — 2'|(1 + |2[ + [2"]) then

- ,T;TA,TZ ’

1 .
LOO —— (:c;f b+ — 1
‘ n ; g 1 — Dyal Az; ¥

. Lyl
@), u) < Pollog,s(m)

- vn

with probability converging to 1 as n,p — +00. Above, LOO is defined in (1.5).

The proof is exactly the same as in Corollary 4.1 with the following difference:
Here we choose choose P, @ in Theorem 3.1 be projections of rank p —2 and n — 1
such that the event (3.1) is the same as (5.2).

Appendix A. Proof of Theorem 3.1
First we need the following proposition

Proposition A.1. Let i € [n] be fixred. Let D € R™*"™ be a deterministic diagonal
matriz with entries in [0,1] and let H € RP*P be a symmetric positive definite
matriz. Define the functions f, F : R"*P — R as

f(X)=Dyuel X(XTDX + H) 1 XTe,, F(X)=t[(X"DX + H)™ Y.
Then f is 4||H_1||(1)1/72-Lipschitz and F is 2\/]3||H_1H§,/,2 -Lipschitz, both with respect

to the Frobenius norm. Furthermore, for all X we have |F(X)| < p||H™|,p and
0 < f(X) <1 hence the function

X = F(X)(1 - f(X)) (A1)
is K-Lipschitz for K = || fllupp| HII ™ llop + | Flliip < 4p| H 57 + 2/BIIH |55

Let K' = ||H’1Hop\/§max{1,||H’1H(1;Z/)2\/ﬁ}. The function h : X }J;Eg) =
X (XT'DX+H) 'a;

o satisfies
. 1 . ..
%h(X+tX)‘ == (QeiT XAXTe;— 2eiTXA(XTDX+XTDX)AXTeZ-) (A.2)
t=0
which is bounded as
1 |d ' 2|2l H lop + 2l I3 H 14 Sl EALE
LN LN S ‘g P <14 2l
[ X][op ! dt ( o K’ p

PROOF. Let A= (XTDX + H)~!. Then the bounds
[ Allop < IH Hlop, IDV2XAXTDY20p <1, | DV2XAlloy < [|[H'3)? (A3)
hold due to the definition of A. For F, by differentiating, for any direction X € R"*?

d .
—F(X +tX
P (X +tX)

= tr [-A(XTDX + XTDX)A} < 2| DV2X || 5| DV2 X A2||

t=0

and | DY2X A2||p < /Bl DY2X Al|op|| Allop < /BIH 2 ||55°. For f, again by differ-
entiating,
% (X + tX)} =2D;e’ XAXTe; — Dy’ X A(XTDX + XTDX)AXTe;.
t=0
The first term is bounded from above by

2| D2 X |lop | AXTDY2 g < 2| DVEX lopll H ] gf -
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The second term is bounded from above by

2| DY X AXT D2 op|| DY2X ol AXT D2 |0y < 2/ D2 X o | H Y1217

op

The final claim (A.1) follows from the chain rule. O
We are now ready to prove Theorem 3.1.

PrROOF OF THEOREM 3.1. Let us first treat the case ¥ = I,. The case X #
I, will be handled later by a change of variable argument. The matrix QX P is
independent of E, and conditionally on E the matrix QX P has jointly normal
entries with mean 0. An explicit representation is

X=QX+V=QXP+QU+V, (A.4)

so that conditionally on FE, all the randomness comes from the first term QX P.

By Proposition A.1, conditionally on E we have that tr[AX](1 — Dzl Az;) is a
K-Lipschitz function of QX P. Since QX P is the image by a linear transformation
of operator norm 1 of a standard normal vector, the concentration of Lipschitz
functions of standard normal vector [11, Theorem 5.6] gives

]P’(‘ tr[AX](1 — Dya] Az;) — E[tr[AE](l — Dzl Az;) | E} ‘ > tK) < 2exp(—t?/2).

For the other term in Rem;, namely x7 Ax;, we are not above at this point to get
T p:

as good concentration as for the first term. Denote h(X) = in?,zl for K’ as in

Proposition A.1. By [10, Theorem 1.7.1], for any nondecreasing convex function ¢

we have

< P(¢p(h(X) —E[h(X) | E]) > ¢(t) | E) (monotonicity)
< ¢(t)'Elp(h(X) — E[h(X) | E]) | E] (Markov’s ineq.)
< ¢(t) 'Elp(F (X +tX)|,_,) | E] (Theorem 1.7.1 in [10])

where, conditionally on E, X is a independent copy of X — E[X | EJ; that is, from
(A.4) X = QX P where X has iid N(0,1) entries independent of everything else.
The expression %h(X +tX ) ’ i 18 given by (A.2). By independence and normality
of X, for some Z ~ N(0,1) we have %h(X—HX)‘t:O = ZN where N is the L2 norm
of the corresponding gradient at X, which is bounded from above by 1+ 3||z;||3/p

thanks to Proposition A.1. We have established that for any nondecreasing convex
¢:R—=R,

P(h(X) - E[n(X) | E] > t| E) < ¢(t)'E[¢(5|Z|(1 + 3]lz:ll5/p)) | E]

with Z ~ N(0,1). For simplicity, let us separate |Z| from ||x;||3 in the right-hand
side using Young’s inequality

1211+ 3]l /p) <121 + 301217 /7 + (l2ill3/p)"/a

where r > 1,¢ > 1 and 1/r +1/g = 1 and r = 2¢, which gives (1/2+1)/q =1 so
g =3/2 and r = 3. By convexity of ¢ and an average of 3, we have

Elp(51Z1(1 + 3[|l2:l13/p)) | B] < cE [¢>(CIZ|) +0(clZ) + dle(lil13/p)>?) | E

for some absolute constant ¢ > 0. Now take the unconditional expectation. We
need to find a convex, nondecreasing ¢ such that the right-hand side is bounded
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by a numerical constant. Choose ¢(u) = exp(2 max(1, sign(u)|u/c[*/))). For the
second term, we are left with

Eexp( max(1, |Z| ) < exp(%)Eexp(%|Z|2) = exp(%)2

thanks to Eexp(2|Z|?) = 2 by the explicit formula for the moment generating func-
tion of a chi-square random variable. The first term ¢(c|Z]|) is bounded similarly.
For the third term, we have thanks to Jensen’s inequality for the average over [p]

3 3 & 3
Eexp(2 max(1, ||z:[3/p)) < e8Eexp(2|zi3/p) < 82 exp($z;) = e82.

This completes the proof that for any ¢ > 1, for some absolute constant C' > 0,
B(h(X) — E[A(X) | E] > t) < 6(t)"'C = C exp(~(t/c)*/*2)

and the proof of (3.3) is complete.

One version of Stein’s formula says that if (gx)re[x) and g are jointly normal
random variables with mean zero, then for any Lipschitz function f : RX — R we
have

] =

Bllg ~ Blo) /(91 .9x)) = > B[ ~ o — BlaD)[E[5-Fan, 1)

b
Il

1

With E denoting the conditional expectation given E, we have with g = (e7 QX Pe;)

n

[( QX Pej)e; A:z:l} Ziﬁ[(e?QXPej)(xlk —E[zlk])}ﬁ[aa

x
=1 k=1 lk

eJTAxZ} .

For the covariance term on the right,
E[(G?QXPGJ‘)(I“C — E[wlk])] = e;?FQele;‘-FPek = Qilpjk~

For the term involving the derivative on the right,

aieTAacZ = eTAekI{z =1} - eTA(ekel DX + XTDelek)Axl
Ty,

Thus after summing over j € [p] we obtain
E {eiTQXPAxi} = INE{tr[AP]eiTQei —tr[APlef QDX Ax; — xiTAPAXTDQei] .

This is the first step to show that the expectation E[Rem;] is small, although there
are some extra terms due to the presence of the rightmost term above, and the
matrices @) and P. We now show that these extra terms are negligible.

E[Rem,] = E [eiT (X — QX P)Az; + eiTQXPAxi] ~E [tr[A](l - DiixiTAa:i)}
~F [e? (X — QXP)Awi] +E [:c;f APAXTDQeZ}
+E [tr[AP]e;f Qe; — tr[A]} + & [eiT (tr[A] —Q tr[AP]) DXAxi] .
=E[A; + B; + C; + Ey].
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We now bound the four terms on the right-hand side using linear algebra. Since the
sum of squares of diagonal elements of a matrix is bounded by its squared Frobenius

norm, we have with S = >""" | A? + B? + C? + E? that
S < ||(X - QXP)AXT|} + | X APAXTDQ| %
+ | t[AP)Q — tr[A L[| + [|(tr[A] L, — 2[AP]Q) DX AXT|%
< (X = QXP)AXT|[7 + | XAPAXTD|f + || tr[AP)Q — t2[A]L, | 1 (1 + | DX AXT|Z,).

thanks to || MM'||r < || M| r||M]||,p that we will use repeatedly. Using || DX A/2|,, <
1 from (A.3) where possible,

S <X = QXP|FIXAIZ, + IX A2l Allop + || tr[APIQ — tr[A]L, || 3(1 + A2 XT12,).
(A.5)

Since X — QXP = (I, — Q)X + QX (I, — P), the rank of X — QXP is at most
dp + dg hence
|X — QXP|% < (dp +do)| X — QXP|3,
< (dp +do) (2|1 XI5, + 21QX PIl7,) < 4(dp +do)| X3,
For the last term in the upper bound on S,
tr[A]L, — Q tr[AP] = tr[A](L, — Q) + Q(tr[A] — tr[AP]),
| tr[A]L, — Qtr[AP]||p < || tr[A](In — @)l + [|Q(tr[A] — tr[AP])] #.

For the second term, simply use ||Q|lr < +/n so that ||Q(tr[A] — tx[AP))||r =
Vntr[A(L, — P)] < /n||A]lopdp. The first term on the other hand is tr[A]./dg.
We have thus established the following upper bound on S:

S < (4dp+dQ)l| X |2, 1412, 1 X A2+ (20l A2, d5-+2 [ A2 dQ ) (1+]| A2 X T12,).

We use [|Allop < [[H op < (np)~" and E[|| X|[3,] < ¢(n® + p?) for some numerical
constant c if X has iid N (0, I,) rows (by integrating the tail bounds in [15, Theorem
2.13] or [31, Corollary 7.3.3] for instance). Combining the pieces completes the proof
in the case ¥ = I,,.
The case & # I, is obtained by considering X = X%~12 Q = Q, P =
$/2pyn-1/2 and A = £Y/24%1/2 and applying the isotropic result to X, Q, P, A.
O

Appendix B. Alternative argument to control > E[Rem?]

With the notation of the proof in the previous appendix, let us mention an
alternative argument to control from above 37 | E[Rem?] directly, without estab-
lishing a concentration of the form (3.3). Assume ¥ = I, and the setting of the
proof of Theorem 3.1 in the previous appendix. The inequality given after (2.7) in
[7] states that if z ~ N(m,A) in R? and f : R? — R? is locally Lipschitz then

E[((z —m)T f(2) — tr[AVF(2)])’] S E[JAYV2f(2)[5 + A2V f(2)AY2| ).

Here, take ¢ = np, z to be the vectorization of X = QX P+QU+V, and the function
f being the vectorization of f{(X) = e;x] A. Then A above is the Kronecker
product of @ and P in R"*"P which has operator norm at most one so that it can
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be omitted in the above upper bound. This gives (z — m)T f(2) = el QX PAz; =
tr[fH{(X)TQX P] as well as

tr[AV f(2)] = tr[AP)el Qe; + tr[AP)eI QDX Ax; + 2T APAXT DQe;,
and with the definition
Rem := e QX PAx; — tr[AP]el Qe; + tr[AP)el QDX Ax; + a7 APAXT DQe;,

we get

B[ (Rem) ] < fE[Ifi(X)II%JrZP:Zn:Ia%jfi(X)II%]

j=1I=1

Summing over i € [n], the right-hand side and using the definition of f?,

n P n
- - 0
>E[(Rem)?] <E[JAX[E+ D0 Y I5—(AXT)|E].
,_ P lj
=1 j=11=1
We have a%j(AXT) = Aeje] — A(ejel DX + X" Deje]l )AXT by direct differenti-
ation, hence

=l Al + [AFI DXAXT|E + | AXTD|ZIAXT|F
< nllANE + [AIFIAY2XTIE + A7 AX TR
< nl| All% + 1AIFAllop | X T 15 + teAJILAIZ, 1 X711

thanks to || D'/2X A'/2||,, <1 for the last inequality. We have || A ,p < (nu)~! so
that [|A||% < p/(np)? and tr[A] < p/(nu) and E[||X||%] = np, so that the right-
hand side is bounded from above in unconditional expectation by 61 /u?+25=2/u?.
Since i, E[(Rem; — Rem})?] has already been controlled by C(6, 1) in (A.5), this
proves E[>7" | Rem?] < C(8, ). Together with (3.6), this provides an alternative
technique which shows that the expectation of the left-hand side of (4.5) is smaller
than C(d, p)/n, without log factors.
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