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Abstract

A major effort in modern high-dimensional statistics has been devoted to the analysis of linear
predictors trained on nonlinear feature embeddings via empirical risk minimization (ERM).
Gaussian equivalence theory (GET) has emerged as a powerful universality principle in this
context: it states that the behavior of high-dimensional, complex features can be captured by
Gaussian surrogates, which are more amenable to analysis. Despite its remarkable successes,
numerical experiments show that this equivalence can fail even for simple embeddings—such as
polynomial maps—under general scaling regimes.

We investigate this breakdown in the setting of random feature (RF) models in the quadratic
scaling regime, where both the number of features and the sample size grow quadratically with
the data dimension. We show that when the target function depends on a low-dimensional
projection of the data, such as generalized linear models, GET yields incorrect predictions. To
capture the correct asymptotics, we introduce a Conditional Gaussian Equivalent (CGE) model,
which can be viewed as appending a low-dimensional non-Gaussian component to an otherwise
high-dimensional Gaussian model. This hybrid model retains the tractability of the Gaussian
framework and accurately describes RF models in the quadratic scaling regime. We derive
sharp asymptotics for the training and test errors in this setting, which continue to agree with
numerical simulations even when GET fails.

Our analysis combines general results on CLT for Wiener chaos expansions and a careful
two-phase Lindeberg swapping argument. Beyond RF models and quadratic scaling, our work
hints at a rich landscape of universality phenomena in high-dimensional ERM.
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1 Introduction

A central paradigm in statistical learning is Empirical Risk Minimization (ERM), where predic-
tors are constructed by minimizing a (possibly regularized) empirical risk on the training data. In
recent decades, substantial effort has been devoted to characterizing the behavior of ERM-based
procedures in the high-dimensional regime relevant to modern applications. Classical frameworks—
such as consistency or uniform convergence—often fail to accurately describe estimators in these
settings. In response, a large body of work has developed sharp theories that precisely cap-
ture the asymptotic performance of ERM, including the prediction risk and estimation errors,
and their dependence on problem parameters [BM11b, TOH15b, DM16, TAH18, EK18, LBEKIS,
CS20, LS22, CMW23, MRSY25, AMS25]. This program has clarified the high-dimensional be-
havior of widely used methods—including the Lasso, ridge regression, and logistic regression—
while also guiding the design of new statistical procedures (e.g., debiasing methods for inference
[JM14, vdGBRD14, ZZ12, SCC19, CMW23]) and elucidating a number of high-dimensional phe-
nomena such as phase transitions in estimation [DMM09, BKM*19], computational bottlenecks
[CMW20, CM22, MZ24], and benign overfitting [HMRT22, CM24].

Consider the standard supervised learning setting in which we observe n training samples
{(yi, ®i) Yi<n drawn i.i.d. from an unknown distribution, where x; € R? are covariate (input) vectors
and y; € R are responses (or labels). The goal is to construct a predictor f with small test error
from a parametric model class {f(x;0) : @ € ®}. For concreteness, we focus on the popular class of
kernel (or linear) methods. In these models, the inputs are embedded into a feature space through
a (possibly stochastic) featurization map ¢ : R? — RP, and the predictor is taken to be linear in
the features:

f(@:0) = (0.6(z)), 6 <R
The parameter 0 is estimated by minimizing the regularized empirical risk:

~

. o~ ~ 1 )\
6 = argmin Ry, ,(6), Rop(0) == > L(yi, (0, 6(x:))) + 5”‘9\\%7 (1)
OER? n i€[n]

where £ : R x R — R> is a loss function and A > 0 is a regularization parameter. The performance
of the resulting predictor is evaluated through its test error

Rtest(e) = Ey@[eteSt (y7 <07 ¢(ZI})>)],
for a test loss lrest : R X R — R>( that may differ from the training loss. The method (1) covers
many popular approaches, including classical linear and logistic regression, and kernel and random
feature models.

We are interested in understanding the high-dimensional behavior of (1) when n,d,p are all
large. This analysis is challenging for two reasons. First, the estimator 6 is random and defined
only implicitly as the solution of a high-dimensional optimization problem. Second, the featurization
map ¢(x) may introduce complex dependencies among the feature coordinates. A fruitful approach
addresses these difficulties by replacing the (potentially complicated) features ¢(x;) with a suitably
constructed Gaussian model, and assuming that the asymptotic behavior of the ERM solution is
preserved under this substitution. We refer to this approach as the Gaussian Equivalent Theory
(GET). Specifically, assume the labels are generated according to y; = n(f«(x;);€;) where n :
R™ xR — R is a link function, f.(x) € R™ is a latent signal (with m = O(1)) and ¢; is independent
noise. GET posits that the joint distribution of (f.(x), ¢(x)) can be approximated by a Gaussian
vector (fC,z¢) ~ N (u®, £¢) with matching first two moments
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and that the asymptotic training and test errors of (1) remain unchanged when the original data
{(f«(2:), ¢(x;)) Yi<n are replaced by their Gaussian counterparts {(f, 2°)}i<n.

Importantly, Gaussian features often allow for exact asymptotic analyses of (1) through powerful
tools such as Gaussian comparison inequalities [Gor85, Sto13, OTH13, TOH15a, TOH15b, TAH18],
Approximate Message Passing (AMP) [DMMO09, BM11a, BM11b, BLM15, DM16, SCC19], Dynam-
ical Mean-Field Theory (DMFT) [ZK16, CCM21, BP22, GTM™'24], or Kac-Rice formula [AAC11,
MAB20, AMS25]. Studying these Gaussian models has led to a number of remarkable insights, for
instance in determining optimal losses and regularizers [DM16, CM22, AKLZ20], debiasing statisti-
cal procedures [SCC19, CMW23], or characterizing phase transitions [DMM09, BKM 19, SCC19,
CS20] and double descent phenomena [DKT22, HMRT22, MRSY25, HMRT22, ZDKS23|. Due to
its effectiveness, GET has become a common modeling assumption or preprocessing step, explicitly
or implicitly adopted in various recent works [LGCT21, CKZ23, DLM24, AZVP25, MU25].

This naturally leads to the question: Under what conditions on the model (1) does GET hold?
Early results establishing such universality were limited to feature maps with independent coordi-
nates [KM11, MN17, PH17], which are far from the complex dependencies arising in practice. In
a remarkable series of recent work, [HL22, MS22, MRSS23] extended GET to significantly richer
feature maps ¢(x) with dependency structures. These results have now been established in several
important models, including random features in the linear scaling regime [GMKZ20, MM22, HL22],
certain neural tangent models [MS22], Gaussian mixtures with random labels [GKL"24], and kernel
and random feature ridge regression on the sphere in the polynomial scaling [XHM™ 22, MMM22,
HLM?24, MS24]. Extensive numerical studies further demonstrate that Gaussian equivalent models
provide remarkably accurate predictions even for complex feature maps, such as trained neural
networks, and real data [BCP20, JSS*20, LGCT21, GLR ™22, WHS22, BES*22, DLM24].

Despite this success, GET can also fail to describe the quantitative behavior of (1) even in
simple settings. Figure 1 illustrates this breakdown: whether GET holds depends jointly on the
loss functions and the response y. For a “random polynomial” label yr, GET always holds. In
contrast, for a single-index label yg;, GET fails as soon as either the training loss or the test loss
is non-quadratic. Figure 2 further clarifies this phenomenon by plotting the marginal distribution
of the fitted predictor <é, ¢(x)) on test data. For yr, the marginal is approximately Gaussian—a
necessary condition for GET to hold. However, for ygr, the resulting marginal is non-Gaussian.

In this paper, our goal is to investigate this non-universal behavior in Empirical Risk Minimiza-
tion. In particular, we aim to clarify the precise scope of validity of GET and how to correct it
when it fails. To this end, we focus on the Random Feature (RF) model [BBV06, RR07]

dre(z) == oc(Wa) = (o((wy,x)),...,0((wp,x))) € R, (3)

where the weights W' = (wj);c)y € RP*4 are drawn i.i.d. uniformly from the unit sphere and
x ~ N(0,1;). Although GET has been shown to hold for RF models in the linear scaling regime
n = px=xd [HL22, GLKT20, GLR 22, MS22|, we demonstrate that GET fails under more general
scaling regimes as soon as the latent signal f.(x) presents some low-dimensional structure. In
such settings, certain non-Gaussian components survive in the high-dimensional limit and are not
captured by a purely Gaussian surrogate.

Our analysis focuses on the quadratic scaling regime n =< p =< d?>. We show that when the latent
signal depends on a low-dimensional projection W, € R* (e.g., multi-index models), GET fails in
this regime as soon as either the train or test loss is non-quadratic. To remedy this, we introduce
a Conditional Gaussian Equivalent (CGE) model that conditions on this low-dimensional signal
subspace. We show that this model reduces to appending a small number of non-Gaussian features
to an otherwise high-dimensional Gaussian model. In particular, this preserves the tractability of
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Figure 1: Universality and non-universality of the test error, with each quadrant representing a
combination of either /5 loss (quadratic) or hinge loss (non-quadratic) for the training loss and either
{5 loss (quadratic) or 0-1 loss (non-quadratic) for the test loss. We choose d = 50, n/d?> = 0.5,
A =107 and o(2) = max{0, z}, and consider two different responses: (i) a “single-index” response:
ys1 = 1 + 2Hea({(u., z)) + Hes((u4, z)); and (ii) a “random-poly” response: yg = 1 + 234 ha(x) +
5; hs(x), where Bj ~ Unif (SBd»k_l). Both responses result in the same GE model predictions.

the Gaussian framework—e.g., it is amenable to CGMT [OTH13, TOH15b]. We prove that CGE
yields the correct asymptotic train and test errors for the RF model (3) in the quadratic scaling
regime for a large class of target functions. More broadly, we expect this CGE approach to extend to
more general models and scalings, and we point to our companion papers [WHL"25b, WHL ' 25a].

1.1 An example: regression on quadratic polynomials

Before summarizing our results, we illustrate how non-Gaussian behavior naturally arises in this
setting. For simplicity, consider the example of regression on all degree-2 Hermite polynomials.
The corresponding feature map is

Dquad () = {Heg(azi) = (a;l2 —-1):ie [d]} U{ziz; ti<jeld}e RBaz2, (4)

L
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where By o = d(d; O} Informally, this model can be viewed as the kernel limit! (p — o) of the RF

model (3) with activation ¢ = Hey. The feature map (4) and linear predictor f(x;8) = (8, dquada (x))
can be written equivalently in matrix form as

L T dxd LT
wad (@) = —=(xx’ — I) € RY*Y, x;0) = —(x’ Bx — Tr(B)),
Pquad () wﬂé( d) f(z:0) \/5( (B))
where we identify 6 := B € Sym, (the space of symmetric d X d matrices).
Assume the response is generated by y = n(f«(x)) = (0«, dquada(x)) with |||z = 1 (noiseless
labels) and we fit this data using ridge regression:

0cRrPd.2 i=1

. " A
6 = argmin {% S (3 — (0 Sauaa ()))* + §||eu%} -

The solution can be expressed explicitly in terms of the resolvent of the feature matrix, and one
can show that
0=ab,+06,, B llop = 0a(1),

where 6, denotes the component orthogonal to 6, and B, its matrix representation.
Consider two representative responses (let B, be the matrix representation of 6.):

(1) yr = fr(x) = (O«, quad (x)) With || By|lop = 04(1) (here, n(z) = x): In this case,
Law ( fi(@), (6, dquaa(@))) ~ Law (G1,aG1 + 01 11:Ga) (5)

where G1,G2 ~ N(0,1) independently. The signal and the fitted model are asymptotically
jointly Gaussian, and one can indeed show that the GE model (2) correctly predicts the train
and test errors.

(2) ys1 = n({ux, ) = Hea((uy, x)) with ||u.l|2 = 1 (here, n(z) = Hea(x) and 0, := B, = u,u]):
One can show

L
V2

In this case, the joint law contains a non-Gaussian chi-squared component aligned with the
rank-one structure of the target. Only means and covariances match those of the GE model
(2), but the full distribution does not. Consequently, a non-quadratic test loss produces
different asymptotic test errors in the quadratic model and Gaussian surrogate.

Law (.. ), (0, Squaa(@))) ~ Law (Gl, a—=(GF = 1)+ HéﬂlzG2> .

We illustrate this non-Gaussian additive term in the marginal for the RF model in Figure 2,
where we plot the marginal distribution of (8, ¢re(x)) using the same two target functions as above.
In Figure 1, we consider the four possible combinations of quadratic and non-quadratic train and
test losses, and plot the resulting test error for each case and target function. For yr without
rank-1 component, the GET always yields the correct prediction. In contrast, for the single-index
response ys;, GET fails as soon as either the train loss or the test loss is non-quadratic.

To address this issue, we show that a simple modification of the Gaussian model recovers the
correct asymptotics for ygr in all cases. We condition explicitly on the signal direction and define

26 = He2(<u*7z>)0* + (IBd,z - 0*01)97

'To obtain this precise kernel limit, take w ~ N(0, I4) and o(z;w) = 5 ((x, w)* — ||lz|5 — [Jw]5 + d).
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Figure 2: Marginal distributions of (é, ore(x)) for two different responses ygr and ygr, where 0 is
the solution of (1) with squared loss. The histogram corresponds to the empirical distribution; the
curves correspond to the predictions from the CGE model (solid red line) and the GE model (black
dashed line). We choose d = 50, n/d?> =1, p/d* = 0.5, A = 1073, and o(z) = 2.

where g ~ N(0,1p ) is independent of z. This is a Gaussian model augmented with a single
non-Gaussian component (a centered chi-square term) in the direction 6,. The main result of this
paper shows that this Conditional Gaussian Equivalent model yields the correct asymptotic train
and test errors for a large class of losses and responses and for the (more complex) RF model (8).

This construction extends to general polynomial scaling by conditioning on the appropriate
higher-order Hermite chaos components (see Remark 2.3); we postpone the presentation of this
general Conditional Gaussian universality principle to a follow-up paper [WHL ' 25a].

1.2 Summary of main results

Our main results characterize the high-dimensional behavior of the ERM solution (1) for the Ran-
dom Feature (RF) model (3) in the quadratic scaling regime n < p < d?, in terms of a Conditional
Gaussian Equivalent (CGE) model.

Consider responses of the form y = n(f.(x);e), where n : R™ x R — R is a link function,
f«(x) € R™ is a latent signal, and ¢ is independent noise. A key subtlety is that the same joint law
(y,x) may admit multiple equivalent decompositions (7, f.), while the Gaussian Equivalent (GE)
model (2) depends on this choice. We resolve this ambiguity by fixing a canonical representation
for the response that separates the different Wiener chaos contributions:

f*(w) = {El(m)v"wED’(w)}v (6)

where each & = ({ri(T))igs,] consists of coordinates x;(x) that are pure degree-k Hermite poly-
nomials, with approximate Gaussian marginals Law (£ (x)) = Law(N(0,1)) (e.g., fr in (5) is an
example of degree-2 chaos with approximate Gaussian marginal). The representation (6) encom-
passes a wide class of responses: (1) Multi-index models f.(x) = & () = O]z with ®, € R¥>™;
(2) Regression functions with random coefficients; (3) A broad class of deterministic regression
functions (see discussion in Section 2.3).



The CGE model conditions on the linear chaos components &; () in the response and compares
the RF model to the GE model (2) conditional on &;(x). For example, consider the case & (x) =
(uy, z) with ||us|2 = 1. In this setting, the CGE model takes the form

fCG = {(’U,*,$>, fG}7 ZCG = /Lllr1<u*7 m> + M2r2HeQ(<u*7m>) + ZGv

where (f©, 26) is independent of (u,,z) and
ry = ((wj7u*>)j€[p}v r2 = (<wj7u*>2)j€[p]v H1 = E[J(G)G]7 H2 = E[U(G)He2(G)]7

with G ~ N(0,1). The pair (f¢, 2¢) is the GE model (2) associated to the remaining components
{&(x),...,.&pr(x)} and o(W_,, x), where W_,,, = W(I; — u,u]). We postpone the full and
explicit presentation of the CGE model to Section 2.3.

The main contributions of this paper are:

(1) Conditional Gaussian Universality. We prove that the CGE model correctly captures the
asymptotic train and test errors of the ERM solution (1) in the quadratic scaling regime, for
the RF model (8), responses (6), and a broad class of loss and activation functions.

(2) Ezact asymptotics. Using the convex Gaussian minimax theorem (CGMT) [Stol3, OTHI3,
TOH15b], we derive precise asymptotics for the train and test errors in the CGE model.
These predictions are stated in terms of an explicit low-dimensional minimax problem that
can be evaluated numerically. See Figure 1 for an illustration of these theoretical predictions.

(3) Applications. We illustrate our framework by analyzing binary classification in the quadratic
scaling regime with random features and single-index responses. We obtain sharp characteri-
zations for (a) the decision boundary (given by two hyperplanes), (b) phase transition in the
existence of interpolating solutions, and (c) double descent and benign overfitting. None of
these phenomena are correctly captured by GET.

Because of space constraints, we only summarize points (2) and (3) in this paper, and defer full
derivations of the asymptotics as well as detailed applications to the companion paper [WHL'25b].

We are now ready to state what our results imply about the scope of validity of GET. In the
RF model under the quadratic scaling regime, we find two key phenomena:

(i) Linear chaos in the response: If the response contains no linear chaos component, then the
CGE model collapses to the GE model. In particular, multi-index models always require a
correction to GE, but even more complicated targets—e.g., y = (us, x)g(x) for g(x) a pure
degree-k Hermite polynomial—can also lead to non-universality.

(ii) Quadratic versus non-quadratic losses: When both the train and test losses are quadratic, the
asymptotics of CGE and GE coincide even in the presence of linear chaos. However, changing
either the train or the test loss to a non-quadratic function causes GET to break down.

Figure 1 illustrates this Gaussian/non-Gaussian universality for the single-index target fs; and
for the response fr without linear chaos (in which case CGE and GE always agree), across both
quadratic and non-quadratic training and test losses.

From a technical standpoint, establishing conditional universality in our setting presents signifi-
cant challenges. In particular, our proof must contend with: (1) the non-sub-Gaussianity of ¢rr, (2)
dependencies between Wiener chaos components of different orders; and (3) the presence of diverg-
ing singular values (spikes) in the random features arising in the quadratic scaling regime. We over-
come these obstacles through a careful two-phase Lindeberg swapping argument and by leveraging a



Malliavin-Stein argument to establish a quantitative “partial” CLT for Wiener chaos expansions—
following the approach of the celebrated “Fourth Moment Theorem” [NP05, NP09, NPR10, NP12].

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces our setting and
describes precisely the GE and CGE models for RF features in the quadratic scaling regime. Section
3 states our main conditional Gaussian universality results for the train and test errors of the RF
model, and presents several applications. Finally, Section 4 outlines the proof strategy for our main
results. Technical details and full proofs are deferred to the appendices.

1.3 Additional related work

As mentioned in the introduction, several papers have established universality of ERM beyond
features with independent entries. For a broad class of (potentially non-convex) loss functions,
[MS22] established ERM universality using a smooth free energy approximation, assuming sub-
Gaussian data and pointwise normality. [MRSS23] subsequently extended this to max-margin
classifiers by leveraging duality and relating the problem back to a surrogate ERM, proving uni-
versality via verifying the assumptions of [MS22]. Closely related to our approach, [HL22] uti-
lized the Lindeberg swapping technique [Cha06, KM11] for random feature models with convex
losses and ridge penalty, relying on a careful localization of the ERM solution via a leave-one-
out argument. While we follow the approach of [HL22], our setting introduces substantial new
technical challenges which we detail in Section 4. We further note that several works, including
[MM22, HLM24, XHM 22, MMM?22, MS24, PWZ24], have leveraged random matrix theory to
show universality of kernel and random feature ridge regression for arbitrary responses and general
polynomial scaling regimes. However, as noted in this paper, this universality stops holding as soon
as one changes either the train or test loss to a non-quadratic loss.

Several works have documented the breakdown of Gaussian universality in the context of mix-
ture data. For Gaussian mixture inputs, [PKLS23] showed that a covariance-matched single Gaus-
sian surrogate fails to reproduce the asymptotic risk in generalized linear estimation if the teacher
vector correlates with the data or if the mixture is heteroscedastic, though universality of the train-
ing error persists under square loss with vanishing regularization in underparametrized settings.
On the other hand, [DSK™'23] proposed a conditional one-dimensional CLT to argue that in gen-
eral mixtures, the ERM performance is governed solely by class-conditional means and covariances.
Scrutinizing the validity of this conditional CLT, [ML25] identified the boundaries of this Gaussian-
mixture universality for a specific model. They also showed that while ERM with square loss yields
a classifier statistically indistinguishable from one trained on the equivalent Gaussian mixture, the
resulting generalization error on the true distribution is different from the Gaussian mixture data.
Our work differs fundamentally from these studies in both the model setting and the source of
non-universality. We exhibit a breakdown of Gaussian equivalence even with isotropic Gaussian in-
puts: specifically, beyond the linear scaling, the low-dimensional structure in the response preserves
non-trivial Hermite components that are not captured by a purely Gaussian model.

From a technical standpoint, establishing the CLT condition differs from previous approaches
[GLR 22, HL22, MRSS23] which used (sub-)Gaussian specific tools. Instead, we leverage the
Malliavin-Stein approach [NP05, NP09, NP12, APY21, NPR10] to establish a quantitative “partial”
CLT for Wiener chaos expansions. Malliavin calculus has proven to be a powerful probabilistic tool
in the statistics and machine learning literature, as evidenced by recent applications in [PT13,
SDCL24, CP25, CM19, NS24, MPG*25, MGW*25, PBDE*25).



2 The Conditional Gaussian Equivalent model

We begin by describing our setting and the Conditional Gaussian Equivalent (CGE) model for
random features in the quadratic polynomial scaling regime. In Section 2.1, we set up the basic
notations and definitions for the empirical risk minimization problem we consider in this paper.
Section 2.2 introduces the Wiener chaos expansion of the random features and presents the Gaussian
Equivalent (GE) model. Section 2.3 then develops the CGE model by modifying the GE model
with additional non-Gaussian components.

2.1 Empirical risk minimization with Random Features

Fix an integer m € N. Throughout the paper, we assume the data (y,x) € R x R? is generated as

$NN(07Id)7 y:n(f*(w);€)7 (7)

for some 7 : R™ x R — R, target function? f, : R — R™ satisfying E[|| f«(z)||3] < oo, and noise
€ ~ v independent of .
We consider our predictor to be a Random Feature (RF) model of the form

o({wr,))
hre(x;0) = (0, ore(T)), ore(x) = o(Wex) = : € R, (8)
U(<wp7w>)
where the activation o := g4 : R — R is allowed to depend on d, and the weight matrix W =

[wi, ... ,'wp]T € RP*? is fixed independently of the data. We assume the weight vectors wy, . .. , W
are drawn i.i.d. uniformly from the unit sphere

w; BLd Unif(Sd_l).

For convenience, we write 2R := ¢re(x), fRF := fi(x), and yRF := n(fRF;e). Denote by Ere pre
the expectation over (zRF, fRF) = (¢re(x), fo(x)) when & ~ N(0, I).
We observe n i.i.d. samples (y;, T;)ic[n) from (7). Define the feature matrix, signal matrix, and
noise vector: RE RE RE
Z" = [Zl yeeey Zp ] = [¢RF($1)7"'7¢RF($n)] ERPXTL,
fRF = [ 1RF7 R SF] = (f*(m1)7 e 7f*(mn)) eRan’
e=(e1,...,6,) ER™
Given a training loss £ : R x R — R>( and regularization parameter A > 0, we define the
empirical risk with ridge penalty as
Ropl0:2,F,€) = = 3 Uln(fis=0). 0, 2:)) + 51013,

i€[n]

For brevity, we might keep the dependence on € implicit and write ﬁn7p(0; Z,f):= ﬁn,p(G; Z,f,e).
We fit the RF model (8) by minimizing this empirical risk:

HRF _ - . 7RF ¢RF
0 —aregelﬁganvp(B?Z s e). (9)

2Formally, we consider a sequence fea: R? — R™ indexed by d. We suppress the dependence on d for notational
simplicity.
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The predictor is evaluated through the test error:

RtCSt(éRF; ]P)zRF,fRF) = EzRF,fRF,s[EtOSt(”?(fRF; 6)7 (év ZRF>)|W]7
for some test loss liest : R X R — R>g, where P& sre denotes the joint law of (zRF, fRF) for a new
test sample & ~ N (0, I;) with same weight matrix W. For example, one can set the test loss equal
to the training loss liest (v, 9) := £(y, 3).

Remark 2.1 (Beyond ridge penalty). For simplicity, we focus here on the ridge penalty: it is the
most natural regularizer® when considering featurized data ¢(x) as it allows for tractability of (9)
via the kernel trick even when p = co. Our proofs extend to general strongly convex regularizers—
cf. the analysis in [HL22]—but we restrict the presentation and the proof to ridge penalty for clarity.
We leave the exploration of non strongly-convex regularizers to future work.

2.2 Gaussian Equivalent model for Random Features

Before presenting the Conditional Gaussian model, we first describe the Gaussian Equivalent (GE)
model for random features. Early work in which this equivalence was observed are [GMKZ20,
MM22]. It was proven for ridge regression under proportional scaling n < p =< d [MM22], and
more recently in the polynomial scaling n =< d*' and p =< d*? in [HLM24]. Subsequent work has
established that the equivalence holds in the proportional scaling for a broad class of losses and
regularizers [GLK ™20, GLR"22, HL22, MS22].

Wiener Chaos (Hermite) expansion. We first introduce the Hermite expansions of the target
f« and feature map ¢rr. Let {Hey}x>o denote the normalized univariate Hermite polynomials,

E[Hek(G)Hel(G)] = 6kl7 G ~ N(O, 1),

which form an orthonormal basis of L?(R, N(0,1)). For a multi-index k € Z%O, define the multi-
variate Hermite polynomial in R? by

Heg(x) = H Hey, (z;),

JEld]

so that {Heg}rez., is an orthonormal basis of L2(R%, N(0,1y)).
For each k£ > 0, let

d+ k-1
hi(z) = (Heg(x)) x|, =« € RBak Bij = ( >

k

The span of functions {(u, hy(z)) : u € RBP4k} defines the degree-k Wiener chaos, denoted Hy.

The Random Feature model. Following these notations, the target function* admits the Her-
mite expansion (equality in L?)

fol@) =D Blh(®), B =Eqlhi(a)fi(x)T] € REe>™,
k=0

3The £2-norm ||@||2 corresponds to the RKHS norm of (8, ¢(-)) in the associated Reproducing Kernel Hilbert space.
4As before, we suppress the dependence of f. and By on d.
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Turning to the random feature map, let the activation ¢ have Hermite expansion®

o(u) = ZukHek(u), pi = Elo(G)Heg(G)].
k=0

For any w € S%~! and k > 0, one has (see Appendix F for details)

VE! .
Hey,((w, ) = qip(w) hy(z), g (w) = | ——— H w,;’ e RBax,
VEkilka!- kgl
seld] Il =k
Defining
‘/k = Qk(W) = [qk(w1)7 o 7qk(wp)]T S RPXBd’ka
we obtain the Hermite expansion of the feature map:
ore(@) = o(Wam) = > i Vihy().
k=0
Note in particular that V), = W is the original weight matrix. In summary:
Random Feature (RF) Model
28 = pol, + Z i Vihi (),
. (10)
fRE =05+ Bl k().
k=1

The Gaussian Equivalent model. Using the expansion (10) and the orthogonality of mul-
tivariate Hermite polynomials, the Gaussian Equivalent model (2) for (f.(x), ¢rr(x)) takes the
form

(f€,2°) ~ N (u®,26),

with mean and covariance

G _ fe(x) >] _ ( By > G _ <2%1 (Egl)T>
He= Em |:<¢RF(m) B NOlp ’ 2= E(231 2(232 ’ (11)
where
2f = Cova(fe, fo) = Y BLBr € R™™,
E>1
S, = Covg(grr, fx) = ;ukvkﬂk € RPX™, (12)

2262 = Covg(¢RrF, PrF) = Z”%VkaT c RPXP.
k>1

Equivalently, the GE model (11) can be written as a Gaussian linear model:

SWe allow o to depend on d, and thus the coefficients iy := ta,k- We suppress this dependence on d for simplicity.
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Gaussian Equivalent (GE) Model

o0
2% = poly + Y Vigs,
k=1

f€:=85+> Bigk

k=1

(13)

Here, g; ~ N(0,1p,) are independent across k. In words, the GE model simply replaces the
Hermite basis {Heg(x)} kezd, with independent standard Gaussian variables.

Gaussian Equivalence Theory (GET): GET states that the empirical and test risks under
the RF model (10) coincide asymptotically with those of the GE model (13):

ﬁn,p(é; ZRF? fRF) = ﬁn,p(éG; ZG7 .fG) + Od,P(1)7

. o (14)
Riest (05 Pore prr) = Riest (075 P o6 p6) + 0qp(1),

where 66 is the empirical risk minimizer under the GE model
6% = arg min ﬁn,p(e; AN DY
OeRP

and (f€, Z€) = (fF,28),e}n are i.i.d. samples of (11).

ARt

In the covariance of ¢rg (12), we have the identity
VkaT — (WWT)Qk,

proved in Appendix F. This allows the GE model (13) to be further simplified under specific high-
dimensional scalings.

Simplification in the linear scaling. In the proportional regime p < d =< n, one has® VkaT =
(WWT)OF ~ I for k > 2. Consequently, the covariance 3¢ simplifies as

o
> ViV = (g 4 0ap())1,1) + iWW T 42,1, + A, (15)
k=0

and |ViBk|lF = oqp(l) for k > 2, where p?, = D k2 pz and ||Allop = ogp(1). Thus, the GE
model (13) reduces to:

Gaussian Equivalent (GE) Model in the linear scaling n < p =<d

ZG = MO]-p + ,U1W91 aF ,u2>19*,

(16)
¢ =85 +B8lg + CLG..

Here,
g1 ~N(0,1y), g« ~N(0,1,), G. ~N(0,1,,) independently,

®Specifically, || V2V —d '1,1) — I, lop = 0a,z(1) (spike absorbed in o) and ||[Vi V| — Llop = 0ar(1), k > 3.

13



and C>1 = Zk22 ,Bll-ﬁk
[HL22, MS22] established the Gaussian equivalence (14) with model (16) for f.(z) = B + B{ =

in the proportional regime for a broad class of loss functions and regularizations’.

Simplification in the quadratic scaling. In this paper, we consider the quadratic polynomial
scaling n =< p =< d?. Analogously to (15), the covariance X¢ simplifies to®

[o.¢]
D ViV = (g + 0ap(D))1p1) + (47 + 0ap())WW T+ 15VaVy' + 12,1, + A,
k=0

where p2, = Y 325 pui and [|Allop = og4p(1), and we have |VyBi|lr = oqp(l) for k& > 3. In this
regime, the GE model (13) reduces to:

Gaussian Equivalent (GE) Model in the quadratic scaling n < p =< d?

ZG = MOlp + /J,1ng + ,UQ‘/QQZ + 1>2Gx,

(17)
£¢ =81 + B8Tg + Blg: + C2G..

Here,
g1 ~N(0,1g), g2~N(0,1Ip,,), g«~N(0,1,), G.~N(01I,) independently,

and C>2 = Zk23 ,Bl;rﬁk

We provide conditions on the coefficients {8 };>1 under which the RF model (10) is accurately
captured by the GE model (17) (see Assumption 3.5 and Section 4.2), so that Gaussian universality
(14) continues to hold in this quadratic regime. However, we will see in the following section that
this equivalence breaks as soon as 31 # 0.

2.3 Conditional Gaussian Equivalent model for Random Features

We now introduce the Conditional Gaussian Equivalent (CGE) model. As discussed in Section 1.1,
in the quadratic scaling n =< p =< d?, non-Gaussian behavior can arise due to the dependency on
low-dimensional directions in the degree-2 Wiener chaos. The GE model fails to capture this effect.
The CGE model corrects this by conditioning on the relevant low-dimensional subspace.

Labels and target functions. Recall that the responses are generated as y = n(f(x);e) with
n:R™ xR — R and f, : R = R™. The decomposition of the pair (1, f.) is not unique: different
choices can induce the same joint law of (y,x), yet GE (and CGE) models may depend on this
choice. For example, in the proportional scaling n < p =< d with y = 7j(Hez((u«, x)); ), one can
take either:

(i) f«(x) := Hea((ux,x)) and n := 7; or
(i) fu(®) = (e, ) and 5(u;€) := (Hes(w);<).

"These works assume o = 0; our analysis extends to o # 0, which introduces a diverging “spike” singular value
in the feature matrix.

*Specifically, [|[VaVs' = 3WW ' /d — L|lop = 0ap(1), [VaVi' = 3117 /d? = T[lop = 0ap(1), and [[Vi Vi = Iplop =
oa,p(1) for k > 5 in the regime p < d?. We absorb the spikes in V3, Vj into po and pq. See Appendix F.2 for details.
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In case (i), the marginal of f.(x) is non-Gaussian and GE fails; in case (ii), GE holds [HL22].
To resolve this ambiguity and avoid such trivial failures, we will fix a specific representation for
the response which isolates the different chaos contributions. Specifically, we take °

fe(®) = {&kitre[D)iclsi) §ki = (Bri, hi(x)),

(18)
Y = n({&ki tre[D),ic[s)3 €)5

so that each coordinate &; of f. belongs to a fixed Wiener chaos subspace Hy. In words, y is a
multi-index response whose indices are polynomials of & with fixed chaos order.

Without loss of generality, we normalize ||Bk;|lo = 1. We impose the following “genericity
condition” on the'® B;:

E[(Bri, b (2))*] = 3+ 0a(1). (19)

By the Fourth Moment Theorem for Wiener chaos (see Remark 2.2 below), (19) implies &; 4
N(0,1) as d — oco. Hence, marginally f.(x) is asymptotically Gaussian with

El&ki&rrir] = Orr (Bri» Brir)

ruling out the aforementioned trivial non-Gaussianity. Note that condition (19) is purely deter-
ministic in {By;}. For k = 2 (Hermite-2 as in Section 1.1), it amounts to the associated matrix
representation B of By; satisfying ||B|lop = 04(1). For k > 3, it translates to vanishing Frobe-
nius norms of certain tensor contractions of the coefficient tensor; see Section 4.2 for the precise
statements.

Remark 2.2 (Fourth Moment Theorem). If X, lies in a fixed Wiener chaos of order k and is

standardized by E[X,] = 0, Var(Xy) = 1, then X, 4 N(0,1) if and only if E[X1] — 3. This is
the Nualart-Peccati criterion; e.g., see [NP05, PT04] and the monograph [NP12]. In our setting,
X4 = (Bri, hi(x)) so (19) yields asymptotic Gaussianity of each coordinate {;, which also implies
the asymptotic Gaussianity of the joint distribution.

Models covered. The representation (18) encompasses a large class of responses:
e Multi-index models: y = n(®]x;e) with ©, € R¥™™ (including GLMs when m = 1).
e Regression functions with random coefficients: Let m = 1 and y = f.(x) + ¢ with

Dl

fo(@) = Bo+ D _{(Br, h()),

k=1
where 3y, verify (19). E.g., it is satisfied by By ~ Unif(SP4+*~1) (see Appendix B.2).

o A broad class of deterministic regression functions. Any f. € L*(R% N(0,1;)) can be
written as F'({;}), where the spikes (low-rank components) are embedded among lower-
order chaos coordinates. For instance, consider f.(x) = "B, — Tr(B,): then if B,
has a non-vanishing top eigenvalue, e.g., B. = u,u] + By with || Bo|op = 04(1), then
f«(x) = F({u,z),x" Box — Tr(By)). Here, (18) constrains f, to depend on at most a
finite number of such chaos projections with Gaussian marginal.

9 Again, &; (and therefore By ;) is a sequence indexed by d. We suppress this dependence for notational simplicity.
ONote that this is automatically verified for k = 1 as (B1;, &) ~ N (0,1).
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Conditioning on the degree-1 coordinates. Without loss of generality, take the first-order
chaos coordinates as the first s := s1 coordinates of  after an orthogonal change of basis, that is

{gli}ie[s} =Tg = (3317 i 7:175)-

In the quadratic scaling n =< p =< d?, our Conditional Gaussian universality result conditions on
xg and compares the RF model to a GE model conditional on these coordinates.

Remark 2.3 (General polynomial scaling). For scalings n =< p =< d*, k > 2, one will need to
condition on higher-order chaos in the response (18). We postpone this general construction to
[WHL"25a], which develops a general Conditional Gaussian universality principle for abstract
polynomial chaos expansions.

The Conditional Gaussian Equivalent (CGE) model. Conditioning on the g component
of ¢re(x) in (10) leads to the following decomposition:

1. First-order chaos Wx: Let Wg € RP*% be the submatrix of W corresponding to the coordi-
nates of g, and let Pg | : R? — R? denote the orthogonal projection onto the complement
of that subspace. Then

Wz =Wgszs + WPg | x 4 Wsxs + WPg 191,

where g1 ~ N(0,1,) is independent of xg.

2. Second-order chaos Voho(x): Let Vg € RP*Ps2 (with By o = s(s+ 1)/2) denote the subma-
trix of V4 corresponding to multi-indices supported within the first s coordinates (in particu-
lar, Vo g = q2(Wys)), and let Pg | : RBa2 — RBda2 denote the orthogonal projection onto the
complement subspace (with a slight overloading of notations). Then

Voho(x) = Vo sho(xs) + VaPg | ho(x),

where ho(xg) € RPs2 contains all degree-2 Hermite polynomials of xg. The term Ps 1 ha(x)
contains cross-terms x;x;, with ¢ < s < j, and hence is not independent of 5. However,

E[(Ps, 1 h2(x))(Ps, ha(z))" |zs] = Ps, 1,

and in the quadratic scaling, this term will behave as VaPg | g2 where go ~ N(0,1p d,z) is
independent of (xg,g1).

3. Higher-order chaos Vihi(x),k > 3: Each term is a random low-dimensional projection of
hi(xz) € ROW) onto the p = O(d?)-dimensional span of Vj. Similarly as in the GE model
(17), these higher-order chaos components behave as an additive noise-term pogs, with
g« ~ N(0,I,) independent of (zg,g1,92).

4. Responses y = n({xs, (§ri)2<i<pricls,)};€): Condition (19) implies that the &; are asymp-
totically independent of &g, and can be replaced by {(52i,92) }ic[s,)- For k > 3, the {{;} can
be replaced by {Gj;} ~ N (0, Cy >2), independent of (g, g1,92,g+), where C, »2 denotes the
covariance of (&ri)s<k<pr ic[sy]> that is, E[GriGrir] = Sxrr (Bri> Brar)-

Combining these approximations yields the CGE model:
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'_j Conditional Gaussian Equivalent (CGE) Model in quadratic scaling n =< p < d? L

2%C = pol, + i Wszs + paVa sho(xs) +1iWPs 191 + paVaPs 1 g2 + p1528s,

Part depending on the support g Independent Gaussian part (20)
£€€ = {=ms, ((B2i, 92))ics]> (Gi)a<k<Diclsi] |-

\.

Here,

Trs ~ N(07 18)7 g1~ N(07 Id)7 gz ~ N(07 IBd,2)7 g« ~ N(07 Ip)7 (Gki)3§k§D,7 ~ N(()? C*7>2)7

i€[sk]
independently. Thus, the CGE model is a high-dimensional Gaussian model augmented with s(s+
1)/2 non-Gaussian components hs(xg) capturing the low-dimensional dependence structure g in
the response. In the next section, we show that the asymptotic test and train errors of the RF
model (10) coincide with those of the CGE model (20) for a broad class of problems.
Let us illustrate the CGE model on two simple examples:

Example 1: Generalized Linear Models (GLMs). For y = n({u.,x);¢), the associated CGE
model is given by

2% = o1y + pry (us, ) + poraHeo((u., )

+mW <Id - U*UI) g1+ Vs (IBd,2 - Q2(u*)Q2(u*)T) g2 + [>29+,

fCG = <u*7m>a

where
ri= W = ((wj,w))jep)s 2= Vaga(wa) = ((wj,u4)?) e,
and we recall that
= (2 et ® (V3o tte i
gz(ux) Uy i)ield] #,i W5 )i<jed]

Thus, for GLMs in the quadratic scaling regime, the CGE feature 2 will contain a one-dimensional
non-Gaussian component in direction 7o with (shifted) chi-squared marginal.

Example 2: No first-order Chaos components. When f, has no degree-1 components (and
the remaining components of degrees > 2 satisfy the genericity condition (19)), the CGE model
coincides with the GE model (17):

2= 2% = o1, + 1 Wgs + aVago + ps2gs,

fC =1 = {((B2i, 92))icss]> (Gri)s<k<pr iclsy) }-

3 Main results

In this section, we state our main result on the Conditional Gaussian universality of empirical
risk minimization with random features in the quadratic scaling regime. Section 3.1 introduces
the assumptions under which our analysis applies. The universality for the training and test errors
(Theorems 3.9 and 3.13) are stated in Section 3.2. Additional discussions and numerical simulations
are provided in Section 3.3.
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3.1 Assumptions

For the reader’s convenience, we recall the empirical risk minimization (ERM) problem under

consideration: . .
OFF = argmin R, ,(8; ZF7, fRF ¢),
OcRpP

~ 1 A
R0 25, £7F ) = — S~ tn(£F%:20), (6, 25%)) + 516113,

i€[n]

where fRF = f.(x;) and 2RF = ¢re(z;) = o(Wx;) with

z; = N(0,1,), ei""v  independently,

and W = [wy,...,wp]" € RP*? is fixed independently with w), Lk Unif(S4-1).

We study this problem in the high-dimensional regime where n,p,d — oo. The activation
function o := o4, its Hermite coefficients py, := piq 1, the regularization parameter A := A4, and the
target function f. := fg. may depend on the ambient dimension d. For notational simplicity, we
suppress this dependence. All constants introduced below are fixed independent of d.

We now state the assumptions under which our main results hold.

Assumption 3.1 (Quadratic scaling regime). There exists a constant Co > 0 such that
C;l < n/d? < Cy, and  Cy' <p/d* < Cy.

Assumption 3.2 (Loss function). There exists a constant C; > 0 such that the loss function
£:R x R — R satisfies the following.

(i) The loss function is nonnegative, £(y,4) > 0 for all y,§ € R, and convex with respect to .

(ii) The loss L(y, ) is three times continuously differentiable with

IV Dllr, IV D)e VY, 9)lr < Ci,  forally,§€R.

We will further assume a mild growth condition on the loss function:

Assumption 3.3 (Calibrated growth). There exist constants ca,ro > 0 and Co > 0, such that
either:

(i) (Regression.) We have {(y,3) > ca |y — y|™ for all y,g € R with |§j — y| > Ca.
(ii) (Binary classification.) We have £(y,y) > ca (—y9) 7 for all y,y € R.

This assumption is satisfied by a number of standard losses, such as the squared loss ¢(y, ) =
2(9 — y)? for regression (with ry = 2, co = 4, Co = 0) and logistic loss £(y, ) = log(1 + e~¥¥)
for binary classification (with ro = 1, co = 1, C3 = 0). Note that Assumption 3.2(ii) requires
£ to be Lipschitz. The case of the squared loss can be handled with minor adjustments to the
proof. However, extending the analysis to general pseudo-Lipschitz losses would require substantial

modifications, and we will not pursue this extension in the current work.

Assumption 3.4 (Regularization parameter). There exists C5 > 0 such that A > log=5 d.
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Remark 3.1. Considerable attention has recently been devoted to interpolating estimators (A =
0") and to the phenomenon of benign overfitting [ZBH*21, BMM18, BLLT20, MRSY25]. Exam-
ining the proof, our main results continue to hold for nearly interpolating solutions with A = d—¢,
for sufficiently small ¢ > 0 depending only on the constants in our assumptions. Establishing
universality for the exact interpolating estimator A = 0™ would, however, require a different proof
strategy. For example, [MS22] prove universality for interpolating solutions, but their argument
applies only to sub-Gaussian features ¢(x) and does not extend to our quadratic scaling regime,
where (W) is no longer sub-Gaussian.

Assumption 3.5 (Response). For some constants cg, C3 > 0 and fized integers D' and (s, s2,...,Spr)
not depending on n,p,d, the following holds: Let m = s+ so+...4+spr. There exist a link function
n:R™ xR — R and a latent signal f, : R* — R™ such that the response satisfies

Y= T](f*(:I}),E),
with noise € ~ v independent of x.

(i) (Link function.) The link function satisfies for all f, f' € R™ e € R:
n(f o)l < Co(L+ IflI5* + 1), In(fre) —n(F.e) < Callf = flz-

(ii) (Latent signal.) The latent signal f. is of the form (see Section 2.3 for a detailed discussion)
f*(ZI}) = {$S,£2,£3, R 7£D'}7

where ©g = (x1,...,25) and & = (&), with &k = (Bri, hi()), Bri € RBak, We assume
that'!

1Brillz = 1, E[(Bis hr(x)] <34+d™  forall 2<k<Dic[s)]. (21

Assumption 3.6 (Label noise). For some constants Cq,ry > 0, the noise variable € satisfies
Plle| > t] < Cqe " for all t > 0.

In the binary classification setting of Assumption 3.3(ii), we will further assume the following
condition:

Assumption 3.7 (Label noise in classification). In the setting of Assumption 3.3(ii), for any
constant C > 0, there exists a constant c € (0,1/2) such that

sup Pin(f,e) = +1] > ¢, sup Pin(f,e) =-1]>c.
FeR™:|| fll2<C FeR™:|| fll2<C
This assumption requires that there is non-vanishing label noise, and hence non-vanishing Bayes
prediction error, for y = n(f,e) over bounded domains of f € R™. Note that in this context of
binary classification, our results formally apply to a model where 1 is any Lipschitz approximation
of a function taking value in {—1,+1}.

Assumption 3.8 (Activation function). For some constants cg € (0,1/2) and C¢ > 0 and a fized
integer D not depending on n,p,d, the following holds: The activation o : R — R is a polynomial
of degree at most D. Its Hermite coefficients py := Egpn(0,1) [J(G) Hek(G)] satisfy

\1tol, 2] > log=“° d, d=/Cq < |u1| < Cgd™ S, || < log“¢d for all k < D.

See Appendix B.2 for an explicit criterion in terms of vanishing Frobenius norms of tensor contractions.
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Remark 3.2. The restriction that ¢ be a polynomial can be relaxed to requiring sufficiently fast
decay of its Hermite coefficients. The scaling condition |u1| < d~° with c¢ € (0,1/2) is a technical
assumption introduced to control the spikes appearing in the second Lindeberg swapping step.
Note that under this condition, the covariance of the features still has a rank-d spike of the form
M%WWT with diverging eigenvalues on the order of ©(d'~2%), allowing the model to still learn
the linear component of the target function.

3.2 Universality under the Conditional Gaussian Model
Denote the minimum of the empirical risk

Riup(Z5, F70) = min Ry (05 250, F70), R; (2%, F©0) i= min Ry, (85 2°°, £°9),

where (ZRF, fRF) is the training data under the random feature (RF) model (10), and (Z¢, f©)
is the training data under the Conditional Gaussian Equivalent (CGE) model (20).
We first state our universality result for the training error:

Theorem 3.9 (Universality of Training Error). Suppose Assumptions 3.1-3.8 hold. Then, there
exist constants c,dy > 0 depending only on the constants in these assumptions, such that for all
d > dy and any twice-differentiable function ¢ : R — R with [|¢||ccs [|€ |loos |©” |oo < 1,

oo (2. 57) | -2 s (5, 12%%.19) ] <

In particular, for every e € (0,1) and k € R,
_ _ 1
x RF eRFy .| < <<‘* cG CG_‘> s
P (|R:, (2% %) = | > 22) <P (|R; (2C, F) = x| =€) + —,
" . 1
P (‘R;p(ZCG, £<6) - /{‘ >2) <P ((R;Z,(ZRF, FRFY - ,.@( >¢)
Consequently, for all k € R,
ﬁ;’p(ZRF, liad) Lk if and only if ﬁ;m(ZCG,fCG) Lk

We outline the proof of Theorem 3.9 in Section 4. The argument builds on the Lindeberg
interpolation method [Lin22, Cha06], which has already been used in earlier works to establish
universality of various statistical problems [KM11, MN17, PH17, OT18, HL22]. We interpolate the
minimum of the empirical risk between the original and the CGE model by sequentially replacing
one data point at a time with its CGE counterpart, and control the resulting change in the objec-
tive at each step. Compared with previous ERM universality analyses [HL22, MS22], our setting
is considerably more challenging. The features are not sub-Gaussian, with dependent chaos of dif-
ferent orders, and the feature covariance exhibits (a diverging number of) spikes. To handle these
issues, we introduce an intermediate model—the Partial Gaussian Equivalent (PGE) model—and
perform two phases of Lindeberg swapping. Each phase requires delicate estimates to control the
contributions of the different chaos and spike directions.

Theorem 3.9 establishes universality for the training error. Of course, the quantity of primary
interest from a statistical learning standpoint is the test error at the empirical minimizer:

RtOSt(éRF; IEDzRF,fRF) = EzRF,fRF,e[EtOSt (U(fRFQ 5)7 <éRF7 zRF>)|W]7 (22)

where 6RF minimizes ﬁn7p(0; ZRF fRF). We will establish universality of this test error under the
following additional conditions:
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Assumption 3.10 (Test loss). There exists a constant C; > 0 such that the test loss function
liest : R X R — R is three times differentiable with pseudo-Lipschitz derivatives, that is,

lg(u) — g(u)||F < Cr(1+ ull$7 + [/ [I57)lw — o2,
for all u,uw’ € R? and g € {liest, Viiest, Viiest, Vliest } -

Assumption 3.11 (Local strong convexity). For any constant K > 0, there exists K' > 0 such that

for all [y, |§] < (log d)¥, 1
aygg Uy, 9) > W.

Remark 3.3. Universality of the training error is more robust than that of the test error: without
strong convexity, small perturbations in the training data may leave the training error nearly un-
changed while inducing large deviations in the minimizer 6. In our setting, the empirical risk is not
strongly convex along the spike directions of the feature covariance, so we impose Assumption 3.11
to guarantee sufficient curvature in these directions. This condition is satisfied, for instance, by a
mild perturbation of the logistic loss (obtained via an /-perturbation outside a compact neigh-
borhood of the origin, decaying poly-logarithmically in d). We note that weaker conditions are
possible (see, e.g., [MS22, Theorem 3]), but we adopt Assumption 3.11 for simplicity.

To transfer universality from the training to the test error, we introduce a perturbed empir-
ical risk. Let Tk, : R — R be a smooth approximation of the truncation function Tk, (z) =
sign(z) min(|z|, log®T d), where Kr > 0 is a constant which will be set sufficiently large but de-
pending only on the constants in the assumptions. Define the perturbed empirical risk by

Rop(0:7, 2, f) = Rap(05 2, f) + 7 TV (0), (23)
where 7 = (71, 72) € R>g x R and
LY (0) = T (IVA613),  T3V(8) = Tir (Lw (8)).
Here Vi = [poly, ;W] € RP x(d+1) collects the spike directions, and
Lw (8) := Riest (85 Pz gos) = Ep pec [frest (n( 75 €), (8, 27¢)) W] (24)

The precise definition of the PGE model (27¢, fP¢) is postponed to Section 4.1.
Denote the minima of these perturbed risks by

R;,p(Tv Z7 f) = mein Rn,p(ea T, Z7 f)

Then, Theorem 3.9 holds uniformly for all 7 with d=¢ < 71 < 1/(log d)*T and |r| < 71/(log d) KT
(see Theorem A.1l in Appendix A.2). To extend universality from the perturbed risk to the test
error, we “differentiate” the limiting value 7@;71,(7', Z, f) with respect to 75 at 79 = 0; as 71 — 0,
this derivative coincides with the test error (22). Formally, we assume the following;:

Assumption 3.12 (Perturbed objective around 7 = 0). There exists a constant p > 0 such
that for any constant truncation threshold Kr > 0 sufficiently large, setting 1 = (logd)~5" and
13 € {£(log d)~2KT}, we have as d — oo

Rt (1, Z°C, £€€) —RE ((71,0), Z€C, f€€)

T2

— p.
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Figure 3: (a) and (b): 2D diagram of P(yrp(x) = +1), where yre(x) = sign(¢rr(x)) and z € R?
is a new test sample, with x1 and xo being given and (3,24, - ,24) ~ N(0,I5_3). We choose
d =30, A\ =103, and y = sign (Heg(mT“)). We fix n/d? = 2.5. The red dash lines correspond

to the ground truth boundaries between the two classes y = +1 and y = —1. (c): Theoretical
predictions and empirical results of P(yre(x) = +1) along the line xo = 1 in the 2D diagram. The
black solid line corresponds to the ground-truth label.

Note that this condition only needs to be verified for the CGE model, allowing the use of
Gaussian-specific tools (e.g., Convex Gordon minimax theorem) to check it in concrete cases. More-
over, it suffices to verify the assumption for a simplified perturbed objective where Tk, is replaced
by identity and Ly (6) by the CGE test error Ries;(6; P,cc pcc).

Theorem 3.13 (Univgrsality of Test Error). Suppose Assumptions 3.1-3.8 and 3.10-3.12 hold.
Denote by ORF (resp. 8<C) the minimizer of the empirical risk (23) with T = 0 for the random
feature data (ZRF, fRF) (resp. CGE data (Z°C, £¢©)). Then, as d — oo,

‘ Rtest (éRF; PZRFJRF) - Rtest (éCG; ]P)ZCGJCG) L 0.

Under these assumptions, the limiting test error of the ERM with random features (10) coincides
with that of its Conditional Gaussian Equivalent counterpart (20). The proof of Theorem 3.13 is
given in Appendix E.

3.3 Discussion and numerical simulations

Below we briefly summarize several consequences of Theorems 3.9 and 3.13. Due to space con-
straints, we postpone the explicit asymptotic formulas, their derivations, and full application details
to the companion paper [WHL25b].

Exact asymptotics for the CGE model. Our main results imply that the asymptotic behav-
ior of the RF model can be analyzed directly through the CGE model (20). Crucially, this model

decomposes into the sum of a low-dimensional non-Gaussian component zI%SHG depending only on

xg, with s 4+ @ features given by {xgs, ha(xs)}, and an independent high-dimensional Gaus-

sian model zg(a;uss‘ Conditional on {x; s }ic[n), we apply the Convex Gaussian Min-Max Theorem

(CGMT) [TOH15b, TAH18] to the high-dimensional Gaussian features zSC ., and combine this
with uniform concentration for the low-dimensional component zI%SHG. This yields an asymptotic

characterization of both train and test errors in terms of O(s?) scalar parameters, determined
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Figure 4: Phase diagram for the existence of an interpolating RF model in binary classification in
the quadratic scaling regime. Each pixel value represents the empirical probability that the RF
model interpolates the training data (yi, Ti);c[n), averaged over 60 independent trials. The red solid
lines represent the asymptotic predictions for the phase transition boundary from the CGE model,
and the green dashed curves are the asymptotic predictions from the GE model. We fix d = 50
and n/d? = 0.45. The target function is f,(x) = 22:0 f kHeg (w] z) and the label is generated by
the logistic model: P(y = 1 | @) = (1 4+ e™*/*@) 71 Teft panel: g = 2, pre1 = 1, pteo = 2 and
t«,3 = 0.6 ; Right panel: s, =4, .1 =1, e 2 =2 and p, 3 = 0.6.

as fixed points of an explicit deterministic minimax problem. Full formulas and derivations are
provided in [WHL"25b]. Figures 2-5 illustrate the resulting theoretical predictions.

We now apply this asymptotic characterization to several phenomena arising in binary classifi-
cation with RF features in the quadratic scaling and single-index labels (generalized linear models).

Non-linear classifiers. Prior work in the linear scaling regime focused on linear classifiers and
their high-dimensional limits [HL22, MRSS23, SCC19, MRSY25]. In the quadratic scaling regime,
the learned classifier is generally quadratic, and our framework provides precise asymptotic descrip-
tions of these nonlinear decision boundaries. Figure 3 gives an example with single-index model
y = sign(Heo((x1 + 22)/+/2)), whose true decision boundary consists of two parallel hyperplanes
(z1 + 22)/v/2 = +1. Additional examples for multi-index models are presented in [WHLT25b].

Existence of interpolating solution. We next study the capacity of the RF model. Specifically,
for n samples (y;, x;);c[n), We are interested in characterizing the interpolation threshold ., that
is, the smallest value such that when p/n > 1., there exists 8 € R such that y; - 0TzZ-RF > 0 for all
i € [n] with high probability. Figure 4 provides phase diagrams for the existence of interpolating
solutions under different over-parameterization ratios p/n, label SNR s., zeroth-order Hermite
coefficient 0, and single-index target. A sharp interpolation phase transition emerges, and the
transition boundaries align closely with our CGE predictions (red curves). In contrast, the GE
model fails to correctly capture the phase transition boundary.

Double descent and benign overfitting. Figure 4 shows that in the quadratic scaling regime,
the RF model can interpolate purely random labels as soon as p/n > 0.5 (s, = 0). While inter-
polation is often associated with overfitting, recent work shows that interpolating solutions can
still generalize well, a phenomenon known as benign overfitting [BLLT20]. Using the same setting
as Figure 4, we show that the CGE model accurately captures benign overfitting in RF models.
Figure 5 shows some numerical results on logistic regression with A ~ 0. In the left panel, as p/n
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Figure 5: Benign overfitting and double descent phenomenon in binary classification. We choose
d = 40, A = 1074, and the logistic function £(y, z) = log(1 4+ e¢~¥?) for both training and test loss.
Left plot: Fix n/d? = 0.75. Right plot: Fix p/d? = 1.

grows, the training loss decreases monotonically, while the test loss exhibits a “double-descent”
phenomenon with a peak at ¥yax. In the right panel, we fix p/d? = 1 and vary n.

4 Proof outline for Theorem 3.9

In this section, we provide the high-level roadmap for proving the training error universality (The-
orem 3.9). We summarize the main ideas and outline key technical steps. The detailed proofs are
deferred to Appendices A-D.

Our strategy is to prove universality directly for the perturbed empirical risk ﬁn,p(e; 7,72, f)
defined in (23), and then transfer the result to the unperturbed case (71 = 0) using a stability
argument (see Appendix A.2 for details). Specifically, we will show (see Theorem A.1 for the
precise statement) that there exist constants ¢,C' > 0, depending only on the constants in the
assumptions, such that

[E [ (Rip(r, 2%, £7)) | ~ B [ (Ry (7, 26, 59)) || = Outaor7€), (25)
uniformly over all test functions ¢ : R — R with ||¢||ecs [|¢']lc0s | e < 1, where
ﬁfw(T, Z,f):= meinﬁmp(G;T, Z, f), 6 = argminﬁnm(G;T, Z,f).
0
There is by now a well-established approach for proving such universality results, which proceeds
in three steps [HL22, MS22]:

Step 1. (Uniform convergence of marginals over a constrained parameter set.) Identify a subset
of parameters @, C RP such that, uniformly over 8 € ©,, the marginal distributions of
(f,(z,0)) coincide between the original and the CGE model:

Oseué) ‘EZRFJ'RF [1/} (fRF, <ZRF, 9>>] — EZCGJCG [¢(fCG, (ZCG, 0>)] ‘ = Od(d_dﬁ_c,)a

uniformly over 1-bounded 1-Lipschitz functions ¢ : R™ x R — R.
Step 2. (Unconstrained minimizers lie in ®,, with high probability.) Show that both unconstrained

minimizers ORF, §C belong to ©®,, with probability at least 1 — d=¢.
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Step 3. (Universality of the constrained ERM.) Using the above two steps, prove universality of
the training error when the minimization is restricted to ©,:

) . RF RF P . CG CcG o _t
‘E [cp (012&7%;;(9,71 f ))} -k [cp (g&Rn,p(t‘),T,Z f ))” = Oqg(d™" 7).
This is achieved via an interpolation argument—e.g., by swapping one data point at a time
[HL22] or via a continuous interpolation path [KM11, MS22].

Combining these three steps yields the desired result (25).

This strategy has been successfully applied to establish Gaussian universality for random feature
models in the linear scaling n < p < d [HL22, MS22]. However, extending this approach to the
quadratic scaling presents substantial difficulties. The feature map 2RF = o(Wz) is no longer a
Lipschitz function in « (indeed, ||W|op = V/d), and its marginal distribution cannot be controlled
as in [GLR'22, HL22, MS22|. Instead, we consider its Hermite expansion

28 = o1y + W + paVoho () + > i Vi (). (26)
k>3

The feature vector z contains contributions from multiple Wiener chaos components that are mutu-
ally dependent and exhibit markedly distinct behaviors for k € {0, 1,2}, and k > 3—each requiring
separate analyses to control. In particular, the feature covariance takes the form

E[(z8F)(2")T] = p§11) + i WWT + Vo Vol + 3 " i ViV,
k>3

and exhibits one spike of size ©(d?) along 1,, and d spikes of size ©(d) along the columns of W. Our
analysis therefore requires precise control of the projections 0T1p and 8TW to prevent diverging
terms in Step 3, which in turns necessitates a careful localization of the minimizers 0 along these
spike directions in Step 2.

To address these challenges, we proceed as follows:

(1) To establish uniform convergence of the marginals over a constrained set, we prove a joint
central limit theorem (CLT) for the different Wiener chaos components in the decomposi-
tion (26), using a Malliavin—Stein argument [NP05, PT04, NP09, NP12] (see Section 4.2).
The constrained set @, is substantially more intricate than in the linear-scaling regime: the
components corresponding to k € {0,1,2} and k > 3 impose different constraints on 6. For
instance, establishing the CLT for the order-2 chaos term requires showing

DU
j=1

Directly localizing the minimizer 6 ¢ ©®,, with high probability is therefore challenging. In-
stead, we localize the minimizers in two stages and introduce an intermediate model.

(2) We define a Partial Gaussian Equivalent (PGE) model, serving as an intermediate step be-
tween the RF and CGE models. Specifically, in the PGE model we replace the Wiener chaos
components of order k > 3 in the feature-signal pair with their Gaussian equivalents. Denote
by (zPG, f PG) the data in this model. The universality proof then proceeds in two phases:
first between the RF and PGE models, and subsequently between the PGE and CGE models,

Ri (7, ZRF fRF) — Ri (1, 2P fP¢) — Ri(r,Z°C, f<C).

In each phase, the proof follows the same three-step structure described above.
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The remainder of this section is organized as follows. Section 4.1 introduces the Partial Gaus-
sian Equivalent (PGE) model. Section 4.2 defines the constrained parameter sets (-')I'?G and @ISG
associated with the two phases, and establishes the uniform CLT for the marginals. Section 4.3
and Section 4.4 then describe the first (RF to PGE) and second phase (PGE to CGE) phases of
Lindeberg swapping.

4.1 The Partial Gaussian Equivalent model
We define the PGE model below, as well as recall the RF and CGE models for clarity.

Random Feature (RF) model: Recall that hy(z) € RP%r denotes an orthonormal basis of
degree-k Hermite polynomials, where By, < d¥, and let Vi, = (qx(w;)) e)y € RP*Pak (see Section
2.2). Under Assumptions 3.5 and 3.8, the RF model (10) can be written as

Random Feature (RF) Model

D
280 = pol, + W + 1 Vaho(x) + Z px Viehy (),
o

fRF = {$S’527537---’5D’}’ yRF = n(fRF;E)'

Here, x5 = (z1,...,%s) and &, = (&i);E, with & = (Bri, hi(x)).

Partial Gaussian Equivalent (PGE) model: The PGE model serves as an intermediate step
in which we partially Gaussianize the feature-signal pair: we retain the degree-1 and degree-2
Hermite components and replace all higher-order chaos terms (k > 3) by their Gaussian equivalents.
Following the same intuition as in the CGE construction (Section 2.3):

1. Higher-order chaos in the feature: The terms Vihg(x) for k > 3 act as additive Gaussian
noise in the feature. We replace them by ps2g., where g, ~ N(0,1,) is independent of x,

D
and /‘2>2 = ||P>20’||%2 = =3 /‘%'

2. Higher-order chaos in the response: Similarly, we replace {£k}£:l3 by {ék}kDég, where &, =
(§ki)ik and &k = (Bri, gr) with {gk}szlg, gr ~ N(0,1p,,), mutually independent and inde-
pendent of {x, g.}.

Combining these gives the feature-signal pair (2P, f7¢) under the PGE model:

Partial Gaussian Equivalent (PGE) Model

2PC = ol + uWa + ppVoho(x) + P2 g :
~——
Same as RF model Gaussian substitute for k>3 (27)
fPG = {$Sa£25535"'a€D’}5 yPG = 77(fPG§5)-

We will denote . ~

where (ZPC, fPC) are n i.i.d. samples from the PGE model (27).

26



Conditional Gaussian Equivalent (CGE) Model. To transition from the PGE model to
the CGE model, we replace the components orthogonal to the support direction &g by Gaussian
vectors. For the degree-1 chaos,

Wx — WSZI}S + WPJ_Sgl7 W = [WS7W\S]7
where g1 ~ N(0,1,) is independent of {xg,g«,9gs,...,gp'}. For the degree-2 chaos,
Vaoho(x) — Vi sho(xs) + VaPgs 1 g2,
& ={&i}i2 = {(Bak, ha(z)}2) — &= {6}, = {(Bok 92) 121,

where gs ~ N(0,1p,,) is independent of {xs,g1,9+,93,...,9D'}.
The corresponding feature-signal pair (z¢¢, f¢¢) under the CGE model is given by:

Conditional Gaussian Equivalent (CGE) Model ‘

2°C = o1, + 1 Wszs + 12V sha(xs) + 11 WPs 1 g1 + 12VaPs 1 g + pi>2gs,

Same as‘ﬁF model IndependentEaussian part
CG . _ £ £ e CG . _ CG.
f = {$57€27€37"'7€D’}7 Y = 77(f ,8).

4.2 Uniform Central Limit Theorem on constrained parameter sets

To establish a uniform central limit theorem (CLT) for the marginal distributions over a constrained
parameter set, we rely on a Malliavin—Stein argument developed in a series of works by [NP05, PT04,
NP09, NP12]. This approach provides quantitative Gaussian approximations for random variables
living in a fixed Wiener chaos. We briefly outline the main ideas below, deferring the technical
background on Malliavin calculus to Appendix B.1.

CLT on Wiener chaos [NP09]. The Malliavin-Stein method combines two key ingredients:
(i) a differential calculus on the Wiener space, allowing one to differentiate random variables with
respect to the underlying Gaussian noise, and (ii) Stein’s characterization of the normal distribution
via the identity E[¢/(Z) — Z¢(Z)] = 0 for all smooth Z. The method exploits an integration-by-
parts formula on the Gaussian space to compare a given random variable F' with a standard normal
Z. Quantitative control of this comparison can be obtained in terms of the Malliavin derivative
DF, which ‘differentiates’ F' with respect to the underlying Gaussian process. When F' belongs to
a fixed Wiener chaos of order k, this analysis reduces to controlling the variance of || DF||?, which,
in turn, can be expressed through tensor contractions of the coefficients of F'.

Let H; denote the k-th Wiener chaos, corresponding the degree-k homogeneous polynomials of
Gaussian variables. Any F' € Hj. can be represented in tensor form as

F = <T7 Hk(w»a

where T' € Sym(R?) is a symmetric k-tensor, and Hj,(z) is the Hermite tensor of order k (see
Appendix F.1). The isometry between H; and Sym,(R?) is induced by the linear mapping ¢ :
RBak — Sym, (R?) satisfying, for instance,

Hey,((w, @) = (gr(w), hy(2)) = (t(qp(w)), Hy,(z)) = (w™, Hy(a)).

Building on this representation, the following result—often referred to as the Fourth Moment The-
orem—gives a remarkably sharp quantitative CLT within each Wiener chaos.
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Theorem 4.1 (Quantitative CLT on Wiener Chaos [NP05, NP09]). Fiz k > 1. There exist
universal constants Cy, C;. > 0 such that the following holds: For any F = (T, Hy(-)) € Hj, with
E[F?] =1,
s [Elp(F) — Elp(Z)] < Cu/E[F] =3,
¢:R—R, Lip(¢)<1
where Z ~ N(0,1). Moreover, the excess kurtosis E[F*] — 3 is controlled by tensor contractions of
the coefficients:

1
o {, e re T <BE s <o pe 1o, TR,

where T ®, S denotes the contraction of r indices between tensors T, S € Symy(RY).

In particular, convergence to a Gaussian law occurs if and only if all nontrivial contractions
T ®, T vanish asymptotically. Hence, verifying a CLT reduces to bounding these contraction
norms. A multivariate CLT extension of Theorem 4.1 also holds: convergence to a multivariate
Gaussian with covariance C' = (¢;j) occurs whenever each component F; satisfies E[F}] — 3 — 0
and (Fj, Fj) — ¢;;. Appendix B.1 provides additional background on Theorem 4.1.

In our setting, the relevant tensor coefficients take the form

Tew(8) := (V] 0) =

i M*@

We adapt the proof of Theorem 4.1 to establish a partial Gaussian multivariate CLT tailored to our
setting (Theorem B.7 in Appendix B.3). Our uniform convergence results then follow by restricting
0 to a parameter space in which the corresponding tensors T}, w (@) have all nontrivial contractions
vanishing.

Uniform CLT for the first phase (RF to PGE). In this first phase, we replace the higher-
order chaos components (k > 3) by their Gaussian equivalents. Accordingly, we must show that
the following chaos random variables

(V3'0,hy(@)), ..., (V5 O, ha(x)), {(Bai, ha(®))}i2y, ., {(Bpris hor(®))}721,

have tensorized coefficients whose nontrivial contractions vanish asymptotically. Equation (21) in
Assumption 3.5 ensures precisely this property for the degree-k (k > 3) chaos components of the
response, namely that they have vanishing excess kurtosis and satisfy a CLT. Hence, it remains to
verify the CLT for the higher-order chaos terms appearing in the features. For this purpose, we
consider the contractions

P
Tew (0) @ Thw (0) = > 0:0;(w;, w;) w7 @ 'w(j?(k_r)
ij=1
and show that
[Tk, w (8) @ T w(0)|| F = Oap(d™),
with high probability over W for all 3 < k < D and 1 < r < k — 1, provided [|0]|oc = O(d~/4).
Thus, we consider the following constrained parameter set in the first phase RF to PGE:

(28)

< K —1/4 <
OFS () = {geRp: 18]l < (logd)*d 1612 < (log d)*, }

1176| < (logd)*, HmoTWH2 logd)
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which ensures a uniform CLT between the RF and PGE models for any fixed K > 0. Later, we will
set K sufficiently large—depending only on the constants in the assumptions—so that 0 c @‘P,‘(,;(K )
with high probability. The constraints in @%(K ) also control the projections of 8 onto the spiked
directions of the feature covariance, which is essential for handling the Lindeberg swapping step
(Step 3). For brevity, we may omit the dependence on W and K and simply write OPC when clear
from context.

Theorem 4.2 (Replacing higher-order chaos with isotropic gaussian). Let £ denote the class of
L-Lipschitz functions ¢ : R™TY — R. Then for any constants C, K > 0, there exists constants
¢,C' > 0 such that with probability at least 1 —d—C over W,

< C’£

sup sup 7

E[@(m57£27£37 €Dy OTZRF)] - E[@(m57£2vé37 s 7éD’7 0TZPG):|
pel 9cOIS(K)

The proof of this theorem can be found in Appendix B.4.

Uniform CLT for the second phase (PGE to CGE). In the second phase, we replace the
components of the features orthogonal to the support &g in the degree-1 and degree-2 Hermite
chaos by their Gaussian equivalents. Note that Pg | « is already Gaussian and independent of g,
so no replacement is needed for this part. For the degree-2 Hermite term, we can decompose

0TVaPs L ho(z) = (WDoW g, Ha(2\5)) + 25 W3 DgW\ g\ g,

where = (zs,x\g) € RoHI=9) W = [Wg, Wis] € RP*(5+(d=5)) "and Dy = diag(@) € RP*P. For
the first term, the only nontrivial contraction condition is equivalent to requiring that || W\EDQW\ $llop
tends to zero. For the second term, we will simply show that it has vanishing contribution. For the
degree-2 chaos components in the response, Assumption 3.5 again guarantees a CLT.

Hence, the constrained parameter set for this phase adds conditions controlling quadratic in-
teractions beyond those in ®"¢, and is defined as

O (e, K) = {0 € O (K) : [[WsDo Wig||, < d ™, WDy Wi, < d—e}, (29)

which ensures uniform CLT between PGE and CGE for any fixed K, > 0. As before, we will
choose € > 0 sufficiently small—depending only on the constants in the assumptions—so that
6PC ¢ O$$ (e, K) with high probability. For brevity, we will omit the subscripts and write @<©
when the dependence on W and (e, K) is clear from context.

Theorem 4.3 (Replacing second-order chaos with partial isotropic gaussian). Let £ denote the
class of L-Lipschitz functions ¢ : R™t1 — R. Then for any constants C,K,c > 0, there exists
constants ¢,C" > 0 such that with probability at least 1 —d=¢ over W,

< 0’5.

sup sup 7

E[@(m57£27£37 s 7£D’7 OTZPG)} - E[@(m57é27é37 s 7éD’7 OTZCG)]
pel 96@%3(671{)

The proof of this theorem can be found in Appendix B.5.
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4.3 Lindeberg Swapping Phase I : RF to PGE

In the first phase of the Lindeberg swapping argument, we replace all chaos components of degree
k > 3 in the features and responses by Gaussian vectors with matching covariance. The result of
this step is summarized below.

Theorem 4.4 (Phase I of Lindeberg Swapping). Suppose Assumptions 3.1-3.8 and 3.10 hold.

There exist constants c,c,C, Ky,dy > 0 depending only on the constants in these assumptions,

such that for all Kr > Ky, all d=¢ < 7 < 1/(logd)5T, all |1o| < 71 /(log d)5T, and all d > dy, the
following holds: For any twice-differentiable function ¢ : R = R with [|¢]lco, [|¢ [|ocs |€” leo < 1,

5 RF ¢RF 5 PG PG da—°

‘E[C}D (Rn,p(T7 Z 7f )) :| - E|:(10 (Rn,p(T7 Z 7.f )) ] ‘ < ? (30)

The proof of this theorem is given in Appendix C and follows the standard Lindeberg inter-

polation method. We construct a sequence of intermediate empirical risk problems by swapping

one data point at a time between the two models. Let (Z,, f,) denote the dataset where the first

q samples are drawn from the RF model and the remaining n — ¢ samples from the PGE model.
Thus (Z,, f,,) = (ZRF, £RF) and (Zy, fo) = (Z7¢, £PC). Define

P, = Rz,p(ﬂ Zq, fq),

so that the difference in (30) decomposes as

‘E[‘P((I)n)] _E[‘P((I)O)” < Zi:‘E[SD((I)q)] _E[‘P(q’q—l)”~

Each term in the sum is bounded by O(n~td = C). To obtain these bounds, we introduce a leave-
one-out objective ®\, and perform a second-order Taylor expansion of ¢(®,) and ¢(®,—1) around
®\4, following the approach of [HL22]. We further introduce a quadratic surrogate to control the
interpolation error (see Appendix C.6 for details).

The key technical step is to show that all minimizers of the intermediate problems lie in the
‘good parameter’ region O5Z(K) defined in (28), with high probability. This is established in

Lemmas C.1 (Appendix C.1) and C.3 (Appendix C.2). Intuitively, the bounds
10158, [l W8]z < (log d)

follow from the calibrated growth condition (Assumption 3.3): since the empirical risk value is
bounded by ﬁn,p(O) < (logd)¥ with high probability, the empirical predictions ||gz|l2 must re-
main at most (log d)K/ on a sufficiently large subset Z of samples, which in turn controls the
low-dimensional spike directions. Finally, to establish the bound [|0]|os < (log d)X /d"/*, we com-
pare the objective minimum with that of a modified problem in which the j-th feature o((w;,x))
is removed. By strong convexity, the difference between the two objective values controls |éj|, and
a union bound over j € [p] completes the argument.

4.4 Lindeberg Swapping Phase II : PGE to CGE

In the second phase of the Lindeberg swapping argument, we replace with independent Gaussian
vectors the degree-2 chaos components in the features and responses of the PGE model that lie
outside the signal subspace spanned by xg. The result of this step is summarized below.
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Theorem 4.5 (Phase II of Lindeberg Swapping). Suppose Assumptions 3.1-3.8 and 3.10 hold.
There exist constants c,c’,C,Ky,dy > 0 depending only on the constants in these assumptions,
such that for all Kr > Ky, all d=¢ < 1 < 1/(logd)X", all || < 71/(log d)5T, and all d > dy, the
following holds. For any twice-differentiable function ¢ : R — R with ||¢|co, [|¢"]lcos [|€” loo < 1,

d—C

o
T

oo (R 27.479) | B[ (25, 559) | <

The proof of this theorem is provided in Appendix D. It follows the same general structure as
the proof of Theorem 4.4, and we highlight only the new elements specific to this phase. The main
additional challenge is to ensure that the minimizers lie in the constrained parameter set @%(K ,€)
defined in (29), with high probability. This localization result is established in Proposition D.6
(Appendix D.3). The proof requires controlling the operator norm

[WsDgWisllop = sup v W DWisv,

which necessitates a uniform bound over all directions v € S¢ 1.
To obtain such a bound, we introduce a leave-one-direction-out (LODO) objective. Specifically,
for each v € S, we define modified data (Z_,, f_,) by replacing

(I —vv")w;
(I — voT)w|l2

T — Ty =(I— 'va)a:Z-, W > W) _qy =

and consider the corresponding objective
Po—0(8) = Rup(0; Z—v, f-0) + 7 TV (8) + /%0,

where the additional regularization term enforces that the minimizer 6_,, of P, —o satisfies Hé_v lloo =
O4(d="/#) uniformly over v. A detailed explanation of this construction and its role in controlling
the tensor contractions is given in Appendix D.1.
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A Preliminaries

A.1 Notation for high probability bounds.
For (deterministic or) random variables X, Y > 0 depending on (n,p,d), we will write
X <Y
to mean, for any constant C' > 0, there exists a constant K = K (C') > 0 such that
P[X < (logd)X - Y] >1—dC.

If X,Y are both deterministic, this means simply that X < (log d)K -Y for a constant K > 0.
Here, K may depend also on other constant quantities that do not depend on n,p,d, such as the
constants of Assumptions 3.1 through 3.10.

For a possibly random set S and (deterministic or) random variables X (6),Y (8) > 0 indexed
by 8 € S, we will likewise write

X (0) < Y(0) simultaneously over 6 € S
to mean, for any constant C' > 0, there exists a constant K = K(C) > 0 such that
P[X(0) < (logd)® - Y (@) forall @ € S] > 1 —dC.

Throughout our arguments, we will apply repeatedly the Gaussian hypercontractivity inequality
(c.f. [Jan97, Theorem 6.7]) for any standard Gaussian vector g, polynomial function F' of degree D,

and a constant ¢ = ¢(D) > 0 depending only on D, P[|F(g) — EF(g)| > t/VarF(g)] < 2"
This implies, in particular, that if D > 0 is a constant independent of n, p, d, then

|F'(g)| < [EF(g)| + /VarF(g).

A.2 Perturbed empirical risk and stability
Let Tk, (-) denote a smooth, increasing function satisfying
Tir(x) = z if |z < (logd)5T 7, [ Tie(2)| < (log d)5T for all z € R.
Recall that the perturbed empirical risk is defined as
Rp(0;7,Z, f) = Rnp(8: 2, f) + 7TV (6),

where

rW©) =Ti (IVI6I3), T8 (0) = Tice (Lw (9)),
and
Vi = [nolp, W] € RPHD 0 Lyy () = Epo s [fies (47, (6, 27¢)) | W
Throughout, we take 71 > 0 and ||7||oo < 1/(logd)XT, so that |7 -TW(0)| < 2 for all 6.
We denote

ﬁfw(T, Z, f)= m@inﬁn,p(e; T,.Z,f), 0= argminﬁnm(G;T, Z,f).
0
When emphasizing dependencies, we use 6, or é(T, Z,f).
To prove Theorem 3.9 (universality for the unperturbed empirical risk, 7 = 0), we first establish

universality for the perturbed objective with 7, > 0, and then invoke stability of the ERM to extend
the result to 7 = 0. Specifically, we will first prove the following theorem:
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Theorem A.1 (Universality of the Perturbed Empirical Risk). Suppose Assumptions 3.1-3.8 and
3.10 hold. There exist constants c,c’,C, Ky, dy > 0 depending only on the constants in these assump-
tions, such that for all Kr > Ky, alld=¢ < < 1/(logd)X", all |m| < 71 /(log d)XT, and all d > dy,
the following holds: For any twice-differentiable function ¢ : R — R with ||¢llco, [|¢[|cos ¢ [0 < 1,

E[e (R;,(r. 25, 1)) | - B[ Ry, (r. 2%, 7)) ] | < L

T

To compare with the case 71 = 0, we next establish a stability property of the empirical risk.

Lemma A.2 (Empirical Risk stability). Suppose Assumptions 3.1-3.8 and 3.10 hold. Then for
any 71 > 0 and all 1-Lipschitz functions ¢ : R — R,

E[ o (Rip(m2.5) ¢ (Ri,((0,72), 2.9)) || < millog )",

where (Z, f) € {(ZRF, FRF), (Z2CC, £CC)).

Proof. Since 1 - I'1(0) is nonnegative, using the definition of the perturbed risk,
ﬁ;kz,p((ov 7—2)7 Z, f) < ﬁ;kz,p(7-7 Z, f) < ﬁmp(é(oﬂ'z); T,Z, f) = ﬁ;,p((()? 7—2)7 Z, f)"i_TlTKF(HV—i—-ré(O,Tz)H%)’

The lemma follows from applying |Tx..(-)| < (log d)¥r.
]

Combining Theorem A.1 and Lemma A.2 and setting 71 = d~¢ for sufficiently small ¢ > 0
yields Theorem 3.9. Thus, Appendices C and D are devoted to establishing Theorem A.1 for the
perturbed empirical risk with = > 0.

A.3 Basic bounds for features and labels.

Lemma A.3. For each of the Random Features, Partial Gaussian, and Conditional Gaussian
models, we have

1252 < d, (12702 < d, (2%l <d, BRI<1 BT <1 eI < L

Proof. Expanding zRF = ZkD:O ur Vihi () and writing E, for the expectation over @ only (i.e.
conditional on W), we have

D
Eqo|| 2R3 = Tr ) i Vi Vi

k=0
Recalling Vi, = [gx(w1), ..., qx(w,)]T, we have
p P p
Tr ViV = (ar(wi), qe(wi)) =Y (P w) = (Jwill3)* = p
i=1 i=1 i=1

for each k = 0,..., D. Furthermore |u;| < 1 by Assumption 3.8, so Eg||2RF||2 < p < d?. Then by
Gaussian hypercontractivity over , we have [|2RF||y < d. For zP® and 2, we have similarly

2
Eo.g. 1273 = Eogngug. 215 = Tr (Y mfVeViT + oI ) < &

k=0
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with expectations taken over the independent Gaussian variables x,g., g1, g> defining zP¢, 2¢C.

Then applying hypercontractivity over (z, gs, g1, g2), also ||z7¢||2,|z2¢¢|2 < d.

For the labels, we have yRF = n(azs,,ﬁghg(a}),...,BB,hD/(a:),a) where Br = [Br1,---,Bks,)-
The columns of each B € RPB4xXk have unit norm, so E||B]hg(x)||3 = sk. Then Gaussian
hypercontractivity over  implies || 3] hy(x)|l2 < 1. We have also || < 1 by Assumption 3.6. Then
by Assumption 3.5 for (-), |yRF| < 1. Similarly, for ¢ and y©, we may apply also || 3] gx||2 < 1 for
each k = 2,..., D’ and the Gaussian vector g;, € RBP4k defining 5P, y*C. Then |yPC|, [y ¢ < 1. O

A.4 Misclassification error under linear predictors

In this section, we prove a technical lemma in the case of binary classification under Assumption
3.3(ii) and Assumption 3.7.

Lemma A.4. Under Assumption 3.7, there exist constants C,c,cq > 0 such that with probability
at least 1 — Ce™ ",
RS RF T T
elélﬂgp - Z 1 (yi = —sign(@'1,+ 6 W:BZ)> > cp.
1=
An identical statement holds for the PGE and CGE labels ny, inG as well as the mized data
{(xi,yi)}7_, for the intermediary problems of the two Lindeberg swapping phases.

Proof. The proof is identical for all data {(z;,y;)}"; with y; € {yRF, 4P 4yC}: By the definition of
fied fz-RF, fiPG, fZ-CG}, there exists a constant 6 > 0 for which P[|| f;||2 < 1] > 0. Then by Assumption
3.7, there exists a constant ¢y € (0,1/2) such that for all (a,b) € R x RY,

Ply; = —sign(a+b'z;)] = E[Ply(fi,e) = —sign(a + b'@;) | @i, fil] 2 co (| fill2 < 1] > cod.

Let fup(z,y) = 1{y = —sign(a + b'x)}. The function class {f,p : (a,b) € R x R4} has VC-
dimension at most that of the half-spaces {a +b'x < 0 : (a,b) € S} which is d + 1. Thus (c.f.
[Ver18, Theorem 8.3.23]) for a universal constant C' > 0,

n

1 d d
E sup —— Z 1{y; = —sign(a + b'x;)} < stup —Ply; = —sign(a + b'x;)] + C’\/j < a9
(a,b)eRxRE TV i=1 n 2

=7

Applying Talagrand’s concentration inequality [Tal96, Theorem 1.4] P[Z > EZ+t] < Ce~cntlog(1+)
for universal constants C',¢ > 0 any ¢t > 0, we have with probability 1 — e~ <" that Z < —cyd /4, i.e.

. 1 - . 00(5
f —§j1<i:— T bTa)) > 22
(a,b)léleRd n Y sign(a )) 4

=

Applying this result to (a,b) = (1;',—9, W) and adjusting cg finishes the proof. O
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B Gaussian Equivalence Theorems

B.1 Preliminaries on Malliavin Calculus

This section provides a brief overview of the necessary concepts from Malliavin calculus and Wiener
chaos expansions that are used in our analysis. For a more comprehensive treatment, we refer the
reader to the Chapter 1 of [Mal06].

Let (R%)®* be the space of symmetric tensors in (RY)®*, where (R?)®* is the space of general
k-th order tensors. Denote by Sym : (RY)®* — (R?)®% the symmetrization map

1
Sym(T)lezlk = E Z Ti,r(l)i,r(z)...i,r(k)-
" permutations m of {1,2,....k}

For any k,¢ > 1, r € {0,1,...,min(k,#)}, and symmetric tensors § € (R)®* and T € (R%)®*,
denote the partial contraction ®, over r coordinates by

d
(S ®7" T)il---ikfr'jl---jéfr = § : S'il---ikfral---ar']—.vjl---jéfral---ar7

at,...,ar=1

where ®g = ® for r = 0 is the usual tensor product. Then define the symmetrized contractions
®r . (Rd)G)k % (Rd)QZ N (Rd)®k+€—2r by

S®@,T = Sym(S ®, T).

Let £ € RY denote a standard Gaussian vector & ~ N(0,I5). Let L?(G) be the space of
functions of @ with finite second moment, equipped with the Gaussian inner-product (F, G) 12(G) =
E[F(x)G(x)]. For each k = 0,1,2,... define the k*" Wiener chaos space

Hj, = span {Hek(:c) ke {0,1,2,...}% ||k|, = k:} c L*(G),

the closed linear subspace of L?(G) spanned by the multivariate Hermite polynomials of degree k.
For example, H, is the space of constant functions, H; is the space of mean-zero linear functions
of x, etc. Let Iy : R — Hg be given by Iy(t) = t, and let Ij, : (R)% — H, for k > 1 be the linear
map defined by

Ik(T) = VE(T, o(hi()))

where ¢ : RBP4k — (R?)F is the isometry defined in Appendix F.1, satisfying (c(u), (v)) = (u,v).
Then by the orthogonality of the Hermite polynomials in L?(G), I} satisfies the isometric property

(1e(S), 1e(T)) r2(g) = KNS, T). (31)
Note that by Lemma F.2, H}, is equivalently the linear span of {Hey((w,z)) : w € S¥~1}, and
I, (w®*) = VE! Hep ((w, z)) for all w € ST1,

We denote by Ji : L?(G) — H;, the orthogonal projection onto Hy. In particular, Jo(F) =
EF(x) is its mean. For any F € L?(G), there exists a unique symmetric tensor T}, € (R)®F for
each k =0,1,2,... such that Ji(F) = I(T}), and thus

F=Y Ju(F) =) I(T}).
k=0 k=0

42



We define the Malliavin derivative D : dom(D) — (L?(G))? by
DF = (8,,F,...,0,,F),  dom(D) = {F € L3G) : Y kllJu(F)[22q) < oo}
k=0

where, for smooth functions F' with compact support, d;; is the usual partial derivative of F'(x) =
F(x1,...,2q) in the variable z;, and this is extended by completion to dom(D). We also define the
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck infinitesimal generator L : dom(L) — L*(G) by

LE =" ~kJi(F),  dom(L) = {F € L(G) : 3_ K| Ju(F)[}a(g) < o0 .
=0 k=0

and we define its inverse L™'F = 3°2° | —1 Jx(F) whenever Jo(F) = EF(x) = 0.
Our computations rest on the following three identities.

Lemma B.1 ([NP09], Eq. (2.29)). For any k,£ > 1, S € (R)%% and T € (RY)®*,

min(k,?)

L(S)(T)= > r!<7]f> <f>lk+g_2r(s®rT).

r=0
Lemma B.2 ([NO07], Lemma 2). For any k,£ > 1, S € (R)®* and T € (R%)®*,

min(k,?)

ons)wnm) =i S -0 (7 (0] ea(sam).

1 r—1 r—1

Lemma B.3 (Integration-by-parts). Let F' € dom(D) C L*(G) satisfy E[F(z)] = 0, and let
G € dom(D). Then for any smooth and bounded function f:R — R, we have

E[F(z)f(G(z))] =E [(DG(z), -DL™'F(z)) f'(G(z))] .

Proof. This follows as in [NP09, Theorem 3.1], writing F = LL™'F = —§DL™'F where § is
the adjoint of D satisfying E[F - v] = E(DF,v). Hence E[Ff(G)] = —E[(SDL™'F)f(GQ)] =
E[f(G){DG, —DL~'F)], where we used the chain rule Df(G) = f'(G)DG. O

In the case of F(x) = (w,z) € H; and G(x) = (w',x) € H; for w,w’ € RY we have
—L7'F = F, DF(z) = w, and DG(x) = w’, so this gives the usual Gaussian integration-by-parts
identity

E[{w, z) f((w',z))] = (w, w') Ef ((w', z)).
Lemma B.3 may be understood as a generalization of this identity to higher-order Hermite poly-

nomial functions F, G € H; and linear combinations of such functions.

B.2 Excess kurtosis bound

Lemma B.4. Fiz any k > 1, and let Q = I(T) € Hy for some T € (RY)O*. Then there is a
constant C > 0 depending only on k for which

_1 k-1 k—1
Ot ik |7 @, T3 < E[QY] — 3EIQY < Cfiak T &, T3,
r=

r=
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Proof. An abstract version of this result is shown in the arguments of [NP05], which for convenience
we reproduce here for our case: By Lemma B.1,

k

2
Q2 — ZT! <l;> I2(k—r) (T®TT)

r=0

Taking the expected square and using the isometric property (31) of {Ij}x>0, we have

4
BIQ") = B = (2 F) Bltagon (75,7

<
I >
o

4
- <r!>2<"“) 20k — PTG, T2

k—1 4
k .
— (PITIS + OITETIE + S (r02(F) k- WIS T, G2
r=1
the final equality isolating the two summands for r = k and r = 0. For the » = 0 term, we have

- 1
2 TRT 2 TRT TRT
[T@oT |3 = ISym(T @ T)||z = (2k)2 E ,<7T( ®T), (T ®T))

where the summation is over all pairs of permutations 7, 7" of {1, ..., 2k}, and 7(T'®T) is the tensor
that permutes the indices of T'® T according to 7. Since T is symmetric, it may be checked that
(r(T@T), 7 (T ®T)) depends only on the cardinality » = [{n(1),...,7(k)} N {7’ (1),...,7'(k)}|
and is given by

(r(TeT),”(TeT)) =T T3

For each fixed 7, the number of permutations 7’ with r = |[{7(1),...,7(k)} N {='(1),..., 7" (k)}| is
(k)z(k‘!)2 SO

k

. 1 A ) ( =
786 = G 3 (1) 0PI o, T =2 () e

|
)’ r=0 7“:1

the last equality again isolating the terms for » = k and » = 0. Applying this to (32),

k—1 4 k-1
BIQ") = 3PS+ (07 (1) T2tk — T, I + k2 ) IT o, TIE.
r=1 r=1

The lemma then follows from the identity 3E[Q?]? = 3E[[,(T)?)?> = 3(k!)?||T||3, and the bound
IT®, T3 < |IT @, T|3. O

Lemma B.4 allows us to give a different formulation of the genericity condition
E[(Bri, b (x))"] <3 +d~°

for the unit vectors By; of Assumption 3.5: Let +(Bk;) € (R?)®* be the symmetric tensor embedding
of B;, so that

(Bri, hi(x)) = (L(Bri), t(hy(x))) = I <L(5§)> '
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By Lemma B.4, the genericity condition (21) is then equivalent to the existence of a constant ¢ > 0
such that for all k =2,..., D" and i =1,..., s,

1Brillz = 1, 16(Bri) @ (Bri) ||l < d™¢ for every 1 <r < k — 1. (33)

We may check, for example, that this condition holds when Bj; are uniformly distributed on the
unit sphere:

Lemma B.5. If By; ~ Unif(SPar—1), then for any constants C > 0 and ¢’ € (0,1/2), Br; satisfies
(33) with probability at least 1 — d=C for all large d.

Proof. Let us represent By; = g/||gll2, where g ~ N(0,I) € RBak. Write G = 1(g) € (RY)®F.
Fixing r € {1,...,k — 1}, we have (G ®, G)r; = Y4 Gr,AGp a where I = (i1,..., i), I' =
(é,...,,_,), and A = (a1,...,a,) denote tuples of indices in [d]. Thus

2
|G ®,G|% = Z (Z GI,AGI’,A) = Z G AGp AG1 A Gp o
A 1A A

Note that two entries G4 and G/ 4/ of G are independent unless (I, A) is a permutation of (I’, A").
Thus E[G1 aGp AG1 4G 4] = 0 unless either I’ is a permutation of I, A’ is a permutation of
A, or (I',A’) is a permutation of (I, A). The number of tuples (I,1’, A, A’) satisfying each case is
at most CdF—"d"d", Cd"d*—"d*—", and CdF respectively, for a constant C' > 0 depending only on
(k,r). Thus

E|G ®, G|% < max(d*", d"FE=) < g1,
By Gaussian hypercontractivity, this implies |G ®, G||r < d*~1/2. On the other hand, since
By, < d*, a standard chi-squared tail bound shows 1/|g||2 < d~*/2. So

1(Bri) @r t(Bri)llF = G @, Gllp < d™Y2,

1
lgll3

which implies the lemma. O

B.3 An Abstract Partial Gaussian Equivalence Theorem

In this section, we now present a general interpolation bound for replacing higher-order Wiener
chaos components by Gaussian surrogates while preserving the lower-order ones.

Suppose  ~ N(0,1;), and recall the vector hy(x) € RBP4l of degree-l multivariate Hermite
polynomials.

Definition B.6 (Tuple-indexed chaos vector along the interpolation path). Fiz integers K > 1
and K' € {0,...,K}. For eachl =1,...,K, fix an integer k; > 1 and choose coefficient vectors
ap,...,ap € RBar Let

T {AI=1 K =1 k).

For every | > K', let g ~ N(0,1p,,) be independent of each other and of x. Fort € [0,1] and
each (1,7) € Z, define

" aj; hy(x), <K',
Si,4 t) =
’ agg-(\/l—thl(m)—l—\/i_fgl), K' <I<K,
and set s(t) = (Sl,j(t))(m)ez-
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The special cases are s(0), which recovers the original chaos vector, and s(1), which replaces
all orders [ > K’ by Gaussian surrogates.

Theorem B.7 (Partial Gaussian Equivalence Theorem). Let K > 1, K' € {0,..., K}, and s(t) =
(SlJ(t))(lj)eI € RF++FK be as in Definition B.6. Let

Thigh = {(Lj) €T: 1> K'}

denote the set of swapped coordinates. Let ¢ : RF1HHhx 5 R be any twice continuously-differentiable
function, with ||| V2@|lopllec < 00. Then

[E[p(s(0)) — o(sW)] | < ClIV*0llopllee Y. D"/ Var((Vasa(0), Vass(0))) .

aeIhigh BET

where V4 denotes the gradient in x, and C > 0 is a constant depending only on K, K', and {k’l}{iy

Proof. Define
U(t) =Elp(s(t)],  te[0,1],

so that

1
Bliets(0) —o(s(0)]| = e —v)] < [ wiar (34)
By the form of s; ;(t), only the coordinates (I, j) € Zpnign depend on ¢. Thus
/ 1,1 1
=8| S s y(Geln - pmelhe) @

Step 1: Gaussian integration by parts for the g;-term. Fix o = (I,j) € Zpignh. For the term
involving g; in (35), we apply Gaussian integration-by-parts on g;. The chain rule yields

k; ky
Vg (Oap(s(t))) = Z 02 10 P(8(8)) Vg 51,5 () = V't Z 02 0 ne(s(t)) ay.
i'=1 i'=1

Therefore,

ky
E[on(a(t) - 3= ab] = 5E[(VaOup(s(0). )] = FE[ S 0 jyels(t) afay ]
5'=1

Step 2: Malliavin integration by parts for the h;(x)-term. For the term involving h;(x)
in (35), we apply the Malliavin integration-by-parts identity of Lemma B.3 for @, with the choices

G=0dup(s(t)), F=ajl@), [flu)=u

Here F lies in the I-th Wiener chaos (I > 1), so L'F = —}F and hence —DL™'F = 1 DF, where
the Malliavin derivative D is simply the gradient V. Therefore

E[dug(s(t)) - alihu(z)| = %E[(Vmaago(s(t)), Vaalh(@))] = %E[<Vm8a<p(s(t)), Vasa(0))].
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By the chain rule and the explicit form of s, (),

Vadug(s(t) = X Ouplol) Tas (0, Vaspplt) = 2O TR
20aP(S = aP\S xS s xSr,j’ =
e ! ! ’ V1I—1tVgs, ;#(0), r>K'
Splitting the sum accordingly and inserting the prefactor 5 \/11? from (35), we obtain
Edup(s(t)) - s A— alhu(z)| = o T E| 02, p(5(0)) (Vasr (1), Vasal0))]
¢ ovI—t1 Y 2vI—t Ll = @5rj/(t), Vasa
1 1
=3 7E X 2ap(s(t) (Vas, (0), Vasa(0))]
YEZhigh
11 )
F o= TE 2 Barl(s() (Vass(0), Vasa(0))].

3€(Z\Inign)

Step 3: Centering by Lemma B.2. For any [,I’ > 1 and j € {1,...,k}, j/ € {1,... ky},
write

o150 = (U520, s 0 = 1 (1520).

Lemma B.2 then directly implies that

T _ 7/
aljalj/, =1 s

EH (Vasi,(0), vwsl,,j,(o»] - {0’ v

Thus, for any a = (I, ), with some simple calculation,

ky
% B[S 82 els(t) alary] - % E E S Bup(s(0) (Vasal0), Vasy(0)]
i=1

V€Zhigh

<CIV*¢loplle Dy Var((Vasa(0), Vas,(0))) -

'YEIhigh
Similarly,
1 EF Z D%50(s(t)) (V25a(0) Vm85(0)>}
2\/ 1—t¢ l @ )

d€(Z\Inign)

CllIVZ¢lloplloo
< R N Var((Vesa(0), Vess(0))).
V=t e T

Noting that fol \/%dt = 2, we conclude that

(34) < CIIV¥llopllos D D \/Var( (Vasa(0), Vass(0))) -

aEZhigh 661—
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Corollary B.8. Adopt the notation of Theorem B.7. Assume the coefficient families satisfy

o < B
mi e laule < 2 0
et o Bl sl < @

for some parameters B = B(d) > 0 and p = p(d) > 0. Then, for any twice continuously-
differentiable function ¢ : RF*++kx R with ||| V20| oplleo < 00,

|E[w(s0) = @(s1)] | < ClIIV*¢lloplloc (BY* + p'/?),
for a constant C > 0 depending only on K, K', and the multiplicities {k:l}{il.
Proof. Recall that Zyigh = {({,7) : 1 > K'} and 7T = Ufil{(l,j) 1< <k}

Step 1: Diagonal high—high terms. Fix o = ([, ) € Zpignh and set F(x) = 5,(0) = alTjhl(ac) =

Il(%) By Lemma B.2,

Lo F12 — a2 ll_l Y ay) - vai)
FIVaFI = oyl + 1300 =101, ) e (520,258,

r=1
where we recall that t(a;;) is an isometry satisfying (c(ay;),¢(a;;)) = ||ai;||3. Then orthogonality of
chaoses gives

— ((r=1N\?[1-1\" )
Ver(1V2F18) =13 () (7)) @ 2 et -

r

Lemma B.4 implies
Var(|[V.F|3) < C(E[F'] - 3E[F?]?) < Cp,

where we used (37) for the final inequality.

Step 2: Off-diagonal high—high terms. Let o = (,j) and 8 = (I’,j") be two distinct indices
in Zpign with I < 1'. Writing s,(0) = I;(H) and sg(0) = Iy (G), where

Hay) o _ Havy)

H == o

Q‘

the product formula Lemma B.2 gives

(Va5 (0), Vs (0)) = lllzl:(r _ ). <i B 11> (lr B 1) Lovon(HE,G).

r=1

Squaring and using orthogonality, if [ < I’ we have

l _ 2 2
Var(Vasa(0), Vass ) = 22 3 - 02 (121 ) (T2 1) 0t onnims, Gl 69
r=1
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and if [ = I’ we have as in Step 1 above

— 1—1\* )
Var((Vg54(0), Vasz(0))) = 14Z(r — 1) <T 1> (2l — 2r)! | H®,G||%. (39)

r=1

For 1 <r <, observe that | H®,G||r < |H ®, G||r, where (H®, G)1,;j =Y., Hr 4G4 for
index tuples I = (i1,...,4—), J = (J1,---,Jr—r), and A = (ay,...,a,). Then

. 2
||H®TGH% < Z(Z Hia GJ,A) = Z ZHI,A G, aH G
LJ A 1,J A,B
- Z(H @ p—r H)A7B(G p—r G)A,B
A,B
1
<|H®i - H|||Gor—, G| < §(HH 1 H|} + |Gy, G||3).  (40)
Then applying Lemma B.4 as above, |H®,G|% < Cp. For the maximal contraction r = [ when

I <, (40) implies
IH&GE < |H|FIG @r-i G F,

so ||[H®;G||% < CB?p'/? by Lemma B.4. Substituting these bounds into (38) and (39) yields

Var((Vasa(0), Vass(0))) < C(p+ B%p'/?)

Step 3: Mixed high—low terms. For a € Ty and € I\ Zpign, the same argument gives the
identical bound
Var ((Vgsa(0), Vas5(0)) < C(p+ B%p'/?).

Substituting these into the bound of Theorem B.7 completes the proof. O

B.4 Proof of Theorem 4.2

Recall the decomposition
hi(x) = Pshy(x) + Ps L hi(x)

where Pghy () is supported on the degree-k multivariate Hermite polynomials involving only xg,
and Pg | hy(x) is supported on those that involve some coordinate of x\g. We consider a further
decomposition of Pg | hy(x),

hi.(x) = Pshy(x) + PEThy () + PG hy ()

where ngﬁehk(a)) is supported on those Hermite polynomials involving only @\ g, and Pg?fjfedhk(m)

is supported on those depending on both &g and x\g. We will write as shorthand
hi.s(w) = Pshy(x) + PRy (x),  hyys = PE I hi(),

i.e. hy\ () is supported on the indices {k : k1+...+ks = 0} and hy s(x) is supported on the indices
{k:ki+ ...+ ks >1}. For a Gaussian vector g, ~ N (O, IBd’k), we decompose correspondingly

gk = Gk,S t+ gk\S-

The following lemma first controls the magnitudes of the components in Theorem 4.2 corre-
sponding to hyj s(x) and gy, g.
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Lemma B.9. For any fized constant K > 0, there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that

1. For the random feature components of orders k > 3,

D
1 1
sup E, |07 e Vihis(x)| < —— + =7, (41)
0O (K) ¢ kzzg d\py o dvh
D 1 1
sup E, |07 e Vigr s| < 75— + =77 (42)
0cRS (K) kzzg AV dtA

2. For the target function component of each order k > 2 and each i € [sy],

1
E, ﬁ;gk,s( <= (43)

C

1
lgl—lg—zhk,S(w)‘ = Ea Egk

Proof. Part 1 will be proved by moment calculation, and Part 2 will be implied by the genericity
condition for G;.

Proof of (41). For a multivariate polynomial p(x), we denote Pg[p(x)] as the summation of
all monomials in p(x) that are dependent on at least one variable z1,...,zs. Note that for any
ki,...,ks >0 with k1 + ... + ks > 1,

1;[1Hek (z;) = Ps [];[lHek (mi)} —EPs [EHek (mi)} ,

where the right-most term must be the constant in the monomial expansion of []7_; Hey,(z;) by
the identity E[[;_; Heg, (x;) = 0. Then hy g(x) = Pshi(x) — Ex4Pshi(x), implying that

0 Vihy s(x) = Ps[0" Vihy(z)] — ExyPs[0 Vihy(x)).

Thus to show (41), by Jensen’s inequality, it suffices to show

D
1 1
sup Eg |Ps 07> miVihi(®) || < ——5— + —. (44)
0O (K) kzzg d\py - dit
For this, let us write He;(z) = /jTHe;(z). Then
p 1
0"V, hy(x) = 0; ——Heg ({(w;, x)).
kb () ; i k((wi, x))

Applying the Hermite polynomial identity (151) and selecting those terms with non-zero exponent
in xg, we have

Ps [ﬁek“wu@)} = ’§ <];> (wig, ws)" THe; ((wy 5, 2\ 5))

j=0
where w; = (w;s, w;s) and x = (x5, T\g). Thus,
2

i=1 i=1

» 2
> 0;Hey, ((w;, a:))] >

> 0;Hey, ((w;, m))]
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2
k—

I
&=
8

p
[Z 0i{w;s, xs) ]Hej(<wi\S7w\S>)]

j=0 i=1

()

p 2
C Ew( 9i<'wiSawS>k_jHej(<wi\S7w\S>)> -
1

IN

J

Il
o

1=

=A;

For fixed j, this quantity A; = A;(0, W) satisfies

p
Aj =Eg Z 0:0/(wis, x5)* 7 (wis, ws)" T He;((wy 5, 7\ 5))He; ((wp 5, T\ 5))

i=1
(a) . k—j k—j el j—2q 2 ( 7 (29)! = (wi g, x\g)
= Ea »_ 00 (wis, zs)" I (wyg, ms)F (=) lwaslly ™ lwis 3 (2 ) 901 1L8i—2a <W>
=1 7=0 q q \S 112
L%J( 1)7] 12 ||2q<j ) (261)!1_1“ <<wl\5,m\5>>
— w w —rne;_ T
pa NS12 1Sll2 92¢) 2aq! Y 2q le\S”2
p 3] 2
(b) J 2q)!\2 . =
2 52 001y nsvans) 3ol (5,) (550) "0 — 20t 5, 072
=1 q

where (a) holds by Lemma F.1, and (b) holds by independence of zg,\g and Lemma F.3, for
a polynomial py(;_j)(w;s,w;s) that is homogeneous of degree 2(k — j) representing a sum over
pairings of k — j copies of w;s and k — j copies of w;g. Isolating the terms for ¢ = [, this implies

1£]

p p
2(k—j 2 2 -
4;,<0) 02 |w;s 3" +CD | D 0oy (wis, wis) |wisl|5 lwis|[3* (w5, wp )72
i=1 q=0 | i,l=1
il
+
:=A§1)

. A(2)
'_Aj,q

For the first term A§1), for any j € {0,...,k—1} and 8 € @%(K), applying sup; ;. |wir| < d—1/2
and the condition ||@]|2 < 1 defining ®L%(K),

AW <t (45)
For the second term qu), applying sup; ; [wir| < d=1/2 and sup; 4 (w;, wy) < d=1/2,
_< Z ‘9 9‘ 1/2 2k— j+2q (46)
i,l=1
il

ol



When k > 4, since j < k—1 and ¢ < [j/2], the exponent 2k — j + 2¢ in (46) is at least 5. Thus,
we have

p P
©) oL < LSl
AT = ;’Qlel‘dm =< m;e, alvrt (47)

When k = 3, the same bound holds for j # 2, or ¢ # 0. The only remaining case is j = 2 and
g = 0, for which pQ(k_j)(’LUiS, wis) = (w;s, w;s) and we need to control

P p

2

A;q) = ( Z 0,0, (w;s, wis) (wi\g, wl\5>2) N < ( Z 0:0;(w;s, wis) <wi\Sa wl\S>2) n (48)
i#l il

To analyze this, let W\g € RP*(@=1) have rows {wps}_, and let M € RP*P and U € RP*®
have entries M;; = (('wi\g,'wl\g>)2 and U = 6;w;p. Then the upper bound in (48) is precisely
(TrUTMU)4. Recalling the identity V;V,T = (WWT)®% and defining Vaas € RP*Bi—s2 from
W.s in the same manner as V is defined from W, we have M = V’27\S‘/.2T\S. Here, as in Corol-
lary F.7, V,\ 5 has a decomposition

1
Vors = Voo + Elpe'cT,

where || Vy,|lop < 1 and €, = (1,...,1,0,...,0)" with first d — s entries non-zero. Substituting this
into the quadratic form and using the inequality (A + B)(A + B)T < 24AAT + 2BBT,

C

1
TrU MU = TeU (Va)\sVy\g)U <2Tr U (V3. Vo, U +2Tx U <ﬁ1pefe’ 1}) U

2/l |13

=2[V3. U7 + =3

11, U113 (49)

For the first term of (49), since || V4, |lop < 1, we have

p
1
T T
2| Vo "UIIE < 2/ Vo T3 [U11E < Y 67 llwisl3 < 7
i=1
For the second term in (49), note that [[€}[[} = d — s and LU = Y, f;w;s = 6T Weg, where

es € R? has first s entries 1 and remaining entries 0. From the definition of @‘P,‘(,;(K ), we know
11410 T W2 < 1, which implies |8 T Weg| < 1/|u1|. Thus, the second term is bounded as

2 A e — 1
—=1,U|5 < —.
SO < 5
Combining these bounds gives
1
A® <~ (50)
7,49 d,u%

Finally, combining (45), (47), and (50) shows A; < (du?)~' +d~'/2 for each j = 0,...,k — 1 and
k=3,...,D, which implies (44) and thus (41).
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Proof of (42). For each k = 3,..., D, recalling that Vi = [gx(w1),...,qr(w,)]", we have simi-
larly

p
Eg, (0" Vigr.s)? = Eg (ZGZ qr( ’wz,gks>)2
=1

[
MB

O 0t ({au(wi). gu(wn)) — (@x(wis).ax(wns)))
1

@
T~
Il

p
= Z 9291< wz,wl - i\s,wz\s>k)
i,l=1
p k=l . .
= 06, < > (wis, wis)" ™ (wig, wis)’
=1 =0 M
k=1 / p . P _ _
<C <Z€?sz’ng( ) 4 C( > 00 (wis, wzs>j<wi\s7wz\s>k_j) )
=0 \ i=1 Q=1 +
il

This is bounded in the same way as the above terms Ag»l) and qu) for ¢ = 0, showing (42).

Proof of (43). By orthonormality of the multivariate Hermite polynomials,

x (ﬂ;hk,s(m))z = Eg, (ﬂ;gk,sf = > (Bri)i.- (51)

Killkelli=h, k1t ke >1

We relate this sum to the genericity condition for Bg;. Let T = t(B;) € (RY)®F, where ¢ is the
isometric embedding defined in (150). Let St be the sum of squares of all entries of T' with at least
one index belonging to {1,...,s}:

Sr= Y ()
i:in{1,...,s}#0

The quantity (51) is a weighted sum of these squared tensor entries, with (51) < C'Sr for a constant
C > 0 depending only on k. By the characterization (33) of the genericity condition, there exists
a constant ¢ > 0 such that

IT @1 Tlp < d™.

Then letting A = T ®j_1 T, its diagonal entries satisfy A,, < ||Alr < d~¢. On the other hand,
since T is symmetric, for each j € {1,...,k},

SO

k
Sr<Y N Y (M) =k(An+ ...+ Ay) <d €.
7j=1
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The next lemma checks the condition needed in Corollary B.8 to replace the components of
hj\s(x) by Gaussian surrogates.
Lemma B.10. For any constant K >0 and each k =3,...,D,
1 1

sup  Bo[(07 Vihy\s(x))"] — 3[Ea (0T Vih5(2))** < < + =
0O (K) \ \ a7 a2

Proof. To ease notation, we will consider S = (). The proof for general S holds verbatim, upon
replacing w; throughout by w;\g.

For any integer k > 3, let Qn(x) = 8T Vihi(x). We write this variable as Qp(x) = I (Ty),
where T}, is a symmetric k-th order tensor defined as

1 2
k \/H ; )
By Lemma B.4, the deviation from Gaussianity is bounded by
Eo[Qu(@)'] -3 (EalQu(@)’))’| <O _max_ [T @, Till.

where C' is a constant depending only on k. We proceed to bound || Ty ®, Tk||% uniformly for all
6 € ®YS(K) and for each possible contraction order r € {1,...,k — 1}.

Step 1: Matricization of the Tensor Contraction. For a fixed contraction order r, we
reshape the k-th order tensor T} € R into a matrix A € RZ x4, Writing I = (iy,...,i,) and
J = (j1,--.,Jk—r), the entries of A are given by As ;= (Tk)i\....irj1,..iu_r- Then (T &, Ty) sy =
(ATA)j, and
Ty, @, Ti||F = | AT A| 7.
Due to the symmetry, we can assume without loss of generality that 1 <r < k —r.
Applying A = =577 0,(w") (w " )T,

1 u r Id k—r k—r
ATA = 237 0:0;(wf” wi") (w7 (wf )T

7]_1

Zeo w;, wy) (wi ") (w )T,

6j=1
Then, since [|ATA[% = Tr((ATA)?),

1 r r k—r k—r k—r —r
[AT AR = (i 2 08366 wy)" o ) T (a7 a0 ) TG ) w0
,7,,m
1 r —r
(k:')2 Z 0:0;0,0,m (w;, w;)" (wy, W) (wj, w)) " (W, wi) T

7j7l7m

Define M,, = V,,,V,| € RP*P with entries (M,,);; = (w;, w;)™. The above can be rewritten as

lATAll7 = k, vz D Oi03010m (M )i (M) (Mi—)it(Mie—r )

7j7l7m

Letting H = M, DgMj,_,.DgM, where Dg = diag(€), this is equivalently

ITy, ©, Tellt = | AT A} = WGT(H M.—)6.
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Step 2: Bounding Strategy via Matrix Decomposition. For any integer m > 1, note that

d d
(M) = Z (Wiay *** Wiay, ) (Wjay = * Wiay,) Z (Wa; © - O Wa,, )i+ (Way © -+ © Wa,,);.
ay,...,am=1 ai,...,.am=1

This shows that the matrix M, can be decomposed as a sum of rank-1 matrices:

d
M,, = Z (wm@"'@wam)(wal®"'®wam)T'

ay,...,am=1
By the identity A o (zy') = diag(x) Adiag(y), we then get:

OT(HoM;_)0= Y 0 (Ho[(ws, ® - Owa,_)(wa, © O w,,_)")0

a1y ,Qfg—rp
= Z 0Tdiag(wal @ e @ wak,T)Hdiag(w[ll @ U @ wakfr)o
a1y ,Af—rp
<|Hlop Y ldiagwe, © - ©wa, )03
a1y ,Qk—p

p
= [[H [lop 2912 Z wi2a1 . "wzzak,r < HH”OPHOH% < [ Hfop-
i=1

a1,y Af—r

For 3 <r <k —r, Lemma F.8 and the condition [0« < d~'/* provide |H||op < d~/2. However,
special care is needed when r =1 or r = 2.

Step 3: Special Case Analysis (r = 1,k —r = 2). We present the analysis for the case
k = 3, which implies 7 = 1 and k — r = 2. In this case, |[H|lop = ||[W T DgM2DgW ||op, where
M,y = V2V2T. We use the decomposition of V5 from Corollary F.7:

1
Vo= Vac+ Slpel,
where || Vac|lop < 1. This implies

1
[ H [|op < ”WTDOV%VZIGWHOP + HWTDO <51p1;> DoW

op

The spike component of M contributes the following term to the operator norm:

1

1
WDy (=1,17 | DygW —
H 0<d P p> 0 d/,t%’

1
— = | WTDy1,) (1] DeW)

op

the last inequality using |10 W2 < 1 from the definition of ®5¢(K). The centered (bounded
norm) component of My satisfies

2
e, <

_l‘
op_d

”WTDBV2CV2-£D0WHOP < ”WTDBHOPH%C ’DGWHOP = HWTDBDOWHOP = ”WTDgWHOP-

[

To bound this term, we apply a e-net argument. For any unit vector v € R?, consider the quadratic
form

P p P
’UTWTDSW’U = ZQ?(’UJZT’UF < ZH? Z:(TlJiT’l))4 < 110|602
i=1 i=1 i=1

(52)
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Since 6 € S (K), we have [|0]| < d~/*(logd)’ and ||6]]2 < (logd)X. For any fixed unit vector
v € RY, the random variables {Vdw, v}?_, and i.i.d. and O(1)-subgaussian. Then a standard tail
bound shows P[>0 (Vdw, v)* — E(Vdw,v)* > #] < 2e—cmin(t'/%4/p) for a constant ¢ > 0. For
any C > 0, applying this bound with ¢ =< d? < p, this implies that there exists C’ > 0 sufficiently
large such that Y% (wJv)* < C’ with probability at least 1 —e~“?. Then there exists a constant
K' > 0 for which v/ WTD2Wwv < d=*(log d)X" with probability 1 — e~?. By a e-net argument
over the unit sphere S !, this bound extends to the operator norm to show

1
W T DgW ||op < JA
Combining these bounds for the spike and centered components, we obtain |[H|o, < d~'/4 +
(du2)~!. This concludes the proof of the bound

1 1
Ea[Qs(@)] = 3EQs(@) T < Gr + 5

for k = 3. The remaining cases (r =2,k —r =2), (r=1,k—r >3), and (r = 2,k —r > 3) for
k > 4 follow from similar arguments, and we omit the details for brevity. O

Proposition B.11. For any K > 0, every 8 € OVS(K) satisfies also
x0T Villa < 1 for each k=2,...,D.

Proof. By Lemma F.8, we know that ||Vi|lop < 1 for k£ > 3. Since 8 € ©FF(K) implies ||0]|2 < 1,
and py, < 1 by Assumption 3.8, the bounds ||x07 V|2 < 1 for k > 3 are immediate.
For k = 2, by Corollary F.7, we decompose

1
Vo= Vac+ Slpel,
where || Vacllop < 1, 1, € RP is the all-1’s vector, and e, € RP42 is the vector with 1 in the first d
coordinates and 0 in the rest. Then ||pu28 ' Vac||2 < 1 follows also from |02 < 1 and g < 1, while
1207 (31,e])]]2 < 1 follows also from the assumption [81,| < 1 for 6 € OFF(K). O

We now show an intermediary result for Theorem 4.2, in which the Hermite features hy(x)
are replaced by Gaussian surrogates gi for a class of twice-differentiable functions ¢ with bounded
first and second derivatives. The proof of Theorem 4.2 will be completed by further showing that
each Vg, for £ > 3 may be replaced by an isotropic Gaussian vector, and that the result may be
extended to the class of Lipschitz functions (.

Lemma B.12 (A Term-by-Term CLT for Higher-order Features). For k = 3,...,max(D,D’),
let gi ~ ./\/'(O,Idek) be mutually independent Gaussian wvectors also independent of x. Let &

and ék be as in Theorem 4.2, and let L be the space of functions ¢ : R™T1 — R that are twice
continuously-differentiable with ||||V|l2]lco < L1 = L1(d) and |||V |lopllec < L2 = La(d). Then

for any constant K > 0, there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that simultaneously over ¢ € L and
0 € O (K),

Em[(p(m57 527537 s 7£D’7 OTO-(Wm))]
D

3 ~ T 2 L+ Lo
_ Em,{gk}kzs[‘:"(w& £2,€3,...,8p,0 (Z ;i Vihji(x) + Z,uj‘/}gj))] ‘ =< —
J=0 j=3

o6



Proof. Denote 3
&5 = (Brihy \s( o)k Ers = (Bhgr\s)

D
o\s(x ZMyVh x)+ Y Vihjs(x)
=3
D
o\s(x ZMJVh )+ > 1Vigis
=3

Then Lemma B.9 implies

1&r — Ek,\S”27 Hék - é]g\SHQ <d “foreachk=2,...,D,
sup 607 (c(We) —o\s(x ‘0 (Z,uth )+§D:Mj‘/jgj—5'\s(m))‘ =< 1/%4_%,
0O (K) = dV?uy  d

In light of the bounds [|[[V¢ll2[lec < L1 and py 7! < d¢ for some ¢ < 1/2 by Assumption 3.8, it

suffices to show that simultaneously over ¢ € £ and 0 € @PG( )s

Ea[ o(zs, €ns,&315:---»&pns, 01 o\ s())] (53)

T e L)) | R

For this, let us condition on xg and W and fix ¢ € £ and 8 € @‘P,‘(,;(K ). We apply Theorem B.7
in the form Corollary B.8, with K’ = 2 and conditional on &g and W, to replace hi\s(x) by gi\s
for all orders k > K’ + 1 = 3. We note that

Vihi(x) = ViPshi(x) + ViPgs L hi(x),
Vaohs(z) = VaPshy () + VoPEThy(x) + VaPY  ha(2),

where Vngtii‘thg(a:) has the explicit form

Vs Pmlxedh (Z Z \/_w”wlka:ja:k) » (54)

JES k¢S

and may be understood as linear functions (order-1 chaoses) in the variables x\g conditional on
xg. Thus, for fixed 6, g, and W,

o(xs, €. €5, .- Epns, 0T o\s(T))
is a function — call it Pg s w — of the order-1 components
110" ViPs L hy(z), 11260 T VaPER N hy ()
of the Wiener chaos space over the variables @\, the order-2 components
120" VoPE ' hy() = 120" Vahoy \s(x), By oy s(),

and the order-3 and higher components

(110" Vihy\s(x) for k=3,....D, Biihi\s(x) for k=3,...,D".

o7



By the given condition for ¢, this function g x4 w satisfies ||[|V?¢g.zew llopllc < L2. We check
the conditions of Corollary B.8: By Lemma B.10 and the genericity assumption (21), on an event of
probability 1—d~¢ over W, (37) holds with p = d~¢ for ukGTV}ﬂhk’\S(a:) with £ > 3 and B;—ihk,\s(az)
with & > 3. By the condition ||u10"W|j2 < 1 for 8 € ©L%(K), the bound |26 Va|s < 1 of
Proposition B.11, and HBQZHQ = 1, (36) holds with B = (logd)®" and some constant K’ > 0 for
0T ViPs | hy(x ) 2B’ VgPpurehg( ), and ,82T72-h27\5(w). Finally, by the bound

p
m\SHM20T‘/2Pmlxed (m)”% = 2#%2 <229iwijwik:pj)2

k¢S jes i=1

p
<Y w23 (Y bwigua) < Cllesl3lnad Val?

jesS k¢S i=1

and |20 Va||2 < 1 by Proposition B.11, the condition (36) holds with B = (log d)*'||ag||2 for the
final component ,uQOTVng{ijfedhg(m). Thus, Corollary B.8 implies that with probability 1 — d=¢
over W, there exist constants K’, ¢ > 0 such that for any ¢ € £, 0 € @‘P,‘(,;(W), and g € R?, we
have

‘Ew\s [o(s, Ens €85> EDns) OTU\S(’JU)”

- logd K'Io(1 + ||zg
Taking the expectation on both sides over &g shows (53), completing the proof. O

Lemma B.13. Let 3 < k < D', and let By; € RPar be any vector satisfying ||Brill2 = 1 and the
genericity condition (21). Then for any constant K > 0, there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that

1
de’

sup ‘,UkOT‘/k,Bki <
0O (K)

Proof. Denote u = V;Bi; € RP. Then 11,0 V3,8 = pr(0,u). Since |ux| < 1 and [|@]]2 < 1 for
0 € OV (K), it suffices to show that ||ul|2 < d~¢. By definition of Vj, = [gx(w1),. .., qr(w,)]T, we
have

I

p
Hqu = | ViBul| % Z qu}c w;))
i—1 0z

Let T = «(Br;) € (RY)* via the isometry ¢ defined in (150). We have ||T|% = ||Bkll3 = 1. By
Lemma F.2, we have ¢(gx(w;)) = wP*. Thus,

2) _
E07] =Euw, | Y Thjwi-wi- Y T gwi.. wy
J1yenJk=1 I, lk=1
d

= > Ty, T 0, E [wigy - o wijwiy o wy, ]
1 Jksl1se el =1

Representing w; = g/||g||2 where g ~ N(0,1;), and using independence of w; and ||g||2, we see
that

Ewi [wijl - Wi, WG - 'w,-lk] = f(k‘, d)Eg[gjl - 95,90 - - glk]

o8



where f(k,d) = 1/E||g||2* < Cd~*. By Wick’s formula, Egg;, .. g 1 - - - 91, is given by a sum
over pairings of {j1,...,Jk,[1,- -,k }, which yields

d
2 f— . .
pairings of ji1,....5k,l1,-+Jk Jiseensdholie sl =1

indices are equal in each pair

We group these pairings based on the number r € {0,...,k} of pairs connecting an index in
J = {j1,...,jr} to an index in L = {lj,...,lx}. Note that the remaining indices of J and L
are paired with themselves, so k — r must be even. Since T is symmetric, the sum over indices
1y ey Jkyl1, ..., I for any fixed pairing with » = k is HTH% = 1. This sum for any fixed pairing
with r < kis (T ®, T, If(k_r)> where I is the d x d identity matrix. By the genericity condition
(33) for B, we have (T ®, T, If(k_r)ﬂ < d* 12|\ T @, T|r < d-t*=7)/2 for a constant ¢ > 0.
Applying these cases and using f(k,d) < Cd™* gives, for any k > 3 and k —r € {0,...,k} even,

E[U?] < Cd~%<.

Then E|ul3 = p-E[U?] < d~¢ for a constant ¢ > 0. By hypercontractivity of the uniform
distribution on the sphere for w;, this implies ||u||s < d=¢/?, as desired. O

We now conclude the proof of Theorem 4.2 by showing that the terms { Vg }r>3 in Lemma B.12
may be replaced by independent isotropic Gaussian vectors, and that the result of Lemma B.12
may be extended to the class of Lipschitz functions ¢.

Proof of Theorem /.2. Let L be the class of twice-differentiable functions in Lemma B.12. Let
g, ~ N(0,Ip .,) be independent Gaussian vectors for k = 3,..., D, independent of all other

randomness. Then p~og. is equal in law to pzgh+. . .+upg},. Forany ¢ € £, since ||| Vg|l2|leo < L1,
we have

D
sup  |Eg g,y | ¥ <€Bs,£2,£~3, €D OTZ Mijgk>]
0O (K) k=3
~ ~ D
—Ez {g:).{g}} [90 <ws,€2753, e ,ED/,‘)TZ ng;c>] '
. k=3
<Ly, sup Wl((ékaaTNkagk)a (&, 0" gt ‘ W>= (55)

_30€0C (K
k=3 w (5 =X =Y}

where W1 ( - | W) denotes the Wasserstein-1 distance between the joint laws of the above vectors X},
and Y}, over the randomness of (gy, g;,) conditional on W, and we set £, =0fork=D'+1,...,Dif
D > D'. Recalling that ék = (B,Lgk)fil, the laws of X and Y} conditional on W are multivariate
Gaussian, with covariance matrices

((Bris Br,j))i%_, 0 > <(<:8kia Br,j))ik—y (Mkﬁ;f-‘ﬁje)?ﬁl)
Cyv — WJ1 g, 5= ’ C — 914 j= i i= )
G ( 0 wilels X (10 ViBri)it,  1;0ViV,'6

By Lemma B.13, we have |u07 Vi.By;| < d~¢ for each i = 1,...,s;. By Lemma F.8, we have

IVBVE = B/d)WWT — Llop < d7'2, [VAV]| = (3/d)1,1) — L||op < d™/?
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Vi3] = L|lop < d™Y/? for k > 5.

Then applying |ux| < 1, [|0]l2 < 1, [8T1,] < 1, and [TWWTE| < ||0TW |2 < u;? for all
0 € OYS(K), it follows for any k > 3 that ]ukGTVkaTG 12]1013] < d=/2 + (du?)~'. Hence, by
the condition for p; in Assumption 3.8,

1Cx;, = Cyillop <d™°

for some ¢ > 0, which implies that W1 (X}, Y; | W) < d=¢ for some ¢ > 0. Applying this bound
o (55) and combining with the result of Lemma B.12, we obtain the claim of Theorem 4.2 over
the function class £, i.e. for any K > 0, there exists ¢ > 0 such that simultaneously over ¢ € £ and

6 c OPS(K),

Ly + Lo

——. (56)

Ex |:(10(m57 527 537 s 7£D’7 OTZRF)] - Em,{gk},g* Sp(mSW 527 537 v 7£~D’7 OTZPG)] ‘ =

To conclude the proof, we extend this to the Lipschitz class £ by a smoothing argument: Let
G ~ N(0,I,,41) be a standard Gaussian vector independent of all other randomness. For any
¢ € L and a smoothing parameter x = x(d) > 0, we define the smoothed function ¢, : R™*! — R
as pr(x) = Eg[e(x + KG)]. Since ¢ is L-Lipschitz,

[or(®) — p(x)| < Eg[L||rGl]2] < CLk (57)
for a constant C' > 0 depending only on m. Note that ¢, is twice continuously-differentiable, with
IVerlle = [Eg[Ve(r + £G)][|2 < L.

Applying Gaussian integration by parts, also

1 CL
IV20n(@)lop = IEc[Vo(z + KG)]llop = B[Vl + KG)G lop < =

Thus (56) applies to ¢, with Ly = L and Ly = C'L/k. Then combining (56) with the approximation
bound (57) shows, simultaneously over ¢ € £ and 6 € @Y¢(K),

rde’

]E:l: |:Q0($S7 527 537 s 7ED’7 0TZRF):| - Em,{gk},g* QO($S7 527 é?n s 7£D’7 gTzPG)] ‘

c/2

The theorem now follows upon choosing x = d~%“ and adjusting the value of c. O

B.5 Proof of Theorem 4.3

Proof. The proof uses again the general interpolation framework established in Theorem B.7 and
its Corollary B.8, and is similar to the proof of Theorem 4.2. Here, we highlight the key differences
in the argument, and omit details that are analogous to the previous proofs.

Step 1: Decomposing the swapped term and controlling mixed-coordinate components.
We first consider ¢ € L for the preceding twice-differentiable class £. Denote

0T%P57lh2(m):0T%P§Tedh2( )+67 VoPg' ha()

:=Qmixed () 5=qure(w\s)

60



Recalling the explicit form (54) for %P?}fedhg (x), a direct calculation shows

p
E [Qmixed(®)?] = > 2(2 Hiwijwik)z = 2||Wg Do Wis ||

jES kg¢S  i=1

Applying the condition |WJDg Wis|lp < d° for 6 € O3 (e, K), this shows E[Qmixea()?] <
d=?¢, and hence Qmuixed(z) < d~¢ by Gaussian hypercontractivity. The same calculation shows
0TV, Prsfifedgg < d~¢, and hence these components of 87 2P¢ and 8T 2 may first be replaced by 0.

As in the proof of Theorem B.7, the components B;’i(hg (x) — hyps(x)) of €, may also be replaced
by 0.

Step 2: Bounding the fourth moment of the purely non-signal term. We now apply
Corollary B.8 with K’ = 1, conditional on xg, g3, ...,gp’, g, and W, to replace Pgtlj_ehg(ac) = hy\s
by gj\g- For this, we must check the condition (37) for the order-2 chaos components Qpure(Z\s)
and ,8;7 oy g over @\ g, and the condition (36) for the order-1 component 0"Ps_ hi(x). We note
that (37) holds with p = d~¢ for B;—, ;ha)\s by the genericity assumption (33), and (36) holds with
B = (logd)X" for 8"Pg  hi(x) by the bound [|@]] < 1. For Qpure(T\5), Write Qpure(T\g) =
I(T5\g) where

1 < 1<
To\s = V2 Dby, Tons @1 Ths = 3 D lwisll3 - fiwp sw -
=1 i=1

Then by Lemma B.4, we have
9 2
EQpure(@\5)"] ~ 3 (E[@pue(@\5)7])” < ClTars @1 Thyslf < € [WEDeWis| .

Now applying the condition HW\TSDQ Wisllop < d7° for 8 € O$S (e, K), this verifies (37) with
pure

p = Cd=% for Qpure(T\g). Thus by Corollary B.8, we may replace P ha(z) = hy\g by gr\s

in 8" 2P¢ and BQT’ ;ha(x), establishing an analogue of Theorem 4.3 for ¢ € L. The result for the
Lipschitz class ¢ € £ then follows from the same smoothing argument as before. O
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C Lindeberg Phase I

We set up notations for the first phase of our Lindeberg swapping argument, which interpolates
between the original random features model and the Partial Gaussian Equivalent (PGE) model by
replacing Hermite features of degrees k > 3 with independent Gaussian noise.

Recall that {(zRF,yRF)}" | denote the features and labels in the RF model, given by

D

zZRF = pol, + Zukwhk(fﬂi)a
k=1

it =n(@is, B2 ha(xi), B3 ha(xi), ... Bhhp (x:); &)
=fu(®i)=fFF

Here x;5 are the first s coordinates of x; € R% and each B = [Bk1, - - - Brs,] € RBarxsk for
k=2,..., D represents si projections of the degree-k Hermite features hy(x;).

We will denote by {(2FC,yP¢)}" | the features and target function in the PGE model. Recall
that these are given correspondingly by

20C = poly + p Viha (i) + paVaho ;) + ps2gis,
yrC = (s, B3 ha(:), B3 Gis, - - .. By Ginri 1)

=fre

Here g;3,...,9ip’, gix are independent standard Gaussian vectors (independent also across samples
i=1,...,n) where g;z € RB+ and g, € RP.
For each sample index ¢ € [n], we define three interlinked optimization objectives:

(i) Leave-one-out (LOO) objective. Let

Z\ :[ RF RF PG PG]7

RF RF PG PG
q 21 50 20-1,0,2000, 5 2 Yyg = [yl o Yge 1505 Y1 -5 Y ],

and denote by (z;,y;) the columns/entries of (Z\,,4\4). The LOO empirical risk, minimizer, and
minimum risk value are defined as

N 1 < A
Ryg(6) = = > €y, (0,2:)) + 511013 +7-T% (0),
1=1

é\q = arg min R\q(O), (I)\q = R\q(é\q)
OeRP
(ii) Augmented objective. Let (Z,,7,) be either (z('f':,y[';':) or (zqPG,y[';G), let

RF RF 2 PG PG RF RF ~ PG PG
ZUq: [zl 7"'7zq—17zq7zq+17"'7zn ]7 qu: [yl 7"'7yq—17yQ7yq+17"'7yn :|7

and denote by (z;,y;) the columns/entries of (Zg, Yyus). The augmented empirical risk, minimizer,
and minimum risk value are defined as

~ 1 — A ~ 1, . -
Rug(0) = -5 by (0.2) + S1013 +7-TW(0) = Ry, (0) + + [((3. (0.29)) — ((0,0)].
i=1
éuq = arg min ﬁuq(O), q>q = ﬁuq(éuq).
OcRP
Here, ﬁuq(G) = ﬁuq(e; Z0,7a)> Buq = 004(24,74) and B, = ®uy(Z,,7,) depend also on the choice

of the re-inserted sample (2, 7,), although we will suppress this dependence in the notation.
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(iii) Quadratic surrogate. Let é\q be the minimizer of the above LOO objective, and let H\,
be the Hessian of this LOO objective evaluated at its minimizer:

H\, = V27/é\q(é\q)'

We define the quadratic surrogate objective, its minimizer, and minimum risk as

~ ~ 4 1. . - 1 N R
RUq(O) = R\q (O\q) + E [E(ylb <07 ZII>) - E(Ov 0)] + 5 (0 - 0\q)TH\q (0 - 0\q)7 (58)
éuq = arg min ﬁuq(e), \I’q = ﬁuq(éuq),
O€RP

again suppressing the notational dependence on the choice of (2, 7).

We remark that the minimizers 6\, and éuq must exist because ﬁ\q and ﬁuq are continuous
and bounded below by (A/2)||0||3 — 2. Lemma C.3 to follow will verify that they are in fact unique
on a high-probability event where ﬁ\q and ﬁuq are strongly convex on a subset of RP containing
these minimizers. On the complementary event, if the minimizer é\q is not unique, ﬁuq may be
defined by any choice of such a minimizer, and the choice is inconsequential for our arguments.

C.1 Geometry of sub-level sets of the empirical risk

For each ¢ = 1,...,n, let us define a set §q(K) by

~ 1 A
Sy(K) = q6:— > Uy, (6,2:) + [0]3 < (log )
1:i#£q

where {(z;,¥;) }i~, are the columns/entries of (Z\4,y\,) (or equivalently, of (Zyg,yue)). This is a
sub-level set of the empirical risk removing the ¢! sample and the perturbation by TV (8).

Corresponding to each LOO optimization problem (7%, Z,y) = (ﬁ\q, Z\4,Y\q) or augmented
optimization problem (ﬁ, Z,y) = (ﬁuq, Zq;Yug), let us denote by H = H\, or H = H, the
Hessian of the empirical risk, i.e.

H(6) = V>R(6),
Let
V= (Vo mVi ... ppVb) (59)

be the matrix defining the random features, where
Vo=1, Vi=W,  Vi=[g(w),...,q(wy)]" € R P,

The goal of this section is to prove the following structural lemma about the above sub-level
sets §q and the geometries of the LOO and augmented risks restricted to these sets. In particular,
part (c) establishes an important property for our subsequent analyses: Although V exhibits large
“spike” singular values corresponding to a low-rank subspace spanned by (Vp, Vi) = (1,, W) €
RP*(d+1) " the Hessian of the empirical risk effectively regularizes these spikes.

Lemma C.1. For any constants C, K > 0, there exists K' > 0 such that with probability at least
1 —d=C, the following holds: For each ¢ =1,...,n, we have that
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(a) For all 0 € §q(K),

161> < (log &) 11167 Viclla < (log )" for each k =0,1,...,D.

(b) Letting Lw (0) be the test loss in (24), for all 0 € §q(K),
ILw(0)| < (logd)",  —(logd)'VVT 2 VL (6) < (logd) X' VVT.
In particular, if Kr > K', then T (0) = (||V.10|3, Lw (8)) for all 6 € §q(K).

(¢) Suppose Kt > K', 0 < 11 < 1/(logd)%T, and |r2| < 71/(log d)5T. For any choice of (Z4,7,) €
{(zRF,yfF), (zFC.0E®)}, let H = H\, or H = Hyyq be the corresponding Hessian. Then for
all 6 € S,(K),
A

IVTH @)V |op <1/t and H(O) = VVT + 5T

_ The remainder of this section proves Lemma C.1. Throughout this proof, we abbreviate S (K) =
Sq(K), and (R, H,Z,y) refers to a choice of (R\q,H\q,Z\q,y\q) or (Ruq,HUq,ZUq,qu) The
proof is similar for all such choices, so to ease notation, we will often focus on the setting of the
original random features model (i.e. (y;,2;) = (yRF, zRF) for all i = 1,...,n), and explain within
the arguments any modifications that are needed to treat the other cases.

Lemma C.2. For any constants C, K > 0, there exist co, K’ > 0 such that with probability at least
1—d=“, every @ € S(K) satisfies

%Zl{l(e,zm < (logd)*'} > o, (60)
i=1

Proof. In the regression setting of Assumption 3.3(i), suppose 8 € S (K), so

1 1 A
~ > Uy (8.2:)) < — 3 Uy, (0.2)) + 5[10]3 < (log d)
11i#q 11i#q

The calibrated growth condition of Assumption 3.3(i) for ¢(-) then implies

(log )™ Z (6, zi) — il *1{[(0, z;) — yi| = Ca}
H#q
ca(log d)*F 2K/
———— ) 1{[(0,z;) —yi| > (logd)="/"},
> 2= %:q {1(6,2i) — yi| = (log d)*/"}

SO

% Z 1{](6, 2;)| > |yi| + (log d)* /r2} < 1 .

iiZq co(logd) e

By Lemma A.3, we have ||y|/oc < 1. This means that for any constant C' > 0, there exists K" > 0
such that ||y|lee < (logd)®"” with probability 1 — d~C. On this event, the bound (61) implies that
(60) holds for some constants ¢y, K’ > 0 depending on K, K", co,rs.
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Let us consider now the case of binary classification in Assumption 3.3. Let us decompose
Vo = Vo + élpez as in Corollary F.7, and define

D/
R, :=0"z — m)l;e — ula:Z-TWTG — %(ezhg(wi))lge = MQGT‘/QchQ(wi) + Z GTHek(Wwi).
k=3

By Lemmas F.5 and F.9 and Corollary F.7, we have

D

IRl = (VA a0 + Y e (WX ) ol < ol
k=3

Thus, for any C' > 0, there exist Ko, K}, > 0 such that with probability at least 1 — d=C, for all

0 € S(K),

n

lil{!R! > (logd)fo} < lz R*  _ 1
n =1 ! -n — (10g d)2K() — (log d)K(l)

Similarly, by Lemma F.5, we have
WX, <nd/?, [[ha(X) ec|l3 < dn,

so that for some Ki, K|, Ko, K} > 0, with probability at least 1 — d~¢, for all 8 € §(K),
! zn:l{]ulGTWa:i\ > \/&(logd)Kl} < %,
n = (log d)™

1

1 « T —1/2 K
— 3 < (log d) K5 "
- Z 1{|uze; ho(;)/d| > d~'/*(logd)™? } < (log d) %3

i=1

We restrict to the high-probability event where the above statements as well as the conclusion
of Lemma A .4 holds. Consider any 6 € S(K), fix a sufficiently large constant K’ > 0, and first
suppose by contradiction that |ug 1;0| > Vd(log d)X’. Then for K’ > 0 large enough,

1
1072 — 1101} 6] < |R;| + |uzel ho(x;)/d||1] 0] + |16 Wa;| < §\u01;0\ (62)

for at least a fraction 1 — o4(1) of the samples i = 1,...,n. On these samples, for K’ > 0 large
enough, we must have sign(87z;) = sign(,uolgé?) = sign(u01;0+,u1:1:iWT0). Then by Lemma A .4,

1 — . c
=3 " 1{y = —sign((0, z:)} > 2. (63)
n 2
Using the calibrated growth assumption (Assumption 3.3(ii)), we deduce from (62) and (63) that
1 « 1 & )
- Zf(yl, 0,z;)) > o Z co(—yi (0, z2>)$ > C/|,u01;0|r2 > c/(\/g(log d)K e
i=1 1=1

for a constant ¢ > 0 depending on cg, ¢, ro. This contradicts 8 € S (K) for large enough K’ > 0.
Thus, we must have |1} 8| < Vid(logd)®'. In this case, for some constant K” > 0 and for a
fraction 1 — o4(1) of samples ¢ = 1,...,n, we have

107z — 01,0 — ! WTO| < |Ri| + |uze ho(;)/d||1, 6] < (log d)™".
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Let ¢y > 0 be the constant in Lemma A.4, and suppose first that there are fewer than n(1 — ¢y/2)
samples where |,u01;0 + mx; WT0| > 2(logd)X”. Then we are done, because ncy/2 — 04(1)
remaining samples then satisfy |07z < |07z — 1101)6 — @] WT0| + |1} 0 + pyx] WTO| <
3(logd)®”. On the other hand, if at least n(1 — co/2) samples satisfy ol 0 + px; WTe| >
2(log d)X", then for these samples we have sign((0, z;)) = sign(pol, 0 + pyx] WT6). Then Lemma
A.4 implies that at least ncy/2 samples have y; = —sign((6, z;)). Letting Z be this set of ncy/2
misclassified samples, we have

1
logd ZE yu 0 zz > EZC2|<07Zi>|r27

i€T

and hence at least ncy/4 of the samples of Z have (8, z;)| < ((4/cz)(log d))/"2 concluding the
proof. O

Proof of Lemma C.1(a). If 8 € S(K), then (since £(-) > 0) we have (A/2)]|0]3 < (logd)¥. Since
A =1 by Assumption 3.4, this shows

16]|2 < 1 simultaneously over 6 € 5(K).

To show the bounds on MOGTl and 1110"W, consider first the case of the original random

RF

features model Z = [2RF, ... 2RF]. Let us expand

D
0728 = 11001, + 10T W, + > 16" Vihy ()
k=2
For the k = 2 term, we further apply Corollary F.7 to decompose V5 = ‘éc—l—élpez. Then, denoting
hi(X) = [hi(x1), ..., hy(z,)] € RPL*" and g = T Z € R, we have

D
G =100 1,17 + 110 TW X + (150" Vo ho(X) + %aﬁpeIhQ(X) + ) k0 Vihy(X).
k=3

Then applying ||@]|2 < 1 shown above, ||Vac|lop < 1 and ||e.||2 = v/d by Corollary F.7, [[h2(X)||op <
d by Lemma F.5, ||Vihi(X)|lop < d for k > 3 by Lemma F.9, and |p| < 1, we have simultaneously
over 8 € S(K) that

Hy — 1o8T1,17 — M@)TWXH2 < d+d|eT1,). (64)
The same bound holds for § = 87 Z and each case of Z € {Z\q, Z,}, by expanding also
0727C = 110071, + 1110 T Wax; + 11520 g

and applying the operator norm bound for a Gaussian matrix ||[gi«, . .., Gn«]llop < VN + /P < d.

For a given constant C' > 0, let ¢y, K’ > 0 be the constants prescribed by Lemma C.2, let
7 C [n] be the (random) set of indices for which |g;| = (8, z;)| < (logd)X’, and set m = |con].
Then (60) of Lemma C.2 ensures

P[|Z| > m for every 6 € 5(K)] >1—d©. (65)

Let 97 denote the coordinates of § = 07 [z1,...,z,] supported on 7. Then by definition of Z, we
must have [|gz]2 < (logd)® "v/n. Then (64) 1mphes that simultaneously over 8 € S(K),

H (H00'1, 18TW) A(f)Hz <d+Vdo"1,), (66)
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where we define the matrix

A(I):(l o1

i v x;,

> for T = {i1,..., it}

~

Let us bound the smallest singular value of A(Z): Letting m = |con| be as above, fix any unit
vector w = (u,v) € S ¢ R and any 6 > 0, and observe that

P (wT (%A(f)A(f)T> w < § and \f] > m for all 6 € §(K)>

<P <Zd mf w! (%A(Z)A(Z)T> w < 5) _P (Zd inf ;(u + (@, 0))? < n(5>

nl:|Z|=m n]:|Z|=mi
<P(|{i: (u+ (z;,v))* < 2nd/m}| >m/2). (67)

The final inequality (67) holds because if there are fewer than m/2 values of {(u + (z;, v))?}*,
which are < 2nd/m, then the m/2-th to m-th smallest values of {(u+ (z;,v))?}"; must all exceed
2nd /m, implying their sum exceeds nd.

Let us choose § = (logd)™'. For any fixed unit vector w = (u,v), we have u + (x;,v) ~
N (u,1 —u?). Considering separately the cases |u| < 1/2 and |u| > 1/2, one may check that this
normal law has density upper bounded by a constant Cy > 0 over [—+/2nd/m,/2nd/m]. Hence

P ((u + (z;,v))* < 2nd/m) < 2Co+/2nd/m. (68)

For the above choices m = |con| and 6§ = (logd) ™%’ we have n - 2Cy\/2nd6/m < m/4 for all large
n, d, so by Hoeffding’s inequality for a binomial random variable, (67) < e~m*/(8n) Ty extend this
to a union bound over all w € S we apply a covering net argument: Observe that by a standard
bound on the operator norm of Gaussian matrices, |1 3" | @;2] ||lop < 2 with probability 1 —2e~"
and some constant ¢ > 0. On this event, we have ||%A(I)A(I)T||Op < 6 for every Z C [n]. Then,
letting NV be a e-net of the sphere S¢ € R with ¢ = §/24, we have

P ( inf w’ (lA(i)A(f)T> w < 6/2 and [Z| > m for all 6 € §(K)>

weSd n
<P < injf\'/ w’ <%A(f)A(i)T> w < 6 and |Z| > m for all 0 € §(K)> +2e7"
weNe
< |N€| . e—m2/(8n) +2e~Cm,

Since n < d? and m < n, we may choose N: so that log|N:| < dlog(1/¢) < dloglogd < m?/n.
Thus, applying this bound together with (65), for all large d we have

P ( inf w? <1A(i)A(i)T

1 =~ —C
< ——m— < .
nf - ) w < 2o )X for all 0 € S(K)) <2 (69)

This shows that the smallest singular value of A(Z) is bounded as omin(A(Z)) = n'/2 = d simulta-
neously over 6 € S(K), implying that

[ (10671, 110TW)[|, < d™ | (10871, 1u0TW) AD))| . (70)

Combining with (66) shows that [1o071,| < 1 and ||u10TW |2 < 1. For k = 2, applying ||0]|2 < 1,
lua| < 1, and Vo = V. + L11,el where || Vae|lop < 1 by Corollary F.7, this shows also ||26 T Va|op <
1. Similarly, for & > 3, applying ||Vi|lop < 1 by Lemma F.8, we have || x0T Vi|lop < 1. O
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Proof of Lemma C.1(b). Recall that Lw (0) = E pc ,pc [Ciest (7€, (8, 2PC)) | W]. By Assumption
3.10 for liest(+), there exists a constant Cy > 0 such that

[Lw (8)] < Ec yec[Co(1 + |y"¢|0 + (8, 27¢)| ) | W] (71)

Expanding zPC, we have (8,2°¢) = 110071, + 1110 "Wz + 1150 T Voha () + p1=207 g, where (z, g.)
are independent of W. Then the bounds of Lemma C.1(a) imply, simultaneously over 8 € S(K),

EZPG[<0,ZPG>2 | W] < 1.
By Gaussian hypercontractivity over (x, g.), we then have (simultaneously over 8 € S (K))
(6, 2PC)] < 1. (72)

Similarly, expanding yP¢ = n(xs, 39 ha(x), Bigs,... ,,BlT),gD/, e) and applying Assumption 3.5 for
7(-) and Assumption 3.6 for the noise e, we have

yFe < 1. (73)

Applying these bounds to (71) shows | Ly (8)| < 1 simultancously over 8 € S(K).
For the Hessian V2L (8) = E rc ypc[(feg (y°C, (0, 2P¢))2PC(2P)T | W], we have for any unit
vector u € SP~! C RP that
T2 Ly ()] < Fye pa[Co(1 + [5PCI0 + (8, 276)0) (u, 276)? | W]
< Co e yes[(1+ 57017 +1(0, 2F)[ ) | W]VZE po[(u, 276)* | W]V/2.

Expanding again z27C, we have
E.rc[(u,27)? | W] = pg(u"1,)? + [ W5 + i3 |[uT Val|3 + p2s|ul3. (74)
Recalling that ,u2>2 =pd+.. .+ ,u2D and V = (Molp mw .- MDVD)a Lemma F.8 implies that

simultaneously over all u € SP~1,
3 3 _
| (8 + 502 @12 4 (1 503 ) "W B + g Vall3 + 12l — Il V3| < a7 /22

By the conditions of Assumption 3.8, we have u3/d? < p2 and p3/d < u3, and hence applying this
to (74) shows E_ec[(u, 2PC)2 | W] < |[uT V|2, simultaneously over all w € SP~!. Then again by
Gaussian hypercontractivity, E ec[(u, 27¢)* | W]¥/2 < |[uTV||2. Combining with the bounds (72)
and (73), this shows |u"V2Lyw (8)u| < |[uT V|| simultaneously over 6 € S(K) and u € SP7L, ie.
for any C > 0, there exists K’ > 0 such that with probability 1 — d~¢,

1wV Ly (8)u| < (log d)X |uT V|| for all @ € §(K) and u € SP~".
On this event, we have —(log )X’ VVT < V2L (0) < (logd)X'VVT for all 0 € S(K). O

Proof of Lemma C.1(c). Lemma C.1(a) and (b) implies that for K’ > 0 sufficiently large and any
Kt > K', with probability at least 1 —d ¢,

H(0) = M + VTV (0) + VTV (0) = M + 21V V] + V2L (6)
= M +2nV V] — |n|(logd) X' VVT.
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Using Corollary F.7 and Lemma F.8, and Assumption 3.8, we have also with probability at least
1—d¢,

13

D
FLL] VeVl + Y ViV X 3/ VAV + (log )L

k=3

Vv =v, v +

Thus for K’ > 0 sufficiently large and Kt > K’, using Assumption 3.4, 7y < 1/(logd)%T, and
|T2| < 71/(log d)5T, we deduce that

4 ,
H(9) - ngVVT + %I — ||(logd) X' VVT = vV + %I.

This implies |VTH1(8)V|op < 1/71, which concludes the proof. O

C.2 Inclusion of the minimizers in Off

We now show that each of the optimizers é\q and éuq is uniquely defined and belongs to @%(K )

as well as the sub-level set §q(K )

Lemma C.3. For any constant C > 0, there exist constants K, Kp > 0 such that wz’th probabilz’ty at
least 1—d=C, the followz'ng holds. For eachq=1,...,n, choice of(zq,yq) c {(=R 2z, ,yq F, (2P 2, ,yq &)1,

and R given by either R\q or Ruq, there exists a unique minimizer 6 of R which furthermore sat-
isfies R R
6 c OV (K)N S, (K).

Proof. We abbreviate §(K) = §q(K). By Lemma A.3 and Assumption 3.2 for (), for any C > 0,
there exists some K” > 0 such that 1 3™ | [¢(y;,0)| < (logd)X” with probability 1 —d~C. On this
event, since |7 -TW ()| < 2 for all @ € R? and £(-) > 0, we must have

R(0) =~ > t(y,0) + 7T (0) < (log )" +2,
=1

= %Zﬁ(yi, (0,2)) + %HGH% +7-TY(9) > (logd) — 2 for all 6 ¢ S(K).

Choosing K large enough, this implies that
{6 : R(6) < R(0)} C S(K). (75)

In the remainder of the proof, we fix this value of K, and restrict to the event where (75) holds and
the statements of Lemma C.1 also hold for S(K). By (75), all minimizers of R belong to S(K).
Since S(K ) is a convex set, Lemma C.1(c) ensures that R(8) is strongly convex on S(K), so the
minimizer 6 is unique. Since 6 € § (K), Lemma C.1(a) and (b) ensures that

16]12 < (log )" 1871,| < (logd)™"  [|mOTW|2 < (logd)*’ (76)
for a constant K’ > 0, and for K > 2K’, and we have T (0) = (||V,10||3, Lw (0)). We will denote
- VATV (0) = 1 VATV () + VTV (6).

To check that 6 € OYS(K'), it remains to bound 116]]oc-
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Step 1: Leave the last coordinate out. To bound the last coordinate ép of é, let us define

A
6_,:= argmin — Zﬁ yi,0'z) + =|0]5+7-TW () (77)
OcRP,0,=0 T 2

as the minimizer of R constrained to the linear subspace subspace C = {8 € RP | 6, = 0}. By
(75) and the strong convexity of R(0) on S(K), this minimizer é_p is also uniquely defined, and
6_, € S(K). Note that §_, must satisfy the first-order optimality condition (VR(0_,),0_,) =0
for all 8_, € C, implying

1< - - - . -
n § ! (ys, GIpZi)(O—:n - e—p)Tzi + )\OIp(e—p —0_p)+ [ VFW(O—:D)]T(O—:D - o—p) 0.(78)
i=1

For any 0 € § (K), by a second-order Taylor expansion of ﬁ(@) around é_p, we have

n

~ 1 - A N 1 ~ N
R(0) =~ > {e(yu 0,2 + 0'(y:,01,2:)(0 —6_,) =i + 55"(%7 07z))(6 — 9—p)TZiH§}
i=1

A . R A )
+ 102 +201,(0 = 0-p) + 510 — 63

+7- FW(é—p) + [T er(é—p)]T(e - é—p) + (0 - é—p)T[T ) V2FW(0~)](0 - é—p)a

1
2
where 0 is a point on the line segment between é_p and 6. Let us decompose 6 = 6_, + O,e,,

where 0_, € RP sets the last coordinate of @ to 0. Then, substituting the first-order condition (78)
for 6_, and noting 67 (0_, —6_,) = 6T (6 —6_,), we obtain

n

~ 1 A N 1 ~ N
R(0) = > {e(yu 01,zi) + ¢ (yi, 00 ,2:)0pe, zi + 55//(% 67 z)]|(6 — 9—p)TZz'H§}
i=1

A A X
+ 5”9—1:”% + 5”9 — 0,13
A R 1 A - A
+7- FW(G—p) +[r- VFW(O—p)]Tepep + 5(0 - g—p)T[T - V2T (9)](6 - 6_p)
= R(6_,) { Ze/ (vi, 01 z))z] e, + [7- VTV (0_,)]"e } 0, + = (0 6_,)"V>R(6)(6 —6_,).

1=1
(79)

Since 0,0_, € S(K) which is a convex set, we have also 8 € S(K), so Lemma C.1(c) ensures
V2R(60) = (A\/2)I. Then the last term of (79) is bounded as

1 X . A
5(0 -0,V R(O)(0 - 6,) > —ue 0,13 > 70},

the second inequality holding since 0_p has last coordinate 0. Then, applying (79) with 6 = 6
being the optimizer of the original objective R, so that R(G) R(O p) < 0, this shows

>

R R 1 & R
16p] < |[m- VW (0_,)] e, + - > (i, 07 ,zi)2] ep| . (80)
i=1
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We clarify that here, ép is the last coordinate of the unconstrained optimizer 0 € RP , while é_p € RP
is the constrained optimizer solving (77).

Let us express the right side of (80) more explicitly. Consider first the case of the original
random features model where (z;, ;) = (2RF,yRF). Since §_, € S(K), by Lemma C.1(b) we have
Tw(0) = Epc po [lrest (7€, (0, 2P¢)) | W] in a neighborhood of @_,. Then differentiating T'yy(8),
applying the expansions 27¢ = g1, + 1y Wa' + s Vaho(x') + pi=2g. and 2RF = ZI?ZO pg Vichi (),
and applying the identity e} Vihi(z) = (gi(wp), hi(x)) = Hey((wy, x)), we may write (80) as

D
0] < | 271wy WO+ Lo + Loy + Z T, (81)
k=0

] >

where

Lo=m Em’,g* [gltest (yPG7 <é—P7 ZPG>)M0] + 27-1M(2) <é—p7 1p>
L21 = T2 Em’,g* [géest (yPGv <é—P7 ZPG>)(IU'1 <wp7 w/> + M2H62(<wp7 $/>) + :u’>29>2-ep)]

1o T
To=— Ze/(yu 0_,zi) 1o (82)
Zfl yi, 07 pzi) i Hey ((wy, x;)) for k=1,..., D.

Here, (2',g.) are the independent Gaussian variables defining the test observation (z"¢,4"¢), and

the expectations in Lo, L>1 are over these variables only. Note that by independence of w, and
WT6_,, we have directly [2m p3w] WTO_,| < d~12|WTO_,|, < d~ /2.

St/eipA2: Bound Lo + Ty. We first bound Lg + Ty. Applying again the first-order condition
VR(0-,)T0_, =0 for all §_, with last coordinate 0, we have

.
{ Zﬁ’ vi, 00 2i)zi + A0_p + T - VFW(é_p)} (1, —e,) = 0.

Expanding z; = pol, + 21?21 pr Vihi(x;) and rearranging,

1 — A N A
— ZE’(M, GIpzi)NO + AOIplp + [T VFW(G—p)]T(lp —€p) (83)
i=1
D 1 n T
= — (; Z KI(yi, OIpzz)Nk‘/khk(wz)) (1p — ep).
k=1 =1

For k > 3, we have
1 n T ’ ’ 6’(y1,é1pz1)
A HEk .
<E ZE'(%, GIpzi)NkV;chk(a’i)> (1p —ep)| < ”V hi(X)||op : 11p — epll2
i=1 O (yn, 07 ,20) /) |,

< pk | Viehi (X)[lop < d,
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where the last two inequalities apply |[¢'|.c < 1 by Assumption 3.2, p < n < d?, |ux| < 1, and
|[Vihi(X)|lop < d by Lemma F.9. For k = 1,2, writing V5 = Vi + 31,e] and applying also
[Wllop < Vd, [[Vacllop < 1, [|X|lop < d and [|ha(X)|op < d by Corollary F.7 and Lemma F.5,

similar arguments show

n T

1 .

(E Zf/(yi,ﬂpzi)m‘/lhl(wi)> (1, — )| < |l WX lop < d*/2,
i=1

T
( Zﬁl yue zz ,U2‘/20h2(mi)> (1p - ep) =< |/L2|H‘/2Ch2(X)||0p =< d’

]
< Ze' 07,2021 eTh2<wz>> (1~ )| < L2, eTna(X) oy < a2

Also, we have \éIplpl < 16_,l12ll1,]l2 < d by Lemma C.1(a). Applying these bounds to (83),

P—1y ] ;
— Z;E/(y,-, 07,z o+ [r- VIV (6_,)]T(1, — e,)| < d*. (84)
Now, writing out
[T VFW(é—p)]T(lp —€p) (85)

= TQNO(p - 1)Em’,g* [gltest(yPGv <é—P7 ZPG>)] + 27 (p - 1)“(2) <é—p7 1p>
+2mud(1, —e)TWWT_,
+ 72 Em'vg* [egest (yPG7 <é—p7 ZPG>)(lew, + MQ‘/Qh?(a:/) + N>2g*)T(1P - ep)]7
=M

similar arguments show that [M| < d*/2. For example, for the first term of M, we have

Ear g. [fiest (47, (0—p, 27N s (W) (1, — e))]

T
= Ew’l,...,w%,g1*7...7gn* < Zétost yz —p Z; )lu’ Wm) (lp - e;l?) =< d3/27

where {z, g;«}"_; define n independent test observations {y zPein . Recalling (72) and (73),

? ’l
on the event where §_,, € S(K), we have |yPC| < 1 and |9_p PG <1, 50 |l (yPC, 07 2PG)| < 1 by

—pZi
Assumption 3.10 for liest(+). Then this is < d3/? using the same argument as above. Applying an
analogous argument to each term of M shows |M| < d*?2. The term |27 43(1, —e,) TWWTO_,| <

AW lop[WTO_,llop < d*/%. Then, applying these two bounds in (85) and substituting into (84),

1o - . )
(r—1) n Z {gl(yh OIpzi)NO + 72410Ba,g. [flest (47, (6—p, 27))] + 271 115(6 -, 1p>} < &2,
i=1
Recognizing that the left side is (p — 1)| Lo + Tp| and using p =< d?, this shows
|Lo + To| < d™1/2. (86)

72



Step 3: Bound E,, [T;]. For each k =1,...,D, we now bound the expectation of T} over only
the randomness of wy, conditioning on all the data (X,y) and also on the projection directions
wi, ..., Wy—1. Importantly, by its definition, 8_,, is independent of w,,. Thus

Ew, [Tk] = Ze’ Yi, 01z wiEw, Hey ((wy, ;).

If k is odd, then Hey((w,, z;)) is an odd function of (w, x;), 50 Eq, Hey ((w),, z;)) = 0. If k is even,
then (wp, x;) is equal in law (conditional on ;) to wp; ||x;||2. Then by Lemma F.1, we have

Euw, Heg ((wp, ;) = Ew, Heg (wp1 ||2i]|2) = \/—Z ik H 2”2 2iEwI;1_2i'

122

Note that for any even k& > 0, we have Ewlgl < Cd %2, and from the moments of the chi-squared

distribution, also Var[||z||5] = 2* F%k(;/d{f) (2]“/2%)2 < CdF~1. Applying this above shows

Varg, [Ew, Hep ((wp, ;)] < Cd~!. Since also E, [Ew, Hey, ((wyp, z;))] = 0, Gaussian hypercontrac-
tivity implies

Eq, He ((wy, ;) < d~1/?
over the randomness of x;. Applying again [|¢'||oc < C and ui < 1, this shows
B, [T4) < d~/2. (87)
Step 4: Concentration of Tj — K, [T;]. Next we proceed to prove the concentration of T}

around K, [T;]. We compute the variance of T} over w,: Squaring the above expression for the
mean,

1 & —1)H+a 1 _ _
_ 1ol 2 k=20, k—2qm, k-2l k—2q
By [T = ZEH Mg Zl!q!(k—Zl)!(k—2q)!2l+q LI L T
7] 1 :0

:=C(k,Lq)
where we write as shorthand ¢, = ¢'(y;, éIpzi). On the other hand, let us denote

(xi, x;)
x;, ;) = ||z;]|2]|;||2 cos b;; cosl;; = ———>—
< (3 .7> H ZH ” ]” 79 () szH2”w]H2

where 6;; is the angle between x; and x;, and is independent of ||x;||2 and ||« ;||2. Then an analogous
calculation shows

L%J
Eo, [T}] = Z ol C(k, 1, @) |@all5 12515~ Ba, whi ® (wpr cos 05 + wps sin 6;)F27.
i,5=1 lvq=0

The conditional variance is then

15)

k—21 k—2
Vary, [Ti] = E 5'5' 7 E C k1, q)llzill5~ |13~
7.7 1 7q 0
i#j
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k—2l N - \k—2g k—2lm.  k—2q
<Ewpwp1 (wp1 cos ;5 + wpa sin ;) — Ew,; “Ew,y .

=W(k,l,q)

It remains to bound this quantity W (k, [, ¢). The intuition is that for large d, the angle §;; is almost
5,80 W(k,l,q) should be small. We may make this intuition precise as follows:

Consider first the case where k > 2 is even. If k —2¢ = 0 or k — 2] = 0, then W(k,[,q) = 0. For
k—2q>2andk— 2] > 2, we use that EwélwzQ =0 if 4, are odd to expand

k—2q

k—21 : k—2 k—2q k—21 k—2q—m . k—2q—
Eap, wpy ~ (wp1 cos 05 + wpa sin 0;;)" 1 = E < " Efwyy +mwp2 T (cos 0;5)™ (sin 0;;)" 217
m=0
even

= E[w’lfl_zlw];2_2q] + O(d~F19) cog? 0i)-

Here, the second equality applies E[wﬁf 2l+mw§2_ 2q_m] < Cd~k=1=9) for the summands m > 2, and

applies also an expansion of (sin 6;;)*~2¢ = (1 — cos? §;;)*~20)/2 for the summand m = 0. Then

W(k,l,q) = Ewlgl_mwl;;% — Ewl;1—2le§2—2q + O(d=* =9 cos? 6;).

A standard application of Bernstein’s inequality shows |cos 6;;| < d=1/2. Also, expanding Wp2 =

IN

5 - - .. k-2l k—2q k—2ly, k—2q
1 — wy, - wy2 where wyy is independent of wy;, we have that |I[*3wp1 wyy = BEw, “Ewy, |

d~(k=l=9)=1 Consequently,
W (k,1,q)] < d~*=1=0=L,

Combining this with the standard concentration bounds |]wi|]§_21|]w]~|]§_2q < d*~1=4, the bounds
|1']|lcc < C, and the assumption g < 1, this establishes

Vary,, [T] < d!

in the case where k is even.
Consider next the case where £ > 1 is odd. Then, applying similar arguments as above,
Ew;fl_ zle];Q_ 2 — 0 and

W (k,1,q) = O(d~*=1=9 cos 6;5).
Applying again | cos 0;;| < d~'/2, Hmng_leijg_zq < dF79 ||| < C, and gy, < 1, this shows
Vary, [T)] < d~/?

in the case where k is odd.

Thus we have shown in all cases that Vary, [T}] < d~%/2

. By hypercontractivity over the unit
sphere, since T} is a polynomial of wy, this implies |1} — Eq, [T}]| < d='/*. Combining with (87),
this shows

Ty | < d=/4. (88)
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Step 5: Other cases of (Z,y) In the above arguments, we have assumed that (z;,y;) =
(2RF yRF) for each i = 1,...,n. More generally, in the case of the LOO optimization where
(Z,y) = (Z\¢,Y\q), We may write (80) as
A D
ZWp\ < L0+L21+2Tk+T* (89)
7=0

where Lo, L>; have the same forms as in (82),

Ti=- 3 (05 67 i e (s @) for b= 0,1,2,
i#q
1=,
Ty = - ;K'(yi, OIpzi)ukHek(<wp,wi>) for k=3,...,D,
1 < A
L= > (i, 0720 152(gins €p).-
i=q+1
In the case of the auxiliary optimization where (Z,y) = (Zuq, Yuq), we may write (80) as (89) with
an additional summand for (z4,y,) = (Z4,7,) included into T} and/or T.

The preceding arguments for bounding Loy + Ty and Ty in (82) hold equally for bounding
these quantities in (89), where we apply also [/[gix, ..., gn«]llop < V7 + /P < d in addition to
|Vichi(X)|lop < d for k > 3 to obtain (84). To bound the additional quantity T, note that for each
ie{q+1,....,n}, O (y;, éIpzi) depends only on the first p— 1 coordinates of g;, and is independent
of the last coordinate (gix)p. Then, taking the expectation and variance over only {(gi«)p}ig i1,

1 - 2 / T 2 —2
E{(gi*)p}?:q+1T* =0, Var{(gi*)p}?:qHT* = ) Z [ (E (yi, 0_pz2-)) <d .
i=q+1

Thus by a standard Gaussian tail bound,
L] = T = Eqgin),)z

i=q+1

T, <d'. (90)

Step 6: Bound L>;. Finally, we bound the term
L1 = 7Ear g, [t (47C, (B-p, 7)) (11 (wp, ') + poHes ((wy, ') + 15291 €p)]

We may again re-express this as

L1 =TEgl . ol giegos Zem PG (0_p, 2PC) (11 (wp, ) + poHes ((wy, ) + p>2(Gis, €p))

where {x!, gix}", define n independent test observations {y7¢, 2P¢}% . Then similar arguments
as those above establishing (88) for 77,75 and (90) for T may be applied to show
|Lsy| < d™V4, (91)

Applying (86), (88), (90), (91), and A~" < 1 to (81) and (89), we obtain that |6,| < d~*/4. This
argument applies equally to each coordinate of 6, and hence |0 < d=1/4 ie. for any C > 0,
there exists K’ > 0 such that with probability 1 — d=¢,

18]l < (log d)'d"/*. (92)
Combining (76) and (92) shows 6 € OY%(K'), and replacing K by max(K, K') concludes the proof
of the lemma. O
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C.3 Analysis of the quadratic surrogate problem

We now analyze the quadratic surrogate optimization (58). We define the Moreau envelope and
proximal operator of the (centered) loss by

Z—ZE2
My(2) = min { e ) ~ 00,0+ E7E (99)

Prox,(z;7y) = argmin < £(y,z) — £(0,0) + M
Y\~ )= g zER Y, ’ 2,_}/ )
and write as shorthand X
H\, = H\,(6\,)
for the Hessian of the LOO empirical risk at its minimizer.

Proposition C.4 (Properties of the Moreau Envelope). Under Assumption 3.2 for the loss {(-),
there is a constant C > 0 such that the Moreau envelope function M, (z;7) is C-Lipschitz in each
of the arguments y, z, .

Proof. Let x* = *(y, z,7) = Proxy(z;7) be the unique minimizer of the optimization (93) defining
M. The first-order condition for the optimality of =™ is

0="0(y,a") - 2.

(94)

We remark that 2*(y, z,y) is continuously-differentiable in (y, z, ) by the implicit function theorem.
Then so is My (z;v), and the envelope theorem gives

*

z—x N .
0:My(z;7) = =l(y,z"),  9yMy(z;7) = 0yL(y,2"),
(’Z B $*)2 1 *
Oy My(z7) = o T —5l(y,2")?
where we have applied (94) to substitute for z — z*. Thus by Assumption 3.2, these derivatives are
all uniformly bounded, showing the Lipschitz continuity of (y, z,7v) — My(z;7). O
Lemma C.5 (Characterization of the Surrogate Minimizer). For each ¢ = 1,...,n and choice of

(24,9q) € {(z§F7y§F)a (ZEG,yg’G)}, we have
1 o
\Ijq = <I>\q + ; Mﬂq(<zlb 0\q>;/7q)

where the effective step size v, = v4(2,) is defined as

2TH 'z
q th\q %q
Vo= (95)
Moreover,
N 7 '~ /5 0 H\_léq 5 0 > P
Oy =6\, — ¢ (Yq, (24, 0uq)) n (24, 0uq) = Proxg, ({24, 0\q>§ Yq)- (96)
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Proof. By definition of the quadratic surrogate objective ﬁuq(G), its minimum risk value W, is
given by

Uy = D\, + min {% [€(q, (24, 0)) — €(0,0)] + %(9 —6\,)TH\,(6 - é\q)} : (97)

Rearranging the first-order optimality condition %E’ (Fqs (Z4, éuq>)2q + H\q(éuq - é\q) = 0 shows
the first statement of (96). Multiplying this statement by Z,, we get

<zq7 9Uq> <zq= 0\q> 4 (Ygs <2¢Z7 éUq>)’Yﬂ1’
Thus 2 = (Z,,0,,) solves the first-order condition
(g w) + (= (24,0\9)) /7 = 0 (98)

for the minimization problem defining PTOng(<£q,é\q>;’7q). Since this minimization is strongly
convex, this implies the second statement of (96). )
Finally, to establish the form of ¥,, we evaluate the objective in (97) at the minimizer 6,:

1 1, - . ~ .
\Il = (I)\q [e(yqv <zq7 OUQ>) - 6(070)] + 5(0Uq - g\q)TH\q(qu - o\q)' (99)
Substituting the form of éuq — é\q in (96), and then applying the first-order condition (98), gives

((247 éUQ> - <£qv é\q>)2
nYq ’

~ N ~ 1
(Buq — a\q)TH\q(GUq e\q) g (Ygs (zq, 9Uq>)2’Yq =

Plugging this back into (99) gives ¥, = &\, + L My, ((Z,, é\q>,’yq). O

Corollary C.6. For any constant C > 0, there exists K > 0 such that wzth probability at least
1—d=C, for each q=1,...,n and choice of (Z4,7q) € {(zK",y"), (zFC.yE®)} defining 0.4,

6., € OV (K) N 5,(K).
Proof. We have HH\_quop < 1 by Lemma C.1(c), ||z4]]2 < d by Lemma A.3, and ||{'[c < 1 by
Assumption 3.2. Then applying the form of éuq in (96),
16ug — Bygll2 < d. (100)

By Lemma C.3, we have with probability 1 — d~¢ that é\q € OFS(K) N §q(K), meaning

1Ol <1, BT <1 NwbL, Wl <1, 1Byl < a1,

LS bl (B z) + (/263 < 1
i1iFq
where (2;,y;) are the features and labels of (Z\4,9\4). Then, since [|1,]l2 < d, [W|op < Vd,
|zi]|2 < d by Lemma A.3, and ||[¢'|| < 1 by Assumption 3.2, (100) implies that the same statements
hold for 0Uq, i.e. for any C' > 0, there exists (a possibly larger constant) K > 0 such that qu
OV (K )OS (K). O
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Lemma C.7 (Concentration of the Effective Step Size). For any q = 1,...,n and choice of

(24,7q) € {(z(';':,y(';':), (z(';G,y(';G)}, let B, denote the expectation over x, defining z(';': or (g, gg+)
~-|—I_I71 ~
defining zEG (both conditioning on W ). Then for the quantity v4 = Za 7;‘1 zq, we have

g = Eqygl < d2.

Proof. Consider first the case z, = z('f': =0

to E;. By the Gaussian Poincaré inequality,

(Wz,). Let us write Var, for the variance associated

4 B 2
Varg[v,] < Equmq%H% = qu ((vquq)TH\qlzq)
where V, z, = diag (6/(Wzy)) W € RP*4. Thus
4 . _
Varglyg] < —Bq[W 5, [ diag (o’ (W) |5, | HL ' 31124 3-

We have |W|lop < Vd, HH\_quOp < 1 by Lemma C.1(c), and ||z4]|2 < d by Lemma A.3. Further-

more,
|ding (o (W) op = ma o' (. )| < 1

by the conditions for the polynomial ¢ in Assumption 3.8. Applying this above shows Var,[vy,] <
d~!, and hence Vg —Eqvql < d~1/2 by Gaussian hypercontractivity over xy. In the case z;, = zg’ G —
o<o(Wxy) + pi>2ggs, we have instead Vg, g, 2z, = [diag (0L,(Wa,)) W, 1] € RP*(4+P)  and the
rest of the argument is the same as above. O

C.4 Comparison of surrogate with LOO/auxiliary risks

We now establish the following lemma, which compares the minimum risk values of the surrogate,
LOO, and auxiliary objectives.

Lemma C.8. There exists a constant K > 0 such that for each ¢ = 1,...,n and choice of (Z4,7q) €
{('z(l;F7 y(?F)7 (z(I;G7 y(I;G)} (deﬁmng both \I/q and (I)q);

log d)&
B(r, — @) < 150 (101)
log d)%
B, — o, < (B0 (102)
n3/27

Proof of Lemma C.8, eq. (101). By Lemma C.5,

1 oA
Wy — 0\, = EMﬂq (<zQ79\q>5’Yq) .

Evaluating the optimization (93) defining M, (z;7) at = = z, we have My (z;7) < £(y,z) — £(0,0).
By (93), since £(-) > 0, we have also M, (z;v) > —€(0,0). Thus

T 4 1 C - - A
[Bg = ygl < — 1€(Fg, (Zq, O\))| + — 1€(0,0)] < —(1 + [gq| + (24, 6\)])

where the second inequality holds by the properties of ¢(-) in Assumption 3.2.
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Importantly, é\q is independent of the variables (z, g4«) defining Z,. Writing E, for the expec-

tation over (x4, gq«), we then have E,|(Z,, é\q>|2 = O\TqIE [Z4 ~T]é?\q In the case 2, = 2RF, we have

q

EqlZ42] = S0 o 13 VeV, , while in the case 2, = zhC, we have Eg[Z,2]] = POPRYITA 7 (AR §

In both cases, applying Lemma C.1(a), we get Eq|(£q,é\q>|2 < 1, and hence |(£q,é\q>| < 1 by
Gaussian hypercontractivity over (x4, gq+«). Applying also |g,| < 1 from Lemma A.3, this shows

Wy — @\ [ <n~
This means that for any constant Cy > 0, there exists K > 0 for which
E={(v,— <I>\q)2 < (log d)%n=2} satisfies P[] > 1 — d 0. (103)

On the complementary event £¢, we note that since |7 - TW(8)| < 2 and 4(-) > 0, we have by
definition

C
(I)\q > =2, (I)\ < R\q Ze yw +2 < _Z(l + ‘yl‘) + 2,
1=1

where {y;}7_, denote the labels of y\,. Since H\, = V2 R\q(G\q) and G\q is a minimizer of R\q, we
have H\q t 0. Then also by definition,

~ 1 & C _ - _
\Ilq > _27 \I/q < R\q(g\q) < cI)\q + ;e(yqv <0\q7zQ>) < (I)\q + ;(1 + ’yq, + ”e\q”2 : HZQH2)'

From the optimality condition ﬁ\q(é\q) < ﬁ\q(O) and bounds |7 -TW(0)| < 2 and £(-) > 0, we
obtain

A A C
EHO\qH% Zf (¥:,0) +4 < —Z(l + |yil) +4

=1

Combining these bounds, it may be verified that E[tI)\q] < (logd) and E[¥]] < (logd)® for a
sufficiently large constant K > 0. Then

E[(¥, — ®\,)°1{EY] < E[(, — &\,)"]"/? - PE]/2 < PlE]2.
Choosing Cy = 8 in (103) ensures that P[£¢]'/? < n~2, i.e. there exists K > 0 for which
E[(¥g — ®\)*1{EY] < (logd)n ™2, (104)
and combining with (103) concludes the proof of (101). O

We next prove (102). For this, we establish two auxiliary lemmas.

Lemma C.9 (Concentration of Cross-Sample Influence). For each q¢ € {1,...,n}, choice of
(24:7q) € {(2R z, ,yq ),(zqPG,yJ;G)}, and i € [n]\ q, letting z; denote the i column of Z\, and
letting 2PC denote the independent test sample defining Lw (0),

-1z SPGT -
ziTH\q *a 1 H\q L
RSV = a
n ' °d n T, °d
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Proof. Write E, for the expectation over (zy,gq«) defining Z,. Since z; and H\, are independent
of (x4, gq«) we have

ZiTH\_qlgq ‘1 ST -1
Eq<7> =32 i Hy, 'E,[2,2 ]H\q zZ;.

n

In the case 2, = ZEF, we have E4[2,2]] = VVT, where V is the matrix (59). Thus
A ors 2T pr— - ~1/2 ~1/2
2 H B[220 | H 2 = [VTH 203 < [VTH P12, =PI, - 1=005 < m7'd?, (105)

where the last inequality uses HVTH\_qlVHOp < 7! and HH\_quop < 1 from Lemma C.1(c) and

|2i]l2 < d from Lemma A.3. In the case Z, = 25C, we have E¢[%,2]] = VSQVSTz + p2 oI, where Vo

is the submatrix of V corresponding to its components for kK = 0,1,2. Then a similar argument
PGT pr—15

shows (105). Thus E (ﬁ) < 77 'd=2. The same argument shows Eq(zin\qzq) <7 td2,

so both statements of the lemma hold by hypercontractivity over (x4, gq« ) O

Lemma C.10 (Moment Bound on the Surrogate Approximation Er{or Projegtion). For each q =
1,...,n, choice of (Z4,7q) € {(zKF,y5F), (2FC,yE®)} (defining both 8, and Oy,), and i € [n]\ q,
lettmg z; denote the i'" column of Z\, and letting zPC denote the independent test sample defining

LW(G)a T
127 (Bug — Oug)| < 1722 12PC T (Bu, — Buy)| < A2,

Proof. For a smooth function F': RP — R, we will apply the representations
VF(y) = VF(z) + (/ V2F (@ + ty — @))dt) (y - )
0

:VF(m)+V2F(m)(y—:1:)—|—</O (1—-t)V3F(x +t(y — ))dt)[ —x,y — ]

where V3F(-) € RP*P*P denotes the (symmetric) third-derivative tensor of F, and V3F(-)[y —
x,y — x| € RP denotes its contraction along two axes with y — x.
From the first-order condition for 8, to minimize Ry, we have

Vﬁuq(éuq) = V7/€Uq(‘§Uq) - V7/€Uq(éUq)
1
= </ V2Rug <0Uq + t(6uq — 0Uq)) dt) (Bug — Bug)-
0

=H

We remark that by Lemma C.3 and Corollary C.6, on an event of probability 1 — d~¢, there exists
K > 0 such that both 6y,,6., € §q(K). Then Oy, + t(6u, — 8u,) € gq(K) for all ¢ € [0,1],
so Lemma C.1(c) holds also for the above interpolated Hessian matrix H. In particular, H is
invertible on this high-probability event, so rearranging the above gives

éuq - éUq = _I:I_lv,ﬁUq(éUq)- (106)

We proceed to expand Vﬁuq(éuq) around the LOO optimizer é\q. From the first-order condition

for é\q as an optimizer of ﬁ\q,
VRuqg(Bug) = VR ug(0ug) — VR, (8\,)
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1, . o o~ .
= Eél(yqv (2¢,00q)) 2 + VR\q(é’Uq) - VR\q(O\q)
1, . .
= Eé/(ytb <zqa 0Uq>)zq + VZR’\q(o\t])(eLJq - O\q)
1
+ </0 (1— t)V3R\q (O\q +t(60uq — O\q)>dt> 0ug — 0\, 00 — O\q].
Let us write as shorthand B X . R
9(75) = O\q + t(euq — O\q)
Noting that ¢/(gq, (24,000)2 + VQﬁ\q(é\q)(éUq - é\q) = Vﬁuq(éuq) = 0 since 0, optimizes
ﬁuq, the above shows

o~ ~ 1 A~ — ~ A~ ~ A~
VRug(0ug) = < /0 (1— t)V3R\q(0(t))dt> [Bug — 6\, 0u — 6]

Then, applying the explicit form éuq — é\q = —%E’(gq, <2q,6~?uq>)H\_ql£q from Lemma C.5 and
substituting into (106),

. - O (§a, (Zq, 00002+~ 1 o e e
2] (00, — 00y) = — ¥y <n‘12 Ua)) 2T H! </0 (1—t)V3R\q(9(t))dt> [H 24, H ' Z,).

Decomposing (recall that we denote 7 - V3TW = 7 V3TV + V3 W)

VAR\,(6 Z " (y;, (0(t), 2)) 25 + 7 - VTW(0(1)),
JJ#q

we arrive finally at

Z}'E;—lzi)(z H\q zq)

~ ~ ~ 1 —
T (Bua = 6L) = (i (2 Ba)? [ (1= t>< S (5, 01), 23))

“ n
0 JiJ#q

=A(t)

+ %{T VAW (O()} [ H 2, H v 1z, \_qliq]>dt. (107)

:=B(t)

We proceed to bound the above terms A(t) and B(t) uniformly over ¢ € [0, 1]. For A(t), we apply

" : ZJTH\iqliq —1,.—1/2 S
[£"]|oc < 1 by Assumption 3.2 and |-—%—| < d~ "7 by Lemma C.9 to obtain, simultaneously
over all ¢ € [0,1],

. 1/2
TE-1
1 z; H™ 2 1 1 Trr—1.\2
’A(t)’ d27'1 Z n < d2T1 E Z (Zj H ZZ') s
Jii#q J:i#q
the second equality following by Cauchy-Schwarz. In the case where z; = z]RF foreach j=1,...,n,

applying the expansion z; = 1o uur Vihi(2;), Cauchy-Schwarz, and ||z;[|2 < d from Lemma A.3,
observe that

n
1 Z HZzH2 AE szijﬁ—l
n
j=1

op

[\
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C Z; 2 & rT— - -
< Hn 13 Z“z H 1Vkth(mj)hk(iEj)TVkTH '
k=0 J=1

op
D ~
<Dl H ™ Vi (XI5,
k=0
where hy(X) = [hg(x1), ..., hg(x,)] € RB4X1 More generally, in the case where some z; = zEG,

expanding z; = ZI?ZO Lk Viehi () + p1>2gj+, we may obtain similarly

n D
1 o S o
SN T <Y B Vi (X112, + s H G,
j=1 k=0

where G = [g14, .-, gns] € RP*™. For k =0, 1,2, we have by Lemmas C.1(c) and F.5 that

T — S T —-1/2
ik H " Viehio(X) |lop < 1H Y2 lop | H 2 Villopll B (X) [lop < dry /2.

For k > 3, we have by Lemmas C.1(c) and F.9 that
e H ™ Vi (X lop < ol [ H ™ lop | Vi (X llop < .

For the term involving G, we have likewise ||usoH "Gillop < [[H opl|Gxllop < d; as [|Gxllop =<
d. Applying this bound in both cases, we obtain simultaneously over ¢ € [0, 1] that

—1 —3/2
JA(t)] < d 22

 For the term B (t), note that by Lemma C.3 and Corollary C.6, with probability 1 —d~¢, both
0\4,004 € Sy(K). Then also 0(t) € SqQK) for each t € [0,1], so Lemma C.1 implies TV (8) =
(|[VT6|3, Lw (8)) in a neighborhood of 8(t), so that T - V3T'W (8) = ,V3Lw/(6). Then

w

zPG)Tf{_lzi) <(ZPG)TH\_qléq)2

n

B(t) = n- Bare oo | 6 (7S, (0(2), 276)) (4

n

)TH 2 (ZJPG)TH_qlEq
NE—)

_ i A PG (
= EZ1PG7-'-7ZEG7y1PG7 B Zetest y] s 0 7 ] >)( "

PG - | W] denotes the expectation over n independent test samples condi-

Where Esz,...,zﬁG,yl

el
tional on W. This may be bounded in the same way as above, using (72), (73), and Assumption

3.10 for liest(+) to bound |€’t’ést(yj G (B(t), 2P z; ¢))| < 1. Then simultaneously over ¢ € [0, 1],

IB(t)] < d~ '

Applying these bounds and ||| < 1 to (107) shows the first statement of the lemma, that
|z] (qu 6.,)| < 1. The same argument holds for zP¢ in place of z;, showing the second statement
of the lemma. O

We now conclude the proof of Lemma C.8.
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Proof of Lemma C.8, eq. (102). Applying ﬁuq(e) = L10(54, (24, 0>)+7€\q(0) and a third-order Tay-

A~

lor expansion of ﬁ\q(G) around its optimizer 6\,, we get

~ 1 1 A~ A
Ruq(e) = ;f(yq, <Zq, 0>) + q)\q + 5(0 — O\q)TH\q(O — 0\(1)

:ﬁUq(O)

1 < N 1 - N N .
+ 6_n Z elﬂ(yia <07 z’l>)[zl—r(0 - 0\(1)]3 + E{T : Vgrw(o)}[g - 0\(]7 0 — 0\(]7 0 — 0\(1]
1:117£q

for a point 6 between 6 and 60\, Lemma C.3 ensures with probability 1 — d=¢ that é\q € §q(K ).

Then, for any 6 € §q(K), also t? € §q(K), so Lemma C.1(b) ensures that 7 - V3TW(0) =
7 V3Lw (@) in a neighborhood of §. Then, on this event, the above gives

~ ~ 1 . R
Ruq(8) = Rug(0) + o > _ " (i, (6,2:))[2{ (6 — 6,,))°
11i#£q
1 m (PG g PG\\[,PGT 5 13
+ 5Earo yro (i (57, (0,27 [PT (0 6, ) | W].

The difference between the minima of ﬁuq and ﬁuq can be bounded by the maximum of ]ﬁuq —ﬁuql
evaluated at the two respective minimizers,

[y — @, < max {|(Ruy = Rug)(0ug)], (Rug = Rug) Bl }

Applying the above form for ﬁuq — Rug, and applying also |6, — é\q] <1604 — Oug| + 100q — é\q],

T/ A - 3
Z; (9Uq - OUq)‘ +

1 .
1y = ) < 3 1, 6]
i1i7#q

V o
+ Eare yro ||t (7%, (8, 279))] (2757 (6L, — 6u)

s .3
2 (00, — 6,,)] ) (108)
3 T ~ o 3
|+ 20 - 6] ) [ W]
We have [|[£"||oo < 1 by Assumption 3.2, |27 (8u, — 6u,)| < d_17f3/2 by Lemma C.10, and

’z;rH\_qléq‘

< d_17f1/2
n

|27 (Bug — 0\0)| = 1€/ (Jigs (24, 6ug)) -

by Lemma C.5, the bound |||« < 1, and Lemma C.9. Thus the first term of (108) is < d_37'1_9/2.
The second term of (108) is bounded similafrly, applying Lemmas C.9 and C.10 for z2P¢ instead of
z;, and (72) and (73) to bound |¢/” (yPC, (0, 2P¢))| < 1. Thus

W, — B < d3 < n=3/27 %2,
This means that for any constant Cy > 0, there exists K > 0 for which

E={|v,— P, < (log d)K(n_?’/le_gﬂ)} satisfies P[£] > 1 — d~ 0.

The same arguments as leading to (104) show that E[|¥, — ®,|1{€°}] < (log d)Kn_3/2Tl_9/2 for a
sufficiently large choice of Cy > 0, establishing (102). O
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C.5 Lindeberg replacement for the surrogate risk

Lemma C.11. For each q € {1,...,n}, let Uq(2XF yFF) and Wo(zEC yEC) denote the values of
U, under the choices (Z4,7q) = (zqRF,y[';F) and (Z4,7q) = ( q ,yq C) respectively. Let E, denote the

expectation over (Tq, gqx,€q) defining (zEF, y;{ ) and (2 z, ,yq ). Then there exists a constant ¢ > 0
such that for all large d,

E B, [Wo(=f, yfF) = (=%, )| | < nla .

Proof. By Lemma C.5,

1 N 1 N
(2 50) = W20 00®) = My ({2,057 (#5)) =~ Myge (255,00 7(25©))

where we denote by yq( F) and vq(z C) the values of ~, in (95) for the two cases. Let us denote

P = Byl (7))

and first compare yq(z(';':) and yq( ©) with 750"t By Lemma C.7, we have |7, (zEF) —Eﬂq(zqRFﬂ =
d=1/2 and g (2§C) — Eqrq(2£€)| < d~ 1/2. By the definition of ,, also

e (B =R )T~ Byl2fC (20T HY)|

Using Eq[28F (z5F)T] = VVT and Eg[2f¢(2f°)T] = VSQVSTQ + 42 5T where V<, contains the com-

ponents of V for k =0, 1,2, this implies

‘E‘J[%(ZEF)] - Eq[%(ZEG)]‘ =

L (VT v s )|

[Eq g (7)) = Eqlq (=) ¥
H_1/2<Zﬂk AN —I)>H\_ql/2

IN

p

op

Then applying Lemma F.8,

s

E, (5] ~ | HH (B 231 1),

op

HWT %

T 1
St (1 H ', [+

fH

Applying Lemma C.1(c), we have HWTH\_qlWHOp7 llgH\_qllp\ <7t and [ H\gllop < 1. Thus, for

T >d 2, |Eq[7q(zqRF)] - thq(Z:;G)” < d~12 s0

op

a(zg) =g < A7V yg(2f) =g < a7V
Together with the Lipschitz bound for v — M,(2;7) from Lemma C.4, this shows

[Myer (2,00 7(=5) ) = Myge (=7, 00)575 )| < a2, (109)
Myge (256,00 7(=5%)) = Myge (59,0, )in5 )| < =12, (110)
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Finally, recall that zEF = o(Wx,) and y?': = n(zq,s, 03 h2(zy),...,BLhp(x),e4). By the
Lipschitz bound for (y, z) — My (z;75°™") from Lemma C.4 and the Lipschitz assumption for 7(-)
in Assumption 3.5, observe that

Myse ((25F,0)5756 ) = oz, (.5, 8T haly), ... Bh (), 00 (W)

for a (random, depending on ;) function ¢, () that is C-Lipschitz for a constant C' > 0. Then
Theorem 4.2 implies that for any K > 0,

geg)lPle ‘M ( Al ,0); 7;0n5t> _Mygc <<ZPG 6); ,ygonst)‘ <

for some constant ¢ > 0. Since Lemma C.3 ensures that é\q € OVS(K) with probability 1 —d=¢
for any C' > 0 some K = K(C) > 0, this implies

‘M RF( Zq ’0\q> ConSt) _My << 2 ’0\q> ConSt)‘ =d*. (111)
Combining (109), (110), and (111) shows that for any Cy > 0, there exist K, c > 0 for which
&= {\Eq[\llq(z[';F,y;{F) — \I/q(sz,y[';G)]\ < n~1d™} satisfies P[] > 1 — d 0.
The same arguments as leading to (104) show that E[|W,(zfF, yRF) -0, (2F¢, 4P ) [1{E}) < n~td~e
for a sufficiently large choice of Cy > 0, concluding the proof. O
C.6 Proof of Theorem 4.4

Proof of Theorem 4.4. For brevity, denote by t, = (24,y,) the ¢-th data point. We interpolate
between the two minimum risks by sequentially swapping one sample at a time between the RF
and PGE models. By the standard Lindeberg telescoping argument,

1E[ (Rip(r. 2. £50) | ~E|p (Ri,p(r. 27, £7)) ||
Z Ep(@,(65)] - E[o(@,(t5)]]
For each ¢, we perform a Taylor expansion of ¢(®,) around the leave-one-out (LOO) risk ®,:

Py (14)) = (D) + &/ (B) (Balt) — By) + 50" (C)(@q(t) — B,)%

for some ¢, between ®,(t,) and ®\,. Applying this expansion to both {tij, t(';G}, and taking their
difference, we obtain

[E[o(@4(¢5)] — E[o(@4(t5%))]| < 16l [| Bl (t5F) — @4t
(112)

170 (g0, (45F) — 00,2 + B[(@,(#5°) - 0,,)7]}

where E, is the expectation with respect to the g-th sample ¢,. For the first order term, we introduce
the quadratic surrogate problem ¥, and decompose

Ey[@g(t5F) — @q(t5O)]] < Byll0g () — Wo(tFF) ) + Byl|0y(25C) — W,(t5%)]

‘E[ (tRF) - \I/q(thG)H.
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Similarly, for the second order term,
2 2
E [(q)q(tq) - (I)\q) ] <2E [((I)q(tq) - \I’q(tq))ﬂ +2E {(\Pq(tq) - (I)\q) } .
By Lemma C.8, for all ¢ € [n] and t, € {t[F;F,tEG ,

(log d)&

2D Byt — ()] < LD

= 9/2°
n3/27_1/

E [(‘I'q(tq) - (I)\q)Q] <

and by Lemma C.11,
1
E ‘Eq [\I'q(thF) - \Ifq(thG)H <—

(o

Substituting these bounds in the previous displays and combining them in (112), we get

Elo(24(657)] ~ Elo(24(67)]| < ﬁ

Summing over ¢ = 1,...,n establishes the desired bound.
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D Lindeberg Phase II: Swapping Second-Order Chaos

We now consider the second phase of the Lindeberg swapping argument, which interpolates between
the Partial Gaussian Equivalent (PGE) model and the Conditional Gaussian Equivalent (CGE)
model, by replacing the degree-2 Hermite features that are not supported on &g with independent
Gaussian noise. The proof of Theorem 4.5 follows an identical outline as the first Lindeberg
swapping, including the definitions of the leave-one-out, augmented, and surrogate objectives, as
well as the technical results (Lemmas C.1-C.11). For brevity, we omit this redundant exposition.

We therefore focus on the key distinction between the two phases, which is proving the inclusion
of the minimizers in G)‘C,& - G)‘F;&.

Theorem D.1. For any constant C > 0, there exist constants K,€,K1" > 0 such that with
probability at least 1 — d~C, the following holds. For each q¢ = 1,...,n, choice of (24,99) €

{(=z (';G,yq ), (2 gG,ng)} and R given by either R\q or Ruq, there exists a unique minimizer 6
of R, which furthermore satisfies

6 c 5% (e, K)N 5,(K).

Lemma C.3 (now with CGE data) already showed that 6 € eYS(K)N §q(K ) with this proba-
bility. Thus, it remains to show that there exists a constant € > 0 such that

[WsDy Wis||,, <d™5,  [|[WiDyWis||, <d™*

D.1 Tensor formulation and regularized LODO risk
It will be convenient to introduce a tensor-based formulation for the degree-2 chaos (see Section F.1).

For k = 2, the symmetric Hermite tensor is given by Ha(x) = %(a}@ — I) € (R)®2, Define

the order-3 weight tensor V, € RP*4*? whose j-th slice is (Va); := w®2 (R)®2, The tensor
contraction of Vy with Hy(x) is then

VoHs(x) = ((V2)j, Ha(2))) jepp) = (Hea((wj, x))) ey € RP.

Denote by @7V, the linear combination of the slices with weights 8
0"V, = Ze Va)j = Ze wjw] = WTDgW,  Dg:= diag(0;);cp,)-

Let S={1,...,s} C [d] be the indices of the signal support. For any order-2 tensor A, let Pg.A be
the projection onto the entries whose indices both lie in S, and define Pg | A = A — PgA. Then

WIDgWs 0 0 WJIDgW,: 4
OTPsVy = (90 . 0TPg V= 3 \
572 ( 0 0 SER2 T A\WEDeWs W DWW .
For convenience, let V; := W € RP*? and define the full design tensor V by concatenation:

Vi=[poly | mVi | peVse | psoly).
We similarly define the stacked chaos covariates h; for the PGE and CGE models

1 1
Hs(x;) |’ ! PsHy(x;) + Ps 1 Gio
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where G2 = t(gs2) and ¢(+) is the isometry described in Section F.1. With these notations, the

feature vectors can be expressed as
20C = VRPC = 1oL, + i Vim; + poVaHo () + p1>29in,
CG

2 ¢ = Vhi® = poly + Vi + paVoPs Ha () + 112VoPs 1 Gig + p1>2Gix,
and the corresponding responses are
i = n(fPG;Ei)7 f7€ = {mis, B ha(x:), B gis, - - -, BGin' }
¢ =n(f7%e), ¢ = {2is,B39i2. B3 gis. - .- .BDGip' }
where 85 ha(x;) = ((Bai, ha (%)) )ic(sy) = {(Bais H2(2:)) Yie[sy) With Ba; := 1(Bo;) € R

Finally, let 6 be the minimizer of the empirical risk ﬁn,p(O;T, Z,f), where (Z, f) is a data
matrix involving both PGE and CGE samples, as appears in the Lindeberg interpolation.

Leave-One-Direction-Out (LODO) objectives. Our goal is to bound

P
T ) 2
W\ sDgWisllop = sup 29j<v,wj> ,
’UESdfl, Psv=0 j=1
where Pgv is the projection onto the support coordinates S = {1,...,s}. Decompose

P
Zéﬂ v,w;)? = Z (v,w;)2 —d™1) +d16,1,),

]:1 :

where the second term is negligible, using that (é, 1,) <1 by Lemma C.1. For the first term, if 6
were independent of ((v,w;));c|p, then, over the randomness in W,

p
> 0i((v,w;)? —d7) < [|0]]ee < d V4, (113)
7j=1

since ((v,w;)? — d~!) are i.i.d. with variance d=2, and 6 c ©%¢ with high probability.
In reality, 8 is not independent of the {(v, wj)}jep], though we expect it to be nearly so.

To formalize this, we compare 6 with 6_,, the minimizer of a leave-one-direction-out (LODO)
objective, obtained by removing the direction v from the weights matrix W (and normalizing the
obtained weights). Thus 6_, is independent of {(v,w;)};c[,), and we can apply (113). If we can

bound [|§ — 0_y[la < d~%, (0_y,1,) < 1, and ||0_ oo < d~° then

p
3705 (0, w502 < A (O, 1)+ (B, 1)) + 8-y — Bll2 + 16—y loc < d*.
7j=1

The main difficulty lies in controlling these quantities uniformly over all v € S¥~!, Pgv = 0, in
particular ||@_y||oo. To achieve this, we note that [0 < d='/%. Hence, adding a regularization
term gl|||oo to the LODO objective should not significantly alter the minimizer provided rg < d'/4.
Choosing kg = d'/® ensures uniform control ||0_y||lsc < (logd)d=1/8 over all v.

Thus, we introduce the following regularized objective and regularized LODO objective:

N A
Pul0) = = 3 £y (0,20)) + 51015 + 7T (0) + a6,
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R A
Pr,—»(0) := - 26(%,_”, (0,2 —v)) + 5\\0”% + 7 -TW=(0) + £4]|0]| oo,
where (y; —v, 2i,—v) corresponds to data where x;, W, and By; are replaced by
T = (I —vv" )y, W_y = (W, —o/l|wj, v l|2) el By = (I —vv")By(I —wvv'),
respectively, with w; _, = (I — v'vT)wj. Let V1,—v, V2,—v, and V_, be the associated weight
tensors, and let h; _, be the stacked chaos with x; replaced by (I — vo')xz;, Hy(x;) replaced
by (I —vv")Hy(z;)(I — vo"). With slight abuse of notation, we also denote Ha(x; ) = (I —
vo")Ho(z;)(I — vv'). Note that V_vhi—v = V_yhi, but V_yh; _,, # Vh; _, because of the
normalization in W_,,. We will denote (z; v, fi,—») and y; —, the LODO data.
Consider ) )
0 € argmin P, (0), 0_, € argmin P, _,(0),
6 6

some arbitrary minimizers. We will show in fact that @ and 6_, are unique uniformly over v with
high probability. Note that because the weights V_, are independent of {{w;,v)};_,, so is the

minimizer 6_,.

D.2 Uniform bounds for the LODO objective

In this section, (z,y) may refer to either PGE or CGE data. In the proofs, unless stated otherwise,
we take (z,y) = (2P yP¢), as this case is more involved to analyze; modifications for the CGE
setting will be noted where necessary. Let Vg = span{e; : j € S} denote the signal subspace, and
let Ng. be a fixed 1/4-net of the unit sphere in its orthogonal complement Vsl, with cardinality
satisfying [NVg1| < 9. All results in this section will be established uniformly over v € Ng. .

Lemma D.2. There exist constants ¢,C,dy > 0, depending only on the constants in the assump-
tions, such that for all d > do, the following holds with probability at least 1 — e~ “:
1 n
2 —c
sup. — Y (Y — Yi,—v)” < d”°, (114)

Moreover, for every k > 0, there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that

sup B [IIf = follf] <d. (115)

’UENSJ_

Proof. By the Lipschitz property of 1 in Assumption 3.5, we have

n

1

where, from the form Hj(x) = \/_(ac®2 —I),

A& (@) = (Boj, Ho(@i) — Ha(—))) = —= (2(@] Bayo)(wT@i) — (0T Byyo)[(v7w)? +1])
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Hence,

1< 1< 1<
= (A&y(:))* < 40" By | - Tz ziw] | Boyv + 20" Byv)® [ =) (vTa;)* +1
n ( §2J(w )) S av 2j <n i (U € ) LiL; 2V + ('U 2; U n &= U z;)* +

i=1

1
—E vazl Zm]
n_

3 =

n

1
+2|| By l5, [E > (wTz)t+1

i=1

< 4| Bajlzp

op

(116)
We first bound the second term. A standard tail bound implies that P[Y " (z]v)!—E(z]v)* >

t] < 2e—emin(t'/%,2/n) g1 some constant ¢ > 0. For any C > 0, choosing t =< n =< d? yields a constant
C’ > 0 sufficiently large such that >_7_, (zJv)* < C'n with probability at least 1 —e~“?. By union
bound, with probability at least 1 — e~¢4,

1 n
swp 23 (e vyt <

veNs i3

Next, consider the first term in (116). We decompose it as
1
E Z ’U ml ml Sml S
=1
n

1
_Z'U mz HmZSH2+4 sup _Z<mi7v>2<mi7u>2'

n
i=1 ueNg1L " i—1

1
— Z('vTaci)%cia:;r +2

.
Z (v'a;)? Ti\ST;\s

op op

P (117)

| /\

where the last inequality uses a standard covering argument over 1/4-nets (see [Ver18, Lemma 4.4.1]).
Note that

1 « 1 &
sup —Z(mi,v>2(mi,u>2§ sup —Z(mi,v>4.

uweNg D] veNgL i

Hence, by the same argument as above, the right-hand side of (117) is bounded by C’ with probabil-
ity at least 1 —e~“?. Combining these estimates in (116) and using that || By;]|2, < ”B%]'”F <dc
by the genericity condition in (33), we obtain the desired bound (114). For the second claim, note
that

S2 S2
E[l|f - f-vll5] = Cr > IBaj — (I —vv") By (I —vv )|} < C; Y || Bk,
— j=1

from which (115) follows immediately. O
The following lemma plays an analogous role as Lemma C.1.

Lemma D.3. For any constants C, K > 0, there exist K' > 0 such that for all Kt > K' (with Kp
defining TW () ), with probability at least 1 —d~C, the following holds:

(a) For @ € {é, 0}, the minimizers of 7/@”7;,, and Py, respectively,
16112, 110161, (110 Va2, 120" Vallp < (logd)™
Furthermore for all v € Ng1, the minimizer 0_, of Pn,—v satisfies
10_vll2, |01, 0-ol, 110 V1 —oll2, 120l Vo _ollr < (logd)”

90



b) We have TW (0) = (|V.10||3, Lw (0)) for 6 € é,é . Similarly, for all v € Ng.,
+ 2 S
TY=(0_y) = ((170-0)* + [WL,0l3. Lw_, (0-) ) .

Furthermore, denoting H_y,(0) = V(P —4(0) — ka0l ), we have

3 A . -
H_,(0_v) = 5 ) [[1p W_o|H_(0—)[1p W_,|" llop < 7 g
(¢) We have
R log d)X’ < (log d)&’ < (log d)&'
(e < CEDT o < CBDT sup 10y < PBDT

veEN L

Proof of Lemma D.3(a). The results for 8 and 6 follow directly from Lemma C.1(a). For the LODO
minimizers, we adapt the proof of Lemma C.1(a) to obtain a uniform bound over v € Ng.. First,

note that
1/2

A s 1 1
5“‘9—1;“% < Pn—o(0) < > yi,0)+C - > Wi — yio)? ; (118)

i€[n) i€[n]

where we used the Lipschitz property of ¢ (Assumption 3.2). By Lemma D.2, the right-hand side
is uniformly bounded over v € Ng., implying that ||@_,|2 < 1 simultaneously over all v € Ng..
We now focus on the order-2 chaos component:

10TV ol < 18T, V21— w0 ") 5 + 16T, (Voo = V2@ = w0 )] . (119)

Since (I — vvT)®2 is an orthogonal projection, we have

176,

10T, V2L = vv ") || p <[0T, allp = || V5 6|2 < + [ Vacllopll 0|2,

where we used the decomposition of V4 from Corollary F.7. Note that || Vae|lop[|@_s|l2 < 1 simulta-
neously over v. For the second term in (119), define

320 (e = ) = 00 () o

= lwj—vl3 lwj -3

Using 1 — ||w; |13 = (w;,v)?, we obtain

P
w7
lA@)lF < Z f—>|2||<fwj, ®2||F—Z|0_ [(aw;, ).

||wj, vl

Applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality gives

1/2

P P
Z‘ [(wj,v 2 <16l Z wj,v
J=1

J=1
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From (52) in the proof of Lemma B.10, we have SUPyeN, | Z§:1<wj,v>4 < 1. Therefore,

- 1 <
sup |07, Vo _wllF <1+ —= sup \1;0_1,]. (120)
vENG L Vid vENL

Thus it remains to bound ]/ml;é_v\, 11607, V1 |2 uniformly over v. The bound (118) im-

plies that Lemma C.2 holds simultaneously for all 8_,,, thus we can adapt directly the proof of
Lemma C.1(a) with the bound (120). In particular, (66) and (70) hold simultaneously over v € Ng.,
with W replaced by W_,,. For brevity, we omit the repetition of these arguments here. O

Proof of Lemma D.3(b). The proof follows the same argument as Lemma C.1.(b) and C.1.(c), using
the uniform bound in Lemma D.3(a). O

Proof of Lemma D.3(c). First note that (recalling (118) and Lemma D.2):

Kdl|0_vlloo < Pr (@) < sup P, _,(0) < 1.
’UGNSL

Thus, using that we chose kg = d'/®, we immediately obtain SUDyeN, | 10_+|loo < d~/8. The result

for @ follows from Lemma C.3. For 0, we use the optimality of é, 0:

Pu(0) = Rop(0) + r4ll0]lcc < Pn() = Riup(8) + kallfllsc,  Rup(8) < Ryup(B),

which implies that ||0]|sc < [|0]cc < d~1/%. 0

Lemma D.4. We have

n

1 < - 2
sup — > (OIvVhiv_v - E)L,V_vhiv_v) < d7V, (121)
veNgL i

1= (s x 2
sup — 3 <0I,,Vhi - oL,V_vhi,_v) < d VB (122)

veNg i

Moreover, for any k > 1, there exists a constant ¢ > 0 depending only on the constants in the
assumptions such that

sup E U(é_v,z - z_v>|k | W] < d . (123)
vE/\/g‘

Furthermore, the bound (121) holds also for 0 and 6 in place of O_,,.
Proof of Lemma D.J Eq. (121). Recall &; _, = (I — vv")z;. We decompose the difference as
0, Vhi v — 0L,V _vhiy =m0, (Vi = Vi v)i v + 1207, (V2 = Vo o) Ha (i, o),
and bound the two contributions separately. (In the case of a sample hl-CG from the CGE model,

the second term is ,ugéIv(Vg — Vo, _v)(PsH(x;i ) + Ps | Ga2i—v), and may be treated similarly in
the following.)
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Step 1: Linear term. Since w;-rwi,_v = w}:_vwi,_v

Ai,l(’U) = éIv/L1(V1 — Vl,—v)mi,—

.

p

=300, (1 - #) (W, i) = {(0), i),

|’w17—vH2

where
. 1
= Z/,Ll(e_v)] <1 — 7) ’qu,_v

Since a(v) lies in the subspace orthogonal to v, we have (a(v),x; —») = (a(v),x;). The average
squared difference is then

n

S B = 13 a(w). @) < faw)l
=1

i=1

wa

Since {x;}7; are ii.d. standard Gaussian vectors in R?, we have || 37  @;x[|op < 1 [Verls,
Theorem 4.4.5], s

op

n

sup =3 {a(w), )2 < sup [la()[3

’UENSL n i=1 ’UENSL
We now bound ||a(v)||2 uniformly in v. Rewrite

P

~ w; _

= > (wj—oll — D)(0—)j 2= = W, Dy r(v), (124)
. |"'~Uj7—vH2

where r(v) = ([lwj,—vll2 = 1)j¢p) and Dy = diag((é_v)j)je[p}. Thus, we simply get |la(v)|3 <
1 IWI,Dg_ [13,[lr(v)]3. Since [[w) —oll2 = /1 (wj,v)2, we have ([wj 2 —1)* < (wj,v)*,
hence

sup ||7r < sup w;
P I (v)|3 veNSLZ j:v) =L

by the same bound as in (52). For the operator norm, ||W—vDé,v Hop < 28UPyen,, 1Dg_, W_pull3,
and by Cauchy—Schwarz,

p 2 p p 4
. 2_ 2 wj7_v 2 4 wj7_v
1Dy Wl = 3000 (2t} < S0 3 ()
) j:1 9

j=1 7j=1

Using Lemmas D.3(a) and D.3(c), SUDyeN, | 102 < SUDyeN, | 10—0|s0]|0—s|l2 < d~1/8, and, by
the same union bound as in (52),

P 4
w, _
sup E <#, u> <1
uvaNSJ_ j=1 ”wj,—'UHQ
Combining these estimates yields

sup ZA“ 22 sup |a(v)|2 <d~V/8. (125)

veNgL i veNgL
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Step 2: Quadratic term. Denote
Ajo(v) == 07 1i2(Va — Vo _v)Ha(xi ) and AVa(v) :=Vo(I — vo!)®2 - Vo _u-

Here V(I — vv")®? denotes an order-3 weight tensor in RPX¥*? whose j-th slice is w]?%v =

(1= vvT)aw; %, Let Hy(X_ o) = [Ha(@1, ), .., Hao(p_o)]T € R and let ho(X ) €
R™*Ba2 denote its preimage under the isometry «(-). Then

2
||h2(X—’U)||op ‘

L <2 T, Avy)|

2
F n F

1o o 13 || T
=) (Bia(v)? = E2]|6T, Ava(v) Ho(X )
i=1

4

By Lemma F.5, [[ha(X )12, < [[ha(X)]|3, < d*. To bound HéI,UAVQ('U)Hi,, use % =22+ =

op — 2

to write
éT AV . b < ®2 w;g,)zv o u 3 <’wj,’U>2 ®2
AN = 20 (2~ ) =~ 2 (T )
g 2, ®2 = (wj,v)* ®2
= - ;(g—v)j <wj7 U> Wiy~ ;(o_v)j 1— (wj’ ’U>2 W v -

=:A(v) =:B(v)

For A(v), define c(v) := ((6—y);{wj, v)?) .

el Then

2
p
[A@)I[F = [[(I—vv") [ Y cj@wjw] | (I-voT)|| < e(v)ValF = V3 e(w)]f5.
j=1 P

Using the decomposition from Corollary F.7,

2

lecl3(1; () + 2| Vare(w)]13.

1 T
IVl e(o)l3 = ' (el + Vac) eto)

2
For the first term,

p p

sup (Lyc(v)? = sup |> (6-0);(w;,v)?| < sup [6-of3- ) (wjv)* <1.

vENL veEN L =1 vENG L j=1

For the second term, ||[VoLe(v)||3 < [[Vac|l2,lle(v)|3 < [le(v)]3, and
p p
2 N 2 4 N 2 4 —1/4
sup [le(v)l3 = sup > (0_y)F (wj,v)* < sup 1012, (wj,v)* < d 14,
vENgL j=1

where we used Lemma D.3(c). Hence, putting the above estimates together, we get

sup ||A(w)|% < d7V4 (126)

’UGNSL
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For B(v), note that
p

p 4
w;,v) .
|B(v)|lr < }E: ————ll———aﬁhvm—vﬂg < 6-vlloc Y _{w;,v)*,

(wj, v) =
since ||[wj_y[|3 =1 — (w;,v)?. Arguing as above, we immediately obtain

sup ||B(w)||% < d~ Y4 (127)

’UGNSL
Combining (126) and (127) yields the bound on the quadratic part:

sup —ZAZQ a4, (128)

'UENSJ- i=1

Finally, (121) follows by combining (125) and (128). We note that the preceding arguments hold
equally with @ or @ in place of 6_,. O

Proof of Lemma D.J Eq. (122). First, note that
2 22 - 2 2.2 - 2
Z (6T, (Vhi = Voyhi0)) <= > (0T, V(= i)+ = > (6T.0v = V)hi o)
The second term is exactly (121) and is uniformly < d~'/8. For the first term, decompose

0T, V(hi — hi_y) = 10 Vi (x; — @i o) + 120" Vo (Ha () — Ho(xi o)) .

=71 (v) =A4,2(v)

(In the case of a sample hZCG from the CGE model, the second term is A; 5(v) = 1207, Vs Ps 1Gio,—v
and again may be treated similarly in the following.)

Step 1: Linear term. Since x; — x; _, = (;, v)v, this term is A; 1(v) = pi(x;, v) (éIvW'u) .
Hence,

! Zn:Ai 1(v)? =1} (éT Wv>2 (l Zn:(acZ v>2> .

i - i ’
By a chi-squared tail bound and union bound, SUDpen, n~tS" (x,v)? < 1. For fixed v, note
that (wj,v) is independent of w; o/||wj —vll2, s0 @4 is independent of {(w;,v)};cp. Then
conditional on 0_,, 8T, W is (||0_,]|/3/d)-subgaussian, so P[|0T, Wv| >t | 0_,] < 2e=ct?d/10-v]3.
Using sup,, ||@_4|l2 < 1, choosing t < (log d)¥X for large enough K, and taking a union bound over
NsJ_,

sup — ZAZ ()2 <2 sup (0T ,Wo)? < . (129)
veNg M veNL
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Step 2: Quadratic term. Using Hy(x) =
N

%(mwT —1I) and Hy(x; o) = (I —vv ") Ho(z;)(I —
1
V2

Thus we can decompose the quadratic term as

Hy(z;) — Hay(xi o) = ((wi,'v>(w,~vT +vx]) - (@i, v)? +1] va) .

) n ) n » 2 » 2
2 2 2 2 2 ) 2
=D A <28 | (i w)? D (0-0)j(w;,0) | 4205 | D (0-0)s(w;, )
=1 =1 7j=1 7j=1
=:a(v) :=S(v)?
2
1 E
+4ﬂ% Z mzy Z ’w],$2 ('wj,v>
i=1 7j=1

=:b(v)

The first term can be rewritten as

2

a(w) = [ Yo0-0)s w502 (%Zm,w‘*) = 5(0)? (% <mi,v>4>.
1=1 i

Write »
Sv)=d* —o) Y (0-0);((wj,v)? —d7H).

Jj=1

By Lemma D.3(a), SUDpen, {1,,0_y)| < 1. Since §_,, is independent of {(w;, v)}jelp), Bernstein’s
inequality [Ver18, Theorem 2.8.1] yields, for each v € Ng.,

7

Then applying sup,, [0_y|l2 < 1 and sup,, [0_yloc < d~*/® (Lemma D.3(c)) and taking a union
bound over N1 yields

t242 td

—cmin(—%5, "
(II(LuH2 16 _plloo

Ep:(é—v)j(<wjav>2 —d Y >t ‘ 9—0} < 2e

J=1

P
sup Z(O_v)j(('wj,'v>2 —dh| < d71B,
’UENSL j=1

Thus sup,, S(v)? < d~'/%. Moreover sup, n=! 3" (x;, v)* < 1, so sup,, a(v) < d~/4.
For b(v), introduce the matrix C, = diag((w1,v), ..., (wp,v)) and write

. 1< _
b(v) = OIvaW <E Z<$2,U>2$2m1> wW'C,0_,.

1=1

From (117), we have SUDpen, | [t Y (=, v>2a:,-a:;rHop < 1. Thus it suffices to bound

HWTCvé_vHQ <2 sup \uTWTCvé_v].

UENSJ_
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Let u_ = u — (v,u)v. Then,

p
uWTCy0_, = Z(é v)j(u, wj)(w;,v)
7j=1
p p
(,0) > (0_y)j(w;, 0)* +uyll2 > (0_u);(w;, v)(w;, u_s/|[t_y]|2)
Jj=1 j=1
=S(v) =T (v,u)

The first term is bounded by sup, |S(v)| < d~'/% above. For the second term, let @_, =
U_y/||[U—y||2 and wj _, = w — (v, w)v. Then

P
(Wi, Uy
E:[ ] s ). (130)
= [wj,—o|l2

v)j (Wi lw) g U_, 1S a unit vector orthogonal

VI lwj,—wll2”?
to v so the latter depends on w; only via wj _/||w; —y||2. Thus, conditional on w; —y/|w; —v|l2,
T'(v,u) is a subgaussian random variable with subgaussian constant

For v, u fixed, ||wj _y||2(w;, v) is independent of (6

&I}—‘

% 2 (Wj, Uy >2 -1  (wj, )
Z Jui 16|13 Z”wi
= i=1

Wy, ’0”2 ]7—17“%

We have sup,cy,, 16_]2 < SUPyen,, 10_slloo[|0—s|l2 < d~/® by Lemma D.3(a) and (c), and

(wj,a—v)*

SUDy ueN, | zj i rr—Te < 1 by the same argument as in (52) applied to the i.i.d. vectors
’ J

W; _o/||w;j —v||2 on the sphere of dimension d — 2 instead of w; € S%~1. Then the above sub-
gaussian constant is < d~%/® uniformly over u,v € N 1. Applying this subgaussian tail bound for
T'(v,u) and taking a union bound over v,u € Ng., we obtain SUDy ueN | |T (v, u)| < d~1/16. We

conclude that sup,ep, | b(v) < d~'/%. Combining this bound with the bounds on a(v) and S(v)
yields that

sup ZAZ o(v d-1/8,

'UENSJ- i=1
The claim (122) follows by combining these bounds on the linear and quadratic terms, and the

bound (121) for the second summand in the initial decomposition. O

Proof of Lemma D.4 Eq. (123). Noting that z — z_,, = Vh — V_yh_,, this follows by arguments
similar to (122) and the assumption |u1| < d~¢. We omit the details for brevity. O

Lemma D.5. There exists a constant ¢ > 0 only depending on the constants in the assumptions,
such that

n

1 ) T Yi = Yi,—v
" ZZ:; \Y4 (yi,—v, OIUV—vhi,—”> <éIvVhZ — éIvV_,th_v)

sup
vE/\/g‘

<d. (131)

The same bound holds if we replace 0_,, in éIv(Vh,- —V_yhi ) with 0 or 6.

97



Proof. We bound (131) by uniformly bounding each of the two contributions:
1 « .
T (U) = E Zaye (yi,—'va gzvv—vhi,—'v) (yz - yi,—'v)a
i=1
ANl T . 5T Vh — 67 .
Ty(v) =~ Z; 0,0 <y2,_,,, 0_1,V_1,h17_v) <0_,,Vh2 - o_vv_,,hl,_,,) .

For convenience, we denote t; _y := (¥i,—v, éL,V_vhi,_v).
By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the Lipschitz property of ¢ (Assumption 3.2), and Lemma D.2,

n 1/2 n 1/2
1 1 .
sup |Ti(v)| < sup (ﬁ Zayﬁ(ti,_v)z) (ﬁ Z(yl - yi,_v)Q) <d“.
i=1

veNg L veN L i—1

For Ty(v), the bound (122) of Lemma D.4, together with Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the
Lipschitzness of ¢ again, gives:

n 1/2 n 1/2
1 1 < < 2
sup |Tz(v)| < sup (E E Gyﬁ(ti,_v)2> (E E <9IvVh,- —OI,,V_th_v) > < d°.
i=1

veNg L veN L =1

However, the bound (122) does not apply for the optimizers 6 and 6. Here, we show how to prove
(131) with the optimizer 0; the same argument works for 6.
We introduce the intermediate term 87 Vh; i,—v and decompose Ty = Ty, + Ty, where

Tha(v) = % Zn: 03l(ti ) <9TVhZ- —6"Vhi ),

TQb(v)::—Zau_ ( TVhi —OTV_h_>

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the bound (121) of Lemma D.4 directly give

n

1< 1 - - 2
sup [Typ(v)| < sup | = Y 9pllti o) EZ(eTvm,_v—aTv_th_v) < d~ /1,

n
veNgL veNgL i=1 i=1

For Ty, (v), denote u;(v) = 110TViv and Uy = 11907 Vs, decompose
v Usv
V2

For the first two terms we use that ui(v) < [|11W 8|3 < 1 and v'Usv < 1 uniformly over v by
Lemma D.3(a). For fixed v, let g; := (x;,v). Then g; is independent of ¢; _,,. By Lipschitzness of
L, |% iy Ogb(ti,—v)gi| is upper bounded by % with probability at least 1 — 2e~¢" for appropriate

0™V(h; — hi_y) = ui(v)(v,x;) + (i, 0)2 = 1) + V2(;, v)x] _,Uv.

constants C',c > 0. By Bernstein’s inequality,
C
E Ogl(t; — -1 >—
\/7
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with probability at least 1 — 2e~¢? for a sufficiently large constant C' > 0. For the third term, it
contributes to the following term inside Th,(v):

Zaﬁt— )Gi®, o

By Lemma D.3(a), we know that |[Usv||2 < 1. Construct a matrix M := (M, --- , M,,) by defining
its column vector as

U202
2

—Z@Et_ )gz z— U2
=1

Mi = 8g€(t,-7_v):c,-7_v.

Then it suffices to upper bound || Mgl||,, Where g=(91,---,9n). Conditional on M, this term fol-
lows the distribution N (0, #M MT), Where 1 M MT has rank d. Then by standard concentration
inequality of Gaussian random vectors, we have

1 n
- > 0pl(ti ) gix]
i=1

2 2
1 1
_ HEMg < o IMMT | (d + )
2

2

with probability at least 1 — 2e~°? min(t?,¢), By Assumption 3.2, we have
IM M| < Cn,

with probability at least 1 — 2e~“". Consequently, for any C' > 0, there exists C’ > 0 such that
LMg|s < £& with probability at least 1 —2e~¢“. Taking a union bound over Nq: and combining
n Vd S

with the analyses of the first two terms, sup,,¢ Negi |Tha| < d=1/%. This concludes the proof. O

D.3 Proof of Theorem D.1

Lemma C.3 shows that 6 € evs(K)n §q(K ) with probability at least 1 — d~¢. Thus, it remains
to control the two conditions associated with order-2 chaos CLT.

Proposition D.6. For cmy constant C > 0, there exist constants K,e, Kr > 0 such that with
probability at least 1 — d~C, the following holds. For each q¢ = 1,...,n, choice of (zq,yq) €
{(z(';G,y(';G),( CG,y(?G)} and R given by either R\q or Ruq, the (umque) minimizer @ of R satisfies

W5 D Wisl,, < d°. (132)

WDy Wig||, < d°. (133)

Proof of Proposition D.6 Equation (132). Recall that we defined Ng. a 1/4-net on the unit sphere
orthogonal to the signal coordinates S. A standard covering argument (e.g., [Ver18, Lemma 4.4.1])

gives
IPs . WTDgWPs (|, < 2 vglﬁi\ v WD Wo|.

Further recall that with high probability uniformly over {é, 0,0_,}, we can remove the truncation
in TW (@) and TW-+(0), thus for the remainder of the proof we will assume that Tz, = id by
Lemma D.3 (b).
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Step 1: Boun/(\iingAthe gistapce betwqen opti{nizers. The optimality conditions for 0 and
0 implies that R, ,(0) < R, ,(0) and P,(6) < P,(0). Thus,

Roup(0) + £4)|0]loc < Rup(8) + kall0llc = Rup(8) — Rup(8) < kal]|0]lsc — [16]|c)-

By Lemma D.3(c), ﬁn,p(é)—ﬁn,p(é) < kqd~Y* = d~1/8. Next, we relate this difference in objective
values to the squared f3-distance between the optimizers. A second-order Taylor expansion of R,
around 6 yields:

~ . N R 1 /1! N . .. A ..
Rp0) = Ropl®) = 5 [ (1= 0(V*Ro (164 (1= 16),(6 ~ )%}t = 716 - O]
0
where we used the first order condition and Lemma C.1(c). We deduce that
10 — 8]y < d—1/16. (134)

Step 2: Bounding P,(6_.) — Pm_v(é_?). Let us establish a bound on the difference between
Pp(0_y) and the LODO objective Py, _4(0_,) uniformly over v € Ngi. Decompose

Pn(é—v) - Pn,—v(é—v) = Aé(é—v) + TIAF,I(é—v) + T2AF,2(é—v)7

where

(003,07 20) = (i, 0 210) |

By Lipschitz property of ¢ (Assumption 3.2), we get

n

- C o
18600 < =37 (195 = wimol + 17 (20 = 2]
i=1

Lo 1/2 Lo S\ /2
<C (5 > (- yi,_v)2> +0C (5 2 <éIv(ZZ’ B ZH)) > '
i=1 i=1

Thus, by Lemma D.2, Lemma D.4, and the assumption |ui| < d¢, there exists a constant ¢ > 0
such that

sup [A(6_y)| < d~".

'UENSJ_

For Ar 1, we decompose the difference as

Ari(6_y) = 11207, (WWT - W_UW_Tv) 0_, (135)
= 113 (0, WT0_,)* + 21 (a(v), W.,0_) + |a(v)]]3,

where a(v) = 11107, (W — W_,,) is as defined preceding (124). Thus, from the proof of Lemma
D.4 and by Lemma D.3(a) and bound (129), we get

sup |Ar1(6_y)| < d™".

’UENSJ_
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For Ar, using the pseudo-Lipschitz property of fiest (Assumption 3.10), the Lipschitz property of
1, and Cauchy-Schwarz,

sup [Arsl < sup {E[f — fool]+ E[[(0_u, 2 — 2_)|C]} < d°°,

veN L veNgL
where we used (115) in Lemma D.2 and (123) in Lemma D.4. We deduce that

sup | P (0_p) — Pm_v(é_vﬂ <d“. (136)
vGNL

Step 3: Control P, _,(0_,) — P,(6). By convexity of £ with respect to its second argument,
f(yi, éTzi) - E(yi,—va éIvzi,—v) > azjé(yi,—va éIvzi,—v)(éTZz’ - éIvzi,—v) + Ti(lv)a

where [r;(v)| = |¢(y; év )— 0(y;, v,@ zi)| < Clyi — Yi,—v| by Assumption 3.2. Further write
1813 — 16-v13 = 116

0_p||3 +207,(0 —6_,,). Thus we can decompose the difference as

. . 1 & . . .
Pn(e) - Pn,—v(e—v) > E Z azjé(yi,—va Ozvzi,—v)(e—rzi - 01—1,22',—1;) + Rn(v)

) ; § 3 137
% —v) + kg (HoHoo - HO—vHOO) ( )

where R, (v) = 137" ri(v). The first-order condition for optimality at 6_, is given by the
subgradient inclusion:

0 e 873“,_1,(67_1,) = v,ﬁzn,—v(é—v) + K/daHé—vHoo-
This implies that there exists a subgradient vector g_,, € 9||6_y||oo such that
VR —0(0_4) = —Kig_o. (138)

By definition of the subdifferential of the {w-norm, the vector g_, satisfies [|g_v[1 < 1 and,
crucially, g7,0_» = ||0_s]||oo. Taking the inner product of (138) with the vector (8 — 6_,) gives:

VR —v(0_5)T (0 — 0_y) = —kag (6 —6_y).
Injecting this identity in (137) simplifies the expression of the lower bound:

5 3 1 <& 3 3
Pa(0) = Pr-o(0-0) = — > 04(ui -0, 021, -0)(07 (21 — 2i,0)) + R (v)
i= 1

Sl6- vuzw(neum g",0)
7 (CW(0) =TV (0-y)) — [r- VoI (0_)]"(6 — 6.

The first line is < d~¢ uniformly over v by Lemma D.2 and Lemma D.5. For the third line,
Iy (6) -y
- éT(A o A—”)é + (é - é—v)TA—v(é - é—v)v



where A = ,ugllT + ,u%WWT and A_, = ,ugllT + ,u%W_vWIv. For the first term, we use the
decomposition (135) and write

0T (A~ A_0)0 = pii (v, WT0)” + 2u1{a(v), WL,0) + lla()|3 > ~2/pW'0|l2]|a(v)||2,

which is lower bounded by —O.<(d_1/ 16) uniformly over v. For F%’V , we Taylor expand the test loss
around the LODO data:

ATy (v) := T} (0) = T3 ™" (6_y) — VoI'y "(6_4) (0 — 0_y)

§ PG _ PG
=K [Vftost <Z/E?;a <9—v,25§;>) <<észG _y;gc>>}

—v

. y°e — 425 *
<V2€test(y7u)7 <<é7 zPG> — <é_v, ZE%>> >] .

By the same argument as in Lemma D.5, the first order term is < d~¢ uniformly over v. For
the second order term, by pseudo-Lipschitz property of the second derivative and a truncation
argument, it is dominated uniformly over v by

1
—-E
+2

E | (57 — yP$)2| +E[((6 — 6_0, 27%)2] + E[((6_,, 27 — 275))?).

The first and third terms are < d~¢ uniformly over v by Lemma D.2 and Lemma D.4. The second
term is bounded by

E[({6 —0-0,2"¢)%] < (0 — 0_0) (A + 1) — 0-,),

where we used Corollary F.7. Further note that we assume |73| < 71/1log" d and |p1| < d=¢. Thus,

A s . . . -
16— 6 3+ 7 (T (6) ~TW2(0,)) — [r - VoT™(0_,)]T (8~ 6_,)
A« - . . . .
= A 10— 0|+ 50— 0-0)TAG — 6-).
Putting the above bounds together, we obtain that uniformly over v,

Pn(é) - Pn,—v(é—v) e ”é - é—v”% —d (139)

Step 4: Bound on ||@ — 6_,|j>. By optimality condition,

0 > Pn(é) - Pn(é—v) = Pn(é) - Pn,—v(é—v) + Pn,—v(é—v) - Pn(é—v)
=116 —6_y|3 —d,

where on the second line, we used (139) from Step 3 and (136) from Step 2. We deduce that

sup |6 — 0_, |2 < d°. (140)
vGNSJr
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Step 5: Concluding. Decompose
P P P 5
29 w;, )% <D (0-0)j(wj,0)? | + | Y (0 — (0-0);)(wj,v)?
j=1 j=1 j=1

The first term corresponds to S(v) and was bounded in the proof of (122) in Lemma D.4 by d—¢
uniformly over v. For the second term, we use that

p
sup Z(Q (0_p);){wj,v)?| < sup [0 —O_yl|2- sup Z(wj,v>4.

L il 1L
veNF =1 veN veNs |\ jelp)

The second factor is < 1 (e.g., see (52)). For the first factor, combining (134) in Step 1 and (140)
in Step 4, we obtain < d~¢. Thus,

p
W5 DgWisllop <2 sup |y 0;(w;, v)?| <d™°,

vGNL j=1
which concludes the proof. O
Proof of Proposition D.6 Equation (133). It suffices to bound for each k € [S], ef WTDzW\ g2
Without loss of generality, fix £ = 1. Then
p
leJWTD, oWisllz2 <2 sup Z 1{wj,v
vENJ‘ j=1

Proceeding as above, we decompose

Z 1wy, v) | <D (0y)jwja(wy, v)| + D (05 — (0-);)wj1 (wj, v)] .
=1 j=1

Jj=1

The first term is bounded similarly as (130), while the second term is bounded using Cauchy-
Schwarz and the uniform bound on ||@ — 6_,]||2. We omit these repetitive details. O
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E Universality of the Test Error

This section is dedicated to the proof of Theorem 3.13, which establishes the universality of the
test error. Denote

0, = argminﬁnm(G;T, Z,f), ﬁ;’p(r, Z,f)= 7%;2,(@,.;7', Z,f).
0

Proof of Theorem 3.13. Consider T as prescribed in Assumption 3.12. First, note that
7/?\':%17(7-’ ZRF’ fRF) - ﬁ;,p((Tla 0)7 ZRF7 .fRF)

T2
< ,R’:L,p(T7 ZRF7 fRF) - ,R’:L,p(Ta ZCGa .fCG) + ,R’:;,p((Th 0)7 ZRF7 .fRF) - ,R’:;,p((Th 0)7 ZCG7 .fCG)
- T2 T2
. ‘R;:,p(r, ZE, fO6) ~Rop((10,0). 2%, £°)
T2

%o,
where we used Theorem A.1 and Assumption 3.12.
Moreover,
R;kl,p(T7 ZRFv fRF) < R* (0(7-1 0)' ’ZRF’ fRF) = R:L,p((TbO) ZRF fRF) + T FW(O(ﬁ 0))
Thus, taking 75 € {#(log d) 25T}, we get

R (T, ZRF, fRF) — Ry ((11,0), ZRF, £RF)

W ). ).
03O8 o) — pl < - —p|-

The same holds for the CGE model, and we deduce that

P P
I‘W(O(n o)) =P ry” (9(71, )) = p-

Let’s show that R .
T3V (67 ) — Riest (6 ) Porr grr) = 0.

An identical proof yields FA;’V (O(CTG o)~ Rtost(e(o 0yi Pzce fcc) % 0, which concludes the proof;
For simplicity, denote OTRlF = 05570). By Assumption 3.10 and Lemma C.1, we have 'YV (OTRlF) —

LW(éle) B0 for K7t chosen large enough but independent of d. Furthermore, by the CLT applied
to éle (Theorem 4.2) with a standard truncation argument, we obtain

E [t (57, 6FF,279)) W] — E [t (45, (65F,2°F)) [W] S5 0

:LW (éﬁf) Rtest(éE{:;PzRF,fRF)

(where (yPC, 2P¢) and (yRF, 2RF) denote a test sample independent of éle conditional on W). It
remains to show that the test error at 951': converges in probability to the test error at é(l]?F‘ Using
the pseudo-Lipschitzness assumption on the test loss (Assumption 3.10),

o e (57 07, 5571) 7] s (07, 57) o]

A 1/2 A
< CE [1+ 57| +|(F, 2R) [ + | (6FF, 28F)|°| W] " E [(=FF,0F — 65)2|w

Y T1

]1/2
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Using Lemma C.1, for some constant K’ > 0 not depending on 71 and KT, the first term is bounded

with probability at least 1 - d~! by (logd)¥ ". For the second term, by Corollary F.7, the bounds
\u01;051F\ < 1 and [p1)6FF| < 1, and Lemma F.8, we have likewise with probability at least
1 —d~! that

E (277,05 — 0FF)2|W| < [V (OFF — 657)I3 + (log @) " |07 — 0573, (141)

) T1

Denote 0t := téle +(1- t)égF and ﬁmp(G;Tl) = ﬁn,p(e; (11,0), Z, f). Using the first order
optimality condition, the second order Taylor expansion of the risk gives

Rop(O8F;71) = Ry (08757

1
) + /0 (1 —t)(0%F — 657 )TV R, (0% 1) (OKF — 6FF)dt.

Note that with probability at least 1 — d~!, we have 6 € § (K) for all t € [0,1] for a constant
K > 0 sufficiently large, and thus by Lemma E.1 to follow, we have

1
/ V2R, (0 m)dt = (logd) ™™ (VoVT + 1)
0
for a constant K’ > 0 not depending on 71 and K. We deduce that
VT (837 — 65713 + 1657 — 85113 < (log )" (Rap(@57:71) — Rup(657im)) . (142)

Furthermore,

Rup(OF7:71) = Ry p(OFF;0) + 71 Tic (| VA OF [13) < R p(0F7;0) + 71 T (| V05T |13)

= R p (65 71) + 71 (TKF<||V+0§F||2> Tice 1V 65 3))

< Rnp(OT1 ;71) + 71(log d)

where the last line holds with probability at least 1 — d~! for some constant K’ > 0 and any
Kr > K’, by Lemma C.1. Combining the above display with (142) and (141), we deduce that there
exists a constant K" > 0 not depending on 71 or K such that with probability at least 1 — Cd~?,

B [t (577 (657, 250)) [W] — E [ (477, (057, 2%7) ) |[W]| < 71 (10g )"
Taking Kt > K” and recalling that 71 = (log d)~%T concludes the proof. O

The following lemma shows a version of the Hessian lower bound in Lemma C.1, with a leading
factor (logd)~%" for V.V, that does not depend on 71 or K, using the additional condition of
Assumption 3.11.

Lemma E.1. Under Assumptions 3.1-3.8 and 3.11, the following holds. Consider the sub-level set

S(K) = {0: LS i (0, 20) + 1015 < aogd)K},
=1

for data from either the RF or CG models. Let ﬁn,p(e; (11,0)) denote the empirical risk setting
79 = 0. Then for any constants C, K > 0, there exists K' > 0 such that for any sufficiently large
constant K > 0 and all 0 < 11 < (logd) ™", with probability at least 1 —d~C,

1

H(0) := V*R,,,(0; (11,0)) = log )X

Vv,V + %I, for all 8 € S(K).
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Proof. Consider the RF model with z; := ziRF. The CG model follows a similar argument. By
Lemma C.1, for K bigger than a constant, I'}Y (8) = ||[V.,76|3 for all @ € S(K) with probability
—d~¢. Then, since the loss £(-) is convex, we have H(0) = AI. Noting that o # 0 by Assumption

3.8, we may write
U
zi= (Vi Ip) <vl>

2

1442 yd Tu
u; = o 223=1 "3 vy = p2Vacha(x;) + psVahs(xi) + ... + upVphp(x;).

Then
H(6) = %f:e"(yi, (0, z))ziz] + A
i=1
B IR w) (w\ [0 0 7oA
=(Vy I) (ngﬁ(y“(& ) <v> <U> +<0 %I>>(V+ I) +51. (143)

=A

It remains to bound the smallest eigenvalue of A. Let us write

_ (A Ap IR T
A= <A21 A22> ’ All - n Z€ (yw (9,Zz>)u,ui .

i=1

A (AH A12> - ( I 0> <A11 0 ) (I A1‘11A12>
Aoy Ao A21A1_11 I 0 S11 0 I
— —

=L =LT

Then

where S77 is the Schur-complement of the upper left block, S11 = Aoy — A21A1_11A12. Then
)\min(A) > min {Amin(All)a /\min(Sll)} : Jmin(L)za (144)

where Apin(+) denotes the smallest eigenvalue, and o, (L) is the smallest singular value of L.

By Lemma C.2, the bound ||y|/~ < 1, Lemma A.3, and the local strong convexity condition
of Assumption 3.11, we have for any constants C, K > 0, there exist co, K "> 0 such that with
probability at least 1 —d~¢, every 8 € S(K) satisfies

- Z {5// vi, (0, zi)) > W} > €. (145)

To bound Apmin(A11), given any constant C' > 0, let ¢y, K’ > 0 be the constants of (145), and let
7 C [n] be those indices for which ¢”(y;, (8, z;)) > 1/(log d)®’. Then

An = n(log )X Zuz
iel
and (145) ensures

P[|Z| > con for all 8 € S(K)] > 1—d .
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Furthermore, we have |us| < 1 and |pg|™! < 1 by Assumption 3.8, and Z ( —1)/d < d~'/2.

Then, setting m = |con] and 6 = (logd)™X’, for any fixed unit vector w € Sd C R4, we may
check analogously to (68) that P[(w,u;)? < 2nd/m] < 2Cy+/2nd/m for a constant Cy > 0. Then
the same argument as leading to (69) shows that for all large d, we have

1 ~

. T _C

P Jgédw 2;’112 W for allOGS(K) < 2d7%.
e

Combining with the above, Apin(A11) is lower bounded as
Amin(A11) > 1 simultaneously over 8 € §(K) (146)

To bound )\mm(Sn) note that if A > B and B is strictly positive-definite, then A= < B~ so
[A_l]gg < [B_ ] 29 and hence A22—A21A A12 = ([A_l]gg)_l >~ ([B_l]gg)_l = B22—B21B1_11B12.
This shows that S1; = (A\/2)I, so

Amin (S11) > A/2. (147)

Finally, to bound opiy(L), observe that

—1 n
A= < Zﬁu Yi, (0, zi) Juu T) (%Zﬁ”(%,w?zmuiﬁ) = (U, DU )Y (U,DU,)
=1

where we set Uy = n~Y2[u, w,], Uy = n~2[vy, ... v,], and D = diag({¢" (vi, (6, z:)) }1—,).
Then [| A7y Ass op < (U DU]) 10,0V DI Werve |(U,DUT) 0DV, —
[)\mm(UlDUl 7Y% = [Mmin(A11)] "2 < 1 by (146). By Assumption 3.2 for £(-), we have | Dllop <
1. By Corollary F.7, Lemma F.5, and Lemma F.9 which show ||[Vac|lop < 1, |[h2(X)|lop < d, and
| Viehie(X)||op < d for k > 3, we have ||Uz||op < 1. This implies that simultaneously over 6 € S(K),

”A1_11A12”0p <L (148)

For any unit vector w = (wl,'wg) note that | LTw|3 = |jw; + A7 Appwsl3 + Hw2H2 Supposing
that | A7 Avallop < (logd), if w2 < 1/2(log )" then |LTw|3 > s + Ap} Apyws3 > c
for a constant ¢ > 0, while if [jws||2 > 1/2(log d)%" then ||LTw||3 > ||wo||3 > 1/4(log d)?X". Thus,
(148) implies

Omin(L) = 1 simultancously over 8 € S(K). (149)

Applying (146), (147), and (149) to (144) shows our desired lower bound the smallest eigenvalue
for A, R
Amin(A) > 1 simultaneously over 8 € S(K).

The lemma follows by applying this to (143).
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F Technical Background

In this section, we provide additional background on Hermite polynomials and prove the technical
results on random matrix concentration that are used thoughout the proofs.

F.1 Hermite Polynomials

We denote the orthonormal Hermite polynomials of a single variable x € R by

_1 k 302 dk "l'z
(=1 ez —-—c¢ 2 for k=0,1,2,...

VE! dxk

These have the following basic properties:

Hey(z) =

e Hey(z) is a polynomial of degree k, with leading coefficient of z* equal to 1/v/k!.
e (orthonormality) If X ~ N(0,1) then E[He,(X)He,(X)] = 1{k = ¢}.
e (sign symmetry) Hey(—2z) = (—1)"Hey(z).

e (differentiation rule) He,(x) = vk Hey_1 (x).

e (three-term recurrence) vk + 1 Hepyq(z) = 2 Hep(z) — VE Hep— 1 ().

We denote the corresponding multivariate Hermite polynomial of & € R? by
d
Heg(x) = HHeki(xi) for k € {0,1,2,...}<.
i=1

The total degree of Hey () is given by ||k||1 := k1+. ..+ kq. The above orthonormality of {Hey },>0
implies also the orthonormality of {He}geqo.1,2, 34, i-e. if  ~ N(0,1), then

E[Heg(x)Heg(x)] = 1{k = £}.
The number of multi-indices with ||k|1 = k is By = (dH]z_l).
degree-k multivariate Hermite polynomials into the vector

We collect the corresponding

hy(x) = (Heg () g =k € RP4%,

where the ordering of its coordinates will be clear from context.

Let (R%)®* denote the space of symmetric tensors in (R%)®*. For some arguments, it will be
convenient to identify hy(z) as an element of (R%)®¥ via the following isometry ¢ : RBP4kt — (R)Ok:
For any index tuple ¢ = (iy,--- ,ix) € [d]¥, let

type(d) € {k € {0,1,2,...}% : ||k|}; = k}
count the number of occurrences of each distinct index ¢ € [d], e.g. for Kk = 3 and ¢ = (1,3,1),

type(i) = (2,0,1,0,...,0). Then for any v € RBP4+ (indexed by {k : ||k|l; = k}), its image
1(v) € (RY)®F is the symmetric tensor with entries

i —1/2
t(v); = vg if type(?) = k = (ki1,...,kq). (150)
kl, “ e ,kd
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Note that for each fixed k = (ki,...,kq), we have |{i € [d]¥ : type(i) = k}| = (kl, & ), so this
normalization of entries of ¢(v) gives the isometric property (¢(v),t(u)) = (v, u).
We define
Hy(z) = (hi(z)) € (R,

Entries of Hy(x) are given by 1/ Vk! times the monic Hermite polynomials of degree k, e.g.

x%—l T1T2 o X1X4
AT e e R
V2 : : :
T1xTq  TaTg - x§—1

F.1.1 Hermite polynomial identities

Lemma F.1 (Hermite explicit, translation, and scaling formulas). For every k > 0 and all x,y,y €
R the following hold.

(i) Ezxplicit formula. [Sze75, Chapter V]

LF2
Hey(z) = V! Z 20l (k — 2i)!
(ii) Translation formula. [Sze75, Chapter V]
Eok '
VE! Hep(z + y) :Z <1> Vil He (z) y* =%, (151)
=0

(iii) Multiplication (scaling) formula. [DLMF, §18.18(iii)].

k)2
\/—Hek (yx) Z’yk 22 — Z( ) =/ (k — 2i)! Heg_o; ().

il 27

Lemma F.2. For any k > 1 and any unit vector w € S 1,

Hey ((w, ) = (qi(w), hi(@)) = (w**, Hy(z))

ki,...,k J
1, y vd jeld) [|k|li=k

Consequently, 1(qr(w)) = w®*.

where we define

Proof. This identity is the content of [Mal06, Proposition 1.1.4] which is proven in a setting of
multiple Wiener integrals. O

Lemma F.3. [CGR2/, Jan97] Let x ~ N(0,1;). Consider any ky,...,kn > 1 and any determin-
istic unit vectors wy, ..., wy, € 4L
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Let F be the set of all multigraphs on [m| without self-loops and having the degree sequence
ki,...,km. For any multigraph G € F and pair of distinct vertices i,j € [m], let vg(i,7) > 0
denote the multiplicity of the edge (i,7) in G. Define

val(G) = [~ (w2070,

|
1<i<j<m VG(Zvj)‘

Then
E

HHeki(<wi,az>)] = < /<;,-!> Z val(G).
i=1

i=1 GeF

F.2 Concentration inequalities
F.2.1 Concentration inequalities for Hermite features

Lemma F.4. Let © ~ N(0,1;). Fiz any k > 1. Then there exist constants C,C’,c > 0 depending
only on k such that with probability at least 1 — Ce=¢4,

I ()3 < C'd".
Proof. Applying Lemma F.2 and the three-term recurrence for Hey, for any k > 2 and w € S%1,
VE(w®* Hy,(x)) = VE He,((w, x))
= (w, z)Hep_1((w, x)) — Vk — 1 Hep_o({w, x))
= (w, @) (w1 Hy_y(2)) — VE - Hw® 1) (w® %, Hy,_s(x))
= <w®k,w Q@ Hi_1(x) —VEk—-1I® Hk_2($)>

— <w®k, Sym(:n ® He1(z) —VEk - 11® H’f_Z(m))>

Since {w®* : w € S¥~1} spans the symmetric tensor space (RY)®*, this implies the identity
1
vk

Iterating this identity for Hy_q(x), Hp_o(x), and applying the base case H;(x) = x, this shows
that for some coefficients {cy 4 }q—0,..|r/2) depending only on k,

Hy(z) = Sym(m ® Hy_y(x) —VEk—11® Hk_g(m)>.

[k/2] Lk/2] r
_ ®a ®k—2a\ __ ,a ®a ®k—2a
Hy(xz) = E o Sym(I®* @ x )= X E TI® @ )
a=0 a=0 permutations 7 of [k]

where 7(I% @ £2¥~2%) denotes the tensor I9? @ x®+~2¢ ¢ (R)®* with indices permuted by 7. For
any two permutations 7, 7" of [k] and indices a,a’ € {0,...,|k/2]}, denote

f7r77T/,a7a’(m) = <7T(I®a (9 $®k_2a), 71-/(:[®a/ ® m@k—2a’)>‘

Then, since ||hy||3 = ||Hk|/%, to establish the lemma it suffices to show

P[| frm 0w (@)] = C'd*| < Cem (152)
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for some k-dependent constants C,C’, ¢ > 0 and each fixed (m, 7, a,d’).
We claim that for each (7,7’ a,a’),

frnaw(T) = Ha:”%bdbl for some integers b, b’ > 0 with b + 2V < k. (153)

To see this, consider the multi-graph on [k] with a red edge connecting each pair (7(1),7(2)),
(m(3),7(4)), ..., (m(2a—1),7(2a)) and a blue edge connecting each pair (7'(1),7'(2)), ..., (7'(2a' —
1),7'(2a’)). Then fr qa () factorizes as a product over connected components of this multi-
graph, where each component is either an isolated vertex, a linear chain, or a simple cycle since
each vertex has degree at most 2. Each isolated vertex and linear chain contributes a factor ||z||3
to fr.a'.a,q (), while each simple cycle contributes a factor d. Letting b be the number of isolated
vertices/linear chains and &’ the number of cycles, we must have b+ 20’ < k, and this shows (153).
In particular, b < k — ¥'. Thus,

Pllfraa@)] 2 0| = Bljelf 2 C'a] <Plalf? > ')

and (152) now follows from a standard chi-squared tail bound for ||z||3. O
Lemma F.5. Let ©q, -+ ,x, @N(O,Id). Fiz any k > 1, and consider
hi(z1) "
hi(X) = hk@)T € R"¥Bak,
hk(m'n)—r

Then for any D > 0, there exist constants C,K,c > 0 depending only on k,D such that with
probability at least 1 — Cd=P — Cne=?,

1hi (XI5, < (log &) max(n, d¥).

Proof. We bound n~'hj(X)"hy(X) by first truncating the Hermite polynomial features using
Lemma F.4, and then applying the matrix Bernstein inequality [Verl8, Theorem 5.4.1] to the
truncated matrix.

Fixing a large enough constant Cy > 0, define

M; = by, (@) hi () " 1{|[ g ()3 < Cod"}.
Then

%hk(X)Thk(X) —EM; = % > (hi(@)hi ()T — EM;)
=1

1 & 13
== (M; —EMy)+— > (@) hi(@:) Ly ) 3> Coa)
=1

i=1

=1 =II

Choosing Cy large enough so that By + d* < Cyd*, Lemma F.4 implies P[IT # 0] < ne~ . We
bound I using the matrix Bernstein inequality, noting that |[n='M;|lo, < Cod*/n and that the
matrix variance satisfies

CodF
n

T o C()dk
HEhk(mZ)hk(acZ) Hop— " .

1
< —EM?[op <

1 n
— > E(M; - EM;)
=1

op
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Thus matrix Bernstein’s inequality yields P[||I]|op > t] < CBgyexp(—c(n/d*) min(2,¢)). Combin-
ing these bounds for I and II,

IP’[Hn‘lhk(X)Thk(X) _EM,

> t] < CBgexp (—% min(tz,t)> + Cnexp(—cd).
op d

Thus, using Ba < Cd¥, n~ ' hip(X)[I3, < [In~"hi(X) T hye(X) ~EMiop +[EM;|lop, and [EMllop <
|Ehk(x;)hi (i) " |lop = 1, We have

cn .
P[Hhk(X)ng > (14 t)n} < Od* exp (—d—k mm(t2,t)) + Cnexp(—cd).

The lemma follows from taking ¢t = (log d)¥ max(%, 1) for a sufficiently large K = K (D). O

F.2.2 Concentration inequalities over the unit sphere
Lemma F.6. Let wy,...,w, i Unif(S*1), and define
Vo = (W) = [g2(w1),..., qa(w)y)]" € RP*Paz,

Then for any D > 0, there exist constants C, K > 0 depending only on D such that with probability
at least 1 — Cd=P,
V2 — EVA4[I2, < (log d)* max(1,p/d?).

Proof. Denote f = qa(w) —Eqo(w) for w ~ Unif (S 1), f; = g2(w;) —Eqo(w;), and F = Vo —EV5.
We apply the matrix Bernstein inequality to bound

p
FTF=> ff.

i=1
Order ‘the entrzies of ?g(w) fo that t;le first d are 1;1%,2 L wl 1and the remaining (g) arze {\/15 Wiw; }é<j.
Applying Ewi = 5, Ewy = D) and Ewjw; = qarayr e have f = (w] — g,..., w5 —
%, V2wiws, ..., V/2wg_1wg), and hence
Eff' =——— e + 2
d2(d+2) ¢ " d(d+2)

where e. € RP42 is the vector with first d entries being 1 and the rest 0. Then [|[Eff ' |op < Cziz,
and also [|[ff|lop = f' f = |lg2(w)|3 — [[Eg2(w)||3 = 1 — 2 with probability 1. This gives for the

matrix variance
P

SE(LSfT -EFFT)

i=1

D E(fif])

i=1

<

op

So the matrix Bernstein inequality gives
P|F'F —EF"F|op > t] < 2By exp(—cmin(t?d?/p,t)).
Applying By < Cd?, ||FH(2)p < ||FTF—EFTFHOP, and HIEFTFHOp = p||EffT||0p < é—g, this shows
P[|F(3, > (t +4)p/d*] < Cd® exp(—c(p/d®) min(t?,1)),

and the lemma follows from taking ¢ = (log d)® max(1,d?/p). O
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Corollary F.7. Writing out

w%,l w%g T wid \/§w1,1w1,2 s \/éwl,d_lwlvd
2 2 2
Wy Wyo 1+ Wygy \/§w2,1w2,2 s \/§w2,d—1’w2,d
Vo= . . . _ _
2 2 2
Wp1 Wpa " Wyg ﬁwp,lwpz s \/éwpd—lwp,d

we have

1
V, = Elpel + Vae,

where e, € RPa2 has first d entries 1 and remaining entries 0, 1, € R? s the all-1’s vector, and

Vi is a mean-zero matriz satisfying, with high probability, ||Vac|lop < (log d)X max(1,\/p/d?).

Lemma F.8. Let wq,...,w %l Unif(S1), fir k > 3, and define

Vi, = Qk(W) = [qk('wl), .. ,qk('wp)]T c RP*Ba,k

Then for any Co, D > 0, there exist constants K,C > 0 depending only on k,Cy, D such that for
any d > C and p < Cyd?, with probability at least 1 — p~ P,
3

[VaVy' = I, = SWW o < (logd)™ /Vd if ks = 3,

3
— =l 1) [lop < (logd)* /Vd if k = 4,

HV}J@ - pHOP (logd)K/f if k> 5.

NAZEEY S

In particular, |Vi|lop < C' for a constant C' > 0 depending only on k,Cy, D

Proof. Applying the isometry (qi(w;), qx(w;)) = (w?k,w?k> = (w;, w;)*, we have

VkaT — (WWT)Gk

For k = 3 and 4, let us decompose each entry (w;,w;)* of this matrix in the basis {Qy}x>0 of
Gegenbauer polynomials that are orthonormal with respect to the first coordinate wy of a vector
w ~ Unif(S?1). Then

(wi, w;)* = c31Q1 ((wi, w;)) + 33Q3((wy, wy)),

(w;, i) = c10 + ca2Qa((w;, wj)) + ca4Qus((wi, wj)),

where Qo(z) = 1, Q1(z) = Vdx, Qa(x) = co(x? — 1/d) for a quantity cy =< d, so

 Elws. w330 (1w w.))] — wow ) — D
c31 = Ef{w;, w;)° Q1 ((w;, wy))] \/EEK i w;j)" \/8((1—1—2)7
ero = Elfws )] = T2

3a

lca2| = [E[(wi, w;)* Q2 ((wi, w;))]| <

By [MS24, Proposition 13], for any D > 0, there exist constants K, C > 0 such that for any d > C
and p < Bg3/2 < d?, with probability at least 1 — p~P,

IWW ) — 51 QuWWT) — (1 = e31Q1(1) Ly llop < (log )™ v/p/d?, (154)
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[(WW ) — ¢y o, — capQa(WW ) — (1 — ca9 — ca2Q2(1)) I |lop < (log d)™ \/p/d, (155)

where Q1(-), Q2(+) are applied to WW T entrywise. For p < Cyd?, a standard covering net argument
shows ||W||op < CV/d with probability at least 1 —e™°? > 1 — d~P for large enough d, so

- ywwT

|~es a0, + esa@uwwT) - gwwT - H—mIer (d—+2 -

C
< —.
—d

op

Combining these bounds with (154) implies the desired statements for V3. Applying the decompo-
sition V5 = d_llpeC + V¢ in Corollary F.7, we have also

¢ C _
|e12@e0 L, + cr2@eWW )| <2+ S WW T a1

op
c C .
=T gIVaVal —d 7,1, o
_ 3 CHVQCVQC +d " 1,e] Vol + d ™ WVace 1 [lop
< (logd)™ /Vd,

the last inequality holding for p < Cod? with probability 1 — p~P, for some K = K(Cy, D) > 0.
Combining this bound with (155) shows the desired statements for V.
Finally, the statement for & > 5 follows from the simple entrywise bound sup,.; [{(w;, w;)| <

(log d)X /v/d with probability 1 — d~" and some K = K (D) > 0, hence

IWW T — LI, < [(WW ) — L7 = Y (wi, w)* < p*[(log ) /Vd]* < (logd)""/d.

i#]
U
Lemma F.9. Fiz any k > 3, let wy, -+ ,w “mfl Unif(S*1) and x1,- - ,x, @N(O, 1) be indepen-
dent, and consider
Hep(w]z1) Hep(w]xs) -+ Hep(wix,)
2 Hep(wi 1) Hep(wixz) -+ Hep(w]zx,)
k= ) . ) )
Hep(w) @) Hep(wjzs) -+ Hep(w)w,)

For any constants Cy, D > 0, there exist C, K > 0 depending only on k,Cy, D such that for any
d>C and n,p < Cod?, with probability at least 1 —d P,

”ZkHOP (log d) d.

Proof. Denote the columns of Zj as zi,...,z,, where z; = V;h(x;). Note that by Gaussian
hypercontractivity and a union bound, for any D > 0, there exists K = K(Cp, D) > 0 such that
with probability at least 1 —d~?, we have sup; ; |Hek(ijaci)| < (logd)®, and hence sup, ||z;||3 <
n(log d)*!. Thus, defining

M; = 22 1|z, |3<n(0g 02}

we have with probability at least 1 — d~" that

1 1 &
Ezkz,j = EZMZ-. (156)
=1
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We apply the matrix Bernstein inequality conditional on W to bound n=1Y",(M; — E[M; | W]),
noting that |[n=1(M; — E[M; | W])|lop < 2(log d)*£, and the matrix variance is bounded as

op

|2 mi — Epas | W | W < || S pmin? | W)
i=1 =1
< (log d)zKHE[ziziT | Wlllop = (log d)2KHVkaT”0p'

Then by the matrix Bernstein inequality,

t2/2
>t | W\ <C — .
o = ‘ ]— ”‘”‘p< (logd)QKHVkVJHop+2t(logd)2K>

B[ S0 - wins | wi)
=1

Applying || Vi|lop < (log d)¥ with probability 1 —d—2P by Lemma F.8, and taking ¢t = (log d)X" for
some sufficiently large K’ = K'(D) > 0, this implies with probability at least 1 — d~? that

< (logd)*". (157)

op

Eperaivary)
1=1

Finally, note that with probability 1 — d~P, for every i = 1,...,n,
IE[M; | Wlllop < |[Elziz | Wlllop = |ViVillop < (log d)*", (158)
the last inequality applying again ||[Vi|lop < (logd)® by Lemma F.8. Combining (156), (157), and

(158) shows n~ || Z;||2, < (log d)®" with probability 1 — d~ for a constant K” = K" (D) > 0,
which implies the lemma in light of the assumption n < Cyd?. O
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