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Abstract

Amajor 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, LBEK18,
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,xi)}i≤n drawn i.i.d. from an unknown distribution, where xi ∈ R

d are covariate (input) vectors
and yi ∈ R are responses (or labels). The goal is to construct a predictor f̂ with small test error
from a parametric model class {f(x;θ) : θ ∈ Θ}. 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 φ : Rd → R

p, and the predictor is taken to be linear in
the features:

f(x;θ) = 〈θ, φ(x)〉, θ ∈ R
p.

The parameter θ is estimated by minimizing the regularized empirical risk:

θ̂ = argmin
θ∈Rp

R̂n,p(θ), R̂n,p(θ) :=
1

n

∑

i∈[n]
ℓ(yi, 〈θ, φ(xi)〉) +

λ

2
‖θ‖22, (1)

where ℓ : R×R → R≥0 is a loss function and λ ≥ 0 is a regularization parameter. The performance
of the resulting predictor is evaluated through its test error

Rtest(θ̂) = Ey,x[ℓtest(y, 〈θ̂, φ(x)〉)],
for a test loss ℓtest : R × R → R≥0 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 θ̂ is random and defined
only implicitly as the solution of a high-dimensional optimization problem. Second, the featurization
map φ(x) may introduce complex dependencies among the feature coordinates. A fruitful approach
addresses these difficulties by replacing the (potentially complicated) features φ(xi) 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 yi = η(f∗(xi); εi) where η :
R
m×R → R is a link function, f∗(x) ∈ R

m is a latent signal (with m = O(1)) and εi is independent
noise. GET posits that the joint distribution of (f∗(x), φ(x)) can be approximated by a Gaussian
vector (fG,zG) ∼ N (µG,ΣG) with matching first two moments

µG = Ex

[(
f∗(x)
φ(x)

)]
∈ R

m+p, ΣG = Covx

[(
f∗(x)
φ(x)

)]
∈ R

(m+p)×(m+p), (2)
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and that the asymptotic training and test errors of (1) remain unchanged when the original data
{(f∗(zi), φ(xi))}i≤n are replaced by their Gaussian counterparts {(fGi ,zG

i )}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) [DMM09, 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 [LGC+21, 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 φ(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,
HLM24, 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, LGC+21, 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 ySI, 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 〈θ̂, φ(x)〉 on test data. For yR, the marginal is approximately Gaussian—a
necessary condition for GET to hold. However, for ySI, 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]

φRF(x) := σ(Wx) =
(
σ(〈w1,x〉), . . . , σ(〈wp,x〉)

)
∈ R

p, (3)

where the weights W = (wj)j∈[p] ∈ R
p×d are drawn i.i.d. uniformly from the unit sphere and

x ∼ N (0, Id). Although GET has been shown to hold for RF models in the linear scaling regime
n ≍ p ≍ d [HL22, GLK+20, 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 ≍ d2. We show that when the latent
signal depends on a low-dimensional projection W T

∗ x ∈ R
s (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

4
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Figure 1: Universality and non-universality of the test error, with each quadrant representing a
combination of either ℓ2 loss (quadratic) or hinge loss (non-quadratic) for the training loss and either
ℓ2 loss (quadratic) or 0-1 loss (non-quadratic) for the test loss. We choose d = 50, n/d2 = 0.5,
λ = 10−3 and σ(x) = max{0, x}, and consider two different responses: (i) a “single-index” response:
ySI = 1 + 2He2(〈u∗,x〉) + He3(〈u∗,x〉); and (ii) a “random-poly” response: yR = 1 + 2βT

2 h2(x) +
βT
3 h3(x), where βk ∼ Unif

(
S
Bd,k−1

)
. 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

φquad(x) =

{
He2(xi) =

1√
2
(x2i − 1) : i ∈ [d]

}
∪ {xixj : i < j ∈ [d]} ∈ R

Bd,2 , (4)
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where Bd,2 =
d(d+1)

2 . Informally, this model can be viewed as the kernel limit1 (p→ ∞) of the RF
model (3) with activation σ = He2. The feature map (4) and linear predictor f(x;θ) = 〈θ, φquad(x)〉
can be written equivalently in matrix form as

φquad(x) =
1√
2
(xxT − Id) ∈ R

d×d, f(x;θ) =
1√
2

(
xTBx− Tr(B)

)
,

where we identify θ := B ∈ Symd (the space of symmetric d× d matrices).
Assume the response is generated by y = η(f∗(x)) = 〈θ∗, φquad(x)〉 with ‖θ∗‖2 = 1 (noiseless

labels) and we fit this data using ridge regression:

θ̂ = argmin
θ∈RBd,2

{
1

n

n∑

i=1

(yi − 〈θ, φquad(xi)〉)2 +
λ

2
‖θ‖22

}
.

The solution can be expressed explicitly in terms of the resolvent of the feature matrix, and one
can show that

θ̂ = αθ∗ + θ̂⊥, ‖B̂⊥‖op = od(1),

where θ̂⊥ denotes the component orthogonal to θ∗ and B̂⊥ its matrix representation.
Consider two representative responses (let B∗ be the matrix representation of θ∗):

(1) yR = fR(x) = 〈θ∗, φquad(x)〉 with ‖B∗‖op = od(1) (here, η(x) = x): In this case,

Law
(
fR(x), 〈θ̂, φquad(x)〉

)
≈ Law

(
G1, αG1 + ‖θ̂⊥‖2G2

)
, (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) ySI = η(〈u∗,x〉) = He2(〈u∗,x〉) with ‖u∗‖2 = 1 (here, η(x) = He2(x) and θ∗ := B∗ = u∗uT
∗ ):

One can show

Law
(
〈u∗,x〉, 〈θ̂, φquad(x)〉

)
≈ Law

(
G1, α

1√
2
(G2

1 − 1) + ‖θ̂⊥‖2G2

)
.

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.

We illustrate this non-Gaussian additive term in the marginal for the RF model in Figure 2,
where we plot the marginal distribution of 〈θ̂, φRF(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 ySI, 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 ySI in all cases. We condition explicitly on the signal direction and define

zCG := He2(〈u∗,z〉)θ∗ + (IBd,2
− θ∗θ

T

∗ )g,

1To obtain this precise kernel limit, take w ∼ N (0, Id) and σ(x;w) = 1
2
(〈x,w〉2 − ‖x‖22 − ‖w‖22 + d).

6



(a) ySI = He2(u
T
∗
x), ‖u∗‖2 = 1. (b) yR = βT

∗
φquad(x), β∗ ∼ Unif

(
SBd,2−1

)
.

Figure 2: Marginal distributions of 〈θ̂, φRF(x)〉 for two different responses ySI and yR, where θ̂ 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/d2 = 1, p/d2 = 0.5, λ = 10−3, and σ(x) = x2.

where g ∼ N (0, IBd,2
) is independent of z. This is a Gaussian model augmented with a single

non-Gaussian component (a centered chi-square term) in the direction θ∗. 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 ≍ d2, in terms of a Conditional
Gaussian Equivalent (CGE) model.

Consider responses of the form y = η(f∗(x); ε), where η : Rm × R → R is a link function,
f∗(x) ∈ R

m is a latent signal, and ε is independent noise. A key subtlety is that the same joint law
(y,x) may admit multiple equivalent decompositions (η, 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∗(x) = {ξ1(x), . . . , ξD′(x)}, (6)

where each ξk = (ξki(x))i∈[sk ] consists of coordinates ξki(x) that are pure degree-k Hermite poly-
nomials, with approximate Gaussian marginals Law(ξki(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) = ξ1(x) = ΘT

∗x with Θ∗ ∈ R
d×m;

(2) Regression functions with random coefficients; (3) A broad class of deterministic regression
functions (see discussion in Section 2.3).

7



The CGE model conditions on the linear chaos components ξ1(x) in the response and compares
the RF model to the GE model (2) conditional on ξ1(x). For example, consider the case ξ1(x) =
〈u∗,x〉 with ‖u∗‖2 = 1. In this setting, the CGE model takes the form

fCG = {〈u∗,x〉, f̃G}, zCG = µ1r1〈u∗,x〉+ µ2r2He2(〈u∗,x〉) + z̃G,

where (f̃G, z̃G) is independent of 〈u∗,x〉 and

r1 := (〈wj ,u∗〉)j∈[p], r2 := (〈wj ,u∗〉2)j∈[p], µ1 = E[σ(G)G], µ2 = E[σ(G)He2(G)],

with G ∼ N (0, 1). The pair (f̃G, z̃G) is the GE model (2) associated to the remaining components
{ξ2(x), . . . , ξD′(x)} and σ(W−u∗x), where W−u∗ = W (Id − u∗uT

∗ ). 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) Exact asymptotics. Using the convex Gaussian minimax theorem (CGMT) [Sto13, OTH13,
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 = 〈u∗,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 fSI 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 φRF, (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
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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, MMM22, 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].
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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× R
d is generated as

x ∼ N (0, Id), y = η(f∗(x); ε), (7)

for some η : Rm × R → R, target function2 f∗ : Rd → R
m satisfying E[‖f∗(x)‖22] < ∞, and noise

ε ∼ ν independent of x.
We consider our predictor to be a Random Feature (RF) model of the form

hRF(x;θ) = 〈θ, φRF(x)〉, φRF(x) = σ(Wx) =



σ(〈w1,x〉)

...
σ(〈wp,x〉)


 ∈ R

p, (8)

where the activation σ := σd : R → R is allowed to depend on d, and the weight matrix W =
[w1, . . . ,wp]

T ∈ R
p×d is fixed independently of the data. We assume the weight vectors w1, . . . ,wp

are drawn i.i.d. uniformly from the unit sphere

wj
i.i.d.∼ Unif(Sd−1).

For convenience, we write zRF := φRF(x), f
RF := f∗(x), and yRF := η(fRF; ε). Denote by EzRF,fRF

the expectation over (zRF, fRF) = (φRF(x), f∗(x)) when x ∼ N (0, Id).
We observe n i.i.d. samples (yi,xi)i∈[n] from (7). Define the feature matrix, signal matrix, and

noise vector:
ZRF = [zRF

1 , . . . ,zRF

n ] := [φRF(x1), . . . , φRF(xn)] ∈Rp×n,

fRF = [fRF1 , . . . , fRFn ] := (f∗(x1), . . . , f∗(xn)) ∈Rm×n,

ε = (ε1, . . . , εn) ∈Rn.

Given a training loss ℓ : R × R → R≥0 and regularization parameter λ > 0, we define the
empirical risk with ridge penalty as

R̂n,p(θ;Z,f , ε) :=
1

n

∑

i∈[n]
ℓ(η(fi; εi), 〈θ,zi〉) +

λ

2
‖θ‖22.

For brevity, we might keep the dependence on ε implicit and write R̂n,p(θ;Z,f) := R̂n,p(θ;Z,f , ε).
We fit the RF model (8) by minimizing this empirical risk:

θ̂RF = argmin
θ∈Rp

R̂n,p(θ;Z
RF,fRF, ε). (9)

2Formally, we consider a sequence f∗,d : Rd → R
m indexed by d. We suppress the dependence on d for notational

simplicity.
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The predictor is evaluated through the test error :

Rtest(θ̂
RF;PzRF,fRF) = EzRF,fRF,ε[ℓtest(η(f

RF; ε), 〈θ̂,zRF〉)|W ],

for some test loss ℓtest : R×R → R≥0, where PzRF,fRF denotes the joint law of (zRF, fRF) for a new
test sample x ∼ N (0, Id) with same weight matrix W . For example, one can set the test loss equal
to the training loss ℓtest(y, ŷ) := ℓ(y, ŷ).

Remark 2.1 (Beyond ridge penalty). For simplicity, we focus here on the ridge penalty: it is the
most natural regularizer3 when considering featurized data φ(x) as it allows for tractability of (9)
via the kernel trick even when p = ∞. 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 ≍ dk1 and p ≍ dk2 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 φRF. Let {Hek}k≥0 denote the normalized univariate Hermite polynomials,

E[Hek(G)Hel(G)] = δkl, G ∼ N (0, 1),

which form an orthonormal basis of L2(R,N (0, 1)). For a multi-index k ∈ Z
d
≥0, define the multi-

variate Hermite polynomial in R
d by

Hek(x) =
∏

j∈[d]
Hekj (xj),

so that {Hek}k∈Z≥0
is an orthonormal basis of L2(Rd,N (0, Id)).

For each k ≥ 0, let

hk(x) = (Hek(x))‖k‖1=k ∈ R
Bd,k , Bd,k =

(
d+ k − 1

k

)
.

The span of functions {〈u,hk(x)〉 : u ∈ R
Bd,k} defines the degree-k Wiener chaos, denoted Hk.

The Random Feature model. Following these notations, the target function4 admits the Her-
mite expansion (equality in L2)

f∗(x) =
∞∑

k=0

βT

k hk(x), βk = Ex[hk(x)f∗(x)
T] ∈ R

Bd,k×m.

3The ℓ2-norm ‖θ‖2 corresponds to the RKHS norm of 〈θ, φ(·)〉 in the associated Reproducing Kernel Hilbert space.
4As before, we suppress the dependence of f∗ and βk on d.
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Turning to the random feature map, let the activation σ have Hermite expansion5

σ(u) =

∞∑

k=0

µkHek(u), µk := E[σ(G)Hek(G)].

For any w ∈ S
d−1 and k ≥ 0, one has (see Appendix F for details)

Hek(〈w,x〉) = qk(w)Thk(x), qk(w) =




√
k!√

k1!k2! · · · kd!
∏

j∈[d]
w

kj
j




‖k‖1=k

∈ R
Bd,k .

Defining
Vk = qk(W ) = [qk(w1), . . . , qk(wp)]

T ∈ R
p×Bd,k ,

we obtain the Hermite expansion of the feature map:

φRF(x) = σ(Wx) =
∞∑

k=0

µkVkhk(x).

Note in particular that V1 = W is the original weight matrix. In summary:

Random Feature (RF) Model

zRF := µ01p +

∞∑

k=1

µkVkhk(x),

fRF := βT

0 +

∞∑

k=1

βT

k hk(x).

(10)

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

(fG,zG) ∼ N (µG,ΣG),

with mean and covariance

µG = Ex

[(
f∗(x)
φRF(x)

)]
=

(
βT
0

µ01p

)
, ΣG =

(
ΣG

11 (ΣG
21)

T

ΣG
21 ΣG

22

)
, (11)

where
ΣG

11 = Covx(f∗, f∗) =
∑

k≥1

βT

k βk ∈ R
m×m,

ΣG

21 = Covx(φRF, f∗) =
∑

k≥1

µkVkβk ∈ R
p×m,

ΣG

22 = Covx(φRF, φRF) =
∑

k≥1

µ2kVkV
T

k ∈ R
p×p.

(12)

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

5We allow σ to depend on d, and thus the coefficients µk := µd,k. We suppress this dependence on d for simplicity.
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Gaussian Equivalent (GE) Model

zG := µ01p +
∞∑

k=1

µkVkgk,

fG := βT

0 +

∞∑

k=1

βT

k gk.

(13)

Here, gk ∼ N (0, IBk
) are independent across k. In words, the GE model simply replaces the

Hermite basis {Hek(x)}k∈Zd
≥0

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):

R̂n,p(θ̂;Z
RF,fRF) = R̂n,p(θ̂

G;ZG,fG) + od,P(1),

Rtest(θ̂;PzRF,fRF) = Rtest(θ̂
G;PzG,fG) + od,P(1),

(14)

where θ̂G is the empirical risk minimizer under the GE model

θ̂G = argmin
θ∈Rp

R̂n,p(θ;Z
G,fG),

and (fG,ZG) = (fGi ,z
G
i )i∈[n] are i.i.d. samples of (11).

In the covariance of φRF (12), we have the identity

VkV
T

k = (WW T)⊙k,

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 has6 VkV
T

k =
(WW T)⊙k ≈ Id for k ≥ 2. Consequently, the covariance ΣG simplifies as

∞∑

k=0

µ2kVkV
T

k = (µ20 + od,P(1))1p1
T

p + µ21WW T + µ2>1Ip +∆, (15)

and ‖Vkβk‖F = od,P(1) for k ≥ 2, where µ2>1 =
∑

k≥2 µ
2
k and ‖∆‖op = od,P(1). Thus, the GE

model (13) reduces to:

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

zG := µ01p + µ1Wg1 + µ2>1g∗,

fG := βT

0 + βT

1 g1 +C
1/2
>1 G∗.

(16)

Here,
g1 ∼ N (0, Id), g∗ ∼ N (0, Ip), G∗ ∼ N (0, Im) independently,

6Specifically, ‖V2V
T

2 − d−1
1p1

T

p − Ip‖op = od,P(1) (spike absorbed in µ0) and ‖VkV
T

k − Ip‖op = od,P(1), k ≥ 3.
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and C>1 =
∑

k≥2 β
T

k βk.

[HL22, MS22] established the Gaussian equivalence (14) with model (16) for f∗(x) = βT
0 +βT

1 x

in the proportional regime for a broad class of loss functions and regularizations7.

Simplification in the quadratic scaling. In this paper, we consider the quadratic polynomial
scaling n ≍ p ≍ d2. Analogously to (15), the covariance ΣG simplifies to8

∞∑

k=0

µ2kVkV
T

k = (µ20 + od,P(1))1p1
T

p + (µ21 + od,P(1))WW T + µ22V2V
T

2 + µ2>2Ip +∆,

where µ2>2 =
∑∞

k=3 µ
2
k and ‖∆‖op = od,P(1), and we have ‖Vkβk‖F = od,P(1) for k ≥ 3. In this

regime, the GE model (13) reduces to:

Gaussian Equivalent (GE) Model in the quadratic scaling n ≍ p ≍ d2

zG := µ01p + µ1Wg1 + µ2V2g2 + µ>2g∗,

fG := βT

0 + βT

1 g1 + βT

2 g2 +C
1/2
>2 G∗.

(17)

Here,

g1 ∼ N (0, Id), g2 ∼ N (0, IBd,2
), g∗ ∼ N (0, Ip), G∗ ∼ N (0, Im) independently,

and C>2 =
∑

k≥3 β
T

k βk.
We provide conditions on the coefficients {βk}k≥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 β1 6= 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 ≍ d2, 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 = η(f∗(x); ε) with
η : Rm × R → R and f∗ : Rd → R

m. The decomposition of the pair (η, 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 = η̄(He2(〈u∗,x〉); ε), one can
take either:

(i) f∗(x) := He2(〈u∗,x〉) and η := η̄; or

(ii) f∗(x) := 〈u∗,x〉 and η(u; ε) := η̄(He2(u); ε).

7These works assume µ0 = 0; our analysis extends to µ0 6= 0, which introduces a diverging “spike” singular value
in the feature matrix.

8Specifically, ‖V3V
T

3 − 3WW T/d − Ip‖op = od,P(1), ‖V4V
T

4 − 311T/d2 − Ip‖op = od,P(1), and ‖VkV
T

k − Ip‖op =
od,P(1) for k ≥ 5 in the regime p ≍ d2. We absorb the spikes in V3,V4 into µ0 and µ1. 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 9

f∗(x) = {ξki}k∈[D′],i∈[sk], ξki = 〈βki,hk(x)〉,
y = η({ξki}k∈[D′],i∈[sk]; ε),

(18)

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

Without loss of generality, we normalize ‖βki‖2 = 1. We impose the following “genericity
condition” on the10 βki:

E[〈βki,hk(x)〉4] = 3 + od(1). (19)

By the Fourth Moment Theorem for Wiener chaos (see Remark 2.2 below), (19) implies ξki
d⇒

N (0, 1) as d→ ∞. Hence, marginally f∗(x) is asymptotically Gaussian with

E[ξkiξk′i′ ] = δkk′〈βki,βki′〉,

ruling out the aforementioned trivial non-Gaussianity. Note that condition (19) is purely deter-
ministic in {βki}. For k = 2 (Hermite-2 as in Section 1.1), it amounts to the associated matrix
representation B of β2i satisfying ‖B‖op = od(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 Xd lies in a fixed Wiener chaos of order k and is

standardized by E[Xd] = 0, Var(Xd) = 1, then Xd
d⇒ N (0, 1) if and only if E[X4

d ] → 3. This is
the Nualart-Peccati criterion; e.g., see [NP05, PT04] and the monograph [NP12]. In our setting,
Xd = 〈βki,hk(x)〉 so (19) yields asymptotic Gaussianity of each coordinate ξki, which also implies
the asymptotic Gaussianity of the joint distribution.

Models covered. The representation (18) encompasses a large class of responses:

• Multi-index models: y = η(ΘT
∗x; ε) with Θ∗ ∈ R

d×m (including GLMs when m = 1).

• Regression functions with random coefficients: Let m = 1 and y = f∗(x) + ε with

f∗(x) = β0 +

D′∑

k=1

〈βk,hk(x)〉,

where βk verify (19). E.g., it is satisfied by βk ∼ Unif(SBd,k−1) (see Appendix B.2).

• A broad class of deterministic regression functions. Any f∗ ∈ L2(Rd,N (0, Id)) can be
written as F ({ξki}), where the spikes (low-rank components) are embedded among lower-
order chaos coordinates. For instance, consider f∗(x) = xTB∗x − Tr(B∗): then if B∗
has a non-vanishing top eigenvalue, e.g., B∗ = u∗uT

∗ + B0 with ‖B0‖op = od(1), then
f∗(x) = F (〈u∗,x〉,xTB0x − Tr(B0)). Here, (18) constrains f∗ to depend on at most a
finite number of such chaos projections with Gaussian marginal.

9Again, ξki (and therefore βk,i) is a sequence indexed by d. We suppress this dependence for notational simplicity.
10Note that this is automatically verified for k = 1 as 〈β1i,x〉 ∼ 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 x after an orthogonal change of basis, that is

{ξ1i}i∈[s] = xS = (x1, . . . , xs).

In the quadratic scaling n ≍ p ≍ d2, our Conditional Gaussian universality result conditions on
xS and compares the RF model to a GE model conditional on these coordinates.

Remark 2.3 (General polynomial scaling). For scalings n ≍ p ≍ dk, 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 xS component
of φRF(x) in (10) leads to the following decomposition:

1. First-order chaos Wx: Let WS ∈ R
p×s be the submatrix of W corresponding to the coordi-

nates of xS , and let PS,⊥ : Rd → R
d denote the orthogonal projection onto the complement

of that subspace. Then

Wx = WSxS +WPS,⊥x
d
= WSxS +WPS,⊥g1,

where g1 ∼ N (0, Id) is independent of xS .

2. Second-order chaos V2h2(x): Let V2,S ∈ R
p×Bs,2 (with Bs,2 = s(s+1)/2) denote the subma-

trix of V2 corresponding to multi-indices supported within the first s coordinates (in particu-
lar, V2,S = q2(WS)), and let PS,⊥ : RBd,2 → R

Bd,2 denote the orthogonal projection onto the
complement subspace (with a slight overloading of notations). Then

V2h2(x) = V2,Sh2(xS) + V2PS,⊥h2(x),

where h2(xS) ∈ R
Bs,2 contains all degree-2 Hermite polynomials of xS. The term PS,⊥h2(x)

contains cross-terms xixj, with i ≤ s < j, and hence is not independent of xS . However,

E[(PS,⊥h2(x))(PS,⊥h2(x))
T|xS ] = PS,⊥,

and in the quadratic scaling, this term will behave as V2PS,⊥g2 where g2 ∼ N (0, IBd,2
) is

independent of (xS ,g1).

3. Higher-order chaos Vkhk(x), k ≥ 3: Each term is a random low-dimensional projection of

hk(x) ∈ R
Θ(dk) onto the p = Θ(d2)-dimensional span of Vk. Similarly as in the GE model

(17), these higher-order chaos components behave as an additive noise-term µ>2g∗, with
g∗ ∼ N (0, Ip) independent of (xS ,g1,g2).

4. Responses y = η({xS , (ξki)2≤k≤D′,i∈[sk]}; ε): Condition (19) implies that the ξ2i are asymp-
totically independent of xS , and can be replaced by {〈β2i,g2〉}i∈[s2]. For k ≥ 3, the {ξki} can
be replaced by {Gki} ∼ N (0,C∗,>2), independent of (xS ,g1,g2,g∗), where C∗,>2 denotes the
covariance of (ξki)3≤k≤D′,i∈[sk], that is, E[GkiGk′i′ ] = δkk′〈βki,βki′〉.

Combining these approximations yields the CGE model:
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Conditional Gaussian Equivalent (CGE) Model in quadratic scaling n ≍ p ≍ d2

zCG := µ01p + µ1WSxS + µ2V2,Sh2(xS)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Part depending on the support xS

+µ1WPS,⊥g1 + µ2V2PS,⊥g2 + µ>2g∗︸ ︷︷ ︸
Independent Gaussian part

,

fCG :=
{
xS, (〈β2i,g2〉)i∈[s2], (Gki)3≤k≤D′,i∈[sk]

}
.

(20)

Here,

xS ∼ N (0, Is), g1 ∼ N (0, Id), g2 ∼ N (0, IBd,2
), g∗ ∼ N (0, Ip), (Gki)3≤k≤D′,

i∈[sk]
∼ N (0,C∗,>2),

independently. Thus, the CGE model is a high-dimensional Gaussian model augmented with s(s+
1)/2 non-Gaussian components h2(xS) capturing the low-dimensional dependence structure xS 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 = η(〈u∗,x〉; ε), the associated CGE
model is given by

zCG := µ01p + µ1r1〈u∗,x〉+ µ2r2He2(〈u∗,x〉)
+ µ1W

(
Id − u∗u

T

∗
)
g1 + µ2V2

(
IBd,2

− q2(u∗)q2(u∗)
T

)
g2 + µ>2g∗,

fCG := 〈u∗,x〉,

where
r1 := Wu∗ = (〈wj,u∗〉)j∈[p], r2 := V2q2(u∗) = (〈wj ,u∗〉2)j∈[p],

and we recall that
q2(u∗) = (u2∗,i)i∈[d] ⊕ (

√
2u∗,iu∗,j)i<j∈[d].

Thus, for GLMs in the quadratic scaling regime, the CGE feature zCG will contain a one-dimensional
non-Gaussian component in direction r2 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):

zCG := zG = µ01p + µ1Wg1 + µ2V2g2 + µ>2g∗,

fCG := fG =
{
(〈β2i,g2〉)i∈[s2], (Gki)3≤k≤D′,i∈[sk]

}
.

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:

θ̂RF = argmin
θ∈Rp

R̂n,p(θ;Z
RF,fRF, ε),

R̂n,p(θ;Z
RF,fRF, ε) :=

1

n

∑

i∈[n]
ℓ(η(fRFi ; εi), 〈θ,zRF

i 〉) + λ

2
‖θ‖22,

where fRFi = f∗(xi) and zRF
i = φRF(xi) = σ(Wxi) with

xi
i.i.d.∼ N (0, Id), εi

i.i.d.∼ ν independently,

and W = [w1, . . . ,wp]
T ∈ R

p×d is fixed independently with wj
i.i.d.∼ Unif(Sd−1).

We study this problem in the high-dimensional regime where n, p, d → ∞. The activation
function σ := σd, its Hermite coefficients µk := µd,k, the regularization parameter λ := λd, and the
target function f∗ := fd,∗ 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 C0 > 0 such that

C
−1
0 ≤ n/d2 ≤ C0, and C

−1
0 ≤ p/d2 ≤ C0.

Assumption 3.2 (Loss function). There exists a constant C1 > 0 such that the loss function
ℓ : R× R → R satisfies the following.

(i) The loss function is nonnegative, ℓ(y, ŷ) ≥ 0 for all y, ŷ ∈ R, and convex with respect to ŷ.

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

‖∇ℓ(y, ŷ)‖F , ‖∇2ℓ(y, ŷ)‖F , ‖∇3ℓ(y, ŷ)‖F ≤ C1, for all y, ŷ ∈ R.

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

Assumption 3.3 (Calibrated growth). There exist constants c2, r2 > 0 and C2 ≥ 0, such that
either:

(i) (Regression.) We have ℓ(y, ŷ) ≥ c2 |ŷ − y|r2 for all y, ŷ ∈ R with |ŷ − y| ≥ C2.

(ii) (Binary classification.) We have ℓ(y, ŷ) ≥ c2 (−yŷ)r2+ for all y, ŷ ∈ R.

This assumption is satisfied by a number of standard losses, such as the squared loss ℓ(y, ŷ) =
1
2(ŷ − y)2 for regression (with r2 = 2, c2 = 1

2 , C2 = 0) and logistic loss ℓ(y, ŷ) = log(1 + e−yŷ)
for binary classification (with r2 = 1, c2 = 1, C2 = 0). Note that Assumption 3.2(ii) requires
ℓ 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 λ ≥ log−C5 d.
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Remark 3.1. Considerable attention has recently been devoted to interpolating estimators (λ =
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 λ = d−c,
for sufficiently small c > 0 depending only on the constants in our assumptions. Establishing
universality for the exact interpolating estimator λ = 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 φ(x) and does not extend to our quadratic scaling regime,
where σ(Wx) is no longer sub-Gaussian.

Assumption 3.5 (Response). For some constants c3,C3 > 0 and fixed integers D′ and (s, s2, . . . , sD′)
not depending on n, p, d, the following holds: Let m = s+ s2+ . . .+ sD′. There exist a link function
η : Rm ×R → R and a latent signal f∗ : Rd → R

m such that the response satisfies

y = η(f∗(x), ε),

with noise ε ∼ ν independent of x.

(i) (Link function.) The link function satisfies for all f ,f ′ ∈ R
m, ε ∈ R:

|η(f , ε)| ≤ C3(1 + ‖f‖C3
2 + |ε|C3), |η(f , ε) − η(f ′, ε)| ≤ C3‖f − f ′‖2.

(ii) (Latent signal.) The latent signal f∗ is of the form (see Section 2.3 for a detailed discussion)

f∗(x) = {xS , ξ2, ξ3, . . . , ξD′},

where xS = (x1, . . . , xs) and ξk = (ξki)
sk
i=1 with ξki = 〈βki,hk(x)〉, βki ∈ R

Bd,k . We assume
that11

‖βki‖2 = 1, E[〈βki,hk(x)〉4] ≤ 3 + d−c3 for all 2 ≤ k ≤ D′, i ∈ [sk]. (21)

Assumption 3.6 (Label noise). For some constants C4, r4 > 0, the noise variable ε satisfies

P[|ε| ≥ t] ≤ C4e
−tr4 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
f∈Rm:‖f‖2≤C

P[η(f , ε) = +1] ≥ c, sup
f∈Rm:‖f‖2≤C

P[η(f , ε) = −1] ≥ c.

This assumption requires that there is non-vanishing label noise, and hence non-vanishing Bayes
prediction error, for y = η(f , ε) over bounded domains of f ∈ R

m. Note that in this context of
binary classification, our results formally apply to a model where η is any Lipschitz approximation
of a function taking value in {−1,+1}.
Assumption 3.8 (Activation function). For some constants c6 ∈ (0, 1/2) and C6 > 0 and a fixed
integer D not depending on n, p, d, the following holds: The activation σ : R → R is a polynomial
of degree at most D. Its Hermite coefficients µk := EG∼N (0,1)

[
σ(G)Hek(G)

]
satisfy

|µ0|, |µ2| ≥ log−C6 d, d−c6/C6 ≤ |µ1| ≤ C6d
−c6 ,

∣∣µk
∣∣ ≤ logC6 d for all k ≤ D.

11See 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 σ be a polynomial can be relaxed to requiring sufficiently fast
decay of its Hermite coefficients. The scaling condition |µ1| ≍ d−c6 with c6 ∈ (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
µ21WW T with diverging eigenvalues on the order of Θ(d1−2c6), 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

R̂∗
n,p(Z

RF,fRF) := min
θ

R̂n,p(θ;Z
RF,fRF), R̂∗

n,p(Z
CG,fCG) := min

θ
R̂n,p(θ;Z

CG,fCG),

where (ZRF,fRF) is the training data under the random feature (RF) model (10), and (ZCG,fCG)
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, d0 > 0 depending only on the constants in these assumptions, such that for all
d ≥ d0 and any twice-differentiable function ϕ : R → R with ‖ϕ‖∞, ‖ϕ′‖∞, ‖ϕ′′‖∞ ≤ 1,

∣∣∣E
[
ϕ
(
R̂∗

n,p(Z
RF,fRF)

) ]
− E

[
ϕ
(
R̂∗

n,p(Z
CG,fCG)

) ]∣∣∣ ≤ 1

dc
.

In particular, for every ε ∈ (0, 1) and κ ∈ R,

P

(∣∣∣R̂∗
n,p(Z

RF,fRF)− κ
∣∣∣ ≥ 2ε

)
≤ P

(∣∣∣R̂∗
n,p(Z

CG,fCG)− κ
∣∣∣ ≥ ε

)
+

1

εdc
,

P

(∣∣∣R̂∗
n,p(Z

CG,fCG)− κ
∣∣∣ ≥ 2ε

)
≤ P

(∣∣∣R̂∗
n,p(Z

RF,fRF)− κ
∣∣∣ ≥ ε

)
+

1

εdc
.

Consequently, for all κ ∈ R,

R̂∗
n,p(Z

RF,fRF)
P−→ κ if and only if R̂∗

n,p(Z
CG,fCG)

P−→ κ.

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:

Rtest(θ̂
RF;PzRF,fRF) = EzRF,fRF,ε[ℓtest(η(f

RF; ε), 〈θ̂RF,zRF〉)|W ], (22)

where θ̂RF minimizes R̂n,p(θ;Z
RF,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 C7 > 0 such that the test loss function
ℓtest : R× R → R is three times differentiable with pseudo-Lipschitz derivatives, that is,

‖g(u) − g(u′)‖F ≤ C7(1 + ‖u‖C7
2 + ‖u′‖C7

2 )‖u− u′‖2,

for all u,u′ ∈ R
2 and g ∈ {ℓtest,∇ℓtest,∇2ℓtest,∇3ℓtest}.

Assumption 3.11 (Local strong convexity). For any constant K > 0, there exists K′ > 0 such that
for all |y|, |ŷ| ≤ (log d)K,

∂2ŷŷ ℓ(y, ŷ) ≥ 1

(log d)K′ .

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 θ̂. 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 ℓ∞-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 TKΓ

: R → R be a smooth approximation of the truncation function TKΓ
(x) =

sign(x)min(|x|, logKΓ d), where KΓ > 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

R̂n,p(θ; τ ,Z,f) = R̂n,p(θ;Z,f) + τ · ΓW (θ), (23)

where τ = (τ1, τ2) ∈ R≥0 × R and

ΓW
1 (θ) = TKΓ

(‖V T

+ θ‖22), ΓW
2 (θ) = TKΓ

(LW (θ)).

Here V+ = [µ01p, µ1W ] ∈ R
p×(d+1) collects the spike directions, and

LW (θ) := Rtest(θ;PzPG,fPG) = EzPG,fPG,ε[ℓtest(η(f
PG; ε), 〈θ,zPG〉)|W ]. (24)

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

R̂∗
n,p(τ ,Z,f) := min

θ
R̂n,p(θ; τ ,Z,f).

Then, Theorem 3.9 holds uniformly for all τ with d−c′ ≤ τ1 ≤ 1/(log d)KΓ and |τ2| ≤ τ1/(log d)
KΓ

(see Theorem A.1 in Appendix A.2). To extend universality from the perturbed risk to the test
error, we “differentiate” the limiting value R̂∗

n,p(τ ,Z,f) with respect to τ2 at τ2 = 0; as τ1 → 0,
this derivative coincides with the test error (22). Formally, we assume the following:

Assumption 3.12 (Perturbed objective around τ = 0). There exists a constant ρ > 0 such
that for any constant truncation threshold KΓ > 0 sufficiently large, setting τ1 = (log d)−KΓ and
τ2 ∈ {±(log d)−2KΓ}, we have as d→ ∞

R̂∗
n,p(τ ,Z

CG,fCG)− R̂∗
n,p((τ1, 0),Z

CG,fCG)

τ2

P−→ ρ.
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(a) p/d2 = 0.25

0
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(b) p/d2 = 1.5 (c) P(yRF(x) = +1)

Figure 3: (a) and (b): 2D diagram of P(yRF(x) = +1), where yRF(x) = sign(φRF(x)) and x ∈ R
d

is a new test sample, with x1 and x2 being given and (x3, x4, · · · , xd) ∼ N (0, Id−3). We choose

d = 30, λ = 10−3, and y = sign
(
He2

(
x1+x2√

2

))
. We fix n/d2 = 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(yRF(x) = +1) along the line x2 = x1 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 TKΓ

is replaced
by identity and LW (θ) by the CGE test error Rtest(θ̂;PzCG,fCG).

Theorem 3.13 (Universality of Test Error). Suppose Assumptions 3.1–3.8 and 3.10–3.12 hold.
Denote by θ̂RF (resp. θ̂CG) the minimizer of the empirical risk (23) with τ = 0 for the random
feature data (ZRF,fRF) (resp. CGE data (ZCG,fCG)). Then, as d→ ∞,

∣∣∣∣Rtest

(
θ̂RF;PzRF,fRF

)
−Rtest

(
θ̂CG;PzCG,fCG

)∣∣∣∣
P−→ 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 [WHL+25b].

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 zCG

NonG depending only on

xS , with s + s(s+1)
2 features given by {xS ,h2(xS)}, and an independent high-dimensional Gaus-

sian model zCG

Gauss. Conditional on {xi,S}i∈[n], we apply the Convex Gaussian Min–Max Theorem

(CGMT) [TOH15b, TAH18] to the high-dimensional Gaussian features zCG

Gauss, and combine this
with uniform concentration for the low-dimensional component zCG

NonG. This yields an asymptotic
characterization of both train and test errors in terms of O(s2) 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,xi)i∈[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/d2 = 0.45. The target function is f∗(x) =

∑3
k=0 µ∗,kHek(u

T
∗x) and the label is generated by

the logistic model: P(y = 1 | x) = (1 + e−s∗f∗(x))−1. Left panel: µ∗,0 = 2, µ∗,1 = 1, µ∗,2 = 2 and
µ∗,3 = 0.6 ; Right panel: s∗ = 4, µ∗,1 = 1, µ∗,2 = 2 and µ∗,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(He2((x1 + x2)/

√
2)), whose true decision boundary consists of two parallel hyperplanes

(x1 + x2)/
√
2 = ±1. Additional examples for multi-index models are presented in [WHL+25b].

Existence of interpolating solution. We next study the capacity of the RF model. Specifically,
for n samples (yi,xi)i∈[n], we are interested in characterizing the interpolation threshold ψ∗, that
is, the smallest value such that when p/n ≥ ψ∗, there exists θ ∈ R

p such that yi · θTzRF
i ≥ 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 µ∗,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 λ ≈ 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, λ = 10−4, and the logistic function ℓ(y, z) = log(1 + e−yz) for both training and test loss.
Left plot: Fix n/d2 = 0.75. Right plot: Fix p/d2 = 1.

grows, the training loss decreases monotonically, while the test loss exhibits a “double-descent”
phenomenon with a peak at ψmax. In the right panel, we fix p/d2 = 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 R̂n,p(θ; τ ,Z,f)
defined in (23), and then transfer the result to the unperturbed case (τ1 = 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, C > 0, depending only on the constants in the
assumptions, such that

∣∣∣E
[
ϕ
(
R̂∗

n,p(τ ,Z
RF,fRF)

)]
− E

[
ϕ
(
R̂∗

n,p(τ ,Z
CG,fCG)

)]∣∣∣ = Od(d
−cτ−C

1 ), (25)

uniformly over all test functions ϕ : R → R with ‖ϕ‖∞, ‖ϕ′‖∞, ‖ϕ′′‖∞ ≤ 1, where

R̂∗
n,p(τ ,Z,f) := min

θ
R̂n,p(θ; τ ,Z,f), θ̂ = argmin

θ

R̂n,p(θ; τ ,Z,f).

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 Θp ⊆ R

p such that, uniformly over θ ∈ Θp, the marginal distributions of
(f, 〈z,θ〉) coincide between the original and the CGE model:

sup
θ∈Θp

∣∣∣EzRF,fRF

[
ψ
(
fRF, 〈zRF,θ〉

)]
− EzCG,fCG

[
ψ
(
fCG, 〈zCG,θ〉

)]∣∣∣ = Od(d
−c′τ−C′

1 ),

uniformly over 1-bounded 1-Lipschitz functions ψ : Rm × R → R.

Step 2. (Unconstrained minimizers lie in Θp with high probability.) Show that both unconstrained

minimizers θ̂RF, θ̂CG belong to Θp with probability at least 1− d−C .
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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 Θp:
∣∣∣∣E
[
ϕ

(
min
θ∈Θp

R̂n,p(θ; τ ,Z
RF,fRF)

)]
− E

[
ϕ

(
min
θ∈Θp

R̂n,p(θ; τ ,Z
CG,fCG)

)]∣∣∣∣ = Od(d
−c′′τ−C′′

1 ).

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 zRF = σ(Wx) is no longer a
Lipschitz function in x (indeed, ‖W ‖op ≍

√
d), and its marginal distribution cannot be controlled

as in [GLR+22, HL22, MS22]. Instead, we consider its Hermite expansion

zRF = µ01p + µ1Wx+ µ2V2h2(x) +
∑

k≥3

µkVkhk(x). (26)

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[(zRF)(zRF)T] = µ2011
T

p + µ21WW T + µ2V2V
T

2 +
∑

k≥3

µ2kVkV
T

k ,

and exhibits one spike of size Θ(d2) along 1p, and d spikes of size Θ(d) along the columns of W . Our
analysis therefore requires precise control of the projections θT1p and θTW to prevent diverging

terms in Step 3, which in turns necessitates a careful localization of the minimizers θ̂ 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 Θp 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 θ. For
instance, establishing the CLT for the order-2 chaos term requires showing

∥∥∥
p∑

j=1

θ̂j wj,\Sw
T

j,\S

∥∥∥
op

= Od,P(d
−c).

Directly localizing the minimizer θ̂ ∈ Θp 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, fPG) 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,

R̂∗
n,p(τ ,Z

RF,fRF) −→ R̂∗
n,p(τ ,Z

PG,fPG) −→ R̂∗
n,p(τ ,Z

CG,fCG).

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 ΘPG

p and ΘCG
p

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 hk(x) ∈ R
Bd,k denotes an orthonormal basis of

degree-k Hermite polynomials, where Bd,k ≍ dk, and let Vk = (qk(wj))j∈[p] ∈ R
p×Bd,k (see Section

2.2). Under Assumptions 3.5 and 3.8, the RF model (10) can be written as

Random Feature (RF) Model

zRF := µ01p + µ1Wx+ µ2V2h2(x) +

D∑

k=3

µkVkhk(x),

fRF := {xS , ξ2, ξ3, . . . , ξD′}, yRF := η(fRF; ε).

Here, xS = (x1, . . . , xs) and ξk = (ξki)
sk
i=1 with ξki = 〈βki,hk(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 Vkhk(x) for k ≥ 3 act as additive Gaussian
noise in the feature. We replace them by µ>2g∗, where g∗ ∼ N (0, Ip) is independent of x,

and µ2>2 := ‖P>2σ‖2L2 =
∑D

k=3 µ
2
k.

2. Higher-order chaos in the response: Similarly, we replace {ξk}D
′

k=3 by {ξ̃k}D
′

k=3, where ξ̃k =
(ξ̃ki)

sk
i=1 and ξ̃ki = 〈βki,gk〉 with {gk}D

′

k=3, gk ∼ N (0, IBd,k
), mutually independent and inde-

pendent of {x,g∗}.

Combining these gives the feature-signal pair (zPG, fPG) under the PGE model:

Partial Gaussian Equivalent (PGE) Model

zPG := µ01p + µ1Wx+ µ2V2h2(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Same as RF model

+ µ>2 g∗︸ ︷︷ ︸
Gaussian substitute for k≥3

,

fPG := {xS , ξ2, ξ̃3, . . . , ξ̃D′}, yPG := η(fPG; ε).

(27)

We will denote
θ̂PG = argmin R̂n,p(θ; τ,Z

PG,fPG),

where (ZPG,fPG) are n i.i.d. samples from the PGE model (27).
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Conditional Gaussian Equivalent (CGE) Model. To transition from the PGE model to
the CGE model, we replace the components orthogonal to the support direction xS by Gaussian
vectors. For the degree-1 chaos,

Wx −→ WSxS +WP⊥Sg1, W = [WS ,W\S ],

where g1 ∼ N (0, Id) is independent of {xS ,g∗,g3, . . . ,gD′}. For the degree-2 chaos,

V2h2(x) −→ V2,Sh2(xS) + V2PS,⊥g2,

ξ2 = {ξ2i}s2i=1 = {〈β2,k,h2(x)〉}s2i=1 −→ ξ̃2 = {ξ̃2i}s2i=1 = {〈β2,k,g2〉}s2i=1,

where g2 ∼ N (0, IBd,2
) is independent of {xS ,g1,g∗,g3, . . . ,gD′}.

The corresponding feature-signal pair (zCG, fCG) under the CGE model is given by:

Conditional Gaussian Equivalent (CGE) Model

zCG := µ01p + µ1WSxS + µ2V2,Sh2(xS)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Same as RF model

+µ1WPS,⊥g1 + µ2V2PS,⊥g2 + µ>2g∗︸ ︷︷ ︸
Independent Gaussian part

,

fCG := {xS , ξ̃2, ξ̃3, . . . , ξ̃D′}, yCG := η(fCG; ε).

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[ϕ′(Z) − Zϕ(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‖2, which,
in turn, can be expressed through tensor contractions of the coefficients of F .

Let Hk denote the k-th Wiener chaos, corresponding the degree-k homogeneous polynomials of
Gaussian variables. Any F ∈ Hk can be represented in tensor form as

F = 〈T ,Hk(x)〉,

where T ∈ Symk(R
d) is a symmetric k-tensor, and Hk(x) is the Hermite tensor of order k (see

Appendix F.1). The isometry between Hk and Symk(R
d) is induced by the linear mapping ι :

R
Bd,k → Symk(R

d) satisfying, for instance,

Hek(〈w,x〉) = 〈qk(w),hk(x)〉 = 〈ι(qk(w)),Hk(x)〉 = 〈w⊗k,Hk(x)〉.

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]). Fix k ≥ 1. There exist
universal constants Ck, C

′
k > 0 such that the following holds: For any F = 〈T ,Hk(·)〉 ∈ Hk with

E[F 2] = 1,
sup

ϕ:R→R, Lip(ϕ)≤1
|E[ϕ(F )]− E[ϕ(Z)]| ≤ Ck

√
E[F 4]− 3,

where Z ∼ N (0, 1). Moreover, the excess kurtosis E[F 4]− 3 is controlled by tensor contractions of
the coefficients:

1

C ′
k

{
max

r=1,...,k−1
‖T ⊗r T ‖2F

}
≤ E[F 4]− 3 ≤ C ′

k

{
max

r=1,...,k−1
‖T ⊗r T ‖2F

}
,

where T ⊗r S denotes the contraction of r indices between tensors T ,S ∈ Symk(R
d).

In particular, convergence to a Gaussian law occurs if and only if all nontrivial contractions
T ⊗r 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 = (cij) occurs whenever each component Fi satisfies E[F 4

i ] − 3 → 0
and 〈Fi, Fj〉 → cij . Appendix B.1 provides additional background on Theorem 4.1.

In our setting, the relevant tensor coefficients take the form

Tk,W (θ) := ι(V T

k θ) =

p∑

j=1

θjw
⊗k
j .

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
θ to a parameter space in which the corresponding tensors Tk,W (θ) 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

〈V T

3 θ,h3(x)〉, . . . , 〈V T

D θ,h4(x)〉, {〈β3i,h3(x)〉}s3i=1, . . . , {〈βD′i,hD′(x)〉}sD′

i=1,

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

Tk,W (θ)⊗r Tk,W (θ) =

p∑

i,j=1

θiθj〈wi,wj〉rw⊗(k−r)
i ⊗w

⊗(k−r)
j

and show that
‖Tk,W (θ)⊗r Tk,W (θ)‖F = Od,P(d

−c),

with high probability over W for all 3 ≤ k ≤ D and 1 ≤ r ≤ k − 1, provided ‖θ‖∞ = Õ(d−1/4).
Thus, we consider the following constrained parameter set in the first phase RF to PGE:

ΘPG

W (K) :=

{
θ ∈ R

p :
‖θ‖∞ ≤ (log d)Kd−1/4, ‖θ‖2 ≤ (log d)K ,
|1Tθ| ≤ (log d)K ,

∥∥µ1 θTW
∥∥
2
≤ (log d)K

}
, (28)
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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 θ̂ ∈ ΘPG

W (K)
with high probability. The constraints in ΘPG

W (K) also control the projections of θ 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 ΘPG when clear
from context.

Theorem 4.2 (Replacing higher-order chaos with isotropic gaussian). Let L denote the class of
L-Lipschitz functions ϕ : Rm+1 → R. Then for any constants C,K > 0, there exists constants
c, C ′ > 0 such that with probability at least 1− d−C over W ,

sup
ϕ∈L

sup
θ∈ΘPG

W
(K)

∣∣∣∣∣E
[
ϕ
(
xS, ξ2, ξ3, . . . , ξD′ ,θTzRF

)]
− E

[
ϕ
(
xS, ξ2, ξ̃3, . . . , ξ̃D′ ,θTzPG

)]
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C ′ L

dc
.

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 xS in the degree-1 and degree-2 Hermite
chaos by their Gaussian equivalents. Note that PS,⊥x is already Gaussian and independent of xS ,
so no replacement is needed for this part. For the degree-2 Hermite term, we can decompose

θTV2PS,⊥h2(x) = 〈W T

\SDθW\S ,H2(x\S)〉+ xSW
T

S DθW\Sx\S ,

where x = (xS ,x\S) ∈ R
s+(d−s), W = [WS ,W\S ] ∈ R

p×(s+(d−s)), and Dθ = diag(θ) ∈ R
p×p. For

the first term, the only nontrivial contraction condition is equivalent to requiring that ‖W T

\SDθW\S‖op
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 ΘPG, and is defined as

ΘCG

W (ε,K) :=
{
θ ∈ ΘPG

W (K) :
∥∥W T

\SDθ W\S
∥∥
op

≤ d−ε,
∥∥W T

S Dθ W\S
∥∥
F
≤ d−ε

}
, (29)

which ensures uniform CLT between PGE and CGE for any fixed K, ε > 0. As before, we will
choose ε > 0 sufficiently small—depending only on the constants in the assumptions—so that
θ̂PG ∈ ΘCG

W (ε,K) with high probability. For brevity, we will omit the subscripts and write ΘCG

when the dependence on W and (ε,K) is clear from context.

Theorem 4.3 (Replacing second-order chaos with partial isotropic gaussian). Let L denote the
class of L-Lipschitz functions ϕ : Rm+1 → R. Then for any constants C,K, ε > 0, there exists
constants c, C ′ > 0 such that with probability at least 1− d−C over W ,

sup
ϕ∈L

sup
θ∈ΘCG

W
(ε,K)

∣∣∣∣∣E
[
ϕ
(
xS, ξ2, ξ3, . . . , ξD′ ,θTzPG

)]
− E

[
ϕ
(
xS, ξ̃2, ξ̃3, . . . , ξ̃D′ ,θTzCG

)]
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C ′ L

dc
.

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,K0, d0 > 0 depending only on the constants in these assumptions,
such that for all KΓ ≥ K0, all d

−c′ ≤ τ1 ≤ 1/(log d)KΓ , all |τ2| ≤ τ1/(log d)
KΓ , and all d ≥ d0, the

following holds: For any twice-differentiable function ϕ : R → R with ‖ϕ‖∞, ‖ϕ′‖∞, ‖ϕ′′‖∞ ≤ 1,

∣∣∣E
[
ϕ
(
R̂∗

n,p(τ ,Z
RF,fRF)

) ]
− E

[
ϕ
(
R̂∗

n,p(τ ,Z
PG,fPG)

) ]∣∣∣ ≤ d−c

τC1
. (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 (Zq,fq) denote the dataset where the first
q samples are drawn from the RF model and the remaining n − q samples from the PGE model.
Thus (Zn,fn) = (ZRF,fRF) and (Z0,f0) = (ZPG,fPG). Define

Φq := R̂∗
n,p(τ ,Zq ,fq),

so that the difference in (30) decomposes as

∣∣E
[
ϕ (Φn)

]
− E

[
ϕ (Φ0)

]∣∣ ≤
n∑

q=1

∣∣E
[
ϕ (Φq)

]
− E

[
ϕ (Φq−1)

]∣∣ .

Each term in the sum is bounded by O(n−1d−cτ−C
1 ). To obtain these bounds, we introduce a leave-

one-out objective Φ\q and perform a second-order Taylor expansion of ϕ(Φq) and ϕ(Φq−1) around
Φ\q, 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 ΘPG

W (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

|µ01Tp θ̂|, ‖µ1W Tθ̂‖2 ≤ (log d)K

follow from the calibrated growth condition (Assumption 3.3): since the empirical risk value is
bounded by R̂n,p(0) ≤ (log d)K with high probability, the empirical predictions ‖ŷI‖2 must re-
main at most (log d)K

′
on a sufficiently large subset I of samples, which in turn controls the

low-dimensional spike directions. Finally, to establish the bound ‖θ̂‖∞ ≤ (log d)K/d1/4, we com-
pare the objective minimum with that of a modified problem in which the j-th feature σ(〈wj ,x〉)
is removed. By strong convexity, the difference between the two objective values controls |θ̂j |, 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 xS . 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,K0, d0 > 0 depending only on the constants in these assumptions,
such that for all KΓ ≥ K0, all d

−c′ ≤ τ1 ≤ 1/(log d)KΓ , all |τ2| ≤ τ1/(log d)
KΓ , and all d ≥ d0, the

following holds. For any twice-differentiable function ϕ : R → R with ‖ϕ‖∞, ‖ϕ′‖∞, ‖ϕ′′‖∞ ≤ 1,

∣∣∣E
[
ϕ
(
R̂∗

n,p(τ ,Z
PG,fPG)

) ]
− E

[
ϕ
(
R̂∗

n,p(τ ,Z
CG,fCG)

) ]∣∣∣ ≤ d−c

τC1
.

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 ΘCG

W (K, ε)
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

‖W T

\SDθ̂
W\S‖op = sup

v∈Sd−1

vTW T

\SDθ̂
W\Sv,

which necessitates a uniform bound over all directions v ∈ S
d−1.

To obtain such a bound, we introduce a leave-one-direction-out (LODO) objective. Specifically,
for each v ∈ S

d−1, we define modified data (Z−v,f−v) by replacing

xi 7→ xi,−v = (I − vvT)xi, wj 7→ wj,−v =
(I − vvT)wj

‖(I − vvT)wj‖2
,

and consider the corresponding objective

Pn,−v(θ) = R̂n,p(θ;Z−v ,f−v) + τ · ΓW−v (θ) + d1/8‖θ‖∞,

where the additional regularization term enforces that the minimizer θ̌−v of Pn,−v satisfies ‖θ̌−v‖∞ =

Õd(d
−1/8) 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 ≤ (log d)K · Y ] ≥ 1− d−C .

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(θ), Y (θ) ≥ 0 indexed
by θ ∈ S, we will likewise write

X(θ) ≺ Y (θ) simultaneously over θ ∈ S

to mean, for any constant C > 0, there exists a constant K ≡ K(C) > 0 such that

P[X(θ) ≤ (log d)K · Y (θ) for all θ ∈ S] ≥ 1− d−C .

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 c ≡ c(D) > 0 depending only on D, P[|F (g) − EF (g)| ≥ t
√

VarF (g)] ≤ 2e−ct2/D .
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 TKΓ
(·) denote a smooth, increasing function satisfying

TKΓ
(x) = x if |x| ≤ (log d)KΓ−1, |TKΓ

(x)| ≤ (log d)KΓ for all x ∈ R.

Recall that the perturbed empirical risk is defined as

R̂n,p(θ; τ ,Z,f) = R̂n,p(θ;Z,f) + τ · ΓW (θ),

where
ΓW
1 (θ) = TKΓ

(
‖V T

+ θ‖22
)
, ΓW

2 (θ) = TKΓ
(LW (θ)),

and
V+ = [µ01p, µ1W ] ∈ R

p×(d+1), LW (θ) = EzPG,yPG [ℓtest(y
PG, 〈θ,zPG〉) | W ].

Throughout, we take τ1 ≥ 0 and ‖τ‖∞ ≤ 1/(log d)KΓ , so that |τ · ΓW (θ)| ≤ 2 for all θ.
We denote

R̂∗
n,p(τ ,Z,f) = min

θ
R̂n,p(θ; τ ,Z,f), θ̂ := argmin

θ

R̂n,p(θ; τ ,Z,f).

When emphasizing dependencies, we use θ̂τ or θ̂(τ ,Z,f).
To prove Theorem 3.9 (universality for the unperturbed empirical risk, τ = 0), we first establish

universality for the perturbed objective with τ1 > 0, and then invoke stability of the ERM to extend
the result to τ1 = 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,K0, d0 > 0 depending only on the constants in these assump-
tions, such that for all KΓ ≥ K0, all d

−c′ ≤ τ1 ≤ 1/(log d)KΓ , all |τ2| ≤ τ1/(log d)
KΓ , and all d ≥ d0,

the following holds: For any twice-differentiable function ϕ : R → R with ‖ϕ‖∞, ‖ϕ′‖∞, ‖ϕ′′‖∞ ≤ 1,

∣∣∣E
[
ϕ
(
R̂∗

n,p(τ ,Z
RF,fRF)

) ]
− E

[
ϕ
(
R̂∗

n,p(τ ,Z
CG,fCG)

) ]∣∣∣ ≤ d−c

τC1
.

To compare with the case τ1 = 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 τ1 ≥ 0 and all 1-Lipschitz functions ϕ : R → R,

E

[ ∣∣∣ϕ
(
R̂∗

n,p(τ ,Z,f)
)
− ϕ

(
R̂∗

n,p((0, τ2),Z,f)
)∣∣∣
]
≤ τ1(log d)

KΓ ,

where (Z,f) ∈ {(ZRF,fRF), (ZCG,fCG)}.

Proof. Since τ1 · Γ1(θ) is nonnegative, using the definition of the perturbed risk,

R̂∗
n,p((0, τ2),Z,f) ≤ R̂∗

n,p(τ ,Z,f) ≤ R̂n,p(θ̂(0,τ2); τ ,Z,f) = R̂∗
n,p((0, τ2),Z,f)+τ1TKΓ

(‖V T

+ θ̂(0,τ2)‖22).

The lemma follows from applying |TKΓ
(·)| ≤ (log d)KΓ .

Combining Theorem A.1 and Lemma A.2 and setting τ1 = d−ε for sufficiently small ε > 0
yields Theorem 3.9. Thus, Appendices C and D are devoted to establishing Theorem A.1 for the
perturbed empirical risk with τ1 > 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

‖zRF‖2 ≺ d, ‖zPG‖2 ≺ d, ‖zCG‖2 ≺ d, |yRF| ≺ 1, |yPG| ≺ 1, |yCG| ≺ 1.

Proof. Expanding zRF =
∑D

k=0 µkVkhk(x) and writing Ex for the expectation over x only (i.e.
conditional on W ), we have

Ex‖zRF‖22 = Tr

D∑

k=0

µ2kVkV
T

k .

Recalling Vk = [qk(w1), . . . , qk(wp)]
T, we have

TrVkV
T

k =

p∑

i=1

〈qk(wi), qk(wi)〉 =
p∑

i=1

〈w⊗k
i ,w⊗k

i 〉 =
p∑

i=1

(‖wi‖22)k = p

for each k = 0, . . . ,D. Furthermore |µk| ≺ 1 by Assumption 3.8, so Ex‖zRF‖22 ≺ p ≍ d2. Then by
Gaussian hypercontractivity over x, we have ‖zRF‖2 ≺ d. For zPG and zCG, we have similarly

Ex,g∗‖zPG‖22 = Ex,g1,g2,g∗‖zCG‖22 = Tr
( 2∑

k=0

µ2kVkV
T

k + µ2>2I
)
≺ d2
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with expectations taken over the independent Gaussian variables x,g∗,g1,g2 defining zPG,zCG.
Then applying hypercontractivity over (x,g∗,g1,g2), also ‖zPG‖2, ‖zCG‖2 ≺ d.

For the labels, we have yRF = η(xS ,β
T
2 h2(x), . . . ,β

T

D′hD′(x), ε) where βk = [βk,1, . . . ,βk,sk ].
The columns of each βk ∈ R

Bd,k×sk have unit norm, so E‖βT

k hk(x)‖22 = sk. Then Gaussian
hypercontractivity over x implies ‖βT

k hk(x)‖2 ≺ 1. We have also |ε| ≺ 1 by Assumption 3.6. Then
by Assumption 3.5 for η(·), |yRF| ≺ 1. Similarly, for yPG and yCG, we may apply also ‖βT

k gk‖2 ≺ 1 for
each k = 2, . . . ,D′ and the Gaussian vector gk ∈ R

Bd,k defining yPG, yCG. Then |yPG|, |yCG| ≺ 1.

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, c0 > 0 such that with probability
at least 1− Ce−cn,

inf
θ∈Rp

1

n

n∑

i=1

1
(
yRFi = − sign(θT1p + θTWxi)

)
≥ c0.

An identical statement holds for the PGE and CGE labels yPGi , yCGi as well as the mixed data
{(xi, yi)}ni=1 for the intermediary problems of the two Lindeberg swapping phases.

Proof. The proof is identical for all data {(xi, yi)}ni=1 with yi ∈ {yRFi , yPGi , yCGi }: By the definition of
fi ∈ {fRFi , fPGi , fCGi }, there exists a constant δ > 0 for which P[‖fi‖2 ≤ 1] ≥ δ. Then by Assumption
3.7, there exists a constant c0 ∈ (0, 1/2) such that for all (a, b) ∈ R× R

d,

P[yi = − sign(a+ bTxi)] = E[P[η(fi, ε) = − sign(a+ bTxi) | xi, fi]] ≥ c0 P[‖fi‖2 ≤ 1] ≥ c0δ.

Let fa,b(x, y) = 1{y = − sign(a + bTx)}. The function class {fa,b : (a, b) ∈ R × R
d} has VC-

dimension at most that of the half-spaces {a + bTx < 0 : (a, b) ∈ S
d} which is d + 1. Thus (c.f.

[Ver18, Theorem 8.3.23]) for a universal constant C > 0,

E sup
(a,b)∈R×Rd

− 1

n

n∑

i=1

1{yi = − sign(a+ bTxi)}
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=Z

≤ n
sup
i=1

−P[yi = − sign(a+ bTxi)] + C

√
d

n
≤ −c0δ

2
.

Applying Talagrand’s concentration inequality [Tal96, Theorem 1.4] P[Z ≥ EZ+t] ≤ Ce−cnt log(1+t)

for universal constants C, c > 0 any t > 0, we have with probability 1− e−c′n that Z ≤ −c0δ/4, i.e.

inf
(a,b)∈R×Rd

1

n

n∑

i=1

1
(
yi = − sign(a+ bTxi)

)
≥ c0δ

4
.

Applying this result to (a, b) = (1Tp θ,W
Tθ) and adjusting c0 finishes the proof.
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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 (Rd)⊙k be the space of symmetric tensors in (Rd)⊗k, where (Rd)⊗k is the space of general
k-th order tensors. Denote by Sym : (Rd)⊗k → (Rd)⊙k the symmetrization map

Sym(T )i1i2...ik =
1

k!

∑

permutations π of {1,2,...,k}
Tiπ(1)iπ(2)...iπ(k)

.

For any k, ℓ ≥ 1, r ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,min(k, ℓ)}, and symmetric tensors S ∈ (Rd)⊙k and T ∈ (Rd)⊙ℓ,
denote the partial contraction ⊗r over r coordinates by

(S ⊗r T )i1...ik−rj1...jℓ−r
=

d∑

a1,...,ar=1

Si1...ik−ra1...arTj1...jℓ−ra1...ar ,

where ⊗0 ≡ ⊗ for r = 0 is the usual tensor product. Then define the symmetrized contractions
⊗̃r : (R

d)⊙k × (Rd)⊙ℓ → (Rd)⊙k+ℓ−2r by

S⊗̃rT = Sym(S ⊗r T ).

Let x ∈ R
d denote a standard Gaussian vector x ∼ N (0, Id). Let L2(G) be the space of

functions of x with finite second moment, equipped with the Gaussian inner-product 〈F,G〉L2(G) =
E[F (x)G(x)]. For each k = 0, 1, 2, . . . define the kth Wiener chaos space

Hk = span
{
Hek(x) : k ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . .}d, ‖k‖1 = k

}
⊂ L2(G),

the closed linear subspace of L2(G) spanned by the multivariate Hermite polynomials of degree k.
For example, H0 is the space of constant functions, H1 is the space of mean-zero linear functions
of x, etc. Let I0 : R → H0 be given by I0(t) = t, and let Ik : (Rd)⊙k → Hk for k ≥ 1 be the linear
map defined by

Ik(T ) =
√
k!〈T , ι(hk(x))〉

where ι : RBd,k → (Rd)⊙k is the isometry defined in Appendix F.1, satisfying 〈ι(u), ι(v)〉 = 〈u,v〉.
Then by the orthogonality of the Hermite polynomials in L2(G), Ik satisfies the isometric property

〈Ik(S), Ik(T )〉L2(G) = k!〈S,T 〉. (31)

Note that by Lemma F.2, Hk is equivalently the linear span of {Hek(〈w,x〉) : w ∈ S
d−1}, and

Ik(w
⊗k) =

√
k! Hek(〈w,x〉) for all w ∈ S

d−1.

We denote by Jk : L2(G) → Hk the orthogonal projection onto Hk. In particular, J0(F ) =
EF (x) is its mean. For any F ∈ L2(G), there exists a unique symmetric tensor Tk ∈ (Rd)⊙k for
each k = 0, 1, 2, . . . such that Jk(F ) = Ik(Tk), and thus

F =
∞∑

k=0

Jk(F ) =
∞∑

k=0

Ik(Tk).
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We define the Malliavin derivative D : dom(D) → (L2(G))d by

DF = (∂x1F, . . . , ∂xd
F ), dom(D) =

{
F ∈ L2(G) :

∞∑

k=0

k‖Jk(F )‖2L2(G) <∞
}

where, for smooth functions F with compact support, ∂xj is the usual partial derivative of F (x) =
F (x1, . . . , xd) in the variable xj, and this is extended by completion to dom(D). We also define the
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck infinitesimal generator L : dom(L) → L2(G) by

LF =

∞∑

k=0

−k Jk(F ), dom(L) =
{
F ∈ L2(G) :

∞∑

k=0

k2‖Jk(F )‖2L2(G) <∞
}
,

and we define its inverse L−1F =
∑∞

k=1− 1
kJk(F ) whenever J0(F ) = EF (x) = 0.

Our computations rest on the following three identities.

Lemma B.1 ([NP09], Eq. (2.29)). For any k, ℓ ≥ 1, S ∈ (Rd)⊙k, and T ∈ (Rd)⊙ℓ,

Ik(S)Iℓ(T ) =

min(k,ℓ)∑

r=0

r!

(
k

r

)(
ℓ

r

)
Ik+ℓ−2r(S⊗̃rT ).

Lemma B.2 ([NO07], Lemma 2). For any k, ℓ ≥ 1, S ∈ (Rd)⊙k, and T ∈ (Rd)⊙ℓ,

(DIk(S))
T(DIℓ(T )) = kℓ

min(k,ℓ)∑

r=1

(r − 1)!

(
k − 1

r − 1

)(
ℓ− 1

r − 1

)
Ik+ℓ−2r(S⊗̃rT ).

Lemma B.3 (Integration-by-parts). Let F ∈ dom(D) ⊂ L2(G) satisfy E[F (x)] = 0, and let
G ∈ dom(D). Then for any smooth and bounded function f : R → R, we have

E [F (x)f(G(x))] = E
[〈
DG(x), −DL−1F (x)

〉
f ′
(
G(x)

)]
.

Proof. This follows as in [NP09, Theorem 3.1], writing F = LL−1F = −δDL−1F where δ is
the adjoint of D satisfying E[F · δv] = E〈DF, v〉. Hence E[Ff(G)] = −E[(δDL−1F )f(G)] =
E[f ′(G)〈DG,−DL−1F 〉], where we used the chain rule Df(G) = f ′(G)DG.

In the case of F (x) = 〈w,x〉 ∈ H1 and G(x) = 〈w′,x〉 ∈ H1 for w,w′ ∈ R
d, we have

−L−1F = F , DF (x) = w, and DG(x) = w′, so this gives the usual Gaussian integration-by-parts
identity

E[〈w,x〉f(〈w′,x〉)] = 〈w,w′〉Ef ′(〈w′,x〉).
Lemma B.3 may be understood as a generalization of this identity to higher-order Hermite poly-
nomial functions F,G ∈ Hk and linear combinations of such functions.

B.2 Excess kurtosis bound

Lemma B.4. Fix any k ≥ 1, and let Q = Ik(T ) ∈ Hk for some T ∈ (Rd)⊙k. Then there is a
constant C > 0 depending only on k for which

C−1 k−1
max
r=1

‖T ⊗r T ‖22 ≤ E[Q4]− 3E[Q2]2 ≤ C
k−1
max
r=1

‖T ⊗r T ‖22.
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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,

Q2 =

k∑

r=0

r!

(
k

r

)2

I2(k−r)(T ⊗̃rT ).

Taking the expected square and using the isometric property (31) of {Ik}k≥0, we have

E[Q4] = E[(Q2)2] =
k∑

r=0

(r!)2
(
k

r

)4

E[I2(k−r)(T ⊗̃rT )2]

=
k∑

r=0

(r!)2
(
k

r

)4

[2(k − r)]!‖T ⊗̃rT ‖22

= (k!)2‖T ‖42 + (2k)!‖T ⊗̃0T ‖22 +
k−1∑

r=1

(r!)2
(
k

r

)4

[2(k − r)]!‖T ⊗̃rT ‖22, (32)

the final equality isolating the two summands for r = k and r = 0. For the r = 0 term, we have

‖T ⊗̃0T ‖22 = ‖Sym(T ⊗ T )‖22 =
1

(2k)!2

∑

π,π′

〈π(T ⊗ T ), π′(T ⊗ T )〉

where the summation is over all pairs of permutations π, π′ of {1, . . . , 2k}, and π(T⊗T ) is the tensor
that permutes the indices of T ⊗ T according to π. Since T is symmetric, it may be checked that
〈π(T ⊗ T ), π′(T ⊗ T )〉 depends only on the cardinality r = |{π(1), . . . , π(k)} ∩ {π′(1), . . . , π′(k)}|
and is given by

〈π(T ⊗ T ), π′(T ⊗ T )〉 = ‖T ⊗r T ‖22.
For each fixed π, the number of permutations π′ with r = |{π(1), . . . , π(k)} ∩ {π′(1), . . . , π′(k)}| is(
k
r

)2
(k!)2, so

‖T ⊗̃0T ‖22 =
1

(2k)!

k∑

r=0

(
k

r

)2

(k!)2‖T ⊗r T ‖22 = 2 · (k!)
2

(2k)!
‖T ‖42 +

k−1∑

r=1

(k!)2

(2k)!

(
k

r

)2

‖T ⊗r T ‖22,

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

E[Q4] = 3(k!)2‖T ‖42 +
k−1∑

r=1

(r!)2
(
k

r

)4

[2(k − r)]!‖T ⊗̃rT ‖22 +
k−1∑

r=1

(k!)2
(
k

r

)2

‖T ⊗r T ‖22.

The lemma then follows from the identity 3E[Q2]2 = 3E[Ik(T )2]2 = 3(k!)2‖T ‖42, and the bound
‖T ⊗̃rT ‖22 ≤ ‖T ⊗r T ‖22.

Lemma B.4 allows us to give a different formulation of the genericity condition

E[〈βki,hk(x)〉4] ≤ 3 + d−c

for the unit vectors βki of Assumption 3.5: Let ι(βki) ∈ (Rd)⊙k be the symmetric tensor embedding
of βki, so that

〈βki,hk(x)〉 = 〈ι(βki), ι(hk(x))〉 = Ik

(
ι(βki)√
k!

)
.
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By Lemma B.4, the genericity condition (21) is then equivalent to the existence of a constant c′ > 0
such that for all k = 2, . . . ,D′ and i = 1, . . . , sk,

‖βki‖2 = 1, ‖ι(βki)⊗r ι(βki)‖F ≤ d−c′ for every 1 ≤ r ≤ k − 1. (33)

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

Lemma B.5. If βki ∼ Unif(SBd,k−1), then for any constants C > 0 and c′ ∈ (0, 1/2), βki satisfies
(33) with probability at least 1− d−C for all large d.

Proof. Let us represent βki = g/‖g‖2, where g ∼ N (0, I) ∈ R
Bd,k . Write G = ι(g) ∈ (Rd)⊙k.

Fixing r ∈ {1, . . . , k − 1}, we have (G ⊗r G)I,I′ =
∑

A GI,AGI′,A where I = (i1, . . . , ik−r), I
′ =

(i′1, . . . , i
′
k−r), and A = (a1, . . . , ar) denote tuples of indices in [d]. Thus

‖G ⊗r G‖2F =
∑

I,I′

(∑

A

GI,AGI′,A

)2
=

∑

I,I′,A,A′

GI,AGI′,AGI,A′GI′,A′ .

Note that two entries GI,A andGI′,A′ of G are independent unless (I,A) is a permutation of (I ′, A′).
Thus E[GI,AGI′,AGI,A′GI′,A′ ] = 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, I ′, A,A′) satisfying each case is
at most Cdk−rdrdr, Cdrdk−rdk−r, and Cdk respectively, for a constant C > 0 depending only on
(k, r). Thus

E‖G⊗r G‖2F ≺ max(dk+r, dk+(k−r)) ≺ d2k−1.

By Gaussian hypercontractivity, this implies ‖G ⊗r G‖F ≺ dk−1/2. On the other hand, since
Bd,k ≍ dk, a standard chi-squared tail bound shows 1/‖g‖2 ≺ d−k/2. So

‖ι(βki)⊗r ι(βki)‖F =
1

‖g‖22
· ‖G⊗r G‖F ≺ d−1/2,

which implies the lemma.

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 x ∼ N (0, Id), and recall the vector hl(x) ∈ R
Bd,l of degree-l multivariate Hermite

polynomials.

Definition B.6 (Tuple-indexed chaos vector along the interpolation path). Fix integers K ≥ 1
and K ′ ∈ {0, . . . ,K}. For each l = 1, . . . ,K, fix an integer kl ≥ 1 and choose coefficient vectors
al1, . . . ,alkl ∈ R

Bd,l. Let

I :=
{
(l, j)

∣∣ l = 1, . . . ,K, j = 1, . . . , kl
}
.

For every l > K ′, let gl ∼ N (0, IBd,l
) be independent of each other and of x. For t ∈ [0, 1] and

each (l, j) ∈ I, define

sl,j(t) =




aT

lj hl(x), l ≤ K ′,

aT

lj

(√
1− thl(x) +

√
t gl

)
, K ′ < l ≤ K,

and set s(t) = (sl,j(t))(l,j)∈I .

45



The special cases are s(0), which recovers the original chaos vector, and s(1), which replaces
all orders l > K ′ by Gaussian surrogates.

Theorem B.7 (Partial Gaussian Equivalence Theorem). Let K ≥ 1, K ′ ∈ {0, . . . ,K}, and s(t) =(
sl,j(t)

)
(l,j)∈I ∈ R

k1+···+kK be as in Definition B.6. Let

Ihigh := {(l, j) ∈ I : l > K ′}

denote the set of swapped coordinates. Let ϕ : Rk1+···+kK → R be any twice continuously-differentiable
function, with ‖‖∇2ϕ‖op‖∞ < ∞. Then

∣∣E
[
ϕ(s(0)) − ϕ(s(1))

] ∣∣ ≤ C ‖‖∇2ϕ‖op‖∞
∑

α∈Ihigh

∑

β∈I

√
Var
(
〈∇xsα(0), ∇xsβ(0)〉

)
,

where ∇x denotes the gradient in x, and C > 0 is a constant depending only on K, K ′, and {kl}Kl=1.

Proof. Define
ψ(t) = E

[
ϕ(s(t))

]
, t ∈ [0, 1],

so that ∣∣∣E
[
ϕ(s(0)) − ϕ(s(1))

]∣∣∣ = |ψ(1) − ψ(0)| ≤
∫ 1

0
|ψ′(t)|dt. (34)

By the form of sl,j(t), only the coordinates (l, j) ∈ Ihigh depend on t. Thus

ψ′(t) = E

[
∑

α=(l,j)∈Ihigh
∂αϕ(s(t)) ·

1

2

( 1√
t
aT

ljgl − 1√
1− t

aT

ljhl(x)
)]
. (35)

Step 1: Gaussian integration by parts for the gl-term. Fix α = (l, j) ∈ Ihigh. For the term
involving gl in (35), we apply Gaussian integration-by-parts on gl. The chain rule yields

∇gl

(
∂αϕ(s(t))

)
=

kl∑

j′=1

∂2α,(l,j′)ϕ(s(t))∇glsl,j′(t) =
√
t

kl∑

j′=1

∂2α,(l,j′)ϕ(s(t))alj′ .

Therefore,

E

[
∂αϕ(s(t)) ·

1

2
√
t
aT

ljgl

]
=

1

2
E

[〈
∇gl

(
∂αϕ(s(t))

)
, alj

〉]
=

1

2
E

[ kl∑

j′=1

∂2α,(l,j′)ϕ(s(t)) a
T

ljalj′

]
.

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

G = ∂αϕ(s(t)), F = aT

ljhl(x), f(u) = u.

Here F lies in the l-th Wiener chaos (l ≥ 1), so L−1F = −1
lF and hence −DL−1F = 1

lDF , where
the Malliavin derivative D is simply the gradient ∇x. Therefore

E

[
∂αϕ(s(t)) · aT

ljhl(x)
]

=
1

l
E

[〈
∇x∂αϕ(s(t)), ∇xa

T

ljhl(x)
〉]

=
1

l
E

[〈
∇x∂αϕ(s(t)), ∇xsα(0)

〉]
.
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By the chain rule and the explicit form of sr,j′(t),

∇x∂αϕ(s(t)) =
∑

γ∈I
∂2γαϕ(s(t)) ∇xsγ(t), ∇xsr,j′(t) =

{
∇xsr,j′(0), r ≤ K ′,
√
1− t∇xsr,j′(0), r > K ′.

Splitting the sum accordingly and inserting the prefactor 1
2
√
1−t

from (35), we obtain

E

[
∂αϕ(s(t)) ·

1

2
√
1− t

aT

ljhl(x)
]
=

1

2
√
1− t

· 1
l
E

[ ∑

γ=(r,j′)∈I
∂2γαϕ(s(t))

〈
∇xsr,j′(t), ∇xsα(0)

〉]

=
1

2
· 1
l
E

[ ∑

γ∈Ihigh
∂2γαϕ(s(t))

〈
∇xsγ(0), ∇xsα(0)

〉]

+
1

2
√
1− t

· 1
l
E

[ ∑

δ∈(I\Ihigh)
∂2δαϕ(s(t))

〈
∇xsδ(0), ∇xsα(0)

〉]
.

Step 3: Centering by Lemma B.2. For any l, l′ ≥ 1 and j ∈ {1, . . . , kl}, j′ ∈ {1, . . . , kl′},
write

sl,j(0) = Il

( ι(alj)√
l!

)
, sl′,j′(0) = Il′

( ι(al′j′)√
l′!

)
.

Lemma B.2 then directly implies that

E

[
1

l

〈
∇xsl,j(0), ∇xsl′,j′(0)

〉]
=

{
aT

ljalj′, l = l′,

0, l 6= l′.

Thus, for any α = (l, j), with some simple calculation,

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1

2
E

[ kl∑

j′=1

∂2α,(l,j′)ϕ(s(t)) a
T

ljalj′

]
− 1

2
E

[1
l

∑

γ∈Ihigh
∂2γαϕ(s(t))

〈
∇xsα(0), ∇xsγ(0)

〉]
∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤C ‖‖∇2ϕ‖op‖∞
∑

γ∈Ihigh

√
Var
(
〈∇xsα(0), ∇xsγ(0)〉

)
.

Similarly,

1

2
√
1− t

E

[1
l

∑

δ∈(I\Ihigh)
∂2αδϕ(s(t))

〈
∇xsα(0), ∇xsδ(0)

〉]

≤ C‖‖∇2ϕ‖op‖∞√
1− t

∑

δ∈(I\Ihigh)

√
Var(〈∇xsα(0),∇xsδ(0)〉).

Noting that
∫ 1
0

1√
1−t

dt = 2, we conclude that

(34) ≤ C ‖‖∇2ϕ‖op‖∞
∑

α∈Ihigh

∑

δ∈I

√
Var
(
〈∇xsα(0), ∇xsδ(0)〉

)
.
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Corollary B.8. Adopt the notation of Theorem B.7. Assume the coefficient families satisfy

max
l≤K ′

max
1≤j≤kl

‖alj‖2 ≤ B, (36)

max
K ′<l

max
1≤j≤kl

∣∣∣E
(
aT

ljhl(x)
)4 − 3‖alj‖42

∣∣∣ ≤ ρ, (37)

for some parameters B ≡ B(d) > 0 and ρ ≡ ρ(d) > 0. Then, for any twice continuously-
differentiable function ϕ : Rk1+···+kK → R with ‖‖∇2ϕ‖op‖∞ <∞,

∣∣E
[
ϕ(s0)− ϕ(s1)

] ∣∣ ≤ C ‖‖∇2ϕ‖op‖∞
(
Bρ1/4 + ρ1/2

)
,

for a constant C > 0 depending only on K, K ′, and the multiplicities {kl}Kl=1.

Proof. Recall that Ihigh = {(l, j) : l > K ′} and I =
⋃K

l=1{(l, j) : 1 ≤ j ≤ kl}.

Step 1: Diagonal high–high terms. Fix α = (l, j) ∈ Ihigh and set F (x) = sα(0) = aT

ljhl(x) =

Il(
ι(alj)√

l!
). By Lemma B.2,

1

l
‖∇xF‖22 = ‖alj‖22 + l

l−1∑

r=1

(r − 1)!

(
l − 1

r − 1

)2

I2l−2r

( ι(alj)√
l!

⊗̃r
ι(alj)√

l!

)
,

where we recall that ι(alj) is an isometry satisfying 〈ι(alj), ι(alj)〉 = ‖alj‖22. Then orthogonality of
chaoses gives

Var
(
‖∇xF‖22

)
= l4

l−1∑

r=1

(
(r − 1)!

l!

)2(l − 1

r − 1

)4

(2l − 2r)!‖ι(alj)⊗̃rι(alj)‖2F .

Lemma B.4 implies
Var
(
‖∇xF‖22

)
≤ C

(
E[F 4]− 3E[F 2]2

)
≤ Cρ,

where we used (37) for the final inequality.

Step 2: Off-diagonal high–high terms. Let α = (l, j) and β = (l′, j′) be two distinct indices
in Ihigh with l ≤ l′. Writing sα(0) = Il(H) and sβ(0) = Il′(G), where

H =
ι(alj)√

l!
, G =

ι(al′j′)√
l′!

,

the product formula Lemma B.2 gives

〈∇xsα(0),∇xsβ(0)〉 = ll′
l∑

r=1

(r − 1)!

(
l − 1

r − 1

)(
l′ − 1

r − 1

)
Il+l′−2r(H⊗̃rG).

Squaring and using orthogonality, if l < l′ we have

Var(〈∇xsα(0),∇xsβ(0)〉) = l2l′2
l∑

r=1

(r − 1)!2
(
l − 1

r − 1

)2(l′ − 1

r − 1

)2

(l + l′ − 2r)! ‖H⊗̃rG‖2F , (38)
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and if l = l′ we have as in Step 1 above

Var(〈∇xsα(0),∇xsβ(0)〉) = l4
l−1∑

r=1

(r − 1)!2
(
l − 1

r − 1

)4

(2l − 2r)! ‖H⊗̃rG‖2F . (39)

For 1 ≤ r < l, observe that ‖H⊗̃rG‖F ≤ ‖H ⊗r G‖F , where (H ⊗r G)I,J =
∑

AHI,AGJ,A for
index tuples I = (i1, . . . , il−r), J = (j1, . . . , jl′−r), and A = (a1, . . . , ar). Then

‖H⊗̃rG‖2F ≤
∑

I,J

(∑

A

HI,AGJ,A

)2
=
∑

I,J

∑

A,B

HI,AGJ,AHI,B GJ,B

=
∑

A,B

(H ⊗ l−r H)A,B(G⊗ l′−r G)A,B

≤
∥∥H ⊗ l−r H

∥∥
F

∥∥G⊗ l′−r G
∥∥
F
≤ 1

2

(
‖H ⊗l−r H‖2F + ‖G⊗l′−r G‖2F

)
. (40)

Then applying Lemma B.4 as above, ‖H⊗̃rG‖2F ≤ Cρ. For the maximal contraction r = l when
l < l′, (40) implies

‖H⊗̃lG‖2F ≤ ‖H‖2F ‖G ⊗l′−l G‖F ,
so ‖H⊗̃lG‖2F ≤ CB2ρ1/2 by Lemma B.4. Substituting these bounds into (38) and (39) yields

Var(〈∇xsα(0),∇xsβ(0)〉) ≤ C
(
ρ+B2ρ1/2

)

Step 3: Mixed high–low terms. For α ∈ Ihigh and β ∈ I \ Ihigh, the same argument gives the
identical bound

Var
(
〈∇xsα(0),∇xsβ(0)〉

)
≤ C

(
ρ+B2ρ1/2

)
.

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

B.4 Proof of Theorem 4.2

Recall the decomposition
hk(x) = PShk(x) + PS,⊥hk(x)

where PShk(x) is supported on the degree-k multivariate Hermite polynomials involving only xS ,
and PS,⊥hk(x) is supported on those that involve some coordinate of x\S . We consider a further
decomposition of PS,⊥hk(x),

hk(x) = PShk(x) + P
mixed
S,⊥ hk(x) + P

pure
S,⊥ hk(x)

where P
pure
S,⊥ hk(x) is supported on those Hermite polynomials involving only x\S , and P

mixed
S,⊥ hk(x)

is supported on those depending on both xS and x\S . We will write as shorthand

hk,S(x) = PShk(x) + P
mixed
S,⊥ hk(x), hk,\S = P

pure
S,⊥ hk(x),

i.e. hk,\S(x) is supported on the indices {k : k1+. . .+ks = 0} and hk,S(x) is supported on the indices
{k : k1 + . . .+ ks ≥ 1}. For a Gaussian vector gk ∼ N (0, IBd,k

), we decompose correspondingly

gk = gk,S + gk,\S.

The following lemma first controls the magnitudes of the components in Theorem 4.2 corre-
sponding to hk,S(x) and gk,S.
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Lemma B.9. For any fixed constant K > 0, there exists a constant c > 0 such that

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

sup
θ∈ΘPG

W
(K)

Ex

∣∣∣∣∣θ
T

D∑

k=3

µkVkhk,S(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≺
1

d1/2µ1
+

1

d1/4
, (41)

sup
θ∈ΘPG

W
(K)

Egk

∣∣∣∣∣θ
T

D∑

k=3

µkVkgk,S

∣∣∣∣∣ ≺
1

d1/2µ1
+

1

d1/4
. (42)

2. For the target function component of each order k ≥ 2 and each i ∈ [sk],

Ex

∣∣∣β⊤
kihk,S(x)

∣∣∣ ≺ 1

dc
, Egk

∣∣∣β⊤
kigk,S

∣∣∣ ≺ 1

dc
. (43)

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

Proof of (41). For a multivariate polynomial p(x), we denote PS [p(x)] as the summation of
all monomials in p(x) that are dependent on at least one variable x1, . . . , xs. Note that for any
k1, . . . , ks ≥ 0 with k1 + . . .+ ks ≥ 1,

s∏

i=1

Heki(xi) = PS

[ s∏

i=1

Heki(xi)

]
− EPS

[ s∏

i=1

Heki(xi)

]
,

where the right-most term must be the constant in the monomial expansion of
∏s

i=1Heki(xi) by
the identity E

∏s
i=1 Heki(xi) = 0. Then hk,S(x) = PShk(x)− ExS

PShk(x), implying that

θ⊤Vkhk,S(x) = PS [θ
⊤Vkhk(x)] − ExS

PS [θ
⊤Vkhk(x)].

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

sup
θ∈ΘPG

W
(K)

Ex

∣∣∣∣∣PS

[
θT

D∑

k=3

µkVkhk(x)

]∣∣∣∣∣ ≺
1

d1/2µ1
+

1

d1/4
. (44)

For this, let us write H̃ej(x) =
√
j!Hej(x). Then

θTVkhk(x) =

p∑

i=1

θi
1√
k!
H̃ek(〈wi,x〉).

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

PS

[
H̃ek(〈wi,x〉)

]
=

k−1∑

j=0

(
k

j

)
〈wiS ,xS〉k−jH̃ej(〈wi\S ,x\S〉)

where wi = (wiS ,wi\S) and x = (xS ,x\S). Thus,

(
Ex

∣∣∣∣∣PS

[
p∑

i=1

θiH̃ek(〈wi,x〉)
]∣∣∣∣∣

)2

≤ Ex

(
PS

[
p∑

i=1

θiH̃ek(〈wi,x〉)
])2
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= Ex




k−1∑

j=0

(
k

j

)[ p∑

i=1

θi〈wiS ,xS〉k−jH̃ej(〈wi\S ,x\S〉)
]


2

≤ C

k−1∑

j=0

Ex

(
p∑

i=1

θi〈wiS ,xS〉k−jH̃ej(〈wi\S ,x\S〉)
)2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=Aj

.

For fixed j, this quantity Aj ≡ Aj(θ,W ) satisfies

Aj = Ex

p∑

i,l=1

θiθl〈wiS,xS〉k−j〈wlS,xS〉k−jH̃ej(〈wi\S ,x\S〉)H̃ej(〈wl\S ,x\S〉)

(a)
= Ex

p∑

i,l=1

θiθl〈wiS,xS〉k−j〈wlS,xS〉k−j




⌊ j
2
⌋∑

q=0

(−1)q‖wi\S‖j−2q
2 ‖wiS‖2q2

(
j

2q

)
(2q)!

2qq!
H̃ej−2q

(〈wi\S ,x\S〉
‖wi\S‖2

)



·




⌊ j
2
⌋∑

q=0

(−1)q‖wl\S‖j−2l
2 ‖wlS‖2q2

(
j

2q

)
(2q)!

2qq!
H̃ej−2q

(〈wl\S ,x\S〉
‖wl\S‖2

)



(b)
=

p∑

i,l=1

θiθl p2(k−j)(wiS ,wlS)

⌊ j
2
⌋∑

q=0

‖wiS‖2q2 ‖wlS‖2q2
(
j

2q

)2((2q)!
2qq!

)2
(j − 2q)!〈wi\S ,wl\S〉j−2q

where (a) holds by Lemma F.1, and (b) holds by independence of xS ,x\S and Lemma F.3, for
a polynomial p2(k−j)(wiS ,wlS) that is homogeneous of degree 2(k − j) representing a sum over
pairings of k − j copies of wiS and k − j copies of wlS. Isolating the terms for i = l, this implies

Aj ≤ C

p∑

i=1

θ2i ‖wiS‖2(k−j)
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=A

(1)
j

+C

⌊ j
2
⌋∑

q=0




p∑

i,l=1
i 6=l

θiθlp2(k−j)(wiS,wlS)‖wiS‖2q2 ‖wlS‖2q2 〈wi\S ,wl\S〉j−2q




+︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=A

(2)
j,q

.

For the first term A
(1)
j , for any j ∈ {0, . . . , k−1} and θ ∈ ΘPG

W (K), applying supi,k |wik| ≺ d−1/2

and the condition ‖θ‖2 ≺ 1 defining ΘPG

W (K),

A
(1)
j ≺ d−1. (45)

For the second term A
(2)
j,q , applying supi,k |wik| ≺ d−1/2 and supi 6=l〈wi,wl〉 ≺ d−1/2,

A
(2)
j,q ≺

p∑

i,l=1
i 6=l

|θiθl|(d−1/2)2k−j+2q. (46)
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When k ≥ 4, since j ≤ k − 1 and q ≤ ⌊j/2⌋, the exponent 2k − j + 2q in (46) is at least 5. Thus,
we have

A
(2)
j,q ≺

p∑

i,l

|θiθl|
1

d5/2
≺ 1√

d

p∑

i=1

θ2i ≺ 1√
d
. (47)

When k = 3, the same bound holds for j 6= 2, or q 6= 0. The only remaining case is j = 2 and
q = 0, for which p2(k−j)(wiS ,wlS) = 〈wiS ,wlS〉 and we need to control

A
(2)
j,q =

( p∑

i 6=l

θiθl〈wiS ,wlS〉〈wi\S ,wl\S〉2
)
+
≤
( p∑

i,l

θiθl〈wiS ,wlS〉〈wi\S ,wl\S〉2
)
+
. (48)

To analyze this, let W\S ∈ R
p×(d−1) have rows {wi\S}pi=1, and let M ∈ R

p×p and U ∈ R
p×s

have entries Mil = (〈wi\S ,wl\S〉)2 and Uik = θiwik. Then the upper bound in (48) is precisely

(TrUTMU)+. Recalling the identity VkV
T

k = (WW T)⊙k and defining V2,\S ∈ R
p×Bd−s,2 from

W\S in the same manner as V2 is defined from W , we have M = V2,\SV T

2,\S. Here, as in Corol-
lary F.7, V2,\S has a decomposition

V2,\S = V ′
2c +

1

d
1pe

′T
c ,

where ‖V ′
2c‖op ≺ 1 and e′c = (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 � 2AAT + 2BBT,

TrUTMU = TrUT(V2,\SV
T

2,\S)U ≤ 2TrUT(V ′
2cV

′
2c

T)U + 2TrUT

(
1

d2
1pe

′T
c e′c1

T

p

)
U

= 2‖V ′
2c

TU‖2F +
2‖e′c‖22
d2

‖1TpU‖22. (49)

For the first term of (49), since ‖V ′
2c‖op ≺ 1, we have

2‖V ′
2c

TU‖2F ≤ 2‖V ′
2c

T‖2op‖U‖2F ≺
p∑

i=1

θ2i ‖wiS‖22 ≺
1

d
.

For the second term in (49), note that ‖e′c‖22 = d − s and 1TpU =
∑

i θiwiS = θTWeS , where

eS ∈ R
d has first s entries 1 and remaining entries 0. From the definition of ΘPG

W (K), we know
‖µ1θ⊤W ‖2 ≺ 1, which implies |θ⊤WeS | ≺ 1/|µ1|. Thus, the second term is bounded as

2‖e′c‖22
d2

‖1TpU‖22 ≺ 1

dµ21
.

Combining these bounds gives

A
(2)
j,q ≺ 1

dµ21
. (50)

Finally, combining (45), (47), and (50) shows Aj ≺ (dµ21)
−1 + d−1/2 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 Vk = [qk(w1), . . . , qk(wp)]
⊤, we have simi-

larly

Egk(θ
⊤Vkgk,S)

2 = Egk

( p∑

i=1

θi〈qk(wi),gk,S〉
)2

=

p∑

i,l=1

θiθl

(
〈qk(wi), qk(wl)〉 − 〈qk(wi\S), qk(wl\S)〉

)

=

p∑

i,l=1

θiθl

(
〈wi,wl〉k − 〈wi\S ,wl\S〉k

)

=

p∑

i,l=1

θiθl

k−1∑

j=0

(
k

j

)
〈wiS ,wlS〉k−j〈wi\S ,wl\S〉j

≤ C

k−1∑

j=0

(
p∑

i=1

θ2i ‖wiS‖2(k−j)
2 + C

(
p∑

i,l=1
i 6=l

θiθl〈wiS ,wlS〉j〈wi\S ,wl\S〉k−j

)

+

)
.

This is bounded in the same way as the above terms A
(1)
j and A

(2)
j,q for q = 0, showing (42).

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

Ex

(
β⊤
kihk,S(x)

)2
= Egk

(
β⊤
kigk,S

)2
=

∑

k:‖k‖1=k, k1+...+ks≥1

(βki)
2
k. (51)

We relate this sum to the genericity condition for βki. Let T = ι(βki) ∈ (Rd)⊙k, where ι 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}:

ST =
∑

i:i∩{1,...,s}6=∅
(Ti)

2

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

‖T ⊗k−1 T ‖F ≤ d−c′ .

Then letting A = T ⊗k−1 T , its diagonal entries satisfy Arr ≤ ‖A‖F ≤ d−c′ . On the other hand,
since T is symmetric, for each j ∈ {1, . . . , k},

Arr =
∑

a2,...,ak

(Tr,a2,...,ak)
2 =

∑

i:ij=r

(Ti)
2,

so

ST ≤
k∑

j=1

s∑

r=1

∑

i:ij=r

(Ti)
2 = k(A11 + . . . +Ass) ≺ d−c′ .
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The next lemma checks the condition needed in Corollary B.8 to replace the components of
hk,\S(x) by Gaussian surrogates.

Lemma B.10. For any constant K > 0 and each k = 3, . . . ,D,

sup
θ∈ΘPG

W
(K)

Ex[(θ
TVkhk,\S(x))

4]− 3[Ex(θ
TVkhk,\S(x))

2]2 ≺ 1

d1/4
+

1

dµ21
.

Proof. To ease notation, we will consider S = ∅. The proof for general S holds verbatim, upon
replacing wi throughout by wi\S .

For any integer k ≥ 3, let Qk(x) = θTVkhk(x). We write this variable as Qk(x) = Ik(Tk),
where Tk is a symmetric k-th order tensor defined as

Tk =
1√
k!

p∑

i=1

θiw
⊗k
i .

By Lemma B.4, the deviation from Gaussianity is bounded by
∣∣∣Ex[Qk(x)

4]− 3
(
Ex[Qk(x)

2]
)2∣∣∣ ≤ C max

r=1,...,k−1
‖Tk ⊗r Tk‖2F ,

where C is a constant depending only on k. We proceed to bound ‖Tk ⊗r Tk‖2F uniformly for all
θ ∈ ΘPG

W (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 Tk ∈ R

d⊗k
into a matrix A ∈ R

dr×dk−r
. Writing I = (i1, . . . , ir) and

J = (j1, . . . , jk−r), the entries of A are given by AI,J = (Tk)i1,...,ir,j1,...,jk−r
. Then (Tk ⊗r Tk)J,J ′ =

(ATA)J,J ′ , and
‖Tk ⊗r Tk‖2F = ‖ATA‖2F .

Due to the symmetry, we can assume without loss of generality that 1 ≤ r ≤ k − r.

Applying A = 1√
k!

∑p
i=1 θi(w

⊗r
i )(w

⊗(k−r)
i )T,

ATA =
1

k!

p∑

i,j=1

θiθj〈w⊗r
i ,w⊗r

j 〉(w⊗(k−r)
i )(w

⊗(k−r)
j )T

=
1

k!

p∑

i,j=1

θiθj〈wi,wj〉r(w⊗(k−r)
i )(w

⊗(k−r)
j )T.

Then, since ‖ATA‖2F = Tr((ATA)2),

‖ATA‖2F =
1

(k!)2

∑

i,j,l,m

θiθjθlθm〈wi,wj〉r〈wl,wm〉r Tr
(
(w

⊗(k−r)
i )(w

⊗(k−r)
j )T(w

⊗(k−r)
l )(w⊗(k−r)

m )T
)

=
1

(k!)2

∑

i,j,l,m

θiθjθlθm〈wi,wj〉r〈wl,wm〉r〈wj,wl〉k−r〈wm,wi〉k−r.

Define Mm = VmV ⊤
m ∈ R

p×p with entries (Mm)ij = 〈wi,wj〉m. The above can be rewritten as

‖ATA‖2F =
1

(k!)2

∑

i,j,l,m

θiθjθlθm(Mr)ij(Mr)lm(Mk−r)il(Mk−r)jm.

Letting H = MrDθMk−rDθMr where Dθ = diag(θ), this is equivalently

‖Tk ⊗r Tk‖2F = ‖A⊤A‖2F =
1

(k!)2
θT(H ◦Mk−r)θ.
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Step 2: Bounding Strategy via Matrix Decomposition. For any integer m ≥ 1, note that

(Mm)ij =

d∑

a1,...,am=1

(wia1 · · ·wiam)(wja1 · · ·wjam)

d∑

a1,...,am=1

(wa1 ⊙ · · · ⊙wam)i · (wa1 ⊙ · · · ⊙wam)j .

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

Mm =

d∑

a1,...,am=1

(wa1 ⊙ · · · ⊙wam)(wa1 ⊙ · · · ⊙wam)
T.

By the identity A ◦ (xyT) = diag(x)Adiag(y), we then get:

θT(H ◦Mk−r)θ =
∑

a1,...,ak−r

θT(H ◦ [(wa1 ⊙ · · · ⊙wak−r
)(wa1 ⊙ · · · ⊙wak−r

)T])θ

=
∑

a1,...,ak−r

θTdiag(wa1 ⊙ · · · ⊙wak−r
)Hdiag(wa1 ⊙ · · · ⊙wak−r

)θ

≤ ‖H‖op
∑

a1,...,ak−r

‖diag(wa1 ⊙ · · · ⊙wak−r
)θ‖22

= ‖H‖op
p∑

i=1

θ2i




∑

a1,...,ak−r

w2
ia1 . . . w

2
iak−r


 ≤ ‖H‖op‖θ‖22 ≺ ‖H‖op.

For 3 ≤ r ≤ k − r, Lemma F.8 and the condition ‖θ‖∞ ≺ d−1/4 provide ‖H‖op ≺ d−1/2. 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 r = 1 and k − r = 2. In this case, ‖H‖op = ‖W TDθM2DθW ‖op, where
M2 = V2V

T
2 . We use the decomposition of V2 from Corollary F.7:

V2 = V2c +
1

d
1pe

T

c ,

where ‖V2c‖op ≺ 1. This implies

‖H‖op ≺ ‖W⊤DθV2cV
T

2cθW ‖op +
∥∥∥∥W

TDθ

(
1

d
1p1

T

p

)
DθW

∥∥∥∥
op

.

The spike component of M2 contributes the following term to the operator norm:
∥∥∥∥W

TDθ

(
1

d
1p1

T

p

)
DθW

∥∥∥∥
op

=
1

d

∥∥∥(W TDθ1p)(1
T

pDθW )
∥∥∥
op

=
1

d

∥∥∥W Tθ

∥∥∥
2

2
≺ 1

dµ21
,

the last inequality using ‖µ1θTW ‖2 ≺ 1 from the definition of ΘPG

W (K). The centered (bounded
norm) component of M2 satisfies

‖W TDθV2cV
T

2cDθW ‖op ≤ ‖W TDθ‖op‖V2c‖2op‖DθW ‖op ≺ ‖W TDθDθW ‖op = ‖W TD2
θW ‖op.

To bound this term, we apply a ǫ-net argument. For any unit vector v ∈ R
d, consider the quadratic

form

vTW TD2
θWv =

p∑

i=1

θ2i (w
T

i v)
2 ≤

√√√√
p∑

i=1

θ4i

√√√√
p∑

i=1

(wT
i v)

4 ≤ ‖θ‖∞‖θ‖2

√√√√
p∑

i=1

(wT
i v)

4. (52)
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Since θ ∈ ΘPG

W (K), we have ‖θ‖∞ ≤ d−1/4(log d)K and ‖θ‖2 ≤ (log d)K . For any fixed unit vector
v ∈ R

d, the random variables {
√
dw⊤

i v}pi=1 and i.i.d. and O(1)-subgaussian. Then a standard tail

bound shows P[
∑p

i=1(
√
dw⊤

i v)
4 − E(

√
dw⊤

i v)
4 ≥ t] ≤ 2e−cmin(t1/2,t2/p) for a constant c > 0. For

any C > 0, applying this bound with t ≍ d2 ≍ p, this implies that there exists C ′ > 0 sufficiently
large such that

∑p
i=1(w

T
i v)

4 ≤ C ′ with probability at least 1− e−Cd. Then there exists a constant
K ′ > 0 for which vTW TD2

θWv ≤ d−1/4(log d)K
′
with probability 1− e−Cd. By a ǫ-net argument

over the unit sphere S
d−1, this bound extends to the operator norm to show

‖W TD2
θW ‖op ≺ 1

d1/4
.

Combining these bounds for the spike and centered components, we obtain ‖H‖op ≺ d−1/4 +
(dµ21)

−1. This concludes the proof of the bound

Ex[Q3(x)
4]− 3[ExQ3(x)

2]2 ≺ 1

d1/4
+

1

dµ21

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.

Proposition B.11. For any K > 0, every θ ∈ ΘPG

W (K) satisfies also

‖µkθTVk‖2 ≺ 1 for each k = 2, . . . ,D.

Proof. By Lemma F.8, we know that ‖Vk‖op ≺ 1 for k ≥ 3. Since θ ∈ ΘPG

W (K) implies ‖θ‖2 ≺ 1,
and µk ≺ 1 by Assumption 3.8, the bounds ‖µkθTVk‖2 ≺ 1 for k ≥ 3 are immediate.

For k = 2, by Corollary F.7, we decompose

V2 = V2c +
1

d
1pe

T

c ,

where ‖V2c‖op ≺ 1, 1p ∈ R
p is the all-1’s vector, and ec ∈ R

Bd,2 is the vector with 1 in the first d
coordinates and 0 in the rest. Then ‖µ2θ⊤V2c‖2 ≺ 1 follows also from ‖θ‖2 ≺ 1 and µ2 ≺ 1, while
‖µ2θ⊤(1d1pe

T
c )‖2 ≺ 1 follows also from the assumption |θ⊤1p| ≺ 1 for θ ∈ ΘPG

W (K).

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

Lemma B.12 (A Term-by-Term CLT for Higher-order Features). For k = 3, . . . ,max(D,D′),
let gk ∼ N (0, IBd,k

) be mutually independent Gaussian vectors also independent of x. Let ξk

and ξ̃k be as in Theorem 4.2, and let L̃ be the space of functions ϕ : Rm+1 → R that are twice
continuously-differentiable with ‖‖∇ϕ‖2‖∞ ≤ L1 ≡ L1(d) and ‖‖∇ϕ2‖op‖∞ ≤ L2 ≡ L2(d). Then
for any constant K > 0, there exists a constant c > 0 such that simultaneously over ϕ ∈ L̃ and
θ ∈ ΘPG

W (K),

∣∣∣Ex

[
ϕ
(
xS , ξ2, ξ3, . . . , ξD′ , θTσ(Wx)

)]

− Ex,{gk}k≥3

[
ϕ
(
xS , ξ2, ξ̃3, . . . , ξ̃D′ ,θT

( 2∑

j=0

µjVjhj(x) +

D∑

j=3

µjVjgj

))]∣∣∣ ≺ L1 + L2

dc
.
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Proof. Denote
ξk,\S = (β⊤

kihk,\S(x))
sk
i=1, ξ̃k,\S = (β⊤

kigk,\S)
sk
i=1

σ\S(x) =
2∑

j=0

µjVjhj(x) +
D∑

j=3

µjVjhj\S(x)

σ̃\S(x) =
2∑

j=0

µjVjhj(x) +

D∑

j=3

µjVjgj\S

Then Lemma B.9 implies

‖ξk − ξk,\S‖2, ‖ξ̃k − ξ̃k,\S‖2 ≺ d−c for each k = 2, . . . ,D′,

sup
θ∈ΘPG

W
(K)

{
|θ⊤(σ(Wx)−σ\S(x))|,

∣∣∣θ⊤
( 2∑

j=0

µjVjhj(x)+
D∑

j=3

µjVjgj− σ̃\S(x)
)∣∣∣
}

≺ 1

d1/2µ1
+

1

d1/4
.

In light of the bounds ‖‖∇ϕ‖2‖∞ ≤ L1 and µ−1
1 ≺ dc for some c < 1/2 by Assumption 3.8, it

suffices to show that simultaneously over ϕ ∈ L̃ and θ ∈ ΘPG

W (K),

∣∣∣Ex

[
ϕ
(
xS , ξ2\S , ξ3\S , . . . , ξD′\S , θ

Tσ\S(x)
)]

(53)

− Ex,{gk}k≥3

[
ϕ
(
xS , ξ2\S , ξ̃3\S , . . . , ξ̃D′\S ,θ

Tσ̃\S(x)
))]∣∣∣ ≺ L2

dc
.

For this, let us condition on xS and W and fix ϕ ∈ L and θ ∈ ΘPG

W (K). We apply Theorem B.7
in the form Corollary B.8, with K ′ = 2 and conditional on xS and W , to replace hk,\S(x) by gk,\S
for all orders k ≥ K ′ + 1 = 3. We note that

V1h1(x) = V1PSh1(x) + V1PS,⊥h1(x),

V2h2(x) = V2PSh2(x) + V2P
mixed
S,⊥ h2(x) + V2P

pure
S,⊥ h2(x),

where V2P
mixed
S,⊥ h2(x) has the explicit form

V2P
mixed
S,⊥ h2(x) =

(∑

j∈S

∑

k/∈S

√
2wijwikxjxk

)p
i=1

(54)

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

ϕ
(
xS , ξ2\S , ξ3\S , . . . , ξD′\S , θ

Tσ\S(x)
)

is a function — call it ϕ̃θ,xS ,W — of the order-1 components

µ1θ
⊤V1PS,⊥h1(x), µ2θ

⊤V2P
mixed
S,⊥ h2(x)

of the Wiener chaos space over the variables x\S , the order-2 components

µ2θ
⊤V2P

pure
S,⊥ h2(x) ≡ µ2θ

⊤V2h2,\S(x), β⊤
2,ih2,\S(x),

and the order-3 and higher components

µkθ
⊤Vkhk,\S(x) for k = 3, . . . ,D, β⊤

kihk,\S(x) for k = 3, . . . ,D′.
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By the given condition for ϕ, this function ϕθ,xS ,W satisfies ‖‖∇2ϕθ,xS ,W ‖op‖∞ ≤ 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−C overW , (37) holds with ρ = d−c for µkθ

⊤Vkhk,\S(x) with k ≥ 3 and β⊤
kihk,\S(x)

with k ≥ 3. By the condition ‖µ1θ⊤W ‖2 ≺ 1 for θ ∈ ΘPG

W (K), the bound ‖µ2θ⊤V2‖2 ≺ 1 of
Proposition B.11, and ‖β2,i‖2 = 1, (36) holds with B = (log d)K

′
and some constant K ′ > 0 for

µ1θ
⊤V1PS,⊥h1(x), µ2θ

⊤V2P
pure
S,⊥ h2(x), and β⊤

2,ih2,\S(x). Finally, by the bound

Ex\S
‖µ2θ⊤V2P

mixed
S,⊥ h2(x)‖22 = 2µ22

∑

k/∈S

(∑

j∈S

p∑

i=1

θiwijwikxj

)2

≤ Cµ22
∑

j∈S
x2j
∑

k/∈S

( p∑

i=1

θiwijwik

)2
≤ C‖xS‖22‖µ2θ⊤V2‖22

and ‖µ2θ⊤V2‖2 ≺ 1 by Proposition B.11, the condition (36) holds with B = (log d)K
′‖xS‖2 for the

final component µ2θ
⊤V2P

mixed
S,⊥ h2(x). Thus, Corollary B.8 implies that with probability 1 − d−C

over W , there exist constants K ′, c > 0 such that for any ϕ ∈ L, θ ∈ ΘPG

W (W ), and xS ∈ R
s, we

have
∣∣∣Ex\S

[
ϕ
(
xS , ξ2\S , ξ3\S , . . . , ξD′\S , θ

Tσ\S(x)
)]

− Ex\S ,{gk}k≥3

[
ϕ
(
xS , ξ2\S , ξ̃3\S , . . . , ξ̃D′\S ,θ

Tσ̃\S(x)
))]∣∣∣ ≤ (log d)K

′
L2(1 + ‖xS‖2)
dc

.

Taking the expectation on both sides over xS shows (53), completing the proof.

Lemma B.13. Let 3 ≤ k ≤ D′, and let βki ∈ R
Bd,k be any vector satisfying ‖βki‖2 = 1 and the

genericity condition (21). Then for any constant K > 0, there exists a constant c > 0 such that

sup
θ∈ΘPG

W
(K)

∣∣∣µkθTVkβki

∣∣∣ ≺ 1

dc
.

Proof. Denote u = Vkβki ∈ R
p. Then µkθ

TVkβki = µk〈θ,u〉. Since |µk| ≺ 1 and ‖θ‖2 ≺ 1 for
θ ∈ ΘPG

W (K), it suffices to show that ‖u‖2 ≺ d−c. By definition of Vk = [qk(w1), . . . , qk(wp)]
T, we

have

‖u‖22 = ‖Vkβki‖22 =
p∑

i=1

(βT

kiqk(wi))
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=U2

i

.

Let T = ι(βki) ∈ (Rd)⊙k via the isometry ι defined in (150). We have ‖T ‖2F = ‖βki‖22 = 1. By
Lemma F.2, we have ι(qk(wi)) = w⊗k

i . Thus,

E[U2
i ] = Ewi




d∑

j1,...,jk=1

Tj1...jkwij1 . . .wijk ·
d∑

l1,...,lk=1

Tl1...lkwil1 . . .wilk




=

d∑

j1,...,jk,l1,...,lk=1

Tj1...jkTl1...lkE [wij1 . . .wijkwil1 . . .wilk ] .

Representing wi = g/‖g‖2 where g ∼ N (0, Id), and using independence of wi and ‖g‖2, we see
that

Ewi [wij1 . . .wijkwil1 . . .wilk ] = f(k, d)Eg[gj1 . . . gjkgl1 . . . glk ]
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where f(k, d) = 1/E‖g‖2k2 ≤ Cd−k. By Wick’s formula, Eg[gj1 . . . gjkgl1 . . . glk ] is given by a sum
over pairings of {j1, . . . , jk, l1, . . . , lk}, which yields

E[U2
i ] = f(k, d)

∑

pairings of j1,...,jk,l1,...,jk

d∑

j1,...,jk,l1,...,lk=1
indices are equal in each pair

Tj1...jkTl1...lk .

We group these pairings based on the number r ∈ {0, . . . , k} of pairs connecting an index in
J = {j1, . . . , jk} to an index in L = {l1, . . . , lk}. 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
j1, . . . , jk, l1, . . . , lk for any fixed pairing with r = k is ‖T ‖2F = 1. This sum for any fixed pairing

with r < k is 〈T ⊗r T , I
⊗(k−r)
d 〉 where Id is the d× d identity matrix. By the genericity condition

(33) for βki, we have |〈T ⊗r T , I
⊗(k−r)
d 〉| ≤ d(k−r)/2‖T ⊗r T ‖F ≤ d−c+(k−r)/2 for a constant c > 0.

Applying these cases and using f(k, d) ≤ Cd−k gives, for any k ≥ 3 and k − r ∈ {0, . . . , k} even,

E[U2
i ] ≤ Cd−2−c.

Then E‖u‖22 = p · E[U2
i ] ≤ d−c′ for a constant c′ > 0. By hypercontractivity of the uniform

distribution on the sphere for wi, this implies ‖u‖2 ≺ d−c′/2, as desired.

We now conclude the proof of Theorem 4.2 by showing that the terms {Vkgk}k≥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 ϕ.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Let L̃ be the class of twice-differentiable functions in Lemma B.12. Let
g′
k ∼ N (0, IBd,k

) be independent Gaussian vectors for k = 3, . . . ,D, independent of all other

randomness. Then µ>2g∗ is equal in law to µ3g
′
3+. . .+µDg

′
D. For any ϕ ∈ L̃, since ‖‖∇ϕ‖2‖∞ ≤ L1,

we have

sup
θ∈ΘPG

W
(K)

∣∣∣∣∣Ex,{gk}

[
ϕ

(
xS , ξ2, ξ̃3, . . . , ξ̃D′ ,θT

D∑

k=3

µjVkgk

)]

− Ex,{gk},{g′
k}

[
ϕ

(
xS , ξ2, ξ̃3, . . . , ξ̃D′ ,θT

D∑

k=3

µkg
′
k

)] ∣∣∣∣∣

≤ L1

D∑

k=3

sup
θ∈ΘPG

W
(K)

W1

(
(ξ̃k,θ

TµkVkgk)︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=Xk

, (ξ̃k,θ
Tµkg

′
k)︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=Yk

∣∣∣W
)
, (55)

whereW1( · | W ) denotes the Wasserstein-1 distance between the joint laws of the above vectors Xk

and Yk over the randomness of (gk,g
′
k) conditional on W , and we set ξ̃k = 0 for k = D′+1, . . . ,D if

D > D′. Recalling that ξ̃k = (β⊤
kigk)

sk
i=1, the laws of Xk and Yk conditional on W are multivariate

Gaussian, with covariance matrices

CYk
=

(
(〈βki,βk,j〉)ski,j=1 0

0 µ2k‖θ‖22

)
, CXk

=

(
(〈βki,βk,j〉)ski,j=1 (µkβ

T

kiV
T

k θ)ski=1

(µkθ
TVkβki)

sk
i=1 µ2kθ

TVkV
T

k θ

)
.

By Lemma B.13, we have |µkθTVkβki| ≺ d−c for each i = 1, . . . , sk. By Lemma F.8, we have

‖V3V
T

3 − (3/d)WW T − Ip‖op ≺ d−1/2, ‖V4V
T

4 − (3/d)1p1
⊤
p − Ip‖op ≺ d−1/2
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‖VkV
T

k − Ip‖op ≺ d−1/2 for k ≥ 5.

Then applying |µk| ≺ 1, ‖θ‖2 ≺ 1, |θT1p| ≺ 1, and |θTWW Tθ| ≤ ‖θTW ‖22 ≺ µ−2
1 for all

θ ∈ ΘPG

W (K), it follows for any k ≥ 3 that |µ2kθTVkV
T

k θ − µ2k‖θ‖22| ≺ d−1/2 + (dµ21)
−1. Hence, by

the condition for µ1 in Assumption 3.8,

‖CXk
−CYk

‖op ≺ d−c

for some c > 0, which implies that W1(Xk,Yk | W ) ≺ d−c′ for some c′ > 0. Applying this bound
to (55) and combining with the result of Lemma B.12, we obtain the claim of Theorem 4.2 over
the function class L̃, i.e. for any K > 0, there exists c > 0 such that simultaneously over ϕ ∈ L̃ and
θ ∈ ΘPG

W (K),

∣∣∣∣Ex

[
ϕ(xS , ξ2, ξ3, . . . , ξD′ ,θ⊤zRF)

]
− Ex,{gk},g∗

[
ϕ(xS , ξ2, ξ̃3, . . . , ξ̃D′ ,θ⊤zPG)

]∣∣∣∣ ≺
L1 + L2

dc
. (56)

To conclude the proof, we extend this to the Lipschitz class L by a smoothing argument: Let
G ∼ N (0, Im+1) be a standard Gaussian vector independent of all other randomness. For any
ϕ ∈ L and a smoothing parameter κ ≡ κ(d) > 0, we define the smoothed function ϕκ : Rm+1 → R

as ϕκ(x) = EG[ϕ(x+ κG)]. Since ϕ is L-Lipschitz,

|ϕκ(x)− ϕ(x)| ≤ EG[L‖κG‖2] ≤ CLκ (57)

for a constant C > 0 depending only on m. Note that ϕκ is twice continuously-differentiable, with

‖∇ϕκ‖2 = ‖EG[∇ϕ(x+ κG)]‖2 ≤ L.

Applying Gaussian integration by parts, also

‖∇2ϕκ(x)‖op = ‖EG[∇2ϕ(x+ κG)]‖op =
1

κ
‖EG[∇ϕ(x+ κG)G⊤]‖op ≤ CL

κ
.

Thus (56) applies to ϕκ with L1 = L and L2 = CL/κ. Then combining (56) with the approximation
bound (57) shows, simultaneously over ϕ ∈ L and θ ∈ ΘPG

W (K),

∣∣∣∣Ex

[
ϕ(xS , ξ2, ξ3, . . . , ξD′ ,θ⊤zRF)

]
− Ex,{gk},g∗

[
ϕ(xS , ξ2, ξ̃3, . . . , ξ̃D′ ,θ⊤zPG)

]∣∣∣∣ ≺ Lκ+
L

κdc
.

The theorem now follows upon choosing κ = d−c/2 and adjusting the value of c.

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 ϕ ∈ L̃ for the preceding twice-differentiable class L̃. Denote

θTV2PS,⊥h2(x) = θTV2P
mixed
S,⊥ h2(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=Qmixed(x)

+ θTV2P
pure
S,⊥ h2(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=Qpure(x\S)
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Recalling the explicit form (54) for V2P
mixed
S,⊥ h2(x), a direct calculation shows

E
[
Qmixed(x)

2
]
=
∑

j∈S

∑

k/∈S
2
( p∑

i=1

θiwijwik

)2
= 2
∥∥W T

S Dθ W\S
∥∥2
F
.

Applying the condition ‖W T

S Dθ W\S‖F ≤ d−ε for θ ∈ ΘCG

W (ε,K), this shows E[Qmixed(x)
2] ≤

d−2ε, and hence Qmixed(x) ≺ d−ε by Gaussian hypercontractivity. The same calculation shows
θTV2P

mixed
S,⊥ g2 ≺ d−ε, and hence these components of θ⊤zPG and θ⊤zCG may first be replaced by 0.

As in the proof of Theorem B.7, the components β⊤
2,i(h2(x)−h2,\S(x)) of ξ̃2 may also be replaced

by 0.

Step 2: Bounding the fourth moment of the purely non-signal term. We now apply
Corollary B.8 withK ′ = 1, conditional on xS, g3, . . . ,gD′ ,g∗, andW , to replace Ppure

S,⊥ h2(x) ≡ h2,\S
by gk,\S. For this, we must check the condition (37) for the order-2 chaos components Qpure(x\S)
and β⊤

2,ih2,\S over x\S , and the condition (36) for the order-1 component θ⊤
PS,⊥h1(x). We note

that (37) holds with ρ = d−c for β⊤
2,ih2,\S by the genericity assumption (33), and (36) holds with

B = (log d)K
′
for θ⊤

PS,⊥h1(x) by the bound ‖θ‖2 ≺ 1. For Qpure(x\S), write Qpure(x\S) =
I2(T2,\S) where

T2,\S =
1√
2

p∑

i=1

θiw
⊗2
i\S , T2,\S ⊗1 T2,\S =

1

2

p∑

i=1

‖wi\S‖22 · θiwi\Sw
⊤
i\S.

Then by Lemma B.4, we have

E[Qpure(x\S)
4]− 3

(
E[Qpure(x\S)

2]
)2 ≤ C‖T2,\S ⊗1 T2,\S‖2F ≤ C ′

∥∥∥W T

\SDθW\S
∥∥∥
2

op
.

Now applying the condition ‖W T

\SDθ W\S‖op ≤ d−ε for θ ∈ ΘCG

W (ε,K), this verifies (37) with

ρ = Cd−2ε for Qpure(x\S). Thus by Corollary B.8, we may replace P
pure
S,⊥ h2(x) ≡ h2,\S by gk,\S

in θ⊤zPG and β⊤
2,ih2(x), establishing an analogue of Theorem 4.3 for ϕ ∈ L̃. The result for the

Lipschitz class ϕ ∈ L then follows from the same smoothing argument as before.
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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
i , yRFi )}ni=1 denote the features and labels in the RF model, given by

zRF

i = µ01p +

D∑

k=1

µkVkhk(xi),

yRFi = η
(
xiS ,β

T

2 h2(xi),β
T

3 h3(xi), . . .β
T

D′hD′(xi)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=f∗(xi)=fRF

i

; εi
)
.

Here xiS are the first s coordinates of xi ∈ R
d, and each βk = [βk1, . . . ,βksk ] ∈ R

Bd,k×sk for
k = 2, . . . ,D′ represents sk projections of the degree-k Hermite features hk(xi).

We will denote by {(zPG
i , yPGi )}ni=1 the features and target function in the PGE model. Recall

that these are given correspondingly by

zPG

i = µ01p + µ1V1h1(xi) + µ2V2h2(xi) + µ>2gi∗,

yPGi = η
(
xiS,β

T

2 h2(xi),β
T

3 gi3, . . . ,β
T

D′giD′︸ ︷︷ ︸
=fPG

i

; εi).

Here gi3, . . . ,giD′ ,gi∗ are independent standard Gaussian vectors (independent also across samples
i = 1, . . . , n) where gik ∈ R

Bd,k and gi∗ ∈ R
p.

For each sample index q ∈ [n], we define three interlinked optimization objectives:

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

Z\q =
[
zRF

1 , . . . ,zRF

q−1,0,z
PG

q+1, . . . ,z
PG

n

]
, y\q =

[
yRF1 , . . . , yRFq−1, 0, y

PG

q+1, . . . , y
PG

n

]
,

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

R̂\q(θ) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ(yi, 〈θ,zi〉) +
λ

2
‖θ‖22 + τ · ΓW (θ),

θ̂\q = argmin
θ∈Rp

R̂\q(θ), Φ\q = R̂\q(θ̂\q).

(ii) Augmented objective. Let (z̃q, ỹq) be either (zRF
q , yRFq ) or (zPG

q , yPGq ), let

Z∪q =
[
zRF

1 , . . . ,zRF

q−1, z̃q,z
PG

q+1, . . . ,z
PG

n

]
, y∪q =

[
yRF1 , . . . , yRFq−1, ỹq, y

PG

q+1, . . . , y
PG

n

]
,

and denote by (zi, yi) the columns/entries of (Z∪q,y∪q). The augmented empirical risk, minimizer,
and minimum risk value are defined as

R̂∪q(θ) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ(yi, 〈θ,zi〉) +
λ

2
‖θ‖22 + τ · ΓW (θ) = R̂\q(θ) +

1

n

[
ℓ
(
ỹq, 〈θ, z̃q〉

)
− ℓ(0, 0)

]
,

θ̂∪q = argmin
θ∈Rp

R̂∪q(θ), Φq = R̂∪q(θ̂∪q).

Here, R̂∪q(θ) ≡ R̂∪q(θ; z̃q, ỹq), θ̂∪q ≡ θ̂∪q(z̃q, ỹq) and Φq ≡ Φ∪q(z̃q, ỹq) depend also on the choice
of the re-inserted sample (z̃q, ỹq), although we will suppress this dependence in the notation.
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(iii) Quadratic surrogate. Let θ̂\q be the minimizer of the above LOO objective, and let H\q
be the Hessian of this LOO objective evaluated at its minimizer:

H\q = ∇2R̂\q(θ̂\q).

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

R̃∪q(θ) = R̂\q
(
θ̂\q
)
+

1

n

[
ℓ
(
ỹq, 〈θ, z̃q〉

)
− ℓ(0, 0)

]
+

1

2
(θ − θ̂\q)

TH\q (θ − θ̂\q), (58)

θ̃∪q = argmin
θ∈Rp

R̃∪q(θ), Ψq = R̃∪q(θ̃∪q),

again suppressing the notational dependence on the choice of (z̃q, ỹq).

We remark that the minimizers θ̂\q and θ̂∪q must exist because R̂\q and R̂∪q are continuous
and bounded below by (λ/2)‖θ‖22 − 2. Lemma C.3 to follow will verify that they are in fact unique

on a high-probability event where R̂\q and R̂∪q are strongly convex on a subset of Rp containing

these minimizers. On the complementary event, if the minimizer θ̂\q is not unique, R̃∪q 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 q = 1, . . . , n, let us define a set Ŝq(K) by

Ŝq(K) =



θ :

1

n

∑

i:i 6=q

ℓ(yi, 〈θ,zi〉) +
λ

2
‖θ‖22 < (log d)K





where {(zi, yi)}i 6=q are the columns/entries of (Z\q,y\q) (or equivalently, of (Z∪q,y∪q)). This is a

sub-level set of the empirical risk removing the qth sample and the perturbation by ΓW (θ).
Corresponding to each LOO optimization problem (R̂,Z,y) = (R̂\q,Z\q,y\q) or augmented

optimization problem (R̂,Z,y) ≡ (R̂∪q,Z∪q,y∪q), let us denote by H ≡ H\q or H ≡ H∪q the
Hessian of the empirical risk, i.e.

H(θ) = ∇2R̂(θ),

Let
V =

(
µ0V0 µ1V1 . . . µDVD

)
(59)

be the matrix defining the random features, where

V0 = 1p, V1 = W , Vk = [qk(w1), . . . , qk(wp)]
T ∈ R

p×Bd,k .

The goal of this section is to prove the following structural lemma about the above sub-level
sets Ŝq 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 (V0,V1) = (1p,W ) ∈
R
p×(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 q = 1, . . . , n, we have that
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(a) For all θ ∈ Ŝq(K),

‖θ‖2 ≤ (log d)K
′
, ‖µkθTVk‖2 ≤ (log d)K

′
for each k = 0, 1, . . . ,D.

(b) Letting LW (θ) be the test loss in (24), for all θ ∈ Ŝq(K),

|LW (θ)| ≤ (log d)K
′
, −(log d)K

′
V V T � ∇2LW (θ) � (log d)K

′
V V T.

In particular, if KΓ > K ′, then ΓW (θ) = (‖V T
+ θ‖22, LW (θ)) for all θ ∈ Ŝq(K).

(c) Suppose KΓ > K ′, 0 < τ1 ≤ 1/(log d)KΓ , and |τ2| ≤ τ1/(log d)
KΓ . For any choice of (z̃q, ỹq) ∈

{(zRF
q , yRFq ), (zPG

q , yPGq )}, let H ≡ H\q or H ≡ H∪q be the corresponding Hessian. Then for

all θ ∈ Ŝq(K),

‖V TH−1(θ)V ‖op ≤ 1/τ1 and H(θ) � τ1V V T +
λ

2
I.

The remainder of this section proves Lemma C.1. Throughout this proof, we abbreviate Ŝ(K) ≡
Ŝq(K), and (R̂,H,Z,y) refers to a choice of (R̂\q,H\q,Z\q,y\q) or (R̂∪q,H∪q,Z∪q,y∪q). 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. (yi,zi) = (yRFi ,zRF

i ) 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 c0,K
′ > 0 such that with probability at least

1− d−C , every θ ∈ Ŝ(K) satisfies

1

n

n∑

i=1

1{|〈θ,zi〉| ≤ (log d)K
′} ≥ c0, (60)

Proof. In the regression setting of Assumption 3.3(i), suppose θ ∈ Ŝ(K), so

1

n

∑

i:i 6=q

ℓ(yi, 〈θ,zi〉) ≤
1

n

∑

i:i 6=q

ℓ(yi, 〈θ,zi〉) +
λ

2
‖θ‖22 < (log d)K .

The calibrated growth condition of Assumption 3.3(i) for ℓ(·) then implies

(log d)K >
c2

n

∑

i:i 6=q

|〈θ,zi〉 − yi|r21 {|〈θ,zi〉 − yi| ≥ C2}

≥ c2(log d)
2K

n

∑

i:i 6=q

1
{
|〈θ,zi〉 − yi| ≥ (log d)2K/r2

}
,

so
1

n

∑

i:i 6=q

1
{
|〈θ,zi〉| ≥ |yi|+ (log d)2K/r2

}
≤ 1

c2(log d)K
. (61)

By Lemma A.3, we have ‖y‖∞ ≺ 1. This means that for any constant C > 0, there exists K ′′ > 0
such that ‖y‖∞ ≤ (log d)K

′′
with probability 1− d−C . On this event, the bound (61) implies that

(60) holds for some constants c0,K
′ > 0 depending on K,K ′′, c2, r2.
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Let us consider now the case of binary classification in Assumption 3.3. Let us decompose
V2 = V2c +

1
d1pe

⊤
c as in Corollary F.7, and define

Ri := θTzi − µ01
T

p θ − µ1x
T

i W
Tθ − µ2

d
(eTc h2(xi))1

T

p θ = µ2θ
TV2ch2(xi) +

D′∑

k=3

θTHek(Wxi).

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

‖R‖22 ≤
(
µ22‖V2c‖2op‖h2(X)‖2op +

D∑

k=3

µ2k‖Hek(WXT)‖2op

)
‖θ‖22 ≺ n‖θ‖22.

Thus, for any C > 0, there exist K0,K
′
0 > 0 such that with probability at least 1 − d−C , for all

θ ∈ Ŝ(K),

1

n

n∑

i=1

1
{
|Ri| > (log d)K0

}
≤ 1

n

n∑

i=1

|Ri|2
(log d)2K0

≤ 1

(log d)K
′
0
.

Similarly, by Lemma F.5, we have

‖µ1W TX‖2op ≺ nd1/2, ‖h2(X)Tec‖22 ≺ dn,

so that for some K1,K
′
1,K2,K

′
2 > 0, with probability at least 1− d−C , for all θ ∈ Ŝ(K),

1

n

n∑

i=1

1
{
|µ1θTWxi| >

√
d(log d)K1

}
≤ 1

(log d)K
′
1
,

1

n

n∑

i=1

1
{
|µ2eTc h2(xi)/d| > d−1/2(log d)K2

}
≤ 1

(log d)K
′
2
.

We restrict to the high-probability event where the above statements as well as the conclusion
of Lemma A.4 holds. Consider any θ ∈ Ŝ(K), fix a sufficiently large constant K ′ > 0, and first
suppose by contradiction that |µ01Tp θ| ≥

√
d(log d)K

′
. Then for K ′ > 0 large enough,

|θTzi − µ01
T

p θ| ≤ |Ri|+ |µ2eTc h2(xi)/d||1Tp θ|+ |µ1θTWxi| ≤
1

2
|µ01Tp θ| (62)

for at least a fraction 1 − od(1) of the samples i = 1, . . . , n. On these samples, for K ′ > 0 large
enough, we must have sign(θTzi) = sign(µ01

T
p θ) = sign(µ01

T
p θ+µ1xiW

Tθ). Then by Lemma A.4,

1

n

n∑

i=1

1{yi = − sign(〈θ,zi〉)} ≥ c0
2
. (63)

Using the calibrated growth assumption (Assumption 3.3(ii)), we deduce from (62) and (63) that

1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ(yi, 〈θ,zi〉) ≥
1

n

n∑

i=1

c2(−yi〈θ,zi〉)r2+ ≥ c′|µ01Tp θ|r2 ≥ c′(
√
d(log d)K

′
)r2

for a constant c′ > 0 depending on c0, c2, r2. This contradicts θ ∈ Ŝ(K) for large enough K ′ > 0.
Thus, we must have |µ01Tp θ| ≤

√
d(log d)K

′
. In this case, for some constant K ′′ > 0 and for a

fraction 1− od(1) of samples i = 1, . . . , n, we have

|θTzi − µ01
T

p θ − µ1x
T

i W
Tθ| ≤ |Ri|+ |µ2e⊤c h2(xi)/d||1⊤p θ| ≤ (log d)K

′′
.
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Let c0 > 0 be the constant in Lemma A.4, and suppose first that there are fewer than n(1− c0/2)
samples where |µ01Tp θ + µ1x

T
i W

Tθ| > 2(log d)K
′′
. Then we are done, because nc0/2 − od(1)

remaining samples then satisfy |θTzi| ≤ |θTzi − µ01
T
p θ − µ1x

T
i W

Tθ| + |µ01Tp θ + µ1x
T
i W

Tθ| ≤
3(log d)K

′′
. On the other hand, if at least n(1 − c0/2) samples satisfy |µ01Tp θ + µ1x

T
i W

Tθ| >
2(log d)K

′′
, then for these samples we have sign(〈θ,zi〉) = sign(µ01

T
p θ+µ1x

T
i W

Tθ). Then Lemma
A.4 implies that at least nc0/2 samples have yi = − sign(〈θ,zi〉). Letting I be this set of nc0/2
misclassified samples, we have

(log d)K ≥ 1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ(yi, 〈θ,zi〉) ≥
1

n

∑

i∈I
c2|〈θ,zi〉|r2 ,

and hence at least nc0/4 of the samples of I have |〈θ,zi〉| ≤ ((4/c2)(log d)
K)1/r2 , concluding the

proof.

Proof of Lemma C.1(a). If θ ∈ Ŝ(K), then (since ℓ(·) ≥ 0) we have (λ/2)‖θ‖22 < (log d)K . Since
λ ≻ 1 by Assumption 3.4, this shows

‖θ‖2 ≺ 1 simultaneously over θ ∈ Ŝ(K).

To show the bounds on µ0θ
T1p and µ1θ

TW , consider first the case of the original random
features model Z = [zRF

1 , . . . ,zRF
n ]. Let us expand

θTzRF

i = µ0θ
T1p + µ1θ

TWxi +

D∑

k=2

µkθ
TVkhk(xi)

For the k = 2 term, we further apply Corollary F.7 to decompose V2 = V2c+
1
d1pe

T
c . Then, denoting

hk(X) = [hk(x1), . . . ,hk(xn)] ∈ R
Bd,k×n and ŷ = θTZ ∈ R

1×n, we have

ŷ = µ0θ
T1p1

T

n + µ1θ
TWX + µ2θ

TV2ch2(X) +
µ2
d
θT1pe

T

c h2(X) +
D∑

k=3

µkθ
TVkhk(X).

Then applying ‖θ‖2 ≺ 1 shown above, ‖V2c‖op ≺ 1 and ‖ec‖2 =
√
d by Corollary F.7, ‖h2(X)‖op ≺

d by Lemma F.5, ‖Vkhk(X)‖op ≺ d for k ≥ 3 by Lemma F.9, and |µk| ≺ 1, we have simultaneously

over θ ∈ Ŝ(K) that ∥∥∥ŷ − µ0θ
T1p1

T

n − µ1θ
TWX

∥∥∥
2
≺ d+

√
d|θT1p|. (64)

The same bound holds for ŷ = θTZ and each case of Z ∈ {Z\q,Z∪q}, by expanding also

θTzPG

i = µ0θ
T1p + µ1θ

TWxi + µ>2θ
Tgi∗

and applying the operator norm bound for a Gaussian matrix ‖[g1∗, . . . ,gn∗]‖op ≺ √
n+

√
p ≺ d.

For a given constant C > 0, let c0,K
′ > 0 be the constants prescribed by Lemma C.2, let

Î ⊆ [n] be the (random) set of indices for which |ŷi| = |〈θ,zi〉| ≤ (log d)K
′
, and set m = ⌊c0n⌋.

Then (60) of Lemma C.2 ensures

P[|Î| ≥ m for every θ ∈ Ŝ(K)] ≥ 1− d−C . (65)

Let ŷÎ denote the coordinates of ŷ = θT[z1, . . . ,zn] supported on Î. Then by definition of Î, we
must have ‖ŷÎ‖2 ≤ (log d)K

′√
n. Then (64) implies that simultaneously over θ ∈ Ŝ(K),

∥∥∥
(
µ0θ

T1p µ1θ
TW

)
A(Î)

∥∥∥
2
≺ d+

√
d|θT1p|, (66)
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where we define the matrix

A(I) =
(

1 · · · 1
xi1 · · · xit

)
for I = {i1, . . . , it}.

Let us bound the smallest singular value of A(Î): Letting m = ⌊c0n⌋ be as above, fix any unit
vector w = (u,v) ∈ S

d ⊂ R
d+1 and any δ > 0, and observe that

P

(
wT

(
1

n
A(Î)A(Î)T

)
w ≤ δ and |Î| ≥ m for all θ ∈ Ŝ(K)

)

≤ P

(
inf

I⊂[n]:|I|=m
wT

(
1

n
A(I)A(I)T

)
w ≤ δ

)
= P

(
inf

I⊂[n]:|I|=m

∑

i∈I
(u+ 〈xi,v〉)2 ≤ nδ

)

≤ P
(∣∣{i : (u+ 〈xi,v〉)2 ≤ 2nδ/m

}∣∣ ≥ m/2
)
. (67)

The final inequality (67) holds because if there are fewer than m/2 values of {(u + 〈xi,v〉)2}ni=1

which are ≤ 2nδ/m, then the m/2-th to m-th smallest values of {(u+ 〈xi,v〉)2}ni=1 must all exceed
2nδ/m, implying their sum exceeds nδ.

Let us choose δ = (log d)−K ′
. For any fixed unit vector w = (u,v), we have u + 〈xi,v〉 ∼

N (u, 1 − u2). 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 C0 > 0 over [−

√
2nδ/m,

√
2nδ/m]. Hence

P
(
(u+ 〈xi,v〉)2 ≤ 2nδ/m

)
≤ 2C0

√
2nδ/m. (68)

For the above choices m = ⌊c0n⌋ and δ = (log d)−K ′
, we have n · 2C0

√
2nδ/m ≤ m/4 for all large

n, d, so by Hoeffding’s inequality for a binomial random variable, (67) ≤ e−m2/(8n). To extend this
to a union bound over all w ∈ S

d, we apply a covering net argument: Observe that by a standard
bound on the operator norm of Gaussian matrices, ‖ 1

n

∑n
i=1 xix

T
i ‖op ≤ 2 with probability 1−2e−cn

and some constant c > 0. On this event, we have ‖ 1
nA(I)A(I)T‖op ≤ 6 for every I ⊆ [n]. Then,

letting Nε be a ε-net of the sphere S
d ⊂ R

d+1 with ε = δ/24, we have

P

(
inf

w∈Sd
wT

(
1

n
A(Î)A(Î)T

)
w ≤ δ/2 and |Î| ≥ m for all θ ∈ Ŝ(K)

)

≤ P

(
inf

w∈Nε

wT

(
1

n
A(Î)A(Î)T

)
w ≤ δ and |Î | ≥ m for all θ ∈ Ŝ(K)

)
+ 2e−cn

≤ |Nε| · e−m2/(8n) + 2e−cn.

Since n ≍ d2 and m ≍ n, we may choose Nε so that log |Nε| . d log(1/ε) ≍ d log log d ≪ m2/n.
Thus, applying this bound together with (65), for all large d we have

P

(
inf

w∈Sd
wT

(
1

n
A(Î)A(Î)T

)
w ≤ 1

2(log d)K ′ for all θ ∈ Ŝ(K)

)
≤ 2d−C . (69)

This shows that the smallest singular value of A(Î) is bounded as σmin(A(Î)) ≻ n1/2 ≻ d simulta-
neously over θ ∈ Ŝ(K), implying that

∥∥(µ0θT1p µ1θ
TW

)∥∥
2
≺ d−1

∥∥∥
(
µ0θ

T1p µ1θ
TW

)
A(Î)

∥∥∥
2
. (70)

Combining with (66) shows that |µ0θT1p| ≺ 1 and ‖µ1θTW ‖2 ≺ 1. For k = 2, applying ‖θ‖2 ≺ 1,
|µ2| ≺ 1, and V2 = V2c+

1
d1pe

T
c where ‖V2c‖op ≺ 1 by Corollary F.7, this shows also ‖µ2θTV2‖op ≺

1. Similarly, for k ≥ 3, applying ‖Vk‖op ≺ 1 by Lemma F.8, we have ‖µkθTVk‖op ≺ 1.
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Proof of Lemma C.1(b). Recall that LW (θ) = EzPG,yPG [ℓtest(y
PG, 〈θ,zPG〉) | W ]. By Assumption

3.10 for ℓtest(·), there exists a constant C0 > 0 such that

|LW (θ)| ≤ EzPG,yPG [C0(1 + |yPG|C0 + |〈θ,zPG〉|C0) | W ] (71)

Expanding zPG, we have 〈θ,zPG〉 = µ0θ
T1p + µ1θ

TWx + µ2θ
TV2h2(x) + µ>2θ

Tg∗ where (x,g∗)
are independent of W . Then the bounds of Lemma C.1(a) imply, simultaneously over θ ∈ Ŝ(K),

EzPG [〈θ,zPG〉2 | W ] ≺ 1.

By Gaussian hypercontractivity over (x,g∗), we then have (simultaneously over θ ∈ Ŝ(K))

|〈θ,zPG〉| ≺ 1. (72)

Similarly, expanding yPG = η(xS ,β
T
2 h2(x),β

T
3 g3, . . . ,β

T

D′gD′, ε) and applying Assumption 3.5 for
η(·) and Assumption 3.6 for the noise ε, we have

|yPG| ≺ 1. (73)

Applying these bounds to (71) shows |LW (θ)| ≺ 1 simultaneously over θ ∈ Ŝ(K).
For the Hessian ∇2LW (θ) = EzPG,yPG [ℓ

′′
test(y

PG, 〈θ,zPG〉)zPG(zPG)T | W ], we have for any unit
vector u ∈ S

p−1 ⊂ R
p that

|uT∇2LW (θ)u| ≤ EzPG,yPG [C0(1 + |yPG|C0 + |〈θ,zPG〉|C0)〈u,zPG〉2 | W ]

≤ C0 EzPG,yPG [(1 + |yPG|C0 + |〈θ,zPG〉|C0)2 | W ]1/2 EzPG [〈u,zPG〉4 | W ]1/2.

Expanding again zPG, we have

EzPG [〈u,zPG〉2 | W ] = µ20(u
T1p)

2 + µ21‖uTW ‖22 + µ22‖uTV2‖22 + µ2>2‖u‖22. (74)

Recalling that µ2>2 = µ23 + . . .+ µ2D and V =
(
µ01p µ1W · · · µDVD

)
, Lemma F.8 implies that

simultaneously over all u ∈ S
p−1,

∣∣∣
(
µ20 +

3

d2
µ24

)
(uT1p)

2 +
(
µ21 +

3

d
µ23

)
‖uTW ‖22 + µ22‖uTV2‖22 + µ2>2‖u‖22 − ‖uTV ‖22

∣∣∣ ≺ d−1/2µ2>2.

By the conditions of Assumption 3.8, we have µ24/d
2 ≺ µ20 and µ23/d ≺ µ21, and hence applying this

to (74) shows EzPG [〈u,zPG〉2 | W ] ≺ ‖uTV ‖22, simultaneously over all u ∈ S
p−1. Then again by

Gaussian hypercontractivity, EzPG [〈u,zPG〉4 | W ]1/2 ≺ ‖uTV ‖22. Combining with the bounds (72)

and (73), this shows |uT∇2LW (θ)u| ≺ ‖uTV ‖22 simultaneously over θ ∈ Ŝ(K) and u ∈ S
p−1, i.e.

for any C > 0, there exists K ′ > 0 such that with probability 1− d−C ,

|uT∇2LW (θ)u| ≤ (log d)K
′‖uTV ‖22 for all θ ∈ Ŝ(K) and u ∈ S

p−1.

On this event, we have −(log d)K
′
V V T � ∇2LW (θ) � (log d)K

′
V V T for all θ ∈ Ŝ(K).

Proof of Lemma C.1(c). Lemma C.1(a) and (b) implies that for K ′ > 0 sufficiently large and any
KΓ > K ′, with probability at least 1− d−C ,

H(θ) � λI + τ1∇2ΓW
1 (θ) + τ2∇2ΓW

2 (θ) = λI + 2τ1V+V
T

+ + τ2∇2LW (θ)

� λI + 2τ1V+V
T

+ − |τ2|(log d)K
′
V V T.
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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−C ,

V V T = V+V
T

+ +
µ22
d
1p1

T

p + µ22V2cV
T

2c +

D∑

k=3

µ2kVkV
T

k � (3/2)V+V
T

+ + (log d)K
′/2I,

Thus for K ′ > 0 sufficiently large and KΓ > K ′, using Assumption 3.4, τ1 ≤ 1/(log d)KΓ , and
|τ2| ≤ τ1/(log d)

KΓ , we deduce that

H(θ) � 4

3
τ1V V T +

3λ

4
I − |τ2|(log d)K

′
V V T � τ1V V T +

λ

2
I.

This implies ‖V TH−1(θ)V ‖op ≤ 1/τ1, which concludes the proof.

C.2 Inclusion of the minimizers in ΘPG

W

We now show that each of the optimizers θ̂\q and θ̂∪q is uniquely defined and belongs to ΘPG

W (K)

as well as the sub-level set Ŝq(K).

Lemma C.3. For any constant C > 0, there exist constants K,KΓ > 0 such that with probability at
least 1−d−C , the following holds. For each q = 1, . . . , n, choice of (z̃q, ỹq) ∈ {(zRF

q , yRFq ), (zPG
q , yPGq )},

and R̂ given by either R̂\q or R̂∪q, there exists a unique minimizer θ̂ of R̂, which furthermore sat-
isfies

θ̂ ∈ ΘPG

W (K) ∩ Ŝq(K).

Proof. We abbreviate Ŝ(K) ≡ Ŝq(K). By Lemma A.3 and Assumption 3.2 for ℓ(·), for any C > 0,
there exists some K ′′ > 0 such that 1

n

∑n
i=1 |ℓ(yi, 0)| ≤ (log d)K

′′
with probability 1− d−C . On this

event, since |τ · ΓW (θ)| ≤ 2 for all θ ∈ R
p and ℓ(·) ≥ 0, we must have

R̂(0) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ(yi, 0) + τ · ΓW (0) ≤ (log d)K
′′
+ 2,

R̂(θ) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ(yi, 〈θ,zi〉) +
λ

2
‖θ‖22 + τ · ΓW (θ) ≥ (log d)K − 2 for all θ /∈ Ŝ(K).

Choosing K large enough, this implies that

{θ : R̂(θ) ≤ R̂(0)} ⊆ Ŝ(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 Ŝ(K). By (75), all minimizers of R̂ belong to Ŝ(K).
Since Ŝ(K) is a convex set, Lemma C.1(c) ensures that R̂(θ) is strongly convex on Ŝ(K), so the
minimizer θ̂ is unique. Since θ̂ ∈ Ŝ(K), Lemma C.1(a) and (b) ensures that

‖θ̂‖2 ≤ (log d)K
′ |θ̂T1p| ≤ (log d)K

′ ‖µ1θ̂TW ‖2 ≤ (log d)K
′

(76)

for a constant K ′ > 0, and for KΓ > 2K ′, and we have ΓW (θ) = (‖V T
+ θ‖22, LW (θ)). We will denote

τ · ∇kΓW (θ) = τ1∇kΓW
1 (θ) + τ2∇kΓW

2 (θ).

To check that θ̂ ∈ ΘPG

W (K ′), it remains to bound ‖θ̂‖∞.
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Step 1: Leave the last coordinate out. To bound the last coordinate θ̂p of θ̂, let us define

θ̂−p := argmin
θ∈Rp, θp=0

1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ(yi,θ
Tzi) +

λ

2
‖θ‖22 + τ · ΓW (θ) (77)

as the minimizer of R̂ constrained to the linear subspace subspace C = {θ ∈ R
p | θp = 0}. By

(75) and the strong convexity of R̂(θ) on Ŝ(K), this minimizer θ̂−p is also uniquely defined, and

θ̂−p ∈ Ŝ(K). Note that θ̂−p must satisfy the first-order optimality condition 〈∇R̂(θ̂−p),θ−p〉 = 0
for all θ−p ∈ C, implying

1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′(yi, θ̂
T

−pzi)(θ−p − θ̂−p)
Tzi + λθ̂T

−p(θ−p − θ̂−p) + [τ · ∇ΓW (θ̂−p)]
T(θ−p − θ̂−p) = 0. (78)

For any θ ∈ Ŝ(K), by a second-order Taylor expansion of R̂(θ) around θ̂−p, we have

R̂(θ) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

{
ℓ(yi, θ̂

T

−pzi) + ℓ′(yi, θ̂T

−pzi)(θ − θ̂−p)
Tzi +

1

2
ℓ′′(yi, θ̃Tzi)‖(θ − θ̂−p)

Tzi‖22
}

+
λ

2
‖θ̂−p‖22 + λθ̂T

−p(θ − θ̂−p) +
λ

2
‖θ − θ̂−p‖22

+ τ · ΓW (θ̂−p) + [τ · ∇ΓW (θ̂−p)]
T(θ − θ̂−p) +

1

2
(θ − θ̂−p)

T[τ · ∇2ΓW (θ̃)](θ − θ̂−p),

where θ̃ is a point on the line segment between θ̂−p and θ. Let us decompose θ = θ−p + θpep,
where θ−p ∈ R

p sets the last coordinate of θ to 0. Then, substituting the first-order condition (78)

for θ−p and noting θ̂T
−p(θ−p − θ̂−p) = θ̂T

−p(θ − θ̂−p), we obtain

R̂(θ) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

{
ℓ(yi, θ̂

T

−pzi) + ℓ′(yi, θ̂T

−pzi)θpe
T

p zi +
1

2
ℓ′′(yi, θ̃Tzi)‖(θ − θ̂−p)

Tzi‖22
}

+
λ

2
‖θ̂−p‖22 +

λ

2
‖θ − θ̂−p‖22

+ τ · ΓW (θ̂−p) + [τ · ∇ΓW (θ̂−p)]
Tθpep +

1

2
(θ − θ̂−p)

T[τ · ∇2ΓW (θ̃)](θ − θ̂−p)

= R̂(θ̂−p) +

{
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′(yi, θ̂
T

−pzi)z
T

i ep + [τ · ∇ΓW (θ̂−p)]
Tep

}
θp +

1

2
(θ − θ̂−p)

T∇2R̂(θ̃)(θ − θ̂−p).

(79)

Since θ,θ−p ∈ Ŝ(K) which is a convex set, we have also θ̃ ∈ Ŝ(K), so Lemma C.1(c) ensures

∇2R̂(θ̃) � (λ/2)I. Then the last term of (79) is bounded as

1

2
(θ − θ̂−p)

T∇2R̂(θ̃)(θ − θ̂−p) ≥
λ

4
‖θ − θ̂−p‖22 ≥ λ

4
θ2p,

the second inequality holding since θ̂−p has last coordinate 0. Then, applying (79) with θ = θ̂

being the optimizer of the original objective R̂, so that R̂(θ̂)− R̂(θ̂−p) ≤ 0, this shows

λ

4
|θ̂p| ≤

∣∣∣∣∣[τ · ∇ΓW (θ̂−p)]
Tep +

1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′(yi, θ̂
T

−pzi)z
T

i ep

∣∣∣∣∣ . (80)
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We clarify that here, θ̂p is the last coordinate of the unconstrained optimizer θ̂ ∈ R
p, while θ̂−p ∈ R

p

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 (zi, yi) = (zRF
i , yRFi ). Since θ̂−p ∈ Ŝ(K), by Lemma C.1(b) we have

ΓW (θ) = EzPG,yPG [ℓtest(y
PG, 〈θ,zPG〉) | W ] in a neighborhood of θ̂−p. Then differentiating ΓW (θ),

applying the expansions zPG = µ01p+µ1Wx′+µ2V2h2(x
′)+µ>2g∗ and zRF

i =
∑D

k=0 µkVkhk(xi),
and applying the identity eTpVkhk(x) = 〈qk(wp),hk(x)〉 = Hek(〈wp,x〉), we may write (80) as

λ

4
|θ̂p| ≤

∣∣∣∣∣2τ1µ
2
1w

T

pW
Tθ̂−p + L0 + L≥1 +

D∑

k=0

Tk

∣∣∣∣∣ (81)

where

L0 = τ2 Ex′,g∗ [ℓ
′
test(y

PG, 〈θ̂−p,z
PG〉)µ0] + 2τ1µ

2
0〈θ̂−p,1p〉

L≥1 = τ2 Ex′,g∗ [ℓ
′
test(y

PG, 〈θ̂−p,z
PG〉)(µ1〈wp,x

′〉+ µ2He2(〈wp,x
′〉) + µ>2g

T

∗ ep)]

T0 =
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′(yi, θ̂T

−pzi)µ0

Tk =
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′(yi, θ̂T

−pzi)µkHek(〈wp,xi〉) for k = 1, . . . ,D.

(82)

Here, (x′,g∗) are the independent Gaussian variables defining the test observation (zPG, yPG), and
the expectations in L0, L≥1 are over these variables only. Note that by independence of wp and

W Tθ̂−p, we have directly |2τ1µ21wT
pW

Tθ̂−p| ≺ d−1/2‖W Tθ̂−p‖2 ≺ d−1/2.

Step 2: Bound L0 + T0. We first bound L0 + T0. Applying again the first-order condition
∇R̂(θ̂−p)

Tθ−p = 0 for all θ−p with last coordinate 0, we have

{
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′(yi, θ̂
T

−pzi)zi + λθ̂−p + τ · ∇ΓW (θ̂−p)

}T

(1p − ep) = 0.

Expanding zi = µ01p +
∑D

k=1 µkVkhk(xi) and rearranging,

p− 1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′(yi, θ̂T

−pzi)µ0 + λθ̂T

−p1p + [τ · ∇ΓW (θ̂−p)]
T(1p − ep) (83)

= −
D∑

k=1

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′(yi, θ̂
T

−pzi)µkVkhk(xi)

)T

(1p − ep).

For k ≥ 3, we have

∣∣∣∣∣∣

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′(yi, θ̂
T

−pzi)µkVkhk(xi)

)T

(1p − ep)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ |µk|

n
‖Vkhk(X)‖op

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥



ℓ′(y1, θ̂T

−pz1)
...

ℓ′(yn, θ̂T
−pzn)




∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

‖1p − ep‖2

≺ |µk|‖Vkhk(X)‖op ≺ d,
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where the last two inequalities apply ‖ℓ′‖∞ ≺ 1 by Assumption 3.2, p ≍ n ≍ d2, |µk| ≺ 1, and
‖Vkhk(X)‖op ≺ d by Lemma F.9. For k = 1, 2, writing V2 = V2c +

1
d1pe

T
c and applying also

‖W ‖op ≺
√
d, ‖V2c‖op ≺ 1, ‖X‖op ≺ d and ‖h2(X)‖op ≺ d by Corollary F.7 and Lemma F.5,

similar arguments show

∣∣∣∣∣∣

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′(yi, θ̂
T

−pzi)µ1V1h1(xi)

)T

(1p − ep)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≺ |µ1|‖WX‖op ≺ d3/2,

∣∣∣∣∣∣

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′(yi, θ̂T

−pzi)µ2V2ch2(xi)

)T

(1p − ep)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≺ |µ2|‖V2ch2(X)‖op ≺ d,

∣∣∣∣∣∣

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′(yi, θ̂
T

−pzi)
µ2
d
1pe

T

c h2(xi)

)T

(1p − ep)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≺ |µ2|

d
‖1peTc h2(X)‖op ≺ d3/2.

Also, we have |θ̂T
−p1p| ≤ ‖θ̂−p‖2‖1p‖2 ≺ d by Lemma C.1(a). Applying these bounds to (83),

∣∣∣∣∣
p− 1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′(yi, θ̂T

−pzi)µ0 + [τ · ∇ΓW (θ̂−p)]
T(1p − ep)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≺ d3/2. (84)

Now, writing out

[τ · ∇ΓW (θ̂−p)]
T(1p − ep) (85)

= τ2µ0(p− 1)Ex′,g∗ [ℓ
′
test(y

PG, 〈θ̂−p,z
PG〉)] + 2τ1(p− 1)µ20〈θ̂−p,1p〉

+ 2τ1µ
2
1(1p − ep)

TWW Tθ̂−p

+ τ2 Ex′,g∗ [ℓ
′
test(y

PG, 〈θ̂−p,z
PG〉)(µ1Wx′ + µ2V2h2(x

′) + µ>2g∗)
T(1p − ep)]︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=M

,

similar arguments show that |M | ≺ d3/2. For example, for the first term of M , we have

Ex′,g∗ [ℓ
′
test(y

PG, 〈θ̂−p,z
PG〉)µ1(Wx′)T(1p − ep)]

= Ex′
1,...,x

′
n,g1∗,...,gn∗



(
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′test(y
PG

i , θ̂T

−pz
PG

i )µ1Wx′
i

)T

(1p − ep)


 ≺ d3/2,

where {x′
i,gi∗}ni=1 define n independent test observations {yPGi ,zPG

i }ni=1. Recalling (72) and (73),

on the event where θ̂−p ∈ Ŝ(K), we have |yPGi | ≺ 1 and |θ̂T
−pz

PG
i | ≺ 1, so |ℓ′test(yPGi , θ̂T

−pz
PG
i )| ≺ 1 by

Assumption 3.10 for ℓtest(·). Then this is ≺ d3/2 using the same argument as above. Applying an
analogous argument to each term of M shows |M | ≺ d3/2. The term |2τ1µ21(1p−ep)

TWW Tθ̂−p| ≺
d‖W ‖op‖W Tθ̂−p‖op ≺ d3/2. Then, applying these two bounds in (85) and substituting into (84),

(p− 1)

∣∣∣∣∣
1

n

n∑

i=1

{
ℓ′(yi, θ̂T

−pzi)µ0 + τ2µ0Ex,g∗ [ℓ
′
test(y

PG, 〈θ̂−p,z
PG〉)] + 2τ1µ

2
0〈θ̂−p,1p〉

}∣∣∣∣∣ ≺ d3/2.

Recognizing that the left side is (p− 1)|L0 + T0| and using p ≍ d2, this shows

|L0 + T0| ≺ d−1/2. (86)
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Step 3: Bound Ewp [Tk]. For each k = 1, . . . ,D, we now bound the expectation of Tk over only
the randomness of wp, conditioning on all the data (X,y) and also on the projection directions

w1, . . . ,wp−1. Importantly, by its definition, θ̂−p is independent of wp. Thus

Ewp [Tk] =
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′(yi, θ̂T

−pzi)µkEwpHek(〈wp,xi〉).

If k is odd, then Hek(〈wp,xi〉) is an odd function of 〈wp,xi〉, so EwpHek(〈wp,xi〉) = 0. If k is even,
then 〈wp,xi〉 is equal in law (conditional on xi) to wp1‖xi‖2. Then by Lemma F.1, we have

EwpHek(〈wp,xi〉) = EwpHek(wp1‖xi‖2) =
√
k!

⌊k
2
⌋∑

i=0

(−1)i

i!(k − 2i)!

1

2i
‖xi‖k−2i

2 Ewk−2i
p1 .

Note that for any even k ≥ 0, we have Ewk
p1 ≤ Cd−k/2, and from the moments of the chi-squared

distribution, also Var[‖x‖k2 ] = 2k Γ(k+d/2)
Γ(d/2) − (2k/2 Γ(k/2+d/2)

Γ(d/2) )2 ≤ Cdk−1. Applying this above shows

Varxi [EwpHek(〈wp,xi〉)] ≤ Cd−1. Since also Exi [EwpHek(〈wp,xi〉)] = 0, Gaussian hypercontrac-
tivity implies

EwpHek(〈wp,xi〉) ≺ d−1/2

over the randomness of xi. Applying again ‖ℓ′‖∞ ≤ C and µk ≺ 1, this shows

Ewp[Tk] ≺ d−1/2. (87)

Step 4: Concentration of Tk − Ewp [Tk]. Next we proceed to prove the concentration of Tk
around Ewp [Tk]. We compute the variance of Tk over wp: Squaring the above expression for the
mean,

Ewp [Tk]
2 =

1

n2

n∑

i,j=1

ℓ′iℓ
′
jµ

2
k

1

k!

⌊k
2
⌋∑

l,q=0

(−1)l+q

l!q!(k − 2l)!(k − 2q)!

1

2l+q

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=C(k,l,q)

‖xi‖k−2l
2 ‖xj‖k−2q

2 Ewk−2l
p1 Ewk−2q

p2 ,

where we write as shorthand ℓ′i = ℓ′(yi, θ̂T
−pzi). On the other hand, let us denote

〈xi,xj〉 = ‖xi‖2‖xj‖2 cos θij , cos θij =
〈xi,xj〉

‖xi‖2‖xj‖2
.

where θij is the angle between xi and xj, and is independent of ‖xi‖2 and ‖xj‖2. Then an analogous
calculation shows

Ewp [T
2
k ] =

1

n2

n∑

i,j=1

ℓ′iℓ
′
jµ

2
k

1

k!

⌊k
2
⌋∑

l,q=0

C(k, l, q)‖xi‖k−2l
2 ‖xj‖k−2q

2 Ewpw
k−2l
p1 (wp1 cos θij + wp2 sin θij)

k−2q.

The conditional variance is then

Varwp [Tk] =
1

n2

n∑

i,j=1
i 6=j

ℓ′iℓ
′
jµ

2
k

1

k!

⌊k
2
⌋∑

l,q=0

C(k, l, q)‖xi‖k−2l
2 ‖xj‖k−2q

2
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(
Ewpw

k−2l
p1 (wp1 cos θij + wp2 sin θij)

k−2q − Ewk−2l
p1 Ewk−2q

p2︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=W (k,l,q)

)
.

It remains to bound this quantityW (k, l, q). The intuition is that for large d, the angle θij is almost
π
2 , so 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− 2q = 0 or k− 2l = 0, then W (k, l, q) = 0. For
k − 2q ≥ 2 and k − 2l ≥ 2, we use that Ewi

p1w
j
p2 = 0 if i, j are odd to expand

Ewpw
k−2l
p1 (wp1 cos θij + wp2 sin θij)

k−2q =

k−2q∑

m=0
even

(
k − 2q

m

)
E[wk−2l+m

p1 wk−2q−m
p2 ](cos θij)

m(sin θij)
k−2q−m

= E[wk−2l
p1 wk−2q

p2 ] +O(d−(k−l−q) cos2 θij).

Here, the second equality applies E[wk−2l+m
p1 wk−2q−m

p2 ] ≤ Cd−(k−l−q) for the summands m ≥ 2, and

applies also an expansion of (sin θij)
k−2q = (1− cos2 θij)

(k−2q)/2 for the summand m = 0. Then

W (k, l, q) = Ewk−2l
p1 wk−2q

p2 − Ewk−2l
p1 Ewk−2q

p2 +O(d−(k−l−q) cos2 θij).

A standard application of Bernstein’s inequality shows | cos θij| ≺ d−1/2. Also, expanding wp2 =√
1−w2

p1 · w̃p2 where w̃p2 is independent of wp1, we have that |Ewk−2l
p1 wk−2q

p2 − Ewk−2l
p1 Ewk−2q

p2 | ≤
d−(k−l−q)−1. Consequently,

|W (k, l, q)| ≺ d−(k−l−q)−1.

Combining this with the standard concentration bounds ‖xi‖k−2l
2 ‖xj‖k−2q

2 ≺ dk−l−q, the bounds
‖ℓ′‖∞ ≤ C, and the assumption µk ≺ 1, this establishes

Varwp [Tk] ≺ d−1

in the case where k is even.
Consider next the case where k ≥ 1 is odd. Then, applying similar arguments as above,

Ewk−2l
p1 Ewk−2q

p2 = 0 and

W (k, l, q) = O(d−(k−l−q) cos θij).

Applying again | cos θij| ≺ d−1/2, ‖xi‖k−2l
2 ‖xj‖k−2q

2 ≺ dk−l−q, ‖ℓ′‖∞ ≤ C, and µk ≺ 1, this shows

Varwp [Tk] ≺ d−1/2

in the case where k is odd.
Thus we have shown in all cases that Varwp [Tk] ≺ d−1/2. By hypercontractivity over the unit

sphere, since Tk is a polynomial of wp, this implies |Tk − Ewp [Tk]| ≺ d−1/4. Combining with (87),
this shows

|Tk| ≺ d−1/4. (88)
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Step 5: Other cases of (Z,y) In the above arguments, we have assumed that (zi, yi) =
(zRF

i , yRFi ) for each i = 1, . . . , n. More generally, in the case of the LOO optimization where
(Z,y) = (Z\q,y\q), we may write (80) as

λ

4
|θ̂p| ≤ L0 + L≥1 +

D∑

j=0

Tk + T∗ (89)

where L0, L≥1 have the same forms as in (82),

Tk =
1

n

∑

i 6=q

ℓ′(yi, θ̂
T

−pzi)µkHek(〈wp,xi〉) for k = 0, 1, 2,

Tk =
1

n

q−1∑

i=1

ℓ′(yi, θ̂
T

−pzi)µkHek(〈wp,xi〉) for k = 3, . . . ,D,

T∗ =
1

n

n∑

i=q+1

ℓ′(yi, θ̂
T

−pzi)µ>2〈gi∗,ep〉.

In the case of the auxiliary optimization where (Z,y) = (Z∪q,y∪q), we may write (80) as (89) with
an additional summand for (zq, yq) = (z̃q, ỹq) included into Tk and/or T∗.

The preceding arguments for bounding L0 + T0 and Tk in (82) hold equally for bounding
these quantities in (89), where we apply also ‖[g1∗, . . . ,gn∗]‖op ≺ √

n +
√
p ≺ d in addition to

‖Vkhk(X)‖op ≺ d for k ≥ 3 to obtain (84). To bound the additional quantity T∗, note that for each
i ∈ {q+1, . . . , n}, ℓ′(yi, θ̂T

−pzi) depends only on the first p−1 coordinates of gi∗ and is independent
of the last coordinate (gi∗)p. Then, taking the expectation and variance over only {(gi∗)p}ni=q+1,

E{(gi∗)p}ni=q+1
T∗ = 0, Var{(gi∗)p}ni=q+1

T∗ =
1

n2

n∑

i=q+1

µ2>2

(
ℓ′(yi, θ̂

T

−pzi)
)2

≺ d−2.

Thus by a standard Gaussian tail bound,

|T∗| = |T∗ − E{(gi∗)p}ni=q+1
T∗| ≺ d−1. (90)

Step 6: Bound L≥1. Finally, we bound the term

L≥1 = τ Ex′,g∗ [ℓ
′
test(y

PG, 〈θ̂−p,z
PG〉)(µ1〈wp,x

′〉+ µ2He2(〈wp,x
′〉) + µ>2g

T

∗ ep)]

We may again re-express this as

L≥1 = τ Ex′
1,...,x

′
n,g1∗,...,gn∗

[
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′test(y
PG

i , 〈θ̂−p,z
PG

i 〉)(µ1〈wp,x
′
i〉+ µ2He2(〈wp,x

′
i〉) + µ>2〈gi∗,ep〉)

]

where {x′
i,gi∗}ni=1 define n independent test observations {yPGi ,zPG

i }ni=1. Then similar arguments
as those above establishing (88) for T1, T2 and (90) for T∗ may be applied to show

|L≥1| ≺ d−1/4. (91)

Applying (86), (88), (90), (91), and λ−1 ≺ 1 to (81) and (89), we obtain that |θ̂p| ≺ d−1/4. This

argument applies equally to each coordinate of θ̂, and hence ‖θ̂‖∞ ≺ d−1/4, i.e. for any C > 0,
there exists K ′ > 0 such that with probability 1− d−C ,

‖θ̂‖∞ ≤ (log d)K
′
d−1/4. (92)

Combining (76) and (92) shows θ̂ ∈ ΘPG

W (K ′), and replacing K by max(K,K ′) concludes the proof
of the lemma.
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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

My(z; γ) = min
x∈R

{
ℓ(y, x)− ℓ(0, 0) +

(z − x)2

2γ

}
, (93)

Proxy(z; γ) = argmin
x∈R

{
ℓ(y, x)− ℓ(0, 0) +

(z − x)2

2γ

}
,

and write as shorthand
H\q ≡ H\q(θ̂\q)

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 ℓ(·),
there is a constant C > 0 such that the Moreau envelope function My(z; γ) is C-Lipschitz in each
of the arguments y, z, γ.

Proof. Let x∗ ≡ x∗(y, z, γ) = Proxy(z; γ) be the unique minimizer of the optimization (93) defining
M. The first-order condition for the optimality of x∗ is

0 = ℓ′(y, x∗)− z − x∗

γ
. (94)

We remark that x∗(y, z, γ) is continuously-differentiable in (y, z, γ) by the implicit function theorem.
Then so is My(z; γ), and the envelope theorem gives

∂zMy(z; γ) =
z − x∗

γ
= ℓ′(y, x∗), ∂yMy(z; γ) = ∂yℓ(y, x

∗),

∂γMy(z; γ) = −(z − x∗)2

2γ2
= −1

2
ℓ′(y, x∗)2

where we have applied (94) to substitute for z−x∗. Thus by Assumption 3.2, these derivatives are
all uniformly bounded, showing the Lipschitz continuity of (y, z, γ) 7→ My(z; γ).

Lemma C.5 (Characterization of the Surrogate Minimizer). For each q = 1, . . . , n and choice of
(z̃q, ỹq) ∈ {(zRF

q , yRFq ), (zPG
q , yPGq )}, we have

Ψq = Φ\q +
1

n
Mỹq (〈z̃q, θ̂\q〉; γq)

where the effective step size γq ≡ γq(z̃q) is defined as

γq =
z̃T
q H

−1
\q z̃q

n
. (95)

Moreover,

θ̃∪q = θ̂\q − ℓ′(ỹq, 〈z̃q, θ̃∪q〉)
H−1

\q z̃q

n
, 〈z̃q, θ̃∪q〉 = Proxỹq(〈z̃q , θ̂\q〉; γq). (96)
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Proof. By definition of the quadratic surrogate objective R̃∪q(θ), its minimum risk value Ψq is
given by

Ψq = Φ\q + min
θ∈Rp

{
1

n

[
ℓ(ỹq, 〈z̃q,θ〉)− ℓ(0, 0)

]
+

1

2
(θ − θ̂\q)

TH\q(θ − θ̂\q)
}
. (97)

Rearranging the first-order optimality condition 1
nℓ

′(ỹq, 〈z̃q , θ̃∪q〉)z̃q + H\q(θ̃∪q − θ̂\q) = 0 shows
the first statement of (96). Multiplying this statement by z̃q, we get

〈z̃q, θ̃∪q〉 = 〈z̃q, θ̂\q〉 − ℓ′(ỹq, 〈z̃q, θ̃∪q〉)γq.

Thus x = 〈z̃q, θ̃∪q〉 solves the first-order condition

ℓ′(ỹq, x) + (x− 〈z̃q, θ̂\q〉)/γq = 0 (98)

for the minimization problem defining Proxỹq (〈z̃q, θ̂\q〉; γq). Since this minimization is strongly
convex, this implies the second statement of (96).

Finally, to establish the form of Ψq, we evaluate the objective in (97) at the minimizer θ̃∪q:

Ψq = Φ\q +
1

n
[ℓ(ỹq, 〈z̃q, θ̃∪q〉)− ℓ(0, 0)] +

1

2
(θ̃∪q − θ̂\q)

TH\q(θ̃∪q − θ̂\q). (99)

Substituting the form of θ̃∪q − θ̂\q in (96), and then applying the first-order condition (98), gives

(θ̃∪q − θ̂\q)
TH\q(θ̃∪q − θ̂\q) =

1

n
ℓ′(ỹq, 〈z̃q, θ̃∪q〉)2γq =

(〈z̃q , θ̃∪q〉 − 〈z̃q, θ̂\q〉)2
nγq

.

Plugging this back into (99) gives Ψq = Φ\q +
1
nMỹq (〈z̃q, θ̂\q〉, γq).

Corollary C.6. For any constant C > 0, there exists K > 0 such that with probability at least
1− d−C , for each q = 1, . . . , n and choice of (z̃q, ỹq) ∈ {(zRF

q , yRFq ), (zPG
q , yPGq )} defining θ̃∪q,

θ̃∪q ∈ ΘPG

W (K) ∩ Ŝq(K).

Proof. We have ‖H−1
\q ‖op ≺ 1 by Lemma C.1(c), ‖zq‖2 ≺ d by Lemma A.3, and ‖ℓ′‖∞ ≺ 1 by

Assumption 3.2. Then applying the form of θ̃∪q in (96),

‖θ̃∪q − θ̂\q‖2 ≺ d−1. (100)

By Lemma C.3, we have with probability 1− d−C that θ̂\q ∈ ΘPG

W (K) ∩ Ŝq(K), meaning

‖θ̂\q‖2 ≺ 1, |θ̂T

\q1
T

p | ≺ 1, ‖µ1θ̂T

\qW ‖2 ≺ 1, ‖θ̂\q‖∞ ≺ d−1/4,

1

n

∑

i:i 6=q

ℓ(yi, 〈θ̂\q,zi〉) + (λ/2)‖θ̂\q‖22 ≺ 1

where (zi, yi) are the features and labels of (Z\q,y\q). Then, since ‖1p‖2 ≍ d, ‖W ‖op ≺
√
d,

‖zi‖2 ≺ d by Lemma A.3, and ‖ℓ′‖∞ ≺ 1 by Assumption 3.2, (100) implies that the same statements
hold for θ̃∪q, i.e. for any C > 0, there exists (a possibly larger constant) K > 0 such that θ̃∪q ∈
ΘPG

W (K) ∩ Ŝq(K).
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Lemma C.7 (Concentration of the Effective Step Size). For any q = 1, . . . , n and choice of
(z̃q, ỹq) ∈ {(zRF

q , yRFq ), (zPG
q , yPGq )}, let Eq denote the expectation over xq defining zRF

q or (xq,gq∗)

defining zPG
q (both conditioning on W ). Then for the quantity γq =

z̃T
q H

−1
\q

z̃q

n , we have

|γq − Eqγq| ≺ d−1/2.

Proof. Consider first the case zq = zRF
q = σ(Wxq). Let us write Varq for the variance associated

to Eq. By the Gaussian Poincaré inequality,

Varq[γq] ≤ Eq‖∇xqγq‖22 =
4

n2
Eq

(
(∇xqzq)

TH−1
\q zq

)2

where ∇xqzq = diag (σ′(Wxq))W ∈ R
p×d. Thus

Varq[γq] ≤
4

n2
Eq‖W ‖2op‖diag(σ′(Wxq))‖2op‖H−1

\q ‖2op‖zq‖22.

We have ‖W ‖op ≺
√
d, ‖H−1

\q ‖op ≺ 1 by Lemma C.1(c), and ‖zq‖2 ≺ d by Lemma A.3. Further-
more,

‖diag(σ′(Wxq))‖op = max
j∈[p]

|σ′(〈wj ,xq〉)| ≺ 1

by the conditions for the polynomial σ in Assumption 3.8. Applying this above shows Varq[γq] ≺
d−1, and hence |γq−Eqγq| ≺ d−1/2 by Gaussian hypercontractivity over xq. In the case zq = zPG

q =

σ≤2(Wxq) + µ>2gq∗, we have instead ∇xq ,gq∗zq = [diag
(
σ′≤2(Wxq)

)
W , I] ∈ R

p×(d+p), and the
rest of the argument is the same as above.

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 q = 1, . . . , n and choice of (z̃q, ỹq) ∈
{(zRF

q , yRFq ), (zPG
q , yPGq )} (defining both Ψq and Φq),

E(Ψq − Φ\q)
2 ≤ (log d)K

n2
, (101)

E|Ψq − Φq| ≤
(log d)K

n3/2τ
9/2
1

. (102)

Proof of Lemma C.8, eq. (101). By Lemma C.5,

Ψq −Φ\q =
1

n
Mỹq

(
〈z̃q, θ̂\q〉; γq

)
.

Evaluating the optimization (93) defining My(z; γ) at x = z, we have My(z; γ) ≤ ℓ(y, z)− ℓ(0, 0).
By (93), since ℓ(·) ≥ 0, we have also My(z; γ) ≥ −ℓ(0, 0). Thus

|Ψq − Φ\q| ≤
1

n
|ℓ(ỹq, 〈z̃q , θ̂\q〉)|+

1

n
|ℓ(0, 0)| ≤ C

n
(1 + |ỹq|+ |〈z̃q, θ̂\q〉|)

where the second inequality holds by the properties of ℓ(·) in Assumption 3.2.
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Importantly, θ̂\q is independent of the variables (xq,gq∗) defining z̃q. Writing Eq for the expec-

tation over (xq,gq∗), we then have Eq|〈z̃q, θ̂\q〉|2 = θ̂T

\qEq[z̃qz̃
T
q ]θ̂\q. In the case z̃q = zRF

q , we have

Eq[z̃qz̃
T
q ] =

∑D
k=0 µ

2
kVkV

T

k , while in the case z̃q = zPG
q , we have Eq[z̃qz̃

T
q ] =

∑2
k=0 µ

2
kVkV

T

k +µ2>2I.

In both cases, applying Lemma C.1(a), we get Eq|〈z̃q, θ̂\q〉|2 ≺ 1, and hence |〈z̃q , θ̂\q〉| ≺ 1 by
Gaussian hypercontractivity over (xq,gq∗). Applying also |ỹq| ≺ 1 from Lemma A.3, this shows

|Ψq − Φ\q| ≺ n−1.

This means that for any constant C0 > 0, there exists K > 0 for which

E = {(Ψq − Φ\q)
2 ≤ (log d)Kn−2} satisfies P[E ] ≥ 1− d−C0 . (103)

On the complementary event Ec, we note that since |τ · ΓW (θ)| ≤ 2 and ℓ(·) ≥ 0, we have by
definition

Φ\q ≥ −2, Φ\q ≤ R̂\q(0) ≤
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ(yi, 0) + 2 ≤ C

n

n∑

i=1

(1 + |yi|) + 2,

where {yi}ni=1 denote the labels of y\q. Since H\q = ∇2R̂\q(θ̂\q) and θ̂\q is a minimizer of R̂\q, we
have H\q � 0. Then also by definition,

Ψq ≥ −2, Ψq ≤ R̂\q(θ̂\q) ≤ Φ\q +
1

n
ℓ(ỹq, 〈θ̂\q, z̃q〉) ≤ Φ\q +

C

n
(1 + |ỹq|+ ‖θ̂\q‖2 · ‖z̃q‖2).

From the optimality condition R̂\q(θ̂\q) ≤ R̂\q(0) and bounds |τ · ΓW (θ)| ≤ 2 and ℓ(·) ≥ 0, we
obtain

λ

2
‖θ̂\q‖22 ≤

1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ(yi, 0) + 4 ≤ C

n

n∑

i=1

(1 + |yi|) + 4.

Combining these bounds, it may be verified that E[Φ4
\q] ≤ (log d)K and E[Ψ4

q] ≤ (log d)K for a
sufficiently large constant K > 0. Then

E[(Ψq −Φ\q)
21{Ec}] ≤ E[(Ψq − Φ\q)

4]1/2 · P[Ec]1/2 ≺ P[Ec]1/2.

Choosing C0 = 8 in (103) ensures that P[Ec]1/2 ≺ n−2, i.e. there exists K > 0 for which

E[(Ψq − Φ\q)
21{Ec}] ≤ (log d)Kn−2, (104)

and combining with (103) concludes the proof of (101).

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
(z̃q, ỹq) ∈ {(zRF

q , yRFq ), (zPG
q , yPGq )}, and i ∈ [n] \ q, letting zi denote the ith column of Z\q and

letting zPG denote the independent test sample defining LW (θ),

zT
i H

−1
\q z̃q

n
≺ 1

τ
1/2
1 d

,
zPGT

H−1
\q z̃q

n
≺ 1

τ
1/2
1 d

.
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Proof. Write Eq for the expectation over (xq,gq∗) defining z̃q. Since zi and H\q are independent
of (xq,gq∗) we have

Eq

(
zT
i H

−1
\q z̃q

n

)2

=
1

n2
zT

i H
−1
\q Eq[z̃qz̃

T

q ]H
−1
\q zi.

In the case z̃q = zRF
q , we have Eq[z̃qz̃

T
q ] = V V T, where V is the matrix (59). Thus

zT

i H
−1
\q Eq[z̃qz̃

T

q ]H
−1
\q zi = ‖V TH−1

\q zi‖22 ≤ ‖V TH
−1/2
\q ‖2op · ‖H−1/2

\q ‖2op · ‖zi‖22 ≺ τ−1
1 d2, (105)

where the last inequality uses ‖V TH−1
\q V ‖op ≺ τ−1

1 and ‖H−1
\q ‖op ≺ 1 from Lemma C.1(c) and

‖zi‖2 ≺ d from Lemma A.3. In the case z̃q = zPG
q , we have Eq[z̃qz̃

T
q ] = V≤2V

T
≤2+µ2>2I, where V≤2

is the submatrix of V corresponding to its components for k = 0, 1, 2. Then a similar argument

shows (105). Thus Eq(
zT

i H
−1
\q

z̃q

n )2 ≺ τ−1
1 d−2. The same argument shows Eq(

zPGT
H−1

\q
z̃q

n )2 ≺ τ−1
1 d−2,

so both statements of the lemma hold by hypercontractivity over (xq,gq∗).

Lemma C.10 (Moment Bound on the Surrogate Approximation Error Projection). For each q =
1, . . . , n, choice of (z̃q, ỹq) ∈ {(zRF

q , yRFq ), (zPG
q , yPGq )} (defining both θ̂∪q and θ̃∪q), and i ∈ [n] \ q,

letting zi denote the ith column of Z\q and letting zPG denote the independent test sample defining
LW (θ),

|zT

i (θ̂∪q − θ̃∪q)| ≺ d−1τ
−3/2
1 , |zPGT

(θ̂∪q − θ̃∪q)| ≺ d−1τ
−3/2
1 ,

Proof. For a smooth function F : Rp → R, we will apply the representations

∇F (y) = ∇F (x) +
( ∫ 1

0
∇2F (x+ t(y − x))dt

)
(y − x)

= ∇F (x) +∇2F (x)(y − x) +
( ∫ 1

0
(1− t)∇3F (x+ t(y − x))dt

)
[y − x,y − x]

where ∇3F (·) ∈ R
p×p×p denotes the (symmetric) third-derivative tensor of F , and ∇3F (·)[y −

x,y − x] ∈ R
p denotes its contraction along two axes with y − x.

From the first-order condition for θ̂∪q to minimize R̂∪q, we have

∇R̂∪q(θ̃∪q) = ∇R̂∪q(θ̃∪q)−∇R̂∪q(θ̂∪q)

=

(∫ 1

0
∇2R̂∪q

(
θ̂∪q + t(θ̃∪q − θ̂∪q)

)
dt

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=H̃

(θ̃∪q − θ̂∪q).

We remark that by Lemma C.3 and Corollary C.6, on an event of probability 1− d−C , there exists
K > 0 such that both θ̃∪q, θ̂∪q ∈ Ŝq(K). Then θ̂∪q + t(θ̃∪q − θ̂∪q) ∈ Ŝq(K) for all t ∈ [0, 1],
so Lemma C.1(c) holds also for the above interpolated Hessian matrix H̃ . In particular, H̃ is
invertible on this high-probability event, so rearranging the above gives

θ̂∪q − θ̃∪q = −H̃−1∇R̂∪q(θ̃∪q). (106)

We proceed to expand∇R̂∪q(θ̃∪q) around the LOO optimizer θ̂\q. From the first-order condition

for θ̂\q as an optimizer of R̂\q,

∇R̂∪q(θ̃∪q) = ∇R̂∪q(θ̃∪q)−∇R̂\q(θ̂\q)
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=
1

n
ℓ′(ỹq, 〈z̃q, θ̃∪q〉)z̃q +∇R̂\q(θ̃∪q)−∇R̂\q(θ̂\q)

=
1

n
ℓ′(ỹq, 〈z̃q, θ̃∪q〉)z̃q +∇2R̂\q(θ̂\q)(θ̃∪q − θ̂\q)

+

(∫ 1

0
(1− t)∇3R̂\q

(
θ̂\q + t(θ̃∪q − θ̂\q)

)
dt

)
[θ̃∪q − θ̂\q, θ̃∪q − θ̂\q].

Let us write as shorthand
θ̄(t) = θ̂\q + t(θ̃∪q − θ̂\q).

Noting that 1
nℓ

′(ỹq, 〈z̃q, θ̃∪q〉)z̃q + ∇2R̂\q(θ̂\q)(θ̃∪q − θ̂\q) = ∇R̃∪q(θ̃∪q) = 0 since θ̃∪q optimizes

R̃∪q, the above shows

∇R̂∪q(θ̃∪q) =
(∫ 1

0
(1− t)∇3R̂\q(θ̄(t))dt

)
[θ̃∪q − θ̂\q, θ̃∪q − θ̂\q].

Then, applying the explicit form θ̃∪q − θ̂\q = − 1
nℓ

′(ỹq, 〈z̃q, θ̃∪q〉)H−1
\q z̃q from Lemma C.5 and

substituting into (106),

zT

i (θ̂∪q − θ̃∪q) = −ℓ
′(ỹq, 〈z̃q, θ̃∪q〉)2

n2
zT

i H̃
−1

(∫ 1

0
(1− t)∇3R̂\q(θ̄(t))dt

)
[H−1

\q z̃q,H
−1
\q z̃q].

Decomposing (recall that we denote τ · ∇3ΓW = τ1∇3ΓW
1 + τ2∇3ΓW

2 )

∇3R̂\q(θ̄(t)) =
1

n

∑

j:j 6=q

ℓ′′′(yj, 〈θ̄(t),zj〉)z⊗3
j + τ · ∇3ΓW (θ̄(t)),

we arrive finally at

zT

i (θ̂∪q − θ̃∪q) = −ℓ′(ỹq, 〈z̃q, θ̃∪q〉)2
∫ 1

0
(1− t)

(
∑

j:j 6=q

ℓ′′′(yj , 〈θ̄(t),zj〉)
(zT

j H̃
−1zi

n

)(zT
j H

−1
\q z̃q

n

)2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=A(t)

+
1

n2
{τ · ∇3ΓW (θ̄(t))}[H̃−1zi,H

−1
\q z̃q,H

−1
\q z̃q]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=B(t)

)
dt. (107)

We proceed to bound the above terms A(t) and B(t) uniformly over t ∈ [0, 1]. For A(t), we apply

‖ℓ′′′‖∞ ≺ 1 by Assumption 3.2 and |z
T

j H
−1
\q

z̃q

n | ≺ d−1τ−1/2 by Lemma C.9 to obtain, simultaneously
over all t ∈ [0, 1],

|A(t)| ≺ 1

d2τ1

∑

j:j 6=q

∣∣∣∣∣
zT
j H̃

−1zi

n

∣∣∣∣∣ ≺
1

d2τ1


 1

n

∑

j:j 6=q

(zT

j H̃
−1zi)

2




1/2

,

the second equality following by Cauchy-Schwarz. In the case where zj = zRF
j for each j = 1, . . . , n,

applying the expansion zj =
∑D

k=0 µkVkhk(xj), Cauchy-Schwarz, and ‖zi‖2 ≺ d from Lemma A.3,
observe that

1

n

n∑

j=1

(zT

j H̃
−1zi)

2 ≤ ‖zi‖22
n

·

∥∥∥∥∥∥
H̃−1

n∑

j=1

zjz
T

j H̃
−1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
op
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≤ C‖zi‖22
n

·
D∑

k=0

µ2k

∥∥∥∥∥∥
H̃−1Vk

n∑

j=1

hk(xj)hk(xj)
TV T

k H̃−1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
op

≺
D∑

k=0

‖µkH̃−1Vkhk(X)‖2op

where hk(X) = [hk(x1), . . . ,hk(xn)] ∈ R
Bd,k×n. More generally, in the case where some zj = zPG

j ,

expanding zj =
∑D

k=0 µkVkhk(xj) + µ>2gj∗, we may obtain similarly

1

n

n∑

j=1

(zT

j H̃
−1zi)

2 ≺
D∑

k=0

‖µkH̃−1Vkhk(X)‖2op + ‖µ>2H̃
−1G∗‖2op

where G∗ = [g1∗, . . . ,gn∗] ∈ R
p×n. For k = 0, 1, 2, we have by Lemmas C.1(c) and F.5 that

‖µkH̃−1Vkhk(X)‖op ≤ ‖H̃−1/2‖op‖H̃−1/2Vk‖op‖hk(X)‖op ≺ dτ
−1/2
1 .

For k ≥ 3, we have by Lemmas C.1(c) and F.9 that

‖µkH̃−1Vkhk(X)‖op ≤ |µk|‖H̃−1‖op‖Vkhk(X)‖op ≺ d.

For the term involving G∗, we have likewise ‖µ>2H̃
−1G∗‖op ≺ ‖H̃−1‖op‖G∗‖op ≺ d, as ‖G∗‖op ≺

d. Applying this bound in both cases, we obtain simultaneously over t ∈ [0, 1] that

|A(t)| ≺ d−1τ
−3/2
1 .

For the term B(t), note that by Lemma C.3 and Corollary C.6, with probability 1− d−C , both
θ̂\q, θ̃∪q ∈ Ŝq(K). Then also θ̄(t) ∈ Ŝq(K) for each t ∈ [0, 1], so Lemma C.1 implies ΓW (θ) =

(‖V T
+ θ‖22, LW (θ)) in a neighborhood of θ̄(t), so that τ · ∇3ΓW (θ) = τ2∇3LW (θ). Then

B(t) = n · EzPG,yPG

[
ℓ′′′test(y

PG, 〈θ̄(t),zPG〉)
( (zPG)TH̃−1zi

n

)((zPG)TH−1
\q z̃q

n

)2
∣∣∣∣∣W

]

= EzPG
1 ,...,zPG

n ,yPG1 ,...,yPGn




n∑

j=1

ℓ′′′test(y
PG

j , 〈θ̄(t),zPG

j 〉)
((zPG

j )TH̃−1zi

n

)((zPG
j )TH−1

\q z̃q

n

)2
∣∣∣∣∣W




where EzPG
1 ,...,zPG

n ,yPG1 ,...,yPGn
[ · | W ] denotes the expectation over n independent test samples condi-

tional on W . This may be bounded in the same way as above, using (72), (73), and Assumption
3.10 for ℓtest(·) to bound |ℓ′′′test(yPGj , 〈θ̄(t),zPG

j 〉)| ≺ 1. Then simultaneously over t ∈ [0, 1],

|B(t)| ≺ d−1τ
−3/2
1 .

Applying these bounds and ‖ℓ′‖∞ ≺ 1 to (107) shows the first statement of the lemma, that
|zT

i (θ̂∪q− θ̃∪q)| ≺ 1. The same argument holds for zPG in place of zi, showing the second statement
of the lemma.

We now conclude the proof of Lemma C.8.
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Proof of Lemma C.8, eq. (102). Applying R̂∪q(θ) = 1
nℓ(ỹq, 〈z̃q,θ〉)+R̂\q(θ) and a third-order Tay-

lor expansion of R̂\q(θ) around its optimizer θ̂\q, we get

R̂∪q(θ) =
1

n
ℓ(ỹq, 〈z̃q ,θ〉) + Φ\q +

1

2
(θ − θ̂\q)

TH\q(θ − θ̂\q)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=R̃∪q(θ)

+
1

6n

∑

i:i 6=q

ℓ′′′(yi, 〈θ̌,zi〉)[zT

i (θ − θ̂\q)]
3 +

1

6
{τ · ∇3ΓW (θ̌)}[θ − θ̂\q,θ − θ̂\q,θ − θ̂\q]

for a point θ̌ between θ and θ\q. Lemma C.3 ensures with probability 1 − d−C that θ̂\q ∈ Ŝq(K).

Then, for any θ ∈ Ŝq(K), also θ̌ ∈ Ŝq(K), so Lemma C.1(b) ensures that τ · ∇3ΓW (θ) =
τ2∇3LW (θ) in a neighborhood of θ̌. Then, on this event, the above gives

R̂∪q(θ) = R̃∪q(θ) +
1

6n

∑

i:i 6=q

ℓ′′′(yi, 〈θ̌,zi〉)[zT

t (θ − θ̂\q)]
3

+
1

6
EzPG,yPG

[
ℓ′′′test(y

PG, 〈θ̌,zPG〉)[zPGT
(θ − θ̂\q)]

3
∣∣∣W

]
.

The difference between the minima of R̂∪q and R̃∪q can be bounded by the maximum of |R̂∪q−R̃∪q|
evaluated at the two respective minimizers,

|Ψq − Φq| ≤ max
{
|(R̂∪q − R̃∪q)(θ̂∪q)|, |(R̂∪q − R̃∪q)(θ̃∪q)|

}
,

Applying the above form for R̂∪q − R̃∪q, and applying also |θ̂∪q − θ̂\q| ≤ |θ̂∪q − θ̃∪q|+ |θ̃∪q − θ̂\q|,

|Ψq − Φq| ≺
1

n

∑

i:i 6=q

|ℓ′′′(yi, 〈θ̌,zi〉)|
(∣∣∣zT

i (θ̂∪q − θ̃∪q)
∣∣∣
3
+
∣∣∣zT

i (θ̃∪q − θ̂\q)
∣∣∣
3
)

(108)

+ EzPG,yPG

[
|ℓ′′′test(yPG, 〈θ̌,zPG〉)|

(∣∣∣zPGT
(θ̂∪q − θ̃∪q)

∣∣∣
3
+
∣∣∣zPGT

(θ̃∪q − θ̂\q)
∣∣∣
3) ∣∣∣W

]
.

We have ‖ℓ′′′‖∞ ≺ 1 by Assumption 3.2, |zT
i (θ̂∪q − θ̃∪q)| ≺ d−1τ

−3/2
1 by Lemma C.10, and

|zT

i (θ̃∪q − θ̂\q)| = |ℓ′(ỹq, 〈z̃q, θ̃∪q〉)| ·
|zT

i H
−1
\q z̃q|
n

≺ d−1τ
−1/2
1

by Lemma C.5, the bound ‖ℓ′‖∞ ≺ 1, and Lemma C.9. Thus the first term of (108) is ≺ d−3τ
−9/2
1 .

The second term of (108) is bounded similarly, applying Lemmas C.9 and C.10 for zPG instead of
zi, and (72) and (73) to bound |ℓ′′′test(yPG, 〈θ̌,zPG〉)| ≺ 1. Thus

|Ψq − Φq| ≺ d−3 ≺ n−3/2τ
−9/2
1 .

This means that for any constant C0 > 0, there exists K > 0 for which

E = {|Ψq − Φq| ≤ (log d)K(n−3/2τ
−9/2
1 )} satisfies P[E ] ≥ 1− d−C0 .

The same arguments as leading to (104) show that E[|Ψq − Φq|1{Ec}] ≤ (log d)Kn−3/2τ
−9/2
1 for a

sufficiently large choice of C0 > 0, establishing (102).
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C.5 Lindeberg replacement for the surrogate risk

Lemma C.11. For each q ∈ {1, . . . , n}, let Ψq(z
RF
q , yRFq ) and Ψq(z

PG
q , yPGq ) denote the values of

Ψq under the choices (z̃q, ỹq) = (zRF
q , yRFq ) and (z̃q, ỹq) = (zPG

q , yPGq ) respectively. Let Eq denote the

expectation over (xq,gq∗, εq) defining (zRF
q , yRFq ) and (zPG

q , yPGq ). Then there exists a constant c > 0
such that for all large d,

E

∣∣∣Eq

[
Ψq(z

RF

q , yRFq )−Ψq(z
PG

q , yPGq )
]∣∣∣ ≤ n−1d−c.

Proof. By Lemma C.5,

Ψq(z
RF

q , yRFq )−Ψq(z
PG

q , yPGq ) =
1

n
MyRFq

(
〈zRF

q , θ̂\q〉; γq(zRF

q )
)
− 1

n
MyPGq

(
〈zPG

q , θ̂\q〉; γq(zPG

q )
)

where we denote by γq(z
RF
q ) and γq(z

PG
q ) the values of γq in (95) for the two cases. Let us denote

γconstq = Eq[γq(z
RF

q )],

and first compare γq(z
RF
q ) and γq(z

PG
q ) with γconstq . By Lemma C.7, we have |γq(zRF

q )−Eqγq(z
RF
q )| ≺

d−1/2 and |γq(zPG
q )− Eqγq(z

PG
q )| ≺ d−1/2. By the definition of γq, also

∣∣∣Eq[γq(z
RF

q )]− Eq[γq(z
PG

q )]
∣∣∣ = 1

n

∣∣∣Tr
((

Eq[z
RF

q (zRF

q )T]− Eq[z
PG

q (zPG

q )T]
)
H−1

\q

)∣∣∣ .

Using Eq[z
RF
q (zRF

q )T] = V V T and Eq[z
PG
q (zPG

q )T] = V≤2V
T
≤2 + µ2>2I where V≤2 contains the com-

ponents of V for k = 0, 1, 2, this implies

∣∣∣Eq[γq(z
RF

q )]− Eq[γq(z
PG

q )]
∣∣∣ ≤ 1

n

∣∣∣H−1/2
\q Tr

(
(V V T − (V≤2V

T

≤2 + µ2>2I))H
−1/2
\q

)∣∣∣

≤ p

n

∥∥∥∥∥H
−1/2
\q

( D∑

k=3

µ2k(VkV
T

k − I)

)
H

−1/2
\q

∥∥∥∥∥
op

.

Then applying Lemma F.8,

∣∣∣Eq[γq(z
RF

q )]− Eq[γq(z
PG

q )]
∣∣∣ ≺

∥∥∥∥H
−1/2
\q

(
µ23
d
WW T +

µ24
d2

1p1
T

p

)
H

−1/2
\q

∥∥∥∥
op

+
1√
d

∥∥∥H−1
\q

∥∥∥
op

≺ µ23
d

∥∥∥W TH−1
\q W

∥∥∥
op

+
µ24
d2

∣∣∣1TpH−1
\q 1p

∣∣∣+ 1√
d

∥∥∥H−1
\q

∥∥∥
op
.

Applying Lemma C.1(c), we have ‖W TH−1
\q W ‖op, |1TpH−1

\q 1p| ≺ τ−1
1 , and ‖H\q‖op ≺ 1. Thus, for

τ1 ≥ d−1/2, |Eq[γq(z
RF
q )]− Eq[γq(z

PG
q )]| ≺ d−1/2, so

|γq(zRF

q )− γconstq | ≺ d−1/2, |γq(zPG

q )− γconstq | ≺ d−1/2.

Together with the Lipschitz bound for γ 7→ My(z; γ) from Lemma C.4, this shows

∣∣∣MyRFq

(
〈zRF

q , θ̂\q〉; γq(zRF

q )
)
−MyRFq

(
〈zRF

q , θ̂\q〉; γconstq

)∣∣∣ ≺ d−1/2, (109)
∣∣∣MyPGq

(
〈zPG

q , θ̂\q〉; γq(zPG

q )
)
−MyPGq

(
〈zPG

q , θ̂\q〉; γconstq

)∣∣∣ ≺ d−1/2. (110)
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Finally, recall that zRF
q = σ(Wxq) and yRFq = η(xq,S ,β

T
2 h2(xq), . . . ,β

T

D′hD′(xq), εq). By the
Lipschitz bound for (y, z) 7→ My(z; γ

const
q ) from Lemma C.4 and the Lipschitz assumption for η(·)

in Assumption 3.5, observe that

MyRFq

(
〈zRF

q ,θ〉; γconstq

)
= ϕεq (xq,S,β

T

2 h2(xq), . . . ,β
T

DhD(xq),θ
Tσ(Wxq))

for a (random, depending on εq) function ϕεq(·) that is C-Lipschitz for a constant C > 0. Then
Theorem 4.2 implies that for any K > 0,

sup
θ∈ΘPG

W
(K)

∣∣∣MyRFq

(
〈zRF

q ,θ〉; γconstq

)
−MyPGq

(
〈zPG

q ,θ〉; γconstq

)∣∣∣ ≺ d−c

for some constant c > 0. Since Lemma C.3 ensures that θ̂\q ∈ ΘPG

W (K) with probability 1 − d−C

for any C > 0 some K ≡ K(C) > 0, this implies
∣∣∣MyRFq

(
〈zRF

q , θ̂\q〉; γconstq

)
−MyPGq

(
〈zPG

q , θ̂\q〉; γconstq

)∣∣∣ ≺ d−c. (111)

Combining (109), (110), and (111) shows that for any C0 > 0, there exist K, c > 0 for which

E = {|Eq[Ψq(z
RF

q , yRFq )−Ψq(z
PG

q , yPGq )]| ≤ n−1d−c} satisfies P[E ] ≥ 1− d−C0 .

The same arguments as leading to (104) show that E[|Ψq(z
RF
q , yRFq )−Ψq(z

PG
q , yPGq )|1{Ec}] ≤ n−1d−c

for a sufficiently large choice of C0 > 0, concluding the proof.

C.6 Proof of Theorem 4.4

Proof of Theorem 4.4. For brevity, denote by tq = (zq, yq) the q-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,

∣∣∣E
[
ϕ
(
R̂∗

n,p(τ ,Z
RF,fRF)

) ]
− E

[
ϕ
(
R̂∗

n,p(τ ,Z
PG,fPG)

) ]∣∣∣

≤
n∑

q=1

∣∣∣E
[
ϕ
(
Φq(t

RF

q )
)]

− E
[
ϕ
(
Φq(t

PG

q )
)]∣∣∣ .

For each q, we perform a Taylor expansion of ϕ(Φq) around the leave-one-out (LOO) risk Φ\q:

ϕ(Φq(tq)) = ϕ(Φ\q) + ϕ′(Φ\q)(Φq(tq)− Φ\q) +
1

2
ϕ′′(ζq)(Φq(tq)− Φ\q)

2,

for some ζq between Φq(tq) and Φ\q. Applying this expansion to both {tRFq , tPGq }, and taking their
difference, we obtain
∣∣∣E
[
ϕ
(
Φq(t

RF

q )
)]

− E
[
ϕ
(
Φq(t

PG

q )
)]∣∣∣ ≤ ‖ϕ′‖∞E

[∣∣∣Eq[Φq(t
RF

q )− Φq(t
PG

q )]
∣∣∣
]

+
‖ϕ′′‖∞

2

{
E[(Φq(t

RF

q )− Φ\q)
2] + E[(Φq(t

PG

q )− Φ\q)
2]
}
,

(112)

where Eq is the expectation with respect to the q-th sample tq. For the first order term, we introduce
the quadratic surrogate problem Ψq and decompose

∣∣∣Eq[Φq(t
RF

q )− Φq(t
PG

q )]
∣∣∣ ≤ Eq[|Φq(t

RF

q )−Ψq(t
RF

q )|] + Eq[|Φq(t
PG

q )−Ψq(t
PG

q )|]

+
∣∣∣Eq

[
Ψq(t

RF

q )−Ψq(t
PG

q )
]∣∣∣ .
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Similarly, for the second order term,

E

[(
Φq(tq)−Φ\q

)2] ≤ 2E
[
(Φq(tq)−Ψq(tq))

2
]
+ 2E

[(
Ψq(tq)− Φ\q

)2]
.

By Lemma C.8, for all q ∈ [n] and tq ∈ {tRFq , tPGq },

E

[(
Ψq(tq)− Φ\q

)2] ≤ (log d)K

n2
, Eq[|Φq(tq)−Ψq(tq)|] ≤

(log d)K

n3/2τ
9/2
1

,

and by Lemma C.11,

E

∣∣∣Eq

[
Ψq(t

RF

q )−Ψq(t
PG

q )
]∣∣∣ ≤ 1

ndc
.

Substituting these bounds in the previous displays and combining them in (112), we get

∣∣∣E
[
ϕ
(
Φq(t

RF

q )
)]

− E
[
ϕ
(
Φq(t

PG

q )
)]∣∣∣ ≤ 1

ndc′τ
9/2
1

.

Summing over q = 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 xS 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 ΘCG

W ⊆ ΘPG

W .

Theorem D.1. For any constant C > 0, there exist constants K, ε,KΓ > 0 such that with
probability at least 1 − d−C , the following holds. For each q = 1, . . . , n, choice of (z̃q, ỹq) ∈
{(zPG

q , yPGq ), (zCG
q , yCGq )}, and R̂ given by either R̂\q or R̂∪q, there exists a unique minimizer θ̂

of R̂, which furthermore satisfies

θ̂ ∈ ΘCG

W (ε,K) ∩ Ŝq(K).

Lemma C.3 (now with CGE data) already showed that θ̂ ∈ ΘPG

W (K) ∩ Ŝq(K) with this proba-
bility. Thus, it remains to show that there exists a constant ε > 0 such that

∥∥W T

\SDθ̂
W\S

∥∥
op

≤ d−ε,
∥∥W T

S D
θ̂
W\S

∥∥
F
≤ d−ε.

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 H2(x) = 1√

2
(x⊗2 − Id) ∈ (Rd)⊙2. Define

the order-3 weight tensor V2 ∈ R
p×d×d whose j-th slice is (V2)j := w⊗2

j ∈ (Rd)⊙2. The tensor
contraction of V2 with H2(x) is then

V2H2(x) = (〈(V2)j ,H2(x)〉)j∈[p] = (He2(〈wj ,x〉))j∈[p] ∈ R
p.

Denote by θTV2 the linear combination of the slices with weights θ

θTV2 =

p∑

j=1

θj(V2)j =

p∑

j=1

θjwjw
T

j = W TDθW , Dθ := diag(θj)j∈[p].

Let S = {1, . . . , s} ⊂ [d] be the indices of the signal support. For any order-2 tensor A, let PSA be
the projection onto the entries whose indices both lie in S, and define PS,⊥A = A− PSA. Then

θT
PSV2 =

(
W T

S DθWS 0
0 0

)
, θT

PS,⊥V2 =

(
0 W T

S DθW\S
W T

\SDθWS W T

\SDθW\S .

)

For convenience, let V1 := W ∈ R
p×d, and define the full design tensor V by concatenation:

V :=
[
µ01p

∣∣ µ1V1

∣∣ µ2V2

∣∣ µ>2Ip
]
.

We similarly define the stacked chaos covariates hi for the PGE and CGE models

hPG

i :=




1
xi

H2(xi)
gi∗


 , hCG

i :=




1
xi

PSH2(xi) + PS,⊥Gi2

gi∗


 ,
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where Gi2 = ι(gi2) and ι(·) is the isometry described in Section F.1. With these notations, the
feature vectors can be expressed as

zPG

i = VhPG

i = µ01p + µ1V1xi + µ2V2H2(xi) + µ>2gi∗,

zCG

i = VhCG

i = µ01p + µ1V1xi + µ2V2PSH2(xi) + µ2V2PS,⊥Gi2 + µ>2gi∗,

and the corresponding responses are

yPGi = η
(
fPGi ; εi), fPGi := {xiS ,β

T

2 h2(xi),β
T

3 gi3, . . . ,β
T

D′giD′},
yCGi = η

(
fCGi ; εi), fCGi := {xiS ,β

T

2 gi2,β
T

3 gi3, . . . ,β
T

D′giD′},

where βT
2 h2(xi) = (〈β2i,h2(xi)〉)i∈[s2] = {〈B2i,H2(xi)〉}i∈[s2] with B2i := ι(β2i) ∈ R

d×d.

Finally, let θ̂ be the minimizer of the empirical risk R̂n,p(θ; τ ,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

‖W T

\SDθ̂
W\S‖op = sup

v∈Sd−1, PSv=0

p∑

j=1

θ̂j〈v,wj〉2,

where PSv is the projection onto the support coordinates S = {1, . . . , s}. Decompose

p∑

j=1

θ̂j〈v,wj〉2 =
p∑

j=1

θ̂j(〈v,wj〉2 − d−1) + d−1〈θ̂,1p〉,

where the second term is negligible, using that 〈θ̂,1p〉 ≺ 1 by Lemma C.1. For the first term, if θ̂
were independent of (〈v,wj〉)j∈[p], then, over the randomness in W ,

p∑

j=1

θ̂j(〈v,wj〉2 − d−1) ≺ ‖θ̂‖∞ ≺ d−1/4, (113)

since (〈v,wj〉2 − d−1) are i.i.d. with variance d−2, and θ̂ ∈ ΘPG

W with high probability.

In reality, θ̂ is not independent of the {〈v,wj〉}j∈[p], though we expect it to be nearly so.

To formalize this, we compare θ̂ with θ̂−v, 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 θ̂−v is independent of {〈v,wj〉}j∈[p], and we can apply (113). If we can

bound ‖θ̂ − θ̂−v‖2 ≺ d−ε, 〈θ̂−v ,1p〉 ≺ 1, and ‖θ̂−v‖∞ ≺ d−ε then

p∑

j=1

θ̂j〈v,wj〉2 ≺ d−1|〈θ̂−v ,1p〉|+ d−1|〈θ̂,1p〉|+ ‖θ̂−v − θ̂‖2 + ‖θ̂−v‖∞ ≺ d−ε.

The main difficulty lies in controlling these quantities uniformly over all v ∈ S
d−1, PSv = 0, in

particular ‖θ̂−v‖∞. To achieve this, we note that ‖θ̂‖∞ ≺ d−1/4. Hence, adding a regularization
term κd‖·‖∞ to the LODO objective should not significantly alter the minimizer provided κd ≪ d1/4.
Choosing κd = d1/8 ensures uniform control ‖θ̂−v‖∞ ≤ (log d)Kd−1/8 over all v.

Thus, we introduce the following regularized objective and regularized LODO objective:

Pn(θ) :=
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ
(
yi, 〈θ,zi〉

)
+
λ

2
‖θ‖22 + τ · ΓW (θ) + κd‖θ‖∞,
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Pn,−v(θ) :=
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ
(
yi,−v, 〈θ,zi,−v〉

)
+
λ

2
‖θ‖22 + τ · ΓW−v(θ) + κd‖θ‖∞,

where (yi,−v,zi,−v) corresponds to data where xi,W , and B2i are replaced by

xi,−v := (I − vvT)xi, W−v := (wj,−v/‖wj,−v‖2)j∈[p], B2i,−v := (I − vvT)B2i(I − vvT),

respectively, with wj,−v := (I − vvT)wj . Let V1,−v, V2,−v, and V−v be the associated weight
tensors, and let hi,−v be the stacked chaos with xi replaced by (I − vvT)xi, H2(xi) replaced
by (I − vvT)H2(xi)(I − vvT). With slight abuse of notation, we also denote H2(xi,−v) := (I −
vvT)H2(xi)(I − vvT). Note that V−vhi,−v = V−vhi, but V−vhi,−v 6= Vhi,−v because of the
normalization in W−v. We will denote (zi,−v, fi,−v) and yi,−v the LODO data.

Consider
θ̌ ∈ argmin

θ

Pn(θ), θ̌−v ∈ argmin
θ

Pn,−v(θ),

some arbitrary minimizers. We will show in fact that θ̌ and θ̌−v are unique uniformly over v with
high probability. Note that because the weights V−v are independent of {〈wj ,v〉}pj=1, so is the

minimizer θ̌−v.

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) = (zPG, yPG), as this case is more involved to analyze; modifications for the CGE
setting will be noted where necessary. Let VS = span{ej : j ∈ S} denote the signal subspace, and
let NS⊥ be a fixed 1/4-net of the unit sphere in its orthogonal complement V ⊥

S , with cardinality
satisfying |NS⊥ | ≤ 9d. All results in this section will be established uniformly over v ∈ NS⊥ .

Lemma D.2. There exist constants c, C, d0 > 0, depending only on the constants in the assump-
tions, such that for all d ≥ d0, the following holds with probability at least 1− e−Cd:

sup
v∈N

S⊥

1

n

n∑

i=1

(yi − yi,−v)
2 ≤ d−c, (114)

Moreover, for every k ≥ 0, there exists a constant ck > 0 such that

sup
v∈N

S⊥

E

[
‖f − f−v‖k2

]
≤ d−ck . (115)

Proof. By the Lipschitz property of η in Assumption 3.5, we have

1

n

n∑

i=1

(yi − yi,−v)
2 ≤ C

s2∑

j=1

1

n

n∑

i=1

(∆ξ2j(xi))
2 ,

where, from the form H2(x) =
1√
2
(x⊗2 − Id),

∆ξ2,j(xi) := 〈B2j ,H2(xi)−H2(xi,−v))〉 =
1√
2

(
2(xT

i B2jv)(v
Txi)− (vTB2jv)[(v

Txi)
2 + 1]

)
.
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Hence,

1

n

n∑

i=1

(∆ξ2j(xi))
2 ≤ 4vTB2j

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

(vTxi)
2xix

T

i

)
B2jv + 2(vTB2jv)

2

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

(vTxi)
4 + 1

)

≤ 4‖B2j‖2op

∥∥∥∥∥
1

n

n∑

i=1

(vTxi)
2xix

T

i

∥∥∥∥∥
op

+ 2‖B2j‖2op

[
1

n

n∑

i=1

(vTxi)
4 + 1

]
.

(116)
We first bound the second term. A standard tail bound implies that P[

∑n
i=1(x

T
i v)

4−E(xT
i v)

4 ≥
t] ≤ 2e−cmin(t1/2,t2/n) for some constant c > 0. For any C > 0, choosing t ≍ n ≍ d2 yields a constant
C ′ > 0 sufficiently large such that

∑n
i=1(x

T
i v)

4 ≤ C ′n with probability at least 1− e−Cd. By union
bound, with probability at least 1− e−Cd,

sup
v∈N

S⊥

1

n

n∑

i=1

〈xi,v〉4 ≤ C ′.

Next, consider the first term in (116). We decompose it as

∥∥∥∥∥
1

n

n∑

i=1

(vTxi)
2xix

T

i

∥∥∥∥∥
op

≤ 2

∥∥∥∥∥
1

n

n∑

i=1

(vTxi)
2xi,Sx

T

i,S

∥∥∥∥∥
op

+ 2

∥∥∥∥∥
1

n

n∑

i=1

(vTxi)
2xi,\Sx

T

i,\S

∥∥∥∥∥
op

≤ 2

n

n∑

i=1

(vTxi)
2‖xi,S‖22 + 4 sup

u∈N
S⊥

1

n

n∑

i=1

〈xi,v〉2〈xi,u〉2.
(117)

where the last inequality uses a standard covering argument over 1/4-nets (see [Ver18, Lemma 4.4.1]).
Note that

sup
u,v∈N

S⊥

1

n

n∑

i=1

〈xi,v〉2〈xi,u〉2 ≤ sup
v∈N

S⊥

1

n

n∑

i=1

〈xi,v〉4.

Hence, by the same argument as above, the right-hand side of (117) is bounded by C ′ with probabil-
ity at least 1− e−Cd. Combining these estimates in (116) and using that ‖B2j‖2op ≤ ‖B2

2j‖F ≤ d−c

by the genericity condition in (33), we obtain the desired bound (114). For the second claim, note
that

E[‖f − f−v‖k2 ] = Ck

s2∑

j=1

‖B2j − (I − vvT)B2j(I − vvT)‖kF ≤ C ′
k

s2∑

j=1

‖B2j‖kop,

from which (115) follows immediately.

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 KΓ > K ′ (with KΓ

defining ΓW (θ)), with probability at least 1− d−C , the following holds:

(a) For θ ∈ {θ̂, θ̌}, the minimizers of R̂n,p and Pn respectively,

‖θ‖2, |µ01Tp θ|, ‖µ1θTV1‖2, ‖µ2θTV2‖F ≤ (log d)K
′
.

Furthermore for all v ∈ NS⊥, the minimizer θ̌−v of Pn,−v satisfies

‖θ̌−v‖2, |µ01Tp θ̌−v|, ‖µ1θ̌T

−vV1,−v‖2, ‖µ2θ̌T

−vV2,−v‖F ≤ (log d)K
′
.
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(b) We have ΓW (θ) = (‖V T
+ θ‖22, LW (θ)) for θ ∈ {θ̂, θ̌}. Similarly, for all v ∈ NS⊥,

ΓW−v (θ̌−v) =
(
(1Tp θ̌−v)

2 + ‖W T

−vθ̌−v‖22, LW−v
(θ̌−v)

)
.

Furthermore, denoting H−v(θ) = ∇2(Pn,−v(θ)− κd‖θ‖∞), we have

H−v(θ̌−v) �
λ

2
I, ‖[1p W−v]H−v(θ̌−v)[1p W−v]

T‖op ≤ τ−1
1 .

(c) We have

‖θ̂‖∞ ≤ (log d)K
′

d1/4
, ‖θ̌‖∞ ≤ (log d)K

′

d1/4
, sup

v∈N
S⊥

‖θ̌−v‖∞ ≤ (log d)K
′

d1/8
.

Proof of Lemma D.3(a). The results for θ̂ and θ̌ 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 ∈ NS⊥ . First,
note that

λ

2
‖θ̌−v‖22 ≤ Pn,−v(0) ≤

1

n

∑

i∈[n]
ℓ(yi, 0) + C


 1

n

∑

i∈[n]
(yi − yi,−v)

2




1/2

, (118)

where we used the Lipschitz property of ℓ (Assumption 3.2). By Lemma D.2, the right-hand side
is uniformly bounded over v ∈ NS⊥, implying that ‖θ̌−v‖2 ≺ 1 simultaneously over all v ∈ NS⊥ .

We now focus on the order-2 chaos component:

‖θ̌T

−vV2,−v‖F ≤ ‖θ̌T

−vV2(I− vvT)⊗2‖F + ‖θ̌T

−v

(
V2,−v − V2(I− vvT)⊗2

)
‖F . (119)

Since (I − vvT)⊗2 is an orthogonal projection, we have

‖θ̌T

−vV2(I− vvT)⊗2‖F ≤ ‖θ̌T

−vV2‖F = ‖V T

2 θ̌−v‖2 ≤
|1Tp θ̌−v|√

d
+ ‖V2c‖op‖θ̌−v‖2,

where we used the decomposition of V2 from Corollary F.7. Note that ‖V2c‖op‖θ̌−v‖2 ≺ 1 simulta-
neously over v. For the second term in (119), define

∆(v) :=

p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j

(
(wj,−v)

⊗2

‖wj,−v‖22
− (wj,−v)

⊗2

)
=

p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j

(
1− ‖wj,−v‖22
‖wj,−v‖22

)
(wj,−v)

⊗2.

Using 1− ‖wj,−v‖22 = 〈wj ,v〉2, we obtain

‖∆(v)‖F ≤
p∑

j=1

|(θ̌−v)j |
〈wj ,v〉2
‖wj,−v‖22

‖(wj,−v)
⊗2‖F =

p∑

j=1

|(θ̌−v)j |〈wj ,v〉2.

Applying the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality gives

p∑

j=1

|(θ̌−v)j |〈wj,v〉2 ≤ ‖θ̌−v‖2




p∑

j=1

〈wj,v〉4



1/2

.
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From (52) in the proof of Lemma B.10, we have supv∈N
S⊥

∑p
j=1〈wj,v〉4 ≺ 1. Therefore,

sup
v∈N

S⊥

‖θ̌T

−vV2,−v‖F ≺ 1 +
1√
d

sup
v∈N

S⊥

|1Tp θ̌−v|. (120)

Thus it remains to bound |µ01Tp θ̌−v|, ‖µ1θ̌T
−vV1,−v‖2 uniformly over v. The bound (118) im-

plies that Lemma C.2 holds simultaneously for all θ̌−v, 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 ∈ NS⊥ ,
with W replaced by W−v . For brevity, we omit the repetition of these arguments here.

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).

Proof of Lemma D.3(c). First note that (recalling (118) and Lemma D.2):

κd‖θ̌−v‖∞ ≤ Pn,−v(θ̌−v) ≤ sup
v∈N

S⊥

Pn,−v(0) ≺ 1.

Thus, using that we chose κd = d1/8, we immediately obtain supv∈N
S⊥

‖θ̌−v‖∞ ≺ d−1/8. The result

for θ̂ follows from Lemma C.3. For θ̌, we use the optimality of θ̂, θ̌:

Pn(θ̌) = R̂n,p(θ̌) + κd‖θ̌‖∞ ≤ Pn(θ̂) = R̂n,p(θ̂) + κd‖θ̂‖∞, R̂n,p(θ̂) ≤ R̂n,p(θ̌),

which implies that ‖θ̌‖∞ ≤ ‖θ̂‖∞ ≺ d−1/4.

Lemma D.4. We have

sup
v∈N

S⊥

1

n

n∑

i=1

(
θ̌T

−vVhi,−v − θ̌T

−vV−vhi,−v

)2
≺ d−1/8, (121)

sup
v∈N⊥

S

1

n

n∑

i=1

(
θ̌T

−vVhi − θ̌T

−vV−vhi,−v

)2
≺ d−1/8 + µ21. (122)

Moreover, for any k ≥ 1, there exists a constant ck > 0 depending only on the constants in the
assumptions such that

sup
v∈N⊥

S

E

[∣∣〈θ̌−v,z − z−v〉
∣∣k | W

]
≺ d−ck . (123)

Furthermore, the bound (121) holds also for θ̂ and θ̌ in place of θ̌−v.

Proof of Lemma D.4 Eq. (121). Recall xi,−v = (I− vvT)xi. We decompose the difference as

θ̌T

−vVhi,−v − θ̌T

−vV−vhi,−v = µ1θ̌
T

−v(V1 − V1,−v)xi,−v + µ2θ̌
T

−v(V2 − V2,−v)H2(xi,−v),

and bound the two contributions separately. (In the case of a sample hCG
i from the CGE model,

the second term is µ2θ̌
T
−v(V2−V2,−v)(PSH2(xi,−v)+PS,⊥G2i,−v), and may be treated similarly in

the following.)
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Step 1: Linear term. Since wT
j xi,−v = wT

j,−vxi,−v,

∆i,1(v) := θ̌T

−vµ1(V1 − V1,−v)xi,−v

= µ1

p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j

(
wT

j −
wT

j,−v

‖wj,−v‖2

)
xi,−v

= µ1

p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j

(
1− 1

‖wj,−v‖2

)
〈wj,−v,xi,−v〉 =: 〈a(v),xi,−v〉,

where

a(v) :=

p∑

j=1

µ1(θ̌−v)j

(
1− 1

‖wj,−v‖2

)
wj,−v.

Since a(v) lies in the subspace orthogonal to v, we have 〈a(v),xi,−v〉 = 〈a(v),xi〉. The average
squared difference is then

1

n

n∑

i=1

(∆i,1(v))
2 =

1

n

n∑

i=1

〈a(v),xi〉2 ≤ ‖a(v)‖22

∥∥∥∥∥
1

n

n∑

i=1

xix
T

i

∥∥∥∥∥
op

Since {xi}ni=1 are i.i.d. standard Gaussian vectors in R
d, we have ‖ 1

n

∑n
i=1 xix

T
i ‖op ≺ 1 [Ver18,

Theorem 4.4.5], so

sup
v∈N

S⊥

1

n

n∑

i=1

〈a(v),xi〉2 ≺ sup
v∈N

S⊥

‖a(v)‖22.

We now bound ‖a(v)‖2 uniformly in v. Rewrite

a(v) = µ1

p∑

j=1

(‖wj,−v‖2 − 1)(θ̌−v)j
wj,−v

‖wj,−v‖2
= µ1W

T

−vDθ̌−v
r(v), (124)

where r(v) := (‖wj,−v‖2 − 1)j∈[p] and Dθ̌−v
= diag((θ̌−v)j)j∈[p]. Thus, we simply get ‖a(v)‖22 ≤

µ21‖W T
−vDθ̌−v

‖2op‖r(v)‖22. Since ‖wj,−v‖2 =
√

1− 〈wj ,v〉2, we have (‖wj,−v‖2 − 1)2 ≤ 〈wj ,v〉4,
hence

sup
v∈N

S⊥

‖r(v)‖22 ≤ sup
v∈N

S⊥

p∑

j=1

〈wj ,v〉4 ≺ 1,

by the same bound as in (52). For the operator norm, ‖W T
−vDθ̌−v

‖2op ≤ 2 supu∈N
S⊥

‖Dθ̌−v
W−vu‖22,

and by Cauchy–Schwarz,

‖Dθ̌−v
W−vu‖22 =

p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)
2
j

〈
wj,−v

‖wj,−v‖2
,u

〉2

≤

√√√√
p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)4j

√√√√
p∑

j=1

〈
wj,−v

‖wj,−v‖2
,u

〉4

.

Using Lemmas D.3(a) and D.3(c), supv∈N
S⊥

‖θ̌−v‖24 ≤ supv∈N
S⊥

‖θ̌−v‖∞‖θ̌−v‖2 ≺ d−1/8, and, by

the same union bound as in (52),

sup
u,v∈N

S⊥

p∑

j=1

〈
wj,−v

‖wj,−v‖2
,u

〉4

≺ 1.

Combining these estimates yields

sup
v∈N

S⊥

1

n

n∑

i=1

∆i,1(v)
2 ≺ sup

v∈N
S⊥

‖a(v)‖22 ≺ d−1/8. (125)
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Step 2: Quadratic term. Denote

∆i,2(v) := θ̌T

−vµ2(V2 − V2,−v)H2(xi,−v) and ∆V2(v) := V2(I − vvT)⊗2 − V2,−v.

Here V2(I − vvT)⊗2 denotes an order-3 weight tensor in R
p×d×d whose j-th slice is w⊗2

j,−v =
[
(I− vvT)wj

]⊗2
. Let H2(X−v) = [H2(x1,−v), . . . ,H2(xn,−v)]

T ∈ R
n×d×d, and let h2(X−v) ∈

R
n×Bd,2 denote its preimage under the isometry ι(·). Then

1

n

n∑

i=1

(∆i,2(v))
2 =

µ22
n

∥∥∥θ̌T

−v∆V2(v)H2(X−v)
∥∥∥
2

F
≤ µ22

n

∥∥∥θ̌T

−v∆V2(v)
∥∥∥
2

F
‖h2(X−v)‖2op .

By Lemma F.5, ‖h2(X−v)‖2op ≤ ‖h2(X)‖2op ≺ d2. To bound
∥∥θ̌T

−v∆V2(v)
∥∥2
F
, use x2

1−x2 = x2+ x4

1−x2

to write

θ̌T

−v∆V2(v) =

p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j

(
w⊗2

j,−v −
w⊗2

j,−v

‖wj,−v‖22

)
= −

p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j

( 〈wj ,v〉2
1− 〈wj ,v〉2

)
w⊗2

j,−v

= −
p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j〈wj ,v〉2w⊗2
j,−v

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:A(v)

−
p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j
〈wj,v〉4

1− 〈wj ,v〉2
w⊗2

j,−v

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:B(v)

.

For A(v), define c(v) :=
(
(θ̌−v)j〈wj,v〉2

)
j∈[p]. Then

‖A(v)‖2F =

∥∥∥∥∥∥
(I − vvT)




p∑

j=1

cj(v)wjw
T

j


 (I − vvT)

∥∥∥∥∥∥

2

F

≤ ‖c(v)TV2‖2F = ‖V T

2 c(v)‖22.

Using the decomposition from Corollary F.7,

‖V T

2 c(v)‖22 =

∥∥∥∥∥

(
1

d
ec1

T

p + V2c

)T

c(v)

∥∥∥∥∥

2

2

≤ 2

d2
‖ec‖22(1Tp c(v))2 + 2‖V T

2cc(v)‖22.

For the first term,

sup
v∈N

S⊥

(1Tp c(v))
2 = sup

v∈N
S⊥

∣∣∣∣∣∣

p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j〈wj,v〉2
∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤ sup
v∈N

S⊥

‖θ̌−v‖22 ·
p∑

j=1

〈wj,v〉4 ≺ 1.

For the second term, ‖V T
2cc(v)‖22 ≤ ‖V2c‖2op‖c(v)‖22 ≺ ‖c(v)‖22, and

sup
v∈N

S⊥

‖c(v)‖22 = sup
v∈N

S⊥

p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)
2
j 〈wj,v〉4 ≤ sup

v∈N
S⊥

‖θ̌−v‖2∞
p∑

j=1

〈wj,v〉4 ≺ d−1/4,

where we used Lemma D.3(c). Hence, putting the above estimates together, we get

sup
v∈N

S⊥

‖A(v)‖2F ≺ d−1/4. (126)
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For B(v), note that

‖B(v)‖F ≤
p∑

j=1

|(θ̌−v)j |
〈wj ,v〉4

1− 〈wj ,v〉2
‖wj,−v‖22 ≤ ‖θ̌−v‖∞

p∑

j=1

〈wj,v〉4,

since ‖wj,−v‖22 = 1− 〈wj ,v〉2. Arguing as above, we immediately obtain

sup
v∈N

S⊥

‖B(v)‖2F ≺ d−1/4. (127)

Combining (126) and (127) yields the bound on the quadratic part:

sup
v∈N

S⊥

1

n

n∑

i=1

∆i,2(v)
2 ≺ d−1/4. (128)

Finally, (121) follows by combining (125) and (128). We note that the preceding arguments hold
equally with θ̂ or θ̌ in place of θ̌−v.

Proof of Lemma D.4 Eq. (122). First, note that

1

n

n∑

i=1

(
θ̌T

−v(Vhi − V−vhi,−v)
)2

≤ 2

n

n∑

i=1

(
θ̌T

−vV(hi − hi,−v)
)2

+
2

n

n∑

i=1

(
θ̌T

−v(V − V−v)hi,−v

)2
.

The second term is exactly (121) and is uniformly ≺ d−1/8. For the first term, decompose

θ̌T

−vV(hi − hi,−v) = µ1θ̌
T

−vV1 (xi − xi,−v)︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=∆i,1(v)

+µ2θ̌
T

−vV2 (H2(xi)−H2(xi,−v))︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=∆i,2(v)

.

(In the case of a sample hCG
i from the CGE model, the second term is ∆i,2(v) = µ2θ̌

T
−vV2PS,⊥Gi2,−v

and again may be treated similarly in the following.)

Step 1: Linear term. Since xi − xi,−v = 〈xi,v〉v, this term is ∆i,1(v) = µ1〈xi,v〉
(
θ̌T
−vWv

)
.

Hence,

1

n

n∑

i=1

∆i,1(v)
2 = µ21

(
θ̌T

−vWv
)2
(
1

n

n∑

i=1

〈xi,v〉2
)
.

By a chi-squared tail bound and union bound, supv∈N
S⊥
n−1

∑n
i=1〈xi,v〉2 ≺ 1. For fixed v, note

that 〈wj,v〉 is independent of wj,−v/‖wj,−v‖2, so θ̌−v is independent of {〈wj ,v〉}j∈[p]. Then

conditional on θ̌−v, θ̌
T
−vWv is (‖θ̌−v‖22/d)-subgaussian, so P[|θ̌T

−vWv| ≥ t | θ̌−v] ≤ 2e−ct2d/‖θ̌−v‖22 .
Using supv ‖θ̌−v‖2 ≺ 1, choosing t ≍ (log d)K for large enough K, and taking a union bound over
NS⊥,

sup
v∈N

S⊥

1

n

n∑

i=1

∆i,1(v)
2 ≺ µ21 · sup

v∈N
S⊥

(θ̌T

−vWv)2 ≺ µ21. (129)
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Step 2: Quadratic term. Using H2(x) =
1√
2
(xx⊤− I) and H2(xi,−v) = (I −vv⊤)H2(xi)(I −

vv⊤),

H2(xi)−H2(xi,−v) =
1√
2

(
〈xi,v〉(xiv

T + vxT

i )−
[
〈xi,v〉2 + 1

]
vvT

)
.

Thus we can decompose the quadratic term as

1

n

n∑

i=1

∆i,2(v)
2 ≤ 2µ22

1

n

n∑

i=1


〈xi,v〉2

p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j〈wj,v〉2



2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:a(v)

+2µ22




p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j〈wj,v〉2



2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=S(v)2

+ 4µ22
1

n

n∑

i=1


〈xi,v〉

p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j〈wj,xi〉〈wj ,v〉




2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:b(v)

.

The first term can be rewritten as

a(v) =




p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j〈wj ,v〉2



2(
1

n

n∑

i=1

〈xi,v〉4
)

= S(v)2

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

〈xi,v〉4
)
.

Write

S(v) = d−1〈1p, θ̌−v〉+
p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j(〈wj ,v〉2 − d−1).

By Lemma D.3(a), supv∈N
S⊥

|〈1p, θ̌−v〉| ≺ 1. Since θ̌−v is independent of {〈wj ,v〉}j∈[p], Bernstein’s
inequality [Ver18, Theorem 2.8.1] yields, for each v ∈ NS⊥ ,

P

[∣∣∣∣
p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j(〈wj ,v〉2 − d−1)| ≥ t

∣∣∣∣ θ̌−v

]
≤ 2e

−cmin( t2d2

‖θ̌−v‖2
2
, td
‖θ̌−v‖∞

)
.

Then applying supv ‖θ̌−v‖2 ≺ 1 and supv ‖θ̌−v‖∞ ≺ d−1/8 (Lemma D.3(c)) and taking a union
bound over NS⊥ yields

sup
v∈N

S⊥

∣∣∣∣∣∣

p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j(〈wj,v〉2 − d−1)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≺ d−1/8.

Thus supv S(v)
2 ≺ d−1/4. Moreover supv n

−1
∑

i〈xi,v〉4 ≺ 1, so supv a(v) ≺ d−1/4.
For b(v), introduce the matrix Cv = diag(〈w1,v〉, . . . , 〈wp,v〉) and write

b(v) = θ̌T

−vCvW

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

〈xi,v〉2xix
T

i

)
W TCvθ̌−v.

From (117), we have supv∈N
S⊥

∥∥n−1
∑n

i=1〈xi,v〉2xix
T
i

∥∥
op

≺ 1. Thus it suffices to bound

‖W TCvθ̌−v‖2 ≤ 2 sup
u∈N

S⊥

|uTW TCv θ̌−v|.
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Let u−v = u− 〈v,u〉v. Then,

uTW TCvθ̌−v =

p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j〈u,wj〉〈wj ,v〉

= 〈u,v〉
p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j〈wj,v〉2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=S(v)

+‖u−v‖2
p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j〈wj,v〉〈wj ,u−v/‖u−v‖2〉
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=T (v,u)

.

The first term is bounded by supv |S(v)| ≺ d−1/8 above. For the second term, let ũ−v =
u−v/‖u−v‖2 and wj,−v = w − 〈v,w〉v. Then

T (v,u) =

p∑

j=1

[
(θ̌−v)j

〈wj, ũ−v〉
‖wj,−v‖2

]
· ‖wj,−v‖2〈wj ,v〉. (130)

For v,u fixed, ‖wj,−v‖2〈wj,v〉 is independent of (θ̌−v)j
〈wj ,ũ−v〉
‖wj,−v‖2 , as ũ−v is a unit vector orthogonal

to v so the latter depends on wj only via wj,−v/‖wj,−v‖2. Thus, conditional on wj,−v/‖wj,−v‖2,
T (v,u) is a subgaussian random variable with subgaussian constant

1

d

p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)
2
j

〈wj, ũ−v〉2
‖wj,−v‖22

≤ d−1‖θ̌−v‖24

√√√√
p∑

j=1

〈wj, ũ−v〉4
‖wj,−v‖42

We have supv∈N
S⊥

‖θ̌−v‖24 ≤ supv∈N
S⊥

‖θ̌−v‖∞‖θ̌−v‖2 ≺ d−1/8 by Lemma D.3(a) and (c), and

supv,u∈N
S⊥

∑p
j=1

〈wj ,ũ−v〉4
‖wj,−v‖42

≺ 1 by the same argument as in (52) applied to the i.i.d. vectors

wj,−v/‖wj,−v‖2 on the sphere of dimension d − 2 instead of wj ∈ S
d−1. Then the above sub-

gaussian constant is ≺ d−9/8 uniformly over u,v ∈ NS⊥. Applying this subgaussian tail bound for
T (v,u) and taking a union bound over v,u ∈ NS⊥ , we obtain supv,u∈N

S⊥
|T (v,u)| ≺ d−1/16. We

conclude that supv∈N
S⊥
b(v) ≺ d−1/8. Combining this bound with the bounds on a(v) and S(v)

yields that

sup
v∈N

S⊥

1

n

n∑

i=1

∆i,2(v)
2 ≺ d−1/8.

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.

Proof of Lemma D.4 Eq. (123). Noting that z − z−v = Vh − V−vh−v, this follows by arguments
similar to (122) and the assumption |µ1| ≺ d−c. We omit the details for brevity.

Lemma D.5. There exists a constant c > 0 only depending on the constants in the assumptions,
such that

sup
v∈N⊥

S

∣∣∣∣∣
1

n

n∑

i=1

∇ℓ
(
yi,−v, θ̌

T

−vV−vhi,−v

)T( yi − yi,−v

θ̌T
−vVhi − θ̌T

−vV−vhi,−v

)∣∣∣∣∣ ≺ d−c. (131)

The same bound holds if we replace θ̌−v in θ̌T
−v(Vhi − V−vhi,−v) with θ̂ or θ̌.
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Proof. We bound (131) by uniformly bounding each of the two contributions:

T1(v) :=
1

n

n∑

i=1

∂yℓ
(
yi,−v, θ̌

T

−vV−vhi,−v

)
(yi − yi,−v),

T2(v) :=
1

n

n∑

i=1

∂ŷℓ
(
yi,−v, θ̌

T

−vV−vhi,−v

)(
θ̌T

−vVhi − θ̌T

−vV−vhi,−v

)
.

For convenience, we denote ti,−v := (yi,−v, θ̌
T
−vV−vhi,−v).

By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the Lipschitz property of ℓ (Assumption 3.2), and Lemma D.2,

sup
v∈N

S⊥

|T1(v)| ≤ sup
v∈N

S⊥

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

∂yℓ(ti,−v)
2

)1/2(
1

n

n∑

i=1

(yi − yi,−v)
2

)1/2

≺ d−c.

For T2(v), the bound (122) of Lemma D.4, together with Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the
Lipschitzness of ℓ again, gives:

sup
v∈N

S⊥

|T2(v)| ≤ sup
v∈N

S⊥

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

∂yℓ(ti,−v)
2

)1/2(
1

n

n∑

i=1

(
θ̌T

−vVhi − θ̌T

−vV−vhi,−v

)2
)1/2

≺ d−c.

However, the bound (122) does not apply for the optimizers θ̂ and θ̌. Here, we show how to prove
(131) with the optimizer θ̌; the same argument works for θ̂.

We introduce the intermediate term θ̌TVhi,−v and decompose T2 = T2a + T2b, where

T2a(v) :=
1

n

n∑

i=1

∂ŷℓ(ti,−v)
(
θ̌TVhi − θ̌TVhi,−v

)
,

T2b(v) :=
1

n

n∑

i=1

∂ŷℓ(ti,−v)
(
θ̌TVhi,−v − θ̌TV−vhi,−v

)
.

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the bound (121) of Lemma D.4 directly give

sup
v∈N

S⊥

|T2b(v)| ≤ sup
v∈N

S⊥

√√√√ 1

n

n∑

i=1

∂ŷℓ(ti,−v)2

√√√√ 1

n

n∑

i=1

(
θ̌TVhi,−v − θ̌TV−vhi,−v

)2 ≺ d−1/16.

For T2a(v), denote u1(v) = µ1θ̌
TV1v and U2 = µ2θ̌

TV2, decompose

θ̌TV(hi − hi,−v) = u1(v)〈v,xi〉+
vTU2v√

2
(〈xi,v〉2 − 1) +

√
2〈xi,v〉xT

i,−vU2v.

For the first two terms we use that u1(v) ≤ ‖µ1W Tθ̌‖2 ≺ 1 and vTU2v ≺ 1 uniformly over v by
Lemma D.3(a). For fixed v, let gi := 〈xi,v〉. Then gi is independent of ti,−v. By Lipschitzness of
ℓ, | 1n

∑n
i=1 ∂ŷℓ(ti,−v)gi| is upper bounded by C√

n
with probability at least 1− 2e−cn for appropriate

constants C, c > 0. By Bernstein’s inequality,

∣∣∣∣∣
1

n

n∑

i=1

∂ŷℓ(ti,−v)(g
2
i − 1)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥
C√
d
,
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with probability at least 1 − 2e−Cd for a sufficiently large constant C > 0. For the third term, it
contributes to the following term inside T2a(v):

1

n

n∑

i=1

∂ŷℓ(ti,−v)gix
T

i,−vU2(v)v ≤
∥∥∥∥∥
1

n

n∑

i=1

∂ŷℓ(ti,−v)gix
T

i,−v

∥∥∥∥∥
2

‖U2v‖2.

By Lemma D.3(a), we know that ‖U2v‖2 ≺ 1. Construct a matrix M := (M1, · · · ,Mn) by defining
its column vector as

Mi := ∂ŷℓ(ti,−v)xi,−v.

Then it suffices to upper bound ‖ 1
nMg‖2, where g = (g1, . . . , gn). Conditional on M , this term fol-

lows the distribution N (0, 1
n2MMT), where 1

n2MMT has rank d. Then by standard concentration
inequality of Gaussian random vectors, we have

∥∥∥∥∥
1

n

n∑

i=1

∂ŷℓ(ti,−v)gix
T

i,−v

∥∥∥∥∥

2

2

=

∥∥∥∥
1

n
Mg

∥∥∥∥
2

2

≤ 1

n2
‖MMT‖op(d+ dt),

with probability at least 1− 2e−cdmin(t2,t). By Assumption 3.2, we have

‖MMT‖op ≤ Cn,

with probability at least 1 − 2e−cn. Consequently, for any C > 0, there exists C ′ > 0 such that
‖ 1
nMg‖2 ≤ C′√

d
with probability at least 1−2e−Cd. Taking a union bound over NS⊥ and combining

with the analyses of the first two terms, supv∈N
S⊥

|T2a| ≺ d−1/4. This concludes the proof.

D.3 Proof of Theorem D.1

Lemma C.3 shows that θ̂ ∈ ΘPG

W (K) ∩ Ŝq(K) with probability at least 1 − d−C . Thus, it remains
to control the two conditions associated with order-2 chaos CLT.

Proposition D.6. For any constant C > 0, there exist constants K, ε,KΓ > 0 such that with
probability at least 1 − d−C , the following holds. For each q = 1, . . . , n, choice of (z̃q, ỹq) ∈
{(zPG

q , yPGq ), (zCG
q , yCGq )}, and R̂ given by either R̂\q or R̂∪q, the (unique) minimizer θ̂ of R̂ satisfies

∥∥W T

\SDθ̂
W\S

∥∥
op

≤ d−ε, (132)
∥∥W T

S D
θ̂
W\S

∥∥
F
≤ d−ε. (133)

Proof of Proposition D.6 Equation (132). Recall that we defined NS⊥ 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 ∥∥PS,⊥W

TD
θ̂
WPS,⊥

∥∥
op

≤ 2 · max
v∈N

S⊥

∣∣ vTW TD
θ̂
Wv

∣∣.

Further recall that with high probability uniformly over {θ̂, θ̌, θ̌−v}, we can remove the truncation
in ΓW (θ) and ΓW−v(θ), thus for the remainder of the proof we will assume that TKΓ

= id by
Lemma D.3 (b).
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Step 1: Bounding the distance between optimizers. The optimality conditions for θ̂ and
θ̌ implies that R̂n,p(θ̂) ≤ R̂n,p(θ̌) and Pn(θ̌) ≤ Pn(θ̂). Thus,

R̂n,p(θ̌) + κd‖θ̌‖∞ ≤ R̂n,p(θ̂) + κd‖θ̂‖∞ =⇒ R̂n,p(θ̌)− R̂n,p(θ̂) ≤ κd(‖θ̂‖∞ − ‖θ̌‖∞).

By Lemma D.3(c), R̂n,p(θ̌)−R̂n,p(θ̂) ≺ κdd
−1/4 = d−1/8. Next, we relate this difference in objective

values to the squared ℓ2-distance between the optimizers. A second-order Taylor expansion of R̂n,p

around θ̂ yields:

R̂n,p(θ̌)− R̂n,p(θ̂) =
1

2

∫ 1

0
(1− t)〈∇2R̂n,p(tθ̌ + (1− t)θ̂), (θ̌ − θ̂)⊗2〉dt ≥ λ

4
‖θ̌ − θ̂‖22

where we used the first order condition and Lemma C.1(c). We deduce that

‖θ̌ − θ̂‖2 ≺ d−1/16. (134)

Step 2: Bounding Pn(θ̌−v)− Pn,−v(θ̌−v). Let us establish a bound on the difference between
Pn(θ̌−v) and the LODO objective Pn,−v(θ̌−v) uniformly over v ∈ NS⊥ . Decompose

Pn(θ̌−v)− Pn,−v(θ̌−v) = ∆ℓ(θ̌−v) + τ1∆Γ,1(θ̌−v) + τ2∆Γ,2(θ̌−v),

where

∆ℓ(θ̌−v) :=
1

n

n∑

i=1

[
ℓ(yi, θ̌

T

−vzi)− ℓ(yi,−v, θ̌
T

−vzi,−v)
]
,

∆Γ,s(θ̌−v) := ΓW
s (θ̌−v)− ΓW−v

s (θ̌−v).

By Lipschitz property of ℓ (Assumption 3.2), we get

|∆ℓ(θ̌−v)| ≤
C

n

n∑

i=1

(
|yi − yi,−v|+ |θ̌T

−v(zi − zi,−v)|
)

≤ C

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

(yi − yi,−v)
2

)1/2

+ C

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

(
θ̌T

−v(zi − zi,−v)
)2
)1/2

.

Thus, by Lemma D.2, Lemma D.4, and the assumption |µ1| ≺ d−c, there exists a constant c > 0
such that

sup
v∈N

S⊥

|∆ℓ(θ̌−v)| ≺ d−c.

For ∆Γ,1, we decompose the difference as

∆Γ,1(θ̌−v) = µ21θ̌
T

−v

(
WW T −W−vW

T

−v

)
θ̌−v (135)

= µ21〈v,W Tθ̌−v〉2 + 2µ1〈a(v),W T

−v θ̌−v〉+ ‖a(v)‖22,

where a(v) = µ1θ̌
⊤
−v(W − W−v) 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
v∈N

S⊥

|∆Γ,1(θ̌−v)| ≺ d−c.
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For ∆Γ,2, using the pseudo-Lipschitz property of ℓtest (Assumption 3.10), the Lipschitz property of
η, and Cauchy-Schwarz,

sup
v∈N

S⊥

|∆Γ,2| ≺ sup
v∈N

S⊥

{
E[|f − f−v|C ] + E[|〈θ̌−v,z − z−v〉|C ]

}
≺ d−c,

where we used (115) in Lemma D.2 and (123) in Lemma D.4. We deduce that

sup
v∈N⊥

S

∣∣Pn(θ̌−v)− Pn,−v(θ̌−v)
∣∣ ≺ d−c. (136)

Step 3: Control Pn,−v(θ̌−v)− Pn(θ̌). By convexity of ℓ with respect to its second argument,

ℓ(yi, θ̌
Tzi)− ℓ(yi,−v, θ̌

T

−vzi,−v) ≥ ∂ŷℓ(yi,−v, θ̌
T

−vzi,−v)(θ̌
Tzi − θ̌T

−vzi,−v) + ri(v),

where |ri(v)| = |ℓ(yi, θ̌Tzi) − ℓ(yi,−v, θ̌
Tzi)| ≤ C|yi − yi,−v| by Assumption 3.2. Further write

‖θ̌‖22 − ‖θ̌−v‖22 = ‖θ̌ − θ̌−v‖22 + 2θ̌T
−v(θ̌ − θ̌−v). Thus we can decompose the difference as

Pn(θ̌)− Pn,−v(θ̌−v) ≥
1

n

n∑

i=1

∂ŷℓ(yi,−v, θ̌
T

−vzi,−v)(θ̌
Tzi − θ̌T

−vzi,−v) +Rn(v)

+
λ

2
‖θ̌ − θ̌−v‖22 + λθ̌T

−v(θ̌ − θ̌−v) + κd
(
‖θ̌‖∞ − ‖θ̌−v‖∞

)

+ τ ·
(
ΓW (θ̌)− ΓW−v (θ̌−v)

)
,

(137)

where Rn(v) = 1
n

∑n
i=1 ri(v). The first-order condition for optimality at θ̌−v is given by the

subgradient inclusion:

0 ∈ ∂Pn,−v(θ̌−v) = ∇R̂n,−v(θ̌−v) + κd∂‖θ̌−v‖∞.

This implies that there exists a subgradient vector g−v ∈ ∂‖θ̌−v‖∞ such that

∇R̂n,−v(θ̌−v) = −κdg−v. (138)

By definition of the subdifferential of the ℓ∞-norm, the vector g−v satisfies ‖g−v‖1 ≤ 1 and,
crucially, gT

−vθ̌−v = ‖θ̌−v‖∞. Taking the inner product of (138) with the vector (θ̌ − θ̌−v) gives:

∇R̂n,−v(θ̌−v)
T(θ̌ − θ̌−v) = −κdgT

−v(θ̌ − θ̌−v).

Injecting this identity in (137) simplifies the expression of the lower bound:

Pn(θ̌)− Pn,−v(θ̌−v) ≥
1

n

n∑

i=1

∂ŷℓ(yi,−v, θ̌
T

−vzi,−v)(θ̌
T(zi − zi,−v)) +Rn(v)

+
λ

2
‖θ̌ − θ̌−v‖22 + κd

(
‖θ̌‖∞ − gT

−vθ̌
)

+ τ ·
(
ΓW (θ̌)− ΓW−v (θ̌−v)

)
− [τ · ∇θΓ

W−v(θ̌−v)]
T(θ̌ − θ̌−v).

The first line is ≺ d−c uniformly over v by Lemma D.2 and Lemma D.5. For the third line,

ΓW
1 (θ̌)− Γ

W−v

1 (θ̌−v)−∇θΓ
W−v

1 (θ̌−v)
T(θ̌ − θ̌−v)

= θ̌T(Λ−Λ−v)θ̌ + (θ̌ − θ̌−v)
TΛ−v(θ̌ − θ̌−v),

101



where Λ := µ2011
T + µ21WW T and Λ−v := µ2011

T + µ21W−vW
T
−v. For the first term, we use the

decomposition (135) and write

θ̌T(Λ−Λ−v)θ̌ = µ21〈v,W Tθ̌〉2 + 2µ1〈a(v),W T

−v θ̌〉+ ‖a(v)‖22 ≥ −2‖µ1W Tθ̌‖2‖a(v)‖2,

which is lower bounded by −O≺(d−1/16) uniformly over v. For ΓW
2 , we Taylor expand the test loss

around the LODO data:

∆Γ2(v) := ΓW
2 (θ̌)− Γ

W−v

2 (θ̌−v)−∇θΓ
W−v

2 (θ̌−v)
T(θ̌ − θ̌−v)

= E

[
∇ℓtest

(
yPG−v, 〈θ̌−v ,z

PG

−v〉
)( yPG − yPG−v

〈θ̌,zPG − zPG
−v〉

)]

+
1

2
E

[〈
∇2ℓtest(ỹ, ũ),

(
yPG − yPG−v

〈θ̌,zPG〉 − 〈θ̌−v,z
PG
−v〉

)⊗2
〉]

.

By the same argument as in Lemma D.5, the first order term is ≺ d−c 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

E

[
(yPG − yPG−v)

2
]
+ E[(〈θ̌ − θ̌−v,z

PG〉2] + E[(〈θ̌−v ,z
PG − zPG

−v〉)2].

The first and third terms are ≺ d−c uniformly over v by Lemma D.2 and Lemma D.4. The second
term is bounded by

E[(〈θ̌ − θ̌−v,z
PG〉2] ≺ (θ̌ − θ̌−v)

T(Λ+ I)(θ̌ − θ̌−v),

where we used Corollary F.7. Further note that we assume |τ2| ≤ τ1/ log
KΓ d and |µ1| ≺ d−c. Thus,

λ

2
‖θ̌ − θ̌−v‖22 + τ ·

(
ΓW (θ̌)− ΓW−v (θ̌−v)

)
− [τ · ∇θΓ

W−v(θ̌−v)]
T(θ̌ − θ̌−v)

� − d−c +
λ

4
‖θ̌ − θ̌−v‖22 +

τ1
2
(θ̌ − θ̌−v)

TΛ(θ̌ − θ̌−v).

Putting the above bounds together, we obtain that uniformly over v,

Pn(θ̌)− Pn,−v(θ̌−v) ≻ ‖θ̌ − θ̌−v‖22 − d−c. (139)

Step 4: Bound on ‖θ̌ − θ̌−v‖2. By optimality condition,

0 ≥ Pn(θ̌)− Pn(θ̌−v) = Pn(θ̌)− Pn,−v(θ̌−v) + Pn,−v(θ̌−v)− Pn(θ̌−v)

≻ ‖θ̌ − θ̌−v‖22 − d−c,

where on the second line, we used (139) from Step 3 and (136) from Step 2. We deduce that

sup
v∈N⊥

S

‖θ̂ − θ̌−v‖22 ≺ d−c. (140)
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Step 5: Concluding. Decompose

∣∣∣∣∣∣

p∑

j=1

θ̂j〈wj,v〉2
∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣

p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)j〈wj,v〉2
∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣∣

p∑

j=1

(θ̂j − (θ̌−v)j)〈wj ,v〉2
∣∣∣∣∣∣

The first term corresponds to S(v) and was bounded in the proof of (122) in Lemma D.4 by d−c

uniformly over v. For the second term, we use that

sup
v∈N⊥

S

∣∣∣∣∣∣

p∑

j=1

(θ̂j − (θ̌−v)j)〈wj ,v〉2
∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ sup

v∈N⊥
S

‖θ̂ − θ̌−v‖2 · sup
v∈N⊥

S

√∑

j∈[p]
〈wj,v〉4.

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−c. Thus,

‖W T

\SDθ̂
W\S‖op ≤ 2 sup

v∈N⊥
S

∣∣∣∣∣∣

p∑

j=1

θ̂j〈wj ,v〉2
∣∣∣∣∣∣
≺ d−c,

which concludes the proof.

Proof of Proposition D.6 Equation (133). It suffices to bound for each k ∈ [S], ‖eTkW TD
θ̂
W\S‖2.

Without loss of generality, fix k = 1. Then

‖eT1W TD
θ̂
W\S‖2 ≤ 2 sup

v∈N⊥
S

∣∣∣∣∣∣

p∑

j=1

θ̂jwj,1〈wj,v〉

∣∣∣∣∣∣
.

Proceeding as above, we decompose

∣∣∣∣∣∣

p∑

j=1

θ̂jwj,1〈wj,v〉

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣

p∑

j=1

(θ̌−v)jwj,1〈wj ,v〉

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣∣

p∑

j=1

(θ̂j − (θ̌−v)j)wj,1〈wj,v〉

∣∣∣∣∣∣
.

The first term is bounded similarly as (130), while the second term is bounded using Cauchy-
Schwarz and the uniform bound on ‖θ̂ − θ̌−v‖2. We omit these repetitive details.
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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

θ̂τ = argmin
θ

R̂n,p(θ; τ ,Z,f), R̂∗
n,p(τ ,Z,f) = R̂∗

n,p(θ̂τ ; τ ,Z,f).

Proof of Theorem 3.13. Consider τ as prescribed in Assumption 3.12. First, note that
∣∣∣∣∣
R̂∗

n,p(τ ,Z
RF,fRF)− R̂∗

n,p((τ1, 0),Z
RF,fRF)

τ2
− ρ

∣∣∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣∣∣
R̂∗

n,p(τ ,Z
RF,fRF)− R̂∗

n,p(τ ,Z
CG,fCG)

τ2

∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣
R̂∗

n,p((τ1, 0),Z
RF,fRF)− R̂∗

n,p((τ1, 0),Z
CG,fCG)

τ2

∣∣∣∣∣

+

∣∣∣∣∣
R̂∗

n,p(τ ,Z
CG,fCG)− R̂∗

n,p((τ1, 0),Z
CG,fCG)

τ2
− ρ

∣∣∣∣∣
P→ 0,

where we used Theorem A.1 and Assumption 3.12.
Moreover,

R̂∗
n,p(τ ,Z

RF,fRF) ≤ R̂∗
n,p(θ̂

RF

(τ1,0)
; τ ,ZRF,fRF) = R̂∗

n,p((τ1, 0),Z
RF,fRF) + τ2Γ

W
2 (θ̂RF

(τ1,0)
).

Thus, taking τ2 ∈ {±(log d)−2KΓ}, we get

|ΓW
2 (θ̂RF

(τ1,0)
)− ρ| ≤

∣∣∣∣∣
R̂∗

n,p(τ ,Z
RF,fRF)− R̂∗

n,p((τ1, 0),Z
RF,fRF)

τ2
− ρ

∣∣∣∣∣ .

The same holds for the CGE model, and we deduce that

ΓW
2 (θ̂RF

(τ1,0)
)

P→ ρ, ΓW
2 (θ̂CG

(τ1,0)
)

P→ ρ.

Let’s show that
ΓW
2 (θ̂RF

(τ1,0)
)−Rtest(θ̂

RF

(0,0);PzRF,fRF)
P→ 0.

An identical proof yields ΓW
2 (θ̂CG

(τ1,0)
)−Rtest(θ̂

CG

(0,0);PzCG,fCG)
P→ 0, which concludes the proof.

For simplicity, denote θ̂RF
τ1 := θ̂RF

(τ1,0)
. By Assumption 3.10 and Lemma C.1, we have ΓW

2 (θ̂RF
τ1 )−

LW (θ̂RF
τ1 )

P→ 0 for KΓ chosen large enough but independent of d. Furthermore, by the CLT applied

to θ̂RF
τ1 (Theorem 4.2) with a standard truncation argument, we obtain

E

[
ℓtest

(
yPG, 〈θ̂RF

τ1 ,z
PG〉
) ∣∣∣W

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=LW (θ̂RF

τ1
)

−E

[
ℓtest

(
yRF, 〈θ̂RF

τ1 ,z
RF〉
) ∣∣∣W

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Rtest(θ̂RF

τ1
;P

zRF,fRF
)

P−→ 0

(where (yPG,zPG) and (yRF,zRF) denote a test sample independent of θ̂RF
τ1 conditional on W ). It

remains to show that the test error at θ̂RF
τ1 converges in probability to the test error at θ̂RF

0 . Using
the pseudo-Lipschitzness assumption on the test loss (Assumption 3.10),

∣∣∣E
[
ℓtest

(
yRF, 〈θ̂RF

τ1 ,z
RF〉
) ∣∣∣W

]
− E

[
ℓtest

(
yRF, 〈θ̂RF

0 ,zRF〉
) ∣∣∣W

]∣∣∣

≤ CE

[
1 + |yRF|C + |〈θ̂RF

τ1 ,z
RF〉|C + |〈θ̂RF

0 ,zRF〉|C
∣∣∣W

]1/2
E

[
〈zRF, θ̂RF

τ1 − θ̂RF

0 〉2
∣∣∣W

]1/2
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Using Lemma C.1, for some constant K ′ > 0 not depending on τ1 and KΓ, the first term is bounded
with probability at least 1 − d−1 by (log d)K

′
. For the second term, by Corollary F.7, the bounds

|µ01Tp θ̂RF
τ1 | ≺ 1 and |µ01Tp θ̂RF

0 | ≺ 1, and Lemma F.8, we have likewise with probability at least
1− d−1 that

E

[
〈zRF, θ̂RF

τ1 − θ̂RF

0 〉2
∣∣∣W

]
≤ ‖V T

+ (θ̂RF

τ1 − θ̂RF

0 )‖22 + (log d)K
′‖θ̂RF

τ1 − θ̂RF

0 ‖22. (141)

Denote θ̂t := tθ̂RF
τ1 + (1 − t)θ̂RF

0 and R̂n,p(θ; τ1) := R̂n,p(θ; (τ1, 0),Z,f). Using the first order
optimality condition, the second order Taylor expansion of the risk gives

R̂n,p(θ̂
RF

0 ; τ1) = R̂n,p(θ̂
RF

τ1 ; τ1) +

∫ 1

0
(1− t)(θ̂RF

τ1 − θ̂RF

0 )T∇2R̂n,p(θ̂
t; τ1)(θ̂

RF

τ1 − θ̂RF

0 )dt.

Note that with probability at least 1 − d−1, we have θ̂t ∈ Ŝ(K) for all t ∈ [0, 1] for a constant
K > 0 sufficiently large, and thus by Lemma E.1 to follow, we have

∫ 1

0
∇2R̂n,p(θ̂

t; τ1)dt � (log d)−K ′
(V+V

T

+ + Ip)

for a constant K ′ > 0 not depending on τ1 and KΓ. We deduce that

‖V T

+ (θ̂RF

τ1 − θ̂RF

0 )‖22 + ‖θ̂RF

τ1 − θ̂RF

0 ‖22 ≤ (log d)K
′
(
R̂n,p(θ̂

RF

0 ; τ1)− R̂n,p(θ̂
RF

τ1 ; τ1)
)
. (142)

Furthermore,

R̂n,p(θ̂
RF

0 ; τ1) = R̂n,p(θ̂
RF

0 ; 0) + τ1TKΓ
(‖V+θ̂

RF

0 ‖22) ≤ R̂n,p(θ̂
RF

τ1 ; 0) + τ1TKΓ
(‖V+θ̂

RF

0 ‖22)
= R̂n,p(θ̂

RF

τ1 ; τ1) + τ1

(
TKΓ

(‖V+θ̂
RF

0 ‖22)− TKΓ
(‖V+θ̂

RF

τ1 ‖22)
)

≤ R̂n,p(θ̂
RF

τ1 ; τ1) + τ1(log d)
K ′
,

where the last line holds with probability at least 1 − d−1 for some constant K ′ > 0 and any
KΓ > 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 τ1 or KΓ such that with probability at least 1−Cd−1,

∣∣∣E
[
ℓtest

(
yRF, 〈θ̂RF

τ1 ,z
RF〉
) ∣∣∣W

]
− E

[
ℓtest

(
yRF, 〈θ̂RF

0 ,zRF〉
) ∣∣∣W

]∣∣∣ ≤ τ1(log d)
K ′′
.

Taking KΓ > K ′′ and recalling that τ1 = (log d)−KΓ concludes the proof.

The following lemma shows a version of the Hessian lower bound in Lemma C.1, with a leading
factor (log d)−K ′

for V+V
⊤
+ that does not depend on τ1 or KΓ, 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

Ŝ(K) =

{
θ :

1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ(yi, 〈θ,zi〉) +
λ

2
‖θ‖22 < (log d)K

}
,

for data from either the RF or CG models. Let R̂n,p(θ; (τ1, 0)) denote the empirical risk setting
τ2 = 0. Then for any constants C,K > 0, there exists K ′ > 0 such that for any sufficiently large
constant KΓ > 0 and all 0 ≤ τ1 ≤ (log d)−KΓ , with probability at least 1− d−C ,

H(θ) := ∇2R̂n,p(θ; (τ1, 0)) �
1

(log d)K ′ V+V
T

+ +
λ

2
I, for all θ ∈ Ŝ(K).
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Proof. Consider the RF model with zi := zRF
i . The CG model follows a similar argument. By

Lemma C.1, for KΓ bigger than a constant, ΓW
1 (θ) = ‖V T

+ θ‖22 for all θ ∈ Ŝ(K) with probability
1−d−C . Then, since the loss ℓ(·) is convex, we have H(θ) � λI. Noting that µ0 6= 0 by Assumption
3.8, we may write

zi =
(
V+ Ip

)(ui

vi

)

where

ui =

(
1 + µ2

dµ0

∑d
j=1

x2
ij−1√
2

xi

)
, vi = µ2V2ch2(xi) + µ3V3h3(xi) + . . . + µDVDhD(xi).

Then

H(θ) � 1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′′(yi, 〈θ,zi〉)ziz⊤
i + λI

=
(
V+ I

)
(
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′′(yi, 〈θ,zi〉)
(
ui

vi

)(
ui

vi

)⊤
+

(
0 0

0 λ
2I

))

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=A

(
V+ I

)⊤
+
λ

2
I. (143)

It remains to bound the smallest eigenvalue of A. Let us write

A =

(
A11 A12

A21 A22

)
, A11 =

1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′′(yi, 〈θ,zi〉)uiu
⊤
i .

Then

A =

(
A11 A12

A21 A22

)
=

(
I 0

A21A
−1
11 I

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=L

(
A11 0
0 S11

)(
I A−1

11 A12

0 I

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=L⊤

where S11 is the Schur-complement of the upper left block, S11 = A22 −A21A
−1
11 A12. Then

λmin(A) ≥ min {λmin(A11), λmin(S11)} · σmin(L)2, (144)

where λmin(·) denotes the smallest eigenvalue, and σmin(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 c0,K
′ > 0 such that with

probability at least 1− d−C , every θ ∈ Ŝ(K) satisfies

1

n

n∑

i=1

1
{
ℓ′′(yi, 〈θ,zi〉) ≥

1

(log d)K ′

}
≥ c0. (145)

To bound λmin(A11), given any constant C > 0, let c0,K
′ > 0 be the constants of (145), and let

Î ⊆ [n] be those indices for which ℓ′′(yi, 〈θ,zi〉) ≥ 1/(log d)K
′
. Then

A11 �
1

n(log d)K ′

∑

i∈Î

uiu
⊤
i .

and (145) ensures
P[|Î| ≥ c0n for all θ ∈ Ŝ(K)] ≥ 1− d−C .
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Furthermore, we have |µ2| ≺ 1 and |µ0|−1 ≺ 1 by Assumption 3.8, and
∑d

j=1(x
2
ij − 1)/d ≺ d−1/2.

Then, setting m = ⌊c0n⌋ and δ = (log d)−K ′
, for any fixed unit vector w ∈ S

d ⊂ R
d+1, we may

check analogously to (68) that P[〈w,ui〉2 ≤ 2nδ/m] ≤ 2C0

√
2nδ/m for a constant C0 > 0. Then

the same argument as leading to (69) shows that for all large d, we have

P


 inf
w∈Sd

w⊤


 1

n

∑

i∈Î

uiu
⊤
i


w ≤ 1

2(log d)K ′ for all θ ∈ Ŝ(K)


 ≤ 2d−C .

Combining with the above, λmin(A11) is lower bounded as

λmin(A11) ≻ 1 simultaneously over θ ∈ Ŝ(K). (146)

To bound λmin(S11), note that if A � B and B is strictly positive-definite, then A−1 � B−1, so
[A−1]22 � [B−1]22 and henceA22−A21A

−1
11 A12 = ([A−1]22)

−1 � ([B−1]22)
−1 = B22−B21B

−1
11 B12.

This shows that S11 � (λ/2)I, so
λmin(S11) ≥ λ/2. (147)

Finally, to bound σmin(L), observe that

A−1
11 A12 =

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′′(yi, 〈θ,zi〉)uiu
⊤
i

)−1(
1

n

n∑

i=1

ℓ′′(yi, 〈θ,zi〉)uiv
⊤
i

)
:= (U1DU⊤

1 )−1(U1DU2)

where we set U1 = n−1/2[u1, . . . ,un], U2 = n−1/2[v1, . . . ,vn], and D = diag({ℓ′′(yi, 〈θ,zi〉)}ni=1).

Then ‖A−1
11 A12‖op ≤ ‖(U1DU⊤

1 )−1U1D
1/2‖op‖D‖1/2op ‖U2‖op. We have ‖(U1DU⊤

1 )−1U1D
1/2‖op =

[λmin(U1DU⊤
1 )]−1/2 = [λmin(A11)]

−1/2 ≺ 1 by (146). By Assumption 3.2 for ℓ(·), we have ‖D‖op ≺
1. By Corollary F.7, Lemma F.5, and Lemma F.9 which show ‖V2c‖op ≺ 1, ‖h2(X)‖op ≺ d, and

‖Vkhk(X)‖op ≺ d for k ≥ 3, we have ‖U2‖op ≺ 1. This implies that simultaneously over θ ∈ Ŝ(K),

‖A−1
11 A12‖op ≺ 1. (148)

For any unit vector w = (w1,w2), note that ‖L⊤w‖22 = ‖w1 +A−1
11 A12w2‖22 + ‖w2‖22. Supposing

that ‖A−1
11 A12‖op ≤ (log d)K

′
, if ‖w2‖2 ≤ 1/2(log d)K

′
then ‖L⊤w‖22 ≥ ‖w1 + A−1

11 A12w2‖22 ≥ c
for a constant c > 0, while if ‖w2‖2 ≥ 1/2(log d)K

′
then ‖L⊤w‖22 ≥ ‖w2‖22 ≥ 1/4(log d)2K

′
. Thus,

(148) implies
σmin(L) ≻ 1 simultaneously over θ ∈ Ŝ(K). (149)

Applying (146), (147), and (149) to (144) shows our desired lower bound the smallest eigenvalue
for A,

λmin(A) ≻ 1 simultaneously over θ ∈ Ŝ(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

Hek(x) =
(−1)k√
k!

e
x2

2
dk

dxk
e−

x2

2 for k = 0, 1, 2, . . .

These have the following basic properties:

• Hek(x) is a polynomial of degree k, with leading coefficient of xk equal to 1/
√
k!.

• (orthonormality) If X ∼ N (0, 1) then E[Hek(X)Heℓ(X)] = 1{k = ℓ}.

• (sign symmetry) Hek(−x) = (−1)kHek(x).

• (differentiation rule) He′k(x) =
√
kHek−1(x).

• (three-term recurrence)
√
k + 1Hek+1(x) = xHek(x)−

√
kHek−1(x).

We denote the corresponding multivariate Hermite polynomial of x ∈ R
d by

Hek(x) =

d∏

i=1

Heki(xi) for k ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . .}d.

The total degree of Hek(x) is given by ‖k‖1 := k1+ . . .+kd. The above orthonormality of {Hek}k≥0

implies also the orthonormality of {Hek}k∈{0,1,2,...}d , i.e. if x ∼ N (0, I), then

E[Hek(x)Heℓℓℓ(x)] = 1{k = ℓℓℓ}.

The number of multi-indices with ‖k‖1 = k is Bd,k =
(d+k−1

k

)
. We collect the corresponding

degree-k multivariate Hermite polynomials into the vector

hk(x) = (Hek(x))‖k‖1=k ∈ R
Bd,k ,

where the ordering of its coordinates will be clear from context.
Let (Rd)⊙k denote the space of symmetric tensors in (Rd)⊗k. For some arguments, it will be

convenient to identify hk(x) as an element of (Rd)⊙k via the following isometry ι : RBd,k → (Rd)⊙k:
For any index tuple i = (i1, · · · , ik) ∈ [d]k, let

type(i) ∈ {k ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . .}d : ‖k‖1 = k}

count the number of occurrences of each distinct index i ∈ [d], e.g. for k = 3 and i = (1, 3, 1),
type(i) = (2, 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0). Then for any v ∈ R

Bd,k (indexed by {k : ‖k‖1 = k}), its image
ι(v) ∈ (Rd)⊙k is the symmetric tensor with entries

ι(v)i =

(
k

k1, . . . , kd

)−1/2

vk if type(i) = k = (k1, . . . , kd). (150)
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Note that for each fixed k = (k1, . . . , kd), we have |{i ∈ [d]k : type(i) = k}| =
( k
k1,...,kd

)
, so this

normalization of entries of ι(v) gives the isometric property 〈ι(v), ι(u)〉 = 〈v,u〉.
We define

Hk(x) = ι(hk(x)) ∈ (Rd)⊙k.

Entries of Hk(x) are given by 1/
√
k! times the monic Hermite polynomials of degree k, e.g.

H2(x) =
1√
2




x21 − 1 x1x2 · · · x1xd
x1x2 x22 − 1 · · · x2xd
...

...
. . .

...
x1xd x2xd · · · x2d − 1


 ∈ (Rd)⊙2.

F.1.1 Hermite polynomial identities

Lemma F.1 (Hermite explicit, translation, and scaling formulas). For every k ≥ 0 and all x, y, γ ∈
R the following hold.

(i) Explicit formula. [Sze75, Chapter V]

Hek(x) =
√
k!

⌊k/2⌋∑

i=0

(−1)i

2i i! (k − 2i)!
xk−2i.

(ii) Translation formula. [Sze75, Chapter V]

√
k! Hek(x+ y) =

k∑

i=0

(
k

i

)√
i! Hei(x) y

k−i. (151)

(iii) Multiplication (scaling) formula. [DLMF, §18.18(iii)].

√
k! Hek(γx) =

⌊k/2⌋∑

i=0

γ k−2i(γ2 − 1)i
(
k

2i

)
(2i)!

i! 2 i

√
(k − 2i)! Hek−2i(x).

Lemma F.2. For any k ≥ 1 and any unit vector w ∈ S
d−1,

Hek(〈w,x〉) = 〈qk(w),hk(x)〉 = 〈w⊗k,Hk(x)〉

where we define

qk(w) =

((
k

k1, . . . , kd

)1/2 ∏

j∈[d]
w

kj
j

)

‖k‖1=k

∈ R
Bd,k .

Consequently, ι(qk(w)) = w⊗k.

Proof. This identity is the content of [Mal06, Proposition 1.1.4] which is proven in a setting of
multiple Wiener integrals.

Lemma F.3. [CGR24, Jan97] Let x ∼ N (0, Id). Consider any k1, . . . , km ≥ 1 and any determin-
istic unit vectors w1, . . . ,wm ∈ S

d−1.
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Let F be the set of all multigraphs on [m] without self-loops and having the degree sequence
k1, . . . , km. For any multigraph G ∈ F and pair of distinct vertices i, j ∈ [m], let νG(i, j) ≥ 0
denote the multiplicity of the edge (i, j) in G. Define

val(G) :=
∏

1≤i<j≤m

1

νG(i, j)!
〈wi,wj〉νG(i,j).

Then

E

[
m∏

i=1

Heki(〈wi,x〉)
]
=

(
m∏

i=1

√
ki!

)
∑

G∈F
val(G).

F.2 Concentration inequalities

F.2.1 Concentration inequalities for Hermite features

Lemma F.4. Let x ∼ N (0, Id). Fix any k ≥ 1. Then there exist constants C,C ′, c > 0 depending
only on k such that with probability at least 1− Ce−cd,

‖hk(x)‖22 ≤ C ′dk.

Proof. Applying Lemma F.2 and the three-term recurrence for Hek, for any k ≥ 2 and w ∈ S
d−1,

√
k〈w⊗k,Hk(x)〉 =

√
kHek(〈w,x〉)

= 〈w,x〉Hek−1(〈w,x〉)−
√
k − 1Hek−2(〈w,x〉)

= 〈w,x〉〈w⊗k−1,Hk−1(x)〉 −
√
k − 1〈w⊗2, I〉〈w⊗k−2,Hk−2(x)〉

=
〈
w⊗k,x⊗Hk−1(x)−

√
k − 1 I⊗Hk−2(x)

〉

=
〈
w⊗k,Sym

(
x⊗Hk−1(x)−

√
k − 1 I⊗Hk−2(x)

)〉

Since {w⊗k : w ∈ S
d−1} spans the symmetric tensor space (Rd)⊙k, this implies the identity

Hk(x) =
1√
k
Sym

(
x⊗Hk−1(x)−

√
k − 1 I⊗Hk−2(x)

)
.

Iterating this identity for Hk−1(x),Hk−2(x), and applying the base case H1(x) = x, this shows
that for some coefficients {ck,a}a=0,...,⌊k/2⌋ depending only on k,

Hk(x) =

⌊k/2⌋∑

a=0

ck,a Sym(I⊗a ⊗ x⊗k−2a) =

⌊k/2⌋∑

a=0

ck,a
k!

∑

permutations π of [k]

π(I⊗a ⊗ x⊗k−2a)

where π(I⊗a⊗x⊗k−2a) denotes the tensor I⊗a⊗x⊗k−2a ∈ (Rd)⊗k with indices permuted by π. For
any two permutations π, π′ of [k] and indices a, a′ ∈ {0, . . . , ⌊k/2⌋}, denote

fπ,π′,a,a′(x) = 〈π(I⊗a ⊗ x⊗k−2a), π′(I⊗a′ ⊗ x⊗k−2a′)〉.

Then, since ‖hk‖22 = ‖Hk‖2F , to establish the lemma it suffices to show

P

[∣∣fπ,π′,a,a′(x)
∣∣ ≥ C ′dk

]
≤ Ce−cd (152)
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for some k-dependent constants C,C ′, c > 0 and each fixed (π, π′, a, a′).
We claim that for each (π, π′, a, a′),

fπ,π′,a,a′(x) = ‖x‖2b2 db
′
for some integers b, b′ ≥ 0 with b+ 2b′ ≤ k. (153)

To see this, consider the multi-graph on [k] with a red edge connecting each pair (π(1), π(2)),
(π(3), π(4)), . . ., (π(2a−1), π(2a)) and a blue edge connecting each pair (π′(1), π′(2)), . . ., (π′(2a′−
1), π′(2a′)). Then fπ,π′,a,a′(x) 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 ‖x‖22
to fπ,π′,a,a′(x), while each simple cycle contributes a factor d. Letting b be the number of isolated
vertices/linear chains and b′ the number of cycles, we must have b+ 2b′ ≤ k, and this shows (153).
In particular, b ≤ k − b′. Thus,

P

[∣∣fπ,π′,a,a′(x)
∣∣ ≥ C ′dk

]
= P

[
‖x‖2b2 ≥ C ′dk−b′

]
≤ P

[
‖x‖2b2 ≥ C ′db

]
,

and (152) now follows from a standard chi-squared tail bound for ‖x‖22.

Lemma F.5. Let x1, · · · ,xn
iid∼ N (0, Id). Fix any k ≥ 1, and consider

hk(X) =




hk(x1)
⊤

hk(x2)
⊤

...
hk(xn)

⊤


 ∈ R

n×Bd,k .

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−D − Cne−cd,

‖hk(X)‖2op ≤ (log d)K max(n, dk).

Proof. We bound n−1hk(X)⊤hk(X) by first truncating the Hermite polynomial features using
Lemma F.4, and then applying the matrix Bernstein inequality [Ver18, Theorem 5.4.1] to the
truncated matrix.

Fixing a large enough constant C0 > 0, define

Mi = hk(xi)hk(xi)
⊤1{‖hk(xi)‖22 ≤ C0d

k}.

Then

1

n
hk(X)⊤hk(X)− EMi =

1

n

n∑

i=1

(hk(xi)hk(xi)
T − EMi)

=
1

n

n∑

i=1

(Mi − EMi)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=I

+
1

n

n∑

i=1

hk(xi)hk(xi)
T1{‖hk(xi)‖22>C0dk}

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=II

.

Choosing C0 large enough so that Bd,k + dk ≤ C0d
k, Lemma F.4 implies P[II 6= 0] ≤ ne−cd. We

bound I using the matrix Bernstein inequality, noting that ‖n−1Mi‖op ≤ C0d
k/n and that the

matrix variance satisfies
∥∥∥∥∥
1

n2

n∑

i=1

E(Mi − EMi)
2

∥∥∥∥∥
op

≤ 1

n
‖EM2

i ‖op ≤ C0d
k

n

∥∥Ehk(xi)hk(xi)
⊤∥∥

op
=
C0d

k

n
.
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Thus matrix Bernstein’s inequality yields P[‖I‖op ≥ t] ≤ CBd,k exp(−c(n/dk)min(t2, t)). Combin-
ing these bounds for I and II,

P

[∥∥∥n−1hk(X)⊤hk(X)− EMi

∥∥∥
op

≥ t
]
≤ CBd,k exp

(
−cn
dk

min(t2, t)
)
+ Cn exp(−cd).

Thus, usingBd,k ≤ Cdk, n−1‖hk(X)‖2op ≤ ‖n−1hk(X)⊤hk(X)−EMi‖op+‖EMi‖op, and ‖EMi‖op ≤
‖Ehk(xi)hk(xi)

⊤‖op = 1, we have

P

[
‖hk(X)‖2op ≥ (1 + t)n

]
≤ Cdk exp

(
−cn
dk

min(t2, t)
)
+ Cn exp(−cd).

The lemma follows from taking t = (log d)K max(d
k

n , 1) for a sufficiently large K = K(D).

F.2.2 Concentration inequalities over the unit sphere

Lemma F.6. Let w1, . . . ,wp
iid∼ Unif(Sd−1), and define

V2 = q2(W ) = [q2(w1), . . . , q2(wp)]
T ∈ R

p×Bd,2 .

Then for any D > 0, there exist constants C,K > 0 depending only on D such that with probability
at least 1− Cd−D,

‖V2 − EV2‖2op ≤ (log d)K max(1, p/d2).

Proof. Denote f = q2(w)−Eq2(w) for w ∼ Unif(Sd−1), fi = q2(wi)−Eq2(wi), and F = V2−EV2.
We apply the matrix Bernstein inequality to bound

F⊤F =

p∑

i=1

fif
⊤
i .

Order the entries of q2(w) so that the first d are w2
1, . . . , w

2
d, and the remaining

(
d
2

)
are {

√
2wiwj}i<j .

Applying Ew2
1 = 1

d , Ew4
1 = 3

d(d+2) , and Ew2
1w

2
2 = 1

d(d+2) , we have f = (w2
1 − 1

d , . . . , w
2
d −

1
d ,
√
2w1w2, . . . ,

√
2wd−1wd), and hence

Eff⊤ = − 2

d2(d+ 2)
ece

⊤
c +

2

d(d+ 2)
I

where ec ∈ R
Bd,2 is the vector with first d entries being 1 and the rest 0. Then ‖Eff⊤‖op ≤ 4

d2
,

and also ‖ff⊤‖op = f⊤f = ‖q2(w)‖22 − ‖Eq2(w)‖22 = 1− 1
d with probability 1. This gives for the

matrix variance ∥∥∥∥
p∑

i=1

E(fif
⊤
i − Eff⊤)2

∥∥∥∥
op

≤
∥∥∥∥

p∑

i=1

E(fif
T

i )
2

∥∥∥∥
op

≤ 4p

d2
.

So the matrix Bernstein inequality gives

P[‖F⊤F − EF⊤F ‖op ≥ t] ≤ 2Bd,2 exp(−cmin(t2d2/p, t)).

Applying Bd,2 ≤ Cd2, ‖F ‖2op ≤ ‖F⊤F −EF⊤F ‖op, and ‖EF⊤F ‖op = p‖Eff⊤‖op ≤ 4p
d2
, this shows

P[‖F ‖2op ≥ (t+ 4)p/d2] ≤ Cd2 exp(−c(p/d2)min(t2, t)),

and the lemma follows from taking t = (log d)K max(1, d2/p).
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Corollary F.7. Writing out

V2 =




w2
1,1 w2

1,2 · · · w2
1,d

√
2w1,1w1,2 · · ·

√
2w1,d−1w1,d

w2
2,1 w2

2,2 · · · w2
2,d

√
2w2,1w2,2 · · ·

√
2w2,d−1w2,d

...
...

. . .
...

...
. . .

...

w2
p,1 w2

p,2 · · · w2
p,d

√
2wp,1wp,2 · · ·

√
2wp,d−1wp,d


 .

we have

V2 =
1

d
1pe

T

c + V2c,

where ec ∈ R
Bd,2 has first d entries 1 and remaining entries 0, 1p ∈ R

p is the all-1’s vector, and
V2c is a mean-zero matrix satisfying, with high probability, ‖V2c‖op ≤ (log d)K max(1,

√
p/d2).

Lemma F.8. Let w1, . . . ,wp
iid∼ Unif(Sd−1), fix k ≥ 3, and define

Vk = qk(W ) = [qk(w1), . . . , qk(wp)]
T ∈ R

p×Bd,k .

Then for any C0,D > 0, there exist constants K,C > 0 depending only on k,C0,D such that for
any d ≥ C and p ≤ C0d

2, with probability at least 1− p−D,

‖V3V
⊤
3 − Ip −

3

d
WW⊤‖op ≤ (log d)K/

√
d if k = 3,

‖V4V
⊤
4 − Ip −

3

d2
1p1

⊤
p ‖op ≤ (log d)K/

√
d if k = 4,

‖VkV
⊤
k − Ip‖op ≤ (log d)K/

√
d if k ≥ 5.

In particular, ‖Vk‖op ≤ C ′ for a constant C ′ > 0 depending only on k,C0,D.

Proof. Applying the isometry 〈qk(wi), qk(wj)〉 = 〈w⊗k
i ,w⊗k

j 〉 = 〈wi,wj〉k, we have

VkV
⊤
k = (WW⊤)⊙k

For k = 3 and 4, let us decompose each entry 〈wi,wj〉k of this matrix in the basis {Qk}k≥0 of
Gegenbauer polynomials that are orthonormal with respect to the first coordinate w1 of a vector
w ∼ Unif(Sd−1). Then

〈wi,wj〉3 = c3,1Q1(〈wi,wj〉) + c3,3Q3(〈wi,wj〉),
〈wi,wj〉4 = c4,0 + c4,2Q2(〈wi,wj〉) + c4,4Q4(〈wi,wj〉),

where Q0(x) = 1, Q1(x) =
√
dx, Q2(x) = c2(x

2 − 1/d) for a quantity c2 ≍ d, so

c3,1 = E[〈wi,wj〉3Q1(〈wi,wj〉)] =
√
dE[〈wi,wj〉4] =

3√
d(d+ 2)

,

c4,0 = E[〈wi,wj〉4] =
3

d(d+ 2)
,

|c4,2| = |E[〈wi,wj〉4Q2(〈wi,wj〉)]| ≤
C

d2
.

By [MS24, Proposition 13], for any D > 0, there exist constants K,C > 0 such that for any d ≥ C
and p ≤ Bd,3/2 ≍ d3, with probability at least 1− p−D,

‖(WW⊤)⊙3 − c3,1Q1(WW⊤)− (1− c3,1Q1(1))Ip‖op ≤ (log d)K
√
p/d3, (154)
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‖(WW⊤)⊙4 − c4,0Ip − c4,2Q2(WW⊤)− (1− c4,0 − c4,2Q2(1))Ip‖op ≤ (log d)K
√
p/d3, (155)

whereQ1(·), Q2(·) are applied toWW⊤ entrywise. For p ≤ C0d
2, a standard covering net argument

shows ‖W ‖op ≤ C
√
d with probability at least 1− e−cd ≥ 1− d−D for large enough d, so

∥∥∥−c3,1Q1(1)Ip + c3,1Q1(WW⊤)− 3

d
WW⊤

∥∥∥
op

=
∥∥∥− 3

d+ 2
Ip +

( 3

d+ 2
− 3

d

)
WW⊤

∥∥∥
op

≤ C

d
.

Combining these bounds with (154) implies the desired statements for V3. Applying the decompo-
sition V2 = d−11pec + V2c in Corollary F.7, we have also

∥∥∥−c4,2Q2(1)Ip + c4,2Q2(WW⊤)
∥∥∥
op

≤ C

d
+
C

d
‖(WW⊤)⊗2 − d−11p1

⊤
p ‖op

=
C

d
+
C

d
‖V2V

⊤
2 − d−11p1

⊤
p ‖op

=
C

d
+
C

d
‖V2cV

⊤
2c + d−11pe

⊤
c V

⊤
2c + d−1V2cec1

⊤
p ‖op

≤ (log d)K/
√
d,

the last inequality holding for p ≤ C0d
2 with probability 1 − p−D, for some K = K(C0,D) > 0.

Combining this bound with (155) shows the desired statements for V4.
Finally, the statement for k ≥ 5 follows from the simple entrywise bound supi 6=j |〈wi,wj〉| ≤

(log d)K/
√
d with probability 1− d−D and some K = K(D) > 0, hence

‖(WW⊤)⊙k − Ip‖2op ≤ ‖(WW⊤)⊙k − Ip‖2F =
∑

i 6=j

〈wi,wj〉2k ≤ p2[(log d)K/
√
d]2k ≤ (log d)K

′
/d.

Lemma F.9. Fix any k ≥ 3, let w1, · · · ,wp
iid∼ Unif(Sd−1) and x1, · · · ,xn

iid∼ N (0, Id) be indepen-
dent, and consider

Zk =




Hek(w
T
1 x1) Hek(w

T
1 x2) · · · Hek(w

T
1 xn)

Hek(w
T
2 x1) Hek(w

T
2 x2) · · · Hek(w

T
2 xn)

...
...

. . .
...

Hek(w
T
p x1) Hek(w

T
p x2) · · · Hek(w

T
p xn)


 .

For any constants C0,D > 0, there exist C,K > 0 depending only on k,C0,D such that for any
d ≥ C and n, p ≤ C0d

2, with probability at least 1− d−D,

‖Zk‖op ≤ (log d)Kd.

Proof. Denote the columns of Zk as z1, . . . ,zn, where zi = Vkh(xi). Note that by Gaussian
hypercontractivity and a union bound, for any D > 0, there exists K = K(C0,D) > 0 such that
with probability at least 1 − d−D, we have supi,j |Hek(w⊤

j xi)| ≤ (log d)K , and hence supi ‖zi‖22 ≤
n(log d)2K . Thus, defining

Mi = ziz
⊤
i 1{‖zi‖22≤n(log d)2K}

we have with probability at least 1− d−D that

1

n
ZkZ

⊤
k =

1

n

n∑

i=1

Mi. (156)

114



We apply the matrix Bernstein inequality conditional on W to bound n−1
∑

i(Mi − E[Mi | W ]),
noting that ‖n−1(Mi − E[Mi | W ])‖op ≤ 2(log d)2K , and the matrix variance is bounded as

∥∥∥
n∑

i=1

1

n2
E[(Mi − E[Mi | W ])2 | W ]

∥∥∥ ≤
∥∥∥

n∑

i=1

1

n2
E[M2

i | W ]
∥∥∥
op

≤ (log d)2K‖E[ziz⊤
i | W ]‖op = (log d)2K‖VkV

⊤
k ‖op.

Then by the matrix Bernstein inequality,

P

[∥∥∥ 1
n

n∑

i=1

(Mi − E[Mi | W ])
∥∥∥
op

≥ t

∣∣∣∣W
]
≤ Cn exp

(
− t2/2

(log d)2K‖VkV
T

k ‖op + 2t(log d)2K

)
.

Applying ‖Vk‖op ≤ (log d)K with probability 1− d−2D by Lemma F.8, and taking t = (log d)K
′
for

some sufficiently large K ′ = K ′(D) > 0, this implies with probability at least 1− d−D that

∥∥∥ 1
n

n∑

i=1

(Mi − E[Mi | W ])
∥∥∥
op

≤ (log d)K
′
. (157)

Finally, note that with probability 1− d−D, for every i = 1, . . . , n,

‖E[Mi | W ]‖op ≤ ‖E[ziz⊤
i | W ]‖op = ‖VkVk‖op ≤ (log d)2K , (158)

the last inequality applying again ‖Vk‖op ≤ (log d)K by Lemma F.8. Combining (156), (157), and
(158) shows n−1‖Zk‖2op ≤ (log d)K

′′
with probability 1 − d−D for a constant K ′′ = K ′′(D) > 0,

which implies the lemma in light of the assumption n ≤ C0d
2.
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