arXiv:2402.13622v1 [stat.ML] 21 Feb 2024

Analysis of Bootstrap and Subsampling in High-dimensional Regularized Regression

Lucas Clarté^1, Adrien Vandenbroucque^{1,2}, Guillaume Dalle^{1,2,3}, Bruno Loureiro^4, Florent Krzakala^2, and Lenka Zdeborová^1

1 École Polytechnique Fédérale de Lausanne (EPFL), Statistical Physics of Computation laboratory, CH-1015 Lausanne, Switzerland 2 École Polytechnique Fédérale de Lausanne (EPFL), Information, Learning and Physics laboratory, CH-1015 Lausanne, Switzerland 3 École Polytechnique Fédérale de Lausanne (EPFL), Information and Network Dynamics laboratory, CH-1015 Lausanne, Switzerland 4 Département d’Informatique, École Normale Supérieure - PSL & CNRS, 45 rue d’Ulm, F-75230 Paris cedex 05, France

Abstract We investigate popular resampling methods for estimating the uncertainty of statistical models, such as subsampling, bootstrap and the jackknife, and their performance in high-dimensional supervised regression tasks. We provide a tight asymptotic description of the biases and variances estimated by these methods in the context of generalized linear models, such as ridge and logistic regression, taking the limit where the number of samples n and dimension d of the covariates grow at a comparable fixed rate α =n/d. Our findings are three-fold: i) resampling methods are fraught with problems in high dimensions and exhibit the double-descent-like behavior typical of these situations; ii) only when α is large enough do they provide consistent and reliable error estimations (we give convergence rates); iii) in the over-parametrized regime α <1 relevant to modern machine learning practice, their predictions are not consistent, even with optimal regularization.

1 Introduction

Estimating and quantifying errors is a central aspect of statistical practice. Nevertheless, a solid understanding of how uncertainty can be reliably quantified in modern machine learning practice is largely missing, despite being a key endeavor towards a reliable use of these methods across sensitive applications. This paper delves into a comprehensive mathematical analysis of conventional resampling methods to estimate uncertainty, such as subsampling, the bootstrap and the jackknife, specifically in the context of high-dimensional regression and classification tasks.

Let Z_1, · · · , Z_n ∼ p_θ denote n independent samples from a parametric probability distribution. Given an estimator θ̂ of θ (e.g. the maximum likelihood estimator), one is interested not only in the absolute performance of θ̂ but also in estimating how reliable it is, e.g. error bars. In particular, even if the estimator is consistent, i.e. θ̂ → θ when n → ∞, having access only to a finite amount of data n introduces uncertainty in our estimation θ. A central question in statistics is how to quantify this uncertainty [Wasserman, 2004].

A classical family of non-parametric methods developed to address this question are resampling methods [Tibshirani and Efron, 1993, James et al., 2023], which consist in estimating the statistics of interest from the empirical distribution p_n =^1/n ∑_n i=1 δ_{Zi} . Our goal is to investigate the statistical properties of three popular resampling methods in the context of the most widespread machine learning task: supervised learning. Here the samples are given by pairs Z_i = (x_i, y_i) from a joint distribution p_θ(x, y), with x_i ∈ R^d being the covariates and y_i ∈ Y ⊂ R the labels. Given the parameter θ̂ learned by a fitting model, say ridge or logistic regression, the goal is to estimate the actual bias and variance of θ̂.

We focus on the high-dimensional regime, where both the number of samples n and their dimension d are comparatively large, with a fixed ratio α = n/d. We provide a tight asymptotic description of the biases and variances estimated by resampling methods for generalized linear models, such as ridge and logistic regression or any M-estimator. We show that resampling methods are fraught with problems in high-dimensions, either overestimating or underestimating the mean and variances. Reliable error estimation can only be reached in the regime when α ≫ 1, for which we provide asymptotic rates of convergences. However, in the overparametrized regime α < 1, relevant to modern machine learning practice, the predictions of resampling methods are clearly off, even when optimally regularizing.

2 Setting & motivation

We consider the class of generalized linear estimation problems, where the goal is to estimate a parameter θ_⋆ ∈ R^d from n independent samples D = {(x_i, y_i)_{i∈[n]}} drawn from the following distribution:

y_i ∼ p(·|θ^⊤_⋆ x_i), x_i ∼ N (0,^1/dI_d) (1)

for a general likelihood p(y|z). Therefore, in this case, the joint distribution reads p_{θ⋆} (x, y) = p(y|θ^⊤_⋆ x)p(x). For concreteness, we assume θ_⋆ ∼ N (0, I_d). In the following, we focus on the (regularized) maximum likelihood estimator:

θ̂_λ(D) = argmin θ∈R^d n∑ i=1 − log p ( y_i|θ^⊤x_i ) + λ 2 ‖θ‖^2 (2)

also known as empirical risk minimizer in the context of supervised machine learning, where the loss function coincides with minus the empirical log-likelihood: ℓ(y, z) = − log p(y|z). When it is clear from the context, we omit the training data dependence D in the MLE estimator and write θ̂_λ.

We will focus on two particular examples of generalized linear estimation: ridge and logistic regression. Ridge regression is a regression problem Y = R, which corresponds to the Gaussian likelihood p(y|z) = N (z|y, Δ) (or equivalently the square loss function ℓ(y, z) =^1_{2Δ} (y − z)^2) for Δ > 0. Instead, logistic regression is a binary classification problem Y = {−1, +1} which corresponds to a logit likelihood p(y|z) = σ(yz) for σ(t) = (1 + e^{−t})^{−1} the logistic function (this corresponds to the logistic or cross-entropy loss function ℓ(y, z) = log(1 + e^{−yz})).

Note that the estimation problem introduced above is well-specified, and therefore enjoys strong mathematical guarantees in the classical statistical regime where n → ∞ at fixed d. For instance, a well-known result is the asymptotic normality of the MLE for λ = 0 [Wasserman, 2004]: √ n ( θ̂_0 − θ_⋆

)_{(d)} → N (0, I^{−1}), n → ∞ (3) where I ∈ R^{d×d} is the Fisher information matrix, in particular implying consistency and calibration of the maximum likelihood estimator. However, those guarantees break down when the number of samples is comparable with the dimension of the covariates n = Θ(d). This is precisely the regime of interest in our work, and applying it to resampling methods will be our goal in the following.

2.1 What statisticians want

“Bias” and “variance” depend on the underlying data sampling process, and therefore, different notions coexist, whether one takes, for instance, a frequentist or Bayesian viewpoint. Below, we define these different quantities, which resampling methods try to approximate.

Frequentist bias and variance — In the classical frequentist approach, the statistician seeks to estimate the bias and variance with respect to the data sampling process. This induces the classical bias-variance decomposition of the mean squared error for the estimator θ̂_λ:

MSE(θ̂_λ)= 1 d E_{D,θ ⋆} [ ‖θ̂_λ − θ_⋆‖^2 ] =Bias^2_D(θ̂_λ)+Var_D(θ̂_λ) with:

Bias^2_D(θ̂_λ) = 1 d ‖ ‖E_{D,θ ⋆} [θ̂_λ] − θ_⋆ ‖ ‖^2 (4)

Var_D(θ̂_λ) = 1 d E_{D,θ ⋆} [‖ ‖ ‖θ̂λ − E D,θ_⋆ [ θ̂_λ ]‖ ‖^2 ] . (5)

We emphasize that in this case, the expectations are taken with respect to sampling of the full data set D = {(x_i, y_i)_{i∈[n]}} ∼ p^{⊗n}_{θ⋆} . Conditional bias and variance — Alternatively, in a supervised learning setting one can define the bias and variance only with respect to the sampling of the labels y_i ∼ p(·|x^⊤_i θ_⋆), i.e. conditionally on the covariates x_i. This is known as a fixed design analysis. We will refer to the corresponding notions as conditional bias and variance:

Bias^2_{D|X} (θ̂_λ) = 1 d ‖ ‖E D [θ̂λ|X] − θ⋆ ‖ ‖^2 (6)

Var_{D|X} (θ̂_λ) = 1 d E_D ‖ ‖θ̂_λ − E [θ̂_λ|X] ‖ ‖^2 , (7)

where for convenience we defined the covariate matrix X ∈ R^{n×d} with rows given by the covariates x_i ∈ R^d .

Bayesian estimator and variance — Finally, it is natural to compare the maximum likelihood estimator above with the best estimator (in mean squared error) conditioned on the full training data D, also known as the Bayes-optimal estimator. It requires, however, the knowledge of the a priori distribution of the “true” weights.

θ̂_{bo} = argmin θ̂∈Rd E [ ‖θ̂ − θ_⋆‖^2 ] = E [θ|D] (8)

where the conditional expectation is taken with respect to the posterior distribution: p(θ|D) ∝ N (θ|0, I_d) n∏ i=1 p(y_i|θ^⊤x_i) (9)

Note that, by definition, θ̂_{bo} is an unbiased and calibrated estimator of θ_⋆ [Clarté et al., 2023b]. Nevertheless, it captures the irreducible variance due to the fact we have a finite sample D of the population distribution:

Var_{bo} = 1 d E [ ‖θ − θ_{bo}‖^2 |D ] (10)

where, again, the expectation is taken over the posterior distribution p(θ|D).

2.2 Resampling estimates

A central problem in statistics is the estimation of the biases (4) & (6) and variances (5) & (7), which involve population expectations, from a finite number of samples D = {(x_i, y_i)_{i∈[n]}}. Resampling methods are a popular class of statistical procedures that fit a family of estimators θ̂_k ≡ θ̂_λ(D^⋆_k) from resampled data D^⋆_k generated from the original samples D = {(x_i, y_i)_{i∈[n]}}, and from which the bias and variance of θ̂_λ can be estimated:

^Bias^2 = 1 d ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 B B∑ k=1 θ̂_k − θ̂_λ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 , (11)

^Var = 1 dB B∑ k=1 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ θ̂_k − 1 B B∑ k=1 θ̂_k ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 (12)

In this work, we will focus on the following methods:

- Pair bootstrap: Consists in resampling D^⋆_k from D with sample replacements, or in other words, sampling D^⋆_k = {(x^⋆_{k,i}, y^⋆_{k,i})_{i∈[n]}} ∼ p^{⊗n}_n from the empirical distribution. For simplicity, we always assume B = n for the bootstrap in the following.

- Residual bootstrap: Akin to the pair bootstrap method, but for the conditional distribution p(y|z). In practice, one first fits an estimator θ̂_λ(D) on the original samples (the MLE (2) in our setting), and given a statistical model for p̂(y|z), one resamples only the labels from p̂(y|θ̂_λ(D)^⊤x_i), generating new datasets D^⋆_k = {x_i, y^⋆_{k,i}}^n_{i=1}. This allows for the estimation of conditional statistical errors.

- Subsampling: Consists of generating new datasets D^⋆_k of a smaller size ⌊rn⌋ by subsampling D without replacement, where r ∈ (0, 1). While bootstrap creates datasets of the right size but from the wrong distribution (as elements of D are duplicated), subsampling relies on data of the wrong size but from the right distribution.^1

- Jackknife: Consists of creating B = n datasets D^⋆_k = {(x_i, y_i)_{i≠k}}, each of which leaves a single sample out. Note that when n→∞, as in our high-dimensional regime, this is equivalent to subsampling with r →1. For notational convenience, we will refer to these statistics as ^Bias^2_k, ^Var_t with t∈{pb, rb, ss, jk} for pair (pb) and residual bootstrap (rb), subsampling (ss) and jackknife (jk).

3 Contributions & related work

The resampling methods above have been widely studied in the classical statistical literature, with whole books dedicated to proving their mathematical soundness [Efron, 1979, Efron and Tibshirani, 1986, Davison and Hinkley, 1997]. However, as discussed in Section 2 most of the classical guarantees hold in the regime where the quantity of data n available to the statistician is large in comparison with data dimension d — a regime that falls short in the context of modern machine learning practice. Of particular importance was the work of Karoui and Purdom [2018] who have pointed out the lack of consistency of the bootstrap method for unregularized least squares, in the underparametrized regime n > d. One of our goals in this manuscript is to fill the gap, providing a complete evaluation of the aforementioned methods (beyond bootstrap), including the effect of regularization and over-parametrization.

More precisely, our main contributions are:

• We provide a closed-form expression for the biases and variances in the proportional high-dimensional limit where n, d → ∞ at fixed rate α = n/d for all the cases discussed in Section 2: the pair and residual biases and variances and their bootstrap, subsample, and jackknife estimates. Our result holds for generic log-concave likelihoods (corresponding to convex losses) and convex regularizers.

• Our formulas are derived from mapping to an Approximate Message Passing (AMP) scheme admitting a rigorous asymptotic characterization in terms of state evolution equations [Bayati and Montanari, 2011a,b, Javanmard and Montanari, 2014, Emami et al., 2020, Loureiro et al., 2021]. We believe this derivation has an interest on its own, as we show how simultaneously tracking coupled AMP trajectories provides the biases and variances for all the resampling methods. Our construction is quite generic and can be extended to other variants of interest.

• Our examination into the effectiveness and limitations of these methods yields three key insights.

Firstly, we demonstrate that resampling techniques face significant challenges in high-dimensional contexts, resulting in a double-descent behavior typical of such scenarios. Secondly, we find that these methods yield consistent and reliable error estimates only when the ratio α is sufficiently large, for which we also present convergence rates. Thirdly, in the overparametrized regime where α < 1, the predictions remain inconsistent despite optimal regularization.

1Since D^⋆_k are independent conditionally on D.

Further related work — Resampling methods are a classical topic in statistics. The jackknife method was introduced in Quenouille [1956], refined by Tukey [1958] and analysed by Efron and Stein [1981]. Bootstrap was introduced by Efron [1979], and studied in the context of least squares estimation in Freedman [1981], Wu [1986].

The impact of high-dimensionality for the bootstrap method was first investigated by [Karoui and Purdom, 2018] in the context of unregularized M-estimation with n > d, where it was shown that methods that pair bootstrap under-estimates the true variance, while residual bootstrap overestimates it.

The asymptotic theory of high-dimensional statistical generalized linear problems has witnessed a burst of activity over the last decades. Pioneered by the statistical physics community in the late 80s [Gardner and Derrida, 1989, Opper et al., 1990, Krogh and Hertz, 1991, Seung et al., 1992, Kabashima and Shinomoto, 1992], it is now an established field of research encompassing applications to machine learning, statistics, and signal processing among others [Bayati and Montanari, 2011b, El Karoui et al., 2013, Donoho and Montanari, 2016, Thrampoulidis et al., 2015, 2018, Dobriban and Wager, 2018, Sur and Candès, 2019, 2020, Gerbelot et al., 2020, Takahashi and Kabashima, 2022, Loureiro et al., 2021, 2022, Bellec and Zhang, 2023, Bellec, 2023]. Bayes-optimal generalization guarantees for generalized linear models were established by Donoho et al. [2013], Krzakala et al. [2012], Barbier et al. [2019], Maillard et al. [2020]. Candes and Sur [2018] have shown that, besides not being well-defined when n < d, the unregularized maximum likelihood estimator is biased [El Karoui et al., 2013, El Karoui, 2013, Bean et al., 2013, Sur and Candès, 2019, Bellec et al., 2022] for n > d. One consequence is that the variance of the MLE underestimates the true variance of θ_⋆, leading to an overconfident prediction [Bai et al., 2021a,b, Clarté et al., 2023b]. Indeed, Clarté et al. [2023b,a] highlighted the importance of properly regularizing the MLE in the high-dimensional regime, showing that cross-validation over λ can mitigate some of these issues. Clarté et al. [2023] showed that post-training temperature scaling can mitigate overconfidence, regardless of the regularization used.

Bagging (the combination of subsampling with ensembling) has been studied in the high-dimensional regime by [Sollich and Krogh, 1995, Krogh and Sollich, 1997, LeJeune et al., 2020, Patil et al., 2023, Du et al., 2023, Chen et al., 2023, Ando and Komaki, 2023, Patil and LeJeune, 2023]. Ensembling has also been investigated in the context of the random features model as a tool to decouple the different sources of randomness [D’Ascoli et al., 2020, Lin and Dobriban, 2021, Adlam and Pennington, 2020, Loureiro et al., 2023]. The performance of AdaBoost Schapire [1999] and its link to minimum ℓ_1-norm classifiers were studied in Liang and Sur [2022]. The performance of bootstrap averaging has been studied in the context of Gaussian Processes and Support Vector Machines using the replica method by Malzahn and Opper [2002, 2003]. A replicated AMP algorithm for computing bootstrap averages of GLMs was proposed by Takahashi and Kabashima [2019] and studied in the context of LASSO [Obuchi and Kabashima, 2019] and Elastic Net [Takahashi, 2023].

Finally, we note that resampling methods in the context of generalized linear models are not just theoretical abstractions but are used in machine learning practice. For instance, Musil et al. [2019] use subsampling to estimate the uncertainty in kernel regression for the energy of molecular compounds. Their observation that subsampling yields a better uncertainty estimation than Bootstrap or Gaussian processes is one motivation for the present work.

4 Main technical results

The key observation in the results that follow is that in order to asymptotically characterize the biases and variances associated with any of the resampling methods in Section 2, it is sufficient to characterize only a few correlations. For example, the resampling variance (12):

^Var = 1 d 1 B B∑ k=1 ‖θ̂_k‖^2− 1 B^2 B∑ k,k^′=1 θ̂^⊤_k θ̂_{k′} . (13)

Assuming the data sets D^⋆_k are independently resampled from D, it is then enough to characterize the norm of θ̂_1 and the correlation between two independent (conditionally on D) resampled estimators θ̂^⊤_1 θ̂_2 - with all the rest being statistically similar. The results that follow precisely characterize these quantities asymptotically.

Finally, the methods defined in Section 2 naturally divide into two categories: estimators for the statistics of the joint distribution p_{θ⋆} (x, y) (we refer to them as pair resampling) and for the conditional distribution p(y|θ^⊤_⋆ x) (we refer to them as conditional or residual resampling). Below, we start by discussing our results for the former.

4.1 Pair resampling

The key idea is to reframe the regularized MLE problem (2) as a weighted empirical risk minimization (wERM) problem:

θ̂_λ (D, p) = arg min θ∈R^d n∑ i=1 −p_i log p ( y_i|θ^⊤x_i ) + λ 2 ‖θ‖^2 (14)

where for each sample (x_i, y_i) ∈ D, we have introduced a sample weight p_i. When p_i = 1 for all i ∈ [n], this reduces to standard MLE (2), which we sometimes refer to as full resampling. However, by taking the p_i’s at random from a judiciously chosen distribution, we can asymptotically cover all pair resampling methods from Section 2.

Indeed, it is immediate to see that by choosing p_i ∈ {0, 1} at random from a Bernoulli distribution with probability r ∈ (0, 1], the wERM (14) asymptotically corresponds to doing subsampling. Intuitively, this can be seen as throwing a coin for each sample i ∈ [n] in order to decide whether to include it in the subsampled batch D^⋆_{ss}, which on average will contain precisely r samples. The jackknife estimator can then be obtained as the r → 1^− limit of subsampling.

Similarly, pair bootstrap is asymptotically equivalent to taking p_i ∼ Pois(1) independently. Indeed, for finite n, pair bootstrap exactly corresponds to taking p ∈ R^n from the multinomial distribution Multinomial(n,^1/n). As n → ∞, this is marginally equivalent to choosing p_i ∼ Pois(1) independently [Karoui and Purdom, 2018].

To summarize, each resampling method can be thought of as applying sampling weights which are i.i.d., with distributions defined as { μ_{pb}(p) :=^1_{ep!} μ_{ss(r)}(p) := r^p(1 − r)^{1−p} for r ∈ (0, 1).

(15)

We note that a key assumption which permits to retrieve our result is that for a particular resampling method, the sample weights p_i, i ∈ [n] are i.i.d.. We are now ready to state our first two results for pair resampling. For the sake of clarity, we state our results for ridge regression and refer to Appendix A for the derivation of our results and a statement for general convex loss and penalties.

In the following, the asymptotic values of correlations needed to compute biases and variances will be referred to as overlaps. For t∈{pb, ss, jk}, these overlaps read: Q^t_{11} := lim_{n,d→∞} E_{θ ⋆,D,p} [ ‖θ̂_λ(D, p)‖^2 ] Q^t_{12} := lim_{n,d→∞} E_{θ ⋆,D} [ ‖E_p [θ̂_λ(D, p)]‖^2 ] Q^{fr}_{11} := lim_{n,d→∞} E_{θ ⋆,D} [ ‖θ̂_λ(D)‖^2 ] Q^{fr}_{12} := lim_{n,d→∞} E_{θ ⋆} [ ‖E_D [θ̂_λ(D)]‖^2 ] Q^{fr,t}_{12} := lim_{n,d→∞} E_{θ ⋆,D,p} [ θ̂_λ(D)⊤θ̂_λ(D, p) ] m^t_1 := lim_{n,d→∞} E_{θ ⋆,D,p} [ θ̂_λ(D, p)⊤θ_⋆ ] m^{fr}_1 := lim_{n,d→∞} E_{θ ⋆,D} [ θ̂_λ(D)⊤θ_⋆ ]

, (16)

where p = (p_1, . . . , p_n)^{i.i.d.}∼ μ_t.

Theorem 4.1 (Biases and Variances for pair resampling in ridge regression). Let D = {(x_i, y_i)_{i∈[n]}} denote n independent samples drawn from model (1) with log-concave likelihood p(y|z). In the high-dimensional proportional regime n, d → ∞ with^n/d = α, the overlaps of interest (16) are given by the unique solution m ∈ R^2 ,

Q ∈ R^{2×2} , V ∈ R^2 to the following set of self-consistent equations: m = ( λI_2 + V̂ )_{−1} m̂ Q = ( λI_2 + V̂ )_{−1} ( m̂m̂^⊤ + Q̂ ) ( λI_2 + V̂ )_{−1⊤} V = ( λI_2 + V̂ )_{−1} (17)

m̂ = αE_p [G(p)] 1_2 Q̂ = αE_p [G(p) ((v_⋆ + Δ)1_{2×2} + BQB^⊤) G(p)⊤] V̂ = αE_p [G(p)]

, (18)

for a careful choice of the joint distribution of p = (p_1, p_2). In the above, G(p) = (I_2 + P V )^{−1}P with P = Diag(p), B = ( m^⊤ m^⊤ ) Q^{−1} − I_2 and v_⋆ = 1 − m^⊤Q^{−1}m.

Then, the following holds:

• the variance of resampling method t ∈ {pb, ss, jk} is given by

^Var_t = Q^t_{11} − Q^t_{12}, (19)

where overlaps with superscript t are obtained by solving (17), (18) using joint distribution μ(p_1, p_2) = μ_t(p_1) · μ_t(p_2).

• the true variance is given by Var_D(θ̂_λ) = Q^{fr}_{11} − Q^{fr}_{12}, (20) where overlaps with superscript fr (indicating full resampling) are obtained by solving (17), (18) using joint distribution μ(p_1, p_2) = (1(p_1 = 0, p_2 = 1) + 1(p_1 = 1, p_2 = 0)).

• the squared bias of resampling method t is given by ^ Bias^2_t = Q^{fr}_{11} + Q^t_{12} − 2Q^{t,fr}_{12} , (21)

where overlaps with superscript t, fr are obtained by solving (17), (18) using distribution μ(p_1, p_2) = μ_t(p_1) · 1{p_2 = 1} for p_1, p_2.

• the true squared bias is given by

Bias^2_D(θ̂_λ) = 1 − 2m^{fr}_1 + Q^{fr}_{12}. (22)

4.2 Conditional resampling Similar to pair resampling, we leverage the fact that the conditional bias and variance, together with the estimates by residual bootstrap, can be written in terms of correlations between estimators. The key difference here is that the covariate x_i remain constant, and only the labels are resampled. Focusing on linear regression, in the case of residual resampling, the labels are sampled from the true distribution y^⋆_i ∼ N (θ^⊤_⋆ x_i, Δ), whereas for residual bootstrap, we use the ERM estimator to approximate this distribution and y^⋆_i ∼ N (θ̂^⊤_λ x_i, Δ̃) with Δ̃ an estimator of Δ. Similarly to pair bootstrap, we now just need the correlation between B estimators θ̂_{λ,k} trained on resampled datasets D^⋆_k = {(x_i, y^⋆_{i,k})^n_{i=1}}. This can be done by considering the minimization problem (24). Despite minimizing each θ̂_{λ,k} independently, they see the same covariates x_i. In Appendix B.1, we discuss how this correlation can be exactly captured by designing a particular approximate message passing, and also provide more details and an extension to more generic losses. As in the previous section, we first define the overlaps of interest

Q^{rb}_{11} := lim_{n,d→∞} E_{θ ⋆,D} [ E_y ⋆_{|D} [ ‖θ̂_λ(X, y^⋆)‖^2 ]] Q^{rb}_{12} := lim_{n,d→∞} E_{θ ⋆,D} [ ‖E_y ⋆_{|D}[θ̂_λ(X, y^⋆)]‖^2 ] Q^{rr}_{11} := lim_{n,d→∞} E_{θ ⋆,D} [ ‖θ̂_λ‖^2|X ] Q^{rr}_{12} := lim_{n,d→∞} E_{θ ⋆} [ ‖E_D [θ̂_λ|X]‖^2 ] m^{rb}_1 := lim_{n,d→∞} E_{θ ⋆,D} [ θ̂_λ(D)⊤E_{y ⋆|D} [ θ̂_λ(X, y⋆) ]]

m^{rr}_1 := lim_{n,d→∞} E_{θ ⋆} [ E_D [ θ̂_λ|X ]_⊤ θ_⋆ ] .

(23)

and the minimization problem for conditional resampling

θ̂_{λ,k} = arg min_θ^n ∑ i=1 − log p(y^⋆_{k,i}|θ^⊤x_i) +^λ/2‖θ‖^2. (24)

Theorem 4.2 (Biases and Variances for conditional resampling in ridge regression). Let D = {(x_i, y_i)_{i∈[n]}} denote n independent samples drawn from model (1) with log-concave likelihood p(y|z). In the high-dimensional proportional regime n, d → ∞ with^n/d = α, the overlaps of interest (23) are given by the unique solution m ∈ R^2 , Q ∈ R^{2×2} , V ∈ R^2 to the following set of self-consistent equations:

m = ρ̃ ( λI_2 + V̂ )_{−1} m̂ Q = ( λI_2 + V̂ )_{−1} ( ρ̃m̂m̂^⊤ + Q̂ ) ( λI_2 + V̂ )_{−1⊤} V = ( λI_2 + V̂ )_{−1} (25)

and m̂ = αG1_2 Q̂ = αG ( v_⋆1_{2×2} + Δ̃I_2 + BQB^⊤ ) G^⊤ V̂ = αG (26)

where G = (I_B + V )^{−1}, B is defined as in Theorem 4.1 and v_⋆ = ρ̃ − m^⊤Q^{−1}m where ρ̃ depends on the method and is defined below. Then, the following holds:

• the variance of residual bootstrap is given by ^ Var_{rb} = Q^{rb}_{11} − Q^{rb}_{12}, (27)

where Q^{rb} solves (17), (18) using ρ̃ = Q^{fr}_{11} and Δ̃ =^{(1 + Δ − 2mfr}1^{+ Qfr}11^)/(1 + V^{fr}_{11})^2 . Note that the overlaps with superscript fr are specified in Theorem 4.1.

• the true variance Var_{D|X} (θ̂_λ) is given by

Var_{D|X} (θ̂_λ) = Q^{rr}_{11} − Q^{rr}_{12}, (28)

where Q^{rr} is obtained by solving (25) and (26) with ρ̃ = 1, Δ̃ = Δ.

• the squared bias of residual bootstrap ^ Bias^2_{rb} = Q^{fr}_{11} + Q^{rb}_{12} − 2m^{rb}_1 (29)

Pair resampling rates Rate Error

Var_D(θ̂_λ)^1/α – ^ Var_{ss}^1/α^1/α ^ Var_{jk}^1/α^1/α^2 ^ Var_{pb}^1/α^1/α^3

Bias^2_D(θ̂_λ)^1/α^2 – ^ Bias^2_{ss}^1/α^{2 1}/α^2 ^ Bias^2_{jk}^1/α^{2 1}/α^3 ^ Bias^2_{pb}^1/α^{4 1}/α^2

Residual resampling rates Rate Error

Var_{D|X} (θ̂_λ)^1/α – ^ Var_{rb}^1/α^1/α^2

Bias^2_{D|X} (θ̂_λ)^1/α^2 – ^ Bias^2_{rb}^1/α^{2 1}/α^3

Table 1: Summary of large α rates for ridge regression (see Appendix C.2 for details).

• the true conditional squared bias is given by

Bias^2_{D|X} (θ̂_λ) = 1 − 2m^{rr}_1 + Q^{rr}_{12}. (30)

The details for the derivations of Theorem 4.2 are shown in Appendix B.1. Compared to pair resampling, residual resampling does not involve introducing sample weights, only the labels are resampled from a conditional distribution. However, for residual bootstrap, the main idea is that the target weights θ_⋆ are replaced by θ̂_λ. Moreover, for ridge regression, we approximate the variance Δ by the averaged residual:

Δ̃ = 1 n n∑ i=1 (y_i − θ̂^⊤_λ x_i)^2 (31)

In the high-dimensional regime, the analytical expression of this training error is given by the overlaps of state-evolution, and Δ̃ =^{(1 + Δ − 2mfr}1^{+ Qfr}11^)/(1 + V^{fr}_{11} )^2 . The derivation of this expression can be found in Loureiro et al. [2021]. We end this section by observing that so far, we considered only the variance on the weights. However, one could be interested in other types of variances such as predictive variance, which we discuss in Appendix D.

5 Discussions and main findings

In this section we discuss the consequences of the technical results from Section 4 on the performance of resampling methods, and compare with empirical values. We refer to Appendix E for more details on the plots.

5.1 Ridge regression

Variance – Figure 1 shows the different variances for ridge regression. We consider two important choices of regularization: λ = 10^{−2} to approximate the behavior of unpenalized estimators, and λ = σ^2 = 1 which is the optimal value of λ: this regularization minimizes the generalization error of θ̂_λ and its test error is the same as the Bayes-optimal estimator. As explained in Section 2.2, the variance of Jackknife is approximated by doing subsampling with r = 0.99. Note that the subsampling variances with ratio r are rescaled by a factor 1 − r. We compare our theoretical predictions with numerical experiments on Gaussian data and observe an excellent agreement. For λ = 10^{−2} in the regime where n > d, our results are qualitatively consistent with Karoui and Purdom [2018], who showed that pair (respectively residual) bootstrap overestimates (resp. underestimates) the variance. On the other hand, our results allow us to study the variances at d > n. In this regime, we observe that both pair and residual bootstrap suffer from under-coverage: for residual bootstrap, it

10−1 100101102103 10−3 10−2 10−1 100101 n/d

Variance

VarD (θ̂λ) ^Varpb ^ Varjk ^Varss(0.8)

10−1 100101102103 10−5 10−4 10−3 10−2 10−1 100 n/d Varbo VarD|X (θ̂λ) ^ Varrb

101102103 10−9 10−6 10−3 100 n/d ^ Varpb − VarD (θ̂λ) ^ Varjk − VarD (θ̂λ) ^ Varss(0.8) − VarD (θ̂λ) VarD|X (θ̂λ) − ^Varrb

10−1 100101102103 10−3 10−2 10−1 100 n/d

Variance

10−1 100101102103 10−3 10−2 10−1 100 n/d 101102103 10−9 10−7 10−5 10−3 10−1 n/d

Figure 1: Variances for ridge regression at λ = 10^{−2} (Top) and λ = 1 (Bottom). Left: variance of pair re-

sampling methods and of Bayes-posterior. Middle: variance of conditional resampling and residual bootstrap.

Right: difference between the true variances Var_D(θ̂_λ), Var_{D|X} (θ̂_λ) and their estimation. Dots are simula-

tions done at d = 200, with B = 10 resamples for bootstrap and subsampling.

is easy to understand why, as without regularization d > n the ERM interpolates the training data. Thus, the

residual is exactly 0, and the residual bootstrap thus fatally underestimates the true level of noise in the data.

On the other hand, subsampling and Jackknife are closer to Var_D(θ̂_λ) than pair bootstrap, and as is classically

known Efron and Stein [1981], the Jackknife estimate provides an upper bound of the true variance. On the

right panel, we see that all variances converge to 0 with rate^1/α, and pair bootstrap converges to Var_D(θ̂_λ)

the fastest. On the bottom row of Fig. Figure 1, we observe that optimal regularization greatly mitigates the

under-coverage of bootstrapping, most notably for residual bootstrap. We thus conclude that for small values

n/d, bootstrap fails to accurately capture the true variances, and appropriately regularizing partially mitigates

this issue.

Note that conditioned on D and if the data generating process is known, the Bayes-optimal posterior vari-

ance Var_{bo} is the best estimation of uncertainty on the weights. As in Theorem 4.1 and 4.2, this variance can

be obtained by solving a corresponding set of self-consistent equations [Clarté et al., 2023b]. We observe that

at large α, all variances agree with Var_{bo}. However, at optimal λ and small^n/d, resampling will underestimate

the actual posterior variance.

Bias – In Figure 2, we plot the bias of the different resampling methods for ridge regression with regular-

ization λ ∈ {10^{−2}, 1}. For the Jackknife and subsampling, the estimation of the squared bias is rescaled by

a factor (1 − r)^2. We observe that as α → ∞, Bias^2_D(θ̂_λ) and ^Bias^2_{pb} converge to zero, as expected by the

10−1100101102 10−16 10−10 10−4 102 n/d

Bias

Bias2D (θ̂λ) ^Bias2pb ^ Bias2jk ^Bias2ss(0.8)

10−1 100101102103 10−10 10−7 10−4 10−1 n/d Bias2D|X (θ̂λ) ^ Bias2rb 100101102 10−10 10−6 10−2 102 10−4

10−8 n/d

Bias2D (θ̂λ) − ^Bias2pb ^ Bias2jk − Bias2D (θ̂λ) ^ Bias2ss(0.8) − Bias2D (θ̂λ) | ^ Bias2rb − Bias2D|X (θ̂λ)|

10−1100101102 10−12 10−8 10−4 100 n/d

Bias

10−1 100101102103 10−6 10−4 10−2 100 n/d 100101102

10−6 10−4 10−2 100 n/d

Figure 2: Bias of ridge regression and its estimation using pair bootstrap and subsampling at λ = 10^{−2} (Top)

and λ = 1 (Bottom). Left: bias of pair resampling methods. Middle: conditional bias and bias of residual

bootstrap. Right: difference between the various biases.

consistency of the MLE estimator (3). However, ^Bias^2_{pb} converges as^1/α^4 , while Bias^2_D(θ̂_λ) ∼^1/α^2, and pair

bootstrap underestimates the true bias. We deduce that in our model, subsampling or Jackknife should thus

be preferred to estimate Bias^2_D(θ̂_λ).

5.2 Logistic regression

Our results extend beyond ridge regression, and the quantities of interest can be computed for any convex loss.

Figure 3 displays the true variances and their estimation for regularized logistic regression with λ ∈ {10^{−2}, 1},

similarly to Figure 1. However, contrary to the ridge case, λ = 1 yields the maximum-a-posteriori estimator

but does not minimize the misclassification error.

Qualitatively, we observe similar results as for ridge regression : at large α, all methods consistently

estimate the true variance and the Jackknife provides an upper bound of Var_D(θ̂_λ). Moreover, at low α,

regularization improves the estimation of the variance, even though λ is not optimal.

Finally, at λ = 0.01 for both ridge and logistic regression, we observe a local maximum in the true and

resampled bias and variance around d = n. This behavior is reminiscent of the double-descent behavior

observed e.g. in random features models or neural networks : the test error achieves a local maximum at the

interpolation threshold where the model can perfectly fit the training data, then decreases with the number

of parameters. Moreover, we see that regularization can mitigate this “double-descent” phenomenon.

10−1100101102103 10−2 10−1 100 101

Variance

10−1100101102103 10−2 10−1 100 101

10−1100101102103 10−2 10−1 100 n/d

Variance

10−1100101102103 10−2 10−1 100 n/d

Figure 3: Variance for logistic regression at λ = 10^{−2} (Top) and λ = 1 (Bottom). Left: variance of full resampling, pair bootstrap, subsampling. Right: variance of label resampling, residual bootstrap. See Figure 1 for the legend.

6 Conclusion & Perspectives

In this work, we have provided an exact asymptotic comparison of the uncertainty estimations provided by different resampling methods, in the context of high-dimensional regularized maximum likelihood with generalized linear models.

Our results highlight the limitations of these methods in the high-dimensional regime relevant to modern machine learning practice and discuss how cross-validation can, to some extent, mitigate some of these limitations.

Avenues for future work are manifold. For instance, how would our results change in a misspecified scenario? Can structure in the data help or hinder resampling methods? These interesting questions are left for future investigation.

Acknowledgements

This research was supported by the NCCR MARVEL, a National Centre of Competence in Research, funded by the Swiss National Science Foundation (grant number 205602).

References

JuliaAI/MLJLinearModels.jl. JuliaAI, November 2023a. URL https://github.com/JuliaAI/MLJLinearModels.jl.

JuliaStats/LogExpFunctions.jl. Julia Statistics, November 2023b. URL

https://github.com/JuliaStats/LogExpFunctions.jl.

JuliaArrays/StaticArrays.jl. JuliaArrays, January 2024a. URL https://github.com/JuliaArrays/StaticArrays.jl.

JuliaStats/StatsFuns.jl. Julia Statistics, January 2024b. URL https://github.com/JuliaStats/StatsFuns.jl.

Ben Adlam and Jeffrey Pennington. Understanding double descent requires a fine-grained bias-variance decomposition. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 33, pages 11022–11032. Curran Associates, Inc., 2020.

Ryo Ando and Fumiyasu Komaki. On high-dimensional asymptotic properties of model averaging estimators, 2023.

Benjamin Aubin, Antoine Maillard, Jean Barbier, Florent Krzakala, Nicolas Macris, and Lenka Zdeborová. The committee machine: computational to statistical gaps in learning a two-layers neural network. Journal of Statistical Mechanics: Theory and Experiment, 2019(12):124023, 2019.

Y. Bai, S. Mei, H. Wang, and C. Xiong. Don’t just blame over-parametrization for over-confidence: Theoretical analysis of calibration in binary classification. In Proceedings of the 38th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 139 of PMRL, pages 566–576. PMLR, 2021a.

Yu Bai, Song Mei, Huan Wang, and Caiming Xiong. Understanding the under-coverage bias in uncertainty estimation. arXiv:2106.05515 [cs.LG], 2021b.

Jean Barbier, Florent Krzakala, Nicolas Macris, Léo Miolane, and Lenka Zdeborová. Optimal errors and phase transitions in high-dimensional generalized linear models. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 116(12):5451–5460, 2019.

Mohsen Bayati and Andrea Montanari. The dynamics of message passing on dense graphs, with applications to compressed sensing. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 57(2):764–785, 2011a.

Mohsen Bayati and Andrea Montanari. The lasso risk for gaussian matrices. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 58(4):1997–2017, 2011b.

D. Bean, P.J. Bickel, N. El Karoui, and B. Yu. Optimal M-estimation in high-dimensional regression. Proc. Natl.

Acad. Sci. U.S.A., 110(36):14563–14568, 2013.

P.C. Bellec. Out-of-sample error estimate for robust m-estimators with convex penalty. arXiv:2008.11840, 2023.

P.C. Bellec and C.-H. Zhang. Debiasing convex regularized estimators and interval estimation in linear models.

Ann. Stat., 51(2):391 – 436, 2023.

P.C. Bellec, Y. Shen, and C.-H. Zhang. Asymptotic normality of robust M-estimators with convex penalty.

Electron. J. Stat., 16(2):5591 – 5622, 2022.

Jeff Bezanson, Alan Edelman, Stefan Karpinski, and Viral B. Shah. Julia: A Fresh Approach to Numerical Computing. SIAM Review, 59(1):65–98, January 2017. ISSN 0036-1445, 1095-7200. URL

https://epubs.siam.org/doi/10.1137/141000671.

Tom Breloff. Plots.jl. Zenodo, January 2024. URL https://zenodo.org/records/5224274.

Emmanuel J. Candes and Pragya Sur. The phase transition for the existence of the maximum likelihood estimate in high-dimensional logistic regression. arXiv:1804.09753 [stat.ME], 2018.

Xin Chen, Yicheng Zeng, Siyue Yang, and Qiang Sun. Sketched ridgeless linear regression: The role of downsampling. In Proceedings of the 40th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 202 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 5296–5326. PMLR, 2023.

Lucas Clarté, Bruno Loureiro, Florent Krzakala, and Lenka Zdeborová. Expectation consistency for calibration of neural networks. In Robin J. Evans and Ilya Shpitser, editors, Proceedings of the Thirty-Ninth Conference on Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, volume 216 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 443–453. PMLR, 2023.

Lucas Clarté, Bruno Loureiro, Florent Krzakala, and Lenka Zdeborova. On double-descent in uncertainty quantification in overparametrized models. In Francisco Ruiz, Jennifer Dy, and Jan-Willem van de Meent, editors, Proceedings of The 26th International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, volume 206 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 7089–7125. PMLR, 2023a.

Lucas Clarté, Bruno Loureiro, Florent Krzakala, and Lenka Zdeborová. Theoretical characterization of uncertainty in high-dimensional linear classification. Machine Learning: Science and Technology, 4(2):025029, 2023b.

Stéphane D’Ascoli, Maria Refinetti, Giulio Biroli, and Florent Krzakala. Double trouble in double descent: Bias and variance(s) in the lazy regime. In Proceedings of the 37th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 119 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 2280–2290. PMLR, 2020.

A. C. Davison and D. V. Hinkley. Bootstrap Methods and their Application. Cambridge Series in Statistical and Probabilistic Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, 1997.

Edgar Dobriban and Stefan Wager. High-dimensional asymptotics of prediction: Ridge regression and classification. The Annals of Statistics, 46(1):247 – 279, 2018.

David Donoho and Andrea Montanari. High dimensional robust m-estimation: asymptotic variance via approximate message passing. Probability Theory and Related Fields, 166(3):935–969, 2016.

David L. Donoho, Adel Javanmard, and Andrea Montanari. Information-theoretically optimal compressed sensing via spatial coupling and approximate message passing. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 59 (11):7434–7464, 2013.

Jin-Hong Du, Pratik Patil, and Arun K. Kuchibhotla. Subsample ridge ensembles: Equivalences and generalized cross-validation. In Proceedings of the 40th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 202 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 8585–8631. PMLR, 2023.

B. Efron. Bootstrap Methods: Another Look at the Jackknife. The Annals of Statistics, 7(1):1 – 26, 1979.

B. Efron and R. Tibshirani. Bootstrap Methods for Standard Errors, Confidence Intervals, and Other Measures of Statistical Accuracy. Statistical Science, 1(1):54 – 75, 1986.

Bradley Efron and Charles Stein. The jackknife estimate of variance. The Annals of Statistics, pages 586–596, 1981.

N. El Karoui. Asymptotic behavior of unregularized and ridge-regularized high-dimensional robust regression estimators : rigorous results, 2013.

N. El Karoui, D. Bean, P.J. Bickel, C. Lim, and B. Yu. On robust regression with high-dimensional predictors.

Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A., 110(36):14557–14562, 2013.

Melikasadat Emami, Mojtaba Sahraee-Ardakan, Parthe Pandit, Sundeep Rangan, and Alyson Fletcher. Generalization error of generalized linear models in high dimensions. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 2892–2901. PMLR, 2020.

D. A. Freedman. Bootstrapping Regression Models. The Annals of Statistics, 9(6):1218 – 1228, 1981.

E Gardner and B Derrida. Three unfinished works on the optimal storage capacity of networks. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and General, 22(12):1983, 1989.

A. C. Genz and A. A. Malik. Remarks on algorithm 006: An adaptive algorithm for numerical integration over an N-dimensional rectangular region. Journal of Computational and Applied Mathematics, 6(4):295–302, December 1980. ISSN 0377-0427. doi: 10.1016/0771-050X(80)90039-X. URL

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0771050X8090039X.

Cédric Gerbelot and Raphaël Berthier. Graph-based approximate message passing iterations. Information and Inference: A Journal of the IMA, 12(4):2562–2628, 2023.

Cédric Gerbelot, Alia Abbara, and Florent Krzakala. Asymptotic errors for high-dimensional convex penalized linear regression beyond gaussian matrices. In Proceedings of Thirty Third Conference on Learning Theory, Proceedings of Machine Learning Research. PMLR, 2020.

Cedric Gerbelot, Alia Abbara, and Florent Krzakala. Asymptotic errors for teacher-student convex generalized linear models (or: How to prove kabashima’s replica formula). IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 69 (3):1824–1852, 2022.

Gareth James, Daniela Witten, Trevor Hastie, Robert Tibshirani, and Jonathan Taylor. Resampling methods.

In An Introduction to Statistical Learning: with Applications in Python, pages 201–228. Springer, 2023.

Adel Javanmard and Andrea Montanari. State evolution for general approximate message passing algorithms, with applications to spatial coupling. Information and Inference: A Journal of the IMA, 2(2):115–144, 2013.

Adel Javanmard and Andrea Montanari. Confidence intervals and hypothesis testing for high-dimensional regression. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 15(82):2869–2909, 2014.

Steven G. Johnson. QuadGK.jl: Gauss–Kronrod integration in Julia, 2013. URL

https://github.com/JuliaMath/QuadGK.jl.

Steven G. Johnson. The HCubature.jl package for multi-dimensional adaptive integration in Julia, 2017. URL

https://github.com/JuliaMath/HCubature.jl.

Y. Kabashima and S. Shinomoto. Learning curves for error minimum and maximum likelihood algorithms.

Neural Computation, 4(5):712–719, 1992.

Noureddine El Karoui and Elizabeth Purdom. Can we trust the bootstrap in high-dimensions? the case of linear models. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 19(5):1–66, 2018.

Anders Krogh and John Hertz. A simple weight decay can improve generalization. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 4. Morgan-Kaufmann, 1991.

Anders Krogh and Peter Sollich. Statistical mechanics of ensemble learning. Phys. Rev. E, 55:811–825, 1997.

F. Krzakala, M. Mézard, F. Sausset, Y. F. Sun, and L. Zdeborová. Statistical-physics-based reconstruction in compressed sensing. Phys. Rev. X, 2:021005, 2012.

Daniel LeJeune, Hamid Javadi, and Richard Baraniuk. The implicit regularization of ordinary least squares ensembles. In Silvia Chiappa and Roberto Calandra, editors, Proceedings of the Twenty Third International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, volume 108 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 3525–3535. PMLR, 2020.

Tengyuan Liang and Pragya Sur. A precise high-dimensional asymptotic theory for boosting and minimuml1-norm interpolated classifiers. The Annals of Statistics, 50(3), 2022. doi: 10.1214/22-aos2170.

Licong Lin and Edgar Dobriban. What causes the test error? going beyond bias-variance via anova. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 22(155):1–82, 2021.

Bruno Loureiro, Gabriele sicuro, Cédric Gerbelot, Alessandro Pacco, Florent Krzakala, and Lenka Zdeborová.

Learning gaussian mixtures with generalized linear models: Precise asymptotics in high-dimensions. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34:10144–10157, 2021.

Bruno Loureiro, Cédric Gerbelot, Hugo Cui, Sebastian Goldt, Florent Krzakala, Marc Mézard, and Lenka Zdeborová. Learning curves of generic features maps for realistic datasets with a teacher-student model*. Journal of Statistical Mechanics: Theory and Experiment, 2022(11):114001, 2022.

Bruno Loureiro, Cédric Gerbelot, Maria Refinetti, Gabriele Sicuro, and Florent Krzakala. Fluctuations, bias, variance and ensemble of learners: exact asymptotics for convex losses in high-dimension*. Journal of Statistical Mechanics: Theory and Experiment, 2023(11):114001, 2023.

Antoine Maillard, Bruno Loureiro, Florent Krzakala, and Lenka Zdeborová. Phase retrieval in high dimensions:

Statistical and computational phase transitions. In H. Larochelle, M. Ranzato, R. Hadsell, M.F. Balcan, and H. Lin, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 33, pages 11071–11082. Curran Associates, Inc., 2020.

Dörthe Malzahn and Manfred Opper. A statistical mechanics approach to approximate analytical bootstrap averages. In S. Becker, S. Thrun, and K. Obermayer, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 15. MIT Press, 2002.

Dörthe Malzahn and Manfred Opper. Approximate analytical bootstrap averages for support vector classifiers.

In S. Thrun, L. Saul, and B. Schölkopf, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 16. MIT Press, 2003.

Patrick K. Mogensen and Asbjørn N. Riseth. Optim: A mathematical optimization package for Julia. Journal of Open Source Software, 3(24):615, April 2018. ISSN 2475-9066. doi: 10.21105/joss.00615. URL

https://joss.theoj.org/papers/10.21105/joss.00615.

Félix Musil, Michael J. Willatt, Mikhail A. Langovoy, and Michele Ceriotti. Fast and accurate uncertainty estimation in chemical machine learning. Journal of Chemical Theory and Computation, 15(2):906–915, 2019.

Tomoyuki Obuchi and Yoshiyuki Kabashima. Semi-analytic resampling in lasso. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 20(70):1–33, 2019.

M Opper, W Kinzel, J Kleinz, and R Nehl. On the ability of the optimal perceptron to generalise. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and General, 23(11):L581, jun 1990. doi: 10.1088/0305-4470/23/11/012. URL

https://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0305-4470/23/11/012.

Pratik Patil and Daniel LeJeune. Asymptotically free sketched ridge ensembles: Risks, cross-validation, and tuning, 2023.

Pratik Patil, Jin-Hong Du, and Arun Kumar Kuchibhotla. Bagging in overparameterized learning: Risk characterization and risk monotonization. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 24(319):1–113, 2023.

M. H. Quenouille. Notes on bias in estimation. Biometrika, 43(3/4):353–360, 1956.

Robert E. Schapire. A brief introduction to boosting. IJCAI’99, page 1401–1406, San Francisco, CA, USA, 1999.

Morgan Kaufmann Publishers Inc.

H. S. Seung, H. Sompolinsky, and N. Tishby. Statistical mechanics of learning from examples. Phys. Rev. A, 45:6056–6091, 1992.

Peter Sollich and Anders Krogh. Learning with ensembles: How overfitting can be useful. In D. Touretzky, M.C. Mozer, and M. Hasselmo, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 8. MIT Press, 1995.

Pragya Sur and Emmanuel J. Candès. A modern maxi mum-likelihood theory for high-dimensional logistic regression. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 116(29), 2019.

Pragya Sur and Emmanuel J. Candès. The phase transition for the existence of the maximum likelihood estimate in high-dimensional logistic regression. The Annals of Statistics, 48(1):27 – 42, 2020.

Pragya Sur, Yuxin Chen, and Emmanuel J Candès. The likelihood ratio test in high-dimensional logistic regression is asymptotically a rescaled chi-square. Probability theory and related fields, 175:487–558, 2019.

Takashi Takahashi. Role of bootstrap averaging in generalized approximate message passing, 2023.

Takashi Takahashi and Yoshiyuki Kabashima. Replicated vector approximate message passing for resampling problem, 2019.

Takashi Takahashi and Yoshiyuki Kabashima. Macroscopic analysis of vector approximate message passing in a model-mismatched setting. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 68(8):5579–5600, 2022.

Christos Thrampoulidis, Samet Oymak, and Babak Hassibi. Regularized linear regression: A precise analysis of the estimation error. In Proceedings of The 28th Conference on Learning Theory, Proceedings of Machine Learning Research. PMLR, 2015.

Christos Thrampoulidis, Ehsan Abbasi, and Babak Hassibi. Precise error analysis of regularized m-estimators in high dimensions. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 2018.

Robert J Tibshirani and Bradley Efron. An introduction to the bootstrap. Monographs on statistics and applied probability, 57(1), 1993.

John W. Tukey. Bias and confidence in not quite large samples (abstract). The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 29(2):614 – 623, 1958.

Larry Wasserman. All of statistics: a concise course in statistical inference. Springer Science & Business Media, 2004.

Inc. Wolfram Research. Mathematica, version 13.3. Champaign, IL, 2023.

C. F. J. Wu. Jackknife, Bootstrap and Other Resampling Methods in Regression Analysis. The Annals of Statistics, 14(4):1261 – 1295, 1986.

A Derivation of the results for pair resampling

In this appendix we show how the self-consistent equations (17) and (18) can be derived from the stateevolution equation of GAMP, and how to extend them to generic log-concave losses.

As stated in Section 4, the key observation is that in order to asymptotically characterize the biases and variances associated with any of the resampling methods in Section 2, it is sufficient to characterize only the correlation θ̂_λ(D^⋆_k)^⊤θ̂_λ(D^⋆_k′ ) between two resampled datasets D^⋆_k, D^⋆_k′ . Indeed, the resampling variances can be written

^Var = 1 d 1 B B∑ k=1 ‖θ̂_k‖^2− 1 B^2 B∑ k,k^′=1 θ̂^⊤_k θ̂_{k′} . (32)

It is natural to study these variances in the limit B → ∞. In that limit, ^Var converges to

^Var = 1 d E_D⋆ [ ‖θ̂(D^⋆)‖^2 ] − 1 d E_{D⋆ ,D⋆}′ [ θ̂(D^⋆)θ̂(D^{⋆′} ) ]

where the expectations are over resampled dataset conditioned on D and where the resampling depends on the method considered. In a similar way for the bias ^ Bias^2 = 1 d ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 B B∑ k=1 θ̂_k − θ̂ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

B→∞→ 1 d ( ‖θ̂‖^2 + ‖ ‖E D⋆ [ θ̂(D^⋆) ]‖ ‖^2 )

To do so, we observe that computing the ERM estimator on a resampled dataset D^⋆ is equivalent to solving an wERM problem Equation (14), where for each sample (x_i, y_i) ∈ D, we introduce a sample weight p_i. The distribution on the sample weights depends on the way D is resampled: for example, with p_i = 1 for all i ∈ [n], this reduces to standard MLE (2). On the other hand, by choosing p_i ∈ {0, 1} at random from a Bernoulli distribution with probability r ∈ (0, 1], the wERM (14) asymptotically corresponds to doing subsampling. Also, pair bootstrap is asymptotically equivalent to taking p_i ∼ Pois(1) independently. The problem is thus to compute the correlation between estimators θ̂_λ(D, p) trained with different, possibly correlated vectors p.

The use of GAMP for deriving high-dimensional asymptotics characterization is now a classic rigorous tool, that has been used in many situations [Bayati and Montanari, 2011b, Javanmard and Montanari, 2014, Sur et al., 2019, Emami et al., 2020, Loureiro et al., 2021, 2023, Gerbelot et al., 2022]. The idea is to proceed in two steps: i) to propose a GAMP algorithm that solves the optimisation problem asymptotically, and ii) to use the fact that GAMP performance can be track with a rigorous state evolution Bayati and Montanari [2011a], Gerbelot and Berthier [2023] . This was, to the best of our knwoldege, introduced first in [Bayati and Montanari, 2011b] for studying the LASSO risk. We shall not repeat the proof technique, and refer the reader to [Loureiro et al., 2021, 2023] for details with our current notation. Our results directly use Thm. 1 in [Loureiro et al., 2021] or Thm 2.1 in Loureiro et al. [2023].

The novelty of our approach consists in adapting these results to the bootstrap situation by introducing sample weights p and study the performance of GAMP for several estimators. The property of the estimators is given by the distribution on the weights p. All previous proof still trivially apply: indeed the state evolution theorems generalize to vector estimations Javanmard and Montanari [2013], and, since GAMP is applied to two problems in paralel, the convergence guaranties still independantly applies to each of them. A similar strategy was used in Loureiro et al. [2023].

From now on, we shall follow the notation of [Aubin et al., 2019, Appendix F] who provide a detailed analysis of GAMP, and of its state evolution, for a generic coupled of system of estimate. In the context of empirical risk minimization, we now aim to minimize the loss ℓ_p(y, z) := B∑ i=1 p_iℓ(y, z_i) (33)

Algorithm 1 GAMP with sample weights

Input: X ∈ R^{n×d} , y ∈ R^n , and p_μ ∈ R^B for 1 ≤ μ ≤ n Initialize: g_{out}^{(0)}_μ = 0 for 1 ≤ μ ≤ n, Σ^{(0)}_i = I_B for 1 ≤ i ≤ d Initialize: ŵ^{(1)}_i ∈ R^B and Ĉ^{(1)}_i ∈ R^{B×B} for 1 ≤ i ≤ d Repeat for t = 1, 2, . . . :

// Update of the means ω_μ ∈ R^B and variances V_μ ∈ S^+_B for 1 ≤ μ ≤ n: ω^{(t)}_μ = ∑_d i=1 X_{μ,i}ŵ^{(t)}_i − X^2_{μ,i}(Σ^{(t−1)}_i )^{−1}Ĉ^{(t)}_i Σ^{(t−1)}_i g_{out}^{(t−1)}_μ | V^{(t)}_μ = ∑_d i=1 X^2_{μ,i}Ĉ^{(t)}_i // Update of g_{outμ} and ∂_ωg_{outμ} for 1 ≤ μ ≤ n : g_{out}^{(t)}_μ = g_{out} ( ω^{(t)}_μ , y_μ, V^{(t)}_μ , p_μ ) | ∂_ωg_{out}^{(t)}_μ = ∂_ωg_{out} ( ω^{(t)}_μ , y_μ, V^{(t)}_μ , p_μ ) // Update of b_i ∈ R^B and A_i ∈ R^{B×B} for 1 ≤ i ≤ d : A^{(t)}_i = − ∑_n μ=1 X^2_{μ,i}∂_ωg_{out}^{(t)}_μ | b_i = ∑_n μ=1 X_{μ,i}g_{out}^{(t)}_μ − X^2_{μ,i}∂_ωg_{out}^{(t)}_μ ŵ^{(t)}_i // Update of the estimated marginals ŵ_i ∈ R^B and Ĉ_i ∈ R^{B×B} for 1 ≤ i ≤ d : ŵ^{(t+1)}_i = f_a(b^{(t)}_i , A^{(t)}_i ) | Ĉ^{(t+1)}_i = f_v(b^{(t)}_i , A^{(t)}_i ) Until convergence Output: ŵ_1, . . . , ŵ_d and Ĉ_1, . . . , Ĉ_d

Such that the corresponding channel function for ω, p ∈ R^B , V ∈ S^+_B is equal to g_{out}(y, ω, V , p) = V^{−1} ( prox_{V ,ℓp(y,·)}(ω) − ω ) , (34)

where prox_{V ,ℓp(y,·)}(ω) = arg min_{z∈R2} 1 2 (z − ω)^⊤V^{−1}(z − ω) + ℓ_p(y, z). (35)

A.1 State evolution equations

We follow the notation of [Aubin et al., 2019, Appendix G.2]. Applying their computations to our functions g_{out}, f_a, f_v, we get the following self-consistent equations for the overlaps

m = E_{θ⋆ ,ξ} [ f_a(m̂θ_⋆ + Q̂^{1/2}ξ, V̂ )θ_⋆ ] Q = E_{θ⋆ ,ξ} [ f_a(m̂θ_⋆ + Q̂^{1/2}ξ, V̂ )f_a(m̂θ_⋆ + Q̂^{1/2}ξ, V̂ )^⊤ ] V = E_{θ⋆ ,ξ} [ f_v(m̂θ_⋆ + Q̂^{1/2}ξ, V̂ ) ] , (36)

m̂ = αE_{ω ,p} ∫ dy∂_ωZ_0(y, μ_⋆(ω), v_⋆) · g_{out}(y, ω, V , p) Q̂ = αE_{ω ,p} ∫ dyZ_0(y, μ_⋆(ω), v_⋆) · [g_{out}g⊤_{out}] (y, ω, V , p) V̂ = −αE_{ω ,p} ∫ dyZ_0(y, μ_⋆(ω), v_⋆) · ∂_ωg_{out}(y, ω, V , p) (37)

where ξ ∼ N (0, I_B), and μ_⋆, v_⋆ are the mean and variance of a random variable z conditioned on ω, where z is specified through the vector (z, ω) ∈ R^{B+1} which has the distribution N (0, Σ) with Σ = [ ρ m^⊤ m Q ] , (38)

where ρ =^1/d‖θ_⋆‖^2. Hence we have μ_⋆(ω) = m^⊤Q^{−1}ω =, v_⋆ = ρ − m^⊤Q^{−1}m.

Restricting to B = 2 While the GAMP algorithm can be run with general B ≥ 1, in what follows we will restrict ourselves to B = 2 without loss of generality. Indeed, our main goal is to compute the correlation between various independent bootstrap resamples. Because the resamples are i.i.d, the overlaps will have a simple structure that does not depend on B.

A.1.1 Channels Channel for square loss When the loss is the square loss ℓ(y, z) =^1_{2Δ} (z −y)^2, we can conveniently write the proximal in a matrix form

prox(y, ω, V , p) = arg min_{z∈R2} 1 2 (z − ω)^⊤V^{−1}(z − ω) + 1 2Δ (z − y)^⊤P (z − y), (39) where we have defined P = Diag(p). In that case, the vector z that cancels the derivative of the function and attains its minimum is z_∗ = ( V^{−1} + P Δ )_{−1} ( V^{−1}ω + P Δ y ) (40)

such that g_{out}(y, ω, V , p) = ( I_B + P V Δ )_{−1} P Δ (y − ω) (41) ∂_ωg_{out}(y, ω, V, p) = − ( I_B + P V Δ )_{−1} P Δ (42)

Channel for logistic loss In classification tasks one usually uses the logistic loss ℓ(y, z) = log (1 + e^{−yz}). We thus aim to compute the proximal

prox_{ℓ(y,·),V} (ω) = arg min ∑ i p_i log ( 1 + e^{−yzi} ) + 1 2 (z − ω)V^{−1}(z − ω) (43)

We deduce the channel from it. On the other hand, to compute ∂_ωg_{out}, one needs to compute the Hessian of the loss function:

∇^2ℓ(y, z, p) = Diag ( p_iσ^′(yz_i) ) (44)

A.1.2 Denoiser for ℓ_2 regularization In a similar way, the denoiser is written

f_a(b, A) = (λI_B + A)^{−1} b (45) f_v(b, A) = (λI_B + A)^{−1} (46)

A.2 Ridge regression The closed form expression for the state-evolution is

m̂ = αE_p [G(p)] 1_2 Q̂ = αE_p [G(p) ((v_⋆ + Δ) 1_{2×2} + BQB^⊤) G(p)⊤] V̂ = αE_p [G(p)] , m = ρR(λ)m̂ Q = R(λ) ( ρm̂m̂^⊤ + Q̂ ) R(λ)^⊤ V = R(λ) (47)

with G(p) = (I_2 + P V )^{−1}P , P = Diag(p), B = ( m^⊤ m^⊤ ) Q^{−1} − I_2, and R(λ) = ( λI_2 + V̂ )_{−1} , and

v_⋆ = ρ − m^⊤Q^{−1}m.

B Derivation of the results for residual resampling

As for pair resampling, one can consider the state-evolution equations of a well-chosen AMP algorithm to compute the conditional bias / variance and the bias and variance of residual bootstrap. Indeed, as for pair resampling, we leverage the fact that the conditional bias and variance, together with the estimates by residual bootstrap, can be written in terms of correlations between estimators trained on different resampled datasets D^⋆_k with same covariates X but resampled labels y^⋆. Introducing an augmented dataset D̃ = (x_i, y^⋆_i = (y^⋆_{k,i})^B_{k=1})^n_{i=1} where the labels are now B-dimensional vectors comprised of the resampled labels, we see that Equation (24) is mathematically equivalent to the following minimization problem

(θ̂)^B_{k=1} = arg min_{θk∈Rd} ∑ k n∑ i=1 − log p(y^⋆_{k,i}|θ^⊤_k x_i) + λ 2 ‖θ_k‖^2 (48)

While Equation (48) is equivalent Equation (24), formulating it as a joint minimization over B estimators allow us to solve it using a specific AMP algorithm. As for pair resampling, the state-evolution equations of AMP will yield the correlation between two estimators E_D⋆_{k ,D}⋆_{k′} [ θ̂(D⋆_k)⊤θ̂(D⋆_{k′} ) ] in the high-dimensional limit.

These correlations are sufficient to compute the true variance and its estimation with the residual bootstrap, depending on the resampling process D^⋆.

For residual bootstrap, the AMP algorithm is similar to Algorithm 1 to compute the estimators θ̂_i. The main difference with Algorithm 1 is the absence of sample weights p_i, as all the covariates x_i are resampled only once. Equivalently, we can consider constant sample weights p_i = 1 ∀i. Moreover, the labels are now B-dimensional. As for pair bootstrap, we can fix B = 2.

The overlaps can be computed using the state evolution equations (37) of Algorithm 1, where the 2- dimensional channel function is

g_{out}(y, ω, V ) = arg min_{z∈R2} ℓ(y_1, z_1) + ℓ(y_2, z_2) + 1 2 (z − ω)^⊤V^{−1}(z − ω) (49)

Note that here the channel function takes a vector label as input instead of scalar label. Moreover, the channel function does not depend on any sample weight p. This yields the following equations:

m = E_{θ⋆ ,ξ} [ f_a(m̂θ_⋆ + Q̂^{1/2}ξ, V̂ )θ_⋆ ] Q = E_{θ⋆ ,ξ} [ f_a(m̂θ_⋆ + Q̂^{1/2}ξ, V̂ )f_a(m̂θ_⋆ + Q̂^{1/2}ξ, V̂ )^⊤ ] V = E_{θ⋆ ,ξ} [ f_v(m̂θ_⋆ + Q̂^{1/2}ξ, V̂ ) ] (50)

m̂ = α ∫ dy ∫ dω∂_ωZ_0(y, μ_⋆(ω), v_⋆) × g_{out}(y, ω, V )N (ω|0, Q) Q̂ = α ∫ dy ∫ dωZ_0(y, μ_⋆(ω), v_⋆) × g_{out}g⊤_{out}N (ω|0, Q) V̂ = −α ∫ dy ∫ dωZ_0(y, μ_⋆(ω), v_⋆) × ∂_ωg_{out}(y, ω, V )N (ω|0, Q) (51)

Now the integrals in Equation (51) carry over vector labels y and the teacher partition Z_0 is now Z_0(y, ω, v) = ∫ dzp(y_1|z)p(y_2|z)N (z|ω, v) (52) In Equations (50) and (51), ρ is the squared norm^1/d‖θ_⋆‖^2 of the label-generating vector θ_⋆. In the case of conditional resampling, θ_⋆ = 1 as for pair resampling. However, in the case of residual bootstrap, θ_⋆ is replaced by the ERM estimator θ̂_λ, and ρ =^1/d‖θ̂_λ‖^2. In the high-dimensional limit,^1/d‖θ̂_λ‖^2 is obtained by running the equations (37) for full resampling, and we have ρ = Q^{fr}_{11}.

Ridge regression In the ridge regression case, the state-evolution equations are given by

m̂ = αG1_2 Q̂ = αG (v_⋆1_{2×2} + ΔI_2 + BQB^⊤) G^⊤ V̂ = αG , m = ρR(λ)m̂ Q = R(λ) ( ρm̂m̂^⊤ + Q̂ ) R(λ)^⊤ V = R(λ) (53)

with G = (I_2 + V )^{−1}, B = ( m^⊤ m^⊤ ) Q^{−1} − I_2, and R(λ) = ( λI_2 + V̂ )_{−1} , and v_⋆ = ρ − m^⊤Q^{−1}m. Note

that Δ is the variance of the Gaussian noise, which will be 1 for conditional resampling but not for residual bootstrap.

B.1 Residual bootstrap

In residual bootstrap, one uses the ERM estimator trained on the whole dataset D to sample new labels with fixed input data X. Then, to compute the asymptotic behaviour of residual bootstrap, the idea is to solve Equations (50) and (51) where θ_⋆ is replaced by θ̂_λ. Its squared norm ‖θ_⋆‖^2 = ρ will be replaced by ‖θ̂_λ‖^2 and, in the case of ridge regression, the noise variance is generally replaced by the training square-loss

Δ̂ = 1 n n∑ i=1 ( y_i − θ̂^⊤_λ x_i )_2 (54)

Note that Δ̂ will typically underestimate Δ as θ̂_λ is correlated to x_i. In practice, to compute the asymptotics of residual bootstrap, we first run the state-evolution equations to compute the (scalar) overlaps m^{fr}, Q^{fr}, V^{fr} for the ERM estimator. We then plug these overlaps in Equations (50) and (51), yielding new update equations for m̂, Q̂, V̂ : m̂ = α ∫ dy ∫ dω∂_ωZ_0(y, μ_⋆(ω), ṽ_⋆) · g_{out}(y, ω, V )N (ω|0, Q) Q̂ = α ∫ dy ∫ dωZ_0(y, μ_⋆(ω), ṽ_⋆) · g_{out}(y, ω, V )g_{out}(y, ω, V )⊤N (ω|0, Q) V̂ = −α ∫ dy ∫ dωZ_0(y, μ_⋆(ω), ṽ_⋆) · ∂_ωg_{out}(y, ω, V )N (ω|0, Q) (55)

Now ṽ_⋆ = Q^{fr}_{11} − m^⊤Q^{−1}m as we replaced ρ by Q^{fr}_{11}, and for ridge regression, Z_0(y, ω, v) = ∫ dzN (y|z, Δ̃)N (z|ω, v) = N (y|ω, Δ̃ + v) (56) wherein high-dimensions, the ℓ_2 loss of θ̂_λ on the training set D is Δ̃ =^{1+Δ−2mfr1 +Qfr11}_{(1+V fr11 )2} , see [Loureiro et al., 2021] for a proof.

C Overlaps and Rates in Ridge Regression

C.1 Solution to the State-Evolution Equations

Let us simplify the system of equations in Equation (47):

Overlaps V , V̂ Note that the matrices V and V̂ are diagonal, so that we can denote them as V = Diag(v_1, v_2) and V̂ = Diag(v̂_1, v̂_2). This is due to the fact that the two estimators are independently computed. As such, combining the two equations for V and V̂ in Equation (47), one can write [ v_1 0 0 v_2 ] = 1 λ+αE_{p1} [_{p1} 1+p1v1 ] 0 0^1 λ+αE_{p2} [_{p2} 1+p2v2 ] . (57)

Hence for i = 1, 2, the overlap v_i is given by the fixed-point equation

v_i = 1 λ + αE_{pi} [_{pi} 1+p_iv_i ]. (58)

Moreover, we have v̂_i = αE_{pi} [_{pi} 1+p_iv_i ] =^1_{vi} − λ.

Overlaps m, m̂ Next, we deduce m by combining the m and m̂ expressions from Equation (47): [ m_1 m_2 ] = α ρ λ+v̂_1 E p^1 [_{p1} 1+p_1v_1 ] ρ λ+v̂_2 E p^2 [_{p2} 1+p_2v_2 ] = [_{ρv̂1} λ+v̂_1 ρv̂_2 λ+v̂_2 ] , (59)

so that m_i =^{ρv̂i}_{λ+v̂i} = ρ(1 − λv_i), for i = 1, 2. Moreover, m̂_i = v̂_i.

Overlaps Q, Q̂ One can leverage the fact that the matrices Q, Q̂ are symmetric. Using the notation

Q := [ q_1 q_{1,2} q_{1,2} q_2 ] , Q̂ := [ q̂_1 q̂_{1,2} q̂_{1,2} q̂_2 ] and Q^{−1} := [ q^′_1 q^′_{1,2} q^′_{1,2} q^′_2 ] (60)

one can rewrite the equation for Q from Equation (47) as [ q_1 q_{1,2} q_{1,2} q_2 ] = ρm̂^2_1+q̂_1 (λ+v̂_1)^2 ρm̂_1m̂_2+q̂_{1,2} (λ+v̂_1)(λ+v̂_2 ) ρm̂_1m̂_2+q̂_{1,2} (λ+v̂_1 )(λ+v̂_2 ) ρm̂^2+q̂_2 (λ+v̂_2)^2 ⇐⇒ { q_i =^{ρm̂2i +q̂i} (λ+v̂_i)^2 = 1 ρ m^2_i + v^2_i q̂_i, for i = 1, 2 q_{1,2} =^{ρm̂1m̂2+q̂1,2}

(λ+v̂_1 )(λ+v̂_2 ) = 1 ρ m_1m_2 + v_1v_2q̂_{1,2}

. (61)

The computations are slightly more involved for Q̂, but one can derive that

BQB^⊤ = (m^2_1q^′_1 + 2m1m2q^′_{1,2} + m^2q^′_2)12 + Q − [ m^⊤ m^⊤ ] − [ m m ] and v⋆ = ρ − (m^2_1q^′_1 + 2m1m2q^′_{1,2} + m^2q^′_2), (62)

and consequently the equation for Q̂ from Equation (47) reads [ q̂1 q̂1,2 q̂1,2 q̂2 ] = α E p_1 [ (^{p1}_{1+p1 v1} )^2 ] (ρ + Δ − 2m1 + q1) E p_1 ,p_2 [_{p1} 1+p1v1 · p2 1+p2 v2 ] (ρ + Δ − m1 − m2 + q1,2)

E p_1 ,p_2 [_{p1} 1+p1 v1 · p2 1+p2v2 ] (ρ + Δ − m1 − m2 + q1,2) E p_2 [ (^{p2}_{1+p2v2} )^2 ] (ρ + Δ − 2m2 + q2)

(63) ⇐⇒ q̂i = αE p_i [(_p i 1+pivi )_2]

(ρ + Δ − 2mi + qi), for i = 1, 2

q̂1,2 = αE p_1 ,p_2 [_{p1} 1+p1v1 · p2 1+p2 v2 ] (ρ + Δ − m1 − m2 + q1,2)

. (64)

Combining the equations for q_i and q̂_i just derived, one can compute q_i as

q_i = 1 ρ m^2_i + αE_{pi} [(_p iv_i 1+p_iv_i )_2]

(ρ + Δ − 2m_i) 1 − αE_{pi} [(_p iv_i 1+p_iv_i )_2] , for i = 1, 2 (65)

and similarly q_{1,2} is given by

q_{1,2} = 1 ρ m_1m_2 + αE_{p1 ,p2} [_{p1v1} 1+p_1v_1 · p_2v_2 1+p_2v_2 ] (ρ + Δ − m_1 − m_2) 1 − αE_{p1 ,p2} [_{p1v1} 1+p_1v_1 · p_2v_2 1+p_2v_2

] . (66)

Let us collect these results in the following proposition:

Proposition C.1. Consider two ridge estimators with sampling weights specified by p_1, p_2. The set of selfconsistent equations in Equation (47) gives a characterization of their overlaps in vector/matrix form for pair resampling. Using the notation

V = Diag(v_1, v_2), V̂ = Diag(v̂_1, v̂_2), Q = [ q_1 q_{1,2} q_{1,2} q_2 ] , Q̂ = [ q̂_1 q̂_{1,2} q̂_{1,2} q̂_2 ] , (67)

the overlaps of interest can be simplified as follows: each v_i is the unique solution to the fixed-point equation

v_i = 1 λ + αE_{pi} [_{pi} 1+p_iv_i ], (68)

while

m_i = ρ(1 − λv_i), (69)

q_i = 1 ρ m^2_i + αE_{pi} [(_p iv_i 1+p_iv_i )_2]

(ρ + Δ − 2m_i) 1 − αE_{pi} [(_p iv_i 1+p_iv_i )_2] , (70)

q_{1,2} = 1 ρ m_1m_2 + αE_{p1 ,p2} [_{p1v1} 1+p_1v_1 · p_2v_2 1+p_2v_2 ] (ρ + Δ − m_1 − m_2) 1 − αE_{p1 ,p2} [_{p1v1} 1+p_1v_1 · p_2v_2 1+p_2v_2

] , (71)

where ρ =^1/d‖θ_⋆‖^2 and Δ > 0.

Remark C.2. When p_1 and p_2 are identically distributed according to some distribution μ, we get v_1 = v_2 ≡ v, m_1 = m_2 ≡ m, and q_1 = q_2 ≡ q, with

v =^1 λ+αE_p [_p 1+pv ] m = ρ(1 − λv) q = 1 ρ m^2+αE_p [(_{pv} 1+pv )_2] (ρ+Δ−2m) 1−αE_p [(_{pv} 1+pv )_2] , (72)

where p is a random variable distributed according to μ.

Remark C.3. When p_1, p_2 are independent, the overlap q_{12} can be simplified to

q_{1,2} = 1 ρ m_1m_2 + αE_{p1} [_{p1v1} 1+p_1v_1 ] · E_{p2} [_{p2v2} 1+p_2v_2 ] (ρ + Δ − m_1 − m_2) 1 − αE_{p1} [_{p1v1} 1+p_1v_1 ] · E_{p2} [_{p2v2} 1+p_2v_2 ] = m_1m_2(αρ + ρ + Δ − m_1 − m_2) αρ^2 − m_1m_2 . (73)

Residual Resampling The system of equations for residual resampling in Equation (53) is almost identical to Equation (47), and in fact simpler as it does not involve expectations. Hence, following the same approach and notation as above, one can solve it to determine the overlaps of interests.

Proposition C.4. Consider two ridge estimators. The set of self-consistent equations in Equation (53) gives a characterization of their overlaps in vector/matrix form for residual resampling. Using the notation

V = Diag(v_1, v_2), V̂ = Diag(v̂_1, v̂_2), Q = [ q_1 q_{1,2} q_{1,2} q_2 ] , Q̂ = [ q̂_1 q̂_{1,2} q̂_{1,2} q̂_2 ] , (74)

the overlaps of interest are such that v ≡ v_1 = v_2, m ≡ m_1 = m_2, q ≡ q_1 = q_2. In particular, v is the unique solution to the fixed-point equation v = 1 λ +^α_{1+v}

, (75)

while

m = ρ(1 − λv), (76) q = 1 ρ m^2 + α (_v 1+v )_2

(ρ + Δ − 2m) 1 − α (_v 1+v )_2 = m^2(αρ + ρ + Δ − 2m) αρ^2 − m^2

, (77)

q_{1,2} = 1 ρ m^2 + α (_v 1+v )_2 (ρ − 2m) 1 − α (_v 1+v )_2 = m^2(αρ + ρ − 2m)

αρ^2 − m^2

, (78)

where ρ =^1/d‖θ_⋆‖^2 and Δ > 0.

C.1.1 Full Resampling Overlaps To compute overlaps between two independent learners performing ERM on their own dataset, we consider a single dataset of size 2n split evenly between the learners. This is achieved by using sampling weights p_1, p_2 with joint distribution given by μ(p_1, p_2) =^1_2 1{p_1 = 1, p_2 = 0} +^1_2 1{p_1 = 0, p_2 = 1}. Since p_1, p_2 have the same marginals, Remark C.2 applies. Note also that here we are in the high-dimensional regime with 2n/d → 2α. With this, the fixed-point equation for v becomes v =^1_{λ+} α_{1+v} and can be solved exactly. Overall, the overlaps are given by v =^{1−λ−α+} √_{(α+λ−1)2 +4λ} 2λ m = ρ(1 − λv) q = 1 ρ m^2+α(^v_{1+v} )^2(ρ+Δ−2m)

1−α(^v_{1+v} )^2 =^{m2(αρ+ρ+Δ−2m)} αρ^2−m^2 q_{1,2} =^{m2}_ρ

(79)

by Proposition C.1. In the following, we refer to these overlaps as v^{fr}_i , m^{fr}_i , q^{fr}_i and q^{fr}_{1,2}.

C.1.2 Residual Resampling Overlaps The overlaps are given by Proposition C.4: v =^{1−λ−α+} √_{(α+λ−1)2 +4λ} 2λ m = ρ(1 − λv) q =^{m2(αρ+ρ+Δ−2m)} αρ^2−m^2 q_{1,2} =^{m2(αρ+ρ−2m)} αρ^2−m^2 (80)

In the following, we refer to these overlaps as v^{rr}_i , m^{rr}_i , q^{rr}_i and q^{rr}_{1,2}.

C.1.3 Subsampling Overlaps To compute overlaps between two independent learners that perform subsampling at rate r_1, r_2 of the same dataset, we must consider p_1 ∼ Bern(r_1) and p_2 ∼ Bern(r_2) with p_1 independent of p_2. The fixed-point equations for v_i become v_i =^1_{λ+} αr_{i1+vi} and can be solved exactly to yield v_i =^{1−λ−αri+} √_{(αri+λ−1)2+4λ} 2λ for i = 1, 2. Note also that Remark C.3 applies here. By Proposition C.1, we get v_i =^{1−λ−αri+} √_{(αri+λ−1)2+4λ} 2λ m_i = ρ(1 − λv_i)

q_i = 1 ρ m^2_i +αr_i (_{vi} 1+vi )_2 (ρ+Δ−2m) 1−αr_i(^v_{1+v} )^2 =^{m2i (αρri +ρ+Δ−2mi)} αρ^2r_i−m^2_i q_{1,2} =^{m1m2(αρ+ρ+Δ−m1−m2)} αρ^2−m_1m_2 ,

(81)

for i = 1, 2. In the following, we refer to these overlaps as v^{ss}_i , m^{ss}_i , q^{ss}_i and q^{ss}_{1,2}.

C.1.4 Pairs Bootstrap Overlaps To compute overlaps between two independent learners that perform pairs bootstrap resampling of the same dataset, we must consider p_1, p_2^{i.i.d.}∼ Poi(1), so that Remark C.2 and Remark C.3 apply. By Proposition C.1, the overlaps are thus given by

v =^1 λ+αE_p [_p 1+pv ] m = ρ(1 − λv) q = 1 ρ m^2+αE_p [(_{pv} 1+pv )_2] (ρ+Δ−2m) 1−αE_p [(_{pv} 1+pv )_2]

q_{1,2} =^{m2(αρ+ρ+Δ−2m)}

αρ^2−m^2 ,

(82)

with p ∼ Poi(1).

Remark C.5. For λ > 0, the variance is thus equal to

^ Var_{pb} = q − q_{1,2} = 1 ρ m^2 + αE_p [(_{pv} 1+pv )_2] (ρ + Δ − 2m) 1 − αE_p [(_{pv} 1+pv )_2] − m^2(αρ + ρ + Δ − 2m) αρ^2 − m^2

, (83)

with v and m defined in Equation (82). Setting λ = 0 (which only makes sense for α > 1), the variance becomes

^ Var_{pb} = ρ + αE_p [(_{pv} 1+pv )_2] (Δ − ρ) 1 − αE_p [(_{pv} 1+pv )_2] − αρ − ρ + Δ α − 1 (84)

= Δ αE_p [(_{pv} 1+pv )_2]

1 − αE_p [(_{pv} 1+pv )_2] − 1 α − 1 (85)

= Δ 1 1 − αE_p [(_{pv} 1+pv )_2] − α α − 1 , (86) where v is the unique solution to the fixed point equation v =^1_{αEp}^[_{p1+pv}^] . We thus recover Theorem 2 from Karoui and Purdom [2018] since this is equivalent to writing ^ Var_{pb} = Δ ( κ 1 − κ − f(κ) − 1 1 − κ ) , (87)

where κ =^1_α , f(κ) := E_p

[_1

(1+pv)^2 ] , and v is the unique solution of E_p

[_1 1+pv ] = 1 − κ.

In the following, we refer to the overlaps as v^{pb}_i , m^{pb}_i , q^{pb}_i and q^{pb}_{1,2}.

C.1.5 Residual Bootstrap Overlaps To compute overlaps between two independent learners that perform bootstrap resampling, we follow the explanation in Appendix B.1. It states that the overlaps for the residual bootstrap are given by those of the residual resampling, with ρ replaced by ρ̃ = q^{fr} and Δ replaced by Δ̃ =^{ρ+Δ−2mfr+qfr}_{(1+vfr )2} . Hence, Proposition C.4 gives v =^{1−λ−α+} √_{(α+λ−1)2 +4λ} 2λ m = ρ̃(1 − λv) q =^{m2(αρ̃+ρ̃+Δ̃−2m)}

αρ̃^2−m^2

q_{1,2} =^{m2(αρ̃+ρ̃−2m)}

αρ̃^2−m^2 .

(88)

In the following, we refer to these overlaps as v^{rb}_i , m^{rb}_i , q^{rb}_i and q^{rb}_{1,2}.

C.1.6 Overlaps between Distinct Resampling Methods Certain quantities of interest require to compute the correlation between two estimators which use different resampling methods. In the high-dimensional regime, this cooresponds to the overlap q_{1,2} where the sampling weights p_1, p_2 are independent. In that case, Remark C.3 applies and Proposition C.1 yields

v_i =^1 λ+αE_{pi} [_{pi} 1+pivi ] m_i = ρ(1 − λv_i) q_{12} =^{m1m2(αρ+ρ+Δ−m1−m2)} αρ^2−m_1m_2 ,

(89)

for i = 1, 2. In particular, the overlap between full resampling and pairs bootstrap is given by

q^{fr,pb}_{1,2} := m^{fr}m^{pb}(αρ + ρ + Δ − m^{fr} − m^{pb}) αρ^2 − m^{fr}m^{pb}

, (90)

the overlap between full resampling and subsampling at rate r is given by

q^{fr,ss}_{1,2} := m^{fr}m^{ss}(αρ + ρ + Δ − m^{fr} − m^{ss}) αρ^2 − m^{fr}m^{ss}

. (91)

C.2 Large α rates In this section, we compute the rates of quantities of interest (variances, biases) in the α → ∞ limit, which are summarized in ??. The approach is mathematically standard: for each overlap, we compute its series expansion at α → ∞ up to a desired order. Let us illustrate this with an example.

Consider the full resampling overlap v^{fr} computed in Appendix C.1.1:

v^{fr} = 1 − λ − α + √ (α + λ − 1)^2 + 4λ 2λ . (92)

To compute its series expansion at α → ∞, we substitute α with^1/β in the equation above, and then compute its Taylor series at β → 0. Letting

h(β) :=

1 − λ −^1_β + √ (^1_β + λ − 1)^2 + 4λ 2λ , (93)

one can apply this strategy and determine the Taylor expansion up to order 2 for v^{fr} by evaluating

lim_{β→0} h(β) = lim_{β→0} β(1 − λ) − 1 + √ (β(λ − 1) + 1)^2 + 4λβ^2 2λβ = 0 (94)

lim_{β→0} h^′(β) = lim_{β→0} 1 β^2 −

((^1_β +λ−1)^1_{β2} √ (^1_β +λ−1)^2+4λ 2λ = 1 (95)

lim_{β→0} h^{′′}(β) = lim_{β→0}

−^2_{β3} +^2

(_1 β +λ−1 )

β^3 √( 1 β +λ−1 )_2 +4λ +^1

β^4 √( 1 β +λ−1 )_2 +4λ − (_1 β +λ−1 )_2

β^4 ((_1 β +λ−1 )_2 +4λ )_{3/2} 2λ = 2(1 − λ), (96)

from which we conclude that for β → 0,

h(β) = h(β) + h^′(β)β + 1 2 h^{′′}(β)β^2 + O(β^3) = β + (1 − λ)β^2 + O(β^3) (97)

or equivalently, substituting back α =^1/β,

v^{fr} = 1 α + 1 − λ α^2 + O ( 1 α^3 ) (98)

for α → ∞. The computation of all overlaps are carried out in the same fashion, and we use the Mathematica software [Wolfram Research] to automate these computations.

C.2.1 Full Resampling Rates From the overlaps computed in Appendix C.1.1, we retrieve the limiting behaviors

v^{fr α→∞}≃^1_α +^{1−λ}_{α2} + O

(_1

α^3 ) m^{fr α→∞}≃ ρ −^{ρλ}_α +^{ρλ(λ−1)}_{α2} + O (_1

α^3 ) q^{fr α→∞}≃ ρ +^{Δ−2λρ}_α +^{Δ(1−2λ)+ρλ(3λ−2)}_{α2} + O

(_1

α^3 ) q^{fr}_{1,2}^{α→∞}≃ ρ −^{2ρλ}_α +^{ρλ(3λ−2)}_{α2} + O

(_1

α^3 ) , (99)

so that the variance is given by

Var_D(θ̂_λ) = q^{fr} − q^{fr}_{1,2}^{α→∞}≃ Δ α + O ( 1 α^2 ) (100)

and the bias is Bias^2_D(θ̂_λ) = ρ + q^{fr}_{1,2} − 2m^{fr α→∞}≃ ρλ^2 α^2 + O ( 1 α^3 ) . (101)

C.2.2 Residual Resampling Rates From the overlaps computed in Appendix C.1.2, we retrieve the limiting behaviors

v^{rr α→∞}≃^1_α +^{1−λ}_{α2} + O

(_1

α^3 ) m^{rr α→∞}≃ ρ −^{ρλ}_α +^{ρλ(λ−1)}_{α2} + O (_1

α^3 ) q^{rr α→∞}≃ ρ +^{Δ−2ρλ}_α +^{Δ(1−2λ)+λ(3λ−2)}_{α2} + O

(_1

α^3 ) q^{rr}_{1,2}^{α→∞}≃ ρ −^{2ρλ}_α +^{ρλ(3λ−2)}_{α2} + O

(_1

α^3 ) , (102) so that the variance is given by

Var_{D|X} (θ̂_λ) = q^{rr} − q^{rr}_{1,2}^{α→∞}≃ Δ α + O ( 1 α^2 ) (103)

and the bias is Bias^2_{D|X} (θ̂_λ) = ρ + q^{rr}_{1,2} − 2m^{rr α→∞}≃ ρλ^2 α^2 + O ( 1 α^3 ) . (104)

C.2.3 Rates of Overlaps between Distinct Resampling Methods From the overlaps computed in Appendix C.1.6, we retrieve the limiting behaviors { q^{fr,ss}_{1,2}^{α→∞}≃ ρ +^{rΔ−ρλ(r+1)}_{rα} +^{r2Δ+ρλ(λ+r(λ+(λ−1)r)−1)−rΔλ(r+1)} r^2α^2 + O

(_1

α^3 ) q^{fr,pb}_{1,2}^{α→∞}≃ ρ +^{Δ−2λρ}_α +^{Δ(1−2λ)+3ρλ(λ−1)}_{α2} + O

(_1

α^3 ) . (105)

C.2.4 Subsampling and Jackknife Rates From the overlaps computed in Appendix C.1.3, we retrieve the limiting behaviors

v^{ss}_i^{α→∞}≃^1_{riα} +^{1−λ}_{r2i α2} + O

(_1

α^3 ) m^{ss}_i^{α→∞}≃ ρ −^{ρλ}_{riα} +^{ρλ(λ−1)}_{r2i α2} + O (_1

α^3 ) q^{ss}_i^{α→∞}≃ ρ +^{Δ−2ρλ}_{riα} +^{Δ(1−2λ)+ρλ(3λ−2)} r^2_i α^2 + O

(_1

α^3 )

q^{ss}_{1,2}^{α→∞}≃ ρ +^{Δr1r2r−2ρλ}_{r1r2α} +^{Δ+} (λ−1)λρ r21 +^{λ(λρ−Δr2)} r1r2 + (λ−1)λρ r2 −^{Δλ}_{r2} α^2 + O

(_1

α^3 ) , (106)

so that the variance when subsampling at rate r_1 = r_2 ≡ r is given by ^ Var_{ss} = q^{ss} − q^{ss}_{1,2} 1 − r α→∞ ≃ Δ αr + O ( 1 α^2 ) . (107)

and the bias is ^ Bias^2_{ss} = q^{ss}_{1,2} + q^{fr} − 2q^{fr,ss}_{1,2} (1 − r)^2 α→∞ ≃ = ρλ^2 α^2r^2 + O ( 1 α^3 ) . (108)

The Jackknife variances and biases are computed by taking the limit r → 1, and we get ^ Var_{jk} = lim_{r→1} q^{ss} − q^{ss}_{1,2} 1 − r α→∞ ≃ Δ α + O ( 1 α^2 ) . (109) and ^ Bias^2_{jk} = lim_{r→1} q^{ss}_{1,2} + q^{fr} − 2q^{fr,ss}_{1,2} (1 − r)^2 α→∞ ≃ = ρλ^2 α^2 + O ( 1 α^3 ) . (110)

C.2.5 Pairs Bootstrap Rates The computation of rates in this case are less straightforward given that the overlaps depend on the evaluation of various expectations (see Appendix C.1.4). Let us consider v^{pb} first, which is given by the fixed-point equation v^{pb} = 1 λ + αE_p [_p 1+pv^{pb}

]. (111)

We use the Ansatz that v^{pb} behaves as^1/α in the α → ∞ limit, and hence write it as v^{pb} =^ṽ_α . Since 1 1+x = 1 − x + O(x^2) for x → 0^+, we get

ṽ = α λ + αE_p [_p 1+^{pṽ}_α ] ≈ α λ + αE_p [ p(1 −^{pṽ}_α ) ] = α λ + α − 2ṽ . (112)

This can be solved exactly and

ṽ = α + λ − √ (α + λ)^2 − 8α 4 ⇒ v^{pb} = α + λ − √ (α + λ)^2 − 8α 4α α→∞ ≃ 1 α + 2 − λ α^2 + O ( 1 α^3 ) . (113)

Overlaps m^{pb} and q^{pb}_{1,2} are thus given by m^{pb α→∞}≃ ρ − ρλ α + ρλ(λ − 2) α^2 + O ( 1 α^3 ) (114)

q^{pb}_{1,2}^{α→∞}≃ ρ + Δ − 2ρλ α + Δ(1 − 2λ) + ρλ(3λ − 4) α^2 + O ( 1 α^3 ) . (115)

Overlap q^{pb} involves the evaluation of E_p [(_{pvpb} 1+pv^{pb}

)_2]

, which can be computed using the same approximation as in Equation (112): E_p [( pv^{pb} 1 + pv^{pb}

)_2] ≈ E_p [( pv^{pb}(1 − pv^{pb})

)_2] (116)

= E_p [ (pv^{pb})^2 − 2(pv^{pb})^3 + (pv^{pb})^4 ] (117)

= 2(v^{pb})^2 − 10(v^{pb})^3 + 15(v^{pb})^4, (118)

where the last equality is obtained since p ∼ Pois(1). This yields

q^{pb α→∞}≃ 1 + 2(Δ − ρλ) α + 2Δ(1 − 2λ) + ρλ(3λ − 4) α^2 + O ( 1 α^3 ) . (119)

so that the variance in the α → ∞ limit is thus given by ^ Var_{pb} = q^{pb} − q^{pb}_{1,2}^{α→∞}≃ Δ α + O ( 1 α^2 ) (120)

and the bias is ^ Bias^2_{pb} = q^{pb}_{1,2} + q^{fr} − 2q^{fr,pb}_{1,2}^{α→∞}≃ = ρλ^2 α^4 + O ( 1 α^5 ) . (121)

C.2.6 Residual Bootstrap Rates

From the overlaps computed in Appendix C.1.5, we retrieve the limiting behaviors

v^{rb α→∞}≃^1_α +^{1−λ}_{α2} + O

(_1

α^3 ) m^{rb α→∞}≃ ρ +^{Δ−3ρλ}_α +^{Δ(1−3λ)+3ρλ(2λ−1)}_{α2} + O

(_1

α^3 ) q^{rb α→∞}≃ ρ +^{2(Δ−2λρ)}_α +^{Δ(1−6λ)+2ρλ(5λ−2)}_{α2} + O

(_1

α^3 ) q^{rb}_{1,2}^{α→∞}≃ ρ +^{Δ−4ρλ}_α +^{Δ(1−4λ)+2ρλ(5λ−2)}_{α2} + O

(_1

α^3 ) , (122)

so that the variance is ^ Var_{rb} = q^{rb} − q^{rb}_{1,2}^{α→∞}≃ Δ α + O ( 1 α^2 ) (123)

and the bias is ^ Bias^2_{rb} = q^{rb}_{1,2} + q^{fr} − 2m^{rb α→∞}≃ ρλ^2 α^2 + O ( 1 α^3 ) . (124)

C.2.7 Differences between Rates

Recall that pairs bootstrap and subsampling aim to estimate bias and variance with respect to the joint distribution p_θ(y, x), while residual bootstrap seeks to estimate the bias and variance with respect to the conditional distribution p_θ(y|x). To understand how good each estimate of the bias and variance is, we compute for each resampling method the difference between their estimate and the true value. For the variances, this results in | | ^ Var_{ss} − Var_D(θ̂_λ) | |^{α→∞}≃ Δ(1 − r) αr + Δ ( (1 − 2λ)(1 − r^2) + r ) α^2r^2 + O ( 1 α^3 ) | | ^ Var_{jk} − Var_D(θ̂_λ) | |^{α→∞}≃ Δ α^2 + O ( 1 α^3 ) | |^ Var_{pb} − Var_D(θ̂_λ) | |^{α→∞}≃ Δ(4λ + 7) α^3 + O ( 1 α^4 ) | | |^ Var_{rb} − Var_{D|X} (θ̂_λ) | | |^{α→∞}≃ Δ α^2 + O ( 1 α^3 )

while the biases are given by | |^ Bias^2_{ss} − Bias^2_D(θ̂_λ) | |^{α→∞}≃ ρλ^2(r^2 − 1) r^2α^2 + λ^2 ( ρ ( 2λ − 2(λ − 1)r^3 − (3 − 2λ)r − 2 ) − Δr ) r^3α^3 + O ( 1 α^4 ) | | ^ Bias^2_{jk} − Bias^2_D(θ̂_λ) | |^{α→∞}≃ λ^2(ρ(2λ − 3) − Δ) α^3 + O ( 1 α^4 ) | | ^ Bias^2_{pb} − Bias^2_D(θ̂_λ) | |^{α→∞}≃ ρλ^2 α^2 + O ( 1 α^3 ) | | ^ Bias^2_{rb} − Bias^2_{D|X} (θ̂_λ) | |^{α→∞}≃ λ^2(2λρ − Δ)

α^3 + O ( 1 α^4 ) .

D Asymptotics of prediction variance

The focus of our work is the variance of estimators with respect to the resampling of the training set. However, one can also be interested in computing the prediction variance, often defined as

Var_{x,y} (y − ŷ (x)) (125)

where now the training set is fixed, and the variance is taken with respect to the new test sample x, y. In a linear model where ŷ = θ̂^⊤_λ x and in our setting defined in Equation (1), the prediction variance is equal to the test error of the ERM estimator. Indeed : Var_{x,y} (y − ŷ (x) |D) = E [ (y − θ̂^⊤_λ x)^2 ] + E [ (y − θ̂^⊤_λ x) ]_2 (126) = E [ (y − θ̂^⊤_λ x)^2 ] = ε_g (127)

because E [ (y − θ̂^⊤_λ x) ]_2

= 0. In the case of ridge regression,

ε_g = ρ − 2m^{fr} + Q^{fr}_{11} + σ^2. (128)

Note that at optimal λ = σ^2 (λ = 1 in our case), the performance of the ERM estimator is equal the posterior variance of the Bayes-optimal, as

Var_{bo} = ρ − q^{bo} (129) = ρ − 2m^{bo} + q^{bo} (130) = ρ − 2m^{fr} + Q^{fr}_{11}, (131)

where Equation (130) follows from the Nishimori condition m^{bo} = q^{bo}, and Equation (131) is due to the fact that θ̂_λ = E [θ|D] for optimal λ.

E Additional Details for Numerical Experiments

The state evolution equations for the resampling methods are written in the Julia language [Bezanson et al., 2017] and are available on an anonymized Github repository^2 that also contains the code used to reproduce the plots. The code leverages libraries such as NLSolvers.jl for optimization [Mogensen and Riseth, 2018],

QuadGK.jl and HCubature.jl for integration [Johnson, 2013, 2017, Genz and Malik, 1980], MLJLinearModels.jl

for estimation of GLMs [Jul, 2023a], as well as various utilities for statistical functions [Jul, 2024b, 2023b], performance [Jul, 2024a] and plotting [Breloff, 2024]. The code to compute the posterior variance of the Bayesoptimal estimator is written in Rust and is available at anonymous.4open.science/r/gcm-rust-1CFF. The code used to produce the plots can be found in anonymized repositories and. All the experiments were run on a computer with the following specifications: 16 GB RAM, Apple M1 Pro CPU.

E.1 Effects of finite B

In Section 5, we studied the behavior of resampling methods in the limit B → ∞. However, in practice B is usually not very large, and the finiteness of B has an impact on the estimated bias and variances. Indeed :

^Var = 1 dB B∑ k=1 ‖ ‖ ‖θ̂k − 1 B B∑ k=1 θ̂_k ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 = 1 dB B∑ k=1 ‖θ̂_k − E_D⋆ [ θ̂ ] ‖^2 + 1 d ‖E_D⋆ [ θ̂ ] − 1 B B∑ k=1 θ̂_k‖^2

2anonymous.4open.science/r/BootstrapAsymptotics-54F0

where second term vanishes as B → ∞. Note that our framework allows us to compute the ^Var(B) for a finite number of Bootstrap resamples B, as we get asymptotically

^Var(B) = B − 1 B lim_{B→∞} ^Var

where ^Var is the variance plotted in Figure 1 and Figure 3.

Likewise, the estimator of the bias with finite B can be computed and equates

^Bias(B) = ^Bias + 1 B ^Var

where^1_B ^Var is due to finite sampling and vanishes as B → ∞. Note that the overlaps computed with our state-evolution equations allow us to compute ^Bias(B) at any B.