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The radius of statistical efficiency

Joshua Cutler* Mateo Diaz' Dmitriy Drusvyatskiy*

Abstract

Classical results in asymptotic statistics show that the Fisher information matrix controls
the difficulty of estimating a statistical model from observed data. In this work, we introduce a
companion measure of robustness of an estimation problem: the radius of statistical efficiency
(RSE) is the size of the smallest perturbation to the problem data that renders the Fisher
information matrix singular. We compute RSE up to numerical constants for a variety of test
bed problems, including principal component analysis, generalized linear models, phase retrieval,
bilinear sensing, and matrix completion. In all cases, the RSE quantifies the compatibility
between the covariance of the population data and the latent model parameter. Interestingly,
we observe a precise reciprocal relationship between RSE and the intrinsic complexity /sensitivity
of the problem instance, paralleling the classical Eckart—Young theorem in numerical analysis.

1 Introduction

A central theme in computational mathematics is that the numerical difficulty of solving a given
problem is closely linked to both (i) the sensitivity of its solution to perturbations and (i) the
shortest distance of the problem to an ill-posed instance. As a rudimentary example, consider
solving an m x d linear system Ax = b. The celebrated Eckart—Young theorem asserts the equality:

min {||A — B||r | B is singular} = Omin(A) . (1)
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Although the proof is elementary, the conclusion is intriguing since it equates two conceptually
distinct quantities. Namely, the reciprocal of the minimal singular value 1/omin(A) is classically
known to control both the numerical difficulty of solving the linear system Az = b and the Lipschitz
stability of the solution to perturbations in b. In contrast, the left side of the equation (1) is
geometric; it measures the smallest perturbation to the data that renders the problem ill-posed.
The ezact equality in (1) is somewhat misleading because it is specific to linear systems. We
would expect that for more sophisticated problems, the difficulty/sensitivity of the problem should
be inversely proportional to the distance to ill-posedness. This is indeed the case for a wide class of
problems in numerical analysis [13, 29] and optimization [31, 36, 49, 55, 56], including computing
eigenvalues and eigenvectors, finding zeros of polynomials, pole assignment in control systems, conic
optimization, nonlinear programming, and variational inequalities. Despite this impressive body of
work, this line of research is largely unexplored in statistical contexts. Therefore, here we ask:
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Is there a succinct relationship between complexity, sensitivity, and distance to ill-posedness
for problems in statistical inference and learning?

We will see that in a certain precise sense the answer is indeed yes for a wide class of problems.
The starting point for our development is that the statistical difficulty of estimation is tightly
controlled by (quantities akin to) the Fisher information matrix for maximum likelihood estimation.
This connection is made precise for example by the Cramér-Rao lower bound [19, 53] and the local
asymptotic minimax theory of Hajek and Le Cam [35, 39, 65]. From an optimization viewpoint,
the minimal eigenvalue of the Fisher information matrix is closely related to the quadratic growth
constant of the objective function modeling the learning problem at hand. In particular, (near-)
singularity of this matrix signifies that the problem is ill-conditioned. Inspired by this observation,
we introduce a new measure of robustness associated to an estimation task: the radius of statistical
efficiency (RSE) is the size of the smallest perturbation to the problem data that renders the Fisher
information matrix singular. Thus large RSE signifies existence of a large neighborhood around
the problem instance comprised only of well-posed problems.

We compute RSE for a variety of test bed problems, including principal component analysis
(PCA), generalized linear models, phase retrieval, bilinear sensing, and rank-one matrix completion.
In all cases, the RSE exhibits a precise reciprocal relationship with the statistical difficulty of
solving the target problem, thereby directly paralleling the Eckart—Young theorem and its numerous
extensions in numerical analysis and optimization. Moreover, we provide gradient-based conditions
for general estimation problems which ensure validity of such a reciprocal relationship. Slope-based
criteria for error bounds, due to Ioffe [37] and Azé-Corvellec [2], play a key role in this development.

Before delving into the technical details, we illustrate the main thread of our work with two
examples—Ilinear regression and PCA—where the conclusions are appealingly simple to state.

Linear regression. The problem of linear regression is to recover a vector 8, € R from noisy
linear measurements

Y= <.Z', /8*> + e,

where z € R? is drawn from a probability distribution D and ¢ is zero-mean noise vector that is
independent of x. The standard approach to this task is to minimize the mean-squared error

min 4B, (2.8) ~v)°. (2)
Classical results show that the asymptotic performance of estimators for this problem is tightly
controlled by ¥~ where ¥ := E, pzz' is the second moment matrix of the population. The
closer the matrix 3 is to being singular, the more challenging the problem (2) is to solve, requiring
a higher number of samples. Seeking to estimate a neighborhood of well-posed problems around D,
the RSE is defined to be the minimal Wasserstein-2 distance from D to distributions with a singular
second moment matrix. We will see that for linear regression (2), RSE is simple to compute:

[ RSE(D) = 1/ Amin (%). J 3)

That is, the simplest measure of ill-conditioning of the target problem 1/1/Apmin () has a geometric
interpretation as the reciprocal of the distance to the nearest ill-posed problem. The representation
of RSE in (3) is not specific to linear regression and holds much more generally for (quasi) maximum
likelihood estimation [46] with strongly convex cumulant functions.



Principal component analysis (PCA). Principal component analysis (PCA) seeks to find a
g-dimensional subspace ¥V C R% that captures most of the variance of a centered random vector z
drawn from a probability distribution D. Analytically, this amounts to solving the problem
max B[ Relf,
ReGr(q,d) z~D

where the Grassmannian manifold Gr(g, d) consists of all orthogonal projection matrices R € R4*¢
onto ¢-dimensional subspaces of R%. The column space of the optimal matrix R is called the top
q principal subspace. Intuitively, the hardness of the problem is governed by the gap Ay — A\j+1
between the ¢’th and (¢ + 1)’th eigenvalues of ¥ = Ep 22 ": the smaller the gap is, the higher the
number of samples required for estimation, and this can indeed be made rigorous. Again, RSE by
definition is the minimal Wasserstein-2 distance from D to a distribution with covariance having
equal ¢'th and (g + 1)’st eigenvalues. We will show that RSE admits the simple form

RSE(D) = & (y4(®) - (). | (4)

In particular, the expression (4) endows the gap \CAq(E) - \/ Ag+1(X)—the reciprocal of the prob-
lem’s complexity—with a geometric meaning as the distance to a nearest ill-conditioned problem
instance.

The two examples of linear regression and PCA can be understood within the broader context
of stochastic optimization:
i h = E 4(8;2).
min f(B) where f(B)= E £(5:z)
Here z is data drawn from a distribution D, the function ¢(f;-) is a loss parameterized by (3, and
M C R4 is a smooth manifold of allowable model parameters. For example, SP(D) may corre-
spond to least-squares regression or maximum likelihood estimation. In both cases, the asymptotic
efficiency of estimators for finding the minimizer /3, of SP(D) is tightly controlled by the following
matrix akin to Fisher information:

I(ﬁ*v D) = PTV%,B‘C(BM 2 A*)})7—

Here, Pr is the projection onto the tangent space of M at (B, and L(f, 2z, A+) is the Lagrangian
function for SP(D) with optimal multiplier A\,. For simplicity, we will abuse notation and call
Z(pBs,D) the Fisher information matrix. The matrix Z(S,,D) plays a central role in estimation,
as highlighted by the lower bounds of Cramér-Rao and Héjek-Le Cam [39, 65], as well as their
recent extensions to stochastic optimization of Duchi-Ruan [35]. Moreover, the minimal nonzero
eigenvalue of Z(f3,,D) controls both the coefficient of quadratic growth of the objective function
in SP(D) and the Lipschitz stability of the solution under linear perturbations. In particular, the
problem SP(D) becomes ill-conditioned when the minimal eigenvalue of Z(f,, D) is small.

In summary, the matrix Z(f4, D) tightly controls the difficulty of solving SP(D). Consequently,
it is appealing to consider as a measure of robustness of SP(D) the size of the smallest perturbation
to the data D, say in the Wasserstein-2 distance Wa(+, -), that renders the Fisher information matrix
singular. This is the viewpoint we explore in the current work, and call this quantity the radius
of statistical efficiency (RSE). We choose to use the Wasserstein-2 distance in the definition of
RSE, as opposed to other metrics on measures, because it leads to concise and easily interpretable
estimates in examples. In the rest of the paper, we study basic properties of RSE and compute
it up to numerical constants for a variety of test bed problems: generalized linear models, PCA,
phase retrieval, blind deconvolution, and matrix completion. In all cases, the RSE translates



intuitive measures of “well-posedness” into quantified neighborhoods of stable problems. Moreover,
in all cases we show a reciprocal relationship between the minimal eigenvalue of Z(/3,,D) and RSE,
thereby paralleling the Eckart—Young theorem in numerical analysis and optimization.

Outline The remainder of this section covers related work and basic notation we use. Section 2
formally describes the radius of statistical efficiency and establishes a few general-purpose results
relating RSE to the minimal eigenvalue of the Fisher information matrix. The subsequent sections
characterize RSE for several problems: PCA (Section 3), generalized linear models and (quasi)
maximum likelihood estimation (Section 4), rank-one matrix regression (Section 5). Section 6
closes the paper with conclusions. All proofs appear in the appendix in order to streamline the
reading.

1.1 Related work

Our work is closely related to a number of topics in statistics and computational mathematics.

Local minimax lower bounds in estimation. There is a rich literature on minimax lower
bounds in statistical estimation problems; we refer the reader to [68, Chapter 15] for a detailed
treatment. Typical results of this type lower-bound the performance of any statistical procedure on
a worst-case instance for that procedure. Minimax lower bounds can be quite loose as they do not
consider the complexity of the particular problem that one is trying to solve but rather that of an
entire problem class to which it belongs. More precise local minimax lower bounds, as developed by
Héjek and Le Cam [39, 65], provide much finer problem-specific guarantees. Simply put, a single
object akin to the Fisher information matrix controls both the difficulty of estimation from finitely
many samples and the stability of the model parameters to perturbation of the density. Extensions
of this theory to stochastic nonlinear programming were developed by Duchi and Ruan [35] and
extended to decision-dependent problems in [21] and to a wider class of (partly smooth) problems in
[26]. In particular, it is known that popular algorithms such as sample average approximation [65]
and stochastic gradient descent with iterate averaging [26, 51] match asymptotic local lower-bound,
and are therefore asymptotically optimal. Weaker ad hoc results, based on the Cramér-Rao lower
bound, have been established for a handful of problems [3, 4, 44, 48, 62].

Radius theorems. Classical numerical analysis literature emphasizes the close interplay between
efficiency of numerical algorithms and their sensitivity to perturbation. Namely, problems with
solutions that change rapidly due to small perturbation are typically difficult to solve. Examples of
this phenomenon abound in computational mathematics; e.g. eigenvalue problems and polynomial
equations [13, 29] and optimization [31, 32, 57]. Motivated by this observation, Demmel in [28]
introduced a new robustness measure, called the radius of regularity, which measures the size of a
neighborhood around a problem instance within which all other problem instances are stable. A
larger neighborhood thereby signifies a more robust problem instance. Estimates on the radius of
regularity have now been computed for a wealth of computational problems; e.g. solving polynomial
systems [12, 13], linear and conic programming [36, 49, 55, 56], and nonlinear optimization [31]. The
radius of statistical efficiency, introduced here, serves as a direct analogue for statistical estimation.

Conditioning and radius theorems in recovery problems. Several condition numbers—
controlling the convergence of first-order methods—are closely related to notions of strong identifi-
ability, e.g., the restricted isometry property (RIP), in the context of statistical recovery problems



[8, 14, 15, 16, 30, 45]. A few works [5, 58, 71] have established connections between these notions of
strong identifiability and a suitably-defined radius to ill-posed instances. In particular, [58] estab-
lished a connection between Renegar’s conic distance to infeasibility [56] and the null space property
[18] in compressed sensing. In a similar vein, [71] linked the ¢;-distance to ill-posed problems and
the RIP for generalized rank-one matrix completion. Finally, [5] defined a condition number for the
LASSO variable selection problem via the reciprocal of the distance to ill-posedness, designed an
algorithm whose complexity depends solely on this condition number, and proved an impossibility
result for instances with infinite condition number. The radius of statistical efficiency, defined in
this work, is distinct from and complementary to these metrics.

Error bounds. The basic question we explore is the relationship between the minimal eigenvalue
of the Fisher information matrix (complexity) and the distance to the set where this eigenvalue is
zero (RSE). The theory of error bounds exactly addresses questions of this type; namely when does
the function’s value polynomially bound the distance to the set of minimizers. See for example the
authoritative monographs on the subject, [20, Chapter 8] and [38, Chapter 3]. Indeed, Demmel’s
original work [28] makes heavy use of this interpretation. We explore this path here as well when
developing infinitesimal characterizations of RSE in Theorem 2.2. The added complication is that
the functions we deal with are defined over a complete metric space, and therefore the techniques
we use rely on variational principles (4 la Ekeland) and computations of the slope.

1.2 Notation

Linear algebra. Throughout, we let R% denote the standard d-dimensional Euclidean space with
dot product (z,y) = z"y and norm ||z||2 = \/(x,z). The unit sphere in R? will be denoted by
S9! while the set of nonnegative vectors will be written as Ri. The symbol R™*" will denote the
Euclidean space of real m x n matrices, endowed with the trace inner product (X,Y) = tr(X Y.
The symbol ® denotes Kronecker product. The Frobenius and operator norms will be written as
| - |F and || - ||op, respectively. The singular values of a matrix A € R™*" will be arranged in
nonincreasing order:
01(A) > 09(A) > ... > opman(A).

The space of real symmetric d x d matrices is denoted by S% and is equipped with the trace product
as well. The cone of d x d positive semidefinite matrices will be written as S’i. The eigenvalues of
a matrix A € S will be arranged in nonincreasing order:

A(A) > Aa(A) > ... > A(A).

For any subspace K C R%, the symbol Px: R¢ — K will denote the orthogonal projection onto K.
The compression of any matrix A € R to K, denoted A|x: K — K, is the map A|x := PxAPx.

Probability theory. We will require some background on the Wasserstein geometry on the
space of probability measures on R%. In order to streamline the reading, we record here only the
most essential notation that we will need. A detailed review of Wasserstein geometry appears in
Section A. To this end, we let P,(R%) be the space of measures 1 on R? with a finite p’th moment
E, ||z|[5 < oo. The subset of measures of P,(R?) that are centered, meaning E,[z] = 0, will be
written as Py (RY). When the space R? is clear from context, we use the shorthand P, and Py A
convenient metric on P, is furnished by the Wasserstein distance W), (p, v); see Section A for details.
The distance function to a set of measures ) C P, is defined by W,(i, Q) = inf,cq Wp(p,v). The
symbol ¥, = E, zz " will denote the second moment matrix of any measure p € Py. In the rest of



the paper, we will use the symbol D to denote a distinguished measure associated with the problem
of interest, while we use p as a placeholder for arbitrary measures.

2 The distance to ill-conditioned problems

In this section, we formally define the radius of statistical efficiency (RSE), and develop some
techniques for computing it. Throughout, we will focus on the stochastic optimization problem
i h = E £(8;2).
min f(B) where f(B)= E {(5;z)
Here, the set M C R? is a C? manifold and z is drawn from a distribution D € Py(Z), where
Z is a finite-dimensional Euclidean space equipped with its Borel o-algebra. We assume that the
function £(B;z) is measurable and twice differentiable in 3 for every z and that f is C2-smooth.
We also make the blanket assumption that the gradient and Hessian of ¢(-; z) are D-integrable.
The difficulty of solving the problem SP(D) from finitely many samples 21, 22, ..., 2, YD is
tightly controlled by a matrix akin to Fisher Information. This object, which we now describe,
plays a central role in our work. Let 3, be a minimizer of SP(D) and define the solution map:
o(v) = argmin  £(3) — (v, B).
BEMNB:(Bx)
Thus, the set o(v) is comprised of all solutions to a problem obtained from SP(D) by subtracting a
linear /tilt perturbation (v, 8). Clearly, a desirable property is for o to be single-valued and smooth.
With this in mind, we introduce the following notion due to Poliquin and Rockafellar [50].

Definition: (Tilt-stable minimizer)

The point S, is a tilt-stable minimizer of SP(D) if the map o(-) satisfies 0(0) = [, and
is single-valued and C'-smooth on some neighborhood of the origin. Then the regularity
modulus of the problem is defined to be

REG(D) = [[Va(0)]lop-
If 3, is not tilt-stable, we call 8, unstable and set REG(D) = +oo0.

In particular, we will regard REG(D) as the measure of difficulty of solving the problem SP(D).
When M is the whole space, 3, is a tilt-stable minimizer if and only if the Hessian V2f(3,) is
nonsingular, in which case equality Vo (0) = [V2£(5,)]! holds [50, Proposition 1.2]. In particular,
when SP(D) corresponds to maximum likelihood estimation, the matrix Vo(0) reduces to the
inverse of the Fisher information. More generally, tilt-stability can be characterized either in terms
of definiteness of the covariant Hessian or the Hessian of the Lagrangian on the tangent space to
M. Since we will use both of these viewpoints, we review them now. The reader may safely skip
this discussion during the first reading since it will not be used until the appendix.

Lagrangian characterization. Let G = 0 be the local defining equations for M around S,. That
is G: R? — R™ is a C2?-smooth map with surjective Jacobian VG/(B,) and such that the two sets
M and {5 : G() = 0} coincide near f,. Then the tangent space to M at (3, is T = Null(VG(5y)).
Define the Lagrangian function

L(B,A) == f(B) + (X, G(B)).



First order optimality conditions at (3, ensure that there exists a unique vector A, € R™ satisfying
V3L(Bx, Ax) = 0. Define the matrix

Z(Bx,D) := Pr-V35L(B, M) - Pr, (5)

where Py is the orthogonal projection onto the tangent space 7. If 5, is a local minimizer of the
problem, then Z(f,, D) is positive semidefinite. Conversely:

Z(B4, D) is positive definite on 7 if and only if 3, is a tilt-stable minimizer.

Moreover, in this case equality Vo (0) = Z(f,, D) holds, where t denotes the Moore-Penrose inverse.
In particular, one may regard Vo (0) as akin to the inverse of the Fisher information matrix for
MLE. Note that when 3, is tilt-stable, the reciprocal of the regularity modulus 1/REG(D) coincides
the minimal nonzero eigenvalue of Z(f,, D).

Intrinsic characterization. Often, the defining equations of the manifold are either unknown
or difficult to work with. In this case, tilt-stability can be characterized through second-order
expansions along curves. Namely, for any tangent vector u € T, there exists a C?-smooth curve
Yu: (—€,€) = M for some € > 0 satisfying v,(0) = S+ and 7,,(0) = u. The covariant Hessian of f
at S, is the unique symmetric bilinear form V%,f(8:): T x T — R satisfying

Viaf (Bl u] = (f 074)"(0).
It is classically known that equality holds
VidfB)lu,ul =u’ -Z(B,D)-u  VueT,

where the matrix Z(5,, D) is defined in (5). Consequently, VA, f(5.) is positive semidefinite when
B4 is a local minimizer. Conversely:

V3. (By) is positive definite on 7 if and only if S, is a tilt-stable minimizer.

In this case, identifying V3,f(B,) with a matrix, equality Vo (0) = (PrV3,f (B)Pr)! holds. In
particular, the equality REG(D) ™! = Apin(V3,(f(B)) holds.

The sensitivity matrix Vo(0) figures prominently in the asymptotic performance of estimation
procedures. Notably, building on classical ideas due to Hajek and Le Cam, the recent paper of
Duchi and Ruan [35] established a lower bound on asymptotic covariance of arbitrary estimators
Bn of (B, using n samples z1 ..., z,. The precise lower bound is quite technical, and we refer the
interested reader to their paper. In summary, their result shows that if 5, is a tilt-stable minimizer,
then the asymptotic covariance of \/ﬁ(ﬁn — B,) is lower bounded in the Loewner order by the matrix

¥ :=Vo(0) - Cov (VU (P4, 2)) - Va(0), (6)

Moreover, in typical settings the expression in (6) simplifies to the equality ¥ = Vo (0); this is
the case for example for (quasi) maximum likelihood estimation (Section 4) and rank-one matrix
regression problems (Section 5). Thus, asymptotically the best error that any estimator can achieve
in the direction u is on the order n=*2 . 4T Lu. The direction u with the worst error matches the
top eigenvector of ¥ and the number of samples necessary to find an accurate approximation of
Bx grows with Apax(X). Reassuringly, typical algorithms such as sample average approximation
[65] and the stochastic projected gradient method [26, 51] match the lower-bound (6) and thus are
asymptotically optimal.

In the rest of the paper, we analyze data distributions D’, nearest to a fixed measure D, for which
the problem SP(D’) admits unstable minimizers. The formal definition will depend on whether the



learning problem is of supervised or unsupervised type. We now describe these two settings in
turn. The goal of unsupervised learning is to learn some property of a distribution D from finitely
many samples z1,..., 2, %9 D. Dimension reduction with principal component analysis (PCA) is
a primary example. In this case, the solution S, of SP(D) strongly depends on the distribution D.
Therefore a natural measure of robustness of the problem is the size of the smallest perturbation

in the Wasserstein-2 distance Ws(D’, D) so that the problem SP(D’) has an unstable minimizer.

Definition: Radius of statistical efficiency (unsupervised)

Consider the problem SP(D) and let @ C P2(Z) be a distinguished set of distributions. Define
the set of ill-conditioned distributions as

& = {D’ € Q| There exists a minimizer of SP(D’) that is unstable} .
The radius of statistical efficiency of D is defined to be
RSE(D) := W5(D, €).

Problems of supervised learning are distinctly different. The data consists of pairs z = (z,y) ~
D, where x ~ D, are called feature vectors and y ~ D, are the labels. We will assume that
the conditional distribution D, |, depends on the features z and a latent parameter 5*. A typical
example is the setting of regression under a model y = g(z, Bx) + € where ¢ is a noise vector that
is independent of x. The goal of the corresponding optimization problem SP(D) is to recover g*.
In contrast to unsupervised learning, the latent parameter 3, is fixed a priori and is not a function
of the data distribution. Therefore a natural measure of robustness of the problem is the size of
the smallest perturbation to the feature vectors Wy (D7, D;) so that the problem SP(D}, x D,,) has
an unstable minimizer. Notice that the conditional distributions of y given x coincide for the two
measures D and D’ = D/, x Dyjo- This type of shift exclusively only in the feature data appears
often in the literature under the name of covariate shift [1, 52, 54, 61, 69].

Definition: Radius of statistical efficiency (supervised)

Consider the problem SP(D) with D = D, x D, and let 3, be its minimizer. Let Q C P» be
a distinguished set of distributions. Define the set of ill-conditioned distributions as

£ = {D; € Q| B« is not a tilt-stable minimizer of SP(D’, x Dy|x)} .
The radius of statistical efficiency of D is defined to be
RSE(D) := W5(D,, &).

Evidently, the quantity RSE(D) measures the robustness of the problem because it quantifies
the size of a neighborhood around D for which all problem instances are stable. There is a small
nuance in formalizing this statement due to a lack of compactness in the Wasserstein space. Namely,
we have to impose the minor assumption that any sequence of measures v; for which the problem
SP(v;) becomes progressively harder (REG(v;) — oo) must approach the set of ill-conditioned
distributions (RSE(r;) — 0). In all examples we consider, this holds at least on bounded sets
Q' C P,. The proof of this elementary observation appears in Appendix B.1.

Proposition 2.1 (RSE as a robustness measure). Fiz a set Q" C Q and suppose that for any
sequence of measures v; € Q' \ € the implication holds:

REG(v;) — o0 = RSE(v;) — 0. (7)



Then for any measure p € Q' \ € and any radius 0 < r < RSE(u), we have

sup REG(v) < 4o0. (8)
veQ: Wa(v,u)<r
Moreover, if for some c,q > 0, the inequality RSE(v)? < c¢-REG(v)~! holds for allv € Q'\ &, then
the supremum, in (8) is upper bounded by ¢ - (RSE(u) — r)~1/4.

At first sight, it appears that computing RSE(D) in concrete problems is difficult. Indeed,
the set of ill-conditioned distributions £ may be quite exotic and computing RSE(D) amounts to
estimating the Wasserstein-2 distance W5(D,£). In contrast, computing the regularity modulus
REG(D) should be relatively straightforward. The key observation now is that the two quantities,
RSE(D) and REG(D), are closely related since € is the set of minimizers of the function J(u) :=
1/REG(p). Thus it would be ideal if there were a quantitative relationship of the form:

(Wa(p, €N S T (1) S Wa(p, €)Y e P (9)

The upper should be elementary to establish because it amounts to upper bounding the growth
of the functional J(u). The lower bound is more substantial because it requires lower-bounding
the growth of J(u) by a nonnegative function of the distance. Such lower-estimates are called
error bounds in nonlinear analysis and can be checked by various “slope”-based conditions. See for
example the authoritative monographs on the subject, [20, Chapter 8] and [38, Chapter 3]. Indeed,
Demmel’s original work [28] relies on verifying an error bound property as well, albeit in the much
simpler Euclidean setting. The following theorem provides a sufficient condition (10) ensuring the
relationship (9). We state the theorem loosely by compressing all multiplicative numerical constants
via the symbol <. More precise and sharper guarantees appear in Appendix B.2.!

Theorem 2.2: (Infinitesimal characterization of RSE)

Consider the problem SP(D) of supervised learning and let 3, be its minimizer. Set Q = Py
and suppose that the Hessian V% f(Bx) corresponding to a measure p € Po can be written as

VS (B) = Eu F(2),

for some Cl-smooth map F: R — S* satisfying |[DF(z)|op < 1+ ||z|2 for all z € RY.
Suppose that there exists q1,q2 € [0,1) such that for all measures v € Py \ &, the estimate

Amin (B, F(2))™ 5 \/Eu IDF () [ua" |13 S Amin (By F(x))*, (10)

holds for some eigenvector u € S 1 of the matriz B, F(x) corresponding to its minimal
eigenvalue. Then for every p € Po the inequality holds:

REG(1)=~" SRSE(n) S REG(u)® 1. (11)

The expression (10) becomes particularly enlightening when F(x) decomposes as F(z) =
g(x)g(x)" for some C'-smooth map g: R® — R¥. This situation is typical for regression prob-
lems (see Section 4). A simple computation then shows that the sufficient condition (10) reduces
to

q2

(B, 9(@)?)" < VB, g(@)? Vg (@)l I3 S (B, g())?)™

Observe that all three terms would match exactly with ¢; = ¢2 = % were it not for the term

[Vg(z)u]||3 that reweighs the middle integral. It is this reweighing that may impact the values of
q1 and qo. The salient feature of Theorem 2.2 is that it completely circumvents the need for explicitly

In the theorem statement, the symbol DF(z): R? — S* denotes the differential of F, while the symbol
DF(z)*: 8¥ = R? is the adjoint linear map of DF(z).



estimating the distance to the exceptional set £. One could apply this theorem to a number of
examples that will appear in the rest of the paper. That being said, in all the upcoming examples,
we will be able to compute the distance to &£ explicitly, thereby obtaining sharper estimates than
would follow from Theorem 2.2. Nonetheless, we believe that Theorem 2.2 is interesting in its own
right and may be useful for analyzing RSE in more complex situations.

3 Principal component analysis

Principal component analysis (PCA) is a common technique for dimension reduction. The goal
of PCA is to find a low-dimensional subspace that captures the majority of the variance of the
distribution. In this section, we compute the radius of statistical efficiency for PCA. Setting the
stage, let « be a random vector in R% drawn from a zero-mean distribution D € P$(R%). A unit
vector v for which the random variable (v, z) has maximal variance is called the first principal
component of D. Thus, the first principal component is the maximizer of the problem

s 1B, ol a
Equivalently, the first principal component is the eigenvector corresponding to the maximal eigen-
value of the covariance matrix ¥p = Epaxa'. Intuitively, the problem (12) is more challenging
when the gap between the top two eigenvalues of ¥p is small. This is the content of the following
lemma, whose proof appears in Appendix C.1.

Lemma 3.1. The set of ill-conditioned distributions for (12) is given by
€= {nePs: M%) = hal(E)
Moreover, for any p € P\ &, equality REG(u)™t = M\ (2,) — A2(2,,) holds.

Therefore, estimating RSE amounts to computing the Wasserstein-2 distance of a base measure
D to the set £. The end result is the following theorem; we defer its proof to Appendix C.2.

Theorem 3.2: (RSE for top principal component)
Consider the problem (12) and define the covariance Yp := Eplza ']

RSE(D) = 25 (/o) — y/alo) ).

. Then, equality holds:

In particular, we have
1

v2 (vA1(Z0) + vA2(Z0))

RSE(D) - REG(D) = (13)

Thus treating A\1(Xp) in (13) as being of constant order, we see that the hardness of the problem
is inversely proportional to the distance to the nearest ill-posed problem, REG(D) o< RSE(D) 1.

More generally still, we may be interested in finding a g-dimensional subspace V C R¢ that

captures most of the variance. Analytically, this amounts to solving the problem

max R)= E_||Rz|?, 14

pnex f(R) = E || Rol (14

where the Grassmannian manifold Gr(g, d) consists of all orthogonal projections R € S onto

g dimensional subspaces of R%. The column space of the optimal matrix R is called the top g

principal subspace. Equivalently, the top ¢ principal subspace is the span of the eigenspaces of ¥p
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corresponding to its top q eigenvalues. The following lemma is a direction extension of Lemma 3.1;
see Appendix C.3 for a proof.

Lemma 3.3. The set of ill-conditioned distributions for (14) is given by
E={nePy: A(E0) = Ag1(Zp)}-
Moreover, for any p € PS\ &, equality REG(u) ™t = \y(Z,) — Ag+1(,) holds.

Thus, estimating RSE amounts to computing the Wasserstein-2 distance of a base measure D
to the set £. The end result is the following theorem; the proof appears in Appendix C.4.

Theorem 3.4: (RSE for PCA)

Consider the problem (14) and define the covariance ¥ := Ep[za"]. Then, the estimate holds:

RSE(D) = & (y%4(®) - ().

In particular, we have
1

V2 (/2(Z0) + {Ag41(Zp))

Thus similarly to the case ¢ = 1, treating A\;(Xp) in (15) as being of constant order, the hardness of
the problem is inversely proportional to the distance to ill-posed problems, REG(D) o« RSE(D) .

The proofs of Theorems 3.2 and 3.4 rely on estimating the distance to the exceptional sets &.
Notice that these two are defined purely in terms of the spectrum of the second-moment matrix.
Although such “spectral” sets in Py are quite complicated, their distance can be readily computed.
Geometric properties of such sets are explored in Appendix A.2 and may be of independent interest.

RSE(D) - REG(D) = (15)

4 Generalized linear models and (quasi) maximum likelihood es-
timation

In this section, we compute the RSE for a large class of supervised learning problems arising from
(quasi) maximum likelihood estimation (QMLE). The goal is to estimate a parameter 3, € M
where the constraint set M is a C%-smooth embedded submanifold of R?. Setting the stage,
suppose that we have an L? random vector = (the predictor) and an L? random variable y (the
response) satisfying the GLM conditions

Eplylz] = I'((z,8,)) and  Varply|z] =o® - 1"((z,5.)) (16)
for some known C?-smooth convex function h: R — R with A” > 0 and parameter 02 > 0. The
function A is called the cumulant function of the model (16), and o2 the dispersion parameter. Here
and from now on, we make the blanket assumption that @ C Ps is the space of probability measures
where sufficient regularity conditions are met to take expectations and to interchange differentiation
and expectation as necessary. More precisely, we assume that the function ¢: M — R given by
#(B) = E[h((z,8))] is well defined and has a C?-smooth local extension to a neighborhood of f3, in
R? with V§(5,) = E[I ((z, B.))a] and VZ¢(B.) = E[R" ((z, )z ).

Following the seminal work of McCullagh [46], we consider the QMLE problem
min f(f) := Ep [h((z, 8)) — y(z, B)]. (17)

BeEM

The function f given in (17) is called the negative log quasi-likelihood of the GLM (16). In general
f is not the negative of the log likelihood function, yet it shares many of its properties and hence the
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name. The motivation for this loss function comes from the canonical example of (16), where the
conditional density of y given x admits an exponential-family formulation. In this case, standard
maximum likelihood estimation of 3, coincides with (17). As illustration, Table 1 lists some common
examples of QMLE. Henceforth, we let 7 := T\((5x) denote the tangent space of M at 5.

Model Response variable Cumulant h(f) Second derivative h” ()
Linear y=(z,0.) +¢ 62 1
C . exp{x,Bx exp(6
Logistic y|x ~ Ber(#@fﬁl)) log(1 + exp #) %
Poisson  y|x ~ Poi(exp(z, fx)) exp 0 exp(#)
Gamma y|xz ~T'(072 —0"%(z,B:)) —log(—0) 62

Table 1: Examples of QGLM problems (16). In the linear regression model, ¢ is random noise

satisfying E[e|z] = 0 and Var[e|z] = o2.

We begin with the following lemma that characterizes the set of ill-conditioned problem in-
stances.

Lemma 4.1. The set of ill-conditioned distributions for (17) is given by
E={peQ:Tnker(X,) #{0}}.

Moreover, for any p € Q\ € for which there exist cyp, cyp > 0 satisfying cip < B ((x, By)) < cyup for

p-almost every x, we have cyp < REG(1) - Amin (Eu]7) < Cup.

The proof of this lemma is deferred to Appendix D.1. The RSE for the problem follows quickly
by computing the distance to the set £ in Lemma 4.1; see Appendix D.2 for a proof.

Theorem 4.2: (RSE for QMLE)

Consider a QMLE problem (17) and let D, € Q be the distribution of x with covariance
Y :=E[zxz"]. Then, the estimate holds:

RSE(D) = y/Amin (3]7), (18)

In particular, if for some cip,cyp > 0 the inequality cip < B ({(x,8s)) < cup holds for D,-
almost every x, then we have

c1p < (RSE(D))? - REG(D) < cyp.

Thus we see that under mild conditions, the hardness of the problem is inversely proportional to
the square of the distance to the nearest ill-posed problem, REG(D) o RSE(D)~2. Note that this
scaling is different from the one exhibited by PCA in the previous section, REG(D) oc RSE(D)*.

Aside from the examples in Table 1, an interesting problem instance occurs in sparse recovery.
Namely, let M be the submanifold of R?® comprised of k-sparse vectors, i.e., those which have
precisely k nonzero components. Then the tangent space of M at 3, is the k-dimensional subspace
of R? in which f, is supported:

T = span{e; | (e;, B) # 0},

where {ej,...,eq} denotes the standard basis of R?. Any regression problem from Table 1 con-
strained to M is ill-conditioned precisely when supp(z) C v+ for some v € 7. The right-side of

12



(18) is then the square root of the minimum eigenvalue of the submatrix of ¥p whose columns and
rows are indexed by the nonzero coordinates of (.

5 Rank-one matrix regression problems

In this section, we compute the RSE for a number of tasks in low-rank matrix recovery—a large
class of problems with numerous applications in control, system identification, recommendation
systems, and machine learning. See for example [14, 17, 24, 70] for an overview. Setting the stage,
consider the measurement model

y=(X,M,)+e¢ (19)
where the matrix X € R%*% ig drawn from some distribution D, the noise ¢ is independent of X
and is mean zero with variance o2, and M, is a rank r matrix. The goal of low-rank matrix recovery
is to estimate the latent parameter M, for finitely many i.i.d samples (X1,41),...,(Xn,yn). For
the rest of the section, we focus on the simplest case of rank r = 1 matrix recovery.

5.1 Phase retrieval

The problem of phase retrieval corresponds to (19), where the ground truth M, = BB, and the
data X = xx' matrices are symmetric and have rank one. We will let D, € P;(R?) denote the
distribution of z € R? and let D denote the joint distribution of (z,y). There are two standard
ways to write the phase retrieval problem as a problem of stochastic optimization. The first is
simply to minimize the mean square error over rank one matrices:
i M):=1 E (2TMz—y)>. 20
Mto:lgﬁle FOM) =5 z,y~D (" Mz —y) (20)
Alternatively, one may parameterize rank one matrices as M = 3" and then minimize the mean
square error over the factors:
. 1 2 2
=< E —y)~. 21
min, f(8) =5, E (=5~ (21)
From the viewpoint of RSE there is no significant distinction between these two formulations. The
proof of the next lemma appears in Appendix E.1.
Lemma 5.1. The set of ill-conditioned distributions for both (20) and (21) is given by
£= U {nePi®?):supp(u) c BFUvt}.
vesd-1
Fiz any measure p € Py \ € and define the matric 2# =E,(z, B:)?xx". Then, the estimates hold:
Cip S REG(N) : )‘min(iu) S Cub, (22)
where (cip, cup) = (2||B4]|%, 41|Bx||?) for problem (20) and (cip, cus) = (1,1) for problem (21).
It remains to estimate the expression for the distance to the exceptional set £. The following

lemma shows that minimizing the expected squared distance to {8} U {u}* over u € S yields
the squared W5 distance to &; its proof appears in Appendix E.2.
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Theorem 5.2: (RSE for phase retrieval)

Consider the problems (20) and (21) and define 3 := Ep_[zx"]. Then, equality holds:

RSE(D) = min \/ E [<x7”§_:||>2/\<x,v>2].

veSd—1 z~Dy

Thus, using the reasoning from Lemma 5.1 and Theorem 5.2 one easily derives the following
two estimates for formulation (21):

RSE(D) = min \/ E [<x,Hg—:H>2A<x,v>Q],

veSd—1 z~Dy

REG(D) ™' = min E |(a ﬁ*>2<:n 0)?|.
veSd—1 z~Dg ’ ’

A moment of thought leads one to realize that for reasonable distributions, the first equation
should scale as \/Amin(2) while the scaling of the second is at least Apin(X). We now verify that
this is indeed the case when the base distribution is Gaussian x ~ N(0,%) for some covariance
matrix 3 > 0. To this end, define the two functions

hy(u,v) := :CNNIE(JOE) [(z,u)? A (z,0)?],
gz (u,v) := zNNIE(JO,E)[(:E’uF . <a:,v>2],

where u,v € S¥~! vary over the unit sphere. We defer the proof of the next result to Appendix E.3.

Theorem 5.3. For any u € S, the following estimates hold:
(1 - %)Amm(z) < Hééinl hE(uav) < Amln(z) (23)
(IS

Amin(2) - (Bu, u) < Irégnl gy (u,v) < 3Amin(X) - (Bu, u) (24)
(IS

Combining Lemma 5.1, Theorem 5.2, and Theorem 5.3 directly yields the following estimate on
RSE with Gaussian initial data.

Theorem 5.4: (RSE for phase retrieval with Gaussian data)

Consider problems (20) and (21) with Gaussian data Dy ~ N(0,%). Then, the estimate hold:

V(L = 2)Ain(E) < RSE(D) < 1/ Awin(E)-

In particular, the following estimates hold:

1-2 2 1
Cip 3(3Bx, Be) < RSE(D)”- REG(D) = cus - (284, Ba)

where (cyp, cup) = (285112, 4|8 ||?) for problem (20) and (cip,cup) = (1,1) for problem (21).

Interestingly, we see a different scaling between RSE(D) and REG(D), depending on whether
By aligns with the nullspace of ¥. In the regime (X054, 5x) > Amin(X), we observe the scal-
ing REG(D) o« RSE(D)~2, while in the regime (X5, 3:) ~ Amin(2), the scaling is much worse
REG(D) oc RSE(D)~%. Thus in the latter regime, the distance to the nearest ill-posed problem has
a much stronger effect on the hardness of the problem.
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5.2 Bilinear sensing

The problem of bilinear sensing is an asymmetric analogue of phase retrieval, that is, the ground
truth matrix M, = ﬁl*ﬁ;* and measurement data X = :L‘1$;r are rank one dy X do matrices, where
the factors 1 ~ D, and z9 ~ D,, are independent. The standard way to write this problem as
stochastic optimization is to minimize the mean square error over rank one rectangular matrices:
. 1 T 2
MER - rank M—1 J(0M) =5 5 (21 Mz —y)", (25)
where D denotes the joint distribution over (z1,z2,y). Throughout, we fix as the set of allowable
data distributions all product measures @ = P;(R%) x P4(R%). We disregard the factorized
formulation with M = (135 because it results in a continuum of minimizers that are not tilt-stable.
This technical difficulty could be circumvented by introducing an additional constraint, such as
|81l = 1; however, we do not pursue this approach to simplify the exposition.
The following lemma characterizes the set of ill-conditioned problems; see Appendix F.1 for a
proof. For any PSD matrix X, the symbol £(X) = Anax(2)/Amin(2) denotes its condition number.

Lemma 5.5. The set of ill-conditioned distributions for (25) is given by

T

&= {,u xve Q: either E, zx' or E,zx' is singular}.

Moreover, for any px v e Q\E, with ¥, =E, a:lxlT and Yo = E, xga;;, we have

2 - min{Y2Amin(X1), 71 Amin (X2) }
K(X1)R(E2) + 1

_  Bix  Bix_ .
where 5, = (Sigey, 12y ) fori = 1,2.

< REG(p x v)™" < min{y2Amin(Z1), Y1 Amin (32) } (26)

Thus an application of Theorem A.3 immediately yields the following expression for RSE.

Theorem 5.6: (RSE for bilinear sensing)

Consider the problem (25) with ¥1 := Ep, 1] and ¥g = Ep,, w29 . Then it holds:

RSE(D) = min {\/Amm(zl), \/Amm(zQ)} .
In particular, the following estimate holds:

min {)\min(zl)a >\min(22)} min {Amin(zl)a Amin(ZZ)}
min{y2Amin(X1), 71 Amin(X2) } min{y2Amin(X1), 71 Amin(X2) }

_ E(E1)K(Z2)+1 y J— _Bix Bix S
where C' = > with v; = <ZZ BT ||5i*H> fori=1,2.

< RSE(D)?-REG(D) < C-

Similar to phase retrieval, the scaling between RSE and REG for bilinear sensing depends on
the simultaneous alignment between S;, and the least eigenvector of ¥; for ¢ = 1,2. In particular,
when £(31)k(22) ~ 1 both upper and lower bounds are off by a constant and if, further, Apin (1) ~
Amin(2Z2), there are two regimes: (1) when min{vyi,v2} > Amin(X1), then REG(D) oc RSE(D)2,
and (2) when min{vi,v2} ~ Amin(X1), then REG(D) oc RSE(D)™*.

5.3 Matrix completion

The problem of matrix completion corresponds to (19), where the ground truth matrix M, has
low rank and the data matrices X ~ D, are drawn from some discrete distribution on matrices
of the form X = eiejT. We will focus on the simplified setting where M, is rank one and positive
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semidefinite. The standard way to write this problem as stochastic optimization is
. 1 . 2
min f(M) = §E (X, M) —y)°). (27)

where M = {M > 0 : rank M = 1} is the set of rank one PSD matrices. In this section, we compute
the RSE of the problem in terms of the graph induced by the support of the distribution D.,.
We begin with a few observations. First, it is straightforward to verify V f(M,) = 0 and
V(M)A Al =E(X,A)? vVAc S (28)
In particular, the optimal Lagrange multipliers for M, are zero. Forming the factorization M, =
BB, the tangent space to M at M, can be written as
T ={Bw" +v8] :ve R

Moreover, an elementary computation shows that ||A||%/||B«]|?||v]|* € [2,4]. In particular, A is zero
if and only if v is zero. Consequently, the set of ill-conditioned distributions takes the form:

E= U {rePA8)):supp(X) C (v8,)"}. (29)
veR\ {0}
Indeed, estimating REG(u) at any p € P2(8%) \ £ is straightforward, and is the content of the
following lemma; see Appendix G.1 for a proof.
Lemma 5.7. Consider any measure pi € Po(S?) \ € and define the matrices
Pg, = (I @)+ (B @) and ¥, =E, vec(X)vec(X) .

Then the estimate holds:

201> < REG (1) - Mnin(®, 5u®s,) < 45 (30)

Observe now that most measures y € £ do not correspond to a matrix completion problem,
since they do not even need to be discrete. With this in mind, we now focus on the setting where
the set of admissible distributions @ encodes only matrix completion problems. To this end, for a
matrix completion problem, X is equal to some matrix X = egeg, whose distribution is induced by
a random pair (4, k) in [d] X [d] and can be represented by a matrix of probabilities

P = (py) where py=P{((,k)=(i,5)} =P{X;; =1} = E[X].
Since M, is symmetric, we assume without loss of generality that P is symmetric as well. We
denote the set of all such symmetric distributions on [d] x [d] by
Q= {(pij) € S| > pij = 1 and p; > 0 for all 4,5 € [d]},

For each Q € Q, we let ug € Po(R¥?) be the distribution over canonical matrices eiejT where

(i,7) ~ Q.2 Thus, the set of ill-conditioned distributions encoding matrix completion problems is
EMi={ug | Qe Q}nE,

where £ is defined in (29). We are now ready to study the Wasserstein distance between p and £™€.
We will see that this distance relies on the combinatorial structure of the observations.

Consider the undirected graph G = (V, E) with vertices V' = [d], and edges E = {(¢,7) | pij >
0}. Thus, E corresponds to the tuples of indices that are “observed” in the problem. Let

G* = (V*, E™) be the induced graph given by V* = supp(ps), (31)
meaning that E* consists of all the edges in E between elements of V*. Further, define
VO =1{i¢ V*|forall j € V* (i,§) ¢ E}. (32)

2With a slight abuse of notation we use @ to denote both the matrix and distribution over indices.
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Thus, V° corresponds to nodes ¢ with 3; = 0 that are not connected to any j for which Bj # 0.
We will see shortly that the following assumption characterizes the set of well-posed instances
of matrix completion.

Assumption 1. Consider a graph G = ([d], E) with G* and V defined in (31) and (32), respec-
tively. Suppose the following two hold.

1. (Non-bipartite) G* has no connected components that are bipartite.
2. (No isolated zeros) The set V° is empty.
Given a set of edges A C [d] x[d] , we let G4 be the graph induced by A and define

Qp, = {A C [d] x[d] | G4 does not satisfy Assumption 1}.

We are now ready to show the main result of this section; see Appendix G.2 for a proof.

Theorem 5.8: (RSE for matrix completion)

Let P = (pi;) and M, = B8, be the data of the matriz completion problem (27), and let u
be the distribution of X induced by P. Then, p is well-posed, i.e., p ¢ E™, if, and only if,
the graph G induced by the problem satisfies Assumption 1. Additionally, the identity holds:

RSE(p) = min > pi (33)
Acsupp(P) 1FESuPP(P)\A

Moreover, computing RSE(u) is NP-hard in general.

Thus the theorem shows that one can compute RSE () by enumerating over all exceptional edge
sets A C supp(P), meaning that G” either has a connected bipartite component or V0 is nonempty.
Then, the set A for which the mass ZijESupp(P)\ ADij is smallest yields RSE(u). Interestingly,
computing RSE(u) is NP-hard in general, as we show by a reduction from MAXCUT.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we introduced a new measure of robustness—radius of statistical efficiency (RSE)—
for problems of statistical inference and estimation. We computed RSE for a number of test-bed
problems, including principal component analysis, generalized linear models, phase retrieval, bi-
linear sensing, and matrix completion. In all cases, we verified a precise reciprocal relationship
between RSE and the intrinsic complexity /sensitivity of the problem instance, thereby paralleling
the classical Eckart—Young theorem and its numerous extensions in numerical analysis and opti-
mization. More generally, we obtained sufficient conditions for such a relationship to hold that
depend only on local information (gradients, Hessians), rather than an explicit description of the
set of ill-conditioned distributions. We believe that this work provides an intriguing new perspec-
tive on the interplay between problem difficulty, solution sensitivity, and robustness in statistical
inference and learning.
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