
ar
X

iv
:2

41
0.

01
09

3v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

ST
] 

 1
 O

ct
 2

02
4

High-dimensional logistic regression with missing data:
Imputation, regularization, and universality

Kabir Aladin Verchand
⋆,◦

and Andrea Montanari
†,‡

⋆Statistical Laboratory, University of Cambridge
◦Schools of Industrial and Systems Engineering, Georgia Institute of Technology

†Department of Mathematics, Stanford University
‡Department of Statistics, Stanford University

October 3, 2024

Abstract

We study high-dimensional, ridge-regularized logistic regression in a setting in which the
covariates may be missing or corrupted by additive noise. When both the covariates and the
additive corruptions are independent and normally distributed, we provide exact character-
izations of both the prediction error as well as the estimation error. Moreover, we show that
these characterizations are universal: as long as the entries of the data matrix satisfy a set
of independence and moment conditions, our guarantees continue to hold. Universality, in
turn, enables the detailed study of several imputation-based strategies when the covariates
are missing completely at random. We ground our study by comparing the performance of
these strategies with the conjectured performance—stemming from replica theory in statis-
tical physics—of the Bayes optimal procedure. Our analysis yields several insights including:
(i) a distinction between single imputation and a simple variant of multiple imputation and
(ii) that adding a simple ridge regularization term to single-imputed logistic regression can
yield an estimator whose prediction error is nearly indistinguishable from the Bayes optimal
prediction error. We supplement our findings with extensive numerical experiments.

1 Introduction

Statistical methodology is developed under the assumption that the data is fully observed. In
practice, however, this is often not the case. For instance, data can be missing due to non-
response in surveys (Rubin, 2004), instruments malfunctioning in scientific investigations (Do
et al., 2018), or the integration of multi-modal data (Du et al., 2022), to name a few.

The most prevalent strategy for dealing with missing data consists of an appealing two stage
approach in which: first, the statistician imputes, or fills in, the data to generate one or multi-
ple complete data sets from the observed data; and second, the statistician uses their preferred
complete-data method on the imputed datasets. Such imputation-based methods form the most
popular approaches to missing data and software packages that implement these methods are
ubiquitous in statistical practice (see, e.g., van Buuren and Groothuis-Oudshoorn, 2011; Su
et al., 2011). The reason for this prevalence is clear: imputation decouples the problem of han-
dling the missing data from the downstream task of estimation or prediction. Moreover, when
the dimension of the parameters p is fixed and the number of samples n tends to infinity, Wang
and Robins (1998) developed asymptotic normality theory to enable rigorous comparisons be-
tween various imputation-based procedures. In regression settings, these methods typically rely
on an initial estimate of the regression coefficients which is consistent and asymptotically lin-
ear, such as (i) an estimate obtained from a complete case analysis—in which all samples with
missing data are discarded—or (ii) the maximum likelihood estimator.

Unfortunately, in modern large scale and high-dimensional applications, such estimates are
difficult to obtain in general. For instance, when the data is high-dimensional, most of the
samples will contain missing data and a complete-case analysis proves untenable. Moreover,
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performing maximum likelihood estimation in the presence of missing data typically involves
optimizing a non-concave log-likelihood and can suffer from the curse of dimensionality. Conse-
quently, it is exceedingly important in high dimensions to develop regression procedures which
are computationally efficient and simultaneously yield statistically useful results. Motivated by
these issues, researchers have devoted significant effort to developing methods and theory to
cope with missing data in the context of high-dimensional sparse linear regression (e.g. Rosen-
baum and Tsybakov, 2010; Loh and Wainwright, 2012; Datta and Zou, 2017). These methods,
while yielding theoretical guarantees in high-dimensions, do not generalize in a straightforward
manner to problems with categorical responses, e.g. in generalized linear models, in which
different phenomena appear (see Section 1.2 to follow). Towards understanding the effect of
missing data in generalized linear models with categorical responses, we consider a simplified,
analytically tractable setting in which the data matrix is random—namely, consisting of i.i.d.
entries—and the data is missing completely at random. We next describe this setting in detail.

1.1 Problem set-up

We consider n covariate response pairs {(xi, yi)}ni=1, where xi ∈ Rp and yi ∈ {+1,−1} and form
the data matrix X ∈ Rn×p and response vector y ∈ Rn as

X = [x1 x2 . . . xn]
⊤ and y = [y1 y2 . . . yn]

⊤.

Throughout, we will assume that the covariates xi consist of i.i.d., zero-mean entries; that
is the entries of the data matrix (Xij)1≤i≤n,1≤j≤p are i.i.d. and zero-mean. The conditional
distribution of the response yi given the covariate vector xi is modeled as

P
(
yi = 1 | 〈xi,θ0〉

)
= ρ′

(
〈xi,θ0〉

)
, (1)

where ρ : t 7→ log(1 + et) denotes the logistic link function and θ0 ∈ Rp is a vector of co-
efficients. Rather than observing the pair

(
X,y

)
, the statistician instead observes the pair(

Xobs,y
)
∈ Rn×p × Rn. We next describe the different observed data settings considered in the

paper.

1.1.1 Missing data and error-in-variables models

We consider two possible observed data models: data which is missing completely at random
(MCAR) and a Gaussian error-in-variables model.

Missing completely at random: This is the simplest possible missing data model and is
parametrized by a scalar α ∈ [0, 1]. The observed data matrix Xobs consists of entries

Xobs
ij =

{
Xij with probability α,

∗ with probability 1− α.
(MCAR(α))

When the observed data is generated in this way, we say that the data is MCAR(α). While
MCAR forms a strong and often overly simplistic assumption (see, e.g. McKennan et al., 2020;
Rubin, 2004, for examples of more realistic settings), we adopt it here in pursuit of studying
phenomena that arise in logistic models with missing data. ♦

Gaussian error-in-variables: Following Berkson (1950), we consider an ensemble consisting
of covariates corrupted by additive noise. We parametrize the model by positive scalars αc and
α2 which satisfy the relation αc ≤

√
α2 and define the observed data as

Xobs = αc ·X +
√
α2 − α2

c ·W , (2)
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where the unobserved random matrix W is independent of the data X and consists of i.i.d.
entries Wij ∼ N(0, 1/p). We note that our interest in this model stems from our proof technique
in which we reduce the study MCAR(α) data to an equivalent error-in-variables model. Con-
sequently, we restrict our treatment to the simple Gaussian model (2). We refer the interested
reader to Bickel and Ritov (1987) and Rudelson and Zhou (2017) for theoretical treatments in
settings with more general assumptions on the data and noise (although incomparable to our
results here). ♦

1.1.2 Imputation methods

We now describe three common imputation methods: single imputation, prior imputation, and
multiple imputation. Our analysis, presented in Section 2 will provide guarantees for the first
two methods, leaving the high-dimensional analysis of multiple imputation to an interesting
question for further exploration. We include its description here for completeness and as a
point of comparison.

Single imputation: This method requires knowledge of the conditional mean of the missing
covariate given the observed covariates. Recalling that we consider data which consists of i.i.d.,
zero-mean entries, the imputed matrix Z consists of the entries

Zij =

{
Xij if observed,

0 else.
(Single imputation)

We note that typical treatments of missing data methodology eschew the use of single imputa-
tion in favor of multiple imputation, to be described shortly. In line with Josse et al. (2019),
we demonstrate in the sequel that this rule of thumb may be misleading in high-dimensions,
especially for downstream tasks such as prediction. ♦

Prior imputation: This method requires knowledge of the distribution of the covariates and
consists of replacing each missing entry with a fresh draw from the covariates distribution. In
our setting, this consists of drawing a random matrix X̃ from the same distribution as the data
matrix X and setting the entries of the imputed matrix Z as

Zij =

{
Xij if observed,

X̃ij else.
(Prior imputation)

♦

Multiple imputation: This is the most complicated of the three methods and is the method
advocated by traditional statistical methodology (Little, 1992; Murray, 2018). Here, a param-
eter M is fixed and several completed data sets Z1,Z2, . . . ,ZM are generated by sampling

Zk ∼ P
{
X ∈ · | Xobs,y, θ̂

}
, for all k ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,M}, (Multiple imputation)

where θ̂ is an initial estimate: typically either a consistent asymptotically linear estimate or a
single draw from the posterior given the observed data (Wang and Robins, 1998, §3.1). When
the downstream analysis is performed, the preferred regression method is used to generate
estimates θ̂1, . . . , θ̂M and the resulting estimates are aggregated to obtain the final estimate. ♦

Once the imputed matrix Z is set, we estimate the coefficients θ using ridge-regularized lo-
gistic regression. That is, given a regularization parameter λ, we minimize the cost Ln : Rp → R,
defined as

Ln(θ;Z, λ) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

ρ(−yi〈zi,θ〉) +
λ

2p
‖θ‖22 , (3a)
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to obtain the estimate

θ̂(Z, λ) = argmin
θ∈Rp

Ln(θ;Z, λ). (3b)

We note that the dependence on the imputed matrix Z is made explicit as we will consider this
estimator for several different choices of the matrix Z.

1.2 A motivating example

In order to motivate our treatment, we consider a small simulation study. First, we consider the
situation in low dimensions. In particular, we run a simulation in which the dimension is fixed
as p = 2, the probability with which an entry is observed is fixed as α = 0.85, the data matrix X

consists of entries (Xij)i≤n,j≤p
i.i.d.∼ N(0, 1/2), and the ground truth is fixed as θ0 = (1, 1). The

number of samples n is varied from n = 20 to n = 20000. We then simulate the observed data
to be MCAR(α) and form the imputed data matrix Z by using one of three methods: Single
imputation, Prior imputation, or complete cases. We subsequently minimize the loss Ln (3a)
without regularization (λ = 0) to obtain estimates θ̂ and measure the angular error ∠

(
θ̂,θ0

)
as

well as the mean squared error ‖θ̂ − θ0‖22. We repeat this sequence independently 1000 times.
The results are plotted in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. A comparison of several different imputation methods in low dimensions (p = 2). Tri-
angular marks denote the average over 1000 independent trials and the shaded regions represent
the inter-quartile range. In contrast with the linear model, in which single imputation yields a
consistent estimator (Chandrasekher et al., 2020), in the logistic model, single imputation is only
able to identify the subspace in which θ0 lies.

Figure 1(a) suggests that regardless of which of the three strategies is used, the logistic
regression estimator is consistent in angle error. By contrast, Figure 1(b) suggests that in mean
square error, the complete cases estimator is consistent, whereas both imputation estimators are
inconsistent. This distinguishes the behavior in the logistic model from that of the linear model
in which single imputation leads to a consistent estimator (see, e.g., Chandrasekher et al., 2020).
On the other hand, for certain downstream tasks such as prediction, the error is governed by
the angle; in such tasks, Figure 1(a) suggests that in low dimensions, the three strategies are
interchangeable.

It is natural to wonder now whether the situation changes in high dimensions where the
number of parameters may be comparable to the number of samples. To this end, we consider
the dimension p = 500 and set the number of samples as n = 1500. We keep the probability
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of observing an entry as α = 0.85 and set the ground truth as θ0 = 1 (the all ones vector)
to ensure that the the ratio ‖θ0‖2/√p remains the same in both experiments. The data is
simulated to be MCAR(α). Note that a complete case analysis is now completely infeasible as
the probability that a sample contains no missing entries is ≃ 5 · 10−36. Thus, we impute the
matrix Z using either single imputation or prior imputation. We then vary the regularization
parameter λ and perform logistic regression (3a) to obtain an estimate (3b). We again repeat
this independently 1000 times. The results are plotted in Figure 2. They are compared with
the (conjectured) Bayes optimal errors (see Section 3 for further detail).
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Figure 2. A comparison of single imputation and prior imputation in high-dimensions (p =
500, n = 1500). Both are compared with the conjectured Bayes optimal error (see Section 3).
Triangular marks denote the average over 1000 independent trials and shaded regions represent
the inter-quartile range.

Figure 2 reveals a surprising phenomenon. In low dimensions, the complete case analysis
strictly dominates both imputation estimators in mean square error and the three methods
perform equivalently with respect to the angle error. By contrast, in high dimensions, the
simple regularized single imputation estimator can achieve nearly the Bayes optimal angle and
test errors. Moreover, there is a separation between the two imputation estimators. In Section 2,
we will provide exact asymptotic expressions for the errors of both imputation estimators which
match the empirical performance observed in Figure 2.

1.3 Contributions and paper outline

We next summarize our results.

Characterization of the risk in the error-in-variables model. We obtain an asymptot-
ically exact characterization of the risk of ridge-regularized logistic regression when the
observed covariates stem from a Gaussian error-in-variables model. Moreover, we comple-
ment this characterization with concentration inequalities which provide non-asymptotic
bounds on the fluctuations around the asymptotic risk. See Section 2.1 for precise state-
ments.

Universality. We prove that for all pairs of matrices X and Z belonging to a certain uni-
versality class, the characterization of the risk in the error-in-variables model continues
to hold. This yields an asymptotic characterization of the risk for ridge-regularized lo-
gistic regression when covariates are missing completely at random and the imputation
strategy follows either single imputation or prior imputation. As a special case, our result
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implies universality of the risk of ridge-regularized logistic regression when the data is
perfectly observed (cf. Sur and Candès, 2019; Salehi et al., 2019). See Section 2.2 for
precise statements.

The effect of regularization. We evaluate our predicted formulas and compare them with
the conjectured Bayes optimal risk, defined precisely in Section 3.1. See Section 3 for
further details.

To expand on the last point, our results reveal a crucial role played by regularization, even
in a moderate data regime when n/p & 10:

• If no regularization is employed, λ = 0, then—in agreement with classical arguments—
conditional mean imputation is underestimating the variability in the covariates. Conse-
quently, the estimate of θ0 is overconfident (see Figure 5).

• If regularization is added, with optimally tuned λ > 0, this problem is not only allevi-
ated but nearly entirely eliminated: the resulting estimate is nearly as accurate as the
(conjectured) Bayes-optimal estimate (see Figure 3).

• Prior imputation appears to alleviate the overconfidence problem as well (see Figure 5).
One way to think about this effect is that the randomly drawn entries are effectively
adding noise to the conditional-mean covariates matrix. Covariate noise is known to have
similar consequences as ridge regularization (Bishop, 1995).

• Finally, there is a separation in performance between different imputation strategies. In
particular, even though prior imputation utilizes more knowledge about the covariates’
distribution than single imputation, it can lead to inferior prediction error.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present our main results:
Section 2.1 presents sharp results for the Gaussian error-in-variables model and Section 2.2
extends these results to a much larger universality class which contains both Prior imputation
and Single imputation. In Section 3, we provide extensive numerical illustrations as well as a
conjectured characterization of the Bayes error. In Section 4, we provide the proofs of our main
results. Finally, we provide discussion in Section 5. Our appendices contain omitted proofs as
well as additional numerical evidence.

1.4 Related work

Missing data: Regression with missing data has been studied for decades and a compre-
hensive review can be found in the book of Little and Rubin (2014). In the low-dimensional
setting, Wang and Robins (1998) provide asymptotic guarantees for multiple imputation. Most
relevant to our treatment are the specialized, high-dimensional methods designed for sparse lin-
ear regression. A subset of these—all of which provide high dimensional consistency results—
include (Rosenbaum and Tsybakov, 2010; Loh and Wainwright, 2012; Chen and Caramanis;
Datta and Zou, 2017; Wang et al., 2019). Recently, Chandrasekher et al. (2020) studied single-
imputation for high-dimensional sparse linear regression and obtained optimal consistency rates
of both the LASSO and the square-root LASSO without modification. As the simulation study
in Section 1.2 suggests, single-imputation based estimators exhibit genuinely distinct behavior
in the linear model and the logistic model we study here. Moving beyond regression, several
other models have been studied in higher dimension including PCA (Zhu et al., 2022; Yan et al.,
2024), covariance estimation (Lounici, 2014), changepoint detection (Xie et al., 2012; Follain
et al., 2022), and nonparametric classification (Sell et al., 2024), to name a few. However (to
the best of our knowledge), existing theoretical treatments within the missing data literature
have not covered estimation in generalized linear models.
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More broadly, there has been a flurry of work on imputation methodology in recent years (see,
e.g., Zhao and Udell, 2020; You et al., 2020; Bertsimas et al., 2018). As mentioned in Sec-
tion 1.1.1, the MCAR(α) assumption is simplistic in nature and moving beyond it forms an
important theoretical problem. We refer the interested reader to two interesting papers in
this direction. First, Agarwal et al. (2023) focus on imputation methodology for low rank
data and develop matrix completion–based imputation strategies, establishing guarantees un-
der very general missingness mechanisms (including data which is missing not at random). In
a distinct direction, Berrett and Samworth (2023) consider the problem of verifying the MCAR
assumption and develop a test to determine whether data is missing at random or not.

Exact asymptotics with Gaussian data: A substantial literature characterizes the asymp-
totic properties of high-dimensional M-estimators in the proportional asymptotics in which both
the number of parameters p and the number of samples n diverge. A subset of relevant pa-
pers include (Bayati and Montanari, 2011; Amelunxen et al., 2014; Donoho and Montanari,
2016; El Karoui, 2018; Reeves and Pfister; Thrampoulidis et al., 2015; Miolane and Monta-
nari, 2021; Sur and Candès, 2019; Salehi et al., 2019). Our proofs rely on the CGMT (convex
Gaussian min-max theorem), a tight application of Gordon’s minimax theorem for Gaussian
processes. Gordon’s original theorem (Gordon, 1985, 1988) is a Gaussian comparison inequal-
ity for the minimization-maximization of two related Gaussian processes. In a line of work
initiated by Stojnic (2013) and formalized by Thrampoulidis et al. (2015), the comparison in-
equality was shown to be tight when the underlying Gaussian process is convex-concave. This
observation has led to several works establishing exact asymptotics for high-dimensional convex
procedures, including general penalized M-estimators in linear regression (Thrampoulidis et al.,
2015, 2018) and binary classification (Deng et al., 2021; Montanari et al., 2020; Liang and Sur,
2022). Moving beyond studying specific procedures, Barbier et al. (2019) provide an asymptotic
characterization of the Bayes error in the proportional, asymptotic regime under a Gaussian
data assumption (see Section 3 for further discussion). Utilizing the aforementioned characteri-
zation of the Bayes error in conjunction with the CGMT, Aubin et al. (2020) consider using the
logistic loss as a surrogate risk when the true labels were generated according to the perceptron
and—similarly to what we show in Section 3—demonstrate that this procedure nearly achieves
the Bayes optimal error (in a setting where the entries are completely observed).

Universality: Our proofs of universality rely on the Lindeberg principle (Lindeberg, 1922),
which was formalized by Chatterjee (2006) and has proven extremely successful in deriving uni-
versality properties. It allows to prove universality for expectations of functions of independent
random variables, as long as the functions are sufficiently smooth (typically a bound on the
third derivative is required). Implementing this approach requires approximating the object
of interest with such an expectation. The works (Korada and Montanari, 2011; Montanari
and Nguyen, 2017) developed a technique to leverage the Lindeberg principle in the context
of linear regression. More recently, Han and Shen (2023) leveraged the Lindeberg principle in
conjunction with the CGMT to establish exact asymptotics and universality for a set of regu-
larized regression estimates in the high dimensional linear model. Related universality results
in high-dimensional statistics were proven in Bayati et al. (2015); Oymak and Tropp (2018).
Recently, Hu and Lu (2022); Montanari and Saeed (2022) moved beyond the independent en-
tries assumption and proved universality for empirical risk minimization. We emphasize that
our proofs follow the well established strategy developed and employed by the sequence of pre-
vious work listed above; our treatment departs from this line of work as we obtain universality
when the data matrix X used to generate the responses as well as the data matrix Z used for
inference can be different.
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1.5 Notation

We use bold-face lower-case letters to denote vectors (w,v, . . . ) and bold-face upper-case letters
to denote matrices (X,Z, . . . ). We will make use of the Orlicz norm of a random variable
‖X‖ψ := inf

{
t > 0 : Eψ(|X|/t) ≤ 1

}
, where ψ : R≥0 → R≥0 is a convex and strictly increasing

function such that ψ(0) = 0. We will make particular use of the sub-Gaussian norm, taking
ψ2 : u 7→ exp(u2)− 1 and the sub-exponential norm, taking ψ1 : u 7→ exp(|u|)− 1. Throughout
the paper, c, C denote constants that may change line to line. We will additionally use the
asymptotic notation an & bn to denote an ≥ Cbn, an . bn to denote an ≤ Cbn and an ≍ bn
to denote an . bn and an & bn, for sequences {an}, {bn}. For a convex function f and scalar
γ ≥ 0, we will denote the Moreau envelope of f by Mf (x; γ) := minu∈R

{
f(u) + γ

2 (u− x)2
}
,

and denote the proximal operator by proxf (x; γ) := argminu∈R
{
f(u) + γ

2 (u− x)2
}
. For a linear

subspace S of Rp we will denote by ΠS the projection onto S and by Π⊥
S the projection onto

the subspace orthogonal to S. Finally, for a sequence of random variables Xn, we will denote

by Xn
P→ X convergence in probability, in the limit where n/p→ δ and n, p→ ∞.

2 Main results

We now describe our main results. We begin by considering the Gaussian error-in-variables
ensemble in Section 2.1. We then prove our main universality result in Section 2.2 and detail
several consequences for imputation based methods.

2.1 Logistic regression with error-in-variables

We begin by defining the Gaussian error-in-variables ensemble, which was informally introduced
in Section 1.1.1.

Definition 1 (Gaussian error-in-variables). Let X and W be independent random matrices with

entries (Xij)i≤n,j≤p
i.i.d.∼ N(0, 1/p) and (Wij)i≤n,j≤p

i.i.d.∼ N(0, 1/p). Then, for positive constants
αc and α2 such that αc ≤

√
α2, the Gaussian error-in-variables matrix is defined as

Z = αcX +
√
α2 − α2

cW .

As mentioned in the introduction, we use this model primarily as a theoretical tool to
enable the study of missing data models. We next require a regularity assumption governing
the regularization parameter λ, the ratio of samples to dimensions δ = n/p and R, the norm of
the re-scaled ground truth coefficients θ0/

√
p.

Assumption 1 (Parameter regularity). The regularization strength λ, ratio δ = n/p, radius
R, and covariance parameters αc, α2 are bounded below by an absolute, positive constant K1

and above by an absolute, positive constant K2. Moreover, the ground truth coefficients θ0 ∈ Rp

satisfy ‖θ0‖2/
√
p = R.

We next define an asymptotic loss, which captures the asymptotic behavior of the the ridge-
regularized loss Ln (3a).

Definition 2 (Asymptotic loss). Consider problem parameters which satisfy Assumption 1 and
let (Z1, Z2, G) denote a triple of i.i.d. standard Gaussian random variables. Define the random
variable Y , whose conditional distribution given Z1 is

Y | Z1 =




+1 with probability EG

{
ρ′
(

αc√
α2
RZ1 +

√
1− α2

c
α2
RG

)}

−1 else.
(4)
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Additionally, for a pair of scalars (σ, ξ) ∈ R2, define the random variable V (Z1, Z2) as

V (Z1, Z2) := ξR
√
α2Z1 + σ

√
α2Z2.

The asymptotic loss L : R≥0 × R× R≥0 → R is defined as

L(σ, ξ, γ) =
λ(σ2 + ξ2R2)

2
− α2γσ

2

2δ
+ E

{
min
u∈R

[
ρ(−Y u) + γ

2
·
(
u− V (Z1, Z2)

)2]}
. (5)

With these preliminaries in hand, we now collect several useful properties of the asymptotic
loss in the next lemma, which will allow us to state the main result of this section. We provide
the proof of this lemma in Appendix A.

Lemma 1. Under Assumption 1, the asymptotic loss L (5) satisfies the following properties.

(a) The map Ψ : (σ, ξ) 7→ maxγ≥0 L(σ, ξ, γ) is λ · (1 ∧ R2)–strongly convex on the domain
[0,∞) × R.

(b) There exists a positive constant γ0, depending only on K1,K2 such that

min
σ≥0,ξ∈R

max
γ≥0

L(σ, ξ, γ) = min
σ≥0,ξ∈R

max
γ≥γ0

L(σ, ξ, γ)

(c) There exists a unique triplet (σ⋆, ξ⋆, γ⋆) such that, for all σ ∈ R≥0, ξ ∈ R, γ ∈ R≥0,

L(σ, ξ, γ⋆) ≤ L(σ⋆, ξ⋆, γ⋆) ≤ L(σ⋆, ξ⋆, γ).

Moreover, (σ⋆, ξ⋆, γ⋆) is identified as the unique solution to the following system of equa-
tions

σ2 =
δ

α2
E

{
(1 + Y ) ·

[
proxρ

(
V (Z1, Z2); γ

)
− V (Z1, Z2)

]2}

0 = −γσα2

δ
+ σλ+

√
α2 · E

{
(1 + Y ) · Z2 · ρ′

(
proxρ

(
V (Z1, Z2); γ

))}
(6)

0 = ξλR2 +R
√
α2 · E

{
(1 + Y ) · Z1 · ρ′

(
proxρ

(
V (Z1, Z2); γ

))}
.

We emphasize that the triplet (σ⋆, ξ⋆, γ⋆) depends on the problem parameters λ, δ, αc, α2,
and R. Taking αc = α2 = 1, we recover the system of equations derived by Salehi et al. (2019,
Equation 16), which were derived in the context of high dimensional, ridge-regularized logistic
regression with fully observed data. We also note that setting the regularization strength λ = 0
(and keeping the setting αc = α2 = 1) recovers the system of equations derived by Sur and
Candès (2019, Equation 5).

Before stating the main proposition, we define the following shorthand: For any vector
θ ∈ Rp, we write its parallel and orthogonal components as

ξ(θ) =
〈θ,θ0〉
R2p

and σ(θ) =
1√
p
‖Π⊥

θ0
θ‖2. (7)

We turn now to the main result on the error-in-variables model, whose proof we provide in
Section 4.

Proposition 1. Under Assumption 1, let the random matrices X,G ∈ Rn×p belong to the

Gaussian error-in-variables ensemble with (Xij)1≤i≤n,1≤j≤p
i.i.d.∼ N(0, 1/p), and assume that

the labels y are generated from the data matrix X and the ground truth θ0 according to the
logistic model (1). There exists a tuple of positive constants (c0, c, C), depending only on K1,K2

such that the following hold.
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(a) For every 0 < ǫ ≤ c0, the estimator θ̂(G;λ) (3b) satisfies

P

{∣∣σ
(
θ̂(G;λ)

)
− σ⋆

∣∣ ∨
∣∣ξ
(
θ̂(G;λ)

)
− ξ⋆

∣∣ ≥ ǫ
}
≤ C

ǫ6
exp

{
−cmin(nǫ4, nǫ2)

}
. (8)

(b) For every ǫ > 0, the loss Ln(·;G, λ) (3a) satisfies

P

{∣∣min
θ∈Rp

Ln(θ;G, λ)− L(σ⋆, ξ⋆, γ⋆)
∣∣ ≥ ǫ

}
≤ C

ǫ3
exp

{
−cmin(nǫ2, nǫ)

}
. (9)

Note that part (a) shows that both the ‘orthogonal’ component σ
(
θ̂(G, λ)

)
as well as the

‘signal’ component ξ
(
θ̂(G, λ)

)
deviate from the quantities σ⋆ and ξ⋆, respectively, with fluctu-

ations on the order Õ(n−1/4). On the other hand, part (b) implies that the minimum of the
loss function Ln deviates from the minimum of the asymptotic loss L with fluctuations on the
order Õ(n−1/2).

Assuming the regularization strength λ > 0, the proposition improves upon Sur and Candès
(2019, Theorem 2) (who consider the unregularized case) and Salehi et al. (2019, Theorem 2)
in two directions. First, it provides guarantees in the situation when the data matrix X used
to generate the labels and the data matrix Z used for estimation are different. Second, it
provides a non-asymptotic characterization of the error—such a characterization is necessary
in order to provide a quantitative universality statement in the sequel. We note that two
recent papers (Chandrasekher et al., 2023; Loureiro et al., 2021) provide similar non-asymptotic
guarantees for generalized linear models, although neither considers a mismatch in the data
matrices used to generate the labels and to perform estimation. Similarly to these works, our
proof leverages the CGMT (convex Gaussian min-max theorem) (Thrampoulidis et al., 2015)
and employs a strategy developed by Miolane and Montanari (2021) to obtain non-asymptotic
control.

Having established guarantees for the error-in-variables model, we next describe our main
results for models with missing data.

2.2 Universality of the logistic regression error

In this section, we provide sharp performance guarantees of the logistic regression estimator un-
der a significantly larger set of data matrices. The central structure underlying this phenomenon
is the (αc, α2)–universality class, defined presently.

Definition 3 ((αc, α2)–universality class). Let αc, α2 be positive scalars which satisfy the in-
equality αc ≤ √

α2. Consider random matrices X ∈ Rn×p and Z ∈ Rn×p. We say that the
pair of random matrices (X,Z) belongs to the (αc, α2)–universality class if the pairs of random
variables {(Xij , Zij)}i≤n,j≤p are mutually independent and further satisfy the following:

(i) E
{
Xij

}
= E

{
Zij

}
= 0, (ii) E

{
Z2
ij

}
=
α2

p
, (iii) E

{
XijZij

}
=
αc
p
,

(iv) E
{
X2
ij

}
=

1

p
, and (v) max

(
‖Xij‖ψ2

, ‖Zij‖ψ2

)
≤ K3√

p
,

where K3 is a constant which may depend on αc, α2.

Our results hold on this class of data matrices under one more regularity assumption on the
ground truth coefficients θ0, which ensures that the true coefficients are not too concentrated
in a small set of coordinates.

Assumption 2 (Spread). For positive parameters K4 and τ < 1/6, we have

‖θ0‖∞ ≤ K4 · n1/6−τ .

10



Taken together, Assumptions 1 and 2 imply that our guarantees hold provided for parameters
θ0 contained in the set ΘR,τ,K ⊆ Rp, defined as

θ0 ∈ ΘR,τ,K :=
{
θ ∈ Rp : ‖θ‖2 = R

√
p and ‖θ‖∞ ≤ Kn1/6−τ

}
. (10)

We defer further commentary on Assumption 2 until after the statement of our main theorem.
We are now poised to state our main theorem, whose proof we provide in Section 4.

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, let the pair of random matrices X,Z ∈ Rn×p

belong to the (αc, α2)-universality class, and assume that the labels y are generated from the
data matrix X and the ground truth θ0 according to the logistic model (1). The estimator
θ̂(Z, λ) (3b) satisfies

sup
λ∈[K1,K2]

{∣∣σ
(
θ̂(Z, λ)

)
− σ⋆

∣∣ ∨
∣∣ξ
(
θ̂(Z, λ)

)
− ξ⋆

∣∣
}

P→ 0.

In words, this theorem establishes an asymptotic equivalence of the error of the logistic re-
gression estimator when performed with any pair of data matrices from the (αc, α2)–universality
class. This error is measured by the maximum deviation of the ‘parallel’ and ‘orthogonal’ com-
ponents from their asymptotic counterparts. As an immediate corollary, note that for any
continuous function φ : R2 → R, the following holds

sup
λ∈[K1,K2]

∣∣∣φ
(
σ
(
θ̂(λ)

)
, ξ
(
θ̂(λ)

))
− φ

(
σ⋆(λ), ξ⋆(λ)

)∣∣∣ P→ 0.

We turn now to consequences for imputation-based methods. Suppose that the data matrix
X was used to generate the labels and that the mechanism by which data is missing is MCAR(α).
If the imputed matrix Zsi is formed according to the Single imputation strategy, then the pair
(X,Zsi) belongs to the (α,α)–universality class. On the other hand, if the imputed matrix Zpi is
formed according to the Prior imputation strategy, then the pair (X,Zpi) belongs to the (α, 1)–
universality class. As a concrete application of the formulas developed in Theorem 1, Figure 5
(see Section 3) demonstrates a particular setting of (α,R, δ) in which the single imputation-
based estimator strictly outperforms the prior imputation-based estimator.

Some remarks on specific aspects of the theorem are in order. First, note that the (αc, α2)–
universality class on which this theorem holds is defined with respect to a pair of random
matrices. This is required as the data matrix used to generate the labels will be different from
that used for inference. By contrast, universality classes are typically defined with respect
to a single random matrix and require only parts (i), (ii), and (v) of Definition 3 (see, e.g.
Chatterjee, 2006; Tao and Vu, 2011). Our definition generalizes these notions. Indeed, specifying
α2 = αc = 1, an immediate corollary of Theorem 1 is universality for the error of the ridge-
regularized logistic regression estimator.

Second, we note that an assumption such as Assumption 2—which bounds the largest co-
ordinate of the ground-truth θ0—is necessary. To see this, set α2 = αc = 1 and consider the
matrices X, consisting of i.i.d. Rademacher entries, and Z, consisting of i.i.d. Gaussian entries.
Further, let θ0 = R

√
p · e1, where e1 is the first standard basis vector. It can be seen in this

scenario that the limits of σ
(
θ̂(X, λ)

)
and σ

(
θ̂(Z, λ)

)
do not coincide (and similarly for the re-

spective quantities ξ(·))1. While we have not attempted to obtain the sharpest possible scaling
of the maximum coordinate, Assumption 2 suffices for many ground-truth vectors of interest.
For instance, Assumption 2 is satisfied when the coordinates are i.i.d. from a light-tailed dis-
tribution (e.g. sub-Gaussian or sub-exponential) or even from a heavy-tailed distribution (e.g.
Pareto with shape parameter α < 6).

1See Montanari and Saeed (2022, §4) for related discussion.
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Finally, our proof relies on the Lindeberg principle (Lindeberg, 1922; Chatterjee, 2006).
Our task differs from these prototypical applications as the quantity of interest is defined only
implicitly as the minimizer of a convex function. To overcome this obstacle, we employ a
strategy developed by Montanari and Nguyen (2017) to pass from the study of the minimizer of
a convex function to the minimum of a convex function. In turn, we approximate the minimum
with an exponential smoothing and apply the Lindeberg principle to the smoothed minimum.
Carefully handling the approximation errors yields the result. The proof is provided in detail
in Section 4.

3 Numerical illustrations

This section is organized as follows. First, in Section 3.1, we discuss Bayes estimation, providing
a conjecture for the Bayes lower bound. Then, in Section 3.2, we provide a detailed numerical
study comparing the Bayes prediction error lower bound with the characterization provided by
Theorem 1 for single imputation. Finally, in Section 3.3, we focus on a particular parameter
setting and investigate the effect of regularization.

3.1 Bayes estimation in generalized linear models

We begin by drawing a connection between our model of interest—in which the ground truth
θ0 is deterministic—and the Bayesian setting in which a prior on the ground truth is assumed.
To this end, we note that in the Gaussian error-in-variables model, the rotational invariance
of the Gaussian distribution implies that the error of any equivariant procedure is the same
for any θ0 with the same norm ‖θ0‖2 = R

√
p. Consequently, this error is the same for a

random θ0 drawn uniformly on the sphere in dimension p of radius R
√
p and by the Hunt–Stein

theorem (Lehmann and Casella, 2006, Theorem 9.2), the optimal error for this prior provides
a lower bound on the minimax error of any (not necessarily equivariant) procedure. In turn,
since as the dimension p grows, the uniform prior is well approximated by a (scaled) standard
Gaussian prior, we compute the minimax risk as the Bayes risk with a Gaussian prior. We refer
the interested reader to Dicker (2016, §3) for related discussion in the linear model.

With this connection in hand, we next recall known results on Bayes optimal procedures in
high-dimensional generalized linear models before specializing to the Gaussian error-in-variables
model in Section 3.1.2, where we additionally make a conjecture for the missing data model
considered here.

3.1.1 Bayes estimation and the replica symmetric potential

We now recall some known results concerning Bayes optimality in high-dimensional generalized
linear models. Our starting point is Barbier et al. (2019), whose results we specialize to our
setting. The authors consider the situation in which the ground truth θ0 consists of i.i.d.
coordinates drawn from a distribution Pθ such that EPθ

Θ2 = ̺2. The labels are then generated
from the ground truth θ0 and a data matrix X consisting of i.i.d. entries (not necessarily
Gaussian) according to the conditional probability mass function PY (· | 〈x,θ0〉). With these in
hand, the authors define the replica symmetric potential fRS : R2 → R as

fRS(q, r; ̺) = ψ(r) + δ ·Ψ(q; ̺)− rq

2
, (11a)

where we recall δ = n/p and the functions ψ : R → R and Ψ : R → R are defined as

ψ(r) = EΘ,G logEΘ1

{
exp

(
r ·ΘΘ1 +

√
r ·Θ1G− rΘ2

1

2

)}
and (11b)

Ψ(q; ̺) = E
V,W,Ỹ

logEW1

{
PY

(
Ỹ | √q · V +

√
̺2 − q ·W1

)}
, (11c)
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where the tuple of random variables (G,V,W,W1) are i.i.d. standard Gaussian, the pair of
random variables (Θ,Θ1) are i.i.d. draws from the distribution Pθ and the random variable
Ỹ is distributed as Ỹ ∼ PY (· | √q · V +

√
̺2 − q ·W ). Equipped with these preliminary no-

tions, Barbier et al. (2019, Proposition 1) show that the variational problem

inf
q∈[0,̺2]

sup
r≥0

fRS(q, r; ̺), (12)

admits a unique minimizer q⋆—denoted the optimal overlap. This value derives its name
from the fact that if θ denotes a sample from the posterior distribution, the quantity

|1p〈θ0,θ〉 − q⋆| P→ 0 (see, e.g., Barbier et al., 2019, Theorem 4). In turn, Barbier et al. (2019,
Theorem 4) implies that the Bayes prediction error can be computed from the overlap q⋆.

3.1.2 Error-in-variables model

Unfortunately, the extensive results of Barbier et al. (2019) do not cover the case studied here
as the noise in the model depends on the norm of the estimator. As is the case when we studied
the ridge-regularized logistic regression estimator, we consider the Gaussian error-in-variables
model of Definition 1. Since we are mostly interested in the connection with missing data, we
set the parameters αc = α2 = α. We will use the normalized data z̃ = z/

√
α. Exploiting

orthogonality of the minimimum mean square estimator and its error, we write the conditional
distribution of a label as

PY
(
y | z̃,θ

)
= EG

{
ρ′
(
y · √α · 〈z̃,θ〉+ y · ‖θ‖2 ·

√
1− α

p
·G

)}
, (13)

where G ∼ N(0, 1), and is independent of both θ as well as z̃. We thus define the conditional

distribution P
(α)
Y as

P
(α)
Y

(
y | 〈z̃,θ〉) = EG

{
ρ′
(
y · √α · 〈z̃,θ〉+ y · ̺ ·

√
1− α ·G

)}
, (14)

where we recall that ̺2 is the second moment of the distribution Pθ. We have the following
corollary of the results in Barbier et al. (2019).

Corollary 1. Let θ0 ∈ Rp consist of coordinates drawn i.i.d. from the distribution Pθ. Assume
the pair of matrices (X,Z) belong to the (α,α)-universality class and use the data matrix X

as well as the ground truth θ0 to generate the labels y according to the logistic model (1). Use

the conditional distribution P
(α)
Y (14) to define the function Ψ (11c). Let π(dθ0 | Z,y) denote

the conditional distribution of θ0 given the observed data. The following hold.

(a) The variational problem (12) with PY ≡ P
(α)
Y admits a unique minimizer q⋆.

(b) Let θ ∼ π(· | Z,y). Then, 1
p |〈θ,θ0〉|

P→ q⋆.

(c) Let θ̂ =
∫
Rd θ π(dθ | Z,y). Then, 1

pE
{
‖θ0 − θ̂‖22

}
→ ̺− q⋆.

We use the corollary to compute the Bayes prediction error as well as angular error, beginning
with the prediction error. To this end, let (xnew,znew) denote a new pair from a distribution in
the (α,α)-universality class and let z̃new = znew/

√
α. With PY as in (13), the estimator with

optimal prediction error is given by the maximizer of the posterior marginals

Ŷ bayes(z̃new) = argmax
y∈{±1}

∫

Rd

PY (y | z̃new,θ)π(dθ | Z,y).
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The estimator Ŷ bayes achieves prediction error

P
{
Y new 6= Ŷ bayes(z̃new)

} P→ 2E

{
ρ′(̺G) · Φ

(
− αq⋆G√

αq⋆̺2 − α2q2⋆

)}
,

where Y new denotes a fresh label generated from the ground truth θ0 and new data xnew

according to the logistic model (1). The estimator with optimal error in the angular metric is

θ̂angle = argmin
θ∈Rd

∫

Rd

cos−1

( 〈θ,θ′〉
‖θ‖2‖θ′‖2

)
π(dθ′ | Z,y),

and it achieves angular error

cos−1

( 〈θ̂angle,θ0〉
‖θ̂angle‖2‖θ0‖2

)
P→ cos−1

(√
q⋆/̺

)
.

We emphasize that while the corollary above characterizes the Bayes error in the error-in-
variables model, it does not directly characterize the Bayes error in the missing data model of
interest as the conditional distribution differs from that in (13). Nonetheless, we conjecture that
the same characterization holds for the missing data model considered here. In line with the
discussion at the beginning of the section, we remark that this conjecture equivalently forms a
conjecture on the exact minimax risk over the set ΘR,τ,K (10). In the next section, we will set
̺ = R and compare these conjectured formulas with the performance of optimally regularized
logistic regression.

3.2 Comparison of optimal regularized logistic regression with Bayes lower
bound

Given a fresh sample znew and an estimator θ ∈ Rp, we compute the prediction error of the
estimator using the two dimensional state variables σ(θ) and ξ(θ) as

P
{
Y new 6= sgn(〈znew,θ〉)

}
= φtest

(
σ(θ), ξ(θ)

)
,

where we have defined the function φtest : R
2 → R as

φtest(σ, ξ) := 2E

{
ρ′(RG) · Φ

(
− ξRαcG√

σ2α2 + (α2 − α2
c)ξ

2R2

)}
. (15)

Recalling the ridge-regularized logistic regression estimator θ̂(Z, λ) (3b), we apply Theorem 1
to obtain

φtest
(
σ(θ̂(Z, λ)), ξ(θ̂(Z, λ)

) P→ φtest(σ⋆(λ), ξ⋆(λ)).

In order to compare the optimal test error of single-imputed, ridge-regularized logistic re-
gression with the Bayes lower bound, we first specify a triple of parameters (α, δ,R), where α
denotes the probability with which an entry is missing, δ = n/p denotes the ratio of samples
to dimensions, and R denotes the re-scaled norm of the ground truth ‖θ0‖2/

√
p. Additionally,

we specify the distribution Pθ (as in Section 3.1.1) to denote the Gaussian distribution with
mean zero and variance R2. This allows us to specify the replica symmetric potential (11a) and
optimize the replica symmetric potential to obtain an asymptotic overlap q⋆. We subsequently
compute the Bayes optimal test error via Corollary 1.

On the other hand, in order to compute the optimal test error of ridge-regularized logistic
regression, we define the function T : R+ → R as

T (λ) = φtest
(
σ⋆(λ), ξ⋆(λ)

)
, (16)
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and compute the optimal test error as minλ∈R+
T (λ). In order to evaluate the function T , it

is necessary to compute the quantities σ⋆(λ) and ξ⋆(λ), which we do by solving the system of
equations (6).

Figure 3 fixes the probability of observing an entry α = 0.704 and evaluates the Bayes
optimal test error as well as the optimally regularized test error of logistic regression for several
different values of the parameters R and δ. Figure 3(a) plots contour lines of the two quantities
overlayed. As is evident from the plot, the two values are nearly indistinguishable visually.
Indeed, Figure 3(b) zooms in and plots contour lines of the difference between the two, which is
of the order 10−5. In Appendix F, we provide several more plots in different parameter regimes
to further corroborate these observations. We remark also that such an in depth comparison is
made possible by the exact expressions in Theorem 1 and Conjecture 1, which can be evaluated
quickly.
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Figure 3. A comparison of the test error of optimally ridge-regularized logistic regression with
the (conjectured) Bayes’ optimal test error. The probability of an observing an entry is set
as α = 0.704 and the contour plots are generated by numerically evaluating the asymptotic
expressions for several values of the parameters R (the radius of the problem) and δ (the ratio of
samples to dimension).

We next empirically validate Theorem 1 and plot the empirical evaluation on the same axis
as the high dimensional asymptotics in (6) as well as the Bayes error. In addition to plotting
the test error, we plot the angular error. For a given estimator θ ∈ Rp, we have

∠(θ,θ0) = cos−1

( 〈θ,θ0〉
‖θ‖2‖θ0‖2

)
= φangle(σ(θ), ξ(θ)),

where we define the function φangle : R
2 → R as

φangle(σ, ξ) := cos−1

(
ξR√

σ2 + ξ2R2

)
. (17)

We consider a setting with dimension p = 600 and vary the sample size n (thereby varying
the parameter δ). We specify the probability of missing an entry as α = 0.7 and simulate the
missingness mechanism MCAR(α). We then recall the function T (16) and run ridge-regularized
logistic with regularization strength λ set as

λopt = argmin
λ∈R+

T (λ).
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That is, we use the asymptotic characterization provided by Theorem 1 to perform model
selection offline and then perform classification with the pre-selected model—bypassing the use
of cross-validation. We repeat this for 150 independent trials. Figure 4 plots the results of
this experiment. Once more we observe that the Bayes error and optimally-regularized single
imputation error are nearly indistinguishable. Moreover, both of these exact expressions are
nearly indistinguishable from the average empirical error.
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Figure 4. A comparison of the Bayes error with the optimally regularized single imputation
error. The probability of observing an entry is fixed as α = 0.7 and the radius of the problem
is fixed as R = 4, whereas the ratio of samples to dimensions δ is varied. Triangular marks
denote the empirical average of the empirical error, dashed maroon lines (barely visible) denote
the exact single imputation error, and dashed black lines denote the Bayes error. The shaded
region denotes the inter-quartile range.

3.3 The effect of regularization: prior imputation vs. single imputation

It is natural to wonder whether other simple strategies of handling missing data can match
the Bayes optimal performance as well. We demonstrate that this is not the case, even for
procedures which use more knowledge of the covariates than single imputation. In particular, we
demonstrate that prior imputation—which uses full knowledge of the covariates’ distribution—
can perform significantly worse than single imputation, which uses only knowledge of the mean
of the covariates.

The experimental set-up is as follows. We fix the dimension p = 500, the number of samples
n = 1500 (so that δ = 3), and the radius of the problem R = 2. The probability of observing
an entry is set to be α = 0.85 and we simulate data which is MCAR(α). Then, we vary the
regularization strength λ and run ridge regularized logistic regression with one of two data
matrices: either formed using Single imputation or formed using Prior imputation. We repeat
this procedure 1000 times. The results are plotted in Figure 5. We remark on two specific
aspects of this simulation. First, we note that for both imputation strategies, the unregularized
estimator is significantly sub-optimal, and regularization alleviates the over-confidence problem
in both situations. Second, we note that regardless of the regularization strength, there is a non-
negligible gap between single imputation and prior imputation. These two aspects are present
in both test error, illustrated in Figure 5(a) as well as angle error, illustrated in Figure 5(b).
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Figure 5. A comparison of the regularized single imputation and prior imputation errors. The
probability of observing an entry is fixed as α = 0.7, the radius of the problem is fixed as R = 1,
and the ratio of samples to dimensions is fixed as δ = 10. Triangular marks denote averages
of the empirical error and solid circles denote exact expressions evaluated via Theorem 1. The
shaded regions correspond to inter-quartile ranges.

4 Proofs

This section is primarily dedicated to the proofs of Theorem 1 and Proposition 1, which are
provided in Sections 4.1 and 4.2, respectively. Both Theorem 1 and Proposition 1 rely on parts
of the following lemma which characterizes geometric properties of the estimator (3b). We
provide its proof in Appendix D.

Lemma 2. Under the setting of Theorem 1, there exists a tuple of positive constants
(M0,M1,M2,M3), depending only on (K1,K2), such that the estimator θ̂(Z, λ) (3b) satisfies
the following properties.

(a) With probability at least 1− 2e−n, both ‖Z‖op ≤M0 and
∥∥θ̂(Z, λ)

∥∥
2
≤M1

√
p.

(b) With probability at least 1− 6/n, the maximum entry of the estimator θ̂ is bounded as

∥∥θ̂(Z, λ)
∥∥
∞ ≤M2(log n)

3/2 ·
(∥∥θ0

∥∥
∞ ∨ log n

)

(c) With probability at least 1−2/(δ ·n), the maximum entry of the product Zθ̂ is bounded as

max
j∈{1,2,...,n}

∣∣〈zj , θ̂(Z, λ)
〉∣∣ ≤M3

√
log n.

Equipped with this lemma, we turn now to the proof of Theorem 1

4.1 Proof of Theorem 1

We begin with some useful notation. First, given any function φ : R2 → R, we define the map
ψ : Rp → R as

ψ(θ) = φ
(
σ(θ), ξ(θ)

)
. (18)
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We note that if φ is 1-Lipschitz, straightforward computation implies that ψ is C/
√
p Lipschitz.

Additionally, for all λ ∈ R≥0, define the function φ⋆ : R≥0 → R as φ⋆(λ) = φ
(
σ⋆(λ), ξ⋆(λ)

)
.

Note that it suffices to prove that the following holds for all 1-Lipschitz functions φ : R2 → R

sup
λ∈[K1,K2]

∣∣∣ψ
(
θ̂(Z, λ)

)
− φ⋆(λ)

∣∣∣ P→ 0, (19)

since Theorem 1 then follows upon taking the coordinate projections φ1 : (σ, ξ) 7→ σ and
φ2 : (σ, ξ) 7→ ξ. The proof of the convergence relation (19) follows by first establishing non-
asymptotic control of the deviations (pointwise in λ) and subsequently extending this to the
interval λ ∈ [K1,K2] via a straightforward approximation argument.

Step 1: Pointwise (in λ) control. The crux of this step is the following lemma—whose
proof utilizes a perturbation strategy due to Montanari and Nguyen (2017) in conjunction with
the Lindeberg method (Lindeberg, 1922; Chatterjee, 2006) and is provided in Section 4.1.1—
which bounds the deviations in Eq. (19) by corresponding deviations for members of the
Gaussian error-in-variables ensemble.

Lemma 3. Assume the setting of Theorem 1 and let the random matrices X̃,G ∈ Rn×p belong

to the Gaussian error-in-variables ensemble with (X̃ij)i≤n,j≤p
i.i.d.∼ N(0, 1/p). Use X̃ and the

ground truth θ0 to draw labels ỹ and use these to define the loss Ln(·;G, λ) (3a) and its mini-
mizer θ̂(G, λ) (3b). For any 1-Lipschitz function φ, there exists a triplet of positive constants
(c, C1, C2) depending only on (K1,K2,K3,K4, τ) such that

P

{∣∣ψ
(
θ̂(Z, λ)

)
− φ⋆(λ)

∣∣ ≥ C1n
−τ/12

}
≤ 2P

{∣∣∣ min
θ∈Rp

Ln(θ;G, λ)−M⋆(λ)
∣∣∣ ≥ cn−τ/12

}

+ P

{∣∣ψ
(
θ̂(G, λ)

)
− φ⋆(λ)

∣∣ ≥ cn−τ/12
}
+ C2n

−τ/6(log n)2,

where we have set M⋆(λ) = L
(
σ⋆(λ), ξ⋆(λ), γ⋆(λ)

)
.

Continuing, we apply Lemma 3 in conjunction with Proposition 1, with ǫ = cn−τ/12, and take
n large enough to obtain the inequality

P

{∣∣ψ
(
θ̂(Z, λ)

)
− φ⋆(λ)

∣∣ ≥ C1 · n−τ/12
}

≤ C2n
−τ/6 · (log n)2. (20)

Step 2: Uniform control over λ ∈ [K1,K2]. We require the following lemma, which pro-
vides estimates of the Lipschitz constants of the maps λ 7→ φ⋆(λ) and λ 7→ ψ(θ̂(Z, λ)). We
defer its proof to Section C.6.

Lemma 4. Assume the setting of Theorem 1. Let φ : R2 → R be a 1-Lipschitz function and use
it to define the function ψ (18). There exists a pair of positive constants (L1, L2), depending
only on (K1,K2,K3,K4, τ) such that the following hold.

(a) With probability at least 1− 2e−n, the map λ 7→ ψ
(
θ̂(Z, λ)

)
is L1-Lipschitz on [K1,K2].

(b) The map λ 7→ φ
(
σ⋆(λ), ξ⋆(λ)

)
is L2-Lipschitz on [K1,K2].

Equipped with this lemma, we proceed with the proof. Let Nλ denote an ǫ-net of the interval
[λmin, λmax] so that for each λ ∈ [λmin, λmax], there exists λi ∈ Nλ such that |λ − λi| ≤ ǫ. Now
note the decomposition

ψ
(
θ̂(Z, λ)

)
− φ⋆(λ) = T1 + T2 + T3, (21)

18



where

T1 = ψ
(
θ̂(Z, λ)

)
− ψ

(
θ̂(Z, λi)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

approximation error

, T2 = ψ
(
θ̂(Z, λi)

)
− φ⋆(λi)︸ ︷︷ ︸

fluctuation

, and T3 = φ⋆(λi)− φ⋆(λ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
approximation error

.

Next, we invoke Lemma 4 to obtain the inequalities |T1| ≤ L1ǫ and |T3| ≤ L2ǫ. Towards
bounding the fluctuation term T2 uniformly on the net Nλ, we define the event

A =
⋂

λ∈Nλ

{∣∣ψ
(
θ̂(Z, λ)

)
− φ⋆(λ)

∣∣ ≤ ǫ
}
.

Setting ǫ = C1n
−τ/12 and subsequently applying the union bound in conjunction with the

inequality (20) yields the inequality

P{A} ≥ 1− Cǫ−1n−τ/6 · (log n)2 ≥ 1− C2n
−τ/12 · (log n)2

Consequently, on event A, we obtain the upper bound |T2| ≤ ǫ. Putting the pieces together, we
obtain the inequality

P

{
sup

λ∈[λmin,λmax]

∣∣∣ψ
(
θ̂(Z, λ)

)
− φ⋆(λ)

∣∣∣ ≥ C ′ · n−τ/12
}

≤ Cn−τ/12 · (log n)2. (22)

Taking n→ ∞ yields the inequality (19), which concludes the proof.

4.1.1 Proof of Lemma 3

Throughout the proof of this lemma, we will suppress the dependence on λ and write
θ̂(·, λ) = θ̂(·) as well as φ⋆(λ) = φ⋆ when the context is clear. Next, let the tuple of con-
stants (M1,M2,M3) be as in Lemma 2 and define the set

T =
{
θ ∈ Rp : ‖θ‖2 ≤M1

√
n, ‖θ‖∞ ≤M2(log n)

2(‖θ0‖∞ ∨ 1), ‖Zθ‖∞ ≤M3

√
log n

}
. (23)

Note that by Lemma 2, with probability at least 1 − c/n, the minimum of Ln over Rn is
achieved over T; that is, minθ∈Rp Ln(θ;Z, λ) = minθ∈T Ln(θ;Z, λ). Now, we pursue a strategy
of Montanari and Nguyen (2017), which studies universality of the loss function itself and then
transfers this control to functions of the minimizers. In particular, we introduce the perturbed
loss

Ln(θ; s,Z, λ) = Ln(θ;Z, λ) + sψ(θ), (24)

and define the minimum value (over the set T) of this perturbed loss MT as well as its associated
difference quotient DT as

MT(s;Z) := min
θ∈T

Ln(θ; s,Z, λ), and DT(s,Z) :=
1

s

(
MT(s;Z) −MT(0;Z)

)
. (25)

Note that lims↓0DT(s;Z) = ψ(θ̂(Z)) is the derivative—evaluated at zero—of the perturbed
minimum MT, and we will use the following bound of a finite differences approximation

0 ≤ ψ
(
θ̂(Z)

)
−DT(s;Z) ≤ Cs

λ
, for s > 0. (26)

We take this inequality for granted for the time being, deferring its proof to the end of the
section. For notational convenience, during this proof we will write

M⋆ := L
(
σ⋆(λ), ξ⋆(λ), γ⋆(λ)

)
. (27)

We additionally require the following lemma, which provides two sided bounds on the distri-
bution function of the random variable MT(s;Z) in terms of the distribution function of the
random variable MT(s;G). We provide the proof, which relies on the Lindeberg principle (Chat-
terjee, 2006; Lindeberg, 1922), in Appendix C.2.
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Lemma 5. Under the setting of Lemma 3, there exists a positive constant C, depending only
on (K1,K2,K3,K4, τ), such that for any scalars |s| ≤ 1 and t ∈ R, the following bounds hold.

P
{
MT(s;Z) ≤ t

}
≤ P

{
MT(s;G) ≤ t+ n−τ/6

}
+ Cn−τ/6 · (log n)2, and

P

{
MT(s;Z) ≥ t

}
≤ P

{
MT(s;G) ≥ t− n−τ/6

}
+ Cn−τ/6 · (log n)2.

Equipped with these tools, we proceed to the proof of Lemma 3. We decompose the difference
ψ
(
θ̂(Z)

)
− φ⋆ as

ψ
(
θ̂(Z)

)
− φ⋆ =

(
ψ
(
θ̂(Z)

)
−DT(s;Z)

)
+
(
DT(s;Z) − φ⋆

)
.

Subsequently, we apply the triangle inequality in conjunction with the finite differences approx-
imation (26) to obtain the upper bound

∣∣ψ
(
θ̂(Z)

)
− φ⋆

∣∣ ≤ Cs

λ
+

∣∣DT(s;Z)− φ⋆
∣∣. (28)

Focusing on the second term, we add and subtract the quantity M⋆/s (27), expandDT according
to its definition (25), and apply the union bound to obtain the inequality

P

{∣∣DT(s;Z) − φ⋆
∣∣ ≥ t

}
≤ P

{
1

s

∣∣MT(s;Z)−M⋆ − sφ⋆
∣∣ ≥ t

2

}
+ P

{
1

s

∣∣MT(0;Z) −M⋆

∣∣ ≥ t

2

}
.

Applying Lemma 5 yields the pair of upper bounds

P

{
1

s

∣∣MT(s;Z)−M⋆ − sφ⋆
∣∣ ≥ t

2

}
≤ P

{
1

s

∣∣MT(s;G)−M⋆ − sφ⋆
∣∣ ≥ t

2
− n−τ/6

s

}
+ ǫn,

P

{
1

s

∣∣MT(0;Z) −M⋆

∣∣ ≥ t

2

}
≤ P

{
1

s

∣∣MT(0;G)−M⋆

∣∣ ≥ t

2
− n−τ/6

s

}
+ ǫn,

where we have let ǫn = Cn−τ/6 · (log n)2. We focus our attention on the first of the pair of
inequalities and apply the triangle inequality in conjunction with the inequality (26) to obtain

1

s

∣∣MT(s;G)−M⋆ − sφ⋆
∣∣ ≤

∣∣Dn(s;G)− ψ
(
θ̂(G)

)∣∣+ 1

s

∣∣MT(0;G) −M⋆

∣∣+
∣∣ψ

(
θ̂(G)

)
− φ⋆

∣∣

≤ Cs

λ
+

1

s

∣∣MT(0;G)−M⋆

∣∣+
∣∣ψ

(
θ̂(G)

)
− φ⋆

∣∣,

Combining the previous three displays, we deduce the inequality

P

{∣∣DT(s;Z)− φ⋆
∣∣ ≥ t

2

}
≤ 2P

{
1

s

∣∣MT(0;G)−M⋆

∣∣ ≥ t

12
− n−τ/6

3s

}

+ P

{∣∣ψ
(
θ̂(G)

)
− φ⋆

∣∣ ≥ t

12
− n−τ/6

3s

}
+ Cn−τ/6 · (log n)2,

as long as the pair of scalars (s, t) satisfy the inequality t ≥ Cs/λ. Combining the bound of the
previous display with the inequality (28) yield

P

{∣∣ψ
(
θ̂(Z)

)
− φ⋆

∣∣ ≥ t
}
≤ 2P

{
1

s

∣∣MT(0;G) −M⋆

∣∣ ≥ t

12
− n−τ/6

3s

}

+ P

{∣∣ψ
(
θ̂(G)

)
− φ⋆

∣∣ ≥ t

12
− n−τ/6

3s

}
+ Cn−τ/6 · (log n)2,

which again holds for t ≥ Cs/λ. The conclusion follows upon recognizing that
MT(0;G) = minθ∈T Ln(θ;G, λ) = minθ∈Rp Ln(θ;G, λ), substituting the definition of M⋆ (27),
and setting t = Cλ−1/2n−τ/12 and s = λ1/2n−τ/12 for a large enough constant C. It remains to
prove the inequality (26).
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Proof of the finite differences approximation (26). We prove the lower bound before
turning our attention to the upper bound.

Non-negativity. Let θs denote any minimizer of the perturbed loss Ln(θ; s,Z, λ) and expand

ψ
(
θ̂(Z)

)
−DT(s,Z) =

1

s
·
[
Ln(θ̂(Z); s,Z, λ) − Ln(θs; s,Z, λ)

]
≥ 0,

where the final inequality follows since θs minimizes the loss Ln(·; s,Z, λ).
Upper bound. Again, let θs denote any minimizer of the perturbed loss Ln(θ; s,Z, λ) and expand

s ·
[
ψ
(
θ̂(Z)

)
−DT(s, Z)

]
= Ln(θ̂(Z);Z, λ) − Ln(θs;Z, λ) + sψ

(
θ̂(Z)

)
− sψ(θs)

≤ s ·
[
ψ
(
θ̂(Z)

)
− ψ(θs)

]
≤ Cs√

p
‖θ̂(Z)− θs‖2, (29)

where the penultimate inequality follows since θ̂(Z) minimizes Ln, and the final inequality
follows since the Lipschitz constant of ψ is bounded as C/

√
p. It remains to bound the quanity

‖θ̂(Z) − θs‖2. To this end, note the lower bound 0 ≤ Ln(θ̂(Z)) − Ln(θs). Expanding and
applying the Lipschitz nature of the the function ψ yields

0 ≤ Ln(θ̂(Z)) − Ln(θs) + Cs · ‖θ̂(Z) − θs‖2√
p

.

Re-arranging and applying strong convexity of the function Ln yields the upper bound

1√
p
‖θ̂(Z)− θs‖2 ≤

Cs

λ
. (30)

To conclude, substitute the inequality (30) into the inequality (29) and re-arrange.

4.2 Proof of Proposition 1

We begin by introducing some notation and a few technical tools in Section 4.2.1. Then, in
Subsection 4.2.2, we prove Proposition 1(a). Proposition 1(b) follows from a nearly identical
argument to that of part (a), so we omit it for brevity.

4.2.1 Preliminaries

Throughout this section, we will consider the regularization strength λ as fixed. Let us first
define the auxiliary loss ℓn : Rp × R≥0 → R as

ℓn(θ, γ) =
λ ‖θ‖22
2p

−
α2γ

∥∥Π⊥
θ0
g
∥∥2
2

∥∥Π⊥
θ0
θ
∥∥2
2

2np

+
1

n

n∑

i=1

min
ui∈R

{
ρ(−yiui) +

γ

2

(
ui − (GΠθ0θ)i −

√
α2

∥∥Π⊥
θ0
θ
∥∥
2
hi√

p

)2}
, (31)

where (h1, h2, . . . , hn) = h ∼ N(0, In) and g ∼ N(0, Ip) are independent of each other as well

as of all other randomness in the problem. We introduce the notation Z1,i =
(GΠθ0

θ)i√
α2ξR

and

Z2,i = hi where (Z1,i)1≤i≤n
i.i.d.∼ N(0, 1), (Z2,i)1≤i≤n

i.i.d.∼ N(0, 1) and (Z1,i)1≤i≤n are independent
of (Z2,i)1≤i≤n. Using these, we define the scalarized auxiliary loss Ln : R≥0 × R× R≥0 → R as

Ln(σ, ξ, γ) =
λ(σ2 + ξ2R2)

2
−
α2γσ

2
∥∥Π⊥

θ0
g
∥∥2
2

2n
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+
1

n

n∑

i=1

min
ui∈R

{
ρ(−yiui) +

γ

2
(ui −

√
α2ξRZ1,i −

√
α2σZ2,i)

2
}
. (32)

Note that (i.) under the change of variables (7), ℓn(θ, γ) = Ln(σ(θ), ξ(θ), γ) and (ii.) the large
n limit of Ln coincides with the asymptotic loss L (5). The latter point will be made precise in
Lemma 7 to follow.

We next define error sets Dǫ and Dǫ, which we will use to deduce properties of the minimizers
of the loss functions Ln and Ln.

Definition 4 (Error set). Consider problem parameters satisfying Assumption 1. For any scalar
ǫ ∈ [0, 1), the error set Dǫ ⊆ Rp and its scalarized counterpart Dǫ ⊆ R2 are defined as

Dǫ =
{
θ ∈ Rp : |ξ(θ)−ξ⋆|∨|σ(θ)−σ⋆| ≥ ǫ

}
and Dǫ =

{
(σ, ξ) ∈ R2 : |ξ−ξ⋆|∨|σ−σ⋆| ≥ ǫ

}
.

With these preliminary definitions in hand, we state two technical lemmas which we will use
throughout. The first connects the loss function Ln (3a) to the auxiliary loss ℓn (31).

Lemma 6. Consider the setting of Proposition 1. There exists a pair of positive constants
(c, C) depending only on (K1,K2) such that if D denotes either (i) the set D = B2(C) or (ii)
the set D = Dǫ ∩ B2(C) as in Definition 4, then for all t ∈ R,

P

{
min
θ∈D

Ln(θ) ≤ t
}
≤ 2P

{
min
θ∈D

max
γ≥0

ℓn(θ, γ) ≤ t
}
. (33)

Moreover, if D = B2(C), we have in addition

P

{
min
θ∈D

Ln(θ) ≥ t
}
≤ 2P

{
min
θ∈D

max
γ≥0

ℓn(θ, γ) ≥ t
}
. (34)

The proof of this lemma—which we provide in Section B.1—relies on the CGMT (Thrampoulidis
et al., 2018), a sharpening of Gordon’s classical Gaussian comparison inequality (Gordon, 1985,
1988).

The next lemma—whose proof can be found in Section B.2—provides pointwise and uniform
concentration inequalities connecting the empirical loss Ln to the asymptotic loss L.

Lemma 7. Assume the setting of Proposition 1 and let M denote a positive constant. There
exists a pair of positive constants (c, C), depending only on (K1,K2,M) such that the following
hold for all ǫ ∈ [0, 1).

(a) For all γ > 0, σ ∈ [0,M ], and ξ ∈ [−M,M ],

P
{∣∣Ln(σ, ξ, γ) − L(σ, ξ, γ)

∣∣ ≥ ǫ
}
≤ C exp

{
−cmin

(
nǫ2γ−2, nǫγ−1

)}
. (35)

(b) For γ̄ ≥ 0, define the set C =
{
(σ, ξ, γ) ∈ R3 : 0 ≤ σ ≤ M,−M ≤ ξ ≤ M,γ ∈ [0, γ̄]

}
. We

have the uniform bound

P

{
sup
C

∣∣Ln(σ, ξ, γ) − L(σ, ξ, γ)
∣∣ ≥ ǫ

}
≤ C(1 ∨ γ)3

ǫ3
exp

{
−cmin

(
nǫ2γ−2, nǫγ−1

)}
. (36)

4.2.2 Proof of Proposition 1(a)

We pursue the local stability strategy of Miolane and Montanari (2021, § 5.2). First, we con-
struct an error set Dǫ as in Definition 4 and reduce the problem to studying the minimum value
of Ln as opposed to its minimizers; second, we use Lemma 6 to pass from Ln to the auxiliary
problem ℓn (and in particular its scalarized form Ln); third, we apply the uniform concentra-
tion bounds from Lemma 7 to reduce to the study of the asymptotic loss L (5); and finally, we
assemble the pieces to conclude.

22



Step 1: Restricting the domain to pass from minimizers to minima. Let Dǫ be as in
Definition 4. Applying Lemma 2, we obtain the inequality

P
{
θ̂ ∈ Dǫ

}
≤ P

{
θ̂ ∈ Dǫ ∩ B2(M1

√
p)
}
+ 2e−n. (37)

From the implication
{
θ̂ ∈ Dǫ ∩ B2(M1

√
p)
}

=⇒
{
minθ∈Dǫ∩B2(M1

√
p) Ln(θ) ≤ minθ∈B2(M1

√
p)Ln(θ)

}
,

we deduce

P
{
θ̂ ∈ Dǫ ∩ B2(M1

√
p)
}
≤ P

{
min

θ∈Dǫ∩B2(M1

√
p)
Ln(θ) ≤ min

θ∈B2(M1

√
p)
Ln(θ)

}
.

Now, recall the definiton of the quantity M⋆ (27) as the minimum of the asymptotic loss and in-
troduce the scalar ǫ1 > 0, whose value we will set at the end of the proof. Decomposing the RHS
of the above display in terms of its intersection with the event {minθ∈B2(M1

√
n)Ln(θ) ≤ M⋆ + ǫ1}

and its complement, we deduce

P

{
min

θ∈Dǫ∩B2(M1

√
p)
Ln(θ) ≤ min

θ∈B2(M1

√
p)
Ln(θ)

}
≤ P

{
min

θ∈Dǫ∩B2(M1

√
p)
Ln(θ) ≤ M⋆ + ǫ1

}

+ P

{
min

θ∈B2(M1
√
p)
Ln(θ) ≥ M⋆ + ǫ1

}
.

Summarizing,

P
{
θ̂ ∈ Dǫ

}
≤ P

{
min

θ∈Dǫ∩B2(M1
√
p)
Ln(θ) ≤ M⋆ + ǫ1

}
+ P

{
min

θ∈B2(M1
√
p)
Ln(θ) ≥ M⋆ + ǫ1

}
(38)

Step 2: Passing to the scalarized auxiliary loss. Applying Lemma 6 to both terms on
the RHS of the inequality (38) yields

P
{
θ̂ ∈ Dǫ

}
≤ 2P

{
min

θ∈Dǫ∩B2(M1
√
p)
max
γ≥0

ℓn(θ; γ) ≤ M⋆ + ǫ1

}

+ 2P
{

min
θ∈B2(M1

√
p)
max
γ≥0

ℓn(θ; γ) ≥ M⋆ + ǫ1

}
. (39)

From the change of variables (7), we deduce the inequality

P
{
θ̂ ∈ Dǫ

}
≤ P

{
min

(σ,ξ)∈Dǫ(M1)
max
γ≥0

Ln(σ, ξ, γ) ≤ M⋆ + ǫ1

}
,

+ P

{
min

0≤σ≤M1/
√
2

|ξ|≤M1/
√
2

max
γ≥0

Ln(σ, ξ, γ) ≥ M⋆ + ǫ1

}
, (40)

where we have used the shorthand Dǫ(M) := Dǫ ∩ ([0,M ] × [−M,M ]). In order to apply the
uniform bound from Lemma 7(b) in the next step, we use the following claim—whose proof we
provide in Section B.3—to restrict the maximization over γ to a bounded set.

Lemma 8. There exists a tuple of positive constants (γ
¯
, γ̄, c, C)—depending only on (K1,K2)—

and an event A which holds with probability at least 1 − Ce−cn such that on the event A the
following hold

min
0≤σ≤M1/

√
2

|ξ|≤M1/
√
2

max
γ≥0

Ln(σ, ξ, γ) = min
0≤σ≤M1/

√
2

|ξ|≤M1/
√
2

max
γ
¯

≤γ≤γ̄
Ln(σ, ξ, γ) and

min
(σ,ξ)∈Dǫ(M1)

max
γ≥0

Ln(σ, ξ, γ) = min
(σ,ξ)∈Dǫ(M1)

max
γ
¯

≤γ≤γ̄
Ln(σ, ξ, γ).
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Applying Lemma 8 to both terms on the RHS of the inequality (40) and summarizing the step,
we obtain

P
{
θ̂ ∈ Dǫ

}
≤ A+B + Ce−cn, (41)

where we have set

A = P

{
min

(σ,ξ)∈Dǫ(M1)
max
γ
¯
≤γ≤γ̄

Ln(σ, ξ, γ) ≤ M⋆ + ǫ1

}
and

B = P

{
min

0≤σ≤M1/
√
2

|ξ|≤M1/
√
2

max
γ
¯
≤γ≤γ̄

Ln(σ, ξ, γ) ≥ M⋆ + ǫ1

}
.

Step 3: Passing from the auxiliary loss to the asymptotic loss. The aim of this step
is to bound terms A and B. To this end, we introduce the following event:

A1 =

{
sup

0≤σ≤M1,|ξ|≤M1,γ
¯
≤γ≤γ̄

|Ln(σ, ξ, γ) − L(σ, ξ, γ)| ≤ ǫ2

}
,

on which we will work for the remainder of the proof. We handle terms A and B in turn.

Controlling the event in term A. Applying Lemma 9—which delineates additional properties of
the asymptotic loss L and can be found in Appendix A—we decompose

min
(σ,ξ)∈Dǫ(M1)

max
γ
¯
≤γ≤γ̄

Ln(σ, ξ, γ) −M⋆ = T1 + T2,

where we set

T1 = min
(σ,ξ)∈Dǫ(M1)

max
γ
¯
≤γ≤γ̄

Ln(σ, ξ, γ) − min
(σ,ξ)∈Dǫ(M1)

max
γ
¯
≤γ≤γ̄

L(σ, ξ, γ), and

T2 = min
(σ,ξ)∈Dǫ(M1)

max
γ≥0

L(σ, ξ, γ)−M⋆.

By definition, on the event A1, the lower bound T1 ≥ −ǫ2 holds. Additionally, we apply
Lemma 1(a)—which establishes strong convexity of the map (σ, ξ) 7→ maxγ≥0 L(σ, ξ, γ)—to
obtain the lower bound T2 ≥ λ(1 ∧ R)/2 · ǫ2. Putting the pieces together, we obtain the
inequality

min
(σ,ξ)∈Dǫ(M1)

max
γ
¯
≤γ≤γ̄

Ln(σ, ξ, γ) −M⋆ ≥
λ(1 ∧R)

2
· ǫ2 − ǫ2. (42)

Controlling the event in term B. Similarly, by Lemma 9(b), (c), and (d),

min
0≤σ≤M1/

√
2

|ξ|≤M1/
√
2

max
γ
¯
≤γ≤γ̄

Ln(σ, ξ, γ) −M⋆ = min
0≤σ≤M1/

√
2

|ξ|≤M1/
√
2

max
γ
¯
≤γ≤γ̄

Ln(σ, ξ, γ) − min
0≤σ≤M1/

√
2

|ξ|≤M1/
√
2

max
γ
¯
≤γ≤γ̄

L(σ, ξ, γ),

so that on the event A1,

min
0≤σ≤M1/

√
2

|ξ|≤M1/
√
2

max
γ
¯
≤γ≤γ̄

Ln(σ, ξ, γ) −M⋆ ≤ ǫ2. (43)

Concluding step 3. Set ǫ2 = ǫ1 = λ(1 ∧ R)/4 · ǫ2. We combine this with the inequalities (42)
and (43) to deduce that on the event A1,

min
(σ,ξ)∈Dǫ(M1)

max
γ
¯
≤γ≤γ̄

Ln(σ, ξ, γ) −M⋆ ≥ ǫ1 and min
0≤σ≤M1/

√
2

|ξ|≤M1/
√
2

max
γ
¯
≤γ≤γ̄

Ln(σ, ξ, γ) −M⋆ ≤ ǫ1.
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Since both of the above inequalities hold on event A1, we deduce the inequality A ∨
B ≤ P{Ac

1}. To complete the step, we invoke Lemma 7(b) to obtain the inequality
P{Ac

1} ≤ C
ǫ6
exp

{
−cmin(nǫ4, nǫ2)

}
. Thus,

A ∨B ≤ C

ǫ6
exp

{
−cmin(nǫ4, nǫ2)

}
. (44)

Step 4: Putting the pieces together. Combining the inequalities (41) and (44) yields

P
{
θ̂ ∈ Dǫ

}
≤ C

ǫ6
exp

{
−cmin(nǫ4, nǫ2)

}
+ Ce−cn.

Thus, since

Dcǫ =
{
θ ∈ Rp : max

(
|ξ(θ)− ξ⋆|, |σ(θ) − σ⋆|

)
≤ ǫ

}
,

the desired result follows from Lipschitz continuity of the function φ.

5 Discussion

We studied high-dimensional logistic regression in a simple setting in which the data matrix con-
sists of i.i.d. random variables and the mechanism by which data is missing is MCAR (missing
completely at random). Contrasting with the high dimensional linear model, we demonstrated
that in the logistic model, single imputation may result in an inconsistent estimator in mean
squared error. On the other hand, we showed—relying on Conjecture 1—that in this simple
setting, single imputation yields an estimator with optimal prediction error. We believe our
results comprise compelling evidence that our understanding of imputation-based methodology
remains incomplete, especially in high-dimensions.

Several intriguing open questions remain and we detail a few here. First, proving Conjec-
ture 1 would solidify the ground on which our observations stand. Second, even in the simple
MCAR setting considered here, it would be of great interest to move beyond i.i.d. covariates
to understand the effect of missing data under more realistic assumptions on the data. Recent
techniques (Celentano et al., 2023; Montanari and Saeed, 2022) have been developed to study
the Gaussian ensemble with covariance structure as well as universality beyond i.i.d. covariates
and may prove useful in this endeavor. Turning to the missingness mechanism, the MCAR
assumption considered here is far too strong to reflect practical situations in which the mech-
anism can, in general, be far more complicated. One concrete and interesting direction would
be to study the setting where the event that each feature is missing remains independent, but
the probability with which each feature is missing may differ for each feature. Finally, the
imputation method of choice in practice is multiple imputation, which is beyond the reach
of the theory we develop. It would be extremely interesting to understand, even in the styl-
ized models considered here, the precise tradeoffs between single and multiple imputation in
high-dimensions.
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A Properties of the asymptotic loss

We begin by stating the following lemma which delineates several useful properties of the asymp-
totic loss L (5). We provide its proof in Section A.1.

Lemma 9. Under the setting of Lemma 1, letM denote a positive scalar. There exists a tuple of
strictly positive constants (γ

¯M
, cM , c

′
M , CM ), depending only on M and the problem parameters

of Assumption 1 such that the following hold.

(a) For all (σ, ξ) ∈ [0,∞) × R, the map γ 7→ L(σ, ξ, γ) is strictly concave on the domain
γ ∈ [0,∞).

(b) For all pairs (σ, ξ) ∈ [0,M ]× [−M,M ], argmaxγ≥0 L(σ, ξ, γ) ≥ γ
¯M

.

(c) For all pairs (σ, ξ) ∈ [0,M ]× [−M,M ],

cM
σ

≤ argmax
γ∈[0,∞)

L(σ, ξ, γ) ≤ CM
σ
.

(d) For any ξ ∈ [−M,M ], argminσ≥0 maxγ≥0 L(σ, ξ, σ) ≥ c′M .

(e) Let L1 and U1 denote fixed positive constants and consider the set C = {(σ, ξ, γ) ∈ R3 :
σ ∈ [0,M ], ξ ∈ [−M,M ], γ ∈ [L1, U1]}. There exists a constant CM,L1,U1

depending only
on the problem parameters, M,L1, and U1, such that the function L is CM,L1,U1

–Lipschitz
over the domain C.

Equipped with this lemma, we prove each part of Lemma 1 in turn.

Proof of Lemma 1(a) We decompose Ψ into a quadratic component and a non-quadratic
component Φ:

Ψ(σ, ξ) =
λ(ξ2R2 + σ2)

2
+ max

γ≥0

{
−α2γσ

2

2δ
+ E

{
min
u∈R

[
ρ(−Y u) + γ

2
·
(
u− V (Z1, Z2)

)2]}}

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Φ(σ,ξ)

.

It suffices to show that for anyM > 0, Φ is convex on the domain [0,M ]×[−M,M ]; accordingly,
the remainder of the proof is dedicated to establishing this. Before proceeding, we note that by
Lemma 9(b), there exists a constant γ

¯M
such that Φ admits the equivalent characterization

Φ(σ, ξ) = max
γ≥γ

¯M

{
−α2γσ

2

2δ
+ E

{
min
u∈R

[
ρ(−Y u) + γ

2
·
(
u− V (Z1, Z2)

)2]}}
.
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Continuing, we adopt the strategy of Montanari et al. (2020, Propostion 5.1) and pass to an
infinite dimensional optimization problem. To this end, let X denote the set of all measurable
functions from R3 → R, Q denote the joint distribution of the triplet (Z1, Z2, Y ) and L = L2(Q)
denote the space of square integrable (with respect to Q) functions. Next, for γ ≥ 0, define the

function gγ : X → R as gγ(U ;σ, ξ) = E[ρ(−Y U)] + γ
2E

(
U − V (Z1, Z2)

)2
. Note that, for γ ≥ γ

¯
,

gγ is infinite on X \ L and, on L, gγ is lower semicontinuous. Moreover, since, for γ ≥ γ
¯
, gγ is

strongly convex, it admits a unique minimizer in L (Bauschke and Combettes, 2017, Corollary
11.17). Hence,

Φ(σ, ξ) = max
γ≥γ

¯M

{
−α2γσ

2δ
+ inf
U∈X

[
E{ρ(−Y U)}+ γ

2
E
(
U − V (Z1, Z2)

)2]
}

= max
γ≥γ

¯M

{
−α2γσ

2δ
+min

U∈L

[
E{ρ(−Y U)}+ γ

2
E
(
U − V (Z1, Z2)

)2]
}
.

Now, let Uγ(σ, ξ) = argminU∈L{gγ(U ;σ, ξ)}. Next, consider the points (σ1, ξ1) ∈ [0,M ] ×
[−M,M ] and (σ2, ξ2) ∈ [0,M ]×[−M,M ] and, for each γ ≥ γ

¯M
, associate to them the minimizers

U (1)
γ = argmin

U∈L
{gγ(U ;σ1, ξ1)}, and U (2)

γ = argmin
U∈L

{gγ(U ;σ2, ξ2)}.

Additionally, consider the convex combinations

(σt, ξt) = (tσ1 + (1− t)σ2, tξ1 + (1− t)ξ2), and U (t)
γ = tU (1)

γ + (1− t)U (2)
γ .

We conclude by noting the inequality

Φ(σt, ξt)
(i)

≤ max
γ≥γ

¯

{
−α2γσt

2δ
+ gγ

(
U (t)
γ ;σt, ξt

)}

(ii)

≤ max
γ≥γ

¯

{
− tα2γσ1

2δ
+ tgγ

(
U (1)
γ ;σ1, ξ1

)
+

(t− 1)α2γσ2
2δ

+ (1− t)gγ
(
U (2)
γ ;σ2, ξ2

)}

(iii)

≤ t · Φ(σ1, ξ1) + (1− t) · Φ(σ2, ξ2),

where step (i) follows since U
(t)
γ ∈ L, step (ii) follows from convexity of the function ρ and the

squared norm ‖ · ‖2L, and step (iii) follows by definition of U
(1)
γ and U

(2)
γ . Convexity of Φ follows

by definition.

Proof of Lemma 1(b) We show that there exists a constantM such that it suffices to restrict
the minimization to components with magnitude at mostM . Once this is established, we apply
Lemma 9(b) and set γ0 = γ

¯M
, and subsequently combine Lemmas 9(d) and (c) in sequence to

conclude. By definition, we obtain the upper bound

Ψ(0, 0) = Φ(0, 0) = max
γ≥0

E

{
min
u∈R

ρ(−Y u) + γ

2
u2

}
≤ log 2,

where the final inequality follows by taking u = 0 in the inner minimization. On the other
hand, taking γ = 0 implies that for any σ, ξ, Φ(σ, ξ) ≥ 0, whence we obtain the lower bound

Ψ(σ, ξ) ≥ λ(ξ2R2+σ2)
2 . Subsequently, set M = 2

√
log 2

λ(R2∧1) . Thus, for any σ ≥M or |ξ| ≥M , the

conclusion follows from the chain of inequalities Ψ(σ, ξ) > log 2 ≥ Ψ(0, 0).
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Proof of Lemma 1(c) First, note that by definition

min
σ≥0,ξ∈R

max
γ≥0

L(σ, ξ, γ) = min
σ≥0,ξ∈R

Ψ(σ, ξ).

By part (a), Ψ is strongly convex and consequently admits a unique minimizer (σ⋆, γ⋆). More-
over, by Lemma 9(a), the function γ 7→ L(σ⋆, ξ⋆, γ) is strictly concave and thus admits a unique
minimizer γ⋆. To conclude, note that the function L is continuously differentiable, strongly
convex in its first two arguments and strictly concave in its last argument, whence the triple
(σ⋆, ξ⋆, γ⋆) is identified by the first-order stationary conditions. Straightforward calculation
verifies that the system of equations (6) correspond to the first-order stationary conditions.

A.1 Proof of Lemma 9

We note that the proofs of parts (a), (b), and (c) follow in an analogous manner to parts (a)
and (b) of Lemma 11 (see Section B.3.1), so for brevity we omit their proofs.

Proof of Lemma 9(d) Let γ(σ, ξ) denote the maximizer of the map γ 7→ L(σ, ξ, γ) over the
domain γ ∈ [0,∞) and let û = proxρ(−Y ·)(ξR

√
α2Z1 + σ

√
α2Z2; γ). We apply Lemma 15 to

compute the partial derivative directly, obtaining

∂

∂σ

{
max
γ≥0

L(σ, ξ, γ)
}
= λσ − α2γ(σ, ξ)σ

δ
−√

α2E{Y ρ′(−Y û)Z2}

= λσ − α2γ(σ, ξ)σ

δ
+ E

{
α2σγ(σ, ξ)

γ(σ, ξ) + ρ′′(−Y û)

}
,

where the final step follows from Gaussian integration by parts (Vershynin, 2018, Lemma 7.2.3).
In turn, applying Lemma 9(c) yields

∂

∂σ

{
max
γ≥0

L(σ, ξ, γ)
}
≤ λσ − α2cM

δ
+ E

{
α2σγ(σ, ξ)

γ(σ, ξ) + ρ′′(−Y û)

}
≤ λσ − α2cM

δ
+ α2σ,

where in the final inequality we used the bound γ(σ, ξ)/(γ(σ, ξ)+ρ′′(−Y û)) ≤ 1. Consequently,

∂

∂σ

{
max
γ≥0

L(σ, ξ, γ)
}
≤ −α2cM

2δ
, for all σ ≤ α2cM

2δ
. (45)

We conclude by setting c′M = α2cM/(2δ).

Proof of Lemma 9(e) We bound the partial derivatives of L (5) with respect to each of the
variables σ, ξ and γ in turn.

Bounding the partial derivative with respect to σ. Let X(1) = −√
α2Y ρ

′(−Y û)Z2. Subse-
quently, apply Lemma 15(b) in conjunction with the triangle inequality to obtain

∣∣∣ ∂
∂σ
L(σ, ξ, γ)

∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣λσ − α2γσ

δ
− E{X(1)}

∣∣∣ ≤ λσ +
α2U1σ

δ
+ |E{X(1)}|.

Applying Jensen’s inequality, we deduce the inequality

|E{X(1)}| ≤ E{|X(1)|} ≤ √
α2E{|Z2|} ≤ C. (46)

Combining the two previous displays with the assumption σ ≤ M yields the upper bound
sup(σ,ξ,γ)∈C

∣∣ ∂
∂σL(σ, ξ, γ)

∣∣ ≤ C(1 ∨ U1).

Bounding the partial derivative with respect to ξ. Let X(2) = −√
α2RY ρ

′(−Y û)Z1, and
apply Lemma 15 followed by the triangle inequality to obtain the upper bound
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∣∣ ∂
∂ξL(σ, ξ, γ)

∣∣ ≤ λR2|ξ|+ |E{X(2)}|. Following identical steps as in the chain of inequali-

ties (46) yields the bound |E{X(2)}| ≤ C. Consequently, we deduce the desired upper
boundsup(σ,ξ,γ)∈C

∣∣ ∂
∂ξL(σ, ξ, γ)

∣∣ ≤ C.

Bounding the partial derivative with respect to γ. We define X(3) = 1
2γ2

ρ′(−Y û), and ap-

ply Lemma 15(c) followed by the triangular inequality, to obtain the upper bound∣∣ ∂
∂γL(σ, ξ, γ)

∣∣ ≤ α2σ2

2δ + |E{X(3)}|. Following the same logic as in the chain of inequali-

ties (46), we deduce |E{X(3)}| ≤ 1
2L2

1

≤ C. Consequently, we obtain the uniform bound

sup(σ,ξ,γ)∈C
∣∣ ∂
∂γL(σ, ξ, γ)

∣∣ ≤ C.

Putting the pieces together. Combining the uniform upper bounds, we immediately obtain
sup(σ,ξ,γ)∈C ‖∇L(σ, ξ, γ)‖2 ≤ C(1 ∨ γ), which implies the result.

B Auxiliary proofs for the error-in-variables model

This appendix is organized as follows: in Section B.1, we prove Lemma 6; in Section B.2, we
prove Lemma 7; and in Section B.3.1, we prove Lemma 11.

B.1 Proof of Lemma 6

The proof follows two steps: First, we apply the CGMT (Thrampoulidis et al., 2018) to relate
Ln (3a) to a simpler problem; and second, we show that with high probability, this simpler
problem coincides with the auxiliary loss ℓn (31).

Step 1: Reduction to the auxiliary problem via the CGMT. In order to apply the
CGMT, we must express the minimization of Ln (3a) as a variational problem over convex,
compact sets. To this end, define the function Fn : Rn × Rp → R as

Fn(u,θ) =
1

n

n∑

i=1

ρ(ui) +
λ

2p
‖θ‖22. (47)

Following the proof of Miolane and Montanari (2021, Corollary 5.1), we note that by tightness,
for any ε > 0, there exists a constant M , depending on ε, such that the event

A =
{
‖g‖2 ≤M and ‖h‖2 ≤M

}⋂{
‖G‖op ≤M and ‖θ̂‖2 ≤M

}
,

satisfies P{A} ≥ 1− ε. On the event A, we note the relation

min
θ∈D

Ln(θ) = min
θ∈D

u∈B2(M)

{
Fn(−y ⊙ u;θ) s.t. Gθ = u

}
.

A straightforward calculation—which we provide at the end of the subsection—establishes that
u 7→ Fn(u;θ) is n

−1/2–Lipschitz. Consequently, for any s > 0, we obtain the inequality

max
‖v‖2=s

{
Fn(−y ⊙ u;θ) + 〈v,Gθ − u〉

}
≥ Fn(−y ⊙Gθ;θ) +

(
s− 1√

n

)
‖u−Gθ‖2 .

Evidently, in order to enforce the constraint Gθ = u, it is unnecessary to maximize over Rn;
the constraint is enforced by maximizing v ∈ B2(r

−1n−1/2), for any r satisfies 0 < r < 1. Thus,
on the event A,

min
θ∈D

Ln(θ) = min
θ∈D

u∈B2(M)

max
v∈B2(r−1n−1/2)

{
Fn(−y ⊙ u;θ) + 〈v,Gθ − u〉

}
.
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Having written the minimization of Ln as a variational problem over compact sets, it remains
only to handle the correlation between the labels y and the data G. To this end, we consider
the orthogonal decomposition θ = Πθ0θ +Π⊥

θ0
θ and define the intermediate loss

L̃n(θ) := min
u∈B2(M)

max
v∈B2(r−1n−1/2)

{
Fn(−y ⊙ u;θ) + 〈v, G̃Πθ0θ〉+ 〈v, G̃Π⊥

θ0
θ〉 − 〈v,u〉

}
, ,

where G̃ is an independent copy of G. Note that on the event A, we have the distributional

equality minθ∈D Ln(θ) d
= minθ∈D L̃n(θ). Thus, defining ℓ̃n : Rp → R as

ℓ̃n(θ) := min
u∈B2(M)

max
v∈B2(r−1n−1/2)

{
Fn(−y ⊙ u;θ) + 〈v,GΠθ0θ〉

+

√
α2

p
‖v‖2 〈g,Π⊥

θ0
θ〉+

√
α2

p

∥∥Π⊥
θ0
θ
∥∥
2
〈h,v〉 − 〈v,u〉

}
,

and applying the CGMT (see, e.g., Thrampoulidis et al., 2018, Theorem 3) yields

P

{
min
θ∈D

Ln(θ) ≤ t
}
≤ 2P

{
min
θ∈D

ℓ̃n(θ) ≤ t
}
+ ε. (48)

Step 2: Passing from the intermediate problem ℓ̃n to ℓn (31). Collecting terms and
applying the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality yields

ℓ̃n(θ) = min
u∈B2(M)

max
0≤γ≤r−1

{
Fn(−y ⊙ u;θ) +

γ√
n

(√α2

p
〈g,Π⊥

θ0
θ〉+

∥∥∥
√
α2

p
‖Π⊥

θ0
θ‖2h+GΠθ0θ − u

∥∥∥
2

)}
.

Now, note that the RHS of the above display depends on the direction of the vector Π⊥
θ0
θ only

through the term γ
√
α2/np〈g,Π⊥

θ0
θ〉. Thus, for sets D of the form B2(C) or Dǫ ∩ B2(C), we

may first minimize over the direction of Π⊥
θ0
θ (by, e.g., Kammoun and Alouini, 2021, Lemma

8) to obtain

min
θ∈D

ℓ̃n(θ) = min
θ∈D

min
u∈B2(M)

max
0≤γ≤ 1

r

{
Fn(−y ⊙ u;θ)

+
γ√
n

(
−
√
α2

p
‖Π⊥

θ0
g‖2‖Π⊥

θ0
θ‖2 +

∥∥∥
√
α2

p
‖Π⊥

θ0
θ‖2h+GΠθ0θ − u

∥∥∥
2

)}
. (49)

Next, consider the ball

B :=
{
u ∈ Rd :

∥∥∥u−
√
α2

p
‖Π⊥

θ0
θ‖2h−GΠθ0θ

∥∥∥
2
≤

√
α2

p
‖Π⊥

θ0
g‖2‖Π⊥

θ0
θ‖2

}
, (50)

and note that if the inner maximization over γ were over the constraint γ ≥ 0, the problem (49)
would be equivalent to imposing the further constraint u ∈ B.

For any u ∈ B2(M), let u denote its projection onto B. Since Fn is Lipschitz continuous
with constant 1/

√
n and u lies on the boundary of the ball B,

Fn(−y ⊙ u;θ) +
γ√
n

(
−
√
α2

p
‖Π⊥

θ0
g‖2‖Π⊥

θ0
θ‖2 +

∥∥∥
√
α2

p
‖Π⊥

θ0
θ‖2h+GΠθ0θ − u

∥∥∥
2

)

≥ Fn(−y ⊙ u;θ) +
γ − 1√
n

‖u− u‖2.

Consequently, the constraint is enforced as long as r < 1 and we deduce

min
θ∈D

ℓ̃n(θ) = min
θ∈D

min
u∈B2(M)

max
γ≥0

{
Fn(−y ⊙ u;θ)
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+
γ

n

(
−α2

p
‖Π⊥

θ0
g‖22‖Π⊥

θ0
θ‖22 +

∥∥∥
√
α2

p
‖Π⊥

θ0
θ‖2h+GΠθ0θ − u

∥∥∥
2

2

)}
,

where we have additionally used the fact that squaring both sides of the inequality in the defini-
tion of the ball B (50) forms an equivalent definition. Applying Sion’s minimax inequality (Sion,
1958, Corollary 3.3) to interchange minimization over u and maximization over γ and expanding
Fn yields

min
θ∈D

ℓ̃n(θ) = min
θ∈D

max
γ≥0

{ λ

2p
‖θ‖22 −

γα2

2np
‖Π⊥

θ0
g‖22‖Π⊥

θ0
θ‖22

+ min
u∈B2(M)

[ 1
n

n∑

i=1

ρ(−yiui) +
γ

2

(
ui − (GΠθ0θ)i −

√
α2‖Π⊥

θ0
θ‖2√

p
hi

)2]}
.

Now, on the event A, the quantities (GΠθ0θ)i and hi are bounded for all i ∈ [n], so that—
inflating M if necessary—the minimum over u is obtained by minimizing each coordinate sep-
arately:

min
θ∈D

ℓ̃n(θ) = min
θ∈D

max
γ≥0

{ λ

2p
‖θ‖22 −

γα2

2np
‖Π⊥

θ0
g‖22‖Π⊥

θ0
θ‖22

+
1

n

n∑

i=1

min
ui∈R

[
ρ(−yiui) +

γ

2

(
ui − (GΠθ0θ)i −

√
α2‖Π⊥

θ0
θ‖2√

p
hi

)2]}
.

Noting that RHS of the above display is minθ∈D ℓn(θ) and combining with the inequality (48)
yields

P

{
min
θ∈D

Ln(θ) ≤ t
}
≤ 2P

{
min
θ∈D

ℓn(θ) ≤ t
}
+ 2e−n + ε.

Since ε was arbitrary, the proof is complete upon taking ε ↓ 0. It remains to show the deferred
proof of the Lipschitz continuity of Fn.

Establishing Lipschitz continuity of Fn. Let x,y ∈ Rn and x(t) = tx + (1 − t)y for t ∈ [0, 1].
Then,

|Fn(x;θ)− Fn(y;θ)| =
∣∣∣∣
∫ 1

0

d

dt
Fn(x(t))dt

∣∣∣∣ =
1

n

∣∣∣∣
∫ 1

0
〈x− y, ρ′(tx+ (1− t)y)〉dt

∣∣∣∣ ≤
‖x− y‖2√

n
,

where the last inequality follows by applying the triangle inequality in conjunction with the
Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and the uniform bound supt∈R|ρ′(t)| ≤ 1.

B.2 Proof of Lemma 7

This subsection is organized in the following way. We prove the point-wise inequality,
Lemma 7(a), in Section B.2.1. We then prove the uniform inequality, Lemma 7(b), in Sec-
tion B.2.2. We will additionally require the following lemma, whose proof is a straightforward
extension of Lemma 9(e), and is consequently omitted for brevity.

Lemma 10. Consider the setting of Lemma 7 and recall the set C as well as the constant γ̄
therein. There exists a pair of positive constants (c, C) depending only on (K1,K2) such that
Ln (32) is C(1 ∨ γ̄)–Lipschitz on the domain C.

B.2.1 Proof of Lemma 7(a)

We begin by decomposing the scalarized auxiliary loss as

Ln(σ, ξ, γ) =
λ(σ2 + ξ2R2)

2
−An(σ, ξ, γ) +Bn(σ, ξ, γ), (51)
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where

An(σ, ξ, γ) :=
α2γσ

2
∥∥Π⊥

θ0
g
∥∥2
2

2n
,

Bn(σ, ξ, γ) :=
1

n

n∑

i=1

min
ui∈R

{
ρ(−yiui) +

γ

2

(
ui −

√
α2ξRZ1,i −

√
α2σZ2,i

)2}
.

With this shorthand, we claim the following two tail bounds.

P

{∣∣∣An(σ, ξ, γ) −
α2γσ

2

2δ

∣∣∣ ≥ ǫ
}
≤ 4 exp

{
−cmin(nǫ2γ−2, nǫγ−1)

}
, (52a)

P {|Bn(σ, ξ, γ) − EBn(σ, ξ, γ)| ≥ ǫ} ≤ 2 exp{−cnǫ2}. (52b)

Note that the bound (52a) is a straightforward application of Bernstein’s inequality (Vershynin,
2018, Theorem 2.8.1). We prove the second bound at the end of the section. The desired result
follows by combining the decomposition (51) with the inequalities (52a) and (52b) to obtain

P {|Ln(σ, ξ, γ) − ELn(σ, ξ, γ)| ≥ ǫ} ≤ 2e−cnǫ
2

+ 4exp
{
−cmin(nǫ2γ−2, nǫγ−1)

}
.

It remains to prove the inequality (52b).

Proof of the inequality (52b). First, define the function

F (Y,Z1, Z2) := min
u∈R

{
ρ(−Y u) + γ

2
(u−√

α2ξRZ1 −
√
α2σZ2)

2
}
,

so that Bn(σ, ξ, γ) =
1
n

∑n
i=1 F (yi, Z1,i, Z2,i). We now introduce the decomposition

F (Y,Z1, Z2)− EF (Y,Z1, Z2) = T1 + T2, (53)

where

T1 := F (Y,Z1, Z2)− E {F (Y,Z1, Z2) | Z1, Z2} ,
T2 := E {F (Y,Z1, Z2) | Z1, Z2} − EF (Y,Z1, Z2).

The remainder of the proof consists of bounding the Orlicz norms ‖T1‖ψ2
and ‖T2‖ψ2

and
concluding via Hoeffding’s inequality (Vershynin, 2018, Theorem 2.6.3).

Bounding ‖T1‖ψ2
. Note that

∥∥∇(Z1,Z2)F (y, Z1, Z2)
∥∥
2

(i)

≤ α2

√
ξ2R2 + σ2 ≤Mα2

√
R2 + 1,

where step (i) follows by applying Lemma 15(b) to compute partial derivatives of F and sub-
sequently using the fact that supt∈R|ρ′(t)| ≤ 1. Consequently, for fixed y ∈ {±1}, the function
F (y, ·, ·) is at most Mα2

√
R2 + 1–Lipschitz in (Z1, Z2). Note that

|F (Y,Z1, Z2)− E {F (Y,Z1, Z2) | Z1, Z2}|
(i)

≤ |F (Y,Z1, Z2)− F (−Y,Z1, Z2)|
(ii)

≤ Mα2

√
R2 + 1 ·

√
Z2
1 + Z2

2 ,

where step (i) follows since Y ∈ {±1} and step (ii) follows by noting that F (1, Z1, Z2) =
F (−1,−Z1,−Z2) and subsequently applying Lipschitz continuity of the function F (y, ·, ·). Ev-
idently, since Z1, Z2 ∼ N(0, 1), combining the elements yields

‖T1‖ψ2
= ‖F (Y,Z1, Z2)− E {F (Y,Z1, Z2) | Z1, Z2}‖ψ2

≤ C ′. (54)
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Bounding ‖T2‖ψ2
. Fix y ∈ {±1} and note the inequality

‖p(Y = y | Z1, Z2)F (y, Z1, Z2)‖ψ2

(i)

≤ ‖F (y, Z1, Z2)‖ψ2

(ii)

≤ C ′′, (55)

where step (i) follows since |p(Y = y | Z1, Z2)| ≤ 1 and step (ii) follows by noting the Lipschitz
continuity of the function F (y, ·, ·) and subsequently applying Vershynin (2018, Theorem 5.2.2).
Expanding T2 and applying the triangle inequality in conjunction with Vershynin (2018, Lemma
2.6.8) and the inequality (55) yields the inequality

‖T2‖ψ2
=

∥∥∥
∑

y∈{±1}
p(Y = y | Z1, Z1)F (y, Z1, Z2)− E {p(Y = y | Z1, Z2)F (y, Z1, Z2)}

∥∥∥
ψ2

≤ C ′′.

(56)

Putting the pieces together. We invoke the triangle inequality in conjunction with the decom-
position (53) and the inequalities (54) and (56) to obtain the upper bound

‖F (Y,Z1, Z2)− EF (Y,Z1, Z2)‖ψ2
≤ ‖T1‖ψ2

+ ‖T2‖ψ2
≤ C ′ + C ′′.

The conclusion follows by Hoeffding’s inequality (Vershynin, 2018, Theorem 2.6.3).

B.2.2 Proof of Lemma 7(b)

We employ a straightforward epsilon-net argument. To this end, let Nσ,Nξ,Nγ be ǫ(1∨γ)−1/C–
nets of the domain of σ, ξ, and γ, respectively. Now, for any (σ, ξ, γ) ∈ C, let π(σ) ∈ Nσ denote
the projection of σ ontoNσ so that |σ−π(σ)| ≤ ǫ(1∨γ)−1/C, with π(ξ), π(γ) defined analogously.
Then, define the events

A1 :=
{

sup
(σ,ξ,γ)∈C

∣∣Ln(σ, ξ, γ) − Ln(π(σ), π(ξ), π(γ))
∣∣ ≥ ǫ

3

}
,

A2 :=
{

sup
(σ,ξ,γ)∈C

∣∣L(σ, ξ, γ)− L(π(σ), π(ξ), π(γ))
∣∣ ≥ ǫ

3

}
,

A3 :=
{

max
(σ,ξ,γ)∈Nσ×Nξ×Nγ

∣∣Ln(σ, ξ, γ) − L(σ, ξ, γ)
∣∣ ≥ ǫ

3

}
,

A :=
{

sup
(σ,ξ,γ)∈C

∣∣Ln(σ, ξ, γ) − L(σ, ξ, γ)
∣∣ ≥ ǫ

}
,

and note that A =⇒ A1∪A2∪A3. We proceed to bound the probabilities P{A1},P{A2}, and
P{A3} in turn. First, note that for all (σ, ξ, γ) ∈ C, ‖(σ, ξ, γ)−(π(σ), π(ξ), π(γ))‖2 ≤ Cǫ(1∨γ)−1.
Consequently, Lemma 10 implies P{A1} ≤ 8e−cn and P{A2} = 0. Turning to event A3, we have

P {A3} = P

{ ⋃

σ∈Nσ ,ξ∈Nξ,γ∈Nγ

|Ln(σ, ξ, γ) − L(σ, ξ, γ)| ≥ ǫ

3

}
≤ C(1 ∨ γ)3

ǫ3
exp

{
−cmin(nǫ2γ2, nǫγ)

}
,

where the final inequality follows by applying the union bound in conjunction with Lemma 7(a).
Finally, since A =⇒ A1 ∪ A2 ∪ A3, we apply the union bound to obtain the inequality

P{A} ≤ C(1 ∨ γ)3
ǫ3

exp
{
−cmin(nǫ2γ2, nǫγ)

}
+ 8e−cn.

We conclude by increasing the constant C in the display above.
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B.3 Proof of Lemma 8

We require the following technical lemma, which provides several useful properties of the loss
function Ln, and whose proof we provide in Section B.3.1.

Lemma 11. Consider the loss function Ln (32) and let M denote a positive scalar. Let
ûi(γ) = proxρ(−yi·)(

√
α2ξRZ1,i +

√
α2σZ2,i; γ). The following hold.

(a) For any fixed σ ∈ [0,M ] and ξ ∈ [−M,M ], the function γ 7→ maxγ≥0 Ln(σ, ξ, γ) admits a
unique maximizer γn(σ, ξ) which satisfies the fixed point equation

1

2n

n∑

i=1

[
ρ′
(
−yiûi(γn(σ, ξ))

)]2
=
γn(σ, ξ)

2α2σ
2‖Π⊥

θ0
g‖22

2n
.

(b) There exists a tuple of positive constants (c, C, γ
¯
) such that with probability at least 1 −

Ce−cn, it holds that for all σ ∈ [0,M ] and ξ ∈ [−M,M ], γn(σ, ξ) ≥ γ
¯
·
(
1 ∨ 1

σ

√
δ
α2

)
.

(c) There exists a tuple of positive constants (c, c1, C,C1) such that with probability at least
1− ce−Cn, it holds that for all σ ∈ [0, c1] and ξ ∈ [−M,M ], we have | ∂∂σγn(σ, ξ)| ≤ C1/σ

2.

Let A1 denote the event on which the guarantees of Lemma 11(b),(c) hold and let A2 =
{‖Π⊥

θ0
g‖22 ≥ n/(2δ)}, which holds with probability at least 1− 2e−cn, by Bernstein’s inequality.

We see that on A1 ∩ A2, for any σ ∈ [0,M ] and ξ ∈ [−M,M ],

γ
¯
·
(
1 ∨ 1

σ

√
δ

α2

)
≤ γn(σ, ξ) ≤

C

σ
,

where the upper bound follows from Lemma 11(a) since supt∈R{ρ′(t)} ≤ 1. It thus suffices to
show that there exists a constant σ̄ such that for all 0 ≤ σ ≤ σ̄, ∂

∂σLn(σ, ξ, γn(σ, ξ)) < 0. To
this end, we apply Lemma 15 to find, on A1 ∩ A2,

∂

∂σ
Ln

(
σ, ξ, γn(σ, ξ)

)
= λσ −

α2γn(σ, ξ)σ‖Π⊥
θ0
g‖22

n
−

√
α2

n

n∑

i=1

yiZ2,iρ
′(−yiûi)

≤ λσ −
γ
¯

2
√
α2δ

−
√
α2

n

n∑

i=1

yiZ2,iρ
′(−yiûi), (57)

Focusing our attention on the final term on the RHS of the above display, we apply Taylor’s
theorem with remainder in conjunction with Lemma 15 to obtain that for some s ∈ [0, σ],
(writing γn as shorthand for γn(σ, ξ))

ρ′(−yiûi(σ)) = ρ′(−yiûi(0)) − σ · yiρ′′(−yiûi(s)) ·
{

γn
√
α2Z2,i

γn + ρ′′(ûi(s))
− yiρ

′(−yiûi(s)) ∂∂σγn
γn · (γn + ρ′′(ûi(s)))

}
.

Consequently,

1

n

n∑

i=1

yiZ2,iρ
′(−yiûi) = T1 + T2,

where

T1 =
1

n

n∑

i=1

yiZ2,iρ
′(−yiûi(0)),

T2 = −σ
n

n∑

i=1

Z2,iρ
′′(−yiûi(s)) ·

{
γn

√
α2Z2,i

γn + ρ′′(ûi(s))
− yiρ

′(−yiûi(s)) ∂∂σγn
γn · (γn + ρ′′(ûi(s)))

}
.
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Note that yiρ
′(−yiûi(0)) is bounded and independent of Z2,i so that E[yiZ2,iρ

′(−yiûi(0))] =
0 and ‖yiZ2,iρ

′(−yiûi(0))‖ψ1
≤ C, whence applying Bernstein’s inequality (Vershynin, 2018,

Theorem 2.8.1) yields |T1| ≤ γ
¯
/4(

√
α2δ) with probability at least 1− 2e−cn.

Next, let A3 = { 1
n

∑n
i=1 Z

2
2,i ∨ 1

n

∑n
i=1|Z2,i| ≤ 2}, which by Bernstein’s inequality satisfies

P(A3) ≥ 1− 2e−cn. Then, on A1 ∩ A2 ∩ A3, we apply the triangle inequality to deduce that,

|T2| ≤ σ
1

n

n∑

i=1

|Z2,i| ·
(√
α2|Z2,i|+ C

)
≤ Cσ

Substituting these upper bounds into the inequality (57) yields that on A1 ∩ A2 ∩ A3,

∂

∂σ
Ln

(
σ, ξ, γn(σ, ξ)

)
≤ Cσ − γ

¯
4
√
α2δ

.

Putting the pieces together implies that for σ̄ =
γ
¯

4C
√
α2δ

, Ln(σ, ξ, γn(σ, ξ)) is decreasing for all

σ ∈ [0, σ
¯
] and ξ ∈ [−M,M ], which completes the proof.

B.3.1 Proof of Lemma 11

We prove each part in turn.

Proof of Lemma 11(a) Consider fixed ξ and σ and define ψ : R+ → R as ψ(γ) = Ln(σ, ξ, γ).
Applying Lemma 15 yields

∂2

∂γ2
ψ(γ) = − 1

γ2
· 1
n

n∑

i=1

(
ρ′(−yiûi)

)2

γ + ρ′′(−yiûi)
< 0,

whence we deduce that ψ is strictly convex and admits a unique maximizer. By the first order
conditions, this maximizer satisfies the fixed point equation in the statement, as desired.

Proof of Lemma 11(b) We will use the shorthand Xi =
√
α2ξRZ1,i +

√
α2σZ2,i. Ad-

ditionally, define the event A1 = {‖g‖2 ≤ 2
√
n}, which occurs with probability at least

1 − 2e−cn. Further, let T > 0 be a constant large enough to ensure that P
{
|Z1,i| + |Z2,i| ≤

T ·
[√
α2M(1 ∨R)

]−1} ≥ 1
2 and define the event

A2 =

{
1

n

n∑

i=1

1

{
|Z1,i|+ |Z2,i| ≤ T ·

[√
α2M(1 ∨R)

]−1
}
≥ 1

4

}
,

which by Hoeffding’s inequality satisfies P(A2) ≥ 1− 2e−cn. For the remainder of the proof, we
will work on the event A = A1 ∩ A2.

We first show that, on A, there exists a constant γ
¯
such that for all σ ∈ [0,M ], ξ ∈ [−M,M ],

γn(σ, ξ) ≥ γ
¯
. To this end, define the function ζ : R≥0 → R as

ζ(γ) = −γα2

2n

∥∥Π⊥
θ0
g
∥∥2
2
σ2 +

1

n

n∑

i=1

min
ui∈R

{
ρ(−yiui) +

γ

2
(ui −Xi)

2
}
.

We will show that there exists a constant γ
¯
> 0 such that the function ζ is increasing for all

γ ≤ γ
¯
, from which the conclusion follows immediately. To this end, we compute the derivative

ζ ′(γ) = −α2

2n

∥∥Π⊥
θ0
g‖22σ2 +

1

2n

n∑

i=1

(
proxρ(−yi·)(Xi; γ)−Xi

)2
.
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Since θ ∈ B2(C) and on the event A, ‖g‖22 ≤ 2n, we deduce that

ζ ′(γ) ≥ −C +
1

2n

n∑

i=1

(
proxρ(−yi·)(Xi; γ)−Xi

)2

≥ −C +
1

2n

n∑

i=1

(
proxρ(−yi·)(Xi; γ)−Xi

)2
1|Xi|≤T . (58)

Applying Lemma 16 in turn yields a constant γ
¯T

(which may depend on the truncation level
T ) such that the following lower bound holds

ζ ′(γ) ≥ −C +
1

2n

n∑

i=1

1

64
log2(γ)1|Xi|≤T for all γ ≤ γ

¯T
.

Consequently, since 0 ≤ σ ≤M, |ξ| ≤M , we have, for all γ ∈ [0, γ
¯T

] that on

ζ ′(γ) ≥ −C+
log2(γ)

128n

n∑

i=1

1|Xi|≤T ≥ −C+
log2(γ)

128n

n∑

i=1

1

{
|Z1,i|+ |Z2,i| ≤ T ·

[√
α2M(1∨R)

]−1
}
,

so that on A, ζ ′(γ) ≥ −C + log2(γ)
512 . Setting γ

¯
as a small enough positive constant yields the

desired result.
We next show that, on A, for all σ ∈ [0,M ] and ξ ∈ [−M,M ], γn(σ, ξ) ≥ c/σ. To this end,

note that the first order condition in part (a) implies

γn(σ, ξ) =
1

σ
·
√

n

α2‖Π⊥
θ0
g‖22

· 1
n

n∑

i=1

[
ρ′(−yiûi(γn(σ, ξ))

)]2 ≥ c

σ
· 1
n

n∑

i=1

[
ρ′(−yiûi(γn(σ, ξ))

)]2
.

Now, note that for γ > 0, the Moreau envelope x 7→ M−yi·(x; γ) is coercive so that on the
truncation event |Xi| ≤ T , the proximal operator is absolutely bounded by a constant: |ûi(γ)| ≤
C. Hence, since ρ′ is a non-negative and increasing function, we deduce that on A,

1

n

n∑

i=1

[
ρ′(−yiûi)

]2 ≥ 1

n

n∑

i=1

[
ρ′(−yiûi)

]2
1{|Xi| ≤ T} ≥

[
ρ′(−C)

]2

n

n∑

i=1

1{|Xi| ≤ T} ≥ c.

Combining the previous two displays then yields the desired result.

Proof of Lemma 11(c) Recall the notation Xi from the proof of part (b) as well as
ûi ≡ ûi(γ, σ, ξ) = proxρ(−yi·)(Xi; γ). When clear, we will write γn in place of γn(σ, ξ). Using
Lemma 15(a), we re-write the first order condition in part (a) as

1

2n

n∑

i=1

γn(σ, ξ)
2 ·

[
ûi(γn(σ, ξ), σ, ξ) −Xi

]2 − 1

2n
γn(σ, ξ)

2σ2α2‖Π⊥
θ0
g‖22 = 0.

Differentiating the above expression in σ thus yields I + II + III + IV = 0, where

I = γn ·
( ∂

∂σ
γn

)
· 1
n

n∑

i=1

(
ûi −Xi

)2
= γ−1

n ·
( ∂

∂σ
γn

)
· 1
n

n∑

i=1

[
ρ′
(
−yiûi

)]2
,

II =
γ2n
n

n∑

i=1

(
ûi −Xi

)
·
{ ∂

∂σ
û
(
γn, σ) +

∂

∂σ
γn(σ, ξ) ·

∂

∂γ
ûi(γn, σ)−

√
α2Z2,i

}

= −
( ∂

∂σ
γn

) 1

n

n∑

i=1

[
ρ′(−yiûi)

]2

γn + ρ′′(−yiûi)
+
γ2n
n

n∑

i=1

yiρ
′(−yiûi)

√
α2Z2,i

γn + ρ′′(−yiûi)
− γn

n

√
α2

n∑

i=1

yiρ
′(−yiûi)Z2,i,
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III = −γn
( ∂

∂σ
γn

)α2σ
2‖Π⊥

θ0
g‖22

n
= −γ−1

n

( ∂

∂σ
γn

) 1

n

n∑

i=1

[
ρ′(−yiûi)

]2
,

IV = −
γ2nα2σ‖Π⊥

θ0
g‖22

n
.

Re-arranging gives

∂

∂σ
γn(σ, ξ) =

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

[
ρ′(−yiûi)

]2

γn + ρ′′(−yiûi)

)−1

·
{
γ2n
n

n∑

i=1

yiρ
′(−yiûi)

√
α2Z2,i

γn + ρ′′(−yiûi)

− γn
n

√
α2

n∑

i=1

yiρ
′(−yiûi)Z2,i −

1

σn

n∑

i=1

[
ρ′(−yiûi)

]2
}
.

Let A1,A2 be as in the proof of part (b), so that on A1∩A2, there exists a constant c′ > 0 such
that for all σ ∈ [0, c′] and all ξ ∈ [−M,M ], γn(σ, ξ) ≥ 2. Then, applying the triangle inequality
yields

∣∣∣ ∂
∂σ
γn(σ, ξ)

∣∣∣ ≤ 2γn

(
1

n

n∑

i=1

[
ρ′(−yiûi)

]2
)−1

·
{
γn
n

n∑

i=1

√
α2|Z2,i|

}
+

1

σ
≤ cγ2n

n

n∑

i=1

|Z2,i|+
γn
σ
.

Next, define the events A3 = {‖Π⊥
θ0
g‖22 ≥ n/2} and A4 = { 1

n

∑n
i=1|Zi| ≤ 2}, noting that by

Bernstein’s inequality, P(A3)∧P(A4) ≥ 1−2e−cn. On A3, since supt∈R ρ
′(t) ≤ 1, we deduce from

the first order condition in Lemma 11(a) that γn(σ, ξ) ≤ 1
σ
√
α2

√
n

‖Π⊥

θ0
g‖2

2

≤ C
σ . Putting the pieces

together, we deduce that on
⋃4
ℓ=1Aℓ, for all σ ∈ [0, c′] and ξ ∈ [−M,M ],

∣∣ ∂
∂σγn(σ, ξ)

∣∣ ≤ C/σ2,
as desired.

C Auxiliary proofs for universality: Proof of Lemma 5

This appendix is dedicated to the proof of Lemma 5. The organization is as follows: In Sec-
tion C.1 we provide preliminary definitions and lemmas, we then prove Lemma 5 in Section C.2
and prove the lemmas introduced in Section C.1 in later subsections.

C.1 Preliminaries

The main workhorse of the proof is the following theorem, which implements the Lindeberg
principle with correlation. The proof is provided in Section C.3.

Theorem 2 (Lindeberg (1922); Chatterjee (2006)). Suppose x,x,z,z are zero-mean random
vectors in Rn with independent components. Assume that for 1 ≤ i ≤ n,

(a) E{x2i } = E{x2i }, (b) E{z2i } = E{z2i }, and (c) E{xizi} = E{xizi}.

Let f : R2n → R, (x,z) 7→ f(x1, z1, . . . , xi, zi, . . . , xn, zn) be thrice continuously differentiable.
Further, assume that the third-order partial derivatives are uniformly bounded as

sup
x∈Rn,z∈Rn

∣∣∂q2i∂
3−q
2i+1f(x,z)

∣∣ ≤ L for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n and q ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3},

where ∂k denotes partial differentiation with respect to the kth coordinate. Then, the following
bound holds.

|Ef(x,z)− Ef(x,z)| ≤ 8nL

3
· max

1≤i≤n,
q={0,1,2,3}

{
E|xqi z

3−q
i |,E|x̄qi z̄

3−q
i |

}
. (59)
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We next present several approximation lemmas. Recall the set T (23) and the minimum
over that set MT (25). Subsequently, consider a positive scalar ǫ and apply Vershynin (2018,
Corollary 4.2.13) to obtain Tǫ—an ǫ-net of the set T. Then, define the quantity Mǫ(s,Z), the
minimum over the ǫ-net Tǫ, as

Mǫ(s,Z) = min
θ∈Tǫ

Ln(θ; s,Z, λ). (60)

We next define a smoothing of the quantity Mǫ to enable the computation of derivatives as
required by Theorem 2. To this end, let F : R → R be a thrice continuously differentiable
function with the properties2

F (x) =

{
1, x ≤ −1

−1, x ≥ 1
and

∥∥∥ ∂i

∂xi
F (x)

∥∥∥
∞

≤ C ′ for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, (61)

where C ′ denotes a universal positive constant. Additionally, consider the collection of random

variables (Ui)
n
i=1

i.i.d.∼ Unif[0, 1] and note the relation

yi
d
= lim

r→0
F
(
r−1 ·

[
Ui − ρ′(〈xi,θ0〉)

])
.

Thus, the map r 7→ F (r−1 · [Ui− ρ′(〈xi,θ0〉)]) can be understood as a smoothing of the discrete
labels yi. Use this smoothing to define the smoothed loss Lsmooth

r : Rp × Rn×p × Rn×p → R (cf.
the loss Ln (3a)) as

Lsmooth
r (θ,Z,X) =

1

n

n∑

i=1

ρ
(
−F

(
r−1 ·

[
Ui − ρ′(〈xi,θ0〉)

])
· 〈zi,θ〉

)
+

λ

2p
‖θ‖22 . (62)

Use this smoothed loss to define a partition function Zβ : Rn×p × Rn×p → R as

Zβ(Z,X) =
∑

θ∈Tǫ

exp
{
−β ·

(
Lsmooth
r (θ,Z,X) + sψ(θ)

)}
, (63)

as well as a smoothed minimum f as

f(β,Z,X) = − 1

β
logZβ(Z,X). (64)

Note that the interpretation of f as a smoothed minimum relation comes from the limiting
relation

lim
β→∞

f(β,Z,X) = min
θ∈Tǫ

Lsmooth
r (θ,Z,X) + sψ(θ).

With these definitions in hand, we state two key technical lemmas. The first bounds the
approximation error of the smoothing over both the labels (through the parameter r) as well
as the minimum (through the parameter β). Its proof is provided in Section C.4.

Lemma 12. Fix positive smoothing parameters r and β and scalar ǫ and consider the smoothed
minimum f (64) as well as the discretized minimum Mǫ (60). Let hK : R → R be a thrice

continuously differentiable function which satisfies supt∈R|h(i)K (t)| ≤ Ki for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. There
exists a pair of universal positive constants (c, C) such that for all scalars t ∈ R the following
holds with probability at least 1− 2e−cnr.

∣∣hK
(
Mǫ(s,Z) − t

)
− hK

(
f(β,Z,X) − t

)∣∣ ≤ C ·
[√
r +

Kn

β
· log

(
1 +

2M1
√
n

ǫ

)]
.

2Although we will not require an explicit expression for F (x), one such function that satisfies the required
properties is F (x) = ζ(x+ 1) + ζ(x)− 1, where ζ(x) = 140

∫ 1

x
u3(1− u)3du.
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The next lemma bounds the third derivatives of the smoothing over both the labels as well
as the minimum. Its proof is provided in Section C.5.

Lemma 13. Consider the smoothed minimum f (64), defined for smoothing parameters which
satisfy the relation β/n > r. Let hK : R → R be a thrice continuously differentiable function

with supt∈R|h(i)K (t)| ≤ Ki for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. There exists a universal positive constant C such
that for all indices k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n} and ℓ ∈ {1, 2, . . . , p} as well as scalars t ∈ R, the following
holds.

∣∣∣∂iZkℓ
∂3−iXkℓ

[
hK

(
f(β,Z,X) − t

)]∣∣∣ ≤ C · Kβ
2 · ‖θ0‖3∞ · (log n)3/2

n3r3
for all i ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}.

(65)

Equipped with these tools, we proceed to the proof of Lemma 5.

C.2 Proof of Lemma 5

We begin with some preliminaries. First, consider the function ζ : R → R defined as
ζ(x) = 140

∫ 1
x u

3 · (1− u)3du and use this to define the functions h−k : R → R and h+k : R → R

as

h−k (x) = ζ
(
min{1, kx + 1}+

)
and h+k (x) = ζ

(
min{1, kx}+

)
.

Note that these functions satisfy the following properties

• Let x ∈ R and X be a random variable. The following two sandwich relations hold

h−k (x) ≤ 1(−∞,0)(x) ≤ h+k (x) and Eh−k (X) ≤ P{X < 0} ≤ Eh+k (X).

• There is a universal constant C ′ such that the first three derivatives of h−k are bounded as

sup
t∈R

∣∣h−,(i)k (t)
∣∣ ≤ C ′ · ki for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}.

• The two functions h−k and h+k satisfy the relation

h+k (x) = h−k (x− 1/k).

We apply the first property of the functions h±k to obtain the inequality

P

{
MT(s,Z) < t

}
≤ E

{
h+k

(
MT(s,Z)− t

)}
= E

{
h−k

(
MT(s,Z)− t− k−1

)}
. (66)

We next claim the following inequality, deferring its proof to the end of the section

∣∣∣E
{
h−k

(
MT(s,Z)− t− k−1

)}
− E

{
h−k

(
MT(s,G)− t− k−1

)}∣∣∣ ≤ C · kn−τ/3(log n)2. (67)

Substituting the bound (67) into the inequality (66), we obtain the inequality

P

{
MT(s,Z) < t

}
≤ E

{
h−k

(
MT(s,G)− t− k−1

)}
+ C · kn−τ/3(log n)2

≤ P

{
MT(s,G) < t+ k−1

}
+ C · kn−τ/3(log n)2,

where the final inequality follows by invoking the properties of the function h−k . Setting k = nτ/6

and arguing similarly for the right tail yields the desired conclusion. It remains to prove the
inequality (67).
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Proof of the inequality (67). The strategy is to apply the sequence of approximations
developed in Section C.1. Recall the quantities Mǫ(s,Z) (60) and note the lower bound

Mǫ(s,Z)−MT(s,Z) ≥ 0,

which holds by definition. Towards obtaining an upper bound on the same quantity, consider
the minimizers

θ̂T = argmin
θ∈T

Ln(θ; s,Z, λ) and θ̂Tǫ = argmin
θ∈Tǫ

Ln(θ; s,Z, λ),

and let π : T → Tǫ denote the projection of a vector θ onto the ǫ-net Tǫ. Expanding the
definitions of Mǫ(s,Z) and MT(s,Z) yields the upper bound

Mǫ(s,Z) −MT(s,Z) = Ln
(
θ̂Tǫ

)
− Ln

(
θ̂T

)
+ s · ψ

(
θ̂Tǫ

)
− s · ψ

(
θ̂T

)

≤ Ln
(
π
(
θ̂T

))
− Ln

(
θ̂T

)
+ s · ψ

(
π
(
θ̂T

))
− s · ψ

(
θ̂T

)
,

where the inequality follows by minimality of θ̂Tǫ over the set Tǫ. Next, straightforward cal-
culation implies that both Ln as well as ψ are Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant
bounded as C/

√
p, whence we obtain the upper bound

Mǫ(s,Z) −MT(s,Z) ≤ C · ǫ√
p
.

We note that in the inequality above, we have implicitly used the fact that s ≤ 1. Consequently,
we apply the upper bound on the first derivative of the function h−k to deduce the inequality

∣∣∣h−k
(
Mǫ(s,Z)− t− k−1

)
− h−k

(
MT(s,Z) − t− k−1

)∣∣∣ ≤ C · kǫ√
p
.

Subsequently, we apply Lemma 12 in conjunction with the triangle inequality to obtain the
inequality

∣∣∣h−k
(
f(β,Z,X)− t−k−1

)
−h−k

(
MT(s,Z)− t−k−1

)∣∣∣ ≤ C ·
[√

r+
kn

β
· log

(
1+

2M1
√
n

ǫ

)
+
kǫ√
p

]
.

Next, we invoke Lemma 13 in conjunction with Theorem 2 to obtain the inequality

E

{∣∣h−k
(
f(β,Z,X) − t− k−1

)
− h−k

(
f(β,G,X)− t− k−1

)∣∣
}
≤ C · kβ

2 · ‖θ0‖3∞ · (log n)3/2
n5/2r3

.

Combining the previous three displays yields the inequality

∣∣∣h−k
(
MT(s,Z) − t− k−1

)
− h−k

(
MT(s,G)− t− k−1

)∣∣∣ ≤ C ·
[√

r +
kn

β
· log

(
1 +

2M1
√
n

ǫ

)
+
kǫ√
p

+
kβ2 · ‖θ0‖3∞ · (log n)3/2

n5/2r3

]
.

Balancing terms, we take β = n1+τ/3, ǫ = k−1, and r = n−2τ/3(log n)3/2, and the result follows
immediately.

C.3 Proof of Theorem 2

The proof is nearly identical to that of Korada and Montanari (2011, Theorem 2), and follows a
simple swapping argument (Lindeberg, 1922; Chatterjee, 2006). To this end, define the random
vector Wi as well as the random function Wi : R

2 → R as

Wi = (x1, z1, . . . , xi, zi, xi+1, zi+1, . . . , xn, zn) and
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Wi(t1, t2) = (x1, z1, . . . , xi−1, zi−1, t1, t2, xi+1, zi+1, . . . xn, zn).

Next, decompose the difference Ef(x,z)− Ef(x,z) into the telescoping series

Ef(x,z)− Ef(x,z) =
n∑

i=1

Ef(Wi)− Ef(Wi−1) for all functions f : R2n → R.

Now, note that for an index j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 2n}, the notation ∂j denotes partial differentiation
with respect to the jth coordinate. Applying Taylor’s theorem yields the expansion

f(Wi) = f
(
Wi(xi, 0)

)
+ zi∂2if

(
Wi(xi, 0)

)
+

1

2
z2i ∂

2
2if

(
Wi(xi, 0)

)
+

1

6
z3i ∂

3
2if

(
Wi(xi, u1)

)
,

for some scalar u1 ∈ [0, zi]. Further applying Taylor’s theorem to the functions t 7→ f
(
Wi(t, 0)

)
,

t 7→ ∂2if
(
Wi(t, 0)

)
, and t 7→ ∂22if

(
Wi(t, 0)

)
yields

f(Wi) = f
(
Wi(0, 0)

)
+ xi∂2i−1f

(
Wi(0, 0)

)
+
x2i
2
∂22i−1f

(
Wi(0, 0)

)
+
x3i
6
∂32i−1f

(
Wi(u2, 0)

)

+ zi ·
[
∂2if

(
Wi(0, 0)

)
+ xi∂2i−1∂2if

(
Wi(0, 0)

)
+
x2i
2
∂22i−1∂2if

(
Wi(u3, 0)

)]

+
1

2
z2i ·

[
∂22if

(
Wi(0, 0)

)
+ xi∂2i−1∂

2
2if

(
Wi(u4, 0)

)]
+

1

6
z3i ∂

3
2if

(
Wi(xi, u1)

)
,

for some scalars u2, u3, and u4 contained in the interval [0, xi]. Note that the random variable
f
(
Wi(0, 0)

)
is independent of both xi as well as zi. Consequently, we deduce the equation

Ef(Wi) = E
{
f
(
Wi(0, 0)

)}
+

1

2
E
{
x2i

}
E
{
∂22i−1f

(
Wi(0, 0)

)}
+

1

6
E
{
x3i · ∂32i−1f

(
Wi(u2, 0)

)}

+ E
{
xizi

}
E
{
∂2i−1∂2if

(
Wi(0, 0)

)}
+

1

2
E
{
x2i zi · ∂22i−1∂2if

(
Wi(u3, 0)

)}

+
1

2
E
{
z2i
}
E
{
∂22if

(
Wi(0, 0)

)}
+

1

2
E
{
z2i xi · ∂2i−1∂

2
2if

(
Wi(u4, 0)

)}
+

1

6
E
{
z3i · ∂32if

(
Wi(xi, u1)

)}
.

We proceed in a parallel manner to evaluate the quantity Ef(Wi−1), replacing the values xi and
zi with xi and zi, respectively. Under assumptions (a)–(c), we thus obtain that the difference
Ef(Wi) − Ef(Wi−1) consists solely of the terms consisting of third-order partial derivatives.
Thus, we apply the triangle inequality in conjunction with the absolute bound on the third-
order partial derivatives of the function f to obtain the bound

∣∣Ef(Wi)− Ef(Wi−1)
∣∣ . L ·

(
max

p=0,1,2,3
(E|xpi z

3−p
i |+ E|x̄pi z̄

3−p
i |

)
.

The result follows upon summing over i.

C.4 Proof of Lemma 12

We first require a technical lemma, whose proof we provde in Section C.4.1.

Lemma 14. Fix a smoothing parameter r > 0 and recall the loss Lsmooth
r (62), the original

loss Ln (3a), and the set T (23). There exists a pair of positive constants (c, C) such that with
probability at least 1− 2e−cnr, the following holds uniformly for all θ ∈ T

∣∣Ln(θ;Z, λ) − Lsmooth
r (θ,Z,X)

∣∣ ≤ C
√
r.

Next, define the smoothed minimum with respect to the perturbed loss (24) (cf. the
smoothed minimum f (64)) as

g(β,Z,X) = − 1

β
log

∑

θ∈Tǫ

exp
{
−β ·

(
Ln(θ;Z, λ) + sψ(θ)

)}
, (68)
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and note that limβ→∞ g(β,Z,X) = Mǫ(s,Z). Consequently, we obtain the inequality

∣∣Mǫ(s,Z)− g(β,Z,X)
∣∣ ≤

∫ ∞

β

∣∣∣ ∂
∂β

g(β,Z,X)
∣∣∣dt ≤ 2 log

(
|Tǫ|

)
·
∫ ∞

β

1

t2
dt

≤ 2n

β
· log

(
1 +

2M1
√
n

ǫ

)
, (69)

where the final inequality follows by applying Vershynin (2018, Corollary 4.2.13) to upper bound
the size of the ǫ-net |Tǫ|. Next, by definition, we obtain the relation

|g(β,Z,X) − f(β,Z,X)| = 1

β

∣∣∣∣log
∑

θ∈Tǫ
exp{−β(Ln(θ;Z, λ) + sψ(θ))}∑

θ∈Tǫ
exp{−β(Lsmooth

r (θ,Z,X) + sψ(θ))}

∣∣∣∣ .

Let Z =
∑

θ∈Tǫ
exp{−β(Lsmooth

r (θ,Z,X) + sψ(θ))} and decompose the argument of the loga-
rithm as

1

Z

∑

θ∈Tǫ

exp{−β(Lsmooth
r (θ,Z,X)+ sψ(θ))} · exp{−β(Ln(θ;Z, λ)−Lsmooth

r (θ,Z,X))} ≤ eCβ
√
r,

where the inequality follows upon applying Lemma 14. Combining the preceding two displays
with Lemma 14, we deduce |g(β,Z,X) − f(β,Z,X)| ≤ C

√
r, and the result follows upon

combining with the inequality (69).

C.4.1 Proof of Lemma 14

Applying the triangle inequality and exploiting the 1-Lipschitz nature of ρ, we obtain

∣∣Ln(θ;Z, λ) − Lsmooth
r (θ,Z,X)

∣∣ ≤ 1

n

n∑

i=1

∣∣∣ρ
(
−F

(
r−1 ·

[
Ui − ρ′(〈xi,θ0〉)

])
· 〈zi,θ〉

)
− ρ(−yi · 〈zi,θ〉)

∣∣∣

≤ 1

n

n∑

i=1

∣∣∣yi − F
(
r−1 ·

[
Ui − ρ′(〈xi,θ0〉)

])∣∣∣ ·
∣∣〈zi,θ〉

∣∣.

Subsequently, we apply the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality as well as the first property (61) of the
function F to obtain the bound

∣∣Ln(θ;Z, λ) − Lsmooth
r (θ,Z,X)

∣∣ ≤

√√√√ 1

n

n∑

i=1

41
{
|Ui − ρ′(〈xi,θ0〉)| ≤ r

}
√√√√ 1

n

n∑

i=1

|〈zi,θ〉|2

≤M0 ·M1 ·

√√√√ 1

n

n∑

i=1

41
{
|Ui − ρ′(〈xi,θ0〉)| ≤ r

}
,

where the final inequality follows, with probability at least 1 − 2e−n, from Lemma 2(a) in
conjunction with the fact that ‖θ‖2 ≤M1

√
n on the set T. Next, note that

EUi1

{
|Ui − ρ′(〈xi,θ0〉)| ≤ r

}
=

∫ (ρ′(〈xi,θ0〉)+r)∧1

(ρ′(〈xi,θ0〉)−r)∨0
1du ≤ 2r.

Additionally, applying Vershynin (2018, Theorem 2.8.4) yields the probabilistic inequality

P

{∣∣∣ 1
n

n∑

i=1

41(|Ui − ρ′(〈xi,θ0〉)| ≤ r)− 4E1(|Ui − ρ′(〈xi,θ0〉)| ≤ r)
∣∣∣ ≥ t

}
≤ 2 exp

{
− nt2

r + 4t/3

}
.

Putting the pieces together, we take t = r in the inequality above to obtain the desired result.
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C.5 Proof of Lemma 13

This lemma consists, primarily, of a lengthy third derivative computation. To facilitate the
computation, for a function g : Tǫ → R, we will use the shorthand

〈g〉 =
∑

θ∈Tǫ
g(θ) exp

{
−β ·

(
Lsmooth
r (θ,Z,X) + sψ(θ)

)}

∑
θ∈Tǫ

exp
{
−β ·

(
Lsmooth
r (θ,Z,X) + sψ(θ)

)} , (70)

to denote the expectation of the function g with respect to the Gibbs measure associated to the
partition function Zβ (63).

Throughout this section, we will be taking derivatives with respect to the random variables
Zkℓ and Xkℓ. We conserve notation and write

∂Z := ∂Zkℓ
and ∂X := ∂Xkℓ

.

Additionally, let ∂iZ denote the ith partial derivative with respect to Zkℓ, ∂
i
X the ith partial

derivative with respect to Xkℓ, and recall that h
(i)
K denotes the ith derivative of hK . With this

notation, we require upper bounds on the quantities

∂3Z
[
hK

(
f(β,Z,X) − t

)]
, ∂2Z∂X

[
hK

(
f(β,Z,X) − t

)]
,

∂3X
[
hK

(
f(β,Z,X)− t

)]
and ∂Z∂

2
X

[
hK

(
f(β,Z,X) − t

)]
.

To conserve notation, we write h
(i)
K

(
f(β,Z,X) − t

)
as h

(i)
K . Straightforward computation sub-

sequently yields

∂3Z
[
hK

(
f(β,Z,X) − t

)]
= (∂3Zf) · (h(1)K ) + (∂Zf)

3 · (h(3)K ) + 3 · (∂2Zf) · (∂Zf) · (h(2)K )

∂3X
[
hK

(
f(β,Z,X) − t

)]
= (∂3Xf) · (h

(1)
K ) + (∂Xf)

3 · (h(3)K ) + 3 · (∂2Xf) · (∂Xf) · (h
(2)
K )

∂2Z∂X
[
hK

(
f(β,Z,X) − t

)]
= (∂X∂

2
Zf) · (h

(1)
K ) + (∂Xf) · (∂2Zf) · (h

(2)
K ) + (∂Xf) · (∂Zf)2 · (h(3)K )

+ 2(∂Zf) · (∂X∂Zf) · (h(2)K )

∂Z∂
2
X

[
hK

(
f(β,Z,X) − t

)]
= (∂2X∂Zf) · (h(1)K ) + (∂2Xf) · (∂Zf) · (h(2)K ) + (∂Xf)

2 · (∂Zf) · (h(3)K )

+ 2(∂Xf) · (∂X∂Zf) · (h(2)K )

Next, we recall the notation (70) and compute

∂Z(f) =
〈
∂ZLsmooth

r

〉
and ∂X(f) =

〈
∂XLsmooth

r

〉
.

To conserve space, for the remainder of the proof, we will write Lr in place Lsmooth
r . We compute

the higher order derivatives of f through the pair of identities (which hold for any sufficiently
smooth function g : Tǫ → R)

∂Z〈g〉 =
〈
∂Z(g)

〉
− β

〈
g · ∂Z(Lr)

〉
+ β〈g〉 ·

〈
∂Z(Lr)

〉
and

∂X〈g〉 =
〈
∂X(g)

〉
− β

〈
g · ∂X(Lr)

〉
+ β〈g〉 ·

〈
∂X(Lr)

〉
.

Repeated application of the above two identities yields the second order partial derivatives

∂2Z(f) =
〈
∂2Z(Lr)

〉
− β ·

〈[
∂Z(Lr)

]2〉+ β ·
〈
∂Z(Lr)

〉2

∂2X(f) =
〈
∂2X(Lr)

〉
− β ·

〈[
∂X(Lr)

]2〉
+ β ·

〈
∂X(Lr)

〉2

∂Z∂X(f) =
〈
∂X∂Z(Lr)

〉
− β ·

〈[
∂X(Lr)

]
·
[
∂Z(Lr)

]〉
+ β ·

〈
∂Z(Lr)

〉
·
〈
∂X(Lr)

〉
.

Applying the same pair of identities to each term on the RHS of each equation in the display
above yields the third order partial derivatives

∂Z∂
2
X(f) =

〈
∂Z∂

2
X(Lr)

〉
− β ·

〈[
∂2X(Lr)

]
·
[
∂Z(Lr)

]〉
+ β ·

〈
∂2X(Lr)

〉
·
〈
∂Z(Lr)

〉
+ 2β ·

〈
∂X(Lr)

〉
· ∂Z∂X(f)
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+ β2 ·
〈[
∂Z(Lr)

]
·
[
∂X(Lr)

]2〉− β2 ·
〈[
∂X(Lr)

]2〉 ·
〈
∂Z(Lr)

〉
− 2β ·

〈[
∂X(Lr)

]
·
[
∂Z∂X(Lr)

]〉

∂2Z∂X(f) =
〈
∂2Z∂X(Lr)

〉
− β ·

〈[
∂X(Lr)

]
·
[
∂2Z(Lr)

]〉
+ β ·

〈
∂X(Lr)

〉
·
〈
∂2Z(Lr)

〉
− 2β ·

〈[
∂Z(Lr)

]
·
[
∂Z∂X(Lr)

]〉

+ β2 ·
〈[
∂X(Lr)

]
·
[
∂Z(Lr)

]2〉− β2 ·
〈[
∂Z(Lr)

]2〉 ·
〈
∂X(Lr)

〉
+ 2β ·

〈
∂Z(Lr)

〉
· ∂Z∂X(f)

∂3Z(f) =
〈
∂3Z(Lr)

〉
− 3β ·

〈[
∂Z(Lr)

]
·
[
∂2Z(Lr)

]〉
+ β ·

〈
∂Z(Lr)

〉
·
〈
∂2Z(Lr)

〉
+ β2 · 〈

[
∂Z(Lr)

]3〉

− β2 ·
〈
∂Z(Lr)

〉
·
〈[
∂Z(Lr)

]2〉+ 2β ·
〈
∂Z(Lr)

〉
· ∂2Z(f)

∂3X(f) =
〈
∂3X(Lr)

〉
− 3β ·

〈[
∂X(Lr)

]
·
[
∂2X(Lr)

]〉
+ β ·

〈
∂X(Lr)

〉
·
〈
∂2X(Lr)

〉
+ β2 · 〈

[
∂X(Lr)

]3〉

− β2 ·
〈
∂X(Lr)

〉
·
〈[
∂X(Lr)

]2〉+ 2β ·
〈
∂X(Lr)

〉
· ∂2X(f).

Noting that the computation of the partial derivatives of the loss Lr (62) is straightforward, we
elect to omit the explicit expressions in favor of coarse upper bounds on the expressions. To
this end, we now collect some uniform bounds. First, recall the definition of the set T (23) and
note that Tǫ is an ǫ-net of T. We thus note the bounds

‖θ‖∞ ≤M2 ·
√

log n · ‖θ0‖∞ and ‖Zθ‖∞ ≤M3 ·
√

log n, for all θ ∈ Tǫ. (71a)

Additionally, recall the properties of the function F (61) as well as of the function ρ, and note
the bounds

sup
t∈R

∣∣F (i)(t)
∣∣ ≤ C ′ and sup

t∈R

∣∣ρ(i)(t)
∣∣ ≤ 1, for all i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. (71b)

We now apply the uniform bounds (71a)–(71b) to the computation of the derivatives of the loss
Lr. This yields the bounds on the first derivatives

∣∣∂Z(Lr)
∣∣ ≤ C

√
log n‖θ0‖∞

n
and

∣∣∂X(Lr)
∣∣ ≤ C‖θ0‖∞

√
log n

nr
,

the bounds on the second derivatives

∣∣∂2Z(Lr)
∣∣ ≤ C log n‖θ0‖2∞

n
,

∣∣∂2X(Lr)
∣∣ ≤ C‖θ0‖2∞ log n

nr2
, and

∣∣∂Z∂X(Lr)
∣∣ ≤ C‖θ0‖2∞ log n

nr
,

and the bounds on the third derivatives

∣∣∂3Z(Lr)
∣∣ ≤ C(log n)3/2‖θ0‖3∞

n
,

∣∣∂Z∂2X(Lr)
∣∣ ≤ C‖θ0‖3∞(log n)3/2

nr2
,

∣∣∂3X(Lr)
∣∣ ≤ C(log n)3/2‖θ0‖3∞

nr3
and

∣∣∂2Z∂X(Lr)
∣∣ ≤ C‖θ0‖3∞(log n)3/2

nr
.

Next, we apply the triangle inequality to obtain the bound

∣∣〈g〉
∣∣ ≤ max

θ∈Tǫ

∣∣g(θ)
∣∣, for all functions g : Tǫ → R.

The result follows by recalling the assumptions that the smoothing parameters r and β satisfy
the relation β/n > r and putting the pieces together.

C.6 Proof of Lemma 4

Proof of part (a): Fix two values λ1 and λ2 and consider the quantities ψ
(
θ̂(λ1)

)
and

ψ
(
θ̂(λ2)

)
. Since ψ : Rp → R is C/

√
p–Lipschitz, we deduce

∣∣∣ψ
(
θ̂(λ1)

)
− ψ

(
θ̂(λ2)

)∣∣∣ ≤ C√
p
· ‖θ̂(λ1)− θ̂(λ2)‖2. (72)
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Invoking strong convexity of the loss Ln, we obtain the inequality

λ1
2p

·
∥∥θ̂(λ1)− θ̂(λ2)

∥∥2
2
≤ Ln

(
θ̂(λ2);Z, λ1

)
− Ln

(
θ̂(λ1);Z, λ1

)
,

On the other hand, we note the upper bound

Ln
(
θ̂(λ2);Z, λ1

)
= Ln

(
θ̂(λ2);Z, λ2

)
+
λ1 − λ2

2p

∥∥θ̂(λ2)‖22 ≤ Ln
(
θ̂(λ1);Z, λ2

)
+
λ1 − λ2

2p

∥∥θ̂(λ2)‖22

where the final inequality follows as θ̂(λ2) is a minimizer of the loss Ln(·;Z, λ2). Moreover, we
note the equivalence

Ln
(
θ̂(λ1);Z, λ2

)
+
λ1 − λ2

2p

∥∥θ̂(λ2)‖22 = Ln
(
θ̂(λ1);Z, λ1

)
+
λ1 − λ2

2p
·
(∥∥θ̂(λ2)‖22 −

∥∥θ̂(λ1)‖22
)
.

Factoring the difference of squares on the RHS of the preceding display and applying Lemma 2(a)
yields the bound

λ1 − λ2
2p

·
(∥∥θ̂(λ2)‖22 −

∥∥θ̂(λ1)‖22
)
≤M1 ·

|λ1 − λ2|
2
√
p

·
∣∣∣
∥∥θ̂(λ2)‖2 −

∥∥θ̂(λ1)‖2
∣∣∣

≤M1 ·
|λ1 − λ2|
2
√
p

·
∥∥θ̂(λ2)− θ̂(λ1)‖2,

where the first inequality holds with probability at least 1 − 2e−n and the second inequality
follows by applying the triangle inequality. Putting the pieces together yields the inequality

λ1
2p

·
∥∥θ̂(λ1)− θ̂(λ2)

∥∥2
2
≤M1 ·

|λ1 − λ2|
2
√
p

·
∥∥θ̂(λ2)− θ̂(λ1)‖2.

Re-arranging the above inequality and substituting the resulting bound into the RHS of the
inequality (72) yields the desired conclusion.

Proof of part (b): This proof proceeds in a parallel manner to that of part (a). Fix two
values λ1 and λ2. Recall the asymptotic loss L (5) and define the function Ψ(·;λ) : R≥0×R → R

as

Ψ(σ, ξ;λ) = max
γ≥0

L(σ, ξ, γ;λ),

where we have made the dependence on the regularization parameter λ explicit in both defini-

tions. Next, introduce the vector valued maps ζ⋆ : R → R2 and ζ
(R)
⋆ : R → R2 as

ζ⋆(λ) = [σ⋆(λ), ξ⋆(λ)]
⊤ and ζ

(R)
⋆ (λ) = [σ⋆(λ), R · ξ⋆(λ)]⊤.

Now, note that the function Ψ is λ · (1∧R)-strongly convex, by Lemma 1(a). Consequently, we
obtain the inequality

λ1 · (1 ∧R)
2

· ‖ζ⋆(λ1)− ζ⋆(λ2)‖22 ≤ Ψ
(
σ⋆(λ2), ξ⋆(λ2);λ1

)
−Ψ

(
σ⋆(λ1), ξ⋆(λ1);λ1

)
. (73)

Following similar steps to part (a)—this time using Ψ
(
σ⋆(λ2), ξ⋆(λ2)·;λ1

)
in place of

Ln
(
θ̂(λ2);Z, λ1

)
—yields the upper bound

Ψ
(
σ⋆(λ2), ξ⋆(λ2);λ1

)
≤ Ψ

(
σ⋆(λ1), ξ⋆(λ1);λ1

)
+
λ1 − λ2

2
·
(∥∥ζ(R)⋆ (λ2)

∥∥2
2
−

∥∥ζ(R)⋆ (λ1)
∥∥2
2

)
. (74)
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Moreover, invoking strong convexity of the function Ψ once more, we deduce the bound

‖ζ⋆(λ)‖2 ≤
√

2

λ · (1 ∧R) ·Ψ(0, 0;λ) ≤
√

2 log 2

λ · (1 ∧R) .

Thus, factoring the difference of squares on the RHS of the inequality (74) and applying the
above inequality, we obtain the bound

∥∥ζ(R)⋆ (λ2)
∥∥2
2
−

∥∥ζ(R)⋆ (λ1)
∥∥2
2
≤ 2

√
2 log 2

λmin
· ‖ζ⋆(λ1)− ζ⋆(λ2)‖2,

where we have additionally used the inequality ‖ζ(R)⋆ (λ)‖22 ≤ (1∨R)‖ζ⋆‖22. Combining the above
inequality with the bounds (73) and (74) and re-arranging yields the inequality

‖ζ⋆(λ1)− ζ⋆(λ2)‖2 ≤ 2

λ1 · (1 ∧R)

√
2 log 2

λmin
· |λ1 − λ2|.

This concludes the proof since φ is 1-Lipschitz.

D Geometric properties of the minimizer: proof of Lemma 2

This section is organized as follows. In Section D.1, we prove part (a), in Section D.2, we prove
part (b), and in Section D.3, we prove part (c).

D.1 Proof of Lemma 2(a)

First recall that by Definition 3, the entries of the matrix Z have Orlicz norm bounded as
‖Zij‖ψ2

≤ K1/
√
p, for all i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n} and j ∈ {1, 2 . . . , p}. Since each entry in the matrix Z

is independent, a straightforward application of Vershynin (2018, Theorem 4.4.5) thus furnishes
a constant M0 such that ‖Z‖op ≤ M0, with probability at least 1 − 2e−n. Next, note that the

estimator θ̂ (3b) satisfies the following KKT condition

0 = − 1

n

n∑

i=1

yiziρ
′(−yi〈zi, θ̂〉

)
+
λ

p
θ̂ = − 1

n
Z⊤(y ⊙ ρ′

(
−y ⊙Zθ̂

))
+
λ

p
θ̂.

Re-arranging, taking the norm of both sides, and applying the high probability bound ‖Z‖op ≤
M0 yields Thus, re-arranging and taking the norm of both sides, we obtain the inequality

‖θ̂‖2 =
∥∥∥ p

λn
Z⊤(y ⊙ ρ′(−y ⊙Zθ̂))

∥∥∥
2
≤ p

λn
‖Z‖op ‖y ⊙ ρ′(y ⊙Zθ̂)‖2 ≤

√
n

λ
δM0.

The conclusion follows upon setting M1 = λδM0.

D.2 Proof of Lemma 2(b)

Let θ̂1 denote the first coordinate of the estimator θ̂. Without loss of generality, we will prove

P

{
|θ̂1| ≥ C(log n)3/2(‖θ0‖∞ ∨ log n)

}
≤ 1

n2
, (75)

and recover the desired result via a union bound. Towards establishing inequality (75), we begin
with some preliminaries. First, let ỹi = (yi + 1)/2 and re-parameterize the loss Ln (3a) as

Ln(θ;Z, λ) = − 1

n

n∑

i=1

ỹi〈zi,θ〉+
1

n

n∑

i=1

ρ(〈zi,θ〉) +
λ

2p
‖θ‖22. (76)
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Equipped with this re-parameterization, we isolate the contribution of the coordinate through
the function L1 : R → R defined as

L1(θ1) = min
θ2,θ3...,θp

Ln(θ;Z, λ), where θ = (θ1, θ2, . . . , θp).

Additionally, for any scalar t ∈ R, define θ̂(−1)(t) as

θ̂(−1)(t) = argmin
θ2,θ3,...,θp

Ln(θ(−1)(t);Z, λ), where θ(−1)(t) = (t, θ2, . . . , θp). (77)

In the sequel, we will drop the argument and refer to θ̂(−1)(0) as θ̂(−1). It will additionally be

useful to consider the leave one out vectors {z(−1)
i }i≤n = [0 Zi2 . . . Zip] ∈ Rp as well as the

leave one out matrix Z(−1) = [z
(−1)
1 z

(−1)
2 . . . z

(−1)
n ]⊤ ∈ Rn×p.

Continuing, note that the function L1 is λ/(2p)–strongly convex (see, e.g., Hiriart-Urruty
and Lemaréchal, 1993, § 2.4) and continuously differentiable, whence

0 ≤ L1(0)− L1

(
θ̂1
)
≤ −L′

1(0) · θ̂1 −
λ

2p
·
(
θ̂1
)2
.

Re-arranging yields
∣∣θ̂1

∣∣ ≤ 2p/λ · |L′
1(0)|. We thus compute

L′
1(t) =

λ

p
· t− 1

n

n∑

i=1

ỹi · Zi1 +
1

n

n∑

i=1

ρ′
(〈
θ̂(−1)(t),zi

〉)
· Zi1,

and subsequently apply the triangle inequality in conjunction with the aforementioned bound∣∣θ̂1
∣∣ ≤ 2p/λ · |L′

1(0)| to obtain

∣∣θ̂1
∣∣ ≤ 2

λδ

∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

ỹiZi1

∣∣∣+ 2

λδ

∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

Zi1ρ
′(〈z(−1)

i , θ̂(−1)
〉)∣∣∣.

The result follows from the following two inequalities, whose proofs are lengthy and deferred to
Sections D.2.1 and D.2.2, respectively.

∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

ỹiZi1

∣∣∣ ≤ C ·
(
‖θ0‖∞ ∨

√
log n

)
with probability ≥ 1− 1

n2
, (78a)

∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

Zi1ρ
′(〈z(−1)

i , θ̂(−1)
〉)∣∣∣ ≤ C‖θ0‖∞

√
log n with probability ≥ 1− 1

n2
. (78b)

Combining the pieces yields the result.

D.2.1 Proof of the inequality (78a)

Since Z belongs to the (αc, α2)–universality class and ỹi is bounded, the product Zi1ỹi is sub-
exponential, so applying Bernstein’s inequality in conjunction with the triangle inequality yields

∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

ỹi · Zi1
∣∣∣ ≤

∣∣∣E
{ n∑

i=1

ỹi · Zi1
}∣∣∣+ C

√
log n, with probability ≥ 1− 2

n2
. (79)

The remainder of the proof consists of bounding the first term on the RHS. To this end, note
that the distribution of the label ỹi can be characterized as

ỹi =

{
1, if Ui ≤ ρ′(〈xi,θ0〉)
0, else,

where Ui ∼ Unif[0, 1].
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Additionally, let x
(−1)
i = [0 Xi2 . . . Xip] denote a row of the data matrix X with its first

coordinate left out and let θ
(−1)
0 = [0 θ0,2 . . . θ0,p] denote the ground truth with its first

coordinate left out. Use these to define the label

ỹi(t) =

{
1, if Ui ≤ ρ′

(
〈x(−1)

i ,θ
(−1)
0 〉+ t · θ0,1

)

0, else,
for any t ∈ R, (80)

and note that the original label is recovered upon considering the quantity ỹi(Xi1). Now, let
the random variable Xi1 denote an independent copy of the entry Xi1 so that the product
Zi1 · ỹi

(
Xi1

)
is a zero-mean random variable. Consequently,

∣∣∣E
{ n∑

i=1

ỹi · Zi1
}∣∣∣ = n

∣∣E
{(
ỹ1(X11)− ỹ1

(
X11

))
· Z11

}∣∣ ≤ nE
{∣∣(ỹ1(X11)− ỹ1

(
X11

))
· Zi1

∣∣}.

Applying Taylor’s theorem with remainder in conjunction with the representation (80) yields

E
{∣∣ỹ1(X11)− ỹ1

(
X11

)∣∣ | X,Z
}
=

∣∣ρ′
(
〈x(−1)

1 ,θ
(−1)
0 〉+X11 · θ0,1

)
− ρ′

(
〈x(−1)

1 ,θ
(−1)
0 〉+X11 · θ0,1

)∣∣

≤ ‖θ0‖∞|X11 −X11|+
‖θ0‖2∞

2
|X11 −X11|2.

To obtain the inequality we have additionally upper bounded |θ0,1| ≤ ‖θ0‖∞ and used the fact
that the first three derivatives of ρ are uniformly bounded by one. Substituting this inequality
into the previous display and applying the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality yields

∣∣∣E
{ n∑

i=1

ỹi · Zi1
}∣∣∣ ≤ C‖θ0‖∞ + C‖θ0‖2∞

1√
n
≤ C‖θ0‖∞,

where the final inequality follows since by assumption ‖θ0‖∞ . n1/6. Substituting this into the
inequality (79) yields the result.

D.2.2 Proof of the inequality (78b)

Note that θ̂(−1) still depends on the entry Zi1 through the label ỹi. Towards decoupling the
two, we use the representation ỹi(r) (80) and define the loss (which depends on the auxiliary
variable r)

Rn(θ;Z, λ, r) = − 1

n

∑

i

ỹi(ri)
〈
z
(−1)
i ,θ

〉
+

1

n

n∑

i=1

ρ
(〈

z
(−1)
i ,θ

〉)
+

λ

2p
‖θ‖22,

as well as its minimizer ϑ̂(r) = argminϑ∈Rp Rn(θ;Z, λ, r), noting that ϑ̂(x·,1) = θ̂(−1). By
Taylor’s theorem with remainder,

n∑

i=1

Zi1ρ
′(〈z(−1)

i , θ̂(−1)〉
)
=

n∑

i=1

Zi1ρ
′(〈z(−1)

i , ϑ̂(0)〉
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:A

+
〈
θ̂(−1) − ϑ̂(0),

n∑

i=1

Zi1ρ
′′(ζi)z

(−1)
i

〉

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:B

,

where the random variable ζi ∈ [〈z(−1)
i , ϑ̂(0)〉, 〈z(−1)

i , θ̂(−1)〉]. First bounding term A, we note

that (Zi1)i≤n are independent and for each i, Zi1 is independent of ρ′
(
〈z(−1)
i , ϑ̂(0)〉

)
. Thus,

conditioning and applying Hoeffding’s inequality yields

A =

n∑

i=1

Zi1ρ
′(〈z(−1)

i , ϑ̂(0)〉
)
≤ C

√
log n with probability ≥ 1− C

n2
.
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Turning to term B, we apply the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality to obtain

B =
〈
θ̂(−1) − ϑ̂(0),

n∑

i=1

Zi1ρ
′′(ζi)z

(−1)
i

〉
≤

∥∥θ̂(−1) − ϑ̂(0)
∥∥
2
·
∥∥(Z(−1))⊤

[
z·1 ⊙ ρ′′(ζ)

]∥∥
2

≤M2
0

∥∥θ̂(−1) − ϑ̂(0)
∥∥
2
, (81)

where the second inequality follows with probability at least 1−2e−cn by applying Lemma 2(a)
twice. It remains to bound ‖θ̂(−1) − ϑ̂(0)‖2. To this end, by strong convexity of Rn(·;Z, λ,0),
we deduce the sandwich relation

0 ≥ Rn

(
ϑ̂(0);Z, λ,0

)
−Rn

(
θ̂(−1);Z, λ,0

)
≥

〈
∇Rn

(
θ̂(−1);Z, λ,0

)
, θ̂(−1)−ϑ̂(0)

〉
+
λ

2p

∥∥θ̂(−1)−ϑ̂(0)
∥∥2
2
.

Applying Cauchy–Schwarz and re-arranging yields the inequality

∥∥θ̂(−1) − ϑ̂(0)
∥∥
2
≤ 2p

λ

∥∥∇Rn

(
θ̂(−1);Z, λ,0

)∥∥
2
. (82)

From the first order condition ∇Rn

(
θ̂(−1);Z, λ,x·,1

)
= 0, we deduce

∥∥∇Rn

(
θ̂(−1);Z, λ,0

)∥∥
2
=

∥∥∇Rn

(
θ̂(−1);Z, λ,0

)
−∇Rn

(
θ̂(−1);Z, λ,x·,1

)∥∥
2

=
1

n

∥∥(Z(−1)
)⊤(

ỹ(x·,1)− ỹ(0)
)∥∥

2

(i)

≤ M0

n

∥∥ỹ(x·,1)− ỹ(0)
∥∥
2
, (83)

where step (i) follows with probability at least 1 − 2e−cn upon applying Lemma 2(a) and we
have let ỹ(r) = [ỹi(ri)]i≤n ∈ {0, 1}n. It remains to bound the norm of the differences in labels
‖ỹ(x·,1)− ỹ(0)‖2. From the representation (80), we deduce the equivalent expression

∥∥ỹ(x·,1)− ỹ(0)
∥∥2
2
=

n∑

i=1

1

{
Ui ∈

[
ρ′
(
〈x(−1)

i ,θ
(−1)
0 〉

)
, ρ′

(
〈x(−1)

i ,θ
(−1)
0 〉+Xi1θ0,1

)]}
=:

n∑

i=1

Vi

Note that the summands Vi are bounded and mutually independent. Thus, we apply Bernstein’s
inequality for bounded random variables (Vershynin, 2018, Theorem 2.8.4) to obtain

P

{∣∣∣
n∑

i=1

Vi − EVi

∣∣∣ ≥ t
}
≤ 2 exp

{
− t2/2∑n

i=1 E{(Vi − E[Vi])2}+ t/3

}
. (84)

Note that E{(Vi − E[Vi])
2} ≤ E{V 2

i } = EVi so that it suffices to bound EVi. Applying Taylor’s
theorem with remainder, we deduce

EVi = E

{
Xi1θ01ρ

′′(〈x(−1)
i ,θ

(−1)
0 〉

)
+
X2
i1θ

2
01

2
ρ′′′(ζi)

} (i)

≤ C‖θ0‖2∞
n

,

where in the first equality, ζi denotes some element in the interval[
ρ′
(
〈x(−1)

i ,θ
(−1)
0 〉

)
, ρ′

(
〈x(−1)

i ,θ
(−1)
0 〉 + Xi1θ0,1

)]
and step (i) follows from independence of Xi1

and x
(−1)
i as well as the second moment condition of Definition 3(iv). Substituting this bound

into the inequality (84) with t = C‖θ0‖∞ log n and recalling that
∥∥ỹ(x·,1)− ỹ(0)

∥∥2
2
=

∑n
i=1 Vi,

we deduce the inequality

∥∥ỹ(x·,1)− ỹ(0)
∥∥2
2
≤ C‖θ0‖2∞ log n with probability ≥ 1− C

n2
.

Combining this inequality with the inequalities (81)–(83), we deduce that with probability at
least 1− C/n2, B ≤ C‖θ0‖∞

√
log n, which concludes the proof.
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D.3 Proof of Lemma 2(c)

Without loss of generality, we will prove that for a large enough constant C,

P

{
|〈z1, θ̂〉| ≥ C

√
log n

}
≤ C

n2
,

and conclude via an application of the union bound. To this end, we define the leave-one-
sample-out loss as

L(\1)
n (θ;Z, λ) =

1

n

n∑

i=2

ρ(−yi〈zi,θ〉) +
λ

2p
‖θ‖22, (85)

and its minimizer as θ̂(\1) = argminθ∈Rp L(\1)
n (θ;Z, λ). Decomposing and applying the Cauchy–

Schwarz inequality yields

〈z1, θ̂〉 = 〈z1, θ̂(\1)〉+ 〈z1, θ̂ − θ̂(\1)〉 ≤ 〈z1, θ̂(\1)〉+ ‖z1‖2‖θ̂ − θ̂(\1)‖2. (86)

We bound each term in turn. First, note that z1 and θ̂(\1) are independent, whence apply-
ing Lemma 2(a) in conjunction with Hoeffding’s inequality yields 〈z1, θ̂(\1)〉 ≤ C

√
log n with

probability at least 1− C/n2.
Turning to the second term, we note that by strong convexity of the original objective

Ln (3a),

‖θ̂ − θ̂(\1)‖2 ≤
2p

λ
‖∇Ln(θ̂(\1))‖2

(i)
=

2p

λ
‖∇Ln(θ̂(\1))−∇L(\1)

n (θ̂(\1))‖2 =
2p

λn
‖z1ρ′(−yi〈z1, θ̂(\1)〉)‖2,

where step (i) follows from the first order condition for the loss L(\1)
n (85). By boundedness of

ρ′, it follows from the above display that ‖θ̂ − θ̂(\1)‖2 ≤ C‖z1‖2.
Combining these bounds with the inequality (86) yields

〈z1, θ̂〉 ≤ C
√
log n+ C‖z1‖22

(i)

≤ C
√
log n with probability ≥ 1− C

n2
,

where in step (i), we utilized the sub-Gaussian nature of the vector z1 and applied Hoeffding’s
inequality. The conclusion follows immediately from the above inequality used in conjunction
with the union bound.

E Auxiliary lemmas

Lemma 15. Let f : R → R be convex, bounded below, and smooth. Additionally, for
x, c ∈ R× R≥0, let

Mf (x; c) = min
u∈R

{
f(u) +

c

2
(u− x)2

}
, proxf (x; c) = argmin

u∈R

{
f(u) +

c

2
(u− x)2

}
.

Then, we have

(a) f ′(proxf (x; c)) + c(proxf (x; c)− x) = 0,

(b)
∂

∂x
Mf (x; c) = f ′(proxf (x; c)), (c)

∂

∂c
Mf (x; c) =

1

2

(
proxf (x; c) − x

)2
.

The proof of the above lemma is standard and we omit it for brevity.

Lemma 16. Let M > 0 be a positive scalar. There exists a constant γ
¯M

such that for all
|x| ≤M and γ ∈ (0, γ

¯M
], the following hold.
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(a) The quantity prox+ρ (x; γ) := argminu∈R
{
ρ(u) + γ

2 (u − x)2
}
, satisfies the upper bound

prox+ρ (x; γ) ≤ 1
4 log γ.

(b) The quantity prox−ρ (x; γ) := argminu∈R
{
ρ(−u) + γ

2 (u − x)2
}

satisfies the lower bound

prox−ρ (x; γ) ≥ 1
4 log

1
γ .

Proof. We restrict ourselves to the proof of part (a), noting that part (b) follows from nearly
identical steps.

Consider setting γ
¯M

=
[
8 · (1 ∨M) ·

(
1 + eM

)]−2
and suppose towards a contradiction that

prox+ρ (x; γ) ≥ (1/4) · log γ, for all γ ≤ γ
¯M

. (87)

Applying the first order conditions, we deduce

ρ′(prox+ρ (x; γ)) + γprox+ρ (x; γ) − γx = 0. (88)

Next, we study the LHS of the display above under the hypothesis (87). To this end, straight-
forward calculation yields the chain of inequalities

ρ′(prox+ρ (x; γ)) + γprox+ρ (x; γ)− γx ≥ eprox
+
ρ (x;γ)

1 + eM
+ γprox+ρ (x; γ) − γx

(i)

≥ γ1/4

1 + eM
+

1

4
γ log γ − γx =: f(γ),

where step (i) follows under the hypothesis (87). Now, note that the function f satisfies f(0) = 0;
we claim that moreover f is strictly increasing on the interval (0, γ

¯M
]. Taking this claim as

given, we complete the proof upon noting that for all 0 < γ ≤ γ
¯M

, f(γ) > 0, thus contradicting
the stationary condition (88).

It remains to prove that f is strictly increasing. To this end, we compute the derivative

f ′(γ) =
γ−3/4

4(1 + eM )
+

1

4
log γ +

1

4
− x, (89)

and note the following numeric inequality, whose justification is provided at the end of the proof,

γ−3/4

8 · (1 + eM )
> M ∨ 1

4
· log

( 1
γ

)
, for all 0 < γ ≤ γ

¯M
. (90)

Substituting the above inequality into the RHS of the derivative computation (89) yields f ′(γ) >
0 for 0 < γ ≤ γ

¯M
, which completes the proof.

Proof of the inequality (90): We first show that for all γ ∈ (0, γ
¯M

], γ−3/4

8·(1+eM )
> log

(
1
γ

)
. To this

end, consider the map Ψ : γ 7→ γ−3/4/ log(1/γ), and note that Ψ is strictly decreasing on R+.
Additionally, note that

Ψ(γ
¯M

) =

[
8 · (1 ∨M) ·

(
1 + eM

)]3/2

2 log
(
8 · (1 ∨M) ·

(
1 + eM

))
(i)
> 8 · (1 ∨M) ·

(
1 + eM

)
,

where step (i) follows by noting that the map t 7→ t1/2/(2 · log(t)) is increasing on the domain
[e2,∞) and is greater than 1 when evaluated at e2.

We next show that for all γ ∈ (0, γ
¯M

], γ−3/4

8·(1+eM )
> M . The function γ 7→ γ−3/4 is clearly

decreasing on R+, whence it suffices to verify the inequality at the right endpoint γ
¯M

, which is
immediate.
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F Additional numerical experiments

In Section 3, we provided contour plots in which we fixed the probability with which an entry
is missing as α = 0.704 and compared the Bayes test error to that of single imputation over a
large swath of parameters δ and R. Here, we do the same, fixing the parameters δ and R in
turn. Figure 6 fixes the parameter δ and Figure 7 fixes the parameter R.
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Figure 6. A comparison of the Bayes test error to the test error of optimally regularized single
imputation when the ratio of samples to dimension δ = n/p is fixed. Subfigure 6a plots contours
of both test errors on the same plot for a small value of δ (δ = 0.4) and Subfigure 6b zooms in to
show contours of the difference between the two test errors for this setting. Subfigures 6c and 6d
paint a similar picture for a much larger value of δ (δ = 20).
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Figure 7. A comparison of the Bayes test error to the test error of optimally regularized single
imputation when the radius of the problem R = ‖θ0‖2/√p is fixed. Subfigure 7a plots contours
of both test errors on the same plot for a small value of R (R = 0.2) and Subfigure 7b zooms in
to show contours of the difference between the two test errors when R = 0.2. In a similar vein,
Subfigures 7c and 7d repeat the same experiment for a larger value of R (R = 2).
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