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Abstract

We consider a general class of regression models with normally distributed covariates, and
the associated nonconvex problem of fitting these models from data. We develop a general
recipe for analyzing the convergence of iterative algorithms for this task from a random
initialization. In particular, provided each iteration can be written as the solution to a convex
optimization problem satisfying some natural conditions, we leverage Gaussian comparison
theorems to derive a deterministic sequence that provides sharp upper and lower bounds
on the error of the algorithm with sample-splitting. Crucially, this deterministic sequence
accurately captures both the convergence rate of the algorithm and the eventual error floor
in the finite-sample regime, and is distinct from the commonly used “population” sequence
that results from taking the infinite-sample limit. We apply our general framework to
derive several concrete consequences for parameter estimation in popular statistical models
including phase retrieval and mixtures of regressions. Provided the sample size scales near-
linearly in the dimension, we show sharp global convergence rates for both higher-order
algorithms based on alternating updates and first-order algorithms based on subgradient
descent. These corollaries, in turn, yield multiple consequences, including:

(a) Proof that higher-order algorithms can converge significantly faster than their first-order
counterparts (and sometimes super-linearly), even if the two share the same population update;
(b) Intricacies in super-linear convergence behavior for higher-order algorithms, which can
be nonstandard (e.g., with exponent 3/2) and sensitive to the noise level in the problem.

We complement these results with extensive numerical experiments, which show excellent
agreement with our theoretical predictions.
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1 Introduction

In many modern statistical estimation problems involving nonlinear observations, latent vari-
ables, or missing data, the log-likelihood—when viewed as a function of the parameters of
interest—is nonconcave. Accordingly, even though the maximum likelihood estimator enjoys
favorable statistical properties in many of these problems, the more practically relevant question
is one at the intersection of statistics and optimization: Can we, in modern problems where the
dimension is typically comparable to the sample size, optimize the likelihood in a computation-
ally efficient manner to produce statistically useful estimates? When viewed in isolation, many
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of these nonconvex model-fitting problems can be shown to be NP-hard. However, the statisti-
cally relevant setting—in which data are drawn i.i.d. from a suitably “nice” distribution—gives
rise to random ensembles of optimization problems that are often amenable to iterative algo-
rithms. Following a decade of intense activity, a unifying picture of nonconvex optimization in
statistical models has begun to emerge.

Given the rapid development of the field, a few distinct methods now exist for the analysis
of these nonconvex procedures. Let us briefly discuss two salient and natural approaches. The
first approach is to directly work with iterates of the algorithm. In particular, one can view each
iteration as a random operator mapping the parameter space to itself, and study its properties.
A typical example of this approach involves tracking some error metric between the iterates and
the “ground truth” parameter, and showing that applying the operator reduces the error at a
certain rate, possibly up to an additive correction to accommodate noise in the observations (see,
e.g., some of the early papers Jain et al., 2013; Loh and Wainwright, 2012). The second approach
looks instead at the landscape of the loss function that the iterative algorithm is designed to
minimize, showing that once the sample size exceeds a threshold, this landscape has favorable
properties that make it amenable to iterative optimization. Several such properties have been
established in particular problems, including, but not limited to, properties of the loss in a
neighborhood of its optimum (e.g., Loh and Wainwright, 2015; Candes et al., 2015) and the
absence of local minima with high probability (e.g., Sun et al., 2018; Ge et al., 2016).

In both recipes alluded to above, we are interested in characterizing properties of random
objects: the sample-based operator in the first case and the sample-dependent loss function in
the second. A general-purpose tool to carry out both recipes is to first understand deterministic,
population analogs of these (random) objects in the infinite-sample limit. For instance, taking
the sample size to infinity in these problems yields a population operator in the first case and
a population likelihood in the second, and allows one to analyze algorithms deterministically in
this limit. Post this point, tools from empirical process theory (e.g., Balakrishnan et al., 2017;
Mei et al., 2018) or more refined leave-one-out techniques (Ma et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2019)
can be used to argue that sample-based versions (of the operator/loss) behave similarly. In
particular, the first program—showing convergence of the population operator and relating this
to its sample-based analog—has established convergence of several algorithms in a variety of
settings (e.g., Balakrishnan et al., 2017; Daskalakis et al., 2017; Tian, 2017; Chen et al., 2019;
Dwivedi et al., 2020; Wu and Zhou, 2019; Xu et al., 2018; Ho et al., 2020). The overall style of the
analysis is appealing for several reasons: (a) It applies (in principle) to any iterative algorithm
run on any model-fitting problem and, (b) In contrast to the direct sample-based approach, it
does not require the analysis of a complex recursion involving highly nonlinear functions of the
random data. In addition, decomposing the analysis into a deterministic optimization-theoretic
component applied to the population operator and a stochastic component that captures the
eventual statistical neighborhood of convergence provides a natural two-step approach. But
does the population operator always provide a reliable prediction of convergence behavior in
modern, high dimensional settings?

1.1 Motivation: Accurate deterministic predictions of convergence behavior

Toward answering the question posed above, we run a simulation on what is arguably the
simplest nonlinear model resulting in a nonconvex fitting problem: phase retrieval with a real
signal. This is a regression model in which a scalar response y is related to a d-dimensional
covariate x via E[y|x] = |〈x, θ∗〉|, and the task is to estimate θ∗ from i.i.d. observations (xi, yi).
Two popular algorithms to optimize the nonconcave log-likelihood in this problem—described
in detail in Section 2.2 to follow—are given by:

(i) Alternating minimization, an algorithm that dates back to Gerchberg (1972) and Fienup
(1982). Each (tuning-free) iteration is based on fixing the latent “signs” according to the
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current parameter and solving a least squares problem.

(ii) Subgradient descent with stepsize η. This is a simple first-order method on the negative
log-likelihood that also goes by the name of reshaped Wirtinger flow (Zhang et al., 2017).

Before running our simulation, we emphasize two aspects of it that form recurring themes
throughout the paper. First, we use a sample-splitting device: each iteration of the algorithm
is executed using n fresh observations of the model, drawn independently of past iterations.
This device has been used extensively in the analysis of iterative algorithms as a simplifying
assumption (e.g., Jain et al., 2013; Hardt and Wootters, 2014; Netrapalli et al., 2015; Kwon
et al., 2019), and forms a natural starting point for our investigations. Second, over and above
tracking the `2 error of parameter estimation, we track a more expressive statistic over iterations.
In particular, we associate each parameter θ ∈ Rd with a two-dimensional state

α(θ) = ‖Pθ∗θ‖2 and β(θ) = ‖P⊥θ∗θ‖2, (1)

where Pθ∗ denotes the projection matrix onto the one-dimensional subspace spanned by θ∗

and P⊥θ∗ denotes the projection matrix onto the orthogonal complement of this subspace. In
words, these two scalars measure the component of θ parallel to θ∗ and perpendicular to θ∗,
respectively. Iterates θt of the algorithm then give rise to a two-dimensional state evolution
(αt, βt), where αt = α(θt) and βt = β(θt). As several papers in this space have pointed
out (Chen et al., 2019; Wu and Zhou, 2019; Tan and Vershynin, 2019a), tracking the state
evolution instead of the evolving d-dimensional parameter provides a useful summary statistic
of the algorithm’s behavior, and natural losses such as the `2 or angular loss of parameter
estimation can be expressed solely in terms of the state evolution.
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(a) The `2 error of the population update vs. `2
error of the empirics.
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(b) State evolution: α and β components (1) for
the population update and empirics.

Figure 1. Plots of behavior over iterations for both alternating minimization (AM) and sub-
gradient descent (GD) with step-size 1/2, alongside the population update, which is identical for

both algorithms (see Section 4). Both algorithms are initialized at θ0 = 0.2 ·θ∗+
√

1− 0.22P⊥θ∗γ,
with γ uniformly distributed on the unit sphere. Additionally, the observations are noisy with
noise standard deviation 10−8. Shaded envelopes around the empirics denote 95% confidence
bands over 100 independent trials.

We run our simulation in dimension d = 600, and use n = 12, 000 observations per it-
eration of the algorithm. We set θ∗ to be the first standard basis vector in Rd, and sup-
pose that the covariates xi ∈ Rd follow a standard Gaussian distribution. We generate the
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i-th response via yi = |〈xi, θ∗〉| + εi, where εi ∼ N (0, σ2). In our simulation, we consider
σ = 10−8. Consider the two iterative algorithms above initialized at a randomly chosen point
θ0 = 0.2 · θ∗ +

√
1− 0.22P⊥θ∗γ—with γ uniformly distributed on the unit sphere—and choosing

the stepsize η to ensure that the population operators of both algorithms coincide1. Figure 1
plots both the (random) `2-error of parameter estimation and the state evolution for both al-
gorithms along with the analogous quantities for the (deterministic) population update. As we
make clear shortly, the population update in the latter case takes the form of a state evolution
update, in that the state of the next population iterate can be computed as a deterministic
function of the state of the current iterate. Two conclusions can be drawn immediately from
Figure 1. First, the population update is overly optimistic when predicting the convergence
rates of both algorithms. Second, algorithms with the same population update can exhibit very
different convergence behaviors. Looking more closely at Figure 1(b), we see that while the
state evolution predictions are comparable to empirical behavior towards the left of the plot
(immediately after initialization), the β prediction is no longer accurate towards the right, in
a local neighborhood of θ∗. In Figure 7 in Section 5, we exhibit even more drastic situations
in which the population update predicts convergence to θ∗ whereas the empirical iterates stay
bounded away from it.

As our simple experiment demonstrates, the population operator is not, at least in general,
a very reliable predictor of convergence behavior. The underlying reason is simply that the
problem is high dimensional: it is too simplistic to assume that the algorithm’s finite-sample
behavior will resemble the case when the sample size goes to infinity. This observation naturally
leads to the principal question that we attempt to answer in this paper:

Is there a more faithful deterministic prediction for the empirical behavior of iterative
algorithms in the high dimensional setting?

To be more specific, we would like such a deterministic update to satisfy several desiderata.
First and foremost, we should be able to accurately predict the error of parameter estimation
after running one step of the update from any point, allowing us to distinguish cases in which
the algorithm gets closer to the ground truth parameter (thereby suggesting convergence) from
otherwise. Second, the update should give us sharp predictions of convergence behavior that
differentiate, for instance, between linear and superlinear convergence. Such a sharp prediction
for the iteration complexity can be used in conjunction with a characterization of the per-step
computational cost of the algorithm to guide the choice of the fastest procedure to implement
for any given task. Third, and related to the previous point, we would like deterministic
recursions that provide both upper and lower bounds on the error of the algorithm, at least in
a local neighborhood of the solution. This would allow us to rigorously compare and delineate
algorithms in terms of their convergence behavior, instead of simply comparing upper bounds
with upper bounds.

1.2 Contributions and roadmap

We consider a general class of regression models with Gaussian covariates (to be introduced
precisely in Section 2), and analyze the convergence behavior of iterative algorithms run with
sample-splitting. Our contributions are summarized below.

1. Gordon state evolution update: Our main contribution is to use the machinery of
Gaussian comparison inequalities—in particular, the convex Gaussian minmax theorem,
or CGMT for short (Thrampoulidis et al., 2015b)—to derive a deterministic Gordon state
evolution update (or Gordon update for short) that satisfies the desiderata laid out above.

1See Section 4 for the concrete setting, and explicit evaluations of the population update.
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Figure 2. Plots of behavior over iterations for both alternating minimization and subgradient
descent with step-size 1/2, in a simulation identical to that of Figure 1. Overlaid is the prediction
from their respective Gordon state evolution updates. As is evident from the occlusion of the
triangle markers, the Gordon prediction exactly tracks behavior in both cases.

This update applies provided each iteration of the algorithm can be written as the solution
to a convex optimization problem satisfying some mild assumptions2.

The Gordon state evolution update is distinct from the population state evolution update
in that it involves an additive correction term, which is nonzero whenever the sample
size is finite. In particular, suppose that κ = n/d denotes the oversampling ratio used to
implement one step of the algorithm; this is defined precisely in Section 2.2. Then the
perpendicular component of the Gordon update takes the form

βt+1 = βpopt+1 +O
(

1

κ

)
·D(αt, βt),

where βpopt+1 is the analogous component of the population state evolution update run from
the point (αt, βt), and D : R2 → [0,∞) is some function that takes only nonnegative
values. Thus, taking the sample size (and hence κ) to infinity, we recover the population
state evolution update directly from the Gordon update. However, as we will see shortly,
the finite-sample behavior of the update is often dominated by the term O

(
1
κ

)
·D(α, β),

and in these scenarios the population update is a poor predictor of convergence behavior.
We showcase the general recipe involved in deriving the Gordon update in Section 3.

Our recipe provides not only a deterministic update but also a finite-sample concentration
bound, showing that the empirical state evolution concentrates sharply around the point
predicted by the Gordon update. This is illustrated for the phase retrieval simulation in
Figure 2. As is clear from this figure, the Gordon update provides a sharp prediction
of convergence behavior, allowing us to distinguish different types of convergence and
also providing near-exact predictions of the eventual error floor. As we explore further
in Figure 7 (see Section 5), the Gordon update accurately captures behavior even in
situations where the empirical iterates do not converge.

2In particular, although all of the scenarios we consider in this paper involve optimizing a nonconcave log-
likelihood function, our recipe can also be applied to provide sharp convergence guarantees for the iterative
minimization of convex loss functions.
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2. Results for concrete models: While the machinery that we develop is general, we
showcase its utility by deriving global convergence guarantees (i.e., from a random initial-
ization) for both higher-order and first-order algorithms in two statistical models: phase
retrieval and mixtures of regressions. Some salient takeaways are collected in Table 1.

Algorithm Model Metric Local convergence rate

Alternating minimization Phase retrieval `2 Superlinear, exponent 3/2

Subgradient descent Phase retrieval `2 Linear

Alternating minimization Mixture of regressions Angular Linear

Subgradient AM Mixture of regressions Angular Linear

Table 1. Summary of results for specific models and algorithms. In all cases, we provide global
convergence guarantees showing that with high probability, convergence to the local neighborhood
of the ground-truth parameter takes places after a number of iterations that is logarithmic in
the dimension of the problem. Convergence rates within this neighborhood, as predicted by the
Gordon update, are listed above. These exactly match empirical behavior in all cases.

To summarize, for the phase retrieval model, our primary contribution is to make quan-
titative the behavior observed in Figures 1 and 2. While the population update predicts
quadratic convergence (i.e., superlinear convergence with exponent 2), we show that both
alternating minimization and subgradient descent behave differently from this prediction.
The former algorithm does converge superlinearly but with a nonstandard exponent 3/2,
while the latter converges linearly at best. For the mixture of regressions model, we
propose a first-order method termed subgradient AM, which is inspired by the closely re-
lated gradient EM update (Dempster et al., 1977; Neal and Hinton, 1998). We study it
alongside alternating minimization, and show that while both algorithms exhibit linear
convergence in the angular metric, they are inconsistent in the `2 metric for any nonzero
noise level. We exhibit regimes in which the first-order method is competitive (in terms of
its iteration complexity) with its higher-order counterpart, suggesting that the first-order
method should be preferred in these regimes given its lower per-iteration cost.

3. Techniques of independent interest: Over the course of proving our results, we de-
velop some techniques that may be of broader interest, three of which we highlight below.

• In proving finite-sample concentration bounds around the deterministic Gordon up-
dates, we handle a family of loss functions that is strictly more general than those used
for proving analogous results in linear models (Oymak et al., 2013; Miolane and Mon-
tanari, 2021). Our techniques are based on arguing about carefully chosen growth
properties of these loss functions, and may prove useful in other non-asymptotic
instantiations of the CGMT machinery.

• Characterizing algorithmic behavior near a random initialization requires a sharper
bound on the deviation of the parallel component than what is provided by the
general technique alluded to above. We develop a refined bound—applicable to
higher-order updates that involve a matrix inversion in each iteration—by using a
leave-one-out device. This characterization allows us to replace a polylogarithmic
factor in the sample complexity bound with a doubly-iterated logarithm, and the
technique may prove more broadly useful in analyzing other higher-order updates
from a random initialization.

• Finally, our local convergence analysis for particular algorithms relies on a first-
order expansion of the Gordon update. In particular, we show that the Gordon
update is contractive in a local neighborhood of the ground truth θ∗, and combine
this structural characterization with our refined concentration bounds on the sample
state evolution to show deterministic upper and lower bounds, i.e., a high-probability
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envelope around, the error of the empirical trajectory of the algorithm. Such a
technique may prove more broadly useful in producing sharp characterizations of
convergence behavior in other classes of iterative algorithms.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 to follow, we present the formal
problem setup and background on the models and algorithms that we use to illustrate the
Gordon state evolution machinery. This section also introduces the “subgradient AM” update
for mixtures of regressions. In Section 3, we provide the recipe itself, starting with a high
level overview of the steps and a heuristic derivation in a special case before stating our main
results in Theorems 1 and 2. Section 4 collects consequences for two models, phase retrieval and
mixtures of linear regressions, and on each we employ two algorithms, one based on alternating
projections and another on subgradient descent. Theorems 3-6 establish global convergence
results for all of these cases. In Section 5, we present numerical experiments to corroborate
our theoretical findings. We discuss future directions in Section 6, and then turn to our proofs.
Theorems 1 and 2 both have two parts; we present the proof of parts (a) in Sections 7 and
the proof of parts (b) in Section 8. Proofs of Theorems 3 through 6 are presented in a unified
fashion in Section 9. Our appendices collect proofs of auxiliary technical lemmas.

1.3 Related work

The literature on nonconvex optimization in statistical settings is vast, and we cannot hope to
cover all of it here. We refer the reader to a few recent monographs (Jain and Kar, 2017; Chen
and Chi, 2018; Chi et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2020) for surveys, and the webpage (Sun, 2021)
for an ever-expanding list of relevant references. We focus in this subsection on describing a
few papers that are most closely related to our contributions, categorized for convenience under
three broad headings.

Predictions in random optimization problems: As alluded to before, the population
update has proven useful in analyzing many algorithms in a variety of settings including Gaus-
sian mixture models (Balakrishnan et al., 2017; Daskalakis et al., 2017; Xu et al., 2016), mix-
tures of regressions (Balakrishnan et al., 2017; Kwon et al., 2019; Klusowski et al., 2019),
phase retrieval (Chen et al., 2019), mixtures of experts (Makkuva et al., 2019), and neural
networks (Tian, 2017). In addition to providing local convergence guarantees, it has enabled
researchers to study the more challenging setting with random initialization (Chen et al., 2019;
Dwivedi et al., 2020; Wu and Zhou, 2019), and also revealed several surprising phenomena
related to overparameterization and stability (Xu et al., 2018; Ho et al., 2020). The Gordon
update that we derive is a much sharper deterministic predictor of convergence behavior than its
population counterpart, and we hope that other surprising phenomena—over and above those
that we present in the current paper—can be uncovered by making use of it.

In addition to papers that characterize the random loss landscape by utilizing properties of
the population loss (e.g., Mei et al., 2018; Davis et al., 2020; Hand and Voroninski, 2019), we
mention another line of inquiry—rooted in the literature on statistical physics—that leads to
deterministic predictions. This framework is especially appealing when a prior on the underlying
parameter is assumed, and employs the approximate message passing (AMP) algorithm (Donoho
et al., 2009, 2011; Bayati and Montanari, 2011; Montanari, 2013). AMP is carefully designed
to satisfy certain (approximate) independence properties across iterates and leads to a simple
state evolution without sample-splitting; see the recent tutorial by Feng et al. (2021) for an
introduction. The analysis framework has recently been used to explore the (sub-)optimality
of first-order methods in terms of their eventual parameter estimation error (Celentano et al.,
2020b), to predict computational barriers in a variety of problems including phase retrieval in
high dimensions (Maillard et al., 2020), and to demonstrate that logistic regression is biased
in high-dimensions, thereby suggesting an asymptotic correction (Sur and Candès, 2019). In
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contrast to our motivation, predictions in this family are not designed with the dual goal of
characterizing the (optimization-theoretic) rate of convergence of various algorithms as well as
the statistical error of the eventual solution. Instead, they focus on producing a single algorithm
that eventually attains statistical optimality, which is typically a member of the AMP family.

Finally, we note that Oymak et al. (2017) focused on showing sharp time-data tradeoffs in
linear inverse problems. In particular, they considered random design linear regression where
the underlying parameter was constrained to an arbitrary (possibly nonconvex) set, and showed
that employing projected gradient descent on the square loss with a particular choice of stepsize
enjoys a linear rate of convergence to an order-optimal neighborhood of the true parameter.
They also showed that a linear rate is the best achievable when the constraint set is convex. In
follow-up work and for the same optimization algorithms, Oymak and Soltanolkotabi (2016),
obtained similar results for single-index model estimation. Specifically, their measurement model
allows a nonlinear link function, but their algorithm assumes a linear one (thus, is agnostic to
the nonlinearity) following the paradigm of Brillinger (2012); Plan and Vershynin (2016). While
these results are compelling, they are restricted to the analysis of a single algorithm, do not
provide sharp iterate-by-iterate predictions, and their primary focus is on exploiting structure
in the underlying parameter. For comparison and on the one hand, we do not explicitly model
structure in the parameter of interest, and also require that each iteration of the algorithm
solves a convex program. On the other hand, we allow for arbitrary nonlinear models, and our
machinery allows us to derive sharp tradeoffs applying to a broad class of iterative algorithms
that go beyond first-order methods for linear regression.

Convergence guarantees for iterative algorithms beyond first-order updates: As
made clear shortly, the Gordon state evolution recipe is particularly powerful when dealing
with iterative algorithms that go beyond first-order updates, and consequently involve highly
non-linear functions of the random data. There are several “direct” analyses of such higher-order
updates in the literature on matrix factorization, mixture models, neural networks, and index
models, including for alternating projections (Jain et al., 2013; Gunasekar et al., 2013; Hardt
and Wootters, 2014; Yi et al., 2014; Agarwal et al., 2016; Sun and Luo, 2016; Waldspurger,
2018; Jagatap and Hegde, 2017; Zhang, 2020; Ghosh et al., 2019; Pananjady and Foster, 2021),
composite optimization (Duchi and Ruan, 2019; Charisopoulos et al., 2021), and Gauss–Newton
methods (Gao and Xu, 2017). For the expectation maximization (EM) algorithm and its Newton
(i.e., second-order) analog, the population update has been widely used to prove parameter
estimation guarantees (Balakrishnan et al., 2017; Xu et al., 2016; Ho et al., 2020), although
convergence in function value can be shown via other means (Xu and Jordan, 1996; Kunstner
et al., 2021). All of the analyses mentioned here are only able to provide upper bounds on the
parameter estimation error over iterations, and we expect that employing our recipe in these
settings would yield either matching lower bounds or sharper convergence rates.

Gordon’s Gaussian comparison theorem in statistical models: Gordon proved his cel-
ebrated minmax theorem for doubly-indexed Gaussian processes in the 1980s (Gordon, 1985,
1988), which was popularized in statistical signal processing by Rudelson and Vershynin (2006);
Stojnic (2009). Following a line of work (Stojnic, 2013a,c,b; Amelunxen et al., 2014; Oymak
et al., 2013), a sharp version of Gordon’s result in the presence of convexity—providing both
upper and lower bounds on the minmax value—was formalized in Thrampoulidis et al. (2015b);
see Thrampoulidis (2016) for broader historical context. Since then, the convex Gaussian
minmax theorem (or CGMT for short) has been used to provide sharp performance guar-
antees for several convex programs with Gaussian data, including regularized M-estimators
(Thrampoulidis et al., 2018a,b), one-bit compressed sensing (Thrampoulidis et al., 2015a), the
Phase-Max program for phase-retrieval (Dhifallah et al., 2018; Salehi et al., 2018), regularized
logistic regression (Salehi et al., 2019; Taheri et al., 2020b, 2021; Aubin et al., 2020; Dhifal-
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lah and Lu, 2020), adversarial training for linear regression and classification (Javanmard and
Soltanolkotabi, 2020; Javanmard et al., 2020; Taheri et al., 2020a), max-margin linear classi-
fiers (Montanari et al., 2019; Deng et al., 2021; Kammoun and Alouini, 2021), distributional
characterization of minimum norm linear interpolators (Chang et al., 2021), and minimum `1
norm interpolation and boosting (Liang and Sur, 2020). While this line of work typically uses
the Gordon machinery to provide a one-step—and asymptotic—guarantee, the results of our
paper are obtained by using the CGMT in each step of the iterative algorithm, which requires a
non-asymptotic characterization. Having said that, we note that non-asymptotic bounds have
been obtained using the CGMT in the context of the LASSO (Oymak et al., 2013; Miolane
and Montanari, 2021; Celentano et al., 2020a) and SLOPE (Wang et al., 2019), but existing
guarantees of this form appear to have been restricted to the study of sparse linear regression.

1.4 General notation

We use boldface small letters to denote vectors and boldface capital letters to denote matrices.
We let sgn(v) denote the sign of a scalar v, with the convention that sgn(0) = 1. We use sgn(v)
to denote the sign function applied entrywise to a vector v. Let I {·} denote the indicator
function. For p ≥ 1, let Bp(v; t) = {x : ‖x − v‖p ≤ t} denote the closed `p ball of radius t
around a point v, with the shorthand Bp(t) = Bp(0; t); the dimension will usually be clear from
context. Analogously, let Bp(S; t) = {x : ‖x − v‖p ≤ t for some v ∈ S} denote the t-fattening
of a set S in `p-norm. For an operator A : S → S, let At := A⊗ · · · ⊗ A︸ ︷︷ ︸

t times

denote the operator

obtained by t repeated applications of A.
For two sequences of non-negative reals {fn}n≥1 and {gn}n≥1, we use fn . gn to indicate

that there is a universal positive constant C such that fn ≤ Cgn for all n ≥ 1. The relation
fn & gn indicates that gn . fn, and we say that fn � gn if both fn . gn and fn & gn hold
simultaneously. We also use standard order notation fn = O(gn) to indicate that fn . gn
and fn = Õ(gn) to indicate that fn . gn logc n, for a universal constant c > 0. We say that
fn = Ω(gn) (resp. fn = Ω̃(gn)) if gn = O(fn) (resp. gn = Õ(fn)). The notation fn = o(gn)
is used when limn→∞ fn/gn = 0, and fn = ω(gn) when gn = o(fn). Throughout, we use
c, C to denote universal positive constants, and their values may change from line to line. All
logarithms are to the natural base unless otherwise stated.

We denote by N (µ,Σ) a normal distribution with mean µ and covariance matrix Σ. Let
Unif(S) denote the uniform distribution on a set S, where the distinction between a discrete

and continuous distribution can be made from context. We say that X
(d)
= Y for two random

variables X and Y that are equal in distribution. For q ≥ 1 and a random variable X taking
values in Rd, we write ‖X‖q = (E[|X|q])1/q for its Lq norm. Finally, for a real valued random
variable X and a strictly increasing convex function ψ : R≥0 → R≥0 satisfying ψ(0) = 0, we
write ‖X‖ψ = inf{t > 0 | E[ψ(t−1|X|)] ≤ 1} for its ψ-Orlicz norm. We make particular use of
the ψq-Orlicz norm for ψq(u) = exp(|u|q)− 1. We say that X is sub-Gaussian if ‖X‖ψ2 is finite
and that X is sub-exponential if ‖X‖ψ1 is finite.

2 Background and illustrative examples

In this section, we set up our formal observation model, and a general form for the iterative
algorithms that we will study.

2.1 Observation model

Suppose that we observe i.i.d. covariate response pairs (xi, yi) generated according to the model

yi = f(〈xi,θ∗〉; qi) + εi, i = 1, 2, . . . . (2)
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The covariates xi are assumed to be d-dimensional and drawn i.i.d. from the standard normal
distribution N (0, Id), and the function f is some known link function. The random variable
qi ∼ Q represents a possible latent variable, i.e., some source of auxiliary randomness that is
unobserved, and εi represents additive noise drawn from the distribution N (0, σ2); both of these
are drawn i.i.d. Our goal is to use observations of pairs (xi, yi)i≥1 to estimate the unknown
d-dimensional parameter θ∗. For the rest of this paper, we will make the assumption that
‖θ∗‖2 = 1 in order to simplify statements of our theoretical results.3 Before proceeding, let
us give two canonical examples of the observation model (2) that will form the focus of this
paper, illustrating why maximum likelihood estimation in these models can be computationally
challenging.

Example: Phase retrieval with a real-valued signal. Here, there is no auxiliary latent
variable, and the function f depends solely on its first argument. In the nonsmooth version, it
is given by f(t; q) = |t|, so that our model for the i-th observation takes the form

yi = |〈xi,θ∗〉|+ εi. (3)

Our goal is to estimate the real-valued signal θ∗ from these covariate-response pairs. Note that
the negative log-likelihood of our observations (X,y) is the shifted least squares objective

− log p(θ;X,y) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

(yi − |〈xi,θ〉|)2 + c0, (4)

where c0 is a scalar independent of θ. This is a nonconvex function of θ ∈ Rd. ♣

Example: Symmetric mixture of linear regressions. Here, the latent variables qi are
chosen i.i.d. from a Rademacher distribution Unif({±1}) and the function f is specified by
f(t; q) = q · t. This leads to the observation model

yi = qi · 〈xi,θ∗〉+ εi (5)

for the i-th observation. The negative log-likelihood of our observations (X,y) is given by

− log p(θ;X,y) = − 1

n

n∑
i=1

log

(
exp

{
−(yi − 〈xi,θ〉)2

2σ2

}
+ exp

{
−(yi + 〈xi,θ〉)2

2σ2

})
+ c0, (6)

where c0 is a scalar independent of θ. Clearly, this is a nonconvex function of θ. ♣

An important feature of estimation under the general observation model (3) that is exempli-
fied by the specific cases above is that the negative log-likelihood, when viewed as a function of
the parameter of interest, is nonconvex. Nevertheless, it is common to run iterative algorithms—
beginning either from a random initialization or a carefully designed spectral initialization—to
attempt to optimize the negative log-likelihood. Our focus will be on studying two such canon-
ical families of iterative algorithms from a random initialization, which we introduce next and
under a general framework.

2.2 Iterative algorithms

We study iterative algorithms designed to recover θ∗ in the observation model (2) when run
with sample-splitting. In particular, suppose that at each iteration, we form a fresh batch4 of

3This assumption can be removed by straightforward means; in particular, the algorithms that we study will
not make explicit use of the fact that θ∗ is unit-norm.

4Owing to sample-splitting, the pair (X,y) can also be thought of as depending on the iteration number t,
but we suppress this dependence and opt for more manageable notation.
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n observations by collecting the covariates in a matrix X ∈ Rn×d and the responses in a vector
y ∈ Rn. By design, the pair (X,y) is statistically independent of the iterations of the algorithm
thus far. At iteration t, we update our current estimate of the parameter θt to θt+1 by solving
an optimization problem of the form

θt+1 ∈ argmin
θ∈Rd

L(θ;θt,X,y), (7)

for some loss function L that depends implicitly on the current point θt and is formed using
the data (X,y). In general terms, what makes the iterative algorithm tractable is that the
optimization problem (7) corresponding to each iteration is solvable efficiently. More often than
not, this is enabled by the function L being convex in θ, a property that we will exploit fruitfully
in the examples that we study.

It is important to note that owing to our sample splitting heuristic, the total sample size
when the iterative algorithm is run for T iterations is given by n · T . In the sequel, it is useful
to track the per-iteration oversampling ratio, given by

κ =
n

d
.

We will be interested in the near-linear regime of sample size in which κ scales at most poly-
logarithmically5 in the dimension d.

Let us conclude by introducing some equivalent operator-theoretic notation that simplifies
some of our exposition. It is common to view a step of the algorithm through the lens of an
empirical operator Tn : Rd → Rd, with

Tn(θ) = argmin
θ′∈Rd

L(θ′;θ,X,y) for each θ ∈ Rd. (8)

In other words, equation (7) denotes the evaluation of the operator at θt, i.e., with θt+1 = Tn(θt).
Note that the operator Tn is random by virtue of randomness in the data, and that since we are
interested in the algorithm run with sample-splitting, one may view the random operator Tn
as being generated i.i.d. at each iteration. Adopting this perspective, the parameter estimate
obtained at iteration k when starting from an initial point θ0 is given by applying the random
operator Tn repeatedly, so that θk = T kn (θ0).

We now discuss two specific classes of algorithms from this general perspective.

2.2.1 Higher-order update methods

The first class of methods that we consider are those that do not have an interpretation as
first-order methods. In particular, they typically involve running least squares in each iteration.
As we will see in the examples to follow, each of these algorithms can be written in the form (7)
with

L(θ;θt,X,y) :=

√√√√ 1

n

n∑
i=1

(ω(〈xi,θt〉, yi)− 〈xi,θ〉)2, (9a)

with ω : R2 → R denoting a weight function that is model and algorithm dependent and the
square root is taken for convenience. The minimizer of the loss (9a) is given by

θt+1 =

( n∑
i=1

xix
>
i

)−1( n∑
i=1

ω(〈xi,θt〉, yi) · xi
)

; (9b)

5In the specific examples that we study, the number of iterations T required to obtain order-optimal parameter
estimates will turn out to be at most logarithmic in the dimension, so that the total sample size nT also scales
near-linearly in dimension.
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in other words, we apply the empirical operator Tn : θ 7→
(∑n

i=1 xix
>
i

)−1(∑n
i=1 ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi) · xi

)
.

Let us provide a few examples of such methods in the specific cases (3) and (5) for concreteness.

Example: Alternating projections for phase retrieval. To motivate the first example,
consider the phase retrieval model and write the corresponding negative log-likelihood (4) in
the equivalent form − log g(θ;X,y) = 1

n

∑n
i=1(sgn(〈xi, θ〉) · yi − 〈xi, θ〉)2 + c0. This suggests a

heuristic that fixes the signs using the current iterate θt, and obtains θt+1 by minimizing the
loss

L(θ;θt,X,y) =

√√√√ 1

n

n∑
i=1

(sgn(〈xi,θt〉)yi − 〈xi,θ〉)2. (10a)

Concretely, this results in the update

θt+1 =

( n∑
i=1

xix
>
i

)−1( n∑
i=1

sgn(〈xi, θt〉) · yixi
)
. (10b)

Clearly, this loss function/update pair takes the general form (9) with the specific choice
ω(x, y) = sgn(x) · y. ♣

Example: Alternating projections for mixtures of two regressions. This algorithm
stems from the observation that while the negative log-likelihood of θ—given by equation (6)—
may be difficult to optimize, the likelihood of the pair (θ, q) is often easier to reason about. In
particular, writing

− log h(θ, q;X,y) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

(yi − qi · 〈xi,θ〉)2 + c0 ,

for a scalar c0 that is independent of the pair (θ, q), notice that the function − log h is now
individually convex in each of θ and q. This suggests an alternating update algorithm: Suppose
that the current parameter is θt; then for each i, the minimizer of − log h over qi ∈ {−1, 1} is
given by argminq∈{−1,1} |yi − q · 〈xi, θt〉| = sgn(yi〈xi,θt〉). This in turn yields the one-step loss
function

L(θ;θt,X,y) =

√√√√ 1

n

n∑
i=1

(sgn(yi〈xi,θt〉) · yi − 〈xi,θ〉)2 (11a)

and the corresponding update

θt+1 =

( n∑
i=1

xix
>
i

)−1( n∑
i=1

sgn(yi〈xi, θt〉) · yixi
)
, (11b)

which takes the general form (9) with ω(x, y) = sgn(yx) · y. ♣

We note in passing that alternating projections for mixtures of linear regressions coincides
with the expectation maximization (EM) algorithm (Dempster et al., 1977) when σ = 0, and
that the machinery that we develop also applies to the EM algorithm. Let us now turn to a
second class of (simpler) iterative algorithms.
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2.2.2 First order methods

The second class of methods that we analyze are first-order versions of counterparts presented
above. As we will see shortly, each of these methods can also be written in the form (7) with

L(θ;θt,X,y) :=
1

2
‖θ‖22 − 〈θ,θt〉+

2η

n

n∑
i=1

ω
(
〈xi,θt〉, yi

)
〈xi,θ〉, (12a)

where η > 0 denotes a stepsize and ω is some weight function. It is important to note that the
function ω will be distinct for the higher-order update and its first-order analog.

Minimizing the loss function (12a) over θ, the update in this case can be written as

θt+1 = θt − η ·
2

n

n∑
i=1

ω
(
〈xi,θt〉, yi

)
· xi, (12b)

which resembles a gradient update and induces the operator
Tn : θ 7→ θt − η · 2

n

∑n
i=1 ω

(
〈xi,θt〉, yi

)
· xi. Examples are collected below.

Example: Subgradient descent for nonsmooth phase retrieval. Our first example is
given by the subgradient descent algorithm on the objective (4). In particular, straightforward
calculation yields that one iteration of this algorithm run with stepsize η takes the form

θt+1 = θt − η ·

{
2

n

n∑
i=1

sgn(〈xi,θt〉) · (|〈xi,θt〉| − yi) · xi

}
, (13a)

which in turn is the minimizer of the loss function

L(θ;θt,X,y) =
1

2
‖θ‖22 − 〈θ,θt〉+

2η

n

n∑
i=1

sgn(〈xi,θt〉) · (|〈xi,θt〉| − yi) · 〈xi,θ〉. (13b)

This takes the general form (12) with ω(x, y) = sgn(x) · (|x| − y) = x− sgn(x) · y. ♣

Example: Subgradient AM for mixtures of regressions. This update is obtained by
running subgradient descent on the loss function in equation (11a). In particular, running this
algorithm with stepsize η yields

θt+1 = θt − η ·

{
2

n

n∑
i=1

(〈xi, θt〉 − sgn(yi〈xi,θt〉) · yi) · xi

}
, (14a)

which is clearly the minimizer of the loss

L(θ;θt,X,y) =
1

2
‖θ‖22 − 〈θ,θt〉+

2η

n

n∑
i=1

(〈xi, θt〉 − sgn(yi〈xi,θt〉) · yi) · 〈xi, θ〉. (14b)

These expressions take the general form (12) with ω(x, y) = x− sgn(xy) · y.
We note that this algorithm is analogous to a gradient EM update (Neal and Hinton, 1998)

in that it is obtained via a first order method applied to the one-step loss function derived
with the objective of performing alternating minimization. However, to our knowledge, this
algorithm has not been considered before in the literature on mixtures of linear regressions. ♣

Remark 1. As noted before, the weight functions of the higher-order and first order updates cor-
responding to a particular model do not coincide. However, note that in the examples presented
above, we have

ωFO(x, y) = x− ωHO(x, y),

where ωHO and ωFO denote the higher-order and first-order weight function, respectively.

Having introduced illustrative examples, we are now well-placed to introduce our general
recipe for establishing convergence guarantees on iterative algorithms.
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3 Recipe and main result: The Gordon state evolution update

We are now ready to describe the Gordon state evolution update in detail. We begin with
a high-level overview, in Section 3.1, of the steps involved in the recipe, and then provide a
heuristic but illustrative derivation for a specific algorithm in Section 3.2. Having conveyed the
high-level intuition about how one might derive these updates in concrete problems, we then
proceed to a rigorous result, in Section 3.3, showing that the empirical iteration concentrates
around the Gordon state evolution update.

3.1 High-level sketch of the steps

We begin with the ansatz—which will be intuitively justified in the heuristic derivation of
Section 3.2 and proved rigorously when establishing the main results to follow—that it suffices
to track the two dimensional state evolution (α(θ), β(θ)) defined in equation (1). In particular,
when one step of the algorithm is run from the parameter θt to obtain θt+1, we are interested
in a deterministic prediction (αt+1, βt+1) for the random pair (α(θt+1), β(θt+1)) that is (a) a
function only of the pair (α(θt), β(θt)), and (b) accurate up to a small error. We use several
steps to derive such a deterministic state evolution update. Let us begin by introducing the
convex Gaussian minmax theorem, or CGMT, which forms the bedrock of our recipe.

Proposition 1 (CGMT (Thrampoulidis et al., 2015b)). Let G denote an n×d standard Gaus-
sian random matrix, and let γd ∈ Rd and γn ∈ Rn denote standard Gaussian random vectors
drawn independently of each other and of G. Let L ∈ Rd×d and M ∈ Rn×n denote two fixed
matrices. Also, let U ⊆ Rd and V ⊆ Rn denote compact sets, and let Q : U × V → R denote a
continuous function. Define

P (G) := min
u∈U

max
v∈V
〈Mv,GLu〉+Q(u,v) and (15a)

A(γn,γd) := min
u∈U

max
v∈V

‖Mv‖2 · 〈γd,Lu〉+ ‖Lu‖2 · 〈γn,Mv〉+Q(u,v). (15b)

Then

(a) For all t ∈ R, we have

P {P (G) ≤ t} ≤ 2P {A(γn,γd) ≤ t} .

(b) If, in addition, the sets U ,V are convex and the function Q is convex-concave, then for
all t ∈ R, we have

P {P (G) ≥ t} ≤ 2P {A(γn,γd) ≥ t} .

Strictly speaking, Proposition 1 is a generalization of the result appearing in Thrampoulidis
et al. (2015b), which is stated without the matrix pair (L,M). However, its proof follows identi-
cally, and we choose to state the more general result since it is most useful for our development.
Following the terminology from Thrampoulidis et al. (2015b), we refer to equation (15a) as
the primary optimization problem or PO, and to equation (15b) as the auxiliary optimization
problem or AO. Having stated the CGMT, let us now provide a rough outline of the steps
involved in deriving the Gordon state evolution update. These are then concretely instantiated
in heuristic derivations carried out in Section 3.2. In this section, we will deliberately avoid
technical details; Section 7 to follow makes all the steps rigorous in the general case, along the
way to proving our main results in Theorems 1 and 2.
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Step 1: Write one iteration of algorithm as solution to convex optimization problem.
As alluded to in Section 2.2, each iteration of most algorithms—even on nonconvex log-likelihood
functions—can be written as the solution to a convex optimization problem (7). To recall this
more explicitly, suppose that running one step of the algorithm from the parameter θt results
in the update θt+1 = argminθ∈Rd L(θ;θt,X,y), where L is convex in θ for each fixed triple
(θt,X,y). This was indeed the case in all the illustrative examples in Section 2, but is true
more broadly with many iterative algorithms.

Step 2: Write equivalent auxiliary optimization problem. In this step, our goal is to
write the minimization of the loss function L—which is a function of the Gaussian design matrix
X—as a simpler minimization involving fewer Gaussian random variables. In particular, we
would like to show that

min
θ∈Rd

L(θ;θt,X,y) ≈ min
θ∈Rd

L(θ;θt,γd,γn), (16)

where γd and γn denote (either n or d-dimensional) standard Gaussian random vectors and the
≈ symbol denotes some form of approximate equality in distribution motivated by Proposition 1.
The latter optimization problem is typically easier to solve and admits a representation in terms
of a small number of decision variables (Thrampoulidis et al., 2018a).

The key workhorse in this step is the CGMT, and the program typically consists of two
substeps:

(i) Frame optimization problem in the form (15a): First, we show that there exists a stan-
dard Gaussian random matrix G and a pair of fixed matrices (L,M) such that the convex
optimization problem (7) can be written in the form (15a), i.e.,

min
θ∈Rd
L(θ;θt,X,y)

(d)
= min

u∈U
max
v∈V
〈Mv,GLu〉+Q(u,v)︸ ︷︷ ︸

P (G)

,

where the pair of decision variables (u,v) is determined by the parameters (θ,θt). Here,
it is important to note that the function Q may depend on randomness independent of G.

(ii) Invoke the CGMT and formulate the auxiliary optimization problem: Next, we use the
CGMT to simplify the problem. Proposition 1 shows that P (G) is very well approximated
(in distribution) by A(γn,γd), and moreover, the optimization problem (15b) involves two
Gaussian random vectors γd and γn and in many cases is easier to solve. Applying this
leads to an equivalence of the form (16), as desired.

Step 3: Scalarize to obtain deterministic Gordon state evolution update: As men-
tioned before, writing the optimization problem in terms of the objective L was motivated by
the fact that this objective could be scalarized in terms of a low dimensional function. In this
step, our goal is to establish the approximate equivalence

min
θ∈Rd

L(θ;θt,γd,γn) ≈ min
ξ

L(ξ; ξt), (17)

where L(·; ξt) : R3 → R is a deterministic function solely of a three-dimensional state, and
moreover, depends on the previous iterate only through its own three-dimensional state ξt. The
minimizers of the optimization problem on the RHS—along with some algebraic simplification—
will then yield the deterministic, two-dimensional Gordon state evolution update (αt+1, βt+1) as
alluded to in the ansatz. As before, this step is typically accomplished via two further substeps:
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(i) Argue equivalence to a random low-dimensional function Ln: This is often easy to do just
via a change of variables, expressing the d-dimensional parameters θ and θt in terms of
their respective states ξ and ξt. It is important to note however that the objective function
Ln : R3 → R that results from this transformation is still random.

(ii) Use the LLN to obtain population loss L = limn→∞ Ln, and solve: The key technique
enabled by the scalarization above is that since we are now in low (i.e., 3) dimensions,
passing to the population loss still provides an accurate prediction of behavior even when
n is moderately large. Solving for the minimizers of L can be done readily; typically, the
solutions to this low-dimensional optimization problem will coincide with the solutions to
a nonlinear system of equations (in three variables)6.

Step 4: Argue that the empirical state evolution is tracked by the Gordon update.
The final step is to use growth properties of the objective functions L and Ln around their
minima to show that if their optimum values coincide, then so must their optimizers. This is
the most technical step of the recipe, and a large portion of the proof is dedicated to establishing
these properties.

The following subsection clarifies these abstract steps by carrying out a concrete derivation
on an example. We emphasize that the derivations are heuristic and aim to illustrate the recipe.
We defer precise statements and their proofs to Section 3.3.

3.2 Implementing the recipe: A heuristic derivation in a special case

To illustrate the steps sketched above, we present a heuristic derivation of the Gordon update
in the case of alternating minimization for noiseless phase retrieval (10).

Step 1: One-step update as a convex optimization problem. Letting � denote the
Hadamard product between two vectors of the same dimension, notice that the update when
run from θt is given by

θt+1 = argmin
θ∈Rd

1√
n
‖Xθ − sgn(Xθt)� y‖2,

which is clearly the minimizer of the convex loss L(θ;θt,X,y) = 1√
n
‖Xθ − sgn(Xθt)� y‖2.

Step 2: Equivalent auxiliary optimization problem. Let us detail the two substeps
individually:

(i) Frame optimization problem in the form (15a): First, observe that via the dual norm
characterization of the `2 norm, we have

L(θ;θt,X,y) =
1√
n
‖Xθ − sgn(Xθt)� y‖2 = max

‖v‖2≤1

1√
n
〈v,Xθ〉 − 1√

n
〈v, sgn(Xθt)� y〉.

The first term in the RHS above is bilinear in the Gaussian random matrix X, but the
second term also depends on X and so does not immediately take the form required in
equation (15a). To remedy this issue, consider the fixed subspace St = span(θ∗,θt) and
write

L(θ;θt,X,y) = max
‖v‖2≤1

1√
n
〈v,XP⊥Stθ〉+

1√
n
〈v,XPStθ〉 −

1√
n
〈v, sgn(Xθt)� y〉,

6In the examples, we consider in this paper, the solutions turn out to be computable in closed form.
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where PSt and P⊥St denote projection matrices onto the subspaces St and S⊥t , respectively.
By construction, the first term on the RHS is independent of the rest, and so we may
replace the matrix X in this term with an independent copy G to obtain

L(θ;θt,X,y)
(d)
= max
‖v‖2≤1

1√
n
〈v,GP⊥Stθ〉+Q(v,θ),

where Q(v,θ) = 1√
n
〈v,XPStθ〉 − 1√

n
〈v, sgn(Xθt) � y〉 is now independent of G. This

leads to the definition

P (G) = min
θ∈Rd

max
‖v‖2≤1

1√
n
〈v,GP⊥Stθ〉+Q(v,θ),

which takes the form (15a).

(ii) Invoke the CGMT and approximate the minimum of loss function. Given that this is a

heuristic derivation, we ignore for the moment that the set Rd is not compact and use the
CGMT to write P (G) ≈ A(γn,γd), where

A(γn,γd) = min
θ∈Rd

max
‖v‖2≤1

1√
n
‖v‖2〈γd,P⊥Stθ〉+

1√
n
‖P⊥Stθ‖2〈γn,v〉+Q(v,u),

and the approximation T1 ≈ T2 signifies that the CDFs of the two random variables T1 and
T2 match up to a factor 2 (see Proposition 1). Note that heuristically speaking, we have
shown through the previous steps that minθ∈Rd L(θ;θt,X,y) ≈ minθ∈Rd L(θ;θt,γd,γn),
where L(θ;θt,γd,γn) has the variational representation

max
‖v‖2≤1

1√
n
‖v‖2 ·〈γd,P⊥Stθ〉+

1√
n
‖P⊥Stθ‖2 ·〈v,γn〉+

1√
n
〈v,XPStθ〉−

1√
n
〈v, sgn(Xθt)�y〉.

Step 3: Scalarize and obtain Gordon update. We now scalarize the problem by intro-
ducing the change of variables

α = 〈θ,θ∗〉, µ =
〈θ,P⊥θ∗θt〉
‖P⊥θ∗θt‖2

, and ν = ‖P⊥Stθ‖2, (18)

where as before α denotes the projection of the decision variable θ onto the ground-truth θ∗

(since by assumption ‖θ∗‖2 = 1), but the perpendicular component β (cf. (1)) has been split
into two further components based on the current iterate θt. The scalar µ is the projection of θ
onto the component of the current iterate θt orthogonal to the ground-truth (i.e., onto the unit
vector P⊥θ∗θt/‖P⊥θ∗θt‖2), and the scalar ν is the magnitude of the portion of θ orthogonal to the
subspace spanned by the ground-truth and the current iterate. Analogously, let αt = 〈θt,θ∗〉
and βt = ‖P⊥θ∗θt‖2 and define the independent, Gaussian random vectors z1 = Xθ∗ and

z2 =
XP⊥

θ∗θt

‖P⊥
θ∗θt‖2

. With this notation, we have

Xθt = αtz1 + βtz2, y = |z1|, and XPStθ = αz1 + µz2.

Use these to define, for two scalar Gaussian variates (Z1, Z2), the random variable
Ωt = sgn(αtZ1 + βtZ2)|Z1| as well as the random vector ωt = sgn(αtz1 + βtz2)|z1|. A sequence
of steps, detailed in Appendix A, implements both substeps referenced above to show that

min
θ∈Rd

L(θ;θt,X,y) ≈ min
α∈R,µ∈R,ν≥0

(
−
ν‖P⊥Stγd‖2√

n
+

1√
n
‖ωt − αz1 − µz2 − νγn‖2

)
+

(19a)

≈ min
α∈R,µ∈R,ν≥0

(
− ν√

κ
+

√
E
{(

Ωt − νH − αZ1 − µZ2

)2})
+
, (19b)
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where we have used the shorthand x+ = max{x, 0}. Letting ξ = (α, µ, ν) and ξt = (αt, µt, νt),
notice that the RHS of Eq. (19a) is given by minimizing a random loss Ln(ξ; ξt) over all ξ ∈
R2 × [0,∞) and the RHS of Eq. (19b) is given by minimizing a deterministic loss L(ξ; ξt) over
the same domain.

Since this computation only involves optimizing over a few variables, it can be shown via
straightforward calculation—detailed for convenience in Appendix A—that the minimizers of
the RHS in equation (19b) are given by

α = E{Z1Ωt}, µ = E{Z2Ωt}, and ν =

√
E{Ω2

t } − (E{Z1Ωt})2 − (E{Z2Ωt})2

κ− 1
. (20)

Letting φt = tan−1(βt/αt), some calculation shows that

E{Z1Ωt} = 1− 1

π
(2φt − sin(2φt)), E{Z2Ωt} =

2

π
sin2(φt), and E{Ω2

t } = 1.

Finally, recalling the change of variables (18) and noting that ‖P⊥θ∗θ‖2 =
√
ν2 + µ2, we have

the Gordon state evolution update

αt+1 = 1− 1

π
(2φt − sin(2φt)), and

βt+1 =

√
4

π2
sin4(φt) +

1− (1− 1
π (2φt − sin(2φt)))2 − 4

π2 sin4(φt)

κ− 1
.

(21)

Step 4: Random state evolution is tracked by Gordon update: The final step is to
show that both |〈θt+1, θ

∗〉 − αt+1| and |‖P⊥θ∗θt+1‖2 − βt+1| are small, so that the deterministic
Gordon update faithfully tracks the random pair αt+1 = 〈θt+1, θ

∗〉 and βt+1 = ‖P⊥θ∗θt+1‖2.
This is achieved by showing (a) a growth condition (typically strong convexity) around the
minimum of the scalarized auxiliary loss Ln and (b) that the empirical minimizers

ξn := (αn, µn, νn) = argmin
α∈R,µ∈R,ν≥0

Ln(α, µ, ν)

are close to the deterministic state ξ = (α, µ, ν). With these two ingredients in hand, we show
that for any vector θ for which α(θ), µ(θ), or ν(θ) is far from α, µ, or ν, respectively, the value
L(θ) is far from the deterministic value (19b). Additionally, we show that the minimum of L
over the entire domain Rd is close to the deterministic value (19b). Thus, it must be the case
that if θ is the minimizer of the loss L, then the quantities α(θ), µ(θ), and ν(θ) are close to the
respective deterministic quantities α, µ, and ν.

Remark 2. Two key observations to make at this juncture are that (a) the Gordon state evo-
lution update can be run from any point θ ∈ Rd, not just θt, and (b) the update equations (21)
define a map (αt, βt) 7→ (αt+1, βt+1). As postulated in the ansatz at the beginning of Section 3.1,
the Gordon state evolution update takes the form of a state evolution operator, mapping R2 to
itself. This will also be true in our other specific examples, and so we use this terminology in
the sequel alongside the notation Sgor = (αgor, βgor) to denote this operator.

With the intuition gained from this heuristic derivation, we are now in a position to state
our general result obtained via this recipe.

3.3 The general result

We now formally derive and prove concentration of the one-step Gordon updates for higher-
order and first-order methods run on a generic class of problems. As observed in Remark 2, the
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Gordon state evolution update is well-defined when run from any current iterate θ. Accordingly,
fix an arbitrary d-dimensional parameter θ and consider the one-step update (8), restated below
for convenience

Tn(θ) ∈ arg min
θ′
L(θ′;θ,X,y), (22)

where the loss function takes either of the forms in equations (9) or (12). For convenience, use
the shorthand

(α, β) = (α(θ), β(θ)) and (α+, β+) = (α(Tn(θ)), β(Tn(θ))). (23)

The main result of this section shows that for algorithms whose one-step updates take the
form (9) or (12), the pair (α+, β+) concentrates around the deterministic Gordon state evolution
update run from (α, β), i.e., the pair Sgor(α, β).

This result holds under some mild assumptions on the weight function used to define these
algorithms. In particular, recall that the losses in equations (9) and (12) are parameterized by a
weight function ω : R× R→ R. Also recall the model (2), and let Q denote a random variable
drawn from the latent variable distribution Q. Let (Z1, Z2, Z3) denote a triple of i.i.d. standard
Gaussian vectors, and let

Ω = ω
(
αZ1 + βZ2 , f(Z1;Q) + σZ3

)
. (24)

The first assumption requires that this random variable is light-tailed. The second assumption
is technical, and requires a lower bound on a particular functional of Ω.

Assumption 1. The random variable Ω (24) is sub-Gaussian with Orlicz norm bounded as
‖Ω‖ψ2 ≤ K1, for some parameter K1 > 0.

Assumption 2. For a parameter K2 > 0, we have

E[Ω2]− (E[Z1Ω])2 − (E[Z2Ω])2 ≥ K2.

We show in Section 4 to follow that several models and algorithms satisfy Assumptions 1
and 2. Before stating our main result, it is helpful to first define the deterministic Gordon
updates themselves.

Definition 1 (Gordon state evolution update: Higher-order methods). Let (Z1, Z2, Z3) denote
a triple of independent standard Gaussian random variables and use these to define the random
variable Ω as in equation (24). If the loss function L is as in equation (9), then define

αgor = E[Z1Ω] and βgor =

√
(E[Z2Ω])2 +

1

κ− 1

(
E[Ω2]− (E[Z1Ω])2 − (E[Z2Ω])2

)
. (25)

Next, we state the update for first-order methods, assuming that7 η ≤ 1/2.

Definition 2 (Gordon state evolution update: First-order methods). Suppose η ≤ 1/2. Let
(Z1, Z2, Z3) denote a triple of independent standard Gaussian random variables and use these
to define the random variable Ω as in equation (24). If L is as in equation (12), then define

αgor = α− 2η · E [Z1Ω] and βgor =

√
(β − 2η · E [Z2Ω])2 +

4η2

κ
· E [Ω2]. (26)

7For larger stepsizes, similar update equations still apply, but some delicacy is required to handle the signs
correctly.
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In the sequel, we will evaluate the expressions in equations (25) and (26) for concrete models
and algorithms. However, at this level of generality, a salient similarity between higher-order
and first-order updates is already apparent, since it can be shown that the population state
evolution update can be obtained by taking κ→∞ in its Gordon counterpart.

Remark 3 (Population updates coincide for stepsize η = 1/2). Set η = 1/2 and send κ→∞,
so that the Gordon update now coincides with its population counterpart. Then using Remark 1
to relate the weight functions for higher and first-order updates, we obtain that the two Gordon
updates in equations (25) and (26) coincide. On the other hand, for finite κ, these updates are
always distinct.

We return to explore this phenomenon in Section 4 to follow, deriving convergence guarantees
for first-order updates when η = 1/2 by using the Gordon state evolution update in place of the
population update. But first, we state our main results characterizing the concentration of the
random pair (α+, β+) around (αgor, βgor). We state two very similar theorems for convenience
since they apply under a slightly different set of assumptions. The first theorem applies to
higher-order updates under both Assumptions 1 and 2, and the second theorem applies to
first-order updates but requires only Assumption 1 to hold.

Theorem 1 (Higher-order deterministic prediction). Consider the general model (2) for
the data, and procedures that obey the general one-step update (9). Recall the shorthand
(α, β, α+, β+) from equation (23). Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold on the associ-
ated weight function ω with parameters K1 and K2, respectively. Consider the pair of scalars
(αgor, βgor) from Definition 1. There exists a universal positive constant C1 as well as a pair
of positive constants (CK , C

′
K) depending only on the pair (K1,K2) such that the following is

true. If κ ≥ C1, then

(a) Provided we further have n ≥ C ′K · log(1/δ), the perpendicular component satisfies

P

{
|β+ − βgor| ≥ CK

(
log(1/δ)

n

)1/4
}
≤ δ, and (27a)

(b) The parallel component satisfies

P

{∣∣α+ − αgor
∣∣ ≥ CK ( log7(1/δ)

n

)1/2
}
≤ δ. (27b)

The main theorem for first-order methods is extremely similar, except that we make the
assumption8 α∨β ≤ 3/2 and obtain sharper logarithmic factors. We also state the theorem for
stepsize η ≤ 1/2 for convenience.

Theorem 2 (First-order deterministic prediction). Consider the general model (2) for the data,
and procedures that obey the general one-step update (12) for some η ≤ 1/2. Recall the shorthand
(α, β, α+, β+) from equation (23) and assume that α ∨ β ≤ 3/2. Suppose that Assumption 1
holds on the associated weight function ω with parameter K1. Consider the pair of scalars
(αgor, βgor) from Definition 2. There exists a universal positive constant C1 as well as a pair of
positive constants (CK , C

′
K), depending only on K1 such that the following is true. If κ ≥ C1,

then

8This assumption is not required for higher-order methods because the sub-Gaussianity of the ω function
suffices to ensure that the pair (αgor, βgor) remains bounded (see Definition 1). The same is not true for first-order
methods; as is evident from Definition 2, we also require the pair (α, β) to be bounded.
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(a) Provided we further have n ≥ C ′K · log(1/δ), the perpendicular component satisfies

P

{
|β+ − βgor| ≥ CK

(
log(1/δ)

n

)1/4
}
≤ δ, and (28a)

(b) The parallel component satisfies

P

{∣∣α+ − αgor
∣∣ ≥ CK ( log(1/δ)

n

)1/2
}
≤ δ. (28b)

We formally derive the one-step Gordon updates (αgor, βgor) in a unified fashion for both
these theorems in Section 7, with rigorous justifications of the steps outlined in Sections 3.1
and 3.2. In particular, this program is carried out under a weaker set of assumptions on the
one-step loss function, which includes equations (9) and (12) as special cases (see Assumption 3
in Section 7). Section 7 also provides a proof that both α+ and β+ concentrate at the rate
Õ(n−1/4) around their Gordon counterparts, thereby proving part (a) of both theorems. In
Section 8, we refine the concentration rate for the parallel component α and establish part (b)
of both theorems.

It should be emphasized that Theorems 1 and 2 are both non-asymptotic results, in contrast
to results typically derived using the CGMT machinery. A non-asymptotic characterization is
essential in our case because we intend to apply these results iteratively, once per step of the
algorithm. As alluded to in the heuristic derivation, our proof of the Õ(n−1/4) rate of concen-
tration of the pair (α+, β+) around the deterministic update follows a generic proof technique
reasoning about the growth properties of the scalarized loss function around its minimum, and
generalizes results from the linear case (Miolane and Montanari, 2021). This technique may
prove to be of independent interest in other applications of the CGMT.

While a deviation result of Õ(n−1/4) can be obtained via this general technique, this rate does
not suffice for the parallel update α+ near a random initialization. In particular, for a random
initialization we have α � d−1/2, and it can be shown that the deterministic prediction arising
from one step of the algorithm also satisfies αgor � d−1/2. Thus, showing that α+ is within
Õ(n−1/4) of αgor is only a nontrivial statement—guaranteeing say a nonzero parallel component
at the next step—when n = Ω̃(d2), or equivalently, when κ = Ω̃(d). On the other hand, we
would like to prove global convergence in the regime κ = Õ(1), and so dedicate significant
effort to improving this concentration result to Õ(n−1/2), thereby allowing us to obtain part
(b) of the theorems. This proof, presented in Section 8, requires significant subtlety especially
for higher-order algorithms since the update (9b) involves a matrix inversion. We employ a
leave-one-out trick to show a sharpened version of a result by Zhang (2020), and believe that
this technique will prove more broadly useful in analyzing other higher-order updates from a
random initialization. Our refined characterization for the parallel component α+ raises the
question of whether deviation of β+ can also be improved to Õ(n−1/2). While we conjecture
that this is indeed the case, we leave this question open for future investigation, turning now
to deriving corollaries of the main theorems in two specific models.

4 Consequences for some concrete statistical models

In this section, we state consequences of our main results for two specific models and algorithms,
although it is important to note that the Gordon recipe itself—as sketched in the previous
section—is much more broadly applicable. In particular, we will consider phase retrieval and
a symmetric mixture of linear regressions, as well as the algorithms covered in Section 2. It
is important to note that in both these models, the global sign of the parameter θ∗ is not

22



identifiable from observations, and so parameter estimates should be assessed in terms of their
“distance” to the set {−θ∗,θ∗}.

As mentioned before, we track the two-dimensional state (α(θ), β(θ)) of each parameter
θ ∈ Rd, with α(θ) = 〈θ, θ∗〉 and β(θ) = ‖P⊥θ∗θ‖2. The sign ambiguity will be resolved by the
initialization, so we assume throughout that α(θ) ≥ 0 for parameters θ that we consider. For
any two-dimensional state evolution element ζ = (α, β), define two metrics

d`2(ζ) :=
√

(1− α)2 + β2 and d∠(ζ) := tan−1(β/α). (29)

When α = α(θ) and β = β(θ), the quantity d`2(α, β) measures the `2 distance between θ and
the set {−θ∗,θ∗}, i.e., we have d`2(α, β) = min{‖θ − θ∗‖2, ‖θ + θ∗‖2}. Similarly, the angular
metric satisfies d∠(α, β) = min{∠ (θ,θ∗) ,∠ (θ,−θ∗)}.

As alluded to in the previous sections (see Remark 2), a state evolution operator is a function
mapping R2 to itself. We begin with a few useful definitions for such operators. First, for any
state evolution operator S, recall that St denotes the operator formed by t iterated applications
of S. Next, we define an S-faithful state evolution operator.

Definition 3 (S-faithful operator). For a set S ⊆ R2, a state evolution operator S : R2 → R2

is said to be S-faithful if S(ζ) ∈ S for all ζ ∈ S.

Next, we present two formal definitions of convergence rates, measuring linear (geometric)
and faster-than-linear convergence.

Definition 4 (Linear convergence of state evolution). For parameters 0 < c ≤ C < 1, a state
evolution operator S : R2 → R2 is said to exhibit (c, C, t0)-linear convergence in the metric d
within the set S to level ε if S is S-faithful, and for all ζ ∈ S, we have

c · d(St(ζ)) +
ε

2
≤ d(St+1(ζ)) ≤ C · d(St(ζ)) + ε for all t ≥ t0. (30)

Definition 5 (Super-linear convergence). Set parameters 0 < c ≤ C and λ > 1, and suppose
that S ⊆ {ζ : d(ζ) ≤ C1−λ}. A state evolution operator S : R2 → R2 is said to exhibit
(c, C, λ, t0)-super-linear convergence in the metric d within the set S to level ε if S is S-faithful,
and for all ζ ∈ S, we have

c · [d(St(ζ))]λ +
ε

2
≤ d(St+1(ζ)) ≤ C · [d(St(ζ))]λ + ε for all t ≥ t0. (31)

A few comments on our definitions are worth making. First, note that both definitions
require both upper and lower bounds on the per-step behavior of the algorithm, where the
bounds apply after a “transient” period of t0 iterations. This is a key feature of our framework, in
that we are able to exactly characterize the convergence behavior as opposed to solely providing
upper bounds. Both upper and lower bounds are characterized both by a rate of decrease of
the error (linear in the case of equation (30) and super-linear in the case of equation (31)) and
the eventual statistical neighborhood ε. Second, our choice of defining the lower bounds in
equations (30) and (31) with ε/2 is arbitrary; any absolute constant other than 2 preserves the
qualitative convergence behavior.

As is common in the analysis of nonconvex optimization problems, our convergence guarantee
will be established in two stages. In the first stage, we will show that the algorithm converges
(typically slowly) to a “good region” around the optimal solution; once in the good region,
the algorithm converges much faster. For both of the models that we consider, the following
definition of the good region suffices. It is important to note that the numerical constants in
this definition have not been optimized to be sharp.

Definition 6 (Good region). Define the region

G = {(α, β) | 0.55 ≤ α ≤ 1.05, and α/β ≥ 5}.

With slight abuse of terminology, we say that θ ∈ G if (α(θ), β(θ)) ∈ G.
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We are now in a position to present our guarantees for two specific models: phase retrieval
and a symmetric mixture of linear regressions.

4.1 Phase retrieval

Our first example is the phase retrieval model (3). We characterize the convergence behavior
of both the alternating minimization algorithm and the subgradient descent method for this
model.

4.1.1 Alternating minimization

Recall from equation (10b) that the empirical update run from the point θ is given by

Tn(θ) =

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

xix
>
i

)−1 (
1

n

n∑
i=1

sgn(〈xi, θ〉) · yi · xi

)
. (32)

The following corollary follows from Theorem 1; in it, we state both the explicit Gordon state
evolution and the concentration of the empirical iterates assuming that the update is run from
some arbitrary “current” point θ. Its proof can be found in Appendix D.1.

Corollary 1. Let α = α(θ) and β = β(θ) with ζ = (α, β) and φ = tan−1
(
β
α

)
. Let (αgor, βgor) =

Sgor(ζ) denote the Gordon state evolution from Definition 1.
(a) We have

αgor = 1− 1

π
(2φ− sin(2φ)) and (33a)

βgor =

√
4

π2
sin4(φ) +

1

κ− 1

(
1− (1− 1

π
(2φ− sin(2φ)))2 − 4

π2
sin4(φ) + σ2

)
. (33b)

(b) Suppose σ > 0. There is a constant Cσ > 0 depending only on σ such that the fol-
lowing holds. With Tn as defined in equation (32), the empirical state evolution (α+, β+) =
(α(Tn(θ)), β(Tn(θ))) satisfies

P

{
|α+ − αgor| ≤ Cσ

(
log7(1/δ)

n

)1/2
}
≤ δ and P

{
|β+ − βgor| ≤ Cσ

(
log(1/δ)

n

)1/4
}
≤ δ.

From equation (33), it is possible to recover the following population update by letting
κ→∞, which is given by

αpop = 1− 1

π
(2φ− sin(2φ)) and βpop =

2

π
sin2(φ). (34)

It is easy to show that the population state evolution predicts super-linear convergence with
exponent 2 (i.e., quadratic convergence) in the good region. The following fact is proved in
Appendix D.5.

Fact 1. The population state evolution Spop = (αpop, βpop) is ( 1
20 , 1, λ, t0)-super-linearly con-

vergent in the `2 metric9 d`2 within the region G to level ε = 0, where λ = 2 and t0 = 1.

However, the following theorem shows that the empirics are instead tracked faithfully by
the Gordon state evolution, which converges more slowly than the population state evolution.

9In fact, the population state evolution (34) enjoys global quadratic convergence in the angular metric d∠; see
Remark 5 in the appendix.
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Theorem 3. Consider the alternating minimization update Tn from equation (32) and the
associated Gordon state evolution update Sgor from equation (33). There is a universal positive
constant C such that the following is true. If κ ≥ C(1 + σ2), then:
(a) The Gordon state evolution update

Sgor is (cκ, Cκ, λ, t0)-super-linearly convergent in the `2 metric d`2 within G to level εn,d = σ√
κ

,

where 0 ≤ cκ ≤ Cκ ≤ 1 are constants depending solely on κ, and we have

λ = 3/2 and t0 = 1.

(b) If σ > 0, then there exist Cσ, C
′
σ > 0 depending only on σ such that for all n ≥ C ′σ and for

any θ such that ζ = (α(θ), β(θ)) ∈ G, we have

max
1≤t≤T

|d`2(Stgor(ζ))− ‖T tn(θ)− θ∗‖2| ≤ Cσ
(

log n

n

)1/4

with probability exceeding 1− 2Tn−10.
(c) Suppose θ0 denotes a point such that α(θ0)

β(θ0) ≥ 1
50
√
d

and further suppose that

κ ≥ C ′′σ · log7
(

1+log d
δ

)
for C ′′σ depending solely on σ. Then for some t′ ≤ C log d, we have

T t′n (θ0) ∈ G

with probability exceeding 1− δ.

Note that if θ0 is chosen at random from the d-dimensional unit ball B2(1) with d ≥ 130,

then we have α(θ0)
β(θ0) ≥

1
50
√
d

with probability at least 0.95 (see Lemma 24(a) in the appendix).

Theorem 3 then shows that after τ = O(log d+ log log(κ/σ2)) iterations, the empirics satisfy

‖T τn (θ)− θ∗‖2 = O

(
σ

√
d

n

)
+ Õ

(
n−1/4

)
(35)

with high probability. Concretely, after taking O(log d) steps to converge to the good region G,
the AM update converges very fast to within statistical error of the optimal parameter.

Some remarks on specific aspects of Theorem 3 are in order. First, note that this theo-
rem predicts super-linear convergence with nonstandard exponent 3/2 whenever κ is bounded
above. Comparing with Fact 1, we see that the population update is overly optimistic, and this
corroborates what we saw in Figures 1 and 2 in the introduction. Nonstandard super-linear
convergence was recently observed in the noiseless case of this problem (Ghosh and Ramchan-
dran, 2020), but a larger exponent was conjectured. Theorem 3 shows that the exponent 3/2
is indeed sharp, since we obtain both upper and lower bounds on the error of the algorithm.
Furthermore, the convergence rate is super-linear with exponent 3/2 for every value of the noise
level. As we will see shortly, this is not the case for the closely related model of a symmetric
mixture of regressions, in which the convergence rate of this algorithm is linear for any constant
noise level.

Second, note that part (b) of the theorem shows that the (random) empirical state evolution
is within `2 distance n−1/4 of its (deterministic) Gordon counterpart once the iterates enter the
good region. Consequently, the final result (35) on the empirical error has two terms. Note that
this error is dominated by the σ/

√
κ term in modern high dimensional problems.

Third, our convergence result is global, and holds from a random initialization. In particular,
part (c) of the theorem guarantees that within O(log d) iterations, the iterations enter the good
region G, at which point parts (a) and (b) of the theorem become active. Convergence from
a random initialization is also established by showing that the empirical state evolution tracks
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its Gordon counterpart closely. But rather than showing two deterministic envelopes around
the empirical trajectory, we leverage closeness of the updates iterate-by-iterate. It is worth
noting that this is the only step that requires the condition n � d log7(log d); all other steps
only require sample complexity that is linear in dimension.

Finally, we note that our assumption that σ2/κ be bounded above by a universal constant
should not be viewed as restrictive. If this condition does not hold, then one can show using
our analysis that running just one step of the algorithm from a random initialization already
satisfies ‖θ1−θ∗‖2 = O(1) = O(σ2/κ), thereby providing an estimate with order-optimal error.

4.1.2 Subgradient descent

To contrast with the super-linear convergence shown in the previous section, we now consider
subgradient descent with step-size 1/2. As alluded to in Remark 3 and shown explicitly be-
low, this update shares the same population update as AM, considered before. As derived in
equation (13a), the general subgradient method for PR is given by the update

Tn(θ) = θ − 2η

n
·
n∑
i=1

(|〈xi, θ〉| − yi) · sgn(〈xi, θ〉) · xi, (36)

where η > 0 denotes the step-size. The Gordon state evolution update is given by the following
corollary of Theorem 2, proved in Appendix D.2.

Corollary 2. Let α = α(θ) and β = β(θ) with φ = tan−1
(
β
α

)
. Let (αgor, βgor) = Sgor(α, β)

denote the Gordon state evolution update for the subgradient descent operator (36), given by
Definition 2. Let η ≤ 1/2.
(a) We have

αgor = (1− 2η)α+ 2η

(
1− 1

π
(2φ− sin(2φ))

)
, and (37a)

βgor =
({

(1− 2η)β + 2η · 2

π
sin2 φ

}2

+
4η2

κ

{
α2 + β2 − 2α

(
1− 1

π
(2φ− sin(2φ))

)
− 2β · 2

π
sin2 φ+ 1 + σ2

})1/2
.

(37b)

(b) Suppose σ > 0 and α ∨ β ≤ 3/2. Then there is a positive constant Cσ depending only
on σ such that with Tn as defined in equation (36), the empirical state evolution (α+, β+) =
(α(Tn(θ)), β(Tn(θ))) satisfies

P

{
|α+ − αgor| ≤ Cσ

(
log(1/δ)

n

)1/2
}
≤ δ and P

{
|β+ − βgor| ≤ Cσ

(
log(1/δ)

n

)1/4
}
≤ δ.

Sending κ → ∞ in equation (37) recovers the infinite-sample population state evolution
update

αpop = (1− 2η)α+ 2η

(
1− 1

π
(2φ− sin(2φ))

)
and

βpop = (1− 2η)β + 2η · 2

π
sin2 φ. (38)

As previously noted, our interest10 will be in analyzing the special case η = 1/2 so as to
compare and contrast with the AM update. In this case, the population updates (34) and (38)

10Our techniques are also applicable to analyzing the algorithm with general stepsize η, but we do not do so
in this paper since a variety of other analysis methods tailored to first order updates (e.g., Zhang et al., 2017;
Chen et al., 2019; Tan and Vershynin, 2019b) also work in this case.
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coincide, and so Fact 1 suggests that subgradient descent ought to converge quadratically fast.
This would be quite surprising for a first-order method, and already suggests that the popu-
lation update may be even more optimistic than before. However, the Gordon state evolution
updates (33) and (37) are distinct even when η = 1/2, and as we saw before, these provide
much more faithful predictions of convergence behavior.

Theorem 4. Consider the subgradient descent update Tn (36) and the associated Gordon state
evolution update Sgor from equation (37), with stepsize η = 1/2. There is a universal positive
constant C such that the following is true. If κ ≥ C(1 + σ2), then:

(a) The Gordon state evolution update

Sgor is (cκ, Cκ, 0)-linearly convergent in the `2 metric d`2 on G to level εn,d = σ√
κ

.

Here 0 ≤ cκ ≤ Cκ < 1 are constants depending solely on κ.

(b) Suppose σ > 0. Then there are positive constants Cσ, C
′
σ depending only on σ such that for

all n ≥ C ′σ and for any θ such that ζ = (α(θ), β(θ)) ∈ G, we have

max
1≤t≤T

|d`2(Stgor(ζ))− ‖T tn(θ)− θ∗‖2| ≤ Cσ
(

log n

n

)1/4

with probability exceeding 1− 2Tn−10.

(c) Suppose θ0 denotes a point such that α(θ0)
β(θ0) ≥

1
50
√
d

and α(θ0) ∨ β(θ0) ≤ 3/2, and further

suppose that κ ≥ C ′′σ · log
(

1+log d
δ

)
for C ′′σ depending solely on σ. Then for some t′ ≤ C log d,

we have

T t′n (θ0) ∈ G

with probability exceeding 1− δ.

To be concrete once again, suppose d ≥ 130. Then using n ≥ d observations (xi, yi)
n
i=1

from the model (3) and setting θ0 =
√

1
n

∑n
i=1 y

2
i · u with the vector u chosen uniformly at

random from the unit ball, we obtain the required initialization condition with probability
greater than 0.95 (see Lemma 24(b) in the appendix). The theorem then guarantees that for
some τ = O(log d+ log(κ/σ2)), the empirics satisfy

‖T τn (θ0)− θ∗‖ = O

(
σ

√
d

n

)
+ Õ

(
n−1/4

)
(39)

with high probability. Given our extensive discussion of Theorem 3 and that most of these
comments also apply here, we make just one remark in passing that focuses on the difference.
Note that as expected, Theorem 4 shows that subgradient descent only converges linearly in the
good region. This corroborates what we saw in Figures 1 and 2, and shows once again—and
more dramatically than before—that the (quadratically convergent) population update can be
significantly optimistic in predicting convergence behavior.

4.2 Mixture of regressions

While the symmetric mixture of linear regressions model is statistically equivalent (for parameter
estimation) to the phase retrieval model without additive noise (i.e., σ = 0), we show in this
section that the models and their associated algorithms have distinct behavior for any nonzero
noise level.
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4.2.1 Alternating minimization

Recall from equation (11b) that the empirical update applied at θ is given by

Tn(θ) =

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

xix
>
i

)−1 (
1

n

n∑
i=1

sgn(yi · 〈xi, θ〉) · yi · xi

)
. (40)

The Gordon updates are given by the following corollary of Theorem 1, proved in Appendix D.3.
Before stating it, we define the convenient shorthand

Aσ(ρ) :=
2

π
tan−1

(√
ρ2 + σ2 + σ2ρ2

)
and Bσ(ρ) :=

2

π

√
ρ2 + σ2 + σ2ρ2

1 + ρ2
. (41)

Corollary 3. Let α = α(θ) and β = β(θ) with ζ = (α, β) and ρ = β
α . Let (αgor, βgor) = Sgor(ζ)

denote the Gordon state evolution update in this case, given by Definition 1.
(a) Using the shorthand (41), we have

αgor = 1−Aσ(ρ) +Bσ(ρ), and (42a)

βgor =

√
ρ2Bσ(ρ)2 +

1

κ− 1
(1 + σ2 − (1−Aσ(ρ) +Bσ(ρ))2 − ρ2Bσ(ρ)2). (42b)

(b) Suppose σ > 0. Then there is a positive constant Cσ depending only on σ such that with
Tn as defined in equation (40), the empirical state evolution (α+, β+) = (α(Tn(θ)), β(Tn(θ)))
satisfies

P

{
|α+ − αgor| ≤ Cσ

(
log7(1/δ)

n

)1/2
}
≤ δ and P

{
|β+ − βgor| ≤ Cσ

(
log(1/δ)

n

)1/4
}
≤ δ.

By taking κ→∞ in equation (42), we recover the population update for this case, given by

αpop = 1−Aσ(ρ) +Bσ(ρ) and βpop = ρBσ(ρ). (43)

The update (43) has no dependence on κ and thus cannot recover the noise floor of the problem.
On the other hand, and similarly to before, the following theorem shows that the empirics are
tracked instead by the Gordon update (42).

Theorem 5. Consider the alternating minimization update Tn given in equation (40) and the
associated Gordon state evolution update Sgor (42). There are universal positive constants (c, C)
such that the following is true. If κ ≥ C and 0 < σ ≤ c, then:
(a) The Gordon state evolution update

Sgor is (cκ,σ, Cκ,σ, 0)-linearly convergent in the angular metric d∠ on G to level εn,d = σ√
κ

,

where 0 ≤ cκ,σ ≤ Cκ,σ ≤ 1 are constants depending solely on the pair (κ, σ).
(b) If n ≥ C ′σ, then for any θ such that ζ = (α(θ), β(θ)) ∈ G, we have

max
1≤t≤T

|d∠(Stgor(ζ))− ∠(θ,θ∗)| ≤ Cσ
(

log n

n

)1/4

with probability exceeding 1− 2Tn−10. Here Cσ and C ′σ are positive constants depending solely
on σ.
(c) Suppose θ0 denotes a point such that α(θ0)

β(θ0) ≥ 1
50
√
d

and further suppose that

κ ≥ C ′′σ · log7
(

1+log d
δ

)
for C ′′σ depending solely on σ. Then for some t′ ≤ C log d, we have

T t′n (θ0) ∈ G

with probability exceeding 1− δ.
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Owing to the discussion following Theorem 4 (see Lemma 24 in the appendix), we deduce
that with a random initialization θ0 and after τ = O(log d + log log(κ/σ2)) iterations, the
empirics satisfy

∠ (T τn (θ0),θ∗) = O

(
σ

√
d

n

)
+ Õ

(
n−1/4

)
(44)

with high probability.
Let us make a few remarks to compare and contrast Theorem 5 with our previous results.

First, note that the convergence result proved here is in the angular metric d∠ and not in the
(stronger) `2 metric d`2 . This is a crucial difference between the phase retrieval and mixture of
regressions models. Indeed, the parameter estimate for AM in mixtures of regressions can be
shown to be inconsistent in the `2 distance; to see this, note that when θ = θ∗, we have αgor =
1 + Θ(σ3). Combining this estimate with part (b) of Corollary 3, we see that d`2(α+, β+) =
Θ(σ3) + o(1), and so for any constant noise level, the algorithm is not consistent. Inconsistency
of parameter estimation is a known phenomenon for alternating minimization algorithms in
mixture models with noise (for instance, a similar conclusion follows from the results of Lu and
Zhou (2016) on the label recovery error of Lloyd’s algorithm in a Gaussian mixture).

Second, note that when σ = 0, the mixture of regressions and phase retrieval models coin-
cide. However, when there is noise, the convergence behavior predicted by Theorem 5 changes
drastically to a linear rate, while in phase retrieval, super-linear convergence is preserved even
when the noise level is nonzero (cf. Theorem 3). The Gordon update—and the ensuing sharp-
ness of our upper and lower bounds of the error of the algorithm—enable us to make this
distinction.

Finally, note that our assumption on the noise level in this case is that σ (as opposed to
σ/
√
κ) be bounded above by a universal constant, resulting in a more stringent condition than

what we required in phase retrieval. While we make this assumption for convenience in our
proof, we conjecture that it can be weakened to accommodate the optimal condition σ/

√
κ ≤ c.

4.2.2 Subgradient AM

For completeness, we also present corollaries for the subgradient version of the AM update. As
mentioned before, we are not aware of this algorithm having been considered in the literature,
but it is natural for us to study it since when the stepsize η = 1/2, it shares the same population
update as AM (see Remark 3). Given that AM converges linearly for a mixture of regressions,
it is natural to ask if the first-order method—which has a much lower per-iteration cost—enjoys
a similar convergence rate. As derived in equation (14a), the update with stepsize η is given by

Tn(θ) = θ − 2η

n
·
n∑
i=1

(sgn(yi〈xi, θ〉) · 〈xi, θ〉 − yi) · sgn(yi〈xi, θ〉) · xi. (45)

The Gordon state evolution update in this case is given by the following corollary of Theorem 2,
proved in Appendix D.4.

Corollary 4. Let α = α(θ) and β = β(θ) with ζ = (α, β) and ρ = β
α . Let (αgor, βgor) = Sgor(ζ)

denote the Gordon state evolution corresponding to the update (45), given by Definition 2. Let
η ≤ 1/2.
(a) Using the shorthand (41), we have

αgor = (1− 2η)α+ 2η · (1−Aσ(ρ) +Bσ(ρ)) , and (46a)

βgor =
({

(1− 2η)β + 2η · ρBσ(ρ)
}2

+
4η2

κ

{
α2 + β2 − 2α(1−Aσ(ρ) +Bσ(ρ))− 2βρBσ(ρ) + 1 + σ2

})1/2
. (46b)
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(b) Suppose σ > 0. Then there is a positive constant Cσ depending solely on σ such that with
Tn as defined in equation (36), the empirical state evolution (α+, β+) = (α(Tn(θ)), β(Tn(θ)))
satisfies

P

{
|α+ − αgor| ≤ Cσ

(
log(1/δ)

n

)1/2
}
≤ δ and P

{
|β+ − βgor| ≤ Cσ

(
log(1/δ)

n

)1/4
}
≤ δ.

Sending κ→∞ recovers the population update

αpop = (1− 2η)α+ 2η · (1−Aσ(ρ) +Bσ(ρ)) and βpop = (1− 2η)β + 2η · ρBσ(ρ). (47)

Once again, our interest will be in analyzing the special case η = 1/2, in which case the
population updates (47) and (43) of both the first-order and higher-order algorithm coincide.
The following theorem establishes a sharp characterization of the convergence behavior of the
subgradient method.
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(a) Subgradient descent and alternating minimiza-
tion for MLR with σ = 0.05 and κ = 20.
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(b) Subgradient descent and alternating minimiza-
tion for MLR with σ = 0.25 and κ = 100.

Figure 3. The AM and subgradient AM algorithms for two settings of κ and σ initialized with
θ0 = θ0 = 0.5 · θ∗ +

√
1− 0.52P⊥θ∗γ, for γ uniformly distributed on the unit sphere, plotted

with the respective Gordon predictions. The shaded region denotes the values taken between the
minimum and maximum of the empirics.

Theorem 6. Let the stepsize η = 1/2 and consider the subgradient update Tn (40) and the
associated Gordon state evolution update Sgor (46). There are universal positive constants (c, C)
such that the following is true. If κ ≥ C and σ ≤ c, then:
(a) The Gordon state evolution update

Sgor is (cκ,σ, Cκ,σ, 1)-linearly convergent in the angular metric d∠ on G to level εn,d = σ√
κ

,

where 0 ≤ cκ,σ ≤ Cκ,σ ≤ 1 are constants depending solely on the pair (κ, σ).
(b) If n ≥ C ′σ, then for any θ such that ζ = (α(θ), β(θ)) ∈ G, we have

max
1≤t≤T

|d∠(Stgor(ζ))− ∠(θ,θ∗)| ≤ Cσ
(

log n

n

)1/4

with probability exceeding 1− 2Tn−10. Here C ′σ and Cσ are positive constants depending solely
on σ.
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(c) Suppose θ0 denotes a point such that α(θ0)
β(θ0) ≥

1
50
√
d

and α(θ0) ∨ β(θ0) ≤ 3/2, and further

suppose that κ ≥ C ′′σ · log
(

1+log d
δ

)
for C ′′σ depending solely on σ. Then for some t′ ≤ C log d,

we have

T t′n (θ0) ∈ G

with probability exceeding 1− δ.

As in the case of subgradient descent for phase retrieval (see also Lemma 24(b) in the

appendix), we see that if θ0 =
√

1
n

∑n
i=1 y

2
i · u for a random vector u chosen from the unit

sphere, then after τ = O(log d+ log log(κ/σ2)) iterations, the empirics satisfy

∠ (T τn (θ0),θ∗) = O

(
σ

√
d

n

)
+ Õ

(
n−1/4

)
(48)

with high probability.
The fact that both subgradient descent and alternating minimization (cf. Theorem 5) con-

verge linearly in the good region suggest that the first order method, which has smaller per-
iteration cost, may be a good choice for a mixture of linear regressions. A closer look at the
proof suggests that the corresponding coefficients of contraction Cκ,σ may be comparable for
even moderately large κ. Indeed, this is illustrated in Figure 3, where we see two settings of
the pair (κ, σ) in which both algorithms exhibit nearly identical behavior. This observation
provides further evidence that the subgradient method is a compelling choice in such scenarios.

4.3 A glimpse of the convergence proof mechanism

To conclude this section, we provide a high level overview of our convergence proof technique,
aspects of which may be of independent interest. A schematic of the proof mechanism is
presented in Figure 4. The blue curve in the panel (Top) represents the empirical state evolution
(αt, βt), and our proof technique relies on tracking the transitions of this curve across three
phases. Points (α, β) in Phase I are such that the ratio β/α is greater than some threshold.
Phase II is characterized by β/α being between two distinct thresholds. Phase III corresponds
to being in the good region G, in which the ratio β/α is smaller than some small threshold and
the parallel component α is larger than a threshold (see Definition 6). In each phase, depicted
in detail in the (Left), (Right), and (Bottom) plots of Figure 4, we track particular Gordon state
evolution updates using red dots. The shaded light blue regions schematically depict confidence
sets that show how each empirical iterate is “trapped” around its Gordon counterpart with high
probability. In Phases I and II, we track Gordon state evolution updates when run from the
“worst possible” empirical iterate in the previous confidence set, depicted in the figure using
light blue triangles. In Phase III, on the other hand, we track the full Gordon trajectory, i.e., the
deterministic sequence of points that results from iteratively running the Gordon update from
the initial dark blue triangle. The behavior of the Gordon update itself is model-dependent
and governed by specific structural properties of the corresponding state evolution maps. We
establish these properties in Section 9.1, and use them to establish part (a) of all our theorems
in this section. For now, let us sketch the key ideas underlying our treatment of the empirical
iterates in each phase.

Phase I: Immediately after initialization, the parallel component α is very small, of the order
d−1/2. To show that the empirical iterates proceed favorably through Phase I, we use the fact
that the Gordon state evolution αgor ≥ (1 + c)α whenever β/α is large, thereby increasing
the parallel component exponentially within this phase. The O(n−1/2) concentration of the
empirical αt update around its Gordon prediction traps each empirical iterate αt within a small
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Figure 4. A schematic showing convergence of the algorithm in terms of its state space represen-
tation (α, β), in three distinct phases. (Top) The triangles in dark blue (and the corresponding
curved line) denote the empirical iterates as they proceed through three phases. The panels
(Left), (Right) and (Bottom) are zoomed-in versions of Phases I, II, and III, respectively, where
the dark blue triangle at the start of the phase depicts the point of the trajectory within that
phase. Each red circle in these subfigures denotes an iterate of the deterministic Gordon state
evolution update when run from the point that it is connected to. The shaded blue regions in all
three phases represent high-probability confidence sets for the empirical iterates. In panel (Left),
we leverage the fact that the β-component of each iterate is trapped around that of its Gordon
counterpart. In panel (Right), each such region is an angular “wedge” around the corresponding
Gordon iterate, and in panel (Bottom), the entire region (across iterations) is determined by a
small envelope around the full Gordon trajectory. The light blue triangles in Phases I and II
denote “worst-case” instances of the empirics within the corresponding confidence set. See the
accompanying text for a more detailed discussion.

interval—as depicted in Figure 4(Left)—and allows us to argue when n & d that αt also increases
exponentially with t in Phase I. At the same time, the βt iterates also remain bounded, so that
βt/αt decreases below a threshold and enters Phase II. Phase I takes at most O(log d) iterations
with high probability.

Phase II: Next, we show that the ratio βgor/αgor of the Gordon state evolution decreases
exponentially, and we translate this convergence to the empirical ratio βt/αt by using the
relations (27) and (28). This traps each empirical iterate within a small angular neighborhood
of its Gordon counterpart, and is depicted in Figure 4(Right). Together with the aforementioned
convergence of the Gordon ratio βgor/αgor, this ensures that we enter the good region G. We
show that with high probability, the iterates stay within Phase II for at most O(1) iterations.
Along with the previously established convergence in Phase I, this establishes part (c) of all our
model-specific theorems, showing that our iterates enter the good region, i.e., Phase III, after
at most O(log d) steps after random initialization.

Phase III: In this final phase, we show a property that, to the best of our knowledge, is absent
from local convergence guarantees in prior work. This is collected in part (b) of our individual
theorems, and shows that a small envelope around the Gordon state evolution trajectory, as
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depicted in Figure 4(Bottom), fully traps the random iterates with high probability. The key
property that we use to show this is in fact what guides our choice of the good region: The
derivatives of the αgor and βgor maps when evaluated for any element in this region are both
bounded above by 1 − c for some universal constant c > 0, so that small deviations of the
empirics from these maps are not amplified over the course of successive iterations.

5 Numerical illustrations

We provide several numerical simulations to illustrate the sharpness of our results. For each
of the two models and two algorithms we consider, we demonstrate both global convergence as
well as local convergence. In particular, for each of the two models, we perform two families of
experiments. The first explores convergence from a random initialization for both the higher-
order and first-order method. These experiments are performed in dimension d = 800 with the
number of samples n = 80, 000 (that is, κ = 100) and noise standard deviation σ = 10−6. First,
a true parameter vector θ∗ is drawn uniformly at random from the unit sphere. Subsequently,
an initialization θ0 is drawn (independently of θ∗) uniformly at random on the unit sphere.
Then, from this vector, we simulate 12 independent trials of the algorithm for 12 iterations. In
the second family of experiments, we explore local convergence—from an initialization which
has constant correlation with the ground truth θ∗—for three different settings of noise standard
deviation σ and oversampling ratio κ. Each experiment is performed in dimension d = 500 with
various numbers of samples n. Each simulation is done by first drawing the ground-truth vector
θ∗ uniformly at random on the unit sphere and subsequently generating an initialization

θ0 = 0.8 · θ∗ +
√

1− 0.82P⊥θ∗γ,

where γ is uniformly distributed on the unit sphere and is independent of all other randomness.
Next, we run 100 independent trials of both algorithms for 12 iterations.
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(a) Alternating minimization.
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(b) Subgradient descent.

Figure 5. Global convergence in the phase retrieval model. The hollow triangular marks (barely
visible) denote the average over 12 independent trials and the shaded regions denote the range
of values taken by the empirics.
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5.1 Phase retrieval

We first consider phase retrieval. Figure 5 illustrates the global convergence of both alternating
minimization (in Figure 5a) and subgradient descent (in Figure 5b). Figure 5a plots (i.) filled
in circular marks denoting the Gordon state evolution started at the state (α(θ0), β(θ0)); (ii.)
hollow triangular marks denoting the average of the empirical performance of AM over the 12
independent trials; and (iii.) a shaded region denoting the region between the minimum and
maximum values taken in the empirics. The same three items are plotted with gradient descent
in place of alternating minimization in Figure 5b.
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(a) σ = 10−10, κ = 20
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(b) σ = 10−6, κ = 100

Figure 6. Local convergence for the phase retrieval model. Each subplot shows: (in purple) the
empirics of alternating minimization, (in red) the Gordon updates for alternating minimization,
(in blue) the empirics for subgradient descent, and (in orange) the Gordon updates for subgradient
descent. Hollow triangular markers denote the average of the empirics and the shaded regions
denote the range of values taken by the empirics over 100 independent trials.

Recall that part (c) of Theorems 3 and 4 states that each algorithm—when started from a
random initialization—first consists of a transient phase which takes O(log d) iterations to reach
a “good” region. This transient phase is witnessed by the first 5 iterations of each algorithm,
which make very little progress in the `2 distance. Subsequently, parts (a) and (b) of each
theorem state that in the “good” region, the Gordon state evolution converges at a specified
rate and the empirics are trapped in a small envelope around this state evolution. Iterations 5−9
illustrate the super-linear convergence of alternating minimization (Figure 5a) and iterations
5 − 12 illustrate the linear convergence of subgradient descent (Figure 5b). We remark that
whereas the theorems show the empirics to be trapped in a small envelope surrounding the
Gordon state evolution in the “good” region, the simulations suggest that this may hold even
from random initialization—that is, even the transient phase may consist of empirics trapped
in an envelope around the Gordon state evolution.

Figure 6 zooms in and demonstrates the local convergence for two different settings of noise
standard deviation σ and oversampling ratio κ. For each of the parameter values, we make
two observations. First, both subfigures make clear the deterministic qualities of the Gordon
updates—the distinction between convergence rates as well as the attainment of the error floor—
whereby demonstrating part (a) of Theorem 3 and 4. Second, both simulations demonstrate
part (b) of the same two theorems: the empirics are trapped in a small envelope surrounding
the Gordon state evolution.
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Figure 7. Subgradient descent for stepsize η = 0.95. Markers are placed once every 5 iterations.

We provide one final experiment in noiseless phase retrieval to illustrate the effect of stepsize
in subgradient descent. Here, we take dimension d = 250, the oversampling ratio κ = 10 and
start from an initial correlation α0 = 0.6. As opposed to setting the stepsize η = 1/2, in this
experiment, we try using a much larger stepsize; namely, we take η = 0.95. We then run 140
iterations of subgradient descent and perform 10 independent trials. As is evident from Figure 7,
this is a situation in which the population update predicts convergence, yet the empirics fail to
converge. On the other hand, the Gordon updates continue to sharply characterize the empirical
performance and are able to predict the lack of convergence to the ground truth parameter.

5.2 Mixture of linear regressions
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Figure 8. Global convergence in the mixture of linear regression model. Hollow triangular marks
denote the average over 12 independent trials and the shaded regions denote the range of values
taken by the empirics.
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The two sets of simulations performed in this subsection (Figures 8 and 9) follow the same
dichotomy as the two simulations performed in the previous subsection. An important distinc-
tion is that the error metric used is the angular metric rather than the `2 distance used in
the preceding subsection. Figure 8 plots the trajectory of both AM and subgradient AM when
started from a random initialization. As before, the simulations suggest that the empirics are
trapped around the Gordon state evolution trajectory even from random initialization.

Next, we turn to the local convergence as illustrated in Figure 9 under two distinct parameter
regimes, with the other details of the setup being identical to local convergence in phase retrieval.
We pause only to call out the linearly convergent behavior evident in Figure 9a as well as the
similarity in performance of the two algorithms in the same simulation. This is an important
feature of the mixtures of linear regression model with constant noise.
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Figure 9. Local convergence for the mixture of linear regression model. Each subplot shows:
(in purple) the empirics of alternating minimization, (in red) the Gordon updates for alternating
minimization, (in blue) the empirics for subgradient AM, and (in orange) the Gordon updates for
subgradient AM. Hollow triangular markers denote the average of the empirics and the shaded
regions denote the range of values taken by the empirics over 100 independent trials.

6 Discussion

We presented a recipe for deriving accurate deterministic predictions for the behavior of iterative
algorithms in nonconvex Gaussian regression models, which applies provided each iteration can
be written as a convex optimization problem satisfying mild decomposability conditions. Rather
than decouple the deterministic component of these analyses from its random counterpart by
passing to the infinite-sample population limit—which is the most prevalent program in the
literature—we used duality and Gaussian comparison theorems to obtain our deterministic
Gordon state evolution update. We presented several consequences for both higher-order and
first-order algorithms applied to the problems of phase retrieval and mixtures of regressions.
These results are in themselves novel, but the key takeaway is our sharp characterization of
convergence behavior, which we hope will enable a rigorous comparison between algorithms in
other related problems. We conclude by listing a few open questions.

We begin with two technical open questions. We showed that our deterministic predictions
of the perpendicular component β were within O(n−1/4) of their empirical counterparts. We
were able to sharpen this rate to Õ(n−1/2) for the parallel α component, and conjecture that a
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similar improvement can be carried out for the β component. As a second technical question,
we highlight the condition σ . 1 present in our results for mixture of regression models. We
conjecture that this condition can be weakened to σ .

√
κ while preserving the same qualitative

behavior of the theorem (i.e. linear angular convergence), but establishing this rigorously is an
interesting open problem.

The next set of open questions is broader. Note that our analysis—which relied on Gaussian-
ity of the data independent of the current iterate—required fresh observations at each iteration,
and to that end, we used a sample-splitting device to partition the data into disjoint batches.
While this is a reasonable method to obtain a practical algorithm—indeed, all the algorithms we
analyzed converge very fast, so that at most a logarithmic number of batches suffices—it is more
common to run these algorithms without sample splitting. The leave-one-out technique (Ma
et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2019) has emerged as a powerful analysis framework for the case with-
out sample-splitting, and it is an interesting open question to what extent this can be combined
with our Gordon recipe. Even more broadly, there is the question of building an analogous the-
ory under weaker distributional assumptions on the data; indeed, some iterative (higher-order)
algorithms considered in the literature are known to converge under weaker assumptions (e.g.,
Duchi and Ruan, 2019; Ghosh et al., 2020). While universality theorems (broadly construed)
have been proved in related settings (Bayati et al., 2015; Oymak and Tropp, 2018; Panahi and
Hassibi, 2017; El Karoui, 2018; Abbasi et al., 2019; Paquette et al., 2020), do similar insights
apply here? Can we produce an accurate deterministic prediction if the data is no longer i.i.d.,
akin to the population update in such settings (Yang et al., 2017)? These are interesting and
important questions for future work.

Finally, there is the question of broadening the scope of problems to which our analysis
applies, and we provide two examples along these lines. First, one could consider “weak”
signal-to-noise regimes in the models that we considered. These regimes have been the subject
of recent work (Dwivedi et al., 2020; Wu and Zhou, 2019; Ho et al., 2020), and it is known that
the optimal statistical rates of convergence are different from those in the strong signal-to-noise
regimes that we consider in this paper. What are sharp rates of convergence of optimization
algorithms in these settings? Second, and more importantly, phase retrieval and mixtures of
regressions are just two models to which our framework applies. There are several other models
and algorithms that can be analyzed with the Gordon state evolution machinery to sharply
characterize (possibly nonstandard) convergence behavior.

7 Proof of general results, part (a): Gordon update and devia-
tion bounds

In this section, we prove part (a) of both Theorem 1 and Theorem 2. The structure of the proof
follows the recipe sketched in Section 3. We proceed by carrying out steps 1–3 of the recipe for
a broader class of algorithms (captured by one-step updates satisfying Assumption 3 to follow),
and derive a general Proposition 2. With this proposition in hand, we then carry out step
4 of the recipe separately for higher-order methods to prove Theorem 1(a) and for first-order
methods to prove Theorem 2(a).

Throughout this section, we let θ] denote the “current” iterate of the algorithm, with
(α], β]) = (α(θ]), β(θ])). This frees up the tuple (θ, α, β) to denote decision variables that
will be used throughout the proof. In addition, as in the heuristic derivation in Section 3.2, it
is useful in the proof to track a three dimensional state evolution (α, µ, ν), where

α = 〈θ,θ∗〉, µ =
〈θ,P⊥θ∗θ]〉
‖P⊥θ∗θ]‖2

, and ν = ‖P⊥S#
θ‖2, (49)

where S# = span(θ∗,θ]) and P⊥S#
is the projection matrix onto the orthogonal complement of
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this subspace. Finally, define the independent random variables

z1 = Xθ∗ and z2 =
XP⊥θ∗θ

]

‖XP⊥θ∗θ]‖2
, (50)

noting that both z1, z2 ∼ N (0, In) since ‖θ∗‖2 = 1. We are now ready to rigorously implement
each step of the recipe.

7.1 General result from steps 1–3 of recipe

Our general result is derived by implementing steps 1–3 in a setting involving a general decom-
posability assumption on the one-step loss function L (22).

7.1.1 Implementing step 1: One-step convex optimization

Our general assumption takes the following form:

Assumption 3 (Decomposability and convexity of loss). Consider a fixed vector θ] ∈ Rd and
a Gaussian random matrix X ∈ Rn×d and assume y is generated, given X and θ∗, according
to the generative model (2). Then one step of the iterative algorithm run from θ] can be written
in the form (7), where the loss

L(θ) := L(θ;θ],X,y)

satisfies the following properties:

(a) There is a pair of functions g : Rn × Rn → R and h : Rd × Rd → R, and a (random)
function

F : Rn × Rd → R
F (u,θ) 7→ g(u,Xθ];y) + h(θ,θ]), (51)

such that

L(θ) = F (Xθ,θ) for all θ ∈ Rd.

(b) The functions g and h are convex in their first arguments. Moreover, the function g and
thus F are CL/

√
n-Lipschitz in their first argument.

(c) The function h depends on θ only through its lower dimensional projections. That is,
there exists another function

hscal : R3 × Rd → R
(α, µ, ν),θ] 7→ hscal((α, µ, ν),θ]),

such that

h(θ,θ]) = hscal

(
〈θ,θ∗〉,

〈θ,P⊥θ∗θ]〉
‖P⊥θ∗θ]‖2

, ‖P⊥span(θ∗,θ])θ‖2,θ
]

)
(d) L(θ) is coercive. That is, L(θ)→∞ whenever ‖θ‖2 →∞.

Note that specifying

h(θ,θ]) = 0 and g(u,Xθ];y) =
1√
n
‖ω(Xθ],y)− u‖2
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recovers the higher-order loss functions (9), whereas specifying

h(θ,θ]) = 1/2 · ‖θ‖22 − 〈θ,θ]〉 and g(u,Xθ];y) = 2η/n · 〈u, ω(Xθ],y)〉

recovers the first-order loss functions (12). The remaining properties (b)-(d) of the assumption
can be straightforwardly verified for these two choices. Thus, Assumption 3 captures both the
special cases corresponding to Theorems 1 and 2. Having written one step of the iterative
algorithm of interest as a minimization of a convex loss, we are now ready to proceed to step 2
of the recipe.

7.1.2 Implementing step 2: The auxiliary optimization problem

Next, we state a formal definition of the auxiliary loss function Ln.

Definition 7 (Auxiliary loss). Let γn ∼ N (0, In) and γd ∼ N (0, Id) denote independent ran-
dom vectors drawn independently of the pair (X,y), let θ] ∈ Rd, and define the subspace
S] = span(θ∗,θ]). Further, let L denote a loss function which satisfies Assumption 3 for func-
tions g and h. Then, given a positive scalar r define the auxiliary loss function

Ln(θ,u; r) := max
v∈B2(r)

1√
n
‖v‖2〈P⊥S]θ,γd〉+ h(θ,θ]) + g(u,Xθ];y) +

1√
n
〈v,XPS]θ + ‖P⊥S]θ‖2γn − u〉.

The following lemma shows that our original optimization problem over the loss function L
is essentially equivalent to an auxiliary optimization problem involving the loss Ln.

Lemma 1. Let θ] ∈ Rd and suppose that the loss function L(θ) = L(θ;θ],X,y) satisfies
Assumption 3 (and recall the Lipschitz constant CL therein) and associate with it the auxiliary
loss Ln. Let D ⊆ B2(R) denote a closed subset for some positive constant R. Then there exists
a positive constant C1 ≥ 6R, depending only on R, such that for any scalar r ≥ CL and scalar
t ∈ R,

P
{

min
θ∈D
L(θ) ≤ t

}
≤ 2P

{
min

θ∈D,u∈B2(C1
√
n)
Ln(θ,u; r) ≤ t

}
+ 2e−2n.

If, in addition, D is convex, then

P
{

min
θ∈D
L(θ) ≥ t

}
≤ 2P

{
min

θ∈D,u∈B2(C1
√
n)
Ln(θ,u; r) ≥ t

}
+ 2e−2n.

Given that the minimization over L can be approximately written as a minimization over
an auxiliary loss, we are now ready to proceed to step 3.

7.1.3 Implementing step 3: Scalarization

Next, we define the scalarized auxiliary loss. Recall the definition of the convex conjugate of a
function g : Rd → R, given by g∗(x) = supx′∈Rd 〈x′, x〉 − g(x′).

Definition 8 (Scalarized auxiliary loss). Let γn ∼ N (0, In), γd ∼ N (0, Id), z1 ∼ N (0, In),
and z2 ∼ N (0, In) denote mutually independent random vectors, with the pair (z1, z2) chosen
according to equation (50). Let θ] ∈ Rd and define the subspace S] = span(θ∗,θ]). Further, let
L denote a loss function which satisfies Assumption 3 for functions g and h. Then associate
with it the scalarized auxiliary loss

Ln(α, µ, ν;θ]) := max
v∈Rn

hscal(α, µ, ν,θ
])− g∗(v,Xθ];y)− ν‖P⊥S]γd‖2‖v‖2 + 〈νγn +αz1 +µz2,v〉,

where g∗ denotes the convex conjugate of the function g and hscal is as in part (c) of Assump-
tion 3.
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Our next lemma implements step 3, scalarizing the auxiliary loss Ln. Before stating the
lemma, we require the definition of a scalarized set and an amenable set.

Definition 9 (Scalarized set). Let θ∗ ∈ Rd denote the ground truth, θ] ∈ Rd, and S] the
subspace S] = span(θ∗,θ]). For any subset D ⊆ Rd, define the scalarized set

P(D) :=

{
(α, µ, ν) ∈ R3 : θ ∈ D and α = 〈θ,θ∗〉, µ =

〈θ,P⊥θ∗θ]〉
‖P⊥θ∗θ]‖2

, ν = ‖P⊥S]θ‖2
}
.

Definition 10 (Amenable set). Let θ∗ ∈ Rd denote the ground truth, θ] ∈ Rd, and S] the
subspace S] = span(θ∗,θ]). A subset D ⊆ Rd is amenable with respect to the subspace S] if the
set D ∩ S]⊥ is rotationally invariant, i.e. for all unit vectors ‖v‖2 = 1 such that v ∈ S]⊥, there
exists θ ∈ D such that P⊥S]θ/‖P

⊥
S]
θ‖ = v.

With these definitions in hand, we have the following lemma, whose proof we provide in
Subsection B.1.2.

Lemma 2. Let θ] ∈ Rd and S] = span(θ∗,θ]). Suppose that the loss function L satisfies
Assumption 3 and associate with it the auxiliary loss Ln as well as the scalarized auxiliary loss
Ln. Further, let R be a positive constant and suppose that the subset D ⊆ B2(R) is amenable
with respect to the subspace S]. Then, with C1 as in Lemma 1, for all r ≥ CL, we have the
sandwich relation

min
θ∈D

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

Ln(θ,u; r) ≤ min
(α,µ,ν)∈P(D)

Ln(α, µ, ν;θ]) ≤ min
θ∈D

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

Ln(θ,u; r) +
3C2

LC1

r
,

with probability at least 1− 8e−n/2.

7.1.4 Putting together steps 1–3

We are now in a position to put the pieces together and prove a formal equivalence between
the original minimization problem over the loss L and a low-dimensional minimization problem
over the loss Ln.

Proposition 2. Let θ] ∈ Rd and S] = span(θ∗,θ]). Suppose that the loss function L satisfies
Assumption 3 and associate with it the scalarized auxiliary loss Ln. Let R be a positive constant
and suppose that the subset D ⊆ B2(R) is amenable with respect to the subspace S]. Then,
there exists a positive constant C1, depending only on R, such that for each triple of scalars
r ≥ CL, L ∈ R, and ε′ > 0, we have

P
{

argmin
θ∈B2(R)

L(θ) ∈ D
}
≤ 2P

{
min

(α,µ,ν)∈P(D)
Ln(α, µ, ν) ≤ L−

3C2
LC1

r
+ 2ε′

}
+ 2P

{
min

(α,µ,ν)∈P(B2(R))
Ln(α, µ, ν) > L + ε′

}
+ 20e−n/2.

Proof. Applying the law of total probability, we obtain for any L and any ε′ > 0, the chain of
inequalities

P
{

argmin
θ∈B2(R)

L(θ) ∈ D
}
≤ P

{
min

θ∈D∩B2(R)
L(θ) ≤ min

θ∈B2(R)
L(θ) + ε′

}
≤ P

{
min
θ∈D
L(θ) ≤ L + 2ε′

}
+ P

{
min

θ∈B2(R)
L(θ) > L + ε′

}
, (52)
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where we note that in the second inequality we have used the fact that D ⊆ B2(R). Now, we
apply Lemma 1 to obtain the pair of inequalities

P
{

min
θ∈D
L(θ) ≤ L + 2ε′

}
≤ 2P

{
min
θ∈D,

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

Ln(θ,u; r) ≤ L + 2ε′

}
+ 2e−2n, (53a)

P
{

min
θ∈B2(R)

L(θ) > L + ε′
}
≤ 2P

{
min

θ∈B2(R),
u∈B2(C1

√
n)

Ln(θ,u; r) > L + ε′

}
+ 2e−2n. (53b)

Next, we note that D is an amenable set with respect to S] (as in Definition 10). Thus, we
apply Lemma 2 to further obtain the pair of inequalities

P

{
min
θ∈D,

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

Ln(θ,u; r) ≤ L + 2ε′

}
≤ P

{
min

(α,µ,ν)∈P(D)
Ln(α, µ, ν) ≤ L−

3C2
LC1

r
+ 2ε′

}
+ 8e−n/2,

(54a)

P

{
min

θ∈B2(R),
u∈B2(C1

√
n)

Ln(θ,u; r) > L + ε′

}
≤ P

{
min

(α,µ,ν)∈P(B2(R))
Ln(α, µ, ν) > L + ε′

}
+ 8e−n/2.

(54b)

Combining the inequalities (52)–(54) yields the desired conclusion.

Having established steps 1–3 of the recipe under the general Assumption 3 on the one-step
loss function, we now carry out step 4 of the recipe individually for each theorem. For clarity,
we include a schematic diagram of the various ingredients in Figure 10. Recall from the recipe
described earlier that the Gordon state evolution update is obtained as the minimizer of the
deterministic loss L, which is in turn obtained from Ln in the limit n→∞. We prove each of
the two theorems below without making this equivalence explicit, but the connection is evident
from the proofs of Lemmas 3 and 4 in the appendix.

7.2 Proof of Theorem 1(a)

First, we define the expanded (i.e., three dimensional) Gordon state evolution update for higher-
order methods.

Definition 11 (Expanded Gordon state evolution update: Higher-order methods). Recall the
model (2), and let Q denote a random variable drawn from the latent variable distribution
Q. Suppose that the loss function L takes the form (9). Let (Z1, Z2, Z3) denote a triplet of
independent standard Gaussian random variables and let α] ∈ R and β] ∈ R≥0 denote arbitrary
scalars. Let

Ω = ω
(
α]Z1 + β]Z2 , f(Z1;Q) + σZ3

)
.

Then define the scalars

αgor = E[Z1Ω], µgor = E[Z2Ω], and νgor =

√
E[Ω2]− (E[Z1Ω])2 − (E[Z2Ω])2

κ− 1
.

With this definition in hand, note that in order to prove Theorem 1(a) it suffices to show
that for a parameter cK depending only on the pair (K1,K2) in Assumptions 1 and 2, we have

P
{

max

(∣∣∣∣〈Tn(θ]), P⊥θ∗θ
]〉

‖P⊥θ∗θ]‖2
− µgor

∣∣∣∣ , ∣∣∣‖P⊥S#
Tn(θ])‖2 − νgor

∣∣∣) > ε

}
≤ C exp

(
−cKnε4

)
. (55)
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Figure 10. Schematic diagram of the proof of Theorems 1 and 2, drawn for θ ∈ R3. For
shorthand, we consider the state ξ = (α, µ, ν). The quantity Tn(θ]) denotes the minimizer of
the loss L and the state ξn = (αn, µn, νn) denotes the minimizer of the scalarized auxiliary loss
Ln. With L = limn→∞ Ln denoting the deterministic scalarized auxiliary loss in the limit, the
state ξgor = (αgor, µgor, νgor) denotes the minimizer of L. Proposition 2 utilizes the CGMT to
connect the minima of the original loss L over any amenable set (which includes the entire set
R3 as well as the set B∞(ξgor; ε)c) to minima over the simpler empirical loss Ln. The growth
conditions and concentration properties given by Lemmas 3 and 4 imply that L(ξgor) and Ln(ξn)
lie in the purple shaded region as well as the inclusion ξn ∈ B∞(ξgor; ε). Used in conjunction
with Proposition 2, this shows that the minimizer of the original loss L also satisfies the inclusion
Tn(θ]) ∈ B∞(ξgor; ε).

Indeed, setting ε = ε0 :=
(

log(C/δ)
cK ·n

)1/4
, we have

P
{

max

(∣∣∣∣〈Tn(θ]), P⊥θ∗θ
]〉

‖P⊥θ∗θ]‖2
− µgor

∣∣∣∣ , ∣∣∣‖P⊥S#
Tn(θ])‖2 − νgor

∣∣∣) > ε0

}
≤ δ.

Note that (β+)2 =
〈Tn(θ]),P⊥

θ∗θ
]〉2

‖P⊥
θ∗θ

]‖22
+ ‖P⊥S#

Tn(θ])‖22 and (βgor)2 = (µgor)2 + (νgor)2. Applying

the triangle inequality and adjusting constant factors, we have P(|β+ − βgor| ≥ cε0) ≤ δ, as
desired. Consequently, we dedicate our effort toward establishing inequality (55) by proving
growth properties for Ln.

7.2.1 Implementing step 4: Growth properties of L̄n

The following lemma guarantees growth conditions on the function Ln when the one-step loss
function takes the form (9). Its proof is deferred to Appendix B.2.

Lemma 3. Suppose that the loss function L can be written in the form (9) and let the scalarized
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auxiliary loss Ln be as in Definition 8. Define the constant

L̄ =

√(
1− 1

κ

)(
E[Ω2]− (E[Z1Ω])2 − (E[Z2Ω])2

)
,

and let the tuple (αgor, µgor, νgor) be as in Definition 11. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold
with parameters K1 and K2, respectively. Then, there exist positive constants CK1 , C

′
K1
, CK2

and cK1,K2 each depending on a subset of {K1,K2} and universal positive constants c, c′, C, C ′

such that for all κ ≥ C ′ and all ε ∈ (0, c′), the following hold:

(a) The minimizer
(αn, µn, νn) = argmin

(α,µ,ν)∈P(B2(CK1
))
Ln(α, µ, ν)

is unique and satisfies both

max
{
|αn − αgor|, |µn − µgor|, |νn − νgor|

}
≤ C ′K1

ε,

and ∣∣∣∣Ln(αn, µn, νn)− L̄

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C ′K1
ε,

with probability at least 1− C exp{−cK1,K2 · n} − Ce−cnε
2
.

(b) The scalarized auxiliary loss Ln is CK2-strongly convex on the domain B2(CK1) with prob-
ability at least 1− C exp{−cK1,K2 · n}.

With each of the individual steps of the recipe completed, we can now put everything
together to prove equation (55).

7.2.2 Combining the pieces

Let the tuple (αgor, µgor, νgor) be as in Definition 11. For each nonnegative scalar ε, define the
deviation set

Dε := {θ ∈ Rd : max
(
|〈θ,θ∗〉 − αgor|,

∣∣∣〈θ,P⊥θ∗θ]〉
‖P⊥θ∗θ]‖2

− µgor
∣∣∣, |‖P⊥S]θ‖2 − νgor|) ≥ ε}, (56)

and note that the deviation set Dε is amenable with respect to the subspace S] = span(θ∗,θ]).
Note that it suffices to bound P{Tn(θ]) ∈ Dε}. To this end, note that

P{Tn(θ]) ∈ Dε} = P
{

argmin
θ∈Rd

L(θ) ∈ Dε

}
(i)
= P

{
argmin
θ∈B2(CK1

)
L(θ) ∈ Dε

}
+ 2e−cn, (57)

where step (i) follows upon applying Lemma 22 in the appendix.
First, note that the loss L satisfies Assumption 3 as we can take the functions

h(θ,θ]) = 0 and g(u,Xθ];y) =
1√
n
‖ω(Xθ],y)− u‖2.

Each of the properties (a)-(d) is evident as the norm ‖ · ‖2 is convex, Lipschitz continuous, and
coercive. Moreover, the Lipschitz constant CL = 1.

Next, recall the constant L̄ as defined in Lemma 3 and subsequently invoke Proposition 2 to
obtain, for constants r ≥ 1 and ε′ > 0 to be specified later, the inequality

P
{

argmin
θ∈B2(CK1

)
L(θ) ∈ Dε

}
≤ T1 + T2 + 20e−n/2, (58)
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where

T1 = 2P
{

min
(α,µ,ν)∈P(D∩B2(CK1

))
Ln(α, µ, ν) ≤ L̄−

3C2
LC1

r
+ 2ε′

}
,

T2 = 2P
{

min
(α,µ,ν)∈P(B2(CK1

))
Ln(α, µ, ν) > L̄ + ε′

}
.

Now, let 0 < ε1 ≤ ε be a constant to be specified later and define the two events

E1 =
{
‖(αn, µn, νn)− (αgor, µgor, νgor)‖2 ≤ ε1,

∣∣Ln(αn, µn, νn)− L̄
∣∣ ≤ ε1},

E2 =

{
min

‖(α,µ,ν)−(αn,µn,νn)‖2≥ε−ε1
Ln(α, µ, ν) ≥ Ln(αn, µn, νn) + cK2(ε− ε1)2

}
.

Assume for the moment that ε ≤ c′ (a fact that will be true for the eventual setting of ε) and
subsequently invoke Lemma 3(a) to obtain

P{E1} ≥ 1− C exp{−cK1,K2 · n} − Ce−c̃K1
nε21 ,

for some constant c̃K1 depending only on K1. Also apply Lemma 3(b) to obtain the inequality

P{E2} ≥ 1− C exp{−cK1,K2 · n}.

For the remainder of the proof, we work on the event E1 ∩ E2. We have

min
(α,µ,ν)∈P(Dε∩B2(CK1

))
L̄n(α, µ, ν) ≥ min

‖(α,µ,ν)−(αgor,µgor,νgor)‖2≥ε
L̄n(α, µ, ν)

(i)

≥ min
‖(α,µ,ν)−(αn,µn,νn)‖2≥ε−ε1

Ln(α, µ, ν)

≥ Ln(αn, µn, νn) + cK2(ε− ε1)2 ≥ L̄− ε1 + cK2(ε− ε1)2, (59)

where step (i) follows since on E1, if ‖(α, µ, ν)− (αgor, µgor, νgor)‖2 ≥ ε then
‖(α, µ, ν)− (αn, µn, νn)‖2 ≥ ε− ε1. Now, set ε1 =

cK2
4 ε2, which is a valid choice provided

ε ≤ 4/cK2 . For each such value of ε, continuing from the inequality (59), we obtain

min
(α,µ,ν)∈P(Dε∩B2(CK1

))
L̄n(α, µ, ν) ≥ L̄ + c′K2

ε2, (60)

where c′K2
≤ cK2/2 is a small enough constant depending only on K2. Continuing, set

r = 12 · C1 · C2
L/(c

′
K2
· ε2) and ε′ = c′K2

· ε2/4. Thus, in view of the inequality (60), we obtain
the bounds

max{T1, T2} ≤ P{Ec1 ∪ Ec2} ≤ C exp{−cK1,K2 · n}+ Ce−c̃K1,K2
nε4 ,

where c̃K1,K2 is once again a constant depending solely on K1 and K2. Substituting the bound
in the display above into the inequality (58), we obtain

P
{

argmin
θ∈B2(CK1

)
L(θ) ∈ Dε

}
≤ C exp{−cK1,K2 · n}+ Ce−c̃K1,K2

nε4 + 20e−n/2.

Combining the display above with the inequality (57), we obtain

P{Tn(θ]) ∈ Dε} ≤ C exp{−cK1,K2 · n}+ Ce−c̃K1,K2
nε4 + 22e−n/2. (61)

To complete the proof, set ε = O
(
c̃−1
K1,K2

·
(

log(1/δ)
n

)1/4
)

, which we can ensure is a valid choice

owing to the condition n ≥ CK1,K2 log(1/δ). Finally, we use this lower bound on n to also bound
the remaining two terms of the RHS in equation (61) by O(δ), thereby obtaining the claimed
result.
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7.3 Proof of Theorem 2(a)

We begin by defining the first-order analog of the expanded Gordon state evolution update.

Definition 12 (Expanded Gordon state evolution update: First-order methods). Recall the
model (2), and let Q denote a random variable drawn from the latent variable distribution Q.
Suppose the loss function L takes the form (12). Let (Z1, Z2, Z3) denote a triplet of independent
standard Gaussian random variables and let α] ∈ R and β] ∈ R≥0 denote arbitrary scalars. Let

Ω = ω
(
α]Z1 + β]Z2 , f(Z1;Q) + σZ3

)
.

Then define the scalars

αgor = α] − 2η · E[Z1Ω], µgor = β] − 2η · E[Z2Ω], and νgor =
2η√
κ
·
√
E[Ω2].

As before, it suffices to show that for a parameter cK depending only on K1 from Assump-
tion 1, we have

P
{

max

(∣∣∣∣〈Tn(θ]), P⊥θ∗θ
]〉

‖P⊥θ∗θ]‖2
− µgor

∣∣∣∣ , ∣∣∣‖P⊥S#
Tn(θ])‖2 − νgor

∣∣∣) > ε

}
≤ C exp

(
−cKnε4

)
. (62)

7.3.1 Implementing step 4: Growth properties of L̄n

The following lemma guarantees growth conditions on the function Ln when the one-step loss
function takes the form (12). We provide its proof in Subsection B.3.

Lemma 4. Suppose that the loss function L takes the form (12) and let the scalarized auxiliary
loss Ln be as in Definition 8. Define the constant

L̄ = −1

2
((αgor)2 + (µgor)2 + (νgor)2),

and let the tuple (αgor, µgor, νgor) be as in Definition 12. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds with
parameter K1. Then, there exists cK1 , CK1 > 0 depending only on K1 and universal positive
constants c, C, c′, C1, C2 such that for all κ ≥ C1 and all ε ∈ (0, c′), the following hold:

(a) The minimizer

(αn, µn, νn) = argmin
(α,µ,ν)∈P(B2(C2))

Ln(α, µ, ν)

is unique and satisfies both

max
{
|αn − αgor|, |µn − µgor|, |νn − νgor|

}
≤ CK1ε,

and ∣∣∣∣Ln(αn, µn, νn)− L̄

∣∣∣∣ ≤ CK1ε,

with probability at least 1− Ce−cnε2.

(b) The scalarized auxiliary loss Ln is 1-strongly convex on the domain B2(C2) with probability
at least 1− Ce−cn.

Note that the strong convexity constant here is absolute (equal to 1) instead of dependent
on Assumption 2 like in higher-order methods. We can now put everything together exactly
like before.
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7.3.2 Combining the pieces

The calculations here are very similar to before, so we only sketch the differences. First, consider
the first order loss as in equation (12)

L(θ;θ],X,y) =
1

2
‖θ‖22 − 〈θ,θ]〉 −

2η

n

n∑
i=1

ω(〈xi,θ]〉, yi) · 〈xi,θ〉,

which corresponds to setting

h(θ,θ]) =
1

2
‖θ‖22 − 〈θ,θ]〉, hscal(α, µ, ν) =

1

2
(α2 + µ2 + ν2)− (αα] + µβ]),

and

g(u,Xθ];y) = −2η

n
〈u, ω(Xθ],y)〉.

Note that

g∗(v,Xθ];y) =

{
0 if v = 2η

n · ω(Xθ],y),

+∞ otherwise.

Consequently, we obtain

Ln(α, µ, ν) =
α2 + µ2 + ν2

2
− (αα] + µβ])−

2η

n
· 〈ω(Xθ],y), νγn + αz1 + µz2〉

− 2ην

n
· ‖P⊥S]γd‖2 · ‖ω(Xθ],y)‖2. (63)

Note that g is a linear function of u, and that an application of Hoeffding’s inequality yields
‖ω(Xθ],y)‖2 ≤ CK1 with probability at least 1− e−cn. Thus, as is evident from this inequality
and the displays above, L satisfies Assumption 3, with Lipschitz constant CL = CK1 .

Now, with the tuple (αgor, µgor, νgor) as in Definition 12, define the events

A1 =
{

max
{
|αn − αgor|, |µn − µgor|, |νn − νgor|

}
≤ CK1ε1,

∣∣Ln(αn, µn, νn)− L̄
∣∣ ≤ ε1} and

A2 =
{

min
‖(α,µ,ν)−(αn,µn,νn)‖2≥ε−ε1

Ln(α, µ, ν) ≥ Ln(αn, µn, νn) + (ε− ε1)2
}
.

Carrying out the proof exactly as for higher-order methods but now with ε1 = cK1ε
2 leads to

the desired result.

8 Proof of general results, part (b): Tighter bounds on parallel
component

The main result of this section is the following proposition, which—in words—shows that the
one-dimensional projection of the empirical operator Tn onto the ground truth θ∗ concentrates
around αgor for both higher-order and first order methods at rate Õ(n−1/2).

Proposition 3. Consider the one-step empirical updates Tn(θ) taking either of the forms (9)
or (12) and the associated state evolution update αgor. There are universal positive constants C
and C ′ such that if κ ≥ C the following hold.

(a) Suppose that the empirical update Tn(θ) takes the first-order form (12) and consider the
associated state evolution update αgor as in Definition 2. Then,

∣∣〈θ∗, Tn(θ)〉 − αgor
∣∣ ≤ CK1 ·

(
log (1/δ)

n

)1/2

,

with probability at least 1− δ.
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(b) Suppose that the empirical update Tn(θ) takes the second-order form (9) and consider the
associated state evolution update αgor as in Definition 1. Then,

∣∣〈θ∗, Tn(θ)〉 − αgor
∣∣ ≤ CK1 ·

(
log7 (1/δ)

n

)1/2

,

with probability at least 1− δ.

Clearly, the proposition directly implies part (b) of both Theorems 1 and 2. Before providing
the proof, we pause to make a few comments. First, we note that in the previous section, we
showed concentration of 〈θ∗, Tn(θ)〉 with fluctuations of order n−1/4, but additionally provided
control over the random variable ‖P⊥θ∗θ‖2, which has d degrees of freedom. On the other hand,
by focusing directly on the quantity 〈θ∗, Tn(θ)〉, which has one degree of freedom, we are able to
tighten the fluctuations to the order n−1/2. Second, we comment briefly on the proof, especially
for higher-order methods. Our proof improves upon the strategy utilized in Zhang (2020) by (i)
proving a concentration inequality with exponential tails and (ii) extending the methodology
beyond alternating minimization for phase retrieval to more general updates of the form (9b).
This extension relies on a delicate combination of the leave-one-out technique of Zhang (2020)
with the moment inequalities in Boucheron et al. (2005). We turn now to the proof of the main
proposition, proving the result for first-order and higher-order methods separately.

Proof of Proposition 3(a): first-order methods. First, recall the generic first-order update (12)
and specify the operator

Tn(θ) = θ − η · 2

n

n∑
i=1

ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi) · xi.

Now, evaluating the quantity E{〈θ∗, Tn(θ)〉} and recalling Definition 2, we obtain the charac-
terization

E{〈θ∗, Tn(θ)〉} = 〈θ∗,θ〉 − η · 2

n

n∑
i=1

ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi) · 〈θ∗,xi〉 = α(θ)− 2η · E{Z1Ω} = αgor, (64)

where we have drawn Ω according to equation (24) using the random variables
Z1 = 〈x1,θ

∗〉, Z2 = 〈x1,P
⊥
θ∗θ〉, and Z3 ∼ N (0, σ2). Now, note that 〈θ∗,xi〉 ∼ N (0, 1) and that

by Assumption 1, ‖ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)‖ψ2 ≤ K1. Thus, we apply Vershynin (2018, Lemma 2.7.7) to
obtain the bound

‖ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi) · 〈θ∗,xi〉‖ψ1 ≤ K1.

Subsequently applying Bernstein’s inequality in conjunction with the characterization of the
expectation (64), we obtain the inequality

P
{∣∣〈θ∗, Tn(θ)〉 − αgor

∣∣ ≥ t} ≤ 2 exp
{
−cmin

(nt2
K2

1

,
nt

K1

)}
.

The conclusion follows immediately from the above inequality.

Proof of Proposition 3(b): higher-order methods. Recall the weight functions ω : R2 → R as in
the equations (9) and (9b) and consider its separable extension to vector valued functions:

ω : Rn × Rn → Rn

(x,y) 7→ (ω(x1, y1), ω(x2, y2), . . . ω(xn, yn)).

We can then re-write the updates (9b) using matrix notation as

Tn(θ) = (X>X)−1X>ω(Xθ,y), (65)
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where specifying ω(x, y) = sgn(x) · y recovers the alternating minimization update for phase
retrieval and specifying ω(x, y) = sgn(yx) · y recovers the alternating minimization update
for mixtures of linear regressions. We also specify, for convenience, the following population
operator

T (θ) =
1

n
E
{
X>ω(Xθ,y)

}
. (66)

Recalling the definition of αgor as in Definition 1, we note that

〈θ∗, T (θ)〉 =
1

n
E{〈ω(Xθ,y),Xθ∗〉} = E{Z1Ω} = αgor,

where we have let Z1 denote the first component of the vector Xθ∗ and Z2 denote the first com-
ponent of the vector XP⊥θ∗θ/‖P⊥θ∗θ‖2. We now state two lemmas whose proofs are postponed
to Subsections 8.1 and 8.2, respectively.

Lemma 5. Under the setting of Proposition 3, there exist universal, positive constants c and
C such that for all t > 0,

Pr
{∣∣〈θ∗, Tn(θ)〉 − 〈θ∗, ETn(θ)〉

∣∣ ≥ t} ≤ C exp
{
−c
( t√n
K1

)2/7}
+ e−cn. (67)

Lemma 6. Under the setting of Proposition 3, there exists a universal, positive constant C
such that,

|〈θ∗, ETn(θ)〉 − 〈θ∗, T (θ)〉| ≤ CK1√
n
.

To prove the proposition from these two lemmas, apply the triangle inequality to obtain the
following decomposition∣∣〈θ∗, Tn(θ)〉 − 〈θ∗, T (θ)〉

∣∣ ≤ ∣∣〈θ∗, Tn(θ)〉 − 〈θ∗, ETn(θ)〉
∣∣+
∣∣〈θ∗, ETn(θ)〉 − 〈θ∗, T (θ)〉

∣∣. (68)

The conclusion follows immediately upon applying Lemmas 5 and 6 to upper bound the two
terms above.

8.1 Proof of Lemma 5: Concentration of centered term

Using the shorthand

zi = xiω(〈xi,θ〉, yi) and Σ =

n∑
i=1

xix
>
i , (69)

and recalling the empirical updates Tn(θ) (65), we denote the random variable of interest

Z := 〈θ∗, Tn(θ)〉 = 〈θ∗, Σ−1
n∑
i=1

zi〉, (70)

where in the last equality we have simply simply written Tn(θ) using the shorthand (69).
Noting that Z is a non-linear function of the n independent samples {xi, yi}ni=1, we introduce
some notation in order to isolate the contribution of the i-th sample. For all 1 ≤ j ≤ n, let
{x′j , y′j} denote an independent copy of the pair {xj , yj}, and define (cf. Eq. (69))

z′j = x′jω(〈x′j ,θ〉, y′j), Σj =
∑
i 6=j
xix

>
i . (71)
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We then define

Z ′j = (θ∗)>(x′j(x
′
j)
> + Σj)

−1
(
z′j +

∑
i 6=j
zi

)
.

Applying the Sherman-Morrison formula, we obtain the pair of identities

Z = (θ∗)>
(
Σ−1
j −

Σ−1
j xjx

>
j Σ−1

j

1 + x>j Σ−1
j xj

)(
zj +

∑
i 6=j
zi

)
, (72a)

Z
′
j = (θ∗)>

(
Σ−1
j −

Σ−1
j x

′
jx
′>
j Σ−1

j

1 + x′>j Σ−1
j x

′
j

)(
z′j +

∑
i 6=j
zi

)
. (72b)

Note that in Eq. (72a), the index j is arbitrary and the same equation can be written for all
1 ≤ j ≤ n.

With this notation defined, we now state two lemmas. Their proofs are deferred to Subsec-
tions 8.1.1 and 8.1.2, respectively. For the first lemma, recall that we use ‖X‖q = (E|X|q)1/q to
denote the Lq norm of a random variable X.

Lemma 7. Consider the random variable Z (70). There exists a universal, positive constant
C such that for all integers q satisfying 1 ≤ q ≤ n−d−1

16 , it holds that

‖Z − EZ‖q ≤ CK1
q7/2

√
n
.

Lemma 8. There exists a constant C > 0 such that for all q ≥ 1,(
E
{∥∥∥∑

i 6=j
zi

∥∥∥2q

2

})1/2q
≤ CK1q

2n.

We now use the moment bound from Lemma 7 to obtain a tail bound. Note that by
assumption, n ≥ 2d, so that (n − d − 1)/16 ≥ n/64. Additionally, since Z = 〈θ∗, Tn(θ)〉 by
definition (recall Eq. (70)), we apply Lemma 22 to obtain the inequality P{|Z| ≥ CK1} ≤ e−cn.
Thus, taking ζ = 7/2 and invoking Lemma 23, we obtain the desired result.

It remains to prove the technical lemmas.

8.1.1 Proof of Lemma 7

For all 1 ≤ j ≤ n, let Xj = {xj , yj}. Following Boucheron et al. (2005), define

V + = E
{ n∑
j=1

(
Z − Z ′j

)2
+

∣∣∣{xi, yi}ni=1

}
, (73)

and

V − = E
{ n∑
j=1

(
Z − Z ′j

)2
−

∣∣∣{xi, yi}ni=1

}
. (74)

With this notation in hand, we have that for all q ≥ 2,

‖Z − EZ‖q
(i)

≤ ‖(Z − EZ)+‖q + ‖(Z − EZ)−‖q
(ii)

≤ C
√
q
√
‖V +‖q/2 + C

√
q
√
‖V −‖q/2, (75)
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where step (i) follows from the triangle inequality and step (ii) follows from Boucheron et al.
(2005, Theorem 2). Additionally, applying the triangle inequality in combination with the
simple numeric inequalities a2

+ ≤ a2, a2
− ≤ a2 yields the pair of inequalities

‖V +‖q ≤
n∑
j=1

∥∥E[(Z − Z ′j)2
∣∣{xi, yi}ni=1

]∥∥
q
,

and

‖V −‖q ≤
n∑
j=1

∥∥E{(Z − Z ′j)2
∣∣{xi, yi}ni=1

}∥∥
q
.

Combining the inequality (75) with the above two displays yields the inequality

‖Z − EZ‖q ≤ C
√
q

( n∑
j=1

∥∥E[(Z − Z ′j)2
∣∣{xi, yi}ni=1

]∥∥
q

)1/2

. (76)

Continuing, we see that

∥∥E[(Z − Z ′j)2
∣∣{xi, yi}ni=1

]∥∥
q

(i)

≤
(
E
{
E
[
(Z − Z ′j)2q

∣∣{xi, yi}ni=1

]})1/q

(ii)
=
(
E
{
E
[
(Z − Z ′j)2q

∣∣{xi, yi}i 6=j]})1/q
(77)

where step (i) follows by noting that the map x 7→ xa is convex on R≥0 for a ≥ 1 and applying
Jensen’s inequality; and step (ii) follows by applying the tower property of conditional expec-
tation to remove the conditioning on the sample {xj , yj} . Recalling the representations (72a)
and (72b), we let

Z − Z ′j =
(
T1 − T ′1

)
+
(
T2 − T ′2

)
+
(
T3 − T ′3

)
, (78)

where

T1 = (θ∗)>Σ−1
j zj , (79a)

T2 = (θ∗)>
(Σ−1

j xjx
>
j Σ−1

j

1 + x>j Σ−1
j xj

)∑
i 6=j
zi, (79b)

T3 = (θ∗)>
(Σ−1

j xjx
>
j Σ−1

j

1 + x>j Σ−1
j xj

)
zj , (79c)

and T ′1, T
′
2, T

′
3 are equivalently defined, with x′j , z

′
j in place of xj , zj . Now, applying the numeric

inequality (
∑k

i=1 ai)
2q ≤ k2q−1

∑k
i=1 a

2q
i to the term (Z − Z ′j)2q, using the decomposition (78)

and noting that for a = {1, 2, 3}, the terms Ta and T ′a are identically distributed conditioned
on {xi, yi}i 6=j , we obtain the inequality

E
[
(Z − Z ′j)2q

∣∣{xi, yi}i 6=j] ≤ 62q E
[
T 2q

1 + T 2q
2 + T 2q

3 |{xi, yi}i 6=j
]
. (80)

Recalling the shorthand (69), plugging into the definition of T3 (79c), and noting that since
Σ−1
j is positive semidefinite, (x>j Σ−1

j xj)/(1 + x>j Σ−1
j xj) ≤ 1, we have

T 2q
3 =

(
(θ∗)>

Σ−1
j xjx

>
j Σ−1

j xjω(〈xj ,θ〉, yj)
1 + x>j Σ−1

j xj

)2q

≤ T 2q
1 .
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Consequently, we obtain the bound

E
{
T 2q

3 |{xi, yi}i 6=j
}
≤ E

{
T 2q

1 |{xi, yi}i 6=j
}
. (81)

We proceed to bound the conditional moments E
{
T 2q

1 |{xi, yi}i 6=j
}

and E
{
T 2q

2 |{xi, yi}i 6=j
}

in
turn. Recall the sub-exponential norm ψ1 (see, for instance Vershynin (2018, Definition 2.7.5))
and note that for any vector u ∈ Rd:

‖z>j u‖ψ1 = ‖ω(〈xj ,θ〉, yj)x>j u‖ψ1

(i)

≤ K1‖u‖2, (82)

where step (i) follows since ω(〈xj ,θ〉, yj) is sub-Gaussian, x>j u is ‖u‖2-sub-Gaussian, and the
product of sub-Gaussian random variables is sub-exponential (see for instance Vershynin (2018,
Lemma 2.7.7)). Thus,

E
[
T 2q

1 |{xi, yi}i 6=j
] (i)

≤ (CK1q)
2q‖Σ−1

j θ
∗‖2q2 ≤ (CK1q)

2q‖Σ−1
j ‖

2q
op, (83)

where step (i) follows by recalling the definition of T1 (79a), applying the inequality (82) for
u = Σ−1

j θ
∗, and using the Lp norm characterization of sub-exponential random variables (see

for instance Vershynin (2018, Proposition 2.7.1, part b.)). We now consider T2. We have

E
{
T 2q

2 |{xi, yi}i 6=j
} (i)

≤
(
E
{(
x>j Σ−1

j θ
∗)4q|{xi, yi}i 6=j})1/2(

E
{(
x>j Σ−1

j

∑
i 6=j
zi
)4q|{xi, yi}i 6=j})1/2

(ii)

≤ (Cq)2q‖Σ−1
j θ

∗‖2q2
∥∥∥Σ−1

j

∑
i 6=j
zi

∥∥∥2q

2

≤ (Cq)2q‖Σ−1
j ‖

4q
op

∥∥∥∑
i 6=j
zi

∥∥∥2q

2
, (84)

where step (i) follows from substituting the definition of T2 (79b), using the fact that
x>j Σ−1

j xj ≥ 0 and applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality; and step (ii) follows from
the Lp norm characterization of sub-exponential random variables. Now, plugging the
bounds (81), (83), and (84) into the inequality (80), we obtain

E
[
(Z − Z ′j)2q

∣∣{xi, yi}ni=1

]
≤ (Cq)2q‖Σ−1

j ‖
4q
op

∥∥∥∑
i 6=j
zi

∥∥∥2q

2
+ (CK1q)

2q‖Σ−1
j ‖

2q
op.

Consequently, plugging the inequality above into the RHS of the inequality (77) and subse-
quently using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yields∥∥E{(Z − Z ′j)2

∣∣{xi, yi}ni=1

}∥∥
q
≤ Cq2

((
E
{
‖Σ−1

j ‖
8q
op

}
E
{∥∥∥∑

i 6=j
zi

∥∥∥4q

2

})1/2q
+K1

(
E
{
‖Σ−1

j ‖
2q
op

})1/q)
.

(85)

Now note that Lemma 21 from the appendix yields

E
{
‖Σ−1‖pop

}
≤
(
C

n

)p
, for 1 ≤ p < n− d− 1

2
.

Applying Lemmas 8 and 21 to the RHS of the inequality (85), we obtain∥∥E{(Z − Z ′j)2
∣∣{xi, yi}ni=1

}∥∥
q
≤ CK1q

4

n2
, for 1 ≤ q < n− d− 1

16
.

Substituting the above bound into the RHS of the inequality (76), we have

‖Z − EZ‖q ≤
CK1q

7/2

√
n

, for 1 ≤ q < n− d− 1

16
, (86)

which completes the proof.

51



8.1.2 Proof of Lemma 8

We begin by centering. We have

E
{∥∥∥∑

i 6=j
zi

∥∥∥2q

2

}
= E

{∥∥∥∑
i 6=j

(
zi − E zi

)
+
∑
i 6=j

E zi
∥∥∥2q

2

} (i)

≤ 22q−1
(
E
{∥∥∥∑

i 6=j
zi − E zi

∥∥∥2q

2

}
+
∥∥∥∑
i 6=j

E zi
∥∥∥2q

2

)
,

(87)

where step (i) used the numeric inequality (a + b)q ≤ 22q−1(a2q + b2q). We tackle each of the
two terms on the RHS of the above display in turn.

Bounding
∥∥∑

i 6=j E zi
∥∥2q

2
. First, we apply the triangle inequality to obtain∥∥∥∑

i 6=j
E zi

∥∥∥
2
≤ n‖E zi‖2.

Towards bounding the RHS of the inequality in the above display, we consider the subspace
S = span(θ,θ∗) to obtain

E zi = E{xiω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)} = E
{
PSxiω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)

}
+ E

{
P⊥S xiω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)

}
(i)
= E

{
PSxiω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)

}
+ E

{
P⊥S xi

}
E{ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)}

(ii)
= E

{
PSxiω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)

}
− E

{
PSxi

}
E{ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)} ,

where step (i) follows since xi ∼ N (0, I) so that by definition of the subspace S, the random
vector P⊥S xi and the random variable ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi) are independent and step (ii) follows since
P⊥S xi = xi − PSxi and Exi = 0. Continuing from the display above, we apply the triangle
inequality, Jensen’s inequality, and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in succession to obtain the
bound

‖E zi‖2 ≤
(
E{‖PSxi‖22}E{ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)2}

)1/2
+ E{‖PSxi‖2}E{|ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)|}. (88)

Next, by Gram-Schmidt,

PSxi =
〈xi,θ∗〉
‖θ∗‖22

θ∗ +
〈xi,P⊥θ∗θ〉
‖P⊥θ∗θ‖22

P⊥θ∗θ.

Hence,

E{‖PSxi‖22} = E
{〈xi,θ∗〉2
‖θ∗‖22

}
+ E

{〈xi,P⊥θ∗θ〉2
‖P⊥θ∗θ‖22

}
(i)
= 2, (89)

where step (i) follows since for any vector v, 〈xi,v〉 ∼ N (0, ‖v‖22). Note additionally that by
Jensen’s inequality E ‖PSxi‖2 ≤

√
E ‖PSxi‖22. Thus, substituting the bound (89) into the RHS

of the inequality (88), we obtain

‖E zi‖2 ≤
√

2
(
E{ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)2}

)1/2
+
√

2E{|ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)|}
(i)

≤ CK1,

where step (i) follows by noting that by Assumption 1, ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi) is a sub-Gaussian ran-
dom variable, and further bounding its moments using the Lp characterization of sub-Gaussian
random variables Vershynin (2018, Proposition 2.5.2 (ii)). Taking stock, we have shown that∥∥∑

i 6=j
E zi

∥∥2q

2
≤ (CK1n)2q. (90)
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Bounding E
{∥∥∑

i 6=j zi − E zi
∥∥2q

2

}
. To reduce notation, let

zi := zi − E zi.

Then, applying Ledoux and Talagrand (2013, Theorem 6.20), we obtain(
E
{∥∥∑

i 6=j
zi
∥∥2q

2

})1/2q ≤ C 2q

log 2q

(
E
{∥∥∑

i 6=j
zi
∥∥

2

}
+
(
E
{

max
i 6=j
‖zi‖2q2

})1/2q)
. (91)

To bound the first term, note that we have

E
{∥∥∑

i 6=j
zi
∥∥

2

} (i)

≤
(
E
{∥∥∑

i 6=j
zi
∥∥2

2

})1/2 (ii)
=
(∑
i 6=j

E ‖zi‖22
)1/2

=
( ∑
i 6=j,k∈[d]

E{X2
ikω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)2}

)1/2
.

Here, we have used Xik to denote the ik-th entry of the matrix X. Step (i) follows by Jensen’s
inequality and step (ii) follows since the random vectors (zi)1≤i≤n are zero-mean and indepen-
dent. Now, we apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to obtain

E{X2
ikω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)2} ≤ E{X4

ik}1/2E{ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)4}1/2
(i)

≤ CK2
1 ,

where step (i) follows by noting that the random variables Xik and ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi) are sub-
Gaussian and subsequently using the Lp characterization of sub-Gaussian random variables.
Combining the bounds in the above two displays, we obtain the inequality

E
{∥∥∑

i 6=j
zi
∥∥

2

}
≤ CK1

√
nd. (92)

Turning to the next term, let Zik denote the ik-th entry of the matrix Z = [z1 | z2 | · · · | zn]>,
and note

E
{

max
i 6=j
‖zi‖2q2

} (i)

≤
∑
i 6=j

E{‖zi‖2q2 }
(ii)

≤ ndq−1 E
{ d∑
k=1

Z2q
ik

} (iii)

≤ (CK1qn)2q. (93)

Step (i) follows since ‖zi‖2 are non-negative random variables, step (ii) follows by applying
Jensen’s inequality to the term (1/d

∑d
i=1 Z

2
ik)

q, and step (iii) follows from the Lp characteri-
zation of sub-exponential random variables. Finally, using the facts that d ≤ n and q ≥ 1, we
substitute inequalities (92) and (93) into the inequality (91) to obtain the inequality(

E
{∥∥∑

i 6=j
zi
∥∥2q

2

})1/2q ≤ CK1

log 2q
q2n.

Consequently, we have

E
{∥∥∑

i 6=j
zi − E zi

∥∥2q

2

}
≤ (CK1q

2n)2q. (94)

Putting it all together. Substituting the inequalities (90) and (94) into the inequality (87)
yields

E
{∥∥∥∑

i 6=j
zi

∥∥∥2q

2

}
≤ (CK1q

2n)2q,

and the lemma is proved upon raising each side of the inequality in the display above to the
power 1/(2q).
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8.2 Proof of Lemma 6: Controlling the bias

We recall the leave-one-out notation Σj and zj (71) as well as the empirical update Tn(θ) (65)
and apply the Sherman-Morrison formula to obtain

Tn(θ) = (X>X)−1X>ω(Xθ,y) =
n∑
i=1

(
Σi + xix

>
i

)−1
xiω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)

=
n∑
i=1

Σ−1
i xi

1 + x>i Σ−1
i xi

ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi).

Before proceeding, we state the following lemma, whose proof we provide in Subsection 8.2.1.

Lemma 9. Under the setting of Proposition 3, there exist universal, positive constants c0, c,
and C such that for all c0/

√
n < t ≤ 1,

Pr
{∣∣∣x>i Σ−1

i xi −
d

n− d− 2

∣∣∣ ≥ t} ≤ C exp{−c(t
√
n)2/3}.

Taking this lemma as given, we proceed to prove Lemma 6. Introduce the shorthand

Ui = x>i Σ−1
i xi −

d

n− d− 2
,

so that

〈θ∗, Tn(θ)〉 =

n∑
i=1

(θ∗)>Σ−1
i xi

1 + d
n−d−2 + Ui

· ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi) = T1 + T2, (95)

where we let

T1 =
n∑
i=1

(θ∗)>Σ−1
i xi

1 + d
n−d−2

· ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi),

T2 =
n∑
i=1

(θ∗)>Σ−1
i xiUi(

1 + d
n−d−2 + Ui

)(
1 + d

n−d−2

) · ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi).

Note that

E{T1}
(i)
=
n− d− 2

n− 2
· 〈θ∗,

n∑
i=1

E{Σ−1
i }E{xiω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)}〉

(ii)
=

n(n− d− 2)

(n− 2)(n− d− 2)
· E{〈θ∗, xi〉 · ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)},

where step (i) follows since Σi and xiω(〈xi,θ〉, yi) are independent and step (ii) follows since
Σ−1
i follows the inverse Wishart distribution with n−1 degrees of freedom and scale matrix Id.

Consequently, using the fact that 2d ≤ n in conjunction with sub-Gaussianity of ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)
by Assumption 1, we deduce∣∣E{T1} − E{〈θ∗, xi〉 · ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)}

∣∣ ≤ CK1

n
. (96)

We turn now to bounding the term T2. Note that the denominator is each summand of T2

is lower bounded by 1, since Σ−1 is a PSD matrix. This, in conjunction with the triangle
inequality, yields

|E{T2}| ≤
n∑
i=1

E
{
|Uiω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)(θ∗)>Σ−1

i xi|
} (i)

≤ n
√
E{〈θ∗,Σ−1

i xi〉2}
√

E{U2
i ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)2},
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where step (i) follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Next, we have

E{〈θ∗, Σ−1
i xi〉

2} = E
{
E{〈θ∗, Σ−1

i xi〉
2 | {xj}j 6=i}}

(i)
= E{‖Σ−1

i θ
∗‖22}

(ii)

≤ C

n2
,

where step (i) follows since xi and Σ−1
i are independent, whence x>i Σ−1

i θ
∗ ∼ N (0, ‖Σ−1

i θ
∗‖22)

and step (ii) makes use of Lemma 21 from the appendix. Once more applying the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality, we obtain√

E{U2
i ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)2} ≤ (E{U4

i })1/4(E{ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi)4})1/4 ≤ CK1(E{U4
i })1/4,

where in the last inequality, we have noted that by Assumption 1, ω(〈xi,θ〉, yi) is a sub-Gaussian
random variable and subsequently applied the Lp characterization of sub-Gaussian random
variables. Now, the integration by parts formula for non-negative random variables implies

E{U4
i } = E{|Ui|4} =

∫ ∞
0

4t3 Pr{|Ui| ≥ t}dt
(i)

≤
∫ c0/

√
n

0
4t3dt+

∫ ∞
c0/
√
n

4Ct3e−c(t
√
n)2/3dt ≤ C

n2
,

where step (i) follows by applying Lemma 9. Putting the pieces together, we obtain

|E{T2}| ≤
CK1√
n
. (97)

Finally, substituting the bound on T1 (96) and the upper bound on T2 (97) into the decompo-
sition (95), we obtain

|E{〈θ∗, Tn(θ)〉} − 〈θ∗, T (θ)〉| ≤ CK1√
n
,

as desired.

8.2.1 Proof of Lemma 9

We begin with the decomposition∣∣∣x>i Σ−1
i xi −

d

n− d− 2

∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣x>i Σ−1
i xi − Tr(Σ−1

i )
∣∣∣+
∣∣∣Tr(Σ−1

i )− d

n− d− 2

∣∣∣,
so that

Pr
{∣∣∣x>i Σ−1

i xi −
d

n− d− 2

∣∣∣ ≥ t} ≤ Pr
{∣∣∣x>i Σ−1

i xi − Tr(Σ−1
i )
∣∣∣ ≥ t

2

}
+ Pr

{∣∣∣Tr(Σ−1
i )− d

n− d− 2

∣∣∣ ≥ t

2

}
.

(98)

The result is a consequence of the following claim:

Pr
{∣∣∣x>i Σ−1

i xi − Tr(Σ−1
i )
∣∣∣ ≥ t

2

}
≤ 2 exp

{
−cmin

((nt)2

d
, nt
)}

+ 2e−cn, (99a)

Pr
{∣∣∣Tr(Σ−1

i )− d

n− d− 2

∣∣∣ ≥ t

2

}
≤ C exp{−c(t

√
n)2/3}+ e−cn. (99b)

Indeed, Lemma 9 follows immediately from substituting claim 99 into inequality (98) and using
the condition n ≥ Cd to simplify.

It remains to prove claim (99).
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Proof of the inequality (99a). To begin, define the event

Ai := {λmin := λmin(Σi) ≥ c2d},

and apply Vershynin (2018, Theorem 4.6.1) to obtain

Pr{Aci} ≤ 2e−cn.

We then see that

Pr
{∣∣∣x>i Σ−1

i xi − Tr(Σ−1
i )
∣∣∣ ≥ t} ≤ Pr

{∣∣∣x>i Σ−1
i xi − Tr(Σ−1

i )
∣∣∣ ≥ t,Ai}+ 2e−cn. (100)

Then, for any fixed Σi, we note that Exi{x>i Σ−1
i xi} = Tr(Σ−1

i ) and subsequently apply the
Hanson-Wright inequality Vershynin (2018, Theorem 6.2.1), to obtain

Pr
{∣∣∣x>i Σ−1

i xi − Tr(Σ−1
i )
∣∣∣ ≥ t} ≤ 2 exp

{
−cmin

( t2

‖Σ−1
i ‖2F

,
t

‖Σ−1
i ‖op

)}
(i)

≤ 2 exp
{
−cmin

( t2

d‖Σ−1
i ‖2op

,
t

‖Σ−1
i ‖op

)}
= 2 exp

{
−cmin

(λ2
mint

2

d
, λ2

mint
)}
, (101)

where step (i) follows from the chain of inequalities (which hold for any matrix A)

‖A‖2F = Tr(A>A) ≤ d‖A‖2op.

Subsequently, substituting the inequality (101) into the inequality (100), we obtain

Pr
{∣∣∣x>i Σ−1

i xi − Tr(Σ−1
i )
∣∣∣ ≥ t} ≤ 2 exp

{
−cmin

((nt)2

d
, nt
)}

+ 2e−cn.

Proof of the inequality (99b). The proof of this statement follows a similar strategy to that
of Lemma 5. In lighten notation, we prove the inequality for the full matrix Σ rather than the
leave-one-out matrix Σi. Since Σ−1 follows an inverse Wishart distribution with n degrees of
freedom (instead of n− 1 for the matrix Σ−1

i ), it suffices to show that

Pr
{∣∣∣Tr(Σ−1)− d

n− d− 1

∣∣∣ ≥ t

2

}
≤ C exp{−c(t

√
n)2/3}+ e−cn. (102)

Define the random variable Z := Tr(Σ−1), and notice that the Sherman-Morrison formula
implies

Z = Tr(Σ−1
j )− 1

1 + x>j Σ−1
j xj

Tr(Σ−1
j xjx

>
j Σ−1

j ).

Then, for each j ∈ [n], define the random variable

Z ′j := Tr(Σ−1
j )− 1

1 + x′>j Σ−1
j x

′
j

Tr(Σ−1
j x

′
jx
′>
j Σ−1

j ),

and note the following inequality, whose proof is analogous to the proof of the inequality (76)
used in Lemma 5:

‖Z − EZ‖q ≤ C
√
q

( n∑
j=1

∥∥E{(Z − Z ′j)2
∣∣{xi}ni=1

}∥∥
q

)1/2

, for all integers q ≥ 1. (103)
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Subsequently applying Jensen’s inequality to the function x 7→ xq, which is convex on R+ for
q ≥ 1 followed by the tower property of conditional expectation then yields∥∥E{(Z − Z ′j)2

∣∣{xi}ni=1

}∥∥
q
≤
(
E
{

(Z − Z ′j)2q
})1/q

.

Continuing, we have

E
{

(Z − Z ′j)2q
}

= E
{(

Tr(Σ−1
j xjx

>
j Σ−1

j )

1 + x>j Σ−1
j xj

−
Tr(Σ−1

j x
′
jx
′>
j Σ−1

j )

1 + x′>j Σ−1
j x

′
j

)2q}
(i)

≤ 22q · E
{(

Tr(Σ−1
j xjx

>
j Σ−1

j )

1 + x>j Σ−1
j xj

)2q}
(ii)

≤ 22q · E
{(

Tr(Σ−1
j xjx

>
j Σ−1

j )
)2q}

.

Here step (i) follows by using the numeric inequality (a+ b)2q ≤ 22q−1(a2q + b2q) as well as the
fact that xj ,x

′
j are identically distributed. On the other hand, step (ii) follows since Σ−1

j is
positive semidefinite. We then obtain the following chain of inequalities:

E
{(

Tr(Σ−1
j xjx

>
j Σ−1

j )
)2q}

= E
{(

Tr(Σ−2
j xjx

>
j )
)2q} (i)

≤ E
{
‖Σ−2

j ‖
2q
op

}
E
{(

Tr(xjx
>
j )
)2q}

, (104)

where in step (i), we used the bound Tr(A1A2) ≤ ‖A1‖opTr(A2) (which holds as long as A1 is
positive semidefinite) as well as the fact that Σj and xj are independent. Now, recall that Xjk

refers to the jk-th entry of the data matrix X and note that

E
{(

Tr(xjx
>
j )
)2q}

= E
{( d∑

k=1

Xjk

)2q} (i)

≤ d2qEX4q
jk

(ii)

≤ (Cdq)2q, (105)

where step (i) follows by applying Jensen’s inequality to the term
(

(1/d) ·
∑d

k=1Xjk

)2q
and

step (ii) follows since Xjk ∼ N (0, 1). Additionally, we note that Lemma 21 implies

E
{
‖Σ−2

j ‖
2q
op

}
= E

{
‖Σ−1

j ‖
4q
op

}
≤
(C
n

)4q
, for 1 ≤ q < n− d− 1

16
. (106)

Thus, substituting the inequalities (105) and (106) into the RHS of the inequality (104) yields

E
{(

Tr(Σ−1
j xjx

>
j Σ−1

j )
)2q} ≤ (Cq

n

)2q
, for 1 ≤ q < n− d− 1

16
.

Next, substituting the above display into the inequality (103), we obtain

‖Z − EZ‖q ≤
Cq3/2

√
n
, for 1 ≤ q < n− d− 1

16
.

Now, invoking Lemma 23, we obtain the tail bound

Pr
{∣∣Z − EZ

∣∣ ≥ t} ≤ Ce−c(t√n)2/3 + e−cn. (107)

Finally, recalling that Σ−1 follows the inverse Wishart distribution with n degrees of freedom and
scale matrix Id, we see that EZ = Tr(Σ−1)− d

n−d−1 , and this proves claim (99) as desired.
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9 Proofs of results for specific models

Recall the shorthand ρ = β/α and φ = tan−1(ρ). Also recall our definition of the good region:

G = {ζ = (α, β) : 0.55 ≤ α ≤ 1.05, and ρ ≤ 1/5}.

Note that by definition, this ensures that β ≤ 0.21 for all (α, β) ∈ G. The shorthand Aσ(ρ) =

2
π tan−1

(√
ρ2 + σ2 + σ2ρ2

)
and Bσ(ρ) = 2

π

√
ρ2+σ2+σ2ρ2

1+ρ2
was defined in equation (41). Using

these, define the functions

F (α, β) = 1− 1

π
(2φ− sin(2φ))

G(α, β) =

√
4

π2
sin4(φ) +

1

κ− 1

(
1− (1− 1

π
(2φ− sin(2φ)))2 − 4

π2
sin4(φ) + σ2

)
,

g(α, β) =

√
4

π2
sin4 φ+

1

κ

{
α2 + β2 − 2α

(
1− 1

π
(2φ− sin(2φ))

)
− 2β · 2

π
sin2 φ+ 1 + σ2

}
,

Fσ(α, β) = 1−Aσ(ρ) +Bσ(ρ),

Gσ(α, β) =

√
ρ2Bσ(ρ)2 +

1

κ− 1
(1 + σ2 − (1−Aσ(ρ) +Bσ(ρ))2 − ρ2Bσ(ρ)2), and

gσ(α, β) =

√
ρ2Bσ(ρ)2 +

1

κ
{α2 + β2 − 2α(1−Aσ(ρ) +Bσ(ρ))− 2βρBσ(ρ) + 1 + σ2}.

The pair (F,G) denotes the (αgor, βgor) map for the alternating minimization update for phase
retrieval, (F, g) the map for subgradient descent in phase retrieval with stepsize η = 1/2,
(Fσ, Gσ) the map for alternating minimization for mixtures of regressions, and (Fσ, gσ) the map
for subgradient method in mixtures of regressions with stepsize η = 1/2. With this notation
defined, we collect some preliminary lemmas.

9.1 Preliminary lemmas

The first two lemmas collect properties of the maps defined above, and are proved in Sections D.6
and D.7 of the appendix, respectively. A key consequence of these lemmas is that we obtain
bounds on the the derivatives of the αgor and βgor maps when evaluated for any element in this
region.

Lemma 10. Suppose (α, β, σ, κ) are all nonnegative scalars. There is a universal positive
constant C such that the maps above satisfy the following relations.

(a) For all (α, β) pairs, we have
(

1− 4φ3

3π

)
∨ 0 ≤ F0(α, β) ≤ 1. Additionally, if ρ ≤ 1/5, then

1− F0 ≥ 2
5 · φ

3.

(b) For all (α, β) pairs satisfying ρ ≥ 2 and β ≤ 1, we have F0(α, β) ≥ 1.06α.

(c) For all (α, β) pairs, Fσ(α, β) is non-decreasing in σ and Fσ(α, β) ≤ 1 + 2σ3

3π for all σ ≥ 0.

(d) If σ ≤ 0.5 and κ ≥ C, then for all (α, β) pairs, we have

1√
κ− 1

(1− [Fσ(α, β)]2)1/2 ≤ Gσ(α, β) ≤ 0.8.

(e) If κ ≥ C, then for all (α, β) ∈ G, we have [G0(α, β)]2 ≤ φ3

10 .
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(f) For all σ ≥ 0, we have

κ− 1

κ
· [Gσ(α, β)]2 ≤ [gσ(α, β)]2 ≤ [Gσ(α, β)]2 +

2

κ

(
(1− α)2 + β2

)
+

2

κ
[ρBσ(ρ)]2 +

2

κ
[1− Fσ(α, β)]2.

(g) If σ ≤ 0.5 and κ ≥ C, then for all ρ ≤ 2, we have

(
1 +

2σ3

3π

)−1

·

√
[ρBσ(ρ)]2 · κ− 2

κ− 1
+

σ2

2(κ− 1)
≤ Gσ(α, β)

Fσ(α, β)
≤ 4

5
· ρ+

2σ√
κ− 1

.

Lemma 11. Suppose (α, β, σ, κ) are all nonnegative scalars. There is a universal positive
constant C such that the gradients of the maps above satisfy the following relations.

(a) If σ ≤ 1/2, we have ‖∇Fσ(α, β)‖1 ≤ 0.5 for all ρ ≤ 1/4 and α ≥ 1/2.

(b) If σ ≤ 1/2 and κ ≥ C, we have ‖∇Gσ(α, β)‖1 ≤ 0.98 for all ρ ≤ 1/4 and α ≥ 1/2.

(c) For all (α, β) pairs, we have ‖∇G(α, β)‖1 ≤ ‖∇G0(α, β)‖1 and ‖∇g(α, β)‖1 ≤
‖∇g0(α, β)‖1.

(d) If σ ≤ 1/2 and ρ ≤ 1/4, we have ‖∇gσ(α, β)‖1 ≤ ‖∇Gσ(α, β)‖1 + 1√
κ

(3 + ‖∇Fσ(α, β)‖1).

Next, we present two technical lemmas that allow us to argue part (b) and part (c) in our
theorems, respectively. These lemmas are proved in Sections D.8 and D.9 of the appendix,
respectively. In the first lemma, we show that provided the gradients of the Gordon state
evolution updates are bounded above by 1− τ in `1, small deviations of the empirics from these
maps are not amplified over the course of successive iterations.

Lemma 12. Suppose S = (F ,G) denotes a state evolution operator that is G-faithful. Let
{ζt = (αt, βt}}Tt=0 denote a sequence of state evolution elements satisfying

‖ζt+1 − S(αt, βt)‖∞ ≤ ∆ for each 0 ≤ t ≤ T − 1.

Also suppose that ‖∇F (α, β)‖1 ∨ ‖∇G(α, β)‖1 ≤ 1 − τ for some τ > 0 and all (α, β) ∈
B∞(G; ∆/τ). Then provided (α0, β0) ∈ G, we have

max
0≤t≤T

‖ζt − S
t
(α0, β0)‖∞ ≤

∆

τ
.

To state the last lemma, let us state some generic conditions on a state evolution operator
S = (F ,G). A subset of these will be used in the lemma.

C1. F (α, β) ≥ (50
√
d)−1 for all (α, β) such that φ ≤ π/2− (50

√
d)−1.

C2. F (α, β) ≥ 1.06 · α for all ρ ≥ 2, and F (α, β) ≥ 0.56 if ρ ≤ 2.

C3. G(α,β)

F (α,β)
≤ 7

8 · ρ for all 1
5 ≤ ρ ≤ 2 and 1/2 ≤ α ≤ 3/2.

C4. F (α, β) ≤ 1.04 for all (α, β) and G(α,β)

F (α,β)
≤ 1/6 for all ρ ≤ 1/5.

C5a. G(α, β) ≤ 0.99 for all (α, β).

C5b. G(α, β) ≤ 0.99 if α ∨ β ≤ 3/2.
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As will be shown in the proof of Lemma 13, conditions C1 and C2 are useful to ensure that the
iterates are boosted from a random initialization to a region in which ρ ≤ 2. Post that point,
we use condition C3 to show that the ratio is boosted further to ρ ≥ 5. Finally, conditions C4
and—depending on context—one of C5a/b are used to show that one more step of the operator
pushes the iterates into the good region.

We also state two possible assumptions on the initialization (α0, β0), where the second
assumption is strictly stronger than the first. These will be used in conjunction with conditions
C1 and C2 to handle the first few iterates of the algorithm from a random initialization.

Ia. α0/β0 ≥ (50
√
d)−1.

Ib. α0/β0 ≥ (50
√
d)−1 and α0 ∨ β0 ≤ 3/2.

Having stated the various assumptions, we are now in a position to state Lemma 13.

Lemma 13. There is a universal constant c > 0 such that the following is true. Let

t0 := log1.05(50
√
d) + log55/54(10) + 2.

Suppose S = (F ,G) denotes a state evolution operator and that there there exists a sequence of
elements {ζt = (αt, βt)}t≥0 satisfying

max
0≤t≤t0

|αt+1 − F (αt, βt)| ≤
c√
d
, and (108a)

max
0≤t≤t0

|βt+1 −G(αt, βt)| ≤ c. (108b)

(a) If S satisfies conditions C1-C4 and C5a and the initialization (α0, β0) satisfies condition Ia,
then

ζt ∈ G for some t ≤ t0.

(b) If S satisfies conditions C1-C4 and C5b and the initialization (α0, β0) satisfies condition Ib,
then

ζt ∈ G for some t ≤ t0.

With all of these lemmas stated, we are now in a position to prove the various theorems.
Before proceeding to this, we make one remark about the proofs of part (a) of these theorems,
in particular the transient period.

Remark 4. Some of our bounds—especially the lower bounds on convergence rates—rely on an
explicit relation between the quantities |1−α| and β that comes from the Gordon state evolution.
This is the reason why these bounds require a transient period of 1 iteration: Once the Gordon
update is run for just one iteration, the requisite relationship can be ensured.

9.2 Proof of Theorem 3: Alternating minimization for phase retrieval

We prove each step of the theorem in turn. It is useful to note that

F (α, β) = F0(α, β) and G(α, β)2 = G0(α, β)2 +
σ2

κ− 1
. (109)

9.2.1 Part (a): Convergence of Gordon state evolution in good region

In order to establish this part of the theorem, it suffices to show that the Gordon state evolution
is G-faithful, and to prove the upper and lower bounds on its one-step convergence behavior.
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Verifying that Sgor is G-faithful: We must show that if the pair (α, β) satisfies 0.55 ≤ α ≤
1.05 and ρ ≤ 1/5, then 0.55 ≤ F (α, β) ≤ 1.05 and G(α, β)/F (α, β) ≤ 1/5. We show each of
these bounds separately.

Bounding F (α, β): Applying Lemma 10(a), we have 0.95 ≤ F0(α, β) ≤ 1, where the lower bound

follows since φ ≤ tan−1(1/5). Using equation (109) finishes the claim.

Bounding G(α,β)
F (α,β) : From equation (109) and Lemma 10(g), we have

G(α, β)

F (α, β)
≤ G0(α, β) + σ/

√
κ− 1

F0(α/β)
≤ 4

5
· ρ+

σ

F0(α, β) ·
√
κ− 1

. (110)

Now from Lemma 10(a), we have F0 ≥ 0.95 if ρ ≤ 1/5. Furthermore, σ2/κ ≤ c for a small
enough constant c. Putting together the pieces completes the proof.

Establishing upper bound on one-step distance: Equation (109) and Lemma 10(e) di-
rectly yield that if (α, β) ∈ G and κ ≥ C and σ2/κ ≤ c, then

[G(α, β)]2 ≤ φ3

10
+

σ2

κ− 1
≤ 6β3

7
+

σ2

κ− 1
, (111)

where the last inequality follows since α ≥ 0.55. On the other hand, equation (109) and
Lemma 10(a) together yield the bound

(1− F (α, β))2 ≤ 16

9π2
φ6 ≤ β3/100, (112)

where the final inequality follows since φ ≤ 1/5 and α ≥ 0.55. Putting together the pieces, we
have

[d(Sgor(ζ))]2 = [G(α, β)]2 + (1− F (α, β))2 ≤ β3 +
σ2

κ− 1
≤
{
β2 + (1− α)2

}3/2
+

σ2

κ− 1
,

and the desired upper bound follows from the elementary inequality
√
a+ b ≤

√
a+
√
b.

Establishing lower bound on two-step distance: Given that we are interested in a tran-
sient period of t0 = 1 (see Remark 4), let us now compute two steps of the Gordon update,
letting F+ = F 2(α, β) and G+ = G2(α, β). Analogously, we let F = F (α, β) and G = G(α, β),
and use φ+ = tan−1(G/F ) to denote the angle after one step of the Gordon update. Recall that
ρ = tanφ = β/α. Combining equation (109) and Lemma 10(d), we have

G2
+ ≥

1

κ− 1
· (1− F 2

+) +
σ2

κ− 1
≥ 2

5(κ− 1)

(
G√

1 +G2

)3

+
σ2

κ− 1
≥ 1

4(κ− 1)π
G3 +

σ2

κ− 1
.

Here, the penultimate inequality uses Lemma 10(a) and the facts that φ+ ≥ sinφ+ = G√
F 2+G2

and F ≤ 1. The last inequality makes use of G ≤ 1. Turning now to the F+ component, we use
ρ ≤ 1/5 and Lemma 10(a) to obtain

π2(1− F+)2 ≥
(

G√
1 +G2

)6

≥ G6

8
. (113)
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Putting together the pieces yields

G2
+ + (1− F+)2 ≥ cκ ·G3 +

σ2

κ− 1
+
G6

8π2

≥ cκ ·G3 +
σ2

κ− 1
+

1

8π2

(
1

κ− 1
· (1− F 2)

)3

+
1

8π2

(
σ2

κ− 1

)3

≥ cκ ·G3 +
1

8π2(κ− 1)3
· (1− F )3 +

σ2

κ− 1

≥
(
c′κ ·

{
G2 + (1− F )2

}3/4
+

σ

2
√
κ− 1

)2

where the second inequality uses Lemma 10(d) and equation (109), and the last step follows
because (A+B)κ ≤ 2κ(Aκ+Bκ) for any positive scalars (A,B) and κ ≥ 1. Taking square roots
completes the proof.

9.2.2 Part (b): Empirical error is sharply tracked by Gordon state evolution

As mentioned before, the proof of this result relies on Lemma 12, and so we dedicate our effort
towards verifying the assumptions required to apply it. We set ∆0 = 1/2000 and τ0 = 1/50 for
convenience in computation, so that ∆0/τ0 = 0.025.

Verifying gradient conditions: The first step is to verify that the gradients of the Gordon
state evolution maps are bounded as desired. It is easy to verify that for all ζ = (α, β) ∈
B∞(G; ∆0/τ0), we have α ≥ 1/2 and β/α ≤ 1/4. Consequently, parts (a) and (b) of Lemma 11
yield that

‖∇F (α, β)‖1 ∨ ‖∇G(α, β)‖1 ≤ 0.98 = 1− τ0

for all (α, β) ∈ B∞(G; ∆0/τ0).

Defining the iterates: Put θt = T tn(θ) for each t ≥ 1 with the convention that θ0 = θ, and
let (αt, βt) = (α(θt), β(θt)) for each t ≥ 0. By Corollary 1(b), we have that with probability
exceeding 1− n−10,

|αt+1 − F (α, β)| ∨ |βt+1 −G(α, β)| ≤ Cσ
(

log7 n

n

)1/4

=: ∆n ≤ ∆0,

where the final inequality follows for n ≥ C ′σ. Taking a union bound over t = 0, . . . , T − 1, we
see that

max
0≤t≤T−1

‖ζt+1 − Sgor(αt, βt)‖∞ ≤ ∆n.

with probability greater than 1− Tn−10.

Putting together the pieces: Applying Lemma 12 along with the conditions verified above,
we have that provided (α0, β0) ∈ G,

max
1≤t≤T

|αt − F t(α0, β0)| ∨ |βt −Gt(α0, β0)| ≤ 50∆n

with probability exceeding 1 − Tn−10. Note that ‖T tn(θ0) − θ∗‖2 = (1 − αt)
2 + β2

t , and
[d(Stgor(ζ0))]2 = [1− F t(α0, β0)]2 + [Gt(α0, β0)]2. Consequently, for each 1 ≤ t ≤ T , we have∣∣∣‖T tn(θ)− θ∗‖ − d(Stgor(ζ)

∣∣∣ ≤ √2
{
|αt − F t(α0, β0)| ∨ |βt −Gt(α0, β0)|

}
. ∆n,

as desired.
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9.2.3 Part (c): Iterates converge to good region from random initialization

The proof of this result relies on Lemma 13(a), and we will apply it for the Gordon map (F,G)
playing the role of (F ,G).

Verifying condition C1: Letting ζ = π/2 − φ, note that F (α, β) = 2ζ+sin(2ζ)
π . This is clearly

an increasing function of ζ in the range 0 ≤ ζ ≤ π/2, and greater than (50
√
d)−1 when ζ =

(50
√
d)−1.

Verifying condition C2: From Lemma 10(b) and (d), we have F (α, β) ≥ 1.06α. We also have
F (α, β) ≥ 0.56 for ρ = 2, and F is a non-decreasing function of ρ.
Verifying condition C3: The bound (110) yields

G(α, β)

F (α, β)
≤ 4

5
ρ+

σ

F (α, β) ·
√
κ− 1

.

Using F (α, β) ≥ 0.56 for all ρ ≤ 2 in conjunction with the fact that κ ≥ C, σ2/κ ≤ c, and
ρ ≥ 1/5, we obtain

4

5
ρ+

σ

F (α, β) ·
√
κ− 1

≤ 4

5
ρ+

3

40
ρ.

Verifying condition C4: We have F (α, β) ≤ 1 for all (α, β). The inequality G(α,β)
F (α,β) ≤ 1/6 for

ρ ≤ 1/5 follows from the bound (110) and the inequalities F (α, β) ≥ 0.95 and σ2/κ ≤ c.
Verifying condition C5a: Clearly, we have G(α, β) ≤

√
0.8 + σ2

κ−1 ≤ 0.95, where the last inequal-

ity holds for σ2/κ ≤ c.

Putting together the pieces: Note that Corollary 1(b) in conjunction with the union bound
yields that the empirical updates satisfy

max
1≤t≤t0

|αt − F t(α0, β0)| ≤ Cσ
(

log7(t0/δ)

n

)1/2

and max
1≤t≤t0

|βt −Gt(α0, β0)| ≤ C
(

log(t0/δ)

n

)1/4

with probability exceeding 1 − δ. Furthermore, by assumption, we have α0/β0 ≥ (50
√
d)−1.

Thus, applying Lemma 13(a) yields that if n ≥ C ′σ for a sufficiently large constant C ′σ, we have
T tn(θ0) ∈ G on this event, completing the proof. .

9.3 Proof of Theorem 4: Subgradient descent for phase retrieval

Recall that the Gordon update in this case is given by the pair (F, g). It is also useful to note
that

g(α, β)2 = g0(α, β)2 +
σ2

κ
. (114)

9.3.1 Part (a): Convergence of Gordon state evolution in good region

As before, it suffices to show that the Gordon state evolution is G-faithful, and to prove the
upper and lower bounds on its one-step convergence behavior.

Verifying that Sgor is G-faithful: The bounds on F were shown already in the proof of
Theorem 3. It remains to handle the ratio g/F .

Bounding g(α,β)
F (α,β) : We begin by bounding g(α, β) alone. Using Lemma 10(f) and equation (114)

together yields

g(α, β) ≤
√
G0(α, β)2 +

1

κ
(2[ρB0(ρ)]2 + 2[1− F0(α, β)]2 + 2(1− α)2 + 2β2 + σ2). (115)
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Now note that if ρ ≤ 1/5, then ρB0(ρ) = 2
π sin2 φ ≤ 1

13π and 0.95 ≤ F0(α, β) ≤ 1, so that

[ρB0(ρ)]2 + [1− F0(α, β)]2 ≤ 1/300. (116)

Since (α, β) ∈ G, we also have

(1− α)2 + β2 ≤ 3/10. (117)

Putting together equations (116) and (117) with Lemma 10(g) and the inequality
√
a+ b ≤√

a+
√
b for two positive scalars (a, b), yields

g(α, β)

F (α, β)
≤ 4

5
· ρ+

√
1

3(κ−1) + σ√
κ−1

F0(α, β)
, (118)

But from Lemma 10(a), we have F0 ≥ 0.95 if ρ ≤ 1/5, and furthermore, κ ≥ C and σ2/κ ≤ c.
Putting together the pieces completes the proof.

Establishing upper bound on one-step distance: Equation (114) and Lemma 10 parts
(e) and (f) yield that if (α, β) ∈ G and κ ≥ C and σ2/κ ≤ c, then

[g(α, β)]2 ≤ φ3

10
+

1

κ

(
2[ρB0(ρ)]2 + 2[1− F0(α, β)]2 + 2(1− α)2 + 2β2 + σ2

)
. (119)

When φ ≤ 1/5 and α ≥ 0.55, Lemma 10(a) also yields

(1− F0(α, β))2 ≤ 16

9π2
φ6. (120)

Finally, note that ρB0(ρ) = 2
π sin2 φ ≤ 2φ2

π . Putting together the pieces and noting that φ ≤ 1/5
and α ≥ 0.55, we have

[d`2(Sgor(ζ))]2 = [g(α, β)]2 + (1− F0(α, β))2 ≤ φ2

50
+

1

10κ
φ2 +

2

κ
[d`2(ζ)]2 + σ2/κ

≤ [d`2(ζ)]2

10
+

3

κ
[d`2(ζ)]2 + σ2/κ,

and the desired upper bound follows from choosing κ ≥ C.

Establishing lower bound on one-step distance: We begin with the following convenient
characterization of the g map:

[g(α, β)]2 =
κ− 2

κ− 1
· [ρB0(ρ)]2 +

1

κ

{
(α− F (α, β))2 + (β − [ρB0(ρ)]2)2 + (1− [F (α, β)]2) + σ2

}
,

(121)

Applying Young’s inequality, we have

[g(α, β)]2 ≥ κ− 2

κ− 1
· [ρB0(ρ)]2

+
1

κ

(
1

2
(1− α)2 − (1− F (α, β))2 +

1

2
β2 − [ρB0(ρ)]2 + (1− F (α, β))(1 + F (α, β)) + σ2

)
≥ κ− 3

κ− 1
· [ρB0(ρ)]2 +

1

κ

(
1

2
(1− α)2 +

1

2
β2 + 2F (α, β) · (1− F (α, β)) + σ2

)
≥ 1

2(κ− 1)
[d`2(ζ)]2 +

σ2

κ
,

where the final inequality follows since κ ≥ C. The proof follows by noting that
d`2(Sgor(ζ)) ≥ g(α, β).
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9.3.2 Part (b): Empirical error is sharply tracked by Gordon state evolution

This proof is almost identical to that of Theorem 3(b), so we only sketch the major difference:
verifying the gradient conditions. We set ∆0 = 1/4000 and τ0 = 1/100 for convenience in
computation, so that ∆0/τ0 = 0.025.

Verifying gradient conditions: It is easy to verify that for all ζ = (α, β) ∈ B∞(G; ∆0/τ0),
we have α ≥ 1/2 and β/α ≤ 1/4. Consequently, parts (ii-iv) of Lemma 11 yield that
‖∇g(α, β)‖1 ≤ 0.99, where the final step follows for κ ≥ C. Combining this with Lemma 11(a),
we have

‖∇F (α, β)‖1 ∨ ‖∇g(α, β)‖1 ≤ 0.99 = 1− τ0

for all (α, β) ∈ B∞(G; ∆0/τ0).

The rest of the proof proceeds identically.

9.3.3 Part (c): Iterates converge to good region from random initialization

This proof is almost identical to that of Theorem 3(c), so we only sketch the differences. In
this case, we will apply Lemma 13(b). Conditions C1 and C2 are verified exactly as before. It
remains to verify conditions C3, C4, and C5b.

Verifying condition C3: If ρ ≤ 2, then ρB0(ρ) = 2
π sin2 φ ≤ 0.85 and 0.56 ≤ 1− F0(α, β) ≤ 1, so

that [ρB0(ρ)]2 +[1−F0(α, β)]2 ≤ 1.1. Since ρ ≤ 2 and α ≤ 3/2, we also have (1−α)2 +β2 ≤ 10.
Together with the bound (115) and Lemma 10(g), this yields

g(α, β)

F (α, β)
≤ 4

5
ρ+

2σ +
√

22.2

F0(α, β) ·
√
κ− 1

.

Since F (α, β) ≥ 0.56 for all ρ ≤ 2, κ ≥ C, σ2/κ ≤ c, and ρ ≥ 1/5, we obtain

2σ +
√

22.2

F0(α, β) ·
√
κ− 1

≤ 3

40
ρ.

Verifying condition C4: We have F (α, β) ≤ 1 for all (α, β), as before. The inequality g(α,β)
F (α,β) ≤

1/6 for ρ ≤ 1/5 follows from the bound (118) and the inequalities F (α, β) ≥ 0.95, κ ≥ C, and
σ2/κ ≤ c. .

Verifying condition C5b: Note also that |ρB0(ρ)| ∨ |1− F0(α, β)| ≤ 1, and that (1− α)2 + β2 ≤
5/2 if α ∨ β ≤ 3/2. Combining with equation (115) and Lemma 10(d), we have g(α, β) ≤√

0.8 + 9+σ2

κ ≤ 0.95, where the last inequality holds for κ ≥ C and σ2/κ ≤ c.

9.4 Proof of Theorem 5: Alternating minimization for mixtures of regres-
sions

Recall that the Gordon update in this case is given by the pair (Fσ, Gσ).

9.4.1 Part (a): Convergence of Gordon state evolution in good region

As before, it suffices to show that the Gordon state evolution is G-faithful, and to prove the
upper and lower bounds on its one-step convergence behavior.
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Verifying that Sgor is G-faithful: We verify the two inequalities separately.

Bounding Fσ(α, β): From Lemma 10(c), we have F0(α, β) ≤ Fσ(α, β) ≤ 1 + 2σ3

3π ≤ 1.05, where
the final inequality holds since σ ≤ c. The lower bound on F0 established in the previous proof
completes the claim.

Bounding Gσ(α,β)
Fσ(α,β) : From Lemma 10(g), we directly have

Gσ(α, β)

Fσ(α, β)
≤ 4

5
· ρ+

2σ√
κ− 1

, (122)

Noting that ρ ≤ 1/5 and σ2/κ ≤ c completes the proof.

Establishing upper bound on one-step distance: From Lemma 10(g), we have

Gσ(α, β)

Fσ(α, β)
≤ 4

5
· β
α

+
2σ√
κ− 1

.

Now applying Lemma 26(b) yields

tan−1

(
Gσ(α, β)

Fσ(α, β)

)
≤ 51

50
· 4

5
· tan−1

(
β

α

)
+

2σ√
κ− 1

;

to complete the proof, note that d∠(ζ) = tan−1(β/α) for an element ζ = (α, β) of the state-
evolution.

Establishing lower bound on one-step distance: Using the lower bound in Lemma 10(g)
in conjunction with the assumptions κ ≥ C and σ ≤ c, we obtain

Gσ(α, β)

Fσ(α, β)
≥ ρBσ(ρ)

2
+

σ

1.8
√
κ− 1

≥ cσρ+
σ

1.8
√
κ− 1

.

The second inequality follows by noting that Bσ(ρ) ≥ 2cσ for all ρ for some absolute constant
c ∈ (0, 1]. Note also that since σ is small, we have 1− cσ ≥ 0.95, and also that σ2/(κ− 1) ≤ c′
for a small enough constant c′. Putting these together with Lemma 26(a) yields

tan−1

(
Gσ(α, β)

Fσ(α, β)

)
≥ cσ tan−1 ρ+

σ

2
√
κ− 1

,

as desired.

9.4.2 Part (b): Empirical error is sharply tracked by Gordon state evolution

This proof is almost identical to that of Theorem 3(b), so we only sketch the major difference:
verifying the gradient conditions. We set ∆0 = 1/2000 and τ0 = 1/50 for convenience in
computation, so that ∆0/τ0 = 0.025.

Verifying gradient conditions: It is easy to verify that for all ζ = (α, β) ∈ B∞(G; ∆0/τ0),
we have α ≥ 1/2 and β/α ≤ 1/4. Consequently, parts (a) and (b) of Lemma 11 yield that

‖∇Fσ(α, β)‖1 ∨ ‖∇Gσ(α, β)‖1 ≤ 0.98 = 1− τ0

for all (α, β) ∈ B∞(G; ∆0/τ0).

The rest of the proof proceeds identically.
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9.4.3 Part (c): Iterates converge to good region from random initialization

This proof is almost identical to that of Theorem 3(c), so we only sketch the differences. Condi-
tions C1 and C2 are follow directly from the fact that Fσ(α, β) ≥ F0(α, β). It remains to verify
conditions C3, C4, and C5a.

Verifying condition C3: Lemma 10(g) yields

Gσ(α, β)

Fσ(α, β)
≤ 4

5
ρ+

2σ√
κ− 1

.

Since 1/5 ≤ ρ ≤ 2 and σ2/κ ≤ c, we obtain

2σ√
κ− 1

≤ 3

40
ρ.

Verifying condition C4: As argued before, when σ ≤ c, we have Fσ(α, β) ≤ 1.05 for all (α, β).

The inequality Gσ(α,β)
Fσ(α,β) ≤ 1/6 for ρ ≤ 1/5 follows from Lemma 10(g) and the inequality σ ≤ c.

Verifying condition C5a. We have Gσ(α, β) ≤ 0.8 by Lemma 10(d) .

9.5 Proof of Theorem 6: Subgradient descent for mixtures of regressions

Recall that the Gordon update in this case is given by the pair (Fσ, gσ). It is also useful to note
that

[gσ(α, β)]2 = Gσ(α, β)2 +
1

κ

(
(α− Fσ(α, β))2 + (β − ρBσ(ρ))2

)
. (123)

9.5.1 Part (a): Convergence of Gordon state evolution in good region

As before, it suffices to show that the Gordon state evolution is G-faithful, and to prove the
upper and lower bounds on its one-step convergence behavior. Unlike before, we show the lower
bound on one-step convergence first, since some steps here are used in the proof of the upper
bound.

Verifying that Sgor is G-faithful: The bounds on Fσ were already shown in the previous
proof for AM.

Bounding gσ(α,β)
Fσ(α,β) : Putting together parts (a) and (c) of Lemma 10, we have |1 − Fσ(α, β)| .

φ3 ∨ σ3 . ρ3 + σ3. We also have ρBσ(ρ) . (ρ∧ 1) · (σ ∨ (ρ∧ 1)) . σ and Fσ(α, β) ≥ 0.95 for all
ρ ≤ 1/5. Combining this with Lemma 10 parts (f) and (g) yields

gσ(α, β)

Fσ(α, β)
≤ 4

5
· ρ+

2σ√
κ

+
2√
κ

(
(1− α)2 + β2

)1/2
+

C√
κ

(
σ + ρ3 + σ3

)
≤ 5

6
· ρ+

Cσ√
κ

+
2√
κ
· d`2(α, β). (124)

Noting that ρ ≤ 1/5 and σ2/κ ≤ c and setting κ ≥ C completes the proof.

Establishing lower bound on one-step distance: Note that

[gσ(α, β)]2 =
κ− 2

κ− 1
· [ρBσ(ρ)]2 +

1

κ

{
(α− Fσ(α, β))2 + (β − [ρBσ(ρ)]2)2 + (1− [Fσ(α, β)]2) + σ2

}
,

(125)
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Applying Young’s inequality, we have

[gσ(α, β)]2 ≥ κ− 2

κ− 1
· [ρBσ(ρ)]2

+
1

κ

(
1

2
(1− α)2 − (1− Fσ(α, β))2 +

1

2
β2 − [ρBσ(ρ)]2 + (1− Fσ(α, β))(1 + Fσ(α, β)) + σ2

)
=
κ− 3

κ− 1
· [ρBσ(ρ)]2 +

1

κ

(
1

2
(1− α)2 +

1

2
β2 + 2Fσ(α, β) · (1− Fσ(α, β)) + σ2

)
≥ 1

2(κ− 1)
[d`2(ζ)]2 +

σ2

1.5κ
,

where the final inequality follows since 1− Fσ & −σ3, κ ≥ C and σ ≤ c. Dividing both sides of
the above inequality by [Fσ(α, β)]2 and noting that [Fσ(α, β)]2 ≥ 0.95 for all ρ ≤ 1/5, we have

[gσ(α, β)]2

[Fσ(α, β)]2
≥ 2

5(κ− 1)
ρ2 +

σ2

1.6κ
(126)

where we have also used Lemma 25(a) to conclude that d`2(ζ) ≥ 0.9ρ for all ρ ≤ 1/5. Now

using the inequality
√
a+ b ≥

√
a

1+c +
√

bc
1+c (valid for any three non-negative scalars (a, b, c))

we have

[gσ(α, β)]

[Fσ(α, β)]
≥ cκρ+

σ2

1.8κ
,

where 1 − cκ ≥ 0.9. Using the fact that σ2

κ ≤ c and applying Lemma 26(a) completes the
proof.

Establishing upper bound on two-step distance: We require an explicit relationship be-
tween the parallel and perpendicular components in this proof (see Remark 4), so we use a tran-
sient period t0 = 1. For notational convenience, let (Fσ, gσ) denote the pair (Fσ(α, β), gσ(α, β)),
and let (F+, g+) = (Fσ(Fσ, gσ), gσ(Fσ, gσ)) denote the element of the state evolution obtained
after two steps of the Gordon update. Let ρ+ = gσ/Fσ. Equation (124) yields

g+

F+
≤ 5

6
· ρ+ +

Cσ√
κ

+
2√
κ
· d`2(Fσ, gσ) ≤ 5

6
· ρ+ +

Cσ√
κ

+
1√
κ
· (ρ3 + 2gσ) (127)

=
5

6
· ρ+ +

Cσ√
κ

+ ρ2 · ρ√
κ− 1

+
2ρ+ · Fσ√

κ

≤ 5

6
· ρ+ +

Cσ√
κ

+
ρ+

25
+

2.2ρ+√
κ

≤ 7

8
· ρ+ +

Cσ√
κ
.

Here, the second inequality follows since d`2(Fσ, gσ) ≤ |1−Fσ|+ gσ ≤ 1
2(ρ3 +σ3) + gσ, the third

inequality is a consequence of the relation (126) and the fact that ρ ≤ 1/5 and Fσ ≤ 1.1 (which
in turn follows from Lemma 10(c) and σ ≤ c). Applying Lemma 26(b) completes the proof.

9.5.2 Part (b): Empirical error is sharply tracked by Gordon state evolution

This proof is almost identical to that of Theorem 3(b), so we only sketch the major difference:
verifying the gradient conditions. We set ∆0 = 1/4000 and τ0 = 1/100 for convenience in
computation, so that ∆0/τ0 = 0.025.
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Verifying gradient conditions: It is easy to verify that for all ζ = (α, β) ∈ B∞(G; ∆0/τ0),
we have α ≥ 1/2 and β/α ≤ 1/4. Consequently, parts (a) and (b) of Lemma 11 yield that

‖∇Fσ(α, β)‖1 ∨ ‖∇gσ(α, β)‖1 ≤ 0.99 = 1− τ0

for all (α, β) ∈ B∞(G; ∆0/τ0). The rest of the proof proceeds identically.

9.5.3 Part (c): Iterates converge to good region from random initialization

This proof is almost identical to that of Theorem 5(c), except that we use Lemma 13(b).
Consequently, we only verify conditions C3, C4, C5b.
Verifying condition C3: For all 1/5 ≤ ρ ≤ 2 and 1/2 ≤ α ≤ 3/2, equation (124) and
Lemma 25(b) in the appendix together yield

gσ(α, β)

Fσ(α, β)
≤ 5

6
· β
α

+
Cσ√
κ

+
C√
κ
· β
α
.

Since 1/5 ≤ ρ ≤ 2 and σ2/κ ≤ c, we obtain Cσ√
κ
≤ 3

40ρ and choosing large enough κ completes

the proof.
Verifying condition C4: As argued before, when σ ≤ c, we have Fσ(α, β) ≤ 1.05 for all (α, β).

The inequality gσ(α,β)
Fσ(α,β) ≤ 1/6 for ρ ≤ 1/5 follows from the bound (124) and the inequalities

Fσ(α, β) ≥ 0.95, κ ≥ C, and σ2/κ ≤ c.
Verifying condition C5b: Note also that the quantities ρBσ(ρ), |1−Fσ(α, β)|, and (1−α)2 +β2

are all bounded by an absolute constant C if σ ≤ c and α∨β ≤ 3/2. Combining with Lemma 10

parts (d) and (f), we have gσ(α, β) ≤
√

0.8 + C+σ2

κ ≤ 0.95, where the last inequality holds for

large enough κ and small enough σ. .
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Appendix

A Heuristic derivations deferred from Section 3.2

In this section, we collect two calculations that were deferred from Section 3.2.

Calculations to obtain equation (19b)

We begin by applying the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality to maximize over v, obtaining

min
θ∈Rd

L(θ;θt,γd,γn) = min
θ∈Rd

max
‖v‖2≤1

‖v‖2√
n

(
〈γd,P⊥Stθ〉+

∥∥sgn(Xθt)� y − ‖P⊥Stθ‖2γn −XPStθ
∥∥

2

)
.

Note that the objective is linear in the magnitude ‖v‖2; thus, maximizing over it is straightfor-
ward giving

min
θ∈Rd

L(θ;θt,γd,γn) = min
θ∈Rd

(
〈γd,P⊥Stθ〉+

∥∥sgn(Xθt)� y − ‖P⊥Stθ‖2γn −XPStθ
∥∥

2

))
+
.

Now, using the fact that minθ∈Rd (f(θ))+ = (minθ∈Rd f(θ))+ for any function f(·) and noting

that the function of interest in the display above is linear in the direction P⊥Stθ/‖P
⊥
St
θ‖2, we

may minimize over the latter to obtain

min
θ∈Rd

L(θ;θt,γd,γn) =

(
min
θ∈Rd

−‖P⊥Stθ‖2
‖P⊥Stγd‖2√

n
+

1√
n

∥∥sgn(Xθt)� y − ‖P⊥Stθ‖2γn −XPStθ
∥∥

2

)
+

.

When written in this form, the scalarization is apparent; recall our scalars

α = 〈θ,θ∗〉, µ =
〈θ,P⊥θ∗θt〉
‖P⊥θ∗θt‖2

, and ν = ‖P⊥Stθ‖2, (128)

and the analogous quantities for the current iterate αt = 〈θt,θ∗〉 and βt = ‖P⊥θ∗θt‖2. Also recall

the independent, n-dimensional Gaussian random vectors z1 = Xθ∗ and z2 =
XP⊥

θ∗θt

‖P⊥
θ∗θt‖2

, using

which we obtain

Xθt = αtz1 + βtz2, y = |z1|, and XP⊥Stθ = αz1 + µz2.

Thus,

min
θ∈Rd

L(θ;θt,γd,γn) = min
α∈R,µ∈R,ν≥0

(
−ν
‖P⊥Stγd‖2√

n
+

1√
n

∥∥sgn(αtz1 + βtz2)� |z1|︸ ︷︷ ︸
ωt

−νγn − αz1 − µz2

∥∥
2

)
+

= min
α∈R,µ∈R,ν≥0

(
−ν
‖P⊥Stγd‖2√

n
+

1√
n

∥∥ωt − νγn − αz1 − µz2

∥∥
2

)
+

(i)
≈ min

α∈R,µ∈R,ν≥0

(
− ν√

κ
+

√
E
{(

Ωt − νH − αZ1 − µZ2

)2})
+
, (129)

where step (i) follows by concentration of the norms of sub-Gaussian random variables.
Summarizing, we have

A? =
(

min
α∈R,µ∈R,ν≥0

− ν√
κ

+

√
E
{(

Ωt − νH − αZ1 − µZ2

)2})
+
, (130)

so that
A(γn,γd) ≈ A?.
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Calculations to obtain equation (20)

Note that the random variable H is zero-mean and independent of Z1 and Z2, whence we obtain

− ν√
κ

+
√

E{(Ωt − νH − αZ1 − µZ2)2} = − ν√
κ

+
√
E{(Ωt − αZ1 − µZ2)2}+ ν2.

It is evident from the RHS of the display above that the minimizers α and µ are given by

α = E{Z1Ωt}, and µ = E{Z2Ωt}.

Substituting these back into A?, we obtain

A? =
(

min
ν≥0
− ν√

κ
+
√
ν2 +

(
E{Ω2

t } − (E{Z1Ωt})2 − (E{Z2Ωt})2
))

+
.

Minimizing the above in ν, we obtain

ν =

√
E{Ω2

t } − (E{Z1Ωt})2 − (E{Z2Ωt})2

κ− 1
,

and this establishes the claimed scalarization.

B Auxiliary proofs for general results, part (a)

In this appendix, we prove the technical lemmas stated in Section 7.

B.1 Proofs of technical lemmas in steps 1–3

In this subsection, we prove each of our technical lemmas used in the proof of Proposition 2.

B.1.1 Proof of Lemma 1

We require two additional lemmas that are proved at the end of this subsection. The first lemma
shows that the optimization can be done over a compact set.

Lemma 14. Suppose that the loss L satisfies Assumption 3 and let κ > 1. Let D ⊆ B2(R)
be a closed subset for some constant R > 0. Then, there exists a positive constant C1 depend-
ing only on R such that for any scalar r ≥ CL (where CL denotes the Lipschitz constant in
Assumption 3), we have

min
θ∈D
L(θ;θ],X,y) = min

θ∈D
u∈B2(C1

√
n)

max
v∈B2(r)

1√
n
〈v,Xθ − u〉+ F (u,θ),

with probability at least 1− 2e−2n.

The following lemma uses the bilinear characterization of Lemma 14 and subsequently in-
vokes the CGMT to connect to the auxiliary loss Ln.

Lemma 15. Let Assumption 3 hold and recall the definition of the auxiliary loss Ln in Definition
7. For any compact set D and any positive scalars C1 and r, it holds that

P

{
min
θ∈D

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

max
v∈B2(r)

1√
n
〈v,Xθ − u〉+ F (u,θ) ≥ t

}
≤ 2P

{
min
θ∈D

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

Ln(θ,u; r) ≥ t

}

If, in addition, D is convex, then

P

{
min
θ∈D

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

max
v∈B2(r)

1√
n
〈v,Xθ − u〉+ F (u,θ) ≤ t

}
≤ 2P

{
min
θ∈D

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

Ln(θ,u; r) ≤ t

}

Lemma 1 follows immediately upon combining Lemmas 14 and 15.
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Proof of Lemma 14 First, recall that Assumption 3 implies the existence of a function F
such that L(θ) = F (Xθ,θ). Consequently, we obtain

min
θ∈D
L(θ) = min

θ∈D,u∈Rn
F (u,θ) s.t. u = Xθ.

Applying Wainwright (2019, Theorem 6.1) in conjunction with the assumptions κ > 1 and
D ⊆ B2(R) yields that the event

A = {sup
θ∈D

‖Xθ‖2 ≤ 4R
√
n}

occurs with probability at least 1− 2e−2n. We carry out the rest of the proof on this event. For
C1 > 4R, we obtain

min
θ∈D
L(θ) = min

θ∈D
u∈B2(C1

√
n)

F (u,θ) s.t. u = Xθ

= min
θ∈D

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

max
v∈Rn

F (u,θ)− 〈v,u−Xθ〉. (131)

It remains only to prove that v can further be constrained to a large enough ball. To this end,
recall that by Assumption 3(b), the function F (u,θ) is CL/

√
n-Lipschitz in its first argument.

We thus obtain the inequality

min
θ∈D

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

max
v∈B2(r)

F (u,θ)− 1√
n
〈v,u−Xθ〉

(i)

≥ min
θ∈D

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

F (Xθ,θ) + max
v∈B2(r)

(
‖v‖2√
n
− CL√

n

)
‖u−Xθ‖2

(ii)

≥ min
θ∈D

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

F (Xθ,θ) = min
θ∈D
L(θ). (132)

Step (i) follows by utilizing the Lipschitz continuity of F in its first argument in conjunction
with the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and step (ii) follows from the assumption r ≥ CL. On the
other hand, it also holds that

min
θ∈D

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

max
v∈B2(r)

F (u,θ)− 1√
n
〈v,u−Xθ〉 ≤ min

θ∈D
u∈B2(C1

√
n)

max
v∈Rn

F (u,θ)− 1√
n
〈v,u−Xθ〉

= min
θ∈D
L(θ), (133)

where the equality holds due to equation (131). The desired result follows immediately by
combining equations (132) and (133).

Proof of Lemma 15 First, recall that by Assumption 3, F (u,θ) can be decomposed as

F (u,θ) = g(u,Xθ];y) + h(θ,θ]).

Next, recall the subspace S] = span(θ∗,θ]) and consider the orthogonal decomposition
θ = PS]θ + P⊥S]θ. Combining these two pieces, we obtain the representation

1√
n
〈v,Xθ − u〉+ F (u,θ) = h(θ,θ]) + g(u,Xθ];y)− 1√

n
〈v,u〉+

1√
n
〈v,XPS]θ〉+

1√
n
〈v,XP⊥S]θ〉.

Note that the Gaussian random variable 〈v,XP⊥S]θ〉 is independent of all other randomness
in the expression. Thus, in that term, we replace the random matrix X with an independent
copy G ∈ Rn×d. Turning to the variational problem of interest, we have

min
θ∈D

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

max
v∈B2(r)

h(θ,θ]) + g(u,Xθ];y)− 1√
n
〈v,u〉+

1√
n
〈v,XPS]θ〉+

1√
n
〈v,XP⊥S]θ〉
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(d)
= min

θ∈D
u∈B2(C1

√
n)

max
v∈B2(r)

h(θ,θ]) + g(u,Xθ];y)− 1√
n
〈v,u〉+

1√
n
〈v,XPS]θ〉+

1√
n
〈v,GP⊥S]θ〉.

At this juncture, we invoke the CGMT (Proposition 1) with

P (G) = min
(θ,u)∈D×B2(C1

√
n)

max
v∈B2(r)

h(θ,θ])+g(u,Xθ];y)− 1√
n
〈v,u〉+ 1√

n
〈v,XPS]θ〉+

1√
n
〈v,GP⊥S]θ〉

and
A(γn,γd) = min

(θ,u)∈D×B2(C1
√
n)

Ln(θ,u; r).

B.1.2 Proof of Lemma 2

We begin by defining a few additional optimization problems. Under the setting of Lemma 2,
recall the map P as defined in Definition 9, and the random vectors z1 and z2 (50). Define the
minimum of the variational problem

φvar,C1,r = min
(α,µ,ν)∈P(D),
u∈B2(C1

√
n)

hscal(α, µ, ν,θ
]) + g(u,Xθ];y)

+ max
0≤ρ≤r

ρ√
n
·
(
‖ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2 − u‖2 − ν · ‖P⊥S]γd‖2

)
, (134)

where we explicitly track the dependence on the pair (C1, r) as their scaling will be important
in the proof. Next, define the minimum of the constrained problem

φcon,C1 = min
(α,µ,ν)∈P(D),
u∈B2(C1

√
n)

hscal(α, µ, ν,θ
]) + g(u,Xθ];y)

s.t. ‖ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2 − u‖2 ≤ ν · ‖P⊥S]γd‖2. (135)

Finally, define the minimum of the following closely related constrained problem, which—as we
will show in Lemma 17 below—is equal with high probability to the minimum of the scalarized
auxiliary loss Ln:

φscal,C1 = min
(α,µ,ν)∈P(D)

max
v∈Rn

hscal(α, µ, ν,θ
])− g∗(v,Xθ];y) + min

u∈B2(C1
√
n)
〈u,v〉

s.t. ‖ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2 − u‖2 ≤ ν · ‖P⊥S]γd‖2. (136)

We now state two lemmas that establish the relation between the above optimization prob-
lems and will prove useful in the proof.

Lemma 16. Under the setting of Lemma 2, we have

P
{
φvar,C1,r ≤ φcon,C1 ≤ φvar,C1,r +

3C2
LC1

r

}
≥ 1− 6e−n/2.

In interpreting Lemma 16, note that if the inner maximization over ρ ≥ 0 in the definition
of φvar,C1,r (134) were unbounded, then it would be equivalent to the constrained minimum
φcon,C1 (135). Lemma 16 uses Lipschitz continuity of the objective function, which holds thanks
to Assumption 3, and demonstrates the impact of finite values of the scalar r on the gap between
the values of the two optimization problems.

Lemma 17. Under the setting of Lemma 2, we have the inequality

P
{
φscal,C1 = min

(α,µ,ν)∈P(D)
Ln(α, µ, ν;θ])

}
≥ 1− 8e−n/2.
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Taking these lemmas as given, the proof of Lemma 2 consists of three major steps, which we
perform in sequence: we (i) scalarize the maximization over v; (ii) scalarize the minimization
over θ; and (iii) optimize over u. We proceed now to the execution of these steps.

Scalarize the maximization over v. Recall the auxiliary loss Ln from Definition 7 and note that
the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality implies that

min
θ∈D

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

Ln(θ,u; r) = min
θ∈D

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

max
0≤ρ≤r

F (u,θ)+
ρ√
n
·
(
〈γd,P⊥S]θ〉+

∥∥∥‖P⊥S]θ‖2·γn+XPS]θ−u
∥∥∥

2

)
.

Scalarize the minimization in θ. We now show how to perform the minimization over the direc-
tion of the projection vector P⊥S]θ. We do this in two steps.

First, we argue that we can decouple the minimization over its projection and its norm.
For this, note by assumption that D ⊆ B2(R) is amenable (recall Definition 10), whence for
any feasible value of the norm ‖P⊥S]θ‖2, the set of feasible directions P⊥S]θ/‖P

⊥
S]
θ‖2 remains the

same. Thus, decoupling is indeed allowed.
Second, we argue that we can minimize over the direction of the projection vector P⊥S]θ

despite the inner maximization over the variable ρ. To this end, we note that because the opti-
mal direction is the same irrespective of the choice of ρ, we may invoke Kammoun and Alouini
(2021, Lemma 8). In particular, recall that the function F (u,θ) only depends on the vector
P⊥S]θ through its norm. Thus, the objective in the preceding display depends on the direction

of the vector P⊥S]θ only through the linear term ρ〈γd,P⊥S]θ〉, which, for any ρ ≥ 0, is minimized

by setting P⊥S]θ/‖P
⊥
S]
θ‖2 = −P⊥S]γd/‖P⊥S]γd‖2. We thus apply Kammoun and Alouini (2021, Lemma

8) to obtain the characterization

min
θ∈D

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

Ln(θ,u; r) = min
θ∈D

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

max
0≤ρ≤r

F (u,θ)

+
ρ√
n
·
(∥∥∥‖P⊥S]θ‖2 · γn +XPS]θ − u

∥∥∥
2
−‖P⊥S]θ‖2 · ‖γd‖2

)
. (137)

Recalling the independent random variables z1 and z2 (50), write

y = f(z1; q) + ε and Xθ] = α]z1 + β]z2.

For each θ ∈ Rd, we have the orthogonal decomposition

θ = PS]θ + P⊥S]θ = α(θ) · θ∗ + µ(θ) ·
P⊥θ∗θ

]

‖P⊥θ∗θ]‖2
+ ν(θ) ·

P⊥S]θ

‖P⊥S]θ‖2
,

where the second equality follows from the Gram–Schmidt orthogonalization. Combining this
with the characterization (137), we obtain

min
θ∈D

u∈B2(C1
√
n)

Ln(θ,u; r) = min
(α,µ,ν)∈P(D),
u∈B2(C1

√
n)

hscal(α, µ, ν,θ
]) + g(u,Xθ];y)

+ max
0≤ρ≤r

ρ√
n
·
(
‖ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2 − u‖2 − ν · ‖P⊥S]γd‖2

)
= φvar,C1,r, (138)

where the last line follows by definition (134).

Optimize over u. To be able to optimize over u, we recall the constant φcon,C1 (135) and invoke
Lemma 16, which yields the sandwich relation

φvar,C1,r ≤ φcon,C1 ≤ φvar,C1,r +
3C2

LC1

r
, (139)
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with probability at least 1−6e−n/2. Next, we linearize the constrained objective of φcon,C1 (135)
in the optimization variable u. To this end, recall from Assumption 3 that g is convex in its
first argument and let g∗ denote its convex conjugate so that

φcon,C1 = min
(α,µ,ν)∈P(D),
u∈B2(C1

√
n)

max
v∈Rn

hscal(α, µ, ν,θ
])− g∗(v,Xθ];y) + 〈v,u〉

s.t. ‖ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2 − u‖2 ≤ ν · ‖P⊥S]γd‖2.

Next, we perform three steps in sequence: (i) write the equivalent Lagrangian to the problem
above; (ii) note that the minimization over u is of a convex function over a compact constraint
and the maximization over v is of a concave function and invoke Sion’s minimax theorem to
swap the minimization over u with the maximization over v; and (iii) re-write as a constrained
optimization problem to obtain

φcon,C1 = min
(α,µ,ν)∈P(D)

max
v∈Rn

hscal(α, µ, ν,θ
])− g∗(v,Xθ];y) + min

u∈B2(C1
√
n)
〈u,v〉

s.t. ‖ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2 − u‖2 ≤ ν · ‖P⊥S]γd‖2
= φscal,C1 .

The last line follows by definition of φcon,C1 (136). We complete the proof by invoking Lemma 17.

Proof of Lemma 16: Note that φcon,C1 admits the variational representation

φcon,C1 = min
(α,µ,ν)∈P(D),
u∈B2(C1

√
n)

hscal(α, µ, ν,θ
]) + g(u,Xθ];y)

+ max
ρ≥0

ρ√
n
·
(
‖ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2 − u‖2 − ν · ‖P⊥S]γd‖2

)
,

whence we obtain the inequality φcon,C1 ≥ φvar,C1,r. The rest of the section is devoted to the
proof of the reverse inequality φcon,C1 ≤ φvar,C1,r + 3C2

LC1/r. To this end, fix an arbitrary triple
(α, µ, ν) ∈ P(D). Given this triple, define the constraint function

ψ(u) = ‖ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2 − u‖2 − ν · ‖P⊥S]γd‖2,

as well as the loss functions

Lvar
n (u) = max

0≤ρ≤r
hscal(α, µ, ν,θ

]) + g(u,Xθ];y) +
ρ√
n
· ψ(u),

and
Lcon
n (u) = max

ρ≥0
hscal(α, µ, ν,θ

]) + g(u,Xθ];y) +
ρ√
n
· ψ(u).

Let uvar denote an arbitrary minimizer of the loss function Lvar
n and suppose that uvar does

not satisfy the constraint ψ(uvar) ≤ 0—if any such minimizer does satisfy this constraint, then
φvar,C1,r ≥ φcon,C1 and there is nothing to prove.

The remainder of the proof is thus dedicated to showing the inequality
φvar,C1,r + 3C2

LC1/r ≥ φcon,C1 under the proviso that the minimizer uvar satisfies the in-
equality ψ(uvar) ≤ 0. To this end, consider the sublevel sets (constrained to a ball)

Sr′ := {u : ψ(u) ≤ r′} ∩ B2(C1) = B2

(
ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2; ν · ‖P⊥S]γd‖2 + r′

)
.

Note that the set S0 contains all of the feasible points we are interested in. Next, define the
event

A0 = { ‖γn‖2 ≤ 2
√
n, ‖z1‖2 ≤ 2

√
n, ‖z2‖2 ≤ 2

√
n }, (140)

81



which, by Vershynin (2018, Theorem 3.1.1), occurs with probability at least 1−6e−n/2. Working
on this event, we note that since C1 ≥ 6R by assumption, the set S0 is non-empty and thus
since S0 is a non-empty, closed and compact set, projections onto it are well-defined.

Now, note that S0 and S′r are concentric balls, whence if u ∈ Sr′ and ũ denotes its projection
onto the set S0, the distance between the two points satisfies the inequality

‖u− ũ‖2 ≤ r′. (141)

We note the following inequality, which we take for granted now and prove at the end of the
section,

ψ(uvar) ≤ 3CLC1
√
n

r
. (142)

Consequently, we note the inclusion uvar ∈ S3CLC1
√
n/r. Letting ũvar denote the projection of

uvar onto the set S0, we obtain the chain of inequalities

Lvar
n (uvar)

(i)

≥ Lcon
n (ũvar)− CL‖uvar − ũvar‖2√

n

(ii)

≥ Lcon
n (ucon)− CL‖uvar − ũvar‖2√

n

≥ Lcon
n (ucon)−

3C2
LC1

r
.

Above, step (i) follows since from Assumption 3, the function g is CL/
√
n-Lipschitz in its first

argument, step (ii) follows since ucon minimizes Lcon
n , and the final inequality follows from the

inequality bounding distances (141), taking r′ = 3CLC1
√
n/r. Taking stock, since the above

inequality holds for all values (α, µ, ν) ∈ P(D), we have shown that on the event A0

φcon,C1 −
3C2

LC1

r
≤ φvar,C1,r ≤ φcon,C1 ,

Rearranging this relation completes the proof. It remains to prove the claim (142).

Proof of the inequality (142). Assume for the sake of contradiction that the inequality does not
hold and let ũvar denote the projection of uvar onto the set S0. Then, since from Assumption 3
the function g is CL/

√
n-Lipschitz in its first argument, we obtain the chain of inequalities

Lvar
n (uvar) ≥ Lcon

n (ũvar)−CL‖u
var − ũvar‖2√

n
+
rψ(uvar)√

n
≥ Lcon

n (ũvar)−2CLC1+3CLC1 > Lcon
n (ũvar),

where the penultimate inequality follows since u ∈ B2(C1
√
n). But the above display contradicts

the fact that uvar minimizes Lvar
n , whence we obtain the desired result.

Proof of Lemma 17: Recall the value φscal,C1 (136). Now, we consider a fixed triplet
(α, µ, ν) ∈ P(D) and perform the minimization over u. To this end, let

Lu = min
u∈B2(C1

√
n)
〈u,v〉 s.t. ‖ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2 − u‖2 ≤ ν · ‖P⊥S]γd‖2.

Then, introducing a Lagrange multiplier and invoking Sion’s minimax theorem to interchange
minimization and maximization, we obtain

Lu = max
λ≥0

min
u∈B2(C1

√
n)
〈u,v〉+

λ

2
‖ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2 − u‖22 −

λν2

2
‖P⊥S]γd‖

2
2

≥ max
λ≥0

min
u∈Rn

〈u,v〉+
λ

2
‖ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2 − u‖22 −

λν2

2
‖P⊥S]γd‖

2
2
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= max
λ≥0

〈ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2,v〉 −
1

2λ
‖v‖22 −

λν2

2
‖P⊥S]γd‖

2
2

= 〈ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2,v〉 − ν‖P⊥S]γd‖2‖v‖2.

Conversely, let

ū = ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2 − ν‖P⊥S]γd‖2 ·
v

‖v‖2
.

We claim that this choice is feasible with high probability for a large enough constant C1 (which
may depend on R), which means we obtain

Lu ≤ 〈ū,v〉 = 〈ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2,v〉 − ν‖P⊥S]γd‖2‖v‖2.

To see that this is true, condition on the following event (recall the event A0 (140))

A′0 = A0 ∩ { ‖P⊥S]γd‖2 ≤ 2
√
n },

which after applying Vershynin (2018, Theorem 3.1.1) holds with P{A′0} ≥ 1− 8e−n/2. On this
event, apply triangle inequality to obtain

ū/
√
n ≤ 4(ν + |α|+ |µ|) ≤ 8R,

where in the last inequality, we recalled from the definition of the scalarized set P(D) that
α2 + µ2 + ν2 = ‖θ‖22 and used the assumption that D ⊂ B2(R). Evidently, on the event A′0,

Lu = 〈ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2,v〉 − ν‖P⊥S]γd‖2‖v‖2.

Thus, we obtain

φscal,C1 = min
(α,µ,ν)∈P(D)

max
v∈Rn

hscal(α, µ, ν,θ
])− g∗(u,Xθ];y) + 〈ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2,v〉 − ν‖P⊥S]γd‖2‖v‖2

= min
(α,µ,ν)∈P(D)

Ln(α, µ, ν;θ]),

which concludes the proof.

B.2 Establishing growth conditions for higher-order methods

In this subsection, we prove Lemma 3, specialized to second order methods where the loss
function (9) takes the form

L(θ;θ],X,y) =
1√
n
‖ω(Xθ],y)−Xθ‖2,

which corresponds to setting

F (u,θ) =
1√
n
‖ω(Xθ],y)−u‖2, h(θ,θ]) = 0, and g(u,Xθ];y) =

1√
n
‖ω(Xθ],y)−u‖2.

We now state several lemmas, which we will invoke in sequence. The first specializes the function
Ln when the loss corresponds to a higher-order method.

Lemma 18. Let the loss L correspond to a higher-order method as in equation (9), and let Ln
denote the corresponding scalarized loss given by Definition 8. Also recall the pair of random
vectors (z1, z2) from equation (50). There exists a universal positive constant c such that with
probability at least 1− 6e−cn, it holds simultaneously for all scalars α, µ ∈ R and ν ≥ 0 that

Ln(α, µ, ν;θ]) =
1√
n
‖ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2 − ω(Xθ],y)‖2 − ν

‖P⊥S]γd‖2√
n

.
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This lemma is proved in Subsection B.2.3. Before stating the next lemma, we introduce the
shorthand

A := [z1, z2,γn] ∈ Rn×3, and vn := [0, 0, ‖P⊥S]γd‖2/
√
n]> ∈ R3,

and
ω] = ω(Xθ],y),

so that letting ξ = [α, µ, ν] and invoking Lemma 18, we obtain

Ln(ξ;θ]) =
1√
n
‖Aξ − ω]‖2 − 〈vn, ξ〉.

Now, introduce the variable τ and write the above display in the form

Ln(ξ;θ]) = inf
τ>0

τ

2
+

1

2τn
‖Aξ − ω]‖22 − 〈vn, ξ〉︸ ︷︷ ︸

L̃n(ξ,τ)

.

Next, recall the parameters (K1,K2) from Assumptions 1 and 2 and fix ε > 0. For a universal
constant C > 0 and a constant CK1 > 0 depending only on K1, define the events

A1 =
{

(1− Cε) · I3 �
1

n
A>A � (1 + Cε) · I3

}
, (143a)

A2 =
{ 1

n2
|〈γn,ω]〉|2 ∨

∣∣∣ 1

n2
〈z1,ω]〉2 − (E{Z1Ω})2

∣∣∣ ∨ ∣∣∣ 1

n2
〈z2,ω]〉2 − (E{Z2Ω})2

∣∣∣ ≤ CK1 · ε
}
,

(143b)

and

A3 =
{∣∣∣ 1
n
‖ω]‖22 − E{Ω2}

∣∣∣ ≤ CK1ε
}
. (143c)

Finally, note that on the event A1, minξ∈R3 ‖Aξ − ω]‖2 = ‖
(
I −A(A>A)−1A>

)
· ω]‖2.

Lemma 19. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. There exists a positive constant CK1,K2 depending
only on K1 and K2 and universal positive constants c, C, and C ′ such that for all C ′ > ε > 0,
the following hold.

(a) Recall events A1,A2, and A3 as in equations (143a)–(143c). On the event A1 ∩A2 ∩A3,
we have∣∣∣ 1√

n
‖
(
I −A(A>A)−1A>

)
· ω]‖2 −

√
(E{Ω2} − (E{Z1Ω})2 − (E{Z2Ω})2

∣∣∣ ≤ CK1,K2 · ε.

(b) We have P{A1 ∩ A2 ∩ A3} ≥ 1− Ce−cnε2.

This lemma is proved in Subsection B.2.4.

Lemma 20. Let κ > 1. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. There exist positive constant cK1,K2 de-
pending only on K1,K2, a positive constant CK1 depending only on K1 and a universal, positive
constant C such that the following statements hold with probability at least 1− Ce−cK1,K2

n.

(a) For any R ≥ CK1, we have the equivalence

min
ξ∈P(B2(R))

inf
τ>0

L̃n(ξ, τ) = inf
τ>0

min
ξ∈P(B2(R))

L̃n(ξ, τ). (144a)
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(b) The optimization problem on the RHS of equation (144a) admits unique minimizers

ξn(τ) = (A>A)−1A>ω(Xθ],y) + τ · n · (A>A)−1vn, (144b)

and

τn =

1√
n
‖(In −A(A>A)−1A>) · ω(Xθ],y)‖2√

1− n · v>n (A>A)−1vn
. (144c)

We prove this lemma in Subsection B.2.5.

B.2.1 Proof of Lemma 3(a)

The first part of the statement—uniqueness of the minimizer—is an immediate consequence
of Lemma 20; moreover, the unique minimizer is given by ξn(τn). It remains to prove the
concentration properties. As a preliminary step, we show that the dual variable τn concentrates
around a deterministic quantity

τgor =

√( κ

κ− 1

)
(E{Ω2} − (E{Z1Ω})2 − (E{Z2Ω})2).

To this end, consider the events A1,A2,A3 from equation (143), and note that Lemma 19(b)
implies that A1 ∩ A2 ∩ A3 occurs with probability greater than 1− Ce−cnε2 . We carry out the
proof on this event.

Bounding τn (144c). We proceed in three steps. First, we bound the numerator; second, we
bound the denominator; and finally we combine the two bounds.

Bounding the numerator. This step is immediate, since Lemma 19(a) yields∣∣∣ 1√
n
‖
(
I −A(A>A)−1A>

)
· ω]‖2 −

√
(E{Ω2} − (E{Z1Ω})2 − (E{Z2Ω})2

∣∣∣ ≤ CK1,K2 · ε.

Bounding the denominator. On the event A1, we note the sandwich relation

DL ≤
√

1− n · v>n (A>A)−1vn ≤ DU ,

where we have let

DL =
√

1− (1 + Cε)‖vn‖22, and DU =
√

1− (1− Cε)‖vn‖22.

Now, consider the event

A4 =
{∣∣‖vn‖22 − κ−1

∣∣ ≤ Cε},
noting that an application of Bernstein’s inequality implies P{A4} ≥ 1− 2e−cnε

2
. Now, on the

event A4, we further obtain the bounds (recalling also the assumption κ > C),

DL ≥
√

1− κ−1 − C ′ε, and DU ≤
√

1− κ−1 + C ′ε.

Putting the pieces together to control τn. Now, we combine the two-sided bounds on both the
numerator and denominator to obtain the inequality

P
{∣∣τn − τgor∣∣ ≤ CK1,K2 · ε

}
≥ 1− Ce−cnε2 . (145)
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Bounding the minimizer ξn(τn) (144b). First, let e1 denote the first standard basis vector
in R3 and consider the quantity

|〈e1, ξn(τn)〉 − αgor| = |〈e1, (A
>A)−1A>ω] + τ · n · (A>A)−1vn〉 − αgor|.

First, note that on the event A1, we can write n · (A>A)−1 = I3 +B, where ‖B‖op ≤ Cε. We
thus obtain the decomposition

|〈e1, (A
>A)−1A>ω] + τn · n · (A>A)−1vn〉 − αgor| ≤ T1 + T2,

where

T1 =
∣∣∣ 1
n
〈e1,A

>ω]〉+ τn〈e1,vn〉 − αgor
∣∣∣

T2 =
∣∣∣ 1
n
〈e1,BA

>ω]〉+ τn · 〈e1,Bvn〉
∣∣∣.

Now, consider the event

A5 =
{ 1

n
|〈γn,ω]〉| ∨

∣∣∣ 1
n
〈z1,ω]〉 − E{Z1Ω}

∣∣∣ ∨ ∣∣∣ 1
n
〈z2,ω]〉 − E{Z2Ω}

∣∣∣ ≤ C ′K1
ε
}
,

and note that on A1 ∩ A2 ∩ A3, we have

|τn − τgor| ≤ CK1,K2 · ε (146)

for a pair (C ′K1
, CK1,K2) depending only on K1 and only on K1,K2 respectively. In the following

lines, we note that CK1,K2 may change from line to line, but always depends only on K1,K2.

Note that by applying Bernstein’s inequality, we obtain P{A5} ≥ 1−6e−cnε
2
. Onward, we work

on the event
⋂5
k=1Ak. First, applying the triangle inequality, we obtain the upper bound

T1 ≤ |E{Z1Ω} − αgor|+ CK1 · ε.

Next, we have

T2 ≤
1

n
‖B‖op‖A>ω]‖2 +

1

n
|τn| · ‖B‖op‖vn‖2

≤ CK1 · ε. (147)

To establish inequality(147), we employ the following steps. First, we bound ‖B‖op on event
A1 and bound ‖A>ω]‖2 on event A2. Next, applying the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality yields
max{E{Z1Ω},E{Z2Ω}} ≤ CK1 . Third, we bound ‖vn‖2 on event A4 and note that κ > C.
Finally, we |τn| by invoking the bound (146) and note that τgor ≤ CK1 since κ > C and
E{Ω2} ≤ CK1 .

Summarizing, we have shown that

P{|〈e1, ξn(τn)〉 − αgor| ≤ CK1 · ε} ≥ 1− Ce−cnε2 . (148a)

Proceeding in a parallel manner, we obtain the two bounds

P{|〈e2, ξn(τn)〉 − µgor| ≤ CK1 · ε} ≥ 1− Ce−cnε2 , (148b)

P{|〈e1, ξn(τn)〉 − νgor| ≤ CK1 · ε} ≥ 1− Ce−cnε2 . (148c)
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Bounding the minimum Ln(ξn(τn),θ]). Note that

Ln(ξn(τn);θ]) =
1√
n
‖Aξn(τn)− ω]‖2 − 〈vn, ξn(τn)〉.

Now, let ξgor = [αgor, µgor, νgor]T ∈ R3 and consider the event

A6 = {‖ξn(τn)− ξgor‖∞ ≤ CK1 · ε}, (149)

noting that the inequalities (148) imply P{A6} ≥ 1− Ce−cnε2 . For the remainder of the proof,
we will work on the event A =

⋂6
k=1Ak. Adding and subtracting the quantity ξgor yields

Ln(ξn(τn);θ]) =
1√
n
‖Aξgor +A(ξn(τn)− ξgor)− ω]‖2 − 〈vn, ξgor〉 − 〈vn, ξn(τn)− ξgor〉.

Thus, on the event A, we obtain∣∣∣Ln(ξn(τn);θ])− 1√
n
‖Aξgor − ω]‖2 + 〈vn, ξgor〉

∣∣∣ ≤ CK1 · ε. (150)

Next, we claim that∣∣∣∣ 1√
n
‖Aξgor − ω]‖2 − 〈vn, ξgor〉 −

√(
1− 1

κ

)(
E{Ω2} − (E{Z1Ω})2 − (E{Z2Ω})2

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ CK1 · ε.

(151)

The proof of the lemma follows upon combining inequalities (150) and (151), so the only re-
maining piece is to establish inequality (151).

Proof of claim (151): On event A1 ∩ A2 ∩ A3, we have∣∣∣∣ 1n‖Aξgor‖22 − ((αgor)2 + (µgor)2 + (νgor)2
)∣∣∣∣ ≤ CK1 · ε ,

∣∣∣∣ 2√
n
ωT] Aξ

gor + 2
(

(αgor)2 + (µgor)2
)∣∣∣∣ ≤ CK1 · ε ,

and ∣∣∣∣ 1n‖ω]‖22 − E{Ω2}
∣∣∣∣ ≤ CK1 · ε ,

respectively. Combining the above displays and noting that E{Ω2} − (αgor)2 − (µgor)2 = (κ −
1) (νgor)2 yields ∣∣∣∣ 1√

n
‖‖Aξgor − ω]‖2 − νgor

√
κ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ CK1 · ε.

But, under event A4, ∣∣∣∣〈vn, ξgor〉 − νgor√
κ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C · ε
Hence, the inequality (151) follows by combining the above two displays and recalling the
definition of νgor.
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B.2.2 Proof of Lemma 3(b)

We begin by defining the events

A′1 =
{

min
ξ∈R3

1√
n
‖Aξ − ω]‖2 ≥ cK1,K1

}
, (152)

A′2 =
{1

2
I3 �

1

n
A>A � 2I3

}
, and A′3 =

{ 1√
n
‖ω]‖2 ≤ CK1

}
.

Note that on the event A′2 ∩ A′3, we obtain the inequality

max
ξ∈B2(C′)

1√
n
‖Aξ − ω]‖2 ≤ CK1 . (153)

Moreover, recall that minξ∈R3 ‖Aξ − ω]‖2 = ‖
(
I −A(A>A)−1A>

)
· ω]‖2. Thus, apply-

ing Lemma 19 for small enough ε in conjunction with Assumption 2 yields the inequal-

ity P{A′1} ≥ 1 − Ce
−c′K1,K2

·n
. Finally, applying Wainwright (2019, Theorem 6.1) yields

P{A′2} ≥ 1 − 2e−cn; and applying Bernstein’s inequality (as each component of ω] is K-sub-
Gaussian by Assumption 1) implies P{A′3} ≥ 2e−cn. For the rest of the proof, we work on the
event A′1 ∩ A′2 ∩ A′3.

Note that on the event A′1, the function Ln is twice continuously differentiable. Thus, our
strategy is to bound the minimum eigenvalue of the Hessian ∇2Ln. For ξ in a bounded domain
B2(C), we compute

∇2Ln(ξ;θ]) =
1

‖Aξ − ω]‖2
· 1√

n
·
(
A>A−

A>(Aξ − ω])(Aξ − ω])>A
‖Aξ − ω]‖22

)
(i)

� 1

CK1n
·
(
A>A−

A>(Aξ − ω](Aξ − ω])>A
‖Aξ − ω]‖22

)
,

where step (i) follows from inequality (153). Subsequently, we utilize the variational character-
ization of eigenvalues to obtain

λmin(∇2Ln(ξ;θ])) ≥ 1

CK1n
min
‖v‖2=1

〈v,A>Av〉 −
〈v,A>(Aξ − ω])(Aξ − ω])>Av〉

‖Aξ − ω]‖22

=
1

CK1n
min
‖v‖2=1

‖Av‖22 −
〈Av,Aξ − ω]〉2

‖Aξ − ω]‖22
. (154)

Next, consider the orthogonal decomposition

ω] = Aξ0 + ω⊥,

whereAξ0 denotes an element in the column space of the random matrixA and ω⊥ is orthogonal
to the column space of A. Thus,

min
‖v‖2=1

‖Av‖22 −
〈Av,Aξ − ω]〉2

‖Aξ − ω]‖22
= min
‖v‖2=1

‖Av‖22 −
〈Av,A(ξ − ξ0)− ω⊥〉2

‖A(ξ − ξ0)‖22 + ‖ω⊥‖22

= min
‖v‖2=1

‖Av‖22 −
〈Av,A(ξ − ξ0)〉2

‖A(ξ − ξ0)‖22 + ‖ω⊥‖22
(i)
= min
‖v‖2=1

‖Av‖22 −
‖Av‖22 · ‖A(ξ − ξ0)‖22
‖A(ξ − ξ0)‖22 + ‖ω⊥‖22

, (155)

where step (i) follows by applying the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality. Now,

min
‖v‖2=1

‖Av‖22 −
‖Av‖22 · ‖A(ξ − ξ0)‖22
‖A(ξ − ξ0)‖22 + ‖ω⊥‖22

(i)

≥ n

2
· ‖ω⊥‖22
‖A(ξ − ξ0)‖22 + ‖ω⊥‖22

(ii)

≥ cK · n (156)
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where step (i) follows by re-arranging and subsequently utilizing event A′2 to lower bound the
term ‖Av‖2. Step (ii) follows by upper bounding the denominator using events A′2 and A′3 and
lower bounding the numerator by using the event A′1. Finally, combining the lower bound (154),
the equation (155), and the lower bound (156), we obtain

λmin(∇2Ln(ξ;θ])) ≥ cK .

The final step holds on the event A′1 ∩ A′2 ∩ A′3, which occurs with probability at least 1 −
Ce
−c′K1,K2

·n
.

B.2.3 Proof of Lemma 18

Recall the loss function L (9):

L(θ;θ],X,y) =
1√
n
‖ω(Xθ],y)−Xθ‖2,

which corresponds to setting

F (u,θ) =
1√
n
‖ω(Xθ],y)−u‖2, h(θ,θ]) = 0, and g(u,Xθ];y) =

1√
n
‖ω(Xθ],y)−u‖2.

Additionally, note that the convex conjugate is given by

g∗(v,Xθ];y) =

{
〈v, ω(Xθ],y)〉 if ‖v‖2 ≤ 1√

n
,

+∞ otherwise.

Substituting into the definition of the scalarized auxiliary loss Ln (see Definition 8), we obtain

Ln(α, µ, ν;θ]) =

(
1√
n
‖ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2 − ω]‖2 − ν

‖P⊥S]γd‖2√
n

)
+

.

Now, consider the shorthand
w = α · z1 + µ · z2 − ω],

and define the three events

E1 =
{ 1

n
|〈ν · γn,w〉| ≤

4ν

5
√
n
‖w‖2

}
, E2 =

{
‖γn‖22 ≥ 4n/5}, and E3 = {‖γd‖22 ≤ 36d/25}.

Next, apply Bernstein’s inequality to bound P{Ec1}, Hoeffding’s inequality to bound P{Ec2} and
P{Ec3}, and the union bound to obtain the inequality

P{E1 ∩ E2 ∩ E3} ≥ 1− 6e−cn.

Working on the intersection of these three events, we obtain

1√
n
‖ν · γn +w‖2 =

√
4ν2

5n
‖γn‖22 +

ν2

5n
‖γn‖22 +

1

n
〈ν · γn,w〉+

1

n
‖w‖22

≥

√
16ν2

25
+

4ν2

25
− 4ν

5
√
n
‖w‖2 +

1

n
‖w‖22 =

√
16ν2

25
+
(2ν

5
− ‖w‖2√

n

)2
≥ 4ν

5
.

Thus, we obtain

1√
n
‖ν · γn +w‖2 − ν

‖P⊥S]γd‖2√
n

≥ 4ν

5
− 6ν

5
√
κ
≥ 0,
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where the last inequality holds for κ ≥ C with C a large enough constant. Summarizing, we
see that

1√
n
‖ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2 − ω]‖2 − ν

‖P⊥S]γd‖2√
n

≥ 0,

whence

Ln(α, µ, ν;θ]) =
1√
n
‖ν · γn + α · z1 + µ · z2 − ω]‖2 − ν

‖P⊥S]γd‖2√
n

as desired.

B.2.4 Proof of Lemma 19

Recall the three events (143). We prove each part of the lemma in turn.

Proof of part (a): First, expand the norm to obtain

1√
n
‖(In −A(A>A)−1A>)ω(Xθ],y)‖2 =

√
1

n
‖ω]‖22 −

1

n
(A>ω])>(A>A)−1(A>ω]).

Now, on the event A1, we obtain the sandwich relation

AL ≤
√

1

n
‖ω]‖22 −

1

n
(A>ω])>(A>A)−1(A>ω]) ≤ AU ,

where we have let

AL =

√
1

n
‖ω]‖22 −

1 + Cε/2

n2
‖Aω]‖22 =

√
1

n
‖ω]‖22 −

1 + Cε/2

n2
(〈γn,ω]〉2 + 〈z1,ω]〉2 + 〈z2,ω]〉2)

AU =

√
1

n
‖ω]‖22 −

1− Cε/2
n2

‖Aω]‖22 =

√
1

n
‖ω]‖22 −

1− Cε/2
n2

(〈γn,ω]〉2 + 〈z1,ω]〉2 + 〈z2,ω]〉2),

where the last equality in both lines follows by recalling thatA>ω] = [〈z1,ω]〉, 〈z2,ω]〉, 〈γn,ω]〉].
On the event A2 ∩ A3, we obtain

AL
(i)

≥
√

(E{Ω2} − (E{Z1Ω})2 − (E{Z2Ω})2 − CK1ε
(ii)

≥
√

(E{Ω2} − (E{Z1Ω})2 − (E{Z2Ω})2−CK1,K2 ·ε.

Specifically, step (i) holds since by Assumption 1, max {E{Z1Ω},E{Z1Ω}} ≤
√

E{Ω2} ≤ CK1.
Step (ii) follows since by Assumption 2, the first term on the RHS is at least K2. Proceeding
similarly, we obtain the upper bound

AU ≤
√

(E{Ω2} − (E{Z1Ω})2 − (E{Z2Ω})2 + CK1,K2ε.

Putting the pieces together, we see that on the event A1 ∩ A2 ∩ A3,∣∣∣ 1√
n
‖(In −A(A>A)−1A>) · ω(Xθ],y)‖2 −

√
(E{Ω2} − (E{Z1Ω})2 − (E{Z2Ω})2

∣∣∣ ≤ CK1,K2ε,

as claimed.

90



Proof of part (b): From Wainwright (2019, Theorem 6.1), we directly have P{A1} ≥ 1 −
Ce−cnε

2
. Next, recall for convenience the other two events

A2 =
{ 1

n2
|〈γn,ω]〉|2 ∨

∣∣∣ 1

n2
〈z1,ω]〉2 − (E{Z1Ω})2

∣∣∣ ∨ ∣∣∣ 1

n2
〈z2,ω]〉2 − (E{Z2Ω})2

∣∣∣ ≤ CK1 · ε
}
,

and

A3 =
{∣∣∣ 1
n
‖ω]‖22 − E{Ω2}

∣∣∣ ≤ CK1 · ε
}
.

Next, recall that by Assumption 1, we have the bound ‖ω]‖ψ2 ≤ K1. Thus, we apply Bernstein’s
inequality to obtain

P
{∣∣∣ 1
n
〈z1,ω]〉 − E{Z1Ω}

∣∣∣ ≥ CK1 · ε
}
≤ 2e−cnε

2
.

Consequently, with probability at least 1− 2e−cnε
2
,∣∣∣ 1

n2
〈z1,ω]〉2 − (E{Z1Ω})2

∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣ 1
n
〈z1,ω]〉 − E{Z1Ω}

∣∣∣ · ∣∣∣ 1
n
〈z1,ω]〉+ E{Z1Ω}

∣∣∣ (i)

≤ CK1 · ε,

where step (i) additionally used the fact that E{Z1Ω} ≤ CK1 . Bounding the other terms
similarly and applying a union bound, we obtain P{A2} ≥ 1 − 6e−cnε

2
. Finally, we apply

Bernstein’s inequality once more to obtain the inequality P{A3} ≥ 1− 2e−cnε
2
.

B.2.5 Proof of Lemma 20

Set CK1 to be a sufficiently large positive constant depending only on K1. For any R ≥ CK1 ,
that may only depend on K1, we note the following characterization:

min
ξ∈P(B2(R))

Ln(ξ;θ]) = min
ξ∈P(B2(R))

inf
τ>0

τ

2
+

1

2τn
‖Aξ − ω(Xθ],y)‖22 − 〈vn, ξ〉

= inf
τ>0

min
ξ∈P(B2(R))

τ

2
+

1

2τn
‖Aξ − ω(Xθ],y)‖22 − 〈vn, ξ〉, (157)

where the second equality follows on event A′1 (152), which holds with probability
1−C exp(−cK1,K2n) and implies that the infimum over τ is achieved. This proves the part (a)
of the lemma.

Next, we prove part (b). To do this, consider the unconstrained minimization in (157) over
ξ ∈ R3. Note that this admits the unique minimizer

ξn(τ) = (A>A)−1A>ω(Xθ],y) + τ · n · (A>A)−1vn.

Substituting this value into the RHS of the optimization problem (157) yields

min
ξ∈R3)

Ln(ξ;θ]) = inf
τ>0

τ

2
+

1

2τn
‖Aξn(τ)− ω(Xθ],y)‖22 − 〈vn, ξn(τ)〉

= inf
τ>0

1

2τn
‖(In −A(A>A)−1A>)ω(Xθ],y)‖22 +

τ

2
(1− n · v>n (A>A)−1vn)

− v>n (A>A)−1Aω(Xθ],y). (158)

Consider the events

A′′1 = {‖P⊥S]γd‖
2
2 ≤ 36d/25} and A′′2 =

{
(1− c′)I3 �

1

n
A>A � (1 + c′)I3

}
.
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Apply Bernstein’s inequality to obtain P{A′′1} ≥ 1−2e−cn and apply Wainwright (2019, Theorem
6.1) to obtain P{A′′2} ≥ 1− 2e−cn. On the event A′′1 ∩ A′′2, note that

1− n · v>n (A>A)−1vn ≥ 1− (1 + c′/2)‖vn‖22 ≥ 1− (1 + c′/2) · 6

5κ
> c′′ > 0,

where in the last inequality we used κ > C. Thus, on the event A′1 ∩A′′1 ∩A′′2, the optimization
problem (158) admits the unique minimizer

τn =

1√
n
‖(In −A(A>A)−1A>) · ω(Xθ],y)‖2√

1− n · v>n (A>A)−1vn
.

We have thus far shown that ξn(τn) is the unique minimizer of

min
ξ∈R3

Ln(ξ;θ]). (159)

But, recalling the event (149), we note that ‖ξn(τn) − ξgor‖2 ≤ C ′K1
ε with probability at least

1−Ce−cnε2 . On this event, using triangle inequality in conjunction with the fact that ‖ξgor‖2 ≤
C ′′K1

by Assumption 1 and κ > C, yields the inequality ‖ξn(τn)‖2 ≤ CK1 for a positive constant
CK1 depending only on K1. Therefore, the minimizer of equation (159) remains ξn(τn) even if
we constrain ‖ξ‖2 ≤ R, provided R ≥ CK1 . To finish the proof, recall by Definition 9 that since
ξ = ξ(θ), we have ‖ξ‖2 = ‖θ‖2.

B.3 Establishing growth conditions for first-order methods

In this subsection, we prove Lemma 4. Note that the events in this section are unrelated to
events defined in Section B.2. Also note that universal constants, as well as those depending
on K1 may change from line to line. Now, recall from equation (63) that Ln can be written as

Ln(α, µ, ν) =
α2 + µ2 + ν2

2
− (αα] + µβ]) +

2η

n
· 〈ω(Xθ],y), νγn + αz1 + µz2〉

− 2ην

n
· ‖P⊥S]γd‖2 · ‖ω(Xθ],y)‖2.

Note that the 1-strong convexity claimed in part (b) of the lemma is evident from the expression
above, so we focus our attention on proving part (a) in the next subsection.

B.3.1 Proof of Lemma 4(a)

Evidently, Ln (63) is strongly convex and continuously differentiable. The optimizers are given
by the first order conditions

αn = α] − 2η

n
· 〈z1, ω(Xθ],y)〉 (160a)

µn = β] − 2η

n
· 〈z2, ω(Xθ],y)〉 (160b)

νn =
2η

n
· 〈γn, ω(Xθ],y)〉+

2η

n
· ‖P⊥S]γd‖2 · ‖ω(Xθ],y)‖2. (160c)

Now, consider the events

A1 =
{∣∣∣ 1
n
〈γn, ω(Xθ],y)〉

∣∣∣∨∣∣∣ 1
n
〈z1, ω(Xθ],y)〉−E{Z1Ω}

∣∣∣∨∣∣∣ 1
n
〈z2, ω(Xθ],y)〉−E{Z2Ω}

∣∣∣ ≤ CK1 ·ε
}
,

and

A2 =
{∣∣∣ 1√

n
‖P⊥S]γd‖2 − κ

−1/2
∣∣∣ ∨ ∣∣∣ 1√

n
‖ω(Xθ],y)‖2 −

√
E{Ω2}

∣∣∣ ≤ CK1 · ε},
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and apply Bernstein’s inequality to obtain the bound P{A1 ∩ A2} ≥ 1 − 10e−cnmin{ε2,ε}. Con-
sequently, on the event A1 ∩ A2, we obtain

P{‖[αn, µn, νn]− [αgor, µgor, νgor]‖∞ ≤ CK1 · ε} ≥ 1− 20e−cnmin{ε2,ε}

Additionally, substitute the empirical minimizers (160) into the loss Ln (63) to obtain

Ln(αn, µn, νn) = −1

2
· (α2

n + µ2
n + ν2

n).

Next, recall from Lemma 4 the constant

L̄ = −1

2
· ((αgor)2 + (µgor)2 + (νgor)2).

We also claim that αgor∨µgor∨νgor ≤ CK1 ; this can be verified from Definition 12, and applying
the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality in conjunction with the assumed bounds α], β] ≤ 3/2.

Combining the pieces, note that on the event A1 ∩ A2 we obtain

|Ln(αn, µn, νn)− L̄| ≤ CK1 · ε
2

(
|αn + αgor|+ |µn + µgor|+ |νn + νgor|

)
≤ C ′K1

· ε,

as desired.

C Auxiliary proofs for general results, part (b)

We state and prove two technical lemmas; the first is used throughout Section 8 and the second
provides some basic properties about the initial point θ0.

Lemma 21. Let n and d be positive integers such that n ≥ 2d. Additionally, let x1, . . . ,xn
iid∼

N (0, Id) and let Σ =
∑n

i=1 xix
>
i . Then, there exists a universal positive constant C such that

for all integers p where 1 ≤ p < n−d−1
2 , we have

E
{
‖Σ−1‖pop

}
≤
(
C

n

)p
.

Proof. We begin by noting that ‖Σ−1‖pop = λmin(Σ)−p. Our strategy is to truncate λmin(Σ) at
the level An, for a constant A > 0 to be chosen later, and decompose

E
{
λmin(Σ)−p

}
= E

{
λmin(Σ)−p1{λmin(Σ) ≤ An}

}
+ E

{
λmin(Σ)−p1{λmin(Σ) ≥ An}

}
.

(161)

For ease of notation, we will denote the two terms in the above decomposition by

T1 = E
{
λmin(Σ)−p1{λmin(Σ) ≤ An}

}
T2 = E

{
λmin(Σ)−p1{λmin(Σ) ≥ An}

}
,

and handle each term in turn.

Bounding the term T1. We write explicitly:

E
{
λmin(Σ)−p1{λmin(Σ) ≤ An}

}
=

∫ An

0
t−pfλmin

(t)dt,

∫ An

0
t−pfλmin

(t)dt
(i)

≤
2
n−d−1

2 Γ(n+1
2 )

Γ(d2)Γ(n− d+ 1)

∫ An

0
t−pt

1
2

(n−d−1)dt
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(ii)
=

2
n−d−1

2 Γ(n+1
2 )(

1
2(n− d+ 1)− p

)
Γ(d2)Γ(n− d+ 1)

(An)
1
2

(n−d−1)−p+1

(iii)

≤ 8(A)
1
2

(n−d+1)−p

Γ(n− d+ 1)
nn−d−p

(iv)

≤ 8

2e

(
1

4e2n

)p
.

Step (i) follows by applying Chen and Dongarra (2005, Lemma 3.3) to upper bound the density
fλmin

(t). Step (ii) follows by noting that (n − d − 1)/2 − p > 0 and evaluating the integral

exactly. Step (iii) from the inequality Γ(d2)
(
n
2

) 1
2

(n−d+1)
> Γ(n+1

2 ) (see the proof of Chen and
Dongarra (2005, Lemma 4.1)) and the fact that n− d+ 1 ≥ n/2. Step (iv) follows by utilizing
Stirling’s inequality for the Gamma function and setting A = (4e2)−1. Summarizing, we have
shown

E
{
λmin(Σ)−p1{λmin(Σ) ≤ An}

}
≤ 8

2e

(
1

4e2n

)p
, (162)

where A = (4e2)−1.

Bounding the term T2. Note that the function t 7→ t−p is decreasing for p > 0. Conse-
quently,

E
{
λmin(Σ)−p1{λmin(Σ) ≥ An}

}
≤
(

1

An

)p
Pr {λmin(Σ) ≥ An} ≤

(
4e2

n

)p
. (163)

The result follows immediately upon combining the decomposition (161) along with the
upper bound on term T1 (162) the upper bound on term T2 (163).

D Auxiliary technical results for specific models

We begin by proving the four corollaries for one-step updates from Theorems 1 and 2, and then
proceed to proofs of Fact 1 and the technical lemmas stated in Section 9.1.

D.1 Proof of Corollary 1

We evaluate the Gordon updates explicitly and verify Assumptions 1 and 2. The corollary then
follows by invoking Theorem 1. Note that in this case, we have ω(x, y) = sgn(x) · y, so that

Ω = sgn(αZ1 + βZ2) · (|Z1|+ σZ3) .

D.1.1 Evaluating Gordon state evolution update

Let us begin by evaluating the three expectations that appear in the claimed Gordon update
in Definition 1. Clearly, we have

E[Ω2] = E (|Z1|+ σZ3) = 1 + σ2. (164)

Since Z3 is independent of the pair (Z1, Z2), we also have

E[Z1Ω] = E[sgn(αZ1 + βZ2) · sgn(Z1) · Z2
1 ] and E[Z2Ω] = E[sgn(αZ1 + βZ2) · |Z1| · Z2].
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We evaluate these expectations by first transforming into polar coordinates. Let Z1 = R cos Φ
and Z2 = R sin Φ, where R is a χ-random variable with 2 degrees of freedom and the random
variable Ψ ∼ Unif([0, 2π]) is drawn independently. The first expectation can then be written as

E[Z1Ω] = E
[
sgn(α cos(Ψ) + β sin(Ψ)) sgn(cos(Ψ))R2 cos2(Ψ)

]
= E

[
sgn(cos(Ψ) · cos(Ψ− φ))R2 cos2(Ψ)

]
,

where we have used the fact that tanφ = β/α. Evaluating the final expectation explicitly, we
obtain

E[Z1Ω] = E[R2] ·
(

1

2π

∫ 2π

0
sgn(cos(ψ) · cos(ψ − φ)) cos2(ψ)dψ

)
(i)
=

1

π

(
π − 4

∫ π/2+φ

π/2
cos2 ψdψ

)
= 1− 1

π
(2φ− sin(2φ)), (165)

where step (i) follows from noting that sgn(cos(ψ) · cos(ψ− φ)) = 1 for all ψ ∈ [0, π/2]∪ [π/2 +
φ, 3π/2] ∪ [3π/2 + φ, 2π]. Proceeding similarly for the second expectation, we have

E[Z2Ω] = E
[
sgn(cos(Ψ) · cos(Ψ− φ))R2 cos(Ψ) sin(Ψ)

]
=

1

π

∫ 2π

0
sgn(cos(ψ) · cos(ψ − φ)) cos(ψ) sin(ψ)dψ =

2

π
sin2(φ). (166)

Putting together equations (164), (165), and (166) with Definition 1, some straightforward
calculation yields the Gordon state evolution update (33).

D.1.2 Verifying assumptions

To verify Assumption 1, note that Ω2 ≤ 2Z2
1 + 2σ2Z2

3 , so that E[exp(Ω2/(2 + 2σ2)] ≤ 1. Thus,
we have ‖Ω‖ψ2 ≤ 2(1 + σ2). To verify Assumption 2, note that from the calculations above,

E[Ω2]− (E[Z1Ω])2 − (E[Z2Ω])2 = 1 + σ2 −
(

1− 1

π
(2φ− sin(2φ))

)2

− 4

π2
sin4 φ ≥ σ2,

where the final inequality can be verified for each 0 ≤ φ ≤ π/2.

D.2 Proof of Corollary 2

In this case, we evaluate the expectations and verify Assumption 1, and the result follows by
invoking Theorem 2. We have ω = x− sgn(x) · y, so that

Ω = αZ1 + βZ2 − sgn(αZ1 + βZ2) · (|Z1|+ σZ3) .

D.2.1 Evaluating Gordon state evolution update

Note the definition of Ω in conjunction with equations (165) and (166), and Remark 1. Per-
forming some straightforward algebra using Definition 2(b) yields the Gordon updates (37).

D.2.2 Verifying Assumption 1

We have the upper bound

Ω2 ≤ 2(1 + α2)Z2
1 + 2β2Z2 + 2σ2Z2

3 ,

so that E[exp(Ω2/(2α2 + 2β2 + 2σ2 + 2)] ≤ 1. Thus, we have

‖Ω‖ψ2 ≤ 2(α2 + β2 + σ2 + 1) ≤ 2(10 + σ2),

where the final inequality is a consequence of the assumption α ∨ β ≤ 3/2.
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D.3 Proof of Corollary 3

We evaluate the Gordon state evolution update explicitly, and verify Assumptions 1 and 2. The
corollary then follows by invoking Theorem 1. In this case, we have ω(x, y) = sgn(yx) · y, so
that

Ω = sgn(αZ1 + βZ2) · sgn(Q · Z1 + σZ3) · (Q · Z1 + σZ3) .

Here Q is a Rademacher random variable.

D.3.1 Evaluating Gordon state evolution update

An immediate calculation yields E[Ω2] = 1 + σ2. We now claim that the following equalities
characterize the remaining two expectations:

E [Z1Ω] = 1− 2

π
tan−1

(√
ρ2 + σ2 + ρ2σ2

)
+

2

π

√
ρ2 + σ2 + ρ2σ2

1 + ρ2
, and (167)

E [Z2Ω] =
2

π

ρ
√
ρ2 + σ2 + σ2ρ2

1 + ρ2
, (168)

where we recall the notation ρ = β/α. Taking this claim as given, combining it with Definition 1,
and performing some algebra yields the Gordon state evolution update (42). It remains to
establish the two equalities. We prove claim (167) below; the proof of claim (168) is similar and
omitted for brevity.

Proof of equation (167): Note that

E [Z1Ω] = E [Z1 · sgn(αZ1 + βZ2) · sgn(QZ1 + σZ3) · (QZ1 + σZ3)]

(i)
= E [Z1 · sgn(αZ1 + βZ2) · |Z1 + σZ3|] .

In step (i), we multiplied the expression by Q2 = 1 and used the fact that Z3
(d)
= QZ3. To

compute this expectation tractably, we use a change of variables. Let Z ′ = αZ1+βZ2√
α2+β2

and write

Z1 =
α√

α2 + β2
Z ′ +

β√
α2 + β2

Z̃,

where Z̃ is a standard Gaussian independent of the tuple (Z ′, Z3). Finally, define the following
standard Gaussian variate that is independent of Z ′:

Z ′′ =

(
β2

α2 + β2
+ σ2

)−1/2
(

β√
α2 + β2

· Z̃ + σZ3

)
,

and use σ =
√

β2

α2+β2 + σ2 to denote the normalization constant. Substituting above, we obtain

E [Z1Ω] =
α√

α2 + β2
· E

[
|Z ′| ·

∣∣∣∣∣ α√
α2 + β2

Z ′ + σZ ′′

∣∣∣∣∣
]

+
β√

α2 + β2
· E

[
Z̃ · sgn(Z ′) ·

∣∣∣∣∣ α√
α2 + β2

Z ′ + σZ ′′

∣∣∣∣∣
]

=
α√

α2 + β2
· E

[
|Z ′| ·

∣∣∣∣∣ α√
α2 + β2

Z ′ + σZ ′′

∣∣∣∣∣
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
T1
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+
β2

σ · (α2 + β2)
· E

[
Z ′′ · sgn(Z ′) ·

∣∣∣∣∣ α√
α2 + β2

Z ′ + σZ ′′

∣∣∣∣∣
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
T2

We may now use polar coordinates to compute the two expectations; write Z ′ = R cos Ψ and
Z ′′ = R sin Ψ. Let λ = tan−1(σ

√
1 + ρ2) for convenience, so that

α√
α2 + β2

Z ′ + σZ ′′ =
√

1 + σ2 ·R cos(Ψ− λ).

Evaluating term T1: We have

T1 =
√

1 + σ2 · E[R2] ·
(

1

2π

∫ 2π

0
| cos(ψ) · cos(ψ − λ)|dψ

)
(i)
=

√
1 + σ2

π
· ((π − 2λ) cosλ+ 2 sinλ) ,

where step (i) follows from evaluating the integral explicitly, noting that cos(ψ) · cos(ψ − λ) is
nonnegative except in the range (π/2, π/2 + λ) ∪ (3π/2, 3π/2 + λ).
Evaluating term T2: We have

T2 =
√

1 + σ2 · E[R2] ·
(

1

2π

∫ 2π

0
sin(ψ) · sgn(cos(ψ)) · | cos(ψ − λ)|dψ

)
(i)
=
√

1 + σ2 ·
(
π − 2λ

π

)
· sinλ,

where once again, step (i) follows from evaluating the integral explicitly, noting that cos(ψ) ·
cos(ψ − λ) is nonnegative except in the range (π/2, π/2 + λ) ∪ (3π/2, 3π/2 + λ).
Putting together the pieces: Since λ = tan−1(σ

√
1 + ρ2), we have

sinλ =

√
ρ2 + σ2 + ρ2σ2

√
1 + σ2 ·

√
1 + ρ2

and cosλ =
1

√
1 + σ2 ·

√
1 + ρ2

.

Consequently,

E[Z1Ω] =

(
π − 2λ

π

)
· 1

1 + ρ2
+

2

π
·
√
ρ2 + σ2 + ρ2σ2

1 + ρ2
+

(
π − 2λ

π

)
· ρ2

1 + ρ2

= 1− 2λ

π
+

2

π
·
√
ρ2 + σ2 + ρ2σ2

1 + ρ2
,

as claimed.

D.3.2 Verifying assumptions

To verify Assumption 1, note that Ω2 ≤ 2Z2
1 + 2σ2Z2

3 , so that E[exp(Ω2/(2 + 2σ2)] ≤ 1.
Consequently ‖Ω‖ψ2 ≤ 2(1 + σ2). To verify Assumption 2, note from the calculations above
that

E[Ω2]− (E[Z1Ω])2 − (E[Z2Ω])2 = 1− (1−Aσ(ρ) +Bσ(ρ))2 − [ρBσ(ρ)]2 + σ2 := H(ρ),

where Aσ(ρ) and Bσ(ρ) were defined in equation (41). Note that H ′(ρ) =
4ρ(ρ2(ρ2+2)+σ2)(π−2 tan−1(

√
ρ2(ρ2+2)+σ2)

π2(ρ2+1)2
√
ρ2(ρ2+2)+σ2

≥ 0, so that H(ρ) ≥ H(0) = σ2.

D.4 Proof of Corollary 4

We evaluate the various expectations and verify Assumption 1. The corollary then follows by
invoking Theorem 2. In this case, we have ω(x, y) = x− sgn(yx) · y, so that

Ω = αZ1 + βZ2 − sgn(αZ1 + βZ2) · sgn(Q · Z1 + σZ3) · (Q · Z1 + σZ3) .

Here Q is a Rademacher random variable.
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D.4.1 Evaluating Gordon state evolution update

Note the definition of Ω in conjunction with equations (167) and (168), and Remark 1. Per-
forming some straightforward algebra using Definition 2(b) yields the Gordon updates (46).

D.4.2 Verifying Assumption 1

As in the previous subgradient update, we have the upper bound Ω2 ≤ 2(1 + α2)Z2
1 + 2β2Z2 +

2σ2Z2
3 , so that E[exp(Ω2/(2α2 + 2β2 + 2σ)] ≤ 1. Thus, we have ‖Ω‖ψ2 ≤ 2(α2 + β2 + σ2).

D.5 Proof of Fact 1

Let us begin by restating the population update for alternating minimization as applied to
phase retrieval:

αpop = 1− 1

π
(2φ− sin(2φ)) and βpop =

2

π
sin2(φ).

We refer to these as the F and G maps respectively and let Spop denote the population state
evolution operator. In order to prove the desired fact, it suffices to verify that Spop is G-faithful,
and to prove upper and lower bounds on its one-step convergence.

Verifying G-faithfulness: This follows directly from the G-faithfulness of the Sgor update,
since F = F and G ≤ G.

Upper bound on one-step convergence: First, note that G(α, β) ≤ 4
π2φ

4. On the other
hand, equation (112) yields

(1− F (α, β))2 ≤ 16

9π2
φ6.

Putting together the pieces, we have

[d(Spop(ζ))]2 = [G(α, β)]2 + (1− F (α, β))2 ≤ β4 ≤
{
β2 + (1− α)2

}2
,

where the first inequality is a result of noting that φ ≤ β/α and α ≥ 0.55.

Lower bound on two-step convergence: Moving now to the lower bound, let us compute
two steps of the Gordon update, letting F+ = F 2(α, β) and G+ = G2(α, β). Analogously, we
let F = F (α, β) and G = G(α, β), and use φ+ = tan−1(G/F ) to denote the angle after one step
of the Gordon update. Recall that tanφ = β/α. We have

G2
+ =

4

π2
· sin4 φ+ =

4G4

π2(F 2 +G2)2
≥ 4π2

(π2 + 4)2
·G4 >

G4

5
,

where the penultimate inequality uses the fact that F ≤ 1 and G ≤ 2/π, guaranteed by one

step of the Gordon update. For the F component, equation (113) yields π2(1 − F+)2 ≥ G6

8 .
Furthermore, we have (1− F )4 . β12 . G6, so that putting together the pieces yields

G2
+ + (1− F+)2 ≥ G4

5
+ c(1− F )4 ≥ c′ ·

{
G2 + (1− F )2

}2
,

where the last step follows because (A+B)κ ≤ 2κ(Aκ +Bκ) for any positive scalars (A,B) and
κ ≥ 1. Taking square roots completes the proof.

Remark 5. The claimed quadratic convergence holds in a region much larger than the good
region GPR. Indeed, it is straightforward to show that tan−1(G/F ) ≤ 2

π ·
(
tan−1(β/α)

)2
, showing

that the angle converges quadratically fast, globally for any φ < π/2.
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D.6 Proof of Lemma 10

Since the lemma consists of several parts, we prove each in turn.

D.6.1 Proof of part (a)

Since the maps F0 and F coincide, we have F0(α, β) = 1− 2φ−sin(2φ)
π , which is a non-increasing

function of φ. Evaluating it at φ = {0, π/2}, we obtain 0 ≤ F0(α, φ) ≤ 1. Next, note that

sinx ≥ x− x3

3! for x ≥ 0 to obtain

F0(α, β) = 1− 2φ− sin(2φ)

π
≥ 1− 4

3π
φ3.

Finally, using the fact that sinx ≤ x− x3

3! + x5

5! for x ≥ 0, we have that for ρ ≤ 1/5,

1− F0(α, β) =
2φ− sin(2φ)

π
≥ 2

5
φ3.

Here the final inequality uses the fact that 2φ ≤ 2ρ ≤ 2/5.

D.6.2 Proof of part (b)

Introduce the change of variables ζ = π/2− φ = tan−1(α/β). We have

F0(α, β) = F (α, β) =
2ζ + sin 2ζ

π

(i)

≥ 4ζ

π
− 4ζ3

3π

(ii)

≥ 4

π

(
α

β

)
− 8

3π

(
α

β

)3

where in step (i), we have used the fact that sinx ≥ x − x3

3! and in step (ii) we have used the

Taylor expansion of the tan−1 function to conclude that x− x3

3 ≤ tan−1 x ≤ x. Now using the
facts that α/β ≤ 1/2 and β ≤ 1, respectively, we have

F (α, β) ≥ 10

3π

(
α

β

)
> 1.06 · α

as desired.

D.6.3 Proof of part (c)

Consider the map f : (ρ, σ) 7→ 1 − Aσ(ρ) + Bσ(ρ), and note that ∂f
∂σ = 1

π ·
σ

(2σ2+2)
√
ρ2+σ2+ρ2σ2

,

which is non-negative for each ρ, σ ≥ 0. Thus Fσ is non-decreasing in σ for each ρ, i.e., for each
(α, β) pair.

Also note that ∂f
∂ρ = − 1

π ·
(σ2+2)+σ2/ρ2

2(ρ2+1)2
√
ρ2+σ2+ρ2σ2

which is non-positive for each ρ, σ ≥ 0. Thus,

Fσ(α, β) ≤ 1−Aσ(0) +Bσ(0) = 1 +
2

π
(σ − tan−1(σ)) ≤ 1 +

2σ3

3π
,

where the final inequality uses tan−1 x ≥ x− x3/3.

D.6.4 Proof of part (d)

Note that we can simplify Gσ(α, β) =
√

[ρBσ(ρ)]2 · κ−2
κ−1 + 1

κ−1 (1 + σ2 − [Fσ(α, β)]2), from

which the lower bound follows immediately. To prove the upper bound, note that

Gσ(α, β) ≤
√

[ρBσ(ρ)]2 · κ− 2

κ− 1
+

σ2

κ− 1
+

(1 + Fσ(α, β))

κ− 1
(169)
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≤

√
[ρBσ(ρ)]2 +

σ2

κ− 1
+

1

κ− 1
·
(

1 +
σ3

3π

)
, (170)

where the second step follows since Fσ(α, β) ≤ 1 + 2σ3

3π , as proved in the previous part. Now
note that a straightforward calculation yields that for all ρ ≥ 0, we have

ρBσ(ρ) ≤ 2

π

√
1 + σ2.

Noting that σ ≤ 1/2, and choosing κ ≥ C for a large constant C, we have

Gσ(α, β) ≤
√

5

π2
+ 0.2 ≤ 0.8.

D.6.5 Proof of part (e)

We have

[G0(α, β)]2 =
κ− 2

κ− 1
· 4

π2
· sin4 φ+

1

κ− 1
· (1− [F0(α, β)]2)

≤ 4

π2
φ4 +

1

κ− 1
(1− F (α, β))(1 + F (α, β))

≤ 4

π2
φ4 +

8φ3

3π(κ− 1)

≤ φ3

10
. (171)

Here the penultimate inequality makes use of parts (a) and (c) of the lemma to conclude that

1 − F (α, β) ≤ 4φ3

3π and 1 + F (α, β) ≤ 2, respectively. The last line follows since κ ≥ C and
φ ≤ 1/5.

D.6.6 Proof of part (f)

By definition of the maps, performing some algebra yields

[gσ(α, β)]2 =
κ− 2

κ− 1
· [ρBσ(ρ)]2 +

1

κ

{
(α− Fσ(α, β))2 + (β − ρBσ(ρ))2 + 1− [Fσ(α, β)]2 + σ2

}
≤ [Gσ(α, β)]2 +

1

κ

{
(α− Fσ(α, β))2 + (β − ρBσ(ρ))2

}
, (172)

Using the numeric inequality (a+ b)2 ≤ 2a2 + 2b2 twice, we obtain

(α− Fσ(α, β))2 + (β − ρBσ(ρ))2 ≤ 2(1− α)2 + 2β2 + 2(1− Fσ(α, β))2 + 2[ρBσ(ρ)]2,

and combining the pieces completes the proof of the upper bound.

To prove the lower bound, note that

κ− 2

κ− 1
·[ρBσ(ρ)]2+

1

κ

{
(α− Fσ(α, β))2 + (β − ρBσ(ρ))2 + 1− [Fσ(α, β)]2 + σ2

}
≥ κ− 1

κ
·[Gσ(α, β)]2.
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D.6.7 Proof of part (g)

Combining the fact that Gσ(α, β) =
√
ρ2Bσ(ρ)2 · κ−2

κ−1 + 1
κ−1 (1 + σ2 − [Fσ(α, β)]2) with the

inequalities Fσ(α, β) ≤ 1+ 2σ3

3π and σ ≤ 1/2, the lower bound on Gσ
Fσ

follows from straightforward
calculation.

To prove the upper bound, begin by noting that since 1− Fσ(α, β) ≤ 4φ3

3π , we have

Gσ(α, β) ≤

√
ρ2Bσ(ρ)2 +

σ2

κ− 1
+

8φ3

3π(κ− 1)
·
(

1 +
σ3

3π

)
.

We now use the fact that φ ≤ ρ, and that φ ≤ 1.12 for all ρ ≤ 2. In conjunction with the
assumption σ ≤ 0.5, we obtain

Gσ(α, β) ≤ ρBσ(ρ) +
1.05ρ√
κ− 1

+
1.1σ√
κ− 1

where we have also used the inequality
√
a+ b+ c ≤

√
a +
√
b +
√
c, valid for any three non-

negative scalars (a, b, c). Using the definition Fσ(α, β) = 1−Aσ(ρ) +Bσ(ρ), we have

Gσ
Fσ
≤ ρ

(
1− 1−Aσ(ρ)

1 +Bσ(ρ)−Aσ(ρ)
+

1.05

Fσ ·
√
κ− 1

)
+

1.1σ

Fσ ·
√
κ− 1

≤ ρ
(

1− 1−Aσ(ρ)

1 +Bσ(ρ)−Aσ(ρ)
+

2.1√
κ− 1

)
+

2σ√
κ− 1

,

where in the final inequality, we have used the fact that Aσ(ρ) ≥ 0 for all ρ and Fσ ≥ F0 ≥ 0.56
for all ρ ≤ 2. Now note that if σ ≤ 0.5 and ρ ≤ 2, then a straightforward computation yields
that Aσ(ρ) ≤ 0.74 and Bσ(ρ) ≤ 0.4. Since 1 +Bσ(ρ)−Aσ(ρ) ≥ 0, we have 1−Aσ(ρ)

1+Bσ(ρ)−Aσ(ρ) ≥ 1/4.
Putting together the pieces yields

Gσ
Fσ
≤ ρ

(
0.75 +

2.1√
κ− 1

)
+

2σ√
κ− 1

≤ 4

5
· β
α

+
2σ√
κ− 1

,

where the final inequality uses the fact that κ ≥ C.

D.7 Proof of Lemma 11

Once again, we prove each part separately.

D.7.1 Proof of part (a)

By definition, we have Fσ(α, β) = Φ(ρ(α, β)) for a univariate. σ-dependent function Φ. By
chain rule, ∇Fσ(α, β) = Φ′(ρ) · ∇ρ(α, β). In addition, ∇ρ(α, β) = α−1 · (1,−ρ), so that
‖∇ρ(α, β)‖1 = α−1(1 + ρ). Differentiating the univariate function Φ, we obtain |Φ′(ρ)| =
2ρ
π ·

ρ2(2+σ2)+σ2

(1+ρ2)2·
√
ρ2(1+σ2)+σ2

. Thus, we have

‖∇Fσ(α, β)‖1 =
2ρ

πα
· ρ2(2 + σ2) + σ2√

ρ2(1 + σ2) + σ2
· (1 + ρ)

(1 + ρ2)2
=: α−1 · f(ρ).

We now claim that f(ρ) is non-decreasing in the interval [0, 0.25]. This claim directly yields
‖∇Fσ(α, β)‖1 ≤ α−1 · f(0.25) ≤ 1/2 for all α ≥ 0.5, ρ ≤ 0.25, and σ ≤ 1/2.

To prove that f is non-decreasing, note that a straightforward calculation yields

f ′(ρ) =
2(σ2 + (2 + σ2)ρ2)

π(1 + ρ2)2
√
σ2 + (1 + σ2)ρ2

·

[
1 + 2ρ− ρ2(1 + ρ)√

σ2 + (1 + σ2)ρ2
− 4ρ2(1 + ρ)

1 + ρ2

]
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+
8(2 + σ2)ρ2(1 + ρ)

π(1 + ρ2)2
√
σ2 + (1 + σ2)ρ2

. (173)

Since

ρ2(1 + ρ)√
σ2 + (1 + σ2)ρ2

≤ ρ(1 + ρ),

we have

1 + 2ρ− ρ2(1 + ρ)√
σ2 + (1 + σ2)ρ2

− 4ρ2(1 + ρ)

1 + ρ2
≥ 1 + ρ− 4ρ2 − 3ρ3 − ρ4

1 + ρ2
≥ 0. (174)

Here, the final inequality follows from the following argument: note that f̃ : ρ 7→ 1 + ρ −
4ρ2 − 3ρ3 − ρ4 is concave and thus on the interval [0, 0.25], it takes its minimizer at one of the
endpoints. Furthermore, min{f̃(0), f̃(0.25)} > 0.

D.7.2 Proof of part (b)

Writing Gσ(α, β) = Γ(ρ), note that

Γ(ρ) =

√
ρ2Bσ(ρ)2 · κ− 2

κ− 1
+

1

κ− 1
(1 + σ2 − [Φ(ρ)]2)

By Lemma 10(a), we have Φ(ρ) ≤ 1 + 2σ3

3π , and so we obtain

Γ(ρ) ≥

√√√√ρ2Bσ(ρ)2
κ− 2

κ− 1
+

1

κ− 1

(
1 + σ2 −

(
1 +

2σ3

3π

)2
)

≥

√
ρ2Bσ(ρ)2

κ− 2

κ− 1
+

σ2

2(κ− 1)
≥ ρBσ(ρ)

√
κ− 2

κ− 1
, (175)

where the first inequality holds since σ ≤ 0.5. Now, define the function

S(ρ) = [ρBσ(ρ)]2 +
1

κ− 1

(
1 + σ2 − (1−Aσ(ρ) +Bσ(ρ))2 − ρ2Bσ(ρ)2

)
,

and note that Γ(ρ) =
√
S(ρ) and Γ′(ρ) = S′(ρ)

2
√
S(ρ)

. We then have

‖∇Gσ(α, β)‖1 =
α−1

2
· |S

′(ρ)|√
S(ρ)

(1 + ρ)
(i)

≤ |S
′(ρ)|√
S(ρ)

(1 + ρ) =: T1 + T2, (176)

where step (i) follows since α ≥ 1/2, and we have let

T1 =
2(κ− 2)

(κ− 1)
√
S(ρ)

ρ(1 + ρ)Bσ(ρ)
(
Bσ(ρ) + ρB′σ(ρ)

)
(177a)

T2 =
2(1 + ρ)

(κ− 1)
√
S(ρ)

(1−Aσ(ρ) +Bσ(ρ))(B′σ(ρ)−A′σ(ρ)). (177b)

We will bound each of these terms in turn.
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Bounding the term T1 (177a). An explicit computation yields

T1 =
1√
S(ρ)

8(κ− 2)

π2(κ− 1)
ρ(1 + ρ)

2ρ2 + σ2 + σ2ρ2

(1 + ρ2)3

(i)

≤ 4

π

(1 + ρ)(2ρ2 + σ2(1 + ρ2))

(1 + ρ2)2
√
ρ2 + σ2(1 + ρ2)

, (178)

where step (i) follows by using the inequality (175). Now, define the function

a(ρ) :=
(1 + ρ)(2ρ2 + σ2(1 + ρ2))

(1 + ρ2)2
√
ρ2 + σ2(1 + ρ2)

,

so that the inequality (178) is equivalent to the inequality

T1 ≤
4

π
a(ρ).

Then, note that

a′(ρ) =
σ4(1− 2ρ6 − 3ρ5) + ρ4(3− 4ρ2 − 6σ2ρ2 − 6ρ− 9σ2ρ) + ρ4(1− 3σ4)

(1 + ρ2)3(ρ2 + σ2(1 + ρ2))3/2

+
ρ3(2− 6σ2 − 6σ4) + ρ2(6σ2) + ρ(3σ2 − 3σ4)

(1 + ρ2)3(ρ2 + σ2(1 + ρ2))3/2
≥ 0,

where the last inequality can be verified for all 0 ≤ ρ ≤ 1/4 and 0 ≤ σ ≤ 1/2. Thus, for all
0 ≤ σ ≤ 0.5, a(ρ) is an increasing function of ρ on the interval [0, 0.25]. Note also that the
function σ 7→ (aσ2 + 2d)/(c

√
aσ2 + d) is increasing for σ ≥ 0. Combining these pieces implies

that

T1 ≤
4

π
a(ρ)

(i)

≤ 0.962, (179)

where step (i) evaluated a with ρ = 0.25 and σ = 0.5.

Bounding the term T2 (177b). First, note that 1 − Aσ(ρ) + Bσ(ρ) = Φ(ρ) and B′σ(ρ) −
A′σ(ρ) = Φ′(ρ), so we have

T2 =
2Φ(ρ)|Φ′(ρ)|(1 + ρ)√

S(ρ)(κ− 1)

(i)

≤ 2

(
1 + 2σ3

3π

)
κ− 1

· |Φ
′(ρ)|(1 + ρ)√

S(ρ)

(ii)

≤ 4

(
1 + 2σ3

3π

)
κ− 1

2(2ρ2 + σ2(1 + ρ2))(1 + ρ)

π(1 + ρ2)(ρ2 + σ2(1 + ρ2))

≤
20
(

1 + 2σ3

3π

)
π(κ− 1)

, (180)

where step (i) follows from Lemma 10(a), step (ii) follows by computing Φ′(ρ) explicitly and

using the fact that the inequality (175) implies
√
S(ρ) ≥ ρBσ(ρ)

√
κ−2
κ−1 ≥

ρBσ(ρ)
2 . Under the

assumption κ ≥ C, we thus see that

T2 ≤ 0.018. (181)

Combining the upper bound on T1 (179), the upper bound on T2 (181), and the decomposi-
tion (176) yields

‖∇Gσ(α, β)‖1 ≤ 0.98

for all α ≥ 1/2 and ρ ≤ 1/4, as desired.
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D.7.3 Proof of part (c)

Let us establish the lemma for the map G; an identical argument also holds for the map g.
Recall that for all (α, β) we have [G(α, β)]2 = [G0(α, β)]2 + σ2

κ−1 . Taking a gradient of both sides
of the equation with respect to (α, β) yields

2 · [G(α, β)] · [∇G(α, β)] = 2 · [G0(α, β)] · [∇G0(α, β)],

so that∇G(α, β) = G0(α,β)
G(α,β) ·∇G0(α, β). Taking `1 norms on both sides and noting thatG(α, β) ≥

G0(α, β), we have ‖∇G(α, β)‖1 ≤ ‖∇G0(α, β)‖1, as desired.

D.7.4 Proof of part (d)

From equation (172) we see that for each (α, β) pair, the following relation holds:

[gσ(α, β)]2 = [Gσ(α, β)]2 +
1

κ

{
(α− Fσ(α, β))2 + (β − ρBσ(ρ))2

}
.

Taking gradients and then `1 norms on both sides, we have

2[gσ(α, β)] · ‖∇gσ(α, β)‖1
≤ 2[Gσ(α, β)] · ‖∇Gσ(α, β)‖1

+
2

κ
·
(
|α− Fσ(α, β)| · (1 + ‖∇Fσ(α, β)‖1) + |β − ρBσ(ρ)| · (1 + ‖∇α,βρBσ(ρ)‖1)

)
Noting that gσ(α, β) ≥ Gσ(α, β) ∨ |α−Fσ(α,β)|√

κ
∨ |β−ρBσ(ρ)|√

κ
, we have

‖∇gσ(α, β)‖1 ≤ ‖∇Gσ(α, β)‖1 +
1√
κ

(1 + ‖∇Fσ(α, β)‖1 + 1 + ‖∇ρBσ(ρ)‖1)

≤ ‖∇Gσ(α, β)‖1 +
1√
κ

(3 + ‖∇Fσ(α, β)‖1) ,

where we have used the shorthand ∇ρBσ(ρ) ≡ ∇α,β[ρBσ(ρ)], and the final inequality holds for
ρ ≤ 1/4 and σ ≤ 1/2, since

‖∇ρBσ(ρ)‖1 = (1 + ρ) ·

(√
ρ2 + σ2 + σ2ρ2

1 + ρ2
+

ρ2(1 + σ2)

(1 + ρ2)
√
ρ2 + σ2 + σ2ρ2

− 2ρ2
√
ρ2 + σ2 + σ2ρ2

(1 + ρ2)2

)

=
(1 + ρ) · 2ρ2

(1 + ρ2)2
√
ρ2 + σ2 + σ2ρ2

+
(1 + ρ) · σ2

(1 + ρ2)
√
ρ2 + σ2 + σ2ρ2

(i)

≤ 2ρ+ σ ≤ 1,

where step (i) follows by using the simple bounds (1 + ρ) ≤ (1 + ρ2)2 and
√
ρ2 + σ2 + σ2ρ2 ≥ ρ

to upper bound the first term and
√
ρ2 + σ2 + σ2ρ2 ≥ σ

√
1 + ρ2 to bound the second term.

The final inequality follows by using the fact that ρ ≤ 1/4 and σ ≤ 1/2.

D.8 Proof of Lemma 12

Let (αt, βt) := St(α0, β0). Owing to the G-faithfulness of S = (F ,G), we have (αt, βt) ∈ G for
all t ≥ 0. Furthermore, by assumption, the sequence {ζt = (αt, βt)}t≥0 satisfies, for all t ≥ 0,

‖ζt+1 − S(αt, βt)‖∞ ≤ ∆.

We now claim that for each t ≥ 0, we have

|αt+1 − αt+1| ∨ |βt+1 − βt+1| ≤ ∆ + (1− τ) ·
(
|αt − αt| ∨ |βt − βt|

)
. (182)
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Note that this claim immediately yields the desired result, since applying it iteratively for
t = 0, 1, . . . , k − 1 and using the fact that α0 = α0 and β0 = β0 yields

|αk − αk| ∨ |βk − βk| ≤
k−1∑
i=0

(1− τ)i ·∆ ≤ ∆

τ
.

It remains to prove claim (182), and we do so by induction.

Base case: The case t = 0 is clearly true, since α0 = α0 and β0 = β0.

Induction step: Suppose that the claim is true for all t ≤ k − 1, so that

|αk − αk| ∨ |βk − βk| ≤
k−1∑
i=0

(1− τ)i ·∆ ≤ ∆

τ
.

We must show that it holds for t = k. By triangle inequality, we have

|αk+1 − αk+1| ≤ |F (αk, βk)− F (αk, βk)|+ |F (αk, βk)− αk+1|.

Let αu := uαk + (1 − u)αk and define βu analogously. Let ζk = (αk, βk) and ζk = (αk, βk).
Since F is a continuously differentiable function of its arguments, a first order Taylor expansion
at ζk yields

|F (αk, βk)− F (αk, βk)| ≤ sup
0≤u≤1

|〈∇F (αu, βu), ζk − ζk〉|

≤ sup
0≤u≤1

‖∇F (αu, βu)‖1 · ‖ζk − ζk‖∞

≤ (1− τ) ·
(
|αk − αk| ∨ |βk − βk|

)
,

where the final inequality follows by using the fact that by the inductive hypothesis, |αk −
αk| ∨ |βk − βk| ≤ ∆/τ , whence (αu, βu) ∈ B∆/τ (G) for each 0 ≤ u ≤ 1 in conjunction with

the assumption ‖∇F (α, β)‖1 ≤ 1 − τ for all (α, β) ∈ B∆/τ (G). At the same time, we have
by assumption that F̄ (αk, βk) − αk+1 ≤ ∆. An identical argument holds for βk+1, and so this
completes the inductive step.

D.9 Proof of Lemma 13

Recall that α0/β0 ≥ 1
50
√
d

by assumption, and that

t0 = log1.05(50
√
d) + log55/54(10) + 2.

Also define the scalar t := log1.05(50
√
d) + 1, and given the iterates {αt, βt}t0t=0, define

T = inf

{
t
∣∣∣ αt
βt
≥ 1/2

}
and T0 = inf

{
t
∣∣∣ αt
βt
≥ 5

}
,

with the convention that each quantity is set to∞ if the condition is not met. Conditions (108a)
and (108b) with c = 1/100 yield

max
0≤t≤t0

|αt+1 − F (αt, βt)| ≤
1

100
√
d

and max
0≤t≤t0

|βt+1 −G(αt, βt)| ≤
1

100
.

(183)

We begin by noting that αt ≤ 3/2 for all 1 ≤ t ≤ t0. This is straightforward to establish:
note that it follows directly from condition C1 and the bound (183) for t = 1, and from that
point onward, by induction over t, applying condition C4 and the bound (183). The crux of the
lemma is the following claim.
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Claim 1. Under both settings (a) and (b) of the lemma, we have T
(i)

≤ t and T0

(ii)

≤ t0 − 1.

Taking the claim as given for the moment, we note that it suffices to show that
(αT0+1, βT0+1) ∈ G. Since T0 + 1 ≤ t0, we have

|αT0+1 − F (αT0 , βT0)| ∨ |βT0+1 −G(αT0 , βT0)| ≤ 1

100
, (184)

and by definition of T0, we have αT0/βT0 ≥ 5. Condition C4 yields the bounds

0.56 ≤ F (αT0 , βT0) ≤ 1.04, and
G(αT0 , βT0)

F (αT0 , βT0)
≤ 1/6.

Combining the first bound with the perturbation bound (184) yields 0.55 ≤ αT0+1 ≤ 1.05.
Moreover, we have

βT0+1

αT0+1
≤ G(αT0 , βT0) + 0.01

F (αT0 , βT0)− 0.01
≤ G(αT0 , βT0)

F (αT0 , βT0)
+

0.01

0.55
≤ 1/5.

Putting together the above two displays yields that (αT0+1, βT0+1) ∈ G, as desired. It remains
to prove Claim 1.

Proof of Claim 1(i): Note that by condition C1 and the initialization condition (guaranteed
by both Ia and Ib) that α0/β0 ≥ (50

√
d)−1, we have F (α0, β0) ≥ (50

√
d)−1, so that

α1 ≥ (50
√
d)−1 − (100

√
d)−1 = (100

√
d)−1.

We prove momentarily that under both settings (a) and (b) of the lemma and for all 1 ≤ t ≤ T ,

αt ≥ (1.05)t−1 · α1 and βt ≤ 1. (185)

Now suppose for the sake of contradiction that T > t, where we recall that t := log1.05(50
√
d)+1.

Putting together the above two displays, we have

αt ≥
50
√
d

100
√
d

= 1/2 and βt ≤ 1,

so that αt/βt ≥ 1/2. But this contradicts the fact that T > t and proves the theorem.
We prove claim (185) under two distinct settings (a) and (b) of the lemma. Both proceed

via induction.
Proof of claim (185), setting (a): To prove the base case t = 1, note that the α component

follows trivially. To handle β1, note that β1 ≤ G(α0, β0) + 0.01 ≤ 1, where the final inequality
follows from condition C5a.

For the induction hypothesis, suppose that αt ≥ (1.05)t · α1 ≥ 1
100
√
d
, and βt ≤ 1. Since

t ≤ T , we have αt/βt ≤ 1/2 by definition. Then condition C2 and equation (108a) together
yield

αt+1 ≥ F (αt, βt)−
1

100
√
d
≥ 1.06 · αt

βt
− 1

100
√
d
≥ 1.05αt ≥ (1.05)t · α1.

At the same time, condition C5a and equation (108a) together yield

βt+1 ≤ G(αt, βt) +
1

100
≤ 1.
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This completes the induction step.
Proof of claim (185), setting (b): Once again, for the base case t = 1, note that the α component

follows trivially. To handle β1, note that β1 ≤ G(α0, β0) + 0.01 ≤ 1, where the final inequality
follows from condition C5b and the initialization condition Ib.

For the induction hypothesis, suppose that αt ≥ (1.05)t · α1 ≥ 1
100
√
d
, and βt ≤ 1. Since

t ≤ T , we have αt/βt ≤ 1/2 by definition. Then condition C2 and equation (108a) together
yield

αt+1 ≥ F (αt, βt)−
1

100
√
d
≥ 1.06 · αt

βt
− 1

100
√
d
≥ 1.05αt ≥ (1.05)t · α1.

We also have F (αt, βt) ≤ 1.04 from condition C4, so that αt+1 ≤ 1.05. Consequently, we may
apply condition C5b and equation (108a) together, to yield

βt+1 ≤ G(αt, βt) +
1

100
≤ 1.

This completes the induction step.

Proof of Claim 1(ii): Note that αt/βt ≥ 1/2 by part (a) of the claim. We will show
momentarily that for each t+ 1 ≤ t < T0, we have

αt
βt
≥
(

55

54

)t−t−1

·
αt
βt

and 1/2 ≤ αt ≤ 3/2. (186)

Now suppose for the sake of contradiction that T0 > t0−1. Setting t = t0−1 in equation (186),
we obtain αt

βt
≥ 10 · 1

2 ≥ 5. But this contradicts the fact that T0 > t0 − 1.
Proof of claim (186): To prove the base case t = t + 1, note that condition C2 ensures that

F (αt, βt) ≥ 0.56, so that

βt+1

αt+1
≤
G(αt, βt) + 0.01

F (αt, βt)− 0.01
≤ 1/2,

where the last inequality uses condition C3. Furthermore, condition C4 yields F (αt, βt) ≤ 1.04,
so that 1/2 ≤ αt+1 ≤ 3/2.

For the induction hypothesis, suppose that αt
βt
≥
(

55
54

)t−t · αtβt ≥ 1/2 and 1/2 ≤ αt ≤ 3/2.

Since t < T0, we also have αt/βt ≤ 5, and so condition C3 yields G(αt,βt)

F (αt,βt)
≤ 7

8 ·
βt
αt

. Therefore,

βt+1

αt+1
≤ G(αt, βt) + 0.01

F (αt, βt)− 0.01
≤ 56

55
· 7

8
· βt
αt

+
0.01

0.55
≤
(

49

55
+

1

11

)
· βt
αt
,

where in the last step, we have used the fact that βt
αt
≥ 1/5. At the same time, conditions C2

and C4 yield 0.56 ≤ F (αt, βt) ≤ 1.04, so that 1/2 ≤ αt+1 ≤ 3/2. This completes the inductive
step.

E Some elementary lemmas

In this section, we collect a few elementary lemmas that are used multiple times in the proof.

Lemma 22. Let Tn(θ) denote the empirical operator corresponding to the higher order up-
dates (9) and suppose that the weight function ω satisfies Assumption 1 with parameter K1.
There exist universal, positive constants c and C such that

P{‖Tn(θ)‖2 ≤ C
√
K1} ≤ 2e−cn.
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Proof. We write explicitly

‖Tn(θ)‖2 = ‖(X>X)−1X>ω(Xθ,y)‖2 ≤ ‖(X>X)−1‖op‖X‖op‖ω(Xθ,y)‖2,

where the final inequality is due to the sub-multiplicativity of the operator norm. Now, we
apply Vershynin (2018, Theorem 4.6.1) to obtain the probabilistic inequality

P{c
√
n ≤ ‖X‖op ≤ C

√
n} ≥ 1− 2e−c

′n,

which in turn implies that with probability at least 1− 2e−c
′n,

‖(X>X)−1‖op‖X‖op ≤
C√
n
.

Now, since ω satisfies Assumption 1, the random vector ω(Xθ,y) contains independent sub-
Gaussian coordinates whence we apply Vershynin (2018, Theorem 3.1.1) to obtain the proba-
bilistic inequality

P{‖ω(Xθ,y)‖2 ≤ C
√
K1n} ≥ 1− 2e−cn.

Putting the pieces together, we obtain the result.

Lemma 23. Let n be a positive integer and suppose that, for all positive integers q ≤ n/64, the
random variable Zn satisfies the inequality

‖Zn − EZn‖q ≤
Aqζ√
n
, (187)

for constants A > 0 and ζ > 1. Further, suppose that there are positive constants c↓ and C↓
such that P{|Zn| ≥ C↓} ≤ e−c↓n. Then, there exist universal positive constants c′ and C ′ such
that for all t ≥ 0,

Pr{|Zn − EZn| ≥ t} ≤ C ′ exp
{
−c′
( t√n
A

)1/ζ}
+ e−c↓n.

Proof. We employ a truncation argument. For some integer M > 0 to be specified later, we
introduce the notation

Z = Zn − EZn, Z↓ = Z1{|Z| ≤M}, and Z↑ = Z1{|Z| > M},

noting that
Z = Z↓ + Z↑.

Consequently, an application of the union bound yields the inequality

Pr{|Z| ≥ t} ≤ Pr
{
|Z↓| ≥ t

2

}
+ Pr

{
|Z↑| ≥ t

2

}
. (188)

We control each of these terms in turn, beginning with the lower truncation. First, for any
λ > 0, applying Markov’s inequality yields

Pr
{
|Z↓| ≥ t

2

}
≤ exp

{
−(λt/2)1/ζ

}
E
{
e(λ|Z̄↓|)1/ζ}. (189)

Note that the expectation on the RHS of the display above exists since Z↓ is bounded. Thus,
the Taylor expansion of x 7→ ex gives

E
{
e(λ(Z̄↓)1/ζ

}
= 1 +

∞∑
`=1

λ`/ζE|Z↓|`/ζ

`!
= 1 +

n/64∑
`=1

λ`/ζE|Z↓|`/ζ

`!
+

∞∑
`=n/64+1

λ`/ζE|Z↓|`/ζ

`!
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(i)

≤ 1 +

n/64∑
`=1

λ`/ζ
(
E|Z↓|`

)1/ζ
`!

+
∞∑

`=n/64+1

λ`/ζM `/ζ

`!

(ii)

≤ 1 +

n/64∑
`=1

(Aλ/
√
n)`/ζ``

`!
+

∞∑
`=n/64+1

λ`/ζM `/ζ

`!
, (190)

where step (i) follows by applying Jensen’s inequality to each summand of the first sum since
the map x 7→ x1/ζ is concave on R≥0 and by noting that |Z↓| ≤ M pointwise. Step (ii) follows
by noting that ‖Z↓‖q ≤ ‖Z‖q and using the assumption (187). Now when ` ≥ n/64 and
M ≤ CAn(2ζ−1)/2,

M `/ζ ≤
( A√

n

)`/ζ
``.

Substituting the above inequality into the bound on the MGF (190), we obtain

E
{
e(λ(Z̄↓)1/ζ

}
≤ 1 +

∞∑
`=1

(Aλ/
√
n)`/ζ``

`!

(i)

≤ 1 +

∞∑
`=1

(CAλ√
n

)`/ζ
= 1 +

(CAλ/
√
n)1/ζ

1− (CAλ/
√
n)1/ζ

(ii)

≤ exp
{

2
(CAλ√

n

)1/ζ}
, (191)

where step (i) follows by the Stirling inequality `! ≥ ``/e` and step (ii) follows for all
λ ≤ c/A · (1/2)ζ

√
n by the elementary inequality 1 + x ≤ ex. Summarizing, we see that for

M ≤ CAn(2ζ−1)/2 and λ ≤ c/A ·
√
n, plugging the inequality (191) into the inequality (189)

yields

Pr
{
|Z↓| ≥ t

2

}
≤ exp

{
−(λt/2)1/ζ + 2

(CAλ√
n

)1/ζ}
.

Taking λ as large as possible, we obtain

Pr
{
|Z↓| ≥ t

2

}
≤ C exp{−(c/A · t

√
n)1/ζ}, (192)

where we emphasize that the constants c and C changed from line to line. We turn now to
bounding the upper truncation. We have

Pr
{
|Z↑| ≥ t

2

}
= Pr

{
|Z↑| ≥ t

2
, |Z| > M

}
+ Pr

{
|Z↑| ≥ t

2
, |Z| ≤M

} (i)

≤ Pr{|Z| > M}
(ii)

≤ e−c↓n,

(193)

where step (i) follows since by assumption t > 0, so the second term has zero-probability and step
(ii) follows by assumption as long as M > C↓. We conclude by letting M take any value between
C↓ and M ≤ CAn(2ζ−1)/2 and then substituting the tail bound on the lower truncation (192)
and the tail bound on the upper truncation (193) into the decomposition (188).

Lemma 24. Let u denote a random vector sampled uniformly from the unit sphere Sd−1.
Suppose (xi, yi)

n
i=1 are drawn i.i.d. from either the model (3) or (5), with θ∗ 6= 0 denoting an

arbitrary vector (not necessarily unit norm). For any θ ∈ Rd, let α(θ) = 〈θ,θ∗〉
‖θ∗‖22

and β(θ) =

‖P⊥θ∗θ‖2. Then the following statements are true.
(a) If θ0 = λu for an arbitrary positive scalar λ, then

P
{
|α(θ0)|
β(θ0)

≤ δ√
d− 1

}
≤ δ + exp

(
−d− 1

32

)
(b) If θ0 =

√
1
n

∑n
i=1 y

2
i · u, then

P
{
α2(θ0) + β2(θ0) ≥ (‖θ∗‖2 + σ)2 + C log(1/δ)

}
≤ δ

for an absolute constant C > 0.

109



Proof. Let ‖θ∗‖2 = λ∗, noting that we may assume due to rotation invariance of u that
θ∗ = λ∗ · e1. Furthermore, we may write u = z/‖z‖2 for a random vector z = (z1, . . . , zd) ∼
N (0, I). Thus, we have |α(θ0)|

β(θ0) = |z1|/‖z\1‖2, where z\1 = (z2, . . . , zd). Part (a) then follows
from the tail bounds

P{|z1| ≤ t1} ≤
√

2

π
· t1 and P{‖z\1‖2 ≥

√
d− 1 + t2} ≤ e−t

2
2/2 for each t1, t2 ≥ 0.

In particular, setting t1 =
√
π/2 · δ and t2 =

√
d−1
4 and applying a union bound proves part (a).

Next, note that α2(θ0) + β2(θ0) = ‖θ0‖22 = 1
n

∑n
i=1 y

2
i . Furthermore, in both models of

interest, we have |yi|
(d)

≤ yi := λ∗|z1,i| + σ|z2,i|, where z1,i and z2,i are independent Gaussians

and X
(d)

≤ Y denotes that the random variable X is stochastically dominated by Y . Furthermore,
we have E[y2

i ] ≤ (λ∗ + σ)2, and also

P

{
1

n

n∑
i=1

y2
i − E[y2

i ] ≥ t

}
≤ e−ct,

since y2
i is a subexponential random variable. Choosing t = c−1 · log(1/δ) completes the proof

of part (b).

Lemma 25. (a) For all state evolution elements ζ = (α, β) with α ≥ 0, we have

d`2(ζ) ≥ β√
α2 + β2

= sin(d∠(ζ)).

(b) For all state evolution elements ζ = (α, β) with 1/2 ≤ α ≤ 3/2 and ρ ≥ 1/5, we have

d`2(ζ) ≤ 8ρ ≤ 8 tan(d∠(ζ)).

Proof. To prove part (a), note that θ∗ corresponds to the state evolution element (α∗, β∗) =
(1, 0). All points ζ = (α, β) such that α ≥ 0 and d∠(ζ) = ∠((α∗, β∗), (α, β)) = φ form a line in
R2. The point on this line with smallest d`2 is the projection of (1, 0) onto this line. The length
of this projection is, by definition, equal to sinφ.

To prove part (b), note that

d`2(ζ) =
√

(1− α)2 + β2 = α ·

√
(α−1 − 1)2 +

(
β

α

)2

≤ 3

2
·

√
1 +

(
β

α

)2

≤ 3

2
·
√

26 · β
α
,

where the final inequality follows since β/α ≥ 1/5.

Lemma 26. Let a, b, x denote non-negative scalars.
(a) For all a < 1, we have

tan−1(ax+ b) ≥ a tan−1 x+ b− b3

3(1− a)2
.

(b) If a ≤ 1 and x ≤ 1/5, we have

tan−1(ax+ b) ≤ 51

50
· a tan−1 x+ b.
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Proof. To prove part (a), note from the concavity of the tan−1 function on the positive reals
that

tan−1(ax+ b) ≥ a tan−1 x+ (1− a) tan−1

(
b

1− a

)
.

Using the inequality tan−1 x ≥ x − x3

3 completes the proof. To prove part (b), first note from
the subadditivity of the tan−1 function on the positive reals that

tan−1(ax+ b) ≤ tan−1(ax) + tan−1(b) ≤ tan−1(ax) + b.

Next, let h(a, x) = tan−1(ax)
a tan−1(x)

, and note that for each fixed a ∈ [0, 1], h is non-decreasing in

x ∈ [0,∞). Similarly, for each fixed x ≥ 0, h is non-increasing in a ∈ [0, 1]. The proof is
completed by noting that lima↓0 h(a, 1/5) = [5 tan−1(1/5)]−1 < 1.02.
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