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Abstract

We present a methodology for using unlabeled data to design semi supervised
learning (SSL) methods that improve the prediction performance of supervised learn-
ing for regression tasks. The main idea is to design different mechanisms for integrat-
ing the unlabeled data, and include in each of them a mixing parameter α, control-
ling the weight given to the unlabeled data. Focusing on Generalized Linear Models
(GLM) and linear interpolators classes of models, we analyze the characteristics of
different mixing mechanisms, and prove that in all cases, it is invariably beneficial
to integrate the unlabeled data with some nonzero mixing ratio α > 0, in terms of
predictive performance. Moreover, we provide a rigorous framework to estimate the
best mixing ratio α∗ where mixed SSL delivers the best predictive performance, while
using the labeled and unlabeled data on hand. The effectiveness of our methodology
in delivering substantial improvement compared to the standard supervised models,
in a variety of settings, is demonstrated empirically through extensive simulation, in
a manner that supports the theoretical analysis. We also demonstrate the applicabil-
ity of our methodology (with some intuitive modifications) to improve more complex
models, such as deep neural networks, in real-world regression tasks.
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1 Introduction

In numerous applications in the domain of machine learning, acquiring labeled data to

train a supervised model is often more challenging than obtaining unlabeled data, which

is generally linked to unsupervised learning. Given a scenario where there is an abundance

of unlabeled data but a limited amount of labeled data, there is a compelling reason to

leverage the unlabeled data to enhance the predictive accuracy of a supervised learning

model through the implementation of a suitable semi-supervised learning (SSL) strategy.

Over the years, some SSL methods and their effectiveness in improving predictive accuracy

have been described by Zhou and Belkin [2014], by Singh et al. [2009] and Zhu [2005],

primarily for classification tasks.

More recent works have shown promising results in improving deep neural network

(DNN) by applying SSL methods, especially in the field of image classification [Sohn et al.,

2020, Sun and Ge, 2020, Han et al., 2020]. These methods often rely on the clustering

assumptions (i.e., low data density at decision boundaries, as discussed in Chapelle and

Zien [2005]), which are generally not applicable to regression problems. Some works in the

literature [Wasserman and Lafferty, 2007, Brouard et al., 2011, Niyogi, 2013, Xu et al., 2022]

have explored the efficacy of utilizing unlabeled data to improve metric-based regression

models, such as kernel methods. These approaches take advantage of semi-supervised

smoothness and manifold assumptions (as discussed in Wasserman and Lafferty [2007]),

which are less relevant to the parametric models that are the main focus of this paper.

Compared to classification and kernel methods for regression, limited attention has

been paid to semi-supervised parametric regression models. In this context, one line of

work [Tarpey et al., 2014, Chakrabortty and Cai, 2018, Zhang et al., 2019, Azriel et al.,

2022] has studied the usefulness of unlabeled data to improve ordinary least squares linear

regression (OLS). In keeping with statistical tradition, these works are primarily focused

on inference regarding the linear coefficients, rather than prediction performance. Another

related line of work [Javanmard and Montanari, 2014, 2018, Bellec and Zhang, 2022, Bellec

et al., 2018], discusses the usefulness of unlabeled data in Lasso-regularized sparse linear

regression. Taking a broad look at both of these classes of related works, their results

suggest that the use of unlabeled data improves the linear model’s robustness to miss-
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specification and noisy data, but predictive performance improvement is not guaranteed in

general.

Following the recent success in semi-supervised deep learning (SSDL) methods for classi-

fication, several recent works propose methods for applying SSDL for regression tasks [Jean

et al., 2018, Rezagholiradeh and Haidar, 2018, Olmschenk et al., 2019, He et al., 2022]. A

major aspect of these methods is adding a term to the loss function, that is a function of

the unlabeled data, naturally named ”unsupervised loss”. In particular, Jean et al. [2018]

suggested using the predictive variance over the unlabeled data as a regularization term

that should be added to the objective function, during the training phase, multiplied by a

properly selected regularization parameter. On the one hand, the intuition behind such a

methodology is well explained and justified as an instance of regularized Bayesian inference

(formalized earlier by Zhu et al. [2014]). On the other hand, theoretical analysis regarding

the performance of such models is hard to obtain and there is no clear statement about

the superiority of the semi-supervised model over the supervised equivalent. Instead, the

authors demonstrate the empirical benefits of their suggested SSDL methods by systematic

experiments on various examples of real-world data sets.

The methodology and theory presented in this paper improve and expand our pre-

vious work (Yuval and Rosset [2022]), which proposed a general methodology for semi-

supervised empirical risk minimization, by adding a semi-supervised component to stan-

dard loss functions, and analyzed its effectiveness in the common class of generalized linear

models (GLM). A major contribution of that work was a characterization of the relative

performance of the supervised and semi-supervised estimators, and a consequent method-

ology for choosing between them, according to appropriate data-based estimate of the noise

and signal of the model. That work provided preliminary evidence that SSL can be effec-

tive in the OLS model as well as in a one-layer neural network (NN) with ELU activation

function, even when the linear model is well specified and the data is not very noisy.

In this paper, we propose and study a more sophisticated SSL methodology that ex-

amines the value of mixing between the semi-supervised and supervised estimators, rather

than selecting between them. Our theoretical analysis of such mixed estimators provides a

clear statement regarding the superiority of these estimators over the supervised ones and

over the selection approach of Yuval and Rosset [2022]. Moreover, we provide a frame-
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work for selecting the proper mixing ratio for the GLM and linear interpolator classes of

models and demonstrate it empirically through extensive simulations. We also demon-

strate the applicability of our methodology (with some intuitive modifications) to improve

state-of-the-art deep-supervised models in a real-world regression task of facial landmark

localization.

A major contribution of this work is in unifying the treatment of SSL in classical para-

metric models, where theoretical analysis is possible, and in modern complex models such

as DNN, where mostly heuristic arguments and empirical analysis are possible. Specifically,

our theoretical insights about the effectiveness of mixed estimators in OLS and GLM pro-

vide a motivation for existing techniques for SSDL in regression tasks, and lead to suggested

enhancement and modifications which prove effective.

1.1 Notations, assumptions, and main idea

In the supervised framework, a training sample is given by T = (X, Y ), where X ∈ Rn×p

with rows x1, · · · , xn, and Y = (y1, · · · , yn)T ∈ Rn such that (x1, y1), ..., (xn, yn) are i.i.d.

according to some joint distribution Pxy. In the semi-supervised setting, the training sample

is given by T = (X, Y, Z), where the additional term Z ∈ Rm×p represents the set of

unlabeled data with z1, ..., zm i.i.d. observations drawn from the marginal distribution Px.

In both cases, we are interested in defining a statistical learning process that fits a predictor

f̂T : Rp → R that maps from a covariate vector x ∈ Rp to a predicted response ŷ ∈ R,

based on a training data set T . Throughout this paper, we evaluate the prediction errors

of models trained using our proposed methods in the semi-supervised setting against those

trained in the supervised framework. In the first part of this paper, we focus on the cases

where p < n, and later in Section 5, we analyze interpolating models where p > n. For

simplicity, we assume that the distribution Px is centered around zero, that is, E[x] = 0p,

and also that the distribution Py|x satisfies a constant conditional variance, meaning that:

y|x = f(x) + ϵ = E[y|x] + ϵ, where Var(ϵ) = Var(y|x) = σ2, and σ2 is referred as the

”noise” of the underlying model of the data.

Consider an independent sample (x0, y0) from the distribution Pxy, and a linear predictor

βT that is learned by the training set T , such that f̂T (x0) = xT
0 βT . Within the framework
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of GLM, the goal is to reduce the out-of-sample Canonical prediction error, expressed as:

R(βT ) = ET,x0,y0

[
G(xT

0 βT )− xT
0 βTy0

]
,

whereG′ = g, with g being a known, monotonically increasing link function. This predictive

accuracy criterion usually assumes that E[y|x] = g(xTβ) for some β ∈ Rp. Assuming

exchangeability between derivative and expectation, a premise accepted in this paper, it is

straightforward to demonstrate that R(βT ) is minimized at the unique point βT = β.

The supervised Empirical Risk Minimization (ERM) approach in this context, such

as in linear and logistic regression, suggests to minimize the target loss function over the

training data, by solving the following optimization problem:

β̂ = argmin
β∈Rp

{
L̂(β;X, Y )

}
= argmin

β∈Rp

{
1

n

n∑
i=1

G(xT
i β)− xT

i βyi

}
. (1)

As discussed before, the motivation for SSL arises when the amount of unlabelled data is

much larger than the amount of the labeled data, meaning that m >> n, p. In this case, it

is natural to assume that we have the ability to accurately estimate the expectation E [φ(x)]

for any given function φ, averaging it over the set Z as follows: Ex [φ(x)] ≈ 1
m

∑m
i=1 φ(zi),

and the approximation is arbitrarily good. In order to simplify the analysis in this paper

and focus on key results, we adopt the total information scenario that assumes a diverging

amount of unlabeled data, m → ∞. Thus, we study methods for effectively using the

exact knowledge of Ex [φ(x)] for some well-defined functions φ, to improve the predictive

performance of a statistical learning process.

While the assumption of total information appears crucial, we emphasize its importance

mainly for clarity and succinctness. Appendix B presents a brief analysis of a case without

this assumption, demonstrating that the core arguments of this paper remain valid provided

that the amount of unlabeled data exceeds that of the labeled data. This extension is

accessible to curious readers and serves as a foundation for future research, which can

potentially extend to various scenarios. Moreover, in empirical simulations, we estimate

expected values E [φ(x)] by averaging φ on a large but finite set of unlabeled data, showing

that breaking the assumption of total information does not significantly affect practical

results. We note that in the total information scenario, the assumption that E[x] = 0p is

not limiting, since we can center the covariates as needed, by knowing E[x] precisely.
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Taking advantage of the total information scenario, two semi-supervised estimators for

β were introduced in Yuval and Rosset [2022]. These estimators integrate the knowledge

of Px into the optimization problem, resulting in a semi-supervised ERM strategy, which

is detailed below:

β̃ = argmin
β∈Rp

{
L̃(β;X, Y )

}
= argmin

β∈Rp

{
Ex

[
G(xTβ)

]
− 1

n

n∑
i=1

xT
i βyi

}
, (2)

β̆ = argmin
β∈Rp

{
L̆(β;X, Y )

}
(3)

= argmin
β∈Rp

{
Ex

[
G(xTβ)

]
− Ex

[
xTβ

]
Y − Ĉov(Xβ, Y )

}
,

where,

Ĉov(Xβ, Y ) =
n∑

i=1

(
xT
i β −Xβ

) (
yi − Y

)
/n ; Y =

1

n

n∑
i=1

yi ; Xβ =
1

n

n∑
i=1

xT
i β.

The superiority of β̆ over β̃ was proven for the classical OLS model with Gaussian covariates,

and also demonstrated in more general scenarios. This phenomenon is also observed in all

the setups in this paper, and therefore we focus on β̆. As a result of the assumption that

E[x] = 0p, we can omit the middle term of the objective function L̆(β;X, Y ).

From the analysis of the estimators above, Yuval and Rosset [2022] concluded that β̃ and

β̆ outperform β̂ only when the noise σ2 is large enough. However, prediction performance

can also be improved in a low noise scenario by choosing between β̂ and β̆, adaptively,

based on some data-driven estimates. In this work, we take this idea one step further and

suggest using the knowledge of Px in a more sophisticated manner, resulting in a better

prediction performance. The main idea is to ”mix” between β̂ and β̆, rather than choosing

between them, as we describe next.

The first suggested estimator is the linear-mixed estimator which is essentially a linear

mixing between the two estimators:

β̇α = (1− α)β̂ + αβ̆, (4)

for some mixing ratio α ∈ [0, 1]. The second learning process suggested is to mix the two
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loss functions as follows:

β̈α = argmin
β∈Rp

{
LM
α (β,X, Y )

}
= argmin

β∈Rp

{
(1− α)L̂(β,X, Y ) + αL̆(β,X, Y )

}
,

= argmin
β∈Rp

{
1

n

n∑
i=1

(1− α)G(xT
i β)− xT

i βyi + α
(
Ex[G(xTβ)] +Xβ · Y

)}
(5)

In both learning procedures, the mixing ratio α represents the magnitude of integration of

the unlabeled data in the learning process. By the definition of β̈α, the mixed loss function,

LM
α , is equivalent to L̂ + α

1−α
L̆, for α < 1, thus it can be viewed as a regularized ERM

with the regularization term determined by the unlabeled data. This idea is related to

some of the methods that were previously suggested in the domain of SSDL, in particular,

to the idea of penalizing the predictive variance. However, the suggested regularization

term L̆ also takes into account the sample covariance between Xβ and Y , and is more

general in the sense that it can be applied to different link functions g. In fact, the

predictive variance penalty is a special case of the first penalty term in LM
α , where g is the

identity, and therefore: Ex

[
G(xTβ)

]
= 0.5Varx (f(x)). Throughout this work, we analyze

the prediction error of the suggested estimators, β̈α and β̇α, concluding that, in general,

it is invariably beneficial to integrate the unlabeled data into the learning process (i.e.,

choose α > 0), with a magnitude that increases in relation to the noise of the data, σ2.

We note here that taking α > 0, does not mean discarding any label yi, since the whole

term 1
n

∑n
i=1 x

T
i βyi is taken into account in the objective function of the semi-supervised

estimators.

1.2 Outline of the paper

In Section 2, we focus on the special case of the OLS model where the link function

is the identity, and establish an explicit formula for α∗, the mixing ratio where R(β̇α)

achieves its minimum. We also analyze the prediction error of β̈α and prove that it has

characteristics similar to β̇α, with an advantage in a noisy environment. In Section 6.1,

empirical simulations show that a data-driven estimate of α∗, or a grid search for the best

mixing ratio of β̈α, can be used to achieve a significant improvement over the standard

supervised model in the linear case. In Section 3, we analyze the semi-supervised GLM-

ERM procedure for a general link function. We use a quadratic approximation to extend the
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results from the OLS case, and establish an explicit formula for α̇, the mixing ratio where

the approximation of R(β̇α) achieves its minimum. In Section 6.2, empirical simulations

show that the quadratic approximation is accurate in terms of determining the best mixing

ratio, and that the mixed-SSL is very effective in improving predictions in this general

domain.

In Section 4 we demonstrate the applicability of the idea of mixed loss function to

improve deep NN models for regression tasks, on a large-scale data set of images. We do so

by viewing the last layer of the NN as a linear model that can be improved by applying the

same methodology outlined in Section 2. We then optimize the entire neural network using

the mixed loss function, which has been shown to be effective in practice. In Section 5, we

broaden our approach to interpolating models by introducing the mixed semi-supervised

linear interpolator. We demonstrate, both theoretically and empirically, that it is better

than the standard minimum-norm interpolator.

2 Mixed Semi-supervised OLS

In the OLS model, the supervised and semi-supervised predictors (equations (1) and (2)

respectively) can be written explicitly as follows:

β̂ = (XTX)−1XTY ; β̆ = H−1nĈov(X, Y ) = H−1(XTY − nX · Y ), (6)

where H = E
[
XTX

]
,
[
X
]
j
= 1

n

∑n
i=1 xij and

[
Ĉov(X, Y )

]
j
= Ĉov ([X]j, Y ), for j =

1 · · · p. From the explicit expressions above, we conclude that the mixing ratio α of the

estimator β̇α is mainly related to the mixing between the known matrix H−1 (from the

unlabeled data) and the observed matrix (XTX)−1 from the labeled data.

In order to compare between the estimator β̂ and the semi-supervised estimators in

terms of mean prediction error, we must take the following distributional assumption:

Assumption 1. The distribution Px satisfies that (XTX)−1 exists with probability 1, and

also that EX

[
(XTX)−1

]
exists.

If Assumption 1 is violated, then R(β̂) = ∞ or is not defined, making the semi-

supervised alternative more attractive. In order to analyze the prediction error of β̆ and
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the mixed estimators β̇α and β̈α, we use the following observation:

nX X
T
=

1

n
XTX + CX ; [CX ]jk =

1

n

∑
i ̸=l

xijxlk, (7)

E [CX ] = E
[
XTXCX

]
= E

[
(XTX)−1CX

]
= 0p×p.

As a result, the term CX cancels out in many of the expectations that follow, unless it is

squared.

Under the assumption of true linear model (meaning that E[y|x] = xTβ for some β ∈

Rp), the prediction error of these predictors (up to the irreducible term 0.5βTHβ/n), can

be summarized into the following bias-variance decomposition:

R(β̂) =
σ2

n
tr
(
EX

[
(XTX)−1

]
H
)
:= σ2vl,

R(β̆) =
1

n
tr
(
H−1VarX

(
Ĉov(X,Xβ)

))
︸ ︷︷ ︸

B(β̆)

+

(
1− 1

n

)
σ2p

n︸ ︷︷ ︸
V (β̆)

:= B(β̆) + σ2vu.

The term B(β̆) is the bias component of R(β̆), and V (β̆) = σ2vu is its variance component.

In the same manner, the term σ2vl is the variance component of R(β̂), since its bias

component is zero. As discussed in Yuval and Rosset [2022], vl is always larger than vu,

and therefore we have a bias-variance trade-off between the two estimators. The adaptive

estimator in Yuval and Rosset [2022], denoted by βD, is equal to β̆ if σ2 > B(β̆)/(vl − vu)

according to some data-based estimates of the relevant quantities, and equal to β̂ otherwise.

Using the same notations, the prediction error of the linear-mixed estimator β̇α, as a

function of α, can be summarized as follows:

R(β̇α) = EX,x0

(
E
[
xT
0 β̇α|X, x0

]
− xT

0 β
)2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
B(β̇α)

+EX,x0

[
Var

(
xT
0 β̇α|X, x0

)]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

V (β̇α)

= α2B(β̆) + α2σ2vu + (1− α)2σ2vl

+ 2α(1− α)EX,x0

[
Cov

(
xT
0 β̂, x

T
0 β̆|X, x0

)]
.

In the above-described equation, B(β̇α) represents the bias term of R(β̇α), and V (β̇α)

represents the variance term. Analysis of the above formula leads us to the following

theorem regarding the characteristics of β̇α:
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Theorem 2.1. For any distribution PX satisfying Assumption 1, and fixed vector β, the

unique global minimizer of R(β̇α), denoted by α∗, is in the open interval (0, 1). Moreover,

α∗ admits the following explicit formula:

α∗ =
σ2(vl − vu)

B(β̆) + σ2(vl − vu)
,

and the minimum value of R(β̇α) denoted by R(β̇α∗), admits the following explicit formula:

R(β̇α∗) = σ2vl −
σ4(vl − vu)

2

B(β̆) + σ2(vl − vu)
< R(β̂).

The proof of Theorem 2.1 is provided in Appendix A.1. From Theorem 2.1, we conclude

that β̇α∗ is a better estimator than both β̂ and β̆, under the assumption of a true linear

model, and any noise σ2 and real signal β. This theoretical result differs significantly

from the main conclusion in previous related works [Yuval and Rosset, 2022, Azriel et al.,

2022, Chakrabortty and Cai, 2018] that discussed the usefulness of unlabeled data in the

OLS model and stated that, in theory, the unlabeled data is useful only when the model

is biased, nonlinear, or extremely noisy. On the other hand, the fact that α∗ (and also

R(β̂)− R(β̇α∗)) increases with σ2, giving more weight to the unlabeled data (through the

knowledge of H), coincides with previous observations on the usefulness of unlabeled data.

In practice, it is necessary to estimate α∗ from the data in hand to decide on the

mixing ratio. We propose to estimate σ2 by using the standard unbiased estimator σ̂2 =

RSS(β̂)/(n−p), where RSS(β̂) = ||Xβ̂−Y ||22 is the residual sum of squares of the estimator

β̂, and to assess B(β̆) using the estimated vector β̆. The term vl can be estimated precisely

from the unlabeled data. The linear mixed estimator with the estimated mixing ratio α̂

is denoted by β̇α̂. In Section 2.1 (Proposition 2.3), we investigate the performance of the

adaptive mixed estimator β̇α̂ in a more specific context and find that it exhibits very similar

performance to the oracle estimator β̇α∗ .

We now turn our attention to the estimator β̈α, and analyze the first and second deriva-

tives of LM
α (β,X, Y ) with respect to β. It is straightforward to show that LM

α is convex

in β, and that in the OLS case, the optimization problem in (5) has the following explicit

solution:

β̈α =
(
αH + (1− α)XTX

)−1
(XTY − αnX · Y )

:= Sα(X
TY − αnX · Y ),
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where Sα =
(
αH + (1− α)XTX

)−1
. Moreover, the integrated risk of β̈α can be summarized

in the following bias-variance decomposition:

R(β̈α) = EX,x0

(
E
[
xT
0 β̈α|X, x0

]
− xT

0 β
)2

+ EX,x0

[
Var

(
xT
0 β̈α|X, x0

)]
=

1

n
tr
(
EX

[
ββT∆T

αH∆α

])
︸ ︷︷ ︸

B(β̈α)

+
σ2ξα
n

tr
(
HEX

[
SαX

TXSα

])
︸ ︷︷ ︸

V (β̈α)

, (8)

where,

∆α = Sα(X
TX − αnX X

T
)− I ; ξα = 1− (2α− α2)/n (9)

In the displayed equation (8), B(β̈α) represents the bias term of R(β̈α), and V (β̈α)

represents the variance term. Unlike the estimator β̇α, finding the exact value of α that

minimizes the prediction error of β̈α might not be possible even in the linear model. How-

ever, the following theorem shows that, similarly to the case of β̇α, it is necessarily beneficial

to mix the loss functions L̂ and L̆, and consequently take advantage of the knowledge of

H obtained from the unlabeled data.

Theorem 2.2. For any distribution PX satisfying Assumption 1, and fixed vector β, the

integrated risk of β̈α achieves its (not necessarily unique) minimum in the open interval

α ∈ (0, 1).

The proof of Theorem 2.2 is provided in Appendix A.2, and from it we can deduce that

the behavior of R(β̈α) is analogous to that of R(β̇α) with respect to the mixing ratio α.

However, since we are not able to explicitly find the best mixing ratio for β̈α, we suggest

two alternatives for choosing the mixing ratio in practice:

1. Choosing the same estimated value α̂ as that used for β̇α, as a heuristic measure

for the ”right” mixing ratio in the optimization problem. The resulting estimator is

denoted by β̈α̂.

2. Performing a grid search on the (0, 1) interval for α that minimizes the estimate of

R(β̈α), while using the estimators σ̂2 and β̆ combined with the unlabeled data set at

any point on the grid, according to formulas (8) and (9). The resulting estimator is

denoted by β̈α̃.
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While we are not able to directly compare the minimum value of R(β̈α) with R(β̇α∗) or

R(β̂), the next theorem focuses on variance components V (β̈α) and V (β̇α), and shows that

β̈α has a better robustness to noisy data compared to β̇α, for any given mixing ratio α.

Theorem 2.3. For any distribution PX satisfying Assumption 1, fixed vector β, and given

mixing ratio α, the following inequality holds:

V (β̈α) ≤ V (β̇α).

The proof Theorem 2.3 is provided in Appendix A.3. From Theorem 2.3 we conclude

that V (β̈α∗) ≤ V (β̇α∗), and when the variance term is dominant over the bias term, we

expect β̈α∗ to perform better than β̇α∗ . In same manner, we expect that the adaptive

estimators β̈α̂ and β̈α̃ will have better robustness to noisy data compared to β̇α̂. We also

emphasize that the variance term V (β̈α) is strictly convex in α, since its second derivative

is positive, unlike the bias term B(β̈α), which is more difficult to analyze. The analysis of

B(β̈α) is done by a third-order polynomial approximation, under the following distributional

assumption, which is closely aligned with that proposed in El Karoui [2009].

Assumption 2. The distribution Px satisfies the following generating mechanism: x =

Σ1/2x̃, where x̃ ∈ Rp is a random vector with i.i.d. entries that have zero mean, unit

variance, and a finite fourth moment q4, a finite sixth moment q6, and Σ is a positive

definite covariance matrix.

Under Assumption 2, we can show that up to a third-order polynomial approximation,

the bias term of β̈α is smaller than the of β̇α, as stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 2.4. Consider any distribution Px satisfying Assumption 2, fixed vector β, and

let b̈(α) be a function of α of the form = b0 + b1α+ b2α
2 + b3α

3, that satisfies the following

constraints:

b̈(0) = B(β̈α=0) ; b̈′(0) =
∂

∂α
B(β̈α)|α=0,

b̈(1) = B(β̈α=1) ; b̈′(1) =
∂

∂α
B(β̈α)|α=1.

Then, for any given mixing ratio α, the following inequality holds:

b̈(α) ≤ B(β̇α).
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The proof Theorem 2.4 is provided in Appendix A.4. From Theorem 2.4 we conclude

that the third-order polynomial approximation of B(β̈α) is uniformly smaller than B(β̇α)

for 0 < α < 1, in a wide class of distributions for the covariates. If α∗ is small, the higher

order terms of B(β̈α) are negligible and therefore B(β̈α∗) ≲ B(β̇α∗). On the other hand, a

large value of α∗ yields that the variance term is dominant, and together with Theorem 2.3,

we can expect that the estimator β̈α∗ outperforms the estimators β̇α∗ , β̂ and β̆. This can

be summarized by the following chain of inequalities:

min
α

{
R(β̈α)

}
≤ R(β̈α∗) ≲ R(β̇α∗) ≤ R(β̂).

In practice, if the estimation of α∗ and the grid search are reliable, we can expect the

following to hold:

R(β̈α̃) ≲ R(β̈α̂) ≲ R(β̇α̂) ≲ R(β̂).

In Section 6.1, we demonstrate empirically that the above chain of inequalities holds in

simulations of the OLS model, with considerably small differences between the two terms

on the left side.

We also analyze the suggested mixed semi-supervised estimators in a different scenario,

where the vector β is also random. Let us assume that with every training sample T =

(X, Y ), β is drawn independently from a prior distribution Pβ such that E [β] = 0 and

E
[
ββT

]
= τ 2Ip. In this case, the mean out-of-sample prediction error is averaged over all

possible β’s, and can be written (up to the irreducible term 0.5τ 2tr(H)/n) as follows:

R(β̆) = Eβ

[
R(β̆)

]
=

τ 2

n
tr
(
EX

[
H∆1∆

T
1

])
+

(n− 1)σ2p

n2

:= τ 2bu + σ2vu := B(β̆) + V (β̆),

where ∆1 = ∆α=1 = H−1(XTX − nX X
T
) − I, as defined in equation (9). We note that

in this case, we use the term bu that is associated with the bias term B(β̆), and can be

estimated precisely with the unlabeled data.

While the setting of random-β is widely used and realistic in many practical instances,

it simplifies the problem in two aspects. First, the estimation of the bias term reduces

to the estimation of τ 2 by the labeled data, and bu by the unlabeled data. Second, the

mathematical analysis simplifies, and stronger theoretical results can be obtained, as we

show in Section 2.1. Moreover, since all the results so far relate to the mean prediction error

13



and were obtained for any given vector β, they hold in expectation over β. In particular,

we can use the identity B(β̆) = τ 2bu, and adjust the main result regarding α∗ and R(β̇α∗)

to this scenario, as follows:

α∗ =
σ2(vl − vu)

τ 2bu + σ2(vl − vu)
; R(β̇α∗) = σ2vl −

σ4(vl − vu)
2

τ 2bu + σ2(vl − vu)
. (10)

Thus, in this case, our problem reduces to estimating the noise σ2 and the signal τ 2 from

the labeled data in order to estimate α∗. Moreover, we can write the bias term of β̈α in

this scenario as follows:

B(β̈α) =
τ 2

n
tr
(
EX

[
H∆α∆

T
α

])
.

We note that for any given α, the term tr
(
EX

[
H∆α∆

T
α

])
depends only on PX and can

be estimated precisely with the unlabeled data. Thus, we can use the above expression

to estimate R(β̈α) at any given α based on estimates of σ2 and τ 2, and choose the best

estimated mixing ratio for the estimator β̈α̃. For the task of estimating the noise and the

signal, we suggest the following estimators:

τ̂ 2 = max

{(∑n
i=1 y

2
i

n
− σ̂2

)
/tr
(
E
[
xxT

])
, 0

}
, where σ̂2 =

RSS(β̂)

n− p
.

With the estimators above, we can fit the mixed semi-supervised estimators β̇α̂, β̈α̂, and

β̈α̃, suitable for this scenario. In Section 6.1, Figures 4 and 5 present a summary of the

numerical experiment on the prediction error of all the estimators under discussion. These

results align with the theoretical results outlined in this section. In the next subsection, we

analyze the usefulness of β̇α∗ and β̇α̂ in this scenario, in an asymptotic setting of n and p.

2.1 Asymptotic usefulness of the mixed SSL

The primary theoretical finding concerning the usefulness of unlabeled data in enhancing

predictions suggests that R(β̇α∗) < R(β̂) holds for any sample size n. Our aim is to

investigate how the sample size impacts the difference between these two quantities and

to confirm that the advantage gained from utilizing unlabeled data does not diminish as

n diverges. By defining η as the relative prediction error between β̇α∗ and β̂ for a finite

sample, we can confirm that the SSL approach remains beneficial in the asymptotic setting

by showing that η stays strictly below 1 as n diverges.
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In the random-β scenario, the expression for R(β̇α) from Equation (10) can be employed

to derive the following representation for η:

η =
R(βM∗

)

R(β̂)
= 1− σ2(vl − vu)

2

τ 2vlbu + σ2vl(vl − vu)
. (11)

For a specific pair of (σ2, τ 2) values, the formula above indicates that the advantage gained

from using the mixed semi-supervised estimator is significant as long as the disparity vl−vu

is substantial relative to the values of bu and vl. To thoroughly examine the asymptotic

properties of η, we investigate an asymptotic scenario where p/n → γ ∈ (0, 1) as n, p → ∞,

and the covariates’ distribution adheres to the following assumption.

Assumption 3. The distribution Px satisfies Var(x) = Σ, where Σ is (a sequence of)

invertible p× p matrix, and also tr(Σ) → c2 for some constant c ∈ R, as p → ∞.

The following proposition describes the asymptotic behavior of η and α∗ under the

conditions of Assumption 3, in the case where the covariates follow the multidimensional

normal distribution. We denote by x ∼ MN(0p,Σ), a covariate p-dimensional random

vector from multivariate normal distribution with mean 0p and covariance matrix Σ.

Proposition 2.1. Consider the asymptotic setting p/n → γ ∈ (0, 1) as n, p → ∞, and

assume that x ∼ MN(0p,Σ), where Σ follows the conditions of Assumption 3, then as

n, p → ∞:

η → η∞ = 1− γ4σ2

(1− γ)γ2τ 2c2 + γ3σ2
,

α∗ → α∗
∞ =

γ2σ2

(1− γ)γτ 2c2 + γ2σ2
.

The proof of Proposition 2.1 can be found in Appendix A.5, which indicates that the

limit of η is less than 1 for any positive γ. Additionally, insights can be gained regarding

the impact of dimensionality on the relative advantage of utilizing unlabeled data. As γ

approaches 0, η tends towards 1 and α towards 0, indicating no advantage in leveraging un-

labeled data. Conversely, as γ approaches 1, η tends towards 0 and α towards 1, suggesting

that unlabeled data is highly beneficial.

The key insight from Proposition 2.1 about the usefulness of the unlabeled data in

an asymptotic setting, when Gaussian covariates are considered, can be generalized to
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encompass a broader range of covariate distributions. The following proposition describes

the asymptotic behavior of η and α∗ under the generating mechanism of Assumption 2.

Proposition 2.2. Consider the asymptotic setting as described above, and assume that

Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold, then for any ϵ > 0, there exists an n(ϵ) such that:

η ≤ η∞ + ϵ and α∗ ≥ α∗
∞ − ϵ , ∀n > n(ϵ).

The proof of Proposition 2.2 can be found in Appendix A.6, and from it we conclude

that, under a wide class of distributions, the limiting value of η lies in the interval (0, η∞],

which means that β̇α∗ significantly outperforms β̂. Consider the scenario where τ 2 is known,

but we need to estimate σ2 in order to evaluate the best mixing ratio α∗. Denoting by β̇α̂(τ)

the estimator that uses known τ 2 and the estimator σ̂2, in estimating the best mixing

ratio, the following proposition indicates that we should expect a comparable prediction

error between β̇α̂(τ) and β̇α∗ .

Proposition 2.3. Consider the asymptotic setting described above and assume that the

distribution Px satisfies that bu → γc2, and vl → γ/(1 − γ) as n → ∞, then the random

difference between the predictions made using β̇α̂(τ) and β̇α∗ satisfies:

xT
0 β̇α∗ − xT

0 β̇α̂(τ)
P→ 0 , as n → ∞.

The proof of Proposition 2.3 can be found in Appendix A.7. Proposition 2.3 offers

an understanding of the similarity between the data-driven estimator β̇α̂(τ) and the oracle

estimator β̇α∗ when τ 2 is known. On the other hand, if τ 2 is unknown, the estimator α̂ is

not consistent, since the variance of τ̂ 2 is 2τ 4tr(Σ2)/(tr(Σ))2, which does not vanish with n

in general (depending on the structure of Σ). In this case, the estimator β̇α̂ can diverge from

β̇α∗ , resulting in a different prediction error. However, in practice, estimating τ 2 appears

to be better than knowing it, as will be demonstrated in the next subsection. We attribute

this to the fact that the estimation of τ 2 takes into account the specific realization of β,

which leads to a better mixing ratio per training sample. Figure 6 presents a summary

of the numerical findings on the asymptotic trends of the prediction error for the mixed

semi-supervised estimators compared to the supervised estimator across various scenarios.

These results align with the theoretical results outlined in propositions 2.1 and 2.3.
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3 Mixed Semi-supervised GLM

In this section we analyze the mixed semi-supervised GLM-ERM for general monotone

increasing link function g. We do it under the assumption of a well-specified model, meaning

that E[y|x] = g(xTβ), for some real vector β ∈ Rp. For this case, we already defined

the estimators β̂, β̆, β̇α and β̈α in Equations (1), (3), (4) and (5), respectively, through

optimization problems. However, as described in Yuval and Rosset [2022], by using the

quadratic approximation of the convex loss functions L̂(β;X, Y ) and L̆(β;X, Y ) around

the real vector β, the solutions for β̂ and β̆ can be written in the following approximated

explicit formulas:

β̂ ≈ β −
(
XTDX

)−1
XT (µ− Y ) := β − â, (12)

β̆ ≈ β −H−1
(
EX [X

Tµ]− nĈov(X, Y )
)
:= β − ă, (13)

where H = EX [X
TDX], D is a n × n diagonal matrix with the terms Dii = g′(xiβ),

and µ ∈ Rn, with µi = g(xT
i β). The approximate equivalences above describe the linear

difference between every estimator and the true vector β, assuming that the loss functions

were quadratic in β. Furthermore, the approximate prediction error of these estimators (up

to multiplication by a constant and addition of an irreducible term), can be summarized

as follows:

R(β̂) ≈ ET

[
âTHâ

]
= σ2tr

(
EX

[
(XTDX)−1XTX(XTDX)−1

]
H
)
:= σ2vl,

R(β̆) ≈ ET

[
ăTHă

]
= tr

(
H−1VarX(nĈov(X,µ))

)
(14)

+
n− 1

n
σ2tr

(
H−1EX [X

TX]
)
:= B(β̆) + σ2vu.

From the above, we can see that as long as ∞ > vl > vu, and the quadratic approximation

error is negligible in the context of comparing between the R(β̂) and R(β̆), there is a

bias-variance trade-off between the supervised and the semi-supervised estimators. The

condition vl > vu is also a key condition for the effectiveness of the mixed estimators, as

we will show next. Although we are unable to prove that vl > vu in general, we can do it

under the following distributional assumption.
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Assumption 4. For any fixed vector β, the distribution Px and the link function g satisfy

the following: (XTDX)−1 exists with probability 1, vl < ∞, and E[g′(xTβ)|xxT ] = δ, for

some constant δ > 0, which is independent of x.

Assumption 4 states that the knowledge of xxT has no effect on the expected value

of g′(xTβ). While it might not seem a mild assumption, we can show that a sufficient

condition is that Px is symmetric around 0, and that g′(z) = δ+φ(z) for some odd function

φ, bounded between −δ and δ. It follows from the fact that the conditional distribution of

φ(xTβ) is symmetric around 0 (and therefore E[φ(xTβ)|xxT ] = 0):

Pφ(xT β)=d|xxT =
Px(φ(x

Tβ) = d, xxT )

Px(xxT )

=
Px(φ(x

Tβ) = −d, xxT )

Px(xxT )
= Pφ(xT β)=−d|xxT .

We also note that the widely used Relu and Leaky-ReLu functions comply with the above

condition on the link function, as well as the identity function.

Proposition 3.1. Under Assumption 4, For any fixed vector β, the inequality vl > vu

holds.

The proof of Proposition 3.1 can be found in Appendix A.8. For the sake of our the-

oretical analysis, we will assume that Assumption 4 holds throughout this Section, and

consequently vl > vu, as shown by Proposition 3.1. However, we point to the fact that em-

pirical simulations suggest that this inequality holds in many scenarios where Assumption

4 is violated, supporting the conjecture that it holds in general. Moreover, in practice, the

quantities vl and vu need to be estimated from the data on hand, to obtain an estimate

of the best mixing ratio, which will be 0 unless the estimated value of vl − vu is positive.

Therefore, while the theoretical results are restricted to the conditions of Assumption 4,

the suggested methodology is not. Finally, in Section 7, we show that under a different

model for conditional variance Var[y|x], the terms vl and vu get slightly different forms

and the inequality vl > vu is guaranteed to always hold.

Given formulas (12) and (13) above, the linear-mixed estimator β̇α can be written in

the following approximated explicit formula:

β̇α ≈ β − [(1− α)â+ αă] := β − ȧα,
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and further more, the prediction error of β̇α, can be approximated by the function ṙ(α) as

follows:

R(β̇α) ≈ ET

[
ȧTαHȧα

]
:= ṙ(α)

= α2B(β̆)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ḃ(α)

+σ2
(
α2vu + (1− α)2vl + 2α(1− α)ET

[
âTHă

])︸ ︷︷ ︸
V̇ (α)

.

In the equation presented above, Ḃ(α) and V̇ (α) correspond to the bias and variance

components of ṙ(α), respectively. Assuming that the quadratic approximation error is

negligible in the context of determining the best mixing ratio, α∗, we suggest analyzing

the characteristics of the approximate prediction error, ṙ(α), in order to gain insights into

R(β̇α) in the GLM case, and determine the proper mixing ratio. The following proposition

describes the properties of argmin{ṙ(α)}, which is denoted by α̇.

Proposition 3.2. Under Assumption 4, for any fixed vector β, the unique global minimizer

of ṙ(α), α̇, is in the open interval (0,∞). Moreover, α̇ admits the following explicit formula:

α̇ =
σ2(vl − vs)

B(β̆) + σ2(vl + vu − 2vs)
,

where,

vs =
n− 1

n
tr
(
EX

[
XTX(XTDX)−1

])
,

and the following inequality holds: vl + vu − 2vs > 0. Moreover. the minimum value ṙ(α̇),

admits the following explicit formula:

ṙ(α̇) = σ2vl −
σ4(vl − vu)

2

B(β̆) + σ2(vl + vu − 2vs)
.

The proof of Proposition 3.2 can be found in Appendix A.9. From Proposition 3.2 we

conclude that, based on the quadratic approximation, it is always beneficial to slightly

move from the supervised estimator towards the semi-supervised one. However, if vs > vu

(which is true under Assumption 4) and σ2 is extremely large, α̇ can be greater than 1. This

characteristic of ṙ(α) might be an undesirable ”side effect” of the quadratic approximation

used in all the derivations. However, the mixing ratio is limited by definition to the [0, 1]

interval, as is our estimator of α̇, which is practically set to be the minimum between 1
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and the estimated value of the above formula. In order to estimate α̇ from the data, we

use the following approximately unbiased estimator of σ2:

σ̂2 = RSS(β̂)/
(
n− 2p+ tr

(
EX

[
XTXH−1

X XTD2XH−1
X

]))
,

where Dii = g′(xT
i β̆). It should be noted that, unlike the OLS model, the v-terms are also

evaluated at the estimated vector β̆, utilizing the unlabeled data.

In order to analyze the predictive performance of β̈α, we adopt the concept of quadratic

approximation of the loss function to equation (5), and obtain the following approximated

explicit formula:

β̈α ≈ β − Sα

(
α(EX [X

Tµ] + nX · Y ) + (1− α)XTµ−XTY
)

:= β − äα,

where Sα =
(
αH + (1− α)XTDX

)−1
. Furthermore, the quadratic approximation of the

prediction error, R(β̈α) is proportional to the quantity r̈(α) = ET

[
äTαHäα

]
, up to an

irreducible term. The quantity r̈(α) can be decomposed into the following variance and

bias terms:

r̈(α) = α2tr
(
EX

[
SαHSαζζ

T
])︸ ︷︷ ︸

B̈(α)

+ ξασ
2tr
(
HEX

[
SαX

TXSα

])︸ ︷︷ ︸
V̈ (α)

,

where ζ = EX [X
Tµ]− nĈov(X,µ) ∈ Rp.

The following proposition uses the above quantities to describe the characteristics of

r̈(α), which in turn tells us about the characteristics of R(β̈α).

Proposition 3.3. Under Assumption 4, for any vector β, the quantity r̈(α) achieves its

minimum in the open interval (0, 1). Moreover, at any given mixing ratio α, the following

inequality holds: V̈ (α) ≤ V̇ (α).

The proof of Proposition 3.3 can be found in Appendix A.10. From Proposition 3.3 we

learn that r̈(α) has a behavior similar to ṙ(α), but with a smaller variance term, making

β̈(α) better than β̇(α) in high-variance scenarios. Taking a wider perspective on the the-

oretical analysis of this section, our main observation, that mixing between the estimators

improves prediction, is generalized from the linear model (Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 2.2)
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to the GLM class of models. As long as the quadratic approximation error is negligible,

we can adopt the estimation methodology of α̇ as the desired mixing ratio for β̇α and β̈α,

and use it to fit the estimators β̇α̂ and β̈α̂ respectively. We can also perform a grid search

to find an estimate of α̈, which is the point on the (0, 1) interval where r̈(α) is minimal,

and use that to fit β̇α̃. In Section 6.2, we demonstrate by simulation that α̇ and α̈ are

indeed very good approximations of the best mixing ratios that minimize R(β̇α) and R(β̈α)

respectively. Moreover, we find it very practical to estimate α̇ and α̈ from the data on hand

using the suggested formulas, resulting in substantial and significant improvement in the

predictions.

4 Application to large-scale Deep Models

In many state-of-the-art deep models, including models from the domain of image pro-

cessing, the very last layer is linear with relatively low dimension and uses squared loss.

We suggest to improve predictive performance of these kind of regression deep models by

applying the mixed-loss-function methodology, that was proven to be effective in linear

models. The main idea is to view the last layer of the model as an isolated linear model

with random features, similar to the Conjugate Kernel method of Hu and Huang [2021].

According to the results of the previous sections, this linear model can be improved by

taking advantage of the unlabeled data, and a suitable mixing ratio can be found. The

suggested method is described in the following algorithm.

1. Train the network over the labeled data to achieve a supervised model f̂ .

2. Forward-feed the model f̂ with the labeled and unlabeled data, up to the last layer,

resulting in a new semi-supervised data set (X f̂ , Y, Z f̂ ).

3. Fit a supervised linear model, ŵ, and estimate the noise and signal as follows:

τ̂ 2 = ŵTΣŵ/tr(Σ) ; σ̂2 = V̂ ar(Y )− τ̂ 2tr(Σ),

where Σ is empirical covariance matrix of Z f̂ .

4. Use the unlabeled data Z f̂ to evaluate the unsupervised statistics, and calculate an

estimate α̂ of α∗, the desired mixing ratio, according to equation (10).
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5. Train the model f̈α̂ on the original semi-supervised data set T = (X, Y, Z), starting

from the model f̂ and training a few more epochs with the mixed loss function:

LM = (1− α̂)L̂+ α̂L̆,

where L̂ is the regular squared loss over the labeled data, and L̆ is equivalent to the

semi-supervised loss in (3), and can be written as follows:

L̆ =
1

m

m∑
i=1

(
f(zi)− Y

)2 − 2Ĉov (f(X), Y ) .

The described methodology has the advantage that the unlabeled data are used only in

the last few epochs, thus saving computational resources during training. Moreover, it can

be implemented in a stochastic manner by using mixed batches of labeled and unlabeled

data. We note that in Step (5) the whole net’s parameters are being updated during the

training with the semi-supervised loss.

4.1 Implementation on CelebA DataSet

We demonstrate the above algorithm in the task of landmark localization in CelebA facial

images data set (Liu et al. [2018]), containing 2·105 images. We train the same Convolution

NN (CNN) as in Simchoni and Rosset [2021], on a small fraction of the data designated as a

labeled training set with additional 10 semi-supervised epochs where the rest of the samples

are used as unlabeled set. The authors in Simchoni and Rosset [2021] reported an MSE of

1.68 in the Nose-X prediction task with a training set of size 1.6 · 105 labeled images. For

comparison, in our experiment, with only 2 ·104 labeled data, we obtain an MSE of 2.46 in

a supervised learning and an MSE as low as 1.71 in the semi-supervised learning process.

In order to achieve valid inference, we split the whole data into ten disjoint test folds while

the unlabeled set is fixed and contains the whole data-set. For each test fold, the labeled

training set is taken to be the following (or the first) n images, where n is the size of the

training set. In figure 1, we compare between the supervised model and the semi-supervised,

for different values of n. The majority of the hyper-parameters are fixed for any value of n,

but the size of the batches and number of supervised epochs vary with the training size n

to ensure the stability of the supervised learning. We present two learning curves of mean
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MSE, one for each learning method, and also one curve for the mean difference in MSE

between the two methods, along with its 95% confidence interval. In the results, we can

see that our suggested SSL method delivers substantial and significant improvement over

the standard supervised learning, and that the magnitude of the difference increases as n

decreases.
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Figure 1: Mean prediction errors of supervised and semi-supervised CNN on CelebA data-

set, for various values of labeled training set size n, out of 2 · 105 total images (see text for

discussion).

5 Semi-supervised Interpolators

In this section we study a similar methodology for SSL in the over-parameterized regime,

focusing on interpolators — estimators that achieve zero training error, including deep

neural networks (DNN). This type of model has attracted growing attention in recent

years in the field of machine learning. This is mainly because state-of-the-art DNN appear

to be models of this type, as well as the fact that recently, a double-descent curve of the

out-of-sample error as a function of the number of parameters was observed [Belkin et al.,

2019, Geiger et al., 2019, Hastie et al., 2022]. In the last paper, the authors analyze the

minimum l2 norm interpolation in high-dimensional least squares regression, and show that

double descent can occur in this model under a variety of settings.
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The basic principle in this type of models is to use a large number of parameters

p >> n, and to interpolate the training data, which means that f̂(X) = Y , while using

an appropriate criterion to choose the ”best” interpolator, typically based on norm mini-

mization. Consider a learning model with parameters w ∈ Rp and output function fw, the

minimal-norm-solution ŵ can be written as:

ŵ = argmin
w∈Rp

{||w|| , s.t. fw(X) = Y } ,

for some norm || · ||. In practice, deep learning models are fitted by first-order methods

such as gradient descent, which, when initialized appropriately, generally converges to

an interpolator ŵ with a nearly minimal distance from the initial point (see Oymak and

Soltanolkotabi [2019]). Moreover, as shown by Vardi and Shamir [2021], while the implicit

regularization of a ReLU neuron is not expressible by w, it is approximately the l2 norm.

These properties ensure that models trained using first-order methods can achieve reliable

learning in modern over-parameterized regimes. For our purposes, these characteristics

suggest that a semi-supervised method that improves the minimal l2 norm interpolator

could also be advantageous in deep learning models.

The main question we would like to address, is how to use unlabeled data to im-

prove the performance of interpolation models. We address this question by developing a

methodology for the standard linear interpolator model, supported by theoretical results

and simulation. In the sequel, we also demonstrate how this methodology can be imple-

mented in more complex interpolation models to improve performance. As an analogy to

the variance penalty and mixing approach from the previous sections, the main idea we

suggest here, is to use the unlabeled data to fit an interpolator that minimizes (or at least

reduces) the variance of predictions, and mix it with the minimum-norm interpolator in

order to achieve an interpolating model with better predictive performance.

5.1 The Linear Interpolator model

In the special case of fitting a linear predictor, f̂(x) = ŵTx, the minimum-norm interpolator

takes the following explicit form:

ŵ = XT (XXT )−1Y.
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Assuming also that Var(x) = Σ is known from the unlabeled data, the semi-supervised

estimator suggested in this case is the minimum-variance interpolator, which can be written

as follows:

w̃ = argmin
w∈Rp

{
wTΣw , s.t. Xw = Y

}
= Σ−1XT (XΣ−1XT )−1Y.

To compare between the estimators ŵ and w̃ in terms of mean prediction error, we require

the following distributional assumption:

Assumption 5. The distribution Px satisfies that (XXT )−1 and (XΣXT )−1 exist with

probability 1, and also that their expectations over X exist.

We also assume the scenario of a true linear model f(x) = wTx, scaled covariates

Ex0 [x0] = 0, and random coefficients vector w, such that E [w] = 0 and E
[
wwT

]
= τ 2Ip.

Analyzing the prediction error of ŵ and w̃ in this scenario, we are able to write explicit

expressions for R(ŵ) and R(w̃) as follows:

R(ŵ) = τ 2tr
(
Σ− ΣEX

[
XT (XXT )−1X

])
+ σ2tr

(
ΣEX

[
XT (XXT )−2X

])
:= τ 2bl + σ2vl,

R(w̃) = τ 2tr
(
Σ− EX

[
XT (XΣ−1XT )−1X

])
+ σ2tr

(
EX

[
(XΣ−1XT )−1

])
:= τ 2bu + σ2vu.

The term bl (vl) is associated with the bias (variance) component of R(ŵ). In the same

manner, the terms bu and vu are associated with R(w̃). The following proposition describes

the relations between these quantities:

Proposition 5.1. For any distribution PX satisfying Assumption 5, the following hold:

bl ≤ bu and vl ≥ vu.

The proof of Proposition 5.1 is provided in A.11. We note that the equality holds in the

edge case where ŵ = w̃ for any given realization of (w,X, Y ), which occurs when Σ = λIp,

for some λ > 0. In general, Proposition 5.1 exposes a bias-variance trade-off between the

two estimators, concluding that w̃ outperforms ŵ if and only if the signal-to-noise ratio,

τ 2/σ2 (or SNR), is smaller than (vl−vu)/(bu− bl). However, as shown in previous sections,
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mixing between the two estimators might be effective in improving predictive performance

under any SNR conditions. By analogy to β̇α, let us denote the linear-mixed estimator in

this case by ẇα = (1−α)ŵ+αw̃, for some mixing ratio α ∈ [0, 1]. Due to the convexity of

the interpolation set, it is clear that ẇα is also an interpolator. Analyzing the prediction

error of ẇα, we find that R(ẇα) as a function of α, can be written as follows:

R(ẇα) = R(ŵ) + α2
[
τ 2(bu − bl) + σ2(vl − vu)

]
− 2ασ2(vl − vu).

Analysis of the above formula leads us to the following theorem regarding the charac-

teristics of ẇα:

Theorem 5.1. For any distribution PX satisfying Assumption 5, and given parameters

(σ2, τ 2), the unique global minimum of R(ẇα), denoted by α∗, is in the open interval (0, 1).

Moreover, α∗ admits the following explicit formula:

α∗ =
σ2(vl − vu)

τ 2(bu − bl) + σ2(vl − vu)
,

and the minimum value of R(ẇα) denoted by R(ẇα∗), admits the following explicit formula:

R(ẇα∗) = τ 2bl + σ2vl −
σ4(vl − vu)

2

τ 2(bu − bl) + σ2(vl − vu)
< R(ŵ).

The proof of Theorem 5.1 is provided in A.12. From Theorem 5.1, we conclude that ẇα

at α∗, denoted by ẇα∗ is a better estimator than both ŵ and w̃, and that α∗ increases with

the noise, giving more weight to the unlabeled data (with the knowledge of Σ). However, it

is necessary to estimate α∗ from the data on hand. Noting that the quantities bl, bu, vl, vu

can be estimated precisely with the unlabeled data, it is only left to estimate σ2 and τ 2 from

the labeled data to define an estimator of α∗. We suggest a methodology for estimating

σ2 and τ 2, and in the sequel we show that it is practical to use this methodology in order

to define the empirically-tuned mixed interpolator, ẇα̂, which is uniformly better than the

standard minimum-norm interpolator. First, we preset an unbiased estimator of the noise

σ2, based on the characteristics of the minimum-norm interpolator model, for the case

where τ 2 is known.

Proposition 5.2. The following estimator is an unbiased estimator of σ2:

σ̂2 =
Y T (XXT )−2Y − τ 2tr

(
(XXT )−1

)
tr ((XXT )−2)

. (15)
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The proof of Theorem 5.2 is provided in A.13. We suggest using this unbiased estimator

in order to define the empirically-tuned mixed interpolator ẇα̂(τ) in the known τ scenario.

In the general scenario where τ 2 is unknown, it must be estimated together with σ2. In

this case, we suggest to perform the following iterative calculation:

τ̂ 2(0) = ŵTΣŵ/tr(Σ),

σ̂2
(t+1) = max

{
Y T (XXT )−2Y − τ̂ 2(t)tr

(
(XXT )−1

)
tr ((XXT )−2)

, 0

}
,

τ̂ 2(t+1) = max

{(∑
y2i
n

− σ̂2
(t+1)

)
/tr (Σ) , 0

}
.

We note that typically, it only requires a few iterations in order to converge to stable

estimates (σ̂2, τ̂ 2), which can be used to calculate the estimator α̂ of α∗. As far as we know,

this methodology is novel and can be implemented in other cases where the estimation of

the noise and signal of an over-parameterized underlying model is required.

5.2 Asymptotic usefulness of the mixed Interpolator

Similarly to the OLS case, the relative prediction error between the oracle-tuned estimator,

ẇα∗ , and the standard supervised estimator, ŵ, can be written as follows:

η =
R(ẇα∗)

R(ŵ)
= 1− σ4(vl − vu)

2

(τ 2(bu − bl) + σ2(vl − vu)) (τ 2bl + σ2vl)
.

The above expression reveals that the benefit of using the semi-supervised estimator is non-

negligible as long as the differences vl − vu and bu − bl are not negligible compared to the

quantities bu, bl and vl. Detailed analysis of the characteristics of the quantities (vl, vu, bu, bl)

as well as the estimator α̂, under different settings, especially regarding Px, is beyond the

scope of this paper. For the sake of brevity, and to highlight the advantage of the semi-

supervised interpolator over the supervised one, we consider the following distributional

assumption.

Assumption 6. The distribution Px satisfies x ∼ MN(0,Σ), where Σ is (a sequence of)

p×p diagonal matrix with entrees Σjj = c21(n) for 1 ≤ j ≤ p̃ and Σjj = c22(n) for p̃ < j ≤ p.
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Moreover, the asymptotic setup satisfies the following:

p/n → γ ∈ (1,∞) ; p̃/n → γ̃ ∈ (1, γ)

p̃c21(n) =

p̃∑
j=1

Σjj → c2 ; (p− p̃)c22(n) =

p∑
j=p̃

Σjj → 0,

as n, p, p̃ → ∞, for some constant c ∈ R.

The setting of Assumption 6 highlights the benefit of using the available unlabeled data,

which leads to the inference of the unbalanced structure of Σ and the subsequent adjustment

of the linear interpolator. Moreover, in this setting, we can find explicit expressions for the

limiting values of vl, vu, bl and bu, and also for α∗ and η. The following theorem summarizes

the asymptotic characteristics of the mix semi-supervised interpolator, and shows that η is

strictly smaller than 1 also when the sample size grows to infinity.

Theorem 5.2. Under the conditions of Assumption 6, as n → ∞, the following limiting

values exist:

vl →
1

γ̃ − 1
; bl → c2

(
1− 1

γ̃

)
; vu → 1

γ − 1
; bu → c2

(
1− 1

γ

)
,

η → η∞ = 1− (γ − γ̃)σ4

(γ − 1)2(γ̃ − 1)2
[
τ2c2

γγ̃
+ σ2

(γ−1)(γ̃−1)

] [
τ2c2(γ̃−1)

γ̃
+ σ2

γ̃−1

] ,
α∗ → α∗

∞ =
σ2

(γ − 1)(γ̃ − 1)
[
τ2c2

γγ̃
+ σ2

(γ−1)(γ̃−1)

] .
The proof of Theorem 5.2 is provided in Section A.14, and from it we conclude that

the prediction error of ẇα∗ is strictly lower than the one of ŵ as long as γ̃ < γ. Moreover,

we can see that η increases with γ̃ and equal to 1 when γ̃ = γ. On the other hand, η

decreases with γ and approaches 0 when γ̃ approaches 1. While we are not able to exactly

identify the characteristics of the estimates (σ̂2, τ̂ 2), the typical behavior we observed in

our simulations is that if τ 2 is known, the variance of σ̂2 is of order 1/n. Moreover, if σ2

is known, the variance of τ̂ 2 vanishes as n → ∞, since tr(Σ2) approaches zero. Therefore,

we expect the empirically tuned estimators, ẇα̂ and ẇα̂(τ), to perform similarly to ẇα∗ . In

Section 6.3 we demonstrate that this is indeed the typical behavior.
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5.3 Application to Random Fourier Features on real data

We demonstrate the applicability of the above methodology, on a common model in the

domain of over-parametrized machine learning, called Random Fourier Features (RFF,

Rahimi and Recht [2007]). The RFF model can be viewed as a two-layer neural network,

with the first layer being fixed (generated once pre-training), with non-linear activation.

The second (output) layer is essentially a linear interpolator. In particular, we adopt the

following formulation for the output function of the RFF model:

fŵ(x) = ŵTφ(Cx) ; C ∈ RH×p , H > n ; Cij ∼ N(0, 1),

where φ is a non-linear function acting component-wise. Thus, we can fit a supervised or

semi-supervised linear interpolator over the semi-supervised training set:

T =
(
φ(XCT ), Y, φ(ZCT )

)
.

We empirically study the predictive performance of the suggested mixed semi-supervised

linear interpolators as well as the OLS estimators from Section 2, on a sub-dataset of the

Netflix Prize data (Bennett et al. [2007]), available at Kaggle. [2005]1. From the full dataset,

we extracted the N = 12, 931 users who rated the movie ”Miss Congeniality”. The outcome

y is the rating of that movie by a specific user, and the covariates vector x is the user’s

ratings of p = 40 other movies. In order to achieve valid inference, we randomly split

the data into 20 disjoint folds, and each of them is split into train and test sets. This

is done for different sizes of training sets n, while the unlabeled data set Z ∈ RN×p is

fixed and contains the rating data of all N users, without the outcome column. For each

of the training sets, we fit the OLS estimators (β̂, β̆, β̇α̂, β̈α̃). We also generate an RFF

model with H = 5n nodes in the hidden layer, and an activation function φ : R → R3

as follows: φ(c) = (tanh(c), Sigmoid(c),ELU(c))T , resulting in a second layer of size 15n.

We also apply standard scaling among φ(ZCT ), and then fit the interpolators (ŵ, w̃, ẇα̂)

in the same manner as described in Section 6.3. The mean squared error over the test set

of the relevant fold is evaluated for every fitted estimator and averaged over the 20 folds.

The outcome is seven curves describing the prediction error, changing with n for each of

the estimators. We also evaluate the pairwise variances of the differences between any two

1https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/netflix-inc/netflix-prize-data
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estimators, for any value of n, to find the minimum difference required for significance at

any desired level.

In the results (Figure 2), we can see that the OLS estimators behave with the same

characteristics as in the simulated data of Section 6.1, with β̈α̃ outperforming the others,

supporting the analysis of Section 2. Regarding the RFF model, we can see that compared

to the OLS model, the RFF model is less sensitive to the size of the training set. More

importantly, the mixed-RFF interpolator ẇα̂ is very effective in reducing prediction error,

and outperforms all other models. Any difference greater than 0.04 is significant at level

0.05.
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Figure 2: Mean prediction errors of supervised and semi-supervised OLS and RFF on

Netflix data, for various values of n (see text for discussion).

5.4 Application to Fully-Connected Interpolating Neural Net-

works

We present a methodology for adapting the idea of mixed interpolators to fully connected

deep neural networks. The main idea is to mix the predictions between two neural networks

(models) as follows:

1. Supervised-trained interpolating model, denoted by f̂ , which is related to the mini-

mum norm interpolator.

2. Semi-supervised-trained model, f̃ , that aims to reduce the following variance term:
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Ex0

(
f̃(x0)− Y

)2
, while approximately maintains the interpolation constraint over

the labeled data.

The supervised model f̂ can be trained by applying the standard gradient descent

method with squared loss over the labeled data. The semi-supervised model ,f̃ , can be

trained by solving the following unconstrained optimization problem:

max
λ∈Rn

min
w

{J(λ,w)} =

max
λ∈Rn

min
w

{
1

m

m∑
i=1

(
f̃(zi)− Y

)2
− λT

(
Y − f̃(X)

)}
, (16)

where w represents the model’s parameters. Training f̃ can be done by a ”simple” gradient

descent ascent (GDA) method, minimizing J w.r.t w, and maximizing w.r.t λ. However,

the following issues need to be addressed in order to implement such an algorithm:

• Starting point. We use the supervised interpolating model f̂ as a starting point for

training the model f̃ . This is an analogy to moving from the minimum-norm solution

towards the minimum-variance solution. More important, this is much more efficient

than starting from a random point and converging to such an interpolating solution.

• Stopping criterion. The suggested GDA method might ”over-fit” the unlabeled data

Z, when applied with a high-capacity model, resulting in poor predictions. Therefore,

we define a minimal value of 1
m

∑m
i=1

(
f̃(zi)− Y

)2
, where the GDA algorithm should

be stopped upon reaching this value.

The suggested methodology for the Mixed-Semi-Supervised Deep Interpolating model is

described in the following algorithm.

1. Train the desired neural network over the labeled data to achieve near-interpolating

model f̂ .

2. Forward-feed the model f̂ with the labeled and unlabeled data, up to last layer, and

extract a new semi-supervised data set T = (X f̂ , Y, Z f̂ ) of high dimension H > n,

with scaled covariates.
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3. Based on T , fit the supervised and semi-supervised linear interpolating models (ŵ

and w̃), and calculate an estimate of α∗ (denoted by α̂), according to formula (25),

combined with the following estimates of the noise and the signal:

τ̂ 2 = ŵTΣŵ/tr(Σ) ; σ̂2 = V̂ ar(Y )− τ̂ 2tr(Σ),

where Σ is empirical covariance matrix of Z f̂ .

4. Train the semi-supervised model, f̃ , by applying the GDA method with the objective

J (Equation 16), starting from f̂ , and converging to an interpolation model with a

variance term as low as w̃TΣw̃ + Y
2
.

5. The mixed-semi-supervised deep model, denoted by ḟα̂, is defined follows:

ḟα̂(x) = α̂f̃(x) + (1− α̂)f̂(x).

We empirically study the predictive performance of the suggested Mixed Semi Super-

vised Deep Interpolating model on the same Netflix data as in Section 5.3, for a smaller

range of training sizes n. For any training sample, we train the model ḟα̂ as described above.

We use a fully connected neural network with two hidden layers, containing H1 = 5n and

H2 = 15n nodes, respectively, and Relu activation. The mean square error over the unseen

labeled in each fold is evaluated for both f̂ and ḟα̂, and averaged over the 20 folds.

In Figure 3, we present the results and compare them with the performance curves of

the mixed OLS and RFF models. We can see that the deep model is better than the other

two models in both the supervised and semi-supervised settings. More importantly, the

mixed-semi-supervised deep model, ḟα̂, improves over the supervised model f̂ , and delivers

the best performance among all models. Any difference greater than 0.05 is significant at

level 0.05.

6 Results of synthetic data simulations

We conduct an empirical study regrading the predictive performance of the various estima-

tors presented throughout the paper. The notation of all estimators and their corresponding

definitions are summarized in Table 1.
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Notation Definition

Overview

β̂ The standard supervised estimator.

β̆ The semi-supervised estimator.

βD The adaptive estimator that chooses between β̂ and β̆.

β̇α The linear mixed estimator αβ̆ + (1− α)β̂ with mixing ratio α.

β̈α The estimator the minimizes the mixed loss function αL̆+ (1− α)L̂.

OLS

β̇α∗ The linear mixed estimator β̇α at the oracle best mixing ratio α∗ = agrmin{R(β̇α)}.

β̈α∗∗ The mixed estimator β̈α at the oracle best mixing ratio α∗∗ = agrmin{R(β̈α)}.

β̇α̂ The linear mixed estimator β̇α at the estimated best mixing ratio α̂.

β̇α̂(τ) The linear mixed estimator β̇α at the estimated best mixing ratio, considering known τ .

β̈α̂ The mixed estimator β̈α at the estimated best mixing ratio for β̇α, α
∗.

β̈α̃ The mixed estimator β̈α at α̃ the best mixing ratio obtained by the grid search.

GLM

β̇α̇ The estimator β̇α at the oracle approximate best mixing ratio α̇ = agrmin{ṙ(α)}

β̈α̈ The estimator β̈α at the oracle approximate best mixing ratio α̈ = agrmin{r̈(α)}.

β̇α̂ The estimator β̇α at the estimated value of α̇.

β̈α̂ The estimator β̈α at the estimated value of α̇.

β̇α̃ The estimator β̈α at the estimated value of α̈ obtained by the grid search.

p > n

ŵ The standard supervised minimum l2 interpolator.

w̃ The semi-supervised minimum-variance interpolator.

ẇα∗ The linear mixed interpolator ẇα = αw̃ + (1− α)ŵ at the oracle best mixing ratio α∗

ẇα̂ The linear mixed estimator at the estimated best mixing ratio α̂.

ẇα̂ The linear mixed estimator at the estimated best mixing ratio, considering known τ .

Table 1: Summary of estimator notations
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Figure 3: Mean prediction errors of supervised and semi-supervised OLS, RFF, and fully

connected NN on Netflix data, for various values of n (see text for discussion).

6.1 Simulations for OLS model

We empirically study the predictive performance of the OLS model and all its SSL variants

under discussion, in two different generating models, by two-step simulations as follows:

• Unsupervised estimation. Evaluating relevant statistics that depend only on the

distribution of the covariates, such as vl, vu, H, etc., and consequently evaluating

the oracle values of the best mixing ratios for β̇α (denoted by α∗) and β̈α(denoted by

α∗∗), under any combination of noise and signal in our study, as if they were known.

This is done based on a large fixed data-set Z of m = 5 · 104 unlabeled observations

x ∼ MN(0p,Σ), where p = 25, and Σ is block-diagonal, containing five blocks such

that all variables in each block have pairwise correlation ρ = 0.9.

• Supervised simulation. Generating K = 5, 000 random training sets of n = 50

labeled observations (X, Y ) whereX is randomly sampled from Z, and Y = E[Y |X]+

ϵn, where ϵn ∼ MN(0n, σ
2In), for various values of σ

2. For each of the training sets,

combined with the statistics from the unsupervised estimation, we fit the supervised

and semi-supervised OLS estimators (β̂, β̆, βD). as well as the oracle estimators, β̇α∗

and β̈α∗∗ . We then estimate from the data the best mixing ratios for β̇α and β̈α,

and fit the mixed semi-supervised estimators (β̇α̂, β̈α̂, β̈α̃). The mean prediction error

over the data-set Z is evaluated for every fitted estimator and averaged over the K

training samples. The outcome is eight curves that describe the prediction error, R,
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changing with σ2 for each of the estimators. We also evaluate the pairwise variances

of the differences between any two estimators, for any value of σ2, in order to provide

a valid statement on the significance of the results.

The two generating models for the mean function f(x) = E[y|x] are as follows:

1. Constant-β. f(x) = β
∑p

j=1 xj , β = 1.5.

2. Random-β. f(x) = xTβ, where β ∼ MN(0, Ip) is generated with each training set

(X, Y ).

In the results (Figure 4 and Figure 5), we can see that the mixed semi-supervised

learning is very effective in reducing the mean prediction error. In particular, the estimator

β̈α̃ outperforms all other estimators, except for the oracle estimator β̈α∗∗ , with a benefit

that increases with the noise. We can see that the estimator β̈α̂ is also very effective despite

the fact that it uses the mixing ratio aimed at β̇α̂. In the constant-β scenario (Figure 4),

we can see that the oracle estimators are only slightly better than β̇α̂ and β̈α̃ respectively,

meaning that there is not much benefit in knowing the best mixing ratio, rather than

estimating it. Moreover, in the random-β scenario (Figure 5), the data-based estimator β̇α̂

is slightly better than the oracle estimator β̇α∗ , which means that it is actually beneficial to

estimate the noise and signal from the training data, rather than knowing them. In both

figures, all variances of pairwise mean differences are tiny, hence any difference larger than

the marker’s size is significant at level 0.05 in a paired t-test.

In Figure 6 we evaluate the prediction error of β̇α̂, β̇α∗ and β̇α̂(τ) for various values of n

and p = 0.5n, while tr(Σ) = σ2 = 25, and τ 2 = 1. The outcome is three curves that describe

the relative prediction error, R(β̃)/R(β̂) for β̃ ∈ {β̇α̂, β̇α∗ , β̇α̂(τ)}, changing the size of the

training sample. For reference, we mark the theoretical bound of η in this setting, η∞, by

a dotted horizontal black line, and the estimated value of η according to the unsupervised

estimate with n = 500 by a dashed horizontal gray line. In the results, we can see that

the relative prediction error of both β̇α∗ and β̇α̂(τ) converges to the expected limiting value

of 1 − 0.52, which supports the theoretical analysis. Interestingly, the prediction error of

the most realistic estimator, β̇α̂, converges to a significantly lower value, supporting the

conjecture that the non-vanishing variance of the estimator τ̂ 2, leads to a better estimation
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of the mixing ratio, rather than knowing the real value of τ . Table 1 provides a summary

of the definitions for each estimator.
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Figure 4: Mean prediction errors of true linear model with constant-β mechanism, for

various values of σ2 (see text for discussion).

17.5 20.0 22.5 25.0 27.5 30.0 32.5 35.0
2

10

15

20

25

30

35

Semi Supervised OLS, Random- , p=25 n=50
R( )
R( )
R( D)
R( )
R( * )
R( )
R( )
R( * * )

Figure 5: Mean prediction errors of true linear model with random-β mechanism, for various

values of σ2 (see text for discussion).

6.2 Simulations for GLM-ERM

We perform similar experiments as in Section 6.1, but with the ELU function Clevert et al.

[2015] for the link function g, as follows:

E[y|x] = min
{
ex

T β − 1,max
(
0, xTβ

)}
; β = 2 · 1p,
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Figure 6: Relative prediction errors of the random-β mechanism for various values of n,

with γ = 0.5, and tr(Σ) = σ2 = 25 (see text for discussion).

and we set p = 10. We note that this model does not comply with Assumption 4, but

the key condition vl > vu holds. In this scenario, we perform unsupervised estimation

using a large fixed data-set Z only in order to evaluate the oracle values for α̇ and α̈. The

supervised simulation works as follows:

We generate K = 4000 random training sets of n = 50 labeled observations (X, Y ) and

m = 5000 unlabeled observations (Z), for various values of σ2. For each of the training

sets, we fit the estimators β̂ and β̆. Then, by sub-sampling Z, at the fitted vector β̆, we

evaluate σ̂2 and all other unsupervised statistics in order to obtain estimates of α̇ and α̈,

denoted by α̂ and α̃ respectively, and use them to fit the mixed estimators (β̇α̂, β̈α̂, β̇α̃).

The method for fitting β̈α̂ and β̇α̃ is summarized by the following Newton-Raphson update

step, where α ∈ {α̂, α̃} respectively:

β
(t+1)

LM = β
(t)

LM −
(
S(t)
α

)−1 (
αζ(t)m + (1− α)ζ(t)n

)
,

where,

S(t)
α = αH(t)

m + (1− α)H(t)
n ,

H(t)
m =

1

m
ZTD(t)

m Z ;
[
D(t)

m

]
ii
= g′(zTi β

(t)

LM ),

H(t)
n =

1

m
XTD(t)

n X ;
[
D(t)

n

]
ii
= g′(xT

i β
(t)

LM ),

ζ(t)m =
1

m
ZTg(Zβ

(t)

LM )− Z · Y − Ĉov(X, Y ) ; ζ(t)n =
1

n
XT

(
g(Xβ

(t)

LM )− Y
)
.
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Figure 7: Mean prediction errors of ELU model, for various values of σ2 (see text for

discussion).

We also fit the oracle estimators β̇α̇ and β̈α̈, based on the oracle mixing ratios for ṙ(α)

and r̈(α) respectively, from the unsupervised simulation. The mean prediction error over

the data-set Z is evaluated for every fitted estimator and averaged over the K training

samples. The outcome is eight curves that describe the prediction error R, changing with

σ2 for each of the estimators.

In the results (Figure 7), we can see that mixed semi-supervised learning is effective

in reducing the prediction error, and the estimator β̇α̃ has the best performance (together

with the oracle estimator β̈α̈). Moreover, we can see that the oracle model β̇α̇ performs a

little worse than β̇α̂. We can also see that β̈α̂ performs very much like β̇α̃ despite the fact

that it uses the estimate of α̇ as the mixing ratio. Any difference greater than the marker

size is significant at level 0.05 in a paired t-test.

In Figure 8 we evaluate the mean prediction error of β̇α and β̈α for various values of

α in the interval [0, 1], specifically for σ2 = 25. The outcome is two curves that describe

the prediction error, R(β̇α) and R(β̈α), changing with α. For reference, we mark the

oracle evaluations of α̇ and α̈ in vertical lines, and the prediction error of the other mixed

estimators in horizontal lines. In the results, we can see that R(β̈α) < R(β̇α) and also

that R(β̇α̂) < R(β̇α) for any value of α. More importantly, we can see that both α̇ and

α̈ (especially) are very good approximations for determining the best mixing ratios of β̇α

and β̈α respectively, despite the quadratic approximation and the fact that, by definition,

they are the minimizers of the r-quantities instead of the R-quantities. The differences
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between R(β̇α̂) and R(β̇α) are significant for any value of α, differences between R(β̈α) and

R(β̇α) are significant for α ∈ [0.05, 0.95], and the differences between R(β̇α̃) and R(β̈α)

are significant for α /∈ (0.35, 0.5). In the next Section, we demonstrate how this successful

methodology can be implemented to improve deep neural networks.
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Figure 8: Mean prediction errors of ELU model, for various values of α, with σ2 = 25 (see

text for discussion).

6.3 Simulation for linear interpolators

We perform a similar experiment to the one in Section 6.1, with random coefficients, p =

100, n = 50, and Σ is a diagonal matrix with components Σii = 1 for i ≤ 0.8p, and Σii = 1/n

for i > 0.8p. For each of the training sets, combined with the unsupervised statistics, we

fit the interpolators (ŵ, w̃). We then estimate the noise and the signal according to the

described methodology, and fit wM . We also fit a semi-oracle estimator, wM(τ), which uses

τ 2 as if it were known and only estimates the noise with formula (15), and one oracle

estimator, wM∗
, using the oracle mixing ratios as if both τ 2 and σ2 were known. We note

that all the models under comparison are interpolating models.

In the results (Figure 9), we can see that wM outperforms all non-mixed interpolators,

suggesting that our mixing methodology is indeed effective in the over-parameterized regime

as well. We can also see that there is no substantial benefit in knowing the real noise and

signal rather than estimating them. The differences are significant whenever the markers

do not overlap.
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In Figure 10 we evaluate the relative prediction error of wM , wM∗
and wM(τ) for various

values of n and p = 2n, while maintaining the described mechanism for Σ with scaling,

such that tr(Σ) = σ2 = 25. For reference, we mark the theoretical boundary of η in this

setting by a dotted horizontal black line, and the estimated value of η according to the

unsupervised estimation with n = 300 by a dashed horizontal gray line. In the results, we

can see that the relative prediction errors of all three estimators converge to the expected

limiting value, supporting the theoretical analysis.
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Figure 9: Mean prediction errors of supervised and semi-supervised linear interpolating

model, for various values of SNR (see text for discussion).
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7 Discussion

This work provides new insight about the usefulness of unlabeled data in improving predic-

tion models, with a focus on the class of GLM. We show theoretically that the unlabeled

data can always be integrated in the learning process in a manner that ensures improve-

ment in prediction. Furthermore, the optimal portion of integration or mixing (denoted by

α) can be well estimated in practice by leveraging the unlabeled data on hand, leading to

substantial improvement. This kind of observation is very different from the conveyed mes-

sage in many previous works about the effectiveness of SSL. Due to space limits, we study

and analyze the methodology of mixed semi-supervised GLM-and-interpolators under a

specific set of assumptions and conditions that we found most important and interesting.

However, the suggested methodology can also be applied under a variety of scenarios such

as non-constant conditional variance, different predictive quality criteria for model evalu-

ation, and different mixing mechanisms. Taking a step back, the general idea behind the

studied methodology can be described as follows:

1. Define the mixed-predictor fM
α that combines the unlabeled data during the learning

process, with a portion that determined by α.

2. Analyze the quantity of interest R(fM
α ) according to the assumptions on the true

model, and derive an approximate or heuristic formula of it, denoted by r(α).

3. Identify and calculate an estimation α̂ of the optimal portion α∗, where r(α) achieves

its minimum, using estimates of the relevant statistics from the available labeled and

unlabeled data.

4. Fit the model fM
α̂ .

As another illustration of the described approach, and a possible extension to Section 3,

let us consider the common assumption in GLM theory that Var(y|x) = g′(xTβ)σ2, where

σ2 is the dispersion parameter (naturally equal to 1). Moreover, let us assume that the

predictive quality criterion is the out-of-sample squared error, ET,x0,y0

[(
fM
α (x0)− y0

)2]
,

and not the Canonical loss used in the learning process of β̂ and β̆, for the purpose of

convexity. Finally, let us be bold and choose to use the following mixed predictor:

fM
α (x) = (1− α)g(xT β̂) + αg(xT β̆).
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From an analysis of the quadratic approximation of R(fM
α ) in this setting, we can find that:

α∗ =
σ2(vl − vu)

B(β̆) + σ2(vl − vu)
,

where B(β̆) is the same quantity as in (14), and we can write the other statistics as follows:

vu =
n− 1

n
tr
(
H2H

−1
)
; vl = tr

(
H2EX

[
(XTDX)−1

])
,

H = EX

[
XTDX

]
; H2 = EX

[
XTD2X

]
.

The result by Groves and Rothenberg [1969] implies that the matrix E
[
(XTDX)−1

]
−H−1

is positive semi-definite. Thus we have: vl > vu, and we conclude that α∗ ∈ (0, 1) in this

setting, and mixed-SSL is effective in improving predictions. This example demonstrates

the flexibility of the suggested methodology to fit different scenarios, while following Steps

1 to 4 as mentioned above.

Based on the theoretical results in this paper, combined with the illustrated flexibility

above, we believe that the general approach of mixed-SSL can be relevant for improving

many real-life predictive models. The transition from GLM to more complex models,

however, is not a minor matter, especially in the context of obtaining rigorous theoretical

insights. While this is not the main focus of this work, we find it important to demonstrate

the applicability of our method to improve modern deep models in Sections 4,5. This was

done by looking at the last layer of the model as a ”remote” linear model with some best

mixing ratio that can be estimated with the formulas in this paper. In our experiments,

this estimation also turned out to be a useful heuristic measure for the desired mixing ratio

of the whole deep model. We note that this heuristic approach was inspired by the fact

that in Section 2 the estimator βLM was very effective, although it used the best estimated

mixing ratio of βM , as a heuristic measure. Nevertheless, more detailed theoretical analysis

of the characteristics of mixed-SSDL is an important topic for future studies. In particular,

it is interesting to study different adjustments of unlabeled data integration mechanisms to

different classes of models, and identify how the performance changes with the portion of

integration. We believe that both the theoretical and empirical results in this paper shed

some light on this domain of research, and motivate follow-up work.
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A Proofs

A.1 Proof of Theorem 2.1

Using the explicit expressions of β̂ and β̆ in (6), we can write the integrated risk R(β̇α) as

a function of α, as follows:

R(β̇α) = α2Bu + α2σ2vu + (1− α)2σ2vl

+ 2α(1− α)EX,x0

[
Cov

(
xT
0 β̂, x

T
0 β̆|X, x0

)]
= α2B(β̆) + α2σ2vu + (1− α)2σ2vl

+
2

n
α(1− α)tr

(
EX

[
(XTX)−1XTCov

(
Y,XTY − nX · Y |X, x0

)])
= α2B(β̆) + α2σ2vu + (1− α)2σ2vl + 2α(1− α)σ2vu

= α2
(
B(β̆) + σ2(vl − vu)

)
− 2ασ2(vl − vu) + σ2vl. (17)

Calculating the first and second derivatives with respect to α, we get the following.

∂

∂α
R(β̇α)|α=0 = −2σ2(vl − vu) < 0 ;

∂

∂α
R(β̇α)|α=1 = 2B(β̆) > 0,

∂

∂α2
R(β̇α) = 2

[
B(β̆) + σ2(vl − vu)

]
> 0.

From the above, we conclude that it is always beneficial to slightly move from each of the

estimators towards the other. Moreover, the first derivative equals to 0 at α∗ as follows:

α∗ =
σ2(vl − vu)

B(β̆) + σ2(vl − vu)
.

By plugging in the explicit expression of α∗ into equation 17, we the following explicit

expression of R(β̇α∗):

R(β̇α∗) =
σ4(vl − vu)

2

B(β̆) + σ2(vl − vu)
− 2

σ4(vl − vu)
2

B(β̆) + σ2(vl − vu)
+ σ2vl

= σ2vl −
σ4(vl − vu)

2

B(β̆) + σ2(vl − vu)
= R(β̂)− σ4(vl − vu)

2

B(β̆) + σ2(vl − vu)

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2.2

The integrated risk of β̈α can be summarized into the following bias-variance decomposition:

R(β̈α) = EX,x0

(
E
[
xT
0 β̈α|X, x0

]
− xT

0 β
)2

+ EX,x0

[
Var

(
xT
0 β̈α|X, x0

)]
= B(β̈α) + V (β̈α),
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and according to equation 8, the bias term can be written as follow:

B(β̈α) =
1

n
tr
(
EX

[
ββT∆T

αH∆α

])
,

where,

∆α = Sα(X
TX − αnX X

T
)− I ; Sα =

(
αH + (1− α)XTX

)−1
.

We can see that when a = 0, we get ∆α = 0p×p, and therefore:

B(β̈α)|α=0 =
∂

∂α
B(β̈α)|α=0 = 0.

In order to analyze the first derivative of the bias term B(β̈α) at α = 1, we use the fact

that ∂
∂α
Sα|α=1 = H−1(XTX−H)H−1, and adopt the notation introduced in 7. This allows

us to express:

H ·
(

∂

∂α
∆α|α=1

)
= HH−1(XTX −H)H−1(

n− 1

n
XTX − CX)

−HH−1(
1

n
XTX + CX)

=

(
n− 1

n
XTXH−1 − I

)
XTX +XTXH−1CX

= XTX

(
n− 1

n
H−1XTX − I

)
+XTXH−1CX

= XTX∆1,1 +XTXH−1CX ,

where ∆1,1 =
(
n−1
n
H−1XTX − I

)
. Furthermore, it is straightforward that:

∆α=1 =
n− 1

n
H−1XTX − I +H−1CX = ∆1,1 +H−1CX .

Combining all of the above with the fact that CX is not correlated with XTX and (XTX)2,

we get the following result.

∂B(β̈α)

∂α
|α=1 =

2

n
EX

[
tr
(
ββT∆T

1,1X
TX∆1,1

)]
+

2

n
EX

[
tr
(
ββTCXH

−1XTXH−1CX

)]
=

2

n
βTEX

[
∆T

1,1X
TX∆1,1 + CXH

−1XTXH−1CX

]
β. (18)

In the expression above, both terms in the expectation are positive semi-definite for

every realization of X due to the fact that each of them is squared form. Therefore, the
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expectation is positive definite, and we conclude that ∂
∂α
B(β̈α)|α=1 ≥ 0, and the only

instance in which the equality holds is when β is equal to the zero vector.

Examining the variance element V (β̈α), we can obtain the following equations:

V (β̈α) =
σ2ξα
n

tr
(
HEX

[
SαX

TXSα

])
, (19)

∂

∂α
V (β̈α) =

2σ2ξα
n

tr
(
HEX

[
SαX

TXSα(X
TX −H)Sα

])
− σ2

n
· 2− 2α

n
tr
(
HEX

[
SαX

TXSα

])
,

where ξα = 1− (2α−α2)/n. By taking the derivative at the extreme points, we obtain the

following.

∂

∂α
V (β̈α)|α=0 =

2σ2

n
tr

(
n− 1

n
HEX

[
(XTX)−1

]
− EX

[(
H(XTX)−1

)2])

<
2σ2

n
tr

(
HEX

[
(XTX)−1

]
− EX

[(
H1/2(XTX)−1H1/2

)2])

<
2σ2

n
tr

(
HEX

[
(XTX)−1

]
−
(
EX

[
H1/2(XTX)−1H1/2

])2)

= −2σ2

n
tr

(
HEX

[
(XTX)−1

]
H
(
EX

[
(XTX)−1

]
−H−1

))
≤ 0

∂

∂α
V (β̈α)|α=1 =

2σ2(n− 1)

n2
tr
(
EX

[
(XTXH−1)2

]
− Ip

)
=

2σ2(n− 1)

n2
tr
(
EX

[
(H−1/2XTXH−1/2)2

]
− Ip

)
>

2σ2(n− 1)

n2
tr
((

EX

[
XTXH−1

])2 − Ip

)
= 0.

In the above derivations, we use the general results of Rahman and Ahsanullah [1973] which

implies that for a given symmetric and positive definite random matrix A and any integer

k, the matrix E
[
Ak
]
− (E[A])k is positive semi-definite. In particular, we use the fact that

tr (E [A2]) > tr
(
(E[A])2

)
as long as A is not deterministic. From the above, we conclude

that:

∂

∂α
R(β̈α)|α=0 < 0 ;

∂

∂α
R(β̈α)|α=1 > 0.
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A.3 Proof of Theorem 2.3

Focusing on the variance term of the linear-mixed estimator, β̇α, we can write it as follows:

V (β̇α) =
σ2

n
tr
(
HEX

[
S̃αX

TXS̃α

])
− σ2p

n
· 2α− α2

n
(20)

:=
σ2

n

(
V̇1(α)− V̇2(α)

)
,

where S̃α = αH−1 + (1 − α)(XTX)−1. By analyzing the first term V̇1, we can show that

its minimum is achieved at α = 1 and the minimum value is p. In detail:

∂

∂α
V̇1(α) = 2tr

(
HEX

[
S̃αX

TX
(
H−1 − (XTX)−1

)])
= 2tr

(
EX

[(
αXTX + (1− α)H

) (
H−1 − (XTX)−1

)])
= 2tr

(
α
(
EX

[
XTX

]
H−1 − I

)
+ (1− α)

(
Ip −HEX

[
(XTX)−1

]))
= −2(1− α)tr

(
HEX

[
(XTX)−1 −H−1

])
,

∂2

∂α2
V̇1(α) = 2tr

(
HEX

[(
H−1 − (XTX)−1

)
XTX

(
H−1 − (XTX)−1

)])
> 0.

From the above we conclude that both V̇1(α) and V (β̇α) are convex in α, and their global

minimum is at α = 1, where the first derivative is equal to zero. Moreover, the minimum

value of V̇1(α) is:

V̇1(α = 1) = tr
(
HEX

[
H−1XTXH−1

])
= tr (Ip) = p.

By putting this observation back in equation (20), we conclude that:

V (β̇α) ≥
σ2ξα
n

tr
(
HEX

[
S̃αX

TXS̃α

])
. (21)

We conclude that the term in

In order to compare between V (β̇α) and V (β̈α), we use the fact that HS̃αX
TX is a

symmetric matrix, and the following identity holds:

tr
(
HS̃αX

TXSα

)
= tr

(
XTXS̃αHSα

)
= tr

(
HSαX

TXS̃α

)
.

Using the above, combined with equations (19) and (21), we can write the difference be-

tween V (β̇α) and V (β̈α) as follows.

V (β̇α)− V (β̈α) ≥
σ2ξα
n

tr
(
HEX

[(
S̃α − Sα

)
XTX

(
S̃α + Sα

)])
=

σ2ξα
n

EX

[
tr
((

S̃α − Sα

)
XTX

(
S̃α + Sα

)
H
)]

.
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In the expression above, we note that S̃α − Sα is a positive definite matrix, due to the

convexity of the inverse operator, combined with the fact that bothH andXTX are positive

definite matrices, as stated by Nordström [2011]. Moreover, the matrix XTX
(
S̃α + Sα

)
H

is also positive definite since it can be written as a sum of positive definite matrices as

follows:

XTX
(
S̃α + Sα

)
H = αXTX + (1− α)H +

(
α(XTX)−1 + (1− α)H−1

)−1
.

We conclude that the term inside the trace is a product of two positive definite matrices,

and therefore the trace is non-negative for every realization of X, and the expectation is

also non-negative. We conclude that for any given mixing ratio α, the following inequality

holds:

V (β̈α) ≤ V (β̇α).

A.4 Proof of Theorem 2.4

We write the function b̈(α) as follows:

B(β̈α) ≈ b̈(α) = b0 + b1α + b2α
2 + b3α

3.

Regardless of the distribution Px, B(β̈α) satisfies the following:

B(β̈α)|α=0 =
∂

∂α
B(β̈α)|α=0 = 0,

B(β̈α)|α=1 = B(β̇α)|α=1 = B(β̆).

By restricting b̈(α) to satisfy the same conditions as above, we get b0 = b1 = 0, and

b2 + b3 = B(β̆). We also know that B(β̇α) = α2B(β̆), and therefore:

∂

∂α
B(β̇α)|α=1 = 2B(β̆).

We can also write the explicit expressions for the first derivatives of B(β̇α) and B(β̈α) in

α = 1, for a general distribution PX , up to a factor of ((n− 1)/n)2, as follows.

∂B(β̇α)

∂α
|α=1 =

2

n
tr
(
ββTEX

[
XTXH−1XTX −H + CXH

−1CX

])
∂B(β̈α)

∂α
|α=1 =

2

n
tr
(
ββTEX

[(
XTXH−1

)2
XTX − 2XTXH−1XTX +H

])
+

2

n
tr
(
ββTEX

[
CXH

−1CX

])
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In order to analyze the difference between the values of the derivatives at α = 1, we

consider Assumption 2, and denote by X̃ ∈ Rn×p the random matrix with rows {x̃i}ni=1,

such that X = X̃Σ1/2, and the following identities hold:

XTX = Σ1/2X̃T X̃Σ1/2 ; E
[
X̃T X̃

]
= nIp ; H = nΣ,

E
[
(X̃T X̃)2

]
= n (n+ p+ q4 − 2) Ip,

E
[
(X̃T X̃)3

]
= Ipn

(
q6 + 3(p− 1)q4 + p(p− 3)

+ 3(n− 1)(q4 + p− 1) + n(n− 3) + 4
)
.

Using the above properties, we can show that the following holds:

∂B(β̈α)

∂α
− ∂B(β̇α)

∂α
|α=1 = 2βT

(
ΣEX

[
1

n3
(X̃T X̃)3 − 3

n2
(X̃T X̃)2

]
+ 2Σ

)
β

= 2βTΣβ

[
3

n
+

p(p− 6) + 3q4(p− 2) + 7 + q6
n2

]
> 0.

From the above, we conclude that the first derivative of B(β̈α) at α = 1 is greater than the

one of B(β̇α), under a wide class of distributions. We plug this constraint into b̈(α) and we

get that necessarily b2 < B(β̆). Therefore, we can write:

b̈(α) = b2α
2 +

(
B(β̆)− b2

)
α3 = b2(α

2 − α3) +B(β̆)α3

≤ B(β̆)(α2 − α3 + α3) = α2B(β̆) = B(β̇α)

A.5 Proof of Proposition 2.1

By the definitions of η and α∗, their limiting behavior can be expressed by the limiting

behavior of vl, vu and bu. Regardless of the distribution of the covariates, the quantity vu

satisfies vu → γ as n → ∞. We use the fact that XTX follows the Wishart distribution

and satisfies the following properties:

E
[
(XTX)2

]
= n(n+ 1)Σ2 + nΣtr(Σ) ; E

[
(XTX)−1

]
=

1

n− p− 1
Σ−1.

using the above properties, we can obtain the following limiting expressions of vl and bu:

bu =
n−1
n
(p+ n−1

n
)

n
tr(Σ) → γc2 ; vl =

p

n− p− 1
→ γ

1− γ
.

The limiting expressions η∞ and α∗
∞ are determined by placing the above limiting values

of vl, vu and bu in Equations (11) and (10) respectively.
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A.6 Proof of Proposition 2.2

Let us denote by X̃ ∈ Rn×p the random matrix with rows {x̃i}ni=1, and by CX̃ the matrix

of cross terms as in (7), with components x̃. Using the fact that X = X̃Σ1/2, we derive the

explicit expression of bu as follows:

bu =
(n− 1)2

n4
tr

([
E(X̃T X̃)2 −

(
E[X̃T X̃]

)2]
Σ

)
+

1

n2
tr
(
E(CX̃)

2Σ
)

=

[
(n− 1)2(p+ q − 2) + (n− 1)p

n3

]
tr (Σ) .

From the above expression we conclude that bu → γc2,as n → ∞, under this generating

mechanism, as in the Gaussian case. Moreover, it is clear that vu → γ due to the fact that

the quantity vu is indifferent to the distribution PX .

Regarding the quantity vl, we denote the conditional variance component by vl(X),

such that vl = EX [vl(X)], and write as follows:

vl(X) = tr
(
Σ(XTX)−1

)
= tr

(
Σ

1
2

(
X̃T X̃

)−1

Σ− 1
2

)
=

1

n
tr

((
1

n
X̃T X̃

)−1
)
.

We now note that according to the Marchenko-Pastur theorem [Marchenko and Pastur,

1967, Silverstein, 1995], under the asymptotic setting, the spectral measure of 1
n
X̃T X̃ con-

verges weakly, almost surely, to the Marchenko-Pastur law, depending only on γ, and

bounded away from 0. Therefore, we can write that as n, p → ∞, almost surely:

vl(X) =
1

n
tr

((
1

n
X̃T X̃

)−1
)

→ γs(γ),

where s(γ) can be obtained by the Marchenko-Pastur law. In the proof of Hastie et al.

[2022], Proposition 2, it was shown that s(γ) = 1/(1−γ), concluding that vl(X), converges

almost surely in X to γ/(1− γ), which is also the expected value of vl(X) in the Gaussian

case. The almost sure convergence combined with the fact that vl(X) ≥ 0 for all possible

realizations of X, yield that for every ϵ̃ > 0, there exists an n(ϵ̃) such that:

vl = EX [vl(X)] ≥ γ

1− γ
− ϵ̃ , ∀n > n(ϵ̃).

Thus, as long as Assumption 1 holds, vl either converges to a fixed value that is greater

than or equal to the one in the Gaussian case, or diverges to large values. Noting that η
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decreases as vl increases (while bu and vu are fixed), we conclude that η either converges

to a fixed value that is smaller than or equal to η∞, or fluctuates between values in the

interval (0, η∞] as n → ∞. In the same way, α∗ increases as vl increases, and therefore lies

in the interval [α∗
∞, 1) as n → ∞.

A.7 Proof of Proposition 2.3

For any given training size n, the estimator σ̂2 is an unbiased estimator of σ2, and its

total variance over T = (X, Y ) is Var(σ̂2) = 2σ4/(n(1 − γ)). Therefore, σ̂2 converges in

probability to σ2, and also α̂ converges in probability to α∗. By the definitions of βM(τ)

and βM∗
, the difference between the predictions can be written as follows.

xT
0 β

M∗ − xT
0 β

M(τ) = (α̂− α∗)xT
0 (β̂ − β̆).

Under the distributional assumptions taken over Px, the total variance of xT
0 (β̂ − β̆) con-

verges to the following fixed value as n → ∞:

Var
(
xT
0 (β̂ − β̆)

)
→ σ2γ2

1− γ
+ γc2τ 2.

From the fact that α̂ − α∗ converges in probability to 0, and the variance of xT
0 (β̂ − β̆)

is asymptotically bounded, it is elementary that the product between the two terms also

converges in probability to 0.

A.8 Proof of Proposition 3.1

Denote by Ψ ∈ Rn×p×p, Ψijk = xijxij, the tensor that collects the data xix
T
i , i ∈ {1 · · ·n},

for a specific realization of the covariates matrix X. Under Assumption 4, we have that

E
[
XTDX|Ψ

]
=
∑

i E
[
g′(xT

i β)xix
T
i |Ψi = xix

T
i

]
= δXTX, and therefore the following chain

of equalities is straight forward:

E[XTX]H−1 = E[XTX]
(
δE[XTX]

)−1
= Ipδ

−1 (22)

= E
[
XTX

(
E[XTDX|Ψ]

)−1
]
.
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Due to the (n − 1)/n factor in equation (14), the difference vl − vu is strictly larger than

the following expression:

vl − vu > tr
(
HE

[
H−1

X XTXH−1
X −H−1XTXH−1

])
= tr

(
HE

[(
H−1

X −H−1
)
XTX

(
H−1

X −H−1
)])

+ tr
(
HE

[
H−1XTXH−1

X +H−1
X XTXH−1 − 2XTXH−2

])
,

where HX = XTDX. The first term in the expression above is a trace of product of two

positive definite matrices and therefore positive. Using equation (22), the second term can

be written as follows:

2E
[
tr
(
XTX

(
E[(XTDX)−1|Ψ]−

(
E[XTDX|Ψ]

)−1
))]

.

The result by Groves and Rothenberg [1969] implies that the matrix E[(XTDX)−1|Ψ] −(
E[XTDX|Ψ]

)−1
is positive semi-definite for any realization of Ψ, and therefore the trace is

always non-negative. We conclude that the above expectation is non-negative and therefore

vl − vu > 0.

A.9 Proof of Proposition 3.2

By the definition of ṙ(α), we can write:

ṙ(α) = ET

[
ȧTαHȧα

]
= α2(B(β̆) + σ2vu) + (1− α)2σ2vl

+ 2α(1− α)ET

[
âTHă

]
= α2(B(β̆) + σ2vu) + (1− α)2σ2vl

+ 2α(1− α)
n− 1

n
σ2tr

(
EX

[
XTX(XTDX)−1

])
:= α2

(
B(β̆) + σ2vu

)
+ (1− α)2σ2vl + 2α(1− α)σ2vs

= α2
(
B(β̆) + σ2(vl + vu − 2vs)

)
− 2ασ2(vl − vs) + σ2vl,

first and second derivatives of ṙ(α) with respect to α, we get that:

∂

∂α
ṙ(α)|α=0 = −2σ2(vl − vs) ;

∂

∂α
ṙ(α)|α=1 = 2

(
B(β̆) + σ2(vu − vs)

)
,

∂

∂α2
ṙ(α) = 2

(
B(β̆) + σ2(vl + vu − 2vs)

)
.
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Looking at the term vl + vu − 2vs, we can see that it can be written as follows:

n− 1

n
tr
(
HEX

[
(H−1

X −H−1)TXTX(H−1
X −H−1)

])
+

vl
n
,

which is an expectation of quadratic form, plus a positive term. Therefore, vl+vu−2vs > 0,

which implies that the second derivative of ṙ(α) is strictly positive, and the unique global

minimum is:

α̇ =
σ2(vl − vs)

B(β̆) + σ2(vl + vu − 2vs)
.

Using the fact that vl > vu, we conclude that vl > vs and therefore ∂
∂α
ṙ(α)|α=0 < 0 and

necessarily: α̇ > 0.

A.10 Proof of Proposition 3.3

Let us first analyze the variance term associated with ṙ(α) as follows:

V̇ (α) = σ2tr
(
HEX

[
S̃αX

TXS̃α

])
− σ2

n− 1

(
α2vu + 2α(1− α)vs

)
(23)

= σ2
[
(1− α)2vl + α2vu + 2α(1− α)vs

]
, (24)

where S̃α = αH−1 + (1 − α)(XTDX)−1. Using the properties that vl + vu − 2vs > 0 and

vl > vu we can show that the following inequality holds:

α2vu + 2α(1− α)vs
n− 1

≤ (1− ξα)tr
(
HEX

[
S̃αX

TXS̃α

])
,

and together with (23), we conclude that:

V̇ (α) ≥ ξασ
2tr
(
HEX

[
S̃αX

TXS̃α

])
.

We now show the following identity for any α and realization of X:

S̃αX
TXSα =

(
α2H(XTX)−1H + (1− α)2HX(X

TX)−1HX

+ α(1− α)HXHX + α(1− α)HXXH
)−1

= SαX
TXS̃α.

Using the above, we can write:

V̇ (α)− V̈ (α) ≥ ξασ
2tr
(
HEX

[(
S̃α − Sα

)
XTX

(
S̃α + Sα

)])
.
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In the expression above, we note that S̃α − Sα is a positive definite matrix, due to the

convexity of the inverse operator, combined with the fact that both H and XTX are

positive definite matrices, as stated by Nordström [2011]. Moreover, the matrix

XTX
(
S̃α − Sα

)
XTX

(
S̃α + Sα

)
is semi positive definite since it is a symmetric product of positive detinit matrices. We

conclude that the term inside the trace is a product of two semi positive definite matrices,

and therefore the trace is non negative for every realization of X, and the expectation is

also non negative. We conclude that for any given mixing ratio α, the following inequality

holds:

V̇ (α) ≥ V̈ (α).

On the other hand, from equation (24) we find that:

∂

∂α
V̇ (α)|α=0 = 2σ2(vs − vl) < 0.

Since V̇ (α = 0) = V̈ (α = 0), together with the fact that V̈ (α) ≤ V̇ (α), we conclude that

necessarily ∂
∂α
V̈ (α)|α=0 < 0. By analyzing the bias term of r̈(α), we can immediately find

that ∂
∂α
B̈(α)|α=0 = 0. Thus, we have ∂

∂α
r̈(α)|α=0 < 0.

Now, let us look at the following expression of the first derivative at α = 1:

∂

∂α
r̈(α)|α=1 =

n− 1

n
2σ2tr

(
H−1EX

[
HXH

−1XTX −XTX
])

+ 2EX

[
tr
(
H−1HXH

−1ζζT
)]

.

Under Assumption 4, the first term (variance) above is positive, since the expression in the

trace can be written as:

δ
(
E
[
(H−1/2XTXH−1/2)2

]
−
(
E
[
H−1/2XTXH−1/2

])2)
.

The second term (bias) is necessarily positive, since we have a product of two positive

definite matrices inside the trace. We conclude that the first derivative of r̈(α) is positive

at α = 1, and argmin{r̈(α)} is in the open interval (0, 1).
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A.11 Proof of Proposition 5.1

Let us denote by ϵ ∈ Rn, the vector of random noise, such that yi = xT
i w+ϵi for i = 1 · · ·n.

By definition, for any given realization of (w,X, Y = Xw + ϵ):

w̃TΣw̃ ≤ ŵTΣŵ.

Therefore, for any setting of (PX , σ
2, τ 2), the integrated expectations hold that:

E
[
w̃TΣw̃

]
≤ E

[
ŵTΣŵ

]
.

The derivation of the above expectations shows that:

τ 2tr
(
EX

[
XT (XΣ−1XT )−1X

])
+ σ2vu

≤ τ 2tr
(
ΣEX

[
XT (XXT )−1X

])
+ σ2vl,

which holds if and only if:

σ2vu − τ 2bu ≤ σ2vl − τ 2bl.

Since the above inequality holds for any setting of (σ2, τ 2), it necessarily holds that bl ≤ bu

and vl ≥ vu.

A.12 Proof of Theorem 5.1

Calculating first and second derivatives of R(ẇα) with respect to α, we get:

∂

∂α
R(ẇα) = 2α

[
τ 2(bu − bl) + σ2(vl − vu)

]
− 2σ2(vl − vu),

∂

∂α
R(ẇα)|α=0 = −2σ2(vl − vu) < 0, ;

∂

∂α
R(ẇα)|α=1 = 2τ 2(bu − bl) > 0,

∂

∂α2
R(ẇα) = 2

[
τ 2(bu − bl) + σ2(vl − vu)

]
> 0.

From the above, we conclude that for any SNR, it is beneficial to slightly move from each

one of the estimators toward the other. Moreover, the best mixed interpolator is achieved

where the first derivative equals to 0 as follows:

α∗ =
σ2(vl − vu)

τ 2(bu − bl) + σ2(vl − vu)
. (25)
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A.13 Proof of Proposition 5.2

By taking iterative expectation over X, w, and Y , we get:

E[σ̂2] = EX

[
Ew

[
tr
(
(XXT )−2EY

[
Y Y T |X,w

])]
− τ 2tr

(
(XXT )−1

)
tr ((XXT )−2)

]
,

and since the underlying model satisfies EY

[
Y Y T |X,w

]
= Inσ

2+XwwTXT , we can write:

E[σ̂2] = EX

[
tr
(
(XXT )−2σ2 +XT (XXT )−2XEw

[
wwT

]
− τ 2(XXT )−1

)
tr ((XXT )−2)

]
.

Now, since Ew

[
wwT

]
= Ipτ

2, the middle and right terms in the numerator cancel, and we

are left with:

E[σ̂2] = EX

[
tr
(
(XXT )−2

)
σ2

tr ((XXT )−2)

]
= σ2.

A.14 Proof of Theorem 5.2

For a given covariance matrix Σ, let us denote by U , the random matrix U = XΣ−0.5. The

properties of the Gaussian distribution of imply that the rows of the matrix U = XΣ−0.5

have a scaled Gaussian distribution with i.i.d. components. Using the connection between

U and X, we can write the terms vu and bu as follows:

vu = tr
(
E
[
(UUT )−1

])
; bu = tr(Σ)− tr

(
E
[
Σ1/2UT (UUT )−1UΣ1/2

])
.

Taking advantage of the intrinsic properties of the matrix U , including its rotational in-

variance, and the attributes of the generalized inverse of the Wishart matrix (as outlined

in Cook and Forzani [2011]), we can deduce exact expressions for vu and bu, as well as their

asymptotic values, as described below.

vu =
1

p− n− 1
tr (In) =

n

p− n− 1
→ 1

γ − 1
,

bu = tr (Σ)− tr (Σ)

p
tr
(
E
[
UT (UUT )−1U

])
= tr (Σ) (1− n

p
) → c2

(
1− 1

γ

)
.

For the manner of analyzing the terms vl and bl, we adopt the conclusion that arised

by Hastie et al. [2022] and also by Bartlett et al. [2020], that the estimator ŵ is affected

by the vanishing eigenvalues of Σ in a manner that only the p̃ non-vanishing components

of Σ are taken into account. Therefore, we can analyze the prediction error of ŵ as is done
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with p̃-dimensional i.i.d. Gaussian covariates, by taking into account γ̃ in place of γ. More

precisely, we can assume that x ∼ MN(0p̃, c
2
1(n)Ip̃) and the rows of the matrix U = 1

c1(n)
X

have a scaled Gaussian distribution with i.i.d. components. Therefore we can write the

terms vl and bl as follows:

vl = tr
(
E
[
UT (UUT )−2U

])
=

1

p̃− n− 1
tr (In) →

1

γ̃ − 1
,

bl = tr
(
c21(n)Ip̃ − c21(n)Ip̃EX

[
XT (XXT )−1X

])
= c21(n)(p̃− n) → c2

(
1− 1

γ̃

)
.

For any given combination of (σ2, τ 2, c2, γ, γ̃), we can plug in the above limiting values

into the formulas of η and α∗ and get the following limiting expressions:

η → η∞ = 1− (γ − γ̃)σ4

(γ − 1)2(γ̃ − 1)2
[
τ2c2

γγ̃
+ σ2

(γ−1)(γ̃−1)

] [
τ2c2(γ̃−1)

γ̃
+ σ2

γ̃−1

] ,
α∗ → α∗

∞ =
σ2

(γ − 1)(γ̃ − 1)
[
τ2c2

γγ̃
+ σ2

(γ−1)(γ̃−1)

] .

B Challenging the total information assumption

In this Section we analyze the case where the amount of the unlabeled data,m is comparable

to the amount of the labeled data, n, and the dimension of the data, p. In this case,

the variability in the estimation of parameters like E[xxT ] is not negligible and affects

the prediction error of the semi-supervised estimators. In subsequent analysis, we show

that, on the one hand, as anticipated, the prediction error surpasses that observed in the

total information scenario. On the other hand, we show that the central argument of

Theorem 2.1 holds as long as the quantity of unlabeled data exceeds that of the labeled

data. Additionally, for Gaussian covariates specifically, we can precisely express both the

optimal mixing ratio α∗, and the ratio η that compares the prediction error of the optimally

adjusted semi-supervised estimator to that of the supervised estimator.

Denoting the set of unlabeled data by Z ∈ Rm×p, the linear mixed semi-supervised

estimator under discussion can be written as follows:

β̇α = (1− α)β̂ + αβ̃ ; β̃ =
m

n

(
ZTZ

)−1
XTY. (26)
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We note that in the estimator β̃ above, we estimate the matrix H = E[XTX] by n
m
ZTZ,

which is now a random matrix and not fixed as in the total information case. For the sake

of brevity, we focus on the properties of the estimator β̇α under the random-β scenario and

assume that the rows of Z are independent of the rows of X. In this setting, we can write

the prediction error of β̃, as follows:

R(β̃) =
τ 2

n
tr

(
HE

[(
I − m

n
(ZTZ)−1XTX

)(
I − m

n
(ZTZ)−1XTX

)T])
+

σ2m2

n3
tr
(
HE

[
(ZTZ)−1XTX(ZTZ)−1

])
= τ 2bũ + σ2vũ := B(β̃) + V (β̃).

Utilizing the above expression of R(β̃), the prediction error of the mixed estimator β̇α, as

a function of α, can be written as follows:

R(β̇α) = α2τ 2bũ + α2σ2vũ + (1− α)2σ2vl + 2α(1− α)EX

[
Cov

(
xT
0 β̂, x

T
0 β̃|X

)]
:= α2τ 2bũ + α2σ2vũ + (1− α)2σ2vl + 2α(1− α)vs̃, (27)

where: X = (X,Z, x0) and vs̃ =
m
n2 tr

(
E
[
(ZTZ)−1

]
H
)
.

When we compute the first and second derivatives of R(β̇α) with respect to α, it results

in:

∂

∂α
R(β̇α)|α=0 = −2σ2(vl − vs̃),

∂

∂α
R(β̇α)|α=1 = 2

[
τ 2bũ + σ2(vũ − vs̃)

]
,

∂2

∂α2
R(β̇α) = 2

[
τ 2bũ + σ2(vl + vũ − 2vs̃)

]
.

We note that the term vl+vũ−2vs̃ is non-negative, since it can be written as an expectation

of a trace of squared form as follows:

vl + vũ − 2vs̃ = E
[
tr
(
H1/2QQTH1/2

)]
,

where:

Q =
1

n0.5
(XTX)−1/2 − m

n1.5
(ZTZ)−1(XTX)1/2.

Based on the preceding analysis, it is determined that the second derivative of R(β̇α) is

positive, which confirms the convexity of R(β̇α) with respect to α.
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We now point to the fact that if the key condition vs̃ < vl holds, it is always beneficial

to slightly move from supervised estimator, β̂, towards β̃. If the condition vs̃ < vũ holds

as well, the unique global minimizer of R(β̇α), is necessarily in the open interval (0, 1). In

general, α∗ admits the following explicit formula:

α∗ =
σ2(vl − vs̃)

τ 2bũ + σ2(vl + vũ − 2vs̃)
. (28)

The key condition vs̃ < vl holds if and only if E
[
( 1
n
XTX)−1

]
−E

[
( 1
m
ZTZ)−1

]
is a positive

definite matrix, which seems to be a mild requirement in any case of m > n. Indeed, we are

able to show that this condition holds without any distributional assumption other than

Assumption 1, when m = Kn, for K = 2, 3, · · · , as follows:

E

[(
1

n
XTX

)−1
]
=

1

K

K∑
k=1

E

[(
1

n
XTX

)−1
]
= E

 K∑
k=1

1

Kn

 kn∑
i=s(k)

ziz
T
i

−1
≥ E

 K∑
k=1

1

Kn

kn∑
i=s(k)

ziz
T
i

−1 = E

[(
1

m
ZTZ

)−1
]
.

In the above derivation, s(k) = 1 + (k − 1)n, and the symbol ≥ denotes the relationship

between positive definite (P.D.) matrices. This is valid because of the fact that the expected

value of the sum of inverse matrices is (in the sense of P.D.) larger than the expected value

of the inverse of the sum of matrices. Thus, we conclude that the mixed estimator is

beneficial in general, without the total information assumption.

Let us also assume that the distribution Px satisfies the conditions of Assumption 2,

and denote by Z̃ ∈ Rm×p the random matrix with scaled i.i.d. entrees {zij}, such that

Z = Z̃Σ1/2. In this case, we can show that the condition vs̃ < vũ also holds, as follows:

vũ =
m2

n3
tr
(
HE

[
(ZTZ)−1XTX(ZTZ)−1

])
=

m2

n
tr
(
E
[
(Z̃T Z̃)−2

])
≥ m2

n
tr

((
E
[
(Z̃T Z̃)−1

])2)
≥ m2

n
tr

(
E
[
(Z̃T Z̃)−1

] (
E
[
(Z̃T Z̃)

])−1
)

=
m

n
tr
(
E
[
(Z̃T Z̃)−1

])
=

m

n
tr
(
E
[
(ZTZ)−1

]
Σ
)
= vs̃.

From the above, we conclude that Theorem 2.1 is valid for a wide class of distributions,

without the requirement of the total information assumption.

In the more specific case of Gaussian covariates, we can explicitly write all relevant

terms: bũ, vũ, vs̃, and vl. Therefore, we can get more insights on how the mixed semi-
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supervised estimator is effected by the size of the unlabeled data. In particular, we can

compare between vl and vs̃ as follows:

vl − vs̃ = p

(
1

n− p− 1
− 1

n− pm
n
− 1

)
,

which is positive as long as m > n, revealing that the SSL is beneficial when the amount

of unlabeled data exceeds that of the labeled data. In order to obtain a succinct view on

the properties of β̇α, we consider the asymptotic setting in which p/n → γ ∈ (0, 1) and

p/m → γ̃ as n,m, p → ∞, and assumption 3 is satisfied. In this context, we are able to

show that:

bũ → c2
1 + (1− γ̃)3 − 2(1− γ̃)2 + γ

(1− γ̃)3
,

vũ → γ

(1− γ̃)3
; vs̃ →

γ

1− γ̃
.

From the above, it is clear that R(β̃) progressively increases with γ̃ and matches R(β̆)

when γ̃ = 0. Similarly, R(β̇α∗) aligns with the total information scenario as γ̃ approaches

0. Moreover, these limiting values are useful for defining the limiting values of α∗ in a

specific configuration of (γ, γ̃), as outlined in Equation (28) and η, integrating all relevant

elements in Equation (27).
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