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We consider a class of nonlinear mappings F4 y in RY indexed by sym-
metric random matrices A € R¥*¥ with independent entries. Within spin
glass theory, special cases of these mappings correspond to iterating the TAP
equations and were studied by Bolthausen [Comm. Math. Phys. 325 (2014)
333-366]. Within information theory, they are known as “approximate mes-
sage passing” algorithms.

We study the high-dimensional (large N) behavior of the iterates of F
for polynomial functions F, and prove that it is universal; that is, it depends
only on the first two moments of the entries of A, under a sub-Gaussian tail
condition. As an application, we prove the universality of a certain phase
transition arising in polytope geometry and compressed sensing. This solves,
for a broad class of random projections, a conjecture by David Donoho and
Jared Tanner.

1. Introduction and main results. Let A € RV*V be a random Wigner ma-
trix, that is, a symmetric random matrix with i.i.d. entries A;; satisfying E{A;;} =0
and E{Al.zj} = 1/N. Considerable effort has been devoted to studying the distribu-
tion of the eigenvalues of such a matrix [3, 4, 29]. The universality phenomenon
is a striking recurring theme in these studies. Roughly speaking, many asymptotic
properties of the joint eigenvalues’ distribution are independent of the entries’ dis-
tribution, as long as the latter has the prescribed first two moments and satisfies
certain tail conditions. We refer to [3, 4, 29] and references therein for a selection
of such results. Universality is extremely useful because it allows us to compute
asymptotics for one type of distribution of the entries (typically, for Gaussian en-
tries) and then export the results to a broad class of distributions.

In this paper we are concerned with random matrix universality, albeit we do
not focus on eigenvalues properties. Given A € RV*V and an initial condition

Received July 2012; revised December 2013.
1Supponed by the French Agence Nationale de la Recherche (ANR) under reference ANR-11-
JS02-005-01 (GAP project).
2Supported in part by NSF CAREER award CCF-0743978, NSF Grant DMS-08-06211, and
AFOSR Grant FA9550-10-1-0360.
MSC2010 subject classifications. Primary 60F05; secondary 68W40.
Key words and phrases. Universality, random matrices, message passing, compressed sensing,
polytope neighborliness.

753


http://www.imstat.org/aap/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1214/14-AAP1010
http://www.imstat.org
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet/msc/msc2010.html

754 M. BAYATI, M. LELARGE AND A. MONTANARI

x0 e RN independent of A, we consider the sequence (x');>0 ¢t € N defined by
letting, for t > 0,

(L) x™=Af(x" ) —bfx"" e =1), b= idiv(f(x; )| -
N x=x!
where, by convention, by = 0. Here for each r > 0, f(-;1):RY — R is a sep-
arable function, that is, f(z;¢) = (fi1(z1;1), ..., fn(zn;t)). We also assume that
the functions f;(-; ) :R — R are polynomials of bounded degree. In addition, div
denotes the divergence operator, and in particular, b, = N ! Z,N: WHEHOE
The present paper is concerned with the asymptotic distribution of x’ as N —
oo with ¢ fixed, and establishes the following results:

UNIVERSALITY. As N — 00, the finite-dimensional marginals of the distri-
bution of x’ are asymptotically insensitive to the distribution of the entries of A;;.

STATE EVOLUTION. The entries of x’ are asymptotically Gaussian with zero
mean, and variance that can be explicitly computed through a one-dimensional
recursion that we will refer to as state evolution.

PHASE TRANSITIONS IN POLYTOPE GEOMETRY. As an application, we use
state evolution to prove universality of a phase transition on polytope geometry,
with connections to compressed sensing. This solves, for a broad class of random
matrices with independent entries, a conjecture put forward by Donoho and Tanner
[9, 11].

In order to illustrate the usefulness of the first two technical results, we will start
the presentation of our results from the third one.

Before stating our results, it is useful to comment on the special form of the
iteration (1.1), and in particular on the role of the memory term b, f (x’ “Lr—1)
(which is inspired from the so-called “Onsager correction” in statistical physics [7,
24, 30]). The function of this term is to cancel, to leading order, the effect of cor-
relations between xf +1 and {x7 15 <t}. This cancelation is particularly transparent
in our proof technique, whereby x! is expressed as a sum of monomials in A j,
with 1 < j, k <n, and is indexed by labeled trees. The memory term effectively
cancels the contribution of “one-step reversing” trees.

Without such memory term, the properties of the resulting iteration change
crucially. In particular, it is no longer true that x! is approximately Gaussian as
N — o0; see Section 2 for further clarification on this point.

1.1. Universality of polytope neighborliness. A polytope Q is said to be cen-
trosymmetric if x € Q implies —x € Q. Following [10, 11] we say that such a
polytope is k-neighborly if the condition below holds:
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(I) Every subset of k vertices of Q which does not contain an antipodal pair,
spans a (k — 1)-dimensional face.

The neighborliness of Q is the largest value of k for which this condition holds.
The prototype of neighborly polytope is the £; ball C" = {x € R": ||x|; < 1},
whose neighborliness is indeed equal to 7.

It was shown in a series of papers [10, 11, 16-18] that polytope neighborliness
has tight connections with the geometric properties of random point clouds, and
with sparsity-seeking methods to solve underdetermined systems of linear equa-
tions. The latter are in turn central in a number of applied domains, including
model selection for data analysis and compressed sensing. For the reader’s conve-
nience, these connections will be briefly reviewed in Section 6.

Intuitive images of low-dimensional polytopes suggest that “typical” polytopes
are not neighborly: already selecting kK = 2 vertices does lead to a segment that
connects them and passes through the interior of Q. This conclusion is spectac-
ularly wrong in high dimension. Natural random constructions lead to polytopes
whose neighborliness scales /inearly in the dimension. Motivated by the above ap-
plications, and following [10, 11, 16, 17], we focus here on a weaker notion of
neighborliness. Roughly speaking, this corresponds to the largest k£ such that most
subsets of k vertices of Q span a (k — 1)-dimensional face. In order to formalize
this notion, we denote by §(Q; £) the number of |£]-dimensional faces of Q.

DEFINITION 1. Let Q = {Q"},>0 be a sequence of centrosymmetric poly-
topes indexed by n where Q, has 2n vertices and has dimension m = m(n):
Q" C R™, We say that Q has weak neighborliness p € (0, 1) if for any & > 0,

i SO m(n)p(1 —§)) _
n=00 F(C"; m(n)p(l —§&)) ’
SQ"smn)p(1+§))
im =0
n—00 F(C";m(n)p(1+§&))

If the sequence Q is random, we say that Q has weak neighborliness p (in proba-
bility) if the above limits hold in probability.

In other words, a sequence of polytopes {Q"},>0 has weak neighborliness p,
if for large n the m-dimensional polytope Q" has close to the maximum possible
number of k faces, for all k < mp(1 — &).

NoOTE 1. Note that previously the neighborliness of a polytope was defined to
be the largest integer k satisfying condition (I). However, in our definition, weak
neighborliness refers to the fraction k/n. This is due to the fact that weak neigh-
borliness is defined in the limit n — oo.
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The existence of weakly neighborly polytope sequences is clear when m(n) =n
since in this case we can take Q" = C" with p = 1, but the existence is highly
nontrivial when m is only a fraction of n.

It comes indeed as a surprise that this is a generic situation as demonstrated by
the following construction. For a matrix A € R™*" and S C R", let AS = {Ax €
R™:x € S}. In particular, AC" is the centrosymmetric m-dimensional polytope
obtained by projecting the n-dimensional £; ball to m dimensions. The following
result was proved in [11].

THEOREM 1 (Donoho [11]). There exists a function py:(0,1) — (0, 1) such
that the following holds. Fix § € (0, 1). For eachn € N, let m(n) = |né| and define
A(n) € R™™WX" 16 be a random matrix with i.i.d. Gaussian entries.

Then, the sequence of polytopes {A(n)C"},>0 has weak neighborliness p4(5)
in probability.

A characterization of the curve § > p,(8) was provided in [11], but we omit it
here since a more explicit expression will be given below.

The proof of Theorem 1 is based on exact expressions for the number of faces
S(A(n)C"; £). These are in turn derived from earlier works in polytope geometry
by Affentranger and Schneider [2] and by Vershik and Sporyshev [31]. This ap-
proach relies in a fundamental way on the invariance of the distribution of A(n)
under rotations.

Motivated by applications to data analysis and signal processing, Donoho and
Tanner [9] carried out extensive numerical simulations for random polytopes of
the form A (n)C" for several choices of the distribution of A(n). They formulated
a universality hypothesis according to which the conclusion of Theorem 1 holds for
a far broader class of random matrices. The results of their numerical simulations
were consistent with this hypothesis.

Here we establish the first rigorous result indicating universality of polytope
neighborliness for a broad class of random matrices. Define the curve (3, p«(5)),
8 € (0, 1), parametrically by letting, for « € (0, 00),

(12) _ 2¢(a) ’
o+ 2p () —aP(—a))
(1.3) _ ad(—a)
' d(a)

where ¢ (7) = e_zz/z/«/Zn is the Gaussian density and & (x) = ffoo ¢ (z)dz is the
Gaussian distribution. Explicitly, if the above functions on the right-hand side of
equations (1.2), (1.3) are denoted by f5(), f,(a), then? p+(8) = fp(f(;l (8)).

3 s easy to show that fs(«a) is strictly decreasing in « € [0,00), with f5(0) = 1,

limy— 00 f5(a) =0, and hence f(;l is well defined on [0, 1]. Further properties of this curve can
be found in [14, 15].
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Here we extend the scope of Theorem 1 from Gaussian matrices to matrices
with independent sub-Gaussian® entries (not necessarily identically distributed).

THEOREM 2. Fix § € (0,1). For each n € N, let m(n) = |né] and define
A(n) € R"™X1 15 be a random matrix with independent sub-Gaussian entries,
with zero mean, unit variance and common scale factor s independent of n. Fur-
ther assume A;j(n) = A,-j (n) +voGjj(n) where vy > 0 is independent of n and
{Gij(m)}icm), jeln] is a collection of i.i.d. N(0, 1) random variables independent of
An).

Then the sequence of polytopes {A(n)C"},>0 has weak neighborliness p4(8) in
probability.

It is likely that this theorem can be improved in two directions. First, a milder
tail condition than sub-Gaussianity is probably sufficient. Second, we are assuming
that the distribution of A;; has an arbitrarily small Gaussian component. This is not
necessary for the upper bound on neighborliness, and appears to be an artifact of
the proof of the lower bound.

The proof of Theorem 2 is provided in Section 6. By comparison, the most
closely related result toward universality is by Adamczak, Litvak, Pajor, and
Tomczak-Jaegermann [1]. For a class of matrices A(n) with i.i.d. columns, these
authors prove that A(n)C" has neighborliness scaling linearly with n. This, how-
ever, does not suggest that a limit weak neighborliness exists, and is universal, as
established instead in Theorem 2.

At the other extreme, universality of compressed sensing phase transitions can
be conjectured from the results of the nonrigorous replica method [20, 26].

1.2. Universality of iterative algorithms. We will consider here and below a
setting that is somewhat more general than the one described by equation (1.1).
Following the terminology of [14], we will refer to such an iteration as to the
approximate message passing (AMP) iteration/algorithm.

We generalize iteration (1.1) to take place in the vector space V,; y = (R? W~
RN*4_ Given a vector x € Vg, N, we shall most often regard it as an N -vector with
entries in R?, namely x = (xq, ..., Xy), with x; € R?. Components of x; € R? will
be indicated as (x;(1),...,x;(q)) =X;.

There are several motivations for considering such a generalization. On one
hand, it is necessary for the application to high-dimensional polytope geometry
presented in the previous section. The reader might have noticed that the random
matrix in Theorem 2 is rectangular. This is a different setting from that of iteration
(1.1), whereby the random matrix A is square and symmetric. The generalization
to x € V,; n introduced here, with A square and symmetric, covers the case of

4See equation (1.7) for the definition of sub-Gaussian random variables.
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rectangular matrices as well through a suitable reduction. In a nutshell, given a
rectangular random matrix A’, the reduction consists of constructing a symmetric
matrix that has A’ as submatrix; cf. Section 5 for details.

Additional motivations for the generalization introduced here come from the
application of AMP algorithms to a variety of problems in signal processing. For
instance the authors of [12, 21] study compressed sensing reconstruction for “spa-
tially coupled” sensing matrices. These are random matrices with independent but
not identically distributed entries. As already discussed in [12, 19] for the case of
Gaussian entries, a rigorous analysis of this algorithm requires generalizing the
setting of (1.1).

Several other applications require a generalization of iteration (1.1), including
the analysis of generalized AMP algorithms [25], AMP reconstruction of block-
sparse signals [13], the analysis of phase retrieval algorithms [28] and so on. All of
these applications can be treated within the setting introduced here, although our
rigorous analysis requires the use of polynomial nonlinearities.

A brief sketch of some proof ideas for the “scalar” case of equation (1.1) can be
found in Section 2.

Given a matrix A €
v, v eV, yletting v = Av be given by v, = Z?’:l A;jvjforalli € [N]. Here and
below [N]={1, ..., N}is the set of first N integers. In other words we identify A
with the Kronecker product A @ I« .

RN*N “we let it act on V.~ in the natural way, namely for

DEFINITION 2.  An AMP instance is a triple (A, F, x%) where:

(1) Ae RNXN s a symmetric matrix with A; ; =0 forall i € [N].

2) F= {fk :k € [N]} is a collection of mappings fk ‘RIxN—RY, (x,1) —~
f¥(x, 1) that are locally Lipschitz in their first argument.

(3) x% €V, v is an initial condition.

Given F = {fk 1k € [N]}, we ‘deﬁne fGt):Vy N — V4 n that maps v to vV =
f(v; 1), and is given by V; = f'(vj;t) foralli € [N].

DEFRINITION 3. The approximate message passing orbit corresponding to the
instance (A, F,x) is the sequence of vectors {x'};>0, x' € Vy.~ defined as fol-
lows, for t > 0,

(1.4) X = Af () =B f (e —1).
Here B, :V,; y — V. n is the linear operator that maps v to v/ = B;v, and is defined
by
afl
2
(1.5) Vi = (Z Aijg(x}f))vi’
JEIN]

with a{_’: denoting the Jacobian matrix of f7/(-;¢):RY — RY.
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The above definition can also be summarized by the following expression for
the evolution of a single coordinate under AMP:

(1.6)  xit'= 3" A i) — Y A7 af LT =),

ij
je[N] JEIN] 8x
Notice that equatlon (1.1) corresponds to the special case g = 1, in which we re-
placed A2 by E{A } = 1/N for simplicity of exposition. The term B, f (x'~'; ¢ —
1) in equatlon (1.4) is the correct generalization of the term b, f(x'~ L't —1) in-

troduced in the ¢ = 1 case; cf. equation (1.1). Namely it cancels, to leading order,
the correlations between x’ +and {x},s <t}.

Recall that a centered random variable X is sub-Gaussian with scale factor o
if, for all A > 0, we have

(1.7) E(eMX) < 7 %12,

2

DEFINITION 4. Let {(A(N), Fn, xO’N)}Nzl be a sequence of AMP instances
indexed by the dimension N, with A(N) a random matrix and x%V a random vec-
tor. We say that the sequence is (C, d)-regular (or, for short, regular) polynomial
sequence if:

(1) Foreach N, the entries (A;;(N))1<i<j<n are independent centered random
variables. Further they are sub-Gaussian with common scale factor C/N [explic-
itly, there exists an N-independent C > 0 such that log E(e*ii) < (C))? /(2N 2,
cf. equation (1.7)].

(2) For each N, the functions f iC:t)in Fn [possibly random, as long as they
are independent from A(N), x®"] are polynomials with maximum degree d and
coefficients bounded by C.

(3) For each N, A(N) and x%V are independent. Further, we have

N - exp{||x0 N ||2 /C} < NC with probability converging to one as N — o0.

We state now our universality result for the algorithm (1.4).

THEOREM 3. Let (A(N), Fn,x"N)y=1 and (A(N), Fy,x"N)y=1 be any
two (C, d)-regular polynomial sequences of instances, that dlﬁ‘er only in the dis-
tribution of the random matrices A(N) and A(N ).

Denote by {x'};>0, {X"};>0 the corresponding AMP orbits. Assume further
that for all N and all i < j, E{Aizj} = E{Afj}. Then, for any set of polynomi-
als {pn.itn>0.1<i<n Pn.i:R? — R, with degree bounded by d and coefficients
bounded by a constant B for all N and i € [N], we have

(1.8) lim %Z{EPN,( N —Epy.i(x)}=0.

N—o00 ‘
i=1
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1.3. State evolution. Theorem 3 establishes that the behavior of the sequence
{x"};>0 is, in the high-dimensional limit, insensitive to the distribution of the en-
tries of the random matrix A. In order to characterize this limit, we need to make
some assumption on the collection of functions Fy. In particular, we need to re-
late the functions Fu to the functions Fp’ in order to have a high-dimensional
(N — o0) limit.

Informally, we define a converging sequence by requiring that for each N, there
exists a partition [N] = Cfv U Cév U---u C,ﬁv (with k a fixed integer independent
of N), and independent random variables Y (i) taking values in R?, indexed by
i € [N], such that:

e the function £ only depends on the partition index of i € [N], and on the value
of Y (i);

o the distribution of Y (i) only depends on the partition index of i € [N];

e the fractional size |CY|/N is N-independent for large N.

There are a few points to make precise, and this is done in the definition below.

DEFINITION 5. We say that the sequence of AMP instances {(A(N),
Fn, xOVy) N>0 1s polynomial and converging (or simply converging) ifitis (C, d)-
regular and there exists: (i) an integer k; (ii) a symmetric matrix W e RF*K
with nonnegative entries; (iii) a function g:RY x R? x [k] x N - RY, with
gx,Y,a,t) = (g1(x,Y,a,t),...,8,(X,Y,a,t)) and, for each r € [q], a € [k],
teN, g-(-,Y,a,t) a polynomial with degree d and coefficients bounded by C;
(iv) k probability measures Py, ..., Pr on R, with P, a finite mixture of (pos-
sibly degenerate) Gaussians for each a € [k]; (v) for each N, a finite partition
Cfv U Cév U---u C,fv = [N]; (vi) k positive semidefinite matrices io’ e f,? €
R%*4 such that the following happens:

(1) for each a € [k], we have limy_, ICCIZVI/N =c, €(0,1);

(2) for each N > 0, each a € [k] and each i € C[],V, we have fi (x,1) =
gx,Y(i),a,t) where Y(1),...,Y(N) are independent random variables with
Y (i) ~ P, wheneveri € Cév for some a € [k];

(3) for each N, the entries {A;;j(N)}i1<i<j<ny are independent sub-Gaussian
random variables with scale factor C/N, EA;; =0, and, for i € C[]lV and j € C{,V,
E{A};} = Wap/N;

(4) for each a € [k], in probability,

1 T~
1.9 lim —— 0 Y@),a,0)¢(x, Y(i),a,0) =30°.
(1.9) NgnoolCé"Il.;C:Ng(Xl (i), a,0)g(x}, Y (i),a,0) =%,

With a slight abuse of notation, we will sometimes denote a converging se-
quence by {(A(N), g,xO’N)}NZ(). We use capital letters to denote the Y (i)’s to
emphasize that they are random and do not change across iterations.
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Our next result establishes that the low-dimensional marginals of {x'} are
asymptotically Gaussian. State evolution characterizes the covariance of these
marginals. For each ¢ > 1, state evolution defines a set of k positive semidefinite
matrices £’ = (2], X}, ..., X}), with £} € R7*4. These are obtained by letting,
foreacht > 1,

k
(1.10) = opWarZh !,
b=1
(1.11) St =F{g(Z!, Ya a.1)g(Z.. Yo a. 1)},

for all a € [k]. Here Y, ~ P,, Z!, ~ N(0, £!) and Y, and Z!, are independent.

THEOREM 4. Let (A(N), Fn, xO)NZ() be a polynomial and converging se-
quence of AMP instances, and denote by {x'};>o the corresponding AMP se-
quence. Then for each t > 1, each a € [k] and each locally Lipschitz function
¥ :RY x RY — R such that | (x, y)| < K(1+ [lyll3 + [xI1$)X, we have, in prob-
ability,

(1.12) NLoo|cN| Yo (YD) =By (Za, Yo,

jechy

where Z, ~N(0, £!) is independent of Y, ~ P,.

We conclude by mentioning that, following [14], generalizations of algorithm
(1.4) were studied by several groups [23, 25, 27], for a number of applications.
Universality results analogous to the one proved here are expected to hold for such
generalizations as well.

1.4. Outline of the paper. The paper is organized as follows. Before delving
into the details of the analysis, Section 2 provides an informal discussion of the
main proof ideas for the case ¢ = 1. After some preliminary facts and notations
in Section 3, Section 4 considers the AMP iteration (1.4) and proves Theorems 3
and 4. In order to achieve our goal, we introduce two different iterations whose
analysis provides useful intermediate steps. We also prove a generalization of The-
orem 4 to estimate functions of messages at two distinct times ¥ (Xﬁ, x;, Y (i)).

Section 5 proves a generalization of Theorem 4 to the case of rectangular (non-
symmetric) matrices A. This is achieved by effectively embedding the rectangular
matrix, into a larger symmetric matrix and applying our results for symmetric ma-
trices.

The generalization to rectangular matrices is finally used in Section 6 to prove
our result on the universality of polytope neighborliness, Theorem 2. This is done
via a correspondence with compressed sensing reconstruction established in [11],
and a sharp analysis of an AMP iteration that solves this reconstruction problem.
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2. Universality of iterative algorithms: Sketch of main ideas. In this sec-
tion we sketch some key ideas in the proof of Theorems 3 and 4. For the sake of
clarity, we shall focus on the special scalar recursion (1.1) with f(x;t) = f(x)
kept constant across iterations and (A;;);<; independent centered sub-Gaussian,
with E{Al-zj} = 1/N. As in the statement of Theorems 3 and 4, we further assume
that f(-) is separable and polynomial. Finally, we shall only consider the initial
condition x* =1 (the all-ones vector). While this setting is significantly more re-
strictive than the one of Theorems 3 and 4, it is sufficient to elucidate all the main
ideas. For a complete treatment of the general case, we refer the reader to Sec-
tion 4.

In order to clarify the role of the memory term in equation (1.1), it is instructive
to first consider the case k = 1, f(x) equal to the identity function [i.e., f(x) =

((x1), (x2), ..., (X4))], and drop the memory term, thus defining the sequence x’ €
RY by
(2.1) = ARl

Let us focus on, say, coordinate 1 of x’. An explicit calculation yields (recall that,
by convention, A;; = 0)

(2.2) Xi= Y A,

i€[N]
(2.3) Z Z A A ij = Z A Z Z A]iAij-
i€[N]je[N] i€[N] i€e[N]je[N\1

Consider first + = 1. Under our assumptions, )Ell is a sum of i.i.d. random vari-

ables with mean 0 and variance 1/N. By the central limit theorem, it converges in
distribution to a standard Gaussian random variable, as predicted by Theorem 4.

Consider next ¢t = 2. In equation (2.3) we decomposed the sum over {i, j} in
a sum over terms with j = 1, and a sum over terms with j # 1. The first sum
converges almost surely to 1 by the law of large numbers. It is easy to see that
the second sum has expectation equal to zero and variance equal to (N — 1)/N
that converges to 1. Indeed, a slightly more complicated calculation shows that it
converges to a standard Gaussian. Overall, i% converges in distribution to a Gaus-
sian with mean 1 and variance 1, unlike what is predicted by Theorem 4 for X%.
(Theorem 4 always predicts x} to have asymptotically zero mean.)

Notice that the terms in the sum (2.3) are indexed by an ordered triple (1,1, j)
with i, j € [N], 1 # i, i # j. We can identify such a triple with a length 2 rooted
(directed acyclic) path with vertices labeled by 1 (the root), i, j: j — i — 1. The
terms that lead to a nonzero mean are those corresponding to j = 1, that is, with a
one-step reversal in the order in which they visit labels of [ N]. These are paths of
the foom 1 — i — 1.
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FIG. 1. Graphical representation of a term in equation (2.6).

Consider now adding back the memory term b, f(x'~!;¢ — 1). It is easy to
check that, in the present case [namely f(x;¢) = x], equation (1.1) reduces to
x*t1= Ax’ — x'~! and, in particular

x2=A%1-1.

Comparing with equation (2.3), we see that the memory term asymptotically can-
cels the effect of one-step reversing paths. The same analysis can be developed,
with additional labor, to subsequent iterations. At each ¢, the memory term cancels
the effect of one-step reversing paths, and the residual terms match the prediction
of Theorem 4.

The proof follows a similar argument for a general polynomial f(x). As in
the linear case, each coordinate x; can be expressed as a sum of monomials in
the independent random variables (A;;); < j. The main difference is that now these
monomials are indexed by rooted trees instead of rooted paths with vertex labels
in [N]. To see this, consider the special case

24) f)=(xD x)7 . @x)?).
Then, a direct calculation of iteration (1.1) yields
25) xj= > Au,
i€[N]
2 1 2
@6 ¥=Y X Auagasdu-bi b=y ¥ 3( X ay).
i€[N]j.k.I€[N] ie[N] “je[N]

The monomials in the sum appearing in the expression for X% in equation (2.6)
can be associated to rooted directed trees as per Figure 1. In this simple example
it is easy to check that the memory term exactly cancels the contribution of one-
step reversing trees, that is, the terms in the sum with labels j =1, or k =1, or
[ = 1. The other terms in the sum correspond to nonreversing trees (cf. Section 4),
and their total contribution is asymptotically Gaussian with mean O and variance
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as predicted® by state evolution, equation (1.10). Since this sum is a polynomial
in the independent random variables (A;;); < j, the method of moments provides a
natural path to prove the last statement.

The actual proof of Theorems 3 and 4 in Section 4 follows the same intuition as
above, but of course, requires several technical steps:

(1) We introduce new quantities z; € RY, i € [N] that are exactly equal to a sum
of monomials in the independent random variables (A;;); <, indexed by labeled
nonreversing trees; see Lemma 1. (We refer to Section 4 for a precise definition of
“nonreversing trees.”)

(2) We prove that, for our purposes, the distribution of the random variable X/
is accurately approximated by the distribution of z!; see Proposition 3.

(3) We prove, under the same assumptions as in our universality result, Theo-
rem 3, the distribution of z! is insensitive to the distribution of the matrix entries
(Aij)i<j; cf. Proposition 1. This is done by the moment method. Any moment of
z; is written as the expectation of a polynomial in the (A;;);<;. We show that the
only terms that matter are the ones in which each A;; appears with degree at most
two. Hence the expectation only depends on the first two moments of the matrix
entries, which are fixed by assumption.

Together with the previous point, this immediately implies Theorem 3.

(4) In other to prove Theorem 4, we introduce a third sequence y: € R?, i € [N]
that is analogous to the z] except for the fact that an independent copy of the
random variables (A;;);; is used at each generation in the tree. This is analogous
to drawing an independent copy of A at each iteration of a certain message passing
algorithm (both z" and y’ admit an iterative definition).

(5) In Proposition 2, we prove that the distribution of z (and hence x!) is, for
our purposes, accurately approximated by the distribution of y.

(6) Finally we exploit the fact that a fresh matrix A is sampled at each iteration
to prove that state evolution holds for y}; cf. Proposition 4.

By the previous point, this implies Theorem 4.

In the next section we introduce some basic facts and notation. We will imple-
ment the above strategy in Section 4.

3. Notations and basic simplifications. We will always view vectors as col-
umn vectors. The transpose of vector v is the row vector indicated by v'. Anal-
ogously, the transpose of a matrix (or vector) M is denoted by M. For a vector
v € R™, we denote its £, norm, p > 1 by [[v], = (7, |vi|?)!/P. This is ex-
tended in the usual way to p = oo. We will often omit the subscript if p = 2. For
a matrix M, we denote by |[M]|, the corresponding ¢, operator norm. The stan-
dard scalar product of u, v € R" is denoted by (u, v) = >, u;v;. Given v € R™,

3In the present case, since ¢ = k = 1, state evolution is a recursion for the single scalar %/. We
have =1 =1, 2 =E{g(Z")?} for Z! ~N(0, 1) and g(x) = x3, whence £2 = 15.
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w € R", we denote by [v, w] € R™™ the (column) vector obtained by concate-
nating v and w. The identity matrix is denoted by I, or I« if the dimensions
need to be specified. The indicator function is 1(-). The set of first m integers is
indicated by [m] = {1, ..., m}. Finally, given x = (x(1), x(2), ..., x(g)) € R? and
m= (m(1),...,m(q)) € N7, we write

q
(3.1) X" =[x,
r=1

Following the common practice, degenerate Gaussian distributions will be con-
sidered Gaussian, without further qualification. In particular, any distribution with
finite support in R* is a finite mixture of Gaussians.

In our proof of Theorem 4 we will make use of the following simplification that
lightens somewhat the notation.

REMARK 1. For proving Theorem 4, it is sufficient to consider the case in
which g:(x,Y,a,t) — g(x,Y,a,t) is independent of Y.

PROOF. The basic idea of the construction is to enlarge ¢ in such a way to
keep track of the value of Y (i) in the a subset of the coordinates of xl’. .

First of all, we can assume without loss of generality that the measures P,
are Gaussian. Indeed if, for instance, P, is a mixture of ¢ Gaussians, P, =
w1 Py + waPyo+ -+ wePy e, then we can replace effectively the partition

element Cé\' by a finer partition Cé\”l, e, Cé\”( whereby Cé\”l u---u Cé\”( = CZ,V
and |CZIV N |Cév (| are multinomial with parameters (wy, ..., w¢). Notice that

this finer partition is random, but |C év ;I/N — cqw; almost surely, and therefore
the theorem applies.

Assume therefore that the P, are Gaussian. By replacing g(x,Y,a,t) by
gx, Y, a,t)=gx, Q.Y + vy, a,t) for suitable matrices Q,, and vectors v,, we
can always assume Y, ~ N(0, I5,4) for all a. Assume therefore ¥, ~ N(0, I55).

Enlarge the space by letting k' =k + G, N' = (§ + 1)N and CV = {N¢ +
1,....N(+ 1)}, fora=k+ £ > k, while C¥' = CV for a < k. We further let
g’ = q + G and define new functions g’ : RY x R x [k'] x N— RY independent
of the second argument (Y) as follows. For x e RY, x € RY, we let

g ((x,%),Y,a,1)=g-(x,X,a,t) forref{l,...,q},ae{l,... k},

(% %,Y.a,8)=0 forre{g+1,....q+dlac(l,....k),

g ((x,%),Y,a,t)=0 forrefl,...,q},aefk+1,...,k+q},
Sore((XX), YV k+ 0, 1)=1(t=2)  fore, 0 efl,....q}.

We further use matrix A’ constructed as follows: A’ ;= A;jj for i, j < N and
Aij ~N(0,1/N) if i > N or j > N. [Notice that E{(Agj)z} = 2/N’, but this
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amounts just to an overall rescaling and is of course immaterial.] Clearly the
functions g’ do not depend on Y as claimed. Further, X ~ N(0, Ix) at all iter-
ations. Hence the new iteration is identical to the original one when restricted on
{xi(r):i<N,r<gq}. O

4. Proofs of Theorems 3 and 4. In this section we consider the AMP iteration
(1.4), and prove Theorem 3 and Theorem 4, and indeed generalize the latter.
We extend the state evolution (1.10) by defining for each # > s > 0 and for all
a € [k], a positive semidefinite matrix £/* € R9)*C4) a5 follows. For boundary
conditions, we set
c00_ (20 ZJ co_ (250 cor_ (20 0
av '=(gh 5) =0=(T m) ==(Y 5)

a
with f; defined per equation (1.10). For any s, > 1, we set recursively

k
“2) =3 Was,
b=1
SLS =E{X, X[,
(4.3)
Xa=[g(Zl Ya, a,1),8(Z3, Yasa, )], (24, Z3) ~ N(O, ).

Recall that [g(Z!,, Y4, a, 1), g(Z5, Y4, a,5)] € R4 is the vector obtained by con-

catenating g(Z!, Y4, a,t) and g(Z,Y,, a,s). Note that taking s = ¢ in (4.2), we
recover the recursion for X/, given by equation (1.10). Namely, for all # we have

THEOREM 5. Let {(A(N), fN,xo’N)}Nzl be a polynomial and converging
sequence of instances and denote by {x'},>¢ the corresponding AMP orbit.

Fixs,t > 1.If s # t, further assume that the initial condition x>V is obtained by
letting x?’N ~ Q independent and identically distributed, with Q, a finite mixture
of Gaussians for each a. Then, for each a € [k], and each locally Lipschitz function
PRI x RY x BRI — R such that [ (x.x', y)| < K(1+ Y13+ x5 + X' 13),
we have, in probabilily,

> v x5 Y () =E[y(Z. Z). Ya)].

lim
N 'N|
aoo|C | jech

where (Z!, Z3) ~ N(0, £*) is independent of Y, ~ P,.

Throughout this section, we will assume that {(A(N), Fy, x"N)}, {(A(N),
Fn, xONY}, ete. are (C, d)-regular polynomial sequences of AMP instances. We
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will often omit explicit mention of this hypothesis. Notice that Theorem 3 holds
per realization of the functions Fy. Because of this and because of Remark 1, we
will consider hereafter Fp to be nonrandom.

The rest of this section is organized as follows. In Section 4.1 we introduce two
new iterations that are useful intermediary steps for our analysis. We show that the
corresponding variables admit representations as sums over trees in Section 4.2
and use them to prove basic properties of these recursions in Sections 4.3, 4.4 and
4.5. Theorems 3 and 5 are then proved in Sections 4.6, 4.7. Because of equation
(4.4), Theorem 4 follows as a special case of Theorem 5. Indeed, we will show
that both statements are equivalent through a reduction argument. Depending on
the application, Theorem 5 might be a more convenient formulation of the state
evolution and will be used in Section 5.

4.1. Message passing iteration. We define two new message passing se-
quences corresponding to the instance (A, F, x®V). For each i € [N] we use the
short notation [N] \ i to denote the set [N] \ {i}. We now define the sequence of
vectors (zt N J)teNa where for each i #£ j € [N], z’ . is a vector in R? or equiva-

lently for each ¢ € N, we can see (z!_, ;) as an N x N matrix with entries in RY

i—J
(diagonal elements are never used). The initial condition is denoted by zl_) j € R?
for any i, j € [N] and is independent of j, such that z = XO N for all j #1i.The
rth coordinate of the vector zl: i is defined by the followmg recursion for t > 0:
(4.5) gt =Y Aaff(@.0),
Ce[N\j

where ff'(-, t) :R? — R is the rth coordinate of f‘;'(-, 1).
We also define for each i € [N] and ¢ > 0, the vector zf“ € RY by

(4.6) 2 = Y Az t).

Le[N]

Our first result establishes universality of the moments of z!_, ; for polynomial
sequences of instances.

PROPOSITION 1. Let (A(N), Fn,x"N)n=1 and (A(N), Fn,x"N)y=1 be
any two (C, d)-regular polynomial sequences of AMP instances, that differ only
in the distribution of the mndo;gi matrices A(N) and A(N). Assume that for all
N and all i < j, E{Aizj} = E{Al-zj}. Denote by z: the orbit (resp., ) defined by
(4.6) while iterating (4.5) with matrix A (resp., A). Then for any t > 1 and any

=m(@),...,m(q)) € N4, there exists K independent of N such that, for any
i €[N],

(4.7) [E[(z})"] - E[(#)™]| < KN~/

1
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The proof of this proposition is provided in Section 4.3.

NOTE 2. In this statement and in the rest of this section, K is always under-
stood as a function of d, t, g, m, C which may vary from line to line, but which is
independent of N.

Our second message passing sequence is defined as follows: for a (C, d)-regular
sequence of instances (A(N), Fy, xO’N)Nzl, we define for each N, an i.i.d. se-
quence of N x N random matrices {A};cr such that A = A(N). Then we define

(yj_ ) byy), ;= x"N and fort > 0

(4.8) Vi = Y AL Vs ),
Le[N\j

and

4.9) =30 AGS i 1)
(€[N]

The asymptotic analysis of y’ is particularly simple because an independent ran-
dom matrix A’ is used at each iteration. In particular, it is easy to establish state
evolution for y’. Our next result shows that y’ provides a good approximation
for 7.

PROPOSITION 2. Let (A(N), fN,xO’N)Nzl be a (C, d)-regular polynomial
sequence of instances. Let 2. and y; be the sequences of vectors obtained by
iterating (4.5)—(4.6) and (4.8)—(4.9), respectively. Then for any t > 1 and any

=(m(),...,m(q)) € N9, there exists K independent of N such that, for any
i €[N],

[E[(z)™] —E[(y)™]] < KNTV2.
The proof of this proposition is provided in Section 4.4.
Finally, recall that we defined the sequences (x);cn with x} € RY, by X? and for
t>0,

T =0 Anf ) = DAL Y A= 1) JZ’>( !
¢ ¢ ’

PROPOSITION 3. Let (A(N), Fn, xO’N)Nzl be a (C, d)-regular polynomial
sequence of instances. Denote by {x"};>¢ the corresponding AMP sequence and by
{z'}i>0 the sequence defined by (4.6) while iterating (4.5). Then for any t > 1 and
m(1),...,m(q) >0, there exists K independent of N such that, for any i € [N],

[E[(x)™] - E[(z)"]| < kN7,

1

The proof of this proposition is provided in Section 4.5.
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4.2. Tree representation. By assumption of Proposition 1, we have for each
fe[N]andr € [q],

q
(4.10) ffan="3% ¢ . @eo]]z",

.....

.....

by C (uniformly in £ € [N], iy, ...,i4, and t € N).

We now introduce families of finite rooted labeled trees that will allow us to
get a simple expression for the z/ j(r)’s and z}(r); see Lemma 1 below. For a
vertex v in a rooted tree 7 different from the root, we denote by 7 (v) the parent
of v in T. We denote the root of T by o. We consider that the edges of T are
directed towards the root and write (v — v) € E(T) if w(u) = v. The unlabeled
trees that we consider are such that the root and the leaves have degree one; each
other vertex has degree at most d + 1, that is, has at most d children. We now
describe the possible labels on such trees. The label of the root is in [N], the label
of aleafisin [N] x [¢g] x N7 and all other vertices have a label in [N] x [¢g]. For
a vertex v different from the root or a leaf, we denote its label by (£(v), r(v)) and
call £(v) its type and r(v) its mark. The label (or type) of the root is also denoted
by £(o); the label of a leaf v is denoted by (¢(v), r(v), v[1], ..., v[g]). For a vertex
u € T, we denote |u| its generation in the tree, that is, its graph-distance from the
root. Also for a vertex u € T (which is not a leaf), we denote by u[r] the number
of children of u with mark r € [¢] (with the convention u#[0] = 0). The children
of such a node are ordered with respect to their mark: the labels of the children
of u are then (¢!, 1), ..., ("1 1), (eulU+1 2y (gulll+-+ulal 4y where each
(U0l t-tulil - pulOl+-+uli+11=1y jg 5 y[; 4 1]-tuple with coordinates in [N].
We denote by L(T) the set of leaves of a tree T, that is, the set of vertices of 7" with
no children. For v € L(T), its label (¢(v), r(v), v[1], ..., v[gq]) is such that for all
i €lgl,vli]l]eNand v[1]+-- -+ v[g] <d. We will distinguish between two types
of leaves: those with maximal depth r = max{|v|, v € L(T)} and the remaining
ones. If v € L(T) and |v| <t — 1, then we impose v[l] = --- = v[g] = 0. This
case corresponds to “natural” leaves, and since they have no children, the notation
is consistent with the notation introduced for other nodes of the tree. For all other
leaves, we do not make this assumption so that v[1]+- - - 4+ v[qg] can take any value
in [d]. These leaves are “artificial” and can be thought of as leaves resulting from
cutting a larger tree after generation ¢ so that the vector of the v[r]’s keeps the
information on the number of children with mark r in the original tree.

DEFINITION 6. We denote by T the set of labeled trees T with ¢ generations

as above. We let 7! €7 denote the subset of such trees that satisfy the following
additional condition:
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(1) If vy = o, va, ..., Vg is a path starting from the root [i.e., with 7 (v;4+1) = v;
for i > 1], then the corresponding sequence of types £(v;) is nonbacktracking. That
is, for any 1 <i <k — 2, the three labels €(v;), £(v;+1) and £(v;4>) are distinct.

We also let U’ be the same set of trees from which marks have been removed (i.e.,
we identify any two trees that differ in the marks but not on type). Analogously,

U is the set of trees in which marks have been removed, but do not necessarily
satisfy the nonbacktracking condition 1.

For a labeled tree T € 7" and a set of coefficients ¢ = (cfI ..... iy (r, 1)), we define
three weights:

A= ]  Awwew.
(u—v)eE(T)
14
FT.en= T[] el une.o—lul),
(u—v)eE(T)
= 1 [T
vel(T)s=1

We define:

(@ T, j(r) C T the family of trees such that: (i) The root has type i; (ii) The
type of the child of the root, denoted by v, is £(v) ¢ {i, j} and its mark is r (v) =r.

(b) 7 (r) C T" the family of trees such that: (i) the root has type i; (ii) the type
of the child of the root, denoted by v, is £(v) # i, and its mark is r (v) =r.

The sets of trees U/ (r) and U]_, ;(r) are obtained from T!(r) and T, ;(r) by
removing marks.

LEMMA 1. Let (A(N), Fy, xO*N)Nzl be a polynomial sequence of AMP in-
stances. Denote by z§ the orbit defined by (4.6) while iterating (4.5) with matrix A.
Then

(4.11) G j=Y  AMI(T,¢,0x(T),
TeT., ()

(4.12) =Y AMI(T,c,0)x(T).
TeT!(r)

PROOF. We first prove (4.11) by induction on ¢. For r = 1 we have, by defini-
tion,

Zil—>j(r) = Z Z Aﬁicizl ,,,,, (l’ 0) 1_[ XE—>1(S)

CEINI\j iy +-+ig<d
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This expression corresponds exactly to equation (4.11) since trees in 7;_, ;(r) have
aroot with label i and with one child with label (¢, r, iy, ..., iy) for some L¢di, j}
and iy +---+1i5 <d.

To prove the induction, we start with equation (4.5), which yields

q .
d= 3 Aw Y e[ 6)"

Ce[NINj  irt-tig<d s=1
Using the induction hypothesis, we get
q

(1) =TI X amr@.enxm)
s=1

s=1"TeT(_(s)

is

_ Z l‘[ ﬁA(T,j)F(T,j,c, Nx(Ty),

(7 @—)1 (S)]il+m+iq s=1k=1

where the last expression is a sum over all (i1 + - -- + iy)-tuples of trees with the
first i trees in 7, ; (1), the following i in 7/, ;(2), and so on.
Hence, we get

f:lj (r)= Z Z Z Aginl ’’’’ iy (r, 1)

CEINN i1y [T ()1

(4.13) .
qg s
x [TTTA@)T(TE, ¢, 1)x(T5).
s=1k=1
The claim now follows by observing that the set of trees in 7' (r) is in bijection

with the set of pairs constituted by a label (¢, r) w1th ¢ i, ]} and a(iy+---+ig)-
tuple of trees with exactly i; trees belonging to 7, E —,;(s) for s € [g]. Indeed, take
a root with label i and one child, say v, with label (¢, r) for some ¢ ¢ {i, j} and
with a (i1 + - -- + iy)-tuple of trees with exactly i, trees belonging to 72t_)i(s) for
s € [q]. Now take v as the root of these (i1 + - - - + i) trees, the order in the tuple
giving the order of the subtrees of v. Note that the root of each subtree in 7, ; (s)
has type £ and in the resulting tree will get mark r.

The proof of (4.12) follows by the same argument, the only change is that in the
sum in (4.13), we need now to include £ = j. [

4.3. Proof of Proposition 1. We are now in position to prove Proposition 1.

PROOF. For notational simplicity, we consider the case m(r) = m, and m(s) =
0 for all s € [¢] \ 7. Thanks to Lemma 1, we have

@.14) E[zm)"]= > |:ﬁF(Tg,c,t)]E[ﬁx(Tg)]E[ﬁA(Tg)].
=1 =1

Ty,...TweT (r) Le=1



772 M. BAYATI, M. LELARGE AND A. MONTANARI

Since c is fixed in this section, we omit to write it in I' (7', 7). Notice that the general
case m = (m(1),...,m(g)) € N7 admits a very similar representation whereby
the sum over 71, ..., T,, € 7/ (r) is replaced by sums over T1, ..., T,y1) € 7' (1),
Ti,....Tu) €T/ (), ..., T, ..., T € T (q). The argument goes through es-
sentially unchanged.

We have I'(Ty, t) < C?"' . We first concentrate on the term E[TT;=; A(To)].

Recall that, from sub-Gaussian property of entries of A: E(e*4i) < eCH/2N)
Now using Lemma 12 from Appendix D we get for all i < j € [N],

s\? 2 s\*/2
(4.15) E[|Aij|s] < 2(;) A5 CA/2N) < 2CS/2(;> N_S/z,
obtained by taking A = /Ns/C.
For a labeled tree T', we define ¢ (T) = {¢(T);; € N,i < j € [N]} where ¢(T);;
is the number of occurrences in T of an edge (¥ — v) with endpoints having types
£(u), £(v) €{i, j}. Hence we have

A(T) = 1_[ A?J.(T)ij and

i<je[N]

E|:H A(Tg):| = 1_[ E[A??:l‘z’(Tl)ij].
(=1

i<je[N]

(4.16)

Since the mean of each entry of the matrix A is zero, in equation (4.14), we
can restrict the sum to 71, ..., T;, such that for all i < j € [N], ZZ';I d(Ty)ij <
2 implies )., ¢(Ty);j = 0. For such a m-tuple Ti,...,T,,, we denote u =
w(Ti, .o, Tw) =35 Y =y ¢(Tp)i;. Using equation (4.15), we get

m
‘E[H A(T”] < [ Eflag=aeo]
(=1 i<je[N]

N
§<2Cu/2<ﬁ)“ )“ NH2,

e

4.17)

since in the product on the right-hand side of (4.16), there are at most (/2 terms
different from one.

We now compute an upper bound on
()
>
Ti,....,Ty
where the sum Y.¥ ranges on m-tuple of trees in T!(r) such that
Zi<j Y1 ¢(Tp)ij = @, and moreover there exists i < j € [N] such that
Y ¢(Tp)ij = 3. Let G be the graph obtained by taking the union of the 7;’s

m

[]xTo

=1
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and identifying vertices v with the same type £(v). We define e(Ty, ..., T;) =
i< j 13_y—; ¢(Ty);j = 1) which is the number of edges counted without mul-
tiplicity in G. Since there exists i < j with Yy, ¢(Ty);; > 3, we have 3 +
2(e(T, ..., Ty) — 1) < p, thatis, e(T1, ..., Ty) < X5
Now note that for any x € R?, we have for any p > 2,
Ix[15 < [Ix]I5 < max(exp(|x[13). p?).

N 0,N
Hence the condition - v i1 exp([Ix; ||

1
N;nx?ﬂnﬁ <Cp.
=

2/C) < C ensures that for any p > 2,

Therefore,
(W) m N ¢ (u—1)/2
3 1‘[|x(n)|§<qmzz(1+|x N+ +|x°N(s>|’""))
Ty,.. Ty £=1 j=1s=1

(u—=1)/2
wis) _ (") ”/2( +z z» °N||k)

md (u—1)/2
< (qm<q+ZCk>> N®#H=D/Z,
k=1

where the last inequality is valid for N > C. To see why (4.18) is true, note that the
graph G is connected since all trees 71, ..., T, have the same type i at the root.
Therefore, the number of vertices in G is at most e(T1,...,T,;) +1 < “T_l + 1.
Since all T;’s have the same root which has type i, G has at most “T_l distinct
vertices which are distinct from the one associated to the root. In particular, all
trees 71, ..., T, together have at most £5— L distinct types among their leaves. The
factor ¢ comes from the fact that for each type j there are at most g™ choices
for its m marks r corresponding to the m trees. Now each leaf with type j will
contribute a factor ]_[f:1 (x?’N(s))”S with ) ng <md.

It is now easy to conclude, since we can decompose the sum in (4.14) in
two terms, the first term say S1(A) consists of the contribution of the m-tuples
Ti,..., Ty such that for all i, j, >y, ¢ (T¢);; € {0, 2}, while the second term de-
noted by S>(A) consists of the remaining contribution. We have S1(A) = § (A)
and, using (4.17) and (4.18), we get

@19 [ = Y c? e/ NWDRe N2 = o(NTY2),
Mfde—l

which completes the proof Proposition 1. Here we used the fact that all values u, g
and {Ck}znﬁo are independent of N. [



774 M. BAYATI, M. LELARGE AND A. MONTANARI

We end this section by showing that the term S (A) can be further reduced. This
result will be useful in the sequel, and we state it as the following lemma.

LEMMA 2. Recall that we denoted by Si1(A) the term in the sum (4.14),

consisting of the contribution of the m-tuples Ty, ..., T, such that for all i, j,
Y ¢(Tp)ij €10, 2}. We further decompose S1(A) = T (A) + R(A) in two terms
where the first term T (A) corresponds to the sum over trees Ty, ..., T, such that

the resulting graph G obtained by taking the union of the T;’s and identifying ver-
tices v with the same type £(v), is a tree (each edge having multiplicity two). Then
there exists K (independent of N) such that

IE[z(r)"] — T(A)| = KN~/
[E[z;()"]| < K,
[z ;"] < K.

PROOF. We have, by definition, E[(zf(r)m)] =T(A)+ R(A)+ S>(A), so that
thanks to (4.19), we need only to show that R(A) = O(N—1/2).

For any m-tuple T, ..., T;, such that for all i, j, ZZ’ZI ¢ (Ty)ij € {0, 2}, we have
with the same notation as above, e(T1, ..., T;) = % The number of vertices in G
is at most 1 4+ (71, ..., T;y) with equality if and only if G is a tree (remember that
G is always connected as all trees T;’s share the same root). Hence for the cases
that G is not a tree it has at most % — 1 vertices that serve as leaves of a tree among

Ti, ..., T;y. By the same argument as above we get

(4.20) IT(A)|< > KNHANTHZ=0(D),
u<md'+!

4.21) RA)| < > KNWPINTH2Z=0(NTY),
;Lfmdt“

and the claim follows. [

4.4. Proof of Proposition 2. The proof follows the same approach as for
Proposition 1. For notational simplicity, we consider the case m(r) = m and
m(s) =0 for all s € [¢g] \ r. The general case follows by the same argument. For
y, we are using a different matrix at each iteration and we need to define a new
weight associated to trees T € 7" as follows:

_ ]
4.22) AT,n= [ Awiw:
(u—v)eE(T)

In the particular case where the sequence {A’},cn is constant (i.e., equals to A),
this expression reduces to A(7T') defined previously. Similar to Lemma 1 for x, we
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have now

Vil = > AT OL(T.e.nHx(T),
Teﬁﬁj(r)

yiry= > AT, HI(T,e,)x(T),
TeT! (r)
so that we get

E[(3(M)"]
= Y [ﬁF(Tz,c,z)}E[ﬁx(n)}E[ﬁZ(n,r)].

11,..., Tme’ri’(r) =1 (=1

(4.23)

For a labeled tree T, we define ¢(T) = {go(T);gj >0,i <j€[N],d =1} where
(p(T)f. is the number of occurrences in 7" of an edge (¥ — v) with endpoints
having labels £(u), £(v) € {i, j} and with generation |u| = g. In particular, we have

Zg (p(T)‘igj = ¢ (T);; which was defined in the proof of Proposition 1. Hence we
have with u =37, _; Y7L ¢ (To)ij,

‘E[HK(TZ,I)] @ 1_[ H!E[A?:””(T‘)u”

(=1 i<je[N] ¢
(4.24) < [1 TIENAyE=#T00)
i<je[N] &
w/2N (n—=1)/2
(%) <2cﬂ/2<ﬁ> ) N—M/z’
e

where (a) holds since {A’},cn is an i.i.d. sequence with the same distribution as
A(N), and (b) follows by the same argument as in (4.17). Inequality (4.24) implies
that bounds (4.19) and (4.21) are still valid with the weight of a tree given by (4.22)
(the term E[JT;L; x(T¢)] can be treated as in previous section).

As in the proof of Proposition 1, we define the graph G obtained by taking
the union of the 7;’s and identifying vertices v with the same type £(v). By
Lemma 2, we need only to concentrate on the term 7 (A) corresponding to m-
tuples T1, ..., T, such that each edge in G has multiplicity 2 and such that G is a
tree. Indeed, the proposition will follow once we prove

(4.25) T(A)=T(A),

where T (A) was defined in Lemma 2, and T (A) is the corresponding term with
the weight of a tree given by (4.22). First note that for any T1, ..., T such that
E[TT;—; A(T¢, )] # 0, we have

E[lm_[ A(Ty, z)] = E[ﬁ A(Tg)i|.

=1 =1
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Now suppose that we have E[T]jL; A(T;)] # 0 =E[[]/_, A(Ty, 1)]. This can only
happen, if an edge in G connecting types say i and j has multiplicity 2 but appears
at different generations in the original trees 7’s. Suppose this edge appears twice
in say 77 at on the same branch and at different generations; that is, there exists
(a = b) and (c — d) € E(Ty) with {£(a),£(b)} = {£(c), L(d)} ={i, j}, |a| < |c|,
and the edge (a — b) is on the path that connects ¢, d to the root. Thanks to
the nonbacktracking property, these two edges cannot be adjacent, that is, a # d.
But then these edges create a cycle in G, contradiction. Suppose now that these
edge appears in 77 and T3 in different generations, that is, there exists (a — b) €
E(Ty) and (¢ — d) € E(T») with {£(a), £(b), £L(c),L(d)} ={i, j} and |a| < |c]|.
Then the same reasoning shows that they will create a cycle in G since b and d
are connected to the roots of 77 and T, respectively which both identify to a single
vertex in G. The latter argument can be used for the case where both edges belong
to the same tree 77, but they lie in different branches. Hence we obtain again a
contradiction.

4.5. Proof of Proposition 3. As in the proof of Proposition 1, we will rely
on a representation of xf (r) based on labeled trees defined as in Section 4.2. In
the present case, it is, however, more convenient to work with trees from which
marks have been removed, that is, we identify any two trees in which the vertex
marks are different, but the types are the same. Notice that equations (4.11), (4.12)

imply

(4.26) o= AMI'T,c,nHx(T),
T, ;(r)

(4.27) = > AMI(T, ¢ 0)x(T),
Tel! (r)

where T'/(T, ¢, t) is obtained by summing I'(7, ¢, r) over all trees T that coin-
cide up to marks. In the following, with a slight abuse of notation, we will write
['(T,c¢,t) instead of I''(T, ¢, t).

In a directed labeled graph, we define a backtracking path of length 3 as a path
a — b — ¢ — d such that £(a) = £(c) and £(b) = £(d). We define a backtracking
star as a set of vertices a — b — ¢ and a’(£ a) — b such that £(a) = £(a’) = £(c).
We define B’ as the set of rooted labeled trees 7' in ﬂt, that satisfy the following
conditions:

o Ifu—ve E(T),then £(u) # £(v) and there exists in T at least one backtrack-
ing path of length 3 or one backtracking star.

Then, we define B! as the subset of trees in ' with root having type i and only
one child with type £ with £ #£i.
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LEMMA 3. Under the same assumptions as in Proposition 3, we have

xr)y =2+ Y AT, t,r)x(T),

TeB!

for some f(T, t, r) which is bounded uniformly as |F(T, t,r)|<Kd,C,t).

PROOF.  Following the same argument as in Lemma 1, we first prove by in-
duction on ¢ that we can find I'(T, ¢, r) such that

(4.28) Xy =Y AT, t,r)x(D),
Tel:
with |F(T t,r)| < K(d,C,t). The terms Aing(Xz, t) can be handled exactly as

aff
ax(s)
preted as a sum on the following trees in {: the type of the root is i and the root has

one child with type £. This child has at most d — 1 subtrees in u coming from the

in Lemma 1. Concerning the terms A fs xi~ Vi1

(x}, 1), it can be inter-

term ax (s) (x}, 1) (which is a polynomial with degree at most d — 1) and one child
say u with type i. This child u is the root of at most d subtrees in u - coming from
the term f; (X? -1 ,t — 1). We see that the resulting tree is in HZH. Now to see that
|F(T, t,r)| < K(d, C,t), note that each polynomial ff(-, t) [resp., %( t)] has

coefficients bounded by C (resp., dC) so that taking into account the contribution
of each term in decomposition (4.28), we easily get

IT(T,t+1,r)| <dC*[Kd,C,0) + Kd,C, 0" 'K(d,C,t — 1)].

It remains to prove that I(T,t,r) agrees with the expression in Lemma 1, [cf.

equations (4.26), (4.27)], for T € U} (r) and is zero for trees in u \ B!. The proof of
this fact will proceed by induction on ¢. The cases r =0, 1 are clear since B! = &.
For t > 1, we define

) =Aufl (@2 1= 1), i)=Y AT, t,.nx(T),
TeB,
dy ;i (r) =zy;(r) + ey(r)
so that we have by the induction hypothesis, x;, =z, ,; +z;, + ¢, =z, , +dj
Since ff(-, t) is a polynomial, we have
f@
dx(s)
(dy () gmt=tng ft
ng! Ax(1)"---9z(g)"

fr ) = ) "‘Z 2. (8) + €y (s)) (Zp_::1)

(ZZ_”-,Z),

£oY

nytetng>2s=1

where the last sum contains a finite number of nonzero terms.
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Multiplying by A;¢ and summing over £ € [N], the first term on the right-hand
side gives exactly zf-“ (r). The second term gives

12
ZA Zf ’_M’I_I)BJZ) Zy ! ZAézzee(S)
L

From now on and to lighten the notation, we omit the second argument of the
functions f*. Hence we have

t t i 9 ; ’
Xy =4 - ZA Z( 15 (% )ax]Zs)( Ok f(zl_)IZ)ajz)( )>

€—>t’ )

—>i)

(dy ()" gmttna
ng! ax(1)* ... dx(g)™

aft
429 An S el (g
(4.29) +2€: ‘;ee(s)ax(s)(e

+> Au ) ]_[ (Zg—si)-
¢

ni+etng>2s=1

We now show that each contribution on the right-hand side [except z! ()] can

be written as a sum of terms A(T)F(T, t+1,r,x% over trees T € BIH'] that we
construct explicitly.
First consider the terms of the form Ay;e} (s) ax(s) (z@_)i). By definition, ¢} (s)

can be written as a sum over trees in 3, and by Lemma 1, the rth component of
z, ., can be written as a sum over trees in U,_, ; (r) Hence by the same argument

as in the proof of Lemma 1, we see that Ag,eg (s) 8x (S) (Xg%l) can be written as a
sum over trees with root having type i, one child say v with type £. This vertex v
is the root of a tree in 82 [corresponding to the factor e@ (s)] and a set of trees in
Z/{g_”-(l), e ,L{é_)l.(q) [corresponding to the factor ax(s) (Ze—n)] This tree clearly

belongs to BT
We now treat the terms in the first line. Again, we have

aft aft
8x(s)( ) f(zz—>ﬁ)a ()

where g is a polynomial with either a positive power of a component of dtf or of

fvi(xi ) ( )+g(dz€ ’dft’ z—>€’ZE—>t)

d} .. Hence, we only need to construct trees in B’ ) corresponding to terms of
the following form: for ) (a5 + bs) > 1,

Aéi H(di[,zl ()" (dé,i (S)) “(z zee(s))cs (24 (S))

Let us first consider the term A%l I, (zl - Z(s))cf (Z 0 .(s))% . It can be interpreted
as a sum on the following family of trees: the type of the root is i, and the root
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has one child with type £. This child has ds subtrees in L{é_)i(s) and one child
denoted u with type i. This child u# has ¢, subtrees in Z/Il-’;lZ (s). Note that the only
backtracking path in such a tree is the path from u to the root with types i, £, i. In
particular such a tree does not belong to B! (r).

We assume now that there exists s with a; > 1. We need to interpret the mul-
tiplication by dit’zl (s) = Z;;l (s) + e§_1 (s). First consider the case of e§_1 (s), this
corresponds to add a subtree in Bf ~! to the vertex u. As in previous analysis, we
clearly obtain a tree in BI{H. The term z?}l(s) corresponds to adding a child of

-2

type £ to the vertex u which is the root of a subtree in L{éﬁ ;

(s), in particular we
introduce a backtracking path of length 3 so that again the resulting tree is in Bf“ .
Similarly if by > 1, the multiplication by dé, ;(s) will correspond to add a subtree
to the child of the root, resulting in either adding a backtracking path of length 3
or adding a backtracking star.

The last term of the form

A q (dzi(s))ns 3n1+~--+anrﬁ
all ny! ax(1)m---dx(q)"

s=1

(Z2—>i)’

with ny +--- +ngy > 2 can be analyzed by the same kind of argument by noticing
that the factor A; ngz’ ; (s)zz’i (s") corresponds to a backtracking star. []

The proof of Proposition 3 follows from the same arguments as in the proof
of Proposition 1. Once more, for simplicity, we only consider the case m(r) = m
and m(s) = 0 for s # r, the general case of m = (m(1),m(2),...,m(q)) € N4
being completely analogous. We represent both moments E[x! (r)"'] and E[z! (r)"]
using Lemma 1 [of the form given in equations (4.26), (4.27)] and Lemma 3. The
expectation E[xf (r)™] is represented as a sum over trees T1,..., T, € Z/{l.t (ryu
Bi(r), while E[z}(r)™] is given by a sum over trees 71, ..., T,, € U} (r). In order
to complete the proof we need to show that the contribution of terms that have at
least one tree in Bl? (r) vanishes as N — o0.

The factor [T, ['(Ty, t, r) is bounded by K(d, C, t)™, which is independent of
N. Hence, we only need to prove that

@30 Y > E[H A(Tg)x(Tg)} =O0(N~'72).
2.m]

T\ eBi(r) TieT! (rj)UBL(rj). j € =1

This statement directly follows from previous analysis, since in the graph G ob-
tained by taking the union of the 7,’s and identifying vertices v with the same type
£(v), there is at least one edge with multiplicity 3, due to the backtracking path
of length 3 or the backtracking star in 7;. So that previous analysis shows that the
term in (4.30) is of order O(N~'/2).
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4.6. Proof of Theorem 3. Let {pn i}n>0.1<i<n be a collection of multivariate
polynomials py ; :R? — R with degrees bounded by D, and coefficients bounded
in magnitude by B,

@30 pvi®= > XMV x (@)™,
m(1)+-+m(q)<D

By Propositions 1 and 3, we have

Epn.i(x;) — Epni(Xj)] < > len ity ELD)™] = E[&)™]]
(4 32) m(l)+--+m(q)<D
' < KDYBN/2

whence the thesis follows.

4.7. Proof of Theorem 5. An important simplification is provided by the fol-
lowing.

REMARK 2. It is sufficient to prove Theorem 5 for t = 5. (Hence, Theorem 4
implies Theorem 5.)

PROOF. Indeed, consider a converging sequence {(A(N), Fy, xON )}n=>1,and
fix h =t — s > 0. For the sake of simplicity, and in view of Remark 1, we can
assume Fy to be given by the polynomial function g:R? x R? x [k] x N —
RY,(x,Y,a,t) — g(x,Y,a,t) that does not depend on the random variable Y.
With an abuse of notation we will write g(X, a, t) in place of g(x, Y, a, t).

We will construct a new converging sequence of instances {(A(N), Fn,
x9Ny} y>1 with variables X! € R?7 and such that, letting X! = (ul, v\), ul, v € RY,
the pair (u}, v}) is distributed as (x!, xlt._h ) asymptotically as N — oo.

The new sequence of initial conditions is constructed as follows:

(1) The initial condition is given by i? =(0,0).

(2) The independent randomness is given by Y (i) = X?. Notice that, fori € CflV ,
we have Y (i) ~iid. Qu, and hence we let P, = Q,.

(3) The partitions C év , a € [k] and matrices A(N) are kept unchanged.

(4) The collection of functions in Fy is determined by the polynomial func-
tion §:R%? x RY x [k] x N> R¥, (X,Y,a,t) —~ 3RX,Y,a,t). Writing g(-) =
[V, @)1, with gV (), gP () e RY, we let, for u, v e RY.
g¥,a,t) ift =0,
g(u,a,t) ift >0,

g¥,a,1) ift<h,
g(v,a,t) ift > h.

(4.33) ¢V (V). Y,a,1) = {

(4.34) ¢P(,v),Y,a,1)= {
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As a consequence of this construction, u} = x! forall i € [N], 7> 1, and vl =X —h
for all ¢+ > h + 1. This completes the reduction. []

As a consequence of this remark, it is sufficient to prove Theorem 4, and by
Remark 1, we can limit ourselves to the case in which g: (x, Y, a,t) — g(x,Y,a, 1)
does not depend on Y, and hence this argument will be dropped. We begin by
considering the expectation of moments of x:.

PROPOSITION 4. Let (A(N), Fy, xO)NZ() be a polynomial and converging
sequence of AMP instances, and denote by {x"};>¢ the corresponding AMP orbit.
Then we have for anyi =i(N) € CN t>1,m=(m(),...,m(g)) e N9,

lim B[ (x)™] =E[(Z;)"],
N—o0
where Z, ~ N(0, Z}).

PROOF. By Propositions 2 and 3, we need only to prove the statement for the
AMP orbit y'. We will indeed prove by induction on ¢ that for any i € C év and any

J#i

(4.35) lim E[(yi_, ;)" =E[(Z})"].
N—o0
1
(4.36) lim |CN| Z (yﬁ%j)m = E[(ZZ)“‘] in probability.
ieCN

For ¢t > 1, let §; be the o-algebra generated by A°, ..., A’~!. We will show, using
the central limit theorem, that the random vector (ylt i] j M,..., yl’ :1 i (g)) given §;
converge in distribution to a centered Gaussian random vector. More precisely, by

(4.8) and the induction hypothesis, the following limit holds in probability:

. +1 +1
Nh_r)nooE[yf_” M)y 5 (9)IS:]

. 2
:Nh_r)noo Z E[(AZ) 187 (Yosis b, 1) 85 (Yo i: by 1)
Le[N]\j

tecy

k
Z coWapE[g(Z}. b. 1)gs(Zp. b.1)] = =i (., 5).

Since for all r € [¢] from (4.8) we have E y”rl (r)] =0, from the central limit the-

l—)]

orem, it follows that y; :1 j converges to a centered Gaussian vector with covariance

>!*1. Since all the moments of yf_r)l ; are bounded uniformly in N by Proposition 2
and Lemma 2, the induction claim, equation (4.35) follows, for iteration ¢ + 1.
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In the base case t = 0 the same conclusion holds because

. . 2
Jim E[yi, ;(0yi ()] = Jim > E[(A%) g (Yoo b 0)8s (Yo b, 0)
(EINI\j
tecy

k
=Y cpWaprZp(r, s),
b=1

where the second identity holds by assumption.
Next consider the induction claim, equation (4.36). Recall the representation
introduced in Section 4.4,

Yinjn =Y ATOLT, ¢ 0)x(T),
TeT., ;(r)

- 1—ul
A(T,t) = ]_[ Arecw)-
(u—v)eE(T)

Using this representation of y; _, I Yiss j itis easy to show that, fori # k, i,k € Cé\'

@37 [E[(yin )" k- )] = ELi ) " IEL e )] < V),

for some function e(N) — 0 as N — oo ar m, C, d,t fixed. Indeed, the above
expectations can be represented as sums over m = m(1) + m(2) + - - - +m(q) trees
T,....T, € 77_”. and m trees T{,...,Tn’1 S kt_>j. Let G be the simple graph
obtained by identifying vertices of the same type in 71, ..., Ty, T, ..., T},.

By Lemma 2 and the argument in the proof of Proposition 1, all the terms in
which G has cycles, or an edge of G correspond to more than 2 edges in the union
of T1,..., Ty, T{, ..., T, add up to a vanishing contribution in the N — oo limit.
Further, all the terms in which G is the union of two disconnected components (one
containing i, and the other containing k) are identical in E[(y§ N j)m(yfc N j)m] and
E[(yﬁ_) j)m]E[(yf( N j)m] and hence cancel out. We are therefore left with the sum
overtrees Ty, ..., T, Tl’ , ..., T such that G is itself a connected tree, with edges
covered exactly twice. Assume, to be definite, that G has u vertices and hence
u — 1 edges. The weight of such a term is bounded by

m m
KE[TAT. o [TA(T, z)} < KN~
i=1

i=1
On the other hand, the number of such terms is bounded by K N*~2 (because the

type has to be assigned to u vertices, but 2 of these are fixed to i and k), and hence
the overall contribution of these terms vanishes as well.
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From equation (4.37), and using the fact that E[(yl’._) J_)zm] < K (because of
Lemma 2 and Proposition 2), we have

1
lim Var{ y’. _m}

— 00

<N—>oo CN|2 Z | yl—>J yk%])m]_E[(ygaj)m] [(Yk—>]) ]|—
i,keCN

Equation (4.36) follows for iteration ¢ + 1 by applying Chebyshev’s inequality to
the sequence

1 ; m}
yi—)~ )
{l NllXC:N( 7 N=0
and using (4.35). O

We are now ready to prove Theorem 5 in the case in which ¥ :R? — R is a
polynomial.

PROPOSITION 5. Let (A(N), Fn, xO)NZ() be a polynomial and converging
sequence of AMP instances, and denote by {x"};>0 the corresponding AMP orbit.
Then we have foranyt > 1, m= (m(1),...,m(q)) e N4,

> ()| o

(4.38) lim Var{

PROOF. In order to prove (4.38), we fix t > 1 and a € [k], and construct a
modified sequence of AMP instances as follows. The new sequence has N’ = 2N
and k" = k + 1. The new partition of the variable indices {1, ..., N} is the same
as in the original instances, with the addition of C,iVH ={N —I— 1, ...,2N =N'}.
Further we set, for ¢ : R? — R a polynomial:

(1) fori, j < N: Agj = A;j and when i > N or j > N define Agj ~N(0, 1/N)
independently;

2) ¢x,b,t"y=gx,b,t'Yforbe[k],t’ <t—1;g (x,b,t) =0forb € [k]\a;
g1(xX,a,1) =¢(x), g.(X,a,t) =0,forr >2; g'(x,k+1,t) =0 forall .

The definition of g’(x, a, t’) for t' > t is irrelevant for our purposes.

Since g'(x,k + 1,¢") = 0 for all ¢/, the orbit (xﬁ/ ;i < N,t' <1t) is not affected
by the new variables. Further, by the general AMP equation (1.6), we have, for
i €y,

(4.39) XD =Y Ajjex))
jecl
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Notice that the {A;;} ;ccx in this equation are independent of x’j. Hence

Elx7'(* = > E{Ai AijpAij Ay

(4.40) Jlserja€Cl
x B (x], )o ()0 (%, ) (x],)}
441 =2 R, e,))
. N2 J1 J2 :
j1,j2eCN

On the other hand, using Proposition 4 (once for iteration t + 1 and i € C ,fVH, and
another time for iteration 7 and i € CY) we get

lim Efxf*' ()%} =E{(ZH D)) = 3( L D)’

(4.42) N=oo ) - N
=3c;Elo(Z)}).  ieCy.
@a  lim Bl <El(z)).  iec).
—00

where Z! ~ N(0, £}). Comparing these equations with equation (4.41) we con-
clude that

2
s in s 3 Bl = im o X B}

J1.26CY jec¥
Equivalently,
1 2
4.45 lim Var{ —— X }:0.
(4.45) Jim rLC§|§;¢(J

Taking ¢(x) = xX, we obtain equation (4.38) for m even. In order to establish
equation (4.38) for general m we take, for instance, ¢(x) = 1 + ex™ and use the
fact that the limit must vanish for all . [

At this point we can prove Theorem 5.

PROOF OF THEOREM 5. By Remark 1 and Remark 2, we reduced ourselves
to the case t = s, and Y (i) = 0 [equivalently, Y (i), is absent].
Consider the empirical measure on R? given by

1
N _
o =iem

N
ieCh

Proposition 4 shows the convergence of expected the moments of /Lév to moments
that determine the Gaussian distribution. Proposition 5 combined with Chebyshev
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inequality implies

Jim ()™ = B[(24)"],

o0

in probability. The proof follows using the relation between convergence in proba-
bility and convergence almost sure along subsequences, together with the moment
method. [J

5. Nonsymmetric matrices. In this section we consider a slightly different
setting that turns out to be a special case of the one introduced in Section 1.3.

DEFINITION 7. A converging sequence of (polynomial) bipartite AMP in-
stances {(A(n), f, h, xo*”)}nzl is defined by giving for each n:

(1) A matrix A(n) € R™*" with m = m(n) such that lim,,_, o m(n)/n =35 > 0.
Further, A(n) = (A;j)i<m,j<n 1S a matrix with the entries A;; independent sub-
Gaussian random variables with common scale factor C/n and first two moments
E{A;;} =0, E{A,.ZJ.} =1/m.

(2) Two functions f:R? x R? x N — R? and h: R? x R? x N — R? such that,
foreacht >0, f(-,-,t) and h(-, -, t) are polynomials.

(3) Aninitial condition x*" = (x,...,x%) €V, , ~ (R9)", with x) € RY, such
that, in probability,
n
5.1) > exp{[x]"[3/C} < nC,
i=1
(5.2) nl;n;om<n Zf X0, Y (i),0) f(x%, Y (i),0)" = E°.

(4) Two collections of i.i.d. random variables (Y (i),i € [n]) and (W(j), J €
[m]) with Y (i) ~iid. O and W(j) ~jiq. P. Here Q and P are finite mixture of
Gaussians on R?.

Throughout this section, we will refer to nonbipartite AMP instances as per
Definition 5, as to symmetric instances. With these ingredients, we define the AMP
orbit as follows.

DEFINITION 8. The approximate message passing orbit corresponding to the
bipartite instance (A, f, h, x°) is the sequence of vectors {x!, Z'Yi=0, X' € Vyou
z' €V, defined as follows, for ¢ > 0,

(5.3) d=Af(x, Y1) —Bh(z T Wit —1),
(5.4) x = ATh(z, W;1) =D, f(x', Y3 1),
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where f(-), h(-) are applied componentwise; see below for an explicit formulation.
Here B; : V,; » — V,,m 18 the linear operator that maps v to v/ = B,v, and for any
j € [m] satisfies,

af
2 )
(5.5) V= < > Ajk£(x,t<, Y (k); t))v‘,-.
keln]
Analogously D;:V, , — Vg, is the linear operator defined by letting, for v’ =
D;v, and any j € [n],

(5.6) Vi = ( > Aﬁ%(zg, w(l); t))vi.

le[m]

For the sake of clarity, it is useful to rewrite the iteration (5.3), (5.4) explicitly,
by components

zi= ) A f(x;,Y(j)1)

Jjeln]

a _ . .
- A%ké)—i(xtk, Y(k); t)h(zt ™', W(i);r —1)  foralli € [m],
ke[n]

x;“ = Y Aijh(yl, W(i);t)

ie[m]

oh . .
- > A,ZJE(Z;, W(D:t) (x5, Y(j)r)  forall j€[n].
le[m]

We will state and prove a state evolution result that is analogous to Theorem 5 for
the present case. Since the proof is by reduction to the symmetric case, the same
argument also implies a universality statement of the type of Theorem 3. How-
ever, we will not state explicitly any universality statement in this case. We begin
by introducing the appropriate state evolution recursion. In analogy with equa-
tion (1.10), we introduce two sequences of positive semidefinite matrices {X'},>0,
{E'}1>0 by letting E° be given as per equation (5.2) and defining, for all # > 1,

S =E{R(Z W= Dr(Z 7 W= 1)),
(5.7

Z=1 ~N(0, B, W~ P,

=t = éE{f(X’, Y. 1) £(X Y07},
(5.8)
X" ~N(0, =), Y~ 0.

We also define a two-times recursion analogous to equations (4.2), (4.3). Namely,
we introduce the boundary condition
OJ _ EO 0
—\o0o g')

0,0 g0 g0 1,0 2 0
(59) Oh Z(EO E()), O =(0 CTO>’

—

(1]
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with E' defined per equations (5.7), (5.8). For any s, > 1, we set recursively

(5.10) S =E{Z 112 1)

(5.11) Zisa =[R2z W= 1), m(Z57 L W,s = 1)],
(5.12) BN =E{X X},

(5.13) Xs=[f(X", Y1), (X', Y,s)]

(Recall that [u#, v] denotes the column vector obtained by concatenating u and v.)

THEOREM 6. Let {(A(n), f, h, xo’”)}nzl be a polynomial and converging se-
quence of bipartite AMP instances, and denote by {x', z'};>0 the corresponding
AMP orbit.

Fix s, t > 1.If s #t, further assume that the initial condition x*" is obtained by
letting X?’” ~ R independent and identically distributed, with R a finite mixture of
Gaussians. Then, for each locally Lipschitz function ¥ :R? x R? x R? — R such
that |y (x, X', V)| < K1+ |lyl3 + Ix]13 + IX'13)X, we have, in probability,

. 1 Ky . R

(5.14) dim,y 2 V. YO) =By (XX 1))
- 1 s : t s

(5.15) lim > v (2, z;, W()) =E[y(Z', 2%, W)],

N—o00 m(n) jelm]

where (X', X*) ~ N(0, X"*) is independent of Y ~ Q, and (Z', Z*) ~ N(0, E"%)
is independent of W ~ P.

PROOF. The proof follows by constructing a suitable polynomial and con-
verging sequence of symmetric instances, recognizing that a suitable subset of the
resulting orbit corresponds to the orbit {x’, z'} of interest, and applying Theorem 5.

Specifically, given a converging sequence of bipartite instances (A(n), f, h,
x%"), we construct a symmetric instance (Az(N), g,x?’N ) with (below we use
the subscript s to refer to the symmetric instance):

(1) The symmetric instance has dimensions N =n +m and g; = ¢, s = 4.
(2) We partition the index set in k = 2 subsets: [N] = CI¥ U C, with C}¥ =
{1,...,m} and Cév ={m+1,...,m+ n}. In particular c; =6/(1 4+ 8) and c» =

1/(1+6).
(3) The symmetric random matrix A’ is given by

0 A
a= (D 3)

In particular Wi; = Wy =0and Wi = Wa1 = (1 +6)/4.
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(4) The vertex labels are Y,(i) = W(i) fori <m and Y,(i) =Y (i —m) fori >
m. In particular, these are independent random variables with distribution Y (i) ~
Pi=Qifi eCN and Y,(i)~ P,=Pifi eCY.

(5) The initial condition is given by xgjfv =0forieC {v and x?:l-N = x?’_"m for

; N
ieCy.

(6) Finally, forany xe€RY,Y € RY, ¢t >0, we let
(5.16) gx,Y,a=1,2t) = f(x,Y,1),
(5.17) gx,Y,a=22t+1)=h({x,7,1).

The definition of g(x, Y,a = 1,2t + 1) and g(x, Y, a = 2, 2¢) is irrelevant for our
purposes.

The proof is concluded by recognizing that, for all # > 0,

204+1 _ ot . N
X, =1, fori € Cy',

2 _ ot : N

X =X; fori € C5'. [
We finish this section with a lemma that establishes continuity of the AMP

trajectories with respect to Gaussian perturbations of the matrix A. This fact will

be used in the next section. (Notice that an analogous lemma holds by the same

argument for converging, nonbipartite, instances.)

LEMMA 4. Let {(A(n), f,h, xo’”)}nzl be a polynomial converging sequence
of bipartite AMP instances and denote by {x',z'};>0 the corresponding AMP
orbit. For each n, let G(n) € R™"™*" be a random matrix with i.i.d. entries
G(n);j ~ N(0, 1/m(n)), independent of A(n). Consider the perturbed sequence
{(A(n) = An) +vG), f, h,xo’”)}nzl, with v € R, and denote by {X',7"}:>0
the corresponding AMP orbit. Then for any t there exists a constant K independent
of n such that

Effxi —% |5} <K (? +n7'2). E{lg — 7[5} < KO0 +n7'77),

PROOF. Consider the difference [xf (r)— if (r)]. By the tree representation in
Section 4.2 and Lemma 3, this difference can be written as a polynomial in A and
G whereby each monomial has the form

(5.18) (T, I)X(T){ [T Awew— I Ae(u)av)}-

(u—>v)eE(T) (u—>v)eE(T)
Enumerating the edges in T as (u1, v1), ..., (uk, vx) the quantity in parenthesis
reads
k i—1 k _
(5.19) DI Acwp.ewp - vGewpewn - T Aewp.ew)-

i=1j=1 j=i+1
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In other words, the sum over trees T is replaced by a sum over trees with one
distinguished edge, and the edge carries weight vGy ;) ev;)- The expectation
E{ ||x§ — f(f ||%} is given by a sum over pairs of such marked trees. Using the fact that
the entries of the matrix A(n) are still independent sub-Gaussian with scale factor
C/(n+ szm(n)) < C’/n, it is easy to see that the argument in Lemma 2 and
(4.30) are still valid. Hence, up to errors bounded by Kn~!/? the only terms that
contribute to this sum are those over pair of trees such that the graph G obtained
by identifying vertices of the same type has only double edges. In particular for
the distinguished edge, we can use the following upper bound instead of (4.15):
E[lvG;j |2] = m"(i) <K ”72 and this yields a factor p2 [by the same argument as in
the proof of Lemma 2 to get (4.20)]. O

6. Proof of universality of polytope neighborliness. In this section we prove
Theorem 2, deferring several technical steps to the Appendices.

HYPOTHESIS 1. Throughout this section {A(n)},>0 is a sequence of random
matrices whereby A(n) € R™*" has independent entries that satisfy E{A(n);;j} =
0, E{A(n)iz-} = 1/m and are sub-Gaussian with scale factor s /m, with s indepen-

J
dent of m, n.

Notice that these matrices differ by a factor 1/,/m from the matrices in the state-
ment of Theorem 2. Since neighborliness is invariant under scale transformations,
this change is immaterial.

The approach we will follow is based on the equivalence between weak neigh-
borliness and compressed sensing reconstruction developed in [10, 11, 16, 17].
Within compressed sensing, one considers the problem of reconstructing a vector
xo € R" from a vector of linear “observations” y = Axg with y € R™ and m < n.
The measurement matrix A € R™*” is assumed to be known. An interesting ap-
proach toward reconstructing xo from the linear observations y consists in solving
a convex program

(6.1) x(y) = argmin{||x||; such that x € R", y = Ax}.

Hence one says that ¢; minimization succeeds if the above argmin is uniquely
defined and x(y) = xo. Remarkably, this event only depends on the support of xq,
supp(xo) = {i € [n]:xp,; # 0} [10]. This motivates the following abuse of termi-
nology. We say that, for a given matrix A, £; minimization succeeds for a fraction
f of vectors xo with® ||xollo < k if it does succeed for at least f (’,:) choices of
supp(xo) out of the (;) possible ones. Analogously, that £; minimization fails for

6As customary in this domain, we denote by ||v]| the number of nonzero entries in v € RY (which
of course is not a norm).
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a fraction f of vectors x if it does succeed at most for (1 — f )(Z) choices of
supp(xo).

Success of £1 minimization turns out to be intimately related to the neighborli-
ness properties of the polytope AC".

THEOREM 7 (Donoho [10]). Fix § € (0,1). For each n € N, let m(n) = |né |
and A(n) € R"™>" be g random matrix. Then the sequence {A(n)C"},=¢ has
weak neighborliness p in probability if and only if the following happens:

(1) For any p_ < p, there exists &, | 0 such that, for a fraction larger than
(1 — &) of vectors xo with ||xollo = m(n)p— the £1 minimization succeeds with
high probability [with respect to the choice of the random matrix A(n)].

(2) Vice versa, for any pi > p, there exists ¢, | 0 such that, for a fraction
larger than (1 — &) of vectors xqo with || xollo = m(n) p+ the £1 minimization fails
with high probability [with respect to the choice of the random matrix A(n)].

This is indeed a rephrasing of Theorem 2 in [10].
In view of this result, Theorem 2 follows from the following result on com-
pressed sensing with random sensing matrices.

THEOREM 8. Fix § € (0,1). For each n € N, let m(n) = |né| and de-
fine A(n) € R™"MW>" 1o be a random matrix with independent sub-Gaussian
entries, with mean 0, variance 1/m and common scale factor s/m. Further
assume A;jj(n) = A,-j (n) + voG;j(n) where vy > 0 is independent of n and
{Gij(M)}iemmy, jen is a collection of i.i.d. N(0, 1/m) random variables indepen-
dent of/i(n).

Consider either of the following two cases:

(I) The matrix A(n) has i.i.d. entries, and {xo(n)},>1 is any fixed sequence of
vectors with lim,,_, « || xo(n) ||o/m(n) = p.

(II) The matrix A(n) has independent but not identically distributed entries.
The vectors xo(n) have i.i.d. entries independent of A(n), with P{xo ;(n) # 0} =

0.

Then the following holds. If p < p«(8), then £ minimization succeeds with high
probability. Vice versa, if p > p«(8), then £ minimization fails with high probabil-
ity. [Here probability is with respect to the realization of the random matrix A(n)
and, eventually, xo(n).]

The rest of this section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 8. Indeed, as shown
below, this immediately implies Theorem 2.

PROOF OF THEOREM 2. Take xo(n) to be a sequence of independent vectors
with independent entries such that P,{xo(n); = 1} = pé and P,{xo(n); = 0} =
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1 — pd. Then, by the law of large numbers we have lim,,_,  ||xo(n)|lo/m((n) = p
almost surely. Let A(n) € R™"™*" be a matrix with i.i.d. entries as per Hypothe-
sis 1 above, with m(n) = |nd] and y(n) = A(n)xo(n). Applying Theorem 8, we
have, for any p_ < p4«(6) and p4 > p4(6),

(6.2) Tim P, {%(y(m) =xo(m)} =1,
(6.3) Tim P, {%(y(m) = xo(n)} =0,

where Py, {-} denotes probability with respect to the law just described when
p = p+. Let V(p; m,n) be the fraction of vectors xo with ||xg|| = [mp] on which
£1 reconstruction succeeds. Since in equations (6.2), (6.3), support of xo(n) is uni-
formly random given its size, and the probability of success is monotone decreas-
ing in the support size [10], the above equations imply

6.4) Tim B{V(p_;m,m)} =1,
(6.5) nli)ngoE{V(er;m,n)} =0.

Using Markov’s inequality, equations (6.4), (6.5) coincide (resp.) with assump-
tions (1) and (2) in Theorem 7. The claim follows by applying this theorem. [J

Let us now turn to the proof of Theorem 8. The following lemma provides a
useful sufficient condition for successful reconstruction. Here and below, for a
convex function F:R? — R, 9 F(x) denotes the subgradient of F at x € R?. In
particular d||x||; denotes the subgradient of the £; norm at x. Further, for R C [n],
AR denotes the submatrix of A formed by columns with index in R. The singular
values of a matrix M € RY1*% are denoted by omax(M) = 01(M) > 02(M) >
“+* = Omin(dy.dy) (M) = Omin(M).

LEMMA 5. Forany c1, c2, c3 > 0, there exists ey(c1, ¢z, ¢3) > 0 such that the
following happens. If xo e R", A € R™"*" y = Axg € R™, are such that:

(1) There exists v € d||xoll; and z € R™ withv= ATz + w and |w|, < /ne,
with € < go(cy, ¢, c3).

(2) For c € (0,1), let S(c) ={i € [n]:|vi| > 1 — c}. Then, for any S' C [n],
|S’| < cin, the minimum singular value of As ., us' satisfies omin(As(cyus) = 2.

(3) The maximum singular value of A satisfies c; ! < Omax(A)? < c3.

Then xq is the unique minimizer of || x||1 over x € R" such that y = Ax.

The proof of this lemma is deferred to Appendix B.

The proof of Theorem 8 consists of two parts. For p > p.(§), we shall exhibit
a vector x with ||x||; < ||xo|l1 and y = Ax. For p < p.(8) we will show that as-
sumptions of Lemma 5 hold. In particular, we will construct a subgradient v as
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per assumption (1). In both tasks, we will use an iterative message passing algo-
rithm analogous to the one in Section 5. The algorithm is defined by the following
recursion initialized with x° = 0:

(6.6) Xt = n(x"+ AT, aoy),
(6.7) Z=y—Ax'+b,z/ 71,

where 1 (u; 0) = sign(u)(u — 0) 4+, « is a nonnegative constant and b; is a diagonal
matrix whose precise definition is immaterial here and will be given in the proof of
Proposition 6 below. Notice two important differences with respect to the treatment
in Section 5:

e The iteration in equations (6.6), (6.7) does not take immediately the form in
equations (5.3), (5.4). For instance the nonlinear mapping 71 (-; «o;) is applied
after multiplication by AT. This mismatch can be resolved by a simple change
of variables.

e The nonlinear mapping 7n(-; @oy) is not a polynomial. This point will be ad-
dressed by constructing suitable polynomial approximations of 1.

We refer to Appendix A for further details.
For t > 0, o, is defined by the one-dimensional recursion

1
(6.8) o1 = SE([n(X +01Z: aoy) — X},

where expectation is with respect to the independent random variables Z ~
N(0, 1), X ~ px, and o = E{X?}/8.

PROPOSITION 6. Let {(xo(n), A(n), y(n))}n>0 be a sequence of triples with
A(n) random as per Hypothesis 1, {xo;(n):i € [n]} independent and identi-
cally distributed with xo;(n) ~ px a finite mixture of Gaussians on R, and

y(n) = A(n)xo(n).
Then, for each n there exist a sequence of vectors {x'(n),z'(n)};>0, with
x'(n) =x" € R", ' (n) = z' € R™, such that the following happens for every t.

(1) There exists a diagonal matrix by = b;(n) such that

(6.9) 2 =y—Ax' +b,7 7,

) ) . 1
(6.10)  lim_ ifg[%};(](bz)ii = lim mlnr}](bt)ii = E]P’{IX +01-1Z| > ao;—1},

n—)OOle[

where the limit holds in probability.
(2) In probability,

|
6.11) lim —|x'*! —p(x' + ATz aor) |5 = 0.
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(3) For any locally Lipschitz function ¥ :R x R — R, |[¢(x, y)| < C(1 +x2 +
y?), in probability

.1
(6.12) nll)rgogigt//(xoj,xi’q_(ATZf)i):IExﬁ(X,X—i—a,Z).
1=

(4) There exist two functions o(a;c) and o(a,b;c), with o(a;c) — 0,
o(a,b;c) - 0 as ¢ - 0 at a,b fixed, such that the following holds. Assume
Ajj(n) = /Lj (n)+vGij(n) wherev > 0 is independent of n and {G;j(n)}ie[m], je[n]
is a collection of i.i.d. N(0, 1/m) random variables independent of A(n). Then
there exists a sequence of vectors {X',7'};>0 that is independent of G such that,
foranyt >0,

(6.13) % SE{((x" + ATZ), — (B + ATE),)?) <ol v) + o, vin Y,
i=1

(6.14) %EE{(Z; _ ) < ot v) + oft, vin ).

The proof is deferred to Appendix A.

We also need a generalization of the last proposition for functions of the esti-
mates x’, x* at two distinct iteration numbers 7 # s. To this objective, we intro-
duce the generalization of the state evolution equation (6.8). Namely, we define
{Rs.}s.1>0 recursively for all s, f > 0 by letting

1
(6.15)  Ryy1s41= EE{[H(X + Z; aog) — X|[n(X + Z;; a0r) — X}

Here the expectation is with respect to X ~ px and the independent Gaussian vec-
tor [Z, Z,] with zero mean and covariance given by B{Z?} = Ry ;, E{Z?} = R,,
and E{Z,Z;} = R;.;. The boundary condition is fixed by letting Ry o = E{X?}/8
and defining, for each > 0,

1
(6.16) Ros1= EE{[W(X + Z; a0r) — X][= X1},

with Z; ~ N(O, R;;). This uniquely determines the doubly infinite array
{R; s}1.s>0- Notice in particular that R, ; = o> for all # > 0. (This is easily checked
by induction over ¢.)

PROPOSITION 7. Under the assumptions of Proposition 6 the sequence
{x"(n), 2" (n)}s>0 constructed there further satisfies the following. For any fixed
t,s >0, and any Lipschitz continuous functions y . RXRXxR >R, ¢p:RxR —



794 M. BAYATI, M. LELARGE AND A. MONTANARI

R, in probability

1 n
lim —Zl/f(xo,i»xis + (ATZS),-axit + (ATZt)i)

n—-oon i—1
(6.17) -
= Ew(x5 X + ZS7 X + ZZ)’
. 1 - s t
(6.18) nll)rgOEZMzi,zi) =E¢(Zs, Zy),

i=1

where expectation is with respect to X ~ px, and the independent Gaussian vector
(Zs, Z;) with zero mean and covariance given by E{Z%} = R s, E{Z,z} = R;; and
E{Zt Zs} = Rt,s .

The proof of this proposition is in Appendix A.

Finally, we need some analytical estimates on the recursions (6.8) and (6.15).
Part of these estimates were already proved in [6, 14, 15], but we reproduce them
here for the reader’s convenience. Proofs of the others are provided in Appendix C.

LEMMA 6. Let px be a probability measure on the real line such that
px({0}) =1—¢cand EPX{XZ} < 00, fix§ € (0, 1) and set p = S¢. For this choice of
parameters, consider the sequences {Utz};z(), {Rs.t)s.1>0 defined as per equations
(6.8), (6.15).

If p < p«(8), then:

(al) There exists ay(g, ), ar(g, ), ax(e) with 0 < ay(g,8) < ax(e) < ay(e,
8) < 00, and wy(e,8) € (0,1) such that the following happens. For each o €
(a1, ), 0} = Bo' (14 0,(1)) as t — oo, with w € (0, 1).

Further, for each w € [w. (¢, 8), 1) there exists a_ € (a1, oy] and o € [oy, ®2)
(distinct as long as @ > w,) such that, letting o € {a—, a4}, 0,2 = Bow'(1+0;(1)).

Finally, for all a € [aty, @2), we have ¢ +2(1 — )P (—a) < 6.

(a2) Forany a € [ax(e), az(g, §)), we have lim; o0 Ry s—1/(0r01—1) = 1.

(a3) Assume px to be such that max(px ((0, a)), px((—a, 0))) < Babfor some
B, b > 0 (in particular, this is the case if px has an atom at 0 and is absolutely
continuous in a neighborhood of 0). Fixing again « € [a.(¢), az2(g,8)), and c €
Ry,

(6.19) zlim sup P{|X + Z,| > coy; | X + Zi| < cor} =0,
0

=0t s>19

where (Zg, Z;) is a Gaussian vector with IE{ZSZ} = O'sz, IE{ZSZ} = O'sz, E{Z;Z:} =
Rs ;.

Vice versa, if p > p4(8), then there exists og(8, px) > dmin(8) > 0 such that:

(bl) For any a > onin(8), we have lim,_wo(ft2 = 0*2 > 0 and, for a > g,
lim; s oo[Rs s — 2R p—1+ Re—1:—11=0.
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(b2) Letting o = ag(S, px), we have P{|X 4+ 0,Z| > ooy} = 6.

(b3) Consider the probability distribution px = (1 — )8y + ey with y(dx) =
exp(—x2/2) /\/E dx the standard Gaussian measure. Then, setting o = a(6,
Px), we have lim;_, oo E{|n(X 4+ 01 Z; aoy)|} < E{|X|}, where Z ~ N(0, 1) inde-
pendent of X.

We are now in position to prove Theorem 8. For greater convenience of the
reader, we distinguish the cases p < p,(6) and p > p4(8). Before considering these
cases, we will establish some common simplifications.

6.1. Proof of Theorem 8: Common simplifications. Consider first case (I).
By exchangeability of the columns of A(n), it is sufficient to prove the claim
for the sequence of random vectors obtained by permuting the entries of xg(n)
uniformly at random. Hence xo(n) is a vector with a uniformly random support
supp(xo(n)) = S,, with deterministic size |S,| such that |S,|/n — &. Further, the
success of £1 minimization is an event that is monotone decreasing in the support
supp(xo(n)) [10]. Therefore we can replace the deterministic support size, with a
random size | Sy | ~ Binom(n, ¢) (which concentrates tightly around n¢).

Finally, since success of £; minimization only depends on the support of xq(n)
[10], we can replace the nonzero entries by arbitrary values. We will take advan-
tage of this fact and assume that all the nonzero entries of xo(n) are i.i.d. N(0, 1).
We conclude that it is sufficient to prove that ¢; minimization succeeds/fails
with high probability if the vectors xo(n) have i.i.d. entries with distribution
px = (1 —€)8g + ey, where y (dx) = exp(—x?/2)/~/2m dx.

Consider next case (II), in which the entries of xo(n) are i.i.d. with P{xo ; (n) #
0} = pé = e. Again, exploiting the fact that the success of £; minimization de-
pends only on the support of xo(n), we can assume that its entries have common
distribution py = (1 —&)dg + &y .

Summarizing this discussion, in order to prove the Theorem both in case (I) and
case (II), it will be sufficient to do so for the following setting:

REMARK 3. In the proof of Theorem 8, we can assume the vectors xq(7n) to
be random with i.i.d. entries with common distribution px = (1 — &)§p + €.

6.2. Proof of Theorem 8, p < p,(8). Fix p < p4(§). We will prove that the hy-
potheses (1), (2), (3) of Lemma 5 hold with high probability for fixed cy, ¢z, ¢3 > 0,
and ¢ arbitrarily small. This implies the claim (i.e., that £; minimization succeeds)
by applying the lemma. Notice that hypothesis (3) holds with high probability for
some c3 = c3(§) by classical estimates on the extreme eigenvalues of sample co-
variance matrices [4, 5].

We next consider hypothesis (1) of Lemma 5. In order to construct the sub-
gradient v used there, we consider the sequence of vectors {x’,z'};>0 defined
by as per Proposition 6. We fix o € («x1(€), a2(¢)) as per Lemma 6(a) so that
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0,2 = Aw' (1 + o(1)) with w € (0, 1) to be chosen close enough to 1. Also, we
introduce the notation 6; = ao;. We let v’ € R” be defined by

sign(xo ;) ifi €8,

- 1
(6.20) v; = Q—(Xt_l 4 AT ! _ft)i

t—1

otherwise,
(6.21) = n(x"_1 + AT 0i—1).

Notice that, by definition of the function 5(-; -) we have |xi’ L (AT, — x| <
0;_1, and hence v’ € 3||xgl||;. We can write

1
(622) Ut — Q_ATZI +St +IBI + ;Z’
t—1

1
6.23) &' = e—(xt_l + AT T — AT,

t—1

6.24) B'= %(xt -3,

t—1

) 1 _ _ e
625 ¢'= sign(xo;) — ﬁ(xt Ly AT x'); ifi €8,
[_
0 otherwise.

This part of the proof is completed by showing that there exists h(t) with
lim;_, o (1) = 0 such that, for each 7, with high probability we have ||&’ ||%/n <
(1 — Jw)?/a? + h(t), |B'113/n < h(t) and [["]|5/n < h(t). Indeed, if this is
true, we can then choose ¢ sufficiently large and o € (. (¢), @a(e, §)) so that
€+ B! + ¢! ||% is small enough as to satisfy the condition (1) of Lemma 5.

First consider &’. Applying Proposition 7 to ¥ (x, y1, y2) = (y1 — yz)z, we have,
in probability

. 1 t 2 1
Jim_ - |&"]3 = Jim, nao? |

”xt + AT, — 1 _ATZt—lug

1
= [Riy —2R; -1+ Ri—1,1-1]

o Gl—l
1 o R
2 2 t t,t—1
:272[0} —20'10'1_1 +Ut—1]+2 |:1 — j|
aco; Or—1 010t—1

— (=& +h0).
o

Here the last equality follows from the fact that 0,2 / O'tz_l — o by Lemma 6(al)
and R, ;—1/(0:0,—1) — 1 by Lemma 6(a2). This implies the claim for &’.
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Next, consider B’. By Proposition 6(2),

1 1
(626)  fim - x =3 = fim ~x = (™ AT a0 )3 =0,

and hence || B’ ||%/n < h(t) with high probability for any %(¢) > 0.
Finally consider ¢, and define R(y; 0) =y — n(y; ). We have
+1 fory >0,

R(y;0)=1y/0  for—0<y<®,
-1 for y < —6.

Using Proposition 6(3), we can show that
.1 2 . 2
(6.27) nlgrg() ;H{’”Z =E{[sign(X) — R(X + 0y—1Z; ao;—1)] 1x 0}

Notice that this apparently requires applying Proposition 6 to the function
Y(x,y) = [sign(x) — R(y; 9)]21#0 which is non-Lipschitz in x. However, we
can define a Lipschitz approximation, with parameter r > 0,

[x/r = RGO lxl/r  for|x| <r,

[1—R(y;0)] for |x| > r.

Notice that ¥, is bounded and Lipschitz continuous. We further have |y, (x, y) —
Y (x, y)| <41(x #0; |x| <r), whence

(6.28) Vr(x,y) = {

. 1 1 & - _
lim sup '—”{t”g - - prr(xoyi,xit T4 AT
n—oo|n n i=1
(6.29)
. 4
<lim sup — Zl(xo,i #0; |x0,i| <r) <8r.
n—oo n =
The last inequality holds almost surely by the law of large numbers using
y ([—r, r]) < 2r. Analogously,

(6.30) [EY(X, X +01-12) —Eyr (X, X +01_1Z)| <4B(X #0; |X| <r) <8r.
Hence the claim (6.27) follows by applying Proposition 6(3) to ¥, (x, y), using
equations (6.29), (6.30), and letting » — 0.

We conclude by noting that the right-hand side of equation (6.27) converges to
0 as t — oo by dominated convergence, since o, — 0. Therefore,

by e h@)
nligo;”é“t”z =
This completes our proof of assumption (1) of Lemma 5.
We finally consider hypothesis (2). Let S; (c) be defined as there, for the subgra-

dient v’, namely
Si(c)={i en]:|v]|>1—c}
=SU{iem\S:[x" "+ AT > 1 - )1}
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Recall that by assumption A;; = fi,- j +vG;j whereby G;; ~N(0, 1/m) and (even-
tually redefining A;;), we can freely choose v € [0, vg]. Let {¥,%'};>0 be a se-
quence of vectors defined as per Proposition 6(4), and define 7" as v’, but replacing
x', 2, Aby ¥, 7 A

sign(xo,;) ifies,
~t 1 ~
(6.31) Vi = i (F 1+ AT -3, otherwise,
-1
(6.32) =pE T+ AT 6).

We further define
Sie)y={ieml:[¥|>1-c}
=SU{iem\S:[F "+ ATZ 1 > 1 -1}

We claim that the following two claims hold for some ¢, > 0 independent of n:

CLAIM 1. There exists ci,¢y > 0 (independent of v) such that for all
S’ C [n], |§'| < 2cn, the minimum singular value of A§,*(2c1)us/’ satisfies
omin(A3, (2¢)yus) = Cov with probability converging to 1 as n — oo.

CLAIM 2. Forallt > t,,
P{[S;(c1) \ Si, 2c1)| = ner} = o1 (t; v) + 02 (ts, v; 1),

where 01(ty, v) vanishes as v — 0 at t,, c1, ¢2 fixed, and 0y(t4, v; n~1) vanishes
asn~' > 0att,, v, c1, ¢ fixed.

These claims immediately imply that hypothesis (2) of Lemma 5 holds with
probability converging to one as n — o0o. Indeed, if |S’| < ncy, then (by Claim 2)
Si(c)) U S C §,* (2c1) U S” where |S”| < 2nc; with probability larger than 1 —
01(ts; V) — 02 (1, vin ™). By Claim 1, we hence have oyin(As, (¢ us’) = €2 = Cav.
The thesis follows since v can be chosen as small as we want. [Notice that once
t, is fixed to satisfy these claims, we can still choose ¢ > ¢, arbitrarily to satisfy
hypothesis (1) of Lemma 5, as per the argument above.]

In order to prove Claim 1, above first notice that, for any b > 0

IP’{ Sr,rél[%] Gmin(A§,*(201)US/) <c2v}

|S'|<2cin

<P Jmin * omin (A3, (2 yus) < E2v: |5, )] < bn|

|S"|<2c1n

(6.33) +P{[S,, (2¢1)| > bn}
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< ") max ]P){Umm(AS, Qepus’) < €2v; ]St*(2c1)| <bn}

S'C[n]
|S’1<2c1n

+P{|S,, 2c1)| > bn},

where in the last line H(c) denotes the binary entropy of b, and we used (,.) <
exp{nH (c)}. We want to show that ¢,, b, c1, c2, v can be chosen so that both
contributions vanish as n — oo.

Consider any b € (0,8) and restrict ¢; € (0, (5§ — b)/2). Then the matrix
AS[ Q2ep)US' has né rows and né — ®(n) columns. Further A = A + vG with

St (2c1) [and hence St* (2c1) U '] independent of G. We can therefore use an up-
per bound on the condition number of randomly perturbed deterministic matrices
proved by Buergisser and Cucker [8] (see also Appendix D) to show that

(634)  Plomin(A3, (20,yus') < €2v: i, 2e1)| < bn} < (@ré)" @072

with a1 = a1 ((b + 2c¢1)/8) bounded as long as (b + 2¢1)/8 < 1. We can therefore
select ¢ = 1/(2a;) and select ¢; small enough so that H(2cy) < (1/2)(8 — b —
2c1)log?2. This ensures that the first term in equation (6.33) vanishes as n — oo.
We are left with the task of selecting b € (0, §), ¢, > 0, so that the second term
vanishes as well, since then we can take ¢ € (0, (§ — b)/2). To this hand notice
that by Proposition 6 (and using the fact that X + o;_1Z has a density) we have,

in probability,
1
nll)ﬁéo ;|St*(0)| :P“X +o,1Z| = (1— C)Qt*—l},

and further, since o; — 0 as t — oo [cf. Lemma 6(al)] and 6, = ao;, we have

lhm P{X +o01,-1Z|> (1 —)b,—1} = +2(1 —e)P(—(1 — 0)a).

'« —> 00

On the other hand, by Lemma 6(al), and since o« € [y, a2), we have ¢ + 2(1 —
&)®(—a) < §. Hence there exist bg € (0,8) and c¢; > 0 so that for all 7, large
enough |S;, (3¢1)| < nby with high probability. Taking b € (bg, ) and using
Markov’s inequality (with ¢, =1, — 1)

P{|S;, 2c1)| > bn}

1 ~
< mE{{S&(ZCl) \ S[*(3C1)|} +P{|S[*(3C1)| > b()n}

]E AT t ~t;+A'T~l; ) 2> 292/
(b b())C292 an ) (X z )z) ZCq t*}

+ P{|S:, Ber)| > bon}
< 01(te; V) + 02(ts, v n V) +P{|S,, (3c1)| > bon),
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where the last inequality follows from Proposition 6(4). These terms can be made
arbitrarily small by choosing v small and n large enough.

In order to complete the proof, we need to show that Claim 2 holds for eventu-
ally larger t,. First notice that, applying again Proposition 6(4), we get

P{[Sy, (c1) \ S, (2c1)| = ney/2)

2 ~
= EE“St*(CI) \ S,*(ch)H
(6.35) !
2 n / ! ! ~ /
< — ZE{((}CT* + ATZt*)i — ()Zt* + ATZZ*)I.)Z > C%Qé}

ner 5

<01(te; V) +02(ts, v;n 7).
By Proposition 7, and using the fact that the vector (X + Z,,, X + Z;) has a density,
we have, in probability,
o1
lim —|St(Cl) \ St*(Cl)|
n—-oon
=P{IX+Zi,—1| > (1 —c)o,—1;1X + Zi—1]l < (1 —cp)or—1} < h(ty),

where, by Lemma 6(a3), h(t,) vanishes as #, — 00. Given any c; > 0, we can
therefore choose ¢, so that, with high probability |S;(c1) \ S:,(c1)| <ncy/2. Com-
bining with equation (6.35), we obtain the desired claim.

6.3. Proof of Theorem 8, p > p.(8). Fix a small number 4 > 0. By Lemma
6(b), there exists A = A(S, ¢) > 0 independent of 4, such that, for o« = ag(S, px)
and ¢ large enough,

1
(6.36) E]P’{|X+G,Z| >aor}— 1| <h,
(6.37) Rty —2Rs -1+ Ri—1,1—2| < hz,
(6.38) ]E{|r)(X+0,Z;ao*,)|}<]E{|X|}—2A,

as well as at{l < 203. By Propositions 6, 7 (and noting that X 4 o0; Z has a distri-
bution that is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure), we have,
with high probability,

(6.39) max |(b, — 1);;| < 2h,

ie[m]
(6.40) 2 — 21, < 2hy/m,
(6.41) |x"], < llxolli —nA,

(6.42) ']l = 20/
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Namely equation (6.36) implies (6.39), equation (6.37) implies (6.40), equation
(6.38) implies (6.41) and the assumption o> | < 202 implies (6.42).
Using equation (6.9) together with the above, we get

[y = Ax'{, < |2 = 2", + max | — 1],
i€[m]

(6.43)
<2hy/n(1+20y).

Define X = x’ + AT(AAT)*I(y — Ax") (notice that the sample covariance ma-
trix AAT has full rank with high probability [4, 5]). Notice that, by construction
AXx = y. Then, with high probability,

(6.44) H)E - xtHz = (J'mzl)((A)Umin(A)_2 Hy — Ax' ”2 <C@A+ 20—*)h\/ﬁv

where omax(A), omin(A) are the maximum and minimum nonzero singular values
of A. The second inequality holds with high probability for § € (0, 1) by stan-
dard estimates on the singular values of random matrices [4, 5]. Using equation
(6.41) together with triangular inequality and || X — x'||; < 4/n||X — x'||2, we fi-
nally get

(6.45) X[t < llxolli —nA + CB)(1 + 20:)hn < |lxoll1,

where the second inequality follows from the fact that 4 > O can be taken arbi-
trarily small (by letting ¢ large) while A, C and o, are fixed. We conclude that xg
cannot be the solution of the £; minimization problem (6.1).

APPENDIX A: PROOFS OF PROPOSITIONS 6 AND 7

In this Appendix we prove Propositions 6 and 7 by a suitable application of
Theorem 6. Before passing to these proofs, we establish a corollary of Theorem 6
that allows us to control iterations of the form (6.6), (6.7), with n(-; -) replaced by
a general polynomial.

A.1. A general corollary. For xo = xo(n) € R" and A = A(n) € R™*" as per
Hypothesis 1 in Section 6, we define y = y(n) € R by
(A.1) y = Axo.

Let D € R™" be the diagonal matrix with diagonal entries equal to the square
column norms of A, that is, Dj; = }_ jcm) A%i, and D;; =0 for i # j. Further
define ug = ug(n) € R" as follows:

(A.2) uo,i = (Dj; — Dxo,;i = ( Z A;i - 1)x0,i-

Jj€lm]
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Let xO = (1 — DY xg (notice that D is invertible with high probability) and define
iteratively

Zl =y— Axt +b;Zl71,

(A.3) S
(bo)ii = Y Ajmy_y(Djixi™" + (AT —uo j),
Jé€ln]
(A4) X" = (Dx" + ATZ' — ug),

where, for each 7, n,:R — R is a polynomial and, for v € R", n,(v) =
(n¢(v1), ..., s (vy)). Further b, € R™*™ is a diagonal matrix with entries given
as in equation (A.3).

We next introduce the corresponding state evolution recursion. Namely, we de-
fine { ﬁ& t}s.t>0 recursively for all s, r > O by letting

~ 1
(A.5) Rsi141= EE{[ns(X +Z) = X][m(X + Z) — X]}.

Here expectation is with respect to X ~ px and the independent Gaussian vector
[Zs, Z;] with zero mean and covariance given by E{Zf} = ﬁs,s, IE{Z,Z} = ﬁ,,t and
E{Z,Zs} = IA?}’S. The boundary condition is fixed by letting ﬁo,o = IE{XZ}/(S and
defining, for each ¢ > 0,

~ 1
(A.6) Ro,i41= EE{[nz(X + Z;) — X[ X1},
with Z; ~ N(O, Et,,). This uniquely determines the doubly infinite array {ﬁ,, s}t.s>0-

COROLLARY 1. Let {(xo(n), A(n), y(n))}n>0 be a sequence of triples with
A(n) having independent sub-Gaussian entries with E{A;;} =0, E{Al.zj} =1/m,
{x0,i(n):i € [n]} independent and identically distributed with x¢ ;(n) ~ px, and
px a finite mixture of Gaussians. Define {x', z'};>0 as per equations (A.3), (A.4).

Then, for any fixed t, s > 0, and any Lipschitz continuous functions ¥ : R x R x
R— R, ¢:R x R— R, in probability

lim — Zi// X0, s X] —|—(AT )io X +(AT ;)

n—>oonl )
(A.7)
=E¢(X5X+ZS9X+ZI)’
N A
(A.8) nlgg()n—izgqs(z;,zf) =E¢(Zy, Zy),

where expectation is with respect to X ~ px and the independent Gaussian vector
[Zs, Z;] with~zero mean and covariance given by ]E{Z?} = Ry s, E{th} = R;; and
E{Zt Zs} = Rt,s .
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PROOF. Define ¥'+! = ATz' + Dx’ — Dxg. Then equations (A.3), (A.4) read
(A.9) = Af(F, x0st) +bh(z' e = 1),
(A.10) A = ATh(x"; 1) + d, £ (&7, x0; 1),

where, for i € [m], j € [n],

(A.11) S, yst)y=y—n—1(y +x), h(z;t) =z,
(A.12) (by)ii = Z AG (& X043 1),

J€ln]
(A.13) d)jj = Z A h (z;1).

J€ln]

[Here f'(x,y;t), h'(x;t) denote derivatives with respect to the first argument.]
The iteration takes the same form as in equations (5.3), (5.4) with Y (i) = xo,
and W (i) =0, B; = —b, and D; = —d,. Further, the initial condition x° implies
70 = —x. Notice that this is dependent on Y = xg, but we can easily set the ini-
tial condition at ¥~! = 0 and define f(x, y;t = 0) = —y. We can therefore apply

Theorem 6 and conclude that, in probability,

n—-oon

1 n
lim — > " (xo,i, Dyi (x) — x0,i) + (AT2%);, Dii (x} — x0,i) + (A"2"),)
(A.14) 1
:Ew(Xs ZS$ZI)’
1
(A.15) ngngog;wzf,zﬁ):Eqﬁ(Zs,Zt),

where expectations are defined as in the statement of the corollary. The second of
these equations coincides with equation (A.8). For the first one, note that E{D;;} =
1 and, by a standard Chernoff bound

(A.16) Jim max{D;;:i € [n]} =
(A.17) lim min{D;; :i € [n]} =

We therefore get

nlggo;Z;w sz,(x +AT v) _XOZ,(X +AT t) _sz)
i

=EW(X, ZSv Zl‘)v

(A.18)

which coincides with equation (A.7) after a redefinition of the function . [
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A.2. Proofs of Propositions 6 and 7. We will start by proving Proposition 6.
Since Proposition 7 follows from the same construction, we will only point to
the necessary modifications. Before presenting the proof, we recall a basic result
in weighted polynomial approximation (here stated for a specific case); see, for
example, [22].

THEOREM 9. Let f:R — R be a continuous function. Then for any k, & > 0
there exists a polynomial p :R — R such that, for all x € R,

(A.19) f(0) = ()| &2,

PROOF OF PROPOSITIONS 6. Since the proposition holds as n — oo at ¢
fixed, we shall assume throughout that t € {0, 1, ..., fmax} for some fixed arbi-
trarily large fmax-

We claim that, for each B, fmax > 0, we can construct an orbit {xﬂ’t, zﬂ”}tzo

obeying equations (A.3), (A.4) for suitable functions 1, = nt(ﬂ ) such that the fol-
lowing holds (with a slight abuse of notation we will drop the parameter 8 from
xPt, zB1). For all 0 <t < fmax, and all functions v as in the statement, we have
7' =y — Ax' + b,z by construction. Further, in probability,

(A.20) nlggolfg[ax (br)ii — —P{|X +0i-1Z] 2 w01} < B,
S t T t. 2
(A.21) nll)rlgo;”x —n(x'+ A5 a0y)|5 < B,

e
(A.22) nlggo‘; ;W(Xo’i,xf + (ATZl)i) —Ey (X, X+0:2)| <B.
i=

Assuming this claim holds, let {8¢}¢>0 be a sequence such that limy_, o B¢ = 0.
Denote by {x‘f”, 757}, the orbit satisfying equations (A.20), (A.21), (A.22) with

B =pe¢. Let r;, = nt’g ") be the corresponding polynomial and bz be given per equa—
tion (A.3). Fix an increasing sequence of instance sizes n; <ny <nz < ---, and
let x'(n) = x%'(n), z'(n) = z%'(n) for all ny <n < ny41. Choosing {ng}gz() that
increases rapidly enough we can ensure that, for all n > ng,

1
(07);; = SPUX + 011 2] = a0y}

(A.23) max < 2By,
ie[m]
1
(A.24) - [t — (b + AT aor) |5 < 2B,
1 n
(A.25) ';Zw(xo,i,xf” (ATZ).) —Ey (X, X +0:Z)| <28,

with probability larger than 1 — B,. Points 1, 2, 3 in the proposition then follow
since B¢ — 0.
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In order to prove equations (A.20) to (A.22) we proceed as follows. It is easy
to check that o; > 0 for all #; cf. equation (6.8). We use Theorem 9 to construct
polynomials 7, such that

2
(A.26) In(x;oecrt)—m(X)}SSCXP{X—},

16 max (o2, s2)

for all x € R. Here £ > 0 is a small parameter to be chosen below, and s is the
smallest variance of the Gaussians that are combined in py. Let 6; be defined by

1
(A.27) &A= 5 E{[n:(X +52) — X},

with Z ~ N(0, 1) independent from X ~ py, and &, 00 =E{X?} /8. Notice that 5,2 =
R,, From equations (6.8), (A.26) and (A.27), it is then straightforward to show that
|U¢ —0; 2| < C¢ for some C = C(1).

Given polynomials as defined by (A.26), we define {x’, z'},>¢ as per equations
(A.3), (A.4), with the initial condition given there. Equation (A.22) follows im-
mediately from Corollary 1 for & sufficiently small. Equation (A.21) also follows
from the same corollary, by taking

(A.28) ¥ (x1, X2, x3) = {0 (x3) — n(x3; o) |,

and then using once again equation (A.26) on the resulting expression.
Finally, consider equation (A.20). For economy of notation, we write

(A29)  (bii= Y Ajej.  gi=n_(Djxi + (A7) —uo ),

j€ln]

and further define

(A.30) b = — Z @

Then we have

E{((bii — bi)*}

I G CRR )

J1sJ2:J3, ja€ln]

= Y. EQ(ij2 3. 8-
J1:J25J3, ja€ln]
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Using the tree representation in Section 4.2, it is not hard to prove that the expec-
tation on the right-hand side is bounded as follows:

K
E(p’(/Iaras)S_6, p,q,l’,sdistinct,

n

K .
E(q,q,r.s) < —, q,r, s distinct,

n

K .
E(r,r,s,s) < —, r, s distinct,

n

K .
E(r,rrs) < —, r, s distinct,

n

K
E(r,r,r,r) < —.

n

Consider, for instance, the first case, p, ¢, r, s distinct. Using Lemma 3, each of
©ps ©q> ¥r» s can be represented as a sum over trees with root type respectively
at p, g, r, s. The weight of these trees is as in Lemma 3, times the prefactor
(Aizp —m~hH... (Al.zs —m~1). Let u be the total number of edges in these trees, plus
8 (two for each of the additional factors). Then any nonvanishing contribution is of
order n*/2. Let G be the graph obtained by identifying the vertices of the same
type in these trees, and e(G) the number of its edges. Since each edge in G must
be covered at least twice by the trees to get a nonzero expectation, and the edges in
(i, p),..., (i, s) atleast once, we have 2¢(G) +4 < . The number of vertices in G
is at most e¢(G) + 1 (note that G is connected because it includes type i connected
to p,q,r,s). Of these vertices all but 5 (whose type is i, p, g, r, s) can take an
arbitrary type, yielding a combinatorial factor of order n¢@+1=5 < ;#/2=6 Hence
the sum over trees is of order n=*/2n#/2=6 = =6 a5 claimed.

Summing over ji, ..., j4 the above bounds we obtain E{((b;);; — b?v)“} < K/n?
and therefore, by Markov’s inequality
(A.31) lim IP’{max|(bt)” — b > n—1/5} 0.

n— o0

Since by standard concentration bounds max;c(,| D;;, min;¢[,) Di; — 1, we ob-
tain, in probability,

lim max(b,)” = hm m1n (bt),l = hm bi"
n—00je[m]

1 ~
= EE{n;—l(X +6-12)},

where, in the last step, we applied Corollary 1 to the polynomials 7,_;, and X ~
px, Z ~ N(0, 1) are independent. We are left with the task of showing that, by
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taking £ small enough in equation (A.26), we can ensure that
(A.32) |E{n,_1(X+5,212)} = P{IX + 01-1Z| > aoi_1 }| < BS.

Indeed integrating by parts with respect to Z the above difference can be written
as (for K a finite constant that can depend on ¢ and change from line to line)

E{Zni1(X +6,-12)} —

E{Zn(X +&-1Z; a0;1)}

Oi—1 Ot—1
<KE|Zn_1(X+01-1Z) — Zn(X +01-1Z; aoi—1)| + K|oy—1 — Gr—1]
< K&E{exp{m}} + Klor1 — 5|
4max(o,2, 52)

<K&+ K|oy—1 — 61l

The claim follows by noting that, as argued above |o;_] — ;1| < K'&.

Consider finally point 4. First recall that we constructed the vectors {x’, z'},>0,
using a sequence of orbits {x®7, zz”},zo, indexed by ¢ € N, that obey equations
(A.3), (A.4), and letting

(A33) x'(n)= xg”(n), Z'(n) = zz”(n) for all n, withny <n <ng41.

CLAIM 3. There exists a sequence {Bg}geN with limy_ o Eg = 0 such that, for
all ¢/ > ¢,

Z’, T U, l, T L,
(A34)  Jim 3 R{( 4 AT, - (4 AT <
i€[n]

E/ Et 5
(A.35) nlinéo; Yo Bl —z") ) < Be

i€[m]

The proof of this claim is presented below. It follows from this claim that, by
eventually redefining n, to be larger, we can ensure

E{((x[’t + ATZE/”), — (kb 4 ATH), )2} < 2B,
E{()" —25")*} < 2B

for all n > ny. Here and below, expectation is taken also with respect to / uni-
formly random in [r] and J uniformly random in [m]. By equation (A.33), for all
n > ng, we also have

E{((xt-i-ATZZ)I _ (xZ,t+ATZE,t)I)2} 523‘6’

E{(z) —25")’} < 2Be.
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Applying Lemma 4, we can then construct {X’, Z},>0 as in the statement at point
4, such that

B{((# + AT), — (e 4 AT2H) )2} < K (62 40 72),
B{(E) — <)) < K7 +n1P),

where K depends on £ but not on v or n. The proof is finished by using triangular
inequality and selecting £ = £(v, t) diverging slowly enough as v — 0. [J

We now prove Claim 3.

PROOF OF CLAIM 3. To be definite we will focus on equation (A.34).
Fix ¢, £’ € N (not necessarily distinct). By an immediate generalization of
Corollary 1, we have, in probability,

1 / /
(A.36) nll)ngo - Z E{(x(,t + AT 0 xO)i(xé Ay AT xO)i} _ QZ,E/'
]

i€[n

Further, the quantities Q, ,, satisfy the state evolution recursion

1 ,
(A.37) 0py = SE{lnt X + Zo) = X][nf (X + Ze) = X1},
with initial condition Q(g o = (1I/HE{X 2} Here expectation is taken with respect
to X ~ px and the independent centered Gaussian vector (Z; ¢, Z; o) with covari-
ance given by E{Zit} = Q4> E{Zl% J=00 . B{Z¢;Zp ;} = O} ;. In order to
prove the claim, it is therefore sufficient to show that
(A.38) lim sup |Q}, —o?|=0,
{— 00 00> >

since this implies lim¢—, oo SUpyr.pr>,[Qf , — 20} ; + O} /] = 0, which in turn
implies the claim via equation (A.36).

Finally, recall that nf was constructed using Theorem 9 [cf. equation (A.26)] in
such a way that, for all x € R,

2

: ot _x
(A.39) Inx; o) = ()] < & exp{ 16 max(o?, 52) }

with §, — 0 as £ — oo. The desired estimate (A.38) then follows by recalling
that 6t2+1 ={1/)HE{In(X +0,2) — X1?}, and using equation (A.39) inductively to
show that | Q) ,, — 0| < K(1)&. [

We finally sketch the proof of Proposition 7.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 7. The sequence {x',z'},>¢ is constructed as in
the previous statement. The proof hence follow by using Corollary 1, and tak-
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ing & small enough in equation (A.26), since we can ensure that |§,y s — Risl <
B’ for any B’ > 0 and any 7,5 < tmax (as shown above for the case ¢ = s).
O

APPENDIX B: PROOF OF LEMMA 5

Throughout the proof we denote by Cj, Ca, C3 etc., positive constants that
depend uniquely on ¢y, ..., c3.
Consider the £; minimization problem

minimize lxl1,
subject to y = Axo,

and denote by X any minimizer. Further, let v be a subgradient as in the statement,
and define, for some ¢ € (0, 1),

(B.1) S ={ielnl:|vl>1-c}.

Also, let S(c) = [n] \ S(c) be the complement of this set. Notice that, by deﬁnit_ion
of subgradient, we have v; = sign(xp ;) for all i € S and |vp;| <1 forall in § =
[#]\ S. This implies that § C S(c).

We have
(B.2) IXN1 = llxolli + (v, (& — x0)) + R1 + R,
(B.3) Ri = |IXs(e) Il — X0, s¢) 11 — {vs(e)» (X = x0)5(0))s
(B.4) Ro = X501 = %0500 11 = {v5(0)> & = %0)5()-

Since S(c) C S, we have x; 5, =0 and hence
Ry = ||5C\§(C)||l - (UE(cy fﬁ@)) = Z (|5C\;| — U,'jc\,')
ieS(c)

> Y (1% = (1= 0)l%]) =l T -

ieS(c)

(B.5)

On the other hand, vg() is in the subgradient of ||xg)ll1 at xs() = X0,5(¢). Hence
Ry > 0. It follows that equation (B.2) implies ||X]|; > ||xoll1 + (v, (X — x0)) +
Cllfg(c) [l1. Since X is a minimizer, we thus get

~ | 1 - € N
B.6) [F5lh < —;(v, (X —x0))= —E<w, (X —x0)) < Eﬁllx — x0ll2,

where in the last step we used Cauchy—Schwarz together with assumption (1).
Hereafter we let r = x — xg.

Let S(c) = Ule S¢ be a partition such that nc/2 < |S¢| < nc, and that |r;| < |r;]
foreachi € Sy, j € S¢_1. If |S(c)| < nc/2, such a partition does not exist, but the
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argument follows by an obvious modification of the one below. Further define
S, = U(Z 5S¢ € S(c) and Sy = [n]\ S+. We have

l7s,_1 11
Irs. 13 —-j{jnrs[n2<< §§j| (et )

(B.7)

4 — 2 4 2
— r < —Irs .
<— é:|&ny_ng|ﬂ@m

Fix ¢ = ¢. Since S(c¢) € S, we have IS5ty = ¥5(¢)» and using equation (B.6), we
conclude that there exists C; <4/ c% such that

(B.8) lIrs, 13 < Cre?|IrI13.

On the other hand, by definition Ar =0, and hence Ag, rg, + A§+r§+ = 0. Since

S(c) € S, we have S C S(c) € S. Further S \ S(c) = S;, whence |S; \ S(c)| <
nc = ncy. By assumption (2), we have onmin(As, ) > ¢ and therefore,

1 1 c3
rs. |2 < —IlAs,rs. ll2=—1llA< r< |2 < —llr< 2.
sl . [As rs,| . A5, 5|l o s, |

Combining this with equation (B.8), we deduce that ||r|2 < Cae|r||> for some
Cy = Ca(cq, €32, ¢3), which in turns implies r = 0 provided that Co¢ < 1. The claim
hence follows for g = 1/[2C3(cq, ¢2, ¢3)].

APPENDIX C: ASYMPTOTIC ANALYSIS OF STATE EVOLUTION:
PROOF OF LEMMA 6

Before proceeding, we introduce the following piece of notation (following [6]).
Fix a probability distribution py on R, with px({0}) =1 — ¢, and § > 0. For
0,02 >0, we define

(C.1) F(o2,0) = éE{[n(X—i—aZ;@)—X]z},

where expectation is taken with respect to the independent random variables
X ~ px and Z ~ N(0,1). When necessary, we will indicate the dependency
on px by F(az, 0; px). With this notation the state evolution recursion reads
0l2+1 = F(af, aoy). The following properties of the function F were proved in [14];
see also [6], Appendix A, for a more explicit treatment.

LEMMA 7 ([14]). For any a > 0, the mapping ol F(az, oo) is monotone
increasing and concave with F(0, 0) =0 and

(C2) F(o?, ao) =é{g(l+az)+2(1_8)E[(z_a)2+]}‘

de?) 7 oo
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It is also convenient to define

Ge(a) =¢e(1+a?) +2(1 — )E{(Z — a)? )
(C3)
=e(l+a®) +2(1 —o)[(1 +a?)D(—a) — ap(@)].

The first two derivatives of & — G () will be used in the proof
(C.4) G.(a) =2ac +4(1 — &)[—p(a) + aP(—a)],
(C5) Gl(a) =2¢ +4(1 —e)P(—a).

In particular, we have the following.

LEMMA 8. Foranye € (0,1), ax — G.(a) is strictly convex in o« € Ry, with a
unique minimum on o, (€) € (0, 00). Further G.(0) =1 and limy_, 5, G () = 00.
Finally, the minimum value satisfies

(C.6) Gelay) =e4+2(1 —e)P(—ay) = %G’s/(oz*) € (0,1).

PROOF. By inspection of equation (C.5), G/(«) > 0 for all & > 0, hence
G¢() is strictly convex. Further, from equation (C.4), we have G (0) = —4(1 —
€)¢(0) <0 and G, () =2ae + Oy(1) > 0 as « — oo. Hence o > G, («) has a
unique minimum o, (¢) € (0, 00).

Finally, equation (C.6) follows immediately by using the condition G/, (as) =0
in expression (C.3). [

In our proof it is more convenient to use the coordinates (8, €) instead of (p, §).
In terms of the latter, the phase boundary (1.2), (1.3) reads

€7 5.(e) = 2¢ (ax(e)) ’
ax (&) + 2[p (ax(e)) — ax(e) P (—ax(e))]
(C.8) ax(e) solves ae+2(1 —e&)[adP(—a) —¢(a)]=0.

Notice that the use of the symbol «.,(¢) in the last equations is not an abuse of
notation. Indeed comparing equation (C.8) with (C.4) we conclude that o, (¢) is
indeed the unique solution of G/,(«) = 0. Further, comparing equation (C.7) with
equation (C.3) we obtain the following.

LEMMA 9. Let (8, p«(8)) be the phase boundary defined by equations (1.2),
(1.3). Then, for p, 6 €10, 1], p > p«(8) if and only if, for ¢ € (0, 1), § € (e, 1)

(C.9 8 < b4(e) = mig Ge(a).

Vice versa p < pi(8) if and only if § > 8.(€).
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C.1. Proof of Lemma 6(a): p < p4(8).

PROOF OF LEMMA 6(al). We set o = a4 (¢) = argming>o G, (). Hence we
have, by Lemma 7, and Lemma 9,
8. (e)

1
—F 2 = — 1 = .
ioy) )| | =gminle@ ==

(C.10)

T
(0, 1). Since, by Lemma 7, 02 F(o2, a,0) is concave, it follows that 0*,2 =
BwL[l 4 o;(1)].

Let S ={a € Ry:Ge()/d < 1}. Since o — G¢(w) is strictly convex by
Lemma 8, with G.(0), G.(c0) > §, we have S = (a1, ap) with 0 < ] < oy <

ay < 0o. Let w(w) = G,(a)/$. Fixing a € (a1, oz), by concavity of 02—

F(0?, a0), we have 07 = Bw(a)'[140,(1)]. Finally, by continuity of o > G(a),
we have {w (o) : o € (@1, a2)} = [w4, 1) and hence any rate w € [wy, 1) can be re-
alized.

Finally by Lemma 8 G (oy) = ¢ +2(1 — &)P(—ay) < §. Since o > ¢ +2(1 —
&)®(—a) is decreasing in «, the last claim follows. [J

In particular, by Lemma 9, for p < p.(8), we have F(o2, 0x0) = wy(e,8) €

In the proof of part (a2) we will make use of the following analytical result.

LEMMA 10. Fore € (0, 1), a > a.(g), consider the function Fy ¢ :[0, 1] = R
defined by

(C.11)  Foe(Q)= E{[n(Xoo + Z15 ) = Xoo][1(X oo + Z25 @) — X ]},

Ge(a)
where expectation is taken with respect 10 Xoo, P{Xoo =0} =1 — ¢, P{ X €
{400, —0}} = ¢, and the independent Gaussian vector (Z1, Z>) with mean zero
and covariance E{le} = E{Z%} =1, E{Z12Z>} = Q. (The mapping x — [n(x +
a; b) — x] is here extended to x = +00, —00 by continuity for any a, b bounded.)

Then Fy ¢ is increasing and convex on [0, 1] with F, (1) =1 and ]-"‘;’E(l) < 1.
In particular, Fo -(Q) > Q forall € [0, 1)

PROOF. Itis convenient to change variables and let Q = e™*. If we let {U; }ser
denote the standard Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process, dUs = —Uyds + V2dB; with
{Bs}ser the standard Brownian motion. Then Fy . (Q) = Fy (—log(Q)), with

(C12)  Fuels)=

Ge(a)E{[n(Xoo +Up; a) — Xoo][n(Xoo +Us; ) — Xoo]}

A simple calculation yields

d ~ _
(C.13) Efa,s(s):_ E{n'(Xoo + Uo; @)’ (Xoo + Us; ) Je*,

Ge(a)
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where 7'(-; @) denotes the derivative of n with respect to its first argument. By
the spectral decomposition of the Ornstein—Uhlenbeck process, we have, for any
function ¢ € Lo (R)

o0

(C.14) E{y (Uo)y (U} =" e " ar(¥)?,

k=1

for some nonnegative {Ax}r>1. In particular e* %fa,g(s) is strictly negative and
increasing in s. We therefore obtain

d
C.15 —F =
(C.15) 0 a,e(Q) G.@
which is strictly positive and increasing in Q. Hence Q +— F, -(Q) is increasing
and strictly convex. Finally, since n'(y; o) = 1(|y| > «), we have

d
—Fae
a0~ (Q) 0

E{n'(Xoo + Z1; )0 (Xoo + Z2; @)}

= Gg(oz)]P{'Xoo +Z| > al
(C.16)

_ _ o GY(a)
= Gg(Ot){s +2(1 —e)®(—a)} = Go@)

Since by Lemma 8 o > G () is strictly increasing over (o« (€), 00) and by equa-
tion (C.5) & > G (w) is strictly decreasing over R, we have

d G/ (o (e
(€.17) L Fan(Q) <)y
dQ 0=1 2Ge(ax(e))
where the last equality follows again by Lemma 8. This completes the proof. [J

We are now in position to prove part (a2) of Lemma 6.

PROOF OF LEMMA 6(a2). Throughout the proof we fix a € (a4(e,$d),
as (e, 8)). Let the sequence {0,2}120 be given as per the state evolution equation
(6.8). Define Q; = R; ;—1/(0s0:—1). By Proposition 7, Q; is the covariance of two
Gaussian random variables of variance 1. Hence |Q;| < 1. Using equation (6.15)
we further have

(C18) Qi1 =Fi(0)),
€19 7@ = 2wl 02+ zia) - ][+ zmsa) - ]

dor41 Ot t Or—1 Or—1

where expectation is taken with respect to X ~ py and the independent Gaussian
random vector (Z1, Z,) with zero mean and covariance E{Z%} =1, E{Z%} =1,
E{ZZ,} = Q,. By induction it is easy to check that Q, > 0 for all ¢.

For o € (o1, a2), by part (al) we have o; — 0. Hence X/o; converges in dis-
tribution (over the completed real line) to a random variable Xy, ~ (1 — €)dg +
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€4+0+00 + €—8_c0 Where e =P{X > 0}, e_ =P{X <0}, ¢ = &4 + e_. Hence the
expectation in equation (C.19) converges pointwise to

(C.20) E{[n(Xoo + Z1; @) — Xoo|[1(Xoo + Z2; &) — Xoo]}-

(Notice that this expectation depends on the distribution of X, only through &,
because of the symmetry properties of the function n.)
Further, by the proof of part (al), as t — oo we have otz — 0 and

d 1
2 2 2 2 2 2
(C2) o7, = MF(U , 0040) O +o(o]) = gGg(a*)a, +o(oy).
Hence
_ 8
(C.22) lim 2!

100141 Ge(a)

Comparing equations (C.11) and (C.19) we conclude that, for any Q € [0, 1],
(C.23) lim Fi(Q) = Fo,e (Q).

Further the convergence is uniform, since the functions J; are uniformly Lipschitz;
see proof of Lemma 10 above.

Consider now the sequence {Q;};>0, and let Q, = liminf;_, , Q;. Since Q; €
[0, 1] for all #, we have Q. € [0, 1] as well. We claim that in fact Q, = 1 and
therefore lim;_, oo Q; = 1, which implies the thesis.

In order to prove the claim, let {Q;«)}xen be a subsequence that converges to
Q.. Then

Oy = lim Fry-1(Qry—1) = lim Fy (Qrky)—1)
k— 00 k— 00
(C.24)
> Fae(lim inf Qrgy-1) = Fae(Q),
k— 00

where, in the last step, we used the fact that F .(-) is monotone increasing. Since
Fae(q) > g forall g € [0, 1) by Lemma 10, we conclude that O, =1. [

Before proving (a3) of Lemma 6, we establish one more technical result.

LEMMA 11. Let px be a probability measure on the real line such that
px({0) =1—¢and E,,X{Xz} < 00. Assume px to be such that max(px ((0, a)),
px((—a,0))) < Babfor some B, b > 0. Then, letting Xoo ~ (1 —€)80+ 40400 +
&_0_oo [With the notation introduced above, namely, ey = px (0, +00) and e_ =
px(—00,0)],

Bl 7)ol G e 2 -5

(C25) —E{[1(Xoo + Z1: @) — Xoo][n(Xoe + Z2; ) — Xoo]}l

= B/(Utb + Utb—l)v
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for an eventually different constant B'. Here expectation is taken with respect to
X ~ px and the independent Gaussian random vector (Z1, Z,) with zero mean
and covariance E{Z%} =1, E{Z%} =1,E{ZZ,} = Q; and

(C.26) F(o?,6) = d(d:z) (0% ao)

02 + 0(02+b)'

o=0

PROOF. By triangular inequality, the left-hand side of equation (C.25) can be
upper bounded as Dj 4+ D> whereby

X X
D, EE{[n(— +Z1§(¥> —— X+ Z1;0) +Xoo:|
Oy Oy

X X
Or—1 Or—1

D, = E{[n(xoo +Z1a) — Xoo]

X X
X[n( +Zz;a)— —n(Xoo+Zz;oe)+Xoo“.
Or—1 Or—1

Here X and X, are coupled in such a way that X =0 if and only if X, =0 and
the two variables have the same sign in the other case. We focus on bounding D
since D> can be treated along the same lines. Letting R(x; 6) = n(x;0) — x, we
have

[ /X 1 X
Dle{ R<—+Zl;a>—R(XOO+Z1;Ot) [R(
L \O: i

Ot—1

+Zya)+ 2|

=Dy + Dip,

T /X T X
D1,a=E{ R<—+Z1;a>—R(Xoo+Z1;a) R( +Zz;oe>},
L (ef3 |

Or—1
/ X /
Dip=0:E{|R U—+Zl;a —RXoo+Zis0) |,
t
where in the last line we used Stein’s lemma to integrate over Z,, and R’ denotes
derivative with respect to the first argument. Once again the two terms are treated

along the same lines, and we will only consider D1 ,. We have

X
D1al <o |R(5-+ Z1ia) - RXoo + 21300
Ot
Xy
(C.27) <oaesE R(— + Zy; oc) — R(400; )
Ot

X_
+0t8_EHR<— + Z; oz) — R(—o0; )
Ot

I
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where X (resp., X_) is distributed as X conditioned on X > 0 (resp., X < 0).
The function x — R(x; ) — R(00; ) is monotone decreasing, equal to 2a for
x < —a and to O for x > o. Hence R(x) =Ez, {|R(x + Z; ) — R(4-00; a)|} is

monotone decreasing, takes values in (0, 2«) and upper bounded by Ce=*/* for
x > 0. Denoting by F the distribution of X, we have

!

=ER(X4/0r) :fo |R'(x)|F(xa;)dx < B'a?.

X
EHR(—+ + 7 a) — R(+00: a)
Ot

The other term in equation (C.27) is bounded by the same argument. This con-
cludes the proof of equation (C.25).
The proof of equation (C.26) follows from equation (C.25) if we notice that

F(az’aa) = %E{[n(? —I—Z;a) — X:|2},

dF
M(OJ;O{O’) =E{[n(Xoo+Z;oe)—Xoo]2}. 0

o=0

The last lemma has a useful consequence that we will exploit in the ensuing
proof of Lemma 6(a3).

COROLLARY 2. Let F, (Q) be defined as per equation (C.11) and F;(Q)
defined as per equation (C.19) with px, «a, € satisfying the conditions of
Lemma 6(a3). Then there exists a constants B, B',b > 0 depending on px such
that

sup |F1(Q) — Fue(Q)| < Bal < B'w™/?.
Q¢€[0,1]

PROOF. The second inequality follows from the first one using Lemma 6(al).
Using equation (C.26), we have

2 2 2 2
%1 _ Ot %1 8

= : = 14+ 0’ ol ).
Ut2+1 F(o?; a0r) F(o? |3 00i—1) Gg(oc)z{ r o}

The proof of the corollary is obtained by noting that o; = ®(o;—1) and applying
equation (C.25) to the expectation in equation (C.19). [

PROOF OF LEMMA 6(a3). Define, as in the proof of part (a2), Q; =
R;—1/(00:-1), and recall that

Qi1=F:(Q).



UNIVERSALITY IN POLYTOPE PHASE TRANSITIONS AND ALGORITHMS 817

By Corollary 2, and Lemma 10, it follows that Q; > 1 — A@?* for some constants
A>0,we (0,1). Indeed,

Qr41 = Fae(Q)) — B'o”? > 1 - B'o"* — F, ()1 - Q)),

and the claim follows by noting that ]-"(;7 (1) €(0,1) by Lemma 10.
Next, consider a sequence of centered Gaussian random variables (Z;);>o with
covariance E{Z; Z;} = R, ;. By triangular inequality, we have, for any ¢ < s,

1/2 2,1/2 s 2,1/2
(-2s) == {(G-2) ) = 2 E(G o) ]
005 Oy Oy Ok Ok—1

k=t+1

(C.28)

N
= > 2-200 =AW
k=t+1

Next consider the quantity in equation (6.19). We have

sup P{|X + Z,| > cos; |X + Z| < coy}

1,5>10
<supP{|X + Z;| < cor; X # 0}
>t
(C.29) ’
+ sup P{|Z;/o5| > ¢ |Zi /ot < ¢; X =0}
t,s>10
=supP{|X/o; + Zil<a X #0} + sup ]P’{lzs| > ;| Z,| < c},
1>t 1,5>1)

where (Zy, Z;) are Gaussian with E{Z?} = E{Z2} = 1, and E{Z,Z,} = R/
(0105). The first term in equation (C.29) vanishes as ty9 — oo since o; — 0 as
t — 00, and the second vanishes by equation (C.28). [J

C.2. Proof of Lemma 6(b): p > p.(3).

PROOF OF LEMMA 6(bl), (b2). First notice that, with the definitions given in
the previous section

d 2
lim —F(oz, ®0) = EE{(Z — a)i}

2
— g{(l +a?)d(—a) —ag(a)}.

Notice that the right-hand side is equal to 2/§ for & = 0, monotonically decreasing
in o and vanishing as & — 00. Hence there exists amin (€, §) such that the right-
hand side is smaller than 1 if and only if & > amin(e, §). Further, o2 F(crz, oo)
is concave with F(0,0) = 0 and first derivative larger than 1 at 0% =0; cf.
Lemma 7. It follows that for & > apin(e, §) there exists a unique 0 (8, px) such
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that F(o2, ac) > o2 for all o € (0, 04) and F(62, ao) < 0% for o € (04, 00). It
follows that atz — o, for any 002 # 0. This proves the first part of claim (b1).

Letting 0*2 = 0*2(04), it is easy to check that o — 0*2(05) is continuous for a €
(@min, 00) with limg ¢, cr*z(oz) = 400 (the limit being taken from the left), and
limgy s 00 of(a) = +IE{X2}/8 > 0. As a consequence,

(C.30) lim P{|X + 0.Z| > a0y} =2P(—dmin),
O —> Qmin
(C31) lim P{|X + 0, Z| > a0y} = 0.
o—> 00

Notice that by the definition of anj, given above, we have
20 (—omin) — 2“min{¢(“min) - amin(D(_Olmin)} =3.

Since ¢ (z) > zP(—z) for z > 0, it follows that limy ¢, P{|X + 0. Z| > a0y} >
5. We define

(C.32)  «o(8, px) =sup{a > amin(e, 8) :P{|X + 0. Z| > aoy} > §}.

By the above g € (emin, 00). Further, by continuity, for o = «g, P{|X + 0+ Z| >
oo} = §. We thus proved claim (b2).

In order to prove the second statement in (b1), we proceed analogously to part
(a2), and define Q; = R;/(0;0:—1). This sequence satisfies the recursion (C.18)
with F; defined as per equation (C.19). As t — oo we have o; — o, and hence
F: converges uniformly to a limit that we denote by an abuse of notation Fy 5y
where

(C33)  Fusp(Q) = éE{[n(Gf +zia) = = |[o(Z 4 z2a) - 2|

Oy Oy Oy

Proceeding as in the proof of Lemma 10, we conclude that Q — Fy 5 5, (Q) is
increasing and convex on [0, 1]. Further [for Z ~ N(0, 1)]

Ox

1 X X7 | —
(C34)  Fuspe()= SE{ [”(?* o “) - _] } = gzFloneo) =1
Finally, for a > a(8, px),

X
—+Z
O

d 1
C.35 —F =-P
(€35) i a,(s,p,((Q)]Q:1 2|
and therefore Fy 5., (Q) > Q forall Q € [0, 1). Hence, proceeding again as in the
proof of part (a2) we conclude that lim;_, oo Q; = 1 and therefore lim; oo R; ;—1 =

o2 as claimed. [

>a}§1,

PROOF OF LEMMA 6(b3). Throughout this proof we fix px = (1 —¢)dp+ ¢y,
3 € (g, 64x(€)). By part (bl), we have lim;_, oo E{|n(X + 0: X; aor)|} = E{|n(X +
o0xZ;aoy)|}. It is therefore sufficient to prove that E{|n(X + 0.Z;a0,)|} <
E{|X|}.
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Consider the function £ : (62, 8) > £(c2, 6) defined on R x R, by

1 o? 1
2 . 2
. =—1-68)—+E — (6 —-—X—-02)"+
(C.36) 5(0 ,9) 2( )0 rsrém{ze(s cZ) |s|},

where expectation is taken with respect to X ~ px and Z ~ N(0, 1). Notice that
the minimum over s € R is uniquely achieved at s = n(X + 0 Z; 6). It is not hard
to compute the partial derivatives

dE 8 2
(C.37) %(02, 0) = 202{(1 — —IP’{|X +oZ|> 9})02 + F(o?, 9)},

o0& 1)
C3)  (0%0)=5 {1 - —IP>{|X toZ)> 9}}
where F(c2,0) is defined as per equation (C.1). Using these expressions in equa-
tion (C.36) we conclude that
o0& o€
C.39 0
(€39) 55%0)=5
In particular, one can check from equations (C.37), (C.38) that a stationary point7
is given by setting 0 = 04 (6, px) and 8 = 6,(8, px) = «o(d, px)o«(8, px)-
Define E(02) = E(02, (8, px)o). Using again equations (C.37), (C.38) we
get

—(0%.0)=0 = £(0%0)=E{n(X+0Z:0)}.

dE 5,

(C.40) da—z(az) = {o° - F(o*z, a00)}.

403

In particular, as a consequence of Lemma 7, and of the analysis at point (b1), we
have (;L—Ez <0 foro? e (0, of) (C.37). Therefore, setting o« = o(6, px), we have
E{|n(X + 0+Z; aoy)|}

=E(o )<hmE( 2)

1 X X 2
=—11m—o(1—5)+11m—1E{[( +z;a)___z“
2 o

o—0 20{
+ lm})EHn(X—l—aZ;oto)H
o —>
— Tim o2 _
_;1—%205“ +E{|X|} =E{|X|}.

This completes the proof. [

TIndeed this is the unique saddle point of the function (9_1, 02) — £, 02) as it can be proved
by the general minimax theorem.
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APPENDIX D: REFERENCE RESULTS

The following calculus fact is used in the main text.
LEMMA 12.  Forall s, x > 0 we have x* < (3)*e*.

PROOF. Since f(x) =In(x) for x > 0 is concave, when x > s, then

(D.1) Mff/(s):l.
X —3s N

This is equivalent to (x/s)* < e*™* which proves the result. The case of x < s is
proved similarly. [

We also use an estimate on the minimum singular value of perturbed rectangular
matrices, which was proved in [8], Theorem 1.1.

THEOREM 10. For M,N e N, N < (1 —a)M, let B RM*N ||B|>» < 1/a
be any deterministic matrix and G € RM*N be a matrix with i.i.d. entries G; j
N(O, 1/M). Then there exist constants a1, a; depending only on a and bounded for
a > 0 such that, for all 7z < ay,

(D.2) P{oy (A +vG) < vz} < (@) N1,

Acknowledgments. Andrea Montanari is grateful to Amir Dembo, David
Donoho and Van Vu for stimulating conversations.
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