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Abstract

In this paper, we study community detection when we observe m sparse networks and
a high dimensional covariate matrix, all encoding the same community structure among n
subjects. In the asymptotic regime where the number of features p and the number of subjects
n grow proportionally, we derive an exact formula of asymptotic minimum mean square error
(MMSE) for estimating the common community structure in the balanced two block case
using an orchestrated approximate message passing algorithm. The formula implies the
necessity of integrating information from multiple data sources. Consequently, it induces a
sharp threshold of phase transition between the regime where detection (i.e., weak recovery)
is possible and the regime where no procedure performs better than random guess. The
asymptotic MMSE depends on the covariate signal-to-noise ratio in a more subtle way than
the phase transition threshold. In the special case of m = 1, our asymptotic MMSE formula
complements the pioneering work [I7] which found the sharp threshold when m = 1. A
practical variant of the theoretically justified algorithm with spectral initialization leads to an
estimator whose empirical MSEs closely approximate theoretical predictions over simulated
examples.
Keywords: clustering; contextual SBM; integrative data analysis; multilayer network; phase
transition; stochastic block model; approximate message passing.

1 Introduction

Network data is a prevalent form of relational data. It appears in many different fields such as
social science, economics, epidemiology, biological science, among others. Many networks come
with inherent community structures. Nodes within the same community connect in different
ways than nodes between different communities. The community labels of the nodes are usually
unknown. It is of interest to uncover such latent community structures based on observed
networks. This inference problem is usually called community detection which in essence is
clustering of network nodes. The stochastic block model (SBM) [2I] is a popular model for
studying community detection. There has been a large literature on theoretical approaches,
algorithmic, and application aspects of SBM’s. We refer interested readers to several recent
survey papers [Il, (I8, 25] for more detailed accounts of this large and growing literature.
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A more traditional clustering problem in statistics is clustering based on covariates, which
is also a leading example of unsupervised learning. Standard techniques include, but are not
limited to k-means clustering, hierarchical clustering, and the EM algorithm. The multivariate
Gaussian mixture model has been a popular model for theoretical study on this front which has
received renewed interest in recent years. The model is closely related to the spiked covariance
model [24] which is widely adopted in Random Matrix Theory.

Ever-growing techniques for data acquisition have led us to a new paradigm where one could
have multiple data sets as multiple sources of information about the community structure. For
instance, for a set of n people, one could potentially have several social networks observed
on them (Facebook, LinkedIn, etc.) together with a large collection of socioeconomic (and/or
genomic, neuroimaging, etc.) covariates for each individual. This poses a new challenge: How
can we best integrate information from these multiple sources to uncover the common underlying
community structure?

When the network is at least part of the observation, there are two different scenarios.
The first is where one observes multiple networks without any covariate. A practical example
of this scenario was described in [14] where the nodes represent proteins, the edges in one
network represent physical interactions between nodes and those in another network represent
co-memberships in protein complexes. This scenario has been studied in the multilayer network
literature. The arguably more interesting scenario is where one observes one or more networks
together with a collection of covariates. In the pioneering work by Deshpande, et al. [I7], the
authors considered the case where the available data is an n x n adjacency matrix of an SBM and
a high dimensional p xn Gaussian covariate matrix, both containing the same balanced two block
community structure. Under this stylized yet informative model, they rigorously established a
sharp information-theoretic threshold for detecting the community structure (i.e., to uncover the
community structure better than random guessing) when p and n tend to infinity proportionally
and the average degree of the network diverges with n. In addition, they proposed a heuristic
algorithm which supports the information-theoretic threshold empirically. Subsequently, the
sharp threshold was extended to the case where the average degree is bounded [27]. See also
[11L 2] for investigations of spectral clustering and [38] for an SDP approach in similar models.

The present paper is motivated by two important questions that remain unanswered by [17].

o Multiple networks with or without covariates. How does the phase transition phenomenon
found in [I7] exhibit itself when one observes multiple networks with or without high-
dimensional covariates? How does the threshold depend on individual signal-to-noise ratios
in these multiple data sources?

e Precise characterization of the information-theoretic limit achieved by Bayes optimal
estimator. Even in the special case considered by [I7] where only one network is ob-
served together with covariates, it is not clear what the information-theoretic limit of the
performance by the best estimator is when the signal-to-noise ratio is above the phase
transition threshold. The authors provided a spectral estimator that achieves nontrivial
performance above the threshold. However, it is not Bayes optimal, and the exact form of
the information-theoretic limit is unknown.

In this paper, we provide affirmative answers to both of the above questions. Without loss
of generality, we propose to consider an observation model where one observes m independent
adjacency matrices from m SBM’s and a high-dimensional Gaussian data-set with p covariates,



all carrying the same latent community structure (balanced two block). Focusing on this model
and assuming that the average degrees diverge, our contributions are the following.

e Sharp phase transition threshold. We establish sharp thresholds for phase transition be-
tween the regime where detecting the community structure is feasible and the regime where
no procedure performs better than random guess.

e Exact formula for asymptotic minimum mean square error (MMSE). We give an exact for-
mula for the asymptotic MMSE achieved by the Bayes optimal estimator of the community
structure.

To facilitate the derivation of asymptotic MMSE, we also provide convergence analysis of
an orchestrated approximate message passing (AMP) algorithm with multiple parallel and
information-sharing orbits. This could be of independent interest.

Last but not least, our results continue to hold for the special case where one only observes
m networks and there is no covariate. In this case, our model is reduced to a multilayer SBM.
Results in [23] B3] provide sharp information-theoretic thresholds between the regimes of exact
recovery (where the best procedure uncovers the community structure perfectly) and almost
exact recovery (where the best procedure only makes mistakes on a vanishing proportion of
nodes). In addition, [33,37] derived the minimax rates of convergence that are sharp in exponents
in the regime of almost exact recovery under the Hamming loss. In contrast, the present paper
provides sharp thresholds for detection (a.k.a. weak recovery) and the exact asymptotic minimax
risk under the squared error loss.

On the technical front, the main novelty of the present manuscript lies in designing an
orchestrated AMP algorithm with multiple orbits that synchronizes the extraction of information
about community structure from multiple data sources. In addition, we provide a rigorous
proof of the almost sure convergence of the AMP average sequence. The idea underpinning the
algorithm design is potentially applicable to other settings where the integration of information
from multiple sources is needed.

The setting of the present paper can be reformulated as a multi-view spiked matrix model
which has been studied in 7, [34]. The results of the aforementioned papers give the asymptotic
MMSE of joint estimation of the covariates. More specifically, these papers have used the adap-
tive interpolation technique described in [6] to obtain the limit of per-vertex mutual information
between data and both the community labels and the covariate means. Then they have used the
I-MMSE identity to get the asymptotic MMSE for the joint estimation of the community labels
and the covariate means. A different proof technique related to a similar model was described
in [I3], where the authors identified the limiting free energy as the viscosity solution to a certain
Hamilton-Jacobi equation. In contrast to the foregoing papers, the present manuscript focuses
on the optimal estimation of the community label vector only. The asymptotic joint estimation
MMSE results in the foregoing papers do not lead to the asymptotic community label estimation
MMSE we shall derive in this paper, since different priors (Rademacher vs. Gaussian) have been
put on the community labels and the covariate means, respectively, while the connection between
the joint and individual estimation MMSEs depend crucially on the choices of the priors. Due
to the generality of the models considered, the asymptotic MMSE’s in [7, [34] were expressed
in complicated variational forms with matrix arguments. In contrast, under the specific setting
considered in the present manuscript, we shall obtain an explicit ‘single-letter’ characterization of
the asymptotic MMSE. While it remains possible to derive asymptotic per-vertex mutual infor-
mation between data and community labels alone by using the adaptive interpolation technique



and further obtain the asymptotic MMSE result in the current paper by differentiation, our
proof technique is constructive and hence is entirely different from the approaches in [7, 34} [13].
While those investigations found the limit of the free energy and used it to find the limit of the
per-vertex mutual information, we shall use an AMP algorithm to explicitly construct a Bayes
optimal sequence of estimators and directly obtain the asymptotic MMSE as the limiting mean
squared error of that sequence. The limit of the per-vertex mutual information will be obtained
as a side result of our calculations.

Paper organization The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section [2| introduces
our observation models and presents key results on detection threshold and asymptotic MMSE
along with introducing the new orchestrated AMP setup. It also lays out three major steps in
the proof of main results, which are executed in Sections in order, and formally summa-
rized in Section [6] In Section [7] we collect the results on the asymptotics of the orchestrated
AMP algorithm. In Section [§] we describe a practical algorithm for estimating the community
labels using orchestrated AMP with appropriate spectral initialization and demonstrate its per-
formance through simulations. Finally, we discuss the wider applicability of our techniques and
discuss some potential future research directions in Section [9] The technical proofs are deferred
to the appendices.

2 Detection Threshold and Asymptotic MMSE

2.1 Model

Suppose that n subjects are partitioned into two disjoint groups (labeled by +1) according to
an n-dimensional vector * € {£1}". Throughout the paper we assume that the elements x}’s
are i.i.d. Rademacher random variables which take values +1 with equal probability %

The observed data consists of two parts. The first part is a collection of m undirected
networks on these n subjects denoted by their adjacency matrices, G = {G® : i € [m]}.
Throughout the paper, for any positive integer k, we let [k] = {1,...,k}. The second part is
a p x n data matrix B where the i-th column records the observed values of p covariates on
the i-th subject. Conditional on an instance of &*, the adjacency matrix G has zero diagonal
entries, and for all k # [, we assume

(2) .
Bern(% , if o} = af,
*

Bern( by
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n
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), if xf # .

For any p € [0, 1], Bern(p) denotes a Bernoulli distribution with success probability p. Further,

we assume that agf ) > bg ) for all n,? = 0. In addition, the data matrix B is assumed to admit

the representation
B = \/ﬁv*(:c*)T +R, (2.2)
n

where R is an p x n matrix consisting of i.i.d. standard Gaussian variates and v* ~ N,(0, I).
Finally, we assume that conditional on x*, GO, ... ,G™ and B are mutually independent. In
other words, conditional on x*, the first part of our data consists of m stochastic block models
(a.k.a. a multi-layer stochastic block model with m layers [20]) with a common community
structure x*. Given v*, the columns of the covariate matrix B is also partitioned into two



groups by x*, where those corresponding to & = +1 are i.i.d. realizations of a N,(1/p/nv*, I,)
distribution, and those with & = —1 are i.i.d. random vectors following N,(—+/p/nv*, I,,).

Our goal is to estimate &* upon observing {G(l), . ,G(m)} and B. We focus on an asymp-
totic regime where as n — o0, m is fixed and

op 1
lim — = - . 2.
Jim =~ =~ € (0,0) (2.3)
For each 1 < i < m, define
(1) | () (1) _ () (1) _ p(i)y2
TSN B S SO W 1 C k30 h
2n 2n (a%@) + bg))(2n _ agf) _ bff))

We further assume that g > 0 is a fixed constant while

Tim np® (1 —pW) = oo, and (2.4)
A0 — XD e (0,00), for all n,i. (2.5)
For brevity, we let
A=D Ay and x = i A (2.6)
=1

in the rest of this paper. For convenience, we shall further assume that there are some constants
rO M) e (0,1) such that

Y@ =1 and A =rOx  for alli. (2.7)
=1

2.2 Detection Threshold

For every fixed n, A and u, we define

1
Oveﬂapn(Aa M) = sup —E |<£D*, §TL(G’ B)>| :
8n:Gn xBp—{+1}" n

Here G,, is the set of all collections of m undirected networks on n vertices, B,, is the set of
all p x n real-valued matrices, and 5, (G, B) is a generic estimator of the community vector *
based on observing G and B.

We say detection (a.k.a. weak recovery) of * is possible if

lim inf Overlap,, (A, ) > 0.
n—ao0
Otherwise, we perform no better than random guessing. Indeed, if we simply estimate by
random guessing, then our estimator is essentially a vector & with i.i.d. Rademacher entries that
is independent of z*, and we have LE[(z*, )| — 0.
The following theorem characterizes the phase transition of detection under our model.



Theorem 2.1. Let the data be generated by (2.1) and (2.2). Suppose that as n — oo, (2.3)),
(12.4), (2.5) and (2.7) hold. Then we have

lim sup Overlap,, (A, 1) =0, if A+ “—CQ <1,

e ) (2.8)
lim inf Overlap,, (A, ) > 0, if A+ £ > 1.
n—oo

where X is defined in (2.6)).

Proof. The theorem follows from our later Theorem and (2.10)). O

Remark 2.1. Note that r&), ... r(m ¢ (0,1) are allowed to take any values as long as (2.7))
holds.

The foregoing theorem determines a sharp detection threshold in terms of the joint signal-
to-noise ratio (SNR) contained in the two different data sources, namely the m networks and
the data matrix. Here A\ can be understood as the joint SNR of the m networks. The phase
transition described in asserts that the joint SNR of the two parts has an additive form
A+ p?/c. In the special case of m = 1, Theorem reconstructs the threshold found in [17].
When m = 0, it coincides with the famous Baik—Ben Arous—Peche phase transition for PCA
[4, 15, B82]. When p = 0, we could simply discard the data matrix B as it contains no information
about «* and Theorem leads to a new detection threshold for multi-layer stochastic block
models.

2.3 Asymptotic MMSE

We now seek a more precise characterization of the optimal estimator of * based on observing
G and B, where the optimality is measured through the mean square error.

Minimum mean square error To this end, define the (matrix) minimum mean square error
for estimating the community labels from (G, B) as

MMSE,,(\, i) = %E [|z*(z*)" —E[z*(z*)"| G, B] 7] (2.9)

Following the lines of the proof of Lemma 4.6 in [I5], one has

1 — MMSE, (A, 1) + O(n™1) < Overlap, (X, ) < A/1 — MMSE, (A, ) + O(n"Y?).  (2.10)

In particular, Overlap,, (X, u) — 0 if and only if MMSE,, (A, u) — 1. Therefore, a more precise
characterization of the overlap than that in Theorem can be made if we could describe the
exact asymptotic behavior of MMSE,, (X, u).

A scalar Gaussian model As a useful device for describing the asymptotic behavior of
MMSE,, (A, i), we follow [29] [16], 15] to introduce the following scalar Gaussian model:

Y = Y(n) = \/ﬁX() + Zy, (2.11)

where Xy ~ Rademacher and Zy ~ N(0,1). In (2.11)), every term is a scalar. We assume

knowledge of 17 and the goal is to estimate Xy based on the observed Y. For this model, we can
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Figure 1: Plots of asymptotic MMSE. Left panel: Asymptotic MMSE as a function of A for
fixed p and ¢ combinations. Right panel: Asymptotic MMSE as a function of u for fixed A and
¢ combinations.

compute the mutual information between Xy and Y and the minimum mean square error for
estimating X respectively as

1) = & | LD L) B flogosh(y + i) (212)
mmse(n) = E[Xo — E(Xo | Y(1))]* = 1 — E [tanh?(n + /1 20)] - (2.13)

Representation of the asymptotic MMSE With the foregoing definitions in ([2.11f), (2.12)
and (2.13)), we define z, = z4(\, p) as the largest non-negative solution to

2
z =1— mmse ()\z + B2 > . (2.14)
c 1+ pz

The following theorem gives a precise characterization of the limiting behavior of MMSE,, (A, ).

Theorem 2.2. Suppose that the conditions in Theorem [2.1] hold. Then we have

lim MMSE, (A, i) = 1 — 22(\, ), (2.15)

n—o0

where X is defined by (2.6). This implies

1 If A+ p?/e <1,
lim MMSE,, (A, 1) = 1,
n—aoo

2. If \+ p?/c>1,
lim MMSE,, (A, 1) < 1.

n—o0

Remark 2.2. If A4 p?/c > 1, then z4 (), i), the largest non-negative solution to (2.14)) is strictly
greater than zero. Consequently, the limit of MMSE is strictly less than 1, or equivalently, we
strictly perform better than random guessing.

Remark 2.3. Together with (2.10]), phase transition of matrix MMSE for estimating &* in The-
orem implies the phase transition of the overlap in Theorem



Remark 2.4. By Theorems [2.1] and 2.2] the parameter A affects the asymptotic behavior of both
Overlap,, and MMSE,, only through A. So from here on, we shall slightly abuse notation to also
write Overlap,, (), 1) and MMSE,, (), 1), which can be viewed as fixing a set of 7(*)’s in and
hence treating Overlap,, and MMSE,, as functions of A and p only for this fixed set of 7(9)’s.

In Figure (1, we show how lim,,_,,, MMSE,, (), 1) behaves as a function of \ for different values
of u and ¢, and as a function of u for different values of A and c. It is worth noting that even for
the same values of A and p?/c, asymptotic MMSE’s could differ, as its dependence on the three
parameters is more subtle than the phase transition threshold.

2.4 Outline of Proof

We now outline the three major steps in the proof of Theorem We follow the same overall
proof structure as in [15]. Compared with [I7] and [I5], our major novelty lies in the proposal of
an orchestrated AMP algorithm which synchronizes updates about community structure from
multiple data sources.

Gaussian approximation In the first step, we define a Gaussian observation model whose
asymptotic per-vertex mutual information about x* is the same as that in the original observa-
tion model in ([2.1)—(2.2). To this end, let {Y(i) : i € [m]} be a collection of symmetric Gaussian
matrices defined as

a*(x*) + 20, ie[m], (2.16)

n

where Z(’s are i.i.d. Gaussian Wigner matrices. In other words, each Z(¥ is symmetric and

S0 _ 40 _JNO1) kL (2.17)
M TR N(0,2) ifk=1

We shall denote the collection of Y )’s by Y, i.e.
Y = {Y® :ie[m]}.
Using Lindeberg’s interpolation argument, we show that the per-vertex mutual information

between x* and the Gaussian observation model {Y, B} is asymptotically the same as that
between x* and the original observation {G, B}, in the sense that

1 1
—I(z*;G,B)— —1(z*;Y,B) >0 as n — o. (2.18)
n n
As a final reduction in our first step, we shall show that
I(z*;T,B) =1(z*;Y,B)

where for A\ defined in (2.6) and Z, a Gaussian Wigner matrix, as in (2.17)

T=T\) =1/-x*(x*)" + Z. (2.19)



Asymptotic I-MMSE relation For Gaussian observation models, one has the famous I-
MMSE relation [19]. For instance, for the Gaussian observation (T', B), define

1 2
GMMSE, (A, 1) = — E |z*(x*)" — E[z*(=*)" | T, B]|- (2.20)
Then the I-MMSE relation refers to the identity
liI( “(@") T, B) = ~GMMSE,(\, 1) (2.21)
n d)\ ) ) 4 n b . .

See Section |C| for a proof of (2.21)). On the other hand, we shall derive the following asymptotic
counterpart of (2.21)) for the original observation model {G, B}:
1d

1

Furthermore, (263) of [15] implies for K =Y and T
1 1
—I(z*;K,B) - ~I (z*(z*)"; K, B) — 0. (2.23)
n n

Together with and the fundamental theorem of calculus, and establish the
asymptotic equivalence of the MMSE’s in the two models. Hence, the proof of Theorem [2.2]
reduces to finding the exact asymptotic limit of GMMSE,, (A, x). To this end, we turn to Ap-
proximate Message Passing (AMP).

Approximate message passing and MMSE in the Gaussian observation model To
obtain the “large n” limit of GMMSE,, (A, 1), we design the following orchestrated AMP algorithm
where we extract information about &* from both the data sources.

Let u® = 2° = 0, T be as in and B be as in (2.2). Fix any € € (0,1). We define two

companion AMP orbits {v!,u!*'} and {x'*!}, for t = 0,1,2,..., characterized by the sensing
matrices T and B respectively, as follows
i_ B toot t—1
v = 7ft(u y L 7m0(5)) _ptgtfl(v ,’00(6)),
VP
s (2.24)
ut+1 %gt@)t UO( )) - tht(ut7wt7w0(€))7
and T
zit = %ft(ut, xt, xo(e)) — difro1 (w7 &L 20 (e)). (2.25)
Here xo(¢) = (z01(€), ..., 20n(e))"T = (B2}, ..., Byzl)" where B;’s are i.i.d. Bern(g) and
vo(e) = (v0,1(e), ..., v0p(e)) " = (B1o}, ..., Bpui) " where B;’s are i.i.d. Bern(e). Next, we define
gt(vta ’UO) = (gt(rwi? U0,1(5))a o ,gt(’U;, ’UU,p(g)))T7
ft(utv mtv iBo) = (ft(uﬁﬁﬁaiﬂo,l( ))) RN ft(un7 nva,n(e)))Tv
and
1 & g & ofy 1 & afy
Ct:p;a(vz’voz E;ai 2 famOl ﬁ;ai 79 ga:EO,i(g))a



where g_1 is the zero function, and f; : R> — R and g; : R? — R for t € N U {0} are defined as
follows:

fi(z,y, z) = E[Xo|ap—1Xo + 121 = x, 1 Xo + 0122 = y, Xo(e) = 2], (2.26)
gt(x, 2) = E[V|BVo + 023 = x, Vi (e) = 2]. (2.27)

In the above definitions (2.26]) and ([2.27))

Xo ~ Rademacher, Xy(e) = B(e) X with B(e) ~ Bern(e),
Vo(e) = B(e)Vp with B(e) ~ Bern(e), Vo, Z1, Z2, Z3 ~ N(0,1), and (2.28)

~

Xo, Vo, B(e), B(e), Z1, Z2 and Z3 are mutually independent.

In addition, the quantities oy, 7, ut, 0, B¢ and ¥4¢’s are recursively defined as follows. Let pg =
09 = a_1 = 7_1 = 0 and mmse(-) be defined as in (2.13)), then for all ¢ = 0

2 2 9 )
« o
pee1 = VA (1 — (1 — ¢)mmse ( tgfl + ”é)) , 0t =1—(1—¢)mmse ( gfl + “g) ;

Ti—1 0 Ti1 Ot

_ K 7 2 _ 573
at—\ﬂ(u—aﬁgwg), = (-t

9 5 2 2
B = \/ﬁ c (1 — (1 — ¢)mmse (aél + Mé)) , Ui=c (1 — (1 — ¢)mmse (%21 + M;>> :
c Tiq O Ti-1 9t
(2.29)

Remark 2.5. These AMP iterations can be viewed as a corrected version of the power iteration
to simultaneously estimate the leading eigenvector of T' and the leading singular vectors of B.
However, studying the asymptotics of the iterates of the power iteration is difficult because of the
dependence introduced in each step. This difficulty is overcome by subtracting a so-called “On-
sager term” in every iteration, which ensures that xf fori=1,...,n are “almost independent”.
Further, we deviate from using the linear version of the power iteration and specific non-linear
functions f;, ¢¢ (tailored to the priors in the model) are applied componentwise/row-wise to
previous iterates before post multiplying the iterates to the matrices A and B, so as to obtain
asymptotically Bayes optimal estimates of *. One can refer to [9, 22] for further understanding
of AMP in general.

Remark 2.6. The AMP iterates and are based on the e-revelation of the truth * and
v*, which is adopted here to eliminate the degenerate case where all updates u! = ' = v* =0
for t = 0. Alternatively, such degeneracy could potentially be avoided by considering spectral
initialization (e.g., [30]). Since our primary goal here is to use AMP for bounding GMMSE,, (A, i),
we choose to work with the e-revelation approach as its theoretical analysis is cleaner.

Remark 2.7. The major difficulty in designing the AMP iterates lies in the effective integration
of information from multiple data sources. One possibility is to treat T as the main information
and B as the side information, or vice versa. Although AMP with side information has been
considered in [26] in the context of signal recovery from noisy observations, the generic approach
in [26] does not work in the present context. In [26], the side information, contained in a set
of random variables {Si,...,S,} where S; contains the side information for node i, has the
special property that they are mutually independent. In our case, the side information is in the
form of {by,...,b,} where b; is the i-th column of the matrix B. They are not independent

10



whenever 1 > 0, and hence the side information are not independent across nodes, and a direct
application of the results in [8] as in [20] is impossible. An alternative approach is to construct
a sequence of AMP recursions with matrix valued iterates as in (28)-(29) of [22]. However, we
can verify that this leads to a version of the AMP that is not Bayes optimal. This is because
x* is essentially estimated in two separate iterations using T' and B. This nonsynchronized
iteration is the root of the sub-optimal performance. Our proposed iterates - are
designed to resolve this issue by running two parallel AMP orbits with sensing matrices T' and
B, respectively, while sharing information between each other at each iteration. This is achieved
by the use of a synchronized update function f; which takes both u! and x! in its arguments.

Finally, we define a sequence of estimates of * based on the AMP iterates as

2= fi(u 2 (), (2.30)

As these estimates are functions of T', B, xo(c) and vg(g), the mean square errors of Z!(z!)" to
estimate x*(z*)" provide a sequence of upper bounds for

GMMSE,, (A, p,€) = %E Ha:*(m*)T —E[z*(z*)" | T, B, zo(c), ’00(5)]”?;-

We shall show that the mean square errors of Z!(Z!)T converge to the same limit as GMMSE,,
in the “large n, large t’ asymptotics. We analyze the asymptotics of the mean square errors
of /(") by analyzing the AMP defined in (2.24) and (2.25). To this end, we augment the
techniques in [8] to handle multiple communicating orbits. Last but not least, we argue that as ¢
goes to 0, the mean square errors of (') T approximate the limit of GMMSE,, (X, 11). Therefore,
by showing that the “large n, large ¢, small £” limit of mean square errors of the AMP iterates
is exactly the same as that in Theorem we complete the proof.

3 Gaussian Approximation and Asymptotic Per-Vertex Mutual
Information

The results spelt out in this section closely follow the results of Section 5 in [15]. We list them
here for the paper to be self contained.

3.1 Mutual Information in the Gaussian Model

Let us recall the Gaussian model given by Y, the collection of Gaussian random matrices defined
in ; the SBM ensemble G defined by ; and the covariate matrix B defined in .
We shall show that as n — o0, the per-vertex mutual information between x* and the model
{Y, B} is asymptotically the same as the the per-vertex mutual information between x* and
the model {G, B}.

To this end, we begin by defining the Hamiltonian function H for m arbitrary n xn symmetric
matrices VO, v@ ym).
2
1

1
H(m,m*,v, V,B,/\,u,n,p) =H (mam*a V))‘a n) - 5 ’B - 7va
n

F

where

H (xz,xz*,V,A,n):= Z Z Vk(l) (zra; — xja)) + Z Z Txk:clx}:xzk
i=1 k<l i=1 k<l
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with V := (VW ..., V(™). Further, define

d)(m*’B? V?A’/‘L7n’p)

2
1
= IOg{ Z eXp(H(m,m*,v, V7BaAa/~L7n7p))eXp (_|U> d’U} (3 )

ze{+1}n /RP 2
Then we have the following lemma.

Lemma 3.1. Let us consider Y = {Y®) : i € [m]} defined in [2.16) and B defined in (2.2).

Then we have

n—1<
I(x*;Y,B) =nlog2+ —— > A0
(x*;Y,B) =nlog2+ 5 iZI)\

2
1 f Jv]?
+Elo j ex —HB— Box®)7T ex —— |dv
g( - P( 3 Lo@?) e 5
7E[¢(m*7B’W7Aa Mvnap)]

where ¢(x*, B, W, A, u,n,p) is defined in (3.1) and W = («/A(l)/nZ(l), e «/)\(m)/nZ(m)).
Proof. See Section O

Furthermore, if we consider the random matrix T'(\) defined by (2.19)), the following lemma
shows that the mutual information between * and {Y', B} is the same as the mutual information
between x* and {T', B}.

Lemma 3.2. If we consider T(\) defined in (2.19), Y defined in (2.16)) and B defined in (2.2)
then we have
I(xz*;Y,B) = I(*;T(\), B).

Proof. See Section O

This shows that it is equivalent to study the model {T", B} or {Y', B}. It is easier to study
the model {T, B} as instead of dealing with an n-vector of parameters A in {Y, B}, in {T, B}
we can study the model with respect to a single parameter .

3.2 Mutual Information in the Original Model
Next, we observe that the entries of the adjacency matrix Gl(fl) of the adjacency matrices G
are given by ' '
a0 1 with probability @S’) + Ag)xza:l*,
M 0 with probability 1 — pﬁ{’) — A,(f):v;';:c;".
We define the function Hgpas, the Hamiltonian with respect to the multilayer SBM as follows.

2

, (32
F

1
Hspu(x, 2", u, G, B, X\, pu,n,p)) = Hspy (x, 2%, G, A, n) — 2 HB - HUZBT
n

12



where

Hopy (2%, G, A n) =

s

—(4) (2)
7 Pn’ + Ay TrT]
Gy log O RENG I
pn’ + ApziT;

. _ 1) A®)
+ (1 — G,g?) log ! p@ A@ Tkl .
1-— ;57(;) — Ag)xe;‘

k<l (3'3)

Let us define
¢(m*7 B7 G7 A7 M, n7p)

2
log{ 2 J exp(Mspu (@, 27, v, G, B, A, 1, p)) exp <_|v2|> dv}. -
we{+1}n

Then we have the following lemma characterizing the mutual information between x* and
{G, B}.

Lemma 3.3. Let us consider B defined in (2.2) and G = {GW : i e [m]} defined in (2.1)). Then

we have
2
1 2
I(x*;G,B) = nlog2 + Elog <f exp <_ ‘B _ \/ﬁv(w*)T ) exp <_ |v| ) dv)
RP 2 n F 2

- E[¢($*7 B7 G7 )‘7 Hy n7p)]

where Y(x*, B, G, X\, i, n, p) is defined in (3.4).
Proof. See Section O

To connect I(x*; G, B) to I(x*;Y,B), we use Lindeberg’s Interpolation Argument. For
that purpose, let us define the auxiliary random matrices G where

i AW : . .
Gl = - (Gh] — Bl — ADajat). (3.5)
- ( )

By G we refer to the collection of random matrices {G®), ..., G(™}. The mutual information

between =* and {G, B} is related to * and {G, B} in the following way.

Lemma 3.4. Let us consider G defined in . Then with np(l)( *171(5)) — o fori=1,...,m,
we have the following identity

n—1w
I(z*;G,B) =nlog2 + —— (4)
(x*;G,B) =nlog2 + 5 ;)\

+ Elog <JRP exp <—; 'B — \/gv(ac*)T i) exp <—|”2|2> dv)

N m NONE
i=14/npp (1 —Dn )

Proof. See Section O
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3.3 Gaussian Approximation

Next, we use Lindeberg’s interpolation to approximate E[¢(x*, B, G, w,n,p)] by E[¢(x*, B,
Wa Aa .LL’ nap)]

Lemma 3.5. Suppose nﬁg)(l —ﬁff)) — o fori=1,...,m. Then we have

* ~ o % i n()‘(l))3/2
E[¢(z*, B,G, X, u,n,p)] = E[p(z*, B, W, A, u,n,p)] + O | )] O
i=1/npy’ (1 —py)

Proof. See Section O

Finally we get the following theorem showing the asymptotic equivalence of the per-vertex
mutual information in the two models.

Theorem 3.1. Let us consider Y = {Y® : i € [m]} defined in [2.16), B defined in (2.2)),
and G = {GW : i € [m]} defined in (2.1). If for all i € [m] we have nﬁg)(l —pﬁf)) — o for

i=1,...,m, then we have

m (1))3/2
lf(a:*;Y,B)—lI(a:*;G,B)‘ <o) (A7)

" " =4 np) (1 p)

Proof. The proof easily follows using Lemma Lemma and Lemma [3.5 O

Remark 3.1. The above theorem shows that as n — oo the asymptotic per-vertex mutual infor-
mation about x* obtained from (Y, B) is same as that obtained from (G, B).

An immediate corollary to the above theorem is as follows.

Corollary 3.1. Consider T(\) defined by 2.19) and X\ = S, XD If for all i € [m] we have
nﬁq(f)(l —pSf)) — o fori=1,...,m, then we have the following inequality.

1 1 m (1)13/2
Lt T B) - L6 B)| < 0y Al
=l (1 - )

Proof. This corollary immediately follows from Theorem and Lemma [3.2 O

4 An Asymptotic I-MMSE Relation

Let us begin by observing that the collection of SBM’s GW .. G can be represented as the
collection of random variables {G’,(;l) :1<i<m,1<k<1!l<n} Instead of considering {0, 1}

valued random variables G,(jl), we shall consider {—1, 1} valued random variables Ll(fl) = ZGSZ) —1.

This collection will be called L, that is,

c={26) -11<i<smi<k<i<nl.

14



Since the elements of £ are linear transformations of the elements of {G;jl) cieml1<k<lI<
n}, we have
H(z*|G, B) = H(z*|L, B), (4.1)

where H(x*|L, B) is the conditional entropy of * given (£, B). This implies that
1 * 1 *
—I(z*;G,B) = —I(z*; L, B). (4.2)
n n

Then an asymptotic -lMMSE identity for the differentiation of I(x*;L,B) is given by the
following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. Let A, X be as defined in [2.6) and vV fori=1,...,m be as defined in (2.7). If
(i)

npy’ (1 —ﬁg)) — o0, then there is a positive constant C such that

Ldles £ B) 1 MMSEn(A,M)‘ <C (Z M) |

no dX S\ npd (1 - pP)

Proof. See Section [B.1 O
Together with (4.2)), the above lemma implies

1dl(z*;G,B) 1
n d\ 4

MMSEn()\,,u)‘ —0 asn— o0.

5 Asymptotic MMSE in the Gaussian Model

In this section, we derive the asymptotic limit of the quantity GMMSE,, (), i) defined in .
To this end, we shall show that, for the AMP iterate ! defined in , the mean square error
in estimating x*(z*)" by ‘(") in the Gaussian observation model is asymptotically
the same as the limit of GMMSE,, (A, 1) as € goes to zero and n, t goes to infinity. The matrix
mean square error in estimating *(x*) T by 2! (2!) T referred to as MSEAMP (t; X, 1, €), is defined
by

1 o
MSEM (2, i) = —E[Ja* (@)’ —2"(@")"|%]. (5.1)

We show that in the “large n, large ¢, small €” limit this sequence of estimators is asymptotically
Bayes optimal in the sense that MSEAMP (¢; X, 1, &) converges to the same limit as GMMSE,, (A, ).
Hence, from the properties of the AMP iterates that we shall derive in this section, we can
characterize the precise limit of GMMSE,, (), 1) (and hence of MMSE,, (A, 1)) as n — co.

As a byproduct, we obtain an explicit formula of the asymptotic limit of the per-vertex
mutual information in the Gaussian observation model. By Corollary [3.1] it also gives the
asymptotic limit of the per-vertex mutual information in the original model f.

15



State evolution of the AMP iterates Recall AMP iterates u', z' and v’ defined in (2.24)
and ([2.25)), and state evolution ([2.29)). From (2.29)), we obtain the following

2 2 2
«
'M;H =X <1 — (1 — &)mmse < 2—1 + ug)) ;

Ot41 Ti—1 0%
2 2 2
t o
— = 1—(1—-¢)mmse| —-— + =5 ;
g = (10 e (S22 4 21
a—% =(1- S)H pt
7 c BF + 0%

Define 0; := 32/9? and v; := pu?/o?. Then we have the following

Y1 = A <1 ~ (1 - &)mmse (% +(1- g)“(’t—l» ,

cl+6,
po O
0; = 1—(1- +(l—¢g)———— .
= (1 (= cpmmse (e + (1- 92 2 Y)
Further, define
Yer1 Ot
_ =t 5.2
2t b\ ( )
Then the state evolution recursion reduces to
2
I 2t
=1—(1- A 1—¢)— . 5.3
Zt41 (1 — ) mmse ( z+(1—¢) P M2t> (5.3)

Since the function on the right side of ([5.3|) is concave, increasing monotonically and bounded
as a function of z; (as we shall show later in the proof of Theorem in Section |D.1f), we have

2zt — z«(A\, p,€), as t— oo.

This implies that z, (A, i, €) satisfies

2z p,e
Ze (A, py6) =1 — (1 — )mmse ()\z*(k,,u, e)+ (1— 5)% T M(Z);(/;\ /ﬁ) E)) . (5.4)

Limit of MMSE As a first step, we have the following theorem that characterizes the asymp-
totics of MSEAMP (: X, 1, ).

Theorem 5.1. Let MSEAMP (¢ \ 1, &) be defined as in (5.1). Then we have
lim MSEAMP (£ X, ,e) = 1 — 22,
n—aoo

where z; is defined by (5.2)). Taking t — o0, we have

lim lim MSEAMP (X p,e) = 1 — 22(\, p, €),

t—00 n—0

where zy(\, p, €) is the largest non-negative solution to (5.4]). As e — 0, we get

lim lim lim MSEAMP () p,e) = 1 — 22(\, ),

e—0t—00n—0

where zy(\, ) is the largest non-negative solution to (2.14)).
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Proof. See Section [D.1] O

Next, we have the following theorem characterizing asymptotic GMMSE,,(\, ) and per-
vertex mutual information.

Theorem 5.2. Consider GMMSE,, (A, u) defined in (2.20). Then for all A\, n = 0,

lim GMMSE, (\, 1) = 1 — 22(\, ),

n—0o0

where zy(\, ) is the largest non-negative solution to (2.14). Further,

lim ~I(z* T(\), B) = £(za(A 1), M ),

n—oo n
where 1(+) is defined in (2.12)) and
DY LIPS N | 1 (1+p)
A — —— +— + —log(1 —
§z A p) = == = 5+ 4+ oo log(l 4 pz) + o 05 1)
" 2 ) 1 ) (5.5)
r — log(1 4 p) — —.
* (Z+cl+,uz) QCOg( ) 2c
Proof. See Section [D.2] O

Finally, as an immediate corollary, we obtain the following limit for per-vertex mutual infor-
mation in the original observation model.

Corollary 5.1. Consider G defined by (2.1)). Then we have the following

1
lim *I(iB*,G,B) = 6(2*(>‘7N)7>‘7N)7

n—aw n
where zy (A, ) is the largest non-negative solution to (2.14)), and {(z, A, p) is defined by (5.5)).
Proof. Follows from Corollary 3.1] and Theorem O

6 Proof of Theorem 2.2

With all the ingredients collected in Sections we now give a formal proof of Theorem
according to the outline laid out in Section [2.4]
Using (263) of [15], we get

lim [1I(m*;T(>\),B) - %1 (a:*(m*)T;T()\),B)] 0.

n—o0 | N

Now using the same arguments as those in Section [C| we have

lim ~ (I T(\), B) - (@ T(\2), B))

= lim © (I(2*(@*) T T(w), B) ~ I (@) T(%), B)) (6.1)

A2 1
= lim |~ GMMSE, (6, )do

n—0o0 A1
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where GMMSE,, (0, 1) = %EH:B*(Q:*)T —E[z*(z*)"|T(6), B] |3 and T(6) are defined in (2.19).
Fix a set of 7(9’s defined in (2.7)). For any 6 > 0, we can write MMSE,, (6, 1) for MMSE,, (8, 1)
where the ith element of 8 is #r"). Using Lemma and (2.4), we get for all finite A\; and Ay

A2
lim iMMSEn(G,u)dG — lim + (I(@* G(\), B) — I(z*; G(\1), B))

n—o Jy, n—w n

where I(xz*; G(\), B) refers to the mutual information between x* and (G, B). Then using
Corollary and (6.1)) we get for all A >0 and >0

lin;o GMMSE,, (A, 1) = lin;o MMSE,, (A, p).
Now using Theorem [5.2] we get
lim MMSE, (A, 1) = 1 — 22(\, ),

n—0o0

where z, (A, 1) is the largest non-negative solution to (2.14]). Define

2
G(z)=1—1rn]fns.e<)\z—|—'u z >,
c 14 pz
and
S(z) =1 — mmse(z).

Then using Lemma 6.1 of [I5] we get that G is increasing, concave, G(0) = 0 and there is an
unique positive solution of (2.14]) if and only if

2 2
G'(0) = <A+ “C) S(0) = A + % > 1.

In this case, z+(\, 1) < 1 by its definition in (2.14)). Otherwise, if A + u?/c < 1, then the only
non-negative solution to (2.14]) is 0.
Since the foregoing arguments hold for any fixed (), ... #(™) this implies if A\ + p?/c < 1

lim MMSE, (A, ) = 1,

and if A + p?/c > 1
lim MMSE,, (A, 1) < 1.

n—oo

This completes the proof.

7 Orchestrated Approximate Message Passing

This section collects the key results on the SLLN type behavior of the orchestrated AMP iterates
with multiple parallel orbits. These results are used to derive the properties of the sequence of
estimators Z! in Section [5, and they are potentially of independent interest. Although we focus
on the case of two orbits in this section, the arguments could be extended to more than two
orbits.

To fully accommodate the e-revelation approach we have taken in 7, we need to
introduce some additional technicalities for the function classes that we establish convergence
results on. The details are spelled out in Section [7.1] The SLLN-type behavior of the iterates
in AMP without and with signal is established in Sections and respectively.
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7.1 Partially Pseudo-Lipschitz and Partially Lipschitz Functions

Traditionally, while analyzing the convergence of the AMP iterates, one considers pseudo-
Lipschitz functions [9, 22| [15]. However, many update functions which are intuitive may not
belong to this function class. For example, in our case, while the sequence of update functions
ft (in (2.24]) and (2.25))) are pseudo-Lipschitz, the functions g; are not. Fortunately, the asymp-
totics of the AMP iterates that we have designed can be analyzed with a weaker requirement in
the update functions.

To motivate our definition, observe that g; : R? — R in is given by

Bt : _

—tsx if z=0,

gi(m,2) = { Pt (7.1)
z if z #0.

This function is discontinuous at (z,0) for all € R\{0}. Hence, it is not pseudo-Lipschitz.
However, if we fix the last argument and view the function as only a function of the remaining
arguments, then it becomes pseudo-Lipschitz. Such functions are sufficiently smooth for the
AMP iterates to behave properly in the asymptotic regime. In view of this we define the
following partially pseudo-Lipschitz functions.

Definition 7.1. Let a = (a1,...,a;)", b= (b1,...,b;)", and z € R. A function ¢ : RF*' - R
is called partially pseudo-Lipschitz if there is an absolute constant C > 0 such that for all
a,beRF and z e R,

k k
p(a,z) — (b, 2)| < C (1 + D lail + ) bil + ZI) la—b]. (7.2)
i=1 i=1

Further there exists Cy > 0, such that for all z € R,
90, 2)) < C1 (1+]2]%). (7.3)

In a partially pseudo-Lipschitz function, the first & variables are the main variables, and the
last is called the offset variable.

Similar to pseudo-Lipschitz functions, partially pseudo-Lipschitz functions also form a func-
tion class on which one has the desired SLLN type behavior. In the same spirit, we define
partially Lipschitz functions as follows.

Definition 7.2. Consider a = (a1,...,ax)", b = (by,...,b)" and z € R. A function f :
R¥+1 > R is called partially Lipschitz if there is an absolute constant C' > 0 such that for all
a,beRF and z e R,

‘f(aﬂ Z) - f(b7 Z)| < CHCL - bH

Further there exists Cy > 0, such that for all z € R,
1£(0,2)] < Ci(1 + |2]).

Remark 7.1. All pseudo-Lipschitz functions are partially pseudo-Lipschitz. This implies that all
Lipschitz functions are partially pseudo-Lipschitz. Furthermore, if f(z1,..., 2y, 2) : RFF1 > R,
is Lipschitz, then the functions f? and x;f for i € [k] are partially pseudo-Lipschitz. For two
Lipschitz functions f, ¢ : RF*1 — R, the function fg is partially pseudo-Lipschitz. Finally, by
Lemma the sequence of functions fi(x, y, z) defined by is Lipschitz. Hence, f?(z,v, 2),
xfi(x,y, 2), yfi(z,y, z) and fi(z,y, z)fs(x,y, z) are all partially pseudo-Lipschitz. The same is
true for df;/0x and 0f;/0y for all ¢, as they are Lipschitz continuous.
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Next we observe the following properties of partially Lipschitz and partially pseudo-Lipschitz
functions.

Lemma 7.1. Consider two partially Lipschitz functions f, g : RFT1 — R. Then they satisfy the
following properties.

1. The function h(x1,...,zk, 2) = f(z1,..., 28, 2)9(x1, ..., 2k, 2) s partially pseudo-
Lipschitz.
2. Consider a random variable X with finite expectation. For any fived x1,. ..,z —1,
Tyily..., Tk, let
H(xq,...,Tr—1,Tpi1y - T, 2) = Ex {d(x1, ..., 2p-1, X, Tri1, .-y T, 2)

where ¢ is partially pseudo-Lipschitz. Then the function H : R¥ — R is partially pseudo-
Lipschitz.

Remark 7.2. Recall that g:(x, z) defined in satisfies (7.1)). It is straightforward to check
that ¢’s are partially Lipschitz. As all partially Lipschitz functions are partially pseudo-
Lipschitz, g;’s are partially pseudo-Lipschitz. Further, dg;/dx’s are also partially Lipschitz for
all t and hence partially pseudo-Lipschitz. Furthermore, g?(z, 2), xg:(x, z), and g;(x, 2)gs(z, 2)
are all partially pseudo-Lipschitz.

7.2 Orchestrated AMP with Mean Zero Gaussian Sensing Matrices
Let L be a p x n random matrix where
Lij " N(0,1/p), (7.4)
and let N be a scaled GOE(n) matrix where
Ny % N(0,2/n) and N;; = Nj; ¢ N(0,1/n) when i # j. (7.5)

In addition, assume that L and IN are mutually independent. We want to construct two orches-
trated AMP orbits based on the matrices L and IN with information sharing between them in
each iteration.

Construction of orchestrated AMP orbits Consider a sequence of update functions f; :
R* — R, where for all integers ¢ > 0,

fi’s are partially Lipschitz and their partial derivatives with respect to (76)
the first two variables are also partially Lipschitz. '

Let us consider another sequence of update functions g; : R? — R, where for any integer t > 0,

g:’s are partially Lipschitz and their partial derivatives with respect to (77)
the first argument are also partially Lipschitz. '

In addition, let f_; and g_; be zero functions.
Starting with h? = y° = 0, we consider the following two AMP orbits:
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bt = Lft(ht7 yta EOa CB()) - ptgtfl(bt_la wo, UU)v

7.8
h’t+1 = LTgt(bt>wOaU0) _tht(htvyt>€0>w0)a ( )
and
= th(ht7 yta 505 mO) - dtft—l(htia ytila EO) m0)7
where fo = (5071,. N ,égm)—r and oy = (.1‘0,1, e ,.%'O’n)—r with (fg}i,ivo,i) Z’Zvd P&I which has
a finite second moment. Similarly wy = (wo,1,. .- ,wo,p)T and vg = (vo1,... ,vo,p)T with

(wo,5,70,5) ud P, which also has finite second moment. We further assume that (£, xo), and

(wo, vg) are independent of L and IN. Moreover, in (7.8])
g1 (b, wo, vo) = (ge(bf, wo,1,v0,1),- - -, (bl wop, v0p)) |
ft(htayta£0a $0) = (ft(hﬁ»yifo,ljlﬂo,l) ft(hnayna£0 ny L0 n))Ta

and

0
Ct = Z agbt(bwwOl?UOl)

of
PtZ*Z LRt Yk, €0 T040),

of
dtziz t y@7£027x0’b)

where ¢ = lin;o n/p. Note that in construction of the above (partially) pseudo-Lipschitz func-
n—

tions, elements of xy and v are offset variables, while those of & and wg belong to the main
variables. Finally, denote

mt = gt(bt7w07 UO) and qt = ft(h’tv yt7£07$0)' (79)

Remark 7.3. Compared to and , for AMP iterations without signal , we have
increased the number of arguments in both update function sequences by one to accommodate
later analysis. Therefore, we change the notation to f; and g; to alert the readers that the
number of arguments has increased. Their connection with the update functions {f:, g : t = 0}
used when signal is present will be made explicit in Remark

Remark 7.4. The use of the same update function while updating h! and y* is not necessary.
We have considered this setup because it helps in the analysis of the estimate Z.

State evolution For notational simplicity, we define for any vector w,v € R™,
1 & 1 &
(U, vy, = - 21 wiv; and (W), = . 21 Uu;.
1= 1=

The asymptotics of the foregoing AMP can be analyzed by its state evolution described below.
Let 72, =02 =0,0%3 =c 1}3%0<q0, q°)n, and o3 = 7111_{1010<q0, q")n. For all integer t > 1, we define
recursively

0t2 = E{ft71(7t72217 O—tflz27 EOv X0>2}1

) = E{gi_1(91-1Z3, 00, V0)?}, (7.10)
0? = cE{fi(1i-1721, 0172, Z0, X0)?}.
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Here, Z1, Z5, Z3 ud N(0,1), (EO,)Z'O) ~ P, and ((NZO,XN/O) ~ P, v, and they are mutually inde-

pendent. As before, ¢ = lim,,_,o, n/p.
With the foregoing definitions, the following theorem characterizes the SLLN type behavior
of the “large n” averages of partially pseudo-Lipschitz functions applied on AMP iterates.

Theorem 7.1. Consider L and N defined in (7.4) and (7.5) that are mutually independent,
and the AMP iterates (7.8)) satisfying (7.6) and (7.7). Let & = ((o1,---,&n)" and xy =

. d . . .y

(2015, Ton) | with (£04,70:) < Pe » which has finite second moment. Similarly, wy =
. jid . .

(w071,...,w07p)T and vy = (2)()71,...,1)0710)T with (wo j,v0,5) kS ww which also has finite sec-

ond moment. In additz’on suppose (&g, xp) and (wo,'vo) are independent of both L and N.
Furthermore, let 77 19t 02 be deﬁned by the recursions with initializations y° = 0,h° = 0,
93 = climy,0(q°, ¢, and o? = lim,(q", ¢")n. For any partially pseudo-Lipschitz func-
tions ¢p, : R* > R and ¢ : R3 — R in the sense of , we have

1 ¢ s ~
- Z o (W Yt iy w0 ) “S E {%(thl, o1+122, 2o, Xo)} ;
i—1

and

18 N ~ o~
= (b}, wo i, v0) <5 E {wb(ﬂtzs, Qo, VO)} :
i=1

Here Zy, Zy, Z3 id N(0,1), (io,)?o) ~ Pe , (Qg, Vo) P, v, and they are mutually independent.
Remark 7.5. The presence of two AMP orbits and the use of orchestrated iterates y* and h! in
each f; prevents us from directly using existing AMP convergence results in [9], [22] or [10]. To
resolve this issue, we shall modify the proof of Lemma 1 in [9] by using the conditioning technique
in [12] directly and prove an analogous lemma in Subsection [E.2] (Lemma [E.1)) suitable for (7.8).
The lemma will then be used to prove Theorem

7.3 Orchestrated AMP with Rank-One Deformed Sensing Matrices

We now turn back to the AMP iterates u’, v' and x! defined by (2.24) and (2.25) with some
generic update functions f; and g;. With a slight abuse of notation, we define pg = o9 = a—1 =
7_1 =0 and

o = \/EE{Xofo(O,O,XO(E))}a 5 = ¢ lim (fo(u®, 2", 20), fo(u’, x°, xo))n.
Then we define for all t > 1
= VAE{Xofi1(mt-221 + v—2X0, 01172 + pe—1X0, Xo(€))}

Qi1 = \/E E {Vogi—1(Vi—1Z3 + Br—1Vo, Vo(e))} ,

B = C\/E E{Xofi(ri-1Z1 + ay—1X0, 0022 + 14 X0, Xo(€))}, (7.11)
o =E {[ft—l(Tt—2Z1 + a1-2X0,01-122 + pie-1Xo, XO(E))]Q} ’
71 = B { {01 (91 Zs + B Vo Vol

[g:—
97 = cE{ fe(Ti1Z1 + a—1Xo, 01 Z2 + 1y Xo, Xo(e ))]2}7
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where Xo, Xo(¢), Vo, Vo(e), Z1, Z2 and Z3 satisfy (2.28)).

Remark 7.6. Here we slightly abuse notation in the sense that we use oy, B¢, ju¢, 07, 77 and 97
for state evolution with generic f; and g;, whereas they were originally defined only for the
specific f; and g; in (2.26)—(2.27). Effectively, we could think of these quantities as functions
of {ft,g9¢+ : t = 0}. In this way, the notation could be unified. Furthermore, the nota‘gongf,
72, and 97 are in accordance with that of (7.10) by identifying (Xo, Xo(e)) with (Zo, Xo),
(Vo, Vo(e)) with (Q0, Vo), fi(z1, 22,9, 2) with fi(z1 + ar—1y, 22 + ey, 2) and g—1(z,y,z) with
gt—1(z + Br-1y, 2).

The following theorem establishes the SLLN type behavior for AMP iterates defined by
(2.24) and (2.25)) with generic f; and g satisfying certain smoothness conditions.

Theorem 7.2. Consider partially pseudo-Lipschitz functions ¢ : R3 — R and v : R> — R in the
sense of . Suppose that, in (2.24) and (2.25)), the update functions fi and its partial deriva-
tives with respect to the first two variables are partially Lipschitz for all t = 0. Further for all
t =0, g; and its partial derivative with respect to the first argument are also partially Lipschitz.
In addition, let f—1 and g—1 be zero functions. Then for allt € N, and for ps, cv—1, B, 02, 751
and 97 defined in , we have the following identities:

lim — Z d(uf, xf, w00) = EA¢ (r-1Xo + 11-121, puXo + 0129, Xo(€))}

n—oo n 4

and

lim — Zw vl vo,) S E{Y (B Vo + 9123, Vo(e))} -

p—0 p

Here Xo, Xo(e), Vo, Vo(€), Z1, Zo and Zs3 satisfy m

8 Numerical Experiments

The AMP algorithm defined by the recursions (2.24) and (2.25)) is asymptotically Bayes optimal
for estimating x*(z*)" in the Gaussian model. However, its dependence on the partial revela-
tion of the truth * and v* makes it impractical. In this section, we investigate the empirical
performance of a practically implementable variant of f : we initialize with a spectral
estimator and force € = 0 in the AMP iterates f (12.25]).

To this end, we propose to initialize both ° and u” with \/né&, where € is the leading
eigenvector of T + agBB" for some constant ag defined below. Throughout this section, we
define ag as the unique solution to the following equation:

B At (ca® + pa?) + /(A + ca? + pa2)? — 4\ca?
e\ 24 '

(8.1)

It can be shown that if \+u?/c > 1, then the leading eigenvector of T+agBB' is asymptotically
correlated with x*, and they are asymptotically orthogonal if A + u?/c < 1. Rigorous proofs of
the properties of th1s initializer and related issues are beyond the scope of the present paper,
and they are being investigated in [31].

In the rest of this section, we first conduct a simulation study of the above algorithm under
the Gaussian observation model and . Next, we study its performance under the
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original multilayer network plus covariate model with one and two layers. In both cases, the
empirical performance of this practical variant agrees well with the theoretical predictions in
Theorems [5.2] and respectively.

8.1 The Gaussian Observation Model

We take n = 1500 and p = 900 and consider two settings: “fixed p varying A” and “fixed A
varying u”.

In the first setting, we fix p € {0.5,0.7,0.9}, respectively. At each fixed value u, we vary
A across 25 equally-spaced values in the interval [0.5,4.5].  For each combination (A, u), we
generate 25 i.i.d. copies of (T', B) pairs. For each (T, B) pair, we run the iterates in and
with e = 0 for 100 iterations after initializing ug, 09, «—1 and 7_1 randomly in the interval
[4,10] and using the spectral initialization for u’ and x°. We construct the AMP estimate z'0°
asin . The upper panel of Figurereports the average and spread of the empirical MMSEs
on 25 replications at each A for all three fixed values of 1 and compares the average with the
theoretical prediction . These plots show that the MMSESs of the spectral initialized AMP
iterates agree well with the theoretical limits across all (A, p) value pairs.

In the second setting, we fix A € {0.3,0.6,0.9}, respectively. At each fixed value A\, we vary
across 25 equally-spaced values in the interval [0.5,4.5]. For each combination (A, u), the other
simulation details are the same as in the first setting. The lower panel of Figure [2] reports the
average and spread of the empirical MMSEs over 25 replications at each u for the three fixed
values of A\ and compares the average with the theoretical prediction . As in the previous
setting, the empirical MMSEs agree well with theoretical predictions.

8.2 The Original Observation Model with One Layer

We now consider the original observation model f with m = 1. This special case is
also known as the contextual SBM. Although the AMP algorithm defined by (2.24) and (2.25) is
designed for a Gaussian sensing matrix, but arguments of [36] show that the same state evolution
limits can be obtained if instead of T, one considers the matrix

G —p,117

nﬁn(l - ﬁn) 7
where G is the adjacency matrix of the one layer network. Thus, we could apply the practical
algorithm presented at the beginning of this section with T replaced with A.

We take n = 2000 and p = 3000 and p, = 0.7/4/n, and all other simulation details are
identical to those used in Section In the upper panel of Figure [3| we plot the average and
the spread of the empirical MMSE of the estimator defined by over 25 iterates for each
value of \ at three fixed values of u and compare it against the theoretical prediction given by
. In the lower panel of Figure (3, we repeat the experiment across different u values at
three fixed A\ values. In both settings, we see the same pattern as in the Gaussian observation
model: the empirical MMSEs of the practical algorithm approximate the theoretical predictions
well across all (A, 1) combinations that we consider.

8.3 The Original Observation Model with Three Layers

In our last set of simulations, we turn to the original observation model ( . with m = 3.
We take n = 2000, p = 3000, and consider three SBMs with p,(1 = 0.7/y/n, pY = 0.4/y/n and

24



e e e
- = = Theoretical MMSE - = = Theoretical MMSE - - = = Theoretical MMSE
—— Empirical MMSE —— Empirical MMSE ~\ —— Empirical MMSE
2 -+ 2nd Largest Obs @ 4 -+ 2nd Largest Obs @ O\ ---+ 2nd Largest Obs
u =+ 2nd Smallest Obs w <=+ 2nd Smallest Obs o N =+ 2nd Smallest Obs
= = =
S o | S o | s 9
5 © 5 ° 5 °
o ] 2
[ s < s <
§ 2 § 31 g3
o | N
s 7] C °
T T T T T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
lambda lambda lambda
(a) p=0.5 (b) p=0.7 (¢) p=09
o o
- = = Theoretical MMSE = = Theoretical MMSE - = = Theoretical MMSE
—— Empirical MMSE g —— Empirical MMSE —— Empirical MMSE
-+ 2nd Largest Obs -+ 2nd Largest Obs © -+ 2nd Largest Obs
W @ =+ 2nd Smallest Obs Bl =+ 2nd Smallest Obs W o =+ 2nd Smallest Obs
o
= s~ =
s S 3 s
= = T ©
g o g g s
s o g =
£ £ 0 £
o] o o uog
o
s
e o
o
T T T T T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
mu mu mu
(d) A=0.3 (e) A= 0.6 (f) A=0.9

Figure 2: Upper Panel: Empirical MMSE plots of the AMP estimator versus A for different fixed
w’s. Lower Panel: Empirical MMSE plots of the AMP estimator versus y for different fixed \’s.

;5%3) = 0.3/4/n. In addition, we keep the SNR fractions rM @ and r® in at 0.6, 0.2 and
0.2, respectively. The adjacency matrices of the SBMs are denoted by G1 and G2. To find the
counterpart for T' to be used in the practical algorithm, we first define the centered and scaled
adjacency matrices:
Gi —pn 117 |
A; = ‘ . i=1,2,3.
20— )

Simple algebra suggests that we should replace T in the Gaussian model with

A= \/)\1/)\A1 + A/ )\2/>\A2 + A/ )\3/)\A3

Other than the foregoing modification, the other experiment details are identical to what we
have used in the previous two subsections.

In the upper panel of Figure [4] we plot the average and the spread of the empirical MMSE
of the estimator defined by over 25 iterations at each value of A for three fixed values of
. We compare empirical MMSEs with the theoretical prediction . In the lower panel of
Figure [4 we switch the roles of A and p, that is, we fix A and vary p. In both settings, we see the
same pattern as in the Gaussian observation model and in the contextual SBM: the empirical
MMSE:s of the practical algorithm approximate the theoretical predictions well across all (A, u)
value pairs that we consider.
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Figure 3: Upper Panel: Empirical MMSE plots of the AMP estimator based on Graph Adjacency
matrix versus A for different fixed p’s. Lower Panel: Empirical MMSE plots of the AMP
estimator based on Graph Adjacency matrix versus u for different fixed \’s.

9 Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we have designed an orchestrated AMP algorithm with two orbits and e-revelation
to establish the exact asymptotic limit of MMSE for estimating x*. The theoretically justified
version is not practical due to its dependence on the true parameter values through e-revelation.
In Section [§] a practical variant with spectral initialization leads to empirical estimation errors
that closely approximate the theoretically predicted optimal values over all simulated examples.
To fully establish its generality, it is of great interest to show mathematically that this practical
algorithm indeed reaches the asymptotic MMSE. An alternative practical algorithm for com-
munity detection in single layer Contextual SBM has been described in Section 4 of [I7]. This
algorithm can potentially be modified to handle multilayer networks and covariates. However,
this is beyond the scope of the current manuscript and we leave it for future research.

We have focused exclusively on the balanced two-block setting, which is the simplest non-
trivial case for community detection. In addition, we have considered Gaussian covariates.
These assumptions could be relaxed. The extension of our results to general sub-Gaussian
sensing matrices can be derived by directly using the techniques described in [36]. Therefore,
we do not describe it in detail. In addition, we could consider the balanced k block setting with
k > 2, in which case the signal would be encoded by a matrix of rank k£ — 1. See, for instance,
the multiple spiked models (1.1) and (1.2) in [30]. The AMP algorithms for handling such cases
can be developed by following the principle in the present paper and generalizing our techniques
along the line of [30]. Furthermore, we could consider detection threshold in a sparse setting
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Figure 4: Upper Panel: Empirical MMSE plots of the AMP estimator based on three Graph
Adjacency matrices versus A for different fixed p’s. Lower Panel: Empirical MMSE plots of the
AMP estimator based on two Graph Adjacency matrices versus u for different fixed \’s.

with non-diverging average degrees. We could also consider the optimal rate of community
detection in these models under a Hamming loss as in [39] in the regime of weak consistency
as opposed to detection. In these settings, different techniques from AMP are expected to be
needed to achieve the information-theoretically optimal performance. That being said, the idea
of developing orchestrated parallel estimation sequences with information sharing at each step
for different data sources could still be useful. We leave the aforementioned potential extensions
for future research.

In the present work, we have considered an orchestrated AMP algorithm with two orbits as
we have two sources of information about the estimand. It could be generalized to more than
two orbits when additional sources of information are present. For example, suppose that there
are n vertices in total. In addition to network and covariate information for all vertices as we
have considered in this work, there may be an additional network on a subset of vertices and
some additional covariates on a different subset, represented by an ny x n; adjacency matrix
and an my x p’ covariate matrix, where ny,no < n. To pool all the information together, we
anticipate that an orchestrated AMP algorithm with four orbits would be needed to achieve
an information-theoretically optimal estimation error. We think that the study of orchestrated
AMP algorithms in more general settings would be an interesting future research topic.

27



Acknowledgment

The authors would like to thank Fan Yang for helpful discussions and communication that lead
to (8.1) and Galen Reeves for interesting discussions on the connection of the present work to
estimation under the multi-view spiked matrix models.

28



A Proof of Results in Section [3l
A.1 Proof of Lemma [3.1]

From the definition of mutual information we have
dpy B|z+(Y, Bl m*)]
de,B (Y7 B)

2
1
“3fm e
2 n
F

I(z*;Y,B)=E {log

Let
m 1 2
Y. B) = E —— Y
E(x,v,Y,B) =exp 2 1

RN

n

F

Then using the property of Gaussian channel we get
I(z*;Y,B)

. fon £(@*,0,Y, B) exp(—1[v|?)dv
Saciiiy Sar 2 "E(@, 0, Y, B) exp(— 4 [v[?)dv
2 )? ||2
dv
F

:n10g2+Elog(J exp (—’B T
RP
1 B !
_ Elog{ Z f exp ( [ { -3 (Z;S) -\~ (l'kZEl — xR )) + 2(212))2}]
xe{+1}n k<l

2
1 2
—‘B—\/ﬁva )exp( il >dv}.
2 n r 2
Furthermore, if we note that

2
Z (g — xpzf)  =nn—1) =2 Z rpriTLTy,
k<l k<l

then we easily get

I(z*;Y B)_nlog2+—ZA
i=1

1
+ Elog (j exp (— HB — \/ﬁv(m*)T
Rp 2 n

- E[QS(.’L'*7 B) W’ Aa 122 n7p)]

i) ox (_ |1;|2> dv)

A.2 Proof of Lemma 3.2

A careful inspection of the expression of I(x*;Y,B) in Lemma shows that the mutual
information depends on {\} and {Z()} only through

A= A0 and YA[SoZ) forall k<.
i=1 =1

The proof is simply completed by noting that

m G .
3 Nz 4 \szl, for all k < L.
=" n
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A.3 Proof of Lemma [3.3

Let us define

F(,v,G, B) [HH P+ AD ) (1 - p) —ASX)xkxz)l‘Gg]

1=1k<l
2
F

exp (— HB — \/ﬁva
2 n
Then from the definition of mutual information we have
. Jep (2,0, G, B) exp(— v ]?)dv
Zme{il}" S]RP 27”‘}—(%’ v, G) B) exp(iian )

1 ’ v

=nlog2+ Elog (f exp (— HB - \/ﬁv(w*)T ) exp (— > dv)
RP 2 n F 2

BN
- Elog{ Z J exp (Z Gl(;l (W)
ze{+1}n =1k< p

n + Ag)xle*
(%) (4) 2 2
i 1—py — Ay 1
+(1-G)log p( NG )xkxl -5 ‘B - \/ﬁUﬁET exp <— L > dv
1—py — Ayakay 2 n F 2
2
exp <*|v|> dv
r 2

2
1
=nlog2 + Elog (j exp (— B - \/ﬂv(m*)T
RP 2 n

- Ew(w*v B7 Ga/"nap)'

I(z*; G, B)

A.4 Proof of Lemma [3.4]
We begin by noting that if x € {1} then

c+d
c—d’

1
log (¢ + dz) = 3 log(c + d)(c—d) + glog

Now from (3.3]) we get

HZS'BM (iU, ZU*, G: )‘7 TL) = Z(xk$l — I’zx7>
k<l

; (4) ()
+ Z(wkxl — Hfzxik) [Z 5 kl log ( o < _(i)) '
p

k<l 1=1

§ G o (L A/
2 1= A0 /0

=1 n

For large values of n, there exists some sufficiently small ¢y < % such that for all ¢ € [m]

AP A
max ﬁ,ﬂ < Co.

Pn Pn
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Using Taylor approximation for z € [0, ¢o] we have

1 1+2 3
— log —z| < z°
2 1—-=2

By triangle inequality

m ADGH  AD (gl |
/HiS‘BM (:C, ’JC*, G, A, TL) = Z [Z ((xkxl - 1/‘7:;907) ( (i) B ( (i) Al ) + errg)
Dn - Pp

i=1 Lk<l

(4)

where erry,’ satisfies, for all i € [m]

OB
s (22 (st o)
o | (A.1)
AD \? ,
+ s ("(l)> (|mT(11T :13|—|—| T’ — G(z))m*D
1—pn

with C7 and Cy absolute positive constants. Furthermore

(s _afla-ob)

B -7

> (g — afaf)

k<l

n

~ G AS) 2 % %
= 3 (egas — afa) (G,Ej + H())
pn”)

f<l ﬁﬁf)(l — Pn

2@
)+ Z G (xpx) — xixf) + Z TRrTie].

(4
k<l k<l n

This implies

m

H{S‘BM (113, x*7 G7 )\) T'L =

+'H (z,z* G)\n —i—Zerr
i=1 =1

where err!?) satisfies (A.1) for all i € [m]. Using (3.2)) we get
Hspu(z, 2%, v, G, B, A, u,n,p))

", x*, G)\n—HB \/7va

Furthermore, by Remark 5.4 of [15] and (3.4}, we obtain the following.

+ Zerr

Ey(z*, B, G, A,u,n p)

+Elog{

~ 2
Z J exp(H(x,z*, A, v, G, B, A, j1,n, p)) exp <_|v2> d’U}

xze{£1}m

m ))3/2
(Z (1 p%)))

We complete the proof by applying Lemma
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A.5 Proof of Lemma (3.5
We begin by observing that

(@)

n

E[GY)| "] =0 = E| 2]

m] (A.2)

Following the arguments of Lemma 5.5 of [15], we obtain

@2 - @)

n
@2 (02 (1 — o)+ AW*a?) — A®
- (ﬁg))Q(l _pg))Q(pn A )(1 pn +A L; ]) n (Ag)
() A®) ()
< — ,
n npy (1—py))
and
~(i 3(\())3/2
E[(G) |2*]| < ( o ) —. (A.4)
n3/2 p ( _ﬁn )
~(4)\4 * 2(>‘(Z))
E[(le ) | ] 5—(i )( ]77(;)) : (A'5)

Now we shall use Lindeberg’s generalization theorem (Theorem 5.6 of [15]) to establish the

desired result. We consider the collections of random variables {CNJ,(CZI)} and {Z ,S)«//\(i) /n}. To this
end, we regard the function ¢(x*, B,V , A, u,n,p) as a function of V' = (V(l), ve, V(m)).

Define
a’l‘

oy
Let us consider the measure on {£1}" given by

S]RP eXp(%(’U, w*a v, W7 B? Au M, nap)) exp(—H'sz/Q)dv
Dwe(r1yn Smr exP(H(z, v, V, B, X, pi,n, p)) exp(—|v]?/2)dv’

Then it is easy to verify using induction that for all ¢, k,[, and any r > 1

az:,l;i¢ = ¢(:1:*,B,V,/\,,u,n,p).

m(x) = x e {+1}".

ali,l;iqb =Enm [xkl‘l - x;:xf] )
Orii® = Em [(wez) — 2i2]) — B [zp2 — 2327 ]]"

We note that in this case also the expressions of the partial derivatives are equivalent to the
polynomial representations p, mentioned in Lemma 5.5 of [15]. Since |zz; — zjzf| < 2 for all
i, k, [ there exists a constant C such that

Ok ii¢l < C
for all » < 4. Then, using Theorem 5.6 of [15] and (A.2)), (A.3)), (A.4) and ( we get

)\(z 3/2

E¢(z*, B,G, A, p,n,p) = E¢p(z*, B,W A, i,n,p) + O Z
i1/ npt) (1 — pi)
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B Proofs of Results in Section [4]

We start with some definitions. For i € [m], we let E(G(?) denote all () unordered pairs of
nodes in the ith graph. For a pair of vertices e = (k,[), consider the following random variables.

Te := xix] and Egi) = L,(;)l,

where L,(;)l = 2G,(;)l — 1. Further, we define

. A (%) AD if o0 — g
W(l)()\;ét(;)axe) = wt (mlf " (4) ' ?’L) * (Bl)
1 - (ﬁn + LEeAn ) if [e - _1.
and
p(Ye) = Py, (T = ye) (B.2)
By definitions in Section
Al _ \//\T(i)lh(zz)(l — i)
n n i

then it is easy to show that

20,

drO(\; 0 2) 1 \/p@a — p)yrtd)
d\ 2

2 nA

By definition, it is immediate that MMSE,, (X, 1) defined in (2.9) is a function of A and u only.
For the purpose of this lemma, we consider p € (0,00) to be a fixed number and study the
function as a function of A only. We note that

H(z"|G, B) = —Eqg+ g B [log 7 (¢*|G, B)],

where 7 (z*|G, B) is the posterior density of * given G and B. By the definition of mutual
information,

I (m*; G, B) = H(m*) - H(w*‘Gv B)7
where H(x*) is the entropy of x*. It is easy to observe that H(x*) equals nlog?2 as * is a n
vector made of i.i.d Rademacher random variables. Therefore
dl (z*; G, B) dH(z*|G, B)

dX dX

By (4.1) we have
H($*’G,B) = H($*|£,B),

where H(x*|L, B) is the conditional entropy of * given £ and B. Finally, for e = (k,1) we
define _ '
£l = L)
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B.1 Proof of Lemma (4.1]
Let us define @e(ﬁ(i) B) = xe‘ﬁ

N ] and

Prgi)(‘c(i)anymgg)) = IP)( = y€|‘c—ev )1Og ( Z ()()‘ E( ) (IL’|£ Kkl )) ' (B3)
ze{+1}

Using Lemma below in Section we have
dH(z*|L, B) *|£ B)

n (1 — r(0) ()G i i i) G
z% PSS 0B [POE0, B, )
i=1 ecB(G() (l)€{+1} -
(Mef{+1}

(@) i
1 Z \/p" i )r DD By Ppyi ) log 7D (X 69, ye)
i=1 e B(GW) y(Wefq1y

(Def+1)

1 = pr { ) B)log [z T\ 1, 2)p(e rc“l, >”
_22\/ n 2 Bt p (Pl B)lon | Sl B)

eeE(G™) —e
1 Z \/_(l (1 —pn r(0) (n) log {W(i)()\; —1, =)@ (X\; +1,+1) } '
44 2 @\ +1, =D 7@ (X; =1, +1)
Next we observe

Z w(i)()\;l,x)p(xw@e,B)ZPg)p(lw@ev B)+4Y (1|£—€’ B)
ze{+1}

Op(11Y), B) + ¢{'[1 — p(1[£Y), B)]
= ¢ + (D — ¢p(11£Y), B).
We also have

Z W(i)()\;l,$) (x \ﬁ_e, ):p%)[l p(— 1|£—€’ )]+q p(= 1|£_e’ )
ze{+1} (B5)

=) = (0 — a)p(-1/£%, B).
Combining (B.4) and (B.5) we get
2 Y aO1a)p|c, B) = (00 + ¢i)) + 72, B) (o) — ¢f). (B.6)

ze{£1}

By similar calculations, we also get

2 N 72O —1,2)p(|c"), B) = 2 p? — ¢)) — 2(£Y), B)(p) — ¢). (B.7)
ze{+1}
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From and (B.7) we get

Zze{ﬂ}W(i)()\ﬂaa?)P(x’E(j)eaB) _ (p% +qn )+ /J(f)e, )(pﬁf)_q,@)
Soean 7O ~Lao)p(l L), B) (2 -pl) —¢)) - m‘” B)pY — )
_l’_

]3(2')

n

1
1—(AY /1 = "))z, B)

1-py

In addition, it is easy to observe that
O 1, =000 +1,+1) (1 (AP + (A1 = i)
TOXHL Dm0 L+ (1 - <A“”/f‘“>><1 — (/=)

for each A4z € R there exists a no()\mw) such that for n > 1no(Amaz) we have for al_l 1<i<m

and e e E(GW)

o Sueray TP 1,2)p(a] £, B) B(i)*Aﬁf):ﬁe(ﬁg,B)
Soeieny @ L@l B) | -5

Since we have |A /pn l, |A(Z \/)\r 1 —p,(q))) — 0, and |Z.(L £ B)| <1,

Ar(®)
1 7; _’i b
npy (1 - pi))

Dn DPn

and
Ar (D)

27 (i
np (1 — )

I

rO —1, ~Da O\ +1,+1) 207
log . , - — —| <
7O +1L, =D)aO O\ =1,+1) | 501 — i)

where B(()i) = log(ﬁ,(f)/(l - ﬁg))) and C,Cy are positive constants depending on Ajqz. We
observe that E[a?‘e(ﬁ(_l)e, B)| = E[z.] = 0. This implies

SR e B0 (1 mRel B <

i=1eec B(GM)

; pni)).

Let Z.(L,B) = E|[z.|L, B]. Recall that LY = L,(;)l for e = (k,l), then by Bayes’ formula we
have
PO, LY, B,z = ye)
er{il}p(i)([’(e )’ﬁ(fgcb B,z. = )
Wm0 L,y (v I, B)

Swereny 7D LY 2)p® (2 £ B)

Here, equality (1) follows as conditional on z, L s independent of E(f)e Let us define

) (ye‘ﬁv B) =

W(i)()\; Lﬁi), +1) — W(i)()\; Lé"), -1)
7@ (\; L,(f), +1) + 7@ () Lgi), —1)'

b (LW =

We note that
go(£Y, B) + 0O (L) 7O LY, +1)p 0 (41|, B) — 70 (x; LY, ~1)p) (-11£Y), B)

2 7L, +1) + 7@ (x; LY, ~1)

—e

(B.8)
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and

1+ 0D (LMNz.(£D, B) 7@ LY, +1)p@(+11£%, B) + 7O\ LY, —1)p@ (-1, B)
2 7@ LY +1) + 7O (A LD, —1) '

ey

(B.9)
Then from (B.8) and (| - we get
Ae ﬁ(l) B b(z) Lg)
(e, B) = T B P
1+ 0O (L2 (LY B)

From the definition of () (); Lg), x.) it follows that

b (L)) {Wlpg)w()/( )
B

it L =1,
PPN (1 — 50 3£ L8 = 1

This in particular gives us | b(l

D < \/M‘ J(np (1 — i)
1. Thus

)) = 0. In addition, |z.(£"), B)| <

bO(LIY(1 - 2.(£7), B)?)
14+ 6@ (LY 2.2,

7oL, B) ~ 7L, B)| =

—e

B
- )) (B.10)
< POEL)] < Ar

k) (1—p))
Using |z.(£"), B)

| <1 and (B.10) we get

(|EB

1d
n

2n22 Z ( E[zc(£, B)] )

i=1ecE(G)

u Ar(D)
& Vo)

(1 -E[(c. B)) = E|(=}af - E(ajai|C. B))|

=1 we get

It is easy to observe that for e = (k, 1)

Then using >/, r®

1 dH(z*|L,B) 1 - Ar(0)
LAH@ILB) | Lyvse, )| < G Mo .

" A 4 SV gt (1Y)

As H(x*) = nlog2 we get using definition of conditional entropy and mutual information

1dl(@*L,B) 1

N Ar (@)
— MMSEn()\,,u)‘ < Oy — |
no dA 4 Z_Z; npy (1 - )
which implies the lemma.
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B.2 Results Used to Prove Lemma (4.1

Lemma B.1. Let 7 (); ﬁé),xe) (yéi)), c@(ﬁ(i),B,yé i ) be defined in (B.1), (B.2) and
(B.3) respectively, then

H(z*|£O, B m i e dr D (D g
: (iA b-- >, p(yé))logw()(A;eé)jyé))(cu)
e G0 epan)
eDef+1)
3 ar (6, o) ;

"L ) ax Eo) 5 [POLD, By, 00))
S eeBG0) erany
Lee{£1}

Proof. We begin by observing that H (cc*|£(i), B) is a function of A through 7@\ Kg),a;e) for
ee B(GM)and 1 <i<m.

By the chain rule and linearity of differentiation, it suffices to assume that only (%) (\; e&i) , Te)
depends on A. Then, for e = (k,1), we have

H(z*|L,B) + H(LW|£Y), B) = H(z* 19|, B)

—

Y H(2¥1£", B) + H(LO|2*, 21, B)

@) i)

1 Rowe) a

H(z*1£%, B) + H(LY|z.).

Here, equality (1) follows by writing the entropy in two different forms using the chain rule, and
equality (2) follows from observing that given z, Lgi) is independent of everything else. This
implies
H(@*|£,B) _ dH(L |v.) dH(L|L, B)
X - d dX ’

because H(x *|£ B) does not depend on 7()(); €g), x.), hence not on A\ under the simplifying
assumption that only 7 (\; Eg), x.) depends on A.

Next let us observe

—er

dH (LY ) (i) (@) () g0
—— e ) Ew*[ (N 69 20) log @ (A €€ ,me)]
e“)e{ﬂ}
[ dn @D\ 69, z,) dr® (X (9, 2,)
_ ile s Te () (). 700 te s Te
Z E.« ) log (A €Y, xe) + N
(De(+1} s
PREOBWIQ (B.11)
_ Z E . dm ()\C;fe 7CL‘e) logw()()\,fg), )]
Pef+1} L
AT PR
== ) Pu (e =) 222 L Jog D (A 00, D).
| d\
yef1)
Def+1}
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Here the third equality holds since

(@) (. p&)
yoa Nlehze) o e 1),

d\
(Def+1)
Next, we note that
HIOILY),B)y=— Y Euog| > aD0eD, PO (L, By, e)
(Def+1} - yDef+1)

So we have

ai(LP | B)
X

yte(+1}
(Def+1}
7@ e,y p(y 2%, B) drD (06D 2y
- 2 E 6 TS DY), B
. L£L.B (g(l)|£(l) B) d\ €
v e (1) pite 1m—e weft1)
Def+1}
dr®(x; 0, z.) (3) (i) pl0)
== X SR ) |POL B )] (B.12)
v e{+1}
(Pef+1
Here, the second equality holds since
7 6,y p(y 2%, B) A0 2
B by N b0 0129, B)
. L£Y.B (f(l)|£(l) B) d\
yPe(+1} Pife 1~ e we{+1}
Def+1}
dr® )\;Eg),x i
= 2 B [ > I 010, )
Defs1) ze{+1}
d i i i
= E[,(_il,B [d)\ ( Z Z W()(A;Kg),a:)p(xﬁ()e,B))]
ve{1} (Deft1}
d
[ 1] -0
Combining (B.11]) and (B.12)), we complete the proof of the lemma. O
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C Proof of I-MMSE Identity in the Gaussian Model
Let us consider the vector ¢ containing {7} j};<; and the vector r containing {zz7};<j. Then

from the definition of T" we have
A
t= \/77“ +4q,
n

where ¢ ~ Ngg (0, Icp) (C8 = (3)). As the diagonal entries of x*(x*) " are all 1, let us consider

2
\/X
s = 7+q1)
n

where g1 ~ N,(0,2I,,). Let Y = (t, s, B) and B = (by, -, b,) where b; = (I + 2x*(z*)")7'Z;,
where Z; ~ N, (0, I,). From the definition, it is clear that,

I(x*(z*)"; T, B) = I(a*(z*)"; V)
Next we have
I(@*(@*);Y) = HY) - HYla*(*)7).

Note that
HY|z*(x*)") = H(q, q1, {Z:i}}_)).

Observe that the right hand side is free of A and hence we get

d

d
—1I
dA

(2 (@) 5) = S H ).

Since the density of ) can be written as

o= 3 2 e () o]

xe{+1}n i<j
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we have

SH) - d‘i{ Ey e [log fy(Y >]}
1 VA i) (@ o — xig) fy (V)
S I |

1 %%
= WEJ)7 Z Z i,j — /nxzx])(xi Ty — $ij>f<$c|y)]

| xe{t1}ni<j

| ., X\
- S Eyer Z_{Ti,jxixj—T et 1V] | SatatElrtas )

[ i<j
+ \/5E[(xfx;*)2ly]]
1

— E[(xjx;k - E[xfx;‘]y])Q]
i<j

2n
1 * * * *
- LBl @) — B @)
_ iGMMSEn()\,u).

This implies
1d 1
~ZI(z*(x*)"; T, B) = ~GMMSE, .

D Proof of Results in Section [5]

D.1 Proof of Theorem [5.1]
We start by observing that

MSEAMP (1 A, 1, )

=1-2K& &*)] + El\fﬁtll4 (D.1)
1t 1 1t
=1-2E(fi1(u" "y zo(e)), &5 + EEHfH(ut Lyt ()]t

Since f;—1 is Lipschitz (by LemmalD.1)), (x,y, w, 2) — wf;_1(z,y, ) is partially pseudo-Lipschitz.
This implies using Theorem we get

nh_f)lgo<$ z*)2 =E [XO]E[X0|Oét—2X0 + T—220, pt—1Xo + Ut—lgoaXo(ﬁ)]] ;
where ZO,Z) id N(0,1), Xg ~ Rademacher and Xy(¢) = ByXy where By ~ Bern(e) is
independent of all other random variables. Similarly, (z,y,w,2) — fZ(z,y,2) is partially
pseudo-Lipschitz, and Theorem implies

.1 _ _ ~ 2
nlﬂgo ;”ftfl(ut Ly ao(e)P = E [(E[X0|O‘t72XO + T4—2Z0, ft—1 X0 + 01—1Zo, Xo(€)]) ] .
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Then using the dominated convergence theorem, property of conditional expectation and (D.1)),
we obtain the following.

- 2
lim MSESMP (A, p,e) =1 — (E[(E[Xofoétho + Tt—220, t—1Xo + Ut—1ZOaX0(5)])2])

n—00

Now using (2.29)), and (5.2)) we get

lim MSEAMP (X, ji,e) = 1 — 22.

n—0o0

It is immediate to show that

Wz
G =1—(1—¢)mmse| Az + (1 —¢)—
(2 =1 (- epmmse (A 4 (1) E )
is continuous on [0,00), lim,_,, Ge(2) = 1 and G(0) = . Using the fact that the function
t — mmse(t) is monotone decreasing and e € [0, 1], it is easy to show that G.(z) is monotone
increasing in z. Further, using Lemma 6.1 of [I5], it can be concluded that G.(z) is strictly
concave in [0,00). From these observations we have

lim lim MSE';\MP(t; N pse) =1 =22\ p,e),

t—00 Nn—00

where z, (A, i, €) is the largest non-negative solution to (5.4). Note that

T
Ge(z) =1+ (e — 1)mmse ()\z +(1— 5)?1 " MZ> .

As e mmse (Az + (1 —&)(p?/c)(z/(1 + pz))) is increasing in £, we have G.(z) is increasing as
a function of €. From this observation and boundedness of G.(z), we have

Z*(Av 22 5) > Zx ()" :u)
as € — 0, where z, (A, ) satisfies (2.14]) and hence

lim lim lim MSEAMP(£: X, p,e) = 1 — 22(\, ).

e—0t—00 n—0

D.2 Proof of Theorem [5.2]
Begin by noting that

L@ T, B, 2o(2), wole)) - %I(:c*;T()\),B) - %I(:c*;azg(s),wo(s)|T(>\),B)

n

< —H(zo(e), wo(e)) <clog2 + %Elog(%r e) — 0,

S|

as € — 0. Further, using techniques similar to the proof of Remark 6.5 in [I5], we can show

lim Tim —I (z*(z*)"; T(\), B) = log2, (D.2)

A—00 N—0 N
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where T'()) is defined in (2.19)). From Lemma we
: 1 H 0 %\ T
lim —I (z*(z*)';T(0), B)

n—ao N
1 (1 2
(+u)+1<u

1
= —log(1 + +

= K(f, 74,

where ~, satisfies

12

Y+ = 1 — mmse <

From (263) of [15] we have for all A > 0

n—w | n

Next observe that for all A\, u,e > 0

also have

2c

Vx
¢ l+py)’

GMMSE (A, 1, 2) < MSERMP (5, 1, €),

where

1
GMMSE,, (A, p,€) = ﬁE |lz*(z*)" — E[z*(z*)" | T, B, zo(c), w

With the same techniques used to prove (2.21]), we have

1d
n d\

Using Lemma we further have
A

E(ze (N 1), A 1) = E(74, 0, ) +f

0

42

i (1- zi(t,,u)) dt.

Vi 1 1
£ — —log(1+p) — —
c1+m*> g(1+p)

2c

lim [1I (x*;T(N), B, zo(e), wp(e)) — %I (cc*(w*)T;T()\),B,wo(s),wo(a))] =0.

0@l

——TI (z*(x*)"; T(\), B, zo(e), wo(e)) = iGMMSEn(A,u,E).

(D.3)

(D.4)



Then using Theorem [5.1] (D.2)), (D.3), (D.5), (D.€), (D.7)

log2 — k(p,v«) = hmlnf lim [1[ (w*(:z:*)T;T()\),B) — %I (m*(:p*)T;T(O),B)]

—00 A—>w | N

= liminf lim lim llf (z*(z*)"; T(N), B, zo(e), wo(e))

n—o0 \A—we—0 | N

_ %I (@*(«*)"; T(0), B, o(), wo(e)) ]

2
= liminf lim lim GMI\/ISE (u, p,€) du

n—0 A-we—0 Jj
>\
< limsup limsup lim lim ZMSEQMP(t; u, 4, €) du

t—00 n—ow A—w0e—0 Jq
A
= lim lim 4(172 (u, p,€)) du

e—0 A—w0 0
(where zy (A, u, ) satisfies (5.4))
A
1
lim 4(1—z (u,p)) du

A—00 0

(where 24 (A, 1) satisfies (2.14))
= lim £(zx(A, 1), A 1) = €(7, 0, 1)
(where £(z, A, p) is defined by (5.5))
= log 2 — k(1 7«).
This implies that all inequalities in are equalities, which, in turn, implies

hm GMMSE,, (A, ) = hm lim lim MSEAMP (£ X\ p,e) = 1 — 22(\, ).

e—>0t—0n—>x0
By the definition of &
. 1 k(o %\, _

Finally using Theorem [5.1] and Lemma [D.3] we have

A

3 1 0%\ T, _ . 1

Jim 1 (@* (@), T(A), B) = £(7,0, 1) + lim . 7 OMMSE, (¢, 1) dt
A

1
= (74,0, ) +lim | =MSEAMP (£ X\ ) dt

n—o Jq 4

A 1 )
— £ 00 + |5 (1= 2 g0)

= é(z*()‘nu')7 )‘7”)

This completes the proof.
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D.3 Lemmas Used to Prove Results in Section [5]

Lemma D.1. Consider f; defined in (2.26). Then f; and its partial derivatives with respect to
the first and second arguments are Lipschitz for all t = 0.

Proof. Let ¢ = (z,y) and a = (a,b). We begin by observing that
1 ifz=1

fla,y,2) = —1 ifz=-1 (D.9)
tanh (—%x — %y) ifz=0

t—1 t

Using , we get
|ft($aya ]-) - ft(aa ba 1)| =0< H(m> 1) - (a’ 1)”7

and
|ft(x7y7 _1) - ft(aa b, _1)| =0< H(mv 1) - (a’) 1)H
Further, since | tanh’(z)| < 1 for all z, using multivariate mean-value theorem, we have

[ fe(,9,0) = fula,b,0)| < (/71 + /7)) (2, 0) = (a,0)].

Again as |tanh(x)| < 1, it can be easily shown that

‘ft(‘r7y7 _1) - ft(avba O)’ < CH((IZ, _1) - (a70)H7

and
| fe(z,y,1) — fi(a,b,0)] < C|(z,1) — (a,0)|.

Again, by definition
|ft($7y7 1) - ft(a’a b7 _1)| =2< CH(Q,', 1) - (au _1)H

Next observe that

0 if z =1,
ofiz.y.2) _ ) it 2= —1,
oz o 9 o " ]
—T;jsech <— <%x + U—téy)) if z=0;

Observing that [sech(z)| < 1 and [sech(z)tanh(z)| < 1, and using arguments similar to those
previously used, we can show that W is Lipschitz. Similarly, we can also show %@’IW) is

Lipschitz.

Lemma D.2. We have ]
lim —1 (x*; B) = k(u, V%),

n—o N

where K(,v«) s as defined in (D.3]).
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Proof. Let us observe that if A = 0, we have B is the transpose of the matrix Y described in
(1) of 28] with U = z*, V = v*, A = pand a = 1/c. Since

1 1 1

~I(v*(2") " B) = —I((v*,z*); B) = ~I((v*,z*); B'),

n n n

the result of [28] directly apply in our case. Let us consider the scalar model
Y=\/1X+7Z7

where Z ~ N(0,1) and X € {U,V} where V ~ N(0,1) and U ~ Rademacher. Recall
Z(V) - fdPXefyxX-i-ﬁxZ—'Y;Q
and the function Fp, () defined in (9) of [28] given by
Fp,(y)=E [Z(ly) JxXeWX*\ﬁxZWfdPX .

For X =V it can be easily verified that

v

Fpy(v) = T+

By definition of I'(i, ¢) as in (11) of [28], in our case we have

ruu@::{<%1ﬁim):q>o}.

If we recall the definition of ¢p, () as in (10) of [2§], that is

12
Ypy (7) = Elog (J €WX+W$ZJ?CZPX> ,

then it is easy to show that
log(1 +7),

N[ =

bn ()= -

and

v
Ve, () = L -1,
where |(7) is defined in (2.12]). Let us define

2 2 2
vq 1 K g
F _ = _
(9) ¢PU<01+,uq>+chV(Nq) 2¢ 1+ pg
poo1 p+1 woq 1
=P PTE (BT ) L og(1 4 pg).
2 2 T 2e(1 1 ) (cl+uq 5 los(1+ pa)

Now if v* is the supremum of F(q), then it must satisfy, F'(v*) = 0, which further implies

2 *
7*=1—mmse<'u 7 >

c 1+ pvy*
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Using Corollary 1 of [28], we get

1 pooopm 1 ptl W 1
1 2 I (v* *T;B - _ = __ - + — = 4 = + —log(1 + *
Jim —I(v(@") 3 B) = 5~ — 5~ — o 2e(1+ 10" citp) T og(1 + uy™)

p+1 A 1 .
S S ~ log(1 -
2¢(1 + py*) * (c 1+ py* * 2¢ og(1+ 17" 2c

1
= k(1) + 5 log(1 + ).
We note that given 'v*(zc*)T, B is equal in distribution to (y1,¥s,...,Yp), where
yi ~ N, (\/u/nv*(w*)T, In>. This implies
* (k) T b
H(BJv*(z™)') = ilogdet (2mel,,) .
Also note that, given x* B4 (b1,ba,...,by,), where b; ~ N, (0, (u/n)x*(x*) " + In). This
implies
H(BJv*(z*)") = logdet (27re (,u *x*)' + In)) :

Next we get

1% B) ~ 1(0*(@") T B)] = - [H(Bl"(2")T) ~ H(Bla")] = ~ 2 log(1 + ).

S|

Thus, we have
: 1 %, . 1 *, * kN, : 1 sk T,
nlgrolcﬁf(x ,B)fnh_r)r;og[l(a: : B) — I(v*(x*) ,B)]+nh_r>rgogl(v (*)"; B)

= K(Ma 7*)

Lemma D.3. Let us consider the function & defined in (5.5). Then for all \,pu > 0
A

E(ze(As 1), A 1) = (74, 0, ) +f i (1—22(t, ) dt.

0

Proof. From ([5.4]) it is easy to see that z,(A, u,e) = 74 where 7, is the unique non-negative
solution to (D.4]). Then we have

0&(7, A\, 11)
oy

(Z* (Avu) 7>‘)

1 W 1 LG
=3 (A ey 1>2> {Z*(A’“) o mmse(”“z‘(A’”) ' #WW)}

also

OE(, \, 1)

1
—(1-2 20\, 1)) -

A oy 4

This implies using (5.4
d€(y, A, 1)

A\ oy

(1 =22\ m).

»NH

46



E Proof of Results in Section
E.1 Proof of Lemma [7.1]
Let us consider two x,y € R*, where = (21,...,2;) and y = (y1,...,yx). Then
[f(x,2)] < |f(2,2) — £(0,2)| + [£(0,2)].
Since f is partially Lipschitz, we have using
[f (@, 2) = f(0,2)| < Clx],
for some constant C' > 0. Again, using
1£(0,2)] < C(1 + [2]).

Hence, we have
[f(z,2)| < C(1 + || + [2]).

1. Now let us observe that

f(m’ z)g(m, Z) - f(ya Z)g(yv Z)|
= [f(z, 2)g(z, 2) — f(y,2)9(z, 2) + f(y,2)9(x, 2) — f(y,2)9(y, 2)|

< |f(il3,2) - f(y72)||g(:1:,z)\ + ]g(a:,z) - g(yvz>||f(y7z)|
<O+ || + |yl + [2) = — y|.
Also
1£(0,2)9(0,2)] < C2(1+ [2])? < Cy(1 + |3f2).
2. Let us denote @’ = (z1,...,Zr—1,Tr41,.--,Tk) and Y = (Y1, -+, Yr—1, Yr+1,- -, Yk)- Next
note that

|H(z',2) — H(y', )]

<Ex qu(xl, ey, Xy g1y e e Thy 2) — YLy e oy Y15 Xy Y1y - - 7yk,z)u
< CEx|(L+a'| + ¥/ + |X] + |sDl2’ - /]|

<1+ 2’| + 1y + =Dl — o).

Next, note that

|H(0,2)] éIEXHQZ)(O,...,O,X,O,...,0,2) —¢(0,...,0,0,0,...,0,2)H
v ‘qb(O,...,0,0,0,...,O,z)‘
< CIEX[(l X+ |z|)|X|] + O+ |2
Ci(1+ 2] + [2%)

<C
< Cg(l + |Z|2).
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E.2 Proof of Theorem Conditioning Technique and the Main Technical
Lemma

To prove Theorem [7.1, we apply the same device used in [9]. We begin by observing that for the
Gaussian matrix L defined at the beginning of Section and a fixed vector v, Lv is a centered
Gaussian vector with i.i.d. entries and variance (v,v),. Similarly, Nv is a centered Gaussian
vector with the covariance matrix % = I, + %va. However, L™m! is not a centered Gaussian
by the previous argument as m! is not independent of L. We can argue similarly for the other
terms. To resolve this problem we adopt the conditioning technique developed in [12] and later
used in [9], [22] and [10].

E.2.1 Conditioning Technique
With ¢ and m! defined in (7.9)), the AMP orbits can be written as

b = Lq' —pm!~,

Rl — LTmt — tht’
and

yt+1 _ th _ dtqt_l-

The Asymmetric Orbit. Let us observe that, to construct h!*! we need to know Ap i1
={h',.. . htyl ..yt b0 bt mO . mt 40, ... g, €&y, xo, w0, v0}. Let the sigma
algebra generated by these random variables be denoted by G;41¢. Since mJ’s and ¢’s are func-
tions of h',y’, q7, &y, o, wo and vy; Gi+1,¢ is the sigma-algebra generated by {h', ...kt y', ...

Lyt b0, ... bt &g, o, wo, vo}. Further, since h'*! depends on y!, ..., y’ through m?, ..., m’ and
q°, ..., q", the conditional distribution of L given Gi+1,¢ is equal to the conditional distribution
of L given

[R' + c0q’| ... |h' + ;147 = LT [m] ... |m!7Y,

L :Ht 1 L :Mt 1
and

I[b0| |bt 4—p,5m’5_1]I =L [q0| |qt] .
:Bt+1 :Qt+1

Using Lemma 11 and Lemma 12 of [9], we get

d ~
Lig,,,, = &1t + Pry14(L),

where

Erire = B (Q11Qui1) QL + My(M, M,)™ " H/
— My (M My)™' M, B111(Q/[1Qr1) ' Q1

and N N
Per14(L) = Pag,LPg,, ..
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Here L is an independent copy of L and Pﬁ/]t, Pétﬂ are the orthogonal projectors on to the
orthogonal complements of the column spaces of M} and Q;1, respectively.

Next, if we consider b we need to know Ay, = {h',... Aty ... y", 0 ... b7t mb .
m!~1.q% ..., q" &, xo,wo,vo}. Let the sigma algebra generated by the above mentioned vari-
ables be denoted by G;;. The conditional distribution of L given G;; is equal to the conditional
distribution of L given H; = LT M; and B; = LQ;. By Lemmas 11 and 12 of [9] we get

LG, 2 &+ Puy(L),
where
&y = BiQ] Q) 'Q] + My(M] M) H, — M,(M, M,)"'M, B,(Q/ Q:)'Q/,

and N N
Pui(L) = Py, LPg,.

The Symmetric Orbit Now, we consider the second orbit characterized by B. Observe that
the distribution of y**! depends on the sigma algebra generated by Ayt = {ht, ...kt yl ...
yh o bt mO . om0, .. qf, &0, o, wo, vo}. This implies that we must consider the
distribution of N given G414, or equivalently given

I[yl\ . ]yt + dt_lqtﬁ]l =N [qo\ . qtfl] .
=Y; =Q:

Now, using Lemma 3 of [22], we get

d ~.
Nlgi 1, = Fr1,t + Prere(INV), (E.1)

where

Firrr = Y(Q! Q) 7'Q! + Q(Q[ Q)Y — Qi(Q Q) 'R Yi(Q/ Q) Q/, (E.2)
and N N
Pi+14(N) = Pg,NPg,.

Here N is an independent copy of IN and Pét is the orthogonal projector to the orthogonal
complement of the column space of Q;. Using the above conditioning technique and the following
main technical lemma (that is, Lemma [E.1)), the proof of Theorem |7.1|is immediate.

E.2.2 Main Technical Lemma

Let us denote the projection of m! on the column space of M; by mﬁ and its ortho-complement

by m/ . Similarly qﬁ denotes the projection of g* onto the column space of Q; and g’ be its
ortho-complement. This implies, if we define

o = (o, ..., o

9

- [MtTMt]_l M, m!
- p p
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and

9

Q/ Qt]‘l Q!¢
n n

Bt:(ﬁéa-..vﬁg—l):[

then we have

t—1
t t, 1 t t t.
mHZZOle, mJ_:m—m”,
=0

and

t—1
g =) Bld, d=d-4q
=0

. P .
Finally, for two sequences of random vectors x,,, y,, by ©, ~ y,, we mean x,, — Yy, £ 0. With
all these defined, let us now state the following general result.

Lemma E.1. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem hold. Then for allt € N U {0}, we get
(a)

4

t—1
h‘t+1‘gt+1,t Z ocz?h’H_l + LTmﬁ_ + Qt+10(1)7

1=0

4

t—1
b'lg,, = Y| BIb' + Lq' + Mio(1),

1=0

and

t—1
. U
Y g, = D Bl + Nq'l + Qo(1),
=0

where Qt (alternatively, J\Nlt) is a matrix whose columns form an orthogonal basis of Q
(respectively, M), and Q] Q; = nI; (M, M; = pI;).

(b) For all partially pseudo-Lipschitz functions ¢y, : R*+4 - R, ¢ : R7T3 - R

1 n
: E 1 t+1 1 t+1
lim — th(hzvvhz 7yiv'~'7yi 750,1',130,2')
n—00 N, 4 1
1=

a.s. > > =~ ayd
= E {¢h(TOZ07 e ,TtZt, 0'1Z17 e ,O't+1Zt+1, ZQ,X())} s

p—0

o 1¢ " . SR
lim ]; Z ¢b(b?, RN bg,WO,i, UO,i) R {¢b(19020, ey e 2y, Qo, Vb)} ,
=1

~ ~

( 0: Vo) are mutually indepen-
0,X0) ~ Pey and (0, Vh) ~

th); (io,)?o) an
Zi ~ N(Oa 1)> (

~

dent random wvectors. Marginally, Z;, Z;,
P, .

where (Zo, ..., Z), (Zv,.... Zy), (Zl, e

~

—_
—

—
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(c) For all 0 < k, ¢ < t, the following equations hold and all the limits exist, are bounded and
have degenerate distributions:

hrrgo<hk+1 hiLy, hm<m ,m%,,

k ply  as. ¢
lim (B, b),, = cnlglgo<q +d ns

and

k+l €+1>

lim (y " Tim (q*, q%)n.
n—0oo

(d) For all0 < k,¢ <t and for any partially Lipschitz functions ¢ : R* — R, ¢ : R? — R, with
@ being the derivative of ¢ with respect to the first coordinate, @l being the derivative of
© with respect to the second coordinate and v’ being the derivative of 1 with respect to the
first coordinate, where ¢, ¢y and ' being partially Lipschitz, the following equations hold
and all the limits exist, are bounded and have degenerate distributions:

Tim (RS (R g™ €0, @0))n 2 Lim WM R (KT Y €0, @0)on,

ph_>nolo<bra (b%, wo, v0)>P = pll_)IIO10<bT, bs>p<w (b%, wo, v0)>pv
and

lim (y™ ", (b g™ €0, @o)pn = Lim (Y™ y (b (BT Y €0, o) on.

n—0o0
(e) The following relations hold almost surely

lim sup — Z ht+1 < o0, limsup— 2 bt < o0, limsup— Z t+1

n—o 17 p—>00 z 1 n—00

(f) Forall0<r <t
lim (' %), = 0.

n—aoo0

(9) For all0 < s <t—1,0<k <t, the following limits exist, and there exist strictly positive
constants py, , #s such that the following relations hold almost surely:

Jim g}, qion > pr,  Hm(mi,mi), > 5.

E.2.3 Proof of Theorem [7.1]
Proof. The desired result is a direct consequence of Lemma claim (b). O

E.3 Proof of Lemma [E.1]

We shall prove this lemma by induction. We shall first show that the statements (a)-(g) hold
true for b, h' and y!. Then assuming that the result holds true for 0 < s <t — 1, we shall show
that the statements (a)-(g) hold b‘, A'*! and y'*!.

First, let us observe that if f;(x, y, o, xo) is free of x,y almost surely with respect to & and
xo or if gi(u,wo,vp) is free of u almost surely with respect to wy and vg, then the lemma is
immediate. So we assume that these degenerate cases do not arise in the rest of this proof.
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The Base Case (b, h! and y'). The proofs of the assumptions (a) — (g) for " follows using
exactly the same arguments as in By of [9]. So we skip the details. Next, let us observe that
as y' = Nq°, and Qp is empty matrix, we have qg = q°. Thus using the definition of G1,0, we
conclude

yl‘gLo i Nqﬁ]_'
Again, the assertions (a), (c), (e) and (f) for h! follows immediately using the techniques of
of [9]. Now, let us consider these assertions for y!. For the assertion (a), let us observe that,
as y' = Nq°, and Qg is empty matrix, we have qg = q°. Thus using the definition of G10, we
conclude

yl‘gLo 4 ng]_‘
Next, for the assertion (c), using Lemma [E.2|(c), we have

. d ;. .5.
Jim (y',ynlg,, = lim — L gl o lim (g%, q%)n = of.

Then for assertion (e), by Lemma (d), we have

n n

: 1 1\2 1 02a5 S 2
7}5{}0”;(%) ggrolon;[NQJ lim (¢°,¢"), lim — Z{Z

which implies the assertion. Next, we prove the assertion (b) for the pair (h!, y!). Let us observe
that, as ¢y, is partially pseudo-Lipschitz, by Lemma (d) with r =1 and m = 2, we have

1L 5
lim - Z; [én(hi i €o0is x0i) — O (b, 2i, €0,y 0,) | 70,
1=

where z ~ N, (0, (|g°|?/n)I,,). Now conditional on G o, we have

7Z¢h h@?'zlag()l,x()l

=1

*Zgbh LT ( )qzazz>€0ux02)

Then using the techniques used to prove H;(b) of [9], we can show
1 C FT 0 > a.s.
- > [E {¢h([L m ]i,zi,fo,i,xo,z‘)|gl,o} —E {(ﬁh(TOZz',mZi,fo,z‘,960,1)!91,0}] =0.
i=1
It is easy to see that

E {éh(TOZz‘,mZi,ﬁo,z‘, Cvo,i)!gLo} =E, 7 {¢h(TOZi, 0121‘,50,1‘7350,1')} ;

where the expectation is taken with respect to Z;, Z-, treating &o;, o as constants. Now using
SLLN for i.i.d 1/)(6071', .T[m') = EZ,Z {gf)h(T[)Z, Ulz,éo7i,$0’i)} we get

% D E {(ﬁh([iTmO]u zi, €0, xo,i)lgl,o} =E {(ﬁh(ToZa 017, Z, Xo)} -
=1

On the right side of the last display, we have that Z, Z and (%0, )Z'o) are mutually independent.
By our foregoing arguments, the randomness of Z comes from that of L, the randomness of Z
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comes from that of N, and both are independent of (£, o). To prove the assertion (d) for h! and
y!, we use part (b) for partially pseudo-Lipschitz function ¢y, (z, 2, &0, 20) = x@(, 2, €04, T0,:)
(by Lemma (1)) to obtain lim, o(h', o(h', &', &, x0))n = E{TOZQP(TOz, o7, io,)}o)}.
Now, we have using Lemma 4 of [J]

0y )?0 }}

)

~

E {TOZQD(TOZ, Ulz,éo,ffo)} =E {E {TOZQD(TOZ, 01Z,Z0, X0)|Z,

[1]¢

~

= E{E {Tg(pll(ﬂ)za 017,Z0, Xo)|Z,

(112

= T(?E {(pll(TOZ, 0'12, Eo, Xo)

——

The second equality holds since Z is independent of A , io and )Z'o. Note that

¢ = lim,_,o(h!,h'),. Using part (b) and the fact that ¢} is partially Lipschitz we get
limy, (i} (hY, 2, €0, 20))n = E {4,0’1 (102, 017, =0, )Z'o)}. The assertion about

limy, ooyt (R, yt, €0, o)) follows similarly. Finally, since ¢ = 0 and q° = q{, the assertion
(g) follows from

1
. 0,0\ _ +42
plgrgo<q,q>n—cz90<oo.

Inductive Step. Let us assume that the assertions (a)-(g) for b*, A**! and y**! for 0 < s <
t — 1. We shall show that the assertions hold for s = t. The assertions for b’ follows exactly
using the same arguments used to prove By, (a)-(g) of [9].

Next, we consider the assertion (g) for h**! and y**!. Applying the induction hypothesis to
the partially pseudo-Lipschitz function ¢y(h], v, €04, z0,i) = fr(R], Yl €0,i, x0:) and
fo(h$, yf, €06, w0,i) (by Lemmal[7.1(1)) such that for 1 <, s <, we have almost surely

nli_I)IOlO<qT, qs>n =K {fT(TT—1ZT—17 O-TZT7 ED; -)N(O)fs(Ts—IZs—lu 08287 éOa XO)} .

Further

totN b N
41,4 )n=4a"a"m - m -

(¢)' Qi [QI Qt}‘l Qld

Using induction hypotheses part (g), we have limy, ,{q" ,q" )n > p, for all r < t—1. Now using
Lemma 9 of [9], for large enough n the smallest eigenvalue of matrix Q/ Q;/n is larger than
positive constant ¢’ independent of n. By Lemma 10 of [9], Q/ Q:/n converges to an invertible
limit. Hence, we have

lim (', @' Dn = E{[fi(r-1Z1-1, 0121, B, X))} = uTC 7w
n—0oo
with u € R and C € R? x R? such that 1 < r,s < t:

Up = E {fT(TT—].ZT—].) 0-1”21”7 é07 )N(O)ft(Tt—].Zt—la O-tZta éO, XO)} )

and
Cr,s =K {fr (Trflzrfla or Ly, o, XO)fs(TstZsfla 0s4s, Eo, XO)} .
If we show Yar[Tr_1ZT_1~|T0Z0, NN ,TT_QZT_Q, 0121, ceey O'T_lzr_l] and Var[o‘rzr‘T()Z(), cee

Tr—9Zyp—2,0121,...,00—1Zr—1] are strictly positive for 1 < r < ¢, then using Lemma the
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result follows. Using the induction hypotheses, part (b), and the techniques similar to the proof
of B (g) of [9], we have for all 1 <r,s < t:

n n

hYTH, [(H,) H.] " H h"
lim (W}, W) = lim (<h’“,hr>n—< ) [( ) ] . )

= Var[r,_1Z,—1|1020, ..., Tr—2Zr—2,0121, ..., 0p—1Zp_1].

Next, using part (¢) of the induction hypotheses, we have almost surely

(h")TH, [<HT>THT]‘1 o] hf)

n

nhj}(l)o<hj_7 J_>7l = nhj}olo <<h’ 7h >n -

n

_ —1 _
(m - HMT, [<Mr1>TMH] M m )

= lim [(m "~ t,m" ™, —
( - T ) :

p—0

= lim (m L,

Using part (g) of the induction hypotheses, we have limp_,oo<m’i_1,m’i_l>p > 3.1 > 0, and
hence the result follows.

The assertion (a) for h'*! follows using the techniques used to prove H;,1(a) of [9]. To prove
the same for y'*1, we consider F;; 1, defined in (E.2), we get

Frred = Qu(Q[ Q) 'Y, gl
Further, note that using QtT Y, = l_’,}TQt we get
-7'—1t+1,tq‘2\e = Yt(Q;—Qt)ilQE—Qﬁ
Combining these two equations we get
Frrid = Q(Q/ Q)Y ¢\ +Yi(Q/Q)'Q/ q].
Then using we get
¥ 6, £ QUQIQ) Yt + Y(Q]Q)TIQ] qf + PS,NPS,qt — dig' .

Now Y; = Y; + [0|Q¢—1] Dy, where V; = [y!|...|y'] and D, = diag(do,...,di—1). As Y, ¢} =
Y,"q!, so we need to show

Q:(Q/ Q)Y ¢\ +[01Qi-11D:(Q/ Q) 'Q/ ¢' — dig' = Q0(1),

or equivalently
[01Qi-1]1D:B" + Qu(Q{ Q)Y af — dig"" = Qo(1),

{—1

We need to show that the coefficients of ¢“~" converge to zero for £ = 1,...,t. Now the coefficient

of g~ is given by

t T —1 t—1
[Qt@?czt)wqﬂz—dl(—sz)“w—Z[(Qt@t) ] Whaa = Y Bla D — di( Bl
ok 5=0

n
k=1

)
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Denoting Q; Q;/n by G, we get

t
. . =1 _ 7 - t s\ Mot
7}1_1)%0 Coefficient of g nh_r)rgc { Z Nerlyt g 2 BLG*Hn — do(—Bh) } .
Using parts (¢) and (d) of the induction hypotheses, for k = 1,...,t, we get

t t—1
lim Coefficient of ¢/~ **" lim {;1<G‘1)e,k<yk,dt:ct - ;Bidsys n — de(—PB} )HM}

t t—1
= lim {E(G_l)é,k[Gk,tdt — Y BLGr,sds] — do(—B} )H“t}

k=1 s=0

t—1
= lim {dtﬂt=e— Z Bldslo—s — do(—B )Hm}

s=0

This implies
d — ~—
Y g, = 2 Blyt! + Nq' — Po,Nq\ + Qio(1).
Using the fact that
~ 1
N = (Ny +DNy),
where all entries of IN; are distributed as N(0,1/n). Hence
~ . 1 1L S i~
Pg,Nq' = Z<Qz7N1 aOnGi | + 5 | 2@ Niand: |
i=1 i=1
where @; are columns of Qt. Using Lemma (b) along with arguments similar to the proof of
Hit1(a) of [9] and (¢!, g’ )n < 0, we get
PQthi = éto(l)'

Hence we have the result.

Using the induction hypotheses and the proof of H;1(d) of [9], one can prove the assertion (d)
for both h!*! and y'*!.

The assertion (e) for h'*! follows using the proof of H;.1(e) of [9]. To show the same for y'*+!
we condition on G414, and using the assertion (a) we get

n n t—1 n
Z t+1)2 CZ <Z Bt r+1> 22 ( PQtNT Z) %

i=1 i=1 \r=0

t—1

Z ([qr]z)z

r=01i=1

3\*—‘

Now using the techniques described in B; (e) of [9], we can show
2
C n t—1
O3 (Sp) <
i=1 \r=0
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and

s|lQ

T

ngb
=

~z
Il
=}
N
Il
fu

Finally

(57a1) )+ 0 (€3 (1ra N a1

Using Lemma (d) with ¢ (x) = (|z|*)/n and (g%, ¢} >n < {q', q")n < o0, we show that the
first term is finite. We show that the second term is finite using Lemma (b). Hence, we have

n
Z t+1

To show part (b) for h**! and y'*! we use part (a) to get

3Q
I

gi ([PétﬁTqi]i)Q <0 (

=1

1 t+1 1 t+1
¢h(h‘i7"'7h‘i+ 7yi7"'7yi+ 7£O,i7x0,i)|gt+lt

t—1

d

:¢h<h},..., it [Zcxh”l%—LTmL—thHo( )] T
1=0 %

[Z Biy' + Nt + étoa)] €0, 70,1)
i
Firstly, using Lemma (d) with r =2t + 1 and m = 2, we get

t—1

1< A ~ ~
E Z ¢h (hzla RN hz: [Z O‘fh’l—i_l + LTmﬁ_ + Qt+10(1)] ayil? R yfa
=1 =0 i
t—1 ) N N
[Z Blytl + Ng¢'| + Qto(l)] 7£O,i7$0,i>
=0 i

n t—1
Z b [ otk + LTml + Qt+10(1)] Ui U
i 0

3\*—‘

%

" Jdil 5
[Z Biy™™ + \/% + Qto(l)] >§0,z’,950,i>

%
a.s.
— 0,

where z ~ Ny, (0, I,) is independent of everything else. Now using the techniques used in B; (b)
of [0] we can remove the terms Q;o(1) and Qy410(1). So it is enough to consider

t t
_ Rl pitl L T T |m | yl toyitl o HQJ_” o )
¢h< i ) zv [Z(X‘L + \/ﬁ Yi» ZB \/ﬁ iafO,axO,

%

It is easy to verify the conditions of Theorem 3 of [9] conditionally on G;41+ and hence we get
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iid .
for z1,22 ~ N,(0,1I,), given G114

1 n t—1 ) N
-3 {m (h%, o bl [2 b+ LTml,

i=1 1=0

1 t, i+l HQLH
73&'7"'71%7[2[3 +z ag(),ivw(],i

Imi | byt quH
_Ez,z ¢h h17 O(hH_l"i'z >‘7"'aya B " ’
[ Z Zo vt Z T,

£0,i» xo,z)] } £50.

|m | latl

It follows that we also have this marginally. Let &; = lim,, . o and p; = lim,, o NG Then

by partially pseudo-Lipschitz property of ¢y
BN i I
Bl efmee

t—1
P [2 By + ] s)]
=0 i
t—1 ' t—1
- Ezl,zg [(bh <h%7 ceey h§7 [Z ocgh’l+1 +z16t] y@ PR y’u [Z Bty2+1 +z29t] y

=0 1=0 i

5027@)1)]} 220.
¢h(h%7"'7h§7yz'l7'"7y§7§0,7§7x0,i)

t—1
Z1 22 {¢h ( R hﬁ? [Z (Xthl + 6tz1] 7yi17 RN yza [Z Bt B +pt22] 7€O,i7x0,i> } .
7 %

=0

Now consider the partially pseudo-Lipschitz function

That it is partially pseudo-Lipschitz follows by Lemma (2) By the induction hypothesis part
(b), we get

: 1 ¢ 1 1
nh_r)rolonZ:l(z)h(hiv"'7h§7yi7"'7yfaé.0,iaw0,i)

t—1
= E{(bh (T(]Zo, ... ,Tt,th,l, Z chTZ‘ZZ‘ + 6tZ, 0'121, ey O’tZt,
=0

t—1
Z BgaiJrlZiJrl + ptZ7EO>X0> }7

=0

As both . Z; = Zf;é ocﬁnZi + 6;Z and JtHZH = Zf;é Bfoiﬂzﬂ + ptz are centered Gaus-
sians, it is enough to show their variances are 77 and o7, ; respectively. Proceeding as in B; (b)
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of [9]

t—1 2
t_ a.s. q. t+1 pt+1
E{Z} ocmzzmtz} = lim (R R,

" lim (m', m'),

n—0o0
“E {gt(ﬁtét’ Qo, ‘70)2}
=72

Similarly we have

t—1 2
E {2 Bioit1Ziv1 + ptZ} “lim (Yt Y,
iz0 n—0o0

a.s. 7}3%0<qt, qn

“E {ft(Tt—lzt—la 0tZt; Zo, X0)2}
2

= O't+1.

Last but not least, using induction hypotheses, and the fact that Z and Z in the definition of
Z; and Z; are independent of everything else, we obtain that (Zp,...,Z;), (21, e Zt+1) and
(éo, )N(O) are mutually independent. This completes the proof of part (b).

Finally, the assertion (d) for h**1 and y**! follows using the arguments similar to the base case.

E.4 Proof of Theorem [7.2]

Let us define the following AMP which is easier to analyze. We shall show that the iterates of
this AMP is asymptotically close to the iterates of the original AMP given by and
with generic {fi, g; : t = 0} satisfying the condition of Theorem Let us define u® = g° = 0.
Then for t € N U {0}, we define

~ R - ~ - ~t
ot = L flayzt +at, wa + & x0(e)) — Prgr1(Bio1v* + 3 vg(e))), (E.3)

\/P

RT N - N -
7pgt(5ﬂl* + Ut,UO(e)) — G fi(apz™ + Utaﬂtw* + 33t,330(5))7

7

- Z N N ~ ot oh
= = fllagaxt + At wat + @ 20(e)) — difio1(uox® + AT ot + 3 20 (e)),

vn

,&t-&-l _

where

N 1& 9 ~t

= L 3 Gt 3t (),
p= ov
c & of

L t % |~ * oot

b= n; %(at—lxi + U, i + T 20,i(€)),
1 & of

~ t ~ ~

d, = - Z a—(at_le + g, e + T, wo4(2))-

-1 %Y
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Let us observe that f(u,v,z,y) = fi(p—12+u, gz +v,y) and g(u z,y) = gr—1(B— 1x+u,y) are
partially Lipschitz functions for all ¢. The iterates defined in is of the form . Hence
using Theorem |7.1| for any partially pseudo-Lipschitz functions (;S and w, we get

nILH}X) ﬁ Z ¢ Ujs Nm Z;,To 7,( )) S E {&E(Tt—lzl)atzb XOvXO(E))} ) (E4)
and
fim Z¢ o F,v0,i(2)) 2 B (9125, Vo, Vo(2)) | (E.5)

Define $(m,y, z,w) = p(oy—12 +, ez + y, z,w) and @(ar,y,r) = Y(By +x,y,7). It is not hard
to observe that these functions are partially pseudo-Lipschitz. Then we obtain

1 s.
nll_lfgoﬁz¢ a1} + U, e + T, w0,4()) = B AS (-1Xo + 11-121, uXo + 0172, Xo(€))}
=1

and

lim — Zw Brof + 07, v0,i(2)) = E (¢ (BeVo + 9223, Vo(e))} -

P P !
Hence, it is enough to show that

n

.1 % | ~t % | ~t ) t ot a.s.
Jim, = 33 [blarmaa + o+ auil) - ot ah r0,(e)] 0
and
1& as
Jim 3 [(B] + 3 v04(2) — (0 v0,4(2)] 0.
=1

We shall prove the last two displays by induction on the following hypotheses:
L. limy, o %Z?:l [(Z)(Oét lx + u Mtﬂj‘ + x .%'0’2‘(5)) ¢(Ufa l,.%'(] l( ))] = 0,

2. timyso 3 3y [W(Bf + T, v0a(€)) = ¥ (0], v0a(e))] 0,

lAf]? a.s.
=0

3. lim,, 0

AL|? a.s.
AL as

4. lim,_ e

|AL)? as.

D 0,

5. limy 0

[oi—1z* +at |2
n

6. lim,_, o < 0 a.s.,

: ¥ +&t|?
7. limy, o M < o0 a.s.,

|Brv* +3°|2

8. limp 0 < o0 a.s.,

where Al = z' — yx* — &', AL = u' — ay_1x* — 4, and A} = o' — fo* — D"
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Step 1: The t = 0 case Using a1 = po = 0 and u® = %% = y° = §° = 0, hypotheses

(1),(3),(4),(6) and (7) follows. Now note that

0 B s, T R
=, /— 0,0 — f0(0,0
v npv (CC ) fO( ) ,CCO(€)) + \/ﬁfg( 9 7‘7"0(6))7
and R
’l~10 = ﬁfo(o,o,wo(é)).
We have for i € [p]
Zj
= Hfo(ovo,wo(f))H%,
where z1,..., 2, are i.i.d N(0,1) and z = (21, ..., zp)T. Then we get
ot + P _ a7 OO L g Lo0.0.20( D ooy,
P P P \/P

By SLLN, we get that all the terms are finite. Hence Hypothesis (8) follows. We further note

that
li H ”2 ( *) f( 09" (E)) 2 H *”2
1m A u Zr /3 .
o 3 n 0 »Y 5,0 0

Using SLLN, definition of 5y and p/n — 1/c, we get Hypothesis (5). Again note that

[©°] T zo(en| 121 12111000, 0, 2o(e))]
\/ﬁ\‘ %) $o(0,0, (6))\f+\f N :

Then using SLLN we get lim,_ [v°[/\/p < c© almost surely. Now using the partially pseudo-
Lipschitz property of ¥, we get

D=

p
D [ (Bovs; + 00, v0,(e)) = (v, v0i(e))] |

=1

(1 o0t B 1 Il o
VP VP WP ) P
by SLLN, definition of 5y and p/n — 1/c. This shows Hypothesis (2).

Let the hypotheses hold for ¢ = 0,...,t — 1. Now we show the hypotheses for ¢ = t to
complete the induction.

nﬁp@*Ffo(uO, 20, 20(c)) — Bo| “3 0,

Step 2: Hypothesis (6), (7) and (8) First consider Hypotheis (6) for £ = ¢. If we consider
the partially pseudo-Lipschitz function qS(x Y, 2, W) = (at 1z + )2, then using ) this Hy-
pothesis follows. Sumlarly using gb(x y,z,w) = (pez +7)?, Hypothesis (7) follows. Flnally using

Oz, y,7) = (Bry + x)2 and (E.5), Hypothesis (8) follows.
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Step 3: Hypothesis (3) Consider Hypothesis (3) for £ = t. It can be observed that
Al
= (VM@ fia (@ o)) — )
+ Jt—lft—2(at—31';k + 6272, Mt—ﬂ}k + %272, 930,1‘(5))
1 _ _ ~f ~f
+ %<Zi,*, S a wo(e) — fror(ap—ox® + B @t + B 2o(e))n
—dy—1 froo (W72, 272 2 ().
Thus using the Jensen’s inequality, we have for constant L1 > 0
1
- At 2
RIS
2
< Li (VA@* fia (w2 @o(e))n — o)
~ 1 & o o
+ Lilds1 — dia[P= Y fRa(asef + W77 powf + 3% 0,(2))
nia
Ly 1 i e
+ ﬁ\lzllfpllfm(ut Latao(e)) = fior(apo® + @ paat + & ao(e))?

2 ”2

Ly _ _ e ~r
+ ;|dt—1|2Hft—2(ut 2272 wo(e)) — froalau_sx™ + U2, oz + 32 20(c))

Using the partially pseudo-Lipschitz function g’b\(m, y,z,w) = zfi—1(oq—12 + x, ez + y,w) (by
Lemma [7.1](1)), definition of s and Hypothesis (1) for £ = ¢ — 1 we have

\/X<$*, ft—l(util) ',L'til) ',1:0(5))>7’L — Mt (E). 0. (E6)
From [3], we have

1

lim sup —\|Z||§p <o as.
n—o N

Using the partially Lipschitz property of f;—1, we have

| fo-a ('™t & a0 (e)) = fror(au—oa® + @, paz® + &1 20(e))|? < La(JATHP + A5,

By induction hypothesis (3) and (4) for £ =t — 1 we get

1 _ _ ~f ~f
ﬁ”ft—l(ut l,l't 1,$0(€)) — fi—1(ap—ox™ + at I,Mt—lfn* + 3 1,1'0(5))H2

<L A2 N A5 as
= n n '

This implies

a.s.

1 1 e e ot
SIZI% 1 fia (w2 @o(e)) = fior(owo@® + @7 @ + 3 @) =5 0. (B7)

Since 1Z(Jc, y,7) = f2o(z,y,r) is partially pseudo-Lipschitz ( by Lemma|7.1{(1)), using (E.4)), we
have almost surely

2

. 1 = 2 ~t—2 ~t—
lim sup ” Z JEolonsaf + 2, oz + T, 20,i(e)) < 0.

n—0o0 i=1
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As ft(z)l(x, Y, 1) = aft L(x,y,r) is partially Lipschitz, we have using Hypothesis (1)

~ 1 & o 9 3 a
iy =l = | DA w7 pera? + 37 20,() — SR w0u(e)]
= "
This implies
|diy — dya [P~ 2 fEalou—gaf + 7%, o} + 777, 20,4(2)) ©5 0. (E.8)

z 1

Again, using similar arguments, we can show that
|di—1)* <0 as.

Again using the induction hypothesis (3) and (4) for £ =t — 2 we get

1 _ _ ~ ~f
ﬁ|\ft—2(ut 2272 o) — fioo(oy_sx® + a2 py_ox® + &% o (c)) |

oy (B0 18R o

n n

Thus, we have the following.
1 _ _ ~t_ ~te
1P a2, 202, 0(6) — fra(on s + 7% pyaa” + E L ao(@)F 0. (E9)

Using (E), (E), (ES). and (E9) we have
o 1AL

n—o 7

0.

Step 4: Hypothesis (4) Next we try to prove Hypothesis (4) for £ = t. We observe that

A = ((Won/mw*, g (@' w0(@)p — a1 @

+ C—1 fr—1(—ozy +?7§_1>Mt7195f +i§_1>$0,i(5))
+ (L, gi—1(v" 1 v0(€)) — gr—1(Bim1v* + 871 vg(e)))
1

—c—1fi-1(y; i 1@27 , 20, (€))-
If L =V /y/n, then by the Jensen’s inequality, we have for constant Lo > 0

At 2 D 3 2

”;' < Lo < 'uf@*,gtfl(vt tvo(e)))p — at1>

+ Lo|¢i—1 — ct—1] *th oozl + 0 paaf + 3 @o,4(€))
=1

L ~t—
i A (VV g1 (071, 00(0)) = g1 (Beav™ + 87 wo(0)) |2

t—1

Lo _ ~r ~t
+ ;|Ct—l|2”ft—1(u ,iBt 1,530(5)) — fio1(g—1z™ + a' laMt—laf* + 3 1,930(5))\\2'
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Using the partially pseudo- Lipschitz function 12(3: Y, 1) = ygi—1(Bt—1y+z,7)( by Lemma (1))
definition of a1 and Hypothesis (2) for £ =t — 1, we have

\/ B2 (o*, g1 (071 00(2)))p — a1 250 (E.10)
Since p/n — 1/¢, using Corollary 5.35 of [35], we have

: Auax(VVT)
limsup ————= < © a.s.
n—00 n

Using the partially Lipschitz property of g;—1, we have

lgi—1 (0", v0(€)) = g1 (Bi—1v™ + 87, wo(e))? < Lo A5
By induction hypothesis (5) for £ =t — 1, we get

1 t—1 o | ~t—1 2 1AL g,
];Hgt—l('v ,00(€)) — gr—1(Br—1v™ + 0", vo(e))|” < Lo - - 0.

This implies

Amax (VVT)

lim sup lge—1 (0" v0(e)) — ge1(Bi1v™ + 871, wo(e))* 0. (E.11)

n—0o0

Since 12(3;, y,7) = f2,(z,y,r) is partially pseudo-Lipschitz (by Lemma (1)), using (E.4), we
have almost surely

lim sup — th Vo oaf + 7Y ozl + 2 m0,(e)) < o0

n—0oo ’L 1
As g, (z,y) = agt L(x,y) is partially Lipschitz, we have using Hypothesis (2) for £ =¢ — 1
~ 1, # | ~t—1 / t—1 a.s
[C—1 — c1| = ’ Dl (Bervf + 07 woi(e) — giy (v v0i())]| 5 0.
i=1
This implies
|C—1 — 1] —th 1 (ag—ozf +u LT —i—fffl,xo,i(e)) 30. (E.12)

=1

Using similar arguments, we can show
| 2
ci—1]° <0 as.

Using the induction hypotheses (3) and (4) for £ =t — 1 we get

1 _ _ ~t ~
HHft—l(ut Lat™lxg(e)) — fist(apox® + @' 2™ + 371 20(e))

<oy (B0 Y oy

n n

Thus we have
1 _ _ ~f ~f
et P froa(u=2, @2, @0 (2)) — fioalar-s@® + 62 pysm® + B2 m(2)|2 5 0. (E3)
n

Using (E.10), (E.11)), (E.12), and (E.13)), we have
AL as.

n—)OO n

0.

63



Step 5: Hypothesis (1) Now observe that using the partially pseudo-Lipschitz property of
¢, we have for a constant C7; > 0

(1] + Uf, puxy + T, w0,i(€)) — d(uf, 2}, w0,i(e))]
< CL|AL] + AL N (L A+ uf] + |2f] + [w—raf + U]+ [peaf + Ti| + [w0,i(e)]) (E.14)
<201 (JAL |+ |AL N+ [AL] + [AL ] + [w—rxf + T + e + TF| + |o,4(e)])-

Using (E.14) and the Cauchy Schwarz inequality, we get

*Z‘(ﬁ at 1]" +U“Nt$ +x27x0’t( )) ¢(u§7 ;‘/7‘%02( ))|
=1

2L &
<;Z{!Aﬁ,i!+lAi,ilz+lA llaciz) + T + |AL]|AS ]
+ AT e + 3]+ AL lwoi(e)] + |AL,] + |AS,[?
+]AY [l +ut|+|A AlIAS [+ S ! + Ti| + AL w0 (e) [}
—{WIIA |+ AL + A ag—rz* + T + 2] AL AL

+ AT lpea® + &+ [Afllwo(e) | + vl A + [AS]>
+ | A5 1™ + A + | AL o™ + &1 + [ A |2o(e) [}

Thus, using Hypotheses (3) and (4) for £ = ¢, we have

LS 6ot + T + 3 a04(6)) = pluds ot a0, (6))| 2 0.
=1

Step 6: Hypothesis (5) Now we try to prove Hypothesis (5) for £ = t. We first observe that

Ag,i = ((\/ np/p){x*, ft(ut, wt, xo(€))on — Bt) Uf + 15t9t71(5t7111£k + 5?71, 00,1(8))
+<Li,*7 ft(u’t7 wta .’BO(E)) - ft(at—lw* +ﬁt717 ,U,tIL'* +£‘ta "I"O(E))>_ptgt—1(vf_l7 ’UOJ(E)).

By Jensen’s inequality, there exists a constant L3 > 0 such that

HISTEE L3<\T<w,ftuwwo<>> ><;Zo )

Amax (VTV) ¢
2

Hft(ut,w ,xo(e)) — ft(at—lx;'k + ﬂtautﬂﬁf + ‘%ta‘fo(@))HQ

+ L3
L3 _ e
+ W e ge—1(v" ™ vo(e)) — gio1(Bim1v™ + B vo(e))|?

~ 1« _
+L3\pt—pt|2529§_1(5t7102< + 07 v0,i(€)).
i=1

64



Using the partially pseudo-Lipschitz function gg(x,y,z,w) = zfi(ap—12 + x, ez + y,w) (by
Lemma [7.1)2)), definition of 3; and Hypothesis (1) for £ = ¢ — 1 we have

n a.s.
SR Sl wo(e)n — B 5 0. (E.15)
Since p/n — 1/c, using Corollary 5.35 of [35], we have
. All]aX(VTV)
limsup ————= < © a.s.

n—0

Using the partially Lipschitz property of f;, we have
| fe(u', &', @o(e)) — frlowre™ + @', ™ + &', 20(e))|* < L (JAL* + [ A5)7)

By induction hypotheses (3) and (4) for ¢ =t we get

1 - w ~t At 9 IATI* [AYPY as.
ﬁHft(u yx,xo(e)) — filap—rx™ +a', ™ + T, xo(e))|” < Ls o + — ) 0.
This implies
A ( VTV - o
hmsup (pQ) “ft(utv :Btv :BO(E)) - ft(at—lw* + ’U,t7/,l,t113* + wt7w0(€>)H2 = 0. (E16)
n—0o0

Since, J(w,y,r) = g2 {(Bt—1y + x,7) is partially pseudo-Lipschitz (by Lemma [7.1{(1)), using
(E.4), we have almost surely

_ 1< _
lim sup — Z g?—l(ﬁt—lvf + 175 I,Uo,i(f)) < 0.
=0 Py

As ft(l)(x, Yy, 1) = %(w, y,r) is partially Lipschitz, we have using Hypothesis (1) for ¢ = ¢

L (emra? + 0, e + 3, 204(0)) = fi (ub 2l 0(e)] S5 0. (B17)
1

|I7t - Pt| =

n

S|

1
This implies
N 1¢ g .
P — PtIQ}; D g1 (Be-10f + 3 vo(e)) 0. (E.18)
i=1

Using arguments similar to (E.17)), we can show that

limsup |p¢|> < ©  a.s.
n—o0

Then, using the induction hypothesis (5) for £ =t — 1, we get

1 t—1 £, -1 2 A as.
EHgt—l(v ,00(€)) = ge—1(Be—10™ + 0, w(e))[* < L —, 0
Thus, we have the following.
1 _ ~t 5.
!Pt!QEHgt—l(’vt Loo(e)) = gi-1(Be-10® + 31 wo(e)) P “3 0. (E.19)

Using (E.15), (E.16), (E.18), and (E.19) we have

At 2
lim 12317 e
n—0o0 n
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Step 7: Hypothesis (2) Again using the partially pseudo-Lipschitz property of ¢ and the
Cauchy—Schwarz inequality we get

P
; S (81F + 0, v0,4(2)) — (0t v0,4(2))|
=1

*{\fHA |+ 1252 + [A51* + |As[ o™ + 3| + [Adlwo(e)].

Using Hypothesis (5) for £ =t gives us

p
]17 Z ‘w(ﬁtvf + 17?,?)012‘(6)) — w(vf’ UO,Z’<5))| 3.
i=1

E.5 Lemmas Used to Prove Results in Section [Tl

Variants of the following lemmas have previously appeared in [§]. We include their statement
and proof here mainly for the manuscript to be self-contained.

Lemma E.2. Consider a sequence of matrices A ~ GOE(n) and two sequences of vectors
u,v € R" such that |u| = ||v| = 4/n.

(a) (v, Au), “3 0,

(b) Let P € R™™ be a sequence of projection matrices such that there exists a constant t that
satisfies for all n, rank(P) <t. Then 1| PAu|} %>

(c) 3 Aul3 =

(d) There exists a sequence of random wvectors z ~ N(0,1I,) such that for any sequence of
functions @, : (R™)" x R" x (R")™ — R, n > 1 satisfying

‘son(hlv"wh?“uma&lw"7£m)_Son(h’lv'” h”r‘ay Sla"’?ém”
o il HmH Iyl <~ 1€ ==yl
<5005 Sl

€]

: [ Rl : (3]
lim sup < lim sup < 0.

where for all i € [r] and j € [m],

Then we have
SOn(hl’ ' 7hr7Au7£17" ° 7£m) - Spn(h:l?' "7h7’7z7€17- . ,ém) G_S) 0

Proof. First note that for any fixed k > 0, if we have a sequence of random variables X,, defined
on the same probability space such that X,, ~ N(0,k/n). Then we have the following inequality

1 vn
P <|Xn| > 711/4) < 2exp <2k> )

e}
As > exp (—%) < o0, using the Borel Cantelli Lemma we have
n=1

[Xa] =0.
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(a) Recall that A = G + G where G, ; are i.i.d N(0,1/(2n)) random variables, thus
1 1 1
—(v, Auy = — — Tu).
n<'v, u)y n<’u,Gu> + n<’u,G u)

The random variable %@, Gu) is a centered Gaussian random variable with variance 1/2n.
Thus %<’v, Gu) 23 0. Similarly we can show %<v, GTu> as .

(b) Suppose v, ..., vk, an orthogonal basis of the image P, such that ||v;| = /n. As k is
bounded by ¢, by part (a)

%HPAUH% _ izk: <<v,Au>>2 _ Zk: <2<U,Au>>2 @50,

S\ vl =

(c) By (d), we have a sequence of random vectors z ~ N(0, I,)

1 1
Z1Au|2 - =|z]12 %5 0.
| Aul3 - —|2I3

As 1]z[3 %3 1, we can show part (c).

(d) We shall show this for 7 = 1 and m = 1, the case for higher r and m follows. It is easy to
check that Aw is a centered Gaussian vector with covariance matrix 3 = I, + %uuT. Thus
there exists a Gaussian vector z ~ N (0, I,) such that Au = X2z = z 4+ (v/2— Divu'z.
By the property of ¢, we have

[hl , JAu]| =] [Au - =]
w(h, Au, €) — on(h, z,6)| < L (1 + 12 Izl 12w = 2]
onlh, Au.€) — gz ] < o (14 4 1200 B L -
The law of large numbers imply, ||z]2/y/n %> 1, and we have |Au|/v/n < |ZY2].] 2] /v/n
< V2| z||/v/n “3 V2. Further
|Au—z| _[(Z'2-IL)z] 1
N Vn - n3/2

The last assertion follows as % lu' z| is a centered Gaussian with variance 1/n.

(V2 - DwuTz] = (V2 1) uT 2| %5 0.

O
Lemma E.3. Let (Z1,...,7;), (21, ce Z) be sequences Gaussian random variables, where the
two sequences are independent. Let c1,...,¢; and ¢1,...,¢ be strictly positive constants such

that for allt=1,...,t:

~

Var(Zi|Zy, ..o Zic1y Zay ooy Zica) > i

and N N N
Var(Zl-|Z1, ceey Zz;l, Zl, cey Zifl) > G;.

Further assume E {Zg} < K foralli and E {ZQ} < L. LetY be a random variable in the same
probability space.
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Finally let £ : R® — R be a Lipschitz function, with (z,y) ~ £(z,y,Y) non-constant with
positive probability (with respect to'Y ). Then there exists a positive constant ¢, such that

E {[E(Zt, Z, Y)Q]} —WTC > ¢,

where v € R is given by u; = E{E(Zt,z,Y)K(Zi,Z,Y)}, and C € RI=! x R satisfies
Ci; =E {e(zi,z,y)azj, Zj,Y)} forall1 <i,j<t—1.

Proof. Let us denote by @ the covariance of the Gaussian vectors Z1,...,Z;, and @’ the co-
variance of the Gaussian vectors Zl, cee Zt. The set of matrices @, Q' satisfying the constraints
with constants c1,..., ¢, K is compact. So if the thesis does not hold then there must exist a
covariance matrix

E {[e(zt, Z, Y)]Q} —u O = 0. (E.20)

Let S € R™! be the matrix with the entries S;; = E {e(zi, Z,Y)f(zj,ij,y)}. Then (E.20)
implies that S is not invertible by the Schur Complement Formula. Therefore, there exist
non-vanishing constants aq, ..., ay such that

b2, 20,Y) + o al(Ze, 2, Y) 0

The function (z1,...,2¢) — a1l(z1,21,Y) + ... + al(z, 2, Y) is Lipschitz and non-constant.
Hence there is a set A = R! of positive Lebesgue Measure such that it is non-vanishing on
A. Therefore, A must have zero measure under the law of (Z1,...,7Z;) and (Zl, e Zt), ie.,
Awin (@) = 0 and A, (Q") = 0. This implies there exists af,...,a} and b),... b} such that

a.s

a\Zy+ ...+ a%Zt =0, and b'lzl + ...+ bQZQ .

If t, = max{i e {1,...,t} : a; # 0} and s, = max{i € {1,...,t} : b) # 0}, this implies

tx—1 tye—1
Zy, = Z (—a;/a;*)Zi, and 7, = Z (—b;/b;*)Zi.
i=1 i=1
This violates the assumption of the hypothesis. ]

Lemma E.4. The vectors

- [MtTMt]_l M m!
- P p

i

and

Y

n

T0.17 Y OT gt
B, =(BL,....Bl ) = [Qtht} Q/q

have finite limits as p,n — 0.

Proof. Applying Lemma 9 of [8] and B:(g), H:(g), Xi:(g) we can obtain that for large n the
smallest eigenvalues of (M, M;)/n, (Q/ Q;)/n are all strictly positive. By Lemma 10 of [8] this
implies they converge to invertible limits. Then using H:(c), Xi(c) and Bi—1(c) we have the
result. O
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