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UNIVERSALITY OF APPROXIMATE MESSAGE PASSING ALGORITHMS AND
TENSOR NETWORKS

TIANHAO WANG, XINYI ZHONG, AND ZHOU FAN

ABSTRACT. Approximate Message Passing (AMP) algorithms provide a valuable tool for studying mean-
field approximations and dynamics in a variety of applications. Although these algorithms are often first
derived for matrices having independent Gaussian entries or satisfying rotational invariance in law, their
state evolution characterizations are expected to hold over larger universality classes of random matrix
ensembles.

We develop several new results on AMP universality. For AMP algorithms tailored to independent
Gaussian entries, we show that their state evolutions hold over broadly defined generalized Wigner and
white noise ensembles, including matrices with heavy-tailed entries and heterogeneous entrywise variances
that may arise in data applications. For AMP algorithms tailored to rotational invariance in law, we show
that their state evolutions hold over delocalized sign-and-permutation-invariant matrix ensembles that have
a limit distribution over the diagonal, including sensing matrices composed of subsampled Hadamard or
Fourier transforms and diagonal operators.

We establish these results via a simplified moment-method proof, reducing AMP universality to the
study of products of random matrices and diagonal tensors along a tensor network. As a by-product of our
analyses, we show that the aforementioned matrix ensembles satisfy a notion of asymptotic freeness with
respect to such tensor networks, which parallels usual definitions of freeness for traces of matrix products.

1. INTRODUCTION

Approximate Message Passing (AMP) algorithms are a general family of iterative algorithms, driven
by a random matrix W, whose iterates admit a simple distributional characterization in the asymptotic
limit of increasing dimensions. Their origins may be traced separately in the engineering, statistics, and
probability literatures [Kab03, DMMO09, Bol14], where these algorithms have since provided an important
tool for studying mean-field phenomena in many probabilistic models. Without seeking to be exhaustive,
we mention here their applications to analyses of spin glass and perceptron models [Boll8, DS19, FW21,
BNSX21, FLS22], recovery thresholds and asymptotic phenomena in high-dimensional statistical models
[DMMO09, Ranll, RF12, DJM13, DM16, BDM*16, BKRS19, SCC19, MV21b, MV21a, ZWF21, LW21], and
mean-field dynamics of other first-order optimization algorithms including discrete-time and continuous-time
gradient descent [CMW20, CCM21]. We refer readers to [FVRS22] for a recent review.

Asymptotic distributional characterizations of the AMP iterates, known as their state evolutions, are often
first proved for orthogonally invariant matrices W using an inductive conditioning technique. For W with
i.i.d. Gaussian entries, this method was developed in [Boll14, BM11] and has been extended to analyze AMP
algorithms of increasing generality in [Ran11, JM13, BMN20, MV21b, GB21]. For W satisfying rotational
invariance in law, a similar technique has been applied to analyze various AMP algorithms in [RSF19, SRF16,
MP17, Tak17, Tak20, Tak21, LHK21, Fan22], with a parallel line of work [CWF14, OCW16, CO19, CO20]
deriving related algorithms using non-rigorous methods of dynamic functional theory.

It is expected—and in some settings known—that the state evolution characterizations of AMP algo-
rithms should extend beyond orthogonally invariant matrices, to describe also the limit distributions of
iterates when applied to broader universality classes of random matrix ensembles. For example, it was
shown in [BLM15] that AMP algorithms designed for i.i.d. Gaussian matrices and having polynomial non-
linearities admit state evolutions that are universal across matrices with sub-Gaussian entries of common
variance. In [CL21], universality over a similar matrix class for AMP with Lipschitz non-linearities was
proven using a different Gaussian interpolation method, and extended to spectrally initialized algorithms for
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spiked matrix models. Moving beyond matrices with independent entries, in [DB20] it was shown that the
state evolution of a linear AMP algorithm for phase retrieval holds universally for sub-sampled Hadamard
matrices. Recently, results of [DLS22, DSL22]—fruit of parallel research efforts—showed universality for
AMP algorithms having divergence-free non-linearities over a broad model of semi-random matrices with
randomly signed rows/columns and delocalized entries. The latter work [DSL22] also applied these results
to establish universality classes of matrices for more general first-order iterative algorithms, including proxi-
mal gradient methods and general versions of AMP. We discuss the relation of these results to our work in
more detail at the conclusion of the following section.

1.1. Contributions. Our current work has the two-fold goal of extending the scope of some of these uni-
versality results of [BLM15, CL21, DLS22], and of presenting a more direct and elementary proof for AMP
universality. We summarize our contributions as follows:

(1) For AMP algorithms designed for i.i.d. Gaussian matrices, we show that their state evolutions hold
more broadly over generalized Wigner and white noise ensembles, with entries having potentially
heteroskedastic variances and higher moments growing rapidly with the dimension n. This includes
standardized adjacency matrices of sparse random graphs down to sparsity levels of (logn)/n, as well
as data matrices arising in contexts of count-valued and missing observations after applying practical
row and column normalization schemes. We discuss two motivating applications in Examples 2.24
and 2.25 of Section 2.4. In the random matrix theory literature, global spectral laws and spectral
CLTs for related ensembles were studied in [AZ06], and universality of local spectral statistics in
[EYY12a, EYY12D].

(2) For AMP algorithms designed for rotationally invariant matrix ensembles, we show that their state
evolutions hold over universality classes of “generalized invariant matrices” that satisfy only in-
variances of permutation and sign and whose generated algebra over the diagonal, in the sense of
[ACD™21], consists of matrices with delocalized entries and common normalized trace. Importantly,
this includes matrices composed of subsampled Hadamard or discrete Fourier transforms and diago-
nal operators, which admit fast matrix-vector multiplication for signal processing applications. We
discuss a specific application to universality of the compressed sensing phase transition for AMP
[DT09, BLM15] in Example 2.26 of Section 2.4. Related models of permutation-and-sign-invariant
matrices have been studied in the context of asymptotic liberation in [AF14].

(3) We introduce a simplified two-step proof of AMP universality, in the first step reducing universality
to the study of products of W with diagonal tensors along a tensor network, and in the second step
establishing universality of the values of these matrix-tensor products. The second step admits a
simple combinatorial analysis for all of the preceding matrix ensembles. Our argument for the first
step is general and holds irrespective of the specific matrix ensemble. We propose this two-step
proof framework in part to enable easier extensions of AMP universality to other random matrix
models (e.g. having sufficiently weak or short-range correlation across entries) as this need arises in
applications.

(4) For symmetric matrices W € R™*™, our definition of a tensor network is a natural generalization of
expressions of the form

1
Zu'WT,;WTy - T, Wv
n

for deterministic vectors u, v and diagonal matrices T4, ..., T to expressions involving higher-order
diagonal tensors. As a by-product of our analyses, we show for both the preceding classes of general-
ized Wigner and generalized invariant matrices W that they satisfy a notion of asymptotic freeness
with respect to such tensor networks, namely, that if all diagonal tensors have asymptotically van-
ishing normalized trace, then evaluations of expressions of this form are also 0 in the asymptotic
limit. This is parallel to notions of asymptotic freeness [VDN92], usually defined with respect to
normalized traces of matrix products, in settings of products with higher-order tensors. Our analysis
of tensor networks has also similarities to the analysis of graph observables in the theory of traffic
freeness developed in [Mal20].

Our proofs use a moment-method and polynomial approximation strategy, similar to [BLM15]. In heuristic
derivations of AMP algorithms from belief propagation for matrices in the Gaussian universality class, the
Onsager correction terms arise from the removal of single-step-backtracking messages. The arguments of
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[BLM15] showed a corresponding equivalence between such AMP algorithms and a tensorial unfolding of
AMP using non-backtracking paths. To our knowledge, the correction terms in the algorithms of [Fan22]
for rotationally-invariant ensembles do not have a similar combinatorial interpretation, motivating us to
analyze a simpler tensorial unfolding without non-backtracking structure. Our results for the Gaussian
universality class may be obtained via either approach; we take the opportunity to present unified proofs
for both the Gaussian and non-Gaussian universality classes using the same unfolding, and to simplify the
polynomial approximation arguments of [BLM15] using more recent state evolution results of [Fan22] for
AMP with non-Lipschitz functions. We remark that, as in the AMP universality analysis of [CL21] which
developed a different continuous interpolation argument, our method of proof applies also to more general
first-order iterative algorithms of the form studied in [CMW20] that are characterizable by an asymptotic
state evolution.

Our analyses for generalized invariant ensembles (Definitions 2.6 and 2.20) are complementary to those
of the recent works [DLS22, DSL22], which studied an important family of Vector-AMP style methods that
have divergence-free non-linearities [SRF16, MP17, Takl7, CO19]. As discussed in [DSL22], the univer-
sality classes for these algorithms are broader than that of the more general AMP algorithms we study
here, for example containing matrices with differing spectral distributions having common second moment.
[DLS22, DSL22] prove universality of these algorithms for semi-random sign-invariant matrices and i.i.d. side
information vectors, by developing a Hermite-polynomial unfolding of the AMP iterations and leveraging
the vanishing of certain terms in this unfolding due to the divergence-free form. The latter work [DSL22] ex-
tends this result to also derive certain Spectral and Strongly Semi-Random universality classes for first-order
algorithms that do not have this divergence-free structure. Our methods here establish universality over a
class of matrices that has similarities to, and is partially inspired by, these latter classes studied in [DSL22]
(c.f. Proposition 2.7(b)). We obtain these results via an alternative analysis of a simpler tensorial unfolding
in the standard monomial basis. As we discuss in Remark 2.15, our proofs also establish the existence and
universality of the limit empirical distribution of iterates for first-order methods applied to matrices beyond
the orthogonally invariant universality class, suggesting the possible development of new iterative algorithms
with characterizable state evolutions for such matrices.

1.2. Notation. We denote entries of x € R™ and W € R"*" as z[i] and Wi, j]. For vectors x1,...,x; € R"
and a random vector (Xq, ..., X), we write
4%
(X1, Xk) — (X1,...,Xg) asn — oo
for the Wasserstein-p convergence of the empirical distribution of rows of (x1,...,x%) € R™** to the joint
law of (X1,...,X). This means, for any continuous function f : R¥ — R satisfying
If(x1,...,25)| <CQA+ |[(21,...,21)|5) for a constant C' > 0, (1.1)

we have as n — o0

1 n

— ]y ) — E[f (X1, ..., Xk)| 1.2

n;f(xl[l], swkli]) = E[f (X1, ..., Xp)] (1.2)

We write
w
(Xl,...,Xk) — (Xl,...,Xk)

to mean that the above Wasserstein-p convergence holds for every order p > 1.

For a function f: R*¥ — R and vectors x1,...,X; € R", we denote by f(xi,...,X;) € R" the evaluation
of f(-) on each row of (x1,...,x;) € R"™*  We write (-) for the empirical average of the coordinates of
a vector, and introduce the shorthand xy.; = (x1,...,%x;) and X1 = (X1,...,Xg). Thus (1.2) may be
expressed as (f(x1.x)) = E[f (X1.£)]-

For vectors x,y € R", x © y € R™ is their entrywise product. diag(x) € R"*" or diag(x) € R"**"
denotes the diagonal matrix or tensor with x along the main diagonal, i.e. diag(x)[z, . .., ] = x[i] and diag(x)
has all other entries equal to 0. For x € R™"(m")  we write also diag(x) € R™*™ for the rectangular
diagonal matrix where each (i,4) entry is x[i]; we will indicate the dimensions if needed to disambiguate
these notations. |W/||p is the ¢o — £ operator norm of the matrix W. We denote [n] = {1,...,n}, and
reserve Roman letters i, j, . .. for indices in [n] and Greek letters a, 8, ... for indices in [m].
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2. MAIN RESULTS

2.1. Universality of AMP algorithms for symmetric matrices. Let W € R"*"™ be a symmetric
random matrix. Consider an initialization u; € R™ and auxiliary “side information” vectors fi,...,fi € R",
independent of W. In applications, such side information vectors may play the role of the external field in
spin glass models, the true signal vector in spiked matrix models, or the signal and residual error vectors in
regression models. We refer to [BM11, Ran11, RF12] for several examples. Let us, u3, ug, . .. be a sequence of
non-linear functions, where u; 1 : R“* — R. We study a general form for an AMP algorithm with separable
non-linearities that computes, for t =1,2,3,...

t
Zy = Wut — thsus (213,)

s=1

Ut_l,_l:Ut+1(Z1,...,Zt,fl,..-,fk) (21b)

where {bis}s<: are deterministic scalar “Onsager correction” coefficients. We will characterize the iterates
of this algorithm in the large system limit as n — oo, for fixed k& > 0.
We assume throughout the following conditions for (uy, fy,. .., fi).

Assumption 2.1. Almost surely as n — oo,

(u, fi,....8) 5 (UL, .. F) (2.2)

for a joint limit law (Uy, Fy, ..., Fx) having finite moments of all orders, where E[UZ] > 0. Furthermore,
multivariate polynomials are dense in the real L*-space of functions f : R¥1 — R with inner-product

(f, g) — E[f(Ul,Fl, .. .,Fk)g(Ul,Fl, .. ,Fk)]

Remark 2.2. The convergence (2.2) holds, for example, if rows of (uy, fi,...,f;) € R™*+D are ii.d. and
equal in law to (Uy, F1,. .., Fy). The density of polynomials holds if ||(U, F1,..., Fi)||2 has finite moment
generating function in a neighborhood of 0; see [Sch17, Section 14.1 and Corollary 14.24].

In an AMP algorithm, the coefficients {b;s} of (2.1) are defined so that the iterates {z;} are described by

a simple state evolution in the asymptotic limit as n — co. For W ~ GOE(n) (c.f. Definition 2.3), this may

be done as follows: Set 1 = E[U?] € R'*!. Inductively, having defined ¥, € R¥!, let Z1., ~ N(0,X;) be
independent of (U1, Fi.x), set Usy1 = ust1(Z1.s, F1.x) for each s =1,... ¢, and define

¥ = (E[U,U))EL, e REFDXEFD, (2.3)

r,s=

Let by = 0, and for each s < t, define the coefficient b;s as
bts = E[asut(zlztfla Fl:k)] (24)

where Ou; is the partial derivative of u;(-) in its s*" argument. We will call (2.3) and (2.4) the GOE
prescriptions for 3y and bys. Results of [BM11, JM13] (see also [Mon21, Proposition 2.1] for this form) then
imply that, for any Lipschitz functions wu(-), the iterates of (2.1) satisfy the state evolution, almost surely
as n — oo for any fixed t > 1,

(ul,fl,...,fk,zl,...,zt) E/} (Ul,Fl,...,Fk,Zl,...,Zt).

We note that a variant of this algorithm may instead use the empirical average bys = (9sut(21:4—1, f1:%)), for
which the same state evolution continues to hold (cf. Remark 2.9).

In [Fan22], building upon work of [OCW16], an extension of this result was proven for a larger class of
orthogonally invariant matrices and non-linear functions: We say that W is orthogonally invariant if it has
spectral decomposition W = ODOT where O ~ Haar(Q(n)) is Haar-distributed on the orthogonal group

and independent of D = diag(d). Suppose that d WDasn— 00, where D represents the limit spectral
law of W. Set 1 = Var[D] - E[U}] € R*!. Having defined ¥; € R**?, let Z;.; ~ N(0, ;) be independent
of (Uy, Fi.), let Ugsy1 = ust1(Z1:s, Fr) for each s = 1,...,¢, and define

Yir1 = X ({]E[UTUS]}].S’I‘,SSt-‘r17 {E[arus-l-l(zl:suFl:k)]}1§r§s§t> € REHD (D) (2.5)
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for a continuous function ;11 (-) whose form depends only on the law of D. For each s < t and a continuous
function b () whose form also depends only on the law of D, define

brs = bis ({EIU,U Y1 <ar <t ABgtr 11 (Ziirs Fra) hiosr<t)- (2.6)

We will call (2.5) and (2.6) the orthogonally invariant prescriptions for 3, and bys. We refer to [Fan22, Section
4] for their precise functional forms, which will not be important for our current work. When W ~ GOE(n)
and D has Wigner’s semicircle law on [—2, 2], these reduce to the previous GOE prescriptions of (2.3) and
(2.4). Tt was shown in [Fan22] that for weakly differentiable functions u:(-) whose derivatives have at most
polynomial growth, the iterates of (2.1) again satisfy the state evolution, almost surely as n — oo for any
fixed t > 1,

w
(ul,fl,. .. ,fk,Zl,.. .,Zt) — (Ul,Fl,.. .,Fk,Zl,. ..,Zt).
Our main results are universality statements that extend the state evolution characterizations of these
AMP algorithms to more general random matrix ensembles. Corresponding to W ~ GOE(n), we study

the following universality class of generalized Wigner matrices, having possibly heteroskedastic entrywise
variances and heavy-tailed entries.

Definition 2.3. W € R"*" is a generalized Wigner matriz with (deterministic) variance profile S € R"*"
if

(a) W is symmetric, and entries on and above the diagonal (W[i,j] : 1 <14 < j < n) are independent.

(b) Each Wi, j] has mean 0, variance n~1S[i, j], and higher moments satisfying, for each integer p > 3,

n—r oo

lim n - m_%)i E[|Wi, j]|P] = 0.
1,)=

(c¢) For a constant C' > 0 independent of n,

n

ZS[i,j]—l‘_O.

j=1

S|

max S[i,j] < C  and  lim max
i,j=1 n—oo i=1

We write W ~ GOE(n) for the special case where Wi, j] ~ N (0,1/n) and S[i,j] = 1 for all i < j, and
Wli,i] ~ N(0,2/n) and S[i,i] = 2 for all 4.

The moment assumption in condition (b) weakens a uniform sub-Gaussianity condition for \/n Wi, j]
that is assumed in the previous AMP universality results of [BLM15, CL21] and that would require instead
E[|W i, 4]|P] < n~P/? for all p > 3. This condition (b) is weak enough to encompass centered and normalized
adjacency matrices of sparse random graphs with slowly growing average vertex degree. Condition (c) allows
general patterns of entrywise variances whose rows and columns have approximately the same sum, where
we also require in (2.7) of Theorem 2.4 below that these rows and columns are “asymptotically unaligned”
with the initialization and side information vectors uy, fi, ..., fy. We discuss two applications in Examples
2.24 and 2.25 of Section 2.4.

The following theorem shows that the state evolution of AMP algorithms for GOE random matrices
remains valid for matrices W in this generalized Wigner universality class.

Theorem 2.4. Let W € R™*™ be a generalized Wigner matrix with variance profile S, and let uy, fy, ...,
be independent of W and satisfy Assumption 2.1. Suppose that

(1) Each function u;y @ RF — R ds continuous, satisfies the polynomial growth condition (1.1) for
some order p > 1, and is Lipschitz in its first t arguments.

(2) |Wllop < C for a constant C' > 0 almost surely for all large n.

(3) Lets; be the i row of S. For any fized polynomial function q : R¥*1 — R, almost surely as n — oo,

T?Eifi (qluy, i, ... fx) ©s;) — (q(ur, f1, ..., ) - (s;)| = 0. (2.7)

Let {bss} and {X:} be defined by the GOE prescriptions (2.3) and (2.4), where each matriz Xy is non-singular.
Then for any fixed t > 1, almost surely as n — oo, the iterates of (2.1) satisfy

4%
(ul,fl,...,fk,zl,...,zt) —g (Ul,Fl,...,Fk,Zl,...,Zt)
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where (Z1,...,7:) ~ N(0,X;) is independent of (Uy, Fy, ..., Fy), i.e. this limit has the same joint law as
described by the AMP state evolution for W ~ GOE(n).

Next, corresponding to orthogonal invariance, we study universality classes of matrices that are permutation-
and-sign-invariant in law and that have limit distributions over the diagonal, in the following sense inspired
by [ACDT21]: Let A : R"*™ — R™*" be the diagonal map that preserves only the entries on the diagonal,
ie.

A(M) = diag(M[1,1],..., M[n,n]) € R™*".
Let A(x) denote the set of all words in x and A(-), for example
xx, XAx)x, AXAX))x, xxxA(A(x))A(xx).

We refer to A(x) as the set of diagonal monomials in x. For p(x) € A(x) and M € R"*", we write
p(M) € R™*" for its evaluation at x = M.

Definition 2.5. The distribution over the diagonal of M is the mapping’
p(x) € A(x) — < Trp(M).

Matrices M € R"*"™ converge in diagonal distribution a.s. if lim, %Tr p(M) exists almost surely (and is
finite) for every fixed p(x) € A(x). The limit diagonal distribution of M, which we will refer to as Dgjag, is
then the mapping

p(x) € A(x) — nl;rrgo L Trp(M).

We remark that Dqjag specifies the limit of % Tr MY for each fixed integer v > 1, and hence also the limit
spectral distribution of M when this distribution has compact support.

We call IT = PE € R™*" a uniformly random signed permutation matriz if 2 = diag(¢[1],...,¢&[n]) €
R™ "™ where each diagonal entry £[i] is independently chosen from {+1,—1} with equal probability, and
P € R™"*"™ is a uniformly random permutation matrix independent of Z. Note that for any symmetric matrix
M and signed permutation matrix I, we have A(TIMII") = TIA(M)ITT, so also p(TIMITT) = TIp(M) IT"
for every diagonal monomial p(x) € A(x). In particular, M and IIMII" have the same distributions over
the diagonal. The following then defines our universality class.

Definition 2.6. W = IIMII™ € R™*" is a symmetric generalized invariant matriz® with limit diagonal
distribution Dgiag if, as n — oo,

(a) M € R™*™ converges in diagonal distribution a.s. to a limit Dgjag.

(b) For any ¢ > 0 and any fixed p(x) € A(x), almost surely for all large n,

max [p(M)[i, ]| < nl/2rE

(¢) II € R™*™ is a uniformly random signed permutation, independent of M.

Our result on AMP universality will pertain specifically to such matrices W whose limit diagonal distri-
bution Dgjag coincides with that of an orthogonally invariant matrix. In this setting, the next proposition
clarifies that Dgjag is determined uniquely by the limit spectral law of W, and it also provides simpler con-
ditions inspired by the Spectral Universality Class in [DSL22] that imply Definition 2.6. We have stated
Definition 2.6 for more general limits Dgiag because, as discussed in Remark 2.15 to follow, we will in fact
prove a general lemma showing the existence and universality of the limit empirical distribution of iterates
for first-order iterative algorithms applied to any such matrix W, even if Dgjag does not correspond to an
orthogonally-invariant model.

Proposition 2.7. Let W € R" "™ be a symmetric matriz with eigenvalues d € R™ satisfying d W D almost
surely as n — oo, where D has finite moments of all orders.

IWe define the distribution over the diagonal by the values of %Trp(M) € R rather than A(p(M)) € R™*™ as might be
more standard in operator-valued free probability.

2More formally, these definitions of generalized Wigner and generalized invariant matrices are describing sequences of
matrices W € R™"*™ of increasing dimensions n — oo, rather than a single matrix. We will choose not make this terminological
distinction in our work.
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(a) If W is orthogonally invariant, then W is a symmetric generalized invariant matriz in the sense of
Definition 2.0, and its limit diagonal distribution Dyiag s determined uniquely by the law of D.
(b) Suppose that either
1. W = ODOT where D = diag(d) and O = IIyHIIg, such that IIy,,IIg € R™" are uniformly
random signed permutations independent of each other and of (D, H), and H is an orthogonal matriz
with entries satisfying
max |H|[i,j]| < n~1/2*¢ (2.8)
i,j€[n]
for any fixed € > 0, almost surely for all large n.
2. W =TIMII" such that II is a uniformly random signed permutation independent of M (which has
eigenvalues d), and for each fized integer v > 1, the matrix M” satisfies
:élx |M"[i,i] — 2 TrMY| < n~l/2%+e max |M"[i, 5]| < n~1/2+e (2.9)

K3

for any fired € > 0, almost surely for all large n.
Then W is a generalized invariant matriz in the sense of Definition 2.0, and its limit diagonal distribution
Ddiag coincides with that of the orthogonally invariant matriz in part (a).

We prove Proposition 2.7 in Appendix B. Important examples for applications are when W is a compo-
sition of permutations, deterministic Hadamard/Fourier matrices, and diagonal operators. We discuss one
such application to compressed sensing in Example 2.26 of Section 2.4.

The following is our main theorem on AMP universality in this context, showing that the state evolution of
AMP algorithms for orthogonally invariant matrices holds universally over the class of generalized invariant
matrices with matching limit diagonal distribution.

Theorem 2.8. Let W € R"*™ be a symmetric generalized invariant matriz whose limit diagonal distribution
Dyiag coincides with that of an orthogonally invariant matriz G. Let uy,fy,. .., i be independent of W and
satisfy Assumption 2.1. Suppose that

(1) Each function usyq : RF — R is continuous, satisfies the polynomial growth condition (1.1) for
some order p > 1, and is Lipschitz in its first t arguments.
(2) |Wllop < C for a constant C' > 0 almost surely for all large n.

Let {bs} and {3} be defined by the orthogonally invariant prescriptions (2.5) and (2.6) for the limit spectral
distribution D specified by Ddiag. Suppose that Var[D] > 0 and each matriz X, is non-singular. Then for
any fized t > 1, almost surely as n — oo, the iterates of (2.1) satisfy

(ul,fl,...,fk,zl,...,zt) M—/g (Ul,Fl,...,Fk,Zl,...,Zt)
where (Z1,...,7:) ~ N(0,%;) is independent of (Uy, Fy,...,Fy), i.e. this limit has the same joint law as
described by the AMP state evolution for G.

Remark 2.9. Theorems 2.4 and 2.8 hold equally for AMP algorithms where, in the prescriptions (2.4) and
(2.6) for by, the quantities E[0pus11(Z1:s, F1.1)] and E[U,.Us] are replaced by the empirical averages

<6rus+1 (z1:57 fl:k)> — % Z 6rus+l(zlzs[i]7 flk[l])u <u7‘ © us> = % Z UT[Z]US[Z]
i=1 =1

For example, such an AMP algorithm for GOE matrices W and non-linearities wsy1(21.4, f1:5) = wst1(2)
consists of the iterations

z, = Wuy — (ug(z—1))ue—1, W1 = Uy (2e).

To see this, note that b1; depends only on E[U?], so these prescriptions for b1; asymptotically coincide by
Assumption 2.1. Then the state evolution holds for z;. Inductively, validity of the state evolution for zj.;
ensures that, almost surely as n — oo,

(Orust1(2z1:s, F1:1)) = ElOrusi1(Z1s, Frg)] for all r < s <,
(u, ®us) = E[U, Uy for all r,s <t +1

where the first statement follows from Wasserstein-2 convergence of (z1.s, f1.x) and Stein’s lemma (c.f. [Fan22,
Proposition E.5]). Then the presciptions of (2.4) and (2.6) for {bi+1,s}s<t+1 asymptotically coincide with
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their empirical versions defined by (Orust1(2Z1:s,f1.)) and (u, ® us), which in turn implies validity of the
state evolution for zy.(;41)-

Remark 2.10. Theorems 2.4 and 2.8 show universality of AMP algorithms with an initialization u; that is
independent of W. For spiked matrix models with a low-rank signal component, alternative AMP algorithms
with spectral initializations have been studied for example in [MV21lb, MV21la, ZWF21]. Universality for
such algorithms may be shown using the preceding results, by approximating the spectral initialization with
a large number of linear AMP iterations starting from an initialization u; that is independent of W but
correlated with the true signal; we refer to [CL21, Section 8] and [ZWF21, Section A.2] for examples of this
type of argument.

Since we allow the non-linearities u;41(-) to be functions of all preceding iterates z1, ..., z;, universality
of AMP with matrix-valued iterates in R"*” for a fixed dimension J > 1 may also be deduced from the
preceding results, by simulating each iteration of any such algorithm using J iterations of an algorithm
with iterates in R™. We leave the further study of these extensions to future work, as the need arises in
applications.

2.2. Tensor networks and strategy of proof. We describe here our high-level strategy of proof for
Theorems 2.4 and 2.8. The full proofs of these results are contained in Section 3.

Definition 2.11. A diagonal tensor network T = (V,E,{qv}vey) in k variables is an undirected tree graph
with vertices V and edges £ C V x V, each of whose vertices v € V is labeled by a polynomial function

¢» : R¥ — R. The value of T on a symmetric matrix W € R™*" and vectors x1,...,X; € R" is
1
valp(Wixy, ..., xg) = - Z g - Wir
ie[n]v

where, for each index tuple i = (i, : v € V) € [n]Y, we set

ar = [ ew(@ilivl, ... zaliv)), Wir =[] Wliuio]-
veyY (u,v)€E

This value may be understood as:
(1) Associating to each vertex v € V a diagonal tensor T, = diag(q,(x1,...,x;)) € R"**" where the
order of this tensor equals the degree of v in the tree.?

(2) Associating to each edge the symmetric matrix W.

(3) Tteratively contracting all tensor-matrix-tensor products represented by the edges of the tree.
For example, if V = [w + 1] and T is the line graph 1 —2 — -+ —w — (w + 1), then Ty, Tyy1 € R™ are
vectors, T, € R™"*™ is a diagonal matrix for each vertex v € {2,...,w}, and the value (in usual matrix-vector
product notation) is

1
valp (W;xq,..., %) = — T{ WToW - WT,WT,, 1.
n

When each tensor T, has all 1’s along the main diagonal, this definition is an example of the graph sum
used to show asymptotic freeness of Wigner and diagonal matrices in [?, ?], and it is also a specific case of
a “graph monomial” in the notion of traffic freeness in [Mal20].

We will show in Lemma 3.10 that for any AMP algorithm (or more generally, any first-order iterative
algorithm of the form (2.1)) with polynomial non-linearities wus,ug, ug, ..., and for any polynomial test
function p(-), the coordinate average

s 2, i) = D ol 1], Fueld)

of p(-) evaluated on the AMP iterates and side information vectors is a linear combination of values of
different tensor networks on W and uy,fi,...,f;. Then, leveraging state evolution results of [Fan22] to
perform an inductive polynomial approximation argument, the proof reduces the universality of AMP for
Lipschitz non-linearities to the universality of these tensor network values. This reduction is encapsulated
in the following lemma.

3We remind readers our notation that qv(X1,...,Xg) € R™ indicates the application of g, : R¥ — R row-wise to (x1,...,X) €
R™*k and T, is then a diagonal tensor with q,(x1,...,%;) € R” along its main diagonal.
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Lemma 2.12. Let uy,fy,...,fi € R™ satisfy Assumption 2.1. Let W, G € R™ ™ be symmetric random
matrices independent of uy, fy, ..., fx such that

(1) G =0DOT is an orthogonally invariant matriz, where D = diag(d) and d Ue) for a limit law D
with compact support and Var[D] > 0.

(2) |Wllop < C for a constant C > 0, almost surely for all large n.

(8) For every diagonal tensor network T in k + 1 variables, almost surely as n — oo,

ValT(W;ul,fl,...,fk) —valT(G;ul,fl,...,fk) — 0.

Let ugyq : R7TF — R be continuous functions which satisfy the polynomial growth condition (1.1) for some
order p > 1, and are Lipschitz in their first t arguments. Let {bis} and {X:} be defined by the orthogonally
invariant prescriptions (2.5) and (2.6) for the limit law D, where each Xy is non-singular. Then the iterates
(2.1) applied to W satisfy, almost surely as n — oo for any fized t > 1,

(ul,fl,...,fk,zl,...,zt) VI_/§ (Ul,Fl,...,Fk,Zl,...,Zt)
where this limit has the same joint law as described by the AMP state evolution for G.

This lemma applies also in the special case of G ~ GOE(n), where the definitions of {b;s} and {3} reduce
to the GOE prescriptions of (2.3) and (2.4). The lemma does not assume any particular matrix model for
W, and thus may be used as a tool to establish AMP universality for matrix models beyond the ones we
consider in this work.

Theorems 2.4 and 2.8 then follow from the next two lemmas, which verify the universality of tensor
network values for the classes of generalized Wigner matrices and symmetric generalized invariant matrices.

Lemma 2.13. Let x1,...,x; € R™ be (random or deterministic) vectors and let (X1,...,Xy) have finite
moments of all orders, such that almost surely as n — oo,

(x1,. ., %0) B (X1, Xp). (2.10)

Let W € R™™™ be a generalized Wigner matriz, independent of X1,...,Xx, with variance profile matriz S.
Let s; be the it row of S, and suppose for each fized polynomial function q: R¥ — R that

I?:af (q(x1,..., %) ©s4) = (q(x1,...,Xx)) - (si)| = 0. (2.11)
Then for any diagonal tensor network T in k variables, there is a deterministic value lim-valp(Xq, ..., X)

depending only on T and the joint law of (X1, ..., Xk) such that almost surely,

lim valp(W;xq,...,x;) = lim-valp(Xy, ..., Xg).
n— o0

In particular, this limit value is the same for W as for G ~ GOE(n).

Lemma 2.14. Let x1,...,x; € R™ be (random or deterministic) vectors and let (X1,...,Xy) have finite
moments of all orders, such that almost surely as n — oo,

(X1, .. x86) 5 (X1, .., Xp). (2.12)

Let W € R™ ™ be a symmetric generalized invariant matriz, independent of x1,...,Xy, with limit diagonal
distribution Dgiag. Then for any diagonal tensor network T in k variables, there is a deterministic limit
value lim-valp (X7, ..., Xk, Ddiag) depending only on T, the joint law of (X1,...,Xk), and Daiag such that
almost surely,

lim valp(W;x1,...,x;) = lim-valp (X1, ..., X, Ddiag)-
n— o0

In particular, if there exists an orthogonally invariant matriz G having the same limit diagonal distribution
Daiag, then this limit value is the same for W as for G.

Remark 2.15. Lemma 2.14 applies to any class of symmetric generalized invariant matrices satisfying
Definition 2.6, where the limit diagonal distribution Dgjae does not necessarily coincide with that of an
orthogonally invariant model.
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This has the following implication: Consider any first-order iterative algorithm having the structure (2.1),
where by, are arbitrary fixed constants and w1 : R®"% — R are polynomial functions applied entrywise.
Then for any polynomial test function p(-), the value

% Zp(ul;t[i], Zl:t[i]v flk[l])

is a linear combination of tensor network values (c.f. Lemma 3.10) and hence has a universal limit as n — co.
Under mild moment assumptions, this implies that there exists a limit law for the empirical distribution
of each iterate u; and z;, and this law is universal across such matrices having the same limit diagonal
distribution Dgiag-

When Dyiag is not described by an orthogonally invariant model, we believe it may be an interesting
open question to develop such an algorithm that has a more succinct state-evolution characterization of its
iterates in terms of this limit diagonal law.

The proofs of Lemmas 2.13 and 2.14 result in forms for the limit tensor network values that are, in
general, combinatorially complex. However, a by-product of the proofs is that these forms reduce to 0 when
all diagonal tensors of the tensor network have vanishing normalized trace. This may be viewed as a version
of asymptotic freeness for tensor networks, and we state the result here for independent interest.

Proposition 2.16. (a) In the setting of Lemma 2.13, let T be a diagonal tensor network such that, for
every vertex of v of T', almost surely

. R . .

e o0) = Jim 23 (el ) =0 (2.13)
Then lim-valp(Xy,..., X)) =0.

(b) In the setting of Lemma 2.1/, suppose T is a diagonal tensor network for which (2.13) holds almost surely
for every vertex v. Suppose also that there exists an orthogonally invariant matriz having the same limit
diagonal distribution Daiag as W, and lim,,_, % TrW =0. Then lim-valp (X1, ..., Xk, Daiag) = 0.

2.3. Universality of AMP algorithms for rectangular matrices. Let W € R™*" he a rectangular
random matrix. Consider an initialization u; € R™ and vectors of side information fy,...,fi € R™ and
g1,-..,8¢ € R”, all independent of W. Let vy,v2,vs,... and us, usg, ug, ... be two sequences of non-linear
functions where v; : R**¢ — R and wu;yq : RPT* — R. We study an AMP algorithm that computes, for
t=1,2,3,...

7z =W u — § bisVs (2.14a)
s=1
Vi =0t(Z1, . 28,81, - -+, 80) (2.14b)
N WVt — i AtsUg (214(3)
s=1
Wy = w1 (Y1, -y oo ) (2.14d)

where {bis}s<: and {a;s}s<: are deterministic “Onsager correction” coefficients. We will characterize the
iterates of this algorithm in the limit as m,n — oo proportionally with m/n — + € (0, 00), for fixed k, ¢ > 0.
For Gaussian and bi-orthogonally invariant matrices W (see the definition after Definition 2.20), we review
the forms for these correction coefficients and the corresponding state evolutions in (D.1-D.2) and (D.4-D.5)
of Appendix D.

We assume the following condition for (uy,fi,...,fx) and (g1,...,8¢), which is analogous to Assump-
tion 2.1.

Assumption 2.17. Almost surely as m,n — oo,
w w
(ul,fl,...,fk)—>(Ul,Fl,...,Fk) and (gl,...,gg)%(Gl,...,Gg)

for joint limit laws (Uy, Fi, ..., Fy) and (Ga,...,Gy) having finite moments of all orders, where E[U?] > 0.
Multivariate polynomials are dense in the real L?-spaces of functions f : R*¥1 — R and g : R — R with the
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inner-products

(f, 1) = Elf(Ur, Fr,y. oo F) f(UL, By, F)
(g,g) — E[Q(Gl, .. .,Gg)f](Gl, .. .,Gg)].

Our main results show that the state evolution characterizations of AMP algorithms for Gaussian and
orthogonally invariant matrices are universal across the following matrix ensembles, analogous to Definitions
2.3 and 2.6 in the symmetric setting.

Definition 2.18. W € R™*" is a generalized white noise matriz with (deterministic) variance profile

S € Rm*™ if

(a) All entries W{a, ¢] are independent.

(b) Each entry W/a,i] has mean 0, variance n~'S[a,i], and higher moments satisfying, for each integer
p=3,

lim n - max maxE[|W|a, i][P] = 0.
m,n— 00 a=1 =1

(¢) For a constant C' > 0 independent of m, n,

n

%ZS[a,i]—ly =0,

i=1

m n . . m
max max S[a, ] < C, lim max
a=1 =1 m,n—oo0 a=1

. n
lim max
m,n—oo =1

1 m

— Y Sla,i] - 1’ =0.

m a=1

We call W a Gaussian white noise matriz in the special case where W/w, i] ~ N (0,1/n) and S[a,i] = 1 for
all (a,7) € [m] x [n].

Next, we introduce a notion of diagonal distribution for rectangular matrices, analogous to Definition 2.5.
Recall the diagonal map A(-), and let A(x,I,,,I,) be the set of all words in x,I,,,I, and A(-), for example

XL, xA(Lx)L,, AExAI,))x, I,x[,AA(x))AXL,).

For p(x) € A(x,I,,,1,,) and M € R™*", we write p(M) € Rm+)xm+n) for its evaluation at x = M,

_ Idm 0 (m+n) X (m-+n) _ 0 0 (m+n)x(m+n)
Im_(o 0>ER c =10 14,) R ’

where we define the symmetric embedding
N — (1\/(1)T 1})/1)  R(m+m)x(mn) (2.15)
and the identity matrices Id,, € R™*™ and Id,, € R™*".

Definition 2.19. The distribution over the diagonal of a rectangular matrix M € R™*" is the mapping

p(x) € A(x, 1L, 1,,) = —— Trp(M).

m-+n

Matrices M € R™*" converge in diagonal distribution a.s. if lim, n—o0 m#Jrn Tr p(ﬁ) exists almost surely
(and is finite) for every fixed p(x) € A(x,I,,,1,), as m,n — co with m/n — v € (0,00). The limit diagonal
distribution of M, which we will refer to as Dgjag, is then the mapping

. 1 oy
p(x) € A(x,1,,1,) — m)lélgoo wm Trp(M).

Note that Dgjag and 7y specify the limit of # Tr(MM ") for each fixed integer v > 1, and hence also the
limit singular value distribution of M when this distribution has compact support. Note also that, similarly
to the symmetric setting, M and IIyMII{, must have the same limit diagonal distribution Dgjag for any
signed permutation matrices ITyy € R™*™ and IIy € R™*"™.

Definition 2.20. W = HUMI_Ig € R™*™ i a rectangular generalized invariant matriz with limit diagonal
distribution Dygiag if, as m,n — oo with m/n — v € (0, 00),

(a) M converges in diagonal distribution a.s. to a limit Dyiag.
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(b) For any ¢ > 0 and any fixed p(x) € A(x,I,,,1,), almost surely for all large m, n,
max |p(M)[i, ]| < n~"/>+*
i#£]

where M is the symmetric embedding (2.15).

(¢) Iy € R™*™ and IIy € R™*™ are uniformly random signed permutations independent of each other and
of M.

We call W € R™*™ bi-orthogonally invariant if it has singular value decomposition W = ODQ" where
O ~ Haar(O(m)) and Q ~ Haar(Q(n)) are Haar-distributed on the orthogonal groups independently of each
other and of D = diag(d) € R™*™. We verify in Proposition D.1 of Appendix D that such bi-orthogonally
invariant matrices satisfy Definition 2.20, where Dgjag is determined uniquely by v = lim,, 00 m/n and
the limit singular value distribution of D.

The following theorems show that the state evolution of AMP algorithms for Gaussian white noise ma-
trices holds universally for generalized white noise matrices as in Definition 2.18, and the state evolution
for bi-orthogonally invariant matrices holds universally for rectangular generalized invariant matrices as in
Definition 2.20.

Theorem 2.21. Let W € R™*" be a generalized white noise matriz with variance profile matrix S, and let
ug, fi,... . fx,81,...,8¢ be independent of W and satisfy Assumption 2.17. Suppose that
(1) Each function vy : R4 — R and w1 : R1TF — R is continuous, satisfies the polynomial growth
condition (1.1) for some order p > 1, and is Lipschitz in its first t arguments.
(2) |Wllop < C for a constant C' > 0 almost surely for all large m, n.
(3) Let s, be the o™ row of S and s’ be the i™ column of S. For any fived polynomial functions
p:RFL 5 R and ¢ : R = R, almost surely as m,n — oo,

m’§¥‘<p(u1,f1,...,fk)@sa>_<p(u1,f1,...,fk)>-<sa> 0,
R | _ (2.16)
i [{a(g1. .- 80 ©) — (a(gr,-..80) - (1] 0.

Let {ats}, {bs}, {0}, {1} be defined by the white noise prescriptions (D.1) and (D.2), where each matriz
Q,; and X, is non-singular. Then for any fized t > 1, almost surely as m,n — oo with m/n — v € (0, 00),
the iterates of (2.14) satisfy

W-
(ulvflv"'afk7Y1a"'7Yt) _E (UlvFlv"'aFk;Yh"'a}/t)a

(gla"wgéazlu"'azt) W_/g (Glu"'uGéuzlu"th)
where (Z1,...,Z;) ~ N(0,9) and (Y1,...,Y;) ~ N(0,X;) are independent of (Ur, F1, ..., Fy) and (G1,...,Gy),

i.e. these limits have the same joint laws as described by the AMP state evolution for a Gaussian white noise
matriz W.

Theorem 2.22. Let W € R™*™ be a rectangular generalized invariant matrixz whose limit diagonal dis-
tribution Dgiag coincides with that of a bi-orthogonally invariant matriz G. Let uy,fi,... . fi,81,...,8¢ be
independent of W and satisfy Assumption 2.17. Suppose that

(1) Each function v; : R**YY — R and ugyq : RYF — R is continuous, satisfies the polynomial growth

condition (1.1) for some order p > 1, and is Lipschitz in its first t arguments.

(2) |Wllop < C for a constant C' > 0 almost surely for all large m, n.
Let {ass}, {bes}, {Q:}, {X:} be defined by the bi-orthogonally invariant prescriptions (D./) and (D.5) for the
limit singular value distribution D specified by Dajag and 7v. Suppose that E[D?] > 0 and each Q; and ; is
non-singular. Then for any fized t > 1, almost surely as m,n — oo with m/n — v € (0,00), the iterates of

(2.14) satisfy
W-
(ulvflv"'afk7Y1a"'7Yt) _E (UlvFlv"'aFk;Yh"'a}/t)a
w.
(gla"wgéazlu"'azt) —? (Glu"'uGéuzlu"th)

where (Z1,...,Z;) ~ N(0,9) and (Y1,...,Y:) ~ N(0,X;) are independent of (Ur, F1, ..., Fy) and (G1,...,Gy),
i.e. these limits have the same joint laws as described by the AMP state evolution for G.
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Remark 2.23. As in Remark 2.9, Theorems 2.21 and 2.22 hold equally for AMP algorithms where, in the
prescriptions (D.2) and (D.5) for a+s and b5, the quantities E[0,vs(Z1.5, G1.0)], E[Orust1(Yis, F1:x)], E[U-Us],
and E[V,.V;] are replaced by the empirical averages

<arvs(zl:s;g1:2)>7 <arus+l(y1:57f1:k)>; <ur ®us>7 <Vr ®Vs>-

For example, such an AMP algorithm for Gaussian white noise matrices W and non-linearities v;(21.¢, g1.¢) =
v(z¢) and w1 (y1:t, f1:x) = u(y:) consists of the iterations

7o =W w — vy (yi—1))Vie1, v =0(z),
ye=Wv, — <U/(Zt)>ut, U1 = U(Yt)-

The proofs of Theorems 2.21 and 2.22 are similar to those of Theorems 2.4 and 2.8 for symmetric matrices,
and we defer them to Appendix D.

2.4. Applications.

Example 2.24. AMP algorithms for the Gaussian universality class may be heuristically derived by approx-
imating belief propagation on dense graphical models [Kab03, DMM10a]. Our assumptions in Theorems 2.4
and 2.21 are sufficiently weak to show that their state evolutions remain valid in sparse random graphs down
to sparsity levels of (logn)/n.

As a concrete example, consider the symmetric stochastic block model where G is an undirected graph over
n vertices, divided into two communities V; and V_ of equal sizes n/2. For two n-dependent probabilities
DPn > qn, each pair of vertices (4,7) in G (including self-loops, for simplicity of discussion) is independently
connected with probability

pn  ifi,jeVyori,jeV_,

P[i is connected to j] = o ) o )
G, ifieViandjeV_orifieV_andjeV,.

Let A € {0,1}™*"™ be the adjacency matrix of G, and let p,, = (p, + ¢»)/2 be the mean connectivity. Then
the centered and normalized adjacency matrix takes the form

A-9p VA

=P Vgl w (2.17)

npn(l - pn) n

where A\, = n(pn — ¢n)%/[4pn(1 — Pr)] is a parameter representing the signal-to-noise ratio of the model,
f € {4+1,—1}" is the binary indicator vector representing the membership of the vertices, and W is a
symmetric noise matrix with independent entries. It may checked for each (i, j) € [n] x [n] that

EW[i, ] =0, E[W[i, i € { Pn(1=pn) _n(1 =) } R [p——
nPpn(l = Pr)” npn(l — Pn) V(1 = pn)

In the asymptotic regime where np,(1 — p,) — oo and A\, — A a positive constant, we have that
S[i, j] := n-E[W[i, j]?] — 1 uniformly over (i, ) € [n] x [n], so that W is a generalized Wigner matrix in the
sense of Definition 2.3 (with variance profile S approximately constant in every entry). Furthermore, under
a slightly stronger assumption

npp(1 — pp) > clogn (2.18)
for any constant ¢ > 0, [BGBK20, Theorem 2.7 and Eq. (2.4)] implies that |[W ||, < C almost surely for all
large n. This encompasses the stochastic block model in regimes with sparsity p,, = (logn)/n.*

It was shown in [DAM17] that the mutual information between G and f has an asymptotic limit depending
only on the limit signal-to-noise ratio A, which is non-trivial when A > 1. This was proven by interpolating
between the model (2.17) and a “Zs-synchronization” model where W ~ GOE(n), and applying an AMP
analysis in the latter model. Our result of Theorem 2.4 implies that, under the additional condition (2.18),
this AMP analysis may instead be directly applied to the model (2.17), bypassing interpolation to the GOE.

4Our universality result for AMP with polynomial non-linearities does not require the operator norm bound |[W{lop < C
and hence holds for any sparsity p, > 1/n, c.f. Remark 3.12. We believe that the operator norm requirement in condition 2 of
Theorem 2.4 may be an artifact of our polynomial approximation proof.

In contrast, we do not expect AMP universality to hold for random graph models with sparsity p, < 1/n, where the belief
propagation recursions on such graphs may not admit asymptotic Gaussian approximations.
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Example 2.25. Let Y € R™*™ be a signal-plus-noise data matrix modeled as
Y=X+E

where X = E[Y] = 25:1 fjng € R™*™ is a low-rank signal matrix, and E =Y — X is a mean-zero matrix
of residual noise. We assume that E has independent entries, although in many applications involving count

observations or missing data, these entries may have a heteroskedastic variance profile V where
Ve, i) := Var[E[a, i]].

Such models where the variance V[a,i] is a quadratic function a + bX|[a, 4] + c¢X|[a,i]? of the mean were
discussed recently in [LZK21], including Poisson and negative-binomial models for Y in the context of single-
cell RNA sequencing applications [THATI19, HS19, SS21]. Such models encompass also simple models of
missing data, where Y is a partial observation of an underlying low-rank signal matrix X so that

1= )N([a,i] with probability p,
1o with probability 1 — p,

independently for each entry. Then X[, i] = p- X|a, i) and V[, i] = p(1—p)- X[a, i]? are the corresponding
means and variances.

When the entries V[a, i] are heteroskedastic, the singular value spectrum of E does not generally conform
to the Marcenko-Pastur law. However, row and column normalization is typically applied in practice prior to
data analysis, with [LZK21] suggesting the following normalization scheme: Determine via Sinkhorn iteration
two diagonal matrices D; € R™*™ and Dy € R™*" for which S = D; VD, has all rows summing to n and
all columns summing to m, and use these to standardize Y into the biwhitened matrix

S 1 1 1
Y- %-D}/QXD§/2+W, WZ%-D}/QED%
[LZK21] proved that such biwhitened count matrices have singular value spectra asymptotically described
by the Marcenko-Pastur law, and showed a remarkable empirical agreement with the Marcenko-Pastur law
for matrices arising in several domains of application, from single-cell biology to topic modeling of text.

In this standardized model Y, the error matrix W now has variance profile S = D; VD5 which satisfies
by construction = 37" | Sla,i] = L 3™ | Sl i] = 1, and Theorem 2.21 describes conditions under which
state evolution holds for Gaussian AMP algorithms applied to this matrix W. We note that to analyze AMP
applied instead to 3?, the condition (2.16) represents a potentially strong restriction on the relation between
the variance profile matrix S and the low-rank mean signal. A modified analysis of AMP may be needed in
settings where this restriction does not hold, and we leave this as a direction to explore in future work.

-D}*YD,/? =

Example 2.26. Much of the early development of AMP algorithms was motivated by compressed sensing
applications of reconstructing sparse signals from linear measurements. Consider a model of m measurements

y=Wx+eecR™

where x € R™ is the underlying signal, W € R"*"™ is a random sensing matrix, and € is measurement noise.
For i.i.d. Gaussian sensing matrices W, pioneering work of [DMM09, DMM10a, DMM10b] proposed an
AMP algorithm for reconstructing x, where the non-linearities are soft-thresholding functions tailored to the
sparsity of x. Analysis of the dynamics of this algorithm leads to a derivation of a sparsity-undersampling
phase transition curve that matches a phase transition for ¢;-based reconstruction in this model [DTO05,
DMMO09, BM11, BLM15].

Extensive numerical experiments performed in [DT09, MJG*13] suggested that this phase transition curve
is universal across broad classes of non-Gaussian sensing matrices. Theorem 2.8 provides an extension of
the AMP universality shown in [BLM15] for this application, broadening the universality class to matrices
composed of subsampled Fourier or Hadamard transforms and diagonal operators. Importantly, matrix-
vector multiplication operations for such matrices may be computed in O(nlogn) time without explicitly
storing the matrices in memory, allowing applications of AMP at much larger scales than would be possible
with i.i.d. sensing designs.

As an example, consider

W = (IIyHIIz)D(ITy KII5) T € R™*" (2.19)



UNIVERSALITY OF APPROXIMATE MESSAGE PASSING ALGORITHMS AND TENSOR NETWORKS 15

where D € R™*" is diagonal with its diagonal entries sampled i.i.d. from a Marcenko-Pastur law; H, K €
R™*™ are orthogonal matrices representing deterministic Hadamard or discrete Fourier transforms; and
Iy, g, Iy, I are independent random signed permutations. We verify in Proposition D.1(b1) that this
class of matrices satisfies Definition 2.20. If the signal vector x, residual error e, and initialization x; are
each comprised of i.i.d. entries, then the random permutations in Ily, Iy, may be further absorbed into
x1,x%,€. Thus the AMP iterates are equal in law to those of AMP applied with a simpler sensing matrix
W = E/HDK =y

where g7, By are diagonal matrices of i.i.d. {+1, —1} signs, KT € R™*" is a random subsampling of m rows
of KT, and D € R™*™ s a diagonal matrix whose diagonal entries are given by those of D also multiplied
by i.id. {+1,—1} signs.

Theorem 2.22 implies that AMP applied to the above matrix W admits the same state evolution as when
applied to an i.i.d. Gaussian sensing matrix G. This universality extends beyond the Gaussian setting, to
sensing matrices (2.19) where the diagonal entries of D are sampled from an arbitrary compactly supported
singular value distribution. Theorem 2.22 then shows that the state evolution characterizations for the more
general AMP algorithms of [Fan22]—derived originally for bi-orthogonally invariant ensembles—are valid
in such settings. For this compressed sensing application, we note that the resulting AMP algorithms are
similar to the convolutional AMP algorithms developed and studied recently in [Tak20, Tak21].

3. PROOFS FOR SYMMETRIC MATRICES

3.1. Universality for generalized Wigner matrices. In this section, we prove Lemma 2.13 on the
universality of the tensor network value for generalized Wigner matrices.

Fix a tensor network T = (V, &, {qv}vev). Let P be the set of all partitions of V. For each index tuple
i € [n]Y, define its induced partition 7 (i) € P such that vertices u,v € V belong to the same block of (i) if
and only if ¢, = %,,. Then we can decompose the value of T as

1
valp(W;xy,...,X;) = -~ Z Z g Wir- (3.1)

Te€Pie[n|Vin(i)=n

Definition 3.1. Let (V, &) be an undirected graph. For any partition 7 of V, the image of (V,&) under
is the undirected multi-graph G, = (K, F,) that is the image of (V,£) under the graph homomorphism
sending each vertex u € V to the block of 7 containing w.

Le., the vertices K, = m of G are the blocks of 7, and G, has the same number of edges |F,| (counting
multiplicity and self-loops) as |€]. For each edge (u,v) € &, there is a corresponding edge (U, V) € F, where
U,V € 7 are the blocks for which w € U and v € V.

For each m € P, let G = (Kr, Fx) be the image of (V,€) under 7. For each block U € K, define the
polynomial Qu = [[,cy qu, and for each unique (undirected) edge (U, V) of G, let e(U, V') be the number
of times it appears in F. Then, identifying the sum over {i: w(i) = 7} as a sum over one distinct index in
[n] for each block U € K, we have

Z g - Wir = Z Qi - Wila,

i€n]Vim(i)=n i€[n]kn

where > denotes the restriction of the summation to index tuples i = (i : U € K,) € [n]* having all
indices distinct, and

Que, = [[ Qulxiliv],....zliv), e, = 11 Wli,iv]“ V).
UeKx unique edges (U,V) of G

Applying this to (3.1), we obtain

1 *
valp(Wixy,. .., Xg) = - Z Z Qic, - Wila, - (3.2)

TEP i€[n]Fn

We will compute the expectation of (3.2), and see that the only non-vanishing contributions in the limit
n — oo arise from partitions = where G is itself a tree and e(U,V) = 2 for each unique edge (U,V) of
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Gr. These non-vanishing terms may be related to the values of a reduced tensor network associated to G,

evaluated on the matrix S/n in place of W.
In anticipation of this computation, we first show the following lemma which establishes universality of

the value of any tensor network evaluated on S/n.

Lemma 3.2. Under the assumptions of Lemma 2.13, for any diagonal tensor network T = (V,E,{qu }vev)
in k variables,

nlergovalT(S/n;xl, ceXE) = H Elgy(X1,. .., Xk)].
veV
Proof. Observe first that for any dlagonal tensor network T'= (W, €, {qy }vev), we have

- Z H|qv 1) [io]| H %S (3.3)

n]V veV w)EE

for a constant C' := C(T) > 0, almost surely for all large n. Indeed7 since T is a tree, we have - H(u,v)€5 1=

n~IYl'in the above. Each function |g,| is continuous and satisfies the polynomial growth condition (1.1), so
(3.3) follows from the assumption (2.10).

Now note that since T is a tree, we can order its vertices as 1,2, ..., || such that removing one vertex at
a time in this order, the remaining graph is always still a tree. Denote the remaining tensor network after
removing vertices 1,...,h — 1 by T}, = (Vi, En, {qv}o>n). The vertex h has only one neighbor in T}, which
we denote by up, € {h+1,...,[V|}. Then

valr(S/n; x1.x)

:%Z HQ'lekZ'u H S’Lu,lv

ie[n]V veV (u,v)€E

> (I wladiel) At} (3 antoratio) T2

ig,...,i‘y‘—l vEV2 i1=1

SRS

n

652
> < I @ (alin]) H Slius ) (q1(x1:1)) <Siul>+5(iu1))
=)

S|

124enns 'L-‘V‘Zl vEV2
n

> (T wtersti)

124enny 'L-‘V‘Zl vEV2

Here, 0(i),0’(i) denote errors that satisfy lim, .o max;cp,)[0(i)],[0"(i)] = 0, as follows from (2.11), the
conditions of Definition 2.3(c), and (2.10). Note that

zu7ZU

Bl (X1)] + 0 (ias) )

S|

n

LY (Mt I D) s o

Zz,...,i‘V‘ZI vEVs (u,’U)GSz

as n — oo by the condition |S[iy, ]| < C of Definition 2.3(c), the bound (3.3) applied to the network T
with vertex 1 removed, and the convergence max;ey,) [6'(7)| — 0. Thus

hm valy(S/n; X1.%) —nhrn 1 Z ( H Gv (1.5 [E0]) H M) ‘Bl (X1:5)]-

—oon
i2 ,...,i‘y‘:]. vEV) (u,'u)€52
Repeating the above procedure by removing vertices 1,2,...,|V| — 1 sequentially, we are left with the single
vertex |V| and no edges, and
1 & v|-1 VI
Jim valp(S/n;xp) = lim. - Z q|(@1:k[ijy)]) 1_[1 Elgy(X1:x)] = IIE[QU(XI:IC)]'
’L‘\;‘ =1 v v=

O

The next lemma relates summations over distinct indices to ones without the distinctness requirement.
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Lemma 3.3. Let x1,...,x; € R"™ and (X1,...,X%) be such that

(x1, .. x86) 5 (X1, .., Xn).

For a finite index set S, let (¢s : s € S) be |S| continuous functions satisfying the polynomial growth
condition (1.1) for some order p > 1. Then

nh—>ngo n‘5| Z HQS $1 k[ ]):nh—?;o n‘5| Z Hqs xl k[ ])
i€[n]S s€S i€[n]S s€S
= [[ Elos(X1,..., X0)].
s€S

Proof. Let P be the set of partitions of S, and let 7(i) € P be the partition induced by i € [n]®. Let Op
the partition having |S| singleton blocks, corresponding to i having all indices distinct. Then for the first
equality, it suffices to show that

1 .
A=y > > T las(@rnlis)) (3.4)
TEP:m#A0p i€[n]S:mw(i)=n sES

vanishes as n — co.
For any m € P and block R € 7, define Qr = [],cp qu, and let || be the number of blocks of w. Then,
identifying the sum over {i: 7(i) = 7} with the sum over one distinct index in [n] for each block of ,

Y TGl =~ 3 T @nteainll

i€[n]S:n(i)=n s€S i€[n|™ Rem

As an upper bound, adding back the excluded index tuples i € [n]™ where some indices coincide,

Y el |<H<%Z|QR<x1:k[iJ>|>.

i€[n]S:w(i)=n s€S Remn i=1

Since x1. LA X1, and |Qg| is a continuous function satisfying the polynomial growth condition (1.1), this
upper bound is at most a constant C'(r) for all large n. For any m # Op, we have |r| < |S] — 1. As the
number of partitions 7 € P is independent of n, applying these observations to (3.4) shows A < C/n for a
constant C' > 0 and all large n, and hence A — 0 as desired.

The second equality of the lemma follows from the given condition x;.x W x 1:k, hence

n\3| Z HqS‘Tl“s H Zstm —>HIEqSX1k)]

ic[n]S ses ses iz s€S
O
We now show that the limit tensor network value is universal in expectation over W.
Lemma 3.4. Let E denote the expectation over W, conditional on X1, ...,X;. Then Lemma 2.13 holds for

E[valy(W;x1,...,x%)] in place of valp(W;xq,...,Xg).

Proof. Recall the decomposition of valp(W;x1,...,xx) in (3.2), where P is the set of partitions of the
vertices V of T'. Taking expectation on both sides yields

[ValT(W Xlk Z Z Ql\G 1\0] (35)

71-677 i€[n

First note that, since the indices of i are distinct and all entries of W have mean 0, E[Wﬁcﬂ] is nonzero only
if each unique edge of G, = (K., Fr) appears at least twice. Let || and |Fx|+« be the number of vertices
and number of unique (undirected) edges of G,. The graph G, must be connected since the original tree
T was connected, so |[K;| < |Fr|« + 1. Then any G, where each unique edge appears at least twice has
IKr] < |Frle +1<|€|/2 + 1, where |£] is the number of edges of the original tree T'.
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Furthermore, we claim that the contribution from partitions = where |[K,| < |£]/2 is negligible. To see
this, we apply Definition 2.3(b) to get

’E[ sall= Il EWhe.al ] ’]E[W[z’U, iy 7 U]
(U, V):e(U,V)=2 (U,V):e(U,V)>2

C o(1)
(U,V):e(U,V)=2 (U,V):e(U,V)>2

If there is an edge (U, V) of G with (U, V) > 2, then this shows [E[W, ]| < o(1)/nl7=ls < o(1)/nlkxI-1,
If, conversely, every edge in G, appears exactly twice, then by assumption |Fr|. = |€]/2 > |Kx|, so this
shows [E[Wg || < (C/n) =l < o(1)/n=1=1 also. Therefore,

o1 *
‘ Z Q1|G 1|G ]| < n|(’<w)| Z ’Qi\Gw"
6

i S

As an upper bound, adding back the excluded tuples i € [n]** where not all indices are distinct, we have

*

no SRR | [ BCAEH 59

ie[n]kn UeKx

By (2.10), this upper bound is at most a constant C(r) for all large n, so

‘ Z Qic, EWje.]

—0

as claimed.
Thus the only non-vanishing contributions to (3.5) come from partitions = where |[K,| = |Fz|« + 1 =
|€]/2+ 1. Then each unique edge of G, appears exactly twice, and these edges form a tree. In this case, we

have
z Q. - EWi, z Q. - 11 Sliv.iv], (3.7

unique edges (U,V) of G

Let Z, be the set of tuples i € [n]* where all 1ndlces are distinct. Then, applying |S[iy,iv]| < C from
Definition 2.3(c), for a constant C’ = C(w) > 0,

% Z Qo H S[il;jiv]

ie[n|Cn\Z, unique edges (U,V) of G,

C/
< nl+IFrls Z |QilGﬂ|-

ie[n]~\Z,

Since |Kr| = |Fx|« + 1, the first equality of Lemma 3.3 shows that this vanishes as n — oo. Then the right
side of (3.7) has the same limit as

Sliv,i
I N
16 unique edges (U,V) of G
This is the limit value of the tensor network T, = (K, unique edges of F,{Qu}vei.) applied to S/n,
which by Lemma 3.2 equals [[;cx. E[Qu(X1:x)]. Applying this back to (3.7) and (3.5),

lim Efvaly (Wi xi)] = > 11 ElQu(X1x)] (3.8)
TEP: | Kn|=|Frlat1=|E|/2+1 UEKx
=: lim—valT(Xl, . ,Xk)
This limit depends only on 7" and the joint law of X1,..., X}, concluding the proof. g

We make a brief interlude to show here the asymptotic freeness result of Proposition 2.16(a).

Proof of Proposition 2.16(a). From the preceding proof, only partitions = where || = |€]/2+ 1 contribute
to lim-valy(Xy, ..., X%). For every such partition, since T has |£| + 1 vertices, this implies that some vertex
of IC, i.e. some block U of 7, contains only a single vertex v of T'. For this block U, we have

ElQu(X1.k)] = Elgy(X1.£)] =0
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by the condition (2.13). Therefore, every summand in (3.8) vanishes, implying as desired lim-valy (X7, ..., Xj)
0. |

To complete the proof of Lemma 2.13, it remains to establish the concentration of the value of any tensor
network around its mean as n — oo.

Lemma 3.5. Let E denote the expectation over W, conditional on Xi,...,Xi. Under the setting of
Lemma 2.13, almost surely as n — oo,

valp(W;x1,...,xi) — E[valp(W; x1,...,x5)] — 0.
Proof. We write val(W) = valr(W;xy,...,x;). We will bound the fourth moment of val(W) — E[val(W)]
and apply the Borel-Cantelli lemma. (Note that val(W) — E[val(W)] typically fluctuates on the order of

1/4/n, so that bounding the variance would not suffice to show almost-sure convergence.)
First, we expand

E[(val(W) — E[val(W)])]
= E[val(W)*] — 4E[val(W)3|E[val(W)] + 6E[val(W)?|E[val(W)]? — 3E[val(W)]*. (3.9)

We introduce four independent copies of the matrix W as W), W2 W) W& define four index tuples
i1,12,13,i4 € [n]V, and write as shorthand

Givs = Giy|T * Gin|T * Gis|T * Gia| T EWEMﬂW”—WﬁW Wﬁ?tﬁﬁfwﬁ?
where each Wl(‘(}) is defined by the copy W@ . Then

11:4

1
E[Va.l(W)4] = n— Z Qiy.s ]E[W.(l’l’l’l)],

1
Efval( W) JEval(W)] = — 3~ qi,, - EIF),
i1,...,ia€[n]v
1 (3.10)
W 1,1,2
E[val( )2]E[Val(W)]2 = E Gy 'E[Wi(hi ) ,3)]7

1
Efal(W)I* = — 37 i - B[,

Corresponding to each index tuple i;.4, consider a multi-graph G(i1.4) whose vertices are the unique index
values in iy.4, with one edge (iq,u,%a,0) for every combination of a = 1,2,3,4 and edge (u,v) € &, counting
multiplicity. (One may visualize G(i1.4) as a multi-graph whose vertices are a subset of [n], and having
edges of 4 colors corresponding to a = 1,2,3,4.) Then the edges of G(i1.4) corresponding to each single
index a = 1,2, 3,4 must belong to a single connected component, so the number of connected components
in G(i1.4) can be either 1, 2, 3 or 4. Let us partition the index tuples iy, i2, 3,14 € [n]Y into the three sets

= {i1.4 : G(i1.4) has 1 or 2 connected components},
T3 = {i1.4 : G(i1.4) has 3 connected components},
T4 = {i1.4 : G(i1.4) has 4 connected components},

and define correspondingly for 7 =2,3,4,
4= = Ly s (B = 4B ) 6 B2 - 5 B (3.11)

i1:4 11:4 11:4
i1:4€Z;
Then by (3.9) and (3.10), we have E[(val(W) — E[val(W)])*] = Az + A3 + A4. Below, we will show that
Az = Ay =0and Ay = O(1/n?) as n — oco.
For A4, observe that since G(i1.4) has 4 connected components, the tuples ij, iz, 13,14 have no common
indices. Then due to the independence between entries of W, we have

E[Wl(la:,az,as,azx)] [Wi(lal)] . E[Wi(;zz)] . E[W(as)] E[Wl a4)]
= ]E[Wl(ll)] . ]E[Wl(zl)] . E[W(l)] [W 1)] ]E[ (1,1,1,1)]

14 11:4
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for any as, as, as, as. Applying this to A4 defined in (3.11), we get A4 = 0.
Next, for Az, we write i; || i;7 if i; and i;s share at least one index. Note that for any i1.4 € Zs, there is a
unique pair i;,1; such that i; || i;/, so

Ii= || {taeZ:i|iph
1<j<y'<4

We will repeatedly apply this six-fold decomposition of Z3 and the independence between the different copies
of W. If iz || i4, we have

WY =BV W) B W) = B

i1.4 iz i1:4
which together with permutation symmetry between the labels 1, 2, 3, and 4 further implies that
1,1,1,1 1,1,1,1 1,2,3,3
D oan EWI=60 Y0 a BWI=60 Y g BT (312)
i1.4€Z3 i1.4€73,i3]|is i1.4€7Z3,i3]|ia

Similarly, considering the two cases i3 || iy and i3 || i3 and their symmetric equivalents,

1,1,1,2 1,2,3,4 1,2,2,3
Z Qiy.y - E[Wi(L‘L )] =3 Z Qiy.y ° E[Wi(l:4 )] +3 Z Qiy.q - E[Wi(M; )]

i1.4€7Z3 i1.4€73,i3|ia i1:4€Zs,i2lis
_ (1,2,3,4) (1,2,3,3)
=3 § Qiy.y ° E[Wi1:4 ] +3 E Qiy.y - E[Wilﬂl ] (313)
i1.4€73,i3|ia i1:4€Z3,i3|ia

Considering the three cases i || i4, i2 || i4, 11 || iz and their symmetric equivalents,

1,1,2,3
S g B

i1.4€73
1,2,3,4 1,2,3,4 1,1,2,3
= Z Qiy.y - E[Wi(lﬂl )] +4 Z iy 'E[Wi(l:4 )] + Z Qi 'E[Wi(l:4 )]
i1:4€Z3,i3lia i1.4€73,i2|i3 i1:4€Z3,i1 iz
1,2,3,4 1,2,3,3
=95 Z iy 'E[Wi(l:4 )] + Z iy 'E[Wi(l:4 )] (314)
i1:4€73,i3|ia i1:4€73,i3|ia

Finally, by symmetry,

1,2,3,4 1,2,3,4
ST oG B =60 ST g, BN (3.15)

i1.4€Z3 i1:.4€Z3,i3]|ia

Collecting (3.12), (3.13), (3.14), and (3.15) and applying them to Az defined in (3.11), we get Az = 0.
Finally, we bound Az. Let [Vg, )| and [€q,.,)l« be the number of vertices and number of unique
(undirected) edges of G(i1.4). Since G(ii4) has at most 2 connected components, we have |Vg,,,)| <

|G (i1.0) |« +2. By Definition 2.3(b), for a constant C' > 0 and any a1, az, as, as, we have |E[Wi(:i’a2’a3’a4)]| <
C/nlfctrnls < C/nlVet.0l=2 Therefore,

4V

C
< % ; -2 Z |Qi1;4|'

11:4€72: V(i) =V

Z Qi1;4E[Wi(zivaz,a37a4)]

i1.4€Z>

1
nA

Stratifying the inner summation over {ii.4 € Z : [Vg,.,)| = v} by its induced partition 7(iy.4) of the 4|V
total indices (having exactly v blocks), and applying the same argument as in (3.6), this inner summation
may be bounded as Zi1:4€I25|VG(i1.4)|:'U lgi,..| < Cn? for a constant C' > 0. Applying this bound for each
term of Ay, we obtain |Az| < C/n?.

Combining the analyses of Az, A3, and A4, we get E[(val(W) — E[val(W)])*] < C/n?. Then by Markov’s
inequality, for any £ > 0, P[| val(W) — E[val(W)]| > ¢] < C/(¢*n?). This bound is summable over all n > 1,
so almost-sure convergence follows by the Borel-Cantelli lemma. O

Combining Lemmas 3.4 and 3.5 concludes the proof of Lemma 2.13.
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3.2. Universality for symmetric generalized invariant matrices. In this section, we prove Lemma 2.14
on the universality of tensor network values for generalized invariant matrices.

Fix the tensor network 7' = (V, &, {q, }vey). Expanding the product W = ITMII", the tensor network
value is given by

valyr (W3 x1.) Z ST wl@rnlis) H (i, je] M [je, L] iy, L.].

le[n]VJ 1€[n)€ veV e=(u,v)€E

The matrix IT may be written as IT = EP where = is a random sign matrix and P is a random permutation
matrix independent of 2. Let o denote the permutation of [n] for which P[i,o(i)] = 1 for all ¢ € [n]. Then
iy, je] is non-zero if and only if j. = o(i,). Therefore, the tensor network value is equivalently expressed
as

valp (W3 x1.1) Z I ew@lis) [ Ehu) - Zliol - Mlo(iu), o). (3.16)
1€[n]V veV e=(u,v)€E

Let P be the set of partitions of V. For each m € P, let G, = (Kr, Fr) be the image of (V,€) under ,
in the sense of Definition 3.1. For each i € [n]V, let w(i) € P be the partition induced by i. Stratifying the
summation over i € [n]Y by its induced partition 7 (i),

valp (W X1.1) Z S I wwlic) [ Eliul - Eliv) - Mlo(iu), o).
7r€73 i€n)Vir(i)=nveV e=(u,v)€E

Then, defining Qr = [T, qu for the blocks R € K = , and identifying the sum over {i € [n]¥ : 7(i) = 7}
as a sum over one distinct index for each block R € K, we have

valr (W;x1.1) Z Z H Qr(r1:k[ir]) H Elir] - Elis] - M[o(ir), 0 (is)]

TFEP i€[n]k~ REX, (R,S)EFx

where we recall the notation that > restricts the summation to index tuples i having all indices distinct. For
every R € Ky, let deg.,.(R) be its external degree in G, i.e. the total number of edges of F containing R
(counting multiplicity) that are not self-loops. Then for every R € K, the number of times the factor Z[ig]
appears in the above product is exactly deg,(R) plus twice the number of self-loops on R. Since Z[ig]? = 1,
this implies

vl (W) = 30 © S I QatenalinhZinl = ® [ Motinholis)l  (317)

TeP 1€[n]’c7r ReKx (R,S)eFx

Lemma 3.6. Let E be the expectation over I1 conditional on M and x1,...,x;. Then Lemma 2.1/ holds
for E[valp(W;xq,...,x)] in place of valpr(W;xq,...,Xk).

Proof. Taking expectations in (3.17) with respect to the independent signs E and permutation o, observe
that

e If R € K, is such that deg,(R) is odd, then E[Z[ig]4°8=x(f)] = 0. Thus by independence of the
diagonal entries of 2 and distinctness of the indices of i,

E[ H E[iR]degcxt(R)] = 1{deg,,(R) is even for all R € K}. (3.18)
ReK

K

e Since ¢ is a uniformly random permutation on [n], for any fixed tuple i € [n]*~ with all entries

distinct,
: : (n— |’C )!
E H Mlo(ir),o(is)]| = Z H Mljg, js] (3.19)
(R,S)€Fr je[n]<r (R,S)EF,

where n!/(n — |K,|)! counts the total number of tuples j € [n]* having distinct entries, and the
right side represents a uniform average over such tuples j.
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Let us call a partition m € P even if every vertex of K, has even external degree. Then applying the
above observations to take the expectation in (3.17), we obtain

E[valr(W;x1.1)] = Z B, () - Qu(m) - My () (3.20)
even m€P
where we set
(n — |Kx|)!

n'

Qnm) = S TT @ntoalin)) (322

ie[n)Cr REK

Mn(”):% Z H M{jr, js)- (3.23)

je€[n]kr (R,S)EFA

By (m) = nlf=l. , (3.21)

It is clear that lim, o, Bn(w) = 1 for every fixed . For @, (7), we may apply Lemma 3.3 with the
identifications S <» K and {¢s : s € S} +> {Qr: R € K;}. Then

nh_}rr;OQn(w) = H E[Qr(X1.1)]-
ReKx

For M, (), since the original tensor network is connected, the graph G, = (K, F) corresponding to each
partition 7 must also be connected. Consequently, applying Lemma 3.7 below (with p.(M) = M for every
edge e), there exists a deterministic limit value M (Gw,Ddiag) depending only on G, and Dgjag such that,
almost surely, lim, oo My (7) = M (Gx, Ddiag). Applying these statements to every 7 in (3.20), we obtain

lim Efvaly(Wixix)] = > ( II E[QR(Xl:k)]>M(GW,Ddiag) =: lim-valy (X1.x, Ddiag)

n—oo
even T€P ~ ReK,
This limit value depends only on T', the joint law of (X71,..., X}), and the limit diagonal distribution Dajag,
and does not depend on the specific matrix M, concluding the proof. 0

Lemma 3.7. Let M € R™*" be a deterministic symmetric matriz with limit diagonal distribution Dajag,
satisfying the following condition: For any fized ¢ > 0, any diagonal monomial p(x) € A(x), and all large n,

max [p(M)[i, ]| < nol/2re
i#j

Let G = (K, F) be a connected multi-graph such that the external degree deg.,..(R) is even for every vertex
R € K. For every edge e € F, let p.(x) be a diagonal monomial labeling this edge. Then there exists a value
M (G, Daiag) depending only on G and Dgiag such that

: Z H pe(M)[jR,jR’] = M(G, Ddiag)-

JE[n]* e=(R,R)eF

Proof. For convenience, we denote

1 *

M N TP

n(G) =~ > pe(M)[jr, jr]
JEn]< e=(R,R")EF

We proceed by induction over the number of vertices |K|. For the base case |[K| = 1, all edges of F must be

self-loops, and we have

M,(6) = S TT e 5] = = T T Alpe(v)
j=1eeF e€F
Here J],c» A(pe(x)) is a diagonal monomial. Then, since M has a limit diagonal distribution, the above
quantity admits a limit value as n — oo.
Next, supposing that the result is true for every multi-graph G = (K, F) with |K| < K, we prove the
result for || = K + 1. Define K, := {R € K : deg..(R) = 2}.
First, consider the case where || = 0. Then
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e Since every deg.,(R) is even, we must have deg.(R) > 4 for all R € K. Therefore, denoting by
Fext C F those edges that are not self-loops, we have 4|K| < 2|Foxt].

e We may assume without loss of generality that each vertex R € K has exactly one self-loop: For R
without a self-loop, we may add the self-loop e = (R, R) with the identity label p.(M) = Id. For R
with multiple self-loops {e € F : e = (R, R)}, we may replace these by a single self-loop ¢ = (R, R)
having label per (M) = [[.c 7.c— (g, ry A(Pe(M)). These operations do not change the value of M, (G).

We denote by eg the unique self-loop on each vertex R € KC. Then it follows that

ITATCTER S | XA |

j€[n]k e=(R,R)EF

IN

LS T en Dbl T maxlpeM)fg)

j€[n]k ReX e€ Foxt

L o
2 (124 Fexl Z H [Per (M) [jr; JR]|

n
j€[n]< ReK

=1l Fesel H (%ineR(M)UJH)-

ReK j=1

IN

IN

Here, the second inequality uses the constraint that indices jg, jr/ are distinct if R # R’, the third inequality
holds for any fixed € > 0 and all large n by the given assumption on M, and the last inequality applies
n~Fexel/2 < p~IKl a5 follows from the above bound 4|1K| < 2|Fext|- By Cauchy-Schwarz, we have

(% > lper <M>[j,j]|> < =3 pen (M5 =+ T Alpen (VM) Aper (M)

where A(pej, (X)) A(pey (%)) is a diagonal monomial. Then this quantity has a limit value as n — oo, for each
R € K. Choosing € < 1/|Fext|, we conclude that M, (G) — 0.

Next, consider the case where |K,| > 0. We pick an arbitrary vertex R, € K,, and let Ry, R2 € K be its
two neighbors (where Ry # R, and Ry # R., but possibly Ry = Rs). Denote e; = (R, R1), e2 = (Rx, Ra),
and assume without loss of generality as above that R, has a unique self-loop e, = (R, R«). Then

1 . .
Ma(G) = ~ > II pe(M)[jr, jr/]
SRR e=(R,R)EF\{e1,e2}

n

X Z Pey (M)[Jr, , jR, [Pe; M) [JR.., JR, [Pe. (M) [jR. , jR.]
JR.=1
Jr. ¢{js:SEK\R.}

=1- > IIS)
SeK\R.

where we set

1 o o
I=- > 11 PeM)jir, jr'] | - (Pes A(pe. pes) M) iRy » R, ).
jemNR \e=(R,R)EF\{e1,e2}

11(S) = > 1T pe(M)[jr, jr|

je[n)\Ex \e=(R,R')eF\{e1,e2}
X Pey (M) [js, R, [Pes (M)[js, JRs [Pe. (M) (15, Js]-

Here I corresponds to the full summation over jgr, € [n] without restriction, and each term —II(S) removes
the contribution from the case jr, = js.

The term I is exactly equal to M,,(G’) for a multi-graph G’ obtained from G by removing vertex R, and
the edges e1, e2, adding a new edge between Ry and Ry with label pe, (X)A(pe. (X))pe, (x). This graph G’
is connected and has one fewer vertex than G. Each remaining vertex in G’ has the same external degree
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as in G if Ry # Rs, and if Ry = R, then the external degree of R = Rs is reduced by 2. In both cases,
all external degrees in G’ remain even. Then applying the inductive hypothesis to G’, lim,,_,, I exists and
depends only on (G, Ddiag)-

Each term II(.S) is exactly equal to M, (G’) for a multi-graph G’ that merges the vertices S and R, of G
into a single vertex S, in G’, and preserves all edges and their labels. The new vertex S, in G’ has external
degree equal to dege, (S) + degey (Rx) — 2|{e € F : e = (5, R.)}|, which is even. It is clear that G’ remains
connected, and the external degrees of all other vertices of G’ remain the same as in G. Then applying
the inductive hypothesis to G’, also lim, . II(S) exists and depends only on (G’, Daiag), completing the
induction. 0

Remark 3.8. In the language of [Mal20], our proof of Lemma 3.6 shows that if W is invariant in law
under conjugation by permutations, then the expected tensor network value has a limit if W converges in
traffic distribution, and this value is universal across matrices having the same limiting traffic distribution.
Our arguments of Lemmas 3.6 and 3.7 further establish that if W is also invariant under conjugation by
random signs and satisfies the additional delocalization conditions of Definition 2.6, then it has a limit traffic
distribution that is uniquely determined by its limit diagonal law.

We provide in Appendix C an alternative computation of lim-valp(Xy, ..., Xk, Ddiag) for the special case
where W is orthogonally invariant in law, using the orthogonal Weingarten calculus [CSOG]. We establish
the asymptotic freeness statement of Proposition 2.16(b) also in Appendix C via this computation.

Finally, we conclude the proof of Lemma 2.14 by showing concentration of the tensor network value.

Lemma 3.9. Let E be the expectation over II conditional on M and x1, . ..,Xi. Under the setting of Lemma
2.14, almost surely as n — oo,

valp(W;x1,...,xi) — E[valp(W; x1,...,x5)] — 0.
Proof. Let us write as shorthand val(W) = valy(W; x1.). By Jensen’s inequality,
E[(val(W) — Eval(W))1] < E[(val(W) — val(W))?]

where W = IIMII ", II is an independent copy of IT, and the expectation on the right side is over (IT,II).
We proceed to bound this expectation.

Recall the tensor network T' = (V, &, {qy}vey). Let (WD, W) .. (VB £@) denote four copies of the
tree (V,€). For any subset A C {1,2, 3,4}, let

(Va,E4) = |_| (V@ gla)
acA

denote the graph that is the disjoint union of those copies corresponding to a € A, i.e. (V4,€4) has |A|
connected components, each a copy of (V, ). We label each vertex v € V() C V4 with the same label ¢, as
in the original tensor network T'. We write A = {1,2,3,4}\ A as the complement of A, and E and & for the
random sign matrix and random permutation corresponding to IT. Then we have, similarly to (3.16),

(val(W) — val(W))*

- Z ( DA val(W) ] val(W
AC{1 a€EA a€A

- Z ( DAL S T el TT Zlial-Zlial - Mlo(iu), o)
AC{1,2,3 i€[n]VA vE€Va (u,v)EEA

x > I w@li) TT Ebd-El] - Mla(a), ). (3.24)

jE]VA vEVa (u,v)€€4

Let P4 be the set of partitions of V4, and denote by 7(i) € P4 the partition induced by i € [n]Y4. For
each m € Py, let G = (K, Fr) be the image of (V4,€4) under 7, in the sense of Definition 3.1. Note that
here, G is not necessarily connected but can consist of up to |A| < 4 connected components. Define By, ()
and Q,(m) exactly as in (3.21-3.22), let C(w ) denote the set of connected components of G, and define

Mn( n‘c(ﬂ- Z H M.]Rv.]s (325)

n]K~ (R,S)eF
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This coincides with our previous definition of (3.23) when C(7) = 1. Define similarly B, (7), Q»(7), M, (T)
via the graph Gz = (K, Fz) that is the image of (V3,€3) under @ € Pj. Then, stratifying the sums over i
and j by (i) € P4 and 7(j) € P4, and taking the expectation in (3.24) over (II,II) using (3.18-3.19), we
get analogously to (3.20)

E[(val(W) — val(W))*]
[C(m)|+]C(m)]
n _ _ _

= > (=pH 7 Ba(m) By (7) - Qu(m)Qn(T) - My () My (7). (3.26)

AC{1,2,3,4} even TEP 4

even TEP 3
Form € Paand m € Py, we define 7 = m®T € Py 23,4y as the combined partition of all vertices in Vi1 5 3 43
given by taking the blocks of both 7 and 7. We write G~ = (K-, F;) as the image of (V{1 234},&1,2,3.4})

under 7; this is the disjoint union of G and Gz, so in particular

s | = [Kx + [Kzl, IC(m)| = [C(m)| + [C(7)].

We now proceed to approximate By, (m)By (), Qn(m)Qn(7), and M, (7)M,(7) by quantities that depend
only on 7, and not on the individual partitions 7, 7. We write O(n~") for any error of magnitude at most
C/n for a constant C := C'(w,7) > 0 and all large n.

For B, observe from the definition (3.21) that

B"(T):g.nil.nﬁQ.'”.n—|/7ClT|+1
_1 7%'_1 E o) =14n ("j') +0(m?).
Similarly,
By (m)Bp(7) =1+n"" ((VC;') + ("g”')) +0(n7?).
In particular,
B, ()By(7) = Bu(1) + O(n™ ') =1+ O(n™ ). (3.27)

In the case where G, = (K., F;) has 4 connected components, i.e. each block of both 7 and 7 is contained
within a single copy V(*) of V, let us write G, (a) = (K, (a), F,(a)) for the component corresponding to the
partition of V(®). Given any m € P4, 7 € Pz, and 7 = 7 ® 7, we then have

(|ic27|) _ (lfc;|> N (Igwl> + 3 K@) 1K)

a€AbEA

because to choose two elements of K-, we may choose them both from K, both from Kz, or one from
K;(a) C Kr and the other from K (b) C Kz for some a € A,b € A. This gives a refinement of (3.27),

Bu(m)Bn(7) = Bu(t)+ Y Bu(r,a,b)+ O(n™?) (3.28)
a€AbEA
where we define B, (,a,b) = —n"!|K.(a)| - |+ (b)]. Here B, (7,a,b) = O(n™1).
For @y, observe from the definition (3.22) that the distinction between Q. (7)Q.,, (7) and @, (7) is that the
former does not restrict indices of summation corresponding to 7 to be distinct from those corresponding to
7, i.e.

1 * *
Qn(M)Qn(7) = Qun(r) + T Z Z 1{there is at least 1 pair of coinciding

ig[n]kr je[n]<n
indices between i and j} x H Qr(z1:x[iR]) H Qr(x1xir])-
REK R'eKx

By Lemma 3.3, the quantities Q,(7), Q.(7), and @, (7) all have deterministic limit values as n — .
Furthermore, by a simple inclusion-exclusion argument together with Lemma 3.3, in the above double sum-
mation the contribution from pairs (i, ) coinciding in exactly k pairs of indices is of size O(n~*). Then in
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particular,

Qn(m)Qn(T) = Qn(7) + O(n™") = O(1). (3.29)

In the case where G, has 4 connected components, let us write more explicitly

Qn(m)Qn(7) = Qun(7) + T % ' % 1{there is exactly 1 pair of coinciding
ie[n|™m jen|™m

indices between i and j} x [[ Qr(z1xlir]) [[ Qr(zixlin]) +O0(n2).
ReK~ R'eKx

We may choose the coinciding index pair by choosing 1 vertex R € K. (a) C K for some a € A, and 1 vertex
R’ € K,(b) C Kx for some b € A. Now viewing R € 7 and R’ € 7 as disjoint blocks of vertices of V, note
that if S = RU R’ C V is the block obtained upon merging R, R/, then by definition Qg = Qg - Qr/. Thus,
the above is equivalent to

Qn(MQu(T) = Qu(T) + DY Qu(r,a,b)+0(n?) (3.30)
acAbgA
where we define
1
Qn(t,a,b) = —— 1{j has |[KC;| — 1 distinct indices, and 1 index from
1Kz
n T

J€[n]*r

K- (a) coincides with 1 index from K, ()} x [[ Qr(w1.x[ir])-
ReK,

By the preceding arguments, Q,(7,a,b) = O(n™1).

For M,, consider any A C {1,2,3,4} and m € P4. Recall that C(w) is the set of connected components
of G,. Each component in C(r) takes the form G, = (K, F,) where o is a partition that contains a subset
of the blocks of 7. Let us write Z;‘g[n],cﬂ for the summation over tuples j such that indices corresponding

to each component I, C I, are distinct, but they are not necessarily distinct across different components.
Recalling (3.25), define

=[] Mio)= o S IT Mlinis)

GoeC(m) JE[n]* (R,S)EFx

where M**() is now a multiplicative function over connected components of . Since each G, is connected,
Lemma 3.7(a) implies the existence of the limit

M*(r) = [ M(Go, Daiag)- (3.31)
Go€C(m)

Comparing the definitions of M;*(7) and M, (w), we have M *(m) = M, () if G, has a single connected
component |C(7)| = 1, and more generally

kk

Z 1{some indices of j for different connected
Jen)*n

ok 1

My(m) = My™(7) = —amy

components of G coincide} x H Mljr,js]-
(R,S)eFx

For each j where this summand is non-zero, define 7'(j) € P4 as the partition that merges those blocks of 7
where the corresponding indices of j coincide. Let P(w) be the set of all possible such partitions 7/ (j). (If
|C(w)| =1, then P(w) = (.) Then, stratifying the summation over j by 7'(j) € P(w), letting G = (K, Frr)
be the image of (Va,&4) under 7/, and identifying the sum over {j : 7/(j) = 7'} as a sum over one distinct
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index for each R € K./,

My(m) = My"(m)

n\C(w Z Z H Mljr, js]

' €P(m) je[n) <~ (R,S)EF s

= M;"(m) — ZP:( )7n|c(ﬂ')|*|c(ﬂ")‘Mn(ﬂ ). (3.32)
' eP(m

For any n’ € P(w), its number of connected components satisfies |C(7")| < |C(w)| — 1. In particular, if
|C(m)| =2, then |[C(n")| =1 for all #’ € P(n), so M, (7") = M}*(n’) on the right side of (3.32). If |C(7)| > 3,
then we may apply this identity (3.32) recursively to further approximate M, (7") on the right side of (3.32)
by M}*(x’), until only instances of M** and no instances of M,, remain. Applying (3.31) to each instance
of M* in this final expression, this shows that
M, (1) = M}*(7) + O(n™*) = O(1).

Applying this for 7 € P4, 7 € Pz, and 7 = 7 @ 7, and recalling that M* is multiplicative across connected
components so that M*(7) = M*(7)M*(7), this yields

M, (7) My, (7) = My (1) + O(n™") = O(1). (3.33)

When G, has 4 connected components, let us derive a more explicit expression for this O(n=1) error.
Applying (3.32) and the above arguments to 7, we have

Mo(r) = My*(r) — > M) 0

T'eP(T):|C(r")|=|C(T)|—1

If 7/ € P(r) and |C(7")| = |C(7)| — 1, then 7’ is obtained by picking exactly two connected components of G,
say G, (a) = (K;(a), Fr(a)) and G, (b) = (K (b), ]—'T(b)) and merging one or more pairs of blocks R € K, (a)
with R’ € IC-(b). We write the set of such partitions 7/ € P(7) corresponding to the two fixed indices a # b
as P(r,a,b). Then
Mam) =M - Y S M)+ 0w
1<a<b<4 7€P(7,a,b)
Similarly

My(m) = My"(m ——Z Y M) +0mn?),

a<b w'e€P(m,a,b)

a,beA
— *% [ 1 ok
MR =M - Y Y My E) 0 ),
a<b w'eP(7,a,b)
a,beA

Taking the product of these two expressions and applying multiplicativity of M *, we deduce
My (m)Mp(7) = Mn(7) + Y My(r,a,b) + O(n™?) (3.34)
a€AbEA

where we define M, (7,a,b) = 2> rep(rap Mn" (7). Here again, M, (7,a,b) = O(n1).

Equipped with these approximations, we now bound (3.26). Given 7 € Py 234}, let A(7) be the set of
A C{1,2,3,4} for which 7 = 7 ® 7 for some 7 € P4 and 7 € Pj, i.e. A € A(7) if and only if each connected
component of G corresponds to vertices belonging entirely to V4 or entirely to V7. Note that given 7 = 7&7
and A € A(7), this uniquely determines m € P4 and @ € Pjs. Then, stratifying the summation in (3.26) by
the number of connected components |C(7)| = |C(7)| + |C(7)], we have

E[(val(W) — val(W))*] = By + Ey + F3 + E4

where

Ej:nffj > S (“D)B () Ba(7) - Qu(m)Qu(7) - My ()M (7).

even TE€P(1 2 3.4}y ACA(T)
[C(T)|=4
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Here, 7 and 7 on the right side denote those partitions that are uniquely determined by 7 = 7 & 7 and
A € A(7); we omit their dependence on (7, A) for brevity.

Applying the simple the bound B, (7) By, (T)Qn(7)Qn (7) My, (7)) My, (7) = O(1) from (3.27), (3.29), and
(3.33), we get B1 = O(n™3) and Ey = O(n™2).

For Es, applying the approximation B, (7)B,(7) = Bn(7) + O(n™1), Qu(m)Qn(7) = Qu(7) + O(n™1),
and M,, (1) M, (7) = M, (7) + O(n~1) from (3.27), (3.29), and (3.33), we have

B= 3 Ba(r)Qu(r)Mu(r) 3 (~1)14 4 O(n72).

even TE€P(1,2,3,43:|C(T)|=3 A€A(T)

Importantly, the leading term B, (7)Q,(7)M,(7) does not depend on A, so we have factored it outside of
the sum over A, and the lower order terms all contribute to the O(n=2) error. For any 7 where |C(7)| = 3,
we have ), A(T)(—1)|A| = 0: For example, if the 3 connected components of G correspond to vertices
in Vi, Vo, and Vy34y, then A(7) = {0,{1},{2},{1,2},{3,4},{1,3,4},{2,3,4},{1,2,3,4}}. Thus, we get
FEs = 0(7172).

Finally, for Fy4, we apply the finer approximations (3.28), (3.30), and (3.34) which hold when |C(7)| =
In this case A(7) consists of all subsets of {1,2,3,4}, so

Ey= Z <Bn(T)Qn(T)Mn(T) Z (_1)‘14‘

even TEP1 2,3,4}:C(T)|=4 AC{1,2,3,4}

> [BaDQu(r)Ma(7.0,b) + Bu(r)Qu (7, a,b) Ma(7)

a#be{1,2,3,4}

+Bn(7,a,b)Qn(7)Mn(T)] > (—1)A> +0(n?).
Caedicn

Importantly, we have exchanged the order of summations over A and over (a € A,b € A), and used that
each term By,(7,a,b),Qn(7,a,b), M,,(7,a,b) does not depend on the assignment of the remaining indices
{1,2,3,4}\{a,b} to A and A. Then, applying ZA§{1,2,3,4}(_1)|A| = Oand also ZA§{1,2,3,4}:a€A,b€A(_1)|AI =
0 for each fixed pair a,b, we get B, = O(n=2).

Combining the above, we have E[(val(W) — Eval(W))*] < C/n? for a constant C' > 0 and all large n.
Then Lemma 3.9 follows from Markov’s inequality and the Borel-Cantelli lemma. g

Combining Lemmas 3.6 and 3.9 completes the proof of Lemma 2.14.

3.3. Universality of AMP via polynomial approximation. We now prove Lemma 2.12, showing that
the universality of AMP for Lipschitz non-linearities® can be obtained from universality of tensor network
values by polynomial approximation.

For the given AMP algorithm with Lipschitz non-linearities us41(+), we approximate it by an auxiliary
AMP algorithm with polynomial non-linearities @11(-), where each @41 is an Lo-approximation for w41
with respect to the state evolution of its arguments. A similar method of approximation was recently used
in [DLS22]. Combining this approximation, the validity of state evolution for polynomial AMP applied to
G, and the universality of tensor network values for G and W, we show that iterates of the Lipschitz and
polynomial AMP algorithms applied to W are close in (normalized) ¢ distance. This will imply the desired
Wa-convergence of the AMP iterates (2.1) to their state evolution.

We construct the auxiliary AMP algorithm as follows: Fix any € > 0. For the same initialization o, = w;
and vectors of side information fi, ..., f; as in the given Lipschitz AMP algorithm (2.1), define the iterates
fort=1,2,3,...

t
2= Wiy — ) bl
— (3.35)
ﬁt-‘rl = ﬁt-‘rl(ilu cee 7it7f17 s 7f]€)

5By this we mean that each non-linearity wsy1(-) is Lipschitz in its first ¢ arguments z1, ..., 2¢.
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such that

(1) Each coefficient by, is defined by s, @is, . . ., iy and the orthogonally invariant prescription (2.6).
(2) Let X be the orthogonally invariant prescription (2.5), and let (Uy, Fi.x, Z1.t) be the state evolution
where Z1.; ~ N(0,3;) is independent of (U1, F1.x). Then each polynomial @11 (-) is chosen to satisfy

- = = 2
E[(tit41(Z1:t, Frie) — w1 (Z1e, Fr)) | <e. (3.36)
(3) For any fixed arguments 21:(t—1) and fi.x, the function z; = ¢4 1(21:¢, f1:1) has non-linear dependence
in z.

We write the iterates as z;(W), (W) if we want to make explicit that the algorithm is evaluated on the
matrix W.

The choice of @41 in condition (2) above is possible by the polynomial density condition in Assumption 2.1,
and by Lemma A.1 which ensures that the same density condition holds for (Uy, Fi.x, Zu)- If condition (3)
does not hold for this polynomial @41, then it must hold upon adding to ;41 a small multiple of z2. The
conditions of [Fan22, Assumption 4.2] are verified by Assumption 2.1, the condition Var[D] > 0 given in
Lemma 2.12, and the above condition (3). Then [Fan22, Theorem 4.3] ensures, almost surely as n — oo,

(ur, B, .. £, 21(G), ..., 2(G) B (UL Py, ... Fe, 21, . Z4). (3.37)

Lemma 3.10. Fiz any t > 1. Let (Q1,21,...,%:,0t) be the iterates of any algorithm of the form (3.35),
where {bys} are scalar constants and sy, : R™* — R are polynomial functions applied row-wise. Then for
any polynomial p : R*+F — R and for some finite set F of diagonal tensor networks in k + 1 variables,

(P, ... 8, 20,2 B, ) = Y valr (Wi, fir, o ).
TeF

Proof. First note that
<p(ﬁl:t7 il:t; fl:k)> == ValT(W; ﬁ1:157 il:t; fl:k)

where T is a tensor network with only one vertex v whose associated polynomial is ¢, = p.
We claim that given any tensor network T = (V,&,{qy}vey) in the variables (1., 211, f1.£), We can
decompose

valyp (Wi, Z1y, fr) = Z valy (Wi ., Z1:(1—1), fox) (3.38)
T'eF

where F is a finite set of tensor networks in the variables (@1.¢, Z1:(4—1), f1:x). To show this, recall that

valp (W Ui, Z1.t, fir) Z H Qo (Ur:tliv], Z1:[i0], frow[io]) Wi
16[ 1V veV

Applying z; = Wu; — Zi:l bistls and expanding each g, in terms of (Q1.¢,Z1:(,—1), f1.x) and Wi, we have

O, 0
Qo (1:4[i0]; Z1:e[in], frx[iv]) Z%e 1.4 [0, 21 (t—1) [iu], f1:k[i0]) (ZW iy >
6=0

where ©, is the maximum degree of ¢, in Z, and g¢y,0,¢v,1, - - -, qv,0, are polynomials that depend on ¢, and
{bis}. Therefore

- . 1 o - . ,
Va'lT (W7 Uui:t, Z1:¢, fl:k) = E Z Z H qv,0, (ul:t[Z’UL Zl:(tfl) [z’u]u fl:k[lv])

0€[1,cv10,...,04 } i€[n]V veV
n 6,
| (Zw[iv,jmtm) H Wi
Jj=1

For each 6 € [],{0,...,0,}, we define a new tensor network Tp from T as follows: (1) for each v € V,
replace the associated polynomial g, by gy 0,; (2) for each v € V, connect v with 6, new vertices, where the
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associated polynomial for each new vertex is q(t1., Z1:(t—1)> f1:k) = @. Then the above is precisely

valy (Wi g, 21, fiix) = > valz, (Wi G, 21 -1y, Fi:x)
6€T,ev {0,000}
which shows the claim (3.38).
We next claim that for any tensor network 7" in the variables (t1.¢, Z1.(:—1), f1:x), we have
valr (Wi, 2y (¢-1), fi:e) = valp (Wi @621y, Z1:e-1), fan) (3.39)

for a tensor network T” in the variables (%1.(;—1), Z1:(¢—1), f1:x). This holds because G; = @t (Z1.(¢—1), f1:x) is
itself a polynomial of (Z;.(;—1), fi:x), so for each vertex v of T, we may write

Qo (Q1:(¢—1) W(Z1: (015 1k )5 Zroe—1ys k) = Qo (Qaie—1), Z1:e—1) Frek)
for some polynomial ¢,. Then we can define T” by replacing each polynomial g, with ¢, and preserving all
other structures of T'.

Having shown the reductions (3.38) and (3.39), the proof is completed by recursively applying these
reductions for ¢,¢t —1,¢t —2,...,1. O

Combining the above lemma, the state evolution (3.37) for the polynomial AMP algorithm applied to G,
and the given condition in Lemma 2.12 that tensor network values have the same limit for G and W, we
obtain the following state evolution guarantee for the polynomial AMP algorithm applied to W.

Lemma 3.11. In the setting of Lemma 2.12, for any fized t > 1, almost surely as n — oo
(un, B, ... 6,2 (W), ..., 5(W) B (UL Fy,...,F. Z1,.... 7).
Proof. By Lemma 3.10, for any polynomial p : R‘*+1 & R, we have
(p(ur, i, 214 (W) = Y valp(Wsug, i)

TeF

where F is a finite set of diagonal tensor networks, and the same decomposition holds for G in place of W.
Then by the condition given in Lemma 2.12 and the state evolution (3.37), almost surely

HILH;O@(UM fi.r,21.4(W))) = nlilgo<p(u1, f1.0,214(G))) = Elp(Us, Frp, Z14))- (3.40)

In particular, this shows that on an event £ having probability 1, all mixed moments of the empirical
distribution of rows of (uy, f1.x,21.:(W)) converge to those of (Uy, Fi.k, Zl;t). Lemma A.1 implies that the
joint law of (Uy, Fy.x, Zl;t) is uniquely determined by its mixed moments, so on this event &, the empirical
distribution of rows converges weakly to (Ui, Fi.k, Zl;t) (cf. [Bil95, Theorem 30.2], which extends to the
multivariate setting by the same proof). On this event &, also

Jim. % Y lald], fraldl, 2 (WD = EII(UL, Figs Z1:e) [37)
i=1

for each integer d > 1, which shows (cf. [Vil09, Definition 6.8 and Theorem 6.9]) that

(uy, fi.5, 21.4(W)) LU (U1, Fruk, Zl:t)-
O

Remark 3.12. Lemmas 3.11, 2.13, and 2.14 already imply universality of the state evolution for polynomial
AMP algorithms, without requiring the assumption |W{|op < C.

We now proceed with an inductive comparison of the given Lipschitz AMP algorithm (2.1) and the polyno-
mial AMP algorithm (3.35), both applied to W. For each ¢t > 1, let (Uy, Fi.x, Z1.+) describe the state evolution
of the given Lipschitz AMP algorithm (2.1), where Z1.; ~ N (0,3;) and X; is non-singular by assumption in
Lemma 2.12. Let (Uy, Fi., Zl;t) describe the state evolution of the auxiliary AMP algorithm (3.35) where
T ~ N(0, f]t) We write as shorthand

Uerl == us+1(Z1:57 Fl:k); VUerl - (aluerl; ey 8sus+1)(Zl:57 Fl:k);

Usi1 = ﬂs+1(21:57 Fi.x), Vﬁerl = (O1lst1,---» 8sﬂs+l)(21:57 Fix)
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where the gradients are with respect to the first s arguments.

All subsequent constants may depend on the Lipschitz non-linearities uso, us3, u4, ..., the corresponding
Onsager coefficients {b;s} and state evolution covariances {X;}, and joint laws of (Uy, F1.k, Z1.t), which we
treat as fixed throughout this argument.

Lemma 3.13. Fiz t > 1. Suppose (3.36) holds for e > 0 and every polynomial s, ..., Ui+1. Suppose also
I — Zillop < 8 for 6 > 0. Then for any sufficiently small §,e, we have
mgfg |IEIVU 1] — E[VU1]|, < e(8.2), max ax [E[U, U] — B[U,U]| < 1(0,¢)

for a constant 1(d,€) > 0 satisfying ¢(6,€) — 0 as (d,&) — (O, 0).

Proof. We write 1(d,¢) for any positive constant satisfying ¢(d,e) — 0 as (d,e) — (0,0) and changing from
instance to instance. Since ||X; — Xy|lop < d, 3 is invertible, and X, is the upper-left submatrix of 3, for
s < t, for sufficiently small 6 > 0 and each s =1,...,t we have

1251 =7 lop < (6, ), E[||Z1.s — Z1. SH ] < u(d,e) (3.41)

for a coupling of Z;.; and 21:5-
We introduce the additional abbreviations for the intermediate quantities

Us—i—l = us—i—l(Zl:sa Fl:k)u VU5+1 = (6lus+17 ) asus—i-l)(glzsu Fl:k)-
Then for any s € [t],
|E[VU41] = E[VUsi1]||, < |EVUs11] = E[VU 4], + |[E[VT s41] = E[VUs11] (3.42)

Applying Stein’s lemma, (a + b + ¢)? < 3(a? + b? + ¢?), and Cauchy-Schwarz, the first term of (3.42) is
bounded as

|EIVUs11] — EVUii]|3
= |ElUss1 - 27721, — B0 41 - 57 ZL] I,
< 3E[(Uenr = Tenn) '] -E[| 2721, |13] + 30 ] - E[| (35"~ 57 2L [3]
+3E[T, ] - E[||Z; (2, ZIS)||2].
The latter two terms are at most ¢(d, ) by (3.41), and for the first term we have
E[(Ust1 = Us1)?] < L2 -E[|| Z1:s — Zuis|3] < 1(6,€) (3.43)
where Ly is the Lipschitz constant of us41(+). The second term of (3.42) is bounded similarly as
|EVT 1] = EIVTs ]y = [ETssr - 55 21 ~ EfUssn - 55 2L
< E[(Us-i-l - [75-1-1)2} E[Hi;leV;FSHEL
where by (3.36) we have
E[(U5+1 — ﬁs+1)2] - E[(Us+1(21:57 Fl:K) - as+1(21:57 Fl:K))Q] <E. (344)

Combining these bounds and applying them to (3.42) yields the first claim of the lemma, ||E[VUg11] —
E[VUg41]|l2 < ¢(6,¢). For the second claim, for any r, s € [t + 1], we have

}E[UrJrlUerl] - E[ﬁr+1ﬁs+1 } }E r+1 — Ur+1>Us+1 | + }E 6r+1(U5+1 - ﬁs+1)]|-

Applying again Cauchy-Schwarz and the bounds (3.43) and (3.44) yields the second claim [E[Uy41Us+1] —
]E[UT+1US+1]| < L((S, E). O

Lemma 3.14. Fizt > 1. Suppose (3.36) holds for € > 0 and every polynomial s, ..., Uy1. Then for any
sufficiently small €, almost surely for all large n, we have

1 1 ~
gég%nzs(vv)—zs(vv)nz<L<e>, gé;(%nzs(vwnwc, 12 = Stlop < 1(e)

for constants C > 0 and t(g) > 0 satisfying t(¢) — 0 as € — 0.
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Proof. We write z;, Z;, us, u; for the iterates of the Lipschitz and polynomial AMP algorithms applied to W.
We prove the extended claim that there are constants «(¢) > 0 and C' > 0, satisfying t(¢) — 0 as ¢ — 0, for
which almost surely for all large n,

(a) maxi_; [brs — bes| < t(e);

(b) max’_, f||zs Zs|l2 < t(¢) and max’_, %HZSHQ < C;

(

)
0) |12 = Zillop < e(e);
(d) max{_ —Z=|luss1 — Bupall2 < e(e) and maxi_g = [[usiaf2 < C.

We induct on ¢. For the base case t = 0, statements (a—c) are vacuous, and (d) holds by the equality of
initializations 17 = u; and by the convergence of u; in Assumption 2.1.

Consider any ¢ > 1, and suppose inductively that claims (a—d) all hold for ¢ — 1. Denoting the constants
in this inductive claim for ¢ — 1 as ¢;—1(¢) and C;_1, let us write 1;(¢) and C; for any positive constants
depending on ¢;_1(¢) and C;_1, satisfying ¢;(¢) — 0 as ¢ — 0 and ¢;—1(¢) — 0, and changing from instance
to instance.

For (a), by the prescription (2.6), each b, is a continuous function of E[VUs;4] for s <t —1 and E[U, U]
for 1 < r < s <t Then max’_, |bys — l;t5| < 1(e) by statement (c) of the inductive hypothesis and
Lemma 3.13.

For (b), by the definition of z; and z;, we have

t t2 t t)112 s s||2 7 s||2
< I D7 el - T 3 by — by
v v e R 2 e =0l T

By the assumption that |W{|op, < C almost surely for all large n, by claim (d) of the inductive hypothesis,
and by claim (a) already shown, this is at most ¢(g). Also,

lzells _ [Waells |~ sl
\/ﬁ < \/ﬁ + ; |bts| ’ \/ﬁ
which similarly is at most C}.

For (c), by the prescription (2.5), the matrix X; is (as in the proof of (a) above) a continuous function of
E[VU,1] for s <t —1 and E[U,U,] for 1 <7 < s <t. Then |2, — Zy/lop < 1(¢) again by statement (c) of
the inductive hypothesis and Lemma 3.13.

For (d), it follows from the definitions of u;y; and @41 that

w1 — Qegall2 _ i1 (z1et, £1:6) — Tegr (Z1:t, Froi) |2
LD LD
i1 (zree, B1n) — e (Zre, Fror) |2 w1 (Zaee, 1) — Beg1 (Z1:e, Froe) |2
< +

N Vi Vn

The first term is at most ¢;(g) by statement (b) already proved and the fact that wu;y1(-) is Lipschitz. For

the second term, Lemma 3.11 shows (Z1., f1.x) w (let,FLk) almost surely as n — oo, and the function
(ui41(-) — @g11(+))? satisfies the polynomial growth condition (1.1) by the given conditions for us11(+). Then

lim et (Ziat, F1:6) — U1 (Z1:e, £ |13

n—00 n

= Bl(uts1(Z1.4, Fr) — i1 (Zrs, Frn))?] < e (3.45)

where the inequality is due to (3.36) in the construction of Gs41. Thus |[usr1 — Qet1ll2/v/1 < te(€). Similarly,

a2 < lluer1(ze, f1:6) — uep1(0, frp) |2 n llue1(0, f1:6) (|2

Vi vn vn '
The first term is at most C; by statement (b) already proved and the fact that us41(+) is Lipschitz. For
the second term, we have lim,, o0 +[lt11(0, fi.5)[|3 = E[ug41(0, Fi:x)?] which is also at most a constant Cj.
This concludes the proof of (d) and completes the induction. |

Finally, we apply Lemma 3.14 to prove Lemma 2.12.

Proof of Lemma 2.12. Let uy.¢, U1.t, Z1.¢, Z1.+ be the iterates of the Lipschitz AMP algorithm and polynomial
AMP algorithm applied to W. We write «(g) for a positive constant such that «(¢) — 0 as € — 0, and
changing from instance to instance.
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To show Wa-convergence of (uy, fi.1, z1.+), consider any function g : RPVA+1 — R satisfying |g(x) — g(y)| <
C(1+ |Ix|l2 + l¥ll2)lx — ¥||2 for a constant C' > 0. Then

[(g(ur, f15, 21:4) — g(ar, Fro, Z1:0)) |

n

< % > (Al Clil, Sl 2l + 1 aalil, fralil, ZreliDll2) - lzaeli] = 2l

i=1
C " . . . . 4o s ~ a o~
< 3 (U4 | (uald), frenlil, 22 iDIZ + I uald, frewld], ZraliDIZ) - 4| D N2aeeli] = ZaalillI3
i=1 i=1
C k t t
= = 3 ol + 6 31613 +3 Dl + 17l8) - \| D 2 — 23
Jj=1 s=1 s=1
This implies, by the statements for z;.; in Lemma 3.14 and the convergence of (uy,fi,...,f;) in Assump-
tion 2.1, that almost surely for all large n,
[(g(uy, fii, 21:4) — g(uy, fip, Z1:0))| < o(e). (3.46)

Since (uy, f1.x, Z1:t) w (Uy, F1.k, Zl;t) by Lemma 3.11, we have

lim (g(uy, £, Z14)) = Elg(U1, Fr, Z1a). (3.47)

n—

By the statement for 3; in Lemma 3.14, there is a coupling of Z;.; and Z1.; such that E[||Z1.c — ZMH%] < i(e).
Then similarly

‘]E[Q(UluFl:k7 Zl:t)] - E[Q(Ula Fl:ku Zl:t)”
< C-E[(1+ (U1, Fik, Z1a)||2 + || (U1, Fiak, Zv)l2) - 1 Zve — 21:t||2]

< O\EB+6U2 + 6] Fiall3 + 31 Z0all3 + 31 Z0al3 - VEI Z1 — Zuall3) < 1e). (3.48)

Combining (3.46), (3.47), and (3.48), we obtain for a (different) constant ¢(¢) > 0, almost surely for all
large n, [{(g(u1, f1.x,21.¢)) — E[g(U1, Fi.k, Z1.4)]| < t(¢). Since € > 0 is arbitrary and t(¢) — 0 as € — 0, we
conclude that lim, o0 (g(u1, f1.5, 2z1.t)) = Elg(U1, F1.k, Z1.+)]. This holds for all bounded Lipschitz functions
g() as Well as fOI‘ g(UlyFlzk;ZI:t) = ||(U1;F1:k721:t>”%7 Wthh implies (ul,flzk,zlzt) V[—/% (UlaFl:lle:t) (Cf
[Vil09, Definition 6.8 and Theorem 6.9]). O

Combining Lemmas 2.12 and 2.13 for G ~ GOE(n) concludes the proof of Theorem 2.4, and combining
Lemmas 2.12 and 2.14 for an orthogonally invariant matrix G with limit spectral distribution D concludes
the proof of Theorem 2.8.

4. DISCUSSION

In this work, we have established universality of the state evolution for AMP algorithms applied to ensem-
bles of matrices in both Gaussian and non-Gaussian universality classes, using an unfolding of polynomial
AMP algorithms into linear combinations of matrix-tensor networks. Our analyses also reveal universality
classes of matrices for which these tensor networks have common limiting values, but where a more succinct
characterization of the limiting behavior of first-order iterative algorithms is currently unknown. We hope
that our work may inspire the development of dynamical mean-field theory descriptions of such algorithms
for these broader matrix ensembles.

Recently, motivated by statistical applications, a burgeoning line of work [RV18, LW22, CR23, LFW23]
has studied non-asymptotic guarantees for AMP algorithms, in settings where the underlying structure (e.g.
sparsity) and the non-linearities applied may depend on the dimension n, and for a number of iterations of
the algorithm that may also grow with the dimension n. The study of AMP universality in such settings
falls outside the scope of our current analyses, and we believe this is an interesting direction for future work.
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APPENDIX A. DENSITY OF POLYNOMIALS

Lemma A.1. Let ux and py be probability laws on R™ and R™ having finite moments of all orders, such that
multivariate polynomials are dense in the real L*-spaces L?(ux) and L*(ny ). Then multivariate polynomials
are also dense in L?(ux X py).

Proof. Consider any measurable A C R™ and B C R", and let x4, xB, XAx 5 be the indicator functions of A,
B, and A x B. For any € > 0, by the density conditions for L?(ux) and L?(uy ), we may take polynomials
pa,pp such that [[xa — pallr2(uy) <&/2 and |[xB — pBllr2(uy) </ClPallL2(ux)). Then

[XaxB = PAPBIIL2(1x xpv)

<llxa = pallzzuolIxBllz2(uy) + IPallL2(0x) [IXB = PBlL2(0y) < €

Taking £ — 0 shows that polynomials are dense in the linear span of indicator functions {x 4o x 5 : measurable A
R™, B C R"}. This linear span is in turn dense in L?(ux X py ), showing the lemma. O

APPENDIX B. SUFFICIENT CONDITIONS FOR GENERALIZED INVARIANCE

In this appendix, we prove Proposition 2.7, providing examples of matrix models that satisfy the general-
ized invariance condition of Definition 2.6.

Lemma B.1. Let M € R"*™ be a symmetric matriz having eigenvalues d € R™. Suppose d % D almost
surely as n — oo, where D has finite moments of all orders. Suppose M satisfies (2.9) almost surely for all
large n. Then for any p(x) € A(x),

(a) limp 00 + Trp(M) ezists almost surely, is finite, and depends only on the law of D.
(b) For any € > 0 and all large n, we have

miax [p(M)[i, 1] = 3 Trp(M)| <n™ /255, max [p(M)[i, ]| < n'/2+
1= i#£j

Proof. By the definition of diagonal monomials, every p(x) € A(x) is a word of the form
p(x) = x" A(p1(x))x" A(p2(x)) - - x" Apr (x))x"+! (B.1)

where each py(x) € A(x) and each 7, > 0. We define the depth of p(x), denoted by d(p), as 6(p) =0if L =0
(so that p(x) = x" for some r > 0), and §(p) = 1 +max’_, 6(p¢) if L > 1. Thus 6(p) is the maximum number
of “nested” applications of A(-). We induct on d(p).
For the base case where d(p) = 0 and p(x) = x", we have

1 1 T 1 - 7T r

T Trp(M) = £ Tr(M") = — ;dm — E[D"]
almost surely, by the assumption d % D. Thus statement (a) holds, and statement (b) holds by the assumed
condition (2.9).

Suppose inductively that the lemma is true for all p(x) with §(p) < K, and consider p(x) with §(p) = K+1.
Fix any € > 0. By the definition of depth, every pe(x) in (B.1) satisfies d(p;) < K. Then for every
¢=1,2,...,L, by claim (b) of the induction hypothesis, we can decompose p;(M) = L Trp,(M) - Id + E;
where Ey satisfies max; je () |Eeli, ]| < n~1/2*¢ almost surely for all large n. Fix any 4,j € [n] and write
to =4 and ir+1 = j. Then, applying this decomposition to every p,(M), we obtain

p(M)[i, j] = Z M™ [ig,ia]pr (M) i1, i1 ]M "™ [i1, do] - - - pr(M)[ir, i ] M ™ [ir, ip11]

ie[n]t
L+1 L
= Z HMW[Z'EA,M H< Tr p,(M +Ee[ie,ie]>
i€[n)t =1 =1

L+1

> ( 11 %Trm ) > T M lievsie I Eeliesiel
]

JCIL] Nee[L\T ic[n)L =1 teg

N
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By the induction hypothesis, the limit
My = hm H — Trpg(M) (B.2)
" e "

exists, is finite, and depends only on the law of D. We set My = 1 if 7 = [L]. Note that this convergence
is uniform over pairs i, j € [n]. Therefore, for an error £7 = o(1) independent of ¢ and j,

Li1
pM)[i 4] = > (Mg +&5) > [ M™lie—r,ie) [] Eeliesie].
JCIL] ie[n]t (=1 teg

We first sum over all indices {i¢ : £ ¢ J}: Write explicitly J = {/1,...,£, 7/} where 1 < /{1 < ... < /{7 < L.
Let /5 = 0 and é‘jHl = L+ 1, and denote R, =1, ;41 +...+7¢,. Then this gives

|T|+1
p(M)[’L,]] = Z (MJ + 5]) Z H MRP [ilpfl’iep] H Ef[ilaif]' (B?’)
JCIL] i€m]7 p=1 e

We denote by C' > 0 a constant depending only on p(x), J, and the law of D, and changing from instance to
instance. By (2.9), we have max;c(,,) |[M e [i,i]] < £ Tr Mfe 4n=1/27¢ < C and max;z; |[MFe[i, j]| < n=1/2+<
for each p € [|7|+1], almost surely for all large n. For any i € [n]7, define W(i) = {p € [|T|+1] : é¢,_, # ir,}.
Then this implies

[T 1+1

H ‘MRP[Z-EVN%H H |Eqlig,if]| < Cn(=1/2H)¥OIFITD, (B.4)
LeJg
Moreover, if 1 > 1, then note that |[{i € [n]7 : |¥(i)| = ¥}| < Cn¥~1, because iy, = ip = i and 00y =
ir+1 = J are fixed, so there is freedom to choose ) — 1 remaining index values. Combining this with (B.4),
for any ¢ > 1,

[T1+1
Z H ‘MR 0 uiep]’ H |Eglig,ig| < Cn¥~* (1248 (@+|T1)
iem)7: | (i)=y p=1 eg

< Cn71/2+s(2\J\+1) (B5)

where the last inequality follows from the observation that we always have |¥(i)| < |J| + 1. For ¢ = 0, we
must have i = j and |{i € [n]7 : |¥(i)| = ¥}| = 1. Then by (B.4), this bound (B.5) still holds as long as
|T| > 1,1ie T #0.

Applying (B.5) for all non-empty J C [L], it follows from (B.3) that

Ip(M)[i, j] — 1{i = j}(My + &) M i, i]| < On~t/2HeCEHD (B.6)

where we set R =71 +...+7r41. The above bounds all hold uniformly over 7, j € [n], and hence (B.6) holds
simultaneously for all pairs i, j € [n], almost surely for all large n. Thus, combining with the condition (2.9)
for M®[i, ], we conclude that both max;; [p(M)[i, j]| and max?_, [p(M)[i,i] — (Mg + &) - £ Tr M| are at
most n~1/2+CL+2) for all large n. Then {p(M)[i,i] : i € [n]} are uniformly close to a value independent of
i € [n], which implies also max?_, [p(M)[i,i] — 2 Trp(M)| < 2n~1/2+(2L+2) These statements hold for any
e > 0, showing the inductive claim (b) for p(x). Moreover, averaging (B.6) over i = j gives

lim 1 Trp(M) = nler;o(M@ +&p) - % Tr M7 = My - E[D],

n—o0o M

and we recall from (B.2) that My depends only on the law of D. This shows the inductive claim (a) for p(x),
completing the induction. 0

Proof of Proposition 2.7. Lemma B.1 implies that the matrix model in Proposition 2.7(b2) satisfies Defini-
tion 2.6, where the limit diagonal law Dgjag is determined uniquely by the limit spectral distribution D. To
complete the proof of Proposition 2.7, it suffices to verify that the orthogonally invariant matrix model of
part (a) and the model of part (bl) are both special cases of the model in part (b2).

If W = ODO is orthogonally invariant, i.e. O ~ Haar(O(n)) is independent of D, then also O L
ITy OIlg where ITy, Il are uniformly random signed permutations independent of O. The entries of O
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satisfy the delocalization condition (2.8) almost surely for all large n, as is implied by [Jia05, Theorem 1].
Thus W is a special case of the model in part (bl).

Now suppose W is any matrix satisfying the description of part (bl). Then W has the simpler form
W =IIMII" where IT = Iy,

M =HPDP 'H',

and P = Pg is the random permutation corresponding to Il = PrpEgr. Here, we have eliminated the
diagonal sign matrices Ep from the expression using EgDEJ, = D. To show that W is an example of the
model in part (b2), it remains to show that this matrix M satisfies the condition (2.9) almost surely for all
large n.

Consider M¥ for any fixed integer v > 1. Let h; € R™ denote the i*® row of H, and let o be the
permutation of [n] for which P[i,o ()] =1 for all ¢ € [n]. Then
M"[i,j] = (HPD*PTH")[i,j] = Y hilk k), o (k)|h;k] (B.7)
k=1
We condition on (D, H), and write E for the expectation over only the permutation o. Then for each fixed
k € [n], we have E[D"[o(k), o (k)]] = n~! Tr D¥, so

E[M"[i,j]] = £ TtD" -h/h; = L TrM” - 1{i = j}.

We now show concentration of M"[i, j] around this expectation by computing its high moments: Consider
first any fixed i # j € [n], and abbreviate h[k] = h;[k]h;[k] and d[k] = D" [k, k]. Then from (B.7), M"[i, j] =
Y pq hlk]d l[o(k)], so for any even integer p > 2,

E[(M"[i, j]) Z hlka] - ]E[ci[o(kl)] . .J[a(kp)]]

Let P be the lattice of partitions of [p], endowed with the usual partial ordering by refinement. For each
k € [n]?, let w(k) € P be the partition induced by k, i.e. i, j € [p] belong to a common block of 7 if and only
if kl = kj. Then

RGP =Y S Bl Al JE[do ()] (k)]

7we€P ke[n]P:w(k)=m

=Y Z ]-(”_T“')! > dl] . dll,), (B.8)

TEP kEln ' l€[n]?
(k) =r m(l)=m

the second equality using that the permutation ¢ is uniformly random, so the expectation over o yields a
uniform average over new choices for the || distinct index values of k.

Let p(m,n’) for m < 7’ be the Mobius function over P, satisfying the inversion relation (see e.g. [NS06,
Eq. (10.10)]) > cpircraq i(m,7) = 1{m = 7'}. Then for any function f,

York= > f&- > pmm) =Y umr) Y f(K). (B.9)
€ln]? ke[n]P ke([n]p

TEP TEP
w(k)=m w(k)>7 m<7<m(k) T2T w(k)>T

Applying this to the term involving & in (B.8),
S bkl = > ) [T D Ak
ke[n]P:m(k)=m TEP:T>™ ReT k=1

Recalling h[k] = h;[k]h;[k] where i # j, we have >.7_, h[k] = h/ h; = 0. Thus the summand for 7 vanishes
if 7 has a singleton block. For all other partitions 7 € P, its number of blocks satisfies || < p/2. Then
applying |h[k]| < n?(=1/2+2) by the delocalization condition (2.8) for H, for any fixed ¢ > 0 and all large n,

I

ReT k=1

< p2p(=1/24e) 7l < gy =p/242pe
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Thus | 3 yepnpem () =r hlki]...hlky)| < Cn~P/2+2P¢ where, here and below, we denote by C' > 0 a (m, D)-
dependent constant that may change from instance to instance. By the assumption d L)) and Lemma 3.3
(applied with S being the blocks of 7 and g (x) = d(x)!5! for § € ), also ™1™ ¢ 1ory—r Al - - dllp]] <
C. Applying these to (B.8), we obtain E[(M"[i,j])?] < Cn=P/?+2P¢ 5o P[|[M"[i, ]| > n~1/?13¢] < Cn~P° by
Markov’s inequality. Choosing even p > 2 sufficiently large and taking a union bound over all i # j, this

shows that the second condition of (2.9) holds almost surely for all large n.
The case i = j is similar: Fix i € [n] and now abbreviate h[k] = h; [k]? and d[k] = D"[k,k] —n~! TrD".

Then from (B.7), M¥[i,i] —n~' Tt M” = 3", h[k]d[k], so we obtain analogously to (B.8)
E[(MY[i,i] —n ' TrM*)P] = > hlki] ... hlkp] - (n = It > dl]. . dll,)
’ - 1f--- D nl 1 --- pl-
ke[n]P 1€[n]P
w(k)=m m(l)=m

Applying the Mobius inversion relation (B.9) now to the second summation over 1,
S duld)= 3w [T
le[n]P:n(l)=m TEP:T>T ReT I=1
Using that Y ,_, az[k] = 0, the summand for 7 vanishes if 7 has a singleton block. For all other partitions

7 € P, applying d w D, we obtain

< onll < onr/?,

Iy
RET I=1
Then | 3 icpuppn(ty=r d[l1] .. .d[l,]| < CnP/2. From (2.8), we have also

a7l N Rk Rk < 0249,
ke[n]Pim(k)=n

Then E[(M"[i,i] — n~! TrM¥)?] < Cn~P/?%2P¢ 5o the first condition of (2.9) follows also by Markov’s
inequality and a union bound. This verifies that W satisfying part (b1) also satisfies part (b2), as desired. O

APPENDIX C. TENSOR NETWORK VALUE UNDER ORTHOGONAL INVARIANCE

In this Appendix, we derive a more explicit combinatorial form for the tensor network value of Lemma 2.14
when W is an orthogonally invariant matrix, using the orthogonal Weingarten calculus. We then prove the
asymptotic freeness statement of Proposition 2.16(b).

Let T be a tensor network with w + 1 vertices and w edges. Then there are 2w vertex-edge pairs (v, e)
where edge e is incident to vertex v. We label these vertex-edge pairs arbitrarily as 1,2,...,2w. Let P
be the lattice of partitions of [2w], endowed with the usual partial ordering by refinement. We define two
distinguished partitions my, g € P, such that vertex-edge pairs p, 7 € [2w] belong to the same block of 7y
if and only if they have the same vertex v, and to the same block of 7g if and only if they have the same
edge e. (Thus 7y has w + 1 blocks, one for each vertex of T, and 7 is a pairing with w pairs, one for each
edge of T.)

Define a metric over P by

d(m, ") = ||+ |7'| = 2|7 vV 7’| (C.1)

where V7’ is the join (i.e. least upper bound) of  and #’. This is shown in [AB73, BO73] to be equivalent to
the smallest number of merge and divide operations needed to transform 7 into 7/, where a merge operation
combines any two blocks into one block, and a divide operation splits any one block into two blocks. From
this characterization, it is immediate that d(-, ) satisfies the triangle inequality d(m, #")+d(«x’", 7"") > d(7,n").
We call a path mg — m1 — ... = 7 of partitions a d-geodesic if it is a shortest path from my to 7 in the
metric d(-, ), i.e. if

d(mo, ) = d(mo, 1) + d(m1,72) + ... + d(7p—1, T )-

The main result of this Appendix is the following proposition.
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Proposition C.1. In the setting of Lemma 2.1/, suppose in addition that W = ODOT is orthogonally

invariant, where D = diag(d) and d %D almost surely as m — co. For m > my and ©’ > 7R, define

=][E I1 qo(X1,.. ., Xp) (C.2)

Sen distinct vertices v in vertex-edge pairs of S
D(?TI) — H E [Dnumber of distinct edges in vertex-edge pairs of S} . (03)
Semn’
Then
lim ValT(W;Xl,...,Xk):Z Z (—1)jq(7Tv\/7T0)D(7TE \/7Tj).

n—00 £
j=0  distinct pairings mo,...,7; of [2w]

Ty —=To—>...—Tj—7TE 15 a d-geodesic

(Here 7 is not required to be distinct from 7g.)

To show this result, we apply the following statements derived from the orthogonal Weingarten calculus
of [CS06] for mixed moments of entries of Haar-orthogonal random matrices.

Lemma C.2. Let O ~ Haar(O(n)). Leti= (i1,...,i2s) and j = (j1,--.,jow) be any index tuples in [n]?v.

Then
E[HO[iP,jPJ]— Y Waln] (C.4)
p=1

pairings w,7’ of [2w]
n<n(i), 7' <m(j)

where Wg,, is the orthogonal Weingarten function. For fived w, as n — oo, this satisfies
Wgn[w, 7_‘_/] _ n—w—d(fr,ﬂ")/2 'NNC(Wa 7_‘_/) + O(n—w—d(ﬂ',ﬂ'/)/2—l) (05)

where d(m, ') is the metric (C.1), and unc(w, ) is the Mobius function on the non-crossing partition lattice,

given by
() = Y > (D" (©6)
k>0 distinct pairings mo,m1,..., T of [2w]
To—7T1—>...—Tk 1S a d-geodesic from mo=mn to mp=n"'
Proof. We may identify pairings 7, 7" of [2w] as permutations in the symmetric group Sa,,, each a product
of w disjoint transpositions corresponding to the w pairs. The cycle decomposition of their product 77’ in
Sa. has exactly two cycles for each set of their join partition 7V 7/. Then, the metric I(7, ") = |77’|/2 used
in [CS06, Section 3] (where |- | is the Cayley distance to the identity permutation in Sy, given by 2w minus
the number of cycles) is equivalently
2w —2|r V'l d(m,7)
2 2
where the right side is our metric d(-,-) restricted to pairings. The statements (C.4) and (C.5) then follow
from [CS06, Corollary 3.4 and Theorem 3.13]. The form (C.6) for the Mobius function follows from comparing
[CS06, Theorem 3.13] with [CS06, Lemma 3.12], noting that the leading-order terms of [CS06, Lemma 3.12]

l(m,7') = (C.7)

come from paths of pairings satisfying 7; # ;41 foreachi =0, ..., k—1 and also l(7g, 71)+. . . +(7k—1, Tk) =
(7o, 7). Any such path must be a geodesic of k + 1 unique pairings in the metric I(-, ), and hence also in
the metric d(-,-) by the equivalence (C.7), and this shows (C.6). O

Proof of Proposition C.1. Expanding the product W = ODO T, the tensor network value is given by
walp(Wixia) =+ 30 30 T[autorslid) T OliwidDlic dOfv il
i€[n]V j€[n]€ veV e=(u,v)€€

For each vertex v or edge e, let p(v), p(e) € [2w] be an arbitrary choice of vertex-edge pair containing this
vertex or this edge. Then this is equivalently expressed as

valy (W x1.1) Z Z H Qo (T1:1 [T p(0)]) H DI[jp(e)» Jp(e) H Olip, jpl- (C.8)

1€[n]2w j€[n]2w veV ecf
m(i)>my ﬂ(J)ZﬂE
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Note that by the constraints m(i) > my and 7(j) > 7, this expression is the same for any choices of
vertex-edge pairs p(v), p(e) € [2w].

Let E be the expectation over O, conditional on x1,...,x; and D. By Lemma C.2, we have
2w
E [ II O[ip,jp]] = Yo Lezelagze 0T (uxo(m ) + o(1)).
p=1 pairings m,7’ of [2w]

Note that

Lry>ny La@y>r = la@zmove Lr@zrslag>e = Lrg>rpvar
Identifying summations over i,j € [n]** with n(i) > my V7 and 7(j) > 7g V 7’ as a summation over one
index in [n] for each block of my V m and wg V #’/, and applying the given conditions that xi.x w X1, and
diag(D) % D almost surely, observe that

1

W Z 17r(i)27rv\/7'r H Q’U(xlzk[ip(v)]) — q(ﬂ-V \ 7T)7
i€[n]?w veY
1 . .
W Z ]'Tr(j)Zﬂ'E\/ﬂ'/ H D[.]p(e)v.]p(e)] — D(ﬂ'E \ 77/)
Jj€[n]?w ecf

where ¢(-) and D(-) are as defined in (C.2) and (C.3). Then, taking the expectation over O in (C.8) and
applying these observations,

1 / /
E[ValT(W;Xl:k)] = Z . n|71'v\/7'r\ . n|7'rE\/7r | nfw—d(ﬂ-,ﬂ-)
pairings 7,7/ of [2w)]
. (uNc(ﬂ', ') -q(my V) D(rgp V') + 0(1)). (C.9)

Recall that |7y | = w+ 1 and |7| = |7'| = |7g| = w as these are all pairings of [2w]. Then by definition of
the metric d(-, -),

2 1-d 2w —d
|y V| = w (WV’W), |7TE\/7T|:7’LU (ﬂ-E’ﬂ.
2 2
So the above value simplifies to
w—1—d(my ,m)—d(r,n’)—d(x' ,7g)
Z p S AT (/J,Nc(ﬂ', ' )q(my Vm)D(re V') + 0(1)).

pairings m,7/ of [2w]
Applying the triangle inequality for d(-,-) and the identity |my V| = 1 since T is a connected tree, we have
d(ny,m) +d(m, @) +d(x’,7g) > d(ry,7g) = (w+1) +w—2=2w—1,
and equality holds if and only if 7y — 7 — @’ — 7p is a d-geodesic. Thus, we obtain the limit value
nh_}n(lo E[valy(W;x1.1)] = Z pnc(m, 7 )q(ry V) D(rg vV o'). (C.10)

pairings 7,7/ of [2w)]
Ty —nm—7n! —7E is a d-geodesic

Here, m and 7" are pairings of [2w] that may coincide with each other and/or with 7.

Finally, we apply (C.6) to express unc(m, 7’) also as a summation over geodesic paths of pairings from
to 7/, giving

nli_)H;OE[ValT(W;Xl;k)] = Z Z (—1)jq(ﬂ'v \/7T0)D(7TE\/7T]‘).

j>0  distinct pairings mo,..., 7; of [2w]
Ty —=To—>...—=T;—=7TE is a d-geodesic

We have set mgp = 7 and 7; = 7', and the terms of the sum with j = 0 correspond to m = 7’. This shows that
the stated form is the almost-sure limit of E[valp(W;xy.,)] where E is the expectation over O. Comparing
with the result of Lemma 2.14, we conclude that this must be lim-valy (X1.x, Ddiag)- O
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Proof of Proposition 2.16(b). By the universality established in Lemma 2.14, it suffices to check that the
limit of E[valy(W;x1.x)] for orthogonally invariant matrices W, as computed in the preceding Proposition
C.1, equals 0 under the given conditions.

The given condition %TrW — 0 implies E[D] = 0. If 7g V 7’ has any block containing only the two
vertex-edge pairs for a single edge, then this implies D(rg V 7') = 0 in (C.3). Otherwise, each block must
correspond to at least two edges, so |7g V7’| < w/2. Similarly, if my V 7 is such that any block contains the
vertex-edge pairs for only a single vertex, then the condition (2.13) implies ¢(7) = 0 in (C.2). Otherwise,each
block must correspond to at least two vertices, so |my V7| < (w + 1)/2. Thus if ¢(my V 7m)D(nwg V') # 0,
then
. n\wvvﬂ . n\TrEVﬂ"\ . n—w—d(ﬂ',ﬂ'/) <

n—l+(w+1)/2+w/2—w < n—1/2'

SN

Applying this to (C.9

~

, we get E[valp(W;x1.,)] — 0 as desired. O

APPENDIX D. DETAILS FOR RECTANGULAR MATRICES

In Appendix D.1, we provide further details on the Onsager corrections and state evolutions of AMP algo-
rithms for rectangular matrices. In Appendix D.2, we state and prove a result analogous to Proposition 2.7
in the symmetric setting, providing examples of matrices W € R™*" that satisfy the generalized invariance
conditions of Definition 2.20.

The remaining subsections prove Theorems 2.21 and 2.22 on AMP universality: In Appendix D.3, we
introduce a definition of tensor networks with dimensions alternating between m and n, and show that AMP
universality may be reduced to universality of the values of such tensor networks. Then, in Appendices D.4
and D.5, we establish universality of the tensor network values for the classes of generalized white noise and
rectangular generalized invariant matrices.

D.1. Onsager corrections and state evolution. In an AMP algorithm, the coefficients {a;s} and {b:s}
in (2.14) are chosen so that {y:} and {z:} are described by simple state evolutions in the asymptotic limit
as m,n — oo with m/n — ~ € (0,00). When W has i.i.d. M(0,1/n) entries, this may be done by setting
Q; =~ E[U}] € RY*! and iteratively defining

B = EV:Vilhaor €R Qur = (v E[U UL, € REFDXEHD, (D.1)

T8

where we set Z1.4 ~ N (0, ;) independent of Gy.¢; Vs = vs(Z1.5,G1.¢) for each s = 1,...,t; Y14 ~ N(0,%;)
independent of (U, F1.x); and Usy1 = ust1(Yi.s, F1oi) for each s = 1,...,t. We then define a5 and by as

Ats = E[asvt(zlzt; Gl:f)]v bys = v E[asut(yl:(t—l)aFl:k)]- (D2)

We call (D.1) and (D.2) the white noise prescriptions for €2, X; and ays, bts. Results of [BM11, JM13] imply
the state evolutions, for Lipschitz functions vi(-) and wu(+), almost surely as n — oo for any fixed ¢ > 1,

(u-lafh”'7f/€7y17"'7yt)E/> (UlaFla-'-aFkuylu"'un)u
(gl,...,gg,zl,...,zt)v—v>(Gl,...,Gg,Zl,...,Zt).

For a bi-orthogonally invariant matrix W = ODQT € R™*" let D = diag(d) € R™*" be the matrix of
singular values where d € R™("") "and define

d=decR"ifm<n, d=(d,0,...,0) eR™ if m >n (D.3)

Suppose that d D as m,n — oco. We refer to D as the limit singular value distribution of W. The above
may then be extended as follows: Set Q1 = -E[D?]-E[UZ]. For two continuous functions X;(-) and Q41(-)
whose forms depend only on v and the law of D, define iteratively

S = S ({EV V] EU U brsse,
{E[arvs(zlzsa Gl:f)]}rgsgtu {E[arus-l-l (Y1:57 Fl:k)]}r§s<t) ) (D4a)
Qi1 = Qs ({EV Vil oo {EU UL broser,

{E[arvs (21:57 Gl:l)]; E[arus+l(Y1:57 Fl:k)]}rgsgt) . (D4b)
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Then for continuous functions as(-) and b5 () whose forms also depend only on 7 and the law of D, define

Gts = Qs ({E[V:]‘/r]a E[Uqu]}q,rStu

{E[aqu(zlcm Gl:l)]}qSTSta {E[aqur+1(ylzrv Fl:k)]}qST<t>’ (D.5a)
bis = brs ({EIVyVilbgur<t, {EU U g
{E[aqu(zl:m Gl:f)]a E[aqur-i-l(yl:rv Fl:k)]}qST<t>' (D'5b)

We call (D.4) and (D.5) the bi-orthogonally invariant prescriptions for €, 3; and ays, bs, and we refer
to [Fan22, Section 5] for their exact forms. For weakly differentiable functions u.(-),v;(-) with derivatives
having at most polynomial growth, it is shown in [Fan22] that the iterates of (2.14) satisfy the state evolution,
almost surely as m,n — oo for any fixed ¢t > 1,

w
(u17f17"'7f/€7y17"'7yt)_> (UlaFla"-aFkuylu"'un)u
w
(gl,...,gg,zl,...,zt)—> (Gl,...,Gg,Zl,...,Zt).
D.2. Sufficient conditions for generalized invariance.

Proposition D.1. Let W € R"™*" have singular values d € R™™™7) sych that d defined by (D.3) satisfies
d % D almost surely as m,n — oo with m/n — v € (0,00). Suppose D has finite moments of all orders.

(a) If W is bi-orthogonally invariant in law, then W is a rectangular generalized invariant matriz in the
sense of Definition 2.20, and its limit diagonal distribution Dgiag s determined uniquely by v and the
law of D.
(b) Suppose that either
1. W = ODQ" where D = diag(d) € R™*", O = IIyHIlg, and Q = Iy KIIp. Here, Iy, g €
R™ ™ gnd IIy,IIp € R™ ™ are uniformly random signed permutations independent of each other
and of (D, H,K), and H € R™*™ and K € R"*" are orthogonal matrices whose entries satisfy (2.8)
for any fixed € > 0, almost surely for all large m,n.

2. W = HUMHJ such that Iy € R™*™ and Iy € R™ ™ are uniformly random signed permutations
independent of M € R™*™. For any integer v > 0 and any fized ¢ > 0, the matrices (MMT)¥,
(M™™)”, and (MM )*M satisfy

max |(MM )" [, 0] — L Tr(MM )| < n~1/2+e max |(MM )" [a, ]| < n-l/2e

ag[m] a#p
ma (M7 M)*[i,i] = £ Tr(MTM)Y| < ™24 max [(MTM) il <™/ (g
€N 17

max ‘(MMT)”M[a,iH < p/2te
a€[m],i€[n]
almost surely for all large m,n.
Then W is a rectangular generalized invariant matriz in the sense of Definition 2.20, and its limit
diagonal distribution Daiag coincides with that of the bi-orthogonally invariant matriz in part (a).

To prove Proposition D.1, we first slightly relax the assumptions in Lemma B.1 to obtain the following
lemma for the rectangular setting.

Lemma D.2. Let M € R™*" be a rectangular matriz having singular values d € R™™m)  Suppose
d defined by (D.3) satisfies d WD almost surely as m,n — oo with m/n — v € (0,00), and D has finite

moments of all orders. Suppose M satisfies (D.6) almost surely for all large m,n, and let M be its symmetric
embedding in (2.15). Then for any p(x) € A{x,1,,,1,),

(a) The limits

m _ 1 m-+n ~

dopMDfii],  lim — > p(M)[i, ]

i=1 ’ i=m+1

. 1
lim —
m,n—o0 1M,

both exist almost surely, are finite, and depend only on v and the law of D.
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(b) For any e > 0, almost surely for all large m,n,

m

NIV 1 NN —1/2+¢
s [PV = 10D ) < 2
J:
~ 1 ™
I © —1/2+e
m+11£iaﬁxm+n p(M)[%Z] nj_;i_lp(M)[jjj]‘ =" ,

max |p(M)[i, j]| < n='/2*<
i#j€[n+m]

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma B.1. Analogously to (B.1), we may represent
p(x) = w1 (x)A(p1(x))w2 (%) A(p2(x)) - - - wr (¥) A(pL(x))wr 41 (%) (D.7)

where each wy(x) is a word in {x,I,,,I,}. We again define the depth d(p) as §(p) = 0 if L = 0 and
§(p) = 1+ max}, 8(p;) if L > 1, and we induct on the value of §(p). For the base case §(p) = 0, i.e.

p(x) = wi(x), we note that p(M) must be either a block diagonal matrix or a block off-diagonal matrix, and
in the first case, it must have its upper-left block equal to (MM ")¥ or 0, lower-right block equal to (M "M)¥
or 0, while in the second case, it must have upper-right block equal to (MM ")”M or 0, and lower-left block
equal to MT (MM T)” or 0 for some (possibly different) integer values v > 0. Then claim (a) holds by the

convergence d % D, and claim (b) holds by the conditions in (D.6).

Next, suppose inductively the lemma is true for all p(x) € A(x,L,,,I,) such that é(p) < K, and consider
any p(x) € A(x,1L,,I,) with §(p) = K + 1, of the form (D.7). Fix any 4,j € [m + n| and write iy = ¢ and
ir+1 = j. Then p(ﬁ)[i,j] may be expressed as

Pl = > wi(M)[ig, ir]p (M)[ir, irJwa(M)[in, ia] -+ pr(M)[ir,, i LJwr1(M)[ir,, i41]-

i€[m+n]L

Let us abbreviate Tr,,, Tr,, for the traces of the upper-left m x m and lower-right n x n submatrices, respec-
tively. Then by the induction hypothesis, ps(M) = diag(=- Try, p¢(M) - Id;,, £ Try, po(M) - Id,,) 4+ E¢, where
Id,,, and Id,, are m x m and n x n identity matrices and E; satisfies max; jemn] [Eeli, j]| < n~/?*¢ almost
surely for all large m, n.

For J C [L], we write [L]\ J = J) U J> where J; will contain indices of i taking values in {1,...,m} and
J2 will contain indices of i taking values in {m + 1,...,m + n}. Further define Z(J1, J2) = {i € [m + n]& :
i <mforalllec J; and iy >m+1forall £ € Jo}. Then

1
m

p(M)]i, j]
L+1

~. . . 1 —~ 1 —~ ..
Z H we(M)[ig—1, 1] H (E Try, pe(M) - Li<i,<m + - Tr, pe(M) - Lo1<iy<m+n + Ez[u,u])
ie[m+n]L (=1 =1

Z ( H %Tfmpé(ﬁ))< H %Tfnpfz(ﬁ)> Z Lﬁ_lwé(ﬁ)[if—luié] H Eqlig, i)

JUNMUT2=[L] “te LeT> i€Z(J1,T2) £=1 teg

Similarly to (B.2), by part (a) of the induction hypothesis we have [T,c 7, = Trm pe(M) = M7 + €z and

Hesz % Trppe(M) = Mz, + £ 7,, where M 7 , M 7, are finite limit values depending only on + and the law
of D, and the convergence { 7 ,£7, — 0 holds uniformly over i, j € [m + n]. This gives

L+1
Pl = > (Mg +87) Mz +€5) > [[weie—1,id [] Eelie, id]. (D.8)
JuTiuJz=[L] i€Z(1,J2) =1 teg

Next, let us write explicitly J = {f1,...,£, 7/} where 1 < /1 < ... < {j7] < L, and set £y = 0 and
f 7141 = L+ 1. We can contract the summation over indices {i; : £ ¢ J}, incorporating the constraints
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ie <mforfe J;, and i, > m+1 for E_E Jo by introducing copies of I, and I,,. For example, if £,_1,¢, € J
where ¢, ={,_1 +3,and {,_1 +1 € J1 and {,_1 + 2 € Ja, then

m—+n
Z Z wlpfl“rl(M)[iepfl?ilp—l“rl]wepfl“rz(M)[ilpfl“‘rl’iep71+2]wep(M)[ilpfl+27ilp]
1p 1= 11[p 1 +2=m+1
= (we,_ 41 (M) - Ly - wy,_y 12(M) - Iy - wy, (M) [ir,_, , i, |-
Applying this argument gives, for some new words w‘lil’jz(
depend on J1, Jo,

T, T2

731 (%) in {x,In,1,} whose definitions

X)y.oo, W

|T|+1
p(M)[i, j] = Z (Mg, +&7)(Mz,+&7,) Z H 1yt H Eylig, ig).
JUTUT2=([L] ie[m+n]7 p=1 eg

The same argument as in Lemma B.1 then yields that this is at most Cn~/2+¢Cl71+1) ynless i = j and
= (). Thus,

(D[ J] - 1{i=4} Y (Mg +€4)(Mg, + €5, wi 7> (M)]i, ]| < Cn~Y/2+eCLHD,
JiUJ2=[L]

In the case i = j < mor i = j > m + 1, further approximating wj1 7z (M)[z,z] by L Trp, w% T2 op

% Tr, w%"ﬁ respectively and applying the same argument as in Lemma B.1, we obtain the inductive claim
, and averagingover i =j <mandi=7j > m+ en shows the inductive claim (a).
b d ging =7 < di=j> 1 then sh he inductive clai 0

Proof of Proposition D.1. Lemma D.2 implies that Definition 2.20 holds for matrices satisfying the descrip-
tion of part (b2), where the limit diagonal law Dgiag depends only on + and the law of D.

In the setting of part (a) where W = ODQ is bi-orthogonally invariant, we have the equalities in law
(0) L IIyOIlg and Q L ITy QIIf for uniformly random signed permutations Il , ITg, ITy, I1r independent
of each other and of O,Q. The entries of O, Q satisfy (2.8) almost surely for all large m,n by [Jia05,
Theorem 1], so W is an example of the matrix model in part (bl).

To conclude the proof, it remains to verify that if W is a matrix described by part (bl), then it also is
an example of the matrix model in part (b2). For this, write W = IIyMII|, where

M = HII;DII. K.

Observe that MTM = KHFDTDHJEKT and MM T = HHEDDTHEHT. Then for any integer v > 0,
(M™M)” and (MM ") satisfy the conditions of (D.6) by the proof of Proposition 2.7 in the symmetric
setting.
Now fix any integer v > 0 and consider
(MM ")"M = HII;(DD " )DII K.

We suppose for notational simplicity that m < n; the case m > n is analogous. Write Il = EgPg and

Il = EpPp for permutation and sign matrices defining IIg, IIr, and let og,or be the permutations of

[m], [n] such that Pg|B,0r(8)] = 1 and Pr[j,or(j)] = 1 for all 8 € [m] and j € [n]. Fixing o € [m] and
€ [n], let h, k be the o row of H and i row of K. Let D = (DD )”D € R”*". Then

(MMM (i) = 37 3 BIBIER(B, A1Dlor(8), o (DNIEr [ 1K),
Belm] je[n]
so for any even power p > 2,
E[(MMMTyM)a,il?] = S 3 blB. . BBk kI [E8l81 A1l ZE(B,, 5]
Be[m]? je[n]?
x E[EF[jl,jl] . .EF[jp,jpﬂE[b[aEwl), 7w (1)) .- Dloe(8,). or (3,)] -

Let P be the lattice of partitions of [p], and let 7(3),7(j) € P be those partitions induced by 3,j. Observe
that E[ZEg[61,51]...ZEr[Bp, Bp)] = 1 if m(B) is even (i.e. all blocks have even cardinality) and 0 otherwise,
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and similarly for Ex. Since D is diagonal, the product D[og(61), 07 (1)] - .- Dlog(Bp), or(jp)] is zero unless
og(Ba) = or(ja) for every a = 1,...,p, which can occur only when w(3) = n(j). Fixing 3,j for which
m(B) = 7(j) = 7 and supposing m < n, observe that
~ . ~ . m—|7))! (n—|x|)! ~ ~
E[Dlow(8). or ()] Dlow(8,). o ()] = LT (0= 7] den)...dpy)

m/! n!
~yE[m]Pim(y)=n

where we set d[y] = D[y,7], because
e Given any og, the probability over or that or(ju) = 0g(8a) for every a =1,...,pis (n — |r[)!/nl.
e The expectation of Djog(f1),0r(B1)]...Dloe(By),0r(Bp)] over og is a uniform average over all
m!/(m — |r|)! relabelings of the |7| distinct indices of 3.
Thus we have
v , (m — 7! (n = |«)!
E[(MMTyM) o] = 3 : So 0 nlB. B

m! n!
even mEP BE[m]P:m(B)=mn

<3 KRGS dldll

jelnlpim()=n vE[mlpim(v)=m

Lemma 3.3 and the assumption d 5 D imply | > efmppn(y)=r dvi]...d[y)| < Cnl™l < CnP/2, where

|| < p/2 because 7 is even. Applying (2.8) for H and K, we have
nIm T RlB] L h[B)| < OnP RO Tl N k] k)| < O

Be[m]P:m(B)=n J€n]Pim(j)=mn
Thus E[(MM")*M)[a, i]’] < Cn~P/2+2P¢ Choosing even p > 2 sufficiently large, this implies by Markov’s

inequality and a union bound over all « € [m] and i € [n] that

max |[(MM ")YM)|a, ]| < n~ /23

a€[m],i€[n]

almost surely for all large m,n. Then (MM ")”M also satisfies (D.6). So any W as described by part (b1)
also satisfies the conditions of part (b2), concluding the proof. O

D.3. Reduction to tensor networks.
Definition D.3. An alternating diagonal tensor network T = (U, V, E, {pu fueus {qv fvev) in (k, £) variables
is an undirected tree graph with vertices &/ UV and edges &€ C U x V where

e Each edge connects a vertex u € U to a vertex v € V.
e Each u € U is labeled by a polynomial function p, : R¥ — R.
e Each v € V is labeled by a polynomial function g, : R® — R.

The value of T on a rectangular matrix W € R™*" and vectors X1,...,x; € R™ and y1,...,y¢ € R" is

1
ValT(W;Xla---an;}’h---a}’é)Zg > > par e War

ae[m]U ie[n]V

where, for each index tuple & = (v, 1w € U) € [m]¥ and i= (i, : v € V) € [n]Y,

Pa|T = HPU(xl[QU]v"'vxk[au])v 4T = H q(yiliv], - - yeliv]), Wa,i|T = H Waw, iy].
ueU veY (u,v)EE

This value may be understood as:

(1) Associating to vertices u € U and v € V the diagonal tensors T, = diag(p, (X1, ...,Xy)) € R7>>m
and T, = diag(qy(y1,-..,y¢)) € R™**" whose orders equal the degrees of u and v in the tree.

(2) Associating to each edge the matrix W.

(3) Tteratively contracting all tensor-matrix-tensor products represented by edges of the tree, where each
product involves a tensor in dimension m, W € R™*" and a tensor in dimension n.
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For example, if Y = {1,3,...,w — 1L,w+ 1} and V = {2,4,...,w} for an even integer w, and T is the
line graph 1 — 2 — ... —w — (w + 1), then T, Tyy1 € R™ are vectors, T3, T5,...,Ty—1 € R™*™ and
Ts, Ty,..., Ty € R™*™ are matrices of alternating dimensions, and the value is

1
valp(Wixy, ..., Xk V1, -+, ¥0) = - TIWTQWTTgw . ~WTwWTTw+1.

The following lemma is analogous to Lemma 2.12, and reduces the universality of AMP to the universality
of values of alternating diagonal tensor networks.

Lemma D.4. Let uy,fy,....fy € R™ and g1,...,8¢ € R™ satisfy Assumption 2.17. Let W, G € R™*" be
random matrices independent of uy, f1,... £, 81,...,8¢ such that
(1) G = ODQ" is a bi-orthogonally invariant matriz such that D = diag(d) and d B D, where d is
defined by (D.3) and D is a compactly supported limit law with E[D?] > 0.
(2) |Wllop < C for a constant C' > 0, almost surely for all large m,n.
(8) For every alternating diagonal tensor network T in (k4 1,¢) variables, almost surely as m,n — oo,

ValT(W;ulafla---afk;gla---agl) _ValT(G;ulvfla---afk;gla---agl) — 0.

Let vy : R — R and ugyq : R — R be continuous functions satisfying the polynomial growth condition
(1.1) for some order p > 1, and are Lipschitz in their first t arguments. Let {as}, {bis}, {%} and {3} be
defined by the bi-orthogonally invariant prescriptions in (D.4) and (D.5) for the limit law D, where each
and X, is non-singular. Then the iterates (2.14) applied to W satisfy, almost surely as n — oo for any fized
t>1,

W
(ulaflu"'ufkaylw"ayt) —? (UlaFlu'-'qu7Y'17"'7YVt)
W
(gl,...,gg,zl,...,zt) —% (Gl,...,G[,Zl,...,Zt)
where these limits have the same joint laws as described by the AMP state evolution for G.

Lemma D.4 may be proven in the same way as Lemma 2.12. For the same initialization 4y = u; and
vectors of side information fi,...,fx,g1,...,8¢ as in the given Lipschitz AMP algorithm, we consider an
auxiliary AMP algorithm with polynomial non-linearities

t—1
7, = W '@ bisV
Z; = u; — tsVs
s=1
{’t — ’Dt(ilu"'uitagla"'ugf)

t
yt = W{’t - § dtsﬁs
s=1

ﬁt_l’_l - ﬂt+l($’1, “ee 7S,t,f17 .. -7f]§)
Fixing € > 0, this is defined such that
(1) Each coefficient d;, and by, is defined by the polynomials {@;1(-)}, {#:(:)} and the bi-orthogonally
invariant prescriptions (D.5).
(2) Let ﬁt, f)t be the bi-orthogonally invariant prescriptions (D.4), and let (U1, Fi.k, ﬁ;t) and (G1.¢, let)
be the corresponding state evolutions. Then each polynomial ¢11(-) and o;(+) is chosen to satisfy

- = = 2
E [ (41 (Y, Frie) — w1 (Yo, Fiie)) '] < e
L = 2
E[(0¢(Z1:4, Gre) — vi(Z1:t, Gre)) | <€
(3) For any fixed arguments yy.(t—1), fi:k, 21:(1—¢), and gi.e, the functions y; +— Uy1(y1:e, frx) and

z¢ — v(21:4, g1.¢) have non-linear dependences in y; and z;.

Again we write the iterates as 6, (W),z;(W),v,(W),y.(W) if we want to specify that the algorithm is
applied to W. Assumption 2.17, the given condition E[D?] > 0, and condition (3) above verify the conditions
of [Fan22, Assumption 5.2]. Then [Fan22, Theorem 5.3] applies to show that, for each fixed ¢ > 1, almost
surely as n — oo,

(uy, fi.p, ¥1:4(G)) L (U1,F1:k,}~/1:t), (81:0,21:4(Q)) L (Glze,ZLt) (D.10)
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when this algorithm is applied to the bi-orthogonally invariant matrix G.

The following lemma, analogous to Lemma 3.10, shows that empirical averages of polynomial test functions
evaluated on the iterates of this polynomial AMP algorithm may be decomposed as a sum of values of
alternating diagonal tensor networks.

Lemma D.5. Fiz any t > 1 and let U1,21,V1,¥1,..., W, Zt, Vi, yi be the iterates of any algorithm of the
form (D.9), where {ass,bis} are scalar constants and 1 : Rt* 5 R and Vpt1 R+ - R are polynomial
functions applied row-wise. For any polynomials p : R*t*F 5 R and q : R*T! — R, and for two finite sets
F1 and Fo of alternating diagonal tensor networks in (k + 1, ) variables,

<p(ﬁ-17'"7ﬁ-t7$’17"'7S,t7f17"'7fk)> = Z Va'lT(W;ulaflu'"7fk;g17"'7gf)7 (Dll)
TeF

<q(‘~’17'"7{’157217"'7it7g17"'7g€)> = Z Va'lT(W;ulaflu'"7fk;g17"'7gf)' (D12)
TeF>

Proof of Lemma D.5. We have
<p(ﬁl:t; yl:t; fl:k)> - ValT(W; 1~11:157 yl:t; fl:k)

where T is a tensor network with only one vertex {u} = U and polynomial label p,, = p.
We claim that for any tensor network T' in variables (§1.¢, U1.¢, f1:x; 21:¢, 1.4, g1:¢), there exists a set of
tensor networks F such that

valr (W 1., Uit Frks B1ie, Vi, §1:0) = Z valr (W §1. - 1) Bt B 212t Vit 8100)- (D.13)
T'eF

To show this claim, recall y; = Wv; — Zi:l ats0s. Expanding each polynomial p, for v € U in terms of
(¥1:(t—1), Q1:t, f1.x) and WV, we have

0
Pu(Grelal, taelal, frxla Zpue (G1:¢-)led, trale], frelo (ZWG i] 0 i >

for some polynomials p, 0, ..., Pu,0,; where O, is the maximum degree of p,, in ¢;. Then we may write
ValT(W' Vit Uit £185 2100, Ve, 81:0)

= Z Z PajT 4T - a1|T

ae[m]“ ie[n

% Z Z Z ( H pu,e(glz(tfl) [au]7 ﬂl:t[au]u fl:k[au]))

0€[ 1, {0,--,0u} ae[m]¥ i€[n ueU

- (;W[au,i]ﬁt[i])eu Wi

For each 6 € [[,,{0,...,0,}, we define a new tensor network Ty from T as follows: For each u € U,
replace the associated polynomial p,, by py.e,. Then, to each u € U, add 8, new edges connecting to 6, new
vertices in V, where each new vertex v has the label g, (Z1.¢, ¥1:t, g1.¢) = ;. Then the above is exactly

valy (W5 ¥, Qe T1ues 21, Vi, 81:0) = > valr, (W3 ¥1:(t—1), Qe frini Zue, Vi, 81:0)
0 Tucy 10,-.0u}
which verifies (D.13).
Next, for any tensor network 7" in the variables (91.(4—1), U1:t, f1:6; Z1:¢, D1:4, 91:0), aPPlying 0y = 04 (214, g1:0)
in the polynomial label p, for each vertex v € V), there exists a tensor network 7" such that

valr (W ¥1:(e—1), Uit F1k5 Z1:es Viee, 81:0) = valp (W5 1 e—1), Qe F1ans 21t Vise—1), 81:0)-

Since z; = W i, — Zi;ll Btsvs, by the same argument as in the above for y;, for any tensor network 7' in
variables (§1:(¢—1, U1:t, f1:1; Z1:¢5 V1:(2—1), 91:¢), there exists a set of tensor networks F such that

valr (W3 11y, Qs B oty Vi e 1) 81:0) = Z valy (W §1. 1), Wit Bk 210 1) Vit 1) E1:0),
TeF
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and applying the fact that @:(-) is a polynomial function, for any tensor network 7 in the variables
(U1:(t—1)» Ui:t, f1or3 Z1:(e—1)» D1:(¢—1)5 91:¢), there exists a tensor network T such that

valy (W3 ¥1:e—1), Uit F1k5 2101y, Vise—1)5 81:0) = Valr (W ¥ 101y, Qre—1), F1k5 212 (6 —1)5 Vi (6—1) 5 81:0)-
Tteratively applying these four reductions shows (D.11), and the proof of (D.12) is analogous. |

The remainder of the proof of Lemma D.4 parallels that of Lemma 2.12: As in Lemma 3.11, the above
result together with (D.10) and the given condition for universality of tensor network values between W and
G implies the almost-sure Wasserstein convergence

(ur, frop, §1:t (W) 5 (Ur, Frog, Vi), (81205 214 (W)) 5 (G, Z1)

also for the polynomial AMP algorithm applied to W. A similar inductive polynomial approximation
argument as in Lemma 3.14, using the conditions that ||[W||,, < C almost surely for all large m,n and
ue1+1(-) and ve(+) are Lipschitz, establishes

i (W) = 2(W)lla < (6). e =y (W) = 54(W)ll < (o)

€2 — ﬁt”Op <(e), 13 — flt||0p < (e)

for a constant ¢(¢) — 0 as ¢ — 0. This then implies the desired Wa-convergence in Lemma D.4. We omit
the details of the argument for brevity.

D.4. Universality for generalized white noise matrices. In this section, we prove the following result
showing that the value of an alternating diagonal tensor network is universal for the class of generalized
white noise matrices in Definition 2.18.

Lemma D.6. Let x1,...,x; € R™ and y1,...,y¢ € R™ be (random or deterministic) vectors and let
(X1,...,Xg) and (Y1,...,Ys) have finite moments of all orders, such that almost surely as m,n — oo with
m/n — v € (0,00),

(xl,...,xk)V—V>(X1,...,Xk) and (yl,...,yg)V—V>(Y1,...,§Q).

Let W € R™*™ be q generalized white noise matriz, independent of x1,...,Xx and y1,...,ye, with variance
profile S. Let s, be the o row of S, let s* be the i column of S, and suppose for any fized polynomial
functions p : R¥ - R and ¢ : R — R that

TEF‘W% cx) O8°) = (p(x1, . xp)) - (8T)| = 0, (D.14)
rggli(‘@(}’l, oY) ©8a) — {q(y1,- -, ¥e)) - {Sa)| — O. (D.15)

Then for any alternating diagonal tensor network T in (k,{) variables, there is a deterministic limit value
lim-valy(Xy,..., Xk, Y1,...,Y))
depending only on T, v, and the joint laws of (X1,...,Xg) and (Y1,...,Ye) such that almost surely,
lim valp(W;x1,...,Xk¥1,-..,ye) = lim-valp(y, X4, ..., Xg, Y1,...,Y)).

m,n—o0
In particular, this limit value is the same for W as for a Gaussian white noise matriz G.
The proof of Lemma D.6 is quite similar to that of Lemma 2.13, and we highlight only the differences:
Fix the tensor network T = (U, V, &, {pu}ueu, {qv}vev). Let P = Py x Py be the set of pairs of partitions

(mu,my) of U and V. For index tuples v € [m]" and i € [n]Y, consider their induced partitions 7(c) € Py
and (i) € Py. Then

1
valy (Wi X163 y1:0) = - Z Z Z Par - Gij7 - Wair-
(my,mv)EP acm|U:m(a)=ny i€n]Vir(i)=nv

Corresponding to (my,myv) € P, let Grpy ny = (Kry UKry s Fry .y ) be the image of (U, V, E) under (my, my):
This is the bipartite multi-graph with vertices K, LUK, being the blocks of 7y and 7y, and having one edge
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(U, V) € Fry,my for each edge (u,v) € € where U,V are the blocks containing u,v. Denote Py = [],cp Pu
and Qv = [],cy ¢v- Then this gives

1 * * .
valr (WX yue) = n Z Z Z Pa‘G”Uv"V ’ Qi|GﬂUﬂfv ' Wa,i|G,,U,,rV (D.16)

(mu,mv)EP aeim]*™u ig[n]*™v

where

Paigry .y = I Polriklov]), Que.,..= ] Qvudiv]),

UE’CwU VE’C?\'V

e _ - 1e(U,V)
WailGrymy = II Wlay, iv]
unique edges (U,V) of Gryomy

and e(U, V) is the number of times the unique edge (U, V') appears in Fr,, x, -

Lemma D.7. Let E denote the expectation over W conditional on x1,...,Xk,¥Y1,---,¥e. Then Lemma D.6
holds for E[valr(W;x1,...,Xk;¥1,-.-,¥¢)] in place of valp(WiX1, ..., Xk V1, -, Ye)-

Proof. Taking expectation on both sides of (D.16), observe that any summand has 0 expectation unless each
unique edge of G, », appears at least twice. For the partitions (my, 7my) corresponding to summands with
non-zero expectation, the numbers of vertices and unique edges of G ,, must satisfy

(Ko | + 1Ky | < [ Frpp o e + 1 < [E/2 41,

the first inequality holding because the graph G, r, is connected. By the same argument as in Lemma 3.4,
the summands where |K,, | + [Kr, | < |€]/2 have vanishing contributions in the limit as m,n — co. Thus
the only non-vanishing contributions come from partitions (7, 7y ) where

|IC7FU|+|’CTFV| = |]:7rU,7rv|*+1 = |5|/2+1, (D'17)

For such classes, each unique edge of G, »,, appears exactly twice by the second equality of (D.17), these
edges form a tree by the first equality of (D.17), and we have

1 * *
()
- E E PGy oy " QilGryymy " EWaiiany 1)

ac[m]*m U ig[n) v
1 * * S[OéU, iv]
- E Z Z Pa‘G""Ux""V .Q”G”Uﬂfv ' H n '
ac[m]® v ic[n) v unique edges (U,V) of Gry;,ny,

Applying Lemma 3.3 and the first equality of (D.17), this has the same asymptotic limit as

1 Slow, iv]

ﬁ Z Z PO‘IG“UJV 'Qi‘G”Uv"V ’ H n

ac[m]® v ie[n)C v unique edges (U,V) of Gr; ny,

which removes the distinctness requirement for the indices of @ and i. Applying the conditions (D.14-D.15)
and the same argument as in Lemma 3.2, this quantity has the limit, as m,n — oo with m/n — ~,

Yl TT ElPe(Xn)] [T ElQv(Yie)]

UeKr, Vekxy,

(A factor of « arises when summing over each vertex of K, because S[ay,iy] is normalized by n but the
summation is over [m].) Thus

lim  E[valy(W;x1.;y1.0)]

m,n—oo

- 3 Aol T B (X)) [T ElQv(Yi)l

(Tru,ﬂ'v)ep UE’CWU VE’CWV
I’CWU H‘I’C?\'V ‘:I]:ﬂ'uyﬂ'v ‘*+1:‘€|/2+1

= lim—VEilT(’}/,Xl, N ,Xk, Yl, ey Y})
This limit depends only on 7', v, and the joint laws of X;.; and Y7.¢, concluding the proof. g
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Lemma D.8. Let E denote the expectation over W, conditional on X1,...,Xk,y1,...,¥e. Under the setting
of Lemma D.6, almost surely as m,n — oo,

Va'lT(W;Xla' -y Xk Y1, - ayl) _E[Va’lT(W;xlv" s Xk3 Y1, - '7YE)] — 0.

Proof. The proof is similar to Lemma 3.5. Let W), W@ W) W® be four independent copies of W,
define index tuples oy, @z, as, a4 € [m]¥ and iy, s, 3,14 € [n]Y, and set

Pai.y = Poi|TPos|TPos|TPas|Ts  Giva = iy |TYi0|T 5| T4 | T

W(a1,a2,a3,a4):W(a1) W(az) W(as) W(a4)

14,114 a1,i T ao,ia|T " as,iz|T " o,ia|T”
For index tuples a1.4 and iy.4, consider a bi-partitite multigraph G(au.4,11.4) = Ua, Vi, Ec) whose vertices
U are the unique index values in a.4 and vertices Vg are the unique index values in i;.4, and having one
edge (Qug,u, ta,w) for every combination of a = 1,2,3,4 and edge (u,v) € €. Define

To = {(a1:4,11:4) : G(1.4,11.4) has 1 or 2 connected components},

T3 = {(a1.4,11.4) : G(1.4,11.4) has 3 connected components},
)

T4 = {(a1.4,11.4) : G(1.4,11.4) has 4 connected components},
and define correspondingly for each j = 2,3,4
1 (1,1,1,1) (1,1,1,2) (1,1,2,3) (1,2,3,4)
4= X pmAtJm( Waiinal =4 BIWo 5] +6-EWe 50T =3 E[Wa1:4,i1;4])-
(ov1:4,i1:4)€Z;

Then E[(val(W) —val(W))*] = As+ A3+ Ay. By the same argument as in Lemma 3.5, we have A3 = A4 = 0,
while [As| < C/n? for a constant C' > 0 and all large n. Then the result follows from Markov’s inequality
and the Borel-Cantelli lemma. O

Lemmas D.7 and D.8 show Lemma D.6. Finally, combining Lemmas D.4 and D.6 concludes the proof of
Theorem 2.21.

D.5. Universality for rectangular generalized invariant matrices. In this section, we prove the fol-
lowing result showing that the value of an alternating diagonal tensor network is universal across the class
of rectangular generalized invariant matrices.

Lemma D.9. Let x1,...,x; € R™ and y1,...,y¢ € R™ be (random or deterministic) vectors and let
(X1,...,Xk) and (Y1,...,Ys) have finite moments of all orders, such that almost surely as m,n — oo with
m/n — v € (0,00),
w w
(X1, xk) = (X1, , Xk) and (y1,---,ye) = (Y1,...,Y)).

Let W € R™*™ be q rectangular generalized invariant matriz independent of x1,...,x, and yi,...,ye, with
limit diagonal distribution Daiag. Then for any alternating diagonal tensor network T in (k,¢) variables,
there is a deterministic limit value

lim-valT(% X17 e 7X/€7 lea ceey }/fupdiag)
depending only on T, ~, the joint laws of (X1,...,Xk) and (Y1,...,Ys), and Dgiag, such that almost surely
lim valp(Wixq,...,xk;y1,...,ye) = lim-valp(y, X1, ..., Xi, Y1, ..., Y2, Ddiag)-

m,n—00
In particular, if there exists a bi-orthogonally invariant matriz G having the same limit diagonal distribution
Daiag, then this limit value is the same for W as for G.

The proof of Lemma D.9 is similar to Lemma 3.6. Fix the tensor network T'= (U, V, &, {pu tueur, {qv }vev)-
Expanding W = HUMH‘T,7 the tensor network value is given by

ValT(W'X1~k;Y1~z)
Z Z Z Z H pu T1:k au H qv yl f[lv]) H HU[CYu, Be]M[ﬁeuje]HV[ivaje]-
ae[ Uje[n]Y Be[m]€ je[n]® ueld veY e=(u,v)€E

Write IIy = .:.UPU and ITy, = Ey Py for the random sign and permutation matrices defining Iy, Iy, and
let oy, oy be the permutations of [m], [n] for which Py, oy (a)] = 1 and Py [i,ov (i)] = 1. Let P = Py X Py
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be the set of partitions (7y, 7y ) of i and V, and let Gy =y = (Kry UKry , Fry,ny ) be the image of (U, V, E)
under (7, my ) as defined in Appendix D.4. Then we may obtain analogously to (3.17)

valy (Wi X1:k5 y100) = Z L Z Z H Pr(z1.|or]) v [ g 1o8exe ()

n
(ru,mv)EP  aelm ]’CfrU ic[n ’Cfrv ReKr,

H s(y:elis]) V[is]dege’“(s) II Mlou(ar),ov(is)]. (D.18)
X, (R,S)EFnyy my
Here Pr = [[,cpPu, Qs = Hves Qv, and degg (R) is the number of non-self-loop edges in Fr, », (counting
multiplicity) that contain R.

Lemma D.10. Let E be the expectation over Iy, Ily conditional on M, x4, ..., Xk, y1,-..,Ye. Then Lemma
D.9 holds with E[valp(W;x1,...,Xk;¥1,-.-,¥e)] in place of valp(W; X1, ..., Xk;¥1,---,¥e)-

Proof. Define analogously to (3.21-3.23)

S o) R S o) D.19)

Qn(my,mv) = o Z H Pg(z1.1[ar]) n“c”v| Z H Qs (y1:elis]) (D.20)

m'lCﬂ'U‘
m)<mu REK~y, ie[n)<mv S€kxy,

Mn(wUﬂrv)=% Z Z [I Mlosisl (D.21)

ac[m] v ign)* v (R,S)EFry =y,

Then, taking the expectation conditional on M using the identities (3.18) and (3.19) yields
Elvalr (Wi X165 y1:0)] = Z B (mu,mv) - Qulmu, mv) - My(mu, mv)

(even 7y, even my )EP

We note that in terms of the symmetric embedding M from (2.15), the above quantity M, (7, my) has
the equivalent form

Mn(ﬂ'UﬂTV):% > > [T Marm+is].

ac[m]“m v ign)< v (R,S)EFry
We further add edges to G, ., by attaching to every vertex in K, a self-loop labeled with p.(x) = I,
attaching to every vertex in K., a self-loop labeled with p.(x) = I,, and labeling each original edge
e = (R,S) € Fry.xy with pe(x) = x. Denote the resulting graph as Gy xy = (Kxpy U Ky s Fry oy )- Then
1 - o
My (my,mv) = - Z H pe(M)[jr, js]-

j€lm+n) U KTV (R,.S)EFry, iy

By the conditions on M in Definition 2.20, M satisfies the assumptions for Lemma D.11 below. Note
that G, ., is connected, and all external degrees are even when 7y, my are both even. Then, applying
Lemma D.11, there exists a value M(qu,wvapdiag) depending only on Gr; x,, and Dgjag such that

*

, n : 1 — =
Wi My (ry,my) = T II  peODlrjs] = M(Gry.ry s Daiag)
J€[mAn) U KTV (R,.S)EFry, iy

Combining with the limit value for @, which exists by Lemma 3.3 and the assumptions xi.j W x 1:x and
Vi w Y1.¢, we conclude that limy, oo E[valy(W;x1.5; y1.0)] exists and is given by
lim-valz (7, X1:x, Y1:¢, Ddiag)
= > [T EPeXu) TT EQs(Viol- (1 +79) M(Gry iy Daias):
(even 7y, even my )EP REKx, SEL xy,

This depends only on v, T, the joint laws of Xi.; and Yi., and Dgjag, concluding the proof. ]
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Lemma D.11. Let M € RM+m)X(m+n) pe o deterministic symmetric matrixz, such that for any diagonal
monomial p(x) € A(x, I, 1,,), limy, n—oo m#m Trp(M) ezists (and is finite) almost surely, and for any fized
€ >0 and all large m,n,
max [p(M)i, )| < n~'/2+
i#]

Let G = (K, F) be a connected multi-graph such that the external degree deg...(R) is even for every vertex
R e K. For every edge e € F, let po(x) € A{x,I,,,1,) be a diagonal monomial labeling this edge. Then there
exists a value M(G,’Ddiag) depending only on G and Daiag such that

im L S T el n] = M(G, D)

m,n—oo M + 7’L lmtn] e=(R,R)EF
Proof. The proof is identical to that of Lemma 3.7. O

Lemma D.12. Let E be the expectation over Ily,Ily conditional on M, x1, ..., Xk, V1,...,Ye. Under the
setting of Lemma D.9, almost surely as m,n — oo,

VarlT(W;Xl,---,Xk;yl,---,yl)_E[ValT(W;Xl,---,Xk;yl,---,yl)] — 0.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma 3.9. We write val(W) for valy(W;X1.x; y1:¢), and val(W) for
the value correspondmg to W defined by independent copies IIy;, Iy of Iy, ITy .

Let M, vW My U®D, Yv® €MD) denote four copies of (U, V,E). For subsets A C {1,...,4}, let
U, V4,E4) = Upe sV, V(@) E@) be the graph obtained as the disjoint union of those copies in A. Let
Pa = Py, x Py, be the set of pairs of partitions of U4 and Va, and let A = {1,2,3,4}\ A. Then, we have
analogously to (3.26),

nlCru ) HC (R 7y )]
4

Bal(W) —val(W) = 3 ()Y
AC{1,2,3,4} (even my, even my )EPA
(even 7y, even 7y )EP 4

X By (mu, mv)Bn (T, Tv) - Qu(mr, nv)Qn Ty, Ty ) - My (my, 7y ) My (T, Ty )
(D.22)

n

Here, B,,, @, are as defined in (D.19-D.20), |C(7y, 7y )| denotes the number of connected components of the
bipartite graph Gry ry = (Kry UKxy, Fry omyv ), and we extend the definition (D.21) to

My (my,mv) = m Z Z [T  Miag,is

ac[m]*mu ig[n)* v (R,S)E€EFry .y,
when G, », has more than 1 connected component.
We define (1, 7v) = (v © Ty, v @ 7v) € Pri2,34) as the partitions of Uy 9 343 and Vyy 2 343 obtained
by combining 7y with 7y and 7wy with 7. Then the same arguments as in the proof of Lemma 3.9 show
Bn(ﬂ'U, Wv)Bn(ﬁ'U, Ty) = Bn(TU,Tv) + O(n_l)
Qn(mv, ™) Qn(Tv, Tv) = Qu(ty,7v) + O(n™ 1)
M, (ny, 7wy ) My (T, Tv) = My (10, 7v) + O(n™")

When G, -, has 4 connected components, which we denote by G-, -, (a) = (K-, (a) UK+, (@), Fry .+ (@)
for a = 1,2, 3,4, the arguments of Lemma 3.9 show also

By (v, mv)Bn (v, 7v) = Bu(tu, 7v) + Z By (v, 7v,a,b) + O(n~?)
acAbgA

Qn(mv, ™) Qn(7u,7v) = Qu(to, 7v) + Y Qu(rv,7v,a,b) + O(n™?)
aCAbEA

My (my, mv )My (7u, Tv) = Ma(Tu, 7v) + Z My (7v,7v,a,b) + O(n~?)
a€A,bgA
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for the quantities

B (10, 7v,0,0) = =m ™ [Kr, (@)] - [Kry (0)] = 07 [Kry (a)] - [Kry (0)]
1 1

Onlrw,mv, @) = e T T

Z Z 1{indices of i are distinct and exactly 2 indices of
ae[m]*U ieqn)Tv

from K., (a), K, (b) coincide, or indices of ¢ are distinct and exactly 2 indices of i

from K., (a), K+, (b) coincide} x H Pr(z1.x[aR)]) H Qs(y1:¢[is])

REK~, SEKr,

1
M, (ty,Tv,a,b) = — Z M (1, 1i/)

({7 )EP(TU,TV,a,b)

where P(1y,Tv,a,b) is the set of partitions (7{;,7{,) obtained by merging one or more pairs of blocks R €
K (a) with R € K, (b) or S € K+, (a) with S € K., (b), and M}*(7y,7v) is the product across all
connected components Gopy .o € Gry .y of M, (o0, 0v).

Then the same argument as in Lemma 3.9 shows E[(val(W) — Eval(W))4] < E[(val(W) — val(W))?] <
C/n? for a constant C' > 0 and all large n, so that the result follows by Markov’s inequality and the
Borel-Cantelli lemma. g

Lemmas D.10 and D.12 show Lemma D.9, and combining Lemmas D.4 and D.9 concludes the proof of
Theorem 2.22.
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