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Abstract

In this paper, we focus on the matching recovery problem between a pair of cor-
related Gaussian Wigner matrices with a latent vertex correspondence. We are par-
ticularly interested in a robust version of this problem such that our observation is a
perturbed input (A+E,B + F ) where (A,B) is a pair of correlated Gaussian Wigner
matrices and E,F are adversarially chosen matrices supported on an unknown ǫn ∗ ǫn
principle minor of A,B, respectively. We propose a vector-approximate message pass-
ing (vector-AMP) algorithm that succeeds in polynomial time as long as the correlation
ρ between (A,B) is a non-vanishing constant and ǫ = o

(
1

(logn)20

)
.

The main methodological inputs for our result are the iterative random graph
matching algorithm proposed in [22, 23] and the spectral cleaning procedure proposed
in [43]. To the best of our knowledge, our algorithm is the first efficient random graph
matching type algorithm that is robust under any adversarial perturbations of n1−o(1)

size.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we study the problem of matching two correlated random matrices, and we
consider the case of symmetric matrices in order to be consistent with the graph matching
problem. More precisely, this problem is defined as follows. Let Un be the set of unordered
pairs (i, j) with 1 ≤ i 6= j ≤ n.

Definition 1.1 (Correlated weighted random graphs). Let π be a latent permutation on
[n] = {1, . . . , n}. We generate two random weighted graphs on the common vertex set
[n] with adjacency matrices A and B such that given π, we have (Ai,j , Bπ(i),π(j)) ∼ F

independent among all (i, j) ∈ Un where F is the law of a pair of correlated random
variables. Of particular interest are the following special cases:

• Correlated Gaussian Wigner model. In this case, we let F be the law of two mean-zero
Gaussian random variables with variance 1 and correlation ρ.
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• Correlated Erdős-Rényi model. In this case, we let F be the law of two Bernoulli
random variables with mean q ≤ 1

2 and correlation ρ.

Given two correlated weighted random graphs (A,B), our goal is to recover the latent
vertex correspondence π. For both the correlated Gaussian Wigner model and the corre-
lated Erdős-Rényi model, by the collective effort of the community, it is fair to say that
our understanding of the statistical and computational aspects on the matching recovery
problem in both models are more or less satisfactory. However, there is a new fascinating
issue that arises in the context of the works on matching recovery, namely the robustness
issue: many of the algorithms used to achieve matching recovery are believed to be fragile
in the sense that adversarially modifying a small fraction of edges could fool the algorithm
into outputting a result which deviates strongly from the true underlying matching. The
reason is that these algorithms are either based on enumeration of sophisticated subgraph
structures (see, e.g., [3, 54, 38] for example) or are based on delicate spectral properties of
the adjacency matrices (see, e.g., [30, 31] where the authors design an efficient algorithm
based on all the eigenvectors of the adjacency matrix) that can be affected disproportion-
ally by adding small cliques or other “undesired” subgraph structure. Thus, a natural
question is whether we can find efficient random graph matching algorithms that are ro-
bust under a small fraction of adversarial perturbations. To be more precise, we want to
study the following corrupted correlated random weighted graph model.

Definition 1.2 (Corrupted correlated weighted random graphs). We say two weighted
graphs (A′, B′) (denoted by their adjacency matrices) are a pair of ǫ-corrupted correlated
weighted random graphs, if there exists a pair of correlated weighted random graphs (A,B)
with latent matching π such that (A′, B′) = (A + E,B + F ), where E,F are arbitrary
matrices supported on an ǫn∗ǫn principle minor of A,B, respectively.

In this paper, we will focus on the case of corrupted Gaussian Wigner model, in which
the observations are two n∗n matrices (A′, B′) such that there exists a pair of correlated
Gaussian Wigner matrices (A,B) with correlation ρ satisfying (A′, B′) = (A+ E,B + F ).
Our main result can then be summarized as follows:

Theorem 1.3. Suppose ǫ = o
(

1
(logn)20

)
and ρ ∈ (0, 1) is a constant. Then for a pair of

ǫ-corrupted Gaussian Wigner model with correlation ρ (we denoted them as A′, B′), there
exists a constant C = C(ρ) and an algorithm (See Algorithm 3 below) with O(nC) running
time that takes (A′, B′) as input and outputs the latent matching π with probability tending
to 1 as n→ ∞.

Remark 1.4. It is natural to consider the related problem of matching a pair of ǫ-corrupted
Erdős-Rényi graph model with correlation ρ ∈ (0, 1) and density q, where the observations
are the adjacency matrices (A′, B′) of two graphs such that there exists a pair of correlated
Erdős-Rényi graphs (A,B) with correlation ρ and density q and two unknown index sets
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|Q|, |R| ≤ ǫn satisfying

Ai,j = A′
i,j for all (i, j) 6∈ Q×Q,Bi,j = B′

i,j for all (i, j) 6∈ R×R .

For this model, using appropriate modifications similar to modifying [22, Algorithm 1] to
get [23, Algorithm 2], we can get a similar algorithm that achieves exact matching when
ǫ = o( 1

(logn)20
) and ρ, q are two constants in (0, 1). We will omit the detailed arguments

due to its high-similarity to generalizing [22] to [23].

1.1 Related works

Random graph matching. Graph matching (also known as network alignment) refers to
the problem of finding the bijection between the vertex sets of two graphs that maximizes
the total number of common edges. When the two graphs are exactly isomorphic to each
other, this reduces to the classical graph isomorphism problem, for which the best known al-
gorithm runs in quasi-polynomial time [2]. In general, graph matching is an instance of the
quadratic assignment problem [9], which is known to be NP-hard to solve or even approx-
imate [50]. Motivated by real-world applications (such as social network deanonymization
[60, 61], computer vision [5, 12], natural language processing [40] and computational bi-
ology [65]) as well as the need to understand the average-case computational complexity,
a recent line of work is devoted to the study of statistical theory and efficient algorithms
for graph matching under statistical models, by assuming the two graphs are randomly
generated with correlated edges under a hidden vertex correspondence.

In recent years, by the collective efforts of the community, the information-theoretic
thresholds for both exact and partial recovery have been derived [14, 13, 41, 71, 70, 36, 18,
19] and various efficient graph matching algorithms have been developed with performance
guarantees [16, 24, 30, 31, 35, 37, 51, 52, 38, 53, 54, 22, 23]. We now focus on the algorithmic
aspect of this problem since it is more relevant to our work. The state-of-the-art algorithm
can be summarized as follows: in the sparse regime, efficient matching algorithms are avail-
able when the correlation exceeds the square root of Otter’s constant (the Otter’s constant
is approximately 0.338) [53, 54, 37, 38]; in the dense regime, efficient matching algorithms
exist as long as the correlation exceeds an arbitrarily small constant [22, 23]. Roughly
speaking, the separation between the sparse and dense regimes mentioned above depends
on whether the average degree of the graph grows polynomially or sub-polynomially. In
addition, while proving the hardness of typical instances of the graph matching problem re-
mains challenging even under the assumption of P 6=NP, evidence based on the analysis of a
specific class known as low-degree polynomials from [20] indicates that the state-of-the-art
algorithms may essentially capture the correct computational thresholds.

Robust algorithms. Finding robust algorithms to solve statistical estimation and
random optimization problems has received a huge amount of attentions in recent years.
One prominent example is the problem of robust community recovery in sparse stochastic
block models. A large body of work has focused on the settings where an adversary may
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arbitrarily modify Ω(n) edges (see, e.g., [58, 25]). Other important robust algorithms
include optimizing the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick (SK) Hamiltonian [56], mean estimation
[46], and so on.

As for the random graph matching problem, previous robustness results mainly focus
on the information-theoretic side. For example, in [1] the authors considered the behavior
of the maximum overlap estimator and the k-core estimator for matching recovery in a pair
of correlated Erdős-Rényi graphs with corruption (although their definition of corruption is
a bit different from ours). They also conduct valuable numerical experiments which imply
that several widely used graph matching algorithms (e.g., the spectral graph matching
algorithm in [30, 31] and the degree profile matching algorithm in [24]) behave poorly
even when only a small portion of the graph is corrupted. In fact, it seems that simply
planting an arbitrary Θ(

√
n) size clique in both graphs will significantly change the spectral

properties and the degree distribution of the graph and thus cause the failure of these
algorithms. This leaves it an important question to find computationally feasible algorithms
when an adversary corruption of the graph presents. We answer this problem partly by
constructing an efficient random graph matching algorithm which is robust under any

n
poly(log n) ∗ n

poly(logn) adversarial perturbations, which improves the robustness guarantees

for a poly(n) factor.
Approximate message passing. Approximate Message Passing (AMP) is a family of

algorithmic methods which generalizes matrix power iteration. Originated from statistical
physics and graphical ideas [66, 45, 55, 6], it has emerged as a popular class of first-order
iterative algorithms that find diverse applications in both statistical estimation problems
and probabilistic analyses of statistical physics models. Some non-exhaustive examples
include compressed sensing [27], sparse Principal Components Analysis (PCA) [17], linear
regression [27, 4, 47], non-negative PCA [57], perceptron models [26, 32, 7, 29] and more
(many additional examples may be found in the survey [34]).

One major drawback of the original AMP algorithms is that they are not robust under
small adversarial perturbations. To address this issue, in [42, 43] the authors propose
to apply AMP algorithm using “suitably preprocessed” initialization and data matrix.
Building on this idea, they give the first robust AMP-based iterative algorithm for non-
negative PCA problem. While this work is inspired by their work, we point out we need
to deal with several specific issues that arise in the setting of random graph matching:
firstly, dealing with two random matrices with sophisticated correlation structure is much
more difficult than dealing with one GOE matrix. Secondly, our AMP algorithm has ω(1)
iterative steps and we need to show the output only changes O( 1

poly(logn)) fraction under
adversarial perturbations.

1.2 Open problems

Our work reiterates a number of future research directions as we discuss below.
Optimal corruption scale. In this paper, we design an efficient Gaussian matrix match-
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ing algorithm that is robust under n
poly(log n) ∗ n

poly(log n) size of adversarial corruptions.
However, it remains an interesting problem on whether we can develop Gaussian matching
algorithms for any ǫn∗ǫn adversarial perturbations where ǫ is a small constant.

Sparse graphs. Although our algorithm can be extended to correlated Erdős-Rényi
graphs with edge density q ∈ (0, 1) a constant, to deal with the adversarial perturba-
tions our current design and analysis of the algorithm crucially relies on the fact that the
two matrices are dense (i.e., each column and row of the adjacency matrix have n1−o(1) non-
zero entries) and cannot extend to the case where the average density of a graph q = n−c

for some c > 0. Of course in this case one cannot expect to estimate the latent matching
exactly since an adversarial perturbation may corrupt all the edges incident to one vertex.
However, it remains an open question that whether almost-exact matching recovery is still
possible by efficient algorithms in this regime. Perhaps an even more challenging case is
when the average degree of the graph is a constant (i.e., nq = O(1)). In this case, if no
adversarial perturbation occurs, it was shown in [37, 38, 54] that we can find an efficient
algorithm that achieves partial matching given the correlation ρ >

√
α, where α ≈ 0.338 is

the Otter’s constant. It would be interesting to consider the problem that whether partial
matching is still achievable when o(n) edges in both graphs are adversarially corrupted.

Other graph models. Another important direction is to design robust graph match-
ing algorithms for other important correlated random graph models, such as the random
geometric graph model [69, 39], the random inhomogeneous graph model [21] and the
stochastic block model [63, 11, 10]. We emphasize that it is also important to propose
and study correlated graph models based on important real-world and scientific problems,
albeit the models do not appear to be “canonical” from a mathematical point of view.

1.3 Notations

We record in this subsection some notation conventions. Recall that (A′, B′) are two n∗n
matrices with (A′, B′) = (A+E,B+F ). Denote Q,R as the support of E,F , respectively.
We then have

Ei,j = 0 for all (i, j) 6∈ Q×Q and Fi,j = 0 for all (i, j) 6∈ R×R .

Note that A,B,E, F,Q,R are inaccessible to the algorithm. Given two random variables

X,Y and a σ-algebra F, the notation X|F d
= Y |F means that for any integrable function φ

and for any bounded random variable Z measurable on F, we have E[φ(X)Z] = E[φ(Y )Z].
In words, X is equal in distribution to Y conditioned on F. When F is the trivial σ-field,

we simply write X
d
= Y .

We also need some standard notations in linear algebra. For a matrix or a vector M ,
we will use M⊤ to denote its transpose. For an m ∗ m matrix M = (aij)m∗m, if M is
symmetric we let ς1(M) ≥ ς2(M) ≥ . . . ≥ ςm(M) be the eigenvalues of M . Denote by
rank(M) the rank of the matrix M . For two l∗m matrices M1 and M2, we define their
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inner product to be

〈
M1,M2

〉
:=

l∑

i=1

m∑

j=1

M1(i, j)M2(i, j) .

We also define the Frobenius norm, operator norm, and ∞-norm of M respectively by

‖M‖F = tr(MM⊤) = 〈M,M〉 1
2 , ‖M‖op = ς1(MM⊤)

1
2 , ‖M‖∞ = max

1≤i≤l
1≤j≤m

|Mi,j|

where tr(·) is the trace for a squared matrix. For two vectors γ, µ ∈ Rd, we say |γ| ≥ |µ|
if the entries satisfy |γ(i)| ≥ |µ(i)| for 1 ≤ i ≤ d; we define |γ| ≤ |µ|, γ ≤ µ similarly.
In addition, for α ∈ R, we write |γ| ≤ α if |γ(i)| ≤ α for 1 ≤ i ≤ d. Denote Sn to be
the set of all permutations on [n]. For a bijection σ : U → V and a matrix M with rows
and columns indexed by V,W respectively, we define σ ◦M to be the matrix indexed by
U,W , with entries given by (σ ◦M)i,j =Mσ(i),j . For any d∗l matrix M and two index sets
I ⊂ [d], J ⊂ [l], we denote MI×J to be the matrix indexed by I × J with (MI×J)i,j =Mi,j

for i ∈ I, j ∈ J . We will use Id∗d to denote the d∗d identity matrix (and we drop the
subscript if the dimension is clear from the context). Similarly, we denote Om∗d the m∗d
zero matrix and denote Jm∗d the m ∗ d matrix with all entries being 1. The indicator
function of sets A is denoted by 1A.

For any two positive sequences {an} and {bn}, we write equivalently an = O(bn),
bn = Ω(an), an . bn and bn & an if there exists a positive absolute constant c such that
an/bn ≤ c holds for all n. We write an = o(bn), bn = ω(an), an ≪ bn, and bn ≫ an if
an/bn → 0 as n→ ∞. We write an = Θ(bn) if both an = O(bn) and ab = Ω(bn) hold.

2 Algorithms and discussions

In this section we will provide the detailed statement of our algorithm and discuss some
intuitions behind it. Our algorithm is a modified version of [22, Algorithm 1]. In fact,
one of the key observation in our work is under suitable modifications, we can write [22,
Algorithm 1] into a vector-approximate message passing algorithm. We first describe in
detail our algorithm, which consists of a few steps including spectral cleaning and pre-
processing (see Subsection 2.1), initialization (see Subsection 2.2), spectral subroutine (see
Subsection 2.3), vector-approximate passing (see Subsection 2.4) and rounding (see Sub-
section 2.5). We formally present our algorithm and analyze the time complexity of the
algorithm in Subsection 2.6. In Subsection 2.7 we discuss some heuristics behind this
algorithm.

2.1 Spectral cleaning and preprocessing

The first step of our algorithm is to make some preprocessing on A′, B′ for technical conve-
nience. We first make a technical assumption that we only need to consider the case when
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ρ is a sufficiently small constant, which can be easily achieved by deliberately add i.i.d.
noise to each {A′

i,j} and {B′
i,j}. Sample i.i.d. N (0, 1) random variables Gi,j,Hi,j and let

Â′
i,j =

A′
i,j +Gi,j√

2
, B̂i,j =

B′
i,j +Hi,j√

2
for i > j ,

Â′
i,j =

A′
i,j −Gi,j√

2
, B̂i,j =

B′
i,j −Hi,j√

2
for i < j .

(2.1)

Note that (Â′, B̂′) = (Â, B̂) + (Ê, F̂ ), where

Âi,j =
Ai,j+Gi,j√

2
, B̂i,j =

Bi,j+Hi,j√
2

for i > j , (2.2)

Âi,j =
Ai,j−Gi,j√

2
, B̂i,j =

Bi,j−Hi,j√
2

for i < j . (2.3)

Êi,j =
1√
2
Ei,j, F̂i,j =

1√
2
Fi,j for i > j , (2.4)

Êi,j = − 1√
2
Ei,j, F̂i,j = − 1√

2
Fi,j for i < j . (2.5)

It is straightforward to verify that
{
Âi,j

}
and

{
B̂i,j

}
are two families of i.i.d. standard

normal random variables. Also, we have

Cov(Âi,j , B̂i,j) = Cov(Âi,j, B̂π(i),π(j)) =
ρ
2 .

We further employ a “spectral cleaning” procedure proposed in [43] to Â′, B̂′ respectively.
Note in (2.4), (2.5) that Ê, F̂ are still supported on Q,R ⊂ [n] with |Q|, |R| ≤ ǫn re-
spectively. In addition, since Â, B̂ are random matrices with i.i.d. sub-Gaussian entries,
from [67, Theorem 4.4.5] we see that with probability 1 − o(1) we have ‖Â‖op, ‖B̂‖op ≤
(2+o(1))

√
n. Now we introduce the spectral cleaning procedure. Informally speaking, this

procedure enables us to zero-out O(ǫn) rows and columns of Â′, B̂′ respectively to get two

“cleaned” matrices Â , B̂ with ‖Â ‖op, ‖B̂‖op = O(
√
n). This spectral cleaning procedure

is a modified version of [43, Algorithm 3.7]:

Algorithm 1 Spectral Cleaning

1: Input: n∗n Matrix M ′.
2: Let M =M ′.
3: while ‖M ‖op ≥ 10

√
n do

4: Compute the unit left singular eigenvector v = (v1, . . . , vn) and right singular eigen-
vector u = (u1, . . . , un) of M corresponding to the leading singular value.

5: Sample i ∈ [n] with probability
v2i +u

2
i

2 .
6: Zero-out the i’th row and column of M .
7: end while

8: Output: M .
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Clearly, by running Algorithm 1 with input Â′, B̂′ respectively we get two matrices Â , B̂
with ‖Â ‖op, ‖B̂‖op ≤ 10

√
n. In addition, denote S, T ⊂ [n] to be the set of index of Â′, B̂′

which are zeroed-out by the algorithm, the following lemma (similar to [43, Lemma 3.5])
controls the cardinality of S and T .

Lemma 2.1. If the input matrix M ′ = M + E with ‖M‖op ≤ 2
√
n and the support of

E (denoted as Q) is bounded by ǫn, then with probability 1 − o(1) we have Algorithm 1
terminates in 4ǫn steps. In particular, with probability 1− o(1) we have |S|, |T | ≤ 4ǫn.

The proof of Lemma 2.1 is incorporated in Subsection B.1. From now on we will work
on Â and B̂.

2.2 Initialization

We first choose the denoiser function which will be used throughout our algorithm.

Definition 2.2. We choose a smooth function ϕ : R → R such that the following conditions
hold:

(1) ϕ(x) is analytic for all x ∈ R (i.e., the Taylor expansion of ϕ at x is valid for all
x ∈ R) and

∣∣ϕ(x)
∣∣,
∣∣ϕ′(x)

∣∣,
∣∣ϕ′′(x)

∣∣ ≤ 1 for all x ∈ R (here 1 is somewhat arbitrarily
chosen).

(2) ϕ(x) = ϕ(−x) and for a standard normal variable X, we have E[ϕ(X)] = 0 and
E[ϕ(X)2] = 1.

In addition, for a pair of standard bivariate normal variables (X,Y ) with correlation u, we
define φ : [−1, 1] → [0, 1] by

φ(u) := E
[
ϕ(X)ϕ(Y )

]
. (2.6)

We need the following properties of φ(u), whose proof is incorporated in Subsection B.2.

Lemma 2.3. We have the following results:

(1) If we write φ(u) =
∑∞

m=0 cmu
m, then we have c0 = c1 = 0 and there exists a constant

Λ = Λ(ϕ) such that |ck| ≤ Λ · 2k for all k ≥ 2.

(2) We have |φ(u)| ≤ |φ′′(0)|
2 · u2 for all sufficiently small u.

We now describe the initialization. Define

ε0 = φ(ρ2 ) . (2.7)

Also let K0 ∈ N be a sufficiently large constant depending on ρ such that

K0 ≥ 1030ρ−30|φ′′(0)|4Λ4ε−2
0 and

log(10−30|φ′′(0)|2Λ2ρ20K0)

log(1040|φ′′(0)|4Λ−4ρ24K0ε
2
0)
< 1.01 . (2.8)
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We then list all the sequences of length K0 with distinct elements in [n] as V1, . . . ,VM where
M = M(n,K0) = n(n − 1) . . . (n −K0 + 1). for each 1 ≤ i, j ≤ M, we will run a procedure
of initialization and iteration for each (Vi,Vj) and we know that for at least one of them
(although we cannot decide which one it is a priori) we are running an algorithm as if
we have K0 true pairs as seeds (i.e., Vj = π(Vi) and Vi ∩ (Q ∪ S) = Vj ∩ (R ∪ T ) = ∅).
For notation convenience, when describing the initialization and iteration we will drop
i, j from notations, but we should keep in mind that this procedure is applied to each pair
(Vi,Vj). With this clarified, we take a pair of fixed i, j and denote Vi = (u1, . . . , uK0),Vj =
(v1, . . . , vK0). Define two (n −K0)∗K0 matrices f (0), g(0) as

f
(0)
i,k = ϕ

(
Âi,uk

)
for i ∈ [n] \ Vi, k ∈ [K0] ;

g
(0)
i,k = ϕ

(
B̂i,vk

)
for i ∈ [n] \ Vi, k ∈ [K0] .

(2.9)

In addition, define two K0∗K0 matrices

Φ(0) = I and Ψ(0) = ε0I . (2.10)

2.3 Spectral subroutine

Before describing the vector-AMP iteration, we need to introduce more notations which
will be used to define the AMP-activating function. Recall (2.7), (2.8) and (2.10). We
iteratively define

Kt+1 = 10−20ρ20|φ′′(0)|2Λ−2K2
t for t ≥ 0 . (2.11)

Now, assume that

Φ(t) has
3Kt

4
eigenvalues between 0.9 and 1.1,

Ψ(t) has
3Kt

4
eigenvalues between 0.9εt and 1.1εt .

(2.12)

We may write the spectral decomposition

Φ(t) =

Kt∑

i=1

λ
(t)
i ν

(t)
i

(
ν
(t)
i

)⊤
and Ψ(t) =

Kt∑

i=1

µ
(t)
i ζ

(t)
i

(
ζ
(t)
i

)⊤
, (2.13)

where for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3Kt

4 we have λ
(t)
i ∈ (0.9, 1.1) and µ

(t)
i ∈ (0.9εt, 1.1εt). As shown in [22,

Equations (2.10),(2.11)], we can choose

η
(t)
1 , . . . , η

(t)
Kt/12

∈ span
{
ν
(t)
1 , . . . , ν

(t)
3Kt/4

}
∩ span

{
ζ
(t)
1 , . . . , ζ

(t)
3Kt/4

}

such that

η
(t)
i Φ(t)η

(t)
j = η

(t)
i Ψ(t)η

(t)
j = 0 for i 6= j , (2.14)

η
(t)
i Φ(t)η

(t)
i = 1, 2εt ≥ η

(t)
i Ψ(t)η

(t)
i ≥ 0.5εt for 1 ≤ i ≤ Kt/12 . (2.15)
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Set Ξ(t) to be a Kt ∗ Kt

12 matrix such that

Ξ(t) =
(
η
(t)
1 . . . η

(t)
Kt
12

)
. (2.16)

In addition, for each t ≥ 0 we sample β(t) to be a Kt

12 ∗Kt+1 matrix such that β
(t)
i,j are i.i.d.

uniform random variables in {−
√

12/Kt,+
√

12/Kt}. Denote β(t) =
(
β
(t)
1 , . . . , β

(t)
Kt+1

)
and

we further define two Kt+1∗Kt+1 matrices by (recall (2.6) and ‖β(t)i ‖ = 1)

Φ
(t+1)
i,j = φ

((
β
(t)
i

)⊤
β
(t)
j

)
,Ψ

(t+1)
i,j = φ

(
ρ
2 ·
(
β
(t)
i

)⊤(
Ξ(t)

)⊤
Ψ(t)Ξ(t)β

(t)
j

)
. (2.17)

And we define
εt+1 = φ

(
ρ
2 · 12

Kt
tr
((

Ξ(t)
)⊤

Ψ(t)Ξ(t)
))

. (2.18)

Note that using (2.14) and (2.15), we see that
(
Ξ(t)

)⊤
Ψ(t)Ξ(t) is a Kt

12 ∗ Kt

12 diagonal matrix
with diagonal entries lie in (0.9εt, 1.1εt). Thus we have

12

Kt
tr
((

Ξ(t)
)⊤

Ψ(t)Ξ(t)
)
∈ (0.9εt, 1.1εt) .

Using Item (2) in Lemma 2.3, we see that when ρ is sufficiently small we have

εt+1 ≥
ρ2|φ′′(0)|

16
· ε2t . (2.19)

We now state the following lemma which helps us to inductively verify (2.12), which makes
our algorithm well-defined.

Lemma 2.4. Let Kt, εt be initialized as in (2.8), (2.7) and inductively defined as in (2.11),
(2.18). Suppose Φ(t),Ψ(t) satisfy (2.12). Then with probability as least 1

2 over β(t) we have

Φ(t+1),Ψ(t+1) satisfy (2.12).

The proof of Lemma 2.4 is incorporated in Subsection B.3. Based on Lemma 2.4, since
Kt, εt,Φ

(t),Ψ(t) are accessible by our algorithm, we can resample β(t) if the condition (2.12)
is not satisfied. This will increase the sampling complexity by a constant factor thanks to
Lemma 2.4. For this reason in what follows, we assume that we have performed resampling
until (2.12) is satisfied.

2.4 Vector-approximate message passing

In this subsection we introduce the vector-approximate message passing iteration. We
remind here again that we will run the iteration procedure for all pairs Vi,Vj. Recall
(2.9). Define iteratively

ĥ(t) = 1√
n
Â([n]\Vi×[n]\Vi)f̂

(t)Ξ(t) , ℓ̂(t) = 1√
n
B̂([n]\Vj×[n]\Vj)ĝ

(t)Ξ(t) ; (2.20)

f̂ (t+1) = ϕ ◦
(
ĥ(t)β(t)

)
, ĝ(t+1) = ϕ ◦

(
ℓ̂(t)β(t)

)
, (2.21)

where for a matrix A = (Ai,j) we use ϕ ◦ (A) to denote the matrix (ϕ(Ai,j)).
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Remark 2.5. We remark here that the iteration (2.20), (2.21) is intrinsically the same
as the iteration in [22, Equation (2.13), (2.25)]. The main change is that in [22] we
choose ϕ(x) = 1|x|≥1−α, but in this paper we choose a smooth function ϕ to further assist
the analysis (although we also make some other slight modifications along the way). This
change is helpful when we establish Lemma 3.4 later.

To this end, define

t∗ = min
{
t ≥ 0 : Kt ≥ (log n)1.1

}
. (2.22)

Using (2.11) we see that
(log n)1.1 ≤ Kt∗ ≤ (log n)2.2 . (2.23)

Recall that for each 1 ≤ i, j ≤ M, we run the procedure of initialization and then run the
AMP-iteration up to time t∗, and then we construct a permutation πi,j (with respect to
Vi,Vj) as follows. For Vi = (u1, . . . , uK0) and Vj = (v1, . . . , vK0) we set πi,j(uk) = vk for
1 ≤ k ≤ K0. And we let the restriction for πi,j on [n] \ Vi to be the solution of

max
〈
ĥ(t

∗), σ ◦ ℓ̂(t∗)
〉
for all bijections σ : [n] \ Vi → [n] \ Vj . (2.24)

Note that the above optimization problem (2.24) is a linear assignment problem, which can
be solved in time O(n3) by a linear program (LP) over doubly stochastic matrices or by
the Hungarian algorithm [48].

We say a pair of sequences Vi = (u1, . . . , uK0) and Vj = (v1, . . . , vK0) is a good pair if

Vi ∩ (Q ∪ S) = Vj ∩ (R ∪ T ) = ∅ and vj = π(uj) for 1 ≤ j ≤ K0 . (2.25)

The success of our algorithm lies in the following proposition which states that starting
from a good pair we have that πi,j correctly recovers almost all vertices.

Proposition 2.6. For any U,V ⊂ [n] with cardinality K0, define π(U,V) = πi,j if (U,V) =
(Vi,Vj). For a good pair U,V we have

#{v : π(U,V)(v) = π(v)} ≥
(
1− 10

logn

)
n . (2.26)

2.5 Rounding

In this subsection, we employ a seeded matching algorithm [3] (see also [59]) to enhance
an almost exact matching (which we denote as π̃ in what follows) to an exact matching.
Our matching algorithm is a simplified version of [3, Algorithm 4]. Let

α = P(X ≥ 1) where X
d
= N (0, 1) . (2.27)

ψ(ρ) = P(X ≥ 1, Y ≥ 1) where (X,Y )
d
= N

(
(
0 0

)
,

(
1 ρ
ρ 1

))
. (2.28)

11



Algorithm 2 Seeded Matching Algorithm

1: Input: A triple (A′, B′, π̃, ρ) where (A′, B′) are corrupted Gaussian Wigner model with
correlation ρ, and π̃ agrees with π on 1− o(1) fraction of vertices.

2: Define α as in (2.27) and define ψ(ρ) as in (2.28).

3: Define ∆ = ψ(ρ)n
10 and set π̂ = π̃.

4: For u, v ∈ [n], define their π̂-neighborhood

Nπ̂(u, v) =
∑

w∈[n]

(
1{A′

u,w≥1} − α
)(

1{B′
v,π̃(w)

≥1} − α
)
.

5: Repeat the following: if there exists a pair u, v such that Nπ̂(u, v) ≥ ∆ and Nπ̂(u, π̂(u)),
Nπ̂(π̂

−1(v), v) < ∆
10 , then modify π̂ to map u to v and map π̂−1(v) to π̂(u); otherwise,

move to Step 6.
6: Output: π̂.

Lemma 2.7. With probability 1 − o(1), for all possible π̃ ∈ Sn that agrees with π on at
least (1− 10

logn)n coordinates, we have π̂ = π.

The proof of Lemma 2.7 is incorporated in Subsection B.4. At this point, we can run
Algorithm 2 for each πi,j (which serves as input π̃), and obtain the corresponding refined
matching π̂i,j (which is the output π̂). By Lemma 2.7 and Proposition 2.6, we see that
π̂i,j = π with probability 1− o(1). Finally, we set

π̂⋄ = argmax
π̂i,j

{ ∑

(u,v)∈E(V )

(
1{A′

u,v≥1} − α
)(

1{B′
π̂i,j(u),π̂i,j(v)

≥1} − α
)}

. (2.29)

Our main result is the following theorem, which states that the statistics achieves exact
matching with probability 1− o(1).

Theorem 2.8. With probability 1− o(1), we have π̂⋄ = π.

2.6 Formal description of the algorithm and running time analysis

We are now ready to present our algorithm formally.

Algorithm 3 Robust Gaussian Matrix Matching Algorithm

1: Define Â′, B̂′ as in (2.1).

2: Run Algorithm 1 with input Â′, B̂′ respectively; the output is denoted as Â , B̂.
3: Define φ, M,K0, ε0,Φ

(0),Ψ(0) as above.
4: Define t∗ as in (2.22).

12



5: For 1 ≤ t ≤ t∗ calculate Φ(t),Ψ(t),Ξ(t) according to (2.17), (2.16); sample β(t) according
to Lemma 2.4.

6: List all sequences with K0 distinct elements in [n] by S1,S2, . . . ,SM.
7: for i, j = 1, . . . , M do

8: Define f̂ (0), ĝ(0) as in (2.9).
9: Set πm(uj) = vj where uj, vj are the j-th coordinate of Ai,Aj respectively.

10: while Kt ≤ exp{(log log n)2} do

11: Calculate Kt+1, εt+1 according to (2.11), (2.18).
12: Define ĥ(t), ℓ̂(t), f̂ (t+1), ĝ(t+1) for 1 ≤ k ≤ Kt+1 according to (2.21), (2.20);
13: end while

14: Suppose we stop at t = t∗;
15: Solve the linear assignment problem; the solution is denoted as πi,j.
16: Run Algorithm 2 with input πi,j and obtain π̂i,j.
17: end for

18: Find π∗i,j which maximizes (2.29).
19: return π̂ = π∗i,j.

We now show that Algorithm 3 runs in polynomial time.

Proposition 2.9. The running time for computing each πi,j is O(n3+o(1)). Furthermore,
the running time for Algorithm 3 is O(n2K0+3+o(1)).

The proof of Proposition 2.9 is incorporated in Subsection B.5. Also, it is straightfor-
ward to verify that Theorem 1.3 follows directly from Theorem 2.8 and Proposition 2.9.

2.7 Discussions

Before moving to the formal proof of Theorem 2.8, we feel that it is a bit necessary to
discuss some heuristics behind this algorithm. The main intuition is that we expect the
following concentration phenomenon. Without losing of generality, we may assume that
π = id. Informally speaking, we expect the following results hold:

(
f̂ (t)
)⊤
f̂ (t),

(
ĝ(t)
)⊤
ĝ(t) ≈ nΦ(t),

(
f̂ (t)
)⊤
ĝ(t) ≈ nΨ(t) . (2.30)

To get a feeling about (2.30), let us assume that (2.30) holds at time t and try to verify
(2.30) for t+1 in a (highly) non-rigorous way. We first regard f̂ (t), ĝ(t) as fixed and simply
ignore the adversary corruption (i.e., by viewing E,F = O), we see that ĥ(t) and ℓ̂(t) are
two Gaussian matrices, with sample covariance structure given by

E

[(
ĥ(t)
)⊤
ĥ(t)
] (2.20)≈ 1

n

(
Ξ(t)

)⊤(
f̂ (t)
)⊤
f̂ (t)Ξ(t) ≈

(
Ξ(t)

)⊤
Φ(t)Ξ(t) = IKt/12 ; (2.31)

E

[(
ℓ̂(t)
)⊤
ℓ̂(t)
] (2.20)

≈ 1
n

(
Ξ(t)

)⊤(
ĝ(t)
)⊤
ĝ(t)Ξ(t) ≈

(
Ξ(t)

)⊤
Φ(t)Ξ(t) = IKt/12 ; (2.32)

E

[(
ĥ(t)
)⊤
ℓ̂(t)
] (2.20)

≈ 1
n

(
Ξ(t)

)⊤(
f̂ (t)
)⊤
ĝ(t)Ξ(t) ≈ (Ξ(t))⊤Ψ(t)Ξ(t) . (2.33)
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(also note that by (2.16) and Lemma 2.4, we have (Ξ(t))⊤Ψ(t)Ξ(t) is a diagonal matrix with
diagonal entries lie in (0.9εt, 1.1εt)) Thus, we further expect that

(
(f̂ (t+1))⊤f̂ (t+1)

)
i,j

=
∑

u

f̂
(t+1)
u,i f̂

(t+1)
u,j

(2.21)
=

∑

u

ϕ
(∑

k

ĥ
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,i

)
ϕ
(∑

k

ĥ
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,j

)

≈ n · E
[
ϕ(X)ϕ(Y ) : X =

∑

k

ĥ
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,i, Y =

∑

k

ĥ
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,i

]
,

where in the “≈” we use the law of large numbers. Note that X,Y are approximately two
normal random variables with variance and covariance given by

E[X2],E[Y 2] ≈ (β
(t)
i )⊤β(t)j and E[XY ] ≈ (β

(t)
i )⊤(Ξ(t))⊤Ψ(t)Ξ(t)β(t) .

Combining (2.17), we expect that (2.30) holds for t+ 1. Now we focus on time t∗. Using
(2.31)–(2.33), we see that at time t∗, we have

〈
h
(t∗)
i , ℓ

(t∗)
i

〉
has variance Kt∗ and mean Kt∗εt∗ ;

〈
h
(t∗)
i , ℓ

(t∗)
j

〉
has variance Kt∗ and mean 0 .

Thus, the key quantity is the signal-to-noise ratio (Kt∗εt∗)
2

Kt∗
= Kt∗ε

2
t∗ . Using (2.11) and

(2.19), we see that

Kt+1ε
2
t+1 ≥

(
10−20ρ20|φ′′(0)|2Λ−2K2

t

)
·
(ρ2|φ′′(0)|

16
ε2t

)2

=
10−20ρ24|φ′′(0)|4Λ−4

256

(
Ktε

2
t

)2
. (2.34)

Using (2.8) and (2.7), we see that K0ε
2
0 ≥ 1030Λ4ρ−30|φ′′(0)|−4 and thus Ktε

2
t is strictly

increasing in t. In addition, from (2.22) we have that

Kt∗ε
2
t∗ ≥

(10−20ρ24|φ′′(0)|4Λ−4

256
K0ε

2
0

)2t∗ (2.8)

≥
(
10−20ρ20|φ′′(0)|2Λ−2K0

)2t∗/1.01

(2.11)

≥ K
1/1.01
t∗ ≥ (log n)1.01 , (2.35)

which implies by a simple union bound that at t∗ the signal strength is strong enough to
guarantee the correctness of π̂ on “most” of the coordinates.

At this point, it seems the major remaining challenge is to control the influence of the
adversarial corruption E,F and the correlation among different iterative steps. However,
let us stress that this challenge has quite some novel features. Our method to control the
corruption E,F is relatively straightforward, where the main approach is to establish a
suitable “comparison” theorem between the output of our algorithm in the “clean” case
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(where E,F = O) and the “corrupted” case. We now move to control the correlation among
different iterative steps. A natural attempt (which is used quite a lot in the analysis of
approximate message massing literature; see, e.g., [4]) is to employ Gaussian projections
to remove the influence of conditioning on outcomes in previous steps. This is indeed very
useful since all the conditioning can be expressed as conditioning on linear combinations of
Gaussian variables. Although it is a highly non-trivial task to generalize this approach for
analyzing AMP-type algorithm from one “clean” random matrix to two matrices having
sophisticated correlation structures, it is doable as demonstrated in [22]. We also remark
that usually this method suggests to add a suitable “Onsager correction term” in the
AMP-iteration (2.20), (2.21); however, as we shall see in Section 3 in our case our delicate
spectral design will make the Onsager correction term to be zero, which implies that the
correlation among different iterative steps is indeed vanishing.

3 Proof of the main results

The goal of this section is to prove Theorem 2.8. Without losing of generality, we may
assume that

1

(log n)100
≤ ǫ = o

( 1

(log n)20

)
. (3.1)

To this end, we first establish the following Lemma.

Lemma 3.1. Recall (2.27). With probability 1− o(1), for all σ ∈ Sn we have

n∑

i,j=1

(
1{A′

i,j≥1} − α
)(

1{B′
π(i),π(j)

≥1} − α
)
≥

n∑

i,j=1

(
1{A′

i,j≥1} − α
)(

1{B′
σ(i),σ(j)

≥1} − α
)
.

The proof of Lemma 3.1 is incorporated in Subsection B.6. Provided with Lemma 3.1,
we see that once we can show Proposition 2.6, we can use Lemma 2.7 to deduce that
we have π̂i,j = π for all good pair (Vi,Vj) and then we can deduce Theorem 2.8 using
Lemma 3.1. The rest of this section is devoted to the proof of Proposition 2.6.

Without losing of generality, we may assume throughout the rest of this paper that
π = id. To this end, we fix a good pair (U,V) and recall that A′ = A+E and B′ = B+F .
Define

Ai,j =
Ai,j +Gi,j√

2
,Bi,j =

Bi,j +Hi,j√
2

for i > j ,

Ai,j =
Ai,j −Gi,j√

2
,Bi,j =

Bi,j −Hi,j√
2

for i < j .

(3.2)

In addition, define (f (0), g(0)) = (f̂ (0), ĝ(0)) and let

h(t) = 1√
n
A([n]\U×[n]\U)f

(t)Ξ(t) , ℓ(t) = 1√
n
B([n]\V×[n]\V)g

(t)Ξ(t) ; (3.3)

f (t+1) = ϕ ◦
(
h(t)β(t)

)
, g(t+1) = ϕ ◦

(
ℓ(t)β(t)

)
, (3.4)
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Our approach is to first control of “cleaned” iteration
(
f (t), g(t), h(t), ℓ(t)

)
in a delicate way

and then establish proper “comparison” results to transfer our knowledge on
(
f (t), g(t), h(t), ℓ(t)

)

to
(
f̂ (t), ĝ(t), ĥ(t), ℓ̂(t)

)
. To this end, we first show the following lemma. Write

∆t = n−0.1(log n)10t
∏

i≤t
K100
i (3.5)

for 0 ≤ t ≤ t∗.

Lemma 3.2. Denote Et to be the following event:

(1)
∥∥J(1×[n]\U)f

(s)
∥∥
∞,
∥∥J(1×[n]\V)f

(s)
∥∥
∞ ≤ ∆sn for s ≤ t.

(2)
∥∥(f (s)

)⊤
f (s) − Φ(s)

∥∥
∞,
∥∥(f (s)

)⊤
f (s) − Φ(s)

∥∥
∞ ≤ ∆sn for s ≤ t.

(3)
∥∥(f (s)

)⊤
g(s) −Ψ(s)

∥∥
∞ ≤ ∆sn for s ≤ t.

(4)
∥∥(f (s)

)⊤
g(r)
∥∥
∞,
∥∥(f (r)

)⊤
g(s)
∥∥
∞ ≤ ∆max(s,r)n for s 6= r ≤ t.

(5)
∥∥f (t)W×[Kt]

∥∥
HS
,
∥∥g(t)W×[Kt]

∥∥
HS

≤ 100
√
Ktǫ log(ǫ−1)n for all |W | ≤ 10ǫn.

(6)
∥∥h(t)W×[Kt]

∥∥
HS
,
∥∥ℓ(t)W×[Kt]

∥∥
HS

≤ 100
√
Ktǫ log(ǫ−1)n for all |W | ≤ 10ǫn.

We then have
P(∩0≤t≤t∗Et) = 1− o(1) . (3.6)

The proof of Lemma 3.2 is incorporated in Section A. In fact, it has been shown in [22,
Proposition 3.4] that Items (1)–(4) hold for all 0 ≤ t ≤ t∗ with probability 1−o(1) (although
we need to make some slight modifications since we slightly simplified the iteration process).
The main effort in this paper is to establish Items (5), (6). We also need the following
lemma which controls the behavior of h(t

∗), ℓ(t
∗).

Lemma 3.3. Denote h(t
∗) =

(
h
(t∗)
1 , . . . , h

(t∗)
n

)⊤
and ℓ(t

∗) =
(
ℓ
(t∗)
1 , . . . , ℓ

(t∗)
n

)⊤
. With proba-

bility 1− o(1) we have

〈h(t
∗)

i , ℓ
(t∗)
i 〉 ≥ 9

10
Kt∗εt∗ for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n

and 〈h(t
∗)

i , ℓ
(t∗)
j 〉 ≤ 1

10
Kt∗εt∗ for all 1 ≤ i 6= j ≤ n .

We note that Lemma 3.3 has been established in [22, Subsection 3.5], and we omit
further details here of simplicity. Now, in order to prove Proposition 2.6, we need to
establish the following lemma which shows that f̂ (t), ĝ(t), ĥ(t), ℓ̂(t) is close to f (t), g(t), h(t), ℓ(t)

in certain sense.
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Lemma 3.4. Define

ℵt =
∏

s≤t

(
1000 log(ǫ−1)2Ks

)
(3.7)

Under ∩0≤t≤t∗Et, we have the following results: for all 0 ≤ t ≤ t∗

∥∥f̂ (t) − f (t)
∥∥
F
,
∥∥ĝ(t) − g(t)

∥∥
F
≤ ℵt ·

√
ǫn , (3.8)

∥∥ĥ(t) − h(t)
∥∥
F
,
∥∥ℓ̂(t) − ℓ(t)

∥∥
F
≤ 1000ℵt

√
Kt log(ǫ−1) · √ǫn , (3.9)

Proof. Our proof is based on induction on t. Recall that we have f̂ (0) = f (0) and ĝ(0) = g(0).
Now suppose (3.8) holds for t. Recall from (2.16) that the columns of Ξ(t) are unit vectors,
we have

√
n
∥∥ĥ(t) − h(t)

∥∥
F

(2.20),(3.3)
=

∥∥∥
(
Â([n]\U×[n]\U)f̂

(t) − A([n]\U×[n]\U)f
(t)
)
Ξ(t)

∥∥∥
F

≤
∥∥∥Â([n]\U×[n]\U)f̂

(t) − A([n]\U×[n]\U)f
(t)
∥∥∥
F
· ‖Ξ(t)‖op

≤
√
Kt ·

∥∥∥Â([n]\U×[n]\U)f̂
(t) − A([n]\U×[n]\U)f

(t)
∥∥∥
F
. (3.10)

In addition, using triangle inequality we have

(3.10) ≤
√
Kt

(∥∥∥Â([n]\U×[n]\U)
(
f̂ (t) − f (t)

)∥∥∥
F
+
∥∥∥
(
Â([n]\U×[n]\U) − A([n]×[n]\U)

)
f (t)
∥∥∥
F

)

≤
√
Kt

(∥∥Â([n]\U×[n]\U)
∥∥
op

∥∥f̂ (t) − f (t)
∥∥
F
+
∥∥∥
(
Â([n]\U×[n]\U) − A([n]\U×[n]\U)

)
f (t)
∥∥∥
F

)

≤
√
Kt

(
10ℵt · n

√
ǫ+

∥∥∥
(
Â([n]\U×[n]\U) − A([n]×[n]\U)

)
f (t)
∥∥∥
F

)
, (3.11)

where in the last inequality we use ‖Â([n]\U×[n]\U)‖op ≤ ‖Â ‖op ≤ 10
√
n and the induction

hypothesis. Recall (2.2)–(2.5). Also recall (3.2) and (2.1), we have

Â([n]×[n]\U) − A([n]×[n]\U) =





Êi,j+Ai,j√
2

, (i, j) ∈ (Q \ S)× (Q \ S) ;
Ai,j√

2
, i ∈ S or j ∈ S, (i, j) 6∈ (Q \ S)× (Q \ S) ;

0 , otherwise .

Thus, we have
(
Â([n]\U×[n]\U) − A(Q∪S\U)×(Q∪S\U)

)
f̂ (t)

= Ê(Q\S)×(Q\S)f
(t)
(Q\S)×[Kt]

+ A([n]\(U∩S))×Sf
(t)
S×[Kt]

+ AS×[n]\Uf
(t) . (3.12)

Note that Ê(Q\S)×(Q\S) = Â(Q\S)×(Q\S) − A(Q\S)×(Q\S), we then have

∥∥Ê(Q∩S)×(Q∩S)
∥∥
op

≤
∥∥Â

∥∥
op

+
∥∥A

∥∥
op

≤ 20
√
n .
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Thus, we have

∥∥E(Q∩S)×(Q∩S)f
(t)
(Q∩S)×[Kt]

∥∥
F
≤
∥∥E(Q∩S)×(Q∩S)

∥∥
op

·
∥∥f (t)(Q∩S)×[Kt]

∥∥
F

≤ 20
√
n · 10

√
Ktǫ log(ǫ−1)n = 200n

√
ǫ log(ǫ−1)Kt , (3.13)

where in the second inequality we used Item (5) in Lemma 3.2. Similarly, we also have

∥∥A([n]\(U∩S))×Sf
(t)
S×[Kt]

∥∥
F
≤
∥∥A([n]\(U∩S))×S

∥∥
op

∥∥f (t)S×[Kt]

∥∥
F

≤ 2
√
n
∥∥f (t)S×[Kt]

∥∥
F
≤ 20n

√
ǫ log(ǫ−1)Kt . (3.14)

Finally, we have

∥∥AS×[n]\Uf
(t)
∥∥
F

(2.20)
=

√
n ·
∥∥h(t)S×[n]\U

∥∥
F
≤ 10n

√
Ktǫ log(ǫ−1) . (3.15)

Plugging (3.13), (3.14) and (3.15) into (3.12) we get that

∥∥Â([n]\U×[n]\U) − A(Q∪S\U)×(Q∪S\U)f̂
(t)
∥∥
F
≤ 300n

√
ǫ log(ǫ−1)Kt

Combined with (3.11), we see that

∥∥ĥ(t) − h(t)
∥∥
F
≤ 1000ℵt ·

√
Ktǫ log(ǫ−1)n . (3.16)

Similarly we can show
∥∥ℓ̂(t) − ℓ(t)

∥∥
F
≤ 1000ℵt ·

√
Ktǫ log(ǫ−1)n. Thus we have (3.9) holds

for t. Recall (2.20) and (3.3). Using the fact that ϕ′ is uniformly bounded by 1 we have

∥∥f̂ (t+1) − f (t+1)
∥∥2
F
=

n∑

i=1

Kt+1∑

j=1

(
ϕ
(
h(t)β(t)

)
i,j

− ϕ
(
ĥ(t)β(t)

)
i,j

)2

≤
n∑

i=1

Kt+1∑

j=1

((
h(t)β(t)

)
i,j

−
(
ĥ(t)β(t)

)
i,j

)2

=
∥∥(ĥ(t) − h(t)

)
β(t)
∥∥2
F
≤
∥∥(ĥ(t) − h(t)

)∥∥2
F

∥∥β(t)
∥∥2
F

≤ Kt+1 ·
(
1000ℵt ·

√
Ktǫ(log(ǫ−1))n

)2 (3.7)

≤ ℵ2
t+1ǫn . (3.17)

We can similarly show that

∥∥ℓ̂(t+1) − ℓ(t+1)
∥∥2
F
≤ ℵ2

t+1ǫn .

Thus we have (3.8) holds for t+ 1. This completes our induction.

Now we can present the proof of Proposition 2.6.
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Proof of Proposition 2.6. Note that using Lemma 3.4, we have

∥∥ĥ(t∗) − h(t
∗)
∥∥
F
,
∥∥ℓ̂(t∗) − ℓ(t

∗)
∥∥
F
≤ ℵt∗

√
ǫn ≤ εt∗

√
n

10000(log n)2
,

where in the last inequality we use the fact that ǫ = o
(

1
(logn)20

)
, t∗ = O(log log log n) and

ℵt∗ε−1
t∗

(2.11),(2.35)

≤ K2
t∗ log(ǫ

−1)2t
∗

(2.22)

≤ (log n)5 ≪ ǫ−1/2 .

Thus, using Chebyshev’s inequality we have

#
{
i :
∥∥ĥ(t

∗)
i − h

(t∗)
i

∥∥ ≤ εt∗

100

}
,#
{
i :
∥∥ℓ̂(t

∗)
i − ℓ

(t∗)
i

∥∥ ≤ Kt∗εt∗

100

}
≤ n

log n
. (3.18)

Recall Lemmas 3.3. We define U to be the collection of u ∈ [n] such that

〈
ĥ(t

∗)
u , ℓ̂(t

∗)
u

〉
<
Kt∗εt∗

2
,

and we define E to be the collection of directed edges (u,w) ∈ [n]× [n] (with u 6= w) such
that

〈
ĥ(t

∗)
u , ℓ̂(t

∗)
w

〉
>
Kt∗εt∗

8
.

It is clear that U and E will potentially lead to mis-matching for our algorithm in the
finishing stage. In addition, from (3.18) we have the following observations:

(I) |U| ≤ n
logn ;

(II) All subset of E has cardinality at most n
logn if each vertex is incident to at most one

edge in this subset.

To this end, Let Vfail = {v ∈ [n] : π̂(v) 6= π(v)} = {w1, . . . , wm}. Note that if π̂(u) = v for
some u 6= v, at least one of the the following four events

{
u ∈ U

}
,
{
v ∈ U

}
,∪w∈[n]\{u}

{
(u,w) ∈ E

}
,∪w∈[n]\{v}

{
(w, v) ∈ E

}

must occurs, since otherwise by setting

π̃(u) = u, π̃(π̂−1(u)) = v and π̃(w) = π̂(w) otherwise

will makes

〈
ĥ(t

∗), π̂ ◦ ℓ̂(t∗)
〉
<
〈
ĥ(t

∗), π̃ ◦ ℓ̂(t∗)
〉
.
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We then construct a directed graph
−→
H on vertices {w1, w2, . . . , wm} ∪ U as follows: for

each v ∈ {w1, w2, . . . , wm} ∪ U, if the finishing step matches v to some π(u) with u 6= v
and (u, v) ∈ E, then we connect a directed edge from v to u. Note our algorithm will not
match a vertex twice, so all vertices have in-degree and out-degree both at most 1. Thus,

the directed graph
−→
H is a collection of non-overlapping directed chains. Since there are at

least m−|U|
2 edges in

−→
H (recall that each wk 6∈ U is incident to at least one edge in

−→
H ), we

can get a matching with cardinality at least m−|U|
4 . By Observation (II), we see that

m− |U|
4

≤ n

log n
.

Combined with Observation (I), we have m ≤ 5n/ log n, completing the proof.

Acknowledgment. The author thanks Hang Du and Shuyang Gong for stimulating dis-
cussions. The author is partially supported by National Key R&D program of China (No.
2023YFA1010103) and NSFC Key Program (Project No. 12231002).

A Proof of Lemma 3.2

In this section, we will prove Lemma 3.2 by induction. We first show that Items (1)–(5)
holds for time t = 0. Recall (2.9) and (f (0), g(0)) = (f̂ (0), ĝ(0)). We then have (denote
U = {u1, . . . , uK0} and V = {v1, . . . , vK0})

(
J1×[n]\Uf

(0)
)
k
=

∑

i∈[n]\U
ϕ(Âi,uk) =

∑

i∈[n]\U
ϕ(Ai,uk) ,

where in the last equality we use the fact that U ∩ (Q ∪ S) = ∅ and thus Âi,uk = Ai,uk .
Note that from Definition 2.2, we have

{
ϕ(Ai,uk) : i ∈ [n] \ U

}

are i.i.d. bounded random variables with mean zero and variance 1. Thus, using Bernstein’s
inequality [28, Theorem 1.4] we see that

P

(∣∣(J1×[n]\Uf
(0)
)
k

∣∣ > ∆0n
)
≤ e−n

0.5
. (A.1)

Thus, from a union bound on k we see that
∥∥J1×[n]\Uf

(0)
∥∥
∞ ≤ ∆0n holds with probability

1 − O(e−n
0.1
). Similarly, we can show that

∥∥J1×[n]\Ug
(0)
∥∥
∞ ≤ ∆0n holds with probability

1−O(e−n
0.1
) and thus Item (1) holds for t = 0 with probability 1−O(e−n

0.1
). In addition,

recall (2.10) we see that
(
(f (0))⊤f (0) − Φ(0)

)
i,j
,
(
(g(0))⊤g(0) − Φ(0)

)
i,j
,
(
(f (0))⊤g(0) −Ψ(0)

)
i,j
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can be written as sums of i.i.d. mean-zero bounded random variables. For instance,
(
(f (0))⊤g(0) −Ψ(0)

)
i,i

=
∑

i∈[n]\U

(
ϕ(Ai,uk)ϕ(Bi,uk)− ε0

)

(recall that we have assumed π = id and V = π(U) = U). Thus we can obtain similar
concentration bounds as in (A.1). This yields that Items (2)–(4) hold for t = 0 with
probability 1 − O(e−n

0.1
). Finally, using Bernstein’s inequality again, for all |W | ≤ ǫn we

have

P

(∥∥f (0)W×[K0]

∥∥
F
> 10

√
K0ǫ log(ǫ−1)n

)
= P

( ∑

1≤k≤K0

∑

i∈W
ϕ(Ai,uk)

2 > 100K0ǫ log(ǫ
−1)n

)

≤ exp
(
− 90K0ǫ log(ǫ

−1)n
)
.

Since the enumerations of W is bounded by

∑

k≤ǫn

(
n

k

)
≤ exp

(
2ǫ log(ǫ−1)n

)
,

we conclude by a union bound that we have
∥∥f (0)W×[K0]

∥∥
F
≤ 10

√
K0ǫ log(ǫ−1)n with prob-

ability 1 − O(e−ǫn). We can similarly show that
∥∥g(0)W×[K0]

∥∥
F
≤ 10

√
K0ǫ log(ǫ−1)n with

probability 1−O(e−ǫn). In conclusion, we have shown that

P

(
Items (1)–(5) hold for t = 0

)
≥ 1−O(e−n

0.1
) . (A.2)

Now we assume that Items (1)–(5) in Lemma 3.2 hold up to time t and Item (6) holds
up to time t − 1 (we denote this event as Ẽt). Our goal is to bound the probability that
Item (6) holds for time t and Items (1)–(5) hold for time t+ 1. To this end, define

Ft := σ
{
f (s), g(s), h(r), ℓ(r) : s ≤ t, r ≤ t− 1

}
. (A.3)

We will use the following key observation constructed in [22], which characterized the
conditional distribution of h(t) and ℓ(t) given Ft.
Claim A.1. We have

(
h(t), ℓ(t)

)∣∣
Ft

d
=
(
G

(t) + δ(t),H (t) + κ(t)
)
,

where G
(t)
u,i ,H

(t)
u,i are independent mean-zero normal random variables with variances 1 +

O
(
K20
t ∆t

)
, and δ

(t)
u,i, κ

(t)
u,i are Gaussian random variables with

E
[
(δ

(t)
u,i)

2
]
= E

[
(κ

(t)
u,i)

2
]
= O

(
K40
t ∆2

t

)
.
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The proof of Claim A.1 is established [22] in which they take

ϕ(x) = 1{|x|≥10} − P(|N (0, 1)| ≥ 10) ;

their proof can be easily adapted to the case of all symmetric, mean-zero and bounded ϕ
and thus we omit further details here for simplicity. In particular, by a simple union bound
we have

P

(
|δ(t)u,i|, |κ

(t)
u,i| ≤ K20

t (log n)2∆t

)
≥ 1− e−(log n)2 , (A.4)

which we will assume to happen throughout the remaining part of this section.

A.1 Proof of Item (6)

We first show that Item (6) holds for t. Note that conditioned on Ft, we have

∥∥h(t)W×[Kt]

∥∥
F
=
∥∥G (t)

W×[Kt]
+ δ

(t)
W×[Kt]

∥∥
F
≤
∥∥G (t)

W×[Kt]

∥∥
F
+
∥∥δ(t)

∥∥
F
.

Using (A.4), we see that we have

∥∥δ(t)
∥∥
F
≤
√
Ktn ·

∥∥δ(t)
∥∥
∞ ≤

√
Ktn · (log n)3K20

t ∆t .

Using (3.5), we see that it suffices to show that

∥∥G (t)
W×[Kt]

∥∥
F
≤ 90

√
Ktǫ log(ǫ−1)n for all |W | = 10ǫn . (A.5)

We now verify (A.5) via a union bound on W . For each fixed |W | ≤ ǫn, using Chernoff’s
inequality we have

P

(∥∥G (t)
W×[Kt]

∥∥
F
> 90

√
Ktǫ log(ǫ−1)n

)
≤ exp(−100Ktǫ log(ǫ

−1)n) ,

thus leading to (A.5) since the enumeration of W is bounded by

∑

k≤10ǫn

(
n

k

)
≤ exp(20ǫ log(ǫ−1)n) .

We can similarly show that
∥∥ℓ(t)W×[Kt]

∥∥
F
≤ 10

√
Ktǫ log(ǫ−1)n for all |W | ≤ ǫn. Thus we

have
P

(
Item (6) holds for t | Ẽt;

)
≥ 1−O(eǫn) . (A.6)
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A.2 Proof of Item (1)

In this subsection we show that Item (1) holds for t+1. Recall (3.4). We have conditioned
on Ft
f
(t)
u,i = ϕ

((
h(t)β(t)

)
u,i

)
= ϕ

(∑

j

h
(t)
u,jβ

(t)
j,i

)
d
= ϕ

(∑

j

G
(t)
u,jβ

(t)
j,i +

∑

j

δ
(t)
u,jβ

(t)
j,i

)

= ϕ
(∑

j

G
(t)
u,jβ

(t)
j,i

)
+O(1) ·

∣∣∣
∑

j

δ
(t)
u,jβ

(t)
j,i

∣∣∣ = ϕ
(∑

j

G
(t)
u,jβ

(t)
j,i

)
+O(Kt+1K

20
t (log n)2∆t) ,

where in the last equality we use (A.4). Thus, we have (recall (3.5))
(
J1×[n]\Uf

(t)
)
i
=

∑

u∈[n]\U
ϕ
(∑

j

G
(t)
u,jβ

(t)
j,i

)
+ o(∆t+1n) .

Note that {∑

j

G
(t)
u,jβ

(t)
j,i : u ∈ [n] \ U

}

are independent Gaussian random variables with mean zero and variance 1 + O(K20
t ∆t),

(recall that ϕ is symmetric and bounded) using Chernoff’s inequality we have

P

( ∑

u∈[n]\U
ϕ
(∑

j

G
(t)
u,jβ

(t)
j,i

)
≥ ∆t+1

2 n

)
≤ exp(−n0.1) .

Thus by a union bound we have
∥∥J1×[n]\Uf

(t)
∥∥
∞ holds with probability 1 − o(e−(log n)2).

Similarly result holds for
∥∥J1×[n]\Vg

(t)
∥∥
∞. Thus, we get that

P

(
Item (1) holds for t+ 1 | Ẽt;

)
≥ 1−O(e−n

0.1
) . (A.7)

A.3 Proofs of Items (2)–(4)

In this subsection we show that Items (2)–(4) hold for t+ 1. Recall that we have shown

f
(t+1)
u,i = ϕ

(∑

j

G
(t)
u,jβ

(t)
j,i

)
+O(Kt+1K

20
t (log n)2∆t) .

Thus, combining the fact that ϕ(x) is bounded by 1 we have
((
f (t+1)

)⊤
f (t+1)

)
i,j

=
∑

u∈[n]\U
f
(t+1)
u,i f

(t+1)
u,j

=
∑

u∈[n]\U
ϕ
(∑

k

G
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,i

)
ϕ
(∑

j

G
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,j

)
+O(Kt+1K

20
t (log n)2∆tn)

=
∑

u∈[n]\U
ϕ
(∑

k

G
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,i

)
ϕ
(∑

j

G
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,j

)
+ o(∆t+1n) ,
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where in the last equality we use (3.5). Note that

{
ϕ
(∑

k

G
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,i

)
ϕ
(∑

j

G
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,j

)
: u ∈ [n] \ U

}

are independent bounded random variables, with

E

[
ϕ
(∑

k

G
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,i

)
ϕ
(∑

j

G
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,j

)]

= E

[
ϕ(X)ϕ(Y ) : X,Y ∼ N (0, 1 +O(K20

t ∆t)),Cov(X,Y ) = (1 +O(K20
t ∆t))〈β(t)i , β

(t)
j 〉
]

= φ(〈β(t)i , β
(t)
j 〉) +O(K20

t ∆t) = Φ
(t+1)
i,j +O(K20

t ∆t) .

Thus, using Bernstein’s inequality we see that

P

(∣∣∣
((
f (t+1)

)⊤
f (t+1)

)
i,j

− nΦ
(t+1)
i,j

∣∣∣ > ∆t+1n

)

≤ P

(∣∣∣
∑

u∈[n]\U
ϕ
(∑

k

G
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,i

)
ϕ
(∑

j

G
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,j

)
− nΦ

(t+1)
i,j

∣∣∣ > ∆t+1n/2

)
≤ e−n

0.1
.

Thus, using a union bound we see that

P

(∥∥(f (t+1)
)⊤
f (t+1) − nΦ

(t+1)
i,j

∥∥
∞ ≤ ∆t+1n

)
≥ 1− n2e−n

0.1
.

Similar results also holds for
(
g(t+1)

)⊤
g(t+1). Thus we have

P
(
Item (2) holds for t+ 1 | Ẽt

)
≥ 1− 2n2e−n

0.1
. (A.8)

Similarly, we have

((
f (t+1)

)⊤
g(t+1)

)
i,j

=
∑

u∈[n]\U
ϕ
(∑

k

G
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,i

)
ϕ
(∑

j

H
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,j

)
+O(Kt+1K

20
t ∆tn) ,

where
{
ϕ
(∑

k

G
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,i

)
ϕ
(∑

j

H
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,j

)
: u ∈ [n] \ U

}

are independent bounded random variables with

E

[
ϕ
(∑

k

G
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,i

)
ϕ
(∑

j

H
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,j

)]
= Ψ

(t+1)
i,j +O(K20

t ∆t) .

24



Thus we have
P
(
Item (3) holds for t+ 1 | Ẽt

)
≥ 1− 2n2e−n

0.1
. (A.9)

Furthermore, we control the concentration of ‖(f (s))⊤f (t+1)‖∞. Note that under Ft, f (s)
is fixed for s ≤ t. So,

(
(f (s))⊤f (t+1)

)
i,j

=
∑

u∈[n]\U
f
(s)
i,uϕ

(∑

k

G
(t)
u,kβ

(t)
k,j

)
+O(K20

t ∆tn) ,

which can be handled similarly to that for
∥∥J1×[n]\Uf

(t+1)
∥∥
∞. We omit further details since

the modifications are minor. In conclusion, we have shown that

P
(
Item (4) holds for t+ 1 | Ẽt;

)
≥ 1− 3n2e−n

0.1
. (A.10)

A.4 Proof of Item (5)

In this section we prove that Item (5) holds for time t+ 1. Recall again that

f
(t+1)
u,i = ϕ

(∑

j

G
(t)
u,jβ

(t)
j,i

)
+O(Kt+1K

20
t (log n)2∆t) .

Thus, for all |W | ≤ 10ǫn we have

∥∥f (t+1)
W×[Kt]

∥∥2
HS

=
∑

u∈W

∑

i≤Kt+1

(
ϕ
(∑

j

G
(t)
u,jβ

(t)
j,i

)2
+O(Kt+1K

20
t (log n)2∆t)

)

≤
∑

u∈W

∑

i≤Kt+1

ϕ
(∑

j

G
(t)
u,jβ

(t)
j,i

)2
+O(K2

t+1K
20
t (log n)2∆tn) .

Thus, it suffices to show that

∑

u∈W

∑

i≤Kt+1

ϕ
(∑

j

G
(t)
u,jβ

(t)
j,i

)2
≤ 90K2

t+1ǫ log(ǫ
−1)n for all |W | ≤ 10ǫn . (A.11)

For each fixed |W | ≤ 10ǫn, note that

{
ϕ
(∑

j

G
(t)
u,jβ

(t)
j,i

)2
: u ∈W

}

are bounded independent random variables with mean bound by 1. Thus, using Bernstein’s
inequality again we get that

P

( ∑

u∈W

∑

i≤Kt+1

ϕ
(∑

j

G
(t)
u,jβ

(t)
j,i

)2
> 90K2

t+1ǫ log(ǫ
−1)n

)

≤ Kt+1P

( ∑

u∈W
ϕ
(∑

j

G
(t)
u,jβ

(t)
j,i

)2
> 90Kt+1ǫ log(ǫ

−1)n
)
≤ e−90ǫ log(ǫ−1)n .
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This yields (A.11) since the enumeration of W is bounded by

∑

k≤10ǫn

(
n

k

)
≤ exp(20ǫ log(ǫ−1)n) .

We can similarly show that
∥∥g(t)W×[Kt]

∥∥
HS

≤ 10
√
Ktǫ log(ǫ−1)n for all |W | ≤ 10ǫn. Thus we

have
P

(
Item (5) holds for t+ 1 | Ẽt

)
≥ 1−O(e−ǫn) . (A.12)

A.5 Conclusion

By putting together (A.4), (A.7), (A.6), (A.8), (A.9), (A.10) and (A.12), we have proved

P
(
Ẽt+1 | Ẽt

)
≥ 1−O(e−(log n)2) .

In addition, since t∗+1 = O(log log log n), our quantitative bounds imply that all these hold
simultaneously for 0 ≤ t ≤ t∗ + 1 except with probability O(e−0.5(log n)2). This concludes
Lemma 3.2.

B Supplementary proofs

This Section collects postponed proofs of the main part of the paper.

B.1 Proof of Lemma 2.1

Although intrinsically the same argument has been established in [43, Lemma 3.5], we still
choose to present the whole formal proof here for completeness. Let M (1), . . . ,M (t) be
the matrix M after each iteration of the “while” loop. Denote Q(t) ⊂ Q to be the set
of non-zeroed out indices at t and let E(t) be the restriction of E on Q(t). Note that the
iteration will terminate once Q(t) = ∅. We will show that with probability 1− o(1) we will
have ‖M (t)‖op ≤ 10

√
n under at most 4ǫn iterations via the following lemma.

Lemma B.1. Suppose the iteration does not terminate at t. Let v, u be the left and right
singular eigenvector of M (t) corresponding to the leading eigenvalue, respectively. Then
with probability 1− o(1) we have

∑

i∈Q(t)

v2i + u2i
2

≥ 1

2
.

Proof. Since the iteration does not terminate at t, we have |v⊤M (t)u| = ‖M (t)‖op > 10
√
n.

Let ṽ be the restriction of v in Q(t) and ũ be the restriction of u in Q(t). We then have

‖E(t)‖op · ‖ṽ‖‖ũ‖ ≥ ṽ⊤E(t)ũ = v⊤E(t)u = v⊤(M (t) −M)u ≥ ‖M (t)‖op − ‖M‖op .
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In addition, we have ‖E(t)‖op ≤ ‖M (t) −M‖op ≤ ‖M (t)‖op + ‖M‖op. Thus,

‖ṽ‖2 + ‖ũ‖2
2

≥ ‖M (t)‖op − ‖M‖op
‖E(t)‖op

≥ ‖M (t)‖op − ‖M‖op
‖M (t)‖op + ‖M‖op

≥ 1

2
,

as desired.

To prove that our “while” loop terminates in 4ǫn steps with probability 1−o(1), define
the stopping time τ = min

{
t ≥ 0 : ‖M (t)‖op ≤ 10

√
n
}
. Now for each t ≤ τ , let It be the

indicator of whether index removed between M (t) and M (t+1) was in Q. Then we have
conditioned on τ > t and I1, . . . , It−1, each It is stochastically dominated by a Bernoulli
random variable with parameter 1

2 . Thus, we have

P
(
τ ≥ 4ǫn

)
≤ P

(
I1 + . . .+ I4ǫn ≤ ǫn

)
= o(1) .

B.2 Proof of Lemma 2.3

Note that for bivariate standard normal variables X,Y with correlation u, we can write
Y = uX +

√
1− u2Z where Z is independent with X. Thus

φ(u) = E

[
ϕ(X)ϕ

(
uX +

√
1− u2Z

)]
.

Thus, direct calculation yield that

c0 = φ(0) = E

[
ϕ(X)ϕ(Z)

]
Item (2), Definition 2.2

= 0 ;

c1 = φ′(0) = E

[
Xϕ(X)ϕ′(Z)

]
Item (2), Definition 2.2

= 0 .

In addition, since ϕ(x) is analytic, we see that φ(u) is analytic for all u ∈ (−1, 1). This
implies that

lim
k→∞

|ck| ·
(
1
2

)k
<∞ ,

which shows that |ck| ≤ Λ · 2k for a constant Λ.

B.3 Proof of Lemma 2.4

Before proving Lemma 2.4, we first need several preliminary results characterizing φ(x) and
β(t). Our proof is based on induction and thus from now on we assume that Lemma 2.4
holds up to time t.
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Lemma B.2. Recall that we sample β(t) to be a Kt

12 ∗Kt+1 matrix with entries uniformly

in {−
√

12/Kt,+
√

12/Kt}. Also denote β(t) =
(
β
(t)
1 , . . . , β

(t)
Kt+1

)
. With probability at least

1
2 we have the following conditions hold:

∥∥∥(β(t))⊤β(t)
∥∥∥
∞

≤
√

logKt/Kt, (B.1)
∥∥∥(β(t))⊤(Ξ(t))⊤Ψ(t)Ξ(t)β(t)

∥∥∥
∞

≤ 2εt
√

logKt/Kt ; (B.2)
∑

1≤i,j≤Kt+1

(
(β

(t)
i )⊤β(t)j

)4 ≤ 100K2
t+1/K

2
t , (B.3)

∑

1≤i,j≤Kt+1

(
(β

(t)
i )⊤(Ξ(t))⊤Ψ(t)Ξ(t)β

(t)
j

)4 ≤ 100ε2tK
2
t+1/K

2
t . (B.4)

Proof. The proof of Lemma B.2 was incorporated in [22, Proposition 2.4], and we omit
further details here.

We are now finally ready to provide the proof of Lemma 2.4.

Proof of Lemma 2.4. We first consider Φ. By (2.17) and Lemma 2.3, we can write Φ as

Φ = I+

∞∑

k=2

ckΦk with Φk(i, j) =
〈
β
(t)
i , β

(t)
j

〉k
.

By Lemma B.2, we have (also recall c2 =
1
2ϕ

′′(0))

∥∥∥c2Φ2

∥∥∥
2

F
=
∑

i,j

(
c2Φ2(i, j)

)2
≤
∑

i 6=j
c22

( 12
Kt

〈
β
(t)
i , β

(t)
j

〉)4

(B.3)

≤ 106|ϕ′′(0)|2 · K
2
t+1

K2
t

(2.11)

≤ 1

4
· 10−6Kt+1 . (B.5)

In addition, by Lemmas B.2 and 2.3, we have

∥∥∥
∞∑

k=3

ckΦk

∥∥∥
∞

≤
∞∑

k=3

2k
(24√logKt√

Kt

)k
≤ 106(logKt)

1.5

(α − α2)K1.5
t

.

Thus we have (using Kt ≥ K0 ≥ 1024)

∥∥∥
∞∑

k=3

ckΦk

∥∥∥
2

F
≤ K2

t+1

∥∥∥
∞∑

k=3

ckΦk

∥∥∥
2

∞
≤ 1012K2

t+1(logKt)
3

K3
t

(2.11)

≤ Λ21012Λ2(logKt)
3

Kt
·Kt+1 ≤

1

4
10−6Kt+1 . (B.6)
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Using ‖A+ B‖2F ≤ 2(‖A‖2F + ‖B‖2F) for all A and B, we have

∥∥∥
∞∑

k=2

ckΦk

∥∥∥
2

F
≤ 2
(∥∥∥c2Φ2

∥∥∥
2

F
+
∥∥∥

∞∑

k=3

ckΦk

∥∥∥
2

F

)
≤ 10−6Kt+1 .

Applying [22, Lemma 2.12], we then have that

#
{
l :
∣∣∣ςl
( ∞∑

k=2

ckΦk

)∣∣∣ ≥ 0.01
}
≤ 0.01Kt+1 . (B.7)

Applying [22, Lemmas 2.10], we can write
∑∞

k=2Φk = C + D, where ‖C‖op ≤ 0.01 and
rank(D) ≤ 0.01Kt+1. Noting Φ = (I+ C) +D, we apply [22, Lemmas 2.11] and get

ς0.99Kt+1(Φ) ≥ ςKt+1(I+ C) ≥ 0.99 ,

ς0.01Kt+1+1(Φ) ≤ ς1(I+ C) ≤ 1.01 .

This shows that Φ has at least 0.98Kt+1 eigenvalues in (0.99, 1.01).
We deal with Ψ in a similar way. By (2.18), (2.17) and Lemma 2.3, we can write Ψ as

Ψ = εtI+
∞∑

k=2

ckΨk with Ψk(i, j) =
(
(β

(t)
i )⊤(Ξ(t))⊤Ψ(t)Ξ(t)β

(t)
j

)k
.

Again by (B.4), we have

∥∥∥c2Ψ2

∥∥∥
2

F
=
∑

i,j

(
c2Ψ2(i, j)

)2
≤ 42 · 105ρ4ε4t

24
K2
t+1

K2
t

(2.11)

≤ 1012ε2t+1

ι2
K2
t+1

K2
t

≤ 1

4
10−6ε2t+1Kt+1 , (B.8)

By Lemmas B.2 and 2.3,

∥∥∥
∞∑

k=3

ckΨk

∥∥∥
∞

≤
∞∑

k=3

2k
(ρ
2

24Λεt
√
logKt√
Kt

)k
≤ 106ρ3ε3tΛ(logKt)

1.5

K1.5
t

.

Thus we have

∥∥∥
∞∑

k=3

ckΨk

∥∥∥
2

F
≤ K2

t+1

∥∥∥
∞∑

k=3

ckΨk

∥∥∥
2

∞
≤ 1012ρ6ε6tΛ

2(logKt)
3K2

t+1

K3
t

(2.11)

≤ 1012ρ4ε4tΛ
2Λ2(logKt)

3K2
t+1

K3
t

(2.18),(2.11)

≤ ε2t+1(logKt)
3

Kt
Kt+1 ≤

1

4
10−6ε2t+1Kt+1 . (B.9)
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Combined with (B.8), it yields that

∥∥∥
∞∑

k=2

ckΨk

∥∥∥
2

F
≤ 2
(∥∥∥c2Ψ2

∥∥∥
2

F
+
∥∥∥

∞∑

k=3

ckΨk

∥∥∥
2

F

)
≤ 10−6Kt+1ε

2
t+1 .

By [22, Lemma 2.12] the matrix
∑∞

k=2 ckΨk has at most 0.01Kt+1 eigenvalues with absolute
values larger than 0.01εt+1. By [22, Lemma 2.10], we can write

∑∞
k=2 ckΨk = C + D,

where ‖C‖op ≤ 0.01εt+1 and rank(D) ≤ 0.01Kt+1. By [22, Lemma 2.11], we know Ψ =
(εtI+C)+D satisfies ς0.99Kt+1(Ψ) ≥ 0.98εt+1 and ς0.01Kt+1+1(Ψ) ≤ 1.02εt+1. This completes
the proof of the lemma.

B.4 Proof of Lemma 2.7

To prove Lemma 2.7, it suffices to show the following result:

Lemma B.3. With probability 1− o(1) we have

Nπ(u, π(u)) ≥ 2∆ for all u ∈ [n] and Nπ(u, v) ≤
∆

20
for all v 6= π(u) .

Proof. For all u ∈ [n] we have

P
(
Nπ(u, π(u)) ≤ 2∆

)
≤ P

( ∑

v∈[n]\Q∪R

(
1{A′

u,v≥1} − α
)(
1{B′

π(u),π(v)
≥0} − α

)
≤ 2.1∆

)

= P

( ∑

v∈[n]\Q∪R

(
1{Au,v≥1} − α

)(
1{Bπ(u),π(v)≥0} − α

)
≤ 2.1∆

)

≤ e−ρ
2n/100 , (B.10)

where in the first inequality we use the fact that |Q|, |R| ≤ ǫn ≪ ∆ and in the second
inequality we used Bernstein’s inequality [28, Theorem 1.4]. Similarly, for all u 6= v ∈ [n]
we have

P
(
N(u, π(u)) ≥ ∆

10

)
≤ P

( ∑

v∈[n]\Q∪R

(
1{A′

u,v≥1} − α
)(
1{B′

π(u),π(v)
≥0} − α

)
≥ ∆

20

)

= P

( ∑

v∈[n]\Q∪R

(
1{Au,v≥1} − α

)(
1{Bπ(u),π(v)≥0} − α

)
≥ ∆

20

)
(B.11)

≤ e−ρ
2n/100 , (B.12)

where in the third inequality we again used Bernstein’s inequality. Then the desired result
follows from a simple union bound.

We now present the proof of Lemma 2.7.
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Proof of Lemma 2.7. Note that for all π̃ ∈ Sn such that π̂ agrees with π on at least
(1− 10

logn)n coordinates, we have

Nπ̂(u, π(u)) ≥ 2∆ − n

log n
> ∆ and Nπ̂(u, v) ≤ ∆

20 +
n

log n
<

∆

10
for all v 6= u . (B.13)

Thus, in each update in Step 5 of Algorithm 2 will correct a mistaken coordinate, and thus
Step 5 will terminates at a permutation π̂ ∈ Sn such that π̂(u) = π(u) for all π̃(u) = π(u).
Note that if there exists u 6= v ∈ [n] such that π̂(u) = π(v) 6= π(u), then using (B.13) Step 5
should not stop and corrects u to π(u), this yields π̂ = π with probability 1− o(1).

B.5 Proof of Proposition 2.9

We first prove the first claim. Algorithm 1 takes time O(n3+o(1)). We can compute f̂ (0), ĝ(0)

in O(K0n) time. Calculating Φ(t),Ψ(t),Ξ(t) takes time

∑

t≤t∗
O(K3

t ) = O(no(1)) .

In addition, the iteration has t∗ = O(log log log n) steps, and in each step for t ≤ t∗ cal-
culating ĥ(t), ℓ̂(t), f̂ (t+1), ĝ(t+1) takes O(Ktn

2) time. Furthermore, in the linear assignment
step calculating πi,j takes O(K2

t+1n
3) time and Algorithm 2 takes time O(n3). Therefore,

the total amount of time spent on computing each πi,j is upper-bounded by

O(K0n) +O(no(1)) +
∑

t≤t∗
O(Ktn

2) +O(K2
t∗n

3) +O(n3) = O(n3+o(1)) .

We now prove the second claim. Since M ≤ nK0 , the running time for computing all πi,j
is O(n2K0+3+o(1)). In addition, finding π̂ from {πi,j} takes O(n2K0+2) time. So the total
running time is O(n2K0+3+o(1)).

B.6 Proof of Lemma 3.1

Without losing of generality, we may assume that π = id be the identity permutation.
Denote Ai,j = 1Ai,j≥1−α and Bi,j = 1Bi,j≥1−α. Define A

′
i,j and B

′
i,j in the similar manner.

Note that for all π ∈ Sn \ id, we have π admits a cycle decomposition π = ⊔O∈O(π)O. We
then have

∑

i,j

A
′
i,jB

′
i,j −

∑

i,j

A
′
i,jB

′
π(i),π(j) ≥

∑

i,j

Ai,jBi,j −
∑

i,j

Ai,jBπ(i),π(j) − ǫn ·N(π)

=
∑

O∈O(π)

ZO − ǫn ·N(π) ,
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where

ZO =
∏

(i,j)∈O
Ai,j

(
Bi,j −Bπ(i),π(j)

)
.

Note that marginally (Ai,j, Bi,j) are two centered Bernoulli random variables with param-
eter α and correlation φ(ρ). Thus, using [71, Lemma 8] we have {ZO : O ∈ O(π)} are
independent and

E[e−ZO ] = (1− αφ(ρ))|O|/2 .

Thus, we have

P

(∑

i,j

A
′
i,jB

′
i,j −

∑

i,j

A
′
i,jB

′
π(i),π(j) ≤ 0

)
≤ P

( ∑

O∈O(π)

ZO ≤ ǫn ·N(π)
)

≤ eǫnN(π)
E

[
e−

∑
O∈O(π) ZO

]
≤ eǫnN(π)

∏

O∈O(π)

(1− αφ(ρ))|O|/2

≤ eǫnN(π)(1− αφ(ρ))nN(π)/2 .

Thus, by a union bound we have

P

(
∃π ∈ Sn \ {id} ,

∑

i,j

A
′
i,jB

′
i,j ≤

∑

i,j

A
′
i,jB

′
π(i),π(j)

)

≤
n∑

k=1

eǫnk(1− αφ(ρ))nk ·#{π : N(π) = k}

≤
n∑

k=1

(
n

k

)
eǫnk(1− αφ(ρ))nk = o(1) ,

where in the last inequality we use ǫ = o( 1
(log n)4

). This leads to Lemma 3.1.
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[41] G. Hall and L. Massoulié. Partial recovery in the graph alignment problem. In Operations
Research, 71(1):259–272, 2023.

[42] M. Ivkov and T. Schramm. Semidefinite programs simulate approximate message passing ro-
bustly. In Proceedings of the 56th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing (STOC),
pages 348–357. ACM, 2024.

[43] M. Ivkov and T. Schramm. Fast, robust approximate message passing. Preprint,
arXiv:2411.02764.

[44] E. Kazemi, S. H. Hassani, and M. Grossglauser. Growing a graph matching from a handful of
seeds. In Proceedings of VLDB Endowment, 8(10):1010–1021, 2015.

[45] D. Koller and N. Friedman. Probabilistic graphical models: principles and techniques. MIT
press, 2009.

[46] P. K. Kothari, J. Steinhardt, and D. Steurer. Robust moment estimation and improved clus-
tering via sum of squares. In Proceedings of the 50th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on
Theory of Computing (STOC), pages 1035–1046. ACM, 2018.
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