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Abstract

Universality, namely distributional invariance, is a well-known property for many random structures.
For example it is known to hold for a broad range of variational problems with random input. Much
less is known about the universality of the performance of specific algorithms for solving such variational
problems. Namely, do algorithms tuned to specific variational tasks produce the same asymptotic answer
regardless of the underlying distribution?

In this paper we show that the answer is yes for a class of models, which includes spin glass models
and constraint satisfaction problems on sparse graphs, provided that an algorithm can be coded as a low-
degree polynomial (LDP). We illustrate this specifically for the case of the Max-Cut problem in sparse
Erdés-Rényi graph G(n,d/n). We use the fact that the Approximate Message Passing (AMP) algorithm,
which is an effective algorithm for finding near-ground state of the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick (SK) model,
is well approximated by an LDP. We then establish our main universality result: the performance of the
LDP based algorithms exhibiting certain connectivity property, is the same in the mean-field (SK) and
in the random graph G(n,d/n) setting, up to an appropriate rescaling. The main technical challenge
which we address in this paper is showing that the output of the LDP algorithm on G(n,d/n) is truly
discrete, namely it is close to the set of points in the binary cube. Our result in particular recovers an
analogue of the main result in | ]. There the authors construct a local near optimum algorithm
for the Max-Cut problem in regular graphs with large girth. Here we establish a similar result for the
G(n,d/n) random graph model.

Contents

1 Introduction and Problem Statement 2
1.1 Algorithmic universality. The main result . . . . .. .. ... ... ... . ... ..., 3
1.2 Notation . . . . . . . o e 5

2 Universality of Low-Degree Polynomials. Main Results 6

3 Preliminary Results 8
3.1 Some elementary estimates . . . . . . ... Lo 8
3.2 Probabilistic properties of LDP . . . . . . . .. Lo 13

4 Proof of Theorem 2.1 20
4.1 Proofof (2.5) . . . . e 20
4.2 Proofof (2.6) . . . . . e 25
4.3 Proofof (2.7) . . . . e 28

*MIT. Email: houssamc@mit.edu
fMIT. Email : gamarnik@mit.edu


http://arxiv.org/abs/2412.18014v1

5 TAMP Representation and Proof of Theorem 2.2 29

5.1 Approximation of IAMP by Polynomials . . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... .. ..... 29
5.2 Approximation of AMP with Connected Tree-based Low-Degree Polynomials . . . . . . . .. 32
5.3 Proof of Theorem 2.2. . . . . . . . . . . . 34
5.4 Proof of Proposition 5.5 . . . . . . ... 35

1 Introduction and Problem Statement

Universality in random structures is a well known phenomena stating that many large scale observables of
the system are distributionally invariant. Namely they remain the same upon changing the distribution,
provided that the first order parameters such as first two moments remain invariant. The Central Limit
Theorem is the textbook example of universality.

It also well known that universality holds for variational problems (optimization values) associated with
random structures. Loosely speaking it says that given some objective function (Hamiltonian) H (o, X)
which is a function of decision variables & and random input X distributed according to some distribution
F, say Gaussian, the value max, H(o,X) remains asymptotically the same when F changes to a different
distribution F’, with the same first two moments as F' (and some mild condition on higher moments). An
example which is the most relevant to the present paper is the ground state of the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick
(SK) model. Namely, let X be an n x n random symmetric matrix with i.i.d. mean zero, variance 1/n Gaus-
sian entries in the upper triangular part and 2/n variance on diagonal, also known as Gaussian Orthogonal
Ensemble, which we denote by GOE(n). Let also H(0,X) = 0” Xo, where o ranges in {£1}". The associated
ground state value is then defined as % max, 0! Xo which is known to converge to some limit P* called the
Parisi constant | I, 1.l ], with high probability (whp) as n — oo. The universality property
refers to the fact that the convergence to the same constant P* takes place regardless of the distribution of
the entries of X provided matching of the first two moments and some additional mild conditions. This fact
can be established in a relatively straightforward way when the distributions F' and F’ governing entries of
X do not depend on n. In particular, in this case one can use the Lindeberg’s method applied to ”softened”
max function, namely log-partition function % log (Z - exp(ﬁaTXa)), which approximates the max function
for large 8. Lindeberg’s method is based on interpolating between two distributions entry by entry of X and
using 2nd order Taylor approximation, see for example | ]

The universality property and its proof based on Lindeberg’s interpolation also carries over to a far less
trivial case when the modified distribution F’ is n-dependent, for example when it corresponds to sparse
matrices. The case in point is when F” is defined by Y;; = 1 with probability d/n and = 0 otherwise, for
some n-independent parameter d. In other words when Y is the adjacency matrix of a sparse Erdés-Rényi
graph G(n,d/n). To match the mean and variance, one considers instead Y with

Y, = _ﬁ (Yij - %) : (1.1)

It is known | ] and | ] that in this case

p-lim  maxe? Yo = P* (1.2)

d—oo,n—o00 @

as well. Furthermore, this result can be used to obtain an asymptotic value of the Maximum Cut (Max-Cut)
problem in the graph G(n,d/n). To explain this connection lets recall the Max-Cut problem.

Given a graph G = (V, E) with node set V = [n], with [n] £ 1,2,...,n, and edge set E, the Max-Cut
problem on G is the following constrained optimization task

10,0,
maximize Z %

(i)eE (1.3)
subject to o € {+1,—-1}".



We note that the objective function above is |E|/2 — (1/4)H(0,Y). The Max-Cut problem can then be

reformulated as
Bl 1

2 4
subject to o € {+1,—-1}".

H(o,Y)

maximize

(1.4)

Namely Max-Cut is equivalent to minimizing the Hamiltonian H(-,Y) over {£1}". The identity (1.2) then
implies the following asymptotic value of the Max-Cut problem in G(n,d/n): with high probability (whp)

MaxCut(G(n,d/n)) _d p*\/g + 0a(VaD).

n 4

1.1 Algorithmic universality. The main result

A totally different matter is the universality of algorithms. Suppose one runs an algorithm A for some input
X = X(F) distributed as F' and obtains a solution c4rc(X). Suppose now Y is generated according to
distribution F’ which is different from F, but shares the first two moments with F. Is it the case that

H(UALg(Y)) %H(UALg(X)) ? (1.5)

In particular is oc4re(Y) near optimal when o41¢(X) is? An evidence supporting this conjecture is found
in | ]. Specifically, there the authors adopt the algorithm first developed in | ] for the SK model,
to the same model but defined now on sparse regular locally tree-like graphs.

Both the original and the adopted algorithm is based on the so-called Approximate Message Passing
(AMP) scheme (see the next section), which found to be a very effective in a broad range of models | ]
In | ] the authors reproduce the AMP scheme and prove that the output of their algorithm is near
optimum as well in the double limit n — oco,d — oco. In particular (1.5) is validated in this setting.
This required however reproducing the optimality proof for their algorithm in the new setting. A similar
universality result was established recently in the quantum setting in [ ]. There the universality was
also verified directly by computing the performance of an algorithm for the SK model on the one hand,
and a random regular graph on the other hand, and verifying that the results match. If the algorithmic
universality (1.5) was known to hold for these model though, the need for reproducing the proof would have
been eliminated.

In this paper we establish the algorithmic universality (1.5) for the specific class of algorithms known
as Low-Degree-Polynomials (LDP), exhibiting certain connectivity property to be defined. Our universality
result is established specifically for the SK and G(n,d/n) settings above, but we believe that our technique
can be easily extended to a broader range of Hamiltonians H. We will elaborate on this after we state
our main result below informally. Next, we use the fact that AMP can be approximated by an LDP-based
algorithm. While variants of this are known in the literature [ ,[1523], we prove this fact in this
paper for completeness. Combining these two results, we obtain an LDP-based algorithm for solving the
Max-Cut problem to near optimality in G(n,d/n), similarly to the main result in | ] which concerned
sparse regular graphs. Our analysis unfortunately does not carry through in the case of regular graphs for

technical reasons. Specifically, while for a regular graph, we may also naturally define rescaling variables
~ Y, ——d_
YZ] — ) n—1

, these terms are no longer independent which creates difficulties in bounding moments

nd __d
n—1 1 nfl)

Ellli jyes Y ;] for subsets of edges S.

Before we state our main result informally we comment on some existing literature for algorithmic
universality, which to the best of our knowledge is rather limited. It is known that AMP is a universal
algorithm | ]. However this was established for a simpler setting of the AMP than the one appearing
in [ ], and importantly for the n-independent case (in particular not applicable to the G(n,d/n)). We
leave it as a separate interesting question as to whether one can find a simple and direct argument proving
universality of AMP in our n-dependent case.

As mentioned earlier, algorithmic universality was also established in the quantum setting for the SK and
G(n,d/n) models in the same context of ground states/Max-Cut problem for the class of quantum algorithms
known as Quantum Approximate Optimization Algorithms (QAOA) | ]. This was achieved by a direct



computation of the performance of this algorithm in the two settings and verifying that the outputs are
nearly identical. It is an interesting challenge to establish the same universality but from general principles.
Unfortunately, the quantum nature of the QAOA algorithm precludes setting it up as a LDP, though a step
in this direction was taken in | ]

Regarding the non-algorithmic/non-variational universality results, the literature is naturally much broader.
Close to our setting, universality for low degree polynomials was established in | ] in the context of the
so-called Majority is Stablest conjecture. There the universality was also proven in a simpler n-independent
setting, and for the case when the LDP is the value function itself rather than an algorithmic tool (that is,
not in a variational setting). One can view our result as a generalization of results in [ ] to the more
challenging n-dependent distributional setting. Finally, a reference loosely related to algorithmic universal-
ity is [ ], where the universality of the stopping time of a numerical procedure for solving a differential
equation system is established.

We now describe our main result informally. We begin by describing the class of LDP-based algorithms.
This is a class of algorithms viewed as mapping R™*" — {£+1}" constructed as follows. One fixes a vector
p = (pi,t € [n]) of n multi-variable polynomials p;,i¢ € [n] in variables x;;,1 < ¢ < j < n. The degree
A = A(p) of this polynomial is the largest size (the number of terms) of its monomials. Let x = (x;;,1 <
i < j <mn). The vector p induces a mapping R"*" — R" via x — p(x) = (p;(x),1 <1i < n).

The projection R™ — {£1}™ is obtained first by truncating values outside [—1,1] to +1 and then in-
creasing values inside (—1,1) to £1 sequentially while increasing the objective value. The resulting map is
denoted by o(ALG(p),x). We say that p is a low degree (LDP) connected tree-based polynomial if (a) A
is bounded by n-independent constant, (b) the degree of every variable x;; in every monomial is at most 2,
and (c) the graphs on the node set [n] induced by the monomials in p;, 7 € [n] are connected trees. Part (c)
will be made more precise in the next section. We now state informally the main result of this paper. We
denote by p-lim, p-lim convergence in probability.

n—oo  d—oo,n—o00
Theorem 1.1. [Informal] Let X = (X;;,1 < i < j < n) consist of i.i.d. Gaussian entries with mean zero
and variance 1/n. Let Y consist of i.i.d. random wvariables with P(Y,;; = 1) =d/n,P(Y;; =0) =1—d/n,
and define Y = (Yij,l <i<j<mn)asin (1.1). Let p be a connected tree-based LDP. Suppose

plim 5 -0(ALG(p), X)" Xo(ALG(p), X) > P,
n—oo
for some constant P. Then also

p-lim ia(ALG(p),Y)T?U(ALG(p),S?) > P.

d—o00,n—o00 &1
The next result states that roughly speaking connected tree-based LDP achieve near optimality value
P*.
Theorem 1.2. [Informal] For every € > 0 there exists a connected tree-based LDP such that
1
p-lim —a(ALG(p), X) " Xo(ALG(p), X) > P* —¢,

n—oo 4N

where X is as in Theorem 1.1.
Combining these two results we obtain
Corollary 1.3. For every € > 0 there exists a connected tree-based LDP such that
1 f T .
p-lim 2—0(ALG(p),Y)TYU(ALG(p),Y) >P* — e,

d—o00,n—00 4T

where Y is as in Theorem 1.1. In particular there exists a LDP-based_algorithm which solves the Maz-Cut
problem for G(n,d/n) near optimally as n and d increase. Namely, if Y is the normalized adjacency matriz

of the sparse graph, and CUT(o(ALG(p),Y)) is the cut value obtained from o(ALG(p),Y), then

o lim CUT(o(ALG(p), Y)) _ d (P — 6)\/%

d—o00,n—00 n 4




We now describe the proof technique underlying our main result. The first element of the proof of our
main result, Theorem 1.1 is the Lindeberg’s interpolation method. The method is based on expanding the
underlying function using second order Taylor expansion, taking advantage of the matching of the first two
moments and then showing that the terms depending on higher moments are vanishing. This needs to be
done both for the objective function H evaluated at the solution produced by LDP and importantly for the
constraints which ensure that the solution remains close to [—1,1]™. While it is relatively easy to show that
the objective value remains roughly the same in expectation when switching from the Gaussian to the sparse
Bernoulli distribution underlying the G(n,d/n) model for the LDP based solutions, showing that this takes
place with high probability is more challenging. Likewise, establishing that the vector of solutions remains
close to [—1,1]™ whp is also challenging. We resolve this by introducing penalty functions, one penalty for
deviating from the target value P in the evaluation of the polynomial, and one penalty for deviating from
the cube [—1,1]™. We then conduct 3rd order Taylor expansion on these penalties to obtain the result.

While the derivation of our bounds is technically involved, it is fairly elementary and simple conceptually.
Also, importantly, this analysis is conducted generically, regardless of the details of the algorithm giving rise
to the underlying LDP. Namely, the analysis of the algorithmic performance is also universal in some sense.

We also stress that while our proof is laid out for the special case of the objective function H of the form
H(o,X) =07 Xo, in fact our proof technique applies to a broader set of objectives, so long that they can be
written as polynomials in o themselves (the case above corresponding to the quadratic case). In particular,
we anticipate that the same proof goes through for the case of p-spin models and their counterparts without
change.

The proof of Theorem 1.2 is not particularly novel and versions of it can be found in [ 1,[1523].
Although it is quite lengthy we include it for convenience. The novel technical part of this result involves
showing that the approximating polynomials can be taken to satisfy the required properties such as connec-
tivity.

1.2 Notation

We end the section with some notational conventions. We denote matrices and vectors by bold letters. We
denote [n] = {1,...,n} for n € Z>o, and let [0,n] = {0} U [n]. For A > 0,i € [n] we denote by T,T<a, Tia
the set of trees on [n], the set of trees with at most A edges, and the set of rooted trees at i with at most
A edges, respectively. Given (i,7) € [n]?, we denote by [ij] the elementary matrix E;; € R"*" i the n xn
matrix with 1 at entry (4, 7) and 0 elsewhere. We write kla for k € Z>o,a € ZZ3" if and only if k is a divisor
of a;j + aj; for all 1 <i < j < n. We denote by max(a) the maximum of a;; + aj;,1 < i < j < n. We let
Supp(a) denote the support of a, namely set of pairs (¢, j) with a; ; > 0. Given a € ZL§" we denote by X*

the monomial J[, o, ;, X;;”.
We use the notation p-lim to denote convergence in probability. The asymptotic notations o(.), O(.),w(.),
and Q(.) hide constants in n,d where n is the dimension of the disorder matrices we consider and d is a

parameter for sparse disorders. We use 6(.),0(.),&(.), Q(.) to hide polylog asymptotic terms in d. We use
< to hide polylog asymptotic terms in d in inequalities. We write apn g ~ by g if an.a = (1 + 0(1))by, 4. We
denote by ||||p,p > 0 the usual ¢, norms, by |||/io the Frobenius norm, by ||||op the operator norm, and by
d(z, K) the {5 distance between z and the set K, whenever K # (.

Given a random variable X with distribution D, we write X 4D, We denote by GOE(n) the distribution
on n X n symmetric matrices X where X;; = X,; are independent and identically distributed as N(0, %) for
1 <i < j <n and X has null diagonal. We denote by Y d G(n,d/n) a symmetric matrix with zeros on the
diagonal and P(Y,; = 1) = d/n, P(Yy; = 0) = 1 — d/n, i.i.d. across 1 <i < j <n. When Y is defined via
(1.1) we also write G(n, d/n) for the distribution of Y. As we will not be working directly with the G(n, d/n)
model, from this point on we use G(n,d/n) to denote G(n,d/n) and Y to denote Y.

Given m € Zx, we denote by C™ (D, R) the set of m-times continuously differentiable functions from D
to R . Given a differentiable function f € C™(D,R) and k € [m] we denote by f*) the k-th derivative of f.
Given / € Z>o, we say that a function f : R¥ — R is pseudo-Lipschitz of order ¢ (and write f € PL(¢)) if
60 = F)] < O+ x5~ + lyll5 1 x =yl for all x,y € RF,

For any matrix X € R™*™ and vector x € R”, we define o(x,X) € {£1}" as follows. First set x' =
(x},1 € [n]) via x; = min(1, max(—1,x;)). Then obtain x” = o(x, X) by sequentially replacing x} € (—1,1



by x/ = 41 so that the value (x’)TXx’ increases or stays the same.

2  Universality of Low-Degree Polynomials. Main Results

We next formally define the class of Low-Degree Polynomials (LDP) we use and then restate our main results
formally. For a symmetric matrix X € R"*™ we denote by R[X]<a the set of multivariate polynomials in
{Xij,1 <i<j<n} with degree at most A and denote the degree of a polynomial p by Deg(p). When A
is constant independent of n, we refer to these polynomials with the abbreviation LDP. We denote by U™*"

the set of strictly upper triangluar matrices in Z25" and introduce

U™ & {a e U™ "|ay; = 1, for some 1 <i < j < n},

2.1
U £ {a eU™ ey #£1, forall 1 <i<j<nj, -

so that U™*™ = U™ VU™, To each polynomial p in X we associate its coefficients ¢, o, € U™*™ so that

p(X) = Z Cp.aX®.

acunxn

Note that the degree of p is given by max ||a|1, where the maximum is over & such that ¢, q # 0. Thus
p € RX]<a if ||a]1 < A for all @ such that ¢, o # 0. Define

lpll & max |ep.al-
acynxn

Each a € U™*™ is associated with a graph G, = (Vu, Es) which we call a factor graph as follows

Vo = [n]|37 € [\ {k},  anj + x> 0},

{k €
NP 2 (2.2)
Eo ={(,4) €e]’li#J, ai+aj>0}
We say that X* is connected if G4 is a connected graph and write & € C. For a LDP p € R[X]<a, we say
that p is connected if for all e, ¢p o = 0 when X* is not connected. For k € [n] we write k € p when k € V,
for all @ such that ¢, o # 0. The constant monomial associated with o = 027 xn is assumed to be connected,

and k € Vg is assumed for all k € [n].

Given a € U™*™, we say that X% is a tree and write @ € T if Gy is a tree. Given an LDP p € R[X]<a
we say that p is a tree if its coefficients ¢, o are null when X is not a tree. Note that every tree polynomial
p is connected. The constant monomial is assumed to be a tree. Given a subset S C [n], we use the slightly
abused notation S C @ when S C V4. If every monomial X in p with non-zero ¢, o satisfies S C V4, then
we write S C p. Introduce the sets

Tnona 2 {a e U "|a € T,max(a) < 2,|all; <A},
Croa 2 {a € U™ " € C,max(e) < 2, |lal; < A}

We define p™ as the restriction of p to monomials X* with a € Tn.2.Deg(p)> 1-€-

pT(X) £ Z CpaX.

acTn 2,A

We write p € Tno2.a if @ € Ty, 2. A whenever ¢, o # 0. By definition p™* € Tn,2,Deg(p) for every polynomial p.
We will use the notations 7, 2,Cy 2 when the constant A is clear from context. We note that for any LDP
p € R[X]<a, the projection p™ can be computed in n®) time complexity.

We now restate our main result Theorem 1.1 formally. Recall the operator o(x, X) defined in the notations
section.



Theorem 2.1. Suppose X d GOE(n), Y d G(n,d/n), and A > 0. Suppose an n-sequence of vectors of
polynomials p = (p;, i € [n]) is such that p; € Tn2.a, ||pil] < c(A) for some constant c(A), and i € p; for all
i € [n]. Suppose furthermore

plim 2= p(X) T Xp(X) > P, (23)
Ap(X), [-1,1]")

-li =0. 2.4
plim = 24
for some constant P. Then
p-lim p(Y)"Yp(Y) > P, (2.5)
d—o0,n—ro00 41
-lim =0 2.6
d%%o,nﬂoo \/ﬁ ( )
Furthermore
1
plim ——o(p(Y),Y) Yo(p(Y),Y) = P. (2.7)

n—oo 4N

Next we move to stating formally our second result regarding approximating AMP via LDP. For this we
begin by introducing AMP formally. There is a multitude of ways to describe AMP iterations, and each
AMP algorithm is typically problem specific. For our purposes, we will use an appropriate variant of the
general AMP iteration given in (6) in | | (namely, we consider the setting where the denoisers do not
depend on y), which we restate here. Consider a sequence of denoisers functions f! : R‘*! — R and an
initialization u® € R”. The AMP iteration is given by

t
u' =X f(u, .., ut) —- Z be i 20, w ),
= (2.8)

t
btJ = _Z af 7"' f)v

where f7 = 0 for j < 0. Here ft(u,..., u?) is applied coordinate-wise . The AMP iterations satisfy a certain
state evolution property formulated in terms of the centered Gaussian process (U;),j > 1 with covariance
specified recursively as Q = (Qg;)k,j>1 with

Qir1,j+1 = E[f*(Uo, ... Up) f7 (Uo, ..., Uj)],  Vk,j > 0. (2.9)
The output of the AMP is o(v, X), where v is defined by
la/s]
v=v0Y " fFal ., ub), (2.10)
k=1

where §, ¢ are constant parameters driving the optimality gap, and the number of iterations of the AMP
satisfies T > |g/d|. The main result of | | asserts the near optimality of this algorithm for appropriate
choice of denoisers ff. Specifically, it asserts the existence for any € > 0 of the denoisers f¢ and parameters
d, 9, so that whp

1
%VTXV > P* — e, (2.11)

d(v,[-1,1]"
(v,[-1,1]") <e (2.12)
vn
This version of AMP is called Incremental AMP which for the remainder of this paper, we call TAMP.
Naturally, the TAMP algorithm depends on the parameter € > 0. This dependency will be clear from context



whenever we refer to IAMP. We will show that the output v of TAMP can be well approximated by LDP,
and, as a result, the implied objective value can be reached via LDP as well. This is the essence of our
intermediate result Theorem 1.2 stated now formally below as follows.

Theorem 2.2. Given € > 0,T, consider a sequence of denoisers ft,t € [T] satisfying,
1. There exists a constant L s.t ft are L-Lipschitz.
2. ft have weak derivatives that are either Pseudo-Lipschitz or indicators.
3. The covariance matriz Q< defined in (2.9) satisfies Q<¢ = It and ||Q<¢]|oo < 2 for all t € [T).

Suppose there exists a constant M > 0 independent of n such that |u°|| < M whp. Then there exists
constants A = A(e,T),c = c(e,T), and a sequence p = (p;,i € [n]),pi € Tn.2.a, such that whp

bv =200k
vIXv —p(X) " Xp(X)| _

— )

n
and p satisfy Vi € [n],i € p; and ||pi]| < e.
As a result, for every e > 0 there exists A and a sequence p = (p;,i € [n]),pi € Tn,2.a such that whp
1
S ()T Xp(X) > P*
vn

We will show that TAMP in | | can be adopted to satisfy the assumptions of the theorem above. Near
optimality of the LDP after rounding, namely Corollary 1.3 is now an immediate corollary of Theorems 2.1,
2.2 and is restated as follows.

<e.

Corollary 2.3. For every € > 0 there exists a sequence p = (p;,i € [n]),pi € Tn,2,a Such that

p-lim %a(p(Y),Y)TYU(p(Y),Y) > P

d—o00,n—00 41

3 Preliminary Results

In this section we establish some preliminary technical results.

3.1 Some elementary estimates

We begin by establishing some non-probabilistic bounds on functions and their derivatives appearing in our
analysis.

Lemma 3.1 (Fad di Bruno [Arb]). Let g € C™(D,,R), f € C™(Dy,R) be m-times differentiable scalar
functions with Im(g) C Dy, and let w(z) = f(g(2)). The following holds for all z € Dy and k <m

G (s

L4200+ +klp=F j=1 J
£y,..., 420

¢

From Lemma 3.1 we obtain the following corollary.



Corollary 3.2. In the setting of Lemma 3.1 with m > 4, we have the following

w(z) = gM(2)- FP((9(2))),

w®(z) = (gW(2))? fP((g(2))) + gP(2) - f(1 ((9(2))),

w®(2) = ((2))* FD((9(2))) + 39V (2) - g (2) FA(9(2))) + 9¥(2) - FD(g(2)),

w®(z) = (gW(2)* fP(g(2)) +6(9V(2))? - g2 (2) - fP(g(2))
+(49(1’(Z)-9(3’(2)+3(9(2’(2))2)-f(2 (9(2)) + 9 (2) - P (g(2)).

In particular, if g : R = Rsg and f : z — \/z, we have the following

1

m_9°
w - )
2\/§
w® = g? . (9(1))2
29  4g%

@ 3¢MWe2 1)y3
w® =9 _ _2979 3(g'")

29 4 gt 8 g%
w® — g B gMg® 30y (2))2 +9(g(1))zg( ) 15 (g 1 ))
2\/9 g2 I 4 g5 16 gz

Lemma 3.3. Given a,b € R let

¢: R—>R, z+—-—r0o
Yap: R—=R, z—¢(az—0b),
= log(1 4 e*®=1) 4 log(1 + e2(=2=1))

T R—=R,
a
Then
1. ey is |a|— Lipschitz,
2 [¥&hlloo < lal, V) € {1,2,3,4},
3. Va > 0,sup,cg |d(z,[—1,1]) — ma(2)] < 2,
4 17 oo < 2lal 71, ¥5 € {1,2,3,4},
5. V2> 0,m(2) > 5z,
6. If a > 2 thenVz >0, m,(2)<22+1.
Proof. The first four derivatives of ¢ are
Wy — ¢
@ (1 —¢€)
¢ (2) (1 +ez)3 I
z z 2z
@) _ € (—de* +e%* + 1)
6@ (2) e*(11e* — 11e%* + 3% — 1)
2) = —
(e + 1

In particular, elementary calculus yields ||¢)||o < 1 for j < 4.



1. The first claim follows from noting that wsg (2) = ap™M (az — b), and thus ||1/1¢(1112||oo < lal.

2. The second claim follows from 1) (2) = a/¢U) (az — b) combined with the previous bounds on ||¢\7)]|

for j < 4.
3. We first note that 7, is symmetric, and thus we only need to bound |d(z,[—1,1]) — 74 (2)| for z > 0. If
z € [0,1], then
log2 4 log(l+e7 %) 2
ma(2) — d(z, [-11])] = |ma(2)] < - <
If z > 1, then
log(1 + e®(=*=1) 4 log(1 + e2(*~ 1)
[ma(z) —d(z, [-1,1])| = - - (-1
log(1 + e®(=2=1)) N log(1 4 e*=1) —qa(z — 1)
- a a
log2 log(e (=1 +1)
< +
a a
< 2log?2
a
2
<-.
a
Therefore sup¢p |d(z, [-1,1]) — ma(z)| < 2.

4. Let &(2) 2 log(1 + e?) and note that £€0) = ¢U~D for j > 1, and 7,(2) = ﬁ(a(—z—l))a-l-ﬁ(a(z—l))' We
then have for j € [4],

7P (2)] < [0/ (a(=2 = 1) + o/ (a(z = 1)) < 2]aP MgV oo < 2]af T,
which yields the result of the claim.

5. Let z > 0, then

a(z—1) —a —a
(2)210g(1+6 )Zlog(l—i—e )Ze

a )
a a 2a

where the last inequality follows from noting that log(l 4+ e™*) > e */2, Va > 0. Indeed, the

function x — log(1 4+ e~ %) — e~*/2 has derivative 26(?;1) < 0, thus it is non-increasing. Since the

latter function has limit 0 at * — +oo it remains nonnegative on R, which yields the inequality
log(1+ e %) > e */2,Vax > 0. The case z < 0 is immediate by symmetry of 7.

6. By item (3) 7, is a 2/a—uniform approximation of z — d(z,[—1,1]) = (]z| — 1)4. Therefore, if |2| <1
then |m,(2)] < 2 <1, and if |2| > 1 then

2 2
ma(2)| € =+ (12l = 1y = = + ]2 = 1< |2,

Combining both cases yields |7, (z)| < |2]?> + 1 for all z € R.

Lemma 3.4. Letx € R" and ¢ 5, _,7p, as in Lemma 3.5 with 1,82 > 0 and c € R. Then
NG

Yoy (A [=1,1") = s
e

3




Proof. By Lemma 3.3 we have that 1, _ is %—Lipschitz. Therefore
oL,

=2, =C
< B_’ln Zd(xia[_lvl])2_ Zﬂ—ﬂz(xiy
i=1 i=1
< B i 0, [Z 1 1)) — 7, () (s, [ 1, 1)) + 76, (%4))
SV Vin dixi, [FLI])2 + V2 7, (%)
B Z?:l d(xi, [_17 1]) + s, (Xl)
2L supld(z,[-1,1] —
= e e e L + Vo m e
< DL supld(z,[-1,1) — 7 (=) V7 (3.1)
n zeR
_ 25
=5 (3.2)
where (3.1) follows from Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and (3.2) from part 3 of Lemma 3.3. O

Lemma 3.5. Let X € R™", p € R[X]<a, and ¢ € R[X]<a,, Then

Ai+A
Ipall < 22722 Ip]l4ll-

Proof. For a@ € U™*™ with cpg.a # 0, the coefficient of the monomial X® in pq is given by

Cpg,a = Z Cp,a1 Cq,z -
oy ,aeU™ X"
a)tar=a
Each of the summands has absolute value bounded by ||p||/||¢||. Since the degree of pq is at most Ay + Ao

we have [ja|l; < A; + Ao, therefore the number of pairs (a1, as) € (U™*™)? summing to « is bounded by
2llell < 9A1+A2 il

Lemma 3.6. Let X € R™*" and let p; € R[X]<a,,i = 1,...,m. Suppose p; are connected and cp, 0., ,, =0
(i.e. p(Ognxn) =0) for all i € [m]. Assume there exists subsets S; C [n],i =1,...,m such that

1. Vie[m], S;Cp;.
2. Forallje[m]and 1<k <..<kj<m, [Sk, U..USk|>cj7, wherec,v are positive constants.

Then .
< (1 + maX;em) Az) v

max |||
(&

1€ [m]

P
i=1
Proof. For a € U™ ™, the coefficient of the monomial X* in s(X) £ Y7, p;(X) is given by

Cs,a = E Cpi,a-

i€ [m]

Each of the summands has absolute value bounded by max;cpy, [|pil|. If ¢y, 7# 0 then S; C V,. Let
I 2 {i€[m]lcp,a #0}. Then Vi € I,S; C Va, and thus U;c1S; C Vi, which implies

[Val > | Uier Si| > /I,

11



where the last inequality follows from the assumption of the lemma. Since the number of nodes of a connected
graph is at most one plus the number of edges, we have |Vo| < 14 max;c[,) A;. We obtain

1) < <_1 + MaXiem) Az‘) g

C

Henceforth

|~

max |||,

<1 + MaX;e[m Al) ¥
c i€[m]

|¢s.al < ] max |[pi]| <
1€ [m]

which concludes the proof. o
Lemma 3.7. Suppose B> 1, u,a,b € R, v(z) = u+ za + 2%b and
k(2) = m(v(2))?,

where wg is given in Lemma 3.3. There exists a universal constant ¢ such that for all j € [4], and |z*| < z
1t holds

EOE < Y | e
J1,92,93,Ja<4+]
Jja+ia>[3/2]

Proof. We drop the subscript in w3 and write 7. Note the following elementary properties of 7 from Lemma
3.3

Vie[d, |79 <2577, (3.3)
VzER, |r(2)] <2%+1.
We have
KD (2) = 2(a; + 220;)7™ (v5(2)) - w(vi(2)).
Using (3.3), (3.4), and |z*| < |z|, we have
D (2%)] < 8 (Jail + |2]1bi]) (vi(z")* +1). (3.5)
Using |z*| < z it follows
(v(2*))? = u? + (2%)%a® + (2*)*? + 22" ua + 2(2%)%bu + 2(2%)3ba,
<2 (u2 + 2%a% + 2*0% + |2||u||a| + 22|b||u| + |z|3|b||a|) . (3.6)
Plugging (3.6) in (3.5) and expanding yields
KOG <e Yoz fal bR ult,

for some universal constant c. The proof for j € {2,3,4} is identical using (3.3), (3.4) and the following
higher order derivatives expressions

k@%>—4mﬂ<<>ww<»+2w+2w>[@Mmaww@»+wmw@»ﬂ,

k3 (2) = 12b(a + 220) |7 (2)) + 7V (v (z))ﬂ
+ 2(a + 22b)° [7#3 yr(v(2)) + 30 (v(z))w<1>(v(z))} ,
K(2) = 2482 | <ma><<»+wmw@»ﬂ
+12b(a + 22b)> [% 3 (v(2))m(v(2)) + 67D (v(2)) 72 (v(z))}
(

+2w+2wf[w“<<» <<»+4ﬂ®<<»<“w@»+3ﬂmww»ﬂ.

12



3.2 Probabilistic properties of LDP

We now establish some preliminary properties of LDP, including some probabilistic bounds.
Lemma 3.8. Let X € R",p,q € R[X]. Then

o P+ =pT+q"

o Ifr € {p,q} is connected and satisfies r™* = 0 then (pq)™ = 0.

Proof. The first property is straightforward from the definition of projection into 7y 2. For the second assume
without loss of generality r = p, i.e p is connected and p™ = 0. Assume that C(pq)™,a 7 0 for some a € Ty, 2.

Since ¢ = Ea 1@ CpaiCoan there must exist ay,as such that oy + a2 = ,¢pa, # 0,¢q,a, # 0.
1 2=

Since p™™ = 0, it follows that a1 & 7,2 which is equivalent to : max(a;) > 2 or a3 ¢ T. In the former case
we have max(a;) > 2 = max(a) > 2 and thus a ¢ Ty, » which contradicts the claim c(,q)m o # 0, While
in the latter case it follows that G4, has a cycle (since p is connected), and therefore G4 = Gqo, U Gq, has
a cycle, which contradicts @ € 7, 2 and concludes the proof. o

)™

Lemma 3.9. Let Y S G(n,d/n). Then

1. E[Y4] =0,E[Y}] =Lt Vi<i<j<n.
2. E[yh] = CU2 gy = 00 v > 0 v << <
nd?2 7

k_ 1>
d2 71!

3. Ya € U™ such that V1 < i < j < n,a;; # 1 and ||la||1 bounded by a constant independent of n, it
holds

E[Y®] = ((—=1)lells 4 o(1))n~llallog= 5> +lialo
E[[Y®|] = (1 + o(1))n~llallo g= 15> +llelo,

Proof. The first property is immediate from the definition of sparse disorder G(n,d/n). For the second
property, we have for k > 2

)= s (3 (-8) (-3 8) ~er i - S

Similar computations yield the same asymptotic for E[[Y;;|¥]. Finally, the second property yields

E[Ya]: H (—1)02”_';?(1)

a;; >0 ndz

— ((=D)llelr 4 o(1))plello g= L5 +lallo

A similar computation yields the asymptotic bound for E[|Y|®]. This concludes the proof of the Lemma. O

Lemma 3.10. Let Y & G(n,d/n). There exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that ||Y||op < ¢ with high probability
as n — 0o, d — 0.

Proof. The Lemma is a Corollary of Theorem 2 in | ]. While the statement of the previous theorem
assumes that the entries of Y are bounded by K and have variance 0 where K, o do not depend on n, the
proof in [ | extends naturally in the setting of G(n,d/n) for sufficiently large d. O

Lemma 3.11. Let X & GOE(n) and Y d G(n,d/n). Suppose p € R[X]<a and S C [n] satisfy
1. S Cp.
2. For each a with cpo # 0 either of the following holds

e o is connected.
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o There exists ay,ae € U™\ Ty o with disjoint supports satisfying & = a1 + a2 and a1,z are
connected.

For every A, there exists ¢ = ¢(A) independent of n,d such that

Ep(x) - ™)) < 2. (3.7)
Ep(Y) - 5™ (V)| < -2 (3.

Furthermore, when p is connected, the following tighter concentration for Y holds

Eb(Y) - p™(v)l < B

We note that property (3.7) is known in the literature (see [ ] for a reference). We provide a
proof here for completeness.

Proof. We first show (3.7). Introduce

K& {a € U™\ T, 2| is connected },

W 2 {(a1,02) € (U™ \ Tp.2)*|a1, a2 are connected, Supp(a) N Supp(az) = 0}.
We have

Ep(X) =™ (X)) < D cpaBlX?]

aclkl

+ Z Cp.ar+a E[X* 2]
(a1,a2)eW

Note that Vo € U™ ™ E[X¥] = yon~ == 15ja, where 7o = [] 1<icj<n (@i; — 1)!I. Moreover 7o < ca for

2|aij ,a;5>0

some constant ca depending only on A . We then have

_llelly _lleallztllealls
EpX) —p" X)) <eallpl | on72 + Y n :

ack (a1,02)EW
2‘0 2|01,2|02

’

We claim that V&' € {a,a1,a2} appearing in the sums above, we have V| < H0’2H1. There are two cases

e Casel: &' € T.
As G is connected but is not a tree, it follows that |Vo/| < |Eo/| = ||&/|lo- Using 2|e’, we have
][0 < 12l and thus [V, | < Lol

o Case2: &' € T.
We have |Vy/| = |Eq| +1 = ||&/||o + 1, moreover 2|’ and &’ & Tp 2, € T implies that max(a’) > 4,
therefore ||a’||p < Hall% = @ — 1. Hence |Vy/| < @
Thus the claim is verified. Given a € [0, A] and a graph H introduce the set

Fo H L lacK||ali =a,Gq ~ H,2la} U{a c U""||a|li = a,Go ~ H,Ia1,a2) € W,a = a1 + as,2|a;, 2|as},

where G ~ H means G4 is isomorphic to H. Recalling S C Gq, it follows |Fg m| < Ban!VEl=I5] where Ba
is a constant depending on A. From the previous analysis, it holds that Ya € Fy g, |Vu| = [Val| < @,

llel
therefore |Fo | < Ban 2 ~=ISI, Hence

EpX) -~ p" (X)) < callp] 3 3 a

acFa o

<eallp| Y Ban!*!

—15]
)

<clpln
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where the first sum is taken over all pairs (a, H) such that a € [0, A] and H is a graph in the orbit generated
by G with @ € U™ "\ Tp 2, cpo # 0, and c is a constant depending on A. This concludes the proof of the
first part of the lemma.

We now prove the second part. We have U"*"™ = U™ UUM*™ where U™ UM ™ are given in (2.1). Note
in particular that Va € U™, E[Y*] = 0. Furthermore, we have by Lemma 3.9 that Va € U™, E[Y?] =

1+ 0(1))n’||°‘”°d*%+”“”°. Hence

E[p(Y) —p™(Y)]| = Y waElY?]
a€UTXT\T,

= Z cp.aE[Y?]

aGZ/{fX"\Tng

< Z e aE[Y?]| + Z Cpoar+a E[Y*1 792
ackKnur*m (a1,a2)EW
a1 taz U *"
< |Ipll(1 + o(1)) Z n*Ha”Od*%Jr“aHD + Z n—lezllo—llezllo j— eyl $lleal vy g+ lees o

ackKNUP*™ (o1,2)EW
atas €U

A

B

We will bound the above summation similarly to the Gaussian case. We first consider the summands in A
indexed by @ € K NUP*™. We distinguish between two cases

e Case l: ¢ €T.

Then |Vg| = |Ea|+1 = ||lefjo + 1. Furthermore & € U™ = |let||p < @, and the equality occurs if
and only if every nonzero entry in & equals 2, but that would imply & € T, 2. Therefore the inequality

is strict, i.e. [|allo < HQHTIA
e Case2: a & T.
Then |Vy| < |Eq| = ||@]|o. Furthermore a € U™ = |la||o <

llell
5

Given a € [0,A] and a graph H introduce the sets

Fou ={ae (KNUP"NT)\ Toz el = a,Ga ~ H}, (39)
FlpE{ac KNUP"\ (To2UT),llalli = a,Go ~ H}. '

Recalling S C G it follows that there exists constants A, f3 depending on A such that, Vo € F} 1, | F, gl <
Banlelot =151 and Vo € F2 41, | F2 | < Anlelo=IS]. We then have

A= % n*llal\od*%ﬂ\allo_i_z 3 n—lello =151 +laxllo

UEF;’H ae]:g’H
<3 % plelgmr 43T 3T gl
acF! . acF2

<D BAnTSHaE £ pAn e

=0 <n—5+1d—% <1 + d—))
n
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-0 (n—\smd—%),

where the first sums are taken over all pairs (a, H) such that a € [0,A] and H is a graph in the orbit
generated by Go with @ € U™\ Tp 2, ¢pa # 0.
We now bound B similarly. Let a £ oy + @y with a1, a as in B. We consider three cases

e Case 1: ay,a2 € T.
We have [Vo,| = |Eay| + 1 = |laa]lo + 1 and |Va,| = |Eay| + 1 = ||az|lo + 1. Therefore |Vq
la1]lo + ||@z|lo + 2. Furthermore, similarly to Case 1 in the previous analysis of A, we obtain || ||o
o=t ez o < le2p=2.

Al

e Case 2: aj,as € 7.

Since Gq, is connected, it follows that |Va,| < |Fo,| = |leillo- Similarly |Va,| < |lez|lo. Therefore
Vel = Vau | + [Vaso| < |l@]lo + ||ez|lo. Furthermore, similarly to Case 2 in the previous analysis of A,
we obtain [la;|jo < 121 jjay |, < lezl,

e Case 3: a1 €T, a2 & T.

Combining the arguments of Cases 1, 2 above we obtain |V,| < [lei|o + |jezllo + 1, and |lai]jo <
Halglfl ez lo < ||0;||1
: < .

Similarly to A, introduce the sets
]-";)H 2 {a,a0) €EWlay +as €U " ar,az €T, ||all; = a,Gq ~ H},
Fou E{(ar,00) EWlar +az e U ar,a2 € T, [lafy = a,Ga ~ H}, (3.10)
Py 2 {(a,00) € Wiy + a2 €U a1 € Tz & T, el = a,Ga ~ H}.

There exists constants 34, 52, 33 depending on A such that, V(a1,as) € ]—';yH, |]-';H| < Bhnlledllotleslio+2=|S|

Vi, az) € 2 P2 | < gRnleslorlealo ISl and e, a0) € F3 i, |72 4] < Bnlealorloalori=lsl we
then have

+
B=Y ¥ - llellotesllo g— 1ot zle2 1 4oy o+l o

(a1,02)€F) 4

+
+3 3 n—llellotasllo g— et Ele2l 4oy flo+ a0

(al,a2)€}'§ﬂ

+
+ Y n—llellotasllo g— et EIe2l 4oy flo+ ez o

(0170‘2)6}-2,}1

< ZﬁlAn7|S|+2dfl + Zﬂin7|5| + Zﬂgn*|5|+1d7%

=0 <n5+2d1 <1 + % + d—_>>
n n

=0 (n7‘5‘+2d71> .
Combining the bounds on A and B yields
E[p(Y) —p™(Y)]| < c|lplln~151+2a~",

where ¢ is a constant. Finally, note that if we further assume p connected, then B is removed from our
analysis. Therefore we obtain the tighter bound

Ep(Y) = p™ (V)| < cllpln1¥"1d "2,

from the analysis of A only. This concludes the proof of the second part of the lemma.
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Lemma 3.12. Let X & GOE(n) and Y d G(n,d/n). Suppose L1 U La is a partition of the ordered pairs
1 <i<j<n. Consider the (symmetric) matriz Z given by

Zj =Y, if  (i,j) € Lo,
and Z; = 0. Let S C [n], g € RX]<a, and e = (i,5) with 1 < i < j < n. Suppose Z.q(Z) is connected and
contains all nodes in S. For every A, there exists ¢ = ¢(A) independent of n,d such that

(3.11)

c(A )
Eizde@) = ANy cenaa o2,
N (3.12)
c(A .
E[|Z|"q(Z)]| = n\s(T)gZ”—l if e€Lyand €>2.

Proof. For a € U™*", we will write @ = &' + a® where of; = a; if (4, ) € Ly, and aj; = 0 otherwise for

r = 1,2. Consider the case e € L in (3.12) and denote by w(Z) the LDP Z‘q(Z). We will use the same

notations introduced in the proof of Lemma 3.11. For a € U"*", we let @ € U"*"™ where a;; = a;;,V(ij) # e

and @, = 0. Note that E[X®] = yon~1l1/2 where 74 = [] 1<icj<n (@i — ! and |74| < ca for some
2\aij,aij>0

constant ca, and similarly E [|X|*] < cyn~lel/2 for some constant ¢y. Using the latter and Lemma 3.9

we have

E[w(Z)]] = | c4al [|Z]*Z°]
«
= Z Cg,al [|Xe|l+ai} E [Xal} E {YQQ} |
a
etlalit+lal o2
Sllalleacs| 30 73 Dojm g (CD)11 o)~ el =l
a,cq,a7#0
<olglleacs S Loa Lysgpgrenn - lelog- 125 4 l?lo,
a,cq,a7#0

2
where we upper bounded 1+ o(1) by 2 for large enough n, d. Since a® € U?*", we have —@ + [le?]lo < 0.
Therefore

o4t 2
—HH e

E[w(Z)] < 2laleach 3 Lo Lscggrenn

acC
Let & = (]e] + o (so that Z& = Z£ . Z%). Since 2|a’, it follows that ||a"||o < w. Since the LDP w is
connected, it follows that & is connected, and furthermore |Vg| < [Eg|+1 = |laflo+1 = [|@"]jo + a?[jo+1 <

w +lle?llo+1= @ + ||@®|lo +2 — £. For a € [0, A] and a graph H introduce the set
Fau 2 {alcga #0,]lal1 = a,Ga ~ H,2|a",0® € U*"}. (3.13)
et iy

Recalling that S C w, it follows that Ve € Fy g, | Fao m| < BanlVal=ISI < g \n =2 +”°‘2”°+2_§_‘S‘, where Sa
is a constant depending on A. Hence

al\
E[w(Z)]] < 2llalcacs > Y Logilgagymenn 3 el
ae]:a,H
al)

=2flglleacs . Y Lojailpagenn 2l

ae]:a,H

_£_
< 2llgleacs Y Ban? 715!
_ _Odldll)
nlSl+5-2"
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where the first sum is taken over over all pairs (a, H) such that a € [0,A] and H is a graph in the orbit
generated by Go with ¢;.o # 0. Denoting by ¢(A) the constant hidden in O(-), we obtain the proof for the
case e € L.

Consider now the case e € Ly and denote again by w(Z) the LDP Z‘q(Z). We have similarly to the
previous case

_leltly g2y 182l a2
IE [w(Z)]| < 2|lg|leacs 212\a11a2eu:X"” 7 —llét]o g— S5 +llé o
acC
As ¢ > 2, it follows that @ € U™*" if and only if &° € U, Let a satisfy 2|al,a? € U™*". Since
.2
&®> € U™, all the nonzero values in & are at least 2. It follows that [|&*[o < w and thus

_IId;Hl + H@2HO < _g + 1. Hence

el 4
E(@]] < 2aleacsd™ 5 3 Lyalggen 7 100
a,cq,a7#0
Since w is connected, it follows that & is connected. Therefore, we have |Vi| < |Eg| +1 = |l@|lo + 1 =

a0+ l&?]o+1 < @ +[|&%[|o+1, where the last inequality follows from 2|a’. Recalling that S C w and

. . . I et A _
using the same notation for F, a, it follows that Ve € Fy g, |[Fu | < Ban!Val=I51 < gan™ L+lé®llo+1-1S],
Hence

Jlat | N
E[w(Z)]] < 2lglleacad 3 D" D" Lymilgagen 2 10
acFq o
< 2llglleacsd™3 Y Ban' IS
_ O(llall
7’L|S|*1d§_17

where the first sum is taken over all pairs (a, H) such that a € [0, A] and H is a graph in the orbit generated
by G with a € C, cq,a # 0. Denoting by c(A) the constant hidden in O(-), we obtain the proof for the case
e € Ly. This concludes the proof. O

Lemma 3.13. Fiz { € [(;)] Suppose Ly U Ly is a partition of pairs 1 < i < j < n,(i,j) # £ with Ly # 0.
Given i € [n] let u; ¢, ai¢,bi e be LDP in variables x = (x;5,1 <i < j <mn). Let § > 2 satisfy f = 0(1), and
let for z € R

vio(2) = wip + zai e+ 2%bie, i€ [n],
k(2) =Y ma(vie(2))?,
=1

where wg is defined in Lemma 5.5. Suppose that in addition
1. Vi € [n], u; e(x), Xeai,0(x), Xeb; o (X) are connected and contain node i.
2. Vi € [n],ui0(X), a;0(x),b;.0(x) do not depend on the variable X,.

3. maxiepn) |[wiell + llaiell + [[biell = O(1).

Letx 4 GOE(n),Y d G(n,d/n). Let Z° be given by Zt, = 0,4 € [n] and

%

Z"];; = X if  (i,7) € L1,

, o (3.14)
[Z°);; =Y if  (i,7) € Lo.
Then for every (s1,m1, 82, ma) € Zéo such that symq + someo = 3 it holds
Viad < [Xel, B [[XEECD)™ @) (kD)2 @) || = O, (3.15)
Vigel < [Yel, B [YERCD)™ (40) (02)7 ()| | = O 4722074, (3.16)
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Proof. We use the slightly abused notation w; ¢, a; ¢, bi ¢ to denote wu; ¢(Z%), a; ¢(Z%),b; ¢(Z*). We first show
(3.15), (3.16). We explicit the proof here for the particular case (s1,m1, 82, ma) = (2,1,1,1), the remaining
cases will follow from similar arguments. Using Lemma 3.7

1, .2 1 1 1 2 2 2
X7 - kD (o) - kO @)l D737 Kl iy o7 iy o7 iy o7 i 2 i 2 i o
; 9 -2 -2 2
<SSO X (A bt )7 4 (X A Bt )2 (307)

Where the first summations are taken over the set T £ {(i1,i2),1 < i1,4o < n}, and the second summations
are taken over the set

g {jz,t € (25 € [ max(s) < 6. max(;?) < 5.min(s} + i) > 1}
s€l4] s€[4] te[]

Furthermore, line (3 17) follows from the arithmetic geometric inequality. Using Lemma 3.5, it follows

that X?Hh( J2 bJS Zuz 2) for t = 1,2 are LDPs with O(1) coeflicients. Moreover, these LDPs are con-
nected polynomlals contalning node 7;. Indeed, these LDPs are product of powers of the following terms:
Xoai, 0, Xebi, 0, Xeai, 0bi, ¢, i, all of which are connected and share node 4; by assumption. (Note that the
connectivity of Xya;, ¢bi, ¢ follows trivially from the connectivity of Xya;, ¢, Xeb;, ¢ and the fact that the
latter two LDPs share node ).

Since the LDP X?Hﬁ(af,zbf,zugiz)2 contains node i; for ¢ = 1,2, it follows by Lemma 3.6 (using
Sy = {i1} and Sz = {42} respectively), that the resulting LDP from summing the LDPs above over Z, J has
O(n) coefficients, where the O(n) is due to double counting from the sum on Z. In particular, we have

X3 -k (20) - kD ()| S nXFw(ZY),
Y7 - k@ (ye) - kY (go)| S nYFw(Z),

where w is a LDP with ||w| = O(1) and X3w(Z*), Y3w(Z*) are connected. Applying (3.12) in Lemma 3.12
(with S the set of endpoints of edge ¢) yields

|E [nX}w(Z)]| = O(n~
|E [nYw(Z)]| = O(d~ %
Therefore
E X} k@ () - kD (wo)l| = On4) = Omrtma—4),
E (1Y} k(o) - kD (o)l | = O ) = O™ =274,

which ends the proof of (3.15), (3.16) with (s1,m1, $2,m2) = (2,1,1,1). The case given by (s1,m1, S2, ma) =
(1,3,0,0) is identical in treatment, specifically, we can use Lemma 3.7 to obtain the following bound,

3
X3 K () § D030 DT Xt (g )l et 2,
I J t=1

where

T 2 {iy,t € [3]]i; € [n]},

A -t . . -t -t
= ,t€[3],s € [4]] max < 5, min(j5 + > 1}
J =t eBls € W max (i) <5 min(js +75) > 1}
Moreover, the same bound holds for Y. It suffices then to notice that each summand in the above sum is
a connected LDP containing the corresponding i; node. Applying Lemma 3.6 yields that each summation
can be written as n™ ™71 X, Pw(Z¢) where X3w(Z*) is a connected LDP with O(1) coefficients, and the
n™FTm2=1 accounts for double counting in the summation over all indices in {i1,i2,i3}. The result of (3.15)
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and (3.16) then readily follows in the above cases by applying (3.12) in Lemma 3.12 (with S the set of
endpoints of edge /).

It remains to deal with the case (s1,m1,s2,m2) = (3,1,0,0) which we do next. We have from Lemma
3.7

X3 B @) SIXePY 0 YT 1XelP a7 by e fui o]

i=1 j1,j2,53,ja<8
J2+jz=>2

342j1 (2029 2 1 2ja—2q - |2ds
> X (%e L), jo>1 + b5 eljo=0 + a;F "Lj—0) i

J1,J2,J3,J4 <8
J2t+jz>2

3 27 2j3—2 2
+ [Xe| (bi,f L), ge>1 + b7 "Lj—0 + ai,éljszo) ;

S

@.
I M:
)

where the last line follows from the arithmetic geometric inequality. Note in particular that each term in
@i, b; ¢ in the summand has a positive even exponent. Moreover, all the terms in the summand are connected
LDPs containing node i. Using Lemma 3.6, it follows that the summation can then be written as |X,|3w(Z*)
where X3w(Z*) is a connected LDP with O(1) coefficients. We can then apply (3.12) in Lemma 3.12 to
obtain

E HX? . k(B)(:Ee)H = o(nf%) _ O(nmﬁmrg)’
E HY? . k(3)(ye)H = O(n—ld—%) — O(nm1+m2—2d—%)'

This concludes the proof of (3.15) and (3.16).

4 Proof of Theorem 2.1

In this section we complete the proof of our first main result, Theorem 2.1. Thus fix a sequence of polynomials
p = (pi, 3 € [n]) satisfying the assumptions of the theorem. We split proving (2.5) and (2.6) in two separate
subsections.

4.1 Proof of (2.5)
Proof. For 1 <1i < j <mn, introduce the LDP
rij(X) £ pi(X)Xi5p;(X).

Since p;, p; contain nodes ¢, j respectively, it follows that r;; is connected and contains both nodes ¢ and j.
Indeed the factor graphs of the monomials in 7;; are the union of: a tree rooted at 7, a tree rooted at j, and
the edge-tree [ij]. Furthermore, using Lemma 3.5, it follows that

il < 222+ pall sl = O(D),

where the last part follows from the assumption ||p;|| = O(1). Thus r;; is a connected LDP with constant
coefficients. In fact the following stronger property holds, as an implication of which the contribution of the
non-tree parts of r;; is asymptotically negligible.

Lemma 4.1. The following hold

1<i<j<n
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Furthermore, for every e >0

% S X)) =P e (4.2)

whp as n — oo.

Proof of Lemma 4.1. Let ¢ £ ElSKan(rij — r;rjr). Since ¢™ = 0 and ¢ is connected, it follows that
(¢>)™ = 0 by Lemma 3.8. Applying (3.7) from Lemma 3.11 to ¢® with S = (), it follows that
E [¢*(X)] = E [¢*(X) — (¢*)"(X)] = O(ll¢*|))- (4.3)

Since the degree of each p; is at most A, it follows that the degree of r;; is at most 2A + 1, and hence the
degree of ¢ is at most 2A + 1. Using Lemma 3.5, it follows

llg?|l < 2*4+2lq|1?. (4.4)

By definition of ¢

lal < || D2 ryl|+|| Do il <2 D ri- (4.5)

1<i<j<n 1<i<j<n 1<i<j<n

Using Lemma 3.6 with sets S; ; £ {i,j} for 1 <i<j<nand~y= %, ¢ = /2 (any set of s edges touches at
least v/2s nodes), it follows that

1+A\?
> = (S50 maxlnl? = o) (1:6)
1<i<j<n i€ln]

and (4.1) is established. Combining (4.1) and (4.5) in (4.4) yields ||¢?|| = O(1). Plugging the latter in (4.3)

By Chebyshev’s inequality it follows that

o(1)

Tr _ 2 2.2\ _

Ve > 0,P 1<1.E<j<n [7i5(X) — T (X)]| = ne' | =P (¢*(X) = ne?) = S

The claim follows then from (2.3). O

In light of the Lemma above, we first show that property (4.2) extends to the sparse disorder Y.

Proposition 4.2. For every € > 0 whp as n — oo and d — oo

] Z r;Fjr(Y) >P —e (4.7)
n 1<i<j<n

Proof of Proposition 4.2. Fix ¢, 8 > 0 and recall ¢, 13 . from Lemma 3.3. For convenience we redefine 13 .
as

vselz) =0 (8 (= —¢)).
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Consider an interpolation path from X to Y given by Z°,....Z" where Z° = X, ZVN =Y and N £ (g) For
t € [N] we will identify ¢ with its corresponding (enumerated) edge (ij), and thus write X, Y, instead of
Xiijij- We have

Elgse| D ()| —Elpe| D (X

1<i<j<n 1<i<j<n
N—-1
Tr (rpl+1 Trrpt
Vp.c Z Tijr(z ) - vse Z Tijr(z )
£=0 1<i<j<n 1<i<j<n

By definition of Ty, 2, the monomials Z% in 37, ., _,, ri (Z) satisfy max(a) < 2. In particular, we can write
fort < N -1
> Ty (2 = uZ) + Xear(Z") + Xibe(Z°), (438)
1<i<j<n
where ug(x), as(x),be(x) are LDPs in the variables x = (x;;,1 < ¢ < j < n), and do not depend on the

variable associated with edge /¢, i.e. the LDPs do not depend on x,. Furthermore, since we switch the
distribution of [Z¢], from X, to Y, to obtain Z*! (and keep everything else unchanged), it follows that

ST 2 = w2 + Yoeae(Z°) + YEbo(ZF). (4.9)
1<i<j<n
Two important elementary properties of ug, ag, by are

Ve [0,N —1], wue(x),xpae(x),xebe(x) are connected and contain node i. (4.10)

be| = O(1). 4.11
pemax HWII+HWH+|I ol = O(1) (4.11)

Property (4.11) follows immediately from (4.1). The connectedness of xpbe(x), x¢be(x) in (4.10) follows from

first noting that we(x), x2b¢(x), x2be(x) are connected (as E ;. is connected) and using the fact that x,w(x)

is connected if and only if (x,)*w(x) is connected for all k > 1, where w is any LDP.
To simplify notations, we will write wg, ag, by instead of wue(Z¢), ar(Z*), be(Z*) (i.e. we write uy to denote
the value of the polynomial uy at Zg). Introduce for £ < N —1

ve(2) = ug + zag + 220y,
£8.c(2) = ¥p.c(ve(2)).
It follows from (4.8), (4.9) that

N— N—

Yoo | D rH @Y —wse | Do @) || =D [€pe(Ye) = &p.e(Xe)]. (4.12)

£=0 1<i<j<n 1<i<j<n =0

—
,_.

We will drop the subscripts in &g, ¥s,. and instead simply write £,1. Using a 3rd order Taylor expansion,
there exists X € [—|Xy|, |X¢|] and Y} € [—|Y¢], Y]] such that

X? X3

E(Xe) = £(0) + XM (0) + S (0) + (XD,
Y? Y}

€(Yr) = €(0) + Y (0) + SL€2(0) + L0 (YY),

Taking the difference of the above and the expectation yields

Bl6(Y0)] - Ble(x,)| = L DI ZE[XIEIOG)] (4.13)

We set 8 = logn in the definition of ¢ for the remaining parts of the proof of Proposition 4.2. The next
Lemma bounds (4.13).
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Lemma 4.3. We have

[E[X2¢® (X)) = O((logn)*n™%),
E[Y?6®(Y7)]| = O((log n)*n*d"2),

Proof of Lemma 4.3. Let My £ [[@|oo + [P 0o + || 0o. Since B = logn, it follows from item 2 of
Lemma 3.3
2 3 4 2
1
o= (5) + () < (0) =5
n n n n

v: R—=R, z>—>w—|—zag—|—z2bg,

Introduce for ¥ < N — 1

so that £(z) = ¢¥(v¢(z)). Using Lemma 3.1 and the fact that vék) (z) = 0,Vk > 2 we obtain

logn)? ) . )
|§(3)(z)| <M, Z |a4+22b4|k1|bz|k2 < C/(i% Z || 7t |ag]72 [be| 2,
k11€+ik2>%3 0<71,72,53<3
1,22

where ¢’ denotes a different explicit constant in each inequality. Combining the above and |Xj| < |X,|, we
can bound [£®)(X})| by

N logn)? ) . .
€@ < LB S, i a2 g

n? L
0<j1,j2,53<3

< o losn) Yo (X (ag)®2(be)* +1],

s 2 2
0<j1,j2,53<3

where we used the arithmetic geometric inequality in the last line. Therefore

1 2 . ) )
B[ PIe@ o] < W8I ST (@ [0 (e (] + B [P))
0<7J1,j2,43<3

Note that X5 (az)%2 (b))% and X} are connected LDPs containing edge ¢ as the product of connected
LDPs sharing edge ¢. It follows from applying (3.12) in Lemma 3.12 with S the set of the endpoints of edge
14

E[IXf’] = 0(m™),
E [|Xe|3+2j1 (ag)?> (be)2j3] = O(n7(2+%72)) = O(nfgfjl) = O(Tf%),
where we used j; > 0. It follows readily,

E[[X*|¢®)(X})[] = O((log n)*n~%). (4.14)

We bound E[|Y,[?|¢®)(Y)|]| identically: the only difference lays in the application of Lemma 3.12, which
yields for the disorder matrix Y,

E [IY.]*] <O(
E [|Ye|3+2j1 (a2)2j2 (be)%ﬂ 9]

ntdh,
-1 ,m+1 o —1 315\ —1 -1
<O(n='d "z )=0(n""'d 277")=0(n""d" 2),
It follows that
E[[Y,*[€® (Y7)]] = O((logn)*n=3d"7). (4.15)

which ends the proof of Lemma 4.3. o
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Using Lemma 4.3 in (4.13), it follows that

E[E(Y )] — E[6(X0)]] = O((log n)*n~3d~2).

Plugging the above in (4.12) and summing over £ < N — 1 ~ n?/2 yields

N—-1
ZE[%( > r?f(zfﬂ)]—ﬁlwc( > r5f<2f>)
=0 1<i<j<n 1<i<j<n

which implies

< O((logn)*n~'d"2),

E |[¢s. —E |vpe | Y. rHX) ||| < O((logn)?n~td"?). (4.16)
1<1<J<n 1<i<j<n
We now show P ( EKKK" ) >P =1—0(1). To ease notations, introduce
h: Ze >
1<i<j<n

Let ¢ = £ and set ¢ = P — 5. Since 93 is a nonnegative increasing function, we have

E [¢5.c(h(X))] > E [¢5.c(h(X))1hx)zn(p—e)]
> g (P =€) P (h(X) > n(P —¢€))

o(5)rumzo-

(1 —o(1))P ) >n(P—¢)) (4.17)
=1— o( )7 (418)

where (4.17) follows from fe = w(1) due to 8 = logn and (4.18) follows from (4.2) in Lemma 4.1. Since 93 .
is bounded above by 1, then (4.18) implies

E[ihp,c(h(X))] =1 = o(1).
Combining the above with (4.16), it follows that

E[¢p,e(M(Y))] =1 = o(1). (4.19)
Since g, < 1 and 93, is increasing, we have

E[¢p.e(h(Y))] =E [m( ( Nny)<n(p-o) +E [¥5.e(M(Y))1nv)>n(p—o)]

<Ype ((P =€) +P(h(Y) = n(P —¢))
( ) +P(h n(P —¢))
=o(1) + P(h(Y) 2 n(P —¢)), (4.20)
where the last line follows from —fe = —w(1). Using (4.20) and (4.19), it follows that
P(h(Y)>n(P —¢) =1-o0(1), (4.21)
namely
1 Tr
P (ﬁ Z rx(Y)>P - e) =1-0(1), (4.22)
1<i<j<n
which concludes the proof of Proposition 4.2. o
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To conclude the proof of (2.5), let ¢ £ > (ri; — r;rjr) as in the proof of Lemma 4.1 and recall that we

showed (¢?)™ = 0 and ||¢?|| = O(1). Applying (3.8) from Lemma 3.11 to ¢ with S £ 0), it follows that
E [¢*(Y)]] = [E [¢*(Y) = (@)™ (Y)]] = O(n*d™). (4.23)

Let € > 0. Using the above, it follows by Chebyshev’s inequality

P Z [ri; (Y) — r;Fjr(Y)} >ne/2 | =P(¢*(Y) > n?e?/4) < Od(;) =o(1).

1<i<j<n

Moreover, we have from Proposition 4.2 that 1 di<ici<n r;Fjr (Y) > P — ¢/2 whp. Therefore

—_

Pl= > rj(Y)=P—e|=1-0(1),

n .
1<i<j<n

which completes the proof of (2.5) since 5-p(Y) Yp(Y) = %Zlgz(jgn ri; (Y).

4.2 Proof of (2.6)

Proof. We use an interpolation argument from the Gaussian disorder X to the sparse disorder Y. For
¢, B1, B2 > 0 recall ¢, g, ¢, T3, from Lemma 3.3. For convenience, we rewrite 13, . as

b al2) = 6 <—ﬂ1 <% - >) |

Throughout this proof, we will assume the following

f1 = /loglogd,

P2 = loglogd, (4.24)

and we will also assume (2 > 2. Denote by f the following function on x € R™*"

f(X) = w,@hc

Our main technical result is the following Lemma.

Lemma 4.4. The following holds

[ELf(Y)] = E[f(X)]| = o(1). (4.25)

Proof of Lemma 4.4. As in the proof of (2.5) we consider the interpolation path from X to Y given by
Z°,...,Z" where Z° = X,ZY =Y and N £ (}). For t € [N] we will identify ¢ with its corresponding
(enumerated) edge (ij), and thus write X, Y, instead of X;;,Y;;. We have

N—

E[f(Y)] - E[f(X)] = Y E[f(Z"")] - E[f(Z")].

£=0

[u

Since Vi € [n], p; € T2, it follows that the monomials Z® in p;(Z) satisfy max(a) < 2. In particular, we can
write for £ < N —1,i € [n]

PI(ZY) = wi o (Z°) + Xgai o(Z°) + X3, 4(ZY), (4.26)
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where u; ¢(x), a;,¢(x), b; ¢(x) are LDPs in the variables x = (x;;,1 < ¢ < j < n) which do not depend on x,.
Furthermore, since we switch the distribution of [Z¢], from X, to Y, to obtain Z‘*! (and keep everything
else unchanged), it follows that

P (ZY) = wi o (ZY) + Yoa; o(Z°) + Y3bi o(ZY). (4.27)
Two important elementary properties of w; ¢, a; ¢, bi ¢ are

Vi€ [n],£€[0,N—1], wu;e(X),xeais(x),Xeb; ¢(x) are connected and contain node . (4.28)
+ [[bie]l = O(1). (4.29)

~oomax - Jugel| + [laie]
i€[n],L€[0,N —1]

The above properties follow similarly to (4.10), (4.11). We introduce the following univariate functions

2
vi0(2) = wie + za; 0 + 2°b; ¢,

96(2) = e | 4| DT (vie(2))?
=1

In particular, note that for f < N — 1
F(ZY) = F(Z5) = ge(Yo) = 9e(Xa). (4.30)

Using a 3rd order Taylor expansion, there exists X} € [—|Xl, |X¢|] and Y} € [—|Y|,|Y¢|] such that

X2 X3 .
9¢(Xe) = go(0) + Xegf" (0) + g (0) + ZLg” (X)),

Y?2 Y? .
9e(Y1) = 96(0) + Yeg " (0) + =Lg? (0) + Lot (7).

Taking the difference of the above and the expectation yields
3) ~rx 3)
E Y3l (v7)] - E [Xigl (X7)]

Elge(Ye)] — Elge(X¢)] = 6

(4.31)

To simplify the representation of the derivatives of gy, we introduce the following two additional functions

k(2) =Y 7, (vie(2))?,
=1
h(z) = Vk(2),

so that g = 1(h) = ¢(v'k). We first note the following two elementary properties of 1, w from Lemma 3.3

J
Wew,WWMS(%Q,
1

Recalling 81 = v/loglogd, B2 = loglogd, it follows that

Vi€, (¥ =0m%), (4.32)
VzeR, |r(z) > 2(10g10g1d)(10gd) =Q(1). (4.33)

Note that (4.33) implies
VzeR, Vk(z)>Q\/n). (4.34)
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Using the above bound and Corollary 3.2, we have for all z € R, and t1,%2,t3 € Z>¢ satisfying t; + 2t +

3tg3 =3

3 s m s m
[romrs 3y EErED e
~ t1+to+t
j=1 81,M1,82,M2€ZL>0 (k('z))ml+m27 . 22 :
s1mi+sama=3

SN KM e

81,M1,82,M2EZL>0
s1mi+sama=3

t1+to+ts
2

We next bound ‘E[X?gég) (Xj)]’ Using Lemma 3.1 and (4.32), it follows

3
EXiO x| s Y o TEEE XS | ]I
t1+42t2+3t3=3 7j=1
t1,t2,t32>0
Combining with (4.35), it follows
3 * —mi1—m s *\ |Mm s *\ M
EXigP XDl s D TR [P R (X)) (X

$1,M1,82,M2€Z>0
s1mi1+samo=3

Combining the latter bound with (3.15) from Lemma 3.13 readily implies
[EXel (X)))| < O ).

Following the same arguments above, we have with (3.16) from Lemma (3.13)

~ 1

[B[YEo (YD) < O(m~2a3).

Combining (4.36), (4.37) in (4.31), we have

Bla0(¥0)] ~ Blan(X0 £ O (o5 + =) = Ofu2a~3)

Summing the above over £ < N — 1 ~ n?/2 and using (4.30) yields

E[f(Y)] - Ef(X)]| < O <%> — o(1).

Which ends the proof of Lemma 4.4.

To end the proof of (2.6), we show the following Lemma.
Lemma 4.5. The following holds

Ve >0, P (d(p(Y), -1,1]") < e\/ﬁ) =1-o0(1).
Proof of Lemma 4.5. Fix € > 0. Set ¢ = § in 9, . and recall 8; = v/loglogd. It follows

E [, e(d(p(X), [~1, 1]")] > g, o(ev/n/DP (d(p(X), [-1,1]") < ev/7/4)
= 0(B1e/2)(1 ~ o(1))
= 1-o(1),
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where (4.39) follows from the decreasing property of g, . > 0, (4.40) from (2.4), and (4.41) from Sre = w(1).
Furthermore, since g, . < 1 it follows

E s, .(d(p(X),[-1,1]"))] = 1 = o(1). (4.42)
Using Lemma 3.4, we have
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[, (d(p(X), [-1,1]")) = f(X)[ < By =o(1), (4.43)
where the last equality follows from recalling 81 = v/loglogd, B2 = loglogd. Similarly
g, (d(p(Y), [=1,1]")) = f(Y)| = o(1). (4.44)
Combining (4.42) and (4.43) it follows that
E[f(X)] =1—o0(1),
Combining the above and Lemma 4.4, it follows that
E[f(Y)] =1—o(1).
Combining the above and (4.44), it follows that
B[, e (d(p(Y), [-1,1]")] =1 = o(1). (4.45)
Then
E [¢,.c(d(p(Y), [-1,1]"))] = E [¢p, (d(p(Y),[-1,1]")) (1d(p(Y) L1 >evi + Lap(y) =117 <evm) )
< g o(eVm) + P (dp(Y), [-1,1]") < ev/m) (4.46)
= 0(=Pre/2) + P (d(p(Y), [-1,1]") < ev/n)
= o(1) + P (d(p(Y), [-1,1]") < evr) (4.47)

where (4.46) follows from the fact that g, . is decreasing and |9, c||lcc = 1, while (4.47) follows from
B1e = w(1). Combining (4.47) and (4.45) yields

which concludes the proof of Lemma 4.5. o
This concludes the proof of (2.6). O

4.3 Proof of (2.7)

In this subsection, we extends a simple rounding procedure from | ] to p(Y) in order to obtain a point
U(p(Y),Y) € {+1a _1}71

Proof. Recall that o(p(Y),Y) is computed by first projecting the terms p;(Y) that lay outside [—1, 1] into
[—1, 1], then sequentially setting the terms p;(Y) that lay in (—1,1) to 1 while increasing the Hamiltonian
objective value. Note in particular that o(p(Y),Y) can be computed in polynomial time complexity from
p(Y).

Fix ¢ > 0 and let z be the projection of p(Y) onto the hypercube [—1,1]". From (2.6) it follows that
Ilp(Y) — z||2 < €’y/n whp. We then have

SV TYB(Y) Yl < o p(Y) ~0) YY) — )] + |2 Y (p(¥) ~ )

1 1
< 5o lloplp(Y) = 2[5 + ~[[Ylloplp(Y) = 2|22
CEI2

< 5 e
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where we used ||z|]|2 = v/n and applied Lemma 3.10 in the last line, and ¢ is a universal constant. Since the
diagonal terms of Y are null, it follows that the restriction of z — z' Yz to any single entry z;5,1 <1< 75 <
is linear. In particular, if z;; € (—1,1), we can increase the objective value z' Yz by moving z;; either
to —1 or 1. Denote the new value of z;; by o(p(Y),Y) and apply this rounding scheme iteratively for all
1 <7 < j <n. Since each rounding step improves the objective, it follows that

%U(p(Y),Y)TYa(p(Y),Y) > %ZTYZ
> Lo vpen) - 4 e
>P—¢ — 662/2 —cé,
where we used (2.5) in the last line. Taking ¢’ such that ¢’ + # + c€e’ < e, yields the result of (2.7). O

5 TAMP Representation and Proof of Theorem 2.2

5.1 Approximation of IAMP by Polynomials

It is well known in the literature that AMP algorithms can be approximated by Low-Degree polynomials
modulo some regularity assumptions on the denoiser functions f (| ], [1523]). However, this is mostly
an informal statement and technical work must be done on a per-problem basis to rigorously justify the
approximation.

We begin by restating the state evolution property satisfied by the AMP iterates.

Proposition 5.1 (Proposition 2.1 in | ). Assume the denoisers f' are pseudo-Lipschitz of order m.
Let (Uj)j>1 be a centered Gaussian process independent of Uy with covariance Q = (Qu;)kj>1 gwen defined
by (2.9). Assume Q< = (Qij)1<ij<k is strictly positive definite for all k < T. Then for any k,{ € Zso,
and any function ¢ : RFt1 = R that is pseudo-Lipschitz of order £, we have

p-lim 1 > p(), ..., uf) = B[y (U, ..., Uk)].
=1

n—oo M %

Next we restate a Lemma from | ] showing that general AMP can be well approximated by LDP
under certain regularity assumptions stated below.

Lemma 5.2 (Lemma B.4 in [[523]). Fizn >0 and T € Z>o. Suppose that

o {ft: R R} is a sequence of L-Lipschitz denoiser function which produce IAMP iterates u°,..,u”.

o For each i € [n], g%: is either pseudo-Lipschitz or an indicator.

o The covariance matriz Q< for t € [T] satisfies Q<¢ = I, and ||Q<lloo < 2.
Then, there exists a sequence of polynomial denoisers {q' : Rt — R} producing IAMP iterates 0°, ..., a7
such that

. 1 .
-lim —=[u® — @'l <7,
n—o00 n

for all t < T. Furthermore, there exists constants A = A(n,T,L),c = c¢(n,T, L), such that the polynomials
q* have degree bounded by A, and coefficients bounded in absolute value by c.

As a Corollary of the above Lemma, we obtain a polynomial representation result for the IAMP algorithm
described in [ ]
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Corollary 5.3. Suppose X d GOE(n). Letn > 0 and T € Z>o. Consider the IAMP algorithm in
/ ], and let its denoiser functions be f' : R — R, and the IAMP iterates be u’,...,u’. Then,
there exist A = A(n,T),c = c(n,T), and a sequence of polynomial denoisers {q' : R**1 — R} satisfying
Deg(qt) < A, |l¢*|| < ¢, and producing AMP iterates 0°, ..., a7 such that the following holds

p-lim 7|‘Ut — Yl <n
n—sc0 v T
forallt <T.
Proof. The proof is an application of Lemma 5.2 to the IAMP iterates in | |. The conditions required

to apply the Lemma are: (1) f' are Lipschitz functions. (2) f* are weakly differentiable with pseudo-
Lipschitz or indicator partial derivatives . (3) the covariance matrix Q<; satisfies Q<; = I, [|Q<tllco < 2.
The first condition is satisfied by the IAMP described in equations (9), (10) in | J: f! are composi-
tions/sums/products of bounded Lipschitz continuous functions. The second condition is only used to show
state evolution for b, ; in the proof of Lemma 5.2 in [[523] (see Claim B.7 in [[523]), however, state evolution
for b, ; is directly shown in Lemma II.3 in | ]. Finally, the covariance matrix Q<; is shown to be
diagonal in Lemma I1.2 in | ] with entries upper/lower bounded by positive constants. We then claim
that we can rescale the denoiser functions to satisfy condition (3) and detail this argument next. Given
positive coefficients ay, ..., ar4+1 € Ry, introduce for t < T

th : Rt+l — Ra ('IOv "'7'rt) = a’t+1ft (.Io/ao, "'7'rt/at) .

Let % = aou® and denote by @’ be the iterates of the TAMP with adjusted denoisers ft and initialization
u’. Furthermore denote by b; ; the adjusted b ; coefficients for ff. We first show by induction that V¢ <
T,u! = a;ul. If t = 0 the result follows by definition of @". Assume the result for all ¢’ € [t] for some ¢t < T,
then

t

= Xft(u Z b f7H@0, ., @Y

t

= a1 X[f'(@%/ag, ..., 0" /a;) — Z niai f7H (@0 fag, . @ fa1)

t

Z l;t A5 pj— i
= Qt41 Xft(uov"'vut)_ %fj l(uoa-'-auJ 1)
i=1 t+1

For j € [t] we have

- aft .
byj=— Z o (@), ..., al)

Henceforth

't = ay | XfH(u mefﬂ O, ..., u™Y)

t+1
= a¢+1ua
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which concludes the induction proof. Let Q, Q be the covariance matrices associated with the IAMP obtained
from denoisers f* and f? respectively, and given recursively by

Qk-l—l,j"'l = ]E[fk(UOa ceey Uk)fJ(U07 ceey Ut)]7
Qk+17j+1 = ]E[fk(ﬁov sy Uk)f‘]([jo, ) Ut)]v

where (U;);>1 ((Uj)j>1 resp.) is a centered Gaussian process independent of Uy (Up resp.). As shown in

Lemma I1.2 in [ ], the matrix Q is diagonal. Furthermore, the proof extends verbatim for Q.~We next
show that Q11441 = (@r11)?*Qur1.441 for all t < T. Tt is straighforward to see that we can take U; = a,U;
for t < T, since Uo d aoUp from our initialization ° = agu®. Therefore (Uj)jzl is a centered Gaussian

process independent of Uy with diagonal covariance matrix, and we have for 0 <t < T,

Qii1.001 = E[fY(Oo,...,0) f (U, ..., U})]
= (at11)°E[f* Uy, ..., Us) f1 (U, ..., Uy)]

= (at+1)2Qt+1,t+1-

Henceforth Q< = Diag((a1)?Qu.1, ..., (a7)?Qr,r). It suffices then to pick ay,...,ar so that Q< is the
identity matrix, and thus satisfies the two requirements Q<; = I; and ||Q<¢||cc < 2 for ¢ < T, in order to

apply Lemma 5.2. This concludes the proof.
O

The candidate for near optimum associated with the AMP with denoisers ¢* from Lemma 5.2 is given
similarly to (2.10) by

a/5]
V=20 ¢"(@°, ..., 0").
k=1

The next proposition shows that v is close in ¢5 distance to v given by (2.10), i.e. the candidate for near
optimum associated with the IAMP algorithm in [ ]

Proposition 5.4. Fiz 0,6 > 0 and T € Z>q. In the setting of Lemma 5.2, the polynomials q* can be chosen
to satisfy the following

v =2
p-lim ——= < 6.
Vn

n—oo

Proof. Let n € (0,1). By Lemma 5.2, we can chose the polynomials ¢' so that p-lim W <nVt<T.
n—oo

We have by the triangle inequality

. La/d] N .
HV - VH2 < \/5 Z ka(uov ) uk) - qk(uov 0y uk)HQ
k=1

N NG ’

therefore it suffices to show that each of the summands above is bounded by O(n) whp and then take 1 small
enough. Let k € [|§/d]]. We have

5O, ..., uR) — gF(@°, ..., 0% ||y < |IfF°, ..., u¥) — R0, .., )| + || fF (@0, ..., aF) — (@, ..., a%)||,.

A B

Let U, U be matrices in R"**+1) with columns (u°,...,u”), and (@, ..., @*) respectively. Since f* is Lipschitz
with constant Lipschitz coefficient L, it follows that

A<L|U=Ullgo = Ly | Y Jut - at3.
t=0
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From Lemma 5.2, we have ||u® — a‘||z < ny/n,Vt € [T] whp as n — oo, it follows that A < Lnv/nk whp. We
now bound B. We have by Proposition 5.1 (using the fact that pseudo-Lipschitz functions are closed under
sums/products)

B? 1 &
dim — = plim = > [fF@), . af) — ¢F(af, ... af))?
D A
—E [(fk(UO, L UF) = o (00, ..., TF))?
S g2(k)27
where g2 is an increasing function introduced in Claim B.6 in [ | and satisfies go(T) < en?, where ¢ is a

constant depending on 7', L. Hence
BQ
p-lim — < ¢,
n—oo I
which readily implies B < O(ny/n) whp. Taking n small enough, we conclude that p-lim % < 0, which

n—r oo

ends the proof. O

5.2 Approximation of AMP with Connected Tree-based Low-Degree Polyno-
mials

We now state a general result on the representation of AMP iterations with polynomial denoisers. Following
the statement of Theorem 2.2, we claim that we can assume that the initialization point u® has entries
bounded by a constant M > 0 independent of n. This assumption appears restrictive for IAMP, since
[ ] requires a random initialization u® ~ SN(0,1,) where § is a fixed parameter driving the optimality
gap of the JAMP output. Nonetheless this condition is implicitly satisfied by the IAMP algorithm as
it includes a truncation step on the iterates, i.e. the denoisers depend on u’ only through [u’]y; with
[u]ar £ max(—M, min(u, M)) for some fixed large enough M > 0. Indeed, let a* = [u*]5s, Vk € [T]. Observe
that for all t < T the denoisers f* given in (9), (10) in | ] only depend on the iterates u* through a*,
ie.

Vt S T7 ft(u07 "'7ut) = ft(ﬁ()? "'7ﬁt)’

thus switching the initialization u with @° has no effect on the IAMP iterations, and furthermore preserves
the covariance matrix Q since it holds for k,7 > 0

Eto,....Unmax(iby [ (Uos oo, Up) f (Uoy ..., Uj)] = Ety,....Umnax(yoi) (U] ats s U) £ (U0 ars o, U;)]
= E[Uo]at,..Unnaxiony (5 (Uo)ags -y Un) F1([Uolag -, U5

Adding the truncation step thus has the effect of adding a secondary limit M — oo after the limits on n,d
on all results mentioned in this paper.

Corollary 5.3 implies that the IAMP iterates can be approximated by LDP. In order to complete our
second main result, Theorem 2.2 we need to show that LDP induced by denoisers ¢ satisfy additional
assumptions, namely, the connectivity, norm and degree bounds. Thisis our next goal.

In the setting of Lemma 5.2 and Proposition 5.4, we modify the AMP iterations with polynomial denoisers
¢" by replacing the coefficients b, ; by their respective limits in probability denoted l;tyj £ p-lim by,j. i.e.

n—oo
consider the following iterations
t
o' = Xg' (@, ..., 0") = Y by @00, (5.1)
j=1
L&~ aff -t
= — -
t,j n;aﬁz( CRIAAS) 1)7
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where @0, ..., a7 are the iterates of the (standard) AMP with denoisers q*. We note that the existence of the
limits Bt)j is justified by applying Proposition 5.1 to the partial derivatives of the polynomial denoisers q'.
We show next that the above modification leads to effectively the same algorithm, and that the dynamics
of u! are roughly the same as .

Proposition 5.5. Fiz § > 0,T € Z>¢. In the setting of Lemma 5.2, let 0°,...,0T be the AMP iterates
obtained with polynomial denoisers q',t € [T], and let @°,...,aT" be the AMP iterates obtained by replacing
b with b, ; = p-lim by ; as shown in (5.1). Let the near-optimum candidates be given by

n—roo

la/s]

V=10 ¢’ .. 0N (5.2)
k=1
la/s]

V=V @, .. ab), (5.3)
k=1

Then
p-lim M —0.

n— o0 \/ﬁ

The proof of Proposition 5.5 is given in Section 5.4 . Using Proposition 5.5, we next establish the key
representation result we require.

Proposition 5.6. Let § > 0,T € Z>q and consider the AMP iteration (5.1) with polynomial denoisers
¢ : R — R with constant degrees A, and coefficients bounded in absolute value by a constant. Let
a0, ..., a7l be the iterations produced where 0° will be assumed to satisfy |0°||c = O(1) whp. Then there exist

LDPs w, and h; such that for all t € [0,T],i € [n]
1.l = wi(X), and v; = h;(X).
2. max; |[wt| = O(1), and max; ||h;|| = O(1).

3

3. wt, h; are a connected LDPs containing node i.

Proof. We first show the required properties for iterates ?, the claim for v will follow similarly. Note that
by Proposition 5.1 and the fact that [[0°]|o = O(1), it follows that b, ;| = O(1) for all t € [0,T] and j € [t],
as the limit b ; is a constant. The proof proceeds by induction on ¢ < T. If ¢ = 0 then w) are constant

i
polynomials and the graph GOZ is empty, thus it satisfies all claims in the proposition by definition.

nxXmn
>0

Assume the result for all ¢ € [0,¢] where ¢t < T is fixed. By symmetry, it suffices to check that it holds at
t+1 for i = 1. We have

n t
1 t[~0 ¢ 7 i—1/%0 _j—1
a; = E Xieq' (0y, ..., 0p) — E by ¢’ (g, ..., 01 ).
(=1 j=1

Axe O1,¢

We first show that O;; is a connected LDP in X with constant coefficients. Each term ¢/~!(@!, ..., ﬁ{_l)
is a polynomial in @Y, ..., 1} with constant degree and constant coefficients. Furthermore, by the inductive
hypothesis, each of @Y, ..., 0} is a connected LDP in X with O(1) coefficients containing node 1. Therefore, it
follows that ¢/~ (Y, ...,a ") is a LDP in X with O(1) coefficients. Moreover, the latter LDP is connected
and contains node 1, since it is the product of connected monomials sharing node 1. As l_)t_’j = 0(1), it
follows that each summand in O; ; is a connected LDP with O(1) coefficients containing node 1. As O, is
a finite sum of such LDPs, it readily follows that O; ; is a connected LDP in X with O(1) coefficients.

We now deal with the term A; ;. Let 7o(X) = X10¢* (09, ..., 0}) for £ > 2 (we recall here that Xy = 0, /).
Note that rg, ¢ > 2 are LDPs and V¢ € [2,n], {1, ¢} € r¢. Furthermore, since each of uf, ..., ) is a connected
LDP in X with O(1) coefficients containing node ¢, it follows that ¢*(a?, ..., }) is a connected LDP in X with
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O(1) coefficients in X containing node £. Therefore r(X) is a connected LDP in X with O(1) coefficients
containing nodes {1,¢} as the product of X, (an edge-tree with endpoints 1,¢) and ¢'(a?,...,a}) (LDPs
containing node 1). It follows readily that A;; is a connected LDP in X containing node 1. It remains to
show [|[A1¢]| = || Ygcpen, 7ell = O(1). Using Lemma 3.6 with sets Sy = {1,£} for2 </ <nandy=1,c=1,
it follows that
t
41l < (1+ A max o] = O(1).

Therefore ﬁ.’i“ is a connected LDP in X containing node 1 with O(1) coefficients. Finally, note that any
bounds on the coefficients of the LDP w{™! extend generically to the LDPs ﬁf“ for all ¢ € [n], so that
max; |@,™!|| = O(1). This completes the induction and ends the proof for @’.

We now show similarly the representation result on v. By symmetry, it suffices to verify the result for i =

1. We have v; = \/32,&‘1:/{” ¢"(aY, ...,a¥). Asshown above, we have that @i}, ¢ € [k] are connected LDPs in X
with constant coefficients and contain node 1. Since ¢* are polynomials with constant coefficients, it follows
readily that each of the summands ¢*(qf, ..., a¥) is a LDP in X with constant coefficients. Furthermore,
since all the LDPs @}, ¢ € [k] are connected and share node 1, it follows that all monomials in ¢*(a?, ..., af)

are connected and contain node 1. Therefore, the claims in items (1) and (3) in the proposition for h; hold.

Finally, since v is a finite sum of LDPs with constant coefficients, it follows that ||h1|| = O(1), and moreover
max; || hi]| = O(1) as the bound on ||h1|| extends to all h;, which shows the claim of item (2) and concludes
the proof.

o

5.3 Proof of Theorem 2.2

As a corollary of Proposition 5.6 and Proposition 5.5, for every fixed ¢ > 0 we can construct an AMP
algorithm with 7' = T'(e) iterations, and polynomial denoisers ¢ satisfying the assumptions of Lemma
5.2, and we can encode the near optimum candidate as h(X) = (hy(X), ..., hn(X)) where h; satisfy the
assumptions of Proposition 5.6. We next provide justification of the quality of the output of p £ hT".

Proposition 5.7. Let X d GOE(n). Let € > 0. There exists 6 = d(e) >0 and T = T(e) € Z>o such that if
Vv = h(X) in the setting of Proposition 5.6, and p = k™, then the following holds whp as n — oo

1
2 IV XV = p(X)TXp(X)| < ¢,

n 5.4
Ap(X), [-1,1)") _ 54
VIR
where v is the output candidate of IAMP given in (2.10).
Proof. Let ¢ > 0. Let § > 0 as in Proposition 5.4, and ¥ be given in (5.2) Then, whp as n — oo
d(p(X), v
< (p( ),V) +’{n+9+€/a (55)

NG

where k, is a random variable s.t p-lim &, = 0, and the last line follows from applying Proposition 5.5,
n—oo

Proposition 5.4 and (2.12) respectively. We have

E [d(p(X),9)?] = > B [(h"(X) = hi(X))*] .
i=1
Let g; £ h;-rr — h;. Since h; is connected and ¢ € h; it follows that g; is connected and i € g;. Since g;rr =0
and g; is connected, we have by Lemma 3.8 that [(g;)?]™ = 0. Using Lemma 3.11 on g; with S = {3} yields
C hi
lgi(xy?) < Al

n
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where c is a constant. Therefore E [d(p(X),v)?] < ¢> 7, ||hill/n. Since max; ||h;|| = O(1), it follows that
E [d(p(X),v)?] = O(1). Using Chebyshev’s inequality, we have for all n > 0

v - o(1
P(d(p(X),¥) = nv/n) = P(d(p(X),v)* = nn) < ngn).
Combining the above with (5.5), it holds whp
dUBSH Y <n+r,+0+€. (5.6)

vn
Let u = p(X) — v, so that ||ul|2/v/n <n+ K, + 0 whp as shown above. We have

Ip(X)"Xp(X) - v'Xv| = [2u’ Xv + u' Xu|
< 2llullzlvllz + al3) 1X]op-

€')+ (n+ kn +0)? whp. From standard random Gaussian matrix theory || X||op = O(1) whp, therefore there
exists a constant C' > 0 such that

From Proposition (2.12) it follows that ||v||2 < (1 + €)y/n. Therefore w <2+ kn+0)(1 +

Ip(X) " Xp(X) — v Xv| < Cn (200 + ki + 0) (L + &) + (1 + K, +0)?) . (5.7)

The claim of the proposition follows readily by taking 7,6, ¢ small enough combined with p-lim x, = 0 in
n—oo

(5.6) and (5.7). 0

This concludes the proof of Theorem 2.2.

5.4 Proof of Proposition 5.5

We first show the following Lemma on projection on conditional distribution of Gaussian matrices.

Lemma 5.8. Let X < GOE(n). Let A € R¥"™ and D € R¥*"™. Suppose d < n and Rank(A) = d. Let

X' d GOE(n) be an independent copy of X. Then, the distribution of X conditional on AX = D is equal to
the distribution of AT(AAT)™1D + Projy,ern|az—o} (X'), where Projy,(Y) denotes the matriz obtained by
projecting each column of Y onto the vector space V.

Proof. Let B € R("=9*" he a matrix with orhtonormal rows, such that the rows of B are also orthogonal
to the rows of A. In particular [AT|BT] is invertible. Conditionally on AX = D, we have
X=AT(AAT)"'AX + B'BX
=AT(AAT)"'D + B'BX,

where we used AT(AAT)"'A + B'B =1I,. Let V be the vector space spanned by the rows of B. Note
that BT BX = Projy,(X), and by Cochran’s Theorem, it holds that conditionally on AX = D, Proj,,(X) d
Proj,,(X’). This concludes the proof. O

Proof of Proposition 5.5. Given a sequence of random variables X;,4 > 1 and a constant C, we write
p-limsup X,, < C if lim,, o, P(X,, > C) = 0. We first show the following Proposition.

n—00

Proposition 5.9. Let X d GOE(n). Let ¢t : R — Rt = 0,..,7 be multivariate polynomials with
constant coefficients and degrees Ay = O(1). Let u® € R™ be an initialization independent of X satisfying

U0 < O(1) whp and Ve € Z>o, pu T, pu, (where py, is any distribution on R with finite moments of all
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orders, py is the empirical distribution on {uy,...,u,}, and the limit is in Wasserstein distance). Consider
the iterates ut,at for t € [T] given recursively by

= Xg'(u waq] Y, ..., ui ™),

=Xq'(a th Y (TS Ca )}
where t < T, 0 = u® and

1~ 0¢, 4 .
btvj = E; 6—11_1](“7,77117,)5

bt)j = p-lim bt,ja
n—00

where the existence of the limit points b j 1s justified by Proposition 5.1. Let (U;);j>1 be a centered Gaussian
process independent of Uy as defined in Proposition 5.1, and let Q be its covariance matrix. Suppose

Jder,e0 > 0,VE € [T], Q< = 11y, and || Qo < 2. (5.8)
Then, the following properties hold for all t € [0,T)

o Ai(t): For all £ € Z>, there exists constants ¢y ¢ such that

: Lo
p-limsup —Hu I8 < cre,  p-limsup —[[a*][7 < cp .
n—00 n—00 n

o As(t):

1
p-hmsup THu — 'y =0.

o As(t): For all m € Z>q and any function ¢ : R™™1 — R € PL(m)

prlim | T3 () — Dbl uf)| =0

n—oo |T 3

Proof. The proof is essentially identical to the proof of Proposition 2.1 in | ] with minor adjustments.
We provide a full proof here for completeness. Using the same notations as in [ |, we denote by q*, @’
the vectors ¢'(u’,...,u"),¢" (0, ..., ") respectively. Let F,,F, be the matrices in R™ (1) with columns
q% ...,q’, and q°, ..., @' respectively. Let Pt,Pt be the projection matrices on the column span of Ft,Ft

respectively, and let P+ = I, — P, and P = I, — P,. Furthermore, let Q be the covariance matrix
associated with the AMP iterates u’. Applying Proposition 5.1 to the terms g’ Tqi, we have

1
Vit S [ ] p- lim Ft 1Ft 1= Q<t (59)

n—roo

We prove the three properties inductively on ¢. Claims 42(0),.43(0) hold trivially as u® = @°. Furthermore,

A1(0) holds as a direct application of Proposition 5.1, namely p-lim £ 37" | |[uf]* = E[|Uy|*] < co. Suppose

n—r oo

that the properties A;(t'), A2(t'), As(t') hold for all ¢’ € [0,¢] for some t < T.
We first show A;(t + 1). For ¢ > 0, let ¢ : Rt+2 — R, (. uttl) = Jutttf Clearly ¢ is in
PL(O(¢)), thus by Proposition 5.1 p-lim 13" ¢ (u?, ... t+1) = E[¢(Uy,...,Ui41)] < oo. This proves

n—00
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p-limsup 1 |lu’||§ < co. Thus, we only need to show A; (t + 1) for the iterates a’. Let I = 23:1 by i@t
n—00
Following [ ], we write

1 xXgt —
=P} XP! ¢t +PL  XP,_1q' + P, Xg! — it
dpl XPL g +PL,XP,_,q +P_1Xq - i (5.10)
=XP} ,§ - P, XPi § - + P XP, 14" + P 1 XG

[I>

Vi — Vo —V3+vVy+ Vs,
where we used Lemma 5.8 in line (5.10) and X is distributed as X but independent of the o-algebra
o({@’, 0’ };<¢) . Furthermore, note that using As(j),j < t, and (5.9)

p-lim Ft 1Ft 1 = p-lim Ft 1Fio1 = Q<.

n—00 n—00

Therefore F,” |F,_; is invertible whp and the following holds
P, =F, (F F, ) 'F/, (5.11)
We next bound p-limsup — || vile, k € [5].
n—00

1. We first deal with vi. Denote w £ f’f‘_lqt. Let D = Diag(z1,...,2,) where z; are independent
normal N(0,2/n), so that X + D d GOE(n), i.e the Gaussian Orthogonal Ensemble. Since X + D is
independent of w, it follows by simple verification that (X + D)w d (lwll2/+v/n)g + gow/+/n where
(90.8) d N(0,I,4+1). We then have

Iville = |(X + D)w — Dw|,

I(X +D)wl¢ + [Dw]|,

[[wll> 190!
Iglle + = lwlle + [Dw],. (5.12)

Vn Vn

To bound the p-limsup of the above, we first bound ||w||,. Note that w = q* — P, 14, and

IN

IN

n—oo
-1 -1
P 1q' = Zatjqja ag; £ Z(Fz_lthl)j_k;l (@".a").
j=0 k=0

Note that

a a
Vil v/l
By A;(k),k < t and using the fact that q’,j < t are polynomials (of constant degrees/coefficients)
. ~k ~t
in the iterates w’, it follows that p-limsup |<%, %H = O(1). Furthermore, by (5.11) we have
n—oo

t—1
lass) < 3 |n(FL B3
k=0

p-lim n(f‘ttlf‘t,l);kl = (Q<1);; = O(1). Therefore, it follows that p-limsup |a;;| = O(1). Hence

n—r oo n—r oo

. 1 . 1. . 1 5 =
P‘}IlglfouP WHWHZ < P-}llglfoup WHQ lle + p'}lll_)nfoup WHPt—ﬂl e

t—1
<0u+pmMpZQ%|wmm>

n—r oo

=0(1),
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where the last two inequalities follow from A;(k), k < ¢ combined with p-limsup |a,;| = O(1). Fur-
n—00
thermore, we have

. 1
p-limsup 77 [Dwl, = p-limsup —7 <Z|21| |W1|e>
< pili 2ol ]
= prmeup g 1l il
:()7

where the last line follows from p-limsup 1/,5 [lwl]ls = O(1) and the fact that max;<i<p, |2:] = ©(y/log(n)/+/n)

n—oo

with probability 1 — n~®(). Putting everything together in (5.12) yields

i ! L [wls 1 ol )
P-lllglfoup nl/f““Hf < phmsup SV llglle + phmsup 37 \/_Hw|\g+ phmsup 1/13HDW||£
= p-limsup H H2 Hgnf + p-limsu @ HWH@

sSup
n—00 \/ﬁ nt/t —00 \/ﬁ nt/t’

= 0O(1), p-limsup ” ”f = O(1) from previous arguments. Moreover, p-limsup

n—r oo n—oo n—oo

0, and by virtue of CLT we have % = O(1). Henceforth p-limsup ﬁ”vlﬂg < O(1). Which ends
n—oo

||WH2 Iqol

note that p-limsup

the analysis of ||v1||.

. We now deal with v, similarly to the term v;. Specifically, let w £ 15#- 1t

ve =P, 4 ((X +D)w — DW)

=Py ((|wll2/vn)g + gow/v/n — Dw)
= (|wl2/v/n)P:—1g — P;_1Dw,

where we used 15,5_1w = 0 in the last line as w = f’f‘_lflt. From the analysis of vy, we have
p-limsup ||wl|2/+/n = O(1). Furthermore
n— o0

t—1
N 1 o
P 1g= % Zgjqj,
3=0

where (go, ..., Gt-1)|p, |, = N( (F] ,F;_1/n)~'). By the induction hypothesis A;(j),j < t, we have
p-limsup ||’ ||¢/n"/¢ = O(1). Therefore
n—oo

o) t—1
p—}lii?foup 1/2 IPi1glle < p- hmsup Z 1951

A
5
T
=
w0
=
S
o
=

n— 00 \/ﬁ
= ()7

where the last line follows from noting that E[||g|3|Fi—1] = Tr((F,_;Fi_1/n)"") —noe Tr(QZ}),
which is bounded, then combining the latter with Markov inequality. Therefore a

. 1 .
p-limsup ——[|v2|l¢ < p-limsup . gHPt 1Dw||,.
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Note that

i—1
P Dw=> a;&, ay2) (FL,F1); (@ Dw).
j k=0
As shown in the analysis of vi, it suffices to show |a;;| = O(1) to show p-limsup ﬁﬂf’t,lDwHE =
n—oo
O(1). We have

atjzti(]?t Fo/n);) <3_ ]\)/V_V>

k=0
As shown above (F:_lf‘t,l/n);kl = O(1), and by the induction hypothesis p-limsup ||q*|2/v/n =
n—oo
O(1), and as shown in the analysis of vi, we have p-limsup IDwll2/+/n = 0. Tt follows that

p-limsup |a; ;| = 0. Henceforth, we have p-limsup 1/2 ||Pt 1DW||[ = 0, which readily yields p-limsup 1/,5 [Ilvalle =
n—oo n—oo n—oo

O(1).
. We now deal with v3. We have

t

phmsup 1/ZHV3Hg< phrnsup E |btj| 1/Z||01] e
— 00
j=1

We have |b;j| = O(1), and by the inductive hypothesis p-limsup n'/¢||¢@’~'||, = O(1), therefore

n—oo

p- hmsup nl/@ [[valle = O(1).

. We next deal with v4. Let U, 2 [0).. Ja**1] and Ry, 2 [0[F!]...]7%], and Y}, = Uy + Ry, for k > 0.
Note that XF,_; = Y,_;. Introduce b* 2 (F, | F, ;) 'F, q' € R. We have
vy =Pt XP, ,q
= (I = P—1)XP, 1§’
= (I, — Pr1)XFyy (F Fen) ' FL 00
=Y; 1b' —P;_1Y; ;b
= Via,q + Vap-

Using similar arguments to previous ones, we have p-limsup ||b'|| = O(1). Furthermore, it follows
n—r oo

from the inductive hypothesis A; (j),j < ¢ that p-limsup —~|[a’|, = O(1) and p-limsup — [|7||, =
n—o00 n—00
O(1) for all j < ¢. Therefore

t
1 1 . _
-1i — < p-li t - a’ #i—1
p-limsup —77[|vaalle < p-limsup ||b Hooj; —7z (187l + 157" 1e)

= 0(1).

We next bound vy ;. Note that
t . ~ ~ ~ ~
Vip =S h@ (b, he) = (BT o) B Y b

Using the inductive hypothesis, we show similarly p-lim maxi<;<¢|h;| = O(1), we then conclude using
n—oo

p-limsup —L[|q7[le = O(1) that p-limsup —||vap|| = O(1). Which ends the analysis of v4.
n—00 n—00
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5. The analysis of vy is similar to v4. Indeed, note that

It suffices then to recall p-limsup |[n(F] Fi_1) ! = O(1), and use the inductive hypothesis

n—00

Ai1(j),j <t to show p- hmsup 1Y, 14! ]lc = O(1), then conclude that p-limsup ||vs]||¢/n/* = O(1).
n—oo

This ends the proof of A; (¢t + 1). We next show A (¢t + 1). We have

AN

t t
1 ~t+1 t+1 t 7 1 1—1 7 1 ~7—1 1—1
%Hu —u g < ||X||op\/—|| —q'l2 +j;|bt,j —bt,j|%|\qj ll2 +j§|bt,j|ﬁ||qj -9 72
é a1 + as + as.

1. We first deal with a;. We have ||X|lop < ©(1) with probability 1 — exp(—©(n)). Therefore we have
whp

1 .
a; < O(l)ﬁﬂqt —q']|2.

Denote s; = (u?,...,ul) and §; = (@2, ..., a!), so that

SRR

n

- a3 = - D0 ) ' (s0)”

i=1
Since ¢! is polynomial, it belongs to PL(m) for some m > 0. Therefore

1 n _ O n _ — — ~
- Y (@) = d'(s0)* < - Dol lsills 218 — sl
i=1 =1

C - 1~
§g2(1+||5i|\2+|\5i||2)2 Y8 — silla

i=1
Lo /2 /oy 1/2
(5 Z (1 +[[8ill2 + |Si|2)4m2> <Z 8 — Sz‘||§>
- e 2
- (% 1+l + |sz-|2>4m-2> Z s - w3
i=1 j=1
Using the inductive hypothesis A3(j),j < ¢, we have p-limsup (Z;Zl L — /|3 ) = 0. More-

n—oo

over, using A;(j),j < t, we have p-limsup (L S0 (14|82 + [Isi]l2)*™2)"/* = O(1). Henceforth
n—oo

n

p-lim L3 (¢'(8;) — ¢'(si))* = 0, which yields p-limsup a; = 0.

n—oo n—00

2. We now deal with ay. From the inductive hypothesis A;(¢), we have p-limsup —= ||q l2 = O(1), and

— n—oo
by Proposition 5.1 we have p-limsup b;; = b;;. Therefore p-limsup as = 0.
n— 00 n—oo

3. The term ag is dealt with identically to a; and as.
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This concludes the proof of As(t + 1). It remains to prove As(t + 1), which we do next. Let ¢ € PL(m),
and use the same notations above. Then

n n

T SUICHRED STCH

n

C 5 111~
< g2(1+|\si|\2+||si||2) YIS — silla
=1

<o |

" 1/2
1 5 . 1. . )
=C (ﬁ Z(1+||Si|\2+|\si||2)2 2) ZEHUJ —u’|3
=1

j=1

n

n 1/2 ) 1/2
>+ sl + |sz-||2>2m-2> (Z o I)
i=1

3|}—‘

i=1
1/2

Using the same arguments as in the proof of A3 (t+1), we conclude that p-limsup ’% Sraw(s) - 23, w(si)’ =
n—oo

0. Which ends the proof of A3(t + 1), and concludes the proof of Proposition 5.12.
O

We now turn to the proof of Proposition 5.5. Let QAMP be the covariance matrix associated with the
TAMP algorithm in [ ]. Let v,v as in (5.2), (5.3) and let their associated iterates be uf,uf, and let
Q be the covariance matrix of the AMP iterates a!. In order to apply Proposition 5.9, on the iterates
ut,at, we first need to verify (5.8) for Q, which we do next. Property (5.9) is shown to hold for QAMP
in [ ], as the matrix Q"MF is diagonal with positive diagonal terms bounded above and below by
constants. Moreover, it is shown in [I523](Claim B.5) that ||Q<; — QIAMPHHO can be taken arbitrarily small
for any t € [T] and fixed number of iterations 7'. Hence, taking sup,<r Q< — QYMP||,, small enough, the

matrix Q satisfies (5.8). We then have

A~ Lg/s] N N - ~
HV_VH2 < \/5 : Hqt(uoa"'aut)_qt(uov"'vut)HQ

Following the notations in the proof of Proposition 5.9, denote by ' the vector ¢'(d°,...,a’), and let
§; = (WY, ...,al). Let t € [|g/d]]. Since ¢' is a polynomial with constant degree and coefficients, we have

1) K3

qt € PL(m) for some constant m > 0. We then have

lg"(@°,...,a") — ¢'(@’ ..., u")|3

C ) . e .
< EZ(“F [8ill2 + [15:ll2)™ M8 — il

Lo 12 , . . 1/2
= (1+ s Sil[2)*™ 2 —|18i — 8413
(n D+ [Bill2 + [18:]12) ) (Z I8 =8 ||2>

i=1 =1

Applying A1 (), A2(4),j <t from Proposition 5.9 to the above yields

la' (80, .. 0) = g'(8°, . 83 _

1/2
. /

n 1/2

. . — ...
St lall sl ) (3w - 0
=1

Jj=1

3|}—‘

p-lim

n—00 n

and therefore

N\

n— 00 \/ﬁ

which ends the proof of Proposition 5.5.
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