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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
Erdös-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 [EMS23]. 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.
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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(σσσ,X)
which is a function of decision variables σσσ and random input X distributed according to some distribution
F , say Gaussian, the value maxσσσH(σσσ,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×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 alsoH(σσσ,X) = σσσTXσσσ, where σσσ ranges in {±1}n. The associated
ground state value is then defined as 1

2n maxσσσ σσσ
TXσσσ which is known to converge to some limit P∗ called the

Parisi constant [Par79],[Tal06],[Pan13], with high probability (whp) as n → ∞. 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 1

β log
(∑

σσσ exp(βσσσ
TXσσσ)

)
, which approximates the max function

for large β. Lindeberg’s method is based on interpolating between two distributions entry by entry of X and
using 2nd order Taylor approximation, see for example [Cha06].

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 Yij = 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 Erdös-Rényi
graph G(n, d/n). To match the mean and variance, one considers instead Ŷ with

Ŷij = − 1
√

d(1 − d
n )

(

Yij −
d

n

)

. (1.1)

It is known [AMS17] and [Sen18] that in this case

p-lim
d→∞,n→∞

max
σσσ

σσσT Ŷσσσ = P∗ (1.2)

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

maximize
∑

(i,j)∈E

1− σσσiσσσj
2

subject to σσσ ∈ {+1,−1}n.
(1.3)
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We note that the objective function above is |E|/2 − (1/4)H(σσσ,Y). The Max-Cut problem can then be
reformulated as

maximize
|E|
2

− 1

4
H(σσσ,Y)

subject to σσσ ∈ {+1,−1}n.
(1.4)

Namely Max-Cut is equivalent to minimizing the Hamiltonian H(·,Y) over {±1}n. 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))
n

=
d

4
+ P∗

√

d

4
+ od(

√
d).

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 σALG(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(σALG(Y)) ≈ H(σALG(X)) ? (1.5)

In particular is σALG(Y) near optimal when σALG(X) is? An evidence supporting this conjecture is found
in [EMS23]. Specifically, there the authors adopt the algorithm first developed in [Mon21] 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 [Fen22].
In [EMS23] the authors reproduce the AMP scheme and prove that the output of their algorithm is near
optimum as well in the double limit n → ∞, d → ∞. 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 [Bas22]. 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 [Mon22],[IS23], 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 [EMS23] 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

Ŷij =
Yij− d

n−1
√

nd
n−1 (1− d

n−1 )
, these terms are no longer independent which creates difficulties in bounding moments

E[
∏

(i,j)∈S Ŷij ] 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 [BMLM15]. However this was established for a simpler setting of the AMP than the one appearing
in [EMS23], 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) [Bas22]. This was achieved by a direct
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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 [AM23].

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 [MOO10] 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 [MOO10] to the more
challenging n-dependent distributional setting. Finally, a reference loosely related to algorithmic universal-
ity is [Dei14], 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

n×n → {±1}n constructed as follows. One fixes a vector
p = (pi, i ∈ [n]) of n multi-variable polynomials pi, i ∈ [n] in variables xij , 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ n. The degree
∆ = ∆(p) of this polynomial is the largest size (the number of terms) of its monomials. Let x = (xij , 1 ≤
i < j ≤ n). The vector p induces a mapping R

n×n → R
n via x → p(x) = (pi(x), 1 ≤ i ≤ n).

The projection R
n → {±1}n 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 σ(ALG(p),x). We say that p is a low degree (LDP) connected tree-based polynomial if (a) ∆
is bounded by n-independent constant, (b) the degree of every variable xij in every monomial is at most 2,
and (c) the graphs on the node set [n] induced by the monomials in pi, i ∈ [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

n→∞
, p-lim
d→∞,n→∞

convergence in probability.

Theorem 1.1. [Informal] Let X = (Xij , 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 variables with P(Yij = 1) = d/n,P(Yij = 0) = 1 − d/n,

and define Ŷ = (Ŷij , 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n) as in (1.1). Let p be a connected tree-based LDP. Suppose

p-lim
n→∞

1

2n
σ(ALG(p),X)⊤Xσ(ALG(p),X) ≥ P ,

for some constant P. Then also

p-lim
d→∞,n→∞

1

2n
σ(ALG(p), Ŷ)⊤Ŷσ(ALG(p), Ŷ) ≥ P .

The next result states that roughly speaking connected tree-based LDP achieve near optimality value
P∗.

Theorem 1.2. [Informal] For every ǫ > 0 there exists a connected tree-based LDP such that

p-lim
n→∞

1

2n
σ(ALG(p),X)⊤Xσ(ALG(p),X) ≥ P∗ − ǫ,

where X is as in Theorem 1.1.

Combining these two results we obtain

Corollary 1.3. For every ǫ > 0 there exists a connected tree-based LDP such that

p-lim
d→∞,n→∞

1

2n
σ(ALG(p), Ŷ)⊤Ŷσ(ALG(p), Ŷ) ≥ P∗ − ǫ,

where Ŷ is as in Theorem 1.1. In particular there exists a LDP-based algorithm which solves the Max-Cut
problem for G(n, d/n) near optimally as n and d increase. Namely, if Ŷ is the normalized adjacency matrix

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

p-lim
d→∞,n→∞

CUT(σ(ALG(p), Ŷ))

n
≥ d

4
+ (P∗ − ǫ)

√

d

4
.
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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]n. 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]n 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]n. 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(σσσ,X) = σσσTXσσσ, in fact our proof technique applies to a broader set of objectives, so long that they can be
written as polynomials in σσσ 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 [Mon22],[IS23].
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≥0, and let [0, n] = {0} ∪ [n]. For ∆ ≥ 0, i ∈ [n] we denote by T , T≤∆, T i

≤∆

the set of trees on [n], the set of trees with at most ∆ edges, and the set of rooted trees at i with at most
∆ edges, respectively. Given (i, j) ∈ [n]2, we denote by [ij] the elementary matrix Eij ∈ R

n×n, i.e the n× n
matrix with 1 at entry (i, j) and 0 elsewhere. We write k|ααα for k ∈ Z≥0,ααα ∈ Z

n×n
≥0 if and only if k is a divisor

of αααij + αααji for all 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n. We denote by max(ααα) the maximum of αααij + αααji, 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n. We let
Supp(ααα) denote the support of ααα, namely set of pairs (i, j) with αααi,j > 0. Given ααα ∈ Zn×n≥0 we denote by Xααα

the monomial
∏

1≤i<j≤nX
αααij

ij .
We use the notation p-lim to denote convergence in probability. The asymptotic notations o(.), O(.), ω(.),

and Ω(.) 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 õ(.), Õ(.), ω̃(.), Ω̃(.) to hide polylog asymptotic terms in d. We use
. to hide polylog asymptotic terms in d in inequalities. We write an,d ∼ bn,d if an,d = (1 + o(1))bn,d. We
denote by ‖‖p, p ≥ 0 the usual ℓp norms, by ‖‖fro the Frobenius norm, by ‖‖op the operator norm, and by
d(z,K) the ℓ2 distance between z and the set K, whenever K 6= ∅.

Given a random variable X with distribution D, we write X
d
= D. We denote by GOE(n) the distribution

on n× n symmetric matrices X where Xij = Xji are independent and identically distributed as N (0, 1
n ) 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(Yij = 1) = d/n, P(Yij = 0) = 1− d/n, i.i.d. across 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n. When Ŷ is defined via

(1.1) we also write Ĝ(n, d/n) for the distribution of Ŷ. 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 Ĝ(n, d/n) and Y to denote Ŷ.

Given m ∈ Z≥0, we denote by Cm(D,R) the set of m-times continuously differentiable functions from D
to R . Given a differentiable function f ∈ Cm(D,R) and k ∈ [m] we denote by f (k) the k-th derivative of f .
Given ℓ ∈ Z≥0, we say that a function f : Rk → R is pseudo-Lipschitz of order ℓ (and write f ∈ PL(ℓ)) if
|f(x)− f(y)| ≤ C(1 + ‖x‖ℓ−1

2 + ‖y‖ℓ−1
2 )‖x− y‖2 for all x,y ∈ R

k.
For any matrix X ∈ R

n×n and vector x ∈ R
n, we define σ(x,X) ∈ {±1}n as follows. First set x′ =

(x′
i, i ∈ [n]) via x′

i = min(1,max(−1,xi)). Then obtain x′′ = σ(x,X) by sequentially replacing x′
i ∈ (−1, 1)
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by x′′
i = ±1 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

n×n we denote by R[X]≤∆ the set of multivariate polynomials in
{Xij , 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n} with degree at most ∆ and denote the degree of a polynomial p by Deg(p). When ∆
is constant independent of n, we refer to these polynomials with the abbreviation LDP. We denote by Un×n
the set of strictly upper triangluar matrices in Z

n×n
≥0 and introduce

Un×n1 , {ααα ∈ Un×n|αααij = 1, for some 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n},
Un×n∗ , {ααα ∈ Un×n|αααij 6= 1, for all 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n},

(2.1)

so that Un×n = Un×n1 ∪Un×n∗ . To each polynomial p in X we associate its coefficients cp,ααααααααα,ααα ∈ Un×n so that

p(X) =
∑

ααα∈Un×n

cp,αααX
ααα.

Note that the degree of p is given by max ‖ααα‖1, where the maximum is over ααα such that cp,ααα 6= 0. Thus
p ∈ R[X]≤∆ if ‖ααα‖1 ≤ ∆ for all ααα such that cp,ααα 6= 0. Define

‖p‖ , max
ααα∈Un×n

|cp,ααα|.

Each ααα ∈ Un×n is associated with a graph Gααα = (Vααα, Eααα) which we call a factor graph as follows

Vααα , {k ∈ [n]|∃j ∈ [n] \ {k}, αααkj +αααjk > 0},
Eααα , {(i, j) ∈ [n]2|i 6= j, αααij +αααji > 0}.

(2.2)

We say that Xααα is connected if Gααα is a connected graph and write ααα ∈ C. For a LDP p ∈ R[X]≤∆, we say
that p is connected if for all ααα, cp,ααα = 0 when Xααα is not connected. For k ∈ [n] we write k ∈ p when k ∈ Vααα
for all ααα such that cp,ααα 6= 0. The constant monomial associated with ααα = 0

Z
n×n
≥0

is assumed to be connected,

and k ∈ Vααα is assumed for all k ∈ [n].
Given ααα ∈ Un×n, we say that Xααα is a tree and write ααα ∈ T if Gααα is a tree. Given an LDP p ∈ R[X]≤∆

we say that p is a tree if its coefficients cp,ααα are null when Xααα 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 ⊂ [n], we use the slightly
abused notation S ⊂ ααα when S ⊂ Vααα. If every monomial Xααα in p with non-zero cp,ααα satisfies S ⊂ Vααα, then
we write S ⊂ p. Introduce the sets

Tn,2,∆ , {ααα ∈ Un×n|ααα ∈ T ,max(ααα) ≤ 2, ‖ααα‖1 ≤ ∆},
Cn,2,∆ , {ααα ∈ Un×n|ααα ∈ C,max(ααα) ≤ 2, ‖ααα‖1 ≤ ∆}.

We define pTr as the restriction of p to monomials Xααα with ααα ∈ Tn,2,Deg(p), i.e.

pTr(X) ,
∑

ααα∈Tn,2,∆

cp,αX
ααα.

We write p ∈ Tn,2,∆ if ααα ∈ Tn,2,∆ whenever cp,ααα 6= 0. By definition pTr ∈ Tn,2,Deg(p) for every polynomial p.
We will use the notations Tn,2, Cn,2 when the constant ∆ is clear from context. We note that for any LDP
p ∈ R[X ]≤∆, the projection pTr can be computed in nO(∆) time complexity.

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

6



Theorem 2.1. Suppose X
d
= GOE(n), Y

d
= G(n, d/n), and ∆ > 0. Suppose an n-sequence of vectors of

polynomials p = (pi, i ∈ [n]) is such that pi ∈ Tn,2,∆, ‖pi‖ ≤ c(∆) for some constant c(∆), and i ∈ pi for all
i ∈ [n]. Suppose furthermore

p-lim
n→∞

1

2n
p(X)⊤Xp(X) ≥ P , (2.3)

p-lim
n→∞

d(p(X), [−1, 1]n)√
n

= 0. (2.4)

for some constant P. Then

p-lim
d→∞,n→∞

1

2n
p(Y)⊤Yp(Y) ≥ P , (2.5)

p-lim
d→∞,n→∞

d(p(Y), [−1, 1]n)√
n

= 0. (2.6)

Furthermore

p-lim
n→∞

1

2n
σ(p(Y),Y)⊤Yσ(p(Y),Y) ≥ P . (2.7)

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 [Mon19] (namely, we consider the setting where the denoisers do not
depend on y), which we restate here. Consider a sequence of denoisers functions f t : Rt+1 → R and an
initialization u0 ∈ R

n. The AMP iteration is given by

ut+1 = Xf t(u0, ...,ut)−
t∑

j=1

bt,jf
j−1(u0, ...,uj−1),

bt,j =
1

n

n∑

i=1

∂f t

∂uji
(u0
i , ...,u

t
i),

(2.8)

where f j = 0 for j < 0. Here f t(u1, . . . ,ut) is applied coordinate-wise . The AMP iterations satisfy a certain
state evolution property formulated in terms of the centered Gaussian process (Uj), j ≥ 1 with covariance
specified recursively as Q = (Qkj)k,j≥1 with

Qk+1,j+1 = E[fk(U0, ..., Uk)f
j(U0, ..., Uj)], ∀k, j ≥ 0. (2.9)

The output of the AMP is σ(v,X), where v is defined by

v =
√
δ

⌊q̄/δ⌋
∑

k=1

fk(u0, ...,uk), (2.10)

where δ, q̄ are constant parameters driving the optimality gap, and the number of iterations of the AMP
satisfies T ≥ ⌊q̄/δ⌋. The main result of [Mon19] asserts the near optimality of this algorithm for appropriate
choice of denoisers f t. Specifically, it asserts the existence for any ǫ > 0 of the denoisers f t and parameters
q̄, δ, so that whp

1

2n
v⊤Xv ≥ P∗ − ǫ, (2.11)

d(v, [−1, 1]n)√
n

≤ ǫ. (2.12)

This version of AMP is called Incremental AMP which for the remainder of this paper, we call IAMP.
Naturally, the IAMP algorithm depends on the parameter ǫ > 0. This dependency will be clear from context
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whenever we refer to IAMP. We will show that the output v of IAMP 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 ǫ > 0, T , consider a sequence of denoisers f t, t ∈ [T ] satisfying,

1. There exists a constant L s.t f t are L-Lipschitz.

2. f t have weak derivatives that are either Pseudo-Lipschitz or indicators.

3. The covariance matrix Q≤t defined in (2.9) satisfies Q≤t � It and ‖Q≤t‖∞ ≤ 2 for all t ∈ [T ].

Suppose there exists a constant M > 0 independent of n such that ‖u0‖∞ ≤ M whp. Then there exists
constants ∆ = ∆(ǫ, T ), c = c(ǫ, T ), and a sequence p = (pi, i ∈ [n]), pi ∈ Tn,2,∆, such that whp

‖v− p(X)‖2√
n

≤ ǫ

|v⊤Xv − p(X)⊤Xp(X)|
n

≤ ǫ,

and p satisfy ∀i ∈ [n], i ∈ pi and ‖pi‖ ≤ c.
As a result, for every ǫ > 0 there exists ∆ and a sequence p = (pi, i ∈ [n]), pi ∈ Tn,2,∆ such that whp

1

2n
p(X)⊤Xp(X) ≥ P∗ − ǫ,

d(p(X), [−1, 1]n)√
n

≤ ǫ.

We will show that IAMP in [Mon19] 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.

Corollary 2.3. For every ǫ > 0 there exists a sequence p = (pi, i ∈ [n]), pi ∈ Tn,2,∆ such that

p-lim
d→∞,n→∞

1

2n
σ(p(Y),Y)⊤Yσ(p(Y),Y) ≥ P∗ − ǫ.

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 (Faà di Bruno [Arb]). Let g ∈ Cm(Dg,R), f ∈ Cm(Df ,R) be m-times differentiable scalar
functions with Im(g) ⊂ Df , and let w(z) = f(g(z)). The following holds for all z ∈ Dg and k ≤ m

w(k)(z) =
∑

ℓ1+2ℓ2+...+kℓk=k
ℓ1,...,ℓk≥0

k!

ℓ1!...ℓk!
· f ℓ1+...+ℓk(g(z)) ·

k∏

j=1

(
g(j)(z)

j!

)ℓj

.

From Lemma 3.1 we obtain the following corollary.
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Corollary 3.2. In the setting of Lemma 3.1 with m ≥ 4, we have the following

w(1)(z) = g(1)(z) · f (1)((g(z))),

w(2)(z) = (g(1)(z))2 · f (2)((g(z))) + g(2)(z) · f (1)((g(z))),

w(3)(z) = (g(1)(z))3 · f (3)((g(z))) + 3g(1)(z) · g(2)(z) · f (2)((g(z))) + g(3)(z) · f (1)(g(z)),

w(4)(z) = (g(1)(z))4 · f (4)(g(z)) + 6(g(1)(z))2 · g(2)(z) · f (3)(g(z))

+ (4g(1)(z) · g(3)(z) + 3(g(2)(z))2) · f (2)(g(z)) + g(4)(z) · f (1)(g(z)).

In particular, if g : R → R>0 and f : x 7→ √
x, we have the following

w(1) =
g(1)

2
√
g
,

w(2) =
g(2)

2
√
g
− (g(1))2

4g
3
2

,

w(3) =
g(3)

2
√
g
− 3

4

g(1)g(2)

g
3
2

+
3

8

(g(1))3

g
5
2

,

w(4) =
g(4)

2
√
g
− g(1)g(3)

g
3
2

− 3

4

(g(2))2

g
3
2

+
9

4

(g(1))2g(2)

g
5
2

− 15

16

(g(1))4

g
7
2

.

Lemma 3.3. Given a, b ∈ R let

φ : R → R, z 7→ ez

1 + ez
,

ψa,b : R → R, z 7→ φ (az − b) ,

πa : R → R, z 7→ log(1 + ea(x−1)) + log(1 + ea(−x−1))

a
.

Then

1. ψa,b is |a|−Lipschitz,

2. ‖ψ(j)
a,b‖∞ ≤ |a|j , ∀j ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4},

3. ∀a > 0, supz∈R
|d(z, [−1, 1])− πa(z)| ≤ 2

a ,

4. ‖π(j)
a ‖∞ ≤ 2|a|j−1, ∀j ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4},

5. ∀z ≥ 0, πa(z) ≥ 1
2aea ,

6. If a ≥ 2 then ∀z ≥ 0, πa(z) ≤ z2 + 1.

Proof. The first four derivatives of φ are

φ(1)(z) =
ez

(1 + ez)2
,

φ(2)(z) =
ez(1− ez)

(1 + ez)3
,

φ(3)(z) =
ez(−4ez + e2z + 1)

(1 + ez)4
,

φ(4)(z) = −e
z(11ez − 11e2z + e3z − 1)

(ez + 1)5
.

In particular, elementary calculus yields ‖φ(j)‖∞ ≤ 1 for j ≤ 4.
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1. The first claim follows from noting that ψ
(1)
a,b(z) = aφ(1)(az − b), and thus ‖ψ(1)

a,b‖∞ ≤ |a|.

2. The second claim follows from ψ(j)(z) = ajφ(j)(az− b) combined with the previous bounds on ‖φ(j)‖∞
for j ≤ 4.

3. We first note that πa is symmetric, and thus we only need to bound |d(z, [−1, 1])− πa(z)| for z ≥ 0. If
z ∈ [0, 1], then

|πa(z)− d(z, [−1, 1])| = |πa(z)| ≤
log 2 + log(1 + e−a)

a
≤ 2

a
.

If z > 1, then

|πa(z)− d(z, [−1, 1])| =
∣
∣
∣
∣

log(1 + ea(−z−1)) + log(1 + ea(z−1))

a
− (z − 1)

∣
∣
∣
∣

≤
∣
∣
∣
∣

log(1 + ea(−z−1))

a

∣
∣
∣
∣
+

∣
∣
∣
∣

log(1 + ea(z−1))− a(z − 1)

a

∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ log 2

a
+

log(e−a(z−1) + 1)

a

≤ 2 log 2

a

≤ 2

a
.

Therefore supz∈R
|d(z, [−1, 1])− πa(z)| ≤ 2

a .

4. Let ξ(z) , log(1 + ez) and note that ξ(j) = φ(j−1) for j ≥ 1, and πa(z) = ξ(a(−z−1))+ξ(a(z−1))
a . We

then have for j ∈ [4],

|π(j)
a (z)| ≤ |aj−1ξ(j)(a(−z − 1))|+ |aj−1ξ(j)(a(z − 1))| ≤ 2|a|j−1‖φ(j−1)‖∞ ≤ 2|a|j−1,

which yields the result of the claim.

5. Let z ≥ 0, then

πa(z) ≥
log(1 + ea(z−1))

a
≥ log(1 + e−a)

a
≥ e−a

2a
,

where the last inequality follows from noting that log(1 + e−x) ≥ e−x/2, ∀x ≥ 0. Indeed, the

function x 7→ log(1 + e−x) − e−x/2 has derivative e−x−1
2(1+ex) ≤ 0, thus it is non-increasing. Since the

latter function has limit 0 at x → +∞ it remains nonnegative on R+, which yields the inequality
log(1 + e−x) ≥ e−x/2, ∀x ≥ 0. The case z < 0 is immediate by symmetry of πa.

6. By item (3) πa is a 2/a−uniform approximation of z 7→ d(z, [−1, 1]) = (|z| − 1)+. Therefore, if |z| ≤ 1
then |πa(z)| ≤ 2

a ≤ 1, and if |z| > 1 then

|πa(z)| ≤
2

a
+ (|z| − 1)+ =

2

a
+ |z| − 1 ≤ |z|2.

Combining both cases yields |πa(z)| ≤ |z|2 + 1 for all z ∈ R.

Lemma 3.4. Let x ∈ R
n and ψ β1√

n
,c
, πβ2 as in Lemma 3.3 with β1, β2 > 0 and c ∈ R. Then

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

ψ β1√
n
,c
(d(x, [−1, 1]n))− ψ β1√

n
,c





√
√
√
√

n∑

i=1

πβ2(xi)
2





∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ 2β1
β2

.
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Proof. By Lemma 3.3 we have that ψ β1√
n
,c
is β1√

n
−Lipschitz. Therefore

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

ψ β1√
n
,c
(d(x, [−1, 1]n))− ψ β1√

n
,c





√
√
√
√

n∑

i=1

πβ2(xi)
2





∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ β1√
n

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

√
√
√
√

n∑

i=1

d(xi, [−1, 1])2 −

√
√
√
√

n∑

i=1

πβ2(xi)
2

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ β1√
n

∑n
i=1 |d(xi, [−1, 1])− πβ2(xi)|(d(xi, [−1, 1]) + πβ2(xi))

√∑n
i=1 d(xi, [−1, 1])2 +

√∑n
i=1 πβ2(xi)

2

≤ β1√
n
sup
z∈R

|d(z, [−1, 1]− πβ2(z))|
∑n
i=1 d(xi, [−1, 1]) + πβ2(xi)

√∑n
i=1 d(xi, [−1, 1])2 +

√∑n
i=1 πβ2(xi)

2

≤ β1√
n
sup
z∈R

|d(z, [−1, 1]− πβ2(z))|
√
n (3.1)

=
2β1
β2

, (3.2)

where (3.1) follows from Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and (3.2) from part 3 of Lemma 3.3.

Lemma 3.5. Let X ∈ R
n×n, p ∈ R[X]≤∆1 and q ∈ R[X]≤∆2 , Then

‖pq‖ ≤ 2∆1+∆2‖p‖‖q‖.

Proof. For ααα ∈ Un×n with cpq,ααα 6= 0, the coefficient of the monomial Xα in pq is given by

cpq,ααα =
∑

ααα1,ααα2∈Un×n

ααα1+ααα2=ααα

cp,ααα1cq,ααα2 .

Each of the summands has absolute value bounded by ‖p‖‖q‖. Since the degree of pq is at most ∆1 + ∆2

we have ‖ααα‖1 ≤ ∆1 + ∆2, therefore the number of pairs (ααα1,ααα2) ∈ (Un×n)2 summing to ααα is bounded by
2‖ααα‖1 ≤ 2∆1+∆2 .

Lemma 3.6. Let X ∈ R
n×n and let pi ∈ R[X]≤∆i , i = 1, ...,m. Suppose pi are connected and cpi,0Rn×n = 0

(i.e. p(0Rn×n) = 0) for all i ∈ [m]. Assume there exists subsets Si ⊂ [n], i = 1, ...,m such that

1. ∀i ∈ [m], Si ⊂ pi.

2. For all j ∈ [m] and 1 ≤ k1 < ... < kj ≤ m, |Sk1 ∪ ... ∪ Skj | ≥ cjγ , where c, γ are positive constants.

Then ∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

m∑

i=1

pi

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
≤
(
1 + maxi∈[m] ∆i

c

) 1
γ

max
i∈[m]

‖pi‖.

Proof. For ααα ∈ Un×n, the coefficient of the monomial Xααα in s(X) ,
∑m

i=1 pi(X) is given by

cs,ααα =
∑

i∈[m]

cpi,ααα.

Each of the summands has absolute value bounded by maxi∈[m] ‖pi‖. If cpi,ααα 6= 0 then Si ⊂ Vααα. Let

I , {i ∈ [m]|cpi,ααα 6= 0}. Then ∀i ∈ I, Si ⊂ Vααα, and thus ∪i∈ISi ⊂ Vααα, which implies

|Vααα| ≥ | ∪i∈I Si| ≥ c|I|γ ,
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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 |Vααα| ≤ 1 + maxi∈[m] ∆i. We obtain

|I| ≤
(
1 + maxi∈[m] ∆i

c

) 1
γ

.

Henceforth

|cs,ααα| ≤ |I|max
i∈[m]

‖pi‖ ≤
(
1 + maxi∈[m] ∆i

c

) 1
γ

max
i∈[m]

‖pi‖,

which concludes the proof.

Lemma 3.7. Suppose β ≥ 1, u, a, b ∈ R, v(z) = u+ za+ z2b and

k(z) = πβ(v(z))
2,

where πβ is given in Lemma 3.3. There exists a universal constant c such that for all j ∈ [4], and |z∗| ≤ z
it holds

|k(j)(z∗)| ≤ cβ3
∑

j1,j2,j3,j4≤4+j
j2+j3≥⌈j/2⌉

|z|j1 |ai|j2 |bi|j3 |ui|j4 .

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

∀j ∈ [4], ‖π(j)‖∞ ≤ 2βj−1, (3.3)

∀z ∈ R, |π(z)| ≤ z2 + 1. (3.4)

We have

k(1)(z) = 2(ai + 2zbi)π
(1)(vi(z)) · π(vi(z)).

Using (3.3), (3.4), and |z∗| ≤ |z|, we have

|k(1)(z∗)| ≤ 8 (|ai|+ |z||bi|) (vi(z∗)2 + 1). (3.5)

Using |z∗| ≤ z it follows

(v(z∗))2 = u2 + (z∗)2a2 + (z∗)4b2 + 2z∗ua+ 2(z∗)2bu+ 2(z∗)3ba,

≤ 2
(
u2 + z2a2 + z4b2 + |z||u||a|+ z2|b||u|+ |z|3|b||a|

)
. (3.6)

Plugging (3.6) in (3.5) and expanding yields

|k(1)(z∗)| ≤ c
∑

j1,j2,j3,j4≤5
j2+j3≥1

|z|j1 |a|j2 |b|j3 |u|j4 ,

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(2)(z) = 4bπ(1)(v(z))π(v(z)) + 2(a+ 2zb)2
[

π(2)(v(z))π(v(z)) + π(1)(v(z))2
]

,

k(3)(z) = 12b(a+ 2zb)
[

π(2)(v(z))π(v(z)) + π(1)(v(z))2
]

+ 2(a+ 2zb)3
[

π(3)(v(z))π(v(z)) + 3π(2)(v(z))π(1)(v(z))
]

,

k(4)(z) = 24b2
[

π(2)(v(z))π(v(z)) + π(1)(v(z))2
]

+ 12b(a+ 2zb)2
[

2π(3)(v(z))π(v(z)) + 6π(1)(v(z))π(2)(v(z))
]

+ 2(a+ 2zb)4
[

π(4)(v(z))π(v(z)) + 4π(3)(v(z))π(1)(v(z)) + 3π(2)(v(z))2
]

.
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3.2 Probabilistic properties of LDP

We now establish some preliminary properties of LDP, including some probabilistic bounds.

Lemma 3.8. Let X ∈ R
n, p, q ∈ R[X]. Then

• (p+ q)Tr = pTr + qTr.

• If r ∈ {p, q} is connected and satisfies rTr = 0 then (pq)Tr = 0.

Proof. The first property is straightforward from the definition of projection into Tn,2. For the second assume
without loss of generality r = p, i.e p is connected and pTr = 0. Assume that c(pq)Tr,ααα 6= 0 for some ααα ∈ Tn,2.
Since c(pq)Tr,ααα =

∑
ααα1,ααα2

ααα1+ααα2=ααα
cp,ααα1cq,ααα2 , there must exist ααα1,ααα2 such that ααα1 + ααα2 = ααα, cp,ααα1 6= 0, cq,ααα2 6= 0.

Since pTr = 0, it follows that ααα1 6∈ Tn,2 which is equivalent to : max(ααα1) > 2 or ααα1 6∈ T . In the former case
we have max(ααα1) > 2 =⇒ max(ααα) > 2 and thus ααα 6∈ Tn,2 which contradicts the claim c(pq)Tr,ααα 6= 0, while
in the latter case it follows that Gααα1

has a cycle (since p is connected), and therefore Gααα = Gααα1
∪ Gααα2

has
a cycle, which contradicts ααα ∈ Tn,2 and concludes the proof.

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

1. E[Yij ] = 0,E[Y2
ij ] =

1
n , ∀1 ≤ i < j ≤ n .

2. E[Yk
ij ] =

(−1)k+o(1)

nd
k
2
−1

,E[|Yij |k] = 1+o(1)

nd
k
2
−1
, ∀k ≥ 2, ∀1 ≤ i < j ≤ n.

3. ∀ααα ∈ Un×n such that ∀1 ≤ i < j ≤ n,αααij 6= 1 and ‖ααα‖1 bounded by a constant independent of n, it
holds

E[Yααα] = ((−1)‖ααα‖1 + o(1))n−‖ααα‖0d−
‖ααα‖1

2 +‖ααα‖0

E[|Yααα|] = (1 + o(1))n−‖ααα‖0d−
‖ααα‖1

2 +‖ααα‖0 .

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

E[Yk
ij ] =

(−1)k

(d(1 − d
n ))

k
2

((

− d

n

)k (

1− d

n

)

+

(

1− d

n

)k
d

n

)

∼ (−1)k
d
n (1− d

n )
k

(d(1 − d
n ))

k
2

=
(−1)k + o(1)

nd
k
2−1

.

Similar computations yield the same asymptotic for E[|Yij |k]. Finally, the second property yields

E[Yααα] =
∏

αααij>0

(−1)αααij + o(1)

nd
αααij
2 −1

= ((−1)‖ααα‖1 + o(1))n−‖ααα‖0d−
‖ααα‖1

2 +‖ααα‖0 .

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

Lemma 3.10. Let Y
d
= G(n, d/n). There exists a constant c > 0 such that ‖Y‖op ≤ c with high probability

as n→ ∞, d→ ∞.

Proof. The Lemma is a Corollary of Theorem 2 in [FK81]. While the statement of the previous theorem
assumes that the entries of Y are bounded by K and have variance σ where K,σ do not depend on n, the
proof in [FK81] extends naturally in the setting of G(n, d/n) for sufficiently large d.

Lemma 3.11. Let X
d
= GOE(n) and Y

d
= G(n, d/n). Suppose p ∈ R[X]≤∆ and S ⊂ [n] satisfy

1. S ⊂ p.

2. For each ααα with cp,ααα 6= 0 either of the following holds

• ααα is connected.
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• There exists ααα1,ααα2 ∈ Un×n \ Tn,2 with disjoint supports satisfying ααα = ααα1 + ααα2 and ααα1,ααα2 are
connected.

For every ∆, there exists c = c(∆) independent of n, d such that

|E[p(X)− pTr(X)]| ≤ c‖p‖
n|S| , (3.7)

|E[p(Y) − pTr(Y)]| ≤ c‖p‖
n|S|−2d

. (3.8)

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

|E[p(Y) − pTr(Y)]| ≤ c‖p‖
n|S|−1

√
d
.

We note that property (3.7) is known in the literature (see [BMLM15] for a reference). We provide a
proof here for completeness.

Proof. We first show (3.7). Introduce

K , {ααα ∈ Un×n \ Tn,2|ααα is connected },
W , {(ααα1,ααα2) ∈ (Un×n \ Tn,2)2|ααα1,ααα2 are connected, Supp(ααα1) ∩ Supp(ααα2) = ∅}.

We have

|E[p(X)− pTr(X)]| ≤
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

ααα∈K
cp,αααE[X

ααα]

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
+

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

(ααα1,ααα2)∈W
cp,ααα1+ααα2E[X

ααα1+ααα2 ]

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

.

Note that ∀ααα ∈ Un×n,E[Xααα] = γαααn
−‖ααα‖1

2 12|ααα, where γααα =
∏

1≤i<j≤n
2|αααij ,αααij>0

(αααij − 1)!!. Moreover γααα ≤ c∆ for

some constant c∆ depending only on ∆ . We then have

|E[p(X) − pTr(X)]| ≤ c∆‖p‖







∑

ααα∈K
2|ααα

n− ‖ααα‖1
2 +

∑

(ααα1,ααα2)∈W
2|ααα1,2|ααα2

n− ‖ααα1‖1+‖ααα2‖1
2






.

We claim that ∀ααα′ ∈ {ααα,ααα1,ααα2} appearing in the sums above, we have |Vααα′ | ≤ ‖ααα′‖1

2 . There are two cases

• Case 1: ααα′ 6∈ T .

As Gααα′ is connected but is not a tree, it follows that |Vααα′ | ≤ |Eααα′ | = ‖ααα′‖0. Using 2|ααα′, we have

‖ααα′‖0 ≤ ‖ααα′‖1

2 and thus |Vααα′ | ≤ ‖ααα′‖1

2 .

• Case 2: ααα′ ∈ T .

We have |Vααα′ | = |Eααα′ |+ 1 = ‖ααα′‖0 + 1, moreover 2|ααα′ and ααα′ 6∈ Tn,2,ααα′ ∈ T implies that max(ααα′) ≥ 4,

therefore ‖ααα′‖0 ≤ ‖ααα′‖1−2
2 = ‖ααα′‖1

2 − 1. Hence |Vααα′ | ≤ ‖ααα′‖1

2 .

Thus the claim is verified. Given a ∈ [0,∆] and a graph H introduce the set

Fa,H , {ααα ∈ K|‖ααα‖1 = a,Gααα ∼ H, 2|ααα} ∪ {ααα ∈ Un×n|‖ααα‖1 = a,Gααα ∼ H, ∃(ααα1,ααα2) ∈ W ,ααα = ααα1 +ααα2, 2|ααα1, 2|ααα2},

where Gααα ∼ H means Gααα is isomorphic to H . Recalling S ⊂ Gααα, it follows |Fa,H | ≤ β∆n
|VH |−|S| where β∆

is a constant depending on ∆. From the previous analysis, it holds that ∀ααα ∈ Fa,H , |VH | = |Vααα| ≤ ‖ααα‖1

2 ,

therefore |Fa,H | ≤ β∆n
‖ααα‖1

2 −|S|. Hence

|E[p(X)− pTr(X)]| ≤ c∆‖p‖
∑ ∑

ααα∈Fa,H

n− ‖ααα‖1
2

≤ c∆‖p‖
∑

β∆n
−|S|

≤ c‖p‖n−|S|,
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where the first sum is taken over all pairs (a,H) such that a ∈ [0,∆] and H is a graph in the orbit generated
by Gααα with ααα ∈ Un×n \ Tn,2, cp,ααα 6= 0, and c is a constant depending on ∆. This concludes the proof of the
first part of the lemma.

We now prove the second part. We have Un×n = Un×n1 ∪Un×n∗ where Un×n1 ,Un×n∗ are given in (2.1). Note
in particular that ∀ααα ∈ Un×n1 ,E[Yααα] = 0. Furthermore, we have by Lemma 3.9 that ∀ααα ∈ Un×n∗ ,E[Yααα] =

(1 + o(1))n−‖ααα‖0d−
‖ααα‖1

2 +‖ααα‖0 . Hence

|E[p(Y) − pTr(Y)]| =

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

ααα∈Un×n\Tn,2

cp,αααE[Y
ααα]

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

=

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

ααα∈Un×n
∗ \Tn,2

cp,αααE[Y
ααα]

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

ααα∈K∩Un×n
∗

cp,αααE[Y
ααα]

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

+

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

(ααα1,ααα2)∈W
ααα1+ααα2∈Un×n

∗

cp,ααα1+ααα2E[Y
ααα1+ααα2 ]

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ ‖p‖(1 + o(1))












∑

ααα∈K∩Un×n
∗

n−‖ααα‖0d−
‖ααα‖1

2 +‖ααα‖0

︸ ︷︷ ︸

A

+
∑

(ααα1,ααα2)∈W
ααα1+ααα2∈Un×n

∗

n−‖ααα1‖0−‖ααα2‖0d−
‖ααα1‖1+‖ααα2‖1

2 +‖ααα1‖0+‖ααα2‖0

︸ ︷︷ ︸

B












.

We will bound the above summation similarly to the Gaussian case. We first consider the summands in A
indexed by ααα ∈ K ∩ Un×n∗ . We distinguish between two cases

• Case 1: ααα ∈ T .

Then |Vααα| = |Eααα|+1 = ‖ααα‖0+1. Furthermore ααα ∈ Un×n∗ =⇒ ‖ααα‖0 ≤ ‖ααα‖1

2 , and the equality occurs if
and only if every nonzero entry in ααα equals 2, but that would imply ααα ∈ Tn,2. Therefore the inequality

is strict, i.e. ‖ααα‖0 ≤ ‖ααα‖1−1
2 .

• Case 2: ααα 6∈ T .

Then |Vααα| ≤ |Eααα| = ‖ααα‖0. Furthermore ααα ∈ Un×n∗ =⇒ ‖ααα‖0 ≤ ‖ααα‖1

2 .

Given a ∈ [0,∆] and a graph H introduce the sets

F1
a,H , {ααα ∈ (K ∩ Un×n∗ ∩ T ) \ Tn,2, ‖ααα‖1 = a,Gααα ∼ H},

F2
a,H , {ααα ∈ K ∩ Un×n∗ \ (Tn,2 ∪ T ), ‖ααα‖1 = a,Gααα ∼ H}.

(3.9)

Recalling S ⊂ Gααα it follows that there exists constants β1
∆, β

2
∆ depending on ∆ such that, ∀ααα ∈ F1

a,H , |F1
a,H | ≤

β1
∆n

‖ααα‖0+1−|S| and ∀ααα ∈ F2
a,H , |F2

a,H | ≤ β2
∆n

‖ααα‖0−|S|. We then have

A =
∑ ∑

ααα∈F1
a,H

n−‖ααα‖0d−
‖ααα‖1

2 +‖ααα‖0 +
∑ ∑

ααα∈F2
a,H

n−‖ααα‖0d−
‖ααα‖1

2 +‖ααα‖0

≤
∑ ∑

ααα∈F1
a,H

n−‖ααα‖0d−
1
2 +

∑ ∑

ααα∈F2
a,H

n−‖ααα‖0

≤
∑

β1
∆n

−|S|+1d−
1
2 +

∑

β2
∆n

−|S|

= O

(

n−|S|+1d−
1
2

(

1 +
d

1
2

n

))
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= O
(

n−|S|+1d−
1
2

)

.

where the first sums are taken over all pairs (a,H) such that a ∈ [0,∆] and H is a graph in the orbit
generated by Gααα with ααα ∈ Un×n∗ \ Tn,2, cp,ααα 6= 0.

We now bound B similarly. Let ααα , ααα1 +ααα2 with ααα1,ααα2 as in B. We consider three cases

• Case 1: ααα1,ααα2 ∈ T .

We have |Vααα1
| = |Eααα1

| + 1 = ‖ααα1‖0 + 1 and |Vααα2
| = |Eααα2

| + 1 = ‖ααα2‖0 + 1. Therefore |Vααα| =
‖ααα1‖0 + ‖ααα2‖0 + 2. Furthermore, similarly to Case 1 in the previous analysis of A, we obtain ‖ααα1‖0 ≤
‖ααα1‖1−1

2 , ‖ααα2‖0 ≤ ‖ααα2‖1−1
2 .

• Case 2: ααα1,ααα2 6∈ T .

Since Gααα1
is connected, it follows that |Vααα1

| ≤ |Eααα1
| = ‖ααα1‖0. Similarly |Vααα2

| ≤ ‖ααα2‖0. Therefore
|Vααα| = |Vααα1 |+ |Vααα2 | ≤ ‖ααα1‖0 + ‖ααα2‖0. Furthermore, similarly to Case 2 in the previous analysis of A,

we obtain ‖ααα1‖0 ≤ ‖ααα1‖1

2 , ‖ααα2‖0 ≤ ‖ααα2‖1

2 .

• Case 3: ααα1 ∈ T ,ααα2 6∈ T .

Combining the arguments of Cases 1, 2 above we obtain |Vααα| ≤ ‖ααα1‖0 + ‖ααα2‖0 + 1, and ‖ααα1‖0 ≤
‖ααα1‖1−1

2 , ‖ααα2‖0 ≤ ‖ααα2‖1

2 .

Similarly to A, introduce the sets

F1
a,H , {(ααα1,ααα2) ∈ W|ααα1 +ααα2 ∈ Un×n∗ ,ααα1,ααα2 ∈ T , ‖ααα‖1 = a,Gααα ∼ H},

F2
a,H , {(ααα1,ααα2) ∈ W|ααα1 +ααα2 ∈ Un×n∗ ,ααα1,ααα2 6∈ T , ‖ααα‖1 = a,Gααα ∼ H},

F3
a,H , {(ααα1,ααα2) ∈ W|ααα1 +ααα2 ∈ Un×n∗ ,ααα1 ∈ T ,ααα2 6∈ T , ‖ααα‖1 = a,Gααα ∼ H}.

(3.10)

There exists constants β1
∆, β

2
∆, β

3
∆ depending on ∆ such that, ∀(ααα1,ααα2) ∈ F1

a,H , |F1
a,H | ≤ β1

∆n
‖ααα1‖0+‖ααα2‖0+2−|S|,

∀(ααα1,ααα2) ∈ F2
a,H , |F2

a,H | ≤ β2
∆n

‖ααα1‖0+‖ααα2‖0−|S|, and ∀(ααα1,ααα2) ∈ F3
a,H , |F3

a,H | ≤ β2
∆n

‖ααα1‖0+‖ααα2‖0+1−|S|. We
then have

B =
∑ ∑

(ααα1,ααα2)∈F1
a,H

n−‖ααα1‖0+ααα2‖0d−
‖ααα1‖1+‖ααα2‖1

2 +‖ααα1‖0+‖ααα2‖0

+
∑ ∑

(ααα1,ααα2)∈F2
a,H

n−‖ααα1‖0+ααα2‖0d−
‖ααα1‖1+‖ααα2‖1

2 +‖ααα1‖0+‖ααα2‖0

+
∑ ∑

(ααα1,ααα2)∈F3
a,H

n−‖ααα1‖0+ααα2‖0d−
‖ααα1‖1+‖ααα2‖1

2 +‖ααα1‖0+‖ααα2‖0

≤
∑

β1
∆n

−|S|+2d−1 +
∑

β2
∆n

−|S| +
∑

β3
∆n

−|S|+1d−
1
2

= O

(

n−|S|+2d−1

(

1 +
d

n2
+
d

1
2

n

))

= O
(

n−|S|+2d−1
)

.

Combining the bounds on A and B yields

|E[p(Y) − pTr(Y)]| ≤ c‖p‖n−|S|+2d−1,

where c 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

|E[p(Y) − pTr(Y)]| ≤ c‖p‖n−|S|+1d−
1
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
d
= GOE(n) and Y

d
= G(n, d/n). Suppose L1 ∪ L2 is a partition of the ordered pairs

1 ≤ i < j ≤ n. Consider the (symmetric) matrix Z given by

Zij = Xij if (i, j) ∈ L1,

Zij = Yij if (i, j) ∈ L2,
(3.11)

and Zii = 0. Let S ⊂ [n], q ∈ R[X]≤∆, and e = (i, j) with 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n. Suppose Zeq(Z) is connected and
contains all nodes in S. For every ∆, there exists c = c(∆) independent of n, d such that

|E[|Ze|ℓq(Z)]| =
c(∆)‖q‖
n|S|+ ℓ

2−2
if e ∈ L1, and ℓ ≥ 2,

|E[|Ze|ℓq(Z)]| =
c(∆)‖q‖

n|S|−1d
ℓ
2−1

if e ∈ L2, and ℓ ≥ 2.

(3.12)

Proof. For ααα ∈ Un×n, we will write ααα = ααα1 + ααα2 where αααrij = αααij if (i, j) ∈ Lr, and ααα
r
ij = 0 otherwise for

r = 1, 2. Consider the case e ∈ L1 in (3.12) and denote by w(Z) the LDP Zℓeq(Z). We will use the same
notations introduced in the proof of Lemma 3.11. For ααα ∈ Un×n, we let ᾱαα ∈ Un×n where ᾱααij = αααij , ∀(ij) 6= e
and ᾱααe = 0. Note that E [Xααα] = γαααn

−‖ααα‖1/2 where γααα =
∏

1≤i<j≤n
2|αααij ,αααij>0

(αααij − 1)!! and |γααα| ≤ c∆ for some

constant c∆, and similarly E
[
|X|ααα

]
≤ c′∆n

−‖ααα‖1/2 for some constant c′∆. Using the latter and Lemma 3.9
we have

|E [w(Z)]| =
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

ααα

cq,αααE
[
|Ze|ℓZααα

]

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

=

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

ααα

cq,αααE
[

|Xe|ℓ+ααα
1
e

]

E

[

Xᾱαα1
]

E

[

Yααα2
]
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ ‖q‖c∆c′∆

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

ααα,cq,ααα 6=0

n− ℓ+|ααα1
e|+‖ᾱαα1‖1

2 12|ᾱαα11ααα2∈Un×n
∗

((−1)‖ααα
2‖1 + o(1))n−‖ααα2‖0d−

‖ααα2‖1
2 +‖ααα2‖0

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

,

≤ 2‖q‖c∆c′∆
∑

ααα,cq,ααα 6=0

12|ᾱαα11ααα2∈Un×n
∗

n− ℓ+‖ααα1‖1
2 −‖ααα2‖0d−

‖ααα2‖1
2 +‖ααα2‖0 ,

where we upper bounded 1+ o(1) by 2 for large enough n, d. Since ααα2 ∈ Un×n∗ , we have − ‖ααα2‖1

2 + ‖ααα2‖0 ≤ 0.
Therefore

|E [w(Z)]| ≤ 2‖q‖c∆c′∆
∑

ααα∈C
12|ᾱαα11ααα2∈Un×n

∗
n− ℓ+‖ααα1‖1

2 −‖ααα2‖0 .

Let α̂αα = ℓ[e]+ααα (so that Zα̂αα = Zℓe ·Zααα). Since 2|ᾱαα1, it follows that ‖α̂αα1‖0 ≤ ‖α̂αα1‖1−(ℓ−2)
2 . Since the LDP w is

connected, it follows that α̂αα is connected, and furthermore |Vα̂αα| ≤ |Eα̂αα|+1 = ‖α̂αα‖0+1 = ‖α̂αα1‖0+ ‖ααα2‖0+1 ≤
‖ααα1‖1−(ℓ−2)

2 + ‖ααα2‖0 + 1 = ‖α̂αα1‖1

2 + ‖ααα2‖0 + 2− ℓ
2 . For a ∈ [0,∆] and a graph H introduce the set

Fa,H , {ααα|cq,ααα 6= 0, ‖ααα‖1 = a,Gααα ∼ H, 2|ᾱαα1,ααα2 ∈ Un×n∗ }. (3.13)

Recalling that S ⊂ w, it follows that ∀ααα ∈ Fa,H , |Fa,H | ≤ β∆n
|Vα̂αα|−|S| ≤ β∆n

‖α̂αα1‖1
2 +‖ααα2‖0+2− ℓ

2−|S|, where β∆
is a constant depending on ∆. Hence

|E [w(Z)]| ≤ 2‖q‖c∆c′∆
∑ ∑

ααα∈Fa,H

12|ᾱαα11ααα2∈Un×n
∗

n− ℓ+‖ααα1‖1
2 −‖ααα2‖0

= 2‖q‖c∆c′∆
∑ ∑

ααα∈Fa,H

12|ᾱαα11ααα2∈Un×n
∗

n−‖α̂αα1‖1
2 −‖ααα2‖0

≤ 2‖q‖c∆c′∆
∑

β∆n
2− ℓ

2−|S|

=
O(‖q‖)
n|S|+ ℓ

2−2
,
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where the first sum is taken over over all pairs (a,H) such that a ∈ [0,∆] and H is a graph in the orbit
generated by Gααα with cq,ααα 6= 0. Denoting by c(∆) the constant hidden in O(·), we obtain the proof for the
case e ∈ L1.

Consider now the case e ∈ L2 and denote again by w(Z) the LDP Zℓeq(Z). We have similarly to the
previous case

|E [w(Z)]| ≤ 2‖q‖c∆c′∆
∑

ααα∈C
12|ααα11ᾱαα2∈Un×n

∗
n− ‖ααα1‖1

2 −‖α̂αα2‖0d−
‖α̂αα2‖1

2 +‖α̂αα2‖0 .

As ℓ ≥ 2, it follows that ᾱαα2 ∈ Un×n∗ if and only if α̂αα2 ∈ Un×n∗ . Let ααα satisfy 2|ααα1, ᾱαα2 ∈ Un×n∗ . Since

α̂αα2 ∈ Un×n∗ , all the nonzero values in α̂αα2 are at least 2. It follows that ‖α̂αα2‖0 ≤ ‖α̂αα2‖1−(ℓ−2)
2 and thus

− ‖α̂αα2‖1

2 + ‖α̂αα2‖0 ≤ − ℓ
2 + 1. Hence

|E [w(Z)]| ≤ 2‖q‖c∆c′∆d−
ℓ
2+1

∑

ααα,cq,ααα 6=0

12|ααα11ᾱαα2∈Un×n
∗

n− ‖ααα1‖1
2 −‖α̂αα2‖0 .

Since w is connected, it follows that α̂αα is connected. Therefore, we have |Vα̂αα| ≤ |Eα̂αα| + 1 = ‖α̂αα‖0 + 1 =

‖ααα1‖0+‖α̂αα2‖0+1 ≤ ‖ααα1‖1

2 +‖α̂αα2‖0+1, where the last inequality follows from 2|ααα1. Recalling that S ⊂ w and

using the same notation for Fa,∆, it follows that ∀ααα ∈ Fa,H , |Fa,H | ≤ β∆n
|Vα̂αα|−|S| ≤ β∆n

‖ααα1‖1
2 +‖α̂αα2‖0+1−|S|.

Hence

|E[w(Z)]| ≤ 2‖q‖c∆c′∆d−
ℓ
2+1

∑ ∑

ααα∈Fa,H

12|ααα11ᾱαα2∈Un×n
∗

n− ‖ααα1‖1
2 −‖α̂αα2‖0

≤ 2‖q‖c∆c′∆d−
ℓ
2+1

∑

β∆n
1−|S|

=
O(‖q‖)

n|S|−1d
ℓ
2−1

,

where the first sum is taken over all pairs (a,H) such that a ∈ [0,∆] and H is a graph in the orbit generated
by Gααα with ααα ∈ C, cq,ααα 6= 0. Denoting by c(∆) the constant hidden in O(·), we obtain the proof for the case
e ∈ L2. This concludes the proof.

Lemma 3.13. Fix ℓ ∈ [
(
n
2

)
] Suppose L1 ∪ L2 is a partition of pairs 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n, (i, j) 6= ℓ with L1 6= ∅.

Given i ∈ [n] let ui,ℓ, ai,ℓ, bi,ℓ be LDP in variables x = (xij , 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n). Let β ≥ 2 satisfy β = Õ(1), and
let for z ∈ R

vi,ℓ(z) = ui,ℓ + zai,ℓ + z2bi,ℓ, i ∈ [n],

k(z) =

n∑

i=1

πβ(vi,ℓ(z))
2,

where πβ is defined in Lemma 3.3. Suppose that in addition

1. ∀i ∈ [n], ui,ℓ(x),xℓai,ℓ(x),xℓbi,ℓ(x) are connected and contain node i.

2. ∀i ∈ [n], ui,ℓ(x), ai,ℓ(x), bi,ℓ(x) do not depend on the variable xℓ.

3. maxi∈[n] ‖ui,ℓ‖+ ‖ai,ℓ‖+ ‖bi,ℓ‖ = O(1).

Let X
d
= GOE(n),Y

d
= G(n, d/n). Let Zℓ be given by Zℓii = 0, i ∈ [n] and

[Zℓ]ij = Xij if (i, j) ∈ L1,

[Zℓ]ij = Yij if (i, j) ∈ L2.
(3.14)

Then for every (s1,m1, s2,m2) ∈ Z
4
≥0 such that s1m1 + s2m2 = 3 it holds

∀|xℓ| ≤ |Xℓ|, E

[∣
∣
∣X

3
ℓ (k

(s1))m1(xℓ)(k
(s2))m2(xℓ)

∣
∣
∣

]

= Õ(nm1+m2− 5
2 ), (3.15)

∀|yℓ| ≤ |Yℓ|, E

[∣
∣
∣Y

3
ℓ (k

(s1))m1(yℓ)(k
(s2))m2(yℓ)

∣
∣
∣

]

= Õ(nm1+m2−2d−
1
2 ). (3.16)
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Proof. We use the slightly abused notation ui,ℓ, ai,ℓ, bi,ℓ to denote ui,ℓ(Z
ℓ), ai,ℓ(Z

ℓ), bi,ℓ(Z
ℓ). We first show

(3.15), (3.16). We explicit the proof here for the particular case (s1,m1, s2,m2) = (2, 1, 1, 1), the remaining
cases will follow from similar arguments. Using Lemma 3.7

|X3
ℓ · k(2)(xℓ) · k(1)(xℓ)| .

∑∑

|Xℓ|3+j
1
1+j

2
1 |ai1,ℓ|j

1
2 |bi1,ℓ|j

1
3 |ui1,ℓ|j

1
4 |ai2,ℓ|j

2
2 |bi2,ℓ|j

2
3 |ui2,ℓ|j

2
4

.
∑∑

|Xℓ|3+2j11 (a
j12
i1,ℓ
b
j13
i1,ℓ
u
j14
i1,ℓ

)2 + |Xℓ|3+2j21 (a
j22
i2,ℓ
b
j23
i2,ℓ
u
j24
i2,ℓ

)2. (3.17)

Where the first summations are taken over the set I , {(i1, i2), 1 ≤ i1, i2 ≤ n}, and the second summations
are taken over the set

J ,

{

jts, t ∈ [2], s ∈ [4]|max
s∈[4]

(j1s ) ≤ 6,max
s∈[4]

(j2s ) ≤ 5,min
t∈[2]

(jt2 + jt3) ≥ 1

}

.

Furthermore, line (3.17) follows from the arithmetic geometric inequality. Using Lemma 3.5, it follows

that X
3+2jt1
ℓ (a

jt2
it,ℓ
b
jt3
it,ℓ
u
jt4
it,ℓ

)2 for t = 1, 2 are LDPs with O(1) coefficients. Moreover, these LDPs are con-
nected polynomials containing node it. Indeed, these LDPs are product of powers of the following terms:
Xℓait,ℓ,Xℓbit,ℓ,Xℓait,ℓbit,ℓ, ui,ℓ, all of which are connected and share node it by assumption. (Note that the
connectivity of Xℓait,ℓbit,ℓ follows trivially from the connectivity of Xℓait,ℓ,Xℓbit,ℓ and the fact that the
latter two LDPs share node it).

Since the LDP X
3+2jt1
ℓ (a

jt2
it,ℓ
b
jt3
it,ℓ
u
jt4
it,ℓ

)2 contains node it for t = 1, 2, it follows by Lemma 3.6 (using
S1 = {i1} and S2 = {i2} respectively), that the resulting LDP from summing the LDPs above over I,J has
O(n) coefficients, where the O(n) is due to double counting from the sum on I. In particular, we have

|X3
ℓ · k(2)(xℓ) · k(1)(xℓ)| . nX3

ℓw(Z
ℓ),

|Y3
ℓ · k(2)(yℓ) · k(1)(yℓ)| . nY3

ℓw(Z
ℓ+1),

where w is a LDP with ‖w‖ = O(1) and X3
ℓw(Z

ℓ),Y3
ℓw(Z

ℓ) are connected. Applying (3.12) in Lemma 3.12
(with S the set of endpoints of edge ℓ) yields

∣
∣E
[
nX3

ℓw(Z
ℓ)
]∣
∣ = Õ(n− 1

2 ),
∣
∣E
[
nY3

ℓw(Z
ℓ+1)

]∣
∣ = Õ(d−

1
2 ).

Therefore

E

[

|X3
ℓ · k(2)(xℓ) · k(1)(xℓ)|

]

= Õ(n− 1
2 ) = Õ(nm1+m2− 5

2 ),

E

[

|Y3
ℓ · k(2)(yℓ) · k(1)(yℓ)|

]

= Õ(d−
1
2 ) = Õ(nm1+m2−2d−

1
2 ),

which ends the proof of (3.15), (3.16) with (s1,m1, s2,m2) = (2, 1, 1, 1). The case given by (s1,m1, s2,m2) =
(1, 3, 0, 0) is identical in treatment, specifically, we can use Lemma 3.7 to obtain the following bound,

|X3
ℓ · k(1)(xℓ)3| .

∑

I

∑

J

3∑

t=1

|Xℓ|3+(41t≤2+21t=3)j
t
1(aj2it,ℓb

jt3
it,ℓ
u
jt4
it,ℓ

)41t≤2+21t=3 ,

where

I , {it, t ∈ [3]|it ∈ [n]},
J , {jts, t ∈ [3], s ∈ [4]| max

s∈[4],t∈[3]
(jt) ≤ 5,min

t∈[3]
(jt2 + jt3) ≥ 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 it node. Applying Lemma 3.6 yields that each summation
can be written as nm1+m2−1|Xℓ|3w(Zℓ) where X3

ℓw(Z
ℓ) is a connected LDP with O(1) coefficients, and the

nm1+m2−1 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 ℓ).

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
ℓ · k(3)(xℓ)| . |Xℓ|3

n∑

i=1

∑

j1,j2,j3,j4≤8
j2+j3≥2

|Xℓ|j1 |ai,ℓ|j2 |bi,ℓ|j3 |ui,ℓ|j4

.
n∑

i=1

∑

j1,j2,j3,j4≤8
j2+j3≥2

|Xℓ|3+2j1
(

a2j2i,ℓ 1j2,j3≥1 + b2i,ℓ1j2=0 + a2j2−2
i,ℓ 1j3=0

)

|ui,ℓ|2j4

+ |Xℓ|3
(

b2j3i,ℓ 1j2,j3≥1 + b2j3−2
i,ℓ 1j2=0 + a2i,ℓ1j3=0

)

,

where the last line follows from the arithmetic geometric inequality. Note in particular that each term in
ai,ℓ, bi,ℓ 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 |Xℓ|3w(Zℓ)
where X3

ℓw(Z
ℓ) is a connected LDP with O(1) coefficients. We can then apply (3.12) in Lemma 3.12 to

obtain

E

[∣
∣
∣X

3
ℓ · k(3)(xℓ)

∣
∣
∣

]

= Õ(n− 3
2 ) = Õ(nm1+m2− 5

2 ),

E

[∣
∣
∣Y

3
ℓ · k(3)(yℓ)

∣
∣
∣

]

= Õ(n−1d−
1
2 ) = Õ(nm1+m2−2d−

1
2 ).

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, i ∈ [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 ≤ i < j ≤ n, introduce the LDP

rij(X) , pi(X)Xijpj(X).

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

‖rij‖ ≤ 22∆+1‖pi‖‖pj‖ = O(1),

where the last part follows from the assumption ‖pi‖ = O(1). Thus rij 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 rij is asymptotically negligible.

Lemma 4.1. The following hold

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

∑

1≤i<j≤n
rij

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

= O(1). (4.1)
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Furthermore, for every ǫ > 0

1

n

∑

1≤i<j≤n
rTrij (X) ≥ P − ǫ, (4.2)

whp as n→ ∞.

Proof of Lemma 4.1. Let q ,
∑

1≤i<j≤n(rij − rTrij ). Since qTr = 0 and q is connected, it follows that

(q2)Tr = 0 by Lemma 3.8. Applying (3.7) from Lemma 3.11 to q2 with S , ∅, it follows that

E
[
q2(X)

]
= E

[
q2(X)− (q2)Tr(X)

]
= O(‖q2‖). (4.3)

Since the degree of each pi is at most ∆, it follows that the degree of rij is at most 2∆ + 1, and hence the
degree of q is at most 2∆ + 1. Using Lemma 3.5, it follows

‖q2‖ ≤ 24∆+2‖q‖2. (4.4)

By definition of q

‖q‖ ≤

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

∑

1≤i<j≤n
rij

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

+

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

∑

1≤i<j≤n
rTrij

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

≤ 2

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

∑

1≤i<j≤n
rij

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

. (4.5)

Using Lemma 3.6 with sets Si,j , {i, j} for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n and γ = 1
2 , c =

√
2 (any set of s edges touches at

least
√
2s nodes), it follows that

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

∑

1≤i<j≤n
rij

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

≤
(
1 + ∆√

2

)2

max
i∈[n]

‖pi‖2 = O(1), (4.6)

and (4.1) is established. Combining (4.1) and (4.5) in (4.4) yields
∥
∥q2
∥
∥ = O(1). Plugging the latter in (4.3)

E
[
q2(X)

]
= O(1).

By Chebyshev’s inequality it follows that

∀ǫ′ > 0,P





∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

1≤i<j≤n

[
rij(X)− rTrij (X)

]

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≥ nǫ′



 = P
(
q2(X) ≥ n2ǫ′2

)
=
O(1)

n2ǫ′2
.

The claim follows then from (2.3).

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

Proposition 4.2. For every ǫ > 0 whp as n→ ∞ and d→ ∞

1

n

∑

1≤i<j≤n
rTrij (Y) ≥ P − ǫ. (4.7)

Proof of Proposition 4.2. Fix c, β > 0 and recall φ, ψβ,c from Lemma 3.3. For convenience we redefine ψβ,c
as

ψβ,c(z) = φ
(

β
( z

n
− c
))

.

21



Consider an interpolation path from X to Y given by Z0, ...,ZN where Z0 = X,ZN = Y and N ,
(
n
2

)
. For

t ∈ [N ] we will identify t with its corresponding (enumerated) edge (ij), and thus write Xt,Yt instead of
Xij ,Yij . We have

E



ψβ,c




∑

1≤i<j≤n
rTrij (Y)







− E



ψβ,c




∑

1≤i<j≤n
rTrij (X)









=

N−1∑

ℓ=0



ψβ,c




∑

1≤i<j≤n
rTrij (Z

ℓ+1)



− ψβ,c




∑

1≤i<j≤n
rTrij (Z

ℓ)







 .

By definition of Tn,2, the monomials Zααα in
∑

1≤i<j≤n r
Tr
ij (Z) satisfy max(ααα) ≤ 2. In particular, we can write

for ℓ ≤ N − 1
∑

1≤i<j≤n
rTrij (Z

ℓ) = uℓ(Z
ℓ) +Xℓaℓ(Z

ℓ) +X2
ℓbℓ(Z

ℓ), (4.8)

where uℓ(x), aℓ(x), bℓ(x) are LDPs in the variables x = (xij , 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n), and do not depend on the
variable associated with edge ℓ, i.e. the LDPs do not depend on xℓ. Furthermore, since we switch the
distribution of [Zℓ]ℓ from Xℓ to Yℓ to obtain Zℓ+1 (and keep everything else unchanged), it follows that

∑

1≤i<j≤n
rTrij (Z

ℓ+1) = uℓ(Z
ℓ) +Yℓaℓ(Z

ℓ) +Y2
ℓ bℓ(Z

ℓ). (4.9)

Two important elementary properties of uℓ, aℓ, bℓ are

∀ℓ ∈ [0, N − 1], uℓ(x),xℓaℓ(x),xℓbℓ(x) are connected and contain node i. (4.10)

max
ℓ∈[0,N−1]

‖uℓ‖+ ‖aℓ‖+ ‖bℓ‖ = O(1). (4.11)

Property (4.11) follows immediately from (4.1). The connectedness of xℓbℓ(x),xℓbℓ(x) in (4.10) follows from
first noting that uℓ(x),x

2
ℓ bℓ(x),x

2
ℓ bℓ(x) are connected (as

∑
rTrij is connected) and using the fact that xℓw(x)

is connected if and only if (xℓ)
kw(x) is connected for all k ≥ 1, where w is any LDP.

To simplify notations, we will write uℓ, aℓ, bℓ instead of uℓ(Z
ℓ), aℓ(Z

ℓ), bℓ(Z
ℓ) (i.e. we write uℓ to denote

the value of the polynomial uℓ at Zℓ). Introduce for ℓ ≤ N − 1

vℓ(z) = uℓ + zaℓ + z2bℓ,

ξβ,c(z) = ψβ,c(vℓ(z)).

It follows from (4.8), (4.9) that

N−1∑

ℓ=0



ψβ,c




∑

1≤i<j≤n
rTrij (Z

ℓ+1)



 − ψβ,c




∑

1≤i<j≤n
rTrij (Z

ℓ)







 =

N−1∑

ℓ=0

[ξβ,c(Yℓ)− ξβ,c(Xℓ)] . (4.12)

We will drop the subscripts in ξβ,c, ψβ,c and instead simply write ξ, ψ. Using a 3rd order Taylor expansion,
there exists X∗

ℓ ∈ [−|Xℓ|, |Xℓ|] and Y∗
ℓ ∈ [−|Yℓ|, |Yℓ|] such that

ξ(Xℓ) = ξ(0) +Xℓξ
(1)(0) +

X2
ℓ

2
ξ(2)(0) +

X3
ℓ

6
ξ(3)(X∗

ℓ ),

ξ(Yℓ) = ξ(0) +Yℓξ
(1)(0) +

Y2
ℓ

2
ξ(2)(0) +

Y3
ℓ

6
ξ(3)(Y∗

ℓ ).

Taking the difference of the above and the expectation yields

E [ξ(Yℓ)]− E[ξ(Xℓ)] =
E
[
Y3
t ξ

(3)(Y∗
ℓ )
]
− E

[
X3
ℓξ

(3)(X∗
ℓ )
]

6
. (4.13)

We set β = logn in the definition of ψ for the remaining parts of the proof of Proposition 4.2. The next
Lemma bounds (4.13).

22



Lemma 4.3. We have

|E[X3
ℓξ

(3)(X∗
ℓ )]| = O((log n)2n− 7

2 ),

|E[Y3
ℓ ξ

(3)(Y∗
ℓ )]| = O((log n)2n−3d−

1
2 ),

Proof of Lemma 4.3. Let Mψ , ‖ψ(2)‖∞ + ‖ψ(3)‖∞ + ‖ψ(4)‖∞. Since β = logn, it follows from item 2 of
Lemma 3.3

Mψ ≤
(
β

n

)2

+

(
β

n

)3

+

(
β

n

)4

.
(logn)2

n2
.

Introduce for ℓ ≤ N − 1

vℓ : R → R, z 7→ uℓ + zaℓ + z2bℓ,

so that ξ(z) = ψ(vℓ(z)). Using Lemma 3.1 and the fact that v
(k)
ℓ (z) = 0, ∀k > 2 we obtain

|ξ(3)(z)| ≤ c′Mψ

∑

k1+2k2=3
k1,k2≥0

|aℓ + 2zbℓ|k1 |bℓ|k2 ≤ c′
(logn)2

n2

∑

0≤j1,j2,j3≤3

|z|j1 |aℓ|j2 |bℓ|j3 ,

where c′ denotes a different explicit constant in each inequality. Combining the above and |X∗
ℓ | ≤ |Xℓ|, we

can bound |ξ(3)(X∗
ℓ )| by

|ξ(3)(X∗
ℓ )| ≤ c′

(logn)2

n2

∑

0≤j1,j2,j3≤3

|Xℓ|j1 |aℓ|j2 |bℓ|j3

≤ c′
(logn)2

n2

∑

0≤j1,j2,j3≤3

[
(Xℓ)

2j1(aℓ)
2j2 (bℓ)

2j3 + 1
]
,

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

E

[

|Xℓ|3|ξ(3)(X∗
ℓ )|
]

≤ c′
(log n)2

n2

∑

0≤j1,j2,j3≤3

(
E
[
|Xℓ|3+2j1(aℓ)

2j2 (bℓ)
2j3
]
+ E

[
|Xℓ|3

])
.

Note that X
3+2j1
ℓ (aℓ)

2j2(bℓ)
2j3 and X3

ℓ are connected LDPs containing edge ℓ as the product of connected
LDPs sharing edge ℓ. It follows from applying (3.12) in Lemma 3.12 with S the set of the endpoints of edge
ℓ

E
[
|Xℓ|3

]
= O(n− 3

2 ),

E
[
|Xℓ|3+2j1(aℓ)

2j2(bℓ)
2j3
]
= O(n−(2+

3+2j1
2 −2)) = O(n− 3

2−j1) = O(n− 3
2 ),

where we used j1 ≥ 0. It follows readily,

E[|Xℓ|3|ξ(3)(X∗
ℓ )|] = O((log n)2n− 7

2 ). (4.14)

We bound E[|Yℓ|3|ξ(3)(Y∗
ℓ )|]| identically: the only difference lays in the application of Lemma 3.12, which

yields for the disorder matrix Y,

E
[
|Yℓ|3

]
≤ O(n−1d−

1
2 ),

E
[
|Yℓ|3+2j1 (aℓ)

2j2(bℓ)
2j3
]
≤ O(n−1d−

3+2j1
2 +1) = O(n−1d−

1
2−j1) = O(n−1d−

1
2 ),

It follows that

E[|Yℓ|3|ξ(3)(Y∗
ℓ )|] = O((log n)2n−3d−

1
2 ). (4.15)

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

|E[ξ(Yℓ)]− E[ξ(Xℓ)]| = O((log n)2n−3d−
1
2 ).

Plugging the above in (4.12) and summing over ℓ ≤ N − 1 ∼ n2/2 yields
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

N−1∑

ℓ=0

E



ψβ,c




∑

1≤i<j≤n
rTrij (Z

ℓ+1)







− E



ψβ,c




∑

1≤i<j≤n
rTrij (Z

ℓ)









∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ O((log n)2n−1d−
1
2 ),

which implies
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

E



ψβ,c




∑

1≤i<j≤n
rTrij (Y)







− E



ψβ,c




∑

1≤i<j≤n
rTrij (X)









∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ O((log n)2n−1d−
1
2 ). (4.16)

We now show P

(
1
n

∑

1≤i<j≤n r
Tr
ij (Y) ≥ P − ǫ

)

= 1− o(1). To ease notations, introduce

h : Z 7→
∑

1≤i<j≤n
rTrij (Z).

Let ǫ′ = ǫ
4 and set c = P − ǫ

2 . Since ψβ,c is a nonnegative increasing function, we have

E [ψβ,c(h(X))] ≥ E
[
ψβ,c(h(X))1h(X)≥n(P−ǫ′)

]

≥ ψβ,c (n(P − ǫ′))P (h(X) ≥ n(P − ǫ′))

= φ

(
βǫ

4

)

P (h(X) ≥ n(P − ǫ′))

= (1− o(1))P (h(X) ≥ n(P − ǫ′)) (4.17)

= 1− o(1), (4.18)

where (4.17) follows from βǫ = ω(1) due to β = logn and (4.18) follows from (4.2) in Lemma 4.1. Since ψβ,c
is bounded above by 1, then (4.18) implies

E [ψβ,c(h(X))] = 1− o(1).

Combining the above with (4.16), it follows that

E [ψβ,c(h(Y))] = 1− o(1). (4.19)

Since ψβ,c ≤ 1 and ψβ,c is increasing, we have

E [ψβ,c(h(Y))] = E
[
ψβ,c(h(Y))1h(Y)<n(P−ǫ)

]
+ E

[
ψβ,c(h(Y))1h(Y)≥n(P−ǫ)

]

≤ ψβ,c (n(P − ǫ)) + P (h(Y) ≥ n(P − ǫ))

= φ

(

−βǫ
2

)

+ P (h(Y) ≥ n(P − ǫ))

= o(1) + P (h(Y) ≥ n(P − ǫ)) , (4.20)

where the last line follows from −βǫ = −ω(1). Using (4.20) and (4.19), it follows that

P (h(Y) ≥ n(P − ǫ)) = 1− o(1), (4.21)

namely

P




1

n

∑

1≤i<j≤n
rTrij (Y) ≥ P − ǫ



 = 1− o(1), (4.22)

which concludes the proof of Proposition 4.2.
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To conclude the proof of (2.5), let q ,
∑

(rij − rTrij ) as in the proof of Lemma 4.1 and recall that we

showed (q2)Tr = 0 and ‖q2‖ = O(1). Applying (3.8) from Lemma 3.11 to q2 with S , ∅, it follows that
∣
∣E
[
q2(Y)

]∣
∣ =

∣
∣E
[
q2(Y) − (q2)Tr(Y)

]∣
∣ = O(n2d−1). (4.23)

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

P





∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

1≤i<j≤n

[
rij(Y) − rTrij (Y)

]

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≥ nǫ/2



 = P(q2(Y) ≥ n2ǫ2/4) ≤ O(1)

dǫ2
= o(1).

Moreover, we have from Proposition 4.2 that 1
n

∑

1≤i<j≤n r
Tr
ij (Y) ≥ P − ǫ/2 whp. Therefore

P




1

n

∑

1≤i<j≤n
rij(Y) ≥ P − ǫ



 = 1− o(1),

which completes the proof of (2.5) since 1
2np(Y)⊤Yp(Y) = 1

n

∑

1≤i<j≤n rij(Y).

4.2 Proof of (2.6)

Proof. We use an interpolation argument from the Gaussian disorder X to the sparse disorder Y. For
c, β1, β2 > 0 recall φ, ψβ1,c, πβ2 from Lemma 3.3. For convenience, we rewrite ψβ1,c as

ψβ1,c(z) = φ

(

−β1
(

z√
n
− c

))

.

Throughout this proof, we will assume the following

β1 =
√

log log d,

β2 = log log d, (4.24)

and we will also assume β2 ≥ 2. Denote by f the following function on x ∈ R
n×n

f(x) = ψβ1,c





√
√
√
√

n∑

i=1

πβ2(pi(x))
2



 .

Our main technical result is the following Lemma.

Lemma 4.4. The following holds

|E[f(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
Z0, ...,ZN where Z0 = X,ZN = Y and N ,

(
n
2

)
. For t ∈ [N ] we will identify t with its corresponding

(enumerated) edge (ij), and thus write Xt,Yt instead of Xij ,Yij . We have

E[f(Y)] − E[f(X)] =

N−1∑

ℓ=0

E[f(Zℓ+1)]− E[f(Zℓ)].

Since ∀i ∈ [n], pi ∈ Tn,2, it follows that the monomials Zααα in pi(Z) satisfy max(ααα) ≤ 2. In particular, we can
write for ℓ ≤ N − 1, i ∈ [n]

pTri (Zℓ) = ui,ℓ(Z
ℓ) +Xℓai,ℓ(Z

ℓ) +X2
ℓbi,ℓ(Z

ℓ), (4.26)
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where ui,ℓ(x), ai,ℓ(x), bi,ℓ(x) are LDPs in the variables x = (xij , 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n) which do not depend on xℓ.
Furthermore, since we switch the distribution of [Zℓ]ℓ from Xℓ to Yℓ to obtain Zℓ+1 (and keep everything
else unchanged), it follows that

pTri (Zℓ+1) = ui,ℓ(Z
ℓ) +Yℓai,ℓ(Z

ℓ) +Y2
ℓ bi,ℓ(Z

ℓ). (4.27)

Two important elementary properties of ui,ℓ, ai,ℓ, bi,ℓ are

∀i ∈ [n], ℓ ∈ [0, N − 1], ui,ℓ(x),xℓai,ℓ(x),xℓbi,ℓ(x) are connected and contain node i. (4.28)

max
i∈[n],ℓ∈[0,N−1]

‖ui,ℓ‖+ ‖ai,ℓ‖+ ‖bi,ℓ‖ = O(1). (4.29)

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

vi,ℓ(z) = ui,ℓ + zai,ℓ + z2bi,ℓ,

gℓ(z) = ψβ1,c





√
√
√
√

n∑

i=1

πβ2(vi,ℓ(z))
2



 .

In particular, note that for ℓ ≤ N − 1

f(Zℓ+1)− f(Zℓ) = gℓ(Yℓ)− gℓ(Xℓ). (4.30)

Using a 3rd order Taylor expansion, there exists X∗
ℓ ∈ [−|Xℓ|, |Xℓ|] and Y∗

ℓ ∈ [−|Yℓ|, |Yℓ|] such that

gℓ(Xℓ) = gℓ(0) +Xℓg
(1)
ℓ (0) +

X2
ℓ

2
g
(2)
ℓ (0) +

X3
ℓ

6
g
(3)
ℓ (X∗

ℓ ),

gℓ(Yℓ) = gℓ(0) +Yℓg
(1)
ℓ (0) +

Y2
ℓ

2
g
(2)
ℓ (0) +

Y3
ℓ

6
g
(3)
ℓ (Y∗

ℓ ).

Taking the difference of the above and the expectation yields

E[gℓ(Yℓ)]− E[gℓ(Xℓ)] =
E

[

Y3
ℓ g

(3)
ℓ (Y∗

ℓ )
]

− E

[

X3
ℓg

(3)
ℓ (X∗

ℓ )
]

6
. (4.31)

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

k(z) =
n∑

i=1

πβ2(vi,ℓ(z))
2,

h(z) =
√

k(z),

so that g = ψ(h) = ψ(
√
k). We first note the following two elementary properties of ψ, π from Lemma 3.3

∀j ∈ [4], ‖ψ(j)‖∞ ≤
(
β1√
n

)j

,

∀z ∈ R, |π(z)| ≥ 1

2β2eβ2
.

Recalling β1 =
√
log log d, β2 = log log d, it follows that

∀j ∈ [4], ‖ψ(j)‖∞ = Õ(n− j
2 ), (4.32)

∀z ∈ R, |π(z)| ≥ 1

2(log log d)(log d)
= Ω̃(1). (4.33)

Note that (4.33) implies

∀z ∈ R,
√

k(z) ≥ Ω̃(
√
n). (4.34)
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Using the above bound and Corollary 3.2, we have for all z ∈ R, and t1, t2, t3 ∈ Z≥0 satisfying t1 +2t2 +
3t3 = 3

3∏

j=1

|h(j)(z)|tj .
∑

s1,m1,s2,m2∈Z≥0

s1m1+s2m2=3

|k(s1)(z)|m1 |k(s2)(z)|m2

(k(z))m1+m2− t1+t2+t3
2

.
∑

s1,m1,s2,m2∈Z≥0

s1m1+s2m2=3

|k(s1)(z)|m1 |k(s2)(z)|m2n−m1−m2+
t1+t2+t3

2 . (4.35)

We next bound
∣
∣
∣E[X3

ℓg
(3)
ℓ (X∗

ℓ )]
∣
∣
∣. Using Lemma 3.1 and (4.32), it follows

∣
∣
∣E[X3

ℓg
(3)
ℓ (X∗

ℓ )]
∣
∣
∣ .

∑

t1+2t2+3t3=3
t1,t2,t3≥0

n− t1+t2+t3
2 E



|Xℓ|3




3∏

j=1

|h(j)(X∗
ℓ )|tj







 .

Combining with (4.35), it follows

∣
∣
∣E[X3

ℓg
(3)
ℓ (X∗

ℓ )]
∣
∣
∣ .

∑

s1,m1,s2,m2∈Z≥0

s1m1+s2m2=3

n−m1−m2E

[

|Xℓ|3|k(s1)(X∗
ℓ )|m1 |k(s2)(X∗

ℓ )|m2

]

.

Combining the latter bound with (3.15) from Lemma 3.13 readily implies

∣
∣
∣E[X3

ℓg
(3)
ℓ (X∗

ℓ )]
∣
∣
∣ ≤ Õ(n− 5

2 ). (4.36)

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

∣
∣
∣E[Y3

ℓ g
(3)
ℓ (Y∗

ℓ )]
∣
∣
∣ ≤ Õ(n−2d−

1
2 ). (4.37)

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

|E[gℓ(Yℓ)]− E[gℓ(Xℓ)]| ≤ Õ

(
1

n
5
2

+
1

n2
√
d

)

= Õ(n−2d−
1
2 ).

Summing the above over ℓ ≤ N − 1 ∼ n2/2 and using (4.30) yields

|E[f(Y)] − E[f(X)]| ≤ Õ

(
1√
d

)

= o(1). (4.38)

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

∀ǫ > 0, P
(
d(p(Y), [−1, 1]n) ≤ ǫ

√
n
)
= 1− o(1).

Proof of Lemma 4.5. Fix ǫ > 0. Set c = ǫ
2 in ψβ1,c and recall β1 =

√
log log d. It follows

E [ψβ1,c(d(p(X), [−1, 1]n))] ≥ ψβ1,c(ǫ
√
n/4)P

(
d(p(X), [−1, 1]n) ≤ ǫ

√
n/4

)
(4.39)

= φ(β1ǫ/2)(1− o(1)) (4.40)

= 1− o(1), (4.41)
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where (4.39) follows from the decreasing property of ψβ1,c ≥ 0, (4.40) from (2.4), and (4.41) from β1ǫ = ω(1).
Furthermore, since ψβ1,c ≤ 1 it follows

E [ψβ1,c(d(p(X), [−1, 1]n))] = 1− o(1). (4.42)

Using Lemma 3.4, we have

|ψβ1,c (d(p(X), [−1, 1]n))− f(X)| ≤ 2β1
β2

= o(1), (4.43)

where the last equality follows from recalling β1 =
√
log log d, β2 = log log d. Similarly

|ψβ1,c (d(p(Y), [−1, 1]n))− f(Y)| = o(1). (4.44)

Combining (4.42) and (4.43) it follows that

E[f(X)] = 1− o(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

E[ψβ1,c (d(p(Y), [−1, 1]n))] = 1− o(1). (4.45)

Then

E [ψβ1,c(d(p(Y), [−1, 1]n))] = E
[
ψβ1,c(d(p(Y), [−1, 1]n))

(
1d(p(Y),[−1,1]n)>ǫ

√
n + 1d(p(Y),[−1,1]n)≤ǫ√n

)]

≤ ψβ1,c(ǫ
√
n) + P

(
d(p(Y), [−1, 1]n) ≤ ǫ

√
n
)

(4.46)

= φ(−β1ǫ/2) + P
(
d(p(Y), [−1, 1]n) ≤ ǫ

√
n
)

= o(1) + P
(
d(p(Y), [−1, 1]n) ≤ ǫ

√
n
)
, (4.47)

where (4.46) follows from the fact that ψβ1,c is decreasing and ‖ψβ1,c‖∞ = 1, while (4.47) follows from
β1ǫ = ω(1). Combining (4.47) and (4.45) yields

P
(
d(p(Y), [−1, 1]n) ≤ ǫ

√
n
)
= 1− o(1), (4.48)

which concludes the proof of Lemma 4.5.

This concludes the proof of (2.6).

4.3 Proof of (2.7)

In this subsection, we extends a simple rounding procedure from [Mon19] to p(Y) in order to obtain a point
σ(p(Y),Y) ∈ {+1,−1}n.

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

Fix ǫ′ > 0 and let z be the projection of p(Y) onto the hypercube [−1, 1]n. From (2.6) it follows that
‖p(Y)− z‖2 ≤ ǫ′

√
n whp. We then have

1

2n
|p(Y)⊤Yp(Y) − z⊤Yz| ≤ 1

2n
|p(Y)− z)⊤Y(p(Y) − z)|+ 1

n
|z⊤Y(p(Y) − z)|

≤ 1

2n
‖Y‖op‖p(Y)− z‖22 +

1

n
‖Y‖op‖p(Y)− z‖2‖z‖2

≤ cǫ′2

2
+ cǫ′,
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where we used ‖z‖2 =
√
n and applied Lemma 3.10 in the last line, and c is a universal constant. Since the

diagonal terms of Y are null, it follows that the restriction of z 7→ z⊤Yz to any single entry zij , 1 ≤ i < j ≤
is linear. In particular, if zij ∈ (−1, 1), we can increase the objective value z⊤Yz by moving zij either
to −1 or 1. Denote the new value of zij by σ(p(Y),Y) and apply this rounding scheme iteratively for all
1 ≤ i < j ≤ n. Since each rounding step improves the objective, it follows that

1

2n
σ(p(Y),Y)⊤Yσ(p(Y),Y) ≥ 1

2n
z⊤Yz

≥ 1

2n
p(Y)⊤Yp(Y) − cǫ′2

2
− cǫ′

≥ P − ǫ′ − cǫ′2

2
− cǫ′,

where we used (2.5) in the last line. Taking ǫ′ such that ǫ′ + cǫ′2

2 + cǫ′ ≤ ǫ, yields the result of (2.7).

5 IAMP 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 t ([Mon22], [IS23]). 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 [Mon21]). Assume the denoisers f t are pseudo-Lipschitz of order m.
Let (Uj)j≥1 be a centered Gaussian process independent of U0 with covariance Q = (Qkj)k,j≥1 given defined

by (2.9). Assume Q≤k , (Qij)1≤i,j≤k is strictly positive definite for all k ≤ T . Then for any k, ℓ ∈ Z≥0,
and any function ψ : Rk+1 → R that is pseudo-Lipschitz of order ℓ, we have

p-lim
n→∞

1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ(u0
i , ...,u

k
i ) = E[ψ(U0, ..., Uk)].

Next we restate a Lemma from [IS23] showing that general AMP can be well approximated by LDP
under certain regularity assumptions stated below.

Lemma 5.2 (Lemma B.4 in [IS23]). Fix η > 0 and T ∈ Z≥0. Suppose that

• {f t : Rt+1 → R} is a sequence of L-Lipschitz denoiser function which produce IAMP iterates u0, ..,uT .

• For each i ∈ [n], ∂ft

∂ui
is either pseudo-Lipschitz or an indicator.

• The covariance matrix Q≤t for t ∈ [T ] satisfies Q≤t � It and ‖Q≤t‖∞ ≤ 2.

Then, there exists a sequence of polynomial denoisers {qt : Rt+1 → R} producing IAMP iterates û0, ..., ûT

such that

p-lim
n→∞

1√
n
‖ut − ût‖2 ≤ η,

for all t ≤ T . Furthermore, there exists constants ∆ = ∆(η, T, L), c = c(η, T, L), such that the polynomials
qt have degree bounded by ∆, 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 [Mon19].
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Corollary 5.3. Suppose X
d
= GOE(n). Let η > 0 and T ∈ Z≥0. Consider the IAMP algorithm in

[Mon19], and let its denoiser functions be f t : R
t+1 → R, and the IAMP iterates be u0, ...,uT . Then,

there exist ∆ = ∆(η, T ), c = c(η, T ), and a sequence of polynomial denoisers {qt : Rt+1 → R} satisfying
Deg(qt) ≤ ∆, ‖qt‖ ≤ c, and producing AMP iterates û0, ..., ûT such that the following holds

p-lim
n→∞

‖ut − ût‖2√
n

≤ η,

for all t ≤ T .

Proof. The proof is an application of Lemma 5.2 to the IAMP iterates in [Mon19]. The conditions required
to apply the Lemma are: (1) f t are Lipschitz functions. (2) f t are weakly differentiable with pseudo-
Lipschitz or indicator partial derivatives . (3) the covariance matrix Q≤t satisfies Q≤t � It, ‖Q≤t‖∞ ≤ 2.
The first condition is satisfied by the IAMP described in equations (9), (10) in [Mon19]: f t are composi-
tions/sums/products of bounded Lipschitz continuous functions. The second condition is only used to show
state evolution for bt,j in the proof of Lemma 5.2 in [IS23] (see Claim B.7 in [IS23]), however, state evolution
for bt,j is directly shown in Lemma II.3 in [Mon19]. Finally, the covariance matrix Q≤t is shown to be
diagonal in Lemma II.2 in [Mon19] 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 a0, ..., aT+1 ∈ R>0, introduce for t ≤ T

f̃ t : Rt+1 → R, (x0, ..., xt) 7→ at+1f
t (x0/a0, ..., xt/at) .

Let ũ0 = a0u
0 and denote by ũt be the iterates of the IAMP with adjusted denoisers f̃ t and initialization

ũ0. Furthermore denote by b̃t,j the adjusted bt,j coefficients for f̃ t. We first show by induction that ∀t ≤
T, ũt = atu

t. If t = 0 the result follows by definition of ũ0. Assume the result for all t′ ∈ [t] for some t < T ,
then

ũt+1 = Xf̃ t(ũ0, ..., ũt)−
t∑

j=1

b̃t,j f̃
j−1(ũ0, ..., ũj−1)

= at+1Xf
t(ũ0/a0, ..., ũ

t/at)−
t∑

j=1

b̃t,jajf
j−1(ũ0/a0, ..., ũ

j−1/aj−1)

= at+1



Xf t(u0, ...,ut)−
t∑

j=1

b̃t,jaj
at+1

f j−1(u0, ...,uj−1)



 .

For j ∈ [t] we have

b̃t,j =
1

n

n∑

i=1

∂f̃ t

∂ũji
(ũ0
i , ..., ũ

t
i)

=
1

n

n∑

i=1

at+1

aj

∂f t

∂uji
(ũ0
i /a0, ..., ũ

t
i/at)

=
at+1

aj
bt,j.

Henceforth

ũt+1 = at+1



Xf t(u0, ...,ut)−
t∑

j=1

bt,jf
j−1(u0, ...,uj−1)





= at+1u
t+1,
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which concludes the induction proof. LetQ, Q̃ be the covariance matrices associated with the IAMP obtained
from denoisers f t and f̃ t respectively, and given recursively by

Qk+1,j+1 = E[fk(U0, ..., Uk)f
j(U0, ..., Ut)],

Q̃k+1,j+1 = E[f̃k(Ũ0, ..., Ũk)f̃
j(Ũ0, ..., Ũt)],

where (Uj)j≥1 ((Ũj)j≥1 resp.) is a centered Gaussian process independent of U0 (Ũ0 resp.). As shown in

Lemma II.2 in [Mon19], the matrix Q is diagonal. Furthermore, the proof extends verbatim for Q̃. We next
show that Q̃t+1,t+1 = (at+1)

2Qt+1,t+1 for all t < T . It is straighforward to see that we can take Ũt = atUt

for t ≤ T , since Ũ0
d
= a0U0 from our initialization ũ0 = a0u

0. Therefore (Ũj)j≥1 is a centered Gaussian

process independent of Ũ0 with diagonal covariance matrix, and we have for 0 ≤ t < T ,

Q̃t+1,t+1 = E[f̃ t(Ũ0, ..., Ũt)f̃
t(Ũ0, ..., Ũt)]

= (at+1)
2
E[f t(U0, ..., Ut)f

t(U0, ..., Ut)]

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

Henceforth Q̃≤T = Diag((a1)
2Q1,1, ..., (aT )

2QT,T ). It suffices then to pick a1, ..., aT so that Q̃≤T is the

identity matrix, and thus satisfies the two requirements Q̃≤t � It and ‖Q̃≤t‖∞ ≤ 2 for t ≤ T , in order to
apply Lemma 5.2. This concludes the proof.

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

v̂ =
√
δ

⌊q̄/δ⌋
∑

k=1

qk(û0, ..., ûk).

The next proposition shows that v̂ is close in ℓ2 distance to v given by (2.10), i.e. the candidate for near
optimum associated with the IAMP algorithm in [Mon19].

Proposition 5.4. Fix θ, δ > 0 and T ∈ Z≥0. In the setting of Lemma 5.2, the polynomials qt can be chosen
to satisfy the following

p-lim
n→∞

‖v − v̂‖2√
n

≤ θ.

Proof. Let η ∈ (0, 1). By Lemma 5.2, we can chose the polynomials qt so that p-lim
n→∞

‖ut−ût‖2√
n

≤ η, ∀t ≤ T .

We have by the triangle inequality

‖v − v̂‖2√
n

≤
√
δ

⌊q̄/δ⌋
∑

k=1

‖fk(u0, ...,uk)− qk(û0, ..., ûk)‖2√
n

,

therefore it suffices to show that each of the summands above is bounded by O(η) whp and then take η small
enough. Let k ∈ [⌊q̄/δ⌋]. We have

‖fk(u0, ...,uk)− qk(û0, ..., ûk)‖2 ≤ ‖fk(u0, ...,uk)− fk(û0, ..., ûk)‖2
︸ ︷︷ ︸

A

+ ‖fk(û0, ..., ûk)− qk(û0, ..., ûk)‖2
︸ ︷︷ ︸

B

.

LetU, Û be matrices in R
n×(k+1) with columns (u0, ...,uk), and (û0, ..., ûk) respectively. Since fk is Lipschitz

with constant Lipschitz coefficient L, it follows that

A ≤ L‖U− Û‖fro = L

√
√
√
√

k∑

t=0

‖ut − ût‖22.
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From Lemma 5.2, we have ‖ut − ût‖2 ≤ η
√
n, ∀t ∈ [T ] whp as n→ ∞, it follows that A ≤ Lη

√
nk whp. We

now bound B. We have by Proposition 5.1 (using the fact that pseudo-Lipschitz functions are closed under
sums/products)

p-lim
n→∞

B2

n
= p-lim

n→∞

1

n

n∑

i=1

|fk(û0
i , ..., û

k
i )− qk(û0

i , ..., û
k
i )|2

= E

[

(fk(Û0, ..., Ûk)− qk(Û0, ..., Ûk))2
]

≤ g2(k)
2,

where g2 is an increasing function introduced in Claim B.6 in [IS23] and satisfies g2(T ) ≤ cη2, where c is a
constant depending on T, L. Hence

p-lim
n→∞

B2

n
≤ c2η4,

which readily implies B ≤ O(η
√
n) whp. Taking η small enough, we conclude that p-lim

n→∞
‖v−v̂‖2√

n
≤ θ, which

ends the proof.

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 u0 has entries
bounded by a constant M > 0 independent of n. This assumption appears restrictive for IAMP, since
[Mon19] requires a random initialization u0 ∼ δN (0, In) where δ is a fixed parameter driving the optimality
gap of the IAMP 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 u0 only through [u0]M with
[u]M , max(−M,min(u,M)) for some fixed large enoughM > 0. Indeed, let ūk = [uk]M , ∀k ∈ [T ]. Observe
that for all t ≤ T the denoisers f t given in (9), (10) in [Mon19] only depend on the iterates uk through ūk,
i.e.

∀t ≤ T, f t(u0, ...,ut) = f t(ū0, ..., ūt),

thus switching the initialization u with ū0 has no effect on the IAMP iterations, and furthermore preserves
the covariance matrix Q since it holds for k, j ≥ 0

EU0,...,Umax(j,k)
[fk(U0, ..., Uk)f

j(U0, ..., Uj)] = EU0,...,Umax(j,k)
[fk([U0]M , ..., Uk)f

j([U0]M , ..., Uj)]

= E[U0]M ,...,Umax(j,k)
[fk([U0]M , ..., Uk)f

j([U0]M , ..., Uj)].

Adding the truncation step thus has the effect of adding a secondary limit M → ∞ 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 q 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
qt by replacing the coefficients bt,j by their respective limits in probability denoted b̄t,j , p-lim

n→∞
bt,j. i.e.

consider the following iterations

ũt+1 = Xqt(ũ0, ..., ũt)−
t∑

j=1

b̄t,jq
j−1(ũ0, ..., ũj−1), (5.1)

bt,j =
1

n

n∑

i=1

∂f t

∂ûji
(û0
i , ..., û

t
i),
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where û0
i , ..., û

T
i are the iterates of the (standard) AMP with denoisers qt. We note that the existence of the

limits b̄t,j is justified by applying Proposition 5.1 to the partial derivatives of the polynomial denoisers qt.
We show next that the above modification leads to effectively the same algorithm, and that the dynamics
of ũt are roughly the same as ût.

Proposition 5.5. Fix δ > 0, T ∈ Z≥0. In the setting of Lemma 5.2, let û0, ..., ûT be the AMP iterates
obtained with polynomial denoisers qt, t ∈ [T ], and let ũ0, ..., ũT be the AMP iterates obtained by replacing
bt,j with b̄t,j , p-lim

n→∞
bt,j as shown in (5.1). Let the near-optimum candidates be given by

v̂ =
√
δ

⌊q̄/δ⌋
∑

k=1

qk(û0, ..., ûk) (5.2)

ṽ =
√
δ

⌊q̄/δ⌋
∑

k=1

qk(ũ0, ..., ũk), (5.3)

Then

p-lim
n→∞

‖v̂ − ṽ‖2√
n

= 0.

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 δ > 0, T ∈ Z≥0 and consider the AMP iteration (5.1) with polynomial denoisers
qt : R

t+1 → R with constant degrees ∆t, and coefficients bounded in absolute value by a constant. Let
ũ0, ..., ũT be the iterations produced where ũ0 will be assumed to satisfy ‖ũ0‖∞ = O(1) whp. Then there exist
LDPs wti , and hi such that for all t ∈ [0, T ], i ∈ [n]

1. ũti = wti(X), and ṽi = hi(X).

2. maxi ‖wti‖ = O(1), and maxi ‖hi‖ = O(1).

3. wti , hi are a connected LDPs containing node i.

Proof. We first show the required properties for iterates ũt, the claim for ṽ will follow similarly. Note that
by Proposition 5.1 and the fact that ‖û0‖∞ = O(1), it follows that |b̄t,j | = O(1) for all t ∈ [0, T ] and j ∈ [t],
as the limit b̄t,j is a constant. The proof proceeds by induction on t ≤ T . If t = 0 then w0

i are constant
polynomials and the graph G0

Z
n×n
≥0

is empty, thus it satisfies all claims in the proposition by definition.

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

ũt+1
1 =

n∑

ℓ=1

X1ℓq
t(ũ0

ℓ , ..., ũ
t
ℓ)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

A1,t

−
t∑

j=1

b̄t,jq
j−1(ũ0

1, ..., ũ
j−1
1 )

︸ ︷︷ ︸

O1,t

.

We first show that O1,t is a connected LDP in X with constant coefficients. Each term qj−1(ũ0
1, ..., ũ

j−1
1 )

is a polynomial in ũ0
1, ..., ũ

t
1 with constant degree and constant coefficients. Furthermore, by the inductive

hypothesis, each of ũ0
1, ..., ũ

t
1 is a connected LDP in X with O(1) coefficients containing node 1. Therefore, it

follows that qj−1(ũ0
1, ..., ũ

j−1
1 ) 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 b̄t,j = O(1), it
follows that each summand in O1,t is a connected LDP with O(1) coefficients containing node 1. As O1,t is
a finite sum of such LDPs, it readily follows that O1,t is a connected LDP in X with O(1) coefficients.

We now deal with the term A1,t. Let rℓ(X) = X1ℓq
t(ũ0

ℓ , ..., ũ
t
ℓ) for ℓ ≥ 2 (we recall here that Xℓℓ = 0, ∀ℓ).

Note that rℓ, ℓ ≥ 2 are LDPs and ∀ℓ ∈ [2, n], {1, ℓ} ∈ rℓ. Furthermore, since each of ũ0
ℓ , ..., ũ

t
ℓ is a connected

LDP in X with O(1) coefficients containing node ℓ, it follows that qt(ũ0
ℓ , ..., ũ

t
ℓ) is a connected LDP in X with
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O(1) coefficients in X containing node ℓ. Therefore rℓ(X) is a connected LDP in X with O(1) coefficients
containing nodes {1, ℓ} as the product of X1ℓ (an edge-tree with endpoints 1, ℓ) and qt(ũ0

ℓ , ..., ũ
t
ℓ) (LDPs

containing node 1). It follows readily that A1,t is a connected LDP in X containing node 1. It remains to

show ‖A1,t‖ = ‖∑2≤ℓ≤n rℓ‖ = O(1). Using Lemma 3.6 with sets Sℓ , {1, ℓ} for 2 ≤ ℓ ≤ n and γ = 1, c = 1,
it follows that

‖A1,t‖ ≤ (1 + ∆t) max
2≤ℓ≤n

‖rℓ‖ = O(1).

Therefore ũt+1
1 is a connected LDP in X containing node 1 with O(1) coefficients. Finally, note that any

bounds on the coefficients of the LDP ũt+1
1 extend generically to the LDPs ũt+1

i for all i ∈ [n], so that
maxi ‖ũt+1

i ‖ = O(1). This completes the induction and ends the proof for ũt.
We now show similarly the representation result on ṽ. By symmetry, it suffices to verify the result for i =

1. We have ṽ1 =
√
δ
∑⌊q̄/δ⌋

k=1 qk(ũ0
1, ..., ũ

k
1). As shown above, we have that ũt1, t ∈ [k] are connected LDPs in X

with constant coefficients and contain node 1. Since qk are polynomials with constant coefficients, it follows
readily that each of the summands qk(ũ0

1, ..., ũ
k
1) is a LDP in X with constant coefficients. Furthermore,

since all the LDPs ũt1, t ∈ [k] are connected and share node 1, it follows that all monomials in qk(ũ0
1, ..., ũ

k
1)

are connected and contain node 1. Therefore, the claims in items (1) and (3) in the proposition for h1 hold.
Finally, since ṽ1 is a finite sum of LDPs with constant coefficients, it follows that ‖h1‖ = O(1), and moreover
maxi ‖hi‖ = O(1) as the bound on ‖h1‖ extends to all hi, which shows the claim of item (2) and concludes
the proof.

5.3 Proof of Theorem 2.2

As a corollary of Proposition 5.6 and Proposition 5.5, for every fixed ǫ > 0 we can construct an AMP
algorithm with T = T (ǫ) iterations, and polynomial denoisers qt satisfying the assumptions of Lemma
5.2, and we can encode the near optimum candidate as h(X) , (h1(X), ..., hn(X)) where hi satisfy the
assumptions of Proposition 5.6. We next provide justification of the quality of the output of p , hTr.

Proposition 5.7. Let X
d
= GOE(n). Let ǫ > 0. There exists δ = δ(ǫ) > 0 and T = T (ǫ) ∈ Z≥0 such that if

ṽ = h(X) in the setting of Proposition 5.6, and p , hTr, then the following holds whp as n→ ∞
1

2n
|v⊤Xv − p(X)⊤Xp(X)| ≤ ǫ,

d(p(X), [−1, 1]n)√
n

≤ ǫ,
(5.4)

where v is the output candidate of IAMP given in (2.10).

Proof. Let ǫ′ > 0. Let θ > 0 as in Proposition 5.4, and v̂ be given in (5.2) Then, whp as n→ ∞
d(p(X), [−1, 1]n)√

n
≤ d(p(X), ṽ)√

n
+
d(ṽ, v̂)√

n
+
d(v̂,v)√

n
+
d(v, [−1, 1]n)√

n

≤ d(p(X), ṽ)√
n

+ κn + θ + ǫ′, (5.5)

where κn is a random variable s.t p-lim
n→∞

κn = 0, and the last line follows from applying Proposition 5.5,

Proposition 5.4 and (2.12) respectively. We have

E
[
d(p(X), ṽ)2

]
=

n∑

i=1

E
[
(hTri (X)− hi(X))2

]
.

Let gi , hTri − hi. Since hi is connected and i ∈ hi it follows that gi is connected and i ∈ gi. Since g
Tr
i = 0

and gi is connected, we have by Lemma 3.8 that [(gi)
2]Tr = 0. Using Lemma 3.11 on gi with S , {i} yields

E[gi(X)2] ≤ c‖hi‖
n

,
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where c is a constant. Therefore E
[
d(p(X), ṽ)2

]
≤ c

∑n
i=1 ‖hi‖/n. Since maxi ‖hi‖ = O(1), it follows that

E
[
d(p(X), ṽ)2

]
= O(1). Using Chebyshev’s inequality, we have for all η > 0

P(d(p(X), ṽ) ≥ η
√
n) = P(d(p(X), ṽ)2 ≥ η2n) ≤ O(1)

η2n
.

Combining the above with (5.5), it holds whp

d(p(X), [−1, 1]n)√
n

≤ η + κn + θ + ǫ′. (5.6)

Let u = p(X)− v, so that ‖u‖2/
√
n ≤ η + κn + θ whp as shown above. We have

|p(X)⊤Xp(X)− v⊤Xv| = |2u⊤Xv + u⊤Xu|
≤
(
2‖u‖2‖v‖2 + ‖u‖22

)
‖X‖op.

From Proposition (2.12) it follows that ‖v‖2 ≤ (1 + ǫ′)
√
n. Therefore

2‖u‖2‖v‖2+‖u‖2
2

n ≤ 2(η + κn + θ)(1 +
ǫ′) + (η+ κn+ θ)2 whp. From standard random Gaussian matrix theory ‖X‖op = O(1) whp, therefore there
exists a constant C > 0 such that

|p(X)⊤Xp(X)− v⊤Xv| ≤ Cn
(
2(η + κn + θ)(1 + ǫ′) + (η + κn + θ)2

)
. (5.7)

The claim of the proposition follows readily by taking η, θ, ǫ′ small enough combined with p-lim
n→∞

κn = 0 in

(5.6) and (5.7).

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
d
= GOE(n). Let A ∈ R

d×n and D ∈ R
d×n. 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 A⊤(AA⊤)−1D + Proj{z∈Rn|Az=0}(X
′), where ProjV(Y) denotes the matrix obtained by

projecting each column of Y onto the vector space V.

Proof. Let B ∈ R
(n−d)×n be a matrix with orhtonormal rows, such that the rows of B are also orthogonal

to the rows of A. In particular [A⊤|B⊤] is invertible. Conditionally on AX = D, we have

X = A⊤(AA⊤)−1AX+B⊤BX

= A⊤(AA⊤)−1D+B⊤BX,

where we used A⊤(AA⊤)−1A + B⊤B = In. Let V be the vector space spanned by the rows of B. Note

that B⊤BX = ProjV(X), and by Cochran’s Theorem, it holds that conditionally on AX = D, ProjV(X)
d
=

ProjV(X
′). This concludes the proof.

Proof of Proposition 5.5. Given a sequence of random variables Xi, i ≥ 1 and a constant C, we write
p-limsup
n→∞

Xn < C if limn→∞ P(Xn ≥ C) = 0. We first show the following Proposition.

Proposition 5.9. Let X
d
= GOE(n). Let qt : R

t+1 → R, t = 0, .., T be multivariate polynomials with
constant coefficients and degrees ∆t = O(1). Let u0 ∈ R

n be an initialization independent of X satisfying

‖u0‖∞ ≤ O(1) whp and ∀ℓ ∈ Z≥0, p̂u
Wℓ−−→ pU0 (where pU0 is any distribution on R with finite moments of all
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orders, p̂u is the empirical distribution on {u1, ...,un}, and the limit is in Wasserstein distance). Consider
the iterates ut, ũt for t ∈ [T ] given recursively by

ut+1 = Xqt(u0, ...,ut)−
t∑

j=1

bt,jq
j−1(u0, ...,uj−1),

ũt+1 = Xqt(ũ0, ..., ũt)−
t∑

j=1

b̄t,jq
j−1(ũ0, ..., ũj−1).

where t < T , ũ0 = u0 and

bt,j =
1

n

n∑

i=1

∂qt

∂uji
(u0
i , ...,u

t
i),

b̄t,j = p-lim
n→∞

bt,j,

where the existence of the limit points b̄t,j is justified by Proposition 5.1. Let (Uj)j≥1 be a centered Gaussian
process independent of U0 as defined in Proposition 5.1, and let Q be its covariance matrix. Suppose

∃c1, c2 > 0, ∀t ∈ [T ],Q≤t � c1It, and ‖Q‖∞ ≤ c2. (5.8)

Then, the following properties hold for all t ∈ [0, T ]

• A1(t) : For all ℓ ∈ Z≥0, there exists constants ct,ℓ such that

p-limsup
n→∞

1

n
‖ut‖ℓℓ ≤ ct,ℓ, p-limsup

n→∞

1

n
‖ũt‖ℓℓ ≤ ct,ℓ.

• A2(t) :

p-limsup
n→∞

1√
n
‖ut − ũt‖2 = 0.

• A3(t): For all m ∈ Z≥0 and any function ψ : Rt+1 7→ R ∈ PL(m)

p-lim
n→∞

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ(ũ0
i , ..., ũ

t
i)−

1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ(u0
i , ...,u

t
i)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
= 0.

Proof. The proof is essentially identical to the proof of Proposition 2.1 in [Mon21] with minor adjustments.
We provide a full proof here for completeness. Using the same notations as in [Mon21], we denote by qt, q̃t

the vectors qt(u0, ...,ut), qt(ũ0, ..., ũt) respectively. Let Ft, F̃t be the matrices in R
n×(t+1) with columns

q0, ...,qt, and q̃0, ..., q̃t respectively. Let Pt, P̃t be the projection matrices on the column span of Ft, F̃t
respectively, and let P⊥

t = In − Pt and P̃⊥
t = In − P̃t. Furthermore, let Q be the covariance matrix

associated with the AMP iterates ut. Applying Proposition 5.1 to the terms qj
⊤
qi, we have

∀t ∈ [T ], p-lim
n→∞

1

n
F⊤
t−1Ft−1 = Q≤t. (5.9)

We prove the three properties inductively on t. Claims A2(0),A3(0) hold trivially as u0 = ũ0. Furthermore,
A1(0) holds as a direct application of Proposition 5.1, namely p-lim

n→∞
1
n

∑n
i=1 |u0

i |ℓ = E[|U0|ℓ] <∞. Suppose

that the properties A1(t
′),A2(t

′),A3(t
′) hold for all t′ ∈ [0, t] for some t < T .

We first show A1(t + 1). For ℓ ≥ 0, let ψ : R
t+2 → R, (u0, ..., ut+1) 7→ |ut+1|ℓ. Clearly ψ is in

PL(O(ℓ)), thus by Proposition 5.1 p-lim
n→∞

1
n

∑n
i=1 ψ(u

0
i , ...,u

t+1
i ) = E[ψ(U0, ..., Ut+1)] < ∞. This proves
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p-limsup
n→∞

1
n‖ut‖ℓℓ < ∞. Thus, we only need to show A1(t + 1) for the iterates ũt. Let r̃ =

∑t
j=1 b̄t,j q̃

j−1.

Following [Mon21], we write

ũt+1 = Xq̃t − r̃t

= P̃⊥
t−1XP̃⊥

t−1q̃
t + P̃⊥

t−1XP̃t−1q̃
t + P̃t−1Xq̃t − r̃t

d
= P̃⊥

t−1X̂P̃⊥
t−1q̃

t + P̃⊥
t−1XP̃t−1q̃

t + P̃t−1Xq̃t − r̃t (5.10)

= X̂P̃⊥
t−1q̃

t − P̃t−1X̂P̃⊥
t−1q̃

t − r̃t + P̃⊥
t−1XP̃t−1q̃

t + P̃t−1Xq̃t

, v1 − v2 − v3 + v4 + v5.

where we used Lemma 5.8 in line (5.10) and X̂ is distributed as X but independent of the σ-algebra
σ({q̃j , ũj}j≤t) . Furthermore, note that using A3(j), j ≤ t, and (5.9)

p-lim
n→∞

1

n
F̃⊤
t−1F̃t−1 = p-lim

n→∞

1

n
F⊤
t−1Ft−1 = Q≤t.

Therefore F̃⊤
t−1F̃t−1 is invertible whp and the following holds

P̃t−1 = F̃t−1(F̃
⊤
t−1F̃t−1)

−1F̃⊤
t−1 (5.11)

We next bound p-limsup
n→∞

1
n1/ℓ ‖vk‖ℓ, k ∈ [5].

1. We first deal with v1. Denote w , P̃⊥
t−1q̃

t. Let D = Diag(z1, ..., zn) where zi are independent

normal N (0, 2/n), so that X̂+D
d
= GOE(n), i.e the Gaussian Orthogonal Ensemble. Since X̂+D is

independent of w, it follows by simple verification that (X̂ +D)w
d
= (‖w‖2/

√
n)g + g0w/

√
n where

(g0,g)
d
= N (0, In+1). We then have

‖v1‖ℓ = ‖(X̂+D)w −Dw‖ℓ
≤ ‖(X̂+D)w‖ℓ + ‖Dw‖ℓ

≤ ‖w‖2√
n

‖g‖ℓ +
|g0|√
n
‖w‖ℓ + ‖Dw‖ℓ. (5.12)

To bound the p-limsup
n→∞

of the above, we first bound ‖w‖ℓ. Note that w = q̃t − P̃t−1q̃
t, and

P̃t−1q̃
t =

t−1∑

j=0

atj q̃
j , atj ,

t−1∑

k=0

(F̃⊤
t−1F̃t−1)

−1
jk 〈q̃k, q̃t〉.

Note that

|atj | ≤
t−1∑

k=0

∣
∣
∣n(F̃⊤

t−1F̃t−1)
−1
jk

∣
∣
∣

∣
∣
∣
∣

〈
q̃k√
n
,
q̃t√
n

〉∣
∣
∣
∣
.

By A1(k), k ≤ t and using the fact that q̃j , j ≤ t are polynomials (of constant degrees/coefficients)

in the iterates ũj , it follows that p-limsup
n→∞

|〈 q̃k

√
n
, q̃t

√
n
〉| = O(1). Furthermore, by (5.11) we have

p-lim
n→∞

n(F̃⊤
t−1F̃t−1)

−1
jk = (Q≤t)

−1
jk = O(1). Therefore, it follows that p-limsup

n→∞
|atj | = O(1). Hence

p-limsup
n→∞

1

n1/ℓ
‖w‖ℓ ≤ p-limsup

n→∞

1

n1/ℓ
‖q̃t‖ℓ + p-limsup

n→∞

1

n1/ℓ
‖P̃t−1q̃

t‖ℓ

≤ O(1) + p-limsup
n→∞

t−1∑

j=0

(

|atj |
1

n1/ℓ
‖q̃j‖ℓ

)

= O(1),
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where the last two inequalities follow from A1(k), k ≤ t combined with p-limsup
n→∞

|atj | = O(1). Fur-

thermore, we have

p-limsup
n→∞

1

n1/ℓ
‖Dw‖ℓ = p-limsup

n→∞

1

n1/ℓ

(
n∑

i=1

|zi|ℓ|wi|ℓ
) 1

ℓ

≤ p-limsup
n→∞

max
1≤i≤n

|zi|
1

n1/ℓ
‖w‖ℓ

= 0,

where the last line follows from p-limsup
n→∞

1
n1/ℓ ‖w‖ℓ = O(1) and the fact that max1≤i≤n |zi| = Θ(

√

log(n)/
√
n)

with probability 1− n−Θ(1). Putting everything together in (5.12) yields

p-limsup
n→∞

1

n1/ℓ
‖v1‖ℓ ≤ p-limsup

n→∞

1

n1/ℓ

‖w‖2√
n

‖g‖ℓ + p-limsup
n→∞

1

n1/ℓ

|g0|√
n
‖w‖ℓ + p-limsup

n→∞

1

n1/ℓ
‖Dw‖ℓ

= p-limsup
n→∞

‖w‖2√
n

‖g‖ℓ
n1/ℓ

+ p-limsup
n→∞

|g0|√
n

‖w‖ℓ
n1/ℓ

,

note that p-limsup
n→∞

‖w‖2√
n

= O(1), p-limsup
n→∞

‖w‖ℓ

n1/ℓ = O(1) from previous arguments. Moreover, p-limsup
n→∞

|g0|√
n
=

0, and by virtue of CLT we have ‖g‖ℓ

n1/ℓ = O(1). Henceforth p-limsup
n→∞

1
n1/ℓ ‖v1‖ℓ ≤ O(1). Which ends

the analysis of ‖v1‖ℓ.

2. We now deal with v2 similarly to the term v1. Specifically, let w , P̃⊥
t−1q̃

t

v2 = P̃t−1

(

(X̂+D)w −Dw
)

= P̃t−1

(
(‖w‖2/

√
n)g + g0w/

√
n−Dw

)

= (‖w‖2/
√
n)P̃t−1g − P̃t−1Dw,

where we used P̃t−1w = 0 in the last line as w = P̃⊥
t−1q̃

t. From the analysis of v1, we have
p-limsup
n→∞

‖w‖2/
√
n = O(1). Furthermore

P̃t−1g =
1√
n

t−1∑

j=0

g̃j q̃
j ,

where (g̃0, ..., g̃t−1)|F̃t−1

d
= N (0, (F̃⊤

t−1F̃t−1/n)
−1). By the induction hypothesis A1(j), j ≤ t, we have

p-limsup
n→∞

‖q̃j‖ℓ/n1/ℓ = O(1). Therefore

p-limsup
n→∞

1

n1/ℓ
‖P̃t−1g‖ℓ ≤ p-limsup

n→∞

O(1)√
n

t−1∑

j=0

|g̃j |

≤ p-limsup
n→∞

O(t)√
n
‖g̃‖2

= 0,

where the last line follows from noting that E[‖g̃‖22|F̃t−1] = Tr((F̃⊤
t−1F̃t−1/n)

−1) →n→∞ Tr(Q̃−1
≤t ),

which is bounded, then combining the latter with Markov inequality. Therefore

p-limsup
n→∞

1

n1/ℓ
‖v2‖ℓ ≤ p-limsup

n→∞

1

n1/ℓ
‖P̃t−1Dw‖ℓ.
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Note that

P̃t−1Dw =

t−1∑

j=0

atj q̃
j , atj ,

t−1∑

k=0

(F̃⊤
t−1F̃t−1)

−1
jk 〈q̃k,Dw〉.

As shown in the analysis of v1, it suffices to show |atj | = O(1) to show p-limsup
n→∞

1
n1/ℓ ‖P̃t−1Dw‖ℓ =

O(1). We have

atj =

t−1∑

k=0

(F̃⊤
t−1F̃t−1/n)

−1
jk

〈
q̃k√
n
,
Dw√
n

〉

.

As shown above (F̃⊤
t−1F̃t−1/n)

−1
jk = O(1), and by the induction hypothesis p-limsup

n→∞
‖q̃k‖2/

√
n =

O(1), and as shown in the analysis of v1, we have p-limsup
n→∞

‖Dw‖2/
√
n = 0. It follows that

p-limsup
n→∞

|at,j | = 0. Henceforth, we have p-limsup
n→∞

1
n1/ℓ ‖P̃t−1Dw‖ℓ = 0, which readily yields p-limsup

n→∞
1

n1/ℓ ‖v2‖ℓ =
O(1).

3. We now deal with v3. We have

p-limsup
n→∞

1

n1/ℓ
‖v3‖ℓ ≤ p-limsup

n→∞

t∑

j=1

|b̄t,j|
1

n1/ℓ
‖q̃j−1‖ℓ.

We have |b̄tj | = O(1), and by the inductive hypothesis p-limsup
n→∞

n1/ℓ‖q̃j−1‖ℓ = O(1), therefore

p-limsup
n→∞

1
n1/ℓ ‖v3‖ℓ = O(1).

4. We next deal with v4. Let Ũk , [ũ0|...|ũk+1] and R̃k , [0|r̃1|...|r̃k], and Ỹk = Ũk + R̃k for k ≥ 0.
Note that XF̃t−1 = Ỹt−1. Introduce bt , (F̃⊤

t−1F̃t−1)
−1F̃⊤

t−1q̃
t ∈ R

t. We have

v4 = P̃⊥
t−1XP̃t−1q̃

t

= (In − P̃t−1)XP̃t−1q̃
t

= (In − P̃t−1)XF̃t−1(F̃
⊤
t−1F̃t−1)

−1F̃⊤
t−1q̃

t

= Ỹt−1b
t − P̃t−1Ỹt−1b

t

, v4,a + v4,b.

Using similar arguments to previous ones, we have p-limsup
n→∞

‖bt‖∞ = O(1). Furthermore, it follows

from the inductive hypothesis A1(j), j ≤ t that p-limsup
n→∞

1
n1/ℓ ‖ũj‖ℓ = O(1) and p-limsup

n→∞
1

n1/ℓ ‖r̃j‖ℓ =
O(1) for all j ≤ t. Therefore

p-limsup
n→∞

1

n1/ℓ
‖v4,a‖ℓ ≤ p-limsup

n→∞
‖bt‖∞

t∑

j=1

1

n1/ℓ

(
‖ũj‖ℓ + ‖r̃j−1‖ℓ

)

= O(1).

We next bound v4,b. Note that

v4,b =
t∑

j=1

hj q̃
j−1, (h1, ..., ht) = (F̃⊤

t−1F̃t−1)
−1F̃⊤

t−1Ỹt−1b
t.

Using the inductive hypothesis, we show similarly p-lim
n→∞

max1≤j≤t |hj | = O(1), we then conclude using

p-limsup
n→∞

1
n1/ℓ ‖q̃j‖ℓ = O(1) that p-limsup

n→∞
1

n1/ℓ ‖v4,b‖ = O(1). Which ends the analysis of v4.

39



5. The analysis of v5 is similar to v4. Indeed, note that

v5 = P̃t−1Xq̃t

= F̃t−1(F̃
⊤
t−1F̃t−1)

−1F̃⊤
t−1Xq̃t

= F̃t−1(F̃
⊤
t−1F̃t−1)

−1(XF̃t−1)
⊤q̃t

= F̃t−1(F̃
⊤
t−1F̃t−1)

−1Ỹ⊤
t−1q̃

t.

It suffices then to recall p-limsup
n→∞

‖n(F̃⊤
t−1F̃t−1)

−1‖∞ = O(1), and use the inductive hypothesis

A1(j), j ≤ t to show p-limsup
n→∞

‖Ỹ⊤
t−1q̃

t‖∞ = O(1), then conclude that p-limsup
n→∞

‖v5‖ℓ/n1/ℓ = O(1).

This ends the proof of A1(t+ 1). We next show A2(t+ 1). We have

1√
n
‖ũt+1 − ut+1‖2 ≤ ‖X‖op

1√
n
‖q̃t − qt‖2 +

t∑

j=1

|bt,j − b̄t,j|
1√
n
‖qj−1‖2 +

t∑

j=1

|b̄t,j |
1√
n
‖q̃j−1 − qj−1‖2

, a1 + a2 + a3.

1. We first deal with a1. We have ‖X‖op ≤ Θ(1) with probability 1 − exp(−Θ(n)). Therefore we have
whp

a1 ≤ O(1)
1√
n
‖q̃t − qt‖2.

Denote si = (u0
i , ...,u

t
i) and s̃i = (ũ0

i , ..., ũ
t
i), so that

1

n
‖q̃t − qt‖22 =

1

n

n∑

i=1

(qt(s̃i)− qt(si))
2.

Since qt is polynomial, it belongs to PL(m) for some m ≥ 0. Therefore

1

n

n∑

i=1

(qt(s̃i)− qt(si))
2 ≤ C

n

n∑

i=1

(1 + ‖s̃i‖m−1
2 + ‖si‖m−1

2 )2‖s̃i − si‖22

≤ C

n

n∑

i=1

(1 + ‖s̃i‖2 + ‖si‖2)2m−1‖s̃i − si‖2

≤ C

(

1

n

n∑

i=1

(1 + ‖s̃i‖2 + ‖si‖2)4m−2

)1/2( n∑

i=1

1

n
‖s̃i − si‖22

)1/2

= C

(

1

n

n∑

i=1

(1 + ‖s̃i‖2 + ‖si‖2)4m−2

)1/2




t∑

j=1

1

n
‖ũj − uj‖22





1/2

.

Using the inductive hypothesis A2(j), j ≤ t, we have p-limsup
n→∞

(
∑t

j=1
1
n‖ũj − uj‖22

)1/2

= 0. More-

over, using A1(j), j ≤ t, we have p-limsup
n→∞

(
1
n

∑n
i=1(1 + ‖s̃i‖2 + ‖si‖2)4m−2

)1/2
= O(1). Henceforth

p-lim
n→∞

1
n

∑n
i=1(q

t(s̃i)− qt(si))
2 = 0, which yields p-limsup

n→∞
a1 = 0.

2. We now deal with a2. From the inductive hypothesis A1(t), we have p-limsup
n→∞

1√
n
‖qt‖2 = O(1), and

by Proposition 5.1 we have p-limsup
n→∞

btj = b̄tj . Therefore p-limsup
n→∞

a2 = 0.

3. The term a3 is dealt with identically to a1 and a2.
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This concludes the proof of A2(t + 1). It remains to prove A3(t + 1), which we do next. Let ψ ∈ PL(m),
and use the same notations above. Then

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ(s̃i)−
1

n

n∑

i=1

ψ(si)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ C

n

n∑

i=1

(1 + ‖s̃i‖2 + ‖si‖2)m−1‖s̃i − si‖2

≤ C

(

1

n

n∑

i=1

(1 + ‖s̃i‖2 + ‖si‖2)2m−2

)1/2( n∑

i=1

1

n
‖s̃i − si‖22

)1/2

= C

(

1

n

n∑

i=1

(1 + ‖s̃i‖2 + ‖si‖2)2m−2

)1/2




t∑

j=1

1

n
‖ũj − uj‖22





1/2

.

Using the same arguments as in the proof ofA2(t+1), we conclude that p-limsup
n→∞

∣
∣ 1
n

∑n
i=1 ψ(s̃i)− 1

n

∑n
i=1 ψ(si)

∣
∣ =

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

We now turn to the proof of Proposition 5.5. Let QIAMP be the covariance matrix associated with the
IAMP algorithm in [Mon19]. Let v̂, ṽ as in (5.2), (5.3) and let their associated iterates be ût, ũt, and let

Q̂ be the covariance matrix of the AMP iterates ût. In order to apply Proposition 5.9, on the iterates
ût, ũt, we first need to verify (5.8) for Q̂, which we do next. Property (5.9) is shown to hold for QIAMP

in [Mon19], as the matrix QIAMP is diagonal with positive diagonal terms bounded above and below by

constants. Moreover, it is shown in [IS23](Claim B.5) that ‖Q̂≤t−QIAMP
≤t ‖fro can be taken arbitrarily small

for any t ∈ [T ] and fixed number of iterations T . Hence, taking supt≤T ‖Q̂≤t−QIAMP
≤t ‖fro small enough, the

matrix Q̂ satisfies (5.8). We then have

‖v̂ − ṽ‖2√
n

≤
√
δ

⌊q̄/δ⌋
∑

t=1

‖qt(û0, ..., ût)− qt(ũ0, ..., ũt)‖2√
n

.

Following the notations in the proof of Proposition 5.9, denote by q̂t the vector qt(û0, ..., ût), and let
ŝi = (û0

i , ..., û
t
i). Let t ∈ [⌊q̄/δ⌋]. Since qt is a polynomial with constant degree and coefficients, we have

qt ∈ PL(m) for some constant m ≥ 0. We then have

‖qt(û0, ..., ût)− qt(ũ0, ..., ũt)‖22
n

≤ C

n

n∑

i=1

(1 + ‖ŝi‖2 + ‖s̃i‖2)m−1‖ŝi − s̃i‖2

≤ C

(

1

n

n∑

i=1

(1 + ‖ŝi‖2 + ‖s̃i‖2)2m−2

)1/2( n∑

i=1

1

n
‖ŝi − s̃i‖22

)1/2

= C

(

1

n

n∑

i=1

(1 + ‖ŝi‖2 + ‖s̃i‖2)2m−2

)1/2




t∑

j=1

1

n
‖ûj − ũj‖22





1/2

.

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

p-lim
n→∞

‖qt(û0, ..., ût)− qt(ũ0, ..., ũt)‖22
n

= 0,

and therefore

p-lim
n→∞

‖v̂ − ṽ‖2√
n

= 0,

which ends the proof of Proposition 5.5.
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