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Optimization of Mean-field Spin Glasses

Ahmed El Alaoui Andrea Montanaril Mark Sellket

Abstract

Mean-field spin glasses are families of random energy functions (Hamiltonians) on high-
dimensional product spaces. In this paper we consider the case of Ising mixed p-spin models,
namely Hamiltonians Hy : ¥y — R on the Hamming hypercube Y = {41}*, which are
defined by the property that {Hy(0)}oes, i a centered Gaussian process with covariance
E{Hn(o1)Hn(02)} depending only on the scalar product (o1, 073).

The asymptotic value of the optimum maxgex, Hy(o) was characterized in terms of a
variational principle known as the Parisi formula, first proved by Talagrand and, in a more
general setting, by Panchenko. The structure of superlevel sets is extremely rich and has been
studied by a number of authors. Here we ask whether a near optimal configuration o can be
computed in polynomial time.

We develop a message passing algorithm whose complexity per-iteration is of the same order
as the complexity of evaluating the gradient of Hy, and characterize the typical energy value
it achieves. When the p-spin model H satisfies a certain no-overlap gap assumption, for any
e > 0, the algorithm outputs o € Xx such that Hy(o) > (1 — ¢) maxy Hy(o'), with high
probability. The number of iterations is bounded in N and depends uniquely on . More
generally, regardless of whether the no-overlap gap assumption holds, the energy achieved is
given by an extended variational principle, which generalizes the Parisi formula.

1 Introduction

Let W) ¢ (RV)®k k> 2, be an standard symmetric Gaussian tensor of order k with entries
wk) = (Wl(illlk)“%gv Namely, if {Gz('f,)...7ik}k22;1éi1m,ikSN ~iia N(0,1) is a collection of
standard normal random variables, we set W) = N~ (k=1)/2 Y e Sy (G(k))” where the sum is over
the group of permutations of k& objects, and (G(k))” is obtained by permuting the indices of G*)
according to 7. In particular, E{W/Z(lk)lk)Q} = k!/N*=1 for iy <ig < -+ < ip.

We consider the problem of optimizing a polynomial with coefficients given by the tensors w k)
over the hypercube Yy = {—1,+1}":

1

OPTy = NmaX{HN(U) : O'EEN}, (1.1)
00 cn

Hy(o) =) =(W®,o%),  (wh o) = N W, 040  (12)
k=2 1<iy, s <N
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The parameters (cg)g>2 are customarily encoded in the function é(z) = 3,<,ciz® which we
henceforth call the mizture of the model. We will assume throughout that £(1 4 ¢) < oo for some
e > 0. This implies |c;| < c,a® for some ¢, > 0, € (0,1), so that the sum defining Hy is almost
surely finite. (In fact, there is very little loss of generality in assuming ¢ = 0 for all k larger than
some absolute constant kpy.)

We would like to develop an algorithm that accepts as input the tensors (W(k)) k>2 and returns
a vector o* € Yy such that, with high-probability, Hy(o*¢)/N > p- OPTy for an approximation
factor p € [0,1] as close to one as possible. From a worst case point of view, this objective is
hopeless: achieving any p > 1/(log N)¢ (for ¢ a small constant) is NP-hard already in the case of
quadratic polynomials [ABET05]. For higher-order polynomials, the task is known to be even more
difficult. For instance, [BBHT 12| proves that obtaining p > exp(—(log N)¢} is hard already for the
case in which a single term ¢, £ > 3 is non-vanishing and the combinatorial constraint o € X is
relaxed to ||o]|3 < N.

Worst-case hardness results do not have direct implications on random instances, as described
above. However, standard optimization methods based on semidefinite programming (SDP) relax-
ations appear to fail on such random instances. These methods typically produce an efficiently
computable upper bound on OPTy. For the case of an homogeneous polynomial (i.e., ¢, = 1 for
some k > 3, and ¢y = 0 for all &' # k), [BGL16] shows that a level-k sum-of-squares relaxation
produces an upper bound that is polynomially larger than OPTy: SOSy (k) 2 NE=2)/4  OpPTy.
In contrast, significant progress has been achieved recently for search algorithms, i.e., algorithms
that produce a feasible solution ¢ but not a certificate of (near-)optimality. In particular, Subag
[Sub18] developed an algorithm for the spherical mixed p-spin model in which the constraint o € X
is replaced by ||o||3 = N, and proved that it achieves any approximation factor p = (1 —¢), € > 0,
provided ¢ — £”(t)~'/? is concave. In [Monl9], one of the authors developed an algorithm for the
Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model, which corresponds to the quadratic case (¢ = 0 for k£ > 3), with
o € Xy. Under a widely believed conjecture about the so-called Parisi formula, the algorithm of
[Mon19] also achieves a (1 — ¢)-approximation for any £ > 0.

The main result of this paper is a characterization of the optimal value achieved by a class of
low-complexity message passing algorithms that generalize the approach of [Monl9]. As special
cases, we recover the results of [Subl8] and [Monl9]. For a given approximation error ¢ > 0,
the algorithm complexity is of the same order as evaluating the gradient VHy(x) at a constant
number C(e) of points. Its output o' satisfies Hy(o*¢)/N > (1 —¢)-OPT y with high probability
whenever the corresponding Parisi formula satisfies a certain ‘no-overlap gap’ condition. Even more
interestingly, we characterize the optimal value achieved by message passing algorithms in terms
of an extended variational principle which generalizes the Parisi formula. This points at a possible
general picture for the optimal approximation ratio in ensembles of random optimization problems.

The random energy function Hpy has been studied for over forty years in statistical physics and
probability theory, and is known as the Hamiltonian of the mixed p-spin model [SK75, MPVS&7,
Tall0, [Pan13b]. With the above definitions, it is easy to see that {H(o)}sex, is a centered
Gaussian process on the hypercube, with covariance

E{Hy(o)Hn(c')} = N¢((o,0)/N) . (1.3)

The asymptotic value of OPTy was first derived by physicists using the non-rigorous replica
method [Par79] and subsequently established by Talagrand [Tal06] and Panchenko [Pani3al[Pan13b].



This asymptotic value is characterized in terms of a variational principle known as the ‘Parisi for-
mula.” While the Parisi formula allows to compute the asymptotic free energy associated to the
Hamiltonian Hp, it can be specialized to the zero temperature case, to compute the asymptotics
of OPTy. The resulting characterization was established by Auffinger and Chen in [ACI17] and it
is useful to recall it for the reader’s convenience.

Let % be the following subset of functions v : [0,1) — R>q:
1
U = {fy :10,1) = R>¢p : v non-decreasing ,/ y(t)dt < oo} . (1.4)
0

For v € %, let ®,:[0,1] x R — R be the solution of the following PDE, known as the Parisi PDE,
with terminal condition at ¢ = 1:

0.0 (1.2) + L€"(0) (920, (0.2) + A(1)(0,0,(1,2))°) = 0.

(1.5)
CI)’Y(L'Z') = "T‘ :
We refer to Section and Section [6] for a construction of solutions of this PDE.
The Parisi functional P : 7 — R is then defined by
1 1
P() = 9,0.0) — 5 [t ntar. (1.6)
Theorem 1 ([AC1T7]). The following limit holds almost surely
li PTy = inf P(y). 1.

Jim OPTy nf () (1.7)

The optimization problem on the right-hand side of the last formula is expected to be achieve
at a unique function vp € % [ACI17], which has a physical interpretation [MPV87]. Consider the
(random) Boltzmann distribution pg(o) oc exp{BHn (o)} at temperature 1/5, and let 1,02 ~ pg
be two independent samples from this distribution, i.e., (o1,02) ~ Ep?z. Then S~ 1vp(t) is the
asymptotic probability of the event {(o1,02) : [(61,02)|/N < t} (when the limit § — oo is taken
after N — oo.) Given this interpretation, the non-decreasing constraint in the definition of % is
very natural: it follows from vp being the limit of a sequence of cumulative distribution functions
(rescaled by the factor 3).

As mentioned above, in this paper we describe and analyze a class of algorithms that aim at
finding near-optima, i.e., configurations ¢ € ¥ with Hy(o*#¢)/N as close as possible to OPT y
(or to its asymptotic value inf,cs P(7)). Our main results can be summarized as follows:

1. If the infimum in the Parisi formula is achieved at vp which is strictly increasing over the
interval [0,1), then we provide an efficient algorithm that returns a (1 — €)-optimizer. This
condition correspond to the ‘no-overlap gap’ scenario mentioned above.

2. More generally, we introduce a new extended variational principle, which prescribes to mini-
mize the Parisi functional P(7) of a larger space £ of functions v which are not necessarily

'Existence has been proved in [ACIT7], but uniqueness is only known for positive temperature (finite 3) [ACI5]
JT16].



monotone. We present an algorithm that achieves H(o¢)/N > (1 —¢)inf,c ¢ P(y), provided
the infimum on the right-hand side is achieved at some v, € .Z. Since % C .Z, this value is
of course no larger than the value of the global optimum.

Moreover, under the ‘no-overlap gap’ scenario, we have inf e P(y) = inf,c # P(7) and there-
fore we recover the result at the previous point.

3. We show, by a duality argument, that no algorithm in the class of message passing algorithms
that we introduce can overcome the value inf,c ¢ P(7). This appears to be an interesting
computational threshold, whose importance warrants further exploration.

1.1 Further background

Understanding the average case hardness of random computational problems is an outstanding chal-
lenge with numerous ramifications. The use of spin glass concepts in this context has a long history,
which is impossible to review here. A few pointers include [MPV87, MZK™99, MPZ02, KMRT 07,
MMO09]. Spin glass theory allows to derive a detailed picture of the structure of superlevel sets of ran-
dom optimization problems, or the corresponding Boltzmann distribution pg(o) o exp{BHn(0)}.
A central challenge in this area is to understand the connection between this picture and compu-
tational tractability. Which features of the energy landscape Hy are connected to intractability?

Of course, the answer depends on the precise formulation of the question. In this paper we
consider the specific problem of achieving the best approximation factor p so that a polynomial-
time algorithm can output a feasible solution o# such that Hy(o™¢)/N > pOPTx with high
probability. This question was addressed in the physics literature from at least two points of view:

e Significant effort has been devoted to computing the number (and energy) of local optima that
are separated by large energy barriers: the energy of the most numerous such local optima is
sometimes used as a proxy for the algorithmic threshold. The exponential growth-rate of the
number of such optima is computed using non-rigorous methods in [CLR03), [CLR05| [Par06].

e An equally large amount of work was devoted to the study of Glauber or Langevin dynamics,
which can be interpreted as greedy optimization algorithms. In particular [CK94, BCKM9S]
and follow-up work study the N — oo asymptotics of these dynamics, for a fixed time horizon.

These two approaches produced an impressive amount of (mostly non-rigorous) information. De-
spite these advances, no clear picture has been put forward for the optimum approximation factor p
(the ‘algorithmic threshold’), except in particularly simple cases, such as the pure p-spin spherical
model. We refer to [FFRT19] for a recent illustration of the outstanding challenges.

Over the last two years, significant progress was achieved on this question. Apart from [Subl8|
Mon19] mentioned above, Addario-Berry and Maillard [ABM18] studied this question within the
generalized random energy model, which can be viewed as a stylized model for the energy land-
scape of mean field spin glasses. They prove that a variant of greedy search achieves a (1 — ¢)-
approximation of OPT under a suitable variant of the no-overlap gap assumption.

In a different direction, Gamarnik and co-authors showed in several examples that the existence
of an overlap gap rules out a (1 —e¢)-approximation for certain classes of polynomial time algorithms
[GS14] [GSTT, ICGP™19|. In particular, the recent paper [GJ19] proves that approximate message
passing algorithms (of the type studied in this paper) cannot achieve a (1 — &)-approximation of



the optimum in pure p-spin Ising models, under the assumption that these exhibit an overlap gap.
However |GJ19] does not characterize optimal approximation ratio, which we instead do here, as a
special case of our results.

Finally, two recent papers [KB19, MRX19] study degree-4 sum-of-squares relaxations for the
Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model, and show that they fail at producing a tighter upper bound on
OPT than simple spectral methods. In conjunction with [Monl9|] these results suggest that —in
the context of spin glass problems— computing a certifiable upper bound on OPT is fundamentally
harder than searching for an approximate optimizer.

Our approach is based on the construction and analysis of a class of approximate message
passing (AMP) algorithms. Following [Mon19], we refer to this family of algorithms as incremental
approximate message passing (IAMP). AMP algorithms admit an exact asymptotic characterization
in terms of a limiting Gaussian process, which is known as state evolution. This characterization was
first established rigorously by Bolthausen [Boll4] for a special case, and subsequently generalized in
several papers [BM11l [IM13, BLM15, BMN19]. Here we will follow the proof scheme of [BMNI9]

to generalize state evolution to the case of tensors.

1.2 Notations

We will typically use lower-case for scalars (e.g., x,y, ... ), bold lower-case for vectors (e.g., z,vy,...),
and bold upper case for matrices (e.g., X,Y,---). The ordinary scalar product in R? is denoted
by (x,y) = Zigd z;y;, and the corresponding norm by ||z| = (x,x)'/2. Given two vectors a,b €

RY, we will often consider the normalized scalar product (a,b)y = > i<y @ibi/N, and the norm

llal|ny = (a, a}%% There will be no confusion between this and ¢, norms which will be rarely used

in R,
We will use standard notations for functional spaces, in particular spaces of differentiable func-

tions (e.g. C*(Q), C*(Q), and so on), and spaces of integrable functions (e.g., LP(2)). We refer
—for instance— to [Eva09)] for definitions.

Given a sequence of random variables (Y, )n>1, and Y, we write Y, SN Yy, or p-lim,, ., Y, =
Y, if Y}, converges in probability to Y.

For a function f : R — R, we denote by || f||;y () the total variation of f on the interval J:

Ifllvvs) :=sup ~ sup D) = fti)l, (1.8)

ntg<t1<--<tn,t;€J 55

(i.e., the supremum is taken over all partitions of the interval J.) We say that a function 1) : R - R
is pseudo-Lipschitz if there exists a constant I < oo such that, for every x,y € R?, [¢(x) —¢(y)| <
L1+ [lz] + llylDllz — yl-

Throughout the paper, we write that an event holds with high probability, if its probability

converges to one as N — oo. We use C' to denote various constants, whose value can change from
line to line.



2 Achievability

2.1 Value achieved by message passing algorithms

Definition 2.1. We say that a function f : [a,b] X R — R has bounded strong total variation if
there exists C' < oo such that

sup  sup sup > |f(ti, @) — f(tioy,@)| < C, (2.1)

n altop<---<tn<bzi,...,rn€ER i—1

(the supremum is over all partitions (t;) of the interval [a,b] and all sequences (z;) in R).
Assumption 1. Let u,v : [0,1] x R = R be two measurable functions, with u non-vanishing, and
assume that the following holds for some constant C < co:

(A1) u and v are uniformly bounded: sup, , [u(t,z)| V |v(t,z)| < C.

(A2) u andwv are Lipschitz continuous in space, with uniform (in time) Lipschitz constant: |u(t,z1)—
u(t, z2)| V |[v(t,z1) —v(t,z2)| < Claxy — x2| for all z1,z2 € R and t € [0, 1].

(A3) u(-,x) is continuous for all x € R.

(A4) u and v have bounded strong total variation.

Consider the following stochastic differential equation
dX; = U(t, Xt) dt 4+ +/ f”(t)dBt ,  with Xg =0, (22)

where (By)ico,1] is a standard Brownian motion. Under conditions (A1) and (A2) (pertaining to
v), the above SDE has a unique strong solution which we denote by (X¢)c,1) [Oks13]. We define
the martingale

M, = /0 VIS uls, X,) dB . (2.3)

Finally, it is useful to introduce a slight modification of the Hamiltonian (L.I)). Namely, we
denote by Hy (o) the function that is obtained by restricting the sums in Hy (o) to sets of distinct
indices i1, ...,i;. (Notice that Hy(o) = Hy (o) + o(N), cf. Section [5.321)

Theorem 2. Let Assumption [ hold, and further assume that M;, € [—1,1] almost surely and
E[M?] =t for all t € [0,t.], for some t, € [0,1].

Further denote by x the computational complexity of evaluating V};{N(m) at a point m €
[—1,1], and by x1 the complexity of evaluating one coordinate of VHy(m) at a point m €
[—1,4+1]V.

Then for any € > 0 there exists an randomized algorithm, with complexity (C/e%)-(x+N)+Nx1
which outputs o*& € Xy such that

%HN(aalg) > - & (OE{u(t, X;)}dt — ¢, (2.4)
0

with probability converging to one as N — oo.



The proof of this theorem is deferred to Section Gl

Remark 2.1. The stated complexity holds in a simplified model of computation whereby real sums
and multiplications have complexity of order one. However, we do not anticipate any difficulty to
arise from passing to a finite model.

Typically, computing each gradient has complexity that is linear in the input size, and N1
is of the same order as y. For instance, if the coefficients ¢ vanish for k > ks, it is easy to see
that x = O(N*M), and x; = O(N*¥~1). As a consequence, the dominant term in the complexity
is (C'/e?)x. In words, the algorithm’s complexity is of the same order as computing the gradient
of the cost function C'/e? times. We further note that this constant C' depends on the regularity
constants in Assumption [I1

Remark 2.2. The proof of Theorem [2] also establishes a similar result for the spherical mixed
p-spin model, where the constraint o € ¥ is replaced by ||o||3 = N. The same conclusion of the
above theorem holds, whereby the condition My, € [—1,1] is no longer required.

In this case the choice of the functions u and v is straightforward. Simply set u(t,z) = & (t)~/2:

since this is independent of x, the choice of v is immaterial. The value achieved in this case is

1 1
N HN(e™) 2 / VE(t)dt —e, lo=ter |3 = N . (2.5)
0

In this case, we recover the energy achieved by the algorithm of Subag [Subl8].

2.2 The extended variational principle

For a function v : [0,1) — R, we write £’ for the pointwise multiplication of ¢’ and ~: £"~(t) =
&"(t)y(t). We consider the extended space of order parameters

1
L= {7 :[0,1) = Rx>p : ||£//7||TV[O¢} < o0 Vt € [0, 1)7/0 y(t)dt < OO} . (2.6)

We metrize this space with the weighted L' metric ||y —2ll1.ev == € (1 —72)[l1 = fol &)y (t)—
v2(t)|dt, hence implicitly identifying v; and ~, if they coincide for almost every ¢ € [0,1). The
notation || - ||py(o,q for total variation norm is defined in Eq. . It follows from the definition
that, if for v € .Z, £"(t) = v([0,¢]) where v is a signed measured of bounded total variation on
intervals [0,1 —¢], € > 0.

It is obvious that the space .Z is a strict superset of % : most crucially, it includes non-monotone
functions. As shown in Section [6] the Parisi functional v — P(7y) can be defined on this larger space.

Theorem 3. Assume that the infimum inf,c o P(v) is achieved at a function v, € £. Further
denote by x the computational complexity of evaluating VHy(m) at a point m € [—1,1]V, and by
X1 the complezity of evaluating one coordinate of VHy(m) at a point m € [—1,+1]V.

Then for every e > 0 there exists an algorithm with complexity at most C(e) - (x + N) + Nx1
which outputs o™t € Xy such that

1 " .
H & > — .
N N(o™E) > »ylél,fsf P(v) —e, (2.7)

2This identification holds possibly apart from a set of values of ¢t of vanishing Lebesgue measure, which will be
irrelevant here.



with probability converging to one as N — oo.

As an important consequence of Theorem we obtain a (1 — &)-approximation of the opti-
mum whenever inf,c4 P(7) is achieved on a strictly increasing function. For future reference, we
introduce the following ‘no-overlap gap’ assumption.

Assumption 2 (No overlap gap at zero temperature). A mized p-spin model with mixture £ is
said to satisfy the no-overlap gap assumption at zero-temperature if there exists v, € U strictly
increasing in [0,1) such that P(v.) = inf,cq P(7).

The no-overlap gap assumption is expected to hold for some choices of the mixture & but
not for others. In particular, it is believed to hold for the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model, which
corresponds to the special case £(t) = c§t2, but not for the pure p-spin model, i.e., £(t) = cf,tp,
p=>3.

Corollary 2.2. Assume the no-overlap gap assumption to hold for the mizture £. Then for every
€ > 0 there exists an algorithm with the same complexity as in Theorem[32 which outputs o™ € X
such that

1
NHN(O'alg) > OPTN — &, (28)

with probability converging to one as N — oo.

Remark 2.3. Continuing from Remark 2.2] Theorem has an analogue for the spherical model
o2 = N. In this case, the variational principle takes a more explicit form [CS92, [Chel3]:

1 1
P () = % /0 (5//(t)r(t)+ﬁ> dt, I(t) = /t v(s)ds. (2.9)

A simple calculation shows that this is minimized in .& at 7,(¢) = —5$;(¢”(t)"*/2). This leads to
the optimal value PP (~,) = fol \/&"(t)dt, which we anticipated in Remark The condition for
the minimizer to be in %, v, € %, coincides with the condition that ¢ — &”(t)~/2 is concave. This
is the condition for no-overlap gap in the spherical model, and is also the condition under which
the algorithm of [Subl8|] achieves a (1 — €)-optimum.

3 Message passing algorithms

In this section we introduce a general class of message passing algorithms that we use to prove
Theorem [2] and Theorem These are generalizations of the algorithm introduced in [Mon19] for
the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model £(t) = c3t2.

3.1 The general iteration

For each £ > 0, let f; : R — R be a real-valued Lipschitz function, and let f_; = 0. For a sequence

of vectors 20, .-+, 2* € RN we use the notation f;(2°,- -, 2%) for the vector (fo(2?, -+, 25))1<i<n-
For a vector u € RY we denote by W{u} the vector v € RY with coordinates
1
1<y, ip—1<N

8



We let (u)y := + SN i and (u,v)y = + SN uiv;. Finally, we write f, as shorthand for the
vector fy(2°,---,2%) € RV,

Before introducing the actual message passing algorithm, we need define a Gaussian process
that captures its asymptotic behavior as N — co. Let pg be a probability distribution on R and let
Z°% ~ po. For each ¢ € Z, let (Z',---,Z") be a centered Gaussian vector independent of Z° with
covariance Q; = E[Z7Z"] defined recursively by

Qievpr =€ (E[f(2°, -+ . 2) fu(2°, - 2Y)]), tj=0. (3.1)

The message passing algorithm starts with 2° with coordinates drawn i.i.d. with distribution py
independently of everything else. The general message passing iteration takes the form

(3] L
2= WIS 20 = 3 defia (20 2T,
p=2 j=0

(3.2)
. 0
dpj =& (B[fo(2°,..., 29 f;1(2°,..., 2771]) - E[O—Z(ZO, . ,ZZ)] .
Note that the first term in the update equation is the gradient of Hy at the point f(2°,--- , 2%).

The joint distribution for the first £ iterates of Eq. (3.2]) can be exactly characterized in the N — oo
limit.

Proposition 3.1 (State evolution). Assume that py has finite second moment and let ¢ : R“t1 = R
be a pseudo-Lipschitz function. Then

0 ¢ p 0 ¢
e Elw(Z%. ... 7297.
U #), 5 B2 2)

This characterization is known as state evolution [Boll4, BM11l [TM13, BLM15, BMN19]. The
proof of Proposition B.1] follows from the same technique introduced in [BMN19], and we present it
in Appendix [Al We note in passing that a version of this result was announced in [RM14] without
proof; the proof in Appendix [Al fills this gap.

3.2 Choice of the non-linearities

We choose the sequence of functions f; in a specific way. Let u,v : [0,1] x R — R be two functions
satisfying the conditions of Assumption [l Given 2°,--- ,2¢ € R we consider the finite difference
equation

2T — 2l = (6 a0)0 4 (T —29), 0<j<l—1, withz'=0, (3.3)

with driving ‘noise’ 20, -, z¢, drift v and ‘step size’ § > 0. This is meant to be a discretization of

the SDE (2.2), provided that the sequence 2°, - - - ,2¢ ‘behaves’ like Brownian motion. We further
let the discrete analogue of the martingale My, Eq. (2.3]), be

1
mt=m° + Zug(a:j)(zﬂl —27), for £>1 and m® = /s, (3.4)
=0

where u?(:n) = a;u(jd;x) with a; a bounded rescaling which will be defined in Eq. (5.I) below.



Note that z¢ is a function of z°,--- ,2¢ and so is m?.

function mapping 2°, - - - , z¢ to mt:

fo: (2%, 2 — m’ as per Eq. 33) and Eq. (34). (3.5)

We define the non-linearity f, as the

The algorithm is completely specified by defining the functions u,v : [0,1] x R — R. For any
choice of such functions, Theorem [2] predicts what is the value achieved by the algorithm (for
small §). Theorem corresponds to a specific choice of these functions. Namely, if v, minimizes
the Parisi functional over .Z (i.e. P(v,) = inf,e# P(7)), we let ®,, : [0,1] x R — R denote the
corresponding solution of the PDE (ILH]). We let

U(tv ‘/E) = gll(t)’y*(t)awq)% (tv ‘/E) ) u(t’ l‘) = 65(1)% (t’ l‘) ’ le [07 t*] ’ (3'6)

and extend them as to satisfy the assumptions of Theorem [2] for ¢ € (¢.,1]. Theorem is proved by
letting t, = ti(¢) — 1 as € — 0. We prove in the next section that this choice is optimal: no pair
of functions satisfying the hypotheses of Theorem [ can achieve a value larger than inf,c ¢ P(7).

4 Optimality and stochastic control

In this section we show that the value given by the extended variational principle of Subsection
is the largest achievable by message passing algorithms of the form considered above.

Theorem 4. Foru,v : [0,1]xR — R satisfying conditions of Assumption[d, let m’ = f,(2°,--- , 2%)
be the output of the message passing algorithm [B.2)) with non-linearity given by ([B5]). Then
Hry(mlo]
lim phmM < inf P(7).
=0t Nooo N VeL

The proof of this theorem is deferred to Section [1l Here we outline the basic strategy which
formulates the optimality question as a stochastic optimal control problem.

We will prove in Proposition [5.4] below that the left-hand side in the above inequality is equal
to

& (u,v) / ¢"(t)E[u(t, X;)]dt, (4.1)

where (X}) solves the SDE (2.2)). We will analyze the variational problem consisting in maximizing
the objective value (4] given the constraints E[M?] = t for all t € [0,1] and M; € (—1,1) over u
and v satisfying Assumption [l (We recall that M; = fo V& (s)u(s, Xs)dBs.)

For s < t, we define the space of admissible controls D[s, ] on the interval [s, t] as the collection
of all stochastic processes (u),¢[s ) Which are progressively measurable with respect to the filtration
of the Brownian motion (B;),¢[s and such that

t
E/ &' (ryu? dr < 4o0.

We are then led to consider the stochastic control problem

VAL = sup / (s usds
ueD[0,1] (4.2)
s.t. 2] =t Vte[0,1], and M{* € (—1,1) as.,

10



with M} : fo V&"(s)usdBs.

Note that D[0,1] is a larger space of controls than the one arising from the original algorithm,
cf. Egs. (2.2), 2.3). Indeed, for any choice of the drift v, the process (u(t, X¢))iep,1) is in D[0,1],
and hence can be encoded in the choice of a stochastic process (ut)icpo,1) € D[0,1]. The proof of
Theorem [ consists in showing VAL < inf,c ¢ P(7). We achieve this by writing the Lagrangian form
of the above constrained optimization problem with respect to the equality constraint E[(M*)?] = ¢
for all . We define the space of piecewise constant, or simple, functions:

m
SF+ = {g = Zail[tiflvti) P 0=tg<ti < - <typy=10a; € Rzo,m S N} . (4.3)
1=1

Let v : [0,1] — R4, v € SF4 (defined by continuity at t = 1). We claim that the following
upper bound holds:
VAL < 7,(0,0), (4.4)

where 7, : [0,1] x (=1,1) — R is defined by

Jy(t,z) == sup [/ & (s)usds + = / V(S)(&"(s)ug - 1)d8] ,

ueDIt,1] (45)
st. z+ / V& (s)usdBs € (—1,1) a.s.,
t
where v/( ft &"(s)v(s)ds. Indeed, we have by integration by parts,

/0 (s) (€2 — 1)ds = / o / ¢(s)ulds — t)dt.

Since E[(M{*)?] = E f ¢"(s)u2ds, the second term in the definition of J(0,0) Eq. (&H) vanishes for
any control (us) that Satlsﬁes the constraints of the problem (4.2)), thus proving Eq. (4.4]). In other
words, J,(0,0) is the Lagrangian associated to the optimization problem (4.2) with dual variable

€.
We are now left with the task of relating the value function J to the Parisi functional P(v):

Proposition 4.1. For v € SF, J,(0,0) = P(y).

The bound (4] then implies that

VAL < inf P(y),
vyeSF 4

Since any function in the class .2 can be approximated with a piecewise constant function with
respect to the L' norm, and y + P(7) is continuous in this norm (see Section [B)), the above infimum
is no larger than inf,c & P(7v).

We now sketch the first steps in establishing Proposition [4.7], relegating a full proof to Section [71
The value function (&3] can be (formally) computed by dynamic programming where we search
for solutions to the equation

V(t,z2) sup [/ ¢ (s)usds + = / v(s)(¢"(s)u? — 1)ds + V(O,z - /t(? \/éT(s)usstﬂ ,

uGD t,0]
(4.6)
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valid for all @ € [t,1] and z € (—1,1), with terminal condition V(1,z) = 0 for |z| < 1. The
associated Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equation, which can be formally obtained from (4.6))
by letting § — ¢t and applying Itd’s formula, is

7 A2 9 1
OV (t,2) +€" (1) sup { A+ T () + 02V (:2)) } = Sv(®) =0, (t,2) €10,1) x (~1,1),

A€R (4.7)

V(l,z) =0, ze(-1,1).

Note that it is a priori unclear whether Eq. ([4.0) and Eq. (£7) have (classical) solutions and whether
they are at all related Eq. (4.5): J is not known a priori to be smooth, hence the above derivation
is not rigorously justified; it is not clear that the right-hand side of (4.6]) is even measurable. To
circumvent this issue, we will “guess” a solution V' to (L7T) and use the so-called “verification
argument” to certify that the guessed solution is equal to J, as defined in Eq. ([4.5)). En route, we
establish that the optimal control process in the stochastic control problem (4.2]) is given by

up = 02y (t, Xy),

where (X¢) solves the SDE ([2.2) with drift v(t,z) = £"(t)7(t)0,P(t,x) and P, solves the Parisi
PDE. This confirms in hindsight our choice of the functions u and v used in the message passing
algorithm, Eq. (8:6). (See also proof of Theorem [3.2])

5 Proof of Theorem

5.1 The scaling limit

Consider the message passing iteration (3.2)) with non-linearities f; given by (3.5) and iterate se-
quence (2%, 21 --.) starting from 2° = 0. We denote by (x°,x!---) and (m°% m!'---) the two
auxiliary sequences obtained from the finite difference equation (B.3]) and the relation (3.4)), respec-
tively. (All maps are applied independently to every coordinate ¢ € [N].) It is clear from Eq. (3.4])
that f; is Lipschitz continuous for each ¢, with a Lipschitz constant depending on ¢ and C (the
uniform bound on u), and therefore the conclusion of Proposition B applies. Let (Zés )e>0 be the
limit of the sequence (2%, 2z'---). Since u,v are uniformly Lipschitz in z, then (% 2'---) and
(m® m!-..) converge as well in the sense of Proposition B.1] to stochastic processes (X?)¢>o and
(M f )e>0, defined respectively via the formulas B3] and ([B4) by replacing every occurrence of z7
by ZJ‘?. Define for all £ > 0,

i = B[4

Lemma 5.1. The sequence (Zg)gzo is a Gaussian process starting at Zg = 0. [Its increments
Ag = Zg — Zg_l are independent, have zero mean and variance

E[(A})?] = £(6),
E[(AD)?] =& (q)_1) — € (q)_y) for all £>2.

Furthermore, (Mg)gz(] is a martingale with respect to the filtration (fg =o0(28,..., Zg))bo’ and
M = /6.

12



Proof. We proceed by induction. Since 29 =0and m° = \/31, we have Zg =0 and Mg =/0. We
also have for all j > 1, E[Z]Z0] = ¢'(E[M§M]_,]) = £'(6). So E[AJAY] = E[Z3Z]] — E[(Z])?] =0,
and E[(A9)?] = ¢(§). Now we assume that the increments (A‘s) j<¢ are independent. This implies
that (M ) j<e¢ is a martingale. Appealing to the state evolution recursion,

E[AQEHA?] = E[Zg+1zf] - E[Zng]
= ¢ (E[M) MJ]) — &' (B[M}_, Mg))
=0,

since M§ = V6 and E[M{] = E[M) _,]. For 2 < j <¢,

E[A, A = & (E[MPM])_])) — & (B[M]_, M) _,]) — & (B[M{ M) o)) + & (E[M]_, M _,))
=0

since (M 5)]<g has independent increments. So A9 41 is independent from (A?)jg(. This ends the
inductlon argument. The variance identity follows straightforwardly. O

We define the functions u® by the relations

A RN _ u(ld; )
u) = (%) , uw(z) = 50 for all ¢ > 1, (5.1)
¢'(ge-

with (£9)? =671 (€'(a)) — €'(a7-1)) E[u(;: X7)?].
Lemma 5.2. Assume u) takes the form (1)) for all £ > 0. Then ¢} = (£ +1)§ for all £ > 0.

Proof. First notice that u‘g is well defined since E‘g > 0 for all £. This can be easily shown by
induction since &’ is strictly increasing and, by the induction hypothesis qf; > qf;_l, and Xg is a
non-degenerate Gaussian, whence E[u(ﬁé; X g )2] > 0 (because by assumption u is non-vanishing).

We have ¢ = E[(Mg)?] = 5. Let £ > 1. Since Z° has independent increments, Eq. (3.4) implies

/—1
E[(M] — Mg)*] = > E[u}(X))*] - E[(A%,1)°]
j=0
/-1
= E[u)(X3)?] - €(6) + > _E[u(X9)?] - (€'(d]) — €' ()-1))
j=1
=5+ (£ 1)

The second line follows from Lemma [5.1], the last line follows from (51). The fact that M?° is a
martingale yields the desired result. O

Next, we show that under condition (5.2)), (ZJ‘»S,XJ‘»S,MJ‘S)OS]-S@ converge to continuous-time
stochastic processes (Z;, X, My)iec(0,1) on the interval [0,1] as 6 — 0,£ — oo and ¢ < 571 with

7, = fg \/&"(s)dBs, X; is the solution to the SDE (2.2)) and M; = fo VE&"(s)u(s, Xs)dBs.
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Proposition 5.3. Assume
E[Mf] =t foralltel0,1]. (5.2)

Then there exists a coupling between the random wvariables {(Zg,Xg,Mg)}gZO and the stochastic
process {(Z¢, X¢, My) bi>0 such that the following holds. There exists 6o > 0 and a constant C' > 0
such that for all 6 < 8y and £ < 571,

6 2
’ : < .
112?§£E[|X] X5 ] Cé, (5.3)
E[|M? — Ms;|*] < C6. A4
11;1?%% [| j 551 ] Co (5.4)

Proof. Let (Bt);c(0,1) be a standard Brownian motion. We couple the increments of 7% with (By)
via the relation

14
Z0— 79 | = / VE"(s)dB, for all £ > 1. (5.5)
5(6—1)

Ito’s isometry implies E[(Z) — Z{_,)?] = &'(6¢) — '(5(¢ — 1)). By Lemma[5.2} this is in accordance
with the characterization of the law of Z° obtained in Lemma [5.1l Moreover we have Zg = Zgy for
all ¢ > 0. We now show (5.3). Let Af = XJ‘»S — X5;. Using (22) and (3.3]) we have

AX AX /jé (((G — 1)6; X%) — ot Xp))dt + 20 — 20| — /5j VE(5)dB
7 7—1 G-1)5 y g y At J j—1 5(-1) s
jo
[ (G- 08X - vl Xo) e
(j—1)s
3§ 36
— / (v((j — 1)6; X3) —v((j — 1)8; X)) dt + / (v((j — 1)8; X¢) — v(t; X)) dt.
(j—1)6 (1-1)8

The first term is the above equation is bounded in absolute value by C [; (Jf_l) 51X ]‘5 — X;|dt since v
Lipschitz in space uniformly in time. As for the second term,

14
< ; /(k_m {\v((k —1)6; Xy) — v(t; Xo)| + |o(t; Xy) — v(k:é;Xtﬂ}dt

l
=0 k—1)6; Xy) —v(t; Xo)| + [v(t; X¢) — v(kd; X,
<63 ol = 00 — a0+ ot X — ol 0]

where the last inequality follows from the property of bounded strong total variation of v (see
Definition 2.1]). Putting to the two bounds together, summing over j, and using A{ = 0, we have

J4 Y 76
AT <Y |AF Ak, < CZ/(‘ 1)6\X;? — Xt + Cs.
=176

j=1
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Squaring and taking expectations,
torid 2
E[(AF)?] < 20215(2/ X9 — Xt]dt> + 20?52
j=17-1)8
4 38
< 202552/ E|X? — X,|2dt + 2C%5°.

Furthermore, IE|XJ‘»S - X2 < 2E|X]‘5 — X5, % + 2E| X5; — X¢|?. It is easy to show that E|X; — X,|? <
C|t — s| for all ¢, s. Therefore

? L )
E[(AF)?] <4C%06% Y E[(AF)?] +4C%05 ) / (t — (£ —1)8)dt + 2C%52.
=1 j=170=1e

The middle term is proportional to £263. Using £§ < 1 we obtain that for § smaller than an absolute
constant, it holds that

for a different absolute constant C. This implies E[(Af )2] < C§ as desired.
Next, we show (5.4]). Using the relation (5.5]) we have

) -1 4 2
B[]~ Mar)’] = B[ (X2 = 2D - | VE@ute x)aBy) |
=0
=1 a(+1)8
~E| 2/6 (u;?(Xf)—u(t,Xt))\/gﬂ(t)dBtﬂ
j=073
o« (Ut 18 27 ¢n
= /5 E[(uf(X5) — u(t, Xy))"] £"(t)dt. (5.6)
i=07i

Recall that ug(x) = u(dy; :E)/E;S- for j > 1 where E? is given in Eq. (5.I]). Since we have q? =04(j+1),
the formula for E? reduces to

(2;5)2 — 5/(5(] + 1()5) — 5/(6J)E[u(5j,Xf)2]

Let us first show the bound
|(29)? - 1] < Vs (5.7)

for § small enough. Since u is bounded and £ is bounded on [0, 1], we have
|(29)” — £"(85)E[u(dj; X3)?]| < C6.
Additionally, since w is Lipschitz in space (and bounded), we use the bound Eq. (5.3 to obtain

|(329)% = €"(65)Blu(34; X55)°]| < CV5.
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Now, since E[M?] = t for all ¢ € [0,1] and ¢ > u(t, X;) is a.s. continuous, we have by Lebesgue’s
differentiation theorem, for all ¢ € [0, 1],

" (1Eu(t; X;)%) = 1,

and hence ‘(E§)2 — 1| £ CV/3 for § smaller than some absolute constant. This implies the bound
|u§-(X]‘-S) - u(5j;Xj‘-5)| < C’|§ -1 < CV/$. Now, going back to Eq. (5.8), we have
J

) =1 n41)8 )
E[(M] — Ms)™] < 22/5 E[(ud(X?) — u(d5; X2))°] €' (t)dt
=09
=1 (418
42 / E[(u(57: X?) — u(t, X,))?]€" (t)dt
j=0"70

The first term is bounded by C¢§? < C§. As for the second term,

-1 -1

(j+1)8 s 9
S [0 Rl X)) - e X)) € e < €3

(7+1)s 2
| / E[(u(6j; X7) — u(dj, Xg5))"]dt
j=0 70 o

)

1 r(+1)0 )
+OX [ Bl X)) — u(6X0)
j=07i

=1 (418
+cz/5j E[(u(j: X,) — u(t, X,))*] dt
J

j=0

=I+1II+1III.
Since u is Lipschitz in space, the error bound Eq. (5.3) implies I < C¢62. Further, we have the
continuity bound E[|X; — X;|?] < C|t — s|, therefore II < C/¢§%. Finally, since u has bounded
strong total variation (Def. 2.1]) and ¢§ < 1, it follows that 171 < C'0. Putting the pieces together

we obtain
E[(M] — My)®] < C5,

which is the desired bound. ]

5.2 Value achieved by the algorithm

Throughout this section, we denote by (A, B)y the normalized scalar product between tensors
A, B e (RM)®. Namely (A, B)y = >, i <n Air, iy Bir,..in/N-

Proposition 5.4. There exists 5o > 0 and a constant C > 0 such that for all § < 6y and £ < 671,

l 129
p-lim An(m) _ " (t)Eul(t, Xt)]dt‘ < CV5.
N—oo N 0

Proof. In order to compute Hy(m?) for large N, we evaluate the differences Hy (m*) — Hy(m*~1)
for 1 < k </ and sum them. We have

N~ Hy(m") — Hy(m* 1) = 3" Z(W®) (mF)® — (mF-1)er)

%)

N7

=
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where the above inner product is of tensors of order p, normalized by N. We want to approximate
the term

A'; = <W(p)7 (mk)®p _ (mk—1)®p>N

with
p - - - -
B;f = <W(p), 5((mk)®(p D 4 (mbf-12@ 1)) ® (m* —m* 1)>N,

which captures the first two the terms in the binomial expansion of A’; in mF —mF-1.
The result follows from the next lemma.
Lemma 5.5. There exists 69 > 0 and a constant C > 0 such that for all § < &y and £ < 61,

phm S gk / ¢ (OE[u(t, X;)] dt‘<0\f (5.8)
N—)ook 1 >2p

and ‘ Z Z ‘ < CV5, (5.9)

k= 1p>3

with probability tending to one as N — oo.

Let us first finish the proof of Proposition 5.4l For £ > 1, we have

¢
N (Hy(m') — Hy(m")) = Z N~Y(Hy(m") — Hy(m*1))

SRNTT ML

k=1 p k=0 p
Since mY is non-random, p-limy Hy(m")/N = 0, and Lemma [5.5 yields the desired result. O

Proof of Lemmal5 0. We prove the two statements separately:
Proof of Eq. (5.8). We have

1 _ 1 _ _
Z C_PBII; =5 Zcp<W(p){mk},mk —mF 1>N + 5 Zcp<w(p){mk N mk — mk 1>N

|
p p p p

1
= 5(51,1\/ + So.n).

By taking the scalar product of all the terms in iteration ([3.2)) with m* — m*~1, we see that

k
Sty = (b = mE )y 37 dymd k- mt
j—O
Sav = {28 m —m? N+de 1 (m? 1 mE = ),
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Taking N to infinity and invoking Proposition B.I] S1 n and Sy converge in probability to

k
R—lim St =E[Z), (M) — MP_ )]+ de jE[M]_ (M} — M _))],
—00 =0
k—1
Jpv-hm Son =E[Z)(M] — M) + Y dy1 jE[M]_ (M) — M )],
—00 j:(]

respectively. Since M? is a martingale, the right-most terms in the above expressions vanish. Next,
since Z° has independent increments, the left-most terms in the above expressions are equal, and
we get

1
§(Sl,N +Son) =E[Zp(M — MY )] =E[(Z — Z)_)(M} — M}_})]

= E[ui—l(Xlg—l)(Zg - 22—1)2]'

Summing over k € {1, ..., £}, we obtain

thzzclka ZE Uk 1 Xk 1 (Zk Zk 1)]

N—)ook 1 p

= /6¢'(6) + ZE[ui—l(Xg—l)] (6’(q;‘§_1) - 5/((12—2))
k=2

6
Ek—l

L E[u(d(k —1); X0
= Vi) + Y EOE - D] ey — a0k 1)
k=2
Since |% — 1| < CV/4 (this is a consequence of Eq. (57)) and &'(8) < £”(1)d, the above is equal to
4

STE[u((k —1); X5_1)] (€'(0k) — € (6(k — 1)) + O(V/?)

k=2

I
™~

E[u(§(k —1); Xp_1)]€"(6(k — 1))5 + O(V9)
2

Elu(t, X;)]€" (t)dt + O(V9).

I
S— T

The last equality is obtained by invoking the discretization error bound Eq. (5.3)) of Proposition [(.3]
and using the regularity properties of u, exactly as done in the proof of Eq. (5.4]).

Proof of Eq. (5.9). We fix k and write m = mF~!, m/ = m”* and a = m/ — m. Since the tensors
W ® are symmetric the approximation error A’; — BF is

p
~(P\ [y o S (r-1 ) P -i-1) g 26+
kE_ gk _ P ®(p—j) ®j o £ o,®rm—j-1 ®@U+1
b= 3 0) ot 0) () w0 i),
p
_ (1?)(1_ §/2(WP moD g a®7) (5.10)
=3 N
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We crudely bound the above inner product as

. . 1 —j j
(WO mew Do att) [< WO mly el

op is the operator (or injective) norm of symmetric tensors in the ¢ norm: for a symmetric
tensor T € (RV)®F

HT” = sup <T, u®k> .
op

llull2<1
The operator norm of symmetric Gaussian tensors is well understood. In particular, it is known [Chel3),
Auf13] that there exists a p-dependent constant E,, known as the ground state energy of the spher-
ical p-spin model, such that p-limy_,., N »=2)/2. ‘W(p) Hop = E,. A simple concentration bound
[RM14, Lemma 2] yields

P (NCD2|WO| > plyp) < eV (5.11)

Furthermore, by Proposition [3.1]

p-lim [|m|3/N = E[(M_,)?] = ko

N—o00

and  p-lim |e|3/N = E[(M} — M}_,)?] = 6.

N—oo

Combining the above bounds, and letting K, = p!\/p, we get
‘<W(p)7m®(p—j) ® a®j>N‘ < K, (k6)P=9)/2 5172,

for all p, with probability tending to one as N — oco. Bounding k§ by 1, and plugging back into
expression ([5.10), we obtain

P
AE B <K, Y (f)u /2,
=3

with probability tending to one as N — co. Summing over p and k, we obtain

ZZ by~ B’f\<echz< Z() 11— j/2|67/2

k=1 p>3 p>3

Z%K ]Z:<>J5J 2/

p>3

Z pr?’\/_ep\/_

p>3

< \/_Zcpp‘lep‘/g

p=>3

with probability tending to one as N — oco. By assumption |c,| < c.a¥ for some a < 1 (since
£(t) < oo for some t > 1). Therefore, the sum is finite for ¢ and § small enough, and the overall
upper bound is Cv/§. This concludes the proof. O
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5.3 Rounding and proof of Theorem

The algorithm described in the previous section returns a sequence of vectors m! € RN. In this
section we describe how to round these in order to construct a feasible solution a¢ € {—1,4+1}¥,
and bound the rounding error.

Fix t, € [0,1], and let ¢, = |t./d]|. The rounding procedure consists in two steps: (i) Threshold
the coordinates of m® to construct a vector i € [~1,+1]"; (ii) Round the entries of 772 in a
sequential fashion, to obtain a vector o € {—1,+1}¥.

5.3.1 Thresholding

We define 72 € [—1,+1]" by thresholding entrywise m®:
__ fmy if | <1,

m; =

’ sign(m‘*)  otherwise,

Lemma 5.6. There exists constants C,eq > 0 such that, with high probability
sup {[VHy(z)|n : ||y <1+ef <O (5.12)

Proof. Denoting by By(gg) the supremum on the left hand side of Eq. (5:12), we have

By (o) = sup (y, VHy () N
llyll~<1,[lx||n<1+eo

— |
lylly <L ll2lv<ttes 553 PV

o N(0—2)/2 -
<Y T AW 1+ oy

Here, the inequality (a) holds by Eq. (5.I1]), and (b) since |c,| < c.a® for some o < 1 (recall that
&(t) < oo for some t > 1). O

Lemma 5.7. There exists a constant C such that

1 « 1 .
p-lim ‘NHN(mZ ) = Hn(m)| < CVs. (5.13)

N—oo

Proof. Define the test function ¢ : R — R, ¢(z) = min ¢y qj(7 — 2)?, ie.

x| —1)? if|z
W):{m 12 ifa] > 1,

0 if |z| < 1.
Proposition Bl implies
1 N
p-lim > p(mir) = Ep(M]).
N—o00 i—1
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On the other hand, Proposition 5.3 yields
Ey(M},) < Ev(My,) + C§ < 09,

where the second inequality follows because M;, € [—1,+1] almost surely. Note that ||m’ —m|3 =
SN @(mi) /N, and therefore we conclude

p-lim ||m% — ||y < CV5. (5.14)

N—o0

Now, by the intermediate value theorem, there exists s € [0, 1] such that, for m = (1 —s)m® + s,

N HN M) = Hy ()| = S [(VHy (), m i)

N N
< sup [IVHN(@)||y - [|m® — |y
]| x <1+CV3
< OV,
where we used Eq. (5.14]) and Lemma [5.0] O

5.3.2 Rounding

We next round m € [—1, +1]V to *¢ € {~1,+1}". In order to define the rounding, we introduce
the modified Hamiltonian

)
Z% > Wilaon o
: 21< <Zk

Lemma 5.8. There exist a constant C > 0 such that, with high probability,

max |[Hy(z) — Hy(z)| < Cy/Nlog N . (5.15)

ze[-1,1]N

Proof. Note that Hy(z) is obtained from Hy(z) by restricting the sum in Eq. (L)) to terms with
distinct indices. As a consequence, Gn(x) = Hy(z) — Hy(x) is a Gaussian process independent
of Hy(x). We therefore have

E{Gn(z)*} = E{Hy(z)*} - E{ﬁN( )*}

_Ng ’wHN ch Z E{ 11, " } 21"'x22k

k=2 11 <o <ip
1
_ 2 2 2
—NE ckm E Ty Ty
k=2 i1yt €DC(N,K)

where D¢(N, k) is the subset of [N]¥ consisting of k-uples that are not distinct. A union bound
yields |D¢(N, k)| < N*1k(k —1)/2, whence

o

E{GN }<NZ 2|D Nk? <Z 2k32<0
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Note that, with high probability, |VGy(x)|| = |[VHy()| + [|[VHx(x)|| < C.V/N for all €
[—1,41]" (the bound for VHy(x) is proven in Lemma [.6, and the one for VHy(x) follows
analogously). Let ANy(¢) be an e-net (with respect the ordinary Euclidean distance) of [—1, 1]V
Then, for ¢ < t/(2C«V/'N)

. t
_ > < _
Bl max |Hy(e) -~ Hy@)| 2t} <P mas (Gx(@)] 2 5

}+P{ sup  ||VGn(z)| > C.VN}

ze[-1,+1]N
< 2N (e)] e /% +o(1)

N
<2 <@> et o(1).

€

The proof is completed by taking € = 1 and t = Cyy/N log N with Cj a large enough constant. [J

~ We are now in position to complete our description of the rounding procedure. Notice that
Hp(z) is linear in each coordinate of @. Therefore, viewed as a function of x;, it is maximized over
[—1,41] at z; € {—1,+1}. We starts from m and sequentially maximize Hy over each coordinate.

Explicitly, we can write Hy(z) = ﬁj(\,_l)(a:_z) + 2; AjHy (), where &_; = (z5)je[npi- We
then define ), j € {0,..., N} by letting (©) = 1 and, for j > 1
o _ fa7 ifi # j,
‘ sign(A; Hy (z (J))) if i = 3.

We then return the last vector o = (V).

The proof of Theorem [2 is completed by noting that the following inequalities hold with high
probability,

%HN(O_M) (g) %ﬁN(Ualg) _c 10§;VN
(>i) % Iy () — C IOA;gVN
9 %HN(m) — 20 Ova
g %HN(mZ*) _oVi—20 lova .

Here (a) and (c) follow from Lemma[5.8) (b) from the fact that the Hy is non-decreasing along the
rounding procedure, and (d) from Lemma [5.7 Finally, the value Hy(m‘)/N is lower bounded
using Proposition 5.4

6 Analysis of the variational principle and proof of Theorem

6.1 Properties of the variational principle

In this section we consider the function space .Z from (2.6]), which we endow with the weighted

Ll
L! distance |1 — yallLer = [€"(n = )l = fy & ()3 (t) — 2)|dt. We will write 5, — 7,
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whenever ||y, — 7| — 0 as n — oco. We recall the space of piecewise constant functions

m
SF, = {g = ailly 4y 0=ty <ty <+ <tpm=10a ERxpme N}. (6.1)
i=1

We study the PDE (LE]), with a slightly more general initial condition

01(t,2) + €' (1) (320(1.2) + 1 (1) (D, 0(t.2))?) =0,
(I)(Lx) = fO(‘T) .

Throughout we assume fy to be convex, continuous, non-negative, with fo(—x) = fo(x) > 0, and
differentiable for z # 0, with 0 < f{(z) <1 for all z > 0. We will write f}(z) for the weak derivative
of fo (the right and left derivatives exist but are potentially different at = 0). Associated to the
above PDE, we consider the following stochastic differential equation driven by Brownian motion

(Bt)t203

(6.2)

dX; =" (t)y(t)0,P(t, Xy) dt + \/&"(t)dB;, Xo=0. (6.3)

In the following we will also write ®,, ®,, and so on for the partial derivatives of ®, and ®7
whenever we want to emphasize the dependence of ® on v. We write 8§E<I> for the left and right
derivatives of .

We first collect a few properties of ®(t,z) when v € SF,.

Proposition 6.1. (a) For any~y € SF the solution ® : [0,1]xR — R of Eq. [6.2) exists uniquely
in the classical sense and is smooth fort € [0,1). Namely, for any j > 0, [|0%®|| 1o (j0,1-) xR) <

C(v,¢e), and H(‘)fc(“?%@HLoo([oJ_e)Xm < C(v,¢), with ajagq)ﬁ,m) = 0; 05P(t,z) whenever t is
a continuity point of .

(b) For any vy € SF4 the solution ® of Eq. (62) is such that x — 0,P(t, -) is non-decreasing for
all t € [0,1], with |0,P(t,x)] <1 for all z € R.

(¢) If y1,7v2 € SF4 and @7, ®72 are the corresponding solutions, then
127" — @7 [loo < [I€" (71 — 72)[I1 -

Proof. Point (a) follows from the Cole-Hopf representation which allows to write an explicit form
of the solution for v € SF; [Gue0l, [AC17]. This solution is C*° except (possibly) when ¢ €
{t1,...,tm—1}, the set of discontinuity points of . As a consequence of point (a), the SDE (G.3)) is
well defined, with unique strong solution on [0, 1]. Further, ® satisfies the following representation,
for v € SF4 [JT16]:

0. ®(t,z) = E[fo(X1)| Xy = 2] .

Since || fjllooc < 1, this implies |0, ®(¢,x)| < 1. The non-decreasing property also follows again by
the Cole-Hopf representation.

Finally, point (¢) is identical to Lemma 14 in [JT16] (the assumption that 7 is non-decreasing
is never used there). O
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As a consequence of Proposition [6.1] we can define ® by continuity for any v € .Z. Namely,

1
we construct a sequence v, € SF, v, -5 ~v and

Q7 (t,x) = lim P (t,z).
n—oo
Lemma 6.2. For any v € £, ®7 constructed above is such that 0,97 exists in weak sense, is

Ll
non-decreasing, and |0,®7(t,z)| < 1 for all t € [0,1], € R. Further, if v € SF4, Y —> 7, for
any t € [0,1], we have 0, P (t,x) — 0, P7(t,x) for almost every x.

Finally, ® = ®" is a weak solution of the PDE ([6.2]). Namely, for any h € C((0,1] x R), we

have

0:/(0’1]/]1%{—<I>6th+%5”(t)<<1>6§h+7(t)(6m<1>)2h>}dxdt+/R<I>(1,:1:) folx)dz.  (6.4)

Proof. Since ®7(¢t, -) is the uniform limit of convex 1-Lipschitz functions, it is also convex 1-
Lipschitz. Hence its weak derivative exists, is non-decreasing and is bounded as claimed. The
claim 0,97 (t,z) — 0,7 (¢, z) follows by dominated convergence.
Ll
In order to show that ® is a weak solution, let ®" = ®7 for ~, € SFy, v, -5 v (hence
|®" — ®||oc — 0). Since ®" is a classical solution corresponding to 7,, we have

n 1 7 n n n
0:/(071]/]1%{—q> 8th+§£ (t)(<1> P2h + v, (t)(0, @ )Zh)}d:ndt—l—/Rq) (1,2) fo(z) dz

Letting A denote the right-hand side of Eq. (6.4]), we have (since ®"(1,z) = ®(1,z) is independent

of n)
/ o / { )oih — L& (1)(@" q>>agh}dxdt
B /«m /R 50 (3 (D20 = (1) (2:9)? ) hda ..

The first term vanishes as n — oo by dominated convergence. For the second term, by the bound
on 0P, 0,9™, we have

1 1 1 " n\2 2
A< /M /R €(6) () — (8)] bl dt + /M /R (1) |09 = (9,®)?| |hlda dt

Ll
The first term vanishes as n — oo since v, LR v, and the second vanishes by dominated conver-

gence, using the fact that ||€"v]; < co. O

Lemma 6.3. For v € . and any t € [0,1), the second derivative O2®(t, -) exists in weak sense,
with supg<i<;_. [|02®(t, M r2my < oo for any e > 0.

Proof. Following [JT16], it is useful to introduce the the smooth time change 6(t) = (¢'(1)—¢'(t))/2,
and define w : [0,0p/] X R, 0y = £'(1)/2, via u(6(t),x) = ®(t,x). By a simple change of variables,
u is a weak solution of the PDE

Opu — Au = m(e)u?c > U(O,l‘) = fO(:E) )
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where m(s) = v(07%(s)). The desired claim is implied by showing that the partial derivative 92u
exists in weak sense and is bounded uniformly over 6§ > ¢ (for any € > 0).

Again, as in |[JT16] the fact that u is a weak solution implies the Duhamel principle

0
u(B) = Gy * fo + / m(s) Go_s * ua(s)?ds,
: 0 (6.5)
G(x) = emT /AL

(Here x denotes convolution and this equation is to be interpreted in weak sense, namely, for any
h € CX(R), [ h(z)u(f,z)dz is given by the convolution with h of the right hand side.) Note that by
Lemma IBEL T um(s x)? is bounded between 0 and 1, non-increasing in (—oo, 0], non-decreasing
in [0,00) and symmetric (the value at z = 0 is immaterial). Hence, there exists a measure v on
[0, 00), with total mass vs([0,00)) < 1, such that

u$(87$)2 = VS([O’x)) Ipso + Vs([ov —l‘)) Lo<o -

We then obtain, from Eq. (6.3)
0
Uz (0) = Gj  f}) +/ m(s) / (Gp_s(- —x) + Gp_ (- +)]dvs(z)ds. (6.6)
0 R>o

The claim follows by showing that each of the two terms on the right hand side of Eq. (6.6)
is a well defined function, bounded in L?(R). For the first term, notice that f} is bounded and
non-decreasing. Hence there exists a measure wy on R with wg(R) < 2, such that Gfg * fo = Goxdwy,
whence

C
163 1l = | [ Got- =)o) | < 21Goll < 57

where the upper bound follows from Jensen’s inequality. The second term on the right-hand side of
(66) can be treated analogously. Denoting it by w(6), we have, again by Jensen with 6 = 6(1 —¢),

0
lw@®)]l2 < / m(s) /R IG)_o(- =)+ Gy_y(- -+ )lladws(x) ds

1 "
§"(s)
<C ds <’ / ds,
e o< | emet mam
where the second inequality follows by ||G4||2 < C't~3/%. Decomposing the last integral, we get
1—e/2 6// (S) 1 f//’Y(S)
w(6 gc’/ g ds+C’/ ds
WOl=C ) Tw-ea-ap o2 (€(3) ~ €L )

1—¢/2 1 Vol 1

<C'¢y(1-¢/2) /1—5 (€(s) —&'(1— E))3/4 ds + (&(1—¢/2)—¢€(1 - E))3/4 /1—5/2

< C"E"Y | vio1—esz + C"eT A E 1 -

§"y(s)ds

The last expression is bounded by some C(g) < oo since v € .Z. O
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Lemma 6.4. For any v € £, the solution ® = ®7 constructed above is continuous on [0,1] x R,
and further satisfies the following regularity properties for any € > 0

(a) 9@ € L=([0,1 — ¢]; L2(R) N L>=(R)) for j > 2.
(b) 8@ € L=([0,1] x R) and 8,85® € L>=([0,1 — ¢]; L2(R) N L°°(R)) for j > 1.

Proof. Continuity follows since ®7 is the uniform limit of continuous functions. Point (a) and (b)
follows from the same proof as Lemma 10 in [JT16], applied to the PDE (6.2) with boundary
condition at t = 1 — €, whereby we use Lemma to initiate the bootstrap procedure. O

As a consequence of the stated regularity properties of ®, we can solve the SDE (G.3)).

Lemma 6.5. For any v € .Z, let ® = ®7 be the PDE solution defined above. Then, the stochastic
differential equation (63) has unique strong solution on (Xt)c(o1], which is almost surely contin-
wous. Further, for any t € [0,1]

d(t, X)) = /0 VE"(s) 92D (s, X,) dBs. (6.7)

Proof. Existence and uniqueness for ¢ € [0,1 — ¢) follow because 0,®(t, -) is Lipschitz continuous
and &”v is bounded on such interval (see, e.g., [Oks13, Chapter 5].) By letting ¢ | 0, we obtain
existence and uniqueness on [0, 1). Further X; can be extended at ¢t = 1, letting

X, = /g” ()0, D(t, X,) dt+/ VE)dB, .

It is easy to check that this extension is almost surely continuous at ¢ = 1, since
1 1
- X< [ s+ [ VEDaB.
¢ ¢

The first integral vanishes as t — 1 since fol &"y(t) dt < oo, while the second vanishes by continuity
of the Brownian motion.

Next notice that, since ®, = 9, P smooth in space and weakly differentiable in time for ¢ € [0, 1)
by Lemma [6.4] it is a weak solution of

0 ®,(t, ) + %6”@) <8§<I>x(t, z) 4+ ()0 (P4 (t, x))2> =0.

More precisely, for any z € R and any h € C’c( (0,1)), we have

/ {h(t)@@m(t, z) + Lz(t)h(t) <8£<I>m(t, )+ (£)D (B (t, :17))2> } dt=0. (6.8)

Equation (6.7)) is then obtained by It6 formula (see Proposition 22 in [JT16])

d(t, X;) :/Ot VE"(5) 02®(s, X,) dB
+ /Ot <83<I>x(8, Xs) + %5"(8) <3§<I>m(s, X)) + ()02 (Pa (s, Xs))z) } ds,

The second term vanishes by Eq. (6.8]). O
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Corollary 6.6. For any v € .Z and any 0 <t <ty <1,
t2
E{0,®(ts, X1,)?} — B{0,®(t1, X1,)?} = [ €"(s)E{(82®(s, X,))*} ds .
t1

In particular, t — E{0,®(t, X;)?} is Lipschitz continuous on [0,1 —¢) for any & > 0.

Proof. This follows from Lemma [6.5] using the regularity properties of Lemma O

Lemma 6.7. For any v € £, the function t — E{02®(t, X})?} is continuous on [0,1).

Proof. The function is continuous by an application of bounded convergence (using the continuity
of t — Xy and the regularity of Lemma [6.4)). O

Proposition 6.8. Let v € £, and 0 : [0,1) — R be such that [|€"5|wyvj0yq < 0o for allt € [0,1),
1€76]|1 < o0, and 6(t) =0 fort € (1—¢,1], € > 0. Further assume that v+ s > 0 for all s € [0, s¢)
for some positive sg. Then

dP

P (’y—i—sé

/ €1 (1)5(t) (B{0, B (t, X)?} — 1) dt (6.9)
(Here (Xt)iejo,1) is the solution of the SDE (6.3)).)

Proof. Let v* =~ + sd, s € [0,¢), and denote by ®° the corresponding solution of the Parisi PDE.
Following the proof of Lemma 14 in [JT16], we get

®%(0,0) — ®°(0,0) / "(t)5()E{D, B (¢, Y,5)?} dt, (6.10)
where Y,® is the solution of the SDE
1

="V () [0:2°(, V) + 0, 95(t, V)| dt + /€' (t)dB,, Y5 =0. (6.11)

dy; =
t 79

We also obtain (by the same argument as in [JT16, Lemma 14], using Lemma [6.4] and noting that
§(t) =0fort >1—e and "y is bounded on [0,1 — ¢))

10:®° = 0:9°|0o < Cle,)IIE" 31 - 5 (6.12)
Taking the difference between this Eqgs. (6.11]) and (6.3]), we get, for t € [0,1 — €p)
¥e - X <C [ €l ) —ldu+ / € (1)[0,8°(, V) — 0,8%(w,¥;)| du
—i—C’/{”’y )02 (u, X)) — 0,9° (u, V,5)| du

t
< CllE" (v = A0l + CleMNNE" (v =)l + C(Eo)/0 "y (w)Yy — X | du.
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In the second inequality we used Eq. (612, and the fact that §2® is bounded for t € [0,1 — &),
see Lemma [6.41 Since £"y(u) < [[€"Ylvvo,1-c,] for u € [0,1 —&g), we finally obtain

t
Y — X| < Oy, ) s]|€"5])1 + C(’y,&?o)/ Ve~ X,|du.
0

Therefore, we conclude by Gronwall lemma that

sup |Yf — Xt| < Cle,e0,)E" 0|1 s
t<l—eo

Using this in Eq. (6.10), together with the fact that 9,®° is bounded and Lipschitz, and 6(¢) =
fort > 1 —¢, we get

*(0,0) — ®°(0,0) / & (DS (E{D,DO(t, X,)2} dt + O(s2)
whence Eq. (6.9]) immediately follows. O

For any v € .2, we have [|y||lpyoq < oo for any ¢ € [0,1). We can therefore modify v in
(at most) countably many points to obtain a right-continuous function. Since this modification
does not change the solution ®7, by Proposition [6.1] we will hereafter assume that any v € .Z is
right-continuous.

For v € ., we denote by S(v) = {t € [0,1) : ~v(t) > 0}, and by S(v) the closure of S(v) in
[0,1) (in particular, note that 1 & S(v)).

Lemma 6.9. The support is a disjoint union of countably many intervals S(v) = Uaecaln, where
I, = (aq,by) or Iy = [aa,ba), o < by, and A is countable.

Proof. If tyg € S(7y), then by right continuity there exists 6 > 0 such that [to,t9 + J) C S(v). This
implies immediately the claim. O

Corollary 6.10. Assume v, € £ is such that P(v,) = inf,c ¢ P(y). Then

teS(y) = E{0,9™(t,X,)%*} =t, (6.13)
c[0,1)\S() = E{0,97(t X)) >t. (6.14)

Proof. First consider Eq. (6I3]). For any 0 < t; < t2 < 1, set §(t) = 7«(t)I(t € [t1,t2)). Clearly
Y« + 86 € £ for s € (—1,1). By the optimality of +,, and using Proposition [6.8] we have

dP
0= —(v +50)

ds L [P e .0 @ X0 — )

s=0 2 t1

Since t1,to are arbitrary, and £”(t) > 0 for t € (0,1) this implies 7, (¢)(E{0,®"*(t, X;)?} —t) = 0
for almost every ¢ € [0,1). Since 7.(t) is right-continuous and E{9,®"* (¢, X;)?} is continuous (see
Corollary [6.6)), it follows that v.(¢)(E{0,®"*(t, X;)?} — t) = 0 for every t € [0,1). This in turns
implies E{0,®7 (¢, X;)?} = t for every t € S(v.). This can be extended to t € S(v.) again by
continuity of ¢t — E{9,®7 (¢, X;)?}.
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Next consider Eq. (6I4]). Notice that, by Lemma 69} [0,1) \ S(7.) is a disjoint union of open
intervals. Let J be such an interval, and consider any [t1,t2] € J. Set 6(t) = I(t € (¢1,t2]), and
notice that v, + sd € £ for s > 0. By Proposition 6.8, we have

_1n ¢ (t) (E{0.@ (¢, X;)?} — t) dt.

dP
<
0< d8(7+85)820 2 ),

Since t1,ty are arbitrary, £”(¢) > 0 for t € (0,1) and t — E{9,®(t, X;)?} is continuous, this implies
E{0,®(t, X;)?} >t for all t € J, and hence all ¢ € [0,1) \ S(7.). O

Corollary 6.11. Assume vy, € £ is such that P(v,) = inf,c ¢ P(y). Then
teStv) = ¢OR{02"(t, X)) =1.

Proof. Set ®(t,x) = ®(¢t,r). By Lemma 6.9 S(74) is a disjoint union of closed intervals with
non-empty interior. Let K be one such intervals. Then, for any [t1,t3] € K, we have, by Lemma
0. 10|

ty —t1 = B{0,®(to, X1,)?} — B{0,®(t1, X1, )?} = ’ E"(E{D2D(t, X;)?}dt .

t1
Since t1,to are arbitrary, we get 5"(t)E{8§<I>(t,X_t)2} = 1 for almost every t € K. Using Lemma
6.7 we get £"()E{02®(t, X;)?} = 1 for every t € S(74). O

Lemma 6.12. Assume v € £ to be such that v(t) =0 for all t € (t1,1), where t; < 1. Then, for
any t. € (t1,1), the probability distribution of Xy, has a density p, with respect to the Lebesgue
measure. Further, for any t, € (t1,1) and any M € R>g, there exists e(t«, M,~) > 0 such that

inf > e(ty, M, ) .
el<iig, g P Z €0 M)

Proof. Since the SDE (6.3)) has strong solutions, X;, is a well defined random variable taking values
in R. Therefore, there exists C; = C1(y) < oo such that P(|Xy,| < C1) > 1/2. For t € (t1,1),
X, satisfies dX; = /£"(t) dB; and therefore the law of X; is the convolution of a Gaussian (with
variance 0(t)? = ¢'(t) — £(t1) > 0) with the law of X;,, and therefore has a density. To prove the
desired lower bound on the density, let fg(z) = exp(—22/2)/v/27 denote the standard Gaussian
density. Note that, for any |z| < M,

pe(x) = E{%fc:(b ;(f)(tl)}
S
M+C M+cC
(1t)fG< 92) 1 = 291(t)fG< 0—(:) ')

The latter expression is lower bounded by &(t., M,~) > 0 for any ¢ € [t, 1], as claimed. O

> )B(1X0| < O1)

Lemma 6.13. For any v € £, let & = ®7 be the solution of the Parisi PDE constructed above.
Then, the following identities hold (as weak derivatives in [0,1)) have

CE(O(1, X)) = 5 €' (01 (ED2(1 X,)?) (6.15)
%E{Xtaxq)(tv Xi)} =" (OVOE{0D(t, X1)?} + &7 (E{D2D (¢, X;)} - (6.16)
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Proof. We will write ®; = 8;®, ®, = 9,® and ®,, = §2®. For the first identity, using the regularity
properties of Lemma [6.4] and It6’s formula, we get

dd(t, X;) =, (t, X;) dt + " (t)y(t) Py (t, Xy)2dt + /€7 (t) Pp(t, X;) dBy + %ém(t, X)€" (t)dt
= g”( )y ()P, (¢, Xt) dt + /&"(t) . (t, X¢) dBy

where the equalities hold after integrating over a test function h € C2°([0,1)) and in the second
step we used the fact that ® is a weak solution of Eq. (G2]). The claim (6I5]) follows by taking
expectations.

We proceed analogously for the second identity. Using Lemma [6.5, and the fact that the
(Xt)tefo,1) solved the SDE (6.3)), we get

d( X @, (t, X)) =P (t, Xp)d Xy + Xod(Pp(t, Xp)) + &7 (1) Paar (2, Xy) dt

=" () ()@, (t, X;)2dt + /" ()P, (t, X )AB; + /€' (t) X Pyn(t, X, )d By
+ &' (t)Pys(t, X¢) dt .

The claim (6.I5]) follows again by taking expectations. O

Theorem 5. Consider the case fo(x) = |z|. Assume v, € £ is such that P(v.) = inf,e o P(7).
Then S(v«) = [0,1).

Proof. Throughout this proof ®(¢,z) = ®7 (¢, x).

By Lemma 69, S°(v.) = [0,1) \ S(7.) is a countable union of disjoint intervals, open in [0,1).
First assume that at least one of these intervals is of the form (¢1,%2) with 0 < ¢; < t3 < 1, or
[t1 = 0,t2), t2 < 1. By Corollary [6.10l and Corollary [6.11] we know that

E{0,®(t1, X0,)*} = t1, &"(t2)E{070(t2, X1)"} =1, i€ {1,2}, (6.17)
E{0,®(t, X;)?} >t Vi€ (ty,ts). (6.18)
(Notice that the first identity in Eq. (€.I7) holds also for ¢; = 0 since 9, ®(0,0) = 0 by a symmetry

argument.) Further, for t € (t1,t2), ® solves the PDE ®; + (£”(t)/2)92® = 0 which coincides with
the heat equation, apart from a time change. We therefore obtain, for ¢ € (¢1, to]

®(t,x) = E{®(t2,x + /& (t2) =& (t)G)}, G ~N(0,1).

Differentiating this equation, and using domlnated convergence (thanks to the fact that 92®(to, )

is bounded by Lemma [6.4]), we get 02®(t, ) E{82<I> to,x+ /& (t2) — &' (t) G) } Notice also that
the SDE (6.3) reads, for ¢ € (t1,t2), dX; = /&"(t) dB;, and therefore we can rewrite the last
equation as

F20(t, X,) = E{820(ta, X0, X1 } -

By Jensen inequality, we have

1

E{&?®(t, X;)?} < E{Oﬁ@(tQ,th)z} = W )

(6.19)
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where in the last step we used Eq. (6I7). Using Corollary 6.6 we get, for t € [t1,t2]

E{0,(t, X%} = E{0,0(t1, X0 )7} + | €/(s)E{020(s, X)) ds

t 5//(3)
<ot [ Gards <t

where in the last step we used the fact that ¢ — &”(¢) is monotone increasing. The last equation
is in contradiction with Eq. (6.I7), and therefore S°(7.) can be either empty, of consist of a single
interval (t1,1).

In order to complete the proof, we need to rule out the case S°(v,) = (t1,1). Assume by
contradiction that indeed S°(7.) = (t1,1). For t € (t1,1), let r = r(t) = &(1) — £(t), and notice
that r(¢) is monotone decreasing with 7(t) = &’(1)(1 —t) + O((1 — t)?) as t — 1. By solving the
Parisi PDE in the interval (¢1,1), we get 0,®(t,2) = Esign(G + x/+/7(t)), where G ~ N(0, 1),
whence, for t € (t1,1),

1 - E{0,9(t, X;)*} = EQ( ):Et)> ’

Q(z) =1 — E{sign(z + G)}2 .

Note that 0 < Q(x) < 1 is continuous, with Q(0) = 1. Hence, there exists a numerical constant
do € (0,1) such that Q(z) > 1/2 for |z| < dg. Therefore, fixing ¢, € (t1, 1), for any t € (., 1)

1 E0,9(, X%} > 5P(1X] < 601/70)

(@) (b
> 60€(t*717’7) V T(t) > CV 1 _tu

where (a) follows by Lemma and (b) holds for some C' = C(y) > 0. We therefore obtain
E{0,®(t, X;)*} <1 — Cy/1 —t, which contradicts Corollary for t close enough to 1. O

6.2 Proof of Theorem

Before passing to the actual proof, we state and prove a simple lemma.

Lemma 6.14. Let g : [a,b] Xx R — R be bounded and Lipschitz continuous in its first argument, i.e.
lg(t1,x) — g(te,z)| < L|ty — ta| for all z € R, t1,t2 € [a,b], and h : [a,b] — R have bounded total
variation. Then f = gh has bounded strong total variation.

Proof. Fixa<ty<---<t,<bandxq,...,2, € R. Then
Z|f(tia$i) — fltim1,@i)| = Z |h(ti)g(ti, xi) — h(ti—1)g(ti1, %)
i=1
< Z (Rt )g(ti, zi) — g(timn, @i)| + Z |h(ti) = hitiz1)llg(ti-1, zi)]

< Z|h L[t — tia| + ||9||ooZ|h — h(ti-1)|

=1
< L(b = a)|[hflec + lglloclPllv -
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The claim follows since ||Aloo < |h(a)| + ||A]|rv < 00. O

Proof of Theorem[32 Let v € £ be such that P(y) = infsc# P(7). We denote by ®(t,z) =
®7(t, x) the corresponding solution of the Parisi PDE, as constructed in Section[@] and fix ¢, € [0,1).
We apply Theorem 2] whereby u, v are defined as follows for ¢ € [0, t,]:

v(t,z) = " ()Y ()0,D(t,z), ult,z)=02d(t,x). (6.20)

For t € (t., 1], we simply set v(t,z) = v(ts,x), u(t,x) = u(ts,z). Notice that this choice is
immaterial since the algorithm of Theorem [2 never uses v(t,x), u(t,x) for t > t.. We define
(Xt)tejo,1] by solving the SDE (Z.2)), which coincides, for ¢ € [0,¢.] with the SDE (&.3]).

We next check that these choices satisfy Assumption Il Notice that, by construction, it is
sufficient to consider ¢ € [0, t].

(A1) v is bounded, since [|0;P||oc < 1 by Lemmal6.2 and therefore, for ¢t € [0,t.], x € R, Jv(t, x)| <
1€" Y|l xv(o,t,] < oo. Further, u is bounded because [|07®(t, - )|l < C(t.) for almost all ¢ < t,
(by Lemma [64l(a)), and that we can choose a representative of 2@ which is continuous in
time by Lemma [6.41(b).

(A2,3) v is Lipschitz continuous in space, because |v(t, 1) —v(t, x2)| < & (1)||02®(t, - )||oo|T1 — 22| <
1€V vvi0,4,)C (te) |1 — 22| < C'(t4)|z1 — 22| where we used the fact that [|07® (¢, - )||leo < C(tx)
for almost all ¢ < t, (by Lemma B6.4l(a)), and that we can choose a representative of 92®
which s continuous in time by Lemma [6.41.(b).

Analogously u is Lipschitz continuous in space, because |u(t, z1)—u(t, x2)| < |03®(t, - )||oolz1—
x3|, and using Lemma

(A4) v has bounded strong total variation by applying Lemma [6.14l Indeed &”y has bounded
total variation on [0,¢,], and 9,® is bounded by Lemma and Lipschitz by Lemma as
discussed above.

Further, u has bounded strong total variation because 9?® is Lipschitz continuous on [0, ¢,] x
R, again by Lemma

Let us next check the other assumptions in Theorem Pl By Lemma [65 we have M;, =
0z P (ts, X¢,) and therefore, using Lemma [6.2], |M;,| < 1 almost surely.

Further E[M?] = E[0,®(t, X;)?] = t by Corollary and Theorem [5l

We are left with the task of computing the value achieved by the algorithm. By Theorem [2]
this is given by

&(u,v) = 0*5”(t)E[u(t,Xt)]dt: O*g”(t)E[ang,Xt)]dt. (6.21)

Define ¥ : [0,1) x R — R by ¥(t,z) = ®(t,z) — 20, P(¢t,z). By Lemma [6.4] we can assume
this to be continuous, and hence lim;_,o E¥ (¢, X;) = E¥(0, Xo) = ®(0,0). We therefore get, using
Lemma [6.13]

tx tx
B(0,0) =EV(1, Xo) + 5 [ €0 OE@D0( X)) e+ [ € OE{OD(, X))t
0 0
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Comparing this with Eq. ([@21]), we get

P(3) = E(uv) =EV(. X) +3 [ € 0n(0) (B0, X)) 1) e

=EU(t,, Xy,).

where in the second step we used Corollary [6.10] and Theorem [Gl

The proof is completed by showing that we obtain P(vy) — & (u,v) = EU(t, X;,) < ¢ by taking
t, close enough to one. In order to show this, recall that ®(t, -) is convex, so ®(t,x) —x0, P(t,x) <
®(t,0). Moreover, |9, P(t,z)| < 1. Whence

O(t,0) — |z| < ¥(t,z) < P(t,0).

Notice that ®(¢,0) — 0 as t — 1 (because @ is continuous on [0,1] x R, and ®(1,z) = |z|), and
therefore

limsup EVU (¢, Xy, ) = limsup E{¥ (., X, )} — ®(¢,0) <O0.

te—1 te—1

6.3 Proof of Corollary

The key tool is provided by the following lemma, which is a variant of Corollary [6.10] and of results
from earlier literature (the difference being that we focus on the zero-temperature case).

Lemma 6.15. Assume the no-overlap gap assumption to hold for the mizture £, namely there
exists v, € U strictly increasing in [0,1) such that P(v.) = inf,cq P(y). Then, for anyt € [0,1),

E{0,®" (t, X;)*} =t. (6.22)

Proof. Fix 0 < t; < t3 < 1, an define d(t) = [y«(t1) — 7(t)|L4; 1) (t). It is easy to see that this
satisfies the assumptions of Proposition 6.8, with sy = 1, whence, letting v° = v, + s6,

dP

E(’Ys) .

-3 §'(1) (3-(1) = 7-(1)) (E{0,0(t, X)) — t) dt.

s=0+
(Here @ = ®7+.) On the other hand, v* € % for s € [0, 1] (since 7, is strictly increasing), whence
t2
() (7-(8) — (1)) (E{0,8(t, X,)2} — £)dt < 0.
t1

for all t; < to. Since 7, (t) — v«(t1) > 0 strictly for all ¢ > ¢, this implies E{0,®(t, X;)?} —t < 0
for almost every ¢, and therefore for every ¢ by Lemma

The E{0,®(t, X;)*} —t > 0 is proved in the same way, by using 6(t) = [y« (t2) — va (£)] Lz, 1, (1)
U
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Let 74 be a strictly increasing minimizer of P(-) in %, namely P(y.) = inf,cq P(y). We
claim that -, minimizes P(-) over the larger space .Z, i.e. P(v.) = inf,c# P(v), thus proving the
corollary.

By the last lemma, ~, verifies the stationarity condition (6.22]). Since P : . — R is convex

(this follows by exactly the same proof as [JT16, Theorem 20]), the function s — P((1 — s)v.« + s7)
is convex over the interval [0, 1] for any v € ., whence

P() = PR) 2 T 507 = )

1
= % i &' (1) (7(t) — 7 (t)) (B{0:™ (t, X;)?} — t)dt =0.

s=0

We thus conclude that v, minimizes P over .Z.

7 Proof of Theorem [

7.1 A candidate solution

We produce a solution to HIJB (4.7]) via a change of variables by taking the Legendre transform of
the solution to the Parisi PDE (L5]) which we redisplay here:

00 (1) + 5€(1) (920 (1, ) + (1)@ (1, 2))?) =0, () € [0.1) x R,
¢,(1,z) =|z|, z€R.

(7.1)

Since « is piecewise constant, the PDE (.I]) can be solved via the Cole-Hopf transform and the
solution is highly regular in space as shown in Proposition We define (the negative of) the
Legendre transform of @, as

DL(t, 2) = giclellf&{tﬁy(t,x) —zz},
and define a candidate solution to HJB as

1
V(t2) = ®5(t,2) - %V(t)zQ _ % /t u(s)ds, (7.2)

where we recall that v(t) = ftl £ (s)y(s)ds.

Proposition 7.1. For all (t,2) € [0,1] x (=1,1), Jy(t,z) = V(t,2), where T, is defined in ({E.5]).
In particular the value at (0,0) is
1 M
J+(0,0) = inf (0, x) — 5/ v(s)ds
L 0
1 M
= 2,00~ 3 [ s’ (9915 = P(y).

The second equality follows since ®, (¢, -) is convex and even. This proves Proposition A1l
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7.2 Verification

We dedicate this section to the proof of Proposition[.Il We collect in the next lemma the regularity
properties of ®, which will be used in what follows.

Lemma 7.2. For v € SF., we have the following.
(a) 8, € C([0,1) x R) for all j > 0.
(b) (%&ZCI)V € C(la,b) x R) for all j > 0 and for any interval [a,b) on which v is constant.
Further, for allt € [0,1):

(¢) The range of the map x + 0,P~(t,x) is the open interval (—1,1). In particular |0,P,| < 1.
(d) 0,P(t,-) is strictly increasing.

(e) For allz € R, 0 < 920, (t',x) < C(t,7) for allt' € [0,t] and some constant C(t,) < 0o.

Proof. Set ® = ®., All of these claims can be proved by direct calculus using the explicit expression
for the Cole-Hopf solution. Given y(t) = 1" 7illy, ,4,), 0 = to < t1 < -+ <t = 1, we let
r(t) = (1) — &(t). The Cole-Hopf solution is then constructed recursively as follows. For each
ie{l,...,m} and each t € [t;_1,t;), let

O(t,x) = %logEexp {7i®(ti,z + /r(t) —r(t:)G)} G ~N(0,1), (7.3)

(with ®(t,z) = |z|.) Claims (a), (b) follow by standard properties of convolutions (they are also a
special case of Lemma [6.4]).

Claim (c), (d), (e) can be proved by differentiating (7.3)). For ¢ € [t;—1,t;) define P;, to the
probability distribution with density
1 { (2" — x)?
exXp — =
E{ @t ty/r)-r06) ) 2(r(t) —r(t:))

pro(z) = +’y,~(I>(ti,x')}.

Let E; ., and Var;, denote expectation and variance with respect to this density. Consider first
t e [tm_l,tm = 1),

0, ®(t, x) = By zsign(X),

8:%@(25,3:) = 2p;,(0) + ym{l - Et7m(sign(X))2} .
The last expression yields 0 < 02®(¢,z) < C(t4,7) for all t < ¢, < 1 (notice indeed that p; .(0) is
bounded and non-negative for all ¢ < t,), which is claim (e). In particular, this implies that x —
0, ®(t, x) is strictly increasing (claim (d)). Further [0, ®(t,z)| < 1, because p;, is strictly positive

mass on (—o00,0) and on (0, +00). Finally, lim,_,4+ 0,P(t,z) = £1 because P, ((—00,a]) — 0 for
all @ € R as ¢ — 400, Pt ;([a,+00]) = 0 for all a € R as 2 — —o0.

Next, for ¢t € [t;—1,t;), i < m, we have

0p®(t, ) = E; 0,D(t;, X),
D20(t,2) = B ,02®(t;, X) + v Var, (0, D(t;, X)),
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Claims (c)-(e) are proved buy induction using arguments similar to the above. In particular, if
0 < 02®(t;,z) < Ciy1 the last equation implies 0 < 02®(t,x) < Ciyq + y; for t € [t;_1,t;). O

We now prove that 7, is a solution to HIB ({&.7).

Lemma 7.3. For v € SF, the function V defined in Eq. ((2) is a solution to the HJB equa-
tion (L1) on [0,1] x (—1,1).

Proof. First, since v(1) = 0, it is clear that V satisfies the terminal condition V(1,z) = 0 for
|z] < 1. Next, let ¢t < 1. Since ®.(t,-) is twice continuously differentiable and strictly convex, there
exists a continuous strictly increasing map z € (—1,1) — z;(z) defined as the unique root z of the
equation 9;®,(t,z) = z. Furthermore, the envelope theorem implies that 9,®(t, z) = —zj(2) and
2%(t,2) = —1/92®(t, 27 (2)) for all z € (—1,1).

Exploiting Eq. (Z.2)), we have
. 1
atV(t,Z) = 8tq)’y(t7xt (Z)) + §§ll(t)f}/(t)22 + _V(t)7

2
1
2
V(t =0 — V().
e N B R
Given that @, satisfies the Parisi PDE, we have for all z € (—1,1)

1 £"(¢) 1
v+ ('Y(t)22 T2Vt 2) + V(t)) =0

OV (1,2) — 5€" (B (1) -

Simplifying the quadratic term in z, we obtain

- £"(t)
2(02V (t,z) + v(t))

OVt 2) — %I/(t)

=0.

Since 92®., > 0 we have 02V (t, 2) + v(t) < 0 hence

N2 1
Aek {)\ Ty (vt) + 2V, Z))} T 2(02V(t2) (b))

Therefore V' is a solution to HIB (£.7]) on [0,1) x (—1,1) with the right terminal condition at ¢t = 1,
for any function v € SF,.. O

Proof of Proposition [7.1. We closely follow the proof of Theorem 4.1 in the textbook [Toul2]. We
recall the expression of Ty

! 1! 1 ! 1!
(9= s B| [ st [ v - 1)as],

ueD[t,1
1
s.t. z+/ V&' (s)usdBs € (—1,1) a.s.,
t

where v(t) := ftl £ (s)v(s)ds.

Let us first prove the bound V > J,. Lemmal[l.2implies that V € C1([a,b) x (—1,1)) whenever
~y is constant on [a, b).
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We momentarily assume that « is constant on [0,1]. Let (¢,2) € [0,1) x (—1,1), and let
(us)s>t € DI[t,1]. Consider the process M" defined by dM} = /&"(s)usdBs, s > t with initial
condition M}* = z, and recall that M{* = z + ftl VE"(s)usdBs € (—1,1) as. Since (M¥)s>¢ is a
martingale (w.r.t. the filtration of Brownian motion F; we have M} = E[M{|F;], and therefore
MY e (—1,1) for all s € [t,1] a.s.

By Ito’s formula we have for t < 6 < 1,

0
Bea[V(0. M) = V(t.2) = Bue [ (0.V(5. M) + 56202V (5. M) ) s
t

6 u2
< Et,z/ <8tV(S, M)+ £"(s) sup {u + —
t

sup {u+ - (v(5) + 02V (s, M) } ) ds

The first inequality follows by taking a supremum over u; € R, and the inequality follows since
V = 7, is a solution to HIB (&7) as shown in Lemma [Z.3l

Next we have E[V (0, Mj)] — 0 as § — 1. Indeed notice that M" is continuous, M{* € (—1,1)
almost surely, and V' (6, x) is continuous on [0,1] x (—1,1). Therefore, for Wy = V (0, M), we have
Wy — W1 = 0 almost surely as 8 — 1. Further, we claim that Wy is bounded, whence the claim
E[Wy] = E[V (0, Mj)] — E[W;] = 0 follows by dominated convergence. In order to show that Wy
is bounded, note that ®(t,x) > |z| for ¢t € [0,1] by Eq. (Z3)) and Jensen inequality. This implies
that 0 < ®3(¢,2) < ®,(¢,0), and therefore V (0, 2) bounded in [0,1] x (=1, 1).

Since u in L' N L? we obtain that

1
Vi(t2) 2 B [ (o) (€518 = 1) + €' (5)u)ds,

for all processes u € D]t,1] satisfying M}* € (—1,1) a.s. Therefore V (¢,2) > J,(t, 2).

Returning to the general case, if v has 0 < t; < --- < t,, < 1 points of discontinuity then It6’s
formula and the above argument can be applied inside every interval [t;,0;] with 6; < t; 1. Letting
0; — t;y1 and applying the dominated convergence theorem, then summing over ¢, the left-hand
side in Eq. (ZH) telescopes and we obtain the desired result.

Now we show the converse bound. Fix (¢, z) € [0,1) x (—1,1) and consider the control process
ul = 02®.,(s, X5) for s €[t,1), and uj:=0,
where (X;)s>¢ solves the SDE
AdX, = £"(5)y(5)8, B (s, X5 )ds + \/€"(s)d B,
with initial condition X; = x. This is the same SDE as in Eq. ([2.2)) with drift v(¢,z) = " (¢)7(t)0, P, (¢, x)

which is bounded and Lipschitz in space for v € SF, | therefore a strong solution exists. Further,
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since £E[0,®,(s,X,)?] = f” JE[020, (s, X;)?] (Corollary B.0) and [0,®,| < 1 then u* is an

xT

admissible control on [t 1]: u* € D[t, 1].

Legendre duality implies that u} can also be written as

1
L with  M* = 0,8, (s, Xo).
G TV M T o)) T Mo = 0yl X)

Since @, is a solution to the Parisi PDE, an application of It6’s formula reveals that M™ is a
martingale which is represented by the stochastic integral

AM; = \/€"(5)02®.,(s, X5)dBs = /&' (t)u’dBs,

with initial condition M} = 0,®,(t,x). Further, observe that |[M{| < 1 a.s. and that by surjectivity
of 0, ®-(t,-), we can choose x such that M;* = z. We repeat the above execution of It6’s formula with
M* and u* replacing M" and u respectively. We see that the crucial step (.5]) holds with equality,
as u} achieves the supremum displayed inside the integral. Hence equality V' (¢,2) = J,(t, z), and
this conclude our proof. O
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A State evolution: Proof of Proposition [3.1]

In this and the following appendices we prove Proposition B.Il Throughout, we denote by wk ¢
RM)®k I > 2 a sequence of standard Gaussian tensors as defined in Section [l We also write
A®) = ¢, W) for the rescaled tensors, and £(t) = D k2 c2t*. Recall the notation APy} e RV,

for a symmetric tensor AP e (RV)®P:

1
A(p){u}i = p— Z Agﬁ)l,...,ip,l% U, (A.1)

|
( ) 1<iy, - yip—1SN

Analogously, if T' e (RN)®P—1), A(p){T} € RV is the vector with components

1 (»)
p){T}Z - (p - 1)' Z Ai7i17"'7iP*11—%1”'iP71' (A.2)
T 1<iy,,ip—1<N

We will use the notation (v)y = N71Y,_yv; and (u,v)y = N~13". y wv; when u,v € RY

are vectors. The corresponding norm is ||u||y = <u,u>%2. We will write ay 2 by to mean that

ay — by converges in probability to 0. Analogously, for two vectors uy, vy, we write uy Ly N
when |[uy — vy||ny converges in probability to 0. When f : R¥*1 — R is a function of k + 1
variables, and v°,v', ... v* € RN are k + 1, we define f(% vt ... ,vk) € RY component-wise via

f0 vt o) = f(, .. ok, (A.3)



Finally, for a sequence of vectors ", x!, ..., we write <! = (:co, s A ,wt).

To deduce the state evolution result for mixed tensors, we analyze a slightly more general
iteration where each homogenous p-tensor is tracked separately, while restricting ourselves to the
case where the mixture ¢ has finitely many components: ¢, = 0 for all £k > D + 1 for some fixed
D > 2. We then proceed by an approximation argument to extend the convergence to the general
case D = oo.

We begin by introducing the Gaussian process that captures the asymptotic behavior of AMP.
For each t € N, let f; : R“"! — R be a Lipschitz function. Let (Uo’k)ggkg[) a collection of
random variables with bounded second moment, and (U t’k)lgth,kg p a centered Gaussian process,
independent of (U%*)y<1<p, with covariance defined by:

1. UY* US* are independent whenever k # &'

2. For each k, the covariance of (U"*),<r is defined recursively via

E[Ut-i-l,pUS-i-l,p] —_ pCzE {ft (XO, o ,Xt) fs (XO’ . ,Xs) }p—l , (A4)
D
Xt = Z Utk (A.5)
k=2

We are now in position to define the AMP algorithm. For each iteration ¢, the state of the
algorithm is given by vectors &' € RY, and zt* € RV, with k € {2,...,D}. (In the following we
will often omit mentioning explicitly that k starts from 2 and simply write £ < D.) We define the
AMP mapping via

AMP; (z°,... ,wt)p = AP f (20, .. xh)} — Z dispfs—1(x, ... "), (A.6)
s<t
NP 0
dysp=co-plp— DE{fe (X°...,X") four (X°,..., X5 1) }" 2E{a—fg(XO,Xl,...,Xt)}.
(A7)

The tensor AMP iteration then reads

D
A Z 2k et — AMP, (z°,... ,mt)p . (A.8)
p=2
Theorem 6 (State Evolution for AMP). Let {W ")}~y be independent standard Gaussian tensors
with W) ¢ (RMY®F - and define A®) = W) £(t) = 2522 citk. Let fo, f1,..., be a sequence
of Lipschitz functions f : RFtT — R. Let 292,... 290 ¢ RN be deterministic vectors and x° =
Zszz 20k Assume that, the empirical distribution of the vectors (z?’z, . z?’D), 1 < N converges
in Wy distance to the law of the vector (Uo’k)ggkg[).

Let ', zt%, t > 1 be given by the tensor AMP iteration. Then, for any T > 1 and for any
pseudo-Lipschitz function b : RT*P 5 R, we have

p-lim — Z Y((2 Ni<rr<n) = B{((U"*)i<rr<n) } - (A.9)

where (Ut’k)lgth,ng s a centered Gaussian process, independent of (Uo’k)gngD, with covariance
defined above.
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In the above Proposition, W5 refers to the Wasserstein, or optimal transport, distance between
probability measures on RP with quadratic cost c(z,y) = ||z — y||3.

Proposition BIlin the special case ¢ = 0 for all k > D+1 follows immediately from this theorem
by considering the special case in which ¥((2"*);<7 x<p) is only a function of (3", . 2"*)i<r. We
extend Proposition B.1] to the general case D = oo in Section [A.8]

A.1 Further definitions

We now define the notations

X = [zo|lz1| -+ |z4],

k k k k
Zp,t = [z§0|z§1| T |z§jt] .

Given a N x (t + 1) matrix, such as X, and a tensor A®) € (RV)®?, we write AP){X;} for the
N x (t 4 1) matrix with columns A® {x}, ..., AP {x;}:

AP{X ) = [A(p){wo}‘A(p){wl}‘ ‘A(p){wt}] _

When k = 1 we omit k, e.g. Z} Z, 1. We will write fi(X;) = fi(z,...,2"), and we also set

pt =
yp,t+1(Zp7t) = Ap{fi(Zp1)} = 2P Z dtvsvpfs—l(wq e 7338_1) ) (A.10)
s<t
Yy = [yp7l‘ T ’yp,t] ) Y(Zps) = Zyp,t(zp7t) . (A.11)
P

For any positive integer k and p x T matrix m of length n vectors we define F¥(m) to be the
length t 4 1 vector of k-tensors

Fi(m) = [fo(m)®*| fi(m)®*] - |fi(m)®"]. (A.12)

We also define an associated (t 4+ 1) x (¢ + 1) Gram matrix Gf = GF(M) via (GF(M));; =
(fi(M), f;(M))%.. The matrix G¥ can be represented by the following tensor network diagram:

t Ny t
G} = Fpk FPk

We recall that in tensor networks, tensors correspond to vertices, and edges joining them to indices
contracted between tensors. We use the convention of labeling vertices by the corresponding tensors,
and edges by the dimension of the corresponding index. Since we often have indices with dimension
N, we label the edges by Ni, Na,... and so on. When two tensors are contracted along multiple
indices of the same dimension (say N), we draw a single line between them labelled Ng where S is
the set of contracted indices. For example, the middle edge in the above figure represents k edges
with labels Ny, --- , N.

Finally, we let F; denote the o-algebra generated by all iterates up to time ¢:

Ji = J({zp,s}pSD,SSt) = o({zp,s: ®s, fs}p<D,s<t) - (A.13)
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A.2 Preliminary lemmas

Lemma A.1. For any deterministic u,v € RN and standard Gaussian symmetric p-tensor w®) ¢
(RM)Y®P we have:

1. Letting go ~ N(0, 1) independently of g ~ N(0,Iy), we have

. ~ o u
WP {u} £ Vol 'g+ \/ZWH'”H?V f—= 90

= (A.14)

2. Letting go, g1 ~ N(0,1) independent, we have
d
VN@, WP{u}) v = Bl vl g1+ Vel — DlullR?(w, v)x go. (A.15)

3. (WO {u}, WO o))y = plu, v)} .

4. For a deterministic symmetric tensor T € (RV)®P~1 the vector wr {T} is Gaussian, with
zero mean and covariance

N

p pp—1)
E{W(p){T}ZW(p){T}]} = W HTH% + W Z Ti7i1,---,ipflTj,ily---yipfl . (A16)

7;17~~~7ip72:1

5. Let P c RV*N pe the orthogOnal projection onto a d-dimensional subspace S C R, ||PW {u}—
WO L}/ [W @ {u}]|, % 0.

6. Recall that the operator (injective) norm of a tensor is given by |[W®)||,, = maX|u||S1<W(p), u®P)
or, equivalently, by |W®)|,, = max||u1||§1w7”up||§1(W(p),u1 ® - Q@up). IfE(t) < oo for
somet > 1, then there exists a constant C = C(&) such that, with probability at least 1 —2e~,

N’“/Q ckN
[ Allop = Z HA o = Z HW Moy < CN . (A.17)
k=2 k=2

Proof. All of these statements are the elementary Gaussian calculations. The only exception is the
upper bound (A.I7)), which follows from the concentration bound

! )
E-2/2 1| > k) RLQ) < e Nk g s
]P’(N W ® o, > kl/Tog k + \/Es> <e Vs > 0.

The above is a restatement of [RMI4, Lemma 2]. We conclude by using the fact |cx| < c.a¥ for
some o < 1 and letting s = k. O

We next develop a formula for the conditional expectation of a Gaussian tensor A®) given a

collection of linear observations. We set D to be the t x t x ¢ tensor with entries D;;, = 1 if
i =7 =k and D;;;, = 0 otherwise.
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Lemma A.2. Let E{AP)|F;} be the conditional expectation of AP) given the o- algebm Fi =
0({Zp.s, ®s, FsYp<D.s<t) generated by observations up to time t. Equivalently E{AP)|F} is the
conditional expectation of AP) given the t linear (in AP)) observations

AP{fY =y, forse{0,...,t—1}. (A.18)
Then we have for iy,i,...,1, <n,
[ ‘th 11,82,e000p — Z Z zJ, : G;_117t_1)s,7“ : (fr,il e .fr,ij,l .fr,ijJrl e fr,ip) :

] 10<r,s<t—1
(A.19)

Here, the matriz Zp7t € RNV*t is defined as the solution of a system of linear equations as follows.
Define the linear operator Ty : RVXt — RN*t by letting, fori < N, 0<s<t—1:

Z)]i,s = Z Z (fr)i (.fs) (G; 1,t— 1)T T(Gp—lt—l)r’,S(Z)j,T’? (A.20)

JEN 0<Zr ' <t—1
Then Z,; is the unique solution of the following linear equation (with'Y ,; defined as per Eq. (A10))
Zp,t + (=17, (vat) =Yy (A.21)
(Here, Zpi = [2p0, -+ » 2pt-1] and Y, = [Up1, " s Yps] have dimensions N x t.)

The above formulas for E{AP)|F;} and 7, are somewhat difficult to parse. It is therefore
useful to draw the associated tensor networks

The operator 7, ; is represented by the following diagram, with input on the left and output on the
right.
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Proof of LemmalA.2 Let V,; be the affine space of symmetric tensors satisfying the constraint
(AIR). The conditional expectation E[A®)|F;] is the tensor with minimum Frobenius norm in
the affine space V,;. By Lagrange multipliers, there exist vectors my,...,m; € RY such that

E[AP)|F)] = A™ takes the form

t—=1 p
4 ()
AT =YD fo @ femf,® - f,. (A.22)
=0~ —
7 — 1 times p — j times
Further, again by duality, if a tensor A(p) of this form (i.e., a choice of vectors my, ..., m;) satisfies

the constraints A(p){ fst = Yps+1 for s < t, then such a tensor is unique, and corresponds to
E[A®)|F;]. Without loss of generality, we write

m, = Z(G;—ll,t—l)m%sv Zpy=[21] - |2]. (A.23)

By direct calculation we obtain

t—1 t—1

AP 1) =G )arm + (0~ 1) Y (Gpozict)ar (Fyom) f, (A24)
r=0 - r=0
=z +(p—-1) (Gp—2,t—1)8,r<fsa m;)f, . (A.25)
r=0

We next stack these vectors as columns of an N x t matrix. The first term obviously yields Zw.

~

We claim that the second term coincides with (p — 1)7,+(Z, ) so that overall we get

[AY (Foby- AP Y] = Zpa+ (0= VToi(Z). (A.26)

This in turns implies that the equation determining Z .t takes the form (A.21)). The desired claim
is simply obtained by rearranging the order of sums in Eq. (A25]). O

A.3 Long AMP

As an intermediate step towards proving Theorem [6] we introduce a new iteration that we call
Long AMP (LAMP), following [BMN19]. This iteration is less compact but simpler to analyze.
For each p < D, let S, C (RY)®P be the linear subspace of tensors T that are symmetric and such
that T{f,} = 0 for all s < t. We denote by P;~(A®)) be the projection of A®) onto S, ;. We then
define the LAMP mapping

LAMP; (v=!) = P (AP {fi(0",. . o)} + D heso1,67, (A.27)
0<s<t
ht,&p = Z [G];—ll,t—l] s,T [Gp—l,t] rt’ htv_lvp =0. (A28)
0<r<t—1
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Here we use the same notations f, = f;(V;) and Gi; = G (Vi) = ((£s, f1)F)sr<t that we

introduced for the case of AMP, however, these quantities are now different: they are computed

using the vectors v, ..., v’

D
o' =Y "¢"", """ =LAMP; (v¥') . (A.29)
p=2
Our proof strategy will be similar to the one of [BMN19], and proceed along the following steps:

1. Prove state evolution for LAMP, under a non-degeneracy assumption.
2. Deduce state evolution for AMP, under the previous non-degeneracy assumption.

3. Deduce general state evolution for AMP, by perturbing the functions f; slightly to give a
non-degenerate instance.

We will use notations analogous to the ones introduced for AMP. In particular:

V= [vi|va]...|v (A.30)
Qi =5 a 5] - 1,7 (A.31)

A.4 State Evolution for LAMP

Theorem 7. Under the assumptions of Theorem[d, let ¢°2,--- q%P € RN be deterministic vectors
and v¥ = Zszz q"F. Assume that, the empirical distribution of the vectors (q?’2, e ,q?’D), 1< N
converges in Wo distance to the law of the vector (Uo’k)gngD.

Further assume that there exist a constant C' < oo such that, for allt < T,

(1) ]The matrices Gy = Gp (V) are well-conditioned, i.e., C™' < omin(Gpt) < Omax(Gpt) < C
orallp< D, t<T.

(ii) Let the linear operator Ty : RN*t — RNXU pe defined as per Eq. (A20), with Gy = Gp(V),
and f, = fi(V), and define L,1 =1+ (p— 1)Tps. Then C71 < omin(Lpt) < omax(Lpt) < C.

Then the following statements hold for any t <T and sufficiently large N :
(a) Correct conditional law:
d ~
"5 LBl F) + PEHAT) (V) (A.32)

where A(p) 1$ a symmetric tensor distributed identically to A®) gnd independent of everything
else, and P;- is the projection onto the subspace Spt defined in Section[A.3 Further

E[gP Y F] = Z his—1pq"" . (A.33)
0<s<t

Moreover, the vectors (qp’Hl)pS p are conditionally independent given Fi.
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(b) Approximate isometry: we have

(@ g Yy £ (f (V) F(VORT, (A.34)
(Lo N 2 € ((f(VT), f5(VE))N). (A.35)

with both sides converging in probability to constants as N — oco. Moreover for p # p/,
(g7t gty y Lo (A.36)

(c) For any pseudo-Lipschitz function ¢ : RT*P — R, we have

N
va-lim % > (@ )i<rp<n) = E{((UP)i<rp<n) } - (A.37)
7o =1

where (Ut’p)lgtSngD s a centered Gaussian process, independent of (Uo’k)2SkSD, as defined
in the statement of Theorem [0,

Note that the conditional expectation, as given by Eqs. (A28]), (A33) can be represented by
the following tensor network:

Elg"*!|7:] =

In the next section, we will prove these statements by induction on ¢. The crucial point we exploit
is the representation (a).

As a preliminary remark, we emphasize that the iteration number ¢ is bounded as N — oo,
and therefore all numerical quantities not depending on N (but possibly on t) will be treated as
constants. Further we will refer to the condition C. < 0min(Gry) < Omax(Gryt) < Cr simply by
saying that the matrices G ; are ‘well conditioned’.

A.5 Proof of Theorem [T

The proof will be by induction over t. The base case is clear, so we focus on the inductive step.
We assume the statements above for ¢ — 1 and prove them for .

A.5.1 Proof of (a)

Note that P;~(A®)) is by construction independent of F;, and therefore we can replace A®) by a
fresh independent matrix in Eq. (A.27)), whence we get the desired expression.
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A.5.2 Proof of (b): Approximate isometry

We will repeatedly apply Lemmal[A.1l We start with Eq. (A.34]). As we are inducting on ¢, we may
limit ourselves to considering inner products (gP**! gP%*1) v, for u < t. Using Lemma [A1] (point
2), we get, for u < t,
p
<qp,t+17 qp,u+1>N K <E[qf’”t+1 ’-Ft]a qp,u+1>N_

We next use the formula in (a) for E[gP'T!|F;] (together with the expression in Eq. (A.27):

U b s _ _ ”
(Elg" T F], ¢ )N ~ < S @ NG e Fn FON A +1> (A.38)
0<r,s<t—1 N
= Y @@ NG e (e PR (A.39)
0<r,s<t—1
p _ —
= pc?, Z (Gp—l,t—l)s,u(Gp_ll’t_l)s,r<fr7 ftﬁ;\[ ! (A40)
0<r,s<t—1
= pc?;<fu7 ft>5)v_1' (A41)

The third equality was obtained by the induction hypothesis. We next prove Eq. (A34) when
u = t. We set (f?p_1)|| to be the projection of f?p_l onto span(f&P~1),; and ( ?p_l)J_ =
el _( ?p_l)”. We then have

3@ 2 -
Pi(AT)F e} = PHAT 1)
where the right-hand side is defined according to Eq. (A2]). Next we will use the following lemma.
Lemma A.3. We have

2 - P~ (P) -
PHAT{F 0 = A1)
Using this result and Lemma [A.T] (point 4), we have

Lx®) 2 P pcg ®p—1\ 12
|Pi-(A ){ft}HN— Np_l”( e )Lll” (A.42)

Further, again using PtL(A(p)){( ey |} L A(p){( @1y |}, and Lemma [A1] (point 2) we obtain

(PHA) (£}, Elg” Y F)x L0, (A.43)
We next claim that
p,t+1 2 p pc?, ®p—1y |12
|Elg”" Ry = Np_l\l( e nlE- (A.44)

In order to prove this, recall the expression for E[gP'T!|F;] from part (a), and the corresponding
tensor network diagram which we reproduce here
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Further, by the formula for simple linear regression, we have

FP = D anfir (A.45)
0<s<t—1
ase= > (Gl sl BN (A.46)
0<r<t—1

This can be represented by a tensor network as follows:

However by part (b) of the inductive step, \/p?ch?_p 1 ! and Q,,, are approximately unitarily

equivalent in that pc(f,, f s>€\/_1 & (@pr+1>9ps+1)N- Therefore the above expressions have ap-
proximately the same norm up to the factor pt/ 2cp, since they are linear combinations with the

same coeflicients:

2
2 p D€ -
Elg™ Rl = 72 IOl (A.47)

Using together Eqs. (A.42), (A.43), and (A7), we get

2
P pc ®p—1
(@, gy 2 |Elg" RN + prl\l( PR
2
p PC Rp—1 pRp—1
ng€1< tp ) tp >N

ZPC;%(ft:ftﬁV_l

finishing the proof of Eq. (A-34)).

Next consider Eq. (A30), i.e., approximate orthogonality of gP" and " for p # p'. This
follows easily from the representation in point (a) which, together with Lemma [A ]l inductively
implies that the iterates ¢*? for different p are approximately orthogonal. Finally, Eq. (A35])
follows directly from Eq. (A.34) and (A.36]). We now prove Lemma [A.3]
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Proof of Lemma[A.3. For simplicity of notation, we let A= A(p). By Lagrange multipliers, there
exists (As)s<¢—1 vectors in RY such that P;*(A) = A — Q, where

(- D!y
— s@...@ s@)\s(g) S@...@ .-
Q=1 s§:0j j§ 1jf f ! f

~ j—1 times p — j times
The vectors (As)s<t—1 are determined by the set of equations P(A){f.} = 0 for all s <t — 1
which are equivalent to

Z(Gp—l,t—l)s,r)\r + (p - 1) Z(Gp—2,t—l)s,r<.fsa A7“>N.fr = A{fs} .

r<t r<t

Multiplying these equations by G;—ll,t—l (recall that we assume G,_;;—1 well conditioned with
high probability), we obtain

As + (p - 1) Z (G;_lLt_l)s,r’(Gp—2,t—1)7”,7“<fs7 AT>N.fr = Z(G;_ll,t—l)s,r;‘{fr} . (A-48)
rlr<t r<t
This in particular implies that

A=AT+AL M=) (G Al

r<t

where Al € span((f,)r<t). We claim that | Al L0, ie, A, 2 A%, Indeed, letting A € RV*?
be the matrix with columns (A;)s<¢, and A the matrix with columns (A),.; Eq. (A4S) can be
written as

L), (A)=A".
Here we recall £,; = 1+ (p — 1)T,; and T, € RV*N ig defined in Eq. (A:20). Substituting the
decomposition A = AY + Al'in the above, we obtain
Ly (Al = —(p - DTL(A%).
Since by assumption £,; is well conditioned, it is sufficient to prove that 7;Tt(A0) £ 0. Since
EE(AO) € span((f,)r<t), and the Gram matrix G1¢—1 = ((f,, fs))r.s<¢ is well conditioned, it is
sufficient to check that (f,, EE(AO» ~ 20 for each s < ¢. This is in turn equivalent to
_ p
Z (Gp_ll,t_l)s,r’(Gp—2,t—l)r’,r<.fsa )‘2>N<.fs7 .fr>N ~0.

rrt

Finally, this last claim follows by substituting the expression for )\2, and using the fact that
(fS,A{_fq}>N L0 for all r,q < t, by Lemma A1l

We are now in position to prove the claim of this lemma. Note that A{(f77 1) }—PL(A){(F&P!

QU(F"™).} and
QU MLy = 2o S 0 0 200, (150 ) ) f = (- )Y et

Np—1
s<t s<t
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Since the Gram matrix G -1 = ((f, f,))s,r<¢ is well conditioned, in order to show || Q{( ;?p_l)l}HN 2

0, it is sufficient to check that each of the coefficients ¢, 2 0 for each s. Notice that ( ffo ® _1)) L=
ngt By f? (p _1), where the 35 are bounded thanks to the fact that Gp_1;—1 is well conditioned.
Using A £ )\2, we get
P 1
Cs = 5T

1 ~
= Np 1T Z Z BT(G;_lLt—l)s,r’ (A{ft® FEP2) fRe=ly

A @ O (FEply )

r<t q<t
_ ~ 2P
=D 0BG s (A} PN F o £ =0,
r<t q<t
where in the last step we used <A{fq}, fonN £ 0, thanks to Lemma [A1l O

A.5.3 Proof of (¢): State evolution

Recall that the process (UP!);>; is Gaussian by construction, and independent of UP, Define
Cy s = E{UP"UP*} and C<; = (Cy5)r s<t- We then have
t

E[UPHUPY, UM = auPe, (A.49)
s=1
t
Qg = Z(C;%)s,rcr,t-‘rl . (A50)
r=1

On the other hand, from point (a), we know that

E[g" T F] = Z asq*? (A.51)
1<s<t
t
Qg = Z(Glj_ll7t_1)s—l,r—l(Gp—l,t)r—l,t . (A52)
r=1

Moreover, by the induction hypothesis we know that, for r,s <t
p _
(Gp-1t)rs 2 E{fr (XY, .., X") fu(XY,..., X5}
where we recall that X! = > p<D UP:t. Therefore, using the definition of the process (UP');>¢ we

obtain (Gp—1,t)r.s 2 1, s+1/(pc ) for r,s < t, whence aj £ as (where we used the fact that
G)_1, is well conditioned by assumption). Therefore we also have

|Elg7 17 - ;a | S (o - e

2

N

[l
-«
®

- &s)(ar - dr)<qp’sy qp,r>N

[=
’5
V)

|

D
N
)

|

Q
N

Q
w

|

(@)

(A.53)



Moreover, Lemma[A1] (point 4) shows that P;-(A ){ fi } A {( ©P=1y |} has entries which are

approximately independent Gaussian with variance o} = pclz,H( “P=1) | ||2/NP~1, even conditionally

on F;. Therefore

t
qp7t+1 g Z dsqp# + 019 + ep,t-i—l , (A54)
s=1

where |le||n ~ L0 and g ~ N(0, Iy) is independent of everything else. From here on, the rest of the
argument for state evolution for pseudo-Lipschitz functions is exactly the same as in Lemma 5 (b)
in [BMNTI9]. As proved in the previous point, for any s < ¢,

p —1 P
(@ @Y = pep(fe £ 2 E{UPTIUPY

Therefore, in order to prove Eq. (A.37),it is sufficient to consider 1 : RP¢+1D) — R Lipschitz. Using
the representation (A.54]), and focusing for simplicity on a single p, we get

N t
p 1 -
I E LS (@ o

i=1 s=1
p 1 a
<
£ Xy (@ Yo vac).
=1 s=1

where the second equality follows by Gaussian concentration. At this point we apply the induction
hypothesis.

A.6 Asymptotic equivalence of Tensor AMP and Tensor LAMP

Here we show that tensor AMP and tensor LAMP produce approximately the same iterates.

Lemma A.4. Let {W®} _p be standard Gaussian tensors, and A®P) = ¢, W®) for p > 2. Con-
sider the corresponding AMP iterates Zy = (2P°)p<p s<t and LAMP iterates Q; = (q"*)p<p,s<t
from the same initialization initialization Zy = Q satisfying the assumptions of Theorem [0 and
Theorem [7.

Let f, = fi(V), t > 0 be the nonlinearities applied to LAMP iterates and (Gpi(V))rs =
(f;, F5)P be the corresponding Gram matrices. Further assume that there exist a constant C' < oo
such that, for allt < T,

(i) The LAMP Gram matrices Gpy = Gpy are well-conditioned, i.e., 71 < opin(Gpi) <
Omax(Gpt) < C forallp <D, t<T.

(i1) Let the linear operator Ty : RN*t — RNX! pe defined as per Eq. (A20), with Gyt = Gp(V),
and f, = fi(V), and define L1 =1+ (p— 1)Tpt. Then C71 < omin(Lpt) < omax(Lpt) < C.

Then, for any t < T, we have

1Z: — Qillv 0. (A.55)
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Proof. Throughout the proof we will write f;(X¢) or f;(V) to distinguish AMP and LAMP iterates,
and analogously for G, (X;) or Gp (V). The proof is by induction over the iteration number, so
we will assume it to hold at iteration ¢, and prove it for iteration ¢ + 1. We prove the induction
step by establishing the following two facts:

IAMP1(Z1), — AMPL1(Q,), |y 2 0, (A.56)
IAMP1(Q,)p — LAMP,41(Q), ]|y 2 0. (A.57)

Let us first consider the claim (A56), and note that
AMP41(Z1), — AMP1(Q,), = AP {f(X )} — AP {f(V)} Zdt sp|fsm1(Xso1) = fom1(Vs21)],
s<t

where we wrote dy s ,, for the coefficients of Eq. (A7), with AMP iterates replaced by LAMP iterates.
We then have

[AMP11(Z;), — AMPy1(Q,), |y < D1yt + Doy (A.58)
Dy = |AP{f(X )} — AP AV} - (A.59)
Doy = ldisplll fo-1(Xs-1) = fimr (Vo) v (A.60)

s<t

Notice that, by the induction assumption (and recalling that f; is Lipschitz continuous and acts
component-wise):

IF(Xe) = (Vi) y <Cr D P — oy £ 0. (A.61)
s<t,p<D

Further, for any tensor T' € (R™V)®P and any vectors vy, bvy € RV,

—2

IT{v1} = T{wa}lln < (N"2 [ T|lop) (01l + 02l )P~ |[01 — vallv (A.62)

Using Lemma[A.T], this implies that the following bound holds with high probability for a constant
C:

Dy < C(If(X)Iv + 1fe(VINP 2 fu(Xe) = fi( Vi)l (A.63)

< CEIAVOIN + 1£(Xe) = AVOINP 2 (X ) = F(Vi)|ly 20 (A.64)

Where the last step follows from Eq. (A61]) and Theorem [7, which implies (using the fact that
fr is Lipschitz) || f:(V)||[v < C with high probability. Notice that the same argument implies
| fe(X)||n < C with high probability.

Similarly, Dg ¢ £ 0 follows since Ifs—1(Xs—1) = fs—1(Vs—1)||n £ 0 and |d¢ s p| < Cr by con-
struction, thus yielding the desired claim (m

We now turn to proving Eq. (A57). Comparing Eq. (A7) and (A27), and letting 77” =1-Pf

we obtain

AMP..1(Q,), — LAMP.1(Q,), = PL (AP){f,(V )} — onsy i1 — Z hespg”* ™', (A.65)
0<s<t—1

onsy +1 = Z dt,s,pfs—l(vs—l) (A66)

s<t
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Note that PH(A( ) = E{AP)|F;}, where F; is the o-algebra generated by {g”*}.<;p<p. Equiva-
lently, this is the conditional expectation of A®) given the linear constraints

P (V) = Ypstl> for s €{0,...,t —1}, (A.67)

Also notice that, by the induction hypothesis, and the definition of y, ;, Eq. (A-10), we have for
all s <t,

Yp.s L grs 4 ons, ;. (A.68)

Lemma [A.2] implies that 73” (AP) takes the form of Eq. (AIJ) for a suitable matrix Z,; € RN,
The key claim is that

Zpi 2 Q. (A.69)

In order to establish this claim, we show that, under the inductive hypothesis,
P
I+(p-DTp)Qr =Y,

Since L, + = 1+ (p—1)T,+ is well-conditioned by assumption, Eq. (A2I]) implies Zw £ Q,. Notice
that, by Eq. (A.68]) in order to prove this claim, it is sufficient to show that (p—1)7;Q, £ ONS,; ==
[ons, 1| - - |ons) .

In order to prove this claim, we use Theorem [7} Recall C, s = E{UP"UP*}, X" =3 UP" and

C<; = (Crs)rs<t- By Theorem[D, Cyyq 541 L (gPr L, qp’8+1> pe; 2(Gp-14(V)),s for r,s <t. This
implies for any 0 < r <t —1,

t—1 -1
S (G Deta” T e (Viin))n 2 pe Z <ren i B{UPH (X0 X))
J=0 J=
0 _
= pc? E{ag{jjl(x o, X0 1)}1T§t_2, (A.70)

where we used Stein’s lemma in the second equality. Using this last expression and the definition
(A7) allows to check we conclude (p —1)7,.:Q, £ ONS, ; as claimed. Indeed we have

t—1 i—1
(p - 1) [%,tQt]t = Z(Gp—lt—l)r,t—lfr( Z (G;_ll,t—l)r,r’<qp’rl+1’ ft—1>>
r=0 r’'=0

t—2 6]"
b= DE YA falh B { e )
0

r—=

= ons ;.

Having established Eq. (A.69), we can use the representation of PH(A( ) = E{AP)|F;} given
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in Eq. (A19) to get

PUAPYF Y LS awg™ + (0 - 1Y Bef.. (A.71)
s<t s<t
Qs = Z (G;—ll,t—l)sm<fr(vr)v ft(Vt»?V_l ) (A.72)
0<r<t-1
Bs = ( Yo (Gl sl .ft>N) (fo PR (A.73)
0<r<t—1

On the other hand, using again Eq. (A70), we obtain

p
(p—1) Z Bsfs = Z dispfs—1=o0nSp 111, (A.74)
s<t s<t—1
and Z asq? £ Z ht,&pqp’sﬂ. (A.75)
s<t 0<s<t—1

We therefore conclude, from Eq. (A.65)), that [[AMP.1(Q,)p, — LAMP.11(Q,)plINn £ 0, and this
finishes our proof. O

A.7 Reduction to the well-conditioned case

Theorem [7] and Lemma [A.4] imply the conclusion of the main statement Theorem [6] under the
additional assumptions in points (¢) and (#i) of Lemma[A4l Here we show how to approximate an
arbitrary AMP algorithm with one satisfying those conditions, completing the proof of Theorem [Gl
This strategy was already employed in [JM13 [BMNTI9], and we refer to these references for further
background.

Lemma A.5. Let (fi)¢>0, with fi : R 5 R, be any sequence of Lipschitz functions. Then for any
e > 0 there exists a sequence of smooth functions oy : R — R, with ||¢¢]|pe < 1, |[Ver|lp= <1,
such that the following holds. Defining ff = fi + o, the sequence of functions (ff)i>0 satisfies
conditions (i) and (it) of Lemma[A.4)

The proof of this lemma is presented in the next two subsections, considering first condition
(i), and then condition (ii). Before presenting this proof, we show that this lemma indeed allows
to prove Theorem [6l

Proof of Theorem[d. Let (ff)ien be a sequence of functions as per Lemmal[A5 and denote by 2P
the corresponding iterates, and Z§ = (25P°),<p ¢<;. We instead use Z; = (2P°),<p s<¢ for the
unperturbed AMP iteration. Using the same argument as in the proof of Lemma[A 4] (in particular,
the argument to prove Eq. (A.56])) we obtain, for every fixed ¢,

p-limlimsup || Z; — Z{||y = 0. (A.76)

e=0 N-oo

On the other hand, for any € > 0, the iterates satisfy the non-degeneracy conditions (i) and (i7)
of Lemma [A.4l We can therefore apply this lemma, and Theorem [7 to conclude that, for any test
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pseudo-Lipschitz function ¢ : RT*P — R, we have

D- hm—Zw PYisrpen) = B (U")isrpen) } - (ATT)

N—)oo

Here (US'P);>0 p<p is the Gaussian process associated to the nonlinearities (ff);>0, namely with
covariance determined recursively via

E[U=H+1PUes 9] = pe2E { f7 (X0, ..., X5 f2 (X0, ..., x=9) ) (A.78)

D
Xot =3 "Usht, (A.79)

Recalling that f; = f; + g with ¢; bounded, with bounded gradient, it is immediate to show
by induction that E[US'PUSP] — E[UPUSP] as € — 0. In particular, it is possible to couple
(U4P)y50p<p and (UYP)i>0p<p so that E{(US'P — U'P)?} — 0 for any t,p. We thus conclude
that

p-lim — Z WP(( ft )t<T,p<D) @ hm p-lim — Z D((z ’p’ Jt<T.p<D)

N—oo N =0 Nosoo N

O B0 (U rger)) B )
where (a) follows from Eq. (A.76)), (b) from Eq. (A.77), and (c¢) from the remark that E{(U Shp —
UtP)21 S 0. =

A.7.1 Condition (i): Control of G,

We begin with condition (i) which requires C~! < opmin(Gpt) < Omax(Gpt) < C with high prob-
ability for some constant C' independent of N. Note that Lemma [A.4] requires these bounds to
hold for a finite collections of values of p, t. Since this collection is fixed independently of IV, it is
sufficient to consider a single pair (p,t). By Theorem [, we know that

p-lim(Gp t)rs = (Gp)rs = (B{fr(Xo. ..., X0) fs(Xo, ..., X5)})". (A.80)
N—o0
It is therefore sufficient to prove omin(Gp;) > 0 for all p,t. Note that owin(Gp) < oo is immediate
since G°° has finite entries, and is a matrix of fixed dimensions ¢t + 1 x ¢ + 1.

Recall that Hadamard product preserves positive-semidefinite (PSD) ordering: if A; = B; > 0
and Ay = B = 0, then A] ® As = B ® By. (This follows from decomposing any PSD matrices
as a sum of rank-one PSD matrices.) In particular, GT3% = CTI implies G} = CPI. It is therefore
sufficient to prove Jmin(Gj’f’t) > 0, which we do in the next lemma

Lemma A.6. Under the assumptions of Lemma [A3, there exist functions ¢; : R — R, with
lotllLe < 1, ||[Ver|lpe < 1, and an g9 > 0 such that the following holds. Letting GT% denote the
Gram matrices associated to (ff)i>0 we have ouin(GTy) > 0 for e < eo.

o4



Proof. We construct ¢ satisfying the claim inductively in ¢. The base case is clear: g7 =
E{fo(X0)}? > 0 for fy non vanishing. Assuming we have constructed these functions up to o; 1,
we know that the vector (X§,X5,...,X]) defined by state evolution (for nonlinearities ff) is a
non-degenerate Gaussian.

In order to prove our claim, we need to construct ¢ so that the vector {f5(X§, ..., X5)}s<¢ has
non-degenerate covariance. Since we know already that {fS(X§,..., X5)}s<t—1 is non-degenerate,
it is sufficient to show that, for any coefficients (as)s<¢,

Bl (F7(XG . X~ Y asfg(xg,...,xg))z} > 0. (A.81)

s<t—1

It is always possible to choose ¢; so that this is the case. Indeed, the space of functions spanned
by f: for s <t has dimension at most ¢t. Therefore, we can take any ¢ + 1 linearly independent
bounded smooth functions of z; only, and choose ; to be a linear combination of these that is
outside the span of (f5)s<;—1. Since non-degenerate Gaussians have full support, this implies the
non-degeneracy condition (A.81]) and therefore the induction claim. O

In preparation for the next part, we argue that when the Gram matrices G775 are non-degenerate,
we can perturb the nonlinearities (f;);>0 to induce any desired small change in G73. (Below Sym,,
denotes the space of m x m symmetric matrices.)

Lemma A.7. Under the assumptions of Lemma [A.3, assume the nonlinearities (fi)i>0 are such
that G5 is non-degenerate. Then there exists finite sets of functions As = {@s1,..,Psn(s)} Of
smooth functions ¢ : R® — R, with |¢s |z < 1, Vs jllee < 1, such that the following is
true. For € = (€5j) j<n(s)s<t € R™, nu 1= > o, n(s), consider the nonlinearities (fS)s<t defined
by f& = fs+ Ejgn(s) €s,j¥s,j, and let GT5(€) to be the corresponding (asymptotic) Gram matriz.
If G¢ : R™ — Sym, is the mapping Gy : € — G‘f’t(s), then its derivative DGy|e—g is surjective.

Proof. Note that Sym, = R x R? x --- x R, by identifying M € Sym, which a list of columns
Myy, (Myg, Mas), ..., (M;4)j<i. Also R™ = R™1) x ... x R™") | by identifying € = (1, ...,&),
€s = (€s,j)j<n(s)- The matrix DG¢|e=o is block-triangular with respect to this decomposition. By
an induction argument, it is therefore sufficient to show that A; can be constructed so that the last
diagonal block DGy|e—o : R™Y) — R is surjective.

Note that G; is the map that takes as input &;, and outputs the last column of the asymptotic
Gram matrix corresponding to the nonlinearities f1,..., fi—1 and ff = fi + ngn(t) Et,jt,j- Since
by assumption G is non-degenerate, the functions fi,..., f; are linearly independent (viewed as
vectors in the L? space associated to the joint distribution of (X )s<;). We can therefore construct
functions (¢ s)s<¢ such that E{p; (Xo, ..., X) fr(Xo,..., X))} =0if r # s, and > 0if r = 5. It
is then immediate to show that the resulting map DGy|e—g is surjective. O

A.7.2 Condition (i7): Control of £, ;

We are left with the task of showing that —after a small perturbation of the nonlinearities (f;)i>0—
condition (7i) of Lemma[Adlholds, namely C ™! < opin(Lpt) < Omax(Lpt) < Cforallp < D, t <T,
with high probability. Given the results of the previous section [A.7.1] we can assume without loss

of generality that C ! < opn( o) < omax(Gpy) < C for all p,t. Indeed, if this is not the case, we

95



can modify the nonlinearities as described above, as to satisfy this condition. Also, as before, we
can consider a single pair (p,t) since we only are interested in a finite (independent of N) collection
of such pairs.

Recall that £, =1+ (p — 1)7T,4, and, by Eq. (A20),
t—1
(%,t)is;jr = Z F‘ir’F’js( ;_ll,t_l)r’,r(Gp—Zt—l)7”,57 (A82)
r'=0

where Fig = (Fy_1)is = (f4)i for 0 < s <t—1, F;_; € RVX! (for consistency, we index the columns
of Fy_1 as 0,...,t —1). This implies that 7, has rank at most t2 since

t—1
(%,t)is;jr = Z (up,t)as;brF‘ir’F’js, (A83)
a,b=0
(up,t)as;br = (Glj_ll,t_l)ra(Gp—2,t—1)sa5b,s7 (A84)
or, in matrix notation
Tot = (It @ Fy_1)Up (It @ F ). (A.85)

It follows that the (N — t)zf singular values of £, are equal to 1, and the other t2 singular values
coincide with the ones of L, ; = 1,2 + (p — 1)7Tp+, where

Tou = (L ® G Uy (I 0 G115 (A.86)

Indeed 7, is unitarily equivalent to 7,; (when the latter is restricted to its range), using the fact
that F;r_lFt_l/N = Gl,t—l-

We now proceed by induction over the iteration number. Assuming the claim to hold up to
iteration ¢t — 1, we need to to show that (for a suitable perturbation of the nonlinearities) C~! <
amin(ﬁm) < amax(ﬁp,t) < C with high probability. By using the induction hypothesis Theorem [1]
and Lemma [A4] we know that G, ; converges in probability to the deterministic limit G, which
is non-degenerate. Therefore, it is sufficient to prove that (again, for a suitable perturbation of
the nonlinearities) C~! < amin(ﬁgf’t) < Umax(ﬁgf’t) < C, where /j;% =1p+(p— 1)7;,‘??, and 7;,"? is
obtained from 7~;,7t by replacing G, s by its asymptotic version Gfs everywhere. Since the resulting
matrix ng’t is finite (and of dimension independent of ), it is sufficient to prove that amin(ﬁgf’t) > 0.
Since G7_; is non-degenerate, it is sufficient to prove amin(Wgﬁ) > 0, where

Woe =1 @ GTi_y + (p — DUy, (A.87)
(u;?ﬁt)a&br = ((G;il,t—l)_l)m( ;ilt—l)saéb,s- (A'88)

In order to prove the desired non-degeneracy bound for W3, it is useful to introduce a piece
of terminology.

Definition A.8. We say a subset S C R? is locally full if for any open set U C R* with UNS # ()
we have N(UNS) > 0 (with A\ denoting the Lebesgue measure on R?).

For instance, a full-dimensional convex set is locally full.
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Lemma A.9. Let K C R? be locally full and R : R¢ — R a rational function which is not identically
zero or infinity. For anye >0 and x € K there is ' € K with ||x —&'|| < e and R(2') ¢ {0, +o00}.

Proof. Simply recall that any nontrivial polynomial vanishes on a measure zero set. O

We are now in position to show that the nonlinearities (fs)o<s<¢ can be modified so that the
resulting matrix Wp$ has omin(Wp3) > 0, thus completing the proof.

Lemma A.10. Under the assumptions of Lemma[A. 5, further assume the nonlinearities (fs)s>0
to be such that owmin(Gpy) > 0 for allp < D, t < T. Then, for any € > 0 there exist functions
s : RFTL 5 R, with ||ps||p~ <1, [|[Vs| Lo < 1, such that the following holds.

Let Wi () the matriz defined in Eqs. (A8T), (A8]), for nonlinearities f5 = fs+eps, s <t
Then, for anyp < D and t < T, onin(Wpi(e)) > 0.
Proof. Notice that Wp5 is a function of the matrix GT3 (the matrices G being themselves
Hadamard powers of G1;). With a slight abuse of notation, we will write Wp$ = WS (GT5)-
Define R : Sym,,; — R to be the function that takes as input a ¢ + 1 x ¢ + 1 symmetric matrix G

and outputs

R(G) = [] detOW35(G)) . (A.89)

p<D
By checking Eqs. (A.87), (A.87), we see that this is a rational function on Sym, = R(3). Further,
it is not identically zero or infinity, as it can be checked by computing Wp3(I). Applying Lemma

[A9to the set of PSD matrices, which is locally full in R(;), and the rational function R, we obtain
that, for any £ > 0, there exists G« = 0, with |G« — G3l|F < &, and R(Gx) € {0, +o0}, which

implies omin(Wp3(G+)) > 0 for all p < D.

Finally, using Lemma and the implicit function theorem, we conclude that we can find a
perturbation (ys)s<¢, and g9 > 0 such that G .(¢) = G.. By taking ¢ sufficiently small, we can
ensure that € can also be arbitrarily small. O

A.8 Extension to the case D = o

Here we extend the state evolution result proved for finite mixtures to the general case where £ has
infinitely many components. The proof proceeds by induction over the number of iterations, and is
similar to previous arguments. Let us write &(z) == 3, . ca® while £(z) = 332, c;aF. Denote
by (X9,---, X%) the state evolution Gaussian process corresponding to &, and (X9, .-, X*) the
one based on £. First, using the fact that f; is Lipschitz, it is easy to show by induction over ¢ that
there exists a coupling such that E[(X* — X¥)2] = op(1) (throughout this section, op(1) is a term
independent of N that vanishes as D — o0). We deduce from this that dNM —dy; = op(1) for all
¢,7. (Here, J&j is defined similarly to dy ;, based on the mixture £)

Next we show that the AMP iterates are close. Let 2°,--- 2° be the AMP iterates based on &
and 2, --- 2* those based on £. Let 20 = 20 = 0 and assume limp ;o p-limy_, o, [|[27 — 27|y = 0

o7



for all j < . Further let f, = f;(2°,---,2%). Then

D oo ¢
|2 ==y < | oW Fg =S WO+ | Y deiFia —desf |, (A00)
p=2 4" p=2 1" J=0
=: Eh + Es. (A.91)
We have

Bi< Y HWOFy + Z 2 WE(f,} - WOLF
p>D+1 p!
The first in the above is bounded by
3 BN WO o Fl15
p>D+1 "

Using Theorem [7, || f,||x < C with high probability. Lemma [A1] then implies that the above is
op(1) with high probability. Next, the second term in Fj is similarly bounded by

[ee) c _ _ -~ -
S BNED2W O gy (IF Iy + Follw 2 1F e~ Felln-

p=2
Since fy is Lipschitz, and using the induction hypothesis, similar considerations show that this term

converges to zero in probability as N — oo. Next,

7=0

V4 14
< (deg = de)IFally + 3 1deglllF5—1 — 51 llv 2 op(1).
7=0

This implies
Z+1 Z+1 H — 0
N

lim p- hmHz ,

D—oo N
which concludes the inductive argument. Finally, for ¢ a pseudo-Lipschitz function, we have

N

1
hm— = p-lim — 20 2H +op(1 A.92
pelm Z¢ )= plim 3 )+ op(1) (A.92)

=E[p(X°,--, X9 +op(1)
= EW)(XO" o ’XZ)] +0D(1)'

This concludes our proof of state evolution, Proposition [3.11
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