arXiv:1910.11849v2 [math.ST] 4 Aug 2020

Information Theoretic Limits for Phase Retrieval with Subsampled Haar Sensing Matrices

Rishabh Dudeja, Junjie Ma, Arian Maleki Department of Statistics, Columbia University

October 9, 2020

Abstract

We study information theoretic limits of recovering an unknown n dimensional, complex signal vector x⋆ with unit norm from m magnitude-only measurements of the form yi = |(Ax⋆)i|^2, i = 1, 2 . . . , m, where A is the sensing matrix. This is known as the Phase Retrieval problem and models practical imaging systems where measuring the phase of the observations is difficult. Since in a number of applications, the sensing matrix has orthogonal columns, we model the sensing matrix as a subsampled Haar matrix formed by picking n columns of a uniformly random m × m unitary matrix. We study this problem in the high dimensional asymptotic regime, where m, n → ∞, while m/n → δ with δ being a fixed number, and show that if m < (2 − on(1)) · n, then any estimator is asymptotically orthogonal to the true signal vector x⋆. This lower bound is sharp since when m > (2 + on(1)) · n, estimators that achieve a non trivial asymptotic correlation with the signal vector are known from previous works [17, 24].

Contents

1 Introduction 3 1.1 Motivation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 1.2 Our main contribution: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 1.3 Related Work . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 1.4 Notation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 1.5 Outline . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

2 Mutual Information and Bayes Risk 9

3 Asymptotic Analysis of L and U 13 3.1 Analysis of L . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 3.2 Analysis of U . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

4 The Stochastic Laplace Method 21

5 Low Noise Asymptotics 23

6 Conclusions and Future Work 24

A Proofs from Section 2 27 A.1 Proof of Proposition 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 A.2 Proof of Lemma 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

B Proofs of Local Central Limit Theorems 31 B.1 Proof of Proposition 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31 B.2 Proof of Proposition 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35

C Concentration Analysis 40 C.1 A General Uniform Weak Law of Large Numbers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40 C.2 Proof of Proposition 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43

D Proof of Proposition 5 47

E Proofs from Section 5 54 E.1 Analysis in the Low Noise Limit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56 E.2 Convergence to the Low Noise Limit . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58 E.3 Proof of Proposition 6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60

F Properties of the Tilted Exponential and Wishart Distributions 65 F.1 Properties of the Tilted Exponential Distribution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 65 F.2 Properties of the Tilted Wishart Distribution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 67

G Analysis of the Variational Problems 73 G.1 Analysis of Variational Problem P1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 74 G.2 Analysis of Variational Problem P2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 76

H Background on Characteristic Functions 78

I Some Miscellaneous Results 79

1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation

Phase retrieval refers to the problem of recovering an unknown signal x_⋆ ∈ C^n from m phaseless measurements of the form:

y_i = |(Ax_⋆)_i|^2, (1.1)

where the matrix A ∈ C^{m×n} denotes the sensing matrix.

The Phase Retrieval problem is a model for practical imaging systems where it is infeasible to obtain the phase of the measurements. This is true for imaging systems that arise in a wide range of fields, such as electron microscopy, crystallography, astronomy, and optical imaging [35]. Due to physical considerations in these imaging systems, the sensing matrix A is often a variant of the Discrete Fourier Transform (DFT) matrix [26]. Designing recovery algorithms for the phase retrieval problem with such structured sensing matrices is a challenging problem and no algorithm with rigorous recovery guarantees is known. In light of this disconnect between theory and practice, Candes et al. [12] have proposed using a class of random sensing matrices called coded diffraction patterns (CDPs). They leverage the fact that in some applications, it is possible to randomize the sensing mechanism by introducing random masks. CDP sensing matrices can be expressed as follows:

A_{CDP} = F_nP_1 F_nP_2 . . F_nP_L .

In the above display, F_n is the n × n DFT matrix. The matrices P_l , l = 1, 2 . . . L are diagonal matrices representing random masks:

P_l = Diag ( e^{iθ1,l} , e^{iθ2,l} . . . e^{iθn,l} ) . where the random phases θ_{j,l}, j = 1, 2 . . . n, l = 1, 2 . . . L are sampled from some distribution. The authors analyzed an SDP based recovery algorithm and showed that it performs a successful recovery with m = O(n log(n)) measurements. This was the first estimator for the phase retrieval problem with rigorous guarantees in a physically realistic setup.

The result of Candes et al. [12] sheds light on the order of measurements required to solve the phase retrieval problem. However, it is desirable to complement these results with a sharp asymptotic analysis of the problem where n, m → ∞ and m = nδ. Such sharp results allow us to compare different algorithms (which may require the same order of phaseless measurements) based on the value of δ at which they succeed. Furthermore, asymptotic results tell us the information theoretically minimum value of δ required and whether existing algorithms achieve it.

For gaussian sensing matrices this framework has been successfully used for designing optimal spectral estimators [22, 23, 28], to compute the precise Bayes risk in Bayesian phase retrieval [6], to analyze the performance of message passing algorithms for phase retrieval [25], and to analyze the performance of convex relaxations [15, 2]. The results for Gaussian sensing matrices are universal in the sense that the same results hold for any sensing matrix with i.i.d. entries [6].

Despite the recent progress in the asypptotic analysis of the phase retrieval problem with Gaussian matrices, the study of CDP sensing matrices have resisted the asymptotic analysis. Simulation results have also shown that the results derived for Gaussian sensing matrices are not consistent with the empirical results obtained for CDP sensing matrices. For example, in our previous work [24, 17] we observed that for noiseless phase retrieval, theory based on Gaussian sensing matrices predicts that optimally designed spectral methods should achieve a non-trivial correlation with the planted vector as soon as δ > 1. In practice, however, for CDP matrices, spectral estimators don’t achieve a non-trivial correlation unless δ > 2.

In order to better model CDP sensing matrices, our previous work [24] proposed that since CDP sensing matrices are column orthogonal, i.e. A^H_{CDP} A_{CDP} = I_n, it is natural to study the phase retrieval problem with subsampled Haar sensing matrices that are generated as follows:

A = H_mS_{m,n}, H_m ∼ Unif (U_m ) , S_{m,n} = [ I_n 0_{m−n,n} ] . (1.2)

In the above display, Unif (U(m)) denotes the Haar measure on the space of m × m unitary matrices. Note that the matrix A is formed by simply selecting the first n columns of a m × m Haar matrix. For the subsampled Haar model, we [24, 17] derived theoretical predictions for the performance of certain message passing algorithms and a class of spectral methods for subsampled Haar sensing matrices. We found that these predictions have excellent agreement with the empirical performance of these estimators for CDP sensing matrices. In particular, they correctly predict the failure of spectral methods for δ < 2. This observation underscores the potential of the subsampled Haar model to provide theoretical guidance for design and comparision of estimators for the CDP model. A similar universality phenomena has been observed in the context of noiseless compressed sensing by Donoho and Tanner [16], Monajemi et al. [27] and Oymak and Hassibi [30] regarding the performance of LASSO, and by Abbara et al. [1] regarding the performance of AMP algorithms.

1.2 Our main contribution:

Given the empirical evidence that practical sensing matrices like the CDP sensing matrices behave similarly to subsampled Haar matrices [24], we study information theoretic lower bounds for Phase Retrieval problem (see (1.3)) with subsampled Haar sensing matrices generated according to (1.2) in the presence of measurement noise:

y_i = m|(Ax_⋆)_i|^2 + σϵ_i, i = 1, 2 . . . m. (1.3)

We assume the measurement noise ϵ_i^{i.i.d.}∼ N (0, 1). We assume that the signal vector is a uniformly random unit vector: x_⋆ ∼ Unif (S_{n−1}). This is intended to model situations where we don’t have apriori knowledge regarding the structure of the signal (for example it is not known if it is sparse). Moreover, as we will clarify in a moment, this is the least favorable prior for this problem. The particular choice of scaling in (1.3) has been made so that the rescaled noiseless measurement √ m · (|Ax_⋆|)_i satisfies m · E|Ax_⋆ |^2_i = 1. We adopt the sharp high dimensional asymptotic framework for our analysis and study a sequence of phase retrieval problems with m, n → ∞, such that the oversampling ratio δ^Δ= m/n remains fixed. Our main result is summarized in the following theorem:

Theorem 1. For any δ < 2 and for any noise level σ > 0, the Bayes risk satisfies: lim m,n→∞ m n =δ E ‖ ‖x_⋆x^H_⋆ − E [x_⋆x^H_⋆ | |y, A] ‖ ‖^2 → 1,

where ‖ · ‖ denotes the Frobenius norm.

We interpret the above result in two ways. First note that according to this theorem, for δ < 2, the Bayes risk is the same as the risk of the estimator x̂ = 0. Hence it is information theoretically impossible for any estimator to have a better performance than the trivial estimator x̂ = 0. Second, we can make the above point more explicit as follows: Let x̂(A, y) be any estimator for x_⋆ and let r ≥ 0 be an arbitrary constant. By the optimality of the Bayes estimator, we have,

min_{r≥0} E ‖ ‖ ‖x_⋆x^H_⋆ − r x̂(A, y)x̂(A, y)^H ‖x̂(A, y)‖^2 ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 ≥ E ‖ ‖x_⋆x^H_⋆ − E [x_⋆x^H_⋆ | |y, A] ‖ ‖^2 .

Taking m, n → ∞ and some simple algebraic manipulations give us the following conclusion. When δ < 2, then for any estimator x̂(A, y) we have, lim m,n→∞ m n =δ E [ |x^H_⋆ x̂(A, y)|^2 ‖x̂(A, y)‖^2 ] = 0.

That is, when δ < 2, Theorem 1 provides an impossibility result: any estimator is asymptotically orthogonal to the signal vector x_⋆. This result complements our previous results [24, 17] which showed that the optimally designed spectral estimator is orthogonal to the signal vector in this regime. Moreover, these papers also provide the achievability result and exhibit estimators which achieve a strictly positive correlation with the signal vector when δ > 2 and σ = 0. Hence, the sharp threshold for achieving a non-trivial correlation with the signal vector (called the weak recovery threshold in the literature) is δ_{weak} = 2 for phase retrieval with subsampled Haar sensing matrix and vanishing measurement noise. This also shows that the uniform prior on x_⋆ as the least favorable prior in the following sense: The achievability results of these papers actually hold for an arbitrary signal vector (not necessarily drawn from a prior distribution). Consequently, when δ > 2, for any prior on the signal vector, the Bayes risk for noiseless phase retrieval is non-trivial (< 1). Hence the uniform prior maximizes the δ threshold below which the Bayes risk is trivial and hence is least favorable.

1.3 Related Work

There are a large number of results on the Phase Retrieval problem with varying assumptions on the sensing matrix, studying different classes of estimators under different analysis frameworks. In this section, we summarize a few important and representative results from each category.

Finite Sample Analyses A large number of estimators are known to achieve the rate optimal sample complexity of O(n) or the near optimal sample complexity of O(n·poly(log(n))). The earliest such estimator is PhaseLift SDP relaxation proposed by Candes et al. [11] and the recently proposed PhaseMax LP relaxation proposed by Goldstein and Studer [19] and Bahmani and Romberg [4]. More recently approaches based on non-convex optimization have been analyzed. This includes an alternating minimization approach due to Netrapalli et al. [29] and a gradient descent based algorithm due to Candes et al. [13]. Moreover, the finite sample analyses is flexible enough to extend to CDP sensing matrices. We refer the reader to [12] for the analysis of PhaseLift for CDP matrices and to Candes et al. [13] and Qu et al. [32] for the analysis of non-convex optimization approach for CDP matrices and random circulant sensing matrices respectively.

Sharp Asymptotic Analyses for Gaussian Sensing Matrices Finite sample analysis, though flexible, lacks the resolution to compare the performance of various estimators which achieve the optimal sample complexity of O(n) measurements. Consequently, recent years have seen a number of works which provide an analysis in the high dimensional asymptotic framework where m, n → ∞ and m/n = δ. Lu and Li [22] analyzed a class of spectral estimators in this asymptotic framework for Gaussian sensing matrices. Their analyses was leveraged by Mondelli and Montanari [28] and Luo et al. [23] to design spectral estimators with optimal performance. Convex relaxation based approaches, such as PhaseLift and PhaseMax have also been analyzed in this framework for Gaussian sensing matrices [15, 2].

Sharp Information Theoretic Lower Bounds for Gaussian Sensing Matrices Mondelli and Montanari [28] showed that the weak recovery threshold for Gaussian sensing matrices was δ_{weak} = 1. Our work builds on their proof technique. Extending their proof to subsampled Haar sensing matrices requires several new ideas to handle the underlying dependence structure in the sensing matrix. Barbier et al. [6] have used interpolation methods to obtain expressions for the asymptotic Bayes risk for estimating generalized linear models which includes real valued phase retrieval with Gaussian sensing matrices as a special case. In particular, their results recover the results of Mondelli and Montanari [28] as a special case and also shed light on the minimum mean square error achievable above the weak recovery threshold. This work also shows that the expression of the Bayes risk for any sensing matrix with i.i.d. entries with some mild moment assumptions is the same as the Bayes risk for Gaussian sensing matrices.

Universality Results In the high dimensional asymptotic, results proved for Gaussian sensing matrices are often universal in the sense that they hold for any sensing matrix whose rows are independent and identically distributed under some mild moment assumptions. Examples of such results include universality of the Bayes risk [6], performance of AMP algorithms [7] and performance of convex relaxations [2]. We emphasize that neither the subsampled Haar sensing matrix nor the CDP sensing matrix have independent rows and hence these universality results don’t apply to these ensembles. In fact, we will see that the weak recovery threshold is different for subsampled Haar sensing matrices and i.i.d. Gaussian sensing matrices. Empirically, it has been observed that CDP sensing matrices behave like subsampled Haar sensing matrices [24].

Sharp Asymptotic Analyses for Non-i.i.d. Sensing Matrices Results for non-i.i.d. sensing matrices in the high dimensional asymptotic framework are very limited. Thrampoulidis and Hassibi [38] provide an analysis of the generalized Lasso estimator for compressed sensing using uniformly random row orthogonal matrices using the Convex Gaussian Minmax Theorem (CGMT) framework. Some achievability results for Phase Retrieval with subsampled Haar sensing matrices include the analysis of a class of message passing algorithms (designed to solve certain eigenvalue problems) due to Ma et al. [24] and a class of spectral estimators due to Dudeja et al. [17]. We note that the non-rigorous replica method can be used to derive conjectures for the asymptotic Bayes risk for a large class of unitarily invariant sensing matrices which includes sub-sampled Haar sensing matrices as a special case. The application of the replica method to unitarily invariant ensembles was pioneered in a sequence of papers by Takeda et al. [36], Takeda et al. [37] and Kabashima [21]. We refer the reader to Reeves [33] for a recent derivation of these conjectures. To the best of our knowledge, these conjectures have not been rigorously proved except in a few special cases, none of which cover the sub-sampled Haar sensing matrix. The only rigorous result about sharp information theoretic lower bounds for non-i.i.d. sensing matrices is due to Barbier et al. [5] who provide the expression for the limiting Bayes risk for a certain class of sensing matrices. The class of sensing matrices they consider are formed by a product of independent matrices each consisting of i.i.d. entries. This is significantly different from the sub-sampled Haar sensing model which we consider here. Moreover, the sensing problem they study is the real linear sensing problem and not the phase retrieval problem that we study here. Lastly we note that the non-rigorous replica method has also been used to analyze convex relaxation methods like LASSO [41, 45] for unitarily invariant sensing matrices.

Proof Techniques Our proof builds on the techniques of Mondelli and Montanari [28]: namely relating the Bayes risk to the Mutual Information and bounding the Mutual Information by the χ^2 divergence. However, unlike in the case of Gaussian sensing matrices, the evaluation of χ^2 divergence for our model is non trivial due to the dependence in the entries of the subsampled Haar sensing matrix. In our model, understanding the asymptotics of the χ^2 divergence reduces to understanding the asymptotics of a pair of high dimensional integrals defined on S^{m−1} and S^{m−1} × S^{m−1} (see Lemma 2) which we accomplish using Large Deviation techniques. These integrals are related to low rank Harish-Chandra-Itsker-Zuber (HCIZ) integrals studied by Guionnet and Maida [20] and our analysis is inspired by their approach. More specifically, our analysis of these integrals is based on the classical approach of Chaganty and Sethuraman [14] for obtaining strong large deviation results (i.e. results characterizing the leading exponential order as well as the second order polynomial factors in large deviation quantities of interest) using change of measure and local central limit theorems.

1.4 Notation

Notations for common sets We use R, C to denote real numbers and complex numbers respectively. R^n and C^n denote the n dimensional real and complex vector spaces respectively. S^{n−1} ⊂ C^n is the set of complex n-dimensional vectors with unit norm. N denotes the set of natural numbers and [n] denotes the set {1, 2 . . . , n}. The set of m × n real matrices is denoted by R^{m×n} and the set of m × n complex matrices is denoted by C^{m×n} . The set of all m × m unitary matrices is denoted by U(m).

Notations for complex analytic aspects For a complex number z ∈ C , z, Re(z), Im(z), |z| denote the complex conjugate, real part of, imaginary part of and modulus of z respectively. We use i to denote √ −1. Notation for Asymptotic Analysis We say a sequence f(n) is o(n) if f(n)/n → 0 as n → ∞. We use the generic constant C to refer to a positive finite constant that does not depend on m, n. This constant may change from line to line and may depend on the noise level σ and the sampling ratio δ unless stated otherwise. If this constant depends on any other parameters we will make this dependence explicit: For example, C(ϵ) denotes a positive, finite constant depending on some parameter ϵ, the noise level σ and possibly the sampling ratio δ but independent of m, n.

Notations for linear algebraic aspects For vectors and matrices ‖ · ‖ denotes the ℓ_2 and the Frobenius norm respectively. For complex matrices ‖ · ‖_{op} denotes the operator norm. For a matrix A ∈ C^{m×n} , A^H denotes the conjugate transpose of A. Tr(·) denotes the trace of a square matrix. For vectors a, b ∈ C^n , the inner product ⟨a, b⟩ is defined as a^Hb. For matrices A, B ∈ C^{m×n} the inner product ⟨A, B⟩ is defined as Tr(A^HB). For a Hermitian matrix A, we denote the largest and smallest eigenvalue of A by λ_{max}(A) and λ_{min}(A). For a 2 × 2 Hermitian matrix A we define the Vec (·) operation by:

Vec (A) =

A_{11} A_{22} Re(A_{12}) Im(A_{12}) .

Finally, we use e_1, e_2 . . . , e_n to denote the standard basis vectors in R^n .

Notations for special distributions N ( μ, σ^2 ) denotes the (real) Gaussian distribution with mean μ and variance σ^2. ψ_σ denotes the probability density function of N ( 0, σ^2 ) : ψ_σ (x) = 1 √ 2πσ^2 e^{− x2}2σ^2 .

The (real) multivariate Gaussian distribution with mean μ and variance Σ is denoted by N (μ, Σ). We say a complex random variable Z is standard complex gaussian distributed, denoted by Z ∼ CN (0, 1) if Re(Z) and Im(Z) are i.i.d. N ( 0,^1_2 ) . We say a complex n-dimensional random vector Z ∼ CN (0, I_n) if each entry Z_i^{i.i.d.}∼ CN (0, 1). A random matrix W is a GUE(n) random matrix if it is a Hermitian n × n random matrix whose entries are sampled as follows: W_{ii} ∼ N (0, 1) ∀ i ∈ [n], W_{ij} ∼ CN (0, 1) ∀ j < i, W_{ji} = W_{ij} ∀ j > i. Exp (λ) denotes the exponential distribution with parameter λ which has the pdf: f(x) = { λe^{−λx} : x ≥ 0 0 : x < 0 . Gamma (α, β) denotes the Gamma distribution with shape parameter α and rate parameter β and has the pdf: f(x; α, β) = {_{βα} Γ(α) x α−1e^{−βx} : x ≥ 0 0 : x < 0 . Beta (α, β) denotes the Beta distribution with shape parameters α, β ≥ 0 which has the pdf: f(x; α, β) = {_{Γ(α+β)} Γ(α)Γ(β) · x α−1(1 − x)^{β−1} : x ∈ [0, 1] 0 : x ∉ [0, 1] . Let g_1, g_2 . . . , g_n^{i.i.d.}∼ CN (0, I_p). Then the matrix S = ∑_n i=1 g_ig^H_i has a complex Wishart distribution with parameters n, p denoted by Wis (n, p). The complex Wishart distribution is supported on positive definite Hermitian matrices and has the pdf: f(S; n, p) = det(S)^{n−p} · e^{−Tr(S)} π^{p(p−1)}2 . ∏_p j=1(n − j)! . The distribution Unif (U_m ) denotes the uniform (Haar) probability measure on U(m).

Notation for other probabilistic aspects For an event E, 1_E denotes the indicator function of E. We will use p(y) to denote the density of the measurements y with respect to the Lebesgue measure. Likewise p(y|A) and p(y|A, x) denote the conditional density of the measurements y given the measurement matrix A and the conditional density of the y given the measurement matrix A and the signal vector x respectively. For two random variables B_1, B_2 we will use B_1^d= B_2 to denote the claim that B_1 and B_2 have the same distribution. Finally we denote convergence in probability using^P→.

Notation for Information Theoretic Aspects For random variables A_1, A_2, . . . A_k, we denote the entropy of (A_1 . . . , A_k) by H (A_1, A_2 . . . , A_k). If (A_1, A_2 . . . A_k) have a joint density p(a_1, a_2 . . . , a_k) with respect to the Lebesgue measure, this is defined as:

H (A_{1:k}) = − ∫ R^k p(a_{1:k}) ln p(a_{1:k}) da_{1:k}.

Let B_1, B_2 . . . B_l be another collection of random variables. We denote the conditional entropy of (A_1, . . . A_k) given (B_1, . . . , B_l) by H (A_1, A_2 . . . , A_k | B_1, B_2 . . . , B_l). When the conditional distribution of (A_1, A_2 . . . , A_k) given (B_1, B_2 . . . , B_l) has a density p(a_1, a_2 . . . , a_k|b_1, b_2 . . . , b_l) (with respect to Lebesgue measure) and (B_1, B_2 . . . , B_l) has a marginal density p(b_1, b_2 . . . , b_l) (with respect to Lebesgue measure), then H (A_{1:k} | B_{1:l}) is given by:

H (A_1, . . . A_k | B_1 . . . , B_l) = ∫ R^l p(b_1, . . . b_l) ∫ R^k p(a_1, . . . a_k|b_1 . . . , b_l) ln p(a_1, . . . a_k|b_1, . . . b_l) da_{1:k} db_{1:l}.

The mutual information between A_1, A_2, . . . A_k and B_1, B_2 . . . B_l is denoted I (A_1, . . . A_k; B_1, . . . B_l) and is defined by the following equivalent formulae:

I (A_1, . . . A_k; B_1, . . . B_l)^Δ= H (A_1, . . . A_k) − H (A_1, . . . A_k | B_1, . . . B_l) = H (B_1, . . . B_l) − H (B_1, . . . B_l | A_1, . . . A_k) .

The random variable Y We reserve the random variable Y to denote the random variable with one of the following two special distributions:

1. Y can be sampled from the empirical distribution of the phase retrieval measurements: Y ∼ 1 m m∑ i=1 δ_{yi} .

For any f : R → R, we define Ê f(Y ) to be the expectation of f(Y ) with respect to the empirical measure of the measurements:

Ê f(Y )^Δ= 1 m m∑ i=1 f(y_i). (1.4)

2. Alternatively the distribution of Y can be given by Y = |Z|^2 + σϵ where Z ∼ CN (0, 1) , ϵ ∼ N (0, 1).

For any f : R → R, we define Ef(Y ) denotes the expectation of f(Y ) with respect to this measure, that is, Ef(Y ) = Ef(|Z|^2 + σϵ). This special distribution is important to us because we will see that for a large class of test functions f, Ê f(Y ) → Ef(Y ) as m → ∞.

1.5 Outline

The remainder of this paper is dedicated to proving Theorem 1. The proof consists of different steps which are split into various sections as follows:

In Section 2, we relate the Bayes risk to the Mutual Information for the phase retrieval problem with a small amount of side information and show that if the mutual information is o(m), then the asymptotic Bayes risk is trivial. Hence, our focus shifts to showing that when δ < 2, the Mutual information is o(m). We then bound the mutual information by the χ^2 divergence. Understanding the χ^2 divergence in the Phase retrieval model requires us to understand the asymptotics of two high dimensional integrals denoted by L and U on S^{m−1} and S^{m−1} × S^{m−1} respectively.

In Section 3, we study the asymptotics of the integrals U , L by change of measure techniques and local central limit theorems.

In Section 4, we use a stochastic version of the Laplace Principle along with the asymptotics of U , L to understand the asymptotics of the χ^2 divergence. This results in a explicit condition on the sampling ratio δ and the noise level σ which guarantees that the mutual information is o(m) and hence the Bayes risk is trivial.

In Section 5, we simplify the condition on δ, σ obtained previously in the low noise limit σ → 0.

2 Mutual Information and Bayes Risk

We first relate the Bayes risk to the mutual information in the phase retrieval problem where one observes a small amount of side information about the signal vector x_⋆. The amount of side information we observe will be controlled by a parameter Δ > 0 which will be a constant independent of n, m. The side information we observe will be linear gaussian measurements of the matrix x_⋆x^H_⋆ . More precisely, for i = 1, 2 . . . ⌊Δ · m⌋ we observe a measurement pair (w_i, z_i) drawn from the following model:

w_i^{i.i.d.}∼ GUE(n), z_i^{i.i.d.}∼ N ( ⟨w_i, x_⋆x^H_⋆ ⟩, 1 ) ∀ i = 1, 2, . . . ⌊Δ · m⌋. (2.1) We collect all the side information measurements z_i’s in a vector z ∈ R^{⌊Δm⌋} . We denote the collection of the GUE sensing matrices by W^Δ= {w_1, w_2 . . . w_{⌊Δm⌋}}. The following proposition establishes the connection between the Bayes Risk and I (y, z; A, W ).

Proposition 1. Suppose that there exists a constant Δ > 0 (independent of m, n) such that the mutual information I (y, z; A, W ) = o(m). Then we have, lim m,n→∞ m=nδ E_{x⋆ ,y,A}‖x_⋆x^H_⋆ − E[x_⋆ x^H_⋆ |y, A]‖^2 = 1. In light of Proposition 1, in order to show that the Bayes risk is trivial, it is sufficient to show that an upper bound on the mutual information is o(m). We will use the second moment upper bound (or the χ^2-divergence uppper bound) on mutual information. This upper bound was utilized by Mondelli and Montanari [28] for determining the weak recovery threshold for Gaussian sensing matrices. In our setup, the result of these authors can be stated as: I (y, z; A, W ) ≤ E_{y,z} [ E_{A,W} p^2(y, z|A, W ) p^2(y, z) ] − 1. It is also well known that the second moment upper bound is sensitive to bad but rare events that can cause the upper bound to blow up. In order to exclude these bad events we will use a conditional version of the above bound which is stated below. A similar result was used by Reeves et al. [34] in the context of a linear regression problem. The proof of this result is given in Appendix A.2.

Lemma 1. Let E_m be any sequence of events depending only y. We have, I (y, z; A, W ) ≤ (∫ E_m E_{A,W} p^2(y, z|A, W ) p(y, z) dy dz − 1 ) + C · m · √ P(E^c_m). In the above display, C ≥ 0 denotes a finite constant depending only on δ, Δ, σ^2.

The following lemma simplifies the upper bound on I (y, z; A, W ). For any y ∈ R^m and any positive semidefinite 2 × 2 Hermitian matrix Q, introduce the functions:

U (y, Q)^Δ= E [_m ∏ i=1 ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{1i}|^2)ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{2i}|^2) | | | |G^HG = mQ ] , (2.2)

L (y)^Δ= E [_m ∏ i=1 ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{1i}|^2) | | |‖G_1‖^2 = m ] , (2.3)

where G_1, G_2^{i.i.d.}∼ CN (0, I_m) and the matrix G = [G_1 G_2]. We emphasize that in the definitions of U (y, Q) and L (y), the measurements y are fixed, and the expectation is only with respect to the Gaussian matrix G. Lemma 2. We have, ∫ E_m E_{A,W} p^2(y, z|A, W ) p(y, z) dy dz = 2 n − 1 E_y ∫_1 0 U ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ]) ·^{q·(1−q2 )n−2} (1−q^2 /2)^{⌊Δm⌋} dq

L^2(y) · 1_{Em}

≤ 2 n − 1 E_y ∫_1 0 U ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ]) ·^{q·(1−q2 )n−2} (1−q^2 /2)^{Δm} dq

L^2(y) · 1_{Em}

Proof. We have, E_{A,W} p^2(y, z|A, W ) = E_{A,W ,x,x}′ p(y, z|A, W , x)p(y, z|A, W , x^′) = E_{A,W ,x,x}′ m∏ i=1 ψ_σ (y_i − m|⟨a_i, x⟩|^2)ψ_σ (y_i − m|⟨a_i, x^′⟩|^2) ⌊Δm⌋∏

i=1 ψ_1(z_i − ⟨w_i, xx^H⟩)ψ_1(z_i − ⟨w_i, x^′x^{′H}⟩)

Define the scalar random variable:

q = x^Hx^′,

and the associated random matrices: Q = [ 1 q q̄ 1 ] , C = [ 1 q 0 √ 1 − |q|^2 ]

Note that we have C^HC = Q. It is easy to see that, conditioned on x, x^′: [ ⟨w_i, xx^H⟩ ⟨w_i, x^′x^{′H}⟩ ]_{i.i.d.} ∼ N ( 0, [ 1 |q|^2 |q|^2 1 ]) , Ax, Ax^{′ d}= U_1, qU_1 + √ 1 − |q|^2U_2.

In the above display, U = [U_1 U_2] is a uniformly random m × 2 partial unitary matrix. Let G be a m × 2 matrix consisting of CN (0, 1) entries. Then we have, √ m · [ Ax Ax^′ ]_d = √ m · UC = UCQ^{−1/2}(m · Q)^{1/2} d,(1) = U(mQ)^{1/2} d,(2)

= G(G^HG)^{−1/2}(m · Q)^{1/2}

d,(3)

= G(G^HG)^{−1/2}(m · Q)^{1/2}|G^HG = mQ = G|G^HG = mQ.

In the step marked (1), we used the fact that CQ^{−1/2} is unitary consequently UCQ^{−1/2 d}= U. In step (2) we used the well known fact that a uniformly random partial unitary matrix can be realized as U^d= G(G^HG)^{−1/2}. In the step marked (3) we used the fact that G(G^HG)^{−1/2} is independent of G^HG, and hence conditioning on the event G^HG does not change the distribution of G(G^HG)^{−1/2}. Hence we have shown that, conditioned on x, x^′, the matrix √ m · [Ax Ax^′] has the same distribution as a Gaussian matrix G conditioned on the event G^HG = mQ: √ m · [ Ax Ax^′ ]_d = G|G^HG = mQ. Hence we have, E_{A,W} p^2(y, z|A, W ) = E_{A,W ,x,x}′ p(y, z|A, W , x)p(y, z|A, W , x^′) = E_q E [_m ∏ i=1 ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{1i}|^2)ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{2i}|^2) | | | |G^HG = mQ ]_{⌊Δm⌋} ∏ i=1 E_{Z,Z}′ ψ_1(z_i − Z)ψ_1(z_i − |q|^2Z − √ 1 − |q|^4Z^′) ,

where Z, Z^{′ i.i.d.}∼ N (0, 1). We observe that the conditional expectation: E [_m ∏ i=1 ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{1i}|^2)ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{2i}|^2) | | | |G^HG = mQ ] , depends on q only via |q|. Consequently, we redefine the matrix Q as: Q = [ 1 |q| |q| 1 ] . The following integral has been evaluated in Lemma 17 in Appendix I. E_{Z,Z}′ ψ_1(z − Z)ψ_1(z − |q|^2Z − √ 1 − |q|^4Z^′) = 1 4π √ 1 − |q|^4/4 exp ( − z^2 2(1 + |q|^2/2) ) . Hence, E_{A,W} p^2(y, z|A, W ) = E_q E [_m ∏ i=1 ψ_σ(y_i − |G_{1i}|^2)ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{2i}|^2) | | |G^HG = mQ ] · exp ( −^1

2(1+|q|^2 /2) · ∑_{⌊Δm⌋} i=1 z^2_i ) (4π √ 1 − |q|^4/4)^{⌊Δm⌋} .

Next we compute p(y, z). Since y and z are independent, p(y, z) = p(y)p(z). p(y) can be computed by following similar steps as before: p(y) = E [_m ∏ i=1 ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{1i}|^2) | | |‖G^1‖^2 = m ] .

It is also easy to check that z_i^{i.i.d.}∼ N (0, 2). Hence: p(y, z) = E [_m ∏ i=1 ψ_σ(y_i − |G_{1i}|^2) | | | |‖G^1‖^2 = m ] · ⌊Δm⌋∏

i=1 ψ^√_2(z_i).

Consequently, introducing the functions:

U (y, R)^Δ= E [_m ∏ i=1 ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{1i}|^2)ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{2i}|^2) | | |G^HG = mR ] ,

L (y)^Δ= E [_m ∏ i=1 ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{1i}|^2) | | | |‖G^1‖^2 = m ] .

we obtain,

E_z E_{A,W} p^2(y, z|A, W ) p^2(y, z) = E_q U ( y, [ 1 |q| |q| 1 ])

L^2(y) · E_{Z∼N (0,2)} exp (_{|q|2} 2 1+^{|q|2}_2

·^{Z2}_2 ) √ 1 −^{|q|4}_4

⌊Δm⌋

(a) = E_q U ( y, [ 1 |q| |q| 1 ])

L^2(y) · 1 (1 − |q|^2/2)^{Δm} .

In the step marked (a), we used the MGF of χ^2 distribution to compute:

E_{Z∼N (0,2)} exp (_{|q|2} 2 1 +^{|q|2}_2 · Z^2 2 ) = √ 1 + |q|^2/2 1 − |q|^2/2 Hence we have, ∫ E_m E_{A,W} p^2(y, z|A, W ) p(y, z) dy dz = E_{y,|q|} U ( y, [ 1 |q| |q| 1 ])

L^2(y) · 1 (1 − |q|^2/2)^{⌊Δm⌋} · 1_{Em}

Next we observe that,

|q|^2 ∼ Beta (1, n − 1) .

Utilizing the formula for the pdf of Beta random variables we have, ∫ E_m E_{A,W} p^2(y, z|A, W ) p(y, z) dy dz = 1 n − 1 E_y ∫_1 0 U ( y, [ 1 √ b √ b 1 ]) ·^{(1−b)n−2} (1−b/2)^{⌊Δm⌋} db L^2(y) · 1_{Em} .

Finally making the change of variable b = q^2 gives us: ∫ E_m E_{A,W} p^2(y, z|A, W ) p(y, z) dy dz = 2 n − 1 E_y ∫_1 0 U ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ]) ·^{q·(1−q2 )n−2} (1−q^2 /2)^{⌊Δm⌋} dq

L^2(y) · 1_{Em} .

≤ 2 n − 1 E_y ∫_1 0 U ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ]) ·^{q·(1−q2 )n−2} (1−q^2 /2)^{Δm} dq

L^2(y) · 1_{Em} .

Remark 1. At this point, it is instructive to compare the claim of Lemma 2 to its counterpart from [28]. If A were Gaussian, then, Mondelli and Montanari [28] have shown that, ∫ E_{A,W} p^2(y, z|A, W ) p(y, z) dy dz = 2 n − 1 E_y ∫_1 0 U_{Gauss} ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ]) ·^{q·(1−q2 )n−2} (1−q^2/2)^{⌊Δm⌋} dq

L^2_{Gauss}(y) · , (2.4) where the functions U_{Gauss} and L_{Gauss} are defined as follows:

U_{Gauss} ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ])_Δ = E [_m ∏ i=1 ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{1i}|^2)ψ_σ (y_i − |qG_{1i} + √ 1 − q^2G_{2i}|^2) ] ,

L_{Gauss}(y)^Δ= E [_m ∏ i=1 ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{1i}|^2) ]

Because the conditioning is absent in the definitions of U_{Gauss} and L_{Gauss}, one can leverage the independence in G_1, G_2 and obtain straightforwardly:

U_{Gauss} ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ])

L^2_{Gauss}(y) = m∏ i=1 E_{G1 ,G2} [ ψ_σ (y_i − |G_1|^2)ψ_σ (y_i − |qG_1 + √ 1 − q^2G_2|^2) ] E^2_G [ψ_σ (y_i − |G|^2)] . Furthermore when the sensing matrix is Gaussian, the observations y_1, y_2 . . . y_m are i.i.d. Let Y be a random variable with the same distribution as y_i. The expression in (2.4) simplifies significantly: ∫ E_{A,W} p^2(y, z|A, W ) p(y, z) dy dz = 2 n − 1 ∫_1 0 F_{Gauss}(q)^m · q · (1 − q^2)^{n−2} (1 − q^2/2)^{⌊Δm⌋} dq, (2.5)

where,

F_{Gauss}(q)^Δ= E_Y E_{G1 ,G2} [ ψ_σ (Y − |G_1|^2)ψ_σ (Y − |qG_1 + √ 1 − q^2G_2|^2) ] E^2_G [ψ_σ (Y − |G|^2)] .

Mondelli and Montanari [28] analyze the integral in 2.5 by a straightforward application of the Laplace Principle. Note that this whole approach breaks down in our case because the conditioning in the definition of U , L introduces dependence between the Gaussian random vectors G_1, G_2 and their entries. This dependence is a manifestation of the dependence present in a subsampled Haar unitary matrix.

3 Asymptotic Analysis of L and U

In order to evaluate the upper bound on the mutual information that is given in Lemma 2, one needs to understand the asymptotic behaviour of the functions L and U introduced in Lemma 2.

3.1 Analysis of L

Recall that L (y) was defined as:

L (y)^Δ= E [_m ∏ i=1 ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{1i}|^2) | | |‖G^1‖^2 = m ] . We can rewrite L (y) as follows:

L (y)^Δ= E [ exp (_m ∑ i=1 ln ψ_σ(y_i − |G_{1i}|^2) ) | | | | 1 m ‖G_1‖^2 = 1 ] . The above equation suggests that the asymptotics of L are determined by the large deviation properties of the random variables: ( 1 m m∑ i=1 ln ψ_σ(y_i − |G_{1i}|^2), 1 m ‖G_1‖^2 ) . (3.1)

Note that the random variables in the display above are a sum of independent random variables. In our analysis we treat y as a fixed vector in R^m and only leverage the randomness in G_1. Consequently, the two random variables in (3.1) are sums of independent, but not identically distributed random variables. This makes our analysis a bit delicate. Large deviation theory tells us that the Cramer Transform plays a crucial role in understanding the large deviations of sums of independent random variables. Hence, we define the Tilted Exponential distribution which is the Cramer Transform (or the exponential tilting) of the pair of random variables (ln ψ_σ (y − |G|^2), |G|^2) where G ∼ CN (0, 1) and y ∈ R is a fixed scalar below.

Definition 1 (The Tilted Exponential Distribution). The Tilted Exponential distribution with parameters (λ, y) denoted by TExp (λ, y) is the distribution on [0, ∞) with the pdf: f(u) = e^{−(1−λ)u}ψ_σ (u − y) Z_{TExp} (λ, y) , where, Z_{TExp} (λ, y) denotes the normalizing constant:

Z_{TExp} (λ, y)^Δ= ∫_∞ 0 e^{−(1−λ)u}ψ_σ (u − y) du = E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λE} ψ_σ (E − y). We also denote the variance of TExp (λ, y) by σ^2_{TExp} (λ, y).

In Appendix F.1 we prove some essential properties of the Tilted Exponential distribution which will be useful in our analysis.

The analysis of L (y) uses two standard techniques from large deviation theory: performing an exponential change of measure and then applying a central limit theorem under the tilted measure.

The following lemma is a change of measure result that we use in our analysis. In order to state it we first introduce some notation. Fix any y ∈ R^m and any λ ∈ R. Let u_1, u_2 . . . u_m be independent non-negative random variables with u_i ∼ TExp (λ, y_i). Let F_{λ,y} be the density of the random variable ∑_m i=1 u_i.

Lemma 3. For any λ ∈ R, y ∈ R^m we have,

L (y) = (m − 1)! · e^{m(1−λ)} · F_{λ,y} (m) m^{m−1} · m∏ i=1 Z_{TExp} (λ, y_i) .

In the above display, F_{λ,y} is the density of the random variable ∑_m i=1 u_i where the random variables u_i are sampled independently with marginal distribution u_i ∼ TExp (λ, y_i).

Proof. Define the random variables: U = m∑ i=1 u_i, T = m∑ i=1 ln ψ_σ (y_i − u_i).

Consider two possible probability distributions for U and T :

1. u_i are i.i.d. Exp (1). Let G(u, t) be the joint pdf of U and T in this setup.

2. u_i are sampled independently from TExp (λ, y_i) defined in the statement of the lemma. Let F_{λ,y} (u, t) denote the joint pdf of U, T in this setup.

We can compute F_{λ,y} (u, t) in terms of G(u, t) in the following way: F_{λ,y} (u, t) = exp(t + λu) ∏_m i=1 Z_{TExp} (λ, y_i) · G(u, t). (3.2)

Let G(t|u) denote the conditional density of T given U = u and G(u) denote the marginal density of U under Setup 1. Analogously define F_{λ,y} (t|u) and F_{λ,y} (u). We can then compute L (y) as follows: L (y) = E_{g∼CN (0,Im)} [ exp (_m ∑ i=1 ln ϕ_σ (y_i − |g_i|^2) ) | | |‖g‖^2 = m ]

= e^{−mλ}E [ exp (_m ∑ i=1 ln ϕ_σ (y_i − |g_i|^2) + λm ) | | | |‖g‖^2 = m ]

(a) = e^{−mλ} ∫ e^{t+mλ}G(t|m) dt = e^{−mλ} G(m) ∫ e^{t+mλ}G(m, t) dt. In the step marked (a), we used the fact that if G ∼ CN (0, 1), then |G|^2 ∼ Exp (1). Next, appealing to (3.2), we obtain:

L (y)^{(b)}= e^{−mλ} ∏_m i=1 Z_{TExp} (λ, y_i) G(m) ∫ F_{λ,y} (m, t) dt = F_{λ,y} (m)e^{−mλ} G(m) · m∏ i=1 Z_{TExp} (λ, y_i) (c) = (m − 1)! · e^{m(1−λ)} · F_{λ,y} (m) (m)^{m−1} · m∏ i=1 Z_{TExp} (λ, y_i) .

The equality marked (b) follows from (3.2). In the step (c), we used the fact that under Setup 1, U is a sum of exponential random variables and hence U ∼ Gamma (m, 1). Therefore the density of the Gamma distribution can be used to evaluate G(m). This proves the claim of the lemma.

Our next step will be to develop the asymptotics of F_{λ,y} by means of a local CLT. Note that in Lemma 3, λ ∈ R was arbitrary. We will set λ = λ̂_1(σ), where

λ̂_1(σ)^Δ= arg max_{λ∈R} ( λ − Ê_Y ln E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λE} ψ_σ(E − Y ) ) . (3.3)

We also define, Ξ̂_1(σ)^Δ= max_{λ∈R} ( λ − Ê_Y ln E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λE} ψ_σ (E − Y ) ) . (3.4)

The notation Ê in the above display, has been introduced in (1.4). Note that the above quantities depend on the vector y, but we have not made the dependence explicit in the notation. The intuition for setting λ in this way is that the first order stationarity condition applied to the concave variational problem in (3.3) and (3.4) give us: 1 m m∑ i=1 EEe^{λ̂1 (σ)E} ψ_σ (E − y_i) Z_{TExp} ( λ̂_1(σ), y_i

) = 1 =⇒ E [_m ∑ i=1 u_i ] = m.

Consequently, by the central limit theorem, we expect that, m^{− 12} · (( ∑ i u_i) − m) is close to a Gaussian distribution with variance:

v̂(σ)^Δ= 1 m m∑ i=1 σ^2_{TExp} ( λ̂_1(σ), y_i ) = Ê_Y σ^2_{TExp} ( λ̂_1(σ), Y ) . (3.5)

Hence, F_{λ̂1 (σ),y} , which is the density of ∑_m i=1 u_i can be approximated by the density of N (m, mv̂(σ)).

F_{λ̂1 (σ),y} (m) ≈ ψ_{m·v̂(σ)}(0) = 1 √ 2πv̂(σ) · m . This intuition is made rigorous in the following proposition.

Proposition 2 (A Local Central Limit Theorem). Suppose that there exists a constant 0 < K < ∞, such that, |λ̂_1(σ)| ≤ K, Ê_Y (|Y | + |Y |^2 + |Y |^3) ≤ K, 1 K ≤ v̂(σ) ≤ K. Then, there exists a constant C(K), depending only on K such that we have the following asymptotic expansion for F_{λ̂1 (σ),y} (m): | | | | F_{λ̂1 (σ),y} (m) − 1 √ 2πv̂(σ) · m | | | | ≤ C(K) ln(m) m ,

where λ̂_1(σ) and v̂(σ) have been defined in (3.3) and (3.5).

There is a large literature on local central limit theorems. We refer the reader to Bhattacharya and Rao [8] for a textbook treatment of these results. We are unable to use the statements of local central limit theorems already available in the literature because we require a local central limit theorem for sums of independent but not identically distributed random variables and we further require some control on the error of normal approximation. The proof of Proposition 2 can be found in Appendix B.1. It closely follows the classical proofs of local central limit theorems based on characteristic functions (see for example Feller [18, Chapter 16]).

We conclude our analysis of L with the following result which is a straightforward corollary of the change of measure result given in Lemma 3 and the local central limit theorem in Proposition 2.

Corollary 1 (Lower Bound on L ). Under the assumptions of Proposition 2, there exists M(K) ∈ N depending only on K such that, L (y) ≥ 1 2 √ K exp ( −m · Ξ̂_1(σ) ) , ∀m ≥ M(K), where the function Ξ̂_1(σ) has been defined in (3.4).

Proof. Applying Lemma 3 with λ̂ = λ̂_1(σ), we have,

L (y) = (m − 1)! · e^{m(1−λ̂)} · F_{λ̂,y}(m) (m)^{m−1} · m∏ i=1 Z_{TExp} ( λ̂, y_i ) . Note by Stirling’s Approximation, we have:

(m − 1)! m^{m−1} ≥ √ 2π(m − 1) · e^{−(m−1)} · ( 1 − 1 m )_{m−1}

(a) ≥ √ 2π(m − 1) · e^{−m} In the step marked (a), we used the bound 1 − x ≥ e^{− x1−x} , x ∈ (0, 1). From Proposition 2, we conclude that there exists a constant M(K), depending only on K, such that, F_{λ̂,y}(m) ≥ 1 √ 2πv̂(σ)m − C(K) ln(m) m . In particular, this means that there exists M(K) depending only on K such that, F_{λ̂,y}(m) ≥ 1 2 √ 2πKm ∀m ≥ M(K).

This gives us the lower bound: L (y) ≥ 1 2 √ 2K · e^{−mλ̂} · m∏ i=1 Z_{TExp} ( λ̂, y_i ) , ∀m ≥ M(K)

= 1 2 √ K exp ( −m max_{λ∈R} ( λr − 1 m m∑ i=1 ln E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λE} ψ_σ (E − y_i) ))

= 1 2 √ K exp ( −m · Ξ̂_1(σ) ) . In the last step, we used (3.3) and (3.4).

3.2 Analysis of U

We recall the function U was defined as follows:

U (y, Q)^Δ= E [_m ∏ i=1 ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{1i}|^2)ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{2i}|^2) | | |G^HG = mQ ] , where the matrix Q is of the form: Q = [ 1 q q 1 ] , q ∈ (0, 1). (3.6)

We observe that U can be rewritten as: U (y, Q) = E [ exp (_m ∑ i=1 ln ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{1i}|^2) + ln ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{2i}|^2) ) | | | 1 m G^HG = Q ] . The asymptotics of U are determined by the large deviation properties of the pair of random variables: ( 1 m m∑ i=1 ln ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{1i}|^2) + ln ψ_σ (y_i − |G_{2i}|^2), 1 m G^HG ) . Both of these random variables are a sum of independent random variables. The Tilted Wishart distribution which is defined below will play a key role in our analysis. This distribution is the Cramer transform (or the exponential tilting) of the random variables defined above.

Definition 2 (The Tilted Wishart Distribution with Parameters (λ, ϕ, y)). A 2 × 2 Hermitian matrix S is said to be TWis (λ, ϕ, y) if S = [ s √ ss^′e^{iθ} √ ss^′e^{−iθ} s^′ ] , and the random variables s ∈ [0, ∞), s^′ ∈ [0, ∞), θ ∈ (−π, π] are sampled from the pdf:

h(s, s^′, θ)^Δ= 1 2 · π · Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y) · exp(−(1 − λ)(s + s^′) + ϕ √ ss^′ cos(θ)) · ψ_σ (s − y) · ψ_σ(s^′ − y). In the above display, the normalizing constant Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y) is defined as:

Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y)^Δ= 1 2π ∫_∞ 0 ∫_∞ 0 ∫_π −π exp(−(1 − λ)(s + s^′) + ϕ √ ss^′ cos(θ)) · ψ_σ (s − y) · ψ_σ (s^′ − y) dθ ds ds^′.

We denote the covariance matrix of the tilted Wishart distribution by Σ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y), that is:

Σ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y) = E [ Vec (S − ES) Vec (S − ES)^H ] .

Similar to the analysis of L , the analysis of U consists of two steps: First, a change of measure step which is given in Lemma 4 and second, an application of the local central limit theorem which is given in Proposition 3.

We begin with the change of measure result. Let λ, ϕ ∈ R be arbitrary. Let S_1, S_2 . . . S_m be independent Hermitian random matrices with S_i ∼ TWis (λ, ϕ, y_i) , ∀ i ∈ [m]. Define the random variable S as: S = m∑ i=1 S_i. Let H_{λ,ϕ,y} be the density of the random matrix S.

Lemma 4. For any y ∈ R^m and any 2 × 2 positive definite Hermitian matrix Q, we have, U (y, Q) = π(m − 1)!(m − 2)! m^{2m−2} · det(Q)^{m−2} · e^{m(1−λ)Tr(Q)−mϕRe(Q12 )} · (_m ∏ i=1 Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y_i) ) · H_{λ,ϕ,y}(mQ). Proof. Let us index the entries of S_k, k ∈ [m] as follows:

S_k = [ s_k √ s_ks^′_ke^{iθk} √ s_ks^′_ke^{−iθk} r^′_k ]

Define the random variables: S = m∑ k=1 S_k, T = m∑ k=1 ln ψ_σ(y_k − r_k) + ln ψ_σ(y_k − r^′_k).

Consider two possible probability distributions for S, T :

Setup 1: S_k = g_kg^H_k where g_k ∼ CN (0_,I_2). Equivalently, s_i and s^′_i are i.i.d. Exp (1) and θ_i are i.i.d.

Unif(−π, π]. Let H(·, ·) be the joint pdf of S, T in this setup.

Setup 2: S_k are independent and distributed as S_k ∼ TWis (λ, ϕ, y_k ). Let H_{λ,ϕ,y}(·, ·) denote the joint pdf of S, T in this setup.

We can compute H_{λ,ϕ,y} in terms of G as follows: H_{λ,ϕ,y} (S, T ) = exp(T + λ · Tr(S) + ϕ · Re(S_{12})) ∏_m i=1 Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y_i) · H(S, T ). Let H(·|S) denote the conditional density of T given S and H(S) denote the marginal density of S under Setup 1. Analogously define H_{λ,ϕ,y}(·|S) and H_{λ,ϕ,y} (S) under Setup 2. We can then compute U (y, Q) as follows:

U (y, Q)^Δ= E [_m ∏ i=1 ϕ_σ (y_i − |G_{1i}|^2)ϕ_σ (y_i − |G_{2i}|^2) | | | |G^HG = mQ ]

= E [ exp (_m ∑ i=1 ln ϕ_σ (y_i − |g_{1i}|^2) + ln ϕ_σ (y_i − |g_{2i}|^2) ) | | |G^HG = mQ ]

(a) = ∫ e^tH(t|mQ) dt = e^{−mλTr(Q)−mϕRe(Q12 )} H(mQ) ∫ e^{t+mλTr(Q)+mϕRe(Q12 )}H(mQ, t) dt = e^{−mλTr(Q)−mϕRe(Q12 )} H(mQ) · m∏ i=1 Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y_i) · ∫ H_{λ,ϕ,y}(mQ, t) dt

= e^{−mλTr(Q)−mϕRe(Q12 )} H(mQ) · m∏ i=1 Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y_i) · H_{λ,ϕ,y}(mQ) (b) = π(m − 1)!(m − 2)! m^{2m−2} · det(Q)^{m−2} · e^{m(1−λ)Tr(Q)−mϕRe(Q12 )} · (_m ∏ i=1 Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y_i) ) · H_{λ,ϕ,y}(mQ). In the step marked (a), we used the fact that under Setup 1, we have

(S, T )^d= ( G^HG, m∑ i=1 ln ϕ_σ (y_i − |g_{1i}|^2) + ln ϕ_σ (y_i − |g_{2i}|^2) ) . In the step marked (b), we used the fact that under Setup 1, S is distributed as a complex Wishart random matrix and hence, H(mQ) = 1 π · m^{2m−2} (m − 1)!(m − 2)!

· exp(−mTr(Q)) · det(Q)^{m−2}.

This concludes the proof of the lemma.

Next, we will use a local central limit theorem to characterize the asymptotics of H_{λ,ϕ,y} (mQ). Note that Lemma 4 holds for any λ, ϕ ∈ R. We will set λ = λ̂_2(q; σ), ϕ = ϕ̂(q; σ), where

(λ̂_2(q; σ), ϕ̂(q; σ))^Δ= arg max_{(λ,ϕ)∈R} ( 2λ + qϕ − Ê_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) ) . (3.7)

We also define

Ξ̂_2(q; σ)^Δ= max_{(λ,ϕ)∈R} ( 2λ + qϕ − Ê_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) ) . (3.8)

The rational behind this choice of λ, ϕ is that the first order optimality conditions for the above concave variational problem give us:

2 = 1 m m∑ i=1 ∂_λZ_{TWis} ( λ̂_2(q; σ), ϕ̂(q; σ), y_i ) Z_{TWis} ( λ̂_2(q; σ), ϕ̂(q; σ), y_i )^{(a)}= 1 m m∑ i=1 E(s_i + s^′_i)

q = 1 m m∑ i=1 ∂_ϕZ_{TWis} ( λ̂_2(q; σ), ϕ̂(q; σ), y_i ) Z_{TWis} ( λ̂_2(q; σ), ϕ̂(q; σ), y_i )^{(a)}= 1 m m∑ i=1 E √ s_is^′_i cos(θ_i).

In the steps marked (a), we used the formula for the normalizing constant Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y), given in Definition 2, to compute the partial derivatives. It is also clear by the symmetry of Definition 2 that: Es_i = Es^′_i , E √ s_is^′_i sin(θ) = 0.

Hence, the first order optimality conditions imply: ES = m∑ i=1 ES_i = mQ.

By the Multivariate Central Limit Theorem, we expect that m^{− 12} · (S − mQ) to be asymptotically Gaussian. We also define the covariance matrix of m^{− 12} · (S − mQ) as V̂ (q; σ):

V̂ (q; σ)^Δ= EVec (S − ES) Vec (S − ES)^H m = Ê Σ_{TWis} ( λ̂_2(Q; σ), ϕ̂(Q; σ), Y ) . (3.9)

By the CLT, we expect

m^{− 12} · Vec (S − mQ) ≈ N ( 0, V̂ (q; σ) ) . Hence, H_{λ̂2 (q;σ),ϕ̂(q;σ),y} (mQ) ≈ 1 √ (2πm)^4 det(V̂ (q; σ)) .

The following proposition makes this argument rigorous.

Proposition 3 (A Local Central Limit Theorem). Suppose that there exists a constant 0 < K < ∞ such that: |λ̂_2(q; σ)| + |ϕ̂(q; σ)| ≤ K, Ê_Y |Y |^{40} ≤ K, 1 K ≤ λ_{min} ( V̂ (q; σ) ) ≤ λ_{max} ( V̂ (q; σ) ) ≤ K. Then, there exists a constant C(K), depending only on K such that we have the following asymptotic expansion for H_{λ̂2 (q;σ),ϕ̂(q;σ),y} : | | | | | | H_{λ̂2 (q;σ),ϕ̂(q;σ),y} − 1 √ (2πm)^4 det(V̂ (q; σ))

| | | | | | ≤ C(K) ln^5(m)

m^2 √ m .

The proof of this proposition appears in Appendix B.2 and closely follows classical proofs of local central limit theorems based on characteristic functions (see for example, Feller [18, Chapter 16]). We conclude our analysis of U with the following upper bound on U which is a straightforward corollary of Lemma 4 and Proposition 3.

Corollary 2. Under the assumptions of Proposition 2, there exists M(K) ∈ N depending only on K such that U (y, Q) ≤ C(K) m^2 · (1 − q^2)^{m−2}

· exp ( −m · Ξ̂_2(q; σ) ) , for all m ≥ M(K).

Proof. From Lemma 5, we know that U (y, Q) = π(m − 1)!(m − 2)! m^{2m−2} · det(Q)^{m−2} · e^{m(1−λ)Tr(Q)−mϕRe(Q12)} · (_m ∏ i=1 Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y_i) ) · H_{λ,ϕ,y} (mQ).

In Proposition 3, we obtained the bound | | | | | H_{λ̂,ϕ̂,y}(mQ) − 1 √ (2πm)^4 det(V̂ (q; σ))

| | | | | ≤ C(K) ln^5(m) m^2 √ m .

Note that under the assumptions of Proposition 3, we have

det(V̂ (q; σ)) ≥ λ^4_{min}(V̂ (q; σ)) ≥ 1 K^4 . This tells us, that there is a M(K) ∈ N depending only on K, such that, H_{λ̂,ϕ̂,y} (mQ) ≤ C(K) m^2 , ∀m ≥ M(K). By Stirling’s approximation, we have π(m − 1)!(m − 2)! m^{2m−2} ≤ πe^5 e^{2m} . These estimates give us the upper bound: U (y, Q) ≤ C(K)e^{m(Tr(Q)−2)} m^2 · det(Q)^{m−2}

· exp ( −m max (λ,ϕ)∈R ( λTr(Q) + ϕRe(Q_{12}) − 1 m m∑ i=1 ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y_i) )) , for all m ≥ M(K). Recalling the definition of Ξ̂_2(q; σ) (See (3.7)) and the form of the matrix Q (see (3.6)) gives us the claim of the corollary.

4 The Stochastic Laplace Method

Recall that in Lemmas 1 and 2 we have shown the following upper bound on I (y, z; A, W ):

I (y, z; A, W ) ≤ 2 n − 1 E_y ∫_1 0 U ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ]) ·^{q·(1−q2 )n−2} (1−q^2/2)^{Δm} dq

L^2(y) · 1_{Em} − 1 + C · m · √ P(E^c_m),

where E_m is an arbitrary event depending on y and the functions U , L were defined in (2.2) and (2.3). Let us for the moment, also assume that the conditions required for Corollary 1 and 2 are met. Then, tracking only the exponential order terms, we obtain, I (y, z; A, W ) ⪅ E_y [∫_1 0 e^{−m·F̂(q;δ,Δ,σ)} dq · 1_{Em} ] , (4.1)

where,

F̂(q; δ, Δ, σ) = Ξ̂_2(q; σ) − 2Ξ̂_1(σ) + ( 1 − 1 δ ) ln(1 − q^2) + Δ ln ( 1 − q^2 2 ) . (4.2)

Our goal will be to evaluate the integral in (4.1) via the Laplace Method. However, we observe that the function F̂(q; δ, Δ, σ) is stochastic since it depends on the empirical distribution of the phase retrieval observations y. It turns out that Ξ̂_2(q; σ), defined in (3.7), and Ξ̂_1(σ), defined in (3.4), and hence F̂(q; δ, Δ, σ) concentrate around deterministic functions Ξ_2(q; σ), Ξ_1(σ), F(q; δ, Δ, σ) defined below:

Ξ_1(σ)^Δ= max_{λ∈R} ( λ − E_Y ln E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λE} ψ_σ (E − Y ) ) , (4.3)

Ξ_2(q; σ)^Δ= max_{(λ,ϕ)∈R} (2λ + qϕ − E_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y )) , (4.4)

F(q; δ, Δ, σ) = Ξ_2(q; σ) − 2Ξ_1(σ) + ( 1 − 1 δ ) ln(1 − q^2) + Δ ln ( 1 − q^2 2 ) . (4.5)

In the above display, the random variable Y = |Z|^2 + σϵ where Z ∼ CN (0, 1) , ϵ ∼ N (0, 1). We also define the deterministic counterparts to λ̂_1(σ), defined in (3.3) and λ̂_2(q; σ), ϕ̂(q; σ), defined in (3.7):

λ_1(σ)^Δ= arg max_{λ∈R} ( λ − E_Y ln E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λE} ψ_σ (E − Y ) ) , (4.6)

(λ_2(q; σ), ϕ(q; σ))^Δ= max_{(λ,ϕ)∈R} (2λ + qϕ − E_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y )) . (4.7)

The convergence to these deterministic functions allows to design a high probability event E_m on which applying Laplace method to the stochastic function F̂(q; δ, Δ, σ) is essentially the same as applying it to the deterministic function F(q; δ, Δ, σ). We state our concentration result in the proposition below.

Proposition 4. For any fixed σ > 0, we have the following convergence results:

1. Convergence of Moments: Ê Y^{k P}→ EY^k for any k ∈ N, where Y = |Z|^2 + σϵ, Z ∼ CN (0, 1) and ϵ ∼ N (0, 1).

2. For any R ∈ (0, ∞), we have the uniform convergence of the functions: sup |λ|≤R |Ê σ^2_{TExp} (λ, Y ) − Eσ^2_{TExp} (λ, Y ) |^P→ 0, sup |λ|+|ϕ|≤R ‖Ê Σ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) − EΣ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) ‖^P→ 0.

3. λ̂_1(σ) is tight in the sense that, there exists a constant R ∈ (0, ∞), depending only on σ such that, P ( |λ̂_1(σ)| > R ) → 0. 4. Ξ̂_1(σ)^P→ Ξ_1(σ)

5. For any η ∈ (0, 1), there exists R_η ∈ (0, ∞) (depending only on η, σ) such that: P ( max 0≤q≤1−η |λ̂_2(q; σ)| + |ϕ̂(q; σ)| > R_η ) → 0. 6. For any η ∈ (0, 1), we have, sup q∈[0,1−η] |Ξ̂_2(q; σ) − Ξ_2(q; σ)|^P→ 0.

7. For any η ∈ (0, 1), we have, sup q∈[0,1−η] |λ̂_2(q; σ) − λ_2(q; σ)|^P→ 0, sup_{q∈[0,1−η]} |ϕ̂(q; σ) − ϕ(q; σ)|^P→ 0.

8. For any η ∈ (0, 1), we have, sup q∈[0,1−η] | | | d^2 dq^2

Ξ̂_2(q; σ) − d^2

dq^2

Ξ_2(q; σ) | | |^P→ 0.

The proof of this Proposition appears in Appendix C. It uses standard empirical process theory results from Van der Vaart and Wellner [40] with some modification to account for the fact that the observations y_1, y_2 . . . , y_m are not independent. With the above concentration result, we suitably design an event E_m with P(E_m) → 1 such that on the event E_m, we are able to adapt the usual proof of Laplace Method to obtain the following conclusion.

Proposition 5. Suppose that δ, Δ, σ are such that F(q; δ, Δ, σ) > F(0; δ, Δ, σ) = 0 ∀ q ∈ (0, 1) and

d^2F dq^2 (0; δ, Δ, σ) > 0. Then, I (y, z; A, W ) = o(m).

The proof of this proposition can be found in Appendix D. The claim of this Proposition is very intuitive: It says that due to the concentration of F̂(q; δ, Δ, σ) to F(q; δ, Δ, σ), the stochastic and the deterministic integrals: ∫_1 0 e^{−mF̂(q;δ,Δ,σ)} dq ≈ ∫_1 0 e^{−mF(q;δ,Δ,σ)} dq, behave very similarly. According to the standard Laplace method, the condition F(q; δ, Δ, σ) > F(0; δ, Δ, σ) = 0 ensures that, 1 m ln (∫_1 0 e^{−mF(q;δ,Δ,σ)} dq ) → 0, whereas the positivity requirement on the second derivative ensures that the second order, subexponential factors in the Laplace integral are sufficiently well controlled to obtain I (y, z; A, W ) = o(m).

5 Low Noise Asymptotics

Proposition 5 and Proposition 1 tell us that if for some δ, σ, we can find Δ > 0 such that: F(q; δ, Δ, σ) > F(0; δ, Δ, σ) ∀ q ∈ (0, 1), d^2F dq^2

(0; δ, Δ, σ) > 0, (5.1)

then, lim m,n→∞ m=nδ E_{x⋆ ,y,A}‖x_⋆x^H_⋆ − E[x_⋆ x^H_⋆ |y, A]‖^2 = 1. Note that the Bayes risk increases monotonically with the noise level σ (that is, the phase retrieval problem is harder for larger noise levels). Furthermore, the Bayes risk is atmost the risk of the trivial estimator x̂ = 0:

lim sup m,n→∞ m=nδ E_{x⋆ ,y,A}‖x_⋆x^H_⋆ − E[x_⋆ x^H_⋆ |y, A]‖^2 ≤ E_{x⋆ ,y,A}‖x_⋆x^H_⋆ − 0‖^2 = 1.

Hence if show that the asymptotic Bayes risk is trivial (that is, equal to 1) for an arbitrarily small σ > 0, it automatically implies the Bayes risk is trivial for larger values of noise. Consequently we will focus on verifying condition (5.1) for small values of noise, where the analysis of the variational problems involved simplifies considerably. We show the following result:

Proposition 6. Recall that F(q; δ, Δ, σ) was defined as:

F(q; δ, Δ, σ) = Ξ_2(q; σ) − 2Ξ_1(σ) + ( 1 − 1 δ ) ln(1 − q^2) + Δ ln ( 1 − q^2 2 ) . For any δ and Δ that satisfy 1 ≤ δ < 2, 0 < Δ < 2 − δ δ , there exists a critical value of the noise level σ_c(δ, Δ) > 0 such that, for any 0 < σ < σ_c(δ, Δ), we have

1. The function F(q; δ, Δ, σ) has a unique minimum at q = 0 and F(q; δ, Δ, σ) > F(0; δ, Δ, σ), ∀ q ∈ (0, 1).

2.^{d2F}_{dq2} (q; δ, Δ, σ) | | | q=0 > 0.

Combined with Proposition 5 and Proposition 1 it immediately gives us Theorem 1 as a corollary.

Corollary 3. Theorem 1 holds.

Proof. When δ < 2, we can set: Δ = 2 − δ 2δ > 0. Proposition 6 guarantees that (5.1) holds for all values of 0 < σ ≤ σ_c(δ, Δ). Proposition 5 lets us conclude that for all 0 < σ ≤ σ_c(δ, Δ), I (y, z; A, W ) = o(m). Consequently, by Proposition 1, for any 0 < σ ≤ σ_c(δ, Δ) we have, lim m,n→∞ m=nδ E_{x⋆ ,y,A}‖x_⋆x^H_⋆ − E[x_⋆ x^H_⋆ |y, A]‖^2 = 1. Since the Bayes risk is atmost 1 and increases monotonically with σ, this means for any σ > 0: lim m,n→∞ m=nδ E_{x⋆ ,y,A}‖x_⋆x^H_⋆ − E[x_⋆ x^H_⋆ |y, A]‖^2 = 1.

The proof of Proposition 6 can be found in Appendix E. The main idea of the proof is that in the limit σ → 0, the analysis of the function F(q; δ, Δ, σ) simplifies considerably.

6 Conclusions and Future Work

In this work we studied the Phase Retrieval problem with subsampled Haar sensing matrices with non-zero but vanishing measurement noise in the high dimensional asymptotic where the signal dimension (n) and the number of measurements (m) diverge such that the sampling ratio δ = m/n remains fixed. We showed that when the sampling ratio δ = m/n < 2, then it is information theoretically impossible for any estimator to obtain an asymptotically non-trivial performance: any estimator is asymptotically uncorrelated with the signal vector. Since previous work [24, 17] has designed estimators which achieve a non trivial correlation with the planted vector when δ > 2, this shows that the weak recovery threshold for this model is δ_{weak} = 2. There are a number of interesting directions for future work which we discuss below:

Other Unitarily Invariant Ensembles It is interesting to understand the weak recovery threshold when the measurement matrix A is drawn from a general unitarily invariant ensemble: A = UΛV^H where U, V are independent uniformly random column orthogonal random matrices and Λ is a diagonal matrix whose spectral measure converges to some limiting distribution. Both Gaussian sensing matrices and Subsampled Haar sensing matrices are special cases of this general ensemble. While we don’t pursue this direction in this paper, we expect our techniques to generalize to general unitarily invariant ensembles.

Mean Square Error above Weak Recovery Threshold Our proof techniques do not offer any information about the behaviour of Bayes risk above the weak recovery threshold. For Gaussian sensing matrices Barbier et al. [6] have developed interpolation based methods to compute the exact expression of Bayes risk. It would be interesting to see if these can be extended beyond i.i.d. sensing matrices. This would enable us to determine the threshold at which exact recovery of the signal vector becomes possible. Recent work by Barbier et al. [5] takes a step in this direction and studies linear sensing problems where the sensing matrix is a product of matrices with i.i.d. gaussian entries.

High Dimensional Analysis for Highly Structured Sensing Matrices An important and difficult open problem is to understand the information theoretic limits of recovery when the sensing matrix is a structured random matrix like the CDP sensing matrix. While simulations results confirm that there is a good agreement between the CDP matrices and the theoretical results obtained for partial Haar matrices, the theoretical justification of this empirical observation and the limits of this agreement are yet to be discovered.

References

[1] Alia Abbara, Antoine Baker, Florent Krzakala, and Lenka Zdeborová. On the universality of noiseless linear estimation with respect to the measurement matrix. arXiv preprint arXiv:1906.04735, 2019.

[2] Ehsan Abbasi, Fariborz Salehi, and Babak Hassibi. Universality in learning from linear measurements.

arXiv preprint arXiv:1906.08396, 2019.

[3] Milton Abramowitz and Irene A Stegun. Handbook of mathematical functions: with formulas, graphs, and mathematical tables, volume 55. Courier Corporation, 1965.

[4] Sohail Bahmani and Justin Romberg. Phase retrieval meets statistical learning theory: A flexible convex relaxation. In Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 252–260, 2017.

[5] Jean Barbier, Nicolas Macris, Antoine Maillard, and Florent Krzakala. The mutual information in random linear estimation beyond iid matrices. In 2018 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), pages 1390–1394. IEEE, 2018.

[6] Jean Barbier, Florent Krzakala, Nicolas Macris, Léo Miolane, and Lenka Zdeborová. Optimal errors and phase transitions in high-dimensional generalized linear models. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 116(12):5451–5460, 2019.

[7] Mohsen Bayati, Marc Lelarge, Andrea Montanari, et al. Universality in polytope phase transitions and message passing algorithms. The Annals of Applied Probability, 25(2):753–822, 2015.

[8] Rabi N Bhattacharya and R Ranga Rao. Normal approximation and asymptotic expansions, volume 64.

SIAM, 1986.

[9] Rabindra N Bhattacharya. On errors of normal approximation. The Annals of Probability, 3(5):815–828, 1975.

[10] Stéphane Boucheron, Gábor Lugosi, and Pascal Massart. Concentration inequalities: A nonasymptotic theory of independence. Oxford university press, 2013.

[11] Emmanuel J Candes, Thomas Strohmer, and Vladislav Voroninski. Phaselift: Exact and stable signal recovery from magnitude measurements via convex programming. Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics, 66(8):1241–1274, 2013.

[12] Emmanuel J Candes, Xiaodong Li, and Mahdi Soltanolkotabi. Phase retrieval from coded diffraction patterns. Applied and Computational Harmonic Analysis, 39(2):277–299, 2015.

[13] Emmanuel J Candes, Xiaodong Li, and Mahdi Soltanolkotabi. Phase retrieval via wirtinger flow: Theory and algorithms. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 61(4):1985–2007, 2015.

[14] Narasinga Rao Chaganty and Jayaram Sethuraman. Strong large deviation and local limit theorems.

The Annals of Probability, pages 1671–1690, 1993.

[15] Oussama Dhifallah, Christos Thrampoulidis, and Yue M Lu. Phase retrieval via polytope optimization:

Geometry, phase transitions, and new algorithms. arXiv preprint arXiv:1805.09555, 2018.

[16] David Donoho and Jared Tanner. Observed universality of phase transitions in high-dimensional geometry, with implications for modern data analysis and signal processing. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society A: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences, 367(1906):4273–4293, 2009.

[17] Rishabh Dudeja, Milad Bakhshizadeh, Junjie Ma, and Arian Maleki. Rigorous analysis of spectral methods for random orthogonal matrices. arXiv preprint arXiv:1903.02676, 2019.

[18] Willliam Feller. An introduction to probability theory and its applications, volume 2. John Wiley & Sons, 2008.

[19] Tom Goldstein and Christoph Studer. Phasemax: Convex phase retrieval via basis pursuit. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 64(4):2675–2689, 2018.

[20] Alice Guionnet and M Maida. A fourier view on the r-transform and related asymptotics of spherical integrals. Journal of functional analysis, 222(2):435–490, 2005.

[21] Yoshiyuki Kabashima. Inference from correlated patterns: a unified theory for perceptron learning and linear vector channels. In Journal of Physics: Conference Series, volume 95, page 012001. IOP Publishing, 2008.

[22] Yue M. Lu and Gen Li. Phase transitions of spectral initialization for high-dimensional nonconvex estimation. Information and Inference, to appear, 2019. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/1702.06435.

[23] Wangyu Luo, Wael Alghamdi, and Yue M. Lu. Optimal spectral initialization for signal recovery with applications to phase retrieval. IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, 67(9):2347–2356, 2019. URL

https://arxiv.org/abs/1811.04420.

[24] Junjie Ma, Rishabh Dudeja, Ji Xu, Arian Maleki, and Xiaodong Wang. Spectral method for phase retrieval: an expectation propagation perspective. arXiv preprint arXiv:1903.02505, 2019.

[25] Junjie Ma, Ji Xu, and Arian Maleki. Optimization-based amp for phase retrieval: The impact of initialization and regularization. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 65(6):3600–3629, 2019.

[26] Rick P Millane. Phase retrieval in crystallography and optics. JOSA A, 7(3):394–411, 1990.

[27] Hatef Monajemi, Sina Jafarpour, Matan Gavish, David L Donoho, Stat 330/CME 362 Collaboration, et al. Deterministic matrices matching the compressed sensing phase transitions of gaussian random matrices. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 110(4):1181–1186, 2013.

[28] Marco Mondelli and Andrea Montanari. Fundamental limits of weak recovery with applications to phase retrieval. Foundations of Computational Mathematics, 19(3):703–773, 2019.

[29] Praneeth Netrapalli, Prateek Jain, and Sujay Sanghavi. Phase retrieval using alternating minimization.

In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 2796–2804, 2013.

[30] Samet Oymak and Babak Hassibi. A case for orthogonal measurements in linear inverse problems. In 2014 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory, pages 3175–3179. IEEE, 2014.

[31] Valentin Vladimirovich Petrov. Sums of independent random variables, volume 82. Springer Science & Business Media, 2012.

[32] Qing Qu, Yuqian Zhang, Yonina Eldar, and John Wright. Convolutional phase retrieval. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 6086–6096, 2017.

[33] Galen Reeves. Additivity of information in multilayer networks via additive gaussian noise transforms.

In 2017 55th Annual Allerton Conference on Communication, Control, and Computing (Allerton), pages 1064–1070. IEEE, 2017.

[34] Galen Reeves, Jiaming Xu, and Ilias Zadik. The all-or-nothing phenomenon in sparse linear regression.

arXiv preprint arXiv:1903.05046, 2019.

[35] Yoav Shechtman, Yonina C Eldar, Oren Cohen, Henry Nicholas Chapman, Jianwei Miao, and Mordechai Segev. Phase retrieval with application to optical imaging: a contemporary overview. IEEE signal processing magazine, 32(3):87–109, 2015.

[36] Koujin Takeda, Shinsuke Uda, and Yoshiyuki Kabashima. Analysis of cdma systems that are characterized by eigenvalue spectrum. EPL (Europhysics Letters), 76(6):1193, 2006.

[37] Koujin Takeda, Atsushi Hatabu, and Yoshiyuki Kabashima. Statistical mechanical analysis of the linear vector channel in digital communication. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical, 40(47): 14085, 2007.

[38] Christos Thrampoulidis and Babak Hassibi. Isotropically random orthogonal matrices: Performance of lasso and minimum conic singular values. In 2015 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), pages 556–560. IEEE, 2015.

[39] Nikolai G Ushakov. Selected topics in characteristic functions. Walter de Gruyter, 2011.

[40] AW Van der Vaart and JA Wellner. Weak convergence and empirical processes, 1996.

[41] Mikko Vehkaperä, Yoshiyuki Kabashima, and Saikat Chatterjee. Analysis of regularized ls reconstruction and random matrix ensembles in compressed sensing. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 62 (4):2100–2124, 2016.

[42] Geoffrey S Watson. Statistics on spheres. 1983.

[43] George Neville Watson. A treatise on the theory of Bessel functions. Cambridge university press, 1995.

[44] Per-Åke Wedin. Perturbation theory for pseudo-inverses. BIT Numerical Mathematics, 13(2):217–232, 1973.

[45] Chao-Kai Wen, Jun Zhang, Kai-Kit Wong, Jung-Chieh Chen, and Chau Yuen. On sparse vector recovery performance in structurally orthogonal matrices via lasso. IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, 64 (17):4519–4533, 2016.

A Proofs from Section 2

In this section, we collect the missing proofs from Section 2. We begin with a lemma describing the joint distribution of the phase retrieval measurements y and the side information z.

Lemma 5. Let x_⋆, y and z denote the signal vector, the measurements and side information sampled from the phase retrieval with side information model (see (1.2), (1.3) and (2.1)). Then conditioned on x_⋆, y and z are independent with marginal distributions:

y^d= m|U|^2 + σϵ, U ∼ Unif ( S^{m−1} ) , ϵ ∼ N (0, I_m) , z ∼ N ( 0, 2 · I_{⌊Δ·m⌋} ) . Furthermore, since the above distributions do not depend on x_⋆, this result holds even without conditioning on x_⋆.

Proof. From (1.2), (1.3) and (2.1), we know that,

y = m|Ax_⋆|^2 + σϵ, z_i^{i.i.d.}∼ N ( ⟨w_i, x_⋆x^H_⋆ ⟩, 1 ) , i ∈ {1, 2 . . . , ⌊Δm⌋}, where A is a uniformly random m × n partial unitary matrix and the matrices w_i^{i.i.d.}∼ GUE(n). Since A is independent of w_1, w_2 . . . , w_{⌊Δm⌋}, we have y, z are conditionally independent given x_⋆. Let B be the n × n unitary matrix whose first column B_1 = x_⋆ (and the remaining columns can be arbitrary). Then note that, conditioned on x_⋆,

Ax_⋆^{(1)}= ABB^Hx_⋆ = ABe_1 d,(2)

= Ae_1.

In the above display, the step marked (1) used the fact that BB^H = I_n, the distribution inequality (2) used the fact that since A is a uniformly random partial unitary matrix, its distribution is invariant to left multiplication by a unitary matrix. Finally note that the first column of a partial unitary matrix Ae_1 ∼ Unif ( S^{m−1} ) . This gives us:

y^d= m|U|^2 + σϵ, U ∼ Unif ( S^{m−1} ) , ϵ ∼ N (0, I_m) . (A.1) Next observe that since w_i ∼ GUE(n), conditioned on x_⋆, ⟨w_i, x_⋆x^H_⋆ ⟩^{i.i.d.}∼ N (0, 1) , i ∈ {1, 2 . . . , ⌊Δm⌋}. Hence, conditioned on x_⋆, z_i^{i.i.d.}∼ N (0, 2) .

This proves the claim of the lemma. Note that since the conditional distributions do not depend on x_⋆, this result holds even without conditioning on x_⋆

The remainder of this section is organized as follows: 1. Section A.1 is devoted to the proof of Proposition 1. 2. Section A.2 is devoted to the proof of Lemma 1.

A.1 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. Let Δ > 0 be fixed to any value that guarantees: I (y, z; A, W ) = o(m). By the chain rule for mutual information, I (y, z; A, W ) = I (y; A, W ) + I (z; A, W |y) = I (y; A) + I (z; A, W |y) ≥ I (y; A) . Consequently I (y; A) = o(m). This means, H (y | A) = H (y) − o(m) (A.2) H (y, z | A, W ) = H (y, z) − o(m). (A.3) In order to prove the claim of the proposition, we will costruct an upper bound and a lower bound on the quantity H (z | y, A, W ). Comparing the upper and lower bound will give us the claim of the proposition. H (z | y, A, W ) = H (y, z | A, W ) − H (y | A, W ) = H (y, z | A, W ) − H (y | A) (a) = H (y, z) − H (y) − o(m) (b) = H (z) − o(m) (c) = ⌊Δm⌋ · h(2) · (1 − o(1)) (A.4) = Δm · h(2) · (1 − o(1)). (A.5) In the equality marked (a), we used the conclusions derived in (A.2) and (A.3). In the step marked (b), we used the fact that y, z are independent (see Lemma 5). In step (c) we defined h(v)^Δ=^1_2 ln(2πv), which is the entropy of N (0, v) and recalled the claim of Lemma 5: z_i^{i.i.d.}∼ N (0, 1). On the other hand we can upper bound H (z | y, A, W ) as follows: H (z | y, A, W ) ≤ ⌊Δm⌋∑

i=1 H (z_i | y, A, W ) (a) ≤ ⌊Δm⌋∑

i=1 Eh (Var(z_i|y, A, W)) (b) ≤ ⌊Δm⌋∑

i=1 h(EVar(z_i|y, A, W )) (A.6) In the step marked (a) we used the fact that the Gaussian Distribution has the maximal entropy for a fixed variance and in step (b) we used the concavity of h. Next we compute EVar(Z_i|Y , A, W_{1:Δm}). We have, EVar(z_i|y, A, W ) = E(z_i − E[z_i |Y , A, W ])^2 (a) = E⟨w_i , x_⋆x^H_⋆ − E[x_⋆ x^H_⋆ |y, A, W ]⟩^2 + 1 (b) = E⟨w_i , x_⋆x^H_⋆ − E[x_⋆ x^H_⋆ |y, A]⟩^2 + 1 (c) = E‖x_⋆ x^H_⋆ − E[x_⋆ x^H_⋆ |y, A]‖^2 + 1. (A.7)

In the above display, the equality (a) follows from the fact that z_i ∼ N ( ⟨w_i, x_⋆x^H_⋆ ⟩, 1 ) and equality (b) used the fact that W is independent of x_⋆, y, A. In the step (c), we used the following property of a GUE matrix: for a deterministic Hermitian matrix M, ⟨w_i, M⟩ ∼ N ( 0, ‖M‖^2 ) . (A.5), (A.6) and (A.7) give us the conclusion:

Δm · h(E‖x_⋆ x^H_⋆ − E[x_⋆ x^H_⋆ |Y , A]‖^2 + 1) ≥ Δm · h(2)(1 − o(1)).

Since h is an increasing function this gives us:

lim inf m,n→∞ m=δn E_{x⋆ ,y,A}‖x_⋆x^H_⋆ − E[x_⋆ x^H_⋆ |y, A]‖^2 ≥ 1. On the other hand, by the optimality of the Bayes estimator, we have: E_{x⋆ ,y,A}‖x_⋆x^H_⋆ − E[x_⋆ x^H_⋆ |y, A]‖^2 ≤ E_{x⋆ ,y,A}‖x_⋆x^H_⋆ − 0‖^2 = 1. Hence, lim m,n→∞ m=nδ E_{x⋆ ,y,A}‖x_⋆x^H_⋆ − E[x_⋆ x^H_⋆ |y, A]‖^2 = 1. This concludes the proof of the proposition.

A.2 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. Through out this proof C refers to a finite non-negative constant independent of m, n that can possibly depend on δ, σ^2, Δ. This constant may change from line to line. Recall that, I (y, z; A, W ) = H (y, z) − H (y, z|A, W ) . We can split H (y, z|A, W ) as follows: H (y, z|A, W ) = −E_{A,W} (∫ p(y, z|A, W ) ln p(y, z|A, W ) dy dz )

= −E_{A,W} (∫ E_m p(y, z|A, W ) ln p(y, z|A, W ) dy dz ) − E_{A,W} (∫ E^c_m p(y, z|A, W ) ln p(y, z|A, W ) dy dz )

(a) = − ∫ E_m E_{A,W} [p(y, z|A, W ) ln p(y, z|A, W )] dy dz − ∫ E^c_m E_{A,W} p(y, z|A, W ) ln p(y, z|A, W ) dy dz.

In the step marked (a) we used Fubini’s Theorem. Likewise we can split H (y, z) as follows: H (y, z) = − ∫ E_m p(y, z) ln p(y, z) dy dz − ∫ E^c_m p(y, z) ln p(y, z) dy dz. Hence, I (y, z; A, W ) = I + II + III, where the terms I, II, III are defined as: I^Δ= − ∫ E_m p(y, z) ln p(y, z) dy dz + ∫ E_m E_{A,W} [p(y, z|A, W ) ln p(y, z|A, W )] dy dz, II^Δ= − ∫ E^c_m p(y, z) ln p(y, z) dy dz, III^Δ= ∫ E^c_m E_{A,W} p(y, z|A, W ) ln p(y, z|A, W ) dy dz.

Analysis of I : Consider the following inequality: ln(x) ≤ (x − 1) =⇒ x ln(x) ≤ x(x − 1), ∀x ≥ 0. Applying this to^{p(y,z|A,W )}_{p(y,z)} , we obtain, p(y, z|A, W ) ln p(y, z|A, W ) ≤ p(y, z|A, W ) ln(p(y, z)) − p(y, z|A, W ) + p^2(y, z|A, W ) p(y, z) . Substituting this in the expression for I we obtain, I ≤ − ∫ E_m p(y, z) ln p(y, z) dy dz + ∫ E_m p(y, z) ln p(y, z) dy dz − Pr(E_m) + ∫ E_m E_{A,W} p^2(y, z|A, W ) p(y, z) dy dz = (∫ E_m E_{A,W} p^2(y, z|A, W ) p(y, z) dy dz − 1 ) + P(E^c_m).

Hence we have, I ≤ (∫ E_m E_{A,W} p^2(y, z|A, W ) p(y, z) dy dz − 1 ) + P(E^c_m). (A.8)

Analysis of II : We can handle II as follows: II^Δ= − ∫ E^c_m p(y, z) ln p(y, z) dy dz (a) = − ∫ E^c_m p(y) ln p(y) dy + H (z) P(E^c_m) (b) ≤ − ∫ E^c_m p(y) ln p(y) dy + C · m · P(E^c_m) = − ∫ E^c_m p(y) ln E_{x,A} p(y|x, A) dy + C · m · P(E^c_m) (c) ≤ −E_{x,A,y} 1_E c_m ln p(y|x, A) + C · m · P(E^c_m) = 1 2σ^2 E‖y − m|Ax|^2‖^21_E c_m + m ln(2πσ^2) 2 P(E^c_m) + C · m · P(E^c_m) ≤ C · ( m^2P(E^c_m)E‖Ax‖^4 + E‖y‖^2 1_E c_m ) + C · m · P(E^c_m).

In the step marked (a) we used the fact that y, z are marginally independent. In the step marked (b) we used the fact that H (z) ≤ Cm for a suitable C. In the step marked (c) we applied Jensen’s Inequality and note that the random variables x, A and y are independent. Note that by Cauchy Schwartz Inequality, we have,

E‖y‖^2 1_E c_m ≤ √ E‖y‖^4 · P(E^c_m). It is also straightforward to obtain the following estimates by simple moment computations: E‖Ax‖^4 = m∑ i=1 E|⟨a_i , x⟩|^4 = m∑ i=1 E‖a_i ‖^4|x_1|^4 ≤ mE|x_1 |^4 ≤ C m , E‖y‖^4 ≤ Cm^2. for some 0 ≤ C < ∞. This gives us: II ≤ Cm ( P(E^c_m) + √ P(E^c_m) ) . (A.9)

Analysis of III : Next we analyze the term III:

III = ∫ E^c_m E_{A,W} p(y, z|A, W ) ln p(y, z|A, W ) dy dz Noting that: ln p(y, z|A, W ) = ln E_x p(y, z|A, W , x) = ln E_x e^{−‖y−m|Ax|2‖2 /2σ2} + ln E_x ⌊Δm⌋∏

i=1 e^{−(zi−⟨xxH,wi⟩)2/2} − m ln(2πσ^2) + ⌊Δm⌋ ln(2π) 2 ≤ − m ln(2πσ^2) + ⌊Δm⌋ ln(2π) 2 ≤ Cm. Hence we obtain, III ≤ CmP(E^c_m). Combining the estimates on I, II, III we obtain, I (y, z; A, W ) ≤ (∫ E_m E_{A,W} p^2(y, z|A, W ) p(y, z) dy dz − 1 ) + C · m · √ P(E^c_m).

B Proofs of Local Central Limit Theorems

The proofs of the Local central limit theorems are based on the classical approach using characteristic functions. Section B.1 contains the proof of the local CLT in Proposition 2 and Section B.2 contains the proof of the local CLT in Proposition 3. The proofs use some standard properties of characteristic functions which have been collected in Appendix H for reference. We will also rely on some analytic properties of the Tilted Exponential distribution and Tilted Wishart distribution given in Appedices F.1 and F.2.

B.1 Proof of Proposition 2

Proof. Recall the random variable U was defined as: U = m∑ i=1 u_i, u_i ∼ TExp ( λ̂_1(σ), y_i ) , i ∈ [Δm], where,

λ̂_1(σ)^Δ= arg max_{λ∈R} ( λ − Ê_Y ln E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λE} ψ_σ(E − Y ) ) . Note that λ = λ̂_1(σ) satisfies the first order stationarity condition: 1 = 1 m m∑ i=1 E_{E∼Exp(1)}E · e^{λ̂1(σ)E} ψ_σ (E − y_i)

E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λ̂1(σ)E} ψ_σ (E − y_i) ⇔ m∑ i=1 Eu_i = m.

From here on, throughout this proof, we will shorthand λ̂_1(σ) as simply λ̂_1. Define the centered random

variables: ǔ_i = u_i − Eu_i and centered and normalized random variable: Ǔ = U − m√ m = ∑_m i=1 ǔ_i √ m . Let v̂(σ) denote the variance of Ǔ:

v̂(σ)^Δ= 1 m m∑ i=1 Eǔ^2_i = 1 m m∑ i=1 σ^2_{TExp} ( λ̂_1, y_i ) .

Again for ease of notation we will short hand v̂(σ) as v̂. Let F̌ denote the density of Ǔ. Let ψ̌(t) = Ee^{i tǓ}

denote the characteristic function of Ǔ. By the change of variable formula, we have,

F_{λ̂1 ,y} (m) =

F̌ (0) √ m Hence we focus on computing F̌ (0). By the Fourier Inversion formula (Lemma 2, Appendix H) we have, |F̌ (u) − ϕ^√_{v̂} (u)| = 1 2π | | | | ∫ R e^{−itu} ( ψ̌(t) − e^{− v̂t2}2 ) dt | | | | (a) ≤ 1 2π (∫ |t|≤t_1 | | |ψ̌(t) − e^{− v̂t22} | | | dt + ∫ t_1 ≤|t|≤t_2 √ m |ψ̌(t)| dt + ∫ |t|≥t_2 √ m |ψ̌(t)| dt + ∫ |t|≥t_1 e^{− v̂t22} dt )

(b) ≤ 1 2π ∫ |t|≤t_1 | | |ψ̌(t) − e^{− v̂t22} | | | dt (1) + ∫ t_1≤|t|≤t_2 √ m |ψ̌(t)| dt (2) + ∫ |t|≥t_2 √ m |ψ̌(t)| dt (3) + 2 v̂ e^{− v̂t} 2 1 2

In the step marked (a), the cutoff parameters t_1, t_2 are arbitrary and will be fixed later. In the step marked

(b), we used standard bounds on the tail of a gaussian integral (see Lemma 18, Appendix I). In the following

sequence of steps, we upper bound each of the error terms (1), (2) and (3). We will be able to show, for a

suitable selection of t_1, t_2, that,

(1) + (2) + (3) + 2 v̂ e^{− v̂t} 2 1 2 ≤ C(K) · ln(m) √ m . This gives us, | | |F̌ (0) − 1√ 2πv̂ | | | ≤ C(K) ln(m) √ m =⇒ | | |F_{λ̂1 ,y} (m) − 1√ 2πv̂ · m | | | ≤ C(K) ln(m) m , which is the claim of this proposition. The remaining proof is devoted to the analysis of (1), (2) and (3).

Analysis of (1): Recall ψ̌(t) = Ee^{i tǓ} and f(x) = e^{itx} is bounded, t-lipchitz function of x. Applying the Berry-Eseen Inequality (Theorem 4, Appendix H), we have, | |ψ̌(t) − e_−^{v̂t2}_2 | | ≤ C · (1 + √ v̂|t|) · ρ_3 √ m · v̂^3 . In the above display, C is a universal constant and ρ_3 is given by:

ρ_3 = 1 m m∑ i=1 E|u_i − Eu_i |^3

≤ 8 m m∑ i=1 E|u_i |^3 (c) ≤ C ( 1 + |λ̂_1|^3 + 1 m m∑ i=1 |y_i|^3 ) . In the step marked (c) we used the estimate on E|u_i |^3 proved in Lemma 14. Integrating the pointwise bound above we obtain: (1) ≤ C · ( 1 + |λ̂_1|^3 + 1 m m∑ i=1 |y_i|^3 ) · t_1(1 + √ v̂t_1) √ m · v̂^3 . We set:

t_1 = √ 2 ln(m) v̂ . This gives us:

(1) ≤ C v̂^2 · ( 1 + |λ̂_1|^3 + 1 m m∑ i=1 |y_i|^3 ) · ln(m) √ m ≤ C(K) · ln(m) √ m .

Analysis of (2): Let (u^′_1, u^′_2 . . . u^′_m) be independent and identically distributed as (u_1, u_2 . . . u_m). Note that, | Ee^{i tǔi} |_2 = | Ee^{i tui} |_2 = Ee^{i t(ui −u′i)}. Hence, | |ψ̌(t) | |^2 = m∏ i=1 | | |E exp ( itǔ_i √ m )| |^2 = m∏ i=1 E exp ( it(u_i − u^′_i) √ m ) . By the Taylor’s theorem for CF (Theorem 3, Appendix H), we have,

E exp ( it(u_i − u^′_i) √ m ) = 1 −

E(u_i − u^′_i)^2 · t^2 2m + E_i, |E_i| ≤ E|u_i − u^′_i|^3 · |t|^3 6m √ m . Now consider any t ≤ t_2 √ m: |ψ̌(t)|^2 = m∏ i=1 ( 1 − E(u_i − u^′_i)^2 · t^2 2m + E_i )

≤ m∏ i=1 ( 1 − E(u_i − u^′_i)^2 · t^2 2m + E|u_i − u^′_i|^3 · |t|^3 6m √ m )

≤ exp ( − t^2 2m m∑ i=1 E(u_i − u^′_i)^2 + |t|^3 6m √ m m∑ i=1 E|u_i − u^′_i|^3 ) .

Next we observe that, 1 2m m∑ i=1 E(u_i − u^′_i)^2 = v̂.

We set:

t_2 = v̂ 2 · ( 1 m m∑ i=1 E|u_i − u^′_i|^3 )_{−1} . This ensures, for any |t| ≤ t_2 √ m, we have,

|ψ̌(t)|^2 ≤ exp ( − t^2 2m m∑ i=1 E(u_i − u^′_i)^2 + t^3 6m √ m m∑ i=1 E|u_i − u^′_i|^3 ) ≤ exp ( − v̂t^2 2 ) . Consequently,

(2) = ∫ t_1 ≤|t|≤t_2 √ m |ψ̌(t)| dt ≤ ∫ t_1≤|t|≤t_2 √ m e^{−v̂t2 /4} dt ≤ ∫ t_1≤|t| e^{−v̂t2 /4} dt (d) ≤ 4 v̂ exp ( − v̂t^2_1 4 )

(e) = 4 v̂ √ m ≤ C(K) √ m . In the step marked (d), we used the standard bound on gaussian tail integrals (Lemma 18) and in the step marked (e) we substituted the value of t_1 fixed in the analysis of (1). Finally, to wrap up this step, we note that there exists a finite positive constant C(K) such that,

t_2 ≥ 1 C(K) . Indeed, 1 m m∑ i=1 E|u_i − u^′_i|^3 ≤ 8 m m∑ i=1 E|u_i |^3 ≤ C ( 1 + |λ̂_1|^3 + 1 m m∑ i=1 |y_i|^3 ) ≤ C(K), and,

t_2 = v̂ 2 · ( 1 m m∑ i=1 E|u_i − u^′_i|^3 )_{−1} ≥ 1 C(K) .

Analysis of (3): Recall the term (3) was given by:

(3) = ∫ |t|≥t_2 √ m |ψ̌(t)| dt = √ m ∫ |t|≥t_2 |ψ̌(t √ m)| dt.

By AM-GM for non-negative real numbers we have, |ˇ ψ(t √ m) |_2 = m∏ i=1 | Ee^{i tui} |_2 ≤ ( 1 m m∑ i=1 | Ee^{i tui} |_2 )_m . We use two different strategies to further control the above bound:

1. Applying Lemma 14, we obtain, 1 m m∑ i=1 | |Ee^{i tu}i | |^2 ≤ C |t|^2 · 1 m m∑ i=1 (1 + |λ̂_1| + |y|_i)^2 ≤ C(K) |t|^2 . 2. The above bound tells us that for |t| ≥ √ 2C(K), we have, 1 m m∑ i=1 | |Ee^{i tu}i | |^2 ≤ 1 2 . Applying Lemma H.1 in Appendix H, we can find a constant 0 < η(K) < 1 depending only on K such that, 1 m m∑ i=1 | |Ee^{i tu}i | |^2 ≤ (1 − η(K)), ∀|t| ≥ t_2. We can combine the above to bounds to control (3) as follows:

(3) = √ m ∫ |t|≥t_2 |ψ̌(t √ m)| dt

≤ √ m ∫ |t|≥t_2 ( 1 m m∑ i=1 | |Ee^{i tu}i | |^2 ) m_2 dt

≤ √ m · C(K) ∫ |t|≥t_2 ( 1 m m∑ i=1 | |Ee^{i tu}i | |^2 ) m_{2 −1} · 1 |t|^2 dt ≤ C(K) · √ m · (1 − η(K))^{m2 −1} · ∫ |t|≥t_2 1 |t|^2 dt ≤ C(K) √ m . This concludes the proof of the proposition.

B.2 Proof of Proposition 3

Proof. Recall that the random variable S was defined as: S = m∑ k=1 S_k, S_k = [ s_k √ s_ks^′_ke^{iθk} √ s_ks^′_ke^{−iθk} r^′_k ] ∼ TWis ( λ̂_2(q; σ), ϕ̂_2(q; σ), y_i ) , where (λ̂_2(q; σ), ϕ̂(q; σ)) solved the concave variational problem:

(λ̂_2(q; σ), ϕ̂(q; σ))^Δ= arg max_{(λ,ϕ)∈R} ( 2λ + qϕ − Ê_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) ) . Throughout this proof for easy of notation we will omit the dependence of quantities like λ̂_2(q; σ), ϕ̂(q; σ) and V̂ (q; σ) on q, σ and denote them by λ̂_2, ϕ̂, V̂ . Since the optimizer of the variational problem lies in a compact set, we know that λ̂_2, ϕ̂ satisfy the first order optimality conditions: 2 = 1 m m∑ i=1 ∂_λZ_{TWis} ( λ̂_2, ϕ̂, y_i ) Z_{TWis} ( λ̂_2, ϕ̂, y_i )^{(a)}= 1 m m∑ i=1 E(s_i + s^′_i)

q = 1 m m∑ i=1 ∂_ϕZ_{TWis} ( λ̂_2, ϕ̂, y_i ) Z_{TWis} ( λ̂_2, ϕ̂, y_i )^{(a)}= 1 m m∑ i=1 E √ s_is^′_i cos(θ_i).

In the steps marked (a), we used the formula for the normalizing constant Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y) given in Definition 2 to compute the partial derivatives. It is also clear from Definition 2 that: Es_i = Es^′_i , E √ s_is^′_i sin(θ) = 0.

Hence the first order optimality conditions imply: ES = mQ. Next we define the centered random variables: Š_i = S_i − ES_i , Š = S − ES√ m = 1 √ m m∑ i=1 Š_i. Note that,

EVec (ˇ S ) Vec ( Ŝ )_H = 1 m m∑ i=1 Σ_{TWis} ( λ̂_2, ϕ̂, y_i ) = V̂ . Let Ȟ denote the density of Š. We note that it is sufficient to study the asymptotics of Ȟ(0) since by the change of variable formula we have: H_{λ̂2 ,ϕ̂,y}(mQ) = Ȟ(0)

m^2 . In the remainder of the proof we focus on developing asymptotic expansions for Ȟ. We define the characteristic function of Š: Ψ̌(t) = E exp (i⟨t, Vec (Š)⟩) . By the Fourier Inversion formula (Lemma 2) we have,

Ȟ(U) = 1

(2π)^4 ∫ R^4 e^{−i⟨t,Vec(U )⟩}Ψ̌(t) dt. Applying the inversion formula to N ( 0, V̂ ) gives us: 1 √ (2π)^4 det(V̂ ) e^{− 12 Vec(U )HV̂ −1 Vec(U )} = 1 (2π)^4 ∫ R^4 e^{−i⟨t,Vec(U )⟩}e^{− 12 tHV̂ t} dt.

Setting U = 0 and computing the error between the above two displays we obtain: Appendix H) we have,

(2π)^4 | | | | | Ȟ(0) − 1 √ (2π)^4 det(V̂ )

| | | | | = | | | | ∫ R^4 e^{−i⟨t,Vec(U )⟩} ( Ψ̌(t) − e^{− 1}2^{tHV̂ t} ) dt | | | |

(a) ≤ ∫ ‖t‖≤t_1 | | |Ψ̌(t) − e^{− 12 tHV̂ t} | | | dt (1) + ∫ t_1≤‖t‖≤t_2 √ m |Ψ̌(t)| dt (2) + ∫ ‖t‖≥t_2 √ m |Ψ̌(t)| dt (3) + ∫ ‖t‖≥t_1 e^{− 12 tHV̂ t} dt (4) .

In the step marked (a), the cutoff parameters t_1, t_2 are arbitrary and will be fixed later. We will be able to choose t_1, t_2 such that the following bound holds:

(1) + (2) + (3) + (4) ≤

C(K) · ln^5(m) √ m .

This gives us, | | | | | | Ȟ(0) − 1 √ (2π)^4 det(V̂ )

| | | | | | ≤ C(K) ln^5(m) √ m =⇒ | | | | | | H_{λ̂2,ϕ̂,y}(mQ) − 1 √ (2πm)^4 det(V̂ )

| | | | | | ≤ C(K) ln^5(m)

m^2 √ m which is the claim of this proposition. The remaining proof is devoted to the analysis of (1), (2), (3) and (4).

Analysis of (1): Recall Ψ̌(t) = Ee^{i ⟨t,Vec}(^Š)^⟩ and f(x) = e^{i⟨t,x⟩} is bounded, ‖t‖-lipchitz function of x.

Applying the Berry-Eseen Inequality (Theorem 4, Appendix H), we have, | | |Ψ̌(t) − e^{− 12 tHV̂ t} | | | ≤ C · (1 + ‖V̂ ‖^{1/2}‖t‖) · ρ_3 √ m · λ^3_{min}(V̂ ) .

In the above display, C is a universal constant and ρ_3 is given by:

ρ_3 = 1 m m∑ i=1 E‖Vec (S_i) − EVec (S_i) ‖^3

≤ 8 m m∑ i=1 E‖Vec (S_i) ‖^3

≤ 16 m m∑ i=1 E(s^3_i + Es^′_i^3) (a) ≤ C ( 1 + |λ̂_2|^3 + |ϕ̂|^3 + 1 m m∑ i=1 |y_i|^3 ) . In the step marked (a) we used the estimate on Es^3_i proved in Lemma 15. Recalling the assumptions

K^{−1} ≤ λ_{min}(V̂ ) ≤ λ_{max}(V̂ ) ≤ K, |ϕ̂| + |λ̂_2| < K, 1 m m∑ i=1 |y_i|^3 ≤ K,

we obtain, | | |Ψ̌(t) − e^{− 12 tHV̂ t} | | | ≤ C(K) · (1 + ‖t‖) √ m Integrating the pointwise bound above we obtain:

(1) ≤

C(K) · (1 + t_1) · t^4_1 √ m We set:

t^2_1 =

4 ln(m)

λ_{min}(V̂ )

This gives us:

(1) ≤

C(K) · ln^5(m) √ m . Analysis of (2): Let (S̃_1, S̃_2 . . . S̃_m) be independent and identically distributed as (S_1, S_2 . . . S_m). Note

that, | |Ee^{i ⟨t,Vec}(^{Ši} )^⟩ | |^2 = | |Ee^{i ⟨t,Vec(Si)⟩} | |^2 = Ee^{i ⟨t,Vec}(^{Si−S̃i})^⟩

Hence, | |Ψ̌(t) | |^2 =^m ∏ i=1 | | |Ee^{i ⟨t,Vec}(^{Ši})^{⟩/√m} | | |^2 = m∏ i=1 Ee^{i ⟨t,Vec}(^{Si−S̃i} )^{⟩/√m}. By the Taylor’s theorem for CF (Theorem 3, Appendix H), we have,

E exp i ⟨t, Vec ( S_i − S̃_i ) ⟩ √ m = 1 − E⟨t, Vec ( S_i − S̃_i ) ⟩^2 2m + E_i, where |E_i| is controlled by: |E_i| ≤ E|⟨t, Vec ( S_i − S̃_i ) ⟩|^3 6m √ m ≤ ‖t‖^3E‖Vec ( S_i − S̃_i ) ‖^3 6m √ m . Now consider any ‖t‖ ≤ t_2 √ m: |Ψ̌(t)|^2 = m∏ i=1 1 − E⟨t, Vec ( S_i − S̃_i ) ⟩^2 2m + E_i

≤ m∏ i=1 1 − E⟨t, Vec ( S_i − S̃_i ) ⟩^2 2m + ‖t‖^3E‖Vec ( S_i − S̃_i ) ‖^3 6m √ m

≤ exp − m∑ i=1 E⟨t, Vec ( S_i − S̃_i ) ⟩^2 2m + ‖t‖^3E‖Vec ( S_i − S̃_i ) ‖^3 6m √ m . Next we observe that, 1 2m m∑ i=1 E⟨t, Vec ( S_i − S̃_i ) ⟩^2 = t^HV̂ t.

We set:

t_2 = 3λ_{min}(V̂ ) · ( 1 m m∑ i=1 E‖Vec ( S_i − S̃_i ) ‖^3 )_{−1} . This ensures, for any |t| ≤ t_2 √ m, we have,

|Ψ̌(t)|^2 ≤ exp − m∑ i=1 E⟨t, Vec ( S_i − S̃_i ) ⟩^2 2m + ‖t‖^3E‖Vec ( S_i − S̃_i ) ‖^3 6m √ m ≤ exp ( − t^HV̂ t 2 ) ≤ exp ( − λ_{min}(V̂ )‖t‖^2 2 ) . Consequently,

(2) = ∫ t_1 ≤‖t‖≤t_2 √ m |Ψ̌(t)| dt (B.1)

≤ ∫ t_1 ≤‖t‖≤t_2 √ m exp ( − λ_{min}(V̂ )‖t‖^2 4 ) dt (B.2) (a) ≤ C ∫_∞ t_1 exp ( − λ_{min}(V̂ ) 4 l^2 ) l^3 dl (B.3) (b) ≤ C(K) · ( λ_{min}(V̂ )t^2_1 4 + 1 ) · exp ( − λ_{min}(V̂ )t^2_1 4 ) (B.4)

In the step marked (a), we converted the integral into polar coordinates from cartesian coordinates. In the step marked (b), we used Lemma 18 and used the assumption that λ_{min}(V̂ ) ≥ K^{−1}. Recalling that we set:

t^2_1 =

4 ln(m) λ_{min}(V̂ ) , we obtain,

(2) ≤ C(K) · ln(m) m . Finally, to wrap up this step, we note that there exists a finite positive constant C(K) such that,

t_2 ≥ 1 C(K) . Indeed, 1 m m∑ i=1 E‖Vec ( S_i − S̃_i ) ‖^3 ≤ C m m∑ i=1 E|s_i |^3 ≤ C ( 1 + |λ|^3 + |ϕ|^3 + 1 m m∑ i=1 |y_i|^3 ) ≤ C(K), and,

t_2 = 3λ_{min}(V̂ ) · ( 1 m m∑ i=1 E‖Vec ( S_i − S̃_i ) ‖^3 )_{−1} ≥ 1 C(K) .

Analysis of (3): Recall the term (3) was given by:

(3) = ∫ ‖t‖≥t_2 √ m |Ψ̌(t)| dt = m^2 ∫ ‖t‖≥t_2 |Ψ̌(t √ m)| dt.

By AM-GM for non-negative real numbers we have, |Ψ̌(t √ m)|^2 = m∏ i=1 | |Ee^{i ⟨t,Vec(Si)⟩} | |^2 ≤ ( 1 m m∑ i=1 | |Ee^{i ⟨t,Vec(Si )⟩} | |^2 )_m . We use two different strategies to further control the above bound:

1. Applying Lemma 15, we obtain, 1 m m∑ i=1 | | |Ee^{i ⟨t,Vec(Si )⟩} | | |^2 ≤ C ‖t‖^23 · 1 m m∑ i=1 (1 + |λ̂_2|^{20} + |ϕ̂|^{20} + |y|^{20}_i )^2 ≤ C(K) ‖t‖^23

. (B.5)

2. The above bound tells us that for ‖t‖ ≥ √ 8C^3(K), we have, 1 m m∑ i=1 | | |Ee^{i ⟨t,Vec(Si )⟩} | | |^2 ≤ 1 2 . Applying Lemma H.1 in Appendix H, we can find a constant 0 < η(K) < 1 depending only on K such that, 1 m m∑ i=1 | | |Ee^{i ⟨t,Vec(Si)⟩} | | |^2 ≤ (1 − η(K)), ∀ ‖t‖ ≥ t2 ≥ 1 C(K) . (B.6)

We can combine the above to bounds to control (3) as follows:

(3) = m^2 ∫ ‖t‖≥t_2 |Ψ̌(t √ m)| dt

≤ m^2 ∫ ‖t‖≥t_2 ( 1 m m∑ i=1 | | |Ee^{i ⟨t,Vec(Si)⟩} | | |^2 ) m_2 dt (a) ≤ m^2 · C(K) · ∫ ‖t‖≥t_2 ( 1 m m∑ i=1 | | |Ee^{i ⟨t,Vec(Si)⟩} | | |^2 ) m_{2 −9} · 1 ‖t‖^6 dt (b) ≤ C(K) · m^2 · (1 − η(K))^{m2 −9} · ∫ ‖t‖≥t_2 1 ‖t‖^6 dt (c) ≤ C(K) √ m · ∫_∞ t_2 1 l^6

· l^3 dl ≤ C(K) √ m In the above display, in step (a), we utilized the bound in (B.5). In the step marked (b) we utilized the bound in (B.6). In the equation marked (c) we converted the integral into polar coordinates and checked that the integral was finite.

Analysis of (4): We recall that:

(4) = ∫ ‖t‖≥t_1 e^{− 12 tHV̂ t} dt ≤ ∫ ‖t‖≥t_1 e^{− λmin(V̂ )2 ‖t‖2} dt. After this, we can exactly repeat the arguments following (B.1) and obtain,

(4) ≤

C(K) ln(m) m . This concludes the proof.

C Concentration Analysis

This section is devoted to proving the concentration result Proposition 4. Throughout this section, we will use Y to denote the random variable |Z|^2 + σϵ, where Z ∼ CN (0, 1) and ϵ ∼ N (0, 1). Hence, for any f : R → R, Ef(Y ) = Ef(|Z|^2 + σϵ). We also recall the Ê notation, for any real valued function f on R:

Ê f(Y )^Δ= 1 m m∑ i=1 f(y_i), where y_1, y_2 . . . , y_m are the observations in the phase retrieval problem. The main intuition behind all of the results in this section is that the empirical measure of the measurements converges to the law of Y . Hence for a large class test functions f, Ê f(Y ) ≈ Ef(Y ). This intuition is made rigorous in terms of a general Weak Law of Large Numbers (WLLN) and a Uniform WLLN (ULLN) for the empirical measure of the measurements in Section C.1. We then use these general results to prove Proposition 4 in Section C.2.

C.1 A General Uniform Weak Law of Large Numbers

The following proposition establishes a weak law of large numbers (WLLN) for empirical averages of measurements y_1, y_2 . . . y_m in the phase retrieval model.

Proposition 7 (A WLLN). Let y_1, y_2 . . . y_m be the m measurements from the Phase Retrieval model. Let f : R → R satisfy the local lipchitz assumption: |f(a) − f(b)| ≤ L · (1 + |a|^k + |b|^k) · |a − b|, for some L > 0, k ∈ N. Then we have, 1 m m∑ i=1 f(y_i)^P→ Ef(|Z|^2 + σϵ). In the above display, Z, ϵ are independent r.v.s with the distributions: Z ∼ CN (0, 1) , ϵ ∼ N (0, 1).

Proof. Recall that in the phase retrieval model, we have,

(y_1, y_2 . . . y_m)^d= ( m|g_1|^2 ‖g‖^2 + σϵ_1, m|g_2|^2 ‖g‖^2 + σϵ_2 . . . m|g_m|^2 ‖g‖^2 + σϵ_m ) . In the above display g and ϵ are independent with g ∼ CN (0, I_m) and ϵ ∼ N (0, I_m). To obtain the claim of the proposition we write, 1 m m∑ i=1 f(y_i) − Ef(|Z|^2 + σϵ)^d= 1 m m∑ i=1 f ( m|g_i|^2 ‖g‖^2 + σϵ_i ) − Ef(|Z|^2 + σϵ) = (1) + (2).

where the terms (1), (2) are defined below:

(1)^Δ= ( 1 m m∑ i=1 f ( m|g_i|^2 ‖g‖^2 + σϵ_i ) − 1 m m∑ i=1 f ( |g_i|^2 + σϵ_i ) ) ,

(2)^Δ= ( 1 m m∑ i=1 f ( |g_i|^2 + σϵ_i ) − Ef(|Z|^2 + σϵ) ) . Note that,

(2)^P→ 0,

by WLLN for sums of i.i.d. random variables. On the other hand, by the local lipchitz assumption on f: (1) ≤ L · ( m ‖g‖^2 − 1 ) · 1 m m∑ i=1 |g_i|^2 ( 1 + m^k|g_i|^{2k} ‖g‖^{2k} + |g_i|^{2k} )

= L · ( m ‖g‖^2 − 1 ) · ( 1 m m∑ i=1 |g_i|^2 + (( m ‖g‖^2 )_k + 1 ) 1 m m∑ i=1 |g_i|^{2k+2} ) (C.1)

By WLLN and continuous mapping theorem: m ‖g‖^2 − 1^P→ 0 1 m m∑ i=1 |g_i|^{2 P}→ E|Z|^2 < ∞, (( m ‖g‖^2 )_k + 1 ) · 1 m m∑ i=1 |g_i|^{2k+2 P}→ ( 1 (E|Z|^2 )^k + 1 ) · E|Z|^{2k+2} < ∞.

Hence (1)^P→ 0. This proves the claim of the proposition.

The following proposition proves a Uniform Law of Large Numbers (ULLN) for empirical averages of the measurements y_1, y_2 . . . y_m using some results from empirical process theory [40].

Proposition 8 (A Uniform Law of Large Numbers). Let F_T be a collection of functions f_t : R → R indexed by a parameter t which takes values in the set T , a bounded subset of R^k . Suppose that the collection F_T satisfies the following lipchitz conditions: Lipchitz in parameter: |f_t(y) − f_s(y)| ≤ L · ‖t − s‖ · (1 + |y|^l) ∀ t, s ∈ T, y ∈ R, Lipchitz in argument: |f_t(y) − f_t(y^′)| ≤ L · |y − y^′| · (|y|^l + |y^′|^l + 1) ∀ t ∈ T, y, y^′ ∈ R.

for some L > 0, l ∈ N. Then we have, sup_{t∈T} ( 1 m m∑ i=1 f_t(y_i) − Ef_t (|Z|^2 + σϵ) ) P→ 0. Proof. As in the proof of Proposition 7, we have the decomposition: 1 m m∑ i=1 f(y_i) − Ef(|Z|^2 + σϵ) = (1) + (2).

where,

(1)^Δ= ( 1 m m∑ i=1 f_t ( m|g_i|^2 ‖g‖^2 + σϵ_i ) − 1 m m∑ i=1 f_t ( |g_i|^2 + σϵ_i ) ) ,

(2)^Δ= ( 1 m m∑ i=1 f_t ( |g_i|^2 + σϵ_i ) − Ef_t (|Z|^2 + σϵ) ) . The analysis (1) is exactly the same as in Proposition 7. The upper bound in (C.1) holds uniformly over T and hence,

sup_{t∈T} (1)^P→ 0.

For the term (2), we appeal to standard empirical process theory results from Van der Vaart and Wellner [40]. By Theorem 2.7.11 of Van der Vaart and Wellner [40], the function class F_T has bounded bracketting number. Consequently, by Theorem 2.4.1 of Van der Vaart and Wellner [40], F_T is Glivenko-Cantelli, that is, sup_{t∈T} (2)^P→ 0.

This concludes the proof of the proposition.

Next we will apply the ULLN of Proposition 8 to obtain uniform convergence of empirical averages of the log-normalizing constants and moments of the Tilted Exponential and Wishart distributions. In particular, we recall the definitions:

ln Z_{TExp} (λ, y)^Δ= ln E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λE} ψ_σ(y − E), ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y)^Δ= ln E_{g∼CN (0,I2)}e^{λ(|g1|2+|g2 |2)+ϕRe(g1ḡ2 )}ψ_σ (y − |g_1|^2)ψ_σ (y − |g_2|^2).

For any a, b, c, d ∈ N we also define the moments of the tilted exponential and wishart distributions:

μ^{(a)}_{TExp} (λ, y)^Δ= ET^j , T ∼ TExp (λ, y) μ^{(a,b,c,d)} TExp (λ, ϕ, y) Δ= ES^a_{11} Re(S_{12})^bIm(S_{12})^cS^d_{22}, S ∼ TWis (λ, ϕ, y) .

Recalling the Definitions 1 and 2, we have,

μ^{(a)}_{TExp} (λ, y) =

E_{E∼Exp(1)}E^ae^{λE} ψ_σ (y − E) E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λE} ψ_σ (y − E) , μ^{(a,b,c,d)} TExp (λ, ϕ, y) =

E_{g∼CN (0,I2)}|g_1|^{2a}Re(g_1ḡ_2)^bIm(g_1ḡ_2)^c|g_2|^{2d}e^{λ(|g1|2+|g2 |2)+ϕRe(g1ḡ2 )}ψ_σ (y − |g_1|^2)ψ_σ (y − |g_2|^2) E_{g∼CN (0,I2)}e^{λ(|g1|2+|g2 |2)+ϕRe(g1ḡ2 )}ψ_σ (y − |g_1|^2)ψ_σ (y − |g_2|^2) . The following corollary applies the obtained ULLN to the above functions to obtain uniform convergence for these functions.

Corollary 4 (Uniform Convergence of Log-Normalizing Constants and Moments). For any R > 0 and a, b, c, d ∈ N, we have, 1) sup_{|λ|≤R} ( 1 m m∑ i=1 ln Z_{TExp} (λ, y_i) − E_{Z,ϵ} ln Z_{TExp} ( λ, |Z|^2 + σϵ ) ) P→ 0,

2) sup |λ|+|ϕ|≤R ( 1 m m∑ i=1 ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y_i) − E_{Z,ϵ} ln Z_{TWis} ( λ, ϕ, |Z|^2 + σϵ ) ) P→ 0,

3) sup_{|λ|≤R} ( 1 m m∑ i=1 μ^{(a)}_{TExp} (λ, y_i) − E_{Z,ϵ} μ^{(a)}_{TExp} ( λ, |Z|^2 + σϵ ) ) P→ 0,

4) sup |λ|+|ϕ|≤R ( 1 m m∑ i=1 μ^{(a,b,c,d)} TExp (λ, ϕ, yi) − E Z,ϵ μ ((a,b,c,d)) TExp ( λ, ϕ, |Z|^2 + σϵ ) ) P→ 0. Proof. In order to prove the corollary, we just need to verify the lipchitz conditions in Proposition 8. In order to do so, we observe that, ∂ ∂y ln Z_{TExp} (λ, ϕ) = μ^{(1)}_{TExp} (λ, y) − y σ^2 , ∂ ∂λ ln Z_{TExp} (λ, ϕ) = μ^{(1)}_{TExp} (λ, y) .

The moments of the Tilted Exponential distribution are bounded in Lemma 14. Using this we obtain, max |λ|≤R | | | ∂ ∂y ln Z_{TExp} (λ, y) | | | ≤ C(R + |y|), max_{|λ|≤R} | | | ∂ ∂λ ln Z_{TExp} (λ, y) | | | ≤ C(R + |y|). Integrating these derivative bounds gives us the following lipchitz estimates: |ln Z_{TExp} (λ, y) − ln Z_{TExp} (λ, y^′)| ≤ C · (R + |y| + |y^′|) · |y − y^′| ∀ |λ| ≤ R, y, y^′ ∈ R, |ln Z_{TExp} (λ, y) − ln Z_{TExp} (λ^′, y)| ≤ C · (R + |y|) · |λ − λ^′| ∀ |λ| ≤ R, |λ^′| ≤ R, y ∈ R, which verifies the assumptions of Proposition 8 and hence (1) follows. Likewise the uniform convergence in (3) follows from the observation: ∂ ∂y μ^{(a)}_{TExp} (λ, y) = μ^{(a+1)} TExp (λ, y) − μ (a) TExp (λ, y) μ (1) TExp (λ, y)

σ^2 , ∂ ∂λ μ^{(a)}_{TExp} (λ, y) = μ^{(a+1)}_{TExp} (λ, y) − μ^{(a)}_{TExp} (λ, y) μ^{(1)}_{TExp} (λ, y) .

The proofs of (2) and (4) are analogous and rely on moment bounds for the tilted wishart distribution given in Lemma 15.

C.2 Proof of Proposition 4

We now present the proof of Proposition 4.

Proof. Since polynomial functions are locally lipchitz, the claim (1) follows from the WLLN proved in Proposition 7. Item (2) is a special case of Corollary 4. The proofs of items (3-4) is very similar to (and easier) items (5-6) and is omitted. Hence we focus on proving claims 5-8. Define the concave (in λ, ϕ) potential functions:

V_2(λ, ϕ; q)^Δ= 2λ + ϕq − E_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) , V̂_2(λ, ϕ; q)^Δ= 2λ + ϕq − Ê_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) .

The potential functions are important because:

(λ_2(q; σ), ϕ(q; σ)) = arg max_{λ,ϕ∈R} V_2(λ, ϕ; q), Ξ_2(q; σ) = max_{λ,ϕ∈R} V_2(λ, ϕ; q).

And likewise, (λ̂_2(q; σ), ϕ̂(q; σ)) = arg max_{λ,ϕ∈R}V̂_2(λ, ϕ; q), Ξ̂_2(q; σ) = max_{λ,ϕ∈R}V̂_2(λ, ϕ; q).

The proof of this proposition relies on coercivity estimates for the above potential functions which have been proved in Appendix G.

For the ease of notation, in this proof we will short hand Ξ_2(q; σ), Ξ̂_2(q; σ), λ_2(q; σ), λ̂_2(q; σ), ϕ(q; σ) and ϕ̂(q; σ) as Ξ_2(q), Ξ̂_2(q), λ_2(q), λ̂_2(q), ϕ(q) and ϕ̂(q), omitting the dependence on σ. We consider each of the claims (5-8) one by one:

5. In Proposition 10 (Appendix G), we have shown that the solutions to the variation problems lie in the compact intervals: |λ_2(q)| + |ϕ(q)| ≤ C ( 1 + q + 1 1 − q ) · (E|Y |^2 + 1), |λ̂_2(q)| + |ϕ̂(q)| ≤ C ( 1 + q + 1 1 − q ) · (Ê |Y |^2 + 1)

On the other hand we know from Proposition 7 that, Ê Y^{2 P}→ EY^2 < ∞.

Consequently, we can find constant R that depends only on η, σ such that, max 0≤q≤1−η |λ_2(q)| + |ϕ(q)| ≤ R, P ( max 0≤q≤1−η |λ̂_2(q)| + |ϕ̂(q)| > R ) → 0. For instance taking R as: R = C ( 2 + 1 1 − η ) (2 + EY^2),

is sufficient. This proves item (5) of the proposition. 6. We upper bound Ξ_2(q) − Ξ̂_2(q) and Ξ̂_2(q) − Ξ_2(q) separately:

Ξ_2(q) − Ξ̂_2(q) = V_2(λ_2(q), ϕ(q); q) − V̂ (λ̂_2(q), ϕ̂(q); q) = V_2(λ_2(q), ϕ(q); q) − V̂_2(λ_2(q), ϕ(q); q) + V̂_2(λ_2(q), ϕ(q); q) − V̂_2(λ̂_2(q), ϕ̂(q); q) ≤0 ≤ V_2(λ_2(q), ϕ(q); q) − V̂_2(λ_2(q), ϕ(q); q) ≤ sup q∈[0,1−η],|λ|+|ϕ|≤R |V_2(λ, ϕ; q) − V̂_2(λ, ϕ; q)|.

Analogously, we can obtain Ξ̂_2(q) − Ξ_2(q) ≤ sup_{q∈[0,1−η],|λ|+|ϕ|≤R} |V_2(λ, ϕ; q) − V̂_2(λ, ϕ; q)|. Consequently we have, sup q∈[0,1−η] |Ξ_2(q) − Ξ̂_2(q)| ≤ sup q∈[0,1−η],λ,ϕ∈R |V_2(λ, ϕ; q) − V̂_2(λ, ϕ; q)| = sup λ,ϕ:|λ|+|ϕ|≤R | |E_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) − Ê_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) | | P→ 0. In the last step we appealed to Corollary 4. This concludes the proof of item (6).

7. For the purpose of demonstrating convergence in probability it is sufficient to restrict ourselves to the event: max 0≤q≤1−η |λ̂_2(q)| + |ϕ̂(q)| ≤ R, since this event occurs with probability tending to 1. Proposition 10 shows that the function E_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) is strongly convex on compact intervals. Hence for some universal constant C < ∞, we have,

V_2(λ, ϕ; q) ≤ V_2(λ_2(q), ϕ(q); q) − 1 C · (|λ − λ_2(q)|^2 + |ϕ − ϕ(q)|^2) ∀λ, ϕ : |λ| + |ϕ| ≤ R, ∀q ∈ [0, 1 − η]. Applying the strong convexity estimate to λ = λ̂_2(q), ϕ = ϕ̂(q) gives us: |λ̂_2(q) − λ_2(q)|^2 + |ϕ̂(q) − ϕ(q)|^2 ≤ C(V_2(λ_2(q), ϕ(q); q) − V_2(λ̂_2(q), ϕ̂(q); q)) = C · ((1) + (2) + (3)) .

In the above display, we defined the terms (1), (2) and (3) as: (1) = V_2(λ_2(q), ϕ(q); q) − V̂_2(λ_2(q), ϕ(q); q), (2) = V̂_2(λ_2(q), ϕ(q); q) − V̂_2(λ̂_2(q), ϕ̂(q); q), (3) = V̂_2(λ̂_2(q), ϕ̂(q); q) − V_2(λ̂_2(q), ϕ̂(q); q).

Since (λ̂_2(q), ϕ̂(q)) maximizes V̂_2(λ, ϕ; q), we have, (2) ≤ 0.

On the other hand, both (1) and (2) can be bounded by:

(1) ≤ sup λ,ϕ:|λ|+|ϕ|≤R,q∈[0,1−η] | |V_2(λ, ϕ; q) − V̂_2(λ, ϕ; q) | | ,

(2) ≤ sup λ,ϕ:|λ|+|ϕ|≤R,q∈[0,1−η] | | |V2(λ, ϕ; q) − V̂2(λ, ϕ; q) | | | . Hence we have obtained,

|λ̂_2(q) − λ_2(q)|^2 + |ϕ̂(q) − ϕ(q)|^2 ≤ 2C · sup λ,ϕ:|λ|+|ϕ|≤R,q∈[0,1−η] | | |V2(λ, ϕ; q) − V̂2(λ, ϕ; q) | | | . Corollary 4 gives us the uniform convergence: sup λ,ϕ:|λ|+|ϕ|≤R,q∈[0,1−η] | | |V2(λ, ϕ; q) − V̂2(λ, ϕ; q) | | | = sup λ,ϕ:|λ|+|ϕ|≤R | | |E Y ln ZTWis (λ, ϕ, Y ) − Ê Y ln ZTWis (λ, ϕ, Y ) | | |^P→ 0.

Hence we obtain, sup q∈[0,1−η] |λ̂_2(q) − λ_2(q)|^2 + |ϕ̂(q) − ϕ(q)|^{2 P}→ 0.

This shows claim (7) of the proposition.

8. A simple computation shows that:

d^2Ξ_2(q) dq^2 − d^2Ξ̂_2(q)

dq^2

= e^H_2 ( ∇^2_{λ,ϕ}V_2(λ_2(q), ϕ(q); q)^{−1} − ∇^2_{λ,ϕ}V̂_2(λ̂_2(q), ϕ̂(q); q)^{−1} ) e_2.

Hence, sup q∈[0,1−η] | | | | d^2Ξ_2(q) dq^2 − d^2Ξ̂_2(q)

dq^2 | | | | ≤ sup q∈[0,1−η] ‖ ‖ ‖∇^2_{λ,ϕ}V2(λ2(q), ϕ(q); q)^{−1} − ∇^2_{λ,ϕ}V̂2(λ̂2(q), ϕ̂(q); q)^{−1} ‖ ‖ ‖ Hence it is sufficient to show that, sup q∈[0,1−η] ‖ ‖ ‖∇^2_{λ,ϕ}V2(λ2(q), ϕ(q); q)^{−1} − ∇^2_{λ,ϕ}V̂2(λ̂2(q), ϕ̂(q); q)^{−1} ‖ ‖ ‖^P→ 0.

By triangle inequality, we can write, sup q∈[0,1−η] ‖ ‖∇^2V̂2(λ̂2(q), ϕ̂(q); q) − ∇^2 V2(λ2(q), ϕ(q); q) ‖ ‖ ≤ (1) + (2),

where we define the terms (1) and (2) as:

(1)^Δ= sup q∈[0,1−η] ‖ ‖ ‖∇^2V̂2(λ̂2(q), ϕ̂(q); q) − ∇^2 V2(λ̂2(q), ϕ̂(q); q) ‖ ‖ ‖ , (2)^Δ= sup q∈[0,1−η] ‖ ‖ ‖∇^2V2(λ̂2(q), ϕ̂(q); q) − ∇^2 V2(λ2(q), ϕ(q); q) ‖ ‖ ‖ . We control the first term as follows:

(1) ≤ sup q∈[0,1−η],λ,ϕ:|λ|+|ϕ|≤R ‖ ‖ ‖∇^2V̂2(λ, ϕ; q) − ∇^2 V2(λ, ϕ; q) ‖ ‖ ‖ = sup λ,ϕ:|λ|+|ϕ|≤R ‖∇^2E_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) − ∇^2Ê_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) ‖

Noting that the entries of matrix ∇^2_{λ,ϕ} ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) are moments of the Tilted Wishart distribution and appealing to Corollary 4 gives us the uniform convergence:

(1) ≤ sup q∈[0,1−η],λ,ϕ:|λ|+|ϕ|≤R ‖ ‖ ‖∇^2V̂2(λ, ϕ; q) − ∇^2 V2(λ, ϕ; q) ‖ ‖ ‖^P→ 0. (C.2)

To control the second term, we first note that ∇^2V_2(λ, ϕ; q) is independent of q. It is also easy to check that it is locally lipchitz of λ, ϕ, consequently we have the estimate, ‖ ‖ ‖∇^2V2(λ̂2(q), ϕ̂(q); q) − ∇^2 V2(λ2(q), ϕ(q); q) ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ C ( |λ_2(q) − λ̂_2(q)| + |ϕ(q) − ϕ̂(q)| ) , for some constant C depending only on R (in particular, C does not depend on q). Combining this with the conclusion obtained in item (4) of the lemma gives us:

(2)^P→ 0.

Hence we have, sup q∈[0,1−η] ‖ ‖∇_2V̂_2(λ̂_2(q), ϕ̂(q); q) − ∇_2 V_2(λ_2(q), ϕ(q); q) ‖ ‖ P→ 0. (C.3)

In order to obtain the analogous result for the inverse-hessian, we note that by Proposition 10, V_2(λ, ϕ; q) is strongly concave on compact sets. Furthermore, ∇^2V_2(λ, ϕ; q) does not depend on q. Hence we have,

λ_{max}(∇^2V_2(λ, ϕ; q)) ≤ − 1 C , ∀|λ| + |ϕ| ≤ R, ∀q, for a large enough universal constant C. Recalling the uniform convergence in (C.2), we have, P ( max λ,ϕ:|λ|+|ϕ|≤R λ_{max}(∇^2V̂_2(λ, ϕ; q)) ≤ − 1 2C ) → 1. Since both V, V̂ are concave functions (c.f. Proposition 10), we have, sup q∈[0,1−η] ‖∇^2V_2(λ_2(q), ϕ(q); q)^{−1}‖_{op} = O(1), sup_{q∈[0,1−η]} ‖∇^2V̂_2(λ̂_2(q), ϕ̂(q); q)^{−1}‖_{op} = O_P (1). (C.4)

Wedin [44] has shown the following perturbation bounds for matrix inverse for any two invertible matrices A, B: ‖A^{−1} − B^{−1}‖ ≤ √ 2 · max(‖A^{−1}‖_{op}, ‖B^{−1}‖_{op}) · ‖A − B‖. Combining the tightness result in (C.4) and the uniform convergence of hessians (see (C.2)) gives us, sup q∈[0,1−η] ‖∇^2V_2(λ_2(q), ϕ(q); q)^{−1} − ∇^2V̂_2(λ̂_2(q), ϕ̂(q); q)^{−1}‖^P→ 0.

This concludes the proof of item (8).

D Proof of Proposition 5

Recall that we had introduced the following functions:

F(q; δ, Δ, σ) = Ξ_2(q; σ) − 2Ξ_1(σ) + ( 1 − 1 δ ) ln(1 − q^2) + Δ ln ( 1 − q^2 2 )

F̂(q; δ, Δ, σ) = Ξ̂_2(q; σ) − 2Ξ̂_1(σ) + ( 1 − 1 δ ) ln(1 − q^2) + Δ ln ( 1 − q^2 2 ) , where,

Ξ_2(q; σ)^Δ= max_{(λ,ϕ)∈R} (2λ + ϕq − E_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y )) ,

Ξ̂_2(q; σ)^Δ= max_{(λ,ϕ)∈R} ( 2λ + ϕq − Ê_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) ) , Ξ_1(σ)^Δ= max_{λ∈R} ( λ − E_Y ln E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λE} ψ_σ (E − Y ) ) , Ξ̂_1(σ)^Δ= max_{λ∈R} ( λ − E_Y ln Ê_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λE} ψ_σ (E − Y ) ) . Consider any δ that satisfies the assumptions of Proposition 5: F(0; δ, Δ, σ) < F(q; δ, Δ, σ) ∀ q ∈ (0, 1), (D.1) and,

d^2F dq^2

(0; δ, Δ, σ) > 0. (D.2)

In Lemmas 1 and 2, we showed that,

I (y, z; A, W ) ≤ 2 n − 1 E_y ∫_1 0 U ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ]) ·^{q(1−q2 )n−2} (1−q^2 /2)^{Δm} dq

L^2(y, 1) · 1_{Em} + C · m · √ P(E^c_m). (D.3)

We will set E_m as:

E_m = E^{(1)}_m (L) ∩ E^{(2)}_m (R, η) ∩ E^{(3)}_m (R, η) ∩ E^{(4)}_m (η) ∩ E^{(5)}_m (η, ϵ_2) ∩ E^{(6)}_m (R, ϵ_2) (D.4) where:

E^{(1)}_m (L) = { y : 1 + Ê Y^{40} ≤ L } , (D.5)

E^{(2)}_m (R, η) = { y : sup_{|λ|≤R} | |Ê σ^2_{TExp} (λ, Y ) − Eσ^2_{TExp} (λ, Y ) | | ≤ η } , (D.6)

E^{(3)}_m (R, η) = { y : sup |λ|+|ϕ|≤R ‖ ‖Ê Σ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) − EΣ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) ‖ ‖ ≤ η } , (D.7)

E^{(4)}_m (η) = { y : sup_{q≤1/2} | | | | d^2 dq^2 F(q; δ, Δ, σ) − d^2 dq^2 F̂(q; δ, Δ, σ) | | | | ≤ η } , (D.8)

E^{(5)}_m (η, ϵ_2) = { y : |Ξ_1(σ) − Ξ̂_1(σ)| ≤ η, sup_{q∈[0,1−ϵ2]} |Ξ_2(q; σ) − Ξ̂_2(q; σ)| ≤ η } , (D.9)

E^{(6)}_m (R, ϵ_2) = { y : |λ̂_1(σ)| ≤ R, sup_{q∈[0,1−ϵ2]} |λ̂_2(q; σ)| + |ϕ̂(q; σ)| ≤ R } . (D.10)

In the above display L, R, η, ϵ_2 are parameters which will be set appropriately later. Recall that the notation Ê is used to denote empirical averages:

Ê f(Y ) = 1 m m∑ i=1 f(y_i), and the notation Ef(Y ) = E_{Z,ϵ} f(|Z|^2 + σϵ) where Z ∼ CN (0, 1) , ϵ ∼ N (0, 1). Recall the upper bound in (D.3). Our goal in this section is to show I (y, z; A, W ) = o(m). Towards this goal, the remainder of this section is organized as follows:

1. In Lemma 6 we show that P(E^c_m) = o(1).

2. In Lemmas 7 and 8 we show that under the event E_m, the assumptions of Corollary 1 and 2 are met, and hence we can use them to obtain an upper bound on U and a lower bound on L .

3. Finally the proof of Proposition 5 is restated and proved.

Lemma 6 (Analysis of P(E_m)). For any ϵ_2 ∈ (0, 1), there exists a critical value R_c(ϵ_2) such that, for any L > 1 + EY^{40}, any R > R_c(ϵ_2) and any η > 0, we have, for the event, E_m = E^{(1)}_m (L) ∩ E^{(2)}_m (R, η) ∩ E^{(3)}_m (R, η) ∩ E^{(4)}_m (η) ∩ E^{(5)}_m (η, ϵ_2) ∩ E^{(6)}_m (R, ϵ_2), P(E_m) → 1. Proof. This lemma is essentially a consequence of the concentration analysis in Proposition 4. By claim (1) of Proposition 7 we know that, Ê Y^{40 P}→ EY^{40} < ∞.

Consequently any L > EY^{40} we have, P(E^{(1)}_m (L)) → 1.

For any ϵ_2 > 0. Claims (3) and (5) of Proposition 4 guarantee the existence of R_c(ϵ_2) such that, P(E^{(6)}_m (R, ϵ_2)) → 0, ∀ R > R_c(ϵ_2), ∀ ϵ_2 > 0.

Claim (2) of Proposition 4 gives for any R ∈ (0, ∞), η > 0,

P(E^{(2)}_m (R, η)) → 1, E^{(3)}_m (R, η) → 1.

Like wise Claim (4) and (6) 4 guarantee for any ϵ_2 ∈ (0, 1) and in η > 0, we have, P(E^{(5)}_m (η, ϵ_2)) → 1. Finally we observe that: | | | d^2 dq^2 F(q; δ, Δ, σ) − d^2 dq^2 F̂(q; δ, Δ, σ) | | | = | | | d^2 dq^2

Ξ_2(q; σ) − d^2 dq^2

Ξ_2(q; σ) | | | , Hence Claim (8) of Proposition 4 shows that for any η > 0, we have,P(E^{(4)}_n (η)) → 1. Finally a union bound gives us the claim P(E_m) → 1.

Lemma 7 (A Lower Bound on L ). For any R, L ∈ (0, ∞), there exists a critical value of η denoted by η_1(R) depending only on R such that for any η < η_1(R), ϵ_2 > 0 on the event E^{(1)}_m (L) ∩ E^{(6)}_m (R, ϵ_2) ∩ E^{(2)}_m (R, η) ∩ E^{(6)}m (R, ϵ_2), we have the lower bound, L (y, 1) ≥ 1 C(L, R) e^{−m·Ξ̂1} , ∀m ≥ M(L, R). (D.11) where C(L, R), M(L, R) are large enough, finite constants depending only on L, R.

Proof. Recall that from Corollary 1, we obtained the lower bound: L (y, 1) ≥ 1 2 √ K exp ( −m max_{λ∈R} ( λ − Ê_Y ln E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λE} ψ_σ (E − Y ) )) = 1 2 √ K e^{−mΞ̂1} , ∀m ≥ M(K). provided we can verify:

• Ê (|Y | + |Y |^2 + |Y |^3) ≤ K: This can be ensured by taking K ≥ 3L and observing that under event E^{(1)}_m (L) we have 1 + Ê Y^{40} ≤ L.

• λ̂ which is the solution of the variational problem:

λ̂ = arg max_{λ∈R} ( λ − Ê_Y ln E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λE} ψ_σ (E − Y ) ) , lies in a compact set |λ̂_1(σ)| ≤ K. Taking K ≥ R guarantees this under the event E^{(6)}_m (R, ϵ_2).

• Finally we need to check: 1 K ≤ Ê σ^2_{TExp} ( λ̂, Y ) ≤ K, (D.12)

for some value of K. Note that event E^{(6)}_m (R, ϵ_2), guarantees |λ̂_1(σ)| ≤ R. The function λ → Eσ^2_{TExp} (λ, Y ) is strictly positive and finite on compact sets, that is:

0 < min_{|λ|≤R} Eσ^2_{TExp} (λ, Y ) ≤ max_{|λ|≤R} Eσ^2_{TExp} (λ, Y ) < ∞.

This can be checked by observing λ → Eσ^2_{TExp} (λ, Y ) is continuous and if Eσ^2_{TExp} (λ, Y ) = 0 for some λ then, σ^2_{TExp} (λ, Y )^{a.s.}= 0. This is clearly not possible since TExp (λ, y) is not deterministic for any finite λ, y. Hence there exists a constant depending only on R such that, 1 C_1(R)

≤ Eσ^2_{TExp} ( λ̂, Y ) ≤ C_1(R). The event E^{(2)}_m (R, η) guarantees: sup |λ|≤R | | |Ê σ^2_{TExp} (λ, Y ) − Eσ^2_{TExp} (λ, Y ) | | | ≤ η.

Since |λ̂_1(σ)| ≤ R, the above error bound holds for λ = λ̂_1(σ). Taking η ≤ (2C_1(R))^{−1} guarantees: 1 2C_1(R)

≤ Ê σ^2_{TExp} ( λ̂_1(σ), Y ) ≤ C_2(R) + 1 C_2(R) . This verifies (D.12) for a suitable K.

Hence, all the requirements of Proposition 9 are satisfied which gives us the claim of the lemma.

Lemma 8 (An Upper Bound on U ). We have the following upper bounds on U :

1. Unconditional Upper Bound: For any y ∈ R^m , for any q ∈ [0, 1), we have, U ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ]) ≤ e^{CU ·m}, for a universal constant C_U which depends only on the noise level σ.

2. For any R, L ∈ (0, ∞), there exists a critical value of η denoted by η_2(R) depending only on R such that for any η < η_2(R), ϵ_2 > 0, we have the upper bound, U ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ]) ≤ C(L, R) · e^{−mΞ̂2(q)} m^2 · (1 − q^2)^{m−2}

∀ q ∈ [0, 1 − ϵ_2], ∀ y ∈ E^{(1)}_m (L) ∩ E^{(3)}_m (R, η) ∩ E^{(6)}_m (R, ϵ_2).

In the above display, C(L, R) is a constant depending only on the choice of L, R. Proof. 1. We recall the definition of U :

U (y, Q)^Δ= E [_m ∏ i=1 ψ_σ(y_i − m|G_{1i}|^2)ψ_σ (y_i − m|G_{2i}|^2) | | |G^HG = Q ] . Observing that, ψ_σ(x) ≤ (2πσ^2)^{−1/2}, we obtain, ∀y ∈ R^m , ∀q ∈ (0, 1), U ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ]) ≤ e^{CU ·m}, for a universal constant C_U < ∞ that depends only on σ.

2. Recall that Corollary 2 shows, U ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ]) ≤ C(K)e^{−mΞ̂2(q)} m^2 · (1 − q^2)^{m−2} . provided we can show:

• Ê Y^{40} ≤ K. This is true under the event E^{(1)}_m (L) if we choose K ≥ L.

• The minimizing arguments (λ̂_2(q; σ), ϕ̂(q; σ)) satisfy |λ̂_2(q; σ)|+|ϕ̂(q; σ)| ≤ K for any q ∈ [0, 1−ϵ_2].

This is guaranteed by the event E^{(6)}_m (R, ϵ_2) if K ≥ R. • Finally, we need to check: 1 K ≤ λ_{min} ( Ê Σ_{TWis} ( λ̂, ϕ̂, Y )) ≤ λ_{max} ( Ê Σ_{TWis} ( λ̂, ϕ̂, Y )) ≤ K. (D.13)

The event E^{(6)}_m (R, ϵ_2) guarantees |λ̂_2(q; σ)| + |ϕ̂(q; σ)| ≤ R, ∀ q ∈ [0, 1 − ϵ_2]. The matrix function (λ, ϕ) → EΣ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) is:

(a) Bounded on the compact set |λ| + |ϕ| ≤ R. Indeed:

‖EΣ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) ‖ ≤ E‖Σ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) ‖^{(a)}≤ C(1 + |λ|^2 + |ϕ|^2 + EY^2) ≤ C(1 + R^2).

In the inequality marked (a), we used the moment bounds for the tilted Wishart distribution derived in Claim (4) of Lemma 15.

(b) Strictly positive definite on the compact set |λ| + |ϕ| ≤ R. To see this we note that if λ_{min}(EΣ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y )) = 0 for some λ, ϕ then since

λ_{min}(EΣ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y )) ≥ Eλ_{min} (Σ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y )),

we have λ_{min}(Σ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y )) = 0 almost surely (with respect to the distribution of Y ). This contradicts Claim (6) of Lemma 15.

Hence, there exists a positive and finite constant C_2(R) depending only on R such that, 1 C_2(R)

≤ λ_{min} ( EΣ_{TWis} ( λ̂, ϕ̂, Y )) ≤ λ_{max} ( EΣ_{TWis} ( λ̂, ϕ̂, Y )) ≤ C_2(R). The event E^{(3)}_m (R, η) guarantees: | | |λmin ( EΣ_{TWis} ( λ̂, ϕ̂, Y )) − λ_{min} ( Ê Σ_{TWis} ( λ̂, ϕ, Y ))| | ≤ η, | |λmax (EΣTWis (λ, ϕ, Y )) − λmax ( Ê Σ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) )| | ≤ η. Choosing η ≤ (2C_2(R))^{−1}, we have, 1 2C_2(R)

≤ λ_{min} ( Ê Σ_{TWis} ( λ̂, ϕ̂, Y )) ≤ λ_{max} ( Ê Σ_{TWis} ( λ̂, ϕ̂, Y )) ≤ C_2(R) + 1 2C_2(R) , which verifies (D.13) for a suitable K.

Hence all the assumptions of Corollary 2 have been verified, which gives us the claim in item (2) of the lemma.

Finally we restate and prove Proposition 5.

Proposition 5. Suppose that δ, Δ, σ are such that F(q; δ, Δ, σ) > F(0; δ, Δ, σ) = 0 ∀ q ∈ (0, 1) and

d^2F dq^2 (0; δ, Δ, σ) > 0. Then, I (y, z; A, W ) = o(m).

Proof. In Lemmas 1 and 2, we showed that,

I (y, z; A, W ) ≤ 1 n − 1 E_y ∫_1 0 U ( y, [ 1 √ b √ b 1 ]) ·^{(1−b)n−2} (1−b/2)^{Δm} db

L^2(y, 1) · 1_{Em} + C · m · √ P(E^c_m)

= 2 n − 1 E_y ∫_1 0 U ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ]) ·^{q(1−q2 )n−2} (1−q^2 /2)^{Δm} dq

L^2(y, 1) · 1_{Em} + C · m · √ P(E^c_m) (a) = (1) + (2) + (3) + C · m · √ P(E^c_m). (D.14)

In the step marked (a), we split the integral into three parts:

(1)^Δ= 2 n − 1 E_y ∫_1

1−ϵ_2 U ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ]) ·^{q(1−q2 )n−2} (1−q^2 /2)^{Δm} dq

L^2(y, 1) · 1_{Em} ,

(2)^Δ= 2 n − 1 E_y ∫_{1−ϵ2} ϵ_1 U ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ]) ·^{q(1−q2 )n−2} (1−q^2 /2)^{Δm} dq

L^2(y, 1) · 1_{Em} ,

(3)^Δ= 2 n − 1 E_y ∫_{ϵ1} 0 U ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ]) ·^{q(1−q2 )n−2} (1−q^2 /2)^{Δm} dq

L^2(y, 1) · 1_{Em} .

In the above display ϵ_1, ϵ_2 ∈ (0, 1) are parameters which will be set appropriately. We also recall that we had set:

E_m = E^{(1)}_m (L) ∩ E^{(2)}_m (R, η) ∩ E^{(3)}_m (R, η) ∩ E^{(4)}_m (η) ∩ E^{(5)}_m (η, ϵ_2) ∩ E^{(6)}_m (R, ϵ_2).

where the various events have been defined in Equations D.5. We now describe how to set the parameters L, R, η, ϵ_1, ϵ_2 so that each of the terms in (D.14) is o(m). We also draw the readers attention to the point that the parameter ϵ_2 used to define the cutoff points for the integrals (1) and (2) is same as the ϵ_2 in the definition of the event E^{(5)}_m (η, ϵ_2), E^{(6)}_m (R, ϵ_2). Notice also the same parameter R is involved in the definitions of the events E^{(2)}_m (R, η), E^{(3)}_m (R, η), E^{(6)}_m (R, ϵ_2). Analysis of (1): By Lemma 8, we know that, U ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ]) ≤ e^{CU ·m}. We next appeal to Lemma 7. We enforce the requirement η < η_1(R) (D.15) and obtain, L (y, 1) ≥ 1 C(L, R) · e^{−mΞ̂1} . The event E^{(5)}m (η, ϵ_2) guarantees that Ξ̂_1(σ) ≤ Ξ_1(σ) + η. By enforcing: η ≤ 1, (D.16)

we have Ξ̂_1(σ) ≤ Ξ_1(σ) + 1 which is an absolute constant (depending only on the noise level). Consequently, we have L (y, 1) ≥ C(L, R)^{−1} · e^{−CL ·m} for some universal constant C_L ∈ (0, ∞) depending only on the noise level. Hence we have, for min(n, m) ≥ 4

(1) ≤ 2 · C^2(L, R) · e^{(CU +2CL )·m} n − 1 · ∫_1 1−ϵ_2 (1 − q^2)^{n−2} dq ≤ 2 · C^2(L, R) n − 1 · e^{(CU +2CL )·m} · (1 − (1 − ϵ_2)^2)^{n2} ≤ 2 · C^2(L, R) n − 1 · e^{(CU +2CL )·m} · (2ϵ_2)^{n2} = 2 · C^2(L, R) n − 1 · exp ( m · ( C_U + 2C_L + ln(2) 2δ − ln^1_{ϵ2} 2δ ))

We set:

ϵ_2 = 1 2 · e^{−2δ(CU +2CL )} < 1, (D.17)

which gives us (1) = O(1/n) = o(1).

Analysis of P(E^c_m): As suggested by Lemma 6, we set L > E|Y |^{40}. For example, we can set L = 1 + EY^{40}.

We will also enforce the constraint R > R_c(ϵ_2) for example by setting R = R_c(ϵ_2) + 1 (note that ϵ_2 has been set in (D.17)). This ensures that P(E^c_m) = o(1). At this set we have set R, ϵ_2, L and we are still free to set η > 0, ϵ_1 ∈ (0, 1) arbitrarily subject to the requirements in (D.15)-(D.16).

Analysis of (2): We enforce:

η < min(η_1(R), η_2(R)) (D.18)

which is enough to satisfy the assumptions of Lemma 7 and item (2) of Lemma 8, which gives us, U ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ])

L^2(y, 1) ≤ C · e^{−m(Ξ̂2(q)−2Ξ̂1 )} m^2 · (1 − q^2)^{m−2}

∀ q ∈ [0, 1 − ϵ_2]. (D.19)

This allows us to upper bound the term (2) as follows:

(2)^Δ= 2 n − 1 E_y ∫_{1−ϵ2} ϵ_1 U ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ]) ·^{q(1−q2 )n−2} (1−q^2 /2)^{Δm} dq

L^2(y, 1) · 1_{Em}

≤ C (n − 1) · m^2 · E_y [∫_{1−ϵ2} ϵ_1 e^{−mF̂(q;δ,Δ,σ)} dq · 1_{Em} ]

Since event E^{(5)}_m (η, ϵ_2) guarantees |Ξ̂_1(σ) − Ξ_1(σ)| ≤ η, sup_{q∈[0,1−ϵ2]} |Ξ̂_2(q; σ) − Ξ_2(q; σ)| ≤ η, we have, |F̂(q; δ, Δ, σ) − F(q; δ, Δ, σ)| ≤ 3η ∀ q ∈ [0, 1 − ϵ_2]. Since δ < δ_c(σ^2, Δ) and ϵ_1 > 0, Recall that we have, inf_{q∈[ϵ1,1]} F(q; δ, Δ, σ) > 0 = F(0; δ, Δ, σ) (see (D.1)). Hence, we can enforce that η, ϵ_1 satisfy: η < 1 6 inf q∈[ϵ_1,1] F(q; δ, Δ, σ) (D.20)

This guarantees, for any q ∈ [ϵ_1, 1 − ϵ_2], F̂(q; δ, Δ, σ) ≥ F(q; δ, Δ, σ) − 3η ≥ inf_{q∈[ϵ} 1,1] F(q; δ, Δ, σ) − 3η ≥ 1 2 inf q∈[ϵ_1,1] F(q; δ, Δ, σ) > 0. Hence,

(2) ≤ C (n − 1) · m^2

· exp ( − m 2 · inf_{q∈[ϵ1,1]} F(q; δ, Δ, σ) ) = o(1).

Analysis of (3): We recall that Term (3) was given by:

(3) = 2 n − 1 E_y ∫_{ϵ1} 0 U ( y, [ 1 q q 1 ]) ·^{q(1−q2 )n−2} (1−q^2 /2)^{Δm} dq

L^2(y, 1) · 1_{Em} .

The upper bound in (D.19) applies to q ∈ [0, ϵ_1]. Hence we obtain,

(3) ≤ C (n − 1) · m^2 · E_y [∫_{ϵ1} 0 e^{−mF̂(q;δ,Δ,σ)} dq · 1_{Em} ]

Next we approximate F̂ by its taylors expansion at q = 0. First observe that, F̂(0; δ, Δ, σ) = 0 and, dF̂ dq (q; δ, Δ, σ) = ϕ̂(q; σ) − 2 ( 1 − 1 δ ) q 1 − q^2 − Δq 1 − q^2/2 =⇒ dF̂ dq (0; δ, Δ, σ) = 0.

We enforce the constraint η < 1 4 d^2F dq^2

(0; δ, Δ, σ). (D.21)

We set ϵ_1 ∈ (0, 1/2) which guarantees: | | | d^2F dq^2 (q; δ, Δ, σ) − d^2F dq^2 (0; δ, Δ, σ) | | | ≤ 1 2 d^2F dq^2 (0; δ, Δ, σ). (D.2) and the fact that F(·; δ, Δ, σ) has a continuous second derivative at q = 0 ensures this is possible. Hence we have,

d^2F dq^2 (q; δ, Δ, σ) > 2η, ∀ q < ϵ_1. The event E^{(4)}_m (η) guarantees: sup q∈[0,1/2] | | | | d^2F̂ dq^2 (q; δ, Δ, σ) − d^2F dq^2 (q; δ, Δ, σ) | | | | ≤ η =⇒ d^2F̂ dq^2 (q; δ, Δ, σ) > η, ∀ q < ϵ_1. Then by Taylor’s theorem, we have, ∀ q ∈ [0, ϵ_1), F̂(q; δ, Δ, σ) ≥ F̂(0; δ, Δ, σ) + d F̂ dq (0; δ, Δ, σ) · q + ( inf x∈[0,ϵ_1) d^2F̂ dq^2 (x; δ, Δ, σ) ) · q^2 2 ≥ ηq^2 2 . Hence we obtain,

(3) ≤ C (n − 1) · m^2 · ∫_{ϵ1} 0 e^{− ηq22 ·m} ≤ C (n − 1) · m^2

= o(1).

Finally we note that set η as,

η = min ( 1, η_1(R), η_2(R), 1 6 inf q∈[ϵ_1,1] F(q; δ, Δ, σ), 1 4 d^2F dq^2 (0; δ, Δ, σ) )

satisfies requirements in (D.15),(D.16),(D.18), (D.20) and (D.21) and also ensures η is a fixed positive constant.

This concludes the proof of the proposition.

E Proofs from Section 5

This section is devoted to proving Proposition 6. Recall that the function F(q; δ, Δ, σ) was defined as:

F(q; δ, Δ, σ)^Δ= Ξ_2(q; σ) − 2Ξ_1(σ) + ( 1 − 1 δ ) ln(1 − q^2) + Δ ln ( 1 − q^2 2 ) , where the functions, Ξ_1, Ξ_2 are defined as follows:

Ξ_2(q; σ)^Δ= max_{(λ,ϕ)∈R} (2λ + ϕq − E_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y )) ,

Ξ_1(σ)^Δ= max_{λ∈R} (λ − E_Y ln Z_{TExp} (λ, Y )) .

In the above display the random variable Y = |G|^2 + σϵ, where G ∼ CN (0, 1) and ϵ ∼ N (0, 1). Our goal is to identify conditions on (δ, Δ, σ) such that, F(q; δ, Δ, σ) > F(0; δ, Δ, σ) ∀ q ∈ (0, 1), d^2 dq^2 F(q; δ, Δ, σ) > 0. (E.1) We will not be able to solve this for a general σ > 0, but only for small enough σ since in the limit σ → 0, the variational problems in the definition of Ξ_2, Ξ_1 simplify considerably.

We first begin with a heuristic derivation of the zero noise limit of the functions Ξ_2(q; σ) and Ξ_1(σ). Recalling the definition of Z_{TExp} (λ, y) (Definition 1): ln Z_{TExp} (λ, Y ) = E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λE} ψ_σ (E − |G|^2 − σϵ) = e^{(λ−1)(|G|2+σϵ)}E_{ω∼N (0,1)}e^{σ(λ−1)ω}1_{|G|}2_{+σϵ+σω≥0} σ → 0→ e(λ−1)|G|2 . This gives us, λ − E_Y ln Z_{TExp} (λ, Y )^{σ → 0}→ 1.

In the zero noise limit, the variational problem in the definition of Ξ_1 is trivial. Hence, it makes sense to extend the definition of Ξ_1(σ) to include σ = 0 as Ξ_1(0)^Δ= 1. Likewise, recalling Definition 2, we have, Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) = Z_{TWis} ( λ, ϕ, |G|^2 + σϵ ) = E exp ( (λ − 1)(2Y + σ(ω_1 + ω_2)) + ϕ √ (Y + σω_1)(Y + σω_2) cos(θ) ) 1_{Y +σω1≥0,y+σω2 ≥0} σ → 0→ e2(λ−1)|G|2 E θ e^{ϕ|G|2 cos(θ)} = e^{2(λ−1)|G|2} I_0(|G|^2ϕ). In the last step we used the definition of Modified Bessel function I_0(x)^Δ= Ee^{x cos θ}. Hence we extend the definition of Ξ_2(q; σ) to σ = 0 as:

Ξ_2(q; 0)^Δ= 2 + max_{ϕ∈R} qϕ − E_{Z∼CN (0,1)} ln I_0(ϕ|Z|^2).

This allows to guess the correct zero noise limit of F(q; δ, Δ, σ) as:

F(q; δ, Δ, 0)^Δ= Ξ_2(q; 0) − 2Ξ_1(0) + ( 1 − 1 δ ) ln(1 − q^2) + Δ ln ( 1 − q^2 2 ) . The remainder of this section is organized as follows:

1. In Section E.1 we analyze the zero noise limit function F(q; δ, Δ, 0) and find a condition on (δ, Δ) such that (E.1) holds for F(q; δ, Δ, 0).

2. In Section E.2, we show that Ξ_1(σ) converges to Ξ_1(0) and Ξ_2(q; σ) converges to Ξ_2(q; 0) in an appropriate sense.

3. Finally Section E.3 contains the proof of Proposition 6.

Throughout this section, unlike in other parts of this paper, C denotes a universal constant that does not depend on σ. As before this constant may change from line to line.

E.1 Analysis in the Low Noise Limit

The following lemma shows that if δ < 2, and Δ is small enough (but positive), the function F(q; δ, Δ, 0) is strictly increasing.

Lemma 9 (Limiting Variational Problems). Consider the following functions for q ∈ [0, 1):

Ξ_2(q; 0)^Δ= 2 + max_{ϕ∈R} qϕ − E_{Z∼CN (0,1)} ln I_0(ϕ|Z|^2),

ϕ_2(q; 0)^Δ= arg max_{ϕ∈R} qϕ − E_{Z∼CN (0,1)} ln I_0(ϕ|Z|^2).

Then we have,

1. The function ϕ → qϕ − E_{Z∼CN (0,1)} ln I_0(ϕ|Z|^2) has a unique maximizer ϕ_2(q; 0) which satisfies: 0 ≤ ϕ_2(q; 0) < ∞ for any q ∈ [0, 1). Furthermore, max_{q∈[0,1−η]} ϕ_2(q; 0) < ∞ for any η ∈ (0, 1).

2. The function:

f(q)^Δ= Ξ_2(q; 0) + ( 1 − 1 δ ) ln(1 − q^2) + Δ ln ( 1 − q^2 2 ) , is a strictly increasing function of q with f(0) < f(q) ∀q ∈ [0, 1), provided, 0 < δ < 2, 0 < Δ < 2 − δ δ . Proof. 1. The function ϕ → qϕ−E_{Z∼CN (0,1)} ln I_0(ϕ|Z|^2) is strictly concave (see Fact 2, item (5), Appendix I). Hence, qϕ − E_{Z∼CN (0,1)} ln I_0(ϕ|Z|^2) has at most one maximizer. Next observe that any maximizer must lie in [0, ∞]. This is because E ln I_0(|ϕ||Z|^2) = E ln I_0(−|ϕ||Z|^2) since I_0 is even (see Fact 2, Appendix I), but q|ϕ| ≥ −q|ϕ|. This shows that if ϕ_2(q; 0) exists, we must have, ϕ_2(q; 0) ≥ 0. In order to show existence of ϕ_2(0, q) it is sufficient to find a solution to the first order optimality conditions: E|Z|^2 · I^′_0(ϕ|Z|^2) I_0(ϕ|Z|^2) = q. Note that: E|Z|^2 · I^′_0(ϕ|Z|^2) I_0(ϕ|Z|^2) | | | |_{ϕ=0} = 0.

In order to check that ϕ_2(q; 0) < ∞, it is sufficient to show that, lim_{ϕ→∞} q − E|Z|^2 · I^′_0(ϕ|Z|^2) I_0(ϕ|Z|^2) < 0. By Monotone convergence theorem and the fact that^{I ′0(x)}_{I0(x)} ↑ 1 as x ↑ ∞ (see Fact 2, Appendix I), we have, lim_{ϕ→∞} q − E|Z|^2 · I^′_0(ϕ|Z|^2) I_0(ϕ|Z|^2) = q − 1 < 0, ∀ q < 1. This confirms ϕ_2(q; 0) < ∞ for any q < 1. Further inspection of the stationarity condition: E|Z|^2 · I^′_0(ϕ|Z|^2) I_0(ϕ|Z|^2) | | | ϕ=ϕ_2(q;0) = q reveals that ϕ_2(q; 0) is an increasing function of q since the function on the left is an increasing function of ϕ (see Fact 2, Appendix I). Hence, max q∈[0,1−η] ϕ_2(q; 0) = ϕ_2(q, 1 − η) < ∞.

This concludes the proof of item (1).

2. It is sufficient to show that the function

f(q)^Δ= Ξ_2(q; 0) + ( 1 − 1 δ ) ln(1 − q^2) + Δ ln ( 1 − q^2 2 ) , is strictly increasing or: df(q) dq > 0. We can compute the first derivative: df(q) dq = ϕ_2(q; 0) − 2 ( 1 − 1 δ ) q 1 − q^2 − Δq 1 −^{q2}_2 . Hence, df(q) dq > 0 ⇔ ϕ_2(q; 0) > 2 ( 1 − 1 δ ) q 1 − q^2 + Δq 1 −^{q2}_2

Δ= ϕ_3(q)

Note that since ϕ_2(q; 0) is the maximizing argument of the strictly concave function qϕ−E ln I_0(ϕ|Z|^2), we have, df(q) dq > 0 ⇔ d dϕ ( qϕ − E ln I_0(ϕ|Z|^2) ) | | | |_{ϕ=ϕ3(q)} > 0 ⇔ q > E|Z|^2 · I^′_0(ϕ_3(q) · |Z|^2) I_0(ϕ_3(q) · |Z|^2) Next we make the following sequence of observations: (a) ϕ_3(0) = 0, hence, E I^′_0 (ϕ_3(q) · |Z|^2) I_0 (ϕ_3(q) · |Z|^2) | | |_{q=0} = 0.

(b) We can compute the first derivative: d dq E|Z|^2 I^′_0(ϕ_3(q) · |Z|^2) I_0(ϕ_3(q) · |Z|^2) | | |_{q=0} = d dϕ ( E|Z|^2 I^′_0(ϕ · |Z|^2) I_0(ϕ · |Z|^2) ) | | |_{ϕ=0} · dϕ_3(q) dq | | |_{q=0} (a) = E|Z|^4 2 · ( 2 ( 1 − 1 δ ) + Δ )

= 1 − ( 2 − δ δ − Δ ) < 1, where the step marked (a) used Fact 2 and the definition of ϕ_3(q) to compute the relevant derivatives.

(c) Finally we note that, the function, q → E|Z|^2 · I^′_0(ϕ_3(q) · |Z|^2) I_0(ϕ_3(q) · |Z|^2) , is concave and increasing since^{I ′0 (x)}_{I0 (x)} is concave and increasing (Fact 2, Appendix I) and ϕ_3(q) is convex and increasing.

The above three observations immediately imply: E|Z|^2 · I^′_0(ϕ_3(q) · |Z|^2) I_0(ϕ_3(q) · |Z|^2) < q, ∀ q > 0 =⇒ df dq (q) > 0, ∀ q > 0. Furthermore, df dq (0) = 0.

Hence f(q) is a stricly increasing function of q and hence so is F(q; δ, Δ, 0). This concludes the proof of item (2).

E.2 Convergence to the Low Noise Limit

The following lemma shows that lim_{σ→0} Ξ_1(σ) = Ξ_1(0) = 1.

Lemma 10. Recall that Ξ_1(σ) and λ_1(σ) denote the optimal value and solution of the variational problem:

Ξ_1(σ)^Δ= max_{λ∈R} ( λ − E_Y ln E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λE} ψ_σ(E − Y ) ) , λ_1(σ)^Δ= arg max_{λ∈R} ( λ − E_Y ln E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λE} ψ_σ (E − Y ) ) . Then we have,

1. λ_1(σ) ≤ 1 for all σ > 0.

2. Ξ_1(σ) is a decreasing function of σ.

3. lim_{σ→0} Ξ_1(σ) = 1.

Proof. First we can write E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λE} ψ_σ (E − Y ) as follows:

E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{λE} ψ_σ (E − Y ) = e^{(λ−1)Y} E_{ω∼N (0,1)}e^{σ(λ−1)ω}1_{Y +σω≥0}

Note that Y^d= |Z|^2 + ϵ, Z ∼ CN (0, 1) , ϵ ∼ N ( 0, σ^2 ) . Hence, we have,

Ξ_1(σ) = max_{λ∈R} 1 − E_Y ln E_{ω∼N (0,1)}e^{σ(λ−1)ω} 1_{Y +σω≥0}

= 1 − min_{γ∈R} E_Y ln E_{ω∼N (0,1)}e^{σγω}1_{Y +σω≥0}. (E.2)

Likewise,

λ_1(σ^2) = 1 + arg min_{γ∈R} E_Y ln E_{ω∼N (0,1)}e^{σγω}1_{Y +σω≥0}

Now we consider the three claims one by one:

1. Observe that, by the Chebychev Association Inequality ( Fact 1 , Appendix I), E_ω e^{−σ|γ|ω}1_{Y +σω≥0} ≤ E_ω e^{−σ|γ|ω} · P(Y + σω ≥ 0) = E_ω e^{σ|γ|ω} · P(Y + σω ≥ 0) ≤ E_ω e^{σ|γ|ω}1_{Y +σω≥0}. This shows that λ_1(σ^2) ≤ 1.

2. A gaussian integral shows that: E_ω e^{σγω}1_{Y +σω≥0} = 1 √ 2π ∫_∞ −^Y_σ e^{σγω− ω22} = e^{γ2σ22} √ 2π ∫_∞ −^Y_σ e^{− (ω−γσ)22} = e^{γ2σ22} · Φ ( Y σ + γσ )

Hence,

Ξ_1(σ) = 1 − min_t ( E_Y ln Φ ( Y σ + t ) + t^2 2 ) = 1 − min_t ( E_{Z,ϵ} ln Φ ( |Z|^2 σ + ϵ + t ) + t^2 2 )

Note that Φ (_{|Z|2} σ + ϵ + t ) increases as σ ↓ 0. Consequently, we have, Ξ_1(σ) is a decreasing function of σ.

3. Recall that in the previous step, we showed that,

Ξ_1(σ) = 1 − min_t ( E_{Z,ϵ} ln Φ ( |Z|^2 σ + ϵ + t ) + t^2 2 ) .

Proposition 9 shows that for any σ > 0, the objective in the definition of Ξ_1 is cooercive. Consequently we can identify −∞ < t_1 < t_2 < ∞ such that, ( E_{Z,ϵ} ln Φ ( |Z|^2 + ϵ + t ) + t^2 2 ) > 0, ∀ t ∈ (−∞, t_1) ∪ (t_2, ∞). Since Φ is an increasing function, ( E_{Z,ϵ} ln Φ ( |Z|^2 σ + ϵ + t ) + t^2 2 ) > 0, ∀ t ∈ (−∞, t_1) ∪ (t_2, ∞), ∀σ ≤ 1. On the other hand, ( E_{Z,ϵ} ln Φ ( |Z|^2 σ + ϵ + t ) + t^2 2 ) | | |_{t=0} ≤ 0.

Hence we have,

Ξ_1(σ) = 1 − min_{t∈[t1,t2]} ( E_{Z,ϵ} ln Φ ( |Z|^2 σ + ϵ + t ) + t^2 2 ) . Observing that ( E_{Z,ϵ} ln Φ (_{|Z|2} σ + ϵ + t ) +^{t2}_2 ) is a convex function such that for every fixed t we have,

lim_{σ→0} ( E_{Z,ϵ} ln Φ ( |Z|^2 σ + ϵ + t ) + t^2 2 ) = t^2 2 . Due to convexity, this convergence can be made uniform on compact sets:

lim_{σ→0} max

t∈[t_1,t_2 ] | | |E^{Z,ϵ} ln Φ ( |Z|^2 σ + ϵ + t )| | | = 0. This uniform convergence immediately yields lim_{σ→0} Ξ_1(σ) = 1.

The following lemma analyzes the convergence of Ξ_2(q; σ) to Ξ_2(q; 0). For our purposes, it turns out, that we don’t need to show that Ξ_2(q; σ) → Ξ_2(q; 0) as σ → 0. It is sufficient to show the weaker result that Ξ_2(q; σ) is asymptotically lower bounded by Ξ_2(q; 0) as σ → 0. This is the content of the following lemma.

Lemma 11. For any 0 < η < 1, we have,

lim inf σ→0 min q∈[0,1−η] Ξ_2(q, σ) − Ξ_2(q; 0) ≥ 0.

Furthermore we have,

lim_{σ→0} Ξ_2(0, σ) = Ξ_2(0, 0).

Proof. We lower bound Ξ_2(q, σ^2) as follows:

Ξ_2(q, σ)^Δ= max_{(λ,ϕ)∈R} ( 2λ + ϕq − E_Y ln Ee^{((λ−1)(2Y +σ(ω1 +ω2))+ϕ}

√_{(Y +σω1 )(Y +σω2 ) cos(θ)} 1_{Y +σω1≥0,y+σω2 ≥0} )

≥ 2 + qϕ_2(q; 0) − E_Y ln E_{ω1 ,ω2} I_0 ( ϕ_2(q; 0) · √ (Y + σω_1)(Y + σω_2) ) 1_{Y +σω1 ≥0,y+σω2≥0} = Ξ_2(q; 0) + E ln I_0(ϕ_2(q; 0)|Z|^2) − E_Y ln E_{ω1 ,ω2} I_0 ( ϕ_2(q; 0) √ (Y + σω_1)(Y + σω_2) ) 1_{Y +σω1≥0,y+σω2 ≥0}. In the above display, we recall that ϕ_2(q; 0) was defined as,

ϕ_2(q; 0)^Δ= arg max_{ϕ∈R} qϕ − E_{Z∼CN (0,1)} ln I_0(ϕ|Z|^2).

Note that for any fixed ϕ ∈ R, we have, by Dominated convergence,

E_Y ln E_{ω1 ,ω2} I_0 ( ϕ √ (Y + σω_1)(Y + σω_2) ) 1_{Y +σω1 ≥0,y+σω2≥0} → E_{Z∼CN (0,1)} ln I_0(ϕ|Z|^2), as σ → 0. Observing that the function on the left hand side is convex in ϕ we have the above convergence holds uniformly on all compact sets. Lemma 9 guarantees that sup_{q∈[0,1−η]} |ϕ_2(q; 0)| < ∞. Consequently, we have, sup q∈[0,1−η] | |E ln I0(ϕ2(q; 0)|Z|^2) − E Y ln E ω_1 ,ω_2 I0 ( ϕ_2(q; 0) · √ (Y + σω_1)(Y + σω_2) ) 1_{Y +σω1 ≥0,y+σω2≥0} | |^{σ → 0}→ 0. Combining this with the lower bound on Ξ_2(q, σ) immediately gives:

lim inf σ→0 min q∈[0,1−η] Ξ_2(q, σ) − Ξ_2(q; 0) ≥ 0.

Finally when q = 0 we note that, Ξ_2(0, σ) = 2Ξ_1(0, σ). Lemma 10 guarantees that Ξ_2(0, σ) → 1 as σ → 0. Note that since I_0(x) is minimized at x = 0 (see Fact 2, Appendix I), we have Ξ_2(0, 0) = 2. Hence we indeed have Ξ_2(0, σ) → Ξ_2(0, 0) as σ → 0.

E.3 Proof of Proposition 6

Recall that our goal is to find conditions on (δ, Δ, σ) such that F(q; δ, Δ, σ) > F(0; δ, Δ, σ), where,

F(q; δ, Δ, σ)^Δ= Ξ_2(q; σ) − 2Ξ_1(σ) + ( 1 − 1 δ ) ln(1 − q^2) + Δ ln ( 1 − q^2 2 ) . The following lemma provides a lower bound on the curvature of Ξ_2(q; σ) − 2Ξ_1(σ) in the neighborhood of q ≈ 0. Lemma 12 (Analysis for q ≈ 0). There exists a universal constant C (independent of σ) such that, for any 0 ≤ q < 1/2, σ < 1 we have,

Ξ_2(q, σ) − 2Ξ_1(σ) ≥ (1 − σ^2) · q^2 2 − Cq^3. Proof. We can write Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) (c.f. Definition 2) as:

Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y)^Δ= 1 2π ∫_∞ 0 ∫_∞ 0 ∫_π −π exp(−(1 − λ)(s + s^′) + ϕ √ ss^′ cos(θ)) · ψ_σ (s − y) · ψ_σ (s^′ − y) dθ ds ds^′

= E exp ( (λ − 1)(2y + σ(ω_1 + ω_2)) + ϕ √ (y + σω_1)(y + σω_2) cos(θ) ) 1_{y+σω1≥0,y+σω2 ≥0}. In the above display ω_1, ω_2, θ are independent r.v.s with distributions ω_1 ∼ N (0, 1) , ω_2 ∼ N (0, 1) , θ ∼ Uniform[−π, π]. We lower bound Ξ_2 as follows:

Ξ_2(q, σ) = max_{(λ,ϕ)∈R} (2λ + ϕq − E_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y )) ≥ ( 2λ_1(σ^2) + q^2 − E_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ_1(σ), q, Y ) ) . Next we will approximate ln Z_{TWis} (λ_1(σ), q, Y ) by its taylor series around q ≈ 0. We can compute the first three derivatives: d dq ln Z_{TWis} (λ_1(σ), q, y) | | | |_{q=0} = 0,

d^2 dq^2 ln Z_{TWis} (λ_1(σ), q, Y ) | | |_{q=0} =

E(y + σω_1)(y + σω_2) cos^2(θ)e^{(λ1 (σ)−1)(2y+σ(ω1 +ω2))}1_{y+σω1 ≥0,y+σω2≥0} Ee^{(λ1 (σ)−1)(2y+σ(ω1 +ω2))}1_{y+σω1 ≥0,y+σω2≥0} = 1 2 · E(y + σω_1)(y + σω_2)e^{(λ1 (σ)−1)(2y+σ(ω1 +ω2))}1_{y+σω1≥0,y+σω2≥0} Ee^{(λ1 (σ)−1)(2y+σ(ω1+ω2 ))}1_{y+σω1≥0,y+σω2≥0} = 1 2 ( E(y + σω_1)e^{(λ1 (σ)−1)(y+σω1)}1_{y+σω1 ≥0} Ee^{(λ1 (σ)−1)(y+σω1 )}1_{y+σω1≥0} )2

(a) ≤ 1 2 · (E(y + σω_1)1_{y+σω1≥0})^2 ≤ 1 2 · E(y + σω_1)^2 = y^2 2 + σ^2 2 . In the step marked (a), we used the fact that λ_1(σ^2) ≤ 1 (see Lemma 10) and Chebychev’s Association Inequality (Fact 1, Appendix I). Similarly we control the third derivative:

d^3 dq^3 ln Z_{TWis} (λ_1(σ), q, Y ) = T_3 − 3T_2T_1 + 2T^3_1 ,

where, for i = 1, 2, 3:

T_i^Δ=

E(y + σω_1)^{i2} (y + σω_2)^{i2} cos^i(θ)e^{(λ1 (σ)−1)(2y+σ(ω1 +ω2))+q}

√_{(y+σω1)(y+σω2 ) cos(θ)} 1_{y+σω1≥0,y+σω2 ≥0} Ee^{(λ1 (σ)−1)(2y+σ(ω1 +ω2))+q} √_{(y+σω1)(y+σω2 ) cos(θ)} 1_{y+σω1≥0,y+σω2≥0} . We can control T_i as follows, for any q ∈ [0, 1] and any σ ≤ 1, we have, |T_i| ≤ E(y + σω_1)^{i2} (y + σω_2)^{i2} e^{(λ1 (σ)−1)(2y+σ(ω1 +ω2))+q}

√_{(y+σω1 )(y+σω2) cos(θ)} 1_{y+σω1≥0,y+σω2≥0} Ee^{(λ1 (σ)−1)(2y+σ(ω1 +ω2))+q} √_{(y+σω1)(y+σω2 ) cos(θ)} 1_{y+σω1≥0,y+σω2≥0} (a) = E(y + σω_1)^{i2} (y + σω_2)^{i2} e^{(λ1(σ)−1)(2y+σ(ω1 +ω2 ))}I_0(q √ (y + σω_1)(y + σω_2))1_{y+σω1≥0,y+σω2 ≥0} Ee^{(λ1 (σ)−1)(2y+σ(ω1 +ω2))}I_0(q √ (y + σω_1)(y + σω_2))1_{y+σω1 ≥0,y+σω2≥0} (b) ≤ E(y + σω_1)^{i2} (y + σω_2)^{i2} e^{(λ1(σ)−1)(2y+σ(ω1 +ω2))}e^q √_{(y+σω1)(y+σω2 )} 1_{y+σω1≥0,y+σω2≥0} Ee^{(λ1 (σ)−1)(2y+σ(ω1+ω2 ))}1_{y+σω1≥0,y+σω2≥0} ≤ E(y + σω_1)^{i2} (y + σω_2)^{i2} e^{(λ1 (σ)−1)(2y+σ(ω1 +ω2))}e^{q2 ·(y+σω1 +y+σω2)}1_{y+σω1≥0,y+σω2 ≥0} Ee^{(λ1 (σ)−1)(2y+σ(ω1 +ω2))}1_{y+σω1≥0,y+σω2 ≥0} = ( E(y + σω_1)^{i2} e^{(λ1(σ)−1+ q2 )(y+σω1 )}1_{y+σω1≥0} Ee^{(λ1 (σ)−1+ q}2^{)(y+σω1)}1_{y+σω1≥0}

)_2

(c) ≤ ( E(y + σω_1)^{i2} e^{q2 (y+σω1)}1_{y+σω1 ≥0}

)_2 ≤ E|y + σω_1|^ie^{q(y+σω1 )} ≤ C(|y|^3 + 1)e^{qy}. where, C is a universal constant independent of σ. In the step marked (a), we used the definition of Modified Bessel Function (see Fact 2, Appendix I). In the step marked (b), we used 1 ≤ I_0(x) ≤ e^x for any x ∈ R. In the step marked (c) we recalled λ_1(σ) ≤ 1 and applied Chebychev’s Association Inequality. In conclusion, we obtained the following: d dq ln Z_{TWis} (λ_1(σ), q, y) | | | |_{q=0} = 0,

d^2 dq^2 ln Z_{TWis} (λ_1(σ), q, y) | | |_{q=0} ≤ y^2 + σ^2 2 , d^3 dq^3 ln Z_{TWis} (λ_1(σ), q, y) ≤ C(|y|^3 + 1)e^{qy}.

This allows us to upper bound ln Z_{TWis} (λ_1(σ), q, Y ) for any q < 1/2, σ < 1 as follows:

E ln Z_{TWis} (λ_1(σ), q, Y ) ≤ E_Y [ ln Z_{TWis} (λ_1(σ), 0, Y ) + q^2 4 · (σ^2 + Y^2) + Cq^3(|Y |^3 + 1)e^{Y2} ] . Observing that EY^2 = E|Z|^4 + σ^2 = 2 + σ^2. We obtain,

Ξ_2(q, σ) − 2Ξ_1(σ) ≥ q^2 2 ( 1 − σ^2 ) − Cq^3.

Next we show that at q → 1, Ξ_2(q; σ) − 2Ξ_1(σ) → ∞ in the following lemma.

Lemma 13 (Analysis at q ≈ 1). There exists a universal finite constant C > 0 (independent of σ, q) such that, for all σ ≤ 1,

Ξ_2(q, σ) − 2Ξ_1(σ) ≥ −C − ln(1 − q) 2 , ∀σ > 0, ∀ q ∈ [0, 1). Proof. We lower bound Ξ_2 as follows:

Ξ_2(q, σ)^Δ= max_{(λ,ϕ)∈R} (2λ + ϕq − E_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y )) ≥ − 1 2(1 − q) + q 2(1 − q) − E_Y [ ln Z_{TWis} ( − 1 4(1 − q) , 1 2(1 − q) , Y )]

= −2 − E_Y [ ln Z_{TWis} ( − 1 4(1 − q) , 1 2(1 − q) , Y )] . Recall that,

Z_{TWis} ( − 1 4(1 − q) , 1 2(1 − q) , y ) = Ee^{−(2y+σ(ω1 +ω2 ))}(^{14(1−q) +1})^+ √_{y+σω1} √_{y+σω2 cos(θ)} 2(1−q) 1y+σω 1≥0,y+σω_2≥0 (a) ≤ e^{− y2(1−q)} · Ee^{− σ(ω1 +ω2)4(1−q)} · I_0 ( √ y + σω_1 √ y + σω_2 2(1 − q) · ) 1_{y+σω1≥0,y+σω2≥0} (b) ≤ e^{− y2(1−q)} · Ee^{− σ(ω1 +ω2)4(1−q)} · I_0 ( 2y + σω_1 + σω_2

4(1 − q) ) 1_{y+σω1≥0,y+σω2 ≥0}. In the above display ω_2, ω_2, θ are independent with ω ∼ N (0, 1) , ω_2 ∼ N (0, 1) , θ ∼ Uniform[−π, π]. In the step marked (a), we used the definition of Bessel Function I_0 (see Fact 2). In the step marked (b), we used AM-GM Inequality and the fact that I_0(x) is increasing on x ≥ 0 (Fact 2). Further applying the upper bound I_0(x) ≤ Cx^{− 12} · e^x, x ≥ 0 (see Fact 2), gives,

Z_{TWis} ( − 1 4(1 − q) , 1 2(1 − q) , y ) ≤ C · √ 1 − q · E 1 √ |2y + σω_1 + σω_2| .

Hence we have,

E_Y ln Z_{TWis} ( − 1 4(1 − q) , 1 2(1 − q) , Y ) = E_{Z,ϵ} ln Z_{TWis} ( − 1 4(1 − q) , 1 2(1 − q) , |Z|^2 + ϵ )

≤ E_Z ln E_ϵ Z_{TWis} ( − 1 4(1 − q) , 1 2(1 − q) , |Z|^2 + ϵ )

≤ ln C + ln(1 − q) 2 + E_Z ln E_{ϵ,ω1 ,ω2} 1 √ |2y + σω_1 + σω_2| (c) ≤ ln C + ln(1 − q) 2 + ln(4) − 1 2 E_Z ln |Z|^2 (d) ≤ C + ln(1 − q) 2 In the step marked (c), we appealed to Lemma 19. In the step marked (d), we used the fact that E ln |Z|^2 = ∫_∞ 0 ln(r)e^{−r} dr ≈ −0.58 is finite. Hence we have the lower bound on Ξ_2: Ξ_2(q, σ) ≥ −C − ln(1 − q) 2 . Lemma 10 shows that Ξ_1(σ) ≤ Ξ_1(1) which is an absolute constant, consequently,

Ξ_2(q, σ) − 2Ξ_1(σ) ≥ −C − ln(1 − q) 2

We finally put together all the different auxiliary results we have established so far and prove Proposition 6 which is restated below for convenience.

Proposition 6. Recall that F(q; δ, Δ, σ) was defined as:

F(q; δ, Δ, σ) = Ξ_2(q; σ) − 2Ξ_1(σ) + ( 1 − 1 δ ) ln(1 − q^2) + Δ ln ( 1 − q^2 2 ) . For any δ and Δ that satisfy 1 ≤ δ < 2, 0 < Δ < 2 − δ δ , there exists a critical value of the noise level σ_c(δ, Δ) > 0 such that, for any 0 < σ < σ_c(δ, Δ), we have

1. The function F(q; δ, Δ, σ) has a unique minimum at q = 0 and F(q; δ, Δ, σ) > F(0; δ, Δ, σ), ∀ q ∈ (0, 1).

2.^{d2F}_{dq2} (q; δ, Δ, σ) | | | |_{q=0} > 0.

Proof. We will prove the above claims in 3 steps: 1) Step 1: Analysis around q ≈ 0, 2) Step 2: Analysis around q ≈ 1 and 3) Step 3: Analysis for all other values of q.

Step 1: q ≈ 0. Lemma 12 guarantees the existence of a universal constant C_1 > 0 independent of σ, δ, Δ such that, for any q ∈ [0, 0.25], σ < 1, we have, F(q; δ, Δ, σ) − F(0; δ, Δ, σ) ≥ q^2 2 · ( 2 − δ δ − Δ − σ^2 ) − C_1q^3 − ( 1 − 1 δ ) q^4 − Δ 2 q^4 ≥ q^2 2 · ( 2 − δ δ − Δ − σ^2 ) − (C_1 + 2) · q^3

In particular ensuring that, σ ≤ 1 2 ( 2 − δ δ − Δ ) , q ≤ 1 8(C_1 + 2) · ( 2 − δ δ − Δ ) , gives us, F(q; δ, Δ, σ) ≥ q^2 8 · ( 2 − δ δ − Δ ) . (E.3)

Note that F(0; δ, Δ, σ) = 0. Hence, (E.3) verifies claim (1) of the proposition for small q: F(q; δ, Δ, σ) ≥ F(0; δ, Δ, σ) + q^2 8 · ( 2 − δ δ − Δ ) , ∀ q ∈ [0, η_1(δ, Δ)], σ ≤ σ_1(δ, Δ), where,

η_1(δ, Δ)^Δ= 1 8(C_1 + 2) · ( 2 − δ δ − Δ ) , σ_1(δ, Δ)^Δ= 1 2 ( 2 − δ δ − Δ ) . Furthermore since, dF dq (q; δ, Δ, σ) | | | |_{q=0} = 0 =⇒ F(q; δ, Δ, σ) = F(0; δ, Δ, σ) + q^2 2 · d^2F dq^2 (q; δ, Δ, σ) | | | |_{q=0} + o(q).

Comparing the above display with (E.3), gives us claim (2) of the proposition:

d^2F dq^2 (q; δ, Δ, σ) | | | |_{q=0} ≥ 1 4 · ( 2 − δ δ − Δ ) > 0.

Step 2: q ≈ 1. Lemma 13 guarantees the existence of a universal constant C_2 such that,

Ξ_2(q, σ) − 2Ξ_1(σ) ≥ −C_2 − ln(1 − q) 2 , ∀σ > 0, ∀ q ∈ [0, 1), ∀σ ≤ 1. Consequently, F(q; δ, Δ, σ) ≥ − ( 2 − δ 2δ ) ln(1 − q) + ( 1 − 1 δ ) ln(1 + q) + Δ ln ( 1 − q^2 2 ) − C_2 ≥ − ( 2 − δ 2δ ) ln(1 − q) − (C_2 + 1).

Hence we have, F(q; δ, Δ, σ) ≥ 1 ≥ 0 = F(0; δ, Δ, σ) ∀ q ∈ [1 − η_2(δ), 1), σ ≤ 1, where,

η_2(δ) = exp ( − δ(C_2 + 2) 2 − δ ) > 0. This verifies claim (1) of the proposition for large q.

Case 3: Other values of q. In Steps (1) and (2), we have verified Claim (1) for q ∈ [0, η_1(δ, Δ)]∪[η_2(δ), 1].

Now we focus our attention to:

q ∈ [η_1(δ, Δ), 1 − η_2(δ)].

Note that it is sufficient to show that,

f(q; δ, Δ, σ)^Δ= Ξ_2(q, σ) + ( 1 − 1 δ ) ln(1 − q^2) + Δ ln ( 1 − q^2 2 ) , satisfies f(q; δ, Δ, σ) > f(0; δ, Δ, σ) ∀q ∈ [η_1(δ, Δ), 1 − η_2(δ)]. In Lemma 9, we had shown that the function:

f(q; δ, Δ, 0)^Δ= Ξ_2(q; 0) + ( 1 − 1 δ ) ln(1 − q^2) + Δ ln ( 1 − q^2 2 ) , is strictly increasing and has the property that f(0; δ, Δ, 0) < f(q; δ, Δ, 0), ∀ q ∈ (0, 1). Consequently, η_3(δ, Δ) defined below is strictly positive:

η_3(δ, Δ)^Δ= min q∈[η_1 (δ,Δ),1) f(q; δ, Δ, 0) − f(0; δ, Δ, 0) = f(η_1(δ, Δ); δ, Δ, 0) − f(0; δ, Δ, 0) > 0. (E.4)

Furthermore, Lemma 11 shows that f(q; δ, Δ, σ) is asymptotically lower bounded by f(q; δ, Δ, 0) in the following sense:

lim inf σ→0 min q∈[0,1−η_2 (δ)] f(q; δ, Δ, σ) − f(q; δ, Δ, 0) ≥ 0. Furthermore, it also guarantees f(0; δ, Δ, σ) → f(0; δ, Δ, 0) as σ → 0. Consequently there exists σ_3(δ, Δ) > 0 such that, f(q; δ, Δ, σ) − f(q; δ, Δ, 0) ≥ − η_3(δ, Δ) 3 , ∀q ∈ [0, 1 − η_2(δ)], ∀σ ≤ σ_3(δ, Δ), (E.5) |f(0; δ, Δ, σ) − f(0; δ, Δ, 0)| ≤ η_3(δ, Δ) 3 ∀σ ≤ σ_3(δ, Δ). (E.6)

Hence, ∀q ∈ [η_1(δ, Δ), 1 − η_2(δ)],

f(q; δ, Δ, σ)^{(E.5)}≥ f(q; δ, Δ, 0) − η_3(δ, Δ) 3 ≥ f(0; δ, Δ, 0) + (f(q; δ, Δ, 0) − f(0; δ, Δ, 0)) − η_3(δ, Δ) 3 (E.4)

≥ f(0; δ, Δ, 0) +

2η_3(δ, Δ) 3 (E.6) ≥ f(0; δ, Δ, σ) + η_3(δ, Δ) 3 > f(0; δ, Δ, σ). This concludes the proof of the proposition.

F Properties of the Tilted Exponential and Wishart Distributions

F.1 Properties of the Tilted Exponential Distribution

The following lemma collects some properties of TExp (λ, y) random variables which were used to prove the local CLT given in Proposition 2.

Lemma 14 (Properties of TExp (λ, y) Distribution). Let T ∼ TExp (λ, y). We have,

1. Moment Bounds: For any k ∈ N we have: E|T |^k ≤ C_k ( |y|^k + |λ|^k + 1 ) . In the above display, C_k is a universal constant independent of y, λ but depends on k.

2. Decay of characteristic function: For any t ∈ R |Ee^{itT} | ≤ C(1 + |y| + |λ|) |t| , where C is a constant independent of t, y, λ.

Proof. 1. Since T ≥ 0, |T | = T . We first observe that, ET^k = ET^k 1_{T ≤|y|+σ}2_{|λ|} + ET^k 1_{T ≥|y|+σ}2_{|λ|} ≤ (|y| + σ^2|λ|)^k + ET^k 1_{T ≥|y|+σ}2_{|λ|}. Let E ∼ Exp (1). Using the formula for the density of TExp (λ, y) distribution in Definition 3, it is easy to see that, ET^k 1_{T ≥|y|+σ}2_{|λ|} = EE^k e^{λE} ψ_σ (E − y)1_{E≥|y|+σ}2_{|λ|} Ee^{λE} ψ_σ (E − y) . We observe that f(e) = e^k is increasing and g(e) = e^{λe}ψ_σ(e − y) is decreasing when e ≥ |y| + σ^2|λ|. Consequently by Chebychev’s Association Inequality (Lemma 1, Appendix I) we obtain, ET^3 1_{T ≥|y|+σ}2_{|λ|} ≤ EE^k = k!. Hence for a suitable constant C_k, independent of λ, y we have, ET^k ≤ C_k(|y|^k + |λ|^k + 1). 2. Let f(u) denote the pdf of TExp (λ, y). We bound the characteristic function as follows: |Ee^{itT} | = | | | | ∫_∞ 0 e^{itu}f(u) du | | | | = 1 |t| | | | ∫_∞ 0 d du e^{itu}f(u) du | | | = 1 |t| · | | | |−f(0) + ∫_∞ 0 f^′(u)e^{itu} du | | | | ≤ f(0) + ‖f^′‖_1 |t| . We further upper bound ‖f^′‖_1. Note that:

f^′(u) = f(u) · ( λ − 1 − u σ^2 ) . Consequently, for a suitable constant C (independent of λ, y) we obtain the estimate,

‖f^′‖_1 ≤ |λ| + 1 + ET σ^2 ≤ C(1 + |y| + |λ|). In the last step, we used the estimate on ET from part (1) of this lemma. Next we upper bound f(0).

Note that,

f(0) = (∫_∞ 0 exp ( u ( λ − 1 + y σ^2 ) − u^2 2σ^2 ) du )_{−1}

≤ (∫_1 0 exp ( u ( λ − 1 + y σ^2 ) − u^2 2σ^2 ) du )−1

(a) ≤ (∫_1 0 exp ( u ( λ − 1 + y σ^2 − 1 2σ^2 )) du )−1

≤ (∫_{(|λ|+|y|/σ2+1+1/2σ2 )−1 /2} 0 exp ( u ( λ − 1 + y σ^2 − 1 2σ^2 )) du )_{−1}

(b) ≤ (∫_{(|λ|+|y|/σ2+1+1/2σ2 )−1/2} 0 ( 1 + u ( λ − 1 + y σ^2 − 1 2σ^2 )) du )_{−1}

(c) ≤ C(|λ| + |y| + 1). In the step marked (a) we used u^2 ≤ u, u ∈ (0, 1). In the step marked (b) we used the lower bound e^x ≥ 1 + x. Finally in the step marked (c), we observed that the integrand is larger than 1/2 in the domain of integration. Combining the bounds on f(0) and ‖f^′‖_1 gives us the required result: |Ee^{itT} | ≤ C(1 + |y| + |λ|) |t| .

F.2 Properties of the Tilted Wishart Distribution

The following lemma collects some properties of the tilted Wishart distribution which were used to prove the Local CLT given in Proposition 3.

Lemma 15. Suppose that: S = [ r √ rr^′e^{iθ} √ rr^′e^{−iθ} r_2 ] ∼ TWis (λ, ϕ, y) Then, there exists a universal constant 0 < C < ∞ depending only on σ such that:

1. Equivalent Characterization: For any bounded measurable function f we have, Ef(S) = E_{g∼CN (0,I2)}f(gg^H)e^{⟨Λ,ggH⟩}ψ_σ(y − |g_1|^2)ψ_σ (y − |g_2|^2) E_{g∼CN (0,I2)}e^{⟨Λ,ggH⟩}ψ_σ (y − |g_1|^2)ψ_σ (y − |g_2|^2) . In the above display, Λ is given by: Λ = [ λ ϕ/2 ϕ/2 λ ] . 2. The density: h̃_{λ,ϕ,y}(g, g^′) = e^{−(1−λ)(|g|+|g} ′ |^2)+ϕRe(gḡ^′ )ψ σ (|g|^2 − y)ψ_σ (|g^′|^2 − y) Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y) , on C^2 is locally bounded, that is:

h̃_{λ,ϕ,y}(g_0, g^′_0) ≤ C(1 + |λ|^4 + |ϕ|^4 + |y|^4)(1 + |g_0|^{12} + |g^′_0|^{12}).

3. Tail Bound: With probability 1 − ϵ, r ≤ C √ 1 + |y|^2 + |ϕ|^2 + |λ|^2 + C √ ln 1 ϵ . The analogous result holds for r^′.

4. Moment Bounds: For any k ∈ N, There exists a universal constant C_k depending only on k such that Er^k ≤ C(1 + |λ|^k + |ϕ|^k + |y|^k). 5. Decay of Characteristic Function: | | |Ee^{i ⟨T ,S⟩} | | | ≤ C · (1 + |λ|^{20} + |ϕ|^{20} + |y|^{20}) ‖T ‖^13 .

6. For any y, λ, ϕ ∈ R, we have,

0 < λ_{min} (Σ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y)) < λ_{max} (Σ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y)) < ∞.

Proof. Throughout this proof, we use C to denote constants that depend only on the noise level σ and in particular are independent of the parameters λ, ϕ, y.

1. We write g_1 = √ re^{iω}, g_2 = √ r^′e^{iω′} . Using standard properties of the complex gaussian distribution, we know that r, r^′ ∼ Exp (1) and ω, ω^′ ∼ Unif(−π, π]. Consequently,

gg^H = [ r √ rr^′e^{i(ω−ω′)} √ rr^′e^{i(ω′−ω)} r^′ ]

Let θ ∼ Unif(−π, π]. Then we have e^{i(ω−ω′) d}= e^{iθ}. Consequently,

Ef(gg^H )e^{⟨Λ,ggH⟩}ψ_σ (y − |g_1|^2)ψ_σ (y − |g_2|^2) = 1 2π ∫_∞ 0 ∫_∞ 0 ∫_π −π f(r, r^′, θ)e^{−(1−λ)(r+r′)+ϕ} √ rr^′ cos(θ)ψ σ (y − r)ψ_σ (y − r^′) dr dr^′ dθ. Comparing this with the density of S from Definition 2 gives us the claim of item (1). Note that the Tilted Wishart distribution is supported on rank-1 Hermitian matrices. In particular, it does not have a density with respect to the Lebesgue measure on Hermitian matrices. The advantage of the alternate way of computing expectations of functions of S is that they can be computed by integrating with respect to the proper PDF h̃_{λ,ϕ,y}(g, g^′) on C^2 : Ef(S) = ∫ C^2 f ([ |g|^2 gḡ^′ ḡg^′ |g^′|^2 ]) h̃_{λ,ϕ,y}(g, g^′) dg dg^′,

where the pdf h̃_{λ,ϕ,y}(g, g^′) is given by: h̃_{λ,ϕ,y}(g, g^′) = e^{−(1−λ)(|g|+|g} ′ |^2)+ϕRe(gḡ^′ )ψ σ (|g|^2 − y)ψ_σ (|g^′|^2 − y) Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y) . This density function is much nicer, in particular it is locally bounded.

2. We first note that ln h̃_{λ,ϕ,y} is a degree 4 polynomial in g, g^′. Consequently it is local lipchitz, that is, | ln h̃_{λ,ϕ,y}(g, g^′) − ln h̃_{λ,ϕ,y}(g_0, g^′_0)| ≤ C(1 + |g| + |g^′| + |g_0| + |g^′_0|)^3(1 + |λ| + |ϕ| + |y|)(|g − g_0| + |g^′ − g^′_0|).

In particular this means that there exists a large enough constant C depending only on σ such that, ∀g, g^′ : max(|g − g_0|, |g^′ − g^′_0|) ≤ R, | ln h̃_{λ,ϕ,y}(g, g^′) − ln h̃_{λ,ϕ,y}(g_0, g^′_0)| ≤ ln(2), where,

R^Δ= 1 C(1 + |λ| + |ϕ| + |y|)(1 + |g_0|^3 + |g^′_0|^3) . We can use this to show that h̃_{λ,ϕ,y} is locally bounded. We have:

h̃_{λ,ϕ,y}(g_0, g^′_0) = h̃_{λ,ϕ,y}(g_0, g′_0) ∫ C^2 h̃_{λ,ϕ,y}(g, g′) dg dg′ = (∫ C^2 exp ( ln h̃_{λ,ϕ,y}(g, g^′) − ln h̃_{λ,ϕ,y}(g_0, g^′_0) ) dg dg^′ )_{−1}

≤ (∫ |g−g_0 |≤R,|g^′−g^′_0 |≤R exp ( ln h̃_{λ,ϕ,y}(g, g^′) − ln h̃_{λ,ϕ,y}(g_0, g^′_0) ) dg dg^′ )_{−1}

≤ ( 1 2 ∫ |g−g_0 |≤R,|g^′−g^′_0 |≤R dg dg^′ )_{−1}

= 2 π^2R^4 ≤ C(1 + |λ|^4 + |ϕ|^4 + |y|^4)(1 + |g_0|^{12} + |g^′_0|^{12}).

3. We begin by computing the log-mgf of r: ln Ee^{tr} = A − B, where,

A^Δ= ( 1 2π ∫_∞ 0 ∫_∞ 0 ∫_π −π e^{(λ−1+t)r+(λ−1)r′+ϕ√rr′ cos(θ)}ψ_σ (r_1 − y)ψ_σ(r_2 − y) dθ dr dr^′ )

B^Δ= ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y) . We upper bound (A): A = 1 2π ∫_∞ 0 ∫_∞ 0 ∫_π −π e^{(λ−1+t)r+(λ−1)r′+ϕ} √ rr^′ cos(θ)ψ σ (r_1 − y)ψ_σ (r_2 − y) dθ dr dr^′ (a) ≤ ∫_∞ 0 ∫_∞ 0 e^{(λ−1+t+|ϕ|)r+(λ−1+|ϕ|)r′} ψ_σ (r_1 − y)ψ_σ (r_2 − y) dr dr^′ ≤ ∫_∞ −∞ ∫_∞ −∞ e^{(|λ|+1+|t|+|ϕ|)(r+r′)}ψ_σ(r_1 − y)ψ_σ (r_2 − y) dr dr^′ (b) = exp ( 2y(|λ| + 1 + |t| + |ϕ|) + σ^2(|λ| + 1 + |t| + |ϕ|)^2 ) . In the step marked (a), we used the fact the fact that √ rr^′ cos(θ) ≤ r + r^′. In the step marked (b) we used the formula for the MGF of a gaussian distribution. Hence, there exists a universal constant C depending only on σ such that: ln A ≤ C ( 1 + |λ|^2 + |ϕ|^2 + |y|^2 + |t|^2 ) . Next we upper bound (B):

B = ln ( 1 2π ∫_∞ 0 ∫_∞ 0 ∫_π −π e^{(λ−1+t)r+(λ−1)r′+ϕ√rr′ cos(θ)}ψ_σ(r − y)ψ_σ (r^′ − y) dθ dr dr^′ )

(c) ≥ 1 2π ∫_∞ 0 ∫_∞ 0 ∫_π −π ( (λ + t)r + λr^′ + ϕ √ rr^′ cos(θ) + ln ψ_σ(r − y) + ln ψ_σ (r^′ − y) ) e^{−r−r′} dθ dr dr^′ (d) ≥ −C ( 1 + |y|^2 + |λ| + |t| )

In the step marked (c) we applied Jensen’s inequality and in the step marked (d) we used performed the integration involving the moments of the Exp (1) distribution and used straightforward algebraic bounds. This gives us: ln Ee^{tr} ≤ C ( 1 + |λ|^2 + |ϕ|^2 + |y|^2 + |t|^2 ) . For notational convenience we define:

κ^Δ= 1 + |λ|^2 + |ϕ|^2 + |y|^2.

By Markov’s Inequality we have, P(r > x) ≤ exp ( Cκ − x^2 4C ) . Setting the tail probability to ϵ gives us the result: P ( r > C √ 1 + |y|^2 + |ϕ|^2 + |λ|^2 + C √ ln 1 ϵ ) ≤ ϵ, for a suitable constant C.

4. Integrating the tail bound obtained above gives us the moment bound: Er^k = k ∫_∞ 0 x^{k−1}P(r > x) dx = k (∫_{2C}√_κ 0 x^{k−1} · 1 dx + ∫_∞ 2C √ κ x^{k−1} · e^{Cκ− x24C} )

≤ C_k · κ^{k−12} + ∫_∞ 2C √ κ exp ( Cκ − x^2 4C ) · k · x^{k−1} dx (a) ≤ C_k · κ^{k−12} ≤ C_k(1 + |λ|^k + |ϕ|^k + |y|^k). In the step marked (a), we used the a bound on the truncated gaussian integral given in Lemma 18 in Appendix I.

5. Let T be a 2 × 2 Hermitian matrix. The characteristic function of the Tilted Wishart distribution evaluated at T is given by Ee^{i ⟨T ,S⟩}. Let w ∈ C^2 be a random vector sampled from the pdf h_{λ,ϕ,y}: w = [ w w^′ ] ∼ h_{λ,ϕ,y}. Using the alternate characterization derived in item (1) of this lemma we have, Ee^{i ⟨T ,S⟩} = Ee^{i ⟨T ,wwH⟩} Consider the spectral decomposition of T : T = B [ t 0 0 t^′ ] B^H, B = [ b^H_1 b^H_2 ] . Since we have,

‖T ‖^2 = t^2 + t^{′2} =⇒ max(|t|, |t^′|) ≥ ‖T ‖ √ 2 .

We will assume that infact, |t| ≥ ‖T ‖ √ 2 . Define the random vector: z = [ z z^′ ] = B^Hg.

We will often use the polar representation of z: z = [ se^{iν} s^′e^{iν′} ]

Let d(z, z^′) denote the density of z. This density can be obtained by a simple unitary transformation of the density h_{λ,ϕ,y}. While the exact formula is complicated it is easy to see that it is of the form:

d(se^{iν} , s^′e^{iν′} ) = exp (∑ k,l:k+l≤4 ak,l(ν, ν ′)s^ks^{′l} ) Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y)

The exact formula for the coefficients a_{k,l}(ν) is not important. It is sufficient to see they satisfy the bound: |a_{k,l}(ν, ν^′)| ≤ C(1 + |y| + |λ| + |ϕ|). We can now analyze the decay of the characteristic function: |Ee^{i ⟨T ,S⟩}| = |E exp ( it|z|^2 + it^′|z^′|^2 ) | ≤ |Ee^{i t|z|2+it′|z′ |2} 1_{|z|≤ϵ,|z}′_{|<R}| + |Ee^{i t|z|2+it′|z′ |2} 1_{|z|>ϵ,|z}′_{|<R}| + |Ee^{i t|z|2+it′ |z′|2} 1_{|z}′_{|>R}| ≤ P(|z| ≤ ϵ, |z^′| ≤ R) (I) + |E exp ( it|z|^2 + it^′|z^′|^2 ) 1_{|z|>ϵ,|z}′_{|<R}| (II) + P(|z^′| > R) (III)

In the above display 0 < ϵ < 1 < R are parameters which will be chosen later. We analyze the terms (I), (II) and (III) separately.

Analysis of (I): Recall that in part (2) of this Lemma we had shown the density of w is locally bounded:

h_{λ,ϕ,y}(w, w^′) ≤ C(1 + |λ|^4 + |ϕ|^4 + |y|^4)(1 + |w|^{12} + |w^′|^{12}).

The density of z, z^′, denoted by d(z, z^′) is a unitary transformation of the density h_{λ,ϕ,ϕ}. Consequently, we have the estimate: d(z, z^′) ≤ C(1 + |λ|^4 + |ϕ|^4 + |y|^4) · R^{12}, ∀|z| ≤ ϵ, |z^′| ≤ R. (F.1) Using this we can easily bound A:

(1) = P(|z| ≤ ϵ, |z^′| ≤ R) ≤ C(1 + |λ|^4 + |ϕ|^4 + |y|^4) · R^{12} · ϵ^2 · R^2 ≤ C · (1 + |λ|^4 + |ϕ|^4 + |y|^4)R^{14} · ϵ^2.

Analysis of (II): Recall that term B was given by:

(II) = |E exp ( it|z|^2 + it^′|z^′|^2 ) 1_{|z|>ϵ,|z}′_{|<R}| = | | | | ∫_π −π ∫_π −π ∫_R 0 ∫_∞ ϵ exp(its^2 + it^′s^{′2})d(se^{iν} , s^′e^{iν′} )ss^′ ds ds^′ dν dν^′ | | | | = 1 |t| | | | | ∫_π −π ∫_π −π ∫_R 0 ∫_∞ ϵ ∂ exp(its^2 + it^′s^{′2}) ∂s d(se^{iν} , s^′e^{iν′} )s^′ ds ds^′ dν dν^′ | | | | (a) ≤ (IIa) + (IIb).

In the step marked (a), we applied integration by parts and defined the terms (IIa), (IIb) as follows:

(IIa) = 1 |t| | | | | ∫_π −π ∫_π −π ∫_R 0 e^{itϵ2+it′ s′2} d(ϵe^{iν} , s^′e^{iν′} )s^′ ds^′ dν dν^′ | | | | .

(IIb) = 1 |t| | | | | ∫_π −π ∫_π −π ∫_R 0 ∫_∞ ϵ e^{its2 +it′s′ 2} ∂ ∂s d(se^{iν} , s^′e^{iν′} )s^′ ds ds^′ dν dν^′ | | | | . The previously obtained bound on d(z, z^′) immediately gives the following bound:

(IIa) ≤ C |t| · (1 + |λ|^4 + |ϕ|^4 + |y|^4) · R^{14}.

We can control (IIb) as follows:

(IIb)^{(b)}≤ 1 |t| (∫_π −π ∫_π −π ∫_R 0 ∫_∞ ϵ | | | | ∂ ∂s d(se^{iν} , s^′e^{iν′} ) | | | | s^′ ds ds^′ dν dν^′ )

(c) = 1 |t| ∫_π −π ∫_π −π ∫_R 0 ∫_∞ ϵ | | | | | ∑ k+l≤4 a_{ij} (ν, ν^′)s^{k−1}s^{′l} | | | | | d(se^{iν} , s^′e^{iν′} )s^′ ds ds^′ dν dν^′

≤ 1 |t| 1 ϵ ∫_π −π ∫_π −π ∫_R 0 ∫_∞ ϵ | | | | | ∑ k+l≤4 a_{ij} (ν, ν^′)s^{k−1}s^{′l} | | | | | d(se^{iν} , s^′e^{iν′} )ss^′ ds ds^′ dν dν^′ (d) ≤ C(1 + |λ|^4 + |ϕ|^4 + |y|^4) |t| · 1 ϵ ∑ k+l≤3 E|z|^k |z^′|^l (e) ≤ C(1 + |λ|^4 + |ϕ|^4 + |y|^4) |t| · ( 1 + |λ|^2 + |ϕ|^2 + |y|^2 ϵ )

In the step marked (b) we used the local lipchitz bound on d. In the step marked (c) we recalled the formula for the density d (see (F.1)). In the step marked (d) we used the bound on the coefficients a_{k,l}(ν). In the step marked (e) we used the fact that the random vector z is a unitary transformation of w and the third moment of w was bounded in item (4) of this lemma. Combining the bounds on IIa, IIb we obtain,

(II) ≤

C(1 + |λ|^4 + |ϕ|^4 + |y|^4) ‖T ‖ · ( R^{14} +

1 + |λ|^2 + |ϕ|^2 + |y|^2 ϵ ) . Analysis of (III): We have:

(III) = P [|z^′| ≥ R] ≤ P [‖z‖ ≥ R] (f) ≤ P [‖w‖ ≥ R] ≤ P [|w| ≥ R] + P [|w^′| ≥ R] (g) ≤ 2P [|w| ≥ R] . In the step marked (f) we used the fact that since z is a unitary transformation of w, we have ‖z‖ = ‖w‖. In the step marked (g) we used the fact that |w|, |w|^′ are identically distributed. Finally we set R as: R = C √ 1 + |y|^2 + |ϕ|^2 + |λ|^2 + C √ ln 1 ϵ , and apply the concentration inequality from item (3) of this lemma to obtain: (3) ≤ 2ϵ. Combining the bounds on (1), (2) and (3) and setting ϵ = O(1/‖T ‖^{1/2}) gives us the final bound on the characteristic function of S: | | |Ee^{i ⟨Λ,S⟩} | | | ≤ C · (1 + |λ|^{20} + |ϕ|^{20} + |y|^{20}) · ln^{10}(‖T ‖) √ ‖T ‖ ≤ C · (1 + |λ|^{20} + |ϕ|^{20} + |y|^{20}) ‖T ‖^13 .

6. The claim λ_{max} (Σ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y)) < ∞ follows from the moment estimates derived in claim (4) of the lemma. To show that λ_{min} (Σ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y)) > 0 we note that if λ_{min} (Σ_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y)) = 0, we can find a matrix T with ‖T ‖ = 1 such that ⟨T , S⟩ is deterministic. If this happens then the characteristic function Ee^{i t⟨S,T ⟩} = 1 which contradicts the O(t^{− 13} ) decay proved in Claim (5) of this lemma.

G Analysis of the Variational Problems

In this section, we study the potential functions involved in the definition of the key functions Ξ_1(σ), Ξ̂_1(σ) and Ξ_2(q; σ), Ξ̂_2(q; σ). Define the two concave potential functions:

V_1(λ; r) = λr − E_Y ln Z_{TExp} (λ, Y ) , λ ∈ R V_2(λ, ϕ; q) = 2αλ + βϕ − E_Y ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, Y ) , λ, ϕ ∈ R. In this section, we study the two variational problems:

P1: max_{λ∈R} V_1(λ), P2: max_{λ,ϕ∈R} V_2(λ, ϕ; q). The analysis in this section will consider an arbitrary distribution on the random variable Y . The reason for doing so is to handle the following two cases in a unified way:

1. Y is sampled from the empirical distribution of the phase retrieval observations: Y ∼ 1 m m∑ i=1 δ_{yi} .

This case covers the analysis of Ξ̂_1(σ), Ξ̂_2(q; σ).

2. Y = |Z|^2 + σϵ where Z ∼ CN (0, 1) and ϵ ∼ N (0, 1). This case covers the analysis of Ξ_1(σ), Ξ_2(q; σ).

We also note that the potential functions V_1, V_2 depend on the noise level σ even though the dependence is not explicit in our notation. In this section, we consider a fixed σ > 0 and the universal constants C of this section may depend on σ. However, they do not depend on the distribution of Y . Finally we note that the variation problem P1 is more general than we require in the sense that for the analysis of Ξ_1, Ξ̂_1, we can set r = 1. The reason for studying this more general variational problem is that we can reduce the analysis of P2 to this more general variational problem.

G.1 Analysis of Variational Problem P1

The following proposition analyzes the variational problem P1 and shows that it has a unique minimizer which is guaranteed to lie in a ball of a certain radius.

Proposition 9 (Analysis of P1). There exists a universal constant 0 < C < ∞ depending only on the noise level σ such that:

1. The following coercivity estimate holds:

V_1(λ; r) ≤ − r|λ| 2C , ∀|λ| ≥ C ( r + 1 r ) (E|Y |^2 + 1).

2. All minimizers of the variational problem lie in the compact set: { λ : |λ| ≤ C ( r + 1 r ) (E|Y |^2 + 1) } . 3. The function V_1(λ; r) is strongly concave on every compact set. Consequently, the variational problem has a unique minimizer.

Proof. Throughout this proof, C refers to a universal constant depending only on σ which may change from line to line.

1. We need to show that V_1 is coercive, that is: V_1(λ; r) → −∞ as |λ| → ∞. In order to do so we need to obtain lower bounds on ln Z_{TExp} (±|λ|, Y ). First we consider:

Z_{TExp} (|λ|, y)^{(a)}= ∫_∞ 0 e^{−(1−|λ|)u}ψ_σ (u − y) du

= e^{− y2}2σ^2 √ 2πσ^2 ∫_∞ 0 exp ( |λ|u − u^2 2σ^2 + uy 2σ^2 − u ) du (b) = |λ|e^{− y2}2σ^2 √ 2πσ^2 ∫_∞ 0 exp ( |λ|^2u ( 1 − u 2σ^2 ) + |λ|uy 2σ^2 − |λ|u ) du

≥ |λ|e^{− y2}2σ^2 √ 2πσ^2 ∫_σ2 σ2 2 exp ( |λ|^2u ( 1 − u 2σ^2 ) + |λ|uy 2σ^2 − |λ|u ) du (c) ≥ |λ|e^{− y2}2σ^2 √ 2πσ^2 ∫_σ2 σ2 2 exp ( |λ|^2σ^2 4 − |λ| ( |y| 2 + σ^2 )) du. In the step marked (a), we used Definition 1. In the step marked (b), we performed a change of variable u = |λ|u. In the step marked (c), we used the fact that: u ( 1 − u 2σ^2 ) ≤ |λ|^2σ^2 4 , σ^2 2 ≤ u ≤ σ^2. Hence we obtain, for a universal constant 0 < C < ∞ depending only on σ^2, we have,

E_Y ln Z_{TExp} (|λ|, y) ≥ ln |λ| + |λ|^2 C − C|λ|(E |Y |^2 + 1). Hence, V_1(|λ|; r) ≤ |λ|(r + C(y^2 + 1)) − ln |λ| − |λ|^2 C ≤ − |λ|^2 2C , ∀|λ| ≥ 2C(r + C(E|Y |^2 + 1)). (G.1)

Next we consider: Z_{TExp} (−|λ|, y) = ∫_∞ 0 e^{−(1+|λ|)u}ψ_σ (u − y) du = |λ| ∫_∞ 0 e^{−u} · ψ_σ ( u |λ| − y ) · e^{− u|λ|} du By Jensen’s Inequality,

ln Z_{TExp} (−|λ|, y) = ln |λ| + ln ( E_{E∼Exp(1)}e^{− E|λ|} ψ_σ ( E |λ| − y ))

≥ ln |λ| − 1 |λ| − 1 2σ^2 ( 2 |λ|^2 + y^2 − 2y |λ| )

≥ ln |λ| − C(y^2 + 1), ∀ |λ| ≥ 1. Consequently we have, V_1(−|λ|; r) ≤ −r|λ| − ln |λ| + C(E|Y |^2 + 1), ∀ |λ| ≥ 1 ≤ − r|λ| 2 , ∀|λ| ≥ 2C(E|Y |^2 + 1)) r + 1. (G.2)

Combining the estimates in (G.1) and (G.2), we obtain that for a large enough constant C,

V_1(λ; r) ≤ − r|λ| 2C , ∀|λ| ≥ C ( r + 1 r ) (E|Y |^2 + 1).

2. We observe that,

V_1(0; r) = −E_Y ln E_{E∼Exp(1)}ψ_σ(E − Y ) ≥ − ln ( 1 √ 2πσ^2 )

≥ −C. Hence, |λ| ≥ C ( r + 1 r ) (E|Y |^2 + 1) =⇒ V_1(λ; r) ≤ V_1(0; r).

Hence,

arg min_{λ∈R} V_1(λ; r) ⊂ { λ : |λ| ≤ C ( r + 1 r ) (E|Y |^2 + 1) } . 3. In the light of item (2) of the lemma, it is sufficient to study the variational problem: max |λ|≤R V_1(λ; r), R^Δ= C ( r + 1 r ) (E|Y |^2 + 1).

In order to show uniqueness of the solution it is sufficient to show that V_1(λ; r) is strictly concave on |λ| ≤ R, for which it is sufficient to check that: min |λ|≤R d^2V_1 dλ^2 (λ) < 0 ⇔ d^2 dλ^2

E_Y ln Z_{TExp} (λ, Y ) > 0.

Note that by convexity we have,

d^2 dλ^2

E_Y ln Z_{TExp} (λ, Y ) ≥ 0.

In order to obtain a strict inequality, suppose there is a λ_0 such that:

d^2 dλ^2

E_Y ln Z_{TExp} (λ, Y ) | | | |_{λ=λ0} = 0 ⇔ E^Y [ EE^2 e^{λ0 E} ψ_σ (E − Y ) Ee^{λ0 E} ψ_σ (E − Y ) − ( EEe^{λ0 E} ψ_σ (E − Y ) Ee^{λ0 E} ψ_σ (E − Y ) )_2] = 0.

Recalling Definition 1,

σ^2_{TExp} (λ_0, Y )^{a.s.}= 0.

However this contradicts the decay rate property of the characteristic function of Tilted Exponential distribution proved in Lemma 14 in Appendix F.1 since the amplitude of the characteristic function of deterministic random variables is constant.

G.2 Analysis of Variational Problem P2

The following proposition analyzes the variational problem P2 and shows that it has a unique minimizer which is guaranteed to lie in a ball of a certain radius.

Proposition 10 (Analysis of P2). Suppose that q ∈ (0, 1). There exists a universal constant 0 < C < ∞ depending only on the noise level σ such that:

1. The following coercivity estimate holds: V_2(λ, ϕ; q) ≤ − (1 − q) 2C · (|λ| + |ϕ|), |λ| + |ϕ| ≥ C ( 1 + q + 1 1 − q ) (EY^2 + 1).

2. All minimizers of the variational problem lie in the compact set: { (λ, ϕ) ∈ R^2 : |λ| + |ϕ| ≤ C ( 1 + q + 1 1 − q ) (E|Y |^2 + 1) } . 3. The function V_2(λ, ϕ; q) is strongly concave on any compact set. Consequently, the variational problem has a unique minimizer.

Proof. Throughout this proof, C refers to a universal constant depending only on σ which may change from line to line. It will be helpful to write the variational problem in the following matrix notation. Define, Λ = [ λ^ϕ_2 ϕ 2 λ ]

Then the problem P2 can be rewritten as:

P2: max_Λ V_2(Λ), V_2(Λ) = ⟨Λ, Q⟩ − E_Y ln E_{g∼CN (0,I2)} exp(⟨Λ, gg^H⟩)ψ_σ (Y − |g_1|^2)ψ_σ (Y − |g_2|^2),

where, Q = [ 1 q q 1 ] . To obtain the above display, we recalled the definition of the normalizing constant of the Tilted Wishart Distribution (Definition 2).

1. In order to obtain a coercivity estimate we need to lower bound ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y). Our lower bound will depend only on the spectrum of Λ. We consider the eigendecomposition of Λ: Λ = [ b^H_1 b^H_2 ] · [ γ_1 0 0 γ_2 ] · [ b_1 b_2 ]

In the above display γ_1 ≥ γ_2 are the ordered eigenvalues of Λ. We have the following lower bound on ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y):

ln Z_{TWis} (λ, ϕ, y) = ln E exp(⟨Λ, gg^H⟩)ψ_σ (y − |g_1|^2)ψ_σ (y − |g_2|^2) = ln E exp(γ_1|g_1|^2 + γ_2|g_2|^2)ψ_σ (y − |b^H_1 g|^2)ψ_σ (y − |b^H_2 g|^2)

= ln E exp ( γ_1|g_1|^2 + γ_2|g_2|^2 − 1 2σ^2

(2y^2 − 2y(|b^H_1 g|^2 + |b^H_2 g|^2) + |b^H_1 g|^4 + |b^H_2 g|^4) )

(a) ≥ ln E exp ( γ_1|g_1|^2 + γ_2|g_2|^2 − 1 2σ^2

(2y^2 − 2y(|g_1|^2 + |g_2|^2) + 2|g_1|^4 + 2|g_2|^4) )

≥ ln E exp(γ_1|g_1|^2)ψ_σ ( y √ 2 − √ 2|g_1|^2 ) + ln E exp(γ_2|g_2|^2)ψ_σ ( y √ 2 − √ 2|g_2|^2 ) − y^2 2σ^2

= ln E_{E∼Exp(1)} exp(γ_1E)ψ_σ ( y √ 2 − √ 2E ) + ln E_{E∼Exp(1)} exp(γ_2E)ψ_σ ( y √ 2 − √ 2E ) − y^2 2σ^2 In the step marked (a), we used the fact that,

‖Bg‖^2 = ‖g‖^2, ‖Bg‖^4 ≤ ‖g‖^4_2 ≤ 2(|g_1|^4 + |g_2|^4).

Next note that,

⟨Λ, Q⟩ ≤ γ_1λ_1(Q) + γ_2λ_2(Q),

where λ_1(Q) ≥ λ_2(Q) are the ordered eigenvalues of Q. It is easy to check that λ_1(Q) = 1 + q and λ_2(Q) = 1 − q which means,

⟨Λ, Q⟩ ≤ γ_1(1 + q) + γ_2(1 − q).

This gives us,

V_2(Λ; q) ≤ γ_1(1 + q) − E ln Ee^{γ1 E} ψ_σ ( Y √ 2 − √ 2E ) + γ_2(1 − q) − E ln Ee^{γ2 E} ψ_σ ( y √ 2 − √ 2E ) + EY^2 σ^2 Utilizing the coercivity estimates from Proposition 9, we obtain, ( γ_1 · (1 + q) − E_Y ln Ee^{γ1 E} ψ_σ ( Y √ 2 − √ 2E )) ≤ − (1 + q) · |γ_1| 2C , ( γ_2(1 − q) − E_Y ln Ee^{γ2 E} ψ_σ ( Y √ 2 − √ 2E )) ≤ − (1 − q)|γ_2| 2C , for all: |γ_1| ≥ C ( 1 + q + 1 1 + q ) ( EY^2 + 1 ) , |γ_2| ≥ C ( (1 − q) + 1 1 − q ) ( EY^2 + 1 ) . Since,

‖Λ‖^2 ≥ t =⇒ max(γ^2_1 , γ^2_2 ) ≥ t 2 , ∀t, we obtain,

V_2(Λ; q) ≤ − 1 − q 2C · ‖Λ‖, ‖Λ‖ ≥ C ( 1 + q + 1 1 − q ) (EY^2 + 1).

This is equivalent to the estimate: V_2(λ, ϕ; q) ≤ − 1 − q 2C · (|λ| + |ϕ|), |λ| + |ϕ| ≥ C · ( 1 + q + 1 1 − q ) (EY^2 + 1).

This concludes the proof of item (1) in the statement of the lemma.

2. The proof is analogous to the proof of item (2) in Proposition 9.

3. The proof is analogous to the proof of item (3) in Proposition 9.

H Background on Characteristic Functions

In this section we collect some basic facts about characteristic functions (CF). Most of these results are taken from Chapter XV of Feller [18]. The characteristic function is simply the Fourier transform of the probability density function.

Definition 3 (Characteristic Function). Let f be a probability density function on R. Then the characteristic function of f is defined as: ψ(t) = ∫ R e^{itx}f(x) dx. If the characteristic function is absolutely integrable, the probability density function can be recovered from it using the Fourier inversion formula.

Theorem 2 (Fourier Inversion of CFs). Let ψ be the CF of density f. Then, f(x) = 1 2π ∫ R ψ(t)e^{−itx} dt. The moments of the PDF can be recovered from the Taylors expansion of the CF.

Theorem 3 (Taylors Series of CF). Let X be a random variable with probability density function f. Let ψ be the CF of f. We have, for any t ∈ R. | | | | | ψ(t) − ( 1 + n−1∑ k=1 EX^k k! · (it)^k )| | | | ≤ E|X|^n t^n n! The following bound on CFs will be useful in the proofs of the local central limit theorems.

Lemma 16 (Bounds on CF). Let ψ be a multivariate CF and suppose that, there exists 0 < c < 1 and b > 0 such that, |ψ(t)| ≤ c ∀ ‖t‖ > b. (H.1) Then, for any ‖t‖ ≤ b we have, |ψ(t)| ≤ 1 − 1 − c^2 8b^2 ‖t‖^2. Proof. A univariate version is given as Theorem 1 in Chapter 1 of Petrov [31]. A multivariate version is given as Theorem 1.8.13 in Ushakov [39].

Finally we state a Multivariate Berry-Eseen bound due to Bhattacharya [9].

Theorem 4 (A Multivariate Berry-Eseen Bound, [9]). Let X_1, X_2 . . . X_n be independent random vectors in R^k . Suppose that: EX_i = 0, 1 n n∑ i=1 EX_i X^T_i = I_k.

Define:

ρ_3^Δ= 1 n n∑ i=1 E‖X_i ‖^3. Then, there exists a universal constant C_k depending only on the dimension k, such that for any bounded, lipchitz function f we have, | | |Ef ( ∑_n i=1 X_i √ n ) − E_{Z∼N (0,Ik)}f(Z) | | | ≤ C_k · ρ_3 · (‖f‖_∞ + ‖f‖_{Lip}) √ n . I Some Miscellaneous Results

This appendix collects some miscellaneous facts and results that are useful in our analysis. The first is a classical correlation inequality.

Fact 1 (Chebychev Association Inequality, [10]). Let A, B be r.v.s and B ≥ 0. Suppose f, g are two nondecreasing functions. Then, E[B]E [Bf(A)g(A)] ≥ E[f(A)B]E [g(A)B].

The following collects some useful properties of Modified Bessel Function of the first kind. These results can be found in the standard references [3, 43]. Item (5) of the following is relatively less known and is due to Watson [42, Appendix A].

Fact 2 (Properties of Modified Bessel Function of the First Kind). For x ∈ R, the Modified Bessel Function of the First Kind, denoted by, I_0(x) is defined as:

I_0(x)^Δ= 1 2π ∫_π −π e^{x cos(θ)}.

It satisfies the following properties:

1. I_0(x) is an increasing function on x ≥ 0 and I_0(0) = 1.

2. I_0(x) is an even function.

3. There exists a universal constant C such that,

I_0(x) ≤ Ce^x √ x , ∀x ≥ 0. 4. I_0 is infinitely differentiable.

5. The function^{I ′0}_{I0} is an increasing concave function with,

I^′_0(0) I_0(0)

= 0, lim_{x→∞}

I^′_0(x) I_0(x)

= 1,

and, d dz ( I^′_0(z) I_0(z) ) | | |_{z=0} = 1 2 . The following lemma is about a bivariate Gaussian integral.

Lemma 17. Let Z_1, Z_2 be distributed as: [ Z_1 Z_2 ] ∼ N ([ 0 0 ] , [ 1 ρ ρ 1 ]) .

Then the integral:

J(a, b)^Δ= E_{Z1 ,Z2} ψ_1(a − Z_1)ψ_1(b − Z_2),

is given by: J(a, b) = 1 4π √ 1 − ρ^2/4

· exp ( − a^2 + b^2 − ρab 4(1 − ρ^2/4) ) . Proof. Note that J(a, b) is the Joint PDF of the random variables (A, B) with distribution:

A = Z_1 + ϵ_1, B = Z_2 + ϵ_2, [ Z_1 Z_2 ] ∼ N ([ 0 0 ] , [ 1 ρ ρ 1 ]) , ϵ_1 ∼ N (0, 1) , ϵ_2 ∼ N (0, 1) .

We can directly find the distribution of A, B from this description: [ A B ] ∼ N ([ 0 0 ] , [ 2 ρ ρ 2 ]) . Hence by the formula for the bivariate Gaussian pdf, J(a, b) = 1 4π √ 1 − ρ^2/4

· exp ( − a^2 + b^2 − ρab 4(1 − ρ^2/4) ) .

We will also find the following bound on truncated Gaussian integrals useful. Lemma 18 (Truncated Gaussian Integrals). Suppose that a, A > 0 and k ∈ N. Then, we have, ∫_∞ a x^ke^{− x2}2A^2 dx ≤ C_k · A · (A^k + a^k) · e^{− a22} .

In the above display C_k is a universal constant depending only on k. Proof. Let us first consider the case when A = 1. Then we have, ∫_∞ a x^ke^{− x22} dx^{(a)}= 2^{k−12} ∫_∞ a^2/2 u^{k−12} e^{−u} du (b) = 2^{k−12} · e^{− a22} · ∫_∞ 0 ( x + a^2 2 )^{k−1}_2 e^{−x} dx (c) ≤ 2^{k−1} · e^{− a22} · ∫_∞ 0 ( x^{k−12} + a^{k−1} 2^{k−1}2 ) e^{−x} dx

≤ 2^{k−1} · e^{− a22} · (√∫_∞ 0 e^{−x}x^{k−1} dx + a^{k−1} 2^{k−1}2 )

≤ 2^{k−1} · e^{− a22} · (√ (k − 1)! + a^{k−1} 2^{k−1}2 )

≤ C_k(1 + a^k)e^{− a22}

In the step marked (a), we substituted u = x^2/2 in the step marked (b) we substituted u = x + a. In the step marked (c) we used the inequality (a + b)^k ≤ 2^k(a^k + b^k), a, b ≥ 0 k ≥ 0. Making the substitution x = Ax in the above bound gives us: ∫_∞ a x^ke^{− x2}2A^2 dx ≤ C_k · A · (A^k + a^k) · e^{− a22} .

This concludes the proof.

The following lemma contains a useful upper bound on E|G|^{− 12} where G ∼ N (0, 1).

Lemma 19 (Fractional Moments of Gaussian Distribution). Let G ∼ N ( μ, σ^2 ) . Then we have, E 1 √ |G| ≤ 4 √ μ . Proof. We have, E 1 √ |G| ≤ E 1 √ |G| 1_{|G|≤0.5|μ|} + E 1 √ |G| 1_{|G|>0.5|μ|} ≤ ∫_{0.5|μ|} −0.5|μ| 1 √ |x| · 1 √ 2πσ^2 e^{− (x−μ)2}2σ^2 dx + √ 2 √ μ ≤ e^{− μ2}8σ^2 √ 2πσ^2 · ∫_{0.5|μ|} −0.5|μ| 1 √ x dx + √ 2 √ μ = 2 √ |μ|e^{− μ2}8σ^2 √ πσ^2 + √ 2 √ μ ≤ 4 √ μ In the last step we used the fact that max_{x≥0} √ xe^{−x} ≤^{1√}_{2e} .